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1 Introduction

William R. Vedet’s Utrum in alternm 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 Proggue to
the Gospe/ Homiliary by Constantine of Preslav, the treatise O the [etters as well
as the text On the Seript, 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 Pro/ggue to the Gos-
pel Homiliary (P). Whereas Veder concentrates on the textological aspects of P, T
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 Ajphabet Prayerand 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 of P is based on 43 manuscripts of Rusian provenance.
The oldest witness of P is labeled S (Sinodal'nyf spisok, i.e. Moskva, GIM, Sin. 262),
for which Veder accepts a date between ca. 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 (17t-18t%h/19th centuries; see in particular Marti 1997:
140, n. 74). The filiation is established as follows (pp. 52-53):

°  Hyparchetype «, transmitted by §.

*  Hyparchetype 3, transmitted by 17 manuscripts, all of them labeled “RU>
and dated between 1400 and 1800.

*  Hyparchetype y, transmitted by two manuscripts (Arand U3), both
labeled “RU” and dated “1600-1700”.

*  Hyparchetype 8, 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 ca. 1050 and 1100 (pp. 182-183). It is as-
sumed that we are dealing with four transcriptions from a Glagoiitic codex, which
was removed from the Preslav area to Kiev, probably in the year 971 (pp. 185-
1806). The Glagolitic codex itself “was, indeed, the author’s axtograph” (p. 182).

Thus, the reconstruction of P “may aspire to restitute that autograph” (p. 8).

2 Text

Taking into account the chronology of the manuscript witnesses, it is justified to
consider § to be the prime source for the reconstruction of P, although, of course,
it can never be the only source to rely on. Note that S has to be regarded as a
“faithful copy of o” (p. 182) and that the text of o is fully based on .

The text of P in S and in 37 other manuscript testimonies has been published by
Kuev (1974). In the right column below, the text of the dodecasyllabic part of §
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 ##t/e 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 S/ and

Leskien 199019 and a Glagolitic reconstruction “in the non-jotated, mono-

graphic 8, single n orthography that underlies the texr of the Cyrillic archetypes”.

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

Prologue to the Gospel Homiliary by Constantine of Preslay (2: 1-36 and 3: 1-4)

Reconstruction 1 eder (1999: 153-155)

MS Witness S (Kuev 1974: 307-309)
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A3h CAOBOMB CHMb MOALK CA boroy:
Foxe Bheeu TRAPH H SHKAHTEAK
BHAHMBIMME M HEBHAHMBIHMh,
TFocnopa Ay Xa nocan muBALIAKrO,
Ad BBABXHETS B'h CPhABLE MH CAORO,
1€:xe 6XAETH HA oyenhyh Bachmm,
Kuexipunms 6 3anogkAnyh Th.
Skao B0 KeTh ¢ERTHABNHKS KHSNH
34KONh TEOM H ¢cBETh ¢cThSaM® mH,
HKe MIPET® evanrenbcka cAoBa

H NPocHT® Aaphi TEOKN H NPHIATH.
AETh TH Bo Nuink caogkNbcKo naema:

K Kphijientio oBpaTHILA ca BheH,
ARAMKE TEOH NAPELHH CA XOTALLE.
MHASCTH TEOM, Boxe, NpocaTh skao.
Hu mawk numk npocrpano caogo
AAHKAR,

OThye, GhiNe H np'kcxmr'uu Aoyiue,
Hpocatpoy kmoy nomotps oTh TeBE.
Pauk 5o cBom BhIcTIph Bh3AKER NpHcHo
CHAX NPUIATH H MARAPOCTh OF TEBE:
Thl BO AAKLIH AOCTOMNOM'E CHAX,
VNocTach Ke BhCakR Hwkanwm,
DAapaoIlA Ma 3hAOEh HILBAEH,
KEPOYELCKA MH M'BICAR H OY M'h AdK AR,
() yncThna npkesaram Tpouug,
HMeuans motx na parocTh nphaoskn,
L'EAoMRAPLNO Ad NAYBNR MbcATH

Yoy peca TEol npkaughnal skao,
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13k CACBOMB CH - M MOAKS Car Boy -
BE BCer TBAPH M SHHAHTENO -
BHAHMBIHME 1 HEBHAHMBIHMS -

