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0. INTRODUCTION

It is well-known that the name “Sava’s Book”CaBeuna kuura”, “Liber Sab-
bae”) refers to a cyrillic manuscript that belongs to the Old Church Slavonic
canon. The codex was discovered in 1866 by I.I. Sreznevskij in the manuscript
collection of the Moscow Synodal Printing House. It is now kept inRbecuii-
ckui (formerly: Llentpanbublit) [ocynapcTBenHblil ApxuB [IpeBHUX AKTOB

in Moscow PTAIA, donp 381, Ne 14). The name of the codex was coined
by SreznevskijCpesnesckiit 1868 |, 6) and refers to two medieval notes in the
manuscript, where we read at the bottom of fol. Eﬁfe(: nons) cara aatm
(=ncaas) and of fol. 56anomosn 1 pagoy Tsoé.vw\( cagHe« (OF caBK0+?); Cf.

the enlarged photographs in the 1999 editioPu¢. 2. IIpunucku B CaBBu-

Hoit kuure”). The Old Church Slavonic text has 130 folios and contains a short
evangeliary.

It is not generally known that the same codex also contains two Old Russian
additions replacing pages that must have been lost from the original manuscript.
The older Russian part has 12 folios and is usually dated at the end of the eleventh
or the beginning of the twelfth century. The later Russian part contains 24 folios
and was probably written two centuries later (somewhere in the fourteenth or
perhaps as early as the end of the thirteenth century). All in all we are dealing
with an Old Slavic codex of 166 folios with portions written in three different
periods and in two different regions, Old Bulgaria and Old Rus’.

1. EDITIONS
1.1. Previous editions
The Old Church Slavonic part of Sava’s Book was first published by Sreznevskij

in 1868 (Cpe3nesckiit 1868 I, 1-154), together with a short description of
the main codicological, paleographic and linguistic features of the manuscript
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(1868 |, 5-20). This first edition contains many incorrect readings and was
heavily criticized by V. Jagi (1881). In conclusion of an errata list of 18 pages

he states: “Wie unangenehm muss den Gelehrten, der sich mit gewissenhafter
Genauigkeit auf die Beobachtung der sprachlichen Eigenthiimlichkeiten eines
Denkmals verlegt, die nachtrigliche Entdeckung beriihren, dass viele Falle,
welche er in diesem oder jenem Sinne mitzahlte und in seine Combinatio-
nen hineinzog, einfach falsch gedruckt sind!” (1881, 607). The second edition,
provided by V. $epkin, appeared in 1903. A few years earli@&efkin had
already published a lengthy monograph including a detailed paleographic and
orthographic description of the Old Church Slavonic teblefmkuas 1899).
Scepkin’s edition was reviewed, among others, by N.M. KarinsKigurckiii

1914), who lists the most importantiérounoctu”. He also notes that the
glossary is incomplete, whereas on the other hand«<Yxka3arenb kb TekcTy»
Oouiblllag 4acTh OMUOOKs, BKPABIIUXCS B'h U3aHie, OTCyTcTBYyeTH” (1914,

213). Furthermore, he considers the few photographs that were added as samples
to the edition flameko He BB COCTOSIHIM OXapaKTEpHU30BATh PYKOINUCH
6noans BB najeorpauieckoMs oTHolreHin” (1914, 215).

The older Russian part of the codex was published for the first time with a short
introduction by Sreznevskij in 186Tpe3neBckiit 1867). In more recent times
the fragment has been studied mainly by I.H. T4th, who also offered a new edition
that was published on several occasiddsX. Tor 1977; 1990; 1995; the last one
including a linguistic analysis). Both editions lack a glossary and a full facsimile
(photographs of fol. 163b, 164a, and 165a are provided in the publications by
Téth).

The later Russian part of Sava's Book was briefly mentioned by Sreznevskij
in his edition of the Old Church Slavonic textjjezneBckiit 1868 I, 5). In the
same century several scholars already noted that the language of the later part
reveals some interesting features pointing to the northwestern dialect area of Old
Russian (cf. Jagi1881, 584Co6onesckin 1884, 137-138Bonkoss 1897, 58;
lenkuas 1899, 4). However, it was not until last year that the text was published
for the first time in the new edition that will be discussed in the next section.

1.2. The new edition

The first volume ofCaseuna knuea. /[pesrecaasarckaa pykonucv Xl, Xl—

Xl u xonua Xl sexa (henceforthCxk) comprises a facsimile and text edition

of all 166 folios. The photographs are of good quality, considering the fact that
the later Russian part is a palimpsest with a poorly erased underlying text (cf.
below, 3.4)? Also, it has to be taken into account that an unskilful restoration of
the codex carried out in the middle of the last century did considerable damage
to the parchment and ink:ITepramen npuoGpesa HEOOBIYHBIA TEMHbIMH
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IBET, MHOTUE€ TOHKHUE JIUCTHI CTAJIM NMPO3PAYHLIMU. IlouTn MOTHOCTHIO

B CaBBHMHOIl KHUre HCYE3JI0 MUCbMO KPAacKoi, KoTopoe paHee, B XIX u

B Havane XX B., JOCTATOYHO xopouro npouutsiBanocs” (Ck 10; cf. also

17, 22-23). The new text edition was prepared by E. DogramadZieva from Sofia,
and O.A. Knjazevskaja and L.A. Korobenko from Moscow. Included is a critical
apparatus, in which alsoé8pkin’s observations and Karinskij's corrections are
taken into account.

