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Georgi Mindev (Sofia, Bulgaria)

THE PLACE OF THE NEWLY DISCOVERED SHEETS OF THE EUCHOLOGIUM
SINAITICUM AMONG THE OTHER TEXTS OF THE MANUSCRIPT. PHILOLOGICAL
AND LITURGICAL ANALYSIS OF THE PRAYERS OF THE LITURGY OF THE
HOURS (AIEMATIKH AKOAOY®IA)

(Summary)

In 1988 the Greek scholar loannis Tarnanidis published a catalogue of the Sla-
vic manuscripts discovered on Mt. Sinai in 1975, including some ancient Sla-
vic biblical and liturgical codices. Among these were also found 28 sheets
of the “Euchologium Sinaiticum™.

Despite the various lacunae, including serious ones, this codex remains
the most voluminous (and the only) comrilation of the Byzantine euchology
from the earliest period in Old Slavonic. It is derived from one or more Byzan-
tine euchologies, either of the type criginating in Constantinople or those ori-
ginating outside the capital.

The new texts have not, however, gone without raising both codicological
and liturgical questions. In the present paper are confronted a few of these prob-
: Jems, limiting the study to the first four sheets, which contain prayers for
the main celebrant of the liturgy of the hours (¢oparixd dxoAouvbic) for ves-
' -pers, matins, the third and the sixth hours. Another goal of the article is to
ind the proper location that should be assigned to the recently discovered
sheets, among the other — already known-— parts of the “Euchologium Si-
nailicum”,

* At the end of the article are the contents of the sheets, with the prayers of
the_liturgy of the hours in Cyrillic transliteration.
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Francis J. Thomson (Antwerp, Belgium)

THE SYMEONIC FLORILEGIUM — PROBLEMS OF ITS ORIGIN,
CONTENT, TEXTOLOGY AND EDITION, TOGETHER WITH AN
ENGLISH TRANSLATION OF THE EULOGY OF TZAR SYMEON

The ninehundredth anniversary of the earliest Slav codex of a florilegium which
was translated from Greek between 914 and 927! at the express command of
Tsar Symeon of Bulgdfia, viz. codex 043 {(formerly 31D) of the Russian Syno-
dal collection copied in 1073, was marked by a conference held at Leningrad
31 October — 1 November 19742 and it was subsequently agreed that the Rus-
sians should publish a facsimile of the codex and the Bulgarians undertake a
printed edition of both the Slavonic and Greek texts. After extensive restora-
tion in 1978-1981 a superb facsimile edition appeared in 1983 and now the prin-
ted edition of the text has been published as the [lirst of three volumes; the se-
cond will contain a completeTexicon ol the translalion and the Third the Greek
téxtBefore examining the actual edition, let us briefly review the nine artic-
les prefaced to it.

In the “Cultural and Historical Significance of Symeon's Miscellany™,
an article already published in 1989%, the late and much lamented P. Dinekov

} The lerminus post quem is lhe final entry in the list of ruters at the end of the codex
on I. 266r, viz. Constantine (V, 908/811-959) and Zoe (914-919/202. This list is not a later
addilion to the florileglum — on this see below — and thus the theory advanced by Jie-
Bo YK K8, H. ,Oreneckre xunra” o Hsﬁol:mlx Cosarocnapa 1073 ropa. — Coperckoe cna-
sgHoBeacHne, 1985, Me 6, 76-80, see p. 78, that the translation was made in Moravia by Me-
thodius is gberrant. The ferminus anfe quem is Symeon’s death in 927.

1977 3 The papess were pulbished in HsSopuuk Csatocnasa 1073 r. Céopruk crareli. M.,

3 Hs6opunk Coarocnasa 1073 roga. dakcamuabioe wspaune. M., 1983. The accompa-
nylng volume has the subtitle: Hayunwf annapar daxcHMuab@oro Haganus.

4 In Coopunk (the abbreviation used here for the work under review), 9—17. Each of
the articles is accompanied by résumés in Russian and English. The English is on the whole
quife good with only occasional obscurities, e. g. the Bulgarian ruler was well ecquainted not
only with Byzanline literature, and philosophy but also with those of Antiguity (i7). Clearly
this must read either . . . nof only with Byzaniine but elso with Classical ..., or ...and
philosophy of Byzantium, but aiso’. .. Why we have to have names such as Knyaz Svefoslav
((?8) and George Chirovoskos (33) instead of Prince Svyaloslav and George Cholroboscus (or

holroboskos) is unclear. The titles of the articles as given in the English résumés are used
here for reference purposes.

O unexos, Il TlpoGaemn Ha crapara Gwarapcka axreparypa. C., 1989, 226—236.
it should be noted that It repeats much of what he wrote in his Cineonosuar (Cuerociano-
pnar) Habopuuk ot 1073 r. B passuritetro na Gwarapexara auteparypa. — CrapoGuarapcka
antepatypa, 5, 1979, 3—9 a Russian version ol which is found in Habopnux (see above n. 2),
272-279, including some of lhe same mistakes, e. g. that 10,000 epistles ate ascribed lo Isi-
dore of Pelusium 513; cf. 1979, 6; 1977, 277). The mosl ever ascribed to him Is almost three
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gives a succinct outline of the importance of the translation for the develop-
ment of Slav eulture and the Old Bulgarian language. One or two of his asser-
,tions must, however; be rejected as inaccurate, e. g. the idea that the transla-
tion of George Choirobos?tls“nrlmpir{JMMs is found in codices other than
those of the’gwn—m:milegium‘. a claim repeated here also by A. Mincheva?,
but rightly dénied by K. Ivanova®. This is only one of the many examples of
contradictions between the articles which should have been eliminated by
better editing. Another example is Dinekov’s claim that John the Exarch play-
ed a major role in the translation of the florilegium®, which s tomtradicted
by the results of an analysis by A. Mincheva'®. The most serious misconception
in Dinekov’s article is, however, his mistaken belief that the concluding entry
in the 1073 codex on f[f. 2647-266F, viz. AsTonHthub B3 K{ATBUE 9T ABz-

royeTa Aame H Ao Kwieranthux n 3w, fﬁfl. rgsubekukya is a ninth-cen-
tury Bulgarian compilation similar to the Awronucsus of Constantine of
Preslavil, Quite apart from the fact that there is no obvious link between
the latter work and Constantine!?, the Greek original of the amvennceus
is found in two of the Greek codices of the florilegium, viz. Laura I’ 115 and

Coislin 1203, and it was obviously translated at the same {ime as the rest o\]

the florilegium and is not @ Tater aadition, as boih Ivanova'™ and mincheva'®
also iffcorrectly claim. -_—

I her artiele“Symeon’s Miscellany as a Literary Work™®, K. Ivanova
situates the florilegium amongst similar Byzantine miscellanies and surveys
its contents. Unfortunately she rarely indicates the Greek sources and in places
reveals that she does not know them all. She thus vaguely says that the three
indices libroriun canonicorum et prohibitorum on fi. 2627-25%, 263-~v and 253'-
2 were probably it jrom Stico-canonical W : ey

* “arerayan excerpt from John of Damascus’ De fide orthodoxa®; b} Gregory of Na-
zianzus’ Caimen dogmalicum XII™; c¢) pseudo-Isidore of Pelusium’s De LX

libris el quinam ex{ra illos sint™. O again, she identili € enfry on ff. 243v-

thousand by Severus of Antioch, confirmed by Suidas, while the editionin Migne, J. P.
Palrologia graeca (=PG), {. 78, has 2012, 19 of which are duplicates.

¢ CGanum. 13—14.

? Ibid., p. 183.

8 Ibid., p. 28.

? Ibid., p. 12.

10 jphid., 175—178.

u Ibid., p. 14. .

12 See Thomson, F. Constantine of Preslvav and the Old Bulgarian- Translation
of the Historla ecclesiastica et mystica contemplatio’ Attributed to Patriarch Germanus I
of Constantinople. — Palacobulgarica, 1986, 1, 41—48, see p. 47, n. 52.

