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ON THE TRANSMISSION OF THE LAN­
GUAGE OF THE PROLOGUETO THE 
GOSPEL HOMILIARY BY CONSTANTINE 
OFPRESLAV 

]os Schaeken- Leiden,University 

1 Introduction 

. .. ne reposita sint in fenestris otiosa 
William R. Veder (1979: 11; cf. idem 1999: 192) 

William R. Veder's Utrum in alterum abiturum erat? (1999) is a thought-provoking 

monograph on the beginnings of text transmission in Church Slavic. It offers 

full critical editions with detailed textological commentaries on the Prologue to 

the Gospel Homiliary by Cons tan tine of Preslav, the treatise On the Letters as well 

as the text On the Script, which, according to the author, "has not before been re­

cognised as a text separate from the treatise On the Letters, but merely as an ex­

cerpt version of it" (p. 8). 

In the present contribution I would like to comment on the Prologue to the Gos­

pel Homiliary (P). Whereas Veder concentrates on the textological aspects ofP, I 

will try to argue that a more linguistic approach can contribute to a better under­

standing of some of the problems involving the reconstruction and development 

of the text of P. 

The body of the text of P is generally regarded as composed in dodecasyllabic 

verse (sections 2: 1-36 and 3: 1-4, i.e. the Alphabet Prt9erand its doxology). Apart 

from verse, there is also some material in prose: the title (1: 1-5) and the author's 

colophon (4: 1-54). I will concentrate on the verse, although linguistic evidence 

from the title and the colophon will also be taken into account. 

Veder's reconstruction ofP is based on 43 manuscripts ofRusian provenance. 

The oldest witness ofP is labeled S (Sinodal't!Jj spisok, i.e. Moskva, GIM, Sin. 262), 

for which Veder accepts a date between ea. 1150 and 1200 (p. 17).1 Of the remain-
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ing manuscript testimonies the oldest date from the fifteenth century and nearly 

half are very recent indeed (17th-18th j 19th centuries; see in particular Marti 1997: 

140, n. 74). The filiation is established as follows (pp. 52-53): 

• 

• 

Hyparchetype ()(,transmitted by 5. 
Hyparchetype ~, transmitted by 17 manuscripts, all of them labeled "RU"2 
and dated between 1400 and 1800. 
Hyparchetype y, transmitted by two manuscripts (Ar and US), both 
labeled "RU" and dated "1600-1700". 
Hyparchetype o, transmitted by 23 manuscripts, labeled "RU", "Pskov" or 
"UA'' and dated between 1450 and 1800. 

According to Veder, the original text must have been composed in Glagolitic be­

tween 886 and 893. It is localised in the Preslav area, "most probably in the for­

mer capital Pliska" (p. 180). The Cyrillic archetypes are considered to have all 

been executed in Kievan Rus' between ea. 1050 and 1100 (pp. 182-183). It is as­

sumed that we are dealing with four transcriptions from a GlagoLtic codex, which 

was removed from the Preslav area to Kiev, probably in the year 971 (pp. 185-

186). The Glagolitic codex itself"was, indeed, the author's autograph" (p. 182). 

Thus, the reconstruction ofP "may aspire to restitute that autograph" (p. 8). 

2 Text 

Taking into account the chronology of the manuscript witnesses, it is justified to 

consider 5 to be the prime source for the reconstruction ofP, although, of course, 

it can never be the only source to rely on. Note that 5 has to be regarded as a 

"faithful copy of()(" (p. 182) and that the text of()( is fully based on 5. 

The text ofP in 5 and in 37 other manuscript testimonies has been published by 

Kuev (1974). In the right column below, the text of the dodecasyllabic part of 5 

was established on the basis of the facsimile in Kuev (idem: 307-309). Unfortu­

nately, Kuev's own edition (idem: 185-189) is very unreliable. Supralinear signs 

other than the little have not been included and verse-final punctuation marks 

have been simplified to a single period. 

Veder's reconstruction of P (pp. 153-157) is presented in two different forms 
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(cf. p. 59): a Cyrillic "construct" in normalised orthography (based on 5]5 and 

Leskien 199010) and a Glagolitic reconstruction "in the non-jotated, mono­

graphicS, single 1> orthography that underlies the text of the Cyrillic archetypes". 

For convenience, I chose to reproduce the former in the left column below. 

Prolo 

2 

"3 fl3'1>- CI\ORQMb CHMb MMIN> CA\ liOrOI[: fl3'1> (1\QRQMb CH ·M 'I> MMIQ CA\ BOI(. 