Between 1988 and 1991 the codex underwent a new restorationkotheii-
ckuii (formerly: Bcecoto3Hblil) HAyYHO-UCCIIEAOBATENbCKUI UHCTUTYT pec-
taBpanuu in Moscow. It was decided to restore, among other things, the way
in which the OIld Church Slavonic and the older Russian folios were originally
arranged. The 1999 edition follows the new pagination and divides the codex into
four parts:

—fol. Ib—24: the later Russian part{hcTs I”);

— fol. 25-153: the Old Church Slavonic text{4cts II. CaBBuHa KHura”),
corresponding to fol. 25-27, 140-141, 28-122, 124-139;,1B82-151, 123,
164 in Sepkin’s 1903 edition;

— fol. 154-165a: the older Russian partgcrs 111”), corresponding to fol.
152-163ain the old pagination;

—fol. 1664, containing an additional Old Church Slavonic page¢rs V"),
corresponding to fol. 165a in the old pagination.

As for the different hands that can be discerned, parts Il and Il were each
written by a single hand. The hand of Il might also be responsible for part of
the many inserted corrections and comments in |l ldénkuns 1899, 70-71;
Pepep 1995, 166). Part IV is usually identified as a separate handl{fegkuas
1899, 4-7;lorpamamxueBa 1993a), although W.R. Veder, who inspected the
manuscript in 198@e visy believes that the hand of IV iséposaTao” the same
as the one of Il @enep 1995, 166)* The hands of part | will be discussed below
(section 3.2).

The new edition of Sava’'s Book is preceded by a foreword, an introduction, and
a “maneorpaguyeckoe onucanue” of the codex, all written by Knjazevskaja.
The introduction deals with the study of the manuscript since 1866 and describes
the contents of all four parts. It should be mentioned, that the list of publications
on Sava’s Book Ck 40) is incomplete, even if we take into accountfns Te
TPYNbI, KOTOPbIE BBINOJIHAIUCH HemocpefcTBeHHo no pykonucu” (Ck 10,
fn. 1). What we miss are substantial contributions like 8d4di81;IToropenos
1927; Horéalek 1948; Stawski 1963, and otheRecent titles that are not included
are HorpamagkueBa 1993b; Tot 1995; ®enep 1995, and alsdKHsa3eBckas
1998 (covering the text afx 9—-13).

The “naneorpacuueckoe onucanue” is actually more than the title suggests.
This lengthy chapterx 15-40) deals with all codicological aspects of the
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manuscript and offers detailed information not only on the paleography, but even
the orthography of the three major parts. To some extent, phonological issues also
are treated.

In conclusion of the introductory chapters Knjazevskaja rehearses the history
of the manuscriptCx 39). Codicological observations on the old bindings (cf.
Ck 16-17) and paleographic resemblances between the Old Church Slavonic
and Old Russian parts (cCx 36 and also®enep 1995, 164) point to the
most plausible scenario that both Russian parts were specially written in Rus’
in the eleventh-twelfth and thirteenth-fourteenth centuries to replace the lost
pages in the Old Church Slavonic manuscript. In this contextcJayeady
wrote about the older Russian addition: “Das fehlende wurde nattrlich im
russischen Stile erganzt, doch offenbar las man zur selben Zeit ohne Anstoss noch
die alte sudslavische Fassung, sonst hatte ja die Erganzung eines unbrauchbar
gewordenen Textes keinen Sinn, keinen Zweck” (1881, §86).

In the next section | will concentrate on the later part of Sava’s Book that is now
published for the first time and, consequently, has received only little attention in
the past.

3. PART | OF SAVA'S BOOK
3.1. Text

The first part of Sava’s Book (henceforth: Sav ) contains the beginning of the
short evangeliary starting wittf]Jckonn skawe caoro (John 1, 1). Since the
edition lacks a list of pericopés| will here sum up the Gospel readings that are
preserved in Sav I

Gospel readings in Sav |

Marc 15, 43-47 24a9-24b 11 John 3,16-21 17a1-17b 11
Marc 16, 1 24b 12 - 24b 16 John 3, 22-33 12a10-13b 13
Luke 24, 12-35 4a11-6b17 John 5, 17-24 17b 14-19a2
John 1, 1-17 h1-3a1l John £4-30 19a5-20a1l
John 1, 18-28 3a3-4a9 John 5, 30-47 20a5-22a5
John 1, 35-51 7a2-9a3 John 6, 1-2 22a5-22a10
John 2, 1-11 15b 10 - 16b 16 John 6, 14-27 22al12-24a4
John 2, 12-22 10b 15-12a8 John 20, 19-31 13b 15-15b 8
John 3, 1-15 9a4-10b 13

It should be noted that John 5, 24 and 5, 30 are attested twice. On the other hand,
we miss the first part of John 5, 33 (“You have sent to Jahf). There are also
instances where single words are left out, g+ gkcn instead otis « e ghen
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in John 3, 8 (10a 3) or the last word of John 5, 8&q oiib ma instead ofrako
oijk ma nocaa).8 Other textual errors are, for instaneexe instead ofieroxke in
John 1, 15 (2b 11 instead ofun in John 5, 32 (20a 12), aten instead of
gt in John 5, 34 (20b 4-5a glcu ciicenn soyaykTe [sic]). On fol. 4b 3 the
name “Emmaus” is misinterpreted asawaroych. Incomprehensible is fol. 22b
13, where we rea@dppo Ha pecaToy instead ofiako ARa pecaToy (John 6, 19).

On fol. 10b 5-6 (John 3, 13) the text edition gives the corrupt passageo
ChIIEABINE | m- HECh CH'h uABMeck'hin (“-” denotes a black spot). What we
can see on the facsimile, however, leaves enough room for an interpretation
that is grammatically more plausiblemskmo ¢huiep st [¢] | s - HEC[a] CHm
vABMecknIH. The last letter of line 5 could be an attempt to corrednto c,
whereas the ending-n nic[a] seems to me not unlikely. Other cases, where
the text edition offers wrong or implausible word divisions are rare, migk
g instead okuaket on fol. 15a 14 (cf. also below, 3.3.1 and 3.3.7 (1)).

