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C h a p t e r  One

THE SECOND SOUTH SLAVIC INFLUENCE ON RUSSIAN

1.1. In May, 1894, at the annual meeting of the 

Archeological Institute in Saint Petersburg, the Russian 

Slāvist A. I. Sobolevskij delivered a report entitled: 

JuŽno-slavjanskoe v i i janié na russkuju pis'mennost1 v XIV - 

XV vekax1. Some sixty years later, in September, 1958, an- 

other famous Russian scholar, a literary historian, medie- 

valist and philologist, D. S. Lixaíev, delivered to the 

Fourth International Congress of Slāvists in Moscow a report 

entitled Nekotorye zadaČi izučenija vtorogo juŽnoslavjan- 

skogo v i i janija v Rossii^. These two papers stand alone in 

the history of Slavistics, since no other works on the 

subject, before or after them, can approach them in scope 

and seriousness. Sobolevskij1s work "in certain respects

1. This report was soon afterward published as
a separate brochure, Južno-slavjanskoe v i i janié na russkuju 
pis'mennost1 v XIV - XV vekax. ReC , tfitannaja na godiünom 
akté ArxeolocfTgeskogo instituta £ maja 1894 goda prof. A.
I . Sobolevskim,

Nine years later the text was incorporated (with 
new bibliographical materials on the subject) as Chapter 
One of Sobolevskij,s book, Perevodnaja literatura Moskovskoj 
Rusi XIV - XVII vekov (BibliografiCeskie materiały) , St.
Petersbūrg, 1̂ 03, p. 1-37.

2. D. S. LixaCev, Nekotorye zadaČi izuSenija 
vtorogo južnoslavjanskogo v i i janija v Rossii, Issledovanija 
po slavjanskomu literaturovedeniju i  fo l1kloristike 
(Doklady Sovetskix ufienyx na IV MežcTunaročtnom s"ezde 
slavistov), Moscow, 1960, p. 95-151.
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merely stated this influence, rather than studied it"^• 

Lixacev summarized the extant knowledge about changes in 

the Russian culture of the late 14th and entire 15th cen- 

turies, and attempted to explain these changes in terms of 

the influence of the two Balkan Slavic high cultures of the 

14th century - the Bulgarian and the Serbian•

1.1.1. In comparing the reports of Sobolevskij 

and Lixacev, one remarks how l i t t le  factual information on 

the subject of linguistic change in the Russian language 

was gained by Slāvists over the sixty years separating 

them. Lixacev1s final conclusions take the form of four 

broadly-defined tasks set for future Slāvists:

First, to study the extent of the South 
Slavic influence, its  depth of penetration in 
different cultural areas.

Second, to study the ideological content of 
that intellectual movement which we have tenta- 
tively identified as the Byzanto-Slavic Pre-Ren- 
aissance.

Third, to study precisely that style which 
was connected with the second South Slavic influ- 
enee.

Fourth, to conduct textological analyses of 
literary works translated and brought to Russia. 
The textological study of 14th and 15th century 
literary monuments and their copies w ill shed 
light on the route of concrete penetration into 
Russia, of South Slavic and Byzantine influence, 
on the degree and character of artistic re-work- 
ing; i t  w ill assist in the study of the origin 
of particular literary borrowings in style, 
contents, etc. 4.

As far as the structural changes in the language

3. D• S. LixaSev, op. c i t • , p. 96.

4. D. S. Lixacev, op• c i t . , p. 150.
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of late 14th- and 15th-century Muscovite Russia are con- 

cerned, the scholar of today must s t i l l  rely mainly on ob- 

servations made earlier by Sobolevskij:

a) a comparison of the Russian manuscripts of the 

f irs t  half of the 14th century with those of the middle of 

the 15th century reveals a significant difference with re- 

spect to the language ;̂

b) the language of the Russian manuscripts of the 

middle of the 15th century reflects particular features of 

the Middle Bulgarian literary language ;̂

c) between the middle of the 14th and the middle 

of the 15th century, the Russian language and literature 

came under the very strong influence of the South Slavic 

languages and literatures, and in the end became completely 

submerged by them7.

I t  is interesting to note that a ll Russian au- 

thors, discussing the problem of the overall cultural influ- 

enee in 14th- and 15th-century Russia, refer to this as the 

South Slavic influence, and s t i l l  emphasize the leading 

role of the Middle Bulgarian literary language• So far, no 

one has been able to distinguish clearly where the Bui- 

garian element ends and the Serbian begins, or vice versa• 

The reasons for this lie  in the historical development of

5• A. I. Sobolevskij, op, c i t , f p• 1.

6. A. 1• Sobolevskij, op• c i t • , p. 6.

7. A. I. Sobolevskij, ibid•
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the Bulgarian and Serbian languages• The history of the 

literary languages of these two Balkan Slavic states is 

closely related to that of the two nations, involving the 

complex relationships between nationality and nation-state 

organization, and between regional dialects and literary 

languages, as well as the mutual influence of the Serbian 

and Bulgarian cultures of the 14th century.

1.1.2• The enormous te rrito ria l expansion of the 

Bulgarian state in the 13th century, during the reign of the 

Tornovo king loan Asën I I  (1218-1241)8 did not immediately

Q
bring about the flowering of Bulgarian literature . The 

Bulgarian culture reached the peak of its development in 

the time of Bulgaria's greatest te rrito ria l losses, during 

the reign of the Тэгпоѵо king loan Alexander (1331-1371)e 

But the cultural expansion in Тэгпоѵо had its  roots in the 

enlarged empire of the 13th-century Bulgarian kings, who 

gave vast wealth to the Church and the monasteries a ll over 

their newly-acquired territories. The only surviving evi- 

dence from the time of King loan Asën I I  of such heavy in-

8. V. Zlatarski, Is to rija na balgarskata 
daržava prez srednite vekove, I I I ,  Sofia, 1940, p. ?23-324.

I. Dujčev, Car Ivan-Asen I I ,  Sofia, 1941, p. 1-
53.

, Prinosi кэт istorijata na Ivan-Asenja
I I ,  SpBAN, LXVI, 1943, v. 3, p. 168-169.

9. P. Dinekov, Literaturnijat 2ivot prez XIII 
v. , Is to rija na balgarskata literatura. I, Sofia, 1963, 
p. 254.

10. Ju. Trifonov, Despot Ivan-Aleksandar i  
položenieto na Balgarija sled Velbaždkata bitka, SpBAN,
XLIII, 1930, p. 61-91.
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vestments in the cultural and spiritual life  of Bulgaria 

is the Church of the Forty Holy Martyrs in Тэгпоѵо. But, 

as can be seen from their gramoty, later kings, especially 

those of the 14th century, gave most generously to the 

Church and its  institutions^.

The two centuries (11th 12 ־th) of Byzantine 

secular administration in the Balkan peninsula deprived the 

Slavic culture of any sponsorship from the central authori- 

ties. Then, in the 13th century, when Bulgaria expanded 

again under the Second Empire to encompass almost the 

entire peninsula, Bulgarians and Serbians worked together 

in the monasteries and other centers of culture to reshape 

the Slavic literature and literary language. A similar 

unity appeared later, in the rise of the Serbian culture of 

the late 14th and early 15th centuries: from the battle of 

Velbažd (today's Kjustendil) on June 28, 1330, to the fatal 

defeat by the Turks at Černomen (near Adrianopolis) on 

September 26, 1371, half of the Bulgarian lands were part 

of the Serbian kingdom of Stefan Dečanski, his son Stefan

11. An example of such generosity to the Church 
is the "Virgino Gramota" of King Konstantin Asën (before 
1277) to the monastery of St. George Gorgos. For details, 
see :

G. A. I I vinskij, Gramoty bolqarskix carej, 
Moscow, 1911 (photoreprint: London, 1970), pp. 7-8, 14-21.

G. Balasčev, SaŠtinski l i  e xrisovulat na car 
Konstantin Tix (1258-1277)?, Minalo, I I ,  Sofia, v. 5-6, 
1911, p. 178-179.

P. Petrov, Кэт vaprosa za avtenti6nostta na 
Virginskata gramota i  dostovernostta na sadarZaštite se v 
neja svedenija, GSU F il.- is t. fak., v. I ,  2, Sofia, 1958, 
p. 171-175.
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Dušan (1331-1351) and their heirs^. !n the centers of 

learning and literary production of King Dušan*s Serbia, 

both Bulgarians and Serbians must have taken almost equal 

part• The favorable treatment of Bulgarian scholars in 

Serbia must have been assured after 1332 by the presence in 

the palace of a queen of Bulgarian royal origin - King 

Dušan's wife Elena was the sister of the Тэгпоѵо king, loan 

Aleksand3r ^ .  Of how l i t t le  importance were national 

differences among the Balkan peoples of the second half of 

the 14th century, may be judged from an example in the 

Vatican copy of the Manasses Chronicle:

During the reign of this King Constantine 
[Constantine IV of Byzantium, 668-685], the 
Bulgarians crossed the Danube and, after defeating 
the Greeks, took from them the land where they are 
s t i l l  living today. Earlier, the name of this 
land was Moesia. But because they were multiply 
numerous (sic!), they fille d  not only (the land 
on) this side of the Danube, but also (the land) 
a ll the way to Drač [today*s Dures] and even 
further down, for the Wallachians. Serbians and 
the rest are a ll one and the samelš.

While there must have been distinct structural 

differences between the spoken language of the Bulgarians

12. I. Dujčev, Bolgarskie licevye rukopisi XIV 
veka, Bolgarskaja miniatjura XIV veka (M. V. ščepkina, ed.), 
Moscow, 1963, p. 8.

13. Balgarska Akadēmija na Naukite, Is to rija na 
Balgarija , v. I,  Sofia, 1961, p. 223.

14. I. Dujčev, ed., Letopista na Konstantin 
Manasi, Sofia, 1963, p. 249.
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and that of the S e r b i a n s ^ ,  the differences in the two l i t -  

erary languages are mostly reflected in the orthography 

(due to different phonological systems and to different 

schools and traditions), while the differences in the gram- 

mar are very small. The above statement may seem un- 

expected, since such a belief is not shared by those 

Slāvists who work in the field of Bulgarian historical gram- 

mar. But these scholars have never offered any explanation 

for the most curious development in the nominal-declension 

system of Middle Bulgarian: on the one hand, the entire 

nominal declension moved rapidly toward analytism (a three- 

case system of nominative, accusative and dative) - a 

process firs t observed in the Classical OCS texts, and 

completely demonstrated in the gramoty of the 15th cen- 

tu ry^; on the other hand, a ll Middle Bulgarian texts give

15. The Serbian writer of Bulgarian origin. Kon- 
stantin Kostenečki, refers to two distinct languages, the 
Serbian and the Bulgarian, in his treatise On the Letters. 
See :

V. Jagic, Codex Slovenicus Rerum Grammaticarum 
(photoreprint), Munich, 1968, p. 203.

16. I. Duridanov, Patjat na bułgarskija ezik ot 
sintetizam kam analitizam, BalgEz, VII, 1957, 1, p. 5-8.

__________, Kam problemata za razvoja na
balgarskija ezik ot sintetizam кэт analitiz^m, GSUFil.fak., 
v. LI, 1, 1955, p. 87-272.

K. Miröev, Po v^prosa za naj-rannite primeri na 
analitiöen datelen padež v balgarskite pametnici, Eziko- 
vedski izsledvanija v öest na akademik Stefan Mladenov, 
Sofia, Ш 7, p. 37-46.

S. B. Bernštejn, Razyskanija v oblasti 
bolcfarskoj istoričeskoj dialektologii, v. 1, Moscow- 
Leningrad, 1948,v368 pp.

E. V. CeSko, Is to rija bolgarskogo sklonenija , 
Moscow, 1970, 319 pp.
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numerous examples of "new" case endings for the "dying"

(or already "dead") cases, strikingly reflecting the 

actual historical development of the nominal flexion of the 

Serbo-Croatian language. These two processes are not 

mutually exclusive: the disappearance of certain gram- 

matical categories in the living Bulgarian dialects helped 

determine the great influence of those same categories 

where they existed, in the neighboring living Serbian 

dialects. I t  is only regrettable that, apparently, no 

serious studies on the mutual influence of Serbian and 

Bulgarian have ever been conducted.

So far, i t  is almost impossible to use lexical 

items as diagnostic forms in determining the national 

origin of certain South Slavic texts. The fact that a 

word in a 14th-century writing is registered today only in 

a dictionary of modern Bulgarian dialects does not prove that 

the word does not exist in some unrecorded Serbo-Croatian 

dialect of today, nor does i t  prove that this word has 

always existed in Bulgarian or that i t  never existed 

elsewhere. The picture is further obscured by the existence 

of a wide belt of transitional Bulgaro-Serbian dialects: in 

modern South Slavic dialectology, the assignment of a 

certain dialect to either the Serbian or the Bulgarian 

language is made on the basis of extralinguistic and 

disputable linguistic factors — the national identity 

of the dialect1s speakers. I t  is quite reasonable to
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believe that a similar situation has always obtained in the 

Balkans, although the belt of transitional dialects may have 

had different geographic distributions at different times.

We do not reject a priori the necessity of searching for a 

large number of words which can be useful in determining 

the Bulgarian or Serbian provenance of a medieval text; at 

the present moment, however, such a l is t  of diagnostic words 

does not exist, and its  compilation w ill be possible only 

after the publication of complete dictionaries of Old and 

Middle Bulgarian and Old Serbian, and after a thorough in- 

vestigation of the lexical wealth of the South Slavic dia־ 

lects of today. Until then, any effort in this direction

should be extremely cautious, and the results only tenta-

. . 17 
tive

The problem of the syntactic differences between 

Old Serbian and Middle Bulgarian is s t i l l  an area untouched 

by Slāvists. However, certain syntactic "Balkanisms" in the 

Bulgarian linguistic area, such as the "double object", the 

replacement of the infin itive by "да-constructions", the 

use of хотѣти for affirmative future and of не имѣти for 

negative future, etc., could be successfully used as diag- 

nostic features, provided they found their way into the

17. At the end of the last century, A. I. 
Sobolevskij prepared a short l is t  of words, showing the 
national origins of Church Slavic texts• See:

A. I. Sobolevskij, Russkie zaimstvovannye slova 
(Litografirovannyj kurs), St. Petersburg  ̂ 1891, 401 pp.

Since then, this l is t  has been widely used by 
textologists as a reliable set of diagnostic words (cf. 2.4. 
and 2.4.1.).
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literary language18. The time of f irs t penetration of such 

features into the Bulgarian literary language is considered 

to be much later than i t  actually was (see our discussion 

in 4.4.2.)

Practically, i t  is impossible to decide the

Bulgarian or Serbian origin of a literary work of the period

11th 14 ־th centuries when certain phonetic, orthographic,

lexical and syntactic features of both languages are present

in the copies. In such cases, i t  seems that the best a

researcher can do is to identify the manuscript as of mixed

Bulgaro-Serbian recension. The number of such manuscripts

in libraries and museums a ll over the world is substan- 

19
t ia l An interesting example of how d . ־1־ iff ic u lt i t  is to

decide the national origin of a text, is the history of the

study of the Eremitical Homilies by Isaak the Syrian. In

the description of the 16th-century Russian copy of these 

2 0
Homilies (Sinod. # 131), Gorskij and Nevostruev used for 

comparison a Serbian copy of the late 14th century (with

18. K. Mircev, Za xronologijata na osnovnite 
balkanizmi v b31garskija ezik, BelgEz, XVI, 1966, 4, p. 281- 
293.

19. In a letter to me, Mr. Manjo Stojanov of 
the Sofia National Library "K ir il i  Metodij ” stated that 
that library alone has 45 large manuscripts of mixed Bulgaro- 
Serbian recension.

20. A. V. Gorskij, K. Nevostruev, Opisanie 
slavjanskix rukopisej Moskovskoj Sinodal,noj b ib lioteki, I I ,
2, Moscow, 1859, p. 156-177• See also:

A. N. Popov, Opisanie rukopisej î  katalog knig 
cerkovnoj pecati biblioteki A I• Xludova, Moscow, rff7T̂  

80-89.
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corrections and additions from the early 15th century), 

which had been brought to Russia from Mt. Athos by A. N. 

Murav'ev. Since the Serbian copy was the oldest of the re- 

vised texts known at that time, the two textologistrs wrote:

The Athos manuscript represents the transla- 
tion of the Homilies by Blessed Isaak the Syrian 
in its original shape? as shown by the later 
additions in the margins, the new word order and 
the changes in the language itself, the original 
translation was later edited. But even after the 
editorial work, traces of the Serbian origin of 
the translation are preserved in the copies kept 
in the Synod Library*!.

Next in time was the description of a Serbian 

copy of the 14th-15th century, made by L. Stojanovié^, 

kept in the National Library in Beograd as # 423. Since 

this copy was textologically very close to the Mt. Athos 

copy, determined by Gorskij and Nevostruev to be an origi- 

nal Serbian translation, L. Stojanovió simply repeated their 

findings. In 1905, A. I. Jacimirskij discovered, in the 

library of the Rumanian monastery of Niam̂ u, a Middle 

Bulgarian copy of the same edition of this work, without a 

trace of Serbian influence^. This manuscript was assigned 

by Jacimirskij to the 14th century, although he was not

21. A. V. Gorskij, K. Nevostruev, op. c it . ,
p. 174.

22. L. Stojanovič, Katalog Narodne bibliotekę 
и Beogradu. Rukopisi i  stare stampane tojCgë־, IV, Beograd, 
T903, p. 139-1ТЙ".

23. A. I. Jacimirskij, Slavjanskie i  russkie 
rukopisi rumynskix bibliotek, SbORJaS, v. 79, 1905, p. 721- 
723.

Ilya Talev - 9783954793341
Downloaded from PubFactory at 01/10/2019 06:10:29AM

via free access



able to determine whether or not i t  was older than the

Serbian copies*

The Bulgarian National Library has recently re-

ceived from the Archeological Museum in Sofia, a Middle

Bulgarian recension of the same text, written on paper,

24
dating from the period 1297-1311 • This is the oldest

copy of the same edition known so far, and in the archaic

shape of the letters and absolute Bulgarian character of

the language, shows itse lf to be a copy from a much older

Bulgarian original^5•

1.2• I t  is widely accepted, however, that the

Middle Bulgarian language played the main role in the re-

shaping of the Russian literary language of the 15th cen- 

2 6
tury • The best of the 14th-century Bulqarian books which

were deposited in the Balkan monasteries or taken to Russia

soon after the fa ll of Тэгпоѵо to the Turks (in the summer 

27
of 1393) were written in a language which was easily ac- 

cepted in Moscow as a sample of the correct Church Slavic,

24. M. Stojanov, Xr. Kodov, Opis na slavjanski- 
te rakopisi v Sofijskata narodna biblioteka. I I I ,  Sofia, 
1964, p. 182-190.

25. M. Stojanov, Xr. Kodov, op. c i t . , pp. 182,
189.

26. A. I. Sobolevskij, Perevodnaja literatura 
Moskovskoj Rusi XIV - XVII vekov, St. Petersburgi 1903, p.6.

D. S. Lixacev, op.cit. , p. 106•

27. Balgarska Akadēmija na Naukite, Is to rija na 
Bulgarija , v. 1, Sofia, 1961 (2nd edition), p. 2 4 T I
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and which, as such, served the Russians as a model for the 

purification and revision of their own older books. The 

linguistic reforms in Bulgaria (early 14th century) and in 

Serbia and Russia (late 14th - 15th centuries) were, by and 

large, movements towards normalization of the literary lan- 

guages of these countries. In each country the process 

yielded different practical results; the normative rules 

gradually established in Serbia and Russia had to accomodate 

the new features of Middle Bulgarian to their own very 

strong literary traditions. S t il l ,  the reforms in Serbia 

and Russia followed the same principles as those applied in

the revision of the Middle Bulgarian literary language.

2 8
Sobolevskij generalizes these principles as follows :

a) to separate the literary language from the 

spoken dialects;

b) to bring the literary language closer to that 

of the oldest monuments - Old Church Slavic;

c) to establish an orthography which would not 

reflect the phonological system of the particular national 

language, whenever this system conflicted with that of Old 

Church Slavic;

d) to introduce the contemporary Byzantine script 

and some writing conventions applicable to Slavic - the use 

of superscripts, abbreviations, stress markings, etc.;

e) to imitate as closely as possible the syn­

28. A. I. Sobolevskij, op.c i t . , p. 3-4.
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tactic structure of Byzantine Greek, its  rules of word-

formation, and the style of the time of the Paleologues.

1.2.1. According to Sobolevskij, the most strik-

ing difference between the Russian texts of the f irs t half

of the 14th century and those of the end of the 14th and of

the entire 15th centuries, is in the script. While the

manuscripts of the mid-14th century are written in uncial

script (ustav) or in the old semiuncial (staršij poluustav)

typical for Russian, almost a ll of the manuscripts of the

15th century are written in the new semiuncial (mladšij

poluustav) borrowed from the 14th-century Bulgarian and

29 v
Serbian texts . V. N. Scepkin studied in greater detail

the problem of the South Slavic influence on the Russian

script, and reached the same conclusion30. Later, M. N.

Speranskij was able to determine not only the South Slavic

influence on the Russian script, but also the independent

Russian borrowing of a new style of handwriting directly

from the Byzantine school - the Greek minuscule script3*.

Speranskij's contribution to the problem of this abrupt

32
change in the Russian script , with no transitional styles 

intervening, is of great importance, for i t  illustrates the

29. A. I. Sobolevskij, op. c i t . , p. 1.

30. V. N. Scepkin, Učebnik russkoj paleografi i , 
Moscow, 1920, p. 55-58.

31. M. N. Speranskij, "GreSeskoe" i  "ligaturnoe" 
pis'mo v russkix rukopisjax XV-XVI vekov, Byzantinoslavica,
IV, 1932, p.58-64.

%

32. D. S. Lixacev, op. c i t . , p. 97.
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search by the Russians of that time for innovation in

their culture and literary production, even to the external 

form of the letters of the alphabet•

But not a ll contemporary scholars recognize the 

importance of the second South Slavic influence on the 

15th-century Russian script• A typical representative of a 

certain group of Soviet scholars, who try to minimize any 

foreign influence over Russia, is L. V. Čerepnin33• His 

attitude toward the second South Slavic influence in the 

development of the Russian scripts is best demonstrated by 

his classification of Russian paleography from the begin- 

ning of the 12th century to the end of the 15th into one 

unified period3*• His explanations of the appearance of 

the new semiuncial and of the cursive script (skoropis*) are 

the following:

A number of new phenomena are observed in the 
Russian literature of the 12th 15 ־th centuries• 
More and more, the writing acquires practical ap- 
plication and a businesslike character• In con־ 
nection with this, new types of script — the 
semiuncial (approximately from the 14th century) 
and the cursive (from the 15th century) spread 
and become dominant •••• The ornamentation of the 
manuscripts also undergoes an endless evolution 
of artis tic styles. A ll the above-mentioned 
phenomena were connected with the wider dis־ 
semination of literature, with the greater 
demands for books, with the appearance of scribes 
who worked not only on order but also for the

33• L. V. Čerepnin, Russkaja paleografija, 
Moscow, 1956, pp. 190, 213-215•

N. S• Čaev, L. V. Čerepnin, Russkaja paleo- 
grafi ja , Moscow, 1946, p. 75.

34. L. V. Čerepnin, op. c i t . , p. 175-280.
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market35.

When a Marxist historian makes such blunders

as: a) to talk about the 12th - 15th centuries when he

means the late 14th and the 15th centuries; b) to apply the

term "evolution" to the abrupt transition from teratological

(monstrous) illuminations to those of purely geometrical

type3®; and c) even to invent a "free market" of supply and

demand for manuscripts in 15th-century Russia, he must feel

sure that he can offer with impunity any argument, provided

i t  avoids any allusion to a second South Slavic influence.

1.3• The South Slavic influence on Russian manu-

37
script illumination is well documented , but which of the 

Bulgarian and Serbian manuscripts influenced the Russian

style, and precisely in what features, remains an insuf-

38
fic iently studied problem . E. F. Karskij has emphasized 

the heavy dependence of the Russian art of ornamenting man- 

uscripts on the Old and Middle Bulgarian tradition. The 

latter was itse lf either a reflection of the Byzantine art 

of the 9th-llth and again of the 13th-14th centuries, or of

35. L. V. Čerepnin, op. c i t . , p. 190-191.

36. D. S. Lixačev, ibid.

37. A. I. Sobolevskij, op. c i t . , p. 2-3.
D. S. Lixaöev, ibid.
V. N. š5epkin, ibid•

38. The most comprehensive study so far on the 
Bulgarian art of illumination is:

M. V. ščepkina, ed., Bolgarskaja miniatura XIV 
veka, Moscow, 1963.
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certain Western trends, such as the teratological style, 

which flourished in the Balkans in the 12th-13th centuries 

and was s t i l l  alive in Russia (in Novgorod) even in the

Q ל
15thJ . The miniature paintings on some Middle Bulgarian

manuscripts may have influenced the later history of the

Russian art of miniatures, which declined at the end of the

Kievan period but was again well developed from the 15th

40
century onward . Such an influence could only have oc- 

curred when Russian painters visited the Balkan or Moldavian 

monasteries which had Bulgarian books, for the few Bulgar- 

ian books with rich illuminations were brought to Russia, 

i f  at a ll, only centuries later*1.

According to some specialists, there were two Bui- 

garian schools of manuscript illumination: the Popular

A О
School and the Palace (Тэдгпоѵо) school . Such an aprior- 

is tic  division, although seemingly correct, does not reflect 

the facts. The primitively illuminated Psalter of 1337 

should, according to its  style, belong to the Popular School,

39. E. F. Karskij, Slavianskaja kirillovskaja 
paleografija , Leningrad, 1928, p. 155-157.

/
40. E. F. Karskij, op. c i t . , p. 137-139.

41. S. Belokurov, Arsenij Suxanov, v. I,
Moscow, 1891, p. 408.

42. N. Mavrodinov, Starobalgarskata živopis, 
Sofia, 1946, p. 153.

B. Filov, Starobalgarskata živopis prez XIII i  
XIV vek, BalglstBibl, I I I ,  1930, 1, p. 87-89.

I. Dujöev, Bolgarskie licevye rukopisi XIV veka, 
Bolgarskaja miniatjura XIV veka (M. V. ščepkina, ed.),
Moscow, 1563, p. Г0Т
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although i t  bears an inscription from which one learns that 

i t  was especially made for the Тэгпоѵо king loan Aleksander*3. 

On the other hand, the beautiful illuminations in the Exege- 

sis of the Four Gospels**, made early in 1337 in the pro- 

vincial town of Anchialo on the Black Sea (today's Pomorie) , 

should be assigned to the Popular School, since they were 

not painted in the capital, Тэгпоѵо; yet they are very close 

in style to the best of the King's own illuminated books.

An examination of the Popular School manuscripts*5

43. B. Conev, Slavjanski rakopisi na Balgarskata 
akadēmija, SbBan, VI, 1916, p. 4-13.

44. The Middle Bulgarian text is a translation 
from the Exegesis by Theophylactus, Archbishop of Oxrid 
(11th - 12th centuries). I t  is bound inside a Greek antho- 
logy (284 leaflets) , currently kept in the Leningrad State 
Public Library "Saltykov-ščedrin" as # Greč-235. For more 
information see:

I. Dujčev, Iz starata balgarska knižnina, Sofia,
1944 (2nd ed.), pp. хххГіТ  ̂ 28T7 419.

45. Acts of the Apostles (from Oxrid) of the 12th
century. See:

S. M. Kul'bakin, Oxridskaja rukopis' Apostola 
konca XII veka, Sofia, 1907, p. v i-vn .

The Four Gospels by the priest Dobrejšo, from 
around the year 1221. See:

B. Conev, DobrejSovoto četveroevangelie, Sofia, 
1906, 264 + vi pp.

The Bologna Psalter, from between 1218 and 12 VI.
See :

I .  Dujčev, ed., Bolonski psaltir (photographic 
reproduction of the manuscript), Sofia, 1968, 530 pp.

The Radomir1s Psalter of the 13th century. See: 
V. Zaxariev, Ornamentalnata ukrasa na Radomiro- 

v ija  psaltir ot bibliotekata na Zografskija manastir, 
Rodina, I I ,  1939, 2, p. 154-158.
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(with the exception of the above-mentioned Exegesis of the

Gospels) shows that a ll of them belong to earlier times

(12th - 13th centuries) and exhibit the teratological style

of illumination• This group of manuscripts cannot have in-

fluenced the Russian art of the late 14th and 15th centuries,

for the Russian teratological style was by that time dying

out. All illuminated Bulgarian manuscripts of the 14th

century belong to a new school, which had severed a ll ties

with the teratological style of the previous centuries.

Whether a manuscript was made for the King in the capital,

or for a provincial archbishop, must have had l i t t le  rela-

tion to its  artistic merits. The style of the era was

unified, reflecting contemporary Byzantine style, and a ll

that counted was the talent, taste and experience of the

artist. The only reasonable explanation of why the King's

Psalter of 1337 is not "characteristic" of the "Тэгпоѵо 

46
School" is that the illuminator was a person of limited 

artistic abilities.

1.3.1. The very few extant illuminated Bulgarian 

manuscripts from the 14th century are fu lly  representative 

of the artistic taste of the time. As for the limited num- 

ber of surviving manuscripts, i t  is impossible to judge 

whether a ll the illuminations existing in the 14th century 

are known today, and i f  not, what percentage the remnants

46. I. Dujčev, Bolgarskie licevye rukopisi XIV 
veka, Bolgarskaja miniat jura XIV veka (М. V. ŠČepkina, ed.) , 
Moscow, 1963, p. 11.

.־־..347407
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represent of the total number of illuminated manuscripts 

which once existed.

The most remarkable of a ll Middle Bulgarian ilium- 

inated manuscripts is the British Museum1s Four Gospels of 

King loan Aleksand»r*^, which has 365 miniature paintings*8. 

Although most of the miniatures are copies from an older 

Byzantine gospel book, there are a few original portraits: 

of the Bulgarian king loan Aleksand3r, his wife Theodora, 

his sons loan Asén and loan SiSman, his daughters Keraca, 

Desislava and Kera Themar, and his son-in-law Konstantin, 

husband of Kera T h e m a r * 9.

Another exclusive example of Bulgarian illuminated 

manuscripts, although almost unknown, is the Tomic Psalter, 

kept in the State Historical Museum in Moscow, # Muz.27 52 °̂.

47. We w ill discuss in detail this manuscript in 
the next chapters of the dissertation. For more information 
on the illuminations of the manuscript, see Chapter Three.

48. Ivan Dujčev gives the incorrect number of 
352 miniatures in his article Bolgarskie licevye rukopisi 
XIV veka, p. 12. Most like ly, hewas misled by a misprint 
in the existing literature quoted in his bibliographical 
footnotes. I have a fu ll microfilm copy of the manuscript, 
and counted 365 separate miniatures.

49. See the British Museum manuscript # 39627 
(Parham Collection, MS XLV), pp. 2b, 3, 5b.

50. The only available description until 
recently of the miniatures in this manuscript is in a very 
hard-to-find book:

V. N. Ščepkin, Bolgarskij ornament epoxi Ioanna 
Aleksandra, Sbornik statej po slavjanovedeniju, posvjaščen- 
пух prof. M. S. Drinovu, Kharkov, 1904, p. 153-158.
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This manuscript was found in today1 s Macedonia by the Serb- 

ian philologist S. N. Tomic, who sent i t  to Moscow in Sept- 

ember, 190251.

The best-known and most-studied Bulgarian illumin- 

ations are those of the famous Vatican copy of the Manasses 

Chronicle52. I t  has 69 miniature paintings; 18 of them 

illustrate Bulgaro-Byzantine relations, and four — rela-

c ך
tions among Russians, Bulgarians and Byzantines . We can 

be almost certain that the Vatican’ s illuminated Manasses 

Chronicle had no influence on Russian art. The whereabouts 

of the book after the fa ll of Тэгпоѵо (1393) until its  f irs t  

inventarization in the Vatican Library (1481) is unknown.

But most likely, i t  was taken westward to Croatia or the 

Dalmatian coast, where two persons, writing in Latin5*

51. AN SSSR, Dokumenty к is to ri! s1av j anoveden i  j a 
v Rossii (1850-1912), Moscow-Leningrad, 1948, РР• 181, 183, 
713,“ Ż1Ś.

52. The manuscript was photo-reproduced by the 
Bulgarian Academy of Sciences:

I. Dujčev, ed., Letopista na Konstantin Manasi, 
Sofia, 1963, 415 pp.

Unfortunately, the photoreproduction is in black 
and white, thus contributing l i t t le  to the study of its  
artis tic  features.

For bibliographic information on the studies of 
the miniatures and text of the Chronicle (until 1963), see 
the preface by I. Dujčev, op. c i t . , p. V - xxxvi.

53. I. Dujčev, Miniatjurite  na Manasievata 
letopis, Sofia, 1962,138 pp.

54. I. Dujčev, Latinskite nadpisi po Vatikan- 
skija prepis na Manasievata Xronika, Izvestija na Вэід. arx• 
in s titu t, V III, 1934, p. 369-378.

________________________, Letopista na Konstantin Manasi,
Sofia, 1965, pp. x ii - x iii"j 412-415.
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strongly colored by Italian, explained on each page the con- 

tent of the text and identity of the personages shown in the 

miniatures. In Croatia the manuscript formed part of the 

library of the bishop of Modros, Nikola Katarski, although 

i t  is not known when he acquired i t .  Together with some 

other books belonging to the bishop, the Manasses Chronicle 

was given to the Vatican Library sometime between the years 

1475 and 1481^. But the Middle Bulgarian translation of 

the Manasses Chronicle was well known in Russia through a 

Serbian copy. In a passage on Roman history, both the Tale 

of the Founding of Moscow5® and the so-called Chronograph 

(First Version)57 contain the mysterious "Russian" word 

spelled ентинарий (in the former) and енътинирие (in the 

la tte r). Credit is due the Soviet scholar M. A. Salmiņa 

for f irs t establishing that this word was a wrong translation, 

due to misreading, of a phrase from the Greek original of 

the Manasses Chronicle58. The corresponding Greek 

Tooptivolc was written, in one of the Slavic copies, as 

one word, ентинарий or енътинирие, instead of the correct

55. I. DujÔev, op. c i t . , p. x i i i .

56. M. N. Tixomirov, Skazanie о načale Moskvy,
IZ, v, 32, Moscow, 1950, p. 233.

57. Pamjatniki starinnoj russkoj literatury, 
v. XXII, 1, St. Petersburg  ̂ 1911, p. 227.

58. M. A. Salmiņa, "Entinarij" v "Povesti о 
začale Moskvy", TODRL, v. XV, Moscow-Leningrad, 1958, 
p. 362-363.

00047407
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*въ тиринии. Salmiņa found а 17th-century Serbian copy
C Q

of the Mamasses Chronicle which must have been copied 

from the same original as the above-mentioned Chronograph 

(First Version). The Serbian copy from Novgorod has 

the spelling ентинирие» and the Chronograph — енътинирие. 

From the Chronograph to the Tale of the Founding of Moscow, 

the word was changed into ентинарии. I. Dujčev®0 traced 

the story to the very end. The Bulgarian translator of the 

Chronicle failed to understand the phrase Tupprļvotg as 

consisting of two words, and rendered i t  as ентирйние: еже

э כ
оувѣдѣвъ ентирйние « искоусныи знамениишъ съмотритель, ре • 

т к о  градъ съй глава многымъ *зыкйшъ бядетъ...^־ (When 

Entirinie, the experienced seer of signs, learned about i t ,  

he said that this city w ill be head of many nations...” ).

The correct translation would have been: "When an ex- 

perienced seer of signs in (the city of) Tyrrenois learned 

about i t ,  he said .. ." .  A ll t h r e e ® 2  known Middle Bulgarian

59. The manuscript # 1437 of the former library 
of the Novgorod Cathedral Church of St. Sophia, currently 
kept in the State Public Library in Leningrad.

60. I. Dujčev, Odna citata iz Manassievoj 
Xroniki v srednebolgarskom perevode, TODRL,v. XVI, Moscow - 
Leningrad, 1960, p. 647-649.

61. This quotation is from the photo-edition of 
the Vatican copy:

I. Dujčev, ed., Letopista na Konstantin Manasi, 
Sofia, 1963, p. 138.

62. I. Bogdan, Cronica lui Constantin Manasses. 
Traducere mediobulgarŽ fScuta pe la~I750. Text gi glosar сГе 
loan Bogdan. Си préfaça de profT I_. Bianu, Bucurefti, 19277 
p. 73.
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texts of the Manasses Chronicle repeat the same mistake 

(ентириние) in the original from which they were 

copied. In an unknown copy dating somewhere between 

the 14th-century Bulgarian copies and the time of the 

First Version of the Russian Chronograph, a scribe mis- 

spelled ентириние into ентинирие» This unknown copy 

must have been the source of both the Russian Chronograph 

(енътинирие) and the Serbian Manasses Chronicle in the 

copy from Novgorod (ентинирие) ; the spelling then became 

ентинарии in the Tale of the Founding of Moscow.

This excursus was necessary in order to clarify 

two points: f irs t,  in how complex a fashion the Bulgarian 

literature and language influenced those of 15th-century 

Russia (often through Serbian mediation); second, that i t  

was not the beautifully illuminated Vatican copy of the 

Manasses Chronicle (for i t  contains the un־metathesized form 

ентириние) which was used as a prototype for the Russian 

Chronograph, but an unknown copy, containing the metathes- 

ized form ентинирие from which both the Chronograph and the 

Serbian Manasses Chronicle from Novgorod were copied.

Another little-known illuminated 14th-century 

Bulgarian text is the Exegesis of the Four Gospels (cf. 1.3 

and fn. 44), written in May of 1337 by the monk Metodij 

Gemist for the Archbishop of Anchialo®3.

63. I. Duj6ev, Bolgarskie licevye rukopisi XIV 
veka, Bolgarskaja miniatjura XIV veka (M. V. ščepkina, ed.) , 
Moscow"̂  r§63, p. 15-16.
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The last of the 14th-century illuminations is

King loan Aleksandar's Psalter of 1337 (also known as Sof-

64
ijsk i Pesnivec) . Bulgarian art historians consider the 

artistic merits of the illumination in the Psalter far be- 

low those of the other 14th-century manuscripts (cf.fn. 46).

1.3.2. A very important aspect of the Middle Bui- 

garian influence on the art of manuscript ornamentation in 

15th-century Russia is the characterization of uniquely Bui- 

garian features in the style of the above-described 14th- 

century manuscripts. In this respect, I. Dujčev writes:

In addition, i t  is necessary to state that, while
the Popular School s t i l l  preserves relative
originality, the o ffic ia l Tagçovo School reflects
a strong Byzantine influence

As has been stated above the so-called Popular 

School was actually that of the Bulgarian decorative art of 

the 13th century. Its originality was a relative one, the 

style differing from that of its  Byzantine counterpart be- 

cause of the temporary severance of Bulgaria's ties with 

Eastern Orthodox culture. As is known, from 1199/1200 to 

1235 the o ffic ia l Bulgarian Church accepted the spiritual 

leadership of the Pope of Romê . Even after 1235, the ties

64. A. S. Arxangel1 sk ij, Bolgarskij "Pesnivec" 
1337 goda. Poxvala i  otryvok psaltyrnoqo teksta, Izv.ORJaS,
I I ,  1897, 3, p. 786-794.

65. I. Dujčev. op. c i t . , p. 10.

66. Balgarska Akadēmija na Naukite, Is to rija na 
Balgarija, I, Sofia, 1961 (2nd edition), pp. 175̂  184.
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of Bulgaria with the Nicaean Patriarchate were weak, since 

Constantinople was retained by the Crusaders (Third Crusade) 

until the year 1261®7. The non-Byzantine features of the 

13th-century Bulgarian ornamental style definitely represent 

a Catholic influence• The very teratological style was a 

western influence in Bulgaria. This style originated in the 

Catholic tradition, or more precisely, i t  corresponds to the 

early (7th-century) Roman Barbarian style. I t  flourished in 

the South Slavic area (13th century) and was further devel-

6 О
oped in Russia (end of 13th - 14th centuries) . A definite 

proof of the Catholic influence in i t  is the controversial 

tonsure (shaved top of the head) in the self-portrait of the 

priest Dobrejšo in a miniature of his Four Gospels (cf. fn. 

45)• The Russian art historian S. M. DimitrieviC has sug- 

gested that in the picture there was not a tonsure, but a 

head covering of some kind, perhaps a sort of priest's hat®9•

I f  one writes of strong Byzantine influence on the 

o ffic ia l Тэгпоѵо School of the 14th century, the reader may

67• Bułgarska Akadēmija na Naukite, op• c it.,
p• 207•

68. E. F. Karskij, Slavjanskaja kirillovskaja 
paleografija , Leningrad, 1928, p• 148•

69• S. M. Dimitrievič, Est' l i  tonsury na golo- 
vax svjatitelej v starom vostočno-pravoslavnom ikonopisanii?, 
Izvestija na Bułgarskija arxeoloqiŐeski institu t, X, 1936, 
p •113-12 8.

Of course. Priest Dobrejšo must have had a tonsure, 
since he was a Catholic priest, not an Eastern-Orthodox one; 
the painting was made in about the year 1221, and the Bulgar- 
ian Church was under the Pope from 1199/1200 to 1235 (cf• 
fn. 66)•
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expect to find reference to those s ty lis tic  elements which 

remained uninfluenced. Such references, however, are never 

made by Bulgarian art historians. Further, a few obscure 

facts may shed copious light on the problem of the very 

existence of an artis tic  school in Tarnovo, as well as on 

the national character of the illuminations.

The scribe of the Vatican copy of the Manasses

Chronicle did not originally plan to have miniatures in the

book. He marked the lines for future writing on a ll leaf-

lets except three which were added later: 145, 178 and 183.

When the lines had already been made, something caused the

scribe to change his mind, sind the miniatures were painted

over the marked parallel lines. Through the centuries, the

paint has chipped from the scored lines, which are clearly

70
seen in the photostatic edition . The answer does not seem 

to be very complicated: i t  may be surmised that when the 

scribe prepared his pages for writing, there was no artis t 

present, and no illuminations were planned. But when 

the scribe reached the middle of page 14 (the back page of 

the seventh leafle t), a talented painter appeared and the 

f irs t  miniature was painted. Then, the next miniatures 

followed: after four pages, then after one, then after 

another four, etc. The in it ia l leaflet has the images of 

Jesus Christ and the chronicler Manasses, as well as a

70. These lines are on pp. 1, 3, 4, 14, 19 etc. 
of the black-and-white photo-publication of 1963.
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realistic full-length portrait of King loan Aleksander.

The King's portrait here very much resembles that in 

the British Museum's Four Gospels; we can expect them 

to be good likenesses, because, since both books were 

made for the personal library of the King, the royal por- 

tra its in them must have been drawn from life .

I f  the scribe Symon who wrote the texts of both 

the Manasses Chronicle and the Four Gospels for the King 

did indeed live in Tarnovo or in one of the nearby 

monasteries, the painters who illuminated the two manu- 

scripts (from their styles, i t  is obvious that there was 

a different artis t for each of the two) did not neces- 

sarily live in the same place — this is especially true 

for the illuminator of the Manasses Chronicle. Thus, con- 

siderable doubt is cast on the very existence of any set 

"Tarnovo School" of manuscript illumination.

The illuminations of the Tomic" Psalter (cf. fn. 50) 

reveal significant details as to both the nationality of its  

a rtis t and the existence of an a rtis tic  school in Тэгпоѵо.

V. N. Ščepkin has emphasized the Byzantine character of the 

illuminations: "The head-pieces (of the manuscript), beau- 

t ifu lly  executed, represent the Byzantine style of the 13th- 

14th centuries, which had returned to the b rillia n t tradi- 

tions of the 10th century"7*. Additional, linguistic evi- 

dence confirms the non-Bulgarian nationality of the artis t.

71. V. N. Ščepkin, op. c i t . , p. 154.
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While the text was written in Middle Bulgarian by the monk 

Symon (the handwriting is identical with that of the British 

Museum's Four Gospels and the Athos SluŽebnik7 2 \  the i l -  

luminations were made by an a rtis t who did not know Bulgar- 

ian, but was able to read the Greek instructions in the low- 

er or upper margins of the pages on which he was supposed 

to draw the miniatures73. There are s t i l l  traces of such 

cursive Greek instructions on many pages. A typical example, 

almost completely preserved, is on the back page of the 22nd 

leaflet. In translation i t  reads:7* "Put David here, stand- 

ing and holding a book, looking at the sky, and on the op-

72. This Služebnik, incorrectly dated to the 
13th - 14th centuries, is kept in the State Public Library 
in Leningrad, Pogodin Collection # 37. A photocopy of leaf- 
lets 44 and 66 (the back side) is available in:

E. F. Karskij, op. c i t . , p. 406-407.
In addition to the name of the scribe on leaflet

44 (помѣнйте rp шнагш симесона)  which appears also in י
the British Museum's Four Gospels, and the general shape of 
the letters and type of spelling conventions (which might, 
however, merely indicate a calligraphic school), the cursive 
script of the Greek word dufiv is absolutely identical to 
that of the saime word on p. 125 in the photo-publication of 
the Manasses Chronicle? the l i g a t u r e ( f o r  -тр-) has a 
very individual shape - and element of personal handwriting 
in the wavy line at the top of the letter т (׳^  here and ן)
there at the end of a line the letter a is written cursive- 
ly, with the final hook leaning downward: <1, etc. These fea- 
tures of a very individual handwriting are definite evidence 
on which to attribute a number of Bulgarian manuscripts 
from the middle and late 14th century, most of them written 
for the King, to one person - Symon the Monk•

73. V. N. Š&epkin, op. c i t . , p. 218.

74. The fu ll (or partially reconstructed) Greek 
instructions and their Russian translations are given in:

I. Dujciev, op. c it. , p. 17-19.
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posite side — the sky with rays streaming down from it " .

The miniature on this page represents exactly such a scene.

The presence of a written instruction in Greek 

raises the following two questions: f irs t,  i f  the painter 

was a Bulgarian, why should the Bulgarian scribe have given 

him instructions in Greek; second, i f  the painter and the 

scribe lived at the same place, why should the scribe have 

damaged his beautiful manuscript with unnecessary Greek 

inscriptions, when he could have given the painter very 

detailed oral instructions in some language common to both 

of them. I t  would seem that the only reasonable answer to 

these questions is that the artis t did not understand Bulgar- 

ian, either in spoken or in written form, and that he lived 

somewhere quite distant from the place of writing. Under 

these circumstances, i t  would have been more convenient to 

send the book to him with written instructions in a language 

he was able to read and understand. Yet, this is no proof 

that the painter was of Greek origin; the spelling mistakes

and the wrong stresses in Greek inscriptions over some of the

75
miniatures may indeed show that he was not of Greek nation- 

a lity . But the Greek Orthodox community of the 14th century 

was a multinational one. Since a rtis tic  ability is not con- 

fined to a particular national group, one cannot say any- 

thing more definite about the nationality of this painter 

than that: a) he was not a Bulgarian; and b) he was perhaps

75. I .  DujČev, op. c it.,, p. 19.

00047407

-  30 -
Ilya Talev - 9783954793341

Downloaded from PubFactory at 01/10/2019 06:10:29AM
via free access



not Greek either ( if  i t  can be proven that his spelling and 

stress errors must have been made by a non-Greek)•

I t  has been observed for two of the above-describ- 

ed 14th-century illuminated Bulgarian manuscripts, that the 

painter either arrived unexpectedly at the place where the 

manuscript was already being written (Manasses Chronicle) 

or received the book to be illustrated after the text had 

been written (Tomic Psalter) . I f  these texts were written 

in the city of Тзгпоѵо or in the surrounding monasteries, we 

definitely have no right to speak of a "Тэгпоѵо School" of 

illumination. I f  the place of writing was the library of 

an Athos monastery (a possibility which should not be 

excluded) we have even less right to do so.

1.3.3. On the material evidence existing today, 

i t  has not been proven that there was in the 14th century a 

particular Bulgarian national style of manuscript illumina- 

tion- And yet, one cannot exclude the possibility that some 

of the above-discussed illuminations may have contributed to 

the changes in the 15th-century Russian art of illumination. 

As long as the history of each individual manuscript after 

the destruction of the Bulgarian state is scarcely known, 

no firm conclusion in this direction can be drawn. One 

might guess that the most likely places for Russian artists 

to have seen these illuminations would have been the Athos 

monasteries (for the Tomic Psalter and the Exegesis of the 

Gospels), i f  indeed they were there in the late 14th and
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throughout the 15th centuries. But science has no data on

this. Most influential would have been the illuminations of

t1*־e Four Gospels of King loan Aleksander, which was kept in

Moldavia and Wallachia until 1688-1714, when i t  was pre-

sented to the monastery of SS. Peter and Paul on Mt. Athos76.

1.4. Most students of medieval Russian literature

note the drastic changes in style brought about in Russia by

the second South Slavic influence. But in general, they

have too c ritica l an attitude towards the new style, impos-

ing modern criteria of a rtis tic  achievement on a s t i l l  medi-

eval literature. Common are characterizations of the new

77
style as one of "a rtif ic ia l literary devices" , and "rhetor-

7 8
ісаПу grandiloquent and declamatory panegyrics" , and of

the language of the literary works as "impossibly convoluted,

79
fu ll of verbal conceits" . D. S. Lixaőev is one of the 

very few literary historians to place the sty lis tic  studies 

on 14th-century South Slavic and 15th-century Russian lite r -  

ature in their correct historical perspective, especially 

emphasizing the dependence of the style on the "particular

76. B. Conev, Istorija  na balgarskij ezik, v. 1, 
Sofia, 1940, p. 196-198.

77. V. 0. K1jučevskij , Drevnerusskie ž i t i ja 
svjatyx как istoriČeskij istočnik, Moscow, 1871, p"I 75.

78. N. K. Gudzij, Istorija drevnej russkoj 
literatury, Moscow, 1945 (3rd edition), p. 225.

79. M. N. Speranskij, Istorija drevnej russkoj 
literatury. Moskovskij period, Moscow, 1521 (3rd edition), 
p. 101.
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artis tic  method in the literature" of the time. The usu-

al explanation of the peculiarities of the new style, is

that they arose out of the triumph and pride fe lt by the

South Slavic writers at the rise and successes of their re-

spective states — and subsequently by Russian writers at

the advances of the Muscovite kingdom. Lixafiev's criticism

of this historically unmotivated view is most cogent:

A feeling by itse lf, no matter how strong, without 
ties to a philosophy, could not alone have deter- 
mined a ll peculiarities of their style; moreover, 
the very solemnity of the style of the time is 
quite questionable... this style is too dynamic, 
too saturated with the authors' lyrical digressions 
and expressions of dissatisfaction, to have been 
solemn or predetermined for the glorification of 
the state.®1.

80

1.4.1. The new style of the South Slavic litera-

ture is best exemplified by original works and translations

of the Hesychasts, along with new translations of the earlier

writers whom they recommended82. But even i f  the new style

8 3
spread only to the "high" literature of medieval Russia , 

i t  was typical of a ll literary genres (including gramoty) in 

14th-century Bulgaria (cf. below). The claim of Soviet l i t ­

80. D. S. Lixaffev, Nekotorye zadafii izuČenija 
vtorogo južnoslavjanskogo v i i janija v Rossii, Is sledovani j a 
po slavjanskomu literaturovedeniju i  fo l,kloristike, Moscow,
15607 p. 128.

81. D. S. Lixačev, op. c i t . , p. 116.

82. D. S. Lixaíev, op. c i t . , p. 133-134.
A. I. Sobolevskij, Perevodnaja literatura Moskov- 

skoj Rusi XIV - XVII vekov, St. Petersburgi 190У, p. 15-24.

83. D. S. Lixaőev, op. c i t . , p. 117.
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erary historians (including Lixafev) that this style "a-

fi A
chieved its  highest development precisely in Russia" ,

where i t  was later referred to as the "weaving of words"

(pletenie sloves) , is of doubtful validity. But i t  is defi-

nitely incorrect to state that ”the connection between the

reform (of Euthymius)... and the new style of ,weaving of

words', characteristic for the 14th-15th centuries, is beyond 

85
doubt" . Here is a typical counter-example, from the 14th- 

century Bulgarian literary language, to the assertion of 

Soviet scholars that the new South Slavic style:

a) was confined to the "high" literature;

b) reflected the "th irst for abstraction, the 

striving to render the world abstract and to destroy its

Q С
concreteness and substantiality" ;

c) was created by the "reform" of the Bulgarian
«

Patriarch Euthymius (which supposedly took place between the 

years 1371 and 1375 — cf. 2.6).

What follows is the f irs t sentence of a gramota 

(Golden Bull) by the Bulgarian king loan Aleksander (of a 

genre where one does not expect to find "high style"), to the

o ך
Zograph Monastery on Mount Athos . I t  was written in the

00047407

84. D. S. Lixaiev, •aо

c i t . , P- 142.

85. D. S. Lixaőev, •aо

c i t . , P- 114.

•VOGO D. S. Lixaíev, op. c i t . , P• 117.

87. G. A. I l ' in s k ij,  Gramoty bolgarskix carej , 
Moscow, 1911 (photoreprint: London, 1970), p. 21-23.
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year 1342 (30 years before the supposed reform of Euthymius),

in the same general style as another Bulgarian gramota from

8 8
before the year 1277 . As is apparent from the fu ll English 

translation of this overextended sentence, a ll peculiar fea- 

tures of the Russian style of "weaving of words" are present 

here, although there is l i t t le  evidence of a ״,striving... to 

destroy the concreteness and substantiality" of the world:

This, then, was the wish of God the Father and 
of Our Lord Jesus Christ, by the intercession of 
our real and true, most immaculate and most bles- 
sed Lady and Mother of God, that there should be 
on the holy Mount of Athos a haven for the salvat- 
ion of every Christian — and most of a ll. Orthodox
— soul which should eagerly seek refuge there; 
even for this reason many righteous kings and de- 
vout princes and venerable hermits erected with 
loving labor holy houses, great and marvelous, and 
decorated and enriched them in every way: with 
precious stones and pearls and gold and silver,with 
possessions and much other property, movable and 
immovable, that those being and residing in those 
most noble and godly houses should have an abun- 
dance and plenitude, so that they might sing and 
praise the one God, glorified in the Trinity, and 
His most immaculate and universally praised Mother, 
and also that they might mention in prayer the 
Orthodox, Christ-loving and eternally remembered 
kings and other blessed donors, and every Christian 
nation, for the builders who are found in that 
holy place are not only of one nation, or of two, 
but because there is a common salvation in i t  for 
those who seek i t ,  a common place has been given 
those who endowed i t ,  and houses are to be found 
from every Orthodox nation and people, f irs t  and 
outstanding among them the Greeks and Bulgarians, 
then the Serbians, Russians, and Iberians, each of

88. This is the undated gramota (Golden Bull or 
chrysobull) of the Tarnovo King Konstantin Asën Tix (1257- 
1277), to the Monastery of St. George Gorgos, published by;

G. A. I l 'in s k ij,  op. c it. , p. 14-21.
See also fn. 11.
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them having remembrance according to his labors,
and even more, his zeal.
(For the fu ll Middle Bulgarian original, see
Appendix One.)

In the space of one sentence, the Middle Bulgarian 

author of this gramota uses such figures and tropes as:

a) Synonyms: сжщимъ й прѣбываущиимъ; быти въ 

довбльство й изобілке; и т А н ' и и  й инѣми правдами многыми; 

сжщы* й истиньныж. .. бгородителниц*.

b) Words expressing concepts in a relationship

כ  э  !— j

of genus and species: и православны* и христолюбивыж цр*; 

въсѣкой дши хрістиан*стѣи паче же православнѣй.

c) Words which, although not synonyms, when used 

in a string a ll allude to a concept embracing a ll of them: 

й оукрасіш* й шбшгатишж въсѣко; пожшихъ й славлдіихъ; 

вл̂ чцу. й бгородителницж.

d) Epithets expressed by compound adjectives:
, . , פ כ

црие блгочестивии. и бшголюбивии вельмжже. и прѣподобнии 

*!нищи.

e) Series of epithets, usually in gradation, 

expressed by compound adjectives: православны̂  й хрісто- 

любивы* й приснопамятны*. ЦР*; прѣчисты* й прѣблгословеныж 

•.. бгородителниц*.

f) Apposition, expressed by short adjectives, to 

substantives with a long-adjective modifier: дшмовы сты  ̂

великы й дивны.

g) Paraphrase: дшмовы стыу. = monasteries.
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h) Antithesis: не 5 едхного рада тъчи* или 5

двою.•.

נ ^
i) Lexical anaphora: hjĻ понеже обьщее спсение въ 

немъ ест י йскажишимъ ю. об*ще 605 быстъ и мѣсто благоволь- 

ствоужпшимъ.

None of the above-mentioned tropes were new to

medieval Bulgarian writers. The f irs t detailed translation

of an article on stylistics by Choiroboscus was included in

King Symeon's Almanac (Izbornik Svjatoslava) . What was new

for the 14th century, in comparison with the 9th to 11th

century, was the heavy use of tropes in the texts. This was

not an original South Slavic feature, but merely reflected

the style of the medieval Byzantine literature. Even the

style of the Bulgarian and Serbian gramoty, with their for-

mulae, shows them to be simply 1*copies from analogical

89
works of Byzantine diplomacy**

1.4.2. The d ifficu lt question arises, why did the 

early Church Slavic (or particularly - the Old Bulgarian) 

literature not reflect the Byzantine style contemporary to 

it? I. P. Eremin offers the most convincing explanation, in 

his report to the Fifth International Congress of Slāvists

89. G. A. I l ' in s k ij,  op. c i t . , p. 88.

90. I. P. Eremin, О vizantijskom v i i jan ii v 
bolgarskoj i  drevnerusskoj literaturax IX - XII w ., Slavjan- 
skie literatury (Doklady sovetskoj delegacii. V MeŠdunarod- 
nyjs*ezd slavlstov), Moscow, 1963, p. 5 - 13. *

00047407

-  37 -
Ilya Talev - 9783954793341

Downloaded from PubFactory at 01/10/2019 06:10:29AM
via free access



00047407

QA
in Sofia, 1963 . Comparing the Byzantine literature,

especially of the 11th - 12th centuries, with that of Kiev

in the same period, Eremin notes the huge production and the

increasing volume of secular works in Byzantium, which "has

no trace in ancient Russia of that time"91. Eremin is

basically right in stating:

Even a cursory overview of the translated litera- 
ture (of the 9th - 12th centuries) demonstrates 
that the Bulgarian and Russian bookmen of this 
time, in the selection of materials for transla- 
tion, showed preference to authors from the 4th - 
6th centur^çs, the classical writers of church 
literature

Eremin emphasized that the early Slavic translators

had firs t to retrace the development of Byzantine lite r-

ature before they could undertake the task of translating

their Greek contemporaries, writers of a later stage, whose

style was more d ifficu lt for the newly-baptized Slavs to

comprehend93. D. S. Lixa6evfs criticism of this view9* is

quite vague, and unsupported by evidence. His objection

that the Slavic translators could not have been aware of the

95
chronological development of Christian literature can be

91. I. P. Eremin, op. c it. , p. 5-6.

92. I. P. Eremin, op. c i t . , p. 8.

93. I. P. Eremin, ibid.

94. D. S. Lixaíev, Drevneslavjanskie literatury 
как sistema, Slavjanskie literatury (VI Meîdunarodnyj s"ezd 
slavistov. Doklady sovetskoj delegacii), Moscow, 1968,
p. 15-19.

95. D. S. LixaXev, op. c i t . , p. 17.
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neither sustained nor refuted; however, i t  overlooks the 

possibility that the Byzantine teachers of the early Slavic 

Christians took an active part in the selection of books and 

establishment of priorities for translation•

Only by accepting Eremin's explanation of the 

stages through which Slavic Christian literature had to 

pass in order to reach the level of its  Greek contemporary, 

can one understand the great delay in sty lis tic  innovation 

in medieval Slavic literature• The style of early 

Christian literature was determined by its  content: the 

message, not the form, was of paramount importance•

Byzantine Greek literature of the 9th - 14th centuries had 

essentially different goals: to dwell on the now-familiar 

biblical and historical tales, elaborating the form of the 

narrative while preserving the content unchanged• Variety 

and detail served the interest of generality, not particu- 

larization: objects were described by enumerating their 

immanent properties; actions and states, by listing their 

nuances in order of increasing or decreasing intensity.

Qg
This view is borne out by observations on the interrela-

96. A ll quotations given here are from the Manas- 
ses Chronicle - from the photoreproduction of the Vatican 
copy:

I. Dujčev, ed., Letopista na Konstantin Manasi, 
Sofia, 1963, 415 pp.

The page numbers indicated here are those of the 
manuscript, not of the book. A ll quotations are compared 
with the texts of the Tulcea and Moscow copies of the Chroni- 
cle, published by I. Bogdan (op. c it • ). However, Bogdan's 
references to the Vatican copy are often inaccurate, thus 
casting some doubt on his readings of the other texts which 
he uses.

. .)47407
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tion of content and form in the Manasses Chronicle.

The Chronicle begins with the biblical story of

the creation, which must have been well known to a ll Chris-

tians in 12th-century Byzantium. But the author uses this

obligatory part of any medieval world history to reveal his

poetic abilities. While Genesis 1.16 simply says97:

And God made two great lights; the greater light 
to rule the day, and the lesser light to rule the 
night; he made the stars also;

in the Vatican copy of the Manasses Chronicle this episode 

is told in 51 lines9® and includes the Greek names for the 

planets. At the end99, the author expresses his exaltation 

at the fru it of God's labors:

Even such a flowery colorfulness adorned the 
sky. Even such a many-faced and joyful, fa ir - 
faced beauty fitted the heavenly countenance, and 
made the sky a new-planted garden. Its gardener 
(was) God; like fru it trees and shoots and multi- 
farious flowers were the starry lights. Then when 
the sun began to shine and shone forth, and when 
the beauty of the heavens and the goodness of the 
day appeared, they for the firs t time submitted to 
the command of the Creator, and the fourth day, 
bowing down, ended. And thus was accomplished 
everything concerning the stars, and the sun-star 
ruling the day, was made. And the lunar brow 
illumined the night.
(For the fu ll Middle Bulgarian text, see Appendix 
Two) .

97. Since this quotation is for illustrative 
purposes only, i t  is taken from the Holy Bible (King James 
Version), London, 1949, p. 7.

98. The story begins on the last line of p. 4b 
(wrongly bound after page 3), continues on p. 3, 3b and 
ends on line 4 of p. 5.

99. cf. p. 3b (line 12-23) and p. 5 (line 1-4).

-  40 - Ilya Talev - 9783954793341
Downloaded from PubFactory at 01/10/2019 06:10:29AM

via free access



CUŪ47407

I t  would seem harsh and unjust to describe the

style of the above passage as "convoluted", "pompous" or

even "solemnly rhetorical". What we deal with here is

poetic style, a tenuous concept, since people of every place

and time tend to have their own interpretations of i t .

Novelty of content and richness of form appear to

be inversely proportional in the Manasses Chronicle. Com-

parative studies of the relationship between density of in-

formation and density of sty lis tic  devices in chapters from

Roman history (relatively unknown in Byzantium) and Byzan-

tine history (much better known in the country) are most

revealing. Here (in English translation) is a typical pas-

sage from the Manasses Chronicle on Roman history:100

Tarquinius1 reign, who was the f if th  king in 
Rome after Romulus : Then reigned Tarquinius, 
f if th  after Romulus : who took the kingdom which in 
no way belonged to him, for i t  was proper for the 
sons of King Marcius to reign.
Tullius1 reign: Then reigned Tullius, the son־ in־ 
law of Tarquinius, who from childhood, as they say, 
and from the f irs t age, was called Servius, for he 
was born of a Slave woman; "Servius" is interpreted 
as "slave" by the Romans. This (king) united his 
daughter in marriage with the son of the King, 
Lucius Tarquinius. Because of their common coun־ 
sei and murderous intents, he, poor one, was de- 
prived of both life  and power, and by common agree- 
ment he was called Superbus; so they call, in 
their speech, "the proud one".
(For the fu ll Middle Bulgarian text, see Appendix 
Three.)

While this style could hardly be called impover- 

ished, the straightforward narrative contributes to a better

100. cf. p. 67b (line 6-15) and p. 68 (line 1-8).
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understanding and remembering of events; i t  strikingly re־

sembles in its  simplicity the style of the Hamartolos Chron-

icle (9th century). In sharp contrast is the following pas-

sage from the Manasses Chronicle101, representative in style

of the entire section on Byzantine history:

The reign of Basil the Macedonian : This (king) 
soon expelled Photius from the Church and gave the 
seat to Ignatius. When he wanted to give wealth 
to the people and found the gold-keeping houses, 
which earlier had contained multitudes of wealth, 
and saw them a ll empty and having nothing (within) 
he grieved, mourned, saddened, was downhearted, 
and could do nothing himself, he could find no 
(solution) anywhere. For a king without many rich 
possessions is like an eagle, most ancient and 
most old, having neither feathers, claws nor beak. 
This was why Basil saddened and mourned, since 
King Michael had spent a ll, giving i t  away to en- 
tertainers, together with his companions in play 
and feasting.
(For the fu ll Middle Bulgarian text, see Appendix 
Four.)

1.4.3. The new style typical of South Slavic l i t -  

erature fu lly reflects the Byzantine style dominant after 

the firm establishment of Christianity. I t  is so far 

impossible to date the penetration of features of this style 

into South Slavic literature, because of inadequate dat- 

ing of the translations. The Chronicle of Constantine Man- 

asses, for example (born in the f irs t  half of the 12th cen- 

tury, died 1187) is believed to have been translated in Bui- 

garia between 1335 and 1340102. But the extremely correct

101. cf. p. 163b (line 7-12) and p. 164 (line
1-13).

102. Ju. Trifonov, Beležki kam srednobalgarskija 
prevod na Manasievata xronika, Izvestija na Balgarskija 
arxeologičeski in s titu t, I I  (1923-24) , p.*T5Y i
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usage of the cases, even where two words in grammatical 

agreement are remote from each other within the sentence, 

suggests that the date of the Bulgarian translation was in 

fact considerably earlier*03.

The Bulgarian translation of the Manasses Chroni- 

cle exemplifies superbly the features of this Byzantine 

style, which later became known as that of the second South 

Slavic influence in Russia. The discussion which follows is 

based on the Manasses Chronicle, because i t  represents the 

12th-century Byzantine style (antedating by some two cen- 

turies the works of the Hesychasts, by which i t  can thus 

safely be considered uninfluenced), and because, belonging 

to a historical genre, i t  is outside the realm of hagiography 

(to which some Soviet scholars lim it the domain of this 

style, cf. 1.4.1.).

1.4.3.1. The author of the Manasses Chronicle 

exploits the richness of his lexicon, and the translator is 

obliged to do likewise, insofar as his language permits. He 

apparently follows firmly-established tradition in calquing 

from the Byzantine Greek. A variety of lexical devices are 

used:

a) Synonyms in the s tric t sense are not much used, 

but they do appear, either in parallel phrases or together 

as modifiers of one word: й смѣриши льва и тигрѣ. оукротиши.

103. See also I. DujSev's preface to the photo- 
edition of the Vatican copy of the Manasses Chronicle (op. 
c i t . , p. v i-v ii) .
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(p. 8b) -  , and you w i l l  q u i e t  the  l i o n ,  and make q u i e t  the
נ 5  э

t i g e r ־ и оум*чк троудными и тошными дѣланми. (p. 10b) ;״

, and he made (them) s u f f e r  with d i f f i c u l t  and heavy l a b o r s * ;
פ

дрѣво.•* блговонно.. .  и сладкожханно (р. 6) -  1 t r e e . . •good- 

o d o r e d . . .a n d  s w e e t - s m e l l i n g ' ; говАда кръмАдіи. кона  

питалтиш й воловы роснаа пажитъ• (р• 4b) -  , th e  dewy
פ

meadow, fe e d in g  c a t t l e ,  fe e d in g  h o rse s  and o x e n ' ;  и вьсѣ 

п о то п а а х ж  глжбокотлмными дъжды, й вь водахъ йэдыхаахя^ й 

лютѣ п о м и р а а х * , и водами с в о а  II дшж и зд а в а а хж . (p . 12b-13)  -  

, and a l l  were drowned by " d e e p - la r g e "  r a i n s ,  and expired  in 

the  w a t e r s ,  and b i t t e r l y  d ie d ,  and because o f  th e  w a te rs ,

gave up t h e i r  s o u l s ' ;  вьсѣ въ коупѣ сълиашл: с *  й смѣсиш^ 

ca вьсѣ• (р• 12b) -  , ( they) a l l  t o g e t h e r  merged and m ix ed ' ;  

юно же оубсо вйдѣ его  й бэрѣ (p. 18b) -  'b u t  when he saw 

him and saw (him) 1 .

b) Most f r e q u e n t ly  employed a re  words r e f e r r i n g  

to  c o n c e p ts  o f  which one i s  a more g e n e r a l  c a s e  o f  th e  o t h e r :  

<5 вьсѣхъ  оубй насьгщайта ç a  й 5 вьсѣхъ питаита С£. (р .

9 ) -  ' from a l l  o f  them e a t  your f i l l ,  and from a l l  feed 

y o u r s e l v e s ' ;  ійдоста соба 3 плода, й причАСтиета c a  овощию:

(р. 10) -  'They both  a t e  o f  th e  f r u i t  and partook  o f  the 

f r u i t ' ;  іа ко  содежда бисриемь ш бнизана и зл а то тъ ка н а а  риза  «

(p. 3) -  ' l i k e  a garment sewn with p e a r l s  and a robe woven 

in  g o l d ' ;  злотворивыа й нечьстивьіА тъщааше c a  оуцѣлом*дрѣти. 

(p. 12) -  'h e  t r i e d  t o  make c h a s t e  th e  e v i l - d o i n g  and d i s -  

h o n o rab le  o n e s ' ;  боготворити начАТЪ и чъсти с т и х і * .  (p. 12)

-  ' (he) began t o  d e i f y  and t o  honor th e  e l e m e n t s ' .

-  44 - Ilya Talev - 9783954793341
Downloaded from PubFactory at 01/10/2019 06:10:29AM

via free access



c) Very commonly used, also, are strings of words 

denoting close but not identical concepts. The words in such 

a string delimit jo in tly one, more general, concept, for 

which there is often no corresponding word: ни веслъ ЙмѢа, 

ни кръмилъ, ни вѣтрилъ. (р. 13) - ,having neither oars, nor 

rudders, nor sa ils '; й на ничьсо же шзлобившааго его ни 

оскръбивша, вьзлоііжити мышлѣаше длани ббииствньіА. (р. 1 1 - 1 1 Ь)

- 'and on (him who) had in no way provoked him or offended 

him, he thought to lay murderous hands'; рѣкы же сонй гласЪмъ

О о פи жзыкоамъ сйрскыимъ нарицаАТ с а : фиссйнъ, и гес інъ ; (р- 7) - 

'Those rivers are called in the Syrian voice and tongue

Pison and Gihon'; ёлико  же чАСтина швръзааше c a  л и стви ю , 

в ьси а ва а хж  шипкшмь д оброты , й криномь съвтѣш е c a  б ѣ л о с ть •

(p. 6b) - 'As soon as the fullness of the foliage had opened 

itse lf, the beauties of the brier roses shone forth and the 

whiteness of the l i ly  shone'; кронъ модрѣше с д  № lk o  

акинѲовъ зрак״ тко кринъ бѣлѣаше ca зевсь• йр же т к о  

йгнь• іако шипокъ чръвленьги, сЯнце с наше, тко бѣлоцвѣтнаа 

агалида, съвтѣше ca. денница* дако цвѣтъ чръмнозрачныи ёрмие 

бльщаше са״ наркисъ добролиственъ, швлѣаше ca. лоуна• (р. ЗЬ)

- ,Cronos gleamed pale like the image of a hyacinth; like a 

l i ly  Zeus gleamed white; Aries (was) like fire ; like a red 

brier rose the Sun shone; like a white-blossomed cowslip 

shone the Morning Star; like a red-showing flower Hermes 

blazed; like a good-leaved narcissus appeared the Moon'; 

злато же соно нескврънно* й съвтАше са й блыцзцце. (р. 7) -

'For that gold is pure, and shining and gleaming'.

17407
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Sometimes, however, the more general concept is 

represented by a separate word, the string of close words 

serving to concretize the concept: тигръ же нисхода тко

Э Э
стр ѣл а  съ шо.умомъ* и клопоты  творА и роуаниа ТАіикаа, вь 

селѣхъ  сжщиихъ прѣмо земи а с и р іи с т ѣ и  т е ч е т ь •  (р .  7Ь) ־ ,The 

Tigris, descending like an arrow with noise, and making 

gurglings and heavy rumblings, flows in the fields opposite 

the Assyrian land1.

In a few cases, this device is brought to the 

point of virtuosity: (таковое же селение красно насадивъ и 

напльнивъ дрѣвесь) създа й члка вьседѣлателными дланма• 5 

пръстныА й  бренньіА й  каломь съмѣшеньіА т а г о т ы *  (р. 7Ь) ־ ,Не 

also created Man, by his all-doing hands, from earthy and 

clayey material mixed into mud. 1 The interplay of words and 

concepts in this sentence is complex. Clay (брение) and 

earth (пръсть) have a species/genus relationship, since 

clay is earth but not a ll earth is clay; since any earth can 

be turned into mud by adding water, mud is a different state 

(not a different species) of earth.

Occasionally, almost a ll the words in one clause 

bear to those in another clause the relation of general to 

specific: тогда бвѣздно:* нбо добрсотож просвѣти ca• тко 

содежда бисриемь (обнизана и златотъканаа риза• и тко 

тъканица оукрашенаа ситжщиимъ камениемъ: (р. 3) ־ ,Then

the heaven shone forth with starry beauty, like a garment 

sewn with pearls and a robe woven in gold, and like a fabric 

embellished with shining gems.'

00047407
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d) Paraphrase is extensively used: ко с н ж  же ca 

с е го  р е б р о у , сш ыцоу• зиждитель й в ь з а т ь  ê• (р• 9) - 'The 

Creator (God) touched the rib of this sleeping one (Adam) 

and took i t 1? стары й и злосъмрътныи рйдоуначА Л никъ , (р • 10b)

-  1th e  old  and m o rta l  a n c e s to r  o f  th e  r a c e  (Adam)*;

й поставль едемсцѣй добротѣ пръвожителѣ, <5 всѣхъ ь£сти 

овощіи повелѣ дрѣвныхъ• кь садоу же разо̂ мномоу ни ржкоу 

приложити* (р. 8) - *And having put the two f irs t inhabit- 

ants (Adam and Eve) in the beauty of Eden, He commanded them 

to eat of the fru its of a ll the trees; but not even to reach 

out a hand to the tree of knowledge'; ^  земнорйднаа и 

едема сего пръвожителѣ* (p. 9) - '0 , earth-born and 

f irs t inhabitants of this Eden (Adam and Eve)';  разоумѣ же 

cnâ насадитель добросадныихъ дрѣвесъ, (p. 10b) - 'The Planter 

of "good-fruit-tree" trees (God) understood these things*; 

й на... его... вьзлоііжити мышлѣаше длани & 6 и и с т в н ы а .  (p. 1 1  - 

lib) - *And he...thought to lay murderous hands on (to k il l)  

him. '

e) Tautology appears in several forms. The sim- 

plest is the repetition of the verb as the corresponding 

verbal noun: аще бсо сего тъкм®4 вькоусита, падение падета 

великш. (р. 9Ь) - 'For i f  you even taste this, you w ill 

(both) fa ll a great fa l l . 1

When a certain word is repeated in the same form, 

an emotional effect is being sought: вь сихъ оубш оуспѣ 

Ідамъ, н^ горкымъ сънашъ. съномъ, начжгькашъ низвръжению и 

вьсегоубителныА вражды* (р. 9) - 'And soon Adam fe ll asleep.
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but with a b itter sleep, a sleep (which was) the beginning 

of (his) down-casting and of all-destroying enmity1; видѣ 

же сона плодъ, й бѣше плодъ красенъ: радостенъ бѣ видѣниемь• 

й добръ вь снѣдъ״ (p. 9b) - ,She saw the fru it, and the 

fru it was beautiful; i t  was gladdening to the sight and good 

to be eaten1•

When the saune verb is repeated, i t  is in 

two different forms: раздѣлѣ* раздѣлилъ естъ виждителъ 

дръжаіів*. тво*• (р- 2121־Ь) - ,dividing, the Creator has 

divided your realm1•

I t  would seem that this was such an expected 

device that i t  even occasioned an error by the scribe of the 

Vatican copy: despite the resulting grammatical disagree- 

ments, he interpreted the verb помазааше as показааше, 

under the influence of the f irs t verb in the sentence, 

показа: показа сего II сатана, и прѣльстнж-А чаш* показааше 

[=помазааше] оуслаждажлцимь медомь прѣльстнымъ• (р• 9Ь) - 

,Satan showed (her) this, and showed [=spread] the cup of 

temptation with tempting, sweetening honey.'

The saune verbal root can be repeated in the same 

form (e.g. in the aorist), but with prefixes which make the 

respective meanings very different: й пскры вьса вьрхы

כ
гл*бокодолныихъ горъ* съкры же лице земное, и покры нивиа• 

(p. 12b) - 'and (the rain) covered a ll the peaks of the 

deep-glenned mountains, and hid the earth,s face and covered 

the fie lds '; чрѣвооугодникъ м*жъ й пищолюбивъ• блждникъ й 

женолюбивъ• йже тко жен* сътворивъ себе й съ женами
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затворивъ« пишаше лице свое й почрънѣаше вѣжд* c b o a . (р. 18)

 ,a gourmand and a food-loving man, a rake and woman-loving, ־

who having made himself like a woman and locked himself in 

with the women, painted his face and blackened his eyebrows'•

A frequently-used device is the repetition of a 

root in simple and compound words in the same sentence: 

сладкосръдныимъ й сладкыимъ желаниемь капл*ще. (р. 9Ь) - 

'dripping with sweet-hearted and sweet desire'•

A more complex instance of this type is the use of 

a simple root with prefix and its  repetition in a compound 

but unprefixed root: въсѣ съвръшеноплодна, й прѣсъвръшена 

вьсѣ. (p. 4b) - 'everything giving perfect fru it, and every- 

thing most perfect1? зефиръ тиходыхателныи подыховааше 5 

вьсждоу, (p. 6b) - 'the soft-breathing Zephyr breathed 

(lightly) from a ll directions'•

For greater variety, the repeated element can 

occupy any position within the compound root: тогда пръвѣе 

начжгъ свѣтити нощь ло̂ нныи бѣлосвѣтлыи й свѣтоносныи кржгъ• 

скорошбьходныи* й вьсесвѣтлыи, и многозрачныи, й съвръшеныи• 

(р.З) - ,Then f irs t began to light the night the white - 

lighted and light-bearing lunar orb, fast-circling and a ll - 

lighted, and much-luminous, and perfect•'

In a very few instances, when the language allows 

the use of synonymous roots in compound-derivation, the 

translator may employ a combination of tautology and pleo- 

nasm. One observes in the text of the Manasses Chronicle 

a considerable frequency of use of добро- for Greek eu-,
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where the older monuments use exclusively благо-? as yet I 

have not been able to date the beginning of this trend. 

Occasionally one may find a sentence containing tautological 

compound words, some with добро- and some with благо- : 

дъши бѣ oy црѣ ми®скаго астиагѣ добрособразна и доброличн̂ » 

благозрачна й благолѣпнѣиши. (p. 21b) ־ ,The Median king 

Astiag had a daughter fa ir of image and fa ir of face, good 

of appearance and most goodly-beautiful.״

f) Neologism is intimately connected with the 

very process of translation from a language with a long l i t -  

erary tradition such as Byzantine Greek into a lexically less 

stable, younger literary language such as Middle Bulgarian. 

Before a thorough lexicographic study has been made of a ll 

Old and Middle Bulgarian texts, one can not with certainty 

identify a particular word as a neologism, nor as a borrowing 

from another Slavic language. Yet, certain compounds used in 

the Manasses Chronicle seem nonce words, derived to f i t  an 

unusual context. I t  may be presumed, until evidence is 

found to the contrary, that they were never used before or 

since. Such for example, are: птишонозіи зажци (p. 5b) - 

' bird-footed (־ fleet-footed) hares' and іастрАби соурашошдци 

(p. 5b) - ’ raw(-flesh)-eating hawks*.

The adjective свиножителна (neut. acc. pi.) is 

used to describe the actions of a degenerate king: н*. глл?4. 

іако бслышавше ближнии его халдее״ свиножителна вьсѣчьскыи 

c*ma й скотна асиріискаго црѣ• пл*саниа любяща й йгры, й жи- 

вжша іако жен$... нападошж* (р. 19) - ״But they say that the
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Chaldees close to him, on hearing of the swinish-living and 

bestial (acts) of the Assyrian king, who loved dances and 

games and who lived like a woman, attacked (him)1.

