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Long abstract.

So far only a limited number of biblical books in Church Slavonic has been studied 

and edited, and the book of Ecclesiastes does not feature among these. Ecclesiastes is not 

a mainstream book such as the Gospels and the Psalter but rather a peripheral biblical 

text never used in Eastern Orthodox liturgical services. Its late date and small number of 

witnesses, which also reflect its marginal status, are additional reasons why this particular 

book has not attracted much scholarly attention in the past. This thesis is intended to 

contribute to studies in the history of the Church Slavonic Bible by editing the 

unpublished text of Ecclesiastes including its catenary versions and discussing its textual 

tradition.

Ecclesiastes surfaces as a complete text relatively late: the earliest extant Cyrillic 

manuscripts are from the 15 th century. Such a late date may be an indication that there 

was no pressing need for translating the non-liturgical book of Ecclesiastes. Two Church 

Slavonic translations of Ecclesiastes are extant: one, attested in Cyrillic manuscripts, 

survives in three distinct types: a continuous version of the text (32 manuscripts of the 

15 th-17th centuries), a fragmentary commentated version (1 manuscript of the 16th 

century), a fragmentary commentated insertion (8 manuscripts of the 15th-16th centuries). 

The other translation is a Croatian Church Slavonic version in Glagolitic breviaries (17 

manuscripts of the 13 th-16th centuries).

The structure of the thesis is determined by the nature of the subject, which deals with 

textual criticism. The chapters are organised into a series of sections which all have 

headings. This somewhat 'atomistic' approach is necessitated by the fact that we are 

faced with fragmentary and incomplete evidence of manuscript sources, and therefore 

only detailed examination and comparison of various manuscripts and versions of the text 

will enable us to solve, at least in part, the textual history of the book in question. The 

limitations of the present study are the scarcity of manuscripts and the lateness of the
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tradition. These, however, are familiar 'obstacles' recognised by Slavists working on 

similar subjects.

The thesis consists of an introduction, which presents a brief historical outline of the 

Church Slavonic biblical translations, 4 chapters, conclusion, bibliography and 2 

appendices: the first of these contains a variorum edition of the continuous text of 

Ecclesiastes; the second, the parallel texts from continuous, commentated and 

interpolated versions.

Chapter 1 gives a list of all the extant manuscripts of Ecclesiastes with short 

descriptions including dating (on palaeographical grounds), and investigates the textual 

relationships between various groups of manuscripts using the classical method of textual 

criticism and stemmatics. This leads on to a discussion of the type of edition to be used. 

At the end of the chapter a stemma codicum is constructed. Analysis of the language is 

carried out in an attempt to date the translation on linguistic grounds.

Chapter 2 provides an overview of the Greek and Slavonic catena and explores some 

of the key issues arising out of the existence of several versions and early fragments of 

Ecclesiastes. It deals with problems concerning the date and place of the translation of 

Ecclesiastes. Detailed analysis sheds some light on the textual peculiarities of the three 

versions: commentated, interpolated and continuous. The complex interrelationship 

between these three versions is investigated further and a comparison with the earlier 

extant fragments of the catena is also carried out.

Chapter 3 deals with the quotations from Ecclesiastes in early translated texts and in 

original Old Russian literature. Quotations found in medieval Slavonic texts, both 

translated and original, appear to be independent of the translation of continuous 

Ecclesiastes known from manuscripts of around the 15 th century. However, the 

quotations prove that parts of Ecclesiastes were known in some form of exegetical 

compilations.

Chapter 4 investigates the translation of Ecclesiastes in the Croatian Church Slavonic 

breviary tradition. It examines claims made by scholars in the past and present with 

regards to its authorship and to the language of the source from which this text was 

translated. The conclusion is drawn that the text was translated purely from Latin. This 

conclusion is based on a number of findings: errors of translation, divergences in wording
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and grammatical forms between the Croat Glagolitic and Cyrillic Church Slavonic texts, 

and certain syntactical constructions such as periphrastic expressions for the future, 

which point unambiguously to a Latin original. In addition the date of the translation is 

placed roughly between the 12th and the 13 th centuries.

The conclusions summarize the findings of the study: textual analysis of the 

continuous text of Ecclesiastes indicates that all the extant Cyrillic manuscripts come 

from a single translation; this translation was made at some time between the 10th century 

and the beginning of the 15 th century. Commmentated and interpolated versions should 

be treated as redactions deriving from a fuller catena. This fuller catena may have given 

rise to the continuous text through the removal of the commentary. Alternatively, the 

orginal plain text may have been added to the newly translated commentary to produce a 

commentated version. Bearing in mind that it is hard to decide conclusively between 

these possibilities, the difficulties of reconstructing archetypes of the plain text and the 

commentary are shown. The investigation of the text in the Croatian tradition 

demonstrates that the translation in the breviaries was made from Latin, and thereby 

eliminates the hypothesis that Methodius was the translator of this version.

GB is chosen as a base text for the edition in Appendix 1. The main reason for 

doing so is pragmatic, for it offers as complete a text as is available to us. Besides, the 

availability of information on the cultural and historical circumstances surrounding the 

production of GB, in addition to its importance for the history of the East Slavonic 

biblical tradition makes it more worthwhile. By publishing the text from manuscript 

Sinodal'nyj 915 (GB) with a critical apparatus, supplying variants from other 

manuscripts, the editorial 'control' which the compilers of GB exercised while working 

with the text translated from Greek is illustrated. They appear to have compared their 

exemplar with another Slavonic witness to fill a lacuna in the middle of the text, and they 

shortened the interpolation by removing the commentary. It seems that they deliberately 

left the biblical verses in the interpolation intact. The textual evidence does not support 

the supposition that the compilers of GB collated their text of Ecclesiastes with any 

Greek or Latin sources. The choice of GB for the edition constitutes a significant step 

towards wider research into and eventual publication of the Gennadian Bible, which has
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received little attention hitherto, despite its significance as the first complete Church 

Slavonic Bible.

In appendix 2 three versions of Ecclesiastes are presented in a tabular form: the 

continuous version is taken from the manuscript Sinodal'nyj 915 (GB), the commentated 

version from the manuscript Undol'skij 13, and the interpolated version from the 

manuscript Pogodinskij 1 with variant readings from the manuscripts of group 1.

In the thesis several new findings are presented. These are: the absence of any link 

between the versions of Ecclesiastes in the Cyrillic and in the Glagolitic manuscripts, and 

the implausibility of a Methodian origin for the Croatian Church Slavonic text. Our 

review of evidence from quotations from Ecclesiastes in other sources shows that they 

do not give positive support for the existence of a complete translation before the 15 th 

century. The edition locates the GB version textologically and shows that it is a 

conflation of two branches of the tradition.

This study of Ecclesiastes shows that certain views of the history of the text are 

untenable, fills a lacuna in the investigation of the Church Slavonic biblical translations, 

and will contribute to the eventual production of a complete critical edition of the text.



Abstract.

This thesis is intended as a contribution to studies in the history of the Church 

Slavonic Bible by editing the unpublished text of Ecclesiastes and discussing its textual 

tradition. Two Church Slavonic translations of Ecclesiastes are extant: one, attested in 

Cyrillic manuscripts, survives in three distinct types: a continuous version of the text, a 

fragmentary commentated version, a fragmentary commentated insertion. The other 

translation is a Croatian Church Slavonic version in Glagolitic breviaries.

The thesis consists of an introduction, 4 chapters, conclusion, a bibliography and 2 

appendices: the first appendix contains an edition with the critical apparatus of the 

continuous text of Ecclesiastes, the second the parallel texts from continuous, 

commentated and interpolated versions.

The introduction presents a brief historical outline of the Church Slavonic biblical 

translations. In Chapter 1 short descriptions of all known Cyrillic manuscripts are given, 

followed by an investigation of the textual relationships between various groups of 

manuscripts. This leads on to a discussion of the type of edition to be used in the present 

study. At the end of the chapter a stemma codicum is constructed. In Chapter 2 an 

examination of the three versions (continuous, commentated and interpolated) is carried 

out. In Chapter 3 quotations from the book of Ecclesiastes in early translated texts and in 

original Old Russian literature are investigated. In Chapter 4, the version of Ecclesiastes 

in Croat Glagolitic breviaries is examined.

The conclusions summarize the findings of the study: the textual analysis of the 

continuous text of Ecclesiastes indicates that all the extant Cyrillic manuscripts come 

from a single translation; this translation was made at some time between the 10th century 

and the beginning of the 15 th century. The investigation of the text in the Croatian 

tradition demonstrates that the translation in breviaries was made from Latin, and so 

eliminates the hypothesis that Methodius was the translator of this version. 

This study of Ecclesiastes fills a lacuna in the investigation of the Church Slavonic OT 

translations, and will contribute to the eventual production of a complete critical edition 

of this book.



List of contents

Acknowledgements I
List of abbreviations II

Introduction 1

Chapter 1. Comparison of Cyrillic manuscripts 13

Description of manuscripts 14
Textual characteristics of all 16 manuscripts 31

Church Slavonic text reflecting Greek variants 32
Omissions resulting from homoeoteleuton in all 16 MSS 37
Omission due to homoeoarcton that is paralleled in Greek 39 
Common errors in all 16 MSS which may be due to misreading of Greek 40 
Omissions which might have happened in the Church Slavonic text 41 
Omissions from homoeoteleuton in all 16 MSS for which no parallels in Greek are found 42 
Omissions of a single word and omissions by homoeoteleuton of less weight than others 43
Omission of a single word or phrase in all 16 MSS 43
Additions that are apparently independent of the Greek text 46
Mistakes in copying Church Slavonic abbreviations 47
Other errors in copying Church Slavonic text 47
Dittography 51
Conclusions about the archetype 51

Relationships of MSS in group 3 53 
Omissions in Pg.81, Vol.13, I-Vol.605, Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.l 121, Cud.200 MSS 53
Addition 54
Variant readings common to group 3 54
Conclusions about the archetype of group 3 56
Variants common to Pg.81, Vol. 13 and I-Vol.605 57
Variants common to Pg.81,1-Vol.605 57
The peculiarities of Pg.81 58
Variants peculiar to Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.l 121, Cud.200 59
Variants peculiar to Und. 1121 and Cud.200 60
Variants peculiar to Pg.78, Arx., Supr. 60
Variants peculiar to Pg.78 and Arx. 60
Conclusions about group 3 61

Relationships of MSS in group 1 62
Variant readings common to Pg. 1, Und. 1, Sol. and TSL 730 63
Variant readings that unite Pg. 1, Und. 1, Sol. against TSL 730 64
Conclusions about group 1 65

Relationships of MSS in group 2 65
Variant readings common to Rum.204, Sof., MS2, GB 65
Readings peculiar to Rum.204, Sof. 67
Readings peculiar to MS2, GB 67
Conclusions about group 2 69



The filling of the lacuna 70

Conclusions drawn from the collation of MSS 72
Stemma codicum 74
Comments on the stemma codicum 75
Linguistic evidence 77
Rationale for the present edition 87 
Historical and cultural context in which GB was produced 95
Position of Ecclesiastes 102

Chapter 2. The catena on Ecclesiastes in the Church Slavonic translation 105

The catena as a literary form of exegetical literature 108
Greek catena vs. Slavonic catena 108
Sources for the Church Slavonic catena 109
Greek and Slavonic florilegia 112
Comparison of fragments of the catena 114
Verses for which we have parallels in all three MSS 114
Passages in Izbornik and EccI which do not have a parallel in Und. 13 116 
Comparison of commentaries between the commentated and interpolated versions 117 
Possible influence of commentated texts in EccC and EccI on their biblical texts 119

Comparison of verses in commentated and continuous texts 129
Omissions in Und. 13 but not in EccP 129
Omissions in EccP but not in Und. 13 130
Lexical variants 131
Variation in translation technique (literalism) 132
Transposition 133

Comparison of verses in interpolated and continuous texts 135
Omissions 136
Lexical variants 136
Variation in translation technique (literalism) 138
Misreadings in the Church Slavonic text 140
Transposition 141

Comparison of verses in commentated, continuous, and interpolated texts 142
EccP diverging from Und. 13 and EccI 142
EccI diverging from Und. 13 and EccP 144

Omissions in EccI 144
Lexical variation 145
Grammatical variations 147

Und. 13 diverging from EccP and EccI 148
Diagram 149
Conclusions 150



Chapter 3. Quotations from Ecdesiastes in Church Slavonic texts 156

Comparison of quotations from Ecdesiastes in the Pandects ofAntioch with continuous and 157 
commentated texts
Comparison of quotations from Ecdesiastes in Pcela with continuous and commentated texts 166
Quotations from Ecdesiastes in original Old Russian literature 169
Quotations from Ecdesiastes in South Slavonic tradition 173
Conclusions 175

Chapter 4. Ecdesiastes in Croat Glagolitic breviaries 176

The origins of the Glagolitic tradition in Croatia 178
Lexical variation in the text 181
Three groups of words in the Croatian Church Slavonic translation of Ecdesiastes 183

Loan words directly borrowed from the Latin text into Croatian 184
Words with a Croatian linguistic background 184
Words belonging to the older layer of the OCS lexicon 190

Differences in wording 192
Divergences in grammatical categories 195
Notes on morpho-syntax (Peculiarities in translating the future form) 199
Mistakes 202
Conclusions 207

Concluding remarks 209

Appendix 1. Edition of Ecdesiastes from the Gennadian Bible 211
Principles of the edition 211
Edition 213

Appendix 2. Comparative table of continuous and catenary versions 240
Principles of the edition 240
Edition 241

Bibliography 276



Acknowledgements.

Editing medieval manuscripts requires access to archives and libraries. I owe 

particular thanks to the staff of manuscript departments in the Publicka, now Russian 

National Library and BAN in St. Petersburg, Duke Humfrey's Library in the Old 

Bodleian and the Taylor Slavonic library at Oxford university. Without the help of the 

librarians I could not have completed my thesis. The grant from the Grinfield bequest 

enabled me to make a research trip to Gottingen to the Septuaginta-Unternehmen (a.k.a. 

Septuagint Institute) of the Akademie der Wissenschaften in Gottingen, Germany. I thank 

the staff of the Institute for allowing me to see their collections of Greek manuscripts.

I am grateful to Anatolij A. Alekseev in St. Petersburg who suggested this subject to 

me in the first place. I thank my supervisor Dr. C. M. MacRobert. It was a privilege and 

an honour to read the Septuagint with Sebastian Brock. During my time in Oxford I 

benefited from having discussions with Nigel Wilson, John Simmons, Philomen Probert, 

Jonathan Shepard, Ralph Hanna, Maria Unkovskaya. I am indebted to Alistair for his 

support. Finally, I acknowledge William Kitsky who left his marks on my thesis. 

For any errors I alone remain responsible.



II

List of abbreviations.

A - codex Alexandrinus

ace. - accusative

act. - active

AKD - avtoreferat kandidatskoj dissertacii

Aid. - Aldine Bible of 1518 (in the critical apparatus of Holmes and Parsons)

Alex. - codex Alexandrinus edited by Grabe (in the critical apparatus of Holmes and

Parsons)

B - codex Vaticanus

BAN - Library of Academy of Sciences

BDB - Hebrew and English Lexicon of the Old Testament edited by Brown, Driver and

Briggs (see the appended bibliography)

CBAN - Central Library of Academy of Sciences (Kiev)

II Chron. - II Chronicles

Compl. - Complutensian Polyglott Bible of Cardinal Ximenes 1514-1517 (in the critical

apparatus of Holmes and Parsons)

CPG - Clavis Patrum Graecorum

DPS - Dopolnenija k predvaritel'nomu spisku

EccP - Ecclesiastes, plain text

EccC - Ecclesiastes, commentated text

EccI - Ecclesiastes, interpolated text

f. - feminine

GB - Gennadian Bible (1499)

gen. - genitive

GIM - State Historical Museum

gr.- group

Gr. - Graeca

HP - Holmes and Parsons

ind. - indicative

Izb. - Izbornik

Lab. - breviarium Labacense



Ill

LLP - Lexicon Linguae Palaeoslovenicae

LXX - Septuagint

M - Pcela

II Mace. - II Maccabees

MDA - Moscow Theological Academy

MS - manuscript

MSS - manuscripts

MT - Masoretic text

N 1, 2 - manuscripts Novianum 1, 2

NT - New Testament

OCS - Old Church Slavonic

OR - otdel rukopisej

OT - Old Testament

p.- person

PA - Pandects of Antioch

pass. - passive

perf. - perfect

PG - Patrologia Graeca

pi. - plural

Pr - manuscript of Congregatio Propagandae Fidei Illyricum now codex Borgianus

illiricus 5 in the Vatican Library

praes. - present tense

PS - Predvaritel'nyj spisok

RNB - Russian National Library

RO - rukopisnyj otdel

RSL - Russian State Library

S - codex Sinaiticus

s., sing. - singular

Vat. - breviarium Vaticanum



Introduction.

This study aims to provide insight into the textual history of the Church Slavonic 

translation of the biblical book Ecclesiastes. Prior to discussing Ecclesiastes itself a brief 

historical outline of the Church Slavonic translations of OT books in general needs to be 

given.

Corpus of Biblical books in Church Slavonic.

Written sources suggest that there was an Old Church Slavonic translation of the 

whole Bible in the 9th century. It is assumed that liturgical books were translated by Cyril 

and Methodius during the early Moravian period, continuous books were translated by 

Methodius shortly before his death also in Moravia 1 and books with commentaries 

appeared at a later stage (in Bulgaria in the 10th century). 2 This hypothesis, however, is 

not fully proven and is not unanimously accepted.3

Church Slavonic biblical books and their translation and transmission were for the 

most part shaped by liturgical use or the absence of it. Hence, not only historical 

information but also common sense prompts us to conclude that the first texts needed for 

religious services among the Slavs were the Gospel Lectionary, the Epistle Lectionary, 

and the Psalter. For the Gospels, the Epistle, and Psalter a full translation is attested, and 

they have a long and complicated textual history. The entire Psalter is necessary for 

celebrating the liturgy in the Orthodox Church; all other biblical texts can be drawn from 

Lectionaries and the Prophetologium 4 arranged in order of their use during the liturgical 

year. Given this situation, it is fair to surmise that the language and the vocabulary of the 

Prophetologium are earlier than the translations of complete Biblical books. 5

1 In Chapter 15 of the Life of Methodius it is stated that he translated the whole of the Bible apart from 
Maccabees. There is also the testimony of the Bulgarian writer of the 10th century John the Exarch, who in 
his preface to the translation of John Damascus' De fide orthodoxa indicates on the basis of hearsay that 
Methodius translated all the sixty canonical books of the Bible. See Lavrov, 1934:160.
2 Evseev, 1905: IX-XXXVIII, Vajs, 1910.
3 Thomson, 1998:719.
4 See the recent critical edition of the Grigorovicev parimejnik by Ribarova and Hauptova, 1998. 
5 Mixajlov, 1912:CCCII



Scholars try to assign translations of biblical books to different historical periods. But 

at present scholarship cannot with certainty date or locate these translations because we 

do not have a complete Bible translation by Methodius.6 What we have extant from the 

early period are Gospels, Psalter, the Prophetologium and some commentated books, 

while other books are attested later. All this makes the manuscript tradition of the Church 

Slavonic Bible fragmentary and difficult to work on. Since not all OT books have been 

studied and edited, scholars continue to work on various books but the evidence is still 

very fragmentary.

No complete codex of biblical books in Church Slavonic is extant before the 15 th 

century. Even in Byzantium codices of the complete Bible were rare, as they were 

expensive and were produced as special gifts for monasteries. There had been attempts 

among the Slavs to compile a fuller bible prior to the end of 15 th century. The earliest 

known collection of biblical books which had previously been in separate manuscripts 

was made in 14th century Bulgaria. MS F.I.461 in the Russian National Library in St. 

Petersburg containing 1 -2 Samuel, 1 -2 Kings,7 Prophets, Proverbs, Song of Songs, 

Ecclesiasticus, Job is an example of such compilation.

In 1499, Archbishop Gennadij of Novgorod accomplished the compilation of the 

entire Bible. For the books that could not be found, new translations were made from 

Latin. Thus the Gennadian Bible contains books translated not only in different periods 

but also from different languages. It is pertinent for this study as it contains one of the 

extant versions ofEcclesiastes. Moreover, the Gennadian Bible became an important text
o

to serve as a basis for subsequent revisions.

6 It is hard to imagine that Methodius' entire Bible was copied many times during his life and that the 
disciples of Cyril and Methodius carried with them into exile heavy parchment manuscripts. Nowadays 
scholars tend to think that Methodius' entire biblical translation did not reach Bulgaria. Even if parts of it 
reached Bulgaria, they may well have been revised. Cf. Thomson, 1998:646 and Thomson, 1999:149-64.
7 To avoid confusion the English titles and numbering of the biblical books are used in all instances. In this 
I follow the established practice, cf. Thomson, 1998:698, footnote 485. 
8 Thomson, 1998:665.



Investigations of OT books.

It is not my intention here to give a detailed examination of Church Slavonic Old 

Testament studies since this has been provided recently by Francis Thomson (1998: 605- 

920) and Anatolij Alekseev (1999). However, I shall mention several works relevant to 

the history of the Church Slavonic Bible. The beginning of Russian scholarship with 

regard to the Slavonic Bible is connected with the publication in 1855 of the first volume 

of 'Opisanie slavjanskix rukopisej moskovskoj Sinodal'noj bibliotekr by Gorskij and 

Nevostruev. They gave a detailed description of the Gennadian Bible (1499) and other 

Church Slavonic MSS and compared these with the Greek originals. Their observations 

continue to be of interest to modern scholars.

The Commission for the Critical Edition of the Slavonic Bible, founded in 1915 and 

inspired by the Gottingen production of a critical edition of the Septuagint, aimed to 

produce an edition of the Church Slavonic Bible within fifty years. The chairman of the 

Commission, I. E. Evseev, compiled an inventory of Church Slavonic OT manuscripts 

and distributed the work among various scholars. Ecclesiastes was to be prepared for 

publication by X. M. Loparev.9 Another prominent member of the Commission was A. 

M. Mixajlov who wrote his dissertation on the textual tradition of the book of Genesis. 

He also studied the Croat Glagolitic texts as sources for the history of the Slavonic Bible. 

Evseev and Mixajlov identified and studied translations of OT books made during the 

'golden age' of Bulgarian literary culture in the 10th century. Members of the 

Commission wanted to invite Joseph Vajs, the famous authority on the Croat Glagolitic 

liturgical texts, to join their ranks, but sadly historical events intervened.

Vajs made important contributions to the publication and study of Croatian Church 

Slavonic biblical texts. He initiated the series Analecta Sacrae Scripturae for which he 

edited several OT books from Croat Glagolitic sources: Job, Ruth, Ecclesiastes, and 

several of the Minor Prophets. In the last 20 years scholars have resumed textual studies 

of several OT books which in the past had already been investigated. Among these are 

studies of the Psalter by E. V. Cesko, I. Karacorova and C. M. MacRobert, Octateuch

9 Logacev. 1975: 166-256.



(Exodus} by A. A. Picxadze, Esther by Horace Lunt and Moshe Taube, Minor Prophets 

by Rumjana Zlatanova, Ezekiel with commentaries by L. Taseva and M. Jovceva.

At the same time they have scrutinised previously unstudied biblical books; to give 

but a few examples, the investigation of Job by E.V. Afanas'eva and A. Zaradija Kis 

and the Song of Songs by A. A. Alekseev. None of these scholars has focused on the 

book Ecclesiastes. Even so, their research is helpful in providing background 

information for my present study.

Books not used liturgically in the Eastern Orthodox tradition.

The non-liturgical book Ruth found in the Croat Glagolitic breviary may be an early 

Bulgarian translation. 10 What the case of Ruth tells us is that it is not altogether 

impossible that a translation of a non-liturgical book was made prior to or around the 10th 

century. However, results obtained from the study of one particular biblical book cannot 

be automatically extended to another book. Each book has its own history. And therefore 

we cannot assume that a 10th century translation of Ecclesiastes was also made.

Attention should be drawn to some of the texts that seem parallel: two other OT 

books, the Song of Songs and Esther, like Ecclesiastes, are examples of non-liturgical 

texts. Like Ecclesiastes, Esther is extant only in late East Slavonic manuscripts, and 

since we find both Esther and Ecclesiastes in later manuscripts we do not have evidence 

for their earlier existence in South Slavonic tradition. 11 The question as to when the 

Church Slavonic translation of Esther was made is still an open one. 12 The Song of 

Songs, however, (closer to Ecclesiastes by virtue of its inclusion in the Sapiential 

collection), is attested, in its continuous text, in the South Slavonic tradition and in its

'°Vajs, 1905.
11 For Ecclesiastes, however, there is some evidence of its existence prior to the 13 th century in the form of 
the Croatian Church Slavonic translation found in Croat Glagolitic breviaries. (This translation will be 
discussed in chapter 4).
12 While Mescerskij (1956: 198-219) and Alekseev (1988: 154-96) are in favour of a translation of Esther 
from Hebrew into Russian Church Slavonic made in Kievan Russia, Lunt and Taube (1998) are of the 
contrary opinion that the translation was made from Greek and at a later date. Thomson (1998:788) 
supports the view of Lunt and Taube with regard to its dating, saying that if the Ruthenisms in the text were 
in the original translation and are not the result of later scribal activity then the translation can be dated to 
the 14th century. If the Ruthenisms are secondary, then the early linguistic features indicate an early



exegetical version only in the East Slavonic manuscripts. It is debatable whether these 

exegetical versions were produced by East Slavs, which might imply the existence of a 

school of translation in 12th century Kievan Rus'. 13 Many swords have been broken over 

this issue, and I have nothing to add to the debate at present. On the whole, I would not 

exclude the possibility of Ecclesiastes having been translated by East Slavs.

The book Q$ Ecclesiastes.

The Hebrew original and its early translations.

Ecclesiastes is a book of wisdom writing in the OT of the Bible, a philosophical essay 

on the meaning of human life. The Greek title is a rendering of Hebrew Qohelet, which is 

generally translated as 'preacher', but the precise meaning is not clear. The author 

identifies himself at the beginning as the son of David, king of Jerusalem, and by 

implication the book of Ecclesiastes has traditionally been ascribed to the Israelite king 

Solomon. Qohelet is one of the mysterious books of the Bible. 14 It is claimed that the 

book was written around 300 BC, but scholars still disagree about its origin, language, 

and literary genre.

It is now accepted that the Greek bible translation may have been associated if not 

directly with Aquila, then with a translator of his school, since it is a very literalistic 

translation which retains certain features of its Hebrew original such as ovv representing 

the Hebrew accusative particle, and followed by an accusative in Greek. 15 Rahlfs 

admitted that the Greek of Ecclesiastes is so strange that it probably suffered badly in 

transmission, as scribes tried to make sense of impossible constructions. 1

There are also various other translations: Vetus Itala, Coptic, Syriac, Armenian, 

Georgian, etc. The Latin translation of the Vulgate was apparently made by Jerome from

Bulgarian origin prior to the 11 th century. Cf. also the conclusions of Lysen (2000), the comments on the 
subject by Peresvetoff-Morath (2002:73-8) and the latest article by Alekseev (2003:185-214). 
13 A view advocated by Mescerskij and Alekseev, cf. the previous footnote. 
l4 Bickerman, 1968.
15 Aquila is known as a representative of the so-called kaige recension, which was not a single recension 
but rather part of a Palestinian trend towards revising parts of Old Greek translations in the direction of 
MT. This tendency became more and more compelling and culminated in the revision of Aquila in the II 
AD. See Wevers, 1996:90.
16 Rahlfs tried to reconstruct an 'original' text of the Greek Ecclesiastes, using the Hebrew to correct the 
Greek of the manuscript tradition, often along the lines suggested by Lagarde, see Hall, 1993: 2.



the Hebrew. Though Ecclesiastes was not often quoted by early Christian writers, it was 

frequently commented on. 17

The Greek manuscript tradition and editions of'Ecclesiastes.

In the Byzantine tradition the book of Ecclesiastes is known in both plain and 

exegetical versions. In total there are approximately a hundred extant manuscripts of 

Ecclesiastes dating from about 300 AD to the 17th century. Among the extant copies are 5 

papyri as well as 6 manuscripts written in uncial and about 92 manuscripts written in 

minuscule.

Unfortunately the manuscript tradition of Ecclesiastes remains largely unexplored 

and there is no comprehensive edition of this book yet. Currently it is in preparation 

under the auspices of Septuaginta Unternehmen in Gottingen. In the absence of the new 

critical edition this study employs extant editions of Ecclesiastes as follows: for the plain 

Greek text I have used Rahlfs's 1979 edition of the Septuagint. I have also made use of 

Grabe's 1707-20 edition of the Codex Alexandrinus. However, Rahlfs's edition does not 

explain all the readings of the Church Slavonic translation. For the textual variations 

from Rahlfs's text I have used the edition of Holmes and Parsons (1798-1827). Their 

main text is based on the codex Vaticanus of the 4th century according to the Sixtine 

edition of 1587. In their critical apparatus for the book of Ecclesiastes Holmes and 

Parsons used variant readings from 18 manuscripts of the 5th -15th centuries, from printed 

editions of the Greek Bible, namely Aldine (1518), Complutensian (1514-17), and 

Alexandrine (in Grabe's edition of 1707-20), as well as quotations from Church Fathers.

In their edition Holmes and Parsons employed Latin numbers to denote the 

manuscripts written in uncial and Arabic numerals for those in minuscule. Their numeral 

system was adopted by Rahlfs with some changes and alterations. The alterations were 

necessitated by certain inaccuracies in the classification of manuscripts by Holmes and 

Parsons. Some of their minuscules were in reality uncials, and manuscript 23 could be 

given as an example of such wrong classification. It is not in minuscule but in uncial, 

codex Venetus of the 8th-9th centuries from Biblioteca Marciana, Venice. Changes

17 Starowieyski (1993: 405-40) lists in his article all known ancient commentaries with their editions and 
studies.
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introduced by Rahlfs included the use of capitals of the Roman alphabet for the uncials. 

Thus he designated manuscript 23 as V and MS III (Codex Alexandrinus of the 5 th 

century from the Library of the British Museum) as A. These changes allowed the well- 

established numbers of Holmes and Parsons to stand despite a few alterations. The 

notation for minuscules is still retained by scholars today and the normal and standard 

procedure is to use Rahlfs's correlated numbers which are often the same as those of 

Holmes and Parsons. 18

Several commentaries on Ecclesiastes exist, 19 but here I shall concentrate on one in 

particular, the Commentary by Olympiodorus of Alexandria, since it is believed to be the 

possible source of the Church Slavonic translation of the catena. 20 There are 21 

manuscripts containing Olympiodorus' Commentary which are known to the scholarly 

public.21

For the commentated text of Ecclesiastes I have used Migne's edition of 

Olympiodorus' Commentary published in PG, vol. 93, 477-628, a reprint of Fronton du 

Due's 1624 edition. In addition to Migne I have made use of the most recent edition of 

Olympiodorus' Commentary produced by Theodora Boli.22 As references will be made to 

this edition later on in my thesis it is appropriate to provide the reader with a short 

overview of it here.

New edition of Olympiodorus' Commentary by Theodora Boli.

Boli has produced an edition with a critical apparatus providing a hypothetical 

reconstruction of the original text based on the ten manuscripts she used. While Migne 

based his edition on two manuscripts, Paris gr. 174,10-11 century (siglum B in Boli's

18 From here on I use siglum A for the codex Alexandrinus but retain both siglum V and number 23 for the 
single manuscript, codex Venetus. With the exception of these two the rest of the designation for 
manuscripts used by Holmes and Parsons remains the same. For correlation between numbers used by 
Holmes-Parsons and Rahlfs I have used the table in Jellicoe, 1968:221-2.
19 A discussion of the commentaries is on pages 1<JO-1.
20 See Alekseev, 1988: 186.
21 For the list of existing manuscripts of Olympiodorus see the appended microfiche in Sinkewicz, 1992. 

" I am grateful to Professor D. Hagedorn of Heidelberg University for providing me with the edition of T. 
Boli.
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list) and Paris gr. 175, 14 century (siglum H in Boli's list), which contain a shorter 

version of the commentary, Boli in addition to these two manuscripts used manuscripts 

which offer a longer version of Olympiodorus' commentary. In a short preface to her 

edition she gives a list of these manuscripts with sigla. They are as follows: Marcianus 

gr. 22, 12-13 century (A); Paris gr. 153, 10-11 century (F); Flor. Laur. Plut. X 29, 13-14 

century (A); Genua Durazzo-Giustiniani A.1.10, 9-10 century (E); Marcianus gr. 23, 10- 

11 century (Z); Vatic. Ottob. gr.75, 16-17 century (0); Athos, M. Lauras MS gr. Gamma 

38, 14 century (I); Athos, M. Iberon Ms. gr. 614, 13 century (K). Thus altogether Boli 

has used 10 manuscripts out of 21 listed by Sinkewicz. The remaining manuscripts were 

either copies of the ones which she already had or were unavailable to her.

Boli constructs the stemma codicum and discusses the textual relationships among 

these 10 manuscripts. They are divided into groups. One group is formed by manuscripts 

BH0, i.e. the shorter version. Within the other group of manuscripts AFAEZIK belonging 

to the longer version Boli separates manuscripts AFZ from the rest on the basis of 

common variant readings. She sets apart manuscript E, which has a number of individual 

readings and additions, from the remaining manuscripts AIK. Boli distinguishes 

manuscripts AIK, for they contain many common readings such as 6 Gelog 6e vs. 6 6e 

Getog in the comment to verse 1:8, -rrapeKievop-eva vs. ou|iTTapeKTev6|i va in the comment 

to verse 1:9, doE^c, vs. yvwaeux; in the comment to verse 1:18. These common readings 

are all indicated as found in the commentary rather than the biblical text itself.

When considering the textual tradition of Olympiodorus' commentary there is an 

important issue to remember: the relationship among the manuscripts based upon the 

commentary may or may not be the same as the relationship represented by the biblical 

text of the commentary. It is fully possible that these are two distinct and separate textual 

traditions. However, my observation of the texts leads me to believe that the biblical text 

accompanied by Olympiodorus' commentary does not have a separate tradition.

Comparison of the biblical text in Rahlfs's edition with the one in Boli's edition 

reveals that the two texts remain close. The differences between them amount to mostly 

low level variation such as absence or presence of articles, particles, differences in cases, 

etc. It seems to me that on various occasions the text in Rahlfs's edition is closer to the 

Greek manuscripts AEIK, two of which come from Athos. The following examples (all of



which are of minor variation) are sufficient to show their proximity. In 8:14 the form of 

elira in the text of Rahlfs is the same in AEIK, while in the reconstructed text of 

Olympiodorus we read eiTrov. In 10:6 in Rahlfs's text we have prepositional phrase ev 

u\l/ OL and the same in AEIK, while in the reconstructed text of Olympiodorus the 

preposition is omitted. In 9:8 in the text of Rahlfs the article ta before the noun i^ana 

is omitted (it is cited in his critical apparatus as belonging to S); it is also omitted in 

AEIK, while in the reconstructed text of Olympiodorus the article is present. This issue 

should be further researched by the editors of the Greek Ecclesiastes, and when the new 

edition of Ecclesiastes is published, we will be in a better position to determine the 

relationship of the biblical text to the commentary.

My primary interest in the Greek text is in its relationship to the Church Slavonic 

translation. In my thesis I shall be addressing three main questions: 1. can a relationship 

be discerned between the Church Slavonic version and some specific part of the Greek 

tradition? 2. Are there any differences between the biblical text in the plain version and 

the biblical text in the commentated versions which go back to Greek variants? 3. Is there 

any secondary correction against Greek in individual Slavonic manuscripts, that is to say, 

do any of the variants found in these go back to Greek variants?

The Church Slavonic translations.

The Church Slavonic translations of Ecclesiastes survive in four distinct types: 1. a 

Cyrillic continuous version of the text (32 MSS of the 15 th -17th centuries), 2. a Cyrillic 

fragmentary commentated version of the text (1 MS of the 16th century), 3. a Cyrillic 

fragmentary commentated insertion (8 MSS of the 15 th -16th centuries), 4. a Croatian 

Church Slavonic version in Glagolitic Breviaries (17 MSS of the 13 th-16th centuries).

There are two translations of the book of Ecclesiastes, one from Greek and one from 

Latin. The former is preserved in East Slavonic Cyrillic manuscripts, the latter is to be 

found in the Croatian Glagolitic Breviaries23 (this translation is discussed in chapter 4). 

The evidence for the early existence of Ecclesiastes is fragmentary and puzzling, making
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the study of this book difficult. The fact that Ecclesiastes was not included in the 

Prophetologium may be an indication that there was no pressing need for translating a 

non-liturgical book of Ecclesiastes. Ecclesiastes surfaces as a complete text more or less 

late, the earliest extant Cyrillic MSS are of the 15 th century. Prior to this we have only 

several commentated passages in an Izbornik of the 13 th century and a number of 

quotations from this book in early Slavonic translated and original literature. A Church 

Slavonic translation was made at some time before the 15 th century, but the exact time 

and place are not known. The situation is no clearer when one looks at the South 

Slavonic tradition, i. e. Croatian Church Slavonic. In this tradition we find Ecclesiastes 

included in the Croat Glagolitic Breviary according to the Roman rite.

As it is clear that the version of Ecclesiastes extant in East Slavonic manuscripts was 

translated from Greek not Latin, it is automatically excluded from the books translated 

from Latin for the Gennadian Bible. As the Gennadian Bible is a product of East 

Slavonic scholarship, then the book of Ecclesiastes must have existed in the East 

Slavonic tradition prior to its inclusion. But it is hard to be more precise at this stage.

Convoy.

Ecclesiastes is a part of the Sapiential books, the well-defined varieties of which 

were transmitted from Byzantium to Slavonic soil. Ecclesiastes is usually accompanied 

in the stable Byzantine florilegia by Proverbs, Job, Wisdom of Sirach, Song of Songs, 

and Wisdom of Solomon. In its complete form it is extant in 25 Greek MSS from 9-15 th 

centuries, sometimes accompanied by the books of Prophets. We see a similar pattern 

in the extant East Slavonic MSS where Ecclesiastes is found with the same convoy, 

sometimes with the addition of the book Menander.

One might reasonably expect that Ecclesiastes would be included in the Sapiential 

collection in South Slavonic manuscripts, but puzzlingly, Ecclesiastes is not present 

among them. For example, the well-known manuscript RNB, F.1.461 of the late 14th

23 Cf. Vajs, 1910:34.
24 Information on Greek manuscripts is taken from Rahlfs, 1914: 410-14.
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century, the so-called South Slavonic Bible, does not contain Ecclesiastes, though it 

contains other Sapiential books: Proverbs, Song of Songs, Wisdom of Sirach, and Job. 

This raises the question of whether it was translated in the South Slavonic lands but did 

not survive there, or whether Ecclesiastes was translated exclusively in the East Slavonic 

area.

The catenary version.

The Church Slavonic Ecclesiastes has survived in two forms in the East Slavonic 

tradition: as a plain text and a text with commentary. Although in the Byzantine tradition 

a number of commentaries on Ecclesiastes are known, none of these can be identified as 

a direct source for this Church Slavonic catena, which is extant only in fragments. 25 The 

Church Slavonic catena is predominantly based on the Commentaries of Olympiodorus 

of Alexandria (PG, 93).