2 B J:iome RbCEH TR4j)H H 3HmAHTEI\IQ Gi RCEU\ TR4j)H H 3HmAHTEI\IQ • 
3 R GHAHM'l>IHM'l> H NERHAHM'l>IHM'l>, GHAHM'l>IHM'l> H NERHAHM'l>IHM'l> • 
4 r rocnoA" AOI(X" noci\H mHRA~.IJ141Ero, r.\ AX" • noC'l>I\H mHROI(IJ144rO • 

5 A A" R'l>A'l>XNET'l> R'l> CjlbAbltE MH (1\QRO, A" R'l>A'l>XHETb R'l> CjlbAbl\E MH CI\ORO. 
6 ffime SiKAET'l> H4 OI(Wil.X'l> RbCiJ.M'l>, ffime SOI(AETb N4 OI(Cnil.x'l> RbdiM'l> • 

7 m iKHRiKIJlHHM'l> R'l> 34nORiJ.AbX'l> TH. iKHROI(lJlHHM'l> R'l> 34nORiJ.AbX'l> TH • 
8 s .SiJ.I\0 SO H'CT'l> CRiJ.THI\bHHK'l> mH3NH ~i;.I\Q SO H'CTb CRiJ.THI\bHHK'l> mH3NH • 
9 3 34KQN'l> TROH H CRiJ.T'l> CTb,S4M'l> MH, 34KON'l> TRQH • H CRiJ.T'l> CTb34M'l> • 
10 I Mme HIJ1ET'l> EV4NrEI\bCK4 CI\OR4 M me HlJlETb ERHrEI\bCK4 CI\OR4 • 
11 H M npocHT'l> A4jl'l>l TROIAI. H npH~A~.TH. M npoCHTb A4jl'l>l -rsom npHmTH • 
12 fi Ail. Tb TH so N'l>INil. CMRil.NbCKO ni\EMA~.: t\ETHTb SO H'l>IHiJ. • H CI\ORiJ.NbCKQ 

ni\EMAI.• 
13 K R'l> KjlblJlENHIQ 0Sjl4THLUA\ CA\ RbCH, R'l> KjlblJlEHHIQ • 0Bjl4THLU4 CA\ RbCH • 
14 1\ t\IQAHH' TRQH N4j)EIJ1H (A\ XOTAI.IJ1E. t\IQAHIE TROH. N4j)EIJ1H CA\ XOTAI.IJ1E. 
15 M MHI\QCTH TROIAI., l:iome, npOCAI.T'l> .SiJ.I\0. MHI\OCTH TROIEm. se npocA~.Tb 3il.M. 
16 " H'l> MbNiJ. N'l>INiJ. npOCTjl4NO CI\ORQ H'l> M'l>NiJ. N'l>INiJ. • npOCTjl4NO (1\QRQ 

A4mAb, A4mAb· 
17 Q 0Tb'IE, G'l>INE" npil.CRAI.T'l>IH AOI(tuE, Otie ciie • " npil.c.f'l>IH ;\rne • 
18 n fijlOCAI.lJlOI(H'MOI( nOMOIJlb QT'l> TEBE. fijlOCAI.lJlOI(OI(MOI( • nOMOIJlH W TESE • 
19 p PiKL\il. SO CRQH R'l>IWjlb R'l>3AiJ.~N> npHCNQ POI(L\il. BO CRQH ropil. R'l>3AiJ.IO npHCNQ • 
20 ( GHI\iK npHIAI.TH H MiKAjlOCTb 01( TESE: GHI\01( npHnlTH • H MOI(AjlOCTb 01( TESE • 
21 T T'l>l so A4H'LUH AOCTQHNQM'l> CHI\iK, T'l>l SQ A4H'LUH • AOCTOHNOM'l> CHI\01( • 
22 8 VnoCT4Cb me RbCn\KiK HL\il.I\HLUH. VnocT4Cb me· RbCAI.KOI(IO l.lil.I\HLUH. 

23 4> «l14jl4QLUA\ MA\ 3'1>1\0S'l>l H3'l>S4RH, «l14jl40lll4 MA\ • 3'1>1\QS'l>l H3S4RH • 

24 X XEjlOI(RbCKiK MH M'l>IC~b H OI(M'l> A4mAb, XeposbCKOI( MH • M'l>ICI\b " 0\[M'l> A"mAb • 
25 w ea 'lb(TbN4n\ npil.CRAI.T4n\ TpOHL\E, 0 'lbCTbN4n\ • npil.CT4n\ Tj)OHL\E • 
26 IJr fiE'IMb MOIN> H4 jl4AOCTb npiJ.I\OmH, fi£'141\b MOIQ N4 jl4AOCTb npiJ.MmH • 

27 Ll Qil.I\OMiKAjlbNO A" N4'1bNiK nbC4TH Qil.MMOI( AjlbHO • A" N4'1bNOI( nbC4TH • 
28 'I '101( AEC4 TROU\ npiJ.AHRbN4n\ .Sil.l\0, 'IIOAEC4 TRQU\ • npiJ.AHRbN4n\ 3il.I\O • 
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29 w 
30 lJ.I 

31 b 

32 t 

33 X 
34 ~ 

35 10 

36 AI 

3 

IlleCTOKpHMT'hiHM'h CH"~ npHHM'h. 

ijJbCTOI(~ H'hiWk no C"iiAOI( 0\('IHTeMO: 