13 In the latter codex the ending of it is missing. It has been edited by Budukos,
M. Cpapunteapnuft ananus cocrasa ..Hacospuuxa Cesrocaana 1073 r." u ero pusantniickux
ananoros. — BusantniickrA spemennnx, 51, 1990, 92-102, see 99-100. The Slavonic text
differs slighlly from the Greek, but there is no reason to suspect that these differences are
due to the Slav translator since some of the variants are found in olher Greek chrontica mi-
norg, see fl wena, 1. 3a nasopnte Ha AzTenhthlts EZKATAUS B HsGopunka 1073. — Pa-
laeobulgarica, 1987, Ne 3,98—104,s¢e 103—104; she also edits the beginning of the Greek text
l:reserved in Colslin 129, ibid.,. 100, Speculation as to why it is found after the coloplion in

he 1073 codex, e. g. by L unt, l-l..J |tin The TZborAtk of 1073, — Flarvard UKratnian otu-

dies, 7, 18983, 859376, see p. 364, n. 17, is poinlless.

14 CGopunk, p. 30. —

% Ibid., p. 163.

16 Ibid., p. 18—33.

17 Ihid., p. 29.

18 Ed. PG, t. 94, 1177—1180.

is Ed, PG, t. 37, 472—474 (also t. 138, 924).

2 Ed. PG, t. 1, 515—517.
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246" as an excerpt from Theodoret of Cyrrhus' De theologiu sanctae Trinilalis
et de oeconomia®, whereas it is made up of a series of passages from book b of
his Haereticarum fabularum compendium®.She equally vaguely states that the
four excerpts from Gregory of Nazianzus' Oratio XL on ff. 120v-122" have a
text similar to that of the earliest translation of his homilies®, whereas in
fact they are later interpolations into the florilegium from that iranslation®.

Of all the articles the longest is K. Kuev’'s “Origins and Circulation of
Symeon’s Miscellany™®, which contains a Slirvey of most of the codices of the
translation. In each case only a few of Ties — selected apparently at
random — are described, and for no obvious reason the corresponding en?ries
in the 1073 codex ~.re every time given in a parallel column so that the desc-
ription of the entries in the latter codex is constantly repeated. Clearly all that
was required was in each case to point out the variations from the 1073 codex.
Nowhere does he slate which codices he is describing de visz and he frequently
contradicts not only other descriptions but even his own, e, g. first he states
that Vilnius 260 has 292 folia with the beginning and one folio in the middle .
missing®; he then states that a) the list of contents is on ff. 288v-294¥*7 and b)
there are two gaps in the middle of the codex?®, and he finally proceeds to des-
cribe the missing first entry in the codex® without informing the bewildered
reader that he has in fact taken this information from the list of contents at
the end of the codex®. Or again, he claims that all 16th-century codices are
Russian®!, whereas he has already listed Rumanian Academy 310 as being
Serbian®.

His descriplions are, moreover, frequently inaccurate. To give but four
examples:
1) the dating of Cyril of Beloye Ozero 5/1082 to 1445% was already shown in
1885 to be a misreading of the word Amen in the colophon® and the codex is
of the late 15th — early 16th century. It is also incorrect to state® that many
folia are missing;

2t Ed. PG, t. 75, 1148—1189.

13 Ed. PG, (. 83, 336—556, see p. 441, 448, 453, 457, 477, 480, 481—484.

3 (‘ﬁopnux.&. 24, n. 28.

% Compare °l|’"'"‘v 436—440, and the earliest Slavonic translation of Orafic XL.
Ed. A. Byaunosuyu. X111 caos I'puropus Borocaosa p apesuecnassitcKOM Jepesoje No pyKo-
g;lcn Hug;pampcxun TyGanguof BuGanorexn XIneka. CII6., 1875, 73—110, cf. §2-83, 80,

% Chopunk, 34—98. As is often lhe case in Kuev's articles, he Inserls whole passages
taken from previous articles; compare, to give but two examples, ibid., p. 34 and 56 with
Kyep, K. Apxeorpadcku Gesexkn sa padnpocrpanentero na Cuueonosun (Caerocaasosns)
cOOpPHIK B CTApHTe CAADANCKH JuTepatypi. — CrapoGnarapcka aureparypa, 5, 1979, 38-56,
cf. p. 38 and p. 50. .

®8 Clopuux, p. 73.

37 Ibidem.

%8 lbid., p. 74.

2 Ibid., p. 73.

30 This becomes clear when his description is compared with \ialin Lo Gp anckn f,
®. Onucaune pyxonucefi Buzenckol nyGanunofi 6#6AHOTEKH, WEPHOBNO-CAZBAKCKHX N PyC-
ckux. Vilnius, 1882, 432—439, see p. 432.

% 1bid., p. 95.

3 1bid., p. 70. It is in fact Wallachian.

9 Ibid., p. 48. Incidentally he wrongly, ibid., p. 46, gives ils number as 1/1082.

8 SeeMasing, L. Studien zur Kenntnis des Izbornik Svjatoslava vom Jahre 1073
nebst Bemerkungen zu den jiingeren Handschrifien. — Archiv fir slavische Philologie, 8,
1885, 357—395; 9, 1886, 77—112, see 373-374; Po3 o 8, H. O naTHpOBKe M JOKaAH3AUMA
Kupanno-Benosepekoro cnucka Habopunka Cimcona~Ceatocnana. — B: Pyccko-Goarapekie
cBA3K B ofAacTn wwmxNuro Aena. COOPHUK Nayditux TpyAcs. (=:AxTyasaeune npobacsme
guuropemenus, 5). M., 1981, 22—365.

% Cgopnuk, p. 46.
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2) he first states that Volokolamsk 138/496% has 306 folia and contains the se- -

cond part ol the florilegium on ff. 216r-306Y" and then proceeds to describe
enfries allegedly on ff. 216°-234" of the codex which in fact correspond to the
entries on If. 2738 of the 1073 codex, viz. the first part of the florilegium?®e,
In fact the codex has only 197 if. (of which the first and last are blank) and con-
tains the second part of the florilegium?®®, so what Kuev is here describing re-
mains a mystery;
3) the statement that Rumanian Academy 72 is closer to the 1073 codex than
Rumanian Academy 310 *° is patently wrong since both originally had the same
entries from the florilegium but the ending of 72 is missing and it now breaks
off in the middle of Hesychius of Jerusalem's /n Christi natalem (in the 1073
codex on f, 2507-), whereas 310 continues on to pseudo-Epiphanius of Salamis’
De XVI prophetarum vita et obitu (in the 1073 codex on ff. 254v-2617). More-
over, he fails to point out that Hilandar 382 — which he optimisticaily dates
to the late 13th century* — contains the same entries as 3/0;
4) he ends his description of Rumyanisev 6 by stating that 18 entries are mis-
sing after c. 3 of the entry ascribed to Theodore of Raithu. In fact it isonly 18 cc.
which are missin%. the first 14 of which constitute the ending of that entry
(which is a compilation based largely on Theodore’s Praeparatio and John of
Damascus’ De fide orthodoxa), and then follow entries corresponding to those
on ff, 241v-247* of the 1073 codex. In his description of Solovki 399/86,
' 'moreover, he fails to point out that this latier codex has precisely the
same gap. '

His criteria governing the selection of codices to be described in detail
seem to be as haphazard as those governing the choice of entries to be descri-
bed: whﬂy describe in detail a 1857 copy of Yegorov 745, viz. Rogozhsky Ceme-
tery 16%, and a 1891 copy of Ouchinnikov 108, viz. Pryanishnikov 193%, but
dismiss in a few words a 1818-1819 copy of the 1073 codex itself, viz. Rumyant-
sev 366, and fail even to mention a 19th-century copy of the latter codex, viz.
State Public Library F. I. 275? 1f he includes a detailed description of a copy
of the entries on ff. 4°-9¥ of the 1073 codex made in the 19th century by 1. Bli-
nov, viz. Nikiforov 637, why not include the copies of ff. 1*-2* and of 264*-
266 made by A. Vostokov and O. Bodyansky respectively?4 Moreover, there
is not even a mentlion of the late 16th — early 17th-century codex Ossolineum
41, which has all the florilegium except for the first three prefaces and the fi-
aal appendix®?.

:: Fot 137/496, as he gives, ibid., p. 56.

idem.

2 Ihid., 56-57.

¥SeeFTpsanna J.u H. llep6auesna K tekcronorun MHsGopauxa 1073 r.
{flo pyxonueam Focyaapcraesinoil Guanorexn CCCP um. B. H. Jlenwuna). — HaGopanx
see above n. 2), 56-89; see 74-80. : .

