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Neither Burgher Hw 6ropeep, vy Oapu:

nor Barin: An VImaroaormgeckast
Imagological and VHTepIIpeTaryis
Intercultural Reading  Anapes Illtoabiia
of Andrey Stoltz in B pOMaHe

Ivan Goncharov’s 1. A. Tongaposa

Oblomov (1859) “ObaomoB” (1859)

Joshua S. Walker Axomya C. Yokep
Buckingham Browne & Nichols School [Ixoaa Byxuurem Bpayn n Huxoac
Cambridge, Mass. Kembpuaxx, Maccauycerc

Abstract

This article presents a reevaluation of Andrey Stolz as more than either a “weak
point” in the novel or a “plot device” and “simple foil” to Oblomov (as D. Senese
represents Dobrolyubov’s position). I investigate the problematic nature of “Ger-
manness” in the novel according to the Imagological methodology, and this al-
lows me to explore how Andrey’s intercultural identity is mediated through a
myriad of different perspectives in the novel. Andrey accesses two politically-
loaded symbolic sets of the German character in mid-nineteenth-century Russian
literature: as an outsider, an Other, who is a negatively-valued opposite by which
the positive Russian Self can be defined; and as an aspect of the internalized Ger-
man in Russian culture, where the Other functions as a symbol of the westerniz-

* Twould like to thank my former doctoral advisor, Sarah Smyth (Dublin), for providing
invaluable insights into Andrey Stolz and also the general topic of literary stereotypes.
I am also indebted to my doctoral readers, Justin Doherty (Dublin) and Joe Andrew
(Keele), and to my anonymous reviewers at Slovéne for their valuable critiques and the
additional sources they suggested for the final draft of this article.
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Reading of Andrey Stoltz in Ivan Goncharov’s Oblonov (1859)

ing process within Russian society. Andrey’s unstable Germanness thus exposes
the paradox of expressing the Russian Self in the 19th century, where the Russian
is constructed in contrast to—yet also in terms of—the imagined Western Other.
I therefore challenge the prevailing assumption that Andrey is meant only to be
the “antidote” to Oblomov, and suggest that his character elucidates the instability
of the Russian Self Image.

Keywords
Oblomov, Goncharov, Dobrolyubov, Imagology, literary stereotypes, Germans in
Russian literature, 19th-century Russian Literature, the literary construction of
the Self and the Other, the image of Andrey Stolz, identity construction

Pe3ziome

B nacrosmieit cratbe nAET peus o “HemenikocTn” AHgpes Ilroablia 1 0 TOM, Kak OHa
CBsA3aHa C 00pa3oM HeMIeB B pycckort anteparype XIX sexa. IlToably He ABAsIeTCSI HU
“niporusosiaueM” a4s O6a0M0OBa, HI “IIPOCTO IIPOTHUBOIIOAOKHOCTHIO” €My, a BhIpa-
KaeT KpU3UC AMIHOCTH, XapaKTepHBIN 4451 oOpasa “pycckoro” u “pycckoctu” B XIX
Beke. ABTOp JICIIOAB3yeT MMaroAornJeckylo MeTOAVIKY, YTOOHI MiccAeAoBaTh 0ba ac-
IIeKTa CTepeoTUIIa HeMla B pycckoit anteparype XIX Beka: 9TO U aguMameTpaabHas
MPOTUBOIIOAOXKHOCTh 00pasy “pycckoro”’, KOHCTPYMUPYIOIIasl IOAOKIUTEeAbHBIE Yep-
THI TIOCA@AHErO, M 9acTh COOCTBEHHO “PyccKOro”, AeMOHCTPUPYIOMas MPUCYITYIO
PYCCKOI AMYHOCTH TOV DIIOXM HECTAaOMABHOCTb.

Kniouesble C10Ba
O6.a0omoB, Tonuapos, Jo0Opoal0O0OB, MMAroAorusl, AUTepaTypHBIE CTEPEeOTUIID,
HeMIIBI B PYCCKON AUTepaType, pycckas anteparypa XIX Beka, AuTeparypHoe KOH-
cTpyupoBaHre obpasa “coero” m “uyskoro”, obpas AHapes Illtoarlla, KOHCTPY-
MpOBaHUe UAEHTUIHOCTI

Introduction and Methodology

Ivan Goncharov’s Andrey Stolz, from the novel Oblomov (1859), is the pro-
duct of two worlds: his German father’s, a domain of strictness and burgher
values, and his Russian mother’s, one of tenderness and gentry [6apur] bear-
ings. He is a character who travels west on business, yet who believes that
work will ultimately benefit his homeland, Russia [180].! Andrey is difficult to
define on the spectrum of foreignness in relation to his upbringing [Xonkuu
2003: 40], his activities, and even his name. To his detractors, such as Taran-
tyev and Mukhoyarov, he is a German, “Stolz.” To his family and friends, such
as Oblomov, Zakhar, and his own mother, his name is resoundingly Russian,
“Andrey,” “Andrey Ivanych” or “Andryusha,” respectively. It is curious, then,
that the majority opinion in scholarship holds that “Andryusha” is a symbol
of the West, while Oblomov—who was raised with a pseudo-German educa-

1 Textual citations to Oblomov refer to the authoritative version from the 1998 RAN
collected works, vol. 4 [ToH4APOB 1998, IV].
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tion, who wears a Germanic (yet “Eastern”) shlafrok/wnagpox gown, and who
lives in the Westernized imperial capital Petersburg [PEACE 1991: 13]—is a
symbol of the East. Frank summarizes the received formulation as follows:
“Some critics have interpreted it as a reference to an ‘Asiatic’ tendency in the
Russian character; and Oblomov’s efficient and successful friend Stoltz, whose
tather is German, certainly forms a ‘Western’ contrast to Oblomov’s indolence
and practical helplessness” [FRANK 2007]. This is not to say that Oblomov is
unique among nineteenth-century Russian literary characters for his display
of Western symbols and Westernization. Rather, he and Andrey bear contra-
dictory and paradoxical symbolic currency that was inherent to the cultural
milieu. Instead of emerging as diametric opposites, as Ehre has argued [EHRE
1973: 196], a close reading of the stereotypes in the novel demonstrates that
both characters exist on a continuum between images of Russianness and
Germanness. Once Andrey has been removed from his usual role of a cultural
stereotype and/or foil to Oblomov and from the configuration of “Stolzism/
OItonbuesmuna,” which was imbued with negative valuation by the critics of
the 1860s immediately following the publication of the novel [HEA3BELIKMIA
1992: 43-44], the symbolic currency can be evaluated on its own terms.

To address the role of the images of the Other and how they apply to An-
drey, I utilize the Imagological methodology, a relatively new school of criti-
cism that took shape in France in the 1950s and gained a scholarly following
in the following decades in Germany [LEERSSEN 2007: 17-32]. This is a pro-
ductive lens to analyse Andrey’s simultaneously Domestic/Foreign character
because Imagology investigates how the construction of the Other affects and
constructs the Self. There are two particular Imagological assumptions that
underpin this assertion. First, identity only comes into being when it is concep-
tualized and verbalized: the Self is an articulation, and not a stable idealized
abstraction, meaning there only exists that which emerges through discourse,
deployed to meet the changing demands of the situation. Therefore, it is nec-
essary to identify the context surrounding the German stereotype and how it
includes, excludes, or ignores Andrey. Secondly, because the Self emerges in
contrast to the Other, the image of the Other represents a constitutive aspect
of the Self. Representations of the Other in literary discourse do not exist in a
separate universe from the articulations of the Self—the “You” is constructed
and imagined precisely to give shape and meaning to the image of the “I.” Be-
cause of this, the two terms “Russian” and “German” function in a symbiotic
symbolic relationship in Russian literary discourse.

Andrey’s character accesses—yet never fully commits to—two politically-
loaded symbolic sets of the German character in mid-nineteenth-century Rus-
sian literature: as an outsider, an Other, and as a negatively-valued opposite by
which the positive Russian Self can be defined; and as an aspect of the inter-
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nalized German in Russian culture, where the Other functions as a symbol of
the westernizing process within Russian society. I argue that the paradoxical
synthesis at play in Andrey’s character goes well beyond the limited role it has
been ascribed in scholarship, such as a “prototype” for the future who is “too
schematic” [DIMENT 1998: 30], as a “plot device and foil” [SENESE 2003: 88],
as a “theoretical abstraction” [MCLEAN 1998: 50], and as a “topos” of the “Ger-
man element” in Russia [Muza 200: 186]—though caution against interpre-
tations limited to diametric opposition between the two characters has been
advised [SETCHKAREV 1967: 1799-1805; EHRE 1973: 197; PEACE 1991: 13].
I therefore challenge the classically received assumption first pronounced by
Dobrolyubov that Andrey is meant only to be the “antidote” [npomueosdue]
[ZosPomoBoB 1948: 71] or “antipode” [SHISHKIN 2008: 547-549; TOHYAPOB
2004, VI: 186-187, 386]? to Oblomov, as well as the discursive current estab-
lished by Goncharov’s contemporaries who, according to Krasnoshchekova,
“made absolute the social aspect of the character and ignored all the rest” [Oxu
abconomMU3UPO8aAY COYUANLHBIL acnekm 00pas3a u uzHopuposaiu éce dpy-
eue] [KPACHOIIEKOBA 1997: 275]. T assert that his character expresses the
conflicted interplay of cultural stereotypes in mid-nineteenth-century Rus-
sian discourse. In this sense, I agree with the Nedzvetskii, who argues that
Andrey is an “interestingly and deeply thought-out figure” [unmepecro u eny-
6oxo 3adymannas gueypal [HEA3BETCKUMN 1992: 38].> While critics such as
Kholkin and Setchkarev have illuminated the complexity of Andrey’s char-
acter and the depth of his role in the success of the novel as a whole, I utilize
the Imagological methodology to demonstrate how this complexity emerges in
relation to the character’s paradoxical Germanness.

The German and Russian as Diametric Opposites

I begin with an analysis of the Hetero Image of the German as Other to de-
termine how it constructs the Russian Self Image and how this applies to An-
drey. In this school, the term “Hetero Image” is used for a stereotype from
Group A regarding Group B (here: the Russians regarding the Germans). It
is also possible to speak of a “Self Image,” the stereotype from Group A about
Group A (here: the Russians about themselves) [LEERSSEN 2007: 342-344].
The German emerges in terms of mutual exclusivity to the Russian from four
perspectives in the novel, and in this essay I provide a close reading of three of
them (while the fourth perspective emerges from Mukhoyarov, whose limited
contribution is not discussed in detail here): Oblomov’s manservant Zakhar
regarding their German neighbors; Andrey’s mother regarding her husband

2 See also [KPACHOLIEKOBA 1997: 328].

3 See also Kholkin, who views Andrey as indicative of the “fearlessly natural/genuine”
|6eccmpamno ecmecmeennei] characters in the novel [Xonmkun 2003: 38].
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and the general category of “burghers”; and Tarantyev regarding Andrey and
Andrey’s father. I organize the traits that compose the German stereotype in
the following chart, which demonstrates how the negative stereotype can be a
constructive element in the positive Russian Self Image—or, as Leerssen con-
textualizes the work of Ricoeur and Levinas, “one becomes I by way of en-
countering You” [LEERSSEN 2007: 339]. To facilitate internal referencing in
the following sections, I use the letters from the left-hand column of Figure 1.

Russian Self Image German Hetero Image
Positive Traits Negative Traits

A Open Hemmed-in M)

B Free Uncontrolled (T)

C Spontaneous Predictable (M)

D Full of Life Dull M)

E Honest Deceitful  (7)

F Future-Oriented Past-Oriented M)

G Simple Condescending (7)

H Noble Crude, Everyday (M)

I Dirty Exceedingly Clean (Z)

J Spiritual Demonic, Heathen (T) (M)

K Disorderly Obsessively Orderly (M) (2)

L Spiritual Material (T) (M)

M Mysterious Knowable (M) (2)

N Generous Money-Grubbing (T) (M) (2)

Figure 1. Mutual Opposition in Oblomov, Source Key:
(L)=Lakhar, (M)=Mother, (T)=Tarantyev

Zakhar's Cheap and Cruel German

Zakhar’s contributions to the list (I, K, M, N) emerge from one exchange in
the novel: when Oblomov confronts him regarding the messy state of their
apartment, Zakhar defends himself with a comparison to the negatively-valu-
ed cleanliness of their neighbor, a German piano tuner. Zakhar argues that he
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could not possibly keep the flat as tidy as they do, because the Germans live
in a spare and cheap manner, as opposed to the abundance of Oblomov’s flat.
While this hyperbole is both humorous and expedient to his defense, Zakhar’s
following assertion demonstrates how he deploys and reinforces the cultural
stereotype:

And where are the Germans to get rubbish from? Just take a look at how they
live! The entire family has just one bone to gnaw on for the whole week. And the coat
gets passed from the father’s back to the son, and then back to the father. And the wife
and the daughters have these short little dresses... So where are they supposed to get
rubbish from? [13]*

This passage accesses four aspects of the German Hetero Image: as clean
(I), because their flat lacks sufficient items to create disorder; as orderly (K),
because they can institute such a structured frugality; as money-grubbing
(M), because they share a single bone for sustenance, even though the father’s
occupation allows them to live otherwise; and as knowable (N), because the
extent of their material life is defined, whereas Oblomov’s residence is char-
acterized by its clutter and the innumerability of its objects (typified by the
“MHOECTBO KpacuBBIX Meyodeil” [multitude of beautiful knick-knacks] in
Oblomov’s room) [7]. These depictions access the stereotype of Germanness
as imminently knowable and comprehensible from its surface, a trait that has
been identified by Dolinin as characteristic of how Russian writer construct-
ed German space in the 1920s [DoLININ 2000: 230-236], while the Russian
remains a mystery, full of latent and hidden potential—traits that have been
identified as characteristic of Russian space by Ely (as “outer gloom” belying
“inner glory”) [ELy 2002: 134-164] and Widdis (where unlimited potential
emerges through “unboundable space”) [WipDIs 1998: 30-49].

Zakhar depicts the neighbor to be a typical German, raising the specific
situation to the general level with the exclamation “Where are the Germans
to get rubbish from?” Zakhar attributes these characteristics to the neigh-
bor and not to Andrey; because the latter is a close family friend and links
to the patriarchal gentry authority structure, he is not subjected to the Ger-
man stereotype. The manner of address reflects this relationship: Zakhar, like
Stolz’s future wife, Olga, refers to him by first name and patronymic, “Andrey
Ivanych”—and Zakhar often adds the term for patriarchal respect, batiushka.
An example of this is when Zakhar meets Andrey at the end of the novel after
falling on hard times: “Oh, father [Ax, ax, 6amiowxa] Andrey Ivanych!” [490—
491]. Zakhar defers to Andrey as he would to other Russian gentlemen, he

4 “— ATzie HeMIIbI COPY BO3bMYT, — BAPYT BO3pa3u 3axap. — Bel mornsaauTe-Ko,
Kak OHY XUBYT! Bcs ceMbsl 1ey0 Hefleso KOCTb I1oxeT. CIOPTYK C Ij1ed OTHa
IIepeXO/IUT Ha CBIHA, A C ChIHA ONATH Ha OTHA. Ha jxeHe U IOo4YepsAX MIAaTbUIIKY
KOPOTeHbKUe <...> I'le uM copy B3ATh?”
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follows Russian social conventions and excludes Andrey from the category of
the money-grubbing, cruel, orderly, and obsessively clean Other. Indeed, from
Zakhar’s perspective, Andrey is not even a half-German, because he bears no
traits of the German piano tuner.

The Labyrinth of Burgher Life: Germans According to Andrey’s Mother

Andrey’s Russian mother also refers to Andrey with a non-German version
of his name: when the narrator adopts her perspective, he uses the diminu-
tive form of Andrey, “Andriusha,” such as how “His mother always worriedly
watched when Andryusha disappeared from home” [Mams ecezda ¢ 6ecno-
Koticmeom cmompena, kaxk AHoprowa ucuedan uz doma) [152]. As with Zakhar,
Andrey does not represent a typical German for her—though, in his youth, she
worried that he would become a typical German burgher like his father. She
feared this outcome because, for her, German nature is tied to money, mate-
rialism, arrogance, and boredom, and the principle that each German follows
the same pattern as his father and his father’s father, ad infinitum [154-155].
The repeatability of the German archetype was a frequent motif in literature
of the nineteenth century. Herzen had deployed this image in the 1840s to
characterize travel in the West, while Gogol applied this trope to the German
Rhineland scenery in the 1830s. For Herzen, Western space emerges as an ex-
cruciatingly boring space where the poetry “vanishes” from travel and where
you feel as through you were in a “machine”:

Riding through France on post horses is boring. It’s the way you’re in a machine;
there are no conversations, no arguments, no postmasters or their samovars, no books,
and no travel documents. The postmen drive rapidly; they set everything up in an
instant. And since the roads are like tablecloths, and there are horses everywhere, all
the poetry has vanished [TEPLEH 1956: 246].

For Gogol, the Rhine inculcated more annoyance than awe precisely be-
cause of its numerous attractive scenes: “I finally grew tired of all the inces-
sant views. Your eyes get completely worn out, as in a panorama or a picture.
Before the windows of your cabin there pass, one after another, towns, crags,
hills, and old ruined knights’ castles” [MAGUIRE 1994: 115]. Prefiguring An-
drey’s mother’s inversion of the value of acquiring wealth, Gogol flips the valu-
ation of the picturesque and non-picturesque—Russia’s possible liabilities,
such as its empty expanses, are repositioned as advantages compared to the
boring repetition of the German space. As Widdis argues, the “unboundable
expanse” [Heobwamuuiil npocmop| acts as a “cypher for a more generalized

5 “E3nutb Bo @paHLMIO Ha OYTOBBIX JIOWAAAX CKYYHO: TOYHO MalllMHA, HU Pa3roBOPOB,
HH CTI0PA, HY CTAaHL[IOHHBIX CMOTPUTeJIEH, HU IX CAMOBApPOB, HY KHHUT, HU ITO/IOPOXKHBIX.
ITouTanbOHBI e314T CKOPO, 3aKJIa/ibIBAIOT B O/IH MUT, I0POra — KaK CKaTepTh, JIOMAAN
Be3/ie ecTh, BCS 033U ucyesna’.
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mystery of Russianness itself” and it “becomes a symbol for the impossibility
of self-definition” [WIDDIs 1998: 48-49]. Epstein has also noted how Gogol
transforms the depths of Russian space [eny6s poccuiickozo npocmparcmeal
into a figure that represents Russia as a whole [DrmuTeiH 1996].° Andrey’s
mother, in her turn, prefigures the repetitive nature of German space that
Alexander Dolinin has identified in the work of Bely, Shklovsky, Ehrenburg,
and Antsiferov regarding 1920s Berlin [DoLiNIN 2000: 231]. The bounded
and constricted nature of German space becomes necessary to establish Rus-
sian space as boundless and impossible to fully grasp by rational means.

In addition to these traits, Andrey’s mother deploys other aspects of a re-
strictive, labyrinthine German space—including cruelty and restrictiveness—
to characterize the German essence that she fears for her son:

[Andrey’s mother] didn’t entirely like this work-intensive, practical upbringing.
She was afraid that her son would become the same kind of German burgher as his
father’s antecedents. .. (S)he did not like the crudeness, self-reliance, or arrogance with
which the whole German mass showed off their burgher rights that they had fashioned
over the last thousand years... She could not detect any softness, delicateness, or
leniency in the German character. There wasn’t anything... that could bypass a rule,
break with a custom, or not comply with a statute [154].7

The section in which this passage emerges [ch. II, 152-156] accesses ten
of the traits under discussion. I include examples from nineteenth-century
creators of culture to demonstrate the broader discursive currency of the Ger-
man stereotype that Andrey’s mother employs.

A. As Hemmed-in: Andrey’s mother refers to the German nation [na-
yus) asacrowd [moana] and as a mass [maccal. These terms access the German
stereotype as hemmed-in and constricted—and as part of an imaginary, con-
flated “nation” of heterogeneous Germans. This aspect of the Hetero Image is
dramatized in her imagination by the narrow life allowed to the German bur-

¢ For Epstein, Russian space—as a figure—is connected to the demonic, and it engages
in “mystic copulation” [mucmuuecxoe coumue] with both Chichikov and with itself:
“KOMIIO3UIIMOHHO JIOJDKHO YBEHYAThCSI MUCTMYECKIM COMTHEM Tepos He C KaKoii-
TO OIpeJieJIeHHOM JKeHIUHOM, a ¢ camoil Poccueit. OTcrofja MTHOBEeHHAsl CMeHa
IUCMO3ULIH, OT 6UOrpaduyecKoro miaHa — B reorpadpuyecKuii: CTpeMUTeIbHOe
IBIDKEHHUe repost B I1y6b poccuiickoro mpoctpaHcrsa”; “JlaHamadTHO-KocMudecKas
3POTHKA <...> [lepepacTaeT B aBTO3POTH3M, — OTCIOJIa ¥ YMECTHOCTb pOPMYJIbI,
TIpeaJIoXeHHO! BelrnHCKUM: «rpeMsiie, notlye AudrpaMObl 61aXKeHCTBYIOLIEro B
cebe HALMOHAJIBLHOTO CAMOCO3HAHUST» " [DIIITENH 1996].

7 “Eif He COBCeM HPaBUJIOCh 3TO TPYAOBOE, IPAKTHYECKOe BocmuTaHue. OHa 60sIach,
YTO ChIH €e C/|eIaeTCs TAKUM JKe HeMeLKUM GIoprepoMm, 13 KaKux BbILIeN OTel] <...>
(H)e nro6uma rpyGoCTH, CAMOCTOSTEIBHOCTA ¥ KUWINBOCTH, C KAKMMH HeMeLKasi
Macca [peabsBsieT Be3zie CBOM ThICsuesieTeM BbIpaGoTaHHble Gloprepckyie mpasa
<..> OHa B HeMeIIKOM XapaKTepe He 3aMedaia HIKaKo# MATKOCTH, /IeTHKaTHOCTH,
CHUCXOXX/IEHHUS, HIYero TOro <...> € 4eM MOXXHO 000UTH Kakoe-HUOY b IPaBUIIO,
HapyIIUTh 061K 06bIYAl, He TOAYUHUTHCS YCTaBy .
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gher, as opposed to the assumed expansive and limitless potential of the Rus-
sian, a common image identified by Widdis and Ely [ WiDDI1s 1998: 40-41; ELy
2002: 94-96]. The traits of the German as hemmed-in and restrictive resonate
with the depiction of von Biron’s labyrinthine house in Lazhechnikov’s 1835
Ice Palace [Jledanoiu dom] [JIAKEYKMKOB 1858: 48-49], and they also prefig-
ure the prison-like German house encountered by Gurov in Chekhov’s Lady
with a Lapdog [ lama c cobauxou], where Chekhov’s narrative draws particular
attention to the imposing fence that surrounds the house of Gurov’s lover:
“Gurov walked down Staro-Goncharnaya Street without rushing, searching
for the house. Just outside the house stretched a long, grey spiked fence. ‘You'd
run away from a fence like that,” thought Gurov, alternately looking at the
windows and the fence” [1Ex0B 1977, X: 138].8

C. As Predictable: For Andrey’s mother, the German burgher has no
choice in the path of his life, and he is incapable of breaking the rules, cus-
toms, and statutes of his “nation”. There is no leeway for deviation from their
pre-determined trajectory, which progresses “as though along a ruler” [xax
no aunetixe] [158]. This aspect emphasizes the linear aspect of the labyrin-
thine life of the German, which represents a progression from one point to
another along the surface of things, with no concern for the deeper aspects
of life. The aspect of this image resonates with a German from Gogol’s story
Nevsky Prospect, the akkuratnyi/akkypatusiii [thorough, orderly] Schiller,
who plans his life to absurd lengths, such as in his vow not to kiss his wife
more than twice a day. The narrator of Gogol’s story contrasts Schiller’s be-
havior with that of the typical Russian, and describes the character in terms of
his national character: “Schiller was a perfect German in the full sense of the
word. When he was only 20, that happy age when a Russian lives carelessly,
Schiller had already measured out his entire life, and he never made an excep-
tion, no matter the circumstances” [forosns 1938, I1I: 41].° As with Andrey’s
mother’s German burghers, Gogol’s Schiller does not allow for deviation from
his planned course, and this is cast as a diametric opposite to the Russian Self
Image. This image of the German as overly planned and the Russian as glori-
ously irrational participates in a discursive pattern that includes the Slavo-
philes’ descriptions of the Russian language, which Gasparov has character-
ized as a rejection of rationalist orderings of events [GAsSPAROV 2004: 133]. It
also connects to Tyutchev’s poetic lines that cast Russia as incapable of being
measured by any standardized metric, where “One cannot measure [Russia] in

8 “T'ypos He crema noutes Ha Crapo-T'oHYapHyo, oTbIcKas oM. Kak pa3 IpoTuB foMa
TSAHYJICA 3a60p, CePBIH, ATUHHBIN, ¢ rBO3AsSMU. OT TaKOro 3ab6opa yoexHIib, — Jymai
T'ypoB, NOTJIAAbIBAsA TO HA OKHA, TO Ha 3a60p”.

 “Eme ¢ BaALaTUIIETHETO BO3PACTA, C TOTO CYACTIMBOIO BpeMeHH, B KOTOPOe PYCCKOM
xuBeT Ha ¢ydy, yxe IlInsep pa3mMepust BCIO CBOIO KU3Hb X HUKAKOT'O, HU B KAKOM
cJlydae, He fieJiaJl MCKJII04eHus”.
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terms of general arsheen”) [Apuunom o6uum He usmepums), because Russia
is accessible through faith and emotion: “In Russia one can only believe”) [B
Poccuro moxcro monvko sepums| [TOTYEB 2003: 165]. Tyutchev’s lines con-
nect to a spiritual and metaphysical belief in Russia, but they also undermine
an attempted rational measurement, because the reader is invited to imagine
a country and people that can be measured in terms of a general standard and
that can be comprehended by means of logic [ ymom]. The German image is Ob-
lomov is thus connected to commonplace images of measurement, such as the

ruler [nuneiixa] and Schiller’s “measuring out” [uamepums|, while the Russian
Self Image defies rational quantification.

D. As Dull: Without any allowance for deviation from the progress
“along a ruler,” there is nothing to make life pleasant for the Germans; thus,
they maintain a “boring correctness of life” [cxyunas npasunsrocmo susnu|
[155]. For Andrey’s mother, the dullness of German life is connected to the
harshness of their upbringing, and she despises the practical education and the
German work ethic that Andrey receives from his father. For her, these aspects
of German life are characterized by the image of the Germans going through
life “with their hands turning the millstone [6opouarowumu seprosal” [156].

F. As Past-Oriented: According to Andrey’s mother, the German future
is chained to its past. This emerges in the invocation of the repetitious genera-
tions and the 1,000 year-old traditions. From this perspective, the Germans
lack the potential and imagination found in the Russian character. This aspect
of the German Hetero Image thus reinforces the spontaneity and the impro-
visational aspects of the Russian Self Image, because the German is cast as
incapable of deviation. She imagines the ideal Russian gentleman [6apu#] to
be typified by, “a clean face and a bright, lively gaze [6oiuxuii 6322150],” whereas
the German burghers are typified by their “everyday faces” [6ydnuunsie nuyal
[155]. While Andrey’s mother fears that his education will turn her child into
a dull and unimaginative burgher, Andrey would actually “speak with so much
energy and liveliness that it would move her to laughter” [ paccxassisams max
6oiixo, max xuso, umo paccmewum u ee| [153]. Andrey’s education instills
him with the very characteristic (being lively/6osuxui) that her mother cher-
ishes in the Russian barin/gentry.!°

H. As Crude and Everyday: Just as the stereotypical Germans display
everyday features rather than liveliness, Andrey’s mother believes that the

10 The narrator echoes the trait of “liveliness” in his depiction of young Andrey’s “lively
mind” (“AHzproma eTCKUMY 3eJIeHeHbKUMU IJIa3KaM¥ CBOXMH CMOTPeJI BAPYT B TPH
WK YeTbIpe pasHble cdepsl, 0AKIM YMOM XaJHO U Gecco3HaTeNbHO HabIII0[a THIIbI
3TOH pa3HOPOAHOY TOJIIbI, KaK MecTpble ABIeHNs Mackapasa”) [157], and also in the
description of the “wide, lively footsteps” made by the imagined “Stolzes with Russian
names” (“Ho BOT I71a3a O4HYJIMCh OT APEMOTBI, OCIBILIANUCh GOMKIe, IMPOKKe arH,
JKUBBIe rosoca...”) [164].
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Germans cannot become gentlemen, nor can they possess the refinement of
the Russian barin/gentry. Rather, for her the Germans have “big rough hands”
[6onvumue epybuie pyxu], and they use “rude speech” [epybas peus| [155].
Through the repetition of the word “grubyi/epy6uii” [rude/coarse], the lack
of refinement and “softness” [mszxocmus| applies to the structures of German
appearance, character, and spatiality. This provides a counterpoint to the im-
maculate softness described in Oblomov’s features, dress, mannerisms, his
small hands, and even his “whole soul” [gcs dywa] [5]. Indeed, if one takes Ob-
lomov’s robe as “an essential part of Oblomov’s attitude towards life” [PEACE
1991: 72], his corpulence becomes more salient as the robe degrades around
his body during the course of the novel.

J. As Demonic: Andrey’s mother refers to her husband as an “old hea-
then” [cmapoui-mo nexpucms] [160], which accesses her husband’s Protes-
tantism as opposed to her own Orthodoxy. In Russian cultural history, the
“heathen German” represents a foreign intrusion and threat to Orthodoxy,
with roots in the Don Cossack revolt of 1705, when their leader, Kondraty
Bulavin, called upon all Cossacks “to defend the house of God’s Holy Mother
and the Christian Church against the heathen and Hellenic teachings which
the boyars and Germans wish to introduce” [MASSIE 1986: 409]. The imagined
threat to Orthodoxy and the Russian center by the heathen at the periphery
translated to rumor’s that Peter the Great was the Antichrist, and that the so-
lution to his defeat lay in burning the German Suburb [#emeyxas cro6odal
to the ground [MAssIE 1986: 406-407]. Andrey’s mother characterization
of her husband thus loosely connects to the demonic aspect of the German
Hetero Image in the history of representation, which appears in the German-
Devil in Gogol’s Night Before Christmas [Hous neped poxcdecmeom]| [TOoromnp
1940, I: 202]; in the doctor Werner—nicknamed “Mephistopheles”—in Ler-
montov’s Hero of Our Time [Iepou nauezo 8pemeru] [LEATHERBARROW 2004:
999, 1006]; in the doctor Krestyan Ivanovich in Dostoevsky’s The Double
[Aeotinux]; in depictions of the demonic metropolis in 1920s Berlin [DOLININ
2000: 232-4]; and in the devil Woland (according to Berlioz’s initial estima-
tion) in Bulgakov’s Master and Margarita [Bynrakos 2004: 97-107].

K. As Obsessively Orderly: For Andrey’s mother, the German lifestyle
does not allow for the slightest deviation from the pattern of burgher life; thus,
their lives and characters are determined by “cheap and commonplace orderli-
ness” [nownwiti nopsdox| [155], a characteristic that Vladimir Nabokov ties to
Germans in his critical work regarding Gogol [NABOkOV 1961: 64—-66].

L. As Materialistic: Because the Germans base their lives upon burgher
values without deviation, their only interest lies in accruing material wealth,
rather than in developing the spiritual side of their existence. This aspect is
also established by the “ruler” [nuneiixa] metaphor, as the German burgher
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only cares about quantifying the surface of things. This aspect prefigures
the negative attitude towards the excessive rationality and methodical man-
ner in the German accumulation of wealth that emerges in chapter four of
Dostoevsky’s The Gambler [Uepox], where the narrator asserts that he “shall
not worship the German method of accumulation of riches [nemeyxuii cnoco6
Haxonnexus 6ozamcms]” [JOCTOEBCKMIA 1994: 528], a detail that Gerschen-
kron has identified as indicative of the novel’s negative approach to the imag-
ined German way of life [GERSCHENKRON 1975: 697]. The image of the Ger-
man as materialist thus further reinforces the spiritual and mystical aspect of
the Russian Self Image—as being anti-rational and anti-materialist, and guid-
ed by the intuitive rather than the systematic. Dostoevsky’s characterization
of the German method as a “German idol” [nemeyxuii udon] [[IOCTOEBCKUI
1994: 528] further establishes the Russian Self Image as properly spiritual and
the German Hetero Image as blasphemous—and perilous to the Russian soul.

M. As Knowable: For Andrey’s mother, German arrogance and crude-
ness are as plain as are “horns on cows”—they are prominently visible and can-
not be hidden. The German thus lacks key aspects of the Russian Self Image:
mystery, humility, and hidden potential. As with Zakhar’s condemnation of
the German neighbor, to observe the outside of the German is to understand
the inside. This aspect is diametrically opposed to the indeterminate and ex-
pansive traits associated with Russian identity (as identified by [WipD1s 1998]
and [ELY 2002]), and even Oblomov. In the first passage of the novel—and thus
the keynote description of the—Oblomov’s facial expression and his mental
state are depicted as indefinite. His eyes are cast as “dark-gray, but with the
absence of any kind of definite ideas [c omcymcmeuem ecsaxoii onpedenenroii
udeu]” [5]. The ideas that do occur to him wander “across his face like a free
bird” [Muicns eynana sonvrou nmuyeu no auyy| [1BID.]. While this may seem
to be an incidental description, this image sets the tone for the remaining no-
vel; this “absence of any kind of definite ideas” encompasses Oblomov’s inactiv-
ity, his spiritual purity, his incompetence in practical affairs, and his unusual
trajectory as the hero of a novel who does not end up with the heroine, but
rather with his landlady.

N. As Money-Grubbing: The Germans’ concern for money is so perva-
sive that the only goal of their lives is “the labor-intensive acquisition of money
[mpyxcenuueckoe dobvieanue deree]” [155]. This emphasizes the material as-
pect of their character, because they only value what can be quantified, and
they are willing to sacrifice comfort to increase their accumulation of wealth.

Andrey’s mother fears that her son will turn into the apotheosis of the
German stereotype (a role she ascribes to her husband), which is diametri-
cally opposed to the positive Russian image. In this oppositional relationship,
the negative traits associated with the Other construct a positive image of the
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Self: the burgher denigrated to create the idealized barin/6apus. Fortunately
for Andrey’s mother, her son “was raised on Russian soil” [geipoc Ha pycckoii
nouee] and not in the “everyday crowd, with the burgher cow horns” [156].
As with Zakhar’s deployment of the stereotypical German, Andrey’s mother
does not apply the category of “German” to Andrey. Instead, the dimensions
of the stereotype create a counterpoint of Germanness against which Andrey’s
character and behavior are contrasted through the course of the novel. While
many critics have bristled at the supposition that Goncharov intended for An-
drey the German (or half-German) to save Russia from Oblomovism [DIMENT
1998: 30], this passage elucidates how Russia saves Andrey from becoming a
German.

Tarantyev's Scheming and Conflated German

Oblomov’s acquaintance Tarantyev, however, casts Andrey as a typical conde-
scending German in an effort to gain influence over Oblomov and his finan-
ces.!! Tarantyev exploits the negative stereotypical currency of the German
image in a conversation where he attempts to turn Oblomov against Andrey,
asserting that the German cannot be trusted for the following reasons: An-
drey is uncontrollable, because he is “always knocking about foreign lands
[wamaemcsa no uymcum 3emnam] and as he travels “everywhere” [IIocmpen
gesde nocnen!] (B) [52]; Andrey is aligned with the demonic as a “Hemen
npokAThIi” [accursed German] whose whole set of affairs is “HedncTo” [un-
clean] [1BID.], which aligns with and compounds Andrey’s mother’s charac-
terization of the father as a “heathen” (J); and Andrey is deceitful because he
supposedly plans to “swindle” Oblomov [“nemey meoii 06nynum meés”] (E)
[51]. Tarantyev’s argument regarding Andrey’s father elucidates his position,
and it also clarifies how stereotypical German traits of materialism (L) and
greed (N) construct a positive Russian Self Image:

A fine lad indeed! Suddenly from his father’s forty rubles he’s made capital of
300,000, and then he becomes a Court Councilor, and he’s even educated — And
now he’s always traveling off somewhere! The little scamp really gets around! Are
you telling me a genuine, good Russian person would ever do that? A Russian person
would choose something and then go through with it, without rushing. He’d do it nice
and easy, but he’d go off and get it done! [52]'2

11 See also Krasnoshchekova’s treatment of the German as the opposite to the Russian
according to Tarantyev [KPACHOLIEKOBA 1997: 205].

12 “Xoporm Manb4rK! BAPYT U3 OTIOBCKKX COPOKA CAeJIas ThICSY TPHUCTA KAaIIUTay, U
B Ci1yx0e 3a HaIBOPHOTO T1epPeBaJIMIICS, ¥ YUeHBIil... Telephb BOH ellle MyTeliecTByeT!
IToctpen Be3zie mocries! Pa3Be HACTOSIIUIA-TO XOPOIIN PYCCKUI YeI0BeK CTaHeT BCe
3TO Jienath? Pycckuil yesnoBek BoibepeT 4T0-HUOYAb OZHO, /1a U TO elile He CIIella,
MIOTMXOHBKY /la IIOJIETOHBKY, KOe-Kak, a To Ha-Ko, nogu!”
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Tarantyev argues that an Orthodox Christian Russian should be trusted
and not a “cursed/damned” [npoxnameii] [50] and educated [yuensiii] [52]
German. Tarantyev’s argument, while mercenary and self-serving in its aims,
does highlight the demonic aspect of Andrey’s character. Krasnoshchekova
has indicated how critics such as Ashkarumov and Loshits have linked An-
drey to Mephistopheles and even (in the case of Loshits) the Anti-Christ
[KPACHOIIEKOBA 1997: 471 cH. 64]."* Further, Andrey’s development emerg-
es as a product of ruptured and displaced spatial borders, wherein his “nar-
row little German alleyway was widened into such a wide road” [o6pamsam
V3EHLKYI0 HeMEeYyKYH Koelo 8 maxyrn wupokyio dopozy| by Russian spatial
and cultural forces [158]. Epstein has characterized the displacement of such
boundaries as demonic in 19th-century Russian spatial discourse, established
by Pushkin and Gogol [OmuTENH 1996].

Tarantyev hopes that his deployment of the Hetero and Self Images will
create an insular In Group based on ethnic and religious lines that include
himself and Oblomov while excluding Andrey. This strategy fails because, as
with Zakhar, Oblomov does not view Andrey as an Other; rather, he is “closer
than any relation,” because the two grew up and attended school together.
Tarantyev’s mercenary usage of the German stereotype proves to be hypocriti-
cal in two respects that demonstrate the paradox of defining the Russian as the
diametric opposite of the German or “the West” in nineteenth-century Rus-
sian discourse. First, Tarantyev does not differentiate among foreigners. The
English, French, and Germans are all the same to him—crooks [mowennuxu|
and bandits [o6manumuxu] [50]. Tarantyev, however, scolds Oblomov for not
providing him with a foreign cigar, and he prefers French snuff and imported
wine purchased from a German in an English shop to their domestic equiva-
lent, which once again demonstrates a conflation of nationalities: “Is this this
same stuff as before, from the German? You should let me get some from the
English shop” [Dmo npexcnasn-mo, om nemya? Hem, u38016 8 aHeuiickom ma-
easune kynume| [44]. This irony anticipates Turgenev’s mocking depiction
of Slavophile Pavel Kirsanov who reads nothing in Russian while living in
Dresden: “[Pavel Petrovich] holds Slavophile views: it is well known that this
is tres distingué in high society. He doesn’t read anything in Russian, but he
does have a silver ashtray in the form of a peasant’s [mysux]| bast sandal on
his desk” [TypreHEB 1964: 228]. Both depictions lay bare the impossibility
of the Westernized Russian nationalist maintaining non-Western habits. Se-
condly, while Tarantyev warns Oblomov regarding Andrey, he himself desires
to swindle Oblomov; Tarantyev constantly asks for money, and he steals from
Oblomov when he can (and yet it is Andrey who has been labeled as negatively
materialistic! [SAZoNOVA 1945: 65-69]). This demonstrates that Tarantyev’s

13 See also [OTPAZMH 1994: 156].
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deployment of the German stereotype is ultimately mediated through hypoc-
risy, and that it represents what he picks and chooses based upon utility rather
than a coherent worldview. He is the only character in the novel, though, who
explicitly contrasts Andrey as a German with Oblomov as a Russian and who
posits the two characters as diametric opposites.

Andrey and Oblomov: Russian Identity as Mediated through the West

Mutual Exclusivity between the Russian and the German represents an aspect
of four characters’ perspectives, though Andrey is included in this category by
only Tarantyev and Mukhoyarov—that latter of whom disparages Andrey to
the former by asserting: “You never told me what kind of a German he was!”
[He cxa3an, umo amo 3a nemey, maxkou!] [440]. It is therefore surprising to note
that many scholars consider Andrey and Oblomov to be diametric opposites of
each other. To be sure, there are many aspects where Andrey and Oblomov
differ, particularly in their approaches to work and their relationships with
Olga. Andrey has a keen grasp of financial systems, while Oblomov is mysti-
fied by monetary transactions. Andrey’s financial vision also extends into the
future, while Oblomov prays that the next day will be the same as the previous
[GERSCHENKRON 1975: 699; BOROWEC 1994: 562]—though this oppositional
structure does not align with the stereotypical currency of German as past-
oriented and Russian as future-oriented, as deployed by Andrey’s mother.
There are also a number of similarities between the two: both are good-na-
tured, friendly, and honest—and capable of loving Olga. Setchkarev adds that
the two share the same pessimistic worldview, where they only differ in their
reaction to a shared existential premise [SETCHKAREV 1805]. Both characters
are also capable of complete immobility: Oblomov through his sloth, and An-
drey though the calm [noxoiino] manner in which he sits, where he uses “only
those gestures that were necessary” [ynompe6aan cmonvko MUMUKU, cKkonoko
6vi10 HyxcHo] [161]. The two characters are also portrayed as similar in their
childhood, because both enjoy running through Oblomovka—Andrey to the
encouragement of his father, and Oblomov to the horror of his mother and
nurses. The characters’ respective childhoods also demonstrate how, despite
the fact that the two ultimately reacted in different manners to their educa-
tion [OTPAZMH 1994: 78; XonkuH 2003: 40; HEA3BELKKM 1992: 38], An-
drey’s formation is principally mediated through Russian space, and his roots,
Kholkin has argued, “were reinforced by the essence of Russian life, Russian
speech, and Russian customs” [kopHu... ykpennenuvimu 8 cyuwecmae pycckou
HCUBHU, PYCCKOLL peuu u pycckozo obviuas] [XonkuH 2003: 39].

Oblomov and Andrey also had similar plans in their youth to implement
academic study for self-improvement: both committed to work hard, to live

“s

poetically, and to develop Russia’s “inexhaustible resources” [reucmowumvie
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ucmounuxu] [180]. In the passage that describes this period, Oblomov and
Andrey are compared in similar terms rather than as opposites, where “Stolz’s
youthful ardor infected Oblomov” [roromeckuii sap IImonvya 3apaxcan O6-
nomosal, and the latter longed for work and for “a distant yet fascinating goal”
[danexoii, Ho o6asmenvroii yenu] [62]. Even though this mental state would
prove to be temporary for Oblomov, this does not diminish the fact that they
shared a common vision of the future. Andrey alludes to this when he exhorts
Oblomov “to work in order to rest more sweetly” [pa6omamo, umo6 crawe
omdvixams|, reminding Oblomov that it was the latter who wished to develop
Russia’s resources [179-180]. And, though he produces no tangible results,
Oblomov does spend his time planning reforms “along western lines” [PEACE
1991: 13]. Further, Krasnoshchekova has argued that, while Andrey and Ob-
lomov differ in how they had been shaped by their education, they are similar
in that their two characters “[unite] within themselves the mind and the heart”
[coedunuswuii 8 cebe “ym” ¢ “cepoyem”] [KPACHOIEKOBA 1997: 275].14 It is
also possible to conceive of Oblomov and Andrey as complementary rather
than mutually-exclusive in terms of their narrative functions. Otradin argues
that Andrey and Oblomov represent two different points of view from which
the action of the novel is apprehended—the Stolz/analytical and the Oblomov/
poetic—and that the two were necessary to “provide the fullness of the artistic
representation” [o6ecneuusaem o6vemHocms uzobpaxcenus] [OTPAIUH 1994:
73, 114]. The two can be considered literary doubles, but this does not extend
to diametric opposition, especially along Russian/German or Eastern/Wes-
tern lines—indeed, in this passage it is Andrey who aligns himself with the Rus-
sian Self Image of inexhaustible space and resources. In this regard, Tarantyev
emerges as a more suitable diametric opposite to Oblomov—he is scheming,
dishonest, active, and his mercenary materialism is in diametric opposition to
Oblomov’s unconcerned passivity.

Many commentators ascribe oppositional roles to the characters by citing
the “Persian” dressing gown as the proof of Oblomov’s Easternness and An-
drey’s surname and father as proof of his Westernness [DIMENT 2001: 100].
This reading, however, disregards the German associations of the dressing
gown [shlafrok/wnagpox], which is first introduced in the second paragraph
of the novel as an extension of Oblomov’s body, where his “lack of concern
passed from his face into the posture of his entire body, even into the folds of
his shlafrok” |C nuya 6ecneurnocms nepexoduna 8 no3wi 6cezo mena, daxie 8
cknadxu wnagpoxal [5]. Instead of using the more common term “khalat,” the
narrator here chooses the barbarism shlafrok / wnagpox, from the German
“Schlafrock.” This word is rare enough for it to be listed in the 1984 Crosaps
pycckozo aswika [Dictionary of the Russian Language] as obsolete [MAC, 4,

4 For other parallels between Andrey and Oblomov, see [KpacHoiExkoBA 1997: 323].
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722], and the term required an explanatory note in the 1959 Bubauomexa
wxonvruka [Schoolchild’s Library| publication of the novel [ToH4APOB 1959:
3, note 2]. Two factors establish the ambiguity of the item’s symbolic structure:
the shlafrok/wnagpox is later recast as a “genuine Eastern khalat/xanam” that
bears “no mark of the West whatsoever” [racmosuuii gocmounwiii xanam, 6e3
maneumezo Hamexa Ha Eepony| [6], and Oblomov maintains that his robe is
a khalat and not a shlafrok to Volkov [17], despite the narrator’s usage of the
term. On one hand, as a khalat, the dressing gown emerges as the opposite
of the West; this dovetails with the mutual opposition that Andrey’s mother
identifies between the values of the burgher and barin, and it appears to align
Oblomov with the East and to separate him ideologically from the negative
German Hetero Image. On the other hand, as a shlafrok, it emerges as a style
of behavior that is mediated through the German; Oblomov does not wear his
dressing gown as a “genuine” Easterner, but rather as a Russian who partici-
pates in a Western display of exoticism. Peace has also noted that the kkalat,
made of “Persian” material, could itself be viewed as pseudo-Russian because
it recalls Chaadayev’s withering remark that the peasants mistook Slavophile
Konstantin Aksakov’s Russian outfit to be “Persian” [PEACE 1991: 13].

From this perspective, the shlafrokrepresents an imitated Western model—
analogous to the passage in Lermontov’s A Hero of Our Time where Pechorin
depicts Rayevich’s hairstyle in Franco-Russian terms, as a “npuuecka [haircut]
a la moujik” as opposed to a “npuuecxa mymuxa” [peasant / muzhik haircut]
[JTEPMOHTOB 1957: 265]. In the same passage, Pechorin invokes Crusoe in
exotic peripheral space to forge a parallel to the imagined French gaze at the
“moujik” in the colonial space of the Caucasus Mountains—just as Oblomov’s
shlafrok invites the German gaze upon the Russian Orient, a scenario that
will be fulfilled upon Andrey’s arrival. Both images—Pechorin’s Francophone
“mowjik” haircut and Oblomov’s non-Western shlafrok/khalat—emerge as
symbols of the paradox of nineteenth-century Russian identity because they
represent how the anti-Western (i.e., the khalat and the peasant style) is medi-
ated through the Western perspective (i.e., as a shlafrok and as a la moujik).
In cultural terms, the shlafrok/khalat demonstrates the paradox involved in
attempting to articulate the Russian as the opposite of the German given the
westernized perspective of the generators of Russian culture in the nineteenth
century. As Otradin argues, “the appearance of the ‘German’ Stolz element
[in the world of the novel] is a natural result of the internal development of
Russian life” [[Toamomy nosenenue “eepmarckozo”, wimonsye6ckozo diemeH-
ma — 3aKOHOMEPHUII Pe3YLbmam 6HYMpPeHHe20 PA3BUMUS PYCCKOU HUSHU]
[OTPALMH 1994: 85]. Indeed, the novel itself engages in this paradox, as an
articulation of Russian identity and “Russian provincial stagnation” [EHRE
1973: 178] that is written in the Western medium of the nineteenth-century
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novel—and that was even related to the implied author by Andrey Stolz. This
aspect is revealed at the novel’s conclusion, as Andrey and a writer strolling
through town. When the writer demonstrates interest in Oblomov’s life, An-
drey decides to relate everything he can remember about his deceased friend:
“«I will tell you in one second, let me just collect my thoughts and memories.
You write it down: maybe someone will find it useful». And he told him what
is written here” [H ou pacckasan emy, umo 3dece Hanucaro] [493]. This rev-
elation is unnecessary from the point of view of the plot: the reader does not
require an explanation of the narrative structure, and there is no reason why
an omniscient, third-person narrator is insufficient. While the author’s claim
may be explained as providing an air of authenticity to the text, it nonetheless
establishes Andrey as the narrator of Oblomov’s life.'s

Not only does the shlafrok/khalat demonstrate how Russian identity is
articulated simultaneously as anti-German and in terms of the German, it also
reinforces the impossibility of dividing Andrey and Oblomov along the lines of
diametric opposites. Thiergen further complicates the stability of ascribing a
diametrically opposed relationship to two characters by arguing that Oblomov
demonstrates aspects of the philistine [THIERGEN 2006: 362, a trait that has
been ascribed to Andrey [SHISHKIN 2008: 549].

The Paradoxical Layers of Andrey Stolz

I have indicated how Andrey’s paradoxical character—as both Insider and
Outsider to Russian culture—emerge on the familial level: Andrey has a Rus-
sian mother, and he is “closer than any relative” to Oblomov. This familial level
extends to the linguistic level: Oblomov refers to his close friend most often
as “Andrey,” a Russian name that does not introduce the distance of Other-
ness between the characters, and which reflects their brotherly relationship.
Indeed, Oblomov refers to him as “Brother Andrey” twice in the novel in II:3.
Overall, Oblomov refers to or addresses his friend 72 times; of those, Oblomov
uses the name “Stolz” nine times and the name “Andrey” 63 times—which in-
cludes the formal “Andrey Ivanych,” used in the presence of Olga and Zakhar.

Complicating questions of Andrey’s Germanness—while demonstrating
the inherent instability of national identity in the world of the novel—the nar-
rator refers to Andrey as “Stolz,” and he depicts Andrey as a German with qua-
lification three times. The first instance appears when the narrator describes
Andrey’s background: “Stolz was only a German by half, from his father’s side”
[89]. Despite its awkward ring, I translate “remey monvxo enonosuny” as “only
German by half” in an attempt to render the colloquial nature of “éronosuny”
[OxRusDic 57]. In fact, the final version of the novel omitted reference to his

15 See also Otradin’s treatment of Stolz as the narrator of the text, who attempts to impose
a linear timeline upon Oblomov’s circular mode of time [OTPAZIMH 1994: 96].
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“German half” [remeyxas nonosunal, which appeared in earlier manuscripts
of the novel [ToH4APOB 2004, VI: 76], and which would have cast Andrey’s
Germanness in more essentialist and deterministic terms. Andrey’s identity
appears in the final version of the novel, rather, as the product of cultural in-
teraction, where his Germannes is qualified through a Russian colloquialism,
rather than as the composite of two different identities. As Kholkin has noted,
Andrey’s Russianness emerges as a process in his “search for understanding”
[nouck nonumanus) of others [XonkuH 38]—and not as an essentialist trait,
nor as a static and deterministic fact of his being. This depiction runs parallel
to how characters tend to view Andrey as either a member of the In Group (i.e.,
as “Brother Andrey”) or as a member of the Out Group (i.e., the “accursed Ger-
man”)—and never as a “half German.” The second qualified depiction is of An-
drey as a “German boy” [Hemeyxuii mansuux], which also appears during the
description of his childhood [165]. While this initially seems to cast Andrey
as a German, the context of the utterance undermines the stability of the cate-
gorization: the narrator deploys this term during a discussion of how Andrey
was influenced by Russian factors such as the “kind, greasy, Russian caresses”
[pycckue, dobpeie nacku] [165]. These two traits—the greasiness (“;>xupHblit,”
which also connotes thickness and richness) and kindness—oppose the image
of the German Hetero Image in the novel, such as the cruelty and meanness of
the German piano tuner. Therefore, Andrey’s status as a “German boy” is one
of the factors in his developing personality, but not his essential nature. The
label can also be read ironically: the narrator refers to him as a “German boy”
just as he explains the factors that prohibit the boy from becoming a German.

The third instance appears when the narrator offers the following expla-
nation for Andrey’s proclivity towards rationality: “Either because of his Ger-
man nature or because of some other reason, he was not able to hold back
from conclusions” [no nemeyxoui ceoetl Hamype unu no uemy-nu6yds dpyzomy,
He Moz ydeprcamocs om 8vi600a) [448]. While the image of a “German nature”
is introduced for Andrey, it is undermined by the narrator’s indeterminacy:
Andrey’s behavior can be explained by his German instincts, or it could be
“because of some other reason.” An essential reading is offered, but not en-
dorsed—just as multiple perspectives emerge in the depiction of Andrey’s cha-
racter in the novel. Therefore, the narrator does not once refer to Andrey as a
“German” in an unqualified manner. Rather, Andrey emerges as a product of
a Russian mother and German father and the dialogue between these two cul-
tural forces. Andrey has been immersed in Russian folk stories and the tradi-
tions of Russian Orthodoxy, and yet he also emerges from certain perspectives
as a hostile and alien Other.

The familial and linguistic paradoxes of being simultaneously Foreign and
Domestic run parallel to Andrey’s education: his instruction from his father
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consists of geographical maps, grammatical lessons, Biblical verses, Herder, and
Wieland. His instruction from his mother consists of reading the Saints’ lives,
Krylov’s fables, and Fénelon’s The Adventures of Telemachus [152]. Regarding his
lifestyle, his father educates him in the German tradition of strict burgher values,
while his mother educates him in the Russian gentry tradition of tenderness. It
isimportant to add that even the “Russian” side of Andrey’s upbringing includes
a Western element, in Fénelon—and his “German” side includes the spirituality
and anti-materialism of biblical verses. Further, the forces that widened the nar-
row German scope of his life, embodied by the “narrow little German rut,” in-
cluded the music of Vienna-born Heinrich (Henri) Herz on equal plane with the
Russian forces, such as his mother’s dreams and stories, and also the happenings
at Oblomovka [158]. Therefore, even the ostensibly pure Russian maternal in-
fluence includes foreign mediation and the process of cultural translation; An-
drey has a Franco/Viennese element to his Russian cultural formation, just as
Oblomov has a German element in his Eastern kkalat. Goncharov thus calls into
question the very stability of the Russian Self—a stability that has been ironi-
cally reified in the novel’s critical reception. Andrey’s character demonstrates
how Russian culture viewed itself from the perspective of the imagined Western
nemets |[German foreigner], and thus his character reflects the structure of Rus-
sian literary discourse about the Russian Self as defined in terms of—yet oppo-
site to—the imagined West. Far from Dobrolyubov’s impossible ideal, Andrey’s
character emerges as an apt symbol for the mid-nineteenth-century educated
Russian gentry: one foot is grounded in idealized Russian cultural roots with the
other in idealized German education and comportment—though both sides bear
their respective structural instabilities.

The key metaphors for Andrey’s intercultural development are tactile (i.e.,
through the soft Russian caresses and the rough German hands), and they are
also spatial. First, during the description of Andrey’s childhood, the narrator
articulates how the Russian elements—mixed with Herz—widened the possi-
bilities of Andrey’s life from the narrow path of the crude and limited German
burgher: they “turned the narrow little German rut into such a wide road” [06-
pamam Y3eHbKy10 HEMEYKY10 Koero 8 maxkyr wupoxyr dopozy| [158]. Andrey
overcomes the restrictive space due to his interaction with the expansiveness
of Russia, a commonplace image in Russian discourse that Widdis relates to
the “open field” chronotope [WipDI1s 1998: 41-42]. The narrator thus contin-
ues the pattern set by Andrey’s mother by invoking the labyrinthine nature
of German life—a space from which Andrey escapes. A second spatial meta-
phor appears when the narrator asserts that Andrey did not become a dull and
crude burgher because he was born on the “Russian soil” and that nearby there
was Oblomovka, which is depicted as an “eternal holiday” [eeuneiil npa3dnux|
[156]. The botanical metaphor—where the soil augments the development of a
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plant—marks the effect of Russian space upon Andrey: it prevents his German
traits from taking root.

The third spatial metaphor functions on two levels: as an articulation of
Andrey’s abstract influences, and as a concrete space that Andrey encounters
during his upbringing. The influence of the “wide-open freedom of grand gen-
try life” combines with the indolence of Oblomovka, and these Russian forces
counterbalance the primness of his German house: “On one hand, there was
Oblomovka, and on the other was the prince’s manor [xxasxceckuii 3amox] with
the wide-open freedom of grand gentry life [c supoxum pazdonvem 6apcxoi
acusnu], and these met with the German element [c Hemeykum anemenmon,
and from this Andrey became neither a good Bursch, nor even a philistine”
[157]. As Oblomovka exerts a greater influence over Andrey than the Oblo-
mov family, he emerges as a product of his environment in a literal sense—in
addition to the layers of metaphors.

Andrey embodies cultural fusion (“an emblem of synthesis” according to
[EHRE 1973:197], or a product of duality [ “ds8ycocmaenocmo u dsynaanrocms”|
according to [XonkuH 2003: 39]) on a number of different levels: familial, as
he has a German father and Russian mother; educational, as he receives senti-
mental poetry and logic from his father and fairy tales and Orthodox readings
from his mother; biological, as he bears aspects of a German nature but was
raised on the Russian soil; and spatial, as he is a product of interaction be-
tween two opposing environments. His professional life reflects this cultural
interaction, because he spends part of his time in Russia, and part of it con-
ducting business in Europe. This aspect elucidates the relationship between
Oblomov and Andrey in the novel: Andrey is a product of dialogue between
Oblomov’s world (of which his mother is a part), and his father’s world. This
model also shows the futility of attempting to ascribe a valuation system to
these characters, because they exist in a system of reciprocal influence. Ac-
cording to this interpretation, Oblomov’s son, Andrey Oblomov—who is to
be raised by Andrey Stolz—represents the continuation of the intercultural
process as opposed to its establishment in Russian culture, as Borowec has
argued [BOROWEC 1994: 571]. Further, if we grant that Andrey can represent
the paradoxes of Russian culture and intellectual life, it is only fitting that the
next generation of Russians should bear his name. Andrey can thus be inter-
preted as one who transcends the opposes the invoked German stereotype and
who exposes a number of the paradoxes inherent in a culture where a dressing
gown that “bears no mark of the West whatsoever” can be labeled a shlafrok.

The Critical Tradition Regarding Andrey Stolz

While Dobrolyubov’s criticism devalues the importance of Andrey in the nar-
rative, it does not dismiss entirely the notion of a character such as Andrey
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existing in Russia, and the critic invokes the “author’s acknowledgement” that
Andreys would arrive “with Russian names” [n00 pycckumu umenamu] in the
future [JosPOIIOBOB 1948: 71]. Dobrolyubov therefore takes issue not with
the substance of the character (as subsequent critics would), but rather with
the timeframe [SEELEY 2003: 336]. Indeed, if Dobrolyubov were to take this
character as possible in the present tense his argument would collapse, be-
cause he reads the novel as a social document, similar to Belinsky’s literary
criticism [STACY 1985: 101]. This has lead Kuhn to argue that Dobrolyubov’s
essay had many goals, such as an attack upon Herzen’s interpretation of “su-
perfluous man,” but that “none of [them| were strictly literary” [Kunn 1971:
97]. Had Dobrolyubov admitted the possibility of Andrey’s existence in Rus-
sia, there would be no foundations to portray Oblomovism as a general social
ill pervasive across Russia and as an inevitable result of serfdom. Dobroly-
ubov’s criticism of Andrey as an unrealistic character was therefore grounded
in the critic’s goal to use literary works of art as a springboard to broader social
critique [SETCHKAREV 1967: 1799-1800]. It is curious, then, that his loaded
aesthetic judgment of Andrey has remained entrenched in literary discourse
and in scholarship [OTPAZMH 1994: 149]; he has been depicted as “implau-
sible” [nenpasdonodoben] by Kushelev-Bezborodko [HEA3BELIKMIT 1992: 137,
note 143], a “crafty rogue” who is only “half composed” by Chekhov [1Ex0B
1976, XXI (1. III): 201-2; CHEKHOV 1964: 235], as “hopelessly uninterest-
ing and flat” [MIrsky 1999: 192], as sketched in a “declarative and superficial
[dexnapamueno] manner” [CKBO3HHUKOB 1963: 5], as “wooden and uncon-
vincing” and one of the “two weak points” in the novel [EHRE 1985: 178-179],
as artistically “infinitely inferior” to Oblomov and as an example of the fail-
ure to depict “saints, or even simple affirmative characters” in Russian litera-
ture [SLONIM 1953: 393], and as less “alive” than Oblomov [STILMAN 1948:
59-60]. Under the assumption of Andrey as a simple stereotype and/or foil,
he remains frozen as an idealized “antidote” to the social ills of 1859 Russia,
only relevant to inquiries of what Oblomov is not—and so it is no surprise that
his character has been roundly condemned as schematic and unsuccessful.
This also accounts for the fact that critics such as Nedzvetskii—who provide
otherwise sensitive interpretations of Andrey’s complex character—still take
Goncharov’s pronouncement that Andrey was “simply an idea” [npocmo udes)
at face value [HEA3BELIKMI 1992: 59].¢ Labeling Stolz a “typical German” or
even “half-German” limits his character’s complexity and obscures the inter-
cultural dynamic of the novel, and the critical tradition itself reifies Andrey
Stolz’s status as a stereotype.

16 See also Krasnoshchekova’s treatment of the critical tradition [KPACHOLIEKOBA 1997:
275].
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Abstract

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

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

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

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

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

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

2 In each case slightly less than half, because the manuscripts are defective: Sof63 starts
at ps. 17:21b and ends with the penultimate versicle of the second Canticle, Deut.
32:43g; Pog6 starts at ps. 17:14a and breaks off at ps. 21:15b, at which point Sof62
carries on with ps. 21:16a, continuing to the end of the Canticles, plus the “psalm
without number,” which is added in a different hand at the end of the manuscript, no
doubt because it was not used liturgically.
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as fiptow TV Padp.odv Bradods [BEHEIEBMY 1911: 21, No. 8]; the two psalters
listed in a library catalogue from Patmos as JaAtvpia stryoroyiag may have
been a pair of similar kind [PARPULOV 2005: 34, footnote 3].

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

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

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

3 In East Slavonic terms: third person singular and plural non-past forms of verbs
regularly end in Tx, not T=.
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norprerno (13r), mocpra = (70v); confusion with ¢, e.g., in the dative
cese (74r), is rare.

At the same time Sof63 contains a large number of local spelling variants,
some of which are simply East Slavonic, e.g., oaenn (1v), Axxn (40v),
vroxux® (112r), as well as the hybrid yrroxnuu (2r, 56v, 106v) and
suxwipuu (871, 97r), while others are specific to the north-western part
of the East Slav area, e.g., A &xrx (45v with superscript r to correct from
Axxk, 1091) and Axxra (76r), vywxrun (8lr), xuxemu (71v)
and xuxems (95v). The most prominent local feature is cokan’e. This is
not applied consistently, and variants can be found in close proximity, e.g.,
ogucTH (30r x2) but owuipr ca ibid, nuyr (74r) but mapr ibid,,
NagHNANIHX® (77V) but HNAvyHnanHHX® (781), yeTo (957) but
rubricated ¥ = To ibid. Nevertheless, the scribe’s predilection for 1 is patent: I
have noted 120 instances of 1y in place of v, including the correction in ps. 19:6b
of BRaReccAHM™® (A fOBB3BeAHHME ¢A (3v), and only 4 with the
reverse substitution of v for 1j. What is more, the scribe of Sof63 betrays no
familiarity with the contextual rules which have been posited [XKuBoB 1984:
267-268 and 2006: 105-106] to explain how other copyists determined the
distribution of v and y: he writes 1 instead of v x76 in places where only
the first palatalization of the velars could apply, x42 in contexts where the con-
ditioning of both the first and the third palatalizations is present, and x2 in place
of *#j. The list of examples in the appendix to this article suggests that the scribe
of Sof63 had no reliable way of deciding where to write 1y or v and that he made
no distinction in this respect between more and less familiar lexical items.

It would be a mistake, however, to suppose that he was a poorly trained or
negligent copyist. On the contrary, he was on the whole a careful writer who
corrected his own mistakes, as can be seen from the examples mentioned above
and from the places where letters have been deleted in the middle of a word or
phrase which is then completed.* It must be concluded that the orthographical
tradition in which he wrote allowed a significant measure of flexibility; if in
addition orthoepy played a part in the graphical representation of well known
liturgical texts such as the psalms [JKuBoB 1984: 285, footnote 10 and 2006:
88-89, footnote 10], it may be inferred that in Novgorod at the turn of the
twelfth to thirteenth century the distinction between v and 1y was not observed
in Church Slavonic pronunciation any more than it was in the vernacular.