It is known that a number of texts with commentaries were produced in Bulgaria in 

the 10th century and survived in East Slavonic copies. These include: the commentary of 

Hippolytus of Rome on the book of Daniel found in a 13 th century manuscript; the books 

of the Prophets with commentaries, extant in a large number of later manuscripts of the 

15-17th centuries, which can be traced back to an 11 th century manuscript, copied from a 

South Slavonic exemplar;26 Theodoret of Cyrrhus' commentary on the Psalms, which is 

extant in a number of manuscripts, the oldest being an East Slavonic copy from the 11 th 

century; 27 the catena on the Song of Songs compiled from the commentaries by 

Hipppolytus of Rome, Gregory of Nyssa, and Procopius of Gaza, preserved in thirty-one 

manuscripts, the oldest of the 13 th century; and the earliest copy of the Church Slavonic 

translation of the Commentary on the book of Job by Olympiodorus of Alexandria, 

dating from the end of the 14th century. Non-commentated versions were sometimes 

extracted from the commentated ones; for example, the text of Job was extrapolated 

twice from the catena: the first extrapolation is found in South Slavonic manuscripts, the

25 For the list of commentaries I have consulted CPG and the article of Starovvieyski, 1993:405-40. 
26 Tunickij, 1918.
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second extrapolation was made by the compilers of the Gennadian Bible. 28 Since such 

extrapolations are known for other books including Job, we may entertain the possibility 

that this also happened in the case ofEcclesiastes.

If we assume that the majority of these texts were also circulating amongst the East 

Slavs in the 12- 15 th centuries, then it is possible that Ecclesiastes is another example of 

such a text. But as all the extant manuscripts of the book are of late date (15-16th 

centuries) and the textual tradition appears to be late (see chapter 1) it is difficult to say 

when the text appeared and whether there was any revision prior to this.

Such revision of biblical books among the Slavs was not unusual and was normally 

done by consulting the Greek originals or by collating the available Slavonic copies. For 

example, this was often done with books used for liturgical purposes such as the Psalter. 

The extent to which Ecclesiastes, a non-liturgical text, was checked against the Greek 

remains to be established.

27 See Pogorelov, 1910.
28 Thomson, 1998:794-5.
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Chapter 1. 

Comparison of Cyrillic manuscripts.

It is known that medieval texts underwent modifications during copying, either 

accidental, when a scribe inadvertently made a slip in copying a source text, or 

deliberate, when a scribe consciously changed a source text in order to correct what he 

believed to be an error or to improve it. The evolution of orthographical and linguistic 

norms was one of the reasons lying behind conscious changes. A scribe could change a 

word if he considered it inappropriate and replace it with a different variant or a 

synonym. Scribes might introduce some changes while working with one or two 

manuscripts of the same text or after consulting Greek manuscripts. The ubiquitous and 

familiar text of the Psalter underwent such changes. Scribes who knew this text by heart 

could introduce changes because they knew better or thought that they knew better, or 

were more familiar with the older wording.

But Ecclesiastes probably did not belong to the type of text which they knew by 

heart, and therefore in copying they had to pay far closer attention to their exemplars. 

Even very attentive and careful scribes could produce mechanical errors, and one can see 

examples of such errors in any manuscript tradition of Church Slavonic texts. Thus we 

must expect a number of scribal errors in manuscripts of Ecclesiastes.

My task is to establish from the evidence of the manuscripts which are available to 

me the transmitted text or the paradosis; this term was used by Martin West as 'a 

convenient term meaning the data furnished by the transmission, reduced to essentials', ' 

and has been adopted by Slavists.2 In this chapter I first give a brief description of 

manuscripts, then I turn my attention to the reconstruction of the archetype and the 

intermediary stages. The conclusions about the archetype will provide grounds for the 

choice of a particular manuscript for the present edition. At the end of the chapter the 

stemma codicum is given.

1 West, 1970:53. 
2 Veder, 1999:14.
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The appended description of MSS contains the name of the MS, its present location, 

date, number in brackets under which the manuscript is listed in 'Predvaritelnyj spisok' 

and in 'Dopolnenija k predvaritel'nomu spisku' 3 , format, number of folia, its contents, 

the folia on which the text of Ecclesiastes is found and wherever possible the water mark 

identification, the abbreviation used to refer to the MS in the dissertation. In order to 

establish whether extant MSS of Ecclesiastes predate the Gennadian Bible, all the water 

marks were checked irrespective of any published descriptions of the MSS. Where a 

relevant description of the water marks was available, these were then cross-checked to 

confirm my own identification to those already made. And only where no relevant 

literature was available, was my own identification used. In all these cases the folia on 

which the water marks are found have been noted. The watermarks were identified by 

reference to standard reference works 4 and to published descriptions of MSS which 

include references to water marks. In the latter case I tested several conclusions by cross- 

referencing existing identifications. As a result I was able to correct the water mark 

identification and dating in several cases. However, the quality of the paper and the 

density of the script obscured the outline of some of the water marks, thus making their 

identification practically impossible to the naked eye. 5

The book of Ecclesiastes is preserved in 33 Cyrillic manuscripts, all of which are of East 

Slavonic provenance. These manuscripts are written on paper, apart from Pg.l, which is 

written on parchment. All MSS with the exception of Rumjancevskij 36 are roughly in 

the same type of hand, i. e. semiuncial.

Their brief descriptions:

1. Pogodinskij 1, RNB, Pogodin collection, No 1, Sbornik, first half of 15 c., (PS 444), 

1°, 60 ff, contents: Song of Songs with commentary, Discourse of John of 

Thessalonica, Ecclesiastes (f. 47r-59r). (Pg.l) 6

3 'Predvaritelnyj spisok' and 'Dopolnenija k predvaritel'nomu spisku' do not extend to the 16' century.
4 See the list of cited literature.
5 It should be noted that working conditions (absence of reference works and table lamps in the manuscript 
department of RSL) were not ideal for this study.
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There is no chapter division. It contains corrections inserted between the lines, and 

there is one instance of a conflated passage. There are visible signs of overwriting of 

faded words. The scribe obviously was not a very careful one.

2. Volokolamskij, RSL, Volokolamsk collection 113, N° 13, OT books, third quarter of 

15 c., (PS 1810), 4°, 261+1 ff., contents: Song of Songs, Proverbs, Ecclesiastes 

(ff.l31 v -145 r), Ecclesiasticus with additions. (Vol.13)

water marks: 1. Small bull with a long trifurcated tail ff. 5, 7, 9 - similar to Lixacev 

N° 1020-21 (1455/56), Lixacev N° 2591-2 (1440-50), Briquet N° 2783 (1447-52); 2. 

Bull's head with a shaft between the horns terminating in a seven petalled flower ff. 

257, 258 - Lixacev N° 3486 (1476).

There is chapter division written in the margins, no traces of correction. There are 

several glosses in the margin.

3. losifo-Volokolamskij 605, RSL, Volokolamsk collection 113, N° 605, Sbornik, last 

quarter of 15 c., (PS 2645), 4°, 346 ff, contents: the life of John Chrysostom, the life 

of Athanasius of Athos, Song of Songs, Proverbs, Ecclesiastes (ff. 245 r-256v), 

Ecclesiasticus, Job. (I-Vol.605)

water marks: 1. Letter P with a quatrefoil above ff. 1,3,7 - Briquet N° 8660 (1474-5); 

2. Bull's head f. 245 - similar to Lixacev N° 1116-1119 (1466/7); 3. Collared dog ff. 

259, 272, 298 (this particular type of dog has not been found).

There is no chapter division; it displays a few minor corrections in the main text and 

two in the margins. The confused order of verses is caused probably by the wrong 

binding of folia in the quire in the exemplar.

4. Undol'skij 1, RSL, Undol'skij collection 310, No 1, Sbornik, last quarter of 15 c., (PS 

6 All Pogodin MSS are described in Tvorogov, O. V. and Zagrebin V. M. eds, 1986.
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1799), 1°, 476+3 ff., contents: Pentateuch, Joshua, Judges, Ruth, 1-2 Kings, Wisdom 

of Solomon, Song of Songs with commentary, Ecclesiastes (ff. 296v-304r), Esther, 

articles from Chronograph. (Und.l)

water marks: 1. Three mounts with cross ff. 5, 31 - Lixacev N° 2683-4 (15 4/4 c); 2. 

Large letter X with crown and a cross above f. 3 - Lixacev N° 2679 (15 4/4 c); 3. 

Bull's head with eyes but no nose and with a double line between the horns with a 

large crown at midpoint and a six-petalled flower at its extremity f. 1 - Lixacev N° 

2685 (15 4/4 c) 7 ; 4. Bull's head with mast and a cross above ff. 20, 186, 189 - similar 

to Piccard, Die Ochsenkopf vol. II, part 3, type XI, N° 227 (1473), 230-35 (1471-80); 

5. Crown with cross f. 475 - Lixacev N° 2686 (15 4/4 c).

There is no chapter division, no traces of correction, the biblical verses are written in 

red ink in the interpolation.

o

5. Soloveckij, RNB, Soloveckij collection, No 807/917, Sbornik, last quarter of 15 c., 

4°, 442 ff., contents: Life of Theodosius of the Caves Monastery, The Patericon of the 

Kievan Caves Monastery, Discourse on faith by Gennadius, archbishop of 

Constantinople, Ecclesiastes (ff. 135v-149r), the book Kaaf, short erotapokriseis 

commentaries on OT, Pseudo-Athanasian Commentary on Psalter, Song of Songs 

with commentaries, brief erotapokriseis commentaries on Gospels and Apostol, brief 

commentaries on Solomon's books, Dream of King Jehoash, Discourse of Gregory 

the Theologian. (Sol.)

water marks: 1. Bull's head ff. 1, 7, 9, 22 - Piccard, Die Ochsenkopf vol. II, part 3, 

type XV, N° 233 (1478-82) and another variant ff. 418, 420, 435 - Piccard, type 

XVI, N° 102 (1496-99); 2. Three mounts with a long cross rising from centre, ff. 204, 

205, 208 - distorted mark Lixacev N° 2623 (1460-70); 3. Letter P ff. 211, 213, 219 - 

Briquet N° 8692 (1473), another variant of letter P ff. 355, 358, 400 - Briquet N°

7 For comments on this watermark see Simmons, 1994, vol.1:119. See also Kloss, 1971:68.
8 MS Sol. is not listed in the PS.
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8606 (1470); 4. Letter Y ff. 345, 352 - Briquet N° 9183 (1472); 5. Collared dog with 

a flower on its back ff. 401, 407, 412 - similar to Briquet N° 3624 (1476-82); the 

dog's tail is closer to Briquet N° 3623 (1475).

There is no chapter division. The scribe was a careful one. There is one single gloss 

in the margin.

6. Pogodinskij 78, RNB, Pogodin collection, N° 78, Sbornik, end of 15 c., (PS 443), 4°, 

76 ff., contents: Proverbs, Ecclesiastes (26V-34V), Song of Songs, Menander, 

Ecclesiasticus. (Pg.78)

watermarks: 1. Pot ff. 52, 64, 76 - Briquet N° 12478 (1481).

There is no chapter division. The text of 5:16: H ECH Anne ero BT» TM-k H riAAH-k H BT* 

APOCTH is omitted from the body of the text but inserted in the margins; individual 

scribal errors of dittography are crossed out: 5:15 NeAOYrli > 7:2

7. Sbornik of Biblical books, BAN, 33.10.4., end of 15 c., (PS 2495), 1°, 316 ff., 

contents: 1-2 Chronicles, Ezra, Nehemiah, 1-2 Esdras, Tobit, Judith, Esther, Job, 

Proverbs, Ecclesiastes (ff. 123 r-127r), Song of Songs, Wisdom of Solomon, 

Ecclesiasticus, Proverbs, 1-2 Maccabees. (MS2)

water marks: 1. Three mounts with serpent-entwined mast and a cross above ff. 6, 7, 

46, 126 - similar to Piccard vol. XVI, part 2, type VII, N° 2620 (1480-81).

There is chapter division. The text has minor editorial corrections in the margin and 

erasure in the main text that indicate comparison of this copy with another Church 

Slavonic MS.

8. Gennadian Bible, GIM, Synodal collection, No 915, 1499, (PS 336), 1°, 1007 ff.,
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contents: biblical books, Ecclesiastes ff. 437r-443 r (GB) 9

water marks: 1. Bull's head with a cross and an entwined serpent ff. 1-16 

(Introduction), 972-8 - Lixacev N° 1279 (1499), another variant as preceding but with 

the monogram - Lixacev N° 1280 (1499); 2. Large and wide tall crown ff. 15, 979-86 

- Lixacev N° 1287 (1499), cf. Briquet N°4902 variants (1480); 3. Small sphere with 

the letters I and B on either side surmounted by a fleur-de-lis ff. 1-16 - Lixacev N° 

1288 (16 2/2 c), cf. Briquet N° 14056 (1548-52); 4. Large pot with a cross ff. 1-971 - 

Lixacev N° 1287 (1499), cf. Briquet N° 12481-6 (1468-1515). The main text is 

separately foliated. The water mark in it is large pot except for the inserted f. 913 

which has a bull's head. It follows then that an initial stock of possibly French paper 

was used which had the pot water mark and when this was exhausted further paper 

with the bull's head and tall crown was bought. A sheet of paper used in the binding 

contains N° 1288 which shows that the MS was rebound in the second half of the 16 

century.

There is chapter division. The text has glosses and insertions in the margins.

9. ArxangePskij, BAN, Arxangel'skij collection, N° 3, Sbornik, end of 15-beginning of 

16 c., (PS 2496), 4°, 135 ff., contents: Proverbs, Ecclesiastes (53v-69r), Song of 

Songs, Hosea, Jonah, Amos, Nahum, Obadiah, several small articles, letter of 

Gennadius about the coming of Christ; ff. 64 and 71 are missing (the first and the last

of the 9 gathering). (Arx.)

water marks: 1. Bull's head with a serpent-entwined shaft above, ending in a cross ff. 

3, 7, 9 - Piccard, Die Ochsenkopf, vol. II, part 3, type XVI, N°204 (1498); 2. Gloved 

hand gauntleted under a star ff. 80, 83, 105 - Briquet N° 11154 (1482); 3. Circle with

9 For codicological description of GB see Levockin, 1985:90-6. In his article he does not make his own 
inspection of the water marks but refers to Lixacev's identification. 1 have not been able to inspect the 
manuscript and the water marks but used comments in Simmons (1994, vol.1, 54). It would be desirable to 
inspect all the water marks in GB afresh.
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a vertical mast ff. 119, 124, 125 - similar to Briquet N° 3056-58, 3061 (1492-1503); 

4. Crown ff. 112, 115, 116 - Piccard, Kronen, vol.1, type XIII, N° 5 (1497-1502).

There is chapter division written in the margins. It has a number of individual 

omissions, scribal blunders, corruptions and a lacuna 8:8-8:17 because of a missing 

folio. There are no traces of any correction.

10. Certkovskij, Certkov collection, N° 192, GIM, Sbornik of biblical books, end of 15- 

beginning of 16 c., (DPS 245), 4°, 185 ff., contents: Proverbs, Ecclesiastes (ff. 63 r- 

81 r), Song of Songs, Ecclesiasticus, Menander.

water marks: 1. Cross ff. 181, 183 - Briquet N° 5709 (1499); 2. Letter P with 

quatrefoil ff. 113, 115, 116 - Briquet N° 8669 (1486), another variant ff. 98, 105, 110 

- Briquet N° 8672 (1489-90); 3. Letter B ff. 3, 17, 82 - Briquet N° 8033 (1487); 4. 

Cross ff. 164, 181, 183 - Briquet N° 5710 (1500).

There are no chapter divisions in the text.

11. Trinity - Sergius Lavra 730, RSL, Trinity - Sergius Lavra collection N° 730, Paleja 

with additions, end of 15 - first half of 16 c., 10 4°, 492 ff., contents: Song of Songs, 

Ecclesiasticus, Menander, Proverbs, Ecclesiastes (ff. 329r-354r). (TSL 730)

water marks: n 1. Bull's head with cross and a serpent ff. 18, 32, 440 - similar to 

Piccard, Die Ochsenkopf vol. II, part 3, type XV N° 147 (1512-14); 2. Letter P ff. 

266, 268, 279; 3. Crown ff. 115, 126, 131; 4. Wheel ff. 250, 252 - Briquet N° 3998 

(1492); 5. Bull's head with cross and a star ff. 375, 377; 6. Two fleur de lis on shield 

with crown ff. 119,206.

10 MS TSL 730 is not listed in the PS.
11 I was unable to identify these water marks apart from N° 1 and 4.
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There is no chapter division, there are a few corrections in the text and in the margins; 
after Ecclesiastes 11:9 the commentary on the Song of Songs 2:10-17 follows. The end of 

chapter 11 and the whole of chapter 12 are missing. This confusion could have resulted 

from the quires being lost or mixed up in the exemplar.

12. Egorov 891, RSL, Egorov collection, fond 98, N° 891. Sbornik, end of 15-first half 

of 16 c., 2 , ff. 301+2, contents: Homilies to the Catechetes by Cyril of Jerusalem, 

Song of Songs with commentary, Song of Songs, Proverbs, Ecclesiastes (ff. 259r- 
30 T), Ecclesiasticus, Menander.

water marks: 1. Hand under a quatrefoil ff. 171a, 254, 255 - Piccard, vol. XVII, type 

III, N° 901, 902 (1527, 1535), another variant f. 171b - Piccard, type III, N° 983 

(1498); 2. Three fleur de lis in a shield with a quatrefoil above ff. 187, 208, 277 - 

Briquet N° 1811 (1483), 1812 (1496).

13. Pogodinskij 81, RNB, Pogodin collection, N° 81, Sbornik, end of 15- middle of 16 
c., 13 4°, 175+1 ff, contents: Discourse of John Chrysostom, Song of Songs, Song of 
Songs with commentary of Philo of Carpasia, Proverbs, Ecclesiastes (ff. 116V-126V ), 

Ecclesiasticus (without end). (Pg.81)

water marks: 1. Letter P ff. 19, 23, 26 - Briquet N° 8727 (1539-44); 2. Three fleur de 

lis on a shield with a quatrefoil above ff. 29, 35, 101 - Briquet N° 1743 (1480-88), 
could be also Briquet N° 1744 (1482, 1502-09); 3. Coat of arms f. 53 - Briquet N° 

1808 (1480-86); 4. Bull's head ff. 72, 79, 83 - Piccard, Die Ochsenkopf vol. II, part 

2, type IX, N° 161 (1492) and N° 162 (1488).

There is no chapter division. It displays a low level of corruption. The text may have 

been checked against the Greek in a number of places.

12 MS Egorov 891 is not listed in the PS.
13 MS Pg. 81 is not listed in the PS.
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14. Suprasl'skij, BAN, 24.4.28. Bible books, colophon 1507, 1°, 550 ff., contents: 

Sixteen Prophets, 14 Job, Proverbs, Wisdom of Solomon, three pericopes from the 1 st 

Book of Kings, Ecclesiastes (ff. 141 v -144r), Song of Songs, Menander, small 

dictionary, Ecclesiasticus, Psalter, New Testament, additional articles and OT 

pericopes. (Supr.) 15

watermarks: 1. Bull's head ff. 138, 146, 479 - Briquet N° 15391 (1496); 2. Crown ff. 

24, 45, 62 - Briquet N° 4922 (1506).

There is no chapter division. It has a number of individual readings, no visible traces 

of correction, a few omissions and corruptions. The scribe, Matthew the Tenth son, 

was a careful scribe.

15. Rumjancevskij 204, RSL, Rumjancev collection 256, N° 204, Polemical sbornik, first 

third of 16 c., 2°, 491 ff., contents: Discourse against the Novgorodian heretics by 

losif of Volokolamsk, Discourse against the Latins, Ecclesiastes (ff. 350V-370V ), 

Questions and answers of Basil the Great and Gregory the Theologian, Letters of 

Russian Metropolitans Cyprian and Photius to Pskov. (Rum.204)

water marks: 1. Two fleur de lis on shield, in the middle letter F, crown over ff. 3,5- 

Briquet N° 8160 (1526); 2. Hand in a cuff, a quatrefoil above ff. 141, 150, 252 - 

Briquet N° 11427 (1522); 3. Monogram DP ff. 307, 309 - Briquet N° 9753 (1507) 16 ; 

4. One fleur de lis on shield with a flower above and a letter N below ff. 486, 487 - 

similar to Piccard, vol. XIII, type II, N° 1181-83 (1529).

There is no chapter division, no traces of correction.

14 The expression 'Sixteen Prophets' is not in English practice, in using it I follow the Church Slavonic 
usage, in doing so I reproduce the printed Russian description of the MS. However, below under N° 24 I 
list all the Prophets because again I continue to follow the printed description of this MS.
15 For the description of the MS see Alekseev and Lixaceva, 1978:54-88.
16 See the discussion of this water mark in Briquet, 1907, vol. 2: 510.
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16. Volokolamskij, RSL, Volokolamsk collection 113, N° 14, OT books, first half of 16 

c,

4°, 360+3 ff., contents: Song of Songs, Proverbs, Ecclesiastes (ff. 199r-223 r), 

Ecclesiasticus with additions. (Copy of Vol.13)

water mark: 1. Pot with a quatrefoil on it ff. 3, 8, 200 - similar to Briquet N° 12660 

(1534).

17. Uvarovskij 652, GIM, Uvarov collection, No 1 (652), Bible, first half of 16 c., 1°, 

885 ff., Ecclesiastes ff. 41 l r-416r . (Uvar.652)

water marks: 1. Boar ff. 201, 233, 384, 400 - not identifiable but close to Piccard, 

vol. XV, part 3, type II, N° 68 (1527) and N° 70 (1531); 2. Coat of arms (not 

identifiable) ff. 423, 429, 460; 3. Coat of arms (not identifiable) ff. 481, 539.

There is chapter division, the first word of each chapter starts with a red initial, there 

are corrections and glosses in the margins.

18. Cudovskij 200, GIM, Cudov collection, N° 200. Sbornik, first half of 16 c., 1°, 234 

ff., contents: Commentary on the Apocalypsis of Andrew of Caesaria with other 

articles, Tale of Andrew of Caesarea about the Apocalypsis, commentated 

Apocalypsis, Proverbs, Ecclesiastes (ff. 135 V-149V), Song of Songs, Ecclesiasticus. 

(Cud.200) 17

water marks: 1. Pot with letters BR ff. 21, 29, 73 - Briquet N° 12704 (1542); 2. 

Unicorn ff. 114, 119 - Lixacev N° 2947 (1529); 3. Hand under a quatrefoil ff. 205, 

207 - Briquet N° 10749 (1504); 4. Shield charged with a sun in a circle, there is a 

crown above the shield ensigned with a quatrefoil and letter B below it ff. 208, 223, 

230 - Lixacev N° 2946, 2957 (1515, 1520). 18

17 For the description of this MS see Protas'eva, 1980:108.
18 See also the recent correction of date to 1533-43 in Simmons, 1994, vol.1, p. 135.
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There is no chapter division, no traces of correction.

19. Sinodal'nyj 251, GIM, Synodal collection, N° 251. OT books, first half of 16 c., 1°, 

163+5 ff., contents: Song of Songs, Proverbs, Wisdom of Solomon (fragments), 

Ecclesiastes (ff. 44V-54V), Ecclesiasticus, Job, Wisdom of Solomon.

water marks: 1. Letter P ff. 4, 9, 11 - similar to Briquet N° 8538 (1505); 2. Crown 

with a shaft ending in a cross ff. 150, 151 - similar to Piccard, Kronen, vol. 1, type X, 

N° 4 (1550-54); 3. Fleur de lis on a shield with letter C underneath ff. 159, 163, 165 - 

exactly such a water mark is not found in the albums, shield could be the type of 

Piccard vol. XIII, type III, N° 1450 (1505), though the letter C is of a different 

configuration, similar type can be found in Briquet N° 8159 (1520) but with other 

letters. It belongs to French manufacturers of the 16th century (1520s), Namur 1525, 

similar type could be found in Lixacev N°2879 (1530).

There are no chapter divisions in the text. The confused order of verses is caused 

probably by the wrong binding of folia in the quire in the exemplar. 19

20. Sofijskij, RNB, Sofijskij collection, N° 1323, Mineja-cetja, second half of 16 c., 1°, 

470 ff, contents: Mineja-cetja for July, Prolog, Discourse against the Latins, 

Ecclesiastes (ff. 336V-342V), Discourse on Nativity. (Sof.)

water marks: 20 1. Hand in a cuff, quatrefoil above ff. 9, 16 - Lixacev N° 1725 (1547), 

Lixacev N° 1603 (1535), Briquet N° 11430 (1547); 2. Small pot with letters SM with 

crown and a quatrefoil ff. 132, 133, 138 - distorted mark Briquet N° 12812 (1559- 

65), Briquet N° 12768 (1558/9), Lixacev N° 1522 (1527).

There is no chapter division. It has a number of omissions, one correction in the 

margin.

19 This confusion was noted by Gorskij and Nevostruev (1855, 197) in their description of the manuscript 
No 251.
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21. Barsovskij 12, GIM, Barsov collection, N° 12. Sbornik from the Solovki monastery, 

second half of the 16 c., 4°, 283 ff., semiuncial, contents: Proverbs, Wisdom of 

Solomon, Ecclesiastes (ff. 87 V -110r), Song of Songs, Ecclesiasticus, Menander.

water marks: 1. Flower ff. 20, 56 - similar to Lixacev N° 1908 (1567), 3204 (1564) 

though the middle circle is smaller than in Lixacev's album; 2. Ship ff. 138, 139 - 

close to Lixacev N°4110 (1565); 3. Crown ff. 233, 234, 271 - Piccard, Kronen, vol. 

1, type X, N° 6 (1557-1559); 4. Sphere ff. 280, 281 283 - similar to Lixacev N° 2996 

(1562) though at the bottom is a round drop as in Lixacev N°2849 (1560) but the star 

above is like N° 2996; 5. Small unicorn f. 272 (this mark is not identified).

There are no chapter divisions in the text.

22. Sinodal'nyj 21, GIM, loakimov Bible, 1558. (Copy of GB), 1°, 1043 ff., Ecclesiastes 

(ff. 492V-499V).

water marks: 1. Several variants of small narrow tall crown, some with symbols or 

monograms within the tall crown or below it (passim) - Lixacev N° 1814-23 (1558), 

cf. Briquet N° 4971 (1538), N° 5004 (1550), N° 5007 (1550); 2. Fantastic animal f. 

498 - Lixacev N° 1824 (1557/8), cf. Briquet N° 2203 (1571).

23. Sinodal'nyj 30, GIM, Bible, second half of the 16 c. 1°, 1013 ff. (Copy of GB), 1°, 

1013 ff., Ecclesiastes (ff. 420V-425 V).

water marks: 1. Orb with a cartouche below ff. 10, 204, 921 - Lixacev N° 1800-2 

(1551 mould-dated); 2. Cartouche ff. 974, 977 - Lixacev N° 1804 (1561-3); 3. Shield 

with three fleur-de-lis with a quatrefoil above and a long cartouche below ff. 997,

20 I was unable to identify other watermarks.
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999, 1002 - type of Lixacev N° 3049 (1570), cf. Briquet N° 1844 (1562); 4. Sphere 

with a star above and a circle at the end of a line below-Lixacev N° 1803 (1561-3?) 21

24. Pogodinskij 85, Pogodin collection, N° 85, RNL, Biblical books, middle of the 16 c., 

1 , 385 ff., contents: 2 Chronicles - end of prayer of Manasseh, 1-4 chapters of 1 

Esdras, Tobith, Judith, Esther, Job, Proverbs of Solomon, Ecclesiastes (ff.!27v-132 r), 

Ecclesiasticus, Isaiah, Jeremiah, Baruch, Ezekiel, Daniel, Hosea, Joel, Amos, 

Obadiah, Jonah, Micah, Nahum, Habbakkuk, Zephaniah, Haggai, Zechariah, 

Malachi, 1 Maccabees.

watermarks: l.Boarff. 41, 158, 216-Briquet, N° 13577-78(1542-47).

25. Q.I.6, RNL, second half of 16 c., 4°, 586 ff., contents: Erotapokriseis, Proverbs, Song 

of Songs, Ecclesiastes (ff. 556r-602v).

water marks: Hand in a cuff with a star above the middle finger and letter B on the 

hand ff. 597, 598, 705 - Lixacev N° 1902 (1567).

26. F.I.4, RNL, OT books, colophon 1567-8, 2°, 677 ff., contents: Ecumenical Councils, 

Job, Proverbs, Ecclesiastes (ff. 157V-181 V), Ecclesiasticus, Discourses of John 

Chrysostom.

(water marks are not identified)

27. Undol'skij 13, RSL, Undol'skij collection 310, N° 13. Commentary, 16 c., 4°, ff. 

14+1, contents: Ecclesiastes with commentary. (Und.13)

21 The water mark N° 4 appears to be on one leaf, which I was unable to identify. The description of it is 
taken from Simmons (1994, vol.1, 73), where it is also stated that the erased colophon is dated 1570/1 but 
the MS itself was in all probability written earlier over a period of several years, about 1561-3.
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water mark: Shield charged with a letter N and with a crown above ensigned with a 

quatrefoil f. 3 - Lixacev N° 4059 (1533), cartouche with the legend 'Jean Nivelle' f. 

15.

28. UndoPskij 1121, RSL, Undol'skij collection 310, N° 1121, Bible books with 

additional articles, 16 c., 22 2°, 153+ 2 ff., contents: Proverbs, Ecclesiastes (ff. 47V - 

62V), Song of Songs, Ecclesiasticus, Menander. (Und.l 121)

water marks: 1. Letter P ff. 5, 68, 111 (not identifiable); 2. Crown and coat of arms 

with lions ff. 153, 155-similar to LixacevN° 4260 (1710).

There is no chapter division, no traces of correction.

29. Pogodinskij 83, RNL, Pogodin collection, N° 83, OT books, second half of 17 c., 

4°, 141 ff., contents: Proverbs, Ecclesiastes (ff. 54r-70r), Ecclesiasticus.

water marks: 1. Easter lamb ff. 77, 100, 103 - Geraklitov N° 1480 (1658); 2. Foolscap 

ff. 15, 24, 36 - Geraklitov N° 1378 (1680); 3. Cross f. 58 - Geraklitov N° 356 (1643).

30. Q.I.795, RNL, OT books, second half of the 17 c., (PS 430), 4°, 220 ff., contents: 

Proverbs, Ecclesiastes (ff. 51 r-60v), 1-2 Esdras, Daniel, Tobit.

water marks: 1. Shield with fleur de lis and a crown with a small trefoil, underneath 

letters BA? ff. 30, 41, 69 (is not identifiable); 2. Circles with a cross and letter B? ff. 

155, 173, 180 - Dianova N° 606 (1697), though it is not an exact match, analogues 

could be seen in Dianova N° 956 (1655-56).

31. Q.I.4, RNL, OT books, second half of the 17 c., 4°, 94 ff, contents: Song of Songs, 

Jonah, 1-2 Esdras, Ecclesiastes (ff. 24r-46r), Daniel.

22 The date of the MS is taken from the library catalogue. I should point out that water marks do not seem 
to support this dating.
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water marks: 1. Fleur de lis ff. 25, 30, 36, 102 - Dianova N° 909 (1646-54), N° 912 

(1653).

32. Pogodinskij 82, Pogodin collection, N° 82, RNL, OT books, last quarter of the 17 c., 

4 , 975 ff., contents: Genesis, Exodus, Leviticus, Numbers, Deuteronomy, Joshua, 

Judges, Ruth, Proverbs of Solomon, Ecclesiastes (ff. 357r-366r), Song of Songs, 

Wisdom of Solomon, Ecclesiasticus, 1-2 Kings, 1-2 Chronicles, Ezra, Nehemiah,_l-2 

Esdras, Tobit, Judith, Esther, Job, Isaiah, Jeremiah.

water marks: 1. Foolscap ff. 446, 625, 671 - Geraklitov N° 1357 (1665), another 

variant ff. 965, 970 similar to Geraklitov N° 1222 (1681), on f.956 foolscap with 

letters AD in a frame - Geraklitov N° 1338 (1659), also Dianova N° 149 (1667); 2. 

Pot ff. 921, 923 - Heawood N° 3679 (1674); 3. Strasbourg lily 23 ff. 410, 426, 926 - 

Churchill N° 428 (1678).

33. Rumjancevskij 36, RSL, Rumjancev collection 256, N° 36 (from the collection of 

Moscow Theological Academy, N° 9. (19-th century copy of an older unspecified 

MS)

The text of Ecclesiastes is incomplete, it ends in verse 7, chapter 9.

Two questions follow from our re-examination of the water marks. First, does it 

make the dating of the manuscripts more accurate and second, does it support the view 

that some of the extant manuscripts of Ecclesiastes predate GB? Our answer to the first 

question can be both 'yes' and 'no' inasmuch as we should always allow a degree of 

imprecision when dealing with water marks. This imprecision arises partly from the time 

which elapsed between the production of the paper and its actual use as a writing 

material. Moreover, the use of a single water mark could span a considerable period of 

time, thus adding difficulty in dating the manuscripts.

23 The water mark N° 3 is Strasbourg lily and not the coat of Amsterdam as stated in the published 
description of the MS. See Tvorogov O.V. and Zagrebin V.M., eds., 1986:69.
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One example of such difficulty is the case of dating manuscript Undol'skij 1121. 

The water mark 'Letter P' was used continuously during the 15 th and 16th centuries, 

therefore it is not easy to decide to which one it belongs. The fact that the manuscript is 

not included in 'PredvaritePnyj spisok' suggests that someone thought it was 16th rather 

than 15th century, but that dating is only as good as the judgement of the person who 

decided not to include it in the 'PS'.

Generally the dating of a manuscript depends on water marks, colophons, 

paleography, not on scholarly judgements, and the example below shows we cannot 

always rely on the latter. There are no other water marks in the manuscript apart from the 

ones found on the empty ff. 153, 155. However, these pages bearing a later-date water 

mark and being the end ones could have been added at a considerably later stage. I was 

not able to date with confidence manuscript Undol'skij 13 which is incomplete as it 

contains only 14 ff., and thus may have had other water marks; therefore in this case I 

suggest a broad range of dates.

On the other hand, after the examination of the water marks of MS Q.I.795 (number 

30 in my list) I changed its date to the 17th century, rather than 15th century as in 

'Predvaritel'nyj spisok' of manuscripts belonging to the 15l century where it is listed 

under number 430.24 My dating is also corroborated by the text of Ecclesiastes which 

shows clearly the signs of later revisions and corrections. However, as I failed in a 

number of cases to identify the water marks I still cannot give a definitive answer to my 

first question.

I cannot give a single answer to my second question which is closely linked with 

the first, in so far as it requires more accurate dating of the manuscripts. According to 

Lixacev the water marks in GB show that it cannot have been written before 1499, 

whereas an earlier date in the last quarter of the 15 th century is possible for several 

manuscripts which I list before GB. At the same time, the verification of water marks in 

GB, acribed by Lixacev to the year 1499, could shed additional light on the amount of 

time for which GB's paper was kept and the period over which the manuscript itself was 

written. Furthemore, it leaves open the possibility that there are even earlier manuscripts, 

such as Pogodinskij 1 which is assigned in my description to the 1 st half of the 15 l

24 The editors have given the same dating in their 'Dopolnenija'.
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century. However, it must be said that there is no certain way of dating of Pogodinskij 1 

manuscript more precisely,as it is written on parchment. My conclusion is that though on 

average the differences in date between the manuscripts containing Ecclesiastes and GB 

are insignificant in terms of manuscripts of this period, being no greater than 10-20 years, 

there is some room for doubt over the answer to the second question and therefore the 

answer 'yes' cannot be excluded.

Out of 33 known manuscripts 26 were available to me at the time for collation 

(N° 1-9, 11, 13-18, 20, 24-32). 25 Of these manuscripts N° 16 is excluded as codex 

descriptus; N° 17 is excluded because it was copied from GB; N° 24-26, 29-32 are not 

taken into account since these manuscripts are reproduced from later printed copies of the 

bible; while N° 27 represents a commentated version; N° 22 and 23 are excluded because 

they are later copies of GB. In my research of the continuous text I have used No 1-9, 11, 

13-15, 18, 20, 28. Thus 16 manuscripts are used in the present study.

On the basis of their content and structure these 16 manuscripts can be divided 

into two branches: one which contains an insertion with commentary and a second which 

consists of the plain text. The former branch (with the insertion with commentary) can be 

further divided into two groups: a group with the full commentary and one with 

commentary mostly removed. The resulting divisions are important because they tell us 

much about the development of the textual tradition:

A. The MSS with lacuna and the insertion with commentary (Pg.l, Und.l, Sol, TSL 730,

Rum.204, Sof.)

B. The MSS with the insertion with the commentary mostly removed (MS2, GB) 

C. The MSS with the plain text (Pg.81, Vol.13,1-Vol.605, Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.l 121,

Cud.200)

At first glance there seem to be three distinctive families of manuscripts, however on 

textual grounds, as we shall see, Rum.204 and Sof. are more closely related to MS2 and

25 MSS Egorov 891, Barsovskij 12 and Certkovskij 192 were unavailable for collation because of the long 
time closure of GIM where they are currently kept. These were checked for water marks at a later stage.
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GB than to other manuscripts listed under A. From now on we shall operate with the 

following slightly different division into three groups: group 1: Pg.l, Und.l, Sol, TSL 

730; group 2: Rum.204, Sof., MS2, GB; group 3: Pg.81, Vol.13, I-Vol.605, Pg.78, Arx., 

Supr., Und.l 121, Cud.200. The evidence for the position of Rum.204 and Sof. will be 

given later on page 65.

There are 8 MSS with the insertion. The order and number of verses in the insertion 

which occurs in the middle of verse 1:12 is exactly the same in these 8 manuscripts. It is 

as follows: 2:14, 3:5, 4:6, 4:9, 5:5, 7:3-4 (with abridged commentary in MS2, GB), 7:5, 

7:6 (with short commentary in MS2, GB), 7:7, 7:16 -23 (7:20 with commentary left in 

MS2), 26 7:29, 10:7, 8:2-4, 8:8, 9:4, 10:1 (with short commentary in MS2, GB), 10:2 - 8, 

10:16,10:17, 11:2-3, 11:4, 12:5. 27

Probably at an early stage a scribe inserted these verses with a commentary and in
<"* o __

this form subsequent scribes copied the text. The editors of MS2 and GB removed 

most of the commentary but left the verses intact. Whether the plain version came into 

being as the latest development (with the insertion being gradually removed) in the 

textual tradition, or on the contrary, it represents an early stage of the tradition is not 

absolutely clear at present.

The standard order in which these manuscripts are quoted is: Pg.l, Und.l, Sol., TSL 730, 

Rum.204, Sof., MS2, GB, Pg.81, Vol.13, I-Vol.605, Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.l 121, 

Cud.200.