Apart from the Gospel text, we also find a few marginal notes. There are two
words written on fol. la that are mentioned below, in note 2. At the top of fol. 1b
we read “Videtur scriptus seculo 14”". Between this inscription, clearly pointing
to Sav |, and the beginning of the main text there is a cyrillic note in seventeenth-
century handwritingcepé«nua @). The name refers to the Seredkin monastery
near Pskov (cf. e.glllenkuns 1899, 3). Similar references can be found in
other manuscripts from the collection of the Moscow Synodal Printing House.
Together with Sava’s Book they were all moved from the Pskov area to Moscow
at the end of the seventeenth centufy ©; cf. alsoY 6n1iiBoBK 1995, 140-141).
Considering the fact that the language of Sav | shows some northwestern dialectal
features (see below, 3.3), it is reasonable to believe that Sava's Book was in use
for some 350 or 400 years in the Pskov area at least from the fourteenth century
onwards (cfCk 39).

Other marginal notes in Sav | can be found in the upper right corner of fol.
2b (nokoy|waro ne) and of fol. 5a (a single letteg). | think that the inscription
on fol. 2b can be identified as @robatio pennadormula: nokoy|wat nefpo]
or ne[pa]. Similar formulae are well-attested elsewhere. Thus, for instance,
in the oldest Slavic manuscript of the Forty Gospel Homilies of St. Gregory the
Great (thirteenth century; Russian Church Slavonic) we find the marginal note
nokywwa nepa 1 vepr[ulaa poepo Aa gyaeT (cf. Slovnik jazyka staroslenského
[, 1982, 130,s.v. nokoyiath). A similar example can be found in one of the
manuscripts that was taken together with Sava’s Book from Pskov to Moscow in
the seventeenth century. In this manuscript, a Russian Church Slavgrigeii-

Huk from the second half of the thirteenth century (nBRNAIA, cdonp 381,
Ne 60), we read on fol. 39b according to theoowsiii kamaaoe. .. (1984, 310):
MOKOYLUATH MEPHHAA AOEPO AH BEOYAET .
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3.2. Writing

Most of Sav | was copied by a single handbepk yBepeHHbIi, HO HEKpacH-
BbIil U HeckobKo HeOpexHbIn” (Ck 36). In addition, two other hands can be
discerned: the first one was responsible for the opening lines (fol. 1b 1-5 as well

asew in line 6), whereas the second one wrote a total of seventeen lines on three
different spots: fol. 5a 5-9, 9a 3-6, and 12b 12-13a 3.

In the previous section several textual errors were pointed out, most of them
probably due to haste and carelessness. The same practice can also be observed
when it comes to orthography. Such errors are numerouss@.grs 2b 15 (read
EArATH), AeBrThl 3a 10 (i.e.AeBruThi), Te|aecero 5b 5-6 (relaece wro),
KHBAWA 72 15 fkuBawe), rpapa allanppkora 7b 17-8a 1ifpaaa || anppkora),
¢u 8b 8 (ecn), cnrkpakancTro 13b 11 ¢nebkpkrTeancTro), ojma 14b 3—4
(doma), gupkyo 14b 9 guakyoms), roaoHocs 16a 6 @oaoHoch), ABRmA au
16a 9 (gkma an), H[HOMA AACTh 178 2—3 (I|HOMAAA AACTE), MOXKOKETH 18a 7
(moxxeTn), oycanigite 19a 16 fycaniuasiie), chHopowa 22b 5 CaHupoLLIA OF
cunpowa), B’k 23a 8 k), Hkoraa 24b 14 (iakorAA).

I would like to stress that some of the examples mentioned above may not be
simple errors but can also reflect the northwestern variety of Old Russian (hence-
forth: NWOR) spoken by the copyi8fThis was already noted by A.l. Sobolevskij
in the case of the third singular imperfect fosrmeawia 7a 15, where we find
final 'a instead ofe (CoGonesckiit 1884, 137; cf. als@anu3nsk 1995, 59-60;
lanuuckas 1997, 71-72). The same holds true for the second person sirgular
8b 8 instead o&cx; compareri cn maorHAa in the Novgorod birchbark letter
(henceforthHBT") 731 from Novgorod (cf3amu3nsak 1995, 327 and also 370,
whereHBI" 150 is treated, probably containing the first person plosdh]).

Also, moxoxkeTn 18a 7 may be a (corrected) caseeof ‘o after sibilants, a de-
velopment that is familiar in birchbark letters, especially from the fourteenth and
fifteenth centuries (cf3anu3nsik 1995, 56, and also below, 3.3.3). Furthermore,
on the facsimile it is clearly visible thatgopaiya 18a 10 was changed afterwards
into TRopraya (elsewhere’a is spelled aga). The possible reflection of a hard-
enedr’ in the original formTropaya is corroborated by the same development
found in birchbark letters from the thirteenth and fourteenth centurieS4afas-

Hsk 1995, 64, and also below, 3.3.3). A final example is the genitive singular form
domi 13b 14, in which fieBast yacTs w1 ucnpasiena u3 k" (Ck 95, fn. 14).

A genitive singular endinggé in thea-stems (taken from the corresponding soft
paradigm) is typical of NWOR (cBanuznsk 1995, 80).
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3.3. Language

Here | will discuss Knjazevskaja’'s observations on the main linguistic peculiari-
ties of Sav | Cx 36—39)10 Additional notes are given in the last section (3.3.7).

3.3.1. IJokanwve andwokanve

Whereasuyoxanve is widespread over NWORyokanbe OF wieneasserbe

is a distinguishing feature of the Pskov area. Both innovations are attested
sporadically in Sav |, as was already mentioned by SobolevEkipdnenckiit

1884, 137). Knjazevskajalk 38) enumerates two cases fkarbe (arinds

BXkHH 7a 5 instead ofirnsus EX%nu, and enus 11a 8 instead okuus) and
three instances ofioxanve: WehpkocTa (ca) 6a 17 (readvrnp3ocTa ca ‘were
opened’), i) tewn (cumonn) 7b 10 (readecn), andenpkece 14a 10 (read
guAkRUIE).