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

4 On folia 6r, 71, 101, 39v, 40v, 491, 56V, 72V, 78V, 84r, 88v, 97v.
5 In citations from these manuscripts, folio references are to Sof62 unless Pogé6 is specified.
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or = occur only in conjunction with line end, e.g., npsM=a= | vy Hun (8r),
H3BLpk | &xe (39V), 33 | a® w1 (1771). The jersare omitted in weak position
more often than in Sof63, and there is occasional confusion of = with o, e.g.,
npsmoaxvH (18v), the aorist morpas=ama (172v) and the corruption
of npaABRARNT ¢m1 t0 mpasbABNOcH (180v). The letters = and «
are used indiscriminately, not only in Church Slavonicisms such as mocpea =
(44v, 76v, 1271, 132r, 172v), npe A = (Pog6 1v, 2v; 58r), moTpesHmH (43v),
npecaasbno (89v), mpecToan (110v), Bpema (180v), o5acve ca (991,
111r, 126r), but also in words and forms current in East Slavonic, e.g., ceraene
(22v), wager® (76v,125v), vagersom s (Pog6 8r;169r), H(MoEEAATEH
¢ca Tese (431), moxpoy Tere (43V), aac npusaHxH ca (901).
There are some East Slavonic or even local spellings, e.g., ¥ v x uu (43v, 125v,
174v) as well as yrro x uu (Pog6 4v, 61; 1651), Apoxrum (71v), oA B XrH
(76v), A& xrw (1691, 173v), but the standard Church Slavonic sux A ¢z
(147r) is preferred to the dialect treatment found in Sof63. Evidence of cokan’e
is minimal: y instead of v x3 in various forms of the possessive adjective
rpsmwsNHya (201, 43v, 124v) and the reverse substitution x4, « in place of
a i which may result either from the second palatalization, in owsTa (62r)
and ¥ aEvex® (791), or from the third, in anve (171v) and cTaperem=
(176v). From this small number of examples it is difficult to draw firm
conclusions. It is possible, for instance, that through training, experience and
a good visual memory the scribe of Pog6+Sof62 was usually able to arrive at
the etymologically correct distributions of v and y even though he had no
basis in pronunciation for distinguishing between them. Another conceivable
possibility is that this manuscript was produced by a well trained scribe working
from an exemplar characterized by cokan’e which he managed in most though
not quite all instances to eradicate. On this hypothesis Pog6+Sof62 would be
representative of a shift towards a supradialectal norm of Russian Church
Slavonic spelling in the later thirteenth century.

However, there is a third possibility, that the scribe of Pog6+Sof62 copied
from an antigraph which was unaffected by cokan’e and that the occasional
instances of this dialectal feature betray his own local pronunciation. This
interpretation deserves to be weighed along with the others because in general
the manuscript is not as carefully written as Sof63. Although the scribe’s
hand is clear, it is larger and less elegant than that of the older manuscript.
Mistakes in copying are somewhat more frequent and are left uncorrected,
e.g., moHomeNHKE npovam instead of momomennr mpura (61v),
OYEHIACA N place of oyraocyEHmacA (98V), NpoREAKTE (A asa
corruption of mpernssarTe ca (129r). The impression of work carried
out hastily or inattentively is compounded by blatent errors in rubrication, e.g.,
HpEXONAAANHR fOr rpsxonaAanum (Pogo5v),ns for T= (371),
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HT% ¢(aaBEI for ors caassr (38r), marsear waAsxew for H Az
wAsxkerw (1091). Even when the rubricator realised that the initial letter
which he had inserted at the beginning of ps. 111:2b was wrong, his attempt
at emendation by adding a superscript letter was misguided and resulted in
a superficially plausible corruption: o A= mpassinx= instead of poa=
npassiHyx s (128v).

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

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

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

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

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

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

More importantly, the partial coincidence between the texts in Sof63 and
Pog6+Sof62 makes it easier to demonstrate that both manuscripts follow the
same textual redaction. Where they coincide, each manuscript corroborates the
other’s witness, and they do this with a high degree of consistency, indicating
unambiguously their joint affiliation to what is currently known as Redaction II
of the Church Slavonic Psalter [THOMSON 1998: 810, MACROBERT 1998]. This
is the version which was provisionally termed ‘Russian’ in the monographs by
V. L. Sreznevsky and V. A. Pogorelov [CPE3HEBCKUI1 1877, ITOrOPEJIOB 1901]
because they met it attested in manuscripts which follow an East Slavonic ortho-
graphical recension (izvod); and the designation has been redeployed recent-
ly [OsTROWSKI 2009: 226-227, footnote 24], presumably because the earliest
witness found so far, which goes back to the eleventh century, is likewise East Sla-
vonic [ALTBAUER, LUNT 1978, KpuBko 2004]. However, it does not necessarily
follow that the textual Redaction II originated in the East Slav area; a Bulgarian
provenance in the tenth century has also been mooted [THOMSON 1998: 813~
814]. The question of local origin remains open [MACROBERT 2005], and it has
become clear in recent years that this redaction is attested not only in East but
also in South Slavonic manuscripts of the thirteenth century, in association with
vestigial spellings of Middle Bulgarian type [MACROBERT 2008: 342].

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

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

10 The inclusion of hypopsalmata to Canticle 2 in Sof62 [MACROBERT 1996: 168 and 175]
is a further indication that the antigraph of this manuscript was intended for liturgical
use [ONAsCH 1993 sub voce Responsorien]. The refrains are written immediately after
the appropriate versicles, sometimes without even a point to mark them off; it is possible
that the scribe of Sof62 did not realise that they were extraneous to this little used text.
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and the somewhat later but conservative Ath. Of these, Plj Bel offer the clearest
supporting evidence for Redaction II, agreeing to a large extent with Sin6 Har,
but unfortunately they both have substantial lacunae in the first third of the psal-
ter text. Sin7 Ath are more nearly complete, but have been sporadically corrected,
usually to readings of Redaction I which were reinstated in the later revisions of
the fourteenth century; the fact that these corrections were made suggests strongly
that the original readings in Sin7 Ath were those of Redaction II. After them come
three fourteenth-century East Slavonic manuscripts, Jar Fnll Sofé60, which have
been selected as relatively pure examples of Redaction II. The readings of Amf, the
Simonovskaja Psalter published by Archimandrite Amphilochius [AM@unOXUI
1880-1] are included in spite of their occasional idiosyncrasies [IIOrOPENOB
1901: xxxii-xxxiii, MACROBERT 2010] because this manuscript was used as a
source for Redaction II by Jagi¢ [sIrm4 1884] and Pogorelov [IToropenos 1901]
and remains one of the few representatives of that redaction easily accessible today.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

39:5b poviac—ruxB w1 Sof63+Sof62 Sin6 Har Sin7 Jar Fnll Sof60 Amf
(Plj Bel lacuna; Ath corrected to [) —MeHcTOBACHHEA |
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39:8b xeaiidt BAlov—raaEH3NE KKNHXHEH S0f63+S0f62 Sin6
Har Sin7 Jar Fnll Amf (Plj Bel lacuna) —¢®EHTRIE KENHERLNEME |
Sof60;

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

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

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

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

On the whole these variants suggest a more literalistic approach in Redac-
tion II than in Redaction I, but the reading in 108:23b may be an exception: the
meaning and etymology of A 5p& Ak are a matter of debate, but the gloss pro-
vided in PJj and garbled as mpoyrun Hisonoy in Amf suggests that the word
was understood to refer to plants rather than insects [MACROBERT 2010: 427].

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

39:9b xohiac—oy TposB1 S0f63+S0f62 Har Sin7 Jar Fnl1? Amf—vpesa
Sin6 Sof60 (Plj Bel lacuna; Ath corrected to I); xopdioc—cpr anya

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Divergence between Sof63 and Sof62 is also rare and can be explained by
the relative conservatism of Sof63. In particular, in the headings to the eighth
and nineteenth kathismata's Sof63 retains in abbreviated form, ¢-£" , the early
Church Slavonic translation of the term ¢ s AHABNA OF ¢k AHABNO, Which
is otherwise found mainly in association with Redaction I; but Pog6+Sof62 has
throughout the abbreviation 1xa’ of the more widely used Greek equivalent
kathisma, as does Sof63 elsewhere. Another example of possible conservatism
in Sof63 occurs in 150:4a, where the equivalent supplied for top.dvey is not
the loanword Toy mzanan= found in Sof62 and most other Church Slavonic
psalter manuscripts regardless of redaction, but s v mnan -, which, if it is
not merely a slip of the pen, can be paralleled only by s¢mmz=nn&! in the
second Glagolitic psalter from Sinai [MikLAs 2012].

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

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

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

1“4 Cf. 30:5a.
15 At pss. 55 and 134.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

63:10c motpoata—cn THOpennra Sof62 Sin6? Har Sin7 Plj Ath Jar Fnll
Amf (Bel lacuna) — T apn I Sof60;
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65:16a Sunyfoopat—cwisa x v Sof62 Har Sin7 Plj Bel Jar Fnll Sof60 Amf
(Ath corrected to ) —mos s mMmn I Sin6?;

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

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

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

90:6b cuprtopatoc—cmprTenHm Sof63 Bel Jar Fnll Sof60 Amf—
¢psipa 1Sin6 Har Sin7 Plj Ath.

To these may be added a range of recurrent features, too frequently
instantiated to be listed individually, whose preponderant or systematic use
in manuscripts of Redaction II helps to distinguish them even from the later
representatives of Redaction I [MACROBERT 2005: 41-42]: the absence of
asigmatic aorists, the use of ais=1 (x29 Sof63, x23 Sof62) rather than miso
to introduce similes, seans = (x4 Sof63, x1 Sof62) rather than se¢ann, and
the lexical items sezoyma (x3 Sof63, x4 Sof62), nanpapn (X2 Sof63,
x3 S0f62), cxsopn (X7 S0f63, x3 Sof62) instead of amoy Th Or cmEITH,
NaAAIpH, cRNeM B N Redaction 1.

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

69:6b ypovicnc— 3 amoy An Sof631 Sin6 Har Sin7 Amf—3 aswseun Plj
Bel Ath—3amea an Jar Fnll Sof60

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

The corruptionof s3amx AH to 3as0v A H inboth South and East Slavo-
nic manuscripts is in itself an indication that 3 a & A HTH was not in current
use, and its replacement by 3 ame¢ A anin Sof62, asby 3 a1k cnn in Plj Bel Ath,
merely confirms this. The other instance of lexical variation in Sof63 and Sof62,
between the Latin loanword oa & n and the Greek ¢a &#, is more problematic:
Sof63 has ¢ax=n x2 (108:24, 140:5) but also an instance of oaxn (108:18);
Sof62 has ea=n x5 (22:5, 54:22, 91:11, 108:18+24) but presents wasH X2
with a rubricated initial (88:21, 140:5) and also x2 in line (103:15, Deut. 32:13d).
In Redaction I, in the South Slavonic Sin7 Plj Bel Ath and in the East Slavonic Jar
oa=H is found to the exclusion of ¢a &, but Sin6 Har Fnll Sof60 Amf employ
an unpredictable mixture of both, with macao as a further occasional option
in Sin6 Sof60 Amf. It is not impossible that Redaction II was inconsistent in this
respect from the outset, since it seems to have come into existence through a
process of checking and correcting Redaction I against Greek.
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The character of that process is once again brought into sharp focus by
instances of a distinctive approach to translation in Redaction II, sometimes
literalistic, sometimes interpretative, which are attested either in Sof63 or in
Sof62:

34:6a oAicOnpo—crEAA 3N E S0f62 Sin6 Har Bel Jar Fnll Sof60 Amf (Plj
lacuna; Sin7 Ath correctedto ) —nmazs3sis=® [;

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

33:23b xotawoyuydfoovtat’—moc TEIAATE ¢aA Sof63 Sin6 Har Bel

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

8 Cf. 70:17b.
¥ Cf. 13:1b.
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Apart from these isolated deviations and a few omissions from both
manuscripts,?® Sof63 and Sof62 taken together present a pattern of readings
which corresponds closely to the set of diagnostic variants posited for Redac-
tion II [MACROBERT 1998: 929-933]. They also follow Redaction II almost
without exception in agreeing with the liturgical rather than the commentated
version of Redaction I where those two traditions diverge [MACROBERT 1998:
933-935].2t Of the three exceptions, the one in 106:19b, where Sof63 agrees
with the commentated tradition, is probably a reminiscence of 106:13b; in the
other two cases, the omission from 136:6b of miso in Sof63 and the reading
Deut. 32:43 oyispsnaTs H in Sof62, the variant reading is a minority one,
not widely enough supported to be typical of any redaction.

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

Appendix: Confusion of « and 1 in Sof63

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

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

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

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

AayrI- x4: (78v, 79r, 80r, 108v;)

20 43:8b, 44:9, 47:4, 62:2, 107:10; 134:6, Isa. 26:20.

21 In 21:9 Sof62, 24:17 Sof63, 26:9 Sof63, 34:8 Sof62, 39:15 Sof62, 39:18 Sof62, 91:15
So0f63, 107:5 Sof63, 107:9 Sof63, 111:8 Sof63, 118:127 Sof62, 134:12 Sof63, 138:24
Sof62, Deut. 32:39 Sof62; in 103:27 Sof63 Sof62, like other witnesses to Redaction II,
prefer the reading found in the commentated version of Redaction I.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

naais x2: (10v, 71r);

¢s-X2:oTweRyeTH (50V), cxyn (77V);

ToyrNE X2: (4v, 41r);

yHca0 x2: (22r, 109r);

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

nmweNHIbLN-X2: (571, 109v).

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

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

Single instance of type II i > «:
v pe (70).
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Single instances of type IIl iy > v (x3):
cIsopomHch Y A (genitive, 28r), anya (43r), nTennvyems (109r).
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B craTpe BIIEPBBIE Hy6AI/IKyIOTC}I AB€ KpaTKne raaroamieckme HaAHMCM-Fpa(l)Cl)MTM:

Haamuch koHra X—XI seka +&b3nBRE€SbbE AJJEKBCAAPD 13 11epKBU CBATHIX

Apxanrea0B B MOHacTHIpe cBsiToro Hayma Ha 105xHOM Gepery OXprackoro osepa B
Maxeaonvm n Hagnucs +P AH ns cobopa Cearoit Copun 8 Crambyae (Korcran-

tunonoae) 8 Typuumn.

Knoyesble cnoga:

Maxkegonmnst, Oxpug, MoHacTsIpb cB. Hayma, Typrms, Crambya, co6op Cs. Codun,
X-XIBB., srurpaduka, rpadpputi, NCTOPUS CAABIHCKUX A3BIKOB, MaKeAOHCKIIT A3BIK,
3anaaHas boarapus, raaroania, maaeorpadus, Mapuntckoe Esanreane

Abstract

This paper offers a publication of two short Glagolitic graffiti inscriptions: the in-

scription +&30BRE€SbbB ALEKBSEDRDE, dating back to the late 10th or 11th
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Savva M. Mikheev

century from St. Archangels’ Church in St. Naum’s Monastery on the southern bank
of Lake Ohrid in Macedonia, and the inscription +f AN, in Hagia Sophia, Istanbul
(Constantinople), Turkey.

Keywords:
Macedonia, Ohrid, St. Naum’s Monastery, Turkey, Istanbul, Hagia Sophia, 10th—
11th centuries, epigraphy, graffiti, history of Slavic languages, Macedonian lan-
guage, Western Bulgaria, Glagolitsa, paleography, Codex Marianus

JlaHHas CTaThs NOCBSIIEHA IBYM IJIaroJIn4eCKUM HAIKUCSAM: B [IEPKBU CBS-
THIX APXaHTeJIOB B MOHAcThIpe mpenofo6Horo Hayma Ha OXpUZACKOM 03epe
u B cobope Casitoit Codpuu B Crambyse. Huxe naercst mpeaBaputesbHas
ny6NMKaKs 3TUX HaJTIMCeH U X KPaTKUN aHaIu3!.

Jlo 2013 rona Ha TeppuUTOpUM MaKeZOHUM ¥ ee GIMKANIIMX OKPeCT-
HOCTel, TO eCTb B TOM pervoHe, rje ObIJIO CO34aHO GOJBIIMHCTBO COXpa-
HUBIINXCA JPeBHENIINX [VIar0JM4eCKUX PyKOIK e, BbIAABJIEHBI CJIelyI0Lue
NaMATHUKHU [JIar0JIM4ecKoi aNurpaduxu.

1. Tnaronuyecko-kupuanndeckas Haanuch P (o) B &+ 10D (Hu-
(x)oyna nmonw) Ha 3amMaHON CTOPOHE I0XKHOTO CTOJI6A IIEPKBY CBATHIX Ap-
XaHT'eJIOB B MOHACThIpe cBATOro Hayma Ha 10)xHOM Gepery OXpuzicKoro o3epa,
B Makenonuu. Kpome riaroinyecko-KMpHIINYeCKOi HaAMUCH Oy6IMKOBa-
HBI ¥ /IBe paHHUe KUPUJIIAYecKre HafUCHU U3 [IepKBY CBATHIX ApPXaHTeJIoB:
O7IHA M3 HUX HAXOJUTCA PAZOM C Haanucbio Hukynbl, a ipyrasg — Ha cocefi-
HeM, ceBepHOM, cToJibe (06a cTos16a BBITIOHEHBI U3 MpaMopa). JlaHHbIe Hafl-
nucu ny6nukoBanuch V. IBAHOBBIM [1908: 217 (N2N¢ 21-22); 1931: 53
(N2 40)], B. IlItepanndem [[IITEGAHUK 1966: 25-26, Tab. II: 1-2 (= STEFANIC
1969: 29-30, sl. VI-VII)], b. ®yunuem [FuCi¢ 1982: 334], @. B. MAPEILEM
[2008 (mepemneuaTka cratbu 1985 roga)|, L. I'PO3AAHOBBEIM [1995: 31-34].
[MaroyMyecKo-KUPUIINYeCKy0 HaiKUCh IATHPYIOT IMOO0 KOHIIOM X — Haya-
siom X1 Beka (B. IItedpanny, @. B. Mapen), m1u60 XII Bexkom (B. @yuuy, L1. 'po-
371aHOB), a KUpUJIIMYecKue Hanucy, 1o MHeHuto ®. B. Mapema, oTHOcATCA
OlHa K KOHLly X BeKa, a ipyras Kk XI — nauany XIII Beka®.

1 ABTOp cep/iedHO [IpU3HaTeNIeH apXUMaHAPUTY MOHACTbIPA Ipenofo6Horo Hayma
oTity HeKTapuio 3a npeziocTaBJIeHHYI0 BO3MOXHOCTD U3Y4UTh U cdoTorpadpupoBaTh
Ha/IIICH B LIePKBU CB. ApxaHresioB. MapuHe A. Bo6puk, Asekceto A. Tunmnuycy,
Mareo JKarapy, Xaiixiy Muxiacy, Anekceio M. ITentkoBckomy, ltedany Iunary,
Amnacracuu K. ITonusanoBoi, AHaTtonuio A. Typunosy, OmMunnu LIpBeHKOBCKOH,
Mapurne YyH4nd — Mos ry6oKas 61arofapHOCTb 3a IIOMOIIb B paboTe Hazl JaHHOM
CTaTbei.

2 CBoii COBpeMeHHbIIT apXUTeKTYPHbIiT 00K IePKOBb CB. APXaHIeJIOB MOJIy4YHiIa yXe
BO BpPeMsI OCMaHCKOT0 BJIa/ibI4ecTBa. [I0 3TOro KOJIOHHBI C HaANNCAMU HAXOAWINCh
B [IePBOHAYAIbBHOM MOHACTBIPCKOM XpaMe, CO31aHHOM Ha pybexe IX-X BeKkoB.
Tonpo6uee cm. [Kouio 1966; TPo3nAHOB 1995].
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Two Short Glagolitic Graffiti in St. Naum’s Monastery near
Ohrid and in Hagia Sophia in Istanbul

2. I'padduTH, KOTOpHIE MOKHO MHTEPIPETUPOBATh KaK Hazmucu -+
(a0) 1 ¥ unu b (s uiu d), HA MPaMOPHOY IIJIUTe U3 LepPKBU cBATOro Hu-
KoJias B cesie Kpynumte B BperaJHUIKOM enapXuu Ha BOCTOKe MakeJOHU Y.
Hazanucy XaOTMYHO PACIONOXKeHbl HA KaMHe BIIepeMeIlKy C KpPeCTaMU U
ApyruMu 6oJiee UM MeHee ICHBIMY CUMBOJIAMH, B TOM 4HCJIe 3HAKaMH, KO-
TOpble MOXXHO MOHATH KaK KUPUJIMYecKue OYKBBI. J[pyrve MHOTOYHCIIEH-
Hble KAMHU C pa306pOCaHHbIMYU Ha HUX HAaZIMCSIMU, B TOM YHUCJIe ¢ OyKBaMH,
NIOXOXXMMH Ha IV1arojnyeckue, BbIABJIeHbl B KpynuuiTe U B COCeIHUX Cesax.
Marepuansl ony6iuKoBaHbl apxeosoroMm B. AJTEKCOBOM [1989: 107-118,
287 (un. 122) u cnen.]’.

3. Haanuck WIRUD... (wecm...) Ha 06710MKe Kopuaru u3 YeyaHa Ha ceBe-
pe Kocosa (x tory ot ropoga Kocosckasg Mutposua), ratupyemasi Bpeme-
HeM He no3jHee XI Beka“.

2 okTsa6ps 2013 roza Ha CeBEPHOM CTOPOHE I0)KHOU KOJIOHHBI B 1[ePKBU
CBAITBHIX APXaHTeJIOB MOHACTHIPS CBATOro Hayma yzanoch oOHapyXUTh elie
OZIHY TJ1aroJM4ecKyo HaAnuch (puc. 1).

Me:xny 4eTBepTOi 1 IATOW OYKBaMU BU/IIM BEPTUKAJIBHBIN IITPUX, TIPe-
IIeCTBOBABLINIA HaHeCeHUIO Hafnucu-rpadgduTo: 13-3a Hero MUCaBLINA c/ie-
JIaJl B 9TOM MecTe HebOoJbInoi oTcTym. [ToBepX HAaAMUCH B IPEBHOCTH OBLI
HaHeceH PUCYHOK-TpadduTo, n306pakaromuil 31aHUe C TPEYTOIbHON KPBI-
el (BO3MOHO, IepKoBb). OCHOBHAS 4aCTh PUCYHKA BHIIIOJHEHA JIMHHbI-
MU FOPU30HTAJbHBIMU U BEPTUKAJbHBIMU IITPUXaMHU, KOTOPbIE MPUIIIIUChH
TOBepX ISATH MOCIeAHUX OYKB Hajamucy. HanoxeHue prcyHKa Ha HAAMUCh
0C0OeHHO 3aMeTHO B IIPaBOY YaCTH IIeCTOM M B TPABO YaCTU BOCbMOM OYKB.
Hawubosee 3HaunTEILHO OBPEXXIEHBI CeIbMasi U TOCTeAHssA (HecsiTast) OykK-
BbI HA/IMUCK®.

TekcT Hapnucu TakoB: +&bInBRE€IbbR, To ecTb AJER'BCAJ[P'B.

PaccMoTpuM OTIMYUTENIbHBIE YepTHI asleorpaduul JaHHOM HAITUCH.

3 MWccrenoBaTesbHILA CIMTaNa BOSMOXKHBIM JATHPOBATh OperaHuiikie Haamucy IX-X
BeKaMu. DTO MHeHue noajepsxaHo JI. CIABEBOM [1998].

OTMedy, YTO HaANUCK U3 MOHACTBIPA cB. Hayma 1 u3 BperanHuiikoii enapxuu He
BXOZIAIT B KaTasory crapobonrapckux Haanuceit K. Ilonkoncrantunosa u O. KpoHmitaii-
Hepa, IZie IPUBOAATCS Te HAAMKCH C TepPUTOPHH MaKeIOHHUH, KOTOPBIe TGO JaTHPO-
BaHbl [POPKONSTANTINOV, KRONSTEINER 1994: 13-16, 243-244; POPKONSTANTINOV,
KRONSTEINER 1997: 97-98, 107-109, 121-123, 137-139, 141-143, 157-158], 1160
HaXOZATCS B HEIIOCPeACTBEHHOM 6IM30CTH OT 60JrapcKoil rpaHuLibl [POPKONSTAN-
TINOV, KRONSTEINER 1997: 87-88]. B ux kuure 1997 roza Bce HaAICK BOCIIPOX3Be-
JieHbI 1o u3aanuio V. Vipanosa.

4 CM. [TPu®yHOBUE 2001: 167-169] 06 3TO¥ ¥ ABYX APYIUX [TArOMMYECKUX HALUCAX,
06HapyKeHHbIX Ha TePPUTOPHH, HaceleHHOM cepbamu (TOJIbKO OTMCaHUe, 6e3 UL~
crparuii). JIBe ipyrue cepOCcKite IarondecKye HaAMICH — CTOMb Xe KpaTKue, Kak U
Hazmuch 13 YeuaHa — BbisBeHb! 613 [lyHast B Cep6un, Henjaneko oT GOIrapeKoii u
PYMBIHCKOH rpaHHuL.

5 Ha npopucu 0603Ha4eHbl TOJIBKO yBePEHHO YNTaeMble IITPUXU HaAUCH.
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0 5 10

Puc. 1. ®oTorpachusi v npopuck Haamvcy B MOHacTbIpe CB. Hayma
Fig. 1. Photograph and line drawing of the inscription in St Naum’s Monastery

bykBa + A ¢ AIMHHBIMY 3aC€YKaMHU, ONYCKAIOIMUMUCA 10 HU3a CTPOKHU,
peryJspHO BCTpedaeTcs BIaMATHUKAX, Ha4MHasA c MapuuHckoro EBanrenus
(3anmagnas Bonrapus, Hauano XI Beka)®.

db /[ uMeeT OKPYTJIbIA BepX, NETJIA OKPYTJIbl, BEPX COeUHACTCA C IeT-
JISIMU B MIX BeDXHHUX TO4YKaX. CXOZHBIN BUZl OYyKBa b MeeT B psiie MaMsAT-
HuKoB X-XII BexoB: B AccemanneBoM EBanrenuu (3anagnas Boarapus, XI
BeK), Ha BCTaBHBIX jucTax 3orpadckoro Epanrenus (3anasHas Boarapus,
XI-XII Beka), Ha BamuaHckoii niute (octpoB Kpk, okono 1100 rozpa), B
orpbiBKax I'pmkoBrya 1 Muxanosuya (Cepbus unu Xopsarus, XII Bex), B
Haznucu N2 1 n3 Kpyriioi nepksu B IlpeciaBe [POPKONSTANTINOV, KRON-
STEINER 1994: 166-167]".

¢ TlompoGHee o Hauepkax + cM. [Aruyb 1911: 182; Fucic¢ 1982: 9].
Mecra poucXoXIeHUs U JaThl PYKOIHCell 1 Ha/IMMceH 371ech U HUKe aloTCs
Goee U MeHee YCIOBHO, TaK KaK GOJBIIMHCTBO [IAr0JIM4eCKUX NaMATHUKOB He
MIMEIOT TOYHBIX JaTHPOBOK U reorpadpuyecKux NpHBs30K.

7 JlaTMpOBKa IJIaroJM4ecKux Hapnuceil u3 Kpyrioii nepksu X BeKOM HECKOJIbKO
COMHHTeJIbHA BBU/y HAIIMCAHUA cJI0Ba mo Kak U (mu) B Hapmucu N2 2.
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Hauepranue 3 E BblJesseTcs TeM, 4TO CHa4aJa BbIIIOJHeHa FOPU30H-
TaJlb, @ JINIIb 3aTeM “IOJNYKPYyraas” 4acTh OYKBBL

BepxHsis netisi GYKBbI &b JI IPUMBIKAeT K TOPU30HTAJIH, JIEBOH CBOei
CTOPOHOU CMBIKASICh C KpaeM JIeBO¥ MeTJIH; TIOX0XUN 00JUK &b cp. B Acce-
MmaHueBoM EBanrennu, B Kpkckoit Haanucu (X—XI Beka) [FuCi€ 1982: 223—
224], B Mapuusnckom EBanrenuu, B Cunaiickoi IlcanTsipu (3amagHo6071-
rapckuu nucer, XI Bex).

HauepTtanue b P BecbMa XapakTepHO: HV)XKHASA “TOPU3OHTAJL IETIU
ckomeHa. bivxanmue napasienu TakoMy b HaxonaTca B KueBCKux JucT-
Kax (4elCKUi W11 MOpaBCcKui nucell, X BeK), B CuHauckon Ilcanteipu u B
ITpaxxckux orpbiBKax (Yexus, koHen XI — Hayaio XII Beka). B apyrux na-
MATHUKAX TaKOW BapUaHT b He N3BeCTeH.

BykBa ® C mpejcrasyieHa B TUIIMYHOM PaHHEM BapuaHTe C OKPYIJIbIM
BEPXHUM 3JIeMEHTOM.

BykBa 8 b, BCTpeyeHHas B HAANKUCY JIBAXK/bl, OTINYAeTCA JBYMS 0CO-
6enHocTAMU. OCHOBHAA ee YacTb BBIIIOJIHEHA YeThIPbMS HPSAMBIMY JINHHA-
MU: IByMA IITPUXaMU, IlepeKpelBaMMUCA B LIeHTpe, U AByMsI TOPU30H-
TaJIbHBIMU IITPUXAaMH, OTPAHNYMBAIOIMUMY OYKBY CBepXy U CHU3Y. TakoH
e PUCYHOK *8 BUAMM Ha [1epBOM CTpaHuLle KneBCKUX JUCTKOB (HalKCaH-
HOH [03/JHee OCTAJILHOTO TeKCTa, BepoATHO, B XI BeKe) U B IepBOM IOYepKe
Haanucu us XKynsl Jlly6posaukoii (for Jlanmanuu, X1 Bex) [CUNCIC, PERKIC
2009]3. CXoznHbBIN PUCYHOK IpeJCTaByleH TakXe B HAJIUCHA HAa OJIOBSHHOM
amyJsete u3 Xackosa (tor bosrapun, X — cepennna XI Beka) [[IOIIKOHCTAH-
TUHOB 2009: 345]° 1 Bo BTOpOM movepke Haamucy u3 JKymnsl y6poBavyKoii:
B 9TUX NMaMSATHUKAaX OCHOBHAfl YacTh OYKBBI CHUJIBHO HaKJIOHEHA BJIEBO.
Bropasi 0c06eHHOCTb 3aKJIF0OYAeTCs B TOM, YTO MOJIOTOYEK OTXOAUT BJIEBO
He OT CepeAMHbI BBICOTHI OYKBBI, @ 3HAYUTEJBHO HUXKeE, YTO HAXOAUT cebe
napasienb B Hodepke IIpa’kCKUX OTPLIBKOB U B BepXHel 4acTH (epBOM I0-
4epke) Hazanucy u3 JKymel JlybpoBaukoil. B mamMsiTHUKaxX 6oJiee MO3AHUX,
yeM XI Bex, Takue HauepTaHUsl He BCTPEYaroTCs.

BykBa € 4 HeCKOJIbKO IOBpeX/eHa MITPUXaMU PUCYHKA, HAHECEHHOT0
noBepx Hazmucu. He BrosHe ACHO, OBLT M Y 3TOH OYKBBI OJVMH WJIH 1IBA
rOPU30HTAJIbHBIX IITPHUXA.

CrnenyeT OTMETUTH UCIIOJIb30BaHMe 11 0003HAYEHHU A MaJIOro (0Ca Ipa-
dembl <€ BMecTO OGosee apeBHero aurpada 3€. Takas rpadpuyeckas cucrema
CBOWICTBeHHA OOJIBIIMHCTBY IJIar0JIMYeCKUX TEKCTOB, UCKIII0Ya s HECKOIBKO
namMATHUKOB X—XI BeKoB, HanucaHHbIX HAa CuHae u B [IpeBHeit Pycu. OTcyT-

8 Cp. TakKe GyKBY B OX0Xero 06/IMKa — B BHJie IECOYHbIX YaCOB, IPE/CTABIEHHYIO
B c6opHuke Kiona (3ananuas Bonrapust unu Cep6ust, X1 Bex) u B Hagnucu N2 16 u3
Hosropona (BeposiTHO, cepeainHa XI — Hadano XII Bexa) [MUXEEB 2012: 79, 92].

° B aToit Haamucu 6ykBa B HAKJIOHEHa [POTHB YaCOBOM CTPENIKH.
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cTBUe rpageMsl € B [peBHEPYCCKUX HAATIUCAX TOBOPUT B [I0JTb3Y IaATUPOBKU
pedopmbl opdorpaduu, CBSI3aHHOU € BBeZleHHEM 3TOM OYKBbI, BpeMeHeM He
paHblle KoHLA X — Havasa XI Beka, KOTZa ryaroinyeckas NMCbMeHHOCTb
Obl1a BocpuHATa Ha Pycu'®.

SpKoii A3BIKOBOW 4epPTON HAANUCH ABJSAETCA Nepesada MHOA3BIYHOTO
3ByKOoco4yeTaHUs [an] depe3 roc manblid. Takoe HamucaHue QUKCHpyeTcs B
HECKOJIbKUX PYKOMHUCAX 3amafHO60rapcKoro (MaKe[oHCKOr0) MPOUCXOX-
neHus: cM. Gopmel (1) +&BIRE€ILbIVH (arercadposoy) B MapuUHCKOM
Eanrenuu (Mk 15.21)", (2) axercadpum B 3arpebCKON TPUOAU TEPBOA
nonoBuHbl XIII Beka'? (23r.13) [LIPBEHKOBCKA 1999: 24, 147], (3) axeao-
posa B Op6esbCKOi TPHOAM TPUMepPHO BTOpoy nosoBuHbI X111 Beka (22b.3)
[LIPBEHKOBCKA, MAKAPUJOCKA 2010: 26, 154, (4) axcr.adpwvcrazo (Sic!,
731.23), anecxadpa (sicl, 86v.20) B CTpymuukom (MakeJOHCKOM) ATIOCTOJIe
BTOpOI nosoBuHbI XIII Beka [BI1AXOBA, XAYNITOBA 1990: 288, 342]™. Cyn4
10 BCeMy, IPOM3HOIIeHNe COYeTaHUsA an B BUJie Ha3aIM30BaHHOTO IJIACHO-
r0 B 3aMIMCTBOBAHHBIX CJIOBAaX OBIJIO CBOMCTBEHHO MMEHHO 3amaZiHOO0rap-
CKMM (MaKeZIOHCKMUM) rOBOPaM, B KOTOPBIX MaJiblil 0C ObLJ TJIACHBIM THUIIA

¢ — Ha3aJIM30BAHHBIM IJIACHBIM OTKPBITOTO 06pa30BaHMs, OIU3KUM K Cpel-
HeMy pazny®.

10 OrMedy TaK)Ke HaJIMYKe BCTABHOTO epa MeX/Iy COIIACHBIMH K U ¢. K coxaseHnto, CyanTh
0 IPUYKHE BCTaBKHU €pa HEJb3st: 3T0 MOIIA GbITh M 0COGEHHOCTh POU3HOLIEHHUS aBTOPA
Ha/IIICH, ¥ 0COBEHHOCTD rpapUIecKO CUCTEMBI, TO eCTb OpdorpadudecKasi yCIOBHOCTb.

11 Cm. B u3nanuu [Armnys 1883: 181] (B kupuinyeckoi TpaHcauTepanuu). bonbuie
Hurzie B MapuuHckoM EBaHrennu cioBa ¢ 3TUM KOPHEM He BCTPeyaroTCs.

12 Bnarogapio A. A. Typuosa 3a LieHHbIe KOHCYJIbTaL[1 TI0 BOIPOCY AaTUPOBKU
YIOMHMHAeMbIX B CTaThe PYKONHUCEH.

13 Ormeuy, uto B C1i0Bape 1lepKOBHOCIABSHCKOTO I3bIKA MaKeZOHCKON pesjaKkIiiy
[PEYHMK 2006: 247] omr60YHO yKa3aHbl yTeHus1 Opbenbckoi Tproar (0mu604HOoe
aaeEandposa B cioBape) u llladaprkoBoii Tprozn (OMMOG0IHOE anekcadpuio B
CcJI0Bape BMeCTO axexcandputo B pykonucu (1v.12); 6raronapio B. LIpBeHKOBCKYIO 3a
BO3MOXHOCTb 03HAKOMHUTBCS € POTOKOMMEl JaHHOTO JINCTA).

14 JTaHHble CIOBOGOPMBI HAXOAATCS B 3ar0I0BKax yreHUi. Cp. Takxke c1oBoGopmMy
anexcadp8 ([esH 4.6) Bo Bpanemnunkom Anocrose XIII Beka — Tak 3Ta cioBodpopma
nepeziaHa B cioBape [PEYHUK 2006: 248]. Bnpouewm, b. KoHecku BOCIIpOU3BOAUT
9TO YTeHUe MHaYe U [UTUPYeET CIOBOPOPMEI asercidps (60) U axexcxdpvera (106)
[KoHECKkH 1956: 19].

15 CM. ynmoMuHaHuA B uTepatype [BAH-BENK 1957: 207; BAiiAaH 1952: 40; CE-
JMIEB 1951: 271; KoHECKM 1956: 19; KOHECKM 1965: 35, KOHECKM 1981:
46; TOTOMAHOBA 1991: 259-260; LIPBEHKOBCKA 1999: 24; [IPBEHKOBCKA,
MAKAPHJOCKA 2010: 26; ITunAT 2013: 171]. B napy k popme a.ercadposoy u3
MapumuHckoro EBanrenus H. Ban-Beiik, A. M. Cenvnes u b. KoHecku IpuBogsaT
bopmy ronemamunr n3 Coopuuka Kiona. Mexay tem, B IefiCTBUTEIbHOCTH B
cooTBetcTByIoIeM MecTe B C6opHuKe Kioua unraercss Gopma hdP|RUUEPIIPPA
(xon|emarnmunmn) 11, 24-25 (cMm. potokonuto [DOSTAL 1959: 22| u HaGopHbIe
usnanus [MIKLOSICH 1860: 10; CPE3HEBCKIN 1866: 172]). OmuG04YHbIi IPOMYCK
6ykBbI P H BocxoauT K HaGOpHOMY M3aHuio [VONDRAK 1893: 50] (ata ommubKa
HOBTOpsieTcs B Gosiee o3aHeM uszaHuu [DOSTAL 1959: 58, 149] u B mpaxkxcKoM
ciioBape [SJS 1973: 46]). Henb3si 371eCh HE OTMETUTD APYTON OMIKOKH PAKCKOTO
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Takum 06pa3om, maneorpapudeckrie ¥ JMHIBUCTUYECKHE OCOOEHHOCTH
HAZANUCH YKa3bIBAIOT HA TO, YTO OHA OblJIa CO37aHAa HOCUTEJIEM MeCTHOTO
nguanexra npuMepHo B XI Beke viu B KOHIe X Beka. [JaTUPOBKY B [1€PBYIO
oYepenb ONpeJeNsOT apXaudHble HauepTaHus OykB db [, b P, R C, B 'b, a
JIOKaJIW3alMi0 — HallMCaHue CJI0Ba yepe3 MaJbld loc. HecMOTpsa Ha Kpart-
KOCTb rpapPpuTO, MOXKHO OTMETHUTH, UTO OJIMKAUIINI K HEMY U T10 XapaKTepy
II0YePKa U 110 A3bIKY NAMATHUK IUCbMEHHOCTU — 9TO MapuuHckoe EBaHre-
Jue, TiepenKcaHHoe B 3anajHoi boarapuu opreHTUPOBOYHO B Hadase XI
Beka'e. Kpome Toro, mouepk AnexcaHzpa najeorpapuyecky o4eHb CXOZIEH C
nepBbIM NoYepKoM Haanucu-rpadpouto XI Beka Ha yepemnuie u3 JKymsl [1y0-
POBAYKOi (Ha I0HOW OKOHEYHOCTHU JlanMaLum).

3aBepuias 37ech KpaTKHUi aHAINU3 MyOINKyeMOi Ha/IIIUCH, CJlefiyeT 10-
6aBUTD, YTO BeCb KOMILJIEKC ApeBHUX rpadpPpuTH Ha cTON6AX LIePKBU CB. Ap-
XaHTeJIOB B MOHACThIpe cB. Hayma, HeCOMHEHHO, 3acyXuBaeT 6oJee TIa-
TeJILHOTO CIIeLIAJIbHOI'0 UCCIIe0BAHUA C IPUMEHEHNEM BCEro JOCTYIIHOIO
apceHajia MeTOZIOB SNUTPaPUKY, UCTOPUU APXUTEKTYPBHI U IMHTBUCTUKH.

[TepeiifeM K rnaroanyeckoii Haamucu B Copuiickom cobope B CTambye.
HackonpKo MHe M3BeCTHO, HaliZieHHOe rpadduTo — MoKa efuHCTBEHHBIN
MaMATHUK [JIaroJIM4ecKoil anurpaduku ¢ repputopun Typruu.

bnaromaps tpyznam IO. A. ApramoHoBa, A. A. Tunnuyca u 1. B. 3aiinesa
B [IOCJIe/IHYE ['OZIbl KOJIMYeCTBO BbISIBJIEHHBIX IPeBHUX KUPUNAUHECKUX HATl-
nuceit B CB. Copuu npeBbicuio 70. IogaBnsiomiee G6OJbITMHCTBO U3 HUX
IPUHAJJIeKUT IaJIOMHUKAM U3 Pycy, u IMlIb OfIHA OllpesiesgeTcs KaK H0xK-
HOCJIaBAHCKasA'8.

B xoze 4acTUYHOrO OCMOTpPa HEKOTOPBIX CTE€H CeBepHOH rajiepeu Xop
Coduiickoro cobopa 5 okTss6pst 2013 roga Ha MpaMOPHO# OGJIMIIOBKE FOXK-
HOU CTOPOHBI BOCTOYHOM JIOIIATKU CeBEPHOM CTEHbI CeBEPHOU rajiepeu, B
28 cM OT J1eBOTrO Kpasi ¥ IpuMepHo B 133 cM 0T moJia, o6Hapy’KeHa HaAIHUCh,
COCTOSAIIAsA U3 IBYX KPYIHBIX IJIar0JIU4ecKux OyKB (puc. 2).

CJI0Bapsi, KOTOPBLi yKa3biBaeT Ha Hamuure GOpMbI kocmamuns B [I0XBaTbHOM CIOBE
Kupuny u Medoauto o YeneHckomy cbopruky py6eska XII-XIII sekos [SJS 1973:
45). B u3naHusAx xe HaxoauM GopMy xocma|imuns 1106b.21-22 [IIIAXMATOBB,
JIABPOB®B 1899: 160; KHA3EBCKAS, JIEMBSIHOB, JIAMoH 1971: 200].

16O npoucxoxzeHuu MapuuHckoro EBaHrenus cM., B 4acTHOCTH, [MUNETUYD 1886;
By3vk 1925; LunT 2001: 7].

17 B KayeCTBe peABapPUTENLHOTrO 3aMevaHus HeOOXOIMMO OTMETHTD, YTO IJIaCHBIH
0y BMECTO 0XHUZIAeMOro o B UMeHU Hu(x)oy.ua B PACIIONIOXEHHOM! PALOM C
Ony6IMKOBaHHBIM MHO¥ rpadGUTO rIaroandecko-KUpHTNIecKOi Haamucu
TpezcTaBiIseT cOG0 OUH 13 MHOTOYHCIIEHHBIX CIIy4aeB Iepefiadi HOSA3bIYHOTO
[0] 4epes oy B cnaBsIHCKUX A3BIKAX; CP. [[[IAXMATOBB 1915: 165; BAKAH 1952: 39;
CEnmMILEB 1951: 119]. Cp. unyio TpakToBKy ®. B. MAPEIIA[2008: 236].

Dro Haamuch “T Asb mica® Hbmao" rpamaturs” (XIV-XV Beka), aBTOp KOTOPOH, 1ipes-
TOJIOXHTENLHO, ObLT MOJIZI0-BIAXHICKOTO IPOMCXOX/IeHHs1 [APTAMOHOB, [UINuyc
2012: 49; APTAMOHOB, I'unnuyc, 3ANLEB 2012: 286].

3
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Puc. 2. @otorpagpus n npopuck Hagrvcy B cB. Coghum
Fig. 2. Photograph and line drawing of the inscription in Hagia Sophia

BoKpyr HaZiMUCH paclosioKeHbl Apyrue rpadduTu: rpedeckas HaAMUCh,
PUCYHKH, KpecThl. HemocpencTBeHHO cIpaBa OT HaJIUCHU APYrod PyKOU
HayepTaH KpecT, He MUMeOLINY OTHOLIEeHU K IJIar0JIN4eCKOMY TeKCTY.

Texkct Hapnucu Takos: +P AH. Ilepen HaMu HeJONMCAHHOE CJIOBO —
Andpeil, Anmonuil, Anacmac niv nogo6Hoe™.

O HauepTaHuu + A ¢ JIMHHBIMU 3aC€YKAaMU CM. BBILIE.

BykBa P H B JaHHO# Ha/IMCH MMeeT YHUKaJIbHOe HauepTaHue: 6e3 HIX-
Hell TOPU30HTAJIM U C TPeYroJIbHOM NeTjiel, IPaBbli yroj KOTOPOY Hanpas-
nieH BBepX. HYMKHAS rOPU30HTa b (OTBOPOT BJIEBO BHU3Y CTPOKH) OYKBBI P
H npakTuyecKy yTpadeHa B O[HOM U3 BapHAHTOB HaUepTaHU 3TON OYKBbI B
Oxpuzackom AnocToJie nepBoii nosoBuHbl XIII Beka?’, X0Td TaM OTBOPOT He
OTCYTCTBYeT BOBCe, a 3aMeHeH KOPOTKOW FOPU30HTAIbHOM 3aCe4Kou. Brpo-
4yeM, Harbosiee IPaBAONOAOOHBIM 0OBSICHEHNEM OTCYTCTBUS HIDKHE ropu-
30HTaJIX B CTaMOYJIbCKOH Ha/IIMCH KaXKeTCs TO, 4TO 3Ta OyKBa He OblyIa 101u-
CaHa, KaK U CJI0BO LeJUKOM. Hannuue BepxHero ropu30HTaJIbHOIO OTBOPOTA
OykBbI P 103BOJIsAET AaTHPOBATh rpadduto BpeMmeHeM He no3znHee XIII Beka
[FucCi¢ 1982: 12].

Crny4aliHble HAXO/IKY IJIaroIM4eCcKUX Haanucel Ha OXpUCKOM o3epe U
B CramOyJie CBUIETEIbCTBYIOT O TOM, YTO MHOTHE TJIaroyindeckue rpapputu
Ha CTeHax LiepKBel B pa3HbIX 4aCTAX baJKaHCKOro MoaxyocTpoBa ele XAy T
CBOUX HcciiefioBaTesieil. B To Bpemsa kak B Bocrounoit Boarapuu u B [lan-

19 M. Yynund B 6ecezie ¢ aBTOPOM 3TUX CTPOK BBICKA3aJia IPe/IOJI0KeH e, YTO ITO
MOTJIO GBITD CIIOBO anaoema.

20 A. A. TypunoB natupyeT OXpu/CKUii ALIOCTOJI BpeMeHeM apXUeNuCKOIICTBa JUMUTpUs
Xomaruana (1216-1236 roasr). Braropapio A. A. Typuiiosa 3a 3T0 yKa3aHue.

21 Cp. takxke [KAPETANIC, ZAGAR 2001: 27] 0 ipyrux BapuaHTax 6yKBbI P € TPeyrobHbIMU
HeTIAMU.
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Malliy BbISIBJIEHBI IeCATKY [PEBHUX TJIarOJIMYeCKUX HA/JMUCel, BO MHOTUX
APYTUX PerroHax I0cJie/loBaTesIbHble SnUrpapuyecKkrie UCCIeNOBaHUA He
Be/lyTCsA, YTO He [IO3BOJIET HaM IIOKA MOJHOLEHHO CYAUTh O MYTAX U Mac-
mTabax pacnpoCcTpaHeHUs rIaroiuisl Ha baakaHax.
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The Syriac Ahigar, Cupuiickui

Its Slavonic “Axuxkap”, ero
Version, and the CAaBsTHCKasl BePCIs
Relics of the Y1 MOIII

Three Youths Tpéx OTpOKOB

in Babylon BasnaoHckmx

Basil Lourié Bagum Mupososud lypbe
Scrinium. Revue de patrologie, Kypnaa “Scrinium. Revue de patrologie,
d’hagiographie critique et d’histoire d’hagiographie critique et d’histoire
ecclésiastique, Saint-Pétersbourg ecclésiastique”, Caukr-TletepOypr
Abstract

The author argues that the earliest recension of the Slavonic Ahigar (Povest’ ob Akire
Premudrom) was produced in Bulgaria as a direct translation from Syriac, whereas
the original Christian (Syriac) recension was created in the Syriac-speaking anti-
Chalcedonian milieu within the Sassanid Iranian Empire in the late fifth century;
in this latter context, it originated as a hagiographic legend inaugurating a new
cult directed against the pro-Chalcedonian Ctesiphon cult of the Three Youths in
Babylon. This anti-Chalcedonian and anti-Byzantine work was never accepted in
Byzantine culture.

Keywords
Ahigar, Povest’ ob Akire Premudrom, Old Testament Pseudepigrapha, Danielic Pseudepi-
grapha, Old Church Slavonic translations, Armenian literature of translations,
Old Bulgarian translations, Old Russian translations, Slavonic Pseudepigrapha,
Syriac Hagiography, Hagiographical Legends, Monophysitism

Pesiome
ABTOp CTaThM CYMTAET, YTO CAABSIHCKII epeBos, “Axukapa’ — “Ilosectu 06 Akupe
ITpemyapom” — b1 BBITIOAHEH B BoArapum ¢ cupuiickoro opurmHaza, TOrja Kak
ITepBOHaYaAbHasI XPYCTUaHCKas (CUpUIiCKast) Bepcus TeKcTa Oblia co34aHa B CUpPMIi-
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Basil Lourié

CKOJ1 aHTMXaAKUAOHCKOI cpege B Vpanckor nmnepun CacaHnA0B B KOHIIE V B. KaK
armorpadudeckas AereHAa, IpY3BaHHAs YTBEPAUTH HOBBIN KY/ABT, HaIlpaBAeHHBIN
HPOTUB XaAKUAOHCKOIO KyabTa Tpéx OTpokos Basuaonckux. DTOT aHTUXaAKMAOH-
CKWI U aHTUBU3aHTUIICKII TeKCT He ObLA BOCIIPUHAT BU3aHTUIICKON KyABTYPOIL.

KrtoyeBble CNoBa

VA7

“Axukap”, “Ilosects 06 Axupe Ilpemyapom”, BeTXO3aBeTHBIE arlOKpUQBI, aIo-
kpuds! JdaHnnaoBa IIMKAa, CTApOCAABIHCKIE ITIEPEBOABI, apMTHCKas IIepeBojHas
KHIDKHOCTB, ApeBHeOoATapCcKIe IIepeBOAbl, ApeBHePYCCKIIe IIePeBOASI, CAaBSHCKIe
aroKpusl, crpuiickas aruorpadus, aruorpadpudecKue AereHAbl, MOHOPU3UTCTBO

1. Introduction

The Povest’ ob Akire Premudrom (“The Story of the Sage Ahiqar”) is the only
piece in Slavonic, which as early as in the 1900s was recognised as possibly
going back to a Syriac original. Below, I will try to demonstrate that this is,
indeed, the case. Then, we will have to discuss why, most probably, this work
has never existed in Greek, and where is the Sitz im Leben of the Syriac hagio-

graphical romance on Ahiqar, which is not to be confused with both its Jewish

Aramaic ancestors and its non-Christian “siblings”.!

2. The Syriac Romance among the Non-Christian Ahigar Texts

Dealing with the very dense literary network around the Ahigar romance, it is
always important to discern between three sorts of literary connexions: trans-
mission of the sayings only, transmission of the framing narrative (plot), and
transmission of the unity of, at least, some part of sayings together with the
framing narrative.

Some part of sayings is attested to in many different places, in the same
manner as it is habitual for the proverbs.? Thus, the sayings are the compo-
nents of the romance which are featuring it as a whole in a minimal extent.
The most stable component of the hagiographical romance is its rigid literary

! The most complete bibliography is now [CoNTINI 2005], but it is almost completely
untenable for the Slavic part of dossier and is not exact in the matters related to the
Armenian version and its derivates (because of the lack of first-hand knowledge
of [MARTIROSSIAN 1969-1972]); for updates, s. [WEIGL 2010; KONSTANTAKOS
2008-2013]. For the standard enumeration of the main recensions and versions see the
corresponding entry of CAVT 195 (containing a number of inexactnesses); cf. also, for
Syriac/Neo-Aramaic, [BRock 2009]. For a general scheme of the filiation of the Ahigar
texts in different languages, s. Fig. 1 in the Appendix.

2 The literary history of different sayings included, at least, in some recensions of the
Ahigar romance, could be now figured out from the data collected in the following
studies, which, when taken together, would cover the whole previous scholarship:
|[KONSTANTAKOS 2008-2013; LICHTHEIM 1983; LINDENBERGER 1983; MARTIROSSIAN
1969-1972; WEIGL 2010].
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frame, which can be stuffed with the edifying episodes and sayings in an ex-
tent varying from one recension to another (cf., e.g., [LOURIE 2011]). However,
the literary frame itself, without sayings of Ahiqar, is a conjunction of several

folktale motives available worldwide,? and so, having no specific attachment to
the romance of Ahiqar. Thus, tracing the transmission of the Akigar romance
is a different task from tracing both transmission of its stuffing material, es-
pecially the sayings of Ahiqar, and its literary frame taken alone. It is only a
conjunction of both literary frame and sayings that matters.

There is no ground to suppose that the oldest Aramaic recension of the
Ahiqar story was preceded with some Mesopotamian document in Akkadian,*
even in the case if Ahiqar is a historical person mentioned in a Babylonian tab-
let (Uruk, W 20030) dated to year 147 of the Seleucid era (165/164 BC). Ac-
cording to this document, “in the days of king AsSur-ah-iddina [Esarhaddon]
the ummanu was Aba-enlil-dari, whom the Ahlama [Arameans] call Ahu-uqar
[Ahiqar].” Taking this notice in its face value, one can conclude that the his-
torical Ahigar was an Aramaic-speaking Jew, although taking a high position,
ummanu (“royal scribe, counsellor™) at the court of king Esarhaddon (681-669
BC) (thus, e.g., [GREENFIELD 1971/2001: 49-50 [93-94]; LINDENBERGER 1985:
483]). However, “[t]he tablet... proves only that the Ahigar story was well
known in Seleucid Babylonia, not that it has any historical foundations in events
half a millennium earlier.”® There is a room, however, for hypothesising some
historicity of Ahigar as a wise man at the court of Assyrian kings Sennacherib
(705-681 Bc) and his son Esarhaddon (681-669 BC) [PARPOLA 2005: 109-111].

Be that as it may, one has to start the history of the Ahiqar romance from
the lost archetype written in the Imperial, or Official Aramaic, originated
somewhere in Mesopotamia not later than in the fifth century Bc, when one
its recensions appears in an Aramaic papyrus of the Jewish military colony in

Egyptian Elephantine.” Although written in Aramaic and not in Akkadian,

3 Cf., for a review of the motives according to Aarne—Thompson, [CONTINI, GROTTA-
NELLI 2005B: 49-63].

4 “It is not necessary to assume that there was an original version of the Proverbs of
Ahigar in Neo-Assyrian that was later translated into Aramaic; they could easily
have circulated in both written form and oral transmission in Aramaic” [ GREENFIELD
1990,/2001: 50[94], n. 4]. Cf., more recently, [PARPOLA 2005].

5 “Craftsman, specialist” in Old Babylonian but “scholar, scribal expert,” (royal) “(chief)
scribe” in Neo-Assyrian and Neo-Babylonian dialects of Akkadian; s. [CDA: 422, s.v.
ummianu(m)] and, with many details, [ CAD 20: 108-115, s.v. ummanu, esp. 114-115,
meaning 2b].

¢ Found in the winter of 1959/1960, ed. princeps by J. van Dijk, 1962. Cf. already [DU
Brois 1984: 51, n. 12] and especially [PARPOLA 2005], then, e.g., [NIEHR 2007: 9-10,
28] (with a summary of a vivid discussion); cf. the same conclusion, most recently, with
the full quotation of the relevant original texts, [WEIGL 2010: 8—-11].

7 Found in 1907, ed. princeps by Eduard Sachau in 1911, the most important editions of
the whole text are [COWLEY 1923: 204-248; PORTEN, YARDENI 1993: 23-53] (Porten
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the story of Ahigar is an “...opera assira non solo ambientata alla corte neoas-
sira ma anche scriffa in Assiria e totalmente imbevuta di valori, cultura e tra-
dizioni assira”; indeed, the Aramaic language became in this epoch the lingua
franca of the whole Fertile Crescent [PARPOLA 2005: 111].

For the history of the Christian romance of Ahigqar, it is its pre-Christian
history in Egypt that is of special importance. At least, two very short frag-
ments of the story of Ahiqar are preserved in Demotic Egyptian papyri of the
first century BC.® One can see that the Demotic text is not identical with that of
the Elephantine papyrus, but the fragments are too short for any detailed com-
parison of the recensions. However, the very fact of the presence of the Ahiqar
story in the Ptolemaic Egypt sheds a different light on another piece of Egyp-
tian Demotic wisdom literature, the Instructions of ‘Onchsheshonqy (datable
only very vaguely to the interval from the seventh to the second century Bc).?
The plot of this story is only remotely recalling that of the Akigar, and it has its
own Old Egyptian antecedent, but among the wise sayings of ‘Onchsheshonqy
there are several ones overlapping with those of Ahigar —but from the Chris-
tian recensions, not from the Elephantine papyrus. Thus, Miriam Lichtheim
concluded that the later Christian recensions go back to Aramaic recensions of
the Ahiqar romance posterior to that of the Elephantine papyrus but already
available in Ptolemaic Egypt [Licuruemv 1983: 18]. Of course, however, this
is not the only logically acceptable explanation. Both Christian recensions of
the Ahigar and the ‘Onchsheshonqy could borrow from some common earlier
sources previously unconnected to the Ahigar tradition.!

and Yardeni provide important improvements of the reconstruction); the modern
editions of the sayings only: [LINDENBERGER 1983; KOTTSIEPER 1990; WEIGL 2010].
This Egyptian papyrus must be much later than the original Assyrian recension.
Parpola tentatively dates the latter to the period between ca. 680 and ca. 660, that

is, between the murder of Sennacherib and related events (purportedly reflected in
the story of Ahiqar) and the Assyrian occupation of Egypt established in the 660s
[ParRPOLA 2005: 106-108]; for a detailed chronology of Assyrian invasions to Egypt
in the 660s, s. [KAHN 2006]. It is interesting that nearly the same date for the original
text was proposed by Alexander Grigoriev, a Slavist, who had no first-hand access to
the Assyro-Babylonian texts, but was aware of a general outline of the Assyro-Egyptian
relations in the seventh century Bc [GRIGORIEV 1913: 94-96].

8 One of them was published as a photocopy (without transliteration and translation) by
G. P. G. Sobhy in 1930 and was identified almost immediately by Wilhelm Spiegelberg,
but Spiegelberg died suddenly on 23 December 1930, several days before his paper
containing this identification appeared in press. Thus, the first scholarly publication
of this manuscript was performed only in 1976 by Karl Zauzich, who identified
another fragment of the same manuscript and put forward several considerations
concerning the manuscript tradition of the Demotic Ahigar [Zauzich 1976]. Cf. further
considerations and republication of both identified Demotic fragments in [BETRO 2005].

 Cf., for English translations and bibliography, [LICHTHEIM 1980: 159-184; RITNER
2003B].

10 Cf. [BETro 2005]. Betro considers the fragmentary Demotic story of the magician Hihor
[RITNER 2003A] as inspired by the Ahiqar story, but this conclusion is less than evident.
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It is especially important for us that some of these sayings of Ahiqar par-
allel to those of ‘Onchsheshonqy are known from the Armenian version only,
not from the existing Syriac recensions!! (the Armenian recensions all go back
to the unique translation from Syriac'?). The editor of the Armenian version
Arutyun Martirossian, still unaware of the Demotic documents, attributed
such “additions” (as compared with the Syriac recensions) to a local Arme-
nian version of the internationally widespread Sayings of Wise Men (Tunup
hdwuwnwuhpwg),'® which he, unlike previous Armenian scholars, reconsid-
ered as not a work quoting the Armenian A#igar, but as a piece of a differ-
ent (and genuinely Armenian) origin [MARTIROSSIAN 1969-1972, 2: 35-55].
Martirossian, however, did not realize the real amplitude of the dossier of the
Sayings of Wise Men, even in those (relatively rare) recensions where Ahiqar
appears. In particular, he did not take into account the Ethiopic recension of
the latter containing a section of Ahigar (which, in turn, is a translation of the
lost Arabic original) [CORNILL 1875].1* Thus, it is hardly probable that the
Armenian sayings of Ahigar absent from the extant Syriac versions do not go
back to a lost Syriac recension. Moreover, given that some of them are shared
with the Demotic sayings of ‘Onchsheshonqy, one has to date their inclusion to
the Ahiqar tradition somewhere earlier than the Syriac Ahigar romance (thus,
in its Aramaic source(s)), whereas not necessarily earlier than the (unknown
to us) date of the Instructions of ‘Onchsheshongy.

Therefore, without knowing the absolute date of the inclusion of the
Armenian Sondergut of Ahiqar’s sayings in the Ahiqar literary tradition, we
can evaluate its relative date and suggest for it a pre-Christian and pre-Syriac
(thus, Aramaic) stage of the evolution of the Ahiqgar story. The Armenian ver-
sion of the Christian Ahigar romance (in its earliest recensions A and G) is
thus a witness of an earlier (at least, in some parts) and lost Syriac recen-
sion rather than a compilative work produced out of mixing a translation from
Syriac with some locally available material. This conclusion is corroborated
with the very early date of the Armenian translation, the fifth century [Mar-
TIROSSIAN 1969-1972, 2: 85-101], that is, the very beginning of the Christian

11 S, e.g., [LIcCHTHEIM 1983: 20-21, 33, 52].

12 This is one of the main conclusions of Martirossian’s study; s. [MARTIROSSIAN
1969-1972, 2: 101-113] (for the language of original) et passim (for the uniqueness
of translation).

1

=y

Critical edition of Ahiqar’s sayings (based on 14 MSS) under the title funup
hlwunwuhpug b ipunp hwuwpulwg (Sayings of Wise Men and Public Admoni-
tions) in [MARTIROSSIAN 1969-1972, 1: 271-298] with a textological study in the same
volume.

1

IS

However, each particular saying attributed to Ahiqar in this collection is attested

to in Arabic; Cornill provides parallels from a Christian Arabic (mostly Karshuni)
manuscript of the Ahiqar romance. The history of the text of the Ethiopic Sayings of the
Wise Men remains unstudied until now [Lusint 2005: 256].

2013 No2



Basil Lourié

Armenian literature. Such a date is quite close to the approximative date of the
original of the Syriac Christian romance (established by the actual scholarly
consensus as the fourth or fifth century') and is by several hundred years
earlier than the probable dates of the preserved Syriac recensions.

There is a relatively ample dossier of Ahiqar in Greek, including transla-
tions from Greek. However, taking aside the Slavic dossier (allegedly going
back to a hypothetical lost Greek recension—the thesis we have to refute in
the present paper) all the remaining materials are pagan and have no specific
relation to Ahiqar of the Christian literatures. The existence of some form of
the Aramaic romance in a Greek version is attested to by some ancient authors,
and, moreover, such a version in a substantially reworked form subsisted as a
part (§§101-123) of the legendary Life of Aesop (approximately 1st cent. AD),
where Aesop replaced Ahiqar.'® This pagan Greek heritage is partly preserved
also in Arabic but only in a Muslim tradition under the name of the legendary
sage of Arab antiquity Lugman. However, “[a]ny real relation between the per-
sonalities of Lukman and Ahikar comes through Aesop” [HELLER, STILLMAN
1986: 813].

The Christian Ahiqar is also known in Arabic. There are three recensions
going back to the unique translation. One of them (recension C) is a Muslim
reworking of a Christian text (very close to the recension A), which is pre-
served as an appendix to the Thousand and One Nights.\”

It is important to note from the above discussion of the Ahigar materials
outside the Jewish-Christian tradition, that the Christian Ahiqar romance is
completely unknown in Greek: no trace at all.’®

3. Ahigar as a Worshipper of the Jewish God

Turning to the Jewish-Christian tradition, we meet Ahiqar in the Book of Tobit
(four times: 1: 21-22;" 2: 10; 11: 18; 14: 10), itself of a date and a place of ori-

1

=3

Cf. Riccardo Contini’s introductory notice in [PENNACCHIETTI 2005: 194].

16 For a detailed study of this Greek dossier s., first of all, the three-volume monograph
of Ioannis Konstantakos [Konstantakos 2008-2013]. Rimicio, or Rinuzio Tessalo
translated this Life of desop into Latin in the middle of the fifteenth century (ed. prin-
ceps Mailand, 1474).