HMeHH IEMOI( H Aii"OI( noc"iiAOI(bl\, 

IIIR.Ji C'hTROp~ ei/"AHre"bCKO C"ORO, 

XRM~ R'h3AAbl\ TpOHL\H R'h GOmbCTR.Ji, 

!ZKme nOIET'h H RbCil\K'h R'h3ApACTb, 

IOH'h "CTAP'h CROHMb pA301(MOMb-

h913'h1K'h HOR'h, XRM~ R'h3AAbl\ npHcHo 

OTbl.\01(, G'hiHOI(" CRAITOI(IEMOI( 

AOI(XO\f, 
2 ffiMOI(me 'lbCTb " ApbmARA " c""R" 

3 0T'h Rbtebl\ TRApH H A'hiXAHHil\ 

4 E'h wenptspbAOM'hlbl\ RiiK'hl. l'IMHHb. 

3 Commentary 

3.1 Jers 

IlleCTbKpHMT'h · CH"Oif R'hCnpHHM'h • 

IllbCTROI(IO H'hiH.Ji • nO C"iiAOI( 0\f'IHTeiE 

"10 0 

HMeHH IEIO • H Aii"OI( noc"iiAOI(Il\ • 

IIJR.Ji C'hTROpiO • eRAHbre"bCKO CMRO · 

XRMOI( R'h3Ao\ll\ • TJll\H R'h GiKbCTR.Ji • 

IOme noMTb RbCAIK'h H R'h3APACT'h • 

IOH'h" CTAP'h ° CROHMb pA301(MOMb 0 

III3'h1K'h HOR'h • XRMOI( R'h3AAil\ npwcwo. 

ffiMOI(me 'lbCTb " ApbmARA " c""R" • 

0T'h RCell\ TRApH H A'hiXAHHil\ • 

E'h RCAI RiiK'hl • H HA RiiK'hl AMHH'h • 

The reconstruction starts from the insight that each verse should contain twelve 

syllables; any emendation or choice between different readings which does not re­

sult in dodecasyllabic verse, has to be rejected. The majority of the verses clearly 

indicate, among other things, that all syllables containing reduced vowels in weak 

position should be counted: cf. inS 2: 1, 3, 5-8, 10, 13, 14, 16-22, 24-28, 30, 31, 

33-36, and 3: 2. 

S is very faithful in rendering the jers correctly. The only verses where we have 

to restore a weak jer are 2: 2 (seem), 3: 3 (also seem) and 3: 4 (seA~), thus yielding 

in all three cases the required metre.4 On the other hand, the secondary jer in 

es.tHbreAbCK~ (2: 32) has to be eliminated (cf. es[.t]HreAbCK.t 2: 10) in order to ob­

tain twelve syllables. 

Variant spellings of jers in S are found only in instr.sg.n. CH ·I M'h (2: 1 ), where 

the period at the end of the first line of the Alphabet Prqyer suggests a misread­

ing by the copyist, and .tMHH'h (3: 4) versus .tMHHb (4: 53-54). Third person end­

ings always have -tb (s'hA'hXHETb 2: 5, BQ\(AETb 6, KCTb 8, etc.), which, of course, 
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is due to the Rusian linguistic background of the scribe.5 This also holds for cases 

ofinstr.sg.m. endings in -amb (see section 3.4 below). In 2: 34, the S reading S'h3-

AP.tCT'h (with final-'h clearly visible on the facsimile) must form the basis for the 

reconstruction. Other readings (especially attested in y and 8) are clearly second­

ary, pointing either to an alternative word formation (type SbCAI.K.t S'h3Ap.tCTb), or 

a misinterpretation on an orthographic or a morphosyntactic level (type SbCAI.K'h/ 

RbCA\Kb R'h3Ap.tCTb).6 

The reconstruction deviates in two instances from what is to be expected. First, 

the secondary jei in H3'hB.tSH (2: :S3) is not found in any of the Cyrillic archetypes 

and conflicts with the reconstructed prefix S'h3- (not R'h3'h-) in 2: 19, 33, 34, 36 

(cf. Diels 19632: 86). I think Vaillant offers a better solution for the lacking syl­

lable in verse 23: "lire H3B.tSHS'h, ou plutot, comme les formes en -HS'h sont assez 

recents [. 0 .], H3B.tsRHH, determine: ,(toi) qui m' as delivre de la malice du Pharaon", 

c'est-a-dire du paganisme" (19632: 78, n. 3). Second, leaving out the jer in n~CAH 

(2: 4) is problematic because it would be the only instance of absence of a weak 

jer. I think we have to rely on the evide~ce of S (n~c'hAH) and look for another ex­

planation, which restores the metre. A plausible solution has to take into account 

that the genitive-accusative construction was not obligatory at the oldest stage 

of the language. Nahtigal's proposal (1943: 56) to reconstruct r~cn~AH, AO\fX'h 

n~C'hAH iKHSAI.LJ.IHH7 makes perfect sense and explains how the verse could have 

been misunderstood when subsequently the genitive became obligatory. 