The substantive своеплеменникъ, however, is most 

likely substituted for the existing съплеменникъ to indicate 

the unique status of Moses as a father of the Jewish people: 

h *  и бж̂ твныи мигіЗси житие состави״ мног*. <5 себѣ шставль 

жалость своеплеменникашъ. (р. ЗІЬ) ־ ,but even the godly 

Moses departed from life ,  leaving much sorrow in his own 

tribesmen*.

1.4.3.2. Many tropes are used in Middle Bulgarian 

literature, but there is a certain hierarchy in their 

frequency. Only those tropes which are most used w ill be 

discussed here, and in the order of their frequency.

a) Adjectival epithets occur with almost every 

substantive. The frequency of adverbial epithets is so low 

as to be negligible. Although i t  is true that most of the 

epithets refer to intrinsic, often characteristic properties 

of the objects denoted by the modified substantives, some of 

the epithets are very unusual and specific: *акы корабникъ 

нешбоуреванъ вьнжгръ&цоу плавааше. (p. 13) - , inside, like 

a boatman who has never seen a storm, (Noah) floated1.

The epithets denoting intrinsic, characteristic 

properties are in most instances compound adjectives; i f  not 

compound, they tend to be prefixed (прѣпьстріи) . They 

generally have two root components connected by epenthetic 

-o-, but they may have as many as three: росажапльными
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цвѣтовы и многоразличными добршзрачии. (зефиръ... подыхо- 

вааше.(р. 6Ь) - (the Zephyr• . •breathed lightly) with the dew- 

sprinkled blossoms and multifarious lovely sights'; й дрѣво 

вьсѣко прозябааше• доброплодно т.амо• блговонно* добросѣн -

э э
нолиствно• добровѣтьвно* и сладколЬсанно (р. 6) - 'And every 

good-fruited tree sprang up there: good-odored, with good 

shady leaves, good-branched and sweet-smelling.'

A peculiar type, very productive and thus charac- 

teristic of this new style in Slavic literature, consists of 

compound adjectives whose second root is that of a substan- 

tive denoting an inseparable quality or body part (compare 

CSR: девушка с голубыми глазами —* голубоглазая девушка, 

in the absence of »девушка с глазами or ♦глазая девушка) .

In contemporary Bulgarian, such an adjective as грбэнобк, 

although not listed in the dictionaries, is a possible form- 

ation. The adjective okśt is listed in a ll dictionaries, 

with the meaning 'having good eyes' or 'watchful'; there are 

no examples of such adjectives in the Manasses Chronicle, 

which may indicate that they were not valued as literary 

epithets. Here are some typical examples of compound ad- 

jectives used as epithets: тогда й ввѣрие на земи іавиш* ca 

страшнии• львове ч а с т о г р и в и и • медвѣди• пардоси* тигри• козы 

стръмоз̂ быА* п т и щ о н о б і и  зажци* й пси остроаж-бии* й твръдо- 

пръсыи елефантинъ״ й вьсѣка птица* й въсъко пльза*щее, 

елико вь вбдахъ живетъ, й елико вь мори; й въ горахъ въ 

коупѣ елико. (р. 5Ь) ־ 'Then fearsome beasts appeared on 

the earth: thick-maned lions, bears, leopards, tigers,
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hungry-toothed goats, bird-footed (=fleet-footed) hares and 

sharp-toothed dogs, the hard-chested elephant, and every 

bird, and every crawling thing — whether i t  lives in the 

waters, whether in the seas, whether together in the moun- 

tains'; приводѣше са п ѣ в ъ  зи!а*щь, юнцемь гоубитель• мед- 

вѣди грознойци, и гтръпьстріи nápflocM• елене пьстрокожнии, и

с ב с ״
чАстоашахыА л и с и ц а  ,елефандинъ твръдочелыи* опаІІшиА клатА ״

и юнецъ роговы бижи. (р. 8) - 'There were brought

(to Adam) the gaping lion, destroyer of calves, ugly-eyed 

bears and most spotted leopards, spotty-skinned deer and 

thick-tailed foxes, the firm-browed elephant — wagging his 

ta il,  and the calf butting with his horns•'

b) Metaphor is an intrinsic feature of the new 

style which was brought to Russia in the 14th century. I t  

was not then a new feature in Slavic literature — the lan- 

диаде of the Psalter and of the Codex Suprasliensis offers 

abundant examples of i t  — but in the newer texts this de- 

vice is extended to many other genres, including the chron- 

icle. Some of the metaphors seem to be fresh and poetic for

л/ כ ^
their time: авимелехъ же видѣвъ а весь плѣненъ бы еА.

(p. 16b) - 'and Abimelech, having seen her (Sarah) was com- 

pletely captivated by her'; others are suspiciously frequent, 

suggesting that they had already become cliches: егда же 

оуби) йспи камвисъ съмртнлд чаш̂ , (p. 25b) ־ 'as soon as 

Cambyses had drunk the cup of death'.

Here are examples of various metaphors from the 

Manasses Chronicle, frequently combined with other tropes
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and figures: рако да б̂ д̂ тъ сѢма и шживление рйдоу своемоу. 

(р. 12Ь) - ,so that they (the animals) may be the seed and 

revival of their own kind״; брата своего содастъ съмртныимъ 

нѣдршмъ» (p. lib) - *to give his brother over to the bowels 

of death1; пожжтъ начинаніа своего соуемждриа« (p• 20) - 

,he harvested the deeds of his vain-thinking'; й въ вь- 

нАтрънѣа емоу вьнзи весъ ножъ. й съмрътиА напои й ьадомъ 

погыбѣлнымъ, (р• 19) - ,and he thrust the whole knife into 

his entrails, and made him drink of death and mortal poison'; 

вражднжА 60 пещь клокоиіжіцх. ймѣше вь себѣ. (p. lib) - 'For 

he had within himself a crackling oven of hate'; й ÎÎ60) съ- 

с*дъ своемоу злокьзньствоу, зьмиа злонссааго й стръптиваго 

іобрѣтаеть. (p. 9b) - 'And thus (Satan) finds a vessel for 

his evil intents — an evil-bearing and obstinate serpent'; 

аще ми ca 5 сего съхранита, избѣгнета жжла съмртнаго* й 

пространьство наслѣдита живота бесконечнаго. (р• 9b) - ' I f  

you two of mine keep yourselves from that, you w ill escape 

the sting of death and inherit the vastness of endless l ife ' 

й поживе вь благыихъ, й насыти ca хлѣба въ сытость, й <5 

зжбовъ гладныихъ паго̂ бныихъ йзбѣже> (р. 29) - 'and he lived 

among the rich and always had plenty of bread, and escaped 

the fatal teeth of hunger'; сйце живѣше слабѣ, сйце оуклонил 

са бѣ. дондеже въ ровъ себе погыбелныи низведе. й погоуби 

съ собож и цр^тво. (p. 18b) - 'thus he lived badly, and thus 

he deviated (from the Law), until he led himself down into 

the p it of destruction and, together with himself, lost the 

kingdom'.
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c) Personification, like metaphor, is not new to 

Slavic literature, but is new to the style of the chronicle 

genre• Here are a few examples: пакы земно лице невидимо 

бы[стъ]. (р. 13) - ,the face of the earth was s t i l l  invisi- 

ble*; лоунное же бръвно просвѣщааше нощь. (p. 5) - ,The brow

כ כ  / Ç 4
of the Moon illumined the night1; и іако пра плавааше 

на водныихъ плещохъ. (р13 ״) - ,and like light dust i t  

floated on the shoulders of the water1; зинжти на нихъ земи 

молѣста са ширажыими оусты. (p• 10b) - ,They begged the earth 

to yawn on them with its  broad mouth.י

d) Simile is also very common in this style, but 

one example here w ill suffice: вьселѣетъ въ едемъ̂ стѣмь до־ 

бросаднѣмъ селѣ* тко же вь чрьтовѣ бисеръ дроугы [=драгы?3

и вь мирѣ миръ. (р. 8) - ,Не set (Adam) in the good(-fruit)- 

treed field of Eden, like another (?= a costly) pearl in a 

palace and (like) peace in the world.'

e) Metonymy: й трапезами тльстыми гостѣше ихъ.

(р. 2 1 .'and with fat tables he feasted them, ־ (

f) Synecdoche: й вавулажск̂ А покори жестокжд 

вы а* й мидъстѣи сътвори дани даати крѣпссти. (p. 21b) ־ ,and 

he humbled the s t if f  Babylonian neck, and made i t  give trib - 

ute to the Median power*.

1.4.3.3. Stylistic figures increase the expres- 

siveness of the prose. S til l,  one syntactic device which 

for today*s prose is considered a s ty lis tic  figure is, for 

the medieval Slavic literary languages, entirely neutral: the 

joining of several successive clauses by the conjunction и•
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a) Rhetorical question, exclamation, and lyrical 

digression are figures by means of which the medieval author 

expressed his conventionalized attitude toward his story.

They do not increase in frequency from the older to the newer 

period: й что многоеловити* 5гна йхъ 5 тждоу, й оумжчи 

троудными й т а ш к ы м и  дѣланми. (р. 10Ь) - ,And why be verbose? 

He chased them from there and made them suffer with d if- 

ficu lt and heavy labors'; се же й дръэн* сътворити, ame 

безч5Гчнаго разума* й оуставъ не оустыдѣв c a  й х ъ  же божт с а  и  

звѣрие« брата своего 5дастъ съмртныимь нѣдрсомъ. (p. lib) ־ 

,And this he dared to do, woe to inhuman judgment, having no 

shame of the commandments — even the beasts fear them — to 

give his brother over to the bowels of death.'

b) Gradation may be of increasing or decreasing 

intensity. An example of each, in that order, follows: и

ג יך ✓5^ כ
*же (ט си ни мала не боаше са напасти* лютаа 60 и лккаваа

כ
и злотвориваа злоба, единаче не вьселила с а  бѣ вь ср це 

егоо. (р. 8Ь) ־ 'And he did not fear in the least the threat 

of them, for the fierce and cunning and evildoing evil, 

however, had not yet settled in his heart'; й блзуднивъ бѣ 

й любодѣивъ, й елабъ й жёнхаръ. (р. 18) ־ 'and he was lech- 

erous and adulterous and weak; and a girlwatcher'.

c) Antithesis can be combined with other figures, 

as, for example, gradation: й врътоградъ добршдрѣвенъ бъ на- 

саждааше״ не мотыками раскопавь ни рылми* ни разоравъ до- 

бротж прѣкрасньіА зем А * ни же дланьми насадителными, н*
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כ
словомъ единѣмъ. (p. 6) - 'And God planted a good-treed or- 

chard — not digging with hoes, nor with planting-sticks, 

nor plowing the goodness of the most beautiful earth, nor 

either with his planter's hands — but by the Word alone. 1

In a few cases, a lexical antithesis can encompass 

not simply two words expressing opposing concepts, but two

כ כ
complete antonymous clauses: и величааше са бь9 а машсии

о כ с
вьспѣвааше са. и  свѣтъ вьскавааше евресомъ веселиа. египтѣны 

же тъма помрачааше. (р. 31) ־ ,and God was glorified and 

Moses was hymned, and the light of the gladness of the Jews 

began to shine, and darkness obscured the Egyptians'.

A very interesting and original example is found 

in the following phrase, where the height of mountain 

peaks is described in terms of the depths of their valleys: 

вьрхы гл*бокодолныюсъ горъ. ( p ã 12b) - 'the peaks of the 

deep-glenned mountains'.

d) The use of a semantically "empty" verb with 

the verbal noun, instead of the related verb its e lf, in- 

creases in frequency in the new style. This device was most 

likely used to introduce additional modifiers, especially 

ones indicating the effect of the action on its  object, 

which sometimes could not be expressed by adverbs: й оубсо

1 изгнание <5 т*д о у  

лютое полоучивъ, II въсели с а  прѣмо пйщномоу сёлоу. (p. 10b- 

11) - 'And thus the old and "ill-mortal" ancestor of the 

race, having received a b itter banishment from there, set- 

tied across from a flourishing fie ld '; илй да црѣ оубиетъ и
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««

наслѣдитъ й власть й ж еня самж*, или на оусѣчение съмрът-

нов самъ 5веденъ бждетъ. (p. 24b) - 'either he w ill k i l l

the king and inherit both (his) power and (his) very wife, or

he himself w ill be led away to the deadly cutting-off1.

1.4.4• The new style of Middle Bulgarian l i t -

erature reflects the dominant style of the contemporary

Byzantine literature. Its characterization as a "new style"

is purely conventional, in relation to the styles of the Old

Bulgarian and of the Old Russian literature of the Kievan 

104
Period . As has been illustrated by the examples above,

none of the sty lis tic  devices utilized in the newer litera-

ture were in principle new to the Old Slavic literatures.

But they were employed more heavily than ever before, by com-

bining several tropes and figures within one, usually very

long, sentence. Medieval Christian philosophy did not

insist on s tric t separation of word and concept, but dwelt

on the magic strength of the word and thus encouraged the

writer to explore fu lly  the combinatory possibilities of the

words in the language. In this respect D. S. Lixacev writes

I f  one is to speak only about the style of "word - 
weaving", one should note the extremely positive 
role this style played in the art of words, in the

104. I t  has been impossible, so far, to date most 
of the translations made in Bulgaria during the period 12th- 
14th centuries. A great part of those translations is known 
from much later Russian copies. In addition, Russian and 
Soviet philologists of this century are unwilling (or unable) 
to see the Bulgarian features in the late Russian copies, 
which they then label as Russian translations. Even such 
scrupulous Slāvists as Durnovo have failed to perceive the 
underlying Bulgarian features of some works (cf. 2.4.2.).
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development o f  r i c h  and v a r io u s  forms o f  a r t i s t i c  
e x p r e s s i v e n e s s ,  in  th e  enrichment o f  th e  Russian 
l i t e r a r y  language .

Lixafiev's characterization of the style of the Mid- 

die Bulgarian literature in connection with the Second South 

Slavic influence on Russian literature, is the most correct 

and complete so far1®6, with the exception of two points:

a) this style was not limited only to the hagiographie 

genre, but spread to a ll genres of newly-created literary 

works? and b) even though fu lly  exploited by the Hesychasts, 

i t  was not created by them, nor were their writings the best 

samples of i t .  The importation of this style into Russia 

had absolutely nothing to do with any ”reform" by the Bui- 

garian Patriarch Euthymius (the question of the existence of 

such a reform w ill be discussed in 2.3, 3.2 and 3.3). This 

style is dominant in the Middle Bulgarian literature of the 

entire 14th century, and most likely of the 13th century too.

00047407

105. D. S. Lixačev, Nekotorye zadaii izučenija 
vtorogo južnoslavjanskogo v i i janija v Rossii, Issledovani j a 
po slavjanskomu 1 i  teraturoveden i  j u i  fo l1kloristike (Pokla- 
ay sovetskíx иЙепух na iv Meždunaroīnom ŝ ezde slavistov), 
Moscow, 1960, p. 149.

106. D. S. LixaSev, op. c i t . , p. 107-128.
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C h a p t e r  Two

THE IMPORTATION OF THE MIDDLE BULGARIAN LITERARY LANGUAGE

TO RUSSIA

2.1. Although, since the time of A. I. Sobolev-

sk ij's  paper on the second South Slavic influence on Russian,

the impact of the Middle Bulgarian language is a generally

accepted fact, the most detailed description of the

spheres of Bulgarian influence on Bussian remains that of

Sobolevskij himself. He devotes only one page in his

article to the spheres of influence of the Middle Bulgarian

107
literary language on Russian, describing some of the 

features of the Middle Bulgarian literary language which 

penetrated into the Russian literary language of the late 

14th and entire 15th centuries.

2.1.1. The following new features, according to

л ו­  g
Sobolevskij wo, penetrated into the Russian orthography :

a) the letter *  was reintroduced;

b) after a letter for a vowel, the letter a is

107. The term "Middle Bulgarian literary language" 
is not used by Sobolevskij. He uses the term Middle Bulgar- 
ian language (op. c i t . , p. 6). In connection with the Buí- 
garian influence on Russian, Sobolevskij uses such terms as: 
Bulgarisms (op. c it. , pp. 4,11 - fn. 4), Middle Bulgarian 
manuscripts (ô?. e f t . , p. 6) , Bulgarian colony in Constan- 
tinople (op. c i t . , p. 10) and Bulgarians on Athos (op. c it. , 
p. 1 1 )•

108. A. I. Sobolevskij, op. c it. , p. 3, and 
also p. 1 -2  for the shape of the letters.
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written instead of hi (своа> добрaa, спасеніа) ;

c) the letter ь appears at the end of a word 

instead of ъ, while the letter ъ appears inside a word in- 

stead of the letters ь or e?

d) words formerly written верхъ, торгъ, etc., 

are instead written връхъ, тръгъ, etc.

e) the letters (3, טי  -гг- (instead of - h t - ,  as in 

аггелъ) are used more correctly (according to the Byzantine 

spelling).

f) consonantal clusters are given a new spelling, 

according to the Byzantine pronunciation of that day: -мб- 

instead of ■мп■ (олимбъ) ; -нд- instead of -нт- (андоніи) ;

g) some letters and letter combinations take on a 

new shape, e.g.: the digraph -oy- or the ligature X ("uk") 

is consistently used for /и/; the special letter и (,1ižica11), 

different from the letter £ in the combination o^, is used 

for / i / ,  generally representing u_ in the spelling of Greek 

words; the letter ъі_ is always replaced by ы with the f irs t  

element the same as the letter "front jer" - ь; the letter

s is introduced not only as a numeral (previously expressed 

also by 2.) , but in the spelling of some words (no examples 

are given).

Sobolevskij1s review of the orthographic changes 

is incomplete. He omits the réintroduction of the letter 

to in both Greek names and Slavic words, of the letter <2̂

("o očnoe") in Slavic words, of the letter ï  (written 

with two dots), used mostly before a vowel or at the end of
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a line, the réintroduction of the letter Ф for -nc- and of 

£ for åKC— in Greek names, the far more frequent use of 

stress and other superscripts, and the complete absence of

л O ך
the ligatures h a  and .

2.1.2. As far as concerns the influence of the 

phonological system of the Middle Bulgarian language (its 

expression by the orthography) and its  influence on the 

Russian spelling system, Sobolevskij1s remarks are far from 

satisfactory. Besides the general effort to avoid Russisms, 

he notes only the following peculiarities:

a) increased use of жд instead of ж, and of Щ 

instead of 4 for the respective outcomes of * d ļ  and * t j ;

b) use of the letter Ѣ instead of 1a. In the 

older Russian writings, Ѣ was used instead of e — an in- 

fluence of the Galicio-Volhynian dialect;

c) interchanging of the letter ю with ю, and 

of A with я  respectively, as a result of the Bulgarian 

orthography. In addition, ra continued to be interchanged 

with a in the Old Russian tradition, while the newly rein- 

troduced я  alternated with ю (since the ligature >я was 

not used in late Middle Bulgarian) and with o ,̂ as a con- 

sequence of Russian phonology.

Sobolevskij, unfortunately, does not study the 

orthography as a system of rules, and therefore he does not 

examine the evolution in the system or the general direc­

109. E. F. Karskij, Slavjanskaja kirillovskaja 
paleografija, Leningrad, 1928, ppT 172-173, 1SÏ-21Î־•
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tion of this evolution — toward more phonological or more 

morphonemic spelling• Nor does he speculate on the reasons 

for introducing changes in the Russian orthography — was 

i t  merely a foreign influence, or was i t  a necessary part of 

reorganizing the Russian orthographic system and creating a 

new national literary language?

2.1.3. Most unsatisfactory are Sobolevskijיs re־ 

marks on the influence of the grammatical system of the Mid- 

die Bulgarian literary language on Russian. Here are those 

few features which Sobolevskij notices:

a) new forms in - ije  for nom. sing, of Greek mas- 

culine names (василіе) ;

b) extension of the suffix -ov- in the plural 

paradigm of the old -*u- stems (сыновомъ י сыновѣхъ) ;

c) new endings for genitive of the numerals 

(тріехъ, пятихъ, десятихъ instead of the older три, пять, 

десять) .

In addition, Sobolevskij lis ts  a few lexico-gram- 

matical changes:

a) introduction of the preposition прѣзъ for

чрезъ;

b) introduction of new possessive adjectives 

еговъ, тоговъ for его, того;

c) introduction of the newer Bulgarian form цъфту 

for the older 1 st sg. цвѣту.

The source of dissatisfaction is not the inade- 

quacy of Sobolevskij1s description of the features of the

:.)47407
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Middle Bulgarian literary language which influenced the Rus- 

sian literary language of the late 14th and entire 15th cen- 

turies. Sobolevskij״s 14-page article was meant only as an 

introduction to a bibliographic study*■*®. The real problem 

is that Sobolevskij״s modest enumeration of some features of 

the Middle Bulgarian language has been virtually the only 

correct, even somewhat systematized l is t ,  known in Russian 

and Soviet literature for the greater part of our century111. 

The three well-known historical grammars of the Bulgarian

110. The subtitle of Sobolevskij' s book is Biblio- 
grafičeskie materiały, and the emphasis in the chapter on
the Russian literature containing new South Slavic trans- 
lations is on lis ting the relevant manuscripts (p. 15-37).

111. A Slāvist might use the obsolete works:
P. A. Lavrov, Obzor zvukovyx i  formal1nyx osoben- 

nostej bolgarskogo jazyka, Moscow, 1893, 109 pp.
S. M. Kul*bakin, Materiały dija xarakteristiki 

srednebolgarskogo jazyka, v. 1, Bojanskoe Evangelie XII - 
XIII veka, IzvORJaS, IV, 3, p. 800-868.

The excellent study of the Middle Bulgarian lan- 
диаде of the Bologna Psalter by V. N. ščepkin limits its  
interest to features expressed only in this 13th-century 
manuscript, and thus cannot be used as a manual of a ll diag- 
nostic features of the whole Bulgarian literary language.
See :

V. N. ščepkin, Bolonskaja psaltyr1. S priloŽeniem 
semi fo to tip ij i  vos'mi cinkografii, Issledovanija po rus- 
skomu jazyku, I I ,  4, St. Petersburg, 1$Ö6.

In recent times, however, the literature has been 
tremendously enriched by the work of the Soviet Slāvist E.V. 
Češko. See:

E. V. Češko, Istorija  bolgarskogo sklonenija , 
Moscow, 1970, 319 pp.
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language give exhaustive information (although with an 

old-fashioned approach) on the changes that occurred in the 

Bulgarian language throughout the centuries. But they are 

not written with the special aim of comparing the develop- 

ment of the Bulgarian literary language with that of the 

literary languages of the other Slavic nations, and thus do 

not systematize the specific Middle Bulgarian diagnostic 

features. A ll three historical grammars of the Bulgarian 

language (cf. fn. 1 1 2 ) fa il to examine the orthographic sys- 

terns applied in the Middle Bulgarian manuscripts, or to see 

development there. A ll three authors on numerous occasions 

state that the Bulgarian literary language is a "dead lan- 

диаде11 and thus close their eyes to the changes in this 

language and its  slow development towards a more and more 

normalized system at a ll levels of the grammar and in the 

orthography; their main concern is actually to follow and 

study the appearance of "mistakes" from the living Bulgarian 

dialects. Their approach was justified by the general aim 

of their studies — to explain the creation of the present - 

day Bulgarian language and to date the major changes that 

took place in its  history. Because of this specific goal, 

the historians of the Bulgarian language overlook the his-

112• St• Mladenov, Geschichte der bulgarischen 
Sprache, Berlin - Leipzig, 1929, xiv + 3S4 pp•

B. Conev, Is torija  na balgarskij ezik, Sofia, I, 
1919, x + 529 pp.; I I ,  1934, xvT +566 pp•; I I I ,  1937, vi + 
505 pp.

K. Miröev, Istoričeska gramatika na b91garskija 
ezik, Sofia, 1963 (2nd edition),27 4 pp•
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tory of the literary language in Bulgaria from the 9th to 

the 14th century.

2.2. The Middle Bulgarian literary language was 

introduced in Russia through the revised editions of the 

oldest Slavic religious literature in translation, newer 

translations of the more recent Byzantine literature. Middle 

Bulgarian versions of Old Bulgarian literature (for ex- 

ample, the treatise On the Letters by Černorizec Xrabar) 

and the works of some Bulgarian writers of the 12th - 14th 

centuries. Among the revised religious texts, Sobolevskij 

includes the Four Gospels, the Apostles (Acts and Epistles), 

fche Psalter, and a long l is t  of translations from the Old 

Testament, of the Church Fathers, and of Byzantine writers 

from the 6th - 14th centuries, including the Hesychasts, 

and the works of a few Bulgarian writers11̂ .

2.3. In explaining the ways in which Middle 

Bulgarian literature was introduced in Russia, Sobolevskij 

is extremely cautious: he places the copying done by 

Russians from the South Slavic originals mainly on Mt. Athos 

and in Constantinople and its  surrounding monasteries11̂ , 

and carefully gives credit to the two Bulgarian church 

leaders in Muscovite Russia and Russian Lithuania, Kiprian 

and Grigorij Camblak, respectively115.

113. A. I. Sobolevskij, op. c i t . , pp. 4-5, 15-37.

114. A.i. Sobolevskij, op. c it . ,  pp. 6-11, 24 -
26, 31-34.

115. A. I. Sobolevskij, op. c it. , p. 12.
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2.3.1• But in most of the other Russian and 

Soviet writings on the subject, the second South Slavic in־ 

fluence is attributed mainly to the fa ll of Bulgaria under 

Turkish domination (1293-1396) and the influx of "Bulgarian 

refugees" to Russia. This belief about the mechanism of the 

second South Slavic influence in Russia (and especially — 

that of the Middle Bulgarian language and literature) is 

exemplified in a recent typical statement by a Soviet scholar

Both Serbia and Bulgaria, which lite ra rily  on 
the eve of their destruction were at the zenith of 
their might, wereSwallowed in a short time by the 
Turkish aggressors and ceased to exist as indepen־ 
dent state unions. This was exactly the time when 
the mass emigration of the Southern Slavs began, 
in which f irs t  of a ll fled, of course, people of 
the intellectual and generally creative vocations, 
since under the conditions of the Turkish occupa״ 
tion their act iv ity  in their own country became 
unthinkable. . . 11̂־ .

. . .Main centers of Russian-South Slavic com- 
munication, besides the cities of North-Western 
and North-Sastern Russia, were Athos and Constan- 
tinople. At the end of the 14th century the flow 
of South Slavic refugees to Russia went almost 
wholly through intermediate points, such as the 
Slavic monasteries of Athos and Constantinople. . . 1 17

...How can one envision the concrete sources 
of the second South Slavic influence in the illum i- 
nations and graphics of the Russian manuscripts? 
Beyond doubt, a very important role was played by 
those South Slavic scribes and artists who immigra- 
ted to־Russia and took up permanent residence in 
the Russian cities and monasteries  ̂ In this respect

116. G. I. Vzdornov, Rol1 slavjanskix monastyr- 
skix masterskix pis*ma Konstantinopolja i  Afona v razv itii 
knigopisanija i  xudo2estvennogo oformlenija russkix rukopisej 
na rubeže XIV - XV w . , Literaturnye svjazi drevnix slavjan 
(Trudy ODRĻ, v. XXIII) , Leningrad, 1968, p. T7TT

117. G. I. Vzdornov, op. c i t . , p. 172.
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one could hardly argue that the most representa- 
tive personality is the Metropolitan Kiprianl l 8. 
(All Ita lics are mine. I. T.)

These statements must be seriously criticized as 

antihistorical in a ll points; i t  is regrettable that a 

philologist should write with such inadequate research in a 

field which is outside his specialty. The grave historic 

mistakes in i t  about Bulgaria w ill be enumerated since 

some appear in similar formulations by other Slāvists119.

a) On the eve of its  destruction by the Turks, 

Bulgaria was far from being at the "zenith of (its) might". 

Here are the more important developments in this regard:

The Bulgarian state, after reaching the peak of 

its  political power under King loan Asën I I  (1218-1241)1̂ O, 

declined, and was even temporarily conquered by the Tatars 

(1298-1300)1̂ 1. While the Bulgarian Тэгпоѵо kingdom was

118. G. I. Vzdornov, op. c i t . , p. 173.

119. See, for instance:
L. A. Dmitriev, Roi״ i  znaćenie mitropolita 

Kipriana v is to rii drevnerusskoj literatury (к russko- 
bolgarskim literaturnym svjazjam XIV - XV w .) ,  Trudy ODRL, 
XIX, Moscow-Leningrad, 1963, p. 210-216.

V. Mošin, 0 periodizacii russko-južnoslavjanskix 
literaturnyx svjazej X - XV vekov, Trudy ODRL, XIX, Moscow - 
Leningrad, 1963, p. 103-105.

L. V. Čerepnin, Russkaja paleografija, Moscow, 
1956, p. 213.

V. A. Desnickij, ed., Istorija russkoj lite ra - 
tury, v. I, 1, Moscow, 1941, p. 127.

120. Bułgarska Akadēmija na Naukite, Istorija  na 
Bulgārijā, v. 1, Sofia, 1961 (2nd edition), p. 181-1ŚŚ.

121. Balgarska Akadēmija na Naukite, op. c it . ,
p. 218.
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able to unite some lands north of the Danube — southern

122
Bessarabia to the Dnestr River (1300) and part of Thrace

לרו
along the Black Sea coast (1307) J־*J—the northwestern region

124of Bulgaria around Vidin became an independent kingdom

שדן
Bulgaria was temporarily united (1323 to around 1345) by

the Vidin king Mixail SiSman. After its  defeat by the Ser-

bian armies of King Stefan UroŠ I I I  (DeČanski) in 1330 near

Velbažd (today's Kjustendil), Bulgaria lost most of its

southwestern lands to Serbia1̂ .  j n the early 1340's Balik,a

local ruler between the Black Sea and the lower reaches of

the Danube, seceded from the Тэгпоѵо kingdom. His son

Dobrotica expanded the new country southward at the expense

127
of Тэтоѵо: this land was later called Dobrudza • In the 

late 1340's the Тэгпоѵо king loan Aleksandr divided his 

country in two and gave the western part (the Vidin kingdom) 

to his son loan Sracimir, retaining for himself only the 

regions around the city of Тэгпоѵо1̂ ®. Thus i t  becomes clear 

that almost 50 years before the fa ll of T r̂novo, part of 

Bulgaria was divided into three kingdoms (Тэгпоѵо, Vidin,

00047407

p. 219.

pp. 2 2 1 , 228• 

p• 222• 

p. 228•

1 2 2 • op. c it.

123• ibid.

124• ibid.

125• op• c it.

126• op. c it.

127. op. c it.

128. ibid.
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Dobrudža) while the remaining southwestern parts of the for-

mer (13th-century) empire either were under the Serbian

kings (between 1330 and 1355) or had become independent

regions (after the death of Stefan DuSan in 1355) , under lo-

cal rulers like VslkaSin and his son Marko (Prilep, Skopje

and Prizren), loan Ugleša (around Serres and Drama), loan

and Konstantin, sons of Despot Dejan (Velbažd, Zletovo,

Kratovo, Kumanovo and Štip), Xlapen (Ver, Kostur and Voden),

129
Andrej Gropa (Oxrid) and Bogdan (Strumica)

b) The Turkish conquest of the Balkan peninsula 

was a long historical process, taking approximately a cen- 

tury; the conquest of Bulgaria alone lasted about four dec- 

ades. Here are the most important events in the fa ll of the 

Bulgarian states and regions :

In 1352 the Turks captured the fortress of Tsimpe 

on Gallipoli, and thus firmly set foot on the Balkan penin- 

sula130;

In 1361 the Turkish capital was transferred to

Europe, to the city of Didimotike, and thus the Turks expres

sed their intention to conquer the neighboring states1;1*־

ו
In 1362 they captured the city of AdrianopolisJ',,, ,

129• op. c it • , p• 229•
D. Angelov, Agrarnite otnošenija v Severna î  

Sredna Maķedonija prez XIV v., Sofia, 1958, p. 9-15.

130. AN SSSR, Istorija Vizantii, v. 3, Moscow, 
1967, p• 158.

131. op. c i t . , p. 162-163.

132. op. c i t . , p. 163.
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and two years later - the Bulgarian cities of Plovdiv and

ו נ* ג*
Beroe (Stara Zagora) . But in 1364 King loan Aleksandar 

joined forces with the Turks: they attacked the Greek city 

of Mesembria and captured Anchialo1־*^. Meanwhile, the Turks 

resettled large populations from Asia Minor in the recently 

conquered Bulgarian territory.

Two independent rulers in the southwestern regions 

of Bulgaria, Valkašin of Prilep and loan Ugleša of Serres, 

decided to attack the Turks. They entered the region, at 

that time called Macedonia (today's Thrace), and met the 

Turks near the city Adrianopolis, by the village of Černo- 

men on the Marica River^S. Most of the Bulgarian fighters, 

including the two leaders Valkašin and Ugleša, died there 

in the failure of the last serious active resistance by the 

Bulgarians. The Turks captured the fortified cities of Ix- 

timan and Samokov, most of today's Macedonia and the entire 

Rhodopa Mountains1־***. Especially heroic was the defense of

133. Bułgarska Akadēmija na Naukite, Istorija  na 
Bulgārija, v. 1, Sofia, 1961, p. 229.

134. ibid.

135. op. c i t . , p. 242; see also the account of 
this event in the contemporary chronographic note by the 
monk Isaja in:

D. RadojČic, Antoloģija stare srpske književnosti 
Beograd, 1960, pp. 99, 3151
The o r i g i n a l  t e x t  by Monk I s a j a  can a l s o  be found i n :

B. Angelov, l£ starata bułgarska, ruska î  srabska 
literatura, v. 2, Sofia, 1967, p. 148-161.

136. Bdlgarska Akadēmija na Naukite, Istorija  na 
Balgarija, v. 1, Sofia, 1961 (2nd edition), p. 2471
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the city of Monastir (Bitolá)17*־.

But not a ll Balkan feudal rulers resisted the 

Turks. Many local leaders joined them, thus preserving 

their own privileged position and saving their cities and 

the lives and freedom of their people. The most famous 

rulers of southwest Bulgaria who submitted to the Turks in 

the invasion of 1371 were loan Dragaš and Konstantin of 

Velb02d, as well as Marko of Prilep, the son of Velkašin
Ш A

who died at Černomen . The Тэгпоѵо king loan šišman also 

became a vassal of the Turkish sultan Murad, and gave him 

as a wife his sister Kera Themar (between 1371 and 1382)

In 1382 Sofia fe ll1̂ ®, and in 1386, with the fa ll 

of Niš (later only temporarily regained by the Serbians), 

the Turks approached the principality of Vidin and separated 

the Bulgarian from the Serbian lands1̂ 1. In 1387 the Bosnian 

and Serbian troops defeated the Turks at Ploinik. However,

137. D. Angelov, Turskoto zavoevanie i  borbata 
na balkanskite narodi protiv naSestvenicite, Istori6eski 
pregled, IX, 1954, 4, p. 382.

138. AN SSSR, Istorija Jugoslavii, Moscow, 1963,
p. 123.

139. Bôlgarska Akadēmija na Naukite, Istorija  
na Bulgarija , v. 1, Sofia, 1961 (2nd edition) , p. 243.

140. ibid.

141. AN SSSR, Istorija Jugoslavii, Moscow, 1963,
p. 109.
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« А Л

the Törnovo king and the ruler of Dobrudïa, D o b r o t i c a 1 ^ 9

failed to raise and send armies to the aid of the Serbians

and Bosnians, as they had promised.

After Pločhik (1387) the Turks reorganized their

forces and increased their pressure on Bulgaria. In 1388

the Turkish army captured the important fortresses of the

cities of Ovei (Provadija), Sumen and Madara, and unsuccess-

fu lly  attacked Varna, which was part of Dobroticaes king-

dom1̂ .  By that time the Turks either possessed or control-

led most of northern Bulgaria.

On June 15, 1389, at Kosovo Pole, the Turks de-

feated the combined Bosnian-Serbian armies led by the Serb-

ian prince Lazar, who was captured and killed in revenge for

the death of the Turkish sultan Murad1̂ 5.

Tarnovo fe ll in the summer of 1393, after three

months' siege, and soon afterward the Danubian city of Niko-

poi, where the Тэгпоѵо king loan Šišman was captured. The

fate of the king is unknown, but this marked the end of the

146
Tarnovo kingdom . In 1396 the city of Vidin was taken by

142. Balgarska Akadēmija na Naukite, Istorija 
na Bulgārijā, v. 1, Sofia, 1961 (2nd edition), p. 243.

143. Çt. Pascu, ed., and others. Istoria Medie 
a României, v .l, Bucharest, 1966, p. 166.

144. Bölgarska Akadēmija na Naukite, Istorija 
na Balgarija, v. 1, Sofia, 1961 (2nd edition), p. 233

145. AN SSSR, Istorija Jugoslavii, Moscow, 1963,
p. 1 1 0 .

146. Bslgarska Akadēmija na Naukite, Istorija 
na Bulgarija , v. 1, Sofia, 1961 (2nd edition), p. 144-115.
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the Turks , and this date is considered the final one for 

the existence of the Second Bulgarian Kingdom.

However, in 1388-1389 the Wallachian king Mircea, 

who already controlled the former kingdom of Dobrotica and 

had added to his t i t le  "Despot of the land of Dobrotica and 

lord of Drastar" lost his f irs t battle with the Turks and 

became their vassal*^®. He sought the help of Moldavia, 

Poland and Hungary in his fight against them1*^, but after 

his death in 1418 his descendents continued to be vassals of 

the Sultan.

After Kosovo Pole (1389) the Serbian despot Stefan 

Lazarevic also became a vassal of the Turks. The Serbians 

were even obliged to send troops to Ankara to help the Turks 

in their battle with Tamerlane (1402). Stefan Lazarevic was 

involved in complicated diplomatic games with Hungary, Con- 

stantinople and different parties within the Turkish ruling 

groups15®. During his reign (1389-1427), Serbia was de- 

scribed by Western travellers as a prosperous country151. 

Serbia was finally conquered by the Turks during the reign 

of Despot £>or<Te Brankovic in 1459, six years after the fa ll

147. op. c i t . , p. 245.

148. Çt. Pascu, ed., and others, Istoria Medie a 
Románie i, v. 1, Bucharest, 1966, p. 167.

149. op. c i t . , p. 168-173.

150. AN SSSR, Istorija Jugoslavii, Moscow, 1963,
p. 1 1 1 .

151. ibid.

147
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152
of Constantinople .

This lengthy, although very sketchy, review of the 

main events in the destruction of the Bulgarian states and 

their neighbors, reveals that the struggle for southeastern 

Europe was a long and complicated one- I t  lasted through 

several generations, and was not always clearly defined as a 

struggle of Christians against Moslems, Europeans against 

Turks. The Balkan nations obviously had accepted the Turk- 

ish presence in their lands as a fact, and were trying to do 

"business as usual", very often not foreseeing the tragic 

historical consequences.

In the light of the real, highly complex historic- 

al events in the Balkans during the century between the Turk- 

ish conquest of Gallipoli (1352) and the final battle of the 

Serbian army at Smederevo (1459), the statements by the So- 

viet scholar Vzdornov (similar to those of other poorly - 

informed philologists) that Serbia and Bulgaria "were swal- 

lowed in a short time", and that "this was exactly the time 

when the mass emigration of Southern Slavs (to Russia) 

began", is remarkably naive. For one thing, the assumption 

of any such mass emigration to Russia is unsupported by a 

single fact. For another, one may ask when, actually, was 

the time when this "emigration" began: after the fa ll of the 

Rhodopa Mountains or the fa ll of Monastir (Bitola), after the

152. op. c i t . , p. 114.
AN SSSR, Istorija Vizantii, v. 3 f Moscow, 1967, 

p. 190-198.
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fa ll of Nil or the fa ll of Tarnovo, after the fa ll of Vidin 

or the fa ll of Beograd? Obviously, some people were run- 

ning from the Turks (cf. the testimony of Monk Isaja of 

Serres, fn. 135). But why should they have gone a ll the way 

to Moscow or Novgorod when they could have gone to the next 

principality, the next town, the next monastery in their own 

land, or to neighboring Serbia, or to Wallachia or Moldavia, 

which had flourishing Slavic-language cultures throughout 

the 15th century? The Russian scholars' misunderstanding of 

the historical events connected with the Turkish conquest of 

the Balkans, and their invention of the myth of a "mass 

migration" of Southern Slavs to Russia, can perhaps be 

sought in the traditional concept of the mechanism of the 

second South Slavic influence, which entered 19th-century 

literature of the problem when there was l i t t le  real 

information available on the subject. And yet, Sobolevskij

never mentions the word "refugee, emigrant", while Lixacev

•4. * * . 153uses i t  in quotation marks

c) The statement that "under the conditions of 

the Turkish occupation, their (the "emigrants'") activity in 

their own country became unthinkable" cannot be taken seri- 

ously. The author seems unaware that i t  was precisely under 

the Turkish occupation that Konstantin Kostenecki went to a 

Bulgarian monastery to pursue his studies, or that the great 

activity of Russian copyists in the monasteries of Athos

153. D. S. LixaSev, op. c i t . , p. 149.
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(which is the topic of his article!) was conducted under the 

Turkish occupation. Besides, this author has hardly asked 

himself the question, how did the Russian scribes from Mos- 

cow and Novgorod reach Mount Athos i f  not by being permitted 

to cross the Turkish-occupied territories. And where did the 

hundreds of 15th-century Bulgarian manuscripts come from, i f  

a ll intellectual and cultural activity by the Balkan Chris- 

tians had become "unthinkable”? The early Turkish ādminis- 

tration of the South Slavic lands undoubtedly brought much 

suffering to some people; i t  definitely had a negative in- 

fluence on the cultural and religious life  of the Christian 

nations there, but i t  was not as severe as the Soviet sehol-

d) Yet the greatest error in a ll this mass of un- 

corroborated "information” is the statement that "in this 

respect (i.e ., as concerns emigrants who took up permanent 

residence in Russia)... the most representative personality 

is the Metropolitan Kiprian." Kiprian was never an "emi- 

grant"; he reached Moscow as the confirmed Metropolitan in 

the late spring of 1389, four years before the fa ll of Тэг- 

novo15̂ . However, his f irs t ,  unsuccessful stay as Metropol- 

itan of Moscow was even earlier — from May 23, 1381 to some-

ars tend to portray i t .

155
time after October 7, 1382

154. E. Golubinskij, Istorija  russko‘:kvi 
v. 2, 1, Moscow, 1900 (photoedition: The Hague, ,
p. 300.

155, op. c i t . , p. 249-251.
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Nor was Camblak an "emigrant" or "refugee" to Kiev 

and Russian Lithuania: he was o ffic ia lly  invited from Mol- 

davia by Prince Vytautas (or Vitovt) (Cf. our discussion on 

the contribution of these two Bulgarians, in 2.3.2 and 2.3.3.]

e) S t il l ,  one must distinguish s tric tly  the con- 

cepts behind the two Russian words выходец and эмигрант.

The former15̂  is defined as "a new settler who has come from 

another country" or "one who has moved up from another so- 

cial group"; there is no implication that the person was a 

refugee. In the to ta lity  of the concept expressed by 

the priority is on the decision by the person to change his 

place of residence or his social group for the better. Such 

a person is fu lly  integrated into his new society. On the

ACJ
other hand, эмигрант 'כ/ implies, in any case, a refugee, 

who has either been expelled from his own country or fled 

from i t ,  legally or illega lly , and then found some means of 

existence elsewhere. Such a person has never fu lly  inte־ 

grated into the new society, but has stayed on as a resident 

foreigner.

156. S. I. Ožegov, Slovar * russkogo jazyka, 
Moscow, 1960 (4th edition), p. 119.

The fu ll definition in Russian is : Выходец, ־дца, 
м. 1. Пришелец, переселенец из другой страны. 2 Ę Тот, кто 
перешел из одной социальной среды в другую (устар.)

157. op. c i t f р. 892.
The fu ll definition in Russian is: Эмигрант, -a, 

m. Человек, к־рый находится в эмиграции; where Эмиграция,
-и, ж. 1. Вынужденное или добровольное переселение из свое־ 
го отечества в другую страну по политическим, экономическим 
или иным причинам. 2. Перебивание в другой стране после та- 
кого переселения. 3. собир. Эмигранты.
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In the Russian-English dictionary these two Russian words

are translated, respectively, as "being of a certain nation-

a lity by birth, being of a certain extraction" (for выхо-

aeu)!58and as "emigrant; emigreexile" (for эмигрант)159.

The word эмигрант can also be translated as "refugee" (cf.

"refugee - 1 ) беженец; 2) эмигрант 160)״

I t  becomes clear that the Russian term эмигрант

always implies in its  complexity a refugee, a person who is a

stranger in the new land, who stays somehow out of society,

etc., while выходец only stresses that he was foreign-born.

A. I. Sobolevskij very correctly called Kiprian, Camblak and

Paxomij Logofet "južno-slavjanskie v y x odc y " , thus saying

nothing about their reasons for settling in Russia, and em-

phasizing their integration into the Russian society. Evi-

dence for the fact that he had become truly Russian is the

spiritual testament of Metropolitan Kiprian to the Russian

162clergy, in which he speaks as one Russian to others .

158. See the translations and examples in:
A. I. Smirnickij, Russko-anglijskij slovar1,

Moscow, 1969 (8th edition), pi l ié .

159. op. c i t . , p. 719.

160. V. K. Mjuller, Anglo-russkij slovar1,
Moscow, 1960 (7th edition), p. 827.

161. A. I. Sobolevskij, op. c i t . , p. 12.

162. This testament can be found in the chapter 
for September 16, 6915:

VIII letopisnyj sbornik, imenuemyj PatriarŠeju i l i  
Nikonovskoju letopis*ju, Polnoe sobranie russkix letopisej , 
v. XI, St. Petersburg, 1897 (photoedition : Moscoŵ  1965), 
p. 195-196.
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History gives no indication that Bulgáriáin (or 

Serbian) scribes became refugees to Russia as a result of 

the Turkish conquest. The reason lies in the peculiar sta- 

tus of a scribe or writer in 14th 15 ־th-century Bulgaria or 

Serbia: his craft was not his main vocation. Translating, 

compiling and copying books was not a secular profession but 

a "soul-saving" activity, performed by monks and priests. 

While we do not know who worked in the Balkan kings* chan- 

celleries of that time, the heavy Church Slavic language of 

the existing gramoty of the Bulgarian and Serbian kings de- 

fin ite ly  speaks for the hypothesis that the people who wrote 

them were the same people who wrote the "holy" books. Even 

after the Turkish conquest, the Balkan monasteries remained 

centers of literary activity. In my opinion, any claim 

that Bulgarian and Serbian scribes became "refugees" to 

Russia is arbitrary and antihistorical, since i t  has never 

been supported by any evidence ־ not by names mentioned in 

historical documents, or by the existence of books, written 

in Russia by South Slavic scribes other than Kiprian, Cam- 

blak and Paxomij (who can in no way be called refugees).

The problem of the South Slavic and Greek crafts- 

men in 14th - 15th-century Russia is a very different one. 

There is some historical evidence for the presence of such 

masters in Russian towns and monasteries. For instance, the 

Nikon Chronicle mentions (under the year 6912) that «лазарь 

чернец сербинъ, иже новопришелъ изъ сербскіа земли» bu ilt
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a clock in the courtyard of the Muscovite grand prince, be- 

hind the Church of the Annunciation1*53. In a different ver- 

sion of the same story1*5̂ i t  is said that his (Lazar's) price 

was over 150 rubles. This statement, although ambiguous, 

would more likely suggest that Lazar charged the prince over 

150 rubles, rather than that he was ransomed (from the 

Turks?) for this sum; the latter, however is not an impos- 

sible explanation. I. Zabelin has found evidence in the Rus- 

sian chronicles1 ^5 that a Roman (римлянинъ could have meant 

either , from Rome; or ,Roman Catholic״) master Boris, in 

1346, in Moscow, cast three large and two smaller church 

bells. Zabelin notes that the name Boris is unusual for an 

Italian, and suggests that he was of South Slavic origin1***).

Additional information and bibliographic reference 

on the problem of the works of Greek and Serbian craftsmen 

and artists in Russian cities, churches and monasteries can 

be found in D. S. Lixaiev's artic le1**7. However, in a ll of 

the existing works quoted by Lixacev, the participation of 

foreign-born craftsmen in the building and ornamentation of
*

163. op. c i t . , p. 190.

164. Simeonovskaja letopis*. Polnoe sobranie 
russkix letopisej (Izdannoe po vysočajšemu poveleniju 
Imperatorsko;j Arxeografiíeskoju komissieju; A. E. Presnjakov, 
ed.), XVIII, St. Petersburg, 1913, p. 95.

165. op. c i t . , p. 95.

166. I. Zabelin, Istorija  goroda Moskvy, I, 
Moscow, 1902, p. 86.

167. D. S. LixaSev, op. c i t . , p. 99-106.
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Russian churches has been explained primarily by the need 

for experienced masters in the expanded construction pro- 

grams in Russia after i t  had regained its  independence from 

the Tatars. (Compare, for example, the above-mentioned 

"Roman Boris", who cast the bells in Moscow in 1346, six 

years before the Turks set foot on the Balkan peninsula.)

2.3.2. For 25 years, Kiprian's activities at the 

end of the 14th and the very beginning of the 15th centuries 

were connected with the Muscovite Russian Church and the re- 

vision of its  literature and language. Thus Kiprian became 

the most influential Bulgarian in the process of reshaping 

the Russian culture of that time. In contemporary works on 

the history of Russian literature, his Bulgarian nationality

г o ך
is established beyond doubt . But for almost a century 

there was a dispute in the literature about Kiprian's nation- 

al origin. The oldest information on the subject is a short 

reference in Stepennaja kniga (16th century) and in the Nik- 

onian compilation of the Russian Chronicle (also 16th cen- 

tury). In both sources i t  is said that Kiprian was Serbian 

by birth (родомъ сербинъ)1̂ .  The next data are given by

168. J. Ivanov, Balgarskoto knižovno v i i janié v 
Rusija pri mitropolit Kiprian (1375-1406), IzvIBL, VI,
Sofia, 1958, p. 25-79.

169. Kniga Stepennaja carskogo rodoslovija, Pol- 
noe sobranie russkix letopisej , XXI, 2, St. Petersburg,
1913, p. 441.

VIII letopisnyj sbornik, imenuemyj PatriarŠeju 
i l i  Nikonovskoju letopis'ju, Polnoe sobranie russkix le t- 
opisej, v. XI, St. Petersburg, 1897 (photoedxtTonT Moscow,
T9ÉT5T7 P• 194.
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Nil Kurljatev in 1552, in a preface to a copy of the trans- 

lation of the Psalter by Maksim Grek• In praising the new 

translation. Nil Kurljatev compares i t  with the similar one 

by Kiprian• Since this is the f irs t recorded negative at- 

titude toward Kiprian (and toward the second South Slavic in- 

fluence on Russian), the quote should be given in fu l l17®:

But Metropolitan Kiprian did not understand 
much Greek, neither did he sufficiently know our 
language. While we speak in our language clearly 
and loudly, they speak with snuffling, and their 
words do not resemble ours in writing. But he 
thought he had corrected the Psalms according to 
our language, while he had put more nonsense into 
them, and in their discourses and words he wrote 
entirely in Serbian. Even today many among us 
spend their time writing books, but because of 
their lack of sense they write entirely in Serbian 
... Whenever, according to our language, there 
should be a, according to Serbian, i t  is or ж;
where, according to our language, i t  is ю, in 
Serbian i t  is in our language — but in
Serbian — for us i t  is ы; in Serbian — и.
Our words like не заме(д)ли in Çerbian, or equal- 
ly in Bulgarian, w ill be не замоди; in our lan- 
диаде i t  is kócho- or ме(дУленно/̂ дыченъ » or 
гУгни(в), but in Serbian i t  is мбдно^зйче(н); or 
other words unclear to us бохма̂ васнь, 
pecHOTKBïe, цѣщи, ашбтъ, and many more similar 
ones which we do not understand, some Serbian, 
some Bulgarian. A year's time would not be 
enough for us to te ll about these matters.
(The Russian Church Slavic text is given in Appen- 
dix Five.)

A number of highly-respected authorities have re- 

peated the 16th-century ”testimonies" to the Serbian origin

170. Arximandrit Amfiloxij, Čto vnes Sv.
Kiprian, mitropolit Kievskij i  vseja Rossii, a potom Moskov- 
skij i  vseja Rossii, iz svoego rodnogo nareőija i  iz pere- 
vodov ego vremeni v na§i bogoslu2ebnye knigi?, Trudy 
Tret' ego Arxeologiâeskogo s"ezda v Rossii, byvSego v Kieve 
v avguste 1874 c[• , I I ,  Kiev, 1878, p. 231-232.
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of Kiprian• Among them are P. M• Stroev, Archbishop Makarij,

E. Ka^uzniacki, and, in more recent times, V. I. Ščepkin and

M. N. Tixomirov171. Another group of equally serious sehol-

ars have maintained that Kiprian was of Bulgarian origin,

mainly by doubting the authenticity of the 16th-century

evidence. Among them are E. Golubinskij, N. M. Glubokovskij,

172
A. I. Jacimirskij, and most recently, L. A. Dmitriev . 

First, A. I. Sobolevskij accepted Kiprian's Bulgarian ori-
ך ך ך

gin , but seven years later, in the revised edition17̂  of

171. Bibliologičeskij slovar1 i  černovye к nemu 
materiały P. M. Stroeva (a posthumous edition, A. F. Byčkov, 
ed.), Sbornik ORJaS, XXIX, 4, St. Petersburg, 1882 (photo- 
edition: Nendeln, Liechtenstein, 1966), p. 165.

Arxiepiskop Makarij , Istorija  russkoj cerkvi, V, 
2, St. Petersburg, 1866, pp. 183, 213.

Em. Ka^uzniacki, Werke des Patriarchen von Bui- 
garien Euthymius, Vienna, 1901, p. v.

V. I. ščepkin, Učebnik russkoj paleografi i , Mos- 
cow, 1920, p. 116.

M.N. Tixomirov, Istoričeskie svjazi russkogo 
naroda s jufnymi slavjanami, Slavjanskij sbornik, Moscow, 
1947, p. 177.

172. E. Golubinskij, Istorija  russkoj cerkvi, II 
1, Moscow, 1900 (photoedition: The Hague, 1969), p. 297.

N. M. Glubokovskij, Sv. Kiprian, mitropolit vseja 
Rossii, как p isate l', Čtenija v Obžčestve 1jubitelej duxov- 
подо prosveščenij a, 1, January 1892, p. 358-424.

A. I. Jacimirskij, Grigorij Camblak, St. Peters- 
burg, 1904, p. 20-21.

L. A. Dmitriev, Roi' i  značenie mitropolita 
Kipriana v is to r ii drevnerusskoj literatury (К russko- 
bolgarskim literaturnym svjazjam XIV -XV w .) , Trudy ODRL, 
XIX, Moscow - Leningrad, p. 216.

173. A. I. Sobolevskij, Juzno-slavjanskoe v i i ja- 
nie na russkuju pis'mennost' v XIV - XV vekax. . ., St. 
Petersburg, 1894, p. 14.

174. A. 1• Sobolevskij, Perevodnaja literatura 
Moskovskoj Rusi XIV - XVII vekov (BibliograflöesJcie 
materiały), St. Petersburg, 1903, p. 12.
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his artic le , he called Kiprian "half-Greek, half-Bulgarian".

The Bulgarian literary historian J. Ivanov, in an

unfinished study, published 1 1  years after his death175,

proves beyond doubt the Bulgarian origin of the Russian Met-

ropolitan Kiprian. Ivanov dismissed Sobolevskij1s allega-

tion that Kiprian was half Greek, quoting a letter by Patri-

arch Matthew of Constantinople to Kiprian (1400), in which

Kiprian is said to be "attached to the Greeks" and a "friend

of theirs"17**; i f  he had been even part Greek, the Patriarch

would surely have reminded him of i t .  The thorough analysis

of Camblak's eulogy for Kiprian, as well as the language and

the spelling of a ll texts positively identified as Kiprian's

autographs, made by J. Ivanov, speak for his Bulgarian —

177
not Serbian — origin .

2.3.2.1. The original writings of Kiprian, pos-

itive ly identified today, are negligible in number. In ad-

dition to his spiritual testament to the Russian clergy (cf.

fn. 162) , Kiprian also wrote a new version of the Vita of

178
St. Peter, sometime between the years 1397 and 1404 

Basically, Kiprian used the biographical facts in the older

175. J. Ivanov, Bôlgarskoto knižovno vlijanie v 
Rusija pri mitropolit Kiprian, Izvestija IBL, VI, 1958,
p. 25-79.

176. op. c i t . , p. 35.

177. op. c i t . , p. 35-75.

178. K. Kuev, Kiprian, Istorija  na balgarskata 
literatura, 1, Sofia, 1963, p. 310-313.
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vita by Proxor, but added new information: he names the

native place of St. Peter as Volhynia, mentions the desire

of the Volhynian prince to have his own metropolitan, and

remarks on the economic and political situation in Volhyn-

179
ia . The style of his vita is new for Russia, very d if-

ferent from that of the older version by Proxor, which was

s tric tly  representative of the 14th-century South Slavic

literature. The vita by Kiprian, in general, departs from

the Balkan hagiographie tradition (followed, for instance,

by the works of Euthymius) in that i t  gives abundant histor-

ically true facts from the life  of the saint. Kiprian u t il-

izes the Vita of St. Peter to affirm the future historic

role of Moscow, and of the Muscovite grand princes, in the

180
unification of Russia

2.3.2.2. In the Soviet libraries there are three 

original autographs by Kiprian and a 14th - 15th-century 

Russian copy from a Służebnik translated by him. Before 

Jordan Ivanov's article on Kiprian (cf. fn. 175), i t  was 

believed that a ll these represented new translations from 

Greek, done by Kiprian partly in the Balkan monasteries 

and partly in Russia1®1. In his study, Ivanov proves these

179. op. c it . ,  p. 311.

180. B. St. Angelov, ed.. Sitie na mitropolit 
Petar ot Kiprijan, Iẑ  starata balgarska, ruska î  srabska 
literatura, I ,  Sofia, 1958, р. Г59-176.

181. J. Ivanov, Balgarskoto knižovno vlijanie pri 
mitropolit Kiprian, IzvIBL, VI, Sofia, 1958, p. 38.
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"translations11 (with the exception of the Služebnik) to be 

another myth. For instance, in the postscript of his copy 

of the Lestvica ("Ladder”) by John of Sinai (Climacos), 

Kiprian wrote: "In the year 1387, on April 24, these writ- 

ings were completed in the Monastery of John Stoudites, by

the humble Metropolitan of Kiev and A ll Russia, Kiprian":

C l *  КНИГЫ В CT 

6 k

'S4't'
в лѣА у .̂ш.чГ.е• апрйліа .кд: съвръшйш*

діискои обитѣли кипріано смѣреннИмъ митрополйто кыев-

.. 182 
скымъ и все* рсосі*:

This has wrongly been interpreted as an indication 

that Kiprian was the translator. J. Ivanov compares Kipri- 

an's copy of the same Lestvica, kept in the Museum of the 

Rila Monastery, # 3/10. Here are short parallel passages 

from both texts, taken from Ivanov's study1 ® 3 as the best 

illustration of Kiprian1s ability  scrupulously to copy the 

religious texts (clearly, both copies are from another

Kiprian1s Lestvica

original).

Rila Lestvica

o 6e3npMCTpácT1 H слбво в.

Іже истинно* га възлюбивы.йже

/Ç4
истинно* б*д*щаго цр твіа

9 . ״—״
о безпристрасти• ело в: 

йже йстино* га възлйбивыи. 

йже йстинож бжд*щаго цр^твіа

полочйти възыскавы. йже въ йс-Яполочйти възыскавы•иже въ ис-

182. op. c i t . , р. 48

183. op. c i t . , р. 49
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тинж болѣзнь о свои съгрѣ- итин* болѣзнь о свои съгрѣ-

шенихъ ймѣ*и• йже въ истин*

пам̂ ?4 м*ченіа ст*ж4выи с*ди

פ ?ר/4 * כ
въчнаго• иже въ истину стра

פ
о своемъ исходѣ въсприемыи, 

ктомб не възлюбитъ, ктбмб 

не попече с* или поскръбитъ•

כ כ ׳׳־/ л?4 כ
ни о имѣни . ни о ст>*жанихъ. 

ни о родйтелехъ.ни о славѣ 

житёистѣи. ни о дрЙБѣ . ни

о братіи. ни о чьсом же зем- 

ныхъ всѣко н* все свое

съдръжаніе

/ О -

шени имѣж• йже въ йстинж 

п А и л Т  мжченіа съ̂ жавы й сжда 

вѣчнаго. йже въ йстин* стра̂ 4 

о своёмъ исходѣ въспріёмыи, 

ктбмб не възлюбитъ• ктомб 

не попечет с* илй поскръбитъ•

כ  /^С4 כ
ни о имѣни • ни о ст*жанихъ• 

ни о родйтеле̂ . ни о cлáвѣ

Э О
житёистѣи. ни о дрбБѣ. ни 

о братіи. ни о чьс<3м же зем-

въсѣко• н* всё своеныи

съдръж4н1 е...

Today, Kiprian's Lestvica is kept in the Lenin 

State Library of the USSR in Moscow, # ф. 173, Фунд., 152• 

The manuscript has been studied often184.

Another copy by Kiprian is a 426-leaflet manu- 

script containing the Works of Dionysius Areopagites with 

a commentary. Today i t  is kept in the Lenin State Library 

of the USSR in Moscow, # Ф• !73, Фунд., 144 .According

184. For a detailed bibliography of paleographic, 
textological and theological studies on this manuscript,see:

G. I. Vzdornov, Rol1 slavjanskix monastyrskix 
masterskix pis'ma..., Literaturnye svjazi drevnix slavjan 
(Trudy ODRL, v. XXIII), Leningrad, 1968, p. 189.

185. L. A. Dmitriev, Rol1 i  značenie mitropolita 
Kipriana v is to rii drevnerusskoj literatury (к russko- 
bolgarskim literaturnym svjazjam XIV - XV w .) , Trudy ODRL, 
XIX, Moscow-Leningrad, 1963, p. 223-224.
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to P. M. Stroev, this manuscript is an ,,autograph transla־ 

tion" ( собственноручный перевод ) by Metropolitan Kiprian186• 

Actually, Kiprian copied the new Middle Bulgarian transla- 

tion of 1371 by Father Isaja of Serres18̂ . P. Stroev's wrong 

assignment of the translation is probably owing to the fact 

that Kiprian did not copy Isaja's preface (or, in some late 

manuscripts, postscript) to the translation, in which he 

te lls of the defeat of UgleSa and VelkaSin in 1371 near the 

village of Černomen (cf. fn. 135). Isaja explains that when 

he had reached ,,the evening of his sunny day" — that is, his 

'70's — and had learned "a l i t t le  of the Greek language, 

enough to be able to understand its  riches and the hardship

p ר o
of translation from that (language) into our language" ,

Metropolitan Theodosius of the city of Serres asked him to

189
translate the Works of Dionysius Areopagites

Very indicative for the Bulgarian origin of Kipri- 

an, and for his thorough knowledge of the available revised 

copies of the religious writings in Bulgaria, is his copy of 

the Psalter (the one that was so sharply criticized for its

186. P. M. Stroev, BibliologiSeskij slovar' i  
Őernovye к nemu materiały, Sbornik ORJaS, XXIX (4) , St. 
Petersburg, 1882 (photoedition: Nendeln, Liechtenstein,
1966), p. 168.

187. J. Ivanov, op. c i t . , p. 51-52.

188. The Slavic text is known from a 15th-century 
Russian copy (the Rumjancev manuscript), published for the 
f irs t time by B. Angelov (p. 157-161). See:

B. St. Angelov, Iz starata balgarska, ruska î  
srabska literatura, I I ,  Sof Та, 1967, p". 157.

189. В. St. Angelov, op. c i t . , p. 158.

- .)47407
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”Serbian" features by Nil Kurljatev in 1552; cf. fn. 170). 

Ivanov has found that Kiprian copied his text very precisely 

from the Psalter of King loan Aleksander of 1337^®. In ad- 

dition, Kiprian included short passages praising the Bulgar- 

ian saints Petka (Paraskeva), loan Rilski, Ilarion 

Meglenski, K ir il Filosof and Ioakim1̂ 1. Kiprian1s copy of 

the Psalter is presently kept in the Lenin State Library of 

the USSR in Moscow, # ф. 173, Фунд., 142 192.

2.3.2.3. Kiprian1s work in introducing into Rus- 

sia the revised Middle Bulgarian editions of the 14th-cen- 

tury religious literature has another aspect. In the fa ll 

of 1382, after October 7, when Kiprian was expelled from Mos- 

cow by Prince Dmitri j (Donskoj) , he went back to the Monas- 

tery of John Stoudites, taking with him Afanasij Vysockij, the 

famous abbot of the Vysockij Monastery near the city of Ser- 

puxov1̂ 3. The two friends stayed there together until 

Kiprian returned to Russia as the acknowledged Metropolitan 

of Kiev (and later of Moscow). But even before being ex- 

pelled from Russia in 1382, Kiprian must have begun his long 

friendship with Afanasij Vysockij, and must have told him 

about the revised editions available in the Balkan monaster- 

ies, since in 1381 the abbot Afanasij especially sent the

190. J. Ivanov, op. c i t . , p. 38-45.

191• op■ c i t . , p. 45-47.

192. L. A. Dmitriev, op. c i t . , p. 224-225.

193. J. Ivanov, op. c i t . , p. 27.
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novice Vun'ko to the Zograph Monastery to copy the Pandects 

of Nikon Černogorec. The f irs t 210 leaflets were copied by 

Vun'ko and were brought back to the Vysockij Monastery be- 

fore August 10, 1382, when Abbot Afanasij added 18 more 

leaflets in his own handwriting, with items from the Pater- 

ikon and the Instruction to Monks1̂ 4. From the note by 

Vun'ko (front of leaflet 1) i t  is not clear exactly where 

the copy was made. But J. Ivanov implies that i t  was copied 

in the Zograph Monastery on Mt. Athos, from a Middle Bulgar- 

ian manuscript sent to this monastery as a present by the

19c
Тэгпоѵо Patriarch Theodosius . From the description of

Q/r ך
Vun'ko's copy, given by Gorskij and Nevostruev , i t  be- 

comes obvious that Vun'ko used a Bulgarian original. Al- 

though he does not use the letter (which is a significant 

indication that the second South Slavic influence did not 

begin in the orthography) , his use of Ш and £ (for the 

correct Russian ю) reflects the so-called Middle Bulgarian 

confusion of the nasal vowels (cf. требуіа on p. 81 for the 

1 st person singular, which should be требую; твор* on p.

92 for the correct творю). in addition, Vun'ko copies in 

the margins the Bulgarian glosses to some Greek words: ко- 

ридъі . древлнъіи вошькъі йменуютс* (p. 53b) , хиновоскио

194. A. Gorskij, K. Nevostruev, Opisanie slav- 
janskix rukopisej Moskovskoj sinodal'noj b ib lio teki, I I , 3 , 
Moscow, 1862, p. 10.

195. J. Ivanov, ibid.

196. A. Gorskij, K. Nevostruev, op. c i t . , p.10-11.
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/ פ Л
именует с* по болгарьскому іаэъіку гуска паша (p. 94b), etc.

2.3.2.4. The only known original translation from 

Greek made by Kiprian while in Russia is the Služebnik, 

translated in 1397. The original has been lost, but a Rus- 

sian copy is kept today in the State Historical Museum in 

Moscow, # Син• бОІ1̂ 7. From the note on p. 132b one learns 

the name of the Russian copyist — I la r i j  — who testifies

»

on p. 72 that this Služebnik "was copied from the Greek book 

into Russian by the hand of the humble Kiprian, Metro- 

politan of Kiev and All Russia"1̂ 8.

A note in Manuscript # 7 from the Cathedral Church 

of the Assumption (У с п е н с к и й  С обор) from 1 4 0 3 ,  says that 

the Russian land now "shines more than the dawn of the sun 

because of his (Kiprian*s) revision of the books and teach- 

ings”199.

2.3.2.5. Kiprian's revision of the books in Rus- 

sia, thus, proceeded in three different ways:

a) He brought with him his own copies from the 

revised Middle Bulgarian editions of religious books (the 

Psalter, the Lestvica of John Climacos, and the Works of 

Dionysius Areopagites) already in existence;

b) While residing in Moscow as the Russian metro-

197. G. I. Vzdornov, op. c i t . , p. 174.

198. A. Gorskij, K. Nevostruev, Opisanie slav- 
janskix rukopisej Moskovskoj sinodal'noj biblioteki, f f f ,  1, 
Moscow, 1869, p. 11-127

199. A. I. Sobolevskij, op. c i t . , p. 12-13 
(fn. 3 on p. 12).
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politan he also translated from Greek into Church Slavic.

He was a good connoisseur of Middle Bulgarian, but perhaps

by 1397 (after eight years among the Russians) his language

was somewhat influenced by Russian. Since the original of

his only translation from Greek made in Russia has been

lost, the question, into which variant of Church Slavic he

translated i t  (middle Bulgarian or Russian influenced by

Middle Bulgarian) is an open one;

c) Kiprian directly or indirectly encouraged Rus-

sians to travel to the Balkan monasteries and to copy from

the Bulgarian revised editions of religious books (as evi-

denced by Vun’ko's copy).

Kiprian as metropolitan must have had scribes who

copied, from the revised editions, books to be disseminated

throughout Russia. In a letter to the clergy of Pskov,

Kiprian announced that he had sent them copies of the litu r-

gies of St. John Chrysostom and St. Basil the Great, as well

as texts for many other church services^®®.

2.3.3. In contrast to that on the Muscovite

metropolitan Kiprian, Russian research on the activities, in

the East Slavic territories, of the Kievan metropolitan

Grigorij Camblak is inadequate, and confined mainly to

201h i s  eulogy to  K ip rian  . At th e  beginning o f  t h i s  c e n tu r y ,

200. J. Ivanov, op. c i t . , p. 53.

00047407

201. Arximandrit Leonid, Nadgrobnoe slovo Gri- 
gorija Camblaka rossijskomu arxiepiskopu Kiprianu, Ctenija 
Moskovskogo universiteta. I, 1872, p.
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A. I. Jacimirskij wrote three monographs on Camblak, study-

ing mostly his impact on the Slavic literature of Wallachia

and Moldavia, before his becoming Metropolitan of Kiev^02•

I t  would seem that the anathemas pronounced on Camblak by

Metropolitan Photius of Moscow and by Patriarch Euthymius

203
of Constantinople are s t i l l  hanging over him in otherwise 

antireligious Russia.

Grigorij Camblak probably came from a prominent 

Тѳгпоѵо feudal family204and in 1379 s t i l l  lived in Tarnovo, 

close to his teacher Patriarch Euthymius2̂ 5. The next inform- 

ation on his life  comes from lyrical digressions in his later 

writings, from which one may conclude that he spent some 

time in the Athos monasteries and in the Constantinople mon- 

asteries of Studites and Pantocrator2®̂ . I t  is d iffic u lt 

to believe that he was in Тэгпоѵо when the city was taken by

202. A. I. Jacimirskij, Grigorij Camblak. Očerk 
ego žizni, ādministra tivnoj і̂  кпійеѵпоj dejatel1 nosti , St.
Petersburg, 1$04, 480 pp.

___________________________, Iz is to r ii slavjanskoj
pis'mennosti v Moldavii i  Valaxii XV - XVII w ., Pamjatniki 
drevnej pis'mennosti î  iskusstva, CLXII, CLXIII, 1906.

______________________, Iz is to r ii slavjanskoj propo-
vedi v Moldavii, St. Petersburg, 1906.

203. E. Golubinskij, op. c i t . , p. 380-381.

204. The Palauzov copy of King Borii's Synodikon 
mentions, in the listing of dead boljars of Тэг novo, the 
name of a "Camblak, the great !primikjur" S e e :

M. G. Popruženko, Sinodik carja Borila (Belgarski 
starini, V III), Sofia, 1928, p7“$Ō.י

205. V. SI. Kiselkov, Prouki i  ožerti po staro- 
balgarskata literatura. Sofia, 1956, p. 274.

206. V. Velčev, Grigorij Camblak, Is torija  na 
belgarskata literatura, 1, Sofia, 1963, p. 327.
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the Turks in 1393, because of the legendary character of his

description of the events. I. Dujčev has found the proto-

type of Camblak's text both in the Old Testament and in the

207
works of many Byzantine writers . By the end of the 14th

century, Camblak was an abbot in the Dečanski Monastery in

Serbia, and in 1402 (or 1403) he was preaching in the Cathe-

dral Church of St. John the Baptist in the Moldavian capital, 

208Suceava . On his way to Moscow in 1406 to v is it his uncle,

209
the metropolitan Kiprian, he learned of the letter’ s death

and swiftly returned to Constantinople as a pretender to the

210
vacant Moscow See .

With the increase of hostilities between the Mus- 

covite and the Russian-Lithuanian principalities after Kipri- 

an's death, the Lithuanian Grand Prince Vitovt (Vytautas) in

1414 selected Camblak as Metropolitan of Russian Lithuania, 

and sent him to Constantinople for the appointment and bles-

2ןך
sings of the Patriarch . The Patriarch, who was already 

dependent on the financial support of the Muscovite prince 

in the war against the Turks, and who had even arranged the

207. I. Dujčev, Legendarnyj motiv u Grigorija 
Camblaka, Slavia XXI, 1952-53, p. 345-349.

208. V. Velčev, op. c i t . , p. 327-328.

209. The text of Camblak's eulogy of Kiprian says, 
"and we...were trying to reach your land in order to see the 
pastor who was guarding his flock" when the arrow of the 
news of his death touched Camblak's heart. See:

B. St. Angelov, ed., op. c i t . , p. 181.

210. V. Velčev, op. c i t . , p. 328.

211. E. Golubinskij, op. c i t . , pp. 374, 377.

00047407

-  95 - Ilya Talev - 9783954793341
Downloaded from PubFactory at 01/10/2019 06:10:29AM

via free access



marriage of the 10-year-old daughter of that prince (Vasilij

DmitrieviČ) to the equally young son of the Emperor in Con-

stantinople, refused to create a separate Lithuanian Church

with Camblak as its  metropolitan212. As a result, Vitovt

asked the bishops of Lithuania to elect Camblak metropolitan,

according to an old church practice. Thus on November 15,

1415 the bishops formally consecrated Grigorij Camblak as

Metropolitan of ”Kiev, of Galicia and of A ll Russia', with

213
his seat in Vilna . After he was anathematized by the

Patriarch of Constantinople and the Metropolitan of Moscow,

Camblak turned to the Pope of Rome. Between 1414 and 1418,

Camblak,leading an imposing delegation of about 300 Lithu-

214
anian clergymen and nobles , took an active part in the

Council of Constance, which under the Roman Pope John XXII

2 1s
ended the Great Schism in 1417. Camblak died in 1420

We know nothing about Camblak״s work in Russian 

Lithuania on the revision of the Church books and their 

language, because of the negative attitude of Russian off i -  

cialdom towards this fru itfu l and talented writer and re li-  

gious leader. Research on this aspect of his work can be 

conducted even today only in the Soviet museums and 

archives, where i t  has not been pursued up to now. Camblak

212. op. c i t . , pp. 367f 377.

213. op. c i t . , pp. 378, 384.

214. V. Velčev, op. c i t . , p. 328.

215. L. Stojanovic, Stari srpski zapisi î  
natpisi, Beograd, 1905, # 495.
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committed great "sins" against Moscow by actively sup- 

porting the struggle of the Ukrainians and Belorussians 

for cultural and political independence in the years when 

Moscow1s aggressive unification policy towards the neighbor- 

ing cities and states had just begun. That he is s t i l l  be- 

ing punished for them is unfortunate, since Grigorij Camblak 

must have played an important and integral part in the 

history of the Ukrainian and Belorussian languages and cui- 

ture. One can only surmise that Camblak had a similar in- 

fluence in Russian Lithuania to that of Kiprian in Moscow: 

features of the Church Slavic language used in Russian Lith- 

uania before "South-West Russia" became attached to Moscow 

in the 17th century point in this direction. His activities 

also may have triggered the changes in the literary language 

which later influenced Muscovite Russian, sometimes referred 

to as the "third South Slavic influence" (Shevelov). In the 

absence of serious studies of Grigorij Camblak's activities 

in Vilna between 1414 and 1420 related to the revision of the 

literary language and of the religious texts, anything said

2.3.4. A c ritica l examination of a ll the well- 

established facts about the penetration of South Slavic (and 

particularly Bulgarian) books into Russia in the 14th and 

15th centuries indicates that the most important factor was 

the copying of texts in the Balkans. This process started 

in the 13th century, but reached its  highest point at the 

end of the 14th and the beginning of the 15th centuries.

in this connection must remain speculative.
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Persons like Kiprian and Camblak must have done much to ac- 

celerate the process, but did not cause i t .  Nor was the 

Turkish conquest of the Balkan Slavic countries the direct 

cause of the second South Slavic influence.

2.3.4.1. The earliest record of the Russian de-

mand for new Church Slavic translations, previously made in

Bulgaria, is from 1262 (or 1270 — texts disagree), when the

metropolitan of Kiev, K ir il I I I  (approximately 1242-1281)

ordered a copy of the Kormčaja kniga (Nomokanon)216 e The

letter of the Kievan metropolitan, asking for this book, has

not yet been found, but the answer of the Bulgarian despot

of Russian origin, Jakov Svjatislav, to K ir il I I I  has been

217
known to Slāvists since 1842 . All known Russian copies 

of Jakov Svjatislav1s letter include a note by the chief 

Bulgarian copyist loan Dragoslav; both letter and note give 

interesting information on the cultural relations between

216. B. St. Angelov, Pismo na Jakov Svetoslav
do Ruskija mitropolit K ir il I I I ,  Iz starata belgarska, ruska
i  srabska literatura, I I ,  Sofia, T567, p. Г39.

V. N. Zlatarski, Istorija na balgarskata daržava,
I I I ,  Sofia, 1940, pp. 322-323, 456-4577 499-519.

217. A. Vostokov, Opisanie russkix î  slovenskix 
rukopisej Rumjancovskogo muzeuma, St. Petersburg, TÏÏ2", I 
CCXXXII, p. 290-291.

Vostokov began the practice of calling this Bui- 
garian feudal lord of Russian extraction Jakov Svjatoslav, 
although his name is spelled (in the genitive) as Hi&5 
св/ктіслав* in MS # 232, and ткова св*тислава MS # 233 
(both manuscripts studied by him). In a ll other copies the 
name is written (in the genitive) as св т̂ислава (cf. the 
Kievan MS in B. St. Angelov, op. c i t . , p. 143) . The form 
Svjatoslav is an arbitrary Russism, and should be avoided.
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Russia and Bulgaria in the second half of the 13th century.21® 

The Russian metropolitan asked Jakov Svjatislav to sponsor 

the copying of the Nomokanon (known in Bulgaria as Zonara) . 

Jakov Svjatislav states in his letter that he has asked the 

Patriarch of Тэгпоѵо for permission to copy this book, in 

memory of his parents and for the good of his own soul. He 

reminds the metropolitan that "by no means should this Zona- 

ra be re-copied, because i t  is accepted that there should be 

only one Zonara in the cathedral church of each kingdom, as 

the holy fathers had commanded and passed this commandment

218. The oldest Russian copies of this KormČaja 
are from the 13th century: Sofijskaja (NovgorodskaTāļ 
kormčaja (of 1282) and Rjazanskaja kormčaja (or 1284); but 
they do not include Jakov Svjatislav' s letter. See:

A. I. Sobolevskij, Osobennosti russkix perevodov 
domongol1skogo perioda, Sbornik ORJaS, 88, 3, St. Petersburg, 
1910, p. 162-177.

The letter is included in several later copies of 
the KormČaja kniga:

aT The oldest copy is in the 15th-century 
Kormčaja # 375 of the manuscript collection of the former 
Kiev Seminary (leaflets 144-145), presently kept in the Cen- 
tra i Scientific Library of the Ukrainian Academy of Sciences 
in Kiev, # Дух. акад., Но•3751 published in:

B. St. Angelov, op. c i t . , p. 142-144;
b) A 16th-centuryKormčaja, published by A. 

Vostokov in 1842 (cf. fn. 217У1
c) A 16th-century Kormčaja, kept in the Lenin 

State Library in Moscow, # CCXXIII (leaflet 85), published 
in:

B. St. Angelov, op. c it. , p. 145-147;
d) A 16th-centuryKormčaja, kept in the Lenin 

State Library in Moscow, # CCXXXIV, unpublished;
e) A Kormčaja dated 1552, a manuscript of the 

former Petersburg Seminary (I was not able to discover its  
present location), published by Sreznevskij. See:

I.  I. Sreznevskij, Obozrenie drevnix russkix 
spiskov Kormčej knigi, Sbornik ORJaS, 65, 1899, p. 60-61.
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о דר
on to us" x . loan Dragoslav, who in his own words was "not 

that good a scribe”220 and two other scribes divided the 

text into three parts and copied i t  in 50 days, beginning on 

November 10 and finishing on January 7.