Paolo Rostano Giaiero provided a detailed analysis of the three recensions in [GIAIERO
2005]. The claim, often repeated, that the Ahiqar story became a part of the Thousand
and One Night, is erroneous, unless one has in mind additions to the latter that appear in
some Arabic manuscripts and European translations. For the history of this error in the
Russian nineteenth-century scholarship dedicated to Ahiqar, s. [Morozov 2009: 91-93].

-
S

%

For the sake of completeness, we have to mention a third-century ap mosaic in Trier
made by a pagan artist Monnus. It was almost the scholarly consensus throughout the
twentieth century that the inscription near one of the figures must be restored as [AC]
ICAR. However, Hermann Koller in 1973 proposed and Robert Daniel in 1996 confirmed
with a detailed study that the correct reading is [EP]ICAR(MUS); s. [DANIEL 1996].

For this place, there is also a Qumranic Aramaic fragment, 4Q196.

-
)
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gin still under discussion? but, in its religious contents, certainly Jewish (that
is, not Babylonian).?! The author of the Tobif knew the Aramaic Ahigar ro-
mance in a recension similar to that of the Elephantine papyrus. Here, Ahiqar
is a nephew (or, at least, another close relative) of Tobit and, therefore, is Jew-
ish himself. It is difficult to say now how exactly the pious audience of the Tobit
overcame Ahiqgar’s polytheistic parlance, but, anyway, this has been done.

Let us recall that the Elephantine papyrus is a witness of circulation of the
Ahiqar story in its full polytheistic apparel among the strictly monotheistic
Jews living around their own Temple of Yahweh.?? Thus, the very existence
of the Elephantine papyrus is itself a demonstration of the fact that the origi-
nal polytheistic wording of the story has been somewhat reinterpreted in a
monotheistic way. Were this solution syncretistic or not, it is irrelevant to us.?*
The only relevant for the further history of the Ahiqar romance in the Jewish-
Christian milieux is another thing, namely, that the polytheistic imagery of the
story certainly became “fossilized” throughout the centuries of its transmis-
sion under the authority of Ahiqgar as a righteous Jewish man and became a
part of the monotheistic Jewish tradition of Ahiqar.

This polytheistic by origin but already “fossilized” imagery was inherited
by the Iranian Christian Syriac-speaking milieu, where the Christian Ahiqar
romance originated. It is known that the Syrian Christianity in Iran remained,
in the fourth and the fifth centuries, much more close to its Jewish matrix than
the Christianity of the Roman Empire. The original polytheistic imagery of the
story, including the Semitic names of the three Babylonian gods, is preserved
quite well in the Armenian branch of the tradition,* although it is partially

2 S, a discussion of available viewpoints in [FiTzmYER 2003: 50—54]; even the date of the
Qumranic manuscripts (roughly from 100 B¢ To 25 AD) is not universally accepted as
the terminus ante quem for the subsisting recensions. Original language of the book is
also under discussion: the unique Qumran fragment of Tobit in Hebrew could be either
original or translation from Aramaic (the total number of the Aramaic fragments of
Tobit in Qumran is four).

On Ahigar and his stepchild and nephew Nadin in Tobit, s. [GREENFIELD 1981,/2001;
FITZMYER 2003: 37-38 et ad loc.; ToLoNI 2005].

2 For the religious life of the Jews of Elephantine, s. [PORTEN 1968: 105-186; 1984:
385-393]. Porten argues against the idea that the religious life of the colony was
tainted by syncretism. For the opposite view, s., e.g., [VAN DER TOORN 1992].

N

2 The story of Ahiqar is one of the particular cases when some unwritten “rules of
transposition” between two theological systems, the Babylonian “henotheism” and the
Jewish “monotheism,” were at work. The problem of a partial mutual “translatability”
between the Mesopotamian and monotheistic Jewish religious systems is still far from
being studied in full but, at least, started to be discussed. Cf., first of all, a pioneering
monograph, focused, however, on the biblical texts [SMITH 2008].

2+ Arutyun Martirossian is certainly right in considering this feature of the Armenian
version (and its Kipchak, Turkish Osmanic, and Georgian off-springs) as going back to
a lost Syriac archetype. However, one can hardly follow Martirossian in his supposition
that the peculiar list of the pagan deities in one of the two earliest Armenian recensions,
G, could be genuine (s. [MARTIROSSIAN 1969-1972, 2: 118-119]). In the recension
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or completely suppressed in other branches (Syriac, Arabic, and Slavonic).?
However, this is not to say (pace Martirossian) that the original of the Ar-
menian version is a work of a non-Christian author. In fact, as we will see, it
shares the most important features of the Christian story and appeared within
an Iranian Syriac-speaking Christian community.

4. Five Branches of the Christian Tradition of the Romance of Ahigar

Taking aside the Ahiqar tradition within the Sayings of Wise Men (which re-
mains so far almost unstudied), we have, for the Christian Ahiqar romance,
five main branches of the text tradition. All of them go to the lost common
Syriac archetype, that is, to the original text of the Christian romance. The
most of the non-Syriac branches are represented in several languages, namely,
Armenian tradition—in Armenian, Kipchak, Osmanic Turkish, and Geor-
gian, Arabic tradition—in Arabic, Ethiopic, and modern Neo-Aramaic dialects
(partially influenced by Syriac recensions directly), and Slavonic tradition—in
Slavonic (itself in different izvods, that is, local versions: Bulgarian, Serbian,
and Russian) and Romanian, and only the Sogdian branch is represented in
Sogdian alone. Each branch is further subdivided into different recensions.
Some late recensions are altered in a great extent but, nevertheless, must be
taken into account as having some importance for the reconstruction of the
lost archetype, at least, at the stage of comparison of the particular manu-
script readings. Only one version presents no interest for any reconstruction,
the Georgian one, represented with two different translations from the Ar-

G, the standard list of gods (Bel3im, Simil, and Samin in Syriac, which became Ptjoh,
Ghul), Gwhuhu /Belsim, Simel, Sahmin/ in Armenian) is replaced by the four-name
list “Belsim, MirSahmin, EsariSe, and ISemiSah (Uhppwhuht, Eowphok, Potdhowh).”
Martirossian does not provide any analysis of the three latter unusual names but
simply insists on their genuineness (because the names of pagan gods, according to
him, would not be included by a Christian editor). However, the three latter names
are clearly Iranian. MirSahmin is certainly derived from the name Mihr$ah (“Mithras
the King”) known as the name of the king of Mesene and a brother of the Shahanshah
Sabuhr I, who was converted by Mani prior to ap 262 (Parthian text M 47: 1, publ.
with a commentary in [Bovce 1975: 37]; in Parthian, myhrs’k). In ESariSe, one can
discern two Pahlavi components, asar “having no beginning, eternal” and asayisn
“rest, peace,” which results in “Eternal Rest.” In ISemiSah, one can recognize a popular
(until now) Iranian proper name Esmisha(h) having an obvious Zoroastrian origin

(< Esmi3ah, “King of Fuel,” from Pahlavi esm = ezm “(wood)fuel”). The origin of
such names is certainly interesting, but it is clear that they have nothing to do with the
mainstream (Semitic) Ahiqar tradition. As to the “standard” (Semitic) list of gods, it is
not completely clear, too, with the only exception of Belsim = Baal Samaim (“Baal of
Heavens”), a well-known god of the Phoenicians; the two other are unknown as such,
and their interpretation is somewhat difficult [Nau 1909: 14].

In these branches, Ahiqar either addresses the unique God from the very beginning
(and, thus, the polytheism has no place whatsoever) or addresses, at first, three
Babylonian gods but with no answer and, then, the Most High Jewish God; in the latter
case, Ahigar will have no native son as a punishment for his former act of idolatry.

N
S
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menian printed book of 1708 (Armenian recension Fa) (s. [MARTIROSSIAN
1969-1972, 2: 202-208]).

Dealing with the available witnesses of the Christian Ahigar romance, we
will take into account the following non-Slavonic recensions.?

Syriac branch: represented by five recensions in classical Syriac, not earlier than the
twelfth century, and one translation from Syriac into the Eastern Christian Neo-Aramaic
dialect Suret.?” All manuscripts are Eastern Syrian (“Nestorian”).28

SyrA: unique MS; ed. by J. Rendel Harris in [CHL 1913: 37-62 (Syriac pagination)].

SyrB: unique MS; ed. by Smil Griinberg [GRUNBERG 1917] (sayings) and Markus
Hirsch Guzik [Guzik 1936] (narrative); this recension, as it was shown by Theodor Nolde-
ke, is mostly a retroversion from Arabic [NOLDEKE 1913: 51-54]; this is why it is somewhat
in between the Syriac and the Arabic branches but closer to the Arabic one.

SyrC: unique MS, fragmentary (only beginning of the story); ed. by J. Rendel Harris
in [CHL 1913: 34-36 (Syriac pagination)].

SyrD: unique MS; ed. by Francois Nau [NAU 1918-1919A]; contains only the first
third (approximately) of the text.

SyrE: two MSS; ed. by Francois Nau [NAU 1918-19198].

Sogdian branch: the recently discovered fragmentary Sogdian version, although
translated from Syriac, does not belong to the Syriac branch in the above sense, because it
is based on an earlier recension of the Syriac text than the presently available ones.?

Arabic branch: represented by three recensions in Arabic, one recension in Ethi-
opic, and two recensions in Neo-Aramaic dialects. The Arabic (Muslim) recension C is
depending mostly on the recension AraA and contains no ancient material other than
that available through the Christian recensions AraA and AraB (s. below); it will be not
taken into account.*® Unlike the manuscript tradition in Syriac, this tradition in Arabic
and translations from Arabic is related to the Syrian Christianity with Jacobite affiliation.

AraA: three Karshuni MSS (belonging to the tradition of the Jacobite Syrian Chris-
tians), critical ed. by Agnes Smith Lewis [CHL 1913: 1-33 (Arabic pagination)].

AraB: unique MS; ed. by Mark Lidzbarski from a bilingual Turoyo-Arabic Jacobite
manuscript where the two texts were put side by side, cf. below: [LiDzZBARSKI 1896, 1: 1-76

26 Below I omit the references to the translations (available in [CHL 1913], [Nau 1909],
and/or elsewhere); it’s implied that the editors of the Oriental versions enumerated
below publish them together with translations into an European language, but the
Armenian and the Slavonic ones make an exception; most of them are not translated
into modern languages (including Russian) at all. The most detailed bibliography of
translations into modern languages is contained in [CoNTINI 2005].

Published at first in 1941 by Muhattas d-Mar Behiso® and then reprinted several times;
unavailable to me.

Cf. also [NAU 1914; Brock 1968,/1992] for other Syriac documents related to Ahiqar texts.

Only the first communication of the discovery is still available: [SiMs-WiLLIAMS 2012].
The text is represented with “three small folios, [which] are in a very poor state of
preservation,” but it is already clear that it contains some material missing from the
available Syriac recensions but presented in the Armenian, Arabic, and Slavonic ones,
or even the Aramaic papyrus; thus, according to Sims-Williams, it “...must derive from
an older form of the Syriac text.” I am grateful to my anonymous reviewer for making
me know this discovery.

2

N

2

53

2

3

3

3

Cf. [G1AIERO 2005]. For a synopsis of the three Arabic recensions in a French
translation, s. [Nau 1909: 145-258].
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(Arabic pagination; even pages only)]; Arabic version on the even pages, Turoyo version
on the odd pages.

Eth: An epitome of the romance translated from Arabic, the Arabic original being
unknown; ed. by Roger Schneider in [SCHNEIDER 1978].

Tur: unique MS representing a translation of AraB into Turoyo, the most widespread
Neo-Aramaic Christian dialect used by Syrian Jacobites; ed. together with AraB by Mark
Lidzbarski [LiDzZBARSKI 1896, 1: 1-77 (Arabic pagination; odd pages only)].

Mla: a translation into a Western Neo-Aramaic (Christian Jacobite) dialect Mlahso,
now extinct, recorded from the last native speaker (who died in 1998 at the age of 101) and
published by Shabo Talay [TALAY 2002].

Armenian branch: represented (omitting the Georgian versions) with seven recen-
sions in Armenian, one recension in Kipchak, and one recension in Osmanic Turkish (the
two latter are also Christian Armenian, intended to Armenian audiences; both are in Ar-
menian script). [CHL 1913] contains an edition and English translation of two Armenian
recensions and the Kipchak version (called there “Old Turkish”) by F. C. Conybeare. The
critical editions of all these texts are provided by Arutyun Martirossian. The Kipchak ver-
sion was published several times independently by different scholars, sometimes without
knowing each other’s work. The earliest Armenian recensions are ArmA and ArmG.

ArmA (six MSS) and ArmB (twenty four MSS): edited together in [MARTIROSSIAN
1969-1972, 1: 75-132].

ArmC: five MSS, ed. in [MARTIROSSIAN 1969-1972, 1: 133-172].

ArmD: six MSS, ed. in [MARTIROSSIAN 1969-1972, 1: 173-216)].

ArmE (six MSS) and ArmF (Fa five MSS, Fb three MSS; both Fa and Fb are also
available in printed books): edited together in [MARTIROSSIAN 1969-1972, 1: 217-242].

ArmG: one MS, ed. in [MARTIROSSIAN 1969-1972, 1: 243-265].

Kipch: the Kipchak version (epitomized); one MS, ed. in Armenian script in [MAR-
TIROSSIAN 1969-1972, 1: 325-336].%!

Turk: the Osmanic Turkish version (epitomized); one MS, ed. in Armenian script in
[MARTIROSSIAN 1969-1972, 1: 303-324].

The Slavonic branch will be discussed in the next section.

5. The Romance of Ahigar in the Slavonic-Romanian Tradition

The romance of Ahigar was extremely popular in Russian and Romanian tradi-
tions. Its popularity in Slavonic (at least, 10 South Slavic MSS and more than
50 Russian MSS, some of them now lost) is comparable with that in Armenian
(56 Armenian MSS plus 14 MSS of the Sayings of the Wise Men). Its popularity
in Romanian was similar: no less than 45 manuscripts of the eighteenth and
nineteenth centuries (the earliest known manuscript was reportedly of the se-
venteenth century but is now lost). The romance of Ahiqar is the most popular
“people’s book” in Rumania. In both Russian and Romanian traditions the ro-
mance was preserved in a living manuscript literary tradition up to the twen-
tieth century.*? Oddly enough, the Romanian recension as a whole remains

31 Other editions of the same MS (using transliterations): [CHL 1913: 185-197; DENY,
TRYJARSKI 1964; GARKAVETS 2002: 175-179].

32 See the following introductions to the relevant manuscript traditions: [Kuzipova 2012]
for the South Slavic ones, [TvoroGov 1987] for the Russian one, [CIUCHINDEL 1976
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unpublished,* despite a detailed study of the manuscript tradition provided
by Constantin Ciuchindel.

The earliest recension is preserved in Russian and South Slavic (Bulgar-
ian and Serbian) manuscripts. All of them, despite linguistic distinctions,
represent the same recension of the text, the so-called “Oldest recension.”
These two “groups” of manuscripts of the same recension are often improp-
erly called “First Russian” and “First Serbian” recensions, but this is simply a
manner of speaking without pretending to discern these groups as recensions
in the proper sense of the word. I would prefer to call them “subrecensions.”
The subrecension called by the first Russian scholars (Grigoriev, Durnovo)
“Serbian” is of Bulgarian origin. This is why I will prefer to call it “Bulgarian
subrecension,” even when dealing with its Serbian manuscripts.

This recension is the most important to us, and it will be discussed in
more details in the next section.

The so-called “Second Russian recension” is preserved partially in only
one manuscript, published in 1915 in full but now lost.>*

The so-called “Second Serbian recension” (which I will prefer to call
simply “Serbian”) is preserved in two somewhat different manuscripts (more-
over, differing in writing systems: one Glagolitic, one Cyrillic) produced by
Serbian or Croatian Roman Catholics (published at first by Vatroslav Jagi¢*®).

for the Romanian one. See [CIUCHINDEL 1976: 69-82] for a detailed history of the
studies of the Romanian version. Cf. also Fig. 2 in the Appendix. In Romania, a classical
Romanian author Anton Pann (Antonie Pantoleon-Petroveanu, 1794/8-1854)
published in print his own recension of the romance (1850) under the title Inteleptul
Archir cu nepotul sau Anadam (Wise Archir and His Nephew Anadam), whose popularity
led to interruption of the transmission of all other recensions; this recension is
continuously reprinted since then: [CARMU 2002: 135-155]. In Russia, a new recension
was created by an Old Believer writer Ivan Stepanovich Mjandin (1823-1894), but, of
course, it was not very widespread [PIOTROVSKAJA 1976]; s. more on the Ahiqar texts
in the Russian Old Believers’ tradition in [VoLkova 2011]. Both Pann’s and Mjandin’s
recensions are rather short and remote from the older ones, and so, are useless for the
study of the origins of the Slavonic version.

3.

&

Only one very incomplete manuscript was published by Moses Gaster, who was still
unaware of the real popularity of the work in Rumanian translation but was impressed
by his own achievement—pointing out the source, before him enigmatic, of Anton
Pann’s retelling [GASTER 1900/1925].

A MS of the monastery on the Solovki Islands (16th—early 17th cent.). This lost
manuscript contained a compilation of the “First Russian” recension with the “Second”
one which started near to the middle of the text. The manuscript was a convolute whose
relevant part was earlier than the late 16th cent. and was, in turn, a copy of an even
earlier manuscript; cf. [BoBROV 2007: 41-42]. Piotrovskaja notifies that the origin

of this recension remains unknown; she allows a possibility that it resulted from the
Oldest rec. and the Russian “Vulgate” (Third Russian rec.): [PIOTROVSKAJA 1978: 324].

3

kS

3.

S

The oldest manuscript is the Glagolitic Petrisov zbornik (1468), now Zagreb, National
Library, R 4001; the younger is a Cyrillic MS (1520) from Dubrovnik (now MS

IVa24 of the Croatian Academy of Sciences and Arts, Zagreb). Both are published in
[JaGi€ 1868: 137-149] (the older manuscript being used for variant readings) and
also [RESETAR 1926: 48—55] (within the publication of the whole Dubrovnik MS); cf.
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This recension is severely abbreviated and, sometimes, changed in comparison
with the Oldest one. Unfortunately, this is the only Slavonic recension of the
romance which became widely known among the non-Slavists in the West.
This early Slavonic recension, almost forgotten among the Slavs, turned out to
be enormously successful among the Romanians.

According to Ciuchindel,* the Romanian manuscripts, albeit much vari-
able, are classifiable into three “families”/recensions (famili) labelled by him A,
B, and C. The familia A is the most close to the Serbian Slavonic original of the
Romanian translation of the seventeenth century. This original was not identi-
cal to any of the two manuscripts published by Jagi¢ but was rather compiled
from the both. The familia B resulted during the eighteenth century from an in-
fluence of the Russian Slavonic manuscript tradition on the already existing Ro-
manian translation. The familia C occupies a somewhat intermediary position.
It is clear that the Romanian version, especially its familia A, is an important
witness of the Serbian text of the romance. Thus, the Romanian version, familia
A, is a useful tool for having access to the contents of the Serbian recension of
the Slavonic version. Unfortunately, having no edition of the Romanian medi-
aeval Ahigar other than the fragmentary one provided by Gaster, we have to sa-
tisfy ourselves with the scarcely data dissipated within Ciuchindel’s monograph.

The so-called “Third Russian recension” (according to the classification of
Grigoriev and Durnovo) was studied by O. A. Belobrova and O. V. Tvorogov,
who came to conclusion that it must be subdivided further into two different
recensions: Third Russian recension (36 MSS, not earlier than the 17th cent.)
and Fourth Russian recension (6 MSS), the latter being a later extension of
the former (17th cent.) [BELOBROVA, TVOROGOV 1970: 163-180].%” The Third
Russian recension is the Russian “Vulgate.” Elena Piotrovskaja provided argu-
mentation for its dating to the late fifteenth century; at least, in the early six-
teenth century it became already influential in Muscovy. She proposed as well a
hypothesis that its sources were the Oldest recension and the Serbian (which she
calls “Second Serbian”) one [ PIoTROVSKAJA 1978];34 this hypothesis is somewhat
corroborated by the fact of the popularity of the Serbian recension witnessed by

their translation into German in [Jaci¢ 1892], in turn, translated into English (from
German) by Agnes Smith Lewis in [CHL 1913: 1-23]. On the Dubrovnik MS of the
Ahigar romance, see esp. [DuRNOVO 1931].

3¢ Below I follow [ClUCHINDEL 1976: 109-127], who confirmed the conclusion of
[GriGORIEV 1913: 551-560] which was based on the study of two random Romanian
manuscripts and Gaster’s edition.

37 No critical edition of the “Third” and “Fourth” recensions exists, and even the most
important manuscripts remain unpublished. Both recensions are published on the base
of one manuscript per each in [KosTomAROV 1860: 359-364 (Third) and 364-370
(Fourth)].

% Piotrovskaja mentions that she studied 45 MSS of the Third Russian recension [P10T-
ROVSKAJA 1978: 323] but her detailed study has never been published.
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the Romanian version (not taken into account by Piotrovskaja). Durnovo criti-
cized Grigoriev for neglecting this recension which could be sometime useful to
clarify some difficulties of the Oldest one [DurRNOVO 19158: 290].

6. The Oldest Slavonic Recension: Manuscripts and Editions

6.1. The Russian Subrecension

The Russian subrecension is attested to with five manuscripts, two of them lost.* The criti-
cal edition by Alexander Dmitrievich Grigoriev [GRIGORIEV 1913] is based on the three
preserved manuscripts with additional but inconsequent use of the Solovki manuscript.
The latter is published in full by Nikolai Nikolaevich Durnovo [DurRNOvO 1915A: 20-36].
An eclectic edition of the Russian subrecension with a useful discussion of the difficulties
is provided by Oleg Viktorovich Tvorogov [TvoroGov 1980/1999].

O = Russian State Library, Moscow, Coll. OIDR, no. 189 (15th cent.)—the main MS
in Grigoriev’s edition;

V = State Historical Museum (GIM), Moscow, coll. Vakhrameev, no. 427 (15th cent.);

Kh = coll. Khludov, no. 246 (17th cent.);

Sol = Solovki manuscript.

From the fifth manuscript, the lost MS 323 from A. I. Musin-Pushkin’s library (espe-
cially known as the unique manuscript copy of the Tale of Igor’s Campaign), only the initial
part (15 lines of the printed text) is published by a Russian historian Nikolai Karamzin.*

6.2. The Bulgarian Subrecension

The Bulgarian subrecension is witnessed with eight manuscripts, one of them lost.
No critical edition available. All these manuscripts are described and compared in [Kuzi-
DOVA 2012].

Sav (Serbian) = Savin 29 (Montenegro), ca. 1380; ed. [Kuzipova 2010]—this is the
earliest manuscript of the Slavonic Akigar;

B (Serbian) = Belgrade 828 (Pribilov zbornik), 1408-1409, burned in 1941; ed.
[DurNOVO 1915A: 37-44];

N (Serbian having Bulgarian protograph) = Nikoljac (Montenegro) no. 82, 1515-
1520, unpublished;

Ch (Serbian) = GIM, Moscow, coll. Chertkov, Q 254; ed. [GRIGORIEV 1913: 236-264
(Appendix)];

Sf (Bulgarian) = Sofia, National Library “St. Cyril and St. Methodius,” no. 309 (Be-
ljakovski sbornik), second half of the 16th cent., unpublished;

Pv (Bulgarian) = Plovdiv, National Library, no. 101, second half of the 16th—early
17th cent., variant readings published in [GRIGORIEV 1913: 236-264 (Appendix)];

A (Bulgarian) = Sofia, National Library “St. Cyril and St. Methodius,” no. 326
(Adzharski sbornik), second half of the 17th—early 18th cent., unpublished;

D (Bulgarian) = Sofia, Centre of the Slavic and Byzantine Studies “Ivan Dujcev,”
Cod. D Slavo 17, first half of the 18th cent., unpublished.

3 On these two lost manuscripts, s. [BoBROV 2007].

40 First published in 1816; cf. [KARAMZIN 1818: 165 (Notes’ pagination), n. 272]. On this
MS, s. [BoBrov 2007].
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Moreover, two relatively long fragments of the romance of Ahiqar are contained in
the Serbian manuscript Pc 53 of the National Library of Serbia, Belgrade, third quart of

the 16th cent.; this manuscript, too, has a Bulgarian protograph; ed. [STANKOVIC 1980].

7. The Language of the Original of the Slavonic Version

71, Introduction

Normally, the Old Church Slavonic translations were produced from Greek,
but there are some exceptions. Since Alexander Grigoriev, the Ahigar romance
is considered to be likely one of them, even if a possibility of translation from
Greek has never been excluded. Be this as it may, the Slavonic text ultimately
goes back to a Syriac recension, although not identical to any of the five sur-
viving ones. However, the Syriac manuscripts are not earlier than the twelfth
century, which is considered as the latest possible date for the Slavonic transla-
tion* (s. below). Therefore, no wonder that the Slavonic version reflects some
features of a Syriac recension which is now lost. Nikolai Durnovo already no-
ticed such a potential interest of the Slavonic version for recovering an earlier
state of the Syriac text [DurNOvO 1931: 222].

Thus, taking aside completely arbitrary suppositions, there are only four
a priori acceptable hypotheses: (1) translation from Syriac through a Greek
intermediary (the common opinion before Grigoriev and still an authorita-
tive hypothesis now), (2) translation from Syriac directly (a less popular
but respected hypothesis by Nau and Grigoriev), (3) translation from Syriac
through an Armenian intermediary (an earlier hypothesis considered by Grig-
oriev among others at the beginning of his research [GRIGORIEV 1900: 113],*
then rejected by him but reinforced by Martirossian in the 1960s),** and (4)
translation from Syriac through an Arabic intermediary (one of the hypoth-
eses discussed by Durnovo, together with possibilities of Greek and Syriac
original**).

Out of hand, we can exclude only the hypothesis of an Armenian interme-
diary. To begin with, the core of the argumentation by Martirossian is now de-

4 The terminus ante quem for the Slavonic translation could be established according
to the manuscript tradtion, the thirteenth century. The popular date established
by Durnovo is that of the Molenie Daniila Zatochnika (“The Prayer of Daniel the
Prisoner”), dated by him to the 1230s [DurNovo 19158: 298] but now dated
approximately to the late 12th or the early 13th cent.

4:

b9

Grigoriev’s only reason was the peculiar name, in the Slavonic version, of the servant of
Ahiqar beheaded in his place, Apanaps /Arapar/, which he put in connexion (but even
without providing translation) with the Armenian word wpwwwp /arapar/ “stony,
rugged, craggy, uneven, rough.” One cannot see how this would help to understand the
name of the servant (on which s. below, sect. 7.6.2).

4 Definitively in [MARTIROSSIAN 1969-1972, 2: 153-188].

4 Especially in [DUurRNOVO 1915A: 99-103].
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stroyed with introducing the Demotic materials into discussion of the Ahiqar
tradition (in the 1970s). The Armenian Sondergut partially shared with the
Slavonic version is no longer Armenian, even though it is attested to in De-
motic Egyptian only in a minor part. Thus, fails Martirossian’s main argument
against the possibility of a common Syriac source for the cases of concordance
between Slavonic and Armenian against Syriac. The decisive value has, how-
ever, another argument: the cases of misunderstanding of the Syriac original
by the translator from Syriac, presented by the Slavonic version (which will be
discussed below) have no traces in the Armenian recensions. Thus, this trans-
lator from Syriac was translating into other language than Armenian. This is
an argument ex silentio, but, for the Armenian version, it works, because this
version is preserved in a great and representative number of manuscripts. It
is hardly possible that a relatively great number of mistranslations would not
permeate among the Armenian manuscripts. In fact, the Armenian transla-
tion is of a high quality, much better than the translation from Syriac which is
represented in the Slavonic version. Therefore, the argumentation against the
hypothesis of an Armenian intermediary must be considered as decisive.

The hypothesis of an Arabic intermediary cannot be excluded so easy and
so definitively. The same argumentum ex silentio is formally applicable to the
Arabic version, too (it does not coincide with the Slavonic one in the errors of
translation from Syriac), but, here, such an argument does not work. In the
Arabic branch, we dispose with only a minor part of the ancient manuscript
tradition, and so, our data are not representative enough to allow us to argue
ex silentio. The hypothesis of an Arabic intermediary is, moreover, accept-
able linguistically—even if we take into account the data to be discussed be-
low, in addition to those provided by Durnovo. The most important argument
against this hypothesis is I think the Ockham’s razor: we don’t know any other
translation from Arabic into Slavonic in the Slavic literatures of such an early
epoch, whereas the two remaining hypotheses, the “Greek” one and even the
“Syriac” one, could be inscribed into the known context of the history of texts.
Thus, from a logical point of view, the “Arabic” hypothesis is an unjustified
complication—at least, until new data will be discovered.

This is why, in the following, we will limit ourselves to discussing the
unique alternative: a Greek intermediary vs a direct translation from Syriac.

7.2. Methodology

The major difficulty of our task is to be able to discern between the text trans-
lated from some original directly and the text translated from the same origi-
nal through a translation into some third language. As a similar but not identi-
cal case one can refer to the Apocalypse of Abraham with its linguistic analysis
by Alexander Kulik: only the Slavonic version exists but it reveals many fea-
tures of the lost Greek original (even of its uncial writing) and, moreover,
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some features of the Aramaic original of the Greek version [KuLik 2004]. In
the Slavonic Ahigar, there are no such striking traces of a Greek Vorlage, but,
theoretically, this might be explained by a good quality of translation from
Greek (even in the case of a bad quality of translation from Syriac into Greek).

In the case of the Slavonic Akigar, some general rules of the studies of a
lost Vorlage through the preserved version must be recalled, because they were
put aside by the Slavists. For instance, Nikolai Durnovo (following Alexander
Grigoriev) wrote: “As well as Grigoriev, me too, I consider to be possible to
judge on the language of the original of the Slavonic translation basing on the
proper names only.”* Such a restriction is unjustifiable. Another important
source of data is the errors of translation. As it is stated by Gérard Garitte,
among the translators, the worst ones are for us the best ones, because they
are revealing themselves in the greatest extent.*® Thus, our observations will
be based not only on the proper names but also on the errors of translation in
other parts of the text.

Dealing with the question whether a Greek intermediary was involved or
not, we have to elaborate another series of rules to be applied to the features of
the Syriac original revealed. All of them are proposed in the present situation
of the Ahigar studies, when the quest of the undeniable traces of the Greek
original has been already shown to be in vain.

All the features revealing the original in Syriac are classified into four
categories:

1. those to whom the Greek linguistic milieu would be perfectly transpar-
ent (that is, easily transmissible through Greek*’);

2. those to whom the Greek linguistic milieu would present a considerable
difficulty to pass by (that is, those whose route via a Greek translation
is not especially probable);

3. those to whom passing through the Greek linguistic milieu is impos-
sible;

4. other features that find the best explanation out of existence or inexis-
tence of an intermediary between Syriac and Slavonic.

One can see that the features of the category (1) say nothing about the
presence or absence of a Greek intermediary. They are, however, useful to
grasp the quality of the translation from Syriac, regardless of the language of
this translation, or, maybe, to evaluate the work of the editor responsible for
the Syriac recension ultimately translated into Slavonic.

4 “Tlomo6uo ['p[uropbe]By 1 51 HAXOXKY BO3MOXKHBIM CYIHTB O S3bIKE OPHTHHAIA CIABSIHCKOTO
IIepeBO/Ia TOJIBKO Ha OCHOBAaHHH coOCTBeHHBIX nMeH” [DURNOVO 1915A: 100].

46 <« _.vus de notre point de vue particulier, ce sont les moins bons qui sont les meilleurs”
[GARITTE 1971 /1980: 691].

4 And, normally, a fortiori through Armenian and Arabic.
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The features of the category (2) are especially important to us, despite the
fact that every one of them taken alone would be no more informative than a
teature of the category (1). If something which must be considered as having low
probability under given circumstances occurs with a perceivable frequency, we
have to consider a possibility that the real circumstances are somewhat different.
Thus, if some features that are unlikely, even if theoretically possible in Greek occur
many times, this is a strong reason contra the hypothesis of a Greek intermediary.

The value of the features belonging to the category (3) is self-evident. The
category (4) contains the features corroborating or weakening the conclusion
based on the features of the categories (2) and (3).

The cases of preserving /b/ in Slavonic transliterations were considered as
belonging to our category (3)(that is, as strong arguments against translation
from Greek) by Grigoriev but reconsidered as belonging to our category (2)
by DURNOVO [19158B: 296-297]. I agree with the latter: such cases would be
peculiar and unusual, would we meet them in a text translated from Greek,
but not theoretically excluded. Thus, I will skip their detailed discussion limi-
ting myself to the reference to Durnovo’s analysis as sufficient.

Finally, one more methodological consideration. I consider being safer, in
the study of the original language of the Slavonic version, to refrain from any
judgment concerning the priority of either Bulgarian or Russian subrecension
of the work. I would prefer a vice versa approach, namely, to use the conclu-
sion concerning the language of original of the Slavonic translation as an
argument in this discussion.

7.3. Category (1): the Marks of Syriac Permeable through Greek

There are, at least, four cases when difficulties of Slavonic manuscripts could
be clarified with the help of reconstruction of the lost Syriac original, but all
the cases to be discussed in this section are featuring the work of either editor
of the Syriac recension translated into Slavonic or translator from Syriac re-
gardless of the language of his translation, either Greek or Slavonic.

7.3.1. “Sore, ulcer” (ram=) pro “sandals” (i)

The saying preserved in SyrA “My son, while thou hast shoes on thy feet,
tread down the thorns and make a path for thy sons and for thy sons’ son” (no.
13) is distorted in Slavonic manuscripts, e.g.: Ceiny, Bany cyugo Ha Ho3'B TBO-
€n, He BeJMHI BbCTyIlanl Ha HI0, 1 YIOTOBaU MyTh CBIHOMD U MbIllepeMDb CBOUMDb
[GRIGORIEV 1913: 27]* (no. 9; “Oh son, if thou hast an ulcer on thy feet, do
not tread much on it and prepare a path for thy sons and daughters”). The whole
sentence became senseless.

8 Yrorosa (0) corrected to yrorosan (V).
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One can see that the translator from Syriac has in mind, instead of the
correct reading i~ /msane/ “sandals, shoes,” an adjective ~ae~> /masya/
understood as a noun with the meaning “sore, ulcer.”” The two dots above
nun in the correct reading are the mark of plural form, which is not always
written properly in the manuscripts, and so, the only important difference in
writing is between two similar letters, #nun and yud.

Probably it is an editor (scribe) and not the translator who is responsible
for this error.

7.3.2. &\t [hyalal “Weakness” pro [haylal “Power/Eloquence”

The saying that corresponds to no. 19 in SyrA and is preserved in somewhat
different forms in other recensions has a very peculiar wording in Slavonic.
Thus, in, e.g., SyrA, we have: “My son, go not after the beauty of a woman
and lust not after her in thy heart, because the beauty of a woman is her good
sense, and her adornment is the word of her mouth” (no. 19). Other recen-
sions differ in wording but preserve the general sense. The overall picture is
the same even in Slavonic but one anomaly occurs: ...n sreHbcTBI KEpacorh He
majam: Tos 6o Kpacota caabocth s3baHas’ . (no. 14b; “...and lust not after
the beauty of a woman, because her beauty is the weakness of language”).

Unfortunately, we have not, in the preserved recensions, the correct pat-
tern of the wording of this obviously distorted phrase. It is, however, recover-
able. Indeed, in Syriac, there are two complete graphic homonyms, 4yala and
hayla, which both are written as ~\.» and differ in vocalisation only. The
former means “debility, deficiency, weakness,”! whereas the latter means lite-
rally “power” and, by extension, “sense (of a word),” “eloquence,” and “elo-
quent sense of speech,” that is, a meaning absolutely adequate to our context.
This meaning, however, is not quite literal, and so, an inexperienced translator
would have been unaware of it.

This error does not allow defining the language of translation.

7.3.3. An Unapprehended Idiom: «\ ,uws “Look to Thyself; Beware”

A peculiar lectio difficilior of MS O is eliminated from other Slavonic manu-
scripts and has no exact pattern among the non-Slavonic recensions. In the dia-
logue between the Pharaoh and Ahiqar about the next difficult task (twining

cables from the sand), the Pharaoh adds to his refuse to hear anything from
Ahiqar: ne cayuraio TBoe ciosa. u Busk* [the word is abbreviated] cu rako, ko

49 Literally “moist, rotten” but also, in the medical usage, cf. the phrase “membra
putrida” [PAYNE SMITH 1879-1901: 2176]. Cf. also a similar noun cusa> /masyu/
“decay, rottenness, an ulcer” [PAYNE SMITH (MARGOLIOUTH) 1903: 284].

50 Sol has cracts (lit. “sweetness”) instead of ciadocers (“weakness”).
51 [PAYNE SMITH 1879-1901: 1261]: “debilitas, infirmitas.”
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T2 ecMb peka [GRIGORIEV 1913: 201] (“I do not hear thy words. And see [the
general meaning of the abbreviated word is “to see”] thee/thy thus as I have
said to thee”).

This is a calque of the Syriac idiom «w\ s, literally “see at you(rself),”
with the meaning “look after/to thyself” or “beware” (cf. Russian idiom “cmo-
Tpu y MeHs!”).

Again, this error is committed by the translator from Syriac, but, again, it
does not allow defining the language of translation.

7.3.4. “Dale of Egypt” vs “Eagles’ Dale”: “Egypt” (i) pro “Eagles” (oix)
Francois Nau, who had an access to the Slavonic version through Jagi¢’s Ger-
man translation only, was the first who proposed the hypothesis of a direct trans-
lation from Syriac into Slavonic. Among his arguments was the confusion, in
Slavonic, between “Egypt” (i< /mesren/) and “Eagles” (wixs /nesrin/; st.
constr. pl.). In all the versions and recensions except the Slavonic ones, the
appointed place of the meeting between the army leaded by Ahiqar and the
army of the Pharaoh is called “Eagles’ Dale” (wizs »saa). In Slavonic, this
toponyme is changed into a hardly convenient “Egyptian Dale” (nose Erumner-
ckoe “Egyptian field”) [NaU 1909: 98].%

Such confusion is possible within the Syriac manuscript tradition, and so,
can be attributed to either Syrian editor/scribe or translator from Syriac with
an equal probability. Of course, even in the latter case, it says nothing about
the language of translation.

7.4. Category (2): the Marks of Syriac Scarcely Permeable through
Greek

The Category (2) encompasses the traces of the Syriac original, whose passing
through Greek is not forbidden with strong linguistic or other reasons. However,
for each of them, the Greek language would be an uncomfortable milieu, and
so—what is the most important—for all of them in sum passing through Greek
becomes extremely unlikely (because the probability of the sequence of inde-
pendent events is equal to the product of probabilities of each of them). Thus,
even if each one of the following cases is not sufficient to exclude the possibility
of a Greek intermediary, taken together, they form a strong argument against it.

52 Sic. Obviously instead of the correct i (“to thee”).

5% Nau was the first to suppose that the Slavonic version was translated directly from
Syriac, whereas he did not reject the alternative hypothesis of a Greek intermediary.
0Oddly enough, Paolo Giaiero allows, for an explanation of Nisrin in Arabic
recensions (which is obviously an inexact transliteration from Syriac), a possibility
for the Slavonic reading to be original (“...I'ipotesi pit1 semplice & che Nisrin in realta
sia una forma corrotta del sir. class. Misrin ‘Egitto’” [GIAIERO 2005: 245]).
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To this category belong as well the cases of preserving /b/ in the loan-
words, as it was shown by Durnowo (s. above, section 7.2).

7.4.1. “Alon/Alom” pro “Elam” (slas)

Among the addressees of the two treacherous letters allegedly written by
Ahiqar was an unnamed “king of Persia and Elam” (xlis30 owiax «als). In
Slavonic, he became “king of Persia, whose name is Alon [Sol Alom]” (uape-
BH TIepCKOMY, emyske uMma Aons [Sol Anows]).>

In the Serbian recension, the only one known to Nau, the name of the king
of Persia is Nalon. This confusion was interpreted by Nau as resulted from
reading ‘ayyin as nun, and so, it became the second and the latter argument
provided by Nau for translation from Syriac into Slavonic. One can see,
however, that the erroneous initial 7 does not occur in the earliest Slavonic
recension.

Without taking into account Nau’s work, Durnovo noticed a corruption
of the toponyme Elam and qualified the reading of Sol “Alom” as “more ge-
nuine” (“6osiee mepBoHavanbHO”) [NAU 1909: 13, n.2; 98; DURNOVO 1915B:
292].

The toponyme “Elam” was quite usual not only to the Syrian audience but
to the Greek audience, too. This country was not more exotic than Persia.
Thus, ignorance of Elam would be impossible for a Syrian editor and hardly
possible for a translator from Syriac into Greek—whereas it would be quite
possible for a Slavic scribe.

7.4.2. “Naliv” pro “Niniveh” (< aa)

The Assyrian king Sennacherib has, in Syriac, the title “the king of Assyria and
Nineveh” (<aunia iahs ~als). Both parts of this title, as they are repre-
sented in Slavonic, are of interest for us. The toponyme Nineveh (/ninwe/) is
represented as if its spelling was without yod and with lamad instead of nun:
~als* (HamuBbckas crpana “country of Naliv”). Already Grigoriev and, after
him, Nikita Aleksandrovich MESHCHERSKIJ [1964: 205-206] (cf. earlier [ME-
SHCHERSKIJ 1958/1995: 251-252]) saw here an argument for a direct trans-
lation from Syriac. However, Durnovo answered that here, like in the case of
“Egypt vs. Eagles,” “...is possible a misspelling already in the Semitic origi-
nal.” This is not the case, however.

The cases of an imaginary “Eagles’ Dale” and known to everybody and ab-
solutely real Nineveh are quite different. It is highly improbable that there would

54 Here and below the readings of the majority of the manuscripts are given according
to the edition [TvoroGov 1980/1999]. The references to the particular manuscripts
imply the editions enumerated above in the section 6.

55 «_BO3MO’HA OMKCKA ellle B CEMUTCKOM opuruHaie” [DURNOVO 1915A: 100].
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be a Syrian scribe (that is, a literate man!) unable to recognize “Nineveh” when
it is spelled correctly and in a place where its appearing is to be expected (a
royal title). It is not much more probable even for a Greek (Byzantine) trans-
lator. Such an error would most likely occur in a culture quite remote from the
realities of Byzantine and Iranian empires. Thus, this is a strong, even if not
decisive argument for the direct translation from Syriac.

7.4.3. ioq Rendered as “Ador”

Another part of the title of Sennacherib is in Slavonic a transliteration from
Syriac 1w~ /ator/ (adjective Anoposs “belonging to Ador”), which differs
very much from the names of Assyria in Greek sources (normally ‘Assupia but
occurring as well in the forms Atovpia, Atvpia, Acsodp®®). An important dis-
tinction is ov or v in Greek vs /o/ in Slavonic.

Slavonic Ador is closer to Syriac Afor than to the Greek forms but /d/ in-
stead of /#/ needs to be explained. I think it is explainable with the phonetics
of the Syriac dialect known to the translator. Now, there are, on the territory
of the ancient Iranian empire, Neo-Aramaic dialects where, in the intervocalic
position, etymological *#> d; there are some other dialects, where such proces-
ses took place earlier but now the resulting d > I. The only problem is that all
these modern Aramaic dialects are Jewish [MUTZAFI 2004: 37; KHAN 2004: 29—
30].” However, the geography of the corresponding phonological processes
in the Jewish Aramaic dialects covers a large part of the historical Iranian empire.

Moreover, in another Slavonic pseudepigraphon, 2 Enoch 48:2 (long recen-
sion only), translated from the lost Greek original, the Hebrew name of the
month Tébét appears as Theveda (MS J) or Thivitha (MS R) or Thevada (MS P)
[ANDERSEN 1983: 175, n. e], with alternation between #2 and d at the end of
the word. These forms, even if they were transliterated from Greek, render
some Aramaic pronunciation (traditional Greek rendering being ty@3n¥ in both
Hellenistic Jewish and Byzantine texts; cf. Esther 2:16 cod. Sinaiticus, gloss,
rendered as reseys /fevef’/ in the Slavonic translation [LUNT, TAUBE 1998:
68, 306]): the transition 4 > v is common to all Aramaic dialects, whereas ¢ > ¢
(th) becomes possible in the Eastern (Iranian) dialects where the emphatic
consonants became plain. The final d, however (alternating with ##), is inex-
plicable without recourse to an unknown Aramaic dialect which may be simi-
lar to the dialect underlying the Slavonic Ahigar text. It is possible that both 2
Enoch’s translation from Greek and A#higar’s translation from Syriac go back
to the same milieu.

56 This list is provided by [DURNOVO 1915B: 295] but I have checked it with the
Thesaurus Linguae Graecae.

57 Khan mentions the same process (*¢> d > [) in the Jewish dialects of Iran (Urmia,
Ruwanduz, and Rustaqa). I am very grateful to Alexei Lyavdansky for his consultation.
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Appearance of Ador in a Greek translation is phonologically possible but
very unlikely. In the Greek language, there were a number of place names for
Assyria, the country known to the every educated person. In the Slavonic world,
the situation was different, especially if the translation is to be dated to the earli-
est period of the Slavonic letters (as now Bulgarian scholars think, s. below).
Therefore, Ador is also an important reason in favour of the direct translation
form Syriac.

7.4.4. Ahigar's Title in the MSS Pv and B: cbBanatopb = iohet\ oo “Elder
for Assyria”

Nadan, when writing to the king of Persia in the name of Ahiqar, introduced
him to king with the following lectio difficilior preserved in two South Slavic
manuscripts only: ceBanatops /s'valator'/ (Pv) / cb oynatops /s’ ulator'/ (B).
The first of them could be read immediately as ioh~\ ~ao /saba [-ator/
“Elder for/in Assyria”. This title has no correspondence among the Syriac and
other Christian recensions but goes back to the Elephantine papyrus (although,
of course, through the lost Syriac archetype of the Christian romance). In the
papyrus, Ahigar is regularly and officially called not only “scribe” but also
“elder” (Xaw). In the preserved Syriac recensions, the word “elder” occurs
only in the mouth of Nadan, as a mockery. The meaning of “elder” as a high
state position in Assyria was beyond the Christian scribes, even if it was, at
first, retained from the Aramaic Vorlage.

The translator did not recognise the toponyme ator “Assyria” within the
phrase which he did not understand. Nevertheless, he used the Slavonic letter
tverdo corresponding to the voiceless consonant /#/ for rendering the pho-
neme designated with Syriac fef in an intervocalic position. However, the same
toponyme when recognised is rendered with the voiced consonant /d/ through-
out the text (“Ador”). I do not know how to explain this fact.

Needless to say that an untranslated phrase in Syriac written down with
Slavonic letters has, perhaps, some chance to be obtained through a Greek in-
termediary, but this is hardly the best hypothesis.

7.4.5. One More Untranslated Phrase?

In the earliest of the manuscripts, Sav, there is the following difficult place.*®
Ahiqar asks Sennacherib why he wants to kill him without hearing his expla-
nation: kako Xomlensl TMOTYOUTH MeH cuin mMamastb W MHe ped(w)—“why
thou wilt me to perish sili imamal’ <?!> from me a speech/word?”

There is no corresponding phrase in the preserved non-Slavonic recen-
sions. In the Slavonic manuscripts, the text runs as follows:

8| KuzIDpova 2010: 503] for the text of Sav and the variants.

2013 Ne2

| 85



86 |

The Syriac Ahigqar, Its Slavonic Version,
and the Relics of the Three Youths in Babylon

He casima ot yer moux orsera (Ch) “without hearing an answer from my mouth,”
ue casimass (Sf) “without hearing,’

e cabinasb oteers (Pv = Q) “without hearing an answer,”

He casimash ot Mexe peun (B) “without hearing from me a speech/word.”

The mysterious phrase sili imamal’ sounds similar to two Syriac roots, sly
/salli/ (intensive stem of the verb s/’ “to reject” marked as “rare” in a dictionary
[PAYNE SMITH (MARGOLIOUTH) 1903: 378]) and <\sa> /mamlé/, also a “rarer”
form of the noun ~\\sx> /mamlila/“speech; talk, discourse.”™® The verb sly is
normally followed with the preposition /- [PAYNE SMITH 1879-1901: 2638],
and so, it seems, that the initial i- in imamal’ is a trace of ,\ \o /salli li/ “(he)
rejected me,” corrupted due to the haplography.

Without venturing into conjectural retroversion back into Syriac, I would
conclude that the fragment under consideration is a remnant of a subordinate
clause whose general meaning is “(thou wilt me to perish) after having rejected
me with my speech,” that is, “without leaving me to speak.” This phrase turned
out to be difficult because of its usage of two rare words, but the translator
understood its general meaning from the context, and so, he added the phrase
“from me a speech” as a partial translation of the difficult place. Probably the
translation was left unfinished.

There is no formal reason to exclude a possibility that this semi-trans-
lation was performed into Greek, but it is not very plausible. Each editorial
stage makes the text smoother, and so, such senseless inclusions have a minor
chance to permeate into the translation.

7.5. Category (3): Marks of Syriac Incompatible with a Greek
Intermediary

Three features of the Slavonic texts must be interpreted as even theoretically
incompatible with the possibility of a Greek intermediary. Only one of them
has been discussed earlier but not in an exhaustive way.

7.5.1. =sisaw snhryb “Sennacherib” as “CeHarpuns /Senagrip/”

One of the most striking “Syriac” features of the Slavonic texts is their rendering
of the Syriac form of the name of Sennacherib, =.isw snhryb, in a very exact
way, Cenarpuns /Senagrip/. The final /p/ instead of the etymological /*b/ is
a common feature of the mediaeval Aramaic, not only Syriac (/*b/ becomes
voiceless at the end of the syllable), which is not specific to any dialect (cf.
[LIPINSKI 1997: 104]).

The Slavonic form is an exact transliteration of the Syriac one and differs
very much for the traditional Greek forms such as XavaydptBoc (Herodotus),

59 [PAYNE SMITH (MARGOLIOUTH) 1903: 279]: “~\sns rarely wsass.”
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ZevaynptBoc (Flavius Josephus), Yevvaympip. (Septuagint). Durnovo quotes
this variety of forms to show that there would be some another Greek form
which was transliterated into Slavonic. Thus, he quotes also the form evepiep
taken from a Greek recension of the Apocalypse of Pseudo-Methodius.
Durnovo thought that the Greek prototype of the Slavonic Senagrip would
look like “something of the kind of *Zwapiq or *Xwvaypie” [DURNOVO 1915B:
295-296].

There are two serious flaws in this Durnovo’s reasoning. At first, he does
not takes into account that the Slavonic form is not in any extent an arbitrary
one but an exact transliteration of the Syriac prototype, whereas the Syriac
prototype is the normative Syriac form used without variants throughout the
Syriac Bible and the Syriac original of Pseudo-Methodius [REININK 1993: 11—
121 (Durnovo still did not know that the Pseudo-Methodius is a Syriac work
of the 690s, whose Greek text is a translation of the early ninth century). The
renderings of the name of Sennacherib in different manuscripts of the earliest
Greek recension of Pseudo-Methodius is especially revealing on the ways of
rendering Syriac —.isaew in Greek: Xeveph, Zevepry, Xuvvepny, Xevepnd,
Yeveptéx [AERTS, KORTEKAAS 1998: 102].

In the Greek forms, there is only the following alternative for rendering
Semitic /et: either y or /@/, but never vy (at the beginning of words, %et could
be rendered as well with spiritus asper or spiritus lenis). In Slavonic, there is
/g/, and so, its Greek prototype would have v. But the latter is phonologically
forbidden in Greek transcriptions of Semitic words (and ignorance of this fact
is the second and the greatest flaw in Durnovo’s reasoning). Thus, Slavonic
/g/ in Cenarpuns is a direct rendering of Syriac 4et. This conclusion is corro-
borated with the very fact of such accuracy in rendering of the Syriac form of
the name.

7.5.2. Massams nbwhy/ “Nabuhail” as “*Habyranns /Nabugail]”

The recension of Ahigar translated into Slavonic had some peculiarities of the
plot which make it closer to the recension SyrE but, nevertheless, not identical
to any of the known recensions. In Slavonic, the friend and colleague of Ahiqar
Nabusumiskun (= Nabii-Sum-iSkun “Nabu has effected a son” [TALLQVIST 1914:
160]) loses his name and acquires, instead, the name of another character,
Nabuhail (Lusans nbwhyl) (= Nabt-ha'ilu “Power of Nabu™'). According to

60 There is, in the Pseudo-Methodius, only a minor variation of spelling (implying the
same pronunciation): =siasaas.

61 Cf. [CAD 6: 31], sv. *ha’ilu: “meaning uncertain, occurs only in personal names. . .,
perhaps an Aramaic loanword.” However, Nau was certainly right when interpreting
this name as related to Aramaic /iyl “power”: “Nabl est puissant” or “Nabi est (ma)
force” [NaU 1909: 12].
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SyrE, Nabuhail is the name of one of the two young servants of Ahiqar who
were taming the eagles®” and, at the end, were also the guards of imprisoned
Nadan.®® In Slavonic, these servants are unnamed. Normally, in Slavonic, even
Nabusumiskun passes unnamed, too, called only with his title (which will be
discussed below). Only at the end, Ahiqar mentions him with the name (in
Dative case), whose spelling is, of course, instable from manuscript to manu-
script.

The Dative forms of the Slavonic names are the following: HaGyrunay
(0, main scribe), Ha6yrury (O, correction above the line) [ GRIGORIEV 1913:
207].% Durnovo quotes other manuscripts, especially Ch (Hary6ouin) and Kh
(Anatyruun), to make his point that the name is hardly recoverable, and so, is
of minimal help in discussion of the original language [DURNOVO 1915B: 296—
297]. However, this name turns out to be perfectly recoverable with the help
of the Syriac recension E (to 1915 unpublished but accessible, in the relevant
part, through the 1909 Nau’s monograph). One can see that two among the
Slavonic forms, namely, Ha6yruuay and HaGyruay allow to recover the origi-
nal Slavonic rendering as *Ha6yrauis /Nabugail /.

I refrain from discussion of /b/ in all the preserved forms but, once more,
refer to /g/, also preserved in all these forms and representing Semitic /4/, as
a proof of phonological impossibility of a Greek intermediary in the case of
this name.

7.5.3. Nabuhail’s Title: Hamykb /namuk| = ~ass [namiqal = vop.ixbg

The title of Nabusumiskun (Nabuhail in Slavonic) presents a problem because
the earliest Syriac recension contained a rendering of his title known from the
Elephantine papyrus in the Official Aramaic of the Assyrian empire. In the pa-
pyrus, it is X°27. This word is known in the Aramaic language of Jews only
with the meaning of “youth.”®> However, in the Official Aramaic it was a form
of an Akkadian loanword rabi “officer” [KAUFMAN 1975: 87]. The literal sense

62 At this place, his name could go back to the archetype of the Syriac romance, because
SyrA has here Lufsas ‘wbyl “Ubail,” which may be a corruption of “Nabuhail”
[NAU 1909: 12].

% His name is spelled correctly Lassa=u at the second instance [NAU 1918-19198: 366]
and not quite correctly at the first [NAU 1918-19198: 357] (Lsa\ans nbwihl).

%4 Grigoriev (followed by [TvoroGov 1980,/1999]) is right in considering the next
word “namyry” as a separate word and not as a part of the name, s. below; Durnovo’s
criticism and his reading HaGynamyxy are unjustified; cf. [DUrRNOVO 1915B: 296].
There are other possibilities to read the correction. Actually, it contains the following
letters inscribed above the letters of the word Hadyrunay: r above u, u above u, .t
above a (the second one), and y above y. Tvorogov reads Habyruxauy.

% Yardeni and Porten translate even in the Elephantine papyrus (into English and into
Hebrew): “the young man” and V177 [PORTEN, YARDENI 1993: 31, 33, 35], but
Cowley translated “the officer” [COWLEY 1923: 221-222].
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of the word became inaccessible to the Christian and Jewish audience long
before the date of the composition of the Syriac romance. Thus, in SyrA
appears, as the constant and repeating epithet of Nabusumiskun, the phrase
»Jarda s, which Harris refused to translate [CHL 1913: 112-113] and
Nau was trying to explain but with no much success [NAU 1918-19198: 303].
It can be translated literally as “the Humble/Lowly, my fellow.” This wording
sounds a bit Christian, but, for the Christians, the word “humble” /meskin/
after the name would be appropriated only in first person speech. In fact, this
epithet is nothing but an attempt of understanding X°27 in the Aramaic
Vorlage.

No wonder, that the later editor introduced some clarifications and sim-
plifications. Thus, in the earliest Armenian recensions (going back to the late
fifth cent.), constantly appears “Abusmak’, my comrade” (Upniudwp puytph
hu), and, in Slavonic, he is simply gpyrs (“friend”). Nevertheless, a wish to
designate his title in a more comprehensible way persisted. Thus, in Slavonic,
we meet *Ha6yraunny namyry “to Nabuhail namuk” [GRIGORIEV 1913: 207]. In
Syriac, the original word is obvious: ~as /namiqa/ or ~awsea /numiqa/
(both spellings are acceptable) “notary”, which, in turn, are transliterations of
Greek vop.xéc “lawyer, official.”

This Greek loanword in Syriac is a powerful argument against a Greek in-
termediary. It is extremely unlikely that a Greek scribe would not understand
in Syriac a Greek loanword whose meaning in Greek was quite common.

7.6. Category (4): Other Linguistically Problematic Points

The Slavonic translation poses several other problems which must be discus-
sed, at least, to know whether they put under suspicion our conclusion about
translation from Syriac.

7.6.1. Ahigar Named Akir

In Syriac, the name of Ahiqgar is always iausr, with the unique exception of
SyrD where it is ia.ss Higar. The Armenian version has lvhwp Khikar in all
recensions, and the Arabic version has Jla Higar. Only the Slavonic version
has Akir (Axupn), with Akirie in the Serbian recension (a vocative form which
became also nominative) and, from the latter, Archirie in the Romanian
version.®

As Nau pointed out, the loss of /%/ in Slavonic does not require a Greek
intermediary [NAU 1909: 98]. However, he did not refer to any precise phono-

% Ciuchindel considers  in Archirie as inserted by analogy with other Romanian names
of Greek origin, such as Arghirie, Arghir, Arhir: [CIUCHINDEL 1976: 97-98]; cf. ibid.
other forms of the name derived in the Romanian manuscripts from the genuine
Archirie.
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logical reason for this change. In fact, this problem is not so easy, because we
have, in Slavonic, the regular correspondence of glagol' /g/ to Syriac /k/, both
at the end of the syllable (Senagrip) and in an intervocalic position (*Nabugail).

In the Syriac version of the Tobit, the name is spelled as ias~tss Ahiahor,
but in the Vulgate (translated from some unknown “Chaldean” original) it be-
comes Achior.

Thus, it is most probably, I think, that the Slavonic form Akir goes back to
the Syriac form of SyrD, Higar, whose early origin must be assumed due to
the Armenian version. At the beginning of the word, /#/ would be, probably,
rendered with/a@/ plus the vowel /a/, as it was normally in Greek translitera-
tions of the Semitic names (much more often than its rendering with y).¢” The
resulting actual form Akir looks as a simplification (instead of such forms as
*Aikar or *Ajkar, which would contain the diphthong /aj/ impossible in Old
Slavonic; the normal, for Old Slavonic, change /aj/ > /e/ would be forbidden
because of necessity to preserve /a/ as a rendering of /4/).

7.6.2. Arapar

The name of the bad servant decapitated instead of the Ahiqar is, in the
Slavonic version, quite specific but not changed according to the manuscripts,
Apanaps Arapar. His name is often absent from other versions, but is presented
in some of the Syriac ones as either Manzipar or Mediapar and, in Armenian,
as Senip’ar (and some similar variants).®® Nau proposed to understand the
ending -apar as a corruption of the Akkadian very common ending of perso-
nal names -apal (status constructus of aplu(m) “son”).

If Arapar is an Akkadian name, its initial part would go back to a late Ak-
kadian loanword ara “earth, land” [CDA: 21] (from Aramaic X7¥). Thus, this
symbolic name has the meaning “son of the earth,” and so, has something to
do with his death, when his corpse and his head, separated, were thrown and
left on the surface of the earth with some specified, by the order of Sennacherib,
distance from each other. Arapar’s execution was certainly a ritual, already in-
apprehensible to the Christian audience, and such a name would fit perfectly
with it. Thus, this name could be an archaic feature going back, through the
archetype of the Syriac Christian romance, to its Aramaic substrate.

67 S., for the conclusions based on the most comprehensive collection of data, [ILAN
2002-2012, I: 19; II: 10].

%8 Cf. a discussion of these names in [NAU 1909: 13; DURNOVO 1915A: 78]. As it seems
to me, all these names were assimilated to Iranian names with ending -bar. Here and
elsewhere [DUrRNOVO 1915B: 289], Durnovo repeats his erroneous conviction that the
name Arapar is mentioned, in the form ‘Ardfar-purijus, in the Thesaurus Syriacus by
Payne Smith (with no column number provided). Most probably, this is a
misunderstood reference provided to him by his friend and authority in Semitic
matters academician Fedor Korsch, who died in 1915. I am unable to establish the
real source referred to (apparently, it is not the lexicon of Bar Bahlul, either).
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7.6.3. Nadan Named Anaadan

The name of Ahiqar’s stepson, Nadan is preserved in Armenian, Lunui,*
and Arabic, o)L, The Syriac consonant writing ndn implies the same reading,
because the two /a/ instead of /a/ and /i/ in Akkadian Nadin are attested to
with the whole Greek manuscript tradition of the Book of Tobit.”® This name,
however, becomes Anadan in the whole Slavonic tradition, including its Ro-
manian part.

Joseph Halévy proposed to derive Nadan from (Neo-) Persian 02\ nadan
“fool” [HALEVY 1900: 57, n. 3], but this word is too late to contribute to our
romance. Even in Middle Persian, the corresponding word is adan (translite-
ration dn) “ignorant” [MACKENZIE 1971/1986: 5], which is not very similar
to Nadan.

However, the name Anadan, known from Slavonic, could be read as Middle
Persian anadan (transliteration n¥n) “insolvent,” from adan (tn) “wealthy;
solvent” [MACKENZIE 1971/1986: 5, 8]. This meaning would be perfectly fit-
ting with the role of Nadan whose wealth turned out to be ephemeral.

Halévy’s reasoning, whereas unacceptable in its original form, could be
useful when applied to a later form of the name, Aradan, rather than to the
original form Nadan, and with the Middle Persian (Pahlavi) language instead
of the Neo-Persian (Farsi). It was the Pahlavi language that dominated in the
Sassanid Iran.

Thus, I think that the best available hypothesis on the name Anadan con-
sists in placing its origin within the Syriac textual tradition already in the
Iranian empire.

7.7. A Proof by Contradiction

The very idea of a translation into Slavonic directly from Syriac still remains a
delicate matter among the Slavists. Thus, taken aside our conclusion that the
Slavonic Akigar ultimately goes back to a Syriac recension of the romance (which
is in conformity with the generally accepted opinion), let us concentrate our-
selves on the cases from the categories (2) and (3), that is, those that indicate
towardsthe lack of a Greek intermediary. Namely, let us re-examine them with
a proof by contradiction.

% In Armenian, the form Nathan (Lwpwl, the only one known to the Western
scholars) appears in the later recensions and, even there, not in all the manuscripts.
Sometimes occurs even the form Uwpnwt Nat'dan (in ArmG, where, normally, this
name is Nadan; [MARTIROSSIAN 1969-1972, 1: 248.24]).

70 S, for the details, [NAU 1909: 8-9].Thus, [GIAIERO 2005: 243] is wrong when he
tries to explain the form Nadan as a peculiarity of the Arabic version.

2013 Ne2

| 91



92 |

The Syriac Ahigqar, Its Slavonic Version,
and the Relics of the Three Youths in Babylon

Thus, let us accept that a Greek intermediary did exist. We have to describe
it” (as always, without discussing rendering of /b/). The following features
are the most peculiar:

(1) Semitic /h/ is systematically (not occasionally, but in two different
proper names) rendered with y both at the end of the syllable and in
an intervocalic position, whereas rendered with a vowel (/a/) at the
beginning of the word;

(2) a very common Greek word voptxdg in a very fitting context passed
unrecognised from the Syriac text to the Greek translation;

(3) the majority of the geographic markers (excepting only “Egypt” and
“Persia”) passed unrecognised from Syriac to Greek (“Assyria,”
“Elam,” “Nineveh”).

This list can be modified by changing its point (1) with the point (1a):
Semitic // was rendered, in Greek, with y (that is, in one of usual ways), but
this y became & (glagol) in Slavonic via an interchange between the Slavonic
letters xér and glagol.”

The point (1) could be considered, according to the presently available
data (which include plenty of texts created, among others, by native speakers
of Semitic languages),” as phonologically forbidden. Given that the pheno-
menon must occur systematically, it cannot be explained with a graphic error
either. I see no possibility at all, for such a feature, to exist.

Thus, let us resort to the point (1a). It requires that the early Slavonic
manuscript tradition at the stage preceding its ramification between the Bul-
garian and Russian branches changed xér with glagol, not occasionally (e.g.,
only in one word occurring one time), whereas also not systematically, but
strictly limiting the area of change to the Akkadian names. One of these names,
*Nabugail, occurs only once, but another one, Senagrip, occurs continuously
with no variant with /x/ instead of /g/. Thus, a scribal error must be exclu-
ded. However, in the manuscripts of the Slavonic Ahigar, there is no trace of
other systematic changes of /x/ to /g/, which would not affect the Akkadian
names. Therefore, recourse to (1a) is of no help.