3.2 np~CHTH +ace.? 

Verse 2: 15 is problematic because the S reading disrupts the metre. I agree 

with V eder (p. 68) that we have to rely on the ~yo readings TS~AI. instead of 

TS~Km. However, by interpreting (MHA~CTH) TS~AI. as an acc.pl.f. form ("Thy 

mercies"), Veder is forced to assume that the author used np~CHTH with an ac­

cusative which is at variance with the syntax of the verb as attested elsewhere 

(S]S Ill, 1982: 37 4, s.v. np~CHTH). It also confronts the reconstruction with a ma­

jor problem in 2: 18, where the firmly established reading (np~CAI.LJ.I~'(Q\(MQ\( / 
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np~CA>tpeMS) n~M~tpH in S, y and o has to be considered inferior to a hypothetical 

accusative form n~M~tpt., constructed on the basis of (np~cA>tpeMS) nHtp~ (S Tese) 

in~' which is to my opinion clearly a secondary interpretation.8 I think we have 

to stick to the solution of Nahtigal (followed by Kuev 197 4: 158 and Vaillant 

19632: 77, n. 9), who proposed that the reconstructed TR~A> in 2: 15 is a short 

gen.sg. form (cf. Diels 19632: 116, 208 for "die nicht ganz seltenen Formen wie 

gsg. f. TR~A>" in Old Church Slavonic). 

3.3 Adnominal dative 

One of the features of the author's grammar is, as Veder (p. 63) rightly points 

out, the use of the adnominal dative; cf. inS (3HW>AHTeAIQ) RHAHM'hiHM'h H He­

RHAHM'hiHM'h (2: 3), R'b cpt.At.L\e MH (2: 5), HA ~cnil.x'b Rt.Cil.M'b (2: 6), R'b 3An~­

Ril.At.X'h TH (2: 7) and most probably also n~ CAiiA~'f ~'lHTEI\IQ (2: 30). On the 

other hand, Veder stresses that the adnominal dative was not an' exclusive fea­

ture, referring to the use of the genitive in verses 1: 2, 1: 5, 4: 48-49 and 4: 52-

53. Thus, reconstructing an adnorninal dative in other verses is only justified as 

long as there is no compelling evidence which points to a genitive. In the case 

of 2: 9, Veder's reconstruction csil.T'b CTt.SAM'h MH is indeed the best possible 

solution (p. 66). As for 2: 31, I doubt whether there is enough evidence for the 

substitution of the implausible dual KIQ in S by KM~ in the original text (p. 7 5) 

instead of Kr~, which is firmly established in the ~ and o readings.9 The same 

holds for 2: 2 and 2: 29. In verse 2: 2, S as well as y and o point to a gen.sg. 

reading Rt.Cehll. TRApH. Veder's reconstruction dat.sg. Rt.ceH TRApH is based on only 

a part of the manuscript witnesses of~ (cf., e.g., P5, S/1, S/2, U3, U4, V/1, V/2, 

where we find gen.sg. forms in -eA>/ -era/ -eA). Moreover, cases of Rt.CeH in ~ can 

also be interpreted as innovating gen.sg. forms that are attested in Russian al­

ready from the beginning of the 13th century onwards (Tkadlcik 1992: 364, Zaliz­

njak 1995: 111 ). In verse 2: 29, there is no manuscript evidence in support of a 

dat.pl. reading rnecT~KpHAAT'hiHM'h; we either find short forms (as in S and ~y) or 

long forms (o) of the gen.pl. The reconstruction of the verse must be either 
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UJeCT~KpHAAT'hiHX'h CHI\~ npHHM'b Ot, alternatively, UJeCT~KpHAAT'b CHI\~ AA R'bCnpH­

HM'b (see the discussion in Kuev 1974: 163).10 

3.4 Traces of "Glagolitisms"? 

The relationship between S and rx can be established, according to V eder (p. 182), 

on the basis of the following considerations: "As the MS exhibits no trace of 

Glagolitisms and eliminates the distinction of~ and ~ [ ... ],it must be consider­

ed an apograph of the Cyrillic archetype rx, which belongs to an earlier textologi­

cal generation, removed from the earliest possible date of S an arbitrary 50 years, 

i.e. before ea. 1100". It is true that S does not distinguish between~ and ~in 

the text (cf. CTt.3AM'h 2: 9 and 3il.A~ 2: 15, 28), but the copyist did not neglect 

the difference between the two graphemes at the most crucial points: verse 2: 8 

begins with ~il.A~ and the next one with 3.\K~H'h. This, however, does not necess­

arily mean that the assumption of a lack of Glagolitic traces inS is invalid. In fact, 

I doubt whether undeniable Glagolitic traces can be found in atry of the Cyrillic 

archetypes, including rx, whose text fully corresponds with S (see section 2 

above). I will discuss all variant readings, which are ascribed by Veder to a Gla­

golitic antigraph: 

• The ~ reading npeA~r'h instead of npM~r'h (1: 1-2) does not have to be ex­

plained as a misreading of Glagolitic a (p. 61 ); spellings with npe- instead of 

np~- (cf. also npHA~r'h in manuscript witness Sl2) are also attested elsewhere 

(SR]aXI-XVII18, 1992:261-262, s.v. npeA~r'h). 