4 Chopunx, p. 70.

@ 1bid., p. 3!{ Elsewhere he more realislically dales parl of the codex to the 14th cen-
iury, see Kyes, K. Cbabara na crapo6uarapcKaTa pPLKONKCHA KuHra npes sekosere, C.,
1986, 114, no. 33.

41 Clopunx, 91-—92.

3 bid., 93-94.

# 1bid., p. 37.

4 Ibid., p. 94-95.

46 State Library, Moscow, f. 36, box 1, nos. 40 and 39 respectively.

47 Descriplions of {his much neglected codex are tobe found in Kefrzydiski, W.
atalogus codicum manuscriptorum Bibliothecae Ossolinianae Leopoliensis. I. Lemberg,

0

——

His selection of witnesses to the indirect tradition, viz. codices with only
a few enfries from the florilegium, is limited (for no apparent reason) to three,
viz. Sophia 1285, Synodal 558, and Synddal 561. Not merely could the list be
greatly expanded, e. g. for the 15th century Barsov 619 and 1395, Moscow Dio-
cese 367 and Undol'sky I; for the 16th Barsov 311 and 630, Chertkov 346, Kievan
Theological Academy 154 (a Serbian codex) and Trinity Sergius 214, but he has
omitted the late 14th — early 15th-century Trinify Sergius 2, which with its
ten entries from the florilegium is the earliest witness after the 1073 codex to
any part ol the [ull redaction of the florilegium.

The weakest asprct, however, of the survey is the lack of any attempt
to divide the codices into redactions and on the basis of the material given here
it would be Impossible for any such division to be attempted. For this reason
a brief account of the textology of the florilegium has been appended to this
review,

Quite apart Irom the inaccuracies in the descriptions of the codices, issue
can be taken with many other statements made in the article. Thus, he greatly
exaggerates lhe role played .by Konstantin Kalaydovich in the -“discovery”
of the codex on 10 June 1817 in the library of the New Jerusalem Monastery of
the Resurrection®®. Joseph Dobrowsky had consulted it there in 1792 and was
the first to publish ; ol the translation and the colophon of the
codex*®, He claims that the first scholar to link the codices Cyril of Beloye Ozero
75/1152, Sophia 1285 and Tolstoy I1. 100 with the Symeonic florilegium was
N. Rozov in 1969*, whereas all three are included in N. Nikolsky’s list of 19065,
to which list Kuev himself elsewhere refers®2, He calls O. Bodyansky's partial
edition of the text together with the Greek originals and some Latin transia-
tionsin 1883 valuable ®; in fact it is an unmitigated disaster: both the Slavonic
and Greek texts are Bodyansky's ifi structs, a strange
mixture of variants arbitrarily chosen from various codices and his own con-
jectures, while the Latin translations have been taken from other editions and
are often not emended and thus correspond to neither the Greek, nor the Sla-
von(ilc. L. Masing rightly concluded his review of the edition with the
words: -

. . . das vorliegende erste Heft . . . bei der so vielfach, um nichi zu sagen @ber-

all, hervorirefenden Systemlosighkeit und dem Mangel an Kritik in der An-

1881, p. 32, and Sl uumupcku ft, A. Anokpudn n aerenpu. K ncropun anoxpudon, ae-
TeHR H NOXHHX MOJNTE B W0KHOCAaBaHCKOf nHcemennocty. T. 1. Ilerporpaga, 1915, 368—370.

4 C6opnux, 36-—37. )

4 Viz. regula 283 of Basil of Caesarea’s Regulae brevius fractaiae found on fl. 32r-33r of
the codex, ed. J. Dobrowsky. Institutiones linguae slavicae dialecti veteris quae quum apud
Russos, Serbos-sﬂwvmrurgraeci, teum apud Dalmalos Glagolitas ritus latinl Slavos in
Hbrls sacris obtinet. Vienna, 1822, 673—675; for the colophon see ibid, ﬁp 673. On Dobrow-
sky and the codex see Monceera, I'. n M. Kp 6 eu. Hosed Hobporcknit n Poccun.
gggaqmg%xnlggccuon ryautyps XI—XVII sekon p naywenun gewcxoro crasuera). Ji.,

3 o .

8 Coopnux, gi‘ls. 54 and 50-51, respectively, with reference to P o 308, H. Crapeft-
wnft 6oarapexnit Mabopurx” u ero pycckasg pyxkonucHas rgammua. — Wssectas Axagemnn
llaytli! E]CC . Cepus ABTEpPATYPH K s3uKa, 1969, Mo |, 76—78, see p. 77, 77—78 and p. 76 res-
pectively.

et %-l HKoAbc KK B H. Marepraaw pnn nospemennoro cnacKka pyccKHX nucateaedi
H HX ;::)lgloa‘:mnn (x-’!-()(l) es.). CI6., 1906, 19—21, see p. 20, nos. 9, 7 and 10 respectively.

Hug, p. 90.

hed lbl(ﬁ, p. 38: uenno. L un (, H. Izbornik (see above n. 13), p. 359, u. I, even calls

it schetarly.
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lage und Durchfihrung, sowie bei der alle Grenzen des Entschuldbaren weil

abersteigendén, Incorrectheit des dargebotenen Inhalls einen wissenschaft-

lichen Werth mit zweitfelloser Enischiedenheit NICHT reprdsentieri™.

- Kuev’s speculation about how the translation may have gone to Russia® is
quite pointless: it has constantly to be stressed that the circumstances in which
any particular surviving Bulgarisn codex went there are known only from
1655-1656 on®®. Some of these shortcomings of Kuev’s article must surely be
ascribed not to the late scholar himself but {o the editors’ failure to revise
what was apparently only a draft and not the final version.

In her article “On the Palaeographic Characterization of the Miscellany of
10737, E. Kotseva rightly stresses that the 1073 codex as the second earliest
dated Eas ex — only the Ostromir evangeliary of 1057 is earlier —
is of immense value for palaeography, all the more so since it was copied in
Kiev, whereas the Ostromir codex was copied in Novgorod. Her belief that

errors in numbering in the florilegium, viz. ? instead of ﬁ\ (. 207), ': not

‘. f:r" (. 209), ¢n not ghs (1. 223), and the jump from s on f. 103" to ¢3 on

f. 104v are evidence of transliteration from Glagolitic/ is unacceptable: in the
" latter case a scribe merely misread ¢ as o, wiite former consultation of
. the facsimile edition reveals that originally the numbering was correct but
later the last letters were erased. This does not,-however, exclude the possibi-
lity of a Glagolitic exemplar andin her arlicle B. Velc WS attention
G50 i i ich point in that direction®®. Kotseva’s theory
}th,at some palaeographic features indicate that some entries-Were transla ted

before others®® must be utterly rejected — the entire colléction of entries exists
in ane Greek flofilegium which was clearly translated at one time and any in-
ternal palaeographic differences can be adequately accounted Tor by the work
*.of more than one franslator and more than one scribe of later exemplars.
Whether the four miniatures at the beginning of the first part of the 1073
codex on ff, 1V, 25, 3* and 3 and the two at the beginning of the second on
ff. 128 and 128" were copied from the codex prepared for Symeon or reflect
a later Byzantine style has long been a matter of controversy among art histo-
rians. In her article “Illumination of Svetoslav’s Miscellany of 1073"%,
L. Mavrodinova favours the for mer school of thought, bul concludes that since
4 those ol The second part are more archaic than those of the first, the miniatures
in the original 10th-century codex were either copied from two separate exem-
plars or else those of the first part were retouched in the mid-10th century®.
Her theory that the miniatures on ff. 1287, 3%, 3* and 128" represent the Fa-

g

thers of the First, Second, Third and Fourth Oecumenical Councils respective- |

1y® is ingenious but will scarcely meet with universal approval. The article
provides a clear picture of the various points at issue and it is a pity that it
s ma rred by inaccurate references, e. g. her assertion that 1. Levochkint in 1980

st Archiv {Gr slavische Philologie, 8, 1885, 549572, see p. 572.

8 CGopustk, 35—36.

8 See Thomson, F. The Bulgarian Contribution to the Reception of Byzantine
Culture in Kievan Rus': The Myths and the Enigma. — Harvard Ukrainian Studies, 12-13,
1988-1989, 214—26), see 238—239.

57 CGopunx, 99—112.

5 Ibid., p. 142.

5 Ibid., p. 110.

® Ibjd., 113—129. It is accompanied by 29 black and white plates.