71 In the following, including the very idea to give a proof by the contradiction, I owe
very much to Evgenij Vodolazkin and other participants of the discussion of my
paper delivered at the session of the Section of the Old Russian Literature of the
Institute of the Russian Literature of the Russian Academy of Sciences on May 29,
2013. I am grateful especially to my opponents Evgenij Vodolazkin, Dmitri Bulanin,
Natalia Ponyrko, and others who refused to recognise my proofs of a direct
translation from Syriac.

72 This is one of the guesses proposed by Evgenij Vodolazkin.

73 See especially [ILAN 2002-2012, I: 19; II: 10]. The database of [ILAN 2002-2012]
covers the whole corpus of Greek transliterations from Hebrew and Aramaic up to
AD 650. We have no so exhaustive database for the later period, but both my
opponents and I are unable to point out any exception from the same rules for /%/.
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Let us modify our initial conditions and accept that Semitic /4/ was ren-
dered with y due to some absolutely unknown to us reasons. Nevertheless, even
in this purely imaginary case, we would obtain a rather strange Greek text. Its
hypothetic author would have lack of knowledge of some elementary things,
such as “lawyer” and “Assyria”—otherwise they would be translated into Greek
in some usual way and, then, would be either correctly translated or translite-
rated by the Slavic translator. Therefore, it is highly unlikely that such a text
would ever exist.—This reasoning is not decisive per se, but it is important to
check our previous conclusion based on the phonological impossibility for such
text to exist. One has to preview that such an imaginary Greek text would con-
tain, beside phonologically impossible features, some other oddities resulting
from the fact that it would be unfitting with the cultural context of Byzantium.

Here, the proof by contradiction could be considered completed. How-
ever, there are some less rational arguments that resist to the above demon-
stration, especially two, normally but not necessarily connected to each other.
They are the following:”*

(1) the cumulative argument is not an argument at all,

(2) the proper names and other special designations of foreign realities
are easily and randomly changeable, and so, must be excluded from the study
of the original language of a given translated text.

Answer to (1). I consider the cumulative argumentation as an important
scholarly tool. Its demonstrative power results directly from the probability
theory, namely, from the formulae for the probability of the simultaneous
occurrence of several independent events (which is equal to the product of the
probabilities of each one of them, that is, a much lesser number than the
probabilities of these individual events). Thus, if several different rare events
take place simultaneously, the probability of such a situation is very little, and
so, this situation, very probably, is created not by an accidence. This means that
these events are rather not mutually independent, and so, their probabilities
are to be described with Bayesian formulae for the conditional probabilities.

Unfortunately, in some discussions in humanities people argue as if the
probability of the simultaneous occurrence of different rare events is equal to
the probability of one or other of them. Of course, such reasoning leads to dis-
carding the cases described in the section 7.4 and, then, apparently increases
the probability that the cases described in the section 7.5 must have some dif-
terent explanation, whereas still unknown to us.

Answer to (2). The second argument presents another methodological
error. A glance on the proper names throughout the versions, recensions, and

74 These arguments were shared by most, if not all, of my opponents at the session in
the Section of the Old Russian Literature but mostly articulated by Evgenij Vodolazkin.
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manuscripts of the Ahigar romance demonstrates, that the Slavonic names are
not always unfluctuating enough in the Slavonic manuscript tradition itself
but also easily recognisable in other traditions in different languages. Moreover,
the proper names are unchanged even in the Mlhaso recension despite the fact
that it is available through the oral tradition exclusively. Thus, we have no
chaotic changes in Slavonic proper names in neither available part of the Sla-
vic manuscript tradition nor its lost earliest part, the latter being demonstra-
ted with the fact of conformity between the Slavonic and Syriac forms.

Therefore, the arguments provided so far for possibility of a Greek inter-
mediary are inconclusive.

8. Hagiographical Analysis

8.1. Hagiographical Coordinates and Some Trivia

Now, we have to reread the text of the Christian romance as a hagiographical
document. Indeed, Ahiqar became one of the “Old Testament saints” already
in the Book of Tobit, and so, for a Christian reader, the story of his life is a work
of hagiography—at least, on the same level as, say, the Vitae Prophetarum.
However, the Christian romance contains more specific features of hagiogra-
phical legend, those that are described by Hippolyte Delehaye as “hagiogra-
phical coordinates” of place and of time.”

The coordinate of place is self-evident: the capital of “Assyria,” that is,
mutatis mutandis, of the Sassanid Iranian Empire, which is Ctesiphon.

The coordinate of time is preserved quite well in the manuscripts of the
earliest Slavonic recension (and some other recensions of the Slavonic branch,
too): August 25. This is the date of the unaccomplished martyrdom of Ahiqar.
It was appointed by Nadan in his false letters on behalf of Ahiqar to foreign
kings as the date of Ahiqgar’s treachery (appointed meeting with foreign armies
at the Plain of Eagles), then, it became the date of Ahiqar’s “unmasking” before
Sennacherib and, with this, also the date of Sennacherib’s sentence upon
Ahiqar and the pretended “death” of Ahigar. There is no other date in the text,
and so, this one is the only “coordinate of time” in the Christian hagiogra-
phical legend on Ahiqar. It must have something to do with the cult of Ahigar
as a saint.

This date completely disappeared only from the Arabic branch but is
preserved quite well in the earliest Syriac recensions (where the month is
called ‘Ab).”® In the Armenian recensions (where the month is called Hrotic’”),

75 | DELEHAYE 1934], especially Lecon I. For a larger context, s. [LOURIE 2009].

76 SyrA and SyrE. The fragmentary recensions SyrC and SyrD do not preserve the
passages where the date occurs.
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the situation is a bit more complicated, because the date “25” is preserved only
in the recensions ArmCEF, which are not the oldest and the best ones; other
recensions of the Armenian branch have either “August (Hrotic’) 15” or no
date at all.”® Nevertheless, the accord among the Syriac, Slavonic, and Arme-
nian recensions is enough to conclude that the date August 25 is genuine.

Thus, we have, in our romance, a hagiographical legend of St Ahigar com-
memorated on 25 August. However, we have nothing similar to the comme-
moration of Ahigar in all known to us calendars, including all the published
calendrical documents in Syriac.”

The very fact that this date is appointed according to the Julian calendar
would prevent it from having the “Nestorian” tradition as its origin. In the
corresponding (Eastern Syrian) rite, the commemorations are normally ap-
pointed to some specific weekdays (normally, Fridays) of some specific weeks,
and such early exceptions from this rule as the Christmas and the Theophany
correspond only to the most important festivities common to (almost) the
whole Christian world. Thus, such an appointment for the commemoration of
Ahiqar, in the fourth or the fifth century, must be considered, for the Eastern
Syrian rite, as not simply unlikely but rather impossible.

Another Syriac-speaking community of the Iranian Empire was that of
the anti-Chalcedonians, having split itself (in the 520s) into two major factions
between the followers of Severus of Antioch and Julian of Halicarnassus. The
followers of the latter were backing the leaders of the Armenian Church at the
Second Council of Dwin (555), which accepted their doctrine and anathema-
tised Severus. The liturgical rite of the Syriac-speaking followers of Severus in
the Iranian Empire (known to us as the Syrian rite of Tikrit) extinguished in
the eighteenth century, and so, is preserved only in a very limited number of

7 The equivalence August to Hrotic’ excludes that it is the Armenian Old Calendar with
wandering year that is meant. In the Old Armenian calendar ca. 500, the month
Hrotic’ was roughly corresponding to July and shifting (with the speed one day per
four years) to June. 1 Hrotic’ = 1 August would require 1 Navasard = 5 September,
which corresponds to AD 328. S. the Table A in [DULAURIER 1859: 384]. Given that
our text is a translation, one has to expect that it preserves the Julian calendar of its
original.

8 ArmABD have “August 15,” ArmG and the epitomized recensions have no date at all.

The recension ArmaA is an early thoroughly polished revision of the original
translation; its terminus post quem is ca. 500. To this epoch, the date August 15
became the culmination of the Palestinian Dormition cycle, which was adopted also
by the Armenian Church (before this, there were other —different—Marian feasts on
August 15, also in Palestine). Thus, according to the revision going back to ArmA,
the commemoration of Ahiqgar in the Armenian rite became concealed under the
feast of Dormition.

7 Irefrain from providing here the full bibliography of these documents, although,
unfortunately, there is no an exhaustive bibliography of Syrian ecclesiastical
calendars (in Syriac and Arabic).
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manuscripts. The liturgical traditions of the Julianists disappeared almost com-
pletely much earlier. Thus, we have no calendrical documents which would be
representative for the Syriac anti-Chalcedonian tradition of Iran.

The total absence of the commemoration of Ahiqar from the subsisting
calendrical documents of the Western Syrian rite is a ponderous argument ex
silentio, because the Jacobite Syrian calendrical tradition is represented in the
available documents not in the worst way. However, the Ahiqar romance ori-
ginated in Iran, and so, its commemoration date of Ahigar does not necessari-
ly penetrated into the Western Syrian rite.

The fact of a very early translation from Syriac into Armenian is fitting
perfectly with the Church history of the fifth and sixth centuries, presuming
that the Syriac piece was, in this early epoch, important for the anti-Chalcedo-
nian camp (and especially for those with an Iranian background).

Given that its original affiliation to the Church of the East (“Nestorian”)
must be excluded,* the Christian romance of Ahigar must originate in some
Syrian milieu whose rite used the Julian calendar for the commemorations of
saints. In the cases if this milieu would be pre-Chalcedonian or post-Chalce-
donian but Melkite, one has to expect some Melkite mediaeval tradition of the
romance, especially in such languages as Greek, Arabic, and Georgian. Instead,
we have no Greek and Georgian translations at all (the late translations into
Georgian from Armenian are not counting), whereas the Arabic (Karshuni)
tradition is clearly Jacobite and not Melkite.

This is a typical picture of diffusion of the anti-Chalcedonian texts—unless
we presume that the Slavonic version goes back to a lost Greek Byzantine
original. But we do not.

8.2. The Three Young Men in Babylon on August 25

Having found nothing in the subsisting calendars of the anti-Chalcedonian
traditions, we can switch our attention to the Chalcedonian calendars. Given
that our cult of Ahiqgar was not shared by the Chalcedonians, it is possible that
they had had another cult, which was either polemically pointed at the cult of
Ahiqar or vice versa (the cult of Ahiqar was polemically pointed at this hypo-
thetical cult). Thus, we have to check the Chalcedonian calendars for the same
hagiographical “axis set”: August 25, Ctesiphon.

The answer follows immediately from Palestine and, as it is normally for
the Palestinian liturgical documents corresponding to the Palestinian rite of
the second half of the first Christian millennium, in the Georgian language:

80 Despite the fact that all known Syriac manuscripts are “Nestorian,” whereas the
Syrian anti-Chalcedonian tradition of the Akigar is preserved in Arabic. Throughout
the centuries, these two Syrian confessions were normally sharing the works
produced by each one of them, excepting only the works of mutual polemics.
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commemoration of the Three Young Men Ananias, Azariah, and Misael and
Daniel the Prophet.®!

The hagiographical dossier of the Three Young Men as Christian saints
contains three groups of documents: (1) extra-biblical documents concerning
their martyrdom (the only group represented in Greek and Slavonic, that is, in
the preserved Byzantine traditions®?), (2) account of discovering of the relics
on 25 August in “Babylon” (Ctesiphon) available in Armenian and Georgian
only, (3) Coptic accounts related to their shrine in Alexandria and explaining,
why their relics could not leave Babylon.**

To these documents, several historical data should be added. In 454/455,
the Chalcedonian Patriarch of Jerusalem Juvenal deposed parts of the relics of
the Three Young Men in two shrines in Jerusalem. These events took place al-
most immediately after the re-establishing of Juvenal on the Jerusalem See
with the help of the military power. Juvenal was among the supporters of Dio-
scorus at the Second Council of Ephesus in 449 but changed his mind at the
Council of Chalcedon (451) and, because of this, was refused to return to his
See by the Palestinian flock. For about twenty months, since November 451 to
June or July 453, the See of Jerusalem was occupied by the anti-Chalcedonian
Patriarch Theodosius [HONIGMANN 1950]. After having been re-established
on his former See, Juvenal created several new shrines with the purpose of
attracting the flock, among them the two shrines with the relics brought from
Babylon. No wonder that, from the anti-Chalcedonian side, this new cult of the
Three Young Men met a fervent opposition. The anti-Chalcedonians were trying
to demonstrate that the Chalcedonian relics in Jerusalem are false, whereas
the true relics will have never left Babylon. From the Coptic anti-Chalcedo-
nian side, several legends were elaborated for this purpose. All of them demon-
strate that the only shrine established by the will of the Three Youths is their
martyrium in Alexandria created by Patriarch Theophilus (385-412), although
their relics are absent even from this shrine and have to remain in Babylon
forever [DE Vis 1929: 58-202 ; TILL 1938; ZANETTI 2004]. In all these Coptic
legends, as well as in the liturgical calendar of the Coptic Church (until
present), the main festival of the Three Youths is the day of the dedication of
Theophilus’ church, Pashons 10 (May 6 of the Julian calendar).

However, this Coptic dossier is featuring the troop positions of the anti-
Chalcedonians in the only one seat of war, that of Egypt, whereas our main

81 Mostly on August 25, although in some Georgian documents on August 24:
[GARITTE 1959A: 312, cf. 311 and 86].

82 The Greek legends BHG 484z and BHG 484* making the Three Youths buried by
angels on the Mount Gebal, are, pace [GARITTE 19598: 71], published by [ISTRIN
1901]; they are available in the Slavonic version, too. For the Slavonic dossier, s.
[IvANOVA 2008: 362-365].

8 See [VAN ESBROECK 1991; ZANETTI 2004] with further references.

2013 Ne2

| 97



98 |

The Syriac Ahigqar, Its Slavonic Version,
and the Relics of the Three Youths in Babylon

interest is located at the opposite end of the Christian world, Iran. Here, the
legends about the coffins of the Young Men in the completely desolated and
inaccessible city of Babylon were not of much help, because the relics were
quite accessible, and Babylon was transformed into the most prosperous capi-
tal city of the Sassanid Empire, Ctesiphon.Therefore, the Syriac dossier of the
relics is not so easy to understand. To start with, there is no document pre-
served in Syriac, which would explicitly mention the relics—whereas their Syriac
dossier is, nevertheless, traceable.

The discovering of the relics in Ctesiphon was earlier than the Council of
Chalcedon and the following Church divisions. The Armenian/Georgian ac-
count® allows dating it to about 422. The story of discovering is explicitly
dated to the rule of the Sassanid King of Persia Bahram V (421-438). The relics
of the Three Youths were preserved in the home of a Jew built on the ruins of
the palace of Nebuchadnezzar, which became famous with the wondrous
healings whose cause nobody knew except the Jew himself. A court official (I
will discuss his title below, section 8.3), who was a Christian and a friend of the
king, asked his disciple, himself a convert from Judaism, to gain confidence of
his former coreligionist and to make known the cause of these healings.The
disciple presented himself to the owner of the relics as a Jew, made him drunk
and wormed a secret out of the Jew. Then, the Christian official asked the
head of a monastery named Anthony to help him to steal the relics. Anthony
with some of his brethren visited the Jew under the guise of sick people, once
more made him drunk, and managed to know that he regularly leave his home
on the Sabbaths. Then, in the night to the next Saturday, the Christians in-
truded the home of the Jew and, not without a miracle, found the relics and
stolen them. When the loss became revealed, the Jews made turmoil, and the
story became known to the king. Thus, the Christian official was arrested and
tortured for seven months but remained silent about the place where the relics
are preserved. After this, he was released and re-established in his rights and
became anew a friend of the king. The only motivation of this is a reference to
the “will of God™: “.. .and then he was released from bonds by the will of God
(Yudwipt Uunniwswy / 65doms 0dGomobsems)” [GARITTE 1959B: 95; GA-
RITTE 1961: 100]. Then, he together with Anthony and his monastery con-
structed a martyrium for the relics which produced new miraculous healings.

In the background of this story, as Garitte pointed out, there is a collision
between Iran and Byzantium in 421, when a new Byzantino-Iranian war started
as a reaction of Byzantium to a new persecution of the Christians in Iran.
Bahram stopped the persecution, and the peace was concluded. Thus, the
shrine of the Three Youths in Ctesiphon was constructed (ca. 422) as a monu-

84 Published in [GARITTE 19598; GARITTE 1961].
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ment of this peace and a sign of the Byzantine protection over the Christians
of the Iranian Empire. “The will of God” in our story, which released the Chri-
stian official from his jail, turned out to undercover the military force of the
emperor of Byzantium.

In the epoch of the quarrels over the Council of Chalcedon, this shrine
continued to be under Byzantine Emperor’s protection, and so, its relics were
available to the Chalcedonians (and unavailable to their adversaries) for re-
moving parts of them.

This cult of deposition of the holy relics of the Three Youths in Ctesiphon
on 25 August is preserved exclusively in the Chalcedonian traditions, but it
certainly predates the Church divisions caused by the Council of Chalcedon.
In the anti-Chalcedonian traditions, there is a number of traces of the same
cult. The very story of the finding of the relics is available, beside Georgian, in
Armenian; moreover, the Georgian text is translated from Armenian, and the
language of this translation reveals a very early period of the Georgian litera-
ture® and is to be dated to the epoch of Church unity between the Georgians
and the Armenians (before ca. 611), when both Churches were anti-Chalcedo-
nian. Thus, both Armenian and Georgian legends are witnesses of the conti-
nuity of the cult of the Ctesiphon martyrium in anti-Chalcedonian traditions.

Moreover, the original language of this legend is Syriac, as Garitte de-
monstrated having access to the Georgian text alone, still without knowing
that the Armenian version is survived. Thus, the legend of the martyrium of
the Three Youths in Ctesiphon is an Iranian Christian legend written in Syriac
but, then, suppressed from the Syriac tradition.

Another trace of the same legend in Syriac is preserved in one of the Jaco-
bite Syriac calendars which mentions a feast of the Three Youths and prophet
Daniel on August 22.5¢

The only possible conclusion from the above data is that the commemo-
ration of the discovery of the relics of the Three Youths was inherited by the
anti-Chalcedonian Syrian rites from the pre-Chalcedonian epoch but, then, sup-
pressed. This conclusion is in a perfect accord with the fact that the martyrium
of the Three Youths in Ctesiphon was under control of the Chalcedonians.

8.3. Ahigar and Malpana

A more close analysis of the legend on finding the relics of the Three Youths
reveals important similarities with the legend of Ahiqgar. Its main character

85 «_lalangue elle-méme a une allure extrémement archaique” [GARITTE 19598: 76].

8 The calendar Nau III, ninth cent. [NAU 1915: 44]. The discrepance between the dates
August 22 and August 25 remains unexplained but, nevertheless, such a particular
(for the Syrian tradition) commemoration of the Three Youths could hardly be
unrelated to that of August 25.
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bears the Syriac name Uwunnipw (Maxfut'a) in Armenian [GARITTE 1961:
93] and different but not less Syriac name ds¢og3s (Malp’a) in Georgian [GA-
RITTE 19598B: 86]. The meaning of the latter name is obvious: Malpana (~els)
“teacher; doctor,” either read as *malpa (~al=) or having lost its last syllable
during transmission from Syriac to Armenian or from Armenian to Georgian.

The name in the Armenian text seems to be replaced with a common
name. Indeed, the structure of the whole sentence is very similar in both
Georgian and Armenian [GARITTE 19598: 86; GARITTE 1961: 93]:

Georgian Armenian
35 759Ls Jobo 0oym bemgggamlis Aol 3ogo | Uwwm jEpypht juytdhly phwlbuy
9600 39360 Igx0lse, s Labgwo Ep wyp vh wppnithl wunih kp
9dobo Joeng3s, @O 0YM 3530 0P0 unpw Uwunnipw b Ep wyp
JmobBgsbge. pphutnibuy.

In this time, in this land® there was some [lit. | Then, there was some [lit. one] royal man
one] man, a royal official,*® and his name living in this land, and his name was
(was) Malp’a, and that man was a Christian. | Maxtut’a, and (he) was a Christian man.

The phrase “one royal man,” in Armenian, sounds not smooth enough,
especially in contrast with the phrase “one man, royal official,” in Georgian.
But the name Maxtut’a could be a corruption of Malkutaya (=.hasl>) “royal”
especially probable in Armenian. Indeed, in Armenian, the word “royal”
wppniup is a derivate of wppwy “king,” which is a loanword from Syriac
(=saniwe /arkund/), which is, in turn, a loanword from Greek (&pywv) [ACA-
REAN 1926-1935/1971-1979, 1: 345-347]. In Syriac, the meaning of the
Greek word is preserved (“prince, ruler, governor,” but not specifically “king”),
whereas, in Armenian, the word changed its sense. As it seems, the Armenian
text resulted from a distortion of the Syriac phrase =hasls <aaiw “royal
governor /official” due to mistranslation of =saair into Armenian as “(be-
longing to) king” (=aair /arkuna/ > wppnith /ark’uni/). Then, the word
~haals “royal” became superfluous, and so, in the course of further corrup-
tion, replaced the name of the character.

The Georgian text is translated from Armenian but, as Garitte pointed
out, not from the subsisting Armenian text. As it seems, the Armenian origi-

87 The word bmgggavo, whose later meaning is “world,” still has an archaic meaning
“land, region”; s. [GARITTE 19598: 76].

8 On the rare word 356560, see [Garitte 1959b: 81]. It is a loanword from Armenian,
where Jupu is derived from uptu “je peux” in the same manner as hojuwt
“ishkhan” (“ruler, prince”) is derived from hojutl “je domine.” This means that this
word is ultimately a calque from Greek dvvaomg “(court) official” (cf. Act 8: 27,
where the Syriac correspondence is ~A\s\.).
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nal of the Georgian version represented a different Armenian translation from
Syriac.

The only thing we have to retain from the above analysis is that Mal-
pa(na) is the original name of our personage.

Now, we are in position to compare the two stories, that of Malpana and
that of Ahiqar.

Both stories have the same framing plot: an official close to the king be-
comes jailed without any guilt but rather for his good deeds (in the case of Mal-
pana, these deeds could be not so good from the viewpoint of Jews, of course).
Then, it becomes released and re-established in his former status. Some addi-
tional details are similar, too. The name Malpana (which, of course, could be
originally a common name; we have to take into account that our legend in Ar-
menian/Georgian could be an epitomised recension, where some details could
be lost) indicates that its bearer is, like Ahiqar, a wise man. Malpana, like
Ahiqar, was released after a war threat (although this motive does not appear
explicitly; again, it could be lost if the available recension is an epitomised one).
The competition between the two world’s principal powers, Assyria and Egypt,
corresponds, in Malpana’s situation, to the competition between their successors,
Sassanid Iran and Byzantium (while the latter included Egypt as its province).

The framing story about the fall and re-establishing of a high official and
a friend of the king was especially popular in the Iranian territory (so-called
motive of the “wise vizier”)—at least, from the Sumerian epoch, when it was
attested to for the first time in the world.*” This motive remained quite pro-
ductive in Iran up to the fall of the Empire: its latest Iranian incorporation is
described in the Shahnamah by Firdowsi (written in the tenth century but
based on Middle Persian sources), in the story of the Shahanshah Khusraw I
Anushirwan (531-579) and his vizier Wuzurgmihr (Buzurjmihr in Firdowsi’s
Farsi); this story has been referred to as a parallel to the romance of Ahigar by
NOLDEKE [1913: 27]. Wuzurgmihr is a historical personage especially known
by his charging a Persian court physician Burzoy with the mission to India for
bringing the Paficatantra [DU BLOIS 1990]. Another motive of the Ahigar
romance, that of the admonitions of a high court official to his son is known,
in Middle Persian, under the name of Adurbad, whose sayings have a number
of textual coincidences with those of Ahiqar.”

Thus, in Iran, the legend of Malpana was somewhat fitting literature fa-
shion. One has to repeat the same about the romance of Ahigar, which was
composed in the same vein but much richer.

8 In the so-called Bilingual Proverbs (in Sumerian and Akkadian), i, 50-63; ed.
[LAMBERT 1960: 239-246, here 241], cf. [REINER 1961: 7-9].

%0 The historical Adurbad was an important figure and a Zoroastrian theologian at the
court of Sabir (Shapur) II (309-379). See [DU BLoIS 1984].
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9. The Sitz im Leben of the Christian Ahigar Romance

The two hagiographical legends, that of Malpana and that of Ahigar, are con-
nected with both common commemoration date, August 25, and structural
similarities. This means that one of them was composed for replacing another,
as it occurs normally when there are competing cults. It is impossible to elimi-
nate an undesirable cult of a saint or relics, unless you create another cult able
to conceal it.”*

The cult of the relics of the Three Youths became undesirable for the anti-
Chalcedonians throughout the world, but they were in different external condi-
tions. In Iran, unlike Egypt, the feast on 25 August in Ctesiphon was a reality,
and so, one had to retain, in the concealing legend, its hagiographical coor-
dinates.

There is a little doubt that it is the Ahiqar legend which is the later one.
Indeed, we see, that the Ahigar romance became popular exclusively in the anti-
Chalcedonian camp, whereas the old and formerly common to both Chalce-
donians and anti-Chalcedonians commemoration of the discovery of the relics
of the Three Youths was preserved by the Chalcedonians exclusively.

The Ahigar romance was written by an anti-Chalcedonian Syrian faction
in Iran, which was connected more closely to the Middle Persian culture than
the Byzantine one and did not share the Greek-Syriac bilinguism common in
the Western Syria. This is the explanation why the Christian romance of
Ahiqar is unknown in Greek: its Greek version has never existed.

The Sitz im Leben of the Syriac Ahigar romance is an anti-Chalcedonian
Syrian community in Iran between 451 (the date of the Council of Chalcedon)
and the late fifth century (the date of the Armenian version).

10. The Sitz im Leben of the Slavonic Version

There is, presently, a consensus of Russian scholars that the Slavonic transla-
tion (from whatever language) was made in the Kievan Rus'.”? This consensus

1 As it is formulated by Michel van Esbroeck in relation to the hagiographical
documents, “[r]ien n’élimine mieux un document que la création d’un paralléle
destiné a le remplacer” [VAN ESBROECK 1989: 283].

92 See, for a review of literature, [THOMSON 1993 /1999: 346-347] and Addenda
[THOMSON 1999: 44], and, most recently, [TUrILOV 2010: 10-11]. Thomson
concludes that “. . .in view of equally early South Slav manuscript tradition, there is
no need to posit an East Slav provenance and the East Slavisms can be explained as
the result of revision” [THOMSON 1993/1999: 346-347]. Anna Pichkhadze in her
recent monograph considers a number of variant readings of the Russian and Serbian
manuscripts of the Akigar. Her conclusion is that the Serbian readings, unlike the
Russian ones, are varying, and so, secondary; therefore, she concludes, the Russian
readings are original, and, then, the translation is made in Russia [PICHKHADZE 2011:
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still did not exist before the revolution, when Durnovo wrote that the “natio-
nality” of the translator is unclear.”” However, to 1925, Durnovo changed his
mind without providing any additional reasons: he enumerated the Ahigar
within “. . .the series of translations, whose Russian origin one can consider as
proved.”**

This Russian consensus has never become so unanimous among the Bul-
garian scholars. The finding of the manuscript of the Savina monastery allowed
to Anisava Miltenova substantiating the claim that the Slavonic translation of
the Ahigar belongs to the earliest layer of the Slavonic translations made in
Bulgaria, when this text was translated within a collection of various Old Testa-
ment pseudepigrapha [BOGDANOVIC, MILTENOVA 1987] (cf. [KuziDOVA 2010;
Kuzipova 2012]).

The same manuscript of the Savina monastery contains as well The Twelve
Dreams of Shahaisha and the Eleutherius recension of the Twelve Fridays. 1
argued elsewhere that these works are also of Syro-Iranian origin and are
translated into Slavonic from Syriac directly (for the Eleutherius recension of
the Twelve Fridays, I consider the direct translation as the most likely option;
anyway, this is a work written in Syriac and unknown in Greek) [LOURIE 2012;
LOURIE 2013]. Such a literary convoy of the Ahigar in its earliest Slavonic
manuscript is a powerful argument for the Bulgarian and not Russian origin
of the Slavonic translation.*

12, 47-50 et passim|]. However, the fact that the Serbian readings are secondary does
not prove that the translation is Russian. Pichkhadze says no word about the
Bulgarian manuscripts and the traces of Bulgarian protographs in the Serbian
manuscripts. Thus, her study is in fact not an argument against the Bulgarian origin
of the translation.

%3 Cf. [DURNOVO 1915A: I]: “The question about the nationality of the Slavic translator
is not resolved with the necessary completeness and clearness, namely, whether this
translator was a South Slav or a Russian, and, in the latter case, whether he originated
from Southern or Northern Rus'. . .” [“He peleHHBIM € TOW OJHOTOM ¥ SICHOCTBIO, C
KaKo¥ 3T0 TpeGOBaOCh... BOIPOC O HALMOHAIBHOCTH CIABAHCKOTrO NepeBOYMKa
1I0BeCTH (T. e. ObIJI JIM 3TOT [IePEBOAYKK IOXHBIM CIaBSHUHOM WM PYCCKUM, a B
IoC/IeIHEM CITy4ae F0)XaHUHOM MM CeBepPSHUHOM)” .

9

X

[DURNOVO 1925/2000: 375]: “...B psizie IepeBOAOB, PyCCKOE IPOUCXOXK/ieH e
KOTOPBIX MOXHO CYMTATh JOKa3aHHbIM .
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Eugen Barsky, Elena Bormotova, Ioannis Konstantakos, Irina Kuzidova, Elena
Ludilova, Alexei Lyavdansky, Nikolai Seleznyov, as well as my dear opponents from
the Section of the Old Russian Literature of the Institute of the Russian Literature,
St. Petersburg, and my anonymous reviewer.
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Appendix 1

Filiation of the Ahiqar Texts

(Together with References to Them in Antiquity)
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Appendix 2

The Structure of the Slavonic Branch of the Ahiqar Texts
(in Slavonic and Romanian)

Oldest
: Slavonic
. Recension

Bulgarian

Russian

subrecension

subrecension

Serbian

“Second
Russian”  Je---------
recension

recension

Russian

“Vulgate”

Romanian C

Romanian A

“Fourth”
Russian
recension

Romanian B

Notes:
1. The Russian recensions which appeared in the eighteenth century and later and

the Romanian recensions which appeared in the nineteenth century are not taken into

account.
2. The so-called “Second Russian recension” is localised hypothetically according to

[P1OTROVSKAJA 1978].
3. “Russian ‘Vulgate’ = “Third Russian recension” according to [BELOBROVA,

TvoroGov 1970].
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Misal hruacki (1531) Simuna KoZic¢i¢a Benje zauzima posebno mjesto medu hrvat-
skoglagoljskim misalima. Recentna su istrazivanja naime utvrdila da je rijec o
prvoj hrvatskoj potpunoj redakciji biblijskih ¢itanja prema Vulgati, pri cijem se
priredivanju Kozi¢i¢ zasigurno sluzio nekim onovremenim latinskim misalom
venecijanske provenijencije. Buduc¢i da je sintaksa ostala uglavnom izvan dovida
dosadasnjih istrazivanja, ovdje se paznja sustavnije posvecuje upravo toj jezicnoj
razini. Slijeded¢i latinsku sintaksu, KoZici¢ s jedne strane rabi oblike i konstrukcije
kojima odstupa od hrvatskocrkvenoslavenske tradicije, dok s druge strane gdje-
kad odstupa i od latinskoga i od hrvatskoga crkvenoslavenskoga jezika dajuci
prednost starohrvatskim konstrukcijama. Time se osmisljenost njegove koncepcije
knjizevnoga jezika, u kojoj je odnos hrvatskih crkvenoslavenskih i starohrvatskih
(Cakavskih) jezi¢nih elemenata ureden i donekle standardiziran, potvrduje i na
sintaktickoj razini. Iako rasclamba odabranih sintaktickih tema ocekivano potvr-
duje jaku ovisnost Misala hruackoga o latinskome predlosku, ujedno ukazuje i na to
da s naglasavanjem toga utjecaja ne valja pretjerivati. Kozici¢ ne preslikava slijepo
latinske konstrukcije samo radi priblizavanja predlosku, ve¢ latinski jezik shvaca
ponajprije kao poticaj i primjer gradnje vlastitoga knjizevnoga jezika te njegova
oblikovanja na jasnim sintaktickim nacelima.

* Clanak je nastao u okviru rada na znanstvenim projektima Enciklopedija hrvatskoga
glagoljastva i Rjecnik crkvenoslavenskoga jezika hrvatske redakcije, koje financira
Ministarstvo znanosti, obrazovanja i sporta Republike Hrvatske.
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Klju¢ne rijeci
hrvatski crkvenoslavenski jezik, rijecka glagoljska tiskara, Simun Kozi¢i¢ Benja,
Misal hruacki, Vulgata, sintaksa

Pez3iome

Muccar xpyauxcuii (1531) Ilnmyna Koskiranaa benn saHnMaeT ocoboe MecTo cpean
XOPBATCKOTAaroAn4eckux mmccaaos. CoOBpeMeHHBIMM ICCAeAO0BaTeAsIMM JOCTO-
BEPHO YCTaHOBAEHO, YTO B HEM COAEP>KUTCS IepBast II0AHas XOpBaTCKasl peaaKLiys
O6mbaeiicKux YTeHNI u3 Byavzamul, B 1oATOTOBKE KoTOpoit Koxkmana HecoMHeHHO
I101b30BaACs HEKMM €My COBPeMeHHbIM AaTHMHCKIM MIICCaA0M BeHeITaHCKOTO IIpo-
ucxoxaenus. I1ockoabKy B CyLIecTBYIOIIMX UccAea0BaHmsAX Muccara xpyaijkozo ero
CMHTaKCHC A0 CMX ITOp He OBLA OINCaH, B HaCTOAIIeN cTaThe MBI OCHOBHOE BHMMa-
HIE yAeAseM UIMEHHO BTOMY SI3bIKOBOMY YPOBHIO 4aHHOTO NaMATHUKA. KaapKupys
AATUHCKUE CMHTAaKCUYecKye KOHCTpyKuny, Koxxidmy oTcTyIaeT, ¢ O4HO CTOPOHEL
OT XOPBaTCKOIAaroAM4ecKo TpaguLuy, C APYyroii — U OT CTPYKTYPbI AaTUHCKOIO
TeKCTa, IIpeAounTas ApeBHeXOpBaTCKMe KOHCTPYKIUN. TeM caMbIM ero KOHIIerIis
XOPBaTCKOTO AUTEPaTyPHOTO sA3bIKa, B KOTOPOi COOTHOIIIEHME IIEPKOBHOCAABAHCKUX
U ApeBHeXOPBATCKIX (JaKaBCKMX) A3BIKOBBIX D1€MeHTOB ITpUBeAeHO B CTPOTUIA I10-
PAAOK 1 40 HEKOTOPOII CTeIleHN CTaHAAPTU30BaHO, 3a4elICTBOBaHa I Ha CUHTaKC/de-
CKoM yposHe. HecMoTpst Ha TO 9TO aHaAM3 pAja CMHTaKCMYECKIX OOOPOTOB BIIOAHE
OXI4aeMO AeMOHCTPUPYeT 3aBUCUMOCTh Muccara Xpyaiiozo OT AATUHCKOTO IIO-
AAVHHMKA, IIpeyBeANdMBaTh BAUSHIE II0CAeHeTo, O4HAaKO, He cAeayeT. /laTuHCKue
KOHCTPYKIIUHU cAeno Konupyiorcs KoxxmnumyeM He TOABKO B eAsSX TPUOAVKeHU
K TIOAAMHHUKY, HO ¥ ITOTOMY, YTO MMEHHO AaTMHCKMI SI3BIK OH CYuTaeT 0OpasIioMm
Aas GOpMMPOBaHUs COOCTBEHHOTO AUTEPaTyPHOTO s3bIKa, IIPUYEM MpeK e BCero
Ha CUHTaKCMYeCKOM YPOBHE.

Kniouesble cnoBa
L[epKOBHOCAaB?IHCKI/HZ SI3BIK XOpBaTCKOIZ pedaxnny, preKcKas raaroAmdecKast TUIo-
rpaduwst, Hnmyn Kosxxurarra Benst, Muccaa xpyauxuil, Byaveama, crntakemnc

1. Uvod

Sintakticka istraZivanja hrvatskoga crkvenoslavenskog jezika uznapredovala
su posljednjih godina,! no rijec je i dalje o najslabije istraZenoj jezi¢noj razini
togajezika. U svojem je istraZivanju sintaktickih svojstava najstarijih hrvatsko-

! Na prvome mjestu valja istaknuti habilitacijsku radnju Johannesa Reinharta [REINHART
1993] i brojne sintakticke priloge Milana Mihaljevi¢a (npr. [MIHALJEVIC 1990; 1992;
1997; 2003; 2006; 2011]). MoZemo ovdje izdvojiti i radove Jasne Vince, koja se bavila
razli¢itim pitanjima u vezi sa sredstvima izricanja izravnoga objekta i njihovim znacenjem
u hrvatskome crkvenoslavenskom jeziku ([VINCE MARINAC 1992; 1993; 1998; 2000] i
[VINCE 2008a; 2008b; 2008c]), medu kojima su osobito zanimljivi oni u kojima se dotice
inekih tema nadrecenicne sintakse (npr. [VINCE MARINAC 1997; VINCE 2005]). Sintaksu
hrvatskoglagoljskih psaltira 14. i 15. stoljeca (Lobkovicova, PariSkoga i Frasciceva)
analizirala je u svojoj disertaciji Lucija Turkalj [TURKALJ 2012], dok je Ana Kovacevi¢
u svojem doktorskom radu istraZila izraZavanje negacije na morfoloskoj, sintaktickoj i
suprasintaktickoj razini u hrvatskome crkvenoslavenskom jeziku [Kovacevi¢ 2012].
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glagoljskih tekstova iz 12.1 13. stolje¢a Milan Mihaljevi¢ utvrdio da su najvece
neujednacenosti medu fragmentima zastupljene upravo na sintaktickoj razini
[MIHALJEVIC 2006: 221]. Posljedica je to naime ¢injenice da su u njima, osim
utjecaja starocrkvenoslavenskoga i starohrvatskoga (Cakavskoga) jezika, za-
stupljeni i jezi¢ni utjecaji predloZaka s kojih su hrvatskoglagoljski tekstovi
prevodeni: grckoga i latinskoga.

Tekstovi prevedeni s grckoga predloska naslijedeni su iz razdoblja staro-
crkvenoslavenskoga jezika, a njihova prva redakcija datira u pocetak 12. sto-
lje¢a, otkad moZemo pratiti prilagodbu prema latinskoj Bibliji [REINHART
1990], no ne provodi se u jednakoj mjeri u svim misalima. Najbrojniji prije-
vodi s latinskoga jezika potjecu iz 14. i 15. stoljeca, koja se smatraju zlatnim
dobom hrvatskoga glagoljaStva [MIHALJEVIC, REINHART 2005: 40]. Medu
hrvatskoglagoljskim misalima posebno mjesto zauzima Misal hruack:* Simu-
na KoZicica Benje, prvi hrvatski misal s misnim ¢itanjima posve uredenima
po latinskoj Bibliji [CEKOVIC, SANKOVIC, ZAGAR 2010: 138]. KoZiciceva
odstupanja od dotadasnje hrvatske crkvenoslavenske tradicije posljedica su
sustavna redigiranja prema latinskome, pri ¢emu se KoZiCi¢ sluZio nekim
onovremenim latinskim misalom, pretpostavlja se venecijanske provenijen-
cije [BENVIN 1988: 159; ZAGAR 2012B: 116]. Dosadasnjim je istraZivanjima
dokazana osmiSljenost i uredenost KoZiciceve koncepcije knjiZevnoga jezika
(npr. [ToMASIC 2001; CEKOVIC, SANKOVIC, ZAGAR 2010; ZAGAR 20124;
ZAGAR 2012B; KuSTovi¢ 2012; CEKOVIC, ETEROVIC 2012; MIHALJEVIC
2012]), no sintakticka je razina ostala izvan njihova dovida, stoga smo se
odlucili sustavnije posvetiti upravo toj jezinoj razini. Participi pritom ostaju
ovdje izvan fokusa naSega razmatranja zato jer smo se njima detaljnije bavili
drugom prilikom [ETEROVIC, VELA 2013].

Buduc¢i da se u njoj nalaze opsirnija biblijska itanja i iz Staroga i iz Novoga
zavjeta, istraZivanje smo proveli na drugoj petini KoZi¢iceva misala (ff. 50r-
100v). Korpus je prosiren ciljanom pretragom pojedine sintakticke znacajke i
u ostatku Misala ondje gdje je to bilo nuZno zbog nedostatna broja primjera.
SluZe¢i se metodom ovjerenom u recentnim istrazivanjima jezika Misala hru-

2 Ovdje rabimo lik hruacki naspram standardnojezicnoga hrvatski ponajprije iz razloga
Sto se, u skladu s varijantom naslova kakva dolazi u incipitu, gdje je latinicom (izuzev
slova /) zabiljeZeno MISAL HRUACKI, takav naslov za Kozi¢ic¢ev misal uvrijeZio u
literaturi. Naravno, u incipitu se latinickim grafemom « biljezi fonem v, Sto potvrduje
lik Arvacki, potvrden u glagoljickome kolofonu (f. 248v). Zanimljivo je da pridjev
hrvatski KoZzi¢i¢ u incipitu i kolofonu misala biljezi srvacki primjenjujuci fonolosko
nacelo (Cime registrira artikulacijsko stapanje dentalnog okluziva # na docetku
unutrasnjeg zatvorenog sloga s frikativom s na pocetku sufiksa u afrikatu c, pojavu
inace pisanim spomenicima rijetko potvrdenu [LukeZi¢ 2012: 110]), dok u samom
tekstu misala u slicnim slucajevima primjenjuje morfonolosko nacelo (trahonitskoei,
enesaretskuil). U KnjiZicama od Zitija rimskih arhijerejov i cesarov, tiskanima samo Sest
dana nakon tiskanja misala, doticni pridjev nalazimo na istoj stranici (19v) jednom
zabiljeZen morfonoloski (Arvatski), drugi put fonoloski (hrvackim) [Kozici¢ 2007: 19v].
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ackog (v. vise u [ZAGAR 20128]), usporedili smo sintaksu njegova misala sa sin-
taksom drugih tiskanih hrvatskoglagoljskih misala 15. i 16. stolje¢a: Prvotiskom
(1483), Senjskim misalom (1494) i Misalom Pavla Modrusanina (1528), kako bi-
smo stekli uvid i u KoZi¢icev odnos prema sintaktickoj normi hrvatskoga crkve-
noslavenskog jezika.? Svojim istraZivanjem Zelimo pridonijeti boljem poznavan-
ju sintakse Misala hruackoga i pruZiti osnovu za proucavanje sintakticke norme
u ostalim izdanjima rijecke glagoljske tiskare, ali i omoguciti bolji uvid u polozaj
crkvenoslavenskoga jezika pocetkom novoga vijeka.

S obzirom na KoZi€i¢evo sravnjivanje misalskoga teksta s latinskim pred-
loSkom, najve¢i utjecaj latinskoga jezika mogao se ocekivati na sintaktickoj
razini. Da su najvaznije razlike zastupljene upravo na sintaktickome planu,
uputila su veé i poCetna istraZivanja Misala hruackog, utvrdivsi da su brojne
KoZic¢iceve promjene u upotrebi glagolskih oblika u odnosu na hrvatskocrkve-
noslavensku tradiciju posljedica pribliZavanja teksta latinskome, a ne jezic-
noga pomladivanja [CEKOVIC, SANKOVIC, ZAGAR 2010]. IstraZivanje koje
smo proveli potvrdilo je da je utjecaj latinskoga jezika velik, medutim nagla-
silo je i ¢injenicu da ni na sintaktickoj razini ne moZemo govoriti o ropskome
prevodenju jer KoZici¢ predlozak ne slijedi potpuno. Ovisno o odnosu pre-
ma latinskome predlosku i hrvatskome crkvenoslavenskom jeziku uocene je

sintaktiCke osobitosti moguce razvrstati u dvije osnovne skupine.

2. Utjecaj latinskoga jezika

U prvu se skupinu mogu svrstati sintakticke znacajke koje su unesene pod lat-
inskim utjecajem, a koje se u hrvatskome crkvenoslavenskom jeziku pojavljuju
ili vrlo rijetko ili posve iznimno. Jedna je od takvih znacajki cesta KozZiciceva
upotreba elipti¢nih recenica.

2.1 Elipsa kopule

U klasi¢nome grckom i latinskom oblici glagola biti (esse, civar) kao kopula
mogu biti izostavljeni u izrekama, kratkim izjavama, pitanjima i sl., odnosno
u predikatima tvorenima s participom [GILDERSLEEVE, LODGE 2000: 147,

3 Usporedbu s latinskim tekstom proveli smo na izdanju Missale Romanum, Mediolani,
1474. Vol. 1: Text, koje je uredio Robert Lippe 1899. godine (kratica MR). Podastiruci
ga u primjerima, radi lakSeg smo Citanja ispravili srednjovjekovnu grafiju i dodali
oznake biblijskih mjesta prema suvremenoj Vulgati. Buduci da je tekst Vulgate
uspostavljen tek nakon Tridentskog sabora 1590, odnosno 1598. godine, njegovo je
uvrstavanje u liturgijske knjige moglo poceti tek nakon toga. Stoga smo se umjesto
usporedbe s posttridentskom Vulgatom odlucili za usporedbu biblijskih odlomaka s
prvim tiskanim latinskim rimskim misalom (1474.). Potpunu usporedbu medutim nije
moguce provesti sve dok se ne utvrdi konkretno izdanje latinskoga rimskog misala
prema kojem je KoZi¢i¢ nacinio svoj misal. Naime biblijski se tekstovi onodobnih
latinskih rimskih misala, ovisno o izdanju, razlikuju u pojedinostima.
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GILDERSLEEVE 1900: 41]. ReCenice s nominalnim predikatom bez kopule u
grckome tekstu Biblije zastupljene su osobito u Starom zavjetu, pa ih se za-
jedno s onima u Novom zavjetu promatra kao sintakticke hebraizme. Izvorno
su dakle hebraizmi i primjeri koji se nalaze u starocrkvenoslavenskim prijevo-
dima s grékoga, no u starocrkvenoslavenskome ipak nema mnogo takvih pri-
mjera i grcki nominalni predikat bez kopule znatno se ceSée prevodi starocrk-
venoslavenskim predikatom s kopulom [VECERKA 1996: 141]. U latinskome
tekstu Biblije brojni primjeri predikata bez kopule pod utjecajem su grckoga
predloska [PLATER, WHITE 1997: 30].

Prilagodavajuci tekst latinskome, KoZi€i¢ tvori elipticne reCenice izostav-
ljajuci kopulu: da uveduts ézici éko az g(ospod)s 50t (ut sciant gentes quia ego
Dominus g, ,; [MR: 105]); aze g(ospod)s b(og)s vass ne stvorite tadbi 57v (ego
Dominus Deus uester non facietis furtum 91911 [MR: 120]); ufanie moe ti v
danb umucenve 59v (spes mea tu in die afflictions j 171, [MR: 125]); tko ode vass
boei se b(og)a slisei glaso raba nego 68t (quis ex uobis timens Deum audiens uo-
cem serui eius sy 1o [IMR: 142]); i ékozZe skrveno lice ego i pogreeno 72r (et quasi
absconditus uultus eius et despectus 555 [MR: 150]); sego radi mnozi nem(o)
Cni medi v(a)mi i sl(a)bi i spet mnozi 75v (ideo inter uos multi infirmi et imbecilles
et dormiunt multi ,¢,, 11 3o [MR: 157]). U paralelnim tiskanim misalima* nema
elipse: da uvédets ézici €ko azv esamw g(ospod)s; azov es(@)mo g(ospod)s b(og)o
vase ne tvorite tadbi; upv(a)nie moe ti esi v dans postradanié; kto esto va vass boei
se b(og)a da posliisaets glasa otroka ego; i €ko skruseno bése lice ego i zabveno; i
bo sute mnozi nem(o)Cni meil v(a)mi i neduzni i spet mnozi.

ZabiljeZili smo medutim i primjer gdje KoZi€i¢ ne slijedi latinski tekst,
nego je istovjetan drugim tiskanim misalima: cto e(stv) tebi i mné m(u)Zu boZvi
52v (quid mihi et tibi uir Dei? s, ,,,5 [MR: 110]); kao i slucaj da KoZici¢ ima
glagol biti premda ga nema ni u latinskome, a ni u usporedenim misalima:
nis¢o ne budi tebi s pravadnime onim 66v (nihil tibi et iusto illi \;, ,;,0 [MR: 139];

Mo/SM/PT niceso Ze tebé i pravadniku tomu).>

2.2 Praesens historicum

Druga je znacajka koju KoZici¢ unosi vjerno slijede¢i latinski tekst, a suprotno
(hrvatskoj) starocrkvenoslavenskoj tradiciji, upotreba historijskoga prezenta.
Historijski prezent, koji se jo$ naziva i pripovjedackim ili narativnim prezen-
tom, stilsko je sredstvo koje se koristi u pripovijedanju proslih dogadaja da bi

4 Razlike medu paralelnim tiskanim misalima malobrojne su i zastupljene ponajprije na
grafematickoj razini. Bududi da je u fokusu ovoga rada sintaksa KoZi¢iceva misala,
takve Ce se razlike zanemariti pri navodenju primjera, a zbog istog se razloga nece
uvijek precizirati iz kojega se to¢no misala primjer donosi.

5 Izostavljanje glagola prema latinskim elipticnim recenicama ucestala je pojava iu
Kasicevu prijevodu Biblije (usp. [VRTIC 2009: 351-352]).
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se slusatelj Sto jace uZivio u dogadaj buduéi da mu se relativnom upotrebom
prezenta predocava kao da se on odvija pred njegovim o¢ima (usp. [KATICIC
2002: 56; GORTAN, GORSKI, PAUS 2005: 257]). U istrazenome korpusu Ko-
Zi€i¢ dosljedno uvodi historijski prezent na mjestima gdje je on u latinskome:
voini Ze dovedose ga vnutars v dvors vladavca i prizivaiite vse voinstvo i oblacet
gav purpiru i pletuce trnove venace polagaiito nemu i nacese pozdravlati ga 70v—
71r (milites autem duxerunt eum intro in atrium praetorii et conuocant totam
cohortem et induunt eum purpura et imponunt ei plectentes spineam coronam
et coeperunt salutare eum . 15,15 [MR: 147)); i vedut ga na mésto golgote ... i
davahu nemu piti murnoe vino 70v (et perducunt illum in Golgotha locum ... et
dabant ei bibere myrratum uinum v s ,,_,; [MR: 147)); i abie petéhs vspe privo-
det Ze i(su)sa ot kaéfi v pritvors be Ze iitro i ne vnidose oni v pritvore da bi se ne
oskvrnili 791 (et statim gallus cantauit adducunt ergo Iesum a Caypha in prae-
torium erat autem mane et ipsi non introierunt in praetorium ut non contamin-
arentur j, 15 2755 [IMR: 164]); i tako izide i(su)so nose trnov venac i Crvlenu rizu
i govorite nime pilate se ¢(lové)ks pokle ga vidése arhieréi i sluge glasahu rekuce
propni propni ga govorit nime pilate vazmite ga vi i propnite 79v (exiuit ergo Iesus
portans coronam spineam et purpureum uestimentum et dicit eis Pillatus ecce
homo cum ergo uidissent eum pontifices et ministri clamabant dicentes crucifige
crucifige eum dicit eis Pillatus accipite eum uos et crucifigite ;,,95_s [MR: 165]).
Jedina su zabiljeZena iznimka primjeri latinskoga ait, koje KoZici¢, kao i us-
poredni misali, prevodi 3. l. sg. aor. rece, no s obzirom na ¢injenicu da je taj
glagol u latinskome krnj i nema perfekt taj se slu¢aj moZze i izuzeti.

Historijski prezent nije nepoznat starocrkvenoslavenskome, no buduéi da
se pojavljuje samo Cetiri puta® u prijevodu Evandelja (od oko 350 slucajeva u
grckome izvorniku), a ostali su primjeri iz mladih zbornickih tekstova Su-
prasaljskog zbornika, s razlogom se bilo postavljalo pitanje u kojoj se mjeri
radi o izvornoj stilskoj pojavi u starocrkvenoslavenskome, a u kojoj mjeri o
kalku s grckoga. Misljenja su na kraju ipak prevagnula u korist prvoga (usp.
[HUNTLEY 1979; VECERKA 1993: 173-174]). Premda upotreba historijskog
prezenta u hrvatskome crkvenoslavenskom nije jo$ temeljito istraZena, u
prilog tome da on ni u toj redakciji crkvenoslavenskoga vjerojatno nije osobi-
to zastupljen govori Cinjenica da se u gore navedenim primjerima u tiskanim
misalima redom pojavljuju oblici aorista: prizvase, oblése, vzloZise, pridu, vese,
r(e)ce, gl(agol)a, a aorist je i u rukopisnim misalima.’

¢ Spomenici se i u ta Cetiri slucaja razlikuju, odnosno svaki od njih ima paralelne tekstove
u kojima je aorist, a utvrditi sa sigurno$¢u koji od spomenika ¢uva izvorni prijevod Sv.
Brace potpuno je nemoguce (usp. [VECERKA 1993: 174]).

7 Odnosno u Cetiri misala koji su kao reprezentativni za hrvatsku redakciju
crkvenoslavenskoga ekscerpirani u Staroslavenskome institutu kao grada za izradu
Rjecnika crkvenoslavenskoga jezika hrvatske redakcije: VAT4, LaB, Ro¢ 1 Nov.
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2.3 Upotreba kondicionala

Utjecaju latinskoga jezika pripisana je i ve¢ registrirana naglasenija upotreba
kondicionala u Misalu hruackome u odnosu na hrvatskoglagoljsku tradiciju
[CEKOVIC, SANKOVIE, ZAGAR 2010: 146-147]. Ono $to bismo tom zapaZanju
ovdje dodali jest stanovita ograda te upotrebe, odnosno zanimljiva ¢injenica
da, u naSem korpusu, KoZi¢i¢ kondicionalom prevodi samo latinski konjunk-
tiv imperfekta i pluskvamperfekta.® Sto se pak distribucije kondicionala tice,
ona je viSe-manje onakva kakva je u hrvatskome crkvenoslavenskom.’ Kondi-
cional se pojavljuje u samostalnoj upotrebi za izricanje Zelje (da bismo mrtvi bili
rukoii gospodneil v zemli efipatscei 61t), u protazi i apodozi pogodbene recenice
(ako bi ot b(og)a sa ne bily nictoZe ne bi mogals tvoriti 51v), te u zavisnim nam-
jernim (pristupi jiezi otrinuls da bi ii 52r), zahtjevnim/Zeljnim (molase i(su)sa
niki farifei éle da bi § nime 58v), upitnim (opita ako ¢(lové)ke galileénine bil bi
74r), izricnim (kims govorils esi obetue da umnoZzil bi seme nihs 58r), odnosnim
(odlucil Ze bise vladavace po dnemo Castnime otputiti plku uznika ednogo egoze
izvolili bi 66v), pa cak i posljedi¢nim (rabbi tko sagrési sa ili roditela ego da slepo
rodil se bi 50v) i uzro€nim recenicama (rece Ze sie ne da bi pomnii imel o ubozih
na zane da tat bé i mosne imevi ézZe Salahu se nosase 68r).

miSljeno i sustavno, moZe se dobro pokazati na primjeru zavisnih namjer-
nih i zahtjevnih re€enica. U ovim recenicama u latinskome se moZe pojaviti
ili konjunktiv prezenta ili konjunktiv imperfekta, a distribucija im je, bez se-
manticke razlike, strogo odredena pravilom tzv. slaganja vremena (consecu-
tio temporum).l® Prevode(i takve reCenice, KoZici¢ koristi dva oblika koja se u
hrvatskome crkvenoslavenskom u njima pojavljuju, ali ih strogo distribuira te
latinski konjunktiv imperfekta prevodi kondicionalom (uz tek poneke propus-

8 Pronasli smo samo dva primjera u kojima je kondicionalom preveden latinski
konjunktiv prezenta: 1) nésts ki znal bi puta née ni ki izmislils bi stazi née 89r (non est
qui sciat uiam eius neque qui excogitet semitas eius g, 53, [MR: 184]). Usporedni tiskani
misali imaju tu prezent. Konjunktiv u latinskome oznacava da recenica nije samo
relativna, nego da ima dodatno posljedi¢no znacenje; 2) nésto va vrimené semo kneza ni
proroka ni hrcega ni olokavtomi ni Zrtvi ni prnosenié ni kadila ni mesta prvins préds toboil
da obresti mogli bimo pom(i)l(0)vansé 58v (ut possimus inuenire misericordiam p,, 5 3, [IMR:
122]). Usporedni tiskani misali takoder imaju kondicional. Isti postupak prevodenja
konjunktiva imperfekta i pluskvamperfekta kondicionalom primijenio je i Kasi¢ u
svojem prijevodu Biblije, no on za konjunktiv imperfekta upotrebljava kondicional
sadasnji, a za konjunktiv pluskvamperfekta kondicional prosli. Takav je postupak
Kasic, stovise, propisao i svojom gramatikom [VRTIC 2009: 299].

° Starocrkvenoslavenski je kondicional izraZavao Zelju, mogu¢nost, pogodbu i dubioznost/
deliberativnost (usp. [NANDRIS 1969: 158]), te se pojavljivao u irealnim pogodbenim,
namjernim i zahtjevnim zavisnosloZenim recenicama, mada u ne bas rasirenoj upotrebi.
U hrvatskome crkvenoslavenskom upotreba mu se pod utjecajem latinskoga Siri te
se jos pojavljuje u zavisnim poredbenim, izri¢nim, vremenskim, odnosnim i upitnim
reCenicama (usp. [REINHART 1993: 291]).

10 Usp. [GORTAN, GORSKI, PAUS 2005: 272-275, 280-285].
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te), a konjunktiv prezenta (svrSenim) prezentom. Takav prevodilacki postu-
pak!! pokazuje da je rijec o svjesnu KozZi¢i¢evu odabiru gdje modalnost zna-
cenja koju kondicional obi¢no izrazava postaje upitna, a u prvi plan dolazi
teZnja da se u gradnji ovih recenica nasljeduju latinska sintakticka pravila.
Precjenjujuci pak utjecaj latinskoga predloska, ocekivali bismo da je svaki
konjunktiv imperfekta preveden kondicionalom, a to nipoSto nije slucaj.!?
Jednako tako ni kondicional nije liSen svoje modalnosti jer se upotrebljava i u

slu¢ajevima kad u latinskome ne dolazi konjunktiv.!®

2.4 Upotreba infinitiva

tiva u svojem misalu u odnosu na hrvatskocrkvenoslavensku tradiciju. Vec je
Reinhart u svojoj habilitacijskoj radnji o sintaksi hrvatskoglagoljskoga misala
[REINHART 1993: 155-164] zabiljeZio odredeno suZavanje upotrebe infinitiva u
odnosu na starocrkvenoslavenske spomenike zbog njegove zamjene receni-
com s veznikom da. Ustanovio je da se u velikoj ve¢ini slucajeva radi o direktnu
utjecaju latinskoga predloska, gdje se pojavljuje recenica s veznikom ut, te da
je pojava zastupljenija u tekstovima tzv. juZne redakcije, u kojima se i inace
primijeti viSe redaktorskih zahvata prilagodavanja latinskoj Bibliji. Iz KoZi¢i-
¢eva su misala, barem $to se naSeg korpusa tice, u odnosu na druge tiskane
misale 15. i 16. stoljeca uklonjeni svi infinitivi posljedice: i(su)so Ze nis¢o vecé ne
otveca tako da divlasé se pilat 70v (Iesus autem amplius nihil respondit ita ut
miraretur Pillatus 55 [MR: 147]; Mo/SM/PT i(su)se Ze nicesoze k tomu ne
otveca tako éko diviti se pilatu zelo); poloZi ve na tvrdi n(e)b(e)scei svetila da bi na
z(e)mli i obladala da bi dnemy i noCiii i razdelila da bi svetloste i tmi 85v (posuit
eas in firmamento caeli ut lucerent super terram et praeessent diei ac nocti et di-
uiderent lucem ac tenebras g, 1715 [IMR: 178]; Mo/SM/PT poloZi ve na tvrdi n(e)-
b(e)scéi ko svétiti imo po z(e)mli i vladati dnems i noCiil razlucati s(vé)to ot tmi);
i oni infinitivi namjere'* koji nisu imali opravdanja u latinskome tekstu: grédets
ka grobu da placeve(!) tu 53v (uadit ad monumentum ut deploret ibi ,, 5, [MR:

-
=

Isti postupak (prezent za konjunktiv prezenta, kondicional za konjunktiv imperfekta) u
gradnji namjernih zavisnih recenica provodi i Kasi¢ u svojem prijevodu Biblije, a on je
takvu upotrebu i deskriptivno propisao u svojoj gramatici [VRTIC 2009: 388].

-
Yy

Npr. konjunktiv imperfekta uz vremensko cum, koji se nikad ne prevodi
kondicionalom: egda Ze priblizevasé se k vratoms grada se znas(a) hu mrtva 52r (cum
autem appropinquaret portae ciuitatis ecce defunctus efferebatur |.,,,[MR: 109]); i egda
biSe i(su)so va bitanii v domu simuna prokazenago pristupi k nemu Zena 64v (cum autem
esset Iesus in Bethania in domo Simonis leprosi accessit ad eum mulier y 554 ; [MR: 136]);
i egda vedihu ga eSe simuna nikogo kurineénina 74v (cum ducerent eum apprehenderunt
Simonem quendam Cyrenensem . ,;,; [MR: 154]).

&

Vidi npr. njegovu upotrebu u odredenim uzro¢nim recenicama nizZe u tekstu.

-
=

Vise o starocrkvenoslavenskom infinitivu kao priloZznoj oznaci posljedice, odnosno cilja ili
namjere v. [TURKALJ 2012: 255-261; Kurz 1972: 70-79; IIALUHEPOBA 1964].
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112]; Mo/SM/PT gredets na grobs plakati); vedihuta se i ina dva zlodeé s nim
ubiena bila da bi 74v (ducebantur autem et alii duo nequam cum eo ut interfice-
rentur | .53, [MR: 154]; Mo/SM/PT vedéhu Ze i etera d’va zlodéé s nim ubiti); se
azv navedu vodi potopa na z(e)mlii da pobii vsaku plte 86v (ecce ego adducam
diluuii aquas super terram ut interficiam omnem carnem g, ¢ 1, [IMR: 180]; Mo/
SM/PT se bo azo navedu potops vode na zemlii pogubiti vsaku pltv). Oni pak in-
finitivi koji su u latinskoj Bibliji rezultat utjecaja grckoga infinitiva namjere
(usp. [PLATER, WHITE 1997: 38]) takoder se nalaze i kod KoZi¢i¢a: kako na
razboinika izidoste s meci i drkolami eti me 65v (tamquam ad latronem existis
cum gladiis et fustibus comprehendere me 5, ss [IMR: 138]); doide marié magda-
lena i druga marié viditi grobo 94v (uenit Maria Magdalene et altera Maria
uidere sepulchrum y; ,5; [IMR: 194]). Njima treba pribrojiti i infinitive kojima se
sukladno hrvatskoglagoljskoj tradiciji prevode latinske namjerne konstrukcije
ad + gerund(iv): koliko veCé krve krstova ... ocestito svesto n(a)su odo delo mrtviho
sluziti b(og)u Zivomu 55v (quanto magis sanguis Christi ... emundabit conscien-
tiam nostram ab operibus mortuis ad seruiendum Deo uiuenti . 4,4 [MR: 115]);
i tako posla nabuhodonosors krale sabrati voevode 91t (itaque Nabuchodonosor
rex misit ad congregandos satrapas y, 5, [MR: 188]).

Provedenim redakcijskim zahvatima prilagodavanja latinskome misalu
infinitiv se dakle, osim spomenute priloske upotrebe za izraZavanje namjere,
u naSem korpusu ogranicio prvenstveno na ulogu dopune modalnim (ocemo
is(u)sa videti 60v) i faznim glagolima (i poce plakati 70v), zatim nominalne
dopune bezlicnim glagolima (ne dostoit se nams nikogoze ubiti 79r1) i razlicitim
drugim suznacnim glagolima (poveli tagda pilate povrnuti telo 67v), adnomi-
nalne dopune razli¢itim imenicama (potrebu Ze imeése otpustiti im ednogo na
dane prazdnika 74r) i pridjevima (duZans e(stv) umriti 79v) te na sluzbu predi-
kata u konstrukcijama dativa s infinitivom (prisudi pilate biti prosni nihe 74v)
i akuzativa s infinitivom' (osudise ga povinna biti semrti 70r),'° no status mu je
i unekima od tih sluzbi, kako ¢emo u daljnjem tekstu pokazati na primjerima,
dijelom naruSen pod utjecajem govornoga jezika.

2.5 Relativho vezivanje

U istraZenome korpusu zamijetili smo i KoZifi¢evu tendenciju da koristi od-
nosnu zamjenicu na pocetku recenice ondje gdje ona dolazi i u latinskome
predlo$ku umjesto anaforicke pokazne zamjenice kako bi se njezina sadrZaj-
na povezanost s prethodnim tekstom jos jasnije istaknula [GORTAN, GORSKI,

15 Posebna je potkategorija ove konstrukcije akuzativ s infinitivom uz glagol (s)tvoriti
kao prijevod iste latinske konstrukcije uz glagol facere, kojom se u Vulgati izraZava
kauzativnost radnje, odnosno prevode hebrejski glagoli u Zifilu i hofalu (usp. [PLATER,
WHITE 1997: 23; NUNN 1922: 42]), npr.: s(é)diti ga zgora stvorista 61v (eum desuper
sedere fecerunt 5, , [MR: 129]).