• The instr.sg. 'lA'li>CK'hMt. rAAC'hMt. ( 4: 30) inS reflects the regular North Slavic 

ending -omb as opposed to -omb in South Slavic (cf. also K~CTA>HTHH'hMt. 1: 3-

4, but P'-'3~M~Mt. 2: 35). The ~ reading 'lAR'li>CKt.IMt. rAAC~M'h substitutes the 

long ending in the adjective, whereas the noun displays the effect of further 

phonetic developments in East Slavic (replacement of strong jets and har­

dening of final -m). There is no need whatever to assume "problems with 

reading the Glagolitic desinence of 'li>AORii'lt.cK~Mt." (p. 84), neither in rx ("rx 

interprets the a as oH") nor in ~· 

323 



Til'viE FLIES 

The S reading of verses 4: 39-41 and 42 is as follows: R'h CMRi>HhCK'b · Q\(IE 

GO!aX'h me CA\ HA 'lATH· CTp'bn'bThHOIE CI\OR£C'b RHA il.G'b · R'biW£ H£AOQ\(Mi>HH!a • !t 

CHI\ 'hi MOIE!a CQ\(lfl£. In the reconstruction Veder (p. 85) opts for TphnhT'h, as 

preserved in the ~ reading, instead of CTp'hn'hThHOIE. At the end of 4: 42 he 

reconstructs H CHI\'bl MOIE~A> C~lflh, which is based on ()(, not on ~, where the 

participle is replaced by st.1. If we follow the proposed reconstruction, there 

is still no need to suppose that "both ()( and ~ exhibit problems reading the 

participle: ()( reads the -8 as 3, while ~ simply substitutes a finite form" (p. 

In ~ there are all kinds of reasons to think of why C~lflh was replaced. 

()(substituted cTp'hn'hThHOIE in 4: 39-41, he had to replace C~lflh by its corres~ 

ponding neuter form. 

• Explanations for variant readings in 2: 18, 20 and 24 are partly based on 

assumption that the Glagolitic antigraph knew only monographic I} and 

' the transcribers had difficulties with distinguishing I} from 3 and 0 (cf. p.' 

in 2: 18 ~ replaces I.\} T£B£ by 8 T£B£; in 2: 20 ~yo replace 0'( T£B£ by I.\} TfliS, 

and in 2: 24 ()( misread I} in X£PQ\(RhCK~ and replaced it by o. In the latter 

doublets with u and o in this stem are well known in Church Slavonic (cf 

Sever'janov 1904: 45618, s.v. xepoRHM'b). In 2: 18, Veder offers an 

explanation: " ... unless it is a syntactic Rusian accent (npocHTH + Q\()" (p. 

which I think is very plausible. In 2: 20, he rightfully stresses (ibidem) 

flexibility of replacement or even omission of prepositions, which is most 

probably the case in the construction at hand (npH~A>TH ... Q\( Tese/W 

Other Glagolitic traces are assumed for 2: 9, 15, 30, and 4: 45-46, where, 

misreading (or even incompetence) is held to have triggered a different 

terpretation. However, we just do not know why ~ gave up in 2: 9 (" 

with the problematic cluster :l88H'U'A~&tm'-RW&8"?, p. 66); note 

the reading problem already begins in 2: 8. In 2: 15, the y reading some 

XOTA>lfl£ in MHI\OCTH TROA> XOTA>lfl£ np'i.tTH sil.I\O is based on an echo of 

end of the previous verse( ... XOTA>lfl£), as Veder observes (p. 68); 

arguments in order to explain the deviant text of y ("d6 [in ~3d63- JSJ 
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susceptible to interpretation; as 'ii, it is -3d63 which triggered this interpreta­

tion, based on inertia", pp. 68-69) seem to me superfluous. In 2: 30, the rad­

ical reinterpretation of the verse by~ (lf.IECTRH£ TcopA> noci\Smt. 8'1HT£1\10) and 

y (lfi£CT8A> Hiiil. nocl\i>A8A> Q\('IHTH ... ) can hardly be explained by a simple 

"misreading of Glagolitic -.PA as Cyrillic -pA> [in ~ TcopA>- JSJ and noci\Smt. 

by the problem of interpreting the adjacent!}!} (like nocl\i>A8A> in y [ ... ])" (p. 

75). In 4: 45-46, the reconstruction is based on~ (HA'IA>Xh ce. H£ MOI"'hiH cce 

H.tnHCATH), not on the ()( reading, where ce is absent. The reason for this may 

well be haplography, as Veder (p. 86) suggests, but there is, of course, no 

need to ascribe this to a Glagolitic antigraph ("he probably read H3 and -P3 as 

one word and rendered it by the single He"). 