T4 AXa - nochan ®HBOYLpAArs -

AA E'IsA'I:XNETh Bh CphAhuE MH CAQOBO -
I6:xe GOYAETh Ha oyemkyh Bhchms -
KHEOVLIMHMT BT 3an08KABK S TH -
Z'Rao BO KCTh CBRTHABNHKL XH3NH -
34KONs TEOH - M cERTh ¢Th3amm -
HiKe MIPETH EBNMEARCKA CAOBA -

H NpocHTL Adpl TEOM NPHIATH -
AETUTE BEO NNk - M caoBEHRKCKo
NAEMA -

Kb Kphipennio - o6paTHILA ¢ BhcH -
AIOAHK TEOH - HAPELIH CA XOTALJE -
MHAOCTH TEOKIA - BE NpocaTh 3kao -
Hb munk wuiwk - npoerpane caoso
AAKAD -

Ofe ciie - M npheThin Jiue -
Hpocatpoyoymoy - nomorpm M Tege -
Poyuk 6o ceom ropk Bh3akl npHcHo -
GHAOY NIPUIATH - M MOYAPOCTh O TERE -
Tul 60 AAKLIK - ACCTOHHOM CHAOY -
Vnocrach e - Bhcakoyio whanwm -
Dapaoula Ma - 3hAOEHI H3BAEH -
XEPOBBCKOY MM+ M'HICAL H OYM'h AAHAR -
O uncThiai - NphcTam Tponue -
ITenans moto HA papocTh npkaosk -
LIEAOMOV APLHO - AQ HAYRNOY MhcaTH -
Hioaeca TBom - nphAuBLHam 3kao -
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HIeCTLKPHAAT S - CHAOY BBCIPHHM™ -

i UleCTOKPHAATBIHME CHAX NPHHMB.
30 ap HineToymw nuink no cakpoy ovunTear: | HlbcTBOVIO wuik - 1o cnkaoy OYUHTELE
AR -
31 Heend kmoy v akaoy nocakaoym, Hmenn 1€ - u Akaoy nocakaoym-

2 4| [k ChTBOPIK EVANTEARCKO CAORO, IABE chTEOPI - EBANBIEABCKO CAORO -
33 X XBanX Bh3AAm TPpoHuH Bh EOKLCTEE, XBANOY Bh3AAR - TT;U,M E'h ERLCTER -
34 R IRKENMOKTB H ELCMK'S B'h3APACTR, H)#e NOKTh BRCAKS H EB3APACTh -

35 10N M CTApL CBOHMb PAZOY MOMB — HOH's H CTAP'L - CBOHMB PAZOYMOME -

36 & IM3BIKD NOBS, XEANK B'h3AAR NPHCHO | HI3HIKL NOBH - XBANOY BL3AAIA FIPHCNO -

3

7 OThuoy, GhINY H CEATOY MOy Oifoy choy - n npheToyormor Aoy -
Aoy xoy,

2 FEMOYHHE YBCTh W APhKABA H CAABA FEMOVIKE ULCTh H APhIKABA H CAABA -

3 OTb BhCEl TBAPH H A'BIXANHIA OTh BCEM TEAPH H A'BIXANHIA -

4 B nenphsphAombim BhKBL AMHNG. Bh B¢a EBKbi- M NA BRKBE amHn -

3 Commentary

3.1 Jers

The reconstruction starts from the insight that each verse should contain twelve
syllables; any emendation or choice between different readings which does not re-
sultin 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. in §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 (geen), 3: 3 (also geem) and 3: 4 (gea), thus yielding
in all three cases the required metre.* On the other hand, the secondary jer in
eRaNBIEAbcKo (2: 32) has to be eliminated (cf. er{a]nreancka 2: 10) in order to ob-
tain twelve syllables.

Variant spellings of jers in § are found only in instr.sg.n. ch - |mn (2: 1), where
the period at the end of the first line of the A/phabet Prayer suggests a misread-
ing by the copyist, and amuns (3: 4) versus amunn (4: 53-54). Third person end-

ings always have -7 (BBABXHETL 2: 5, BOVAETH 0, kcTh 8, etc.), which, of course,
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is due to the Rusian linguistic background of the scribe.? This also holds for cases
of instr.sg.m. endings in -sms (see section 3.4 below). In 2: 34, the .§ reading gh3-
Apacts (with final -w clearly visible on the facsimile) must form the basis for the
reconstruction. Other readings (especially attested in y and 8) are cleatly second-
aty, pointing either to an alternative word formation (type Bhcaka BB3APACTE), Of
amisinterpretation on an orthographic or a morphosyntactic level (type Bucaks/
BhCAKb EB3APACTR).0