A. I. Sobolevskij tried to prove that, actually,

this translation was originally made by a Russian on Mount

221
Athos, and then taken to Bulgaria . He reached this con- 

elusion while studying the language of the 13th-century 

Serbian Ilovačka кгтбіса (1262) , whose translation has been 

traditionally assigned to St. Savva. The text shows indis- 

putable Russisms. In the orthography, for example: a is 

frequently used for a ( быша) ; pleophony occurs in a few 

instances (черѣнь for чрѣнь) , and ж is often found in 

place of the traditional So. Slavic -жд— (from *d j). The 

rest of the orthographic features listed by Sobolevskij are 

not diagnostically Russian (for instance, confusion of the 

letters Ѣ and e could also be either Serbian or dialectal 

Bulgarian). Among the lexical Russisms only руга and вьрстъ 

(for поприте ) seem convincing, while others, like пожарь,

219. The quotation is an English translation 
from the 15th-century Kiev copy, published in:

B. St. Angelov, op. c i t . , p. 143.

220. This is expressed by a very typical syntac- 
tic  Bulgarism, preserved in a ll three Russian copies pub- 
lished by Angelov: понеже не бѣх до тамо писець (cf.
В. St. Angelov, op. c i t . , pp. 143, 145) .

221. A. I. Sobolevskij, Materiały i  izsledo- 
vanija v oblasti slavjanskoj f ilo lo g ii i  arxeologii,
Sbornik ORJaS, 88, 3, St. Petersburg, 1910, p. 178-180.
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сѣно (сухая трава) are s t i l l  known in a ll of the Bulgar- 

ian dialects and in many Serbian dialects. Sobolevskij 

admits that words like свѣнь, свѣнѣ [=кромѣ], прѣзъ 

Очерезъ], село [־־поле], перпира, срѣдьць (the early

Bulgarian name of the city of Sofia, in Greek Еарбсхг!) are 

typical South Slavisms, but maintains that ”they do not add 

coloring to the text”222. He further maintains: ”As re- 

gards the data quoted, we may conclude that the translation 

(sic) of this edition of the Kormčaja came from the pen of 

a Russian”22̂ .

Sobolevskij1s conclusion, however, is incorrect; 

i t  does not explain why none of the rest of the Serbian 

krmčice have even a trace of the heavy Russian orthographic 

and sporadic lexical features of the Ilovačka krmČica. And 

Sobolevskij' s understanding of the penetration of Russian 

phonological and orthographic features is unacceptable for 

a non-Russian. While the Russian spelling with жд repre- 

sented the higher, literary norm of Church Slavic, the spel- 

ling with ж reflected the native phonology. Such an alter- 

native spelling would have been possible only in Russia, 

where both вижду and вижу were meaningful words (perhaps 

representing different styles). For a South Slavic scribe, 

a form like вижу would have been unexpected and considered 

incorrect; he would have sought to avoid i t  as a dialectism,

222. op. c i t . , p. 179.

223. op. c i t . , p. 180.
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correcting i t  where i t  occurred. This can be shown by

examination of the types of Russisms in the 14th-century

Bulgarian Four Gospels text, copied from a Russian original,

224
which was published by B. Conev . With respect to the 

phonology and orthography, the Bulgarian scribe did not spot 

(and thus re-copied) forms confusing ф with Ѳ (фома,

ІосиѲ) , and ļ  with о  ̂ (т&кити, *же for оуже ) ; but the 

latter feature is not a diagnostic Russism, for i t  reflects 

the development of the nasal vowel in both Bulgarian and 

Serbian dialects. Within one word, the only occurrence for 

each, -0 Л 0 -  stands in place of -ла- and - 4 -  for -шт- 

(толочи for тлашти)• Again, 4 for шт could as well be 

a West Bulgarian feature as a Russian one. The scribe in 

a few instances uses typically Russian interpretations of 

the Church Slavic imperfect tense forms, with final -n ,

-ть (молѣшетъ, хоуллосжть) and the sole certain Russism —

22S
семь for седмь I f  one compares these types of Rus-

sisms (acceptable to the Bulgarian scribe of the Four Gospels 

with the abundant number of orthographic Russisms in Ilo - 

vaČka krmgica (many of them being of types inadmissible by 

a South Slavic scribe, since they represent neither a dia- 

lect he might have known nor his literary norm), there is 

only one possible conclusion — the Ііоѵабка krmčica is a

224. B. Conev, ed., VraCansko evangelie 
(Balgarski starini, IV), Sofia, 1914, 236 + x pp.

225. op. c i t . , p. 6-7.
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copy made by a Russian monk, perhaps well known on Mt.

Athos for his calligraphic abilities.

M. N. Speranskij showed some doubt about the lex-

ical Russisms in the 13th-century South Slavic text, calling

them "not glaring1״ (не яркие) ^26в s t i l l ,  he agreed

with Sobolevskij that the Serbian Ilovattka krmőica (1262)

was copied from a Russian original. But he also stated that

"the Russian Rjazanskaja kormčaja of 1284, which overlaps

textually with the Ilovačka krmČica swarms (кишит) with

227
Bulgarisms, or better, Middle-Bulgarisms" • This appears 

to mean that Speranskij agreed with Sobolevskij that there 

are some Russian features in this particular Serbian copy; 

he explained this by the presence of Russian monks on Mount 

Athos when the Serbian St. Sawa was there (1218-1219) 228. 

However, Speranskij did not even suggest that the earliest 

translation of the Nomokanon, which was copied in Тэгпоѵо 

for Metropolitan K ir il,  was made by Russians. That is 

why i t  is so strikingly unexpected to find in M. N. Tixo- 

mirov (who cites only this one article by Speranskij, 

f irs t published in 1921) a statement like the following:

"The Metropolitan of a devastated Russia asked for a manu-

226. M. N. Speranskij, К is to r ii vzaimno- 
otnoSenij russkoj i  jugoslavjanskix literatur (Russkie pa- 
mjatniki pis'mennosti na juge slavjanstva), Iz is to r ii 
russko-slavjanskix literaturnyx svjazej , Moscoŵ  1960, p. 31.

227. ibid.

228. op. c i t . , p. 31-33.
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script from far-away Bulgaria, which had suffered rei-

atively l i t t le  from the Tatar pogroms. I t  is no less

significant, that the Kormžaja which was sent to him, as has

been proven now (sic) was not from a South Slavic, but ori-

229
ginally from a Russian translation” . The Bulgarian sehol- 

ar I. Snegarov suggests that the Middle Bulgarian transla- 

tion was made on Mt. Athos at the end of the 12th or the

о ך n
beginning of the 13th century .

The history of the early 13th-century copy from 

a Middle Bulgarian translation of the Nomokanon, made in 

Тэгпоѵо for the Kievan Metropolitan, reveals two important 

aspects of the second South Slavic influence in Russia:

a) While new Slavic translations from Greek ap- 

peared in the Balkans, Russian literature had slowed

down significantly because of the Tatar political domina- 

tion; but the Russians either were aware of the existence of 

particular new books, or were making inquiries. (Since 

K ir i l 's letter to Jakov Svjatislav has not been found, both 

possibilities exist);

b) For the Russians i t  was more convenient to 

order a copy of an already existing Middle Bulgarian trans- 

lation than to duplicate the work of translating the mater-

229. M. N. Tixomirov, Istorifieskie svjazi 
russkogo naroda s južnymi slavjanami, Slavjanskij sbornik, 
Moscow, 1947, p. 167.

230. I. Snegarov, Duxovno-kulturni vrazki 
meždu Balgarija i  Rusija prez srednite vekove (X - XV v.), 
Sofia, 1950, p. 50-54.

00047407

-  104 -
Ilya Talev - 9783954793341

Downloaded from PubFactory at 01/10/2019 06:10:29AM
via free access



P0047407

ia l over again. In this particular case, the fact that

' Jakov Svjatislav paid for the manuscript (повеленіемь же и

по цѣнѣ великаг гдна іакова св*л*ислава деспота болгар- 

РЗІ
скаго) may also indicate the financial d ifficu lties

faced by the Kievan Church in the 13th century.

2.3.4.2. The Russian Four Gospels of 1355,

copied in Constantinople, reveal another facet of the com-

plex phenomenon of the second South Slavic influence. This

revised edition of the New Testament was traditionally at-

tributed to the hand of the Russian metropolitan St. Aleksij

23 2
(1354-1378) . Until the Revolution, the manuscript was

kept in the Čudov Monastery of the Kremlin in Moscow, but

i t  has since been lost^^. There are two photoeditions of

the manuscript, however, and thus this interesting document

is not completely lost to historians of the Russian lan-

234
диаде . The text of this manuscript is extremely correct

231. B. St. Angelov, op. c i t . , p. 143.

232. Sobolevskij believes that St. Aleksij's  
authorship is purely a legend. See:

A. I. Sobolevskij, Perevodnaja literatura
Moskovskoj Rusi XIV - XVII vekov, St. Petersburg, Г503, 
p. 29.

233. G. I. Vzdornov, op. c i t . , p. 186.

234. Novyj zavet gospoda naSego Iisusa Xrista, 
pisannyj rukoju sv!atite lja Aleksi Ja mitropolita, sfoto- 
grafirovannyj v 8-m1 dnej v naCale avgusta 1887 ־g. Yotõ- 
grafom Aleksandrom Andreeviőem Bagnerovskim~pō3־ перо- 
sredstvennym nabljudeniem danilovskogo arximandriTta Amfi- 
loxija (photoedition).

Novyj zavet gospoda našego Iisusa Xrista. Trud 
svjatitelja Aleksija, mitropolita moskovskogo i  vseja Rusi. 
Fototipiőeskoe izdanie Leontira, mitropolitamoskovsKogo, 
MoscowV 18 •
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in comparison with other Russian Four Gospels texts of the

235
mid-14th century ; the entire text must have been thor-

oughly compared with the Greek original and corrected ac-

cording to i t .  I t  generally follows the Russian 14th־cen־

tury version of the New Testament, but sentences from the

12th-century Bulgarian Exegesis of the Gospel by Theo-

phylaktes have replaced the traditional Russian ones here

and there, although in these passages some Bulgarian words

have been replaced by Russian equivalents (верста for

236
поприще, погостъ for BbCH,etc.) . The orthography

of the manuscript is of particular interest: while new

letters from the Greek alphabet are boldly introduced (&,

and increased used of ï ) , along with many ט , (0

Greek ligatures and a ll types of Greek stress marks, there

is a complete absence of Middle Bulgarian orthographic fea-

tures (я; лъ for 0£, е£ and ол, and — in Slavic

237
words only — a for the Russian 1a  after vowels)

When the orthographic features of this early and 

independent Russian revised edition of the Four Gospels are 

compared with those of Vun'ko*s copy (1382) from a Middle 

Bulgarian text (cf. 2.3.2.3.), i t  is apparent that the Rus-

235. G. Voskresenskij, Xarakteristigeskie 
Čerty Cetyrex redakcii slavjanskogo~־perevoda Evangeli ja ot 
Marka po sto dvenadcati rukopisjam Evaņģēlija XI - XVI w . , 
Moscow, 1896, pp. 48-54, 258-291.

236. A. I. Sobolevskij, op. c i t . , p. 29.

237. M. Korneeva-Petoulan, К is to r ii russkogo 
jazyka, Osobennosti pis'ma i  jazyka moskovskix vladyk XIV 
v., Slavia, XV, 1937, 1, p. 1-23.
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sian orthographic traditions — Muscovite and Novgorodian— 

s t i l l  hold their own against the Middle Bulgarian orthogra- 

phy, while the sp irit of the South Slavic revision of the 

holy books, and even the somewhat different language of the 

new South Slavic translations, are freely accepted by the 

Russian bookmen. By the early 15th century, however, the 

Middle Bulgarian orthography had completely triumphed in the 

works of the Russian copiers and writers. The Russian scribe 

Evsevij-Efrem, working in a Constantinople monastery, intro- 

duced into his copy of the Lestvica (1420-1421) not only the 

letters from his Middle Bulgarian prototype but also the con- 

fusion of the letters £ and ļ  (cf. пр̂ ты* вл^чйц  ̂ Hám̂  

б ц * ) 2 3 8  в

The drastic change in Russian orthography at the 

end of the 14th century, and especially in the early 15th 

century, is very hard to explain. I t  would have been quite 

possible for the Russians, while using South Slavic revised 

texts of older translations or of new translations, to copy 

them and send them to Russia, following a ll the rules of the 

established local Russian orthographies (as did Vun*ko), or 

to innovate the Russian alphabet only by introducing the con- 

temporary Greek shapes and variety of letters, ligatures and 

superscripts (as did Evsevi j -Efrem) . But as we know, this

238. See the photoreproduction of Evsevij-Efrem1s 
postscript to Lestvica (leaflet 324 b) in:

G. I. Vzdornov, op. c i t . , Illustration 2 (between 
pp. 176 and 177).
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practice was followed only temporarily and in isolated 

cases. I t  seems that the answers can be sought only in the 

tota lity of factors which fina lly  determined the new trend, 

the importation of certain Middle Bulgarian orthographic 

features into Russian writing

a) The Russian spiritual leaders of Bulgarian 

origin, Kiprian and Camblak, must have insisted with a ll the 

weight of their authority that the Middle Bulgarian spelling 

system was closer to that used in the oldest Church Slavic 

books, while the Russian system had deviated, reflecting 

phonological features of the spoken Russian language. Such 

an argument would have been d iff ic u lt to oppose because 

there were older Russian manuscripts from the Kievan period 

which had been only marginally russified;

b) At the end of the 14th century there were var- 

ious Russian orthographic and literary schools, created as

a result of the feudal fragmentation of the country, the 

Tatar domination and the lack of an authoritative center of 

culture. In the new tendencies toward national unification 

(expressed in the expansion of both Russian Lithuania and 

Muscovite Russia) the need arose for a national graphic 

system, purged of features based on the phonology of partie- 

ular Russian dialects. Although we do not have explicit 

testimony to such a need in the Russian historical sources, 

i t  may s t i l l  be inferred by analogy with the similar situa- 

tion in the South Slavic countries in the 13th and early 

14th centuries, which called forth the newer Bulgarian and
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Serbian orthographic systems. I t  must be pointed out, how-

ever, that Russia had two options: either to develop its

own supradialectal orthographic system by searching for

models in the oldest Russian Church Slavic literature, or to

borrow an already established orthography which very much

resembled that of the oldest Church Slavic texts and s t i l l

did not come into irreconcilable conflict with the Russian

concept of the Church Slavic language. In this respect,

both the Serbian and the Bulgarian orthographic systems were

borrowed from, but the influence of the Bulgarian system

239
was definitely predominant ;

c) The role of the Balkan monasteries as rich re- 

positories of Bulgarian and Serbian Church Slavic books is 

of tremendous importance. Russian monks who lived in these 

monasteries for many years must have been impressed by the 

language, orthography and artis tic  merits of the South 

Slavic books there, and from long exposure must have come to 

accept a ll their features as superior. We should not for a 

moment forget that both Bulgarian and Serbian books were 

written in a language which was f irs t  of a ll Church Slavic?40

239. M. N. Speranskij, К is to r ii vzaimootnoSenij 
russkoj i  jugoslavjanskix literatur (Russkie pamjatniki 
pis'mennosti na juge slavjanstva), I_z is to r ii russko-slav- 
janskix literaturnyx svjazej, Moscow, 1960, p. 13-14.

240. In this respect the term "Middle Bulgarian 
literary language" is unfortunate and misleading, since i t  
overemphasizes the national characteristics of the language 
(cf. our discussion from Chapter Three to the end of this 
dissertation).
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supranational, and in which certain national features were 

of only secondary importance.

The combination of these three major factors must 

have caused the rapid change in the Russian language and l i t -  

erature under the influence of their South Slavic counter-
<

parts, which took place around the year 1400. But while the 

reasons for the choice of the Bulgarian (and partially the 

Serbian) versions of Church Slavic as models for imitation 

are not entirely clear, the place where this cultural trans- 

fer occurred was, beyond doubt, not Russia, but the interna- 

tional communities of the Balkan monasteries, and specific- 

ally those in Constantinople and on Mount Athos. Not only 

did Russian monks go to these monasteries on pilgrimage, 

but many of them remained as members for short or long 

periods, and performed much fru itfu l work in transferring 

the accumulated Church Slavic literature from the Balkan 

monasteries to the main cultural centers of Russia.

An illustra tive example is the activity of the 

Russian scribe and monk, Evsevij-Efrem (cf. fn. 238). His 

f irs t  copy, from a known Middle Bulgarian antecedent which 

was also completely influenced by the Bulgarian orthography,

О Al
is from the year 1420 , made in the Constantinople Monas-

241. The manuscript is dated by the water-marks 
on the paper. See:

N. P. Lixaőev, Paleografičeskoe znaČenie bumažnyx 
vodjanyx znakov, I I ,  St. Petersburg, 1899, pp. 58, 2 6 1 .
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tery of Our Lady of Perivlepti; i t  is a Mineja for November- 

May• The present location of the manuscript by Evsevij-Efrem 

is unknown242, but another Russian copy made from Evsevij's 

manuscript in 1432-1433 (Lenin State Library of the USSR in 

Moscow, # ф. 304, Ho. 669)has Russian orthography24̂ . Be- 

tween Dec. 7, 1420 and March 18, 1421, in the same Constan- 

tinople monastery, Evsevij-Efrem copied the Lestvica, now 

kept in the Lenin State Library in Moscow, # ф. 113, Волокол, 

462 (cf. fn. 228). There are three known 15th-century Rus-

О A A
sian copies from this manuscript by Evsevij-Efrem . Two 

years later, on Dec. 10, 1423, the monk Evsevi j-Efrem began 

another copy of the same book in the same monastery, but 

after completing leaflet 64 he apparently moved to Mt. Athos, 

where in the Vatopedi Monastery another Russian scribe, Mi- 

trofan, finished the copying (leaflets 65 through 329). But 

as can be concluded from the handwriting, i t  was Evsevi j - 

Efrem who wrote the short postscript on p. 329, from which 

we learn that the manuscript was finished on March 15,

242. G. I. Vzdornov, op.c i t . , p. 193. See also:
A. I. Sobolevskij, op. c i t . , p. 25, point 8.

243. A. I. Sobolevskij, ibid.

244. G. I. Vzdornov, op. c i t . , p. 193-194.
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142424̂ . I t  is kept today in the State Historical Museum in 

Moscow, # yen• 18 - бум.

The last information on the literary activities of 

Evsevij-Efrem in a Balkan monastery is from a Sbornik of 

eremitic homilies, copied by him in 1425, translated espe- 

cially for him by the Serbian monk Iakov Dobropisec. The 

translation and copying were done in the Monastery of St. 

Paul on Mt. Athos. The original copy by Evsevij-Efrem is 

lost, but two other Russian copies made from i t  by other 

scribes, in 1431 and in the second half of the 15th century, 

are known, as are many others from later times24̂ .

We have an idea, although only an incomplete one, 

of what kinds of literature were copied or, in a few cases.

245. G. I. Istomin, Opis* knig biblioteki Moskov- 
skogo Uspenskogo sobora, Čtenija v ObSčestve is to rii î  drev- 
nostej rossijskix pri Moskovskom Universitete, Moscow, 1895, 
3 7 X 1 8 .

A. I. Sobolevskij, ed., Novyj sbornik paleografi- 
åeskix snimkov s russkix rukopisej XI - XVIII w . , St. 
Petersburg, 1906, Tables 22, 23.

A. I. Sobolevskij, Slavjano- russkaja paleografi ja . 
S 20 paleografičeskimi snimkami, St. Petersburg, 190T(2nd 
edition). Table 8.

I. F. Kolesnikov, ed., Sbornik snimkov s russkogo 
pis'ma XI - XVIII vv. , I, Moscow, 1913 (2nd edition),
Table 15.

G. I. Vzdornov, op. c i t . , p. 194-195.

246. P. Stroev, Bibliologičeskij s lovar'..., 
p .  1 2 1 -1 2 2 .

I la r i j i  Arsenij, ieromonaxi. Opisanie slavjan- 
skix rukopisej biblioteki Svjato-Troickoj Sergievoj Гаѵгу,
I, Moscow, 1878, # 175; Г1 І, Moscow, ÍÔ79, # 756.

Т. B. Uxova, Katalog miniatjur, ornamenta i  gra- 
vjur sobranij Troice-Sergievoj lavry i  Moskovskoj duxovnoj 
akademii. Zapiski Otdela rukopisej (GB SSSR im. V. I. Lenina) 
22, Moscow, 1960, pp. 104-105, 145.

G. I. Vzdornov, op. c i t . , p. 195-196.
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especially translated, by Russian monks in the Balkan monas- 

teries. According to the preliminary count by Sobolevskij, 

at the turn of the 14th/15th century the Russian literature

was enriched by not less than 56 major literary works pre־

247
viously unknown or almost unknown in Russia . Since the 

oldest Russian copy has not been found for each of them, i t  

is impossible to state that a ll, without exception, were 

copied in the Balkan monasteries by Russian scribes. How- 

ever, the relatively small number of available Russian cop- 

ies of these works from the late 14th and early 15th centur־ 

ies contain notes by the scribes definitely stating that the 

copies were made in the monasteries of Constantinople or 

Mt. Athos (cf. below). These were the two unique locations 

on the Balkan peninsula where such an activity is known to 

have taken place? this can be explained by the fame of those 

monasteries situated in Constantinople and on Athos in their 

capacity as international cultural centers. G. I. Vzdornov, 

in his recent study on the role played by those monasteries 

in the development of the Russian literature, has noticed 

an interesting phenomenon: the literary production in 

Constantinople was mostly directed toward Moscow and its

monasteries, while the literary production on Athos had

248
as its final destination Novgorod and Tver״ . This can 

be explained by the increased connections between the Patri-

247. A. I. Sobolevskij, op. c i t . , p. 15-37.

248. G. I. Vzdornov, op. c i t . , p. 180-181.
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archate in Constantinople and the Metropolitans in Moscow,as 

well as the desire of the Greek Patriarch to involve Muscov- 

ite Russia in the struggle against the Turks (cf. 2.3.3.).

But as Vzdornov notes, this difference in origin between the 

new Muscovite books and those of Novgorod and Tver' did not 

place Moscow in any advantageous position, because there was 

no basic difference whatsoever between the South Slavic

24Q
originals kept in Constantinople and those of Mt. Athos .

Vzdornov lis ts  after his study 17 new books defi-

nitely copied in these monasteries at the end of the 14th

and in the f irs t half of the 15th centuries and taken to Rus-

sia. Two of them, the New Testament (of 1355) and the Apra-

kos (of 1383) , are practically uninfluenced by the language

or spelling of the South Slavic revised editions of the Gos- 

2 50
pel text . Another two from this l is t  are Middle Bulgar-

ian books, copied in these monasteries and taken to Russia:

251
Kiprian1s Lestvica (cf. 2.3.2.2.) and an Aprakos (undated) 

bought by the Russian monk Afanasij in 1430 at the Mount

2 42
Athos Monastery of Pantokrator, for a monastery in Tver1 . 

Of the total number of 17 books studied by Vzdornov, a ll of

249. G. I. Vzdornov, op. c i t . , p. 181.

00047407

250. G. I. Vzdornov, •a0

c it. , pp* 176, 186-188.

251. G. I. Vzdornov, •

a0

c it. ״pp ׳ 173-174, 189.

252. P. Stroev, Bibliologičeskij slovar״. . . ,
p. 27.

V. N. Ščepkin, Učebnik russkoj paleografi i , Mos- 
cow, 1920, p. 35.

G. I. Vzdornov, op. c i t . , pp. 180, 196-197.
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which were made in Constantinople or on Mt• Athos, 12 were

made by Russian scribes from either Middle Bulgarian or Ser-

bian manuscripts (the latter with strong Middle Bulgarian

253
features) , and another, the Sbornik (of 1425), was trans- 

lated especially on the order of Evsevij-Efrem by the Serb־ 

ian monk Iakov Dobropisec (cf. fn. 246). A ll of these manu- 

scripts were unknown in Russia before being copied for Rus-
Л  r  i

sia in the Balkans . Although this ratio does not have 

statistical value, being founded on only 17 manuscripts out 

of a total possibly numbering in the hundreds, i t  is s t i l l  

indicative of the predominance of Middle Bulgarian features 

even when transmitted through Serbian copies.

2.4. Establishing the national origin of the 

translator of a certain literary work is not an easy task.

The Middle Bulgarian features in the language of the immedi- 

ate Russian copies, discussed above, are readily apparent, 

mainly because the Russian scribes who lived in the Balkan 

monasteries regarded their prototypes with considerable re- 

spect; having been heavily exposed to the lexicon and gram- 

mar of the Middle Bulgarian language (whose authority as a 

model of Church Slavic they had accepted), they did not find

253. G. I. Vzdornov, op. c it. p. 181-182.

254. See the l is t  of most of these manuscripts in 
A. I. Sobolevskij, op. c i t . , pp. 24-26, 31-32.
G. I. Vzdornov gives an exhaustive bibliography of

the available studies on these Russian manuscripts. However, 
his bibliographic references are fu ll of mistakes, which un- 
fortunately sharply decreases the value of his otherwise im- 
pressive research. See:

G. I. Vzdornov, op. c i t . , p. 189-198.
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i t  necessary to russify the language of the books they cop-

ied. But with each successive copy of these works, the most

striking features of Middle Bulgarian were gradually

eliminated. The mere use of the new Russian orthography,

reshaped under the second South Slavic influence, does

not in itse lf indicate that the prototype of a certain

copy was of South Slavic origin, but rather shows the

spelling habits of the scribe. A most striking example

of the gradual russification of a Middle Bulgarian text is

the evolutionary development of Černorizec Xrabar's treatise

On the Letters2̂ .  Of the 73 copies of the text (all of

which can be related textually to one Middle Bulgarian proto-

256
type), 63 are Russian . By the 17th century, however, 

the Russian texts are so perfectly russified at a ll levels 

of the language, that i t  would be virtually impossible from 

a linguistic point of view to identify the prototypes of a ll 

Russian copies as Middle Bulgarian, i f  the transitional cop- 

ies with steadily decreasing numbers of Bulgarisms (or the

ישר
Middle Bulgarian copies themselves) were unknown today .

I t  seems that textual identification of an Old Russian copy

255. K. Kuev, ed., Černorizec Xrabar, Sofia,
1967, 454 pp.

256. K. Kuev, ed., op. c i t . , p. 165.

257. Compare, for instance, the language of the 
Kostroma copy, which has no traces of the diagnostic pecul- 
iarities of the Middle Bulgarian prototype (cf. K. Kuev, ed., 
op. c it. , p. 355-359) . But i t  adds references from Russian 
history, and th^ phrases стыи ко(н)стянти(н) ѲилосоѲъ... и 
меѲо(д) братъ его. состависта азббку грамоты рй(с)ския.
(р. 358).
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from the Kievan period (11th and early 12th centuries) as an

original Russian translation or as a Russian copy from

an Old Bulgarian or, perhaps. West Slavic text, is easier

than textual identification of a 16th-century Russian

copy of a Middle Bulgarian, Serbian or original Russian

translation (cf. below).

2.4.1. In his discussion on criteria for the

national origin of a certain translation, known only in Rus-

sian copies beginning with the pre-Mongol period, Sobolevskij

definitely rejects the orthographic, phonological and even

morphological features of the language in a certain copy as

258
diagnostic . From his personal experience, he concluded

that the only possible basis for determining national origin

is the presence of lexical items whose exclusive national

259
character can be identified beyond any doubt . This con-

elusion has two serious weaknesses: in the f irs t place, i t

is not that easy to make a l is t  of exclusively language-

specific words. In the study quoted, Sobolevskij offers

260
three groups of lexical items, exclusively Russian :

a) Names of objects and of the surrounding real- 

ity , officers, weights and measures, vessels, clothing.

Even in the carefully-selected words he lis ts  in this group,

258. A. I. Sobolevskij, Materiały i  izsledo- 
vanija v oblasti slavjanskoj filo lo g ii i  arxeologii. Osoben- 
nosti russkix perevodov domongol'skogo perioda, Sbornik 
ORJaS, 88, 3, St. Petersburg, 1910, p. 162-163.

259. A. I. Sobolevskij, ibid.

260. A. I. Sobolevskij, op. c it. , p. 162-166.
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one can spot кожух, which is by no means exclusively Russian, 

since i t  is known a ll over the Balkan Slavic dialects (as 

well as in West Slavic).

b) Borrowings from non-Slavic tongues into Russian.

c) Names of countries, states, nations known main- 

ly to the Russians.

The idea of compiling such a l is t  is admirable, but

the practical results are of l i t t le  value. The very conser-

vative l is t  offered by Sobolevskij in this particular paper

consists of only a few dozen words, yet includes such obvi-

ous misfits as кожухъ, сѣно, думати [־советоваться]* which

can as well be Bulgarian or Serbian as Russian. But a like

effort becomes a disaster in Is tr in fs own account of his

2 gi
publication of the Hamartolos Chronicle . Here he lis ts  

as absolutely diagnostic Russian words, items such as 60- 

лѣсть, быль, дроужина, корста, ловъ, наговорити, наилъвити, 

неговорливъ, недѣлт [־седмица], одверию, пополошитися, 

пристроити, слошатися , сълъба, съмълвитися, сѣни, чинъ̂ ^»

Of these, сѣни is attested in the oldest Gospel texts (cf. 

the glossary to Mar.), while a ll the rest are widespread in 

modern Bulgarian dialects. (I have not checked the other 

words from Is tr in s lי is t  with available dictionaries of 

those modern Bulgarian dialects unknown to me, nor of dia-

261. V. M. Istrin , Xronika Georgija Amartola v 
drevnem slavjano-russkom perevode, Slavia, I I ,  1923, 2/3, 
p. 460-467.

262. V. M. Istrin , op. c i t . , p. 463-465.
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lects of the other Slavic languages.) As has already been 

discussed, preliminary lis ts  like Istrin 's have l i t t le  sci- 

entific value because they are not based on thorough examin־ 

ation of the lexical wealth of a ll the Slavic dialects (the 

requisite data collection w ill hardly be accomplished in our 

generation). Such a l is t ,  even when i t  can be made, w ill 

represent only modern Slavic dialects; i t  could not take 

into account the steady lexical loss in the languages, nor 

the lexical innovations reaching them from the surrounding 

dialects and literary languages.

The second weakness of Sobolevskij' s reliance upon 

lexical items as a criterion for the nationality of a Slavic 

translator lies in the minimal number of words that are 

really terminological for only one Slavic country. Since 

one deals with established terms (e.g. the Russian вьрста as 

a measure of distance, погостъ for a small unfortified 

settlement), one can understand why the Russian copyist, 

as long as he understood the meaning of the original terms 

in his prototype (in this case, поприще and вьси) , 

would automatically replace them with their Russian equival- 

ents so as to make the content clear to his Russian readers. 

As has been pointed out, such a replacement was made by the 

scribe who revised the Russian Four Gospels in Constantin- 

ople in 1355, using in part the Middle Bulgarian work by 

Theophylaktes (cf. 2.3.4.2.). In my opinion, similar lexical 

replacements were made in the Old Russian РЙеІа, generally 

believed to be a Russian original translation. As long as
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the scribe understood the meanings of the South Slavic

terms, he replaced them with their Russian counterparts.

But when he came to the word »мжжьца he le ft i t  with only 

slightly altered shape (ыоужика ). The publisher, who did 

not understand i t  either, put a question mark after i t 2*>3e 

The word мъжёц in Contemporary Standard Bulgarian and some 

dialects, with further dialectal variants м&кец, можец, 

мужец means ,uvula1? the Russian equivalent is язычбк»

Here we face the absence of a general Slavic word for an in- 

significant anatomical term? the isogloss *mqzbCb vs.*j<*zy- 

бькъ could be very old, perhaps reflecting semantic influ-

ences of the different substrata in Bulgaria and Russia.

2.4.2. I f ,  as Sobolevskij states, orthographical,

phonological and morphological features are unreliable 

criteria for establishing the national origin of a Slavic 

translation of the earlier period, and i f  the lexical items 

are so far not very reliable either, each of these is even 

less trustworthy in the later periods, when certain nation- 

al traditions and local schools in the Slavic literary lan- 

guages were well established and the replacement of strik- 

ing foreign dialectal features by domestic traditional gram- 

matical norms and lexical terms should be expected in a 

greater degree than before. Throughout its  entire history

263, Чювьство сластъною предѣлъ имѣіеть до 
моужика (?) и до гортани, прешедъше же предѣлъ, нѣ разнь- 
ства *адомоіімоу, но вс* равна ѣствоу на гнои премѣн̂ ющи.
This quotation is from:

V. Semenov, Drevnjaja russkaja Pčela, Sbornik 
ORJaS, 54, 4, St. Petersburg, 1893 (photoedition: Nendeln, 
Liechtenstein, 1966), p. 247-248.
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Church Slavic was by function an international language and

thus the number of local features in i t  was consciously kept

to a minimum. The international monasteries in Constantin-

ople and on Mt• Athos, where most of the Russian copying of

South Slavic texts took place, was an excellent location,

for example, for learning the meanings of local Bulgarian

and Serbian words which were then and there replaced by

Russian words, either dialectal or national•

One should not exclude another possibility: Rus-

sian copies from South Slavic prototypes could have been

revised later in Russia by comparison with the Greek texts,

and certain typically Russian features introduced at that

point. Such seems to have been the situation with the "Rus-

sian" translation of Akir the Wise (Povest1 ob Akire Pre- 

о а  а
mudrom) . N. Durnovo, studying the lexical differences 

between the 16th-century Russian copy # 46 of the Soloveckij 

Monastery (Solov. ) and the 16th-century Serbian copy # 828 

of the Beograd Library (Bgrd.), noted that certain Russian 

words, presumably hard for the Serbian copyists to under- 

stand, are completely missing from the Serbian version, and 

states that "a ll copies of the (Serbian) f irs t  redaction 

have their origin in a Russian copy" . In this particular

264. My study of the Russian and Serbian copies, 
representing two different versions of the translation, is 
based on Durnovo's publication:

N. Durnovo, К is to r ii povesti ob Akire, Materiały
i  izsledovanija po starinnoj literature. I ,  Moscow, 1915,
131 pp.

265. N. Durnovo, op. c i t . , p. 131.
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study he is careful not to join fu lly A. I. Sobolevskij and

A. D• Grigor'ev in their identification of the Russian cop-

ies as original Russian translations. Although he calls

their opinion "very probable", he does not accept that i t

266
has been "completely proven" • Durnovo1s mistakes in iden- 

tifying the Serbian copy as from a Russian prototype can be 

explained by his absolute reliance upon tentative considera- 

tions of the national character of lexical items and by his 

disregard of a ll other features in the language. In addi- 

tion he cites the lexical differences one-sidedly. He lis ts  

бебромъ, хоудобы, боголишивоу, синьць, небылое дѣло» оревеי 

etc. as Russian words missing from the Serbian copies, and 

adds that коноплянъ портъ and порты свѣтлы are completely 

absent from some Serbian copies, while in others they are 

replaced by конопно предено and новие ризи, respectively2̂ .  

But he fails to note typical South Slavic words like гиздавъ 

(,handsome, well-groomed'), срѣщати (,to meet'), строувати 

(,to destroy, waste1), etc., which are not present in the 

Russian texts. Here are the parallel phrases: не коупи 

раба гіз^ава ни крадлива (Bgrd., p. 38)268vs. не кбпи раба 

величава ни рабй величаві} (Solov., p. 22); аще те кто 

срѣщеть й р^еть к ’ тебѣ (Bgrd., p. 38) vs. аще к ’то 

оУсрѣтъ възмолви к ’ тебѣ (Solov. , p. 22); не строуваи

266. N. Durnovo, ibid.

267. N. Durnovo, op. c i t . , p. 130-131.

268. The page numbers quoted here refer to 
Durnovo*s publication.
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именіа моюго (Bgrd. , p. 39) vs. не порти скота моего 

(Solov., p. 27). I t  is an impossible task to try to estab- 

lish the priority of the South Slavic or the Russian lexical 

variants without taking into consideration other linguistic 

evidence.

In addition to the overwhelming Church Slavic vo- 

cabulary of both texts (most of the words used in Akir the 

Wise are found in the New Testament, the Manasses Chronicle 

(including the Tale of Troy) , the Serbian (Bgrd.) and the 

Russian (Solov.) copies contain striking Bulgarisms which 

Durnovo was unable to identify as such. In 1915, when he 

published his study, l i t t le  was known to students of 

comparative Slavic linguistics about the structural 

peculiarities shared by the modern Bulgarian dialects, or 

about the historical development of Bulgarian, especially 

as a participant in the common processes within the 

Balkan convergence area. For example, in Bgrd. there 

are forms of the "double object", a Balkan feature rare 

but characteristic for middle Bulgarian: в,са ти прошеніа 

испльне (р. 37 ,I w ill f u l f i l l  them a ll your demands');

/3^  /ÇN
наоучи re го сестріичика свогего ана^а сіи 

(p. 39 , I taught him the son of my sister, Anadan, these 

things'); of the genitive singular masculine in -e instead 

of -a (caused by the usual Serbian rendering of etymological 

jat*, applied to the Middle Bulgarian ending — especially

common with foreign words — which was written Ѣ, represent-

S'4׳
ing phonological / ja / or /a/ after a soft consonant): м ца
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марѲе (p. 39)• instead of the usual Serbian conjunction 

ньу the form ноу twice (pp. 41, 42), this being another 

diagnostic Middle Bulgarian word — (cf. 4.3.5.4.). These 

and other less exclusive features of the Serbian copy (Bgrd.) 

definitely indicate a Middle Bulgarian prototype rather 

than a Russian one.

The Middle Bulgarian features of the Russian copy 

(Solov.) are as arresting as those of the Serbian one, with 

two cases of "double object": с н б  o f  богата мЙжа• снъ

э »мию с^ѣлъ. ю е^. и и о^бога мйжа снъ з ’мию снѣлъ 

(р. 21 ,Son, the son of a rich man ate her the snake, and 

the son of a poor man ate a snake*); и азъ о̂ дръ x 1
כ כ

т а • и исправих* t a  —  the second т д ,  however, could be 

merely a copying error by the Russian scribe — (p. 30 'I  you 

preserved you and fixed (helped) you1). Other Bulgarisms 

are: негли (p. 25, for не же ли); бор’зо (p. 27 ,fast'); 

брачнины (p. 25 1 fancy clothes1); пер’сть (p. 26 ,earth'); 

вретитище (sic) for the correct вретище (p. 31 * (poor) gar- 

ment made of hemp'); Зсоуді£ instead of 5сюдЙ (p. 32), 

reflecting the Middle Bulgarian change of the adverbiais 

сѣмо > само, сн*доу > с*доу (cf. 4.3.4.5.); locative after 

a verb of motion2*^: едй в1 домй 5ца своего (р. 31); con- 

sistent use of the verb имѣти to express forms of the future

269. A detailed discussion on this peculiarity of 
the Bulgarian texts can be found in:

I. Duridanov, Кэт problemata za razvoja na bøl- 
garskija ezik ot sintetizam k?m analitizsm, Godiänik SU, LI, 
1955, 3, p. 185-191.
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negative: не има̂  поустити т а  ни пожалоую т а  (р. 36) , etc•,

which could, however, be a reflection of the Greek original

i f  indeed the translation was made from Greek rather than

from a Semitic language. In addition to these various diag-

nostic Bulgarian features, one must consider the peculiar

correctness (from the point of view of the Bulgarian langu-

age) in the use of the past tenses, even in cases involving

270
d ifficu lt tense agreements . But while different tenses 

were used correctly in their proper places, the wrong person- 

al endings indicate that the scribe did not actually under- 

stand the meaning of the forms he copied and reinterpreted: 

тй о#подбих* ca (for о#по®би са) мціо (p. 33); тй offnô 6rocł 

cą (for о$по®С)И са) цвѣт  ̂ днвномб (р. 33), etc• S t il l,

there are new, Middle Bulgarian verbal forms, like the newer 

Middle Bulgarian aorist form of the verb жити: тко дро бою 

жыв̂ осовѣ [־живѣховѣ] въ многы дни . (p. 30) • A ll of 

these features, i f  studied in their to ta lity , give suffi- 

cient evidence that the prototype of the Russian Solov• copy 

was a Middle Bulgarian text. Of course, there are Russisms 

in this text too (for instance жем,чюг#, p. 35), but 

this is, after a ll, a Russian copy, dated approximately

270• My personal experience with Russian students 
as an instructor of Bulgarian as a second language in the 
Institute for Foreign Students in Sofia (1963-to 1964) has 
convinced me that the category of past tenses and, particu- 
larly, the agreement of different past tenses in Modern Bui- 
garian (which principally is no different from that in 
Church Slavic: cf. К. Mirčev, Istoričeska gramatika.••, pp. 
185-186, 191-213), is beyond the intuition of a native 
Russian.
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300 years after the Bulgarian translation was made2̂ .־*־

On the other hand, according to I s t r i n 2 7 2 ׳  the 

rendering of the Greek -uß- as-мб-in the Slavic texts is a 

Russian feature. He mentions this peculiarity in connection 

with the Russian copies of Akir the Wise ( it  actually ap- 

pears there only in the name амбекамъ or амбакоуыъ) but 

Durnovo is skeptical about the translation from Greek and 

rather suggests translation from a Semitic language2̂ .  The 

form with -мб-is , indeed, strange for a South Slavic trans- 

lation from Greek, where one might expect either -bb- or 

-MB-2741 and may also be considered a late Russism.

The most surprising fact about Durnovo*s inade- 

quately motivated conclusions on the origin of the Serbian 

and Russian versions of Akir the Wise is that, although he 

himself did not categorically identify the Russian version 

as an original Russian translation (cf. fn. 266), i t  is com- 

monly accepted in the literature2̂  that Durnovo ,,proved1*

271. Durnovo agrees with Grigor'ev and Sobolev- 
skij that the translation was made before or at the begin- 
ning of the 13th century. See:

N. Durnovo, op. c i t . , p. 128-129.

272. V. M. Is trin , op. c i t . , p. 461.

273. N. Durnovo, op. c i t . , p. 102-103.

274. N. Durnovo, op. c i t . , p. 100-102.

275. See, for example:
V. M. Is trin , ibid.
V. N. Perete, К is to r ii teksta Povesti ob Akire 

Premudrom, Izvestija ORJaS, 21, 1916, 1, p. 3-6.
N. A. Mesőerskij, Iskusstvo perevoda Kievskoj 

Rusi, Trudy ODRL, 15, Moscow-Leningrad, 1958, p. 58.
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nationality of the original translator• There are, however, 

scholars who s t i l l  doubt the East Slavic origin of the 

translation2̂ ** •

2.4.3• The problem of incorrect identification of 

the national origin of translations in the Church Slavic 

literature is a serious one, since not a ll Russian and Soviet 

scholars are as scrupulous as Durnovo (whose only fault was 

unawareness of certain definite Middle Bulgarian features). 

Because of wrongly identified translations, the extent of the 

second South Slavic (and particularly Middle Bulgarian) in- 

fluence on the Russian language is unclear• One must empha- 

size that what we know today about medieval (Church) Slavic 

literature, original and translated, is only some fragments 

of the fantastic wealth of this literature kept in libraries 

and museums a ll over the world• According to the incom- 

plete data collected by N• K. Nikol1skij and his students, 

in Russian libraries and museums alone there are about 

1560 different works translated from the Greek2̂ •  In 

addition to this huge number of Greek and non-Russian

276. D. čiievskij. Comparative History of Slavic 
Literatures, Baltimore, 1971, ppT 31, 36•

While Čiževskij questions the national origin of 
Akir the Wise, Bulgarian literary historians are unanimous 
in considering i t  an early Middle Bulgarian translation• I 
am not, however, aware of any studies by linguists. Bulgar- 
ian or of other nationality, which would definitely prove 
the Middle Bulgarian character of the translation.

277. V. F• Pokrovskaja, Kartoteka akademika N.
К. Nikol'skogo, Trudy Biblioteki Akademii nauk SSSR, 1,
Moscow־Leningrad7 T5Î8, p. 142-15ÏÏT
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Slavic tit le s , there are about 11,580 different works by

27Я
known and unknown Russian writers . A ll these figures rep־

resent works in manuscripts dated from the 11th through 18th

centuries. Nikol1sk ij's  data, assembled before 1904 and

only for the major Russian centers, show that these

are represented by between 80,000 and 100,000 separate

manuscripts, containing between 1,200,000 to 2,000,000

279
copies of the above-listed individual works . Of course, 

these figures are obsolete, since in the last 60 years or 

so many additional manuscripts have been discovered in Rus-

sia and preserved for eventual study by the major Soviet

... . . 280 
institutions

In the light of such figures one feels very humble 

attempting to rediscover past trends in inter-Slavic cult־ 

ural transfer and to examine their manifestations. The 

study of a few selected Russian manuscripts from the period 

of the so-called second South Slavic influence might produce 

conclusions of limited validity with respect to the rest of 

the Russian literature — translated, imported or original — 

of the same period. One can only trust the judgment of seri- 

ous and very knowledgeable workers in the fie ld , such as 

Sobolevskij and Lixačev, who having examined hundreds or

278. V. F. Pokrovskaja, ibid.

279. V. N. Perete, К voprosu o racional' nom 
opisanii drevnix rukopisej , Tver1, 1 9 0 Ѣ , р̂  T i

280. D. S. LixaSev, Tekstoloģija, p. 97-102.
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thousands of the manuscripts kept in Russia,concluded that 

there was a change in the entire Russian literary production 

at the end of the 14th ־ beginning of the 15th centuries, 

and that this change was caused by a second wave of South 

Slavic (especially Middle Bulgarian) influence•
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C h a p t e r  T h r e e

ON THE SO-CALLED REVISION OF THE MIDDLE BULGARIAN

LANGUAGE AND LITERATURE

3.1• The term "Middle Bulgarian" is applied both

to the literary language of Bulgaria, and to the spoken

Slavic dialects in that country, during the 12th, 13th and

281
14th centuries . This term is an unfortunate one, since 

i t  implies the existence of a language very different from 

OCS (or Old Bulgarian). This was clearly singled out by 

N. van Wijk in his comparison of the relationships between, 

on the one hand, OCS and its  Russian, Serbian and Croatian
ж

recensions, and, on the other hand, OCS and Middle Bulgar-

ian: "The relations between the Middle Bulgarian language

and the Old Bulgarian language are very different, because

here are present only different periods in the development

2 Я 2
of the saune language" (ita lics mine, I. T.) . By and large, 

the difference between the language of a 13th-century copy 

from an OCS text and that of the oldest known OCS texts is 

often insignificant, appearing mainly in the phonology and 

spelling. Such is the case with the Tarnovsko Evangelie

281. K. Mirčev, Istoričeska gramatika na bąlgar- 
skija ezik, Sofia, 1963 (2nd edition), pp̂  8̂  12-2ÏÏ7 30-32,

---------------

282. N. van Wijk, Istorija  staroslavjanskogo 
jazyka (translated from German), Moscoŵ  19577 P• 37•
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(1273), kept in Zagreb2®־*. The usual striking peculiarity

of the Middle Bulgarian language, the redistribution of the

letters for the nasal vowels (compared to the situation in

OCS), sometimes has limited manifestation, as for example in

the 12th-century Dobromirovo Evangelie, Grigorovič Parimejn ik ,

2 Я 4
Bologna Psalter , etc. Even a cursory glance at the newer 

12th-century copies of the OCS texts causes a serious doubt 

as to the wisdom of calling their language (separated by 

about 300 years from the time of the translations) by a d if- 

ferent name from the language of the 11th-century "classical” 

texts, separated from the time of the translations by about 

200 years. In addition, there is the mere theoretical chance 

that a "Middle" Bulgarian copy could have been made directly 

from a 9th-century prototype and thus, except in the phono- 

logy, would better reflect the morphological and syntactic 

structure, as well as the lexicon, of the OCS language of

283. M. Valjavec, Trnovsko tetrajevandelije XIII 
vieka. Starine, XX, Zagreb, 1888, p. 157-241; Starine, XXI, 
Zagreb, 1889, p. 1-68.

284. For a short review of the peculiarities of 
these manuscripts, see:

К. Mirčev, 0]э. c it. , p. 12-13.
For lengthy discussions on the peculiarities of 

two of these manuscripts, as well as for their texts, see:
V. Jagic, Evangelium Dobromiri ; ein altmacedoni- 

sches Denkmal der kirchenslavischen ־Spraöhe3־־es X II. Jahr- 
hundērts, Vienna, v l T־ t 1898, 138 + 1־ 1  pp.; v. 2~, T89TJ Г40
, I I I ־41
+111 pp.

V. N. Ščepkin, Bolonskaja psaltyr*. S priloženiem 
semi fo totip ij i  vos'mi cinkografij, Issledovanija po rus- 
skomu jazyku, I I ,  4, St. Petersburg, 1906.

V. Jagić, Slovën1skaja psal"tyr1. Psalterium Bono- 
niense, St. Petersburg  ̂ 1907.

I. Dujčev, ed., Bolonski psaltir (photopublica- 
tion of the manuscript) , Sofia, 1968, 5JÓ pp.
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the 9th century, while an 11th-century glagolitic text 

might have been copied from other 11th-century prototypes 

and thus have more grammatical and lexical innovations. I t  

is a well-established fact that in the 12th century some 

Bulgarian copyists made use of old glagolitic manuscripts, 

and even used the glagolitic letters marginally in their 

own writings (such as, for instance, the linguistically very 

archaic šafarikov triód ) ļ

The term "Middle Bulgarian language” is justified

only when applied to the Slavic dialects of the population

which called itse lf Bulgarian. From the sporadic new gram-

matical forms penetrating into the literature as "mistakes",

one can judge that serious structural changes had occurred

in the dialects, the spoken Bulgarian language (as a total-

ity  of a ll its  dialects) having moved towards analytism. In

this respect, Bulgarian gradually diverged from the rest of

the Slavic languages, participating in common processes with

the non-Slavic languages of the area — Albanian, Rumanian

and some dialects of Greek. This development is known as the

Balkanization of the Bulgarian language (referring to its

286
changes within the Balkan convergence area) , but the ear- 

lies t penetration of Balkan features into the Bulgarian l i t -  

erary language are already to be seen in most of the glagol­

285. K. Mirčev, op• c i t . , p. 13.

286• The Balkan features of the Middle Bulgarian 
language, with basic bibliography on the Balkan convergence 
phenomenon, w ill be discussed in Chapter Four.

00047407
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i t ic  texts of the 11th century . In this respect, the
287

287. The earliest occurrence of the Balkan "dou- 
ble object" has been found by me in Mar. (11th century). I 
have found the same feature in the 11th 12 ־th-century Rus- 
sian copy of Sinajsk ij paterik. These examples w ill be 
given (and discussed) in 4.4.2.

Other Balkan processes, like the development of 
the post-positive article, replacement of the in fin itive  by 
да -clauses, non-distinction of direction and location with 
the verbs of motion (as part of the reduction of the cases 
to three: subjective, objective and dative), establishment 
of the dative possessive, expression of affirmative future 
by a combination of хотѣти + verb and of negative future by 
не имѣти + verb, are studied in detail by many Slāvists and 
Balkanologists. Among the most important are:

M. Małecki, Zagadnienia sporne lingwistyki bał- 
kańskiej , Zbirka odgovora na pitanja 1̂ (I I I  Mećtunarodni 
kongres slavista) , Beograd, 1939, p. 216-217.

J. Kurz, К otazce Členu v jazycích slovanskych 
se zvláátním zretelem к staroslovēnštinē, Byzantinoslavica 
7, 1937-1938, p. 212-340; 8, 1939-1946, p. 172-288.

K. H. Meyer, Altkirchenslavische Studien I I .  Das 
Supinum. Eine syntaktische Untersuchung, Schriften der 
Königsberger Gelehrten Gesellschaft 18. JahrT, geisteswis. 
Kl., 3, Halle, 1944, p. 284-285.

K. MirÖev, Кода vaznikva člennata forma v Ьэідаг- 
skija ezik, ВэІдЕг, 3, 1953, p. 45-50.

Z. Gołąb, Funkcja syntaktyczna partykuły da w 
językach pd.-słowiańskich (bułgarskim, macedońskim i  serbo - 
chorwackim). Biuletyn polskiego Towarzystwa językoznawczego, 
XIII, Cracow, 1954 , p. 67-92̂ .

K. Horálek, К otazce staroslovënskeho in fin itivù . 
Posta Fr. Travničkovi a F. Wollmanovi, Brno, 1948, p. 159 - 
1 6 5 .

 , Evangeliare a <čtveroevangelia,
Prague, 195Í, p. 159-176.

I. Duridanov, Kdm problemata za razvoja na bal- 
garskija ezik ot sintetizam кэт analitizdm, GodiSnik SU, 51 
Sofia, 1955, p. 85-272 (Photoreprint, Sofia, 1956) .

 , Za načenkite na analitizma v Ьѳі-
garskija ezik. Rocznik slawistyczny, 20, 1958, p. 16-26.

H. Birnbaum, Un tersuchungen zu den Zukunftsum- 
Schreibungen mit dem In fin it iv  im ÄTtkirchenslavischen, 
Stockholm, 195ÏÏ7 pp. 25-26, 213=732, 253-260, 276.

 , Baikanslavisch und Sudslavisch,
Zeitschrift für Balkanologie, I I I ,  1965, 1-2, pp. 31-38, 
ël-62.

J. Sedlácek, Sintaksis staroslavjanskogo jazyka 
v svete balkanistiki, Slavia, XXXII, 1963, 3, p. 385-394.

A. Minčeva, Razvoj na datelnija pritežatelen 
padežf v bąlgarskija ezik, Sofia, 1964, 175 pp.
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Bulgarian literature of the 12th 14 ־th centuries does not 

reflect the beginning, but only the continuation of struct- 

ural changes in the language which had started earlier. Al- 

though we have indirect evidence (the Wallachian and Moldav- 

ian gramoty written in Bulgarian dialects)288 that by the 

mid15־ th century most of the features of the Modern Bulgarian 

language were completely established, the language of 

Church Slavic literature in Bulgarian even at that time was 

extremely conservative• In this connection, K. MirSev 

writes:

Unfortunately, we must emphasize, that we do 
not known of literary monuments from the most im־ 
portant epoch, when the decisive turn of the Bui- 
garian language from synthetism towards analytism 
took place, which might reflect better the Ian- 
диаде of the people• Almost a ll monuments con- 
nected with this epoch have a Church character 
and stric tly  follow tradition, and give no 
place at a ll to the peculiarities of the popular
language289״

Another serious weakness of designating the Bui- 

garian literary language of the 12th - 14th centuries as 

Middle Bulgarian, while calling that from the 15th century 

onward New Bulgarian, is that i t  virtually excludes from 

the history of the Bulgarian literary language the entire 

traditional Church Slavic literature created after the 14th 

century• The Bulgarian, Serbian, Wallacho-Moldavian and

288• S• B. Bernštejn, Razyskanija v oblasti 
bol^arskoj istoričeskoj dialektologii, 1, Moscow-Leningrad

289• К. Mirčev, Istoričeska gramatika•••, 
p. 144. ----------------------------- ----------------------
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Russian Church Slavic texts were diligently copied in Bui- 

garia a ll the way to the mid19־־th century, at the end parai- 

leiing the creation and development of the modern Bulgarian 

literary language.

While "Middle Bulgarian" is the appropriate term 

for the Bulgarian dialects between the 11th and the end of 

the 14th c e n t u r i e s 2 ^ ( )  f i t  has l i t t le  i f  any justification 

when applied to the literary language. The time between 

the 12th and the 14th centuries is only a period in the 

history of the literary language in Bulgaria. And although 

the flow of Russian Church Slavic books in the mid18־th cen- 

tury seriously reshaped the Church Slavic language in Bui-

о Q ן
garia , some Middle Bulgarian texts were s t i l l  being copied 

later. An example w ill suffice to illustrate this point: 

the 16th-century Tulcea copy of the Manasses Chronicle re- 

fleets a more archaic language than the mid-14th־century

290. The beginning of this period is connected 
with the destruction of the independent Bulgarian state of 
Samuil (1018), which turned the country into a Byzantine pro- 
vince, and the waves of mass invasions by Turkic populations 
into Bulgarian territory (in the 1030's, 1048, 1064 and the 
last two decades of the 11th century). See:

Belgarska Akadēmija na Naukite, Istorija na Bal- 
gari ja . I, Sofia, 1961 (2nd edition), pp. 146-14<T, 151>-i!>(>.

The end of the period is connected with the final 
Turkish conquest of Bulgaria (1396). The Turks virtually 
destroyed the Bulgarian nation as i t  had existed until their 
advent, through mass relocation of the population of the Bal- 
kan territories and Asia Minor, as well as through intensive 
Turkish colonization of Bulgaria.

291. K. Mirčev, op. c i t . , p. 85.
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Moscow copy of the same text, made by the priest F ilip292.

In this study, the term "Middle Bulgarian l ite r  ־

ary language" is used because of the already-established 

tradition in historical studies of the Bulgarian language, 

but with the explicit reservation that i t  simply refers to 

a period in the development of the Church Slavic language 

in Bulgaria. For the practical purpose of the present study

— the impact of this language on the Russian literary 

language of the end of the 14th - beginning of the 15th cen- 

turies — developments in the Church Slavic of Bulgaria 

after the Turkish conquest are of no interest.

The Middle Bulgarian literary language (until

1396) is a version of Old Church Slavic (in this context 

i t  is therefore also appropriate to speak of the Old Bulgar-

ian literary language) which reflects only certain features 

of the spoken Bulgarian dialects of the 12th - 14th centur- 

ies. Nevertheless, these dialectal features are present in 

varying degree in a ll texts and are very useful diagnostic 

tools in determining the national origin of a certain trans- 

lation or original Slavic literary work. Inasmuch as the 

search for these features is essential, one must outline 

the te rrito ria l boundaries of the Bulgarian dialects 

spoken at that time.

292. I. Bogdan published the Tulcea copy, com- 
paring i t  with both the Vatican and the Moscow copies. The 
numerous spelling and grammatical variants from the Moscow 
copy, given by Bogdan, demonstrate the more conservative 
character of the Tulcea copy. Cf.:

I. Bogdan, Cronica lu i Constantin Manasses...,

00047407
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3.1.1. Today the northern boundary of the Bulgar- 

ian dialects is the Danube River, but this cannot be pro- 

jected backward to the period of the Bulgarian language un- 

der consideration in this study. The most exhaustive in- 

vestigation of the Bulgarian dialects north of the Danube 

was conducted by S. B. Bernštejn on the extremely rich 

linguistic material of the Wallachian and Moldavian gramoty 

(before 1508) 293. But Rumanian scholars have, with very few 

exceptions (e.g. I. Bogdan) always had a strongly negative 

attitude towards any suggestion that large masses of Bulgar- 

ians in Wallachia and Moldavia could, through assimilation, 

have been among the "ancestors" of the modern Rumanian and 

Moldavian nations. Here is a curious item from the end of 

the last century, recounted by Bernštejn:

Some most precious Slavic gramoty from the 
city of Brashov came into the hands of the Ruman- 
ian historian Tocilescu, who was unable to read 
them. The Rumanian historian did not know the 
language in which most of the Rumanian monuments 
up to the 17th century were written. One can 
hardly imagine a Polish historian who would not 
know Latin! But everything Slavic caused the 
Rumanian historians and philologists such emotions 
as did not allow any objective studies. In the 
well-known work on the history of the Rumanian 
language and literature by Prof. A. Densusieanu, 
one reads: "One of the most unhappy coincidences 
for the language, the culture and even for the

293. S. B. Bernštejn, Razyskanija. . . , 370 pp.
More recent papers, contributing to Bernštejn's 

study with additional data and observations, are:
0. StojkoviS, Srednobalgarski morfologičeski 

osobenosti v ezika na vlaxo-belgarskite gramoti (XIV - XV 
v.), BolgEz, XIV, 1964, 2-3, p. 149-159.

A. Stanöeva-Daskalova, Za njakoi dialektni oso- 
benosti vev vlaxo-bölgarskite gramoti, BelgEz, XVI, 1966, 6, 
p. 556-563Í

-  137 - Ilya Talev - 9783954793341
Downloaded from PubFactory at 01/10/2019 06:10:29AM

via free access



00047407

substance of the Rumanian element was the contact 
of the Rumanians with Slavs and the introduction 
of the Slavic language in the Church and state"'*

In the mid-14th century there certainly was a 

Slavic Church in Wallachia, and in 1370 both of the Metro-

politan sees in Wallachia were under the control of the

295
Slavic archbishop of Oxrid . But the number of Wallacho - 

Moldavian gramoty written in 15th-century Bulgarian dialects 

reaches a few thousand (there are twice as many Moldavian

9 0 с
gramoty as Wallachian) .

In his serious examination of the contradictory

theories in Rumanian historiography from before World War

I I ,  in their relationship to historic facts known to con-

temporary science but only partially used by those Rumanian

scholars who disregarded the Slavic background of the Ruma-

2 97nian nation , BernStejn comes to the following conclusion:

Thus, the Slavic population of Wallachia (and 
also Moldavia) is more ancient than the population

294. S. B. BernStejn, op. c i t . , p. 44.
But the situation today is different. Contempora- 

ry Rumanian scholars acknowledge the participation of the 
Slavic (Bulgarian) ethnic element in the formation of their 
nation and the importance of the Church Slavic culture in 
the history of the country. For basic reference to such 
major Rumanian works, see the bibliographical notes in:

§t. Pascu, ed., and others, Istorija  Medie a 
Romaniei, v. 1, Bucharest, 1966, p. 111-112.

295. Acta Partriarchatus Constantinopolitani, I I ,  
p. 230. This work was unaccessible to me, and the reference 
is from: S. B. BernStejn, op. c i t . , p. 57.

296. S. B. BernStejn, op. c i t . , p. 67.

297. S. B. BernStejn, op. c i t . , p. 80-127.
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which carried the Roman linguistic tradition• The 
intensive interrelations between them began from 
the 13th century. As a result of this process, a 
new language with multiple Slavic and Romance ele- 
ments was created on the Wallachian territory.
The Slavic tribes of Wallachia belonged to a group 
of tribes which is known under the name Bulgarian• 
This is confirmed by the analysis of the language 
of the Slavic gramoty, above a ll, of the
Serbian elements m i t  •

The following three phrases w ill suffice to demon- 

strate the nature of the language of the Wallachian gramoty 

of the 15th century: купил тия овни летоска- ,he bought 

these rams last summer*;а вие да га оставите да отиде дома 

си - *you should let him go home*; найдете един кон велик и 

хубав - , find a big and handsome horse12" •  These phrases, 

which could be from a modern Bulgarian dialect, show beyond 

any doubt that the persons who wrote them were native Bulgar־ 

ians, and not Wallachians who had learned the Church Slavic 

literary language. Nothing like them is registered in the 

territory of today's Bulgaria until the mid16־th century; 

thus foreigners could not have learned such a language from 

books.

But the presence of native Bulgarians on Wallach- 

ian and Moldavian territory in the period under study (12th- 

14th centuries) is related to the characterization of the 

literary, Church Slavic language known as Middle Bulgarian. 

Books, known today, written in Church Slavic, might well

298• S. B. Bernštejn, op. c i t . , p. 127.

299. S. B. BernStejn, op. c i t . , p• 78.
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have been written in Wallachia or Moldavia and s t i l l  have 

had a ll the peculiarly Middle Bulgarian features.

3.1.2• The southern boundaries of the Bulgarian

linguistic area are unclear. In the mid16־־th century, the

easternmost point of this boundary appears to have been im-

mediately north of Adrianopolis. A German traveller of

1553-1555 testifies: ,,From Adrianopolis begins Bulgaria.

In a ll the villages they speak the Bulgarian l a n g u a g e "

Such evidence, however, is too late to be absolutely relia-

ble for the earlier period• There is earlier historical evi-

dence (14th century) of Bulgarians* living in today's Greece,

but i t  is not clear whether they were minority groups within

Greek settlements, or residents of scattered Bulgarian v ii-

lages on Greek territory. From the archives (in the Italian

language) belonging to the Cretan notary Manoli Bresciano,

who documented the slave trade in the city of Candia, one

learns that on Sept• 14, 1382 "a slave Maria, Bulgarian by

nationality, from the township of Livadia" (in Epirus) was

sold for 115 perpers*^־*־. On Dec. 5, 1382 another slave was

sold, "Mixail, Bulgarian by birth, from the region of Thes-

302
salonike, from the village called Phylokarna . While

300. Fr. Babinger, ed., Hans Dernschwamms Tage- 
buch einer Reise nach Konstantinopel u. Kleinasien (1553-5), 
Munich-Leipzig, 1923, 245-246.

301. I. Sakszov, Novootkriti dokumenti ot kraja 
na XIV v. za bulgari ot Maķedonija, prodavani kato robi, 
Makedonski pregled, VII, 1932, 2-3, p• 23-62 (entry # 63).

302. I. Sak©zov, op. c i t . , entry # 85.

00047407
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Bulgarian settlements (or neighborhoods in Greek towns and 

villages) on Greek territory might have penetrated far to 

the south, a considerable number of Greeks lived on the ter- 

ritory of the Bulgarian kingdom, especially on the Black Sea 

coast and in the larger Bulgarian cities. This was always 

used by the Bulgarian kings to justify their claim to the 

t it le  "King of a ll Bulgarians and Greeks".

3.1.3. The north-west boundary of the Bulgarian

dialects in the past has been disputed between some Serbian

and Bulgarian linguists. A. Belie seriously claimed the

modern West Bulgarian dialects as Serbian, part of the

303
Prizren-Timok dialect group . As far as the Prizren-Timok 

dialects on Serbian territory are concerned, he suggested 

them to be "fundamentally Serbian dialects"**®^, which 

borrowed certain Bulgarian features in the 17th 18 ־th 

centuries^^. But there is historic evidence which seems 

absolutely to contradict such a theory. At the end of March,

303. A. Belie, Dialektologičeskaja karta serb- 
skogo jazyka, Stat'i po slavjanovedeniju, I I ,  St. Petersburg, 
1906, p. 58-59.

Serious Yugoslav dialectologists today do not re- 
peat Belic's erroneous statements. Cf.:

P. Ivic, Die serbokroatischen Dialekte. Ihre 
Struktur und Entwicklung, Hague, 1358, p. £3-95.

For further Yugoslav bibliography on this problem
see :

P. Ivic, op. c i t . , p. 47-48.
 , D1  j a lelTtolog i  j a srpskohrvatskog jezika.

Uvod î  Stokavsko nareSije, NoVi Sad, 1956, p. 124-Í2TI

304. A. Belie, О srpskim i l i  hrvatskim d ijalek- 
tima, Beograd, 1908, p. І00.

305. A. Belie, op. c i t . , p. 102-103.
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1433, the French nobleman Bertrandon de la Broquière crossed

the Morava River west of Niš. He wrote:

Et vins en une v ille  que l*on nomme Corsebech 
[Kruševac] et furent X journées depuis Adrenopoly. 
Ceste dite v ille  est a un mile près de la rivyere 
de la Morave qui vient de Bossene et est une 
grosse rivyere qui depart la Vulgairie et la 
Rascie ou Servie, qui est une mesme chose־*^ .

The same statement: the River Morava separates 

Bulgaria from Serbia (which at that time can only be geo- 

graphic and ethnic — not politica l — terms) is repeated 

two centuries later, in 1671, by the Englishman John Burbury 

(Gent.) in his account of a journey from Vienna to Constan- 

tinople:

From Jogada, on a fine and strong wooden 
Bridge, we passed the River Morava, which sepa- 
rates Servia II Servia (sic) from Bulgaria. The 
next place was Baraizin, then Pellacderesi and 
afterwards Aleschinti, where in a l i t t le  Brook, and 
on the Grass thereabout, we saw many Tortoises..307

306. Ch. Schefer, ed., Le voyage d,outremer de 
Bertrandon de la Broguière, premier~<?cuyer tranchant et 
conseiller cTe ?1Kilippe le Bon, Duc de Bourgogne, Paris,
1892, p. 205.

307. J. Burbury, A Relation of a Journey of the 
Right Honourable My Lord Henry Howard, (From London to 
Vienna, and thence to Constantinople; In the Company of 
his Excellency Count Lesley, Knight of the Order of the 
Golden Fleece, Councellour of State to his Imperial Majesty, 
etc.. And Extraordinary Ambassadour from Leopoldus Emperour 
of Germany to the Grand Signior, Sultan Mahomet Han the 
Forth. Written by John Burbury Gent.), London, 1671,
p. 124-125.

I would like to express my special gratitude to 
the staff of the William Andrews Clark Memorial Library in 
Los Angeles, who were able to direct me to this source of 
information and to provide the original edition of this ex- 
tremely rare miniature book of 1671.
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3.1.3.1. Both testimonies are reliable with re- 

spect to correct ethnic identification of the territories, 

because neither Bertrandon de la Broquière nor John Burbury 

shows any special sympathy with the Bulgarians, which might 

have prompted them to "locate11 the ethnic boundary farther 

to the west. The literature on the status of the Toriak 

dialects since Belie does not give a precise nor universal- 

ly accepted explanation of their origin. Their Balkan 

(and Bulgarian) features have been explained by early (9th- 

13th century) Bulgarian i n f l u e n c e ^ ® ׳  t > y  the early influence

308. A. Margulies believes that the Toriak dia- 
lects were bulgarized over the period 9th - 13th centuries, 
since their territory was successively within the domain of 
the Bulgarian kings of the First Empire (Boris, Symeon and 
Samuil) and of the Second (Asenid) Empire. See:

A. Margulies, Historische Grundlagen der slid- 
slavischen Sprachqliederung, Archiv flir slavische Phil- 
ologie,XL, 1926, 3-4, p. 203-2ТЯП

There is historic evidence that around the year 
680 the Protobulgarians resettled the seven Moesian Slavic 
tribes (which were the Slavic element in the future Bulgar- 
ian nation north of the Balkan Mountains) westward around 
the rivers Timok and Morava, with the task of guarding the 
newly-formed Bulgaro-Slavic federation from the Avars on 
the north-west. Two of the original seven Slavic tribes 
(from the later Bulgarian group) received their names from 
the new territory - Timočane and Moravjane. See:

Balgarska Akadēmija na Naukite, Istorija  na Bel- 
garija , I, Sofia, 1961 (2nd edition), p. 60-61.

V. Zlatarski, Istorija  na bslgarskata daržava 
prez srednite vekove, I, T .Sofia ,"T918, pp. 142-143. ГТ6 ,־

K. Mirčev, op. c i t . , p. 42.
I f  i t  could be proven that there were in the 6th- 

7th centuries tribes of the Serbo-Croatian Slavic group al- 
ready settled in the Prizren-Timok area, one might in a 
certain sense place the start of their "Bulgarization" 
even earlier than does Margulies. Undeniably, the dialects 
of the area were involved in the Balkan convergence pro- 
cesses, parallel with the Slavic dialects of present-day 
Bulgaria and Macedonia.

However,on the basis of available historical evi-
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of the Romance s u b s t r a t u m 3 0 9 1> ^  -according to the most re ׳ 

cent theories, by independent (from Bulgarian) participation 

in the Balkan convergence phenomena, in which no other Ser־ 

bo-Croatian dialects took partalo. one can only agree with 

the theoretical premise of some contemporary linguists, that 

whatever forces affected the historical development of the 

Toriak dialects are of l i t t le  relevance to the present posi- 

tion of these dialects, within the Serbo-Croatian language 

and within the Balkan convergence area^H.

dence, i t  seems that the creation of the transitional Bui- 
garian-Serbian dialects was a much more complicated pheno- 
menon than a simple "Bulgarization" as a result of political 
domination. I t  is possible (althoughl could find no re- 
ference to this in Serbian history) that the penetration 
of Slavs into the Timok-Prizren area came simultaneously, 
from the end of the 7th century on, in two directions: 
westward from Bulgaria and north-eastward from Serbia, and 
thus that the dialects there had from the beginning a tran- 
sitional character. This area must have been quite sparsely 
populated even in the 11th century, since i t  was there that 
the Byzantine authorities chose to settle the defeated Pe- 
chenegs, sometime after 104 8. See:

V. Vasil1evski j , Vizantija i  Pecenegi, Zumai 
Ministerstva Narodnogo Prosvešcenija, 164, 1872, I I ,  p. 116- 
1657 243-332.

309. N. van Wijk, Taalkundige en historiese ge- 
gebens betreffende de oudste betrekkingen tussen Serven en 
Bulgaren, Mededelingen der Koninklijke Nederlandse Akademie 
van Wetenschappen, Afd. Letterkunde, 55, A, 3, Amsterdam, 
TS73, p. 55-76.

310. P. Ivié, Dijalektologija sryskohrvatskog 
jezika. .. ,  p. 108-129. More recently, P. Ivié does not 
classify the Toriak dialects as part of the Stokavian group, 
but rather as an independent group among the Serbo-Croatian 
dialects, on an equal footing with the Stokavian and Čaka- 
vian groups. See:

P. Ivic, О klasifikacij i  srpskohrvatskih dija- 
lekata, Književnost î  jezik, X, 1963, 1, p. 27-28.

311. H. Birnbaum, On Typology, A ffin ity, and 
Balkan Linguistics, Zbornik za filo loģ iju  î  lingvistiku, IX, 
Novi Sad, 1966, pp. 27, 30.
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3.1.3.2• There is no question at a ll that today 

the people in eastern Serbia (with the exception of the of- 

fic ia lly  recognized Bulgarian minority in the area around 

Dimitrovgrad and Pirot) think of themselves as Serbians and 

call their dialects Serbian. But this is not a sufficient 

reason to project that national consciousness back some 600

- 900 years into the past. Yugoslav linguists (both 

Serbian and Macedonian) appear not to be aware of the ex- 

tremely complex situation in the undisputedly Bulgarian 

dialects^2: whenever they speak of isoglosses between the 

South Slavic dialects, they quote as Bulgarian features 

only those features shared by the Bulgarian literary Ian- 

guage^^, which is built on the grammatical structure of 

two numerically insignificant dialects of the central Balkan 

Mountains^^. As a result, the "Serbian*1 dialectal iso- 

glosses are projected eastward into the territory of the 

modern Bulgarian state over an area where approximately 

three out of the eight million Bulgarians live^l^.

312. In addition to St. Stojkovł s Bąlgarska dia- 
lektologija, one can find numerous monographs on the pecul- 
íarities of dialects, published in the series *Bal^arska 
dialektoloģija1 ; they best reveal the tremendous d iff ic u lt-  
ies in singling out a definite number of "Bulgarian features".

313. P. Ivic, Die serbokroatischen Dialekte...,
p. 35-41.

314. St. Stojkov, Literaturen ezik i  dialekti, 
Izvestija na Instituta za b91garski ezik, I I ,  1952, p. 129-
m . ----------------------------------------------------------------------------------

315. P. Ivic, op. c it . ,  fig . 1 (p. 31), fig . 2 
(p. 32), fn. 2 (p. 39-40).
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The problem of the north-western boundary of the 

Bulgarian dialects in the 11th - 14th centuries is not 

solved at a ll. I t  can be solved only in a sp ir it of co- 

operation between South Slavic linguists (which seems to be 

s t i l l  far in the future) and on the basis of two major prin- 

ciples: f irs t,  the national identification and belonging of 

a certain Slavic population in medieval times has no bear- 

ing on the ethnic and politica l borders between the Balkan 

Slavic states of today, and vice versa; second, in the na- 

tional identification of the dialects of two neighboring 

Slavic peoples, allowance should definitely be made for a 

belt of transitional dialects which include features of 

both languages (this has not been done yet, either in Bui- 

garian or in Yugoslav dialectology, which is itse lf a very 

strange "Balkan" phenomenon).

3.1.3.3. Transitional dialects between the Ser- 

bian and Bulgarian languages exist and must have existed 

from the very formation of Bulgarian and Serbian as two 

different Slavic languages. Without such an understanding. 

Slāvists would search in vain for the "Bosnian" dialectal 

origin of the Codex Marianus on the sole grounds of the 

realization of *Q as [u] when a ll other typically Bulgarian 

(including Balkan) features are present in the language of 

that manuscript■** .̂ Without accepting the existence of such

316. V. Jagic, ed.. Codex Marianus Glagoliticus 
(photoedition), Graz, 1960, p. 410.

V. Jagic explains the confusion of the letters ļ _
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transitional dialects in South Slavic dialectology, one is 

unable to explain many phonetic peculiarities in the litera- 

ture of the Bulgarian kingdom of Vidin (14th century)3*^.

An examination of some 14th - 16th century manuscripts writ- 

ten in Western Bulgaria, gives abundant evidence that in 

some of the dialects on this territory the etymological *Q 

yielded [u], which is not true for most of these dialects 

today. Evidence for the mid-14th century is the literary 

production in Vidin; for the 16th century the best illustra- 

tion is the impressive literary activity of Vladislav Grama-

and ov by the influence of the spoken language of the scribe 
(Serbian or Croatian), while the representation o fъ as о 
and o f ьas e (with no single occurrence of the Serbo-Croa- 
tian a for either of them) he explains as the result of "a 
conventionalized pronunciation of these sounds on non-nation- 
al grounds" (V• Jagic, op. c i t . , p. 427-428).

317. A very interesting document (although the 
sole surviving sample) from the 14th-century Vidin lan- 
диаде is the gramota of King loan Sracimir, written be- 
tween 1363 ana 1396 . I t  reveals many phonetic features 
of the modern transitional dialects between Bulgarian and 
Serbian: *Q.>[u] - (поручали); preposition and prefix
*ѵъ > [и] - (У гра(д); ш (instead of азъ) for the pro- 
noun of the f irs t  person singular; but no vocalization 
of ъ/ь into a. See:

G. A. I l , inskij, Gramoty bolgarskix carej״
p. 30.

Similar phonetic, morphological and lexical 
peculiarities, indicating a north-west Bulgarian dialectal 
basis (transitional to Serbian), are shared by the Sbor- 
nik of Vitae of female saints (of 1360), kept in the Uni- 
versTty library of Ghent; as well as by the writings of the 
Vidin metropolitan Ioasaf Bdinski.
See:

I. Martynov, Bdinskij sbornik 1360 д., ruko- 
pis' Gentskoj biblioteki, Pamjatniki drevnej pis'mennosti 
i  iskusstva, XIV, St. Petersburg, 1882 •

E. Kalużniacki, Aus der panegyrischen Literatur 
der Südslaven, Vienna, 1901, p. 97-115.
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ך ד  p

t ik  . Unfortunately, most of these works have received 

l i t t le  attention from historians of the Bulgarian Ian- 

gu age^*^ .

3.1.4. The south-western boundary of the Bulgar-

о 0 ך
ian dialects0 of the 13th - 14th centuries was in today's 

eastern and south-eastern Albania• According to SeliSčev, 

the earliest contacts between the Slavic and Albanian popu-

318. There are four extant manuscripts 
originally written by Vladislav Gramatik in 1456, 1469, 
1473 and 1479, totalling 4300 pages and including 260 
works by about 50 Byzantine and Bulgarian writers.
His language, although reflecting Serbian phonetic fea- 
tures, also reflects Bulgarian morphological and syntac- 
t ic  features. Most of Vladislav's writing activities 
took place in the West Bulgarian Rila Monastery, which 
would indicate that his language was fu lly  accepted by 
his contemporaries as adequate Church Slavic•

For a very comprehensive bibliography and sam- 
pies of Vladislav Gramatik's writings, see:

G. Dančev, Vladislav Gramatik — knižovnik î  
pisatel, Sofia, 1969, 147 pp".

319• The only study (and a marginal one) of 
the peculiarities of the language of Vladislav Gramatik 
is in connection with textological considerations. See:

G• Dančev, Rilskata povest na Vladislav Grama- 
tik  i  sporovete okolo dvete 1 redakcii, Trudove na VPI 
”Bratja K ir il i  Metodij" ,  Veliko Тэгпоѵо, I I I ,  Solfia,
1966, 1, p. 49-88•

The linguistic peculiarities of the works of 
Vladislav Gramatik, as well as of the remnants of the 
literary production of the Vidin kingdom of the 14th cen- 
tury, have been outside the interest of Bulgarian lin - 
guists. K• Mirčev does not include any of those works 
(cf. fn. 316, 317) in his review of important works in 
Middle Bulgarian literature (op. c i t . , p. 17-23)• He 
mentions the development of to /и/ in the north - 
western dialects, without referring to manuscripts in 
which i t  was reflected (op• c i t • , p. 103)•

320• The south-western Bulgarian dialects of 
the 12th - 14th centuries (also referred to as the Mace- 
donian (Slavic) dialects) w ill be discussed in 3.1.5•
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lations on the territory of modern Albania began in the 6th

- 7th centuries• A. V. Desnickaja identifies the modern

Albanian dialects which were influenced most heavily by

the Macedono-Bulgarian population in the area, as the fo l-

lowing five: Central Geg, Southern Geg, a transitional

belt south of the River Shkumbin, Northern Tosk and Southern 

321
ToskJ . The problem of the interrelationship of Bulgarian 

and Albanian dialects, not only in Albania but on the 

entire Bulgarian (and present-day Macedonian) territory, 

is very complex; but beyond any doubt the Albanians (or 

their Thraco-Illyrian ancestors) played a very important 

role in the processes of mutual influence that took place 

in the Balkan convergence area322. The problem of Alban-

321. A. M. Seliščev, Slavjanskoe naselenie 
v Albanii, Sofia, 1931, p. 7-35•

A. V. Desnickaja, Slavjanskie zaimstvovanija 
v albanskom jazyke, Doklady sovetskoj delegacji na V 
Meždunarodnom s-ezde slavistov, Moscow , 1963, p• 27.

