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Chapter 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
Slavist A. I. Sobolevskij delivered a report entitled:

JuZno-slavjanskoe vlijanie na russkuju pis'mennost' v XIV -

Xv !EEEEl- Some sixty years later, in September, 1958, an-
other famous Russian scholar, a literary historian, medie-
valist and philologist, D. S. Lixadev, delivered to the
Fourth International Congress of Slavists in Moscow a report

entitled Nekotorye zadali izufenija vtorogo juZnoslavijan-

skogo vlijanija v RossiiZ2. 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. Sobolevskij's work "in certain respects

1. This report was soon afterward published as
a separate brochure, JuZno-slavjanskoe vlijanie na russkuju
pis'mennost' v XIV - XV vekax. Re&', Citannaja na goditnom
akte Arxeologileskogo instituta 8 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 (Blbllogra31Cesﬁle materialy), St.
Petersburg, 1903, p. 1-37.

2. D. S. Lixalfev, Nekotorye zada®i izu&enija
vtorogo ju2noslavjanskogo vlijanija v Rossii, Issledovanija
0 slavjanskomu literaturovedeniju i fol'kloristike
Doklady Sovetskix ufenyx na 1V Me2dunarodnom s'ezde
slavistov), Moscow, 1960, p. 95-151.
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merely stated this influence, rather than studied it"3.
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
l4th century - the Bulgarian and the Serbian.

l1.1.1. In comparing the reports of Sobolevskij
and Lixaclev, one remarks how little factual information on
the subject of linguistic change in the Russian language
was gained by Slavists over the sixty years separating
them. Lixadev's final conclusions take the form of four
broadly-defined tasks set for future Slavists:

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-
ence.

Fourth, to conduct textological analyses of
literary works translated and brought to Russia.
The textological study of 1l4th and 15th century
literary monuments and their copies will 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; it will 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. LixaZev, op. cit., p. 96.

4. D. S. Lixacev, op. cit., p. 150.
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of late 14th- and 15th-century Muscovite Russia are con-
cerned, the scholar of today must still rely mainly on ob-
servations made earlier by Sobolevskij:

a) a comparison of the Russian manuscripts of the
first half of the 1l4th century with those of the middle of
the 15th century reveals a significant difference with re-
spect to the languages;

b) the language of the Russian manuscripts of the
middle of the 15th century reflects particular features of
the Middle Bulgarian literary languageG;

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.

It is interesting to note that all Russian au-
thors, discussing the problem of the overall cultural influ-
ence in 14th- and 15th-century Russia, refer to this as the

South Slavic influence, and still emphasize the leading

role of the Middle Bulgarian literary language. So far, no
one has been able to distinguish clearly where the Buil-
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. cit., p. 1.
6. A. I. Sobolevskij, op. cit., 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 l4th century.

1.1.2. The enormous territorial expansion of the
Bulgarian state in the 13th century, during the reign of the
Tarnovo king Ioan Asé&n I1I (1218-1241)8 4did not immediately
bring about the flowering of Bulgarian literatureg. The
Bulgarian culture reached the peak of its development in
the time of Bulgaria's greatest territorial losses, during
the reign of the Tarnovo king Ioan Alexandar (1331-1371)10,
But the cultural expansion in Tarnovo had its roots in the
enlarged empire of the l3th-century Bulgarian kings, who
gave vast wealth to the Church and the monasteries all over

their newly-acquired territories. The only surviving evi-

dence from the time of King Ioan As&n II of such heavy in-

8. V. Zlatarski, Istorija na balgarskata
dasr2ava prez srednite vekove, 111, Sofia, 1940, p. 323-324.
I. Dujdev, Car Ivan-Asen II, Sofia, 1941, p. 1-

S3.
, Prinosi kam istorijata na Ivan-Asenja
, LXVI, 1943, v. 3, p. 168-169.

11,

:

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

10. Ju. Trifonov, Despot Ivan-Aleksandar i
poloZenieto na Balgarija sled VelbaZdkata 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 Tarnovo. But,
as can be seen from their gramoty, later kings, especially
those of the 1l4th century, gave most generously to the
Church and its institutionsll,

The two centuries (1l1lth - 12th) 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
Velba%d (today's Kjustendil) on June 28, 1330, to the fatal
defeat by the Turks at Cernomen (near Adrianopolis) on
September 26, 1371, half of the Bulgarian lands were part

of the Serbian kingdom of Stefan Defanski, his son Stefan

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

G. A, Il'inskij, Gramoty bolgarskix carej,
Moscow, 1911 (photoreprint: ~London, , pPp. /-8, 14-21.

G. Balasfev, S3&tinski 1li e xrisovulat na car
Konstantin Tix (1258-1277)?, Minalo, II, Sofia, v. 5-6,
1911, p. 178-179.

P. Petrov, Kam vyprosa 2za avtenti®nostta na
Virginskata gramota i dostovernostta na ssdarZaitite se v
neja svedenija, GSU Fil.-ist. fak., v. I, 2, Sofia, 1958,
p. 171-175.
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DuSan (1331-1351) and their heirsl?2, 1In the centers of
learning and literary production of King DuSan'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 gueen of Bulgarian royal origin - King
Dusan's wife Elena was the sister of the Tgarnovo king, Ioan
Aleksandarl3. Of how little 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
still living today. Earlier, the name of this
land was Moesia. But because they were multiply
numerous (sicl!), they filled not only (the land
on) this side of the Danube, but also (the land)
all the way to Dral [today's Dures] and even
further down, for the Wallachians, Serbians and
the rest are all one and the samei4.

While there must have been distinct structural

differences between the spoken language of the Bulgarians

l2. 1I. Dujlev, Bolgarskie licevye rukopisi XIV
veka, Bolgarskaja miniatjura XIV veka (M. V. S&epkina, ed.),
Moscow, 1963, p. 8.

13. Balgarska Akademija na Naukite, Istorija na
Balgarija, v. I, Sofia, 1961, p. 223.

14. I. DujCev, ed., Letopista na Konstantin
Manasi, Sofia, 1963, p. 249.
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and that of the Serbiansls, the differences in the two 1lit-
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
Slavists 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 first observed in the Classical OCS texts, and
completely demonstrated in the gramoty of the 15th cen-

turyle: on the other hand, all Middle Bulgarian texts give

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

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

16. I. Duridanov, Patjat na bslgarskija ezik ot
sintetizem kam analitizam, BaslgEz, VII, 1957, 1, p. 5-8.
. Kam problemata za razvoja na
balgarskija ezik ot sintetizem kam analitizam, GSUFil.fak.,
v. LI, 1, 1955, p. 87-272,

K. Mir&ev, Po vaprosa za naj-rannite primeri na
analitifen datelen padeZ v balgarskite pametnici, Eziko-
vedski izsledvanija v Zest na akademik Stefan Mladenov,

1557, p.

Sofia, 37-46.
S. B. Bern3tejn, Razyskanija v oblasti
bolgarskoj istori&eskoj dialektologii, v. 1, Moscow-
Leningrad, 1948, 368 pp.
E. V. Ce8ko, Istorija 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. It is only regrettable that, apparently, no
serious studies on the mutual influence of Serbian and
Bulgarian have ever been conducted.

So far, it 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 l4th-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 it prove that this word has
always existed in Bulgarian or that it 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 dialect's speakers. It is quite reasonable to



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 list of diagnostic words
does not exist, and its compilation will be possible only
after the publication of complete dictionaries of 0l1d and
Middle Bulgarian and 014 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-
tivel7.

The problem of the syntactic differences between
0ld Serbian and Middle Bulgarian is still an area untouched
by Slavists. However, certain syntactic "Balkanisms" in the
Bulgarian linguistic area, such as the "double object", the
replacement of the infinitive by " pa-constructions”", the
use of xordrm for affirmative future and of He umbdrTy 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 list 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 list 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 languagels. The time of first penetration of such
features into the Bulgarian literary language is considered
to be much later than it actually was (see our discussion
in 4.4.2.)

Practically, it is impossible to decide the
Bulgarian or Serbian origin of a literary work of the period
llth - 14th centuries when certain phonetic, orthographic,
lexical and syntactic features of both languages are present
in the copies. In such cases, it 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 1libraries and museums all over the world is substan-
tiall?. an interesting example of how difficult it 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 lé6th-century Russian copy of these

20

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 balgarskija ezik, BalgEz, XVI, 1966, 4, p. 281-
293.

19. In a letter to me, Mr. Manjo Stojanov of
the Sofia National Library "Kiril 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 biSEloEeﬁl, 11,
2, Moscow, 1859, p. 156-177. See also:

A. N. Popov, Opisanie rukopisej i katalog knig
cer%ovno' pecati biblioteki A. I. XIudova, Moscow, 1872,
p. 80-89.

- 10 -



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 textologists 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 greserved in the copies kept
in the Synod Library?l.

Next in time was the description of a Serbian
copy of the 14th-15th century, made by L. Stojanoviézz,
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. Stojanovié simply repeated their
findings. In 1905, A. I. Jacimirskij discovered, in the
library of the Rumanian monastery of Niamtu, a Middle
Bulgarian copy of the same edition of this work, without a

trace of Serbian influence?3. This manuscript was assigned

by Jacimirskij to the l4th century, although he was not

21. A. V. Gorskij, K. Nevostruev, op. cit.,
p. 174.

22. L. Stojanovié, Katalog Narodne biblioteke
u Beogradu. Rukopisi i stare Stampane Knjge, IV, Beograd,
1903, p. 139-14¢6.

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

- 11 -
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able to determine whether or not it was older than the
Serbian copies.

The Bulgarian National Library has recently re-
ceived from the Archeoclogical Museum in Sofia, a Middle
Bulgarian recension of the same text, written on paper,
dating from the period 1297-1311 24. 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 itself to be a copy from a much older
Bulgarian originalzs.

l.2. It is widely accepted, however, that the
Middle Bulgarian language played the main role in the re-
shaping of the Russian literary lanquage of the 15th cen-
turyze. The best of the l4th-century Bulgarian books which
were deposited in the Balkan monasteries or taken to Russia
soon after the fall of Tarnovo to the Turks (in the summer

of 1393)27 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, III, Sofia,
1964, p. 182-190.

25. M. Stojanov, Xr. Kodov, op. cit., pp. 182,
189.

26. A, I. Sobolevskij, Perevodnaja literatura
Moskovskoj Rusi XIV - XVII vekov, St. Petersburg, 1903, p.6.
D. 5. Lixagev, op.cit., p. 106,

27. Balgarska Akademija na Naukite, Istorija na
Balgarija, v. 1, Sofia, 1961 (2nd edition), p. 244.

- 12 -



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
vielded 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. Still, the reforms in Serbia
and Russia followed the same principles as those applied in
the revision of the Middle Bulgarian literary language.
Sobolevskij generalizes these principles as followszs:

a) to separate the literary language from the
spoken dialects;

b} to bring the literary language closer to that
of the oldest monuments - 01d 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 01d
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.cit., p. 3-4.

- 13 -
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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 first half
of the 1l4th 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-1l4th century are written in uncial
script (ustav) or in the old semiuncial (star$ij poluustav)
typical for Russian, almost all of the manuscripts of the
15th century are written in the new semiuncial (mlad$ij
poluustav) borrowed from the l4th-century Bulgarian and
Serbian textszg. 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 script3l.
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 it illustrates the

29. A. I. Sobolevskij, op. cit., p. 1.

30. V. N. BZepkin, UCebnik russkoj paleografii,
Moscow, 1920, p. 55-58.

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

32. D. S. LixaCev, op. cit., p. 97.

- 14 -



.1347407

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 all 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. éerepnin33. 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 period34. 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 - 15th 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 artistic styles. All 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. ferepnin, Russkaja paleografija,
Moscow, 1956, pp. 190, 213-215.
N. S. Caev, L. V. ferepnin, Russkaja paleo-
grafija, Moscow, 1946, p. 75.

34. L. V, Cerepnin, op. cit., p. 175-280.

- 15 -
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market35,

When a Marxist historian makes Ssuch 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
type36; 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
it avoids any allusion to a second South Slavic influence.

1.3. The South Slavic influence on Russian manu-
script illumination is well documented37, but which of the
Bulgarian and Serbian manuscripts influenced the Russian
style, and precisely in what features, remains an insuf-
ficiently studied problem38. E. F. Karskij has emphasized
the heavy dependence of the Russian art of ornamenting man-
uscripts on the 0l1d and Middle Bulgarian tradition. The
latter was itself either a reflection of the Byzantine art

of the 9th-11th and again of the 13th-14th centuries, or of

35. L. V. Cerepnin, op. cit., p. 190-191.
36. D. S. Lixafev, ibid.

37. A. I. Sobolevskij, op. cit., p. 2-3.
D. S. Lixadev, ibid.
V. N. 3&epkin, ibid.

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

M. V., SZepkina, ed., Bolgarskaja miniatura XIV
veka, Moscow, 1963.

- 16 -
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certain Western trends, such as the teratological style,
which flourished in the Balkans in the 12th-13th centuries
and was still alive in Russia (in Novgorod) even in the
15th3?. 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
century onwardqo. 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,

if at all, only centuries later?l

According to some specialists, there were two Bul-
garian schools of manuscript illumination: the Popular
School and the Palace (Tsrnovo) school42. Such an aprior-
istic 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, Slavjanskaja kirillovskaja
paleografija, Leningrad, 1928, p. 155-157.

4

40. E. F. Karskij, op. cit., p. 137-139.

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

42. N. Mavrodinov, Starobgalgarskata Z2ivopis,
Sofia, 1946, p. 153. )

B. Filov, Starobalgarskata Zivopis prez XIII i
XIV vek, BalgIstBibl, III, 1930, 1, p. 87-89.

I. Duj&ev, Bolgarskie licevye rukopisi XIV veka,
Bolgarskaja miniatjura XIV veka (M. V. S&epkina, ed.),
Moscow, 1963, p. 1l0.

- 17 -
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although it bears an inscription from which one learns that
it was especially made for the Tarnovo king Ioan Aleksander?3.
On the other hand, the beautiful illuminations in the Exege-

44, made early in 1337 in the pro-

sis of the Four Gospels
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, Tarnovo; yet they are very close

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

An examination of the Popular School manuscripts45

43. B. Conev, Slavjanski rakopisi na Balgarskata
akademija, 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). It is bound inside a Greek antho-
logy (284 leaflets), currently kept in the Leningrad State
Public Library "Saltykov-3&edrin" as # Gre&-235. For more
information see:

I. bujfev, Iz starata balgarska kniZnina, Sofia,
1944 (2nd ed.), pp. xxx1ii, 281, 4189.

45. Acts of the Apostles (from Oxrid) of the 1l2th
century. See:

S. M. Kul'bakin, Oxridskaja rukopis' Apostola
konca XII veka, Sofia, 1907, p. vi-vil.

The Four Gospels by the priest Dobrej%o, from
around the year 1221. See:

B. Conev, DobrejSovoto &etveroevangelie, Sofia,
1906, 264 + vi pp.

The Bologna Psalter, from between 1218 and 1241,

See:
I. Duj&ev, ed., Bolonski psaltir (photographic
reproduction of the manuscript), Sofia, 1968, 530 pp.

The Radomir's Psalter of the 13th century. See:

V. Zaxariev, Ornamentalnata ukrasa na Radomiro-
vija psaltir ot bibliotekata na Zografskija manastir,
Rodina, II, 1939, 2, p. 154-158.

- 18 -
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(with the exception of the above-mentioned Exegesis of the
Gospels) shows that all 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 1l4th
century belong to a new school, which had severed all 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 little rela-
tion to its artistic merits. The style of the era was
unified, reflecting contemporary Byzantine style, and all
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 "Tarnovo
School"46 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 fully representative
of the artistic taste of the time. As for the limited num-
ber of surviving manuscripts, it is impossible to judge
whether all the illuminations existing in the 14th century

are known today, and if not, what percentage the remnants

46. I. Duj&ev, Bolgarskie licevye rukopisi XIV
veka, Bolgarskaja miniatjura XIV veka (M. V. 5&epkina, ed.),
Moscow, 1963, p. 1ll.

- 19 -
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represent of the total number of illuminated manuscripts
which once existed.
The most remarkable of all Middle Bulgarian illum-

inated manuscripts is the British Museum's Four Gospels of
47

King Ioan Aleksandsr ‘', which has 365 miniature paintings48.
Although most of the miniatures are copies from an older
Byzantine gospel book, there are a few original portraits:
of the Bulgarian king Iocan Aleksandar, his wife Theodora,
his sons Ioan Asén and Ioan Sisman, his daughters Keraca,
Desislava and Kera Themar, and his son-in-law Konstantin,
husband of Kera Themar49,

Another exclusive example of Bulgarian illuminated

manuscripts, although almost unknown, is the Tomid Psalter,

kept in the State Historical Museum in Moscow, # Muz.2752°0,

47. We will 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 Dujfev gives the incorrect number of
352 miniatures in his article Bolgarskie licevye rukopisi
XIV veka, p. 12. Most likely, he was misled by a misprint
in the existing literature quoted in his bibliographical
footnotes. I have a full 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. 3&epkin, Bolgarskij ornament epoxi Ioanna
Aleksandra, Sbornik statej po slavjanovedeniju, posvjas&en-
nyx prof. M. S. Drinovu, Kharkov, 1904, p. 15 -lgﬁ.

- 20 -
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This manuscript was found in today's Macedonia by the Serb-
ian philologist S. N. Tomié, who sent it to Moscow in Sept-
ember, 190221,

The best-known and most-studied Bulgarian illumin-
ations are those of the famous Vatican copy of the Manasses

Chronicle®2, It has 69 miniature paintings; 18 of them

illustrate Bulgaro-Byzantine relations, and four — rela-
tions among Russians, Bulgarians and Byzantine553. 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 fall of Tarnovo (1393) until its first
inventarization in the Vatican Library (1481) is unknown.
But most likely, it was taken westward to Croatia or the

Dalmatian coast, where two persons, writing in Latin>4

51. AN SSSR, Dokumenty k istorii slavjanovedenija
% Rossii (1850-1912), Moscow-Leningrad, 1948, pp. 181, 183,
13, 218.

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

I. Dujfev, ed., Letopista na Konstantin Manasi,
Sofia, 1963, 415 pp. “'

Unfortunately, the photoreproduction is in black
and white, thus contributing little to the study of its
artistic features.

For bibliographic information on the studies of
the miniatures and text of the Chronicle (until 1963), see
the preface by I. Dujdev, op. cit., pP. V - XXxXvi.

53. I. Duj¢ev, Miniatjurite na Manasievata
letopis, Sofia, 1962,138 pp.

54. I. Dujfev, Latinskite nadpisi po Vatikan-
skija prepis na Manasievata Xronika, Izvestija na Balg. arx.
institut, VIII, 1934, p. 369-378.

, Letopista na Konstantin Manasi,
Sofia, 1963, pp. x11 - xiii, ZEZ-ZIS.

- 21 -
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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
it is not known when he acquired it. Together with some

other books belonging to the bishop, the Manasses Chronicle

was given to the Vatican Library sometime between the years

1475 and 148155. 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

56

of the Founding of Moscow and the so-called Chronograph

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

spelled entunapu? (in the former) and enpTunHuMpue (in the

latter). Credit is due the Soviet scholar M. A. Salmina
for first establishing that this word was a wrong translation,
due to misreading, of a phrase from the Greek original of

the Manasses Chronicle®8. The corresponding Greek Ev

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

one word, eHTUHApu® or €HITUHMPHUE, instead of the correct

55. I. Dujfev, op. cit., p. xiii,

56. M. N. Tixomirov, Skazanie o nafale Moskvy,
Z, v, 32, Moscow, 1950, p. 233.

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

58. M. A, Salmina, "Entinarij" v "Povesti o

zadale Moskvy", TODRL, v. XV, Moscow-Leningrad, 1958,
p. 362-363. -
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*BD Tgpnaﬂﬁ. Salmina found a 17th-century Serbian copy

59

of the Manasses 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 enruuwpne, and the Chronograph — eHBTUHHpDHE.

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

the word was changed into eHTHHapHﬁ. I. Dujéev60 traced
the story to the very end. The Bulgarian translator of the
Chronicle failed to understand the phrase £v Tuppnvoig as
consisting of two words, and rendered it as éarnpﬁnne: éxe

) ) ~T
oyBbnbBD E€HTUDfiHME . MCKOYCHHM 3HAMEHMWMD CBMOTDHUTENb, D€ .

KO Tpaib CBW TaBa MHOTHMD R3HLKWMB GxneT1.5.6I (When

Entirinie, the experienced seer of signs, learned about it,

he said that this city will 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 it, he said ...". All three®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. Duj&ev, Odna citata iz Manassievoj
Xroniki v srednebolgarskom perevode, TODRL,v. XVI, Moscow -
Leningrad, 1960, p. 647-649.

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

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

62. I. Bogdan, Cronica lui Constantin Manasses.
Traducere mediobulgard f3cut 1 gg Ia 1350. Text s1 glosar d

Ioan Bogdan. Cu prefata de prof. I. Bianu, Bucuregtl, 1925—
p. /3.
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texts of the Manasses Chronicle repeat the same mistake

(EHTEE“H“e) in the original from which they were
copied. In an unknown copy dating somewhere between
the l4th-century Bulgarian copies and the time of the

First Version of the Russian Chronograph, a scribe mis-

spelled entupunme into eHTumHMpue. This unknown copy

must have been the source of both the Russian Chronograph

(ensTHHUDHE) and the Serbian Manasses Chronicle in the

copy from Novgorod (eHTWHUDWE) ; the spelling then became

eHTMHapnﬁ in the Tale of the Founding of Moscow.

This excursus was necessary in order to clarify
two points: first, in how complex a fashion the Bulgarian
literature and language influenced those of 1S5th-century
Russia (often through Serbian mediation); second, that it
was not the beautifully illuminated Vatican copy of the

Manasses Chronicle (for it contains the un-metathesized form

eHTUpUHUEe ) which was used as a prototype for the Russian

Chronograph, but an unknown copy, containing the metathes-

ized form eHTHHMpDME from which both the Chronograph and the

Serbian Manasses Chronicle from Novgorod were copied.

Another 1little-known illuminated l4th-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 Anchia1063.

63. I. Dujfev, Bolgarskie licevye rukopisi XIV
veka, Bolgarskaja miniatjura XIV veka (M. V. S&epkina, ed.),
Moscow, 1963, p. 15-1l6.
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The last of the l4th-century illuminations is

King Ioan Aleksandsr's Psalter of 1337 (also known as Sof-

ijski Pesnivec)64. Bulgarian art historians consider the

artistic merits of the illumination in the Psalter far be-
low those of the other l4th-century manuscripts (cf.fn. 46).

1.3.2. A very important aspect of the Middle Bul-
garian influence on the art of manuscript ornamentation in
15th-century Russia is the characterization of uniquely Bul-
garian features in the style of the above-described 14th-
century manuscripts. In this respect, I. Dujdev writes:

In addition, it is necessary to state that, while

the Popular School still preserves relative

originality, thg official Taggovo 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 official Bulgarian Church accepted the spiritual

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

64. A. S. Arxangel'skij, Bolgarskij "Pesnivec"
1337 goda. Poxvala i otryvok psaltyrnogo teksta, Izv.ORJaS$,
II, 1897, 3, p. 786-794,

65. I. Dujev. op. cit., p. 10.

66. Balgarska Akademija na Naukite, Istorija na
Balgarija, I, Sofia, 1961 (2nd edition), pp. 175, 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 126167, The non-Byzantine features of the
l]3th-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, it corresponds to the
early (7th-century) Roman Barbarian style. It flourished in
the South Slavic area (13th century) and was further devel-
oped in Russia (end of 13th - 1l4th centuries)sa. A definite
proof of the Catholic influence in it is the controversial
tonsure (shaved top of the head) in the self-portrait of the

priest Dobrej¥o in a miniature of his Four Gospels (cf. fn.

45). The Russian art historian S. M. Dimitrievi& 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,

If one writes of strong Byzantine influence on the

official Ternovo School of the 14th century, the reader may

67. Balgarska Akademija na Naukite, op. cit.,
p. 207.

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

69. S. M. Dimitrievid, BEst' li tonsury na golo-
vax svjatitelej v starom vostolno-pravoslavnom ikonopisanii?z,
Izvestija na Balgarskija arxeologideski institut, X, 1936,

P. 113-}28.

Of course, Priest Dobrej%o 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 stylistic 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 artistic 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 all 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, and the miniatures were painted
over the marked parallel lines. Through the centuries, the
paint has chipped from the scored lines, which are clearly
seen in the photostatic edition70. The answer does not seem
to be very complicated: it may be surmised that when the
scribe prepared his pages for writing, there was no artist
present, and no illuminations were planned. But when

the scribe reached the middle of page 14 (the back page of
the seventh leaflet), a talented painter appeared and the
first miniature was painted. Then, the next miniatures
followed: after four pages, then after one, then after

another four, etc. The initial 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 Ioan Aleksandsr.
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-
traits in them must have been drawn from life.

If 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, it is obvious that there was
a different artist 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 Tomicd Psalter (cf. fn. 50)

reveal significant details as to both the nationality of its

artist and the existence of an artistic school in Tarnovo.

V. N. S&epkin has emphasized the Byzantine character of the

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

tifully executed, represent the Byzantine style of the 13th-

14th centuries, which had returned to the brilliant tradi-
n7l

tions of the 10th century . Additional, linguistic evi-~

dence confirms the non-Bulgarian nationality of the artist.

71. V. N. S&epkin, op. cit., 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 Slu!ebnik72l the il-

luminations were made by an artist 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 miniatures’3. There are still 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 it reads:’% "Put David here, stand-

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

72. This SluZebnik, 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. cit., p. 406-407.

In addition to tEe name of the scribe on leaflet

D B . .
44 (nombHfiTe rp mHAT  cuMewHAa), which appears also in
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 Juhy is absolutely identical to
that of the same word on p. 125 in the photo-publication of
the Manasses Chronicle; the ligature’p’ (for -Tp~) has a
very individual shape - and element of personal handwriting
in the wavy line at the top of the letter T (7): here and
there at the end of a line the letter a is written cursive-
ly, with the final hook leaning downward: €, 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. S¥epkin, op. cit., p. 218.

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

I. buj&ev, op. cit., 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: first, if the painter
was a Bulgarian, why should the Bulgarian scribe have given
him instructions in Greek; second, if 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. It would seem that the only reasonable answer to
these questions is that the artist 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, it 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

miniatures75

may indeed show that he was not of Greek nation-
ality. But the Greek Orthodox community of the l1l4th century
was a multinational one. Since artistic 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. Dujéev, op. cit., p. 19.
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not Greek either (if it can be proven that his spelling and
stress errors must have been made by a non-Greek).

It has been observed for two of the above-describ-
ed l4th-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 (Tomié Psalter). If these texts were written

in the city of Tsrnovo or in the surrounding monasteries, we
definitely have no right to speak of a "Tarnovo School" of
illumination. If 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,
it 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 Tomié Psalter and the Exegesis of the

Gospels), if 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

the Four Gospels of King Ioan Aleksander, which was kept in

Moldavia and Wallachia until 1688-1714, when it 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 critical an attitude towards the new style, impos-
ing modern criteria of artistic achievement on a still medi-
eval literature. Common are characterizations of the new
style as one of "artificial literary devices"77, and "rhetor-

n78

ically grandiloquent and declamatory panegyrics . and of

the language of the literary works as "impossibly convoluted,
full of verbal conceits"79. D. S. LixaZev is one of the
very few literary historians to place the stylistic studies
on l4th-century South Slavic and 15th-century Russian liter-

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. Klju¥evskij, Drevnerusskie Zitija
svijatyx kak istori&eskij isto&nik, Moscow, 1871, p. 75

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

79. M. N. Speranskij, Istorija drevnej russkoj
literatury. Moskovskij period, Moscow, I%Zl rd edition},
p. 101.




artistic method in the literature"89 of the time., The usu-
al explanation of the peculiarities of the new style, is
that they arose out of the triumph and pride felt 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. Lixadev's criticism
of this historically unmotivated view is most cogent:
A feeling by itself, no matter how strong, without
ties to a philosophy, could not alone have deter-
mined all peculiarities of their style; moreover,
the very solemnity of the style of the time is
qguite questionable... this style is too dynamic,
too saturated with the authors' lyrical digressions

and expressions of dissatisfaction, to have been
solemn or Eiedetermined for the glorification of

the state.®*,
l1.4.1. 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 if the new style
83

spread only to the "high" literature of medieval Russia ~,

it was typical of all literary genres (including gramoty) in

l4th-century Bulgaria (cf. below). The claim of Soviet lit-

80. D. S. Lixafev, Nekotorye zada&i izud&enija
vtorogo juZnoslavjanskogo vlijanija v Rossii, Issledovanija
Eg slavjanskomu literaturovedeniju i fol'kloristike, Moscow,
1960, p. 12

8l. D. S. Lixadev, op. cit., p. 116.

82. D. So Lixaéev' OE. Cit. ’ p- 133—134.
A. I. Sobolevskij, Perevodnaja literatura Moskov-
skoj Rusi XIV - XVII vekov, St. Petersburqg, 1903, p. 15-24.

83. D. S. Lixalev, op. cit., p. 117.
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erary historians (including Lixafev) that this style "a-
chieved its highest development precisely in Russia"84,
where it was later referred to as the "weaving of words"

(pletenie sloves), is of doubtful validity. But it 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
doubt“ss. 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 "thirst for abstraction, the
striving to render the world abstract and to destroy its
concreteness and substantiality“86:

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 first sentence of a gramota
(Golden Bull) by the Bulgarian king Ioan Aleksandar (of a

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

Zograph Monastery on Mount Ath0587. It was written in the

84. D. S, Lixafev, op. cit., p. 142.
85. D. S. Lixadev, op. cit., p. 114.
86. D. S. Lixafev, op. cit., p. 117.

87. G. A. Il'inskij, 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

before the year 127788. As is apparent from the full English

translation of this overextended sentence, all peculiar fea-
tures of the Russian style of "weaving of words" are present
here, although there is little 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 all, 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 it for
those who seek it, a common place has been given
those who endowed it, and houses are to be found
from every Orthodox nation and people, first 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 As&n Tix (1257-
1277), to the Monastery of St. George Gorgos, published by:

G. A. Il'inskij, op. cit., p. 14-21.
See also fn. 11l.
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them having remembrance according to his labors,
and even more, his zeal.

(For the full 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: CXROUMB " npb6uBaxmuuMp; OHTHU BB

L) . >
noBONbCTBO ¥ M306inve; ¥ MMAH'’MM U MHBMU NMpaBOaMu MHOTHMMU;

3 -l
CXIOHX ¥ VCTHUHBHHX... OTOPOOMTENHHULX.

b) Words expressing concepts in a relationship

. 2 ) . —
of genus and specles: ¥ NMTpaBOCHI&BHHX H xplCTOJ'IIOGHBbL!- UPA 3

3 an E
Brchbron nmu xpicruan’ctium naue xe npaBocnaBubu.

c) Words which, although not synonyms, when used
in a string all allude to a concept embracing all of them:
2
% OyKpacimx i oCwraTMmX BRCHKO; NOXUMXD ¥ CISBAUMXD;

% 5 e
BN YUX U OrOpOINTEJIHULIX,

d) Epithets expressed by compound adjectives:

— — 2 2
upue ONroYecTUBMMU. ¥ OCWrONWOMBUM Berrmfkxe. U npbnoloCHuU

WHOUM .
e) Series of epithets, usually in gradation,

expressed by compound adjectives: mpaBOCNIABHHX " Xpicro-

2 b 2 —
NGKUBHR ¥ TIDUCHOMABMATHEX LDp4; nphbunucTek U nNpbOirocnoBeHHX

... GTOPOIOMTENHUIK.
f) Apposition, expressed by short adjectives, to
substantives with a long-adjective modifier: pguMoOBH d?h$‘

>
BEJVMKHN 1 IVBHH.

-t s
g) Paraphrase: QOwMOBH CTH® = monasteries.
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. . > .. > T
h) Antithesis: He ® emiHOTO pwaa THUUNR MU @
OBOK.. .
. . 2 [y
i) Lexical anaphora: HX noHexe o6bmee CIICEHMEe BB
i an 2 >
HemMd ecT® fickaxunums . o06'me 6B 6HcTs U MBCcTO GNaroBoONb-

CTBOYXIUUVMB »

None of the above-mentioned tropes were new to
medieval Bulgarian writers. The first 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 1l1lth
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 "copies from analogical
works of Byzantine diplomacy"ag.

1.4.2., The difficult question arises, why did the
early Church Slavic (or particularly - the 014 Bulgarian)
literature not reflect the Byzantine style contemporary to

it? 1I. P. Eremin offers the most convincing explanation, in

his report to the Fifth International Congress of Slavists

89. G. A. Il'inskij, op. cit., p. 88.

90. I. P. Eremin, O vizantijskom vlijanii v
bolgarskoj i drevnerusskoj literaturax IX - XII vv., Slavjan-
skie 11teratury (Doklady sovetskoj delegacii. V Me!dunarod-
nyj s%ezd slavistov), Moscow, 1963, p. 5 - 13.
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in Sofia, 196390. Comparing the Byzantine literature,
especially of the 1lth - 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“gl. 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 centuréss, the classical writers of church
literature™".

Eremin emphasized that the early Slavic translators
had first to retrace the development of Byzantine liter-
ature before they could undertake the task of translating
their Greek contemporaries, writers of a later stage, whose
style was more difficult for the newly-baptized Slavs to
comprehend93. D. S. Lixa¥ev's criticism of this view’? is
guite vague, and unsupported by evidence. His objection

that the Slavic translators could not have been aware of the

chronological development of Christian literature95 can be

91. I. P. Eremin, op. cit. , p. 5-6.

92. I. P. Eremin, op. cit., p. 8.
93, I. P. Eremin, 1ibid.

94. D. S. Lixafev, Drevneslavjanskie literatury
kak sistema, Slavijanskie literatury (VI MeZdunarodnyj s"ezd
slavistov. Doklady sovetskoj delegacii), Moscow, 1968,
po 15-19.

95. D. S. Lixalev, op. cit., p. 17.
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neither sustained nor refuted; however, it 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 stylistic 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 - 1l4th 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.

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

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

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

The page numbers indicated here are those of the
manuscript, not of the book. All quotations are compared
with the texts of the Tulcea and Moscow copies of the Chroni-
cle, published by I. Bogdan (op. cit.). 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.
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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 all 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 I.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 lines?8 and includes the Greek names for the
planets. At the end99, the author expresses his exaltation

at the fruit of God's labors:

Even such a flowery colorfulness adorned the
sky. Even such a many-faced and joyful, fair -
faced beauty fitted the heavenly countenance, and
made the sky a new-planted garden. 1Its gardener
(was) God; like fruit 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 first 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 full Middle Bulgarian text, see Appendix
Two) .

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

88. 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).
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It 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 it.

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 stylistic 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

Tarquinius' reign, who was the fifth king in

Rome after Romulus: Then reigned Targuinius,

fifth after Romulus: who took the kingdom which in
no way belonged to him, for it was proper for the
sons of King Marcius to reign.

Tullius' reign: Then reigned Tullius, the son-in-
law of Tarquinius, who from childhood, as they say,
and from the first 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-
sel 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 full 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; it strikingly re-

sembles in its simplicity the style of the Hamartolos Chron-

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

101

sage from the Manasses Chronicle , 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 all 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 all, giving it away to en-
tertainers, together with his companions in play
and feasting.

(For the full Middle Bulgarian text, see Appendix
Four.)

1.4.3. The new style typical of South Slavic lit-
erature fully reflects the Byzantine style dominant after
the firm establishment of Christianity. It 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 first half of the 12th cen-

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

garia between 1335 and 1340102, Byt the extremely correct

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

102, Ju. Trifonov, BeleZki kom srednobelgarskija
prevod na Manasievata xronika, Izvestija na Bslgarskija
arxeologi&eski institut, II (1923-24), p. 159.
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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
103

fact considerably earlier .

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 it represents the

l12th-century Byzantine style (antedating by some two cen-
turies the works of the Hesychasts, by which it can thus
safely be considered uninfluenced), and because, belonging

to a historical genre, it is outside the realm of hagiography
(to which some Soviet scholars limit 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 strict sense are not much used,
but they do appear, either in parallel phrases or together

. . 2 2
as modifiers of one word: u cmbpumy neBa u Turpb. oykporumm.

103. See also I. Dujfev's preface to the photo-
edition of the Vatican copy of the Manasses Chronicle (op.
cit., p. vi-vii).
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(p. 8b) - ‘'and you will quiet the lion, and make quiet the

tiger'; " 0§M*nu TPOYIOHNMHU " TenxkuMy Obnaumu, (p. 10b) -

'and he made (them) suffer with difficult and heavy labors';

— =]
IptBO... GIrOBOHHO... ¥ CHAaOKOXxaHHO (p. 6) - 'tree...good-

odored...and sweet-smelling'; roBana KPBMAIM. KOHA
NUTEXUME U BOJNOBH pocHaa naxutt. (p. 4b) - 'the dewy

=
meadow, feeding cattle, feeding horses and oxen'; ¥ Bbch

]
NOoTONaaxX TILKGOKOTAUHHMYU HBXON, W Bb BONAX® U3OHXABXX W

mord nomupaaxx, u Bonamyu cBoA [l pux uManasaaxx. (p. 12b-13) -

‘and all were drowned by "deep-large” rains, and expired in
the waters, and bitterly died, and because of the waters,

gave up their souls'; Bwrch B3I Koymb chimamx ca ¥ cmbcymx

ca Brck. (p. 12b) - '(they) all together merged and mixed';
HHO Xe ofdw Bfint éro n 5325 (p. 18b) - 'but when he saw

him and saw (him)'.
b) Most frequently employed are words referring

to concepts of which one is a more general case of the other:

2 ] 2
d Bpchxd Oy®) HacHmaWTA CA U O BbCEXD NUTAUTE Ca. (p.

9 ) - *from all of them eat your fill, and from all feed

2 2 [
yourselves'; Hruocta wba & nnona, ¥ MPUUYACTHUCTE CA OBOUMNK:
(p. 10) - 'They both ate of the fruit and partook of the
fruit'; mko ﬁnexna fucpueMr wOHM3AHA W 3NAaTOTHKAHAA pU3Aa.
(p. 3) - '"like a garment sewn with pearls and a robe woven

' 2 E]
in gold'; 3NOTBODPMBHA ¥ HEULCTUBHA Thliaame cAa oyubnouxnopbru.

(p. 12) - 'he tried to make chaste the evil-doing and dis-

-]
honorable ones'; GOTOTBODHTM HAUATE: M UYBCTH CTuxia. (p. 12)

- '(he) began to deify and to honor the elements’'.
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c) Very commonly used, also, are strings of words
denoting close but not identical concepts. The words in such
a string delimit jointly one, more general, concept, for
which there is often no corresponding word: Hu Becis ﬁu%A,

HM KpBMuns, HM BbTpuns. (p. 13) - ‘having neither oars, nor

. 2> <
rudders, nor sails'; # HA HMYBCO Xe W3JIOGMBIAATO 6T0 HMU

dckpr6uBua, Bbanollxutu mumnbame mnanu 6mMcTBHuA. (p. 11-11b)

- 'and on (him who) had in no way provoked him or offended
him, he thought to lay murderous hands'; phikn xe GHR rnaclMb
A X3HKOMD CADCKHWMD HADULAAT CA: PUCOHB, ¥ TedHB; (P. 7) -
'Those rivers are called in the Syrian voice and tongue
Pison and Gihon'; &nuxko xe uacTuUHA aapsaaame CA JIMCTBUIO,

2
BbCHABASXX WUNKWMb NOCDOTH. UM KPUNHOMB CEBBThILle cA ObiocTh.

(p. 6b) - 'As soon as the fullness of the foliage had opened
itself, the beauties of the brier roses shone forth and the
whiteness of the lily shone'; «kpon® Momphue Eﬁ.IaKO
AKMHOOB® 3pak* FLKO kpuHp Obnbawme c4 3eBch® Ep xe ;axo
fTHB* KO WMNOKB UPBBNEHHM, CHuue cuame, Ko GbnousbTHaa
§ranmna, ¢ BThue ca ImeHHuUA® fako UBBTH ypBEMHO3pauHuy &Epuue
OGnpuale CA' HapKUCH NOOPONUCTBEHD, rRBIbame c4 noyuna* (p. 3b)
- 'Cronos gleamed vpale like the image of a hyacinth; like a
lily 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';
378TO Xe GHO HECKBDBHHO, ¥ CBBTAINE Ca ¥ Onbuxue. (p. 7) -

'For that gold is pure, and shining and gleaming’'.
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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: THUTPP Xe HUCXOOA FaKO
ctpbna c» moymoms*® ¥ KIONOTH TEODA i POyaHMua TAlKaa, Bb
cendxrs cxummxds npiMo 3emu 5cupincT£u TeyeTb. (p. 7b) - 'The
Tigris, descending like an arrow with noise, and making
gurglings and heavy rumblings, flows in the fields opposite
the Assyrian land'.

In a few cases, this device is brought to the
point of virtuosity: (T&KOBOé Xe ceJleHMe KpacHO HacaiuBp M
HanNsHUBE® IOpbkBech) chalma u ufika BbCeNbIATENIHHMY ONAHMA* O

2
NPBCTHHA U OpDEHHHA ! KaloMb ChMbLEeHHA TATOTH * (p. 7b) - 'He

also created Man, by his all-doing hands, from earthy and
clayey material mixed into mud.' The interplay of words and
concepts in this sentence is complex. Clay (G6penme) and
earth (nprcTh) have a species/genus relationship, since
clay is earth but not all 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 all the words in one clause
bear to those in another clause the relation of general to
specific: Torma sBBL3MHOX HGO DOOpPwWTOX MpOocBETH caA* HKO

> 2
wiexnoa GHCPHGMB wOHM3aHa M 3J1aTOThKaHaa puaa* 1 HKO

=]
TBHKAHUIA OyKpaleHaa CURXIMUME KAMEHUVEMb: (p. 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.'
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d) Paraphrase is extensively used: xkocux xe ca

> - '
cero pelpoy, CHAILOY. SUXAUTEND M BB3ATHE é. (p. 9) - 'The

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

and took it'; CTapuM ¥ 3NOCHMPBTHHM DPONOYHRUANHMKE, (p. 10b)

- 'the o0ld and mortal ancestor of the race (Adam)';

2

¥ nocTaBlib énemcuﬁﬁ Roo6potd mprBOXUTENnd, ® Bchbxy Hertu

oBouin mosenk OpbBHHXB* Kb CAlOy Xe Pa3oyMHOMOY HM DXKOY
npunoxutu* (p. 8) - 'And having put the two first inhabit-
ants (Adam and Eve) in the beauty of Eden, He commanded them
to eat of the fruits of all the trees; but not even to reach

out a hand to the tree of knowledge'; ﬁp 3eMHOPOIHAaA i

énemMa Cero npepBOXuTent* (p. 9) - 'O, earth-born and

first inhabitants of this Eden (Adam and Eve)'; pasoyum}: xe

cud HacauuTens pobpocalHnux®s npbeects, (p. 10b) - 'The Planter

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

=l >
" H&... €ro... Bbanollxury muwnbawe mnauum S6umcrTBHMA. (p. 11 -

1l1b) - 'And he...thought to lay murderous hands on (to kill)
him,'

e) Tautology appears in several forms., The sim-
plest is the repetition of the verb as the corresponding

O
verbal noun: ame Gw cero THKM® BBKOYCUTA, NaleHue NAneTa

Benukw. (p. 9b) - 'For if you even taste this, you will
(both) fall a great fall.'

When a certain word is repeated in the same form,
an emotional effect is being sought: Bb cuxX® o§6w oycnd

énéu'b, HX TOPKHMP® CHHWMDBP. CBHBHOMEB, HAUATBKWMD HUI3IBPBXEHNID U

Bbceroyoutenuus Bpaxaun*® (p. 9) - 'And soon Adam fell asleep,
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but with a bitter sleep, a sleep (which was) the beginning
of (his) down-casting and of all-destroying emnity'; sBund

5 S
Xe WHa niuonb, ¥ Obme NNONT KpaceH:: panocTeHs 0b Bunbuuemp:*
% RoOps Bb CHbOB® (p. 9b) - 'She saw the fruit, and the
fruit was beautiful; it was gladdening to the sight and good
to be eaten'.

When the same verb is repeated, it is in

two different forms: paanbabx pasHbIAUIL 6CTH SUXIUTENB

apbxallBx TBOox* (p. 21-21b) - ‘'dividing, the Creator has
divided your realm',

It would seem that this was such an expected
device that it even occasioned an error by the scribe of the
Vatican copy: despite the resulting grammatical disagree-
ments, he interpreted the verb nomaszaame as nokKazaame,

under the influence of the first verb in the sentence,

rmokasa: nokasza cero | caTaHa, H lTp'i-BJIBCTHRA Jaux noKasaaume

3
[=nomasaame] oycnaxmaxmmmb MenOMBb NMPBABCTHHME, (p. 9b) -

'Satan showed (her) this, and showed [=spread] the cup of
temptation with tempting, sweetening honey.'

The same verbal root can be repeated in the same
form (e.g. in the aorist), but with prefixes which make the
respective meanings very different: NCKPH BbCA BBDXH
I'IRCOKONONHHUXDE TOPD° CHKDPH Xe JUlle 3eMHOoe, 7 TIOKpH HUBMA*®
(p. 12b) - 'and (the rain) covered all the peaks of the
deep-glenned mountains, and hid the earth's face and covered
the fields'; upbBOOYTORHMKD MX¥XP J MUUOMOCHMBE* GCIXRIHUKD o

) > )
XEHOJINOMBL* MXe HMHKO XeHX CHTBOPUBEL cele M Ch XeHAMH
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38TBODMBB+ TNMIDALE JKLUE CBOE 1 noupbhbame BixnaA cBOA. (p. 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:

CNAOKOCDBIHHNMD M CIANKHMML XelaHMeMb Kamname. (p. 9b) -

'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: BBCH CHBPBUEHONJNOHRHA, n nmpbCcEHEBRPBLIEHA

Bech. (p. 4b) - 'everything giving perfect fruit, and every-

thing most perfect'; 3edupr TUXOMHXATEJHHM NOANXOBaamE &

BbCXOOY, (p. 6b) - 'the soft-breathing Zephyr breathed
(lightly) from all directions’',

For greater variety, the repeated element can
occupy any position within the compound root: Torna npwBbe

2>
HauaTt CcBBTUTM HOmWs NOYHHNM GbnocBiETnuM U CBBETOHOCHHUM KDXID*®

2 > =)
CKOPOUJGI:XO.IIHLIH’ n BbceCB‘BTHMH, U MHOTO3pauyHElN, U CHBPLBIHEHLHHU.

(p.3) - 'Then first began to light the night the white -
lighted and light-bearing lunar orb, fast-circling and all -
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 Zo6pc- for Greek Eﬁ-,
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where the older monuments use exclusively (naro-; 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 pno6po- and some with Onaro- :

Druy O3 o§ dﬁs uﬁﬁaxaro actmard noﬁpoécpaana " noﬁponnqﬁﬁz

6narospayHa u Gnaronknubuum, (p. 21b) - 'The Median king

Astiag had a daughter fair of image and fair 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 lit-
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 all
014 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 fit an

unusual context. It may be presumed, until evidence is
found to the contrary, that they were never used before or

since. Such for example, are: InTHUUOHOSIN 3axuu (p. S5Sb) -

'bird-footed (=fleet-footed) hares' and CTPAGH COYDWBOHILUM

(p. Sb) - 'raw(-flesh)~-eating hawks'.
The adjective cBuHOXuTenHa (neut. acc. pl.) is
used to describe the actions of a degenerate king: Hx.rn;?:

5 3,
rfaxo ScnumaBme ONMXHUM €TrO0 Xanlee' ' CBUHOXMTENHa BbcBubckun

3 3 .. -y 2 >
CXma ¥ CKOTHA acupiuckaro uph°* nnscanma nwésma n firpw, m xu-

BXIA r’axo XEeH%... Hanagomx, (p. 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)"'.

The substantive cBoenneueHHMK®, however, is most

likely substituted for the existing cpnnemeHHMK: to indicate

the unique status of Moses as a father of the Jewish people:
PR oo > . ) >
H% U CX TBHHU MWUCH XUTHE WCTABHU MHOTX W ce0b wcTaBab

XKaJIOCTh CBOEMJNEeMeHHUKwMB. (p. 31b) - '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 will be
discussed here, and in the order of their freguency.

a) Adjectival epithets occur with almost every
substantive. The frequency of adverbial epithets is so low
as to be negligible. Although it 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: HAKH KOPaGHUKBD

Heﬁsoypenaux BBHATDBANOY IIaBaame. (p. 13) - 'inside, like

a boatman who has never seen a storm, {(Noah) floated'.
The epithets denoting intrinsic, characteristic
properties are in most instances compound adjectives; if not

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

generally have two root components connected by epenthetic

-0-, but they may have as many as three: pOCWKaNIBbHHMHU
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UBHTOBH ¥ MHOTODA3NIMYHHMM AOGpw3paumu. (3edupPb... HOANXO-

Baame.(p. 6b) - (the Zephyr...breathed lightly) with the dew-
sprinkled blossoms and multifarious lovely sights'; # apbkBoO

BECEKO mnMpoaalaame* ANOOPOIJIOAHO T.amo* GITOBOHHO * godpochﬁsl

b 4
HONUCTBHO* HOOGpOBLTBEBHO® M cnanxoﬁxanuo(p. 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: [nOeBymKa C TONyOHMM TI838MM —s TOJNyfornasan AeBYWKA,

in the absence of *peBymKa ¢ rnasaMyu Or *rjaslasn JeBymKa) .

In contemporary Bulgarian, such an adjective as rpd3aHolK,
although not listed in the dictionaries, is a possible form-
ation. The adjective OKAT is listed in all 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: Torma % sebpue Ha 3eMM HBHIX CA

CTpamHNM* JbpBOBE YACTOTDHUBUN® MenBbnu+* naplocuM* TUTPHU*® KO3M

. s 3 [ ]
CTDPBMO3XGHA® NTHUNOHOSIM 3aXU¥*® M IICH OCTDOIXOUM® M TBDBAO-

2 2 2
IpBCHYU enedaHTUHB* ¥ BbChKka nTuuac ¥ BBHCHLKO NAb3axmee,
b 2 2 2
énuko Bb BOIAxX?  XUBEeTH, ¥ €JIKKO Bb MOPM; ¥ BB ropaxs Bb
koynd enuko. (p. 5b) - '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 it lives in the
waters, whether in the seas, whether together in the moun-
tains'; npusonime ca nfteEb annimmb, OHLIEMb royfuTenbs Men-

-4 3 - : 3
Bboy rposHoluu, ¥ OPHOLCTPLM NAPDHOCH* e€JieHe NbCTDOKOXHUM, W

[ 4 2> [ 4
YAC TOWNAXHA NUCUUA* enedaHIMHD TBpBRouenuu*® onalluma xnara,

¥ WHeUBL POroBH OUxM, (p. 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
tail, 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. It
was not then a new feature in Slavic literature — the lan-

guage of the Psalter and of the Codex Suprasliensis offers

abundant examples of it — 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

- . 3 /‘-\
their time: aBuMenexs xe BuUIbB®bL 4 Bechb nntuens Guc EA.

(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: érna xe

OyGw ACNMM KaMBMUCH CBMDTHAA HaUX, (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: HKO ja OXoxTh chbMA 1 WXuBJeHMe DUHNOY CBOEMOY.

({p. 12b) - 'so that they (the animals) may be the seed and

. . . T
revival of their own kind'; Opara cBOero WJacTh CHMPTHHMMD

HbppwMb. (p. 1llb) - 'to give his brother over to the bowels

of death'; poxxr® Hauunaunia cBoero coyemxipua., (p. 20) -

J

'he harvested the deeds of his vain-thinking'; # BT Bb-

2 2 2
HATpBHbA MOy BBH3M BECh HOXb. M CBMDBTHMA HAIOM A HIOND

noru 6bnuuMs, (pP. 19) - 'and he thrust the whole knife into

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

BpaxmHx4 00 neub KJIOKOUWRILX umb e Bb ce6b. (p. 1llb) - 'For

he had within himself a crackling oven of hate'; n ¥6w CBh-

> >
CXI01b CBOEMOY 3JIOKB3HBLCTBOY, 3bMHMA 3JIOHCCAATO ¥ CTPBNTHUBATO

56p£TaeTb. (p. 9b) - 'And thus (Satan) finds a vessel for

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

2 2
dme MM ca O cero chpXpaHuTa, ualbrHera xxna CcHMpPTHAro' M

nmpocTPaHbCcTBO Hacnbiura xuBoTa OGeckoHeuHaro. (p. 9b) - 'If

you two of mine keep yourselves from that, you will escape
the sting of death and inherit the vastness of endless life';
3 J 2

M noxuse Bb OnarumMxs, U HAcCHTU ca xnkla BT cHTOCTH, M é

3X60BD TN&IHHUXD NarofOHNMXD naGhxe. (p. 29) - 'and he lived

among the rich and always had plenty of bread, and escaped
the fatal teeth of hunger'; cfiue xuBbwe cna6h:, cfine oﬁxnonnn

>
c4 6b. noumexe Bh POBB cefe MNMOruHOENHHM HUM3Bede. M MOroyom

ch COGOX W uﬁc}no. (p. 18b) - 'thus he lived badly, and thus
he deviated (from the Law), until he led himself down into
the pit 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: TmNakH 3E€MHO JMIE HEBUIUMO

oulctel]. (p. 13) - 'the face of the earth was still invisi-
ble'; noyHHoe xe SpBBHO npocBbmaame HOWb.(p. 5) - 'The brow

of the Moon illumined the night'; 1 1Ko npéi\ nnasaame

Ha BOIHHNUX3D nnemoxs. (Pp. 13) - *and like light dust it

floated on the shoulders of the water'; 3MHXTH HA HUXD 3 MU

mMonbcTa CA LWHPWKHNUMH Q§CTM. (p. 10b) - 'They begged the earth

to yawn on them with its broad mouth.'
d) Simile is also very common in this style, but
one example here will suffice: BbcenbeTd B3 énemd”cThMb 00—

Gpocamubub cend® KO xe Bb upbTosbt Oucepd mpoyru [=nparu?]

u Bb mMupbk Mups. (p. 8) - '‘He 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: " Tpanes3aMyu TNLCTHMU rocthme uxs.