26 In the insertion after verse 7:20 MS2 contains part of the commentary which is the same as in gr.l but 
which is not found in GB: NMSTOJKC TAKO B^A. MCXWTHT 00 B-feA . RKO M^APO^ A e«e nA7̂  A«ATH BAAA$IJJHX

. (1AH6 BOAA KOA MAHhCKWA CHrthl.

27 There is confusion among scholars about the number of the inserted verses. Gorskij and Nevostruev 
(1855, 68) counted 38. Alekseev (1988, 185) remarked that they were mistaken and that verses 8:2 and 
8:3 are not there, consequently there are 36 in total. Thomson (1998, 845) however, gives the number as 
37. I can confirm that the number of verses is 39 in total but verse 10:7 occurs twice, and that verses 8:2 
and 8:3 are present in the insertion of GB.
28 Gorskij and Nevostruev (1855, 68) remark that the text of Ecclesiastes as it appears in inserted verses 
differs greatly from the continuous text.
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Textual characteristics relevant to all 16 manuscripts.

On page 74 the stemma codicum is given in order to clarify the relations between all 

the manuscripts discussed. The comparison of the manuscripts and their textological 

analysis permit us to suppose the existence of several stages a, p, y, 6, e etc. anterior to 

the manuscripts under discussion. The first and second stages are identified in the 

stemma by letters ot and p, where a represents the initial translation of Ecclesiastes into 

Church Slavonic. The a stage is characterized by a number of variants and omissions 

which are paralleled in Greek, p represents a copy made from the a manuscript. This p 

stage is characterized by a number of mistakes which stem from misreadings of Church 

Slavonic. The p stage gave rise to the stages y and 6.

In order to show the development of the textual tradition a set of indicative errors, 

including variants, omissions, additions and misreadings of the Church Slavonic text, is 

used. By looking at variants in a group of manuscripts we can hypothesise about the 

relations that exist between them. For example, if they all share variants we can suggest 

that the group of manuscripts descended from one common parent manuscript. If variants 

occur in all the available manuscripts, then it is evident that they either appeared at a very 

early stage (maybe in the archetype), or were present already in the Greek source.

The examples provided below illustrate the different sorts of evidence that various 

readings, omissions, additions and errors may produce. In some cases, a mistake arose in 

Greek or the stage of translation from the Greek, whereas in other cases the error can 

only have arisen within the Church Slavonic tradition. Some cases are ambiguous, so it is 

not possible to determine the point at which the error arose. The orthographical variants 

are not included here because, unlike the lexical and grammatical variants, they appear 

not to be significant for the textual tradition.

I start with a section on variant readings, omissions and additions that are paralleled 

in the Greek. In doing so I attempt to locate the Greek original of the Church Slavonic 

text as far as this is possible. I compare the biblical text in Rahlfs's edition with the text 

in Boli's edition to see whether these furnish any relevant variants. For all examples I 

quote the Greek text of the LXX from the edition of Rahlfs first (in the form closest to 

the Church Slavonic), then the Church Slavonic from GB. For those Greek variants close
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to the Church Slavonic, which are absent from Rahlfs's edition, but which are found in 
the editions of Holmes and Parsons and Boli, I use square brackets. Words omitted in the 
Church Slavonic version are underlined in the Greek. To elucidate the readings of the 
Church Slavonic translation that differ from the text in Rahlfs's edition but have 
similarities to the readings in the critical apparatus of Holmes and Parsons, the number of 
coincidences between the Church Slavonic readings and individual Greek manuscripts 
was counted.

The order of Greek manuscripts which I quote starts with the text or manuscripts used 
by Rahlfs, continues with the manuscripts employed by Holmes and Parsons and ends 
with the text or individual manuscripts used by Boli. This order of manuscripts is for 
convenience only, it does not necessarily reveal the importance of the sources; obviously, 
later Byzantine manuscripts are more important and relevant for the Church Slavonic 
tradition than the early uncials. Sometimes the same capital letters are used by Rahlfs and 
Boli to denote sigla of their manuscripts. To avoid confusion which may be caused by the 
same lettering I accompany Boli's sigla with the abbreviation com., for example A com .

Church Slavonic text reflectin Greek variants.

2:3 el f) Kap6ux (ion 
Aue woe

In editing this passage Rahlfs emended the reading of Greek manuscripts ... el f) 
fiou eAxuoei WQ oivov..... to kv KoepSiqc u.ou TOU eAxibai el<; olvov... In doing so he 
adapted his reading to the Latin text. The Church Slavonic text starts as in Greek 
manuscripts with aijie cpAi*e <woe, but has lost the intervening text before the next 
occurrence of cp^e - Kccp6ia. This omission will be discussed later in the section on 

omissions.

2:3 eir' eixj)poouvri
B B6C6AYH
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Rahlfs emended the main text by putting the word o^poouvr) following the Latin. The 

Church Slavonic text follows the reading of the Greek manuscripts.

2:24 OUK eoTiv dyocGov kv dvOporrrco [el u.f|] o c^ayeiaL Kal o
BATO HAk8 NO TOKAXO -kcTTi H m6T"h

Boli's text has the variant reading el \ir\ and so do the MSS 147, 154, 157, 159, 161,248, 

252, 296, 299, Compl. Aid. in the apparatus of HP. The variant reading ei, \ir\ which is a 

common Greek equivalent for the expression HO TOKMO forms the basis for the Church 

Slavonic translation. Rahlfs in his critical apparatus indicated the reading TrArjv preserved 

by the MS S. This reading also features in the MSS 23, 254 in the critical apparatus of 
HP. However, I consider Boli's text and the manuscripts mentioned by HP in their 
apparatus to be more relevant sources than the ancient codex Sinaiticus. Though the 
reading of S is preserved in two later manuscripts, the first reading is preferable as it is 
supported by the majority of manuscripts.

3:10 dcvGpWTTCov in B (=Boli) vs. tou avOpwirou
HAITh

The reading of gen. plural MAK-E reflects the variant found in the Vaticanus codex and in 

Boli's Olympiodorus as opposed to gen. sing, in the main text of Rahlfs.

3:16 kei euoepifc (=Boli)
T8 BArOH C TBMAYh

The Church Slavonic text follows the reading euoeprig, found in both plain and 

commentated versions, while Rahlfs has chosen the reading 6 doeprn; following Grabe 

and Complut. Aid. Rahlfs's emendation is an accordance with the the Masoretic text, 

where in both instances the word tftthn is found; but the textual tradition of the Greek 

manuscripts displays here an antithesis of impious and pious. It is worth mentioning here 
that the case of the Church Slavonic adjective is not explicable from the masc. nom. sing. 

in the Greek tradition.
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3:17 ... Kal eirl iravd TOO Troir|u.on;i eKd. [6 6e6c1
M HA BCrtvKO CTBOp6NlH

The reading r8 corresponds to the Greek variant eKei in A given in the critical apparatus 

of Rahlfs. Holmes and Parsons have kel] + 6 9e6; in MSS 23, 253, 254. Holmes and 

Parsons state that in this sequence it is preserved in the MSS 106, 155, 159, 161, Aid. 

Alex. It is absent in Boli's edition.

4:4 dv6pi in B (=Boli) vs. dv6poc

The reading of dat. sing. M\fx<6EH ( A\Y«K> gr. 1,3) is closer to the variant found in the 

Vaticanus codex and in Boli's Olympiodorus than to the gen. sing. dv6po<; in the main 

text of Rahlfs.

5:1 u/n OTTeu6e km OTOu.au oou g£anapTfioai 
Ne noTijiH CA SCTM CBOHMH rapHTH CA

Rahlfs has placed the infinitive e£au.apTf|oai, -Taveiv S*, - Teiv AS0 not in the main text 

but in his critical apparatus with reference to Thackeray who noted that the verb is used 

'in causative sense'. 29 Thackeray must have referred back to the Hebrew text where we 

find hiphil infinitive construction in place of e£au.apTf|oaL.

The reading e£au.apTf|oai, in Rahlfs's critical apparatus is not present in either HP or 

Boli's editions. I presume that the infinitive may have appeared here because of its close 

proximity to verse 5:5 where it is used in almost the same context. It must be said, 

however, that the rendering of e£auapTf|oai by the verb raptiTH CA remains somewhat odd.

5:2 Treipaou.oiJ (=Boli)

The Church Slavonic text corresponds to the reading found in Greek MSS and not to the 

reading TrepioTraou-oO given by Rahlfs in the main text following Grabe's emendation.

29 Thackeray, 1909:234.
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5:3 gu ouv ooa (=Boli)
Tld SBO 6AHKO

The Church Slavonic TM reflects the reading ou found in Greek MSS and not the 

reading ouv ooa eav given in Rahlfs's main text as followed the emendation by 

Klostermann according to the codex A.

5:9 ev TrA/r|0ei auiou ye
K'h AANW!*CTB'k EPS ?KHBQ T

Rahlfs in his critical apparatus gives the variant reading autou AS C ytvr^cLiot. S, which 

agrees with the the reading of the commentated version in Boli's edition. The Church 

Slavonic pronoun ero corresponds to the reading of the Greek MSS ASC and not to the 

reading OCUTGOV found in the main text of Rahlfs; the word «MBOT corresponds to the neut. 

ace. sing,

5:10 dpxri (BS*A) = Boli 
NA'AO

The Church Slavonic text corresponds to the reading of MSS BS*A indicated in Rahlfs's 

critical apparatus and not to the reading dAA,' r\ (supported by MSS S CV) given in the 

main text. HP indicate that the reading dAl' r\ is found in MSS 23, 253, 254.

5:18 Km [e£ouoiav kv auico]
H BAACTh HA N6M

In Rahlfs's edition we find the verb e^ouoiaoev in the main text. The Church Slavonic 

translation reflects the reading Kai e^ouoiav found in MS 298 (MSS 106, 252 - Kal 

in the critical apparatus of HP. In Boli's edition the reading is e^ouoiav ev auico.

5:19 OIL ou iroAAccc SA \ivr\oQr\oemi vs. Rahlfs OUK aA.A.a B* t, ou TroAAa main text. HP 
OIL ou TToAXa, Boli ou
KIKO
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It seems likely that the Church Slavonic text is a corruption of HCMNorw which 

corresponds with the Greek variant ou

7:2 ... + (ryaGov MSS etc KocpSiav auiou (=Boli)
. . . BATO B Cp*U6 CB06

Rahlfs in his critical apparatus does not specify which particular manuscripts have this 

reading.

7:15 [ev f]fiepav]

The reading ANb is closer to the Greek ace. sing, ev fi(iepav given in the MSS 298, 299 of 

HP critical apparatus (Boli's main text ev fniepaq) than to the form of ev fpepouc; dat. pi. 

found in the main text of Rahlfs. In the Church Slavonic text, however, the equivalent of 

the preposition ev is missing.

7:21 el; iraviac; TOIX; A-oyoug OIK; XaXr\oo\)oiv + doepelc BS \ir\ 9f|c; KapStav oou
BCA raw 

= HP, Boli
CAOB6CA M BTiAIOTb HEM THBlH H N6 BAO^H CU,A CB06PO

8:10 Kal eK TOU aytou 
ii (jj [ —— ]

Rahlfs's word TOTTOU in the main text is a reconstruction on the basis of Vetus Latina, and 

in this case the Church Slavonic translation faithfully follows the Greek MSS where we 

find the article TOU which is usually omitted in translations.

ll:9Kal irepiTraTei, 4v 65ou; Kap6uxc; oou + cqicoiioc B Km kv opctoet 6cf)0aA.|icoy aou 
H \C>AM B n^Tex^ cpAUA TBoero. NenopogeNTi. M B BHA^NHH OH'I'K>

= HP, Boli
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Rahlfs's edition is a reconstructed one, in many places he suggested his own 

emendations. Thus the correspondence of the Church Slavonic version with variants not 

from his main text but from the extant manuscripts including those of Holmes-Parsons 

and Boli is what we would expect. On many occasions the Church Slavonic version 

agrees with both Greek early uncial manuscripts and later extant manuscripts. However, 

the agreement of the Church Slavonic text with the variant readings from later Byzantine 

manuscripts, contemporaneous with the Slavonic version, is of far more importance than 

the same agreement with the early uncial manuscripts, on which Rahlfs based his edition, 

which can have had no direct influence upon the Church Slavonic text. 

On a number of occasions the Church Slavonic text reflects the variant readings found 

not only in the Greek plain version but also in the commentated one. This proximity to 

the commentated version reveals its significance for the textual history of the Church 
Slavonic text.

Omissions resulting from homoeoteleuton in all 16 MSS.

Below I present examples where omissions resulting from homoeoteleuton in all 16 

manuscripts are paralleled in Greek. Thus it is plausible to conclude that they appeared in 

the archetype and even possible that they already occurred in the Greek exemplar, which 

may therefore have been defective. However, since this type of mistake can easily 

happen independently in both original and translated texts it is still not certain whether 

the omission occurred early in the Church Slavonic manuscript tradition or already 

existed in the Greek Vorlage.

1:2 iiaToaoTrig uaicaoiriTGOv el-rrev 6 'EKKArioiKoifK

IQL irvia \iOLionir\c,
BCAMbCKAA C/K6T4

HP in their critical apparatus note the omission of |iaTaioTf|TO)v 1° - (laiaLoiriTGov 2° in 

MS 157.
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1:5 Kal avaie/U.ei 6 Ti/Uoc; Kal 6uvei 6 fyUoc Kal elg TOV TOTTOV airuou e
H B'hC'l'Ae1^ CAMJ6 [ ———————————— ] H BT» A\-feCTO CB06 BA6H€T

HP in their critical apparatus note the omission of 6uvei and 6 iftiog in MS 23.

1:16- 17... Km Kap6ia ^lou el&ev TroAAa, oocfnav Kal yvtioiv.
...H CpA lje A/\C>e BMA'fe AANWfh np6A\OYAP<5CTh H pa^-AMi.

Kal e5a)Ka Kap5iav [iou toi) yvcjvai ocxlHav Kal yya)oiv,[..........-....-..................„..........................]
Kal eTTiairpriv eyvcov...

H

In Boli's main text we find the same omission. HP in their critical apparatus note the 
omission starting with Kal e6a>Ka... in MSS 68, 106, 248, 253, 261, 296, 298. 
It must be noted that the order of these particular versicles in the editions of Rahlfs and 
HP is reversed. While in Rahlfs' s text the order is the same as presented above, in HP 
text the words Kal eScoKa KapStav |ioi) iou Y^wvai oo4>iav Kal yvtioiv are placed before 

l Kap6ta fiou el6€v iroAAa oocjuav Kal

3:21 el avapatvei auio etc avco Kal TTV€U|j.a tou KTTIVOUC el Katapaiva auio Kaico el;

(sic) B ^€A\AK>.

Boli notes in her critical apparatus the omission of elc; avoo - KTT|VOU<; in MS rcom .

4:1 Kal OUK eoiiv au-colg irapaKa^wv Kal aiTo yeipoc ouKo^ayiouyicov auiouc loyuc 
Kal di)K eauv autoic TTapaKa/lcjy 
H jrk^HAVh ST"kuj<»ioni<)irc>. [-- ——— ———— ————————————————————— ]

Boli notes in her critical apparatus the omission of Kal airo - TTapaKaA.d>v in MSS AEcom . 

6:4 OIL ev fiaTaiornTi fjA-Sev Kal ev oKOiet Tropeueiai Kal ev oKoiei 6vo|j,a aircoi)
B CY^T-fe npHAB M BO TAvfe [ ——————————————————————————————— ]

CA.

HP noted the omission starting with the words Kal ev in MS 254. Boli notes in her 
critical apparatus the omission of ev 1 and Kal ev oKoiei -rropeueiai in MS Acom - 
Although the omission in Boli's text is not an exact match to the Church Slavonic
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omission, it nevertheless illustrates the difficulties caused by so many repetitions in the 

text ofEcclessiastes.

8:11-12 . ..TTOif|oai TO Trovipov be TJuapiev arouiogy TO irovripoy DITTO i6ie...
...CTBOpM A&KAB06. [ —————————————————————————— ] H WTOA'fe ...

HP in their critical apparatus note the omission of oc; fyiapTev eiroLTjaev 16 Trovrjpov in 

MSS23, 106.

Omission due to homoeoarcton that is paralleled in Greek.

For the following omission in verse 9:9 we lack evidence from manuscripts of group 1, 

Rum.204 and Sof. because of the lacuna, therefore it may be of less weight than the 
others. However, I feel that it would be appropriate to incorporate this example together 

with the other omissions in all 16 manuscripts which all have parallels in Greek.

9:9 VOLOOLC, f)u.epac; (u)f|c; u-onmoTriTOc; oou IOLC, SoGeioag ooi UTTO TOV r)A.iov
BC/Jv AN" cSCTCTBA JKHBOTA TBOCrO. AAHU RO* C/\VmeWh

Trdoac ilM-eptxc IKXTOCLOTTITOC oou OIL auio (lepu; oou ev TTJ (a)f| oou
[ ————————— ———————————————— ] ra Ks MACTb TBOA B «HBOT6 TBOCAAh

This omission resulting from a homoeoarcton was recorded by Boli as occurring in 
manuscripts AFAZKcom- Rahlfs registered in his apparatus this omission as occurring in 

manuscripts ABC . Holmes and Parsons have an omission in their main text in accordance 
with codex Vaticanus. They note in their critical apparatus that in manuscript 252 the 

words irdoag fpepac; \ionai6ir\i6c, oou are written in the margin.

The relatively large number of omissions suggests that the Greek source may 

have been defective. We can see this happening in verses 1:2, 1:5, 1:16-17, 3:21, 4:1, 
8:11-12 where there are omissions in the manuscripts containing both plain and 

commentated versions of the biblical text. It seems that manuscripts 23 and 106 used by 
Holmes and Parsons have more omissions due to homoeoteleuton than the rest. To these 

examples I shall add the omission due to homoeoarcton in 9:9. This omission has also 

taken place in some of the Greek sources both plain and commentated.
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However, it is still posssible that the omissions occurred independently within the 

Church Slavonic tradition at an early stage and not necessarily in the Greek source. 

Because omissions due to homoeoteleuton are a common phenomenon in manuscripts, 

both Greek and Slavonic scribes can be equally susceptible to it. At the same time the 

large number of omissions may have arisen because the text is very repetitive. A scribe 

might easily have lost his place during copying and accidentally missed out some 

sections or parts of text. Considering that Ecclesiastes is not a narrative book omissions 

and mistakes might not have been immediately recognizable.

In the section above we have looked at the omissions for which there are parallels 

in Greek. Though omissions of this kind could happen spontaneously in both traditions, 

there is nevertheless a strong possibility that the Greek exemplar used for the Church 

Slavonic translation was already defective. With this section we leave behind the 

hypothetical Greek copy which was our 'starting point' and turn our attention to the 

Church Slavonic tradition. This tradition appears to be imperfect from the beginning due 

to a faulty Greek exemplar or to careless translation.

Although now we examine mistakes peculiar to Church Slavonic, there are several 

mistakes that could happen in the process of translation. The following examples may 

serve as an illustration to the process of translating the Greek text into Church Slavonic.

Common errors in all 16 MSS which may be due to misreading of Greek.

5:5 IVOL UT| opYLoGf) o 0eoc; eiu (frcovfj oou
6A* nporN'kBaeT CA BT» o MUCAU TBOEM.

30

30 Thomson's remark (1998:843) about the confusion of yewaa) with YLYyola(XL in the Church Slavonic 
translation of 6:3 is incorrect. In all the manuscripts examined the text of Ecclesiastes has POAHT - beget. 
His allegation is repeated in his later article, cf. Thomson, 2006: 37. It is possible that he based his 
assertion on the reading from the Ostrog Bible.
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The Greek scribe in this context may have confused the word ^coufj by some association 

of his own with the noun y^wnr) or alternatively the word MUCAM may have resulted from 

misreading of the noun 4>a)vfj as YVQUT). However, the second possibility seems less 

likely.

5:15 Km TU; irepiooeioc OCUTO) f) [lo^Oe! etc; ave|iov
H MTO H^OBHAl'e 6PO. H* CrTEUJHT E

I do not have a ready explanation for the occurrence of the lexeme mnp-h in this passage 

except that the confusion of ave|j,ov and KOOJIOV may have somehow happened in the 

Greek copy which in turn caused this translation.

12:5 Km yt cor 6 ui|/ou<; OVJ/OVTOU Km 9cq4kn ev rrj 66co
MBO HA BblCOT^ 0\f^pHT H Ap6B6CA NA

One explanation seems plausible enough, that it was a misreading of the Greek Ga 

'fears' as GcqivoL-'bushes, shrubs'.

It is clear that these three mistakes may have resulted from mistranslation of the Greek 

text or from a faithful translation of an already corrupted Greek text. We do not have any 

evidence for such corruptions in the Greek textual tradition. Thus, the first possibility 

seems to be more likely.

Omissions which might have happened in the Church Slavonic text.

2:17 ... TO -iroLT|(ia to ire-no in|i6yoy wro tov r\Xiov... 
... cTBOpem'e. [ —————— ]

This omission might occur in Greek or Church Slavonic text, though we do not have 

evidence of it in either HP or Soli's critical apparatus. However, it may be easier for a 

Slav scribe to miss out the participle cTBopenoe because of its close proximity to the noun
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cTBopeme. Therefore on paleographical grounds it seems to me that it is more likely to be 
a mistake in copying Church Slavonic.

4:2 Km eTTrjveooc eyco ouv TOIX; TeGvrjicomc; uoix; f)6r| (nroQayoyTac uirep TOUQ
H nOBAAHX BCA

This example may have been prompted by two instances of the word oyMp-hiuAA standing 
next to each other, so it would not be difficult to miss one while copying Church 
Slavonic. On the other hand, the Greek source might have an omission of the words toug 

i]6r| dnroOavoviac; as Holmes and Parsons indicate in their apparatus referring to the 
reading in Origen's version.

In the section above the two classes of omissions are evident. The misreading of Church 
Slavonic text is most likely in 4:2, while the other example might have happened either in 
the Greek or Church Slavonic text. Misreadings of Church Slavonic make it likely that 
there was at least one intermediary copy p from which all the MSS descend.

Omissions from homoeoteleuton in all 16 MSS for which no parallels in Greek are found.

2:3 Km KaTeoKe\|/a|ir]V el fi Kap5ioc |iou eA-Kuoei etc olvov rnv odpKa |iou 
H noc-feTMx . aijje cpAi*e <\\oe [———— ————————————— ]
KOO, KapSta (iou a>6r|YTiaev
[————————————] NACTABH ...

3:1-2 ...Kaipoc TOU i€K6iv KKL Kcapoc toO dnroQavEiv Kcapoc; TOU (J)uieuoaL Kal
TOU €KTlA.aL TT6(j)UT€U(J,eyoy
[————————————————————————————————————— ] BpeMA CAAHTM M
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Omissions of a single word and omissions by homoeoteleuton of less weight than others.

For the following omissions in verses 8:17, 9:6, 9:11 we lack evidence from manuscripts 

of group 1, Rum.204 and Sof. because of lacuna. Therefore these examples are excluded 

from the main list of all 16 manuscripts. However, I feel that it would be appropriate to 

incorporate them together as a separate group. These omissions are not paralleled in 

Greek.

8:17 ooa av u.oyQrioTi 6 gyGpamoc lou Ciirrioai Kal ouy euprioei Km ye ooa av
6AHKO >K6 A4J6 [—————————————————————————————————————————————————— —————]

aur) 6 oocj)6<;

9:6 Km ye dyon auTcov KOCL ye \ilooc,
[—————————————————] H NCNABMCTh

(the beginning of the verse is omitted)

9:11 OIL ou TOLC; KOUC()OLI; 6 6p6(j,oc; Kal ou tolc, SUVCXTOLC; 6 iroA,e|ioc KOCL ye QU iolc, 
oocf)OLc; apioc;
ISKO [~] A6rKhl/V\l» TeMeHVeAAt M CMANhlM^. [--]

Omission of a single word or phrase in all 16 MSS.

The following variants are not paralleled in Greek.

1:9 Kal TL TO
H [--]

1:10 Kal epet i6e TOUTO
H p6H6T [—] BC6

cf. also omissions of I6e in 7:27, 7:29 in the Church Slavonic text.
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2:5 eiroiriod U.OL KTITTOUC; Kai TrapaSeiaouc Kai ec^uieuoa
—————————————H

2:7 eKTT|od|ir|v 5ouA.ouc Kai TraiSioKac; Kai OL
] PABMNA H

HP in their critical apparatus note that in MS 296 the word irai6a<; appears in the main 
text while 6ouXoix; is placed in the margin. Could the two similar words iraiSac; and 
Trai6ioKac; or PABM and PABMNA written next to each other have led to the eventual loss of 
one of them and consequently to the omission in Church Slavonic?

2:9 eu.eYa^uv6r|v Kai irpooeGriKa
[———————————]

2:19...ev -rravil [iOxGco (iou co e[i6y9r]oa Kai GO

2:22 kv irpoaLpeoei KapSiac auiou 
BT» H^BOAemH [———] ero

3:1 Katpoc; tco iravTi TrpdyM-aiL UTTO IQV oupavov
BCAKOH B6l^JM [————————————]

3:10 e!6ov ouv TOV TrepLoiraofioy oy 66coK6v 6 Geoc TOIC ulolc TOU dyGpoofrou
[——] n6M6M'l6 BC6 [ ———————————————————————] MAKTi

4:3 OOTL<; OUTTW eyeveto oc OUK ei5ev ouv 16 Troirma TO irovripby 
eipe Me BW e^ [—————————] CTBOpetn'e

4:4 on auto CfiAoc dv8p6g /dv6pi

4:15 TOUC; fTepLTTaiouvTag UITO TOV r\hiov (i6id iou veavioKOU toi) 5euT€pou oc,
autou

B1»CTAH6T B Hero
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4:16ioic; iraoiy OOOL kytvovio qiirpooOey auicoy
M7K6 [———] npe* HHMH

4:17 0uoia oou on OUK doiy 6i56i€c toi> iroifioat
TBOK> [ ————————————————— ] (the end of the verse is missing)

5:3 (j/n xpoyiorjc; TOU airoSouyai aui-ny OIL OUK
H6 &M6AAH WA^TH [ ——— ] laKO H-kCTb

5:5 Kal 6La(()06Lpr) ia •jToirm.a-ua yeipcoy oou 
H PACTAM T [—————————]

5:7 ldr\c, kv ycopa
[—————]

5:13 Kai OUK eony ey x€L P L tt^oO ou&ey
H N^CTb E p^U^ [———] NMMTO*

6:6 Kal el eCrioey yiXicoy eicoy Ka065ouc Kal aYa0a)auyr|y OUK el6ey
[————————————————————————————————————] BAPOCTblHA N6

(the beginning of the verse is omitted)

7:14 6y aYa0co Kal ey T]|iepa
[————————] B

7:14 'iVa \ir\ euprj 6 gy0pa)TToc oniaa) autou |ir|6ey
AA N6 OBpAl|J6T [—————] ^AOBOIO* NHMTO"

* -• —— gr. 1, Rum.204, Sof. gr. 3

8:3 OIL iray o eay 0eA.r|OTi i\oir\oei
IAKO

11:5 lie, f) 65oc TOU
MTO BSA6Th [ —]
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The word n^Th- 66o<; is omitted in all the MSS, and the verb B^Aerh seemingly has no 
support in the Greek.

12:4 kv do0€veia (frcovfjc Tf|Q dAr|9ouor|(; Km dvaoiriaeToa etc; <|)u)vfiv> TOU otpouGiou
K N6Af\0lJJH [ —— ] M6AKMJJAA H 6CTANO\(Th rAACT* DTHIJA

There is a comparatively large number of omissions of single words, but they do not 
always affect the meaning of the text. Given that these omissions appear in all the 
manuscripts, they may have happened either in the Church Slavonic archetype or already 
taken place in the Greek text, since we do not know what the Greek exemplar was from 
which the Church Slavonic translation was made. However, we find no support for the 
second possibility among the Greek manuscripts and it seems less likely. It is also 
possible that the omissions of words at the beginning or the end of verses were the result 
of converting commentated into plain text. This question will be addressed in the 
following chapter.

Additions that are apparently independent of the Greek text.

/ » \ II2:15ToO tifypovoc, [———] KOLI ye e|ioi
CA»YHH AMI CA.

3:11 ouv ia iravta eiroir|aev [--] Ka/la ev Koapcp carcou
BCA 13* CTBOpH BTi. A® BpA Brh Bp6MA CB06.

8:12 OTTOX; [--] fyo
AA U£ BOAT CA

The negation is absent in Greek text, thus the Church Slavonic translation gives the 

opposite meaning to this passage.

In proportion to the number of omissions the additions are relatively rare. This is to be 
expected as in Scriptural texts the material generally was not added while copying. After
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the examination of omissions and additions in all 16 manuscripts under scrutiny, there 

remains a need to search for the errors that occurred in the text.

Mistakes in copying Church Slavonic abbreviations.

7:19 f) ocxfria poTjOrjoei ico ocxJxT)
A\AC Tb

This mistake is due to the misreading of the abbreviated word A\YAPOCTL as

9:3 Km Ye KccpSia ulcov TOU dcvOpcoiTou eirAripcSGri irovripou
M CANINE cTTwEt MAMh HCdAliNH CA A$KACTBTd

(gr. 1 - lacuna) 

A wrong word appeared in the text as a result of misreading the abbreviated cpAue as

CAN146.

10:20 Km ye ^ ouvei&f|aei oou paoiA,6K (if]
H TH^ Bli CTiB'fcCTH CB06H tAUd H6 KA8NH

This is a similar example of misreading a word i^pa as cpAiv*.

There are three mistakes of this kind. All these examples are errors in copying 

abbreviations. They indicate that all Cyrillic manuscripts derive from p which is an 

intermediary stage in the stemma.

Other errors in copying Church Slavonic text.

Below are more examples of errors in copying Church Slavonic text. These errors might 

have been caused by a visual difficulty during the copy process. When an unusual change 

is found in a manuscript involving letters which look alike, then it is possible that this 

error arose from confusion of letters. There are also errors caused by mental lapse: by 

sight, by transposition of letters, by mishearing, by misreading, etc.
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3:14 KCH 6 0eo<; eiroLrioev 'iva
H BT» CTBOpH A*

The verb BBOKT^ was written as SBoe^in the process of copying and was probably 

understood as two separate words SBO - 'so' and e^ - 'is' a form of 3 rd p. sing, praes. 

of the verb 'to be'. I have no ready explanation for the Church Slavonic singular when 

Greek has plural. Could it be a Serbian spelling?

5:7 cay ouKCxtKxyiiav ire
NHlfJAA

Miscopying of the letter B as T in the noun OBHAY °r> perhaps, mishearing resulted in the 

form of the 1-st p. sing, verb V^MA^. All the MSS have the ligature w at the beginning of 

the word. There is another problem there with the form NHIJJAA instead of gen. sing.

NHLJJArO.

5:19 OIL oi) TToAAa [ivr|a9r)oeT(u tac; r\\iepac,
IZIKO HgAXOrbl HOMANSTH

This particular mistake resulted from the accidental omission of the second letter N in the 

word

6:9 dyaOov bpoqia 6c|)9aA,|id)v
BATO A'fc^u'lA OMhIO

A misreading of BHA^HHA as A^NIA led to this mistake. 

7:2 KCC! 6 Cd)v 5oSo6i

The wrong word division of the collocation H ^KHBWH AACTT» caused this mistake.

7: 18 ev TOUT cp Kat ye OCTTO TOUTOU
W BC6FO

It is possible that with the variants o BceM-h - w scero appear under the influence of the 
word ace which is found at the end of the verse.
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11:5 ev OLC; OUK eouv
B

Misreading or miscopying of one letter i or e for the letter o led to the misinterpretation 

of the participle B^A^H into the gen. sing, form of the noun BOAW - 'water'. This mistake 

is easier to imagine within the immediate context where there is mention of clouds.

For the errors below the original readings, which can be reconstructed on the basis of 

Greek, are given on the right.

2:3 «HBS - BjmS? -'1600 cf. also 9:9

This particular error resulted from transposition of letters.

2:15 iaKO A£MH - CA£MAH? - ox;

2:19 TO ecTh - KTO BecTb? - TLQ ot&ev

It looks like both Church Slavonic words in 2:15 and 2:19 lost their initial letters.

4: 16 Km ye touto (icnmorric; KO! irpooupeoic; irveu[iaToc;
n£ cSeTa HM H^BOAeme AX*- [ce? - TOUIO; H?-KCH]

The negation is not in Greek. I assume that these negations resulted from miscopying the 

Church Slavonic words ce and H at an early stage.

5:11 OBABAAdH - OCTABAAAH? - d^LCOV (cf. 2:18 OCTABAAIO - dcJH

6:9 oT/Mjiaro - x<>A<*i|JAro? - iropeu6|ieyoy

6:10 deTMTH CA - cSAMTM CA

6:10 KT» noneTiiJMM -

-

-
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The Church Slavonic reading should correspond to the variant found in S according to 

the critical apparatus in Rahlf s edition.

9:9 M ifttlfiM ?KMBOT C >K6NOK> - BHJKh? - 1&6

It is likely that the transposition of letters was helped by alliteration. And perhaps, the 

substitution of the imperative BM^h with >KHBM makes a better collocation in this context.

10:4 NA NA (NA Nb Pg.81) - NA TA? - eirl oe

12:5 raKO BEAE! HAKA - HAET HAKT» ? - OIL 6TTop6u6ri 6 avGpomoc;

10:18 ev OKvripiau; Tonreiva)0r|O€T(xi i] SO

E A^NOCTH CA\MpHT CA CTpORTHBO

The current mistake may have resulted from the misreading of perhaps what was not such 

a common word cTponMAo -'wood beam' as CTPOHTHBO - 'obstinately'.

8:8 C$AGM - dnrocn;oAr|

I do not have a ready explanation for this reading and can only suppose that there was

some corruption in Church Slavonic.

Although the next three examples do not fully conform to the definition of common 

errors observed in all 16 MSS, I nevertheless have included them here. In contrast to the 

previous examples where errors were simply copied by scribes, the three examples below 

show attempts by scribes to emend and 'improve' the text.

3: 18 OIL 5iaKpiv6i OCUTOIX; 6 Geoc; 
IA KO PAA BTj 
Supr.

6:3 elmx ayaGov inrep auiov TO
H 't 1' BAFT* nA>ie er°
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Pg.l,Und.l; B^PACTT, Sol.,TSL730; BT^BPATH Pg.81; B^Bparh Vol.13, I-Vol.605

7:14 (f|0i tv
H BT» 

HAH Pg.81

In 3:18 and 6:3 MSS Supr. and Pg.81 retain individual readings.

Dittographv.

3:19 TAKO TAKO CMpTb C6FO.

Conclusions about the archetype.

There is no critical edition of the Greek text of Ecclesiastes, therefore it is not 

possible to relate the Cyrillic archetype a precisely to the Greek manuscript tradition. 

However, comparison of variants given in the critical apparatus of Holmes and Parsons 

and Boli reveals that there are omissions in the Greek plain and commentated versions 

which correspond with the Church Slavonic text. Though the precise textual 

characteristics of the Greek exemplar which the Slavonic translator used are not known, 

it is not unreasonable to assume that the Greek text was defective. Therefore copy a 

could have flaws from the start. In addition to omissions this stage a could have been 

characterized by mistakes made in the process of translation. Concerning the other errors 

and omissions the possibility remains that they appeared during successive copying of the 

Church Slavonic text. Furthermore, errors in copying Church Slavonic speak strongly for 

the existence of an intermediary stage p.

The number of coincidences between the variants readings in the Church Slavonic 

text with the readings in Greek manuscripts is not large and is distributed more or less 

evenly. The coincidences with codex Vaticanus are six, with codex Alexandrinus five, 

with MS 23 also five, with MS 106 four, with MS 254 also four, with MSS 157, 253, 

298, 299 two. However, no clear pattern emerges from these correspondences.
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Manuscript 106 is a Bible of the 14th century, MS 23 or codex Venetus is a complete 

Bible of the 8th century, MS 254 is Sbornik of the 10th century containing Job, Proverbs, 

Ecclesiastes, Wisdom of Solomon, Ecclesiasticus. The Church Slavonic version seems 

closer to these manuscripts though they are not closely related.

The next logical step to take is to establish the relationship between the groups of 

manuscripts. Groups 1, 2 of the branch y and group 3 of the branch 6 have been already 

mentioned. Group 3 in 6 branch contains a plain text not contaminated by interpolation 

and there fore prima facie has a stronger claim to be closer to the tradition. However, the 

absence of the interpolation does not necessarily make this group earlier than the branch 

y. The omissions and corruptions in 6 which are not found in y make it possible to 

suppose that this group could derive from a poorer copy of the (3 MS. If we are to suppose 

that branches 6 and y were almost contemporaneous, it might be feasible to argue a case 

for both groups having developed independently from each other.

The methodology used to posit the former existence of a and p is also applied for the 

reconstruction of the later stages y and 6. The group 3 in branch 6 is chosen in the first 

place because it seems to be less structurally complicated and is more straightforward 

than groups 1 and 2 in branch y with their intricacy of the insertion and the lacuna.
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Relationships of MSS in group 3.

Omissions in Pg.81. Vol.13.1-Vol.605, Pg.78. Arx.. Supr., Und.l 121. Cud.200 MSS.

The following omissions demonstrate that these MSS are related to each other.

7:10 dyocGoci uirep tau
*BAA%HH nai6 CM* * (gr. 1, 2)

* * - om. gr. 3

7:28 Kai ouy eupov a
H H£ * WEp'tTOX'k HAKA (gr. 1, 2)

* MB - om. gr. 3

7:28 dJpov KOCL
QEp-kTo* * H ?Kenii (gr. 1 , 2) 

- om. gr. 3

31

The word oep-kTox occurs 5 times in verses 7:27-7:29 so it could easily be missed once by 

a copyist.

8:10 tax! 6K TOTTOU aytou eiropei)0r|oay
H W CTTO MAEMld* HA<M1IA (gr. 1 , 2)

* HAem'A - om. gr. 3

The reading in group 3 is closer to the standard Greek text where no equivalent for the 

word HA6NYd is found.

31 These are the examples of major variation which consist of the omission of a content word: 1:9, 7:26, 
11:6. Certain linguistic characteristics such as differences in case endings, aspects of verb, short and long 
adjectives, absence or presence of certain conjunctions, particles, etc. are qualified as minor variation. They 
are nevertheless important because they form a pattern which distinguishes this group of MSS from the 
rest, e.g. 2:14, 11:3 0 vs. H; 2:25 0 vs. KTO; 4:8 0 vs. ne; 8:90 vs. in>; 10:11 0 vs. NT,.
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Addition.

10:17 H CMA'k PATH ne nocTHAAT^

The reason for the inclusion of the word PATH is not entirely clear, this could be an 

interpretation on a part of a scribe.

Apart from omissions and the addition there are variant readings which unite manuscripts 

Pg.81, Vol.13, I-Vol.605, Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.1121, Cud.200 as a group descending 
from the hyparchetype 6.

Variant readings common to group 3.