A. V. Desnickaja, Slavjano-albanskie jazyko- 
vye otnošenija i  albanskaja dialektoloģija, Slavjanskoe 
jazykoznanie (VI MeSdunarodnyj s"ezd slavistov), Moscow,
1968, p. 136.

A. Desnickaja cites a number of pertinent ar- 
tides by Albanian linguists, but since they are a ll in 
Albanian I was unable to make use of them. However, her 
report on the problem of the Albanization of an older 
Bulgarian population is well documented by lexical evi- 
dence, both from the Albanian dialects and from the l i t -  
erary language (cf. op. c i t . , p• 120-147) .

M• Camaj, Zur Entwicklung der Nasalvokale der 
slavischen Lehnwörter im Albanischen, in: Die Kultur 
Südosteuropas , ihre Geschichte und ihre Ausdruksformen, 
Wiesbaden, 1964, p. Í8-25.

322. Z• Gołąb, Conditionalis typu balkan- 
skiego w językach południowosłowiariskich ze szczególnym 
uwzględnieniem macedońskiego, Wrocïaw-Cracow-Warsaw, 1764,

 ̂ Ê. Çabej , Ältere Stufen des Albanischen im
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ian participation at least in the copying of the Middle 

Bulgarian literature, before the time of their conversion 

to the Moslem religion, has never been considered in the 

history of the Bulgarian language. Yet, the type of mis- 

takes in some Middle Bulgarian manuscripts raises serious 

doubts as to the Slavic origin of the copyist. One such 

manuscript is the Aprakos Apostle of the 13th century (kept 

in the Sofia National Library "K ir il i  Metodij", under #

880) 323e Tke scrit>e of this Apostle writes: нарицаемое

ן  л  i

добраа [=добро(ге)] пристанище (p- 54 a)JZ4; "vocalizes 

jers" in a strange fashion: тогода (p• 12b), тькомо 

(p. 21 b), кото (p. 22 a), or inserts jers in most unex- 

pected places: зьнамениіе (p. 20 b, 14 a), вьзвратисьтас*. 

(p. 30 b), сьлишати and иськаше (both on p. 37 b); confuses

Lichte der Nachbarsprachen, Zeitschrift für Balkanologie,
I I ,  1964, p. 6-32.

V. Polák, Die Beziehungen des Albanischen zu 
den europäischen Substratsprachen mit Rücksicht auf die 
balkanische Situation, in: Die Kultur Südosteuropas, 
ihre Geschichte und ihre Ausdrucksformen, Wiesbaden,
T5ÏÏT, “p207-217" 7־.

323. M. Stojanov, Xr. Kodov, Opis na slavjan- 
skite rukopisi v Sofijskata Narodna biblioteka, I I I ,  
Sofia, 1964, p. 52-537

See also the Ph.D. dissertation of K. Steinke, 
in which the author studies the language of this manu- 
script, but does not mention the possibility of a copy- 
is t of non-Slavic origin. This factor would have addi- 
tionally complicated the already complex picture of the 
disintegration of the Bulgarian nominal declension:

K. Steinke, Studien über den Verfall der 
bulgarischen Deklination ־(STavistiscHe־Beiträge, Ź?), 
Munich, 1968, 133 pp.

324. K. Steinke, op. c i t . , p. 54.
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both Ő and ь for etymological * ą  : сьдь (p. 22 a), мьжи

(p. 20 b), vs. рекУть (p. 83 b); inexplicably uses the

letter ю: слишитге (p. 8 a) , рьекоста (p. 42 b) , crero

(p. 49 a); confuses the letters 0£ and <h (spelled reversed,

as in many 13th-century Bulgarian manuscripts): нашемся

(p. 8 a), разошоі (p. 69 a), etc., vs. лоудьстии, лбдемь

325
(both on p. 12 b), etc. . Some of the spelling mistakes 

might indicate a certain pattern (as, for instance, non - 

distinction of [1] and [1,] or [m] and [m,], prothetic 

iotation of in it ia l /и/, etc., but the examples quoted, for 

illustration only, by M. Stojanov and Xr. Kodov are too few 

to draw conclusions from.

I t  might be an interesting task for specialists 

in the non-Slavic Balkan languages to examine the types of 

mistakes and to try to relate them to a specific Balkan 

phonological system.

3.1.5. The geographic distribution of the dia- 

lects of Middle Bulgarian is connected with a relatively 

new problem in Slavistics — the existence of a "Middle 

Macedonian" language. A. Vaillant was the f irs t to write 

quite seriously about the "Old Macedonian" language, created 

by Kliment of Oxrid as a language distinct from the Old 

Bulgarian language in Preslav; he even goes further, claim- 

ing that "when the center of the Bulgarian (sic) state moved

325. M. Stojanov, Xr. Kodov, op. c it. , p. 53.
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to Oxrid, the Old Macedonian language took over"32**. Ap- 

proximately 20 years before Vaillant, in 1931, N. van Wijk 

wrote in relation to the two schools (Eastern and Western) 

in the Old Bulgarian language:

One, however, should not oppose the East and 
the West to each other, because there were many 
various interrelations and mutual influences be- 
tween them, while there were no sharp distinc- 
tions among the various dialects• For certain 
texts, i t  is d ifficu lt to say of what origin they 
are: Eastern or Western32'•

B• Koneski, in his Istorija na makedonskiot jazik,

does not use such terms as "Old Macedonian", "Middle Mace-

donian", "New Macedonian"However, he f irs t suggests

that "the language of the Macedonian Slavs", after the sec-

ond half of the 9th century, "like the Bulgarian language

and, in a lesser degree, the South-East Serbian dialects,

underwent many radical structural changes under the influ-

329
enee of the Balkan linguistic milieu" . But the term

326• A• Vaillant, Manuel du vieux slave, Paris, 
1948. This quotation is from the Russian "edition of the 
book:

A. Vajan, Rukovodstvo po staroslavjanskomu 
jazyku, Moscow, 1952, p. 17-18.

For detailed analysis of this theory of Vaillant's
see:

D. Іѵапоѵа-Мігйеѵа, Starobolgarski, staroslavjan- 
ski i  srednobdlgarska redakcija na staroslavjanski (In: 
Konstantin-K iril Filosof) , Sofia, 1969, p. 45-62.

327. N. Van-Vejk, Istorija staroslavjanskogo 
jazyka (the Russian translation)־,־ Moscow, 1957, p. 31.

328. B. Koneski, Istorija na makedonskiot jazik. 
Skopje-Beograd, 1965, 203 pp.

329. B. Koneski, op. c i t . , p. 7.
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"Macedonian language" soon appears in a statement about its 

"immediate contact with the neighboring South Slavic

330
languages - Bulgarian and Serbian" , and the mechanism 

of these "contacts" is spelled out:

The temporary close contact with the Bulgar- 
ian (respectively, Serbian) language was yet, 
naturally, in medieval times dependent on 
which of the created state centers - the Bulgar- 
ian or the Serbian - in different periods a- 
chieved power in Macedonia .

I f  one compares the changes in the "Macedonian" 

language from the mid-9th century to modern times, as de- 

scribed by B. Koneski in his historical grammar, one w ill 

find them identical with the changes in the Bulgarian lan- 

uage during the same period, as described by K. M i r c e v 3 3 2 .  

Most of the specific features of the Macedonian dialects, 

not attested in medieval writings, exist in modern 

Bulgarian dialects too, as can be seen from the description 

by St. Stojkov in his short university textbook on the con- 

temporary Bulgarian dialects (Stojkov did not study 

any Slavic dialect on Yugoslavian territory)333.

330. B. Koneski, op. c i t . , p. 8-9.

331. B. Koneski, op. c i t . , p. 9.

332. For a detailed comparison of Koneski*s his- 
torical grammar (1965) and Mirčev1s Istoričeska gramatika na 
balgarskija ezik, 1958, 1963 (2nd edition), see:

P. Penkova, P. Ilčev, К voprosu о makedonskom 
jazyke i  ego is to r ii.  Bałkańsko ezikoznanie, XII, Sofia,
1967, p. 5-37.

333. St. Stojkov, Bułgarska dialektoloģija.
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For the entire period from the 9th through the 

19th centuries, B. Koneski, in his search for national iden- 

t ity ,  boldly introduces such terms as ,,Macedonia" (as a na- 

tional territory coinciding with the geographical area called 

Macedonia today), "Macedonians" (as a separate Slavic nation), 

"Macedonian language" (spoken by this nation and having its  

own literary form, different from that of the neighboring 

Bulgarian literary language) as i f  they were self-evident 

and undisputed in history and slavistics. He makes no 

effort to justify them, either by offering serious linguist- 

ic considerations (such as a l is t  of grammatical features 

present exclusively in the Macedonian writings and dialects 

but absent from their Bulgarian counterparts) or by citing 

any historical records, testifying to the reality of 

his terms in a ll the periods to which he applies them. This 

is just as well, because they are unjustifiable•

3.1•5.1. To begin with, the geographic region 

called Macedonia in medieval times (9th - 15th centuries) 

was located between the city of Adrianopolis on the east, 

the city of Philipopolis (Plovdiv) on the west, and the 

Aegean coast at the mouth of the Marica River on the south• 

The western boundary of the medieval geographic region of

Macedonia lay approximately where the eastern boundary of 

today's region of Macedonia lies334. After the Turkish

Sofia, 1968 (2nd edition), 296 pp• + maps.

334. The Byzantine historian Leo Grammaticus 
(10th - 11th century) describes how the Bulgarian khan Krum 
in 813 captured Adrianopolis and took as prisoners 12,000
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conquest in the mid-15th century, the geographic region of 

Macedonia shifted westward: with Plovdiv as an administra- 

tive center, i t  included Thessalonike, Skopje and Vardar. 

Yet today's western Macedonia was called I lly r ia 33̂ .

3.1.5.2. Then the question is, i f  today's Mace- 

donia was not even called Macedonia until the middle of the 

15th century, how could there have been a Macedonian nation 

and a Macedonian language there? The answer is, that there 

were not. In the period 9th - 19th centuries the ethnic

Macedonians, who later returned to their country, Macedonia. 
See:

Leonis Grammatici Chronographia, Bonn, 1842, 
pp. 208, 231, 2331 in the same work this author states that 
the Byzantine emperor Basil I (867-886) was born "in Mace- 
donia, in a village near Adrianopolis" (op. c i t . , p. 228).

The 11th-century Byzantine historian Michael 
Psellus writes that the Emperor's second cousin Leo "lived 
in Adrianopolis and was imbued with Macedonian haughtiness". 
See :

E. Renault, ed., Michel Psellos, Chronographie 
ou histoire d'un siècle de Byzance (976-1077У1 I I , ParTsT
1928, p. 14. Further in his discourse on the events of 
1047, the chronicler writes that the rebels "reached Mace- 
donia, seized Adrianopolis as a fortress and immediately 
set to work" (op. c i t . , p. 17).

Compare also the historical testimony of the Slav- 
ic monk Isaja (1371) on the defeat of Valkašin and Ugleša 
at Černomen, near Adrianopolis, in Macedonia (cf. 2.3.l.b 
and fn. 135).

335. The Byzantine historian Leonicus Chalcocon- 
dyles (15th century) writes that the Turkish ruler Bayazid 
(1389-1402) signed a peace treaty with the princes in Mace- 
donia, settled Skopje, then penetrated into Illy r ia  and even 
sent troops to the land of the Albanians. See:

Leonici Chalcocondylae De Rebus Turcicis, Bonn, 
1843, p. 6ÏÏT

The French nobleman Bertrandon de la Broquière 
reports that soon after March 12, 1433, "je arrivay a Phili- 
popoly [= Plovdiv] qui est le chief de Macedoine et est 
ceste dicte v ille  en ceste belle plaine sur ladite rivyere 
de la Maresche..." . (Cf. Ch. Scheffer, ed., op. c i t . , 
p. 200).
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name of the Slavic people living in today's Macedonia was 

Bulgarian, and the language they spoke was called Bulgarian 

also33**. One of the earliest books in a contemporary Bulgar

336. The earliest historic record is from the 
7th century, when the Protobulgarian chieftains Maurus and 
Kuber settled their tribe among the Slavs in the valley of 
B ito lja. See:

Miracula Sancti Demetrii, Grgcki izvori za Ьэідаг- 
skata is to r ija . I I I ,  Sofia, p. 158.

In the 10th century, St. Kliment, the creator of 
the Oxrid School, is called "Bulgarian Bishop of Oxrid".
See:

H. Delehaye, Synaxarium Ecclesiae Constantino- 
politanae, Brussels, І902, col. ??5-256.

In 1019-1020 the Byzantine emperor Basil I I  
("Bulgaroctonus") issued charters with regulations for the 
conquered western Bulgarian kingdom of Samuil. In the First 
Charter (1019) i t  is written that "the Byzantine state ex- 
panded and the state of the Bulgarians passed into yoke 
with i t " .  See:

J. Ivanov, Balgarski starini iz Maķedonija,
Sofia, 1931 (2nd edition), P• 547.

Theophylactus, the 11th -12th century Greek bi- 
shop of Oxrid, in his numerous letters calls the local in- 
habitants Bulgarians, and the language spoken by them — 
Bulgarian. See:

Simeon Mitropolit, Pismata na Teofilakt Oxridski, 
prevel ot дгэскі Mitropolit Simeon, SbBan, XXVII, Sofia, 
1931, pp. 18, 71, 72, 128, 181. This saune Theophylactus 
wrote the Vita of St. Kliment of Oxrid, in which he calls 
him the Bulgarian Bi shop ; the people of Kliment's see (the 
saune as his own) he calls Bulgarians, and their language, 
Bulgarian. See:

Al. Milev, Greckite ž it ija  na Kliment Oxridski, 
Sofia, 1966, pp. 79, 81, 129, 15УГ1У5.

In a letter of June 30th, 1502, the Dubrovnik mer- 
chants Vladislav de Sorgo and Luca de Bona report to the 
hospital administration of Dubrovnik that the plague "began 
to appear in many places in Skopje, penetrating chiefly in 
small places, and affected good people in the homes of Bui- 
garians and in the homes of Turks...". The letter is pub- 
lished in Italian in Diversa notarie, v. 81, p. 138-139; i t  
is quoted here from the English translation in:

Bulgarian Academy of Sciences, Documents and Ma- 
terials on the History of the Bulgáriáin People, Sofia, T3>69 
p. 63.

In the Zograph Pomenik (Dead-Roll) from 1527 to 
1728, the names of the deceased from today's Macedonia, with
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ian dialect from Macedonia was published in 1814 in Budapest 

under the following t it le :  Повѣсть р0ди CTpámHaro и BTopá- 

г и) пришёствіь* хрістбва сббранна*. 5 разлйчныхъ стйхъ nncàHÏ- 

*хъ, и преведённа на простѣишіи ьазйкъ болгбрскіи, пблзова- 

hï* páflH простіишыхъ члвѣкшвъ й некнйжнихъ. Списанная <5 

Хаджй Ішакіма дácкaлa и преведёсА на тбпъ пoтщáнïeмъ госпо- 

дара киръ Хаджй Пёца 5 Щип, и кцръ Хаджй Ст&нко <5 KpáTOBO, 

и кбръ Димйтріи Філіпповичъ 5 Егрй Дерё Пaлâнкa за дбшев- 

ное йхъ спасеніе. Настоятель бйсть Димйтріи Ісо&нновичъ 

Збзбра 5 Сёчища. Въ Ебдинѣ градѣ, писмены кр&лев1 Все- 

бчйлища OyHrápcKarco, I8I4. (Italics mine, I. T.) 337.

A significant testimony on the Bulgarian national 

identity of the people in today's Greek and Yugoslav Mace- 

donia in 1850-1860 is given by the Bosnian fo lk lorist Ste- 

fan Verkovic33®. In his preface he writes:

But I called these songs Bulgarian rather 
than Slavic, because i f  one were to ask today a 
Macedonian Slav: "What are you?", he would an- 
swer at once: "I гит a Bulgarian, and I call my 
language Bulgarian..."339.

indication of their town or village, are listed on pages en-
titled  пефлагоніа (Bitolja) блігарска земліа or блігар^ка 
земліа, гpáдъ бптолт• See the publication of this l is t  in:

J. Ivanov, Bułgarski starini iz Maķedonija,
Sofia, 1908, pp. 281, 284-287.

337. The complete t i t le  is taken from the photo- 
reproduction of the front page of the original publication 
in:

J. Ivanov, op. c i t . , p. 258.

338. St. Verkovic, Narodne pesme makedonski 
bugara. Knjiga prva. Ženske pesme, Beograd, 1860, 337 pp.

339. The original text is as follows: «Но я самь 
ове песке назвао бугарскима, а не словенскима, збогъ
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Volumes could be written on the Bulgarian national 

consciousness of the Slavic population in today's Macedonia 

until the end of the last century• The conditions for the 

creation of a new, Macedonian nation — and later, of a 

Macedonian literary language — were generated by the inter־ 

vention of the European powers after the liberation of a ll 

Bulgaria from the Turkish yoke in 1878; the European powers, 

keeping their commitment to Turkey, returned Macedonia for 

34 more years to Turkish colonial administration. This is 

when the histories, as well as the languages, of the Bulgar- 

ians and the Macedonians really separated.

3.1.5.3. Today the existence of a new Macedonian 

nation on the territory of Yugoslavia is a fact which can- 

not be disputed34̂ . Nor can one dispute the existence of 

a young Macedonian literary language, as a rtif ic ia l a crea־ 

tion as the Bulgarian literary language is. But this does

тога, 6р данасъ кадъ бы когодъ македонскогъ Словенина запи- 
тао: што си ты? съ места бы му одговоріо: я самь Болгаринъ, 
а свои б з ы к ъ  зову болгарскимъ•..» The q u o t a t i o n  i s  f r o m :

St. Verkovic, op. c i t . , p. x i i i .

340. This cannot be claimed for the people who 
live in Bulgarian Macedonia, since they took part in a ll 
the modern history of the Bulgarian nation as equal parti- 
cipants. I t  is true that in 1947 many of the inhabitants 
of western Bulgaria were forced by the Communist authori- 
ties in Bulgaria to declare themselves Macedonians by na- 
tionality, as a f irs t step toward the formation of the Bal- 
kan Federation planned by Tito and G. Dimitrov. (The la t- 
ter, by the way, although born in Greek Macedonia, never 
thought of himself as Macedonian rather than Bulgarian in 
origin.) In that year the government authorities in Sofia 
came a few times to our house, unsuccessfully pressing us 
to change our nationality to Macedonian because my father's 
side of the family came from Prilep.
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not entitle anyone to project the facts of today backward 

into history. Such projections are not naivete, but inten- 

tional falsification of historical fact. B. Koneski, while 

solemnly discussing the "contact" of the "Macedonian" lan- 

диаде with the "neighboring Bulgarian", slips, quoting ex- 
«

amples demonstrating the development of the "Macedonian" 

comparative degree of adjectives from the Ternovo copy of 

the Manasses Chronicle34* . In his study of a 16th-century 

Bulgarian dialect from the village of Bogorsko, d is tric t of 

Kostur (in today's Greece), represented in a brief Bulgar- 

ian-Greek dictionary written with Greek letters342, A. 

Vaillant writes about the author of the dictionary:

"C'e'tait un Grec curieux du slave macédonien11, (ita lics mine, 

I. T.)343. In fact, however, the author was curious not 

about "Macedonian Slavic", as claimed by Vaillant, but about 

Bulgarian, for he entitled his dictionary: "Beginning. 

Bulgarian words and their correspondence in the popular 

(Greek) language" (italics mine, I. T.)344. The dialect of

341. B. Koneski, op. c i t . , p. 120.

342. G. Gianelli, A. Vaillant, Un lexique mace- 
donién du XVIe siècle, Paris, 1958, 69 pp.

343. A. Vaillant, in his study on the grammar, 
published together with the 16th-century dictionary (G. 
Gianelli, A. Vaillant, op. c i t . , p. 46).

344. The front page with this t i t le  is given in 
photoreproduction between pp. 44 and 45 of the French pub- 
lication. In addition, the t i t le  is printed in Greek (with 
reconstructions) on p. 23. However, this is the only Greek 
sentence in the entire book which has not been translated 
into French! Here is the Greek t i t le  from the photorepro- 
duction of the original: áp[)cn] év ßouXYapLOtq (Ьсіхатоѵ,

00047407
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the village of Bogorsko was extinct before the creation of 

the Macedonian nation3 4 ^e  dialect was Bulgarian, and 

its  study is part of Bulgarian historical dialectology.

One is hardly convinced by Vaillant's assertion that: "Ce 

macédonien du XVI siècle est très semblable au macédonien 

moderne, 34״** especially when one sees the features which he 

adduces to prove his point• Here are a few of them: *ë > 

íja] ( vjater, vjaïdi ); systematic preservation of in i־ 

t ia l *x ( xljab-o ) ; *tj_ > [át] ( noätvi , ovoštje ) and 

*dj =» [2d] ( vjaŽdi ) . While i t  is true that a ll of these 

features exist in modern Macedonian dialects, i t  is also 

true that they are among the most frequently cited charac- 

teristic features of Bulgarian347, and that as such they 

have been selectively purged from the Macedonian literary 

language.

3.1.5.4. The term "Middle Macedonian" was firs t 

used by the Macedonian linguist R. Ugrinova, but with no 

definition of its  chronological boundaries, nor of the geo- 

graphic area in which i t  was written3*®. The basic charac­

etę  XLvfj £рхом-6ѵТ1:

345. Bl. Sklifov, Edin trud ѵэгхи "makedonskata" 
leksika ot XVI v., BalgEz, XVII, 1967, 4, p. 380-381.

346. A. Vaillant, in his study on the grammar, 
published together with the 16th-century dictionary (G. 
Gianelli, A. Vaillant, op. c i t . , p. 45).

347. P. Ivic, Die serbokroatischen Dialekte, 
pp. 36, 38.

348. R. Ugrinova, Spomenici na staromakedonska־ 
ta pismenost, Slovenska pismenost — 1050-godiŠnina na 
Kliment Oxridski, Oxrid, 1966, p. 65.
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teristic of the manuscripts singled out by Ugrinova as Mid- 

die Macedonian is the vocalization of ъ> о and 

which, since i t  even today exists in some of the Rupski 

dialects of south-eastern Bulgaria, is rather to be consid- 

ered a South Bulgarian feature. Other characteristic fea- 

tures of the language she calls "Middle Macedonian" are the 

use of the letters s and the confusion in the use of 

the letters ж and the use of e and нѣ for the third per-

son singular, affirmative and negative respectively, of the 

verb ,to be'; the use of the grammatical ending -ме for the 

f irs t person plural of the present tense; the sporadic use 

of the post-positive article; and the wrong usage of gram- 

matical cases, indicating the existence, in the dialects, 

of a generalized objective case . Reading Ugrinova*s ar- 

t id e , one is saddened by the total ignorance of the his- 

tory of the Bulgarian language, as well as of the present 

situation in its  dialects, on the part of an author who has 

made i t  her specialty to investigate the history of one of 

the former dialectal subgroups of Bulgarian. By contrast,

B. Koneski in his historical grammar scrupulously lis ts  

many (though not all) of those developments in Bulgaria 

which coincided with those in Macedonia, and does not use 

the term "Middle Macedonian" at a ll.

3.2. I t  is accepted in Slavic philology

349. See also the criticism on Ugrinova1s article 
by D. Ivanova-Mirčeva:

D. Іѵапоѵа-Мігбеѵа, op. c i t . , p. 61-62.
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and in the historical studies of the Bulgarian language 

that the texts from the classical Church Slavic period in 

Bulgaria were revised during the second half of the 14th 

century• The credit for this revision is universally at- 

tributed to the Bulgarian Patriarch of the last quarter of 

the 14th century — Euthymius of Ternovo.

A typical expression of this opinion is given by

K. S. Mirčev (rendered here in English translation)3̂ :

I t  must be emphasized that the Middle Bulgarian 
literature was deprived of graphic unity by the 
unfavorable conditions under which i t  developed, 
the greater difference between the literary and 
the spoken language giving rise to large discrep- 
ancies or errors even in the liturgical books. 
Departure from the norms of a given epoch was 
possible at a ll levels. This encouraged Patriarch 
Euthymius, in the second half of the 14th century, 
to undertake his reforms, whose main goal was to 
establish order and homogeneity in the spelling 
of Middle Bulgarian monuments and to canonize a 
number of dead linguistic norms; meanwhile, there 
was a conscious resistance to any innovation in 
the literary language and to its  rapprochement 
with the spoken language. Thus, for example, 
Euthymius, this "great artist of Slavic letters" 
as his pupils called him, severely criticized the 
omission of the epenthetic -1- in the texts. 
Concerning the use of the nasal vowels and jers, 
he recommended the following: at the beginning of 
a word one should write only * (e.g. *зыкъ, in- 
stead of the OBulg. і-лзъікъ) י the back jers 
whould be written only in the middle of a word 
and in prepositions, while the front jer should 
be written only at word end (for example: влъкь, 
вънь, връхь); wherever two nasal vowels 
follow each other, one should f irs t write 
then a (for instance: добр** instead of the 
OBulg. добрхь*). in general, the reforms of 
the Bulgarian Patriarch aimed to preserve fu lly 
the archaic aspect of the literary language

350. K. Mirčev, Istoričeska gramatika...,
p. 54-55.
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which had really become an a rtific ia l and dead 
language*

This is a typical statement of the role attributed

to Patriarch Euthymius in the archaization and stan-

dardization of the Bulgarian literary language. The tradi-

tion which assigns this important role to Euthymius goes

back as far as the early 15th c., when two prominent

writers, Grigorij Camblak and Konstantin Kosteneőki,

testified to the merits of Euthymius.

3.2.1. The f irs t, and more reliable, of them

is the Slavic writer and religious leader Grigorij

Camblak (1360's to 1420). In his Vita of Patriarch

Euthymius he writes about Euthymius' activities after the

year 1371 at the monastery of the Holy Trinity near Тэгпоѵо

(before his becoming Patriarch in 1375) 351.

What were his activities? The translation of the 
liturgical books from Greek into Bulgarian. And 
nobody who hears me say this should think that 
I shrink from the truth, because the Bulgarian 
books are very old due to their many years of 
existence, and because they have been in exis- 
tence since the Christianization of the people, 
and even because i t  was those books, which this 
man, who reached a ll the way to our days, great 
amongst the saints, had studied. This is what I 
know, and there is no other truth. But be i t  
because the f irs t translators did not know 
fluently the language and the dogma of the Greeks, 
be i t  because they used an unpolished language, 
their books differed in words and meaning from 
the Greek books and were rough and unharmonious 
in respect to expression. They were believed 
to be exact only because they were called holy 
books. They concealed many mistakes and dis-

351. Bułgarska Akadēmija na Naukite, Istorija 
na Belgarija, 1, Sofia, 1961 (2nd edition), p. 23FI
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agreed with the true dogmas. That is why many 
heresies originated from them. After destroying 
a ll old books, this new legislator, carrying the 
new ones in his working hands, descended from the 
mountain of his erudition and surrendered to the 
Church a true heavenly treasure, like scripture 
written by God, and a ll of i t  new, a ll exact, 
agreeing with the Gospel, not deviating from the 
dogma.. . ”352

3.2.2. In this testimony one must try to separate 

the usual legendary exaggeration in the Vitae, from the 

facts. First of a ll, Camblak does not mention the New 

Testament as one of the books Euthymius translated; on 

the contrary, Euthymius tried to bring the other books 

into accord with its  text. That he destroyed the old books 

must be doubted. At that time Euthymius possessed no 

particular power within the Church hierarchy; he was a very 

prominent monk, with some connections with the Palace and 

the Patriarch, but was s t i l l  not in a position to decide 

which books could be ”destroyed". The only books which 

he might have surrendered to the authorities would have been 

those already forbidden by the Church, and listed in the 

numerous indices of heretical books. Even i f  he had been 

able to suggest to the authorities the destruction of a few 

liturgical books on account of their gross deviations 

from orthodox dogma, these must have been the books of that 

one particular monastery and thus of no importance amid 

the bulk of distorted copies available even today in great

352. P. Dinekov, Evtimij T^rnovski, in: Isto- 
r ija  na Balgarskata literatura, 1, Sofia, 1962, p. 287-288.
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numbers in the Bulgarian and Yugoslav museums and libraries•

Grigorij Camblak is definite in dating the 

literary reform of Euthymius: i t  took place in the 

monastery of the Holy Trinity between the years 1371 and 

1375, before Euthymius became Patriarch. We must question 

the freedom of even a prominent monk to promulgate such a 

significant reform. Within the social conventions of the 

epoch, the only freedom a particular person could have had 

would have been one of choice among different already- 

existing norms and schools.

3.2.3. The second of the earliest historical 

allusions to Euthymius1 literary activities is by the Ser- 

bian writer of Bulgarian origin, Konstantin Kosteneòki, 

who mentions a few times the name of Euthymius in his trea- 

tise On the Letters, written before 1418 in the Serbian 

state of Despot Stefan Lazarevic3̂ 3. The treatise is 

known in two versions: the fu ll,  preserved only in one 

15th-century copy3̂ 4, and the abbreviated, known in numer- 

ous Serbian, Bulgarian, Russian and Wallacho-Moldavian 

copies from after the 16th century.

The entire problem of the existence of a "testi-

353. К. Kujew, Konstantyn Kostenecki w litera- 
turze bułgarskiej î  serbskiej, Cracow, 1950, p. 11-30.

354. The fu ll version is published by V. Jagić 
in his Razsuždenija stariny о cerkovno-slavjanskom jazyke,
1, St. Petersburg, 1885-1895. I used the German photoedi- 
tion of Jagic״s work, which has a different order of the 
articles and a different pagination:

V. Jagic, ed., Codex Slovenicus Rerum Grammati- 
carum (Slavische Propyläen, 25), Munich, Г968, 782 pp.
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mony" by Konstantin Kostenečki about a revision of the

books and the language in Bulgaria by Euthymius, is con- 

nected with Jagic1s interpretation of what K. KosteneĆki 

really wrote. Here is how Jagic states i t :

Konstantin considers Euthymius of Bulgaria 
the highest authority on different problems of 
Slavic literature. He talks of him as "a 
great a rtis t of the Slavic letters", calls him 
the light of those (Bulgarian) countries "a ll 
the way to the Marica River, and the Scythian 
lands, and in Zagora". Obviously he was not per- 
sonally acquainted with Euthymius, did not con- 
sider himself his immediate student, but as a 
student of one of his students — named Andronik 
from the Romanian regions — he bowed before the 
glory of the Тэгпоѵо Patriarch. And this teacher 
of his, according to his testimony, belonged to 
that number of outstanding persons, who knew well 
the Slavic literature and maintained in i t  the 
traditions of the old Тэгпоѵо school. According 
to Konstantin's opinion, in his own time there 
were very few such knowledgeable people: "the 
lights of the letters faded out from the Marica 
to Thessalonike and Beograd” . Even in the Тэг- 
novo countries the Slavic literature was about 
to decline, but "the King and the Patriarch" ele- 
vated i t  again. As the King one must understand 
either loan ŠiSman alone, the closest contemporary 
of Euthymius, or together with him also his an- 
cestor, loan Aleksander; the Patriarch, of course, 
is Euthymius himself. Unfortunately, Konstantin 
does not touch a ll of the activities and merits 
of Euthymius, but only by allusions gives us to 
understand that Euthymius had influenced consi- 
derably that side of Slavic literature which was 
dearest of a ll to our author, i.e ., he contribu- 
ted to the stabilization of certain orthographic 
norms. Since, in the main, only this problem in- 
terested Konstantin, he te lls  in relation to Eu- 
thymius, that the latter did not have time (не 
успел) to formulate precisely his graphic sys- 
tem, that he did not leave behind any spelling 
manual, where he would have stated his theory:
«не потщася списати утверждение симъ». Accord- 
ing to Konstantint words, which are not alto- 
gether understandable, Euthymius was satisfied 
with some kind of «изъявленія». I t  is hard to
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define what was the nature of these «изъявленія»
— whether they were his orders or practical regu-
l a t i o n s 3 “ ^

This very long quotation from Jagic was necessary 

in order to see the different stages of the evolution in the 

understanding of Konstantin Kostenečki's "testimony" 

on Euthymius1 reform. In an article on K. Kostenečki, the 

Bulgarian literary historian K. Kuev writes:

I f  Despot Stefan Lazarevic w ills i t ,  Konstan■ 
tin is ready to write such a manual, as w ill 
have as a basis the spelling of Cyril and Metho- 
dius as well as the orthographo- linguistic re- 
form of Euthymius. ...

HĪs grammatical treatise ... gives such an 
array of information (редица сведения) about 
the reform of Euthymius as cannot be found any- 
where else TTtalics mine, I. T.)3־* .

In Lixačev, this line of thought goes even fur־

ther :

In order to establish the essence of the 
second South Slavic influence in Russia, i t  
would be of great importance to clarify the 
philosophical sense of the literary reform of 
Euthymius , which penetrated into Russia: a reform 
o i  the TTterary language, orthography and graph־ 
Ics. ... We can only partially judge the sense 
07""Euthymius' reform from a single work by a stu־ 
3ent of one "of his" ־students, Konstantin the Philo־ 
sopher Kostenečki (ita lics mine, I .  T . ) 3 5 7

355. V. Jagic, ed., op. c i t . , p. 81-82.

356. K. Kuev, Konstantin Kostenečki, in: Isto־ 
r ija  na balgarskata literatura, 1, Sofia, 1963, pp. 31T̂  
327025.

357. D. S. Lixaőev, Nekotorye zadači . . . ,  (1960),
p. 107.
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The most "advanced" stage of the evolution in the

interpretation of Konstantin Kostenečki's testimony on Eu- 

thymius is represented by Mirčev's statement already quoted 

(cf. 3.2.; fn. 350), where even individual points of his 

supposed spelling reform are listed.

Konstantin Kostenečki's testimony on Euthymius 

has been interpreted in the literature to a degree which 

has already made i t  unrecognizable in the interpretations. 

Here is exactly what Konstantin himself wrote:

And s t i l l ,  this artist is imperfect, because
I did not reach that great a rtis t of Slavic let- 
ters, and as I would say, the father of Tarnovo 
Kyr Euthymius, who truly appeared, and who is 
s t i l l  today, like a light for those lands from 
the river called Marica even to the Scythian 
lands and Zagore. But I w ill give a warm por- 
tra it with a godly love which w ill f i l l  even the 
non-gifted. To this man, marvelous in his words, 
a certain Andronik from the Romanian (=east 
Thracian) regions was a student for a while; and 
when he was our teacher in writing, he explained 
thus: no matter how heavy and strong the things 
you build on firm ground (which is, at the begin- 
n:\ng of learning), they w ill stay there. And 
only he who w ill teach the children these things 
in this way at the beginning is perfect in the 
letters and in his philosophy (въ мншгыи(х) 
рас,соуж(д)ёнии(х) ). Having explained this, I 
w ill now speak boldly: that the lights of lite r-  
ature faded away, beginning from the Marica, a ll 
the way to Salonike and Beograd, with the excep- 
tion of a few, and those who can s t i l l  be found 
are from the Тэгпоѵо lands or taught by such....

In the same way the letters were destroyed in 
the Tarnovo lands, but the King and the Patriarch 
enlightened (the people), and behold, how much good 
they did by this, and not only then and in their 
own region, but their plantings and foundation 
remain forever, and even until now enlighten the 
surrounding kingdoms. I f  this is not so, let him 
who has an objection te ll me about i t .

And Kyr Euthymius was the most a rtis tic  one 
in these lands, although many others appeared who
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were very prominent in the word of the teachings 
and fear of the Lord, but not on the basis of the 
letters, as he was. But even he did not make an 
effort to write down an affirmation of this, such 
as one can find in the Greek writings, or even 
some sort of partial exposition. For he who 
rules, has no fear of anything, and whatever he 
orders, happens; thus he, having taught precise- 
ly, or having laid down the fundamentals of 
learning, uprooted evil and no one stood against 
him, while this poor slave, in the grip of fear
... cannot in this w a y . . . 3 * 8 e

As one can see, Konstantin Kostenečki does not 

even mention the word "reform" in his original writing.

His statement can be broken down into several points:

a) Konstantin studied with Andronik, who was for 

a while a pupil of Euthymius. From Andronik, Konstantin 

learned that a perfect teacher of the language (as well as 

a superb thinker) is one who teaches properly from the be- 

ginning. Such a perfect teacher was the father of Тэгпоѵо, 

Euthymius, whose level Konstantin Kostenečki has not yet 

reached (since he has not formulated for his students the 

fundamentals of learning; this becomes evident from his 

further exposition in the treatise, where he tries to set 

them forth).

b) The few in the Balkans (after the death of 

Euthymius?) who are s t i l l  competent in the Slavic writings 

are either from Bulgaria or have been taught by teachers 

from Bulgaria. In this way Konstantin emphasizes the worth

358. V. Jagic, ed., op. c i t . , p. 102-103.
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of his own credentials, although he suspects that someone 

might argue with him.

c) The Balkan Slavic literature has faded away 

(with few exceptions, among whom Konstantin himself must 

be numbered) in the saune way as, long ago, i t  had been de- 

stroyed in the Тэгпоѵо lands, but the King and the Patri- 

arch enlightened the people. Jagic״s translation of this 

passage is unacceptable; he writes that 1*the Slavic litera- 

ture was about to decline'*(приш ла было в у п а д о к ) ,  while in 

the original i t  is said пйсм ена tśko  n o rá бла была с о # т ь .

The Church Slavic (and especially, Bulgarian) pluperfect 

can by no means be translated as Jagic does here. Its 

main function as a tense is to indicate action which 

had occurred long ago, and whose results were visible in 

the past, to which the author refers in the aorist. The 

pluperfect has the saune relation to the aorist as the 

perfect has to the present tense3̂ .  Konstantin Kostenečki 

here uses a rare form of the pluperfect — the conju- 

gated verb ״to be' in the present tense plus the 1-partici- 

pie of the verb *to be', plus the 1-participle of the lex- 

ical verb, instead of the more usual form 6Ѣша погыбла.

But the same formation of the pluperfect is observed by

359. K. Mirčev, op• c i t . , p. 199.
Cf. also the discussion and numerous examples of 

agreement of the past tenses throughout the history of the 
Bulgarian language, in:

I. K. Bunina, Istorija  д1аао1*пух vremen v boi- 
garskom jazyke, Moscow, 1ÏT&, p- 88-97.
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S. В. BernStejn in Wallachian gramoty from the 15th cen־

tury: смо били послали OQ . I t  existed as a variant for-

mation for the pluperfect until i t  came to be utilized

to express the category of reported speech in the plu-

perfect. But Mirčev, for instance, believes that reported

speech is a new category in Bulgarian (though he does not

date i t ) , introduced under Osman Turkish influence^^.

There was indeed a time when Church Slavic

literature had been destroyed in Bulgaria: this was the

time of the Byzantine administration of the country, from

the fa ll of Samuil's kingdom in the 11th century to the

creation of the Second Bulgarian Empire in the late 12th 

362
century . Konstantin Kostenečki does not know the names 

of the King and Patriarch who reintroduced the Church Slav- 

ic language in the service? otherwise he would have given 

them.

There is no positive record in Bulgarian history 

of when the Church Slavic liturgy was reintroduced in the

360. S. B. BernStejn, Razyskanija v oblasti 
bolgarskoj istoričeskoj dialektologii, 1, Moscow-Leningrad,
10487 P• 2IT :------  -------- -------------------

361. K. MirČev, op. c i t . , p. 208-210.

362. The desperate position of Bulgarian Church 
Slavic literature under the Byzantine domination is re- 
fleeted in the so-called "Second Apology of the Bulgarian 
Book", whose oldest copy dates from the 13th century. Cf.:

N. Dragova, Vtorata apologija na balgarskata 
kniga i  nejnite izvory, in: Konstantin-Kiril Filosof, Sofia, 
1969, p. 315-347.
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Church, but i t  could hardly have been before 1235, when

the Bulgarian Patriarchate was reinstated; from 1199 until

that year the Bulgarian Church of the early Second Empire

had been under the Church of Rome, which insisted on the

Latin liturgy (cf. fn. 66). The continuation (after 1211)

of the Synodikon of King Borii includes the story of the

reinstatement of the Bulgarian Patriarchate:

Ісоаннь асѣнь іфь велйкы̂  й бла 
гочьстивыи с״нъ CTáparo эасѣнѣ 
іірѣ. йже многж любовь ймѣ*. 
къ боу. тюслбвивь и ггросвѣти[въ] 
бдігарское црСсУтво. ná4e в ъ с іх *  
цреи бл̂ гарскыихь бывminx1 
прѣжде его.•.

• ! • И ВЪСА
с״ты* й бж(с)твды* ЦРКВЫ, 
мнсігыми дарми Одаривь•. .  כ
й свобддж. чис г  ж  на нихь обыа 
вивь. и въсѣкь сщенничьскыи 
чинь. כ ..

. . .  рбно
вивь патріаршьство блъгар’ск(а) 
го цр(с)тва. тѣмжі оубо <$бновле 
ніе сице бы (с) 363 в

The year 1235 is the earliest possible time when 

both the King and the Patriarch could have "enlightened the 

people". But i t  is possible, too, that Konstantin Kosteneî- 

ki is referring to an earlier time, when the King, together 

with the Bishop of Tørnovo, partially reinstated the Church 

Slavic books (although not in the liturgy).

Konstantin Kostenečki definitely did not have in

363. M. G. Popruženko, Sinodik carja Borila 
(Balgarski starini. V ili) , Sofia, 1928, p. 82-84.
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mind King loan šišman, King loan Aleksander or Patriarch 

Euthymius as these enlighteners of the people. We know 

(and he must have known too) that during loan Aleksander's 

time (1331-1371) the Bulgarian Church Slavic literature 

was in its  second "Golden Age"3***, while Konstantin talks 

of a time when "the letters were destroyed in Тэгпоѵо". 

Jagicיs identification of Euthymius with the Patriarch-en- 

lightener was quite unmotivated, yet because of his great 

authority as a linguist (but hardly as a historian) this 

interpretation started travelling from book to book as an 

"established" fact.

d) In the last point of Konstantin Kostenečki's 

testimony, the only one that says anything concrete about 

the activities of Euthymius, the author hardly alludes to 

a reform by the Тэгпоѵо Patriarch. The phrase нь нё въ

/S Ä כ 
писмене wCHOBâHïa (with misused cases) can be interpreted 

either as 'not on the basis of the letters' or as 'not on 

the basis of the literature 'f since the word писмена in 

Middle Bulgarian has the same ambiguity as the Greek gram- 

mata (cf. English letters) . The second interpretation is 

the more likely, however, in the light of the introductory 

phrase: "And Kyr Euthymius was the most artistic one 

(хбдбжнѣбшіи) in these lands". Konstantin Kostenečki 

speaks of Euthymius' ability as a teacher rather than as a

364. I. Dujčev, К. Kuev, Balgarskata literatura 
prez XIV v., in: Istorija na bslgarskata literatura, 1, 
Sofia, 1963, p. 267-284.
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reformer• But he emphasizes that Euthymius, as Patriarch, 

had the power (which he himself did not have) "to lay down 

the fundamentals of learning"• As far as Euthymius1 promi- 

nence in the fie ld of letters is concerned, Konstantin 

states plainly that "he did not make the effort" (and not 

не успел, as Jagic interpreted it )  to leave even a partial 

instruction to future generations•

3.2.4. There was no spelling reform carried out 

by the 14th-century Bulgarian Patriarch, Euthymius of 

Tdrnovo. His "orthographic" and "grammatical" reform of the 

Bulgarian literary language is one of those 19th-century 

myths, created in the literature at a time when very l i t t le  

was yet known about the entire epoch. Undoubtedly, Patriarch 

Euthymius was a prominent Bulgarian religious writer, 

translator and leader. We know many of his original writ- 

ings and some of his translations (or revised editions of 

older translations) from Greek365• But there is consider- 

able evidence that the Church Slavic language in Bulgaria 

had acquired a normalized orthography, grammar and lexicon 

long before Euthymius became patriarch, as w ill be shown.

365. E. Kaiužniacki, Werke des Patriarchen von 
Bulgarien Euthymius, Vienna, 1901, cxxin + 45ü pf>.

P• A. Syrku, К is to r ii ispravlenija knig v Bol- 
ga rii. I I . LiturgiSeskie trudy patriarxa Evtinupa Ternov- 
skogo, St• Petersburg, 1890, xcvii + 231 pp.

, Evtimija patriarxa Ternovskogo 
služba prepodobnoj carice Teofane, St. Petersburg, 1900,
2 + xxvii + 15 pp.

V. Čorovic, Poslanica bugarskog patrijarha Jev- 
tim ija Tismenskomu arhimandritu Nikodimu, Južnoslovenski 
filo log , XII, 1932-1934.
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3.2.4.1. In the year 1370 Euthymius, not yet the 

Patriarch, translated from Greek some liturgies, rites and 

prayers, which he included in a book later known as the 

Služebnik of Patriarch Euthymius of Тэгпоѵо36**. Within 

the liturgies were short quotations from the Four Gospels 

which, most likely, Euthymius had translated afresh together 

with the rest of the texts. I t  would be fru itfu l to com- 

pare the language of Euthymius' translation of these short 

New Testament passages with the language of a previously - 

existing Middle Bulgarian edition of the Four Gospels. A 

highly suitable text is that of King loan Aleksandsr's Four 

Gospels of 1355-1356 (which w ill henceforth be referred to 

as IAG)367. IAG was selected for comparison with Euthymius' 

translation for two reasons: f irs t,  IAG was a new, revised 

edition, made for the King of Тэгпоѵо, and thus must be one

366. This manuscript is kept today in the library 
of the Zograph Monastery on Mt. Athos, as MS # 1. In 1890 
i t  was published by the Russian Slāvist P. Syrku. Cf.:

P. Syrku, К is to r ii ispravlenija knig v Bolgarii.
I I . Liturgiőeskie tru?y"־patriarxa Evtimija Ternovskogo, St. 
Petersburg, 1890, p. 1-109.

Someone wrote, with Arabic numerals, "lēto 1370" 
on the f irs t page of the manuscript; Syrku, a recognized 
authority, accepted this date as correct (p. x i i i ) .

367. The manuscript is kept today in the British 
Museum under the number 39627 (Parham Collection, MS XLV) . 
Detailed information on the history of the manuscript and 
of the translation, ordered by King loan Aleksandar of 
Tdrnovo, along with a discussion of the grammatical, lexi- 
cal and orthographic peculiarities of the text, can be 
found in the present study under 3.4. and in Chapter 4.
See also:

R. Scholvin, Einleitung in das Johann-Alexander - 
Evangelium, Archiv für slavische Philologie, 7, Berlin,
1884, pp. 1-5*7 2 7 1 = 1 6 1 .־
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of the best examples, for its  time, of a Church Slavic lan- 

диаде so correct as to be f i t  for a king; second, the 

scribe in his postscript dates the translation and copying 

of the manuscript to 1355-1356, which indicates that the 

language and the orthographic system employed in i t  are 15 

years older than those of Euthymius' translation of 1370; 

thus the norms of IAG were the ideal of between 15 and 20 

years before the time Euthymius supposedly introduced his 

reform (cf. 3.2.1. and 3.2.2.)•

EUTHYMIUS 368 IAG3 6 9

eû  5 Im. (V, 1-4)
<7N Л* øN/ צ . 

в י врѣ 0) . възйде lu въ

כ כ  /с4 ׳ÍT* כ כ  / х 4
lep лмъ. е же въ lep лмѣ на 

щвчй кзкпѣли. *žbce rjfe(тс>90 ев- 

реискы BH0e3flà. п* притв&ръ
/Zļh

йм>мци. въ нёи сълёжаше мно -

СТВО мнйго бЛл*Ш1 И • слъпыи •

. , Se4 f /yN׳׳ * 4?5✓ 

хрсомы . ссухы . чадици движе-

ніа воды, йгглъ 60 бжіи по

въсѣ врѣмена съх6ж®ааше въ

кіпѣль, й възмжщааше вбдж. й

йже 0ÿ60 пръвѣе вълѣзь по

00047407

Яч/ כ
възыде Іс въ lep лмъ. 

естъ же въ Іер̂ лмѣ оу йвча 

кзепѢли !еже нарйцает ев- 

рёиекыи виѲезда. п*ть при- 

творъ йм>мци. въ тѣхъ сълежа- 

ше множьство 60л*чщихъ •слѣпы. 

хромы, соухы. чаущихъ вьзм*- 

щение водѣ. агглъ 60 т н ъ .по 

всѣ лѢта съхож̂ ааше вь 

к*пѣлъ.й възмжщааше вод*. й 

йже пръвѣе вьлазѣаше no

368. P. Syrku, op. c i t . , p. 99-100.

369. The quotation is from a microfilm of the 
IAG original, kept in the British Museum (cf. fn. 367), 
p. 224-224 b.
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възмхщени водѣ. здравъ бываа■ 

ше • ійцѣм же нед*гомъ одръ- 

жимь бывааше•

възмжщени воды з̂ рбвъ бываа- 

ше. же нед*го  ̂ одр£-

жи бывааше +

At f irs t glance, the differences in the two texts 

seem to be significant: they involve the use of different 

grammatical forms, often where the two forms had been in 

free alternation even in OCS (possessive genitive and pos- 

sessive dative); choice of different prepositions expressing 

location (на vs. oy) ; alternative use of the past active 

participle or a past tense of the verb (dependent on 

another verb conjugated in the past tense, within the same 

compound sentence); and also grammatical agreement with 

different lexical items. Examples are:

j כ / יי^י  О נ כ 
въ lep лмѣ - въ lep лмѣ

въ ней [=к*пѣли] - въ тѣхъ [=п*ть притворъ] 

ч4жщих движеніа - чажшихъ вьзм;ыдение

движёніа воды - вьзмяицение водѣ 

вълѣзь - вълазѣаше

по възм*щени воды - по възм*щени водѣ 

на (Звчй кіпѣли - оу йвча к*пѣли

In these two short parallel passages, the two 

translators use different Slavic words to render the Greek 

text. But the lexical differences are less numerous than 

the grammatical; they represent either fu ll synonyms (бжаи 

~  гнь), or, in some instances, may reflect lexical d iffer-
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ences in the Greek originals (cf. the numerous examples of 

Greek lexical differences in the texts of the New Testament, 

quoted by V. Jagic in the footnotes of his publication of 

the Codex Marianus) : 

гле(тс*0 - нарйцает с*

In addition to these grammatical and lexical d if- 

ferences, one observes in IAG a case of disagreement in ap- 

position, found sporadically throughout the Middle Bulgar- 

ian literary monuments including the original writings of 

Patriarch Euthymius (cf. his Vita of St. loan Rilski) . In 

the text quoted above, the grammatically correct syntagma

IAG has the incorrect apposition: бол*л!ихъ. слѣпы. хромы.

The more closely one compares parallel passages 

from Euthymius' translation and IAG, the better one comes 

to understand that, no matter how different their wording 

may appear, they actually represent the same literary lan- 

диаде, allowing the same kinds of alternative lexical and 

grammatical forms, and applying the same orthographic

врѣмена - лѣта 

o f 6 0  - -------

/<Р\
is found in Euthymius: бсол>ма1 и . слѣпыи • хрсомы . с

соухы

principles:
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IAG3?!e u t h y m iu s 370

слоуш а* васъ , мене слоушаетъ. 

и сл&ша*и мене, слоушаеть 

пославшааго m ą . й $мета*и са  

васъ , мене са Жметаетъ. а 

3>мета*и с а  мене, Сметает с а

еи ^л іе  5 поу^: (X, 16 -  21)
/4 4 г-і כ /JJ4

ре г ь  своимь оученика) .
• т4слотами ва мене слоушае׳׳׳ с4׳׳

пославшааго m ą • възвратиш *

же с а  седмь десять съ р а [д о ] -
M  rmj כ 

СТИА ГЛАШе• ги  и бѣси п о ви -
с э

ноужт с а  намь о имени твоемъ• 

р е ^  же имъ І с . видѣхъ с а т а н у  

ш ко  м л ь н іа  съ нбсе падша:

й $м ѣта*и  с а  

васъ , мене са  $м ѣтае^ \ а 

иіметау. са мене, 5метает с а  

пославшаго m a • въ звр а ткш *

•о •  съ р а д о с т и *

ГЛАШе . г и ,  й бѣси п о в и - 

н о у *т  са  Háwb о ймени твоемь
/С\

\ \

ре же ймъ, видѣ с а т а н у
Л г—*
іа ко  млъніі* съ нбсъ падша.

се дахъ вамъ власть  настялати 

на зьмилц й на с ко р п и *•  

й на всА с и л *  вражий, и 

ничто же васъ не врѣдитъ .
с с
Ѳбаче ф семъ не радоуите с а •

те же с а ,  тко имена в а -1Ѵйpa

ша написана сжгъ на нбсехъ
/ /

въ тъ часъ възрадова с а

се даА вамь вла н а ст*п а ти  

на зъмі’*  й с к о р п і * .

й на въса с й л *  в р а ж х*. й
. o' * 'î4ничто же ва не врѣди׳׳

шбаче со семь не ра уите  ca  fa -

ко  д о уск  вамъ повиноузцт י с а

радуйте же с а  т к о  ймена ва־

ша написана с*лъ  на нбсе .
" *Ъ Ф.въ тъ ча въ зр а^гва  с а

370. P. S y rk u , o p . c i t . , p .  103.

371. From th e  m a n u s c r ip t  o f  IAG, p . 169-169 b .
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д5?омъ 15׳, и йсповѣдаА

са тебѣ йче. ги нбси й земли. 

іа к о  оутайль еси с£; <5 м*д- 

рыхъ й разоумныхъ. й 5крылъ 

еси младенцемъ. ёи 0че ьако 

тако бы̂  благоволение прѣ^ 

тобо*.

дхашь fç и ре .̂ исповѣдоу/f 

ти с* соче ги н(5си й земли, 

іако оутаилъ еси сиа 5 прѣм̂ д•

^ 3 כ ין
ры и разоумны • и шкрыль 

!си младенцемъ. ей соче. іако 

тако быс блговоленіе прѣд 

тобо*: ־+־

The same sort of oscillations in the spelling of 

certain words are found in both texts. The of OCS is 

represented by A or 5  (in free alternation). Euthymius 

has м л ъ н і*  and д а * ,  while IAG has м л ь н і а  and исповѣдаА ca 

(cf. млънимц да і*. and исповѣда)*. in Mar. ) . Both authors 

use in free alternation (although in different sentences) 

the long and short forms of the nominative singular mascu- 

line of the active participles. Euthymius has слоушажи, 

Змѣтахи са» but also 5м етах  c*. IAG has слбша*и, 5м ета*и  

ca, but also слоуш а*.

In one respect, the orthography of IAG is more 

consistent (and hence more regulated) than that of Euthy- 

mius: while Euthymius uses both spellings — мене ca 

(Бмѣтае̂  and 5метает ca, alternating Ѣ and e in the same 

word form, the scribe of IAG is consistent in the use of 

the letter e in a ll forms of this verb in the passage quo- 

ted (for oscillations in other prefixed forms, cf. 4.3.4.11),

There is hardly anything in Euthymius' transla־

tion which would make his language, as a whole, stand out
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as "more correct" Church Slavic than the language of IAG. 

While the scribe of IAG uses the correct OCS forms (spelled 

according to the Middle Bulgarian conventions) възрадова 

cą, йсповѣдаА ca, Euthymius uses newer. Middle Bulgarian

present tense), исповѣдоуА ти c ^ l t h e  classical Gospel

texts have only исповѣдаь* or исповѣмь (cf. the glossary 

and the variants cited in the footnotes of Mar.). This 

comparison of two passages from Euthymius and from an 

older Middle Bulgarian revised text should serve to show 

that Euthymius had no different (much less, better) gram- 

matical and orthographic system to offer as a "reform" of 

the Middle Bulgarian literary language.

3.2.4.2. Against any possibility that Euthymius 

initiated a spelling and linguistic reform in the Church 

Slavic language in Bulgaria is the evidence of the Psalter 

of Kiprian3̂ .  Until 1958, i t  was believed that the text 

of this Psalter was an original translation from Greek (or 

a revised copy from an older translation), done by Kiprian

372.  Cf. our discussion in 2 . 3 . 2 . 2 . ;  for more 
details on Kiprian״s manuscript, kept today in the Lenin 
State Library of the USSR in Moscow, # ф. 1371 Фунд• 142, 
see:

Arximandrit Amfiloxij, Čto vnes svjatoj Kiprian 
. . . ,  Kiev, 1878, p. 238-241.

I. Mansvetov, Mitropolit Kiprian v ego litu rg i- 
českoj dejatei,nosti , Moscow, 1882, p. 66-10ÏÏ.

J. Ivanov, Balgarskoto vlijanie v Rusija pri 
mitropolit Kiprian, Izvestija IBL, VI, Sofia, 1958, 
p. 37-47.

G. I. Vzdornov, Rol1 slavjanskix monastyrskix 
masterskix pis'ma..., Literaturnye svjazi drevnix slavjan 
(Trudy ODRL,v. XXIII), Leningrad, 1968, p. 173-174.
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himself; but J. Ivanov proved that Kiprian simply copied 

his Psalter from the Psalter of King loan Aleksander (of 

1337) or, which is less likely, from some unknown 

copy of the King's Psalter, Here, for illustration, are 

two very short parallel passages from the King's Psalter 

and from Kiprian' s3̂ 3.

KIPRIAN״S PSALTERKING'S PSALTER

блаженъ м*жь йже не йде на

съвѣтъ нечьстивыхъ. й на п*-

ти грѣшныхъ не ста. й на сѣ-

далищи гббитель не сѣде• н*

въ законѣ г ни волѣ его. и въ

законѣ его поучит са день й

нощь, й б*деть тко древо

. fi4сажденно при исходищи во׳

/ jf/ כ CS
иже пло свои да 

въ врѣмА свое, й листъ его
or /SN

не ©паде •

блаженъ мжжь йже не йдё на 

сьвѣтъ нечьстивыихъ. й на п*- 
*

ти грѣшныихъ не ста. и на сѣ- 

дáлïщи гоубителъ не сѣде. н* 

въ законѣ гни волѣ его, й въ 

зак<3нѣ его пооучит са дьнъ й 

нощъ. й бждетъ тко дрѣво 

сажденое при ісходищихъ во- 

дамъ. ёже плодъ свби дастъ

й листъ еговъ врѣмА свое, 

не (Бпёдетъ.

The differences in the two texts are very few 

and extremely insignificant; without exception, they repre- 

sent permissible alternative spellings and grammatical 

forms in the Middle Bulgáriám Church Slavic of the 14th and 

15th centuries — both before and after Euthymius. I f

373. These passages are taken from the lengthy 
comparison made by J. Ivanov in his article:

J. Ivanov, op. c i t . , p. 38.
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there had been a reform initiated and carried out in the 

years 1371-1375 by Euthymius, the Russian Metropolitan 

Kiprian, who is supposed to have been one of his most ar- 

dent followers, would not have taken to Russia in 137 9 a 

Psalter copied from a ”pre-reform" original dated positive- 

ly to 1337. Some 40 years would have elapsed from the 

writing of King loan Aleksand9r's  Psalter to the alleged 

reform of Euthymius.

The reform of the religious writings in Bulgaria 

was a process, not the doing of a single person. I t  started 

at the very dawn of the literature: each new copy of a 

manuscript was either an improvement or a corruption com- 

pared with its  original, depending on the knowledge of the 

copyist and the facilities of the library where he worked. 

Many scribes took part in this process, and i t  is 

impossible to l is t  the names of the most decisive and influ- 

ential of them. Almost the entire l is t  of spelling reforms

— rules and suggestions — ascribed by K. S. Mirčev to 

Euthymius, can be traced back to the beginning of the 14th 

century. These spelling rules, with the sole exception of 

that for the distribution of the two jer letters, and with 

some fluctuation in the treatment of the nasal vowel in 

word in it ia l position, were consistently employed in many 

earlier manuscripts. One of these is the Vatican copy of 

the Manasses Chronicle, written for the Bulgarian king some- 

time after 1355-56 but before 1371 (though incorrectly iden-
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tified  in the literature as dating from 1345)374#

3.3• In the existing literature on the second 

South Slavic influence in the Russian culture and language, 

the ״,reform" of the Тэгпоѵо Patriarch Euthymius is closely 

connected with the philosophy of the Hesychasts — Byzan- 

tine and Slavic. D. S. Lixaőev links the Hesychasts' pre- 

occupation with the word to their "reforming" activities: 

"To recognize a phenomenon means to express i t  by a word.

374. The date 1345 was established by the 
literary historian Jurdan Trifonov in his article "Beležki 
кѳт srednobelgarskija prevod na Manasievata letopis", in 
Izvestija na Balgarskija Arxeologičeski In s titu t, 11,
1923-24, p. 13 -̂173. I t  has been accepted by other 
scholars, recently by Ivan Dujčev in his preface to the 
publication Letopista na Konstantin Manasi, Sofia, 1963. p. 
XXXV. Dujčev's reasoning is the following : " I f  we accept 
that the Moscow copy of the Chronicle was made in the last 
three months of 1344 and not earlier than the spring of 
1345, we can presume with great probability that King Ivan 
Alexander's copy, which has traces of editorial changes, 
was copied and ornamented with miniatures at approximately 
the same time — most likely, at the end of the spring or 
during the summer of 1345•"

However, neither author takes into consideration 
these very important data: page 2 of the Vatican copy is 
ornamented with a scene from the funeral of the King's son 
loan Asën, with an inscription above i t :  "The souls of the 
righteous are in the Lord's hands. The powers of heaven 
opened the heavenly gates to receive the soul of King loan 
Asën, son of the Great King loan Aleksander, being carried 
by angels." The original text reads as follows: дш* правед- 
ны(х) въ р*ц?> гни. носнаа врат(а) й силы н(5сны ш(т)връзош(*) 
црилти ді* носим*.* й1*гломъ Ішана асѣнѣ ирѣ. сна великаг(о) 
IĆoa. але̂ андра іфѣ.

But the Four Gospels, written in 1355-56, contain 
on page 3, in the rightmost corner, a full-length portrait 
of that same loan Asën, which could only indicate that he 
was s t i l l  living at that time, with the inscription: "King 
loan Asën, son of the King" - Íw. áci(H) црь. снъ. цревь. 
Therefore, the date 1345 is incorrect• The earliest that 
the Vatican copy of the Chronicle could have been written 
would be sometime after 1355-56•
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to name i t .  Here is the source of their intolerant a tti- 

tude toward any kind of errors, toward variants in the cop- 

ies, toward corruptions in the translations. Here is the 

source of their exclusive attachment to lite ra l transla- 

tions"3̂ .  In the Church Slavic literature of the late 14th 

and 15th centuries, the religious concepts of Hesychasm 

were reflected in the writings of its  creator, Gregory 

Sinaites, and his Byzantine and Slavic followers: the Pa- 

triarchs Callistes and Phylotheus of Constantinople, the
/ ך ך ״

Patriarch Euthymius of Tarnovo, and Camblak . Lixacev,

in his report to the Fourth International Congress of Slav-

ists, gave a new interpretation of the second South Slavic

influence, connecting i t  with Hesychasm as part of a supra-

national pre-Renaissance. According to his concept, this

pre-Renaissance, beginning in the second half of the 14th

century, embraced the Slavic cultures in the Balkans and in

Russia, the Byzantine culture on the European continent and

partially also that in Asia Minor, as well as those Chris-

377tian cultures in the Caucasus

3.3.1. I t  appears that the effort to call the 

revival of the South Slavic literatures in the 14th century, 

and of the Russian literature toward the end of that cen-

375. D. S. Lixaőev, Nekotorye zadači..., p. 113.

376. I . Dujčev, Centry vizantijsko-slavjanskogo 
obščenija i  sotrudničestva, Trudy ODRL, XIX, Moscow-Lenin- 
grad, 1963, p. 127-128.

377. D. S. Lixacev, op. c i t . , p. 107-150.
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tury, a "Renaissance" leads to misuse of the term• Lixa- 

£ev״s interpretation of the new South and East Slavic l i te r  ־

ary productivity and its  relation to the Hesychast movement 

is met with reservations by H. Birnbaum:

Throughout the entire Byzantine period there 
were scholars and writers intimately familiar 
with the classical tradition. Since the role of 
this spiritual heritage in Byzantine intellectual 
history has not yet been fu lly  identified, i t  may 
be somewhat premature to generalize and even ten־ 
tatively to define anything like a "revival of 
classical antiquity" in Byzantium. There was 
never any need for the Byzantines to "discover" 
classical antiquity as something entirely new... 
This, among other things, explains one of the fun- 
damental differences in the history of Byzantine 
civilization as compared to that of Western Eu- 
rope in the late Middle Ages and the Renaissance 
period . . . 378

The concept of Renaissance (and pre-Renaissance)

is primarily connected with the philosophical interpretation

of the Universe and Man's place in i t .  The firs t period in

late Byzantine philosophy (until about 1340) is usually

characterized by the feeling of superiority toward Western-

ers on the part of the Byzantine philosophers, as expressed

379
particularly by Theodoros Metochites . In the early 13th 

century some Byzantine writers and philosophers tried to 

write in the Attic dialect of the 5th - 4th centuries В. C., 

while there appeared in the chronicles the ancient Greek

378. H. Birnbaum, Some Aspects of the Slavonic 
Renaissance, The Slavonic and East European Review, XLVII, 
1969, 108, p.“ 31.

379. F. Fuchs, Die höheren Schulen von Konstan- 
tinopel im M itte lalter, Leipzig^Berlłn, 1926, p. 53-54.

-  186 - Ilya Talev - 9783954793341
Downloaded from PubFactory at 01/10/2019 06:10:29AM

via free access



names for the months. At the same time philosophers like

Metochites complained that after the ancients nothing new

could be created in philosophy; the educated Byzantine read-

ers were familiar with the ideas of pre-Christian thinkers,

and had only contempt for the pseudo-philosophy of later

times38̂ . By mid13־th century Aristotle, once anathematized

by the Church as a pagan, had become, in the eyes of the

381
Byzantines, something close to a Christian prophet . And

throughout the entire period of late Byzantine philosophy,

the subject of philosophy was intertwined with that of rhet-

oric, never once outstepping the framework set by the an-

cients; as in ancient times, man continued very close to

the center of the philosophical universe. The continuity

with ancient Greece never ceased in Byzantine philosophy,

although in different times the emphasis was placed on d if-

ferent questions: i f  in the ancient period a central prob-

lem was that of the origin and nature of matter, in the

Byzantine philosophy of the 13th - 15th centuries a central

problem was that of absolute causality in the development

382
of societies - the problem of regularity and chance

380. R. Guilland, Correspondance de Nicephore 
Gregoras, Paris, 1927, p. 63.

381. F. Schultze, Georgios Gemistos Plethon und 
seine reformatisehen Bestrebungen, Jena, 1874, p. 12.

382. F. Schultze, op. c i t . , p. 254-258.
E. Bréhier, Histoire de la philosophie, I I ,

Paris, 1949, p. 232-261.
H. G. Beck, Theodoros Metochites. Die Krise des 

byzantinischen Weltbildes im XIV. Jh. , Munich, 1952. p.15-42 ,
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The South Slavic philosophers and religious lead- 

ers must have been aware of the developments in Byzantine 

philosophy, and especially so in Bulgaria after the break 

with the Roman Church in 1235. But from our inadequate 

knowledge of medieval Slavic literature in its  entirety 

(cf. 2.4.3.) we do not today have reason to believe that 

the rationalistic and humanistic elements in Byzantine 

culture were in the mainstream of South Slavic spiritual 

life . What we know of 14th-century South Slavic litera- 

ture represents, indeed, the opposite trend - mysticism - 

especially as reflected in the teachings of Gregory Palamas 

and Gregory Sinaites383. A telling piece of evidence is

p. 61-198.
Fr. Masai, Plethon et la platonisme de Mistra.

Les classiques de l'humanisme, ParTs, 1956, p. 161-24(h
I. SevEenko, Études sur la polémique entre Theo- 

dore Métochite et Nicéphore Chumnos. La vie intellectuelle 
et politique à Byzance sous les premiers Paiéoiogues^
Brussels'," "1967, p. 191-7T57 

D. J. Geanakoplos, Byzantine East and Latin 
West, New York-Evanston, 1967 , p. i^ 4- i 2b .

383. V. SI. Kiselkov, Prouki î  očerti po staro- 
bglqarska literatura, Sofia, 1956, p. 178-180.

J. Meyendorff, Introduction à 1*étude de Gregoire 
Palamas, Paris, 1959, pp. 25-32, 55-58.

H.-G. Beck, Humanismus und Palamismus, Actes du
X I I ־ e  Congrès International d'Études byzantines, I, Beograd, 
19b3־, p ־־■־ /8־ .----- 

I. DujČev, Centry . . . ,  p. 127-128.
I. Dujčev, K. Kuev, Balgarskata literatura prez 

XIV vek, in: Istorija na b91garskata literatura, 1, Sofia, 
1963, p. 270-775־.

S. Vryonis, Byzantium and Europe, London, 1967,
p. 170.

G. M. Proxorov, Isixazm i  obščestvennaja mysl' v 
vostočnoj Evrope, in: Literaturnye svjazi drevnix slavjan, 
Trudy ODRL, XXIII, Leningrad, 1968, p. 86-108.
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the anathema of 1351, pronounced by both the Byzantine and 

the Bulgarian Church on the leaders of the reformist, pro ־ 

Western movement in the Balkans: Barlaam, Akintynos and the 

priest Proxor: акиндина варлаама. й nòna прЛхора кидшнѣ,

!—à  ̂ ^ כ 
йже паче въсѣхъ ёретикъ хо̂ лнаа на ба изглавші ... и тѣмь

y' 384/ כ
едином*дръны י анаѲема:

3.3.2. In connection with the cultural inter- 

change among the Slavic Orthodox nations (and, in a narrow- 

er sense, with the second South Slavic influence in Russia) 

a new concept has been propagated lately in the history of 

Slavic literatures - ,,Slavia Orthodoxa". I t  was f irs t sug-

-> q  с
gested by R. Picchio . Even before formulating his term

"Slavia ortodossa", in his study on the second South Slavic

influence in Russia, R. Picchio writes that "the unity of

the Orthodox Slavic culture throughout the entire Middle

Ages was n o t  based  on gove rnm en t o r  n a t io n a l  p r i n c i p l e s " ,

and that one thus cannot speak of "the influence of one l i t -

erature over another; one should rather speak of different

386
phases of the saune process of development"

384. M. G. Popruženko, ed., Sinodik carja Borila 
(Balgarski starini. V ili) ,  Sofia, 1928, p. 95.

385. R. Picchio, Die historisch-philologische 
Bedeutung der kirchen-slavischen Tradition, Die Welt der 
Slaven, VII, Wiesbaden, 1962, p. 1-27.

________________, A proposito della Slavia orto-
dossa e della comunità linguistica slava ecclesiastica. 
Ricerche slavistiche, XI, Rome, 1963, p. 105-127.

386. R. Picchio, Storia della letteratura russa 
antica (in the series: Storia delle letterature di tutto i l  
mondo), Milan, 1959, p. 142.
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Such a concept as Slavia Orthodoxa presents three 

basic obstacles to a truly unified view of Church Slavic 

culture:

a) I t  excludes from what we know to be Church 

Slavic literature the old Moravo-Pannonian literature, the 

entire Croatian literature created in Church Slavic, and 

both the Bulgarian and the Russian Lithuanian literatures 

during their periods of union with the Roman Church. I t  

disregards the existence of some ties between the litera- 

tures of the Catholic Slavic and the Orthodox Slavic nations 

(cf. the Vita of St. Václav in Russian literature).

b) I t  does not take into account that the Church 

Slavic literature and language were used by the Wallachian 

and Moldavian societies through the end of the 17th century, 

and that, perhaps, those Albanians living in the medieval 

Bulgarian and Serbian states also used them before their 

conversion to the Moslem religion.

c) I t  fa ils  to see medieval Church Slavic lite r-  

ature as an integral part of the Byzantine one (although 

every national literature has its  own national peculiarities). 

But throughout the Middle Ages, the local characteristics of 

the national Slavic cultures (including those of their 

literatures) are of secondary importance. R. Picchio

is right in stressing the unity of the Slavic national 

cultures; but this unity can be understood only within 

the framework of the larger, multi-national Byzantine
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cultural community, where the Greek literature and language 

played an undisputably major role3®7.

3.3.3. In analyzing the processes in the South 

Slavic literatures immediately before the beginning of the 

second South Slavic influence in Russia, an understanding 

of the role of the Balkan monasteries as centers of inter- 

national exchange within the Byzantine supra-national com- 

munities is of extreme importance. In 1963 I. Dujčev pub- 

lished an interesting paper, with exhaustive bibliography, 

on the role of the monasteries of Constantinople and Mt. 

Athos in the process of disseminating Byzantine culture in 

the Slavic lands, depicting the true international sp irit 

in these monastic communities3®®.

387. D. S. Lixačev, Drevneslavjanskie literatury 
как sistema, Slavjanskie literatury (Doklady sovetskoj dele- 
gacii. VI Meždunarodnyj s"ezd slavistov), Moscow, 1968,
p. 5-48.

388. I . Dujčev, Centry vizantijsko-slavjanskogo 
sotrudničestva, Trudy ODRL, XIX, Moscow-Leningrad, 1963 ,
p. 107-129.

See also these previously published important con- 
tributions to the problem of the international exchange and 
cooperation in the Balkan monasteries:

E. Kaïuzniacki, Aus der panegyrischen Literatur 
der Südslaven, Vienna, 1901, p. 35.

A. I. Sobolevskij, Južno-slavjanskoe v i i janié na 
russkuju pis'mennost' v XIV - XV vekax, Perevodnaja litera- 
tura Moskovskoj Rusi XIV - XVII vekov, St. Petersburg, 1953, 
pp. 8-12, 24-34.

G. A. I l ' in s k ij,  Značenie Afona v is to r ii sla- 
vjanskoj pis'mennosti, ŽMNP, XI, St. Petersburg, 1908, 
p. 1-41.

A. Protič, Sveta Gora i  balgarskoto izkustvo, 
Balgarski pregled, I ,  Sofia, 1929, 2, p. 249-276.

A. Solovjev, Histoire du monastère russe au Mont 
Athos, Byzantion, V III, Brussels, 1933, p. 213-238.

R. Janin, Constantinople byzantine, Paris, 1950,
p. 34-46.
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And yet, in these international centers too,

Greek monks played the leading role in the creation of the 

Byzantine culture and literature, while the Slavic monas- 

teries and the Slavic monks in the Greek monasteries had 

as their main task, to follow closely the developments in 

the Byzantine centers and to translate into Church Slavic 

whatever seemed to them most important for the enlighten- 

ment and salvation of the Slavic reading public• Efforts 

to magnify the role of the Slavs in the Byzantine religious 

life  and culture389 have put some scholars in awkward situ- 

ations• 1• Dujčev, for example, in his eagerness to demon- 

strate the active participation of Bulgarians in Byzantine 

Church affairs, discovered a Bulgarian on the Patriarch's

OQA
throne in Constantinople . According to Dujčev, in the 

second half of the 14th century loan Asën, son of King loan 

Aleksander of Tarnovo, became a monk on Mt. Athos and, early 

in the 15th century, was elected Patriarch of Constantinople 

(1416-1439). The embarrassment arises from another, almost 

simultaneous publication by Dujčev: in 1962 he published 

a study on the miniatures of the Vatican copy of the Manas-

389. Cf., for instance, the statement by C. 
Korolevskij, that the Byzantine Church was "incorrectly 
called Greek", since i t  was predominantly Slavic:

C. Korolevskij, Liturgie en langue vivante,in: 
Orient et Occident, Paris, 1955, pp. 18, 25-26.

390. I. Dujčev, Obrazi na Ьэідагіп ot XV ѵ. ѵэѵ 
Florencija, Izkustvo, 1, Sofia, 1961, p. 22-24•

_______, A propos de la biographie de Joseph
II patriarche de Constantinople, Revue des études byzan- 
tines, XIX, Paris, 1961, p. 333-35Í7
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ses Chronicle with color reproductions of the miniatures; 

in 1963 he published, in photocopy, the entire Manasses 

Chronicle with a 34-page preface3̂ .  Yet he failed to 

notice the picture and accompanying text for the funeral of 

loan Asën, who must have died before the book was finished, 

between 1355 and 1371 ־ at least 45 years before his sup- 

posed elevation to the Patriarchate (cf. fn. 374).

An interesting problem, involving the role of the 

monasteries on Mt. Athos in the second South Slavic influ- 

enee in Russia, is the alternation of Bulgarian and Serbian 

leadership in the Slavic monastic communities during the 

13th - 15th centuries. Until the mid-14th century the Bui- 

garians played the primary role in most of the monasteries, 

and the majority of the Slavic books of that time are of 

Bulgarian origin; but from the second half of the 14th cen- 

tury onward, the Serbians became the leading element in the 

Slavic communities, and the number of manuscripts of purely 

Serbian or of mixed Bulgarian-Serbian recension sharply in- 

creased, until by the early 15th century the Serbians domi- 

nated in a ll spheres of the cultural and religious life  of 

these monasteries^.

In connection with the literary activity in the

391. I. Dujčev, ed.. Miniatjurite na Manasieva- 
ta letopis, Sofia, 1962, !33 pp.

___________ , ed., Letopista na Konstantin Manasi,
Sofia, 1963, xxxiv + 415 pp.

392. G. I. Vzdornov, Rol1 slavjanskix master- 
skix pis'ma Konstantinopolja i  Afona . . . ,  p. 181-183.
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Balkan monasteries before the second South Slavic influence 

began, i t  seems that the entire problem of the importance 

of Hesychasm in creating a new style in the hagiographie 

genre should be re-examined. A positive step in this direc- 

tion is the paper by H. Birnbaum, •Byzantine Tradition 

Transformed: the Old Serbian Vita1 393̂  Ĥ Birnbaum estab- 

lishes the evolutionary development in the Serbian hagio- 

graphic genre from early 13th to early 15th century, and 

the corresponding Serbian impact on Slavic literature. The 

insistence on a very special role of the Hesychasts in the 

evolution of the "new" hagiographie style of 15th-century 

Russia de facto denies any purely Slavic developments in 

this genre, since the South Slavic Hesychasts are known to 

have been primarily followers of their contemporary Byzantine 

teachers.

3.4. The Church Slavic language of the 14th-cen- 

tury Bulgarian manuscripts, although having specific fea- 

tures which characterize i t  as Middle Bulgarian, is not the 

same in a ll literary monuments. The type of language in 

different works may, from the limited data available in pub- 

lications and accessible manuscripts, be broken into three 

subgroups: a) revised OCS translations of the New Testament, 

Psalter, various Paterika, sections of the Old Testament, 

and books translated during the time of King Symeon; b) new-

393. H. Birnbaum, Byzantine Tradition Trans- 
formed: the Old Serbian Vita, in: Aspects of the Balkans : 
Continuity and Change, H. Birnbaum and S. Vryonis, Jr., 
ed's., Hague: Mouton p. 245 — 264.
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er translations of Byzantine (and perhaps other) authors, 

made after the 12th century. Here the most representative 

work is the Manasses Chronicle (translated between the early 

13th and mid14־th centuries) . In the same group should be 

included also the few known original works by Bulgarian 

writers, such as the works of Patriarch Euthymius, Grigorij 

Camblak, etc.; c) works of early secular literature, of 

which so far only one is known - the Tale of Troy (included 

in the Vatican copy of the Manasses Chronicle) .

Samples of the spoken dialects, represented by the 

pripiski (notes) of semi-literate scribes in certain 

copies, cannot seriously be considered part of the literary 

language. Even today we do not study the speech of the ig- 

norant in contemporary novels as part of our modern literary 

language, nor do normative grammars of the standard languages 

describe the grammatical structure of such speech. The notes 

of the scribes, although yielding most valuable data for 

historical dialectology, are, for the student of the history 

of the literary language, mostly indicators of how different 

that language was from the spoken dialects.