(p. 21) - 'and with fat tables he feasted them'.

f) Synecdoche: ® BaBYJIWHCK®A NOKODM XECTOKXA

BMA* 7 MMABCTBM CBHTBOpDM nauu maaru kpbmnceTu. (p. 21b) - 'and
he humbled the stiff Babylonian neck, and made it give trib-
ute to the Median power'.

1.4.3.3. Stylistic figures increase the expres-
siveness of the prose. §Still, one syntactic device which
for today's prose is considered a stylistic figure is, for
the medieval Slavic literary languages, entirely neutral: the

joining of several successive clauses by the conjunction u.
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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

N 2 2 - >
period: # YTO MHOTOCJOBUTM® (BTHE WXD O TXIOY, U OYMEYM

TPOYEHHMU M TADKHMY nbnanunu. (p. 10b) - 'And why be verbose?
He chased them from there and made them suffer with dif-

. - 7S\
ficult and heavy labors'; c¢ce xe ¥ IPB3HX CBHTBOPUTH, wie

3Bbpue, Oparta ceBOero 5nacr3 CBEMPTHHUME HBOpWME. (p. 11b) -
'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

3

intensity. An example of each, in that order, follows: ¥
> T < . y

AXe ® CcHu HN MaJla He Goame c4 HanmacTyu'®' nwraa 60 M JNXKapaa

2
¥ 3J10TBOpMBaa 3n006a, enMHauye He Bhcenuna ca 6b Bb cﬁﬁﬁe

érw. (p. 8b) - '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'; # GnxouuBD 63

i noéontuss, ¥ cnabn n xéuxaps. (p. 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: ¥ BpBTOTPAND HOGpWADPLBEHD 6 Ha-

caxfaame’ He MOTHKAMW DACKONABb HU DHJIMM® HM DPA30paBD AO-

OpoTX NphbKpacHHA 3eMA® HM Xe ILNAHLMM HACANMTENIHHMU, HX
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CJIOBOMD énnntuﬁ. (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.'
In a few cases, a lexical antithesis can encompass
not simply two words expressing opposing concepts, but two
>

= —
complete antonymous clauses: | Benuyaalne cA 0b, a MwWKCUHU

> > [ =]
BeclibBaame cA. ¥ CBbTH BhCKaBaalle €eBpewMd Becenua. erunthbuu

xe TpMa noumpauyaame, (p. 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 1is described in terms of the depths of their valleys:

BbDXH TJIXROOKOLONHHMXD TOPb. (p. 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 itself, 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: " o§6w
CTapHU ﬁ 3NIOCBMPBTHHU POLNOYHAUANHUKD , W3THaHME O TXRIOY

NOTOE NOJNIOYuYMBDL, || BBCcenm ca mpimo nfimuomoy cénoy. (p. 10b-

11) - 'And thus the 0ld and "ill-mortal"” ancestor of the
race, having received a bitter banishment from there, set-

2 — o -]
tled across from a flourishing field'; uiaft na upd oyOuers u
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2 2 3 2
HacniOUTD ¥ BNACTH ¥ XEHX CaMXA, WIK HA oychlueHume CBMPBT-

HOE Caub OBEJEHH GXIETS. (p. 24b) - ‘'either he will kill

the king and inherit both (his) power and (his) very vife, or
he himself will be led away to the deadly cutting-off'.
1.4.4. The new style of Middle Bulgarian lit-
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 01d
Bulgarian and of the 0ld Russian literature of the Kievan
Period104. As has been illustrated by the examples above,
none of the stylistic devices utilized in the newer litera-
ture were in principle new to the 0l1ld 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 strict separation of word and concept, but dwelt
on the magic strength of the word and thus encouraged the
writer to explore fully the combinatory possibilities of the
words in the language. In this respect D. S. Lixalev writes:
If 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. It has been impossible, so far, to date most
of the translations made in Bulgaria during the period 12th-
l14th centuries. A great part of those translations is known
from much later Russian copies. 1In 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 Slavists as Durnovo have failed to perceive the
underlying Bulgarian features of some works (cf. 2.4.2.).
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development of rich and various forms of artistic
expressiveness, igoghe enrichment of the Russian

literary language

Lixa&ev's characterization of the style of the Mid-
dle Bulgarian literature in connection with the Second South
Slavic influence on Russian literature, is the most correct
and complete so farlos, with the exception of two points:
a) this style was not limited only to the hagiographic
genre, but spread to all genres of newly-created literary
works; and b) even though fully exploited by the Hesychasts,
it was not created by them, nor were their writings the best
samples of it. The importation of this style into Russia
had absolutely nothing to do with any "reform" by the Bul-
garian Patriarch Euthymius (the question of the existence of
such a reform will be discussed in 2.3, 3.2 and 3.3). This
style 1s dominant in the Middle Bulgarian literature of the

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

105. D. S. Lixa&ev, Nekotorye zada&i izu&enija
vtorogo juZnoslavjanskogo vlijanija v Rossii, Issledovanija
sg slavjanskomu literaturovedeniju i fol'kloristike (Dokla-

Y sovetskix ufenyx na 1V MeZdunarodnom s'ezde slavistov),
Moscow, 1960, p. 149.

106. D. S. Lixatev, op. cit., p. 107-128.
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Chapter Two

THE IMPORTATION OF THE MIDDLE BULGARIAN LITERARY LANGUAGE

TO RUSSIA

2.1. Although, since the time of A. I. Sobolev-
skij'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 on Russian, describing some of the

literary language
features of the Middle Bulgarian literary language which
penetrated into the Russian literary language of the late
l4th and entire 15th centuries.
2.1.1. The following new features, according to
Sobolevskijloa, penetrated into the Russian orthography:
a) the letter x was reintroduced;

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

107. The term "Middle Bulgarian literary language"”
is not used by Sobolevskij. He uses the term Middle Bulgar-
ian langu%%g (op. cit., p. 6). In connection with the Bul-
garian influence on Russian, Sobolevskij uses such terms as:
Bulgarisms (op. cit., pp. 4,11 - fn. 4), Middle Bulgarian
manuscripts (op. cit., p. 6), Bulgarian colony in Constan-
tinople {op. cit., p. 10) and Bulgarians on Athos (op. cit.,
p. 11).

108. A. I. Sobolevskij, op. cit., p. 3, and
also p. 1-2 for the shape of the letters.
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written instead of B (gBOa, nofpaa, crnacexia);

c) the letter b appears at the end of a word
instead of B, while the letter T appears inside a word in-
stead of the letters b or e;

d) words formerly written BepX®, TOPTrB, etc.,

are instead written Bp®XBH, TPHI'B, etc.

e) the letters 6, v, -rr- (instead of -Hr-, as in
affen$) 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: -m6-
instead of -mm- (onuM6B); -HE- instead of -HT- (8HHOHIN);

g) some letters and letter combinations take on a
new shape, e.g.: the digraph -oy- or the ligature ¥ ("uk")
is consistently used for /u/; the special letter v ("iZica"),
different from the letter y in the combination oy, is used
for /i/, generally representing U in the spelling of Greek
words; the letter 31 is always replaced by m with the first
element the same as the letter "front jer" - b3 the letter
8 is introduced not only as a numeral (previously expressed
also by 2), but in the spelling of some words (no examples
are given).

Sobolevskij's review of the orthographic changes
is incomplete. He omits the reintroduction of the letter
@ in both Greek names and Slavic words, of the letter @&
("o o&noe”) in Slavic words, of the letter I (written

with two dots), used mostly before a vowel or at the end of
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a line, the reintroduction of the letter ¢ for -mc- and of
£ for -Kc- in Greek names, the far more frequent use of
stress and other superscripts, and the complete absence of
the ligatures P& and X 109,

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, Sobolevskij's remarks are far from
satisfactory. Besides the general effort to avoid Russisms,
he notes only the following peculiarities:

a) increased use of XI instead of X, and of I
instead of Y for the respective outcomes of *dj and *tj:

b) use of the letter 3} instead of . 1In the
older Russian writings, 3 was used instead of ¢ — an in-
fluence of the Galicio-Volhynian dialect;

¢) interchanging of the letter 1 with 1w, and
of A with X respectively, as a result of the Bulgarian
orthography. In addition, R continued to be interchanged
with A4 in the 0ld Russian tradition, while the newly rein-
troduced X alternated with ¥ (since the ligature kX was
not used in late Middle Bulgarian) and with 0y, 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, pp. 1;2-173, 181-210.

- 62 -




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
it merely a foreign influence, or was it a necessary part of
reorganizing the Russian orthographic system and creating a
new national literary language?

2.1.3. Most unsatisfactory are Sobolevskij's re-
marks on the influence of the grammatical system of the Mid-
dle 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 (Bacunie);

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

paradigm of the old -*u- stems (CHHOBOMB, CHHOBBXE);

c) new endings for genitive of the numerals

(Tpiex®s, NATUXB, OeCATVXEH instead of the older Tpu, MNATH,

NeCATh) .

In addition, Sobolevskij lists a few lexico-gram-
matical changes:

a) introduction of the preposition npk3s for
ypeas;

b) introduction of new possessive adjectives

eroBb, TOTOBE® for ero, TOrO;

c) introduction of the newer Bulgarian form uUmdry

for the older 1lst sg. uBbdry.
The source of dissatisfaction is not the inade-

quacy of Sobolevskij's description of the features of the
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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 l4-page article was meant only as an
introduction to a bibliographic studyllo. 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 list, known in Russian

and Soviet literature for the greater part of our centurylll.

The three well-known historical grammars of the Bulgarian

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

111, A Slavist might use the obsolete works:

P. A. Lavrov, Obzor zvukovyx i formal 'nyx osoben-
nostej bolgarskogo ; zyka, Moscow, 1893, 109 pp.

S. M. Kul'bakin, Materialy dlja xarakteristiki
srednebolgarskogo jazyka, v. 1, Bojanskoe Evangelie XII -
XIII veka, IzvORJaS, IV, 3, p.800-868.

The excellent study of the Middle Bulgarian lan-
guage of the Bologna Psalter by V. N, 3&epkin limits its
interest to features expressed only in this 1l3th-century
manuscript, and thus cannot be used as a manual of all diag-
nostic features of the whole Bulgarian literary language.
See:

V. N. 3&epkin, Bolonskaja psaltyr'. S priloZeniem
semi fototipij i vos'mi cinkografii, Issledovanija po rus-
skomu jazyku, II, 4, St. Petersburg, 1906.

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

E. V. Cedko, Istorija bolgarskogo skloneniija,
Moscow, 1970, 319 pp.
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language112

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. All three historical grammars of the Bulgarian
language (cf. fn. 112) fail to examine the orthographic sys-
tems applied in the Middle Bulgarian manuscripts, or to see
development there. All three authors on numerous occasions
state that the Bulgarian literary language is a "dead lan-
guage" and thus close their eyes to the changes in this
language and its slow development towards a more and more
normalized system at all 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 + 354 pp.

B. Conev, Istorija na baslgarskij ezik, Sofia, I,
1919, x + 529 pp.; II, , XV1i + Pp.; IIX, 1937, vi +
505 pp.

K. MirZev, Istorileska gramatika na balgarskija
ezik, Sofia, 1963 (2nd edition), 2 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 014 Bulgarian literature (for ex-

ample, the treatise On the Letters by Cernorizec 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),

the Psalter, and a long list of translations from the 01ld
Testament, of the Church Fathers, and of Byzantine writers
from the 6th - 14th centuries, including the Hesychasts,
and the works of a few Bulgarian writersll3,

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 monasteriesll4,
and carefully gives credit to the two Bulgarian church
leaders in Muscovite Russia and Russian Lithuania, Kiprian

and Grigorij Camblak, respectivelylls.

113. A. I. Sobolevskij, op. cit., pp. 4-5, 15-37.

114. A.1. Sobolevskij, op. cit., pp. 6-11, 24 -
26, 31-34,

115. A. I. Sobolevskij, op. cit., 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 fall 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 literarily on
the eve of their destruction were at the zenith of

their might, were swallowed 1n 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 first of all fled, of course, people of
the intellectual and generally creative vocations,
since under the conditions of the Turkish occupa-
tion their activity in their own country became

unthinkable...110,

...Main centers of Russian-South Slavic com-
munication, besides the cities of North-Western

and North-Eastern 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...117

...How can one envision the concrete sources
of the second South Slavic influence in the illumi-
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 Russila and took up permanent residence 1in

the Russian cities and monasteries. In this respect

116.
skix masterskix
knigopisanija i
na rubeZe XIV -
(Trudy ODRL, v.

117.

G. I. Vzdornov, Rol' slavjanskix monastyr-
pis'ma Konstantinopolja i Afona v razvitii
xudoZestvennogo oformlenija russkix rukopisej
XV vv., Literaturnye svjazi drevnix slavijan
XXI11I1), Leningrad, 1968, p. 171.

G. I. Vzdornov, op. cit., p. 172.
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one could hardly argue that the most representa-
tive personality is the Metropolitan Kiprian .
(A1l 1talics are mine. I. T.)

These statements must be seriously criticized as
antihistorical in all points; it is regrettable that a
philologist should write with such inadequate research in a
field which is outside his specialty. The grave historic
mistakes in it about Bulgaria will be enumerated since
some appear in similar formulations by other Slavistsl19,

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 Toan As&n II (1218-1241)120,

declined, and was even temporarily conquered by the Tatars

(1298-1300)121, while the Bulgarian Tsrnovo kingdom was

118. G. I. Vzdornov, op. c¢it., p. 173.

119. See, for instance:

L. A, Dmitriev, Rol' i znalenie mitropolita
Kipriana v istorii drevnerusskoj literatury (k russko-
bolgarskim literaturnym svjazjam XIV - XV vv.), Trudy ODRL,
XIX, Moscow-Leningrad, 1963, p. 210-216.

V. Mo3in, O periodizacii russko-juZnoslavjanskix
literaturnyx svjazej X - XV vekov, Trudy ODRL, XIX, Moscow -
Leningrad, 1963, p. 103-105.

L. V. Cerepnin, Russkaja paleografija, Moscow,
1956, p. 213.

V. A. Desnickij, ed., Istorija russkoj litera-
tury, v. I, 1, Moscow, 1941, p. 127.

120, Balgarska Akademija na Naukite, 1Istorija na
Balgarija, v. 1, Sofia, 1961 (2nd edition), p. 18I-185.

121. Bplgarska Akademija na Naukite, op. cit.,
p. 218.
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able to unite some lands north of the Danube —— southern
Bessarabia to the Dnestr River (1300)122 and part of Thrace
along the Black Sea coast (1307)123——the northwestern region
of Bulgaria around Vidin became an independent kingdom124.
Bulgaria was temporarily united (1323 to around 1345)125 by
the Vidin king Mixail 8iZ%man. After its defeat by the Ser-
bian armies of King Stefan Uro% III (De&anski) in 1330 near
Velba%d (today's Kjustendil), Bulgaria lost most of its
southwestern lands to Serbial?6, In the early 1340's Balik,a
local ruler between the Black Sea and the lower reaches of
the Danube, seceded from the Tarnovo kingdom. His son
Dobrotica expanded the new country southward at the expense
of Ternovo: this land was later called Dobrudla127. In the
late 1340's the Tarnovo king Iocan Aleksandar divided his
country in two and gave the western part (the Vidin kingdom)
to his son Ioan Sracimir, retaining for himself only the
regions around the city of Tornovol28, Thus it becomes clear
that almost 50 years before the fall of Tgrnovo, part of

Bulgaria was divided into three kingdoms (Tarnovo, Vidin,

122. op. cit., p. 219.

123. ibid.

124. ibid.

125. op. cit., pp. 221, 228.
126. op. cit., p. 222.

127. op. cit., p. 228,
128, 1ibid.
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DobrudZa) while the remaining southwestern parts of the for-
mer (l3th-century) empire either were under the Serbian
kings (between 1330 and 1355) or had become independent
regions (after the death of Stefan Du¥an in 1355), under lo-
cal rulers like Valka¥in and his son Marko (Prilep, Skopje
and Prizren), Ioan Ugle¥a (around Serres and Drama), Ioan
and Konstantin, sons of Despot Dejan (Velba%d, Zletovo,
Kratovo, Kumanovo and 5tip), Xlapen (Ver, Kostur and Voden),
Andrej Gropa (Oxrid) and Bogdan (Strumica)lzg.

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 fall 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-
sulal30;

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 statesl31;

In 1362 they captured the city of Adrian0p01i5132,

129. 0 L cit.' p. 229.
D. AngeEov, Agrarnite otnofenija v Severna i

Sredna Makedonija prez XIV v., Sofia, 1958, p. 9-15.

130. AN SSSR, Istorija Vizantii, v. 3, Moscow,
1967, p. 158.

131. op. cit., p. 162-163.
132. op. cit., p. 163.
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and two years later -~ the Bulgarian cities of Plovdiv and

Beroe (Stara Zagora)133

. But in 1364 King Ioan Aleksand@r
joined forces with the Turks: they attacked the Greek city
of Mesembria and captured Anchialol34. Meanwhile, the Turks
resettled large populations from Asia Minor in the recently
conguered Bulgarian territory.

Two independent rulers in the southwestern regions
of Bulgaria, Valka%in of Prilep and Ioan Ugle¥a 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 ¢erno-
men on the Marica Riverl33, Most of the Bulgarian fighters,
including the two leaders Valkasin and UgleSa, 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 Mountains136, Especially heroic was the defense of

133. Bslgarska Akademija na Naukite, Istorija na
Balgarija, v. 1, Sofia, 1961, p. 229,

134. 1ibid.

135. op. cit., p. 242; see also the account of
this event in the contemporary chronographic note by the
monk Isaja in:

D. Radoj&ié, Antologija stare srpske knjiZevnosti
Beograd, 1960, pp. 99, 325.
The original text by Monk Isaja can also be found in:

B. Angelov, 1z starata balgarska, ruska i srabska
literatura, v. 2, Sofia, 1967, p. 148-161.

136. Bslgarska Akademija na Naukite, Istorija na
Balgarija, v. 1, Sofia, 1961 (2nd edition), p. 242.
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the city of Monastir (Bitola)137,

But not all 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 lIoan Dragas and Konstantin of
Velbs2d, as well as Marko of Prilep, the son of Velka#in
who died at éernomen138. The Ternovo king Ioan 3i¥man also
became a vassal of the Turkish sultan Murad, and gave him
as a wife his sister Kera Themar (between 1371 and 1382)139,

In 1382 Sofia felll40, and in 1386, with the fall
of Ni¥ (later only temporarily regained by the Serbians),
the Turks approached the principality of Vidin and separated

the Bulgarian from the Serbian landsl4l, 1n 1387 the Bosnian

and Serbian troops defeated the Turks at Plo&nik. However,

137. D. Angelov, Turskoto zavoevanie i borbata
na balkanskite narodi protiv nafestvenicite, Istoridfeski
pregled, IX, 1954, 4, p. 382,

138. AN SSSR, Istorija Jugoslavii, Moscow, 1963,

p. 123,

139. Balgarska Akademija na Naukite, Istorija
na Balgarija, v. 1, Sofia, 1961 (2nd edition), p. 243.

140. ibid.

141. AN SSSR, Istorija Jugoslavii, Moscow, 1963,

p. 109.
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the Tarnovo king and the ruler of Dobrud¥a, Dobroticalé3,

failed to raise and send armies to the aid of the Serbians
and Bosnians, as they had promised.

After Plo&¢nik (1387) the Turks reorganized their
forces and increased their pressure on Bulgaria. 1In 1388
the Turkish army captured the important fortresses of the
cities of Ove® (Provadija), BSumen and Madara, and unsuccess-
fully attacked Varna, which was part of Dobrotica's king-
dom144. 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 Muradl?43,

Tornovo fell in the summer of 1393, after three
months' siege, and soon afterward the Danubian city of Niko-
pol, where the Tarnovo king Ioan gis%man was captured. The
fate of the king is unknown, but this marked the end of the

Tarnovo kingdom146. In 1396 the city of Vvidin was taken by

142. Balgarska Akademija na Naukite, Istorija
na Bslgarija, v. 1, Sofia, 1961 (2nd edition}), p. 243

143. St. Pascu, ed., and others, Istoria Medie
a Romadniei, v.l, Bucharest, 1966, p. 166.

144. Boalgarska Akademija na Naukite, Istorija
na Balgarija, v. 1, Sofia, 1961 (2nd edition), p. 233

145. AN SSSR, Istorija Jugoslavii, Moscow, 1963,

p. 110.

146. Bslgarska Akademija na Naukite, 1Istorija
na Bglgarija, v. 1, Sofla, 1961 (2nd edition), p. IIK-I}S.

- 73 -



00047407

the Turksl47

, 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 title "Despot of the land of Dobrotica and
lord of Drgstar"™ lost his first battle with the Turks and

1148. He sought the help of Moldavia,

became their vassa
Poland and Hungary in his fight against them149, 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 Lazarevié was
involved in complicated diplomatic games with Hungary, Con-
stantinople and different parties within the Turkish ruling
groupslso. 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 Pord@e Brankovidé in 1459, six years after the fall

147. op. cit., p. 245.

148. $t. Pascu, ed., and others, Istoria Medie a
Romdniei, v. 1, Bucharest, 1966, p. 167.

149. op. cit., p. 168-173.
150. AN SSSR, 1Istorija Jugoslavii, Moscow, 1963,

p. 111.

151. ibid.
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of Constantinoplelsz.

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. It 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 SlaQs (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 fall of the

Rhodopa Mountains or the fall of Monastir (Bitola), after the

152. op. cit., p. 1ll4.
AN SSSR, Istorija Vizantii, v. 3, Moscow, 1967,
po 190_1980
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fall of Nis or the fall of Tarnovo, after the fall of Vidin
or the fall 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 all 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 little real
information available on the subject. And yet, Sobolevskij
never mentions the word "refugee, emigrant®, while Lixatev
uses it in quotation markslSB.

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 it was precisely under
the Turkish occupation that Konstantin Kostenedki 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. Lixalev, op. cit., 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 if not by being permitted
to cross the Turkish-occupied territories. And where did the
hundreds of 15th-century Bulgarian manuscripts come from, if
all intellectual and cultural activity by the Balkan Chris~
tians had become "unthinkable"? The early Turkish adminis-
tration of the South Slavic lands undoubtedly brought much
suffering to some people; it definitely had a negative in-
fluence on the cultural and religious life of the Christian
nations there, but it was not as severe as the Soviet schol-
ars tend to portray it.

d) Yet the greatest error in all 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 fall of Tor-
nov0154. However, his first, unsuccessful stay as Metropol-
itan of Moscow was even earlier — from May 23, 1381 to some-

time after October 7, 13821°°.

154. E. Golubinskij, Istorija russkoj cerkvi,
v. 2, 1, Moscow, 1900 (photoedition: The Hague, 1969),
p. 300,

155, op. cit., p. 249-251.
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Nor was Camblak an "emigrant®” or "refugee" to Kiev
and Russian Lithuania: he was officially 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) Still, one must distinguish strictly the con-
cepts behind the two Russian words BuxoAeu and amurpaHT.,

156 is defined as "a new settler who has come from

The former
another country"” or "one who has moved up from another so-

cial group"; there is no implication that the person was a

refugee. 1In the totality 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 fully integrated into his new society. On the

other hand, 3murDaHT157

implies, in any case, a refugee,
who has either been expelled from his own country or fled
from it, legally or illegally, and then found some means of
existence elsewhere. Such a person has never fully inte-

grated into the new society, but has stayed on as a resident

foreigner.

156. S. I. O¥egov, Slovar' russkogo jazyka,
Moscow, 1960 (4th edition), p. 119. ,

The full definition in Russian is : Bsexojeu, -gua,
M. 1. MNpuweney, nepeceneHey M3 ApPyrow crTpaHus. 2. ToT, KTO

nepewen M3 OAQHOM COUMWANBLHOW cCpead B Apyryw (ycTtap.)

157. op. cit, p. 892. i
The fuIE definition in Russian is: 3MurpaxT, -a,
M. YenoseH, H-pui HAXOAWTCA B 3IMUrpauyuu; where 3murpauus,

-n, W. 1. BoHywmaeHHoe unu a006p0OBONLHCE NEpPECENEHWE M3 CcBoOe-
ro ore4YecTtea B APYyryw CTPaHy NO NOAUTHYECHKHM, 3HOHOMHYBCHHM
MAK HHEM NpuyMHam. 2. MNepebbBeaHve B ApyroOW CTpaWe nocne Ta-
HOro nepeceneHnia. 3. cobup. JMUrpaHTo.
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In the Russian-English dictionary these two Russian words
are translated, respectively, as "being of a certain nation-
ality by birth, being of a certain extraction" (for Bswxo-
aeu) 1%8and as "emigrant; emigre; exile" (for smurpant) 139,
The word amurpaHT can also be translated as "refugee" (cf.
"refugee - 1) OGemeHeu; 2) 3MurpanT 160y

It becomes clear that the Russian term 3MWUrpaxT
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 B8wxoaey only stresses that he was foreign-born,
A. I. Sobolevskij very correctly called Kiprian, Camblak and

Paxomij Logofet "juZno-slavjanskie vyxodcy"l61

, 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

clergy, in which he speaks as one Russian to othersle.

158. See the translations and examples in:
A. I. Smirnickij, Russko-anglijskij slovar',
Moscow, 1969 (8th edition), p. lléb.

159, op. cit., p. 719.

l60. V. K. Mjuller, Anglo-russkij slovar',
Moscow, 1960 (7th edition), p. 827.

1610 Ao Io SObOleVSkij r OE. cito r p- 12.

162. This testament can be found in the chapter
for September 16, 6915:
VIII letopisnyj sbornik, imenuemyj Patriarfeju ili
Nikonovskoju letopis'ju, Polnoe sobranie russkix leto%isej,
r

v. XI, St. Petersburg, 1897 (photoedition: Moscow, 1
p. 195-196.
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History gives no indication that Bulgarian (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 - 15th-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-
finitely 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. 1In my opinion, any claim
that Bulgarian and Serbian scribes became "refugees" to
Russia is arbitrary and antihistorical, since it 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 l4th - 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 «Jna3aps

yepHell CepOuHD, KXe HOBONpMmEND  M3B cep6ckia 3eMamy» built
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a clock in the courtyard of the Muscovite grand prince, be-
hind the Church of the Annunciationl®3. 1In a different ver-

sion of the same story164

it 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 chroniclesl®3 that a Roman (pMnsaHuHD could have meant

either 'from Rome; or 'Roman Catholic') master Boris, in
1346, in Moscow, cast three large and two smaller church
bells. 2abelin notes that the name Boris is unusual for an
Italian, and suggests that he was of South Slavic origin166.
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. Lixadev's artic1e167. However, in all of

the existing works quoted by Lixalev, the participation of

foreign-born craftsmen in the building and ornamentation of

»

163. op. cit., p. 190.

164. Simeonovskaja letopis'. Polnoe sobranie
russkix letopisej (Izdannoe po vysolaj3emu poveleniju
Imperatorskoj Arxeografifeskoju komissieju; A. E. Presnjakov,
ed.), XVIII, St. Petersburg, 1913, p. 95.

165. op. cit., p. 95.

166. I. Zabelin, 1Istorija goroda Moskvy, I,
Moscow, 1902, p. 86.

167. D. S. Lixafev, op. cit., 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 it 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. 1In contemporary works on
the history of Russian literature, his Bulgarian nationality
is established beyond doubtlﬁa. 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 (l6th century) and in the Nik-

onian compilation of the Russian Chronicle (also 16th cen-

tury). In both sources it is said that Kiprian was Serbian

by birth (ponoms Cep6HH$)169. The next data are given by

l68. J. Ivanov, Balgarskoto kniZovno vlijanie v
Rusija pri mitropolit Kiprian (1375-1406), 1zvIBL, VI,
Sofia, 1958, p. 25-79.

169. Kniga Stepennaja carskogo rodoslovija, Pol-
noe sobranie russkix letopisej, XXI, 2, St. Petershurgqg,
1913, p. 441,

VIII letopisnyj sbornik, imenuemyj PatriarZeju
ili Nikonovskoju letopis'ju, Polnoe sobranie russkix let-
ogisej, v. XI, St. Petersburg, 1897 (photoedition: Moscow,
, 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 it with the similar one
by Kiprian. Since this is the first recorded negative at-
titude toward Kiprian (and toward the second South Slavic in-
fluence on Russian), the quote should be given in fu11170,

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, it is % or x;
where, according to our language, it is W, in
Serbian it is 4j; in our language — 8, but in
Serbian — Xx; for us it is H; in Serbian — n.
Our words like He 3ame(y)nm in Serbian, or equal-
ly in Bulgarlan, will be He gam®ay; in our lan-
guage it is k6CHO- or Me(_jneHHOAauueﬂm, or
r¥rau(B), but in Serbian it is m8gHoAsfue(H); or
other words unclear to us 0oxma, BAacHb,
pecriorusie, ubmu, aun¥Th, 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 tell about these matters.

{(The Russian Church Slavic text is given in Appen-
dix Five.)

A number of highly-respected authorities have re-

peated the l6th-century "testimonies™ to the Serbian origin

170. Arximandrit Amfiloxij, Cto vnes Sv.
Kiprian, mitropolit Kievskij i vseja Rossii, a potom Moskov-
skij i vseja Rossii, iz svoego rodnogo naredija i iz pere-
vodov ego vremeni v na¥i bogosluﬂebnye knigi? Trud
Tret'ego Arxeologifeskogo s"ezda v Rossii, pyvéegp v Kieve
v avguste 1874 g., II, Kiev, 1878, p. 231-232.
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of Kiprian. Among them are P. M. Stroev, Archbishop Makarij,

E. KaZuzniacki, and, in more recent times, V. I. 5&epkin and

M. N. Tixomirovl7l, Another group of equally serious schol-

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,

A. I. Jacimirskij, and most recently, L. A. Dmitriev172.

First, A. I. Sobolevskij accepted Kiprian's Bulgarian ori-

gin173, but seven years later, in the revised editionl?74 of

171. Bibliologifeskij slovar' i &ernovye k nemu
materialy P. M. Stroeva (a posthumous edition, A. F. By&kov,
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. KaYuzniacki, Werke des Patriarchen von Bul-
garien Euthymius, Vienna, 1901, p. v.

V. I. S&epkin, U&ebnik russkoj paleografii, Mos-
cow, 1920, p. 116.

M.N. Tixomirov, Istorifeskie svjazi russkogo
naroda s ju¥nymi slavjanami, Slavjanskij sbornik, Moscow,
1947, p. 177.

172. E. Golubinskij, 1Istorija russkoj cerkvi, II
1, Moscow, 1900 (photoedition: The Hague, 1969), p. 297.

N. M. Glubokovskij, Sv. Kiprian, mitropolit vseja
Rossii, kak pisatel', Ctenija v Obs&estve ljubitelej duxov-
nogo prosve3&enija, 1, January 1892, p. 358-424.

A, I. Jacimirskij, Grigorij Camblak, St. Peters-
burg, 1904, p. 20-21.

L. A. Dmitriev, Rol' i znalenie mitropolita
Kipriana v istorii drevnerusskoj literatury (K russko-
bolgarskim literaturnym svjazjam XIV -XV vv.), Trudy ODRL,
XIX, Moscow - Leningrad, p. 216.

173. A. I. Sobolevskij, JuZno-slavjanskoe vlija-
nie na russkuju pis'mennost' v XIV - XV vekax..., St.
Petersburg, 1894, p. 14.

174. A. I. Sobolevskij, Perevodnaja literatura
Moskovskoj Rusi XIV - XVII vekov (Blsilografiseskie

materialy), St. Petersburg, 1903, p. 12.
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his article, he called Kiprian "half-Greek, half-Bulgarian".
The Bulgarian literary historian J. Ivanov, in an
unfinished study, published 11 years after his death175,
proves beyond doubt the Bulgarian origin of the Russian Met-
ropolitan Kiprian. 1Ivanov dismissed Sobolevskij's 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"176; if he had been even part Greek, the Patriarch
would surely have reminded him of it. The thorough analysis
of Camblak's eulogy for Kiprian, as well as the language and
the spelling of all texts positively identified as Kiprian's
autographs, made by J. Ivanov, speak for his Bulgarian —

not Serbian — origin177.

2.3.2.1. The original writings of Kiprian, pos-
itively 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
St. Peter, sometime between the years 1397 and 1404178.

Basically, Kiprian used the biographical facts in the older

175. J. Ivanov, Boalgarskoto kniXovno vlijanie v
Rusija pri mitropolit Kiprian, Izvestija IBL, VI, 1958,
p. 25-79.

176. op. cit., p. 35.
177. OE. Cit., 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 metropelitan, and
remarks on the economic and political situation in Volhyn-
ia179. The style of his vita is new for Russia, very dif-
ferent from that of the older version by Proxor, which was
strictly representative of the l4th-century South Slavic
literature. The vita by Kiprian, in general, departs from
the Balkan hagiographic tradition (followed, for instance,
by the works of Euthymius) in that it gives abundant histor-
ically true facts from the life of the saint. Kiprian util-
izes the Vita of St. Peter to affirm the future historic
role of Moscow, and of the Muscovite grand princes, in the
unification of Russialso.

2.3.2.2. In the Soviet libraries there are three

original autographs by Kiprian and a 14th - 15th-century

Russian copy from a Slu¥ebnik translated by him. Before

Jordan Ivanov's article on Kiprian (cf. fn. 175), it was
believed that all these represented new translations from

Greek, done by Kiprian partly in the Balkan monasteries

181

and partly in Russia In his study, Ivanov proves these

179. op. cit., p. 311.

180. B. St. Angelov, ed., Zitie na mitropolit
Peter ot Kiprijan, Iz starata balgarska, ruska i srgbska
literatura, I, Sofia, 1958, p. -176.

181, J. Ivanov, B3algarskoto kniZovno vlijanie pri
mitropolit Kiprian, IzvIBL, VI, Sofia, 1958, p. 38.
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"translations" (with the exception of the Slufebnik) 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 All Russia, Kiprian":

T

Py N r-\
B nkb e

~ > v c .
£5.0.U.E. anpfinia .KA: CBHBPBUAAmA- Cip KHUTH B cTO-

e : -a
Diuckou oo6urknu KHle&HéR cMbpeHHNME MHTpOHOHﬁTgR KHEeB-

2
CKHMDB UM BCEeA pwciA:182

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 study183 as the best
illustration of Kiprian's ability scrupulously to copy the
religious texts (clearly, both copies are from another
original).

Rila Lestvica Kiprian's Lestvica

> BN . o~
0 Oe3NpUCTPaCTH. cno® B: 0 GesnpucTtpécTiu cnbso B.
2 £}
fixe ficTuHox Ta BBanhGuBHH. Ixe MCTUHHOA Ta BBHINOOUBH .{xe
fixe #icTunOX Gxmxmaro uﬁc}nia fic TUHHOA GRIRILATO uﬁc}sia

NnonoufiTu BB3tckaBH. fixe BD fic-fnonoufiTy BBIHCKABH .MXe BT UC-

182. op. cit., p. 48.
183. op. cit., p. 49.
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TUHX O6onbaus o c1301a;5t

meHlf;2

cbrph-

umbx, fixe B1 ffcTunx

LX) :
MEXUEHl1la CTAXABH N CXxIa

Bbynaro. fixe B3 fcTuHX c'rpaji

néM;T

5 - s
0 ¢cBoémp Mcxond Brcrmpiémuu,
KTOME He BB3INOOUTH. KTOMS

2
noneyeT cA UIX NOCKPBHOUTD.

He
> < >

HU O ¥MBHM . HK O CTAXAHNXEB.
5 =3

HU © ponﬁTenéX: Hu O crnésd

3 > <>
xuréucrbu. unm o0 mp&st. Hu

3 . 2
0 6paTiu. HU O uscdM Xe 3eM-
Huﬁﬁ\ BrcEkOo. HX BCcé CBOe

ceupbXiHie...

TUHX OONnk3HBL © CBOﬁi\01rp£-
>

LeHuXD NMBAM. MXe BB UCTHHR

MXyeHYa CTAXABHU CXIOU

2 2 X
BbyHAro. ke BB MCTHUHXR CTpAa

naué?

>
0 cBoeMd Mcxonbk BBRCIpUEMHH,
KToMS He BBINWOGUTH, KTOMY
2
He noneué Ca UM NOCKPBOUTD.

2

2 2
HKX O nmtuﬁ?: HY O CTAXAHUXD.

2 > -
HX O poInfiTenexs.HU O ciaasd
> * S
xutéuctbu. HuM O npdsk” . HM
] v 3
O OpaTiy, HM O UBLCOM Xe 3IeM-

HHXD BCEKO HX Bce c¢BoOe

ChIOIPBXaHIE ...

Today, Kiprian's Lestvica is kept in the Lenin

State Library of the USSR in Moscow, # ¢. 173, ®yun., I52.

184

The manuscript has been studied often .

Another copy by Kiprian is a 426-leaflet manu-

script containing the Works of Dionysius Areopagites with

a commentary.

Today it is kept in the Lenin State Library

of the USSR in Moscow, # ®. 173, dyun., I44 IBS.According

184.

For a detailed bibliography of paleographic,

textological and theological studies on this manuscript,see:

G. 1. Vzdornov,

Rol'

slavjanskix monastyrskix

masterskix pis'ma..., Literaturnye svjazi drevnix slavjan

(Trudy ODRL, v, XXIII), Leningrad, 1968, p. 189,

185,

L. A, Dmitriev, Rol'

i znafenie mitropolita

Kipriana v istorii drevnerusskoj literatury (k russko-
bolgarskim literaturnym svjazjam XIV - XV vv.), Trudy ODRL,
XIX, Moscow-Leningrad, 1963, p. 223-224.
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to P. M., Stroev, this manuscript is an "autograph transla-
tion" ( COGCTBEHHODYUHHIt mepeBon ) by Metropolitan Kiprianl86,
Actually, Kiprian copied the new Middle Bulgarian transla-
tion of 1371 by Father Isaja of Serresl87, 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
tells of the defeat of UgleZa and Valka¥in in 1371 near the
village of Cernomen (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 little of the Greek language,
enough to be able to understand its riches and the hardship
of translation from that (language) into our language“lsa,
Metropolitan Theodosius of the city of Serres asked him to
translate the Works of Dionysius Areopagiteslag.
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, Bibliologileskij slovar' i
cernovye k nemu materialy, Sbornik ORJaS, XXIX (4), St.
Petersburg, 1882 (photoedition: Nendeln, Liechtenstein,
1966) , p. 168.

187. J. Ivanov, op. cit., p. 51-52.

188. The Slavic text is known from a 15th-century
Russian copy (the Rumjancev manuscript), published for the
first time by B. Angelov (p. 157-161). See:

B. St. Angelov, Iz starata balgarska, ruska i
srabska literatura, 1@, Sofia, 1967, p. 157.

189. B. St. Angelov, op. cit., p. 158.
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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 Ioan Aleksandar of 1337190, 1n aa-
dition, Kiprian included short passages praising the Bulgar-
ian saints Petka (Paraskeva), Ioan Rilski, Ilarion
Maglenski, Kiril Filosof and Ioakimli91, Kiprian's copy of
the Psalter is presently kept in the Lenin State Library of
the USSR in Moscow, # ¢. I73, &ynm., I42 192,

2.3.2.3. Kiprian's work in introducing into Rus-
sia the revised Middle Bulgarian editions of the l4th-cen-
tury religious literature has another aspect. In the fall
of 1382, after October 7, when Kiprian was expelled from Mos-
cow by Prince Dmitrij (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-
puxov193. 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. cit., p. 38-45.
191. OE- Cit., po 45-47-
192. L. A. Dmitriev, op. cit., p. 224-225,

193. J. Ivanov, op. cit., p. 27.
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novice Vun'ko to the Zograph Monastery to copy the Pandects
of Nikon Cernogorec. The first 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 Monksl94. From the note by

Vun'ko (front of leaflet 1) it is not clear exactly where
the copy was made. But J. Ivanov implies that it was copied
in the Zograph Monastery on Mt. Athos, from a Middle Bulgar-
ian manuscript sent to this monastery as a present by the
Tornovo Patriarch Theodosiuslgs. From the description of
Vun'ko's copy, given by Gorskij and Nevostruev196, it be-
comes obvious that Vun'ko used a Bulgarian original. Al-
though he does not use the letter X% (which is a significant
indication that the second South Slavic influence did not
begin in the orthography), his use of ® and & (for the
correct Russian ) reflects the so-called Middle Bulgarian
confusion of the nasal vowels (cf. TpeSyr® on p. 81 for the
lst person singular, which should be TpeOyi; TBODA on p.
92 for the correct TBODW). In addition, Vun'ko copies in

the margins the Bulgarian glosses to some Greek words: KO-

2 .e
PUIOB! . HPEBAHBIM BONBKBl MMEHYIOTCA (p. 53b), XWHOBOCKUO

194, A. Gorskij, K. Nevostruev, Opisanie slav-
janskix rukopisej Moskovskoj sinodal'noj biblioteki, II, 3,
Moscow, 1862, p. 10.

195. J. Ivanov, 1ibid.

196. A. Gorskij, K. Nevostruev, op. cit., p.10-11.
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ﬁuexyeT CA N0 CONTAPBCKOMY HAIBIKY gycxgﬁ‘nama (p. 94b), etc.

2.3.2.4. The only known original translation from

Greek made by Kiprian while in Russia is the Slu¥ebnik,

translated in 1397. The original has been lost, but a Rus-
sian copy is kept today in the State Historical Museum in
Moscow, §# CuH. 601197. From the note on p. 132b one learns
the name of the Russian copyist — Ilarij — who testifies

on p. 72 that this Slu¥ebnik "was copied from the Greek book

into Russian by the hand of the humble Kiprian, Metro-
politan of Kiev and All Russia"198,

A note in Manuscript # 7 from the Cathedral Church
of the Assumption (Ycnencku# CoGop) from 1403, 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"lgg.

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. cit., p. 174.

198. A, Gorskij, K. Nevostruev, isanie slav-
janskix rukopisej Moskovskoj sinodal'noj biblioteki, TII, 1,
Moscow, 1869, p. 1I-12.

199. A. I. Sobolevskij, op. cit., 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 it (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 litur-
gies of St. John Chrysostom and St. Basil the Great, as well
as texts for many other church services?00,

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

his eulogy to KiprianZOI. At the beginning of this century,

200. J. Ivanov, op. cit., p. 53.

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 Kiev202,
It would seem that the anathemas pronounced on Camblak by
Metropolitan Photius of Moscow and by Patriarch Euthymius

203 sre still hanging over him in otherwise

of Constantinople
antireligious Russia.
Grigorij Camblak probably came from a prominent

204and in 1379 still lived in Tarnovo,

Ternovo feudal family
close to his teacher Patriarch Euthymiuszos. 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 PantocratorZOG. It is difficult

to believe that he was in Tarnovo when the city was taken by

202. A. I. Jacimirskij, Grigorij Camblak. O&erk
ego 2izni, administrativnoj i kniZ¥evnoj dejatel'nosti, St.
Petersburg, 1904, 480 pp.

, Iz istorii slavjanskoj
pis'mennosti v Moldavii 1 Valaxii XV - XVII vv., Pamjatniki
drevnej pis'mennosti i iskusstva, CLXII, CLXIII, 1906.

» 1z istorii slavjanskoj propo-
vedi v Moldavii, St. Petersburg, 1906.

203. E. Golubinskij, op. cit., p. 380-381.

204. The Palauzov copy of King Boril's Synodikon
mentions, in the 1listing of dead boljars of Tarnovo, the
name of a "Camblak, the great primikjur". See:

M. G. Poprufenko, Sinodik carja Borila (Balgarski
starini, VIII), Sofia, 1928, p. 90.

205. V. Sl. Kiselkov, Prouki i oferti po staro-
balgarskata literatura, Sofia, 1956, p. 234.

206. V. Vellev, Grigorij Camblak, Istorija 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. Dujdev has found the proto-
type of Camblak's text both in the 0ld Testament and in the

works of many Byzantine writers297, By the end of the 1l4th

century, Camblak was an abbot in the Defanski 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,
Suceavazoa. On his way to Moscow in 1406 to visit his uncle,

the metropolitan Kiprian, he learned of the latter's death?0?

and swiftly returned to Constantinople as a pretender to the

vacant Moscow See210.

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-
sings of the Patriarch?ll, 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. 1I. Duj¥ev, Legendarnyj motiv u Grigorija
Camblaka, Slavia XXI, 1952-53, p. 345-349,

208, V. Vellev, op. cit., 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. cit., p. 181.
210. V. Vell&ev, op. cit., p. 328.

211. E. Golubinskij, op. cit., pp. 374, 377.
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marriage of the 10-year-~old daughter of that prince (Vasilij
Dmitrievid&) 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 All Russia', with
his seat in Vilna213. 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-
anian clergymen and nob1e5214, took an active part in the
Council of Constance, which under the Roman Pope John XXII
ended the Great Schism in 1417. Camblak died in 1420%13,
We know nothing about Camblak's work in Russian
Lithuania on the revision of the Church books and their
langquage, because of the negative attitude of Russian offi-
cialdom towards this fruitful and talented writer and reli-
gious leader. Research on this aspect of his work can be

conducted even today only in the Soviet museums and

archives, where it has not been pursued up to now. Camblak

212. op. cit., pp. 367, 377.
213, op. cit., pp. 378, 384.
214. V. Vel&ev, op. cit., p. 328,

215. L. Stojanovié, Stari srpski zapisi i
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
Moscow's aggressive unification policy towards the neighbor-
ing cities and states had just begun. That he is still 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 cul-
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). 1In 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
in this connection must remain speculative.

2.3.4, A critical examination of all 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 1l4th and the beginning of the 15th centuries.

Bsyerigeh
Staafsbib!iothek
Minchen
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Persons like Kiprian and Camblak must have done much to ac-
celerate the process, but did not cause it. 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, Kiril III (approximately 1242-1281)

ordered a copy of the Korm&aja kniga (Nomokanon)216. 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 Kiril IIXI has been
known to Slavists since 1842217, a11 known Russian copies
of Jakov Svjatislav's letter include a note by the chief
Bulgarian copyist Ioan Dragoslav; both letter and note give

interesting information on the cultural relations between

216. B. St. Angelov, Pismo na Jakov Svetoslav
do Ruskija mitropolit Kiril III, Iz starata balgarska, ruska
i srsbska literatura, II, Sofia, 1967, p. 139.

V. N. Zlatarski, 1Istorija na balgarskata darZava,
111, Sofia, 1940, pp. 322-323, 456-457, 9-519.

217. A. Vostokov, Opisanie russkix i slovenskix
rukopisej Rumjancovskogo muzeuma, St. Petersburg, 1842, #
CCXXXII, p. 290-291.

Vostokov began the practice of calling this Bul-
garian feudal lord of Russian extraction Jakov Svjatoslav,
although his name is spelled (in the genitive) as
CBATICIABA in MS # 232, and HEKOBAa CBATHUCIIABA MS § 233
(both manuscripts studied by him). In all other copies the
name is written (in the genitive) as c¢BaTHcnara (cf. the
Kievan MS in B. St. Angelov, op. cit., 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 centurx.zl8
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 Tarnovo 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 it 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 Korm&aja
are from the 13th century: Sofijskaja (Novgorodskaja)
kormtaja (of 1282) and Rjazanskaja kormfaja {or 1280);
they do not include Jakov Svjatislav's letter. See:

A. I. Sobolevskij, Osobennosti russkix perevodov
domongol'skogo perioda, Sbornik ORJaS, 88, 3, St. Petersburg,
1910, p. 162-177.

The letter is included in several later copies of
the Korm&aja kniga:

a) The oldest copy is in the 15th-century
Korm€aja # 375 of the manuscript collection of the former
Kiev Seminary (leaflets 144-145), presently kept in the Cen-
tral Scientific Library of the Ukrainian Academy of Sciences
in Kiev, # Iyx. akan., Ho.375,published in:

B. St. Angelov, op. cit., p. 142-144;

b) A l6th-century KormCaja, published by A.
Vostokov in 1842 (cf. fn. 217);

c) A léth-century Korm&€aja, kept in the Lenin
State Library in Moscow, # CCXXIII iieaflet 85) , published

in:

B. St. Angelov, op. cit. , p. 145-147;

d) A léth-century KormEaja, kept in the Lenin
State Library in Moscow, # CCXXXIV, unpublished;

e) A Korm&aja 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 Korm&ej knigi, Sbornik ORJaS, 65, 1899, p. 60-61.

but

- 99 -



00047407

on to us"zlg. Ioan Dragoslav, who in his own words was "not
that good a scribe"220 3nd two other scribes divided the
text into three parts and copied it 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
Athos, and then taken to Bulgariazzl. He reached this con-

clusion while studying the language of the 13th-century

Serbian Ilovalfka krm&ica (1262), whose translation has been

traditionally assigned to St. Savva. The text shows indis-
putable Russisms. In the orthography, for example: ais
frequently used for A (Ouwa); pleophony occurs in a few
instances (yep®inr for upkur), and x is often found in
place of the traditional So. Slavic -xn- (from *dj). The
rest of the orthographic features listed by Sobolevskij are
not diagnostically Russian (for instance, confusion of the
letters 3 and e could also be either Serbian or dialectal
Bulgarian). Among the lexical Russisms only pyra and BBPCTH

(for nompume ) seem convincing, while others, like IOXaD5h,

219. The quotation is an English translation
from the 15th-century Kiev copy, published in:
B. St. Angelov, op. cit., p. 143.

220. This is expressed by a very typical syntac-
tic Bulgarism, preserved in all three Russian copies pub-
lished by Angelov: noHexe He 6bX no Tamo nuceus (cf.

B. St. Angelov, op. cit., pp. 143, 145).

221. A. I. Sobolevskij, Materialy i izsledo-
vanija v oblasti slavjanskoj filologii i arxeologii,
Sbornik ORJaS, 88, 3, St. Petersburg, 1910, p. 178-180.
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cbro (cyxan TpaBa) are still known in all of the Bulgar-
ian dialects and in many Serbian dialects. Sobolevskij

admits that words like cBiub, cBbub [=xpomb], mpiaz

[=yepe3r], ceno (=monel, nepnupa, cpbasus (the early

Bulgarian name of the city of Sofia, in Greek Zapbuxf)) 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 Korm&aja came from the pen of

a Russian“223.

Sobolevskij's conclusion, however, is incorrect;
it does not explain why none of the rest of the Serbian
krm&ice have even a trace of the heavy Russian orthographic

and sporadic lexical features of the Ilovatka krm&ica. And

Sobolevskij's understanding of the penetration of Russian
phonological and orthographic features is unacceptable for

a non-Russian. While the Russian spelling with X repre-
sented the higher, literary norm of Church Slavic, the spel-
ling with x reflected the native phonology. Such an alter-
native spelling would have been possible only in Russia,
where both Buxny and BuXy were meaningful words (perhaps
representing different styles). For a South Slavic scribe,
a form like Bumxy would have been unexpected and considered

incorrect; he would have sought to avoid it as a dialectism,

222. op. cit., p. 179.
223. op. cit., p. 180.
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correcting it where it occurred. This can be shown by
examination of the types of Russisms in the l4th-century
Bulgarian Four Gospels text, copied from a Russian original,

which was published by B. Conev224. With respect to the

phonology and orthography, the Bulgarian scribe did not spot
(and thus re-copied) forms confusing § with 8 (foma,

IocuB), ana x with oy (r8xuru, xxe for oyxe ) ; but the

latter feature is not a diagnostic Russism, for it reflects
the development of the nasal vowel in both Bulgarian and
Serbian dialects. Within one word, the only occurrence for
each, ~on0o- stands in place of -na-~- and -u- for -mr-
(tonoun for Tnamru). Again, y for mr 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 -T3,
-Tb (MonbmeT:, XOYJNAXXTE) and the sole certain Russism —

cemMb for cenmMb 225. If 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-

valka krm&ica (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 Ilovafka krmfica is a

224, B. Conev, ed., Vrafansko evangelie
(Balgarski starini, 1IV), Sofia, 1914, 236 + x pp.

225. op. cit., 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 glaring" (He Apkue) 226, And still, he agreed

with Sobolevskij that the Serbian Ilova&ka krm&ica (1262)

was copied from a Russian original. But he also stated that

"the Russian Rjazanskaja korm&aja of 1284, which overlaps

textually with the Ilova®ka krm&ica swarms (KMDMT) with

Bulgarisms, or better, Middle-Bulgarisms"227. 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. Savva was there (1218-1219)228.
However, Speranskij did not even suggest that the earliest

translation of the Nomokanon, which was copied in Tarnovo

for Metropolitan Kiril, was made by Russians. That is
why it is so strikingly unexpected to find in M, N, Tixo-
mirov (who cites only this one article by Speranskij,
first published in 1921) a statement like the following:

"The Metropolitan of a devastated Russia asked for a manu-

226. M. N. Speranskij, K istorii vzaimno-
otnoBenij russkoj i jugoslavjanskix literatur (Russkie pa-
mjatniki pis'mennosti na juge slavjanstva), Iz istorii
russko-slavjanskix literaturnyx svijazej, Moscow, 1360, p. 31.

227. ibid.