The reconstruction deviates in two instances from what is to be expected. First,
the secondary jer in u3Bagu (2: 23) is not found in any of the Cyrillic archetypes
and conflicts with the reconstructed prefix gb3- (not Bw3n-) in 2: 19, 33, 34, 36
(cf. Diels 19632 86). T think Vaillant offers a better solution for the lacking syl-
lable in verse 23: “lire n3BagHR™, ou plutdt, comme les formes en -Hg® sont assez
récents [...], H3BaBAKM, déterminé: ,,(toi) qui m’as délivré de la malice du Pharaon®,
c’est-a-dire du paganisme” (19632 78, n. 3). Second, leaving out the jer in nocan
(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 evidence of .§ (noenan) 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: 50) to reconstruct Focnoan, Aoyxh
NOChAH MHEAIPHH makes perfect sense and explains how the verse could have

been misunderstood when subsequently the genitive became obligatory.

3.2 Mpocutu + acc.?

Verse 2: 15 is problematic because the § reading disrupts the metre. [ agree
with Veder (p. 68) that we have to rely on the 8y3 readings Teoa instead of
TeoK. However, by interpreting (MHAocTH) TBOA as an acc.plf. form (“Thy
mercies”), Veder is forced to assume that the author used npoewrn with an ac-
cusative which is at variance with the syntax of the verb as attested elsewhere
(875 101, 1982: 374, s.0. npoentn). It also confronts the reconstruction with a ma-

jor problem in 2: 18, where the firmly established reading (npocapoyoymoy/
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npocalpems) nomoym in S, y and 8 has to be considered inferior to a hypothetical
accusative form nomes, constructed on the basis of (npocaitems) nuyx (8 Tege)
in B, which is to my opinion clearly a secondary interpretation.® I think we have
to stick to the solution of Nahtigal (followed by Kuev 1974: 158 and Vaillant
19632 77, n. 9), who proposed that the reconstructed TBoa in 2: 15 is a short
gen.sg. form (cf. Diels 19632 1106, 208 for “die nicht ganz seltenen Formen wie

gsg. f. Teoa” 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. in .§ (3HKANTEN) BHAHMBIHM'E K NE-
BHAMMBIMM'E (2: 3), B cphakite mu (2: 5), na oyerkxh Bschkms (2: 6), B 3an0-
ghAbX® TH (2: 7) and most probably also ne cakaoy oyuntears (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 adnominal 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 ¢gkTh ¢Thsams mu is indeed the best possible
solution (p. 60). As for 2: 31, T doubt whether there is enough evidence for the
substitution of the implausible dual e in 5 by moy in the original text (p. 75)
instead of wro, which is firmly established in the 8 and & readings.” The same
holds for 2: 2 and 2: 29. In verse 2: 2, § as well as y and 8 point to a gen.sg.
reading Excems TEBApH. Veder’s reconstruction dat.sg. Bkced TEapH is based on only
a part of the manuscript witnesses of 3 (cf., e.g., P5, 571, 822, U3, U4, V1, V12,
where we find gen.sg. forms in -ea/-e1a/-ea). Moreover, cases of Bacen in § can
also be interpreted as innovating gen.sg. forms that are attested in Russian al-
ready from the beginning of the 13t centuty onwards (Tkadl¢tk 1992: 364, Zaliz-

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

dat.pl. reading wecTokpuaaThinmn; we either find short forms (as in S and By) or

long forms (8) of the gen.pl. The reconstruction of the verse must be either
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WECTOKPHAAT'RIMY s CHAR MPUUM'B OT, alternatively, IIECTOKPHAATD CHAR AA BhCrIpH-

Hm (see the discussion in Kuev 1974: 163).10

3.4 Traces of “Glagolitisms”?

The relationship between S and « can be established, according to Veder (p. 182),
on the basis of the following considerations: “As the MS exhibits no trace of
Glagolitisms and eliminates the distinction of % and Z [...], it must be consider-
ed an apograph of the Cyrillic archetype o, which belongs to an earlier textologi-
cal generation, removed from the earliest possible date of S an arbitrary 50 vears,
i.e. before ca. 1100”. It is true that S does not distinguish between % and 7 in
the text (cf. cTh3amm 2: 9 and a3kao 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 zkao and the next one with 3akons. This, however, does not necess-
arily mean that the assumption of a lack of Glagolitic traces in S is invalid. In fact,
I doubt whether undeniable Glagolitic traces can be found in any of the Cyrillic
archetypes, including o, whose text fully corresponds with § (see section 2
above). I will discuss all variant readings, which are ascribed by Veder to a Gla-

golitic antigraph:

* The § reading npeaors instead of npoaors (1: 1-2) does not have to be ex-
plained as a misreading of Glagolitic 8 (p. 61); spellings with npe- instead of
npo- (cf. also npuaorw in manuscript witness S/2) are also attested elsewhere
(SRJa XI-XV1I18, 1992: 261-262, s.0. npenor).