3.5 ijihCTQ\(171\ in 2: 30 

The reconstruction of the first letter of verse 2: 30 is highly controversial (pp. 73, 

75, 93, 173~174). I will not go into this matter (cf. most recently Zaliznjak 1999: 

550-551, 565), but will concentrate on the reinterpretation of the initial word as 

a symbol for the letter lfl, as attested in the manuscript witnesses of Rusian pro­

venance. Veder reconstructs lflhCTQ\(111'\ on the basis of the Cyrillic archetypes()( 

WhCTRQ\(10 (corresponding with 5), ~ lfi£CTRH£ (TROpA>), y lfi£CT8A>, 0 W£CTRQ\(~: "the 

initial word must have been written with an initial 41- and without -R-, and the 

spellings with w- and -c- are secondary attempts to come to terms with the 

ghost word lflhCTQ\(171\ (the inverse relation is next to impossible, considering the 

overall performance in the four Cyrillic texts)" (p. 75). 

The spelling without -R- is attested only in a single manuscript witness (U5, be­

longing toy), in which the verses 2: 30-31 are highly corrupted (lf.I£CT8A>, 1 H£ no­

cl\i>A8A> Q\('IHTH HM£HH TRO£M[8] I H Ai>I\O TGOH nocl\i>A8A>; cf. Kuev 1974: 285). I 

cannotjudge "the overall performance in the four Cyrillic texts", but the direct 

evidence seems to me too scanty to reconstruct a form ending in -CTORATH instead 

of -CTRORATH (cf. also the data in SJS IV, 1997: 926, s.v. WhCTRORATH; no attesta­

tions are given of a spelling of the verb without -c-). 
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Some of the writers of the manuscript witnesses of ~yo obviously had no prob­

lem with copying a word of the type lpECTG0\{'10 or, in the case of~' lpECTRHE. But 

others did. We find four different solutions: 

The easiest way was to replace it by an understandable form beginning with 

w- and to accept that verses 29 and 30 now started with the same grapheme. 

This is what we find in 5, in Ar belonging toy, and in parts of~ and 8.11 

The seven manuscripts belonging to the 8 group of o show how the former 

revision was taken one step further: lp- was replaced by w- and verse 29 was 

simply thrown out. 

• The ~ group of o (nine manuscripts, with the exception of Pm) came up with 

a remarkable solution by introducing c('h)WECTR0\(10. One may wonder if this 

was a way of distinguishing the native pronunciation indicated by the graph-

eme 1p from w- in verse 29. t 

The most radical type of solution can be found in three manuscripts of the. 

group ~8x (Kb, UJ, P9) and in B2 belonging to the YJ group of o. To repre­

sent 1p they all introduced a totally new lexeme: lpEAP~TA/lpEAP'h. The old 

reading was simply replaced by the new one (Kb, P9), or transferred to the 

previous verse (UJ), or even pres~rved in the same verse (B2). 

4 Epilogue 

The main object of Veder's meticulous inquiry has been to provide the first co­

herent textual reconstruction ofP based on every piece of documentary 

that is available. This is not an easy task if we are dealing with 43 manuscripts,, 

whose texts are tied up in several groups and subgroups that have been trans­

mitted over hundreds of years. As Veder has demonstrated in great detail, a re­

construction of the text has to be established on the basis of each single manu­

script witness, trying to sort out both its diachronic and synchronic dimensions: 

where does the tradition end and the input of the copyist start? The result is de­

termined by the quality of the Vorlage as well as the competence and attitude or 
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the copyist towards it. The scenario's we can think of are numerous and finding 

the most plausible one needs the collective effort of scholars of different disci­

plines: paleographers, textual critics, linguists and historians. They should always 

take into account the insights gained by the others. 

By the same token, it has to be recognised that each of the disciplines has its own 

goals. Thus, for instance, historical linguists are primarily interested in decipher­

ing and interpreting the phonetics, grammar and lexicon of written records. It 

goes without saying that the picture of past speech reflected in manuscript wit­

nesses is most often deceptive and distorted by the inadequacy of writing sys­

tems, conservatisms and simple mistakes. Things become even more compli­

cated if we are dealing with written records that have reached us through suc­

cessive copying. All this is evident for every serious scholar who has ever stu­

died the language of manuscripts of the past. Kronsteiner's disqualification of 

such work as "Handschriften-Fetischismus" or "Handschriften-Wahn" (1993) 

is to my opinion misguided because it confuses the chief aims of textual criti­

cism with those of historical linguistics. Above all, it does not help along the 

interdisciplinary cooperation from which both fields of research can benefit. 