@ Ibid., p. 126.

2 1bid.. 116—117.
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claimed that the ornamentation had been copied from the codex made lor Sy-
meon®, whereas in fact he stated the reversess.

In her article “Orthography of Svetoslav's Miscellany of 1073 and Its
Olid Bulgarian Parallels"®, B. Velcheva distinguishes between no less than six
different orthographies on the Basis of scribal preferences for 1 or wr, o1 or
Bl, BOL¢, A OF I, HOF KK, ¢Or kk, ghornpand asoraa. Of the incredible meticu-
lousness with which she has studied the codex there can be no doubt, but il
must be born in mind that the same East Slav scribe will tend to keep closer
to the orthography of his exemplar whenever the text being copied is obscure
and he will therefore :n places retain the Old Bulgarian orthography, in others
replace it. There is no need to challenge the conventional view that the codex
was copied by two scribes, viz. A: ff. 1v-86al4; 263¢23-d2 (c27-d2 of which is
OVEF an erasea Text), 204a25-266b9 and sundry minor corrections {hroughout
the codex as well as the titles of the miniatures; B: {f. 86a14-263c22; 263d3-
264a24. Although the colophon on f. 263¢26-29 was copied by A, who obviously
supervised B. Velcheva is almost certainly right in concluding that since the
colophon is in the third person not the first, viz. yaniea lwanns, it was B who
was John, not A%.

To a certain extent some of the phenomena described by Velcheva are
again dealt with by R. Paviova in her arlicle “Easlern Slavonic Linguistic
Features in the Miscellany 0f~1073"%7. These features, as could be expected, in-
clude confusion of nasals, pleophony and the usual morphological changes,
e. g. masculine/neuter instrumental singular in amsnot oms, feminine genitive
singular in - not A. It is interesting to note that scribe A’s orthography con-
tains more East Slavisms such as the use of &g, b9 and aa than B's.

One of the lew glaring mistakes in the English of the résumés is the trans-
lation of the title of A. Mincheva’s article “CrapoGn/irapckuaT KHHIKOBEU €3HIK
g Cimeonosna cGopunk Wo npehnca or 1073 r.“ by “Eastern Slav Linguistic
Features in Symeon’s Miscellany According to the Copy of 1073, but even if
the title had been correctly translated it would have been something of a
misnomer since although she does deal with linguistic features such as supi-
nes, prepositionless locatives, enclitics and postposed delinite articles, much
of the arlicle is devoled to a discussion of the translator’s approach to his task
as revealed by a study of the florilegium. In this She %" muc')ﬁ"lhﬂuenced by
E. Wetiher, to the point of repeating his occasional slip, e. g. that there are no ex-
planatory glosses™. What about, lor example, AnmoTH fperniue Na.[fo,s.wmcm on

f. 962 She rightly notes the different approaches to translation found in the

 Ibid., p. 113, n. 2. .

o Nepouxnn (sic) H. Usbopnuxk Centocnasa u ero caassuckaii npororpad. —-
Crapofbarapcka auteparypa, 8, 1980, 46—49, see 49. This Is not the only inaccurale refe-
rence in the footnote.

6 C6opuny, 130—145.

% 1bid., p. 138. In support of this she quotes Lunt, viz. 1zbornik (see above . 13),
p. 360, n. 6; but he is not the only scholar to reach this conclusion; see, lor example, K y-
KopcKan, JI. 3aragkn sannck HsGopunka Csarocnapa 1073 roma. — ,ugenuepyccxun
nu’repaﬂgﬁrmn ASHK B €ro OTHOWIENMHK K CTapociaBsiuckomy. M., 1987, 45—62, sec p. 59.

87 Céopunx, 148—I161,

8 Ipid., 1561—152.

% Ibid., 162—181, cf. p. 162, and 181.

% Ibid., 176; cf. Welher, E. Zur sprachlichen Rezeption der griechischen !)hilo-
sogghlschen Terminologie im Kirchenslavischen. — Anzelger fiir slavische Philologie, 6,
1972, 138—159, see p. 148.
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i 3ju; h's works™, but her conclusion on
S]Lmeomc [lorllegiumﬂ.:gd John the Exarc i ;ranfsl_altiontis‘;l. 1;1"0-
' “Preslayv school”?, is just one more example of a lailure 1o distin=
gxl:ic:::holgt=.tthv‘.r2 STt “schtgol of translation”. Quite apart Irom the ia::’t\
that her list of “Preslavisms”includes items usually copsndered o be chndlsuig. :
e. g. aaakaTh®, these vocabulary differences are dialectal, not metaphrastic.

t of

the existeirce ol a "school of translation™ requires the esia ishmen

l:‘}(;gti g; certain metaphrastic solutions peculiar to it, both lexical, e. g. (firaeé
cism v. calque, etymological translation v. contextual, constant use o or:
term v, synonyms, and syntactic, e. g. the rendering of a Greek possesat\fe_gl-
nitive by an adjective v. genitive, of a passive by a reflexive v. a par l(t:lp e
plus auxiliary, of an infinitive construction by the same v. a finitt’i cons 2:2
tion, of a parlicipial construction by the same v. a subordinate tc auiiel, le.
Even if these criteria had been established — and gl‘my have not — fd se
of the terms “Preslav” and “Ochrid” to denote the different schools wou |
“misleading sincett-would be afabsurd propesition to consider that all t:;;m;s a-
tors working in East Bulgaria had one approach and all those in “l"est l it:g:-.
‘tia another. Mincheva herself has elsewhere pointed out that in 2 argt;. ers
ty centre such as Preslav various approaches to translation were emp oyde 4,
‘Since the translation was made for Symeon, it was in all probability mat ;_ in
East Bulgaria, but this is a purely geographical fact \Y'hlch says nI?. ing
about the existence of any particular “school of translation”. Despite this l::rtl-
licism, the article is a valuable contribution to the study of the approac (2
translation revealed in the ﬂc}rilegiuxtn and it lstsguplly that the Slavonic exam

e marred by frequent misprints®.
{ ples 'l('l}lll: tlfﬁ)l‘ilggraphy of st]:miesqdevoted to the florilegium between 1824 and

early 1988 compiled by V. Khristova™ is useful as an introduction to the sub-

ject buf¥s exhaustive. It omits many important items™, includes
' i:::kg irrelggaztt)“n;ag tr;uurer ublished™, as well as the same thing more tl}lan
once®®, and teems with errors®!. It is especially intriguing to note thatds_he daf
omitted all reference to Yu. Begunov's 1983 bibliography of 154 studies de

71 C6opnux, 175—3]78.
:: égi M J?Té?a.' K. Hcropuyecka rpaMaTHKa Ka Gvarapckns eanxk. C., 1963, c. 50.
t Preslavism®" Is neTHTH-
The e""wllﬂv :I:né eva, A. Linguisiische Aspekte der Ubersetzung von Simeons .,glalto-
truj*. — In: Sindien' zur Literatur und Kultur in Osleuropa. I.’.onr.neriBe‘I’tragltfitzumt . b!eli
:ernlat.{onaleﬁ Slawistenkongress in _}(l{eui.s 35:32"51?51'31 8z:ilr Geschichie der eratur
—183, se . .
den s"l’a‘l,.’.e.né. lt?l)e %tgtoagt?:ﬁs Lgiafﬁe'ltext on If. 35¢ and 44v on p. 178; compare the edition
on py, 266 and 842. 190 '
": ‘}E:?OP.’"ir‘lintl'g article of 1883, see above n. 13, and Masing’s review of Bodyansky's
partial edition, see above n. 64
% E, g. nos. 9 and 33.
- No. 13346 & later edition of no. 82, ofrwhlchl o. 87 is a Russian version with mi-
(s; fprint of no. 13. . )
nor vg"ﬁ%‘gh'lvgoi)ultoal?e:l ir:iil;?:szoll(g:i:s‘l’w's b°°2I§ of lg%ftf‘:ﬁ;v:ﬂ &ﬁ:tg I(g‘;’g x(1:1,: g :
UK (see above n. 2) are e . 98,
tl%‘iﬁal%ezt (;t)g,wl f;,mlzli?. Iln 1;?,8 Glor? u:m. (166 the pages are not glven (=pp. 5—17); in no. 13
p. 238=p. 283, elc.

44

)

voted to the florilegiume?, especially since it is obvious that she has made co-
pious use of it®, !