There are variants (1:13, 4:6, 6:2, 10:6, 11:3, 12:5, 12:9) that may stem from scribal 

errors in copying Church Slavonic. For example, in 6:2 the adjective ASA™ may be a 

corruption of the word ^OAT*. In 11:3 we have the reading paBN-k MecT-k in group 3 vs. 

B-kpneM AivecT-k in Rum.204, MS2, GB vs. c-kseprrk mecT-k in gr. 1 and Sof. The reading in 

MSS Rum.204, MS2, GB is a truncation of the adjective c-ksepHhiH when the first syllable 

was lost. But the reason behind the reading in group 3 is not entirely clear, it may be 

banalisation. It is not easy to explain the corruption of the noun A*M into ANI» in 12:5 B ANI» 

B6KA cBoero vs. B ASM (tic, otKOv) B6KA cBocro. A scribe may have thought that A*"* ^ena is 

obviously a more appropriate collocation than AO<V\ BBKA and consequently may have 

changed it. In 10:6 there is a slight possibility that the form B*AVTh m group 3 might 

resulted from a confusion of 'jusy' - ̂  and A and the substitution of letter c for B in the 

verb CAA&T found in gr. 1 and 2. In 12:11 gr. 3 has the variant reading nacThipA vs. 

in gr. 1 and 2.

7:26 M^BMNCT CA VS. H^BMHHT CA gr. 1,2 H^BABHT CA?

HP e£ap0r|o<ETai, MSS 147, 157, 159.
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Sreznevskij following Vostokov presents the word ^EMMCT CA with this particular 

quotation from Ecclesiastes 7:26 under the entry H^BHN£TH CA - 'to be delivered', 'to be 

saved' with the Greek parallel e£aipe9rjoeTai. Sreznevskij's second example under the 

same entry is a quotation from the Pandects ofAntioch NC H^BMHeTh CA uhch npmucAiaH CA 

€H - 'to be justified' with the Greek parallel ou aQuu>Qr\o€mi. This particular quotation in 

the Pandects is drawn from Proverbs 6:29. In LLP under the entry H^BHN^TM CA we find 

the same quotation (Proverbs 6:29) from Zaxarjin and Grigorovicev parimejnik: ne 

M^BMNeTh CA B'hciaK'h npHKACAA CA en - ouK d9coa)6r|oeTaL - 'anyone will not be held 

guiltless who touches her'.

Vostokov's sources for Ecclesiastes in his dictionary were two MSS of the 16th 

century from Rumjacevskij museum and St. Petersburg Theological Academy. In 1842 

Vostokov published his 'Opisanie russkix i slovenskix rukopisej Rumjancevskago 

muzeuma'. I assume that for his dictionary he probably used Rumjancevskij 204 and MS 

9 from St.Petersburg Theological Academy. 32 However, Rum.204 has the reading 

H^BHNHT-h CA, therefore Vostokov must have used another manuscript.

I presume that Sreznevskij simply repeated the quotation of Vostokov in giving the 

first Greek parallel. In my opinion it is more likely to be an erroneous reading in 

Ecclesiastes. I have two explanations for this error. Firstly, there could be a scribal 

mental lapse in confusing the wording in verse 6:29 from Proverbs with the wording of 

7:26 of Ecclesiastes. Their contexts are similar purely for the reason that women are the 

subject of both quotations. Secondly, there could have been a scribal error in incorrectly 

copying the word H^BABMT CA from HZ;GABHTH CA which according to LLP is a translation of 

the Greek e£aipeia9ai - 'to be delivered', to be saved'; this suggestion, however, seems 

to be less plausible on palaeographical grounds. At the same time it is quite obvious that 

at an early stage the text existed in a poor quality form, which engendered the copying 

mistakes in later Church Slavonic MSS.

In addition there are cases (4:10, 5:7, 8:11) where variants might arise from scribal 

endeavor to 'improve' the text. 3:13 ^MBOT-K gr. 3 vs. ^HTBM Sol., TSL 730, gr. 2 vs. 

Pg. 1 (BO is crossed out), Und.l. 4:10 KOM£ gr. 3 vs. B TOPO gr. 1,2. 5:7 o

32 I have been unable to get access to MS 9 from Theological Academy. This MS is incomplete, it ends 9:7.
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gr. 3 vs. o ueijjH gr. 1, 2. Since B-WBATM could render the Greek verb 

L, the reading o B-WBUJCM may be 'better' Church Slavonic usage. 8:11 

gr. 3 vs. M^BOAeNHA Pg. 1 , Sol., Und.l vs. H^BABAeNMA TSL 730, gr. 2. It seems 

obvious that something went wrong here. The reading of group 3 is a puzzling one, it 

may be taken as a translation of the Greek word avupprioic;. 33 The readings of groups 1 

and 2 can be explained on palaeographical grounds, as they are very close in appearance: 

H^BABAeNMA could have changed into M^BOAeNMA, besides the word M^BOACNHA is quite 

frequently repeated in the text.

There is a number of minor variations between group 3 and groups 1 and 2. The 

importance of these variations is that they form a pattern which distinguishes group 3 

from other groups. A few examples are presented here, and the rest are given in the 

footnote. 34

1:16 CB06M VS. M06AA

2:8 HM-kNlA UphCKA VS. HAvfeNIA

2:1 1 e>Ke nocn-kiuMX vs. 

2:12 npeA\Apc TL vs.

Conclusions about the archetype of group 3.

On the basis of omissions, addition and variant readings peculiar to group 3, which 

contains a plain text, it could be presumed that these MSS go back to a hyparchetype 6. 

A number of scribal errors indicate that this branch of the tradition has become corrupted 

during successive copying. Lexical variants do not necessarily imply that a correction 

against the Greek was made. The variant readings peculiar to these manuscripts divide

33 The Greek word dvctpprioK; meaning here 'controversy, contradiction' is considered to be a neologism 
by J. Lust (1992,41).
34 Minor variation: 2:10; 2:11; 2:12, 2:21, 3:9, 3:15; 4:3; 4:8; 4:9; 4:17; 5:17; 6:5; 6:6; 7:7; 7:8; 7:9x2; 
7:12; 7:14; 7:23; 7:26; 7:29; 8:1; 8:3; 8:4 ; 8 :6, 8:8 x2 ; 8:10 ; 8:13x3; 8:14; 8:16; 9:3; 10:6; 10:7; 10:8; 
10:10x2; 10:16; 10:18; 10:11; 11:6; 11:6; 11:7; 11:7; 12:5; 12:6; 12:12.
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them into two subgroups: rj which includes Pg.81, Vol.13, I-Vol.605 and 0 which 

includes Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.l 121 and Cud.200.

Variants common to Pg.81. Vol.13 and I-Vol.605

MSS Pg.81, Vol.13, I-Vol.605 agree against other manuscripts in the following readings:

2:23 noTeneme vs. noneHeme Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.l 121, Cud.200

5:8 e^crpaNoio u^h vs. CTPANOIO e^iipt Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.l 121, Cud.200

5:4 HAH vs. AH all other MSS

9:3 no^AH HX vs. IIOWNWX all other MSS 35

9:7 B cpAue B/v^e BHNO CBOC ( kv Kap5ia a.yaQr\ olvov oou) vs. B-h [....] BAA^C BHNO CBOC all

other MSS

9:9 AANM T6B6 (SoGetoac; OOL) vs. A^HW all other MSS

The strength of agreement in 9:7 and 9:9 is more than in 5:4 where it is easier to make a 

slip in copying HAH vs. AH. In the last two examples Pg.81, Vol.13, I-Vol.605 are closer to 

the standard Greek text.

Variants common to Pg.81, I-Vol.605

Furthermore, it appears that two manuscripts Pg.81 and I-Vol.605 are closer to one 

another than to Vol.13, showing agreement in the following readings:

1:3 H2;owBHA8eT vs. H^toBHAie all other MSS.

3:11 ace la* vs. BCA la" Vol.13

6:8 HhOBAHHi'e vs. HoBHAi'e all other MSS

35 For 9:3, 9:7, 9:9 in MSS of gr.l, Rum.204 and Sof. there is no evidence because of the lacuna.
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In 7:5 Pg.81, I-Vol.605 have the reading M\^V<A CAMWAIJU rvk^ r,t/;SA\nhin\-T> - (av6pa 

ao(ia d(J)p6va)v) which is also attested in MS2 and GB vs. M\f«A CAMIIIAI^ ni 

in all other manuscripts. A copyist misread a letter n as H and consequently 

wrote it as M-k^ instead of n-k^ It is especially difficult to distinguish when written, as it 

seems to be in our case, under a titlo. The reading ni^ which unites Pg.81, I-Vol.605 

and is found in MS2 and GB, may be either a result of independent correction by the 

scribes of A. and K (perhaps by reference to Greek aoua, or by a happy surmise of a 

scribe). Alternatively A. may have been corrected on the basis of K or vice versa. 

It seems that I-Vol.605 could not have inherited it from Pg.81 directly but via some 

intermediary copy, since the order of verses in I-Vol.605 is incorrect due to some 

confusion with the folia in its antigraph. It needs to be said however, that this example is 

not a very effective one, as these two abbreviated words are not irreversible and they can 

be easily confused. Furthemore, Vol.13 seems to be the only MS to share glosses in 12:5 

, npo\(r with GB.

The peculiarities of Pg.81.

The further examination of the relationship between Pg.81 and other manuscripts in 

group 3 reveals that in two instances (3:3, 7:17) Pg.81 gives the readings closest to the 

standard Greek text within group 3. In 3:3 Pg.81 has the reading Bpt/vvA n^V™ while all 

the other MSS do not have such reading. In 3:5 Pg.81 has an individual reading up-b^ia 

AYhicAHTM while all other manuscripts omit this phrase. A similar picture may be observed 

in 7: 14 where in place of the correct reading m» GA^k- ev ayaGco Pg.81 has the reading 

HAM while all other MSS have B-h i^\n. Perhaps, this was a scribal attempt to remedy the

text.
In 7:17 Pg.81 stands out as having a reading which follows the standard Greek exactly: 

He BO Bpemia CBOC. However, this particular example carries less weight because such 

omission/inclusion of the negative particle could happen independently, as might be the 

case with TSL 730, which has the same reading. In all other manuscripts there is no 

second negative particle: H A* we Y^WM [--] BT> sp-kMia csoe - iva \ri\ (XTTo6dvT)<; ev ou
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oou. While in 2:13 all other MSS in group 3 share a conjunctive error, a 

dittography: H UMA^X A7>^ raKO ™^X, in pg-81 there is no dittography: H UMA^X ^ raKO In 

3:7 Pg.81 has the individual reading H^APATH. In 4:1 Pg.81 has an omission of a pronoun 

BCA, while all the other MSS contain this word. In 9:3 Pg.81 has a corrupt reading AOYHAR. 

In addition Pg.81 also displays differences in low level variation in a number of places: 

6:3, 7:3, 7:26, 8:3, 8:5, 9:17, 10:1, 10:9, 10:13, 10:15.

As we can see Pg.81 presents a small number of readings closer to the standard Greek 

text. Although Vol.13 and I-Vol.605 share the same filiation with Pg.81, they do not fully 

contain these readings. It might be that individual readings (2:13, 3:3, 3:5) in Pg.81 are 

secondary rather than inherited. In all probability it was the scribe of Pg.81 who 

introduced these corrections.

Pg.81 was compared to group 1 to investigate whether they share significant common 

readings which are not found in group 3. If they share common readings, then we may 

assume that Pg. 81 can be conservative in these readings which might go back to the 

archetype. But I could not find strong enough examples of common readings shared with 

group 1 to prove the case. However, Pg.81 still may be conservative in some readings 

and innovative at others. Because not all the MSS have been available for collation there 

may be some additional information found as to the position of Pg. 81.

Variants peculiar to Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.l 121, Cud.200

MSS Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.l 121, Cud.200 have common errors in 3:22 BT^BCAHMHT CA 

vs. B-h^BeceAMT CA all other MSS, 10:1 H^TK AUCAO MAP^TM vs. H^Vh MAA$ A\Apc TH all other 

MSS. The mistake in 10:1 could be a result of substitution of a similar word, especially 

when in the same sentence earlier there is another instance of the word MACAO. In 4:8 (H-k^ 

BceMOY vs. H-k^K^HUd BC6A\o\f), and in 5:4, 5:5, 9:7 all these 5 manuscripts have omissions 

as opposed to the rest of the MSS. Other divergences, given here in the footnote, display 

minor variation but nevertheless these seem important as they form a pattern which
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distinguish this group from other MSS.36 On the basis of variant readings this subgroup 0 

is further divided into two: n with Und.l 121, Cud.200 and v with Pg.78, Arx., Supr.

Variants peculiar to Und.l 121 and Cud.200.

V

Und.l 121 and Cud.200 share omissions which distinguish them from the rest of group 3 

in 4:12 (CTAHCTA [..] ce/woy vs. CTANCTA npoTHBS ceA\o\f all other MSS) and in 9:10 (0 vs. 

BANK* TH CHAA TBopHTH = gr. 2). The rest are examples of minor divergences which form a 

pattern distinguishing this subgroup from other MSS. 37

Variants peculiar to Pg.78, Arx., Supr.

1:3 CAYEUJ6NHH vs. cfrkw6NHH all other MSS

10:13 NAHAAO CAOBect [...] ero vs. NAHAAO CAOBBCTI oycTTj ero Pg.81, Vol.13, I-Vol.605,

Und.l 121, Cud.200

Variants peculiar to Pg.78 and Arx.

Arx. and Pg.78 seem close because they share an omission in 6:4 (in Pg.78 it is written in 

the margin: BATb nane ero M BT^BPATHT nane AKO BT» c8eT-fe.) Therefore we may reasonably 

assume that this omission was already in a hyparchetype TT from which both of them 

might have descended. Alekseeev (1983, 232) suspects that Pg.78 is a copy of Western 

Russian provenance. Thus it could come from the same geographical area as Supr. 

Besides omissions there are a few scribal errors and a variant reading peculiar to Pg.78 

and Arx. in 7:6 cAvkpH Arx. and cAvkpHx Pg.78 (pn in Pg.78 is crossed out) = CAA^X- There is 

some evidence of scribal correction on the basis of other MSS. In 7:10 Arx. and Pg.78

36 1:16, 2:26, 3:5, 4:6, 4:8, 4:13, 5:3, 5:8, 5:9, 5:17, 7:1, 7:20, 8:9, 8:12.
37 2:9, 3:11, 7:16, 8:1, 8:13, 10:14, 10:16, 11:8, 12:8, 12:10.
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share the same reading B-WUJA vs. B-feujA in all other MSS. The following examples cited 

below demonstrate the minor divergences of Pg.78 and Arx. from the rest of group 3, 

while the rest of the minor divergences are given in the footnote. 38

1:13 npe<v\c>YApocTH vs. <v\c»\fApc>CTH

4:10 flAAABT CA VS. RAA6T CA

5:1 M w ce<v\ vs. w ce<w

It might be concluded that, in addition to errors peculiar to all manuscripts from group 3, 

these two manuscripts share certain errors and omissions which are not found in the other 

manuscripts of the same group. While Arx. bears no traces of any correction, Pg.78 

displays some signs of correction which may have resulted from collation with a copy 

like Supr.

Conclusions about group 3.

The text of the MSS of group 3 displays a comparatively high level of corruption, 

which may suggest that it was subject to more copying than the other two groups. Despite 

this, in my stemma I have drawn the hyparchetype 6 for the manuscripts in group 3 

descending directly from |3 because there is insufficient evidence to support the 

hypothesis that the textual tradition was more complex.

From the stemma we can see that the five manuscripts Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.l 121 

and Cud.200 are closely related to each other, and so they derive from the single 

hyparchetype 0. Und.l 121 and Cud.200 have variant readings peculiar to them, and 

therefore seem to derive from the younger hyparchetype |i. On the other hand, we can see 

that three manuscripts Pg.78, Supr. and Arx. are closely related to each other, and so they 

have their own single hyparchetype v.

Pg.78 and Arx. share an omission which is not in Supr., and therefore derive from the 

younger hyparchetype IT. It is suggested that Pg.81, Vol.13 and I-Vol.605 constitute a 

separate group r| on the basis of variant readings. Pg.81 and I-Vol.605 seem closer to

38 9:1,9:11, 10:15,11:5, 12:5.



62

each other because they have the same variant reading in several places: 1:3, 3:11, 6:8 

and particularly in 7:5 nicHb vs. H-kcrh, which they share together with MS2 and GB and 

which is not to be found in any other manuscripts including Vol.13. Therefore it could be 

presumed that Pg.81 and I-Vol.605 have their own junior hyparchetype L As was already 

discussed on page 38 I-Vol.605 could not be directly descended from Pg.81.

Further consideration must be given to the fact that Pg. 81 deviates sometimes from 

the rest of the manuscripts and is closer to the standard Greek than the other manuscripts. 

If there was evidence to suggest that the readings in Pg.81 were conservative, we might 

suppose that they went back to an earlier, perhaps, Bulgarian source and that the rest of 

the MSS followed a more corrupt tradition; but if the deviant readings in Pg.81 are the 

result of correction, then their time and place of origin are an open question. MS Pg.81 is 

a typical East Slavonic copy of the period demonstrating Second South Slavonic 

influence. Therefore it could reflect the spelling habits of an east Slavonic scribe and 

does not necessarily reproduce the spellings of a South Slavonic exemplar of whatever 

date. This in turn may be an impediment to suggestion that corrections were made to the 

text using the Greek manuscripts in the East Slav area.

The textual analysis shows manuscripts from group 3 do not look very promising as 

the source for the base text because of their corruptions, and in the case of Pg.81, some 

later editorial corrections. Thus dismissing group 3, we turn our attention to groups 1 and 

2 in order to determine what divergences there are between all three groups, and whether 

any manuscript contained within the first two groups is a suitable candidate to be the base 

text for the edition.

Relationships of MSS in group 1.

Although the manuscripts Pg.l, Und.l, Sol., TSL 730, Rum.204, and Sof. form a 

separate group because they share an insertion with the commentary, and they all have a 

lacuna (8:16-9:14) which shows that they all go back to one copy, a number of 

omissions, additions and common errors in Rum.204 and Sof. and in MS2 and GB allow 

Rum.204 and Sof. to be grouped together with MS2 and GB. Therefore Rum.204 and
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Sof. will be examined jointly with MS2 and GB as a separate group. Prior to this, 

however, the relations between Pg.l, Und.l, Sol., and TSL 730 will be analysed.

Variant readings common to Pg.l, Und.l, Sol, and TSL 730 .

3:13 KOU ye irag 6 avOpamx; b<; (frayeTai tccd -irigiai Kod ldr\ dyaGov
MBO BCA K HAKTb H HHET * H -fccTTi** BHAHTTi BAT06

* M BHNO-po. Und.l
** racTh Sol., -kc-rk TSL 730, N-tTgr. 2, 3

It is worth noting that in 3:13 the word order is different from the Greek. The scribe of 

Und.l added the noun BHNO -'wine', a certain elaboration, which may not have been so 

uncommon in the production of medieval texts. In TSL 730 there is some minor 

correction of the first letter in the word M -kcri but it is not possible to guess from the 

photocopy what it is. It may be H or H or even <w which makes it the word /uteri. 

However, paleographically these possibilities do not seem to be very probable for two 

reasons. Firstly, the scribe of TSL 730 writes the letter M quite wide and secondly, he 

displays the habit of abbreviating the word N-tfT

I assume that the reading -kci"h in group 1 was corrected rather than inherited. Thus group 

1 could be innovative here. All the manuscripts in groups 2 and 3 share the corruption of 

the word -kcfh-ctxryeTai into N-fecTh- a negated verb 'to be'. It is plausible that the 

common source was not very legible and misreading of H as H has resulted in convergent 

errors in groups 2 and 3. The variant readings in the footnote are examples of minor
39variation.

Though Pg.l, Sol., and Und.l share a few variant readings with TSL 730, the one in 3:13 

being especially significant, at the same time in a number of instances these three MSS 

agree against TSL 730. The majority of these divergences, however, are examples of 

minor variation.40

39 2:2, 4:9, 11:7, 11:8.
40 2:26, 3:14, 3:20, 7:18, 8:11,10:3, 10:4, 10:13, 10:18, 11:7, 11:9.
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Variant readings that unite Pg.l, Und.K Sol, against TSL 730.

2:1 1 cTBOpeNHia vs.

2:26 A<»CTh vs.

3:14 O ra™ vs -

Inanumberof instances (1:13, 3:13, 4:10, 10:20, 11:3) Pg.l and Und.l can be grouped 

against Sol. and TSL 730. These are the examples of minor variation. However, the 

variants in 6:3 BC^PAT-H Pg.l, Und.l vs. H BT^PACT Sol., TSL 730 are more important. All 

the manuscripts in this place display corrupted readings. As the usual tendency in 

medieval writing practice was to trivialise, the unfamiliar BO^PATT* in Pg.l, Und.l could 

have given rise to the more common B-h^pacT-h found in Sol., TSL 730. TSL 730 seems 

quite often to agree with group 3 (2:9, 2:24, 5:18, 10:18) but these are examples of minor 

variation.

The examples below display superficial trivial differences but these are not supportive in 

defining the textual relationship.

7:18 BAPOCTM ecrb Pg.l, Und.l vs. BATO ecTb Sol. vs. BAPO TH ecTb TSL 730 

8:8 BAAAY101^™ Pg-l> Und.l vs. BAAAC^* Sol.vs. BAAA$I|JAPO TSL 730 

8:12 BA?O BAPO BOiaijjHMcia Pg.l vs. BAPO BoiaijJHMCia Sol., Und.l, TSL 730 

2: 1 1 A\ora ra" Pg. 1 , Und. 1 , TSL 730 vs. MOI* Sol.

2:12 iwe M ROHABT Pg.l, Und.l, TSL 730vs. H^e ROHABT - OQ eTreAeuoeica Sol. 

3:12 TBOpn Pg.l, Und.l vs. ctTBOpnTH Sol. vs. TBC»PMTH TSL 730

Though the differences between Pg.l, Und.l and Sol., TSL 730 are minute, nevertheless 

these examples are suggestive because they form a pattern. This pattern shows that 

sometimes Und.l is closer to Pg.l, while TSL 730 may be closer to Sol.

41 In Pg.l the second BAAPO is written above the line.
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Conclusions about group 1.

A smaller number of omissions and textual corruptions in group 1 could indicate that 

Y was a more accurate copy of p than 6, and that e, the hyparchetype of group l,was in its 

turn fairly close to y. On the other hand, it has a structural deficiency - a lacuna. It is very 

likely that the lacuna resulted from a missing folio and this in turn indicates that the MSS 

Pg.l, Und.l, Sol., TSL 730, Rum.204, Sof. derived from one copy.

Relationships of MSS in group 2.

As has been already stated, in terms of textual tradition as opposed to terms of 

content Rum.204 and Sof. seem closer to MS2 and GB. Yet the lacuna peculiar to Pg.l, 

Und.l, Sol., TSL 730, Rum.204 and Sof is not in MS2 and GB. My working hypothesis 

is that the antigraph of Rum.204 and Sof. going back to the hyparchetype ( served as one 

of the sources for MS2 and GB. This seems plausible not only because of the presence of 

identical readings, but also because Sof. comes from the Novgorod area, where Gennadij 

compiled his Bible. The compilers in all probability turned to local resources. And it 

seems reasonable to assume that at this stage the commentary in the insertion was largely 

removed.

Variant readings common to Rum.204, Sof., MS2, GB.

The examination revealed that these MSS share an omission in 10:12-13, additions in 

7:29 e(r|Tr|oav A-oyioiiouc; iroAAouc; - B^HCKAWA noMwcAt A^fip* MNW^ and in 7:26 

6eoum (HP 6eo|i6<; 253, Alex.) x^pe; auify; - ct8^h (sic) [gr. 3 c-h^bi] AKBKH CA p\fKH e*. 

The reason for these additions is not known. In 10:10 aijje cn<*AeT cinHBO M TT> CAAVK AHUCM 

cnAAeT M CA\AT6T the second occurrence of the verb cn^er stems from the Church 

Slavonic tradition where a scribe could have absent-mindedly repeated the same word 

twice.
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Apart from omission and additions Rum. 204, Sof., MS2, GB show an agreement in 

common errors which set them apart as a group.42 To give but one example: 2:12 n^e NC 

vs. iwe H noMACT Pg.l, Und.l, TSL 730 (H s.l.); ime HOHACT Sol., gr. 3 (be; 

. This error was probably made by association with the well-known line from 

the Psalm 1 where there is a negation: BA<meN-h A\Y«I> HJKB HE MAei-h...

There are examples (2:11 and 3:5) of variant readings peculiar to this group, the 

cause of which is ambiguous. It is possible that variant readings in 2:11 H^BOAemA vs. 

M^OWBHAIA and in 3:5 pAcchmaTH vs. coBpaTM may be the result of scribal errors in copying 

Church Slavonic. At the same time I would not completely exclude the possibility that 

these go back to the variation in Greek. As can be seen from the critical apparatus to the 

edition of the Septuagint the variation between the nouns Trpocdpeoic and Trepiooeia is 

attested in the Greek manuscript tradition. PacchiriATH is an odd rendering of ouvaYotY^v, 

but it may go back to the reading TOU pi\|/ca. Though in the critical apparatus of Holmes 

and Parsons it is said that this reading is encountered in the margins in MS 161, it is still 

possible that at some point this marginal reading may have found its way into the main 

body of Greek text. However, I must admit that this is a very remote possibility. Below 

are examples of minor variation.

12:1 peneuiH A\H vs. peneuiH

2:16 BblBUJA VS. BhlWd

7:10 HTO BO VS. HTO Ehl

The significance of these and other examples is in their forming a pattern that unites 

Rum. 204, Sof., MS2, GB against other MSS.43

42 1:14, 1:15,2:1, 2:17,3:18,5:8, 8;10, 10:15, 12:6, 12:11.
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Readings peculiar to Rum.204, Sof.

These variant readings (1:17, 2:1, 3:11, 5:1, 5:7, 5:14, 5:18x3, 7:15, 11:2, 12:3, 12:5) 

demonstrate that Rum.204 and Sof. belong to the more corrupt branch of the tradition. In 

Rum.204 and Sof. we find a nonsensical word cepanw in 2:1. A later scribe may have 

thought that this mistake was a simple case of metathesis. He then corrected it into a 

meaningful word cenapio - 'wood cutter'. This correction differs from the reading in the 

majority of manuscripts where a correct reading cepAuio can be found. We may safely 

assume that this scribe did not compare his text with other Church Slavonic copies. This 

case proves, firstly, that Ecclesiastes was not such a familiar text for a scribe to spot 

mistakes easily and secondly, that thorough revision of the whole text was not 

undertaken.

In 5:14 we read nocrrk vs. nocntc-k in MS2 and GB, whereas all other MSS have 

nocntwemH. And in 12:5 we find p^poy vs. pa^pSwHT CA in MS2 and GB. In these two 

instances the incomplete meaningless words were either reinstated in MS2 or GB or 

alternatively the complete words might have been inherited from a less faulty manuscript 

than the antigraph of Rum.204 and Sof. The reason behind the reading trireme of Rum.204 

and Sof. in 5:18 vs. A<**Nh6 in all other MSS is not known.

Readings peculiar to MS2, GB.44

If the antigraph of Rum.204 and Sof. served as an exemplar for MS2 and GB, the 

evidence for the idiosyncratic editorial work carried in MS2 and GB can be gleaned from 

a few examples provided below.

3:5 Kaipoc; TOU podelv AiGouc; Km Kmpog TOU
BpSMA pACKAACTH KAMSNie. H Bp6Mia pACCblRATH* KAM6H06** (Rum. 204, Sof.) 

* -** - C-hBpATH KAM6NH6 (gT. 1, 3)

** - KAM6N06 om. MS2, GB

43 1:4, 2:4, 2:6, 2:8, 2:13, 2:19, 2:24, 3:3, 3:10, 4:4, 4:8, 4:16, 5:5, 5:18, 7:7x2, 7:8, 7:11, 7:12x2, 7:21, 
7:26,9:16, 10:1, 10:10, 10:11x2, 12:5.2:6,2:8,3:15,3:19,4:8,7:21,7:26,8:4,8:9,8:10, 10:10,11:7 H vs. 

0. 2:12,3:14,4:4,5:15,6:2,6:3,7:15 0 vs. H
44 1:14,3:5,3:10,4:11,4:16,6:4,7:5,9:5, 11:1, 11:6, 12:6. Minor variation: 5:15,6:1,7:11, 10:3.
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In MS2, GB the phrase may have been edited and KAMenoe dropped.

6:4 OIL ev |iaTai6rnu fjAOev KCC! ev oKoiei TTopeiietoa Kcd ev OKoiei bvo\ia auiou

ISKO B cSeT-b npn^e H BO T<wk noKpuer CA ero* (Rum. 204, Sof.)
* - ero om. MS2, GB
* - MMA pr. gr. 1,3

In MS2 and GB the pronoun ero could have been intentionally omitted as making no 

sense.

11:1 cbrooieiAov TOV apiov oou eirl Trpoocoirov iou uSaicx; OIL kv TrA.r|0ei TWV fi|igpd)v
oein;6v

IIOCAH XA-kBt TBOH NA AMU.6 BOA't. I3KO Bt MNW^CTB-fc MM* WBpAl|J6llJH (Rum.204, Sof.)

* - H om. MS2, GB
* -AHHMgr. 1,3

In Rum.204 and Sof. we find two M; they may result from a truncation of ANHH? In MS2, 

GB the word ANHH is omitted, however the passage makes sense without it. Scribes or 

editors of MS2 and GB in an attempt to fix a text that was garbled could have dropped MM 

as nonsensical and retained instead a single M. These readings seem to imply that 

Rum.204 and Sof. represent an earlier stage in corruption than GB and MS2. 

The variant reading of MS2 and GB in 1:14 HOA NECCM vs. HOA CAHUCM perhaps happened 

as assimilation by reminiscence with the previous verse 1:13 where we find the 

expression HOA NECCM. The erroneous reading of MS2 and GB in 3:10 ROIJJM CA vs. neijiM CA 

is caused by graphic confusion of letters o and e. The erroneous reading MAC™ found in 

MS2 and GB in 10:1 vs. necrt in Rum.204, Sof., M^f-b -'honour' (TLIIIOV) in group 3, was 

probably a scribal mistake or a misinterpretation of the abbreviated word. 

In 7: 5 the reading rrkcHh in MS2 and GB is shared with MSS Pg.81, 1-Vol.605 vs. H-lT in 

all other manuscripts. It is not exactly known whether this is a case of a horizontal 

transmission or an independent reference to Greek. However, the possibility of a 

horizontal transmission is more likely given that filling of the lacuna implies use of a 

manuscript from group 3 tradition. There is another possibility, however slight, that the
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correction of nicHh in K was done against the same verse 7:5 in the insertion where a 

correct reading n-kcHM is found.

Conclusions about group 2.

Rum.204 and Sof. seem to represent the more corrupt branch of the tradition, while 

GB suggests that an attempt was made to improve the text of the antigraph of Sof. and 

Rum.204. Although manuscripts in the y branch of the stemma share the lacuna, it is not 

found in MS2 and GB. Therefore it was probably filled from the MSS of group 3, but if 

these manuscripts were not consulted at the time where else could the correctors have 

looked? Theoretically they could have used the Greek text, since it was a recognised 

practice in the 14-15th centuries to do so.45 However, in the case of Ecclesiastes there are 

not strong enough examples of variant readings to support this assumption. Besides, we 

have no evidence for the presence of Greek Biblical codices at Novgorod.46 Thus the 

probability of translating afresh the section of text equivalent to the lacuna from a Greek 

copy is rejected as groundless and unjustifiable.

However, the reinstated lacuna could have been compiled from the Church Slavonic 

texts which were available to the scribes at the time, and these might have been MSS 

from group 3. In order to decide whether manuscripts from group 3 served to fill the 

lacuna in GB and MS2, the comparison of the segment of text 8:16-9:14 with the 

available manuscripts from group 3 needs to be carried out.

45 Evidence for revision of biblical translations by South Slav scribes in the 14th century can be found in 
Thomson, 1998: 605-920 who gives further references. For the East Slavonic practices see, for example, 
Alekseev, 1999:191-5 on the revision of the Cudov New Testament and Lunt and Taube, 1998 on the 
translation of Esther. Professor Thomson, however, has a very pessimistic view of the knowledge of Greek 
among the East Slavs, therefore he regards any reference to a Greek text as impossible.
46 Thomson, 2002:34.
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The filling of the lacuna.

Unlike other manuscripts in group 3 the provenance of MSS Pg.78 and Pg.81 is not 

known. This means it is impossible to speculate whether these two manuscripts were 

available to the editors of GB. In Arx. there is a lacuna at 8:8-8:17 due to a missing folio. 

It is theoretically possible that this lacuna in Arx. might have happened at a later stage 

after the editors of GB consulted this copy. 

There is one place 9:12 where MS2 and GB diverge from the manuscripts of group 3.

9:12 CM 8AABAA6Mhl * TAKO. RIKO Th" C^Th CHWB6 (MS2, GB)

* c8Th-po. Pg.81, Vol.13, 1-Vol.605 (is crossed out), Pg.78, Arx., Supr., 
Und.l 121, Cud.200

In examples 9:1, 9:3, 9:7, 9:9 and 9:10x2 MSS Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.1121, Cud.200 

share variant readings with MS2 and GB. It may be a simple coincidence, but on the 

other hand, these could be cases of horizontal transmission.

9:1 raKo see M\^ BT* cpAue * M cpAue A\oe ace BMA'k (MS2, GB - Pg.78, Arx., Supr., 
Und.1121, Cud.200) 
* Moe - po. Pg.81, Vol.13,1-Vol.605

9:3 raKo CAYHAH * Bc-kx (MS2, GB = Arx., Und.l 121, Cud.200)
* CAYHAA H -Vol.13,1-Vol.605, Pg.78, Supr., AC^R H BC-KX - Pg-81

9:7 H nin BT, * BA^k BHHO CBOB (MS2, GB = Pg.78, Supr., Arx., Und.l 121, Cud.200) 
* cpAivb - po. Pg.81, Vol.13,1-Vol.605

9:10 PYKA TBOA cTBopHTM * TBopn raKo H-fc^cTBOpeHid (GB, MS2 = Und.l 121, Cud.200) 
* 6AMKA TH CHAA TBopMTH po. Pg.81, Vol.13,1-Vol.605, Pg. 78, Arx., Supr.

9:10 AMO ^e * T-hi MA6UJM (MS2, GB = Pg.78, Supr., Arx., Und.l 121, Cud.200) 
* H - po. Pg.81, Vol.13,1-Vol.605
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The readings in 9:1, 9:7 and 9:10 (2) coincide with the subgroup 0 represented by MSS 

Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.l 121, Cud.200, while example in 9:12 demonstrates some minor 

variation. The first example in 9:10 presents a particular problem because GB and MS2 

diverge from Pg.81, Vol.13, I-Vol.605, Pg.78, Arx., Supr. in omitting 'EAMKA TH CMAA 

TBOpHTh'. This may be a result of omission due to homoeoteleuton or some minor 

correction as the verb TBOPHTH in Pg.81, Vol.13, I-Vol.605, Pg. 78, Arx., Supr. has no 

equivalent in Greek. Interestingly, Und.l 121 and Cud.200 share the same omission, cf. 

also 9:3. This suggests that their antigraph might have been the source for the editors of 

GB. This evidence, however, is not conclusive by itself because scribes could have made 

such an omission independently of each other. Overall it is quite probable that the 

antigraph of Und.l 121 and Cud.200 was consulted. It is, perhaps, not surprising because 

prior to taking up his see in Novgorod Gennadij was archimandrite in the Cudov 

monastery in Moscow and might have requested the available manuscripts to be sent to 

him
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Conclusions drawn from the collation of MSS.

It is clear that all MSS under scrutiny go back to the same archetype. The text 

displays mostly low level variation among the manuscripts, and there is no trace of any 

systematic revision. There are no clear signs of reference to the Greek text, though there 

is some evidence that some scribes consulted more than one Church Slavonic manuscript. 

It seems likely that the archetype was defective: there are a number of omissions that 

could conceivably have occurred in either the Greek or the Church Slavonic exemplar, 

and others which resulted from transmission in the Slavonic MSS.

The corrections made by scribes present a problem in deciphering the textual 

relationships: it seems that the text has undergone certain improvements as a result of 

correction, while becoming corrupted in other places. The stemma I have drawn shows 

that the hyparchetype 6, to which manuscripts of group 3 belong, descends directly from 

p, but I also had to consider the possibility that group 3 could be chronologically the 

latest development in the textual tradition. The manuscripts in group 3, despite the fact 

that they contain a plain text, show a number of corruptions which are not in groups 1 

and 2. It is possible that the textual development resulted here from moving from 

interpolated to plain text by gradual removal of the insertion. Thus the manuscripts with 

the plain text in group 3 may not represent the earlier stage of the tradition.

As can be observed in the case of Rum.204, Sof and Pg.l, Und.l, Sol. and TSL 730 

the structural grouping conflicts with the grouping of manuscripts based on common 

errors and omissions. However, the recensio allowed us to establish hyparchetypes of 

these manuscripts. Furthermore, MS Sol. demonstrates sporadic scribal changes like 

Apyraro in 4:10 and oTmfCTM in 11:10. The present situation may of course change when 

more MSS are examined and more readings may come to light.

The enigmatic position of Pg.81 introduces an element of complexity into group 3. 

Pg.81 furnishes reading supported by different groups of Church Slavonic MSS, and 

therefore suggestive of a common ancestry. At the same time Pg.81 has a number of 

individual readings which are closer to the standard Greek text. At present it is not known 

whether Pg. 81 displays later editorial changes or conservatism. Until more manuscripts 

are examined this question cannot be solved. The minority reading rrfccNh of Pg.81 in 7:5
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can be explained by consultation of Greek or a happy surmise of a scribe in a subsidiary 

part of the tradition of group 3.

An antigraph of Rum.204 and Sof. with the lacuna may have served as an exemplar for 

GB and MS2. The lacuna may have been filled with the text from a manuscript similar to
v

Cud.200 or Und.l 121. It is not certain whether GB was checked against the Greek; the 

variants in GB could have resulted from collation with another Church Slavonic copy and 

not necessarily with a Greek manuscript. There is no evidence for any of the variants 

found in individual manuscripts going back to Greek variants, i.e. there is no secondary 

correction against Greek.

Alekseev's (1988, 158) remark that MS2 could have been copied from GB as a 

second volume of the Bible since it contains books translated from Latin needs further 

clariflcarion. With regard to Ecclesiastes the textual variants in MS2 demonstrate that it 

may represent an earlier stage in the relationship between GB and MS2 because it retains 

the commentary in 7:20 in the interpolation. In GB 9:9 the scribe has placed the reading B 

jKHBore TBoeMh in the main text and the reading B cn-krk TBOCM in the margin. In MS2 and 

group 3 the latter is placed in the main text. This shows that MS2 was not a direct copy 

of GB but that MS2 and GB in turn draw on group 3. I must admit, however, that this is 

not a strong argument given that we think manuscripts from two traditions were used in 

the preparation of MS2 and GB.
The relationships between the manuscripts and their filiations are shown in a stemma 

codicum.
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Comments on the stemma codicum:

a - translation into Church Slavonic perhaps with omissions

P - a copy with misreadings of the Cyrillic

Y - a hyparchetype with the insertion and lacuna 8:16 - 9:14 and variants common to

groups 1 and 2

6 - a hyparchetype with variants common to group 3

e - a junior hyparchetype with variants common to Pg.l, Und.l, Sol, TSL 730

C - a junior hyparchetype with variants common to Rum.204, Sof., MS2 and GB

T] - a junior hyparchetype with variants common to Pg.81, Vol.13 and I-Vol.605

0 - a junior hyparchetype with variants common to Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.l 121,

Cud.200

L - a junior hyparchetype with variants common to Pg.l, Und.l and Sol.