228. OE. Cit., p. 31-33.
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script from far-away Bulgaria, which had suffered rel-
atively little from the Tatar pogroms. It is no less
significant, that the Korm&aja which was sent to him, as has

been proven now (sic) was not from a South Slavic, but ori-

ginally from a Russian translation“zzg. The Bulgarian schol-
ar I. Snegarov suggests that the Middle Bulgarian transla-
tion was made on Mt. Athos at the end of the 12th or the
beginning of the 13th century230.

The history of the early 13th-century copy from

a Middle Bulgarian translation of the Nomokanon, made in

Tarnovo 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
Kiril's letter to Jakov Svijatislav has not been found, both
possibilities exist);

b) For the Russians it 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, Istorileskie svjazi
russkogo naroda s juZnymi slavjanami, Slavjanskij sbornik,
Moscow, 1947, p. 167,

230. I. Snegarov, Duxovno-kulturni vrazki
meZdu Bplgarija i Rusija prez srednite vekove (X = XV v.),
Sofia, 1950, p. 50-54,
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ial over again. In this particular case, the fact that
Jakov Svjatislav paid for the manuscript (noBeneHiemb Xe H
no ubub Benmkar rilHa MKOBA CBATHUCJIAB& NECHOTa OCONrap-

)231

CKaro may also indicate the financial difficulties

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
(1354-1378)232. Until the Revolution, the manuscript was
kept in the €udov Monastery of the Kremlin in Moscow, but
it has since been lost?33, There are two photoeditions of
the manuscript, however, and thus this interesting document
is not completely lost to historians of the Russian lan-

guage234. The text of this manuscript is extremely correct

231. B. St. Angelov, op. cit., 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, 1303,
p. 29. -

233. G. I. Vzdornov, op. cit., p. 186.

234. Novyj zavet gospoda naSego Iisusa Xrista,
isannyj rukoju svjatitelja Aleksija mitropolita, sfoto-
g;gflrovannyj v 8-m' dnej v nafale avgusta 2897 g. foto-
grafom Aleksandrom Andreevidem Bagnerovskim Egg nepo-
sredstvennym nabljudeniem danilovskogo arximandrita Amfi-
loxija (photoedition).

Novyj zavet gospoda na¥ego Iisusa Xrista. Trud
svjatitelja Aleksija, mitropolita moskovskogo 1 vseja Rusi.
Fototipi&eskoe 1zdanie Leontija, mitropolita moskovskogo,
Moscow, 1892.
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in comparison with other Russian Four Gospels texts of the

mid-14th century235; the entire text must have been thor-

oughly compared with the Greek original and corrected ac-
cording to it. It generally follows the Russian l4th-cen-
tury version of the New Testamgnt, 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 (BepcTa for
nompume, nOrocTsh for thn,etc.)236. The orthography
of the manuscript is of particular interest: while new
letters from the Greek alphabet are boldly introduced (é,
VU, W and %, increased used of 1), along with many
Greek ligatures and all types of Greek stress marks, there
is a complete absence of Middle Bulgarian orthographic fea-
tures (%3 P:, 1B for op, ep and o3, and — in Slavic
words only — a for the Russian @ after vowels)237.

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.), it is apparent that the Rus-

235. G. Voskresenskij, Xarakteristilfeskie
derty Cetyrex redakcii slavianskogo perevoda Evangelija ot
Marka po sto dvenadcati rukopisjam Evangelija XI - XVI vv.,
Moscow, 1896, pp. 48-57,_258-'—9‘2 1.

236. A. I. Sobolevskij, op. cit., p. 29,
237. M. Korneeva-Petoulan, K istorii 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-——
still hold their own against the Middle Bulgarian orthogra-
phy, while the spirit 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 4 and x (cf. nﬁc}mA pAfufinas  HADA
6rx)238,

The drastic change in Russian orthography at the
end of the 1l4th century, and especially in the early 15th
century, is very hard to explain. It 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 all 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 Evsevij-Efrem). But as we know, this

238, See the photoreproduction of Evsevij-Efrem's
postscript to Lestvica (leaflet 324 b) in:

G. I, Vzdornov, op. cit., Illustration 2 (between
pp. 176 and 177).
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practice was followed only temporarily and in isolated
cases. It seems that the answers can be sought only in the
totality of factors which finally 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 all 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 difficult 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 partic-
ular Russian dialects. Although we do not have explicit
testimony to such a need in the Russian historical sources,
it may still 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. It 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 still
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
was definitely predominant239;

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 artistic merits of the South
Slavic books there, and from long exposure must have come to
accept all their features as superior. We should not for a

moment forget that both Bulgarian and Serbian books were

written in a language which was first of all Church Slavic?40

239. M. N. Speranskij, K istorii vzaimootnoBenij
russkoj i jugoslavjanskix literatur (Russkie pamjatniki
pis'mennosti na juge slavjanstva), Iz istorii russko-slav-
janskix literaturnyx sviazej, Moscow, 1960, p. 13-14.

240. In this respect the term "Middle Bulgarian
literary language" is unfortunate and misleading, since it
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 1lit-
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 fruitful work in transferring
the accumulated Church Slavic literature from the Balkan
monasteries to the main cultural centers of Russia.

An illustrative example is the activity of the
Russian scribe and monk, Evsevij-Efrem (cf. fn. 238). His
first copy, from a known Middle Bulgarian antecedent which
was also completely influenced by the Bulgarian orthography,

0241

is from the year 142 , made in the Constantinople Monas-

241. The manuscript is dated by the water-marks
on the paper. See:

N. P. Lixafev, PaleografiZeskoe znafenie bumaZnyx
vodjanyx znakov, II, St. Petersburg, 1899, pp. 58, 267.
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tery of Our Lady of Perivlepti; it is a Mineja for November-

May. The present location of the manuscript by Evsevij-Efrem

242

is unknown , but another Russian copy made from Evsevij's

manuscript in 1432-1433 (Lenin State Library of the USSR in
Moscow, # ¢. 304, Ho. 669)has Russian orthography243. 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, # ¢. 113, Bonokon,
462 (cf. fn. 228). There are three known 1l5th-century Rus-
sian copies from this manuscript by Evsevij-Efrem244. Two
years later, on Dec. 10, 1423, the monk Evsevij-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, it was Evsevij -

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.cit., p. 193, See also:
A. I. Sobolevskij, op. cit., p. 25, point 8.

243. A. I. Sobolevskij, ibid.

244. G. I. Vzdornov, op. cit., p. 193-194.
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1424%%5, 1t is kept today in the State Historical Museum in
Moscow, # Ycn. I8 - Gym.

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 it by other
scribes, in 1431 and in the second half of the 15th century,
are known, as are many others from later tlmes246

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, Ctenlja v Ob&Cestve istorii i drev-
nostej rossijskix pri Moskovskom Universitete, Moscow, 1895,
3, ¢+ 18,

A. I. Sobolevskij, ed., Novyj sbornik paleografi-
Ceskix snimkov s russkix rukopisej XI - XVIII vv., St.
Petersburg, 1906, Tables 22, 23.

A. I. Sobolevsklj, Slavjano-russkaja paleografija.
S 20 paleografifeskimi snimkami, St. Petersburg, 1908 (2nd
edition), Table 8.

I. F. Kolesnikov, ed., Sbornik snimkov s russkogo

is'ma XI - XVIII vv., I, Moscow, 1913 (2nd edition),
Table 15.

G. I. Vzdornov, op. cit., p. 194-195.

246, P. Stroev, Bibliologideskij slovar'...,
p. 121-122.

Ilarij i Arsenij, ieromonaxi, _E}sanle slavJan-
skix rukopisej biblioteki Svjato-Troickoj Sergievoj lavry,
I, Moscow, 18/8, ¥ 175; 1I1, Moscow, 187 56.

T. B. Uxova, Katalog m1n1atjur, 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. cit., p. 195-196.
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especially translated, by Russian monks in the Balkan monas-
teries. According to the preliminary count by Sobolewvskij,
at the turn of the 14th/15th century the Russian literature
was enriched by not less than 56 major literary works pre-
viously unknown or almost unknown in Russia247. Since the
oldest Russian copy has not been found for each of them, it
is impossible to state that all, 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. cit., p. 15-37.
248. G. I. Vzdornov, op. cit., 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
originals kept in Constantinople and those of Mt. Athos?49,
Vzdornov lists after his study 17 new books defi-
nitely copied in these monasteries at the end of the 14th

and in the first 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-
pel textzso. Another two from this list are Middle Bulgar-
ian books, copied in these monasteries and taken to Russia:
Kiprian's Lestvica (cf. 2.3.2.2.)251 and an Aprakos (undated)
bought by the Russian monk Afanasij in 1430 at the Mount
Athos Monastery of Pantokrator, for a monastery in Tver'252,

Of the total number of 17 books studied by Vzdornov, all of

249, G. I. Vzdornov, op. cit., p. 181.
250. G. I. Vzdornov, op. cit., pp. 176, 186-188.
251. G. I. Vzdornov, op. cit., pp. 173-174, 189.

252. P. Stroev, Bibliologi¥eskij slovar'...,
p. 27.

V. N. S&epkin, UZebnik russkoj paleografii, Mos-
cow, 1920, p. 35.

G. X. Vzdornov, op. cit., 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
features)253, 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). All of these manu-
scripts were unknown in Russia before being copied for Rus-
sia in the Balkan5254. Although this ratio does not have
statistical value, being founded on only 17 manuscripts out
of a total possibly numbering in the hundreds, it is still
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. cit. p. 181-182.

254. See the list of most of these manuscripts in:

A. I. Sobolevskij, op. cit., 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 full of mistakes, which un-
fortunately sharply decreases the value of his otherwise im-
pressive research. See:

G. I. vzdornov, op. cit., p. 189-198,.
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it 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 itself 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 Cernorizec Xrabsr's treatise

On the Letters?®>. Of the 73 copies of the text (all of

which can be related textually to one Middle Bulgarian proto-

type), 63 are Russianzss. By the 17th century, however,

the Russian texts are so perfectly russified at all levels

of the language, that it would be virtually impossible from

a linguistic point of view to identify the prototypes of all

Russian copies as Middle Bulgarian, if the transitional cop-

ies with steadily decreasing numbers of Bulgarisms (or the
257

Middle Bulgarian copies themselves) were unknown today .

It seems that textual identification of an 0ld Russian copy

255. K. Kuev, ed., Cernorizec Xrabor, Sofia,
1967, 454 pp.

256. K. Kuev, ed., op. cit., p. 165.

257. Compare, for instance, the language of the
Kostroma copy, which has no traces of the diagnostic pecul-
1arities of the Middle Bulgarian prototype (cf. K. Kuev, ed.,
op. cit., p. 355-359). But it adds references from Russian
Histor » and the phrase: c¢Tuu ko(H)cTaHTU(H) OunOCOBB... M
zeeoggs) 6pars €ro. cocraeucTta aab¥ky rpamorn pd(c)ckua.
o .
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from the Kievan period (llth and early 12th centuries) as an
original Russian translation or as a Russian copy from

an 0ld Bulgarian or, perhaps, West Slavic text, is easier
than textual identification of a l6th-century Russian

copy of a Middle Bulgarian, Serbian or original Russian
translation (cf. below).

2.4.1. 1In 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

diagnosticzsa.

From his personal experience, he concluded
that the only possible basis for determining national origin
is the presence of lexical items whose exclusive national
character can be identified beyond any doubtzsg. This con-
clusion has two serious weaknesses: in the first place, it
is not that easy to make a list of exclusively language-
specific words. In the study quoted, Sobolevskij offers
three groups of lexical items, exclusively Russian260:

a) Names of objects and of the surrounding real-
ity, officers, weights and measures, vessels, clothing.

Even in the carefully-selected words he lists in this group,

258. A. I. Sobolevskij, Materialy i izsledo-
vanija v oblasti slavjanskoj filologii 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- Io SObOleVSkij, OEo Cit. ? po 162-1660
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one can spot KOXyX, which is by no means exclusively Russian,
since it is known all 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 list is admirable, but
the practical results are of little value. The very conser-
vative list offered by Sobolevskij in this particular paper
consists of only a few dozen words, yet includes such obvi-
ous misfits as ko s c¢bHo, nymaru [=coBeroBaThcn], which
can as well be Bulgarian or Serbian as Russian. But a like
effort becomes a disaster in Istrin's own account of his

61

publication of the Hamartolos Chronicle2 . Here he lists

as absolutely diagnostic Russian words, items such as Go-

nbcTh, ObJIb, NPOYXMUHA, KOpPCTA, JIOBh, HATOBODUTH, HEMIBBUTH,

HEeTrOBOpPNuMBE, Henbnia [=cemuuual, onsepme, nomonouuTHCH,

ITIPUCTPOMTH, CHOHIATHCH, CBIB6a, CHMBIABHUTHCHA, ChHH, unnpo2,

Of these, chHM is attested in the oldest Gospel texts (cf.

the glossary to Mar.), while all the rest are widespread in

modern Bulgarian dialects. (I have not checked the other

words from Istrin's list with available dictionaries of

those modern Bulgarian dialects unknown to me, nor of dia-

26l. V. M, Istrin, Xronika Georgija Amartola v

drevnem slavjano-russkom perevode, Slavia, II, 1923, 2/3,
p. 460-467.

262. V. M. Istrin, op. cit., p. 463-465.
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lects of the other Slavic lanquages.) As has already been
discussed, preliminary lists like Istrin's have little sci-
entific value because they are not based on thorough examin-
ation of the lexical wealth of all the Slavic dialects (the
requisite data collection will hardly be accomplished in our
generation). Such a list, even when it can be made, will
represent only modern Slavic dialects; it 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 Bppcra as
a measure of distance, norocts 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, monpume and BbCH),
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.). 1In my opinion, similar lexical
replacements were made in the 0ld Russian P&ela, 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 *uM¥Xbila he left it with only
slightly altered shape (moyxmka ). The publisher, who did
not understand it either, put a question mark after it263,

The word wmmxéiy in Contemporary Standard Bulgarian and some

dialects, with further dialectal variants uixei, moxeu,

Myxely means 'uvula'; the Russian equivalent is s3nuydk.
Here we face the absence of a general Slavic word for an in-

significant anatomical term; the isogloss *mqzbch vs. *jezy-

&pky could be very old, perhaps reflecting semantic influ-

ences of the different substrata in Bulgaria and Russia.
2.4.2, 1If, 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 if 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

262;, YOBBECTBO cnacTbHOK npenktns umbiers no
moyxuka (?) ¥ RO roprasu, npemenbile Xe npenbns, HbP pasHb-
ctea ranomollMoy, HO Bca paBua icTBOy Ha TrHOM rpembhaomu.
This quotation is from:

V. Semenov, Drevnjaja russkaja P&ela, 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 it 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 (Povest' ob Akire Pre-

mudrom)264. N. Durnovo, studying the lexical differences

between the l16th-century Russian copy # 46 of the Soloveckij
Monastery (Solov.) and the l6éth-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 "all copies of the (Serbian) first redaction

have their origin in a Russian copy“zss. 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, K istorii povesti ob Akire, Materialy
izsledovanija po starinnoj literature, I, Moscow, 1915,
31 pp.

i
1

265. N. Durnovo, op. cit., p. 131l.
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study he is careful not to join fully 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 it

has been "completely proven“zss. Durnovo's mistakes in iden-
tifying the Serbian copy as from a Russian prototype can be
explained by his absclute reliance upon tentative considera-
tions of the national character of lexical items and by his
disregard of all other features in the language. In addi-

tion he cites the lexical differences one-sidedly. He lists

6e6poMb, XOyIOOH, GOTONNDMBOY, CHHbBLL, HeOHWnoe nbno, opese,

etc. as Russian words missing from the Serbian copies, and
adds that KoOHONA#AH® NOPTH and NOpPTH CBLTIN are completely
absent from some Serbian copies, while in others they are
replaced by KOHONHO IpPeneHO and HOBHE DHU3H, reSpective1y267.
But he fails to note typical South Slavic words like Tu3IaB%
{*handsome, well-groomed'), cpbmartu ('to meet'}), cTpoyBaTH
('to destroy, waste'), etc., which are not present in the
Russian texts, Here are the parallel phrases: He KOYIH
pada risBaBa Hu xpamnnsa (Bgrd., p. 38)268ys. ue x¥mm pata
BenyuuaBa Hu pacll penmuaB® (Solov., p. 22); ame Te KTO

cpbmeTs n ﬁﬁ;Tb K' Te6d (Bgrd., p. 38) vs. ame K’To

oﬁcgﬁrx Bb3MonBu k' Te6h (Solov., p. 22); He cTpoyBam

266, N. Durnovo, ibid.

267. N. Durnovo, op. cit., p. 130-131.

268. The page numbers gquoted here refer to
Durnovo's publication.
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MMeHla MOreTo (Bgrd., p. 39) vs. He NOPTHU CKOT& MOETO

(Solov., p. 27). It 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. 1In 1915, when he
published his study, little 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: B’Ca TH MpomeHia

UCTINIBHE éf\ (p. 37 'I will fulfill them all your demands');

e - {m AN
HAaOoyuYy  1ro CeCTpPIMYMKA CBOIEIO aH&a& Ha cinu

(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 3%, represent-

Fron
ing phonological /ja/ or /a/ after a soft consonant): Mcua
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uapbe  (p. 39); instead of the usual Serbian conjunction
Hb, the form Hoy 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": cH¥ of Gorara m¥xa. cH

<

H, 2 2
3'mui0 ¢ Bnw. b e’ uH o¥6ora m¥xa CH® 3'Mmo cHbIB

(p. 21 'Son, the son of a rich man ate her the snake, and

the son of a poor man ate a snake'); ¥ 435 T4 oﬁnpgik’

TAe ¥ MchpaBux’ T4 — the second T4, however, could be
merely a copying error by the Russian scribe — (p. 30 'I you
preserved you and fixed (helped) you'). Other Bulgarisms
are: HETNH (p. 25, for He xe nu); Gop’30 (p. 27 'fast');
6pauHuHl (p. 25 'fancy clothes'); nep’cTs (p. 26 'earth'):
BpeTUTHNE (sic) for the correct Bperume (p. 31 °®'(poor) gar-
ment made of hemp'); ocoym¥ instead of Ocom¥ (p. 32),
reflecting the Middle Bulgarian change of the adverbials

cbkMo > camo, cnoy > cxnoy (cf. 4.3.4.5.); locative after

a verb of motion?®?: émh B* mom3 ®ffa cBoero (p. 31); con-

sistent use of the verb uMRBT™N to express forms of the future

269. A detailed discussion on this peculiarity of
the Bulgarian texts can be found in:

I. Duridanov, Kom problemata za razvoja na bel-
garskija ezik ot sintetizgm kom analitizsm, Godi¥nik SU, LI,
1955, 3, p. 185-191.
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negative: He nuéﬁ\noyCTHTn TA HM nomanoyw T4 (p. 36), etc.,

which could, however, be a reflection of the Greek original
if 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
difficult tense agreement5270. 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:
Th oﬁnéﬁknx’ ca (for oynéﬁhn ca) Mubo (p. 33); Th oﬁgéﬁknx’
ca (for oﬁnéﬁku CA) uniTX ﬁﬁbnomé (p. 33), etc. Still,
there are new, Middle Bulgarian verbal forms, like the newer
Middle Bulgarian aorist form of the verb xuru: HIKO .mpgigom
XHBAXOBD [=%uBbx0Bb] BBH MHOIM HHU . (p. 30). All of
these features, if studied in their totality, 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 xeM’uwr, p. 35), but

this is, after all, 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 Bul-
garian (which principally is no different from that in
Church Slavic: cf. K., Mir&ev, Istorifeska 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 made271,

On the other hand, according to Istrin?72, the
rendering of the Greek -up- as -M0~ 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 AMGe KauMD or éudaxoyux) but

Durnovo is skeptical about the translation from Greek and
rather suggests translation from a Semitic 1anguage273. The
form with -mM6-is, indeed, strange for a South Slavic trans-
lation from Greek, where one might expect either -BB~ oOr
-MB-274  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) ,it is com-

monly accepted in the literature2’> that Durnovo "proved"

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. cit., p. 128-129.

272. V. M, Istrin, op. cit., p. 461.
273. N. Durnovo, op. cit., p. 102-103.
274. N. Durnovo, op. cit., p. 100-102.

275. See, for example:

V. M, Istrin, ibid.

V. N. Peretc, K istorii teksta Povesti ob Akire
Premudrom, Izvestija ORJaS, 21, 1916, 1, p. 3-6.

N. A, MeZ&erskij, 1Iskusstvo 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 still doubt the East Slavic origin of the

translatlon276

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 all 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 all over the world. According to the incom-
plete data collected by N. K. Nikol'skij and his students,
in Russian libraries and museums alone there are about
1560 different works translated from the Greek?’7. 1In

addition to this huge number of Greek and non-Russian

276. D. CiZevskij, Comparative History of Slavic
Literatures, Baltimore, 1971, pp. 31, 36. __
While CiZevskij questions the national origin of
Akir the Wise, Bulgarian literary historians are unanimous
in consldering it 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.

K. Nikol'skogo, Trud Blbllotekl Akademii nauk SSSR, 1,
Moscow-Leningrad, I§*8 T p. 142-150.
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Slavic titles, there are about 11,580 different works by
known and unknown Russian writer5278. All these figures rep-
resent works in manuscripts dated from the 1llth through 18th
centuries. Nikol'skij'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
copies of the above-listed individual worksz79. 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
institutionszao.

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 field, such as

Sobolevskij and Lixadev, who having examined hundreds or

278. V. F. Pokrovskaja, ibid.

279. V. N. Peretc, XK voprosu o racional‘'nom
opisanii drevnix rukopisej, Tver', 1905, p. 3.

280. D. S. Lixafev, Tekstologija, 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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Chap¢ter Three

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
14th centurieszal. This term is an unfortunate one, since
it implies the existence of a language very different from
OCS (or 01d 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
recensions, and, on the other hand, 0OCS and Middle Bulgar-

ian: "The relations between the Middle Bulgarian language

and the 01d Bulgarian language are very different, because

here are present only different periods in the development
7.)282

of the same language" (italics mine, I. . By and large,

the difference between the language of a 1l3th-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. Mird&ev, Istorideska gramatika na balgar-
skiaa ezik, Sofia, 1963 (2nd edition), pp. 8, 12-20, 35-37,

282, N. van Wijk, Istorija staroslavjanskogo
jazyka (translated from German), Moscow, 1957, P-. 37.
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(1273), kept in Zagreb283. The usual striking peculiarity

of the Middle Bulgarian language, the redistribution of the
letters for the nasal vowels (compared to the situation in
0CS), sometimes has limited manifestation, as for example in
the l12th-century Dobromirovo Evangelie, Grigorovi& Parimejnik,

Bologna Psalter284, etc. Even a cursory glance at the newer

l2th-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 dif-
ferent name from the language of the llth-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:

K. Mir&ev, op. cit., p. 12-13,.

For lengthy aiscu531ons on the peculiarities of
two of these manuscripts, as well as for their texts, see:

V. Jagié, Evangelium Dobromiri; ein altmacedoni-
sches Denkmal der kirchenslavischen Sprache des XII. Jahr-

hunderts, Vienna, v. 1, 1898, 138 + 11 pp.; V. 2, 1899, 140
+1i1 pp.

V. N. S&%epkin, Bolonskaja psaltyr'. S prilo%eniem
semi fototipij i vos'mi cinkografij, Issledovanija po rus-
skomu jazyku, IXI, 4, St. Petersburg, 1906.

V. Jagié, Slov¥n'skaja psal"tyr'. Psalterium Bono-
niense, St. Petersburg, 1907.

I. Duj&ev, ed., Bolonski psaltir (photopublica-
tion of the manuscript), Sofia, 1968, 530 pp.
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the 9th century, while an llth-century glagolitic text
might have been copied from other llth-century prototypes
and thus have more grammatical and lexical innovations. It
is a well-established fact that in the 12th century some
Bulgarian copyists made use of o0ld glagolitic manuscripts,
and even used the glagolitic letters marginally in their

own writings (such as, for instance, the linguistically very

archaic Safarikov triod)zas.

The term "Middle Bulgarian language" is justified
only when applied to the Slavic dialects of the population
which called itself 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 all its dialects) having moved towards analytism. 1In
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
changes within the Balkan convergence area)zss, but the ear-

liest penetration of Balkan features into the Bulgarian lit-

erary language are already to be seen in most of the glagol-

285. K. Mirdev, op. cit., p. 13.
286. The Balkan features of the Middle Bulgarian

langquage, with basic bibliography on the Balkan convergence
phenomenon, will be discussed in Chapter Four.
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itic texts of the 1llth century287. In this respect, the

287. The earliest occurrence of the Balkan "dou-
ble object" has been found by me in Mar. (1llth century). I
have found the same feature in the 11lth - 12th-century Rus-
sian copy of Sinajskij paterik. These examples will be
given (and discussed) in 4.4.2.

Other Balkan processes, like the development of
the post-positive article, replacement of the infinitive by
na -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 XoThkTM + verb and of negative future by
He umbty + verb, are studied in detail by many Slavists and
Balkanologists. Among the most important are:

M. MaXecki, Zagadnienia sporne lingwistyki bal-
kariskiej, Zbirka odgovora na pitanja 1 (III Medunarodni
kongres slavista), Beograd, 1939, p. 216-217.

J. Kurz, K otdzce &lenu v jazycich slovanskych
se zvld¥tnim zFfetelem k staroslov&nstin&, Byzantinoslavica
7, 1937-1938, p. 212-340; 8, 1939-1946, p. 172-288.

K. H. Meyer, Altkirchenslavische Studien II. Das
Supinum. Eine syntaktische Untersuchung, Schriften der
Konigsberger Gelehrten Gesellschaft 18. Jahr., geisteswis.
Kl., 3, Halle, 1944, p. 284-285.

K. Mir&ev, Koga vaznikva &lennata forma v balgar-
skija ezik, BelgEz, 3, 1953, p. 45-50.

Z. Goigb, Funkcja syntaktyczna partykuly da w
jezykach pd.-sXfowianskich (buZgarskim, macedonskim i serbo -
chorwackim) , Biuletyn polskiego Towarzystwa jezykoznawczego,
XIII, Cracow, 1954, p. 67-92.

K. Hordlek, K otdzce staroslov&nského infinitiwvu,
Posta Fr. Travni&kovi a F. Wollmanovi, Brno, 1948, p. 159 -
165.

, Evangelidfe a &tveroevangelia,

Prague, 1954, p. 159-176. -

I. Duridanov, Kam problemata za razvoja na bal-
garskija ezik ot sintetizom kam analitizem, Godisnik SU, 51
Sofia, 1955, p. 85-272 (Photoreprint, Sofia, 1956).

, 2a nadenkite na analitizma v bal-

garskija ezik, Rocznik slawistyczny, 20, 1958, p. 16-26.

H. Birnbaum, Untersuchungen zu den Zukunftsum-
schreibungen mit dem Infinitiv im Altkirchenslavischen,
Stockholm, 1958, pp. 25-26, 213-232, 253-260, 276.
, Balkanslavisch und Sudslavisch,
Zeitschrift fur Balkanologie, III, 1965, 1-2, pp. 31-38,
61-62.

J. Sedlafek, Sintaksis staroslavjanskogo jazyka
v svete balkanistiki, Slavia, XXXII, 1963, 3, p. 385-394.

A. Min¥eva, Razvoj na datelnija pritefatelen
padef v beslgarskija ezik, Sofia, 1964, 175 pp.
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Bulgarian literature of the 12th - 14th 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
mid-15th 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. 1In this connection, K. Mir&ev
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 Bul-

garian language from synthetism towards analytism
took place, which might reflect better the lan-
guage of the people. Almost all monuments con-
nected with this epoch have a Church character
and strictly follow tradition, and give no

place at all to the peculiarities of the popular

language289,

Another serious weakness of designating the Bul-
garian literary language of the 12th - 14th centuries as
Middle Bulgarian, while calling that from the 15th century
onward New Bulgarian, is that it virtually excludes from
the history of the Bulgarian literary language the entire

traditional Church Slavic literature created after the 1l4th

century. The Bulgarian, Serbian, Wallacho-Moldavian and

288. S. B. BernStejn, Razyskanija v oblasti
bolgarskoj istori&eskoj dialektologii, 1, Moscow-Leningrad

’ pPpP.

289, K. Mir¢ev, Istorileska gramatika...,

p. 144,
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Russian Church Slavic texts were diligently copied in Bul-
garia all the way to the mid-19th century, at the end paral-
leling the creation and development of the modern Bulgarian
literary language.

While "Middle Bulgarian” is the appropriate term
for the Bulgarian dialects between the 1llth and the end of
the 1l4th centuries?90, it has little if any justification
when applied to the literary language. The time between
the 12th and the l4th 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 mid-18th cen-
tury seriously reshaped the Church Slavic language in Bul-

garia291

, some Middle Bulgarian texts were still being copied
later. An example will suffice to illustrate this point:

the l6th-century Tulcea copy of the Manasses Chronicle re-

flects a more archaic language than the mid-1l4th-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 1llth century). See:

Balgarska Akademija na Naukite, Istorija na Bal-
garija, I, Sofia, 1961 (2nd edition), pp. 146-149, 155-156.

The end of the period is connected with the final
Turkish conquest of Bulgaria (1396). The Turks virtually
destroyed the Bulgarian nation as it 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. Mirclev, op. cit., p. 85.
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Moscow copy of the same text, made by the priest Filingz.
In this study, the term "Middle Bulgarian liter-
ary language" is used because of the already-established
tradition in historical studies of the Bulgarian language,
but with the explicit reservation that it 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 014 Church Slavic (in this context
it is therefore also appropriate to speak of the 0ld@ 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 all 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 territorial boundaries of the Bulgarian dialects

spoken at that time.

292. I. Bogdan published the Tulcea copy, com-
paring it 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 lui Constantin Manasses...,

p. 3-222,
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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. BernStejn on the extremely rich
linguistic material of the Wallachian and Moldavian gramoty
(before 1508)233. 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 BernXtejn:

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. 1In 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. Bern$tejn, Razyskanija..., 370 pp.

More recent papers, contributing to Bernstejn's
study with additional data and observations, are:

0. Stojkovi&, Srednobalgarski morfologileski
osobenosti v ezika na vlaxo-balgarskite gramoti (XIV - XV
v.), BalgEz, XIV, 1964, 2-3, p. 149-159.

A. Stan&eva-Daskalova, 2Za njakoi dialektni oso-

bengggisggv vlaxo-bslgarskite gramoti, BelgEz, XVI, 1966, 6,
pl - '
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substance of the Rumanian element was the contact
of the Rumanians with Slavs and the introductioa94
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

Slavic archbishop of Oxridzgs. But the number of Wallacho -

Moldavian gramoty written in 15th-century Bulgarian dialects

reaches a few thousand (there are twice as many Moldavian

gramoty as Wallachian)zgs.

In his serious examination of the contradictory
theories in Rumanian historiography from before World War
II, 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-

297, Bern¥tejn comes to the following conclusion:

nian nation
Thus, the Slavic population of Wallachia (and
also Moldavia) is more ancient than the population

294. S, B. Bernitejn, op. cit., p. 44.

But the situation today 1s 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
Romianiei, 3. 1, Bucharest, 1966, p. 111-112. -

295, Acta Partriarchatus Constantinopolitani, II,
p. 230. This work was unaccessible to me, and the reference
is from: S. B. Bern3tejn, op. cit., p. 57.

296. S. B. Bern3tejn, op. cit., p. 67.
297. S. B. Bern$tejn, op. cit., p. B80-127.
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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 gramotx, nd above all, of the

Serbian elements 1in ltzga.

The following three phrases will suffice to demon-
strate the nature of the language of the Wallachian gramoty
of the 15th century: KYIHF5 THUA OBHM JleTOCKAa - "he bought
these rams last summer';8 BHe I8 ra OCTABUTE O& OTHIEe IOMA
c¥ - 'you should let him go home'; BauneTe €IUH KOH BeJIMK U
xy6aB -'find a big and handsome horse'229, 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 mid-16th 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 (l12th-
l4th 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. Bernstejn, op. cit., p. 127.

299. S. B. Bernstejn, op. cit., p. 78.
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have been written in Wallachia or Moldavia and still have
had all the peculiarly Middle Bulgarian features.

3.1.2. The southern boundaries of the Bulgarian
linguistic area are unclear. In the mid-16th 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 all the villages they speak the Bulgarian language”3°°.
Such evidence, however, is too late to be absolutely relia-
ble for the earlier period. There is earlier historical evi-
dence (l4th century) of Bulgarians' living in today's Greece,
but it is not clear whether they were minority groups within
Greek settlements, or residents of scattered Bulgarian vil-
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 perpers301. On Dec. 5, 1382 another slave was
sold, "Mixail, Bulgarian by birth, from the region of Thes-

salonike, from the village called Phylokarna"302. While

300, Fr. Babinger, ed., Hans Dernschwamms Tage-
buch einer Reise nach Konstantinopel u. Kleinasien (1553-3),
Munich-Leipzig, 1923, p. 245-246.

301. I. Sakszov, Novootkriti dokumenti ot kraja
na XIV v. za bslgari ot Makedonija, prodavani kato robi,
Makedonski pregled, VII, 1932, 2-3, p. 23-62 (entry # 63).

302. 1. sakszov, oOp. cit., entry # 85.
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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
title "King of all 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. Belid seriously claimed the
modern West Bulgarian dialects as Serbian, part of the
Prizren-Timok dialect group303. As far as the Prizren-Timok
dialects on Serbian territory are concerned, he suggested
them to be "fundamentally Serbian dialects“304, which
borrowed certain Bulgarian features in the 17th - 18th

305

centuries . But there is historic evidence which seems

absolutely to contradict such a theory. At the end of March,

303. A. Belidé, Dialektologideskaja karta serb-

skogo jazyka, Stat'i po slavjanovedeniju, II, St. Petersburg,
1906, p. 58-59.

Serious Yugoslav dialectologists today do not re-
peat Belid's erroneous statements. Cf.:

P. Ivié, Die serbokroatischen Dialekte. Ihre
Struktur und Entwicklung, Hague, 1958, p. 93-95.

For further Yugoslav b1bllography on this problem

P. Ivié, op. cit., p. 47-48.
. DijaIeEtologijg srpskohrvatskog jezika.
Uvod i 3tokavsko nare€ije, Novl Sad, 1956, p. 124- 2%.

See:

304. A. Belic, O srpskim ili hrvatskim dijalek-
tima, Beograd, 1908, p. 100,

305. A. Belié, op. cit., p. 102-103.
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1433, the French nobleman Bertrandon de la Broquidre crossed

the Morava River west of NisS. He wrote:

Et vins en une ville que 1'on nomme Corsebech
[Krudevac] et furent X journédes depuis Adrenopoly.
Ceste dite ville est a un mile prds de la rivyere
de la Morave gqui vient de Bossene et est une
grosse rivyere gqui depart la Vulgairie et %a
Rascie ou Servie, gqui est une mesme chose306,

The same statement: the River Morava separates

Bulgaria from Serbia (which at that time can only be geo-

graphic and ethnic — not political — 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 | Servia (sic) from Bulgaria. The
next place was Baraizin, then Pellacderesi and
afterwards Aleschinti, where in a little Brook, and
on the Grass thereabout, we saw many Tortoises..307

306. Ch. Schefer, ed., Le voyage d'cutremer de
Bertrandon de la Broquidre, premier écuyer tranchant et
conseiller de Philippe 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 Broquiére nor John Burbury
shows any special sympathy with the Bulgarians, which might
have prompted them to "locate" the ethnic boundary farther
to the west. The literature on the status of the Torlak
dialects since Belid 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 influence308,by the early influence

308. A. Marguliés believes that the Torlak 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. Marquliés, Historische Grundlagen der sud-
slavischen Sprachgliederung, Archiv fir slavische Phil-
ologie,XL, 1926, 3-4, p. 203-208.

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 - Timofane and Moravjane. See:

Balgarska Akademija na Naukite, Istorija na Bal-
garija, I, Sofia, 1961 (2nd edition), p. 60-61.

V. Zlatarski, Istorija na balgarskata dorZava
prez srednite vekove, I, 1, Sofia, 1918, pp. 142-T43. 14e.

K. Mirdev, op. cit., p. 42.
If it 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 Marguli€s. 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 substratum309, and 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 part310, one can only agree with
the theoretical premise of some contemporary linguists, that
whatever forces affected the historical development of the
Torlak dialects are of little relevance to the present posi-
tion of these dialects, within the Serbo-Croatian language

and within the Balkan convergence area3ll,

dence, it seems that the creation of the transitional Bul-
garian-Serbian dialects was a much more complicated pheno-
menon than a simple "Bulgarization™ as a result of political
domination. It is possible (althoughIl 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 1llth century, since it was there that
the Byzantine authorities chose to settle the defeated Pe-
chenegs, sometime after 1048. See:

V. Vasil'evskij, Vlzantlja i Pecenegl, Zurnal
Ministerstva Narodnogo Prosvescenlja, 164, 1872, II, p. 1ll6-
165, 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 Wetenschagggn, Afd. Letterkunde, 55, A, 3, Amsterdam,
m3' p- - .

310. P. Ivié, Dijalektologija srpskohrvatskog
jezika..., p. 108-129. More recently, P. IviC does not
classify the Torlak dialects as part of the 3tokavian group,
but rather as an independent group among the Serbo-Croatian
dialects, on an equal footing with the Stokavian and Caka-
vian groups. See:

P. Iv1c, O klasifikaciji srpskohrvatskih dija-
lekata, Knjlzevnost i jezik, X, 1963, 1, p. 27-28.

311, H. Birnbaum, On Typology, Affinity, and
Balkan Linguistics, 2bornik za filologiju i lingvistiku, IX,
Novi Sad, 1966, pp. 27, 30.
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3.1.3.2. There is no question at all that today
the people in eastern Serbia (with the exception of the of-
ficially 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
dialectsBlz: whenever they speak of isoglosses between the
South Slavic dialects, they quote as Bulgarian features
only those features shared by the Bulgarian literary lan-
guage3l3, which is built on the grammatical structure of
two numerically insignificant dialects of the central Balkan
Mountains3l4. As a result, the "Serbian" 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 live315,

312. In addition to St. Stojkov's Bglgarska dia-
lektologija, one can find numerous monographs on the pecul-
1arities of dialects, published in the series 'Bglgarska
dialektologija'; they best reveal the tremendous difficult-
ies 1n singling out a definite number of "Bulgarian features"”.

313. P. Ivid, Die serbokroatischen Dialekte...,

p- 35"'410

314. St. Stojkov, Literaturen ezik i dialekti,
Izvestija na Instituta za bslgarski ezik, II, 1952, p. 129-

315. P. Ivid¢, op. cit., 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 1lth - 14th centuries is not
solved at all. It can be solved only in a spirit of co-
operation between South Slavic linguists (which seems to be
still far in the future) and on the basis of two major prin-
ciples: first, the national identification and belonging of
a certain Slavic population in medieval times has no bear-
ing on the ethnic and political 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 Bul-
garian or in Yugoslav dialectology, which is itself 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,
Slavists 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 all other typically Bulgarian

(including Balkan) features are present in the language of

that manuscript316. Without accepting the existence of such

316. V. Jagid, ed., Codex Marianus Glagoliticus

(photoedition), Graz, 1960, p. 410.
V. Jagic explains the confusion of the letters %
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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 (l4th century)3l7.

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 *g_
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 gx by the influence of the spoken language of the scribe
(Serbian or Croatian), while the representation oft as O

and of » as e (with no single occurrence of the Serbo-Croa-
tian a “for either of them) he explains as the result of "a
conventionalized pronun01atlon of these sounds on non-nation-
al grounds" (V. Jagicd, op. cit., p. 427-428).

317. A very interesting document (although the
sole surviving sample) from the 14th-century Vidin lan-
guage 1is the gramota of King Ioan Sracimir, written be-
tween 1363 ang 1396 . It reveals many phonetic features
of the modern transitional dialects between Bulgarian and
Serbian: *Q > [u] - (nop¥uanu); preposition and prefix
*vp > [u] - (& rpa(n); = (instead of a3z) for the pro-
noun of the first person singular; but no vocalization
of ®/p into a. See:

G. A. Il'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-
versity library of Ghent; as well as by the writings of the
Vidin metropolitan Ioasaf Bdinski.

See:

I. Martynov, Bdinskij sbornik 1360 g., ruko-
pis Gentskoj biblioteki, Pamjatniki drevnej pis‘'mennosti
i iskusstva, XIV, St. Petersburg, 1882,

E. Kaluzniacki, Aus der panegyrischen Literatur
der Sidslaven, Vienna, 1901, p. 97-115.
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tik318. Unfortunately, most of these works have received

little attention from historians of the Bulgarian lan-

guage319.

3.1.4. The south-western boundary of the Bulgar-

ian dialects320

of the 13th - 14th centuries was in today's
eastern and south-eastern Albania. According to Seli¥&ev,

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-
tic features. Most of Vladislav's writing activities
took place in the West Bulgarian Rila Monastery, which
would indicate that his language was fully accepted by
his contemporaries as adequate Church Slavic.

For a very comprehensive bibliography and sam-
ples of Vladislav Gramatik's writings, see:

G. Dandev, Vladislav Gramatik — kniZowvnik i
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. Dan&ev, Rilskata povest na Vladislav Grama-
tik i sporovete okolo dvete i redakcii, Trudove na VPI
"Bratja Kiril i Metodij", Veliko Ternovo, III, Sofia,
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. Mir&ev does not include any of those works
(cf. fn. 316, 317) in his review of important works in
Middle Bulgarian literature (op. cit., p. 17-23). He
mentions the development of *q to /u/ in the north -
western dialects, without referring to manuscripts in
which it was reflected (op. cit., p. 103).

320. The south-western Bulgarian dialects of
the 12th - 14th centuries (also referred to as the Mace-
donian (Slavic) dialects) will 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 fol-
lowing five: Central Geg, Southern Geg, a transitional
belt south of the River Shkumbin, Northern Tosk and Southern
Tosk32l. 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 area3?2, The problem of Alban-

321, A. M, Seli¥&ev, Slavjanskoe naselenie
v Albanii, Sofia, 1931, p. 7-35.
- A, V. Desnickaja, Slavjanskie zaimstvovanija
v albanskom Jazyke, Doklady sovetskoj delegacii na V
Me¥dunarodnom s"ezde slavistov, Moscow , 1963, p. 27.

A. V. Desnickaja, Slavjano—albanskle jazyko-
vye otno%enija i albanskaja dialektologija, Slavjanskoe
jazykoznanie (VI MeZXdunarodnyj s"ezd slavistov), Moscow,
1968, p. 136.

A. Desnickaja cites a number of pertinent ar-
ticles by Albanian linguists, but since they are all 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 lit-
erary language (cf. op. cit., p. 120-147).

M. Camaj, 2Zur Entwicklung der Nasalvokale der
slavischen Lehnworter im Albanischen, in: Die Kultur
Sﬁdosteuropas, ihre Geschichte und ihre Ausdruksformen,
Wiesbaden, 1964, p. 18-25.

322. 2. GoIgb, Conditionalis typu baXkar-
skiego w jezykach poXudniowos¥owlanskich ze szczegélnym
uwz%Igdnlenlem mac_abﬁsklego, Wroclaw-Cracow-Warsaw, 1964,
P. =

E. Cabej, Altere 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 "Kiril i Metodij", under #
880) 323, The scribe of this Apostle writes: Hapuunaemoe

no6paa [=no6po(ie)] mpucrauume (p. 54 a)324; wyocalizes

jers” in a strange fashion: Toroma (p. 12b), TvKOMO
{p. 21 b), xorto (p. 22 a), or inserts jers in most unex-

pected places: 3bHaAMEHHIE (p. 20 b, 14 a), BbL3BPATHCHTACK

{p. 30 b), ceaumatu and McChbKame (both on p. 37 b); confuses

Lichte der Nachbarsprachen, Zeitschrift fur Balkanologie,
II, 1964, p. 6-32.

V. Poldk, Die Beziehungen des Albanischen zu
den europidischen Substratsprachen mit Rucksicht auf die
balkanische Situation, in: Die Kultur Sudosteuropas,
ihre Geschichte und ihre Ausdrucksformen, Wiesbaden,
1964, p. 207-217.

323, M. Stojanov, Xr. Kodov, Opis na slavjan-
skite rakopisi v Sofijskata Narodna biblioteka, III,

Sofia, , P. 52-53.

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-
ist 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 Uber den Verfall der
bulgarischen Deklination (Slavistische Beitrage, 29),
Munich, 1968, 133 pp.

324. K. Steinke, op. cit., p. 54.
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both § and b for etymological *Q: chap (p. 22 a), MbXM
(p. 20 b), vs. pexdTe (p. 83 b); inexplicably uses the
letter ¥: CIMIUTIE (p. 8 a), preKocTa (p. 42 b), crero
(p. 49 a); confuses the letters oy and o1 (spelled reversed,
as in many l3th-century Bulgarian manuscripts) : HameMmoi

(p. 8 a), pasoiMoy (p. 69 a), etc., vs. noynbCcTuUM, n¥neMs

(both on p. 12 b), etc.325. Some of the spelling mistakes

might indicate a certain pattern (as, for instance, non -
distinction of [1) and [l1,] or [m] and [m,], prothetic
iotation of initial /u/, etc., but the examples quoted, for
illustration only, by M. Stojanov and Xr. Kodov are too few
to draw conclusions from.

It 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 first to write
qguite seriously about the "01ld Macedonian" language, created
by Kliment of Oxrid as a language distinct from the 01d
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. cit., p. 53.
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to Oxrid, the 01d Macedonian language took over"326, Ap-

proximately 20 years before Vaillant, in 1931, N. van Wijk
wrote in relation to the two schools (Eastern and Western)
in the 014 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, it is difficult t92§ay of what origin they
are: Eastern or Western .

B. Koneski, in his Istorija na makedonskiot jazik,

does not use such terms as "0ld Macedonian®", "Middle Mace-

donian", "New Macedonian"328.

However, he first 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-

ence of the Balkan linguistic milieu“329. 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. Ivanova-Mirteva, Starobslgarski, staroslavjan-

ski 1 srednobslgarska redakcija na staroslavjanski (In:
Konstantin-Kiril 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. cit., p. 7.
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"Macedonian language" soon appears in a statement about its
"immediate contact with the neighboring South Slavic
languages - Bulgarian and Serbian"330, 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 di§§frent periods a-
chieved power in Macedonia .

If 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 will
find them identical with the changes in the Bulgarian lan-
uage during the same period, as described by K. Mir&ev332,
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. cit., p. 8-9.
331. B. Koneski, op. cit., p. 9.
332, For a detailed comparison of Koneski's his-

torical grammar (1965) and MirZev's Istorieska gramatika na
balgarskija ezik, 1958, 1963 (2nd edition), see:

P. Penkova, P. Il&ev, K voprosu o makedonskom
jazyke i ego istorii, Balkansko ezikoznanie, XII, Sofia,
1967, po 5-37.

333. St. Stojkov, Balgarska dialektologiija,
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For the entire period from the 9th through the

19th centuries, B. Koneski, in his search for national iden-
tity, 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 if 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 list 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 all 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 - 1lth century) describes how the Bulgarian khan Krum
in 813 captured Adrianopolis and took as prisoners 12,000
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conguest in the mid-15th century, the geographic region of
Macedonia shifted westward: with Plovdiv as an administra-
tive center, it included Thessalonike, Skopje and Vardar.
Yet today's western Macedonia was called Illyria335.
3.1.5.2. Then the question is, if 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, 233 1in 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. cit., p. 228).
The llth-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 siéecle de Byzance (976-1077), 11, Paris,
1928, p. 1l4. 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. cit., p. 17).

Compare also the historical testimony of the Slav-
ic monk Isaja (1371) on the defeat of Valka%in and Ugle3a
at Cernomen, near Adrianopolis, in Macedonia (cf. 2.3.1.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 Illyria and even
sent troops to the land of the Albanians. See:

Leconici Chalcocondylae De Rebus Turcicis, Bonn,
1843, p. 60.

The French nobleman Bertrandon de la Broquieére
reports that soon after March 12, 1433, "je arrivay a Phili-
popoly [= Plovdiv] qui est le chief de Macedoine et est
ceste dicte ville en ceste belle plaine sur ladite rivyere

de la Maresche,..". (Cf. Ch. Scheffer, ed., op. cit.,
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

also336, 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
Bitolja. See:

Miracula Sancti Demetrii, Gracki izvori za bslgar-
skata istorija, III, 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, 1902, col. 255-256.

In 1019-1020 the Byzantine emperor Basil II
("Bulgaroctonus") issued charters with requlations for the
conguered western Bulgarian kingdom of Samuil. In the First
Charter (1019) it is written that "the Byzantine state ex-
panded and the state of the Bulgarians passed into yoke
with it", See:

J. Ivanov, Balgarski starini iz Makedonija,
Sofia, 1931 (2nd edition), p. 547.

Theophylactus, the llth -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 grecki Mitropolit Simeon, SbBan, XXVII, Sofia,
1931, pp. 18, 71, 72, 128, 181. This same Theophylactus
wrote the Vita of St. Kliment of Oxrid, in which he calls
him the Bulgarian Bishop; the people of Kliment's see (the
same as his own) he calls Bulgarians, and their language,
Bulgarian. See:

Al. Milev, Grackite Z2itija na Kliment Oxridski,
Sofia, 1966, pp. 79, 81, 1235, 133, 5.

In a letter of June 3oth, 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 Bul-
garians and in the homes of Turks...". The letter is pub-
lished in Italian in Diversa notarie, v. 81, p. 138-139; it
is quoted here from the English translation in:

Bulgarian Academy of Sciences, Documents and Ma-
terials on the History of the Bulgarian People, Sofia, 1969
p. 63.

In the Zograph Pomenik {(Dead-Roll) from 1527 to
1728, the names of the deceased from today's Macedonia, with

- 156 -



00047407

ian dialect from Macedonia was published in 1814 in Budapest

under the following title: T[loBicTr pAnM cTPANHArO M BTOPA-

ro npumécTBis xpicTdBa cd6paHHas ® pasnfluHuxs CTAXE MUCAHI-

2

‘3 . 2 )
AXb, U npeBenéHHa Ha npocThuMmiy HK3AKP Oonrépckiu, nénsopa-

HiA pAnu mpocTiumuxt uUnBbkwBb # HeKHfDHUXB. CIUCAHHAA O

. > ] ? .
Xanxy Iwakima nlckana u npeBenécsa Ha TOn® noTrmwldHiems rocno-

napa kOp® Xanxp MNéua § Wun, % xupd Xanxft CTAHKO é KpAToso,

1 KOp3® ﬂnMﬁTpiﬁ $ININNOBUYD é ﬁrpﬁ lepé Nanfuka s3a ndmem-

-8 ’, - :
Hoe #x® cnacenie. HacToarens OficTs OuMATpiv IwAHHOBMUD

383dpa é Céumma. Bp ESnunb rpank, nucmenn xplnesi Bce-
Sufinuua O§Hrépcxarw, 1814, (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 folklorist Ste-
fan Verkovié338, 1n his preface he writes:

But I called these songs Bulgarian rather
than Slavic, because if one were to ask today a
Macedonian Slav: "What are you?", he would an-
swer at once: "I am a Bulgarian, and I call my
language Bulgarian..."339,

indication of their town or village, are listed on pages en-
titled negnaronia (Bitolja) 6n£ragfxa semmia or onfrap’cka
3emnia, rpéns Ofitonia. See the publication of this list in:

J. Ivanov, Bglgarski starini iz Makedonija,
Sofia, 1908, pp. 281, 284-287.

337. The complete title is taken from the photo-
reproduction of the front page of the original publication
in:

J. Ivanov, op. cit., p. 258.

338. St. Verkovié, Narodne pesme makedonski
bugara. Knjiga prva. Zenske pesme, Beograd, 1860, 337 pp.

339. The original text is as follows: «HOo s cawmsb
OBe necMe HaaBao Oyrapckuma, &a He CJIOBEeHCKuma, 300TB
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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 all
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 disputed34°. Nor can one dispute the existence of
a young Macedonian literary language, as artificial a crea-

tion as the Bulgarian literary language is. But this does

TOora, 6p HAHACH Kaab Ol KOTONBb MAKeNOHCKOr® CNOBeHMHa 3anu-

Tao: WTO CM TH? CB MecTa OH My ONroBopio: f camb BONrapuHb,

a CBOM 63HKDB 30By OONrapCKUME...» The guotation is from:
St. Verkovid, op. cit., p. xiii.

340. This cannot be claimed for the people who
live in Bulgarian Macedonia, since they took part in all
the modern history of the Bulgarian nation as equal parti-
cipants. It 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 first step toward the formation of the Bal-
kan Federation planned by Tito and G. Dimitrov. (The lat-
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 naiveté€, but inten-
tional falsification of historical fact. B. Koneski, while
solemnly discussing the "contact" of the "Macedonian" lan-
guage with the "neighboring Bulgarian®", slips, quoting ex-
amples Aemonstrating the development of the "Macedonian”
comparative degree of adjectives from the Tarnovo copy of

the Manasses Chronicle34l., 1In his study of a lé6th-century

Bulgarian dialect from the village of Bogorsko, district 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'etait un Grec curieux du slave macédonien" (italics 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. cit., p. 120.

342, G. Gianelli, A. Vaillant, Un lexique mace-
donien du XVI€ siécle, Paris, 1958, 69 pp.

343. A. Vaillant, in his study on the grammar,
published together with the lé6th-century dictionary (G.
Gianelli, A. Vaillant, op. cit., p. 46).