As for BenpxkocTa andien the presence of a second sibilant in the following
syllable may be attributable to the spellingwbxarve. Cf. 3anu3nsx (1995,
43), where some instances ofoxanve in birchbark letters suggest a similar
influence, e.guwn3win HBI" 735 instead ofuzwin. In the case ofienpakocTa
there may also have been interference from regular forms wil?- from
oThBEperH/OTHERN RN, 0T hERPrA (Cf. WRep:ke 3a 12).

Furthermore, there is an additional instancewafxanve in Sav | that has not
sofar been noticed. It can be found immediately beforejtheinve caseartunin
7a 5, where the edition readsaatue arisvs B%uH, i.e. the second part of John 1,
36. The Greek text, however, saygel, 10 0 auvog Tov @sov, which in Church
Slavonic is consistently translatedw@gaa « ce artbis B5XHH. Thus,raawe 7a 5
should be understood asa uie.

3.3.2. Assimilations

Sobolevskij not only observed instancesyofcanbe anduokanwe in Sav |, but

also the peculiar case efe < *ksvdeor *kudéwhich occurs twice (7a 12 and 15).
Knjazevskaja Cx 38) mentions a third instance efre in another fourteenth-
century evangeliary from Pskov (noRI’AJA, cdonpg 381, Ne 19). Zaliznjak
(Banuznax 1995, 68-69) not only discusses progressive devoicing of irktial
before subsequemntin NWOR, but also of initials under the same conditions
(e.g.cTopor™ < *swdorv-). Vermeer points out that the idiosyncratic development
has parallels in West Slavic and is “conceivable against the background of the
radically different consonant systems of the Finnic substratum with which North
Russian was interacting at an early stage” (1997b, 91).
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In addition to the peculiar cases of progressive assimilation it should be noted
that the “normal” regressive development in Slavic is also attested in Sav I:
moyThHam 5b 15 andies upk|ge 11a 9-10.

3.3.3. Reduced vowels

Apart from the many cases where the reduced vowels are retained in accordance
with their etymology, Knjazevskajalk 38) observes instances of the absence of
weak jers as well as > e ands > o in strong position. She mentions ten cases
of replacementnpuwae|us 5a 1-2,nprweat 9a 9,80 ve 10b 12, Temunuto
12b 4,ua|p0 ReBmn 13b 1-2 peru|nens 13b 12—13nerepett 15a 11 parens
18a 4 reck 18b 8, andiprwe|at 22b 9-10. To this may be addadent 6a 3,
wepnwe 7b 4,npuwept 24a 9, and alsoynoracte 21b 15, where for weak
» prevented a difficult consonant clustérFurthermore, Knjazevskaja gives five
examples of omissiort: Hama 6a 10, Weua 11a 10k Hemoy 12b 14 gkunaro
15b 7, anchpagas |k 20a 6-7. In total | counted some 140 cases of loss of weak
jers, the majority of which are in first stem syllables. In other positions weak
jers are omitted relatively rarely (some twenty cases), &w@gmi|pmn 11b 13—
14,3aneqaTak 13b 12 pepkaT ca 14b 3,0ycanigiue 19a 16 gpawto 23b 16,
24al.

In the edition the following instances of confusion of jers are listed:
Tk 1b 8, cRkTH|TH ¢a 1b 8-9,TRhma 1b 9, first person Singulal.vm:a
20b 1012 first person plurakkmws 1 raems 10a 13,ce'kTn 17a 15, dative
plural caorecemn 22a 4,noan 22a 6,u|ckuens 24b 6-713 An additional case
is npeas nuws 13a 7. According to Knjazevskajad|raenbable Hanucanust
Cpeii HHUX JOMYCKAIOT TNPEAINojoXeHne 00 OTpakeHnn (POHETUUECKH
3aKOHOMEPHOT'O OTBEPIEHHUST COTTIACHBIX (A3'h HMAM®) H, CJIEOBATEJILHO,
BO3MOXHA TUIEPKOppeKuusi B npumepax: Hme [cf. below, note 13 — JS],
ghme” (Ck 38). The loss of word-final jers and the subsequent hardening of
(cf. 3amu3nsik 1993, 263-265; 1995, 62—63) may well have produced spellings
of the type instrumental singulaxwms and first person singulanm}\, as well
as first person pluradkmes 1 raems and dative plurataogecems. Similarly, the
hardening of word-finat’ may be reflected iRgkTa|TH ¢4 andcekrn (cf.
3anu3nak 1995, 63, who also notes that third person present formseostart
to appear in birchbark letters from the middle of the fourteenth century), although
in both cases the spelling of neighbouring forms may have been of influence:
ce'kTh npupe/Th 17a 15-16 and especialbgkTu|Tn ca 1b 8-9 which is
immediately preceded and followed by eight instances~ef or -t within
four lines (John 1, 4-5). In two of the three casesaf, g Thak andThma
(already mentioned above), it is not clear whether the spelling points to a phonetic
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developmentor is simply erroneotfsThe third case is the pronotmms 1b 6 in
B T'hMb XKHROT™ E'R, the first words written by the main scribe of Sav |. Hare
instead ok might reflectonimosoii spelling (cf. below). As fonoas in Ha WHT
oAk Mopa 22a 6, there is a parallel ¢f instead ofl in HBI' 682: nochasaa
for posvlala,® whereas the reverse development is attested several times on
birchbark as well as in medieval manuscripts from Psk®¥o-Bugumomy, mno
KpaﬁHeﬁ MEpE YacCTh 9TUX NPUMEPOB OTpPAXKAET CBOMCTBEHHbIE KAKUM-TO
rOBOpaM JPEBHEHOBIOPOICKOTO (B IIMPOKOM CMBICIIE) apeasia n3MEeHEHUsI
B apTUKyNsnu 2’ u 2” (3anususk 1995, 64).16