K - a junior hyparchetype of GB and MS2 with lacuna filled and insertion reduced

A. - a junior hyparchetype with variants common to Pg.81 and I-Vol.605

|i - a junior hyparchetype with variants common to Und.l 121 and Cud.200

v - a junior hyparchetype with variants common to Pg.78, Arx. and Supr.

o - a junior hyparchetype with variants common to Pg.l, and Und.l

TT - a junior hyparchetype with variants common to Pg.78 and Arx.

x - commentated version

In drawing this stemma I have encountered difficulty with two readings n-bcHh/H-fecTh in 

7:5 and -kcTb/H-fecTb in 3:13. They seem to contradict the whole stemma, but in my 

opinion, they may be disregarded because neither of them is irreversible, being the type 

of mistakes that easily occurrs. And they cannot affect the stemma in any serious way. 

However, I have to take into account certain assumptions regarding the readings in 7:5 

and 3:13, in particular:

1. Distribution of n-fecHb (in MSS deriving from y and 6) might seem to be evidence for 

presence of n-kcNh in P; but this hypothesis implies that ni^—> H-fc^ independently in 

other MSS descended both from y and 6. Alternatively, n-k^ is a secondary innovation - 

a lucky scribal guess or a restoration based on the reading of the insertion or the Greek.
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This might have happened independently in the antigraphs of Pg.81 and I-Vol.605 and of 

GB and MS2, but perhaps more likely to have happened in the first of these and have 

been adopted in the second, which we know was a compilation on the basis of other 

evidence.

2. Similarly, if we assume that icTb in Pg.l, Und.l, Sol. And TSL 730 is inherited from 

p, we have to suppose that H-k^ in the other MSS is the result of multiple independent 

misreadings (at least twice). Given that the Church Slavonic text in any case is at 

variance with the standard Greek order of verbs, it is simpler to posit early corruption in a 

and p, and a felicitous scribal emendation in the hyparchetype of Pg.l, Und.l, Sol. and 

TSL 730, with conservatism elsewhere.

In resolving the conflicts over these two sets of variants, I apply the principle of 

preferring the 'more difficult' reading: n-k^and -kcTt are 'easier' because they are 

supported by Greek and could have been restored by an alert scribe even without the help 

of the Greek.
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Linguistic Evidence.

Below I examine morphological and lexical characteristics, clues that scholars 

usually use to identify early texts and translations, in order to see if there is any linguistic 

evidence which will allow us to date the text of Ecclesiastes with any degree of precision.

It must be said, though, that due to its brevity, a linguistic analysis of the text - as 

has been possible in longer texts, such as the Gospels and Psalter - is itself problematic 

since it offers limited scope for such an analysis. What appears to be even more 

important is the fact that early witnesses to the Gospels and Psalter allow scholars to 

trace the historical progression of their language. However, in my research I do not have 

such early witness serving as a reference point due, perhaps, to the non-liturgical status of 

Ecclesiastes.

The following criteria are employed to attempt to date the text linguistically: the use of 

the dual, old forms of the nouns with - s - , old accusative forms, including the use of the 

accusative case of the pronoun H, short adjectives, supine, asigmatic aorist, vocabulary. 

The orthographical characteristics are not taken into account as they present no valid 

clues to the date of the translation, since all the manuscripts are of East Slavonic 

provenance circa 15-16 centuries, and were exposed to the Second South Slavonic 

influence. 
The examples of morphological forms found in the text of Ecclesiastes are set out below.

Dual forms.

4:9-10 at TpYA'b eio, 4:2 nane OBOIO cew>, 4:6 ABOK» ropecriio, 5:10 OMMMA ero, 1 1:7 

1 1 :9 OM'HO CBOK>. As the examples below show, in the text of Ecclesiastes we find 3 rd 

person dual forms with the endings of the 2nd person dual forms: 2:10 BtnpocMCTa MOM 

OHM, 2:1 1 MOM po\fu/k CTBOPMCTA, 4:1 1-12 OYCN£TA ABA, ABA CTAHBTA.

In the Old Church Slavonic manuscripts, such as Savvina kniga or Codex Suprasliensis, 

replacements of 3rd dual -T6 by -™ had already taken place; in the latter there are no 

forms with - TC. Thus, in canonical OCS the forms of 3 rd person dual were becoming 

obsolescent already. However, the dual forms cannot be a sufficient measure for early
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dating, for the dual was a category which was lost slowly, and in some regions later than 

in others. What is more, scribes prized it as a symbol of literary style and thefore used 

it actively for centuries after it disappeared from the vernacular. This literary factor 

makes it extremely difficult to estimate just when the dual ceased to be an obligatory 

grammatical category. Thus, we cannot make use of the dual forms as the indication of 

the text's antiquity as it may be merely a sign of a conservative tradition.

Old noun forms with -s-.
A O

CAOBSCA (14) , 10:13 CAOB'kc'h, 8:2 w CAOBCCH, 8:3 B cAOBerk. 5:1 HBCH, NBceMh (2). 2:6 

Ap6B6a*, 12:5 ApeBecd. 12:6 KOAO - KOABCO gr. 3.

All the words appear to be traditional, therefore they cannot serve as clues to the date of 

translation.

Animate accusative = genitive and old accusative (m., f. s. and pi.)

There is a single example of the old accusative for a noun denoting a human in 5:13 poAH 

CHT> ace. m. s. The example in 9:15 oGp/MjjeT CA B N6A\h M&KL Nnqrh H A\SAPT» is unclear; it 

is possible to reconstruct the old accusative for a noun denoting a human on the basis of 

Greek, where the word av6pa is used in ace. sing. However, the particle CA found in GB 

and MS2 may imply that the collocation A\8«h NHi^i-h M A^AP^ could have been understood 

by a scribe as nominative rather than accusative case. It has been suggested50 that at the 

time of the early translations the distribution of the gen. -ace. of masculine singular nouns 

denoting rational beings was governed by a semantic hierarchy. The hierarchy was such 

that the higher the position of the noun in it, the more likely was the accusative to be 

homonymous with the genitive, whereas the lower the position, the more likely was the 

accusative to be homonymous with the nominative. If this is the case, then the noun 

occupied the position right at the top, cf. 2:13.

47 Lunt, 1985:287.
48 The figure in brackets indicates the total number of occurrences in the translation.
49 CA om. gr. 1, Rum.204, Sof, gr. 3.
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In 10:8 the pronoun H (K>) is used: oYrPw^MeT H ( M om. Sol., Rum.204, Sof., in TSL 730 

written above the line; K> Cud.). The example in 11:1 rano BT> A\Nw*cTB-fe H wBpAijjeuiH is 

ambiguous because here M could be a truncation of ANMH and not necessarily an accusative 

case of the pronoun. There are some newer features, such as plural animate genitive- 

accusative in 9:14. Generally, in later Church Slavonic texts gen.-ace. case of plural 

becomes usual for those pronouns and adjectives which are not accompanied by nouns, 51 

(though not necessarily so for 7:22 and 7:24, 8:10).

Singular

acc.=gen. m. s. 
7:28 erow 
2:13 ETA BOH 
3:15 B^M
4:10 Bli^\BHrN6T npHHACTNHKA CB06PO. 

7:7 KA6B6TA AhCTM T AASApdrO.

12:1 noMANH CTBOpimro TA (ace.)

Plural

9:14wKpoTHHx gen.pl. 
10:7 BMA^ PABM tu KOHCX ace. m. pi. 
4:2 nc>XBAAMx BCA oyAApiiiijaA ace. pi 
8:1 B-fecTh M$Apwa ace. pi. 
4:15 BHA^ BCA ^HB8i|jAA H ^OAA 
7:22 KAAAT» ecH Ap^rwA ace. m. pi. 
2:8 CTBopn riOKMjjdA ace. m. or f. pi. 
7:24 wepAi|jeTh A ace. f. or m. pi. ? (Greek 
ace. n. s., in MS S* ace. f. s.) 
2:7 npMTA>KAx PABMNA ace. f. pi. 
8:10 BMA'fex H6HhTMBM ace. m. pi.

ace. pi.

It must be said that though the evidence is not conclusive, it is not incompatible with 

early translations.

Short form of adective/articile.

8:10 BMA'fex HenhTMBM B rpoBM NecoMM (N6C6NW gr.3) The corresponding forms of Greek 

adjective and participle are indefinite (without an article). For the Greek indefinite forms 

of adjectives the Church Slavonic short forms are used. For example, 4:13 5<\rh PABT» 

NMijj'h H M^Api* nAMe upA CTA^A M B€^A\HA. 7:5 A\OY^A CAwujAi^jA EccP vs. CAbmjALjuro Und.13 

It is worth pointing out that in EccP we have a short form of participle which could be 

older than the forms in the other versions. In general, short form were replaced by longer

50

51
Huntley, 1984, 8 (4): 112-5. 
Vaillant, 1952:208.
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ones in Church Slavonic. However I would not regard it as a solid evidence. In Greek we 

have an indefinite form (there is no article before the noun ccv&pa).

Asigmatic/sigmatic aorists.

There are no asigmatic aorists in the text, but the forms of the first sigmatic, pix^ - £LITOC 

(6)' and the second sigmatic p-kn^ - etTrov (2) are both used, though we can see that 

p-kXT* is used more frequently than pinc^. Though both forms are characteristic of early 

texts, they were used continuously during the later period. According to Gippius, "v 

var'irovanii staryx i novyx form [v drevnerusskoj pis'mennosti] osoboj logiki ne 

prosmatrivaetsja". 52 It must be also pointed out that the text offers scope for early forms, 

but does not give examples of these, such as the verb HAOWA in 8:10, where we have only 

the secondary form and not the asigmatic HAM.

Perfects.

In Church Slavonic texts the use of perfect 2nd person sing, is quite frequent. This is due 

to the fact that the form of aorist 2nd person sing, is ambiguous, as it is homonymous 

with the form of 3 rd person sing., and for the verbs in - HTH with the 2nd and 3 rd person of 

imperative. Hence the form of perfect 2nd person sing, grammatically is more transparent, 

and so the Greek aorists in the Church Slavonic translations are rendered frequently by 

perfects. It should be noted that the use of perfect for 2n sing, aorist starts early; 

examples of parallel use of perfect and aorist 2nd and 3 rd person sing, are found in the 

recurrent readings in Lectionary: A^CTL - AdAt KCTI»; MA OCTABH - MA KCH OCTABMAT*; ne

. AIJJ6 OY^<e C»Y<V\hp6 Tli - B-hHpOCH KPO AIJJ6

54 
KCTh.

52 Gippius, 2001:147.
53 On use of perfect tense, well known in Old Church Slavonic not to correlate with Greek aorist see the 
publications of Griinenthal (1911, 32:1-48), Vecerka (1993, vol.2:166-8) and the recent article by Gasparov 
(2003, 1(5):215-42).
54 Zukovskaja, 1976:170.
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It has been noted by Grunenthal (1911, 32:18) and Vecerka (1993, vol. 2:164), who cite 

the relevant passages from the Gospels, that the Church Slavonic aorist translates not 

only the Greek aorist but also perfect or praesens historicum. 

In the translation of Ecclesiastes the following examples are observed:

1. Church Slavonic aorist - Greek aorist: BHA-fex^ ~ ^Sov (19) B-hA^x^ - eScoKa (4),

ChTBOpHX-b - €TTOiriOOC (3), EMA^ - a&€V (4), CTiTBOpM - eTOLTJOeV (7), 2:3 NdCTdBM -

a>&riYr|aev, 2:9 SCTABH - eoTccGri, 2:10 B^BeceAH CA - eix^pavGr), 5:13 pc>An - - 

5:14 M^HAe - e£f|A.e€v, 6:4 npHA6 - fjA9ev, 6:5 HC p^SAvfe - OUK

2. Church Slavonic aorist- Greek praesens historicum: 5:14 npHAe - rfca (present act. 

ind. 3 rd p. sing.).

3. Church Slavonic aorist - Greek perfect 6:10 tiapeie - KeKA-Tjiat (perf. pass. ind. 3 rd p.

sing.).

The Greek perfect act. ind. 3 r p. sing. olSev is translated by the form of present tense 3 rd

p. sing. B-kcTb (5). The Greek medio-passive perfect 3 rd p. sing. TTeTToirp;ai is translated by

a complex verb form of passive past participle and auxiliary verb cTBopeno Bwcrh in 8:9

and cTBopeNA ecrb in 8:14.

Church Slavonic perfect 2nd p. sing, translating Greek aorist: 7:10 npocuAi* ecn -

eTrrpokriocK;, 7:22 KA/NAI* ecn - Koruipdoa), 9:9 COM Bt^AioEHA-h - r\ya.T\r\ooLC> .

Church Slavonic perfect 3 rd p. sing, translating Greek aorist: there are 7 equivalents AAA-K

ec-Th of the Greek e6wKey where the aorist is rendered by perfect (with the variant

readings AAC™ in 2:26). 8:9 OBAAAAA-K ecrh - e£ouaidaccTO aor. md. 3 rd p. sing. Use of

perfect in place of 3 rd aorist is a late development in Church Slavonic, of the circa 16th

century. 55 However, there are not enough examples in the text for convincing argument.

55 3 rd sing, perfect for Greek aorist starts to appear in the Psalter revised by Maxim Grek. It is possible that 
such usage may be an East Slavonic phenomenon. See, for example, Kovtun et al.,1973:109; Kravec, 
1991:267; Zivov and Uspenskij, 1986:260.
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Suine.

The supine occurs in 4:14 M^e7 upWuaTh (I^TBOBATII Rum.204) (in gr. 1 and in Pg.81, 

Vol,13, I-Vol.605, Pg.78, Arx. , Supr., Und.1121 there is an infinitive - I^TBOBATM; and 

in Chud. 200 - upVaoBa). However, as Sobolevskij (1907:257) has stated, the forms of 

supine in the Church Slavonic and Old Russian texts are used frequently till the end of 

the 14 century. Thus, the use of a single supine form cannot serve as a indication of an 

early date of the translation.

Examination of morphological forms does not provide us with clear cut clues as 

to the date of the translation. Besides, morphological forms are not always very reliable, 

since scribes tend(ed) to change or update them. The following examples taken from the 

recurrent readings in Lectionary demonstrate this point: upcTBHie - i;pcT6o;

; \er^A - ler^* JKB. Scribal changes could have been made with or without

reference to Greek.

The revision of the texts used in the liturgy, particularly of the Psalter, must be seen as 

an ongoing process rather than a single act (between ninth-fourteenth centuries there 

were at least 5 revisions of the Psalter text). 57 Often these revisions were done on the 

basis of comparison with Greek texts. Since Psalter manuscripts contain variants 

corresponding to Greek, they were obviously compared with Greek texts available to 

Slav scribes. It would suffice here to give one example of the distinctive variant readings 

found in the 'Russian' redaction which appear to derive from Greek, but which are alien 

to the Archaic and Athonite redactions. Ps. 21:9 el 0eA.ei ocuiov aijje xoi^eTh vs. OIL 0€A,a
^ o __

auTov lana xoijieTTi (iaK<we xoi^eTii). This particular example is not dissimilar to the one 

in Ecclesiastes 2:21 where the variants MJKC and rano in Und.13 and EccP may go back to 

the Greek variants ou and OIL respectively. However, we should not exclude the 

possibility that the variation in these two examples could have occurred also within 

Church Slavonic.

56 Zukovskaja, 1976:323.
"Thomson, 1998:797-825.
58 See MacRobert, 1990, 14 (2): 13.
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The examples of morphological forms are very limited, besides, they could have been 

used continuously during the period of the tenth to the fourteenth centuries, thus they do 

not allow us to draw a borderline within this period.

In addition to morphological forms vocabulary is also important when examining 

evidence of an early date of the translation. My next step therefore is to scrutinize 

vocabulary for traces of the text's existence prior to the 15th century. In the absence of 

earlier manuscripts I have to apply tests based on general principles. Loanwords are 

typical of the earliest translations and tend to be replaced later by native equivalents. 

There are systematic differences in vocabulary, conventionally associated with Ochrid 

and Preslav, which are thought to distinguish earliest from early translations. First, I shall 

treat the issues of loanwords and then discuss distinctive ranges of native vocabulary.

Untranslated Graecisms.

Unlike a number of untranslated Graecisms in the Song of Songs which can point 

to its early origin: 4:4 TAA^MWTTI, 4:14 AAOT-B, 5:14 TapcMCh (the use of T for Greek 0 

could also serve as a sign of antiquity), the translation of Ecclesiastes contains a single 

example of Graecism Kdnnrapic; - caper, which was rendered by KanKaph ( KAruncpi* in 

group 3). 59 Miklosich under the dictionary entry Kanaph - KcnnrocpK; 'bylie' cites the works 

of John Climacus in Moscow edition of 1647. This word is not listed in LLP and 

Sreznevskij.

In addition to this particular loan word we can refer to a gloss MHPAAATI in the same verse 

which accompanies the word KA/xnuiub in several manuscripts, including GB. The 

loanword AMi^A-h is borrowed from the Greek d|iuY6aA.ov - almond tree. Miklosich cites 

the word MHPAAAII as occurring in Vita Alexandri Magni of the 16th century . Sreznevskij 

gives the form AMirA^AhCKwn with the collocation A^ye-h A/vMrAdAhCKt from the Menaion of 

the 16th century.
The two loanwords are attested in late manuscripts of the 16th century, and the word 

which is not a loan is attested in the manuscripts of the 13 th century. For the
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word KA/MiuiiJh Miklosich gives entries from the work of John the Exarch in the 

manuscript written in 1263 and the text of Ecclesiastes in the Gennadian Bible, referring 

to the description of Gorskij and Nevostruev. In Slovar' russkogo jazyka XI-XVII vekov 

the word KA^IIWUIK is illustrated by the same quotation from Sestodnev of John the Exarch 

in the MS written in 1263. It is also illustrated in Sreznevskij's dictionary by the 

quotation from Oglasenie of Cyril of Jerusalem in the 13 th century MS.

Like many other texts which might have originated in Bulgaria, Ecclesiastes has been 

preserved exclusively in East Slavonic manuscripts. Yet in view of the absence of 

manuscripts prior to the 15th century, it is difficult to date the translation with any degree 

of precision. In addition, a linguistic analysis, when it is carried out on this particular 

text, is apt to be limited by the largely standardized character of Church Slavonic.60 The 

lexicon appears to be neutral with the result that it cannot be pinned down to any 

particular period, as the same vocabulary was used throughout the 10th - 15 th centuries.

Lists of words constituting 'Preslav' and 'Ochrid' terminology have been compiled 

by scholars.61 However, Ecclesiastes does not use enough of this set vocabulary, even

though several 'Preslav' lexemes such as MCTOHNHKI*, EeAHirh, MACAO, A^KAE-MM, NAACKA are 

found in the text. But by 15th century Preslav and Ochrid readings would become pretty 

standard, and therefore we should not automatically assume that these are either helpful 

or reliable in our case. The reason for this is that if the tradition is conservative, words 

which are characteristic of the early translations can be found also in later manuscripts.

For example, the word esuf in the translation of Ecclesiastes in the Croatian 

Glagolitic tradition points to a conservative tradition, but the translation itself may not be 

early, as this word continued to be used at a later period. The same applies to the word 

resnota, when occurring in the Croatian Glagolitic tradition. If it were to be found in the 

Cyrillic texts, we might consider the possibility of its early origin. However, in the Croat

59 Cf. Thomson's (1998: 844-5) remark on the Church Slavonic equivalents of the Greek word Kcunrapit;.
60 For words CKBAKMA in 12:3 and WCTHH in 12:11, considered rare by Evseev, see the remark of Thomson, 
1998:845 who proved them not to be in the least rare by referring to LLP, vol.4, p.85 and vol. 2, p. 574 and 
Sreznevskij, vol. 3, p. 368 and vol. 2, p. 749.
61 See Karacorova, 1989, 6: 130-245, Slavova, 1989, 6:15-129.
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tradition it was used at a later period. Hence, this shows that lexical variants are not 

necessarily indicative of the date of the translation.62

In his recent article Francis Thomson writes that "Other books with typical 

'Preslav' terminology which were clearly translated in Bulgaria at this time [i.e. late 

ninth and tenth centuries- L.O.] include Job and Ecclesiastes"'. 63 Yet, it seems to me that 

his claim is in contradiction with his earlier paragraph on page 35 in which he states that 

"...not only do many translations, including Biblical ones, contain elements of both 

terminologies, which may to some extent be the result of late revision and other scribal 

alterations, but in addition there are no reliable criteria concerning their dialectal 

appurtenance or for any precise dating of the use of the synonyms. Nevertheless the 

terms are useful as the "Ochridisms" are indeed typical of early translations, although 

since they continued to be used in some translations after "Preslavisms" had begun to be 

used, they cannot be interpreted in a purely geographical and chronological way for 

situating and dating all translations made in Bulgaria in late ninth and tenth centuries".

In my opinion, grouping Ecclesiastes with Job is not very appropriate on this 

occasion because while Job is a liturgical text and is found in early South Slavonic copies 

of prophetologium, we do not know at what date, where and why a need was felt for a 

Church Slavonic translation of Ecclesiastes. I cannot see how Thomson arrives at the 

conclusion that the book of Ecclesiastes was translated in the late 9th -10th century 

Bulgaria since he does not adduce any [linguistic?] proof. But I entirely agree with his

62 Gorskij and Nevostruev (1855-59:73) did not attempt to date the translation of Ecclesiastes. Instead they 
simply remarked: "OepeBoa KHHPH EKKJiHCHacra no JBbiKy npeflCTaBJiaexcfl nosee nepeeo^a 
BnpoHCM H B HCM BCTpeHaioTCfl cnoBa H o6opOTbi pCHH, BnocjieflCTBHH BbiiueaiiiHe H3 
They give a few examples of words later out of use, in particular 12:6 HCK&CA ^AAT HAA - dvGeiaiov TOU 
Xpuotou. It must be noted that the reading ^HAA is found in manuscripts of group 3, groups 1 and 2 give 
the reading ^N^NAA. However, the reading in 12:6 may be a special case as its Greek equivalent dv9e|aiov is 
a hapax legomenon in the LXX. Therefore it is impossible to compare this particular translation with other 
similar occurrences in the biblical texts, which makes it altogether problematic. The Greek [dvGqiiov TOU 
Xpixnou] in turn is the translation of the Hebrew construct ^ntn rh\, meaning 'the golden bowl 1 . The noun 
n'pa, according to BOB dictionary, can refer to a basin or bowl (of a lamp or portion of capitals of the two 
pillars in temple). The Greek translation therefore might have reflected the meaning of this type of 
decoration on the column. The Croatian Church Slavonic following the Vulgate, however, has a different 
translation: kokulica zlata - vitta aurea. It is not clear to me how Jerome came to translate the Hebrew word 
with the lexeme 'headband'. Perhaps, he read it as a derivative rbs from y?3 - crown, (cf. Field, 1875: vol. 
2, p. 400) It seems to me that we should not take into account this Church Slavonic collocation HCK$CA 
:£AATNAA since, in my view, it appears to be a puzzling translation. 
63 Thomson, 2006:35-37.



86

statement on the lack of reliable criteria for dating Church Slavonic translations on the 

basis of 'typical' terminology.

Thus, as I have demonstrated, it would be both difficult and imprudent to use 

linguistic evidence to date Ecclesiastes text, as it offers few cogent leads. I would 

reiterate that these points must be understood in light of the absence of starting point for 

comparison. In other early translations such as the Song of Songs, linguistic clues 

undoubtedly have helped to date those texts.64 However, we do not find similar evidence 

in the text of Ecclesiastes.

64 See Alekseev, 1983:229-55, Lunt, 1985:279-318.



87 

Rationale for the present edition.

Given the debates on the origins and manuscript tradition of the Church Slavonic 

Ecclesiastes, the question of the present edition deserves special attention. It is essential 

for the purpose of this study to determine what type of edition should be produced. The 

choice of edition depends on the type of manuscript tradition, therefore both need to be 

explored. Slavists dealing with medieval texts identify them in terms of open and closed, 

controlled and uncontrolled textual traditions.65

Original medieval Slavonic texts such as chronicles, lifes of local saints, tales about 

finding miracle-working icons serve as an example of the textual tradition that is open to 

modification. Despite the fact that the categories open and closed are somewhat 

conventional, they have a certain pragmatic value. The term open is more useful when 

talking about original literature. The term closed tradition is more helpful when dealing 

with translated texts, which tend to be placed towards the closed end. Sometimes] texts 

cannnot be classified in such a strict way but should be viewed as a matter of degree on 

some scale from very open to very closed.

Biblical books occupy a peculiar position: in content they are closed (that is to say no 

portions of text could be subtracted or added when scribes attempted to reproduce the 

text exactly), but in wording they are open (i. e. corrected according to the notions of 

linguistic norm of scribes). When copying such texts the demand for accuracy is 

sustained with the utmost rigour (at least in theory). At the same time biblical translations 

could be controlled against Greek or Slavonic versions, as the scribes' usual practice was 

to consult or conflate different copies or check the Slavonic text against the Greek. The 

question remains as to whether they were doing this continually or sporadically with 

every individual biblical book.66 Consequently I find the term controlled to be a more 

useful category than the terms open and closed when dealing with biblical texts.

65 The terms 'open' and 'closed' tradition were suggested by Pasquali (1962) to characterise the 
transmission of classical texts.
66 Bakker (1996: 165) calls the Slavonic tradition 'open' with regard to the Greek MSS, meaning that in 
cases of corruptions Slav scribes have resorted to Greek manuscripts rather than Slavonic. However, he 
was, perhaps, carried away by his textological zeal in calling the Old Slavonic version a targum of the 
Greek tradition. Cf. also Alekseev, 1986: 8-19, and Alekseev, 1999: 54 .



As biblical texts were understandably ignored by Soviet scholarship, Russian 

scholars have mostly concentrated on editing and developing the editorial principles of 

the books of other genres. These scholars have mostly dealt with the texts belonging to 

the open tradition and followed Bedier's practice in editing as a text a 'best' manuscript 

with correction of its mechanical errors and variants from other manuscripts worthy of 

attention. D. S. Lixacev and his school advocated this method, and I shall call it editio 

variorum. A good feature of the variorum edition is that the main manuscript chosen as 

a codex optimus is published in full. The drawback of the variorum edition is that the 

codex optimus is often viewed as a text. One needs to distinguish between the
Aftmanuscripts and the text. Manuscripts are unique but the texts they transmit have a 

tradition that descends from their ancestor (archetype), via intermediate generations 

(hyparchetype) to the extant manuscripts.

Classical scholars in the West followed Lachmann's practice of reconstructed 

editions comparing all the available manuscripts and making conjectures where 

necessary. Their decision to do so was based on the assumption that they could 

reconstruct the text as it might have appeared in a single manuscript, which originated in 

late antiquity. However, scholars have shown the limitations of this method even with 

regard to classical texts. It has been argued that the tradition cannot possibly be traced to 

one manuscript, but often to more manuscripts reproducing different branches, which 

have ceased to exist.69 The advantage of the reconstructed edition is that in the 

reconstructed text we may get closer to the text as it originally was.

Slavists, on the other hand, have been reluctant to produce reconstructed texts 

because the medieval Slavonic tradition does not lend itself easily to reconstruction. The

67 See Lixacev, 1983: 479-98, Pop, 1996: 242-5, Alekseev, 2003: 50-7. The footnote to Pop, 1996:245 
states that "v otecestvennoj tradicii vyrazeniju editio cum notis variorum sootvetstvuet termin 'kriticeskoe 
izdanie', togda kak collated editions obycno nazyvajut rekonstrukcijami ili 'svodnymi izdanijami' ", my 
use of the terms stems from this usage. However, the meaning 'critical edition' can be sometimes vague in 
English language too: according to the title of his thesis Ralph Cleminson's goal was to produce a full 
critical edition of the text of 'Stefanit i Ixnilat', yet it seems to me that his edition is merely diplomatic 
with an apparatus of variant readings (see the appended bibliography).
68 This distinction was somewhat blurred in the works of Russian and Soviet scholars for two reasons: the 
first is the influence on Paleoslavistics exerted by 19th-century German philology that labelled both MSS 
and texts Denkmal, which is reflected in the Russian term pamjatnik; the second is the more modern use of 
Aesopian language: 'pamjatniki tradicionnogo soderzanija' practised by Soviet scholars in order to carry 
out their studies of scriptural texts.
69 Reynolds and Wilson, 1991: 214.
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reason why reconstructed editions of the chronicles are not common is precisely because 
the chronicles are an example of an open textual tradition, and so it is not self-evident 
what stage in the tradition one should reconstruct, and on what basis. Besides, the 
existence of the different types of tradition (open, closed, controlled, uncontrolled) in the 
medieval Slavonic literary heritage also accounts for why individual manuscripts are 
published in preference to reconstructions. 70

Classicists frequently are interested in texts of such early date (4th-5 th centuries) that 
their orthography cannot be reconstructed with confidence. That is why they use the 
standard orthography. Slavists, unlike classicists, have no convention of producing 
normalized orthography for texts, similar to the one used in published dictionaries of Old 
Church Slavonic. Slavists instead often publish the text of a particular manuscript. In 
doing so they kill two birds with one stone: making available the text and making 
available for the linguists the language of this manuscript. Often texts as they appear in a 
particular manuscript are more of interest to linguists than reconstructed texts.This is one 
of the reasons why Slavists do not have standard orthography. Therefore if I were to 
make a reconstruction, it would be a problem to use standardized orthography. However, 
it seems to me that the point about orthography is less important because the dating of 
the text cannot be determined.

Recently, however, some Slavists have turned to reconstructed editions and 
commended Vajs' attempts to move away from manuscripts to text in his reconstruction 
of the Gospels? 1 He was one of the first scholars among Paleoslavists to use standardized 
orthography and to choose between variants. However, Vajs has been criticised for 
selecting readings which correspond to the Greek in preference to the readings which 
render Greek in more idiomatic and hence fairly free way [which is] characteristic of the 
original translation. 72

70 There are several reasons why Slavists do not attempt to produce reconstructions of biblical texts in 
Church Slavonic. One reasons is the linguistic interest of the extant manuscripts; another reason is the 
focus of scholarly interest on the earliest versions of these texts, which is the most difficult to reconstruct. 
Control of the tradition has led to recurrent textual interventions (such as revisions, secondary translations, 
blends of one and several redactions) and made reconstructions of the original translation in some cases a 
matter of unresolvable speculation. Therefore the prospect of a full reconstruction of the Cyrillo-Methodian 
translations of the New Testament and Psalter remains a matter of controversy. However, it is possible to 
reconstruct some of the later redactions or secondary translations with a fair degree of confidence.
71 Bakker, 1996. 10.
72 Thomson, 2006:19.
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As regards Church Slavonic biblical texts, these belong to closed and controlled 

traditions. Consequently there could be blends of one and several redactions, secondary 

revision, etc. Therefore the text is likely to appear in contaminated forms in most or all 

manuscripts, making it almost impossible for an editor confidently to produce a 

reconstructed text that is free of contamination. The reconstruction of orthography is also 

problematic, as better readings may be chosen from different manuscripts with different 

orthographical norms. Reconstructions are rarely used for the medieval Slavonic texts, 

while conversely variorum and diplomatic editions are not so common in the editorial 

practice of classical scholars.

Ecclesiastes is a text with a relatively closed tradition because it is part of Scripture 

and therefore scribes could not of their own volition add to or subtract from the text. It 

may be controlled against the other Slavonic copies as medieval scribes could have 

worked with more than one exemplar. The usual practice among Slav bookmen for main 

Church Slavonic liturgical texts was to check them against the Greek. However, it is less 

likely, though not impossible, that this was the case with Ecclesiastes, which is a non- 

liturgical book.

Although at the beginning of my research I intended to produce a reconstructed 

edition of the text, I decided against it for the following reason. As the textual analysis 

(see chapter 1) has demonstrated, the earliest attainable text was already substantially 

defective: the archetype from which the manuscripts of the 15th-16th centuries derived 

was faulty. The Church Slavonic version of Ecclesiastes in all available manuscripts has 

omissions and several manuscripts have a considerable lacuna.73 Thus, it would not serve 

a useful purpose to reconstruct such a faulty archetype.

Rather than producing a reconstructed edition, I believe it is more useful to present a 

variorum edition of the text with an apparatus of variant readings.74 The textual tradition 

of the continuous Ecclesiastes is represented by 3 groups of manuscripts. Consequently

73 In case of reconstruction how am I to fill the existing omissions and lacunae? It is not the task of an 
editor to retranslate the missing fragments of text from Greek.
74 I feel that there is no such urgent need for a diplomatic edition of Ecclesiastes since there is the edition 
of GB produced by Moscow Patriarchate in 1992 which would serve the purpose. Though the production of 
this multi-volume edition has stopped (only the volumes containing the Gospels and the Psalter have been 
published so far), it may still be resumed in the future with a different editor.
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for the basis of my edition I had to choose between these groups of manuscripts. The 
manuscripts of group 3 could not be used because the corruptions and omissions in this 
group show that this is on the whole not the best preserved branch. Pg.81 has the most 
complete text among the manuscripts. However, it deviates from the main textual 
tradition and it may have been subjected to later editorial corrections. The lacuna 
precludes the selection of manuscripts from group 1 because in this case an editor is 
presented with the difficult task of filling this lacuna. As a result my decision against 
groups 1 and 3 was dictated by the fact that group 1 is defective and group 3 is more 
corrupt.

In selecting a representative manuscript of group 2 as the basis for my edition I 
acknowledge the importance of control in the tradition of biblical texts, since group 2 
seems to be a conflation of the texts of the other two groups. This leaves me with a 
choice of two manuscripts in group 2 (without the lacuna): MS2 and GB. Since all the 
manuscripts are late in date, certainly none of them comes before the 15th century, the 
pre-eminence given to GB requires some justification and hence explanation of its 
relations with MS2. MS2 appears to have some primary readings and corrections if 
compared with GB (see examples below), though they were almost certainly copied from 
the same exemplar.

We can presume that the scribe of MS2 was more attentive in copying the text, since 
this MS contains fewer scribal errors. (GB scribal errors are on the left and the readings 
from MS2 are on the right). 2:6 c-hTBOpHx^ [ B ] K^REAM - B om.; 2:12 mme sctx - cB-kr; 3:9 
M^OAi'e - M^OBMAhe; 3:21 AOM£ - A^y; 7:14 ^AOBOK* - T,A COBOK>. In addition certain 
corrections have been carried out in MS2. These are the erasure of T,A in the participle 
^»BHBAK>i|jaA in 4:1; the change of the infinitive ^pi™ - ioO opccv (the reading in all 

manuscripts) into the noun ^p-knHa in 1:8 (not supported by Greek). I have already 
mentioned the case of 9:9 on page 73, where it was said that the scribe of GB placed the 
reading B X^KBOTC TsoeMb in the main text and the reading B cn-kc-k TBoeMb in the margin; 
while in MS2 and group 3 the latter is placed in the main text. My conclusion was that 
MS2 was not a direct copy of GB, but that both manuscripts draw on group 3.

However, it is not possible to say whether these corrections were introduced 
piecemeal by a scribe, or a redactor at the time of copying the manuscript or at some later
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date. For MS2 has been corrected: while all the manuscripts display in 3:18 the corrupt 

reading ran* paa B-L, in MS2 it is crossed out. The question then follows whether the scribe 

of MS2 crossed out this reading of his own volition or referred to some manuscripts 

where it was already crossed out. The same applies to 3:19 where the second TAKO is 

crossed out in MS2 and 4:11 where B TOPO is crossed out in MS2. In 7:2 He^e written in 

small letters is added to AH in MS2 to form He^eAM versus AH or HAH in other manuscripts.

The case of 12:6 HCKpgwHT CA with the inserted p vs. HCK£UJHT CA in all the other 

manuscripts makes it even more problematic. If the scribe of MS2 had not checked this 

particular reading against some other Cyrillic manuscript (I have examined all the 

manuscripts and the reading MCKpSiiiHT CA does not occur in them), where would he have 

found the correct reading without referring to the Greek? Thus the readings in MS2 might 

represent a later revision of the text by an editor intent on correcting that text. This 

certainly cannot be ruled out, especially since editorial improvements were often made 

by scribes and there are clear examples of such editorial work in our manuscripts. I 

would argue that some readings in MS2 might be a result of correction by some later 

hand, and thus will not prevent me from choosing GB as the basis for the edition. 75

The choice of GB is based on the pragmatic grounds that it offers as complete a 

text as is available to us. The textual evidence in chapter 1 shows that there is no such 

thing as codex optimus in the circumstances; instead GB presents us with a tradition 

which is a compilation of the two branches. I am publishing GB not as a codex optimus, 

but rather to restore its cultural and historical importance, for without doubt, GB is most 

interesting precisely because of its cultural importance.

Although the majority of the manuscripts are contemporaneous with GB, dating from 

the second half of the 15th century, GB alone can be placed more securely within a 

historical and cultural context. The provenance of some of the manuscripts containing 

Ecclesiastes is not known, so that not much can be said about their background. The 

provenance of GB furnishes greater information on the history of the manuscript than the 

provenances of other manuscripts. GB is in a way a 'definitive' text, significant for the

75 Minimal reconstruction at a lower level of stage K (the putative antigraph) of GB and MS2 is possible, its 
purpose would be to remove some trivial mistakes (in GB) which are of little or no interest to the reader. 
However, my argument against this is that some of the 'better' readings in MS2 may in fact be secondary

corrections.
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history of the Church Slavonic Bible, because it formed the basis for all subsequent 

revisions. The manuscript MS2 was a more careful copy of the text but it has not been 

copied as often as GB. In view of its importance GB unquestionably merits a separate 

edition.

My edition is not diplomatic in a strict sense as represented by a recent edition of 

Josephus' 'The History of the Jewish war' produced by Picxadze et al., 2004. In this 

edition the text is reproduced following the layout of the manuscript: line for line, 

ligatures expanded, letter for letter, plus diacrical marks (titlo, paerok, oksija and varija). 

In my edition, on the other side, there is no attempt made to represent exactly the layout 

of the text preserving the number of lines and the amount of words on each line. The 

reason for this is that the manuscript Synodal'nyj 915 is tightly bound and the xerox copy 

of GB available to me is therefore imperfect: the last two letters on each line are not 

clearly legible. While every precaution has been made to reproduce the text exactly, I feel 

that I am in no position to produce the diplomatic transcript of the text unless I examine 

the actual manuscript in its unbound state. Besides I omit the diacritical marks.