16 Dakako, infinitiv se jo$ koristi i za tvorbu futura I. i opisnoga imperativa.
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PAUS 2005: 182]. Tako uvedena reCenica na prvi tren izgleda kao zavisna od-
nosna, no da se radi o parataksi, a ne hipotaksi, najceSce sugerira smisao. Tako
je npr. u reCenici vide Ze kralo éko napadahu na no zelo i nevolei pripravlens
préda imo daniela iZe [oni Ze] poloZise nego v rov lavli 56v (uidit ergo rex quod
irruerent in eum vehementer et necessitate compulsus tradidit eis Danielem qui
miserunt eum in lacum leonum p, 14,03, [MR: 118]), u kojoj bi, da je rijec¢ o
hipotaksi, reCenica s iZe bila prijevremena glavnoj, Sto smisao ne dopusta. No
moguci su usto i drugi dodatni pokazatelji — npr. imperativ, koji se inace ne
pojavljuje u odnosnim recenicama: i vide b(og)e da dobro bise i r(e)Ce prozebni
z(e)mla travu zeléneiicu i tvoreCu semé i drevo plodovito tvorece plode po rodu
svoemu egoZe |ego| semé v nem budi na z(e)mli 85v (et uidit Deus quod esset
bonum et ait germinet terra herbam uirentem et facientem semen et lignum po-
miferum faciens fructum iuxta genus suum cuius semen in semetipso sit super ter-
ram g, 11011 [IMR: 178)]); ili nesrocnost predikata: arhieréi Ze rastrzav rizi svoe
r(e)Ce cto Zeleemo osCe svedételevs slisaste blasfemiii to se vams vidits iZe [oni Ze]
vsi osudise ga povinna biti semrti 70t (summus autem sacerdos scindens uestimenta
sua ait quid adhuc desideramus testes? audistis blasphemiam quid vobis videtur? qui
omnes condemnauerunt eum esse reum mortis v 14 6364 [IMR: 146]).

Ova se pojava u latinskim gramatikama naziva relativnim vezivanjem
(relative connection, relativer Anschluss). 1zrazito je Cesta u latinskoj prozi Ci-
ceronova i Cezarova razdoblja [PINKSTER 2012: 391], a dobro je zastupljena
i u latinskoj Bibliji, osobito u Starom zavjetu [PLATER, WHITE 1997: 127].
U grckome je jeziku potvrdena tek sporadicno [PINKSTER 1990: 82], pa ju
vjerojatno ne treba oCekivati ni u starocrkvenoslavenskome. U hrvatskome
crkvenoslavenskom, koliko nam je poznato, jos uvijek je neistrazena. Od 19
slucajeva relativnog vezivanja u latinskome, koliko ih se nalazi u nasem kor-
pusu, KoZici¢ takoder ima odnosnu zamjenicu u 17 njih, tiskani misali u 5, a
usporedeni rukopisni u 4,"7 iz ¢ega moZemo zakljuciti da je ono pod latinskim
utjecajem polako prodiralo u hrvatskoglagoljske tekstove, no ne u tolikoj mjeri
da bi se moglo smatrati vlastito§¢u hrvatske redakcije crkvenoslavenskoga, a

ove

KoZicic¢ ga je uveo (gotovo) dosljedno.!®

2.6 Intonacijska pitanja

I u starocrkvenoslavenskome i u hrvatskome crkvenoslavenskom jeziku tzv.
nulta ili intonacijska pitanja iznimno su rijetka te se mogu svesti na svega neko-
liko spornih primjera (usp. [VECERKA 1996: 50-51; MIHALJEVIC 1997: 192]).
Pri prevodenju iz grekih i latinskih predloZaka pitanja tvorena samo upitnom

7-0d €ega samo dva slucaja imaju svi (VAT,, Nov, Ro¢, LAB), a dva samo Nov. Uzmemo
li rukopisne i tiskane zajedno, imamo ukupno Sest slucajeva relativnog vezivanja.

18 Relativno vezivanje dobro je potvrdeno i u KaSicevoj Bibliji, kao i u Bernardinovu,
Ranjininu i Zadarskom lekcionaru (usp. [VRTIC 2009: 227-228]).
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intonacijom, dakle bez posebne Cestice, veznika, priloga, zamjenice ili druge
upitne rijeci, u (staro)crkvenoslavenskome su dodatno dobivala takvu rijec za
oznaku upitnosti. Najcesce je to bila Cestica /i. KoZi€i¢, prateci latinski predlozak,
i u tome odstupa od hrvatskocrkvenoslavenske ,norme.” U njegovu su misalu
intonacijska pitanja dobro potvrdena: v grésehs roens esi vaso i ti ucisi nase 51v
(in peccatis natus es totus et tu doces nos? j, 45, [MR: 107]; Mo/SM/PT v grésé
roens esi vass ti li ucisi nasv); rabbi nine iskahu te iiidei kamenovati i sopeto grési
onamo 53r (rabbi nunc quaerebant te Iudaei lapidare et iterum uadis illuc? , , 5
[MR: 111]; Mo/SM/PT rav'vi n’ne iskahu te iiidéi kamenovati paki li idési tamo);
opita ga poglavica reki ti esi kraly idideiski 66v (interrogauit eum praeses dicens tu
es rex Iudaeorum? \y, ;1 [IMR: 139]; Mo/SM/PT ti li esi c(ésa)rv iildéiski); i reCe(!)
petru simune spisi ne moZe godinu ednu bditi sa mnoii 69v (et ait Petro Simon dor-
mis? non potuisti una hora uigilare mecum? . 14 3; [MR: 145]; Mo/SM/PT simune
spisi li toliko li ne moZe edinw Case pobdéti sa mnoil); otveCav Ze drugi karase ga reki
ni ti se b(og)a ne boisi ize v tome osuenvi esi 74v (respondens autem alter increpabat
illum dicens neque tu times Deum qui in eadem damnatione es | ,3 4, [MR: 155];
Mo/SM/PT ne [i ti boisi se boga); r(e)Ce nemu petars g(ospod)i ti umivaesi mne
nozi 75v (dicit ei Petrus Domine tu mihi lauas pedes? y, 5, [MR: 157]; Mo/Sm/
PT i li umiesi nozi moi). Ipak, treba re¢i kako u gotovo jednaku broju slucajeva
KoZici¢, jednako kao i usporedni misali, upitni karakter latinske intonacijski
upitne recenice osnazuje dodatno Cesticom /i: vprasahu eii govorece se li vistinu
e(stv) sin vail egoZe govorita vi da sleps rodile se e(stv) 51t (interrogauerunt eos
dicentes hic est filius uester quem uos dicitis quia caecus natus est? j, 1, [MR: 107]);
i tako govorite nemu pilate mne [i ne otveCavaesi ne vesi li da vlaste imamo propeti
te 79v (dicit ergo ei Pillatus mihi non loqueris? nescis quia potestatem habeo cruci-
figere te ;1919 [MR: 165]).

3. Utjecaj govornoga jezika

U drugu bismo skupinu mogli svrstati sintakticke znacajke koje se mogu pripi-
sati utjecaju govornoga jezika, a kojima KoZici¢ odstupa i od latinskoga pred-
loSka i od hrvatskocrkvenoslavenske tradicije u razli¢itoj mjeri. Medu takvim
je odlikama svakako najzanimljivija potpuno provodenje nije¢noga slaganja u
istrazenome korpusu.

8.1 Niecno slaganje

Poznato je naime da ve¢ u starocrkvenoslavenskim spomenicima pod utjeca-
jem grckoga jezika dodatna negacija uz glagol (nijeno slaganje) moZe izostati
ako mu zanijekana zamjenica ili zamjenicki prilog odnosno Cestica ni pret-
hode, a da je obavezna samo ako je glagol preponiran (usp. [KOVACEVIC 2012:
222-224]). Za hrvatski su pak crkvenoslavenski istraZivanja pokazala kako
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je izostanku nijecnoga slaganja dodatno pripomogao utjecaj latinskoga jezi-
ka. Tako je ucCestaliji izostanak nijeCnoga slaganja u tekstovima koji su kao
predlozak imali latinski u odnosu na one koji su prevedeni s grckoga vec za naj-
ranije hrvatskoglagoljske fragmente utvrdio Mihaljevi¢ [MIHALJEVIC 2006:
223], a isto je primijetio Reinhart [REINHART 1993: 171-177] u misalskim
tekstovima tzv. juZne redakcije, koji su u znatnijoj mjeri proveli redakcijske
zahvate prilagodavanja Vulgati (usp. [KOVACEVIC 2012: 42-43]).

Premda bismo, na temelju reenoga, zbog Cinjenice da je KoZici¢ redigi-
ranju hrvatskoglagoljskoga misala pristupio upravo kako bi ga dodatno tek-
stualno pribliZio latinskome misalu, o€ekivali da ¢e u Misalu hruackome jedno-
struka negacija umjesto dvostruke biti jo§ ucestalija, u njemu ona, zacudo,
potpuno izostaje.

U istraZzenome korpusu KoZi¢i¢ nijecno slaganje provodi uvijek,!” dakle
bez obzira na red rijeci, kada se radi o slaganju glagola i nijecne zamjenice: gre-
det noC egda nitkoZe delati ne mozet 50v (uenit nox quando nemo potest operari
Joo.4 IMR: 106]; Mo/SM/PT egda niktoZe tvoriti moZet); niednogo uzroka semrti
ne obréCuems v nemo 74t (nullam causam mortis inuenio in eo ., ,, [MR: 154];
Mo/SM/PT niedinoe vini semrtnie obrétail v nems), ili glagola i zamjenickog
priloga: ako vsi sablaznet sé o tebé azo nikadaze ne sablaznu se 65t (et si omnes
scandalizatifuerint in te ego nunquam scandalizabor y ,4 53 [IMR: 137]; Mo/SM/
PT azo nikolize <add. ne Sm> sablaznii se).

Kada je pak rije¢ o nije¢nom slaganju Cestice/veznika 7i i glagola, negaci-
ja se uz glagol pojavljuje ne samo u slucajevima kada ni nijece tek pojedine
¢lanove recenicnog ustrojstva (osim predikata) i u kojima je prema Kovacevic
[KovACEVIC 2012: 230] u nacelu moZemo ocekivati: ni ti se b(og)a ne boisi ize
v tome osuenvi esi 74v (neque tu times Deum qui in eadem damnatione es | ;3 4
[MR: 155]; Mo/SM/PT ne li ti boisi se boga); ni sa ne sagrési ni roditela nego 50v
(neque hic peccauit neque parentes eius y,, , [MR: 106]; Mo/SM/PT ni sa sagrési ni
roditela ego), nego i onima u kojima #i dolazi iza zanijekanoga glagola i oznacava
nijecnost cijele surecenice koju uvodi te odgovara standardnohrvatskome vezni-
ku niti:?® ne stvorisi potvora iskrnemu tvoemu ni siloil ne pognétesi nego 57v (non
facies calumniam proximo tuo nec ui opprimes eum 1, 15,3 [MR: 120]; Mo/SM/PT
ne stvorisi bédi iskrnnemu tvoemu ni usili ego); puta Ze kazanié ne znase ni stazo
ego ne razumeése ni sinove ego ne priese vi 89t (uiam autem disciplinae nescierunt
neque intellexerunt semitas eius neque susceperunt eam filii eorum g,, 5 50,1 [MR:

19 Tek jedan primjer na prvi pogled izgleda kao iznimka: ako azo samw sebé slavii slava moé
nictoZe e(stv) 55v (si ego glorifico me ipsum gloria mea nihil est ;5 5, [MR: 116]), no kao
Sto primjecuje Kovacevi¢ [KovaCEvIC 2012: 225], one nijecne zamjenice (iskljucivo u
znacenju ‘nista’) kojima se semantika obogacuje znacenjskim sastavnicama ‘nevrijedno,
‘niStavno’ i sl. ne podrazumijevaju nijecno slaganje. Ovdje se radi upravo o takvu slucaju.

2 Tz pozicije standardnoga hrvatskoga dodatna bi negacija u ovakvim slucajevima bila
neovjerena.

2013 Ne2

| 129



130 |

1z sintakse Kozi¢i¢eva Misala hruackoga

184]; Mo/SM/PT puti Ze nakazovanié ne vidése ni stazo ee razumése i sinove iho
ne priése ii); ne izbra tih g(ospod)s ni puta kazanié ne obrétose 89t (non hos eligit
Dominus neque uiam disciplinae inuenerunt g, 5 ,, [IMR: 184]; Mo/SM/PT ne iz-
bra ihe g(ospod)s ni puti kazanié obrétu); a jedina je — i to, Cini se, sustavna —
iznimka ako se #i pojavljuje neposredno ispred glagola: ne zakuni se lazno im(e)
ném moimo ni oskvrnisi iméne b(og)a tvoego 57v; vi nictoZe né véste ni mislite éko
bolse e(stv) vamo da umrets ¢(lové)ks edans za plks 59v.

Iz navedenih primjera vidljivo je da se ne radi o utjecaju latinskoga pred-
loska, ali ni o utjecaju hrvatskoglagoljske tradicije, odnosno nekoga hrvatsko-
glagoljskoga misala, koji je, pretpostavlja se, KozZi¢i¢ imao pri ruci, zbog cega
se potpuno nijecno slaganje u Misalu hruackome mora pripisati utjecaju govor-
daktorski postupak, tim viSe ako znamo da je izostanak nijecnoga slaganja
odlika ne samo ranih hrvatskih biblijskih prijevoda (Zadarski, Bernardinov,
Ranjinin lekcionar), protestantskih svetopisamskih prijevoda XVI. stoljeca,
Bandulaviceva lekcionara, KaSiceve i Katanciceve Biblije, nego i starijih hrvat-
skih knjizevnika (Maruli¢, Barakovi¢, Zorani¢, DrZi¢, Lukarevi¢, Papi¢, Posi-
lovi¢) te se zadrzala i u jeziku nekih pisaca ¢ak XVIII. i XIX. stoljeca (usp.
[VRTIC 2009: 94]), Sto svjedoci o njezinoj uvrijeZenosti i prihvatljivosti u hrvat-
skome literarnom izricaju.

3.2 Upotreba infinitiva

Vec¢ smo spomenuli kako do dodatna suZzavanja upotrebe infinitiva u KoZicicevu
misalu dolazi pod utjecajem govornoga jezika. To su naime oni slucajevi u ko-
jima se (nasuprot infinitivu tiskanih misala) u Misalu hruackome pojavljuje
reCenica s veznikom da premda u latinskome tekstu ne stoji ni namjerno ni
posljedi¢no ut (ni izri¢no quod, quia). Neke bismo od njih mozda ¢ak mogli i
tumaciti kao pribliZavanje latinskome tekstu ako se iz nekog razloga, recimo,
Zeli zadrZati pasivni izricaj kakav je u izvorniku: doide Ze dans oprésnak u kom
potreba bé da ubiet se paska 72v (uenit autem dies azymorum in qua necesse erat
occidi pascha | ,,; [MR: 151]; Mo/SM/PT va nZe potrébno bi Zréti pasku); sie
0sCe eZe pisano e(sts) potrebuets da isplnit se va mne i s nepravadnimi procenens
e(stv) 73r (adhuc hoc quod scriptum est oportet impleri in me et cum iniquis depu-
tatus est |, 3; [IMR: 152]; Mo/SM/PT podobaets isplniti se o mné); no drugi
nam primjeri ipak pokazuju da to nije slucaj: nitkoZe vistinu otai nicesoze ne
tvorite i isCeto same da ocCito budet 57t (nemo quippe in occulto quicquam facit et
quaerit ipse in palam esse 5,7, [MR: 119]; Mo/SM/PT iCet bo évi biti); v sreténie
nego doide narode zane slisa da stvori znamenie sie 60r (obuiam uenit ei turba
quia audierunt eum fecisse hoc signum y,,,,s [MR: 127]; Mo/SM/PT éko slisase
stvorsai); potrpite da vidimo egda pridet ilié da izvisit ga 71r (sinite uideamus si
ueniat Helias ad deponendum eum ;. s 5, [MR: 148]; Mo/SM/PT aée pridet ilié
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sneti i); prorvatelo esamo da spasu 71v (propugnator sum ad saluandum g,
[MR: 149]; Mo/SM/PT préboritels esamo v spasenie); obretosmo sego ... govoreca
da on g(ospod)s kr(a)ls e(stv) 74t (hunc inuenimus ... dicentem se Christum regem
€sse 1,3, [IMR: 153]; Mo/SM/PT glagoliica sebe hresta césara suca); nadeés(e)
se viditi znaménie kogodi stvorilo da bi se odv nego 74r (sperabat signum aliqguod
uidere ab eo fieri . ,; s [MR: 154]; Mo/SM/PT vidéti znamenie etero ot nego); i
tako ako mné isCeté pustite da otiduto si 78V (si ergo me quaeritis sinite hos abire
jo1ss [MR: 164]; Mo/SM/PT ne déite siho iti). Raznovrsnost i brojnost ovih
primjera sugerira nam kako se radi o crti iz govornoga jezika koja se u njima
uspjeSno odrazila.

8.3 Uzrocni veznik ne da

Utjecaju govornoga jezika valja pribrojiti i upotrebu uzro¢noga veznika re
da kada je u korelaciji sa suprotnim #a ili iskljuénim nezZe (prema latinskome
non quia ... sed (quia), non quia ... nisi, non quod ... sed). U naSem se korpusu,
doduse, nalazi samo jedan takav primjer: rece Ze sie ne da bi pomnii imel o ubo-
zih na zane da tat bé i mosne imevi éZe salahu se nosase(!) 68r (dixit autem haec
non quia de egenis pertinebat ad eum sed quia fur erat et loculos habens ea quae
mittebantur portabat y,,,  [MR: 142]; Mo/SM/PT ne éko o niCihs pecalase se na
éko tat bé i mosne imése i éZe posilahu nosase); no prosSirenom ciljanom pretra-
gom u ¢itavome misalu pronasli smo dodatno jos tri takva primjera: sego radi
moisei da vamo obrezanve ne da odo moiseé e(stv) na odv o(ta)ce 49v (propterea
Moyses dedit uobis circumcisionem non quia ex Moyse est sed ex patribus y, ;,,
[MR: 104]; Mo/SM/PT ne éko ot moiseé estv na ko ot otacv); ne da bi otca
vidils tko neZe onv ki od b(og)a e(stv) ta vidite otca 119v (non quia Patrem uidit
quisquam nisi is qui est a Deo hic uidit Patrem , ¢ 4 [MR: 246]; Mo/SM/PT ne
€ko otca vidélo esto kto takmo sa iZe ot boga estv sa vidé otca); ne da dovolni esmo
pomisliti ctogodi ods n(a)se €koZe iz nasv na dovolenie nase ods b(og)a e(stv)
131v (non quod sufficientes simus aliquid cogitare a nobis quasi ex nobis sed suf-
ficientia nostra ex Deo est ,,. 55 [MR: 273]; Mo/SM/PT ne éko ot nass dovolni
esamb pomisliti ¢to ot nase €ko iz nass na dovols nass ot boga ests).

Na uzrofno da kao hrvatsku nadgradnju starocrkvenoslavenskoga u
hrvatskome crkvenoslavenskom ve¢ je upozorio Mihaljevi¢ [MIHALJEVIC
2003: 22-23], no on ne biljeZi svezu ne da u korelativnoj konstrukciji, a takva
se sveza ne nalazi zabiljeZena ni u obradenoj rje¢nickoj natuknici da u [RCJHR
2007: 237-247]. U [RJA 2: 192] istice se medutim kako se da u uzroénome
znaCenju upotrebljava ¢eSce kad je ispred njega ne. Zanimljivo je takoder da se
u dvama od Cetiri primjera ovih recenica pojavljuje kondicional sadasnji, a da
tomu nije razlog u latinskome. Njime se, ¢ini se, izrice dodatna subjektivnost
radnje, odnosno ograda govornika od recenicom izraZene tvrdnje (koja je
necija tuda).
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3.4 Genitiv negacije

Kao jedna od posebnosti hrvatske redakcije starocrkvenoslavenskoga jezika
na razini sintakse Cesto se istice i postupni uzmak genitiva negacije ili slaven-
skoga genitiva?' [REINHART 1993: 256; VINCE MARINAC 1998: 50; VINCE
2008A: 616; MIHALJEVIC, REINHART 2005: 69; MIHALJEVIC 2009: 338;
MIHALJEVIC, VINCE 2012: 76]. U starocrkvenoslavenskome je genitiv kao iz-
ravni objekt uz negirane prijelazne glagole bio norma [REINHART 1993: 251],
a takvo je stanje zabiljeZeno i u najstarijim hrvatskoglagoljskim fragmentima
[MIHALJEVIC 2006: 227, 231, 235]. Kasniji hrvatskoglagoljski tekstovi me-
dutim pokazuju njegovo djelomi¢no postupno zamjenjivanje akuzativom pod
utjecajem hrvatskoga govornog jezika, u kojem je, smatra se, ve¢ u 16. stoljecu
sasvim rijedak [REINHART 1993: 262].

U Misalu hruackome genitiv negacije razmjerno je dobro ocuvan: so-
boti ne hranits 51r; doideZe ne prizvase roditeli 51r; grésniheo ne slisite b(og)
b 51r; ne pozdravlai ego 52r; ne isCu sl(a)vi moee 55t; semrti ne uzrite va veki
55r1; vodi da ne piite 56r; babilona ne vidéhs i rova ne vém 56v; ne stvorite
tadbi 57v; ni oskvrnisi iméne b(og)a tvoego 57v; ne stvorisi potvora iskrnemu
tvoemu 57v; siloil ne pognétesi nego 57v; préd slepimo potaknenié ne poloZisi
57v; ne smotri osobstva nis¢ago ni l(i)ca silnago ne poctui 57v; pokarai ga da
ne budesi imelo gréha nado nimo 57v; ne vzisCesi masCenié 57v; ne otnesi odo
nass pom(i)lovanié tvoego 58r; vodi ne da nogam moim 58v; celova ne da mne
58v; dne c(lovéca)skago ne pozeliho 59t; lica moego ne otvratihs 68r; ne otvrze
usto svoih 72r; bezakonié ne stvori 72r; niednogo uzroka semrti ne obréCuemso v
nemb 74r; sud sebi édet i piet ne rasmatrae t(€)la g(ospod)na 75v; Cesti imeti ne
budesi sa mnoii 75v; kosti ego ne skrusite 78t; i(su)so Ze otveta ne da nemu 79v;
niedne vlasti imelo ne bi protivu mné 79v. U svim je ovim primjerima genitiv i
u tiskanim misalima.

Dosta je medutim i primjera u kojima se na mjestu genitiva u Misalu hru-
ackome pojavljuje akuzativ, ne samo kad se radi o zamjenicama ili zamjenickom
pridjevu nictoZe??, gdje stanje u nekoj mjeri odgovara onome u usporednim
tiskanim misalima: nictoZe ne bi mogals tvoriti 51v (Mo/SM/PT znameni sihe
ne bi mogals tvoriti); ne otpuscu te 52r (Mo/SM/PT ne ostavli te); nitkoZe ne ét
ga 54v (Mo/SMm/PT niktoZe ét i); ne poznaste ga 55v (Mo/SM/PT ne poznaste
ego); ako reku da né vem ga 55v (Mo/SM/PT ace réku éko ne vémuw ego); skoti da

2t Naziva se slavenskim jer je osobina slavenskih jezika. Danas je, doduse, Ziva kategorija
jos samo u ruskom, bjeloruskom, ukrajinskom i poljskom jeziku, dok je u ceskome
i slovackome iznimno rijedak, a gotovo se posve izgubio u hrvatskome, srpskome
ibosnjackome (usp. [RICHARDSON 2007: 28]). Njegova upotreba u hrvatskome
knjiZevnome jeziku ,stilski je obiljeZena kao sve€an starinski ili prisan pucki Stokavski
govor” [KATICIC 2002: 144].

2 Kolebanje u normi genitiva negacije kod osobnih zamjenica i zamjenickog pridjeva
nictoZe primjetno je ve¢ u starocrkvenoslavenskome (usp. [REINHART 1993: 251-252]).
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ne vkuseto nictoze 56r (Mo/SM/PT skoti da ne okusets nicesozZe); ne obrecémo
ga 56r (Mo/SM/PT mi ne obreCems ego); ne kaménuemo te 57v (Mo/SM/PT
ne kamenuem te); vi nictoZe né véste 59v (Mo/SM/PT vi nictoZe ne viste); se Ze
samo odb sebé ne rece 59v (Mo/SM/PT segoZe sameo soboil ne rece); ne poznase
sié ucenici nego 60r (Mo/SM/PT ne poznase sie ucenici ego); nictoZe ne pros-
péemo 60r (Mo/SM/PT nictoZe prospévaems); ne esté me 65v (Mo/SM/PT ne
éste me); ne zatail te 69v (Mo/SM/PT ne otvrga se tebe); ne drzaste mé 70t
(Mo/SM/PT ne éste me); ne procinismo ga 72r (Mo/SM/PT ne mnéhomo i); ne
znaem ga 73v (Mo/SM/PT ne znaii ego), nego i u slucajevima kada su direktni
objekti imenice (ili poimeniceni particip): ostavile nisi libecée tebé 56v (Mo/
SM/PT ne ostavi liibeCih te); i ne pomenesi krivau graéns tvoihs 57v (Mo/Sm/
PT ni vspomenesi krivini graéno tvoihs); ako dela otca moego ne tvoru 58t (Mo/
SM/PT ace délo otca moego ne tvoru); ne razori zavets tvoi 58r (Mo/SM/PT ne
razori zavéta tvoego); oléems ne pomaza glavu moi 59t (Mo/SM/PT oléems ne
pomazals esi glavi moee); ne prostriste ruce v(a)Se na me 73v (Mo/SM/PT ne
prostriste ruko na me); egda li domi ne imate na snedénie i pitve 75v (M0o/SM/
PT eda hrama ne imate ésti i piti); ne umiesi mné nozi va veki 75v (Mo/Sm/PT
ne umiesi nogu moei v vékv); ne prébise goleni nego 80v (Mo/SM/PT ne prébise
emu golenu).

Premda se radi o pojavi koja prati razvojnu tendenciju hrvatskoga crkve-
noslavenskog te se ne moZe iskljuciti ni moguénost da je u (nekim) navedenim
slucajevima akuzativ takoder i u hrvatskoglagoljskom predlosku, kojim se,
pretpostavlja se, KoZi€i¢ sluzio, ipak ove slucajeve isticemo kao one u kojima
se u Misalu hruackome ogleda utjecaj govornoga jezika.

4 Zakljucne primjedbe

~ewe s

posto ne iscrpljuje zadanu temu. Kako smo vidjeli u pregledanome korpusu na
temelju odabranih sintaktickih osobina, utjecaj je latinskoga jezika ocekivano
znatan, no s naglasavanjem toga utjecaja ne valja pretjerivati. S jedne strane
od hrvatskocrkvenoslavenske tradicije moZe se jednoznacno pripisati latin-
skome predlosku, kao $to su historijski prezent, ve¢a zastupljenost kondicio-
nala, primjeri relativnoga vezivanja, eliptine recenice i esta upotreba into-
nacijskih pitanja. S druge strane zamjetan je i utjecaj govornoga jezika, gdje
iz govornoga jezika nesumnjivo se mogu smatrati primjerice potpuno provo-
denje nijecnoga slaganja i suZena upotreba infinitiva. Nigdje se medutim ne
radi o oStrim rezovima te KoZi€i¢ i u tome, moZemo reci, prati razvojni tijek
hrvatskoga crkvenoslavenskoga.
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Opcenito govoreci, KoZiCiceva je sintaksa, kako padezna tako i reCenicna,
velikim dijelom hrvatska crkvenoslavenska.?? Premda usporedba s drugim tis-
kanim misalima 15. i 16. stoljeca pokazuje brojne slucajeve KoZiciceva razila-
Zenja od onoga §to je vjerojatno mogao imati kao hrvatskoglagoljski predlozak,

razlike su ve¢inom tekstoloski uvjetovane latinskim predloskom (osobito u

~ewe s

v

je malo, osobito ako se uzme u obzir da je hrvatski crkvenoslavenski kroz sto-
lje¢a poprimao nova i nova hrvatska obiljeZja te se StoSta §to je izvorno hrvat-
sko ipak ne moZe ostro razluciti od hrvatskocrkvenoslavenskoga.

sku originalnost i autorstvo njegova knjiZevnoga jezika jest pokusaj dosljedna
usustavljenja i uredenja sintakse knjiZevnog jezika po gotovo normativnim
principima. Svakako, u velikoj je mjeri KoZi¢icu u tome pomogao latinski
kao ve¢ formiran i normiran knjiZevni jezik. No njegovi se redakcijski za-
hvati u tom smjeru ne mogu objasniti samo tekstoloski kao potreba Sto veceg
pribliZavanja izvorniku, nego je prije rijec o tome da je latinski KoZi¢i¢u poti-
caj i primjer gradnje knjiZevnoga jezika. Cak i ako promatramo npr. distribu-
ciju glagolskih oblika,?* u kojoj brojni redakcijski zahvati zamjene hrvatsko-
glagoljskih glagolskih oblika drugima pokazuju o€itu KoZi¢i¢evu namjeru da
tekst pribliZi latinskome, pa upotrebljava prezent jer je u latinskome prezent,
perfekt jer je u latinskome perfekt i sl. €ineéi to viSe ili manje dosljedno, to nas
ipak ne prijeci u tome da primijetimo kako time proSiruje (ili barem u vecoj
mjeri koristi) izraZajne? i stilske?® moguénosti hrvatskoga crkvenoslavenskog

jezika. Unatoc¢ tomu Sto KoZici¢ katkad toliko slijedi latinski tekst da ¢ak uvodi
novi kalk, primjerice u opisnoj tvorbi nijecnoga imperativa (ne hotiite se boéti

2 KoZi¢i¢ najvecu pomladenost tekstova pokazuje u leksiku, a u gramatici u vecoj mjeri
rabi hrvatskocrkvenoslavenske oblike te mu upravo oni sluze kako bi odrZao vezu s
preuzetim knjiZevnim jezikom [ZAGAR 2012a: 257-258; ZAGAR 2012b: 117-118;
TOMASIC 2001: 277; TOMASIC 2003: 64; CEKOVIC, SANKOVIC, ZAGAR 2010:
161-162; MIHALJEVIC 2012: 161; CEKOVIC, ETEROVIC 2012: 153; KuSTOVIC 2012:
138-139]. Na sintaktickom planu hrvatska crkvenoslavenska tradicija mozda se
najocitije ogleda u cuvanju i plodnu koristenju starocrkvenoslavenske konstrukcije
dativa apsolutnoga, na Sto je ve¢ u opisima drugih KoZicicevih izdanja upozorila Nazor
[NAZOR 1984: 19; NAZOR 2007: 22].

Iscrpnije su upotrebu glagolskih oblika u Misalu hruackome prikazali [ CEKOVIC,
SANKOVIC, ZAGAR 2010].

2

b

2.

g

KoZici¢ npr. pokazuje izrazitu osjetljivost na izraZavanje prijevremene prosle radnje te, u
naSem korpusu, koristi pluskvamperfekt na gotovo svim mjestima gdje je u latinskome
pluskvamperfekt. Za prijevremenu buducu radnju medutim nije ni pribliZno toliko
osjetljiv buduci da latinski futur II. prevodi Cesto svrSenim prezentom ili futurom prvim,
uobicajenim sredstvima za izricanje buduce radnje.

26 Uzmimo samo npr. historijski prezent.
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umjesto ne mozite se boéti, prema lat. nolite timere?”), moramo uvijek imati na
svjesnu odabiru. Na temelju nasSeg uvida skloni smo re¢i da se radi o dobru
poznavanju obaju jezi¢nih sustava i pokuSaju da se vlastiti knjiZevni jezik po
uzoru na latinski izgradi na jasnim sintaktickim principima. Posve je drugo
pitanje kako bi takav jezik funkcionirao u djelima koja nisu prijevodnog kara-
ktera, no odgovor na njega ne moZemo znati budué¢i da nam nije poznato ni
jedno takvo KoZicicevo djelo.

Skraceni nazivi knjiznica i ustanova ¢cuvanja

NUK Narodna in univerzitetna knjiznica u Ljubljani
ONB Osterreichische Nationalbibliothek u Becu
BAV Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana

SI Staroslavenski institut u Zagrebu

HDA Hrvatski drZavni arhiv

[zvori

Rukopisi

LaB

,Prviljubljanski misal.“ NUK, Ms 162 (ranije C 162a,/2). Hrvatskoglagoljski misal iz 15. st.
pripisan piscu Bartolu iz Krbave. Po mjestu Bermu u Istri, gdje se upotrebljavao, naziva se jos i
,Beramskim.“ 245 1. pergamene. Koristena je preslika SI, F-141.

Nov
,Misal kneza Novaka.” ONB, Cod. Slav. 8. Hrvatskoglagoljski misal iz 1368. g. Ponajljepsi
hrvatskoglagoljski rukopis, djelo kneza Novaka Disislavic¢a. 271 1. pergamene. Koristena je
preslika SI, F-2.

Roc¢
,Rocki misal.“ ONB, Cod. Slav. 4. Hrvatskoglagoljski misal koji je za mjesto Ro¢ u Istri oko
1420. g. pisao pisac Bartol iz Krbave. 232 1. pergamene. Kori$tena je preslika SI, F-23.

VAT,
,Vatikanski misal Illirico 4.“ BAV, Borg. illir. 4. Najstariji hrvatskoglagoljski misal iz po¢. 14.
stoljeca. Vjerojatno nastao i koriSten na otoku Krku. 278 1. pergamene. Koristena je preslika SI,
F-24.

lzdanja

Ko
KoZI1C1¢ BENJA S., Misal hruacki po rimski obicai i Cins, Rijeka, 1531. HDA, odjel
Metropolitanska knjiZznica Zagrebacke nadbiskupije, sign. 28586. Koristena je preslika SI,
F-251.

27 Primjer preuzet iz [CEKOVIC, SANKOVIC, ZAGAR 2010: 144].
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Kozi¢ic¢ 2007
KozZici€¢ S., “KnjiZice od Zitija rimskih arhijerejov i cesarov,” u: A. NAZoR (prir.), Simun KoZicié —
KnjiZice od Zitija rimskih arhijerejov i cesarov /Rijeka 1531./, knj. 2: Latinicka transkripcija glagoljskoga
teksta (s predgovorom i uvodom), Rijeka, 2007, 51.

Mo
MODRUSANIN P. (prir.), Misali po zakons rimskoga dvora, Venecija, 1528. KoriStena je preslika SI,
F-255.

MR
LiPPE R. (ur.), Missale Romanum, Mediolani, 1474. Vol. 1: Text, London, 1899.

Pt
“Prvotisak hrvatskoglagoljskoga misala,” nepoznato mjesto tiskanja, 1483. Koristen je faksimilni
pretisak [FRANGES 1 DR. 1971].

Sm
BaroMmi¢ B., BEDRICIC S., TURCIC G. (prir.), “Senjski misal,” Senj, 1494. Koristen je faksimilni
pretisak [MoGUS, NAZOR 1994].
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Ivana Eterovi¢ (Zagreb University),

Jozo Vela (Old Church Slavic Institute, Zagreb)

On the Syntax of Kozici¢’s Misal hruacki

Abstract

Simun Kozi¢i¢ Benja’s Misal hruacki (1531) holds a special place amongst the Croa-
tian Glagolitic missals. Namely, recent studies have shown it to be the first com-
prehensive Croatian redaction of Bible readings according to the Vulgate, and to
execute this redaction, Kozici¢ probably made use of some contemporary Latin
missal of Venetian provenance. Since the syntax has largely remained outside the
range of previous studies, it is thoroughly explored in this paper. While relying on
Latin syntax, Kozici¢ ended up using forms and structures which to some degree
deviate from the Croatian Church Slavonic language tradition. At the same time,
he occasionally deviates from both Latin and Croatian Church Slavonic in favor
of Old Croatian forms and constructions. Thus the analysis of the syntax also
confirms the presence of planning in his conception of literary language, where
the status of Croatian Church Slavonic and Old Croatian (Cakavian) elements is
defined and to some extent standardized. While the analysis of the selected syn-
tactic features, as expected, affirms the strong dependence of the Misal hruacki
on its Latin template, it also shows that the impact of this template should not be
overstated. Kozic¢i¢ does not blindly copy Latin constructions in order to adhere to
his source, but rather takes Latin as an incentive and a reliable model on which he

can construct a literary language based on clear syntactic principles.

Keywords

Croatian Church Slavonic language, Glagolitic printing house in Rijeka, Simun
Kozici¢ Benja, Misal hruacki, Vulgate, syntax
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Notes 3amemxu
DTUMOAOTMYECKYe Some Etymological
3aMeTKM O PYCCKOM Notes on the Russian
CeMIHapPCKOM Seminarian
>KaproHe: Slang:
63bePaAHMYAUND, Vz"efantulit’,

cmoposumo, akcuoc(vl)  Smorozit', Aksios(y)

Urops l'eopruesmya Igor G. Dobrodomov
Aobpoaomos
MOCKOBCKITT 11 4aTOr ek it Moscow State Pedagogical University

TOCyAapCTBeHHbIIZ YHUBEPCUTET

Pe3iome

Tpu oTaeabHBIE 3aMeTKV OOBeAVIHEHBI TeM, 9TO PacCMOTpPeHHEIe B HIX CA0Ba ITPOVIC-
XOAAT U3 PYCCKOTO CeMMHAPCKOTO JKaproHa U ABASIOTCA TpelM3MaMy, IIPUIEM B ABYX
TIepBBIX CAydasX HeOdeBMAHBIMU, KadaMOypHBIMU. Pejkuit raaroa esveparmyrumo
‘TI0ABEPTHYTH KOTO-AM00 >KeCTOKOMY HaKa3aHMIO (V1 eT0 IIPOV3BOAHEIE 63be(aHmyaKa,
83vePanmyAueare) CBsI3aH ¢ ONOAETICKIM ceMUTU3MOM &ppodd (MK 7.34), mpounTan-
HBEIM “110 Dpasmy” (cp. AaT. eppheta) vi IpOIIIe ATIIVIM PsA CA0BOOOPa3OBaTeABHBIX TPaHC-
Jopmariuit. Jas raaroaa cmopdsumo ‘cKazaTh TAYIIOCTE IpUBeAeHBI 40TTOAHNUTeAbHBIE
apIyMeHTHI B II0AB3Y €TI0 IPOVCXOXKAEHIS B Pe3yAbTaTe KOHTaMMHAIVIN PYCCKOTO I
TPeYecKoro C10B B CeMMHAPCKOM A TMMHa3IIecKol cpeje, a TakKe McdepIIbIBaroIe
ITpocaeXkeHa ero AeKcukorpadrrdeckas PpuKcanyisa 1 ucrops nsydenns. Hakonerr, B
OYepKe O CA0Be AKCUOC ‘LIePKOBHBIIT BO3rAac «OoCTOMH! 11 ero Iy TAMBOM I1epEHOCHOM
yHOTpebAeHNY BO MH. 4. akcudcbl ‘BOAOCH pacCMOTpeHa BCs ICTOpYs OBITOBaHIS DTHX
ZeKceM B pa3HbIX (POpMaX CyIIeCTBOBaHNA PYCCKOTO SA3bIKa, BKAIOYAs AVaAeKTHEIE.

* ABTop 6naronapes kosieram A. U. Tpumierko, E. B. Muxaiinosy-JIJyromnoiasckoMy 1
B. B. [lTanoBasy 3a oforaiieHie 3THX 3aMeTOK HOBBIM MaTepHasioM U ero OCMBICJIEHHE.
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KrioyeBble C1oBa
PYCCKUIA SI3BIK, YKapTOH, 3aMIMCTBOBAHMS 13 I'PEYECKOTr0, CEMUHAPUCTEI, DTUMOAO-
I'Msl, COIMOAVHIBYUCTIIKA, VICTOPUSI CAOB, AeKcukorpadus, opdorpadus, ca0BooO-
pasosanue, H. C. /leckos, ®. M. JocToesckuii

Abstract

These three separate notes are united by the fact that the words considered originated
from Russian seminarian slang and borrowed from Greek, with the first two words
illustrating unobvious, punning Graecism. The rare verb vz "efantiilit’ ‘to subject smb.
to cruel punishment’ (and its derivatives vz efantiilka, vz"efantiilivan’e) is related to
the Biblical Semitism éppodd (Mark 7.34), which was read “by Erasmus spelling”
(cf. Latin eppheta) and passed through a series of word-building transformations.
The verb smorozit’ ‘to say smth. stupid or inappropriate” has additional arguments in
favor of its origin from contamination of Greek p.wpé¢ and Russian mopds in a Russian
seminarian or gymnasial environment. The author has also extensively traced the
way this verb is defined in dictionaries and researched by other scholars. Finally, an
essay on the word dksids ‘church acclamation «He is worthy!»’ (from Greek d£tog) and
its comic figurative pl. aksidsy ‘hair’ considers the whole history of the usage of these
lexical units in all registers of the Russian language, including dialects.

Keywords
Russian, slang, borrowings from Greek, seminarists, etymology, sociolinguistics,
word history, lexicography, orthography, derivation, Nikolai Leskov, Fyodor Dos-
toyevsky

|. BabehaHTyiTb

Bonbuoi naTEpec 415 3TUMOJIOTUN PYCCKUX CEMUHAPU3MOB TIPe/ICTABIIAET
TJ1aroJl 63seanmynume U IPOU3BOLHOE OT HEro UMsA AeiicTBUA 63Bedan-
myaKa, KOTOpPbIe He IOMaJIA B PYCCKYI0 JIEKCUKOTrPaduIo, XOTS 3ITU30ANIeCKU
BCTPeYasIuCh B pyccKo uteparype B XIX-XX BB., IpU4€M OHU MHOT/A I10-
Taziajiv B TI0JIe 3peHusI A3bIKOBE/IOB, HO He CTAHOBUJIMCh 00BEKTOM UX IPH-
CTaJbHOrO BHMMaHuA'. B CI0BapAX U TeKCTaX ColuaibHast COOTHECEHHOCTD

! Kpome TOro, B pyCCKMX TOBOPaX OTMeYeHO HECKOJILKO IJIar0JIOB C BHEIIHE CXOXHUM
TIOTeHIMAIbHBIM KOPHEM U /laXke MHOT/Ia ¥ 3Ha4YeHHeM, HO C MHO MOP(OJIOrHyecKoi
CTPYKTYpO¥i: HOBrOp. 83se(épums ‘TIPUIYTHYTh, TPOOpaTh, caenats Boiroop” [CPHT,
4: 270), nodsegpépums / nodsedpépusams HOBrop., ICKOB., TBEP., [IEH3., CAPAT. ‘TIO/IrOBa-
PUBaTh, NOACTPEKATh, IO3a/0PUBATh’, BOJIOT. ‘HAaZJlOyMJIMBATh, O/ICKAa3bIBaTh’, capar. ‘Ha-
YLIHUYATh, CIUIETHUYATS', IICKOB., CapaT. ‘IPUBUPATh, IUIECTH , HOBLOP., TAMOOB., TBED.,
TICKOB., TIeH3. ‘TIO/IPa3HUBATD, IO/ICMEUBATLCS, CP. TAKXKe: nodvedépusamocs TBEP.
‘OAOMBIATLCS , IeH3. ‘TIPUHAPSIKATHCS, IPUYKPALIATHCS', CMOJL. 100vedeépumocs
‘IPUCTIOCOBUTHCS, TIOAIAANTBCS, APXAHT. 7#00%EQPUMYb ‘TOCYACTIUBUTHCS, “TIOJILCTHUTD,
YTOZUTD', @ TAK)Ke IPOU3BOJIHOE CO 3HAUEHHEM JIULA — TOPbK. 100sedépa ‘XUTPHIH,
noBKuii nogcrpexatens’ [CPHT, 28: 266]. BBusly paciuibIB4aTOCTH CeMaHTHKU 1
BapbUpPOBaHUs GOPMBI, BCe 3T CJI0BA /IS STUMOJIOTH3ALIMH [J1aroJia 83seanmyiume
B HACTOSIIIEH 3aMeTKe He MCIOJIb3YIOTCS.
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JIEKCUKM yKa3bIBaeTCsl He4acTo, U I03TOMY OIpeZieNIATh eé MPUXOJUTCA 110
pa3HbIM KOCBEHHBIM MPU3HAKaM, 4TO He Bceraa obecredynBaeT HaI&XHBIH
pesyJibTar.

B. B. BuHOrpazioB COKpalléHHO U He BIIOJIHE TOYHO HEOJHOKPATHO LIU-
TUPOBaJl 3HAUMTEJIbHbIA TEKCTOBBIM Maccax M3 “Menodeil apxuepeiickoi
xu3Hn” (1880) H. C.JleckoBa ¢ mucaTeJbCKMMH KOMMEHTapuaAMU K 3ara-
ZIOYHBIM CJI0BaM B Pa3roBOpaX YNHOBHUKOB KaHIeJIPUU MOCKOBCKOTO I10-
JIIIENCKOTO reHepajia 0 BO3MOXXHBIX pe3ybTaTaX KOMUYHOTO KOHQIMKTA
TIIOCJIefIHeT0 C MOCKOBCKUM e muTponoautoM ®Punaperom (Jpo3n0BbIM),
He OTZIeJIAAS CJIOB 83Behanmynumo, 83seanmynka oT “aproHa MeJKOTO Yu-
HOBHMYeCTBa” [BUHOTPAZIOB 1941: 19; BUuHOrPAZIOB 1968: 9]:

3nbeb, cpenn 3TMXD GOPMEHHBIX'D JIHOZIEH, Bb KOTOPHIX'b, HE CMOTPS Ha BCHO
CTPOTOCTh MXb CJIy)KeOHAro ypsizia, Bce-TaKu OUIOCh CBOMMDB 60eMb HACTOsIMIee IUpo-
KOe PyCCKOe cepzilie, T TOJBKO THUIIKOMb CMETKU Ha CBOMCKOMB JXKaproHb: “Kakb
TOTH HAllerO: B3[PIOYNUTD, WK B3bePaHTYIUTD, WK MPULITAHIOPUTH?”

CnoBa 5T, uMhIoLIIis He AAcHOe 3HaveHie U1 poaHOBD, — AJIA IOCBALIEHHBIX'D
JIOZEH COZiepXKaThb He TOJIbKO ONpeablIuTebHYI0 TOYHOCTD U TIOJHOTY, HO U YIUBU-
TeJIbHO MIKPOKiil MacmTabb. Camblst pa3HOOOPA3HbIS HAYAIbCTBEHHbIS B3bICKaHis, Ha-
YMHAS OTH “OKPHUKA” U “TOJIOBOMOWKK” ¥ OKaHYMBAs HEMPAKTUKYEeMbIMH HbIHE “M3yTi-
eMb carora” ¥ “BbIBOJIOYKU”, — BCH OHM, He CMOTPSI Ha Ge3KOHEeYHYI0 pa3HuUIy OTThH-
KOBDb Y HIOQHCOB'b, OIBITHBIMYU JIObMHU IIPSAMO 3a4UCIAIOTCA Kb COOTBBTCTBEHHOH
KaTeropiu, 1 4To cocTaBisieTh He Gombe Kakb “B3JAPIOUKY”, TO yXKe He 3aHECYTh Kb
“B3bedanTynkh” unu “npuinnannopkb”. DTo Hurah He onucaHO 3aKOHOMb, HO Ipesa-
HieM®b GJII0/IeTCS 10 TAKOH CTeneHu YMHHO U 6e3CMOPHO, YTO KOT/IA Ch yIpa3aHeHieMb
“BBIBOJIOUKHU” U “U3yTisA”, BOIIENDb B 06bI4aii 60rbe coobpasHblil ¢b MArKoCThIO BEKa
“BBITOHB Ha ITb — royy6eit roHATh”, TO YMHBI He 0OMaHyIUCh 1 3T0 MBpomnpisitie uMu
npsIMO OBLIO OTHECEHO K'b CAMOU TSDKKOU KaTeropiu, T. e. Kb “B3bedantyikb”. Bia-
IbIKa, OHAKO, He MOI'b 3Ke UMBTh TaKOTro BIIisiHisA, 4YTOOBI “CBEP3HYTL” reHepaa, uin
cabnaTh eMy Ipyryio Kakyio-HUOYIb HENPIATHOCTE, @ OH'B IIPOCTO ero He 6oibe, kakb
“B3[IPIOYUTD”, HO, KOHEYHO, BB JydineMb Buak [JIbckoBb 1880: 261].

Y B. B. BuHorpazioBa B pa3HbIX CTaThsX B LiUTaTe U3 “Meyiodeid apxu-
epeiicKoil XU3HU™ YUTAeM TO HACMOAujee UCMUHHO PYCCKoe cepoye, TO Ha-
cmosuee wupoxoe pycckoe cepdye, IPUIEM NepBbIN BApUAHT (C KABBIYKAMHU:
Hacmosuee “UCMUHHO pyccKoe cepdye”) HAaXOAUM JINIIb B COXXEHHOM IITec-
TOM TOMe TI0CJIe/JHEeT0 PYKM3HeHHOTro cobpanus counHenuit H. C. JleckoBa
(1889)2, mepeneyaTaHHOM B COBETCKOM u3zfanuu [JIECKOB 1957, 6: 520], a
BTOPO¥ — ¥ B IPOLIUTUPOBAHHOM BbIIlle IIEPBOM M3[JaHUU O4YepKa, U B I0-
cMepTHOM cobpaHuu courHeHu# [JIbCKOBB 1903: 124].

HexoTopble 13 IpuBeJEHHLIX B “Mesioyax” )aproHu3MoB YIIOMUHAIOT-
cs paHee B poMaHe Toro xe JleckoBa “Hekyza” (kH. 1, 1. 29) B cBA3U € y4u-
JuIeM fieTel KaHLeJAPCKUX CIyKUATeJIen:

2 Cwm. 06 aTom npumedanue C. A. Peiicepa [JIECKOB 1957, 6: 662].
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<...> KOTZia ero ceMWIBTHUMD MaJIbYMKOMb IIPUBEJIH Bb CYPOBOE YYMIIMILE, OHD
npio6GphIb CTPaHHYIO MaHepPy YacTo MOXXUMAThCA U MOPraTh ria3amu. IlepBas usb
3TUX'b IPUBLIYEK ObUIA yCBOEHA peOeHKOMb, BCTB/CTBie HEJIOBKOCTH, OIIyIIeHHOM
UMb Bb HOBOH KypTKb U3B TOJICTAro CyKHa, Cb HATHPAIOIKMB /IO KpacHa BOPOTHU-
KOM®b, a BTOpas MoJIy4eHa OTb Oe3NpepbIBHArO ONaceHis eXXeMUHYTHBIX'b KOJIOTYIIEK D,
3aTpellYHb, B3BOIIEKb, B3be(aHTyIMBaHbs 1 IPUIINAaHA0pUBaHbs [JIBCKOB® 1867:240].

ITpyu 3TOM BCTAIOT BOIPOCHI: He 3aMMCTBOBAJIU JIU [eTH KaHIeJAPCKUX
CJyKUTeJel CJI0Ba 83sepanmynusarve, npumnandopusanse OT CBOUX poau-
TeJlell — MeJIKMX YNHOBHUKOB? VI )Xe, HI06OPOT, POAUTEIH OT CBOUX JleTeld-
Y4YeHUKOB? UJIY, HAKOHEII, CAMU BbIHECJIU UX U3 YYUJIHIIA? YTBePAUTEIbHBIM
MOJKeT ObITh OTBET Ha MOCJIeHUI ¥ TIPeIIOCieJH1IA BOTIPOC.

OzHaKO BCTPeYaeMOCTh CJIOB 836 anmynums v 83seanmynKa B 9AHOB-
HU4Ybell cpeZie CMLIKOM BIevatsfja MOo3AHeNIINX YnuTaTeseid, U nucaTesb
Hayasa XXI B. B poMaHe Ha UCTOPUYECKYIO TeMy 0e3 0COOBIX pa3ayMmuii
OTHOCHUT 3TH CJIOBa K YNHOBHMYbEMY KaproHy, He obpailasi BHUMaHHS Ha
IPOUCXOXIeHNe YNHOBHUIbEr0 KOHTUHTEHTa, IPU 3TOM KCIIOJIb30BAH CO-
OTBETCTBYIOIMI accax u3 “Meodeii apxuepeiicKon KU3HN:

<..> 5] HoIXeH OB IPeNpOBOXAATh rpada B CyZ U Bce AyMaJl: d HY KaK OH MeHS
B3beaHTYIUT?

— Yro-4TO CcAenaeT? — CIPOCHII g C YXKaCOM.

— B3bedantynur. — Cepreil BiaguMipoBud paccmesiicss. — DTO, MUJIEHIINE
Huxonait AdaHacbeBUY, U3 YUHOBHUYBETO XAPrOHa, BaM, IOXKaJyH, 1 HE3BECTHOTO.
YesnoBeKa MOXKHO B3[PIOYHUTb, MOXHO IIPUILIIAHAOPUTh, MOKHO YCTPOUTH MY BBIBO-
JIOYKY, WY, CKAXKeM, BBITHATh Ha ATh — roJIy0ell FOHATb, a TO U CBEP3HYThb. A MOXHO
— B3beQaHTYJIUTb, TO €CTh YCTPOUTh TAaKYIO0 OJIOBOMOMKY, YTO Claboro deyoBexa
TOTO IJ1s1a4 o6HeceT. OZHAKO Ke rpad HUKaKOU B3be(aHTYIKU He YUMHIII, Mbl C HUM
CYaCT/IMBeAINM 00pa30M II0JIa/IUJIU U HEKOTOPOe BpeMs BecbMa CBOVCKY bece/IoBasIH.

<..> — DX, — 6Gopmoran s cebe MOA HOC, YyTh He IJIa4a, — BOT YK, IPaBo,
B3be(aHTYJIUI MEeHs ero BHICOKOOJIaropo/ive TaK YK B3beaHTyIUII... — He 3aMedast
ZaXKe, 4TO IPOU3HOILY CMEILIHOe CI0BEYKO, Y3HAHHOE MHOIO OT CyZe6HOro IpucTaBa
Cepres VBnesa [JaHunMH 2007: 47-48, 294].

Ecnu B. B. Bunorpanos u “B. [Janunuu” (B. BaGenko u [I. Knyrep) He
OTZEJIAIOT IJIAaTOJ 83Bedanmyaums M CylleCTBUTENbHOE 83BePanmynka ot
“KaproHa MeJIKOTO YMHOBHUYECTBA”, TOCKOJIbKY OHU BMecTe QpUIYyPUDPYIOT
B YMHOBHUYBMX “CMETKAaX HAa CBOWCKOM XaproHe” B KaHIeJISPUHU MOC-
KOBCKOI'0® IOJIMILeCKOro reHepaa, TO CyLlecTBYeT U Apyras Bepcus — Ux
OTHeCEHHOCTH K aproHy ZlyXOBHOTO BeJJOMCTBA, BbICKa3aHHAsA MJaALINM
coBpemeHHuKOM H. C. JleckoBa — M3BECTHBIM UCTOPUKOM M MYOJIUIHCTOM
koHIa XIX B.I. A. JI)xanmuessiM (1851-1900), cienaHHas UM Ha OCHOBAaHUU

3 B. B. BUHOrpaZioB HETOYHO Ha3bIBaeT eé “KaHIeNApueil Ty6epHCKOT 0
nonunMericrepa” [BUHOTPAZIOB 1994: 363-364].
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TOTO Ke MaTepuaJjia TOH ke caMOM IJ1aBbl “Mesioueii apxuepericKoM KU3Hu.
PaccMaTpuBasi ZOBOJILHO OBIIMPHBIN CIIUCOK CJIOB PYCCKOTO 53bIKA, CBSA3aH-
HBIX C TeJIleCHbIMY HaKa3aHUSAMU, OH ABHO YKa3bIBaeT: “B I1yXOBHOM BeJIOM-
CTBe, KpOMe OOIIeynoTpeOUTeNbHBIX O0EBBIX TEPMHUHOB, €CTb ellle CBOU
crenuajbHble: 61ar0CI0BUTh, B3APIOYUTh, IPUIITAHIOPUTH U B3beaHTy-
JNUTB. <..> B Bypce BcTpedasuch elle BhIPaXKeHUs:: B3OyTeTEHUTh, B3bepe-
MIeHUTB, 3acTpebymuTs” [[J>KAHIIHUEB 2008: 282].

Barnsapg B. B. Bunorpazosa (1895-1969), BecbMa yzia1IEHHOTO XPOHOJIO-
rudyecku ot BpemeHH H. C. JleckoBa, BO3HUK ITPU OMOPe Ha MeCTO QYHKIIHO-
HUPOBAaHMS MHTepeCyIollel uccaeoBartess JeKCUKU (KaHLenApu ), a
coobpajkeHU st MJTaZIIero COBpeMeHHUKa Tucareisi 6a3upOoBaiCh Ha YeJio-
BedeckoM (aKTOpe U YYUTHIBAIM KOHTUHTEHT HOCHUTeJei )XxaproHa — BbI-
XOZILIeB M3 YXOBHOI'O COCJIOBMS, OBIBIINX ceMUHapucTOB. OfiHaKo u Gosee
npaszonofo6Hoe MHeHue . A. JI)kaHIIKeBa HYX/1aeTCs B IIONMPaBKe: yIIOMS-
HYTbIe VM TJIaTOJIbI 830pr04ums, NPUUNAHIOpums M 83seQanmyaums B3sThl
MM BOBCE He M3 IPAaKTHKHU yXOBHOTO BeJJOMCTBA, @ QaKTHUeCKH U3 MpHBe-
nén”oro Hamu Tekcra H. C. JleckoBa. OnuicaHHble B HEM MOJULIENCKIE YU-
HOBHUKY, PaBHO KaK M YMHOBHUKHU AYXOBHOT'O BeJJOMCTBA IPOLLIXA ORHY
U Ty e IIKOJy — CeMUHAPHI0, MMEHHO OTTy/Ja UMHU ObLIN BhIHECEHBI YKa-
3aHHble I. A. [[)KaHIIMEeBbIM “O0eBble TEPMUHbBI", HO B COOCTBEHHO YMHOB-
HUYbEM XXaproHe OHU, KOHEYHO, He ynoTpebsiinch. [naron 6aazociosums
TOKe B3AT U3 “MeJsodeii apxrepeiicKoi )XKU3HU", HO U3 JPyTOH IJ1aBbl, I7ie OH
yrnoTpe6iéH nbsi9KoM JIyKbsIHOM B pacckase O TOM, KaK ero HakasaJj OpJioB-
ckuii apxuepeir Cmapary (KpuxaHOBCKHUiA), Cp.: “TaK KOCTbIJIEM OTBO3WUJI,
4TO U ceifuac 3aropbok 60JBHO” — U HYKe: “KOCTbLIeM M061arocaoBisn”
[JTECKOB 1957, 6: 417]. DTO, KOHEYHO, He 0COOBII TEPMUH, a JIUIIH IBHEMU3M
BMECTO HaKaA3amb, noOumo.

Bce cemb npuBeiéHHBIX I. A. JI)KaHIIKEBBIM [JIaTOJIOB ABIAIOTCA HA Ca-
MOM JieJie 6y pcallKuMH, YTO YaCTUYHO TOATBEPIKAAETCsI HaIMYueM HEKOTO-
PBIX U3 HUX B JIUTePaTypPHBIX UCTOYHUKAX, HAIIPUMeEP:

— B3b6yTereHs ero!

— B3bepenens ero!

— Y106 HACKBO3b MPOLLIO!

TpexnyznoBelil yaaps ynanb Ha cnuHy Tasmm [[ToMANTOBCKIN 1902: 325].

BHuMarenpHOe IpOYTeHKe Taccaxa “Mesodeii apxuepencKon )XU3HU" 0
aproHe YMHOBHUKOB U3 KaHIeJpUY MOCKOBCKOI'O ITOJIMLIEMCKOTO reHepa-
JIa[I03BOJISeT IOHATb IPOUCXOXKAeHKe 3TOT0 UX “CBOMCKOro xaprona”. Kirou
K 3TOMy — Geryiasi XapakTepucTHKa “3TUX pOPMEHHBIX JIIOZIeil, B KOTOPBIX,
HeCMOTPSI Ha BCIO CTPOTOCTD UX CJIyXKeOHOT0 ypsi/ia, BCE-TaKU OUIIOCH CBOMM
6oeM HacTosilee MIKMPOKOe Pycckoe cepaie” (MJIU “HACTOsIIEe <UCTUHHO
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pyCCKoe cepAle»”), ecid COeJUHUThb C HeW maccaxk 0 “4hCTOKPOBHOU pyc-
CKoO¥i opozie”, kotopas B pomaHe “CobopsHe” (1872) crana 065eKTOM 06-
CyXXZIeHUS BO BpeMs pa3roBopa o pepopmax B yXOBEHCTBE, OTMEHSBIINX
IPUHLWI HACJIeACTBEHHOCTHU IIPY 3aMellleHU! LIePKOBHBIX JOJDKHOCTeH:

ITpu BXOZie HOBBIX TOCTel IpeaBOAuTeNb [1no10MacoB pacckasbiBas TyGepo3oBy
0 COBpeMeHHBIX peopMax B [YXOBEHCTBe 1 BO30OHOBIII 3TOT pa3roBop, koraa Tep-
MocecoB 1 BapHaBa ycenucs.

Ye3/HblIi IpeiBOANTENb ObLUT TOGOPHIK pedpopMbl, TYraHOB TOKe, HO OCTeAHUI
BCTaBWJI, YTO KOT/Ia OH BUepa BHU/IEJICS C apXrepeeM, TO ero MpeocBAIIeHCTBO BbICKA-
3bIBAJIC OYeHb OCTOPOXXKHO U, MeX/y IIPOYUM, IIYTUJI, YTO MpeKpalleHreM Hacies-
CTBEHHOCTH B [yXOBeHCTBe IlepeBe/ieTcsl y Hac caMasi YUCTOKPOBHAS pyccKas Iopoja.

— DTO YTO XKe 3HAYUT-C?— JI0BOMBITCTBOBA 3axapusi.

TyraHoB eMy OOBSICHWJI, YTO HAMEK 3TOT HA YKMCTOTY HECMELIAHHOW PYCCKOM
HIOPO/IbI B Iy XOBEHCTBE KaCAeTCst HeyIOTPeGUTETbHOCTH B 3TOM COCJIOBUY CMEIIaHHBIX
6paxoB. 3axapus He MOHsT, 1 TyraHOB [OJDKEH ObLT My IIOMOYb.

— IIpocTo fesio B TOM, — CKa3aJl OH,— YTO JyXOBHbIe BCe XeHUJUCh Ha AyXOBHBIX
Xe...

— Ha AyxoBHBIX-C, Ha [yXOBHbIX.

— A lyXOBHBIE BCe PYCCKHe.

— Pycckue.

— Hy, u Teuert, 3HauuT, B AyXOBEHCTBE KPOBb YMCTas pPyccKas, Mex TeM Kak Bce
ApyTue IepeMellaanch C MTHOPOJLAMU: C IOJIAKAaMU, C TaTapaMH, C HeMIjaMy, CO LiBe-
IaMu W... Aaxe ¢ )xunamu [JIECKOB 1957, 4: 186].

CrneznoBaTebHO, YNHOBHUKU C “UCTUHHO PYCCKUM cepALieM” U3 KaHle-
JIIPUM MOCKOBCKOTO TIOJIUIIEICKOrO0 reHepaJia nmojyyanu oopa3oBaHue B y-
XOBHBIX yUeOHBIX 3aBeJIeHUsX, OTKY/la 3TH YNHOBHUKY BBIHECI “CBONCKUIA
»aproH” ¥ COYYBCTBUE “CBOEeMY Opaty” B MPOIIJIOM — MUTporonuTy Oua-
pety ([Ipo3noBy).

Bompoc 0 nmprHa/jIeXHOCTU 3TOTO XaproHa NposiCHsieTcs elé 6oJble,
eciu obpaTuThcs K aBToOMOrpaduyeckoir mosectd A. K. BopoHckoro
(1884-1937) “Bypca” (1933), rae purypupyer uMeHHO Gypcarikas JeKcuKa
¥ ¢pa3eosiorusi, NIPUYEM TJIaroN 83vepanmyaums 0ObeIUHSIET CIICOK
A. K. Boponckoro co ciuckom H. C. Jleckosa:

3a cronamu ciblmeH OypcalKuil JXaproH: OTMIMII, O04eGypern, B3bedaHTyIHI,
B30y TUTEHMI, CIIACAI0Ch, OJTy4H ¢ JIyHIA, Ka3HEeTall, ONTsra, KUTAra, KUpAK. Muo-
ro GIaTHBIX CJIOB: Kapach, GOKa pbbkue, ManHa [BoPoHCKMIT 1933: 127-128].