* The instr.sg. yAuLckhmb raackmb (4: 30) in § reflects the regular North Slavic
ending sz as opposed to -oms in South Slavic (cf. also KocTANTHHBMEL 1: 3-
4, but pazoymomn 2: 35). The § reading yAgRuscKhIMB raacomk substitutes the
long ending in the adjective, whereas the noun displays the effect of further
phonetic developments in East Slavic (replacement of strong jers and har-
dening of final -»). There is no need whatever to assume “problems with
reading the Glagolitic desinence of usaoghunckomn” (p. 84), neither in o (“u

interprets the 9 as 8”) nor in .
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The § reading of verses 4: 39-41 and 42 is as follows: Bk ¢AOBKHLCK® - oy
BOIAXh 7KE CA HAYATH - CTPRIBTRHOK CAOBECH BHAKE® - BilIE HEAOOYmENHIA - 1
cuanl motaa covipe. In the reconstruction Veder (p. 85) opts for TpenkT, as
preserved in the B reading, instead of cTPBABTEHOK. At the end of 4: 42 he
recONStIUCES M CHARE Mol cRLpL, which is based on «, not on §, where the
participle is replaced by sl [f we follow the proposed reconstruction, there
is still no need to suppose that “both o and § exhibit problems reading the
participle: « reads the K as 3, while § simply substitutes a finite form” (p. 86).
In B there are all kinds of reasons to think of why e&ipb was replaced. Since
« substituted cTpuNBTLHOK in 4: 39-41, he had to replace ¢xiyn by its corres-
ponding neuter form.

Explanations for variant readings in 2: 18, 20 and 24 are partly based on the
assumption that the Glagolitic antigraph knew only monographic & and that
the transcribers had difficulties with distinguishing & from 8 and @ (cf. p. 71):
in 2: 18 B replaces ® Tese by 8 Tese; in 2: 20 Byd replace oy Tese by W Tege,
and in 2: 24 o misread & in XepoyBhck& and replaced it by o. In the latter case,
doublets with # and ¢ in this stem are well known in Church Slavonic (cf.
Severjanov 1904: 45618, s.o. xeporumm). In 2: 18, Veder offers an alternative
explanation: ““... unless it is a syntactic Rusian accent (npocutn + oy)” (p. 70),
which I think is very plausible. In 2: 20, he rightfully stresses (ibidem) the
flexibility of replacement or even omission of prepositions, which is most
probably the case in the construction at hand (npuiaTh ... oy Tese/® Tese).
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 in-
terpretation. However, we just do not know why § gave up in 2: 9 (“faced
with the problematic cluster 3BBRVAVIRRIURSHISRIE ™2, p. 60); note that
the reading problem already begins in 2: 8. In 2: 15, the y reading soxe as
XOTALIE in MHAOCTH TEOA XoTaLe npiaTn skao is based on an echo of the
end of the previous verse (... xoTale), as Veder observes (p. 68); additional

arguments in order to explain the deviant text of y (“36 [in 128363 — J§] being
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susceptible to interpretation; as %, it is -3363 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 B (ipecTBHE TEOpa nocaSsn BunTenw) and
v (ec8a wivk nocakaSa oyunty ...) can hardly be explained by a simple
“misreading of Glagolitic -PA as Cyrillic -pa [in 8 TBopa — JS] and nocaSan
by the problem of interpreting the adjacent 88 (like nocakaSa in yI.--D”
75). In 4: 45-46, the reconstruction is based on § (Mauaxk ce. NE MOPhiH Bee
Nanucath), 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 asctibe this to a Glagolitic antigraph (“he probably read 83 and 3 as

one word and rendered it by the single ne”).

3.5 HscToyew 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 i, as attested in the manuscript witnesses of Rusian pro-
venance. Veder reconstructs yineToyim on the basis of the Cyrillic archetypes «
wkeTEOY I (corresponding with 5), 8 ipecTBHE (TRopa), v LpEcTS A, S WecTEOY X: “the
initial word must have been written with an initial - and without -B-, and the
spellings with w- and -g- are secondary attempts to come to terms with the
ghost word pseToyix (the inverse relation is next to impossible, considering the
overall performance in the four Cyrillic texts)” (p. 75).