The language of the early secular literary works 

in Bulgaria, e.g. the Tale of Troy, is irrelevant to the 

problem of the second South Slavic influence in Russia. The 

language, representative not of the spoken dialects but of 

the colloquial language of the ruling classes in 14th-cen- 

tury Bulgaria, lacks the properties of a supra-national 

medium of communication.
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The Middle Bulgarian literature which was under- 

standable for the Russians (and thus suitable for copying 

by them) was that which followed as closely as possible the 

norms of Old Church Slavic.

I t  is extremely d iff ic u lt to identify the literary 

works which were translated in Bulgaria between the 12th and 

the 14th century. Almost a ll of them are preserved in later 

Russian copies; the Russian copyists, beginning with those 

who f irs t copied from the Middle Bulgarian prototypes, tried 

to replace new Middle Bulgarian grammatical forms, unfamil- 

iar to Russian readers, with Russian Church Slavic forms.

The same was done with characteristic Bulgarian or South 

Slavic lexical items (cf. 2.3.4.2. and 2.4.).

The most important role in the influence of the 

Middle Bulgarian literary language on the Russian literary 

language of the late 14th and early 15th centuries, was un- 

doubtedly played by the most frequently used Church books ־ 

the New Testament and the Psalter. The text of the New Tes- 

tament is the best for studying the developments in the Bui- 

garian literary language from late 10 th - early 1 1 th to mid - 

14th century in connection with the revising of the books 

in Bulgaria. One can best compare the evolution from the 

earliest known classical OCS texts (and also the Russian 

Ostromir Gospel) towards a well established, a rtif ic ia l but 

normalized literary language in mid-14th־century Bulgaria, 

by an examination of the peculiarities of the loan Alek- 

sander Gospel (IAG).
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3.4.1. The New Testament is the pivotal text of 

the Christian Church, the one that was most carefully pre- 

served in copying and most scrupulously compared with the 

Greek originals. And s t i l l ,  as B. Conev notes in his Opis, 

there are no two single surviving manuscripts whose texts

are fu lly identical39̂ . I t  seems that every scribe tried 

to improve his own copy, to make i t  a more truthful trans- 

lation of the available good Greek originals and to recon- 

cile the translation with the then-existing dogmas of the 

Orthodox Church.

The most typical example of this process is the

new "translation" of the Gospel in the year 1355/56, 

ordered by the Bulgarian king loan Aleksander (1331-1371).

We w ill give a fu ll translation of the postscript to the 

manuscript, since this text is not readily available to 

American scholars:

Glory to God glorified in the Trinity, to him who 
fu lf i l ls  every good beginning, which was begun in 
him, and who also gives an end after the begin- 
ning. This life-giving source of new virtue, 
of the sweetest teaching of Christ and of his 
godly witnesses, pupils and apostles, which is 
called the Four Gospels, was written not only with 
external color or gold, or decorated with well- 
spun linen or gems and pearls, but by the 
outpouring from within the Word of God, thus 
fu lf illin g  the secret providence which is in the 
lordly and godly incarnation and miracle-making, 
which he did for us, due to his mercy and 
kindness, even to the Cross and burial and the 
glorious resurrection on the third day and the 
ascension. And who is content to count or to 
narrate in order a ll the things in i t  which are

394. B. Conev, ed.. Opis na rokopisite i  staro-

?ečatnite knigi na Narodnata biblioteca v Sorija, Sofia, 
yiu, p .v ii- ix .
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a reflection of Christ's deeds, which truly 
are like a spring in waterless land, that 
whoever drinks from i t  in his th irst w ill never 
th irst again• Because its  stream runs and gives 
pleasure to the soul, gives joy to both the heart 
and the mind, and i t  is like a hidden treasure 
in the field of the heart.

When the devout and Christ-loving, supreme and 
God-ordained King loan Aleksander sought this 
(Gospel), lying as i t  were like a lamp in a dark 
place, forgotten and placed aside in carelessness 
by the ancient kings, he found i t .  This Christ- 
loving King loan Alexander found i t  by the w ill 
of the Lord, and after he translated i t  from the 
Greek words into our Slavic language he copied 
i t  and displayed i t  openly. He wrought i t  on 
the outside with gold plates and decorated i t  on 
the inside by the labor of painters with life - 
bringing images of the Lord and His glorious 
disciples (painted) in bright colors and gold, 
for the strengthening of his kingdom.

Just as the emperor Constantine, great amongst 
the saints, and his mother Helene took from the 
earth the lifegiving cross of the Lord, thus did 
this King with these Four Gospels. Then he 
held the scepter of the Bulgarian and Greek 
kingdom with his devout, glory-crowned and newly- 
enlightened Queen, the Lady Theodora - which 
means ,the Lord's G ift' - and with his f irs t-  
born and much beloved son King loan Šišman, to 
the glory of the Creator of a ll and His evangel- 
ists Matthew, Mark, Luke and John. May he, 
through their prayers, receive victory from God 
over the enemies who fight against him, and (may 
hąl break their heads under his feet. Amen.

The current year is 6864 (1355/56), indict 9, 
and the slave of the Lord my king, who wrote this 
book, is called Symon the Monk, (see Appendix Six).

The manuscript, kepi־ today in the British Museum

(cf. fn. 367), is written on fine parchment; i t  consists of

284 leaves, generally in gatherings of eight, with text on

both sides of each leaf. The average plain page has

from 21 to 33 lines. The manuscript includes 365
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miniatures, comprising scenes from the New Testament and 

portraits of the Bulgarian king and his family• The illu s - 

trations from the New Testaments are from the same series 

as that of the Greek manuscript numbered # 74 in the Bib- 

liothèque Nationale in Paris, described by H• Bordier3̂ .  

The British Museum has prepared a comparison with this 

manuscript based on the publication by H. Omont: Evangiles 

avec peintures byzantines du XIe siècle, 2 vol’ s., 190839̂ . 

Eight miniatures from Omont's manuscript are not included 

in the Slavic copy, which is also missing the original page 

75 (containing Matthew XXV. 39-46) which might have had 

a picture of the Last Judgment. On the other hand, the 

Slavic manuscript contains, at the end of the book of Luke, 

four miniatures not known in the Greek copy. On page 3 the 

Slavic manuscript represents the King's family, from le ft 

to right: the queen ("Theodora, faithful to Christ our 

Lord, and newly enlightened queen and sovereign of a ll 

Bulgarians and Greeks") , the crown prince (,1King loan 

Šišman, son of the Great King loan Aleksander"), the king 

("King loan Aleksander, faithful to Christ our Lord, and

395. H. Bordier, Peintures et autres ornements 
dans les MMS qrecs de la Bibliothèque  ̂Nationale, Paris,
т ш , т  m . ----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

396. For more information on this subject, see:
B. Filov, Die Miniaturen des Ev. Iwan Alexanders

in London, Byzantion, IV, 1927-1928, p. 313-319.
______________, Londonskoto evangelie na Ivan Aleksan-

der i  neqovite mfniatjuri, Spisanie BAN, XXXVIII, Sofia,
1929, p. 1-32.

, Les miniatures de 1'Evangile du roi 
Ivan Alexanare à bondres, in: Monumenta Artis Bulgáriáé,
3, Sofia, 1934. ---------------------------------------------------
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Sovereign of a ll Bulgarians and Greeks") and the other 

son (11King loan Asën, son of the king"). On page 2b are 

portraits (also full-length) of the king's daughters and 

son-in-law (from le ft to right): "Despot Konstantin, son- 

in-law of the Great King loan Aleksander; the Despot's

wife Kera Themar, daughter of the King; Keraca, daughter 

of the King; Desislava, daughter of the king."

This manuscript had an interesting history in

the last decades of the 14th century. Being hard pressed, 

perhaps in the d ifficu lt months of the last defense of the

Bulgarian capital against the victorious Turks, or, 

possibly, in exile after the fa ll of Ternovo (summer 1393)397 

the Bulgarian royal family deposited their Gospel as 

security on a loan. They were never able to repay that 

loan, and the Moldavian king Alexander the Good (1402-1432)

paid the money to the lender and became the new owner of the 

Gospel. Thus a scribe wrote on page five of the manuscript:

"The son of Stefan Voevoda, loan Alexander, faithful to

Christ our God, Voevoda and lord of the entire Moldavian 

land, bought these Four Gospels, which had been kept as 

security; may God forgive his sins and give him eternal life , 

and  many years of life  here (below)"398 The book was most

397. Belgarska Akadēmija na Naukite, Istorija 
na Balgarija, 1, Sofia, 1961 (2nd edition), p. 244.

398. Here follows the original text from p. 5 
of the MS in Moldavian Church Slavic of the 15th century:

-I- QHb ст^ф[а](н)а воеводе
-ÍSáHb але^(а)нд(рь) въ х(с)а оа вѣрны вое ­ן­­
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likely kept in Moldavia or Wallachia until the late 17th 

or early 18th century, when the Wallachian Voevoda 

Konstantin Bankobano (1688-1714) established the monastery 

of SS. Peter and Paul on Mt• Athos. In the early 19th cen- 

tury. Sir Robert Curzon received the Gospel as a g ift from

the Greek administration of the monastery, in recognition of 

his involvement in the Greek liberation movement and of his 

financial aid to the monastery. After Lord Curzon*s death 

(1873), the manuscript was inherited by the British Lord 

Zouche3" ,  and in the 1920's the last private owner of the 

manuscript, the widow of Lord Parham, donated i t  to the 

British Museum, where i t  is preserved today.

This translation was prepared for the King's 

library and made available to the reading public. According 

to the postscript, the king "found i t  by the w ill of the 

Lord, and having translated i t ,  he copied i t  from the Greek 

into our Slavic language and displayed i t  openly." Our 

studies of the manuscript w ill show that the new translation 

created virtually a different version of the Four Gospels, 

although at f irs t glance the text seems to be very close to 

the already-known "classical" and mid-Bulgarian texts^00e

вода й г(с)нъ. въсей земли мльдоускои соткоупи сы тетро- 
еигль. що è бйль й залоге, оь да га прости, й да моу дарбе 
живо(т) вічны й зде мно(г)[оЗлѣтны живо(т).

399. В. Conev, Istorija па belgarskij ezik, 1 
Sofia, 1940 (2nd edition), p l 196-19T7

400. There is a rich collection of Middle Bulgar- 
ian gospels from the 12th to the 15th century (as well as 
from later periods) in the Bulgarian National Library "K iril 
i  Metodij" (for bibliography cf. fn. 403).
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Since we are dealing with the most sacred of a ll sacred 

books of the Christian Church, we may ask ourselves about 

the role of the o ffic ia l Church authorities in the re- 

vision• The Postscript emphasizes the role of the monarch 

in the translation and mentions the name of the scribe "who 

wrote this book" ־ Symon the Monk. This, however, is an 

ambiguous statement: did Symon merely copy the drafts of 

the revised edition, or was he the head of a group of 

translators, or did he translate the book a ll by himself 

and then have someone else do the mechanical copying?

A careful examination of other books belonging to

King loan Aleksander reveals a striking similarity of hand- 

writing in five famous manuscripts: the Služebnik from Mt. 

Athos (cf. fn. 72), the Sbornik of 1348^*, the so-called 

Tomic Psalter (df. fn. 50), the Manasses Chronicle (Vatican

401. After the fa ll of Тѳгпоѵо (1393) the Sbornik 
might have been taken to Moldavia or Wallachia, and 
sometime between 1649 and 1655, taken to Russia (together 
with 700 other old Greek and Slavic manuscripts) by the 
envoy of the Muscovite Patriarch Nikon, Arsenij Suxanov. 
(See: S. Belokurov, Arsenij Suxanov, v. I, Moscow, 1891, 
p. 408). In 1863 the book oecame part of the I.P. Saxarov 
collection of the Public Library in Petersburg (Leningrad 
Public Library, Number F.I.376).

A brief discussion on the language can be found 
in: B.M. Ljapunov, "Neskol'ko zamečanij о jazyke i  v 
osobennosti о slovare bolgarskogo sbornika 1348 g•",
Sbornik M iletič, Sofia, 1933, p. 95-107. See also: I . I .  
Sreznevskij, Svedenija i  zametki, XXXVI, p. 43-45;P. Syrku,
К is to r ii ispravleniia kniq v Bolgarii v XIV veke, v. I, 
pt. Г/ St. P.־,־ І־Ш , р."T T 0 -T 3 2 . 

Eight pages of the manuscript, precisely those 
of the treatise On the Letters by Černorizec Xrabor, are 
qiven in photoreproduction by K. Kuev in Černorizec Xrabar, 
Sofia, 1967, p. 421-428.
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copy) from the second half of the 14th century, and IAG. 

Similarities include the shape of the letters, the shape and 

character of the ligatures and of the superscripts used for 

abbreviation, as well as the spelling and grammar (cf. fn. 

72). S t il l,  a d ifficu lty  arises from the fact that the 

King’ s Sbornik of 1348 is believed to have been copied by 

the monk Lavrentij , whose name appears in the postscript to 

the manuscript. But on close examination the statement in 

the postscript is seen to be by no means a reference by the 

copyist to himself. I t  calls this book the "burden and pain 

of the most sinful, as is usually said, hermit Lavrenti j . 

The tone of the postscript is one of praise for the work of 

Lavrentij; expressions such as "burden and pain" and "most 

sinful, as is usually said" indicate a reverence toward 

Lavrentij and his work which could only have been expressed 

by someone else. The peculiarities of Symon’s handwriting 

are so typically his, that there can be no doubt that i t  

was Symon the Monk who was the King's copyist.

3.4.2. The language of IAG was thoroughly studied 

in the last century (1884) by the Slāvist R. Scholvin (cf. 

fn. 367), but has been outside the interest of Bulgarian 

students of the history of their language. Such neglect has 

doubtless been motivated by the extreme correctness of the 

language of IAG, which gives l i t t le  evidence of developments

402. The entire postscript is published in:
P. Lavrov, Obzor zvukovyx £ formal'nyx osoben- 

nostej bolgarskogo jazyka, Moscow, 1893. p. 13.

00047407

-  203 - Ilya Talev - 9783954793341
Downloaded from PubFactory at 01/10/2019 06:10:29AM

via free access



in the Bulgarian dialects of the 14th century. For just 

that reason, however, this new translation of the text of 

the Four Gospels is of extreme importance for the study of 

developments in the Bulgarian literary language, especially 

in relation to the second South Slavic influence in Russia. 

The Russian copyists in the Balkan monasteries must have 

been interested only in perfect Church Slavic manuscripts, 

whose texts were correct translations from the Greek origi- 

nals and whose language was a correct Church Slavic, as free 

as possible from local features.

Scholvin*s study of the language of IAG concen- 

trates mainly on the morphological peculiarities, paying 

l i t t le  attention to the phonology and none at a ll to the 

lexical features. And yet, his monograph is an excellent 

introduction (as he himself entitles i t  - 1Einleitung*) to 

this manuscript.

In my own study of the language of IAG, I have

concentrated on two aspects: f irs t, the orthographic system

followed in the manuscript, and its  relationship to the

Church Slavic phonology of 14th-century Bulgaria (and par-

tia lly  to the phonology of the Bulgarian dialects of the

time); second, the systematic lexical changes found in the

text by a comparison with the classical OCS Gospel texts.

In studying the grammatical structure, my findings largely

coincided with Scholvin's, and I w ill report here only on

those morphological and syntactic innovations which are not 

dealt with in Scholvin's monograph.
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As far as lexical changes are concerned, I dis- 

covered that in more than 1500 cases there was some kind of 

lexical innovation in comparison with the classical Gospel 

texts. The results of my study in this respect cannot 

be fu lly  reported here because of a lack of space; I w ill 

summarize in brief the major types of lexical innovations 

only.

In regard to the orthography of IAG, my presenta- 

tion w ill be very detailed: thorough study of the text has 

convinced me that the literary language of 14th-century Bui- 

garia in its best instances had stric t spelling rules, and 

by no means represented a ll features of the Bulgarian dia- 

lects of the time; on the contrary, its  orthography was much 

less influenced by the speech of the scribe than was that 

of the known OCS texts. I hope my findings on the ortho- 

graphic regularities of this manuscript w ill convincingly 

support my contention that the Bulgarian orthography of 

13 55 did not need a "reform” by the Patriarch of Тэгпоѵо in 

1371-1375. Having proved that such a reform was not needed, 

and having searched in vain for any positive historical evi- 

dence that i t  occurred, we may with some confidence assert 

that, indeed, i t  never did.
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C h a p t e r  F o u r

SPELLING AND PHONOLOGY, GRAMMATICAL AND LEXICAL INNOVATIONS
ф

IN THE REVISED EDITION OF THE FOUR GOSPELS (IAG)

4.1. A ll of the existing monographs on Middle 

Bulgarian manuscripts examine the spelling of the texts and 

try to relate the spelling mistakes to the phonology of the 

scribe's dialect. Bulgarian scholars usually assign the 

manuscripts to certain orthographic schools. Such a tradi- 

tion was set up by Benjo Conev, and employed by him in his 

publication of literary monuments in Balgarski starini and 

the f irs t two volumes of his Opis^ 3. д detailed outline 

of the spelliqg schools can be found in the preface to 

Vračansko Evangelie^^^.

4.1.1. A traditional distinguishing principle in 

determining the orthographic school is the use of the jers. 

According to some obvious rules of their use, the schools 

are divided into those with regulated and those with unregu-

403. B. Conev, Opis na rakopisite î  staropečat- 
nite kniçji na Narodnata biblioteka v Sofija, I, Sofia, 1910, 
555 + x v iii pp.

B. Conev, Opis na slavjanskite rakopisi v Sofi j - 
skata narodna biblioteka, I I ,  Sofia, 1923, 552 + liT  pp.

M. Stojanov, Xr. Kodov, Opis na slavjanskite 
rakopisi v Sofijskata narodna biblioteka, I I I ,  Sofia, Г964, 
І97+ xi pp.

In volume I of his Opis (p. ix ) , B. Conev simply 
lis ts  six orthographic schools without elaboration.

404. B. Conev, Vračansko Evangelie (Balgarski 
starini, 4), Sofia, 1914, p~ 13-15.
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lated spelling. В. Conev distinguished four schools with 

regulated spelling :

Schools (West Bulgarian) using only one jer:

a) The Oxrid School, using only ъ•

b) The Zletovo School, using only ь.

Schools using two jers:

a) The East Bulgarian (perhaps Ternovo) Etymo- 

logical School, which "actually maintained the Old Bulgar- 

ian etymological tradition, as much as i t  could be supported 

by the living language”405.

b) The East Bulgarian (perhaps Ternovo) Two- jer 

School, which implemented "a mechanical, stereotyped 

(Sablonna) differentiation between ъ and ь, where ъ is used 

in such positions (root syllables) where both ъ and ь have 

an indefinite sound (temen zvuk), and ь in a ll positions 

(roots, suffixes, endings) where neither ъ nor ъ has any 

sound value406״.

In addition to these four regulated schools,

Benjo Conev establishes the existence of two more unregula- 

ted ones:

a) The Oxrid-Zletovo School, using ъ and ь 

"without a rule, but with some traces of the West Bulgarian 

School407״.

405. op. c i t . , p, 14.

406. ibid.

407. ibid.
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b) A continuation of the old tradition (?) ־ 

”those monuments where there are traces of the Eastern 

(Тэгnovo) S choo1" *®8 e

Such a division of the orthographic schools can- 

not possibly be accepted today. We do not see any signifi- 

cant distinction among the four schools using both jers.

In our opinion, the only reasonable (but hardly essential) 

division would be into two schools, one using one jer, the 

other using two.

King loan Aleksander's Gospels use both jers, and 

since this text was specially written for the Тэгпоѵо king, 

i t  should be considered representative of the Тэгпоѵо ortho- 

graphic school of the second half of the 14th century. 

However, in oijder to establish the principles of its  spel- 

ling, one must study in detail more than just the rules of 

usage for the jers. We shall try to outline the basic 

principles of the spelling system, as well as variations 

of, or deviations from them, and whenever possible to draw 

some conclusions as to the phonological system of the 

literary language.

4.1.2. Students of Church Slavic possess a 

valuable monument of the Slavic alphabet - the treatise on 

the letters by Černorizec ХгаЬэг (of the 10th or 11th cen-

tury)• The oldest preserved m a n u s c r i p t s ^ 0 9  are f r0m the

408. ibid.

409. K. Kuev, Černorizec Xrabdr, Sofia, 1967, 
pp. 166, 187-210.
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14th and 15th centuries. This work is of extreme importance 

in determining the number and character of the letters in 

the mid-14th century, since even the reformer of the Serbian 

spelling - Konstantin Kostenečki (15th century) ־ establish- 

es the number of the letters in the Serbian alphabet as 38, 

the very number laid down by Xrabsr^^.

The existing copies of Xrabar's article fa ll into 

two groups: those which simply give the number of the 

letters in the Slavic alphabet as 38, and those which both 

give the number 38 and lis t  the letters. We shall take 

into consideration only the four oldest copies with Middle 

Bulgarian features: Sava's copy (Bulgarian-Serbian of the 

15th century) 4H, the Moscow copy (Bulgarian-Russian of the 

15th century) 4̂ ־̂ , the Moldavian copy (Bulgarian of the 16th 

century)413f an(j the Wroclaw copy (Bulgarian-Russian of the 

16th century)414.

Unfortunately, considerations of which alphabet - 

glagolitic or cy rillic  - the author had in mind, and of 

whether the listing of the letters was part of the author's 

text, although very interesting in themselves, are outside

410. V. Jagic, Codex Slovenicus Rerum Grammati- 
carum (photo-reprint), Munich, 1968, pp. I l l ,  204-205.

411. K. Kuev, op. c i t . , p. 195-197.

412. op. c i t . , p. 191-194.
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414. op. c i t . , p. 214-217.
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the scope of this study415. The important fact for us is 

that Bulgarian writers of the 14th 15 ־th centuries believed 

that the Slavic alphabet had 38 letters, and that some of 

them perhaps compiled their own lis ts  of the complete 

alphabet. The text of the Moscow copy is obviously unreli- 

able: after stating that 24 of the Slavic letters are 

taken from Greek, the scribe proceeds to illustrate with 

28 letters, some of which are repetitions and some, like 

хлъ (1), pure inventions. The final count comes to 43, 

although the scribe asserts more than once that the alpha- 

bet has 38 letters.

The other three texts are completely identical 

in their listing of the alphabet. We shall quote the 

passage from the Moldavian copy (16th century), since this 

monument contains many archaic features4̂ :

/jf' /rh
«4. - c'ê сж пйсмена слЛвѣнскаа сице и по бае

4 כ 1 כ ,*-י״ ׳'—־7  Т
пйсати и гл0шати. а, б. в• да до а ׳ и © си с*

. } ЗГу׳■  ' ТЧ׳/  Д׳ ,־'  'Ц '  у  ^  ' т '  » .
четыре меж о десА ма по бна гръ скы писменсо . с* же си. 

а. в. ׳г. д. е .  3. й. ״Ѳ. Т. 1?. jf. м. "н. Ķ . о. "п. р. "с. ' т . у.

^  ^  ^  /SN j  ^
ф. х• Ф• ш• й четыри̂ десѵ* по слсЬвѣнскомо *зыкоу и с* 

сха. 1Г. "ж• s. ц". *4• 2“. щ. 'ъ. 1л. "ь. ѣ• 10. Ж ,Ж.»
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415. op. c i t . , p. 47-48.

416. op. c i t . , pp. 54, 211.

417. In the other two copies the letter is given, 
correctly, as
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In their effort to present an alphabet of exactly 

38 letters, the scribes ignore the ligatures m* je, 0£ or

6  and render the Greek upsilon as £ instead of и (which 

also occurs in the classical texts), although a ll three 

manuscripts use these ligatures as well as the upsilon of 

the form u• I t  is noteworthy, however, that they l is t  the 

two jers as two separate letters, and the ы and щ as letters 

rather than ligatures. The only conclusion one can draw 

from the l is t  is that in the minds of those men £ and и 

were only variants of the same letter, upsilon; while the 

ligatures represented not letters, but combinations of 

letters, and thus, in the Greek tradition, had no place 

in the alphabet.

4.1.3. In determining the orthographic system 

of a time one must raise the question: what was the rela- 

tion between the letters and the phonemes or morphonemes 

of the literary language? In this respect there are almost 

insurmountable d ifficu lties . In the consonantal phonemes 

there is no clear indication from the alphabet as to 

whether the consonants were paired on the basis of palatali־ 

zation. One might draw certain conclusions from the dis- 

tribution of the letters Ѣ and ю about the character of 

the preceding consonant, but nothing definite can be said 

concerning the neutralization of palatalization in conso- 

nantal clusters or at word end. The present-day Bulgarian 

dialects give contradictory data on the subject, and even 

i f  they were uniform, one could hardly accept their evidence
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as relevent to the situation of 400 years ago4̂ .  On the 

contrary, one should expect significant differences between 

phonetic norms of the established literary language in the 

14th century and those of the peasant dialects.

4.1.4. The vowels of the literary language pose 

even more problems than do the consonants. The texts 

indicate stress only sporadically, hence there is no as- 

surance that stress marks were added by the original scribe 

and not by a reader some centuries later in a very differ- 

ent region. From the text no conclusions can be drawn con- 

cerning the stress alternation, i f  any, or other prosodic 

features ־ the existence or nonexistence of pitch, or of 

vowel reduction in поп-stressed position. One encounters 

great d ifficu lty  in determining the number of vowel phonemes 

in the language.

4.1.5. The language under study here is an es- 

tablished system by itse lf; i t  had already existed for 

five hundred years and had served different generations, 

different societies and nations. In addition, i t  had been 

sanctioned by the Church as a holy language. On the other 

hand, we know of no detailed description of its  grammatical 

structure available to the medieval users of the language

00047407

418. St. Stojkov, Balgarska dialektoloģija, 
Sofia, 1968 (2nd edition), 296 pp. + maps.

_____________________________, Palatalnite saglasni v
balgarskija ezik, IzvIBE, I ,  1952, p. 5-65.
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in question4̂ 9. Their only clue to the grammar must have 

been the existing copies of the holy books. Thus, we may 

assume that the better those copies were, the better chance 

the scribes had to generate an adequate Church Slavic 

grammar.

The text under consideration ־ the Four Gospels 

of King loan Aleksander - represents without any doubt a 

superb implementation of the 14th-century idea of Church 

Slavic (and an excellent example of the Middle Bulgarian 

literary language). I f  the grammatical properties and 

s ty lis tic  norms of this language could be determined, i t  

would be possible to describe the ideal system of the 

14th-century literary language in Bulgaria, and then to 

establish the changes that had occurred in i t  over the 

previous centuries.

The following approach to the spelling is pro- 

posed: to postulate a tentative set of morphonemes and 

to examine their relationship to the letters used to re- 

present them.

4.1.6. In determining the morphonemic status 

of certain items we must outline a broader theoretical 

framework. As has already been mentioned, the identifica-

419. I t  was believed in the mid-19th century that 
the treatise "On the eight parts of speech" was written by 
John Damascene and translated into OCS by John the Exarch 
(10th century). V. Jagic rejected this identification of 
both author and translator, and derived the numerous 17th ־ 
18th-century Russian copies from a much later Serbian 
translation.
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tion of phonemes in Jakobsonian terms^2̂  in the 14th-cen- 

tury Church Slavic used in Bulgaria, is an impossible task. 

We must seek a more abstract level of representation for 

the underlying segments, since we cannot identify either 

the vowel alternations due to stress shifts, or neutrali- 

zations in voicing at morpheme boundaries. The real prob- 

lem is how abstract the representation should be and what 

quantitative relationship w ill obtain between items and 

rules. One possible stand, advocated in its  extreme by 

T. Lightner^l, i s to reduce the number of items to the 

absolute minimum and to expand the number of rules. Thus, 

one must discard as useless to the abstract representation 

items such as 1 3 }, {c}, {ž}, {šļ, and ■ļčj, as well as the 

soft counterparts of the rest of the consonants, since they 

are predictable provided the number of vocalic items is 

drastically increased. Just this happens in Lightner's 

system, where he expands the number of units again (e.g. 

tense vs. lax vowel series). Counting the overall number 

of items, consonantal and vocalic, one would hardly find a 

significant reduction. But as a result one must increase 

the number of rules necessary to yield the final phonetic 

string. Such a method may be useful in linking derivation

420. R. Jakobson, Remarques sur 11 evolution 
phonologique du russe comparée a celle des autres langues 
slaves, Prague, 1929, 188 pp.

_____________________________, On Slavic Diphthongs Ending
in a Liquid, Word, 8, 1952, p. 2-6.

421. T. M. Lightner, On the Phonology of Old 
Church Slavonic Conjugation, IJSLP, X, 1966, p. 1-28.

00047407

-  214 - Ilya Talev - 9783954793341
Downloaded from PubFactory at 01/10/2019 06:10:29AM

via free access



with flexionai morphology, but may also obliterate the mor- 

phonemic alternations in the language at a given stage, 

since they w ill simply be listed as consecutive rules for 

the terminal phonetic representation• Most objectionable of 

a ll, such an approach completely disregards the conscious 

awareness of the users of a language, which is a powerful 

force in creating microsystems based on not-so-deep struc- 

ture analogies• A linguistic description must be able to 

account for this factor. I f  the underlying representation 

of польБа were {polig־}, one could never explain the exist- 

enee of the adjective полёзный instead of ♦полёжный.

In this study we follow approximately the system 

outlined in M. Halle's Sound Pattern of Russian422, with 

slight modifications. The palatal consonants, anywhere else 

but at a morpheme boundary with suffixes or desinences, are 

treated as morphonemes, with the exception of {c j and {3 }• 

When |c j and immediately precede such a morpheme bound-

ary, they are morphonemes, while [č ], [2] , [S] , [žd] and 

[St] are predictable outcomes of the velar consonants and 

the dental stops plus jod• The phonetic outcome of the end-

ing Í . . •k-iM___, I is [•••c -ij, while that of the end-
 ̂ 1 Nom.pl.masc.j

k -iAcc pļ J is [. . .к - i ] ;  this alternation is not 

phonologically, but morphologically, motivated. But i f  the 

suffix is represented as {־#fcś} / one needs compii-

cated and highly a rtif ic ia l rules not merely to turnļk^

422. M. Halle, The Sound Pattern of Russian,
The Hague, 1959, 206 pp.
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into [с] throughout the nominal paradigm, but to associate 

that paradigm with that of the soft declensions.

For the purposes of derivational morphology, only 

two rules need be introduced:

Rule 1: Before a morpheme boundary which turns 

hard consonants into soft, ļc j > [č] and >־ [ž ].

Rule 2: Before the suffix ļ - іп ־, }., which forms 

substantives denoting female persons, {c j > [k] and

4.2. The consonantal morphonemes. Most of the 

consonantal morphonemes are paired by voicing:

— { c} '׳} ■׳ {2׳  'S/ ■[kļ. Un-

paired are: and 10} and the sonorants ļmj , ļn ļ ,

W í ״ r }•
I t  is likely that ļ f }  was at that time already 

established as a morphoneme in both the dialects and the 

literary language, as evidenced by the numerous Greek bor- 

rowings containing i t .  I t  is clear that the obstruent ļ f j  

was paired with the glide ļvļ in a voicing opposition: 

власфимиь*. (Mar. ) —► власвим1*(р. 79). The possible mor- 

phonemic status of {Ѳ} in the literary language w ill be 

discussed later.

Since the text of IAG has very few new words com- 

pared with the known glagolitic texts, we shall omit the 

problem of the distribution of the consonantal phonemes, 

which belongs rather to the description of ”classical"

Church Slavic.

4.2.1. In word-final position, except in prepo-
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sitions, the spelling always represents the underlying mor- 

phoneme, and no neutralization in voicing is expressed• The 

only exception is the word клад*еь (Zogr.) —► бѣ же ? o f  

кладАцъ іаксавль. (p- 221, John IV.6). In this case, how- 

ever, we may be dealing with a reinterpretation of the final 

consonant on the model of the suffix {“#c־־J *23 (see the 

parallel studenec 4׳/ kladec) : in some modern Bulgarian dia- 

lects, as well as in the standard language, the word exists 

as kladenec. Nor does the spelling express any neutraliza- 

tion in voicing at the enclitic boundary with 60 and же, 

although the presence of же as an enclitic makes the use of 

a jer optional as a word-end marker: дастъ же прѣдажи его 

знамение (p. 127b, Mark XIV.44); fc же ставъ прѣдъ 

йгемшномъ (р. 80Ь, Matth. XXVll.ll); сьвѣт же створше 

(р. 80b, Matth. XXVII.7); дхъ бс бьдръ, а пльть немощна 

(р. 127, Mark XIV.38); свАзаугъ 60 брѣмена т*жка (р. 66Ь, 

Matth. XXIII.4).

While discussing these problems of consonantal 

neutralization in different positions within the word, we 

do not necessarily imply that this phenomenon occurred in 

a ll positions discussed. The situation in today's Slavic 

dialects, in particular those of Ukrainian and Serbocroatian,

423. The marker {#} represents a morphoneme 
which w ill be called in this dissertation "the fleeting 
vowel {#}". For detailed discussion cf. 4.3.6.
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should make us very cautious in our approach to the entire 

problem. (Since, as w ill be seen, the spelling rarely re- 

fleets neutralization, one may with equal plausibility as- 

sert mutually incompatible hypotheses: that neutralization 

at morpheme boundaries, as a morphonological phenomenon, 

existed consistently, partially, or not at a ll, with or 

without concomitant compensatory lengthening of the preced- 

ing vowel.)

4.2.2. The problem of voicing neutralization 

within a word is more complex. At different types of mor- 

pheme boundaries, the spelling represents i t  differently:

4.2.2.1. No voicing or devoicing occurs at suffix 

boundaries. A few examples w ill illustrate:

a) Suffix {־#b־} : татбы. обиды, лж^вства.

(p. 106, Mark V II.22).

b) Suffix {-łk־}: что ^экаа врата й тѣсныи п*ть. 

(р. 22Ь, Matth. V II.14); й острии вь п*ти гладкы*.

(р. 145, Luke I I I . 5); й брѣм* моіе лёгкое ьестъ: (р. 35Ь, 

Matth. XI.30).

c) Suffix {-#с־־}: й сътвор* ва ловца члкомь.

(р. 89b, Mark 1.17).

d) Suffix {-#6־ #n־ļ :  бѣх* отдгчени съномъ.

(р. 166, Luke IX.32); бѣстѣ 60 очи йхъ от^гченѣ. (77 •סb, 

Matth. XXVI.43).

e) Suffix {“ #sk-J: кнйжникы ліо̂ скыд« (p. 9, 

Matth. I I . 4).
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f) Suffix {-#stv-}: молите же с* да не б*деть 

бѣгъство ваше зимѣ ни вь сжботж.. (р. 70Ь, Matth. XXIV.20) ;

7  »  г 1/ tb־» 
разоумѣв же Іс лукавьство йхъ. ре . (р. 65, Matth. XXII.18) 

5 множьства рыбъ. (р. 270Ь, John XXI.6); и множьство много 

людии. (р. 154, Luke VI.17); Ісух^во же рождьство ейце 

бѣв (р. 8 , Matth• 1.18)• Of the last few cases only 

бѣгъство offers definite proof that the neutralization was 

not expressed at this morpheme boundary. There is a strong 

possibility (cf. details below) that in cases such as 

множьство and рождьство there was an inserted vowel. (As 

far as л*кавьство is concerned, the glide ļv} must have 

been paired in voicing with the obstruent { f} ;  compare also 

власвими  ̂ (in 4.2.).

g) The word ковчегъ is always spelled with в 

although i t  is hard to imagine that the speakers treated 

the segment -čeg- as a suffix: вьниде нбе вь ковчегъ•

(р. 71b, Matth. XXIV.38)? вънйде ное въ ковчегъ• (р. 190, 

Luke XVII.27).

4.2.2.2. At a boundary with grammatical endings, 

devoicing occurs only before the in fin itive  ending {־t i | :  

и абиіе оубѣди Іс оученикы сво* вьлѣсти въ корабль•

(p. 44b, Matth. XIV.22).

But compare the situation before the past active 

participle ending: й влѣзшоу Ісоу вь корабль• (р. 26, 

Matth. V i l i •23)? гд̂ б* же напльнивше оцта на тръеть

' ב כ
вьзньзше, придѣш* кь оустомъ іего. (p. 226b, John XIX.29);
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и сошедше скоро (5 гроба, (р. 85b, Matth. XXVIII.8).

4.2.2.3. The spelling is very complex at the 

prefix or preposition boundary. Only prefixes and preposi- 

tions ending in a consonant or the fleeting vowel <[#} w ill 

be treated here. The major distinction in the orthography 

is made on the basis of the in it ia l morphoneme of the word 

(or morpheme) following the preposition (or prefix).

I) Prepositions or prefixes before consonants,

a) Preposition or prefix ending in an obstruent

voicing is reflected by the spelling (thus the spelling is 

morphonemic). In almost a ll cases, making this the rule, 

the preposition (or prefix) is separated from the following

(p. 254b, John XIV.28); събралъ с* кь дверемь (p. 90b, 

Mark 1.33); й съвъпрашаах*. са дроугъ къ дроугоу (р. 149, 

Luke IV.36).
/п

/nad#-), not registered as a prefix in IAG: на

■(pod#-)- , both preposition and prefix: събираеть 

кбкошь птенцу сво  ̂подь крилѣ (р. 69b, Matth. ХХІІІ.37); 

не йматъ где главы подъклонити (р. 25b, Matth. V III.20).

^pr,ad,#-l, both preposition and prefix: йже

No neutralization instop or the fleeting vowel

morphemes by a jer, either front or back^24״

Ik#], preposition only: йдж й приид* къ вамъ

с
челѣди* сво*. (р. 178, Luke XII.42).

424. The problem of the distribution of the jers 
w ill be discussed below in relation to more general rules.
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оуготовитъ п*ть твои ггрѣдъ тобож (р. 158, Luke V II.27); 

и прѣдьстоущимъ ре^: (p. 194b, Luke XIX.24).

{ob־ }, both preposition and prefix: й бѣ Ķ6  нощь 

въ молитвѣ бжіи (p- 153b, Luke VI.12); обьстоимъ вби

® э פ л
lep лмъ. (p. 199b, Luke XXI.20); и шбьхождааше весси

Q
окр тныж оуч*: (р• 101, Mark VI.6).

In IAG, the spelling of the prefix {ob=} follows 

exactly the rules of the classical texts. This spelling 

principle was phonological in the 9th century, as well as 

morphonemic. In IAG (14th century), however, such a spel- 

ling as шбьхождааше(p. 1 0 1 ) no longer has a phonological 

basis. The Manasses Chronicle, written by the same scribe 

at approximately the same time (cf. 3.4.1., fn. 72) applies 

the 14th-century phonological principle, which leads to

כ כ
such forms as: источникъ... садовнаа аттичате корениа 

(Manas. Chroń. , p. 7) ,The spring flowed around the tree 

roots1; нйл же бѣлостроуиныи опходитъ eBïonï/s, й тльсто- 

браз̂ ны/̂  нивы егіпетскы*. (Manas. Chroń. , p. 7) 'The 

white-streamed Nile encompasses Ethiopia and the fe rtile  ־ 

furrowed fields of Egypt.' (cf. fn. 391).

This discrepancy may be explained by the assump- 

tion that in his revision of the Gospel texts, the monk 

Symon had at his disposal older copies of the Gospels em- 

bodying the older spelling tradition. The Manasses Chroni- 

cle, being a recent translation, reflected in its  spelling 

the contemporary phonological norms. At f irs t glance i t
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may seem contradictory to state that in the spelling of 

prefixes ending in obstruent stops or the fleeting vowel 

{#}, the scribe applied the morphonemic principle ־ both in 

IAG and in the Manasses Chronicle ־ while to {ob=J in the 

Manasses Chronicle he applied the phonological principle.

I t  should be recalled, however, that the morpheme {ob־} had 

a very low frequency as a prefix and, as a preposition,

Э
existed only in the two fixed phrases 0)бъ онъ полъ ,on the 

other side' and объ нощь ,during the night' (see below).

I t  might thus have been d iff ic u lt for the scribe, while 

copying the Manasses Chronicle, to recognize the prefix 

{ob=} in the spelling on- of the Slavic original, so as to 

re-introduce the morphonemic principle. He faced a similar 

situation in IAG with the cluster {-zd,#n־J :> [zn] in 

празникы (p. 206b) and непразно* (p. 141b) , where the mor- 

phonemic shape was obscured by the absence of alternations 

(see below).

Such an assumption is in accord with the evidence 

of contemporary Bulgarian, which tends to reinterpret the 

prefix {ob=} as a prefix {o=}, the ļb j being understood as 

the f irs t phoneme of the following lexical morpheme. The 

verb *6b-vlëk־t l  , to dress, clothe' was reinterpreted as 

{o=blëk-J, which then paired with a new derivation {sô=blëk̂־  

'to undress'; *ob-ou-ti 'to put shoes, socks, pants, etc. 

on', was correspondingly reinterpreted as {o=buj-}, then 

paired with {s9=buj-J ,to take shoes, socks, pants, etc. 

o f f ' ;  *ob-vës-1 -tT became {o=bës,-i־}, with subsequent
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derivations ļbēs,־־i j־־  ,to hang s.o.1, 1 bës,-i־ l-oJ 1gallows* .

Since the Manasses Chronicle must have been writ- 

ten after IAG (cf. 3.2.4. and fn. 374), i t  is most improb- 

able that the scribe should have recognized the morphonemic 

shape of {ob=J while revising the New Testament, and then 

have failed to recognize the same morphonemic entity a 

l i t t le  later, in his copying of the Manasses Chronicle. I t  

must be concluded that in his spelling of this morpheme, the 

scribe was guided neither by the morphonemic principle nor 

by the phonological norm of his time, but by some third 

principle. This is the **traditional" p r i n c i p l e 4 2 5 f which 

is referred to in the Russian grammars as "tradicionnye 

napisanija ".

The traditional principle reflects the phonology 

of a much earlier period of the language, and most likely 

of a particular dialect, highly-valued in that period. This 

so-called "principle" actually has two areas of application: 

the spelling of a limited number of words, learned as ex- 

ceptions (ищ*диа < [iāčVd,ia] {j#z=6vd,־#j-a })42̂  and the 

verbatim copying of a text considered authoritative.

{ot#-J , both preposition and prefix. In most

425. V. V. Vinogradov, ed., Obzor predloženij po 
usoverženstvovaniju russkoj orfografii, Moscow, 1965 , 450 pp.

426. The symbol V in morphonemic, phonemic and 
phonetic transcription, represents the single nasal-vowel 
morphoneme of Middle Bulgarian (resulting from the merging 
of *o and *£) and its  phonemic and phonetic outcomes. For 
further details, cf. 4.3.5.
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cases i t  is spelled as 5. There are a few instances where 

the prefix alternates with о-; this is also known from the 

older Slavic texts: cf., e.g., исходите отътдкдоу отътр>̂ сѣте 

прахъ (Ostr. ) ; исход/мде 5тж д б . отрАсѣте прахъ. (p. 101b, 

Mark VI. 11); t ошедъ съкръі с* отъ нихъ (Маг. ) ; £шедъ 

съкры с* <5 нихъ. (р. 249Ь, John X II.36) ;  да не би отъшелъ 

отъ нихъ (Маг. ) ? да не би ашеIIлъ 5 нихъ (р. 149-150,

Luke IV.42).

We can offer a few examples with the preposition 

(and prefix) въ, although ļv j should be treated as a glide 

paired with { j j  rather than as an obstruent427: въ т* нощь 

б*дета двй (р. 190b, Luke XVII.34); и вь разбоиникы вьпаде 

(р. 170, Luke X. 3 0 ) ; вьстЗ скоро (p. 245b, John XI.29).

b) Preposition or prefix ending in a voiced con- 

tinuant obstruent { z}: £j#z-^, {b,oz-j - as both preposi- 

tions and prefixes - and {b l,iz-^, |v#z-j , jn ,iz - |, £raz-ļ

- only as prefixes. Here the orthographic rules are d if- 

ferent depending on the following consonant, although gen- 

erally neither the prefixes nor the prepositions are sepa- 

rated by jers.

1) Before voiced stops no changes occur: бѣах  ̂

же жены из далече зрлщ*. (p. 132b, Mark XV.40); н* 

избранныхъ ради *же избра (р. 123, Mark X III.20); йже вь

427. In this I follow:
H. Andersen, The Phonological Status of the 

Russian "Labial Fricatives", Journal of Linguistics, 5,
1969, p. 121-127.
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•

васъ без грѣха іе^. (p. 235, John V III.7); да не повелитъ 

имъ въ бездну йти (р. 162, Luke V III.31); на вьзглавници 

спа (р. 98, Mark IV.38); раздра с* на двоіе (р. 83Ь, 

Matth. XXVII.51).

2) Before the sonorants ļn }, 11}, and the 

glide {vjr these prefixes and prepositions are spelled with- 

out change. The phonetic change {z} > [£] observed in the 

older texts, as in ре недае (Mar.); 1 беж него (Zogr.) 

is not found in IAG: из наж. же (p. 133b, Mark XVI.9) ; 

тко не йзнеможетъ (p. 139b, Luke 1.37); й без него

(p. 213, John 1.3); й вьзношааше с* на нбо (p. 212, Luke 

XXIV.51); йзмрѣіш̂  60 (p. 11, Matth. 11.20); не вьзмог т̂ь 

(p. 188, Luke XVI. 26) ; они же из лиха дивлѣах* са.

(p. 114b, Mark X.26) ; й йзлѣзь йс кораблѣ (р. 45b, Matth. 

XIV.29); й азь възлюбих вы (p. 255b, John XV.9); члкъ да 

не разлялаеть (p. 113b, Mark Х.9); изволи са й мнѣ 

(р. 137, Luke 1.3) ; и безъ врѣтища (р. 203, Luke XXII.35) 

прѣходить скозѣ безводнаа мѣста (p. 173, Luke XI.24); й 

вьзвръгше рйзы сво*. (р. 195, Luke XIX.35); вйдѣ развод/цца 

са нбса (р. 89, Mark 1.10).

3) In IAG there are two coexisting orthographic 

principles in the spelling of these prefixes before { r ļ .

The prefixes |b,oz=J, and 1v#z=̂  are always spelled

according to the morphonemic principle, which is different 

from the situation in the classical texts, where the com- 

bination -z=r- phonetically yielded [zdr]. The following
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examples are from IAG: изрече (p• 43b, Matth. XIV.7); и 

вы без разоума іесте (p. 47, Matth. XV.16); възрадова ça 

(p. 140, Luke 1.47); възрасте (p. 180b, Luke X III.19); 

възрыдаете (p. 157b, Luke VI.25).

However, IAG treats differently the prefix [raz=J 

with no exception, when {raz=} precedes a lexical morpheme 

beginning with { r } , the spelling indicates the same cluster 

[zdr] as in classical Church Slavic: раздроушение (p. 23b, 

Matth. V II.27), and p. 156, Luke VI.49); раздрѣшити 

(p. 88b, Mark 1.7, and p. 180, Luke X III.16); раздрѣшиши 

(p. 50, Matth. XVI.19); раздрѣшите (p. 54b, Matth. XVIII.

18) ; раздрѣши C£ (p. 107 , Mark V II. 35) ; раздрѣшено 

(p. 50, Matth. XVI.19).

This absolute consistency in the different treat- 

ments of • ļ ra z = } raises the question, whether or not i t  is 

only a spelling rule which is at work here. |raz=1 differs 

from the other prefixes ending in {zj, in that i t  never 

appears as a preposition. The preposition {viz], although 

not registered in IAG, definitely existed in the literary 

language of the 14th century; even today i t  is found in the 

northeastern Bulgarian dialects. The preposition ļv#zļ, 

governing the accusative case, is often used in the Bulgar- 

ian gramoty, with the meaning ,around, near* (cf. Russian 

возле). Example: й низ рйл*. въ стрбм* й въз стр^ы*. до 

гёрманщиц*. и въз гёрманщиц*. до блъгбрина в
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Most likely the spelling of IAG reflects the phono- 

logical norm of its  time; the cluster [zdr] was retained (as 

an archaism) only with the "pure" prefix {raz=}, while i t  

was eliminated for the other prefixes, which occur also as 

prepositions• This seems to be a result of the following 

sequence of events: stage one - (classical OCS) both pre- 

fixes and prepositions ending in {״־z־} before an {r} caused 

insertion of the dental stop {dļ: [zdr]; stage two - (be- 

tween the 11th and 14th centuries) the prefixes ending in 

|z} before an { r ļ s t i l l  caused the insertion of the dental 

stop {d j, while at the preposition boundary there was an 

innovation - no {d} was inserted: *издрече but *без разоума 

(this is a hypothetical stage); stage three (14th century, 

IAG) attests to the tendency in the language to treat the 

prefix boundary and the prepositional boundary in the same 

fashion; as long as the morpheme is utilized as both pre- 

fix  and preposition, the rules should be the same: из рѣкы 

and изрече but раздроушение; stage four - (after 14th cen- 

tury) - here the morpheme ļraz=ļ follows the rules which 

govern the prepositional boundary, although i t  itse lf is 

never a preposition• This process of morphonemic leveling 

at the prefix boundary was complete only after the 14th

428. G• A. I l 'in s k ij,  Gramoty bolgarskix carej , 
p. 27. The quotation is from the Go iden BuiІ of King loan 
SiŠman to the Rila Monastery, dated September 21, 1373.
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century.

4) Before the voiceless stops and the unpaired 

voiceless {xj a regressive neutralization in voicing takes 

place, which is always reflected by the spelling: йс тебе 

ба) изыдетъ, вбждь. (р. 9, Matth. I I . *видѣш* смоковниц ז (6

э כ
исъхш* ис коренша (p. 117b, Mark XI.20) ; каженици иже 

исказишь слч (р. 56b, Matth. XIX.12); гласта же йсходъ его) 

(р. 166, Luke IX.31); бес поршка (p. 137b, Luke 1.6); и 

васъ бес печали створимь (р. 86, Matth. ХХѴІІІ.14); 

вьскысош* вьсѣ (p. 180b, Luke X III.21); и не вьсхотѣсте 

(p. 181, Luke X III•34); кнйгы распоустныж. написати 

(р. 113, Mark X.4) ; и влькь расхытъть (sic) (р. 242, John

X.12).

However, there is one exception to the rule: the 

prefix |v#z=j is always spelled morphonemically throughout 

the paradigm of the verb вьзпити (in IAG, a jer never sepa- 

rates the prefix from the lexical morpheme): възпи кь 

немоу глѵмци (p. 47, Matth. XV.22); й вьзпйвъ народъ 

начать просити (р. 130, Mark XV.8); вьзпиш* же вьси глѵле 

(p. 263b, John XVIII.40).

5) Full assimilation in voicing occurs before 

{s} and {z} at the prefix boundary; the spelling always 

simplifies the geminated sibilants /z=z/ and /s=s/ as £ 

and ç respectively: дѣла*щеи безаконще (p. 23b, Matth. 

V II.23) ; й TB0p>wu** безакониье (p. 42, Matth. X III.41);

й съ безаконникома причьтенъ бы0 (p. 131b, Mark XV.28); и 

йсьше абиіе смоковница (р. 62, Matth. XXI.19); йже бѣ
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исѣче̂ 4 въ камени (p• 132b, Mark XV.46); вънъ исыпл>»тъ J*

(p. 183b, Luke XIV.35); йсжшж йсточникъ кръве 1eĄ>

(p. 100, Mark V.29) ; лице оубо нбси оумѣ*ете рас*ждати 

(p. 49, Matth. XVI.3).

The prefix {v#z=} before {sj and {z} becomes 

{v#=}, thus homographous with the prefix {v#=J. Although 

its shape has been obliterated by the spelling, the prefix 

in the words listed below is most likely {v#z=j; this con- 

elusion rests on that prefix*s connotation of upward move- 

ment, increasing degree or sudden onset of a state or 

action, a connotation not shared by the prefix {v#=} but 

present in these examples: възва (p. 214, John 1.15); 

вьзваш* (p. 104, Mark VI.49); възовжтъ (p. 182, Luke 

XIV.12); възрѣвыи (p. 17b, Matth. V.28); възр̂ тъ 

(p. 267, John XIX. 37); въсша (p. 146, Matth. IV.16); 

въсмѣете cą (p. 154, Luke VI.21); въстание (p. 143b,

Luke 11.34); въставъ (p. 25, Matth. VIII.14); вьсѣдь 

(p. 61, Matth. XXI.5).

6) At the preposition boundary before {s} , how- 

ever, the preposition {j#zj is always spelled without as- 

similation (with or without the word-end marker je r): й 

йбше йзыде изь сѣнмища (p. 90b, Mark 1.29); вьстав же 

из сьнмища (р. 149, Luke IV.38).

7) The only occurrence of the sequence { z=Sj 

across a prefix boundary, registered in IAG, is in the stem 

|j#z=§#d-]. On the basis of these limited data i t  would 

appear that the orthographic rules for these prefixes before
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00047407

a stem beginning in {§}/ at the time of the writing of the 

manuscript, allowed the application of two alternative prin- 

ciples: the phonological, expressing a complete regressive 

assimilation (as is the situation in a ll the glagolitic

כ
texts which I have thoroughly compared with IAG): ишед же 

рабъ т'1и (p. 55, Matth. XVIII.28); <5цъ же іего ишедъ 

молѣаше и* (p. 186, Luke XV.28); and, appearing much more 

frequently, the morphonemic, which demands the spelling-out 

of the prefix (as и з - )  regardless of the phonological rules 

of neutralization in voicing (ļz=šj >־ /s=š/) and assimila- 

tion in articulation (/s=š/ [š] or, quite possibly, [S]):

כ כ
изшедъ Ic видѣ многъ народъ (р. 44, Matth. XIV.14); вь 

единым же на дес*те ча изъшедъ (p. 58b, Matth. XX.6).

Since the original scribe was not entirely consis- 

tent in introducing the morphonemic spelling in this in- 

stance, someone else, perhaps much later, in some cases in- 

serted or -зь- over the word with phonological spelling. 

This is a very indicative fact, illustrating the general 

tendency in Church Slavic spelling towards overall estab- 

lishment of the morphonemic principle in orthography: й

Ь כ3
ишедше проповѣдаах* (p. 101, Mark VI.12).

8) The text does not have examples of the prepo- 

sitions and 1b,ozj before a word beginning with {21•

There are only a few examples of the corresponding prefixes 

in an analogous position. Here, the orthography usually

Э
expresses dissimilation at the morpheme boundary: иждившоу 

же іемоу вьсѣ. бы гладь крѣпокъ (p. 184b, Luke XV.14);
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югда поносить вамь, й ижденут вы (р. 16, Matth. V.11); 

вьжделѣшу видѣти (p. 40, Matth. X III.17); вьждзвдах с^, и 

напоисте ma (p. 74b, Matth. XXV.35).

Against the only such example, on p. 74b (вьждядах 

ca) 9 there are two other examples where the spelling expres- 

ses fu ll assimilation of {zj in a very common word: ,to 

become thirsty*: въжжждет са пакы (p. 221b, John IV.13); 

не въжжждет с а  никогда же (p. 229b, John VI.35).

9) Only |j#z=j the prefix and {j#zj the preposi- 

tion are registered before {c j.  In the OCS texts, as can be 

seen, for instance, from the glossaries in Mar. and Sav. , 

the spelling indicates this type of assimilation of ļz ļ in 

the preposition {j#zļ in most cases, but shows only a few 

instances of assimilation of ļz j in the prefix

In IAG, however, no simplification of the type и 

цркве is reflected in the spelling of the preposition.

There is some hesitation as to how to spell i t  - morpho- 

nemically, as из, or phonologically, as ис (indicating re-
כ כ

gressive neutralization in voicing): и изьгна из цркве

ב ב י־־•
(p. 217b, John 11.15); и изыде ис цркве (p. 238b, John 

V III.59); й йзшедъ й£сГ ис цркве йдѣаше (p. 69b, Matth.

XXIV.1). As a prefix, {j#z=J is spelled in most cases as 

ис-: глах* же Іоудеи йсцѣлѣвшомоу (p. 224b, John V.10).

There are s t i l l ,  however, a few words where elimi- 

nation of {zj before {cj is reflected by the spelling. We 

may presume that here the Тэгпоѵо orthographic school simply

э פ
accepts the tradition: и трѣбоу*щихъ ицѣлѣніа» цѣлѣаше
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(p. 164b, Luke IX.11).

10) At a boundary before {6} the OCS texts usual- 

ly employ the ligature 1(1 or the digraph шт in order to re- 

fleet more closely the phonological processes which take 

place there. In our text this rule is followed in the spel-

9 כ 0
ling of only one word - иіщша. Compare ишрдіа іехиднова 

(p. 37b, Matth. X II.34)? йщ&йа ехиднова (p. 145, Luke 

I I I . 7). I t  seems that this word alone was spelled tradi- 

tionally. I t  must have become de־etymologized and, for the 

writers, completely separated from the word чжцо.

There is a strong indication that whenever the 

scribe was able to etymologize, he wrote the prefix as ис-. 

On p. 211 he f irs t wrote йщезе, then erased the щ and wrote 

c4: й TÍ' [йщезейсчезе 5 нею (p. 211, Luke XXIV.31).

On the other hand, the hesitation between the le t- 

ters 3 and с before the voiceless ļč j  may constitute addi- 

tional evidence that the phonological process at this bound- 

ary actually yielded [ŠČ], which the scribe did not know how

э  /p N כ כ 
to represent: и бы ид*щемъ имъ изчистиш* c ą . (р. 189, Luke 

XVII. 14)? вьси йечьтени с*тъ (p. 175b, Luke XII.7); тко

\ç׳
нѣ пр ркь безь чьсти (р. 101, Mark VI.4); и послаш* и

э ź, э
бесчьстна (р. 119, Mark XII.4)? и тѣ бесч̂ денъ оумретъ

С О ׳ 5
(р. 197Ь, Luke Х.28); расчитають имѣніе аще иматъ 

(р. 183, Luke XIV.28).

с) The preposition {s#j and the prefix съ-/с- 

The spelling of the preposition as съ (always with a jer) 

does not give any information on neutralization in voicing

00047407

-  232 - Ilya Talev - 9783954793341
Downloaded from PubFactory at 01/10/2019 06:10:29AM

via free access



before voiced obstruents or on other phonological processes 

which might take place at this boundary: й вьзрѣвъ II на ha 

съ гнѣвомь (p. 93b-94, Mark I I I .  5); сь- сило*, й славо* 

велиеА (p. 71, Matth. XXIV.30); й пришедши вь наршдѣ съ 

зади (р. 100, Mark V.27).

The prefix съ-/ с- is used in these two alternate 

forms following specific rules. No neutralization in voie- 

ing, assimilation or dissimilation is expressed by the ortho- 

graphy - opposite to what was already observed with the pre- 

fixes из-, без-» раз- and въз-• An examination of a ll forms 

in the text having the prefix съ—/с— brings conclusive evi- 

dence concerning the orthographic rules governing the lite r -  

ary language of the 14th century.

1) Before a morpheme beginning in a voiced ob- 

struent the prefix is always spelled with a jer: се глахъ 

вамъ, да не съблазните ç a  (p. 256b, John XVI. 1) ; й съби- 

ражтъ й вь йгнь въмета*ть, й сьгараіетъ (p. 255b, John XV.6) 

сьзираах* же ça междоу собо* оучекици (р. 252, John X III.22).

2) Before a morpheme beginning in a voiceless 

stop, the prefix is usually spelled without a jer. The few 

cases where the prefix is spelled as съ- are either at the 

end of a line, and thus comply with a general rule on the 

use of the back jer as a marker of this orthographic bound- 

ary (cf. 4.3.6), or they represent remnants of a tradition 

of always spelling this prefix as съ-: £ толи начАть
в כ

сказати Іс* оученикшмь своимъ (р. 50, Matth. XVI.21); до 

скончанша вѣка, амйнъ + (p. 86b, Matth. XXVIII.20);
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по^бають да скончают с а  о мнѣ (р. 203, Luke XXII.37); 

не скрывайте себѣ с кровища на земли (p. 20b, Matth. ѵі.19); 

й бвѢздь спадутъ сь нЗсе (р. 71, Matth. XXIV.29); да 

cno бите са оубѣжати вьсего того (р. 201, Luke ХХІ.36); 

сътвори сё, й створитъ (р. 157, Luke VII.8).

The word ськроуша* (p. 166b) and съкрбшит ça  

(p . 267) a r e  i n d i v i d u a l  e x c e p t io n s  to  t h i s  new r u l e .

3) Before voiceless obstruents other than stops, 

the prefix is spelled as съ-/сь-: вьсѣ сит съхранихъ

(p . 191b, Luke XVIII.21)? и юже оубса бъ II съчеталъ естъ 

(p  b, Mark X. 9) ; азъ есмъ хлѣбъ сьшедыи съ нбсе־113113 .

(р. 230, John VI.41).

4) I f  the prefix с ъ -  alternates with с * -  i t  is 

always spelled with a jer, independent of the environment: 

с * п р ; * г ъ :  с ъ п р ^ г ъ  в о л о в н ы х ъ  к о у п и х ъ  п а г ь  ( р •  182b, Luke 

XIV. 19); с * с ѣ д ъ :  с ъ с ѣ д и  ж е  й ж е  б ѣ х *  в и д ѣ л и  е г о  п р ѣ ж д е  

(p. 239, John IX.8).

5) The prefix is usually spelled without a jer 

(as с ־ ) i f  the following morpheme begins with a sonorant (or 

the glide {v} )  immediately followed by a vowel: н* особъ ׳

свить на единомь мѣстѣ (p. 268, John XX.7 ) ;  й раскопавше 

свѣсиш* йдрь (p. 91b, Mark I I . 4); свАзаноу с*шоу (p. 98b, 

Mark V. 4) ; никто же не можаеіге его) свАзати (p• 98b, Mark

V. 3) ; й йже на II кровѣ, да не слазитъ въ домъ (р• 122Ь123־, 

Mark X III.15); 5 сложеніа всего мира (p• 41b, Matth. XIII.

с כ
35); и сломивъ, дааше оученикомъ свскмъ (р. 165, Luke IX. 

16); смотрите врановъ (p. 176b, Luke XII.24); ни смѣ кто
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5 дне того, въпросити его (p. 66b, Matth. XXII. 46); й очи

свои смѣжиш* (р. 40, Matth. X III.15); тко призрѣ на

смѣрение рабы сво* (р. 140, Luke 1.48); йх же кръви пилать

смѣси съ жрътвами йхъ (р. 179, Luke XIII. 1); абиіе

срѣте его члкъ (р. 98 b, Mark V.2.)

The word свѣдѣтель and its  derivatives, which are

registered in a large number of grammatical forms, are never

spelled with съ־ : аще свѣдѣтельствоу* to мнѣ, свѣдѣтельство 

/g\
мое нѣ истинно (p. 226, John V.31); вы же есте свѣдѣтеле 

симъ (р. 212, Luke XXIV. 48).

In contrast, the word съвѣтъ is always spelled with 

a jer. A possible explanation may be the existence of a min- 

imum pair съвѣтъ ('council') vs. свѣтъ ('l ight, world'): 

съи не бѣ присталъ съвѣтѣ й дѣлѣ йхъ (р. 209, Luke XXIII.51). 

A further possibility is the attempt to keep the same number 

of syllables within the derivational group: съвѣтъ, швѣтъ, 

завѣтъ. This is not a Middle Bulgarian spelling innovation, 

however, since the same convention is registered in the 

older texts (cf. Supr.).

6) I f  the prefix precedes two sonorants (or the 

glide {vj followed by a sonorant), i t  is always spelled as 

с ъ - :  іако 6*детъ съвръшение гланым* II ей 5 га  (p. 139 b ־ 

140, Luke 1.45); съвлѣкошж съ него хламид* (р . 82, Matth. 

XXVII.31); ко е *  съмръти* хотѣаше оумрѣти (p. 249 b, John

XII.33).
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II) Prepositions and prefixes before vowels•

a) All prepositions ending in a consonant, when 

they precede a word beginning in a vowel, may be spelled 

either with a jer (front or back) or without a jer. Thus

i t  seems that the jer was used as an optional marker of this 

boundary (see the chapter on the jers): й собрѣтше его шб 

онь полъ морѣ (р. 229, John VI.25); йже стоаше шбь онь 

полъ морѣ (р. 228 b, John VI.22). There is never a jer 

after the preposition {ot#| spelled as the ligature 5 

(which is the situation in most cases) : й ни *едина же w 

нею падеть на земли, безь йца вашего (р. 32, Matth. Х.29); 

гла емоу едйнъ $ оученикъ его (р. 122, Mark X III.1).

There is a distinction between the prepositions

D C  Э
ц)бъ and о in the language of IAG. The preposition 0)бъ is 

used only in two idiomatic word combinations: (26 онь полъ 

(p. 229) ,on the other side (of a sea, river, lake)* and 

фб нощь *throughout the night': й бѣ |б ношь въ молитвѣ 

бжіи (р. 153 b, Luke VI. 12).

In a ll other instances before a word beginning in 

a vowel, only the preposition о is used (the same as in the 

classical texts): слышавши же о Іс*ѣ (p. 100, Mark V.27);

כ _ כ כ с כ  с כ
архиереи же вьпроси Ica о оучекицѣхъ *его и о сучени его 

(р. 262, John XVIII.19).

b) Prefixes before non-front vowels ({a}, ļo ļ ,

{и} ) are not separated by jers, nor are any phonetic changes 

expressed by the orthography. Only a few prefixes are regi- 

stered in this position in IAG, a ll of them ending in the
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voiced continuant {z} : йзшедшемь имъ 3 виѲаниА* възалка 

(p. 117, Mark XI.12); н* за безбчьство его (р. 272, Luke

XI.8); хоула• гръдыни. безоумюе (р. 106 , Mark VII.22); 

тко вьзАСте ключь разоумѣнию. (p. 175, Luke XI.52).

с) Prefixes before morphemes beginning in front 

vowels or the glide j j ]  are spelled according to more complex 

rules. The in it ia l glide { j}  must be treated together with 

the front vowels because of its  prothetic character. The 

spelling gives abundant evidence of optional jotation before 

in it ia l *e. In addition, the *ë reconstructed on 

comparative Slavic evidence merged with the sequence *j-a in 

the Bulgarian linguistic area and yielded in in it ia l posi- 

tion {jaj (for details, cf. 4.3.4.) .

More complicated is the situation with the in it ia l 

nasal vowel. The alphabet possesses only two letters for 

the nasal vowel: ж and A, which in IAG never have the jo t־ 

ated forms: *JA. The rules of distribution for these

two letters w ill be discussed in the appropriate section (cf.

4.3.5.). The following rule can be formulated: in word ־ 

in it ia l position and at some prefixai morpheme boundaries, 

the nasal vowel is represented by the letter (on the pre- 

mise that the nasal vowels merged); the letter A expresses 

the same nasal vowel, implying palatalization of the preced- 

ing consonant.

Thus, depending on the final consonant of the pre- 

fix  and the in it ia l vowel of the following morpheme, the 

prefixes are spelled in various ways:
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1) Prefixes ending in an obstruent stop before 

in it ia l { i}  or { j i }  are followed by a jer with the excep- 

tion of the prefix 5־ (a few times written от-): прѣдъйдеши 

бй> прѣд лицемъ гнимъ (p• 141, Luke 1.76); шбъидош* iero 

Іоудеи гл*ще іемоу (р. 243, John Х.24); й 0)бьйд*т т*ч й 

(06ьим*т т* вь с*доу (р. 195 b, Luke XIX.43); BUT: й £йметь 

слово (р. 96 b, Mark IV.15); йнѣмъ п*темь отидош* въ 

стран* сво*. (р. 10, Matth. 11.12).

2) Prefixes ending in voiced continuant obstruent 

^zj before in it ia l { i j  or ļ j i^  are spelled without indication

of the palatalization of the final 2 1 and the in ,־{ it ia l vow-

el of the root becomes phonetically [y]. In a ll examples at-

tested in IAG except one, the fact that the prefixes change

the in it ia l vowel of the following morpheme into [y] creates

a new morphonemic alternation at this boundary: [i] ver-

sus [у]. Here the evidence shows that, for the scribe, the

prefixes were not separable entities:ы after the prefix is

not a combination of a jer and the letter i_, but the 14th -

century Bulgarian grapheme jery (never ъі ): възыгра

с* младенец. (p. 139 b, Luke 1.44); прикде... вьзыскати

й спсти погыбшаго (р. 54, Matth. XVIII.11); възыде вь

виѲанй*. (р. 117, Mark XI.11); 5 н*доу же йзыдохъ

(р. 38 b, Matth. XII.44); много й изыщет с* 5 него

(р. 178 b, Luke XII. 48); й разыд*т с* сЗвц* стада (р. 77,

Matth. XXVI.31).

The sole exception to this practice, възьищ*тъ, 

can be regarded as a spelling mistake, caused by the inter-
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ruption of the prefix by the end of the line: въіізьищттъ 

вънити и не вьзмог*ть. (р. 180 b, Luke X III .24).

3) Prefixes ending in an obstruent stop before 

in it ia l {jo} [e] are followed by a jer (except when the

prefix is written as a ligature). This environment is regis-

te re d  in  IAG o n ly  w ith  th e  p r e f ix e s  0)бь-  and <5-, and in

various forms of the verbal stem *- ( j )ę - t i : й шбыемъ te

рече ймъ; (p. 112, Mark IX.36); еда шбыемл̂ ть <5 трънша

грозны. (р . 23, Matth. V II.16); іа ко  Fb мои, 5*ёмлетъ
פ יך

строению домоу 0) мене. (р. 186 b, Luke XVI.3).

There are only two examples in the entire IAG 

where the morphemes which follow the prefixes begin in {jo}

without graphic expression of the jotation of [e]. The jer 

is spelled only after the prefix {ob=}, but not after the 

ligature 5 : ни 5 кяпины гроздь фбьемл^ть (p. 155 b. Luke

VI.44); й 5емл>ццаго твоа , не йс8*\1־аи (р. 155, Luke VI.30).

4) Prefixes ending in voiced continuant obstruent 

{z} before in it ia l {jo} > [e] are not separated from the 

root by jers. The examples from IAG are restricted to the 

same verbal stem *־ (j)ę־t i  and to the prefixes {j# z= ļ and 

{v#z=}. In these words {joj after the prefix is never ex- 

pressed by !e, but only by the letter e: й вьставъ послѣдоу 

ими вьземь кр^тъ (р. 114, Mark Х.21); ничьсо же не 

въземлѣте на п*ть. (р. 164, Luke IX.3); й йземь два 

пѣн̂ еа, дастъ гостыньникоу• (р. 170 b, Luke Х.35).

5) Prefixes ending in an obstruent stop before in- 

i t ia l  nasal vowel are always followed by a jer (except, as a
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general rule, the prefix 5-, due to the ligature). Three 

different prefixes are attested in IAG: собъ-» подъ- , and 5-. 

The verbal stem * (j )ę-ti always begins with the letter

כ ה כ
и тъма *его не собъ*.тъ. (р. 213, John 1.5); н* не можете 

подьзути нинѣ (р. 257 b, John XVI.12); егда 5угъ б*деть 5 

нихъ женихъ. (р. 152 b, Luke V.35).

6) Prefixes ending in the voiced continuant |־z| 

when followed by a nasal vowel (only the prefixes {v#z=| and

jj#z=| are registered in IAG in this environment) are never

followed by a jer, and the nasal vowel is always spelled as 

±  : не достоит1 ти в ъ з а т и  бдра cB0îero(p. 224 b, John V.lO);

како хлѣбы не възахомъ (р. 49, Matth. XVI.7); вьз^т*-

троупъ его• и п о л о ж и ш ь  и  въ гробѣ (р. 103, Mark VI.29); и

тогда оузркши из/кги с^чець. (р# 155 b, Luke VI.42); и тог-

да оузриши Йзати  с*чецъ. (р. 22, Matth. VII.5).

7) The two prefixes ļob=} and ļj#z=^, which fo l- 

lowed different orthographic rules in the previous examples, 

are written according to the same rule before in it ia l ja t 1 

(reconstructed from comparative Slavic data). Only deriva- 

tives from the stem *&3- ,to eat' are found with the prefixes

{ob=J and |j#z=| in IAG. The derivatives of the verb stem 

*-gxa-ti, registered in the glagolitic Gospels, are consist- 

ently replaced in IAG by derivatives of the verb *i t i . (In 

a ll modern Bulgarian dialects, as well as the standard lan- 

диаде, the verb jáxam/ jázdja exists, but only with the mean- 

ing ,to ride on horseback or "piggyback"1. I t  is possible 

that this semantic narrowing took place before the 14th cen-

00047407

-  240 - Ilya Talev - 9783954793341
Downloaded from PubFactory at 01/10/2019 06:10:29AM

via free access



t u r y ,  cau s in g  th e  rep lacem ent o f  th e  stem ♦-ë x â - tX  in  the  

sense o f  1lo co m o tio n  by conveyance1•)

The prefix (ob=] is not, except in one case, sepa-

rated by a jer from the in it ia l vowel of the stem nor is the 

morpheme boundary marked by the spelling, in contrast to a ll 

previously described situations. Here are a few examples:

се шбѣдь мои оуготсвахъ (p. 64b, Matth. XXII.4); гла 

ймь Іс, пріидѣте обѣдоукте (р. 271, John XXI.12); егда же 

шбѣдовашж» гла сймсоноу пётроу (p. 271b, John XXI.15); іегда 

же снъ твои с$и, узѢдъ ймѣние твое. (р. 186, Luke XV.30).

The one exception to this spelling rule is signif- 

icant because i t  follows the general rules of spelling for 

the prefix ļob=ļ before a vowel, as described: a jer should 

be written after the prefix, and the in it ia l vowel of the 

stem should be spelled as in most cases when in absolute 

in it ia l position: ra (for etymological ja t1), 1e, да
// ттч с

некогда от*гчахть ср ца ваша обьтдёніемь и пи&нством .

(р. 200b, Luke XXI.34).

The prefixes {s#=} and Jv#=} before a morpheme 

beginning in a vowel or prothetic jod are realized in their 

variants {s#n=} and {v#n=|. The texts of the New Testament 

do not offer examples with these prefixes before vowels 

other than {jo}, |i} , | v j  and etymological ja t1. (The 

only exception with respect to the realization of {V*=J 

as 1v#n=| is in the glagolitic Mar. : 1 въѣд* ѣджштемъ же 

имъ (Luke V i l i . 23). But the other OCS texts and Ostr. dif-
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fer in this passage: against the въѣд*ч of Mar., Ostr. has 

вънкдоша, while Zogr. has прѣѣд* and Assem. ־  прѣид*. IAG 

follows Assem, : й прѣидошу. й идущим же йѵъ, (р• 161 Ь,

Luke V III.23).)

The orthographic rules on this particular boundary

of {s#=} and {v#=j before in it ia l ļjo ļ are very similar to

those for the prefixes ending in {2}: и плата вънёмша с*

не оугаситъ (р. 36 b, Matth. XII.20); вьнемлѣте 5 лъжнихъ

כ
пр ркъ. (р. 22 Ь, Matth. V II.15) ; ф них же сънемшем с* 

тъмамъ народа (р. 175, Luke XII.1); й сънемь te шбвить 

плаГшг]нииед. (р. 209, Luke XXIII.53).

Before in it ia l | i |  there is never a jer, but nei- 

ther does the ļ i j  turn into [y] (as in the case of the pre- 

fixes ending in ļz |)  : tane не (5 хлѣіібѣхъ вамь вънимати

рѣх (р. 49 - 49 b, Matth. XVI. 11); съ іедйнѣмь ококь

. f—f
вьнитк въ цр твиье бжиіе (р. 112 b, Mark іх.47); и вьниде 

І с  вь капернаоумъ. (р. 149, Luke IV.31); й вънидеть й 

изыдеть и пажитъ йбрАше (р. 242, John Х.9); и тй 

капернаоуме. вьзнесыи са д о  нбеъ. до йда сьнидеши.
3 •־״

(р. 34 b, Matth. XI.23); ьако сънидохъ съ нбсе, да не 

твор* в о л а  мо* (р. 229 b, John VI.38).

In the numerous examples with the words вьнАтрг, 

в ь н А т р ь А д о у  and в ь н А х р ь н е е ,  the in it ia l nasal vowel after the

כ פ
prefix вт-h - is always spelled as a  : и петръ ... иде• до

с
вьнАтръ въ дворъ архіереоовъ. (р. 128, Mark XIV.54); 

вьнАтрьАдоу же пльни с*тъ костии мрътвныихъ. (р• 68 b, Matth. 

XXIII.27); й вьнАтрънев сътвсрк (р• 174, Luke XI.40).
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The developments in some present-day Bulgarian 

dialects indicate that such spelling in IAG actually fol- 

lowed a phonological rule and not just an orthographic con- 

vention. In the West Bulgarian dialects this word is 

[vnetre] or [un^tre], showing an origin *vbn=ętrS rather 

than *vbn=(gtre. The Standard Bulgarian /vatre/ has a d if- 

ferent origin - i t  is a petrified locative *çtrë with pro- 

thetic *v- before an in it ia l back vowel (compare /vože'/

,rope1, /vasi/ (arch.) ,mustaches*, /v0 zel/ ,knot', /ѵэдіеп/

'coal*, etc.).

Parallel with the prefixes ending in {z|, one 

might expect that the prefix сън- too would be followed by 

the letter a. However, the only such example in IAG does

פ פ כ
not follow such a rule: аше приидеть илиа с ъ ю е т и  егш.

(р. 132, Mark XV.36). This very contradictory, yet isolated 

example does not disprove the existence of such a rule, 

which would require writing only <± after сън-, вън- and a ll 

prefixes ending in {z}. Thus the word сън^ти can be con- 

sidered a mistake, together with such spellings as п*ть for 

п*ть ' road 1 (cf. 4.3.5.6.).

Etymological ja t1 is registered in IAG only 

after the prefix сън-, and is always spelled as ѣ: йдеже 

пасх* съ оученикы моими сънѣмъ (p. 125 b. Mark XIV.14); 

ймате ли что сънѣдно зде; (p. 211 b, Luke XXIV.41).

c) The prefix {ob=} before the in it ia l glide ļv} 

is spelled according to the same rule as in classical OCS: 

in it ia l ļv ļ is truncated. I f  the lexical morpheme has in i-
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t ia l before a vowel, the spelling never separates the

prefix from the truncated morpheme by a jer• Here are a few 

minimum pairs: |ob=jV-t-0^ > шбъ̂ тъ (p. 213)• BUT; 

|ob=v,Vz-aj-0} > о6*3a : и прист.*пль об*да строупы iero 

(p. 170 b, Luke X.34); { ob=id-Vt-0ļ > азбьйдул* (p• 195 b).

с Э C
BUT: Job=v,in־u j־V} :> обиноу*: и не обино̂ *. с* слово 

глааше• (р. 109, Mark V III.32) and {ob=v,id,-j-vj ■> собиждж: 

дроуже не шбижд̂  тебе (р. 59, Matth. XX.13).

This orthographical, and most likely phonological, 

rule applies to a ll words except the derivatives of the lex- 

ical morpheme | v , i j to wrap'. In a, {־ ll three existing exam- 

pies in IAG the word обитъ (as spelled in Mar. and Zogr. ) is 

written шбвить: и сънемь e, Обвить въ плэшаниц*. (р. 132 Ь, 

Mark XV.46). On page 267 b, the scribe f irs t wrote собиста 

but later he, or someone else, put a small letter в over the 

line: вьзАСта же тѣло Ісво. и [собиста̂ ] собвиста æ разами, 

(p. 267 b, John XIX.40).

4.2.2.4. This detailed examination of suffix, 

morphological ending and prefix boundaries shows that the 

pairing of the consonants according to voicing shown by 

neutralizations in voicing, is very l i t t le  reflected by the 

spelling. The only conclusive evidence so far has been de- 

monstrated in two respects: f i rs t ,  the final consonant in 

the prefixes ending in the voiced {z^ becomes /s/ before 

voiceless obstruents (IAG lacks examples only for in it ia l 

|s}, { f } ) :second, the following pairs are established ׳
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Voiced Obstruents Voiceless Obstruents

lb) йзбавити (p. 210 b) <pi распждить (p. 242)

W вьэдьхн* (p. 107) йстръгнетъ (p. 137 Ь)

Í3} no examples in IAG \ c \ ис цѣлѣвшом оу(p. 224 Ь)

изгнании (p. 114 b) и вьскысош*. (р. 180 Ь)

--------------
{ * \ расчитають (р. 183)

--------------
w исходъ (р. 166)

4•2.2.5. Although tr iv ia l,  additional evidence is 

needed to prove not only that { bj was a voiced obstruent 

and {p} a voiceless one, but also that they were paired 

(yielded the same phonetic results in environments demanding 

neutralization) in respect to voicing. Such an environment 

is provided by the ,,newly formed" consonantal clusters other 

than those at morpheme boundaries, where the orthography ex- 

presses only the devoicing of {z}. By "newly formed" in 

this context we understand "attested after the period of 

classical OCS", that is, after the glagolitic texts of the 

10th and 11th centuries. The data are not abundant, but are 

consistent and reliable:

^b] { p } -  Both Mar. and Zogr. in Luke XXIV. 42 

have the word бъчелъ. In IAG (p. 211) i t  is written: сони

же дат* емоу рыбы печёны ч>*сть• й w пчелъ сътъ.