I'naron e3seanmynums 1 ero NpOKU3BOHbIE OKa3aIUCh CIUIIKOM TPYA-
HBIMH 71 IEKCUKOTPadOB PYCCKUX )KaproHOB, KOTOpbIe OTKA3aJIUCh OT UX
BKJIIOYEHUS1 KaK B OOIIMI PYCCKUI JKaprOHHBIA €l0Bapb — [MOKHEHKO,
HukutuHA 2000], Tak 1 B ciequaan3upoBaHHbI [AHUIIEHKO 2007], XoT4
B II0CJIe/[HEM B YHCJIe MICTOYHMKOB MCII0JIb30BaHa noBecThb A. K. BopoHCcKoro
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“Bypca”, rie GUrypupyeT B YMCJie JPYTUX CEMUHAPU3MOB U TJIaroJ 83seQan-

mynums*. DTOT I71aT0JI MOXKET ObITh ITUMOJIOTM3UPOBAH KAK Pa3 C YIETOM
cpenbl CBOero ObITOBaHUSI — CEMUHAPCKOW, MYCTh Halle 0ObSICHEHUE U 0-
KaKeTcsl JOBOJIHO CJIOXKHBIM.

Hanuuue B cioBe 83seanmynums peAKOro sl PyCCKOTO sI3bIKa 3BYKa
¢ CIy)XUT NPU3HAKOM 3aMMCTBOBAHUS €T0 OCHOBBI -epanmyi- — HO KaKOBO
eé mpoucxoxeHue? Kak n3BecTHO, U3/100JeHHBIM UCTOYHUKOM JJIs CO3/1a-
HUS CJIOB OYpCAIKOTro KaproHa 6bIM U3yYaBLIKeCs: B CEMUHAPHUAX KJIACCHU-
4ecKue sI3bIKU. KpoMe TOro, Ba)KHbIM UCTOYHUKOM ObLJI caM TeKCT CBsiIlleH-
Horo ITucaHus, N3001IYOMKIl HeOOBIYHBIMU JJISI PyCCKOTO CJIYXa CJIOBAMHU.
Taxk BOT, B r1aroJie 83seanmynums c HEKOTOPOY /10JIeil YyBePEHHOCTH MOKeT
OBITH BBIZIEJIEHO B KaueCcTBe KOPHS BOCKJIULAHUe Eppodd (U3 apaM. nnany),
IPOM3HEeCEHHOE B CLieHe HCILIeJIeHUs IIyX0oro KocHos3braHoro Mucycom, Ko-
TOPBIN “BJIOKUJ IepcThbl CBOU B YIIU eMy U, IIJIIOHYB, KOCHYJICA fI3bIKaA €ro;
¥, BO33peB Ha He6o, B3I0XHY U cKa3al emy: «epdada» [rped. éppoadd, cp.
nar. epphetal, To ectb: otBep3uch” (MK 7.33-34). [IpaBza, B cOCTaB JKaproH-
HOTO0 83%epanmyaums 3TO BOCKJIHUIIaHUE BOIIJIO B DPa3MOBOM, TATUHU3ZUPO-
BaHHOM, YTEHUU ehama ¥ COeJMHUIIOCH C IATUHCKYM K€ YMeHbIIUTeTbHbIM
cyddukcoM -ul-, 4TO OTpaKkaeT BechbMa BOJIbHOE OOpaleHre CeMUHAPUCTOB
C rpaMMaTUKOU KJIaCCUYeCKUX 3bIKOB.

Cnydau, BUZIUMO, UTPOBOTO cMelleHUs PeliXJIMHOBa 1 Dpa3MoBa 4uTe-
HUI B CEMUHApPCKOU Cpefie NUMeI0TCsA, XOTS OHU U HeMHOTOYHUCJIeHHbI. Tak,
obpaTHasi 3aMeHa KBa3u-DPa3MOBa YTE€HUS B repMaHKU3Me (MJIU UTAJbsHU3-
Me) condam ceMUHapCKUM PeiiXJIMHOBBIM B KCIPECCUBHOM 06pa30BaHUM
condagon NOKa3bIBaeT HEKOTOPYIO MPOAYKTUBHOCTD YepeoBaHUsA ¢ / m B
PYCCKOM si3bIKe KaK CBOe0OPa3HOro SKCIPeCcCUBHO-CTHIUCTHYECKOTO sIBJIe-
Hud [JosPOnOMOB 2010A: 94-95].

Mex 1y UCXOIHBIM CJIOBOM e () aga (epama) v KOHEUHBIM 836 aHMyNU-
8aHbe IMeeTCs PSiZl IPOMEXYTOYHBIX 00pa30BaHUi (OTMeYeHbI aCTEPUCKOM):

egpaga
*epama
*epam-yn-a
*epamyn-u-mo
836-epamyums
83veamyn-xk-a
*e3vepamynu-ea-mo
83vedamynusa-Hoe

4 He nomnan B cJIOBaph U PAZA APYTUX CJIOB U3 3TOTO UCTOYHUKA. Ta jKe y4acTb MOCTHIIA
1 66IBIIYI0 YaCTh OOIMPHOrO CIHMCKA KaZIeTCKUX KaproHU3MoB B oBecTH B. 1. [lans
“Muumat ITouenyes” (1841), uTo oTMedeHO B perieH3uu [IIIATIOBAM 2007: 311] Ha
3TOT CJI0BAPb.
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B KaKoM-TO 3BeHe 3TOro cJI0BOOOpa30BaTeNbHOrO psifia Nepes KOHed-
HBIM COTJIACHBIM -7 ICXOJJHOW OCHOBBI IOSIBUJICS TAPAa3UTAPHBIN -H-, 107100~
HBII TAKOMY Xe COTJIaCHOMY B IIPOCTOPeYHBbIX popMax CJIoB npeyendenm,
KOHCMaHmMupo8amay, KOMNPOMEHMUPOBAMb, HeAaHMUH (CP. TAKKe KAUMAHM
B ouepke H. C. JleckoBa “Ctpana usrHanus” [JIECKOB 1958, 10: 176]).

W3 nmpuBeI€HHOrO MaTepuaJa Mbl He 04eHb MHOTO y3HaéM 0 6oJiee ToY-
HOM 3HaYeHNU CEMUHAPCKUX “OOEBBIX TEDMUHOB” 83BPAHMYAUMD, 83BEPaAH-
mynka, é3veanmynusarve, kpoMe ykaszanus H. C. JleckoBa Ha TO, YTO
“B3bedaHTyIKa” OTHOCHJIACH “K CAMOM TSKKOU KaTeropuu”, Kyzaa, Ho-BUau-
MOMY, OTHOCHJIACH U “yIIpa3JHEHHBIC” u3ymue canoza v 66160J104Kd, BMECTO
KOTOPBIX “BbIIIeJ B 00bI4Yaii 60Jiee COOOPa3HbIA ¢ MATKOCTHIO BeKa «BBITOH
Ha AATb — royy0eil TOHATH»”, IPUYEM “ITO MEPOIPUSATHE <...> TPSIMO OBLIO
OTHECeHO K CaMOH TSXXKOU KaTeropuy, T. e. K «B3bedaHTynKe»”. YYUTHIBASA
TOT OUOJIEMCKIE KOHTEKCT, B KOTOPOM MOSIBJISIETCS CIOBO edhdpaga, MOKHO
IPeATIONOKUTh, YTO “B3beaHTysKa” Obljia KaK-TO CBsI3aHA C 3aylIeHUEM U
OIJIeBaHVEM, NTOCJIe/THEee JKe MOIJIO ObITh U YaCTbhIO IPOLely Phl “U3yTHUSA Ca-
nora”, MOCKOJIbKY U 3TO BhIpakeHue uMeeT OubJielicKre KOPHH, Ha ceil pa3
BeTX03aBeTHhIE:

“Ecnu y ymepiuero GpaTa He 0CTaJoCh IOTOMCTBA, TO €ro BOBA JOJDKHA ObLIa
He BBIXOJJUTb 3aMY’X Ha CTOPOHY, a BBITH 3aMyX 3a /ileBeps1 U POAUTh OT Hero ChIHa,
i C")rrpowh, Eome Z{qje Fomrrm, A4 NOCTARHTIA KO AMA of{ME’pLuArw, H HE NOrHEHETZ
fima grw © fHaa (Brop 25.6). Ecu e ieBepb OTKaXeTCs, HECMOTPS Ha YTOBOPBI
cTapeiiIuH, BOWTU K B/ioBe 6paTa, TO OHa MO3KET CHSATb C €r0 HOTH Camlor U ITOHYTh
eMy B JIMLIO; fi NPOBORETEA M Erw Ko ifan admz Ag¥rarw A5 canord (Brop 25.10).
BeposiTHO, 3TO GBUIO BeCcbMa MO30pHOE UMS. <..> [B CHOCKe K 3ToMy Mecty — H. /1.2
Mexzy Ipo4nM, 3TO BhIpaXKeHUe — u3ymue canozda — GBHITOBAJIO B Cpelie PYCCKOTO
YYHOBHUYECTBA, BBIIIEAIIEr0 U3 CeMUHAPCKON Cpelibl, B Ka4ecTBe Ha3BaHUSA OJHOTO
13 CaMBbIX CTPAIIHbIX Ha4yaIbCTBEHHBIX B3bICKaHUM, O YeM B “Mesiodax apxuepeiickoi
xu3HU" pacckasbiBaeT H. C. Jleckos <...> TpyaHO cKa3aTb, B KAKUX [eMCTBUAX COCTO-
SIJI0 TO B3bICKAHME, HO MOXKHO € GOJIBIIO# BEPOSATHOCTBIO MIPEATIOJIaraTh UX CypOBbIit
U Jaxke YHUUMDKaOMmMuil xapakrep” [KAMYATHOB 1998: 128-129].

Kpome Toro, B HanmucaHUAX aggama u aggagda nHTEpecyomuil Hac
VCTOYHMK IJIarosa e83se@anmynums MOXHO HAHTHU B PYCCKOM IlepeBoje
A. B.Tansen (1924) pomaHa “/luTTe — AUTA Yes0BeyecKoe” JaTCKOTO MKca-
tesiss M. AnziepceHa-Hekcé, rae 3To CJI0BO BBICTYIIAaeT B Ka4eCTBe Ha3BaHUsA
Y COCTaBHOY 4acTH “Ticaima’

...crapyxa Pacmyccer He 3Haer “IleceHKy npsaxu” U IeTb COBCeM He ymeeT. Bor
GopHXoIbMeIl, TOT yMeeT. Tereps OH OISATH 3ariest CBOH JII0GUMBbIiA ricanom: “Dddaral
Boccrans!”

<...> BopHxonbMel| Bee men cBoe: “Dodatal Boccrans!” Kak 3HaTh, J0TO JiK OH
BbiiepxuT? Ho ecim, kak rosoput Kapi, eme Tpu TbICAYM JIeT TOMY Has3aZ CyAbU U
NPOPOKY U3PauNbCKHe POMUTIN TeX, KTO SKCIUTyaTUPOBaJ ee U MajieHbKoro Ilerepa,
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€CJIM TOT/Ia ellle MbITAIMCh BCKOJILIXHYTh MAcChl, TO, 3HAYUT, UM HUYEro He yAanoch:
JIOZIU TJIyX¥ 1 HEMBI TI0-TIpeskHeMy! Y 6e3yMHBIi paB, Be4HO pacieBas “Dodaral”.
<..> 3Haellb, HOYeMy MbI BCe OIyK/IajM 10 MyCThIHE X HUKAK He MOTJIM HalTH
BBIXO/Ia M3 Hallleil HUIIeThI? [I0TOMY YTO YIIIM HAlIK He ObUIM OTBEPCTEI, I/1a3a He BU-
nem. Ho ogHaX bl rocrnozib 60r KOCHyJICs yiueid u ria3 moux: Dodarta! U 51 yBunen
SICHO BCe: y HAC ¥ [J1a3a U YIIY 3achbIlaHbl 3eMied!
<...> OH 3a11e BAPYT CBO¥ IICaJIOM:

“Dddara! Boccranb u BHemn!”
30B yCIBIMIAJN TIIyXHUE,
JIporHyJu ycTa HeMble,
Oko 30pKoe He ApeMmieT!
JIroy CIbILAT IJ1ac PU3bIBa,
X ycTa He 3aMOJIKAIOT;
B cBeTI0M, pafioCTHOM HOPbIBE
Wmst 6ora mpoCyIaBisiior”.
<npumen.: IlepeBon A. KoGenkoir>

— 51 GbUI [IOCTIAH B MUP HEMBIM, U [JIYXUM, ¥ CJleTbIM. Ho OTOM st COYMHII 3TOT
IICaJIOM, ¥ BCE y3bI MOM PaCIajKCh.

— Henpasna, — ckasana 13 iBepeii crapyxa Pacmyccer. — I 3HaI0 3TOT IICaIoM
MHOTO JleT. 1 Temepb camoe Jiydiiiee TeGe OTIPAaBUThCA BOCBOSCH, AHKeD, a He CUeTh
TyT U MOPOYUTB FOJIOBY GOIBHBIM JIFO/ISIM CBO€# GOITOBHEI.

OHa yKka3aza eMy Ha iBepb. AHKep BCTaJ CO CTyJIa.

— Jla, 51 He caM eTo HAMKcaj, — POOKO IPOGOPMOTAI OH U CTaJ IPOGUPATHCS K
nBepu. — IToToMy 4TO Bce Mbl HeMbl. Y GbumM Ii1yxu U citensl. Ho rocrmoapb mosesen
IpYTUM FOBOPHTS 3a HAC, TIOKA MBI CaMU He 06peTeM roJoc... Cipliute? CIOBHO CaMoO
coiHIle B3bIBaeT: “Dddaral” U OH, CKOJIb3HYB 3a ABEPb, TPOMKO 3aIlell ONfATh, — B KO-
pHAOpe OH pacxpabpuics.

<..> AHKe] IPOCBETJIEHHO B3IVIAHYJ Ha MOpTeHa U 3arejl CBOUM KPaCHBbIM 0-
JI0COM OTPBIBOK U3 JTIOGMMOTO IIcaIMa:

ITpo3By4nT 1 B cajjlax CMePTH
30B rocrnozens: “Dddaral” —

U pa3Bep3HyTCs MOTHJIbL

C KpUKOM pajocTHBIM: “XBanal”

<...> 3aTeM pa3ziajuch 3ByKH HOBOM IIeCHU:

“Dddara! Boccrans! [TpocHucs!”
OT3bIBaJIOCH 3TO CJIOBO,

Bynro rpow, B Aylie cJIenoro,

W ria3a ero 3axriuck.

W HeMO# yCIbIIa Toxe

3oB Moryuwuii: “Dddaral” —

U 3anenu ciaBy 60XbI0

Bapyr oxuBime ycra.

“Dddara! Boccrans! [TpocHucs!”
Cepaue BHeMJIeT riacy 6ora,

U cTuxaer B HeM TpeBoOra,

U BOKpYT CBETJIeeT XH3Hb.

W 3By4HnT OH, HE CMOJIKaA,

W, Hazi MUPOM BOCIIapUB,
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1, cyacTIUBBIN, TOBTOPAIO

DTOT N1aMeHHbI IPU3LIB.

“D¢data! Boccrans! [TpocHucs!”

3BYKHU PafioCTU He3JelHeil

ITpoymenu pouiell BernHex,

BewHuM IMBHEM NPOJIUIACD.

B Hebe cosHLe OTHEBOE

K npobyx/eHHo 30BeT:

Ddodara! ITycTsb Bce xKuUBOE

W nukyert, u uBetet!

“D¢data! Boccranb! [IpocHucs!”

CnoBHO 3BYK Tpy6bI B eHb CyHbI,

JIpercs, IbeTCsA ToNI0C Yy AHbIH,

PacTekasch BIIMPb U BBBICh.

ITycTe rpoXo4eT, TOPKECTBYH,

B fonax cMepTH Beluii 308,

W paspacres “amnunyiis”

U3 pa3Bep3iuxcsi rpo6os!
<npumeu.: ITepesox V1. Mupumckoro>

[AHnEPCEH-HEKCE 1969: 602, 603, 604-605, 608, 612-613].

[IpuMedaTesbHO, 4TO B O0JIee I03/{HeM U3aHUU TOT'O XKe CaMOro Iepe-
Boza ppasa Dpgamal Boccmans! 6bla 3aMeHeHa pejakTopamMu Ha Dpgagal
IIpo3peii! [AHOEPCEH-HEKCE 1984 — To ecTbh OHa Oblya IpUBEZieHa B COOT-
BETCTBHE, C OJHOM CTOpPOHBI, opdorpaduyeckoe — PelXJIMHOBY UTEHHIO
(1epKOBHOCIABSAHCKOM ¥ PYCCKO TPAJULIMK), C IPYTON CTOPOHBI, 3HAUEHUIO
cyoBa 3¢ pagha, NOCKOIBbKY OHO O3HAYAET MMEHHO ‘TIPO3peil’, a He ‘BOCCTaHb
(mocesHee, BO3MOXHO, Ka3aloCh MOJUTHYECKH Oosiee “rpaMOTHBIM™ B
1920-e rr., KOrAa fenancs pycCKUM nepeBon).

HWrak, npennoxeHHas HaMu [JOBOJIbHO CJIOXHAs 3TUMOJIOTUs IJarosa
83Behanmynumes IMeeT OIpaB/iaHue B CBETe TeX Ipeobpa30oBaHUM PyCCKUX U
JIATMHCKUX KOPHeH, a TaK)Ke NX HeOXXUJaHHBIX KOMOMHALMI, KOTOpble HaM
M3BeCTHBI U3 JIUTepaTyphl O CEMUHAPCKUX CJIOBAX PYCCKOTO A3bIKa, BIIepBbIe
onucaHHbIX 1. K. 3ETEHMHBIM [1905]. Bypcaliko-ceMrUHapCKUe CJI0BA IOTY-
YaJy 1oj4ac caMoe IMKAPOKOe paclpocTpaHeHue: “B 4ucje NpOBOAHUKOB B
HapoJ Pa3JUYHBIX MOCJIOBUYHBIX U IOrOBOPOYHBIX M3PEeYeHUH JOBOJIBHO
BU/IHOE MeCTO 3aHMMAIOT /[y XOBHBbIE JIULIA /IO CeMUHAPUCTOB BKJIIOUNUTEJIbHO
(C KOTOPBIMU PaBHYIO YeCTh U CJIaBY JIeJIAT TaKXKe OXOTIMBbIE IlepeJaTunKU
— conpatsl” [MAKCUMOB 1955: 109].

JIBU>XeHue CeMUHApCKUX CJIOB B Ipyrue COLuajbHble IPYIIbI MOXHO
0OHapyXWTb B HECKOJIbKO IIPOTHBOPEYMBOM IPUBSA3bIBAHUU UX K PAa3HBIM
TPyIIaM PycCKOro obImiecTBa, KaK 3TO CIAYYUIIOCH C OTHECEHHEeM TIJIaroja
83Beanmynume v ero NPOU3BOJHBIX K YNHOBHUYbEMY JKaprOHY.
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Il. CMopo3uTb

3araZiouHbI¥ IJ1aT0J1 COBEPIIEHHOTO BU/IA CMOPO3ums, 6€3 COOTBETCTBYOIIEH
TIapbl HECOBEPIIEHHOT'0, Yallle yIoTpe6iseMblil B cocTaBe ppa3eosoru3MoB B
COYETaHUHU CO CJIOBAMU 8300p, Uyub, 2JIyNOCMb, HeJlenuyd U T. 11., TIPUBJIeKa
BHUMaHUe MHOTO NOTPYAMBIIErocs HaZ pa3paboTKOi MpobieM pyccKoi
MCTOPUYECKOM JIEKCUKOJIOTMY akajieMuka B. B. BuHorpaziioBa, KOTOpBIH mia-
HUPOBAJ CO3[JaHKe KAaIIUTaJIbHON NCTOPUYECKON JIEKCUKOJIOTUH, HO He yCIIeJ
OCyILIIeCTBUTb 3TO HaMepeHMe, OCTaBUB HEKOTOpOe KOJMWYeCTBO CTaTel Io
3TOi mpobyieMaTrKe U GOJIbIIOe KOJUYECTBO MOATOTOBUTEIbHBIX MaTepu-
aJIoB, BIIEPEMEIIKY 1 He BIIOJIHE TOYHO ONMyOJIMKOBAHHBIX MOZ pefaKLuei
H. IO. [lIBenoBo#i B IOCMEPTHO U3JjaHHOU KHUTe “VicTopus cjoB”.

B apxuse B. B. BunorpazoBa cCOXpaHUJINCh YePHOBBIE MaTepraJbl K UC-
TOPUY U STUMOJIOTHH TJIaT0JIa CMOPO3UMb, KOTOPbIe ObLIN HeOpexHO U3zia-
HBI KaK “3aMeTKa”, HO B pasjiesie “cTaTbi” COOPHMKA 3aKOHYEHHBIX U MOJ-
TOTOBJIEHHBIX paboT [BUHOTPAZIOB 1994: 642-643], rue yuéHbI BecbMa
KPUTHUYECKHU OTHECCA K TMIIOTe3€e 00 STUMOJIOTYECKO CBSI3U 3TOTO IJ1aroja
C PYCCKUM Ke KOpHeM M0po3- / Mop3- (“...HeIloCpeICTBeHHO OTCI0/1a BBIBECTH
€ro COBpeMEHHOEe 3Ha4yeHue IPeJCTaBIAI0Ch 3aTPYAHUTEIbHBIM. <...> DTO
CJIOBO JIUIIb KaJJaMOYPHO MO3KeT OBbITh COOCTAaBJIEHO € MOp03”)° 1 0COGEHHO
peIrTeNbHO 110 OTHOLICHUIO K TUIIOTe3e O CEMUHAPCKOM IPOUCXOXJeHUN
IJIarosa OT IPev4ecKoro MpHJIaraTeIbHOTOo wowpds ‘TAynsi (“DTa pobkas u
HV Ha YeM He OCHOBaHHAaA 3TUMOJIOTMYeCKasi FTUI0Te3a HAMBHO-JOBEPYMBBIM
¢dunonorom npuHNMaeTcs 3a JOCTOBEPHYIO UCTUHY ).

ITpuMeHUTEeIBHO K CEMUHAPCKOMY IPOUCXOKJEHUIO [J1aroJia cCMopo3ume
B. B. BuHOrpaioB CIMIIKOM 60JbIIOe 3HaYeHVe IPUAET ero OTCYTCTBHIO B
“Ouepkax 6ypcor” H. I. TTomsnoBckoro u B HeboubIoi ctathbe 1. K. 3eneHn-
Ha 0 CeMMHApU3Max PycCKOro fA3blKa [3EJEHUHD 1905], He y4uThIBas TOTO,
YTO OTCYTCTBUE 3/1eChb 3TOT0 CJI0BAa HOCUT CJIyYalHbIN XapaKTep U He MOXKeT
OBITH aprYMEHTOM IIPOTHB €0 OTHEeCeH!s K CeMUHapCKOH Jiekcuke. [IpaBa,
cJieflyeT IOMHUTB, 4TO coobpaxkeHus B. B. BuHorpa1oBa GBI BHICKAa3aHbI B
COCTaBe HEOKOHYEHHBIX IIOArOTOBUTEJIbHBIX MaTepuaJjioB 10 UCTOPUH CJIOBA
CMOPO3UM®.

Kpuruunsm B. B. BuHorpazsosa He y4UTBIBA€TCS COBPeMEHHBIMU JIEKCU-
KorpagaMu, KOTOpbIe IO-TIPeXHEMY TUPAXKUPYIOT IPOTHUBOPEYUBBIE CO00-
pa’keHUs CTapbIX JIGKCUKOJIOTOB, UTHOPUPYS TOHKOe 3aMe4yaHue B. B. Buno-
rpasioBa 0 KaJaMOypHOM XapaKTepe CBA3U CMOPO3UmMs — MOPO3UMb, MOPO3:

5 B kadectBe 00pasia Takoro kanmamGypa B. B. BUHOrpaZioB LUTHUPYET MHCbMO
Bi. ConoBbéBa k M. M. CractoneBudy ot 20 sHBaps 1895 r.: “Crenty, BIpoueM,
3aMeTUTb, YTO CerofiHs Ha TepMOMeTpe —26, a IOTOMY, yrpekas Bac B ropzocru, g
npocto cMopo3ua” (M. M. CracioneBud U ero COBpeMeHHUKH B UX Iepenucke, T. 5, C.
388).
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“CMOPO3MUTAH, -6y, -63Ulllb; co6., umo (pocT.) CKa3aTh (KaKOi-H. B370P,
r1ynocts). Cmoposun kaxyr-mo 4yus. K moposums” [LIIBEGOBA 2007: 904]°.
He MeHbIIIeii MOMYJISPHOCTBIO NI0JIb3YeTCS IpedecKas Bepcus:

“CMOPO3MUTD, -poxy, -po3ulllb; cos. Cemur. CKa3aTh IyHOCTb, COJITaTh U MO-
PO3UThb (B BBIPAXKEHUU: 3KYIO [IyNOCTh, Yyllb CMOPO3Ka). CeMUHapCKOe BbIpaxe-
Hye, SIBUBIIEeCS MOZ BIUAHUEM IP. wwpbe rynblil (IIpeobpaxenckuit 1959: 2, 339)”
[ABMIEHKO 2007: 252].

BcTpedaeTcsi 1 coBMeleHre 06erx BepCHil ¢ IpeIIoYTeHreM TO OHOM,
TO Apyroi u3 Hux. Tak, M. @acmep cONOCTaBIAeT TOJIKOBAHUA I[JIaT0JIOB
CMOpO3Ump ‘CONraTh, COBPATh, CXBACTATh, CKA3aTh ABHYIO JIOXDE U MOPO3UMb
‘raTh, BpaTh UM XBacTath y B. U. Iand [IV: 243; II: 355], cuuras coob-
paxenusi A.T.IIpeoGpakeHCKOTO “abCOMOTHO HenocToBepHbIMU™ [DAC-
MEP III: 692]. [To3/1Hee B STUMOJIOTUYECKOM IUTEPAType cTajia HabIaThCs
TEHZIeHIIUs1 B II0JIb3y CEMUHAPCKOr0 [IPOUCXOX/EHUs IJIarojia cMopo3ume,
Cp. CHayaJa:

“Cmopo3urb. CoocTBerHO pycckoe. [IpescTassier co6oit cyddurcaabHO-mpe-
¢uKcaIbHOE IIPOU3BOJHOE OT MOpo3. BYyKBaJIBHO — «3aCTaBATh 3aMEP3HYTb» (OT
CKa3aHHOH riynoctr). COMMKeHe 3TOTO CJIOBA C TPpey. MOros — <«TIYIbIi» SBISETCS
omn604yHbIM” [[IIAHCKUIL, IBAHOB, IITAHCKAS 1961: 310],

— HO 3aTeM:

“CMOpo3uTh. VickoH. Cuntaercs cyd.-mped. IPOU3BOAHBIM OT MOpo3. B Takom
ciy4ae 6yKBaIbHOE 3HAYEHIEe — «3aCTaBJIATh 3aMEP3HYTh» (0T CKAa3aHHOM [TIYIIOCTH).
O6bsicHeHYe CJI0Ba KaK MPOM3BOJHOTO B apro CEMHHAPKCTOB OT IPed. MOros — <«Iiy-
IbIN» KaxkeTcs BepHee” [IIIAHCKMIA, BOBPOBA 1994: 296].

HenpueMJisi HY OZIHY U3 U3BeCTHBIX €My 3TUMOJIOTUYeCKUX BepCUM, BBIXOJL
13 3aTPYAHUTEJILHOrO 0J10KeHu B. B. Bunorpazios Buziesn, o-BUAUMOMY, B
yuéTe ynotpebieHus riarojia cCMopo3ums B BOGHHOI cpejie, HO OTPaHUYUIICS
IIPY 3TOM TOJIbKO HaMEKOM [BUHOTPAZIOB 1994: 642]: “V A. UyXOUHCKOTO B
pacckase «BypOOH» CJIOBO CMOpo3umb BEIAAETCS 32 aDMENCKUI aprOTH3M: <A,
MOXeT OBbITh, OH XEHUTCS, — 3aMeTHuJIa TOJICTas ieBa. — Pa3Be KTO-HUOYIb
KEHUT, — 0TO3BaJICsI MOKPeLIOB 1 3aX0X0TaJl B Ka4eCTBe II0JIKOBOTO OCTPAKA,
TIPY KaXX/IOM CJI0Be KOTOPOT'O TOBAPHIIY OOLIKHOBEHHO Pa3pakalnuch CMEXOM,
— JyMasi, YTO HellpeMeHHO YTO-HUOyAb cmoposum»” [Uy>KBUHCKIN 1863:
209].

Posib BOEHHBIX B paCpOCTPaHeHU! B PYCCKOM f3bIKe OT/eJIbHBIX CJIOB
¥ BBIpa)kKeHu# oTMedanach yxe B XIX B. sTHorpadpamu (CM. IpUBEIEHHYIO B
npeAblAylieM o4epke nuTaTy u3 [MAKCUMOB 1955: 109]), HO ucKaTh UCTOY-

¢ O HeZOCTAaTKaX 3TUMOJIOTMYECKUX CIIPABOK 3TOTO CJIoBaps cM. [[JoBPOIOMOB 2009].
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HUK IJ1ar0J1a CMOpOo3ums B BOEHHOH cpeie, T0-BUIMMOMY, 6y/ieT 6e3ycriemniHo,
MIOCKOJIbKY BBeChMa 06CTOSITEIbHOM CITPAaBOYHUKE [0 PYCCKOMY apMEHCKOMY
apro B. IT. KopoBYIIKHMHA [2000] 3T0 c10BO He 3adpuKcHpoBaHO. Bripouem,
¥ CIlelIaIbHBIN C10Baphb MKOJABHOTO apro XIX B. [AHMIIEHKO 2007: 252] He
MOJKeT J1aTh HaJIéXKHOT0 MaTepuasia 06 ynoTpe6IeHn  IJ1aroja cMopo3ums B
CeMUHApCKOU cpefe.

Hesb3g HMYEro MOJIOXUTEIbHOIO M3BJIeYb U U3 CAMOT0 PaHHEro us3-
BECTHOTO yNOTPe6IeHNs 3TOTO CJI0BA B XYA0XeCTBEHHOH JuTepatype — y
H. A. HekpacoBa B peIljivKe 3arJiaBHOTO liepcoHaka BojieBusis “IlerepOypr-
ckuii poctoBIuK” (1844):

JocxkyTkoB. Pazboitnuk! Mepucrodesnns! OTKya OHa TAKMX CJIOB HAOpaiach?
Jypa cMopo3itia, a Thl MOBTOPsielb: pa3boitauk! [HEKPACOB 1983: 153].

Bo Bropoii nosnoBuHe XIX B. HOABJIEHNUE I71arojia CMOpo3ums B PyCCKOU
JuTepaType yvallaeTcs, 4TO CO CChIJIKOM Ha UCTOYHUK 1857 I. oTMeuaeT
M. 1. MUXENBLCOH [I: 776]:

“OauHD XOpOIIO CMOPO3UTD, APYroH Jydllle TOrO, @ KaKb KHA3b HAUHETh, TaKb
BchXb 3a MOACH 3aTKHETS... FIHaye U ObITh Hesb3s; UCIOKOHD BEKY 3aBezieHO, YTO
camblii ipaBbHbIA Yes0BBKs HA 0XOTh YTO HU CKaxeTh, To coBpers” (II. Y. Menb-
HuKOB-IIedepckuii. CTapble rofiel).

DTO OZHO U3 IBYX CAMBIX PAHHUX yNIOTPeOIeHUH I71arojia cCMopo3ums u
B HanroHaIipHOM KOpIIyCe PyCCKOro f3blKa HapAAY ¢ TakuM: “Kakyro HeBU-
Jlanb U3BOJUIU CMOpPO3uTh, Bacunuit EBnokumosud!” (E. D. IpusHCKUH,
“3anucku MeaKoTpaByaToro”, 1857), — 3TH cJ0Ba BJIOXEHBI B yCTa IIOBapa-
KpacHobOast HUKUTBI, a caMO IPOM3BeIeHIe TAKKe IOBECTBYET 00 OXOTHUKAX.
Ho nenathb BbIBOJ 06 OXOTHUYbEM MPOUCXOXKICHUH TJ1aroJia He IPUXOJUTCS.

Bo BTOpoi#i nosioBuHe XIX B. ocoberHo mosobuics on ®. M. Jloctoes-
CKOMY, Cp. mpuMepsl 13 Kopmyca:

“— BectuMmo, IITALIA BOJIbHASA, CYPOBas, He IIPUYYULIb K OCTPOTy-TO, — IOANAKU-
BaJIU ipyrye. — 3HATh, OH He TaK, KaK Mbl, — NPpU6GaBHI KTO-T0. — Bummb, cMopo3uiL:
TO IITUIIA, @ MBI, 3HAYXT, YetoBeKu” (“3anmcku u3 MEpTBOTO fjoma”, 1862);

“— He cosceM 3m10poB! — noaxsaruin PasymuxuH. — DBoHa cMopo3ui! JIo Bye-
pairHero iHs 4yTh He 6e3 maMsaTy 6peui...”; “— He 3Halo... 41 ellle He PelIiI — BO3bMY
WM He BO3bMY 3TU JieHbI'M, — MPOMOJIBIJI OH, ONAATh Kak Gbl B pa3AyMbe, U BAPYT,
OTNOMHUBIINCH, GBICTPO X KOPOTKO YCMEXHYJICS. — DX, KaKyIO s [IyIOCTb ceifuac cMo-

posun, a?” (“IIpectynieHue 1 Haka3aHue”, 1866);

“— 3HaeTe, — NOAXBATUJ OH BIPYT, — f, MOXET, U CMOPO3UJI IIPO «JIaKeHCTBO

MbICIU»”; “ BUOXKY, BUXY, 4TO £ ONATh, KaxeTcs, cmopo3un” (“beckl”, 1871-1872);

“— Jla HEYXKTO ThI B CAMOM JIeJie YTO-HUGYb X0Tes cMopo3uTth?” (“IloapocTok”,
1875);
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“Ho, BbICKa3aB CBOI [JIYIIOCTb, OH IOYYBCTBOBAJ, YTO CMOPO3UJI HeJleIllbli
B37I0p, ¥ BZIPYT 3aXOTeJ0Ch €My TOTYaC Ke [J0Ka3aTb CJyIlaTelsAM, a IyIle BCero

cebe caMOMy, YTO CKa3aj OH BOBCe He B3op”; “— CilyIai, rojy04uK: 9To Thl TAKOEe

CMOPO3KJI, KOT/ia 51 yXOAWII OT Tebsi U3 GOJILHHUIIbI, YTO eC/IX st IPOMOJTIY O TOM, YTO
ThI MacTep NPeACTaBIATbCA B Nazlydeil, TO U Thl He 0OBABUIIb BCEIO CIIeZJOBATENI0 O
HallleM pasroBope c To6o¥ y Bopot?” (“Bparbs Kapamazosbr”, 1880).

B cepenune XIX B. 3TOT I71aros BOCIIPUHUMAJICA KaK CJIOBO ITPOBUH-
[I1aJIbHOE, @ IOTOMY OH IOMAJ B IIePBBIH ONBIT PYCCKOTO JUAJIeKTHOI'O CJIO-
Baps C TeppUTOpPUAJIbHON NPUYPOYEHHOCTHIO K TBepckou, Kypckoi u Ko-
CTPOMCKOW I'yOepHUsM:

“CMOPO3MTH. 27. 0. Cos. Conrars, copaTh. Ko cTp. Kurnew. Kyp. TBep.
Kanas. Hosomop.” [ONBITE 1852: 208].

B cBsi34 C IBHO HEZIOCTaTOYHBIMH PacCesTHHbBIMM JaHHbIMU “OTbITa 06-
JIACTHOTO BeJIMKOPYCCKOTO CJIOBaps” O TeppUTOPUATIbLHOM PacHpoCTpaHe-
Huu 110 Poccuu cinosa cmoposums B. B. BUHOrpaioB BbICKa3biBaeT BIIOJIHE
OIpaB/laHHble CETOBAHUSA I10 3TOMY IOBOAY: “HUKaKUMU APyTUMU JAHHBIMY,
KOTOpbIe CBSA3bIBAJIU OBI IJIAT0J CMOPO3UMb C KAKUM-HUOYIb OTIpe/ieIeHHbIM
IVaJIeKTOM WJIM KaproHoM, MbI II0Ka He pacnojyiaraeMm” [BUHOTPAZIOB 1994:
643]. B HacTosiee BpeMd CBOJHO-akaZieMuyeckuil “CioBapb pyCCKUX Ha-
POIHBIX TOBOPOB” YaCTUYHO MUCIPABJSAET 3TO IOJIOKeHUe Jell, K Teppu-
TOPHAJbHBIM MoMeTaM “OmbITa..” J00aBJSAs MOMETHI “BOJIOT<OACKOe>",
“BlIaIKUMUDCKOE>",  “IICK<OBCKOe>",  “KalyX<ckoe>", “mepM<ckoe>",
“aMyp<CKoe>", HO TOJIbKO IIPUMEHHUTEJIBHO K CTAPOMY 3HAYEHHUIO ‘CKa3aTh
HelpaBsAy, CONraTh, a KpoMe TOr0 — IOMeTY “apX<aHrejbCKoe>" IIpUMeHU-
TeJIbHO K 3HAYeHUIO ‘CieJIaTh YTO-I<u00> HeKayecTBeHHO, Koe-kKak’ [CPHI,
39:46]. OnHaKo HaJI0 YYeCThb, UTO yCTapeBllee 3HaUeHNe [J1arojia CMOpo3ums
II0IaHO 37leCb CMHXPOHU3UPOBAHHO (T. €. XpOHOJIOTUYeCK! CMa3aHHO U 3a-
NYTaHHO) ¥ B HEOIPABAAHHOM OTPbIBE OT HbIHEIIHero NPOCTOPEeYHOTro 3Ha-
YeHHUs. DTO 06CTOATEIBCTBO JiejlaeT MOJaHHbINA B cTaThe “2. CMOPO3UTH”
AMaJIeKTHBIA MaTepyras moYT Gecrosie3HbIM I KCTOPUKO-3TUMOJIOTYe-
CKUX Pa3bICKaHUM.

BrpoueM, yxe B. . Jlanb 0TKa3asca OT IpUBeieHU s TePPUTOPHATIBbHBIX
IIOMET, MO-BUJMMOMY, CYMTast 3TO CJIOBO OOIIEPYCCKMM IPOU3BOJHBIM B
TIePeHOCHOM 3HAYEeHUU B CBSI3U C MOPO3, MOPO3UMb, HO OOHAPYKUJI TPU ITOM
HeKOoTOopble KojiebaHus. B KOHIle cpaBHUTeIbHO He6obIIoro rae3aa “Cmep-
34Th, cMép3HYTh(cA)” B. WM. [lanb IOMeCTHUJI C10BA CMOPAHUBAMD, CMOPOIUMD
— “3a(IIpM)MOPO3UTH, AATh CMEP3HYThCS, BBICTABUBD MOKPHIA Bellld HAa MO-
pO3b, AaTh UMb 3aMeP3HYTh Bb OAHY INbIOY. 5e3 conu, MOPOHCEHAZ0 He CMO-
po3uus || *CoBpaTh, CONraTh, CXBaCTaTh, PACIYCTUTb B3/JOPHYIO BECTh. Dkyro
mot cmopo3uns!” [JANE IV: 238]. B npyrom cioBapHOM rHeszie — “Mopo3p” —
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MIPUBOAUTCS aXKe pedeHe C IIaroJioM Mopo3ums B CBO€0OPa3HOM 3HAYEHUH,
00BSACHSIONEM 3araZiouHoe cmopo3ums:. “*Ilonno mebe mopo3ums, NraTh,
BpaTh UJIM XBACTATh. <...> DKV cMopo3uns coBpans’ [[JAmb I1: 355]. OnHako
HeKOTOopasi 10JIs1 COMHEeHH sl B TPaBUJIBHOCTHU CJI0BOOGPa30BaTeIbHOM CBSA3U
CTPaHHOTO IJIarojia CMOpo3ums C CyLleCTBUTEIbHBIM MOp03 3aCTaBuUJIA JIeK-
cuKorpada moMecTUTh ITOT IJTaroJi B KauecTBe CAaMOCTOSATEIbHOU CIIOBaPHOM
cratbi: “CMOPO3HUTH 4TO, COJTaTh, COBPATh, CXBACTaTh, CKa3aTh SIBHYIO
JIOXBb. DKyro cmopo3uns!” [[JANE IV: 243].

BropuuHoe cOiMKeHHE CO CJIOBOM MOpo3 B COCTaBe KajaMOypHOU
nepudpassl 3apukcupoBan M. 1. MuxesbCoH:

“CMOpO3UTDb (MHOCK.) TJIyI0 FTOBOPUTS, JIraTh, XBaCTaTh.
Cp. «DTO TaK®, ¢ MOpPO3)y COPBATIOCH>.
Cp. BbickazaBb CBOIO TJIYIIOCTb, OHb [IOYYBCTBOBATb, YTO CMOPO3UAD HETBIIBIN
B3I0Pb...
HocroeBckill. Bpatba Kapamasossl. 1, 2, 8» [Muxenbcons II: 281].

He momoraeT 06bsICHUTb IPOUCXOX/IEHHE IJIaroja cMopo3ums 1 0bpa-
meHne HOBropozckoro nucarens C. B. IleTpoBa K IOrOBOPOYHBIM BBIPaKe-
HuaM B. U. J1and [11: 355] Takoe npo3sarve, 4mo cs MOpo3y He 6b12080pULLb
WU DMo maxs, Cs MOPO3y CO8pPANIOCy’, — UK K OOIIMM HauBHBIM QpU3HO0JI0-
TUYeCKUM co0OpakeHUsAM: “Y o0ueHb 0351011ero yesoBeKa Mep3HyT U I'yObl, a
1I0CeMy peub ero CTAaHOBUTCS HeBHATHOW. OH HEeBOJILHO FOBOPUT HEBIIONAZ,
a MHOTZIA U He TO, 4TO X04eT. OTCIoia CTAHOBATCS IOHATHLIMY B BbIpaXKeHUU
CMOpPO3Ums TIYIOCTD U JIOKb: OHA BO3HUKAIOT IOMUMO BOJIM TOBOPSIIEro”
[TIETPOB 1975: 145].

HakoHer, BepcH0 0 rpe4eckoM POUCXOXEHUY I71aroja cmMopo3ums B
BecbMa JIaAKOHHYHO ¢popMe BrepBble Bbickasan H. B. Topses:

“C-MOPO3-H-Thb [JIyIOCTb CP. Cb 2p. P.opog (Tynblit)” [OPAEBD 1896: 332].

T'vuMHa3udeckuii yuutensb A.T. [IpeoOpa’keHCKUIT HepeIIUTENbHO CO-
enuHuI coobpakenusi B. Y. [lans u H. B. TopsieBa, yka3aB Ha CEMUHAPCKYIO
Cpenly BO3HUKHOBEHHUS I'PedeCcKOi BepCUU:

“cMOpO3UTh, CMOPOXY, cMOpO3uLb, perf. ckasamy enynocmo, conzams 1 MOpPO-
3uTh (BB BBIP.: «DKYIO [JYIOCTh, YYIIb CMOPO3UIb»). — C-MOPO3UTh; COOCTB.
damo, 3acmasumos 3amep3nymos; OTKyAA yKa3aHHOE MepeHOCHOe 3HaueHHe, CKa3aTh
TPYAHO; M. 6., 3TO CeMHHapCKOe BbIpaXkeHie, SBUBIIeeCs MOLb BIsIHIEMD IP. pwpog
2nynelid; Cp. epyHaa, epyHAUTh” [[IPEOBPAXXEHCKMI II: 339].

Bepcusi H. B. Topsiea — A. I. IIpeo6pakeHCKOT0 0 CeMUHAPCKOM ITPOUC-
X0/IGHUM TJIaroJia momaja B TOJKOBBIN cjioBaph noz pen. . H. Yiurakosa B

7 Crozia MOXHO 06aBUT eIlé Of[HY MOrOBOPKY, He yutéHHyto C. B. ITerpoBeiM: “Kakb
POKeHBI, TaKb ¥ 3aMOPOXKeHbI! TOBOP<ATH> 0 Aypakaxb” [[ANb I: 620].
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CONPOBOX/IEHUH TOM Ke UIICTpaTUBHOM nuTaTel u3 ®. M. JlocToeBckoro,
Ha KOTOpYy10 06paTuy BHUMaHue M. V1. MuxesbCoH:

“CMOPO 3UTD, 6:xy, 63ulllb, co8., umo [U3 ceMUHAPCK. apro OT I'ped. moOros
— rayneiii] (pasr. ¢am.). Ckasars Kakoi-H. B3HOp, NIyNOCTb. On NOYYECME06aN, 4mo
cmoposun nenenwitl 6300p. JlocroeBckuii” [YIIAKOB IV: 307].

Tak Ha3bIBaeMbIi “MaJiblil akaileMU9ecKHi CJI0Baph” TakKe He QUKCH-
pyer 3HaueHus ‘conrats: “CMOPO3HUTD, -p 6k Yy, -p 63U b; COB., nepex.
IIpocm. Cka3atb 4TO-J1. [JIyII0e, HeJlerioe, B30pHoe. Onpuuko noH A, 4mo ox
CMOPO3UT 8ONUOUYIO 2/IYNOCMb U 3amonuan. MakapeHko. Ilejarornyeckas
nosma” [MAC IV: 219] (To >xe 1 BO BTOPOM U3[JaHUN), YeMy CJIeiyeT TaKxe U
“Bosbiioit akagemudeckuii cioBaps” [BAC XII1: 1414].

JlefiCTBUTENbHO, TJIaT0Jl CMOpo3ums Oa3upyeTcs HA TOX/ECTBE 3BY-
YaHUsA MMEHUTEJbHBIX Ia/ieXXel TPeYecKoro pwpog ‘TIYNbIA U PYCCKOTO
Mmopo3. C iepBbIM OH CBSI3aH CEMaHTUYECKH, @ CO BTOPHIM — MopdeMHO-do-
HeMmaTn4yecku. KOHTaMMHALMA PYCCKOrO U IPeYecKoro €jaoBa MOIJIA Ipo-
M30UTH B CpeJie MIKOJISPOB, KOTOPbIe ObLIN 3HAKOMBI C TPeYeCKUM SI3BIKOM.
DT0 MOIJIH OBITH KaK CEMUHAPKCTHI (HA YTO MPOHUIIATENbHO yKa3a A. I. ITpe-
06pa’keHCKHUI), TaK U YUeHUKH KJ1acCUYeCKOi TMMHA3HUY, /e TaK)Ke U3ydall-
CA TpevecKuy A3bIK.

Takum 06pa3oM, cMopo3ums TpeAcTaBisieT cob0i KantaMOypHYIO KOH-
TaMHUHALHUIO U3 IBYX NCTOYHMKOB, KQ)X/IbII M3 KOTOPBIX 0OecreynBaeT UMb
JaCTUYHYIO STMOJIOTH3AIIMIO 3ara/JOYHOrO I1aroia, He obecnednBas yoe-
AUTEJbHOU 3TUMOJIOTUY B LIeJIOM, TI03TOMY KPUTHKA 3TUX U30JIMPOBAHHBIX
3TUMOJIorui B. B. BUHOrpazioBbeIM BIIOJIHE OIIPaB/laHHA.

TonbKo coefvHEHMeE IBYX YaCTUYHBIX 3THMOJIOTUIN 0becreynBaer Le-
JIOCTHYO 3TUMOJIOTHIO IJIarojia CMOpo3ums KaK CTaporo Kaaambypa, KoTo-
PbIii BO3HUK CJIe/IyI0IUM 00pa3oM: B IJ1aroJie cz2iynums CeMUHaPUCTHI (VI
TMMHA3UCTbl) 3aMEeHUJIU PYCCKUI KOPeHb 2/1yn- TpedyecKUM PaBHO3HAYHBIM
CJIOBOM p.wp6c. [Ip 3TOM KOHEUHBIH TJIy X0 COTJIACHBIH -C TOC/IeJHET0 ObLI
BOCIIPHHAT B COOTBETCTBHUE C NPABUJIAMU PYCCKOW (OHOJOTUHM KaK OTJIy-
IMEHHBINA B KOHIIE CJIOBA BApUAHT 3BOHKOW (pOHEMBI <3>, KOTOPas B MOJIO-
KeHUU TepeJi IJIaCHbIM mpruobpeJia CBOi 0CHOBHOI BUA 3. Tak B c10BooGpa-
30BaTeJIbHOM MOTUBALUY [JIar0Jia CMOpO3ums NOSABUIIACH CBA3b CO CJIOBAMHU
MOpO3, MOpO3UMb, @ B CEMaHTHKe COXPaHUIACh CBA3b C TPeYeCKUM CJIOBOM.

Oco60 ciefyeT OTMETUTDb HaJIMYKe MeXIOMETHOM 3BaTeIbHON GOpMBbI
TPeYecKoro PLwpog B CJIOBapAX (LePKOBHO)CIaBAHCKOro A3bika XVI-XVII BB.:
mope (“Jlekcuc” JlaBpenTus 3usanus, 1596), mope (“JleKCUKOH cl1aBeHOPOC-
ckuir” ITamBbl BepeiHAbl, 1627) ¢ TonkoBaHMeM “lOpofe, AypHIO® [DAc-
MEPB 1909: 128-129], uTo ABAfAeTCA NOKa3aTejaeM TOro, 4YTO U ApeBHepycC-
CKO¥ MUCbMEHHOCTH I'PevecKoe CI0BO Lwpbg He ObII0 4yX 0, HO TpeOOoBaIo
CIIeIIaJIBHOTO 00'bACHEHU L.
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Kpowme Toro, riarosn cmopo3ums BIACAJICA B CAHOHUMUYECKUN PAJ| TAKUX
’Ke 9KCIIPECCUBHBIX TJIar0JIOB COBEPUIEHHOTO BUJA: CKA3AH)Mb, OPAKHYMb,
OyxXHYmMb, 8AKHYMb, 36AKHYMb, JANHYMb, XPIOKHYMb U T. 1. [XUMUK 2004:
560, 568]|; TakKe eMy MMeeTCs aHAJIOIMs B BHJE CTOJb Xe KaJaMOypHOro
CylLIeCTBUTENbHOTO nomacoexa, kotropoe B [IIIBENOBA 2007: 708], npaBza
HepelnTeNbHO, BO3BOJUTCS TO JIM K KapTéXHOW TePMUHOJIOTUH, TO JIU K
¢dpanny3ckomy s3bIKy: “K macosams, BO3M., OT GpaHIlL. fasser ‘HaKJIaAbIBaTh .
Ha camoM e fiesie UMs IEACTBUS 70MAC08KA SIBJISIETCS] CEMUHAPCKUM 00pa-
30BaHMEM OT TpPevecKoro riarojia wotdssw ‘OUTh, yAapATb, KOJOTHUTE,
COMMKEHHOTO C macosams, O 4éM HaM yxe MPUXOIMIOCH mHcaTh [[JOBPO-
IoMOB 1987].

ll. Akcuroc(bl)

CnoBo akcuoc, 3BeCTHOE 110 TaMATHUKAM PyCCKOU nucbMeHHOCTH ¢ XVII B.,
OTCYTCTBYeT B PyCCKUX MCTOPUYECKUX CIIOBAPSX, YTO OBLIO OTMEYEHO JIeK-
CHKOJIOTaMU, KOTOPbIe IIPUHAIU Mephbl Ji yCTPAHEeHUS 3TOr0 HellouéTa, U
Gbly1a IIpeZJIoKeHa CI0BapHas CTaThsl — NpejoaraeMas 06paboTka 3Toro
CJIOBA /11 UCTOPUYECKOM leKCUKOrpapuu:

AKCHUOCD. Om zpeu. &rog. «IOCTOUH> — €080, NPOUSHOCUBUIEECS CIMAPUUM
enuUCcKonOM U no8mopsasuLeecs mpuxcosi XOpom npu 06psde NOCMABIEHUS 80 8ce uepap-
Xuueckue cmenenu, Hauunas ¢ 0bakoHda. VI Bb APCKUX'b IBEPAXD NPUHSIN €r0 MUT-
POIOJIUTD U eIUCKOI'b U MOBeJIU ero OKOJIO IIPeCcToJid, II0 YUHY... TYTh NaTpUapXb
TOBOPUJI'b MOJIUTBY U OMO(OPD HOJIOXKUIb U BO3TIACKIb: akcuock. Apc. Cyx. ITpo-
CKUHUTApHiA, 72. 1653 r. CBATBAIINI Ke maTprapxb, B3eMb JKe3JIb, OTAAb MOAANA-
KOHY, Bb TO BpeMsl IThJIn: aKCHOCh, aKCUOCh, akcuoch. [IAU VI, 238, 1672 r.” [UEP-
HBILIEBA 1984: 203]5.

CnoBO axcuoc OTCYTCTBYET U B aKafieMU4eCKOM UCTOpUYecKoM «Cio-
Bape pycckoro s3pika XVIII Beka» [CnPA XVIII B.|, X0Ta 3TOT BO3rac, 1o
nanHbIM HanmoHanbHoOro Kopmyca pycckoro a3bika (http://ruscorpora.ru/),
¢urypupyer B “IlaperpaZckux NucbMax O APeBHUX U HbIHENIHUX TypKax”
I1. A. JleBamoBa (1789).

3aTto B MHOrouucjeHHbIX “CloBapsAX MHOCTPAaHHBIX CJIOB” (BIpoueM,
ZlaJIeKo He BO BCeX) M Pa3HOTo pojia ClieliiabHbIX CJIOBAPsAX, a TAK)Ke B 9H-
nukoneausax XIX B. BO3rjac axcuoc HaXOAWT pa3HOOOpa3HOe U B Pa3HOM
CTelleHU JieTaln3aluu OTpakeHue U Jake [onaziaeT B akazeMudeckuit “Cro-
Bapb LIePKOBHOCJIaBAHCKOTO U PYCCKOTO $I3bIKa, COCTaBJIeHHbIY BTOpBIM OT-
nenenveM Mimin. AkazeMuu HayK™:

8 OpHaxo B fononHeHus u ucnpasienus Kk CnPs XI-XVII . [YEPHBIIIEBA 2006] c1oBO
axcuoc He 1IOMaIo.
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“Akciocs, nepk. Jlocrouns. Cl0BO cie BO3rJIallaeTcs Ipy NOCBSAIeHiM, HaYuHas
oT fiakoHa, Bo Bck iepapxuueckis crenenn” [CLICPS I: 5];

“AKcioCh, zp. NOCTOUMHBIH (C1060, ynompebnsemoe npu NOCBIUEHIU 6B CAHD
0yx08HbI, KOMOPLIMS PYKONONALAOUiL 00BABAIEMS, UMO NOCGAWAEMBIH OOCTMOUHD
38aHis, 8% Komopoe 803600umcs)” [IIONHBIN CIOBAPH 1861: 18];

“AKciocs (rpey.), IOCTOMH, BOCKJIUIIAHIe [IepK. KINpPa U HapOoZa Py MOCBSMIEHI N
€MUCKOIIOB, IPeCBUTEPOB U JiiakoHOB” [Tob I: 54];

“Akciocs rp. [locronns” [[JyBPOBCKIi 1879: 25];

“AKciock: 1) nocTonHb (Tpey.) — BOCKJIHMIIaHie KJIUpa MPU MOCBSIIEHIU CBS-
IMeHHOCTTyXuTeell; 2) fpeBHee Ha3B. p. Bapaapa Bb MakenjoHin” [HACTOJIbHBINA BH-
LIMKJIOTIEAVYECKIN CIIOBAPG I: 74];

“Akcioch (rped.), «IOCTOMHbII», BOCKJIUIIAHie [[EPKOBHArO KJIMpa M HApo.a,
IIPOM3HOCKMOE TpPH NOCBSAIIEHIM Bb AYXOBHBIM CaHb, KOTOPbIMb PYKOIOJArarolii
00BABNAETh, YTO IOCBAIIAEMBIA AOCTOMHB 3BaHifA, Bb KOTOpOe BO3BOAUTCA”
[AnexkchEBDB 1899: 35];

“AKcioCB, JOCTOMHD.

Cp. JocTouHsb! rocyfapbiHs, NOCTOUHD Cero, AOCTOMHB! AKcioch, 3aMbTHiIb
nbsikoHb. JIkckoBb. Crapsie rozbl Bb cenk [lnogomacoss. 3,6.

Cp. "Afio¢ — IOCTOUHD.

Bosrnamaercsi Bb LiepKBU IIpU IOCBSILIEHIM BO Bch iepapxudeckis creneHn”
[MuxenscoHs I: 11];

“aKciéch — Ip. «4OCTOMHB», CIOBO, BO3IJIALIaeMOe IPY MOCBSIIEHIH CBSAIeH-
Hocnyxureneir” [[00BKOBB 1914: 13].

Bk J1104a10Cch 3TO CJI0BO U B OEePKOBHOC/IAaBAHCKUE CJI0BAPU:

“A310C'D, Tpey. Tonkyetcs: docmouns” [ANEKCHEBD I: 43];

“Axciors — (epeu. 4Etog; oT Gyn. BpeM. riarona dyw, dEw; crba. dEog — na
BBeZleHb Oy/ieT Bb yIOCTOMBAEMYIO JOJDKHOCTB; &Etog, dEtog, dEo¢ — COBEpIIEHHO
LOCTOMHD BO3J1araeMoil Z0/KHOCTH). CIIOBO axciocs (ZOCTOMHBIN) MPOU3HOCUTCSA
CBSALIEHHOABHCTBYIOIMMY U KJIMPOCAaMK 000UX'b IMKOB' BO BpeMs IOCBSALIeHis enuc-
KOIIOB'b, CBAIIEHHUKOBD U iaKOHOBB, — UMEHHO, ITOCTE COBepIINTeNbHON MOJIUTBBI
TaWHCTBA CBALIeHCTBA («BoxecTBeHHas 61aronaTh» ) Ipy BO3JI0XKeHin oMogopa, cak-
KOCa, KpecTa, TaHariu, MUTpHI Ha apxiepes, — CBALEHHNYECKUX'b OleXIb U CIIyKeh-
HUKa — Ha CBSAIIeHHUKA; IpY BpyYeHiu pUNUALI U BO3JIOXKEHiX opaps, opy4eil — Ha
niakoHa. — Axciocs MPOU3HOCKUTCS apxiepeeMb U MhBLAMU TaKXKe U TIPU BO3BeZieHin
Bb Pa3Hble YMHBI LIEPKOBHbBIE, IMEHHO: apXU/liaKOHa WJIM MPOTO/iaKOHA, TPOTOIpe-
CBUTepa U IpoToiepesi, UTyMeHa U apxuMaHzpura” [[Ipa4EHKO 1900: 868].

Hapsny c¢ ¢dopmoii MyxcKoro poza axcuoc ynorpebnsinach U ¢popma

JKEeHCKOro:

“dicia — (T. e. TOCTOMHAA) = CJIOBO 3TO BO3IJIALIAETCS apXiepeeMb IIPU IIPOU3-
BOZACTBE Bb UTYMeHbU” [TAM XKE].
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OTCcyTCTBUE CJIOBA AKCUOC B COBPEMEHHBIX aKaJeMUYeCKUX U JPyrux
TOJIKOBBIX CJI0BApAX’ 10 HEKOTOPOM CTelleH! KOMIIeHCUPYeTCs 3TUMOJIOTU-
YeCKUMU CJI0BapsAMHU:

“AKCHOC «[JOCTOMH» — CJIOBO, KOTOPOE II0€TCS PY IOCBAIIEHUH B CaH CBAILIEH-
HUKa; U3 rped. dEoc” [Pacmep I: 66].

B 2007 r. pycckasi 3TuMoJIoryeckas jekcukorpadus oboratuiach mnep-
BBIMU BBIITYCKaMHU [IBYX 3TUMOJIOTMYECKUX CJIOBapeii, B KOTOPbIX MPOAOJ-
’KeHa TpaZiuliusg pacCMOTPEeHMS 3TOTo CjI0Ba. Mex/y pelleH3eHTaMH 3TUX
CJIOBapei 10 IOBOAY CJIOBA dKcudc (C KoneOMomuMcs yaapeHreM) BO3HUK
cBoeoOpa3Hblii criop. OAKH U3 HUX MIOCYUTAJ ITO CJIOBO JIUIITHUM B PYCCKOM
3THMOJIOTHYeCKOM CJI0Bape, IOBTOPSAOLIeM JIaKOHUYHbIHM MaTepuan M. ®ac-
Mepa (co CChLTKOM Ha Hero: “Akcudc interj. ‘worthy’. Interjected during the
ordination, reflects gr.: &£to¢ id”) B KpaTKo# pemnuke:

“B c/IOBHHKe UMEIOTCA U NpsMble U3NuiecTBa. «MexzaomeTues axcuoc! («1o-
CTOMH!» — BO3IJIaC NIPU PYKONOJIOXKEHUU CBAIMEHHOCTYXUTeNd) He CTajlo NMpHUHaz-
JIeXXHOCTBIO PYCCKOTO CJIOBAPS, COXPaHAACh KAK MOMEHT PUTYyaJa, OCYIeCTBIAeMOro
C UCII0JIb30BAHUEM YYXXOTO A3bIKA. B 3TOM OTHOIIEHNU OHO CUJIBHO OTJIMYAeTCs, Ha-
TpUMep, OT BO3IJIACOB aMuHb! U anAuyis!l, CTaBIIMX IPOM3BOAsALIei 6a30i AJst cob-
CTBEHHO PYCCKUX CJIOB 3aamMuHume, arunyiuwuna u fip.” [JKyPABIEB 2010: 278].

JleficTBUTENBHO, OT BO3IJIACA AKCUOC B PYCCKOM f3bIKe HeT IIPOU3BOJ-
HBIX, HO 3TO CJIOBO MCTOPUYECKU UCIIBITANO PAZ M3MeHeHUI KakK B CBOEM
¢doHeTHYeCKOM 00JIMKe, TaK U B 3HAUEHUH U yIIOTPeOIeHNH, 9TO, 10 MHEHHUIO
BTOPOTO pelleH3eHTa, JOCTOWHO PacCCMOTPeHUs U y4éTa NONOJHUTEeNbHbIX
MaTepHuasoB K CBeZIeHUSIM JIPyroro cJIoBaps:

“4KCHOC ‘IOCTOMH — CJIOBO, KOT<OpOe> MOeTcs NPU MOCBSALIeHUH B CaH CBS-
menHrKa (Pacmep 1:65) // U3 rped. dflog ‘crodgmuil, J0CTONHBINA (TaM xe). 13 Toro
’Ke ICTOYHHKA BBIBOZAT PYC. apIOTU3M dKCUOCHI, KOCUECH! ‘BOJIOCHI (IIPYU TIOCBALIEHNN
B CaH BOJIOCHI IIOCBSAIIIAEMOT0 NOACTPUIAIOT), a TaKxe (?) xkocéy Ton’ u T. .” [AHU-
KuH 2007: 133]%.

JIpyroi peLieH3eHT, aBTOP 3TUX CTPOK, BBICKA3aJl B CBA3U C 3TUM IOXe-
nauus [[JospomomMoB 20105: 272] paciiuputh cBeileHUsI 00 3TOM MHTepec-
HOM cJioBe. Tak, Ipy cJ10Be dxcuoc ‘TOCTOUH € YAaPHBIM Ha4yaJIbHBIM CJIOTOM,
KOTOpOe MOETCSA B LIePKBU IIPH IIOCBSAIIEHNH B CaH, CJIeJJOBAJIO ObI J06aBUTD
bopMy axcudoc ¢ KOHEUHBIM y/japeHHueM BO BHELePKOBHOM yNOTpebJeHuy,
HanpuMmep, v A. K. TosncToro B myTOYHOM CTUXOTBOpPEHUHU “Yropasguio
KoQelHuK...”:

° TI03TOMY OHO He TonajIo B 60sboii “CloBapb UCTOPHH pycckux c1oB” [CUPC].
1 Co ccplIKOi Ha OHOTHIHBIE paboTh! B. [I. BOHOATIETOBA [1972: 23; 1980: 73].
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A kodeiiHuky norbxa:
Pyku BB 60KHU, KBEPXY HOCb,
Hazncbnaercs ors cmbxa:
“— Hcnonatu! Akciocs!
Becernucsi, xpabpeiit Poccn!”
[Toscroit 1916: 166]

BO3HUKJIO 3TO yAapeHue OT TPOEKpPATHOro BO3rjalleHuda: “Axcuoc!
Axkcmoc! Akcro-oc!”, ¢ mpoasieHreM IOCJaeHero cjora B TpeTbeM Bo3riace,
KOTOpOe BOCIPUHUMAJIOCh KakK yAapeHue. C 3TUM BOCKJIMLAaHUEM CBSI3aHO
akcuocst ‘BoJOCH!, 3a¢ukcupoBanHoe B 1816 r. B Tanuue ®. H. ['muHKOM B
cruckKe 0peHCKUX CJIOB, HO, He MOATBEeP)KAEHHOE AaIbHEUIIMMU 3aTUCAMU
odeHCKOTO si3bIKa B ['asiiie, OHO MOXKET M0/I03PeBaThCs KaK CJIOBO CEMUHAP-
CKOT'O TPOMCXOXKAEHHU L, O YEM FOBOPUT €ro yIOTpebieHue B pedr 1y XOBHOTO
nuia B pomane H. C. JleckoBa “Cobopsiae” (1872):

[Jla s1 3 6e3605KMe KOro BaM yrOZIHO BO3ZeJIat0. DTO-C, GATIONIKA, 3aKOH, a He YTO-
HU6Y b, [la-c, 3TO OYEHb MPOCTO KOHYAETCS: 3aMOTaJ TIOKPEITYe PYKY eMy B dKCHUOCHL,
MOTPSIC XOPOIIEHbKO, [1a ¥ BBIMYCTUJ, U CTYIAi, MOJI, XKAJIYHCs, 9TO OUT yXOBHBIM
nuriom 3a 6e360kwe... [JIECKOB 1957, 4: 19-20]'.