A striking feature of these introductory articles is that they do not give
any precise idea of what the aim of the compiler(s) of the florilegium was and
thus provide no clue as to why Symeon ordered it to be transiated. On the one
hand Kuev claims that it reflects:

uAsaTa TOraBalIHa BH3AHTHHAICKA ZOTMATHYECKa, HpaBCTEeNa, XyMaHuTapha,

IOPHANYECKA, KYATYDHA JIMTEPATYPHOTEOPETHYECKA H T. H. MHCBI,
while on the other Ivanova more modestly states:

Axo VlaGopHHKBT ce oueHsipa cnopeq HEroBOTO MACTO BBB BH3aHTHACKaTa

KHH)KHHHA, TO HAHCTHHA € CKPOMHO H HECHH3MEPHMO ¢ Haf-3HAUHTENHHTE

AHTEPaTYPHH ¢akTH. [puukuar npororpad na HsGopuuxa B cpasuenne c

BHCOKHTE NOCTHKEHHRS 11a eHuHKAONeAHaMa npe3 X B. AeiicTBHTENHO € npej-

CTABHTe/I Ha exHa RO-NONYJApPHE, NO-OHAPORHEHA OOTOCAODCKR MHCBA,S8
In fact an analysis of the contents of the florilegium reveals it to be no chance
collection of snippets of knowledge, but a well-planned and carefully compil-
ed work built up around Anastasius smmmm’mr%;
e diversis capilibus a diversis propositde.

The first section consists of ten prefaces to Anastasius' Inferrogationes
summarizing the Christian faith in very logical order;

Tri lt) on the necessity of faith in the {riune God- and on the nature of His
rinity;

2) on the relations between the three gersons of the Trinity;

[3) a marginal scholium on 2 which in Slavonic has been incorporated in-
to the texisd);
‘ Cﬁ).otn the difference between essence and substance and on the two naiures
of Christ;

5-7) more on the natures of Christ;

8) on the incomprehensibility of God who is known only by faith;

9) a confession of faith;

10) an outline of the decisions of the Oecumenical councils. Then follow

Anastasius® Inferrogationes in their commonest redaction in 88 questions®’,

"Once again the selection and order of the questions follow a logical order and

they can be divided into two groups:
QQ 1-22 are genuine Anastasian questions and deal with basic moral ques-

fons: 1-2 on the marks of a true Christian; 3-4 on sin and forgiveness; 5 on
whether non-monks can be saved; 6 on conlession; 7 on communion: 8 on for-
nication; 9-10 on worldly punishments; 11-15 on the proper use of worldly

® Berynros, 0. BuGopounnfi 6uGanorpaduuecknit cnucok antepaTyps 06 Ha. ,4"

Gopunke 1073 ropa, published In the Hayunuit annapar (see above n. 3), 75-79.
8 E. g. in no. 18 she gives the same mistaken reference to pp. 121-123 (=p. 121);In

no. 139 she reproduces the same two misprinls, viz. sullogai and particalarities, which should
read ﬁﬂlo al and particulariiés.

HUK, p. 34.
88 bt 5’|

» Later C?l:eek codices, e, g. Parisinus graecus 1259 A, 1. 13v, of the 14th century, have
:rlso llmﬁrted it into the text and it is possible that one such codex was used for the Slavonic
anslation.
97 The edition published in PG, t. 89, 312—824, is ol a laler, rare redaction with 154
questions. The seven unnumbered questions, viz. 98a-b, 100a-c, 105a, and 109a, are an ad-

dition Irom another source by Jakob Gretser (1662-1625), from whose 1617 edition (via a
1740 reprint) Migne took the text.
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riches; 16 on seculiér.authorlties; 17 on misfortune in life; 18-22 on death and

damnation. . . . i arise
. udo-. tasian and deal with questions which cou
eg?eiiﬁga% if everything which God made is tgo?d,
why are some ani mals unclean (Q 26)? Why was Moses prohibited from egle: ng
the Holy Land because of only ? mi:!:or i‘in (](3 37;)? g;n::tthmi;-toa(:x :i?gs faszs ‘(WQ
iled by what we eat, why should we n .
g?;?n'?‘}lg:hqueslign:’ can be subdivided into two groups: 1) QQ 23-5‘:)5 d_ealling
with the Old Testament, basically in the order of the OT books, hegmu !l'l)%
with Genesis; 54-88 dealing )wét‘g 5T% lN;v._vt I;Testamergt,o\xgécag:;lnba-
subdivided into iwo series: a -61 0 Ep}i_xﬂE . ain b

:?g;?f; ;;:1 their Biblical order; b) QQ 62-88 on thé gospe §'arrangtl!_§l. mz:x:llr)l{etg
the chronological order of Christ’s life from His circumeision to His res

tlon “The final section of the florilegium consists of 24 a errdices lo Anastasius’

tion:

sgali e again no mere random seleéction: . .
' Iu{e.gr%g;aal‘w‘cﬁl,’ ?!:: ph%losoh‘ﬂ*d@fmnrms important in any discus-
. Al trines: .
son 4ofv’ll;nmzz:)rlan d?)c t‘mos:‘:'cns' De tropis poeticis, was not included for a?y
abstract liierary reasons, but explains the use of figures of speech as the prefa-
- tg, which deals with the u[s(:hoi .Ie‘nlle.gory in the Bible;
-9 i doctrine of the Trinily; . .
10(-512 g::ll mm ltllllg p?ecisle chronology of Christ’s earthly life. (To view lfie
viz. John of Damascus’ De mensibus macedonicis (an excerp{. from hisﬂ?e fi e
ortfiodoxa) and 15, viz. idem, De mensibus diversis , as anything other than e:.
iries containing kalendar data of relevance to Christ’s life is to be perverse);
-1 ith the canon of Scripture; . )
%g ;!teealfi\‘::e chronological lists with the names of notable persons fr(():ga c{ea-
tion. viz. Adam , down to the Time the florilegium was com"‘li)l‘p ed, viz. tgs a{:
tine V (908/911-959) and Zoe (014-919/920),- intended to reveal the continuily
i ilspeschichle. . . ) .
o hlIstt (;;yp;:;eg?; gbvious that }het 1{ lori (!le%luhm \rasro? (:!;p ;lllidl ::v; %ht'til:t iaal l:na :(;
idi ide to Christian faith and behavio . S _
la){?‘i’rl:fltl:?gaﬁion“\ﬁnich it contains, be itt l,:i;tgricsl. 'I?literdo%ﬁltls; 33:[:;&;&;(;&
Togical, or whatever, was subordinate to tha ent B lco::'i ts were eminently
suited for the instruction of the newly converted Bu ggda(?lo I e et
reason to doubt the statement of the eulogy of Symtion a ;its Lhe florilegtum
that he not only ordered it to be translated, but also use fts contents 1o e
i in the faith. Since the precise meaning o s colophon
' gg:tuel:lsl; %I;L;s n::}sunderstood. a tragaslat]i?n has beeln agli)entt}leedsz?eilgso ;«;vfu:\l:é
It has been suggested that Sy meon himself was involved in e selection of the
i florilegium®, a theory which cannot be prove n
.:gt;leismg;s%gfe g;';cg the textology of the Greek original clearly shows tl;::
[ it was compiled in the late 9tlior early 10th century. At all *vCl Mdirr
theary fiie of Symeon, preserved 1n the eulogy only in hed -1316-
century codex Cyril of Beloye Ozero 511082, refers to Symeon the Proud (

HsGopnrka
E. K ponpocy O BOSHHKHOBERAN B COCTaBHTEARX
Cnneo’:lal-zéng:rort;a;:a? ru!;:e:'l"uoroxﬂo gyxgnncu 1073 ropa. — MHaGopuux (see above
n. 2), 263—272, see 266—267.
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1353}, Grand Prince of Vladimir (1341/1342-1353),% can be dismissed as it is
based on the incorrect assumption that the concluding asvenuesys, by which

the translation can be dated to the early 10lth century, is a later addition®.
F D e W N N i W W P

Another major omission revealed by this survey of the prefatory articles
is the fact that there is no study devoted to the Greek original. We are told
that the Greek teirmmmﬁmmmmﬂﬁnd 280, Vali-
canus graecus 423 and Ambrosianus L 88 sup.?, but no reason for this choice
is given and at least «wo more codices will have to be included if the edition
is to be critical, viz. Pafmos 109, which is just as early as Coislin 120, and La-
ura I' 115, which is the only codex to preserve the entire text of the final entry.