ļz} 4׳/ {s} ג In addition to the neutralization of 

the prefixes and prepositions, the word съде (from the clas- 

sical texts) in IAG is spelled as зде without exception.

{kļ: The OCS texts always spell къде with 

voiceless k, usually with a back jer following i t .  In IAG 

this word,like здеэ is written with the voiced counterpart
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of the in it ia l consonant: где(with no exception)•

{v} ~ { f } : T̂  e morphoneme {f} must have been־

firmly established in the language because of the numerous 

borrowings from Greek. For example, the word фарисеи, used 

95 times in different cases, was never written with substi- 

tution of some other letter for the in it ia l { f } . No mis- 

takes are made in the spelling of фалёковъ (p. 146 b), 

фаноуйлева (p. 143 b), фаресъ (p. 6 b), фарёсовъ 

(p. 146 b), филипъ (used 21 times in different cases), 

финикъ (p. 248) , Іазскфъ (used 24 times in different cases) , 

etc., etc. Church Slavic must have had a phonological re- 

striction on the distribution of this phoneme, as of a newly 

borrowed one, not well established yet. In such cases |f} 

and are paired, and often в is substituted for { f j . The 

glagolitic texts know this type of substitution (for example 

власвимлѣатъ in Mar., Matth. IX.3). Two such spellings of 

this word are found in IAG: рано власвимиа рёче. (р. 79, 

Matth. XXVI.65); съгрѣшение й власвими* (р. 95, Mark 

I I I . 28).

In the other three cases, the substantive is writ- 

ten correctly as власфими* (p. 79; p. 128 b) and власфимЙА 

(p. 47); in four other cases i t  is replaced by хоула 

(p. 106), хоул* (p. 92; p. 151 b) and о хоулѣ (p. 243 b) . 

The verb is always spelled correctly as власфимисоуетъ 

(p. 27) , власфиѵисэетъ (p. 95 b) and власфимиса*.ть 

(p. 95 b), or else replaced by хоулиши (p. 243 b) or 

похоулитъ (p. 176).
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This same restriction on the distribution of {f\ 

still operates in Modern Bulgarian (see [svérd] for сфера, 

[esvált] for асфалт, etc.). It is demonstrated in Russian 

by the name Матвей (from МаѲѲаіоО•

4.2.2.6• The orthography of IAG reflects another 

type of pairing of voiced and voiceless continuant obstru- 

ents in the environment before the sonorant ļmļ and before 

the voiced stop {d}. A Byzantine sigma is represented in 

Slavic by s tric t rules as either с or 3. When the Byzantine 

pronunciation of voiceless continuants before the sonorant 

ļm] or the voiced stop ^d} as their voiced paired counter- 

parts, did not violate Slavic phonology, they were spelled 

in IAG as voiced, with very few exceptions. Thus the Greek 

cluster  ̂smļ, pronounced as [zm] : й  o MŚTK3Mfe ( Іцатіорбд) 

моё!? иѣташ* жрѣби*• (р. 266, John XIX.24); и катале- 

тазма ( < хата ח ета орд) црквнаа раздра са (p. 83b, Matth. 

XXVII. 51); смѣшение змирно (-*• Zp.6pvTļ<;) й алой (р. 267Ь, 

John XIX.39).

But in one instance in IAG this word is spelled

פ פ פ
with -см-; принесош* гемоу дары• злато и ливанъ• и смирна 

Ztibpva) (р .  ю ,  M atth . 1 1 .1 1 ) .

The phonological rendering of foreign (and in 

particular Greek) words according to the norms of 14th-cen- 

tury Byzantine Greek is a spelling rule in IAG, insofar as 

the voicing of a voiceless obstruent continuant before the 

sonorant {m| does not violate the phonological system of
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Slavic. In Byzantine Greek iy) is paired with 1x] in re- 

spect to voicing, while in literary Bulgarian of the 14th 

century {g} is paired with jk ļ (къде > где)• S t il l,  Mar. , 

Zogr. and Sav, always spell the Greek word брахи■*! as драгма. 

and ôtôpaxMQv as дидрагмъ. Obviously, the scribe of IAG 

must have found such a spelling, dictated by Greek phonology, 

to be in violation of the phonology of Church Slavic. He 

writes these words as дрбхмъ (p. 184), драхм* (twice on 

p. 184 b), дидрахма (p. 52 b), and only once with г (accord- 

ing to the strong tradition of the Classical texts): оучи— 

тель вашъ не дают ли дидрагма (p. 52b, Matth. XVII.24).

4.2.2 ēl .  The Greek cluster {sdļ, pronounced as

[zd] : ѵаже нарйцает са ёврёискыи виѲездЗ ( Вг̂ саба)

(р. 224, John V.2) , is spelled phonetically in IAG.

4.2.2.8. The classical OCS texts also include 

voicing of ־(sj before f rļ , but in most cases offer doublets

- words, spelled through application of the principle of 

transliteration of the Greek words (or Hebrew words which 

had passed through Greek) : есромовъ (< t o o  ' Eopóp.) (Mar. ,

Luke I I I . 33), or else according to the Byzantine pronuncia- 

tion - phonetically: излевъ ( <  t o o  '  I gpafļ\) (Sav. ,  p. 75).

The latter principle is applied more frequently in the clas- 

sical texts.

As far as the Byzantine Greek cluster {sr} is

concerned, IAG consistently represents i t  as -cp-. (The 

text from Dečansko Evangelije , however, published by Jagic 

in lieu of the missing in it ia l pages of Mar., uses the forms
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гезром, гезроыа (Matth• 1.3).) Here is an example from

IAG: фаресъ же рбди, *есрома. Ісром (-< 'Еорбц) же рбди 

apáMa (р. 6 b, Matth. 1.3). Without exception, the forms 
»

of the word for Israel and its  derivatives are spelled with

-cp-: Ісрайлѣ (pp. 9, 140, 143, 210 b ) , Ісраилю (p. 141b),
כ כ כ

Ісраилеви (p. 215), Ісраили (p. 24), Ісраилевъ(р. 216), 

Ісрайлтѣнинь (р. 216), etc.

4.2.2.9. The previous examples represent how IAG 

reflects regressive assimilation. The corresponding 

progressive assimilation is registered in IAG only for the 

Greek cluster {nt}, pronounced [nd]: великыи вь стхъ 

кажстандинъ црь (IAG, Postscript, p. 275); кожстанди^

десро , за велика црѣ (IAG, p. 2 b).

4.2.3. On the morphonemic status of {0} .^^The or_ 

thographic rules applied in IAG cause serious problems in 

determining the morphonemic status of the obstruent {Ѳ}э 

written j). The rules follow the Byzantine norm of pronunci- 

ation for the sound represented by the Greek letter Ѳ: 

this is obvious from the non-transliterative method used by 

Slavic to render the Greek double theta: тѲ (applied also 

in Latin: ־ tth -). This must express a certain Greek phono- 

logical rule of dissimilation. There are two personal names 

spelled in the Greek New Testament with double theta: МаѲ-

429. Cf. the brief discussion of the spelling 
alternations in IAG, in:

R. Scholvin, Einleitung in das Johann-Alexander - 
Evangelium, mit drei photolithographischen Tafeln, Archiv 
für slavische Philologie, VII, 1884, p. 53.
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9at0ç and МаѲѲбѵ. In IAG they are spelled as: матѲеи 

мытаръ (p. 30), матѲеа (pp. 27b, 94b, 153b); and матѲана 

(p• 7b), матѲан же (p. 7b), MaTØåHOB (p. 146), матѲбнов 

(p. 146b).

4.2.3.1. In addition, 26 different Greek words, 

biblical personal and place names and Hebrew phrases are 

spelled with the letter Ѳ in place of the Greek theta; their 

frequency varies between one and eleven cases of occurrence. 

Used only once: при aBHŚBapt (p. 93b), виѲездгІ (p. 224), 

далманоуѲьIIскиж (p. 108) , еффаѲа (p. 107) , лиѲсстратон 

(p. 265), мааббвъ (p. 146b), марбины (d. 244), н&Ѳановъ 

(p. 146b), ссйѲовъ (sic) (p. 146b), талиба. коуми(р. 100b), 

S Ѳамары (p. 6b), годъ Ѳемхана (p . 137b), Ѳеофиле 

(p. 137b). Used twice (for convenience, some of those used 

more than once w ill be given only in one of the forms used):

С /
IcoáQaM (twice on p. 7), ма таѲіевъ (p. 146) and маттаѲбвь 

(p. 146b), бадей (pp. 30, 94b). Used three times: варѲсо- 

ломеи (pp. 30, 94b, 153b), голгоѲа (op. 82b, 131, 265), 

сэлаѲіиль (pp• 7b (twice), 146b). Used four times: 5 

аримабе^ (pp. 84, 132b, 209, 267). Used six times: вив- 

леюмь (pp. 8b, 9 (twice), 9b, 10b, 141b), наѲанайлъ (pp. 

216 (4 times), 216b, 270). Used seven times: виѲсаида 

(pp. 34b, 104, 108b, 164b, 169, 216, 248b). Used eight 

times: Ѳсома (pp- 30, 94b, 153b, 253) and also as Ѳома 

(pp. 94b, 244b, 269b (twice)). Used eleven times: вь 

виѲанЙА (pp. 62, 116b, 117 (twice), 124b, 194b, 212, 214b, 

245 (twice), 247b) and марѲа (pp. 171 (four times), 244,
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245 (four times), 245b, 246, 247b).

4•2.3.2• Against those numerous words always 

spelled with the letter Ѳ, there are only five Hebrew words 

and names where one should expect the letter but finds 

one or another kind of substitution: той ©dpa ־ фарбновъ 

(p. 146b) , тоѵ МдѲоисхіХй - матоусал4нי (p. 146b) , oaßax״ 

Ѳаѵи - савахтани (р. 132, but on p. 83 written correctly as 

савахѲани) , Г&Ѳапцдут! - гетсимании (р. 77, but on p• 126b 

written correctly as геѲсимани) and fina lly , the Hebrew 

place name Brftqxxyn, written in three different ways: вь

витсфагйл (p. 60b), вь витфагиА (p. 116b), and - correctly

c4׳
- вь виѲ фагЙА (p. 194b).

The last five words may be explained as indicating 

that the Greek text according to which IAG was revised, sub- 

stituted phi and tau in these Hebrew words and names. But 

there are strong arguments against a presumption that the 

spelling oscillation in these few words in IAG reflects the 

scribe's own pronunciation:

First, the consistency in the spelling of the 

Greek sequence -ѲѲ- as -тѲ- (матѲеи and матѲан) suggests 

that the orthography reflects a Greek phonological rule of 

dissimilation; therefore, a phonological principle is.being 

applied.

Second, a ll previously-given examples of the 

voicing of ^s] before Jm} and {d} in the Greek words, as 

well as the voicing of the cluster {nti as -нд- reflected

00047407

-  251 - Ilya Talev - 9783954793341
Downloaded from PubFactory at 01/10/2019 06:10:29AM

via free access



by the Slavic spelling, strongly suggest an application of 

the phonological principle rather than a simple translitéra- 

tion of the Greek words.

Third, the Greek diphthongs are rendered in Slavic 

phonologically, according to their Byzantine pronunciation, 

which also implies a phonological spelling principle.

Fourth, an extralinguistic consideration may be 

borne in mind: the educated clergy and members of the court 

in 14th-century Bulgaria were bilingual, or at least had a 

good command of Byzantine Greek, which is easy to explain 

by historical and geographic factors4̂ 0.

4.2.3.3. I t  seems that the educated people of 

the 14th-century Ternovo Kingdom who were fu lly  competent 

in both literary Bulgarian (Church Slavic) and Byzantine 

Greek tried to establish in the Slavic literary language 

a norm of orthoepy and orthography for foreign words in 

accordance with Byzantine orthoepic norms. The fact that 

this attempt did not make itself fe lt in the Bulgarian 

dialects is no evidence against such an assumption. The 

literary language could have possessed a number of features 

which did not exist in any of the spoken dialects of the 

time.

00047407
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4.2.4• On the morphonemic status of {3} The

Church Slavic alphabets, in addition to the letter 3, use 

two other graphemes, 3 and s, indicating a sound different 

from that represented by the letter £, yet occurring in a 

largely predictable environment parallel to the environment 

where {cļ appears. In fact, the letter s occurs either in 

word-initial position or at morpheme boundaries with suf- 

fixes and desinences.

4.2•4.1• In word-initial position the letter в

is found in a limited number of words• Most typical is the

word бѢло or 8Ѣлс5, which appears over 20 times in IAG and

is always written with the letter s (the letter itse lf was

called "dzëlo"). The word Бвѣзда appears 7 times and is

a ls o  a lw a y s  s p e l l e d  w i t h  s :  бвѣзда (p .  9 b ) , бвѢзды (pp.
'n4

9b, 71, 123b), бвѢзм*  ( p D .  9, 10) and Бвѣздахъ ( p .  200).

כ
The word Бвѣрь is found only once, in the phrase и бѣ съ 

Бвѣрми (p. 89, Mark 1.13).

But in certain lexical stems, the in it ia l s alter- 

nates with the letter £ in a fashion which makes i t  d i f f i -  

cult to state rules for the alternation. The infin itive 

form здати (p. 183b), the imperfect зидаах* (p. 190) and 

the substantive эданіе (p. 122), эданиа (pp. 69b, 122), 

a ll spelled with 3.» are opposed to виждете (pp• 68b, 174b), 

Бижджщоу (p. 156) and вижджщеи (pp. 64, 119, 197). The

431. Cf. the extensive comparison of spelling 
variants in IAG in:

R. Scholvin, op. c i t . , p. 24-30.
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prefixed stem shows a similar alternation: създ£ (p. 156b), 

създэти (p. 79), създавшоу (p. 148b), създана (p• 218), 

създанию (p. 123) versus съвижд* (p. 49b) and съ8ида 

(p. 131b). The forms of the prefixed verb провАбати are 

written seven times with s, as in прОБАбнеть (p. 123b) and 

once with 3 ģ. прозАбош* (p. 39b) .

I f  a ll these spellings in IAG are compared with 

the corresponding words in the glagolitic texts, one ob- 

serves immediately that IAG is far more consistent in the 

usage of the letter s. But the words which appear in Mar. 

as вьрѣти, оувьрѣтк, съБьрѣти, while often written with s 

(or ין) in a ll the glagolitic texts, are always spelled with 

3 in IAG: не зрйши 60 на лйце члкомь (p. 119b, Mark XII.

Э О /״ft
14); тко да оузрА дѣла ваша добраа (р• 16b, Matth• V•

16) ; сьзираах.* же сж междоу собо* сучекици (р. 252, John

XIII.22).

4.2.4.2. At a suffix or desinence boundary in 

lexical morphemes, the letter s may represent the phonolog- 

ical outcome of the so-called Third Slavic Palatalization of

*
*2 • I t  may occur after the reconstructed Common Slavic *i_ 

or a front nasal vowel, resulting from *iŅ. In this envi- 

ronment, i t  seems that the writer of IAG is consistent in 

the use of the letter s only in certain words.

The word KHĄSb is used 18 times in different gram- 

matical forms, always spelled with s; пѢнабь is written in 

a ll 14 occurrences with s, and once is replaced by the word 

цаты (p. 217b) . The word скл^ь from the classical texts

00047407

- 254 - Ilya Talev - 9783954793341
Downloaded from PubFactory at 01/10/2019 06:10:29AM

via free access



(Matth. XXII.19) does not occur in IAG, which has instead 

ообразъ (p. 65). And the word кладАбь, registered in some of 

the classical texts (e.g. Zogr.) , appears on p. 221 of IAG 

as кладАцъ• The word * ję3 a ,wound' is used three times in 

IAG (pp. 15, 29b, 90b) and is consistently written with Б, 

e.g.: й всѣк* *s* въ людѣхъ (p. 29b, Matth. IX.35). The 

word ♦stiąa ,path' appears three times (pp. 12, 8888־b, 145), 

and is always written with s: правы творите сътъба его.

(p. 145, Luke I I I . 4).

But there are oscillations in the spelling of 

*pol!3 a ,use, benefit1: three times its  forms are written 

with s (pp. 50b, 99b, 109b): каіа ба) полба ю члкоу.

(p. 109b, Mark VIII.36); and three times with ;3 (pp. 165b, 

231, 248b): іако никош ж полза le • (p. 248b, John XII.

19). The verb ползевалъ (pp. 46, 105b) is written only 

with the letter

4.2.4.3. The so-called Third Slavic Palataliza- 

tion may occur at a suffix boundary of a lexical morpheme 

ending in Common Slavic *£ preceded by *1 , *iN or *ç and 

followed by the imperfective suffix *a j . The examples found 

in IAG give contradictory data. Again, i t  seems that the 

scribe used different rules for different individual words. 

Forms of the verb ст/нБати ÇA_'to question* are used 11 times 

and always spelled with the letter s: нач*ш* стАБати ça сь 

ниыь (р. 108, Mark V III.11). The substantive стАБание 

,conflict, disagreement*, is also spelled with Б: бѣ же
5  9 /ф

  оученикъ Ішанов (p. 220, John I I I . 25). But
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another derivative of the same lexical stem, йстАБати (ça)

,to settle a question*, although written three times with s 

(pp. 155, 176b, 194b) has two forms with йстАзавъ

с כ
(p. 206b) and истАзати  c ą  с ъ  н и м и  о словеси. (p. 73b, Matth.

XXV.19).

The verb подвиБати с а  ,to attempt1, used twice 

(pp. 180b, 263b), is spelled with s: подвиБаите cą в ь н и т и  

(p. 180b, Luke X III .24).

The root *-tç*g- with different prefixes shows an 

even larger variety of forms. I t  is spelled with s in: 

протръваах* же мрѣж* йхъ (p. 150, Luke V.6); тогда apxï- 

ерей растръва ризы сво* г л а • (р. 79, Matth. XXVI.65) and 

растръБавъ (p. 128b). But i t  is spelled with з̂ in: въс- 

тръзаах* оученици его (p. 153, Luke VI.1). I t  is even 

spelled with r, without a trace of the Third Palatalization, 

in: растръга* а з ы . (p. 162, Luke V III .29).

The root *-žig- / * -žēg- before the imperfective 

suffix * ־2־ |  was usually spelled as ж и б - in the OCS texts^2, 

but in IAG i t  is consistently rendered with r, with no in-

432. A different opinion is offered by Diels in 
his reference grammar of OCS. See:

P. Diels, Altkirchenslavische Grammatik mit einer 
Auswahl von Texten und einem Wflrterbuch7־ Heidelberg, 1963 
(2nd edition) , I, x\Ti + 309 pp.; I I ,  ТГ6 pp.

In the brief vocabulary at the end of part I I ,
Diels pairs the attested verb въжешти, въжегл־, s-aor. въжахъ-
- 'anzänden' (p. 65) with an obviously reconstructed form, 
въжагати, -жаганк- *anzünden' (p. 64). He refers to part I, 
paragraphs 23,5; 51,3 (should be 50,3) and 121,1-2, where 
no forms indicating the existence of *-ïëg-âj- (for *въ- 
жагати) are offered (cf. pp. 94, 134, 246). Such a recon- 
struction of the imperfective stem as in *въжагати is in- 
correct. The different stems of the verb are as follows:
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dication of palatalization in the final stem consonant: й 

согнеыъ съжига*тъ (p. 42, Matth. XIII.40); ни вьжига*тъ 

свѣтилника (p. 16, Matth. V.15); въжигают (p. 184b).

4.2.4.4. The letter s is also found as an alter- 

nate form of the morphoneme {g} at particular morpheme bound- 

aries as a result of the Second Slavic Palatalization. On 

a ll such morpheme boundaries, listed below, i t  is written 

with the letter в (there is only one exception with ;3 ) :

a) The nominative plural of the masculine sub- 

stantives and adjectives: {bog-} іако &зъ рѣхъ Ssи іесте 

(p. 243b, John Х.34)? ļvrag-} й соблож*тъ врави твои 

острогъ о тебѣ (p. 195b, Luke XIX.43)? {drug-} > дроувии 

60 мнѣхж, йм же ковчежецъ ймѣше Іо^да. (p. 252b, John XIII. 

29); Jmnog-} > *ако бѣси мнови вьнидош* въ нъ* (р. 162,

Luke V II I .30).

b) The nominative-accusative of feminine sub- 

stantives: {nog-} > неже двѣ ржцѣ й двѣ новѣ йм̂ щоу•

(p. 53b, Matth. XVIII.8).

*-žeg- (attested as -жешти, -жег*) is the perfective stem 
(infin itive and future); * -Žēg- (attested as -жахъ ) is the 
s-aorist stem, parallel to that of решти, рекж, рѣхъ; *-žlg- 
is the imperative stem, attested in Supr. and Sav, as -жьви, 
parallel to рьци.

The imperfectivization of this verb is also parai- 
le l to that of решти: (нарешти > нарицати), -жешти > -живати. 
The latter form is attested (cf. the glossary of Mar.). 
Diels's mistake obviously arises from his assumption that 
the imperfectivization would be realized by lengthening of 
the vowel of the in fin itive  stem *( *-Žeg- > ♦-žēg- ), while 
what actually occurs^here is a lengthening of th e * 1  of the 
imperative stem (*-žlg- *-Sig-), along with the cïïange of 
the following *£ > *3 (according to the Third Palatalization) 
and the addition of the imperfectivizing suffix *-aj-.
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c) Dative singular of feminine and masculine sub- 

stantives of the hard *־a־stem declension: {slug־} и 

съгн*въ книгы, въдастъ слоувѣ й сѣде. (p• 148, Luke IV.20)•

d) Locative singular of substantives of the hard 

declensions - masculine, feminine (no examples in IAG) and 

neuter ־ as well as locative singular of the hard adjectives 

in masculine and neuter (no examples of neuter in IAG):

{bog }־ י > да іавАТ са дѣла его т к о  о (56Ѣ с*тъ съдѣлана.

(p. 219b, John I I I . 21); {n,odVg-} .ли. лѣтъ ймыи въ

5 / כ 
неджвѣ своіемъ. (p. 224b, John V.5); ļpo=dv,ig }־ ־ » и бы 

въ п о д в и б Ѣ ,  прилежнѣю молѣше с а .  (p. 203b, Luke XXII.44);

{mnog־] > можааше 60 c'ê предано быти, на мк05ѣ (75 .ס, 

Matth. XXVI.9). But the locative case of the word брѣгъ on 

p. 270b is written with 3 1  CT'â Ic при брѣзѣ (John XXI.4)? 

{drug-} въ дроуБѣмъ кopáбли (p. 150b, Luke V.7).

e) Genitive, dative, instrumental and locative 

plural (all genders) of the new adjectival declension, dif- 

ferent from that of OCS, were remodelled according to the 

pattern of the hard pronouns. The only existing example of 

the Second Palatalization in this environment is for the 

feminine genitive plural: ļmnog }־ ־ > не оубоите са оубо 

мновѣхъ птицъ. лоучьши есте еьі. (p. 175b, Luke XII.7).

f) In a ll previously-described cases (1-5), the 

Second Palatalization was caused historically by the follow- 

ing vowel, the result of the monophthongization of a diph- 

thong. IAG, however, offers in addition one significant
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example of a substitution of the Second Palatalization for 

the expected First Palatalization (caused by < *ë) in 

the comparative adjective мъножаишиихъ (Mar. ) , rendered in 

IAG as мнобѢишюсъ: начАшж прѣстаати и о мнобѢишихъ 

' (they) began ... to provoke him (to speak) about many 

(things)״ (p. 175r Luke XI.53).

g) In the verbal system, the Second Palataliza- 

tion of velars is observed in the imperative (only the 2nd 

person singular is attested in IAG) for verbal stems ending 

i n ' to throw down' and ļpo=mog־ ļ ,to help'.

For both verbs, the letters 3 and s oscillate in the imper- 

atives: връБИ 5 себе (p. 17b, Matth. V.29) vs. връэи ça 

низоу (p. 13b, Matth. IV.6); н* йше что можеши помоем намь 

(p. I l l ,  Mark IX.22) vs. вѣроух ги, помози моьемоу невіриб 

(p. I l l ,  Mark IX.24).

h) The only example of prepositions and adver־ 

biais representing etymologically petrified locative case 

forms, attested in IAG, is the very high-frequency preposi- 

tion скобѢ ,through, across1 (note the difference from the 

OCS сквобѢ), which is spelled only with s: хождааше Ic въ 

схбот* скобѢ сѣаниа (p. 35b, Matth. X II.1).

The Bulgarian literary language of the 14th cen- 

tury, as has been demonstrated on the preceding pages (253 - 

259), tries to preserve 13} as a morphoneme. This was the 

ideal toward which the scribe of IAG aimed.

4.2.5• The occurrence of double consonants. In
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IAG, double consonants are written in both Slavic words and

biblical names.

4.2.5.1. In Slavic words only the letter н can

appear as a geminate at suffixal morpheme boundaries. There

are two types of boundaries'where this can occur:

a) Where the derivational stem ends in the sono-

rant {nj, and the suffix is either the substantival {־#n,ik-}

or the adjectival |-#n-1: in either case IAG offers a small

spelling innovation, resulting from new rules for the vocal-

ization of the formerly phonemic jers, which have become

fleeting vowels. In the classical OCS texts the two letters

H were separated by a letter jer.

The substantival suffix {־#n,ik1־ after stems end-

ing in {п^: безаконьникома (Mar. ) й съ безаконникома

'S4
причьтекъ бы (p. 131b, Mark XV.28); законьникомъ (Zogr.) 

—► й вамъ законнйкомъ горе. (р. 174b, Luke XI.46); инс- 

племенънккъ (Sav. ) —► тъкмо йноплеменникъ с^й (р. 189Ь, 

Luke XVII.18).

The adjectival suffix {=#n-} after a stem endinq 

in {n}: врѣменьни (Mar.) —*׳ нж врѣменни сжтъ (p. 96b,

Mark IV. 17); законьноумоу (Mar•) -־־* по *обычаю законномоу 

(p. 143, Luke 11.27); истинънъі (Zogr. ) —► н* Зцъ мои 

даеть вамъ хлѣбъ йстинныи съ нбсе. (p. 229b, John VI.32); 

каменьнѣемь (Mar. ) —*• а дроугое паде на каменныхъ (р. 96, 

Mark IV.5); многоцѣнънъі (Zogr. ) —* нарды пистикх* много-

цѢнны (р. 247Ь, John XII.3); неповинънъіхъ (Mar. ) —̂ 

николи же бисте осждили неповинныхъ (р. 35Ь-36, Matth.XII.7)
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Whenever the morpheme boundary coincides with the 

end of a line, a letter ъ or ь is written according to the 

general rule for the use of the jers: й събер*ть 5 црствюа 

*ero в са съблазньііникы• (p. 42, Matth. X III.41)•

b) Past passive participles in ļ ļ־n־ , when used 

as substantives, are, in most of the cases observed, written 

with double -ни-. Compared with the situation in the clas- 

sical texts, this is a new phenomenon, very consistently 

carried out in IAG• There are only a few examples where 

these past passive participles used as subject or predicate, 

or in direct address, are spelled with a single -H-. Exam- 

pies are: mhosm 60 с*тъ званни, u é j io  же избранныхъ (р. 65, 

Matth. XXII.14); бракъ ббо готовь есть, а званнии не биш* 

достоини• (p. 64b, Matth. XXII.8); ра^й сл (Збрадованнаа 

Fb с тобо*. (р. 139, Luke 1.28); ни посланный, боліи 

пославшаго и\ (p. 251b, John X III.16); рожденное 3 пльти, 

пльть есть, й рожденое 5 дха, дхъ есть• (p. 218b, John I I I .

6); слово сѣанноіе вь ср̂ цихъ йхъ• (р• 96b, Mark IV.15);

се собѣдь мои оуготовахъ й юнци мок й оупитаннаа йсколена, 

й всѣ готова прикдѣте на бракы. (p. 64b, Matth. XXII.4)•

4.2•5.2• In addition to the rules for writing a 

double -ни- at these morpheme boundaries, in three instances 

a double -cc- is written in the forms for genitive singular 

and accusative plural of the Slavic word весь 'small town, 

village' : й іе мъ за j>%k % слѣпааго йзведе вънъ йз весси• 

(p. 108b, Mark V II I .23); й диви с* за невѣрие йхъ• й
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(обхождааше вессй о кратны* оу 4/b ą. (р. 101, Mark VI.6); йдѣмъ 

въ ближнх̂  вёсси й грады (р. 91, Mark 1.38). No reasonable 

explanation for this spelling can be offered. On the other 

hand, in 25 instances when this word is used, i t  is always 

written with a single -с -: йже бѣх*. приишли, 5 всѣхъ весии 

галилеискыхъ й іоудеискыхъ (р. 151, Luke V.17).

4.2.5.3. In rendering the biblical personal and 

place names, the translator tries to follow the Greek spel- 

ling as far as double consonants are concerned. The follow- 

ing are among the words, some of them very frequent, which 

are usually written with a double consonant as in Greek: 

авва, варавва, равви, еффаѲа, аддиевъ, маттаѲовь, ма таѲіевь, 

Іеммаоусъ, юмманоуилъ, геіённа, Іийнна, Іи)0ннъ, Ісоаннѣевь, 

манна, осанна, іеесеи.

The use of a double consonant in biblical names 

and words so as to comply with the Greek norm represents, in 

IAG, a more advanced stage than that of the known texts of 

the classical period (up to the 11th century). In glagolit- 

ic writings double consonants are used sporadically; Sav, 

is more influenced by the Greek orthography, while IAG re- 

presents an even further development in this direction.

Here, however, the scribe of IAG makes the most numerous 

mistakes and allows inconsistencies. Approximately three 

quarters of the biblical names are spelled according to the 

Byzantine orthographic rules, while the others are either 

spelled with a single consonant, or - in a few instances - 

with a double consonant unmotivated by the Greek spelling.
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There is no clue to the orthoepic norm of the words written 

with a double consonant, except the fact that some well ־ 

known words, although having a double consonant in the Greek 

spelling, are in IAG always written with a single one (co- 

inciding with the Church Slavic tradition). This l is t  in- 

eludes such words and names as: садоукёи (2a66o0xatoç), 

used 11 times; ёлини (״БХХеѵ) 4 ־ times; генксаретскыи 

( Гьѵѵт)от1р6т) - 3 times; гомороу and гоморсцѣи (та ГброрраН 

месйа ( Meaaíaç) - twice; манасша (Маѵааоту;) - twice; 

Ѳадеи ( ваббаtoç) - twice; гаваѲа (ГарраѲа) ; cocáHa 

( Zouo&vva) . скррфиникиса ( 2ир0ф0иѵсх1с0а). The word 

с*бота ( Xdgßarov), used 53 times, is of course a much 

older borrowing in Slavic, so altered in shape that one 

would hardly expect i t  to mirror the Greek form.

The following words have a double consonant, while 

the Greek orthography does not require i t :  ссйѲовъ 

(p. 146b) - (той ZfgU ССЙѵОВЪ (p. 146b) - (тоѲ ZĄ1); 

acappïn (p. 32) ־ (áogáptov); фаррисеисціи (p, 214) ־ 

(<pap10a10ç). The spelling mistake in acappïи may have been 

caused by the scribe״s awareness that one of the consonants 

in the Greek form is indeed doubled - the correct spelling 

would be ассаріи. The misspelling of фаррисеисціи occurs 

only once out of 95 occurrences of this word in IAG.

I t  is quite possible that the scribe who wrote IAG 

followed, in many instances, the spellings in his Greek 

original. Since most of the words in which he failed (from
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our point of view) to use the double consonant correctly are 

of Hebrew origin, we cannot rule out the possibility that 

his "errors" were also those of his Greek original. Our 

authority for the Greek spelling is the glossary of the 

Codex Marianus, compiled by V. Jagic from normalized Greek 

editions of the 19th century; the orthography in this glos- 

sary may not, in every case, be that of Byzantine manu- 

scripts in the 14th century. Such a hypothesis, i f  correct, 

would only show how great must have been the dependence of 

the medieval Slavic translator upon the quality of his Greek 

original.

4.2.5.4. A correct use (according to the Byzan- 

tine rules) of double consonants also involved the double 

gamma, representing the cluster {ng}. The glagolitic texts 

render this consonantal combination with the letters - н Ь -  

(in c y r illic  transliteration), while Ostr. always uses -нг־ , 

h  г or ньг; аньгели, архангела, евангелию* But the י 

c y rillic  Sav, uses only аггелъ and ев a, hence the latter 

spelling does not indicate how the cluster ļnĝ  would have 

been written i f  i t  were not abbreviated.

In this respect, IAG follows consistently the 

tradition established by Sav. : the cluster ļng^ in the 

Greek words is always spelled with a double ״гг-, in accord- 

ance with the norms of Byzantine orthography: агглъ 

(arreXoç); архпггелъ (ápxdyreXoq); еуаггёлііе ז еваггёлие

פ כ  f
or rey лив ( eòarréXtov) ;  иаггёсовъ (sic) (p. 146b) ( t o o  

Narrat).
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4.2.6. Single letters representing consonantal

clusters.

4.2.6.1. The Slavic alphabet, as listed in 

Xrabsr's treatise, has the Greek letter Ф (psi) for the 

cluster {ps|. IAG, however, follows the tradition estab- 

lished in the glagolitic writings: i t  uses only the com- 

bination of letters *ne-. The number of words where Ф 

should appear is very limited. While the glagolitic texts 

twice use the locative singular form паропсидѣ (Паро̂ іО, 

in IAG i t  has been replaced by the word блюдоу (pp. 68,

68b). But the Greek word Ta\1u5<; is s t i l l  used twice in IAG:

/ כ o ' כ ן!   в
и пр рцѣхъ и пса 11 лмѣхъ о мнѣ. (p. 211b-212, Luke XXIV. 44); 

сам 60 ддъ глетъ въ книгахъ псаломскыхъ (р. 198, Luke 

XX.42).

4.2.6.2. The classical texts do not use the le t־ 

ter £ for the cluster ļks} in Greek words. Xrabar's l is t  

of the alphabet includes the letter and i t  is used twice 

in the IAG text. The classical texts (glagolitic) and the 

c y rillic  Sav, show certain peculiarities in representing the 

Greek word cpoivig as финикъ♦ Most likely, the phonological 

restrictions in the language did not allow for a final clus־ 

ter {ks}. IAG, in the only instance where this word occurs,

m

follows the same established tradition: призд* вѣ Bïe a> 

фйникъ, (p. 248, John X II.13).

But i f  between two vowels not at the morpheme 

boundary, the cluster jks} is preserved and expressed in IAG
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by the letter р̂фа̂ адбвъ ( той ״ApjaÇáô) (p. 146b) ;

йцоу алемандровоу и роуфовоу (p. 130b, Mark XV.21). Also, 

in the postscript, as well as in the in it ia l two pages of 

dedication to the Bulgarian king, the scribe writes the 

king's name as црь. Ian  але̂ андрь,

4.2.7. Sometimes the phoneme ļv ļ in foreign words, 

i f  rendered in Greek by the letter upsilon, is expressed in 

the same way (that is, by the letter y )  in IAG^^. Except 

when immediately followed by the phoneme ļ i ļ  (graphically 

expressed in Greek by either ±  orikb this upsilon is ex- 

pressed in the OCS texts by either в or u. The more fre- 

quently used of the two is в: Mar. has авгоуста, Assem. - 

авгоста, while Ostr. has аигоста. For this word IAG also
j  m

uses the letter в : изыде повелѣние 0נ Kécapa йвгоуста  

(p. 141, Luke I I . 1). On the other hand, IAG continues the 

tradition of orthographic duality in the spelling of the 

word eÒQvr&XiQv: whereas when abbreviated i t  is always

/  p*4 /гГ\ / r ^  /pN
written with y_ ( н?у лие, іеу лиіе, ey лие or еулше) י in 

the t it le  pages of the four gospels, where the word is not 

abbreviated, there are EVAITÉJIÏE (Matth., p. 6 and Mark, 

p. 88) , but ]?!ВА!'1 'К71ИЕ (Luke, p. 137) and ЕВАГГЕЛІЕ (John, 

p. 213).

The classical texts accord different treatment to 

the Greek upsilon (и) when followed by the letter t or the

433. Scholvin mentions Greek "consonantal u":
R. Scholvin, op. c i t . ,p. 53.
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diphthong ex• A ll glagolitic texts have a cluster [vg,] 

(transliterated in c y r illic  as -jab- or -Bbfc-) • For example, 

Mar. has ниневъЬитоыъ for Ntvcuírnç, параскевьКи for 

napagx£13fļ, левbfrии for Asoeíç or Aeuíç, левьѢитъ for 

A6uetTT1ç. Ostr. uses various means to express this combi- 

nation, obviously d iffic u lt phonetically for the ancient 

Slavs: левъгитъі, параскеуги (both with an epenthetic 

/g/) , but also леуитъ and леут* without the epenthetic 

/g/. Sav, uses either вь or for the Slavic equivalent 

of the sound rendered in Greek by upsilon, but always adds 

the epenthetic /д/: параскевьгта, левьгиь*, леоугитъ• 

Compared with a ll this, the spelling of these words in IAG 

is perhaps much closer to the Byzantine pronunciation of the 

14th century: the epenthetic /g/ is never used, and the

э ׳׳л'' r»
upsilon is replaced by the letter в: тко же 60 бы іиша 

знаменше ниневйто) (p. 173b, Luke IX.30); и с твори 

чрѣждению Ееліе левіи емоу; въ домоу своемъ. (р. 152,

Luke V.29); такожде й левить, бывъ на томъ мѣстѣ.

(p. 170b, Luke Х.32). The word napaaxeuf), however, is 

always translated as патокъ or патькъ: понеже бѣ патькъ» 

еже есть кь с*ботѣ: (p. 132b, Mark XV.42).

4.2.8. Simplification of the cluster /zdn/. IAG 

uses a simplified spelling for the word праздникъ (written 

this way in a ll the classical texts) : празникъ» This word 

is used 23 times in IAG, always with omission of the letter 

д: потрѣб* же ймѣаше на праэникы Зпоущати ймъ !единого•
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(p. 206bf Luke XXIII.17). The same orthographic principle

is employed in the substantivized adjective непразнаа

'pregnant1, which is used three times in IAG: възыде же й 

כ с כ4
Ісосифъ ... напис&ти са съ мари ѳ а .обречено* емоу жено*, 

с*що* непразно* + + (p. 141b, Luke I I .  4-5).

In Luke XXI.23, as against непраздънъімъ in the 

glagolitic texts, IAG uses the synonymous expression и м а і ц и м ъ  

въ *■тробѣ (p. 200) . In празникъ and непразнаа, /zdn/ is a 

cluster which does not alternate with /zden/ in any para- 

digmatic form (since непразнаа ,pregnant' is a substantivi- 

zation restricted to the feminine gender). But i f  the same 

cluster /zdn/ in one of the paradigmatic forms of the word 

alternates with /zden/ (as in празденъ 1empty, id le '), then 

the morphonemic principle is followed in the spelling, and 

the nominative masculine plural adjective is written as 

праздни, despite the phonological rules for simplification 

of the cluster: что зде стоите весь днь праздни (р. 58Ь, 

Matth. XX.6); й пркшедъ обрАіцеть й празденъ (р. 38Ь,

Matth. X II.44). This is a very significant example of the 

application of the morphonemic principle in the spelling of 

IAG: as long as obvious semantic links between the mean- 

ings 'empty' and 'id le ' exist, due to the polysemy of the 

word празденъ, the writer follows the morphonemic principle. 

But when the concept of the word празникъ came to involve 

f irs t of a ll a 'celebration, feast' and last of a ll a 'day 

when one is id le ', the scribe failed to recognize the mor­
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pheme structure of the word. The same applies to непразнаа 

1pregnant1, which must have meant to the scribe «иыАщаа въ 

*тробѣ» and not a ,woman who is not empty1. When the scribe 

was not able to reconstruct the morpheme structure of a 

word, the phonological principle was applied. In this case 

i t  is realized through a simplification of the cluster /zdn/ 

into [zn].

No examples are provided by the spelling for the 

phonetic simplification of the cluster /stn/. But the 

phonological rule should have applied in both cases.

4.2.9. The epenthetic /1 ,/. None of the clas- 

sical glagolitic texts is absolutely consistent in the use 

of the epenthetic / 1 , /  at a morpheme boundary between a 

labial and a jód. Sav, is especially consistent in using 

the epenthetic / 1 ,/. Ostr. is an exception, but its  correct 

use is reinforced by the East Slavic phonological rules.

In the eastern South Slavic area (and particularly on the 

territory of Bulgaria and Macedonia), this phonological 

rule must have ceased to exist by the time the classical 

texts were copied.

The scribe of IAG is very concious about consis- 

tency in writing the epenthetic / 1 ,/ in the proper position. 

I f  compared with the older texts from Bulgaria, the 14th - 

century gospel completely disregards the contemporary phono- 

logical rules in the living dialects and tries to reconstruct 

a correct literary language as far as the usage of
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the epenthetic /1 ,/ is concerned. Any older, s tric tly  Bui- 

garian copy of the gospel, used for reference by the scribe 

of IAG, could hardly have had consistent use of epenthetic 

/1 ,/^ ^ . S till,  this would not have been a hard task for an 

experienced grammarian, since the rules for insertion of 

the epenthetic / 1 , /  are relatively simple.

A statistical comparison of the spelling of the 

word корабль 'a ship״ in the glagolitic Mar., c y r illic  

Sav, (both exemplifying the situation in the classical OCS 

with strong Bulgarian features from the 11th century) and 

with IAG shows the following: in Mar. , the word is written 

with an epenthetic / 1 ,/, as кораблъ, кораблѣ, кораблю, 

кораблемь, корабли and корабле altogether 17 times; with- 

out the epenthetic /1 ,/, as корабь, коргбъ, кораби 23 ־ 

times; in Sav., a shorter version of the gospels, this 

word is used only in 12 places: three times with the epen- 

thetic /1 ,/, as корабль, кораблѣ and 9 times without the 

epenthetic /1 ,/, as корабь, корабъ, кораби• So here the 

forms without the epenthetic / 1 , /  are exactly three times 

as frequent as those with i t .

In IAG the same word is used 32 times, and, with-

out a single exception, with epenthetic /1 ,/. As an addi- 

tional proof of the fact that the epenthetic / 1 , /  was not 

only an orthographic, but also an orthoepic norm in the

434. H. Birnbaum, The Dialects of Common Slavic, 
in: H. Birnbaum, J. Puhvel, ed's.. Ancient Indo-European 
Dialects, Berkeiey-Los Angeles , 1966, pp. Г6IT187 , 6 ,־ 1ל  ,
ИГЛ
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literary language, there is the example on p. 228: й не оу* 

бѣ пришелъ к нимъ î c  вь корабъль (John VI.17). The inser־ 

tion of the letter ъ for a vowel after an obstruent and 

before a final liquid was caused by a phonological rule of 

the living Bulgarian dialects of that time, and represented 

the actual pronunciation of the word according to the rules 

of phonological restriction in the language.

Although there are a few isolated words in which 

the scribe forgot to write the epenthetic / 1 , / ,  they repre־ 

sent an insignificant fraction of the total number in which 

he used i t :  (Mar. ) на земли* — c'ê рекъ, плюн* на земА.

(р. 239, John IX.6); (Ostr.) іемлюте —* аше ли ни, за тЖ 

дѣла вѣр* гемете ми. (р. 253 b, John XIV.11); (Маг.) по- 

кжплжтъ са —» й 5 коуплА аше не поюепат са, не шдатъ.

(р. 105, Mark V II.4).

4.2.10. Other peculiarities in the spelling of 

the consonants. The word for 'g a ll', злъчьь* (Mar.), 

злъчиь*. (in a ll other classical texts and Ostr. ) is re- 

placed in IAG by ж л ь ч и а  (p. 82 b) : и дат* емоу пити ащеть 

съ Ж Л Ь Ч И А  смѣшенъ. (Matth. XXVII.34). In this case the 

word registered in IAG represents the more common old Slavic 

dialectal variant because of the palatalized syllabic ♦ļ 1
«

in the firs t syllable.

There are two instances ־ съребро (and its  deriv- 

atives) and съдравъ (and its  derivatives) ־ where the gla־ 

go litic  texts and Ostr. insert a jer after the in itia l c־ .
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In Sav., however, сребро and its  derivatives are never 

spelled with a jer, although съдравъ and its  derivatives 

are spelled as in the other classical texts. The text of 

IAG not only follows Sav, as far as сребро is concerned, 

but further eliminates the jer in съдравъ (and its  deriv- 

atives) from the consonantal cluster здр- , in which the

Э
voicing is expressed by the spelling: и по что не вьдаде

/C S  ^

сребро мою тръжником (p. 194 b, Luke XIX.23); и йбие

00047407

здравіи врача. (р. 152, Luke V.31).

4.2.Ц. Later corrections in the spelling of some 

words. Three words in IAG were consistently corrected by an- 

other hand, most likely a Serbian reader of the manuscript.

4.2.11.1. The word с кс в ѣ  'through1 was changed 

to ск̂ оеѣ by adding a small £ over the line: this occurred 

16 times, while the word was le ft unchanged only once (on 

p. 114 b): оудобѣіе естъ вельбхдоу с к 08ѣ иглѣнѣ оуши 

проити . (Mark Х.25). The form originally written as скобѢ 

is the Middle Bulgarian variant of сквобѢ • While both 

forms are used in Mar. - 10 times сквобѢ and only 7 times 

СК08Ѣ, Sav, knows only the form с к о в ѣ .  The latter, however, 

is not registered in Ostr.

4.2.11.2. The word трѣва 'grass' was five times

corrected into трава, by erasing the letter Ѣ and writing

instead an a. I t  was le ft uncorrected only on p. 41:

гегда же npos*6e трѣва, й плодъ сътвори. (Matth. X III.26). 

This correction reflects old Slavic dialectal variants of
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the word. The older Church Slavic writings from Bulgaria 

know only the form трѣва, but Ostr» uses трѣва only once, 

and the form трава twice.

4.2.11.3. The word всѣ was changed in 6 instances 

to вса; всѣкъ or вьсѣк in four cases to всакъ; and всѣка

- four times to всака. The change of Ѣ into a is a ttr i-  

butable to the existence of dialectal variants: Ostr. uses 

in free variation вьсакъ, вьсѣкъ, вьсіакъ and в ь с а к ъ .

4.3. On the phonemic softening of the consonants: 

the vowel system. While the voiced/voiceless pairing of 

the consonants is expressed in the Slavic alphabet by the 

use of different graphic symbols, the pairing of soft/hard 

consonants is not reflected graphically by separate letters. 

This fact alone says nothing about the existence of such 

pairing (or the existence of phonemic softening of the con- 

sonants) at the time when the Slavic alphabet was created. 

The Slavic alphabet is too closely patterned after the 

Greek one, for us to expect such revolutionarily new fea- 

tures as special graphemes for both hard and soft conson- 

ants. However, i t  supplies a reasonable method for expres- 

sing the feature softness/hardness of the consonant: the 

character of the following vowel.

The spelling rules applied in IAG and in a ll other 

Middle Bulgarian writings do not provide proof for the ex- 

istence of phonetic softening of the consonants in a posi- 

tion other than before a vowel. Yet, through the morphone-
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mie alternations - vowel/zero alternation, the alternations 

at a morpheme boundary - one could successfully establish 

phonemically soft consonants. The only position for which 

one has no means of examination is a consonantal cluster in 

which no vowel/zero alternation is observed (for instance 

the(s} in the cluster /s t,-n -/.

Thus, the phonemically soft consonants cannot be 

determined through the spelling without a detailed study of 

the vowels and their graphic symbols.

The vowel system of the 14th-century Bulgarian 

literary language, as i t  is revealed by the application of
«

the complicated spelling rules in IAG, consists of six vo- 

calic morphonemes. They are as follows:

i°\
{ # }

ł«t

The alphabet provides 19 letters with which to 

express them:

4.3.1. The morphoneme | i } 4:*5 can be expressed by 

five different letters, depending on its  distribution and
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435. Various spelling alternations of this mor- 
phoneme are treated in:

R. Scholvin, op. c it . ,  pp. 24, 30-31, 40-41,
5 3 - 5 4 .
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the presence or absence of phonemic softness in the preced- 

ing consonant. The letters и and ï  are used after a soft 

consonant, while ы is used after a hard consonant. The le t- 

ter ы never occurs in absolute word-initial position, but 

alternates with и at the beginning of some lexical stems, 

depending on the preceding prefix: искати —вьзыскати»

This fact might help us draw a conclusion, that perhaps in 

absolute word-initial position the morphoneme {i} was al- 

ways jotated, and that this was expressed by the exclusive 

employment of the letter и in that position.

The use of both letters и and ï after consonants, 

opposed to that of the letter ы, could be an indicator of 

the pairing according to softness of the preceding conson- 

ants.

I t  is possible to make a l is t  of words in which 

the letters и and ы are never used in alternation.

{b} ׳v {b,} быти - ,to be1 vs. бити - ,to beat': 

добро !есть намь зде быти (р. 51, Matth. XVII.4); й 

нѳчнеть бйти клеврѣти свож. (р. 72, Matth. XXIV.49).

In a few words, however, the scribe shows hesita- 

tion in the choice between и and ы after the consonants ļb} 

and {b,| . The nominative singular form of the word for 

'love' in the classical texts is always written as любъі.

On pp. 17b and 70 of IAG this word is spelled as in the 

older texts, while on p. 260b i t  is written with и, which 

does not necessarily indicate softening of the preceding
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consonant, but rather a phonetic process of eliminating the 

opposition [ i]  ~ [y ]: да люби Аже ma юси вьзлюбилъ, въ 

нихъ бждетъ. (John XVII.26). In this particular case the 

problem also seems to involve the very existence of this 

word in the spoken language, where we might expect a gener- 

alized stem like |l,ubov־ } for the nominative singular. The 

form люби could have been an a rtif ic ia l remnant in the l i t -  

erary language and then, the rare morphonemic alternation of 

[ i )  vs. {ovj• would have been meaningless to the scribe.

Another instance of oscillation in the use of the

letters и and ы after {b,} is in the paradigm of the verb

быти in the conditional. The same confusion (or alternate

spelling?) is known in the classical texts; for instance,

both forms бъіША and 6иша are registered in Mar. IAG has

examples like: аще ли бысте вѣдѣли. (p. 35b, Matth. XII.

7); аще бисте имѣли вѣрж т к о  зръно горчйчно• (p. 188b,

Luke XVII.6). Again, this kind of spelling alternation

most likely implies a morphological change in the language.

On the one hand, aorist forms like быхъ, бы,etc. were fu lly

replaced by the forms бѣхъ, бѣ, etc. Thus, the old aorist

forms would have continued to exist but with a new function

.replacing the old conditional paradigm бимь, би, etc ־

The period of coexistence of the older and newer forms of

the conditional would have yielded contaminated forms like

бихъ and быхъ, би and j6b1 , etc. This coexistence might have

continued in the living dialects for a long time. I f  ana- 

logy throughout the paradigm of the verb *to be' had taken
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place (as in Russian), eventually the form /b ix /, spelled 

with ы, would have taken over completely; but there was also 

the possibility that the language would try to distinguish 

the conditional (through palatalization of /b/ into /b,/) 

from the rest of the conjugation. This force most likely 

prevented Middle Bulgarian from establishing a single form.

{ p }  ~  {P׳} снопы - ,bundles, sheaves1 vs. пиръ - 

*feast*: й свАжате m въ снопы (p. 41, Matth.XIII.30); 

и *  егда твориши пиръ, зови нйщаа . (р. 182, Luke XIV.13)•

{d} ~  ļd,} грады - ,towns' vs. дира-'rent, r ip ': 

йдѣмъ въ 6л и ж н а а  весси й грады. (р .  9 1 ,  Mark 1 . 3 8 ) ;  й 

горши дира б*деть, (р. 93 ,  Mark 1 1 . 2 1 ) .

{t} ~  Zìi ־ (nom.sg.) 'you' vs. ти -(dat.sg.)

'you': рече емб fa', иди й ты сътвори такожде (р. 170Ь,

Luke X. 37) ; азъ іегда възвращ*■ са вьздам ти (р. 170Ь,

Luke X. 35).

ļz j׳ ^  {z,} жзы - 'bonds' vs. *зилище - •prison':

/ J ' ן  י  э
не по бааше ли раздрѣшити *  и> *зы се*• (р. 180, Luke X III. 

16); Ішаннь же оуслышавъ, въ *зилищи дѣла х^ва, (р. ЗЗЬ, 

Matth. XI.2).

Js} ^  {s,J. бѣсы ־ (acc.pl•) ,devils' vs. бѣси - 

(nom.pl.) ,devils': м*жь ••• йже ймѣ бѣсы S лѣтъ многъ•

(p. 161b, Luke V il i .27); йзьшедше же бѣси <5 члка 

вьнидош* вь свині^• (р. 162, Luke V i l i .33).

{т} ^  {т,} ыытаръ - •publican* vs. мклъ ־ ,dear': 

й мноби мптаре й грѣшници (p. 92b, Mark 11.15); й ыилъ
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{п} ~*׳ {п׳} вины -(gen.sg.) ,g u ilt1 vs• нива - 

, lo t, ground': никое же вины не обрѣтая до члка сего:

(р. 205Ь, Luke XXIII.4); члкоу нѣкоюкоу богатоу, оугобзи 

с* нива• (р. 176, Luke X II.16). But the word for ,now', 

always spelled in the classical texts as нъінѣ or нъініа 

(Sav.), is, in IAG, written without exception with и: нинѣ 

or ниніа. A possible explanation is the fact that this word 

does not take part in any morphonemic alternation, nor has 

i t  a minimum pair for contrast. This indicates that the 

process of merging of the soft and hard consonants of a 

pair before { i] went in the direction of the soft member.

The words нинѣ and люби are a good indication of this.

^ {־*־}  злых - (acc.pl.masc• ) 'bad' vs• зли -

(nom.pl.masc.) 'bad': а зад вьнъ йзвръгошх. (p. 42b, 

Matth. X III.48)? åme субо вы зл# с*ше • (р. 172, Luke XI. 

13). The only oscillation between {1} and 11,̂  , indicated 

by a fluctuation between ы and и after the consonant, is in 

the spelling of the personal name Magdalene: бѣ же тоу 

Mapïa магдалыни. й дроугаа мариа. (p. 84b,Matth. XXVII.

כ כ
61); в них же бѣ маріа магдалини. и маріа к̂совлѢ•

(p. 83b, Matth. XXVII.56). This dual spelling of the name 

is known also in the classical texts’• The reason should be 

found in the shape of the segment after the { 1 i ־ \, t  very 

much resembles the Slavic suffix - in ,- (which is never found 

after a soft consonant), as in ļbog-in ,-iļ, ļra b -in ,-iļ, 

etc. IAG shows predominant spelling with и (11 times) and
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only once with ы (on p. 84b), in contrast to the classical 

texts, in which this word is spelled with ы in many instan- 

ces*

ļr }  ļr,J рыбъ - (gen.pl.) ,fish 1 vs. ризы- (gen. 

sg.) *garment1; обьжш̂  множьство рыбъ, много (р. 150,

Luke V.6); да н е  вьзвратит с а  в ь с п а т ь  в ъ з а т и  ризы с в о і ѳ а .

(р. 123, Mark XIII.16). But the verb stem ļ=rid-aj-} ,to 

weep' is written once with the letter и after a hard ļ r j :  

>ако вьсплачете с а  й възридаіете вь). (р. 258, John XVI.20). 

In a ll other cases i t  is spelled with an ы: рыдаахх же 

вьси й планаахж с а  ex. (p. 163b, Luke V III.52). This 

spelling mistake, i f  connected with the numerous mistakes 

in the spelling of ļa^ as a instead of Ѣ in the grammatical 

endings after indicates a phonetic hardening of

erasing the difference between [r] and [r,] (especially in 

consonantal clusters like [k r], [zr], [ tr ]) .  Some modern 

dialects of the Christian population in the Phodopa Moun- 

tains in Bulgaria also show a hardening of the { in a {,:נ ll 

positions^**. And s t i l l ,  the literary language of the 14th 

century tries to preserve the historically correct spelling 

as much as possible.

436. St. Stojkov offers examples from the speech 
of Moslems vs. Christians in the city of Smoljan and the 
village of Kremene near Smoljan: / s r , e á , é /  vs. /srad,é7^
*srëd-ьj-o ; / r ,5t /  vs. /rō t/ *ręd-ъ in Smolj an;/ r ,ика-т/ 
vs. /гйка-т/ < »r juk-aj-Q^to call Г cry out* in Kremene.
See:

St. Stojkov, Akan'e v bolgarskom jazyke, ObSČe- 
slavjanskoe značenie problemy akan*ja, Sofia, 1968, 
p. 113-114.
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Before a vowel, the glide {v} is paired with {v,} :

* כ כ כ
и текь нападе на выж юго, и ооблобыза и. (р. 185, Luke XV. 

20); й бѣ написаніе вины его написано, (р. 131, Mark XV.

26) .

The letters for the consonants ф and Ѳ in bor- 

rowed words and names, always represent palatalized / f , /  and 

/Ѳ,/, i f  they precede an ־{i} . The letter ы is never writ-־ 

ten after them. This rule applies absolutely for those ф 

and £ which are not at the end of the lexical morpheme, at 

the boundary with the grammatical endings (such as nomina- 

tive and accusative plural masculine). In this position, 

the nominative plural masculine must be marked through pala- 

talization of the fina l consonant of the stem. Theoretically, 

in the plural paradigm there must be an opposition like 

* { . . f , i  Nom.pl.masc.} vs. * { . . . f i  Acc.pl.masc.j . Such forms 

happen not to be registered in IAG, but from the indirect 

evidence of forms like the dative singular /io s ,íf-u / (Іаюй- 

íoy, p. 221) and the vocative /ió s ,if,-o / (ІсДсифе, p. 8), 

one sees clearly that at a morpheme boundary with the gram- 

matical endings the alternation / f /  ~ / f , /  appears at the 

same places where any Slavic hard consonant would have had 

such an alternation.

Thus hypothetically we may generalize: the mor-

phonemes | f |  and {6} when followed by an | i j  inside a lex-

ical morpheme exist only as soft phonetic variants [f,] and

[Ѳ ,], but at the morpheme boundary with the case endings 

before { i } ,  they are paired as * l f ]~ * [ f , ]  and *[Ѳ,]^*[Ѳ]
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in accusative and nominative plural masculine, respectively.

The velars {k}, {9}׳ {x} *n Slavic words do not 

have soft pairs in any position, and c a n  be followed only by 

the letter ы (never и). But in Greek borrowings, inside the 

lexical morpheme, a ll three of the velars appear before {i} 

only as soft phonetic variants ([k ,], [g,], [x,]) and are 

never followed by the letter ы: іако же 60 бѣ IooHâ въ 

чрѣвѣ китовѣ (p. 38, Matth. X II.40); й бы̂  іако приближи

&׳
са вь виѲ фагЙА. (p. 194b, Luke XIX.29) ; бѣ же хитонь

нешьвень. II н* съ выше йстъканъ (p. 265b, John XIX.23).

IAG does not offer masculine substantives of

Greek origin with {k |, |g |, {x j before paradigmatic mor-

pheme boundaries of the nominative or accusative plural.

I t  is known, however, from other texts, that a word

like 1 m#n,ix-} ,monk* has a nominative plural /m#n,is,־i /

with a /x / vs. /s ,/ alternation, and an accusative plural

/m#n,ix-i/ with no alternation of the final consonant.

Such a restriction in the distribution of the soft/hard

variants of the velars before { i ļ  in Greek borrowings, in-

dicated by the use of the letters и and ы ־ only the soft

velar inside the lexical morpheme, only the hard velar at a

morpheme boundary - in effect rules out any independent 

phonemic status for the soft velars. One must bear in mind

a further possibility: that the spelling и inside the lex- 

ical morpheme of a Greek borrowing is determined by the

Greek orthography, and does not express phonetic softening 

of the velars.
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In a position other than before the grammatical

endings, {05}' {c} ' anc* can f°H°weä only

by the letter и (never by ы) • At a morpheme boundary with 

the grammatical endings, the same spelling rule applies for 

a ll of the above, except {3 1 . Only once in IAG, where an 

etymological was to be expected but the scribe wrote 3  י

the latter was followed by an ы: польб̂  (Mar. ) ,p ro fit1
T

vs. to пльти нѣ никое* же пользы, (р. 231, John V I.63).

This must have been caused by the phonetic merging of the 

phonemes /3 /  and /z /. Not only does the letter ы follow 

the substitute letter 3̂ for ^3  -but a deeper morphologi י .[

cal change is observed in this case: the entire paradigm 

of the word has shifted from the soft to the hard declen- 

sion. However, this is a single "mistake" in the entire 

book; the orthographic rules of the language prohibited 

writing ы after ŝ in any position, while no such rule ap- 

plied for the letter £. This is a significant indication 

of the tremendous importance of the symbol-letter for the 

medieval writer: he tried to follow the orthographic rules 

as closely as possible.

4.3.1.1. The use of the letter ï  for the morpho- 

neme ļ i ļ  after a soft consonant is of low frequency. Graph- 

ically, i t  represents an abbreviated version of и, the two 

parallel strokes being represented by the two dots over a 

single stroke. Here and there this letter is used between 

two consonants or at absolute word end in order to save
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space: й испльниш* са вси іаршсти на съббріщи йхъ.

(p. 148b, Luke IV.28). But in most cases, the letter ï  is 

used after a soft consonant before ļ j ļ  followed by another 

vowel. Since the jod in this case is never indicated by a 

letter, graphically the letter ï  precedes another letter 

standing for a vowel: { pr,i-j#d,-o}: й абше йзыде йзь 

сінмища, пріиде въ домъ ... (p. 90b, Mark 1.29);

{mar,-ij-am-0}: й й м а  двѣ и  MapïâMb (p. 139, Luke 1.27).

4.3.1.2. The letter І̂  (usually written with the 

Greek "smooth-breathing" sign) can exist only in in it ia l 

position in biblical names. Only in a few cases does 

occur in this position.

4.3.1.3. The letter и (or %), indicating {i} 

after soft consonants, appears only in Greek borrowings, 

where i t  represents the Greek upsilon. But i t  is used very 

rarely: въставъ поими фтрочА й м?ръ !его й бѣжи вь іегупеть 

(p. 10b, Matth. 11.13). Just a few lines later the scribe 

wrote: 5 гегипта призвахъ сна моего: (p. 10b, Matth. I I .  

15).

4.3Ś2. The morphoneme ļu }4̂  expressed by two 

letters: o  ̂ after hard paired consonants and velars; ю after 

soft paired consonants (after palatal consonants and the 

clusters / 2d/, /S t/ special orthographic rules are applied).

Inside a lexical morpheme, this is the most restricted vow-
_____________ . _.  _ _______________ __________________________ #

437. Some spelling variants are treated in:
R. Scholvin, op. c i t . , 'pp. 33, 41-42.
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el in Church Slavic. But the sequential restrictions inside 

a lexical morpheme and at a morpheme boundary are different.

Within a lexical morpheme, {u} never occurs after 

13} or ļc ļ, nor, in IAG, is i t  represented after /z/; i t  can 

occur after hard paired consonants, jod and, among the soft 

paired consonants, /1 ,/ and / r , / .  ( It is possible that the 

epenthetic - 1 -, which replaces a ־[ j ]  after the labials, was 

firs t triggered before {uļ as an assimilative process: { j}  

—1* /1 / after rounded consonant before rounded vowel. The 

feature of rounding in the Slavic -1- can be seen in the 

Polish realization of {1} as [w], the Serbocroatian - of 

{1̂  as [o] and [u] in certain positions, the East Slavic - 

of *TELT as to lo t, and the Ukrainian - of {1} as [w] in 

certain positions.)

The morphoneme {u  ̂ is written ю in the following 

environments in IAG:

a) after {1,}: любити (p. 121), ключь (p.175),

etc.

b) after the morphoneme following a labial; 

ļ j ļ  changes into / 1 , / :  {bjud-j > /bl,ud־/:  й принесе глав;* 

его на блюдѣ (p. 102b, Mark VI.28); {pju־n־ } •> /p l,u-n-/: 

сё рекъ, плюю* на зем*, й сътвори брение 3 плюновенша«

(р. 239, John IX.6) .

c) after in it ia l ļ j } : ļjug־ }: югъ (p. 179).

4.3.2.1. Classical OCS shows a great oscillation

between the letters o  ̂ and ю in in it ia l position. This
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represents a Slavic isogloss which not only separates East 

Slavic from the rest of the Slavic dialects, but passes 

across neighboring dialects in the same linguistic group 

(South Slavic). The classical texts clearly indicate the 

optional character of the in it ia l jotation of some words: 

о уже and юже in Mar. , for instance• What is worth noting 

is the fact that no in it ia l original Common Slavic *u <  ♦ou 

could take prothetic jotation in two cases: in words whose 

morphological structure reveals that the in it ia l {uļ is a 

prefix, and in a limited number of words, for example оуши, 

оуста, оудъ. оучити, оумъ, etc. (This is true for a ll 

Church Slavic texts, including IAG.)

The difference between the classical texts and IAG 

is that in IAG a given word is consistently spelled either 

with or with ю, whereas in the classical texts there is 

considerable oscillation in the spelling of those forms 

which may be said to have an original prothetic jod4̂ .̂ In 

the classical texts the particle o  ̂ ,yet* is written with 

either ю or o^. In Mar. i t  appears twice as ю and once as 

oy. IAG m  the same paragraphs has only o£: не 01  ли י

слышите ни разоумѣете. (p. 108, Mark V i l i .17). Mar. also 

uses the form юже (34 times), while the form оуже is used
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438. The Rila Glagolitic Leaflets have оуже 
(V4, 27) and юже (TTT7 Г Г Г

Codex Clozianus also has оуже (p. 5a) vs. юже 
(pp. lb, 7a, 7b, 8a).

Psalterium Sinaiticum has ютрю (p. 165) vs. оутро 
(p. 78) , ютръневати (p. 171) vs. оутръ(н)ьж.х (p. 75b) , 
etc.
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only 8 times. In IAG i t  appears only as оуже; оуже вы 

чисти юсте. (р. 225, John XV.3). But a ll classical texts 

and IAG spell the word оубо with o .̂ While Mar. uses only 

oy in the spelling of оутрѣ, оутрѣи, оутрьни дьнь, оутрша, 

the substantive оутро ,morrow1 is written with either ю or 

oy. The word appears as оутро 8 times, and as ютро 7 times; 

Sav, has each form once. IAG again uses only the form with- 

out jotation: обаче пс̂ баіет ми дне  ̂ й бтрѣ (р. 181, Luke 

X III.33). In IAG, as in the classical texts, words like 

югъ (p. 179), южьска (p. 173b), юности (p. 114), юноше 

(p. 157b), юнци (p. 64b) are always written with the letter 

Ю. Only these words in IAG have in itia l {ju} rather than 

{u}.

4.3.2.2. The Hebrew name of Judas in IAG is never 

written with the letter ю (as i t  is in the classical texts, 

alongside the more frequent spelling июда). The spelling in 

IAG resembles the Greek - this word is always written as 

1 0 $ да (p. 76b). The same principle applies to words like

Ioffдинъ (p. 146b) , Іоудсовъ (p. 139b) , Іоудёи (p. 224b) ,

foyflëncKa (p- 130) and Іоудёа (p. 12).

4.3.2.3. As has been noted on p. 284, inside a 

lexical morpheme the morphoneme {u} appears after no paired 

soft consonant except /1 ,/ and / r , / .  This fact, although 

of exclusive significance, has, to the best of my knowledge, 

gone unnoticed in previous studies of the phonological sys- 

tem of Church Slavic, as well as in Common Slavic recon־ 

structions.
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The same phonological restriction does not, how־ 

ever, apply at morpheme boundaries• There, {uj can follow 

not only the hard paired consonants, / j / ,  and /5/, / 2/ ,  / 6/ ,  

but also /с/, /3 / ,  /St/, /2d/ and the soft paired consonants• 

IAG is no different in this respect from the classical 

texts. The only difference is in the orthographic repre- 

sentation of {u} as either ю or o  ̂ after soft or palatal 

consonants or / j / .  I t  is very interesting that while in 

some instances, as we shall show later, the spelling rules 

require the choice of a different vowel letter after a pal- 

atal consonant inside a lexical morpheme than at a morpheme 

boundary, the morphoneme {u} is not affected:

a) After 12} and \ jk \ inside a lexical morpheme, 

only 0£ is written in IAG: одьжди жо̂ пелъ и йгнь съ нбсе. 

(р• 190, Luke XVII.29); й поставитъ й в ц а  <5 деснж* себе, а 

к о з л и щ а  5 шоу*а• (p. 74b, Matth. XXV.33); да не чюють 

шоуица тво*аэ что творить десница твоа. (р. 19, Matth• VI.

3) ; 3 неначааніа шоума морскаго. (p. 200b, Luke XXI.25).

A ll these words were written with ю in the classical texts, 

but with o  ̂ in Ostr.

The clusters /St/ and / 2 d /  do not occur except at 

the morpheme boundary. The word щоуждь is not registered 

in IAG.

At the morpheme boundary,1־ IAG offers examples for 

only / 2 / ,  / S /  and / S t / .  In a ll cases the classical texts 

use the letter ю. But the orthographic rules of IAG require
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oy : аще достоитъ мжжоу жен* поустити. (р. 113, Mark Х.2); 

въсюавшоу слкцоу (р• 133, Mark XVI.2); непьщоух тко 

емоу же множае Здастъ. (р. 159, Luke V II.43).

b) Inside a lexical morpheme, the letter ю is 

always used after { ï} . There are no examples in IAG for /£ / 

at a morpheme boundary: й чюждаах*. са тко съ женох глааше. 

(р. 222, John IV.27). The situation is the following in the 

classical texts: Sav, uses only 4Ю-; the glagolitic texts 

use mostly ч к - 1 but also sporadically чо.у-  (see, in Mar. , 

чюдиша c a  and чоуждаах* c a ) ; Ostr. uses mostly чоу- ,  but 

has one example with чю-: чюдотворъца.

c) As already stated, ļc j and do not occur 

before {u^ inside a lexical morpheme. But they occur at the 

morpheme boundary of the masculine dative singular, where 

the spelling rules applied in IAG demand the letter oy: 

егда 60 грАдеши ... кь кнабоу (p. 179, Luke X II.58); 

приидош* на гробъ въсюавшоу слнцоу» (р. 133, Mark XVI.2). 

At this boundary, the classical texts use the letter o  ̂

more frequently, but a spelling with ю is also possible

(see, in Mar. , слъиьцю and слъньцоу) .

4.3.2.4. After a soft paired consonant at the 

morpheme boundary of masculine dative and vocative singular, 

both the classical texts and IAG use only ю: й эапрѣти 

фгню й шстави (p. 149b, Luke IV.39); оучителю. вѣмы

тко право глеши. (p• 197, Luke XX.21); ра®уй с а  итЗю
כ כ

Іоудеискыи. (p. 264, John XIX.3).
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4.3.2.5. At a morpheme boundary after {j} , the 

spelling requires only ю. In the entire IAG there is only 

one example where the letter 8 stands in this position - 

|n,o=v,ar,-#j u}: помози ыоюмоу невѣриЙ II (p. I־ l l ,  Mark 

IX•24). But in this peculiar case, at the end of a line, 

the use of an & (very narrow and long) was probably dictated 

by lack of space.

4•3.2.6• The morphoneme juj in in it ia l position 

and after hard consonants is usually expressed graphically 

by the digraph o^, as in Greek and classical OCS• Sometimes 

in in it ia l or final position i t  is expressed by the ligature 

8 (uk). This letter does not occur between two consonants. 

But when the consonant before ļu ļ is written above the line, 

and a vowel letter stands in the line before the grapheme 

for ļu}, then usually the {u} is expressed only by the let- 

ter y. (without the preceding o), while the front part of the 

letter y, overlaps the letter for the vowel on the line:

Д  Д
р^/ ют ca (p. 54) , р<*ч/итѣ ça (p. 85b) , etc•

4.3.3. The morphoneme {o}^^ can follow any non - 

vocalic morphoneme, either inside a lexical morpheme or at a 

morpheme boundary; in Slavic words, i t  can stand in word in- 

it ia l position or follow a vowel, provided a prefixai mor- 

pheme boundary separates the two vowels (as in гтриобрѣсти) • 

The latter restriction does not apply to Greek words.

439• The spellings of the outcomes of this mor- 
phoneme are discussed in:

R. Scholvin, op• c i t • , pp. 24, 31-33, 42•
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Depending on the environment - the preceding con- 

sonant, sonorant or glide - |o} has two phonetic realiza- 

tions: a rounded middle vowel after hard consonants (C03 ) 

and an unrounded middle vowel after soft and palatal con- 

sonants and the glide / j /  ([e]). The same restriction as 

for ļu ] applies here too: the feature [+SOFT] of non-vocal- 

ic phonemes (which, following Chomsky and Halle**®, can be 

determined as [+HIGH]) is incompatible with the feature 

[+R0UNDED] of the following vocalic morphoneme.

4.3.3.1. Graphically, the morphoneme |oj is ex- 

pressed in IAG by the following letters: o, 0), <>, Ѳ, e,

Ѣ. In Slavic words, the letters о, и), ф and Ѳ stand for 

the phoneme /о/ in word-initial position or after a vowel 

across the prefix boundary, as well as after hard consonants 

(in the latter environment, written only as о or 0)) . In 

Greek words, the environment also includes "after a vowel 

within a lexical morpheme1*. The letter e represents the 

segment [e], which, since i t  does not have morphonemic jus- 

tifica tion , is represented by {o} . The morphoneme ļ j }  is 

usually omitted by the spelling, which doubtless indicates 

a phonological fact: its  phonemic redundancy after having 

changed the feature [+ROUNDED] of ļo} into [-ROUNDED] - 

i.e ., ļo} > [e]. But in many cases after ļ j ļ  in in it ia l 

position or at a morpheme boundary, the ligature ю stands

440. N. Chomsky, M. Halle, The Sound Pattern of 
English, New York, 1968, p. 301-329.
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for the combination of j j}  and ļo}• In a few instances the 

letter Ѣ is used for the morphoneme {oj after a soft conso- 

nant (cf. below).

4.3.3.2. A ll consonants paired for softness/hard- 

ness may be followed by the morphoneme {o}, represented 

graphically as e or o, expressing the phonetic outcomes [e] 

and [o], respectively. The palatal consonants /3 / ,  /с/, / 2/ ,  

/S/, / 6/  and the clusters / 2d/ and /§ t/ can never be fo l- 

lowed by the [+ROUNDED] phonemic variant of this morphoneme 

(and thus, by the letters о and со). This rule holds for 

both inside a lexical morpheme and at a morpheme boundary.

In Mar. and Zogr. the word for ,ashes1 is regis- 

tered in the phrase въ попелѣ» This word does not occur in 

the Aprakos versions. In IAG i t  is written with e, indi- 

eating a soft in it ia l /p ,/ (resulting from IE ablaut).

These two variants represent an old Common Slavic isogloss: 

*ререіъ *рореіъ: древле оубо въ врѣтищи й пепелѣ, 

покаали с а быш̂  (p. 34b, Matth. XI. 21).

4.3.3.3. The velars {к}, ļg| and |xļ are always 

hard in Slavic words. Before {i} within lexical morphemes 

in Greek or Hebrew borrowings, they appear only in their 

soft allophones. But before |o} in these borrowings they 

are paired as / к /~ /к , / ,  /д/~/д,/, /х/~/х,/: й йзыде 

... на (онъ полъ потока кедръекаго (p. 260b, John XVIII.1) ; 

вьвръже двѣ лептѣ. еже 1е кондратъ. (p. 121b, Mark X II.42) 

оубоите же са ... дш*. и тѣло погоубити въ геёнѣ: (р. ЗІЬ,
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Matth• X.28); <5радьнѣе б*деть содомоу или гоморо;у . . .

(p. 101b, Mark VI.11); іако архела?е цр т̂воуютъ въ Іоудеи. 

(p. lib , Matth. 11.22); горе тебѣ хбразйнъ. (p. 169, Luke 

X.13).

While some of the glagolitic texts use a special 

letter (in c y rillic  transliteration ־ "h) for the Greek 

phoneme /g ,/ inside lexical morphemes, IAG follows the tra- 

dition already established in Sav, and the rest of the older 

Bulgarian Church Slavic texts: i t  uses only the cy rillic  

letter r. The phonetic palatalization of the soft velars 

inside the lexical morphemes of foreign borrowings, ex- 

pressed graphically by the letter e, is best illustrated by 

the use of the ligature Ю, which in a ll other instances in 

IAG always denotes the combination either in word -

in it ia l position or at a morpheme boundary after a vowel. 

Thus, the only exception to this consistent spelling in IAG 

is: й вина й сйюера не йматъ пйти. (р. 138, Luke 1.15).

4.3.3.4. In IAG, despite an older phonological 

restriction on the occurrence of two vowels in a row, the 

morphoneme ■{o} as a [+R0UNDED] vowel may follow another 

vowel in foreign words, where i t  is usually written with to: 

1(j) ios,if-0} ^ Ісосифъ, { ( j) ioann-0} ■7 Іа^ннъ, etc. The 

classical OCS texts and Ostr. often have the letter e in 

such an environment: ерданѣ (Mar., p. 116), ерданьсцѣі 

(Sav. , p. 145b), ерданьсцѣи (Ostr. , p. 254c), иерданьсцѣи 

(Ostr. , p. 255d) . The letters e and *e in word-initial 

position may represent in itia l ļ j ļ  followed by |o |, or

00047407

-  292 - Ilya Talev - 9783954793341
Downloaded from PubFactory at 01/10/2019 06:10:29AM

via free access



%
•

in it ia l ļ j }  followed by the fleeting vowel {#}• In both 

cases the spelling utilizes more or less alternate forms 

with e or *e.

The only Slavic words registered in IAG which 

have in it ia l { j ļ followed by ļo ־ ļ are the derivatives of the 

stem |jod,in-} and the forms of the word |joz,or־}. These 

words in the East Slavic dialects are without in it ia l {jj# 

but in South Slavic and in the Church Slavic writings from 

the South they never appear without in it ia l jotation. These 

two stems and almost a ll Greek borrowings which, in Greek, 

are written with the letter ף (eta) and are morphonemically 

understood in Slavic as having in it ia l {jo}, have alternate 

spellings with e and æ: един* (p. 56) and !едино (p. 16b)

כ כ
езера and іезеро (both on p. 161b) ; гезекиа (p. 7) ; 

елеазаръ (p. 7b); ёлинское and і^лины (both on p. 234).

4.3.3.5. In only one morphonological environment 

do the orthographic and phonological rules reflected in IAG 

allow the phonetic feature [+R0UNDED] in the morphoneme {o} 

after { j} ; the following two conditions rtiust be present:

a) The morphonemes {jj- and {ô  are separated by 

a morpheme boundary;

b) Before the morpheme boundary not only a final 

{j} is present, but the entire sequence ļ Soft Consonant+oj-^.

There is no exception to this rule in the spel- 

ling of IAG: { a lf ,oj-ov-fl ļ  алфёсовъ (p. 30); |andr,oj- 

ov־aj ר> андреа)ва (p. 216) ; | z,ov,od,oj־om| > сь эеведешмь
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(p. 15). In this environment the glagolitic texts. Sav, 

and Ostr. often use the letter o, but alternate spelling 

with e is not unusual. In addition, the classical texts 

have гесонѣ (Mar. , p. 11), виѲлешмѣ (p. 5). Such spellings 

are unknown in IAG. The literary language of the 14th cen- 

tury in the version of IAG distinguishes absolutely clearly 

the phonological (and orthographic) rules within a lexical 

morpheme from those applied at a morpheme boundary. So far 

i t  has been demonstrated that phonetic innovations occur 

f irs t  within the lexical morpheme, while the rules of Slavic 

morphonology are extremely conservative at boundaries.

Even in Contemporary Standard Bulgarian, the same 

rule (preservation of rounding in {oļ after a ļ j ļ  at a mor- 

pheme boundary) governs the plural-formation of monosyllabic 

masculine substantives ending in {oj} , {ejļ: ļbrcfj-oveļ כ* 

бр0еве ,issues (of a periodical) 1 versus jzmej-ove^ ^ 

змёйове ,dragons1, {bej-ove j־ ■> бёйове *Turkish overlords*.

4.3.3.6. The word for ,o i l ' in  Church Slavic is 

a Greek borrowing ־ eXatov. In the glagolitic texts and 

Sav, i t  is represented as олѣи, always with the letter ja t 1 

and in it ia l {o} without jotation. In Ostr. i t  appears as 

олеш (p. 148c). In IAG the Greek word for 'o i l 1 is trans- 

lated five times with масло, while the Greek borrowing is 

used only three times, in one of them ־ as the instrumental 

singular ёлеемь (p. 101b). This seems to contradict the 

absolute character of the phonological and orthographic rule
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for the rounding of {o} at a morpheme boundary after {Soft 

Consonant + o j1* ;{־ jol,oj-om} should give the unattested 

(in IAG) form ♦ёлешмь. But the morphonemic representation 

of this word as *{jol,oj-om} does not seem to be justified. 