JleliCTBUTENIbHO, CJIOBO AKCUOC YIOTPEOSINIOCh B KaproHe ceMUHapHu-
ctoB XIX B. KaKk Ha3BaHMe BOJIOC; B ’TOM 3HAaUY€HUU OHO OTMeYeHO B CIelu-
aJM3MPOBAHHOM CJIOBApe:

“AKCHUOCHI <...> Cemun. IIlymn.-upor. Bonockl. B monodocmu 2 yuuncs 6 cemu-
Hapuu, u HAC M020a CUNLHO MAM UCTIAANU... ENCENU MATO-MANLCKY 8 YPOKe He maepo,
npogeccop nodxknuxrem mebs k cebe: «Jlati-xa, — 2080pum, meou aKCUOChI> — U MAc-
kaem, mackaem me6s 3a 8onocel.. (A. Tlucemckuii. IIpocBemeHHoe Bpemsi)” [AHU-
LIEHKO 2007: 38].

C yzapeHueM Ha IOCJIeZJHEM CJIOTe OCHOBBI akcidcur ‘Bosockl’ (Tanny)
cyoBo ¢urypupyer B “CroBape opeHCKOro 3bIKa”, mpunucsiBaeMom B. 1. Ta-
JII0, @ TaK)Ke B CBSI3aHHOM C 3TUM cJioBapeM “Pyccko-odeHcKoM cioBape”:
‘BOJIOC’ cu80c® (BMAAUMHUPCK.), akciocs (T'anud), ‘Bojocel’ xcioce: (Bnamu-
mupck.) [BoHIATETOB 2004: 240, 321, 358].

Kak BuiuM, B BapraHTaX CJIOBA aKCUoC NCe3aeT HadaibHoe 6e3yzapHoe
a-, peanu3ys HeOpAUHAPHBINA GOHETUYEeCKUI MPOLlecC OTMaZleHUs Hadyajlb-
HBIX Oe3y/lapHBIX IJIACHBIX d-, 0- [AUYATOB 1952].

Co603HaueHneM yilapeH! sl Ha KOHEYHOM CJIOTe OCHOBBI BADUAHTBI CJIOBA
axcuoc(v) OTMEUeHbI TaK)Ke y MeH3eHCKUX MepCTOOUTOB (KCUOC ‘BOJIOCHT),

11 CM. Taxxe koMmeHTapuii V. 3. CepmaHa: “«Akcuoc» (rped. — focTouH!) IpoBo3ria-
11aJI0Ch TIPY MOCTPHKEHHUH B IyXOBHBINA caH. OTCIOZia ¥ BOJIOCHI B GBITY AyXOBEHCTBA
TIOJly4MJIM Ha3BaHUe — akcuochl” [JIECKOB 1957, 4: 526]. Cp. BapuaHT 310i $pasbl
IbSIKOHA AXWJUIBI B HEOKOHYeHHOM poMaHe “Boxezoms!” [JIECKOB 2000: 59].
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y ToprosueB KamHa (kcuocer ‘BOJIOCHI, TAK)Ke CKY80J10Cbl), Y HEKOTOPBIX
MeIIOBCKUX NOPTHBIX (ckuécor ‘Bonochl’) [[IPUEMBIIIEBA I: 287; I1: 440, 110,
596,138, 622, 232].

[ocne oTnazeHus IIacCHOrO g- B Hayalle CJI0OBA OKa3alach 4yXzaas Uc-
KOHHBIM CJIOBAM MHUILIMAJb KC-, KOTOPAs WJIM UCIBIThIBAJIA IIepeCTaHOBKY
(oTcroza y MeIOBCKUX MOPTHBIX CKuUeCsk! ‘BOJIOCH!') NI Tepsijla OAUH U3 CO-
IJIaCHBIX B COYETAHUU Kc- (OTCIOZIA ‘BOJIOC CUB0C® Y BIANUMUPCKUX Ode-
Heli, OTMe4YeHHOe B 0eHCKUX CJI0BApAX u3 MaTepuasos B. U. lansa [Bon-
OAJETOB 2004: 321, 358]). Y Tex Xe BIaJUMUPCKUX OopeHell oTMedeHa U
bopma kuecer (1. e. kuécet) ‘Bonochl’ [[IPUEMBIIEBA II: 57, 516]'2.

Takoe MHOroo6pasue GopM'®, TIONYUIUBUIMXCS U3 UCXOTHOU aKCUOCHL
‘BOJIOCBHI', 3aTPYAHAJO JIleKCUKOrpadoB, YTO XOPOIIO BUAHO U3 HEBHATHOTO
Bompoca B “CioBape opeHckoro si3bika” B. Y. Tans: “Kiocsl, kci(2)ocbl — Bo-
nocel” [BOHAATETOB 2004: 273] (Bonpoc, NO-BUAUMOMY, IPUHAAIEKUT U3-
nareio caosaps B. 1. BonpaneTosy).

O6a 3TV 3HaYeHUs CYMMHPOBaHbI B HEOKOHYEHHOM aKaZleMHU4eCKOM
TOJIKOBOM CJIOBape, KOTOPBIi MOKa3aJj 1 BHellepKOBHOE YIOTpebieHue CJio-
Ba, OZJHAKO Ha4YaJIbHOE y/lapeHre B CeMUHAaPCKOM )KaprOHU3Me BBITJIANUT CO-
MHUTeJIbHBIM:

“Akcuoc (T'peu. Etoc) Ifepx. Bosrac npu NoCBSIEHUH BO BCe MepapXudecKue
CTelleHH, HaYMHAA OT AbAKOHA, B IlepeBofie: JOCTOMH. — B pacmpocTpaHUTeNbHOM
ynotpebienun. Jocmoun, 20cydapsins, 0ocmour cezo, docmour! — Axcuoc, — 3amemu
dvaxon. — Jla-c, axcuoc. Jleck. Crapble rozsl B ceste Ilnonomacose. Buduus no Gyma-
2aM, 4mMo KONNEHCKOMY CEKPEmapro 6pema Ha MUmyJIApHble NPUCNeno, — Hy U NUUEUns:
«axcuoc». Canr. Car. B npose. I1I || Axcuocer [sic! — H. JI.], mn. — o Bomocax (iy-
TOYHO, B CEMHUHAPCK. 3. dopeso..). 3amomarn nokpene4e pyxy 6 ezo aKCuocst, NOmpsc
XOpOULeHvK0, 0a U BbINYCIMUT, CIYNAU, MOJ, NOHCATYICA, YMO GUm OYX08HLIM JUHOM.
Jleck. CobopsiHe, 4. I, ri1. 3” [CioBAPH 1933: 306].

B manpHeiimeM akazemuyeckas JeKCHKorpadus ycKonb3HysMa OT QUK-
calMy 3TOr0 MHTePeCHOTo CJI0BA, YTO CBU/IETEILCTBYET O €€ MOCTeNeHHOM
CIIOJI3aHVU K COMHUTEJIBHOMY HOPMAJIN3dTOPCTBY, KOTOpPOE MpeANoYnTaeT
roBOpUTH 00 061IIeN3BeCTHOM. Bripouem, He 00XOAAT ero BHUMaHHeM COBpe-
MeHHbIe CIel[dajIbHbIe CJI0BAapU, HO C PAa3HOU TTyOMHOM JieKCuKorpadude-
CKOIi pa3paboOTKU — OT CKYIOii CJIOBAPHOW OTIHCKH, YUYUTHIBAIONIEH JIMIIb
MCXOJIHOE 3HaueHue, TPUIEM Oe3 eJMHOTO MIIJIIOCTPATUBHOTO MTPUMepa U C
0H.II/I6KOﬁ B HAllMCaHWU I'PeYECKOro NpoToTHIIa:

12 Co ccpliKoi Ha [TONBIIIEBD 1873].

13 Emé oxHa, Kak 6yATo 6bI AManeKTHO OKpalleHHas, $popma CI0Ba axcuoc ¢
COBepIIeHHO HesAICHBIM 3HaYeHNeM OTMedeHa B ToBecTH Beé Toro e H. C. Jleckosa
“C MaJIOPOCCUICKUM U CyMaciieAmuM Koioputom” “3asunii pemus” (1894), rae oHO
ZlaHO B KaBbIUKAX U B HANMCAHUU OKCUOC — KaK Ha3BaHMe OZHOH U3 Bellell, “KOTOPBIX
¥ 3HaTh He crout” [JIECKOB 1958, 9: 582].
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“AKcuoc, neckn. [rpeu. &Etog [sic! — M. JI.] ‘Moctoun!’]. Bosriac, IpoM3HOCKMBbIii
apxmepeeM IIpU PYKOMNOJIOXKeHUHU AbAKOHA, CBALeHHUKA 1M eNUCKOMNa U He-
OZHOKpaTHO TOBTOPsieMbIil XOpOM (03Ha4aeT COrJIacue C JOCTOMHCTBOM PYKOIIOJIO-
’eHHOro)” [CKISIPEBCKAS 2008: 22],

— JI0 JleTaJIbHOM CTaThy C IEeCThI0 UJUIIOCTPaTUBHBIMU IIPUMEpPaMU Ha Lie-
JIBIX TPU 3HaueHUA (TpeTbe, IePeHOCHOe, — T. H. “CBeTCKOe”, BhIXoZsdlee 3a
Tpeziesibl MOCTYJIMPYeMON aBTOPaMH COOCTBEHHO DPEUTMO3HOM JIEKCHKH,
cp. [JospPymIMHA 2012: 105-109]; mocje TPOXHON KOCOM 4epThI aBTOPBI M0~
MEIIAOT T. H. 3HLIUKJIONEANYECKY IO 4aCTh 3HaYeHU):

“A"KCHUOC Liepk. (T'ped. «1IeHHBIi, ZOCTOUHBIN» ).

1. Bosrnac. Lepk. Jlutyprudeckas akkiamalys, O3Hadaromas «JOCTOUH» (H0-
CTOUH CNIy’KeHUS WM Harpanbl). /// Mcnonb3yeTcs B XUDOTOHUAX U XUPOTECUSX,
IIpY BO3BeJIeHNM B ONpefleleHHble YWHBI, DU UHTPOHU3aLUK IIaTpuapxoB U Ipu
BPYYeHN!Y apxyepeeM LepKOBHBIX Harpaz cameHHocayxutenam. IIp.: Odux u3 ces-
WEHHUKOB, UCXO0S HA MANbI 8X00, UMeem HA NOOHOCE NANUYY, KAMULABKY, CKYDbI0 unu
HanepcHelil Kpecm, mo ecms mo, uem Hazpaxcdaemcs, u nodaem apxueper, a apxuepe,
Hades HA Hezo coomeemcmayruyo 0dexcdy, npousHocum: <Axcuocy (Juomudos C.
YKa3arenb nopsska apxuepeickux cayxenuit (1915); HKPA); Ha xaxcdsui go3enac
Apxuepes: «<AKCUOC», IMO e CTI080 MPOEKPAMHO noem JYyX08eHCMB0, A 3ameM, 8 Mol
ace monansrocmu — xop (Koncmanmun (Ocmposckuii), uepoduax. IlocnenoBanue ap-
xuepeickux 6orocmyxenuit (2002)).

2. MH. Ilepx.-arcape., ycmap. B nepkoBHOM xaprote XIX B. — Bosocbl; /// MeTo-
HUMUYeCK1ii epeHoc, epBoHavalbHO PAaCIPOCTPAaHUBIIMNCA B CeMUHAPCKOM cpefie
NOTOMY, YTO XMPOTeCUs CeMHHApPHUCTOB B UTelbl BKJII0Yaja MOMEHT IOCTPHXeHUs
Bojoc. IIp.: <..> [onyleH MPOLUTUPOBaHHLIN Bhille npuMep u3 A. @. ITucemckoro.
— W. J.] Bacuyau ece, u susem cnycms pykasa... Bcs 6eda e nonax monuawux! Hado
2aidyK08 HaHAMb U 8Cex ux noommackams 3a axcuocol (DPeogarn 3ameoprux, cem. Co-
Gpanue miceM (1879)); <..> [omylieH MPOLUTHPOBAHHBIN BbIle IpuMep U3 “Bosxe-
nomoB” H. C. JleckoBa — H. JI.]

{3. Bosrnac. Jlum<epamypHoe>, nepen., upo., ycmap. B mureparype XIX B. —
IIYTOYHOe BOCKJMIIaHNe, BbIpakarolllee BOCXUIIeHMe, TOXBaly <..> [Hanee cienyeT
NPOLUTHPOBaHHbBIN Bhllle npuMep u3 A. K. Toncroro. — H. /I.]}" [[IOBPYIIVHA U
np. 2011: 137].

TToceIHIOKO CJIOBAPHYIO CTaThIO MOXKHO IPU3HATh CAMOH MOAPOOHOH 1
TOYHOM U3 BCEX, IOCBALIEHHBIX CJIOBY AKCUOC / AKCUOCHL, Pa3Be YTO BO BTOPOM
3HaYeHWUH CJIe/I0BaJI0 Obl YKa3aTb MHOE MeCTO yAapeHUs 10 CPaBHEHUIO C
3aroJIoBoYHOM GOpMOI — axcuoce.

B cBsi3u ¢ ynorpebJeHNeM CJIOBAa axcuoc B MPOU3BENEHUAX PYCCKOU
nurtepaTypbl XIX B. OTCYTCTBHE €r0 B aKaZIeMAYECKOM IByXTOMHOM “CBOJI-
HOM CJIOBape COBPeMeHHOU PYCcCKOM JieKcuku” [CBOAHBIM CIIOBAPEH 1991]
HeJIb35 CYUTATh ONIPAaBAaHHBIM, TeM OoJiee YTO CJIOBO BCTPeYaeTcs U 3a Ipe-
ZieJlaMU JIMTePATyPHOTO A3bIKA.

I[IyTi MPOHMKHOBEHUS CJIOBA AKCUOCH ‘BOJOCHI B 0DIIEpPyCCKOe YIIOo-
TpebeHre aKTUBHO 00Cy X JaIuch B KoHIle XIX B. B OMYJIAPHOH 10 CHX TTOP
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3THOrpaduyecKoi TuTepaType:

“..IpsIMO C LIePKOBHBIX KJIMPOCOB U B <..> U3BPAIleHHOM TOJIKOBaHUY, KaK Ha-
CMeIIKa, [IPOKPAINCh B HAPOJHYIO TOJIIy CJIOBAa rpedeckue. Tak, JIMHHBIE BOJOCA
Y AYXOBHBIX JIAL] CTAJIX HA3BIBATLCSA «aKCHMOCAMK» C MOBOJA NMOCTPYMXEHUA UX IIPU
MOCBALIEHNHN B CBHH.IGHHbIﬁ CaH Y MPOU3HECEHUA U MEHHSA CJI0BA <«yAOCTOEH» He-
CKOJIbKO pa3” [MAKcHUMOB 1955: 110].

[To3/Hee BBICKA3bIBAJIUCh U APYTHe IPeJI0I0XKeHN:

“AKCHUOCEHI (T1., 1), Kocuéchl (MeH.) — BOOCHI; BO3MOKHO, CIOfia JKe CIeTyeT
OTHECTU KOcéy — Tom, CBsmeHHNK (ap3., 1066, ny4., T3), xocixa — nomanbs (HS,
cafl.); rpeu. &Etog — <«IOCTOMH!> — CJIOBO, KOTOpOe MOeTCS MPYU MOCBAIMEHUU B CaH
CBSAILIEHHHKA; IPY 3TOM aKTe MOCBSIIaeMOMY ITOZCTPHUTaloT Bosockl. Hajo AiymMats, 4To
B YCJIOBHBIE apro CJI0BO II0IIAJIO He MPSIMO U3 'PEYeCKOro S3bIKa, a 4epe3 IO0CPeACTBO
aproHa ZlyXoBeHCTBa (ceMUHAapUCTOB)” [BOHAANETOB 1990: 9],

B 3THX CyXZeHUAX BbI3bIBaeT COMHEHU [IPUBJIedeHNe CI0/la Ha3BaHUM
JIULL Kocel ‘TION, CBALEHHUK , K0ctXxd ‘TIONAAba’; B 3TOU CBA3U COMHEBAeTCH U
A.E. AHukuH [2007: 133].

Crnenyer 3aMeTUTb, YTO CJIOBO AKCUOCLI — KCUOCHI He BCerzia pUKCHPO-
Basioch TOYHO. CI0Z1a ke OTHOCUTCSA TaKXe rpapuyecKu UCKakKeHHOe CJIOBO
KJIécbl ‘BOJIOCHI U3 JKaproHa MOCAJbCKUX TOPTHBIX, 3aQUKCHPOBAaHHOE B
cratbe B. H. IOBPOBOJIECKOTO [1916]. 3a TaKuM HanucaHWEM CKPBIBAETCS
10JieBasl 3alIUCh 3TOTO CJIOBA KCiécul (B CTAPOM AOPEBOIIOLIMOHHOM HaIuca-
HUY ¢ OYKBOU i Iepef €), KoTopasi Obljia IPOYUTaHa C KOHTAMUHALMeN OYKB
ci KaK JI, ¥ 3TO OMMOOYHOE NPOYTEeHNeE ObIJIO BOCIIPOU3BEEHO B I€YaTHOM
tekcTe. Ha ¢poHe Bcero 3apukcupoBaHHOro MaTepuasa omub0YHOCTh MPo-
YTeHUs CJI0Ba (a)kcuocel/ (a)kcuécel Kax K€Cu! BIIOJIHe OYeBUAHA.

[TpuBenEHHBIN B HACTOAIIEN 3aMeTKe CJIOBAPHBIM MaTepuajl OCTaBIsgeT
HeoO'bsICHEHHOW NPUYHHY MOSIBJIEHHS Y BOCKJIUL[AHUS dKCUOC HEOXKUTAHHO-
IO 3Ha4eHUH ‘BOJIOCHI’, UTO MOATBEPXKJaeT HECKOJBKO apalOKCaJbHbIY BbI-
BoJ B. B. BuHorpazosa, c/ieJlaHHbIY IPUMEHUTEeIbHO K MHTepecoBaBIIeMYy
ero cjaoBy aumuxk: “Ha 3TOM MaTepuasie Jlerko BUIETh, YTO BOCCTAHOBJIEHUE
MOJIHOM CeMaHTWU4eCKOW MCTOpUU cJioBa jaxke B mpefenax XVIII-XIX Bs.
TOJIBKO I10 JJaHHBIM TOJIKOBBIX CJI0Bapei MOYTH HeBO3MOXXHO  [BMHOIPA-
0B 1994: 41]. CoBnazieHre 10 BpeMeHH KecTa PyKOIOJI0XeH!s Ha T0JI0BY
TIOCBSIAeMOTr0 ¥ OHOBPEMEHHO 3ByYalllero Bo3riaca axcuoc! 06ycioBuio
IIOHMMaHNe XeCTa KaK yKa3aHue Ha BOJIOCHI T0JIOBBI, @ BO3IJIaca akcuoc! Kak
VX Ha3BaHMe. DTO KaJaMOypHOe Ha3BaHUE CUTYaLUH CTAJO TepATh CBOIO
KaJaMOypHOCTb, Oyarofaps 4eMy M BO3HHUK aproTU3M aKCUOC ‘BOJIOCHI.
BrnpoueMm, emé O. A. AHUIIEHKO BKJIOYWJIA B CBOU cjoBapb [2007: 38]
3TUMOJIOTUYECKHe cO0OpaXKeHUsA KOCTPOMCKOro (OJIbKJIOPUCTA U JTUaJeK-

14 Co ccpkor [BOHAANETOB 1990: 56] Ha [BUHOTPAZIOBB 1915: 215].
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Tojiora Hayasa XX B., YaCTHYHO NTPOJIMBAIOIINe CBET Ha MOsABJIeHre HeOXK K-
JIaHHOTO 3Ha4YeHHU S ‘BOJIOCHI’, — 3 MaTepHaJioB raJiuCcKoro BapuaHTa odeH-
CKOTO fI3bIKa:

“AKciocet <...> BOJIOCBI — IIPY IIOCBSIIEHIX JOJITOBOJIOCKHIX'b (AyXOBEHCTBO) BO3-
[JAMAalTh «akciocs!» IPU 3TOMb MOJIOXKa Ha OJIOBY KHUTY, apXiepeil YuTaeThb MO-
JIUTBBI ¥ IIOCTPHUTAeTh BOJIOCH” [BUHOTPAZIOBS 1915: 215].

I[To-6ypcanKy KOIYHCTBEHHOE OTHOIIEHHUE K [IePKOBHOMY TOPKeCTBEH-
HOMY BO3IJIacy axcuoc! mposiBUIOCH B 9BOJIIOLIMY €r0 3HaYeHHS OT aOCTPAKT-
HOTO 3Ha4eHHUS BO3Trjaca ‘A0CTOMH 10 BeCbMa KOHKPETHOTO ‘BOJIOCHI, YTO
I0Ka3bIBaeT POJIb CEMUHAPCKOU Cpe/ibl B PA3BUTUU CEMaHTUKHU 3TOTO CJI0BA.

Hamocnenok MOXXHO OTMETUTD, YTO XKeCT PYKOIIOJIOKEHN A KaK yKa3aHue
MMEHHO Ha TrOJIOBY (a 3HAYUT, U BOJIOCHI) OoJiee SIPKO MPHU TOJTKOBAHUU
OTHOCSIIUXCS CI07la I1aroJioB 0OHapyXuBaeTcs B cyioBape B. U. Mans:

“Pykononazdmo, pyKonoaoicims KOro, IOCTaBIATh Bb CBAIIEHHBIM YUHB,
BO3JIOKeHbeMb PYKb apXiepesi Ha IJ1aBy pyKomoJsaraemaro”. = «Xupomowis, <...>
-Hucdmse, IOCBALIATD, [IOCTABIATD, pyKononarats” [[AJB IV: 114, 564].

bBrionrorpadoms

AnexcheBb I-V
AnexchEB® I1. A., Lepxosreiii cno8aps, unu ucmoaxosarnie CIageHCKUxs, maxsiice
MAN08PA3YMUMENbHBIXD OPEBHUXD U UHOAZBIUHBIXD PIoUEHIL, NOL0NHCEHHbIXD 6e3D nepesoda
6% Cesaujennoms [lucaniu, u codeprcauuxcs 6s 0py2uxs YEPKOBHLIXS U 0YXOBHBIXG KHUZAXS...,
I-V, U3n. 4-e, BHOBb IepecMOTPBHHOE, HCTIP. ¥ IPOTUBY IPEXXHUX'D TPEX'b U3/IaHiH BecbMa
3HATHBIMb KOJIMYeCTBOMb CJIOBB U phueHiit npiymHoxeHHOe, C.-ITeTep6yprsb, 1817-1819.

AnEKCEEBB 1899
Camvtii nonnuitl 06ujedocmynuiil C1080MonKogamens u 06sscHumens 150 000 unocmpannvixs
€108, B0UEMUXD 8B PYCCKIll A3bIKD CB NOOPOOHBIM®S, BCECTNOPOHHUMD U3CATLO08AHIEMD O
3HAUEHIU U NOHAMIY KaHdazo c108d... BHOBb 060paboOTab U AOMOIHUID 110 HOBBALIMMB
ucrounukams H. C. ATEKCEEB®D, U31. 5-€., [MockBa,] 1899.

AHNEPCEH-HEKCE 1969
AHAEPCEH-HEKCE M. lumme — dums uenoseueckoe, Ilep. c nat. A. TAH3EH (= Bubnnoreka
BceMUpHO¥# uTepatypsl, Cep. III, T. 169), MockBa, 1969.

AHIEPCEH-HEKCE 1984
AHAEPCEH-HEKCE M. lumme — dums uenogeueckoe, Ilep. c nat. A. TAH3EH, MockBa, 1984.

AnunkuH 2007
AnVKUH A. E., Pyccxuil smumonoeuueckui cnosapes, I, Mocka, 2007.

AHNIIEHKO 2007
AHMIIEHKO O. A., Crosaps pyccxozo wixonsrozo sxapzorna XIX eexa, Mocksa, 2007.

BAC I-XVII
Crnosaps cospemennoz0 pycckozo aumepamyprozo a3vika, I-XVII, MockBa — JleHuHrpag,
1950-1965.

BOHIANETOB 1972
BoHAANETOB B. /1., “I'pedeckuie 371eMeHTBI B YCIOBHBIX A3bIKaX PYCCKUX TOPTrOBLEB U
peMecyIeHHUKOB", B: Dmumonozuteckue ucciedosanus no pycckomy a3vixy, VII, Mocksa, 1972, 20-25.
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BOHIANETOB 1980
BoHOANETOB B. /1., “Tpedeckue 3aMMCTBOBaHUS B PYCCKOM, YKPanHCKOM, 6e10pyCcCKOM
U TIOJIBCKOM apro (K mpo6JieMe reHe3yca U KOHTAKTHPOBAHU A COLMAIbHBIX 1MaTeKTOB
CJIaBAHCKUX A3BIKOB)”, B: Omumonozus 1980, Mocksa, 1982, 64-79.
BoHIANETOB 1990
BOHZANETOB B. 1., HHos3vunas nexcuka 8 pycckux apzo, Kyir6pimes, 1990.
bonnAneros 2004
BoHnAneTos B. [, B. . lanb u TaliHble A3b1ku B Poccun, 2-e u3g., ucnp., Mocksa, 2004.
MOKMEHKO, HUKUTHHA 2000
MokMEHKO B. M., HukutrHA T. I, Bonbmioii cioBapb pycckoro xaprosa, C.-ITerep6ypr, 2000.
BuHorprazios 1941
BuHOTPAZIOB B. B., “Jlekcukonoruieckue 3aMeTki. Bormpoc 06 nctopuueckom cioBape
pycckoro auTepatypHoro si3bika X VIII-XX BB.”, Yuenste 3anucku Mocxoeckozo
20cydapcmeenn020 nedazozuueckozo degpexmonozuneckozo uncmumyma. Kagedpa pyccxoeo
a3vika u niumepamypet, 1941, 1, 3-57.
BuHOrrAzioB 1968
BuHOTPAZIOB B. B., “O6 3KCIIpecCHBHBIX N3MeHeHUsX 3HadeHn U popm ciioB”, Cogemckoe
crnasanosedenue, 1968, 4, 3-11.
Bunorpazos 1994
BuHorpaznos B. B., Hcmopus cnos, MockBa, 1994.
BuHoOrpAzos 1915
BuHorpazioBb H. H., “TanuBoHcKie ajileMaHsbl: YCIOBHBIH A3bIKb Fanudanb (KocTpoMckoit
ry6.)", Bb: U3emcmis Omonnienia pycckazo a3vika u crosechocmu Umn. Axademiu nayxs, XX/1,
1915, 209-260.
BoroHCKu 1933
BoproHckuii A. K., Bypca, Mocksa, 1933.
T'onoBkoB® 1914
TONOBKOB® [I., UnAr0cmpuposantuiil C108aps UHOCMPAHHBIXS CNI08%B CB YKA3AHIAMU YOapeHii u
¢s 600 pucynxamu 6s mexcmn, Onecca, 1914,
Tonbluess 1873
TonbImEBRS U. A., “CloBapb UCKyCCTBeHHAro odeHcKaro si3bika”, Bb: Tpydet Bradumupckazo
2ybeprckazo cmamucmuueckazo komumema, X, llpuinoxenie, Bnagumips, 1873, 1-30.
T'orsEBB 1896
T'oPsiEBD H. B., CpaBHUTEIbHBIN 9TUMOJIOTHYeCKill cJIoBapb pycckaro s3bika, Tudaucs, 1896.
IOAne I-1IV
JAnb B. U., Tonkosuiil c108aps #u6az0 6eIUK0pyccKazo A3vika, 2-e U3A., UCIp. U 3HAUYUTEIbHO
YMHOX€EHHOE 110 pyKonucu aBropa, I-1V, C.-[letepbyprs, Mocksa, 1880-1882.
JKAHIIUEB 2008
JKAHIUEB I. A, Dnoxa eenuxux nepemen, 1, Mocksa, 2008.
OaHunuH 2007
OaHunvH B. (B. BABEHKO u [I. KNyTEP), Yemsepmas scepmea cupenu, Mocksa, 2007.
JIOBPOBOJILCKIN 1916
JlosPOBONBCKIN B. H., “HBKOTOpBIE aHHbBIE YCIOBHATO 3bIKA JOPOTOOYKCKUX'D MeLIaHb,
KaJIMKb IePeX0XXUX'b, IOPTHBIX'b M KOHOBAJIOBD, CTPAHCTBYIOIMUX'b 10 CMOJIEHCKOH 3eMiTh:
JlaHHbBIe yCIOBHATO SI3bIKa IIOPTHBIX'L cesla Basuubsa Mocanbckaro yb3aza, 3anucaHHble MHOIO
Bb fiepeBHE Kopsa6bunb Enbuunckaro ybaaa”, Cuonenckas cmapuna, 111/2, 1916, 1-13.
osPOOOMOB 1987
JosponoMos M. I., “IloracoBka”, Pycckas peus, 1987, 1, 133-136.

OosponomoB 2009
1osPOIOMOB . T, ITpo6nemst amumonozuu 8 HopMamusHou sexcuxozpaguu, Maranas, 2009.
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JosroomoB 20104a
Hosponomos U. I, “Conmonorus A3bKa B UCTOPUKO-JIEKCUKOJIOTUYECKUX U
3THUMOJIOTUYECKUX UCCIIeIOBAHUAX”, B: Dmumonozus. 2006-2008, Mocksa, 2010, 82-100.
JosrosomoB 20105
JosronoMoB . I, “[Pen.:] A. E. Anuxun. PyccKuil 5TUMOJIOTHYeCKHi coBapb. Beim. 1
(a — aromka). M.: PykonucHble namMmaTHUKY JIpeBHelt Pycu, 2008, 368 c.”, B: Dmumonozus.
2006-2008, Mockga, 2010, 262-276.
IosPYIINHA 2012
JospymiMHA E. P., “CnoBapb XpUCTHAHCKOM JIEKCUKU: COCTAB CJIOBHUKA", BecmHuxk
IIpasocnaernozo Cesamo-Tuxonoeckozo eymanumapHozo yrusepcumema. Cepus 3: Qunonozus,
2012, 3 (29), 105-113.
JIOBPYIIMHA U aP. 2011
JloepyIIUHA E. P., cBAlll. KOHCTAHTUH I[101bCKOB, JINTBUHLEBA K. M., XAHTUPEEB U. A.,
“Ot «abbara» 10 «aHaJos»: GparMeHT «JIMHIBO-IHIIMKIIONEAUIECKOTO CJI0Baps PyCCKOH
XPUCTUAHCKOM eKcuKu»”", Becmuuxk Ilpasocnasnozo Ceamo-TuxoH08cK020 2yManumapHozo
yuueepcumema. Cepus 3: unonoezus, 2011, 3 (25), 119-146.
IlyBPOBCKI 1879
IyBPOBCKIN H., TI0JIHBIN TOJIKOBBIN CI0Baph BChX'b 001IeyIOTPeOUTENbHBIX D
MHOCTPAHHBIX'b CJIOBB, BOLIEANINX'b Bb PYCCKill A3BIK'D, Cb YKa3aHieMb KOPHeH, 4-e u3J.,
Mocksa, 1879.
Iba4EHKO 1900
T'PUrOPI JIbSYEHKO, CBAMLL., IIoNHb1 YepK0BHO-CABAHCKIH CI08ADS (CB 8HECEHIEMD 6%
He20 8ANCHIUUMUXD OPeBHE-DYCCKUXD CTOBD U 8bIPANCEHIIL), cOOeprcauyill 65 ceOb 06BACHEHIS
MAJLONOHAMHBIXG CNI08% U 060pomos%s... Mocksa, 1900.
KypABNEB 2010
JKvPABEB A. @., “[Pen.;] Vladimir Orel. Russian Etymological Dictionary. Book 1: A~H; Book 2:
K-0. Octavia & Co. Press, 2007. 816 pp.”, B: Dmumonozus 2006-2008, Mockga, 2010, 276-285.
3ENEHUHD 1905
3enEHUHB [I. K., “CeMuHapcKis c0Ba Bb pyccKoMb A3bikb”, Pycckitl punonozuueckii
emcmuuks, Bapmasna, 1905, 3-4, 109-119.
KAMYATHOB 1998
KAMYATHOB A. M., Hcmopus u zepmernesmuxa craganckou Bubnuu, Mocksa, 1998.
KopoBywkuH 2000
KoproBymkuH B. I1., Crosaps pycckozo eoennozo xapzoxa, Exarepuntypr, 2000.
JIECKOB 1957, 4
JIEckoB H. C., Co6panue couunenuii 8 odunnadyamu momax, 4, Mocksa, 1957.
JIECKOB 1957, 6
JeckoB H. C., Cobpanue couunenuii 8 odunnadyamu momax, 6, Mocksa, 1957.
JIECKOB 1958, 9
JIeckoB H. C., Co6parue couunenuii 6 odunnadyamu momax, 9, Mocka, 1958.
JIECKOB 1958, 10
JeckoB H. C., Co6panue couunenuii 8 odunnadyamu momax, 10, Mocksa, 1958.
JIECKOB 2000
JEckoB H. C., ITonnoe cobpanue couunenui, 7, Mocksa, 2000.
JIbckoB® 1867
JIbckop® H. C. Hrkyda, 1, C.-IleTepGyprs, 1867.
JIbckoBb 1880
JIkckoB® H. C., “M3b Mesovei apxiepeiickoii xxu3Hu. I: Ciy4daii b reHepaJoMdb Y MUTPOIIOJIUTA
Qunapera”, Hcmopuueckii 6rocmuuxs, 1880, 6, 255-267.
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JIbckoBb 1903
Honnoe cobpanie couunenii H. C. Inckosa, 35, 311 TpeThbe C'b KPUTUKO-GiorpadpuyecKuMb
o4epkoMb P. V1. CeMeHTKOBCKAro ¥ C'b IpUJIOXeHieMb nopTpeTa JIECKOBa, rpaBUPOBaHHATO
Ha ctanu . A. Bpokrayzoms Bb Jleiinuurk, C.-Iletepbyprs, 1903.
MAKCHMOB 1955
MaxcuMoB C. B., Kpsinameie cnoga, MockBa, 1955.
MACI-IV
EBrEHBEBA A.II. (pen.), Crosaps pycckozo asvika, I-1V, MockBa — JleHuHrpaz, 1957-1961.
MuxenbcoHs I-11
MUXENBCOHD M. U., Pycckas mvicas u prous. Ceoe u uyxcoe. Onsims pycckou gppaseonoziu, 1-11
[C.-TTeTep6yprsb, 1902-1903].
HACTOJIbHBIV BHUUKIIONEIUYECKIN CIIOBAPE I-1V
Hacmonsrstil snyukaoneduueckii crosaps, iznauie A. Tap6ens u K°, Mocksa, -1V, 1891-1892.
HekpAcoB 1983
HEekPAcOB H. A., ITosinoe cobpanue couunenuti u nucem 8 15-mu momax, V1, XynoxecTBeHHbIe
npousBejenus, Jlenuurpan, 1983.
OneiTh 1852
OnbiTh 06acTHAro Beaukopycckaro cioBapsi, u3ganubiit Bropeimbs Otabneniem M. Axkaz.
Hayks, C.-IletepGyprs, 1852.
ITETPOB 1975
ITeTPOB C. B., “CMopo3uty’, Pyccxas peus, 1975, 1, 144-145.
ITonHBIN CIIOBAPH 1861
Ionnetil cnosaps UHOCMPAHHLIXD CN06%S, B0ULEOUUXD 8B COCMABT PYCCKAZO A3bIKA,
C.IleTep6yprs, 1861.
IToMsAnoBCKIM 1902
Tomsnosckii H. I. [Tonnoe cobpanie couunenii, C.-Iletepbyprs, 1902.
ITPEOBPAXXEHCKHUM I-111
TTPEOBPAXXEHCKUMU A. I., Dmumonozuuecxuii cnosaps pyccxoeo asvixa, I-11I, MockBa, 1910-1949.
IMPUEMBIIIEBA 1-11
[TPUEMBIIIEBA M. H., Taiinsie u ycnosnuie asviku 6 Poccuu XIX eexa, 1-11, C.-Iletep6ypr, 2009.
CBOZHBIN CIOBAPB 1991
Ceo0nwiii cnosaps cospemennol pycckou nexcuxu, I-11, Ilox pen. P. I1. POrOXXHUKOBOY,
Mocksa,1991.
CHPC
Crosaps ucmopuu pycckux cnos, 1, ri1. pen. 3. ®. BononApckAs, M. JI. PEMHEBA, MockBa, 2009—.
CKIISIPEBCKAS 2008
CxnapeBCKAS I. H., Crosaps npasocnasrou yepxosHou kynsmypet: 6onee 2000 c108 u
cn080couemanui, 2-e u3J., ucmp., Mocksa, 2008.
CnoBAPb 1933
Crnosaps pycckoeo a3vixa, 1/ 2, Jlenunrpag, 1933.
CnP4 XVIII B.
Cnosaps pycckozo asvika XVIII eexa, Jlenunrpan — C.-Iletepbypr, 1984—, Boim. 1—.
CPHT
Crosaps pycckux HapodHvix 2080pos, Jlenunrpaz — C.-Iletep6ypr, 1965—, Boim. 1—.
CICPA I-1V
Cnosaps yepko8HO-CABAHCKAZ0 U PYCCKAZO A3bIKA, COCMABLEHHbII BMOpbims omomaeHiems
Hmn. Axademiu Hayks, 1-1V, C.-Iletepbyprs, 1847.
Tonne I-1II:
Tonne ®.T., HacmonvsHetil c108aps 0715 CNPABoOKs N0 8CTMb OMPACIAMS 3HAHIA (CNPABOUHBLU
sHyuxaoneduueckii nexcuxons), C.-Ilerepbyprs, [-111, 1863-1864.
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Some Etymological Notes on the Russian Seminarian Slang:
Vz"efantulit’, Smorozit’, Aksios(y)
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DACMEP I-1V
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DACMEPD 1909
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Xumuk 2004
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YEPHBIIIEBA 1984
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YEPHBIIEBA 2006
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283-310.
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YyKBUHCKIN A. (A®AHACBEB®D A. C.), Ouepku npownazo, 1, C.-IlerepGyprs, 1863.
ITAHCKUIA, BoBPOBA 1994
ITAHCKkUM H. M., BOBPOBA T. A., Dmumonozuueckuii c1o8aps pycckozo a3vika, Mocksa, 1994.
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SlaVaComp: IIporpammMma

Konvertierungstool KOHBepTaLluN
IpuQpTOB
“SlaVaComp”

Simon Skilevic Cemén Cepreesnu
IMIxnaesua
Albert-Ludwigs-Universitat Freiburg PQpaitOyprckumii yHUBEpCUTET

uM. Aapbepra u /A0aBura

Zusammenfassung
Der vorliegende Beitrag informiert {iber ein Tool, das im Rahmen eines Frei-
burger Projekts zur historischen Korpuslinguistik entwickelt wurde und dazu
dient, kirchenslavische Texte, die ohne Einsatz von Unicode digitalisiert wur-
den, ohne Verlust von Information bzw. Formatierung ins Unicode-Format zu
tiberfithren. Das Tool heifst SlaVaComp-Konvertierer. Es eignet sich fiir die Kon-
vertierung aller idiosynkratischen Fonts und kann somit nicht nur in der Paléo-
slavistik, sondern in allen historisch arbeitenden Philologien eingesetzt werden.

SchlUsselworter
Unicode, Konvertierungstool, kirchenslavische Alphabete und Schriften, Editio-
nen kirchenslavischer Texte, Textwiederverwendung, Digitalisierung, idiosyn-
kratische Fonts

* Der Beitrag ist im Rahmen des vom BMBF geforderten Projektes “SlaVaComp —
COMPutergestiitzte Untersuchung von VAriabilitat im KirchenSLAvischen” (FKZ:
01UG1251, Laufzeit: 15.01.2013-15.01.2016) unter der Leitung von Prof. Dr.

J. Besters-Dilger und Prof. Dr. G. Schneider entstanden. Ich méchte mich an dieser
Stelle herzlich bei allen ProjektmitarbeiterInnen fiir ihre Unterstiitzung bedanken.
Mein besonderer Dank gilt Herrn Dr. Roman Krivko, Herrn Pino Marco Pizzo, M. A.,
Frau Dr. Irina Podtergera, Herrn Dr. Achim Rabus und Frau Viktoria Halapats, M. A.,
fiir die aufwéndige Arbeit beim Ausfiillen der Konvertierungstabelle, fiir die Einblicke
in die Wissenschaft von den Sprachen und fiir die Hilfe beim Finden und Beheben der
unzihligen Fehler, die im Laufe des Entwicklungsprozesses auftraten.
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Peziome

B crarpe cooOrjaetcst o mporpaMme KOHBepTanyy HIpudToB pasHoro ¢gopmara B
¢opmar IOHMKO4, paspaboTaHHOII B paMKax ¢paiiOyprckoro mpoekra o UCTopuJe-
CKOJI KOPIIyCHOV AMHIBUCTUKe. IIporpamma obecrieunBaeT KOHBEPTAILIMIO AIOOBIX
mrpugTos B popMaTt IOHIKO 6e3 moTepn mHGOpMAaLINI, COAep>KaIIelics] B ICKOHHOM
¢aiiae, To ecTh c coxpaHeHMeM aBTOpCcKoro popmaruposanns. HassaHue mporpamMmMel
“SlaVaComp-Konvertierer / SlaVaComp-korsepTop”. [TocKoABKY IIporpamMma rpea-
Ha3HayeHa A/s KOHBepTalliy AI0OBIX, a HE TOABKO 1JePKOBHOCAABSHCKIX, IIPUQTOB,
OHa MOYKET JICII0Ab30BaThCs KaK I1a1€0CAABYCTaMM, TaK ¥ IIPeACTaBUTEASIMU APYTUIX
UCTOPUKO-(PIA0AOTMYECKIX AVICIIUILAVH.

Knioyesble cnoBa

IOHnKo4, mporpaMMa KOHBepTalUM, M3AaHUS II€PKOBHOCAABSHCKIX TEKCTOB,
LIEpKOBHOCAABSIHCKIIE aA(aBUTHI U PUQTEL, ITIOBTOPHOE JCIIOAb30BaHIIE TEKCTOB,
AUTUTAAU3ALNS, MAVOCUHKpATUIecKe IIPUPTHI

1. Einfuhrung und Problembeschreibung

Editionen kirchenslavischer Texte werden in der Regel mit dem Einsatz von
Non-Unicode-Fonts vorbereitet. Dies erschwert den Datenaustausch und die
Wiederverwendung dieser Texte im digitalen Format erheblich: Sie sind nicht
einheitlich eingegeben, sie werden auf dem Bildschirm falsch dargestellt oder
lassen sich nicht lesen, zudem kommt es beim Ubertragen in ein anderes Be-
triebssystem bzw. auf einen anderen Rechner hdufig zu Kompatibilitdtsprob-
lemen, die die Funktionsfiahigkeit von Office-Programmen beeintrichtigen.

Vor denselben Schwierigkeiten standen noch vor kurzem nicht nur Slavi-
sten, sondern auch Vertreter anderer Philologien. Um diese und &hnliche
Probleme zu beheben, wurde bereits Anfang der 1990er Jahre der Unicode-
Standard eingefiihrt, der ab Version 5.1 um die kirchenslavischen Zeichen
erweitert wurde!. Unicode ermoglicht es Sprachhistorikern und Mediévisten,
kirchenslavische Texte in ein digitales Format zu tiberfithren, das von allen
Rechnern bzw. allen Betriebssystemen, derer sich Slavisten in der Regel be-
dienen, akzeptiert wird.

Wie oben angedeutet, wurde der als Digitalisierung bezeichnete Vorgang
in der Slavistik vor der Erweiterung des Unicode-Standards um die histori-
schen slavischen Schriftzeichen, aber auch bis in die jiingste Zeit vorwiegend
mit selbstgebastelten idiosynkratischen Fonts durchgefiihrt. Dabei wurden
fehlende Zeichen durch einzelne andere Zeichen oder Zeichenkombinationen
von Unicode-Zeichen fiir nicht-kyrillische Schriften im Text ersetzt, um das
duflere Bild oder den Sinn des gewiinschten Buchstabens wiederzugeben.

! In Versionen 6.1 und 6.2 fanden sogar die am haufigsten gebrauchten supralinearen
Buchstaben Beriicksichtigung. Vgl. die Darstellung aller durch Unicode standardisierten
kyrillischen Schriftzeichen unter http://de.wikipedia.// Kyrillisch [4.10.13].
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SlaVaComp: Konvertierungstool

Ein bekanntes Beispiel fiir dieses Vorgehen ist die Erstellung eines
deutschen Textes unter Verwendung der fiir das Englische angelegten Tasta-
tur. Da auf der englischen Tastatur nicht alle Buchstaben des deutschen Al-
phabets vorhanden sind, wird mit Umschreibungen gearbeitet. So werden die
Umlautbuchstaben d, 6 und # durch Kombinationen mit e ersetzt: ae, oe, ue.
Diese Umschreibungen sind den meisten Lesern vertraut und werden beim
Lesen korrekt aufgelost. In einer vergleichbaren Art gehen auch Slavisten vor,
wenn sie fehlende Schriftzeichen wiedergeben wollen.

Damit die Texte, die mit Hilfe von Umschreibungen eingetippt wurden,
auch fiir “nicht eingeweihte” Leser verstandlich sind, erstellt man einen Font,
iiblicherweise einen Windows-Font, in dem die Code-Kombinationen aller
Buchstaben und die entsprechenden Darstellungen dieser Buchstaben pro-
grammiert werden. Im genannten Beispiel sollen die Code-Kombinationen mit
e — also ae, oe, ue — im Font von den Darstellungen d, 6, 7 abhidngig gemacht
werden: Wenn z. B. Microsoft Office den Code fiir ue liest, stellt das Programm
als Ausgabe auf dem Bildschirm # dar.

Dieses Vorgehen, das im Grunde genommen keine vertieften Kompeten-
zen im Bereich der Informatik erfordert, war und bleibt sehr verbreitet, so
dass auf solche Weise seit Beginn der Computerdra in der Editionsphilologie
Dutzende Fonts bzw. Versionen bereits existierender Fonts erstellt wurden.
Dabei einigte man sich fiir die Erstellung der benutzten Fonts nicht auf einen
bestimmten Standard. Mehrere unterschiedliche Forschergruppen digitali-
sierten die zu edierenden Werke mit ihren eigenen, speziell fiir ihre Projekte
zusammengestellten Schriftarten. Selbst innerhalb ein und derselben For-
schergruppe hat man sich nicht immer iiber das Format des Fonts geeinigt.
Die frei erfundenen Formate erschweren die Konvertierung der idiosynkra-
trisch digitalisierten Texte ins Unicode-Format wesentlich.

Ein weiteres Problem besteht darin, dass man bei der Digitalisierung
der Werke bemiiht war, das Layout der handschriftlichen Werke sowie gra-
phische Besonderheiten der Schriftzeichen in der digitaler Version zu erhal-
ten. Diese Informationen sind von grofler Bedeutung fiir die Untersuchung
unterschiedlicher mittelalterlicher Schreibschulen. Das heifit: Beim Konver-
tieren in Unicode darf die in den Editionen vorgenommene Formatierung fiir
die Schriftart nicht verloren gehen.

In der vorgelegten Arbeit soll ein Tool prasentiert werden, das den Sprach-
historikern, Altphilologen und Medidvisten die Konvertierung der von ihnen
vorbereiteten Editionen handschriftlicher Texte ins Unicode-Format erleich-
tern soll und sie beschleunigen koénnte. Das Tool heifdt SlaVaComp-Konver-
tierer. Es wurde im Rahmen des Projekts “SlaVaComp — COMPutergestiitzte
Untersuchung von VAriabilitdt im KirchenSLAvischen” entwickelt, das in Zu-
sammenarbeit zwischen dem Slavischen Seminar und dem Rechenzentrum
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der Albert-Ludwigs-Universitdt Freiburg durchgefiihrt wird. Das unten dar-
gestellte Programm ist nicht nur auf das Kirchenslavische beschriankt, sondern
ldsst sich auf alle Sprachen anwenden.

2. Tool-Beschreibung

Das Tool ist in der Programmiersprache C-Sharp auf .NET-Plattform ge-
schrieben und ist ein Windows-Tool.

Als Input bekommt das Programm eine Word-Datei (*.docx) und eine
Excel-Datei (defaultProfile.xlsx). Beide Dateien sind im Office Open XML For-
mat, das ab Office 2007 Standardformat ist. Um mit solchen Dateien arbeiten
zu konnen, wird im Programm die Bibliothek Open XML SDK verwendet. Bei
der Word-Datei handelt es sich um einen digitalisierten kirchenslavischen Text,
der konvertiert werden soll. Bei der Excel-Datei handelt es sich um die Kon-
vertierungstabelle, die die in der Word-Datei benutzten Fonts mit ihren Uni-
code-Pendants enthalt. Thr Format soll im Weiteren genauer betrachtet werden.

Das Vorgehen des Programms kann in groben Ziigen folgendermafien
beschrieben werden: Das Konvertierungstool verwendet den XML-Code der
Word-Datei. Dabei werden der Reihenfolge nach die Tags mit den Teiltexten
und den dazugehorigen Informationen iiber den angewandten Font und die
Formatierung extrahiert. Anhand dieser Informationen wird die entspre-
chende Konvertierungsfunktion aus der XML-Datei geholt, mit deren Hilfe der
Text in Unicode konvertiert wird. Bei der Konvertierungsfunktion handelt es
sich um einen Abbildungsprozess: Jede im Quell-Font verwendete Codierung
der kirchenslavischen Buchstaben wird auf die entsprechende Unicode-Co-
dierung abgebildet. Nach dem Konvertieren wird der extrahierte Tag zuriick-
gespeichert. Dabei enthilt er den konvertierten Text und Meta-Informationen
iiber den neuen Unicode-Font und die Formatierung.

2.1. User-Interface

Das User-Interface des SlaVaComp-Konvertierungstools besteht aus einem
Hauptmenii, einem Konvertierungsmenii und einer Konvertierungstabelle.
Auf diese drei Bestandteile gehen wir im Folgenden ausfiihrlicher ein.

2.1.1. Hauptmenu

Das Hauptmenii (s. Abb. 1) ist das erste Menii, das der Benutzer beim Starten
des Programms zu sehen bekommt.
In diesem Menii wird die Konvertierung durchgefiihrt. Es enthalt folgen-
de Elemente:
(1) Pfad der Quelldatei (Sourcefile), die konvertiert werden soll. Wichtige
Bedingung: Es muss eine Word-Datei im Office Open XML Format sein;
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SlaVaComp: Konvertierungstool

SlavaComp - olEN|

Abbildung 1. Hauptmeni

(2) Button zum Aufsuchen der Quelldatei auf dem Dateitrager (Lupe als
Symbol der Suchoption);

(3) Pfad der resultierenden Unicode-Zieldatei (Targetfile): Nachdem die
Quelldatei durch das Betétigen des Buttons (2) ausgesucht wurde, wird
der Pfad der Zieldatei automatisch generiert. Die Zieldatei befindet sich
in diesem Fall in demselben Ordner wie die Quelldatei und tragt densel-
ben Namen, allerdings mit der Endung copy;

(4) Button fiir die Konvertierungsoption (Convert Document): Durch das
Betétigen dieses Buttons beginnt der Konvertierungsprozess;

(5) Button zum Offnen der Tool-Beschreibung (About);

(6) Button zum Offnen des Codierungsmeniis (Encodings Menu).

2.1.2. Codierungsmenu

Das Codierungsmenii (s. Abb. 2) ist das Menti der Codierungseinstellungen.
Von hier aus kann man in der Konvertierungstabelle weitere Fonts hinzufii-
gen bzw. die Tabelle bearbeiten.

o Encodings Menu - o IEN|

| Table Name

@

-

o o, O &

defautProfile st | Add Conversion Table | | Extract new fots to the converson table |

Abbildung 2. Codierungsmenl

Die Bestandteile des Codierungsmentis sind:
(1) Pfad der Quelldatei (Sourcefile): Aus dieser Datei sollen fehlende Fonts
(ohne die dazugehorigen Codierungen) in defaultProfile.xIsx hinzuge-
fiigt werden;
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(2) Button zum Aufsuchen der Quelldatei auf dem Datentréager (Lupe als
Symbol der Suchoption);

(3) Feld fiir den Namen der Tabelle (Table Name): In diese Tabelle werden
alle gefundenen Fonts (ohne Codierungen) abgespeichert. Falls in die-
sem Feld nichts angegeben wird, bekommt die Tabelle den Namen temp.
xIsx und wird in demselben Ordner wie die Quelldatei gespeichert;

(4) Button zum Extrahieren der neuen Fonts in die Konvertierungsta-
belle (Extract new fonts to the conversion table): Durch das Betétigen
dieses Buttons wird die in (1) definierte Datei analysiert, wonach alle
dort vorkommenden Fonts in die Tabelle eingetragen werden, die in (3)
definiert ist. Aulerdem werden in diese Tabelle alle gefundenen Fonts
eingefiigt, die in defaultProfile.xIsx noch fehlen. Dabei werden nur die
entsprechenden Spalten fiir die Fonts erstellt. Die Spalten bleiben leer:
Die dazugehorigen Codierungen miissen spater manuell eingetragen
werden.

(5) Button zum Integrieren der Tabelle in das Default Profile (Add Con-
version Table): Mit diesem Button wird nach der bereits existierenden
Konvertierungstabelle auf dem Datentriger gesucht, die dann in de-
faultProfile.xIsx integriert wird. Falls einer der Fonts in beiden Tabellen
vorkommt, werden die Codierungen dieses Fonts zusammengefiihrt, so
dass keine der Codierungen verloren geht.

(6) Button zum Offnen des Default Profile (defaultProfile.xlsx): Mit diesem
Button wird defaultProfile.xIsx gedfinet, das die Konvertierungstabelle
enthalt.

2.2. Konvertierungstabelle

Die Konvertierungstabelle (s. Abb. 3) ist eine Excel-Datei im Office Open
XML Format. Nach der Installation des Programms befindet sie sich auf der
Festplatte im Ordner .../Programme(x86),/UniFreiburg/SlaVaComp/data und
tragt den Namen defaultProfile.xIsx. Es handelt sich dabei um eine Standard-
Konvertierungstabelle fiir das Tool. In dieser Tabelle befinden sich mehrere
Fonts mit den dazugehorigen Codierungen fiir die kirchenslavischen Buch-
staben und ihre Unicode-Pendants. Diese Tabelle wurde im Rahmen des SlaVa-
Comp-Projekts von mehreren Mitarbeitern des Slavischen Seminars der Uni-
versitat Freiburg erstellt. Sie ldsst sich erweitern. Mehr noch: Das Programm
wurde so konzipiert, dass das Erweitern der Tabelle moglichst leicht fallt. Das
Hauptziel ist dabei das Eintragen aller Non-Unicode-Fonts in diese Tabelle,
so dass es dann moglich wire, praktisch jedes digitalisierte kirchenslavi-
sche Werk ins Unicode-Format zu iiberfiihren. Die Datei hat dabei folgendes
Format:
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Abbildung 3. Konvertierungstabelle

(1) Die Spalte B enthdlt 2172 Unicode-Zeichen, darunter auch kirchensla-

vische, griechische, kyrillische und andere. Es handelt sich dabei um die
Zielzeichen, d. h. diejenigen, in die konvertiert werden soll, also die Uni-
code-Zeichen. Bei dem eingangs erwahnten Beispiel wiirden dann in dieser
Spalte d, 0, 7 mit ihrer Zahlendarstellung in Klammern stehen: é — (0)0E4, 6
- (0)0F6, i — (0)OFC. In der ersten Zeile steht der Name des Unicode-Fonts,
der im Programm verwendet wurde: Roman Cyrillic. In der zweiten Zeile
stehen die automatisch konfigurierten Meta-Daten des Fonts: <w:rFonts \,
die hier kaum zu sehen sind. Sie sind fiir den User nicht relevant.

(2) Alle Spalten ab der Spalte C sind fiir Non-Unicode-Fonts vorgesehen.

Jede Spalte enthdlt in der ersten Zeile den Namen des Fonts, in der
zweiten die automatisch erstellten Meta-Informationen. Alle weiteren
Zeilen enthalten eine oder mehrere durch ein Leerzeichen verbundene
Zeichenkombinationen, die mit den Codierungen der Unicode-Buch-
staben im jeweiligen Non-Unicode-Font iibereinstimmen.

(3) Die Spalte A ist fiir Kommentare wie etwa Standardlateinisch, kombinie-

rende diakritische Zeichen, Griechisch und Koptisch, Kyrillisch, Griechisch
erweitert usw. vorgesehen. Diese Kommentare, die den Ebenen in der
Symbol-Tabelle entsprechen, erleichtern die Suche nach Schriftzeichen
in der Konvertierungstabelle. Aber auch andere Kommentare kénnen
hier eingetragen werden.
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(4) Jede Zeile steht fiir ein Unicode-Zeichen bzw. Fertigcode, d. h. Zeichen mit
den zu ihm gehdrenden Diakritika: <&> (1F00) oder <> (1F14) und nicht
<a>und <> oder <e> und <">. Letzteres widersprache vollkommen dem
Unicode-Konzept: Einem Schriftzeichen, das eine lautliche Realisierung
hat, soll nur ein Code entsprechen. Der Fertigcode ist in der zweiten Zelle
(= Spalte B) zu sehen (vgl. Abb. 3). Alle weiteren Zellen sind fiir die Zeichen
bzw. fiir die Zeichenkombinationen vorgesehen, die dieses Unicode-
Zeichen in ihrem idiosynkratischen Font darstellen. In einigen Fonts wird
ein Unicode-Zeichen durch mehrere Zeichenkombinationen dargestellt. In
diesem Fall miissen die Zeichen, die eine Kombination bilden, ohne Leer-
zeichen miteinander verbunden werden, wihrend die Kombinationen
selbst durch ein Leerzeichen voneinander getrennt werden, damit das Pro-
gramm mehrere Pendants fiir ein Zeichen unterscheiden kann.

(5) Falls sich ergeben sollte, dass die notwendigen Unicode-Zielzeichen
in der Tabelle fehlen, besteht die Moglichkeit, am Dateiende, ab Zeile
2175, weitere Zeichen hinzuzufiigen (s. Abb. 4). Dafiir muss in die
zweite Zelle (= Spalte B) einer neuen Zeile das benétigte Unicode-Zei-
chen und in alle weiteren Zellen die ihm entsprechenden Zeichenkom-
binationen eingetragen werden.

In einigen Fonts wird fiir die Darstellung mehrerer Buchstaben nur
ein Zeichen benutzt. So gibt es zum Beispiel Fonts, in denen der kirchen-
slavische Digraph oy als Ligatur codiert wird. Obwohl dieser Digraph
auch in Unicode als Fertigcode vorhanden ist (vgl. <Oy> 0478 und <oy>
0479), besteht das Unicode-Konsortium darauf, auf dessen Gebrauch
zu verzichten und ihn durch die Kombination aus zwei Zeichen - <o>
= 043E und <y> = 0443 - zu ersetzen. Falls im jeweiligen Font der
Digraph als Ligatur codiert wurde, kann man diese Ligatur ebenfalls
mit Hilfe der zusatzlichen Zeilen in die Kombination aus zwei Unicode-
Zeichen umwandeln (s. Abb. 4).

v

B2175 - £ | oy

A B & E F G
2174 S (2cTe) )
2175 [>>>>>>> |oy oy K
2176 |Additional
2177 \codes )

Abbildung 4. Konvertierungstabelle
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2.3. Installation

Die einzige Installationskomponente ist eine Setup-Datei. Um das Programm
zu installieren, muss man diese Datei ausfiihren und ihren Anweisungen fol-
gen. Nach der Installation kann das Tool iiber eine Verkniipfung auf dem
Desktop gestartet werden. Alternativ ist es moglich, das Programm direkt aus
dem Ordner .../Programme(x86)/UniFreiburg/SlaVaComp zu starten. System-
voraussetzungen fiir die Installation des Programms sind:

— Microsoft Office 2010 oder hoher;

— Microsoft .NET Framework 4.5 oder hoher;

— Open XML SDK 2.0 oder hoher.

2.4. Fehlertoleranz

Beim Konvertieren konnen folgende Fehler auftreten:

(1) Das Programm erkennt den Font nicht, der in der Quelldatei benutzt
wurde. Um festzustellen, ob dies der Fall ist, kann der Text nach dem Offnen
der resultierenden Datei mit dem Befehl ctr7 + f nach der Zeichenkombina-
tion fff durchsucht werden. Falls man fiindig wird, bedeutet dies, dass das
Programm den Font des Textabschnittes zwischen fff! und !/ nicht erkennen
kann. fff ist eine Fehlernachricht, die fiir einen nicht erkannten Font steht.
Die Ausrufezeichen markieren die Grenzen des betroffenen Textabschnittes.
Man kann das Problem 16sen, indem man den Schritt 3 der Bedienung (s. u.)
durchfiihrt.

(2) Das Programm kann bestimmte Textabschnitte nicht konvertieren.
Dieses Problem lisst sich feststellen, indem man die resultierende Datei nach
der Fehlernachricht ccc durchsucht. Ausrufezeichen markieren die Grenzen
des betroffenen Textabschnittes. Im Text kann ccc wie auch die Ausrufezei-
chen anders dargestellt werden (s. Abb. 5), und zwar im urspriinglichen idio-
synkratischen Font des betroffenen Abschnitts. Dies wird dadurch verursacht,
dass die Zeichen c oder ! im zu konvertierenden Font anders codiert sind, was
dann auch die Ausgabe verdndert.

tinrugen  Format abertragen F £ U ~abe x, X WA EEEEE <] 1 Standard | Uberschrif... L

v ormat Ubertrager
é Suchfeld ] ftart * Absatz

Navigation / 27:27b-33a/287622 28:6-10/288624 (r xe) 60

e X v 29:11-12/291611  30:13-19a/293617  32:1- p

z y1p. -22a/ 30366 €
Klicken Sie auf die Pfeile, um die

Suche fortzusetzen. 34:11 Fehlermeldung CCClp! I 303626 Ch

][9] = aw 37:1a/308a23  38:1M16a/311613  39:20b- E

22/313619 Tr|

Dieses Dokument enthi Erratum (1): ¢ lege 60] \' 35:14- §

keine Uberschriften 15/305229(r60) (1

Abbildung 5. Fehlermeldung einer nicht erkannten Zeichenkombination
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Der Grund fiir das Nicht-Konvertieren liegt meistens darin, dass in der
Konvertierungstabelle defaultProfile.xIsx die entsprechenden Unicode-Codie-
rungen, die im betroffenen Abschnitt zum Codieren der Buchstaben verwen-
det wurden, fehlen. Das Problem wird gelost, indem die fehlenden Zeichen-
codierungen in die Konvertierungstabelle, in die Spalte mit dem betreffenden
Font und in die Zeile des betreffenden Schriftzeichens, eingefiigt werden.

2.5 Bedienung

Die allgemeine Vorgehensweise beim Bedienen des Programms ldsst sich mit
folgenden Schritten beschreiben:

Schritt 1: Starten des Programms. Suchen Sie mit 1 (s. Abb. 1) die zu
konvertierende Datei auf und betdtigen Sie Button 4. Dadurch wird die Kon-
vertierungs-Routine gestartet. Warten Sie ab, bis das Programm den Prozess
der Konvertierung beendet hat.

Schritt 2: Suche nach Font-Fehlern. Suchen Sie im Datenlaufwerk die re-
sultierende Datei mit der Endung copy auf und 6ffnen Sie sie mit Microsoft
Office Word. Mit der Tastenkombination c#rl + f1dsst sich das Suchmenii von
Microsoft Office Word 6ffnen. Geben Sie fff in das Suchfeld ein. Falls es zu
Treffern kommt, folgen Sie Schritt 3, sonst machen Sie weiter mit Schritt 4.

Schritt 3: Beseitigung von Font-Fehlern. Offnen Sie das Codierungs-
menti (s. Abb. 2). Suchen Sie mit Button 2 die Datei mit der Fehlermeldung fff
auf und betitigen Sie Button 4. Nachdem das Extrahieren der fehlenden Fonts
in die Konvertierungstabelle abgeschlossen ist, machen Sie weiter mit Schritt 4.

Schritt 4: Suche nach Codierungsfehlern. Suchen Sie auf dem Daten-
laufwerk die resultierende Datei mit der Endung _copy auf und 6ffnen Sie sie
mit Microsoft Office Word. Mit der Tastenkombination ctrl + f 6ffnet sich das
Suchmenii von Microsoft Office Word. Geben Sie ccc in das Suchfeld ein. Falls
es zu Treffern kommt, folgen Sie weiter Schritt 5. Falls kein Fehler gemeldet
wird, ist die resultierende Datei vollstdndig ins Unicode-Format iiberfiihrt.