There are some instanceswoénds where we would expeotor e, respectively.
This is regarded by Knjazevskaj&x 38) asowvimosori spelling. She mentions
Thak 1b 6 (cf. above)rsani 11a 10 instead ofoanl, Rhaa 20a 8 instead of
BoAA, andnpkaomantnn 6b 17 instead ofiprkaomaennn. She also lists the dative
plural formTs|pxkenukbas 11a 10-11 which, however, is ambiguous because
either *» nocie k ucnpasiena u3 o” (thus Cxk 84, fn. 10-11) or the other way
around (the facsimile leaves room for both interpretations). As fostead of,
there is not onlyipkaomantnn, but also twices (1b 3, 3a 7) where the neuter
is to be expected, as well as the supings |y 6a 13—14 for regulasgaetyin.

Furthermore, we find one casetofvhere perhap& should be readnoyporo-
cHuk 24a 7 for dative singulanoyponoctiyk. However, the possibility of textual
corruption should not be excludédThe few cases ok where one might expect
L are also hard to interpret as undisputedmosoii spelling. First,iwkcmk 3a
13, 16 for the regular first person singulakems could be a simple error (cf.
Ck 38: “He uckito4deHo, 910 [...] Ha ymoTpebicHue 'k oka3bIBaia BIUSHAC
3akoHOMepHasi OykBa 'k B cocemnux ciorax”), although the possibility of a
local variety should not be ruled otf. Second;rpkmu (aiiemn) 11b 11 does
not only alternate with the original formpemn (atiemn) 11b 16, but also with
Tpoma 16a 9 (innmo agkma an Tpoma mkpaws). The latter instance clearly
indicates that the original form had undergone a phonetic change’éwnitb and
possible hardening af; cf. moxkoxkeTs andTeopiawpa/Troparyia treated in 3.2).

3.3.4. *TerT and*TruT

Knjazevskaja suggests that there is a distinction in the reflection of Proto-
Slavic sequences of the typ@&srT/TorT on the one hand and ofdtsT/TrsT-
groups on the other:Tak e 4JacTto 0, € BMECTO 'h, h HAXOJ UM B CJIOBax
c covyeTaHwssMu Tuma *tert: [...]. VIHTepecHO, 4TO cJOBa C JPEBHUMHU
COYeTaHUsSIMHU TUIA *{ret HOCIeIoBaTEeNbHO MUIIYTCS C h, b [...]. Cunraem,
YTO IPHUBEICHHBbIE NPUMEPBI CKOpPEE CBUAETENLCTBYIOT B nonb3y Xl , a
He XIV B.” (Ck 38). | think that the distinction is less obvious than suggested
by Knjazevskaja and does not indicate a different development of jers in the



330 JOS SCHAEKEN

two Proto-Slavic sequences. First, whereas Knjazevskaja lists seventeen cases of
0, € in *TurT/TwIT-groups, there are also nine instances where wein4:
nepr'kr 2b 13, cmeprn 5a 12, 19a 2, 11{enpxkocTa 6a 17 (cf. Wsepc'%

8b 16), es|prrn 11la 8—9,Th|pxkbHukbmb 1la 10-11mepTeRhijm 18b 3-4
and mepTehin 19a 15 (cf.mepTehixs 12a 4). Second, the seven casesnpf

s in *TreT/TreT-groups are confined to three lexemes in four different places
in the Gospel textie W kpwRH HH & noxoTH || NABThCk® 2a 17-2b 1 and
CAORO MA'RTH E'hi 2D 3 in John 1, 13—140[ken0€ W NABTHH NABTH | KCTh

9b 13-15 in John 3, Gk nw|ans kpscTan 4a 8-9 in John 1, 28, andt)
K|pbipawe 12a 13-14 in John 3, 22. It is obvious tRakBL, AL TH/NABTHCK S,
andkpscTuTH/KphipaTH are used here in a strict biblical meaning, so that the jer-
spellings are most likely due to Church Slavonic practice.

It should also be noted that Sav | contains two casesafpoe noanozaacue:
nepheTh 15a 7 (cf.nepera 14b 13) andaeps3noy 24a 13. Both instances
reflect the early innovation in NWOR dbrsT > TersT before hard dentals (cf.
3anu3nsk 1995, 41).

3.3.5. Jat’

In 3.3.2 a few incidental cases 6bumosoii spelling were treated that involved
jer-letters &—o, —€, and, although less convincing:-k). According to Knja-
zevskaja Cx 38-39), the frequent cases in Sav |, where the laftesrused to
render historicak (andvice versy, should also be explained as6atmosoit
orthographic practice. | agree that the useedbr & is of a graphic nature and
cannot be considered as evidence for a phonetic change (even thdidghdeed
merge withe in Pskov dialects; cf. recentlyanunckas 1997, 68—69, 81-83). On
the other hand, this practice has a different (i.e. Church Slavonic) origin than the
one involvingw—o, b—e and is also found inkKuuxusie” orthographic systems
(cf. on this3amu3usak 1986, 106—-109; 1995, 23-25, 43—-44). It is therefore not
surprising that Sav | shows far more cases of interchange-kfthan of —o,
h—€.