It is not my aim to insert superior readings from other manuscripts into the main text 

where it has corruptions. Instead only corrections of the errors which are directly 

traceable to the scribe of manuscript Synodalnyj 915 and not to previous copyists of its 

underlying text are introduced in the edition (see the introductory note to the edition on 

pages 211-212).
The projected edition presents GB as a characteristic text for its time. The critical 

apparatus which I provide is the result of an analysis of the textual tradition and is 

organised in such a way as to show how its text relates to various groups of manuscripts 

which represent different branches of the tradition. In the critical apparatus a reader is 

given the material on the basis of which he can make his own reconstruction if he wishes 

to do so. By using GB for my edition, the textual transmission of the Church Slavonic 

Ecclesiastes can be described in terms of what can happen to a 'controlled' text. By 

making GB central to my discussion, I show where GB fits in the tradition and what the 

relationships reveal about the type of 'control' which the editors of the Gennadian Bible 

exercised.
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The text of Ecclesiastes allows us to demonstrate the editorial process and technique 

of the time. Previously scholarly attention has been focused mainly on those books in GB 

which were translated from Latin. 7 Therefore the publication of Ecclesiastes would 

broaden our understanding of the editorial practice adopted by the compilers of GB when 

working with texts translated from Greek.

76 See, for example, Foster, 1996; Freidhof, 1972; Platonova, 1997; Romodanovskaja, 2001and the recently 
published collection of papers under the title: Biblija ...Moscow, 2001.
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Historical and cultural context in which GB was produced.

Parallels among the Slavs to the cultural trends in Western Europe.

In the 15th century printing of the Gutenberg Bible established a new era of book 

culture. Though the Latin Bible was the most frequently published book,77 bibles in 

vernacular languages also began to appear in print in Western Europe. A similar though 

not identical picture can be found in the Slavonic world. There, an interest in continuous 

and exegetical types of biblical texts became more apparent. Book printing in Slavonic 

languages appeared as early as the 1480s. 78 Among the East Slavs the awakening interest 

in theological enlightenment can be traced in the compilations of biblical books, such as 

the collection of biblical books produced by Ivan Cernyj, the Moscow scribe of the 15 th 

century (MS Undol'skij 1, RSL), and the collection of biblical books compiled in the 

Suprasl'skij monastery by Matfej Desjatyj (MS 24.4.28., BAN). This interest may have 

been connected with the high level of theological awareness among the learned Slav 

clergy, or the adoption of a new liturgical canon, which led to the gradual redundancy of 

lectionary and prophetologium.79

The Gennadian Bible project.

The first complete Bible canon of the Slavonic world was compiled in 1499 by 

Archbishop Gennadij of Novgorod. The original manuscript is kept in the State Historical 

Museum in Moscow (Sinodal'nyj 915). Two more copies of the original manuscript are 

also kept in the same museum. These are Sinodal'nyj 21 and Sinodal'nyj 30. Both copies 

are dated from the 16th century. Whilst it is not known exactly when the work on the 

project started,80 its completion date is mentioned in the colophon.81 The work on the

77 See Jensen, 2003.
78 The first Glagolitic book was printed in 1483, the Czech Bible in 1488.
79 Though Alekseev (1999:199) does not specify which liturgical canon, it is likely that he has in mind the 
Jerusalem canon.
80 The approximate date when the work on the project started is known from the colophon in MS 802/694 
from the Solovki Monastery which contains the passages of Jeremiah and Ezekiel translated from the 
Vulgate. This indirect evidence points to 1492. See Thomson, 2002:32, footnote 15.
81 See the colophon in MS 915 from GIM in Gorskij and Nevostruev, 1855:1.
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project was carried out in several stages. Firstly, the compilers had to collect all the 

available translations. 82 Secondly, these were collated with various degrees of 

thoroughness, and several texts were extrapolated from their commentaries. Thirdly, for 

the books that could not be found, new translations were made from Latin. For this 

complete canon the following books were newly translated from Latin: 1-2 Chronicles, 

Ezra, Nehemiah, 1-2 Esdras, Tobit, Judith, the Wisdom of Solomon, 1-2 Maccabees. In 

all probability, the compilers spent most of their time concentrating on these translations. 

They also translated the accompanying commentaries of Nicholas de Lyra in Koberger's 

edition of the Vulgate and prefaces from Kessler's Bible. 83 The overall order of books 

and division into chapters was that of the Vulgate.

Translations from Latin for the GB and its implications.

What were the reasons behind the undertaking of a Slavonic translation from a 

Latin Bible and not from the Greek, as had been the tradition since Cyril and Methodius? 

Several explanations have been put forward. One reason given is the lack of evidence for 

the presence of Greek manuscripts in Novgorod at the time and the presumptive low 

general level of knowledge of Greek among the East Slavs. We must remember that in 

the first quarter of the 16th century Maxim the Greek was invited from Athos to translate 

certain texts from Greek. If the case of Maxim the Greek strengthens the assumption that 

no 16th century Russian was capable of translating Greek texts, it also raises the question 

why Gennadij did not send to Athos for a translator.

It seems that this question should be addressed by viewing Gennadij above all as 

a practical man, who used whatever sources he needed to attain his goal. To invite 

somebody from Athos might have been the prerogative of the Grand Prince of Moscow, 

as was, indeed, the case with Maxim the Greek. In the light of the strained relations 

between Gennadij and the Metropolitan and Ivan III, it is hard to imagine that Gennadij 

was even able to contemplate inviting Greek translators from Athos. Therefore, 

Gennadij's use of Latin and German texts to complete his project must be seen in the

82 Thomson, 1998:657.
83 The Western European sources for this project were established by Wimmer, 1975:444-58.
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context of the contemporary situation, and not be presented as evidence of Gennadij's 

affinity to Latins.

Besides, there was no printed edition of the Greek Bible, while a printed version 

of the Vulgate was available to the compilers. 84 The Russian biblical scholar Evseev 

argued, however, that the fact that some books were newly translated from Latin for this 

enterprise by the Croatian monk Veniamin (who may have belonged to the Dominican 

order) 85 suggests that the GB was produced under strong Catholic influence. 86 Evseev 

believed that Veniamin brought with him some Croat Glagolitic breviaries to align the 

Church Slavonic translation with the Vulgate.

By comparing several quotations from Ecclesiastes in the Gennadian Bible with 

the ones found in Croat Glagolitic breviaries, Evseev tried to present the similarities in 

both texts as evidence for the influence of the Croat Glagolitic text on GB. Evseev's view 

of the close similarities between these two texts has to be rejected, however. Firstly, the 

citations are not as similar as Evseev claimed, and secondly, all the existing similarities 

are purely coincidental. 87 What is more important, the GB readings are known within the 

rest of the Cyrillic textual tradition of Ecclesiastes, and therefore need not have been in 

the least influenced by the Croat text.

On Evseev's hypothesis Veniamin arrived in Novgorod armed with a ready-made 

translation of the biblical books in breviaries; the only remaining thing for him to do was 

to transliterate these from Glagolitic into Cyrillic. 88 This suggestion, though, was proved 

to be wrong by Lur'e (1961:68-77) and later Romodanovskaja (2001:278-305), who have 

shown beyond any doubt that the translations from the Latin Bible were made on the 

spot, at the episcopal scriptorium in Novgorod and not earlier, as Evseev had suggested. 

Working copies containing the name of Veniamin and books translated from Latin as a 

preparation for the codex have been preserved, albeit in later manuscripts. In these copies 

after chapter 25 of the book of Jeremiah it is stated that from here on other chapters up to 

chapter 46 are written in another book. We must bear in mind that parts of Prophetic 

books were translated prior to the 15th century from Greek, like Jeremiah. Thus, the later

84 See note 59.
85 Lixacev, 1988:133-35.
86 Evseev, 1914, passim. Cf. also Lur'e, 1961:68-77; Wieczynski, 1972:374-89.
87 Evseev, 1914:22.
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scribes in the 16l century simply copied these draft copies without analysing which 

books were translated from Greek and which from Latin. That Veniamin might arrive in 

Novgorod knowing beforehand which books were already translated seems highly 

unlikely. Veniamin could have brought translations with him, but in parts they would 

have been superfluous, and there is no strong evidence that he did so. Therefore new 

translations had to be done on the spot.

Reasons for compiling a Pandect.

The reasons why Gennadij undertook the compilation of a complete Bible could 

have been various. It has been suggested that Gennadij believed that a complete 

compilation of Scripture would not only increase the proficiency of his clergy, but would 

also facilitate debate with the contemporary heretics and lend the Russian church an air 

of scholarly competence in scriptural studies and the interpretation of Holy Writ. 89

As in 16l century Europe, where the Bible served as a weapon for the 

Reformation, the complete Biblical canon in Russia was compiled against the 

background of Gennadij's struggle with the heretical Judaizers. This observation, made 

in passing by Gorskij and Nevostruev,90 has been seized upon by subsequent scholars as 

the primary motivation.91 In so doing, modern scholars have conflated various reasons for 

the production of GB into one. Thus, the suggestion that the complete biblical canon of 

1499 owed its existence to the fact that the heretics had in their possession the Scriptures 

appears to be an underestimate of Gennadij's aims and accomplishments.

The Judaizers were a group of clergy and laity in Novgorod and Moscow whose ideas 

brought them into confrontation with the Orthodox Church. Judaizers were accused of 

denying Christian dogma, of anti-trinitarianism and iconoclasm. This conflict between 

the heretics and the authorities resulted in the punishment and execution of some of the

88 Evseev, 1914:10-22. 
89 Fedotov, 1960:42.
90 Gorskij and Nevostruev, 1855:VII, and 136-37.
91 The main proponent of such a view was the late Ja. S. Lur'e (1960:193).
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heretics in 1490 and 1504. However, apart from these known facts there is no agreement 

on the nature of the heresy, its affinity to Judaism and its overall importance. 92

Evidence for anti-iudaizer polemic.

During his time as the Archbishop of Novgorod Gennadij was faced with three 

serious troubles: the controversy surrounding the approaching end of the world in the 

year 7000 (1492), the rise of the Judaizers' heresy, and the secularization of church lands. 

In order to deal with these pressing matters Gennadij ordered the translation, production 

and copying of texts needed to support his dogmatic and theological position. Even so, it 

is almost impossible to find direct evidence for the production of the GB as a 

countermeasure to oppose the Judaizers' influences. The few pieces of information that 

have been handed down to us with regard to the Judaizers' involvement in criticism of 

the Biblical texts are hard to interpret, thus leaving the frequently quoted passages from 

Gennadij 's letter to Joasaf, former bishop of Rostov, open to interpretation.

UNO NMN611JN66 >KHAOBA 6p6Ttm6CK06 np6A^NH6 Aph>KATh, flCAAAMd A<*BMA*Bld HAH 

npOpOHLCTBA HCflpeBpAlfJAAH flO TOAMf, KAK MA\ €p€THl^H npeAAAH ~ flKHAA H GuMMA^ H

OeoAOTMON.93 - 'The Jews of today maintain a heretical tradition; they have distorted the 
Psalms of David or the Prophets in accordance with the way that the heretics Aquila, 
Symmachus and Theodotion have handed them down to them'.

I am of the opinion that Gennadij was referring to the heretics of ancient times and, 

perhaps, thinking also of the contemporary Jews. Although some Church Slavonic 

translations of Greek exegesis contain references to Aquila, Symmachus and Theodotion, 

from these references it does not necessarily follow that in 15th century Russia, where 

knowledge of Greek was at best meagre, there were people capable of such expertise in 

matters of biblical textual criticism. At any rate Gennadij's statement is not sufficient to

92 The question of Judaizers and the heresy is beyond the scope of the present study. The literature on 
Judaizers is substantial. To list but a few: Klibanov, 1960; Lur'e, 1960; Hosch, 1975; Howlett, 1976; 
Seebohm, 1977; Taube, 1996. For recent publications on the subject see the bibliography in Peresvetoff- 
Morath (2002). For primary sources see Kazakova, Lur'e, 1955. For a concise account in English of the 
genesis and spread of the Judaizers heresy see Fennell, 1961:324-33. For the diffusion of the terms 
'judaizing', and 'judaistically philosophising' in the Byzantine antiheretical literature see Pliguzov, 
1992:270; Howlett, 1993:64. I am grateful to Professor Taube for sending me his article on 'The Fifteenth- 
Century Ruthenian Translations from Hebrew and the Heresy of the Judaizers: Is there a Connection?'.
93 Kazakova, Lur'e, 1955:410.
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establish a clear link between the Judaizers' heresy and Gennadij's desire to compile a 

Pandect. 94

A second quotation concerns the well-known list of books which 'y epei-HKOB BCC ecrb'. In 

the same letter to Joasaf Gennadij mentioned several biblical books in possession of the 

heretics and asked whether they might have these in the monastery.

AA €CTb AM Y BAC B KnpMAOBe, HAH B tpApO^OHTOBC, MAM HA KAMCHHOM, KHMrMI CCAHBeCTp HAHA

PHA/VCKM, AA fl4>AHACeM flAeKCANApeMCKw, A* CAOBO KO^MW npo^BnrepA HA HOBOiaBAbWYiocia epecb
HA BOnfAXMAlO, AA IIOCAAHMe CpOTBia RATpHApXA KO KHIA2;K> BopHCy EOArApbCKOA\Y, AA 

IlpOpOMbCTBA, AA EldTMia, AA IjApbCTBA, AA OpHTMH, AA MeHAHAp, AA Hc^C CMpAXOB, AA AOPMKA,

AA AeoNMcen flpenAPMT? ^AHC «6 TC KHHPM y epeTMKOB see ecTb. 95

The books mentioned by Gennadij are not heretical, the list contains biblical books (the 

Prophets, Genesis, Kings, Proverbs and Ecclesiasticus) and some theological works 

(Sylvester - Pope of Rome, Athanasios of Alexandria, the Discourse against the Recent 

Heresy, Bogomilism by Presbyter Kozma, the Epistle of Patriarch Photios to Boris, 

Prince of Bulgaria, Dionysios, the Areopagite and sayings of a playwright Menander and 

the book Logic. It is not obvious whether Gennadij wanted to obtain copies for himself or 

to send them to Joasaf, and thus we cannot draw conclusions about his intentions on 

compiling the codex on the basis of these quotations alone.

Alternative explanations of GB.

Evseev was the first scholar who put forward an alternative explanation for the 

production of GB as the result of pressure from the Catholic Church, which has been 

mentioned above.96 In recent years Romodanovskaja 97 has studied the dissemination of 

Cyrillic manuscripts containing the texts newly translated from Latin and concludes that 

the main goal of the Gennadian circle was the creation of a glossed biblical text. She

94 Whilst interpreting Gennadij's words I tend to favour the opinion of Lur'e (1984:155) who thought that 
this particular quotation had nothing whatsoever to do with the Novgorod heresy of the late 15th century in 
preference to that of Thomson (2002:32) for whom 'it is clear that the project to compile a Pandect was 
undertaken as part of the efforts to counter Judaizer influence'.
95 Kazakova, Lur'e, 1955:409.
96 Evseev (1916:14) accused Gennadij not only of surrounding himself with an unhealthy Catholic 
atmosphere but also of allowing himself to be influenced by it.
97 Romodanovskaja, 2001: 278-305.
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rejects the possibilities that GB was the result of a desire to combat the heresy of 

Judaizers, or of pressure from a Catholic Church.

My work proceeds from a similar understanding of the history of GB. In my view, 

the main goal of Gennadij's circle was to produce a complete Biblical canon and to 

resolve the canon question. What did the redactors of GB know about the canon of the 

OT biblical books? Since this codex was, in fact, the first complete collection of biblical 

books among the Orthodox Slavs, the redactors were faced with the challenge of 

determining the canon of both the Old and New Testaments. This was an immensely 

complicated undertaking considering the quantity of manuscripts, claiming biblical 

status, that existed in Church Slavonic manuscript tradition by the end of the 15 th century. 

For example, in the compilation of biblical books produced by Matfej Desjatyj, the 

sayings of Menander were included among other biblical texts. Gennadij's choice of a 

canon was followed by all Church Slavonic Bibles to be produced in Russia for the next 

five hundred years. The fact that the Ostrog Bible of 1581, Moscow Bible of 1663, 

Elizabeth Bible of 1751, all follow the canon of the Gennadian Bible testifies to the 

importance of the latter for the Russian culture.

The compilers of the first codex of Biblical books, headed by Gennadij, must 

have had a variety of sources at their disposal to determine the composition of the codex 

in general, and the Old Testament in particular. By the end of the 15th century there were 

in circulation nine indexes in Church Slavonic translation of the Old Testament books. 

The majority of these indexes were included in the Kormcaja kniga 'Collection of canon 

laws'.
As noted by Foster, the Old Testament of the 1499 Bible does not correspond to 

any single Graeco-Byzantine index of books from the nine lists known to exist in the 

Slavonic translation by the end of the 15th century. It has often been maintained that the 

compilers of GB based their index on the Latin Vulgate. This does not mean, however, 

that the canon of GB was 'Latin' or 'Roman Catholic'. Foster comments that the canon 

of the OT books of GB, like the Vulgate, preserves an older canon, based on the 

Alexandrian tradition. He concludes that this canon could have been derived, not from a
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single index, known in Slavonic translation, but from a compilation of several of the
98indexes.

We should remember that the word biblija - 'sacra scriptura' is first encountered 
in Church Slavonic lettering in the colophon of the Bible. So only with GB the word 
biblija entered the Russian lexicon. The indexes contained the words 'canon' and 
'canonical' which might or might not be equal to the Bible. While the Bible contained all 
of the texts useful to the Christian reader, the canon was limited to those texts on which 
dogma and church law can be based. Until the end of the 15th century the Bible played no 
important role in Russia. All prior discussion of the canon was theoretical in nature as the 
complete Church Slavonic Bible in one volume did not exist. In 1499 the Slavonic canon 
was moved from theory to practice, for Gennadij presented his canon not in the form of a 
list or index but in a form of the first complete Bible.

It cannot be ruled out, of course, that, under more propitious circumstances, GB 
might have appeared in print." Gennadij was an ambitious and learned man who was not 
unaware of what was happening in the West; and Novgorod was not an isolated city 
completely closed to foreign ideas. 100 The production of a translation that could be 
printed was entirely consonant with the prevailing intellectual trends from the Iberian 
Peninsula to the German speaking lands of Central Europe.

Position of Ecclesiastes.

That the text of Ecclesiastes was of lesser importance in ecclesiastical debates is 
indicated by the absence of any marginal comments in manuscript Undol'skij 1 I01 by 
Ivan Cernyj, who made some glosses and corrections in the manuscripts containing other

98 Foster, 1996:81.
99 It is known that the printer Bartolomeus Gotan from Liibeck was welcomed at the time at Gennadij's 
palace. See Miller, 1978:395-412.
100 'The Latin atmosphere' in Novgorod can be explained through its long established tradition of links 
with Hanse and the presence of many foreigners. On the existence of foreign yards and the Catholic church 
in Novgorod at the time see Rybina (1986). Interesting observations on the Latin texts on birch bark in 
Novgorod dating to the 15th century can be found in Picchio (1979-80:650-1).
101 MS Und.l was copied by several scribes. Unfortunately, I cannot say whether the text of Ecclesiastes 
was written by Ivan himself or somebody else.
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OT books. 102 At the same time several slips of the pen may show less diligence in 

handling this text. It may simply follow that at the time there existed no other copy of 

Ecclesiastes for Ivan Cernyj to compare it with. 103

With the text of Ecclesiastes it looks as if there was a limited number of copies 

circulating in the same Moscow-Novgorodian milieu which came from the same source 

(with the lacuna and interpolation). Ivan Cernyj most probably did not have access to the 

copies of the plain text as Matfej Desjatyj or the compilers of GB did. 104 The manuscript 

Undol'skij 1 was the most complete collection of the OT books at the time before GB as 

it contained all the biblical books with the exception of those translated from Latin. It is 

not known on whose orders manuscript Undol'skij 1 was copied, but we know from the 

colophon of another book, the so-called Ellinskij letopisec, that it was copied by Ivan 

Cernyj in 1485 on the order of the Grand Prince Ivan. Based on this example, one might 

conjecture that that in all probability manuscript Undol'skij 1 was also intended for the 

same high Moscow circles.

Attention should be drawn to the position of Ecclesiastes in the Gennadian Bible. It 

was not translated from Latin or specifically for GB. It was copied instead from an 

existing manuscript. It seems most likely that the copy used by the compilers contained 

the interpolation and the lacuna. As a result of our investigation it has been established 

that in the compilers' exemplar the text of Ecclesiastes preserved the interpolation 

containing biblical verses with comments. Textual evidence suggests that the compilers 

were responsible for removing comments on Ecclesiastes in the interpolation whilst 

leaving intact the biblical verses.

102 His glosses are published in Kazakova, Lur'e, 1955: 280-285-99. See also Klibanov, 1960: 41-56 and 
238-43 and Kloss, 1971:61-72. v
103 Apparently the scribe Ivan Cernyj was a member of the Moscow circle of the judaizing heretics whose 
chief was Fedor Kuricyn. According to modern scholarship (Thomson, 1998:651-2) the Judaizers were the 
first Slavs who revealed an interest in textual criticism of the Church Slavonic translations of the Old 
Testament and who initiated the removal of the Biblical texts from their Christian commentaries. His 
opinion is, perhaps, too categorical. We know about a certain Gabriel of Hilandar (Thomson, 1998:763). 
He is, however, different from Ivan Cernyj, who was supposedly only a scribe and not a translator. Gabriel 
is thought to have translated a catena on Job, and, perhaps also the one on Samuel and Kings, revising the 
biblical texts in the process of translation. Similar revisions for commentated versions were undertaken in 
10th century Bulgaria.
104 With regard to the other OT books, namely, the Song of Songs and the Prophets Thomson (1998:657) 
alludes to the discrepancies between the texts available to the Judaizers and the compilers of GB.
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There may be different explanations for this fact. Firstly, the editorial job was not 

completed very thoroughly. Secondly, the compilers might have felt that the biblical 

verses were more important than the commentary, and left these on purpose. They clearly 

collated their text with another copy to fill the lacuna. At the same time no examples can 

be found to show that the editors used the text of the Vulgate for correction of errors in 

their copy. But there is a slight possibility that at least once in 7:5 they may have checked 

against the Greek. It must be said, though, that if we take into account the lack of 

evidence for the presence of Greek manuscripts at that time in Novgorod, such 

verification remains highly questionable.
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Chapter 2.

The catena on Ecclesiastes in the Church Slavonic translation.

Fragments of Church Slavonic translations of a catena on Ecclesiastes have survived 

in various florilegia. The study of the catena is important because it is not known whether 

the plain text of Ecclesiastes originated independently or was generated from the 

commentated version. In the Church Slavonic tradition there were precedents for the 

generation of plain biblical texts from the commentated ones. 1 Examination of the extant 

fragments of Ecclesiastes included in various compilations may shed light on whether 

these fragments might once have been parts of a whole catena. The largest number of 

biblical verses with commentary, 56 in total, can be found in the MS Undol'skij 13. The 

description of this MS is given in the previous chapter. The selection of commentated 

passages is as follows: 1:6-7, 1:9-11, 2:14, 2:21, 2:24-26, 3:15-21, 4:4-6, 4:9-17, 5:2, 5:5, 

5:9-10, 5:18-19, 6:7-9, 7:1-6, 7:8, 7:11, 7:14-22.

In addition to this fragmentary catena, several East Slavonic manuscripts with the 

continuous text contain an interpolation of 38 verses accompanied by commentary in the 

middle of 1:12. As was already discussed in the previous chapter, the Gennadian Bible 

retains this interpolation whilst omitting the commentary.

Three florilegia containing a selection of biblical passages from Ecclesiastes are known 

to me at present. These are:

1. Izbornik, beginning of the 13 th century, parchment, No Q.p.1.18, RNL (2:14, 4:12, 

7:4, 10:l-2) 2
2. Sbornik, 16th century, paper, Kirillo-Belozerskij collection, No 43/1120, RNL (10:7, 

3:5, 2:14-the actual verse is missing, 4:6, 4:9, 5:5)

3. Meleckij sbornik, 16th century, paper, Mel.m./p.l 19, CBAN, Kiev (the selection starts 

from 10:1) 3

1 Cf. Alekseev, 1999: 37; Thomson, 1998: 794, footnote 914.
2 The text was published by Wajrobska, 1987.
3 1 have seen Sbornik from the Kirillo-Belozerskij collection; the Meleckij sbornik at present is unavailable
to me but in the future I hope to familiarise myself with it.
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In this chapter 1 summarise what is known about catenae in Greek and Church 

Slavonic. I compare the commentated version with the relevant passages from the 

continuous text and the interpolation. In so doing, I am looking for any possible textual 

dependency between the continuous, interpolated, and commentated texts. Such an 

analysis raises a number of significant questions, the answers to which may however 

prove unattainable due to a lack of sufficient evidence. Among these questions are the 

following: did the text of Undol'skij 13 ever exist in a more complete form or in its 

entirety? What is the relationship between the commentated text of Undol'skij 13 and the 

continuous text? What is the relationship between the continuous and the interpolated 

text? What is the relationship between Undol'skij 13 and the interpolated text? What is 

the relationship between any of these and the fragments in the florilegia? Did the 

continuous text emerge independently, or was it generated from the commentated 

version? Which version came first: continuous, commentated or interpolated?

It can be argued that EccP could have been generated from a fuller version of EccC 

(Und.13), since there are other examples where the biblical text has been extrapolated 

from the commentaries. The Song of Songs and the prophetic books seemingly underwent 

such transformations, apparently made by the Judaizers (Thomson 1998:651-2). Around 

the same period the texts of Job, Isaiah, the Song of Songs, Daniel were extrapolated by 

the editors of the GB who for some reason or other did not use the earlier extrapolations 

of the Judaizers (Thomson 1998:657).

If it is at least possible that EccC and EccP arose from the same Church Slavonic 

translation, then it is useful to explore the relationship between them by comparing the 

text in Und.13 with a manuscript from the group which contains the continuous text of 

Ecclesiastes. Should it be determined that EccC and EccP do share a common source, the 

reconstruction of part of this source might be feasible.

As yet it is not known whether the commentated and interpolated texts go back to the 

same Church Slavonic archetype or represent independent translations. The question of

4 For ease of reference in this study I shall call the continuous text of Ecclesiastes - EccP (Ecclesiastes, 
plain text), the commentated text of Ecclesiastes - EccC = Und.13 (Ecclesiastes, commentated or 
exegetical text), and the interpolated text of Ecclesiastes - EccI (Ecclesiastes, interpolated or exegetical 
text).
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differentiation between separate translations and separate redactions 5 of a translated 

work continues to be contentious among scholars. 6 Since the Greek prototype which lay 

behind them is also unknown, no conclusions can be reached at present. As the textual 

relations between different versions of the text of Ecclesiastes are not transparent, it is 

methodologically important firstly to separate the biblical passages from the 

commentaries and secondly to examine different types of variants in the texts. 

My aim is to select and classify the existing textual material. I approach my subject in 
two ways:

• I identify parts of the commentary which correspond to the supposed Greek source, 
i.e. the commentary of Olympiodorus.

• I check the divergence of the Church Slavonic biblical verses from the standard 

Greek text of Ecclesiastes in the LXX, using the variant readings from the edition of 
Vetus Testamentum by Holmes and Parsons and Boli.

Thereafter, I outline several possibilities for the textual relationships between the three 
versions. At the end of the chapter these hypotheses are subjected to criticism on general 
historical grounds and in the light of the textual findings of the chapter. The condition 
and paucity of textual material determines the order in which the material is presented 

and examined.
Before discussing the Church Slavonic translation I briefly touch upon the formation 

in the Greek tradition of this type of exegetical text, a genre which was inherited by 

medieval Slavonic literature from Byzantium. Since the Church Slavonic catenary 
translations derived primarily from Greek patristic works, I shall highlight the differences 

and similarities between the Greek and the Church Slavonic versions of catenae.

5 Redactions were the product of revisions of the Church Slavonic translations based on the Greek text. 
Medieval Slavs starting from the 10th century periodically revised liturgical books by collating them with 
the Greek. A redactor can work simultaneously with the old text, transfer some wording from it and revise 
this old text by referring to Greek. Thus redactors changed Slavonic words and grammatical forms which 
did not correspond to the Greek manuscripts available to them.



108 

The catena as a literary form of exegetical literature.

A catena is a collection of excerpts taken from scholia or commentaries by Church 

Fathers on texts from the Bible. 7 Usually these excerpts are preceded by the names of 

their authors. This method of exegesis appears around the beginning of the 6th century 

when production of the original commentaries by the Church Fathers was in decline. In 

this transitional period new commentaries on the OT were no longer being written but the 

old existing commentaries were reworked and turned into catenae. Procopius of Gaza (t 

530) is assumed to be the first to have started such compilations (Wilson 1983:32-3). As 

different texts were blended together they became known under the name of their catenist 

with the result that they are attributed to their compilers.

The problem of attribution was equally difficult for the Byzantine and Slavonic 

scribes because the commentaries were drawn from various sources. Sometimes the 

names of the authors were put in the margins, which could lead to confusion and the 

eventual loss of the names during the process of subsequent copying. In this case they 

were indicated by aAA.oc;, which is translated as HHT^.

Greek catena vs. Slavonic catena.

The first difference between Greek and Slavonic catenae lies in the fact that the 

biblical text in the Greek catena remained practically the same, and commentaries could 

only be added to it. In the Church Slavonic tradition, however, the commentaries were 

not copied, but translated instead. Therefore the translator was presented with several 

possibilities. Firstly, he could translate the commentaries and add these to the already 

existing biblical text, secondly, he could translate the biblical text afresh together with the 

commentaries, and thirdly, he could make some changes and corrections in the existing 

Church Slavonic translation of the biblical text.

6 Cf. Lunt, 1985:279-318.
7 For general \vorks on the catenae I consulted Devreesse (1928:1084-164). who in turn draws largely on
work of Faulhaber (1909:383-95). and Dorival (1985:209-26); for a survey of the subject see also Marcos
(2000:287-301).
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The second difference lies in the arrangement of the page in the Greek and Slavonic 

Cyrillic manuscripts. In Byzantine manuscripts one may find various arrangements of 

catenae: the biblical text, ranging from a few words to several verses, could be written in 

the centre with the extracts from Church Fathers in the margins; or the biblical passages 

and corresponding commentaries could be written in two parallel columns.

It has been argued (Marcos 2000: 291-2), however, that the first catenae followed the 

example of biblical commentaries from the 3 rd to 5 th centuries, which were used as a 

model for the page layout. In other words, the original layout for the first Byzantine 

catenae consisted of writing the biblical verse, then the extracts from the Fathers relating 

to that verse, after this the subsequent passage, followed by its relevant commentary and 

so on. From the II 1 century, the catenae turn to the alternating pattern of commentary 

again as a model for the page layout.

The page layout in the Cyrillic manuscripts did not have a marginal structure, but 

usually followed the arrangement of the so-called catena alternata. 8 In this the biblical 

text was usually written in red ink, and the lemma TOAKT* and the name of the exegete, the 

author of the commentary, preceded the commentary. The order of comments on the 

relevant verses could vary from manuscript to manuscript. A possible reason for this is 

that in the Greek manuscripts commentaries were placed in the margins; in the copying 

process, the commentaries were transferred to the text itself and as a result mismatches 

could occur. In the Slavonic manuscript tradition discrepancy between the sequence of 

comments on relevant biblical passages is fairly common. There could also be some 

omissions in the biblical texts themselves, because verses that did not have commentary 

could be left out.

Sources for the Church Slavonic catena.

It is not possible at the moment to indicate the direct Greek source for our Church 

Slavonic catena. It has been suggested that the commentary of Olympiodorus of 

Alexandria on Ecclesiastes might have served as one of the sources for the Church 

Slavonic translation (Alekseev 1988:186). Very little is known about Olympiodorus

Term used by Labate (1979: 333).
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himself. He was supposedly ordained by 505 -515, so he might have been born between 

470-490. At the end of the Commentary to Job it is stated that Olympiodorus wrote a 

commentary on Ecclesiastes on the commission of John and Julian, respected men of the 

6lh century. He was considered an important author for hundreds of years: Anastasius of 

Sinai called him ^leyac 4uA6oo4)o<;, probably mistaking him for another neoplatonist 

philosopher by the name of Olympiodorus (Kazdan and Talbot 1991,111:1524). 9

The following Church Slavonic commentated passages are translated from the 

commentary of Olympiodorus on Ecclesiastes which was published by Migne in 

Patrologia Graeca, vol. 93. These are 2:14 PG 500D; 4:6 PG 528 CD; 4:9 PG 530C-D; 

5:5 PG 541A; 7:2 PG 560D; 7:3 PG 560D; 7:4 PG 561B; 7:5 PG 561C; 7:6 PG 561C; 

7:16-17 PG 568C-D; 7:18 PG 569A; 7:21-22 PG 569 D; 8:4 PG 576A; 8:8 PG 577C; 

10:1 PG 596A; 10:2 596 B; 10:3 596B; 10:4 PG 596C; 10:5-6 PG 597 A-B; 12:5 PG 617 

B-C. Migne's edition of the commentary is based on two manuscripts from Paris, 

Bibliotheque Nationale de France Gr. 174 and Gr. 175. Migne may have been unaware of 

the manuscripts 733 and 734 from the Marcianus library in Venice which contain the 

longer version of Olympiodorus' commentary. Comparison of the microfilms of these 

manuscripts kept in Gottingen in the Septuaginta-Unternehmen with the Church Slavonic 

translation revealed 5 more comments based on Olympiodorus. These are 7:2 (MS 734 f. 

42r), 7:15 (MS 733, f. 93B), 7:22 (MS 733, f. 94B), 10:7 (MS 733, f. 102B), 10:17 (MS 

733, f. 104B). 10

In some later manuscripts one can see an increase in scholia written by 

Olympiodorus. His importance as an author at a later time can be inferred from the layout 

of his commentary on Ecclesiastes in the Marcianus Gr.22 manuscript from the library in 

Venice: Olympiodorus' text is in the middle while the catena compiled by Procopius is in 

the margins (Leanza 1977:551).

Apart from Olympiodorus' commentary several Greek catenae on Ecclesiastes are 

known to scholars at present: Catena Procopii, Catena Polychronii, Catena Barberiniana,

9 Two Church Slavonic translations of Olympiodorus' catena on Job are known in the Slavonic literary 
tradition, the earliest Cyrillic manuscript dating to 1394 (Thomson 1998:793). The second translation, 
known in three extant Bulgarian manuscripts, was made by the monk Gabriel on Mount Athos at the 
beginning of the fifteenth century (Alekseev 1999:36). The source for the latter translation was the catena 
of Niketas of Herakleia based in turn on the commentary of Olympiodorus.



Catena Trium Patrum, Catena Athonensis, Catena Hauniensis. " Until recently the only 

person who had studied the commentaries on Ecclesiastes was M. Faulhaber. who 

compared Olympiodorus' commentary with the Catena of Procopius and Polychronius 

(Faulhaber 1902). The recent publications by Labate (1979:333-39) and Leanza 

(1977:545-52) have returned to this subject.

Faulhaber thought that the three Greek catenae on Ecclesiastes of Olympiodorus, 

Prokopios and Polychronius were related to each other in some way. He says that all the 

catenae with the exception of Trium Patrum derive from the original and complete 

Catena of Procopius. Labate (1992, XXXVI-VIII) however, argues that Faulhaber's view 

is no longer acceptable. He points out that in the 6th century three catenae (the 

Commentary of Olympiodorus, Catena of Procopius and finally Catena Hauniensis) 

already existed. Labate agrees with Faulhaber that these three catenae are closely related 

to each other. He supposes that this is because they were written at the same time. In his 

opinion, all the other catenae, including Catena Barberiniana, are more recent. Faulhaber 

had already suggested that Catena Barberiniana depends on the Commentary of 

Olympiodorus with which it shares many similarities, especially starting from chapter 7 

till the end.

Agreeing with him, Labate points out that the Commentary of Olympiodorus appears 

to be older because on f. 72r of Catena Barberiniana the lemma OA.i>fiTTio6<jopou can be 

read. So, Labate and Faulhaber believe that Catena Barberiniana depends on 

Olympiodorus. Leanza, however, does not agree with this idea. Leanza points out that in 

Catena Barberiniana the names of the authors are given, while in Olympiodorus they are 

not present. He suggests that the similarities between these two (Catena Barberiniana and 

Olympiodorus) either depend on Procopius, or that Olympiodorus depends on Catena 

Barberiniana (Leanza 1977: 550). Besides this, there is no agreement about the nature of 

Olympiodorus' commentary on Ecclesiastes; while some scholars consider it to be a 

commentary, others regard it as a catena.

10 Theodora Boli under the supervision of Dieter Hagedorn of Heidelberg university prepared the new
critical edition of the Olympiodorus Commentary on Ecclesiastes.
'' CPG. vol. 4
12 The reason for this disagreement lies in the fact that Olympiodorus used the works of early authors
without naming them. There are frequent uses of the lemma aAAo<; in his commentary, and the difficulty
here is that it is impossible to say that they are direct borrowings, because none of them have been pinned
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In addition the short collection of scholia found in codex Hierosolymitani Tdcfjou 370 

also depends on Catena Polychronius. There are differences between Polychronius and 

Olympiodorus in word order, and in the amount of exegesis. The Polychronius Catena is 

shorter (and Faulhaber calls it "mechanische Auszugscatene') but at the same time it has 

some additional material which does not derive from the Olympiodoros Catena. 

Scholarship suggests that Olympiodorus served as one of the sources for the Catena 

Polychronius.

It is possible to see Catena Polychronii and Catena Barberiniana as probable sources 

for the Church Slavonic translation since they contain a number of loci communes with 

Olympiodorus. However, at present it is hard for me to come to any conclusions and 

draw parallels between the Church Slavonic translation and its untraced Greek source 

since we still do not have critical editions of all the catenae on Ecclesiastes. 14

Greek and Slavonic florilegia.

Excerpts from a catena on Ecclesiastes are found in various Slavonic florilegia in the 

form of questions and answers. The genre of aporiai or erotapokriseis was rooted in the 

Hellenistic tradition of glossa and scholia, and played an important part in Byzantine 

exegesis (Marcos 2000:275). Treating a topic by means of a series of questions and

down as direct quotations. Hagedorn and Hagedorn do not think of the Olympiodorus commentary as a 
catena, however, postulating that a sequence of quotations and the use of someone's arguments do not turn 
a commentary into a catena. They do not specify, however, the criteria that distinguish a catena from a 
commentary (Hagedorn and Hagedorn 1984: XXXIX-XL).
13 The Catena Barberiniana is a double palimpsest containing the commentaries on the Song of Songs and 
Ecclesiastes. An additional intriguing point is that it contains fragments of the Church Slavonic translation 
of the Oktoix in the Serbian recension. Slavists have known Catena Barberiniana for some time, see Lavrov 
(1914:173), Lunt (1958:196), Dzurova (1985:179-82). The most recent publication is by Totomanova 
(1996: 26-40), who published the fragments of the Church Slavonic Oktoix-Paraklitik. 
The Catena Barberiniana is of special interest to me since it contains a number of anonymous comments on 
passages that are also commented on in the Church Slavonic translation. The existence of these passages 
was revealed by Labate, who does not give a transcript but lists the folia on which they occur. I was 
prompted to look at the microfilm of the Catena Barberiniana in order to find out whether these passages 
bear any resemblance to the corresponding passages in the Church Slavonic translation. A brief preliminary 
examination of the microfilm of the Catena Barberiniana during my recent research trip to Gottingen did 
not reveal any parallels with the Church Slavonic catena, but further investigation will be needed.