? The edition will clearly have to be based on Coistin 120, which is the closest
to the Slavonic translation®®. To the codices dlfeady traced®® must be added
the 13th-century Ambrosianus H 257 inf., which on [f. 161¥-254" has all the
entries as far as that ascribed to Theodore of Raithu®.

The actual edition of the texi®™ is a diplomatic one of the text in the
1073 codex, the sole changes made being the division of the scriptio continua
into words and the inclusion of superscribed words in the line. To censure
the editors for failing to produce a critical edition based on all available
codices would not merely be an unjust criticism for not fulfilling a task which
they had not set themselves, it would also be to set the cart belore the horse:
a critical edition of the Greek is a prerequisite for a critical edition of the Sla-
VORic_an s_earnestly to be hoped tha ormer has been given in

“The third projected volume, the editors will continue their labours to produce
the latter in a fourth vojume, Despite this, it seems to this reviewer that
the editors should at least have added from another codex — possibly in a dif-
ferent script — the passages missing in the 1073 codex because of the loss
of folla, To assist in the reading of obscure passages they also referred to

! microfilms of the Vilnius 260 and Hilandar 382 codices as well as — a most

regrettable decision — Bodyansky’s partial edition®s.

It is also claimed that a complete and consistent comparison was made
with the Greek text in Coislin 120 and Vaticanus graecus 423 by P. Yaneva®,

Unfortunately even a cursory glance at the text reveals that this comparison
was neither complete, e. g.

16b23 enchmAas=8nchmas I, cf. xaviaxov {dotv)

® Thus )Xy koBCcKa A, JI. 3arazgu . . . (see above n. 66), p. 48, and eadem, Ha-
Gopnux 1073 roga. CyavGa KHMIH, cocTomune W 2ajauM usywenus. — Habopunx (see above
n. 2), 631, see p. 9. ‘

% See above. There are other reasons for dismissing the theory, eg. Symeon of Vla-
dimir never used the title of tsar; the Cyril of Beloye Ozero codex contains many original rea-
dings’vlilﬂcgg cannot go7baclc to the 1073 codex, These need not, however, be examined here.

HRK, D. 7.

" And not Vaticanus graecus 423 as suggested by Sev en ko, 1. Remarks on the
Diffusion of Byzantine Sclentific and Pseudo-Sclentiflc Literafure among the Orthodox
Slavs, — Slavonic and East European Review, §9, 1981, 321—345, see p. 332, n. 27.

. 9 See B u 6 1 k 0B, M. Ananua (see above n. 13), passim; to which should be added
Br6skop, M. Oxcdopackuft cuncox susanvafickoro npororsna ,M3Gopuuxa Cssro-
cnaBa”. — Busamtuficknft spemennux, 52, 19981, 168—170, on codex Barocc. 206.

“ Martini, 2 and D. Bassi. Catalogus codicum graecorum Bibliothecae Am-
brosiani. T. 2. Milan, 1906, 1108—1117.

8 Clopuuk, 201—725.

% On its highly unreliable nalure see above. They also refer to Ye. Piotrovskaya's
1977 edition of the final entry and to B. Angelov’s 1977 and K. Kuev's 1986 editions of the
eutog;’ of Symeon, see Clopumk, p. 193.

Ibid., p. 193:: MeaKa R nociegoBaTenua CBOOCTABKA.
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229¢16-17 noABAATAKTE €A =MNOAD AATAKTL <A, cf. 1 “dbro” tlBsTar
239434 eBAE BBAR® AEN TO. Footnote 5 states: Taka e B pBKomuCa.
It should have read (were it required): Taka e B rpBUKHE TEKCT, cf. olda, olbe

. istent, e. g.

zblc??e:l;f::l:e.?ogzgtnote 1 gcorrectly states that this is a scribal error, cf.
dyapla. Why then is there, for example, no footnote at )
8c15 geanuncTROMb Stating that it is a mistake for KoAHILCTEOME, cf. roaémTY,

t .

355?)25 ¢h ANIMEMBIHMH pointing out that this is a scribal error for ¢z czAcy-
wiakusivi, cf. petd ovppsPrxdtev. In this last example the editors have pro-
duced a new ghost word, viz. ‘Ao\;wtmum for ocupPePnxdg, usually translated
by cnasyuan, occasionally by c¢naovuaNHie,

d Oc;\!nsior;ﬂly, on the other ha;‘nfi, consultation of the Greek has led to the
silent ‘correction of the translator’s errors, e. g. in the list of proper names on
f. 138 the editors give:
c21-22 m}:gu\;- K¢ EHIAKHNY °
‘d 89 caBAga Apy ACTARAPY" -

" 1t is true that the Greek reads *Agpol xal Bibaxnvol and ZaPubi, 49’ ob Acta-
‘Bipot, but the punctuation clearly reveals that the translator read *Kspila-
xnvol and *'Agovuctapipor, mistakes which should have been recorded in the

tnotes.

foo llSolnce the above errors were spotted by chance, a careful comparison was

made of the text on one page of the edition, viz. p. 687 with f. 2477, with

the original Greek, i. e. not with the ultimate sources of the texts.'in casu

_ the ending of an excerpt {aken from bk. V, <. 12 of Irenaeus of Lyons’ Contra
haereses libri quingue®™ on fi, 246v-247° and the beginning of an entry on
f. 247 ascribed to Augustine®®, but ;vith a critical text of the Greek flori-
legium'®®. This gave the following result:

:ég.g“::amfm ngnm\; should read HIYTPR H HIBBWY, cf. Evdofsv xol sgmes\:;

820 orunik £e¢ Toro should read orws WE B¢ Toro, cf. o nip od Xwpig

robtav, where nt Is clearly a scribal error for i, which should have been

indicated in a footnote;

b26-27 H neESeKLCTRANEEMb cawTHH should read n ny® fnomswnu-seus

cxwrhn, cf. xal &xt g Oelog obolag, where ngx is an error Ior agH.

There is also a corruption which can only be solved by reference to other
Slavonic manuscripts: in o
822:24 gBhee €& TPO HE TOMAE K KOYNLHO Ke CA PARAARTL renders i ¢ tuu‘l:.u
ody Savta dporfudd yevwdow. If the] devision Tomag te is correct, then i is

i t ol
i { the surviving fragments of the original, the complete {ext ¢
whieh”ls'l;];lt:nga;algel ::sao';.eagn lr:mlallon:gthe .:.lolé crblillcal e;llllronl(:.i':zl: 5:&5{5% Iils ul(;l:t:':
A, L.Doutreleau, and C. Mercier. .
F«olré:éi:s? Vivee’ 6. Vol. 2 (=Sources chrétiennes, 153). Paris, 1969, 14%—1gs. e
® It in fact contains three Trinitarian metaphors, the first of which ajs“ ! een t
from Vigilius of Thapso's Confra Felicianum Arianum de unifate Trinitatis, see " g;:e, b
Patrologia latina. T. 62, 333—352, see p. 337, I‘{l‘l;’e s?‘urcestflethe other two metaphors ha
ither is from any work by Augustine.
not b'c’;nl;;:::dm? “tt:o'l;eun e!rﬂ;s Va!fcanu‘s( graecus 423, Patmos 109, Escorial R, 111. 2 and

Vaticanus Otiob. gr. 408.