Knjazevskaja enumerates five instanceskoihstead ofe and twenty-six of
e instead ofk.1® In fact, we have five extra cases of the first typdewetin
4a 5, as well as the present tense formskTe 15b 5, 22a 5npumakre
21b 4, anduyrkTe 21b 11. As for the use o€ to renderé | also counted
twice as much instances, e.g. the dative forms&e 9a 17, 9b 10, 10a 12
and cese 21b 2;npepw 4a 2, 5a 8, 13a Tppexe 8b 2, 16b 7, andipe- in
npesnIcTa 7a 16,npenpern 19a 1, andipesnigawpee 24a 1,8 cSe 7al

andcpepoy 17b 12; the aorist formsympe 24a 16 andwympe|Ts 24b 1-220
The asymmetrical interchange efk is the same one as in birchbark letters
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where ‘ipumepni B BMecTo e (He 0GYCITOBIEHHbIE KAKUMHU-THO0 OCOOBIMU
YaCTHBIMH NPHYMHAMHM) BCTPEYAIOTCS B IECATKH pa3 pexe, YeM IMPpUMepbI
e BMecTo b. Takasi HECHMMETPUYHOCTh caMa 1o ceGe TOBOPUT B HOJB3Y
TOrO, 4YTO COOTBETCTBYIOIIME (poHEeMbI He coBnanu” (3anu3Hsk 1986, 108).

3.3.6. Word-finatul, n instead ofn, » beforeu

There are a few cases in Sav | where the letter&indu are used to render
“normal” » ands in word-final position. Knjazevskajal 39) notes that final

w1 andu are regularly followed byi: ya 8 [npocaTh 1 3a 10-11p:ke rawTH H

5b 8,74 Bh[CXBITATH H « H CTROPATH H 22D 1-2;npraThi | 1 2a 13-14. In
the four cases ofirwe are dealing with third person plural forms of the present
tense, whereass belongs to a third singular aorist form. There are two additional
cases mentioned by Knjazevskajwgpo BnI|TH H 8a 9-10 andt'bHbMH H
24b 4. Howevergwirwi should be excluded since it is an infinitive (where final
+t instead ot is most probably a spelling error). In the casesfismu we would
expect a past participlenib M.

Knjazevskaja finds it difficult to explain this phenomendisno6usie Hamnu-
CaHUs N3BECTHBI B IPEBHEPYCCKUX I0ro-3anafnbix pykomucax X=Xl Bs.,

WX HaJIM4ue He OTMEYaioch B PYKOIUCSX HHOM TePPUTOPHATHLHON PUHA-
JIEXXHOCTH. Y OEUTENBLHO OO'BSICHATL MX B 9TOHM YAaCTH KONEKCA, Ha HAIIl
B3IUISA]], He TipeficTaBisieTcs Bo3MoxkHbIM” ( Ck 39). She leaves open the pos-
sibility of a phonetic development in the native dialect of the copyist, although
-1 and -1 might also reflect the language of the originalptopsiit Mor GbITH

1 TraJInIKO-BOJIBIHCKHM. Bce ocrannHbIC NpUMETHI NMUCbMa U A3bIKa 4a-

cta | xopekca Ne 14 cooTBETCTBYIOT HAlllUM IIpeficTaBieHusM o IlckoB-
CKoM 3emie”.

Let us have a closer look at the material. All six instances where we would
expect final » or - are followed byn in the sence of ‘eum’, not ‘et’. Thus, we
are dealing with so-called tense jers in sequences of the*type and *-»j».

The orthographywt and -win used for these sequences is well-known in Church
Slavonic, not only ifinlaut but also in cases involving the clitic‘'eum’ (cf. e.qg.
¢bHemsl H in the Codex Marianus in the same verse — Marc 15, 46 — where
Sav | readswusmu u; for details see Diels 1963, 68—69). As for Sav |, tense
jers ininlaut are in the majority of cases reflected®sor u: HcTHHBHBIH 238 6,
EXKHIENT 28 15,rpapasin 2b 11, 1uenoanennma 2b 14, 1an|HoMapzwin 3a 4-5, etc.

A few instances ok can be found, but they are to a large extent restricted to
proper namesiaba 3b 14, TH|gephiapheka 22a 67 ;THRephIapw 23a 15) and

the fixed expressionpTenie g (attested three times).

In view of the fact that the set of non-Church Slavonic linguistic features point
to the Pskov area, it should be noted that the orthographand -wu could
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well be identified with the development of the sequenteg and *-»jb into

-ij and-yj as observed by S.L. Nikolaev in certain northwestern Russian dialects
(Hukomaes 1988, 118-121; 1990, 55-56; cf. alSamm3usik 1995, 53-54). In
fact, the consistent spelling aiu and -wiu (as opposed to many cases bt -&
beforeu ‘et’ and no counterexamples af or - followed byu ‘eum’), makes it
more likely that we are dealing with the influence of the copyist’'s speech rather
than with a Church Slavonic influence of therlage

3.3.7. Additional observations

(1) As for the use ofit to renderj in cases likeya Bs|npocaTh 1 (cf. the previous
section) | would like to draw attention to the same practice in intravocalic position:
AocTonnts 4a 4, npuunws 6a 15, and also nominative pluradiuuepknn 5a

10. In the latter case the editiol€f 60) offers the wrong reading kako |
Hp'kAAulA apxuuipku bn | knasn ... (Luke 24, 20). In fact, the superscripfs
‘eum’, the dottedh is part ofap¥unieprkun and the next is ‘et’.?! It is possible
that intravocalig is also reflected as in birchbark letterNe 21a from Staraja
Russa (first half twelfth centurydy kopounskore"® (cf. thenpopuce in Anun &
3anu3nak 1993, 109). However, since this is the only case in the entire corpus
that could allow for such an explanation, Zaliznjak’s alternative interpretation
seems to me still more plausiblai€o6pryH0€e OKOHYaHUE -eue 3[eCh CKopee
BCETO OOBSICHSIETCS TEM, YTO aBTOP CIIEpBa Hamucall -eu, a 3aTEM pEIINII
UCIPaBUTH 3TO Ha -ee (HO U OCTAJIOCh He3auepKHYThIM)” (3amu3Hsk 1995,
282).