The glagolitic texts and Sav., with no oscillation, write 

the word with the letter (олѣи); this would rather sug- 

gest for IAG such a morphonemic representation as {jo l,a j- 

omļ. In this environment the {o} in the morphological end- 

ing {־omļ should become phonetically unrounded ־ [e]. The 

representation of the morphoneme {a}, which follows the soft 

consonant, before a soft consonant or { j}  in unstressed 

position, does not cause problems** .־̂

Bearing in mind the shape of this word in the 

Bulgarian dialects and standard language of today, one might 

be tempted to offer another possible representation for this 

word ־ { j 0*1 , #j -omļ. The Contemporary Standard Bulgarian 

word for ,cooking oil* is блио, which can only be derived 

from an underlying *{ol,#j־}. However, such a representa־ 

tion for the 14th-century form attested in IAG is untenable, 

because the fleeting vowel in *{( j)o l,# j- 1  should have been 

expressed in IAG by means of the letter и (for tense jer) , 

which, however, did not happen in any of the three forms
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441. Phonetically, this unstressed /a / after a 
soft consonant should yield a [-LOW], [-ROUNDED] vowel, 
which may be expressed graphically by the letters Ѣ, e, or 
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registered in IAG. The modern Bulgarian word is most like ly 

a new borrowing, whose phonetic expression as [ol,i&] 

{oi,#j-oj follows rules not attested in the classical texts 

nor in IAG. Thus, for instance, in Mar. (and the rest of 

the OCS texts) words like илиевъ (p. 204) and краниево 

(p. 108) are attested only with -ев-. In IAG, as in the 

classical OCS texts, rounding of the ļo} in this environment 

is not allowed at a ll. By contrast, many modern Bulgarian 

dialects have such forms as [ i l i o f ] , [ i l iu f]**^ .

4.3.3.7. The glagolitic texts show a phonetic 

alternation of [e] and [c] at a morpheme boundary after a 

final {r,} , expressed in the spelling by the use of either 

e or о: кесареви and кесарови (Mar. ). I t  seems that here 

the problem is a general tendency to harden ļ r , ļ  into / r / .  

IAG has only кесарёви (p. 65) for the dative singular, and 

кёсаревъ (p. 197b) for the possessive adjective.

4.3.3.8. The rules for distribution of the le t- 

ters o, w» ® and ф are very tentative. The letters ф and Ѳ 

are rarely used, most like ly for decorative purposes, and 

appear only in in it ia l position: фбѣма (p. 33b), Ѳчи

(p. 239) or for the preposition: Ф них же (p. 175). The 

most frequent use of the letter u> is in the preposition and 

prefix |ot#־ | , usually written as a ligature S, but in a few

442. St. Stojkov, Bułgarska dialektoloģija, 
Sofia, 1962, pp. 66, 126.
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cases, both as prefix and as preposition, written instead as 

отъ. In addition, со is written in Greek names, where the 

letter omega stands in the Greek originals; in many cases, 

however, when we find the letter (0 in the Slavic text, there 

should be an omicron in the Greek original, and vice versa 

(cf. below). In Slavic words the letter ü) is most often 

written in word-initial position. Some words are always 

written with omega: (оставление (5 times, on pp. 76b, 88b, 

141, 144b, 212); in others the scribe uses either о or (0: 

обрѣте (p. 25) and ообрѣте (p. 55) . The tendency in IAG 

is to use the omega in in it ia l position in Slavic words 

much more frequently than in the older Church Slavic texts. 

In a few instances omega may even be found in word-final 

position: era) (p. 81)• I t  may also appear inside a Slavic 

lexical morpheme: похазти (p. 97). At a morpheme boundary 

omega is used very frequently to render the f irs t  phoneme 

of the suffix ( - 0 V - 1  (with (+ROUNDING] ) :  алфёсова (p. 92b), 

бѣссовьсцѣмъ (p. 29b) , and in the grammatical endings, 

especially i f  they follow a velar: йдоха)мъ (p• 57b) , 

тръжникшмъ (p. 61b), etc.

Sometimes the in it ia l le tter for {o} in the word 

очи is decorated with a dot in the center: Ѳ is known as 

"o očnoe"4*  ̂ ( i t  even appears once with two dots, like a

443• E. F. Karskij, Slavjanskaja kirillovskaja 
paleografi ja , Leningrad, 1928, p~ 196-197. Кars k i j s tates 
that о očnoe" can appear also in positions other than 
word-initial (for instance, as in Pskovskij Apostol of 
1309). However, no such case is registered in IAG.
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פ *
pair of eyes - ©, p. 210): и помаза іемоу Ѳчи брениемъ.

(р. 239, John IX.6). But this type of ornamentation can 

hardly have made "o očnoe" a different letter; i t  occurs 

mostly in the forms of the word очи, yet its  frequency even 

there is much lower than that of the conventional letter o.

4•3.3.9. There is a case where the morphoneme {o} 

after a soft consonant is represented by the letter Ѣ: 

1bVd,-a-t,о} : бзрдетѣ [=б*дѣте] вь коупѣ двѣ мел*щи.

(p. 190b, Luke XVII.35). The reason for this mistake is 

the phonetic change of ļaļ into [e], [9], or even [i] be- 

tween two soft consonants (including ļ j ļ )  or in absolute 

word-final position after a soft consonant. This change of 

a [+L0W] vowel into a [-LOW] ( [-LOW][-HIGH] or even [+HIGH]) 

vowel is caused by the phonological restriction, according 

to which no [+LOW] vowel can occur in the environment be- 

tween two [+HIGH] (i.e. soft) consonants, nor, when un- 

stressed, between a [+HIGH] consonant and word end. In this 

particular case the rendering of final ļo ļ after a soft 

consonant as Ѣ is a hypercorrection, since final unstressed 

{o} and {a} have merged into the same phonetic outcome - a 

[-LOW] (perhaps even [+HIGH]), [-ROUNDED], unstressed vowel. 

There are two more examples in IAG of the rendering of a 

final unstressed {oj after a soft consonant as Ѣ in the 

verbal ending of the third person dual aorist: совръзостѣ 

с* бчи йма (p. 29, Matth. IX.30); &чи же *ею оудръжастѣ 

с*• (р. 210, Luke XXIV.16).
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4.3.3.10» The letter Ѣ always stands for the mor- 

phoneme {o} after {n,} in the negative particle {n,o} (which 

in isolation is graphically expressed as не) when i t  pre- 

cedes the present tense forms of the verb ,to be*. But the 

in it ia l morphonemic sequence of the verb, ļ j l  is always ,{־

truncated i f  i t  follows the particle ^n,o}. Here what is 

involved is a phonemic change due to the stress rules syn- 

tactically, the forms of the present tense of the verb ,to 

be' behave as c litics  and change their position in the syn- 

tagma. They are always found after a word with emphatic 

stress, or i f  there is none, after the f irs t  stressed word 

of the syntagma. (If the same syntagma contains other e li-  

tics such as ли, 60, же, ти, etc., and the particles ^а, не, 

the rules for ordering the c litics  become extremely complex, 

as in modern Bulgarian, and cannot be adequately treated

e э r־־»
except in a special study.) Examples are: з̂ь̂  іесѵ.г бъ 

aBpaáMOBb (p. 66, Matth. XXII.32)? нхаэь благъ есмъ.

(р. 59, Matth. XX.15)? *ако сотцъ вашь нЗсныи съвръшенъ 

юстъ. (р. 19, Matth. V.48) ? оунѣге ти !есть да погыбнетъ
Э כ

гединь оудъ твоихъ. (р. 17b, Matth. V.30).

Thus the combination of the two unstressed mor- 

phemes {nto} and ļj#s-m,ļ causes the appearance of stress 

on the f irs t  one, namely {n,o-}. The morphonemic sequence 

{n,o + j#s-m,1 behaves as one word with its  own stress, and 

its phonemic outcome is /n,asm,/ (firs t person singular).

In addition, for example, in,о + j#s-mi\ becomes /п,а'8т і/
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(firs t person plural), and |n,o + j#s,-i} becomes /n,ás,i/ 

(second person singular)- What one observes in these forms 

is a reduction of ļ j ļ  to 0 with a subsequent change in the 

new sequence: n,o-0♦- into n,a-. This must represent a 

change which had occurred in the Common Slavic dialects when 

*e and *ë (the reconstructed forms are *ne and *në rather 

than n,o and n,a) were opposed only by length. But in the 

14th century one cannot express synchronically this change 

as the lengthening of ļo ļ into /a/, o r  of /e/ into /a/ after 

a soft consonant, because i t  is impossible to prove that the 

distinctive phonemic feature in these pairs was length.

Since the change of ļo ļ to /a/ in this environment ({n,o* + 

j#s-1 ) is connected with the reduction of | j}  to 0 ,  the com- 

bination of ļn,oļ and the form of the third person plural of 

the present tense of the verb 'to be' (ļs-Vtļ), where in i-  

t ia l ļ j ļ  is absent, should simply have stayed unchanged - 

ļn,o* + s-Vt j > /n,osVt/, which would be written не сжтъ«

The classical texts and Ostr. always have нѣсмь, etc., but 

never a third person plural in *нѣ: не с̂ тъ (Mar. , 

p. 358), не схтъ (Sav. , p. 125b). In IAG, however, a ll 

forms of the present tense of the verb *to be1 with the 

particle {n,o} are spelled with нѣ, including the third 

person plural: а наюиникъ йже нѣс пастыр. емоу же нѣс^тъ» 

(p. 242, John X.12)• This seems to be a result of morpho- 

nemic levelling of the entire paradigm of this verb in the 

negative form.
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The environment {j#״} after the morpheme boundary 

following the negative particle ļn,oļ is not sufficient to 

create /п,а/г: ļn ,o-j# ...}; i t  must be combined with assign- 

ment of stress on the negative particle. Proof of this is 

furnished by the negative forms jn,o + j#m,-Vtļy й не им>ктъ 

чьсо тсти. (p. 48, Matth. XV.32) and {n,o + j#mj-o-t,o} > 

семоу вы вѣрх не Омлете. (p. 226b, John V.38).

I t  is interesting to compare the situation in 

Contemporary Standard Bulgarian, where the verb ,to be' has 

its  own stress (and thus ceases to be a c lit ic ) only i f  i t  

immediately follows the negative particle не: не é йдвал 

,he has not been here1 (but compare: не (да) e йдвал ’he 

most likely has not been here1). When followed by forms of 

the present tense of the verb ,to be’ in the standard lan- 

диаде, the negative particle is never stressed. But con- 

trary to what is observed in IAG, the verb ,to have1 now 

behaves the way the verb 'to be' used to behave in the l i t -  

erary language of the 14th century: ймаы ,I have', but 

нймам (/n,ámam/ < ^n,o + j#m-aj-m}) ,I do not have'.

4.3.4. The literary language of 14th-century 

Bulgaria, as represented in IAG, has a morphoneme -

a [+L0W], [-ROUNDED], [-FRONT] vowel, which can follow 

either a hard or a soft consonant, either inside a lexical

00047407
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jotation are mentioned in:

R. Scholvin, op. c i t . , pp. 41, 42.
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morpheme or after a morpheme boundary. In addition, like 

the morphonemes { i ] ,  {o} and ^u}, i t  may be found in abso- 

lute word-initial position• But as w ill be shown later, by 

the time of the writing of IAG the phonological rules of the 

language produced a phonemic and phonetic outcome of this 

morphoneme, in the environment after a soft consonant, dif- 

ferent from that in the environment after a hard consonant 

or in word-initial position•

4.3,4.1• No modern Slavic dialect in present-day 

Bulgaria, Macedonia, Greece or European Turkey distinguishes 

an original ja t ' (*ë! or *£2)  reconstructed on comparative ׳

Slavic evidence, from an original combination *jã**"*, nor 

was such a distinction made explicit in the known c y rillic

- much less, glagolitic - texts of classical OCS, written 

in the Bulgarian linguistic area or copied from a Bulgarian 

original**^. And yet, the c y rillic  Slavic alphabet, al- 

though without strict graphic distinction, has even in the

445• N• van Wijk, Le développement des voyelles 
ë, a, ia en bulgare. Revue des e'tudes slaves, 7, Paris, 
T92T, p. 7-21•

Xr. Kodov, Eziket na trakijskite î  maloaziatski־־ 
te balgari, Sofia, 1935, p. ЗІГ̂ ЗТ[

B• Conev, Istorija na balgarskij ezik, I ,  Sofia, 
1919, p. 303-333•

St. Mladenov, Geschichte der bulgarischen 
Sprache, Berlin-Leipzig, 1929, p• ?9-99.

K. Mirčev, op, c i t . , p, 105-109,
Bl. Koneski, Istorija na makedonskiot jazik, 

Skopje, 1967, p. 50-52.

446• P. Diels, Altkirchenslavische Grammatik, 
Heidelberg, 1963 (2nd edition), p. 31-36.
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older texts two letters for *ë and the combination *ļS: Ѣ 

and the ligature 1a. On the other hand, the glagolitic al- 

phabet utilizes only one graphic symbol, for both etymo- 

logical *ë and *ļā. This very fact gives evidence that the 

glagolitic alphabet was originally designed for a linguistic 

system which did not know such phonetic distinction, while 

the c y rillic  was created for a linguistic system which pho- 

netically distinguished original *ë and *j_a. From the old- 

est preserved records of c y rillic  literature in Bulgaria, 

Codex Suprasliensis and Sawina kniga, i t  is clear that the 

existence of two graphemes for one phoneme created serious 

orthographic problems. The medieval men's reverence for 

written symbols made i t  impossible for them to eliminate 

either of the two letters. As the Bulgarian dialects fur- 

ther developed their own structural peculiarities, different 

from Church Slavic (under the influence of the Balkan con- 

vergence area), increasing efforts were made by the gram- 

marians to standardize the literary language, and above a ll 

its  graphic system. I f  here and there the orthography shows 

oscillation under the pressure of the living language, the 

forms influenced by the spoken language were undoubtedly 

spelling mistakes, and had no chance of becoming the norm. 

The conscious efforts of grammarians to disregard completely 

the changes in the living Bulgarian dialects and to purge 

out of the literary writings mistakes introduced under the 

influence of the dialects, are exactly what made the Middle
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Bulgarian literary language not only a supradialectal but 

also a supranational medium of written communication• This 

fact, of which modern linguists complain most in their ef- 

forts to unveil the history of the Bulgarian language44̂ , 

was the greatest asset of the Bulgarian literary language, 

making possible the transfer of the Byzantine literature 

translated into this language, as well as some literary 

works originally written in i t ,  into 14th-century Serbia 

and 15th-century Moldavia, Wallachia, Russian Lithuania and 

Russia.

4.3.4•2. The efforts to normalize the use of the 

graphemes Ѣ and fa must have been seriously upset by the 

fact that none of the c y rillic  texts existing in Bulgaria 

offered consistent data upon which a scribe might build a 

firm set of orthographic rules. Moreover, some of the old- 

est Bulgarian c y rillic  texts are direct copies from glago- 

l i t ic  originals4*®, and even when both letters are used, 

the letter 1a has a very insignificant frequency. In the 

extant fragments of Eninski Apostol**9, ьа appears only 

eight times as against hundreds of occurrences of Ѣ. But 

the amazing fact is that even in the 1 1 th century, the

447. K. MirČev, op. c i t . , p. 144.

448. E. F. Karskij, op• c i t . , p. 211-219.

449. K. Mirčev, Xr. Kodov, ed's., Eninski Apo- 
stol. Starobal^arski pametnik ot XI vek, Sofia, 196Í, 263pp•

(Reviewed by : A. Min?eva, Izdanie na nov orig i- 
nalen starobølgarski pametnik, BelgEz, XVI, 1966, 5, 
p. 520-522.)
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scribe of this book tried to make some system for the use of 

the two letters: in the extant fragment of the manuscript, 

the letter ш is, in six of its  eight occurrences, written 

after Ѣ, as in любодѣіаниѣ (p. 2b). The scribe did not use 

this principle consistently, and forms like стоудодѣѣнии 

(p. 5b) exist t o o 4 5 0 .

When one compares the situation in Eninski Apostol 

with that in Sav. - another very old Bulgarian copy from the 

11th century ־ i t  becomes clear that the scribe of Sav, also 

follows some basic rules in the distribution of the two let- 

ters: generally stated, the letter Ѣ was written most of 

the time after a consonant, and the ligature 1a ־ after a 

vowel or in word-initial position. Such a tendency must 

have been created not by chance: the reason behind i t  is 

the different distribution of etymological *ë and ♦ja׳with- 

in the word. According to ancient phonological rules of the 

syllable structure in Slavic dialects, *ļā cannot follow a 

consonant inside a morpheme, but can occur in word-initial 

position or immediately after a morpheme boundary. On the 

other hand, *ë (from *ë! or *ë2) inside a morpheme occurs 

only after consonants; i t  appears very rarely in word-ini- 

t ia l position (*ëxa-ti, ♦ës-ti), and its most frequent usage 

as a desinence is after morpheme boundaries of the hard 

nominal declension (where the stems must end in consonants)•

450. K. Mirïev, Xr. Kodov, ed's., Eninski 
Apostol. ã . . f p. 183.
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Thus, in the prototype of Sav. , the phonetic distinction 

between *e and *j_a must have been made, reflecting a dialect 

different from those of the writers of the glagolitic texts. 

The letter Ѣ must have occurred in most instances after a 

consonant, and the ligature m  - after vowels or in word - 

in it ia l position. Remnants of the etymologically correct 

spelling of Ѣ and *a in Sav. , despite such a general tenden- 

cy in their distribution after consonants or vowels and in 

in it ia l position, are forms such as ближьшаго (3 times 

with the correct *a, although graphically following a letter 

for a consonant), different forms of the verb ѣсти (written 

6 times with in it ia l Ѣ), and the complete absence of the 

letter Ѣ in word-initial position for the original sequence 

*jā. But s t i l l ,  as I have counted, other forms of the verb 

*ēsti appear 28 times written with in it ia l tâ, following the 

general tendency in the distribution of *ë and *2â• The 

original combination *j/־a across a morpheme boundary (in 

*morj-a) is expressed as морѣ (p. 40b), because the letter 

required should immediately follow a consonant letter.

4.3.4.3. The scribe of IAG applies very strict 

mechanical rules for the distribution of the letter Ѣ and 

the ligature ja. In his original text, the letter Ѣ never 

appears in word-initial position or after a consonant. In 

the only example where the ligature 1a is written after a 

prefixai morpheme boundary when the prefix ends in a con- 

sonant (\b}), the ja is actually written not after the 6,
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but after a le tter which expresses either a vowel or a word 

boundary - ъ : обьгадёніемь (p. 200b) . A letter 1a written 

by the original scribe in the fina l version of the book fo l- 

lows the le tter н in only two instances: пад же оубо рабъ 

тъ клан tarne са емоу гла. (р. 55, Matth. XVIII.26); й 

блажн tax* cą о нёмъ. (p. 101, Mark VI.3). But here some- 

one has erased the le tter Ѣ which was written between the 

letters h and 1a, traces of which are s t i l l  visible. The 

words originally were written by the hand of Monk Symon as 

кланѣгаше с* and блажнѣіах* c ą . Similar corrections were 

made in the original spelling of the word нинѣ; the letter 

Ѣ was erased and m  was written instead (p. 140, 114b, 

etc.). The person who corrected those few words, not under־ 

standing the system applied by Monk Symon, for some reason 

tried to improve on the spelling.

In a few instances, in grammatical endings, the 

letter Ѣ, originally written after the letter £, was erased 

and replaced by the le tter a. (We have previously described

- on p. 272-273 ־ corrections in the spelling of the word 

трѣва י> трава, where this change takes place in the root.) 

Examples are: бѣ корабль по срѣдѣ мора (p. 104, Mark VI.

^ כ  /л'
47); и бы бо.ура вѣтръна велиа. (p. 98, Mark IV.37); бы 

же и II пра вь нихъ. (p. 202-202b, Luke XXII.24); бѣста 60 

рыбара (p. 89b, Mark 1.16); не имамы цара, тькмо кесара. 

(р. 265, John XIX.15). The same kind of substitution of the 

letter a for Ѣ after the letter p is attested in the c y r il־
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l ic  Sav, and Supr.451. There is no way to identify the 

place and time of "corrections" of the original spelling of 

these words. One thing is clear: although before {i} with- 

in a lexical morpheme, the language of the original scribe 

seems to have lost the opposition [r,] [ r ] 4̂ ,  ^ i i s  spel- 

ling of the sequence r,-a across the flexionai morpheme 

boundary is determined not by the phonological rules, but 

by the morphological type of the word: forms like accusa- 

tive singular море (p. 89b), dative singular морю (p. 92b) 

and especially the locative singular мори (p. 95b) - which 

otherwise should have been *морѣ ־ must have indicated to 

the scribe that this word morphologically belonged to the 

soft declension type.

4.3.4.4. The only word whose final the

scribe Symon treats as [r] in the spelling of the genitive 

and accusative singular in a ll three existing examples, is 

the word кесара (pp. 141b, 144b, 265): йзыде повелѣние

3 KÓcspa йвгоуста. (p. 141b, Luke I I . 1). The genitive - 

accusative singular of this word is written also with -a 

in Sav. , but in Mar. i t  appears twice with Ѣ and once with 

a. Comparison of the spelling of the other registered forms 

and derivatives of this word in Mar. and IAG reveals the

451. Sawina kniga has forms like мора [=морѣ], 
распьра [=распрЕТ, съмѣраетъ [־съмѣрѣіетъ с*], etc.

Codex Suprasliensis has forms like боура [=боурѣ], 
сакелароу L=caKenap10J, сътвор* [=сътворь*•] י покараіемъ 
[=покарѣ*емъ], etc.

452. See the paragraph on under 4.3.1.
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following: while in Mar. the dative singular is spelled 

three times as кесареви and four times as кесарови, the only 

form registered in IAG is кёсареви < ļk,osar,-ov-i} (pp. 65, 

119b, 120, 197, 197b, 205b, 264b twice); while in Mar. the 

possessive adjectives are spelled twice as кесарев- and four 

times as кесаров-, the only registered forms in IAG are 

KecâpeB-  ({k,osar,ov-}) (pp. 65b twice, 120 twice, 197b 

twice). Since there is no oscillation in the spelling of 

the same grammatical forms ־ only кесара (as of the hard 

declension) and only кесареви, KecâpeB-  (as of the soft de- 

clension, or derived from a word ending in a soft ļ r , } ) ,  i t  

may be concluded that this word was treated like a word of 

"mixed” morphological type; but because of the lack of other 

case forms, such as the instrumental or locative singular, 

in IAG, i t  is unclear exactly which cases in addition to the 

genitive-accusative were from the hard, and which from the 

soft, declension. In derivation, however, the word appears 

to be of the soft declension. Such words of "mixed" type 

are not unusual for Church Slavic (compare the declension 

of some substantives with the suffix 1 -stv-}, such as 

ир тво, цр твте which can have two forms, e.g., for gen. 

sg. ({-stv-a} and 1-stv-#j-a^), but which have only one 

registered form (1 -stv-#j־ i } ) for the loc. sg.453J

453. I was not able to find reference in the l i t -  
erature to this peculiarity in the declension of the words 
цр̂ тво* цр^гвиіе. P. Diels, for instance, in paragraph 70,1 
discusses the variant spellings of instrumental singular and 
dative plural of substantives ending in -stv־ , but no exam-
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Yet words of "mixed type" could hardly have had support in 

the Bulgarian dialects of the 14th century, since the nomi- 

nal flexion was seriously altered by that time4̂ 4.

4.3.4.5. A word which is always written with the 

letter a instead of Ѣ in a ll Middle Bulgarian texts, includ- 

ing IAG, is самс <  сѣыо ,here1. В. Conev*^ believes this 

spelling to represent a general tendency towards phonetic 

hardening of {s,}, ЬкД and {с}. K. Mirčev neither accepts

pie of locative singular is given. (P. Diels, op. c i t . , 
p. 168-169). In paragraph 73,1 there are numerous referen- 
ces to the occurrence of the locative singular form цѣсар ь- 
стви (P- Diels, op. c i t . , p. 172-173). I looked very thor- 
oughly through the glossaries of Mar. and Sav. , as well as 
through the abundant textual variants cited by Jagid in the 
footnotes of Mar. , bu£ I did not find a single example of 
the locative form *црствѣ.

In IAG the number of occurrences of forms like 
црства, upcTB03r_has considerably increased at the expense 
of д̂рСтвша, цр̂ твию, yet there is no single example of
*црствѣ.

В. von Arnim, in his monograph on the origin of 
the alternation of the suffixes -je, -stvo, -stvije in the 
biblical texts, gives many examples of alternating forms 
derived from the same lexical morphemes, in {-stv-} and 
{-stv-#j-}. But, since he does not l is t  the registered 
locative singular forms, one cannot te ll from his data 
whether or not a wholê  class of alternating words shares 
the peculiarity of цр^тво, црствте• See:

В. von Arnim, Beiträge zum Studium der altbul- 
garischen und altkirchenslavischen Wortbildung und Ober- 
setzungskunst. Ursachen des Wechsels zwischen den Suffixen 
-je, -stvo, -stvije in Evangelium, Apostolus, Psalter und 
einigen anderen Übersetzungen, Sitzungsberichte der phil. - 
hist. Klasse, 22 October 1931, Berlin, 1932, p. 95Ÿ-1Ô24.

4 54. K. Mirčev, Po vaprosa za sklonenieto v 
b91garskija ezik, B91gEz, IV, 1954, 1, p. 61-64.

455. B. Conev, ed., Vračansko evangelie (Brigar- 
ski starini, IV), Sofia, 1914, pl 40.
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nor categorically rejects this explanation456. I t  seems 

erroneous to link the phonetic hardening of 1 3 } and {c} in 

some modern West Bulgarian dialects (yielding [caluvamj < 

цѣловати) with the hardening of the \ s Ą  in сѣмо, which 

happened in a ll Bulgarian dialects (the existing form is 

HacáM ,hither, towards me1). Besides this difference - a 

narrow dialectal change versus an all-area change - i t  does 

not seem very convincing to link the phonetic outcome of the 

Second and Third Slavic Palatalizations with phonetic chan- 

ges in a phoneme which never resulted from the palataliza- 

tion of a velar. By its origin the word сѣмо is a composite 

of the demonstrative pronoun *Sb and the adverbial morpheme 

*-amo, which appears also in камо ,whither', овамо'here', 

тамо 'there', онамо 'over there', инамо 'elsewhere* and
j  p ך

шмо 'here' . A ll these words form a microsystem in which 

the morpheme 1 -amo [ follows a hard consonant in five cases, 

and a soft consonant in only one (|s,-amoj). The force of 

analogical levelling within the microsystem must have been 

the only decisive one, which changes {s,} into /s/. I t  is 

also possible that this process was sped up by the hardening

456. Although K. Mirčev expresses reservations 
by writing, " I t  is not certain, though, that we deal with
a phonetic development he lists the change of /s,amo/
to /samo/ in the paragraph on the phonetic hardening of /с/. 
But, on the other hand, he also accepts the possibility of 
the influence of the word /tamo/. See:

K. Mirčev, Istoričeska gramatika na bułgarskija 
ezik, Sofia, 1963 (2nd edition), p. 107•

457. L. Sadnik, R. Aitzetmüller, Handwörterbuch 
zu den altkirchenslavischen Texten, Hague-Hdlbg.,1955,p. Г5Ѵ.
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of the {s,} in the fossilized demonstrative enclitic, as in 

днесъ,,today'; this hardening, however, is d iff icu lt to date•

4.3.4•6. In one instance the letter Ѣ seems to be 

replaced by an a in the form имали (which, according to a ll 

the classical texts, should be имѣли) : да биіг* имали на 

нь что глати. (р. 235, John V III.6). However, here the 

problem is not phonetic hardening of ^m,}, but deeper mor- 

phological changes: the stem from the present paradigm of 

the verb имѣти - имамъ, имаши becomes also the derivational 

stem for the - 1 -participle.

4.3.4.7. The spelling of two words in IAG with Ѣ 

(instead of ъ or и, as in a ll classical texts) likewise had 

l i t t le  to do with phonological change: стъклѣници 

стькльници (Mar. ), иглѣнѣ «— игьлинѣ (Mar.). The forms 

with Ѣ registered in IAG have a different derivation - with 

the Common Slavic suffix represented in Russian by - jan- , 

used in the formation of some relative adjectives.

4.3.4.8. The archaic f irs t  person singular of the

athematic verb вѣдѣти, вѣдѣ, a remnant of the old perfect 

4 5 8tense , appears only once in IAG (p. 237), as against the 

form вѣмь in the same sentence in a ll other classical texts. 

But in Mar. , for instance, the form вѣдѣ is not registered 

at a l l459. IAG has a new form - вѣд̂ instead of the ־ 

4 58. N. Trubeckoj, О nekotoryx ostatkax isčez- 
nuvSix grammatičeskix kategorij v obščeslavjanskom pra- 
jazyke, Slavia, 1, 1922-23, p. 12-21.

459. P. Diels, op. c i t . , p. 280.
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regular f irs t  person singular present вѣмь or вѣмъ of the 

classical texts. The word вѣдл appears in IAG 11 times (pp. 

73, 180b twice, 233, 235b, 238b three times, 240b, 250b, 

251b). An explanation that the letter A in this instance 

stands for a correct Ѣ (as in вѣдѣ) is unlikely; the substi- 

tution of a  for Ѣ and vice versa, although known in some 

other Middle Bulgarian texts46̂ ļ ׳ s unusual for IAG. But i t  

is more like ly that such a substitution might have taken 

place in one of the older Slavic Gospel texts which Symon 

the Monk had at his disposal while preparing his revised 

edition. He was not able to see the relation between в Ѣда  

and the obscure correct form вѣдѣ» and misinterpreted вѣд* 

as either the f irs t person singular from the extended stem 

ļv,ad־ļ (as in the third person plural of the present, in 

the in fin itive  and in the - 1 -participle), or as a new form 

for the short present active participle in the nominative 

singular masculine: вѣды and в Ѣд а , parallel to сыи and cam. 

The latter misinterpretation would not have been prevented 

by the syntactic structure of some of the sentences, since 

very often the participles were used incorrectly, in place 

of a conjugated verb: й не познаете !е го . аз же в Ѣд а  ю го . 

й аще р е к *  не в Ѣда  е г о ,  б *д *  подобень вамъ лъжь. н*. вѣдд 

е г о ,  й слово его съблюда*. (p. 238b, John VIII.55).

460. A typical example is the 13th-century Apra- 
kos Gospel #849 in the Bulgarian National Library (Sofia).
I t  has forms like вѣще [=в*те] (p. 45b) ; прозрА [*прозьрѣ]
(p. 7b); and others. See:

M. Stojanov, Xr. Kodov, Opis . . . ,  I l l ,  Sofia,
1964, p. 21-22.
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4•3.4.9. The words кокотъ, коуръ, known from the 

classical texts, are not registered in IAG; neither is the 

word пѣтелъ with the letter Ѣ. When this latter word is 

written in the original hand, i t  always has the letter A 

instead of ѣ: й петель възгласи• (p. 129, Mark XIV.68).

In a few instances someone erased the letter *  and wrote an 

e, but these spellings are not by the hand of the original 

scribe. In the case of петель, the letter for the nasal 

vowel, A, is not a substitution for the letter Ѣ in the form 

{prat,-# l-}. The underlying form of this word in the IAG 

scribe's language must be |p,Vt,-#l-1*6* .

4.3.4.10. The verb прѣѣде (Mar. , Zogr. ) or 

прѣюде (Ostr. , Sav. ) is always rendered in IAG, as in 

Assem. , by прѣиде. As has already been discussed, the ques- 

tion here is not one of phonetic change of {ja} to [ i ] , but 

rather of semantic changes in the meaning of some verbs of 

motion. The verbal pair ļ jax -a j- t, i ļ ļ jazd ,־ i t־ , і^ meant 

only ’ to ride horseback’ , while the verb ^j#d-t,i} had ex- 

panded its  meaning into ,to pass over, cross; to arrive*. 

There is no doubt that the verb ļ  jax-aj-t , i j־ ^  | jazd,-i-t, i} 

existed with the meaning ,to ride horseback' in the 14th - 

century Bulgarian literary language. In the Tale of Troy462 

the aorist of the verb { na=jazd,-i-t,i] ,to draw abreast

461. This word w ill be discussed in 4.3.5.5.

462. I. Dujčev, ed., Letopista na Konstantin 
Manasi, Sofia, 1963, p. 83-125.
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with (someone) on horseback, overtake (someone) on horse- 

back', is registered twice: й нашздиста са, й Хрва менелае 

але̂ андра фарижа, й лежаше II въ троискомъ прасѣ ...

(p. 55b) ,And they drew abreast on their horses, and Mene- 

laos attacked Alexander/Paris, and (Alexander) lay in the 

dust of Troy и вьз* айакшь каме^, коего не

мог*тъ два витеза двигн*ти, II й натэди й оудари ектора 

кралѣ . .. (р• 55-55b) ,And Ajax picked up a stone, which 

two knights could not move, and on horseback overtook and 

struck King Hector'.

4.3.4.11. In a few instances the letter Ѣ in 

classical texts is replaced by e in IAG. The imperfecti- 

vized form of the verb въмести̂ въмѣтати ,to throw into 1 

should be spelled with Ѣ because of the regular morphonemic 

alternation {o] 4̂✓ {a} (historically caused by lengthening 

of the stem vowel): { v#=m,ot-t,ij -w ļv#=m,at-aj-t, i j  

(въмѣтати, въмѣтаіж) . The third person singular present of 

this imperfective verb, however, is in one instance spelled 

with e instead of Ѣ in IAG, although in the rest of its 

occurrences i t  has ѣ: т к о  же члкъ вьметаетъ сѢма 

вь земл*. (р. 97, Mark IV.26).

Similar oscillation is known in the classical 

texts. Mar. has the forms вьмѣтаеыа (p. 157) and вьме- 

таемоу (p. 107). In contrast to the latter, Zogr. has the 

correct въмѣтаему. The alternation /е/ / ja / in the d if- 

ferent aspects of this verb exists in modern Bulgarian too:
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да мётна (perfective) versus ыйтам (imperfective). The 

spelling with e, in both IAG and Mar. , of an imperfective 

form which should definitely have {a} after ļm,ļ in its  un- 

derlying morphoneme, suggests a phonetic outcome for this 

{a} of te], [i] or [э] in unstressed position - generally, a 

[-LOW] vowel. This phonological rule must have been in 

operation already at the time when the glagolitic texts from 

Bulgaria were written, the late 10th or 11th century (cf. 

the above quoted example from Mar. ). Yet only in a few 

places did the writer of IAG write the letter e for the un- 

derlying morphoneme {a} after a soft consonant in either 

stressed or unstressed position before a soft consonant or 

the glide { j } ,  or in absolute word-end position. Such mis- 

takes involve the verbal endings (e.g. the third person dual 

бждетѣ < {bVd,-at,o} (p. 190b)) and the comparative degree 

of some adjectives (e.g. руне te {un,a-jo} (p. 17b)).

4.3.4.12. Recapitulating the abcve, the following 

orthographic rules can be formulated for the original text 

of IAG, as regards the representation of the morphoneme ■ļaļ 

after hard and soft consonants:

a) After hard (paired) consonants, {a} is repre- 

sented by the letter a.

b) After soft (paired) consonants, {aj is repre- 

sented in most words by the letter Ѣ (never by the ligature 

ta ). The spelling of the genitive singular кесара with a 

is an orthographic rule, although in the rest of its para­
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digm this word has a soft / r , / •  But there are a few ortho-

graphic errors, made by the writer in representing the under-

lying {a} after a soft consonant by means of the letter e

in the following environments: f irs t,  where ļa ļ is un-

t Л
stressed; second, where ļa ļ is stressed, before a soft con- 

sonant or ļ j }  or in absolute word-final position. The num- 

ber of misspelled words is minimal, which shows the overall 

importance of the morphonemic principle in the spelling.

c) After / f / ,  /á/, /Žd/ and / á t / , both within a 

lexical morpheme and at a morpheme boundary, the morphoneme 

{a} is represented only by the letter a (the same rule was 

applied in classical OCS): видѣвше же оубо клеврѣти юго, 

бывшеіе. сьжалиш* си бѢло. (p. 55b, Matth. XVIII.31); 

придѣте й видите мѣсто йдеже лёжа Fb. (p. 85b, Matth. 

XXV111.6); жестоко іе^ слово се", кто можеть его слышати♦

(р. 231, John VI.60) ; по немъ хсйждаах* й слоужаах* емоу.

(p. 132b, Mark XV. 41); іа к о  к томоу не вьмѣщаахж с/ft ни 

прѣдь дверми. (p. 91b, Mark I I . 2).

d) After /с/ both within a lexical morpheme and 

at a morpheme boundary, the morphoneme {a^ is represented 

only by the letter a. In a few cases the letter Ѣ may be 

found in the same environment in the classical texts (чѣсѣ 

in Mar. , p. 85b, vs. часѣ in IAG in the same sentence):

въ часѣ врѣменнѣ (p. 147, Luke IV.5); 3 страха, й чааниа 

(p. 200b, Luke XXI.26); не трѣбоужть здравіи врача н* 

бол̂ Щіи. (p. 27b, Matth. IX.12).
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e) After and ļcļ within a lexical morpheme, 

the morphoneme {aj is represented by the letter Ѣ, while at 

a morpheme boundary - by the letter a or the letter Ѣ, de- 

pending on the type of morphonemic alternation. This com- 

plicated spelling rule is inherited from classical OCS, 

whose orthography distinguished /3 /  and /с/ of the Second 

Slavic Palatalization (by writing Ѣ for a following {aj)
9

from and {cj- of the Third Slavic Palatalization (by 

writing a for a following {aj). (I have compared the situ- 

ation in the various OCS texts and come to this conclusion.) 

I t  is very tempting to believe that, as S. B. Bernštejn46־* 

and R. Nahtigal4^4 suggest, there were two different phonet- 

ic outcomes for the phonemes /5 /  and /с/: l ļ ]  and [с] (for 

the results of the Second Palatalization) versus [3 ׳ ] and 

[c,] (for the results of the Third Palatalization). The 

Slāvist ought to take into account a very important detail; 

lexical and grammatical morphemes ending in / 3 /  and /с / 

from the Third Slavic Palatalization were morphologically 

interpreted as belonging to the soft paradigms (*star- ik-u 

-star* ־*נ ьс-ь), and in derivation are followed only by the 

phonetic outcomes of the vowels that follow soft consonants 

(*po=lïg-ov-âj - tei >• польБевати) . The phonetic hardening 

of /с / and /3 /  in the South Slavic dialects before an orig-

463. S. B. Bernštejn, OČerk sravnitel' noj gram- 
matiki slavjanskix jazykov, Moscow"̂  1961, pp. 2Õ1, 208-209.

464. R. Nahtigal, Die slavischen Sprachen, 
Wiesbaden, 1961, p. 32.
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inai *a is expressed by the spelling in OCS in the same 

fashion as the Common Slavic change of original after

the results of the First Slavic Palatalization, into *ã

( * č ē  > > *Sã; * U  ■> *Sã) .

Thus the spelling rule of classical OCS for ren- 

dering the morphoneme {a} after /с/ and /3 / ,  applied by the 

writer of IAG, is the following: f irs t,  when not at a mor- 

pheme boundary with a suffix or grammatical ending, only the 

letter Ѣ is written after the letters ц and s; second, at 

a morpheme boundary with the grammatical ending of the da- 

tive or locative singular or the nominative-accusative dual 

of the hard declensions (which are morphologically marked 

through softening of the last consonant in the stem), only 

Ѣ is written after the letters ц, s (and occasionally 0 ) 

when they represent the soft allophones of the velars ļk } 

and {g}? third, at a morpheme boundary with a suffix or 

with any other grammatical ending, only the letter a is 

written after the letters ц and s.

However, there is one word in IAG which marks the 

beginning of the opposition / c / ^ / c , /  within the lexical 

morpheme: цара (corrected later from the originally-writ- 

ten царѣ (p. 265)). The word цѣсарь (written also as 

ЦСРЬ) in the classical texts is not registered in IAG; the 

only abbreviation is црь, without the letter c). The Bui- 

garian language of today distinguishes /с / from /с ,/ within 

a lexical morpheme ־ /саг/ ,king' vs. /c,ar/ ,medicine'•
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The spelling царѣ is the earliest indication of this dis- 

tinction. I t  must have been triggered by the merging of / 3 /  

and / z f / i n  the dialects, thus establishing a symmetry: /z / 

^  /z , /  and /c/ ׳v׳ /с ,/.

4.3.4.13. The phonological rules of reconstructed 

Common Slavic did not allow a word to begin with except 

the conjunction a ,and, but1. The oldest OCS texts offer a 

long l is t  of words whose spelling throughout centuries of 

Church Slavic literature oscillates between in itia l a and 

1a. Words which always had in itia l a are foreign borrow- 

ings, as well as the forms алкати, алдии» in which i t  is 

d iff icu lt to explain why the liquid metathesis did not take 

place*^.

IAG indicates a development in the phonological 

system of the language: some words are always spelled with 

in it ia l a, the rest always with in itia l 1a, while the num- 

ber of words having alternate spelling with in itia l a or ja 

as in the classical texts has decreased to zero. Slavic 

words which are always spelled with in it ia l a in IAG are

9
the following: the conjunction a (numerous examples, the 

same as in the classical texts); агнецъ (pp. 168, 215,

465. One explanation for this alternation, 
accepted by many scholars, is based on the accentual pecu- 
lia ritie s  of these words. Cf.:

H. Birnbaum, The Dialects of Common Slavic,
p. 170.
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215b, 271b); азъ (scores of examples) ; & Л 4 4 . Щ -  (pp• 74b, 

140, 154); аше (numerous examples). Slavic words which 

are always spelled with in it ia l ta in IAG are: іавити ça 

(numerous examples); Явление (pp. 97, 141b, 161, 210b); 

нівѣ (pp. 19, 19b, 80, 94b, 247); a ll grammatical forms 

of the verb рйсти (numerous exaimples); тазв- (pp. 170b, 

269b) ; іаица (p. 172) ; тако (numerous exaunples) ; р&ма 

(pp. 36, 46b, 155b); таможе (numerous exaunples); тарем- 

нкча (p. 61); ЕЙрости (p• 148b); таръ (p. 194); рйсли 

(pp. 142, 142b, 180).

The word агодичинѣ (for сикаминѣ in the classical 

texts) was written by the hand of the original writer on 

p. 188b (Luke XVII.6), but another scribe erased the word 

сикоморих on p. 193 (Luke XIX.4) and wrote ійгодичинй.

Since the latter spelling does not belong to the original 

scribe, we can conclude that the spelling rules of IAG ex- 

elude alternate spelling of in it ia l a and 1a in the same 

word. The word алдии-ладии» registered in OCS texts, is 

completely absent from IAG, which instead has кораблъ; the 

word агода (Sav. ) is represented in IAG, as in the rest of 

the OCS texts, by плодъ (p. 37b).

4.3.4.14. As has already been stated, the morpho- 

neme {a} has no sequential restrictions in the language of 

IAG except after a vowel within a Slavic lexical morpheme. 

But in biblical names, {a} can follow { i } ,  an<* {ai :

елиакйм (p. 7b) ; іайръ (p. 163) ; ІсоАнъ (p. 215b) ;
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силоубмлА (p. 239b) and наассбн (p. 6b). Although this 

violates older rules of Slavic syllable structure, intervo- 

calic ļ j }  need not be inserted before the vowel ļa ] when i t  

follows another vowel within a lexical morpheme, since such 

a ļ j ļ  is not inserted before {o} either: otherwise i t  

would have changed this {o} into an [e]4̂ .

4.3.5. Traditionally, students of the history of 

the Bulgarian language and its  dialects - most prominent 

among them St. Mladenov46̂ , B. Conev46®, K. MirČev469 and 

B. K o n e s k i 4 ^  _ discuss the nasal vowels (in the plural) or 

the question of the redistribution, exchange, etc. of the 

nasal vowels in Middle Bulgarian literature4̂ .

For the language of those dialects which exhibit 

oscillation in the use of the letters ж and A, one should

466. Cf. the discussion of the problem, 4.3.3.4.

467. St. Mladenov, Geschichte der bulgarischen 
Sprache, Berlin-Leipzig, 1929, xiv + 354 pp.

4 68. B. Conev, Istorija na balgarskij ezik, 
Sofia, I, 1919, x + 529 op.; I I ,  193T7 xvi + 560 pp.; I I I ,  
1937, vi + 505 pp.

469. For a bibliographic survey of relevant works 
of K. S. Mirčev up to 1962 (in addition to his historical 
grammar), see:

M. SI. Mladenov, NauČni trudove na K ir i l Mirčev, 
IzvIBE, V III, Sofia, 1962, p. 13-23.

470. B. Koneski, Istorija na makedonskiot jazik. 
Skopje-Beograd, 1965, 103 pp.; Skopje, 1967 (2nd edition), 
241 pp.

4 71. The problem of the distribution of the nasal 
vowel letters, of their oscillation with each other and with 
letters representing non-nasal vowels, is discussed in:

R. Scholvin, op. c i t . , p. 42-53.
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rather speak of a single nasal vowel morphoneme, whose pho-

netic outcome as back or front vowel is predictable in the

environment after, respectively, a phonetically hard or soft

t ̂  1
consonant. The situation of this morphoneme ļV j is thus 

similar to that of {o}, which has two different outcomes - 

[e] and [o] - similarly motivated• But in word-initial 

position (with optional prothetic jotation) and at a mor- 

pheme boundary after { j} ,  the two nasal-vowel letters oscil- 

late in their use, very much like the letters a and ш in 

OCS and many Middle Bulgarian texts (though not in IAG)•

The merging of the two distinct etymological nasal vowels in 

the Middle Bulgarian period roughly parallels the merging 

of the nasal vowels in Polish, although the results were 

different in the two languages4̂ 2.

4.3.5.1. I t  should be stated plainly, that the 

term "nasal vowel" is absolutely conventional, and does not 

refer to the articulatory or auditory character of the 

vowel, but to its  origin. There are reliable indications

00047407

472. T. Lehr-Spíawiriski, Les voyelles nasales 
dans les langues lechites, Revue des etudes slaves, VI-VII, 
Paris, 1926, p. 54-66.

Z. Stieber, Dwa problemy z fonologii słowian- 
skiej. Lingua Posnanensis, 1, Poznan, 1949, p. 81-86.

__________________, Rozwoj fonologiczny jązyka polskiego,
Warsaw, 1952, 95 pp.

Z. Klemensiewicz, T. Lehr-Sp^awiński, S. Urbarí- 
czyk. Gramatyka historyczna języka polskiego, Warsaw, 1964, 
p. 102-3X1.
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that as late as the 13th century some Bulgarian dialects47־* 

had a phonologically nasal vowel; as late as the 19th cen- 

tury a peripheral dialect in Macedonia and southern Bui- 

garia474 had a nasal vowel too; and some scholars believe 

that several Bulgarian dialects in today's Rumania had nasal
i f ך 

vowels in the 15th century , which are represented by an 

oral vowel plus /n/ in the Slavic borrowings in the Rumanian 

language from that period476. On the other hand, many Bui- 

garian texts from the Middle Bulgarian period show that the 

"nasal" vowel was already denasalized.

There were a few Bulgarian dialects which pre- 

served distinct outcomes of the etymological and *<ן:

473. L. Miletič, Sedmogradskite Ьѳідагі i  tex- 
nijat ezik, SpBAN, 33, 1936, p. 1-181•

The Bulgarians of the Sedmogradsko region were 
captured by the Hungarians in the second half of the 13th 
century and settled as workers in Hungary. A number of 
hymns were translated from German into their dialect in the 
16th century.

474. K. MirSev, op. c i t . , p. 104.
P. Draganov, Nosovye glasnye zvuki v sovremennyx 

makedonoslavjanskix i  bolgarskix govorax, Russkij filo log i- 
českij vestnik, 19, Warsaw, 1888, p. 1-27.

St. Kabasanov, Star i  nov nasalizam v neprouéen 
dosega balqarski govor, Slavistiini studii, Sofia, 1963, 
p. 173-184.

R. Ekblom, Le deVeloppement des voyelles origi- 
nairement nasalisées dans le moyen bulgare. Le Monde Őrien- 
ta l, 12, Uppsala, 1918, p. 177-225.

475. K. Mircev, op. c it. , p. 71-72.

476. K. Mircev, ib id ., gives as exaunples: Rum. 
dumbrava < дзМ5рава; rind <. р̂ дъ ; grinda * гр^да, etc. Cf. too:

I. Gэіэbov, Stari balgarski ezikovi areali na 
dakorumsnskata ezikova te rito rija , Ezik i_ literatura, 16, 
Sofia, 1961, p. 39-48.
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these were the dialects in which etymological *q yielded 

{u}. In the other Bulgarian dialects of the 14th century 

there was only one nasal vowel morphoneme, which we shall 

represent as { v j .  The feature of nasality was not neces- 

sarily present in the dialect of any particular scribe.

4.3.5.2. The following phonological developments

- different in different dialects - caused the graphic chaos 

in the use of the letters ļ  and £ in the Middle Bulgarian 

period for the historically nasal vowel:
f-Ц«

a) the merging of the nasal vowel ļv }  with the 

vocalic realization of the fleeting vowel {#}, which was 

phonetically, after hard consonants, a mid-central, [-ROUND- 

ED] vowel ([9]), but, after soft consonants and ļ j  }, either 

this same [э] or a mid-front [-ROUNDED] vowel ([e]). Graph- 

ically, this development is expressed by the indiscriminate 

use of the letters 3 . and ъ and ъ for the phonetic outcome 

of the morphonemes {v} and

b) the merging of the nasal vowel Xv\ with the 

morphoneme whose phonetic outcome was a [-HIGH], 

[-ROUNDED] vowel. Orthographically, this is expressed by 

substitution of the letters J and a (and also ъ, cf. point
/ v .

a) for either {Vj or {a} after phonetically hard consonants,

477. The earliest example is from Codex Supras- 
liensis: и ти вѣло вѣтръі и вльнами мьчими Ом*чими] 
възвраштаах* с* въсп*ть. (р. 151).
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and of the letters a, ѣ, m, e (and also ь) for either 

or {a} after soft consonants or ļ j ļ 47®.

c) the optional phonetic reduction of inter-

й \
vocalic and prothetic ļ j J to 0  before ļvf, similar to the 

reduction of to 0  before the morphoneme ļa j and before 

the phonetic realization [e] of the morphonemes |o| and 1 #j• 

This phenomenon made i t  d ifficu lt to distinguish graphically 

*  from the latter standing in place of the letters £, Л, 

*A and ьж of the classical texts.

d) the change in the morphonemic alternations in 

two consonant-stem verbs expressing movement, which were 

originally paired as *tr^s- vs. *trgs-i- and *męt- vs. 

*m<£t-i- . Here one can see morphological changes, rather 

than mere confusion in the use of the letters for the nasal 

vowel (cf. below).

e) the phonetic hardening of the palatal con- 

sonants. This affected the spelling rules for distribution 

of the letters *  and ^ in a fashion similar to that for the 

letters a and Ѣ.

The authority of the spelling of the older Church 

Slavic texts, in which different rules governed the use of

478. There are numerous examples in Vračansko 
Evangelie f rg m  the 14th century: слоушаа [= слоушаяО 
(p. 10b) ? ДШХ mol вьз’мхти са [= дша моа] (p. 34); ис 
корабле [= кораблѣ] (p. 57b) ; честь О ч а с т ь ] (р. 61Ь) ; 
п а н д и к о (с ) [= пендикость] (p. 200b), etc. For more 
examples see the text:

B. Conev, ed., Vračansko Evangelie (Balgarski 
starini, IV), Sofia, 1914, ix + 236 pp.
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the letters j  and caused inconsistencies in the scribe's 

application of his contemporary norms; although the new 

norms demanded the letter Rafter /Š/, a spelling like бѣш* 

could appear sporadically, as a residue of an older phono- 

logical and orthographic tradition.

In general, one deals with the lack, over a 300 ־ 

year period, of national orthographic rules for expressing 

unambiguously the different phonetic outcomes of the single
**j

morphoneme {V} in a ll possible environments: in word - 

in it ia l position, after prothetic or intervocalic ^ j ļ ,  after 

a paired hard or soft consonant, after a palatal consonant, 

either within the lexical morpheme or at the morpheme bound־־ 

ary - a ll by means of the two graphic symbols *  and The 

d ifficu lties of the scribes were multiplied when, in the 

dialects, the phonetic outcomes of the morphoneme ļv} had 

already merged with the phonetic outcomes of {a} and vocal- 

ized {#}• What is peculiar to most of the Middle Bulgarian 

manuscripts, with the exception of those written in the 

northwestern territories479 (such as the Vidin kingdom), is 

the presence of at least one of the letters or This 

separates graphically most of the Bulgarian literary monu- 

ments of the 13th - 14th centuries from the corresponding

479. Dialects with > /и/ are s t i l l  found in 
the northwest regions of today's Bulgaria, in the counties 
of BelogradČik, Berkovica, Tran, Breznik, and partially 
Vidin. See:

M. Mladenov, Govorat na Novo Selo Vidinsko,
Sofia, 1969, p. 192-193.
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Russian and Serbian ones, where different orthographic sys- 

terns of Church Slavic were originally applied.

4.3.5.3. The original scribe of IAG uses correct- 

ly at least one of the letters for the nasal vowel wherever 

a nasal vowel should appear. There are only a few examples
ז

of spelling mistakes in this respect: десете for десАте

צ כ
(p. 101) and чатырк for четьгри (p. 265b) : и приэвавъ соба 

на десете . . .  (р. 101, Mark ѵі.7)? й створишх чатыри ч*сти  

(p. 265b, John XIX.23). In the latter example, however, the 

letter A in ЧАТыри may have been triggered by the f irs t 

syllable of the next word, ч а - с т и ,(other examples w ill be 

discussed below).

4.3.5.4. There is one word in IAG which is al- 

ways spelled with the letter contrary to the situation

in a ll of the classical texts: hj (vs. нъ in the classical 

OCS texts). K. Mirčev4®*־* suggests that represents a case 

of emphatic duplication of the *nu which became нъ of the 

classical texts: *nu_nu >*nç. Such an explanation meets 

a serious obstacle - the monophthongization of the diph- 

thongs occurred before the fa ll of the jers in weak posi- 

tion, and never took place before a vowel (e.g. the final 

*u of *nunu) . I f  there had been reduplication of the par- 

t id e  *nu, the result would have been *нънъ or *нонъ - forros 

which were never registered. The Middle Bulgarian form h*

480. К. Mirčev, op. c i t . , p. 104.
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has the Russian parallel hjt. I t  would seem that some Common 

Slavic dialects had two particles: ♦nu and *n<£. Without 

apparent reason, in the Middle Bulgarian period the latter 

completely replaced the particle нъ used in the classical 

texts, while in Russian both particles survived (as но and 

ну), but with different syntactic functions. The presence 

of the particle hj. in a given text is an absolute graphical 

indication that such a Church Slavic text is either of Bui- 

garian origin or copied from a Bulgarian original.

4.3.5.5. As already mentioned, the word for 

,rooster' used in IAG is always written by the original 

scribe of IAG as пдтелъ (numerous examples): и абше ёще 

глАшоу !емоу вьзгласи петель. (р. 205, Luke XXII.60). But 

in a few cases, the original word in the text was erased and 

rewritten with the letter e instead of A• For instance, on 

p. 203 everything after the f irs t letter n of the word was 

erased, and the word changed by a different hand to петьль. 

The consistent spelling of this word with a letter for the 

nasal vowel instead of ѣ (пѣтелъ) should not be treated as a 

spelling mistake. The word /p ,in t,e l/ exists even today in 

a peripheral Bulgarian dialect, together with /mangia/ for 

*muglā and a few other such items4®*־. These are cases of 

secondary nasalization inside the lexical morpheme, re- 

stricted to a very few dialects in the Bulgarian linguistic

481. K. Mircev, ibid.
P. Draganov, op. c i t . , p. 1-27.

00047407

-  329 Ilya Talev - 9783954793341
Downloaded from PubFactory at 01/10/2019 06:10:29AM

via free access



area, which are d iff ic u lt to explain• The exclusive use of 

the form п̂ телъ by Symon the Monk indicates only that he 

himself was a native speaker of a dialect with such a fea־ 

ture, or else that he got his education in a center other 

than Tarnovo, and that the dialect of that center, having 

such a feature, determined his orthographical norm. He had 

no opportunity to check the spelling of this word in older 

texts with correct usage of the letters for the nasal vowel, 

since the word пѣтелъ is a lexical innovation, compared to 

the words кокотъ and коуръ, which were used in the classical 

period•

The secondary nasalization of the vowel in п̂ телъ 

cannot have been a feature of the Тэгпоѵо dialect from the 

end of the 14th century. We possess a short text with a

drawing of the city of Tarnovo by the king's beekeeper:

^  T v ч̂4 482 '4יי־׳ •азъ димитръ писхъ © мосина п еларъ цровъ . This semi-

literate native of the village of Musina near Tarnovo, al-

though using the letter £ correctly in the form братн^

(accusative singular) or братнѣ, substitutes the letter ъ

for the expected ... понеже имѣхъ братн* и 611 мрѣхъ

482. The drawing of 14th-century Tarnovo is on 
p. 78v (sic), and the few lines follow, as a postscript, 
the text of a Bulgarian Mineja for September, #34 in the 
library of the Orthodox Church of "St. Nicolae din Çcheii'" 
in Brashov, Rumania. Detailed information and photocopies 
of both the drawing and the text by the beekeeper Dimitar 
can be found in the article:

St. Maslev, Neizvestni u nas balgarski rekopisi 
v Brašov, Izvestija na Instituta za is torija , 19, Sofia,
1967, p. 105-Ż17. 
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(=бмрѣхх» new aorist form) два азъ единъ сосхъ ( = а)стахъ)

'**י' 483
и бкъ (= бгъ) да прости въ II бъдъшемъ (= бждзццемъ) вѣцѣ

A comparison of the spelling used by the beekeeper Dimitar

of Musina and the scribe of IAG shows how l i t t le  of the

phonological peculiarity of the Tørnovo dialect is part of

the literary language. For from the few lines of Dimitar

484
and other contemporary writings of 14th-century Tarnovo 

i t  is clear that there was no nasality whatsoever in that 

dialect, not to speak of secondary nasalization.

4.3.5.6. The scribe of IAG uses only the two let- 

ters 5. and A for the morphoneme 1Vj. When following a con- 

sonant, they have the following distribution:

a) After hard paired consonants and the velars, 

the letter 5 . is used. There are only a few spelling mis-

» ־ ־ כר

takes in the entire text: тогда приидош* к Icoy, иже 

6Ѣха (= бѣхар <5 Ііер̂ лма ... (р. 46, Matth. XV. 1) ; направи 

ноты наш* на п а т ь  (=п* т ь ) съмирениіа. (p. 141b, Luke I.

79) ; й бѣ с я ^ к а  (=сл£ка) , немог̂ ши вьсклонити са Зш?дъ 

... (р. 180, Luke X III.11). The adjective слАка ,bowed 

together' should be spelled with 1 as i י t  is in the clas- 

sical texts. Softening of the consonant 11\  into [1,] be- 

fore ļVļ is impossible, since i t  comes in regular alterna-

483. St. Maslev, op. c i t . , p. 206-207.

484. Typical for the replacement of the nasal - 
vowel letters by letters denoting oral vowels is the Moscow 
copy of the Manasses Chronicle, written by the priest F ilip• 
I t  is kept in the State Historical Museum in Moscow, under 
#Sinod. 20-38.
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tion with the verb ļkl,Vk-j 'to squat down1 (the saune alter-

485
n a t i o n  a s  i n  с л о у ч и т и  c ą  ( / s i / )  v s .  к л ю ч и т и  ç a  ( / k l , / )

One possible explanation for this misspelled word is that i t  

had already disappeared from the living language, while the 

scribe was influenced by the existing verb клдкнхти ,to 

squat', registered in the Tale of Troy4****; понлАКна ёкторъ 

(p. 55b).

The verbal form блудите (second person plural, 

present tense) from the classical texts is always spelled 

with a in IAG: блудите [<блудите] не вѣдАше писанюа 

ни силы бжих. (р. 66, Matth. XXII.29). Here the problem 

seems to lie  in a different derivation of the verb. I t  is 

not derived from the same stem as that of the substantive 

*блядъ 'sin' (unregistered in IAG) and of the adverb бледно 

's in fu lly ': й тоу расточи ймѣние свое живы бледно 

(p. 184b, Luke XV.13). The verb form блудите is rather 

derived from the saune stem as the adjective блАдь (spelled 

the saune way in the classical OCS texts) : и твиш* са 

прѣд ними іако 6л а д и  гли йхъ, (р. 210, Luke XXIV.11).

b) After a paired soft consonant, the letter a 

is used. There are a few spelling mistakes in the entire 

text: й ты б*ди надь пжги*. (= патизО градъ. (р. 194, Luke

485. Р. Іібеѵ, Iz balgarskata istoričeska leksi- 
kologija. Starobalgarskoto KLJUČITI SÇ, IzvIBE, V ili,  Sofia, 
1962, p. 117-129.

486. I. Dujčev, ed., Letopista na Konstantin 
Manasi, Sofia, 1963, p. 110.
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XIX•19)• A similar mistake is made in Mar• (Luke I I •44):

придете п*ть (= пу.ть) дьне. ,they went a day's journey'.

The word Т/fTOTa 'burden' of the classical texts

appears only once in IAG, where i t  is spelled with j :

принесшиимь тхготх дне й варъ (р. 59, Matth. XX.12). But

other derivatives from the same stem are written with A:

бѣстѣ 60 бчи ихъ т̂ чготнѣ (p. 127b, Mark XIV.40); бѣстѣ 

c e60 очи ихъ отлчгченѣ (p. 77b, Matth. XXVI.43)•

The word м̂ та 'mint' (Latin mentha) was spelled 

correctly on p. 68: іако иідесАТСТвоуете м т̂  ̂ й пигань и 

киминъ• (р. 68, Matth• XXIII.23). But on p• 174, where i t  

was originally written мх ы, someone later erased the letter 

ы (but not the stress over it)  and wrote вы: іако дес*тин,х

S /? f
мх вы (< мх ы) и пйгана, и всѣкого зёлиа.

(р. 174, Luke XI.42).

с) There are changes in the distribution of the

letters x and A in different grammatical forms of the two

pairs of verbs expressing movement: ļ ļ־mVt,i־  vs.ļ־m,Vt־j

t %

' to move (of emotions), change shape' and \־ trVs,i־i vs.

ן .

ļ־ tr,Vs־j 'to shake'. On p. 139b, Sav, has the phrase:
с ,__,

оуслъішавъ же иродъ цръ съмА̂ е с^. (Matth. I I . 3). The same 

paragraph in IAG (p. 9) reads as follows: слышавъ же йрйдъ 

іфь, смхти с*. й весь Іероусалимъ сь нимь. Here, obviously, 

the scribe did not simply substitute the letter 5  for the £ 

of the classical text: he replaced the aorist of the stem 

ending in a hard consonant with the aorist of the corres-
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'o׳

ponding stem, ending in a soft consonant. A similar change 

was made in the passive past participle потрутън^ ,shaken* 

(in the classical OCS texts). In IAG the passage reads: 

мѣр* II добр*, наткан;* й потрясен* дадАгь На лоно ваше.

(р. 155-155b, Luke VI.38). While forms like смжги с а  (p. 9)

'o׳
and CMĄTe с а  (p. 138) , вьзм*ти сд(р. 224b) and възматош*  

(p. 104) are registered in IAG, indicating aspectual d iffe r־־ 

ences in the prefixed verbs with the prefixes ļ s#=ļ an(* 

ļv#z=|, i t  is impossible to determine whether aspectual 

pairing of the verb ПОТРАСТИ ^  потр̂ сити was achieved by use 

of the different stems ({po=tr,Vs-t,i} vs. 1po=trVs,i-t, i ļ ) , 

or whether the prefix {po=| (with inceptive meaning) formed 

only a perfective verb with no corresponding imperfective.

4.3.5.7. Like the OCS texts, IAG has alternating 

forms with a versus e or Ѣ for the non-past and imperative 

stems of the verbs of body position *lęg- and *sęd-. While 

Mar. has сѣдѣштемъ (Matth. XI.16), IAG in the same phrase 

has сѣд>мцемь (p. 34) , but in Luke XX. 42 both Zogr. and IAG 

(p. 198) have сѣди (2nd person singular imperative) versus 

С/Кди in Mar. The 2nd person plural of the imperative of the 

same verb, however, is сѣдѣте in both Mar■ and Zogr. (Luke 

XXIV.49), while IAG has с>̂ ѣте in the same sentence (p. 212)

The verb ,to deteriorate* in 3rd person plural 

future, is in a ll OCS texts проСАД*тъ сд (Matth. IX.17); in 

the same verse IAG has the letter a instead of A (or even 

Ѣ or e, as might be expected): ни влива^ть вина нова въ 

мѣхы ветхы . аще ли же ни, просадит с а  мѣси, и вино пролѣет
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С • (p. 28). This probably represents not a phonological 

development, but the realization of a distinct root shape: 

*sād- instead of *sąd-.

In most occurrences, the outcome of *lęg* is 

spelled with e in IAGr versus ±  in the classical OCS texts: 

и възлег*ть вь цр̂ твии бжии. (р. 181, Luke X III.29). But 

in one phrase, where a ll OCS texts have the form with e - 

вьзлежАштемъ (Mark XVI.14) - IAG has a instead: по слѣди 

же възл*ж*щемъ ймъ единомоу на дёсАте !ави са. (р• 134) •

4•3.5•8• The morphoneme ļv j after /z /, /S/, / í á /  

and /áft/ is expressed by the letter *  (as after a hard con- 

sonant): вьсѣкъ пи*к 5 воды се^ въж*ждет са пакы (p• 221Ь, 

John IV.13); аз же послах вы жжти (р. 223, John IV.38); 

жзугва оубо многа, а жителей мало (р. 168, Luke Х.2); аз

О כ
же по срѣдѣ васъ іесмь слоужжи (p. 202b, Luke XXII.27).

Thus the ending for 3rd person plural aorist, OCS ёША* be- 

comes -шзи with only isolated exceptions, such as вьзаша, 

which are a manifestation of the strength of tradition: й 

прист*пльше оученици !его, вьзаша тѣло !его й погребош* ю. 

(р. 44, Matth. XIV.12). Parallel to these few oscillating 

archaisms, the genitive singular and nominative/accusative 

plural feminine and the accusative plural masculine adjec- 

tiva l endings after /Š/, which in OCS are written -ша, are 

in IAG usually written -ש*, though there are s t i l l  remnants 

of the traditional spelling: й шстави наиъ длъгы нашА 

(p. 171b, Luke XI.4).
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In most cases, the letter *  is written after жд: 

отрокъ мои II лежить ... тко стражди (р. 24 - 24b, Matth. 

ѴІІІ*6) ; блажени йлч*щеи II й ж*жд*щеи правд*, (р. 15Ь - 16, 

Matth. V.6). After the ligature representing either the 

combinations ļz=Čļ, as in ļj#z=&Vd,-#j-j, or |sk-j}, я  is

О 9
usually written: ищ*д1 а іехиднова (p. 37b, Matth. X II.34); 

а йщ*и славы пославьшаго и, съ йстиненъ естъ (р. 232Ь,

John V II.18). But in a few cases the letter a is written 

after the letter щ, as in the older texts.

After /£ /, represented by 4, either within a lexi- 

cal morpheme or at a morpheme boundary, the letter A is writ- 

ten: н ѣ с т е  л и  ч ь л и  і а к о  с ъ т в о р А И  в ь  н а ч ^ л ѣ  м * ж ь с к ы и  п о л ъ  

. . .  ( р .  56, Matth. XIX.4); б л а ж е н и  й л ч А щ е и  (p. 15b, Matth. 

V.6) .

While only a  occurs after the letter ц, represent- 

ing /с /, within the lexical morpheme (cf. Ц*та)» both A 

and occur after ц at a morpheme boundary, with a certain 

tendency to distinguish different case endings: -ц* for 

genitive and accusative singular feminine, but - ц а  for ac- 

cusative plural masculine and nominative/accusative plural 

feminine: й срачиц*. (gen. sing, fem.) не възбранй 

(р. 155, Luke VI.29); Зпоусти іемй и срачиц* (асс. sing, 

fem.) тво* (р• 18b, Matth. V.40); іако Ѳбрѣтохъ швц*

(асс. sing, fem.) мо* погыбшд*(р. 184, Luke XV.6); й

и כ g4/ ג
(о в ц а  (пот. pl. fem.) гла его слыш*тъ, и сво* ш в ц а  (асс. 

pl. fem.) зоветь по ймени(р. 241 b, John Х.З); іако на
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новы мѢсаца  (асс. pl. mase.) бѣсноуіет ca (p. 51b, Matth. 

XVII.15).

4.3.5.9. In word-initial position, the letters 

A and are used in free alternation to express *cj and 

Mj_)â• Suĉ  a spelling alternation must represent the nor- 

mative Church Slavic pronunciation in 14th-century Bulgaria, 

based on a southwestern dialect, since in a ll modern Bui- 

garian dialects in it ia l etymological *(j.)** anc* *2. are kept 

distinct by the presence of prothetic /v / before etymolog- 

ical *<£: въже (Big. )✓v jaace (Mac.) < *ç2e. The scribe of 

IAG treats in it ia l etymological in the same fashion as 

* ( ! ) § . :  й В А заах* е го  змеи желѣзны (p. 162, Luke V i l i . 29) ; 

й ни ажѳмъ желѣзномь, никто  же не можааше егсо свАзати 

(p. 98b, Mark Ѵ.З). The forms of the word ѵазъ ікъ  (as 

spelled in OCS) are in most instances written with in it ia l

9 פ
but spellings with A also occur: въ свѣдѣнше имъ. и 

АЗЫКООМЬ. (р. 31, Matth. Х.18).

At morpheme boundaries after ļ j |  the morphoneme 

{V] is in most instances represented by the letter тъ 

нед*гы нашА прижгь (p. 25b, Matth. V III.17); rópe же 

непразным’ й до*щикмь въ ты ді?и (p. 70b, Matth. XXIV.19). 

The use of the letters £ and A for the nasal vowel 

in word-initial position (with or without prothetic -j-) 

and at morpheme boundaries after ļ j j  is parallel to the 

use of the letters e and æ for { jo j in word-initial posi- 

tion and at morpheme boundaries. This must be related to
*n✓

certain phonetic properties, common to both [e] and /V/:
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[ ־  BACK], [ ־  LOW], ן -  H IGH],  [ -  ROUNDED] v o w e ls .

4.3.6. The letters ъ and ъ 4̂ 7 are used in free

alternation, without any distinction, for marking boundaries

after words ending in consonants, as well as for marking the

end of a line after a consonant within a word ־ a ll ortho-

graphic boundaries; when they can be vocalized within a mor-

pheme they represent the morphoneme {#}, but they may also

appear between two consonants in an unexpected position;

they usually follow the letters £ and л before a consonant,

thus expressing syllabic ļr^ and 11̂ .

4.3.6.1. A line ends either in a letter for a

vowel or in a jer (ъ or ь), or, extremely rarely, in a paer-

cik (1), which is an abbreviated je r. Although the letter

ъ is used more often for marking the end of a line, the let-

ter h is also used in numerous cases where i t  is unjustified

etymologically, so that no special rules can be observed.

The only letters for consonants which can occur at the end

of a line are с in the abbreviation Ic* (which in a ll posi-

tions is spelled in this same fashion , in imitation of the

Greek shape of the name) and the letter 4 in the abbrevia-

tion pe (for рече) ; in the latter case, however, the 4

^  \
most often is superscribed between the letters £ and e (p e ) , 

giving the graphic impression that the line ends in e. When 

the letter ъ is used at the end of a line, i t  is usually

כ
ta ller than the rest of the letters in that line: идеже

487. Scholvin includes exaimples of various vocal- 
izations of the jers. See:

R. Scholvin, op. c i t . , p. 36-38.
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4yļ II вь ни тлѣ тлитъ (р. 20Ь).

The two letters ъ and ъ are written interchange- 

ably after prepositions ending in an obstruent stop, as well 

as after words ending in a consonant, thus marking preposi- 

tion- and word- boundaries. Sometimes i t  seems that the 

scribe wrote only ь in one line, and only ъ in another, 

without respect to their etymological origins from *ь or *ъ, 

reflected in OCS: йже II приходить кь вамь вь ищеждаііхъ 

овчиіахъ. (p. 22b, Matth. V II.15). However, before the 

monosyllabic enclitics же and ca, the jers are in most in- 

stances absent: он же (p. 65); да сьбждет ça (p. 61); 

бойи СА (p. 63).

4.3.6.2. After prefixes and prepositions, the 

letters ъ and ь, in free alternation, are used (or not used) 

according to rules, stated in 4.2.2.3. In this respect, 

besides a tendency to establish s tric t rules for the use of 

a je r, IAG differs from the glagolitic texts in not using 

the letter о instead of *ъ; here IAG follows the tradition 

of the cy rillic  Sav, and Supr. , representing the normative 

Church Slavic pronunciation in Bulgaria.

In no instance in IAG are the articles -отъ or 

-ось found, while the demonstrative pronouns т ъ /т ъ  and с ъ /с ъ  

should be treated as enclitics rather than articles, since 

no unusual phonetic changes are observed at the end of the 

preceding word (cf. злиштъ рабъ in Dobrej§ovo Evangelie) .

4.3.6.3. Within lexical morphemes, the letters 

ъ and ь (in free alternation) express the vocalic phonetic
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outcome of the fleeting vowel {♦J* 1n most instances the 

morphoneme {#} appears in the environment before or after 

the sonorants ļm} , ļn j, ļn,ļ or the glides ļvļ , ^v,j :

шко сътворитъ мьсть йхъ въ скорѣ (p. 191, Luke XVIII.8); 

й изгнать же вънъ, (р. 241, John ІХ.35). However, since 

the morphoneme {#1 in a number of lexical morphemes appears 

between two obstruents, one cannot eliminate the morphoneme 

|#У altogether from the morphonemic representation simply 

by introducing syllabic sonorants (similar to the syllabic 

liquids |r^ and ļ l ļ  ) : й дьскы тръжниксомъ испровръже 

(p. 61b, Matth. XXI.12); дръзаи дъщи (p. 163b, Luke VII. 

48). There might s t i l l  be a possibility of avoiding the use 

of the morphoneme in the abstract representation of 14th 

century literary Bulgarian: i f  one could derive a complete 

set of rules for the insertion of a vowel in certain conso- 

nantal clusters (for instance *ļdsk־ }; such an approach, al- 

though intriguing, has not been followed in this study, 

because the Four Gospels text alone provides insufficient 

material.

4.3.6.4. In the OCS texts, the imperative stems 

of the verbs решти, пешти cą have ь: рьци, рьцѣте, and 

пьцѣте cą. In IAG, a ll attested imperative forms of the 

verb пешти have /e/ as the vowel in the lexical morpheme, 

while the change of the stem final /к / to /с / is preserved. 

However, in its  many occurrences throughout IAG, the impera־ 

tive of решти stays рыди, рьцѣте: иди же II кь брати моюи
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и рьци ймъ (р. 268Ь 269 ־, John XX.17); йзшедше на 

расп*т1 а его, рьцѣте. (p. 168b, Luke Х.10); не пецѣте са 

како или что ймате глатк (р. 31, Matth. Х.19). The form 

of the 2nd person singular does not occur in the Gospel text 

but пецѣте с* occurs in IAG 7 times, and only in this one 

shape. The conjugation of the verb решти preserves another 

archaic feature as well: the forms of the root aorist in the 

f irs t person singular and the 3rd person plural, рѣхъ and 

рѣшж. I t  is possible that the conjugation of this verb was 

learned by the scribe of IAG as an exception to the rule for 

the new spoken forms, represented by the imperative пецѣте 

ca (vs. пцѣте с*, пьцѣте ça in OCS), with morphological 

levelling of the imperative to the rest of the paradigm (no 

root aorist *пѣшж. ־ or any other aorist form of this verb ־ 

occurs in the text of the New Testament).

4.3.6.5. The letter ь (only in a few cases ъ) is 

written in a ll words containing the suffix {־stv־} preceded 

by a consonant. The rule is consistently employed, most 

likely indicating not only an orthographic but a phono- 

logical Church Slavic norm. Examples are: вы сами

Э с ^
мнѣ послоушьствоуете « *ако рѣхъ нѣсмъ азъ хс, (р. 220, 

John I I I . 28); й не створи тоу силы многы. за невѣрьствию 

йхъ: (р. 43, Matth. ХІІІ.58); разоуиѣв же Іс лжкавьство 

йхъ, ре4. (р. 65, Matth. XXII.18).

4.3.6.6. The morphoneme in the suffixes 

ļ-#n-J, ļ-# l-ļ , j |־c#־ ,  *s either realized as 0 or.
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when vocalized, is expressed by the letters e (in -елъ» -енъ,

-ецъ) or о (in - о к ъ ) . The spelling ъ к / ь к  appears in free al-

ternation with -окъ, while for the other suffixes, the spel-

lings -ьнъ, - ьць are seldom used in IAG and the spelling

- ьлъ is rare and most likely a correction by later scribes.

I t  is definitely a later correction in the forms пѣтьлъ

from earlier ПАтелъ, where i t  is easy to see on the micro-

film copy the traces of the previous letters. Examples of

the vowel/zero alternation in these suffixes are: которааго

<5 васъ бселъ» или волъ. въ стоуденецъ вьпадеть (р. 181Ь,

Luke XIV.5); се црь твои грАдеть тебѣ кротокь й вьсѣдь на

6сп а  й жрѣбА. •« (р- 61, Matth. XXI.5); понеже бѣ п а т ь к ъ

(p. 132b, Mark XV.42); оубо ПА̂ ка ради (р• 267b, John

XIX.42); аще сйленъ естъ (p. 183b, Luke XIV.31); ьако

т
сътвори мнѣ велйчие сйлныи (р. 140, Luke 1.49); й шкрылъ 

еси сира младенцемъ (р. 35, Matth. XI.25).

The graphic expression of the vowel/zero alterna- 

tion in these suffixes in IAG is a spelling norm - an 

orthographic innovation compared with the situation in the 

classical OCS texts. The classical texts of the late 10th 

and 11th centuries from Bulgaria, both glagolitic and cyril- 

lie , rarely omit the letters ъ and ь from their etymological 

positions; such omissions as do occur are in positions where 

the jer's phonetic outcome would be jS, indicating that the 

vowel/zero alternation was already established in the lan- 

диаде. That so few jers were omitted shows that the scribes
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were attempting to reflect an older Church Slavic phonology 

and spelling.

4.3.6.7. The very consistent spellings -ръ-/-рь- 

and -ль-/-лг■ in IAG, together with the further development 

in the Macedono-Bulgarian dialects suggest that these letter 

combinations represented syllabic liquids ļ r ļ  and {11•

Both letters (£ and л are, in most cases, followed by ъ 

and ь in free alternation, but the spellings -pъ- and -ль*

יי
somewhat predominate: ce !e к р гв ь  м оа н י о в а а го  завѣта  

(p. 126 , Mark XIV.2 4 ) ;  й сѣде мрътвыи и начАТЬ гл ати  

(p. 157b, Luke V II.1 5 ) ;  и плодъ іе го  зл ъ , (p. 37b, Matth.

X II.3 3 ) ;  е гда  испльни са  бсмь дн 1 и ( р .  142b , Luke 1 1 .2 1 ) .

In a very few cases, the letter £ alone represents 

the syllable ļr ļ  : и быш*. шко мр£и: (р. 85, Matth.

XXVIII.4). There are a very few instances where the letters 

£ and л are surrounded by two jers : народъ же запрѣти іша 

да оумъльчАТЬ (p. 60, Matth. XX.31). The syllabic liquid 

morphonemes do not form a syllable when followed by a vowel

T
in such cases, the jers are usually not written: со нед*гъ 

й ранъ й доухъ злыхъ (p. 157b, Luke V II.21).

4.4. On grammatical archaism and innovation 

in IAG. The morphology of the Middle Bulgarian literary 

language, reflected in IAG, is thoroughly studied by R. 

Scholvin4®®. The morphological structure is generally the

488. R. Scholvin, op. c i t . , p. 161-219.
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same as that of the OCS texts of the 10th 11 ־th centuries, 

with the same alternation of archaic and newer Church Slavic 

forms4®**. Grammatical forms representing further develop- 

ments of the Middle Bulgarian period (12th - 14th centuries) 

are either very limited in number (cf. below) or not attest- 

ed at a ll in IAG, in contrast to most of the other Middle 

Bulgarian t e x t s 4 ^ 0 р״ # ^ е  archaism of the grammar and the lim-

489. P. Diels, Altkirchenslavische Grammatik, 
part I, Heidelberg, 1963 (2nd edition), p. 14Ś-282.

K. Mirčev, Istoričeska gramatika na balgarskija 
ezik, Sofia, 1963 (2nd edition),p . 47-52

I. Duridanov, Кэт problemata za razvoja na bal- 
garskija ezik ot sintetizam кэт analitizam, GodiŽnik SU,
LI, Sofia, 1955, 3, p. 156-249.