344, The front page with this title is given in
photoreproduction between pp. 44 and 45 of the French pub-
lication. In addition, the title 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 title from the photorepro-
duction of the original: épl[xn] év pouviyaploug Prpdrov,
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the village of Bogorsko was extinct before the creation of
the Macedonian nation343; the dialect was Bulgarian, and
its study is part of Bulgarian historical dialectology.
One is hardly convinced by Vaillant's assertion that: "Ce
macedonien du XVI siécle est trds semblable au macédonien

n346 especially when one sees the features which he

moderne,
adduces to prove his point. Here are a few of them: *& >
[ja) ( vjdter, vja¥di ); systematic preservation of ini-
tial *x ( x1jdb-0 ); *ti > [3t]) ( nddtvi , ovostje ) and
*dj > [2d] ( vja%di ). While it is true that all of these
features exist in modern Macedonian dialects, it 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 first
used by the Macedonian linguist R. Ugrinova, but with no
definition of its chronological boundaries, nor of the geo-

graphic area in which it was written348, fThe basic charac-

elc wuvl) YASTa EpYOMEVT:

345. Bl. 3kxlifov, Edin trud verxu "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 l6th-century dictionary (G.
Gianelli, A. Vaillant, op. cit., p. 45).

347. P. Ivié, Die serbokroatischen Dialekte,
pp. 36' 38.

348. R. Ugrinova, Spomenici na staromakedonska-
ta pismenost, Slovenska Rlsmenost — 1050-godiZnina na
Kliment Oxridski, Oxrid, 196 r P-
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teristic of the manuscripts singled out by Ugrinova as Mid-
dle Macedonian is the vocalization of 3>0 and b>g¢,
which, since it 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 3»; the confusion in the use of
the letters X and 4; the use of e and gb for the third per-~
son singular, affirmative and negative respectively, of the
verb 'to be'; the use of the grammatical ending -me for the
first 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 case349. Reading Ugrinova's ar-
ticle, 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 it her specialty to investigate the history of one of
the former dialectal subgroups of Bulgarian. By contrast,
B. Koneski in his historical grammar scrupulously lists
many (though not all) of those developments in Bulgaria
which coincided with those in Macedonia, and does not use

the term "Middle Macedonian" at all.

3.2. It is accepted in Slavic philology

349. See also the criticism on Ugrinova's article
by D. Ivanova-Mirdeva:

D. Ivanova-Mir¥eva, op. cit., 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 l4th

century.
tributed

the 14th

The credit for this revision is universally at-
to the Bulgarian Patriarch of the last quarter of
century — Euthymius of Ternovo.

A typical expression of this opinion is given by

K. S. Mirfev (rendered here in English translation)35°:

It must be emphasized that the Middle Bulgarian
literature was deprived of graphic unity by the
unfavorable conditions under which it 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 all 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 x (e.g. x3HKB, in-
stead of the OBulg. rA3BIKB), 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: BIBKb,
BBHb, BDHXb); wherever two nasal vowels
follow each other, one should first write X,
then 4 (for instance: HO6pX4 instead of the
OBulg. Ro6px#). In general, the reforms of

the Bulgarian Patriarch aimed to preserve fully
the archaic aspect of the literary language

p. 54-55.

350, K. Mir&ev, Istorifeska gramatika...,
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which had really become an artificial 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 Kostene&ki,
testified to the merits of Euthymius.

3.2.1. The first, and more reliable, of them
is the Slavic writer and religious leader Grigorij
Camblak (1360's to 1420). 1In his Vita of Patriarch
Euthymius he writes about Euthymius' activities after the
year 1371 at the monastery of the Holy Trinity near Tarnovo
(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 it was those books, which this
man, who reached all the way to our days, great
amongst the saints, had studied. This is what I
know, and there is no other truth. But be it
because the first translators did not know
fluently the language and the dogma of the Greeks,
be it 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. Bslgarska Akademija na Naukite, Istorija
na Bslgarija, 1, Sofia, 1961 (2nd edition), p. 23%.
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agreed with the true dogmas. That is why many
heresies originated from them. After destroying
all 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 all of it new, all 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 all, 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 still 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 if he had been
able to suggest to the authotrities 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 Tarnovski, in: Isto-
rija 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: it 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 Euthymius'literary activities is by the Ser-
bian writer of Bulgarian origin, Konstantin Kostenelki,
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 Lazarevié353. The treatise is

known in two versions: the full, preserved only in one

15th-century c0py354

, and the abbreviated, known in numer-
ous Serbian, Bulgarian, Russian and Wallacho-Moldavian
copies from after the 1l6th century.

The entire problem of the existence of a "testi-

353. K. Kujew, Konstantyn Kostenecki w litera-
turze bufgarskiej i serbskiej, Cracow, 1950, p. 11-30.

354, The full version is published by V. Jagié
in his RazsuZdenija stariny o cerkovno-slavjanskom jazyke,
1, St. Petersburg, 1885-1895. 1 used the German photoedi-
tion of Jagié's work, which has a different order of the
articles and a different pagination:

V. Jagi¢, ed., Codex Slovenicus Rerum Grammati-
carum (Slavische Propylaen, 25), Munich, 1968, 782 pp.
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mony" by Konstantin Kostene&ki about a revision of the
books and the language in Bulgaria by Euthymius, is con-
nected with Jagic's interpretation of what K. Kostene¥ki
really wrote. Here is how Jagic¢ states it:

Konstantin considers Euthymius of Bulgaria
the highest authority on different problems of
Slavic literature. He talks of him as "a
great artist of the Slavic letters", calls him
the light of those (Bulgarian) countries "all
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 Ternovo 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 it the
traditions of the old Tarnovo 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 Tar-
novo countries the Slavic literature was about
to decline, but "the King and the Patriarch" ele-
vated it again. As the King one must understand
either Ioan 5i%man alone, the closest contemporary
of Euthymius, or together with him also his an-
cestor, Iocan Aleksandar; the Patriarch, of course,
is Euthymius himself. Unfortunately, Konstantin
does not touch all 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 all 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 tells in relation to Eu-
thymius, that the latter did not have time (ue
yenen) to formulate precisely his graphic sys-
tem, that he did not leave behind any spelling
manual, where he would have stated his theory:
«HE TNOTmACH CNUCATH yTBepXIeHue cuMb»., Accord-
ing to Konstantin's words, which are not alto-
gether understandable, Euthymius was satisfied
with some kind of «usmsBIEeHIAN. It is hard to
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define what was the nature of these «H3IBABIEHIAY»

— whetggr they were his orders or practical regqu-
lations

This very long gquotation from Jagic¢ was necessary
in order to see the different stages of the evolution in the
understanding of Konstantin Kostenetki's "testimony"
on Euthymius' reform. In an article on K. Kostene&ki, the
Bulgarian literary historian K. Kuev writes:

If Despot Stefan Lazarevid wills it, Konstan-
tin is ready to write such a manual, as will
have as a basis the spelling of Cyril and Metho-
dius as well as the orthographo-linguistic re-
form of Euthymius....

His grammatical treatise ... gives such an
array of information (penuua CBeNeHUs ) about
the reform of Euthymlus as cannog %e found any-
where else (italics mine, I. T.)

In Lixacev, this line of thought goes even fur-

ther:

In order to establish the essence of the
second South Slavic influence in Russia, it
would be of great importance to clarify the
Bhllosophlcal sense of the llterq_x reform of
Euthymius, wnich penetrated into Russia: a reform
of tEe literary language, orthography and graph-
ics.... We can only partially judge the sense
of Euthymius' reform from a single work by a stu-
dent of one of his students, Konstantin the Philo-
sopher Kostene&ki (italics mine, I. T,)357

355. V. Jagic¢, ed., op. cit., p. 81-82.

356. K. Kuev, Konstantin Kostene&ki, in: Isto-

rija na bslgarskata literatura, 1, Sofia, 1963, pp. 317,
324-325.

357. D. S. Lixadev, Nekotorye zada&i ..., (1960),

p. 107.
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The most "advanced" stage of the evolution in the
interpretation of Konstantin Kostenelki's testimony on Eu-
thymius is represented by Mir&ev's statement already quoted
(cf. 3.2.; fn. 350), where even individual points of his
supposed spelling reform are listed.

Konstantin Kostene&ki's testimony on Euthymius
has been interpreted in the literature to a degree which
has already made it unrecognizable in the interpretations.
Here is exactly what Konstantin himself wrote:

And still, this artist is imperfect, because
I did not reach that great artist of Slavic let-
ters, and as I would say, the father of Tarnovo
Kyr Euthymius, who truly appeared, and who is
still today, like a light for those lands from
the river called Marica even to the Scythian
lands and Zagore. But I will give a warm por-
trait with a godly love which will fill 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-
r.ing of learning), they will stay there. And
only he who will teach the children these things
in this way at the beginning is perfect in the
letters and in his philosophy (B3 MHWTrH¥{X)
pac’coyx(m)éumn(x) ). Having explained this, I
will now speak boldly: that the lights of liter-
ature faded away, beginning from the Marica, all
the way to Salonike and Beograd, with the excep-
tion of a few, and those who can still be found
are from the Tarnovo lands or taught by such....

In the same way the letters were destroyed in
the Tornovo 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. If this is not so, let him
who has an objection tell me about it.

And Kyr Euthymius was the most artistic one
in these_¥3nds, 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 slave5 in the grip of fear
... cannot in this way...
As one can see, Konstantin Kostenedki 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 Tarnovo,
Euthymius, whose level Konstantin Kostenelki 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 still 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. I OE- Cit. ? po 102-1030
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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 same way as, long ago, it had been de-
stroyed in the Tsrnovo lands, but the King and the Patri-
arch enlightened the people. Jagid's translation of this
passage is unacceptable; he writes that "the Slavic litera-

ture was about to decline”(mpumna 6uno B ymamok), while in

the original it is said mficmena Téxo norfi6na 6und cofre.

The Church Slavic (and especially, Bulgarian) pluperfect
can by no means be translated as Jagic¢ does here. 1Its
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 same relation to the aorist as the
perfect has to the present tense339, Konstantin Kostene&ki
here uses a rare form of the pluperfect — the conju-

gated verb ‘to be' in the present tense plus the l-partici-
ple of the verb 'to be', plus the l-participle of the lex-

ical verb, instead of the more usual form 6%ma noruGna.

But the same formation of the pluperfect is observed by

359. K. Mir&ev, op. cit., 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, Istor1 a agol'nyx vremen v bol-
garskom jazyke, Moscow, 1370, g 93
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S. B. Bernstejn in Wallachian gramoty from the 15th cen-

tury: cmMo Ounu nocnanu 360. It existed as a variant for-

mation for the pluperfect until it came to be utilized
to express the category of reported speech in the plu-
perfect. But Mir&ev, for instance, believes that reported
speech is a new category in Bulgarian (though he does not
date it), introduced under Osman Turkish influence361.
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 fall of Samuil's kingdom in the llth century to the
creation of the Second Bulgarian Empire in the late 12th
century362. Konstantin Kostenelki 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 istorifeskoj dialektologii, 1, Moscow-Leningrad,
r P. 214.

361. K. Mir&ev, op. cit., p. 208-210.

362. The desperate position of Bulgarian Church
Slavic literature under the Byzantine domination is re-
flected in the so-called "Second Apology of the Bulgarian
Book", whose oldest copy dates from the 13th century. Cf.:

N. Dragova, Vtorata apologija na belgarskata
kniga i nejnite izvory, in: Konstantin-Kiril Filosof, Sofia,
1969, p. 315-347.
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Church, but it 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 Boril includes the story of the

reinstatement of the Bulgarian Patriarchate:
10auns ackusb dﬁb BeNfKLY % 6na
TOYBC TMBHM CHB créparo _achud
upt. fixe mHOTX NG0B mubx,
Kb 60y. mpocnABwBb ¥ npocBbrul[ss]
épfrapckoe up(c)TBo. néue BBChX’
upey OARrapCKNUXb ONBHINX’
nmptxne ero...

. e 1 BBCA
CTuR # 6x(C)TBHHR LDKBSH,
hdruun napuyu ORar¥Bb...
¥ CBQOOQOX UMCTR Ha HWXb Qdma
¥Bb. ¥ BBCHKB cmeuumuscxun

—

qHHb...

[« -

.ee QGHO
BMBb naTplapubcTBO Onsrap’ck(a)
ro TBA. Tiuxe 0y60 $GHOBIE
Hie cline Ou(c)S6

The year 1235 is the earliest possible time when
both the King and the Patriarch could have "enlightened the
people”. But it is possible, too, that Konstantin Kosteneé-
ki is referring to an earlier time, when the King, together
with the Bishop of Ternovo, partially reinstated the Church
Slavic books (although not in the liturgy).

Konstantin Kostene&ki definitely did not have in

363. M. G. PopruZenko, Sinodik carja Borila
(Bslgarski starini, VIII), Sofia, 1928, pP. g§2-84.

- 172 -



00047407

mind King Ioan Sisman, King Ioan Aleksander or Patriarch
Euthymius as these enlighteners of the people. We know
(and he must have known too) that during Ioan Aleksandar's
time (1331-1371) the Bulgarian Church Slavic literature

n364

was in its second "Golden Age , while Konstantin talks

of a time when "the letters were destroyed in Tarnovo".

Jagid's 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 Kostene&ki's
testimony, the only one that says anything concrete about
the activities of Euthymius, the author hardly alludes to
a reform by the Tarnovo Patriarch. The phrase ub né BB
nncuené? wcHoBAHTa (with misused cases) can be interpreted
either as 'not on the basis of the letters' or as ‘not on
the basis of the literature', since the word nucmMexHa 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

(x¥n6xubfimin) in these lands". Konstantin Kostene&ki

speaks of Euthymius' ability as a teacher rather than as a

364. I. Dujdev, K. Kuev, Balgarskata literatura
prez XIV v., in: Istorija na balgarskata 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 Euthymius®' promi-
nence in the field of letters is concerned, Konstantin
states plainly that "he did not make the effort" (and not
He ycnen, 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 l4th-century Bulgarian Patriarch, Euthymius of
Tarnovo. 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 little
wasgs 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 Greek36>, 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 will be shown.

365. E. KaYu’niacki, Werke des Patriarchen von
Bulgarien Euthymius, Vienna, 1901, ¢xxiii + 450 pp.

P. A. Syrku, K istorii ispravlenija kniqg v Bol-
garii. II. Liturgileskie trudy patriarxa Evtimija Ternov-
skogo, St. Petersburg, 1890, xcvii + 231 pp.

» Evtimija patriarxa Ternovskogo
slufba prepodobnoj carice Teofane, St. Petersburg, g%ﬁo,
2 + xxvii + 15 pp.

v. forovié, Poslanica bugarskog patrijarha Jev-
timija Tismenskomu arhimandritu Nikodimu, JuZnoslovenski
filolog, XII, 1932-1934.
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3.2.4.1. 1In 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

Slu¥ebnik of Patriarch Euthymius of Tarnovo366. Within

the liturgies were short quotations from the Four Gospels
which, most likely, Euthymius had translated afresh together
with the rest of the texts. It would be fruitful 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 Ioan Aleksandsar's Four
Gospels of 1355-1356 (which will henceforth be referred to
as IAG)367. IAG was selected for comparison with Euthymius'
translation for two reasons: first, IAG was a new, revised

edition, made for the King of Ternovo, and thus must be one

366. This manuscript is kept today in the library
of the Zograph Monastery on Mt. Athos, as MS # 1. 1In 1890
it was published by the Russian Slavist P. Syrku. Cf.:

P. Syrku, K istorii ispravlenija knig v Bolgarii.
11. Liturgideskie trudy patriarxa Evtimija Ternovskogo, St.
Petersburg, 1890, p. 1-109.

Someone wrote, with Arabic numerals, "l1l&to 1370"
on the first page of the manuscript; Syrku, a recognized
authority, accepted this date as correct (p. xiii).

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 Iocan Aleksandar of
Tornovo, 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 fur slavische Philologie, 7, Berlin,

1884, pp. 1-58, 181-221.
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of the best examples, for its time, of a Church Slavic lan-
guage so correct as to be fit 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 it 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.).

EUTHYMIUS368 IAG369

T B 18, (V, I -4)

) N ~ 2 o
B? Bpﬁ" Jﬁ. swafine Iv° B3 BB3nIe 1€ BB Iep“nM3B.

35 /0N N 3/ o 3
Iepcnuﬁ. e® we B3 Iepcnutx Ha fécTd %Xe BB fép nub oy OBum

> pe ] 3 >
wBuft kxnbnu. ifixe rie(rc eéB- [kxninu raxe HapfiuaeT c4A €B-

> - LYY
peucky Bubeana. nﬁ? OpUTBADD péuckuu Bubesna. naTe npu-
)
fimpmu. BB HEM crnéxame unéi; TBODD MMAIIM. BBb THXE Chlexa-
e £ 72
CTBO MHOTO OOnamiw . cnbnuu . me MHOXBCTBO OCONAINXD.CHbIH.
P X XN
xpwuéfi ccjxux. ydxmu~ neuxé- XpOMH. COYXH. YAXWUUXE BB3MR-—
.o | et o~ . = N ~
Hia BomM. ArTns Go Oxiy mno meHue Boab. arrns 60 CHbL.NO
/I /I
Brct BpbueHa cpxdxaame BB Bct nbra crpxox“aame BB
rd J
kX1bnb, #® BB3MXmaame BOOK. W KXMH1D.# BBHIMXIAaLEe BOIX. W
fixe o¥6o rpvBte BBAL3IL TIO fixe nprebe BhNasbame mo

368. Po Syrku' OE. Cit., po 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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BB3IMXMLEHN BOIH éﬁbé3$ GiBaa-— BbaMxumexdu Bonb. ampaB® OnBaa-

i o

- [ 4
me. Hub  xe Hemxro omph- we. 1HubM Xe HenoXromd  OOPB-

"
*U OHBaame ﬁ— XUME ONBaame.

At first 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 (xa 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:

A

35 /2
Bb fépcnut - B3 Iépcnut

Bb Héu [=kxninu] - B3 Tdx® [=naTH nNpuTBODP®]
D> P
ydxmu~ OBMxXEHIA - YaRmUXD BbIMRIEHUE
nBuxéHia BOEM - Bb3MXueHue Boxnb
BBpNb3p - BbuNazbane
MO BB3MRIEHM BOOH -~ MO BBh3MXmeHM Bond
2 » -] ’
Ha wBuf kxnbnau - oy OBua kxobnu

In these two short parallel passages, the two
translators use different Slavic words to render the Greek
text. But the lexical differences are less humerous than
the grammatical; they represent either full synonyms (6Xinm

~ I3 I3 L3 »
~ THb), oOr, in some instances, may reflect lexical differ-
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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. Jagid in the footnotes of his publication of

the Codex Marianus):

rie(TCA) - HapfinaeT cA
S v P s
MHW CTBO MHUTO OOJANIN - MHOXBCTBO GONALIMXD
~ ~
6xin - THB
Bptmena -~ nbra
of6o -~ —

In addition to these grammatical and lexical dif-
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. Ioan Rilski). 1In

the text quoted above, the grammatically correct syntagma
is found in Euthymius: Gén$miﬁ§: cntnuﬁit xpéuéit cojxﬁit
IAG has the incorrect apposition: G6onsmuxt. cnbnn. Xpouu.
COYXH,

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-
guage, allowing the same kinds of alternative lexical and
grammatical forms, and applying the same orthographic

principles:
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EUTHYMIUS370

7N

evinie & noyR: (X, I6 - 2I)
A ; @

pe I'b CBOUME OYUEeHUKWw .

e
CTIOLaXy Ba

™
MeHe cJlioymae .
]
)| $M£Taxn CA
2
BaCh, MEHe CA &MﬁTaé?: a
$MeTax C4A MeHe, OmeTaer ca

e\
nocnaBuwarc M4A. BB3IBpaATKIR

~
.0. CB pamgocTux
- - 2
rname. ru, U 6bcr noeu-
>

HOYXT CA HAMB O MMEHM TBOEMb

2
xe fiMb, Bunk™

peﬂ caTaHx

f\ .w —J
IaKO MIBHIX C¢cB HOCH nanwa.

. o
ce JaAa BaS&Mb BIAa

HaC TXIIaTH
. 2 .

Ha& 3BMIX ¥ CKOpPNIxX.

> . 2

¥ Ha BBCA CHiNR BpaxXix. M

60
He Bpbnu .

6

S
HUYTO Xe Ba

n n 4
wbaye w CeMb He pa’ yUTe CA R

KO IoycV¥. BaMb NOBUHOYXT' CA

23
péﬂ§nTe xe cA HKo fimena Ba-
—~ X
ma HanucaHa CXxIb Ha Hbce .

B TB qa@ BBp3pra .YBa CA

1AG371

caoyuax BacCh, MEHE€ CIOoyuwaeTb.

[# cnduaxy mene, cnoywaers
|

>
inocnaBmaaro Ma. u OmeTaxy ca

)
Bachk, MEeHEe CA ;.SMe'rae'r'L. a
(}SMET&X\H CA. MEHe, Eme'rae'r CA

[IOCJlaBlAaTr0 MA. BB3BPATHULR

Xe C4q CenMb NecATh ct palmol-
— - 2

lCTUA THsplle, TH ¥ Cbcu nosu-

| < >

[HOYXT ca HaMb O MMEHM TBOEMB.

péa\xe uvt 18, Buobxs caTamx

> aa —

Il ako MIBHIA ¢ HGCE nanua:

ce Jaxb Bamb BNACTb HACTRIATH

-]

{H2 3BMUA, ¥ HA CKOpPNUX.

I H2 BCA CUILR Bpaxug. M

lHuuTO %e Bact He BPBIUTE.

< <
©Cave ¢ ceMb He DAaLOYUTE CA.

{ 5

lpanyﬁTe Xe CA, HKO HMMEeHa Ba-
' —

lma HamucaHa CATH HA HOCEXD.

yact BBIPanOBa CA

370. P. Syrku,

371.

op. cit., p. 103.

From the manuscript of IAG, p.

169-169 b.
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2 3
IXwMb fe i pe’{‘\. ucnosbgoya "JIfOM‘b Ig, u pe@. ucnopbnas
2 o ~ #—— 3 o~ ~ — 2
TH CA WYe TH HOCHM ¥ 3eMnu, ca Te6b NYe. T HGcM ¥ semin.
-] 2> 2 T W 4 3 by
KO OyTaunts ecu cua w mphuxn- |rAko oyrafhine ecu ce; & wwn-
x > < >
P ¥ DPA3OYMHH . M dxpuns PHXDP & DA3OYMHHXB. n 25xpum,
2 ] D s 4 g ~ 9
eCcH MJalleHUeMb. €M Wye. HKO écu mnanexuemb. éu &de ko
tr . m 7N
TaKo OnC Gnaromomenie np‘sn TaKo OH° GnaroBonenue npfﬁ\
TOGOX: - TOOOXK,

The same sort of oscillations in the spelling of
certain words are found in both texts. The & of OCS is
represented by 4 or X (in free alternation). Euthymius
has MapHiIR and gas, Wwhile IAG has uarHisA and ucnosinas ca
(cf. MIBHHER, JIakk and wucnoerbinark 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 cnoyumaxu,
dubTaxu ca, but also dmeTax ca. IAG has cn¥maxm, WMeTaxu
c4, but also cnoymax.

In one respect, the orthography of IAG is more
consistent (and hence more regulated) than that of Euthy-
mius: while Euthymius uses both spellings — MeHe cA
5M£Taé?\and AueTaeT Ca, alternating 3 and e in the same
word form, the scribe of IAG is consistent in the use of
the letter e in all 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) Bn3panosa
CA, ﬁcnontnaA.CA, Euthymius uses newer, Middle Bulgarian
dialectal forms such as Bmapéﬁ&Ba cA (influenced by the
present tense), ucnoebmoys T ca{the classical Gospel

texts have only ucnosbparx or ucnoebms (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 Kiprian372. Until 1958, it 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, # ¢. I37, dyun. I42,
see:

Arximandrit Amfiloxij, ¢&to vnes svjatoj Kiprian
..., Kiev, 1878, p. 238-241.

I. Mansvetov, Mitropolit Kiprian v ego liturgi-
&eskoj dejatel'nosti, Moscow, Eﬁﬁ?, p. 66-100.
J. Ivanov, Beslgarskoto vlijanie v Rusija pri

mitropolit Kiprian, Izvestija IBL, VI, Sofia, 1958,
p. 37-47.

G. I. Vzdornov, Rol' 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 Ioan Aleksandsar (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's373.
KING'S PSALTER KIPRIAN'S PSALTER
6naxéHs M¥xb fixe nHe uné Ha 6naxeHd Mxxb fixe He une Ha

)

>
CbBBTH HEUBCTMBHMXDB. M HA NX-|CBBHTH HEUBCTUBNXB. M HE NX-
,
T rpbuHNMX® He cTa. ¥ HA cb-[ltu rphbmmux® He cTa. 1 Ha ch-
nédninm royourent He c¢hme. Hx |lmanumm r¥6urTent He chme. HX

‘ - 5 > o > >
B® 3akonwd rHM Bonk €ro, M BB (B 3akoWd r Hu Bonb éro. @ BB

3 > N ) 8 )
3ak0Hb €ro MOOyUMT Ca4 OBHD M Waaxoni €ro NMoOuUUT CA AEHDb U
b a -]
Homb. M OxneTs HKKO xnpkso HOLB. M GXIETH KO IPEBO
CaxmeHOé mpu ICXOMUINXD BO- “caxnenno IIp¥ MCXOAUMYU Béﬁi
> 0N
naMb. &xe nnons cBdM nacTm uxe nnéﬁ\ cBou na‘
k- 2 ) 2 b4
Bb BpbMmA cBOé. ¥ nucT® €ro B® BpbMA CBOe. ¥ JHUCTB €r0
7N
He AmANET . “He dnane’ .

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 Bulgarian Church Slavic of the 14th and

15th centuries — both before and after Euthymius. If

373. These passages are taken from the lengthy
comparison made by J. Ivanov in his article:

J. Ivanov, op. cit., 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 1379 a
Psalter copied from a "pre-reform" original dated positive-
ly to 1337. Some 40 years would have elapsed from the
writing of King Ioan Aleksandsar'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. It 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 it is
impossible to list the names of the most decisive and influ-
ential of them. Almost the entire list of spelling reforms
— rules and suggestions — ascribed by K. S. Mirlev 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 initial 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 Tornovo Patriarch Euthymius is closely
connected with the philosophy of the Hesychasts — Byzan-
tine and Slavic. D. S. Lixa&ev links the Hesychasts' pre-
occupation with the word to their "reforming" activities:

"To recognize a phenomenon means to express it by a word,

374. The date 1345 was established by the
literary historian Jurdan Trifonov in his article "BeleZki
kem srednobelgarskija prevod na Manasievata letopis”, in
Izvestija na Beal arskija Arxeologideski Institut, II,
1923-24, p. 137- % It has been accepted by ther
scholars, recently by Ivan Dujdev in his preface to the
publication Letopista na Konstantin Manasi, Sofia, 1963. p.
xxxv. Dujdev's reasoning is the following: "If 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
Iocan Asén, with an inscription ahove it: "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 Ioan
Asén, son of the Great King Ioan Aleksander, being carried
by angels." The original text reads as follows- I+ MpaBen-—
Hu(x) BB DXUE THH. ﬁ%cnaa Bpar(a) " cnnunudcuu w(T)Bphaou(x)
OPURTH aUx Hocumxa &rtnomy IdaHa ackuk upk. cHa Benukar(o)
i%a. dnefanmpa 1ph.

But the Four Gospels, written in 1355-56, contain
on page 3, in the rightmost corner, a full-length portrait
of that same Iocan As&n, which could only indicate that he
was still living at that time, with the 1nscr1ptlon° "King
Ioan As&n, son of the King" - fw. dct(H) UPb. CHB. LDEBb.
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 it. Here is the source of their intolerant atti-
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 literal transla-
tions"375. 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
Patriarch Euthymius of Tsrnovo, and Camblak376, Lixadev,

in his report to the Fourth International Congress of Slav-
ists, gave a new interpretation of the second South Slavic
influence, connecting it with Hesychasm as part of a supra-
national pre-Renaissance. According to his concept, this
pre-Renaissance, beginning in the second half of the 1l4th
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-
tian cultures in the Caucasus377.

3.3.1. It 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. Lixafev, Nekotorye zadali..., p. 113.

376. I. Dujfev, Centry vizantijsko-slavjanskogo
obS&enija i sotrudni&estva, Trudy ODRL, XIX, Moscow-Lenin-
grad, 1963, p. 127-128.

377. D. S. Lixalev, op. cit., p. 107-150.
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tury, a "Renaissance" leads to misuse of the term. Lixa-
Zev's interpretation of the new South and East Slavic liter-
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 fully identified, it 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 thg late Middle Ages and the Renaissance
period ... 78

The concept of Renaissance (and pre-Renaissance)
is primarily connected with the philosophical interpretation
of the Universe and Man's place in it. The first 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
particularly by Theodoros Metochites379. In the early 13th
century some Byzantine writers and philosophers tried to

write in the Attic dialect of the 5th - 4th centuries B. 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. 41.

379. F. Fuchs, Die hbheren Schulen von Konstan-
tinopel im Mittelalter, Leipzig-Berlin, 1926, p. 53-54.
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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
times380, By mid-13th century Aristotle, once anathematized
by the Church as a pagan, had become, in the eyes of the
Byzantines, something close to a Christian prOphet381. 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 dif-
ferent questions: if 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

of societies - the problem of regularity and chance382.

. 380. R. Guilland, Correspondance de Nicéphore
Gregoras, Paris, 1927, p. 63.

381. F. Schultze, Georgios Gemistos Plethon und
seine reformatischen Bestrebungen, Jena, 1874, p. 12.

382. F. Schultze, op. cit., p. 254-258.

E. Bréhier, Histoire de la philosophie, II,
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 l4th-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- 61-1980

Fr. Masal, Pléthon et la platonisme de Mistra.
Les classiques de l'humanisme, Paris, 1956, p. 161-240.

1. BeV®enko, Etudes sur la polemlque entre Théo-
dore Métochite et Nicéphore Chumnos. La vie intellectuelle
et poIitique a Byzance sous les premiers Pal®oclogues,
Brussels, 1967, p. 191-245.

D. J. Geanakoplos, Byzantine East and Latin
West, New York-Evanston, 1967, p. IZ23-125.

383. V. Sl. Kiselkov, Prouki 1 olferti po staro-
balgarska literatura, Sofia, 1956, p. “p. 178-180.
J. Meyendorff, Introductlon al' étude de Gregoire
Palamas, Paris, 1959, pp. 25-32, 55-58.
.~G. Beck, Human1smus und Palamismus, Actes du
XI1I—e Congrés Internatlonal d'Etudes byzantines, I, Beograd,

I9%3, p. /9.
I. Dujfev, Centry ..., p. 127-128.

I. Duj&ev, K. Kuev, Bdalgarskata literatura prez

XIV vek, in: Istorija na balgarskata literatura, 1, Sofia,
1963, p. 30p-ggEorila na

S. Vryonis, Byzantium and Europe, London, 1967,

p. 170.

G. M. Proxorov, 1Isixazm i obS&estvennaja mysl' v
vosto&noj Evrope, in: Literaturnye svijazi 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

2
priest Proxor: &aKMHIMHa BapJraama. # néna nphxopa xkumwHb,

— 2 _6(‘ -]
fixe naue BBCchX®: &peTMk® XOfnMHaa Ha 6a uaTnaBwi™ ... ¥ TiMb

> <
€ OINHOMXIPBHbI

, aHafewma: f#—384.

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". It was first sug-
gested by R. Picchio385. 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 not based on government or national principles",
and that one thus cannot speak of "the influence of one lit-
erature over another; one should rather speak of different

phases of the same process of development"386.

384. M. G. PopruZenko, ed., Sinodik carja Borila
(Balgarski starini, VIII), 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 comunita 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 1l
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) It 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. It
disregards the existence of some ties between the litera-
tures of the Catholic Slavic and the Orthodox Slavic nations
(cf. the Vita of St. Viclav in Russian literature).

b) It 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) It fails to see medieval Church Slavic liter-
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 role387,

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. Dujev 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 spirit

in these monastic communities388.

387. D. S. Lixalev, Drevneslavjanskie literatury
kak sistema, Slavjanskie literatury (Doklady sovetskoj dele-

gacii. VI MeXdunarodnyj s"ezd slavistov), Moscow, 1968,
po 5"'48.

388. I. Duj&ev, Centry vizantijsko-slavjanskogo
sotrudni&estva, 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. KafuZniacki, Aus der panegyrischen Literatur
der Sudslaven, Vienna, 1901, p. 35.

A. I. Sobolevskij, JuZfno-slavjanskoe vlijanie na
russkuju pis'mennost' v XIV - XV vekax, Perevodnaja litera-
tura Moskovskoj Rusi XIV - XVII vekov, St. Petersburg, 1903,
pp. 8-12, 24-34.

G. A. Il'inskij, 2nalenie Afona v istorii sla-
vjanskoj pis'mennosti, ZMNP, XI, St. Petersburg, 1908,

p. 1-41,

A. Proti&, Sveta Gora i balgarskoto izkustvo,
Balgarski pregled, I, Sofia, 1929, 2, p. 249-276.

A. SoIovjev, Histoire du monastére russe au Mont
Athos, Byzantion, VIII, 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 culture38? have put some scholars in awkward situ-
ations. I. Duj&ev, for example, in his eagerness to demon-
strate the active participation of Bulgarians in Byzantine
Church affairs, discovered a Bulgarian on the Patriarch's
throne in Constantinop1e390. According to Dujéev, in the
second half of the 14th century Ioan As&n, son of King Ioan
Aleksander of Tornovo, 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 Dujfev: 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 it was predominantly Slavic:

C. Korolevskij, Liturgie en langue vivante,in:
Orient et Occident, Paris, 1955, pp. 18, 25-26.

390. I. Duj&ev, Obrazi na balgarin ot XV v. vav
Florencija, Izkustvo, 1, Sofia, 1961, p. 22-24.
, A propos de la biographie de Joseph
11 patriarche de Constantinople, Revue des études byzan-
tines, XIX, Paris, 1961, p. 333-339.
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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 preface391. Yet he failed to

notice the picture and accompanying text for the funeral of
Ioan Asén, 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-
ence in Russia, is the alternation of Bulgarian and Serbian
leadership in the Slavic monastic communities during the
13th - 15th centuries. Until the mid-l14th century the Bul-
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 all spheres of the cultural and religious life of

these monasteries392.

In connection with the literary activity in the

391. I. bujdev, ed., Miniatjurite na Manasieva-

ta letopis, Sofia, 1962, 138 pp.
» ed., Letopista na Konstantin Manasi,
Sofia, 1963, xxxiv + 415 pp.

392, G. I. Vzdornov, Rol' slavjanskix master-
skix pis'ma Konstantinopolja i Afona ..., p. 181-183,
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Balkan monasteries before the second South Slavic influence
began, it seems that the entire problem of the importance

of Hesychasm in creating a new style in the hagiographic
genre should be re-examined. A positive step in this direc-
tion is the paper by H. Birnbaum, ‘'Byzantine Tradition
Transformed: the 0l1d Serbian Vita' 393, H. 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" hagiographic 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 l4th-cen-
tury Bulgarian manuscripts, although having specific fea-
tures which characterize it as Middle Bulgarian, is not the
same in all 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 0ld Testament,

and books translated during the time of King Symeon; b) new-

393. H. Birnbaum, Byzantine Tradition Trans-
formed: the 0ld Serbian Vita, in: Aspects of the Balkans:
Continuity and Change, H. Bilrnbaum ang S. Vryonis, Jr.,
ed's., Hague: Mouton p. 243% — 284,
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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 mid-14th 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 l4th-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 01ld Church Slavic.

It is extremely difficult to identify the literary
works which were translated in Bulgaria between the 12th and
the 14th century. Almost all of them are preserved in later
Russian copies; the Russian copyists, beginning with those
who first 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 1l4th and early 15th centuries, was un-
doubtedly played by the most fregquently used Church boocks -

the New Testament and the Psalter. The text of the New Tes-

tament is the best for studying the developments in the Bul-
garian literary language from late 10th - early 1llth to mid -
1l4th century in connection with the revising of the books
in Bulgaria. One can best compare the evolution from the
earliest known classical 0OCS texts (and also the Russian

Ostromir Gospel) towards a well established, artificial but

normalized literary language in mid-l4th-century Bulgaria,

by an examination of the peculiarities of the Ioan Alek-

sander Gospel (IAG).

- 196 -



00047407

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 still, as B. Conev notes in his Opis,

there are no two single surviving manuscripts whose texts

are fully identical324, 1t seems that every scribe tried

to improve his own copy, to make it 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 Ioan Aleksandor (1331-1371}).
We will give a full 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
fulfills 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
fulfilling 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 all the things in it which are

394. B. Conev, ed., %Eis na rakopisite i staro-
pefatnite knigi na Narodnata bibTiocteka Vv Sofija, Sofia,
1910, p. vii=ix. -
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a reflection of Christ's deeds, which truly

are like a spring in waterless 1land, that
whoever drinks from it in his thirst will never
thirst again. Because its stream runs and gives
pleasure to the soul, gives joy to both the heart
and the mind, and it is like a hidden treasure

in the field of the heart.

When the devout and Christ-loving, supreme and
God-ordained King Ioan Aleksandar sought this
(Gospel), lying as it were like a lamp in a dark
place, forgotten and placed aside in carelessness
by the ancient kings, he found it. This Christ-
loving King Ioan Alexandar found it by the will
of the Lord, and after he translated it from the
Greek words into our Slavic language he copied
it and displayed it openly. He wrought it on
the outside with gold plates and decorated it 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 Iifegiving cross of the Lord, thus did
this Xing 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 Gift' - and with his first-
born and much beloved son King Ioan $iZman, to
the glory of the Creator of all 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
he) 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, kept today in the British Museum
(cf£. fn. 367), is written on fine parchment; it 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 illus-
trations from the New Testaments are from the same series
as that of the Greek manuscript numbered # 74 in the Bib-
liothégue Nationale in Paris, described by H. Bordier395,
The British Museum has prepared a comparison with this

manuscript based on the publication by H. Omont: Evangiles

avec peintures byzantines du XI€ siécle, 2 vol's., 1908396,

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 left
to right: the queen ("Theodora, faithful to Christ our
Lord, and newly enlightened queen and sovereign of all
Bulgarians and Greeks"), the crown prince ("King Ioan

Sifman, son of the Great King Ioan Aleksandar"), the king

("King Ioan Aleksandar, faithful to Christ our Lord, and

395, H. Bordier, Peintures et autres ornements

dans les MMS grecs de la Biblioth&que Nationale, Paris,
1883, p. TI33.

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 neqgovite miniatjuri, Spisanie BAN, XXXVIII, Sofia,
1929, p. 1-32.

, Les miniatures de 1'Evangile du roi
Ivan Alexandre a Londres, in: Monumenta Artis Bulgariae,
3, Sofia, 1934.
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Sovereign of all Bulgarians and Greeks") and the other
son ("King Ioan Asé&n, son of the king"). On page 2b are
portraits (also full-length) of the king's daughters and
son-in-law (from left to right): "Despot Konstantiﬁ, son-
in-law of the Great King Ioan Aleksandar; 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
tﬁe last decades of the 14th century. Being hard pressed,
perhaps in the difficult months of the last defense of the
Bulgarian capital against the victorious Turks, or,
possibly, in exile after the fall of Tsrnovo (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, Ioan 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. Bslgarska Akademija na Naukite, Istorija
na Beslgarija, 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:

~+ ¢Hy crgplal(n)a BOGBOLE

—+ Iw4up ane((a)un(psr) 8w x(c)a %a BipHn BO-
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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 gift 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
Zouche399, and in the 1920's the last private owner of the
manuscript, the widow of Lord Parham, donated it to the
British Museum, where it 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 it by the will of the
Lord, and having translated it, he copied it from the Greek
into our Slavic language and displayed it openly." Our
studies of the manuscript will show that the new translation
created virtually a different version of the Four Gospels,

although at first glance the text seems to be very close to

the already-known "classical" and mid-Bulgarian texts400,

2 ~—, ’ s
Boga # r{c)Hb. BBCER 3eMny MIALAOYCKOM WTKOYNHX Ch TEeTPO-
€UTrnb. WO e dégb.ﬁ sanore., 6b A& ra IMpPOCTH. ¥ na MOy napdé
xuBo(T) Bfunn # amé mmuo(r)[olnbrum xmBO(T).

399. B. Conev, Istorija na bslgarskij ezik, 1
Sofia, 1940 (2nd edition), p. 196-197. ’

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 "Kiril
i Metodij" (for bibliography cf. fn. 403).
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Since we are dealing with the most sacred of all sacred
books of the Christian Church, we may ask ourselves about
the role of the official 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
ambiquous statement: did Symon merely copy the drafts of
the revised edition, or was he the head of a group of
tfanslators, or did he translate the book all by himself
and then have someone else do the mechanical copying?

A careful examination of other books belonging to

King Ioan Aleksandar reveals a striking similarity of hand-

writing in five famous manuscripts: the SluZebnik from Mt.

Athos (cf. fn. 72), the Sbornik of 1348401, the so-called

Tomic Psalter (df. fn. 50), the Manasses Chronicle (Vatican

401. After the fall of Tarnovo (1393) the Sbornik
might have been taken to Moldavia or Wallachia, and
sometime between 1649 and 1655, taken to Russia (together
with 700 other 0ld 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 %ecame 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 zamefanij o jazyke i v
osobennosti o slovare bolgarskogo sbornika 1348 g.",
Sbornik Mileti&, Sofia, 1933, p. 95-107. See also: I.I.
Sreznevskij, Svedenija i zametki, XXXVI, p. 43-45;P. Syrku,
K istorii ispravlenija knig v Bolgarii v XIV veke, v. I,
pt. 1, St. P., 1896, p. 430-432.,

Eight pages of the manuscript, precisely those
of the treatise On the Letters by Cernorizec Xraber, are
given in photoreproduction by K. Kuev in Cernorizec Xrabar,
Sofia, 1967, p. 421-428.

- 202 -



00047407

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). Still, a difficulty 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. It calls this book the "burden and pain
of the most sinful, as is usually said, hermit Lavrentij"4°2.
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 it

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 Slavist 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 little evidence of developments

402. The entire postscript is published in:
P. Lavrov, Obzor zvukovyx i formal'nyx osoben-
nostej bolgarskogo jazyka, Moscow, 1893. p. 13.
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in the Bulgarian dialects of the 1l4th 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, egpecially
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
little attention to the phonology and none at all to the
lexical features. And yet, his monograph is an excellent
introduction (as he himself entitles it - 'Einleitung’') to
this manuscript.

In my own study of the language of IAG, I have
concentrated on two aspects: first, the orthographic system
followed in the manuscript, and its relationship to the
Church Slavic phonology of l4th-century Bulgaria (and par-
tially 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 will 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 fully reported here because of a lack of space; I will
summarize in brief the major types of lexical innovations
only.

In regard to the orthography of IAG, my presenta-
tion will be very detailed: thorough study of the text has
convinced me that the literary language of l4th-century Bul-
garia in its best instances had strict spelling rules, and
by no means represented all 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 will convincingly
support my contention that the Bulgarian orthography of
1355 did not need a "reform" by the Patriarch of Tarnovo in
1371-1375. Having proved that such a reform was not needed,
and having searched in vain for any positive historical evi-
dence that it occurred, we may with some confidence assert

that, indeed, it never did.
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Chapter Four

SPELLING AND PHONOLOGY, GRAMMATICAL AND LEXICAL INNOVATIONS

IN THE REVISED EDITION OF THE FOUR GOSPELS (IAG)

4.1. All 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 first two volumes of his 0215403. A detailed outline

of the spelling schools can be found in the preface to

Vra¥ansko Evangelie404,

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 i staropeZat-

nite knigi na Narodnata biblioteka v Sofija, I, Sofia, 1910,
+ xviii pp. .

B. Conev, Opis na slavjanskite rakopisi v Sofij-
skata narodna biblioteka, II, Sofia, 1923, 552 + 1lil pp.

M. Stojanov, Xr. Kodov, Opis na slavjanskite
rakopisi v Sofijskata narodna biblioteka, III, Sofia, 1964,
497 + xi pp.

In volume I of his Opis (p. ix), B. Conev simply
lists six orthographic schools without elaboration.

404. B. Conev, Vrafansko Evangelie (B3algarski
starini, 4), Sofia, 1914, p. I13-15.
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lated spelling. B. Conev distinguished four schools with

regulated spelling:

Schools (West Bulgarian) using only one jer:

a) The Oxrid School, using only &%.

b) The Zletovo School, using only b.

Schools using two jers:

a) The East Bulgarian (perhaps Tarnovo) Etymo-

logical Schoeol, which "actually maintained the 014 Bulgar-

ian etymological tradition, as much as it could be supported

by the living 1anguage“405.

b) The East Bulgarian (perhaps Ternovo) Two-jer

School, which implemented "a mechanical, stereotyped

(8ablonna) differentiation between 3 and b, where 3 is used

in such positions (root syllables} where both 3 and » have
an indefinite sound (temen zvuk), and » in all positions
(roots, suffixes, endings) where neither 3 nor : has any

sound value"406.

In addition to these four regulated schools,
Benjo Conev establishes the existence of two more unregula-

ted ones:

a) The Oxrid-Zletovo School, using 3 and »

"without a rule, but with some traces of the West Bulgarian

School“407.

405- OE. Cito, p' 14.
406. 1ibid.

407. ibid.
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b) A continuation of the old tradition (?) -

"those monuments where there are traces of the Eastern
(Tornovo) Schoo1" 408,

Such a division of the orthographic schosls 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 Ioan Aleksandar's Gospels use both jers, and
since this text was specially written for the Tarnovo king,
it should be considered representative of the Tarnovo ortho-
graphic school of the second half of the 14th century.
However, in order 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 Cernorizec Xrabar (of the 10th or 1llth cen-

tury). The oldest preserved manuscripts409 are from the

408. ibid.

409. K. Kuev, Cernorizec Xrabar, Sofia, 1967,
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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 Kostene&ki (15th century) - establish-
es the number of the letters in the Serbian alphabet as 38,
the very number laid down by Xrabar 410,

The existing copies of Xrabar's article fall 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 list 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)411, the Moscow copy (Bulgarian-Russian of the
15th century)412, the Moldavian copy (Bulgarian of the 1l6th
century)413, and the WrocZaw copy (Bulgarian-Russian of the
l6th century)414.

Unfortunately, considerations of which alphabet -
glagolitic or cyrillic - 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. Jagid, Codex Slovenicus Rerum Grammati-
carum (photo-reprint), Munich, 1968, pp. 111, 204-205.

411. K. Kuev, op. cit., p. 195-197.
412, op. cit., p. 191-194,
413. op. cit., p. 210-214,.
414. op. cit., p. 214-217.
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the scope of this study4l5. The important fact for us is
that Bulgarian writers of the 14th - 15th centuries believed
that the Slavic alphabet had 38 letters, and that some of
them perhaps compiled their own lists of the compiete
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
iﬁg (:), 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 guote the
passage from the Moldavian copy (16th century), since this

monument contains many archaic features416:

> SN
4. - c&% ci? nficMena cndsbHckaa cline ns ngﬁbaeT

S
. B, nég' no'§417 1 e ceut cé?

A T 1 p R s .
yeThpe mex"8 néca ma no’Gua rpiﬁéxﬁﬁ\ nficmenw”. c¢x’ xe ch.

%

- | —
nficaty ® rninaru. Aa.

- ——

’é—. g. ’Ih". ﬁ'. '-e... ’5. ‘ﬁ-. 8. ‘i. ’E. fﬁ. ’ﬁ. ’ﬁ. &. 0. ’ﬁ. ﬁ. ’a’. "‘i". ?.

o= T o~ G R A

. X. ¢. ©. & uerupunlnmeca’ mno cndBbHCKOMY A3HKOYy M= CX
LY ~

Cj:ao ?o ’.i. FS_. ﬁ—o F‘Ic E-. ﬁo ’i. ’-..i. FE. %0 ’!‘6. ?. Ko))

415. op. cit., p. 47-48.
416. op. cit., pp. 54, 211.

417. 1In the other two copies the letter is given,
correctly, as 4.
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In their effort to present an alphabet of exactly
38 letters, the scribes ignore the ligatures M, 1, oy Or
% and render the Greek upsilon as Y instead of y (which
also occurs in the classical texts), although all three
manuscripts use these ligatures as well as the upsilon of
the form y. It is noteworthy, however, that they list the
two jers as two separate letters, and the w and @ as letters
rather than ligatures. The only conclusion one can draw
from the list is that in the minds of those men Yy and v
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. 1In 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? 1In this respect there are almost
insurmountable difficulties. 1In 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 3 and p 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

if they were uniform, one could hardly accept their evidence
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as relevent to the situation of 400 years ago418. 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, if any, or other prosodic
features ~ the existence or nonexistence of pitch, or of
vowel reduction in non-stressed position. One encounters
great difficulty in determining the number of vowel phonemes
in the language.

4.1.5. The language under study here is an es-
tablished system by itself; it had already existed for
five hundred years and had served different generations,
different societies and nations. In addition, it 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

418. St. Stojkov, Balgarska dialektologija,
Sofia, 1968 (2nd edition), 296 pp. + maps.
, Palatalnite saglasni v
balgarskija ezik, IzvIBE, I, 1952, p. 5-65.
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in question4l?, 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 Ioan Aleksandor - represents without any doubt a
superb implementation of the l4th-century idea of Church
Slavic (and an excellent example of the Middle Bulgarian
literary language). If the grammatical properties and
stylistic norms of this language could be determined, it
would be possible to describe the ideal system of the
l4th-century literary language in Bulgaria, and then to
establish the changes that had occurred in it 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. It 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. Jagié 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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420 in the l4th-cen-

tion of phonemes in Jakobsonian terms
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 will obtain between items and
rules. One possible stand, advocated in its extreme by

T. Lightner421, is 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 {3}, {c}, {231, {é}, and {é}, 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.q.
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 l'évolution
phonologique du russe comparée'é 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 0ld
Church Slavonic Conjugation, IJSLP, X, 1966, p. 1-28.
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with flexional morphology, but may also obliterate the mor-
phonemic alternations in the language at a given stage,
since they will simply be listed as consecutive rules for
the terminal phonetic representation. Most objectionable of
all, 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. 1If the underlying representation
of Nonksa were {90159'}: one could never explain the exist-
ence of the adjective nmonésHuy instead of *NONExHNM.

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} and {3}.
When {c} and {3} immediately precede such a morpheme bound-
ary, they are morphonemes, while [&], (%), (8], [%2d4d) and
[¥t] are predictable outcomes of the velar consonants and
the dental stops plus jod. The phonetic outcome of the end-

ing {...k-i } is [...c-1i], while that of the end-

Nom.pl.masc
ing {"'k'iAcc.pl.} is [...k-1i]; this alternation is not

phonologically, but morphologically, motivated. But if the
suffix t-#c-} is represented as {-#k-}, one needs compli-

cated and highly artificial rules not merely to turn {k}

422, M. Halle, The Sound Pattern of Russian,
The Hague, 1959, 206 pp.
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into [c] 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, {c} > [&] and {ﬁ} = [2].

Rule 2: Before the suffix {-in,-}, which forms
substantives denoting female persons, {c} » [k] and £33;>[g].

4.2. The consonantal morphonemes. Most of the
consonantal morphonemes are paired by voicing: {b}.v{p};
taj~{t}: {3}~ (e {zh~ish {El~{ehs {a}n{x}. um-
paired are: {E}, {x} and {6} and the sonorants {m}, {n},
{1}, {=3-

It is likely that {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 it. It is clear that the obstruent {f}
was paired with the glide {v} in a voicing opposition:
Bnacpumurk (Mar.) — Bnacsuvua(p. 79). The possible mor-
phonemic status of {8} in the literary language will 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. 1In 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 xnamass (Zogr.) — 6% xe TOY
KNalALlh YakwBns. (p. 221, John IV.6). 1In this case, how-
ever, we may be dealing with a reinterpretation of the final
consonant on the model of the suffix {-#c-}423 (see the

parallel studenec ~ 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 6o and xe,
although the presence of xe as an enclitic makes the use of
a jer optional as a word-end marker: gpacT: Xxe npimaxu éro
3HaMeHne (p. 127b, Mark XIV.44); ig xe cTaBb nMphbns
AreMwHOMB (p. 80b, Matth. XXVII.1ll); c3BLT Xe cTBOpme

(p. 80b, Matth. XXVII.7); mXz 6c GEAPH, & NIBLTH HEMOWHA
(p. 127, Mark XIV.38); cBa3axrs 0o Opbmena Taxka (p. 66b,
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
all positions discussed. The situation in today's Slavic

dialects, in particular those of Ukrainian and Serbocroatian,

423. The marker {#} represents a morphoneme
which will 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 will be seen, the spelling rarely re-
flects 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 all, 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 it differently:

4.2.2,1. No voicing or devoicing occurs at suffix
boundaries. A few examples will illustrate:

a) Suffix {-#b-}: Tartu. S6uns . nxx4BCTEA.

(p. 106, Mark VII.22).

b) Suffix {-#k-}: uTO A3kaa BpaTa il TECHMK NKTbH.
(p. 22b, Matth. VII.1l4); n 50Tpnn Bb MXTU TIALKbIX.
(p. 145, Luke III.5): " optua Moie nérkoe HCTH: (p. 35b,
Matth. XI.30).

c) Suffix {-#c-}: ¥ CHTBOPA Ba NOBUA UTKOMB.
(p. 89b, Mark I.17).

d) Suffix {-#&-#n-}: 6bxx OTATUEHN CHHOMB.