(2) In kapagan 22b 7 andapamadnl 24b 15 we are probably dealing with
akanve, a feature that is well-attested in historical texts and modern dialects from
the Pskov area (cllanunckas 1997, 70-71, 85-92). However, in both cases a
simple writing error should not be ruled out. The first lexeme is spelled further
on in Sav | (fol. 22b and 23) several timesparan, whereas the second one
is attested only in the older Russian pafigwaTsi 154a 10,apo|maTst 155b
19-20).

(3) In 19a 15 we find the masculine nominative plural fowkpTe®iH. The
ending-yi is attested on birchbark in the middle of the fourteenth century (cf.
3anmu3nsk 1995, 106).

3.4. Palimpsest

According to the editionx 13), Sepkin was the first to mention that Sav | is

a palimpsest (cflllenkuas 1899, 2—-3). This fact, however, was already noticed
by Jagt in 1881: “diese Blatter sind auf Palimpsest geschrieben, das veranlasst
den Akademiker Bykov zu behaupten, der ganze Zusatz sei nicht in Russland
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gemacht, da man dort Palimpseste nicht kenne, sondern vielleicht auf dem Athos”
(584). The only folio that is not a palimpsest is fol. 7. With modern techniques
it should not be that difficult to read most of the incompletely erased cyrillic text
which belongs in the opinion ofé&pkin to ‘kaxoii-To 6orociyxe6HOH KHUTK

XIV Bbka, pycckoil pepmakuiu, opmara NnepBOHAYaJIbHO 3HAYUTEIHHO
6())‘[bHIaFO, Hexenun CaBBHHA KHUTa; MOYEPKDB ITOTO 60I‘OCJ‘Iy}K66HaFO
TEKCTa €CTh XOPOIIO U3BHCTHBIN CTUIIBHBINA PYCCKill yeTaBb cpefnHbl XIV

Bbka” (Ienkuns 1899, 3). In the new edition we can readx( 13) that the
underlying text was identified in 1993 by R. Mathiesen as partapasrux.

It should be pointed out that the bifolia 1-8 of the first quaternion as well as
9-16 and the single folio 10 of the second quaternion were recycled upside down.
The first four palimpsest lines on fol. 9b can be read without great difficulty:

. oBAek|TE CA RO BCA  OpYKHE Brma [M]owH | BaMk CTaTH npoT[H]RY
KO3HEM | HempH@3HLHKIMT ... In fact, this is a fragment from the Epistle to
the Ephesians (Eph 6, 11). The passage also occurs in the oldest extant Slavic
mpebnuk, the Euchologium Sinaiticum (Euch). The palimpsest lines quoted from
fol. 9b in Sav | correspond to fol. 93b 18 and further in Euch (cf. Nahtigal 1942,
291). Elswhere, too, we can recognize similar passages in the palimpsest text of
Sav | and Euch: fol. 11a 1-2 Euch 94b 9-10, fol. 11b 1-2 Euch 95 a 8-10,
fol. 12a 1-2= Euch 97a 4-6.

On the basis of the new edition it is not possible to make any general
conclusions about the linguistic properties of the palimpsest text. Nevertheless,
| would like to make two observations. In addition to the imperative form
ogaewyk| e on fol. 9b we encounter in the first palimpsest line of fol. 11b another
example ofe instead ofk: nenpecTannto. A third case isgpeaa in the final
palimpsest line on fol. 218 rcakoro Bpepa). These examples, taken from the
small portion of text that is clearly visible on the facsimile, remind us of the same
practice as in Sav | (cf. above, 3.3.5). Furthermore, in the first palimpsest line on
fol. 12a we findwaoms ‘helmet’, where we would expect either Church Slavonic
wakmn (perhaps spelled asaem) or Old Russianueaoms. For a discussion of
other cases ofTorT > TroT in Old Russian documents (among which birchbark
letters) as well as contemporary Russian dialects and toponyms in the Novgorod
area, | refer to Zaliznjak3anuznsk 1995, 35-36).

4. CONCLUSION

The title page oiCassurna xnuea informs us that this is the first part of a new
edition. In the introductory chapters it was difficult to find information on the
second volume to come. It is only on p. 36 where the palimpsest text of Sav | is
discussed that we readlTpourenue HIDKHETO MHCbMa OyAeT MPEACTaBIECHO

Bo II-i1 yacTu paGoThI”.
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In addition to an edition of the underlying text of Sav I, it would be useful to
have an exhaustive and detailed glossary which would include the words of the
four parts of Sava’s Book. Hopefully, such a glossary will also be incorporated in
the second volume.

I would like to end by calling attention to some interesting observations in a
recent article by N.V. UbyjvovkY6sriBoBk 1995), in which he gives a brief
account of local features in four fourteenth-fifteenth century Church Slavonic
evangeliaries from the Pskov area. They all display the same characteristics as
found in Sav |, especiallyokanwe, wokanve, and the frequent interchange of
e andk. One of the four evangeliaries deserves particular notice. It belonged
together with Sava’s Book to the supply of manuscripts that came from Pskov
to the Moscow Synodal Printing House in the last quarter of the seventeenth
century (nowPTAIIA, ¢donpg 381, Ne 21). According to UbyjvovkNe 21 has
a marginal note on fol. 36b sayingiémo3u ru paby cBoem caBsi momy”
(YormiioBk 1995, 141), which of course reminds us of the same inscription on
fol. 56a of Sava’'s Book (cf. above, 0). He also observes that the handwriting
of this note is YinenTuen ocHoBHOMy. BepositHo, mon CaBa — mepenncInK
pykormucu. [IckoBckmit nucer; CaBa-1ion N3BeCTeH KaK OfMH U3 co3/laTeleint
IlecropneBa 1374 1. Dra pykomuch xpaHuTcsi B ToM ke 381 doune
OTAJA, Ne 67 [...]. ITouepku Tun-21 u llecTopHeBa MOXOKHU: BEPOSTHO,

OHM TIPMHAJJIeKAT OHOMY 4ejioBeky — Cage-momy”. It would be interesting
to find out if this person can somehow be connected with Sava’s Book.