48

corrupt for st and the translators probably read tabdrd. It is possible, however
that the division is incorrect and Temaee Is a scribal error. The page also
contains one misreading, viz. Oyreyertina, which is corrected in the list of mis.
prints to Oyrychmal®l,

To extrapolate from the above sample and conclude that the edition con-
tains c. 1000 mistakes icluding a sprinkling of ghost-words would be unfair,
but™1t"must _serve as a warning to the editors NOT fo compile thé I€xXiton
to be publighed in the second volume before they have completed the edition
of the Greek and compared the text properly with it. The present edition is

clearly only a_working one which will be superseded when a critical edition
appears, bui it will do much in the meantime to stimulat& scholarly mterest in
on€ of the most Important of Old Bulgarian translations. It is also to be hoped

that some of this interest will be directed to the second translation of the same
florilegium made into Middle Bulgarian in the 14th century™T,

APPENDIX T
A BRIEF SURVEY OF THE TEXTOLOGY OF THE SYMEONIC FLORILEGIUM

The codices can be divided into three main redactions, the Complete (CR),
the South Slav (SR) and the Abridged (AR), of which only CR preserves all
the contents of the Greek florilegium. All codices of CR go back to an archelype
into which four passages taken from the Slavonic translation of Gregory of
Nz.xlz.ianzus' Oralio XL had been interpolated and can be divided into two fa-
milies:
A. Codices with the full text. These can be further subdivided inlo two groups
whichi g0 back independently to the archetype of CR:
L. Synodal 1043 of 1073, Sgnodal 275, its apograph of 1403, and Barsov 309
ol 15619, an indirect apograph of Synodal 275. Syncdal 1043 is the sole codex
to contain (ff. 264%-266r) the final entry of the Greek florilegium. Synodal
275 is valuable mainly for the text now missing in Synodal 1043, while Bar-
sov 309 contains the text missing in Synodal 275 between ff. 83 and 84, which
is part of the text also missing in Synodal 1043 between fi. 130 and 131.
2. Cyril of Beloye Ozero 5/1082 of the 16th-16th c. (=century) and Volokolamsk
138/496 of the 16th c. The former is the sole codex to contain the original forms
both of the two lists of contents prefaced to each half of the florilegium (fI.
Ir-6¢, 199r-205Y) and of the eulogy of Symeon (f. 6¥). Although il only contains
tlfle second2half of the florilegium Volokolamsk 138/496 is valuable for the variants
of group 2.

Two other codices belong lo family A, viz. Tolstoy 11.100 (Q. I. 208) of
the 15th c. and Cyril of Beloye Ozero 75/1152 of the 16th, both with unique omis-
sions. Their value for the restoration of the text is uncertain.

B. Codices going back to an archetype in which the fwo halves of the list of

101 See {he list of 'misprints 726—728, see 728. It is br no means exhauslive, e.g.
wwams for nowanns ¢« (24a23-24); Taxz  for ks (246al).

202 On this see Thomson, F. Les cing lraductions slavonnes du Libellus de fide
orthodoxa de Michel le Syncelle et les mythes de 1'arianisme de salnt Méthode, apolre des

Slaves, ou d'Hilarion, métropolite de Russie, et de l’existence d"une Eglise arienne 3 Kiev.
— Revue des études slaves, 63, 1991, 1954, see 28 and 44—46.
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contents had been combined and with two gaps in the text, viz. pt. ii, the end
of'¢. 68 to the eiid of ¢. 71, and most of c. 191 (corresponding to ff. 163r-164"
and 2527.253¢ of thie 1073 codex). These codices can be placed into three groups
depending upon where the combined list of contents has been placed:

1) at the beginning: Przemyst L. F. 8 (now Polish National Library, Aksesja
2699) of the 16th c. and Ovchinnikov 108 of 1619;

9) at the end: Vyg 168 of the 15th c., Vilnius 260 of the 16th c., St. Nicholas'
Conforming Monastery 34 of the 18th c.;

3) before Athanasius Sinaita’s Inferrogationes: Yegorov 745 of the 17th c. The
two codices which may be of some value are Vyg 168, which is the earliest of
B, and Przemy$l, whose language has many Bulgarisms. Although Uvarov
757, a Moldavian codex of the 17th c., only preserves part of the florilegium
{equivalent to ff. 1317258 of the 1073 codex) it is the sole codex of CR which
is not East Slav and, if it'is not simply a copy of an East Slav codex, it may be
of some value.

To which family two further codices of CR belong, viz. Museum of Uk-
ranlia!; Art, Lemberg, 489 of 1589 and Ossolineum 41 of the 16th-17th c., is un-
cerlain. ;

The South Slav redaction has none of the prefaces to Anastasius’ fnterro-
gatiofies, DUt 1t has preserved the latter text without the interpolations from
Gregory of Nazianzus’ Oratio XL as well as all the appendices except the last
one, albeit in a variant order. It has no table of contents. It is preserved in
Awo Serbian codices of the l4th c., viz. Hilandar 382 and Rumanian
Academy 72 and one Wallachian one of the 16th c., viz. Rumanien Aca-
demy 310.

The Abridged redaction like SR has none of the prefaces nor a list of con-
tents. Its {€XT of Anastisius’ Inierrogationes is also without ihe interpolations
from Gregory’s Oratio but there are in addition various minor omissions as
well as one major one, viz. the text corresponding to ff. 1797-184 of the 1073
codex. Of the 24 appendices it only has five, viz. nos. 1 (only the first 3 of the
17 cc.) and 69. It is found in three East Slav codices, viz. Rumyanisev 6
of the 15th c., Strogev 66 of the 16th and Solovki 399/86 of the 17th, of which
at least the Rumyantsev codex is valuable as its language has preserved many
archaic features.

For the indirect tradition of the text see above.

e e ‘

APPENDIX 1 .
THE EULOGY OF SYMEON

The clrcumstances of the translation of the florilegium and the use which
Symeon himself - made of the latter are recounted in the anonymous eulogy.
Since this has frequently been misunderstood — as various mistranslations of
it show — it is here translated as closely as possible into English. Since En-
glish, not being a highly inflected language, cannot express thoughts so tersely,
occagional words to clarify the meaning have been added between brackets.
No attempt has been made to reproduce the jambic trimeters of the original.

. The Slavonic text is simply the best of the three known copies, viz. that
on {f. 263%-264° of Synodal 1043 (=S2), into which the occasionally superlor
readings of Cyril of Beloye Ozero 5/1082 (=C) and of the text on L. v (sic)
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of Synodal 1043 (=S1) have been interpolated. In addition modern punctuation
and caplitals have been supplied. It must be stressed that this does not repre-
sent an attempt at reconstructing the original, indeed a priori it can be stated
that no reconstruction will ever be more than extremely artificial: the ortho-
graphic variants, above all in the use of jers, make it uncertain not only
where the caesura was in many lines and whether they had paroxytonic ca-
dences, but even whether the original in fact observed all the poelic rules.

Ang: the Bulgarian translation in Aureaos, B. Wcropna wa Gbarapckara
auteparypa. 2. C., 1922, c. 92.

Din: the Bulgarian transiation in Hanexos, I, K. Kyes u [ Merxa-
HoBa, XpUCTOMATHR No CTapoGnbarapcks anrepatypa. C., 19784, ¢, 132,

Daj: the Bulgarian translation in Hy#iues, M. W3 crapara Guiarapcka KHAK-
aunsa. {. C, 19439, 77—78.

Kal: the Russian translation in Kaaurasos, U. 1 L. ToaneannuiL
Ponauk saarocrpyitnwit. TlaMarauxm Goarapckofl AHTeparypsi IX—XVIl Bexos.
M., 1990, c. 371.

Lvo: the commentary in JIineos, A. Hccaegopanve [loxsazel BeAHKOMY KHR3IO
Cestocaasy u uapio Cumeony, — B: Hicropus pycckoro asmika. Miccaesoparna
TexcT, M, 1982, 162-197.

Pet: the German translation by W. Schinidt in Petkanova, D. “Quellen
reinen Wassers...” Eine Anthologie buigarischer mittelalterlicher Literatur.
Berlin, 1979, p. 55.

Vai: the French transiation in Vaillant, A. Textes vieux-slaves. 2. (=Textes
publié¢s par VInstitut d’Etudes slaves, 8, Il). Paris, 1968, p. 65.