(p. 166, Luke IX.32); OBcTh 6o Oum wx®: OTaruewd. (p. 77b,
Matth. XXVI.43).
e) Suffix {-#sk—]: KHAXHUKb néﬁaxum. (p. 9,

Matth. II.4).
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f) sSuffix {-#stv-}: MOJIUTE Xe CA 5Ia He OXIeTh

6brrcTBO Bawe 3MMP HM BB CX60TX. (p. 70b, Matth. XXIV.20);

pasoyubB xe ic JIXK2BbCTBO MXb., péﬁ: (p. 65, Matth. XXII.1l8);

® MHOXBCTBA pHOE. (p. 270b, John XXI.6); J MHOXBLCTBO MHOTO

2 T
noauu. (p. 154, Luke VI.1l7); Icyx'BO Xe DOXOBCTBO chine

6. (p. 8, Matth. I.18). Of the last few cases only
GbrrcTBO 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
MHOXBCTBO and poxnsCTBO there was an inserted vowel. (As
far as JNIXKABBCTBO is concerned, the glide {v} must have
been paired in voicing with the obstruent {f}; compare also
BNacBuUMM A, (in 4.2.).

g) The word KOBUer:®s is always spelled with B
although it is hard to imagine that the speakers treated
the segment -&eg- as a suffix: BbHuIe HOe Bb KOBUEIE.

(p. 71b, Matth. XXIV.38); BBHfile HOe BB KOBYers. (p. 190,
Luke XVII.27).

4.2.2.2. At a boundary with grammatical endings,
devoicing occurs only before the infinitive ending {—ti}:
1 atuie oiﬁtnn ic o§ueHuKu ¢Box BbnbcTU BB KOpPAONSb,

(p. 44b, Matth. XIV.22),

But compare the situation before the past active
participle ending: # Babzmoy iﬁoy Bb KOpabnek. (p. 26,
Matth. VIII.23); rx0% Xe HalJlbHUBLeE SuTa Ha TpPBCTH

L4 >
Bb3Hb3UWle, MpuAbmR Kb o§CTou$ lero. (p. 226b, John XIX.29);
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U Wmenume CKOPO ) rpo6a. (p. 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 conscnant or the fleeting vowel {#} will
be treated here. The major distinction in the orthography
is made on the basis of the initial 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
stop or the fleeting vowel {#}. No neutralization in
voicing is reflected by the spelling (thus the spelling is
morphonemic). In almost all cases, making this the rule,
the preposition (or prefix) is separated from the following
morphemes by a jer, either front or back424,

{k#}, preposition only: MAX ¥ TPUKAOX Kb Bamb
(p. 254b, John XIV.28); cBOpant®t c4 Kb IBepeMb (p. 90b,
Mark I.33); M CHLBBNpamaaxx C4 IPOYTH: Kb OPOyroy (p. 149,
Luke IV.36).

AN
inad#-t, not registered as a prefix in IAG: HAD

(<
uenkbnux cBOX. (p. 178, Luke XII.42).

ipod#-}, both preposition and prefix: chOUpaeTt

k6KOoWs NTEeHUA CBOX monb kpundk (p. 69h, Matth. XXIII.37):

He fimaTt roe rnaBu MOABKNOHUTM (p. 25b, Matth. VIII.20).

{pr,ad,#-}, both preposition and prefix: foxe

424. The problem of the distribution of the jers
will be discussed below in relation to more general rules.
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OyrOTOBMTH NATh TBOM mpbos ToGoX (p. 158, Luke VII.27);

u npbObC TOXUNUMD pQQH (p. 194b, Luke XIX.24).

{ob-}, both preposition and prefix: 1 65 &6 Houms

BB MONUTBE 6Xim {p. 153b, Luke VI.12); Sdbcronu$ BOu

3 ,fc\ 3 s n
Iep nmb. (p. 199b, Luke XXI.20); u wObXoxnaame BecCH

Sxﬁa}nux oyua: (p. 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 (l4th century), however, such a spel-

ling as éﬁbxoxnaame(p. 101) 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 l4th-century phonological principle, which leads to

> )
such forms as: NMCTOUYHHNKL... CRINOBHaa wirTHuaime KOpeHHa

(Manas. Chron., p. 7) 'The spring flowed around the tree

< 2 se >
roots'; HAN xe G6bnocTpoyumHHmM onxoauTd e€Bionia, M TABCTO-

6pa§n§u$ HUBMN érinercxu&. (Manas. Chron., p. 7) 'The

white-streamed Nile encompasses Ethiopia and the fertile -
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 first glance it
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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=}in the

Manasses Chronicle he applied the phonological principle,.

It should be recalled, however, that the morpheme {ob-} had
a very low frequency as a prefix and, as a preposition,
existed only in the two fixed phrases ®w6b OHB Mons 'on the
other side' and 861 Homs 'during the night' (see below).
It might thus have been difficult for the scribe, while

copying the Manasses Chronicle, to recognize the prefix

{ob=} in the spelling ég- of the Slavic original, so as to

re-introduce the morphonemic principle. He faced a similar

situation in IAG with the cluster {fzd,#n-} > [zn] in
mpasHuki (p. 206b) and HempasHox (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 {b} being understood as
the first phoneme of the following lexical morpheme. The

verb *3b-v1&k-ti 'to dress, clothe' was reinterpreted as

{o=blék-}, which then paired with a new derivation {§a=blék3
'to undress'; *ob-ou-ti 'to put shoes, socks, pants, etc.
on', was correspondingly reinterpreted as {o=buj-}, then
paired with {sa=buj-} 'to take shoes, socks, pants, etc.

off'; *3b-v¥s-i-tl1 became {o=bés,-i-}, with subsequent
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derivations {bés,-i-} 'to hang s.o.', {bés,-i-l-o}'gallows'.

Since the Manasses Chronicle must have been writ-

ten after IAG (cf. 3.2.4, and fn. 374), it is most improb-
able that the scribe should have recognized the morphonemic
shape of {ob=] while revising the New Testament, and then
have failed to recognize the same morphonemic entity a

little later, in his copying of the Manasses Chronicle. It

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" principle425, 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 numher of words, learned as ex-
ceptions (umsnma < [i%8Vd,ia] < {1#2=Vd,-4#3-2}142% and the
verbatim copying of a text considered authoritative.

{ot#-}, both preposition and prefix. In most

425. V. V. Vinogradov, ed., Obzor predlo¥%enij po
usoverfenstvovaniju russkoj orfografii, Moscow, ’ pPpP.

426. The symbol V in morphonemic, phonemic and
phonetic transcription, represents the single nasal-vowel
morphoneme of Middle Bulgarian (resulting from the merging
of *¢ and *g¢) and its phonemic and phonetic outcomes. For
further details, cf. 4.3.5.
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cases it is spelled as é. There are a few instances where
the prefix alternates with o-; this is also known from the

older Slavic texts: cf., e.g., ucxomalle OTBTXRIOY OTBTpACHTE

mpaxs (Ostr.); uexomame dTxad. érgacsre pax®. (p. 101lb,
Mark VI.1l); ¢ Omemh CBKPBI CA OT® HMXB (Mar.); Owens
CBHKPH CA & HuXD. (p. 249b, John XII.36); pa He O OTHUEND
oTs Huxs (Mar.); na me 6u wmellns & wuxs (p. 149-150,
Luke IV.42).

We can offer a few examples with the preposition
(and prefix) BB, although {v} should be treated as a glide
paired with {j} rather than as an obstruent?27; BB TX HOUB
6XBeTa IB& (p. 190b, Luke XVII.34); ¥ Bb PA3COMHMKH Bhnane
(p. 170, Luke X.30); BbCTE cxopo (p. 245b, John XI.29).

b) Preposition or prefix ending in a voiced con-
tinuant obstruent {z}: {j#z-}, {b,oz-} - as both preposi-
tions and prefixes - and {bl,izf}, {v#z-}, {n,izf}, {raz-}
- only as prefixes. Here the orthographic rules are dif-
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: Obaxx
Xe XeHM #3 pasieye 3pAWR. (p. 132b, Mark XV.40); HX

ﬁaﬁpannmxm panu ixe mabpa (p. 123, Mark XIII.20): uxe Bb

427, In this I follow:

H. Andersen, The Phonological Status of the
Russian "Labial Fricatives"”, Journal of Lingquistics, 5,
1969, p. 121-127.
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P
Bach 06ea rpixa 1. {p. 235, John VIII.7); 10a He MOBEIUTH

uMB Bb OesunuX #fitu (p. 162, Luke VIII.3l); Ha Bb3rJaBHHAUM

cma (p. 98, Mark IV.38); pasmpa ca Ha fBor (p. 83b,
Matth. XXVII.S1l).

2) Before the sonorants {n}, {m}, {1}, and the
glide {v}, these prefixes and prepositions are spelled with-
out change. The phonetic change {z} > [¥] observed in the

c
older texts, as in X HerXxe (Mar.); & §ex Hero (Zogr.)

is not found in IAG: ﬁg Hex xe (p. 133b, Mark XVI.9):;

=
KO He H3HEMOXETb (p. 139b, Luke I1.37); # Ges Hero

(p. 213, John I.3); ¥ Bh3HOLAANE CA HA HOO (p. 212, Luke

XXIV.51); ﬁamptmx.do (p. 11, Matth. I1.20); He BBL3IMOTXTH

P
(p. 188, Luke XVI.26); SHH xe ﬁg nuxa ouBnbaxxk cA.

(p. 114b, Mark X.26); W uanbap Hc kopa6nd (p. 45b, Matth.
XIV.29); ¥ 43b BB3NWOOUX BH (p. 255b, John XV.9); uTk® ma

He pa3nkuaeTs (p. 1l13b, Mark X.9); H3BOIK CA ¥ MHb

(p. 137, Luke I.3); wu 6e3p Bpbruma (p. 203, Luke XXII.35);

mpbxomure cko3® GeamomHaa mbcra (p. 173, Luke XI.24); ﬁ

Bb3BDBIUe pfianl CBOX. (p. 195, Luke XIX.35); Bfind passomaua

ca H6Ca (p. 89, Mark I.10).

3) In IAG there are two coexisting orthographic
principles in the spelling of these prefixes before {r}.
The prefixes {j#z=}, {b,oz=}, and {v#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: uspeue (p. 43b, Matth. XIV.7); #u

ay 2
Bk Oe3 pasoyma iwecTe (p. 47, Matth. XV.16); BB3pamoBa Ca

(p. 140, Luke I.47); BB3pacte (p. 180b, Luke XIII.1l9);

BBp3punaere (p. 157b, Luke VI,.25),

However, IAG treats differently the prefix {raz=};
with no exception, when {raz=} precedes a lexical morpheme

beginning with {r}, the spelling indicates the same cluster

[zdr] as in classical Church Slavic: pasgpoyweHue (p. 23b,

Matth. VII.27), and p. 156, Luke VI.49); pasnpbmurn

(p. 88b, Mark 1.7, and p. 180, Luke XIII.16); paampbmuun

(p. 50, Matth. XVI.19); pasapbuute (p. 54b, Matth. XVIII.

18); pasmpbomu ca (p. 107, Mark VII.35); pasngphbueHo

(p. 50, Matth. XVI.1l9).

This absolute consistency in the different treat-
ments of {raz=} raises the question, whether or not it is
only a spelling rule which is at work here. {raz=} differs
from the other prefixes ending in {z}, in that it never
appears as a preposition. The preposition {v#z}, although
not registered in IAG, definitely existed in the literary
language of the 14th century; even today it is found in the
northeastern Bulgarian dialects. The preposition {v#z},
governing the accusative case, is often used in the Bulgar-
ian gramoty, with the meaning 'around, near' (cf. Russian
Bo3ne). Example: N HU3 pHNX. BB CTpgux u B3B3 crpgux. o

répMaHUyLR. ¥ BB3 TrépMaHUKUX. OO OGNBrapuHa 428
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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 it
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 0CS) both pre-
fixes and prepositions ending in {-z-} before an {r} caused
insertion of the dental stop {d}: [zdr]; stage two - (be-
tween the 1llth and 14th centuries) the prefixes ending in
{z} before an {r} still caused the insertion of the dental
stop {d}, while at the preposition boundary there was an
innovation - no {d} was inserted: *usazpeue but *Ges paszoyma
(this is a hypothetical stage):; stage three (l4th 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: u3 phku
and m3peue but paszmpoyumenue:; stage four - (after 1l4th cen-
tury) - here the morpheme {raz=} follows the rules which
govern the prepositional boundary, although it itself is
never a preposition. This process of morphonemic leveling

at the prefix boundary was complete only after the 1l4th

428. G. A. Il'inskij, Gramoty bolgarskix carej,
g. 27. The quotation is from the Golden Bull of King Ioan
isman to the Rila Monastery, dated September 21, 1373.
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century.

4) Before the voiceless stops and the unpaired
voiceless {x} a regressive neutralization in voicing takes
place, which is always reflected by the spelling: ﬁg Tele

6w u3nmeTs, BO%Ob. (p. 9, Matth. II.6): BuabmR CMOKOBHMLX

2
McBxXmX MC Koperuia  (p. 117b, Mark XI.20):; kaxeHuun wxe

UCKA3MUX CA (p. 56b, Matth. XIX.12); rTacTa Xe MCXONb 6T

(p. 166, Luke IX.31); ©6ec nopwka (p. 137b, Luke 1.6); n

Bach Oec nevanu cTBopumk (p. 86, Matth. XXVIII.1l4);

BBCKLHCOWX BCh (p. 180b, Luke XIII.21); M He BbBCXOTHCTe

(p. 181, Luke XIII.34); KHATN pAcCHOyCTHHX HaANUCaTun

(p. 113, Mark X.4); ¥ BIBKbL PAacCXuTbTh (sic) (p. 242, John
X.12).
However, there is one exception to the rule: the

prefix {v#z=} is always spelled morphonemically throughout

the paradigm of the verb Bb3nuT¥ (in IAG, a jer never sepa-

rates the prefix from the lexical morpheme): BB3INM Kb
HeMoYy TTALM (p. 47, Matth. XV.22); ¥ BH3NfBB Haponb
HauyAThk mpocutri (p. 130, Mark XV.8); BB3NUUR Xe BbCHU TIALE
(p. 263b, John XVIII.A40).

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 3
23b, Matth.

and C respectively: nknaxmey Ge3aKOHuie (p.

VIi.23); " TBOPALIXA Oe3aKoHMIe (p. 42, Matth., XIII.41);

Y
N Ch GEe3AKOHHMKOMA MPUUBLTEHD 6ui® (p. 131b, Mark XVv.28); ﬁ

Mcblle a6Mie cMOKOBHMLa (p. 62, Matth. XXI.19): e 6%
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ﬁctuéﬁ\ BBh KaMeHu (p. 132b, Mark XV.46); BBHD HCHONATH X
(p. 183b, Luke XIV.35); ﬁCAKHx MC TOUHMKD KpBBE H;%

(p. 100, Mark V.29); nuue 05760 HOCH ofmme're pacxxaaTH

(p. 49, Matth. XVI.3).

The prefix {v#z=} before (s} and {z} becomes
{v#=}, thus homographous with the prefix {v#=}. Although
its shape has been obliterated by the spelling, the prefix
in the words listed below is most likely {v#z=}; this con-
clusion 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: B13BA (p. 214, John I.15);
Bb3Bamx (p. 104, Mark VI.49); BBL3OBXTDH (p. 182, Luke
XIvV.12); Bi3pkBum (p. 17b, Matth. V.28); B13pATE
(p. 267, John XIX.37); BBcmia (p. 146, Matth. IV.16);
BbcMteTe c4 (p. 154, Luke VI.21); BBCTaHMe (p. 143b,
Luke II1.34); BBCTaBb (p. 25, Matth. VIII.14); Bichas
(p. 61, Matth. XXI.5).

6) At the preposition boundary before {s}, how-
ever, the preposition {j#z} is always spelled without as-
similation (with or without the word-end marker jer): n

X¥6uie usmme Mab cEHMMDA (p. 90b, Mark I.29); BBCTAB Xe

ﬁg ceHMmma (p. 149, Luke IV.38).
7) The only occurrence of the sequence {z=§]
across a prefix boundary, registered in IAG, is in the stem

{j#z=§#d—}. On the basis of these limited data it would

appear that the orthographic rules for these prefixes before
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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 all the glagolitic
texts which I have thoroughly compared with IAG): ﬁggg xe
pa6s THu (p. 55, Matth. XVIII.28); &uUB Xe ero nuens
monbaue ﬁ\ (p. 186, Luke XV.28):; and, appearing much more

frequently, the morphonemic, which demands the spelling-out

of the prefix (as u3-) regardless of the phonological rules
of neutralization in voicing ({z:é} > /s=8/) and assimila-
tion in articulation (/s=%/ > [3]) or, quite possibly, [¥]):
Mamens fE Bund mHors uwaponms» (p. 44, Matth., XIV.14); B
eOVHKN Xe Ha JeCATe ua’c\ rasens (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 -3- or -3b- 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: 1
ﬁ%ggme nmponoBbmaaxk (p. 101, Mark VI,1l2).

8) The text does not have examples of the prepo-
sitions {j#z} and {b,oz} before a word beginning with {5}.
There are only a few examples of the corresponding prefixes

in an analogous position. Here, the orthography usually

-]
expresses dissimilation at the morpheme boundary: HXOIMBUOY

7B\
xe Moy Bbckh. 6u° rnans kpbnoks (p. 184b, Luke XV.14);
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1eraa TTOHOCATE BaMmb, " AXIEHXT BH (p. 16, Matth. V.11);

Bpxpenbux Bunbtu (p. 40, Matth. XIII.17); BEXIXNAX CA, ¥

HanoucTe M4 (p. 74b, Matth. XXV.35).

Against the only such example, on p. 74b (Bbxmxmax
c4), there are two other examples where the spelling expres-
ses full assimilation of {z} in a very common word: 'to
become thirsty': BixX¥xzmeT cq nakid (p. 221b, John 1IV.13);
He BBXXXIEeT CA Hukorma xe (p. 229b, John VI.35).

9) Only {j#z=} the prefix and {j#z} the preposi-
tion are registered before {c}. 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 {z} in
the preposition {j#z} in most cases, but shows only a few
instances of assimilation of {z} in the prefix {j#z=}.

In IAG, however, no simplification of the type u
upkBe is reflected in the spelling of the preposition.

There is some hesitation as to how to spell it - morpho-
nemically, as u3, or phonologically, as uc (indicating re-
gressive neutralization in voicing): W M3bTHA ¥3 LPKBe
(p. 217b, John II.15); ¥ ¥shme uc upkBe (p. 238b, John
VIII.59); # Mamems ui6 sc UDKBe unbame (p. 69b, Matth.
XXIV.l). As a prefix, {j#z=} is spelled in most cases as

2
uc-: ITaxy Xe Ioﬁngn ﬁcuﬁnﬁamouox (p. 224b, John V.10).

There are still, however, a few words where elimi-
nation of {z} before {cl is reflected by the spelling. We
may presume that here the Tarnovo orthographic school simply

accepts the tradition: 7 TphGoyxmxs uubnbuia, ubrbame
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(p. 164b, Luke IX.1l1l).

10) At a boundary before {6} the OCS texts usual-
ly employ the ligature j or the digraph mT in order to re-
flect more closely the phonological processes which take
place there. 1In our text this rule is followed in the spel-
ling of only one word - ﬁmxnuﬂa. Compare ﬁmxnia IEXUOHOBA
(p. 37b, Matth. XII.34); umknia éxunHoBa (p. 145, Luke
I11.7). It seems that this word alone was spelled tradi-
tionally. It must have become de-etymologized and, for the
writers, completely separated from the word uano.

There is a strong indication that whenever the
scribe was able to etymologize, he wrote the prefix as uc-.

On p. 211 he first wrote ﬁmeae, then erased the m and wrote

) , E] 4 D
cu: u tf [Muese>] mcuese ® Hew (p. 211, Luke XXIV.31).

On the other hand, the hesitation between the let-
ters 3 and ¢ before the voiceless {6} may constitute addi-
tional evidence that the phonological process at this bound-
ary actually yielded [%3&], which the scribe did not know how

o
to represent: u G~ ~MOXWEMD MMB W3UMCTHLX caA (p. 189, Luke

XVII.1l4); BBLCHU MCUBTEHH cxrd (p. 175b, Luke XII.7): HKO
o O - e
HBC npopxb 6e3b ubcTM (p. 101, Mark VI.4); wu nocrnamwx n

GecubcTHAa (p. 119, Mark XII.4); u T4 GecuaueHD o§upeT$

(p. 197b, Luke X.28); pacumMTawTh nMbnie ame ¥WMaTD

(p. 183, Luke X1IV.28).
c) The preposition {s#} and the prefix c3-/c-
The spelling of the preposition as ¢y (always with a jer)

does not give any information on neutralization in voicing
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before voiced obstruents or on other phonological processes
which might take place at this boundary: # BB3pHB® | Ha He
ch rHbBOMBP (p. 93b-94, Mark III.5); <¢Cb ggggg.ﬁ CNaBOX
Benuea (p. 71, Matth. XXIV.30); 7 nMpumenmy¥ Bb Hapwid cb
3aaym (p. 100, Mark Vv.27).

The prefix ¢k-/C- is used in these two alternate
forms following specific rules. No neutralization in voic-
ing, assimilation or dissimilation is expressed by the ortho-
graphy - opposite to what was already observed with the pre-

fixes u3-, 6e3-, pa3- and Bb3-. An examination of all forms

in the text having the prefix ¢3-/C- brings conclusive evi-
dence concerning the orthographic rules governing the liter-
ary language of the 14th century.

1) Before a morpheme beginning in a voiced ob-
struent the prefix is always spelled with a jer: ce riaxs

BaMb, Ia He chOnasHuTe cA (p. 256b, John XVI.1l); ¥ CBHOu-

>
PaxXTh 1 Bb frus BBMETAXTh, ﬁ chrapareTs ({p. 255b, John XV.6)

Ch3IVPAAXX Xe CA MeXIoy cOGOX o§qeﬁnun (p. 252, John XIII.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 CEk- 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 CB-: & Tonu nHauaTs
CKa3aTu f? o§qeunwab cBOMMB® (p. 50, Matth. XVI.21); =no

cKOHuYaHma Bbka, aMAHD + (p. 86b, Matth. XXVIII.20);
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A

né”GaleTs 18 CKOHUAlET Ca O MHb (p. 203, Luke XXII.37):

He CKpHBauTe ceCb cxpoBuuma Ha 3emnm (p. 20b, Matth. VI.19);

# spbadp CNAl¥TH Cb HOCE (p. 71, Matth. XXIV.29); na

cnotoure cA oy6ixaTu BeCETO TOTO (p. 201, Luke XXI.36);

CHTBODH ce, u CTBOPUTD (p. 157, Luke VII.S8).

The word CBKDOYmSX (p. 166b) and chKpSUMUT ca

(p. 267) are individual exceptions to this new rule.

3) Before voiceless obstruents other than stops,
the prefix is spelled as ¢B-~/Ch-: BbCh cura CBXPaHuXBb
(p. 191b, Luke XVIII.21):; 1 rexe oy6w 61 Il cruerans écTh
(p. 113-113b, Mark X.9): &3b écMb XnbOD ChINeLHYu Cb HGce
(p. 230, John VI.41).

4) 1I1f the prefix ch- alternates with cXx~ it is
always spelled with a jer, independent of the environment:
CXIMPXIb: CBHOLXID BONOBHHXP KOYNMNXD NATH (p. 182b, Luke
XIV.19); cxchbnb: cbckmu xe wxe GbXX BuLbnau €ro rpbxne
(p. 239, John IX.8).

5) The prefix is usually spelled without a jer
(as c-) if the following morpheme begins with a sonorant (or
the glide {v}), immediately followed by a vowel: px Oco6%
CBUTL Ha émvHoMb MBcTh (p. 268, John XX.7); ¥ packKorabue
cBicumx &mps  (p. 91b, Mark 11.4); CBA3aHOy cxmoy (p. 98b,
Mark V.4); HNKTO Xe He Moxaere erw csasatu (p. 98b, Mark
v.3); # uxe Ha || kpoBd, ma He cnasuTh BB moMb (p. 122b-123,
Mark XIII.15); & cnoxeHia Bcero vupa (p. 41b, Matth. XIII.
35); ﬁ CNIOMUBLH, Laame oﬁqeuuxous csc¥mMd (p. 165, Luke IX.

16); CMOTDHTE BPaHOBD (p. 176b, Luke XII.24); uu cmd KTo
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& dHe Toro, BBmpocuTH éro (p. 66b, Matth. XXII. 46); = oum
cBou cmbxumx (p. 40, Matth. XIII.15); ko npusp: Ha
cubpeHue palu CBOX (p. 140, Luke 1.48); #@Ax xe XpHBM NUNAaTH
cubcU C¢B XpBTBAMM MX3D (p. 179, Luke XIII. 1); acuie
cpbre éTro unKb (p. 98 b, Mark V.2.)

The word cBbaobrens and its derivatives, which are
registered in a large number of grammatical forms, are never
spelled with cBb-: ame cBiabrenncTBOY X ® MHEE, c¢BbobrenncTBO

A
Moe HE® HCTHMHHO (p. 226, John V.31); BH xe ecTe cBhbnbrene

cuMd (p. 212, Luke XXIV. 48).

In contrast, the word c¢BBiTE is always spelled with
a jer. A possible explanation may be the existence of a min-
imum pair C®BETHP ('council') vs. ¢BBT® ('light, world'):
chU He 6% mpucTans chBbTh # Obab XD (p. 209, Luke XXIII.51).
A further possibility is the attempt to keep the same number
of syllables within the derivational group: c¢®BdT3H, astTm,
3aBbT:t. This is not a Middle Bulgarian spelling innovation,
however, since the same convention is registered in the

older texts (cf. Supr.).
6) If the prefix precedes two sonorants (or the
glide {v} followed by a sonorant), it is always spelled as

c1-: 1Ko €xneTh chBpbmenue riaamum’® | éu & Ta (p. 139 b -

140, Luke I1.45); cuBabkorx ¢t Hero xnamunx (p. 82, Matth.

XXVII.31); KoOeA CHMPBTUA XOThame ofupBTm (p. 249 b, John
XI1.33).
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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
it seems that the jer was used as an optional marker of this
boundary (see the chapter on the jers): u w6pbTme éro 00
OHBL MOnNd MODPD (p. 229, John VI.25); wuxe cToame Qgé §§g
rnons mopd (p. 228 b, John VI.22). There is never a jer
after the preposition {ot#} spelled as the ligature §

. . . . . 2 2
(which is the situation in most cases): ¥ HM €IUHA Xe @

HEeKW naneThk Ha 3emnu, 0e3b {iila Bamero (p. 32, Matth. X.29);
ria emMoy enfiHt é oiueunx3 ero (p. 122, Mark XIII.l).

There is a distinction between the prepositions
é_} and é in the language of IAG. The preposition égk is
used only in two idiomatic word combinations: ég OHB NoN:
(p. 229) 'on the other side (of a sea, river, lake)' and

56 HoUE 'throughout the night': n 6b §§ HOWPR Bt MonuTsl

6xi¥ (p. 153 b, Luke VI. 12).
In all other instances before a word beginning in

a vowel, only the preposition é is used (the same as in the
=
classical texts): chumaBuu xe O 18b (p. 100, Mark V.27);

> 2 c F 5 2 ¢ )
apxuepeyn xe BBIPOCHU I€a 2 O,YUGHMLI'BX'B Krero mn _(2 CYUGHM ero

(p. 262, John XVIII.1l9).
b) Prefixes before non-front vowels ({a}, {o},
{u} ) 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, all of them ending in the
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. . 2 <
voiced continuant {z} : H3NenmeMb WME O BubaHuA, BHIANKE

(p. 117, Mark XI.12); Hx 3a Gea¥urcTBO ero {(p. 272, Luke

XI.8); xoyna. TrpBONHU. CE30yMUle (p. 106 , Mark VII.22);

IAKO BBIACTE KIOUL pasoyMinuw. (p. 175, Luke XI.S52).

c) Prefixes before morphemes beginning in front
vowels or the glide {j} are spelled according to more complex
rules. The initial glide {j} must be treated together with
the front vowels because of its prothetic character. The
spelling gives abundant evidence of optional jotation before
initial *e. 1In addition, the *& reconstructed on
comparative Slavic evidence merged with the sequence *j-3a in
the Bulgarian linguistic area and yielded in initial posi-
tion {ja} (for details, cf. 4.3.4.).

More complicated is the situation with the initial
nasal vowel. The alphabet possesses only two letters for
the nasal vowel: X and 4, which in IAG never have the jot-
ated forms: *rx, *m. The rules of distribution for these
two letters will be discussed in the appropriate section (cf.
4.3.5.). The following rule can be formulated: in word -
initial position and at some prefixal morpheme boundaries,
the nasal vowel is represented by the letter X (on the pre-

mise that the nasal vowels merged); the letter & expresses

the same nasal vowel, implying palatalization of the preced-

ing consonant.

Thus, depending on the final consonant of the pre-
fix and the initial vowel of the following morpheme, the

prefixes are spelled in various ways:
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l) Prefixes ending in an obstruent stop before
initial {i} or {ji} are followed by a jer with the excep-

tion of the prefix é-(a few times written or-): npinmfinern

6w mpbn nuuemd ruwms (p. 141, Luke I.76); QOBLMIOOWLK 1ETro
foinen riame Moy (p. 243, John X.24); u wosfinxT T4
WEBUMRT TA Bb ¢xnoy (p. 195 b, Luke XIX.43); BUT: " ﬁﬁmeTb
cnoso (p. 96 b, Mark IV.15); uubMDB NXTeMb OTMIOOLX B3
CTPAaE® ¢BOX. (p. 10, Matth. II.12).

2) Prefixes ending in voiced continuant obstruent
{z} before initial {i} or {ji} are spelled without indication
of the palatalization of the final {z}, and the initial vow-
el of the root becomes phonetically {y]. In all examples at-
tested in 1IAG except one, the fact that the prefixes change
the initial vowel of the following morpheme into [y] creates
a new morphonemic alternation at this boundary: [i] ver-
sus [y]. Here the evidence shows that, for the scribe, the
prefixes were not separable entities:n after the prefix is
not a combination of a jer and the letter i, but the 1l4th -
century Bulgarian grapheme jery (never 31): BB3HNIDA

CA NMJIBIEHel. (p. 139 b, Luke I.44);: mpurie... Bb3HCKATH

1 CTCTH NOrH6Laro (p. 54, Matth. XVIII.1ll); B®3HIE Bb
BuBaufia. (p. 117, Mark XI.1ll); & HYRIOOY Xe ﬁaunox3

(p. 38 b, Matth. XII.44); MHoOTO ¥  M3HEeT [T ® wuero
(p. 178 b, Luke XII.48); " Pa3HIRT CA ﬁauA ¢cTana (p. 77,

Matth. XXVI.31l).

The sole exception to this practice, BB3bMILRTD,

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: Bablassumxrs

BBHUTHM M HE BB3MOIRTb. (p. 180 b, Luke XIII.24).

3) Prefixes ending in an obstruent stop before
initial {jo} > [e] are followed by a jer (except when the
prefix is written as a ligature). This environment is regis-
tered in IAG only with the prefixes wlb- and é—, and in
various forms of the verbal stem *-(j)e-ti: 1 O6bieMd ie

peue AMB; (p. 112, Mark IX.36); ela WOLIEMIATE (O TPBHMIE

rpo:a/'n\u. (p. 23, Matth. VII.16); 1aKO 33 MOM, OrEmneTs
c'rporéume nOMOY & mene. (p. 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 é: HU 5 KRNUHL TPO3IOb $OGBEMIIATH (p. 155 b. Luke
1

]

VI.44); &emnnmaro TBOA, He ﬁcr»sau ({p. 155, Luke VI.30).

4) Prefixes ending in voiced continuant obstruent
{z} before initial {jo} > [e] are not separated from the
root by jers. The examples from IAG are restricted to the
same verbal stem *-(j)g-ti and to the prefixes {j#z=} and
{v#z=}. In these words {jo} after the prefix is never ex-
pressed by ke, but only by the letter e: 1 BBCTaBD nocnbnoy
¥MK Bb3EeMb K§6}$ (p. 114, Mark X.21); HHUBCO Xe He

Bp3eMnbre Ha nxre. (p. 164, Luke IX.3); 1 H3eMb oBa

nbHASa, O8CTHP TOCTHHBHMKOY. (p. 170 b, Luke X.35).
5) Prefixes ending in an obstruent stop before in-

itial nasal vowel are always followed by a jer (except, as a
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general rule, the prefix é—, due to the ligature). Three

different prefixes are attested in IAG: w6p-, noas-, and B—.

The verbal stem *(j)@-ti always begins with the letter x:
# TBMB 6TO HE WEBXTS. (p. 213, John I.5); HX He MOxXeTe
noabxTn Huud (p. 257 b, John XVI.12); éraa OfTh GREEeTH O
HUXDP XeHuXe. (p. 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
{j#z=} are registered in IAG in this environment) are never

followed by a jer, and the nasal vowel is always spelled as

A : He IOOCTOMT’® T BB3ATK &Ipa cBolem(p. 224 b, John V.10);
Kako xnbOh He BB3AXOMD (p. 49, Matth., XVI.7); BBb3aLXR
TPOYyNd €ro. ¥ NONOXMLA U Bb rpo6t (p. 103, Mark VI.29); "
TOrma ofapumn u3ATH cxyeusb. (p. 155 b, Luke VI.42); ¥ Tor-
Ia Oy3pUUM M3ATH CKUELD. (p. 22, Matth. VII.S).

7) The two prefixes {ob=} and {j#z=}, which fol-
lowed different orthographic rules in the previous examples,
are written according to the same rule before initial jat'
(reconstructed from comparative Slavic data). Only deriva-
tives from the stem *&d- 'to eat' are found with the prefixes

{ob=} and {j#z=} in IAG. The derivatives of the verb stem

*-¥%xa-ti, registered in the glagolitic Gospels, are consist-
ently replaced in IAG by derivatives of the verb *iti. (In
all modern Bulgarian dialects, as well as the standard lan-

guage, the verb jdxam/jazdja exists, but only with the mean-

ing 'to ride on horseback or "piggyback"'. It is possible

that this semantic narrowing took place before the 14th cen-

- 240 -



00047407

tury, causing the replacement of the stem *-gzgfgi in the
sense of 'locomotion by conveyance'.)

The prefix {ob=} is not, except in one case, sepa-
rated by a jer from the initial vowel of the stem nor is the
morpheme boundary marked by the spelling, in contrast to all
previously described situations. Here are a few examples:
cé w6bnp mou oyrorceaxs (p. 64b, Matth. XXII.4); rha

e fc, npiunbre o6bmoywre (p. 271, John XXI.12); erma xe

wGbnoBaux, rna cfivwHOy méTpoy (p. 271b, John XXI.15); eTa

xe CHBL TBOM cBm, v3ins umiuue TBoe. (p. 186, Luke XV.30).
The one exception to this spelling rule is signif-
icant because it follows the general rules of spelling for
the prefix {ob=} before a vowel, as described: a jer should
be written after the prefix, and the initial vowel of the
stem should be spelled as in most cases when in absolute
initial position: B (for etymological jat'), e, X: Ia

<N e - 3
HEeKOTH& OTATYaXTb CP’ La Bara OoCbEA&HIEMb ¥ MUAHCTBOM .

(p. 200b, Luke XXI.34).

The prefixes {s#=} and {v#=} 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], {G} and etymological jat'. (The
only exception with respect to the realization of {v#=}
as {vtn=} is in the glagolitic Mar.: U Brbax krnxwrems xe

“Mb (Luke VIII.23). But the other OCS texts and Ostr. dif-

- 241 -



00047407

fer in this passage: against the B®»boR of Mar., Ostr. has

BEHUEOLA, While Z2ogr. has mpbinx and Assem. - mnpbunx. IAG

follows Assem.: ¥ mphuaoux. ¥ Umkmum xe Hwb, (p. 161 b,

Luke VIII.23).)

The orthographic rules on this particular boundary
of {s#=} and {v#=} before initial {jo} are very similar to
those for the prefixes ending in {z}: u nnarta ewuéMma ca

He oiraCMT3 ({p. 36 b, Matth. XII.20); BvrHemIbTe d ABXHIXD

nﬁ6bx1, (p. 22 b, Matth. VII.1l5); 5 HUX Xe CBhlHEeMuUeM CA
ToMamb Hapoma (p. 175, Luke XII.1); x CHHEMBb 1€ WOBUTE
nnalme Junuex. (p. 209, Luke XXIII.53).

Before initial {i} there is never a jer, but nei-

ther does the {i} turn into [y] (as in the case of the pre-
fixes ending in {z}): ke He & xnbllobxt Bamb BRHUMATH

pbx (p. 49 - 49 b, Matth., XVI.1ll); c&3 € nfinbMb OKOMB
BBHUTV BB up/C\'ere 6xmie (p. 112 b, Mark IX.47); ¥ BEHUZE
1¢’ Bb kanepraoyMb. (p. 149, Luke IV.31); 1 BBHMAETH W
M3HOeTh W MaxXuTh &6pmmé? (p. 242, John X.9); u TH
KanepHaoyMe. BBb3HECHM CA MO HOCh. nO ¥na ceHuners.

(p. 34 b, Matth. XI.23); 1&KO CBHUIOXE Cb Habe, na He

TBOEA BONA MOX (p. 229 b, John VI.38).

In the numerous examples with the words BBHATDT,
BBHATPB;ﬂOy and BbHATpPpEHee, the initial nasal vowel after the
prefix BtH- is always spelled as 4: u NeTpd ... une. Io
BBHATPE BB HBODT ;pxiepewsm. (p. 128, Mark XIV.54);

BLHATPDLANOY Xe MNLHM CXTH KOCTMM MDBTBEMMXE. (p. 68 b, Matth.

XXIII.27): ™ BEHATDEHEE CBHTBCDMU (p. 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
[vnétre] or [unétre], showing an origin *vbn=etr& rather
than *ven=otré. The Standard Bulgarian /vgtre/ has a dif-
ferent origin -~ it is a petrified locative *QEEE with pro-
thetic *v- before an initial back vowel (compare /voZe/
'‘rope', /vdsi/ (arch.) 'mustaches', /vdzel/ 'knot', /vsglen/
'coal', etc.).

Parallel with the prefixes ending in {z}, one
might expect that the prefix CBH~- too would be followed by
the letter 4, However, the only such example in IAG does
not follow such a rule: ame MpUUIOETH WIME CHHATH €TW.

(p. 132, Mark XV.36). This very contradictory, yet isolated

example does not disprove the existence of such a rule,

which would require writing only 4 after CBHH~-, BBH- and all

prefixes ending in {z}. Thus the word CBHHXTH can be con-
sidered a mistake, together with such spellings as nars for
MXT B 'road' (cf. 4.3.5.6.).

Etymological jat' is registered in IAG only
after the prefix cpH-, and is always spelled as &: nrexe
nacxx cb oiuennxu movmu crHBMB (p. 125 b, Mark XIV.14);
uMaTe M uTO chHBAHO 3le; (p. 211 b, Luke XXIV.41).

c) The prefix {ob=} before the initial glide {v}
is spelled according to the same rule as in classical 0CS:

initial {v} is truncated. If the lexical morpheme has ini-
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tial {v} before a vowel, the spelling never separates the
prefix from the truncated morpheme by a jer. Here are a few
minimum pairs: {ob=j$;t—¢} > W6BXTE: (p. 213), BUT;
{ob=v,§z-aj-¢} > 0CA38: ¥ NMPUCTAIL O6A3E CTPOYNH IETO

(p. 170 b, Luke X.34); {ob=id-’\7t-¢} > w6s¥nxr(p. 195 b).
BUT: {ob=v,in-uj45} > 56nuox¢: 1 He SCHEO&i CA CNOBO
rfeamve. (p. 109, Mark VIII.32) and {ob=v,id,-j-V} > @6uxax:
Opoyxe He wOuxax Tefe (p. 59, Matth. XX.13).

This orthographical, and most likely phonological,
rule applies to all words except the derivatives of the lex-
ical morpheme iv,ij-} 'to wrap'. 1In all three existing exam-
ples in IAG the word OCuT® (as spelled in Mar. and 2Zogr.) is
written éggyggz M CHHEMb €, WOBMTL Bb nnawaHvuk. (p. 132 b,
Mark XV.46). On page 267 b, the scribe first wrote Woncra
but later he, or someone else, put a small letter B over the
line: BascTa xe Thno 1€Bo. u [doucTas) w6"ucra e phoamu.
{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 little reflected by the
spelling. The only conclusive evidence so far has been de-
monstrated in two respects: first, the final consonant in
the prefixes ending in the voiced {z} becomes /s/ before
voiceless obstruents (IAG lacks examples only for initial

{s}, {é}, {f}); second, the following pairs are established:
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Voiced Obstruents Voiceless Obstruents

{b} 13 GaBuTH (p. 210 b) {r} PaCcILXONUT b (p. 242)

{d} BBa;mexux (p. 107) {t} VCTDBTHETE (p. 137 b)
{3} no examples in IAG {c} ucubnbpmomoy(p. 224 b)
{g} #srnammm  (p. 114 b) {x} BBECKHCOIX  (p. 180 b)
—— {& pacuuTareTs (p. 183)
-——- ix} UCXORD (p. 166)

4.2.2.5. Although trivial, additional evidence is
needed to prove not only that {b} 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 1llth centuries. The data are not abundant, but are
consistent and reliable:

{b} ~ {p}: Both Mar. and Zogr. in Luke XXIV.42
have the word 6Gpuers. In IAG (p. 21l) it is written: WHH
xe nams MOy PHON NEUSHH UACTb. X O NUENh CBTH.

{2z} ~ {s}: In addition to the neutralization of
the prefixes and prepositions, the word CBIe (from the clas-
sical texts) in IAG is spelled as 3ae without exception.

{9} ~ {k}: The OCS texts always spell kpme with
voiceless k, usually with a back jer following it. In IAG

this word,like 3ne, is written with the voiced counterpart
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of the initial consonant: rpe(with no exception).

{v} ~ {f}: The morphoneme {f} must have been
firmly established in the language because of the numerous
borrowings from Greek. For example, the word ¢apucen, used
95 times in different cases, was never written with substi-
tution of some other letter for the initial {f}. No mis-
takes are made in the spelling of $anékoBs (p. 146 b),

¢aHoyfineBa (p. 143 b), ¢apecr (p. 6 b), dapécoBn

(p. 146 b), dununy (used 21 times in different cases),

¢uuuxker (p. 248), fwcu@s (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 éstablished yet. In such cases {f}
and {v} are paired, and often B is substituted for {f}. The
glagolitic texts know this type of substitution (for example
BnacBuMnbarTs in Mar., Matth. IX.3). Two such spellings of

this word are found in IAG: KO BJIBCBUMMUA péue. {p. 79,

Matth. XXVI.65); ctrphbuenue ¥ BNACEUMUA (p. 95, Mark

I11.28).

In the other three cases, the substantive is writ-

ten correctly as Bnacfmmux (p. 79; p. 128 b) and BnacGumfia

(p. 47); in four other cases it is replaced by Xoyna
(p. 106), xoyn®x (p. 92; p. 151 b) and o0 xoynk (p. 243 b).

The verb is always spelled correctly as BJIACHUMUCOYETD

(p. 27), BrnacguvucaeTrd (p. 95 b) and BIaCEUMUCARTH

(p. 95 b), or else replaced by XOyJIulin (p. 243 b) or

noxoynurs (p. 176).
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This same restriction on the distribution of {f}
still operates in Modern Bulgarian (see [svéra] for cfepa,
[esvalt]) for acdant, etc.). It is demonstrated in Russian
by thé name MarBe#t (from Mab@ailog).

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 {m} and before
the voiced stop {d}. A Byzantine sigma is represented in
Slavic by strict rules as either ¢ or 3. When the Byzantine
pronunciation of voiceless continuants before the sonorant
{m} 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 {sm}, pronounced as [zm]: % 0 ulTusmb (< tpatoopbde)
moéy mbramyx xpb6ux. (p. 266, John XIX.24); u cE8 karane-

rasMa (< xatanétaoua) UDXBHAa pasnpa c¢a (p. 83b, Matth.

XXVII.51); cubmeHue 3IMMDHO (< Zubpvng) ﬁ énon (p. 267b,
John XIX,39).

But in one instance in IAG this word is spelled
with -cM-: npuHecowmx xéuoy Japu. 37aTO ¥ NMBAHbB. # CMMPHX
(< Zubpva) (p. 10, Matth. II.1l1).

The phonological rendering of foreign (and in
particular Greek) words according to the norms of l4th-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 {y} is paired with {x} in re-
spect to voicing, while in literary Bulgarian of the 14th
century {g} is paired with {k} (xbOme > rmé). Still, Mar.,
Zogr. and Sav. always spell the Greek word 6paxpfi as mparma.
and ©6ibpaxuov as auaoparmMs. 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 npéxm® (p. 184), OpaxMx (twice on
p. 184 b), ounpaxma (p. 52 b), and only once with T (accord-
ing to the strong tradition of the Classical texts): ojum-—
Tens Bawp He pareT n¥ auaparma (p. 52b, Matth. XVII.24).
4.2.2.7. The Greek cluster {sd}, pronounced as
(zd): :dxe wuapfiuaeT ca €Bpéucknyu Bubezand ( < BrPeobd)
(p. 224, John V.2), is spelled phonetically in IAG.

4.2.2.8. The classical OCS texts also include
voicing of {s} before {r}, 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): €eCLOMOBB (< 1ol ’Ecpdu) (Mar.,

Luke III.33), or else according to the Byzantine pronuncia-

tion - phonetically: usness (< Tob ’lopaf) (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 it as -¢cp-. (The

text from De&fansko Evangelije, however, published by Jagié

in lieu of the missing initial pages of Mar., uses the forms
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le3poM, ke3pomMa (Matth, I.3).) Here is an example from

IAG: ¢apéct xe pOaM, IECDOMA. ECPOM (< ’Ecpby) xe pbnm

dpdmMa  (p. 6 b, Matth. I.3). Without exception, the forms
of the word for Israel and its derivatives are spelled with
-cp-: Icpafnb (pp. 9, 140, 143, 210 b), Icpawmw (p. 141b),

fcpannenn (p. 215), fcpannu (p. 24), fcpannenm(p. 216) ,

chaﬁnTﬁHnub (p. 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}: BeJUMKHM BbL CTXb

KWHCTAHINHD UDb (IAG, Postscript, p. 275); KWHCTaHm;'a

6o I
necpo ., 3T Benuka’ urt (IAG, p. 2 b).

4.2.3. On the morphonemic status of {6}.429The or-
thographic rules applied in IAG cause serious problems in
determining the morphonemic status of the obstruent {6},
written O. The rules follow the Byzantine norm of pronunci-
ation for the sound represented by the Greek letter LE
this is obvious from the non-transliterative method used by
Slavic to render the Greek double theta: TO (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: Mad-

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
fur slavische Philologie, VII, 1884, p. 53.
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galog and Ma964v. In IAG they are spelled as: maTfénm
muTaps (p. 30), marbea (pp. 27b, 94b, 153b); and marBana

=
(p. 7b), matban xe (p. 7b), marbduor® (p. 146), marTOdHoR

(p. 146Db).

4,2,3.1. 1In addition, 26 different Greek words,
biblical personal and place names and Hebrew phrases are
spelled with the letter 6 in place of the Greek theta:; their
frequency varies between one and eleven cases of occurrence.
Used only once: npu aBudbfapt (p. 93b), Bubesgd (p. 224),

" e
nanumaroy9nllckix (p. 108), edppada (p. 107), nubcerparo

(p. 265), MmaaBbépwr (p. 146b), Mmapbuun (p. 244), u&BaHoBD
(p. 146b), ccfifoB® (sic) (p. 146b), Tanubd. xoymu(p. 100h),
& Oamapn (p. 6b), rons fOemiana (p. 137b), Beodune

(p. 137b). Used twice (for convenience, some of those used
more than once will be given only in one of the forms used):

. ™~ .,
Iwabam (twice on p. 7)., ma rabieBs (p. 146) and marTabéssb

(p. l46b), Sameyu (pp. 30, 94b). Used three times: BapOw-
noMe (pp. 30, 94b, 153b), roarofa (op. 82b, 131, 265),
gggaﬁiunb (pp. 7b (twice), 146b). Used four times: &

apumabes (pp. 84, 132b, 209, 267). Used six times: Bub-

neeMb (pp. 8b, 9 (twice), 9b, 10b, 141b), nabauafine (pp.

216 (4 times), 216b, 270). Used seven times: Bufcauna

{pp. 34b, 104, 108b, 164b, 169, 216, 248b). Used eight
times: 6wmd (pp. 30, 94b, 153b, 253) and also as Boma
(pp. 94b, 244b, 269b (twice)). Used eleven times: BB
subanfisa (pp. 62, 116b, 117 (twice), 124b, 194b, 212, 214Db,

245 (twice), 247b) and MapBa (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 Q, there are only five Hebrew words
and names where one should expect the letter 8, but finds

one or another kind of substitution: 7ToU 8dpa - $aplHOBB

(p. 146b), TOU MaBovoadd - martoycandu’® (p. 146b), ocafax-

6avi - caBaxranu (p. 132, but on p. 83 written correctly as

caBaxBaunn), leBorpavi) - rercumanum (p. 77, but on p. 126b

written correctly as reBcumarm) and finally, the Hebrew

place name Brf¢ay?n, written in three different ways: Bb

Burcdarfia (p. 60b), Br Burdarua (p. 116b), and - correctly
AN
- Bb BuUO darfia {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 —66- as -t16- (vaTBen and marBan) suggests
that the orthography reflects a Greek phonological rule of

dissimilation; therefore, a phonological principle is. being

applied.
Second, all previouély—given examples of the
voicing of {s} before {m} and {d} in the Greek words, as

well as the voicing of the cluster {nt} as -pa- reflected
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by the Slavic spelling, strongly suggest an application of

the phonological principle rather than a simple translitera-

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 l4th-century Bulgaria were bilingual, or at least had a
good command of Byzantine Greek, which is easy to explain
by historical and geographic factors430,

4.2.3.3. It seems that the educated people of
the l4th-century Tarnovo Kingdom who were fully 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 orthoevic norms. The fact that
this attempt did not make itself felt in the Bulgarian
dialects is no evidence against such an assumption. The
literary lanquage could have possessed a numher of features

which did not exist in any of the spoken dialects of the

time.

430. A. F. Vi&njakova, K voprosu o kul'ture i
prosves&enii bolgar v XIV v., Vizantijskij sbornik, Moscow
- Leningrad, 1945, p. 256-259.
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4.2.4. On the morphonemic status of {3} 431, The
Church Slavic alphabets, in addition to the letter 3, use
two other graphemes, 3 and §, indicating a sound different
from that represented by the letter 3, yet occurring in a
largely predictable environment parallel to the environment
where {c} appears. 1In fact, the letter § occurs either in
word-initial position or at morpheme boundaries with suf-
fixes and desinences,

4.2.4.1. 1In word-initial position the letter g
is found in a limited number of words. Most typical is the
word skno or sind, which appears over 20 times in IAG and
is always written with the letter § (the letter itself was
called "dzé&lo"). The word sBb3na appears 7 times and is
also always spelled with s: sBiama (p. 9b), ssbaou (pp.
9b, 71, 123b), sBb3%x (po. 9, 10) and ssbsmaxs (p. 200).
The word SBEpB is found only once, in the phrase n 6F cb
sebpMy (p. 89, Mark I.13).

But in certain lexical stems, the initial s alter-
nates with the letter 3 in a fashion which makes it diffi-
cult to state rules for the alternation. The infinitive
form 371aT¥ (p. 183b), the imperfect 3umaaxx (p. 190) and
the substantive 3Id8Hie (p. 122), amaHua (pp. 69b, 122),
all spelled with 3, are opposed to suxmere (pp. 68b, 174b),

suxaxmoy (p. 156) and snxnxmeﬁ {pp. 64, 119, 197). The

431. Cf. the extensive comparison of spelling
variants in IAG in:

R. Scholvin, op. cit., p. 24-30.
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prefixed stem shows a similar alternation: ¢33a28 (p. 156b),
cpanatu (p. 79), cwamasmoy (p. 148b), ch3pana (p. 218),
ce3nauuw (p. 123) versus crsmxax (p. 49b) and cBsujga

(p. 131b). The forms of the prefixed verb Nposs0aTU are

written seven times with 8, as in mposa6HeTk (p. 123b) and

once with 3: mposatom¥ (p. 39b).

If all 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 g. But the words which appear in Mar.
as sppbTH, OysppdTV, CHSEPETU, while often written with g
(or'7) in all the glagolitic texts, are always spelled with
3 in IAG: He 3pAmu 6o Ha nfine ulkoMs (p. 119b, Mark XII.
14); HEko na oiapi?\ nbna Bama no6paa (p. 16b, Matth. V.

16); cr3upaaxxk xe CA MeXIoy codox.o§uenuuu (p. 252, John

X11I.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
*g. It may occur after the reconstructed Common Slavic *i
or a front nasal vowel, resulting from *iN. In this envi-
ronment, it seems that the writer of IAG is consistent in
the use of the letter s only in certain words.

The word KHasb is used 18 times in different gram-
matical forms, always spelled with g; nbuase is written in
all 14 occurrences with s, and once is replaced by the word

uati (p. 217b). The word cknaspk from the classical texts
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(Matth. XXII.19) does not occur in IAG, which has instead
w0pas® (p. 65). And the word KNalAash, registered in some of
the classical texts (e.g. Zogr.), appears on p. 221 of IAG
as knanaus. The word *jega 'wound' is used three times in
IAG (pp. 15, 29b, 90b) and is consistently written with s,
e.g.: U BChKR £§§ Bb nwabxe (p. 29b, Matth. IX.35). The
word *stizd 'path' appears three times (pp. 12, 88-88b, 145),
and is always written with S: mnpaBu TBOPUTE CBTHSA éro.
(p. 145, Luke III.4).