NOTES

1 | amindebted to my Leiden colleague Willem Vermeer for many helpful comments.

2 There is no photograph of fol. la, becauge]fpanuma 1a ne umeer texcra” (Ck 47; cf. also

Cx 700 and 703, where the same is said of fol. 165b and 166b). Accordingejokid, however,

on fol. 1a we find traces of an erased texta “HeMb MeJIKHMB MOYEPKOMb, HOBUAMOMY XIV

pbKka, HarmcaHo: npecTow TRowtw” (Illenkuas 1899, 3). The marginal note is also mentioned in the
Ceooubtii kamanoe ... of 1984, although [B] HacTosiee Bpemst aTa 3anuCh yKe NOYTH He

upHa” (31).

3 On those folios where the old and new pagination differs, both page numbers are given in the
edition. There are even folios with three different page numbers, the third one being the result of an
erroneous rearrangement of some folios carried out during the first restoration of the manuscript (cf.
Ck 41).

4 However, $epkin gives nine solid paleographic and orthographic reasons why part IV was copied
by a different hand — using only one jex)— in the same area or even scriptorium and at roughly the
same time as part ll:€cmm macens 1. 165-ro [now 166 — JSk nucens CaBBUHON KHHUTH ObLIH
COBPEMEHHUKAMH, TO NEPBbI ObITh MOXETb T'OBOPWI'L Ha JAPYroMb, MeHbe apxanmuHomb
roBopb. Bo3moxHO opfHaKo, uro o6Ga mmcHa OTHBIEHBI APYr's OTH Jpyra H3BBCTHBIMB
npoMexxyTkoms Bpemenn” (Illenkuns 1899, 7).

5 Fora comprehensive list of publications €soonwiii kamanoe... 1984, 32-33. Schaeken &
Birnbaum 1999, 100-102, offer the latest description (including bibliographical data) of the Old
Church Slavonic part.
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6 This hypothesis has been called into question, although without any specific argumentation, by
H.G. Lunt: “There is good reason to believe that these pages [part Il — JS] me¢reriginally

written to fill lacunae in Sav, but that they are a fragment of a different manuscript, added to Sav at a
considerably later date. They do not constitute proof that Sav was in Rus at the turn of the eleventh
century” (1981-1982, 405, fn. 1).

7 A list of pericopes in the Old Church Slavonic part of Sava's Book is provided sp8n
(Iemxkunas 1903, V-VII). For the older Russian part see the lisTor 1995, 26.

8 Note the transition to the next verse and the next PAGEIKO 0Ll MA MO||CAARBIH MA Oilh Th. . .

(20b 17-21a 1).

9 With “the northwestern variety of Old Russian” | have in mind the set of marginal northwest-
ern dialects that did not undergo the Second Palatalization. In terms of the names of early medieval
tribes this complex is referred to by ZaliznjaBamu3usk 1995, 3—4) as¢eBepHOKPUBIUCKHI {Ua-

next”, encompassing both the dialect of medieval Pskov (ceBbKynHOCT MECTHBIX TOBOPOB
TTckoBckon 3emun”) and the dialect of Old Novgorods® yskom cmeicie” (i.e. “[n]uanekT camo-

ro HoBropopia n HenocpeacTBeHHO NpUIIEeralonx K HeMy paitoHoB”). For a critical discussion

of Zaliznjak’s detailed classification of the (socio)linguistic situation in and around Novgorod in the
eleventh through fifteenth centuries see Vermeer 1997a, 23-30.

10 The linguistic information provided i€x 36—39 corresponds almogtrbatimwith the text in
Kusizerckast 1990, 221-226. The same holds true for the discussion of the language of the older
Russian partCx 35 = Kusizeckast 1990, 219-221.

11 In the case obepkTowa 5b 5 it is not clear whether the copyist had the past active participle
ogp'kThiwa in mind (which is to be expected on the basis of the Greek text and the corresponding
Church Slavonic translation) or the aorist formmpkTowa (attested only a few lines further: 5b
10-11).

12 Ck 38 also mentionamam 3b 2. However, this is not a first person singular, but plural form.

13 Ck 38 also mentionsime 2a 3. However, this is not a dative plural, but instrumental singular
form.

14k 38 also citesramoy 17b 1, although on the basis of the facsimile there might be room for
readingrsmoy.

15 Note thatHBT 682 is one of the few birchbark letters that has a casemfarve: &0 Ropoxh <

Vo borvzé (cf. 3ammsusk 1995, 43, 323).

16 n this context | would also like to draw attention to the spelling of ‘Maria Magdalenaijaga

e maraalantnd in 24b 9-10 as opposed ApHm marpaasibse in 24b 13,

17 The Ostromir Gospel has at the same place the plural farpnocHyams.

18 Cf. Bamusmsik 1995, 62—63, 120121 for the variety in first person present forms of athematic
verbs that are attested on birchbark. Note also the first person plurairicopawk 24a 5.

19 mere 23b 12 is not an imperative but a present tense form and therefore should not be listed as
a case ot instead ofk.

20 | addition, we find some examples where the copyist correetedterwards intok, e.g.
0BpETOXOM > 0BpETOXOMT 82 5,c08€ > cork 8a 13.

21 There are also some instances in Sav | widsenot indicated:anppka 7b 1, anppkora 8a 1,
nopak|ckoyto 12a 11-12. Since we are dealing either with a foreign name or with a case in line-final
position | doubt whether these are examples of a phenomenon that is widespread in fifteenth-century
documents from Pskov (cFanunckas 1997, 78, 106).
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