Notes 
1 The dating of S is, in fact, controversial It is variously atttibuted to the 12th, second half of the 
12th, 12th_ 13th, early 13th or 13th century (cf. Thomson 1986:41, n. 1). 
2 The geogtaphical provenance of the manuscript testimonies of P is indicated on pp. 16-17 
either by place names (three times "Pskov") or "automobile identification" (mostly "RU" and 
three times "UA"). 
3 In Glagolitic: + ~ 'U' 'fu Jb 3 a6 3 e. 'X' 8 M !t .H. 'lJ8 .P :1 f' b £l UO I} oflo Jo 0 ljJ 'V ~ W W -H A"§ :K: IJ' 
3€. 
4 The only other instance in P where S omits a weak jer is in the same lexeme: sctx'h (4: 33). 
Note that the etymology of CTp'hn'hTbHOIE in CTp'hn'hTbHOIE CMRSC'h RHAiiR'h (4: 39-41) does not 
point to the reconstruction "Cb"fPhiThT-" (pp. 85, 221); cf. SJS (IV, 1997: 187, s.v. cTp'hn'hTbH'h), 

Vasmer (III, 19872: 782, s.v. crporroTa). 
5 Note that S also has -tb in C'hnOAOGHTb in 4: 50-51 (not C'hnOAOGHT'h, as in Kuev 1974: 189). 
6 In sum, I see no reason to assume that S testifies of an "overabundant introduction of 'h [cf. 
section 2 above- JS], even in non-etymological positions" in cx, which "is surely a mark of ex­
cessive Cyrillisation" (p. 191, n. 29). 
7 lKHR&4J- (as in ~ and o) rather than "the more trivial reading" lKHR.V.4J- (p. 64). 
8 The reference to 2: 11 on p. 70 (" ... the A rection of npocHTH, established for 2: 11 and 15") is 
obviously irrelevant to the issue. Furthermore, the rection of npocHTH in 4: 48-49 (npoc& MOAHTR'hl 
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XPHCTOAI<)Ilbl\b RbC'k)lb ... ) is ambiguous: either acc.pl. (as on p. 86: "requesting the prayers .. .') or 
~~ . 
9 lE!<) inS must have originated from a misinterpretation of no Cl\iiAOI[ Ol(''lHTEI\1<) in the preceding, 
verse (gen.du. instead of dat.sg.). 
10 The idea that the starring point of the reconstruction must be npHHM'b (found only in o), and 
not R'bWpHHM'b (as inS and ~y), because "no prefixed forms of the verb npmiii.TH are attested e]sc;­
where in the Alphabet Prayer (cf. 2: 11 and 20)" (p. 74) suggests that npHhi\TH and R'bcnpHhi\TH are· 
synonyms, which is hard to believe. According to Veder, the variant reading R'hcnpHHM'b was in­
troduced as the result of a misreading of the original wscToKpHI\AT'biHM'b: "The Ot~y texts must 
have, in fact, contained the pronominal desinence -HM'b, because only its interpretation as a par­
ticiple of hi\TH, tautologous with npHHM'b, could have led to its replacement by an intensifying pt;c)­
flx to the verb". To my opinion, this line of complex reasoning is too high a price to pay in order 
to justify a reconstructed dat.pl. form. 
11 I was not able to consult La (~) and Pn (o); cf. p. 17. 

References 
Diels, Paul 19632. Altkirchenslavische Grammatik. I: Grammatik. Heidelberg. 
Kronsteiner, Otto 1993. 'Handschriften-Fetischismus oder kritische Ausg,aben? Lebt die s~o,.,.; • .;J;·. 

noch im Mittelalter?', in: Die Slawischen Sprachen 34, 47-65. 
Kuev, Kujo M. 197 4. Azbuenata molitva v slatjanskite Jiteraturi. Sofia. 
Leskien, August 199010. Handbuch der altbulgarischen (altkirchenslavischen) Sprache. Gtammatik, Texte, 

Glossar. Heidelberg. 
Marti, Roland W. 1997. 'Texte mit Alphabet-Akrostichon in der kirchenslavischen Tradition', in: 

Zeitschrijt for Slawistik 42/2, 129-145. · 
Nahtigal, Rajko 1943. 'Rekonstrukcija treh starocerkvenoslovanskih izvirnih pesnitev', in: Raz­

prave SAZU 1943/1,43-156. 
Sever'janov, Sergej 1904. Suprasl'skaja rukopis' (Pamjatniki staroslavjanskago jazyka 2/1). Sanktc 

Peterbutg. 
SJS 1966-1997. SJovnikjazyka staroslovenskiho. Praha. 
SR]a XI-XVII 1975-... Slovar' russkogo jazyka XI-XVII vv. Moskva. . 
Thomson, Francis J. 1986. 'Constantine of Preslav and the Old Bulgarian Translation of the 'Hisc 

toria ecclesiastica et mystica contemplatio' Attributed to Patriarch German us I of Constanti­
nople', in: Pakeobulgarica 10/1, 41-48. 

Tkad!Cik, Vojtech 1992. 'K rekonstrukci Abecedni modlitby Konstanrina Preslavskeho', in: S!av{9 
61, 363-373. 