But there are oscillations in the spelling of
*Eoliga 'use, benefit': three times its forms are written
with s (pp. 50b, 99b, 109b): kai@ Ow monusa Iéﬁ‘ UNKOY .
(p. 109b, Mark VIII.36); and three times with 3 (pp. 165b,
231, 248b): EKO HUKOM £€ nonsa réei (p. 248b, John XII,
19). The verb nonsepans (pp. 46, 105b) is written only
with the letter 3.

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 *g preceded by *i, *iN or *y and

followed by the imperfective suffix *aj. The examples found
in IAG give contradictory data. Again, it seems that the
scribe used different rules for different individual words.

Forms of the verb ctasaTi ci4 'to question' are used 11 times

and always spelled with the letter S: HauAllR CTABATH CA Cb
HUMB (p. 108, Mark VIII.1l1l). The substantive CTaSaHue
'conflict, disagreement’', is also spelled with s: 0% xe

E) 3 G
cTasaHme & OyueHVKD IwAHOB (p. 220, John III.25). But
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another derivative of the same lexical stem, #crasatu (ca)
'to settle a question', although written three times with s
(pp. 155, 176b, 194b) has two forms with 3: MCTA3aBB

(p. 206b) and MC TA3ATH CA CBH HUMK o cnosecu. (p. 73b, Matth.
XXv.19).

The verb Nnonsusartu c4A 'to attempt', used twice

(pp. 180b, 263b), is spelled with S§: nNOIBUSAUTE CA BBHUTH

(p. 180b, Luke XIII.24).

The root *-tyr'g- with different prefixes shows an

even larger variety of forms. It is spelled with s in:

NpOTPBRSAaXX Xe MpPphxx XB (p. 150, Luke V.6); TOorma épxi—

epey pacTphSa PM3H CBOXR I'lA. (p. 79, Matth. XXVI.65) and

pactpbsasd (p. 128b). But it is spelled with 3 in: BBC-

TpB33aaXXK ofueﬁnun ero (p. 153, Luke VI.1l). It is even
spelled with r, without a trace of the Third Palatalization,

in: pacTpbLax A3k. (p. 162, Luke VIII.29).

The root *-%i -/*-%&g- before the imperfective

suffix *-aj- was usually spelled as xus- in the 0OCS texts432,

but in IAG it is consistently rendered with I, 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 W8rterbuch, Heidelberg, 1963
(2nd edition), I, xvi + 309 pp.; II, 116 pp.

In the brief vocabulary at the end of part I1I,
Diels pairs the attested verb BBXenuTH, BBXEIr*, S-aor. BBbXaXb-—
- ‘'anztinden' (p. 65) with an obviously reconstructed form,
BBXarartu, —-xaramk- ‘'anziinden' (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 *-X&g-aj- (for *BB-
xaraty) are offered (cf. pp. 94, 134, 246). Such a recon-
struction of the imperfective stem as in *BBpXaraTu is in-
correct. The different stems of the verb are as follows:
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dication of palatalization in the final stem consonant: a

OTHEMB CBXUTAXTD (p. 42, Matth. XIIX.40); HM BbLXWUISXTDH

cBbTunHuka (p. 16, Matth. V.15); BmxuraweTr (p. 184Db).

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
all such morpheme boundaries, listed below, it is written
with the letter & (there is only one exception with 3):

a) The nominative plural of the masculine sub-
stantives and adjectives: {bog-} > ko 43 pEx® Eﬂ cTe
(p. 243b, John X.34); {vrag-} > # GONOXXTb> Bpasu TBOM
ocTpors 6 Te6h (p. 195b, Luke XIX.43); {drug-} > mpoysuu
6o mubxx, AM Xe KOBuexeubs uMmbme foyna. (p. 252b, John XIII.
29); {mnog-} > 1Ko Ghen MHOSM BBHMIOULX BB HB. (p. 162,
Luke VIII.30).

b) The nominative-accusative of feminine sub-
stantives: {nog-} > Hexe nBt pxub " nst Host ﬁmmmoy.

(p. 53b, Matth. XVIII.8).

*-¥ég- (attested as -xemTu, -xerx) is the perfective stem
(infinitive and future); *-%&g- (attested as -xaxp ) is the
s-aorist stem, parallel to that of pemTu, pPekx, pixp; *-%ig-
is the imperative stem, attested in Supr. and Sav. as -XBSH,
parallel to pbun.

The imperfectivization of this verb is also paral-
lel to that of pemtu: (HapemTy > HApKUUATH), =-XEUTH > —XUSATH.
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 infinitive stem *( *-ﬁe - > %= 2é - ), while
what actually occurs_here is a lengthenlng of t *]1 of the
imperative stem (*- 219- * ilg-), along with the change of
the following *g > *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-} > "
CBHTH¥BBH KHUTH, BBAACTE CHOysh u cbne. (p. 148, Luke 1IV.,20).

d) Locative singular of substantives of the hard
declensions - masculine, feminine (no examples in IAG) and
neuter - as well as locative sinqular of the hard adjectives
in masculine and neuter (no examples of neuter in IAG):
{pog-} > ma i8BaT c4 mbna éro ko 6 G5t cATH chIbIAHa.

(p. 219b, John III.21); {n,odfr'g-} > . nbri fiMum B3

/\
Henxshb CBOIEME. (p. 224b, John V.5); {p0=dv,ig-—} >un 6u°

B® noasusht, mnpunexHbre montktme ca. (p. 203b, Luke XXII.44);
{mnog-} > moxasawe 6o c& mpcmanc OwTH, He Mrosk  (p. 75,
Matth. XXVI.9). But the locative case of the word Gpikrs on
p. 270b is written with 3: cTd 1€ mpu G6pt3t (John XXI.4);
{drug-},> B® gpoysiums kcpé&6nm (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: {mnog-}-> He oﬁdonre cAa 060

MHOSHXD NTUUB. JOYuUbLM écTe EN. (p. 175b, Luke XII.7).

f) In all 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 *&; <« *€) in

the comparative adjective mpHOXammmuxrz (Mar.), rendered in

[ =4
IAG as MHOshBMUMXDB: Hausmx ... npbcraaTu M O MHOSEULMXD

'(they) began ... to provoke him (to speak) about many
(things)' (p. 175, Luke XI.S53).

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
in {gj: ivg'g~} 'to throw down' and {po=mog-} 'to help'.
For both verbs, the letters 3 and s oscillate in the imper-
atives: BpBSHU & cece (p. 17b, Matth. V.29) vs. BpB3K CA
HK30y (p. 13b, Matth. IV.6); Hx 4me YTO MOXemyM NOMOSM HaMb
(p. 111, Mark IX.22) vs. Bipoyx Tu, momosu MoieMoy HeBHpud
(p. 111, Mark IX.24).

h) The only example of prepositions and adver-
bials representing etymologically petrified locative case
forms, attested in IAG, is the very high-frequency preposi-
tion ckost 'through, across' (note the difference from the
OCs ckBosd), which is spelled only with §: xoxpaame fS'BE
CXG6oT* cKosb chbanwma (p. 35b, Matth. XII.1l).

The Bulgarian literary language of the l4th cen-
tury, as has been demonstrated on the preceding pages (253 -
259), tries to preserve {3} as a morphoneme. This was the
ideal toward which the scribe of IAG aimed.

4,.2.5. The occurrence of double consonants. 1In
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IAG, double consonants are written in both Slavic words and
biblical names.

4.2.5.1. 1In Slavic words only the letter H 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 {n}, and the suffix is either the substantival{-#n,ik-}
or the adjectival {-#n-}: 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,ik-} after stems end-

1] a 3
ing in {n{: OesakonbHukomMa (Mar.) -+ ¥ CB Ge3aKOHHMKOMA
P

MPUUYBTEKD ot (p. 131b, Mark Xv.28); szakoubHukoMt (Zogr.)

—> ¥ BaMb 3AKOHHMKOMB rope. (p. 174b, Luke XI.46); wuHC-

>
nieMeHPHVKD (Sav.) —e TBKMO MHonnemeHuuks cfu (p. 189b,

Luke XVII.18).
The adjectival suffix {=#n-} after a stem ending

in {n}: spbmenbsu (Mar.) — HX BpbMeHHUM CXTB (p. 96b,

Mark IV.17); BSaxKOHbHOYMOY (Mar.) —» 0O WOHY A0 38aKOHBOMOY

(p. 143, Luke II.27); MCTHHBHBI (Zogr.) — HX 5&% MO

naeTh BaMb XNB6B HCTHMHHHM CB Hoce. (p. 229b, John VI.32);

kaMmeHbHbeMp (Mar.) — & Ipoyroe naje Ha KameHHuHXBb (p. 96,

Mark IV.5); wmuHoroubHBHB (209r.) — HapOu MUCTUKIA MHOTO-

ubuun (p. 247b, John XII.3); HENOBMHBHBIXD (Mar.) —

HUKOJM Xe GUCTEe OCXIMNM HENOBUHHHXE (p. 35b-36, Matth.XII.7)
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Whenever the morpheme boundary coincides with the
end of a line, a letter 3 or b is written according to the
. > e
general rule for the use of the jers: u cHOepxTh @ Ip TBMIA

1€ro Bca CcBOnasnslluuwu. (p. 42, Matth. XIII.4l1).

b) Past passive participles in {-n-}, when used
as substantives, are, in most of the cases observed, written
with double -HH-. 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-

ples are: MHOSM 60 CXTH 3BaHHU, MANO xXe ﬁaﬁpaunuxm (p. 65,

Matth. XXII.14); Opaks 860 roToBb écrs, & 3BAHHMM He OWIX

B
BOCTOMHK. (p. 64b, Matth. XXII.8):; panyﬁ cA ®6panoBaHHaa

Tb ¢ TO6O%X. (p. 139, Luke I.28); HM MOCJNAHHNM, GONIiM

ey
Nocnapuwaro M. (p. 251b, John XIII.1l6); pPOXIEHHOE & OnbTH,

3 m ~ ~ >
MNbTL €CTh, n poxneaoe & oxa, oxs ectb. (p. 218b, John III.

TN
6); cnoBo chanuole BB cpnunxm b. (p. 96b, Mark IV.15);

w 2 5 > 5 o 3
ceé wobnes Mon OyroToBaxX® N WHUM MOK N OynuTaHHaga MCKOJIeHa,

# Bch rorosa npuwrbTe Ha Gpaku. (p. 64b, Matth. XXII.4).
4.2.5.2, 1In addition to the rules for writing a
double -HH- 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 Bech 'small town,
village': ¥ e MB 3a PRKX cnbmaaro Wamene T ruz o BECCH.

(p. 108b, Mark VIII.23); M OUBHK ca 38 HeBipue AXb. 1
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n A
wéxoxnaame Becci 6KPCTHNX OYUA: (p. 101, Mark VI.6); nnbms

Bh ONVXHX A géggg n rpans (p. 91, Mark I.38)., No reasonable
explanation for this spelling can be offered. On the other
hand, in 25 instances when this word is used, it is always
written with a single -c-: nxe 6bx >k npuununu, & Bchxn BeCcuHM
ranunencKHXs ﬁ foynencxux% (p. 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 freguent, which
are usually written with a double consonant as in Greek:
aBBa, BapaBBa, PAaBBU, é@@aeg, annvers, MaTtTaboBh, Mé$}a6ienb,
IeMMEOYCDH, IMMaHOYWIb, TelSHH3, fﬁéHHa, fﬁéﬂum, Iwaﬂnéenb,
MaHHa, OCAaHHAa, Bccenr,

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 list in-

cludes such words and names as: canoyn’e‘n (Zab608xaios),

used 11 times; &rmmu  (“Eldev) - 4 times; TIEHKCAPETCKHH

( fevvnoupétr) - 3 times; roMopoy and rosopcubu (<& r'éuoppa)l;
,,lgc"ia ( Meoolag) - twice; MaHacHE (Mavacoiis) - twice;
Banewn ( 8abbailog) - twice; rasaBa (Fappa®d) ; cocéua

( Zovadvva) , cupodumukuca  (Zuvpogolvinicoa). The word

cx6ora ( IZdppartov), used 53 times, is of course a much
older borrowing in Slavic, so altered in shape that one
would hardly expect it to mirror the Greek form.

The following words have a double consonant, while
the Greek orthography does not require it: ccfifoBs
(p. 146b) - (Tob Zfp);  CcCAvOBB (p. 146b) - (rof Ifu);

acappiy (p. 32) - (docdpov); dappucencuiu (p. 214) -

(papLoaios). The spelling mistake in acappim 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 accapim. The misspelling of ¢appucemcuin occurs

only once out of 95 occurrences of this word in IAG.
It 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. Jagié 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, if 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 -vh-
(in cyrillic transliteration), while Ostr. always uses —HI-,

H'T or HbT: AaHbLTEeNu, apxadrena, epar’renume. But the

cyrillic Sav. uses only arrend and géfé, hence the latter
spelling does not indicate how the cluster {ng} would have
been written if it were not abbreviated.

In this respect, IAG follows consistently the
tradition established by Sav.: the cluster {ng} in the
Greek words is always spelled with a double -Ir-, in accord-

[l

ance with the norms of Byzantine orthography: arras

(dyverog); ApXATTend (doxbyyerog)s efrarrénie, éparrénue
or 1e§?hue ( ebayrériov); uarréwpd (sic) (p. 146b) (1ob
Nayyai).
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4.2.6, Single letters representing consonantal
clusters.

4.2.6.1. The Slavic alphabet, as listed in
Xrabgr's treatise, has the Greek letter ¢ (psi) for the
cluster {ps}. IAG, however, follows the tradition estab-
lished in the glagolitic writings: it uses only the com-
bination of letters -nc-. The number of words where ¢
should appear is very limited. While the glagolitic texts

twice use the locative sinqgular form naponcund ([apo¥is),

in IAG it has been replaced by the word 6monoy (pp. 68,

68b). But the Greek word Yalub¢ is still used twice in IAG:
N

# nplpubxs # ncall nmbxs o wHb. (p. 211b-212, Luke XXIV.44);

Lo
camM 60 ONb TNETH BB KHUTEXD ICAJIOMCKHXB (p. 198, Luke

XX.42).

4,2.6.2. The classical texts do not use the let-
ter £ for the cluster {ks} in Greek words. Xrabar's list
of the alphabet includes the letter £, and it is used twice
in the IAG text. The classical texts (glagolitic) and the
cyrillic Sav. show certain peculiarities in representing the
Greek word ¢oilviE as ¢uHMKB. 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,
follows the same established tradition: npnxmx~né?;ie &
$finvks, (p. 248, John XII.13).

But if between two vowels not at the morpheme

boundary, the cluster {ks} is preserved and expressed in IAG
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by the letter £: .&Dﬂc afandépr ( tod ’AppaZds) (p. 146b);

5ﬁoy éneﬁannponqy " poydoBoy (p. 130b, Mark Xv.21). Also,

in the postscript, as well as in the initial two pages of
dedication to the Bulgarian king, the scribe writes the

.y ~ 2 D
king's name as pb. I®. anefaHIphb.

4.2.7. Sometimes the phoneme {v} in foreign words,
if rendered in Greek by the letter upsilon, is expressed in
the same way (that is, by the letter y) in 1aG433, Except
when immediately followed by the phoneme {i\ (graphically
expressed in Greek by either & or&s), this upsilon is ex-
pressed in the OCS texts by either B or v. The more fre-

quently used of the two is B: Mar. has asroycra, Assem. -

aBrocra, while Ostr. has avrocta. For this word IAG also
uses the letter B: wuawne nosenbume & kécapa 4Broycra

(p. 141, Luke I1.1). On the other hand, IAG continues the
tradition of orthographic duality in the spelling of the
word elayyvéliov: whereas when abbreviated it is always

. . /T ™ T ™ ~
written with y (wey nmue, iy nme, ey nume or ey nume), in

the title pages of the four gospels, where the word is not

abbreviated, there are EVATTENIE (Matth., p. 6 and Mark,

p. 88), but EBATTENME (Luke, p. 137) and EBATTEAIE (John,

p. 213).
The classical texts accord different treatment to

the Greek upsilon (v) when followed by the letter . or the

433. Scholvin mentions Greek "consonantal u”:
R. Scholvin, op. cit.,p. 53.
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-

diphthong e.. All glagolitic texts have a cluster [vg,]
(transliterated in cyrillic as -gh- or -Bsh-). For example,

Mar. has uunerthutoMt for Nuvevltrg, napackeBshu for

[
Mpamﬂef]. nesshuu for Aevelg or Aevig, nesbhurs for

Aeveltng. Ostr. uses various means to express this combi-

nation, obviously difficult phonetically for the ancient

Slavs: JeBBTHTH, napackeyru (both with an epenthetic

/9/), but also neinra and neyutkx without the epenthetic
/g9/. Sav. uses either Bb or oy for the Slavic equivalent
of the sound rendered in Greek by upsilon, but always adds

the epenthetic /g/: mnapackeBbTHI8, AE€BbTUER, JIEOYTUTS.

Compared with all this, the spelling of these words in IAG
is perhaps much closer to the Byzantine pronunciation of the
1l4th century: the epenthetic /g/ is never used, and the
upsilon is replaced by the letter B: Ko xe 60 6&6\5633

aw s B
3HAMEeHWIe HMHEBATW (p. 173b, Luke IX.30); #u Cc TBOpPKM

upbxnexHuie Eeenie JieBiMn éuoy; Bb IOMOY CBOEMB. (p. 152,
Luke V.29); Takoxge ﬁ NeBUThL, ONBB HA& TOMB MbcTh.
(p. 170b, Luke X.32). The word napaoxevf)j, however, is

L4 L4
always translated as NATOKD or NATBKB: NOHexe (b NMATHK®D,

éxe €CTb Kb CRGOTH: (p. 132b, Mark XV.42).

4,2.,8. Simplification of the cluster /zdn/. IAG
uses a simplified spelling for the word mpa3anHuk® (written
this way in all the classical texts): NpPa3HMKE. This word
is used 23 times in IAG, always with omission of the letter

-] -] 2
A: notpiox xe umbame Ha BCA NPA3HMKH 5noymarn UMD EIOUHOTO.
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(p. 206b, Luke XXII1I.17). The same orthographic principle
is employed in the substantivized adjective HempasHaa
'pregnant', which is used three times in IAG: BE3HIE Xe "
f&cn@x «++. HANUCATU CA CB MapneA.scpzueHox_éuoy XEHOX,

CRUOX HENnrasHox + + (p. 141b, Luke II.4-5).

In Luke XXI.23, as against HeNnpas3dBHEIMF in the
glagolitic texts, IAG uses the synonymous expression UMAaLIMMBD
Bb XTpo6d (p. 200). In mpasuukd and HenpasHaa, /zdn/ is a
cluster which does not alternate with /zden/ in any para-
digmatic form (since Hempa3Haa 'pregnant' is a substantivi-
zation restricted to the feminine gender). But if the same
cluster /zdn/ in one of the paradigmatic forms of the word
alternates with /zden/ (as in mnpasneH® 'empty, idle'), then
the morphonemic principle is followed in the spelling, and
the nominative masculine plural adjective is written as
nmpa3nHu, despite the phonological rules for simplification
of the cluster: uTO 3He CToMIe Bech HNHb mpasgHu  (p. S58b,
Matth. XX.6); ¥ nprmens SGpAmeTb u TpasneHb (p. 38b,
Matth. XII.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 'idle' exist, due to the polysemy of the
word mpasneHdb, the writer follows the morphonemic principle.
But when the concept of the word Mpa3HMKL came to involve
first of all a 'celebration, feast' and last of all a ‘'day

when one is idle', the scribe failed to recognize the mor-
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pheme structure of the word. The same applies to Hempaanaa

'pregnant', which must have meant to the scribe «umamaa 83
sTpoG6i» and not a 'woman who is not empty'. When the scribe
was not able to reconstruct the morpheme structure of a
word, the phonological principle was applied. In this case
it is realized through a simplification of the cluster /zdn/
into [2zn].

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 jod. 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.
If compared with the older texts from Bulgaria, the 1l4th -
century gospel completely disregards the contemporary phono-
logical rules in the living dialects and tries to reconstruct

a correct 1literary 1language as far as the usage of

- 269 -



00047407

the epenthetic /1,/ is concerned. Any older, strictly Bul-
garian copy of the gospel, used for reference by the scribe
of IAG, could hardly have had consistent use of epenthetic
/1,/434. Still, 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 xopaGns 'a ship' in the glagolitic Mar., cyrillic
Sav. (both exemplifying the situation in the classical 0OCS
with strong Bulgarian features from the 1llth century) and
with IAG shows the following: in Mar., the word is written
with an epenthetic /1,/, as kopa€ns, korat6nbt, kopabnw,
Kopabnems, kopa6nm and kopabGnsa altogether 17 times; with-
out the epenthetic /1,/, as kopa6s, Kopal®, kopatm - 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 Koratne, kopadénbk and 9 times without the
epenthetic /1,/, as kopal6b, kopaf®s, KOpatu. So here the
forms without the epenthetic /1,/ are exactly three times
as frequent as those with it.

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, Berkeley-Los Angeles, 1966, pp. 168, 176, IE;,
191.
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literary language, there is the example on p. 228: 1 He &?
63 npumens x HuMb 1S B Kopadeae (John VI.17). The inser-
tion of the letter 3 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 it: (Mar.) Ha seMsibx —» C& pexs, TUTIOHR H8 3eMA.
(p- 239, John IX.6); (Ostr.) Iemmrere — dme nu HM, 3a T8
nbna BBpX 1€meTe MM. (p. 253 b, John XIV.11); (Mar.) mo-
KAMIKTD CA —s B O KOYTIIA ame He MOKKIAT C4, He HUIATS .
(p. 105, Mark VII.4).

4.2.10. Other peculiarities in the spelling of
the consonants. The word for 'gall', 37BYBER (Mar.),
SIBUMER  (in all other classical texts and Ostr.) is re-
placed in IAG by XJbuua (p. 82 b): u namx.éuoy MUTH QUETH
Ch Xnbuus cmbmens. (Matth. XXVIX.34). 1In this case the
word registered in IAG represents the more common old Slavic
dialectal variant because of the palatalized syllabic *]°'
in the first syllable. ‘

There are two instances - cppebpo (and its deriv-
atives) and cw mpaB® (and its derivatives) - where the gla-

golitic texts and Ostr. insert a jer after the initial c-.
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In Sav., however, cpefpo and its derivatives are never
spelled with a jer, although crmpaB® and its derivatives
are spelled as in the other classical texts. The text of
IAG not only follows Sav. as far as cpelfpo is concerned,
but further eliminates the jer in cempaBp (and its deriv-
atives) from the consonantal cluster 3mp-, in which the
voicing is expressed by the spelling: ¥ MO YTO He BhAage
cpelpo Mo Tp%IHMKOJ% (p. 194 b, Luke XIX.23): n ¥6ue
3HDPaBE oC Tk (p. 224 b, John V.9); He TpbGOYXTD
3gpaBiu Bpaya. (p. 152, Luke V.31).

4.2.11. 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 c¢ckcsd 'through' was changed
to cxposﬁ by adding a small p over the line: this occurred
16 times, while the word was left unchanged only once {(on
p. 114 b): oinodtmz ecTs BensORnoy ckosbk urnkud oy um
mpounti. (Mark X.25). The form originally written as ckosh
is the Middle Bulgarian variant of ckBosb., While both
forms are used in Mar. - 10 times ckBost and only 7 times
ckosd, Sav. knows only the form ckosb., The latter, however,

is not registered in Ostr.

4.2.11.2, The word 1piBa 'grass' was five times
corrected into TpaBa, by erasing the letter 3 and writing
instead an a. It was left uncorrected only on p. 41:

lerma  xe nposale Tphea, A NNONB CHTBODPH. (Matth. XIII.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 Tpkea, but Ostr. uses Tpisa only once,
and the form TpaBa twice.

4.2.11.3. The word B¢} was changed in 6 instances

®
~ )
to Bca; Bchkt or Breh ™ in four cases to Bcakb; and Bchka

- four times to Bcaka. The change of 3 into a is attri-
butable to the existence of dialectal variants: Ostr. uses
in free variation Bhcakd, BbChKD, BBCIAKD and BBCAKbD.

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, it 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 all 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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mic alternations - vowel/zero alternation, the alternat:.ons
at a morpheme boundary - one could successfully establish

phonemically soft consonants. The only position for wh:ch

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 /st,-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 l4th-century Bulgarian
literary language, as it is revealed by the application of

the complicated spelling rules in IAG, consists of six vo-

calic morphonemes. They are as follows:

{i} {ul
{o}
{#}
{v}
{at

The alphabet provides 19 letters with which to
express them:
4.3.1. The morphoneme {1}435 can be expressed by

five different letters, depending on its distribution and

435. Various spelling alternations of this mor-
phoneme are treated in:

R. Scholvin, op. cit., pp. 24, 30-31, 40-41,
5S3-54.
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the presence or absence of phonemic softness in the preced-
ing consonant. The letters ¥ and 1 are used after a soft
consonant, while u is used after a hard consonant. The let-
ter nu never occurs in absolute word-initial position, but

alternates with ¥ at the beginning of some lexical stems,

L L3 L] :
depending on the preceding prefix: MCK8THU ~ Bb3HCKETH.

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 ¥ in that position.

The use of both letters u and i1 after consonants,
opposed to that of the letter u, could be an indicator of
the pairing according to softness of the preceding conson-
ants.

It is possible to make a list of words in which
the letters ¥ and H are never used in alternation.

{b} ~ {b,} OutM - 'to be' vs. OuTM -‘to beat':
DOGPO IECTh Haub 31e Out  (p. 51, Matth., XVII.4); 't
HB8UHeTh OfiTu kneBpbTu cBox. (p. 72, Matth. XXIV.49).

In a few words, however, the scribe shows hesita-
tion in the choice between ¥ and H after the consonants {b}
and {b,} . The nominative singqular form of the word for
‘love' in the classical texts is always written as nw6nl,
On pp. 17b and 70 of IAG this word is spelled as in the
older texts, while on p. 260b it is written with u, 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]: na nw0u AXe MA CM BB3NWGHTH, Bb
HUXb OXmeTh. (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 nw6y could have been an artificial remnant in the lit-
erary language and then, the rare morphonemic alternation of
{i} vs. {ov} would have been meaningless to the scribe.
Another instance of oscillation in the use of the
letters ¥ and H after {b,} is in the paradigm of the verb
OuNTH in the conditional. The same confusion (or alternate
spelling?) is known in the classical texts; for instance,
both forms OBlEA and OullA are registered in Mar. IAG has
examples like: ame nu O6ucte Bbaobnu. (p. 35b, Matth. XII.
7); 4dme GucTe umbny BEpX KO 3PBHO TOPUAYHO. (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 OHX3®, OH,etc. were fully
replaced by the forms 03x®, 061, etc. Thus, the old aorist
forms would have continued to exist but with a new function
- replacing the old conditional paradigm Oumb, Ou, etc.
The period of coexistence of the older and newer forms of
the conditional would have yielded contaminated forms like
6uxp and OHXk, OM and Ou, etc. This coexistence might have

continued in the living dialects for a long time. If ana-

logy throughout the paradigm of the verb 'to be' had taken
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place (as in Russian), eventually the form /bix/, spelled
with B, 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,} cHomi - 'bundles, sheaves' vs. nupd -
"feast': M CBAXaTe 1 BB CHONNM (p. 41, Matth.XIII.30);
HX érna TBOPMLM NMPE, 30BM HAmAA. (p. 182, Luke XIV.13),

{a} ~ ﬁi& rpame - ‘towns' vs. nuwpa -'rent, rip':

2

#ntMs Bb ONIMXHAA BéccuM M rpamu. (p. 91, Mark I.38); #
ropuu aupa Oxnets. (p. 93, Mark II.21).

{t} ~ {t,} 1™u - (nom.sg.) 'you' vs. T - (dat.sg.)
‘you': peue ém8 IE, #nu & TH cBTBOpM Takoxme (p. 170b,
Luke X.37); a3 eroa BB3BpPAWX CA Bb3nam TH (p. 170b,
Luke X.35).

=] =
{z} a,{z,} X3 - 'bonds' vs. R3IUAULE - ‘prison':
oo
He no’Gaame nu pasapbuuTn x O %3H cex. (p. 180, Luke XIII.

:~ 2> = /\
16); I@aHHB Xe oycNMmaBb, Bb Xauwnumu abna x Ba, (p. 33b,

Matth. XI.2).

{s}av {s,} 6bcu - (acc.pl.) 'devils' vs. Gicy -
(nom.pl.) ‘devils': M¥xb ... fixe #ub Gbcu & nNBTH MHOTD.
(p. 161b, Luke VIII.27);: i ’menmme xe Gheu & unka
BBHMICIR Bb CBMHIA. (p. 162, Luke VIII.33).

{m} ~ {m,} wmfiTaps - ‘publican' vs. muns -‘dear':

% MHOSM METapEe 1 rptuHMLM (p. 92b, Mark II.1l5); ¥ MBID
5 A
1m0y On-. (p. 185, Luke XV.20).
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{n} ~ {n,} BuMHN -(gen.sg.) ‘'guilt' vs. HHBa -
'lot, ground': HuKOe Xe BMEM He O6pbTax RO ujlka cero:
(p. 205b, Luke XXIII.4); unkoy HikorenoOy GoraToy, o§r063m
CA HEHUBA. (p. 176, Luke XII.16). But the word for 'now',
always spelled in the classical texts as HBIHE or HBIHIA
(sav.), is, in IAG, written without exception with u: Hunb
or HUHIA. A possible explanation is the fact that this word
does not take part in any morphonemic alternation, nor has
it 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 HMHY and 100M are a good indication of this.

{1}~ {1, oamx - (acc.pl.masc.) 'bad’' vs. 3y -
(nom.pl.masc.) 'bad': & 3mX BBHB M3BPBrOuX%.  (p. 42b,
Matth. XIII.48); aue cy6o BN aak cxue . (p. 172, Luke XI.
13). The only oscillation between {1} and {1,} , indicated
by a fluctuation between i and ¥ after the consonant, is in
the spelling of the personal name Magdalene: O0b xe TOy
Maria MarmafilHU. " mpoyraa warua. (p. 84b,Matth. XXVII.

S
61); B uux xe Gb mapia marmanuuu. u mapia Léxwsnb.

(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,} - it very
much resembles the Slavic suffix -in,- (which is never found
after a soft consonant), as in {bog-in,-i}, irab—in,-i},

etc. IAG shows predominant spelling with ¥ (11 times) and
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only once with ¥ (on p. 84b), in contrast to the classical
texts, in which this word is spelled with m in many instan-
ces.

{r} «-{r{} pubs - (gen.pl.) 'fish' vs. puau-(gen,
sg.) ‘garment’: Sﬁbxmx.uuoxscrno puos, mHoro (p. 150,
Luke V.6); Ila He BB3IBDATUT CA BBCIATH BE3ATH DU3H CBOICA.
(p. 123, Mark XIII.16). But the verb stem {=rid-aj-} 'to
weep' is written once with the letter ¥ after a hard {r}:

BKO BbCIJAUETE ca M BB3pMEAleTE BH, (p. 258, John XVI.20).

In all other cases it is spelled with an H: pHpaaxx xe
BBCH M M/IAK8aXX CA 6X. (p. 163b, Luke VIII.52). This
spelling mistake, if connected with the numerous mistakes
in the spelling of {a} as a instead of 3 in the grammatical
endings after {r,}, indicates a phonetic hardening of {r,}.
erasing the difference between [r] and [r,] (especially in
consonantal clusters like [kr], [zr], [tr]). Some modern
dialects of the Christian population in the Phodopa Moun-
tains in Bulgaria also show a hardening of the {r,} in all
436

positions . And still, the literary language of the l4th

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: /sr,ed,€/ vs. /srad,e’/ <
*sr&d-bj-o; /r,ot/ vs. /rot/ < *red-% in Smol;an??Zigka—m/
vs. /raka-m/ <_*?Juk-a349> to call, cry out' in Kremene.
See:

St. Stojkov, Akan'e v bolgarskom jazyke, Ob&&e-
slavjanskoe znalenie problemy akan'ja, Sofia, 1968,
p. 113-114.
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Before a vowel, the glide {v} is paired with {v,}:
M TeKb Hananme Ha BWRX 16T0, M W6noOwsa m. (p. 185, Luke XV.
20); ¥ 6b HanucaHie BMHW e€ro Hammcaxho, (p. 131, Mark XV,
26) .

The letters for the consonants ¢ and 8 in bor-
rowed words and names, always represent palatalized /£f,/ and
/8,/, if they precede an {i}. The letter H is never writ-
ten after them. This rule applies absolutely for those ¢
and O 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 final consonant of the stem. Theoretically,
in the plural paradigm there must be an opposition like
*{..f,i Nom.pl.masc} vs. *{...fi Acc.pl.masc.}. Such forms
happen not to be registered in IAG, but from the indirect
evidence of forms like the dative singular /ios,if-u/ (Iwch-
¢oy, p. 221) and the vocative /ids,if,-o/ (ldcude, 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 {B} when followed by an {i} inside a lex-
ical morpheme exist only as soft phonetic variants [f,] and

(0,1, but at the morpheme boundary with the case endings

before {i}, they are paired as *[f] ~*[f,] and *{0,] ~*[0])
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in accusative and nominative plural masculine, respectively.
The velars {k}, {g}, {x} in Slavic words do not
have soft pairs in any position, and can be followed only by
the letter u (never m). But in Greek borrowings, inside the
lexical morpheme, all three of the velars appear before {i}
only as soft phonetic variants ([k,}, [g.], [x,}) and are
never followed by the letter H: lAKO Xe 60 Gb ITHa B3
ypbBd kuTOB:L (p. 38, Matth. XII.40); n GJG 18KO mpuUuonnuxu

Py
CA Bb BMGCQarﬁA. (p. 194b, Luke XIX.29); ©6b xe XUTOHB

HewsBeHb. | HRX C3 BNIE HCTBKAHD (p. 265b, John XIX,23).
IAG does not offer masculine substantives of
Greek origin with {k}, {g} . {x} before paradigmatic mor-
pheme boundaries of the nominative or accusative plural.
It is known, however, from other texts, that a word
like {m#n,ix-} 'monk' has a nominative plural /mé#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} in Greek borrowings, in-
dicated by the use of the letters u and m - 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 u 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, .L3}, {c}, {Z}, {§} and {é} can be followed only
by the letter u (never by w). At a morpheme boundary with
the grammatical endings, the same spelling rule applies for
all of the above, except {5}. Only once in IAG, where an
etymological *% was to be expected but the scribe wrote 3,
the latter was followed by an H: nonbs4 (Mar.) ‘'profit’
vsS. & nnprn Hga HUKOEA Xe NOonb3n. (p. 231, John VI.63).
This must have been caused by the phonetic merging of the
phonemes /3/ and /z/. Not only does the letter H follow
the substitute letter 3 for {3}, but a deeper morphologi-
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 H after s in any position, while no such rule ap-
plied for the letter 3. 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 I for the morpho-
neme {i} after a soft consonant is of low frequency. Graph-
ically, it represents an abbreviated version of u, 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: ¥ MCIIBHMOE CA BCH MPpWCTH Ha cHO0pimy WXBb.
(p. 148b, Luke 1IV.28). But in most cases, the letter i is
used after a soft consonant before {j} followed by another
vowel. Since the jod in this case is never indicated by a
letter, graphically the letter i precedes another letter
standing for a vowel: {pr,i-jid,-o}: u d6mie fanme u3b
ctumuma, mpiuge BB HOMB ... (p. 90b, Mark I.29);
{mar,-ij-am—ﬂ}: n fiwa OB M mMapidus (p. 139, Luke I.27).
4.3.1.2. The letter i (usually written with the
Greek "smooth-breathing" sign) can exist only in initial
position in biblical names. Only in a few cases does I
occur in this position.

4.3.1.3. The letter vy (or y), indicating {i}
after soft consonants, appears only in Greek borrowings,
where it represents the Greek upsilon. But it is used very
rarely: BBCT4BD NOMMM OTDOUA B MTPH TO ¥ GEXM Bb KIymeTh
(p. 10b, Matth. II.13). Just a few lines later the scribe
wrote: @ lerunrta npusBaxs cHa moero: (p. 10b, Matth. II.
15).

4.3.2. The morphoneme iu}437 is expressed by two
letters: oy after hard paired consonants and velars; p after
soft paired consonants (after palatal consonants and the
clusters /%¥d/, /%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, OE. Cito s 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
t5} or {c}, nor, in IAG, is it represented after /z/; it 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
first triggered before {u} as an assimilative process: {j}
—» /1/ after rounded consonant before rounded vowel. The
feature of rounding in the Slavic -l- can be seen in the
Polish realization of {1} as [w], the Serbocroatian - of
{1} as [0) and [u] in certain positions, the East Slavic -
of *TELT as tolot, and the Ukrainian - of {1} as [w] in
certain positions.)

The morphoneme {u} is written ® in the following
environments in IAG:

a) after {1,}: nw6urm (p. 121), knwup (p.175),

etc.

b) after the morphoneme {j} following a labial;
{j} changes into /1,/: {bjud—}-> /bl,ud-/: U IpUHece TNaBX
éro na Gmomb (p. 102b, Mark VI.28); {pju-n-} > /pl,u-n-/:

(3.3 3
ce PEeKsD, NMNIH}X H& 3eMA, U CBHTBOPH CpeHue (:B NNAKHOBEHKIA .

(p. 239, John IX.6).
c) after initial {j}: ijug-}: ore (p. 179).
4.3.2.1. Classical OCS shows a great oscillation

between the letters oy and b in initial position. This

- 284 -



00047407

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 initial jotation of some words:
oyxe and xe in Mar., for instance. What is worth noting
is the fact that no initial original Common Slavic *u < *ou
could take prothetic jotation in two cases: in words whose
morphological structure reveals that the initial {u} is a
prefix, and in a limited number of words, for example gfgﬂ,
oycra, oymb, OJuUMTH, OyMb, etc. (This is true for all
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 oy or with p, whereas in the classical texts there is
considerable oscillation in the spelling of those forms
which may be said to have an original prothetic 129438. In
the classical texts the particle oy 'yet' is written with
either ¥ or oy. In Mar. it appears twice as ¥ and once as
oy. IAG in the same paragraphs has only gfy_’\: He Qri\nn
CruuurTe HU pasoymbere. (p. 108, Mark VIII.17). Mar. also

uses the form wxe (34 times), while the form oyxe is used

438. The Rila Glagolitic Leaflets have oyxe
(V4, 27) and wxe (T14, 1IY).

Codex Clozianus also has oyxe (p. 5a) vs. wxe
(pp. 1b, 7a, 7b, 8a).

Psalterium Sinaiticum has wTp (p. 165) vs. oyTpo

(p. 78), wTppHEeEaTH (p. 171) vs. oytphr(HpxX (p. 75b),
etc.
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only 8 times. In IAG it appears only as oige: of!e BH
uncTH BcTe. (p. 225, John XV.3). But all classical texts
and IAG spell the word 0yGo with oy. While Mar. uses only

oy in the spelling of oyrpk, oyrpbu, OYTPHHM IbHBL, OYyTpHIE,

the substantive OYyTpO 'morrow' is written with either 10 or
oy. The word appears as OyTpo 8 times, and as WTpo 7 times;
Sav. has each form once. IAG again uses only the form with-
out jotation: oGaue né®saier mn nuéC 1 $tpb (p. 181, Luke
XIII.33). In IAG, as in the classical texts, words like
ors  (p. 179), ®xpcka (p. 173b), BuHocTu (p. 114), BHOwe
(p. 157b), éggg (p. 64b) are always written with the letter
0. Only these words in IAG have initial {ju} rather than
{u}.

4,3.2.2. The Hebrew name of Judas in IAG is never
written with the letter p (as it is in the classical texts,
alongside the more frequent spelling uioga). The spelling in
IAG resembles the Greek - this word is always written as

2

Iofna (p. 76b). The same principle applies to words like
foﬁnnH$ (p. 146b), i9§£9£} (p. 139b), foin@n (p. 224b),
fognéucka (p. 130) and IoyzBa (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, {u} can follow
not only the hard paired consonants, /j/, and /%/, /%/, /&/,
but also /c¢/, /3/., /3t/, /23/ 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 p or oy after soft or palatal
consonants or /j/. It 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 {%#} and {3} inside a lexical morpheme,
only oy is written in IAG: ggexmu xofnens u HrHb cB HOCe.
(p. 190, Luke XVII.29); % mocTaBuTh UBUA ® OmecH®A cele. a
KOITNLA O uoyxa. (p. 74b, Matth. XXV.33); na He uKeTh
moy®ua TBOM, 4YTO TBOPMTH OecHuua teoa. (p. 19, Matth. VI.
3); O HenauaaHia moyma Mopckaro. (p. 200b, Luke XXI.25).
All these words were written with » in the classical texts,
but with oy in Ostr.

The clusters /5t/ and /%d/ do not occur except at
the morpheme boundary. The word HOYyXIOk is not registered
in IAG.

At the morpheme boundary, IAG offers examples for
only /%/, /8/ and /%t/. 1In all cases the classical texts

use the letter K. But the orthographic rules of IAG require
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oy: ame NOCTOUTH MXX0Y XeHX noycTtutu. (p. 113, Mark X.2);
BhCMIaBIOy chkuoy (p. 133, Mark XVI.2); Henbumoyx HIKO
8uoy xe MHOXae dmacTt. (p. 159, Luke VII.43).

b) 1Inside a lexical morpheme, the letter ¥ is
always used after {E]. There are no examples in IAG for /&/
at a morpheme boundary: " UIOXNA8X% CA IAKO CB XeHOR TJyeame .
(p. 222, John 1IV.27). The situation is the following in the
classical texts: Sav. uses only yp-; the glagolitic texts
use mostly uk-, but also sporadically uoy- (see, in Mar.,

YIOULA C4A and YOYXIaaxxX ca); Ostr. uses mostly ¥oy-, but

has one example with YW-: UYKAOTBOpHUA.

c) As already stated, {c} and {Eﬁ 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:
érna 60 TpAHELU ... Kb KHASOY (p. 179, Luke XII1.58);
NpuMuIOnX Ha rpoCh BBHCMIABLOY CJIHLUOY . (p. 133, Mark XVI.2).
At this boundary, the classical texts use the letter oy
more frequently, but a spelling with w is also possible

(see, in Mar., cnsubuw and CIBHBLOY) .

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 I: ¥ sanpbTu

$rﬁm % weTaBu % (p. 149b, Luke IV.39); oiunrenm. BbMmu

[ako mpaBo riemu. (p. 197, Luke XX.21); péﬁ§ﬁ ca 1Hpw©

foﬁneucxun. (p. 264, John XIX.3).
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4.3.2.5. At a morpheme boundary after {j}, the
spelling requires only . In the entire IAG there is only
one example where the letter ¥ stands in this position -
{n,o=v,ér,-#j-u}: NIOMO3M MOICMOY Henépnﬁ i (p. 111, 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 {u} in initial position
and after hard consonants is usually expressed graphically
by the digraph oy, as in Greek and classical OCS. Sometimes
in initial or final position it is expressed by the ligature
§ (uk). This letter does not occur between two consonants.
But when the consonant before {u} is written above the line,
and a vowel letter stands in the line before the grapheme
for {u}, 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:

2%‘11 T ca (p. 54), E%némﬁ ca (p. 85b), etc.

4.3.3. The morphoneme {0}439 can follow any non -
vocalic morphoneme, either inside a lexical morpheme or at a
morpheme boundary; in Slavic words, it can stand in word in-

itial position or follow a vowel, provided a prefixal mor-

pheme boundary separates the two vowels (as in mpuoGpkcTn).

The latter restriction does not apply to Greek words.

439, The spellings of the outcomes of this mor-
phoneme are discussed in:

Ro SCh°1Vin' OE. Cito ’ 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 ([o])
and an unrounded middle vowel after soft and palatal con-
sonants and the glide /j/ ([e]). The same restriction as
for {u} applies here too: the feature [+SOFT] of non-vocal-

440, can be

ic phonemes (which, following Chomsky and Halle

determined as [+HIGH]) is incompatible with the feature

[+ROUNDED] of the following vocalic morphoneme.
4.3.3.1. Graphically, the morphoneme o} is ex-

pressed in IAG by the following letters: o0, w, ¢, @, e, I,

e

3. In Slavic words, the letters 0, w, & and @ stand for
the phoneme /o/ 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 o or w). In
Greek words, the environment also includes "after a vowel
within a lexical morpheme". The letter e represents the
segment [e], which, since it does not have morphonemic jus-
tification, is represented by {o}. The morphoneme {j} is
usually omitted by the spelling, which doubtless indicates
a phonological fact: its phonemic redundancy after having
changed the feature [+ROUNDED] of {o} into [-ROUNDED] -
i.e., {o} > [e]. But in many cases after {j} in initial

position or at a morpheme boundary, the ligature e 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} and {o}. In a few instances the
letter } is used for the morphoneme [o] after a soft conso-
nant (cf. below).

4.3.3.2. All 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/, /c/, /2/,
/%/, /&/ and the clusters /%d/ and /3t/ can never be fol-
lowed by the [+ROUNDED] phonemic variant of this morphoneme
(and thus, by the letters o and w). This rule holds for
both inside a lexical morpheme and at a morpheme boundary.

In Mar. and Zogr. the word for 'ashes' is regis-
tered in the phrase B3 nonenbd. This word does not occur in
the Aprakos versions. In IAG it is written with e, indi-
cating a soft initial /p,/ (resulting from IE ablaut).

These two variants represent an old Common Slavic isogloss:

*pepels ~ *popely:  IpeBine oy6o BB BpbTHmM M nenend,
nokaanu c4 Owms. (p. 34b, Matth. XI.21).

4.3.3.3. The velars {k}, {9} and {x] 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 /k/~/k,/, /9/~/9,/, /X/~/X,/: W n3ume
... Ha OHB Noms noroka kémpsckaro (p. 260b, John XVIII.1);

o)
BLBpTXe 1B} nentt. éxe zec KOHOpaTh. (p. 121b, Mark XII.42);

oﬁdonre ¥e CA ... OO ¥ Thno noroy6uTu BB reéud: (p. 31b,
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Matth. X.28); Qpanmpibe GROETH COXOMOY WNM TOMOLOY ..

(p. 101b, Mark VI.1l); 1dko égxenare up/C\TBoyI-GT'L BB fofn’én.
(p. 11b, Matth. II.22); rope Te6b xépasfinr. (p. 169, Luke
X.13).

While some of the glagolitic texts use a special
letter -A_Q (in cyrillic 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: it uses only the cyrillic
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 !¢, which in all other instances in
IAG always denotes the combination {jo} either in word -
initial position or at a morpheme boundary after a vowel,
Thus, the only exception to this consistent spelling in IAG
is: u BiHa W chikiepa He fimars nfitn. (p. 138, Luke I.15).

4.3.3.4. 1In IAG, despite an older phonological
restriction on the occurrence of two vowels in a row, the
morphoneme {o} as a [+ROUNDED] vowel may follow another
vowel in foreign words, where it is usually written with w:
{(j)ios,if-ﬂ}:> f&cn@m, {(j)ioann-ﬁ} > faéﬂﬂﬁ, etc. The

classical OCS texts and Ostr. often have the letter e in

c
such an environment: epnauk (Mar., p. 116), epaaHbcubl

(sav., p. 145b), epnauscubum (Ostr., p. 254c), umepnaHbscubu

(Ostr., p. 255d). The letters e and ¥ in word-initial

position may represent initial {j} followed by {o}, or
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initial {j} followed by the fleeting vowel {#}. In both
cases the spelling utilizes more or less alternate forms
with e or .

The only Slavic words registered in IAG which
have initial {j} followed by {o} 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 initial {j},
but in South Slavic and in the Church Slavic writings from
the South they never appear without initial jotation. These
two stems and almost all Greek borrowings which, in Greek,
are written with the letter n (eta) and are morphonemically
understood in Slavic as having initial {jo}, have alternate
spellings with e and te: §_Iﬂ§ (p. 56) and _Pég_g_l;lg (p.16b)}
éggpg and géggpg (both on p. 161b); ie3ekua (p. 7):
eneasart (p. 7b); &nunckoe and Eaumuu (both on p. 234).

4.3.3.5. 1In only one morphonological environment
do the orthographic and phonological rules reflected in IAG
allow the phonetic feature [+ROUNDED] in the morphoneme {o}
after {j}: the following two conditions must be present:

a) The morphonemes {j} and {ol are separated by
a morpheme boundary:;

b) Before the morpheme boundary not only a final

{j} is present, but the entire sequence {Soft Consonant+qj—}.
There is no exception to this rule in the spel-
ling of IAG: {alf,oj—ov-ﬂ}-,-an@éwnﬁ (p. 30); {andr,oj-

ov-a}-> anmpéowpa (p. 216); { z,ov,od,oj-om} > Cb 3eBeHEWMb
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(p. 15). 1In this environment the glagolitic texts, Sav.
and Ostr. often use the letter o, but alternate spelling
with e is not unusual. 1In addition, the classical texts

have rewsd (Mar., p. 11), Bubnewut (p. 5). Such spellings

are unknown in IAG. The literary language of the l14th 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
it has been demonstrated that phonetic innovations occur
first 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 {o} after a {j} at a mor-
pheme boundary) governs the plural-formation of monosyllabic
masculine substantives ending in ioj}, {ej}: {brdﬁ-ove} >
6pbeBe 'issues (of a periodical)' versus {zméj-ove} >
améiiose 'dragons’', {béj-ove}~>6éﬁoae 'Turkish overlords'.

4.3.3.6. The word for 'oil'in Church Slavic is
a Greek borrowing - Elaiov. In the glagolitic texts and
Sav. it is represented as ontu, always with the letter jat'
and initial {o} without jotation. 1In Ostr. it appears as
oneld (p. 148c). 1In IAG the Greek word for 'oil' is trans-
lated five times with Macno, while the Greek borrowing is
used only three times, in one of them - as the instrumental
singular &neemy (p. 10lb). This seems to contradict the

absolute character of the phonological and orthographic rule

- 294 -



00047407

for the rounding of {o} at a morpheme boundary after [SOft
Consonant + oj-}; *{jél,oj-om} should give the unattested
(in IAG) form *&snewMb. 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 3 (onbu); this would rather sug-
gest for IAG such a morphonemic representation as {jol,aj-
om}. In this environment the {o} in the morphological end-
ing {-om} 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 problems44l.

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&i,#j-omi. The Contemporary Standard Bulgarian
word for 'cooking o0il' is éamo, which can only be derived
from an underlying *{ol,#j-}. However, such a representa-
tion for the l4th-century form attested in IAG is untenable,
because the fleeting vowel in *{(j)ol,ij~} should have been

expressed in IAG by means of the letter y (for tense jer),

which, however, did not happen in any of the three forms

441. Phonetically, this unstressed /a/ after a
soft consonant should yield a [~LOW], [-ROUNDED] vowel,
which may be expressed graphically by the letters 1, e, or
even ¥. For further discussion see 4.3.4.1l.
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registered in IAG. The modern Bulgarian word is most likely
a new borrowing, whose phonetic expression as [d1,i¥] <
{61,#j-o} 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 unuess (p. 204) and kKpaHueBO
(p. 108) are attested only with -eB-. 1In IAG, as in the
classical OCS texts, rounding of the {o} in this environment
is not allowed at all. By contrast, many modern Bulgarian
dialects have such forms as [ilfof], [ilfuf]?42,

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
€ Oor o: KecapeBH and kecapoBum (Mar.). It seems that here
the problem is a general tendency to harden {r,} into /r/.
IAG has only kKecapéBu (p. 65) for the dative singular, and
kécapers (p. 197b) for the possessive adjective.

4.3.3.8. The rules for distribution of the let-
ters o, w, @ and ¢ are very tentative. The letters ¢ and ©

are rarely used, most likely for decorative purposes, and

appear only in initial position: ¢¢tma (p. 33b), Oumu

(p. 239) or for the preposition: & HMX %X¢ (p. 175). The
most frequent use of the letter W is in the preposition and

prefix {ot#-}, usually written as a ligature é, but in a few

442. St. Stojkov, Bplgarska dialektologija,
Sofia, 1962, pp. 66, 126.
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cases, both as prefix and as preposition, written instead as
drr. In addition, w is written in Greek names, where the
letter omega stands in the Greek originals; in many cases,
however, when we find the letter w in the Slavic text, there
should be an omicron in the Greek original, and vice versa
(cf. below). 1In Slavic words the letter w is most often
written in word-initial position. Some words are always

written with omega: wWcTaBlenve (5 times, on pp. 76b, 88b,

141, 144b, 212); in others the scribe uses either o or w:
o6pbre (p. 25) and w6pire (p. 55). The tendency in IAG

is to use the omega in initial 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: égg (p. 8l). It may also appear inside a Slavic
lexical morpheme: noxwt# (p. 97). At a morpheme boundary
omega is used very frequently to render the first phoneme

of the suffix {-ov-} (with [+ROUNDING]): anpéwsa (p. 92b),

6bcwBrcubM: (p. 29b), and in the grammatical endings,

especially if they follow a velar: ﬁnoxwut (p. 57b),

TPBXHUKWME (p. 61b), etc.