ReAnKDdIH BR! ll,?l)('b C\fuewwb'-’. EBRACAANHIGME IBAD RBMAGANED, AJbRAAAH-
B BAAABIKA, OBABHTH MOKPBEGHAIA ¢ASOYMAI BB TACEHNE MHOCOCTPRINA-
TRHLIXD CHXD KBMHTD NpEMAAPAAre BacHAA B3 JA30yMuXD, MOBEAT MNE,
HEICHE? EEAHIR, OfEMBHOY CATEOQHT (B, HHAKO HAEBAAIITE TORALCTES
(ASWMD T0, IKE AKBI BBUGAA AREOABARHA €3 ESAKOND UEBBTA McaNioy
CBERJABD AKBI KB KAHND CBTH B ECABMBICABNHOE ¢JLABILE CEOte, NPOAHEAKTD
AKBI CTPEAR CAAABKW® H3 OYCTB CBOHXD MPBAT BOAAHI HA safa.so\ruunme‘
TEXD MBIGACMD, INEAAIL CA HMB NogIH [TroAcuen, He REJORR NB KEAANHKML
naue N SBEOPA  ABAA MHOPOUBCTENLIMXDT KBNHPE BROUBXD, HMHEKE H CROA
NOAATBS NICHIBABHL, ERULNOYIR CH MAMATE CATByH. €Ac MAMATH EHHA BBC-

II'HIA'I‘H ERAH XfHCTOA\IOBI'IB'kﬂ tro AEH EZ OTAMLUITEMHIE EBEHUCMD EBANXKE-
- - .
HBIHXD H CTBHXE MEAXL BB HGH?’RB‘LAOM%IH B'BKD EBKIMD.,

Symeon, great among emperors, mightly lord, having greatly desired! to reveal

+3From C; §2: kmasnxs ka3 CraTotaars, which has been written over an erasure. $From C.
S2: uwmNAY, of which the last seven’letters have been writlen over an erasure. 43 From C;
S2: ¢2TH CAAADKE, the first word of which has been wrliten over an erasure. 6 The scribe first
wrote BagaINmLING, then added wn above mic; S1: sagaanmsnne, ?From S1; S2 by seribal error:
MECILCTRNBINYD ; G2 M'HIMHACTHBIX.

1 The paregmenon need not be translaled literafly, cl. f.uke XII, 15: &mbupig Snedipnon —
KEABHBIML  EBMASAEYD.
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the thoughts® hidden in the depth of this mest difficult® book* of Basils, very
wise in (his) thoughts® commanded me — a good-for-nothing in learning? —
to make the change of the language® (while) preserving in another way
the identity of his? thoughts, which'® hel, having collected (them) like an in-
dustrious bee from each flower of the text!? jnto his magnanimous'? heart,
pours from his lips like sweet honey before the nobles for the enlightenment
of thelr minds™, seeming to them (to be) a new Ptolemy, not by religion®,
but rather by (his) desire and on account of the collection of all the most
venerable'® divine books by which he, having filled his chambers'?, (has) made

'quam corresponds (o wi vofiparca.

8 imorecTyanaTENG corresponds to zoAvoxoMdc, literally most convoluted.

4Since ksmira I8 plurale tantum this could be rendered: these . . . books.

8The reference to Basll has perplexed many scholars and given rise to much speculation

including the completely arbitrary ides that the eulogy was orginally composed for John

the Exarch's Hexaemeron, based largely on Basil of Caesarea’s Homiliae IX in Hexaemeron.
argued most recently by Hauptov4, Z. IMToxsasa napio Cuseony, ee antop u spaautifickue
o?paam — CrapoGnarapcka auteparypa, 10, 1981, 88—94. The most obvious explanation is to be

found In the title of the florllegium: c'no’s T2 MIrR u;,:. TaAKCRAHIIA . .. CRAOMUA HA MA-

MATS, B MA PeToBS oTa8TTh. This I3 then followed by the title of the first entry : CTaare
Bacana orn toro eme ua Syrouma o T Aojcs. The translator read and intended his
readers to understand : Cakopn . . . wa roTogs oraztrs evaars Bacuana. 072 Tore. ..

6To interpret the phrase wxaunra n aare Bacuna ez gaswmuxe lo mean KHHTH

CMopex ThAKYBaHWAYa na upeMmsapnn Bacwana, thus Din and Duj, of. Pet: nach der Deutung
des Qiberaus weisen Basilelos, is to do violence to the text.

?In most editlons of C nex*miuueeAle has been written as one word, viz. /gnoramus,
However, the dative singular of a masculine noun In .ui is -, not e, and hence this can
?:‘:'y' ::e the fnstrumental singular of the feminine geAw, literally Anowlfedge, here in the sense

raing. -
8This meaning of gtih may be uncommon, but it is by no means unknown, see Lexicon
linguae palaeosiovenicae (=LLP). T, 3. Prague, 1982, p. 663,
- ®Viz, Basil's. The impossibility In English of distinguishing between sro and ceen leads
to ar{lbl_fultles.

10°The claim that wxe refers to xzunra thus Lvo 179, makes no sense eilher semantically
or syntactically.

11 iz, Symeon.

12 For nucatite In the sense of fext, work see LLP, Ml 519. To undersiand 1t In the sense
of Holy Scripiure, as do Din, Dzj, Ka! and Pet, s to distort the meaning, Vai ; de la lecture
Is too free, while Ang: Ha xnumninata Is too vague,

15 Beanmnicanun corresponds to ueyaddvoog, for which English has no precise equivalem
and ma, imous cotresponds more to psyaAdyoxoc.

1 Kal: Bpasymann ux cEOHMN MWCARMH is completely wrong.

B Viz. paganism. To render iR literally as by’ falth would be most ambiguous in

English. The renderiug In Lvo, 185: we no yGemaennio, a Gomwe wesgumen is obviously
erroneous.

$In theory the cpithet in C, urerewacTimn, viz, Rolvuepfis, would suit in the metapho-

rical sensc of diverse, as opposed to the literal camraslk. but in view of the following epithet
divine, \he orlginal reading was ‘probably that in S{.

19 FloanTa can mean palace and has been so rendered, see Kal and Vai, but it also ren-

ders words such as Swpdniov, xourév, Onepfiov, and was clearly understood by the scribe of
Synodal 1043 in 1073 in that sense as he altered it in SI to kaxTh, Which can mean fouse,

chamber, store and even freasary, but not palace.
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for himself an eternal memory. May the reason for (hisg receiving this memory'®
be for his plous soul like the reward of crowns'® of blessed and holy men in
the Infinite age of ages®,

Ppancuc Haxc. Tomcon (Aunmoepnen, Beacus)

CHMEOHOBHAT CBOPHUK — ITPOBJIEMKH HA NPOM3XOAA, CBABPKAHHUETO,
TEKCTOJIOTHSITA H M3OABAHETO MY, KAKTO H AHIVIMACKH NMPEBOJ HA
INOXBAJIATA HA UAP CUMEOH

(Pegone)

Wspaneunar npea 1991 r. Cumeonos c6opHUK i NPHAPYIKABAIHTE IO JEBET CTa-
THH Ca pasryiefaHl KPHTHYHO, KaTo ce OCMOPBAT HSAKOH OT M3KA3AHHTE B TAX
CTAHOBHLIZ, HANPHMEP HE ABTOMHCAKLL € NO-KbCHE NPHGABKA HAH Y€ IPEBOALT
e oA na T. Bap. ,JIpechaBcka wikoAa“. AHaAN3BT HA CLALPKAHHETO COUH, U
CﬁOpllllK'bT IIPEACTGBJ!HBa l"pH)K)IHBO n.naxmpana H CHCTEMATHYHA KOMIMJAALHA.
Pazraexaanero #a Ioxsanara ud yap CHMEON, aMIRACKHAT NPEBOA 1A KOATO €
BIKJIIOYEH, Pa3KpHBa, ue T € 6i/a 4ecTo NOrpellHo THAKYBAIa, I XBBPAH HOBA
CBETJIHHA BLPXY HAKOH HeACHOTH, KaTo Hanpumep 3awo B [loxsanara C6OpHNKDT
ce CNoOMeHaBa KaTo Aeno Ha ce. Bacuanii. Tevpaennero e [Moxsanara, uwe Cumeou
JHIYHO € yuacTByBaJ B noAGOpA HA IPBHUKHTE TEKCTOBE, € HANDJIHO IIPHEMJIHBO.
Ilpunoxen e H KpaThbK Nperjex Ha tekcTodorHsATa na COOpHHKA..

B Literally : May receiving the cause of the memory. Bunm has been taken in the sense

of always, see Din: aa Aa ce BBINpHEMAa BCHKOrO T03M CnoMen, but it Ignores the case of
namaTH, Kal ascribes an unchristian motive to Symeon: Na6a nawate sro nosnrany, while
Duj simply ignores the texi: sapagn Tan nerosa namet.

[ both 52 and S1 the word i3 in the datlve plural. C has the amblguous exuism,

but this is no justification for rendering It as though H was an instrumental singular
eutiem, goveriied by EXAM, a5 qo Din, Duj, Kal and Pet.

2081 and K add Amen, which s RBlmost certalnly a scribal automatism as is does not
agree with the dodecasyllabic structure of the line

53