The Italian scholars of the so-called Messina group are working at present on a critical edition, and so far 
Leanza has only published the fragments of the Procopius catena and Labate has published Catena 
Hauniensis. When more critical editions are printed, they may help to elucidate the possible source for the 
Church Slavonic translation.



answers, it was particularly suited to biblical exegesis as many passages in the OT posed 

problems of inconsistency and contradictions. Theodoret of Cyrrhus was famous as the 

author of such works, his Questions on the Octateuch being an example. This work was 

translated into Church Slavonic (Slavova 2000:8).

Put together around the 5 th century, numerous Byzantine collections of excerpts or 

testimonies of ancient patristic writers, most often of an edifying nature, arose out of a 

need for teaching or for polemics associated with various schools of thought. Being 

subject to further reworking, these collections would be extended with new articles when 

new issues caught the attention of theologians. Some collections appear to have enjoyed a 

wide circulation, the custom of the prescribed monastic readings being one of the reasons 

underlying this. For historians these collections present a dual interest: firstly, they 

frequently preserve important fragments of lost works; secondly, these compilations 

allow us to establish the average level and scope of historic and dogmatic knowledge in a 

certain epoch. They tell us more about the readers than about the writers.

Medieval Slavs were familiar with this type of exegesis. Several works, such as the 

Pandects ofAntioch, Questions and Answers of Anastasius of Sinai, etc. are known in the 

early Church Slavonic translations. The elementary unit composed of question and 

answer could be easily added to or taken out of florilegia. This factor has caused a certain 

instability and fluidity of the erotapokriseis texts included in florilegia. This is important 

for my investigation, since it is only by examination of the fragments of the catena on 

Ecclesiastes that we can shed some light on the question whether a complete translation 

of the catena ever existed. 15

The first step is to look at the fragments of the catena on Ecclesiastes that are present 

in the oldest surviving manuscript. Based on the commentary of Olympiodorus, they are 

included in the Izbornik of the 13 th century, an exegetic florilegium, compiled from 

Slavonic sources, almost all of Old Bulgarian provenance. 16 Since Helena Wattobska has 

transcribed this text, I shall use the text in her transcription, introducing where 

appropriate slight changes in word division.

15 At the moment not all the fragments of the catena are available to me, therefore I intend to return to this 
question in the future.
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Comparison of fragments of the catena.

The same passages with commentaries that are preserved in the Izbornik are present 

also in Und.13 and EccI, therefore it is interesting to compare these. In the case of the 

Izbornik and Undol'skij 13, only one copy of the text has survived: consequently, it is 

hard and often impossible to judge what belongs to the text itself and what was on 

occasion introduced by a scribe either unconsciously or deliberately. 

I quote the Church Slavonic text from the Izbornik, giving variant readings from Und.13 

and EccI. For EccI here and elsewhere I use variant readings from Pg.l. If there are 

further divergences within the EccI version, I quote separate MSS.

Verses for which we have parallels in all three MSS. 1?

II III IV2:14 AAOYAPOAAOY OMH BT» FAAB-R BCTA A Be^oYMkNiiiH at TbAvk \OAMTh. (Izb.) 
T. FAABA B^iiue Bcero T^AA ecrt. NO^-fe «e NH^KO m* ^BAAAM npnKACA&TA CA. T^AM^S
I6PAA BA A KA OY<V\Ti H C TTi EOYAGTb. BTiHUNH^Ti CAAATpAlGTIi. A N8 HJK6 HA ^BAAAH. TAKOBtlM 

Bli PAAB't OHM MAAATh. \Gr&A K6 AH W ^eAANT^IXTi nOMTilCATi HAAATh. Bli NOrC»Y HAAATh OHH KTi

T. B7 r<\ARA UpKBH 

BTi TAAB-k OHM MAAATh. 

HAA'hlH BAAKO- »6«6 6CTt

. K N6HK8 \OAHTh. H ONTi. A p6KY

OA\pAM8NA

(Und.13)
TOA.

OY^T* WHHAAA NApHl^A6T1i H BO rAB"k 8PO

BO TAAB^k FlpeEWBdeTTi CHp-feHb BUCnpb

BtdCnph A N6 HBC)

A 6PAA W ^6AANUX npHABKHTTi TOPAA EUBA6T

(EccI)
TOAKt.

TOAOBOIO WMHCTHTK TOPAA BTiicnpt A SPAA w

16 Wattobska. 1987:ii.
17 Verse 2:14 is on f.174 with the title a ce eKAHCHAc-n,. The verses 7:4. 10:1-2 with comments are on ff.152- 
153 with the title OTT, SKMICHACTA CT> eKHCMceNhMh. Short quotations 4:12 and 11:2 are discussed in chapter 3. 
18 Here and afterwards the variant readings are given in the footnotes.' MApVo Und.13. EccI. " om. Und.13.

"'EccI. om. Und.13. EccI. IV pr. Und.13. EccI.
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With regard to the biblical passage we can see that differences in the use of cases unite 

EccI and Und.13 against the Izbornik: there is dative case in the Izbornik and genitive in 

Und.13 and EccI. The absence in the biblical passage of the dual form of the verb 'to be' 

in Und.13 and EccI could be a sign of more literal translation of the Greek text, where the 

auxiliary verb is not present.

The commentary in the Izbornik differs from the ones in Und.13 and EccI: the former 

corresponds to the Greek text of the commentary of Olympiodorus of Alexandria PG 

500D, while the two other commentaries do not have exact parallels in Olympiodorus' 

text. The commentary in EccI is shorter than in Und.13: these are different commentaries 

though they express similar ideas. There is a possibility that they may have been revised 

and shortened by Slavonic editors. 19

7:4 cpAUe <v\\fAp™X'h B AOA\OY nrtA4A - cpAne ' we 11 Be^Y^^'X^ "' B AOMOY nH P* IV - (Izb.) 20
T.
„ i ii „, in iv ,MYAP^IH v<£ nAAMb nowhiwA/Ma raKO w TI^AA . H raKO OYA*Bt ra^6 cA"k npenAAAKTb H
npMAAPAKTh CA. GTilBAKTb C^BO AAA'pATi TAKOBAia TepnA.lJJHAVh EB^YMNTilH V*G TBbpAOK BT.ITM 
VI , VI VII VIII

MbNA B AVHp'R . H NeAOCTOMNAPO CtBOKPO N€ ROMTilllJAAia . NH NA BC^A^Y 1!161* K^H PAl̂
\\ \ XI

HA flHljJK) H HA IlHThK OYHpAKhNAKTb CA . H CAACTH ^NAAA6HAK> CA"t- 6KAHCHACTA
XII XIII XIV , 

C6B6 MHOAWBhUA . AHUe nOAtAAPAia. H KK6 -RCTM H RUTH

KK6 BATO.

The Greek parallel is found in Olympiodorus PG 56 IB.

The reading BeceA'iA in the biblical text itself in Und.13 and EccI corresponds to the 

standard Greek text, where we have ei4pooi>vr|<;, while the reading in Izb. does not. In the 

commentaries there is slight variation in word order, as well as morphological variation. 

The expression w TKAA - GK (J)0opa;c -'from decay' was probably corrupted in a common 

Church Slavonic source for Und.13 and EccI into w KBAA - 'from grief '. All three 

versions share the confusion of tp\)fyr\ -'delight' with Tpocjrn -'food' in NA

19 Compare the opinion of Evseev (1897: 166) on the reduction of comments on the book of Isaiah. He 
thought that Byzantine compilers of the catena did the initial abridgement and a Slavonic translator could 
have taken part in some further modifications.
20 ' H pr. Und.13, EccI, " «e om. Und.13, EccI, m G^ Und.13, IV BeceAY* Und.13, EccI.
21 ' rt\YApT>"« EccI, " «eom. Und.13,'" vC om. Und.13, 1V ^CAA Und.13, EccI. v TisepAt Und.13. 
VI-VI B A\Mpe AANA transp. Und.13, EccI, v" ne om. Und.13, vl " noAAbiiuAeNiA Und.13. EccI, IX HO pr. Und.13, 

X OYnPd?KHAra CA Und.13, EccI, xl ^NdA\eN8eT Und.13. ^NaAAeNdioTh EccI, X" AAHPOAWBAH Und.13, 
X1 " H om. Und.13, EccI, X1V ce «e EccI.



If the variants shared by Und.13 and EccI go back to a common Church Slavonic source, 

then this is important for the interpretation of their textual relationship.

Passages in Izbornik and EccI which do not have a parallel in Und. 13.

10:1 H'ThNO AUAO MOAOCTH.FlAMe CAABTil B6AHK1il

T. [IpOCAABHLlJA CA AANO^M. Bli B6^dKONKH A\NO^k. la^hlKT* B6C npABA'k HOflOpN-k. HK6

. MX6 B'hN'kllJN6K> AAOYApOCThKJ. W COYKThNTil)(Ti TpOYAHBW6 CA. Nt NH

A'kflAe H^B'fecThK. KJK6 NAHHNAia HO Tf^k AAC>YAP*CThlO. BTi T$V BO BTiBTiAHAMi . H
VI VII , 22 

npHKACATH CA KM NAMHNAia . H W G6^C»YA\hra CA4B-R N6 pOA^H .

The Greek parallel is in Olympiodorus PG 596A.

The variant reading st Be^YMbH m EccI has a basis in Greek dcjjpoowri, whereas the 

reading in Izb. apparently has not. The preposition w vs. w can be easily explained on 

paleographical grounds: it is very easy to miss the upper letter T in this ligature.

10:2 cp;vUe AAOYAP^MOY Bli ABCNHUH KPO. cp^Ue we Ee^OYM^^Y B mK>H HH Kr<5 - (Izb.) 
T.

OYA\TI p^Y'^'t™- T6AecnoK BO cpAUe BcerAA HA WAHNOAMI M-fecr-k Ae^MTh BT* 
nepenoNA . T-kM v<e A\YAP^O OYA\T». BCBPAA A-kn^ra H

V VI i VII 24 
H

The Greek parallel is in Olympiodorus PG 596B.

There is no equivalent in the Greek text of the PG for the third instance of the noun 

found in Izb., which in this case might have been inserted by an oversight under the 

influence of MYAP*PO OYAM^. The variation displayed in these texts is usual in the process 

of multiple copying. The translation is very literal, and follows the Greek word for word 

in the passages corresponding to those of Olympiodorus (with the exception of the verb 

in 10:2).

22 ' Be^yMhH EccI. " np*BA-hi EccI, '" M«e Pg.l, Sol., Und.l, TSL 730; 6H«e Rum.204. Sof., IV om. EccI, v
Pg.l. Sol.. Und.l, vl NO EccI. v " 05 EccI.

23 ' A\oy>ro Sol.. " *<e om. Pg. 1, Sol.. TSL 730. Rum.204. Sof.
24 ' H pr. EccI. " nepenoMu Sol.. '" A\YAP<»MY EccI. IV n«XB<»ANdia EccI. v om. EccI, VI om. EccI. 
Pg.l. Sol.. Und.l. TSL 730. HMyijje Rum.204. Sof.
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We recognize that the passages based on Olympiodorus were translated literally, 

however, we cannot say this with certainty about the other comments in 2:14 because 

their possible Greek prototypes are unknown. If the Slavonic compilers used a shortened 

Greek version, that would mean that their sources were different while if they abridged it 

themselves they could have used the same source. Although the amount of material is 

very limited and does not allow much textual comparison, still there is a small overlap of 

15 commentated verses between Und.13 and EccI which are compared below.

Comparison of commentaries between the commentated and interpolated versions.

Verses with commentary that do coincide in one or both texts are listed below; however 

in a few instances there are biblical verses which have comments attached to them that 

are present in one text but not in the other. There is one place (2:14) where the comments 

in Und.13 and EccI diverge significantly. I indicate the divergencies with the * sign.

Und.13 EccI
1.2:14 * * 
2.4:6 +

3.4:9 - +
4.4:10 +
5.5:5 + +
6.7:2 +

7. 7:3

8. 7:4 + +
9. 7:5 + +
10.7:6 + +
11.7:15 + +
12.7:16-17 + +
13.7:18 25 + +
14.7:19-20 + +
15.7:21-22 + +

	+
If one looks at the transcript of EccC and EccI one can observe the coincidence not 

only in content but also in wording. This is why it is unlikely that these versions of the

25 There is an interpolation in 7:18 of Und. 13, a quotation from Skorina's translation (Thomson: 1998, 844. 
footnote 1127).
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commentary result from two independent acts of translation from Greek. If one compares 

the commentary in EccC and EccI, one finds a number of places (5:5. 7:2-3) where 

divergences in wording could be explained as errors or misunderstandings by copyists of 

the EccI tradition and variants in 7:6 seem to be errors in the EccC tradition.

5:5 wEocTp/xeTb HA noxoTh (Und.13) vs. c>Y BklCT PArri* HA nox<>Tk (EccI)

In this case we can find a corresponding passage in the Greek commentary of 

Olympiodorus (see PG 93, 541 A), therefore WGOCTP/XTM corresponds to the Greek 

4p€0i(eiv - 'to provoke, to excite", while OY BUCT PA™ "* nox<>Th means 'to hasten for 

lust'. Such a change in the verb could easily happen during copying within the Church 

Slavonic tradition, especially when both verbs make sense in this collocation.

7:2 roNAijje CM Kept (Und.13) vs. vvroNAijjH (EccI)

This part of the comment is found in the longer version of Olympiodorus" commentary. 

A scribe perhaps did not understand the expression roNAijie cHKept -'distilling fermented 

liquor' with the Greek loanword oiKepct or oiKep going in turn back to a Semitic 

loanword, and cHKepii was consequently dropped and the collocation changed into 

wroNAijjH. The lexeme cHKep-h, cHKepa was known in Church Slavonic translated texts of 

the Gospels Luke 1:15 H BHNA H CHKepa ne H/WATT* RMTH.

7:6 NeNdBHAAijjMM'h (Und.13) vs. NeBHAALUHMii (EccI)

The Greek reading is \ir\ opdknv PG 93, 56 1C (such lapsus calami as in Und. 13 could 

occur during copying).

7:6 pa^AvfceAVh (in the mg. oBpa^feM) (Und.13) vs. oBpA^f6™ (EccI)

26 Our collocation may be an example of one of the earliest usages of the expression meaning 'to distil an 
alcoholic drink", cf. modern Russian THaib BO^KY".
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The verb xapaKTrpiCeiv - 'to designate' is a comparatively late verb in the Greek 

language, used by the Church Fathers. The equivalent oop^er-h in Eccl is an unusual, 

but nevertheless an acceptable translation, whereas the reading in Und.13 is hard to 

explain. Could it be a marginal remark which got into the text? There was obviously a 

correction by an editor of Und.13 against some manuscript of the Eccl type.

7:18 GoiaqjHM CA (Und.13) vs. omission (Eccl).

Likewise one can find in Eccl some evidence of change which could be deliberate (the 

abridged comment in 2:14, sporadic East Slavonicisms, such as POAOBOW in 2:14. There is 

no certainty, however, with regard to the lexical variation in Eccl such as M/we^e-ri^ in 

2:14, MHpoAK>Givi in 7:4 (as in Izbornik), N^wBaeTb in 7:22 simply because it is just as 

likely that Und.13 has changed reading here. These peculiarities in the tradition of Eccl 

suggest that Eccl may be a revised version derived from a fuller text of EccC than is 

known in Und.13. Moreover, the fluidity in a number of comments attached to biblical 

verses might have arisen through selection from a fuller source.

The limited number of biblical passages common to Und.13 and Eccl prevents 

extensive textual comparison. There is, however, a much larger overlap between the 

biblical material in Und.13 and EccP. In the next sections I offer a textual analysis of the 

text of Ecclesiastes in all three versions in order to explore the relationship between them 

and to see whether they share a common source.

Possible influence of commentated texts in EccC and Eccl on their biblical texts.

In the previous section we looked at the comments shared between commentated and 

interpolated versions. Our next step will be the comparison of biblical verses in 

commentated and continuous texts. But before proceeding with this comparison we need 

to analyse the similarity which exists between the biblical text in the commentated 

versions and the commentaries that accompany them. Such similarity suggests without a 

doubt that there has been some interaction between them. One possibility might be the
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influence of commentary texts in Ecci and EccC on the wording in the biblical verses. 

Another possibility is the opposite of the first one. that is the influence of biblical verses 

on commentary. Influence of the commentary on EccC (and also Ecci) is best observed in 

the verses presented below. I quote the Church Slavonic text from the GB manuscript as a 

representative of the continuous tradition.

2:24 o (Jwyerca Km o Tiieim KCO. o 6e(j;€i
M m'eTTi Mxe noK<meT in EccP vs. ra^e racTii H nYerii. H ROK^ATH in EccC = 
H meTTi...M...noKA^nT H Commentary.

The text is not continuous in the commentary: the passage is separated from a biblical 

verse by a number of lines. In Boli's edition MSS EIKcom . omit the relative pronoun 

before the verb

2:26 loi) irpooQelvcu Km TOI> ouvayayelv ... «m ye TOUTO [ia.ia.ioir\c,
flpMAOKHTH H COGpdTH .... raKO* C$6TA in EccP VS. F10MTH M COEpdTM ... H C6 ... C&6TA in

EccC = noHTH H coBpATH ... H cVe ... cy£TA in the Commentary.

The verb ROHTH in Und.13 may have been inserted mistakenly by a scribe into the biblical 

verse from the commentary, where the expression HOHTH H COEPATM is written next to the 

expression HPHACWMTM H

4: 1 4 OIL Km yc ev paatAeux auiou €yevyr|8r| Tre
ISKO H BTi Up^TB-k erO pOAHT CA NHl|JTi in ECCP VS. NdpO«eNNUM BT» Up'TBO NHl|J6TOK>

norHBN6Ti» in EccC = NApoKeNNwn HA UA^CTBO NHi^eTow pene norHBN6T in the 
Commentary.

The final verb noi-HENe™ in the commentated version belongs to the commentary and not 

to the text itself and by some oversight may have been added from the commentary since 

the whole expression is repeated again later in the commentary. It seems as though most 

of the phrase from the commentary has been substituted for the biblical one.

7:146TTLOco cokou
7,A COBOK> NHHTO* in ECCP VS. 7,A N6K» NHHTOK6 in EccC = 7,A N6K> NHMTO^B in the

Commentary.
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HP critical apparatus - auific Aid.

The wording of EccP follows the standard Greek text of the LXX. Though the pronoun 

NCK> could reflect the Greek variant gen. sing, aiitiy; found in the critical apparatus of 

Holmes and Parsons, the influence of the wording from the commentary seems to be a 

more likely possibility.

10:7 ox; 6oi>A,ou<; err! iry; yr\c,
no ^eA\AH in EccP vs. n-kwM in EccI = n-kiuM in the Commentary.

The wording of EccP is closer to Greek. The word ntiunH in the EccI usually translates 

the Greek ire(o<;. Seemingly the verse in the EccI is not reproduced completely by an 

editor, since it misses the comparison.

There is a chance that these concidences between biblical text and commentary 

appeared at a later stage in the copying of an original commentated version. For instance, 

a scribe's eye could easily skip from one place to another similar one in the process of 

copying a commentated text. Indeed, we have seen examples of this happening with the 

plain text of Ecclesiastes. The layout of the text arranged in columns in the Appendix 2 

may look deceptive. Whereas the passages in the commentary are separated from a 

biblical verse by a lot of text, in reality the same readings in a manuscript could be 

positioned quite close, let us say, on two parallel lines with nothing in between. But even 

if there was some text between them, it could still result in a common scribal error, 

especially with such repetitive text as Ecclesiastes. At the end all depends on the skill of 

an individual scribe and his experience in copying texts. Simple scribal eye skipping may 

explain some of the coincidendal changes. However, this explanation is less suitable for 

other instances, for which a different interpretation is required.
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The example below stands out from the rest because in this case we have evidence from 

both EccC and Eccl.

7:18 a.vik^oQa.i oe
Bi^AepKATM CA in EccP vs. npMMAUTM CA in both EccC and Eccl = HPHHMATH CA in the 
Commentary

The Greek middle verb aviexeoGcu has several meanings: 'to hold on by', 'to cling 

to'; 'to care for', "to support'; 'to resist'; 'to adhere'. It seems that the meaning 'to hold 

on by' is relevant to 7:18. The meanings of the verb ST^APT^*™ CA are: 'to abstain from', 

'to restrain oneself, 'to hold back'. Therefore it is more likely to translate the verb 

dvexeoQai - 'to hold oneself up', 'to bear up' rather than aviexeoGcu in 7:18. According 

to LLP the active verb BT^APT^ATM is an equivalent of civ^oQoLi. LLP for the active verb 

npMHMATM - 'to endure' gives an equivalent dvexeoGca. It is possible that EccC, EccP and 

Eccl all reflect here a (mis?)reading of dviexeoGca as dvexeoGai, but EccP may have 

adopted a different sense of dvex«J0ai from EccC and Eccl.

The word RPMHMATH CA is used in a quotation within the commentary. The use of the 

common reading HPHHMATH CA suggests that EccC and Eccl go back to a common source 

here. The reading B^AepKATH CA in the plain text differs from the reading PPMHMATH CA in 

the two commentated versions, where the biblical verse could have been affected by the 

wording in the commentary. We need to consider which variant, HPMHMATH CA or 

Bi^Aep^dTM CA, is original.

I suggest two scenarios which, in my view, offer possible explanations of the 

relationship among the versions on the basis of this difference in wording. In the first 

scenario we may consider the plain text as being primary. At a later stage somebody 

decided to produce a commentated version of Ecclesiastes. He took the Greek 

commentated version, translated the commentaries from the Greek version and combined 

them with the already existing Church Slavonic text. Inherent to this scenario are certain 

possibilities which need to be examined. What evidence might be taken to support the 

claim that the plain text was primary? Given that the plain text was original, it would be 

easier to explain how RPHHMATH CA in 7:18 got into the text of commentated versions. Not
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satisfied for some reason with the reading BT^AepxaTM CA a scribe could have translated 

avrexeoGai by the verb RPMHMATH CA.

In the second scenario we suppose the commentated text to be primary. In this case 

we may assume the plain text was extrapolated from the commentated one. But then the 

question arises: if EccP goes back to the earliest version of the commentated text, how 

does it get the reading BT^ABP^ATH CA? We need to make a further assumption that 

extrapolation was done with some occasional reference to Greek and that the example of 

BT^Aep^TH CA was just such a case of referring back to Greek and translating it 

differently. It must be said though that the example 7:18, in addition to the opposition of 

BT^Aep*«dTH CA to npHMMdTH CA, has several other peculiarities which cannot be easily 

explained; these peculiarities will be discussed later. Though both scenarios have 

possibilities, we need to examine whether the textual evidence supports them.

Besides the examples already examined there are other cases worthy of consideration. 

These demostrate that there may be more influence from the commentary on the wording 

in the biblical text.

2:25 OIL lie, ^cr/erca KCU TICJ 4>€L06Tai.
IBKO KTO nYeTb HAM KTO 'kcT'h in EccP vs. KIKO KTO iacT"h H meTi* in EccC = ex<e 

in the Commentary.

3 : 1 9 owa.vir\\ia. TOU KTrj
CABMAN CKOTHNH in EccP vs. CAYHAM cKoWi'M in EccC = CAYMAH cKoWm in the 
Commentary.

With regards to this example and to the one in 7:1 it is not possible for me to decide 

which version is more literalistic in translating the Greek construction of genitive of 

possession.27

4:12 c
CA in EccP vs. pacToprN6T CA in EccC = pacToprneT CA in the Commentary.

27 The presence of both constructions was observed by Karacorova (1989:179-80) in the 14th century 
Psalter redactions.
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The two words appear to be synonyms, but in EccP the verb is used in the plural form. 

The only known attestation of the plural form in Greek is the verb SiappriyvwTca in the 

accompanying commentary according to Boli's edition of Olympiodorus.

5:9 ev TTAr)9ei airuoov
H Bt MNW^CTB-fe e^KHBo" in EccP VS. BO MNO^CTBt H^ HAOAW in EccC = VV

in the Commentary.

Rahlfs's critical apparatus: KUTOU ASC , yevrpaTct S; Boli's reconstructed text -

It seems that on this occasion the reading FIAOAU in Und. 13 is a more regular 

translation of the Greek text (it reflects the plural Greek form yevriuaia) than the reading 

KHBOTt found in EccP. The Greek noun yeyr^a -* product, fruit" is generally translated 

with the Church Slavonic KMTO, cf. the quotation in LLP from the text of Proverbs 15:29 

in the oldest Slavonic Grigorovicev and Zaharjin parimejniks: nerh^eAH AANOPA KHTA ct 

NenpaBAOA - yevr|[j.cn;a. As a parallel I can refer to verse 6:10 in the Church Slavonic 

translation of the Song of Songs where the word KHTO is preserved only in the East 

Slavonic redaction while the South Slavonic MSS give KMBOTTI.

Alekseev (1983:240) considers the word JKMTO to have been the original 

translation; according to him, «HBOTTI was not a recognized translation of yevriua,28 nor 

was it semantically motivated, whereas KHTO is well attested in the texts of the Psalter, 

Apostol [Acts and Epistles], and Prophetologium, cf. LLP. Overall, I would not rule out 

the possibility that ^HBOT^ could be simply a corruption of KHTO. Yet it is impossible to 

say exactly at what stage this corruption might have occurred.

However, if we suppose that the plain text was primary and gave rise to the 

commentated version, then the lexeme KHBOTT. could have been the original reading in 

the plain text. In this instance the translator of the commentated version might have 

considered ^MBOTT* to be a wrong translation and corrected it from Greek by choosing 

instead the word RAOAU. In this case we might conjecture the same scenario as the one 

with the verb Bi^Aep^ATH CA in 7:18 (with the plain text as original).

28 Cf.. however, the variant readings RAOA^ ^MxeM-h - n<\oA ^MBoreNh quoted by Karacorova (1990:14 (4):55) 
from the Psalter in place of xapirov ytvr}[ia-oc, inverse 106:37.
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5:10 TL d
KOTopoe AVTcTBO in EccP vs. Koe MOYKBCTBO in EccC = Koe we pene MY^CTBC- in the 
Commentary.

7:1 eA.oaov
AUCAA in EccP vs. GACA EccC = 6A6A in the Commentary.

In EccP we find a Preslav word MACAO which may have been regarded as standard in the 

15 th century.

7:1 f]|i4pa TOU Gavaiou
CA\pTNWH in EccP vs. AMI* cA\pTH in EccC = AMI* «e CMPTH in the Commentary.

7:16 Trepiooa
BC^AA in EccP vs. Minnie in EccC and AHUJB in EccI = M^AHwe in the commentaries 
(to 7: 17).

The adverb n^AHiue is not listed in the LLP, only the form M^AMX*. The variant AHUJC is a 

more exact translation of the Greek Trepiooa than BBAMH. I presume that the wording of 

the commentary n^Amue could be behind the reading in both EccC and EccI. On the other 

hand, the scribe/editor of EccP could have written the adverb BGAAXH a second time in the 

same sentence by an oversight under the influence of the same adverb immediately 

preceding it: MB G£AM npaBeAehTh BBAAXM.

8:4
in EccP vs. MOABMTh in EccI = AAT^ABMTM in the Commentary.

8:8 KCCL ou SLaocSoei ooejkux TOV Trap' ai)tf|g H N6 cncer BenjecTie cY^JAro B HW^ in EccP 
vs. N6 cficeTh N6M6CTbra c^qjAro B N6M in EccI = noA NenrheMb in the Commentary.

HP: MS 261 - aoepeiav, MS 296 - <xo€pr|<;.

In EccI the noun NeHecThia in genitive sing, may be interpreted as a direct object of the

verb MB cnceTh, while the passage in EccP is a formally closer rendering of the standard 

Greek text.
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10:2 d<; apioiepov
w wSioio ero in EccP vs. B WYHUH ero in Eccl = HA U^-HUH in the Commentary (to 
10:3).

10:16oi a
KNASM in EccP vs. GOAApe in Eccl = Gorap-w in the Commentary.

12:5
in EccP vs. ovfTiiieTh in Eccl = c^T-wei-h in the Commentary.

Out of the given examples three can be qualified as synonyms translating a single Greek 

word (4:12, 5:10, 7: 1). 29 There is, however, a difference in the number of the verb in 

example 4:12 and in 5:9 there is a possibility of corrupted reading in EccP.

These coincidences between the wording in commentary and the biblical verses in 

both Eccl and EccC create a difficulty for determining the relationships among the three 

versions, in particular, for assuming that EccC, and not EccP, was primary. Yet 1 may 

argue that at the time when the original commentated version (the precursor of both EccC 

and Eccl) gave rise to EccP by way of removing the commentary from it, the wording in 

the biblical verses in the commentated and plain text could have been similar to one 

another. The differences in wording might have been introduced later when the 

commentated version was reduced to produce EccC and Eccl.

In the following verses the readings in EccP are paralleled by the readings in the 

commentaries in EccC and Eccl. However, it seems to me that these coincidences do not 

carry much weight, as they are mostly accidentals, which could easily happen either 

through scribal error, or in the process of copying.

1:11 OUK eoTiv u.yrpri
N-k^ndAAATH in EccP = N-kcTb peM6 riAAAATM in the Commentary vs. N-kcrh naAAiaTb in 
the biblical verse of EccC.

Cf. MacRobert (1993. 259 footnote 15).
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6:8 olSev
in EccP = e-fecTb in the Commentary vs. BHA^ in the biblical verse of Eccl.

7:5
Ye in EccP = ^npeiuewe in the Commentary vs. npeujeme in the biblical verses

of EccC and Eccl.

7:14 ev d
in EccP (HAH in Pg.81) = raKcwe SHAW in the Commentary vs. BT> BA^i in the

biblical verse of EccC.

10:3 i)
AHUJHT in EccP - NCAocTAT-hKH AHWAia CA with AHwaeTb BCA and AHwaeAVh later in the 
Commentary vs. N6A<»cTATtMkcTBYeTh in the biblical verse of Eccl.

The desire for semantic accuracy may have been behind the verb AHUJMTH which is in this 

context and in 9:8 corresponds to the Greek verb uoiepeiv. The verb 

usually translates the Greek verb XeiireoGai.

10:17 a
in EccP = KNASH in the Commentary vs. Borapi*! in the biblical verse of Eccl.

However, apart from the cited examples that are transparent enough, there are others 

which confuse the picture. In the readings presented below could there be a different 

Greek behind the wording in EccP?

1:10 Toijio KOCLVOV eoiiv - Bee CHANO ecTh in EccP vs. cYe HOBO ecTh in EccC.

The adverb CHANO usually translates the Greek adverb 5uvaioo<;. The reason behind the 

wording in EccP is not obvious.

3:16 6K6L 6 aoeprjc* - T8 GAroq^TBUAVh in EccP vs. T£ NecnpaBeAAHBocTk in EccC. 
* ric MSS = Boli, Olympiodorus

Rahlfs, reasoning that it might be a more difficult reading, placed the word doepric twice 

in this verse. In doing so he followed the text in Grabe and Compl. Aid. These editions
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conform with the reading of Latin and Masoretic texts where a pessimistic \ie\\ is 

expressed by stating that there is iniquity in both places.

There are two problems here. Both Church Slavonic readings diverge from the standard 

Greek text. Firstly, the case of the adjective BAiWrBUM'h in the continuous text cannot be 

explained by the variant reading euoepric; found in Greek manuscripts, cf. the critical 

apparatus to Ecclesiastes in the edition of the LXX. Secondly, the noun NecnpaBeAAHBocTb 

found in EccC cannot be an exact equivalent of the Greek adjective doepric. However, it 

must be said that in the earliest Church Slavonic texts a faithful, basically word-for-word 

translation does not necessarily entail grammatical equivalence. Whether a scribe had 

referred at that point to the Latin text with its Mbi iniquitas' is open to speculation.

5:2 Trapcr/ive-rca evuirviov - np'i'MAeTh cNHTi'e in EccP vs. npnxoAMTTi come in EccC 
Rahlfs - evuTTviov om. in S* t

The variant in EccP is a somewhat unusual translation of the Greek tvimviov, since the 

noun cNMTYe commonly translates the Greek

8:8 aTToaioAri - CSABM in EccP vs. HOCAA in EccI and nocAdNHra Commentary.

The Church Slavonic equivalent in EccI is a closer rendering of the standard Greek text 

while the translation in EccP is freer. The reason behind the wording in EccP is not 

obvious, making it problematic.

The above examples show the influence of the wording in the commentary on the biblical 

text and the occasional curious wording in the plain text. But we cannot limit ourselves to 

only these examples and need to explore other features in the commentated and plain 

versions which could explain their relationship.
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Comparison of the verses in commentated and continuous texts.

I start with omissions which distinguish the two texts, EccC and EccP. because they 

may be indicative of their textual relationship. However, the omissions do not carry the 

same weight here as evidence because the commentated texts are so fragmentary.

Omissions in Und.13 but not in EccP. 

1:6 erriOTeei TO
CA. (Und.13) 

CA AX1*- (EccP)

TOU
TM CA BO^BpdlJUIOT'h. (Und.13) 

TM CA BO^BpdlJJAK>T HTH. (EccP)

2:26 Km Ye touio (-uruaioTrie KCU Trpocdpeoic iryeii
H ce cyTh cSeTA (Und. 13) 

ce cSera H^BOAeme AX^ (EccP

5:9 KttL Y

(Und.13)
H ce «.e cSeTA (EccP)

6:8 OIL TIC TrepLOoeia ...
Ve (Und.13) 
Ve (EccP)

Rahlfs's critical apparatus: TLQ om. BS* ; HP: TLC MSS 106, 161, 248, 252, 261, 296, 
298, Comp., Alex.

7:19 f| oo(f)ia ponGriaci TCO ooc|)cp
npeMApocTb M^Aparo (Und.13)

Vh n<5A\OK6Th AVSAPO^S (EccP)

In the margin of MS 252 according to HP's critical apparatus there is a variant reading 

evioxtJoei, TOV ooc|)6v. 

Variation A\$Aparo vs.
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Thomson (1998:794-5) demonstrates how the process of incomplete extrapolation of a 

biblical text from its catena can occur. Yet his description of the book of Job also 

illustrates the difficulties experienced by a medieval Slav scribe when faced with the task 

of selecting material from a catena for the compilation of a florilegium. The first 4 

examples demonstrate the omission of the last word in the biblical verse. This word is 

followed by commentary. In such instances it would not be easy for a scribe to separate 

the biblical text from the commentary. And it is conceivable that omissions in Und. 13 

could have come about through a process of extrapolation. In this case we have to assume 

that the text of Und. 13 is derived from a fuller version of the commentary. In the absence 

of any further evidence we cannot determine whether such omissions were a feature of 

the earliest Church Slavonic text.

If we assume that EccP could have derived in part from the commentated version 

(which would have been a more complete source than the extant Und. 13), how we are to 

explain omissions that occur in Und. 13 and not in EccP? We may presume that either the 

earlier version of Und. 13 was free from these omissions (in which case we need to allow 

the possibility that omissions in the antigraph of Und. 13 happened at some later stage in 

the process of reducing the number of verses in the catena), or that the compiler of EccP 

could have filled the missing words by referring back to Greek.

Omissions in EccP but not in Und. 13

3:21 etc; avco KCO, TTvei)|ia TOU KTTJVOIK; ei Kaiapaivei oorco
. H A^X1* CKOThCKW 6K6 C)(OAHTM 6A\$ &$<$> (Und. 13)

(EccP) 30

There is an omission of eig avoo - Kirivouc; in Boli's MS rcom . which could suggest flawed 
manuscript tradition.

4:15 |ieta loi) veocvioKou TOU 6€i)i6pou
(Und. 13) 
(EccP)

30 For omissions in EccP see the previous chapter.
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7:14 OCUTOU add. S 
cBoeA (Und.13) 

(EccP)

Rahlfs's critical apparatus shows that in MS S the pronoun is added. 

: + auiou in MSS 147, 157, 159, 298, 299, Aid.

The following omissions in EccP could be accounted for as errors during the subsequent 

copying process (3:21 and possibly 4:15). In 7:14 it is possible that the plain Church 

Slavonic text was at that point close to the tradition of the Greek manuscripts 23, 68, 106, 

etc. where the pronoun auiou is omitted. The only omission shared by Und.13 and EccP 

is in 4:4 where the Greek word (f|A.oc; -'zeal' is missing. Whether this loss had already 

taken place in Greek or only in Church Slavonic is not known.

The plain text of Ecclesiastes has a number of omissions, which however do not 

occur in Und.13. The reason for these omissions is not known. One possible explanation 

is that there was an earlier and 'better' version of EccP which was free of omissions than 

the one that has survived. The other interpretation is that these omissions in EccP would 

have been filled in Und.13 with the caveat that the missing words were added in the 

process of compiling the commentated version by consulting the Greek. This in turn 

presupposes the plain text being primary. There exists also the possibility that EccP was 

extrapolated from EccC and material was lost in the process (that is the same type of 

error as we assume between EccC and its hypothetical source).

Though omissions are important, neither of these can clinch the argument, and we should 

examine other textual features to find out which hypothesis they support: that of the plain 

or the commentated text being primary.

Lexical variants.

The variants in this section could belong to two different types. One is lexical substitution 

viewed here as a feature of deliberate redaction. The other is the gradual evolution and 

corruption of the text.



132 

2:21 ou*
(Und.13) 

KIKO TP^AT* (EccP) 
* 6u MSS, ou Alex.

There is a problem with the variant J&KO found in the continuous text which cannot be 

immediately resolved. The replacement of HKB with ISKO seems to be an unlikely one 

unless it is considered a scribal mistake. One explanation for this variant reading is that it 

may go back to the reading OIL of Greek manuscripts in Grabe's edition as indicated in 

the critical apparatus of the LXX. These variant readings point to independent use of 

Greek for EccC and EccP.

The next example can be regarded as scribal error (through oversight) within the Church 

Slavonic tradition.

2:24 kv |i6y9a) autou
BT» TpYA'k cBoeAVh (Und.13)
BTi KMBOT'k CBOe/Wfe (EccP)

The reading BT» wHBOT-k could have appeared as reminiscence, unconsciously inserted by 

a scribe, of similar readings in the Church Slavonic text in 3:12, 6:12, 9:3, 9:9.

The evidence for the lexical variants is sparse and does not allow us to form 

conclusions. The example in 2:21 suggests that the text of EccP or EccC might have been 

revised against the Greek. (Such revision was a common practice at the time for books 

normally used in liturgy. However, non-liturgical texts probably were not routinely 

revised against Greek). Part of this revision might have been to introduce a range of 

words considered to be more standard at the time.

Variation in translation technique (literalism).

Note the difference in usage of the genitive and nominative cases with negation: Und.13 

follows the Greek more closely.