Sometimes the initial letter for {o} in the word

ou¥ is decorated with a dot in the center: @ is known as

n443

"o o&noe (it even appears once with two dots, like a

443. E. F. Karskij, Slavjanskaja kirillovskaja
aleografija, Leningrad, 1928, p. I§%-I§7. Karsklj states
that ig o¥noe" 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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pair of eyes - ©, p. 210): u nomasa MOy égg OpeHUEMD .
(p. 239, John IX.6). But this type of ornamentation can
hardly have made "o ofnoe"” a different letter; it occurs
mostly in the forms of the word ouyu, 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 %:
{de,-a-t,o}: oxnetd [=6xnbre] Bb koyndt ned: Mensmu,
{p. 190b, Luke XVII.35). The reason for this mistake is
the phonetic change of {a} into [e], [®), or even [i] be-
tween two soft consonants (including {j}) or in absolute
word-final position after a soft consonant. This change of
a [+LOW] 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 {o} after a soft
consonant as 5 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 {o} after a soft consonant as 3 in the

verbal ending of the third person dual aorist: anpﬁaoCTt

ca Bun nMa (p. 29, Matth. IX.30); SGUN Xe ek o§.n;p1:xac*ris

cA. (p. 210, Luke XXIV.16).
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4.3.3.10. The letter % always stands for the mor-
phoneme {o} after {n,} in the negative particle {n,o} (which
in isolation is graphically expressed as He) when it pre-
cedes the present tense forms of the verb 'to be'. But the
initial morphonemic sequence of the verb, {jl-}, is always
truncated if it follows the particle {n,o}. Here what is
involved is a phonemic¢ change due to the stress rule: syn-
tactically, the forms of the present tense of the verb 'to
be' behave as clitics and change their vosition in the syn-
tagma. They are always found after a word with emphatic
stress, or if there is none, after the first stressed word
of the syntagma. (If the same syntagma contains other cli-
tics such as au, Go, xe, T, etc., and the particles pa, me,
the rules for ordering the clitics become extremely complex,
as in modern Bulgarian, and cannot be adequately treated
except in a special study.) Examples are: éﬁ&,!éﬁ&ﬁ 2
énpaéuom (p. 66, Matth. XXII.32); HX a3b E_{I‘& gm.

(p. 59, Matth. XX.15); KO GTL» Bamb HOCHHWM CHBDBUEHBD
#cTh. (p. 19, Matth. V.48); oyubie TM }€CTh Oa NOTHOHETD
leIMHB Oy TBOMXB. (p. 17b, Matth. V.30).

Thus the combination of the two unstressed mor-
phemes {n,o} and {j#s«m,} causes the appearance of stress
on the first one, namely {n,é—}. The morphonemic sequence
{n,5 + jls-m,} behaves as one word with its own stress, and
its phonemic outcome is /n,éém,/ (first person singular).

In addition, for example, {n,6 + j#s-mi} becomes /n,é%mi/
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(first person plural), and {n,é + j#s,-i} becomes /n,as,i/
(second person singular). What one observes in these forms
is a reduction of {j} to # with a subsequent change in the
new sequence: nzéLﬂi- into ELé" This must represent a
change which had occurred in the Common Slavic dialects when
*e¢ and *& (the reconstructed forms are *ne and *n& 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 {o} into /a/, or of /e/ into /a/ after
a soft consonant, because it is impossible to prove that the
distinctive phonemic feature in these pairs was length.
Since the change of {o} to /a/ in this environment ({n,6'+
j#s-}) is connected with the reduction of {j} to #, the com-
bination of {n,o} and the form of the third person plural of
the present tense of the verb 'to be'’ ({s-Vt}), where ini-
tial {j} is absent, should simply have stayed unchanged -
{n,6'+ s-Vt} > /n,dsVt/, which would be written HE CXT3.

The classical texts and Ostr. always have HBcMB, etc., but

never a third person plural in *Hb: He c¥xr® (Mar.,

p. 358), He CXT3 (sav., p. 125b). In IAG, however, all

forms of the present tense of the verb 'to be' with the
particle {n,o} are spelled with Ht, including the third
person plural: 8 HAIeMHUKD WXe g{_}f:_\ nacTHp. éuoy xe HbCRTE.
(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 {n,o} is not sufficient to
create /n,a/ < {n,o-j#...}; it must be combined with assign-
ment of stress on the negative particle. Proof of this is
furnished by the negative forms {n,o + j#%,Jvt}y U HE MMATD
YBCO HCTH. (p. 48, Matth. XV.32) and {n,o + j;mj—o-t,o} >
cemoy BN Bbpk He Hunere. (p. 226b, John V.38).

It 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 clitic) only if it
immediately follows the negative particle we: He é fimean
'he has not been here' (but compare: ue mé (na) e nmBan 'he
most likely has not been here'). When followed by forms of
the present tense of the verb 'to be' in the standard lan-
guage, the negative particle is never stressed. But con-
trary to what is observed in IAG, the verb 'to have' now
behaves the way the verb 'to be' used to behave in the 1lit-
erary language of the 1l4th century: f#iMam 'I have', but
HiMam (/n,amam/ < {n,é + j#m-aj-m}) 'I do not have'.

4,3.4. The literary language of l4th-century
Bulgaria, as represented in IAG, has a morphoneme {a}444 -
a [+LOW]}, [-ROUNDED], [-FRONT] vowel, which can follow

either a hard or a soft consonant, either inside a lexical

444, Spellings with and without expressed
jotation are mentioned in:
R. Scholvin, op. cit., pp. 41, 42.
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morpheme or after a morpheme boundary. In addition, like
the morphonemes {i}, {o} and {u}, it may be found in abso-
lute word-initial position., But as will 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 jat' (*¥; or *¥3), reconstructed on comparative

Slavic evidence, from an original combination *i§445

, hor
was such a distinction made explicit in the known cyrillic
- much less, glagolitic - texts of classical 0OCS, written

in the Bulgarian linguistic area or copied from a Bulgarian

original446. And yet, the cyrillic Slavic alphabet, al-

though without strict graphic distinction, has even in the

445, N. van Wijk, Le développement des voyelles
&€, a, ja en bulgare, Revue des €tudes slaves, 7, Paris,
1927, p. 7-21.

Xr. Kodov, Eziket na trakijskite i maloaziatski-
te balgari, Sofia, 1935, p. 35-37.

B. Conev, Istorija na balgarskij ezik, I, Sofia,
1919, p. 303-333,

St. Mladenov, Geschichte der bulgarischen
Sprache, Berlin-Leipzig, 1929, p. 89-99.

K. Mir&ev, op. cit., 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 *¥ and the combination *iEF‘E
and the ligature . On the other hand, the glagolitic al-
phabet utilizes only one graphic symbol, & for both etymo-
logical *¥ and *ja. 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 cyrillic was created for a linguistic system which pho-
netically distinguished original *& and *ja. From the old-

est preserved records of cyrillic literature in Bulgaria,

Codex Suprasliensis and Savvina kniga, it is clear that the

existence of two graphemes for one phoneme created serious
orthographic problems. The medieval men's reverence for
written symbols made it 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 all
its graphic system. If 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 1anguage447,
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 it, into l4th-century Serbia
and 15th-century Moldavia, Wallachia, Russian Lithuania and
Russia.

4.3.4.2. The efforts to normalize the use of the
graphemes 3 and M must have been seriously upset by the
fact that none of the cyrillic 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 cyrillic texts are direct copies from glago-
litic originals448, and even when both letters are used,
the letter 1@ has a very insignificant frequency. 1In the

extant fragments of Eninski Apostol449, 1B appears only

eight times as against hundreds of occurrences of 3. But

the amazing fact is that even in the 1llth century, the

447. K. Mir&ev, op. cit., p. 144.
448. E. F. Karskij, op. cit., p. 211-219.

449, K. Mir&ev, Xr. Kodov, ed's., Eninski %%§-

stol. Starobalgarski pametnik ot XI vek, Sofia, 1365, pPP.
(Reviewed by: A. Minfeva, Izdanie na nov origi-

nalen starobalgarski pametnik, BalgEz, 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 ®@ is, in six of its eight occurrences, written

after 3, as in nwGonbianub (p. 2b). The scribe did not use

this principle consistently, and forms like cToyponbbuum

(p. 5b) exist too45°.

When one compares the situation in Eninski Apostol

with that in Sav. - another very old Bulgarian copy from the
11th century - it becomes clear that the scribe of Sav. also
follows some basic rules in the distribution of the two let-
ters: generally stated, the letter 3} was written most of
the time after a consonant, and the ligature ja - after a
vowel or in word-initial position. Such a tendency must
have been created not by chance: the reason behind it is
the different distribution of etymological *& and *ja with-
in the word. According to ancient phonological rules of the
syllable structure in Slavic dialects, *3j3a cannot follow a
consonant inside a morpheme, but can occur in word-initial
position or immediately after a morpheme boundary. On the
other hand, *& (from *&; or *&,) inside a morpheme occurs
only after consonants; it appears very rarely in word-ini-
tial position (*&xa-ti, *&s-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. Mir&ev, Xr. Kodov, ed's., Eninski
Apostol. ..., p. 183.
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Thus, in the prototype of Sav., the phonetic distinction
between *§ and *ja must have been made, reflecting a dialect
different from those of the writers of the glagolitic texts.
The letter 3 must have occurred in most instances after a
consonant, and the ligature W - after vowels or in word -
initial position. Remnants of the etymologically correct
spelliné of 3 and 1@ in Sav., despite such a general tenden-
cy in their distribution after consonants or vowels and in

initial position, are forms such as GJIMXBHIATO (3 times

with the correct KR, although graphically following a letter
for a consonant), different forms of the verb 3CTHM (written
6 times with initial 3), and the complete absence of the
letter 3 in word-initial position for the original sequence
*ja. But still, as I have counted, other forms of the verb
*&sti appear 28 times written with initial 1, following the
general tendency in the distribution of *& and *ja. The
original combination *j-a across a morpheme boundary (in
*morj-a) is expressed as MoOp:t (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 % and
the ligature 1a. 1In his original text, the letter } never
appears in word-initial position or after a consonant. 1In
the only example where the ligature ja is written after a
prefixal morpheme boundary when the prefix ends in a con-

sonant ({b}), the rm is actually written not after the g,
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but after a letter which expresses either a vowel or a word

boundary - b: S6btanbHIeMb (p. 200b). A letter B written
by the original scribe in the final version of the book fol-
lows the letter H in only two instances: nam xe o0y60 pals

-~ L)
¥ KJNAaH Mle Ca éuoy rnAa. (p. 55, Matth. XVIII.26); #

GNnaxXH_ XK CA O HéMD. (p. 101, Mark VI.3). But here some-

one has erased the letter % which was written between the
letters H and W, traces of which are still visible. The
words originally were written by the hand of Monk Symon as

knanbiame c4 and OnaxubraXxx cA. Similar corrections were

made in the original spelling of the word Hunbd; the letter
3 was erased and 128 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 3, originally written after the letter p, was erased
and replaced by the letter a. (We have previously described
- on p. 272-273 - corrections in the spelling of the word

TpbBa > TpaBa, where this change takes place in the root.)

Examples are: 6t kopabne nmo cpbab mopa (p. 104, Mark VI.
47); 7 64° Gogpa BbTpIHa Benma. (p. 98, Mark IV.37); GHC
xe u || mpa B® mixws. (p. 202-202b, Luke XXII.24); Gicra 6o
puéapa (p. 89b, Mark I.16); He ¥Maumn uapa, THKMO Kecapa.
(p. 265, John XIX.15). The same kind of substitution of the

letter a for » after the letter p is attested in the cyril-
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lic Sav. and Supr.45l. 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,] a-[r]452, his spel-
ling of the sequence r,-a across the flexional morpheme
boundary is determined not by the phonological rules, but
by the morphoclogical type of the word: forms like accusa-
tive singular mope (p. 89b), dative singular mMopw (p. 92b)
and especially the locative singular Mopu (p. 95b) - which
otherwise should have been *mopd - 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 {r,} the
scribe Symon treats as [r] in the spelling of the genitive
and accusative singular in all three existing examples, is
the word kecapa (pp. 141b, 144b, 265): uauge mosenbHue
& kécapa &Broycra. (p. 141b, Luke II.1l). The genitive -
accusative singular of this word is written also with -a
in Sav., but in Mar. it appears twice with % 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, Savvina kniga has forms like mopa [=mopt],
pacnepa [=pacmp®], cisulpaeTrs ca [=cumbpiiers cal, etc.

Codex Suprasliensis has forms like Goypa [=6oypt],
cakenapoy |[=cakenapw], CBHTBOPA [=CBTBOpHR], mnokapaleMb
[(=nokapkiems], etc.

452. See the paragraph on {r},~a{r,‘ under 4.3.1.
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following: while in Mar. the dative singular is spelled
three times as kecapeBu and four times as kecaposu, the only
form registered in IAG is kécapemy <_{k,6éar,-ov-i} (pp. 65,
119b, 120, 197, 197b, 205b, 264b twice); while in Mar. the
possessive adjectives are spelled twice as kecapeB- and four
times as KecapoB-, the only registered forms in IAG are
xecépeB- ({k,osidr,ov-}) (pp. 65b twice, 120 twice, 197b
twice). Since there is no oscillation in the spelling of
the same grammatical forms - only kecapa (as of the hard

declension) and only kécapeBu, keclpep- (as of the soft de-

clension, or derived from a word ending in a soft {r,}). it
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, it is unclear exactly which cases in addition to the
genitive-accusative were from the hard, and which from the
soft, declension. 1In 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 {-stv-}, such as
gﬁﬁ}no, gﬁE}ane which can have two forms, e.g., for gen.
sg. ({fstv-a} and {:stv-#j-a\), but which have only one

registered form ({-stv-#j-i}) for the loc. sg.453)

453. I was not able to find reference in the lit-
erature to this peculiarity in the declension of the words
uﬁeEBo, upCreuie. 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 time434,

4.3.4.5. A word which is always written with the
letter a instead of 3 in all Middle Bulgarian texts, includ-

ing IAG, is camc < cbMmM0 'here'. B. conev?3> believes this

spelling to represent a general tendency towards phonetic

hardening of {s,}, {3} and {c}. K. Mirdev neither accepts

ple of locative singular is given. (P. Diels, op. cit.,

p. 168-169). In paragraph 73,1 there are numerous referen-
ces to the occurrence of the locative singular form ubcap e-
cteu (P. Diels, op. cit., 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 Jagié in the
footnotes of Mar., but I did not find a single example of
the locative form *upcrTsb.

A In IAG the number of occurrences of forms like
up®rea, upCreoy _has considerably increased at the expense
of upCreura, up®TBUW, yet there is no single example of
*upCrBh.

B. 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 list the registered
locative singular forms, one cannot tell from his data
whether or not a whole class of alternating words shares
the peculiarity of upCTtBo, up®reue. See:

B. von Arnim, Beitr8ge zum Studium der altbul-
garischen und altkirchenslavischen Wortbildung und UOber-
setzungskunst. Ursachen des Wechsels zwischen den Suffixen
-je, -stvo, -stvije in Evangelium, Apostolus, Psalter und
einigen anderen Ubersetzungen, Sitzungsberichte der phil. -
hist. Klasse, 22 October 1931, Berlin, 1932, p. §§7—E523.

454. K. Mir&ev, Po vaprosa za sklonenieto v
belgarskija ezik, BalgEz, IV, 1954, 1, p. 61-64.

455. B. Conev, ed., Vraansko evangelie (Balgar-
ski starini, IV), Sofia, 1914, p. 48.
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nor categorically rejects this explanation456. It seems
erroneous to link the phonetic hardening of {z} and {c} in
some modern West Bulgarian dialects (yielding [caldvam] <
ubnosatyu) with the hardening of the {s,} in chmo, which
happened in all Bulgarian dialects (the existing form is
HacAM ‘'hither, towards me'). Besides this difference - a
narrow dialectal change versus an all-area change - it 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 cimo is a composite
of the demonstrative pronoun *ss and the adverbial morpheme
*-amo, which appears also in K8MO0 'whither', Qgggg'here',
TaMo 'there', oHamo ‘over there', uHamo 'elsewhere' and

HBMo 'here'437, All these words form a microsystem in which
the morpheme {1339} follows a hard consonant in five cases,
and a soft consonant in only one ({s,-amo}). The force of
analogical levelling within the microsystem must have been
the only decisive one, which changes {s,} into /s/. It is

also possible that this process was sped up by the hardening

456. Although K. Mirlev expresses reservations
by writing, "It 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 /c/.
But, on the other hand, he also accepts the possibility of
the influence of the word /tamo/. See:

K. Mirfev, Istoridfeska gramatika na bslgarskija
ezik, Sofia, 1963 (2nd edition), p. 107. -

457. L. Sadnik, R. Aitzetmliller, Handwdrterbuch
zu den altkirchenslavischen Texten, Hague-Hdlbg.,1355,p. 197
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of the {s,}] in the fossilized demonstrative enclitic, as in
OHeCH, 'today'; this hardening, however, is difficult to date.
4.3.4.6. In one instance the letter 3 seems to be
replaced by an a in the form usanu (which, according to all
the classical texts, should be umbam): na OUEX UMEIK HA
Hb YTO rNaTH. {p. 235, John VIII.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 umbtTy - umams, umauy becomes also the derivational

stem for the -l-participle.
4.3.4.7. The spelling of two words in IAG with %
(instead of » or M, as in all classical texts) likewise had

little to do with phonological change: cTexnbunun «—

cThKABHUMUKY (Mar.), urnbut e« wurepnauut (Mar.). The forms

with  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 first person singular of the
athematic verb Biabru, Btnb, a remnant of the old perfect

tense458, appears only once in IAG (p. 237), as against the

form BIME in the same sentence in all other classical texts.
But in Mar., for instance, the form B%n} is not registered

at a11459. IAG has a new form - Btnsa - instead of the

458. N. Trubeckoj, O nekotoryx ostatkax isdez-
nuviix grammatieskix kategorij v ob¥&eslavjanskom pra-
jazyke, Slavia, 1, 1922-23, p. 12-21.

459. P. Diels, op. cit., p. 280.

- 312 -



00047407

regular first person singular present BbMb or BIMB Of the

classical texts. The word Bbna appears in IAG 11 times (pp.
73, 180b twice, 233, 235b, 238b three times, 240b, 250b,
251b). An explanation that the letter 4 in this instance
stands for a correct } (as in Bigb) is unlikely; the substi-
tution of & for 3 and vice versa, although known in some
other Middle Bulgarian texts‘ﬁo, is unusual for IAG. But it
is more likely 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 Bii4
and the obscure correct form Binb, and misinterpreted Bbas
as either the first person singular from the extended stem
{v,ad-] (as in the third person plural of the present, in
the infinitive and in the -l-participle), or as a new form
for the short present active participle in the nominative
singular masculine: Bbam and Bbis, parallel tocum and cau.
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: i He moanacTe ¥8ro. aa xe Bbap ro.
# ame pekx He BbIa €ro, OROX NMONOGeH: BaMb JTBXb. HX BHIA

éro, # CJIOBO €ro CBHONHIAX. (p. 238b, John VIII.SS).

460. A typical example is the l3th-century Apra-
kos Gospel #849 in the Bulgarian National Library (Sofia).
It has forms like Bbtme [=Bsme] (p. 45b); mpoaps [=npossrpt]
(p. 7b); and others. See:

M. Stojanov, Xr. Kodov, Opis ..., III, Sofia,
1964, p. 21-22,
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4.3.4.9. The words KOKOTH, KOYpP®», known from the

classical texts, are not registered in IAG; neither is the
word nbtens with the letter 3. When this latter word is
written in the original hand, it always has the letter 4
instead of %: " naTens BB3rNacu. (p. 129, Mark XIV.68).

In a few instances someone erased the letter 4 and wrote an
e, but these spellings are not by the hand of the original
scribe. In the case of narens, the letter for the nasal
vowel, 4, is not a substitution for the letter % in the form
{ps,at,-#1-}. The underlying form of this word in the IAG
scribe's language must be {p,vt,-#l—}qsl.

4,3.4.10. The verb nmptbne (Mar., Zogr.) or

nptrane (Ostr., Sav.) is always rendered in IAG, as in

Assem., by mpiupge. 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 {jax-aj-t,i} A,{jazd,—i-t,is 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 {jax—aj-t,i}’v {jazd,-i-t,i}
existed with the meaning 'to ride horseback' in the 14th -
century Bulgarian literary language. In the Tale of I£9x462

the aorist of the verb {na=jazd,—i-t,i} 'to draw abreast

461. This word will be discussed in 4.3.5.5.

462. I. Dujfev, ed., Letopista na Konstantin
Manasi, Sofia, 1963, p. 83-125,.
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with (someone) on horseback, overtake (someone) on horse-

. N R E) > >
back', is registered twice: ¥ Hai@3nuMcTa c4, ¥ SpBa MeHenae

anefannpa dapuxa, 1 nexame | B3 TPOMCKOMT npachd ...
(p. 55b) 'And they drew abreast on their horses, and Mene-
laos attacked Alexander/Paris, and (Alexander) lay in the
dust of Troy ...'; X Bb3A ANAKDD xauéﬁ: KOEro He
MOI'XTD [LBAa BHUTE34 LBUTHRTH, | ;:Haigaanu " o§napn éKTopa
kpank ... (p. 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 % in

classical texts is replaced by e in IAG. The imperfecti-

vized form of the verb BbMecTu~BBMBTaTN 'to throw into'!

should be spelled with 3 because of the regular morphonemic
alternation {o} ~ {a} (historically caused by lengthening
of the stem vowel): {v#=m,ot—t,i}-v {v#=m,at-aj-t,i}
(srMbTaTH, BEMbTaR). The third person singular present of
this imperfective verb, however, is in one instance spelled
with e instead of 3 in IAG, although in the rest of its

. 2 ~
occurrences it has b: HEKO xe 4nK® BbMeTaeTh chma

By 3eMla. (p. 97, Mark 1IV.26).
Similar oscillation is known in the classical

texts. Mar. has the forms BbMbTaema (p. 157) and BbuE-

TaemMoy (p. 107). 1In contrast to the latter, Zogr. has the

correct BpMbraemx. The alternation /e/ ~ /ja/ in the dif-

ferent aspects of this verb exists in modern Bulgarian too:
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na MérHa (perfective) versus ufiTam (imperfective). The
spelling with e, in both IAG and Mar., of an imperfective
form which should definitely have {a} after {m,} in its un-
derlying morphoneme, suggests a phonetic outcome for this
{a} of {e]l, [i) or [9) 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 11lth 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
oxnetd < {de,-ét,o} (p. 190b)) and the comparative degree
of some adjectives (e.g. oyHeie <« {dh,a—jo} (p. 17b)).

4.3.4.12. Recapitulating the above, the following
orthographic rules can be formulated for the original text
of IAG, as regards the representation of the morphoneme {ai
after hard and soft consonants:

a) After hard (paired) consonants, {a} is repre-
sented by the letter a.

b) After soft (paired) consonants, {a] is repre-
sented in most words by the letter 3 (never by the ligature
). The spelling of the genitive singular kKecapa 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: first, where {a} is un-
stressed; second, where {é} is stressed, before a soft con-
sonant or {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 /%2/, /8/, /%23/ and /5t/, 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): Bupbsme xe o§60 Rnenptruléro,
6uBmere, chxanumk cyu skno. (p. 55b, Matth. XVIII.3l);
mpunbTe ¥ BuauTe MbcTo Mumexe néxa Tb. (p. 85b, Matth.

AN

P 3
XXVIII.6); XeCTOKO [6° CJIOBO C€, KTO MOXeTh ero CANmaTH,

(p. 231, John VI.60); Mo HEeMDP XWXI8axXX " CJIoyXaaxx émoy.

(p. 132b, Mark XV.41); KO K TOMOy He BbMbuaaxx CA HH

nmpbas aBepmu. (p. 91b, Mark II.2).

d) After /&/ both within a lexical morpheme and
at a morpheme boundary, the morphonemé {a} is represented
only by the letter a. In a few cases the letter } may be
found in the same environment in the classical texts (ubch

in Mar., p. 85b, vs. yact in IAG in the same sentence):

B® yach Bpbmennd (p. 147, Luke 1IV.5); & cTpaxa, ¥ yaaHua
{(p. 200b, Luke XXI.26); He TplOoyxTr 3mpaBiu Bpaua HX

onamin. (p. 27b, Matth. IX.12).
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e) After {3} and {c} within a lexical morpheme,
the morphoneme {a} is represented by the letter %, while at
a morpheme boundary - by the letter a or the letter %, de-
pending on the type of morphonemic alternation. This com-
plicated spelling rule is inherited from classical 0OCS,
whose orthography distinguished /3/ and /c/ of the Second
Slavic falatalization (by writing 3 for a following {a})
from {z} and {c} of the Third Slavic Palatalization (by
writing a for a following {a}). (I have compared the situ-
ation in the various OCS texts and come to this conclusion.)

It is very tempting to believe that, as S. B, Bernitejnd63

and R. Nahtigal464

suggest, there were two different phonet-
ic outcomes for the phonemes /®/ and /c/: [3] and [c] (for
the results of the Second Palatalization) versus [3%,] and
[c,] (for the results of the Third Palatalization). The
Slavist ought to take into account a very important detail:
lexical and grammatical morphemes ending in /3/ and /c¢/

from the Third Slavic Palatalization were morphologically
interpreted as belonging to the soft paradigms (*star-ik-i
> *star-bc-p), and in derivation are followed only by the

phonetic outcomes of the vowels that follow soft consonants

(*pS=1ig-6v-aj-tei > monrsesatn). The phonetic hardening

of /c/ and /3/ in the South Slavic dialects before an orig-

463. S. B. Bern3tejn, O&erk sravnitel'noj gram-
matiki slavjanskix jazykov, Moscow, 1961, pp. 201, 2 8-209.

464. R. Nahtigal, Die slavischen Sprachen,
Wiesbaden, 1961, p. 32.
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inal *3 is expressed by the spelling in OCS in the same
fashion as the Common Slavic change of original *§l, after
the results of the First Slavic Palatalization, into *a
(*3E > *2%a; P8 >*hA; AEE > *EE).

Thus the spelling rule of classical 0CS for ren-
dering the morphoneme {a} after /¢/ and /3/, applied by the
writer of IAG, is the following: first, when not at a mor-
pheme boundary with a suffix or grammatical ending, only the
letter b3 is written after the letters 4 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
1 is written after the letters u, s (and occasionally 3)
when they represent the soft allophones of the velars {k}
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 1 and s.

However, there is one word in IAG which marks the
beginning of the opposition /c/ ~ /c,/ within the lexical
morpheme: uapa (corrected later from the originally-writ-
ten uapd (p. 265)). The word ubcapr (written also as
ggbé) in the classical texts is not registered in IAG; the
only abbreviation is éﬂg, without the letter c}. The Bul-
garian language of today distinguishes /c¢/ from /c,/ within

a lexical morpheme - /car/ 'king' vs. /c,ar/ 'medicine’.
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The spelling uaspb is the earliest indication of this dis-
tinction. It must have been triggered by the merging of /Z/
and /z,/in the dialects, thus establishing a symmetry: /z/
~ f2,/ and /c/ ~ /c,/.

4.3.4.13. The phonological rules of reconstructed
Common Slavic did not allow a word to begin with {a} except
the conjunction a 'and, but'. The oldest OCS texts offer a
long list of words whose spelling throughout centuries of
Church Slavic literature oscillates between initial a and
B. Words which always had initial a are foreign borrow-

ings, as well as the forms ankaTu, aniuM, in which it is

difficult to explain why the liquid metathesis did not take
place465.

IAG indicates a development in the phonological
system of the language: some words are always spelled with
initial a, the rest always with initial 1, while the num-
ber of words having alternate spelling with initial a or :a
as in the classical texts has decreased to zero. Slavic
words which are always spelled with initial a in IAG are

2
the following: the conjunction a (numerous examples, the

same as in the classical texts); arxeus (pp. 168, 215,

465. One explanation for this alternation,
accepted by many scholars, is based on the accentual pecu-
liarities of these words. Cf.:

H. Birnbaum, The Dialects of Common Slavic,

p. 170.
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215b, 271b): éﬁl (scores of examples):; Xnyam- (pp. 74Db,
140, 154); &me (numerous examples). Slavic words which
are always spelled with initial é in IAG are: M CA
(numerous examples); HABJICHUE (pp. 97, 141b, 161, 210b);
@B (pp. 19, 19b, 80, 94b, 247); all grammatical forms
of the verb HcTu (numerous examples); }_a?_a_n- (pp. 170b,
269Db) ; zéﬂgg (p. 172); 3559 (numerous examples); iua
(pp. 36, 46b, 155b); géggzg (numerous examples); E&E!‘
Hrua (p. 61); Hpoctu (p. 148b); i&pn (p. 194); ienu
(pp- 142, 142b, 180).

The word aroamumnd (for cukamuud 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

CYKOMOPUX on p. 193 (Luke XIX.4) and wrote i¥roamuund.

Since the latter spelling does not belong to the original
scribe, we can conclude that the spelling rules of IAG ex-
clude alternate spelling of initial a and @ in the same

word. The word anguu-nanum, registered in OCS texts, is

completely absent from IAG, which instead has kopaGnb; the

word arona (Sav.) is represented in IAG, as in the rest of

the OCS texts, by nnons (p. 37b).

4.3.4.14. As has already been stated, the morpho-
neme {a} has no sequential restrictions in the lanquage of
IAG except after a vowel within a Slavic lexical morpheme.
But in biblical names, {a} can follow {i}, {o},{u} and {a}:

énuaxhiv (p. 7b); fagpx (p. 163); fﬁﬁn3 (p. 215b);
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cunoyémng (p. 239b) and madce8m  (p. 6b). Although this

violates older rules of Slavic syllable structure, intervo-
calic {j} need not be inserted before the vowel {a} when it
follows another vowel within a lexical morpheme, since such
a {j} is not inserted before {o} either: otherwise it
would have changed this {0} into an [e)%66,

4,3.5. Traditionally, students of the history of
the Bulgarian language and its dialects - most prominent

467, B. Conevi68, k. Mir&evi69 ana

among them St. Mladenov
B. Koneski47° - discuss the nasal vowels (in the plural) or
the question of the redistribution, exchange, etc. of the
nasal vowels in Middle Bulgarian literatured’l,

For the language of those dialects which exhibit

oscillation in the use of the letters X 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.

468. B. Conev, Istorija na balgarskij ezik,
Sofia, I, 1919, x + 529 pp.; 1I, 1934, xvi + 560 pp.; III,
1937, vi + 505 pp.

469. For a bibliographic survey of relevant works
of K. S. Mir&ev up to 1962 (in addition to his historical

grammar), see:
M. S1. Mladenov, Nau&ni trudove na Kiril Mird&ev,

IzvIBE, VIII, Sofia, 1962, p. 13-23.

470. B. Koneski, Istorija na makedonskiot jazik,
Skopje-Beograd, 1965, 103 pp.; Skopje, 1967 (2nd edition),
241 pp.

471. 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. cit., 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
consonant. The situation of this morphoneme {V} 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 ia 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 1anguages472.

4.3.5.1. It 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

472. T. Lehr-SpXawinski, Les voyelles nasales
dans les langues lechites, Revue des études slaves, VI-VII,
Paris, 1926, p. 54-66. ,
Z. Stieber, Dwa problemy z fonologii sfowian-
skiej, Lingua Posnanensis, 1, Poznan, 1949, p. 81-86.
, RozwdSj fonologiczny jgzyka polskiego,

Warsaw, 1952, 95 pp. .
Z. Klemensiewicz, T. Lehr-SpXawinski, S. Urban-

czyk, Gramatyka historyczna jezyka polskiego, Warsaw, 1964,

p. 102-111.
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that as late as the 13th century some Bulgarian dialects?73

had a phonologically nasal vowel; as late as the 19th cen-
tury a peripheral dialect in Macedonia and southern Bul-
garia474 had a nasal vowel too; and some scholars believe
that several Bulgarian dialects in today's Rumania had nasal

vowels in the 15th century475

, 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 Bul-
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 *q:

473. L. Mileti&, Sedmogradskite balgari 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
l6th century.

474. K. Mircev, op. cit., p. 104.
P. Draganov, Nosovye glasnye zvuki v sovremennyx
makedonoslavjanskix i bolgarskix govorax, Russkij filologi-

Ceskij vestnik, 19, Warsaw, 1888, p. 1-27.

St. Kabasanov, Star i nov nasalizam v neprouden
dosega balgarski govor, Slavisti®ni studii, Sofia, 1963,
p. 173-184,

R. Ekblom, Le développement des voyelles origi-
nairement nasalisées dans le moyen bulgare, Le Monde Orien-
tal, 12, Uppsala, 1918, p. 177-225.

475. K. Mirlev, op. cit., p. 71-72.

476. K. Mirdev, ibid., gives as examples: Rum.

dumbrava < n¥6paBa; rind< pans; grinda < rpsqua, etc. Cf.too:
I. Galsbov, Stari balgarski ezikovi areali na

dakorumanskata ezikova teritorija, Ezik i literatura, 16,
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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 {G}. 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 X% and 4 in the Middle Bulgarian
period for the historically nasal vowel:

a) the merging of the nasal vowel {V} with the
vocalic realization of the fleeting vowel {#}, which was
phonetically, after hard consonants, a mid-central, [-ROUND-
ED] vowel ([3]), but, after soft consonants and {j}, either
this same (3] or a mid-front [-ROUNDED] vowel ([e]). Graph-
ically, this development is expressed by the indiscriminate
use of the letters X and &, 3 and b for the phonetic outcome
of the morphonemes {7V} and {#}%77.

b) the merging of the nasal vowel {6} with the
morphoneme {a}, whose phonetic outcome was a [-HIGH],
[-ROUNDED] vowel. Orthographically, this is expressed by
substitution of the letters ¥ and a (and also B, cf. point

a) for either {V} or {a} after phonetically hard consonants,

477. The earliest example is from Codex Supras-

liensis: yu Ty sino BETPB1 M BAbHAMM MBUMMM [=MAYUMMH)
Bb3BpalTagaxyx caA Brcnars, (p. 151).
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and of the letters 4, 3, 8, e (and also ») for either {V}
or {a} after soft consonants or {j§478.

c) the optional phoretic reduction of inter-
vocalic and prothetic {j} to g before {Gf, similar to the
reduction of {j} to # before thke morphoneme {a} and before
the phonetic realization [e] of the morphonemes {o} and {#}.
This phenomenon made it difficult to distinguish graphically
* from 4, the latter standing in place of the letters 4, &,
H and kX of the classical texts.

d) the change in the morphonemic alternations in

two consonant-stem verbs expressing movement, which were

originally paired as *trgs- vs. *trgs-i- and *mgt- vs,

*mqt-i- . Here one can see morphological changes, rather
t;;; ;ere 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 X and A in a fashion similar to that for the
letters a and %.

The authority of the spelling of the older Church

Slavic texts, in which different rules governed the use of

478. There are numerocus examples in Vradansko
Evangelie from the 1l4th century: cngymaa [= cnoymax]
{p. 10b); OOIf MO% Bb3'MXTU c4& [= na moal (p. 34); wuc
kopabna [= kopatnb] (p. 57b); uyecTs [= uyacTe] (p. 61b);
nsaupuko(c) [= nermnukocTs] (p. 200b), etc. For more
examples see the text:

B. Conev, ed., Vralansko Evangelie (Balgarski
starini, IV), Sofia, 1914, 1x + 236 pp.
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the letters x and A&, caused inconsistencies in the scribe's
application of his contemporary norms; although the new
norms demanded the letter x after /8/, a spelling like Gbma
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
morphoneme {V} in all possible environments: in word -
initial position, after prothetic or intervocalic {j}, after
a paired hard or soft consonant, after a palatal consonant,
either within the lexical morpheme or at the morpheme bound-
ary - all by means of the two graphic symbols X and A&. The
difficulties of the scribes were multiplied when, in the
dialects, the phonetic outcomes of the morphoneme {V} 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 territories47? (such as the Vvidin kingdom), is
the presence of at least one of the letters *or 4. This
separates graphically most of the Bulgarian literary monu-

ments of the 13th - 14th centuries from the corresponding

479. Dialects with *q » /u/ are still found in
the northwest regions of today's Bulgaria, in the counties
of Belograd&ik, Berkovica, Tran, Breznik, and partially
vidin. See:

M. Mladenov, Govorst na Novo Selo Vidinsko,
Sofia, 1969, p. 192-193.
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Russian and Serbian ones, where different orthographic sys-
tems 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
of spelling mistakes in this respect: peceTe for gecatTe '
(p. 101) and uaThipy for veTwpnm (p. 265b): n npu3BaB® é&g;
Ha jeceTe ... (p. 101, Mark VI.7); ¥ CTBODUIIX YATHDU YACTHU
(p. 265b, John XIX.23). 1In the latter example, however, the
letter A in YATHDM may have been triggered by the first
syllable of the next word, u4a-cTH, (other examples will be
discussed below).

4.3.5.4. There is one word in IAG which is al-
ways spelled with the letter X, contrary to the situation
in all of the classical texts: HX (vs. H} in the classical
OCS texts). K. Mir&ev480 suggests that HX represents a case
of emphatic duplication of the *nli which became HP of the
classical texts: *nu-nu >*nQ. Such an explanation meets
a serious obstacle - the monophthongization of the diph-
thongs occurred before the fall of the jers in weak posi-
tion, and never took place before a vowel (e.g. the final
*3 of *nund). If there had been reduplication of the par-
ticle *Qﬁ, the result would have been *HBHP or *HOH3 - forms

which were never registered. The Middle Bulgarian form HX

480. K. Mirdev, op. cit., p. 104.
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has the Russian parallel py. It would seem that some Common
Slavic dialects had two particles: *gi and *nq. Without
apparent reason, in the Middle Bulgarian period the latter
completely replaced the particle H: used in the classical
texts, while in Russian both particles survived (as HO and
HY), but with different syntactic functions. The presence
of the particle H% in a given text is an absolute graphical
indication that such a Church Slavic text is either of Bul-
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 nATEeNH (numerous examples): n adme &me
TIALOY 1eMOy Bb3ITNACH naTelb. (p. 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 #. For instance, on
p. 203 everything after the first letter 1 of the word was
erased, and the word changed by a different hand to neThsNb.
The consistent spelling of this word with a letter for the
nasal vowel instead of 3 (nbTens) should not be treated as a
spelling mistake. The word /p,int,él/ exists even today in
a peripheral Bulgarian dialect, together with /mangla/ for
*mﬁglé and a few other such items?8l, 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. cit., p. 1-27.
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area, which are difficult to explain. The exclusive use of
the form naTent 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 Tsrnovo, 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 nbTenN® is a lexical innovation, compared to
the words KOKOTH® and Koypd, which were used in the classical
period.

The secondary nasalization of the vowel in [NATEN:
cannot have been a feature of the Tarnovo dialect from the
end of the 1l4th century. We possess a short text with a
drawing of the city of Ternovo by the king's beekeeper:

235 IUMUTDD NMUCXb ® M¥cuHa ﬁaénapm uBoes 482, This semi-
literate native of the village of Musina near Tsarnovo, al-
though using the letter 4 correctly in the form OpaTHa

(accusative singqular) or GpaTtHd, substitutes the letter 3

for the expected %X: ... moHexe umbxs O6patHa ¥ Sluphxs

482. The drawing of l4th-century Tsrnovo 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 gcheii™
in Brashov, Rumania. Detailed information and photocopies
of both the drawing and the text by the beekeeper Dimitasr
can be found in the article:

St. Maslev, Neizvestni u nas balgarski rakopisi
v Brafov, Izvestija na Instituta za istorija, 19, Sofia,
1967, p. 195-217.
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(=8mpbxx, new aorist form) nma as® enuHd wexd (=wcraxs)
n OkD (= ézé) na mpocty B | 6papmems (= Oxmrmenms) Btut483-
A comparison of the spelling used by the beekeeper Dimitar
of Musina and the scribe of IAG shows how little of the
phonological peculiarity of the Tornovo dialect is part of
the literary language. For from the few lines of Dimitsr
and other contemporary writings of l4th-century Tarnovo484
it 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 % and 4 for the morphoneme {G}. When following a con-
sonant, they have the following distribution:

a) After hard paired consonants and the velars,
the letter % is used. There are only a few spelling mis-

>
takes in the entire text: Torza mpumpomX k Icoy, uxe

2 5 /3N
obxa (=06bxx) 5ihépcnua... (p. 46, Matth. XV.1l); Hanpasu

HOTH HaliA HA NATH (=NXxTh) CEHEMUPEHNIA. (p. 141b, Luke I.

79); % 6% cneka (=cnsxa), HEMOTXIM BBCKIOHUTM CA SHFOB

.. (p. 180, Luke XIII.1ll1l). The adjective cnska 'bowed
together' should be spelled with %X, as it is in the clas-
sical texts. Softening of the consonant {1} into [1,] be-

~4
fore {V} is impossible, since it comes in regular alterna-

4830 Sto M&Slev, OE. Cit.' po 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 Filip.
It is kept in the State Historical Museum in Moscow, under
#Sinod. 20-38.
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tion with the verb {kl,Vk-} 'to squat down' (the same alter-

nation as in cnoyumru ca (/sl/) vs. KIKYUUTH CA (/kl,/)485.

One possible explanation for this misspelled word is that it
had already disappeared from the living language, while the
scribe was influenced by the existing verb xknaxkuxtu 'to
squat', registered in the Tale of g£2x486: noknsakHa &xTops
(p. 55b).

The verbal form 6mxnuTe (second pérson plural,

present tense) from the classical texts is always spelled

with & in IAG: 6nanute [<6nxnure] He Bhnpme nMucaxma

HY CHNH GXMUX. {(p. 66, Matth. XXII.29). Here the problem
seems to lie in a different derivation of the verb. It is
not derived from the same stem as that of the substantive
*6nxns 'sin' (unregistered in IAG) and of the adverb O6IXnHO
'sinfully': I TOy pacTouy MMBHUME CEOE XMBH GJLRIHO
(p. 184b, Luke XV.13). The verb form 6nanuTe is rather
derived from the same stem as the adjective 6niazxp (spelled
the same way in the classical OCS texts): M HaBKIK CA
nmphh HMMM KO 6namM rAm #xB, (p. 210, Luke XXIV.1l).

b) After a paired soft consonant, the letter 4
is used. There are a few spelling mistakes in the entire

text: 1 TH 6%OM Halb NATUX (= MATUXR) rpanbk. (p. 194, Luke

485. P. Il&ev, Iz balgarskata istorideska leksi-
kologija. Starobslgarskoto KLJUCITI SE, IzvIBE, VIII, Sofia,
1962, p. 117-129. -

486. I. Dujfev, ed., Letopista na Konstantin
Manasi, Sofia, 1963, p. 110.

- 332 -



00047407

XIX.19). A similar mistake is made in Mar. (Luke I1I.44):

nmpugeTe n4Th (= nxTe) neHe, 'they went a day's journey'.

The word T4rotra ‘'burden' of the classical texts
appears only once in IAG, where it is spelled with x:
NMpYHECIUMMb TXTOTX AHe # Baps (p. 59, Matth. XX.12). But
other derivatives from the same stem are written with A:
6bctd 60 Sum mxp TaroTHb (p. 127b, Mark XIV.40); Oicrd
60 OuM ¥XEH STArqut (p. 77b, Matth. XXVI.43).

The word M4aTa ‘'mint' (Latin mentha) was spelled
correctly on p. 68: 14KO $neCASCTBOyeTe MATX ¥ MUraHb u
K¥MMHB. (p. 68, Matth. XXIII.23). But on p. 174, where it
was originally written Eézﬁa someone later erased the letter
H (but not the stress over it) and wrote BH: KO NECATHHX

/r - R,
nareTe ® MEX BH (< MX H) ¥ nfirana, u Bcikoro gzénua.

(p. 174, Luke XI.42).

c) There are changes in the distribution of the
letters x and A in different grammatical forms of the two
pairs of verbs expressing movement: {-ﬁVt,i-} vs.{fm,Vt-}
'to move (of emotions), change shape' and {:trﬁs,i-} vs,
{:tr,vé-} 'to shake'. On p. 139b, Sav. has the phrase:
OYCNB1lNABH Xe ﬁponx IPb ChMaTE Co. (Matth. II.3). The same
paragraph in IAG (p. 9) reads as follows: CHNHIDaBD X€ ﬁpénx
ﬁﬁb, CMXTH CA. H Bech fépoycannum Ch HVMMB. Here, obviously,
the scribe did not simply substitute the letter X for the 4

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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ponding stem, ending in a soft consonant. A similar change

was made in the passive past participle norpxrcihHX 'shaken’

(in the classical OCS texts). In IAG the passage reads:

2
ubpx | no6pk HATKaHR ¥ NOTDACEHR NANATE Ha JIOHO Bame.

(p. 155-155b, Luke VI.38). While forms like CMXTH CA (p. 9)
e\
and CMATE CA (p. 138), BEIMXETH CA(p. 224b) and Bbau4mom29

(p. 104) are registered in IAG, indicating aspectual differ-
ences in the prefixed verbs with the prefixes {s#=} and
{v#z=}, it is impossible to determine whether aspectual

pairing of the verb NOTPACTH ~ NOTPRCUTYU was achieved by use

of the different stems ({po=tr,§%-t,i} vs. {po=tf§§,i-t,i}),
or whether the prefix {po=} (with inceptive meaning) formed
only a perfective verb with no corresponding imperfective.
4,3.5.7. Like the 0OCS texts, IAG has alternating
forms with & versus e or 3 for the non-past and imperative
stems of the verbs of body position *lgg- and *sed-. While

Mar. has chanburemr (Matth. XI.16), IAG in the same phrase

has cinsmemp (p. 34), but in Luke XX.42 both Zogr. and IAG

(p. 198) have chau (2nd person singular imperative) versus

canu in Mar. The 2nd person plural of the imperative of the

same verb, however, is cbabTe in both Mar. and Zogr. (Luke

XXIV.49), while IAG has cqnbre in the same sentence (p. 212).
The verb 'to deteriorate' in 3rd person plural

future, is in all OCS texts OpPOCANXTH ¢4 (Matth. IX.17}); in

the same verse IAG has the letter a instead of & (or even
} or e, as might be expected): H¥ BINBAXTH BMHE HOBA Bb

A b}
MbXL BeTXH. Alle JIM Xe HH , ITpOCanAT cA Mbcu, M BUHO nmponker
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¢ . (p. 28). This probably represents not a phonological
development, but the realization of a distinct root shape:
*sad- instead of *sed-.

In most occurrences, the outcome of *lgg- is
spelled with e in IAG, versus & in the classical OCS texts:

s I\ s /M
U BBHIJErXTh Bb P TBUU OXUHU. (p. 181, Luke XIII.29). But

in one phrase, where all 0OCS texts have the form with e -

BbaJexsallTeMd (Mark XVI.14) - IAG has 4 instead: no cnbdam

=] 3 2
Xe BB3JNAXXRILEMD UMD €OMHOMOY Ha nécaTe 1aBU ca., (p. 134).

4.3.5.8. The morphoneme {G} after /%Z/, /8/, /%4/
and /St/ is expressed by the letter * (as after a hard con-
sonant): Bbchks Musky ® BOOM ceA, BBXRKIOET ca nake (p. 221b,
John IV.13):; &3 Xe mocnax BH xxT¥ (p. 223, John 1IV.38);
XXTB2 o§do MHOTAa, 4 XXTeneu Mano (p. 168, Luke X.2); 83
xe no cpbad Bacs HCMb cnoxxga (p. 202b, Luke XXII.27).
Thus the ending for 3rd person plural aorist, OCS -llA, be-
comes -HX, with only isolated exceptions, such as Bb3Ali4,
which are a manifestation of the strength of tradition: u
MPpUC TANJIbIIE o§qennuu réro, Bb3al4 TEIO T0 ¥ norpeGomx e,
(p. 44, Matth. XIV.12). Parallel to these few oscillating
archaisms, the genitive singular and nominative/accusative
plural feminine and the accusative plural masculine adjec-
tival endings after /%/, which in OCS are written ~liA, are
in IAG usually written -ux, though there are still remnants
of the traditional spelling: ¥ WCTABM HAMD ANETLH HADA

(p. 171b, Luke XI.4).
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In most cases, the letter X is written after x0:
orpoks Mou | nexurs ... 1m@ko cTpaxax (p. 24 - 24b, Matth.
VIII.6); Gnaxenu Xnusmen | # xtxnxmenu mpasmx. (p. 15b - 16,
Matth. V.6). After the ligature 1, representing either the
combinations {z=&}, as in {j#z=¥Vd,-#j-}, or {sk-j}, % is
usually written: ﬁmxnia 1éxunﬂoaa (p. 37b, Matth. XII.34):
a #imxy cnaeBu nocnaemmaro u, ct ficTunent €cts (p. 232b,

John VII.1l8). But in a few cases the letter &4 1is written
after the letter m, as in the older texts.

After /&/, represented by u, either within a lexi-
cal morpheme or at a morpheme boundary, the letter A& is writ-
ten: mubcre " ypnm KO CBTBODAM BB Haualh MRXbCKNU TMONB
«.. (p. 56, Matth. XIX.4); onaxeuu &Enupmeu (p. 15b, Matth.
V.6).

While only 4 occurs after the letter 1, represent-
ing /c/, within the lexical morpheme (cf. umstra), both A
and x occur after 1 at a morpheme boundary, with a certain
tendency to distinguish different case endings: -ux for
genitive and accusative singular feminine, but -us for ac-
cusative plural masculine and nominative/accusative plural
feminine: g cpauuux (gen. sing. fem.) ne Bmadpaua
(p. 155, Luke VI.29); $noycTn réu& M Cpavyuux (acc. sing.
fem.) rBox (p. 18b, Matth. V.40); KO ©GPLTOXB WBLK
(acc. sing. fem.) MOX norub6uxa(p. 184, Luke XV.6); n
wBu4 (nom. pl. fem.) rnéa\ero CINUXTD, % CBOX bBus (acc.

pl. fem.) 3oBeTb no Ymenu(p. 241 b, John X.3); }530 Ha
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HOBH Mbcala (acc. pl. masc.) ObcHoyreT ¢4 (p. 51b, Matth.
XVII.1lS).

4.3.5.9., In word-initial position, the letters
A and X are used in free alternation to express *qQ and
*(j)ge. Such a spelling alternation must represent the nor-
mative Church Slavic pronunciation in l4th-century Bulgaria,
based on a southwestern dialect, since in all modern Bul-
garian dialects initial etymological *(j)g and *q are kept
distinct by the presence of prothetic /v/ before etymolog-
ical *Q: B®Xe (Blg.)~ jaxe (Mac.) < *@¥fe. The scribe of
IAG treats initial etymological *Q in the same fashion as
*(j)g: U Ba3aaxx éro igg xenbaun (p. 162, Luke VIII.29);
u HH éﬁgﬂl ¥enb3HOMB, HMKTO Xe He MoxXaale érw CBA3ATH
(p. 98b, Mark V.3). The forms of the word vA3B1K5bD (as
spelled in OCS) are in most instances written with initial

>

X, but spellings with 4 also occur: B%® cBbabHure WMB. W
A3NKWMb. (p. 31, Matth. X.18).

At morpheme boundaries after {j] the morphoneme
{G} is in most instances represented by the letter x: T}
HeIAXIH HaLA Npuxrs (p. 25b, Matth. VIII.1l7); rbpe xe
HeIpa3HHM’ " NOXLNKMb BB Th bi 7Ty (p. 70b, Matth. XXIV.19).
The use of the letters x and A4 for the nasal vowel YV}
in word-initial position (with or without prothetic fif)
and at morpheme boundaries after {j} is parallel to the
use of the letters e and i for {jo} in word-initial posi-

tion and at morpheme boundaries. This must be related to

~F
certain phonetic properties, common to both [e] and /V/:
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(- BACK]}, [- LOW], [- HIGH], [- ROUNDED] vowels.

4.3.6. The letters 3 and b 487 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 - all 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 p and I before a consonant,
thus expressing syllabic {;} and {l\.

4.3.6.1. A line ends either in a letter for a
vowel or in a jer (3 or ), or, extremely rarely, in a paer-
cik ('), which is an abbreviated jer. Although the letter
3 is used more often for marking the end of a line, the let-
ter » is also used in numerous cases where it 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 ¢ in the abbreviation ig'(which in all posi-
tions is spelled in this same fashion, in imitation of the
Greek shape of the name) and the letter y in the abbrevia-
tion Eéﬁ‘(for Eggg); in the latter case, however, the y
most often is superscribed between the letters p and e (éfé),
giving the graphic impression that the line ends in e. When
the letter 3 is used at the end of a line, it is usually

taller than the rest of the letters in that line: ﬁnexe

487. Scholvin includes examples of various vocal-
izations of the jers. See:
R. SChOlVin, OE- Cit- ’ po 36-38-
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upé Il B mu Tht Tomure  (p. 20b).

The two letters 3 and p 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 it seems that the
scribe wrote only b in one line, and only 3 in another,
without respect to their etymological origins from *b or *3,
reflected in 0CS: wuxe | mpuxomaTh kb Baup Bb Jnexnaﬂxé
OBuUMidaXb. (p. 22b, Matth. VII.1l5). However, before the
monosyllabic enclitics xe and ca, the jers are in most in-

stances absent: Sﬁ xe (p. 65); na chORIET CaA (p. 61);

gofin. c4 (p. 63).

4.3.6.2. After prefixes and prepositions, the
letters 3 and b, in free alternation, are used (or not used)
according to rules, stated in 4.2.2.3. 1In this respect,
besides a tendency to establish strict rules for the use of
a jer, IAG differs from the glagolitic texts in not using
the letter o instead of *B; here IAG follows the tradition

of the cyrillic Sav. and Supr., representing the normative

Church Slavic pronunciation in Bulgaria.

In no instance in IAG are the articles -0T® or
-ock found, while the demonstrative pronouns 13/&3 and‘gg/ég
should be treated as enclitics rather than articles, since
no unusual phonetic changes are observed at the end of the

preceding word (cf. 3nnwTs pa6s in DobrejSovo Evangelie).