Vaillant, Andre 19632. Manue! du vieux, slave. II: Textes et glossaire. Paris. 
Vasmer, Max [Fasmer] 19862-19872. Etimologifeskij slovar' russkogo jazyka. Moskva. 
Veder, William R. 1979. Reposuit in fenestris otiosa. Over de omgang met Oudslavische boeken. Nijmegen.,: 
Veder, William R. 1999. Utrum in alterum abiturum erat? A Study ofT he Beginnings of Text Transmission 

in Church Slavonic. The Prologue to the Gospel Homiliary by Constantine ofPreslav, the Text On The 
Script and the Treatise On The Letters by Anonymous Authors. Blooming,ton, Indiana. 

Zaliznjak, Andrej A. 1995. Drevnenovgorodskij dialekt. Moskva. 
Zaliznjak, Andrej A. 1999. '0 drevnejsix kirilliceskix abecedarijax', in: Poetika, Istorija literatury, 

gvistika. Sbornik k 70-Jetiju Vjafeslava Vsevolodovifa Ivanova (ed. A.A. Vigasin et al.). Moskva. 
576. 

328 

M3BAEqEHI1JI 
OT BH3AHTHMCKH XPOHHKH 
B CnCTABA HA TnAKOBHATA IIAAEH 

TaTJIHa CAaBoBa - Cocj:nm 

3a II3BAeqennJI oT Brr3aHTIIrreKrr xpoHrrKrr B ci>eTaBa Ha ToAKOBHaTa rrueJI (rro­

HaTaTDK TIT) Harr-HarrpeA eno6ru;aBa YerreHeKrr (YerreHeKrrrr 1876: 54, 58-66), 

rrMarrKrr rrpeABIIA rpniJ;KIIJI TeKeT Ha XpoHrrKaTa Ha HoaH MaAaAa, XponnKaTa 

Ha reoprrr AMapToA II TiaexaAHaTa xpoHrrKa. BrroeAeAeTBrre MHeHrreTO Ha 

YerreHeKII e Bo3rrprreTo OT .>K.AaHOB (1881: 249). MrrxarrAoB (1895: 17) rroeoqBa 

epeA IIDpBoHaqaAHIITe II3TOqHIIIJ;II Ha IIaAeHHIIH e6opHIIK eaMO TiaexaAHaTa 

xpoHrrKa. KnM erroMeHaTrrTe rprr BII3aHTrrrreKII xpoHrrKII KaTo rrueeH rr3Bop 

IllaxMaTOB (1904: 264-268) A06aBH II XpoHrrKaTa Ha reoprrr CrrHKeA. 3a pa3-

AHKa OT Hero AAprraHOBa (1910: 36-37) eMHTa, qe HIITO eAHa BII3aHTIIHeKa xpo­

HIIKa He e 6rrAa Ha pa3rroAoJKeHrre Ha CI>eTaBIITeAH Ha IIDpBoHaqaAHaTa ToA­

KOBHa IIaAeJI (oT KoAOMeHeKrr Trrrr), a XpoHIIKIITe Ha HoaH Muua II reoprrr 

AMapToA ea epeA II3ToqHrriJ;IITe, HO Ha IIDAHaTa xpoHorpa<PeKa rrueH. 

Tio-HaTaThK ru;e pa3rAeAaMe Bn3MOJKHOeTTa BeJIKa eAHa OT II36poeHIITe BII3aH­

TIIHeKII xpoHrrKII Aa e 6rrAa epeA II3TOqHrriJ;IITe Ha rrueliHrrH eoeTaBrrTeA. Tipe­

Arr TOBa ru:e yroqHIIM, qe eBeHTyaAHIITe rr3BAeqeHrrJI OT XponnKrrTe Ha HoaH 

MaAaAa, reoprrr AMapToA, reoprrr CrrHKeA II TiaexaAHaTa xpoHrrKa ee HaMII­

paT B KOMIIaKTeH BRA B Ta3rr qaeT Ha ToAKOBHaTa rraAeH (B KoAoMeHeKrrJI rrpe­

rrrre, IIO-HaTaThK KoA, OT A. 576, eT. 227 AO A. 62a, eT. 245; BJK. TIMeJI TOAKOBaJI 

1892), B KOHTO ee pa3Ka3Ba 3a pa3AeAHHeTO Ha 3eMHTa MeJKAy eiiHOBeTe Ha Horr 

(CIIM, XaM rr I1a<PeT), poAoeAoBrreTo Ha errHoBeTe Ha CIIM- AO <I>ueK, rrprr 

KOHTo eTaBa rr BaBrrAoHeKoTo eTDAIIOTBopeHrre, eAeA KOeTo HapoAIITe ee pa3-

eeABaT rro 3eMHaTa rrrrrp. Te3rr en6IITrrH B Err6AHHTa ea rrpeAeTaBeHrr B KHrrra 
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