490. K. MirŐev, op. c i t . , pp. 52-56, 144-265.
_______________, Anaiiticni forimi za sravnitelna

stepen v dva srednobalgarski pametnika ot XIV v., BalgEz,
I, 1951, 3-4, p. 215-217.

________________, Za smesvaneto na okončanijata v
minalo-svaršeno i minalo-nesvaršeno vreme na glagolite v 
balgarskija ezik, BalgEz, I I ,  1952, 1-2, p. 36-45.

_______________, za Člennite formi v Dobrejšovoto
evangelie, srednobalgarski pametnik ot XIII v., BalgEz, IV,
1956, 3, p. 223-228.

_______________, Po vaprosa za naj-rannite primeri na
analitičen datelen padež v balgarskite pametnici, Ezikoved- 
ski izsledvanija v čest na akademik Stefan Mladenov, Sofia,
1957,“ “p.—3T-4 С

________________, Za člennite formi v srednobalgarskite
pametnici, IzvIBE, XI, Sofia, 1964, p. 231-234.

B. Koneski, Istorija na makedonskiot jazik, 
Skopje-Beograd, 1965, p i 99-173.

I. Duridanov, Edin slucaj na ranna upotreba na 
predloga na za izrazjavane na datelno otnošenie, BalgEz,
I I I ,  1953, 1, p. 58-60.

A. Minčeva, Kam vaprosa za pojavata na priteia- 
telnoto značenie na predloga na v balgarskija ezik,
IzvIBE, V ili,  Sofia, 1962, p.“ ?3-110.

_________________, Razvoj na datelnija pritežatelen
padež v balgarskija ezik, Sofia, 1964, p. 21-114.

S. Bojaaiiev, Kam istoričeskija razvoj na pred- 
loga na v balgarskija ezik, IzvIBE, IX, Sofia, 1962,
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ited number of morphological innovations seems to be the 

main reason that scholars in the historical development of 

Bulgarian have tended to ignore IAG. But this linguistic 

feature of the revised edition of the New Testament from 

14th-century Bulgaria is very indicative of the direction 

taken by revisions in the language of the OCS translations 

from Greek. The fact that a ll attested grammatical forms 

from the cy rillic  Sav, and Supr. are used in IAG suggests 

that the revision of the translation was made according to 

copies as old as Sav, and Supr. (the root aorist forms found 

in the glagolitic texts, except those of the verb решти, 

are not attested in IAG).

p. 211-296.
D. Ivanova-Mirčeva, Razvoj na badeŚte vreme 

(Futurum) v balgarskija ezik ot _X do XVIII vek, Sofia, 1962, 
p. 28-191.

J. Rusek, Za srednobalgarskite vinitelni formi 
na anaforiinoto mestoimenie v Ženski rod еж , ежже » не ,̂ 
BalgEz, 1-2, 1962, p. 100-103.

__________, Deklinacja і̂  użycie przypadków w
triodzie ChJudowa, Wrocjaw-Warsaw-Cracow, 1964, p. 9-194.

, Beležki varxu razvoja na priSastijata 
v balgarski ezik, BalgEz, XVI, 1966, 5, p. 477-490.

I. Bojukíiev, šopov psaltir, BalgEz, XIII, 1963,
3, p. 234-254.

______________, Srednobalgarski psaltiren otkas
ot XIV v. (šopov psa ltir), Trudove na VisSija pedagogižeski 
institut "Bratja K ir il i  Metodi" vav Veliko Tarnovo, I I ,  
Sofia, 1965, p. 49-94.

N. Dilevski, Kam vaprosa za proizxoda na "Germano- 
vija sbornik" ot 1359, BalgEz, XVII, 1967, 4, p. 307-322.

K. Steinke, Studien über den Verfall der bulga- 
rischen Deklination, Munich, 1968, p. 35-117.

I. K. Bunina, Is to rija qlaqol'nyx vremen v bol- 
garskom jazyke, Moscow, 1970, p. 45-219.

E. V. Češko, Istorija bolgarskogo sklonenija, 
Moscow, 1970, p. 67-301.
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4.4.1. Certain systematic morphological innova- 

tions are introduced in IAG:

a) new genitive and locative forms in 1־ (i)x| of 

the numerals from three to ten: да въ оустѣхъ двою или 

трехъ свѣдѣтель (р. 54, Matth. XVIII.16) and кто оубо тѣхъ 

тріихъ (p. 170b, Luke X.36); й събержть избранны* его. <5
э ^

четырехъ вѣтръ (р. 71, Matth. XXIV.31) and о плти хлѣбѣ

S4(p/ פ . 87, Table of Contents to Mark); и бы по шестихъ днехъ 

(p. 50b, Matth. XVII. 1) ; которомб I! <5 седмихъ б*детъ жена 

(р . 65Ь 66 ־, Matth. XXII.28); по немь йдош* HápoflH мнбэи 

<5 галилё* й д ѳ с а т и х ъ  градъ (p . 15b, Matth. IV.25).

b) the ending for the f irs t person plural of the 

non-past tense of the athematic verbs, always {־mi}, spelled 

-мы: іако зде на поустѣ мѣстѣ есмы (p. 164b, Luke

IX.12); что *амы или что пшемь (p. 21b, Matth. V I.31);

כ 9
дамы ли, или не дамы (p. 119b, Mark X II.14); мы вѣмы тко 

члкъ съ грѣшенъ естъ (p. 240b, John IX.24).

4.4.2. The syntactic structure represented in 

IAG reveals no significant changes in comparison with the 

classical OCS texts; the differences are in the use of 

different grammatical forms in the same verse of the New 

Testament. For instance, when in one phrase a ll the clas- 

sical texts have the possessive genitive, IAG has the pos־ 

sessive dative, but in one where the classical texts have 

the possessive dative, IAG has the genitive.

Even the occurrence of double object in IAG is not
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an innovation, as one might be led to believe by the dating 

of the earliest attested occurrences to the 14th c e n t u r y 4 ^].. 

While comparing the text of IAG with those of Mar., Sav., 

and the Russian Ostr., I found a few instances of the 

double object in маг* which have remained unnoticed by stu- 

dents of this text. Here are the occurrences of duplicated 

accusative object in Mar.: зълы зълѣ погоубитъ (Matth. 

XXI.41) ,He w ill miserably destroy them the wicked men1. On 

the duplication of the object through the use of the pronoun 

form 1*, Jagic notes in the fn. on p. 77 of Mar. : "ía is 

a spelling error"; егоже азъ оусѣкн*хъ иоана (Mark VI.16) 

' I  beheaded him John1; дѣла 60 (ѣже дастъ мънѣ отцъ) да 

сгвръш* ѣ (John V.36) 1the works (which the Father gave 

me) to finish them' ; вьсѣк* разгж не твор/мпт*ь* плода, 

сзъметъ ь*. г вьсѣкл тво[тво]р*шт* плодъ отрѣбитъ ï* (John 

XV.2) ,Every branch not bearing fru it. He w ill take i t  away, 

and every (branch) bearing fru it, He w ill prune i t ' .

In Mar. there is one instance of a possible double 

dative: елисавети же исплъни са врѣм* родити ей (Luke I. 

57) ,The time for Elizabeth to give birth came for her1. 

However, this phrase may be explained also in a different

491. J. Rusek, Po vdprosa za xronologijata na 
udvojavane na dopalnenijata v balgarskija ezik, BalgEz,
XIII, 1963, 2, p. 141-143.

K. Mirčev, Za xronologijata na osnovnite bal- 
kanizmi v balgarskija ezik, ВЭІдЕг, XVI, 1966, 4, p. 281 - 
293.

_______________, Istoričeska gramatika . . . ,  p. 60.
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way: родити ей might represent dative plus in fin itive, a 

purposive construction - ,so that she would give birth* - 

while елисавети is linked with врѣм>к - 'the time for Eliza- 

beth'; in this case the translation would be: 1Elizabeth's 

time came that she should give birth '• I t  seems that either 

interpretation is correct and possible״

The double dative is clearly expressed in Mar• in 

one instance of a dative absolute construction: въшедъшоу 

же емоу исви въ каперъкаоуыъ (Matth• V III.5) 'When Jesus 

he entered Capernaum'• In this phrase the insertion of the 

enclitic же between the past active participle in the dative 

case (въшедъшоу) and the duplicating dative personal pronoun 

(емоу) makes the interpretation unambiguous• However, there 

are many similar cases in OCS (including MarJ where the en- 

c lit ic  же is absent; because of the spelling tradition of 

non-separation of words, scholars prefer to see in such 

cases not duplication of a participial by a pronominal form, 

but simply a long form of the participle, for example,in Mar 

пришедъшоуемоуісви (Matth• V III.28), иимоходАШтюемоуІсЪу 

(Mark 11.23). These phrases are ambiguous, for the words in 

them can be separated either way: пришедъшоуемоу Ісви or 

пришедъшоу емоу Ісви; мимоход*штюемоу Ібоу or м и м о х о д а ш т ю  

емоу I coy. i f  the second approach is accepted, the dupli- 

cation of the dative through the addition of a personal pro- 

noun w ill be additional evidence that the temporal dative 

absolute was a living syntactic feature of the spoken Balkan
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Slavic language at the time Mar. was written. But such an 

altered view can be accepted only when more supporting data 

from the classical texts has been collected.

An indirect proof that the double object, both ac- 

cusative and dative, was an established syntactic Balkanism 

in the Bulgarian language of the 10th - 11th centuries, is 

found in the Russian copy of Sinajskij Paterik4̂ .  The oc- 

currences of double accusative and double dative objects in 

this manuscript of the 11th or early 12th century have gone 

unnoticed, both by the publishers of the newest Soviet edi- 

tion of the manuscript and by slāvists who have studied the 

t e x t 4 ^ 3 ״  perhaps because they were unaware of the existence 

of such a Balkan syntactic feature. In a casual reading of 

Sinajskij Paterik I found two clear cases of double object; 

double accusative: тогда въставъ идохъ к*нигъ1  давъшю ми т  

и рекохъ юмоу. (p. 32b of the MS, p. 100 of the publica- 

tion) ,then, after I got up, I went to (the person) who had 

given me them the books and told him'; and double dative: 

іави же са *ем* [=1емоу] пакъі бѣсъ. эатворьникоу и гла 

*ем*. [=*емоу]. (p. 31b of the MS, p. 98 of the publica-

492. V. S. GolySenko, V. F. Dubrovina, ed's., 
Sinajskij paterik, Moscow, 1967, 400 pp. + xi tables.

493. An exhaustive bibliography on the studies 
of this manuscript, and review of the major findings by 
scholars who have studied i t ,  can be found in the preface 
to the 1967 Soviet publication of the manuscript (cf. fn. 
492), pp. 5-9, 16-36.
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tion) ,and the devil appeared again to him the hermit, and 

told him1.

The text of IAG also reflects the saune Balkan syn- 

tactic feature of reduplication of the accusative and dative 

objects, as does the text of Mar., in some of the same phra־ 

ses and in a few different ones. Examples of duplicated ac- 

cusative are: всѣкс дрѣво, не творящее плода добра, 

посѣкаж/гь 1е, й вь йгнь вьметаятъ (р. 23, Matth. V II.19) 

,they cut i t  down every tree, not bringing forth good fru it, 

and cast into the fire*. In this phrase the classical texts 

do not have the accusative pronoun ю. The other five in־ 

stances (in four sentences) of double accusative in IAG oc- 

cur in the same verses as in Mar.: злы* злѣ погоубить A 

(p. 64, Matth. XXI.41); егоже азъ оусѣкн*хъ Іайнна (p. 102, 

Mark VI. 16); дѣла ... да съвръш* ьа (p. 226b, John V.36);

' כ 4כ  с
вьсѣкж розг* ••• изметь и всѣкж, » « отрѣбить (р♦ 255,

John XV.2). What is new in the orthography of IAG is that 

in three of the six occurrences, the duplicating anaphoric 

pronoun in the accusative has been stressed with the sign _ 

or _: £ (p. 64), m  (p. 226b), (P255 ״).

IAG does not offer examples of the double dative 

in the dative absolute construction. But i t  has an indisput־ 

able double dative object at the beginning of St. Matthew*s 

Gospel for which we possess no parallel text in the clas- 

sical glagolitic Mar. and Zogr. The double dative object in 

Matth. IV.16 appears only in IAG; i t  does not exist in the
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14th-century Bulgarian Dečansko Evangelie, published by 

Jagic in Mar » in lieu of the lost in it ia l pages of Mar, and 

Zogr,. IAG has: людиіе сѣд*щеи въ тъмѣ видѣш* свѣтъ в е -  

ЛИКЪ. II Й Сѣд̂ чЩИЫЬ въ странѣ й сѣни съмрътнѣи, свѣтъ
э פ

въсша имъ. (p. 14-14b) ,The people sitting in darkness saw 

a great light, and to those sitting in the region and shadow 

of death light sprang up to them1 . In the same verse (Matth• 

IV.16) both Dečansko Evangelie and Sav, have a nominative 

plural сѣдАщеи instead of the dative plural сѢдашимь, thus 

showing syntactic disagreement in the sentence. Sav, has 

the following phrase: й сѣдАщег въ странѣ. й сѣни съмрьтьнѣ 

свѣтъ въсша имъ (p. 149b) . The lack of grammatical agree- 

ment between сѣдльшеі and ймъ in Sav, is not an argument 

against the existence of a double dative object in its  pro- 

totype. In modern Bulgarian, phrases like на Петър му 

говоря and Петър му говоря are in free alternation in col- 

loquial speech and in the dialects, due to the inversion; 

but *говоря Петър is an impossible phrase. There is a 

syntactic parallel between сѣдАщеі...  свѣтъ въсша иыъ — 

сѢдашимь, .. свѣтъ въсша ймъ on the one hand and Петър му 

говоря — на Петър му говоря on the other. Without duplica- 

tion of the object (имъ in Sav. , му in the modern Bulgarian 

example), both phrases (*сѣдАтеі свѣтъ въсша, and ♦Петър 

говоря) would be meaningless.

The above quoted examples of double accusative and 

dative objects from Mar. and from the Russian copy of Sinaj-
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skij Paterik, and even the one definite double dative in the 

dative absolute construction in Mar., indicate that the six 

instances of double accusative object and one of double da- 

tive object, attested in the text of IAG, are not syntactic 

innovations but rather archaisms in the language of IAG com- 

pared to that of some classical OCS texts from Bulgaria, 

both known (Mar.) and unknown (the prototype of the Russian 

Sinajskij Paterik) . Thus a ll typical Balkan grammatical 

features, with the exception of the article, are present in 

the language of the 14th-century Bulgarian revised edition 

of the Four Gospels, in the same general quantity as in the 

classical OCS texts from 10th- and llth-CêntUfÿ Bulgaria (cf 

fn. 287). I t  seems that the only Balkan grammatical feature 

which the 14th-century Bulgarians purged from their literary 

language as being foreign to Church Slavic, was the article, 

which definitely existed in the Bulgarian dialects of that 

time4̂ 4.

Balkanisms in OCS and in the Middle Bulgarian l i t -  

erary language, such as non-distinction of direction and lo- 

cation with the verbs of motion, establishnent of only three 

cases - subjective, objective and dative - demonstrated by 

the incorrect use of the other cases and by generalization 

of the objective (accusative) case as a prepositional case,

494. К. Мігбеѵ, Za člennite formi v DobrejSovo 
evangelie, BolgEz, VII, 1957, p. 223-228.
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and duplication of the accusative and dative objects, seri- 

ously violate the grammatical structure of both literary 

Russian and Serbian. Although the Serbian and Russian copyē 

ists of Old and Middle Bulgarian texts must have tried to 

correct and interpret these "mistakes", a few of them pene- 

trated into the Serbian and Russian literary monuments (c f., 

for example, 2.4.2.)• The presence of such anomalies is 

extremely useful as an indicator of an Old or Middle Bulgar- 

ian prototype for the Serbian and Russian copies. The 

Balkan features in the Bulgarian language have come to the 

attention of linguists relatively r e c e n t l y 4 ^ .  The most 

detailed studies on the structural similarities of Bulgarian, 

Macedonian, the Serbian Toriak dialects, Rumanian, the 

Romance dialects in Macedonia, Albanian and some North Greek 

dialects have been made at the synchronic level4̂ .  A

495. K. Sandfeld, Linguistique balkanique? 
problèmes et résultats ("2e edition, un peu remaniee et 
notablement augmentee de mon livre danois Balkanfilologien, 
paru en 1929"), Paris, 1930, 242 pp.

K. Sandfeld, P. Skok, Balkanski jezici, in:
Kniga о Baikanu, I, Beograd, 1936, p. 260-275.

496. Т. V. Civ'jan, Opyt opisanija form novo- 
greíeskogo suščestvitel'nogo metodom analiza i  sinteza,
VJaz, 1963, 6, p. 57-68.

_____________________ , lmja suSčestvitel1 noe v balkan-
skix jazykax,־ Moscow, 1965, 194 pp.

H. Birnbaum, Balkanslavisch und Südslavisch. Zur 
Reichweite der Balkanismen im südslavischen Sprachraum, 
Zeitschrift für Balkanologie, I I I ,  1965, p. 12-63.

Exhaustive bibTiography on the subject is given 
in the above-mentioned works. Cf. also:

P. Ivic, Liens phonologiques entre les langues 
balkaniques, Actes du 1er Congrès international des études 
balkaniques et sud-est européennes, VI, Sofia, 1968, 
p. 133-141.
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diachronic comparative study is impossible, since the only 

early attested language of the group is Bulgarian. Never- 

theless i t  would be incorrect to presume that i t  was the 

Bulgarian language which influenced Rumanian, Albanian and 

the North Greek dialects. The term "Balkan convergence 

area" is a most appropriate one for the territory on which, 

historically, the Daco-Thracian, Vulgar Latin, Greek and 

Slavic languages interacted, creating as a result a unique 

structural unity of languages and dialects different by

o• ׳ 497 r i g i n ^ * ' .

4.5. When compared with the classical OCS Gospel 

texts, IAG reflects deep and serious lexical changes; in my 

study of these changes I discovered more than 1500 instances 

where a word was changed in IAG relative to the classical

497. T. V. Civ'jan, op. c i t . , pp. 15-16, 22, 
183-189, 191-192.

B. A. Uspenskij, Tipologičeskaja klassifikacija 
jazykov как osnova jazykovyx sootvetstvij (Struktura jazy- 
ka-etalona pri tipologiSeskoj klassifikacii jazykov), VJaz, 
1961, 6, p. 51-64.

H. Birnbaum, On Typology, Affinity and Balkan 
Linguistics, Zbornik za filo loģ iju  i  lingvistiku, IX,
1966, p. 17-3ïh

___________________, Slavjanskie jazyki na Balkanax i
ponjatie tak nazyvaemyx jazykovyx sojuzov. Glossa, I I ,
1968, p. 70-92.

G. Reichenkron, Der Typus der Balkansprachen, 
Zeitschrift für Balkanologie, I, 1962, p. 91-122.

J. Matl, Das romanische Element am Balkan mit 
besonderer Berücksichtigung der italoromanischen Kultur- 
ausstrahlung, in: I I I . Grazer Balkanologen -Tagung 1968, 
Munich, 1968, p. 33-52.

See also the bibliography in fn. 287.
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texts. Many of these lexical changes occurred in the text 

of the Psalter and in other Church Slavic texts as well4̂ ®. 

For a better understanding of the change of the Church Slav- 

ic lexicon in Bulgaria from the 10th 11 ־th centuries until 

the end of the 14th century, one must study in detail a ll 

texts available in old and newer variants. My study of the 

lexical changes in the Four Gospels text (IAG) indicates 

that they are significant and should be reported in detail 

in a separate work. Below w ill be given, in brief, as they 

pertain to the theme of this dissertation, the general types 

of lexical changes in the Middle Bulgarian literary language.

4.5.1. Although the revision of the text of the 

Four Gospels must have been made so as to bring the Slavic 

translation closer to the Greek original, Greek and Hebrew 

lexical borrowings in OCS have been systematically purged 

from the language of IAG. Here are examples: ароматъі —* 

воньми благоуханными (p. 267b); ароматъ x миро —► вона 

й помазание (р. 209); архиереи^старѣишины жрьтьскы(р. 197); 

власфимю* —* х о ул *(р . 92); гнафеи —♦ бѣлйлникъ(р. 110); 

енкениѣ (in Mar. ) is СЕАіитениіа (in the other OCS texts)-*־

с
собновлениа (p. 242b) ; ипокрити —► лицемѣрии (p. 65) ; катале- 

тазма —► з&вѣса (p. 208b); кентириона —► сьтника (p.132b); 

мисѣ —► блюдѣ (p. 44); мир oi* —•׳ масти* (p. 159b);

с
миромь — масти* (р. 159); олѣи —► масла(р. 72Ь); олокав-

498. L. S. Kovtun, Russkaja leksikogrāfijā 
èpoxi Srednevekov1ja, Moscow-Leningrad, 1963, p. 155-215.
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томатъ —*״ съжигаюмыхъ (р. 121) ; параклитъ —► оутѣшитель 

(р. 256Ь); параскевьЬии —*־ патькъ (р. 132) ; паропсидѣ —► 

блюдоу (р. 68) ; пир* —־► врѣтище (р. 203) ; пиръі —♦ в лага 

лища (p. 101b); хризмъі наръдънъі пистикиіа драгъі (Mar.)

—► масти нарды вѣрны* многоцѣнны (p. 124b); преторъ —♦ 

сждище (p. 262b); равьвии ־־► оучителю (p. 218), but 

раввоуни is twice replaced by равви (pp. 116, 268b); 

сикаминѣ —► агодичинѣ (p. 188b); сикомориь* —► *агоди- 

чинй (p. 193, in a different hand); скандалъ —־•־ съ- 

блазнь (р. 53Ь); сканьдѣлъі (Маг. ) is съблазнъі in a ll 

other OCS texts -־♦ съблазньникы (p. 42); скандалисаетъ—►съ 

бл8 3нить (р. 53) ; скини** —► сѣни (р. 166) ; скинопигиѣ —*׳ 

п°тьчёніе к&щъ (p. 231b, in a different hand); пріемъ 

спирж. —» поіемъ войны (p. 260b) ; спира —* воини (p. 261) ; 

стадии —► пьпришъ (р. 245); стратигомъ —► воіеводамь (р.204) 

тетрархъ ־*־־־ четврътовластьцъ (р. 4ЗЬ) ; отъ вона хризмъ- 

нъіъ* —► 5 ма̂ ти благовбнныА (р. 248) ; литр* хризмъі —»־ 

стъклѣниц* икра (p. 247b) ; похризмити —•״ помазати(р. 125) 

хриэма масть (p. 124b); хриэмънаѣ —» мастнаа (p. 124b).

In the process of replacing the Greek and Hebrew 

words with Slavic equivalents, the scribe once even trans- 

lated a place name - that of the town of Decapolis; no 

немь йдош* Håporø мн6би 5 галилёА и дѳсатихъ градъ(Р.15ь.

Matth. IV.25). Later in the text, however, he le ft the

כ כ כ _____
Greek name for the town unchanged: и иде и начать пропо- 

вѣдати вь декаполи юлико створи емоу Іс^р.ЭЭЬ, Mark V.20).
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This replacement process is well attested in the 

classical OCS texts, where most of the above listed Slavic 

substitutions occur in alternation with the foreign borrow- 

ings. In IAG i t  is almost completed; while a few doublets 

such as равви / оучителю, ипокрити/лицемѣрик s t i l l  exist, 

most of the above listed foreign words are not attested at 

a ll in IAG (гнафеи, енкениѣ, кентирионъ* миса, олокавтоматъ, 

параклитъ, параскев^Кии, паропсида, сикамина,сканделъ,е .̂ ) .

4.5.2• Another large group of words, attested in 

most of the classical OCS texts but systematically avoided 

in IAG, consists mostly of words unknown in today’s Bulgar- 

ian dialects. Only a few of these words survived in Bulgar- 

ian, either with a somewhat different meaning Свратьникъ - 

,gate1 vs., in OCS, ,doorman'; заклепе - f strike a bell' vs., 

in OCS, 'lock in 1) or with the same meaning as in OCS, but 

in only a few dialects ( м*дъна, насаждена, с криниц*) . Here 

given in their basic dictionary form, are words found in 

OCS texts but consistently replaced in IAG, most likely as 

archaisms or dialectisms; they are followed by their replace- 

ments in IAG and the page number of each: балии - врачь ,

(p. 92b) ,doctor'; вратьникъ ־ дверникъ , (p. 124) 'door- 

man'; врітъ - врътоградъ . (p. 260b) ,orchard1; гороушънъ, 

горюшьнъ - гороушиченъ(pp. 52, 41b), горчиченъ(рр. 180b,

188b) 'mustard', ad j . ; доволъ - имѣніе, (p. 183) ,cost, 

expense״; дрюслъ (Mar.) or дрдселъ (Zogr.) — печаленъ 

(p. 114) ,sad״; жалии (Mar. )— гробъ, (p. 26b) ,tombs1;
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засѣдьникъ — прѣлогатаи(р. 197) ,spy'; гспъ — горѢ л 

(р. 246) ,up there1; клепити - назнаменовати , (р. 263) 

,signify'; кънигчии - книжникъ״ (p. 67b) ,bookman1; за- 

клепе (Mar,) or заключи (Zogr,)- затвори, (р. 146) , lock 

in י ; кокотъ, коуръ - петель, (р. 77) ' rooster'; ладиа — 

корабль ״ (p. 89b) ,boat1; маломошть - бѣдникъ ״ (р. 182) 

or бѣденъ , (p. 112b) ,maimed, crippled'; мошъна - пира ,

(p, 30b) 'skin for holding water'; мьнити - понижати #

(p. 220b) 'to shorten, make smaller'; мждънъ - кьсенъ ,

(p. 210b) ,slow, late '; натроути — накръмити # (p. 74b)

' to feed'; неврѣдоу сътворишА - не брѣгош* (pp. 64,197), 

не вьсхотѣш̂ ж , (p. 119) 're ject'; подъпѣга, подъ бѣга — 

поушеница . (р. 18), поущена .(p. 56b) 'divorced woman'; 

прапрждьнъ, прѣпрждьнъ— багрѣнъ .(263 •סb) 'red'; пѢнажь-  

никъ — тръжникъ .(194 .גזb) 'banker, usurer'; ръібъітва — 

рыбарь (p. 150) , fisherman'; склабь, дѣло — шбразъ ,(p. 65) 

're lie f, portra it'; скриница, рачица - ковчежець Лр. 252b) 

1box'; соулѣе - о.уне . (p. 224) ,better1; соулѣип,к - лоучь- 

ши, (p. 175b) ,best'; сидаръ — оуброусъ / (p. 268) ,ker־ 

chief'; ькдро — скоро (p. 182b) 'soon'.

Some of the words in this l is t  had already been 

replaced in some of the OCS texts, which indicates the ex- 

istence of dialectal lexical variants in the oldest pre- 

served OCS texts. In this respect IAG shows a further 

development in this evolutionary process of removing from 

the language obsolete and stric tly  dialectal words.
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4.5.3. The bulk of the lexical replacements in 

IAG represent true or near synonyms, used in some instances 

in free alternation (ложе - одръ; печаленъ ־ скръбенг) , 

and in others interchanged to achieve a better, more precise 

translation ( въ огнь вьыетомо - вь пещь вьмѣтаюмо,р̂ 21). 

This is the most interesting type of lexical change in IAG, 

for i t  shows the slow but steady improvement of the OCS 

translations. The type of lexical replacement by synonymous 

or closely related words involved the following groups:

a) Words with different lexical morphemes, denot- 

ing identical or close concepts. Here are a few examples 

of these contextually-based changes: въздрастъ (all OCS) - 

*ако съмыслъ йматъ (p. 240b, John IX.23) ,he is of age*; 

глашаетъ (all OCS) ־ й сво*. йвца зоветь по ймени (p. 241b, 

John X.3) 1call by name'; възгласитъ кокотъ (Mar. ), коуръ 

(Zogr., Ostr.) - !ако прѣжде даже не вьспогеть петель, три 

краты (р. 205, Luke XXII.61) ,the cock crows״; пригласи 

(all OCS) - призвав же жениха архитриклинъ и гла іемоу.

(р. 217, John 11.10) ,call (someone)*; не зови (all OCS) - 

не глашаи дроугъ своихъ (р. 182, Luke XIV.12) , invite, 

call*; исповѣдѣ (all OCS) - й обѣща с*, й йскааше подоІІ 

бна врѣмене да юго прѣдастъ без народа. (p. 201-201b,

Luke XXII.6) *commit oneself*; кънигъ (all OCS) - или сего 

писаніа нѣсте чьли (р. 119, Mark X II.10) *scripture'; льсть 

(all OCS) - разоумѣв же л^ав’ство йхъ, рёче йыъ• (р. 197, 

Luke XX.23) ,craftiness'; a знамениѣ врѣменемь не можете
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(all OCS) - не разоумѣіете (p. 49, Matth. XVI.3) ,under- 

stand, conceive1; недостоини (all OCS) - іако раби непо- 

трѣбни іескы (р. 189, Luke XVII.10) 1worthless1; золь, 

зълъіи (all OCS) -  родъ лукавъ й прѣлюбодѣивъ, знаменита 

йшетъ (р. 49, Matth. XVI.4) ,wicked, cunning1; съвѣдѣтель- 

ствоуіете (all OCS) - вы сами мнѣ послоушьствоуете. іако

рѣхъ нѣсмъ азъ хс. (р. 220, John I I I . 28) ,to witness one? s

^  О —
words'; с ъ т в о р а т ъ  (и) цсрѣ (all OCS) - и поставить! и црѣ

(p. 228, John VI.15) ,to make (one) a king'; вьскрѣситъ 

сѢма (all OCS) - въставить племА брата своіего (p. 197b, 

Luke XX.28) 'to resurrect the seed, reestablish the kin o f1; 

тѣло (all OCS) - йдеже троупъ, тоу й орли събер*тъ с а :

(p. 190b, Luke XVII.36) 'corpse'; оужасаах* c a  (all OCS)

-  й дивлѣах* c ą , й послѣдоу*те, бо*ах* с а  (р. 115, Mark

X.32) ,be amazed'; хотдште (all OCS) ־ се мти твоьа й 

братиіа твоа вънѣ сто*тъ йсюще глати тебѣ (р. 39, Matth. 

X II.47) 'wanting, desiring'; шюмъ (all OCS) - й йсхождаа- 

ше слоухъ <5 немъ въ всѣко мѣсто й страну* (р. 149, Luke

IV.37) ' rumor'.

b) Some of these changes, involving the use of 

words with different lexical morphemes, are interesting in 

that they occur within a group of words denoting the same 

concept or object, from which the contextually-based choices 

are different in IAG than in the OCS texts although no lexi- 

cal morpheme is lost. Here are two examples of this kind 

of slight shift in the semantics of words: иночадъ - едино-
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родень (p. 166b), while бештАдъ is preserved, but with a 

different suffix, бесч̂ денъ (p. 197b); however, не 

оставльше ч*дъ is changed to не оставльше сѣмене (p. 197b) 

and не възненавидитъ ... чадъ becomes не вьзненавидить ... 

дѣти (p183 ״). In addition, дѣтищемъІБ changed to отро- 

чищемь (p* 34), while сотрокъх becomes дѣти (p. 10b). The 

second example: воеводами —» вл ками (p. 122b), while

sfr
влкоі*. —* властиА (p. 24b) but влмка —* вождь (p. 9); 

власть ־־* (область (pp. 213b, 242b) , yet областъ —* властъ 

(pp. 118b, 196) .

c) A great number of lexical changes involve only 

a change of the prefixes, which is both a lexical and a mor- 

phological innovation. Here are a few examples: в ъ з м * т и  

c a —► с м ж т и  с *  (p. 24b); в ь з в ѣ с и  ca —► о б ѣ с и  с a (p. 80b); 

в ъ э в а х ъ п ־*—  р и з в а х ъ  (p. 10b) ; и щ и с т и т и  —* о ч и с т и т и  (p. 24) ; 

п о л о ж и ш ь  — в ־* ь з л о ж и ш *  (p. 82b) ; п р о г н ѣ в а в ъ  c a р ־*—  а з г н ѣ -  

в а в  са (p• 55b) ; п р о пА Т Ъ р ־*־—  а с п А Т Ь  (p. 81b) ; п р о п А Т и е  ■י— 

распАТие (p. 82); п р о к о п а в ъ ш е  — р а с к о п а в ш е  (р. 91Ь) ; 

о у с ѣ ц и с־ 5«—  ѣ ц и  (p. 17b); о у с т а н и п ־«—  р ѣ с т а н и  (p. 98); 

с ъ н ѣ д а і ^ т ъ  —+ и з ѣ д а ^ - т ъ  (p. 198b). Some unprefixed words 

become prefixed: д ѣ л и т е л ѣ  р а з д ѣ л и т е л ѣ  (p. 176); з ъ д а н и ю  

—» с ъ з д а н и ю  (p. 123); ѣ д ь  —» с ъ н ѣ д ь  (p. 88b); in other 

words the prefix is introduced either after the f irs t lexi- 

cal morpheme in a compound ( б л а г о - в о л и х ъ  —* б л г о - и з = в о л и х ъ > 

p. 146) or after the negative morpheme н е  ( н е - ч а а н и ѣ  н е -  

н а = ч а а н ! а /  p. 200b; н е - о у м ѣ х к — » н е - д о = о у м ѣ х * . , p. 127b).
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d) A relatively smaller group represents deriva- 

tions from the same lexical morphemes as the words in the 

parallel OCS phrases, but with different suffixes, which 

sometimes cause phonological changes in the lexical morphemes 

as, for example: четврътовластьникъ —» четврътовластецъ

(p. 146); с*прѣ —► соперникаי (p. 190b); невѣрьство —•־ 

невѣрьствшеי (p• 43); невѣрьствию -♦־ нев־£риб, (p. I l l ) ; 

невѣръство — невѣрие, (р. 101); обѣданиимь обыадёндемь,

(p. 200b); слоухъ —► слышаніа, (р. 122); приэракъ —►при- 

зрѣніе, (р. 104); прокажениѣ —» проказы, (p. 150b).

e) There are many other kinds of lexico-gramma- 

tical changes in IAG, which w ill be united in this group 

for brevity of exposition. Substantives are replaced by 

substantivized adjectives (слѣпецъ —» слѣпыи, p. 116; грѣ- 

шъникъ —» грѣшень, p. 240b; неддосьникъ ^недотвд,

p. 101); combinations of substantive with ,empty1 verb are 

replaced by verbs (съвѣтъ сътворииі/* ־־» сьвѣщаш*» с^т p. 75) 

and vice versa (трождаате жен* —*> троуды даете женѣ, 

p. 75b); the verbs творити and дѣати are exchanged in com- 

bination with different substantives (прѣлюбъі творити —► 

прѣлюби дѣати, p. 56b, while молитв* дѣаше —► ѵолитв* 

творѣаше, p. 90b), etc.

In one instance the change in the text is purely 

ideological, reflecting a changed interpretation of the 

Christian ideal of poverty, and may have been triggered by 

a like change in the Greek original. In Mark X.23r a ll OCS
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texts read as in Mar.: 1  възьрѣвъ исъ гла оученикомъ 

своимъ. како не оудобь имущеи богатъство. въ црствие бжие 

вънид*тъ• In IAG the phrase имущеи богатъство 1those who 

have wealth' has been replaced by оуповаущимъ на богатьство 

'those who rely on (their) wealth' (p. 114).

The extensive lexical changes in the text of IAG 

greatly improved the quality of the translation. Compared 

with the lexicon of the classical OCS Gospel texts, the lex- 

icon of IAG is much more stabilized, with fewer foreign bor- 

rowings and fewer words used in free alternation, and with a 

more precise contextual usage of those words attested in the 

classical texts. There are almost no neologisms in IAG; on 

the contrary, a great number of perhaps dialectal words in 

the classical OCS texts has been systematically purged from 

the language of IAG. There is no doubt, from the lexicolo- 

gical point of view, that the language of IAG is far superi- 

or to that of any of the classical OCS Gospel texts.
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C O N C L U S I O N S

There have been many misconceptions in the tradi־ 

tional understanding of the causes of the second South Slav־ 

ic influence on the Russian literary language and literature 

of the late 14th 15 ־th centuries, as well as of the extent 

of that influence and of the mechanisms behind i t .  In this 

dissertation, the prevailing authoritative opinions and ar- 

guments on the problem have been examined, and in many 

cases revised, with the aid of historical counter ־ 

arguments and data from the medieval Slavic literatures•

The Turkish conquest of the South Slavic countries

- Bulgaria and Serbia ־ did not cause, nor even accelerate, 

the second South Slavic influence in Russia, but rather 

created obstacles to the cultural interchange among the 

Christian nations in the area and destroyed some prominent 

Slavic cultural centers in the Balkans. The historically 

unjustified linking of the Turkish conquest of Bulgaria and 

Serbia (which was accomplished from 1364 to 1459) with the 

second South Slavic influence in Russia was brought about 

by the assumption that there were Bulgarian and Ser- 

bian "refugees" in Russia in the late 14th ־ early 15th cen- 

turies. There is no historical evidence that such "refugees" 

existed; the appointment of two Bulgarians ־ Kiprian and 

Camblak ־ as Metropolitans of Muscovite Russia and Russian 

Lithuania, respectively, is in no way related to the Turkish
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invasion of the Balkans. Only a very few Bulgarian manu- 

scripts were brought to Russia before 1649 - 1655, when, in 

connection with Nikon's reform, Arsenij Suxanov brought to 

Moscow 700 Greek and South Slavic manuscripts.

The beginning of the second South Slavic influence 

on Russian is connected with the efforts of the Russians 

themselves to renovate their literature after two centuries 

of Tatar domination, and to create a national Russian lite r -  

ary language devoid of narrow dialectal grammatical and 

lexical features. In the in it ia l efforts by Russians in 

this direction. South Slavic revised editions of Church 

Slavic texts were used as models, but their characteristic 

orthographic, grammatical and lexical features were careful- 

ly avoided in the Russian copies. The establishment of the 

Middle Bulgarian orthography - and, partia lly, grammar and 

lexicon - as normative for the Russian literary language 

at the end of the 14th and in the early 15th century, must 

have been caused by two factors: the authority of the Rus- 

sian Metropolitans of Bulgarian origin, Kiprian and Camblak, 

who doubtless regarded the Middle Bulgarian language of the 

second half of the 14th century as the best, most truly 

supranational Church Slavic; and the prestige of the 14th - 

century Bulgarian revised editions in the monasteries of 

Constantinople and Mt. Athos. Almost a ll of the Middle 

Bulgarian manuscripts were copied by Russians in these cen- 

ters of Church Slavic literature. This gave Russian copy-
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ists the opportunity to learn the meanings of various South 

Slavic words unknown in Russia, and then to replace them by 

Russian or OCS synonyms in their own copies. In the same 

way many morphological and syntactic innovations in the 

South Slavic prototypes were replaced either by Russian or 

by OCS forms• Thus even in the f irs t Russian copies from 

South Slavic manuscripts, many local features of the Ian- 

диаде were eliminated, making i t  a very d ifficu lt task to 

establish the national origin of a certain Church Slavic 

text from the early period - and a ll the more from later 

periods.

By the f irs t  half of the 14th century, the Middle 

Bulgarian literary language had acquired the characteristics 

of a supradialectal and, in great measure, a supranational 

medium of communication. Most of the OCS translations from 

Greek were corrected and reconciled with the texts of the 

originals. The revision of t h e  Middle Bulgarian texts and 

language was a process which must have begun with the polit- 

ical unification of Bulgaria under loan Asën 11(1218-1241) 

and the re-establishment of the Church Slavic liturgy in 

connection with the restoration of the Тэгпоѵо Patriarchate 

in 1235. This process of revision of the Church Slavic 

books continued through the entire 14th century; by 1337 

and 1355/56, when King loan Aleksandar's Psalter and Four 

Gospels (IAG) were written, the orthographic, grammatical 

and lexical norms of the 14th-century Middle Bulgarian l i t ­
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erary language were firmly established. There is no single 

historical or linguistic evidence that there was ever an 

orthographic and linguistic reform initiated by the Tarnovo 

Patriarch Euthymius, or by the Hesychasts. Patriarch Eu- 

thymius was a very p ro lific  Bulgarian writer, one of the 

many translators who participated in the revision of Church 

Slavic texts (the Služebnik, for instance), but his role in 

the development of the Bulgarian literary language was mod- 

est, and in the second South Slavic influence - negligible, 

since he wrote mostly vitae of Bulgarian saints not cele- 

brated by the Russian Church. The role of the Bulgarian 

Hesychasts in the creation of a new South Slavic hagiograph- 

ic genre has been much overstated, while the contribution 

of the 13th - 14th century Serbian hagiographie tradition 

has been underestimated by many scholars. The belief that 

the new South Slavic style was devised by the Hesychasts, 

and that i t  was confined to the vitae, is incorrect. I t  

was actually the predominant style in the South Slavic lite r -  

ature of the 13th 14 ־th centuries, borrowed from con- 

temporaneous Byzantine literature, and is to be found even 

in the language of Golden Bulls and chronicles.

Hesychasm was a mystical philosophical-religious 

movement, confined to the last decades of the existence of 

Bulgaria and Byzantium; i t  had nothing in common with the 

humanism of the Renaissance. Hesychasm never spread in Rus- 

sia as a trend in the spiritual l ife  of the country. The
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Metropolitan Kiprian was never known as a Hesychast, while 

the Metropolitan Camblak, at the time when he became head of 

the Russian-Lithuanian Church, severed a ll ties with the 

Byzantine Church and accepted the leadership of Rome, thus 

bringing Russian Lithuania temporarily into the Western cui- 

turai sphere.

The Middle Bulgarian literary language of the 14th 

century, in its  best samples - books made for the King, 

manuscripts in the prosperous monasteries in Constantinople 

and on Mt. Athos - was a highly normalized system. Most 

of the innovations in the orthography (relative to that of 

the known OCS texts of the 10th and 11th centuries) are in 

the direction of the firm establishment of morphonemic spel- 

ling rules and the avoidance, as much as possible, of phono- 

logical spellings reflecting typically Bulgarian features. 

The only two instances in which the scribe failed to rise 

above the Bulgarian phonological system were in the confu- 

sion of the letters denoting the two OCS nasal vowels, and 

in the use of the letters ю and Ѣ to represent both etymo- 

logical *e and *J_a■ But in the latter respect, the Middle 

Bulgarian texts are not very different from the OCS c y rillic  

texts, with the exception that a new mechanical principle 

of distribution is consistently applied to these letters:

Ѣ after a letter denoting a consonant, fâ in word in it ia l 

position or after a letter denoting a vowel. In their 

orthographical devices, the good Middle Bulgarian texts of
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the 14th century strikingly resemble both the classical 

c y r illic  OCS texts and the contemporaneous Byzantine texts; 

this made them attractive models for imitation by Russians 

seeking to revive the Church Slavic literature of the older 

period and to bring i t  up to the level of the Byzantine 

literature of their own time.

The grammar of the best Middle Bulgarian texts is 

l i t t le  different from the grammar of the OCS texts from 

Bulgaria. There are very few instances of systematic gram- 

matical innovation in the literary language, and most of 

the archaic and newer alternating forms are already regis- 

tered in the OCS texts. The drastic grammatical changes in 

the structure of the Bulgarian dialects by the 14th century 

are very seldom represented in the literary language; they 

were easily avoidable, in copying, as "mistakes". But most 

of the Balkan structural features of Bulgarian, appearing 

sporadically as freely alternating forms in the literary 

language, cannot be considered innovations, since they are 

attested in the OCS texts from Bulgaria. Moreover, they 

are valuable tools in determining the Bulgarian origin of 

a Russian or Serbian copy, when a Bulgarian copy is lacking 

for comparison.

The Middle Bulgarian texts differ from OCS mostly 

in the lexicon. While there are few neologisms in the re- 

vised OCS translations, many archaic and dialectal words, 

as well as foreign borrowings, have been purged from the
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language, and the attested OCS words are used more precisely 

in different contexts, and less in free alternation, than 

in OCS, Thus the old translations were brought closer to 

the Greek originals, made more correct and improved stylis- 

tica lly . In the newer translations from Byzantine Greek, 

many neologisms, especially compound words, were created, 

following Greek derivational models and OCS tradition. But 

the problem of Middle Bulgarian word formation should be 

treated separately in a special study.

With a ll its  orthographic, grammatical and lexical 

peculiarities, the language of the revised OCS translations, 

newer translations and original Slavic writings in 14th - 

century Bulgaria had unique qualities which made i t  accept- 

able, with slight modifications, as a supranational literary 

language. This is the main reason i t  played such a major 

part in the second South Slavic influence on Russian.

So far i t  has been impossible fully to determine 

the extent of the second South Slavic influence on the Rus- 

sian literature of the late 14th and 15th centuries, because 

of the enormous number of manuscripts of the period, kept 

in Soviet libraries and museums. But while the influence 

of the Middle Bulgarian language - orthography, grammar, 

lexicon - has been established earlier by Sobolevskij and 

Lixaőev, and the causes and mechanisms of this influence 

have been re-examined in this dissertation, any real in flu- 

enee of Bulgarian manuscript illumination in Russia is most
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improbable, as is the very existence of a Bulgarian school 

of manuscript illumination•

Bulgarian art and literature of the 14th cen- 

tury, in their best exemplars, definitely lack national char- 

acteristics: they were part of the Byzantine culture, and 

were prized by the Russians exactly for that reason. Thus 

the second South Slavic influence in Russia, generally 

speaking, served as a shortcut in raising the Russian lite r -  

ature and cultural and spiritual l ife  to the level of their 

Byzantine counterparts.
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A P P E N D I C E S  

A p p e n d i x  One:

ёлма оубо быстъ мановение <5а ища й га нашего
Э ^ כ כ 
Іисоу хріста. ходатаиствомъ с*щы* и истиньны* прѣчисты* и 

прѣбЯгословеных влдчц* й бгородителниц*, на стѣи горѣ ЙѲоон- 

стѣи еже быти въ ней пристанище спсениоу въсѣкои дши хріс- 

тиан,стѣи паче же православной• й съ оусръдиемъ прѣбѣга*щои 

въ ней• е*же ради вины, й въздвигош* троудолюбезнѣ мнови. 

да>мовы сты* великы й дивны, црие блгочестивии• й бшголюбивии 

вельможе, й прѣподобнии йнищи. й оукрасіш* й и>би)гатиш* въсѣ-

כ כ
ко. камениемъ мнсогоцѣнныиъ и бисришъ златом же. и сребршмъ

כ . כ כ
и иман,ми и инѣми правдами мнсогыми. движимыми и недвижимыми.

еже быти въ довбльство й йзобілие с*ишмъ й прѣбыва*шиимъ въ 

таковыихъ въсечестныйхъ й бжествъныиГх] дшмовохъ. по*щихъ й

ב ״־־״ 3
славАШИхъ едіного бга въ троици славимаго. и прѣчист** и 

въсепѣт**. его матере. поминати же й православны* й хрісто-

כ כ כ
любивы* и приснопамятны* црл. и прочА* блажены* ктиторы и 

въсѣкъ рсодъ хрістианскы. ибо. не <5 едіного рада тъчи* йли 5 

двою. обрѣта*т сж въ томъ стѣмъ мѣстѣ здáтeлeי н* понеже 

обьщее спсение въ немъ ест1 йска*щиимъ ье. об’ще бш быстъ

כ , כ כ כ
и мѣсто благовольствоулциимъ. тсого ради, и обрѣта*т cjk зда-

Э ® э ין
ниа 0) въсѣкого роща и а з ы к в  православнаго• еже с*тъ пръвѣе 

и изрАДнѣишее. гръци. блъгаре. по тсом же• сръбъе. роусси. 

йвере• въсѣкъ же йматъ память протів* своемоу потроуждений •
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паче же ръвениоу.

G. A. I l 'in s k ij,  Gramoty bolgarskix carej 
(Drevnosti• Trudy Slavjanskoļ kommissil Imperator- 
skogo Moskovskogo arxeologiöeskogo obščestva, V*), 
Moscow, 1911 (Photoedition: London, 1970), p.21-22

A p p e n d i x  Two:

таковаа нѣкаа цвѣтнаа пъстрота нЪо оукрашааше. 

такова нѣкаа належааше н&сномоу лицоу• многозрачнаа и радост-

כ כ ״—י
наа и доброзрачна красота״ и врътоградъ новонасажденъ нбо 

творѣше, емоу же врътоградаръ бъ• ьако садовиа же й Жрасли, 

й шко цвѣтиа многоразличнаа, евѣздны* свѣтлости. тогда пръ- 

вѣе слнцоу вьсиавшоу й просъвтѣвъшоу с*, іавльши же са кра- 

сотѣ нбснѣи й добротѣ дневнѣи, послоужиш*. повелѣнию сътвор- 

шаго• и прѣклониіівъ съвръши днь четврьтыи* сйце оубш съвръ-

ב ז  э с  / ־מ
шиш*. са. іаже о Бвѣздахъ• и оучинено бы слнце ввѣзда днь 

съдръжащиа: лоунное же бръвно просвѣщааше нощь•

I. Dujčev (ed.), Letopista na Konstantin 
Manasi (Fototipno izdanie na Vatikanskija prepis 
na srednobelgarskija prevod), Sofia, 1963, pp.6,9•

A p p e n d i x  T h r e e :

/ÇN ״ t— l
цр тво таркіниево י йже п а т ы и  бы црь по рсомилѣ

въ римѣ• и по томъ цр твова таркиние, п а т ы и  по рашилѣ, ни-

/ כ g N כ ,__ \

чим же емоу прилежжще пріемъ цр тво. ибо снвоыъ достойно бѣ

цр твовати, маркиа црѣ•

/с4
цр тво тиліево•

כ  / g *  / б 4  3 ב 
и по томъ 3/̂ ть таркиниевъ, тилие цр тв ва• иже йзь

детьства іако же гл*тъ й 5 пръваго възраста, нареченъ бы̂4
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сервие, iSlKO рсодив ca 5 рабы, тлъ коует 60) c a  II сервие , рабъ 

римлѣны. съи припрАже дъщерь с в о у  на бракъ съ цревѣмъ сы - 

нсомь• л е в к іа  та рки ни а . ею же единѣмъ съвѣтшмъ й разоумомъ
כ כ כ  с / £ כ 

оубииствныимъ• и живота и власти  ажаанныи лишенъ бы . и
с

съвѣтсомъ оптиимъ, соупервъ наре с а гръдаго ״  же по тл ько у  

йхъ сице нарицауть.

I. Dujčev (ed.), Letopista na Konstantin 
Manasi, Sofia, 1963, p. 136-137.

A p p e n d i x  Fo u r :  

црство  василиа македаш ѣнина;

съи абие ф б тіа  й з гн а  5 ц р кв е . й пакы Ждастъ л р ѣ - 

столъ й і^ т и е в и .  II в ь схо тѣ в  же й нарсодоу ймѣние Ждати. й 

йзыскавъ домовы златохранАШ АА. йже пръвѣе сътАзаахж  им ѣ- 

нісимъ множъства. и видѣвь в ь с а  празны и ничьссо же имащ*. 

скръбѣш е: тужаш е. печаловааш е. оунывааше. не ймѣше что съ тво  

рити  с и . а> вьсждоу недо&мѣаиіе с а . црь бсо не ймѣ^и имѣниа
כ « ב

м н ого б о гатна го , подобенъ есть орлоу прѣветхоу и прѣстароу не
Э р צ 
имАШоу nepïa. и н окт іа  и клюна. сего  ради и василіе  печало- 

вааше й т*ж аш е. йба> цръ михаилъ вьсѣ  йстъщивъ й глоумцемъ
э э

раздавъ, съ игръцемъ своимъ и съпирниксомъ.

I. DujČev (ed.), Letopista na Konstantin 
Manasi, Sofia, 1963, р^ 328-329.

A p p e n d i x  F i v e :

a кипр іА нъ  м'трополитъ пс гр е че ски  гораздо не 

разбмѣлъ и нашего !азйка  довольно не знáлъ же. ёте и съ н а -
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9 ,/ O ' .  ^
ми единъ напгь шзыкъ сирѣ славенски. да мы говори по 

своем# *азйкб чисто и шбмко. a онѣ говорл  ̂моложано . 

и в пис4н!и рѣчи н & ти  с ними не сх6датса* й онъ мнѢл,са что 

поправил Фалмов по HánieM#. а болши нераз&міе в них напи-

/д* /v' כ /у4
са в рѣче и слове все по сер ски написа . и нйнѣ 

мншгыа оу нас и вса времА на кнйгы пиш&т. а пишйтъ 5 нера- 

збміА все по сербски .. .  гдѣ надобет по нашем'б а, а по 

сербски ѣ, йлй *, по нашему ю, а по сербски А, по нашем#

б, а сербски х, оу на^ ы, а сербски и, a рѣчи по нашем# 

не замедли, а сербски, или б#де бблгарски не зам#ди. по на- 

шемб KÓCH0 ме̂ енноАзыченъ, или гбгни*\ а сербски мбдноАЗЙ- 

че .̂ и прчіА рѣчи намъ неразумны, бохма, васнь, реснотивіе, 

цѣши, ашбтъ. и MHíSro таковыхъ мы не раз#мѣемъ іно сербски, 

а йно болгарски, й c ï a  доселѣ недостане̂ • на^ лѣто на 

повѣствованіе.

Arximandrit Amfiloxij, Čto vnes Sv. Kiprian, 
mitropolit Kievskij i  vseja Rossii, a potom M0Sģ 
kovskij i  vseja Rossii, iz svoego rodnogo narečija 
i  iz perevodov ego vremeni v naši bogoslužebnye 
knigi?, Trudy Tret1 ego Arxeologigeskoao s"ezda v 
Rossii, byváego v Kieve v avguste 1873 д., I I ,  
Kiev, 1878, p. 231-232.

A p p e n d i x  S i x :

/o' г
слава въ тр ци, славимомоу боу. съвръшаущомоу

вьсѣко начинание блго. іаже <מ немь начинаіемомоу• й даячцо-

פ
моу, по н а ч А л ѣ  и конецъ:

כ . ח׳4
писа C A  сии животочныи источникъ новы* блг ти.

כ ׳ Д4׳ , С̂4 э с̂4 כ
пръсла̂ го оученіа х ва, и того 0ж твныхъ самовидецъ, оуче-
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ник же, й ап̂ лъ. гТіемыи четвороблговѣстникъ. не вьнѣшникь 

тькмо таромъ. йли златомъ• или вйсомъ прѣсоуканнымь, йли ка- 

меніемь й бйсромь оукрашаюмь, н* вьнАтрънимъ бжствнаго ело-

. כ . כ כ כ
ва, излианіемъ и таинъствнаго съмотреніа исплънените. таже

^ נ   / Ç4 г— ל כ כ
вь немь вл чнѣго и бж твнаго вьчлченіа. и чюдодѣиства. юіже

/ g כ כ 4
съвръши на ради, мл рдіа же, и мл ти. даже до кр та и по- 

гребеніа. й славнаго тридневнаго вьскрсеніа. й вьзнесеніа.

כ כ כ כ כ
и кто доволенъ пор*доу исчьсти или изглати іаже вь немъ 

вьображеііние дѣиствъ х^вѣхъ. по йстинѣ тако же йсточникоу

כ כ ין
ьавльшоу cą вь земли безводнѣи, и ж*асд*и кто пиеть со него, 

не вьжяок̂ ет са к томоу. точить 60 строу*, й наслаждаіеть

. - 154/ כ ״ כ .л י   э
дшж. веселить ср це, въ коупѣ и помышленіа. или ьакоже

скровишоу съкръвеноу, на селѣ ср дечномъ. сие възыскавъ 0)6-  

рѣте י блговѣрныи, й х̂ толюбивыи. прѣвысожыи, й бговѣнчанныи 

самодръжецъ Іо&нь алё̂ ан̂ рь іръ. такоже свѣтилникоу положе- 

ноу въ темнѣ мѣстѣ. й забьвеноу й вь нерадение положеноу 

древними цри. его же бжствнымь желаниемь йзъсобрѣте съи 

хрстолюбивыи црь .Іш. але̂ андрь. и йзложивъ прѣписа. йзь

כ ׳׳ v' כ כ
еллиньекы словесь, вь наш* с л о в Ѣн с к ж а  слогн*, и въ іавле-

י כ כ
ние положи, сего изьвьноу златыми дьсками покова, и вьн-

כ כ כ
АтръАдоу, животворными шбразы вл чными, и того славныхъ 

оученикъ. шары II свѣтлыми й златоыъ. живбписцы х̂ дожкѣ оукра-

פ ^
сивь. на отвръждение своемоу цр твоу. такоже великыи вь стхъ

т ו—ו   э צ כ 
кшнстандинъ црь сь мтри* елено*, изнесъ из боукоу земною

/w  г  > - / כ 44  ļN
животворивыи крстъ гнь, сице и съ, сего четвороблговѣс ника:

съдръж*щоу тогда скйптра блъгарскаго, й гръчькаго
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црства. съ благовѣрнож. и бговѣнчаннож й новопросвѣ̂ нох. 

црце* своѳа кира Ѳео̂ ро*. тьзойметно* бжшемоу дароу. й съ 

присныимъ и прѣвьзлюбленымь сномь своимь Іа&номъ шишманомь

\ /״׳ _______כ  Ç־~■ 7
цремъ: вь славж* творцоу всѣ י и того блговѣстьниксо . матѲёю. 

маркоу. лоуцѣ. й rcoáHoy. их же молитвами. побѣд* да пріиме .̂ 

5 ба, на врагы ратоу*щихъ того, й главы йхъ ськрбши̂  по®*
с / т> !

нобѢ сво , ами +

лѣтоу текжщоу, йндікта̂ бГ:

+ раб же гна моего црѣ, писавыи си* книг*, схмсонъ 

мнк нарйцает с :̂

IAG (microfilm copy of the manuscript), p.275- 
276. This text is easily available only in modern 
Bulgarian, in the translation by I. Dujčev in 
Starobelgarski stranici. Antoloģija, Sofia, 1968, 
p. 456-457. The original was published by F. Us- 
penskij in Žurnal Ministerstva narodnogo prosve- 
ščenija , 199, St. Petersburg, Г878. Since Dujčev's 
translation is extremely free, I have made the 
English translation from the original, which is 
quoted in this dissertation.
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_________________, 12 starata balgarska kniŽnina. I I . KniŽovni i_

istoriieski pametnici ot Vtoroto Ьэідагэко car- 

stvo, Sofia, 1944, xxxvi + 436 pp.

_________________, Rilskijat svetec (Sv. Ivan Rilski) i_ negovata

obitel, Sofia, 1947, v i i i  + 432 pp.

_________________, Legendarnyj motiv u Grigorija Camblaka, Slavia,

XXI, 1952-53, p. 345-349.

_________________, Edno nejasno mjasto ot Camblakovata vezxvala za

Evtimij, BalgEz, IV, 1954, 2, p. 171-172.

_________________, Estestvoznanieto v̂ srednovekovna Balgarija.

Sbornik ot istorigeski izvori, Sofia, 1954, 626 

+ 4 pp.

_________________, Za knižovnoto tvorčestvo na Konstantin Koste-

nefiki, IzvIBL, I I ,  Sofia, 1954, p. 223-231.

_______, Odna citata iz Manassievoj Xroniki v sredne-
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- bolgarskoin perevode, Trudy ODRL, XVI, Moscow י

Leningrad, 1960, p. 647-649.

_________________, À propos de la biographie de Joseph II  patri-

arche de Constantinople, Revue des etudes byzan- 

tines, XIX, Paris, 1961, p. 333-339.

_________________, I l  problemo delle lingue nazionali nel Medio

Evo e g li Slavi, Ricerche slavistiche, V ili,  Rome,

1961, p. 39-60.

_________________, Obrazi na Ьэідагіп ot XV v. v& v Florencija,

Izkustvo, I, Sofia, 1961, p. 22-24.

_________________, ed., Miniatjurite na Manasievata letopis ( =

Pametnici na starata balgarska živopis, I) ,  Sofia,

1962, 138 pp.

_________________, Bolgarskie licevye rukopisi XIV veka (in: Boi-

garskaja miniatjura XIV veka, M. V. Ščepkina, ed.), 

Moscow, 1963, p. 7-19.

_________________, Centry vizantijsko-slavjanskogo sotrudničestva,

Trudy ODRL, XIX, Moscow-Leningrad, 1963, p. 107 - 

129.

_________________, ed., Letopista na Konstantin Manasi, Sofia,

1963, xxxiv + 415 pp.

_________________, Racionalističeski probljasaci v slavjanskoto

Srednovekovie, IstPr, 1963, 5, p. 86-100.

_________________, Vr^zki meždu Čexi, slovaci i  balgari prez Sred-

novekovieto (in: Čexoslovakija i  Balgarija prez 

vekovete), Sofia, 1963, p. 7-41.
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__________________, Zaraždane na naučnata misai v srednovekovna

Balgarija, Arxeologija , 1963, 2, p. 10-15.

____________ , e d . ,  B o lo n s k i p s a l t i r  (P h o to p u b l ic a t io n  o f  th e

manuscript), Sofia, 1968, 530 pp.

__________________, Kuev, K., Balgarskata literatura prez XIV v.

(in: Istorija na balgarskata literatura, 1), 

Sofia, 1963, p. 267-284.

D u rid a n o v , I . ,  Ed in  s lu Č a j na ranna u po treba  na p re d lo g a

na za izrazjavane na datelno otnošenie, BalgEz,

I I I ,  1953, 1, p. 58-60.

_______________________, Кэт problemata za razvoja na balgarskija

ezik ot sintetizam kam analitizam, GodSU, LI, 

Sofia, 1955, 3, p. 87-272.

_______________________, Iz istorijata na pričastijata v balgarskija

ezik, BslgEz, VI, 1956, 2, p. 148-152.

_______________________, BeleŽki varxu starobalgarskija prevod na

evangelieto s ogled na vlijanieto na grackija 

sintaksis (in: Ezikovedski izsledvanija v cest 

na akad. St. Mladenov) , Sofia, 1957, p. 225-235.

______________________, Patjat na balgarskija ezik ot sintetizam

kam analitizam, BalgEz, VII, 1957, 1, p. 5-8.

_______________________, Za naienkite na analitizma v balgarskija

ezik. Rocznik slawistyczny, 20, Cracow, 1958, 

p. 16-26.

Durnovo, N . ,  К i s t o r i i  p o v e s t i ob A k i r e . M a te r ia ły  i^ i z -

sledovanija po starinnoj literature, 1, Moscow, 

1915, i i  + 131 pp.
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_ ,  Slavjanskoe pravopisanie X ־  XI w . ,  Slavia,

12, 1933-34, p• 45-82.

G., Polnyj cerkovno-slavjanskij slovar', Moscow, 

1900, xxxviii + 1120 pp.

, Le développement des voyelles originairement 

nasalisées dans le moyen bulgare. Le Monde Orien- 

ta l, 12, Uppsala, 1918, p. 177-225.

P., O vizantijskom v lija n ii v bolgarskoj i  

drevnerusskoj literaturax IX - XII w ., Slavjan- 

skie literatury (Doklady sovetskoj delegacii. v 

Meidunarodnyj s"ezd slavistov), Moscow, 1963, 

p. 5-13.

, Kniga proroka Isaji v drevne-slavjanskom pere- 

vode. St. Petersburg, 1897, 1, i i  + 168 pp.? 2, 

145 + i i i  pp.

, Zametki po drevneslavjanskomu perevodu Sv. 

Pisanija, IV, IzvORJaS, V, 3, St. Petersburg,

1900 (Photoedition: Graz, 1964), p. 788-823.

., Ranni svedenija za balgarskija ezik v Rusija, 

BalgEz, XII, Sofia, 3, 1962, p. 231-239.

Die Miniaturen des Ev. Iwan Alexanders in Lon- 

don, Byzantion, IV, 1927-28, p. 313-319.

Londonskoto evangelie na Ivan Aleksander i  nego- 

vite miniatjuri, SpBAN, XXXVIII, Sofia, 1929, 

p. 1-32.

Starob^lgarskata Živopis prez XIII i  XIV vek.
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BalglstBibl, I I I ,  1930, 1, p. 87-89•

_______________, Les miniatures de 1*Evangile du roi Ivan

Alexandre à Londres (in: Monumenta Artis Bulga- 

riae, 3),Sofia, 1934.

Fuchs, F., Die höheren Schulen von Konstantinope1 im Mit-

te la lter, Leipzig-Berlin, 1926, vi + 79 pp.

Gadolina, M. A., К is to rii nekotoryx form ličnyx i  vozvrat-

nyx mestoimenij v russkom jazyke XIII - XVII w . ,  

Trudy IJa, 5, Moscow, 1954, p. 34-80,.

Geanakoplos, D. J ., Byzantine East and Latin West, New York

- Evanston, 1967, x + 206 pp.

Gečev, St. A., Кэт vaprosa za slavjanskija Fiziolog, Sofia,

1938, 127 + xxvii pp.

Georgieva, S., Po v©prosa za xaraktera na rannosrednovekov-

nata balgarska kultura, Arxeologija, 3, p. 1-5.

Gerov, B., Die griechischen, semitischen und lateinischen

Nomina im A l tb u lg a r is c h e n ,  GodSÜ, XXXIX, S o f ia ,  

1943, p. 1-36.

Gianelli, G., Vaillant, A., Un lexique Macédonien du XVIe

siècle, Paris, 1958, 69 pp.

Glubokovskij , N. M., Sv. Kiprian, mitropolit vseja Rossii,

как pisatel1, čtenija v ObSčfestve 1 jubitelej 

duxovnogo prosveSčenija , 1, Jan. 1892, p. 358-424.

Görner, F., Za nadrednite znaci v starobalgarskite pamet-

nici do XIII v., EL, 6, 1967, p. 53-58.

Goł̂׳ b, Z., Funkcja syntaktyczna partykuły da w językach
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pd.-słowiańskich (bułgarskim, macedońskim i  serbo- 

chorwackim) , Biuletyn polskiego Towarzystwa języko- 

znawczego, X III, Cracow, 1954, p. 67-92•

_______________, Conditionalis typu bałkańskiego w językach połu-

dniowosłowiańskich ze szczególnym uwględnieniem 

macedońskiego, Wrocław-Cracow-Warsaw, 1964, 202pp•

Golubinskij, E. E•, Istorija russkoj cerkvi, I I ,  1, Moscow,

1900 (Photoedition: Hague, 1969), 919 pp.

Golysenko, V. S., Dubrovina, V. F., ed's*, Sinajskij

paterik, Moscow, 1967, 400 pp. + xi tables.

Gorskij, A. V., Nevostruev, K., Opisanie slavjanskix ruko-

pisej Moskovskoj Sinodal1noj biblioteki, Moscow,

I I . 2, 1859, 637 pp.; I I . 3, 1862, 841 pp.; I I I . l ,  

1869, 584 pp.

Gošev, I . ,  Car־Asenovijat nadpis nad krepostta Kričim,

SpBAN, 33, 1945, p. 65-85.

Gudzij, N. K., Istorija  drevnej russkoj literatury, Moscow,

1945 (3rd edition), 510 pp.

Guilland, R. J . , Correspondance de Nicéphore Grégoras,

Paris, 1927, xxii + 391 pp.

Galabov, I. P., Stari balgarski ezikovi areali na dako-

rumanskata ezikova te rito rija , EL, 16, 1961, 

p. 39-48.

________________________, Nadpisi кэт Bojanskite stenopisi, Sofia,

1963, 111 pp.

________________________, Nastavkata -telb i  vaprosat za starite
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ezikovi vrazki na praslavjanski, IzvIBE, 16, 196S, 

p. 55-63.

Halle, M., The Sound Pattern of Russian, Hague, 1959,

206 pp.

Haltzidakis, G. N., Zur Wortbildungslehre des Mittel- und

Neugriechischen, Byzantinische Zeitschrift, I I ,  

Leipzig, 1893, p. 235-286.

Horálek, K., К otázce staroslovënského in fin itivu . Poeta

Fr. Travničkovi a F. Wollmanovi, Brno, 1948, 

p. 159-165.

___________________, Evangeliare a čtveroevangelia, Prague, 1954,

313 pp.

Hättl-Worth, G., Problemy meŽslavjanskix i  slavjano -

neslavjanskix leksičeskix otnošenij (in: American 

Contributions to the Fifth International Congress 

of Slāvists, 1), Hague, 1963, p. 133-152.

__________________________, К issledovaniju proisxo^denija russkogo

jazyka (Leksičeskie materijaly iz drevnix pere- 

vodov psaltyri), ZbMSFL, IX, 1966, p. 31-40.

__________________________, Rol1 cerkovnoslavjanskogo jazyka v raz-

v i t i i  russkogo literaturnogo jazyka. К istorižes- 

komu analizu i  klassifikacii slavjanizmov (in: 

American Contributions to the Sixth International 

Congress of Slāvists, 1), Hague, 1968, p. 1-30.

Ilcev, P. St., Iz balgarskata istoričeska leksikoloģija.

Starobslgarskoto KLJUČITI SÇ, IzvIBE, V III, 1962, 

p. 117-129.
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_______________________t Za specifikata na starobölgarskija ”Dativus

Absolutus", ВэІдЕг, X III, 1963, 3, p. 211-233.

_______________________, Кэт razpredelenieto na dalgite i  kratkite

pronominalni formi v starobelgarski, IzvIBE, X,

1964, p. 235-248.

I l 'in s k ij,  G. A., Sofijskij Oktoix XIII veka, IzvORJaS, X,

4, St. Petersburg, 1905 (Photoedition: Graz, 

1965), p. 204-228.

____________________________, Mittelbulgarisch "čbtomu = сети", AfSlPh

XXVIII, 1906, p. 460-464.

____________________________f Manujlovskij Apostol XIII veka, IzvORJaS

XIII, 1, St. Petersburg, 1908 (Photoedition:

Graz, 1965), p. 366-379.

____________________________/ Značenie Afona v is to r ii slavjanskoj

pis,mennosti, ŽMNP, XI, St. Petersburg, 1908, 

p. 1-41.

____________________________, Gramoty bolgarskix carej (= Drevnosti.

Trudy Slavjanskoj kommissii Imperatorskogo Moskov 

skogo Arxeologiôeskogo Obščestva, V), Moscow,

1911 (Photoedition: London, 1970), 159 pp. +

7 tables.

Isserlin, E. M., Leksika russkogo literaturnogo jazyka

XVII v., Moscow, 1961, 80 pp.

Istomin, К. К., К voprosu о redakcijax Tolkovoj Palei,

IzvORJaS, X, 1, St. Petersburg, 1905 (Photoedi- 

tion: Graz, 1965), p. 147-184.
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Istrin, V. M., Aleksandrija russkix xronografov. Izsledo-

vanie i  tekst, Moscow, 1893, 378 pp.

_______________________, Odin toi'ko perevod Psevdokallisfena, a

drevnebolgarskaja enciklopēdija X veka - mnimaja, 

Vizantijskij vremennik, 1903, p. 1-30.

_______________________, Xronika Georgija Amartela v drevnem slavja-

no־russkom perevode, Slavia, I I ,  1923, 2-3, 

p. 460-467.

Ivanov, J ., Severna Maķedonija, Sofia, 1906, 420 pp.

_________________, Baigarski starini iz Maķedonija, Sofia, 1908,

310 pp.; 1931 (2nd edition), 659 pp. + 10 plates.

_________________, Balgarite v Maķedonija. Izdirvanija î  dokumenti

za t jaxnoto poteklo, ezik 1 narodnost, _s etnograf- 

ska karta jĻ statistika, Sofia, 1917, v + 381 pp.

_________________, Sv. Ivan Rilski i  negovijat manastir. S prilo-

Ženie na pametnici î  fotografski snimki, Sofia, 

1917, vi + 164 pp. + xix plates.

_________________, Bogomilski knigi i  legendi, Sofia, 1925, 387pp.

_________________, Starobąlgarski razkazi. Tekstove, novobalgarski

prevod i  beleŽki, Sofia, 1935, vi + 322 pp.

_________________, Z it i ja na sv. Ivana Rilski, GodSU, Is t . f i l . fak. ,

32, 1936, p. 1-108.

_________________, Balgarskoto knižovno v i i janié v Rusija pri

mitropolit Kiprian, IzvIBL, VI, 1958, p. 25-79.

Ivanova-Konstantinova, Kl., Ob odnoj rukopisi konca XIV v.

Pogodinskogo sobranija, Trudy ODRL, XXV, Moscow -
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Leningrad, 1970, p. 294-308.

Ivanova-Mirčeva, D., Razvoj na bądeSte vreme ("Futurum") v

balgarskija ezik ot X do XVIII vek. Sofia, 1962,

197 pp.

__________________________________, Starobolgarski, staroslavjanski i

srednobalgarska redakcija na staroslavjanski (in: 

Konstantin-Kiril Filosof) , Sofia, 1969, p. 45-62.

Ivic, M., Iz problematike padežnih konstrukcija, JF, XXI,

1955-56, p. 165-214.

Ivic, P., Dijalektologija srpskohrvatskog jezika. Uvod i

stokavsko narečije , Novi Sad, 1956, 218 pp.

______________, Die serbokroatischen Dialekte. Ihre Struktur und

Entwicklung״ Hague, 1958, 325 pp.

______________, О k las ifikac iji srpskohrvatskih dijalekata,

Knjjgevnost i  jezik, X, Beograd, 1963, 1, p.27-28.

______________, Liens phonologiques entre les langues balkaniques.

Actes du 1er Congrès international des études bal- 

kaniques et sud-est européennes, VI, Sofia, 1968, 

p. 133-141.

Jacimirskij, A. I . ,  Ij2 slavjanskix rukopisej. Teksty i

zametki, Moscow, 1899, 166 pp.

________________________________, Grigorij Camblak. OSerk ego žizni, ad-

ministrativnoj i  kniževnoj dejatel'nosti, St. 

Petersburg, 1904, 480 pp.

________________________________, Slavjanskie i  russkie rukopisi rumyn-

skix bibliotek, SbORJaS, 79, 1905, p. 721-723.
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, Iz lingvističeskix i  paleografičeskix 

nabljudenij nad slavjanskimi nadpisjami rumynskogo 

proisxoídenija, IzvORJaS, X, 3, St. Petersburg, 

1906, p. 24-68.

_______________________________, К is to rii apokrifov i  legend v jufcno-

slavjanskoj pis'mennosti, IzvORJaS, St. Peters- 

burg, 1910 (Photoedition: Graz, 1965), XIV,2, 

p. 267-322; XIV, 3, p. 103-159; XV, 1, p. 1-62.

______________________ , К i s t o r i i  loŽnyx m o l i t v  v ju Ž n o -s la -

vjanskoj pis'mennosti, IzvORJaS, St. Petersburg, 

1913 (Photoedition: Graz, 1967), XVIII, 3, p. 1 ־ 

102; XVIII, 4, p. 16-126.

Jagic, V., ed., Quattuor evangeliorum codex glagoliticus

olim Zographensis nunc Petropolitanus, characteri- 

bus cy rillic is  transcriptum notis criticus prole״ 

gomenis appendicibus auctum, Berlin, 1879 (Photo— 

reprint: Graz, 1954), XLV + 175 + i i i  pp.

________________, Wie lautete ç bei den Bulgaren, AfSlPh, I I I ,

1879, p. 312-357.

________________, ed.. Quattuor evangeliorum versionis palaeoslo-

venicae Codex Marianus glagoliticus (Mariinskoe 

četveroevangelie s primečanijami i  priloženijami) , 

Berlin-St. Petersburg, 1883 (Photoreprint: Graz, 

1960), XXX = 607 pp.

________________________, Codex Slovenicus Rerum Grammaticarum (Raz-

suždenija južnoslavjanskoj i. russkoj starini o_
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cerkovno-slavjanskom jazyke, Izsledovanija po rus- 

skomu jazyku, I, St. Petersburg, 1885-1895) (Pho- 

toedition: Slavische Propyläen, 25, Munich, 1968, 

782 pp.)•

_______________, Kritičeskie zametki po is to rii russkogo jazyka,

IzvORJaS, XLVI, 4, St. Petersburg, 1889 (Photo- 

reprint: Graz, 1964), 171 pp.

_______________, Bericht über einen mittelbulgarischen Zlatoust

des 13. - 14. Jahrhunderts, Sitzungsberichte der 

philosophisch-historischen Klasse der Kaiser- 

liehen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 139, Vienna, 

1898, p. 1-72.

_______________9 Die slavischen Composita in ihrem sprachgeschicht-

liehen Auftreten, AfSlPh, XX, 1898, p. 519-556.

_______________9 Kritičeskie zametki к slavjanskomu perevodu dvux

apokrifiáeskix skazanij (Apokrifičeskoe Pervoevan- 

gelie Iakova, Apokrifičeskoe Posianie Pilata v 

Rim), IzvORJaS, St. Petersburg, 1898 (Photoedi- 

tion: Graz, 1964), I I I ,  2, p. 315-338? I l l ,  3, 

p. 793-822.

_______________9 Evangelium Dobromiri? ein altmacedonisches Denk-

mal der kirchenslavischen Sprache des XII. Jahr- 

hunderts, Vienna, I, 1898, 138 + i i  pp.; I I ,  1899, 

140 + i i i  pp.

Jakobson, R., Remarques sur ! ,évolution phonologique du

russe comparée k celle des autres langues slaves, 

Prague, 1929, 188 pp.
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_____________________, On Slavic Diphthongs Ending in a Liquid,

Word, 8, 1952, p. 2-6•

Janin, R., Constantinople byzantine (= Archives de l'Orient

chretien, 4), Paris, 1950, xxvii + 482 pp.,

15 maps.

Kabasanov, St., Star i  nov nasalizsm v neproučen dosega

bułgarski govor, Slavistični studii (Sbornik po 

slućfaj V Mefdunaroden slavističen kongres v 

Sofija) , Sofia, 1963, p. 173-184.

Ka^uzniacki, Em,, Aus der panegyrischen Literatur der Süd״

slaven, Vienna, 1901, 132 pp.

____________________, Werke des P a tr ia rc h e n  von B u lg a r ie n

Euthymius (1375-93), Vienna, 1901, cxxviii+450 pp.

Karskij, E. F., Ocerk slavjanskoj k irillovskij paleografi!,

Warsaw, 1915 (3rd edition), xvi + 518 pp.

________________________, Slavjanskaja kirillovskaja paleografija  ,

Leningrad, 1928, xi + 494 pp.

Kazakova, N. A., Lur'e, Ja. S., Antifeodal,nye eretičeskie

dviženija na Rusi XIV - nacala XVI v ., Moscow - 

Leningrad, 1955, 544 pp.

Kiselkov, V. Sl., Žitieto na sv. Teodosij Тэ-rnovski kato

istoričeski pametnik, Sofia, 1926, l i i  + 32 pp.

____________________________, Sveti Teodosij Tarnovski, Sofia, 1926,

53 pp.

____________________________, Grigorij Sinait, predstavitel na misti-

сizma vąv Vizantija prez XIV v^, Sofia, 1928,

32 pp.
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____________________________, ed., žitie na Sv. Paraskeva (ot patriarx

Evtimij) (in: Balgarska istoriČeska biblioteka,

S. Slavčev, ed., I I I ,  1), Sofia, 1930, p. 190-217.

____________________________, Mitropolit Joasaf Bdinski i  slovoto mu

za Sv. Filoteja (in: Balgarska istoriČeska b ib li- 

oteka, S. Slavčev, ed., IV, 1), Sofia, 1931, 

p. 167-206.

____________________________, Patriarx Evtimij, Sofia, 1938, 316 pp.

____________________________, Sv. Ivan Rilski. Ž it ija , Sofia, 1940,

88 pp.

____________________________, Prouki i  očerti po starobalgarskata

literatura, Sofia, 1956, 400 pp.

Klemensiewicz, Z., Lehr-Sp^awinski, T., Urbańczyk, St.,

Gramatyka historyczna języka polskiego, Warsaw, 

1964 (2nd edition), 596 pp.

Kniga Stepennaja carskogo rodoslövija ; Polnoe sobranie rus-

skix letopisej, XXI, 2, St. Petersburg, 1913, 

p. 343-708.

Kočin, G. E., Materiały dija terminologičeskogo slovarja

drevnej Rossii, Moscow-Leningrad, 1937 (Photoedi- 

tion: Düsseldorf-Vaduz, 1969), 487 pp.

Kolesnikov, I. F., ed., Sbornik snimkov s russkogo pis'ma

XI ־ XVIII vv., I, Moscow, 1913 (2nd edition), 

Table 15.

Koneski, Bl., Edna odlomka od XIII vek, spomenik od oxrid-
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