4.3.6.3. Within lexical morphemes, the letters

3 and 5 (in free alternation) express the vocalic phonetic
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outcome of the fleeting vowel {#}. In most instances the
morphoneme {#} appears in the environment before or after
the sonorants {m}, {m,}. {n}, {n,} or the glides {v}, {v,} :
HAKO CBHTBODHUTH MBCTHL UXP BB CkOpP® (p. 191, Luke XVIII.S8);
n ﬁarnamx.xefa\gzgz, (p. 241, John IX.35). However, since
the morphoneme {#} in a number of lexical morphemes appears
between two obstruents, one cannot eliminate the morphoneme
{#} altogether from the morphonemic representation simply
by introducing syllabic sonorants (similar to the syllabic
liquids {g} and {%}): u ObCKH TDBXHUKWMD Y CIPOBPEXE
(p. 61b, Matth. XXI.1l2); gpBlayu Abmu (p. 163b, Luke VII.
48). There might still be a possibility of avoiding the use
of the morphoneme {#} in the abstract representation of 14th
century literary Bulgarian: if one could derive a complete
set of rules for the insertion of a vowel in certain conso-
nantal clusters (for instance *{dsk-}:; such an approach, al-
though intrigquing, 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 pemTu, nemTu c4 have b: pbum, paubre, and

neubre ca. In IAG, all attested imperative forms of the
verb neutu have /e/ as the vowel in the lexical morpheme,
while the change of the stem final /k/ to /c/ is preserved.
However, in its many occurrences throughout IAG, the impera-

2
tive of pewTu stays pouu, pbubre: wumu xe ||l kb CpaTu moren
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¥ pbu¥ UMb (p. 268b - 269, John XX.17); #Asmenme Ha
pacnxria éro, peubre. (p. 168b, Luke X.10); =He neubre ca
KAKO WNM YTO WMaTe raatk (p. 31, Matth. X.19). The form
of the 2nd person singular does not occur in the Gospel text
but neukTe ca occurs in IAG 7 times, and only in this one
shape. The conjugation of the verb peulTy preserves another
archaic feature as well: the forms of the root aorist in the
first person singular and the 3rd person plural, pix®r and
phox. It 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 neubre
¢A (vs. nubTe ca, nbubre ¢4 in 0CS), with morphological
levelling of the imperative to the rest of the paradigm (no
root aorist *nbtm» - or any other aorist form of this verb -
occurs in the text of the New Testament).

4.3.6.5. The letter » (only in a few cases 3) is
written in all 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: BH C&Mmm

3
MHbP nocnoyubcTBOyeTe, HKO phlxt Hbcub ass ig, {p. 220,

John III.28); u He CTBOPM TOY CHIH MHOI'N. 38 HeBLDBCTBHIE

#xt: (p. 43, Matth. XII1.58); paaoyubs xe IC nxxaBBbCTBO

Ty
uxs, pé.. (p. 65, Matth., XXII.18).
4.3.6.6. The morphoneme {#} in the suffixes
{*#n-}, {-#1-} ’ {-#c-}, {-#k-} is either realized as § or,
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when vocalized, is expressed by the letters e (in -enp, -eH:,
_egﬁ) or o (in -OKL). The spelling 25/@5 appears in free al-
ternation with -o0kb, while for the other suffixes, the spel-

lings -bHB, =-blUb are seldom used in IAG and the spelling

-bNb is rare and most likely a correction by later scribes.
It is definitely a later correction in the forms nhbTsn1
from earlier 1n4Te€NdL, where it 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: xoTopaaro

2
& Bac® 4cens, unu BOrsL. BH CTOyIeHeuds BenameTh (p. 181b,

Luke XIV.5); ce Ipb TBOM TDANETb TeGhk KDOTOKH ¥ BbchIb Ha
Scna M XpEGA. .. (p. 61, Matth. XXI.5); noHexe Gb HATbKB
(p. 132b, Mark XV.42); oy6o na'ka pamu (p. 267b, John
XIX.42); Ame chnews &ctd (p. 183b, Luke XIV.31); KO

CBHTBOPU MHDB Benfiuke CHANHHU (p. 140, Luke I1.49); 7 gxpunm

ecU CUmr MIalleHUEeMD (p. 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 1l0th
and 1llth centuries from Bulgaria, both glagolitic and cyril-
lic, rarely omit the letters 3 and b from their etymological
positions; such omissions as do occur are in positions where
the jer's phonetic outcome would be g, indicating that the
vowel/zero alternation was already established in the lan-

guage. 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 'Eéf/ﬁEé‘
and -nk-/-np- in IAG, together with the further development
in the Macedono-Bulgarian dialects suggest that these letter
combinations represented syllabic liquids {;} and {}}.
Both letters (p and 75 are, in most cases, followed by B
and b in free alternation, but the spellings -ps- and -np-
somewhat predominate: ce lée\ KpPEBH MO8, HOBaaro 3asiTa
(p. 126, Mark XIV.24); wu cine MPBTBHY ¥ HauAaTh fFlaTw
(p. 157b, Luke VII.15); u nacas ¥ro 3smk. (p. 37b, Matth.
XII.33); érma scnnbky ca 8cub fAHIu(p. 142b, Luke II.21).
In a very few cases, the letter p alone represents
the syllable {r}: u Owux $ko mpSu: (p. 85, Matth,
XXVIII.4). There are a very few instances where the letters

p and I are surrounded by two jers: Hapond xe 3amnpbruy nna

fa OyMBNBUATE (p. 60, Matth. XX.31). The syllabic liquid
morphonemes do not form a syllable when followed by a vowel;
in such cases, the jers are usually not written: &b HEeIXI'D
# paHs W NOyX® 3JMXE (p. 157b, Luke VII.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.

Scholvin88, The morphological structure is generally the

488. R. Scholvin, op. cit., p. 161-219,
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same as that of the 0OCS texts of the 10th - 11lth centuries,
with the same alternation of archaic and newer Church Slavic
forms489, 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 all in IAG, in contrast to most of the other Middle

Bulgarian texts490, The archaism of the grammar and the lim-

489, P, Diels, Altkirchenslavische Grammatik,
part I, Heidelberg, 1963 (2nd edition), p. 146-282.

K. Mir&ev, Istorifeska gramatika na balgarskija
ezik, Sofia, 1963 (2nd edition), p. 47-52

I. buridanov, Kam problemata za razvoja na bal-
garskija ezik ot sintetizom kam analitizesm, Godi¥nik SU,
LI, Sofia, 1955, 3, p. 156-249.

490. K. Miréev, op. cit., pp. 52-56, 144-265.
’ Analitlgnl formi za sravnitelna

stepen v dva srednobdslgarski pametnika ot XIV v., B3lgEz,
I, 1951, 3-4, p. 215-217.

, Za smesvaneto na okonfanijata v
minalo-svarseno 1 minalo-nesvar3eno vreme na glagolite v
balgarskija ezik, BalgEz, II, 1952, 1-2, p. 36-45.

, 2Za &lennite formi v Dobrej3ovoto
evangelie, srednobalgarski pametnik ot XIII v., BalgEz, IV,
1956, 3, p. 223-228.

, Po vaprosa za naj-rannite primeri na
analiti%en datelen pade% v balgarskite pametnici, Ezikoved-
ski izsledvanija v &est na akademik Stefan Mladenov, Sofia,
1957, p. 37-46.

, Za &lennite formi v srednobalgarskite
pametnici, IzvIBE, XI, Sofia, 1964, p. 231-234.

B. Koneski, 1Istorija na makedonskiot jazik,
Skopje-Beograd, 1965, p. §§-Is3.__

I. Duridanov, Edin sluéaj na ranna upotreba na
predloga na za izrazjavane na datelno otnodenie, BalgEz,
III, 1953, 1, p. 58-60.

A. Mindeva, Keom vaprosa za pojavata na priteZa-
telnoto znalenie na predloga na v bslgarskija ezik,
1zvIBE, VIII, Sofia, 1962, p. 93-110.

, Razvoj na datelnija priteZatelen
padeZ v bplgarskija ezik, Sofia, 1964, p. 21-114.

S. BojadZiev, Kom istori¥eskija 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
l4th-century Bulgaria is very indicative of the direction
taken by revisions in the language of the OCS translations
from Greek. The fact that all attested grammatical forms
from the cyrillic Sav. and Supr. are used in IAG suggests
that the revision of the translation was made according to
copies as o0ld as Sav. and Supr. (the root aorist forms found
in the glagolitic texts, except those of the verb emTH ,

are not attested in IAG).

p. 211-296.

D. Ivanova-Mir&eva, Razvoj na badeste vreme
(Futurum) v balgarskija ezik ot X do XVIII vek, Sofia, 1962,
p. 28-191.

J. Rusek, 2Za srednobslgarskite vinitelni formi
na anaforidnoto mestoimenie v Z¥enski rod ex, exxe, Hex,
BalgEz, 1-2, 1962, p. 100-103.

» Deklinacja i u2ycie przypadkdw w
triodzie ChYudowa, WrocYaw-Warsaw-Cracow, I§6§, pP. 9-194.

, BeleZki varxu razvoja na prilastijata
v bolgarski ezik, BalgEz, XVI, 1966, 5, p. 477-490.

I. Bojukliev, §opov psaltir, BelgEz, XIII, 1963,
3, p. 234-254.

» Srednobalgarski psaltiren otkas
ot XIV v. (Sopov psaltir), Trudove na Vis¥ija pedagogi&eski
institut "Bratja Kiril i Metodi™ vov Veliko Ternovo, 11,
Sofia, 1965, p. 49-94,

N. Dilevski, Kom vaprosa za proizxoda na "Germano-
vija sbornik" ot 1359, B3lgEz, XVII, 1967, 4, p. 307-322.

K. Steinke, Studien uber den Verfall der bulga-
rischen Deklination, Munich, 1968, p. 35-117.

I. K. Bunina, 1Istorija glagol'nyx vremen v bol-
garskom jazyke, Moscow, 1370, p. 4?-2%5.

E. V. CeZko, Istorija bolgarskogo sklonenija,
Moscow, 1970, p. 67-301.

- 345 -



00047407

4,4.1. Certain systematic morphological innova-
tions are introduced in IAG:

a) new genitive and locative forms in {-(i)x} of
the numerals .from three to ten: na BH OyCTHXB OBOK WM
Tpexs cBhbnbreny (p. 54, Matth., XVIII.1l6) and KTO o§do TBXB
Tpiuxs (p. 170b, Luke X.36); ¥ CHGEPATH H3GPAHHHX TO. &
uertupexs BHTP® (p. 71, Matth. XXIV.31) and ¢ EéZéE. xn%6£§
(p. 87, Table of Contents to Mark): u Géa\no CeCTHXDP NHEeXD
(p. 50b, Matth. XVII.1); xortopom¥ Il & cermuxs 6xmeTd Xena
(p. 65b - 66, Matth. XXII.28); mno HeMmb fimomx HApomm MHOSH
® ranunéa U OeCATUXE rpalb (p. 15b, Matth. IV.25).

b) the ending for the first person plural of the
non-past tense of the athematic verbs, always {-mi}, spelled
—MH 3 14KO 3me Ba moycTh MbCTh écuu (p. 164b, Luke
IX.12); wuToO éu_m_ UM YTO NMIEMb (p. 21b, Matth. VI.31l);
LaMH 7y, ANy He amul (p. 119b, Mark XII.1l4); Mu gjgg;}gxo
ynks ci rpbmens écTs (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 all 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 l4th century‘gl.-

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 mar. which have remained unnoticed by stu-
dents of this text. Here are the occurrences of duplicated

accusative object in Mar.: 3BAB1L 3BAE NOroyomuT:s 1 (Matth.

XXI.41) 'He will miserably destroy them the wicked men'. On

the duplication of the object through the use of the pronoun
form m, Jagic notes in the fn. on p. 77 of Mar.: "mw is

a spelling error"; eroxe a3® oycbkuxxp moasa  (Mark VI.16)
'I beheaded him John'; gbna Co (ixe macTs MBHb OTus) na

ctBpBUX b (John V.36) 'the works (which the Father gave

me) to finish them'; BbCEKX PAa3rX He TBOPAUTREX nJoIa.

L3LMEeTH tX. U BbCcEkX TBO[TBO]pAWTAR nnoms oTphEO6uUTH IX (John

XV.2) 'Every branch not bearing fruit. He will take it away,

and every (branch) bearing fruit, He will prune it'.

In Mar. there is one instance of a possible double

dative: enucaBeTyu Xe MCNNBHU Ca Bpbma pomurm eum (Luke I.

57) 'The time for Elizabeth to give birth came for her'.

However, this phrase may be explained also in a different

491. J. Rusek, Po voprosa za xronologijata na
udvojavane na dopalnenijata v balgarskija ezik, B3algEz,
XIII, 1963, 2, p. 141-143.

K. Mir&ev, 2Za xronologijata na osnovnite bal-
kanizmi v bslgarskija ezik, BalgEz, XVI, 1966, 4, p. 281 -
293.

, Istorifeska gramatika ..., p. 60.
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way: ponuTu eu might represent dative plus infinitive, a

purposive construction - 'so that she would give birth' -
while enucaBery is linked with Bpima = 'the time for Eliza-

beth'; in this case the translation would be: 'Elizabeth's
time came that she should give birth'. It seems that either
interpretation is correct and possible.

The double dative is clearly expressed in Mar. in

one instance of a dative absolute construction: BBUEOBLOY

Xe eMOy MCBM BT KaneprraoyuMt (Matth., VIII.S) 'When Jesus

he entered Capernaum'. In this phrase the insertion of the

enclitic xe between the past active participle in the dative

case (BBlentuwoy) and the duplicating dative personal pronoun

(evoy) makes the interpretation unambiguous. However, there
are many similar cases in OCS (including Mar.) where the en-
clitic xe 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:
npurensnoyemMoylcBy (Matth. VIII.28), MmuMoxomalTiemoyIcty

(Mark II.23). These phrases are ambiguous, for the words in

them can be separated either way: IpPULeNBUOYEMOY ICBM or

Npuuensuoy exoy ICBM; MuMOXOmAuTOeMoy IEdy or MMMOXOZANTIO

eMoy Ioy. 1If the second approach is accepted, the dupli-

cation of the dative through the addition of a personal pro-
noun will 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 - llth centuries, is

found in the Russian copy of Sinajskij Paterik422., The oc-

currences of double accusative and double dative objects in
this manuscript of the llth or early 12th century have gome
unnoticed, both by the publishers of the newest Soviet edi-
tion of the manuscript and by slavists who have studied the
text493, 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: TOrga BBCT&BB MAOXH K'HUIDB1l NABBUNK MK ia
U pexkoxms weMoy. (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:

1aBY Xe ca iemx [=temoy] naxmi 6%ch. 3aTBODBHUKOY M rna

iemx [=temoy]. (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 it, can be found in the preface
to the 1967 Soviet publication of the manuscript (cf. fn.
492), pp. 5-9, l6-36.
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tion) 'and the devil appeared again to him the hermit, and

——

told him'.

The text of IAG also reflects the same 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: Bcikc IpiBO, He TBOpamee mnunoma nodpa,
nockkaxre €, 1 Bb (THB BBMETAXTH (p. 23, Matth. VII.1l9)

'they cut it down every tree, not bringing forth good fruit,

and cast into the fire'. In this phrase the classical texts

do not have the accusative pronoun (. The other five in-

stances (in four sentences) of double accusative in IAG oc-

& - ’,
cur in the same verses as in Mar.: 3naux 31k nmoroyoute A
p—

(p. 64, Matth. XXI.41):; eéroxe a3 oﬁcﬁxyxx$ i@éHHa (p. 102,

Mark VI.16); ngbna ... 03 CBHBPBILR 3§ (p. 226b, John V.36);

- [
Bbchbkx poarx ... U3IMETD *. M BChKX... OTPHOUTD A. (p. 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 _

.y

or ": £ (p. 64), 1B (p. 226b), X (p. 255).
IAG does not offer examples of the double dative
in the dative absolute construction. But it 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; it does not exist in the

- 350 -



00047407

l4th-century Bulgarian Dedansko Evangelie, published by

Jagic¢ in Mar. in lieu of the lost initial pages of Mar. and
Zogr.. IAG has: nwoamie ctasmen BB ThMb Bunbux cBiTh Be-
muks. | chineamume BB cTpaHb m chHM cBMpBTHBM, cBBTEH
BBCHIA ﬁﬁé'(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 them'. In the same verse {(Matth.

IV.16) both Delansko Evangelie and Sav. have a nominative

plural chbosmenm instead of the dative plural chramime, thus
showing syntactic disagreement in the sentence. Sav. has
the following phrase: % chboametr BB cTpand. u chbum CHMpPBLTHEHD
cebTh BBCHUIA ﬁg; (p. 149b). The lack of grammatical agree-
ment between cbaamet and i!é in Sav. is not an argument
against the existence of a double dative object in its pro-
totype. In modern Bulgarian, phrases like Ha [letsp My

roscpa and [leTtp My roBopa are in free alternation in col-

loquial speech and in the dialects, due to the inversion;
but *rosopa My IleTsp is an impossible phrase. There is a
syntactic parallel between cipamet... cBbTh BBCHIA MND ——

chOoalMMb.., CBHTE BpCMia MMB on the one hand and llersp My

———e

ropopa — Ha lleTep My roBops on the other. Without duplica-

tion of the object (ump» in Sav., My in the modern Bulgarian

example), both phrases (*chnemet c¢cBbTH BBcuMia, and *[eTip

roeopa) 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 all typical Balkan grammatical

features, with the exception of the article, are present in
the language of the l4th-century Bulgarian revised edition

of the Four Gospels, in the same general quantity as in the

classical OCS texts from 10th- and llth=-century Bulgaria (cf.
fn., 287). It seems that the only Balkan grammatical feature
which the l4th-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
timed24,

Balkanisms in OCS and in the Middle Bulgarian lit-
erary language, such as non-distinction of direction and lo-
cation with the verbs of motion, establishment 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. K. Mir&ev, 2a &lennite formi v Dobrej3ovo
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 copy-
ists of 01ld 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 (cf.,
for example, 2.4.2.). The presence of such anomalies is
extremely useful as an indicator of an 0ld or Middle Bulgar-
ian prototype for the Serbian and Russian copies. The
Balkan features in the Bulgarian language have come to the
attention of lingquists relatively recent1y495. The most
detailed studies on the structural similarities of Bulgarian,
Macedonian, the Serbian Torlak dialects, Rumanian, the
Romance dialects in Macedonia, Albanian and some North Greek

dialects have been made at the synchronic level496, a

495. K. Sandfeld, Linguistique balkanique;
problémes et resultats ("2€ edition, un peu remanigg_ét
notablement augmentée de mon livre dancis Balkanfilologien,
paru en 1929"), Paris, 1930, 242 pp.

K. Sandfeld, P. Skok, Balkanski jezici, in:
Kniga o Balkanu, I, Beograd, 1936, p. 260-275.

496. T. V. Civ'jan, Opyt opisanija form novo-
grefeskogo susfestvitel'nogo metodom analiza i sinteza,
vJaz, 1963, 6, p. 57-68,

» Imja su¥&estvitel'noe v balkan-
skix jazykax, Moscow, 1965, 194 pp.

H. Birnbaum, Balkanslavisch und Sudslavisch. Zur
Reichweite der Balkanismen im sidslavischen Sprachraum,
Zeitschrift fur Balkanologie, III, 1965, p. 12-63.

- Exhaustive bibliography on the subject is given
in the above-mentioned works. Cf. also:

P. Ivi¢, Liens phonologiques entre les langques
balkaniques, Actes du 1©r Congrés 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 it would be incorrect to presume that it 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
origin497.

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. cit., pp. 15-16, 22,
183-189, 191-192.

B. A. Uspenskij, Tipologifeskaja klassifikacija
jazykov kak osnova jazykovyx sootvetstvij (Struktura jazy-
ka-etalona pri tipologifeskoj klassifikacii jazykov), VJaz,
1961, 6, p. 51-64.

H. Birnbaum, On Typology, Affinity and Balkan
Linguistics, Zbornik za filologiju i lingvistiku, IX,

1966, p. 17-30. -

, Slavjanskie jazyki na Balkanax i
ponjatie tak nazyvaemyx jazykovyx sojuzov, Glossa, II,
1968, p. 70-92,

G. Reichenkron, Der Typus der Balkansprachen,
Zeitschrift fur Balkanologie, I, 1962, p. 91~122,

J. Matl, Das romanische Element am Balkan mit
besonderer Bericksichtigung der italoromanischen Kultur-
ausstrahlung, in: III. 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 well498,
For a better understanding of the change of the Church Slav-
ic lexicon in Bulgaria from the 10th - 1llth centuries until
the end of the 14th century, one must study in detail all
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 will 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: aroMaTsl —

BOHBMM OnaroxxaHHuMu (p. 267b); apoMaT: T MUpO —» BOHA

# noMasanue (p. 209); apxuereu-cTapbuLuHN XpPBTBCKH (p. 197);
BracPumria —»  xoynwm(p. 92); ruadem —» Ghnfinuuks(p. 110);
edkenud (in Mar.) is CEAUTEHMIA (in the other OCS texts)—
wCHOBNeHna (p. 242b); Gnogpnrn —s nuuemstpun (p. 65); KaTtane-

Tasma — 3aBbca (p. 208b); KeHTupnona.-—rciTHHKa (p.132b);

uuck —» Omond (p. 44); MupoIx —» MacTUX (p. 159b);

MUPOMb —» MaCTUX (p. 159); onku —» Macna(p. 72b); OJIOKEB-

. 498. L. S. Kovtun, Russkaja leksikografija
epoxi Srednevekov'ja, Hoscow-LenIngra&, 1983, p. 155-215.
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TOMATD —> CHXUTaeMHXP (p. 121); napakiIuTy —+ ofr'rtnm'renb

(p. 256b); napackesvhmu —» NATHK® (p. 132); naponcugd —
-~
B

6nionoy (p. 68); nupx — Bpbrume (p. 203); nupsrl — B nara-

mmea (p. 101b); Xpu3Mbl HaPTABHBl NUCTUKUIA Iparsl (Mar.)

—> MacTH Hapan Bhpuux MHOrOUbHHN (p. 124b); TI©pPETOL: —=
cxaume (p. 262b); paBLBUU — oyunutenw (p. 218), but

pPaBBOYHM is twice replaced by paBBHM (pp. 116, 268b);

cvkaMmHd —s aroguunud (p. 188b); CUKOMODHIR — HErOaM-
uuH8 (p. 193, in a different hand); CKaHIANE — CBb-

6nasus (p. 53b); ckawppbnpl (Mar.) is CBEOAA3HB1 in all

other OCS texts —= CBHONA3HBHUKH (p. 42); CKaHIANUcaeTh— Ch-

6na3HUTH (p. 53); cCKuHum —» chbuu (p. 166); cKuHonurud —»

P~
n°reuénie kSWB (p. 231b, in a different hand); npiems

cnMpX -— ToleMb BOAHN (p. 260b); cnupa — BOMHM (p. 261);

cTaiMyM - NBNIpUTE (p. 245); CTPATUIOMDL —s BOIEBOLAMD (p.204);

TeTpapXh —> YeTBPBTOBNACTHUD (p. 43b); OTE BOHA XPU3MB-

<
Hblbp —> fﬁ Ma T¥ 6naroBOHHHA (p. 248) ; IMIDXR XPU3MBL —

CTBKNBHUUR MKTE (p. 247b); NOXPU3MHUTHU —> nomazaTu(p.l25);

Xpu3xa —» MacTh (p. 124b); xpusmpHabl —e macTHaa (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

=]
HeMb finomx Hépoay mubsu & ranunéa ¥ neCATHXD TPans (p.15b,

Matth. IV.25). Later in the text, however, he left the
Greek name for the town unchanged: ® Aoe U HAUATH npono-

BbOATH Bb HEKANONM HIMKO CTBOpHM éuoy f&"(p,99b, 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 it is almost completed; while a few doublets

such as paBBU /OyuUTENW, UNnokpuTi/Muuembpuy still exist,

most of the above listed foreign words are not attested at
all in IAG (rxadewnu, e%xeum%, KEeHTUPUOHb, MHCA, OJIOKABTOMAT:,
NapakiuTh, NapacKeBHhnMM, naponcuua, CUKaMKHAE ,CKSHIENb,etc.).
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 (BpaATBHMKD -

‘gate' vs., in 0OCS, 'doorman'; 3akKiene - 'strike a bell' vs.,
in OCS, 'lock in') or with the same meaning as in 0CS, but

in only a few dialects (MxnBHa, HaBaxleHa, CKDUHULX), 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: Ganuu - Bpausb,

{p. 92b) 'doctor'; BPATLHUKD - INBEPHUKED , (p. 124) ‘'door-

man'; BPTTH - BpBTOTpans, (p. 260b) 'orchard'; TropoywBKEbD,

TOPHIBHD - TOPOymUUEeHDb(pp. 52, 4lb), ropumuen:s(pp. 180b,

188b) 'mustard', adj.:;noBoms - umbuie, (p. 183) 'cost,

',
expense’'; npAXnd (Mar.) or mpacensy (Z2ogr.) — NEeYaNeHs

(p. 114) ‘'sad'; xanum (Mar.)-— rpo0s,(p. 26b) 'tombs';
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3achbneuuks — mnpbnorarau(p. 197) 'spy': cns — ropk,

(p. 246) ‘'up there'; KIenUTHU -~ HA3HAMEHOBATH, (p. 263)

'signify'; KBHUTUMM - KHMXHUKB, (p. 67b) 'bookman'; 3za-

knene (Mar.) or 3zaxknwuu (Zogr.) - zarBopmu, (p. 146) 'lock

in'; KOKOTB, KOYp® - narens, (p. 77) ' rooster'; jnagua —

xopa6nb, (p. 89b) 'boat'; manomomTs - ObIHMKE . (p. 182)
or 6bmens , (p. 112b) 'maimed, crippled'; mowbra - nupa ,

(p. 30b) 'skin for holding water'; MBHUTM - DOHUXATH .

(p. 220b) 'to shorten, make smaller'; MXOBHD -~ KbCEHbD .

(p. 210b) 'slow, late'; H&TPOYTM —— HEKDPEMUTH , (p. 74b)
'to feed'; HeBpbHnoy chTBOpUUA -~ He Cpbroux (pp. 64,197),

He BbcxoThmx , (p. 119) 'reject'; nonwenbra, nonrd6hra —

noyuwenmua , (p. 18), noymeHa ,(p. 56b) 'divorced woman';

npanpXibHe, NMpinpxaesHs — Garpbus ,(p. 263b) 'red'; nbHaxp-

HMKD — TDPBXHUEKD ,(p. 194b) 'banker, usurer'; pPp10b1TBa —

néapek (p. 150) 'fisherman'; ckiasShk, ObN0 — wOpa3ds  (p. 65)
phoaps AP

‘relief, portrait'; CKpMHHMLA2, pauula - KOBYexelUk,(p. 252b)

'box'; coynbke - oyHe , (p. 224) 'better'; coynbuuk - Noyub-

uy,(p. 175b) 'best'; cumapr — oOyOpoych , (p. 268) 'ker-
chief'; AOPO — CKOpPO (p. 182b) 'soon'.

Some of the words in this list 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 strictly 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 (JloXe - OOpBh; Neyayiekb — CKPLOEHD),

and in others interchanged to achieve a better, more precise
translation ( Bb» OrHbE BbBMETOMO -~ Bb Neuwb BbMbraresmo,p.21).
This is the most interesting type of lexical change in IAG,
for it 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: BB3JpacThd (all OCS) -

}AKO CBMHCIB MMaTBH (p. 240b, John 1X.23) 'he is of age';
rnawaeTs (all OCS) - u cBox JBusa 30BeThb no fimennm (p. 241b,

John X.3) ‘'call by name'; BBE3rNacuTh KOkKoT®» (Mar.), koyps

(Zogr., Ostr.) - IAKO npbxne naxe He BLCNOKTHL [4TENL, TPHU

kpati (p. 205, Luke XXII.6l) ‘'the cock crows'; mpuraacu
(all OCS) - npu3BaB Xe XEeHuxXa 5panannnu$ ¥ Aa IEMOY .

(p. 217, John II.10) ‘call (someone)'; He 3oBun (all OCs) -
He rnamay Ipoyrs cBoux®d (p. 182, Luke XIV.12) 'invite,
call'; wucnosbms (all OCS) - # o6bma ca, ® ickaame momol
6Ha BpiMeHe Ia 1o nmpbnactes Ge3 Hapoma. (p. 201-201b,
Luke XXII.6) 'commit oneself'; KBHUID (all OCS) - MIM Cero
nucania HbcTe ubAM (p. 119, Mark XII.10) ‘'scripture'; JIBCTH

(all 0CS) - pasoymiB xe nxkaB’CTBO uXB, péue UMD . (p. 197,

Luke XX.23) 'craftiness'; & 3HameHub BpbMeHeMb He MoOxeTe
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(all OCS) - He pasoymbiere (p. 49, Matth. XVI.3) 'under-

N 2>
stand, conceive'; HenmoctouHM (all OCS) -~ iak0 palbM Heno-

Tph OGHN 1ecuu (p. 189, Luke XVII.1l0) 'worthless'; 30I%,
3pNB1¥  (all OCS) - poOOD JIXKaABD " nmpbnwéonturds, 3HaAMeHUIA

AmeTs (p. 49, Matth. XVI.4) 'wicked, cunning'; c¢BBhbabrens-

2
CTBOYHTE (all OCS) - Bu caMM MH} MOCNOYWBCTBOYETE. HKO

pbxt uwbcMp &83p Xo. (p. 220, John III.28) 'to witness ones

— (N -
words'; CBTBODATH (M) Hcpb  (all OCS) - ¥ NOCTABATH ¥ Lph

(p. 228, John VI.15) 'to make (one) a king'; BECcKpbcurs

ciMa (all OCS) - BBCTABMTH IJIeMA Opara cBoiero (p. 197b,
Luke XX.28) 'to resurrect the seed, reestablish the kin of';

TH10 (all OCS) - MAexe TPOYNh, TOY ¥ OPIM CHOEDXKTH CA

(p. 190b, Luke XVII.36) 'corpse'; OyXacasxx CA (all OCS)

-1 IUBNbaxXxX c4, n nocnbnoyxme, OCoraX%® CaA (p. 115, Mark
X.32) 'be amazed'; XOTAlITeé (all OCS) - CE MTH TBOI M
6patuta TBOAa BBHE CTOXTD NCKXlle Tnatu Telh (p. 39, Matth.
X11.47) 'wanting, desiring'; mwM® (all OCS) - M MCXoXnaa-
We ClIOyXb ® HeMb B Bchko MBcTo ¥ cTpaMk.  (p. 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: MHOYALR - €IVHO-
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pojeHd (p. 166b), while OeliTANL is preserved, but with a

different suffix, Gecusmens (p. 197b); however, =He

OCTABNbINE UANB is changed to ue Octapnbme chueHe (p. 197b)
and He BB3HEHABUIAMTH ... UAND becomes He BbB3HEHABUNUTE ...
okt (p. 183). In addition, pbirumempis changed to oTpo-

uumemp (p. 34), while wrpoks1 becomes abru (p. 10b). The

Ve
second example: BoeBOIaMm — rlkaun (p. 122b), while

iy

BJIKOIR —* BJACTUMA (p. 24b) but Bn"ka — BOoxXmp (p. 9);

BJIACTH —=~ (f:dnac'rb (pp. 213b, 242b), yet o6nacTh ~—» BIACTD

(pp. 118b, 196).

¢) 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: BB3IMXTH
cA —> CMXTH CA (p. 24b); BbB3BbcM caA — 06Bbcm ca (p. 80b);
B13Baxh — Npu3Bax: (p. 10b); ummcTutn — ouncrTuTH (P, 24);
NONOXNLA —e Bb3JIOXKMIX (p. 82b); nporubsass ca —» pasrub-
BaB CA (p. 55b); NpOMATE —> pacraTh (p. 8lb); MpOmMATHE —
pacrnatue (p. 82); mpokonaBrle —e packKkonasuwe (p. 91b);
oychum -—oéc’l‘:uu (p. 17b); oycraum — npbcTaun (p. 98);
cpHbnaixTer —> u3bnexrTs (p. 198b). Some unprefixed words
become prefixed: nbtnurent — pasabnurentd (p. 176); 3BOAHMB
—» CB3RAHMK0 (p. 123); bnp —e cBHbOBL (p. 88b); in other
words the prefix is introduced either after the first lexi-
cal morpheme in a compound (6n1aro-BoJuxs —-63?ro-gg=nonm{'5,
p. 146) or after the negative morpheme He (He-yaauub —s He-

Ha=yaaHia, p. 200b; He-OyMbXR—» He-TO=OyMbXX , p. 127b).

- 361 -



00047407

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: YeTBPBTOBNACTBHUKL —v YETBPBTOBNA&CTELD
(p. 146); cxmpb — cxilepHuKa, (p. 190b); HeBbDPBHCTBO —»
HeBbpbcTBUIE, (p. 43); Hestpbgzggi-—-ueaﬁpué, (p. 111);
HeBEpBCTBO — HeBdpue, (p. 101); o6bmaHuuup — oCbianéHiemb,
(p. 200b); cnoyxm ——» CHHlIAHIA, (p. 122); NPU3PAKE —— NPU-
apbuie, (p. 104); npokaxeHudb —s NMpOKa3H, (p. 150b).

e) There are many other kinds of lexico-gramma-
tical changes in IAG, which will be united in this group
for brevity of exposition. Substantives are replaced by

substantivized adjectives (cnbmeus -— cndnuu, p. 116; Ipb-

WBHUKD —e IPhueHb, p. 240b; HeIXXBHUKD —» HEIIXXHBDR,

p. 101); combinations of substantive with 'empty' verb are

replaced by verbs (c3BbTh CHTBOpDMIA — cBBRHAI® CA, Pp. 75)

and vice versa (TpoxnaaTe XeHX—» TDOyIlH AaeTe XeHb,

p. 75b); the verbs TBoput¥ and pbaTy are exchanged in com-
bination with different substantives (mpbiaiwGEtl TBOPUTU —»
npbnwoén gbat#, p. 56b, while Monurex nhame —s MONMUTBR
tBopbame, Pp. 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.23, all OCS
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texts read as in Mar.: t BB3bphBBH WCB IJla OYUEHHUKOMD

CBOMMB. KAKO He OyHNOOh MMRmEM GOTATHCTBO. BB LPCTBUE Gxue

BBHUIOXTE. In IAG the phrase uuxmeyn OorartscTBO 'those who

have wealth' has been replaced by oynoBaXmuMs Ha COraTsCTBO

‘*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 0OCS 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 lanquage of IAG is far superi-

or to that of any of the classical OCS Gospel texts.
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CONCLUSTIONS

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 - 15th centuries, as well as of the extent
of that influence and of the mechanisms behind it. 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 l4th - 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 liter-
ary language devoid of narrow dialectal grammatical and
lexical features. In the initial 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, partially, 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 all 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. 1In 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 first Russian copies from
South Slavic manuscripts, many local features of the lan-
guage were eliminated, making it a very difficult task to
establish the national origin of a certain Church Slavic
text from the early period - and all the more from later
periods.

By the first half of the 14th century, the Middle
Bulgarian literary language had acgquired 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 the Middle Bulgarian texts and
language was a process which must have begun with the polit-
ical unification of Bulgaria under Ioan As&n II(1218-1241)
and the re-establishment of the Church Slavic liturgy in
connection with the restoration of the Tarnovo Patriarchate
in 1235. This process of revision of the Church Slavic
books continued through the entire l4th century; by 1337

and 1355/56, when King Ioan Aleksandar's Psalter and Four

Gospels (IAG) were written, the orthographic, grammatical

and lexical norms of the l4th-century Middle Bulgarian lit-
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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 prolific Bulgarian writer, one of the
many translators who participated in the revision of Church

Slavic texts (the SluZebnik, 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 hagiographic tradition
has been underestimated by many scholars. The belief that
the new South Slavic style was devised by the Hesychasts,
and that it was confined to the vitae, is incorrect. It

was actually the predominant style in the South Slavic liter-
ature of the 1l3th - 1l4th 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; it had nothing in common with the
humanism of the Renaissance. Hesychasm never spread in Rus-

sia as a trend in the spiritual life of the country. The

- 367 -



00047407

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 all ties with the
Byzantine Church and accepted the leadership of Rome, thus
bringing Russian Lithuania temporarily into the Western cul-
tural sphere.

The Middle Bulgarian literary language of the 1l4th
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 11lth 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 @ and } to represent both etymo-
logical *& and *ja. But in the latter respect, the Middle
Bulgarian texts are not very different from the OCS cyrillic
texts, with the exception that a new mechanical principle
of distribution is consistently applied to these letters:

1} after a letter denoting a consonant, 1 in word initial

position or after a letter denoting a vowel. In their

orthographical devices, the good Middle Bulgarian texts of

- 368 -



00047407

the l4th century strikingly resemble both the classical
cyrillic 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 it up to the level of the Byzantine
literature of their own time.

The grammar of the best Middle Bulgarian texts is
little 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 0OCS 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 0CS, Thus the 0ld translations were brought closer to
the Greek originals, made more correct and improved stylis-
tically. 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 all 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 it accept-
able, with slight modifications, as a supranational literary
language. This is the main reason it played such a major
part in the second South Slavic influence on Russian.

So far it 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
Lixa&ev, and the causes and mechanisms of this influence
have been re-examined in this dissertation, any real influ-

ence 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 l4th 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 liter-
ature and cultural and spiritual life to the level of their

Byzantine counterparts.
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APPENDICES

Appendix One:
2 — ~— = J—
énva oyGo GHCTD MaHOBeHMe 6a wua ¥ Ta Hamero
L - .. ] >
Incoy xpicTa. XOOAaTAUCTBOMD CXRUBR U MUCTUHBHHRK MphluvcTHX u
h 2 -
npb6fiTocnoBeHN® BATYLUR ¥ GTOpORMTENHULK, HAa &Thu ropd HBuwH-
> .
cThu exe GHTM BB HEM NPUCTaHMmE CNCeHMOoy BBrchkou Auy xpic-
> -] -]
TuaH’cthby naue xe npaBocnaBuHbu. ¥ cP oycprauemd nphobraxmon
=2 2
B HeM. exxe palu BUHH, U BB3ABUTOLX TPOYyRONWOEe3Hb MHOSH.
2 -
OWMOBH CTHX BEJIMKH ¥ IOUBHH. LpHe OATOYECTUBUM. U GwTONIOGCUB UM
2 > , 3 L] e 3 2
BenbM¥xXe. ¥ nphnogoGHUM MHOUU. ¥ OyKpaclims U wOwraTumk BbChH-
2 2
KO. KaMeHuemMb MHWIOUBHHHMD ¥ OuUCDPWMD 3JI3TOM Xe. W crebpuwME
> b ] 2>
¥ VMAH'MM ¥ MHEMM NpaBOaMM MHWIHMKA. IBUXUMHIMU ¥ HEOBHXUMBIMM.,
> 2 2 . 2
exe OHTU Bb ROBONBCTBO ¥ M306inue CRUMMB U NMphOWBAaXmUMME BB
E) 5 — 2 E)
TAKOBHUXD BBCEUECTHHUXD U O¥ecTBBHHM[X] NWMOBOXDB. nMOXmuUX® M
2 2
CcNaBalMXb €NYHOTO 6Ta BB TpOfilM CNAaBUMATO. M MPBUMCTRR U
o E) 2 2 .
BpcenbTx X ero MaTtepe. NOMMHATU Xe U NPUBOCNABHHR U XPICTO-
2 - a >
NIGCKUBHA U NMPUCHONIAMATHHR® LUPA. U NMPOUAR ONIaxXeHHR KTHTODH U
e . 2
BBCHKD PWAB XPICTHMAHCKH. MGO. He & éniuoro pwha TBUAXR KU )
> 2 v A
nBok. oGpiraxs ca BT TOMB cTimp MbcTh amlrtene, HR noHexe
2 — 3 ’ 2 s L 2N
oOblee cTicenue Bb HeMb ecT’® fickaxmuums €. O6'me Gw GHCTBD
> ’ > 2 2
K MbCTO ONaroBONLCTBOYRIWUME. TWIrO pafu. M Oo6pbTaxT cA 3na-
T 3 2 3
HuUa ® BBCHKOro pwia M A3HKa NpaBOClaBHAro. e€xe CXTh NpbBle

-] 3 2
M U3psanHbumee. rprumM. O6nwrape. nNo TwM xe. cpprdére. poyccHU.

3 . 2
{iepe. BRBCBKD Xe MMATD NaMATh NPOTIBR CBOEMOY MOTPOyXmeHud.
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naye xe pHBEHNOY.

G. A. Il'inskij, Gramoty bolgarskix carej
(Drevnosti. Trudy Slavjanskoj kommissii Imperator-
skogo Moskovskogo arxeologideskogo ob3&estva, V.),
Moscow, 1911 (Photoedition: London, 1970), p.21-22.

Appendix T wo:

-y L]
TakoBaa Hbkaa usbTHaa nwcTpoTa H6O OyKpamaame,

— >
TakoBa Hikaa Hanexaame HOCHOMOY NULOY+ MHOTO3payHaa ¥ pagoCT-

2

S5 ——
Haa M HofpospauyHa KpacoTa® M BPBTOTrPa&As HOBOHAC&XOEHB HOO

> — 2 =)
TBopbme, emoy xe BpbTOrpagaps 6p° KO CajoBua Xe M 5pacnn,

b= 2
¥ RKO uBbTHa MHOropasnuuHaa, sBbagHuk c¢BETnocTu. TOrma npBL-

—
Ble CIHUOYy BLCMABmOY M MPOCHBTHBBNOY CA. IABJBIU Xe CA Kpa-
Lownd 3
ceth HOcHbu M nmoGpoTdt muHeBrbM, nocnoyxumik noBenbHUK CHTBOpP-
2
wmaro* ¥ mpbknonullBs cEBpBILM IHB YeTBPLTHM® cfile Oy6wW CHBPB-

e
uC

3 T -] c p—ed —
WMLR CA 1aXe O sBE3Oaxb*® U OYUMHEHO 6 cTiHue sBh3ma AHB

CBOPBXAmNa: JIOYHHOe Xe OpBbBHO npocslmaame HoOmb -
I. Dujéev (ed.), Letopista na Konstantin

Manasi (Fototipno izdanie na Vatikanskija prepis
na srednobalgarskija prevod), Sofia, 1963, pp.6,9.

Appendix Three:

O . c =~
up TBO TapkinueBo, ¥ixe narum 6 UPH no pumunb
3 <
B: pumMb+s U mo ToM® Up TBOBA TApKWUHMUE, NATHK NO pwMunk, HU-

3 .- N o r—
UMM Xe eMOy MNpUuiexxile Mpiems uchBo. OO CHBOMB HNOCTOMHO Ob

O —
up TBOBATHM, Mapkua Iph-°

/C, .
Up TBO TUNieBO-

2 < /6\ 2 Ll
M IIC TOMP 3ATE TAPKMHNEBR:, TUIMNE UDp TB BaA. UXe H3B

2 — > X -
NeTHCTBA KO Xe TIJiaTh ¥ O NMPHBATO BBH3IpACTa, HAPEUEHDB OH
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> T

cepBMe, KO DWAMB CA O palM. TaskoyeT 6w ca |l cepsue, pacs

—

pUMNBHN. CBM NPUITpAXe IbNEeph CBOX Ha 6paKb Cb LPeBiMB CH-
oe 2 2 s

HWOMBb* JIeBKIa TapKKHMA. €l xe eInuHbMB CHBBTWMB ¥ DPA3OYMOMB

a 2 2 L4 /a -]

Oy GMMCTBHMUMDB* M XUBOTA M BJACTM WKAAHHMNY JNUMEHD OH-. MU
< <

cpBETWME ONMMUME, COYTNEPBD HApe  CA® TIPBOATO Xe IO TIALKOY

>
MXB CHLEe HapUUaXTh.

I. Dujlev (ed.), Letopista na Konstantin
Manasi, Sofia, 1963, p. 136-137.

Appendix Four:

UPCTBO Bacunua MakenwHbHuHa:

. 2 2
cpu abue ¢p6Tia MarxHa & UpKBEe. U TNAKH dracTs npk-

2 =] > 2
CTONB® UrHATHUEBHU. I BrcxoThB Xe ¥ Hapwmoy uMbHUe dmnatu.
2 )
K3HCKABD HOOMOBH 3JaTOXpaHALAA. WXe rmpbBhbe chrasaaxx umb-

I 2
HiwMb MHOXBCTBa. ¥ BUALBL BbCA IMPA3HH U HUUBCW Xe MMAIX.
3 =
cKpbpObme: TXRxame. neyanosaame. OyHmBaalle, He yumbille YTO CBTBO-
T — -]
PUTH CH. @ BBCRIOOY Henodnbawe ca. OPb Gw He uMMbxym umbHMa
a (4 2

MHOrof6oraTHaro, nomno6eHd ecThb opnoy npbrerxoy u mpicrapoy He
3 . 2 . ol .
MMAIOYy Nepla. ¥ HOKTIa M KJWwHa. Cero pagyM U BaCUllle nevano-

> -] — E] 2
Baalme ¥ TRXame, MOw LPT MMUXauwnt BbCH MCTHHOMBE ¥ TJIOyMLEMD

2 2
pasnaBh, Ch UTPBHLUEME CBOUME ¥ CBHIMPHUKWME.

I. Dujdev (ed.), Letopista na Konstantin
Manasi, Sofia, 1963, p. 328-329,

Appendix Five:
a8 KUMpiAHD MTPOMONUTH NIC IpPeyecKy Tropasfo He

pasadmint u Hamero 1a3fika NOBONBLHO He 3HAND %e. Sme M cB Ha-
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2 AP » <y
MM €IMHD HAaOl® RKE3INKD CHP% CJIaB€HCKM. I8 MN TOBODMU o

2 . T
cBoemd a3ik¥ uMcTo M mEMKO. a OHb TOBOpA' MOnoxXaHO

e 2 2
M B nmucaHin phbum HAUK ¢ HVMMM He cXOOATCA. M OHB MHBI'ca UTO
T > . 5’
nomnpasu banmor no namemS. a Gonmm Hepaz¥Mie B HM®  Hanu-

T R s 58 I m
ca’ B piqex M cnoBe™ Bce mno cepﬁcxm Hanuca . M HAHD
N
. T 2 z
MHOTHA Oy HAC ¥ BCA BPeMA Ha KHArH nmumd . a numdTs Hepa-
. 2 » /-T\
38MisA Bce no cép6ckum ... rab HamoGe no HameM$ a, a mo

2
cep6cku %, unft X, mMo HameMy K, a MO CepOGCKM A, Mo Hamemy

5 e ¥

y & cep6cKM X, Oy Ha H, 8 cep6CckKM U, a pbum no Hamem
R, > '

He 3ame’ nu, a cepbcku, unum G6dme 6énrapckyu He 3amOmM. MO Ha-

/m a2
wemS kbécHO MenneHHOAauqeﬂm, Unu rBanB, a cepGckyu MENHOA3L-

/ ﬂ".. .
ye . M npuia pbum Hamp Hepaagunu. 6oxMa, BaCHb, PECHOTUBIe,

ubmu, awdTh. u MEdGro TaroBHXD MM He paadmbemts {HO cepGekwm,

2 6 A
a #iHo Gonrapcku. ¥ cia mocend HenmocTaHe . Ha ntTO Ha

nostktcreoBanuie.

Arximandrit Amfiloxij, C€to vnes Sv. Kiprian,
mitropolit Kievskij i vseja Rossii, a potom Mos-
kovskij i vseja Rossii, iz svoego rodnogo naredija
i iz perevodov ego vremeni v na¥i bogosluiebnye
knigi?, Trudy Tret'ego Arxeologiéesko%o s"ezda v
Rossii, byvZeqo v Kieve v avquste 18 ., I,
Kiev, 1878, p. 231-232.

Appendix S i x:

o) —
cnasa BB TP UM, CJ8BUMOMOY GOy. CBEDBUAXHOMOY

- 2> [ 2
BbCcEKO HayvHaHue OGIr0. 1AXe W HEMb HAUMHAIEMOMOY. K IaXHO-

2
MOY, MO HausJIb UM KOHeUD:

3 s
nica caA CMM XVBOTOYHHM MCTOUHUMKE HOBHAR 6JTI‘nTH.

o > . o ) e >
npbcna”ro oyuenia x Ba, U TOTO OX TBHHXD CAMOBMAEUB, OyuYe—
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3 > /é\ — —
HUK Xe, M an+-ies. TIJeMHH quBOpOGJ'lI‘OB‘ECTHHK'b. He BbHbBmHUNKVL

> > -
THKMO IAapOMDb. MNM 3JIATOMB. UMM BACOMB NMPLCOyYKAHHNMbL, UMM Ka-

. 2 2 N
MEeHl1leMbp U Gﬁcpoub oyKkpamarMb, HX BBHATDBHHMD 6)KCTBH8I‘0 CJiQ-

2 . J e 2 ot
Ba, M3nMaHieMt ¥ TAUHBCTBHATO CBHMOTPEHIA UCNNBHEHMie. laxe
‘ PR = enia. O 2
Bb HeMb BN uHbro um 6% TBHAro BbunuexHIa. M uwnonbucTBa. m@xXe
2 2 s A A

- :
CHBDPBUM HAC pamu. MA paAia Xe, ¥ MACTM. Oaxe 0O KpoTa W mo-
. : - 3 L
rpeGeHia. M CJABHArO TPUAHEBHATO BbCKpCEHIa. M Bb3HeCeHIA.
o) > 2 2 M -]
K KTO HLOBOJIEHD INODALOY MCUBCTH UNM M3TJIATU RKXe BB HEMD

c o > 3
proSpaxelluue nbucTes X Bbxb. Mo HCTMHE 1AKO Xe MCTOUHMKOY

F > T
K BRBILOY CA'\ Bb 3eMIIUN 68330}11-!‘51‘1, N ¥ORKIRN KTO TIUEeTh W HEero,

6y 3
He Bb)KﬂfneT CA K TOMOY. TOUMTH 60 CTPOY X, W HaclnaxmaieThb

A

— 2 .e 3 2
JUIX. BeCeJIuTh Cp 1Ue, BB KO;Y“'B 1 NOMHIJIeHla. MUKW IKOXe

éx

an 2
CKpPOBMHNOY CBHKPBBEHOYy, Ha cend cp neuHoMb. CHUe BB3HCKABD wl-—
— 2 /\ Y
pbtre, OnrosipHuu, M %CTONWGUBLMK . MpEBHCWKNM, ¥ OTOBLHUAHHHM
2. 2 o — 5
camonpbxeud IwlHb anéﬁaunpb Ipb. HKKOXe CBLTUNHUKOY MONOXe-—

2 >
HOy BB TemH} micTi. M 3a0pBEeHOYy M Bb HepaleHUE TIOJIOXEHOY

~ 3 o 5 2
OpeBHUMMM LPU,., €To Xe OX TBHHMBL XeJIaHMeMb U3bWOpLETe CIH

/é\ ~ =~ =] > =] 2
Xp~ TONMWGUBNM Upb .I0. anefaHmps. W W3NoXwB® nphnuca. u3b

5 Py 5 )
ENNUHBCKH® CNnOBeCh, Bb Halk CNOBBHCKXA CIOTHR, ¥ Bb IABJ€-
> A 3
HUEe TIONOXM. CEero M3bBBHOY 3NaTHMM HbCKAMM MOKOBA, M BbH-
5 > m 3
ATDBAIOY, XUBOTBODHHMU WOPA3H BN UHHMM, ¥ TOrO CHaBHHXD
c 2 2
oyueHuKd. mapu || cBbrTnuMu m snaroms. XUBOMMCUN XXDOXHE OyKra-
' 0 2 ~
CUBb. HA OTBDPIXIEHME CBOEMOYy Up TBOY. HKOXe BEIMKHM Bb CTXbD
™ 2 > >
KWHCTAHAMHD LPb Cb MTPUX €JIEHOR, M3HECH M3 GOYKOY 3EMHOW
P —y ] e ~ /'r\
XUBOTBOPDUBHM KDCTBH THb, cfile ¥ Cb, CEro UeTBOPOGATOBLC HMKA:

2
CBHOPBXRUOY TOrpa ckfinTpa 6nbrapckaro, U rpbpubKaro
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< 3 e 3 'ﬁ;
up TB&. CBb OnaroBbpHox M 6roBbHYaHHOX M HOBOMPOCBE HOX

— 2 ~— >
UpLeX CBOEA Kupa Beo’ﬁpox. TH30UMETHOX OXUIEMOYy J1apoOy. ¥ Cb

2 2
NPUCHHMMD ¥ NMPBBB3NNGNEHNMb CHOMb CBOMMBb I1WAHOMD NHMIMAHOMB

~ Q 2 ~— @
upeMt: Bb CNnaBk TBOpUOY Bcd”, U TOro OnroBhCcThBHUKW . Matrbéw.

. s 2 3 . I
Mapkoy . noyubk. m IWAHOY. MX Xe MONUTBaAMU. MOGHIAX na mpimme .

I & 2 o
6a, H& Bpary paTOYRUMXB TOTO. ¥ TJNABH UXP CHKPSWM IO

<
HOSs} cnga, auﬁa +

~a T 2 .. -y
nbToy Terkmoy, ;w&n. MHITKTa O: ——
-~ o Fi .
+ pald Xe TrHa Moero upd, nMucaBuyM CHUR KHUTR, CIMWHB
MHE? HapuuaeTt ca: -

IAG (microfilm copy of the manuscript), p.275-
276. This text is easily available only in modern
Bulgarian, in the translation by I. Dujdev in
Starobslgarski stranici. Antologija, Sofia, 1968,
p. 456-457. The original was published by F. Us-
penskij in gg;nal Ministerstva narodnogo prosve-
S&enija, 199, St.Petersburg, 1878. Since Dujlev's
trans%ation is extremely free, I have made the
English translation from the original, which is
guoted in this dissertation.
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