The spelling without -g- is attested only in a single manuscript witness (U5, be-
longing to y), in which the verses 2: 30-31 are highly corrupted (IecTSa, 1 HE No-
cABASA OVUnTH HMENH TBoEM|S)] | u Akao TROM Nocakala; cf. Kuev 1974: 285). 1
cannot judge “the overall performance in the four Cyrillic texts”, but the direct
evidence seems to me too scanty to reconstruct a form ending in -cToBATH instead
of -cTBoBaTH (cf. also the data in SIS IV, 1997: 926, s.2. WLCTBOBATH; O attesta-

tions are given of a spelling of the verb without -B-).
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Some of the writers of the manuscript witnesses of 3yd obviously had no prob-
lem with copying a word of the type yecTBoyIo of, in the case of 3, ipecTeue. 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 S, in Ar belonging to y, and in parts of 8 and §.1!

 The seven manuscripts belonging to the 0 group of 3 show how the former
revision was taken one step further: ip- was replaced by w- and verse 29 was
simply thrown out.

« The { group of § (nine manuscripts, with the exception of Pz) came up with
a remarkable solution by introducing ¢(n)mecTRoY®0. One may wonder if this
was a way of distinguishing the native pronunciation indicated by the graph-
eme i from w- in verse 29,

* The most radical type of solution can be found in three manuscripts of the
group Bex (Kb, U3, P9) and in B2 belonging to the v group of 8. To repre-
sent iy they all introduced a totally new lexeme: peapoTa/ipeapn. The old
reading was simply replaced by the new one (Kb, P9), or transferred to the

previous verse (U3), or even preserved 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 of P based on every picce of documentary evidence
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 [orlgge as well as the competence and attitude of
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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 rextual 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 attributed to the 12t second half of the
12, 12t0-13h, early 13t or 13t century (cf. Thomson 1986: 41, n. 1).

2 The geographical 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: +H P % dbI6 8 W BBMI BBV PITbRMWE At LOYVEILIFRAZIKP
3€.

4 The only other instance in P where § omits a weak jer is in the same lexeme: gehyn (4: 33).
Note that the etymology of ¢TpaiLTENOK in CTPRALTENOK cAoBECH BUAKES (4: 39-41) does not
point to the reconstruction “curpeiust-" (pp. 85, 221); cf. S5 IV, 1997: 187, £.2. cTpRIBTHNS),
Vasmer (111, 19872 782, s.». crponoTa).

5 Note that S also has -#» in ¢wnoAosHTh in 4: 50-51 (not chNOASEHTH, as in Kuev 1974: 189).

6 In sum, [ see no reason to assume that § testifies of an “overabundant introduction of % [cf.
section 2 above — J§], even in non-etymological positions” in o, which “is surely a mark of ex-
cessive Cyrillisation” (p. 191, n. 29).

7 wuBa- (as in 3 and 8) rather than “the more trivial reading” suexy- (p. 64).

8 The reference to 2: 11 on p. 70 (... the 1 rection of npecura, established for 2: 11 and 157) is
obviously irrelevant to the issue. Furthermore, the rection of npoenth in 4: 48-49 (npoca MOAHTESI
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XPUCTOARERIL BRCBX® ...} is ambiguous: either acc.pl. (as on p. 86: “requesting the prayers ...”) or
gen.sg.

9 10 in S must have originated from a misinterpretation of ne cakaoy oyunreaw in the preceding
verse (gen.du. instead of dat.sg.).

10 The idea that the starting point of the reconstruction must be npuumn (found only in §), and
not ghcnpuumk (as in § and By), because “no prefixed forms of the verb npumTu are attested else-
where in the Afphaber Prayer (cf. 2: 11 and 20)” (p. 74) suggests that npumTH and BhenpumTy are
svnonyms, which is hard to believe. According to Veder, the variant reading &benpuums was in-
troduced as the result of a misreading of the original wectokpuaaTsimmn: “The x3y texts must
have, in fact, contained the pronominal desinence -umw, because only its interpretation as a par-
ticiple of mTu, tautologous with npuumn, could have led to its replacement by an intensifying pre-
fix to the verb”. To my opinion, this line of complex reasoning is too high a price to pay in order
to justifv a reconstructed dat.pl. form.

11 I was not able to consult L« (8) and P# (8); cf. p. 17.
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