Schritt 5: Beseitigung von Codierungsfehlern. Markieren Sie den ersten
Buchstaben nach dem Ausrufezeichen im betroffenen Textabschnitt. Achten
Sie dabei darauf, dass alle Zeichen markiert werden, mit denen dieser Buch-
stabe codiert wurde. Es empfiehlt sich die folgende Vorgehensweise:

— Fiigen Sie unmittelbar vor dem zweiten Buchstaben ein Leerzeichen oder
ein anderes gut erkennbares Zeichen ein;

— Bewegen Sie dann den Cursor vor das Ausrufezeichen;

- Bewegen Sie den Cursor mit der rechten Pfeiltaste einen Schritt nach
rechts, so dass er vor dem ersten Buchstaben steht;

- Driicken Sie die shift-Taste und halten Sie sie;

- Bewegen Sie bei gedriickter shift-Taste den Cursor nach rechts, bis auch
das Leerzeichen, das Sie vorher eingefiigt haben, markiert wird;
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— Gehen Sie anschlieend einen Schritt zuriick, so dass das Leerzeichen
nicht mehr markiert ist;

— Kopieren Sie den markierten Abschnitt und fiigen Sie ihn in die Kon-
vertierungstabelle in die Spalte mit dem entsprechenden Font und in
die Zeile mit dem entsprechenden Unicode-Zeichen ein. Gehen Sie dann
zuriick zu Schritt 4.

3. Fazit und Ausblick

Im vorliegenden Artikel wurde ein Tool namens SlaVaComp-Konvertierer
vorgestellt. Es handelt sich dabei um ein Programm, das historisch arbeiten-
den Philologen und Linguisten helfen soll, digitalisierte Texte ohne Verlust
der Formatierung in das Unicode-Format zu iiberfiihren. Eine wichtige Vor-
aussetzung ist dabei, dass die Texte im Voraus im docx-Format gespeichert
werden. Das Programm wurde fiir Werke in Kirchenslavisch und Alt- bzw.
Mittelgriechisch konzipiert. Jedoch besteht die Moglichkeit, die Konvertie-
rungstabelle mit weiteren Unicode-Zeichen zu vervollstdndigen und das Tool
so fiir andere Non-Unicode-Fonts zu verwenden. Dies macht das Programm
tiir alle historisch arbeitenden Philologen und nicht nur fiir Slavisten nutzbar.
Das Ziel ist die Erstellung einer umfassenden Tabelle von Schriftzeichen, so
dass in Zukunft der manuelle Aufwand beim Konvertieren minimiert wird.
Der Autor bittet alle Benutzer des Tools um Benachrichtigung tiber Erweiter-
ungen und eventuelle Probleme bei der Verwendung des SlaVaComp-Konver-
tierers (skilevic@googlemail.com).

Simon Skilevic
Albert Ludwig University of Freiburg

SlaVaComp Fonts Converter

Abstract

This paper presents a fonts converter that was developed as a part of the Frei-
burg project on historical corpus linguistics. The tool named SlaVaComp-Kon-
vertierer converts Church Slavonic texts digitized with non-Unicode fonts into
the Unicode format without any loss of information contained in the original file
and without damage to the original formatting. It is suitable for the conversion
of all idiosyncratic fonts—not only Church Slavonic—and therefore can be used
not only in Palaeoslavistic, but also in all historical and philological studies.
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Pe3siome

CraTbs 1IpeacTaBaseT coboii rmepsyIo mydankarnyio CkazaHNs 06 MMeHaX U3 Maao-
n3BecTHoN pedaknyu Kopmueit kanrn. B my6amkyeMoM TeKcTe HEM3BECTHBIN aB-
TOP MPOTECTYeT MPOTUB PacITPOCTPAHMBIIVIXCS B €T0 BpeMs HeXPUCTUaHCKUX VIMeH
(Tomuno, Ilymuro) v FOBOPUT O HEAOITYCTUMOCTY XPUCTUAHUHY IMETDb APyTOe MM,
KpoMe gaHHOro emy npu kpemjeHuu. OH 103B0AsIeT 400aBAATh K MMEHM TOABKO
yKazaHMsl Ha peMecao yeloBeKa, ero OTe4ecTBO MAM MeCTO poxJeHms. B crarpe
TaK>Ke AaH aHaAU3 pyKonucHo Tpaanmyy Kopmyert kunru Kupnaao-beaosepckoit
peaaxuny, BO3HUKILEN He Ho3gHee nepsoit yeTsepTn XVII B. 11 npeacrapastioneit
co0oi1 cokpalleHne coOOpHBIX Ipasua JaHmaobckont pesaxkunm. Ilpu sTom ee
COCTaB JOIIOAHEH CTaThsiMM Ha aKTyaAbHBIE TEMBI: MKOHBI, HallVICaHHBIE “HeBep-
HBIMI”, HellpaBegHOe OOraTcTBO, HeOJarodecTyBble MMeHa. PaccMoTpeHa Takke
rumoTesa 06 aTpubyIIMM psAja cratell JaHHON pedakiiuy Makcumy I'peky, BbIcKa-
3aHHas B HAy4YHOIl AuUTepaType paHee.

Kniouesblie croBa;
KyapTypHble cBsa3y, Ckasanme o0 umenaXx, Kupnaao-beaosepckas pesakums
Kopmuerir, Makcum I'pek, oHomMacTiKa, AMYHbIe MeHa
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Abstract

This article for the first time publishes the Treatise on Names from the little known
redaction of the nomocanon (Kormchaia). In the Treatise the unknown author pro-
tests against the widespread use of non-Christian names in his time, such as Tomilo,
Shumilo, etc., and he says that it is unacceptable for a Christian to have any name
other than the one he received at baptism. He allows adding to the name only some
indications of a person’s trade, his fatherland or place of origin. In this article the
author analyzes the manuscript tradition of the Kirillo-Belozersk redaction that
occurred no later than the first quarter of the 17th century. The redaction is the
shortened text of the Canon norms of the Daniil’s redaction. Thus its composition is
expanded by sections addressing real-life problems, such as: icons painted by “infi-
dels,” unrighteous wealth, and impious names. The paper also examines the issue
of the attribution of the titles of this version, which historians formerly had ascribed
to Maximus the Greek.

Keywords:
cultural ties, Treatise on Names, Kirillo-Belozersk redaction of the nomocanon (Korm-
chaia), Maximus the Greek, onomastics, personal names

Bo BTopoii mosioBuHe XVI B. B Poccuu nosiByisieTcs Lenblil psai COUMHEHUH,
HaIlpaBJIEHHBIX IPOTUB MPOUCXOAAMNX B KU3HU IlepeMeH U HOBBIX fIBJIe-
HUU, BTOPTalOMUXCA B PYCCKYIO KYJIbTYPY, B HUX BBICKAa3bIBaeTCS MBICIb O
Heo6X0AUMOCTH 3apUKCUPOBATH YCTOSABIINECS HOPMBL. Bophba ¢ “6ecunHm-
eM”, yTBepKZAeHue “6arouecTus” CTAaHOBUTCS OHOU U3 ITTABHBIX T€M TaKUX
3HAYMMBIX TAMATHUKOB, Kak “JloMmocTpoir” u “Crornas”.

Oco0yto aKTyaTbHOCTH TPUOOPETAeT BOIIPOC 00 MKOHOMMCAHUH, TaK KaK
OJJHAM M3 3pPUMBIX MPOSIBJIEHUI HACTYIJIeHUA KyAbTypel HoBOro BpeMeHu
OBLI Iepexo] K peayiCcTHYeCKUM U300pakeHUsAM (mopTperam). IleyaTHbIe
KHUTY, U3[JaHHbIE Y 3allaIHbIX U I0KHBIX CIaBAH, nonazgas B Poccuto, npu-
HOCHUJIH € COOO¥ U HOBBIE TEKCTHI, M HOBBIE TPABIOPHI C HEOOBIYHBIMU CIOXKe-
TaMH.

K HOBBIM ABJIEHUAIM OTHOCATCA COLMAJIbHbIe U3MeHeHUsI: yBelnueHue
qucia 00pa30BaHHBIX JIIOJIEH, CITyKalMX B prka3ax [JIuxA4EB 2007], yBe-
JIMYeHre Y9aCTHUsI MHOCTPAHILeB B XU3HU obmectBa [OnAPUHA 2007], pocT
Ka3a4ecTBa, ChITPABIIETO BaXKHYIO POJib B COOBITUAX CMYTHOTO BpeMeHU
[TInaTOHOB 1995: 76—80]. MOOUIBHOCTD 00OIIECTBA, paclIpeHHe 30H KyJIb-
TYPHBIX KOHTAaKTOB IIPUBOJUJIO U K yTpaTe BUAMMOU CBSI3U YesoBeKa C Po-
ZIOM, MeCTOM IIPOUCXOK/IeHU S NI a’Ke K CO3HATeJbHOMY Pa3pbIBy C HUMH,
4TO OTPA3UJIOCh U B CIOCOOAX MMEHOBAHUS JIIOIE.

[Ty6nukyemoe Cka3zaHue 06 MMeHaX 0OBSACHSET UMEHOBaHUe YeJ0BeKa
TpeMs pa3HbIMU MMEeHAaMH U HallpaBJeHO NPOTUB UMeH HeXPUCTHUAHCKOTO
npoucxoxzaenus. Ilpusogumele B HeM uMmeHa Tomuno v Illymusio NOIYy4YNIN
B XVII B. mupokoe pacupoctpaHeHue. Kak ormedan C. B. Becenosckui,
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“ToMusI0 — OYeHb pacIpoOCTPaHeHO MoBceMeCcTHO” (mpumepsl: Hosropog,
Benes, YcTioxHa, TBepb, [IMuTpoB, Ap3amac, Onosern;) [ BECENOBCKU 1974:
320]; “Illymuno — o4eHb pacnpocTpaneno” (Baxckas 0671, Besoosepo) [TAM
XKE: 374]. ABTop CKa3aHUs NMPU3HAET JONYCTUMBIM H00OABIATH K XPUCTH-
AHCKOMY MMeHU YKa3aHKe TOJIbKO Ha pOoJ 3aHATUMN UJIU TePPUTOPUAJIBHYIO
NPUHA/JIe)XHOCTh. B KayecTBe NMPUMepPOB XPUCTUAHCKOTO MMEHU Ha3BaHO
TOJIBKO OIHO — Heann'.

Bomnpoc o npoucxoxaeHnyu Cka3aHus TeCHO CBSI3aH C HepeIleHHBIM BO-
npocoM o npoucxoxzaeHnu Kopmunx Kupuinno-benosepckon pejakuuy, B
COCTaB KOTOPBIX OH BKJII0UeH. FIMeHHO 3Ta pefakuusa Kopmyeii KHUru ocra-
eTCs1 MaJION3BECTHOW U MaJIOM3yYeHHO!, TO3TOMY HeOOXOAUMO IIPUBECTH O
Hell HeKOTOPble CBeIeHu .

Ha3BaHue peakiuy ObIJI0 JaHO KMCCIIeA0BATeISIMU 110 IBYM HaunboJee
paHHUM cliicKaM U3 Kupuiio-beno3epckoro MOHacCThIpA: CIUCKY Pozox.272
1620-x rr., OKa3aBuieMycsi B cocTaBe POroxckoro cobpaHusi, U CIHCKY M3
Kupunnno-benosepckoro MoHacTeipst Kup.-bes., oTHOCAmemycs K 1630-M IT.
[KoporonuHa 2010: 23-24 |. Criucok Pozosx.272 npuHajiexaa nHOKy Ku-
puinno-beno3epckoro MoHacToIps 'eie0Hy, 0 UeMIIOBECTBYeT BiIaZieIbuecKas
3anuck. Jpyroii cnucok 3Toi pepakuuu — Cun.570 — narupyercs 1643—
1644 r. 1 cBsi3aH ¢ MOCKOBCKMM Te4aTHBIM IBOPOM [BEAKOBA 2011: 106—
107]. ¥>xe Bo BpeMsi pabOTHI HaJl CTaTbeil COTPyAHUKaMK Apxeorpaduieckoi
nabopatopuu MI'Y GbL BBISIBJIEH U OITUCAH ellle 60Jiee pAHHUH (HETIOJTHBII)
CIIMCOK [aHHOM pefaKkLuu, HaxoaAawuicsa B [IepMCKOM rocyfapCTBeHHOU
XyJOXeCTBeHHOU ranepee (Ilepm., 1610-1620-e rr.)2.

Hauano uccnenoBanus Kupunno-Benosepckoit penakiuuu 6b110 M0JI0-
xeHo . H. IIlanoBbIM, OH yKa3aJ Ha TPU ee CIIKCKA, a TaK)Xe Ha Hajlu4yue
komnuaanuu XIX B., BKJIIOYawOLleld JaHHYIO pefakuuio [BPIOCOBA, IIIA-
1oB 1971: 87; [IJATI0B 1994]°. Y4eHbli1 OTHOCHJI CO3ZIaHNeE 3TOW Pe/IaKI[K KO
BpeMeHHU BCKOpe [ocJie yupexieHus narpuapiectsa B Poccun. OH oTMeTu 1
yKa3aHKe Ha MaTpuapiiee MeCTO B YCIIeHCKOM cobope B cTatbe “O6 obpase
CrnacoBe” u ynoMmuHaHue nMenu napsi ®esnopa MisaHoBrya B Co60pHOM MpH-

! VIMeHHO B TakOM HanucaHuu. Cp. Takxe: “...hopMa «VIBaH», KOTOpas BOCHPHHIMAETCS
ceifyac Kak crenuduyecku pycckas ¢opma, IpOTUBONOCTABIIEHHAS LIEPKOBHO-
CIaBAHCKOH «/10aHH», ellje B OTHOCUTEJILHO HeflaBHee BpeMs He BOCIIPUHUMAJIACh KaK
TaKoBas U MOIJIa BLICTYNIATh B KauecTBe KaHOHN4YecKoi” [V CIIEHCKuMI 1969: 16-17];
ZIaslee, a TaK)Xe B IPUMeYaHUAX MHOTOYKCIIEHHbIe IPUMePbl Hanucanus Meawu (¢
YABOEHHBIM “H”) [TAM XKE: 223-226] (npum. ped.).

TpuHomy 6arogapHocTs 0. BelsHKIHY 3a yKa3aHKe Ha 9Ty PYKOIKCh 1 BO3MOXHOCTb
03HaKOMUTBCA € ee onucaHueM. Pykonucu Pozosxc.272 v Ilepm. BOCXOJAT, IO-BUAVMOMY,
K ofHOMY nipoTorpady. B pykonucy u3 ITepMcKoii rocyapcTBeHHON XyA0XeCTBeHHOM

rajiepey nocjeznxue raasbl ¢ 104 1o 132 0TCyTCTBYIOT, XOTS OHU €CTh B yKa3aTeJie [JaB.

3 B XIX B. pykomuch Pozox.272 Gblia UCIONb30BaHA CTAPOOOPAALAMH IS CO3/AHMUS
HOBOM pefakuun: Pozoxc.273, Pozos.274 1 Ez0p.666 [11ATI0B 1994; KoporoauHa 2010:
32-33].
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rosope 1503 r.* VicTopuk c4uTasl, 4YTo pejlaklius cBA3aHa ¢ MOCKBOM, ee H-
Tepecamu U NOJUTUKOM, XOTS He UCKJII04aJj U BO3MOXXHOCTH COCTaBJIeHUS ee
B Kupunno-benozepckom MoHacThipe [BPIOCOBA, IITATIOB 1971: 87]. . H. Ila-
IIOB OTMETHUJI, YTO B COCTaBe 3TOM peJlaKLIUX ONYIeHbl IPaBUIa all0OCTOJIb-
CK¥e U cOOOpHBIE, HO COXPAHEHBI TOJIKOBAHUSA K HUM ¥ BKJIIOUEHbI TTAMSAT-
HUKH, OCBAIEHHbIe PYCCKOM Tpaauuueld (OTPbIBKM M3 3aKOHA CYAHOTO
Jno4aM, gerenfapHoe Ckazanue o Criace u uMmneparope Manyuie, BO3HUK-
mee B HoBropoze B XIV B. u ip.) B mepepabotkax XIV-XV BB., a Tak3Ke mpa-
Busia MuTponoauToB CumMoHa u Makapus u Beinucku u3 Crornasa [IA-
1oB 1994: 15§].

Kupunino-benosepckas pefakuus HelaBHO Oblyla PaCCMOTpPEHa B CTa-
Tbe M. B. KoporoguHoii. MccienoBaTenbHULIa YKa3aja Ha TO, YTO CTAThs
“KaxeHure Ha BeJIM4aHUe CO BJIAZbIKOIO”, BOLIEAIIAA B JAHHYIO PelaKLIMIo,
uMeeTCs U B pyKomnucu apxuenuckona Hosropoackoro ®eonocus Ezop.472
[KoporoguHa 2010: 27]. KpaTko oxapakTepru30BaB ONOJIHUTEbHbIE CTa-
ThU pefaKLUU, UCCIefloBaTeIbHUIIA HA OCHOBAaHMMU JAaTUPOBKU CIIHCKOB
clienaia BBIBOZ, YTO OoJiee MPABUJILHO OTHOCUTH TOSIBJIEHHE PeJaKIUK K
1620-M IT. ¥ He CBA3BIBATb C MOCKOBCKOM MUTPONOJMYbel (IaTpuapuieil)
kadenpoii. K Habmonenusm M. B. KoporoanHo#i MOXHO cliesiaTh psifi Cylie-
CTBEHHBIX JIONOJIHEHNH.

Bo-nepBbix, HanboIee HOBATOPCKOM YaCThIO IAHHOU peJIaKIUH SIBJISIeT-
csi mepepaboTka Ykasaresisi 14 TUTYJIOB. DTO Ha CETOZHS BTOPOIA M3BECTHBII
CJly4ail B BOCTOYHOCIaBAHCKOM TpaauLun’. CoCTaBUTe b 3HAUUTEJIbHO Ie-
pepaboTan Yka3areb, 0TKa3aBIIKNCh OT JieJieHUst Ha TUTYJIbI (TpaHu). [Tocie
36 ryiaBbl IEPBO TPAHU OH IOMECTHUJI IEPBYIO [JIaBy BTOPOM I'PaHU Kak 37
IJIaBy, TaK e IOCTYIINJI 4 CO CJIe[yFOLMMU IPaHAMU U IpeBpaTuj YKasaTeb
B oryaByeHue B 156 rinaBax. Tem caMbIM YKa3aTesb IOTepsJ CBOX OCHOBHYIO
GYHKIIMIO — CIOCOOCTBOBATh OTHICKAHUIO HYKHBIX IPABUIL, 3aTO IPUOOpe
IPUBBIYHBIN [ KHMKHUKA XapakTep oriasieHus (“V3no0xeHus rinasam”).

Bo-BTOpBIX, pelakTop C4esl Hy)KHbIM COKPaTUTh U KOJIMUYECTBO TOMe-
IIIeHHBIX B YKa3areJie [IpaBuJl, O YeM JBaXXAbl Ipeaynpeaunsn yurarens: “Ce
yb0 OTYaCTH SIBUX O COUETAHUU 3aKOHHBIX MPABUJI, a IPOYasi, sHKe Mo efu-
HOMY IIPaBUJIy KO€X0 BeIly MO/IJIeXKUT, Ta BCA 37le B COUeTaHUe He nucax”
[Pozosc.272: 1. 13], — 1 BHOBB: “cie IPOYMTAIOLINM Jia [JIaroJiio, IKO He 10
pPALY BCA NMpaBUJIHAA M3IOJHEHUSA BO KHUATY CUI0 ITpenucax, HO OTYacTH U
BKpaTLe” [TAM XE: 1. 1306.].

B-TpeThux, pefakTop ABHO IpejNOYUTas TOJIKOBaHUA NpaBUaM, Ha
4To o6parun BuuManue eme . H. Illanos. Cam paKT BKJIIOYEHUS B KHUTY

4 CobopHblii mpuroBop 1503 r. 6T OMyGIMKOBAH 10 CIIUCKY Pozoi.272 B
[OsTROWSKI 1977: 569-572]. Ily6mKauust Oblia HAM HeIOCTYIIHA, CBeZeHUS B3SAThI
u3 [IInury3os 1988: 756].

5 Jlpyro¥i npuMep — pPyKoIHch Seennon. [IIAIIOB 1976: 136-154].
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TOJIKOBAaHUi1, a He COOCTBEHHO MPaBUJI 3aCTaBJjsieT Hoyiee MPUCTAIBHO OT-
HEeCTHUCh K COCTaBY peJlaKIIMX: BMECTO IIPaBUJI IPUBOJSATCA TOJKOBAHUS U B
ApyTOii, 6oJiee paHHei, pefaKuK — MSACHUKOBCKOW. VIMEHHO TOJIKOBaHUS
ABJAIOTCSA 00BbequHsIOmeN YacTblo CepOckoil U Pycckoiil pemakiuii, mo-
3TOMY Ba)KeH BOIPOC: Iepe]i HAaMU paboTa pejlakTopa UK OH MOJIb30BAJICS
0COObIM UCTOYHUKOM, B KOTOPOM BMECTO MPABUJI OBLIH TOJKOBaHUS? ECTh
OCHOBaHMsI TOBOPUTB CKOpee 0 paboTe peflakTOpa, KOTOPBIii TOABEpraJ co-
KpalLleHUIo U CaMy TOJIKOBAHHUS.

B 0CHOBe cO3aHHOI Pe/JaKI1HY JIeXUT, T0-BUANMOMY, CepOCKast pefiak-
1y Jlanunosckoi noarpynnsl [IITATIOB 1978: 266-267]¢. Mutpononurt [la-
Huua ponoaua Cepbekyro pepakuuio (“Cysmanbckue mpaBuia”) HOBBIMU
cTaThAMH, B TOM uncie IIpaBunamu Hukudopa McnoBegnuka u OTBeTamMu
Hoanna Kunpckoro. DT /Ba NaMATHUKA NOMEIAIOTCA KaK IPUJIOKeHue
Kk Cuntarme Mardes Bnacraps, a Takxe BXxoAsit B cobpanue TpeOHuUKa
¢ npaBunamu MoanHa 3oHapsl [BENAKOBA 2010]. Kpome Toro, yxe B [la-
HUJIOBCKYIO peJlaKIUI0 ObUIM 0OaBJieHbl AUCHUIUIMHAPHBIE MpPaBUJA U3
Crynniickoro Ycrasa [BENAKOBA 2008], Bonpocsi-oTBeTsl AHacTacusa Cu-
HauTa, Bomemiue eme B 1360pHuk 1073 1.

JlaHuJIOBCKasA pefakuus Oblia pacliupeHa coctaBuTesneM Kupuiiio-
Benosepckoii 3a cyet BkIoueHus crtateil u3 Kopmueit Uy10BCKOM pejakiuu
(rmaBel 86-90), a TakXe [ONOJHEHA CTATbAMHU Pa3JIUYHOTO IIPOUCXOXK/e-
HuA. OOHUM U3 UCTOYHUKOB nocayxusa Crornas: riasa 115 “IIpaBuno cBa-
THUTeJIell pyCCKUX O BJIOBBIX ITONaxX U fuakoHax” — Crorzas, rnasa 807; rinasa
116 Kopmueii “IIpaBuno Makapus mutponoiauTta Mockosckaro u Bces Pycu
0 TIOCTPYIKeHUM 6paz” BOCIIPOM3BOAUT KoHel] 39 riaBbl U 40 raBy CTornaBa
[EM4EHKO 2000: 302-304]; rnaBa 117 “Toro ) Makapusi MUTPONOJIUTA
MockoBckaro u Bcesi Pycun o tapusx” — Havaso 39 riaBel CToriaBa [TAM
KE: 301-302]; rmaBa 124 “Cka3aHue O MKOHOMMCIIAX, KAKOBBIM Tom06a-
er 6eiTu” (Hauyaso: “Tlomobaer y6o m3orpadom pekiie MKOHOMUCIAM YHC-
TUTEJHBIM ObITU XUTHEM”) BOCIIPOM3BOAUT 43 riaBy CroriaBa [TAM XE:
319]. TlocnenHss raaBa BXOAUT B COCTaB OoJee mUpPOKOro, yeM B CToria-
Be “CobpaHus o mkoHonucuax” (raaBbl 123-127): rmaBa 123 “O cBATHIX
MKOHaX, UMKe MOKJIOHATHUCA mofobaet”, rnaBa 124 “Cka3aHue O MKOHO-
nKcIaX, KaKOBbIM Mozio6aeT 66iTr”, rmaBa 125 “O MKoHaX, WKe Hajl BpaTaMu
nocrasiseMu”, rnaBa 126 “O MKOHAX, UXXKe OT PyK HEeBEePHBIX HAIMCAHBIX
He IPVMATHU U CBATHIX UKOH B PYKU HEBEPHBIX He IpefaBaTtu’, riaasa 127 “O
TOM, Ha KOMX BellleX MUCcaTh N300pakaTu CBATHIsA MKOHBI U HA KOUX He Y-
caru; O ToM, exe He OCKyauTH u3orpada”.

¢ Taxoe Ha3BaHue fan rpynne Kopmunx 4. H. II]armos. Ml osb3yemcs Takxe
TepPMUHOM “J]aHUJIOBCKas pefakuus’.

7 VIMeI0TCs CyIeCTBeHHbIE PACXOXKIEHNU.
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ITpusenem riasy 126:

“B HeBepHBIX M MTHOCTPAHHBIX PUMJISH U TePMaHOB HKOHHATO BOOOpaXKeHuUs pa-
BOCJIaBHBIX XPUCTUSIHOM [PUMMATH He 1O/100aeT. Allle JIM JKe 10 HeKOeMy MpUIIydaio
OT JIPeBHUX JIET I7ie OOPAIIeTcs: B HAIIMX CTPAHAX BEPHBIX, PEKIe B IPEYeCKUX WU
B PYCCKUX, a BooGpa3yeMa 6y/eTh yxe MOCie PacKOIy [IePKOBHArO, exe IPEKOMb C
PUMJISIHBI, U TOT/IA allle ¥ 3eJI0 UKOHHOe BOOGpakeHHe ecTh MO MOAOOUI0, XUTPO-
MOKJIaHEHWs ) UM He TBOPUTH, MMOHEXe OT PYK HeBEePHBIX BOOOPaKeHH CyTh, allle U
T0 MOZIOOUI0 CyTh, HO COBECTh MX HedncTOTe mofiexuTb. O TakoBbix 60 [TaBen Bo-
JKeCTBeHbIN anocTos K TUTY mockliasi MUIIeT, CUIle I71arojisi: Bce 60 YMCTa YUCTHIM
OCKBEpHEHBIM Ke 1 HeBePHbIM HUUTOXe YHCTO [TOHEe)Xe OCKBEPHUCS UX YM U COBECTD,
Bora ucnoBenaoTh BeAaTH, a Jiesibl OTMELIyTCsl er0 Mep3KUH Cyllle U He IOKOPUBBI U
BCSIKOMY ZieJy 6yiary HEMCKYCHU. A HeBePHBIM ¥ MHOCTPAHHBIM, Mave )X pelly Heve-
CTHMBBIM U [TOTAHBIM aDMEHOM CBSITBIX MKOH He [MCAaTH 1 Ha CPebpO ¥ 371aTO He MEHSITH,
TIOHEXe He B [I0YeCTh, HO B IOPYTaHue CBATHIHS [IPeJlaBaTH 'PeX eCTh, MMCAHO OO0 ecTh:
He fagute cBsiTad ncom” [Cun.570: 1. 791; Pozoxc.272: 1. 322].

B sroii r1aBe obpainaer Ha cebsi BHUMaHUe TO, YTO aBTOP YIOMHHAET B
KayecTBe “BepHbIX” “TpedecKue CTpaHbl”. ECJI BCIOMHUTD, YTO IPEKU B PYCCKUX
TEKCTaX 3TOH SMOXU ONpeZesIUCh KaK “001a/jaeMble OT HEBEPHBIX”, TO 3TO He
MO’XeT He BbI3bIBAaTh YAUBIIEHUS. ABTOP SIBHO 3asBJIsI€T O ceOe KaK O IPeKe WM,
TI0 MeHbIIIel Mepe, Kak 0 rpekoduiie. BO3MOXHO, 3TO TOBOPUT O €ro MOJIbCKO-
JINTOBCKOM VJIY 3aMIaZIHOPYCCKOM (YKPaUHCKOM, GeJIOPyCCKOM) POUCXOXKIEHUH,
TO €CTb O MPUHA/JIEXHOCTH TeM 3eMJISIM, KOTOpble ObUTH TOAYMHEHBI B IIep-
KOBHOM OTHOIIeHNY KOHCTaHTMHOIOJIBbCKOMY NaTpuapxy. He odeHb IOHATeH
B YCTaX PyCCKOTO KHVIXKHUMKA Y BbINAJ IIPOTUB apPMsH, IOKYIIAIOMNX UKOHBL
KoHeuHO, aHTHApMSIHCKUe TPOM3Be/IeHUsI ObUIM XOPOLIO M3BECTHBI PYCCKUM
KHIDKHUKAM: CTaThy 00 apMSIHCKOI Bepe NMeIOTCs B cocTaBe Uy/JOBCKOM peliak-
uu Kopmueii, B 3oHape. 113 UynoBCKOM peflakLiiy 3T CTAaTbU BOLUIM U B pac-
CcMaTpuBaeMylo pefakuuio (r1aBa 93). Ho mpexHue aHTHapMAHCKUE CTaTbU
SIBJISTUCH TIEPeBOZIaMHU C TpedecKoro. TPysHO MpeAcTaBUTh, 4TOObI B MOCKBe
uy B HoBropozne nMeHHO apMsiHe CKyTIaJv IPaBOC/IaBHbIE MKOHBL.

B03MOXHO, 4YTO U paHee PyCCKUe KHI)KHUKHU [Ipe/IIoJIarajiy rpedeckoe
IPOUCXOXEHNe CTaTeil 00 MKOHOMHUCLAX, U 3TUM O0BACHSETCS TOT DaKT,
4yTO riaBbl 124-127 Kupunno-Beno3epckoil pefakLuu, OTHOCALIMECS K
MKOHOIMCLIAM, HAaXO/AATCA cpeu couMHeHni Makcuma I'peka B IByX cTapo-
obpsiyeckux cobpanusax. H. K. [aBpIOIUH BIABUJI U ONy6IMKOBAJT 3TH
TeKCThI B cOOpHUKe [[ABPIOIIMH 1993: 45-48], 0/IHO3HAYHO MPUIIKMCAB UX
Makcumy I'peky (cM. Takxke B IpUMeYaHUAX [TAM XKE: 386]), o cnucKkam
Xnya.75, Bonvwax.437 v Huxug.557, He OrOBOpPUB TOTO, YTO BTOpAs IJlaBa
JaHHOTO cOOpaHus 06 MKOHOMUCIAX COOTBeTCTBYeT 124 riaBe Croriasa.
OnHaxo, Ha HaIl B3IJISIL, aTPUOYLUs IaHHBIX TeKCTOB Makcumy I'peky Hesl0-
cTaTOYHO 060CcHOBaHa. Pykonuch Hukug.557 BoobIe He cBsizaHa ¢ Makcu-
MoM I'pekoM, 3To oTaenbHas TeTpaaka XIX B., B KOTOPO# cOGpaHbI I1aBbl 06
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MKOHOIIMCLIAX C HyMepaluen I1as, cOOTBeTCTByomeld Kopmyeir Kupuiio-
Benosepckoil pefakuuy, U ¢ IPAMBIM YKa3aHUeM Ha UCTOYHMK HA MOJAX:
“IlpeByienricMeHHas Kopmuas riaBa 123” [Hukug.557: 1. 1]. He uckiaro4eHo,
9TO 3Ta PYKOIHUCH MCII0JIb30BAJIACh IPY COCTABJIEHUHU COOPaHUS COUNHEHUH
Makcuma I'peka, IOTOMY YTO Ha NOJISIX MMeeTCs ellle U BTOPOU, IOATEePTHIH,
Homep — 201. B pykonucax Xnyd.75 v Bonsuiax.437, npencTaBIsAOMIUAX CO-
6oii mopbop counHeHnin Makcuma ['peka, JaHHBIE TJIaBbl, OJHOCTBIO CO-
OTBeTCTByWOLMe riaBaMm Kopmueill, moMmemieHsl kak riaBa 201 c Toil xe
pa36KBKoii Ha MOATIaBbl. Mg MakcuMa I'peka ecTbh TOJIBKO B 3arJlaBUM B
cbopHuke u3 cobpanus Bonbmakosa: “Toro xxe Makcuma rpeka MHOKa CBSI-
ThIsl TOPBI O CBATHIX MKOHAX, UMXe MOKJAHATHCA monobaer. ImaBa 2017
[Bonvwax.437: n. 460]. A B XIyZOBCKOM CIIMCKe 3arjiaBue He COZIePXUT
aToro ykazauus: “O c(BS)ThIX MKOHAX, MMXKe MOKJIOHATUCS Moxobaer”
[Xnyd.75: n. 772]. Nanee B 06oux cobpanusx cienyer riaasa 202 — “Criucok
C CYAHOrO CIKCKa, npeHue JlaHWUIa, MATPONONIATA MOCKOBCKAro u Bcea
Pycu, c nnokom Makcumom C(Bs)ToropueM” [Bonsuiax.437: 1. 464; Xnyd.75:
1. 775]. CoopHUK U3 cobpaHus BosbIIakoBa Ha 3TOM CTaThe 3aKaHYMBaeTC,
B TO BpeM# KaK B XJIyIOBCKOM CIIUCKe UMEIOTCS CTaThH, He IPUHA/JIeXxalne
Makcumy I'peky: rnaBa 203 “Beimucano u3 kuuru Mocuda MatradeeBa o
€CCercKoM xutencTe” [Xnyd.75: n. 788-791]; rnaa 204 “Hanucanue Ada-
Hacus MHUXa Hepycanumckoro K ITaHKOBe O 7ipeBe pasyMHeM 106py u
3ny” [TAM XE: 79106.-793]; rnaBa 205 “TonkoBaHME O MUSBUIBI CYI[OU B
MpUTYaX O eXxe «Hebeca MOBeNAOT cjaBy Bokui0»” [TAM XKE: 1. 79306.—
799]; rnaBa 206 “YTo paccoxaTo HOTOIO UTO JIM )KBaHHUe ABUYHOe” [TAM XKE:
1. 79906.]; rmaBa 207 “O rpage MaxepyHze” [TAM XE: 1. 800—801]. Ha aTom
XJIynOBCKUY CIACOK 3aKaHYMBAETCs YKa3aHUeM O COCTaBJIeHU! B 1862 T.

CaMO pacroyio)xeHue CTaTbU B KOHIle COOpPAaHUS IepeJ CTaThsMH, He
IpUHAaZJIeXKaBIIMMK HerocpeAcTBeHHO Makcumy ['peky, sfBisercsa apry-
MEHTOM B II0JIb3y TOTO, YTO 3TU CTaThU BKJIIOYEHBI [JONOJHUTEIbHO COCTa-
BUTeJIeM cobpanus. [lepBas rnaBa U3 nofabopku craTedd “O MKOHOIMCAHUN”
HaynHaeTcs caoBaMu: “TIoHe)xe HelblM TIATCA BOIPOIIATH M4...”, YTO UMe-
eT HeKOTopoe cooTBeTcTBUe B riaBe 200 nanHoro cobpanusi “Hekoero Bo-
MPOCUBIIATO C JOOOTPYAHBIM TIIaHHMeM Makcuma MHOKa rpeka CBATHIA
Topbl siXe 0 TPAMMAaTUKUM...” [TAM XKE: J. 76500.-771].

OnHaKO HeJIb3SI UCKTIOUUTh, YTO KHIDKHUK 00'beTUHNUJ CTaThio Makcuma
I'peka 06 UKOHOMUCAHNM €O cTaThsiMU CTOrJIaBa, ClieJlaB HOBYIO MOAOOPKY
00 UKOHOMKCAHUH, KOTOPast 0Ka3aa0Ch BIOC/IEICTBUY O9eHb BOCTpeboBaHa
y CTApOBEPOB: MHOTHE CTapooOpsinyecKre COOPHUKU COZEePXKAT ITH XKe IJia-
BBl 00 MKOHOMMCAHWH.

Tema npyroit mop6GOpKY, BKIIOUeHHOH B Kupuiiino-benosepckyio penak-
U0, — HEYTOAHOCTh BOry jKepTB OT HelpaBeJHOTO HOraTCTBA. DTO TJIaBbl
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120-121. O6 omasbHOM HMHOKe-rpeKe OMsATh HAloOMUHaeT riaBa “Ckasa-
HYe, KaKO LIePKOBHYIO CBATBIHIO OTTOHAIOT HeBepHBIA pyle” (ri1aBa 121). B
Hell peyb UZIeT O TOM, YTO Ge33aKOHUS LePKOBHOCIYKUTeNell CTaHOBSTCS
NPUYMHON YHUYTOXEeHUS LiepKBeld U OTAaHUSA UX B PYKU HeBepHBIX. 3a-
rjaBue CTAaThbU IepeKJMKaeTCs C M3BeCTHOU craTbed Makcuma I'peka “O
TOM, SIKO He OCKBEpHSIIOTCS CBSITasl HUKOJIMXKe, allle ¥ MHOra Jjieta o6Ja-
ZlaeMbl CYTb rpazioBe oT noraHbix” [MAKCUM T'PEK 2009: 342-327]. Maxk-
cuM I'pexk Bo3pa)kaa NPOTHUB NpPeJCTABI€HUN O TOM, YTO BJa/bI4eCTBO
MHOBEPHBIX CaMo Mo cebe OCKBepHseT CBATHIHU Mepycanuma. B cTaThbe u3
KopMmuux akLeHT czenaH Ha TOM, 4TO TpeXW XPUCTHAH, U Ipexze BCero
KJINPUKOB, CTAHOBATCA IPUYMHON HaKa3aHusA OT bora B BUzie BapBapCKOro
HALIeCTBUs, IPUXOASAIIET0 KaK pacijiaTa 3a rpexu, KOTOpble MOTYT ObITh
“BBIXK)KeHbI” TOJIbKO orHeM. HeCOMHEHHO, YTO 3TO CTaThA NOCBSIEHA TeMe,
KOTOpasi IaBHO BOJIHOBAJa PycCKoe OOIIecTBO, — OCKBEPHEHUIO CBSTHIHM.
Eii npepmecTsyet rinaBa 120 “TIpaBuiIo K 3MXAYIIUM LIepKOBb OT [I0y4eHUs
Hcupopa IlycroinHuKa Ko EBceBuio enuckomny ITomucuckomy”. OTa cTaTha
6bla B coctaBe M3bopuuka 1073, 1. 88 [[IAHWUIIOB 1955: 338-339]. B Heit
yTBeP)KJaeTCs, YTO HeJIb3sl CO3/1aBaTh LIEPKBU OT HelPaBeHOrO OOraTCTBa,
“3aHe TaKOBBIM XpaM Ipes Borom Ha oGiuyeHue obpsIeTCs, BBHICOK 00,
yKpallleH CTOs BOIUSA Ha T4 BO BeKU K bory” [Curn.570: 1. 77806.; Pozo.272:
7. 316006.]. Cratbs H36opruka 1073 pacuipeHa 3a c4eT JOMOJTHUTEIbHBIX
CJIOB Ha3WZaTeJbHOIO XapakTepa O TOM, YTO NMPUHOCAIMUN XepTBy bory
JOJDKeH pPaccyX/aTh, YTO MMEHHO OH NPUHOCUT. K 9TOH cTaTbe mpucoenu-
HeHa HoBas nozriasa “Ilaku o IlepKBU U O NOYeCTH es”, B KOTOPOW MPUBO-
IOUTCS PeAKO BCTpevarlascs B pyCCKOW TpaAWLIMKA LuTaTa U3 371aTOYyCTa,
9TO “IIlepKOBb YOO HE CTEeHBbI, HO HAPOJbl BEPHBIX 0Jaro4ecTUBBIX Jiofiei”
[Cun.570: 1. 77906.].

OO6ueHye TexX, KTO CTPOUT LiePKBH, a He TBOPUT JOOpPbIe JieJia, 3aCTaB-
JieT BHOBb BCIIOMHUTh 0 MakcuMme I'pexke.

Havano “Cka3aHus, Kako LIePKOBHYIO CBATBHIHIO OTTOHAKT (“Xomy xe
Y Ce IJIaroJIaTv: MXe alle LepKOoBb CO3MXKAETb U BCAKUMU BEIIMU YKPAaCUThb
TPEXOBHBIMU CTPACTbMU U HEBEPHBIMU JIeJIbl allle cebe OCKBEPHsEeTb, TO HU-
4TOXXe eMy I10J13yeT”) epeKJINKaeTCsA ¥ C TeKCTOM I0C/IaHus narpuapxa JIyku
Xpu3zoBepra AHzapeto Boronwo6ckomy: “A BeoMo Tu Oyzau, 61arocioBeHbIH
CBbIHY, TO allle BCero MUpa WUCIOJHUIIY LIEPKBU U Tpajbl BO3IpajUIIN Naye
4KCJIa, TOHUIIY Ke elMCKOINa, IMIaBy [IepKOBHYIO U JIIOZCKYIO, TO He [IepKBY,
TO XJIEBH, He eZIMHOA )Xe TU OyzeT M3zbl u craceHus” [[IAMATHUKU 1880:
68]. VIMeHHO 3TOT maTpuapx ynoMaHyT B riase 119 “O ToM xe rpedectem
nape Masose ITopduporonuTte IToBecTb 4yZiHA C HUM K€ U O PyCCKOM KHs3e
Anppee I'eopruesuue”. Sta IlosecTs, oMelieHHasa B IIposore noz 1 asrycra,
TpeZCcTaBIseT cOO0 OJHY M3 PAHHHUX MOMBITOK 00beJUHUTD PYCCKYIO U BU-
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3aHTHUiCKy10 ucTopuio [KoHsABCKAS 2011: 57-58]. Kazasoch Obl, JaHHAA I71a-
Ba He UMeeT KAHOHUYECKOr0 3HaUeHHs1, HO B KOHIIE ee TOBOPHUTCSI O HEOOX0-
ZAMMOCTY BOMHAM IPUYAIIATHCSA M UATHU B IOXOJ, C YUCTBIMH JYIIAMH, YTOOBI
NOJIy4UTb My4eHUYeCKre BeHIIbl, YTO ePeKJINKaeTCs ¢ HOCJIaHuAMU MUTPO-
nonuta Makapus k Boiicky B Kasaub B 1552 1. [BE/IIKOBA 2003: 59-60].

I'naBa 118 — “Ckasanue 06 obpase Cracoe”. Dto CKka3aHue yIIOMH-
HaeT rpeka JImurtpus Jlackupesa, paccka3aBllero HOBrOpOALIAM O IIPOHUC-
xoxzeHnu UKoHBI B HoBropozackoi Coduu ot napsa Manyuna [BPIOCOBA,
[I[AnoB 1971]. koHa Gbla nepeHeceHa B MOCKBY B YcreHckuii cobop, rie
N0CTaBJeHa “IpOTUB Lapcka Mmecta” [Pozoxwc.272: n. 316] unu “mnapcka u
natpuapuiecka” [Cun.570: 1. 776].

B Kupuinio-beno3epckyro peflakinio BOIIIX Takxe rinasbl 130 “O npu-
HATAM Bozbl”, 131 “O KpelweHnU MyKecKa IOy U XeHCKa”, 132 “O ymu-
pamimux yeyuoBenex” . DTU OCIeJHYe [JIaBbl COLePXaT He CaMU YUHBI OCBS-
IeHUA BOABI, KpPellleHUs WJIKA OTIIeBaHUsA, a KpaTKue yKa3aHus Ha TO, Kak
IPaBUJIbHO UX COBEPIIATh, PUKCUPYS ONpesieIeHHble U3MEHEeHUS B CaMUX
YMHAaX: TaK, B cTaTbe “O yMUpaWOIUX YeJoBelex” rOBOPUTCA O TOM, YTO Ha
TPyIb YMepIIero CTaBsT MKOHY ¥ MOTOM COBEpUIAIOT OOPSA “NpoIieHus”
[Cun.570: 1. 79806.].

Bonpoc o TOM, KTO Xe ABJ€TCSA COCTAaBUTeJeM [aHHOW peJaKINH,
OCTaeTCs OTKPBITBIM. B ee 0CHOBe, KaKk MBI y)XKe OTMedaJiu, JeXUT JJaHuI0B-
CKasl peJlakius, u3BecTHas B mATH ciuckax [[IIAmoB 1978: 266-267; Moli-
KOBA 2005: 293-313]. BockpeceHCKul CIUCOK 3TOU pefakuuu (Bockp.28)
ObL1 MCNONb30BaH U s u3nanus [ledarHoi Kopmueii (1653 t.). CocTaBuTe b
Kupunino-Beno3epckoil pefakiuu I0JDKeH ObIT TaK)Ke pacosaraTb psiom
tekcToB: UynoBckoii penakiueir Kopmueit, CrornaBom, H3bopruxom 1073,
ITponorom (unu Jletonucero), CKUTCKUM ycTaBOM (A4 rinasel 122 “O koue-
HOTIOKJIOHEHHH SIKO He 10Z00aeT MpaBOBePHOMY He PAJIUTH O CUX ).

Bo3MmosxHO, 4To mepBbiii aTan popmupoBanus Kupuinno-Benosepckoit
pe/lakiiy CBfI3aH C MUTPONOJIUTOM MakapueMm uid MUTponoiautom du-
JIUOIIOM (eCJ IPUHATH BO BHUMaHUe 00JIMYUTe IbHBIN XapaKTep psija Iias,
a TaKk)Xxe BKJIIOUEHMeE TJIaBbl O TaQbAX M MOJHOE OTCYTCTBYUE IJIaB O [[epPKOB-
HOM 3eMJIeBJIaZileHnH). B mocyiesiHeM ciydae ero nossiaeHue B Kupunno-be-
JI03epCKOM MOHACThIpe MOXHO CBA3aTh € poZioM KosblueBbIX.

YnoMmuHaHue natpuapuiero Mecra u niaps ®esopa MiBaHoBMYa BeyT KO
BpeMeHU IepBoro narpuapxa Mosa (1589-1605). IIpu natpuapxe Mose Ha
Pychb npubbiinu rpeku Apcennii Enacconckuit u UrHaruit (Oyaymuit naTpu-
apx). OfHAKO HeT HUKaKUX OCHOBAHUU JIONyCKATh, YTO UMEHHO OHM y4acT-
BOBAJIM B CO3/laHNU NAHHOM pefakuuu. IIpeanosaraeMoe OTKpbITHE HOBBIX
erapxuii IocJje yupexieHus naTpruapuiecTBa MOIJIO IOCAYKUTb TOTYKOM U
1715 cO3/laHKs HOBOM pefakuuu Kopmdeii. B ynicie HameyaeMbIX enapxuu
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ObLIN U CéBEpHbIE — Benosepcxaﬂ u BEJ'II/IKOYCTIO}KCKEIF[. Bo3MoxHO, 4TO
CO3J1aHHbIE CITMCKH IIpeIHa3Ha4YaJIUCh JIJId HOBBIX enapxnﬁ.

BOHpOC 0 COCTaBHUTeJie HOBOM peAaKnuun 1 €€ NCTOYHUKAX, O B3dAUMOOT-
HOIIEHNU CIIUCKOB HYXJJde€TCA B I[&JIBHEIZ]J.IGM HucciegoBaHuN. HGPEI[ HaMU
peZ[KI/Iﬁ cnyqaﬁ Hepepa60TKH KaHOHMNY€eCKOIro CBOoJ4d, BKJIIOYEHHE B €ro COo-
CTaB HOBBLIX TEKCTOB, OTBe€YaOMMNX Ha 3alIpOChI BpEMEHH.

CkasaHre 06 nmeHax
(NyBAvKyeTcs no cnncky Porox.272)8

1.323 cka3dHie 0 TOM'b IAKO BCAKOI0 4JiKa NpaBopb- <rmaBa>
pHaro xptiAHuHA He HOZ00ACTH HAPULATH PKI

W HenmoxO OHBIX'D HMAHD.
Bbuaru ske i cé BEpHOMV 10CTON €3Ke JHX0-

5 UIMAHATY BCAKOMV IIPaBOCIABHOMY XPTIAHIHY
OBITH He T10J1004eTDb. A0 TOUTI0 TPUUMAHUTV
1akoxe aBno écTh W 6F0CJIOBIIEBS HAOY YA THCA HAM.
TPpu 60 pokéHia cVTHh YIKWM. TPH Ke 1 IMAHA
cBdiicTBeHa 6’5 BCAKOMV 11paBoBEpHOMV KUBV =

10 mewmv; IIépBoe poskénie ecTsb €:xe 0y60 Bo rphebx
3a MpecTvIJIEHIe 1epBOSTAHHAT0 POJOHAYATHUKA
npaoiia Hamero agamMa. 0 HEM e U 1B B 1A=
necaTHoM'b YajiMb peve. KO B GessarOHIN
3a44Th cMb, I BO I'pbebX poalt Ma MATH MOA.

15 mocemv e cBéiicTBeHO BB 11 TonGOHO I IMA IMAHOBACA
éme BecEMDB 00mIe rieTca 4iIkb, EnpEub cOCTABD.
COCTABH 00 CA 3UMA{TEABCTBOMD ORIUMD, &
W HeOHITiA B sK{SHB. 8JJINHU e TPO3BAXV

8 TeKCT BOCIPOU3BOAUTCS CTPOKA B CTPOKY € 10GaBIeHNEM 3HAaKOB IepeHoca (=) U
pa3bMBKOII Ha CJIOBA, COOTBETCTBYIOIEH COBPEMEHHOMY 1IeDKOBHOCIIABAHCKOMY
CJIOBOJIEJIEHHIO, XOTSI B PyKOIIHCH CJIOBOJIE/IeHUEe 1 UMeeTCst, HO Gosiee apXaudHOro
THIA — CO CIUTHBIM HANKCaHNeM NPOKJIUTUK ¥ SHKIUTHK. OTKa3 OT Hero B
HACTOSILEeM M3aHUY — eJMHCTBEHHOEe OTCTYILIeHNe OT PYKOIIUCH, TOT/Aa KaK Bce
0co6eHHOCTH OpUTUHANBHOM opdorpaduu (BKIHOYast HaMMCaHHe HAa/ICTPOYHBIX
3HAKOB) U MyHKTyaLlK CTPOTO COOIIOZIEHbI, BBUAY TOTO YTO JJaHHBII TEKCT
MOJKeT IPeZICTaBJIATb OTAebHbIA HHTepeC U IS IMHIBUCTOB — KaK CBOEro poza
JIMHTBUCTMYECKUI TPAKTAT U KaK 06paser aKLeHTyPOBAHHOT'O BEJIMKOPYCCKOTO
nucbMa. Bee xapakTepHblie ocobeHHOCTH rpaduku v opporpaduu, Bpodem,
HpUHAZTIEeXAT He TOJbKO ny6inkyemoMy CKa3aHHIO, HO ¥ TOYePKy JAHHOTO NucLa
B [[eJIOM (HaIpuMep, peryisipHOe UCII0Ib30BaHKe “WKUIBI” BMECTO “YKa~ WIu
rpeyeckol “anb@bl” B IO3ULUK — 33 OAHUM eJMHCTBEHHBIM UCKJII0YeHeM —
opdorpadudeckoro “3usHUA” -iot, -bio HA KOHLE CJI0Ba). TeKCT CBepeH C PyKOIHUChIO U
BBINPaBJIEH PeaKTOPOM BbInycka (A. I.). OTBeTCTBEHHOCTh 32 BO3MOXXHBIE OLIHOKHU 1
HETOYHOCTH B IyGIMKALIMH JIEXKHT LIEJINKOM Ha HeM (npum. ped.).
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CBOUMb ABHKW AHPPONGE, éiKe IPOTOJKV-ECA
rop® spa. ce écTh mépBOMV POREHII0, IEPBOE

fiMa mocafaviomee; Bropée moposxénie cra-
CUTeJHOE erméH'l'e é:Ke TIepBO3MAHHATO TIpe=-
crviaenio W rpbxa dunniénie. 0 HEM ke I0AHHD
OT0CJIOBECHBIN CHTIE TJeTh. A1e KTO He POAica
BOJOI0 I IXOMDb, He MO:KETH BHATH BO uﬁTBo Oitie.
cie ;e BTOpOe poxkéHie, éske 8CTh ciichTeaHoe

kp ménie, néppoMv poskeniio é:xe Bo rpbetxb
O0MOBéHIe, I IePBO3TAHHATO AMAMOBA MIPECTVILIE-
Hio rpbxGBHOE TOTPeGAéHIe, U Kk Gi'v IpUCBOSHIE.
3aHeke CUMb OOHOBJIAIOILECA, Y4Ha Ofkia OLIBAEM.
IAKOKe I HA KpiaomeMca cBUILBTeIbCTBVET D
riig, céit écThb cib MO#. Tako e 1 MBI TIpH Kpe-
méHin 06 BTE TBOPAIIE U Titolne, 06BmeBanca xv.
U TAKOBAIO pAnu cBOiicTBeHATO U ToAG6HATO 06BTA
10 BTOPOMV IIOPO:KEHTI0 BTOPSe fiMa leEMJIeM’b,

il HApHIAEMCA 10 IPidGmEHI0 XBY XPTidHe.

K TOMV ke Ale W KUTie 6JirouecTiBo MoKAKE.

cé maku BTopde rmMa G0me BeEX'b BHAMEHVETh
cBoiicTBo. Tpérie coBepménoe moposkéHie,

$omee BCEXD BOCKPHIe BO BTOpoe XBO IPHIIECh-
cTBie. MoHEsKe TAKO 1 XC TPUAHEBHO BocKpce

BO Tpo6b 1movt; TAKO U MBI KPII4eMu BO TPt MOIpv=
mEHio, 06pasviolie TpugHEBHATO TOrpebéHin

érd Bocrduie: cerd paau i rierb. EAUIBL BO

X8 KPTIXOMCA, B CMEPTD 870 KPTIXOMCA. TOHE®

¢ HIMD CTPAKEMD Ia U ¢ HIMB IPOCIABUMCA BO IIaph=
CTBIU HBHEMD. BOCITpieMJIionIe Mo KOETdskI10

BEpH TPSIW BB, IAKOKE TiieTca 0y Ofia 00uTe 1
MHWIH CVThb. TBMB I TpéTie HMA KOEMVIKIO0

CIRV XPTIAHUHY ABAHHD, ILIH KGe W CTHIXD
co66pHbIo 1 AflIbCKio PR BU TpHCBOAIOIIE. A
CAMD COBEPIIEHHBIMD TTOPOKEHIEM e U UMAHO=
BaHieMb é:ke W CTHIHU HapUildeMoe 10 6JArTH
oyrEmuTesa nXa ¢tro BEIHO I HEROHIAEMO
npe6BBAeTb. YeTBEPTATO Ke TOTOMD

oposkAEHioL OBITH He WMaTh 4eTBEPTAro

I iMaHK HBCTD. amme HBIBIM I HAPUIATO
10 CBOEMV M3BOJEHII0 TOMAJIA ¥ IIVMAJIA, HO
He CV'Th CIA HamicaHsl B KHISB :KUBOTHBIL.
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noHé:xe W HecHONOM0KEHBIO MTPHU péKIIe
cToio kvirlau, fio BETpoMs MEICI€l Uiivye-
CKUX'b HAJXHOBEHHU CVTh ¢ BETpPOM e I MAKRU
30 pacrrbpiemu OBIBAIOTD. cerd paau BEpHDL
J4TWM'D I[PKBU OfiA CBOMD N3BOJEHIEMD
HAJArdTH UMAHA KPOMB CTHIHH He Mog0046.
pésBb W HVKIBI SKATEABCTBA, UIN KOETO0
1. 324 pvEOmBIiA IpUIATdeMo CHIle UBAHD MBEID
NJIM K03Ma oycMapb, nau W mBera, niam wre-
gecTBa. [IpWaaa ke mo m3B0I6HITA TPONM A=~
HOBAHIo HeBEPHBIMD IIPUJIEKNAT, BaHEKe He CVT
5 BeHoBiaéHie npidunia, TEMb HU B KHISB ®u-
BOTHel micanu 6rma. A kwike 1 cTro
KPIuIéHIA HECOXPAHBIIUX'D UMAHA XD W KHITH
HUBOTHBLA 3aTJM4TATCA, 1 W HUXD WAMVCA,
TK TOMV He IOMAHVTCA, pekiie BEIHO oyTra-
10 cHVTD, 1 ¢ HeBEPHBIMU MVRAMU OCVIATCA.
IAKOsKe 6CTDh MHACAHO, Y€PBb UX'D He OYCHETb

N

U OUHb IXDb He OYT4CHETb: ~—

Brbnmorpadomd
/D)/KOFMCH/;/G NCTOYHWKN

Bonowax.437
TBopenust Makcuma I'pexka, 4. 2, PT'B, Cobp. T. ®. u C. T. BonburakoBbix (. 37), N2 437
(M.3840.2).

Bockp.28
HomoxkaHoH, 1522 1., TUM, Co6. Bockpecenckoro (HoBo-MepycanrMcKOro MOHACTHIPSI),
Ne 28, 16° cM. neyaTHOe onucanue [AMounoxun 1875: 105-106].

Ez0p.472
Kopwmuast, XVI 8.2, PT'B, co6p. E. E. Eroposa (¢. 98), N2 472.

Ez0p.666
Kopmuas (monoBiuH. nucbMo), XIX B., PT'B, co6p. E. E. Eroposa (. 98), N2 666.

H36oprux 1073
Usboprux Ceamocnasa 1073 2. Qaxcumunvroe usdanue, Mocksa, 1983.

¢ JlaTUpOBKA MalIMHONKCHON perucrpanyoHHoi omvcu u3 HUOP PT'B (1950-e rr.,
c. 62). M. B. KororoguHa [2010: 27] oTMedaeT, 4To IepBasi 4acTb pyKonucu (J71.
1-473) otHocuTCs K KOH. XV B. 11 nipeficTaBJisiet co6oit kopmuyto Coduiickoit
penaKuuy, a Bropas 4acTb (1. 474-587) — k cep. XVI B. (1ONOJHUTENIbHBIE CTAaThU,
BBINKCKY U3 KOpMYel UyZ0BCKOW peflakiiy U APYTUX UCTOYHUKOB).
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Kup.-Ben.
Kopwmuasi, 1630-e rr., PHB, co6p. Kupuino-Benosepckoro moHactaipsi, 3/1080.

Huxug.557
Boinucu u3 “JpeBienucMeHHOHN KopMuel” (“O CBATHIX HKOHAX, IMKe OKJIOHATHUCS
nozxob6aetr”), XIX B., PI'B, co6p. I1. H. Hukudoposa (¢. 199), N2 557.

Ilepm.
Kopmuas, 1610-1620-e rr., IlepMcKkas rocyjapcTBeHHAA Xy0)KeCTBeHHAA ranepes, N2 5525.

Poeoxc.272
Kopmuasi cBoznHasi, 1620-e rr., PT'B, cobp. Poroxckoro knag6uma (¢. 247), N2 272.

Pozoxc.273
Kopmuas cBoznHas (cniucok ¢ Pozoa.274?), cep. XIX B., PT'B, co6p. Poroxckoro kiazbuia
(. 247), N2 273.

Pozoxc.274
Kopmuas (cnucox ¢ Pozosx.272) u binucu u3 Kopmueit Horopozacko-Couiickoit pegakuuy,
cep. XIX B., PTB, co6p. Poroxckoro kinaa6uma (. 247), N¢ 274.1.

Cun.570
Kopwmuasi, 1643-1644 r., TUM, CunonansHoe cobpanue, N2 570, 4°.

Xnyod.75
C6opHUK ¢ courHeHNsAMU Makcuma I'peka, 1862 r., TYIM, Co6p. A. Y. XnyzoBa, N2 75, 1% cm.
neyaTHoe onucanue [[Tornoss 1872: 174-199].

Azennom.
Kopmuas kxura, moci. Tpets XV B., Krakow, Biblioteka Jagielloniska, Akc. 71/1952; o Heii cM.
[OTAmoB 1976: 136-154].

JlvTepaTypa v mafaHs

AMoUnoxiu 1875
AM®UIOXIH, APX., Onucanie Bockpecenckoi Hogoiepycanumckoi 6ubniomexu c
NPUNONHEHIeMB CHUMKOBE CO BCIbXS NEPLAMEHHBIXD PYKONUCEU U HIbKOMOPBIXS NUCAHHBIXS HA
6ymazm, Mocksa, 1875.

BEnsaxkoBa 2003
BEnsakoBa E. B., “OTHolieHYe K BOliHe U yOUICTBY B KAHOHUYeCKUX MaMATHUKAX XIV-
XVIBB.”, B: Mupomeopuecmeo 6 Poccuu. Ilepxo6s, nonumuxu, moicaumenu, Mocksa, 2003,
39-62.

BEnsgkoBA 2008.
BEnsakoBA E. B, “Yictounuku [TeyaTHoit Kopmueir”, Becmuux yepxosrou ucmopuu, 3(11),
2008, 99-115.

BEnskoBA 2010
BEnskoBA E. B., “O cep6ckoM mepeBozie mpaBu ¢ TonkoBaHussMu Moanua 3oHapsl”, Lpxeene
cmyduje, Fodumrax Llenmpa 3a ypxeene cmyduje, 6, Huu, 2010, 235-242.

BEnsikosa 2011
BEnskoBA E. B., “U3nanne KopMueii KHUTH 1 Ipo6yieMa CMeHbI KyJIbTYpPHO# OpHeHTanuu”,
Poccuiickas Hcmopus, 4, 2011, 106-107.

BPIOCOBA, IIIATIOB 1971
briocoBa B.T., ITanos 4. H. “HoBropo/ckas nereszia 0 Manyuse, nape rpedyeckom”,
Busaumuiickuii Bpemennuxk, 32,1971, 85-103.
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BECEnOBCKUM 1974
BEcEnoBckuii C. b., Oromacmuxor, MockBa, 1974.

TABPIOIIUH 1993
raspiomuH H. K., cocr., 06u1. pex u npeaucit., Qunocopus pycckozo peruzio3rozo uckyccmea
XVI-XX e8. Aumonozus, Mocksa, 1993.

JOAHUNOB 1955
Jauunos U. U., “ITucema Ucupopa [enycuora B U36opuuke CesitocnaBa 1073 r.”, Tpyde
Omdena dpesnepyccxoii numepamyput, 11,1955, 335-341.

EM4YEHKO 2000
EMUYEHKO E. B., Cmoznas. Uccnedosanue u mexcm, Mocksa, 2000.

KonsBckas 2011
Konssckad E. JI., “O BpeMeHU co3/1aHUs TPOJIOXKHOM cTaThy Ha 1 aBrycra”, Jpeenas Pyce.
Bonpocst meduesucmuxu, 3(45), 2011, 57-58.

Kororoauna 2010
Koporoavua M. B., “O pepakuuu Kopmueit kuuru u3 Kupunno-benosepckoro MoHacTeips’,
B: Kanmepeescxue Ymenus: Céoprux cmameil, 8, Mocksa, 2010, 23-34.

JInxA4EB 2007
JIuxA4EB H. I1., Paspsdnsie dvsaxu XVI eexa, Mocksa, C.-Iletepbypr, 2007 (penpuHT U3faHKS
1888 rona).

Makcum I'pek 2009
Ipouseedenus Maxcuma I'pexa. Pyxonuce us Cnasanckozo cobpanus Ilapusrcckoil
HayuonanoHou 6ubnauomexu, Mocksa, 2009.

MomwmkoBa 2005
MomkoBA JI. B., pen., Kamanoz crasano-pycckux pykonuctolx knuez XVI 6exa, xpanamuxcs
8 Poccuiickom zocydapcmeenrom apxuse Jpesnux akmos, 1 (Anocron — Kopmuas), MockBa,
2005.

OnAPUHA 2007
OnAPUHA T. A., Uro3emyst 6 Poccuu 6 XVI-XVII 66., MockBa, 2007.

IMamMaTHUKY 1880
Hamsmuuxu Opesnepycckazo kanonuueckazo npasa (= Pycckas Uctopudeckas BubmioTeka, 6),
C.-ITeTep6yprs, 1880.

II1ATOHOB 1995

I1nATOHOB C. B., Ouepxu no ucmopuu cmymot 6 Mocxoackom zocydapcmee XVI-XVII es.,
Mocksa, 1995.

IMnurysos 1988
IInurysos A. 1., coct., Pycckuii peonanbublii apxus. XIV — nepsoii Tpetu XVI Beka, 4,
MockBa, 1988.

IToross 1872
TTonoB® A., Onucanie pyxonucet u Kamanozs KHUzs yepKoeHol newamu 6ubniomexu
A. H. Xnydosa, MockBa, 1872.

YCHEHCKUI 1969
YCcneHCKU B. A., U3 ucmopuu pyccxux kanonuueckux umex (Mcmopus yoapenus e
KAHOHUUECKUX UMEHAX COOCTNBEHHBIX 8 UX OMHOUEHUU K PYCCKUM TUMEPATNY PHOIM U
paszo0eopHuiM opmam), Mocksa, 1969.

IITAnoB 1976
IIATn0B 4. H. BocmouHocasaHcKue U HHCHOCTABAHCKUE PYKONUCHbIE KHUZU 8 COOPAHUAX
Honscxoti Hapodwoui Pecny6nuxu, 1, Mocksa, 1976.
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I1Anos 1978

Tanos {. H., Busanmuiickoe u 0#HOCIABAHCKOE NPABO60oe Hacneoue Ha Pycu 6 XI-XIII 6s.,

Mockga, 1978.
IITATIOB 1994

I[AmoB 4. H., “Pycckunit HomokanoH. CodeTaHre 00IeXpUCTHAHCKIX 1 MECTHBIX [IePKOBHO-
KaHOHUYECKUX Tpapuiuii”, B: Diritto e religione da Roma a Constantinopoli a Mosca. Da Roma
alla terza Roma (Rendiconti dell’XI seminario, Campidoglio 21 apr. 1991), Roma, 1994, 153-162.

OSTROWSKI 1977

OsTROWSKI D. G., “Fontological” Investigation of the Muscovite Church Council of 1503,

Pennsylvania State University, 1977.
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