2:24 OUK (Eotiv a
H N'kcTh BAPO (Und.13)

GATA (ECCP)
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4:13 oofyoc,
(Und.13) 
(EccP)

7:12 TTepiooeia yvoSoccoc ific ooctnac
H^owGHAYe p^8/v\8 npeMApocTh (Und.13)
H^OEHA'i'e PAT^MA MAP'TH (EccP) 

1 - npeA\ApocTh written twice in Und.13

The variation in Und.13 may go back to Greek, cf. Rahlfs's critical apparatus to 7:12 

where S has the reading irj oocfna in dative rather than genitive case and r\ oofyia. is 

preposed to the verb (woTioirioei i n S (it is also preposed in MSS 147, 157, 159, 259, 

Aid. in the critical apparatus of HP).

A limited number of examples, taken on their own, do not allow me to establish a pattern 

and decide whether they characterise two different redactions or are simply modifications 

introduced in the course of subsequent copying.

Transposition.

2:25 4)(ryetai KCO,
racTTi H meTii (Und.13) 
meT HAH racTh (EccP)

3:18ai)Tol KTT]vr| eialv
C'I'M cyTb CKOTH (Und.13)
H CKOTH c8Th (ECCP)

3:19 eirep Loaeuoev 6 a
H^AHliie MAKTi HMATh (Und.13) 

H^AHUJC HMdTh MA]?b (EccP)

4 1 A " ' \ 
:10 OIL ea

(Und.l3) 
(EccP)
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4:12 ou
He cKopo (Und.13)
CKOpO N6 (ECCP)

4:13 paoiAea Trpea(3in:epov KCU, a4)pova
(Und.13)
(EccP)

7:14 KCU ev f](iepa KaKiac; i6e
H BHjKAb AMI* SAOBM (Und. 1 3)
Bli ANh 3AOBM BMKAk (EccP)

Cf. Rahlfs's critical apparatus to Ecclesiastes 7:14 in the edition of the LXX where we 

find the transposed word order in S C V 164 ev fptpa KaKiac- The same word order is 

found in the commentated text of Olympiodorus in Boli's edition.

7:22 Ka066oi)<; TroA-AAc;
WSAOBHTTI MNorHMii (Und.13)

It is not easy to decide whether transposition in these examples has occurred in Church 

Slavonic or in Greek as transposition is very common in Greek MSS. Consequently 

transposition is less helpful in determining the textual relationship between Und.13 and 

EccP.

As we can see, variation in translation technique, transposition and lexical variants are 

not entirely helpful in determining the textual relationship between Und.13 and EccP. 

Thus the case rests mostly on the evidence of corruptions and omissions in EccP. 

However, we cannot totally rely on omissions for these could have been filled in the 

process of producing either plain or commentated versions. At the same time the exact 

stage at which the corruptions (2:24 and 7:22) had occurred in EccP is not known, but I 

could speculate that they happened after the plain text was extracted from commentated, 

or alternatively, the better and fuller readings in Und.13 may reflect an earlier and less 

corrupt version of EccP. As a result the evidence presented above is not quite sufficient to 

determine the textual relationship between Und.13 and EccP.



135

Comparison of verses in interpolated and continuous texts.

The following sentence, quoted in full, shows the differences in lexis and grammar that 

point to different versions.

10:86 opixxjuv p60pov ev OCUTGO e^TTeaeiTca KCU KaGcapouvia ^payiaoy dr\^mi auibv

KOHAA ia<Y\S B NK> BnAABTh H nOTp6BAAK>l|JArO OPpAA$ YrPw3NeTli M SAA1A (EccP)

POBT*. BruA6C/N BO Nh. H VVGAAAAH HAO A . OY^PHTL ^bMHio (Eccl)

I cannot ascertain whether these passages are different reworkings of an original 

translation, i. e. redactions, or different translations. I prefer to use instead the word 

version which because of its looser meaning can be applied in equal measure to both 

redaction and translation.

Prima facie it looks as if the passage in EccP might reflect an earlier tradition 

than Eccl; which in turn would mean a corruption in Church Slavonic followed by scribal 

attempts to improve the text in Eccl. It is possible that there was a confusion ofjusy in a 

hypothetical middle-Bulgarian exemplar (if such one existed), i. e. SA\I'A changed into 

SA\Y;K which led to the form ^A\HK>. The word c>Y^P HTIi in Eccl may be a corruption of the 

verb \(TpM^NeTh.

Another, though somewhat weaker suggestion is that OY^PHTII may go back to the 

Greek verb Sep^eTKi (3rd. p. sg. fut.) from 6epKo^ca- 'to see clearly'. The verb &r£eTm-' 

(s)he will bite' had already become corrupted in the Greek textual tradition into forms 

Serial from SeiKvuvcti - 'to show' and S^eica from 56xea0ca - 'to receive' which are 

attested in Greek MSS. 31 The fact that such corruptions occur in the Greek tradition 

makes it easier to suggest a possible misreading of the Greek word by a Slavonic 

translator. In the first part of the verse a scribe of Eccl may have alluded to the 

comparable wording of Proverbs 26:37 and the Psalter 7:16. Lexical variants displayed in 

these versions are noted in the relevant section on pages 136-7.

31 These variants readings are noted in the collation book on Ecclesiastes at the Septuaginta-Unternehmen 
in Gottingen.
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Omissions.

7:28 ovz eupov a
H N6 WBp-feTOXTi MAKA (EccP)

(EccI)

8:3
AIJJ6 CTBOplT (ECCP) 

BOCXMTMTh M ChTBOpMTh (EccI)

The verb BOCXMTHTM -'to seize' in EccI may be a corruption of the verb BtcxoT-kTH - 'to 

wish'.

9:4ai)TOQ tt.ya.Qbc, wrep TOV Aeovia TOV
TO BAPO R^ ABA A\pTBA (EccP) 

TO B BAPO R6HA AhBA^(sic) (EccI)

It looks as if the biblical verse in EccI containing the erroneous reading (which will be 

discussed later on page 140) was not reproduced in full.

Omissions in the interpolated version may have arisen because the passages would not 

necessarily be reproduced in full.

Lexical variants.

As in the earlier section on lexical variants lexical substitution here is regarded as a 

feature of deliberate redaction. The variants in the examples below are synonyms which 

render the same word in Greek.

7:28 a
MAKA (ECCP)

(EccI)

Both expressions would appear to correspond to the same word in Greek because 

can be used to translate avepomoc;, e.g. Pr. 3:13 in the Zaharjin parimejnik: BAAxeNt 

»we oBptTe AAOYAp^cTh, while in the Grigorovicev parimejnik we have in the
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corresponding passage the variant MAOB-kK-h. However, in the critical apparatus of HP the 

variant av&pa is found in MSS 1 06 and 26 1 .

8:2 [if|
N6 TljJH CA (ECCP) 

N6 TOCNH CA (Ecd)

(EccI)

The example below may be motivated by divergent nuances of meaning or usage. 

10:4avctpf|
(ECCP) 

NAHA6 (ECCI)

10:6 ev inject
HA BMCOTA* B6AHKWX (EccP) 

B6AHKY

The reading in EccI could be based on different Greek: according to HP the MS 106 

contains the reading kv uij/ei, MS 248 tv uiJ/oo(-iaoL. In MS 545 there is a correction

32 Boli - €v uif/eoL (aeyaAou; DEIKcom .

10:86 6\j
(EccP) 
(EccI)

10:16 ev Trpcoia
^c»YTpA (EccP) 
pane* (EccI)

Both Church Slavonic variants could be the equivalents of the Greek wording. 33 

1 1:3 TrA.r|pco0<J5aiv
HCnATiNAT CA (EccP) 

' (ECCI)

32 Cf. Field vol.2, p.400
33 Cf. LLP, vol. 1, p. 661-2 and vol. 3, p.603.
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Variation in Greek could be behind the Church Slavonic variants here: MS B has the 

reading TrAnpGdkn. EccP is fairly consistent in translating the Greek verb TT/lripow with 

the same Church Slavonic equivalent, cf. 1 :8 and 6:7.

It is not easy to distinguish between the modifications introduced by individual 

scribes and purposeful revisions giving rise to separate redactions. We may assume that 

variants which reflect variation in the Greek manuscripts are a sign of revision on the 

basis of the Greek text, however sporadic it may be. The other explanation which may be 

put forward is that synonyms could have been introduced piecemeal by scribes without 

referring to Greek. But the problem remains: how much can we distinguish between these 

two possibilities? For example, lexical revision could be introduced either with reference 

to Greek or independently of it. There are various possibilities which are open. Firstly, 

the Church Slavonic variant goes directly to a Greek variant. Secondly, a scribe might 

have looked at Greek and improved the translation. Thirdly, a scribe might have replaced 

the Church Slavonic reading with a synonym without looking at Greek. Thus we may be 

faced with instances of various types of revision without the ability to distinguish 

between them.

Variation in translation technique (literalism).

8:2 cru6|j,a
OVfCTA Uj)A CXPANH (EccP)

The differences in these two passages may be an indication of different redactions or 

versions. The wording of EccP is closer to Greek. This in turn would create a problem if 

EccP derived from a commentated version. The translator of the Ecci may have been 

familiar with the expression oTO|ia paoiAeox;, going back to the Hebrew phraseologism, as 

he rendered it as OYCTABT^ - 'commandment'. According to LLP oxfcTAB-h - 'rule', 

'principle', 'regulation' is a translation of Greek Tipeopeiov oi6|ia with an example given



139

from the Euchologion 69a8 TAK-I> BO oycTAB-h ecTh OT ira npeA^N en. The translation of the 

expression OYCTA up* in the EccP is more literal than the one in the interpolation.

8:3 OIL TT&V o eav
raKO BCA e^e aijie (EccP)
6AMKO Aljje (ECCI)

HP: MS 68, Compl. Aid. om. TOV.

The change in subordinating expressions is a sign of a different version. The wording in 

EccP follows the standard Greek text word for word. This in turn would mean that EccP 

cannot simply be derived from Eccl.

10:2Kap6(,a ocxfroO ... Koep6ux
(EccP)

cpAne B6^Y^N^\\f (Eccl)

10:2 etc Se^iov auiou 
o A6CH#K> ero (EccP) 
B AecNM UM 6ro (Eccl)

10:5 ox; d
NOBOANO (EccP) N6BOAHO - TSL 730, gr. 3 

(Eccl)

ll:2(j.6pL6cc TOLQ eiTTa Km Ye IO"L C OKIGO
MACTb C6AA\H H BOM CA (EccP) 

HdCTh C6AAAM TdMP \VCA\OA\Y (Eccl)

The text in EccP became corrupted at a late stage, since we find the correct reading 

ceAAAi'M BO WCMH in Pg. 1 and other MSS in groups 1 and 3. The wording in Eccl is different 

from EccP even in group 1 and is comparable to the quotation used by Metropolitan 

Kliment Smoljatic (1147-1155, t after 1164) in his letter to the priest Thomas of 

Smolensk: A^e HACTL CBA^H TAMB H OCA\OA\Y. 34 This parallel could suggest that a [Eccl?] 

translation of Ecclesiastes already existed in Kliment's time. The question of quotations

34 Published by Ponyrko (1992:133)
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from Ecclesiastes in translated and original medieval Slavonic literature is addressed in 

the next chapter.

1 1:3 Km eav Treor) £uA.ov kv TGO VOTO)
H Aipe nAA6T ApeBO SrwM (EccP)

o
nAA6Th ApeBo NA rh (EccI)

The Greek prepositional construction kv + dative case, which is itself a Hebraism in the 

LXX, may be rendered in Church Slavonic with the instrumental case without a 

preposition. Alternatively it may be translated with BT. + locative case in closer 

correspondence with the Greek. This depends on the date and translation technique: st + 

locative becomes more common in later translations.

In many respects EccP seems to be a literal translation of the standard Greek text, 

whereas this cannot be said about EccI because its Greek source is not known. How 

different Byzantine catenary texts were from the plain ones is not known. In the absence 

of a critical edition of the Greek Ecclesiastes the question must remain open.

Misreadings in the Church Slavonic text.

9:4ai)TO<; ctyaQbc, vmep TOV A-eovioc ibv VEKQOV.
TO BAPO nA^ ABA AAJTTBA (EccP) 

TO B BAPO fl6HA AhBA^(sic) (EccI)

In the EccI we have a slip of a pen in the word RAMS producing ne^a in place of nane. Later 

copyists may have a different word-division interpreting it as neMAAb BAM - 'sorrow to 

you', especially if the biblical verse was not reproduced in full and was finished at this 

point.

10:8
orpAAS (EccP) 
riAOA (EccI)

In EccI there is a confusion of HAOA^ - 'fruit' and RAOTT, -'fence'which is a synonym of 

the word orpAA*. This confusion could easily happen especially with the superscript letters 

in a not so common word occurring in a not very familiar text. Cf. the confusion between
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and riAOA-h that occurs in Psalterium Bononiense, Psalm 61:4: R\KO HA

NCN;* H riAO-rh BT^ApiNOBeNTi (Ps. Pog.), whereas the Bologna copy of the Psalter

gives the variant FIAOAT*. 35

Misreadings are not numerous (2 in total) and in 9:4 may have been caused by a slip of

the pen and consequent misinterpretation of the text. The example 10:8 may signal two

different lexical traditions.

Transposition.

7:28 oux eupov
H N6 WGp'kTOX'K WKA (EccP)

(Ecci)

HP MSS 106, 261 have the lexeme av6pa which could be the equivalent of M\V<A found 

in Ecci.

10:1 (mep 6o£av co^poouvriq iieyaAric; = Boli
CAABM Be^OY<w'l 

CAABTil B6AHKH

10:8 4v auTtp €(iTTeaeliaL = Boli
B NK> BH4A6Th (EccP) 

BHAA6 CA BO Nb (Ecci)

HP: MS 106 ^TreaeiTcu 4v CCUTOV, MS 253 einreoeLTat ev a

The passages in the EccP follow the word order of the standard Greek text. The 

transposed word order may be a sign of different versions. It looks as if EccP is nearer to 

standard Greek, while Ecci is closer to the reading in the Greek manuscripts 106, 253. 

All the above examples taken together indicate that EccP and Ecci are two separate 

versions and that it is easier to derive Ecci from EccP than vice versa.

35 See editions of the Bologna Psalter by Jagic (1907:293) and Dujcev (1968:197).
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Comparison of verses in commentated, continuous, and interpolated texts.

EccP diverging from Und.13 and Eccl.

7:5 (T/ccGov TO aKouoca errLTiu/naiv' oofooi)
BAPO CAMWATH npeijjeNi'e A\YAparo (Und.13)
EAPO 6* CAMUJATM, ^Aflp'kujeNYe A\C>Y«A (EccP) 

M EATO CATilWATM. Mp6l|J6NH6 AUfApArO (Eccl)

The variant A\Y*<A in EccP could have appeared as the result of scribal blunder under 

the influence of the word A\Y«A present in the second part of this verse. A scribe copying 

from the antigraph confused two words starting with the same syllable 'A\Y' - ^V<A and 

A\YAparo. The chance for the variant A\Y«A giving rise to the reading A\YAp*ro appears to be 

less likely than the opposite process, i. e. the reading MYAP^O transformed into A\Y«A. 

Therefore I would regard this case as evidence in favour of EccC giving rise to EccP. 

Perhaps the editor of EccP attempted to achieve formal morphological equivalence with 

the Greek noun eiriTi|ir|oi(;, translating the morpheme em as T,A-. Additionally there may 

be some semantic difference in the meaning of the Slavonic word: ^anp-kijjeNMe as a rule 

translates the Greek etui Curio it; - 'rebuke' or €TTIU|IIOV -'punishment', while the word 

np-ki|j6NH6 generally is an equivalent of the Greek noun aTreiA.r| - 'threat'. For the 

coincidence of the word ^mp-kijjeNMe in EccP and the commentaries to EccC and Eccl see 

page 127.

The opposition of verbs IIPMMAXATM CA vs. BT^Aep*<ATn CA in 7:18 has already been 

discussed earlier in the section devoted to the problem of commentated texts in EccC and 

Eccl affecting their biblical texts. However, as was previously mentioned, there are other 

differences between the three versions and these will be dealt with here.

7:18 aya06y TO avTexeoGca oe ev TOUTCJ KCU y^ airb TOUTOU \LI\ avf|c;* Tf|v xe Lpa oou OTL 
(J)opouu.evo<; TOV Geov e^euoerca m TiavTa

BAPO TH 6CTb npMMMdTH CA 0 C6A\b. H W C6PO C»YBO N6 WCKB6pNH p^KH CB06A. R\KO

BoraqjHM CA ETA UT>idh$T"b BCA (Und.13)
BAPO TM 6CTh B-h^epKATH CA 0 BCBMt W BC6PO N6 WCKBepNMWM p^KW CB06A IZIKO

BOAM CA EA. HSHACTb BC6 (EccP)

BAPO npHHMATH ^ W C6Mb. HBO W C6PO N6 WC-hKB6pNbUJH

CA EA. npHMHpHTh BCA (Eccl)



143

* -fir) (iLavrig BSA

The Church Slavonic translation follows the reading |if| \iiw^ of the Greek manuscripts 

BSA.

It seems that with the variants o BCGMT, - w Bcero in EccP stand further away from the 

Greek. (Cf. page 49 in chapter 1). The variant readings npn/y\npHTh - H^uAST-h/HSHAeTh 

between the text in EccI and the texts of EccC and EccP cannot be immediately solved. 

The verb npM<v\npnTh- 'to reconcile' ordinarily translates the Greek Kata/Umoeiv and not 

e£epx«J0ai according to LLP. I would not exclude the possibility that a translator was 

faced with a slightly different Greek text or that he might have confused the forms of two 

verbs. However, this is purely my conjecture as I do not have any proof of the confusion.

There is an inconsistency in the relationships among these three texts. On one hand, 

EccC agrees with EccP against EccI: both have the same verb M^MAS™ or HSWACT (as in 

the commentaries) as opposed to npH<v\HpHT in EccI. But on the other hand, EccC agrees 

with EccI against EccP: the former two share the verb HPHMMATH CA as opposed to 

Bi^AepJKATM CA in EccP. At the same time EccP agrees with EccI against EccC: both have 

the singular masculine nominative participle EOAM CA vs. plural masculine dative EoraipHm 

CA in EccC. There is variation in Greek text between the forms 4)opou|ievo<; found in A 

and cj)opou|i€voi<; in B. The lexical differences between the three Church Slavonic texts 

are not easy to explain; but it seems likely, though not necessarily so, that these 

redactions were made on separate examinations of the Greek.

7:21 |if| Qfjc Kap8iav oou OTTGOQ \ir\
N6 npHKAONH cpA u<* TBoero ra K A* we (Und.13)
N6 BACWH CpAUd CBOerO, A* N6 (EccP) 

N6 npHKAONH CpA lJA TBOBPO KIKO A* N 6 (EccI)

UTI 6cpc; S - Rahlfs; MSS 23, 147, 157,159, 252, 299 - HP.

The most readily available explanation for these Slavonic variants is that they may 

represent different redactions. Here the editor of EccP strives for a close rendering of the 

Greek text. He BAOKH is a literal translation of |ifi 0f|<;. The imperative HPHKAONM of the 

commentated versions could hardly be the literal translation of the variant 6wc found in
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some of the Greek manuscripts. The lexeme A^A^ is a more common rendering of the 

Greek verb 6tpQ. Cf. the translation in verse 5:5 of Ecclesiastes m A^<A^ - ^n 6coc. The 

verses 7:21-22 share the same commentary, but there is no direct comment on verse 7:21, 

therefore there is no way to discover what was behind the wording of the commentated 

versions. OPHKAONHTM -'to incline', 'to bow' usually translates the Greek K^iveiv. 

Whether in this instance a scribe may have been influenced by an expression from Psalm 

118:36 npHKAONM cpAue <v\oe - KAIvov ir\v Kap&tav [J.OD and worded it accordingly would 

be open to speculation.

The cases where EccP diverges from Und.13 and EccI involve lexical variation 

considered to be a feature of deliberate redaction. However, on the basis of such 

fragmentary evidence it is not always possible to distinguish between changes which 

allow us to talk about a separate version arising from deliberate revision, and changes 

which have come about simply through the process of transmission.

EccI diverging from Und.13 and EccP.

Omissions in EccI.

4:9 OLC eoTiv auToig \iwQbc, ayaGbc; kv jioxGcj)
(Und.13)
(EccP)

(EccI)
MAU*

5:5 (if) 6co<; TO oi6|ia OOP TOU €£cqj.aprf|oca ir\v oapKa oou
N6 AAH OXfCTTi CBOH\Ti COrpHklliHTH RAOTM CB06H (Und.13) 

H6 M»<Ak <>YCT6N1i CBOHX^ COrptllUTM RAOTH CB06H (EccP)

N6 AAH «e OCTOM^ corp-biiJATM c "A'T MK> (EccI)

7:6 Kat ye touio
M ce «e cSeTd (Und.13) 
H ce c8eTA (EccP) 

(EccI)
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7:21 loi) 6ouA.ou oou KaiapQiievou ge
KA6NYHJA T6B6 (Und.13)
KA6N$l|JAA T6B6 (EccP)

TBoero KAeuYijJAra (EccI)

The omissions in EccI may occur because the verses are not reproduced fully in the 

commentated text, so these examples are not conclusive.

Lexical variation.

4:6 6paK(2)v
ropmio TPYAA (Und.13) 
ropecTYw TP$AA (EccP) 

(EccI)

Usually the noun TijjANMe in Church Slavonic texts renders the Greek lexemes oirouSri and 

irpoGuuia. In the interpolation the Greek noun [lO'xQoc, is translated as THJANHB meaning 

here 'diligence'. Under the entry TIJIANHG Sreznevskij in his dictionary gives a quotation 

from Ecclesiastes 2:1 1 in the Pandects of ' Antioch, 1 1 th century. Thus, this verse in the 

insertion is identical with the early reading. We can see that this was possibly not so 

literal a translation as the noun TPYAT»- However, this evidence is not enough to be taken 

as conclusive proof for an early date of Ecclesiastes because it is a single verse in the 

Pandects and it does not necessarily represent an early version of the book of 

Ecclesiastes, but part of the translation of the whole Pandects.

7:2 ayaGov Tropeu0f)vca etc OLKOV irevGoix; f) OIL Tropeu9f|vca eig O!KOV TIPTOP 
loiiio teAoc;
BAPO \OAHTH B AOMTi flAdHd. N6K6AH X^AHTH B &$" HMp*. nON6«6 c'l'e HONCl^ (Uttd.13) 

BAPO \°AHTh B A^MOY HAdMA AH X°AHTh B A^AAO^ HHpA nON6A KON6Uh (EccP) 

EATO X«AM Bli AO'VVt HAdHA N6K6AH HTM B A^AATi MM HHpOBN'hlM . R\KOK6 KON6UK (EccI)

According to LLP the conjunctions raKo^e (comparative) and none^e (causative) can both 

translate the Greek KaGou. Note the difference in translation of the Greek genitive of 

possession okov TTOTOU and also X^AMTH/ x*AnW X«AH/HTH. EccI also differs from the 

other two in the verb HTH, the use of which could be deliberate.
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7:16 mi u,f| OO(JH(OU
NH A\\fApn CA (Und.13)
NH M$APH CA (ECCP) 

N NH MYApT* (ECCI)

Both Und.13 and EccP follow the standard Greek text more closely, having the form of 

the imperative.

7:16
(Und.13)

6PAA KOPAA (ECCP) 

AA N6 KAKO (ECCI)

The use of conjunctions CM KOPAA and A* ne KAKO characterizes different redactions. There 

may be an interaction of different traditions: GAA KOPAA being an earlier one and A* Ne K*KO 

a later one. The use of BAA ( erA*) KOPA* is characteristic of the archaic group of Psalter 

MSS according to Karacorova (1989:176).

7:17 u.f| aoepriorjc; TroA.1)
NH B6^M6CTB\CH MNOPO (Und.13) 

H N6 BeUJihCTB^H MNWPO (EccP) 

NH BeqjeCTiTBYH B6AMH (Ecd)

7:19 &;oi>oia(ovTca; tout; OVICLQ kv if) Tro
A6CATH WBAAA<*K>l|JHX BO PpAA't (Und.13)

A6CATH WBAAA^K»UJHX Bli Pp^AG (EccP)

ATH BAAA'bK>UJHX BTi

The lexeme BAdA'tK>uJHx found in the EccI is a sign of a different redaction.

7:21 Km ye eic; Traviag TOUC Aoyouc; oug A.aA.r|ooi)OLy
H BCA OYBO CAOB6CA HK6 BO^PAWTTi (Und.13) 

H BCA13^ CAOB6CA ra«6 BTiYAWTh (EccP) 

HBO BCA CAORA. faVVc BTi^MOABATb (Ecd)

The use of the prefixed verb BT^MOABHTH with the meaning 'to speak' could be a sign of 
an East Slavonic editor/scribe since in the Church Slavonic and modern South Slavonic



147

languages the main meaning of the word MA-KBHTH is 'to make noise'. Cf. also 8:4 on pase 
114.

7:22 OIL TTA.eiaT(ki(; Troynpeiiaeica oe Kal KaOoSouc; iroA.A.a<; KaKQoei Kap6iav oou 
OTTGOQ KOCL ye ou Kairipdaa) eiepouc

T^ TOBOK5. WEXO^eNYeMTi WSAOEHT-h AANOfHAVh CpA LJ6 TB06. 

6CH AP$nA MNOHA. (Und.13) 

RIKO MNOrA«AH CA8KC>YK>T TOBOK> OBX<>^A6NY6M NOrW W^AOBHT CpAl^6 TB06

raKow M TU KAAAt ecH ApSnA. (EccP)
RVKO A\NOrA«AT»l AYKABhCTBY6Th TH H AANOrAKA^I W^AOBHTb CpA U6 TB06. 

TTil

HP critical apparatus + noUouc; in MSS 157, 159, 298, 299, Aid.

The reading MNOHA in Und.13 corresponds to the variant TTOA.A.OIK; found in several 

manuscripts in the critical apparatus of Holmes and Parsons. While the text in EccP 

follows the Greek word order more closely, albeit with a mistake due to wrong word 

division, there is transposition in Und.13.

EccP and Und.13 agree repeatedly against Eccl. This again could reflect their mutual 

relationship. These two versions are closer to each other in their choice of words and on 

some occasions they appear to follow the standard Greek text more accurately.

Grammatical variations.

7:3 K
(Und.13)

BATA lapOCTh (ECCP)

BATO rapocTh (Eccl)

At some earlier stage in the common tradition of EccC and EccP a scribe understood BATO 

as an adjective which should agree with the feminine noun rapocrh and consequently 

changed the ending.

7:5 a
(Und.13)

n-kcNh Be^MNWMXi* (EccP)
(Eccl)
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HPMSS 106, 147, 157, 159, 261, 298, 299, Aid. ao^ia itypovuv; Boli aoujrua A«V-om-

7:15 eoiiv 6iKcaoc aTroA.A.i)|aevo<; ev ducatt^ aUTOU ... [levwv ev KKKia caruou
npBAnun norwBAraM BTi CBoen npABA'fe. ...npeEMBAA Bt CBoe SAOB-fe (Und.13) 
npABeANMH noruBAA B-h CBOCH npABA'fe ... npeEWB<u H BT. SAOE-R CBOCH (EccP) 
npAB6ANH K , norHBdia B np^BA^ ero ... upeG^ira (sic) BT^ ^Aoe-k er (EccI)

Grammatical variants, if taken separately, are not very decisive in determining the textual 

relationship between the three versions because such variation could happen in the 

process of multiple copying. They can be, however, supportive in conjunction with other 

similar evidence, i. e. lexical which is by far more significant.

Und.13 diverging from EccP and EccI.

7:3 d-
A cpAne (Und.13)
CA cpAne (EccP)
^ Cp^6 (EccI)

The prefixed verb OYBAA^HT CA could be a formally closer rendering of the Greek future 

passive indicative 3 rd p. sing. verb ayaGuvGriaeTca. A scribe might have been familiar with 

the expression from Psalm 124:4 M OYBAA^M ce cp^A^ue CAAOY - fp{aQ\)vQr\ r\ KapSux
- 36

7:4 KCO. Kap6ux a
H cpAue Bgnx-h (Und.13)
H cpAue B6^Y<v\Nwx (EccP)
H c Aue

The adjective B$H may have been perceived as slightly outdated and consequently 

replaced with Be^YAANUH.
The divergences above could have resulted from lexical revision in the traditions of both 

EccP and EccI or a change by the scribe of Und.13. It is not known whether Und.13 was 

innovative or conservative here.

36 This quotation is taken from the LLP.
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15 shared verses with 
commentary

The commentary is the same in these 
15 verses but the verses themselves 
are not.

The 56 shared verses between EccC 
and EccP are similar, whereas the 38 
shared verses between EccI and EccP 
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Conclusions.

There are a number of problems concerning the date and place of the translation 

of Ecclesiastes and the relationship between the different versions of the text(s) under 

scrutiny. There is no evidence currently available on the early South Slavonic translation 

from which Ecclesiastes could have been derived. The text of Ecclesiastes was not 

included in the so-called South Slavonic Bible of the 14th century among other Sapiential 

books. The reason for this is unknown. It is theoretically possible that there was also a 

commentated translation which did not survive and was preserved only in fragments in 

the late East Slavonic manuscripts.

Ecclesiastes is a difficult text, the meaning of which is not always transparent, 

and in addition its gnomical nature makes it particularly susceptible to changes and 

variation in the manuscript tradition. The coincidences between the three versions (EccC, 

EccP and EccI) suggest that they are not entirely independent translations. At the same 

time there are divergences between these versions which are not the result of accident but 

could signal different redactions.38

The relationship between the three versions, particularly between EccC and EccP, 

is not absolutely clear. Since the extant manuscripts are almost contemporaneous, it is 

hard to decide which redaction appeared earlier. Because EccI is embedded into the plain 

text it is at least as old as group 1, so no later than the 15 th century. It is obvious that EccP 

and EccI stand further away from one another, and therefore have no direct relationship 

(but only via EccC). It was suggested by Thomson, although he did not elaborate on the 

subject, that the Slavonic catena contains a different translation of the biblical text. 39

37 Alekseev 1999:133-40.
38 The possibility of revision with reference to the language from which the translation was originally made 
is implied in my definition of 'redaction' throughout chapter 2, although redactions might be produced 
within Church Slavonic without reference to Greek. There is not complete uniformity in terminology 
pertaining to textual criticism in the field of Paleoslavistics. Lunt's attempts (1983, 1985) to introduce 
clarity to the field, where a degree of precision is not always possible, are commendable. However, the 
dividing line between 'revision' and 'secondary translation' (a thorough revision according to Lunt. 
1985:290) is not a clear-cut one. And in the case of Ecclesiastes where only fragments of catena have 
survived, it is not possible to decide whether it is a thorough and systematic revision or not.
39 In this he followed Gorskij and Nevostruev (1855:67-73) who in their publication demonstrated the 
difference between the verses in the interpolated and the plain texts. It seems that at the time Gorskij and 
Nevostruev were unaware of the existence of EccC. Thomson's (1998) broad survey does not detail the 
different types of the catenary version, and therefore his readers might infer from his work that there was 
only one version of the catena. In his more recent publication ( 2006:37) Thomson states that a catena on
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However, my research on the textual history of Ecclesiastes does not entirely support this 

statement.

To follow Thomson's line of thought I postulate the following relationship 

diagram. This diagram shows a possible solution to the claim that a hypothetical catena 

may have contained a different translation of the biblical text. This diagram relies on the 

existence of two early independent translations: one plain, one commentated. EccI may 

contain remnants of the earlier translation of the catena, though it may not simply 

continue the hypothetical text from which C also derived (the number of verses in EccI 

might have been further reduced). However, this catena, though obviously fuller than the 

existing EccI and EccC, could have always been fragmentary.

As has already been pointed out, on the one hand, EccC largely shares the biblical 

verses with EccP, whilst on the other hand EccC shares the commentary but not the 

biblical verses with EccI. This suggests a connection between EccC and each of the plain 

and interpolated versions. In this case we must allow for the possibility that a 

commentated version might have been created by combining a translation of the plain 

text (EccP) with the commentary extracted from a fuller version of EccI to produce, with 

some revision, a commentated (EccC) version. The question then arises was it really 

necessary to compile another commentated version of such a 'marginal' text as 

Ecclesiastes in this way? This idea does not fit comfortably with our knowledge of the 

production of biblical translations.
If we were to assume that EccC derived as a result of revision from both plain and 

interpolated texts, then we would need to suppose that EccP and EccI preceded EccC 

chronologically. However, the textual evidence here is insufficient to support such an 

assumption. The weakness of this hypothesis is that it is not, as it stands, susceptible of 

proof or disproof by the textual evidence but only of being regarded as more or less 

plausible. Since not all the manuscripts containing the text of Ecclesiastes have been 

examined, the question of whether any further evidence can be found for or against this 

hypothesis remains for the future.
If we were to assume that EccI was a separate translation altogether, then the

Ecclesiastes was also translated but only fragments have been preserved, although they are sufficient to 
reveal that the Biblical text had been retranslated.
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similarities in the commentary which it shares with EccC make this hypothesis hard to 

prove or disprove. Given the literalistic approach to Church Slavonic translation, it seems 

likely that two independent translations could have the same wording in places. Thus, it is 

not possible to decide whether two versions, which sometimes coincide but sometimes 

diverge, represent two independent translations, or just one translation of the same 

version, which was revised by subsequent scribes, resulting in different redactions. As the 

number of verses shared by all three versions is small (15 verses), the question of 

differentiating between these two possibilities is hard to resolve because the evidence 

could be taken either way. This is the crux of the matter. Therefore I must admit that at 

this stage of the investigation the puzzle posed by the relations between the versions 

cannot be explained satisfactory.

If we are to discount the possibility of independent translations, we need to find 

other solutions which are based, at least in part, on the textual evidence which has been 

uncovered. The textual evidence shows that all three versions are defective: there are 

fragments of catena, omissions in EccP but not in EccC, omissions in EccC but not in 

EccP. As chapter 1 demonstrates, EccP is characterised by inexplicable divergences in 

wording and mistakes, such as CSABU, CHANO, etc. There could be various reasons for the 

deficiencies of the Church Slavonic plain version: defective Greek exemplar, cases of 

mistranslation of the Greek text (as seen in chapter 1: in verses 5:5 MWCAH, 12:5 ApeBeca, 

etc.), at stage p carelessness of a Slavonic scribe, who 'made a mess' of the text. 

Consequently, the inference that the whole tradition of EccP is flawed is significant in 

determining the relationship between EccP and EccC.

Below I outline two possible interpretations of the data. These interpretations, 

however, encounter difficulties because of conflicting evidence. To facilitate the 

discussion I propose my own diagram on page 149 for one of the interpretations. As the 

diagram shows I proceed from the assumption that the continuous text was translated 

first. Someone wanted a Church Slavonic translation of the catena on Ecclesiastes, and 

decided to produce this by using the pre-existing Church Slavonic translation of the plain 

version of Ecclesiastes and adding a Church Slavonic translation of the commentary. 

Since no original commentaries on Ecclesiastes existed, it was necessary to translate
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them from Greek. A translator after getting hold of the Greek commentated version 

would have to translate the comments and combine them with the already existing 

Church Slavonic text. In the process of translating and adding the commentary to the pre­ 

existing Church Slavonic version ofEcclesiastes, the compiler noticed that some parts of 

the biblical text were missing or were translated in a way inconsistent with his Greek text 

and commentary, and so he made corrections, or alterations, thus producing (a fuller 

version) of EccC. Alternatively the fuller versions of the biblical verses in EccC may 

reflect an earlier and less corrupt version of EccP.

If we are to assume that the plain text was original, we face the problem of 

omissions in EccP. In this case we may presume that EccP was originally better or was 

improved while compiling (the commentated version resulting in) EccC and Eccl. The 

advantage of this development is that there is no need to assume secondary consultation 

of Greek, or the existence of complete commentated versions. Thus, if we take into 

account the rule of Occam's razor, this solution appears to be more 'parsimonious'.

Another problem is the divergences in biblical verses between EccC and Eccl. If 

both versions go back to the same contaminated commentated version why would they be 

different? In this case we might presume that EccC was further adjusted, perhaps, with 

renewed reference to the Greek catena, to produce Eccl. Yet there is a further problem 

with the origins and textual history of Eccl. Pondering over this problem, I have 

considered the question of the relationship of Eccl to EccC and the Izbornik. As Eccl is 

even more fragmentary than EccC, the possibility remains that it was never a full 

translation of the catena on Ecclesiastes, but only a collection of quotations of the kind 

found in Izbornik. There are verbal coincidences in verses from Ecclesiastes 7:4 and 

10:1-2 between Eccl and the Izbornik which may hint at mutual relationship (they also 

have an affinity with the plain text). Yet the question remains whether certain deviations 

in the Izbornik, such as nnp* in 7:4 and u-h Ge^KONhH in the commentary to 10:1, might be 

explained as modifications to fit particular contexts. If we were to admit this, could then 

divergences in Eccl (such as the ones in 10:8) be also considered as modifications to fit 

particular contexts?
On the alternative hypothesis for the relationship between the versions I posit the 

commentated version as primary. The assumption that EccP was generated from the
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commentated version (EccC) by removing the commentary is, however, hard to prove. 

The accepted method of work for determining whether the text has been extrapolated is to 

look for traces of extrapolation. But sometimes they are few and far between; if a scribe 

managed to extrapolate the plain text accurately, without leaving bits of commentary, we 

would not know that extrapolation had taken place at all.

In the manuscripts with the continuous text which I have examined there are no 

unambiguous traces of extrapolation. There are, however, some omissions at the end and 

beginning of several verses peculiar to the whole textual tradition of the plain text. These 

omissions might have resulted from the labours of industrious scribes who, whilst trying 

hard to free the text from the commentary, slightly overdid their job by removing more of 

the biblical text rather than by leaving bits of commentary. As I have said earlier, the 

tradition of EccP is flawed: besides omissions it has various mistakes. Extrapolation 

could be one of the easiest explanations for their occurrence. However, 1 lack decisive 

proof for extrapolation taking place and consequently for the omissions and mistakes 

resulting from extrapolation. Besides, the omissions in EccP and Und.13 cannot be relied 

upon as evidence of priority because they might have been filled in during the process of 

producing either plain or commentated versions, or alternatively, they might represent 

later stages of the traditions which had become more corrupt.

I have to admit that the similarities between the commentary texts in EccC and EccI 

and their biblical texts in contrast to the wording in EccP create complications for my 

hypothesis that EccC and not EccP was primary. In order to overcome this complication I 

might argue that these similarities could have arisen at a later stage in the process of 

copying. In discussing the lexical variation between the three versions in verse 7:181 also 

raised the question: if EccP went back to the earliest version of the commentated text, 

how did it get the reading Bi^ep^™ CA? In this case we need to make a further 

assumption that extrapolation was done with some reference to Greek. Given the general 

inferiority of EccP and absence in individual manuscripts of signs of consultation with 

the Greek, divergences in wording (such as tn^AepxATH CA in EccP versus HPMHMATH CA in 

EccC and EccI) are more easily explained as the result of influence from the commentary 

on EccC/EccI than as the outcome of sporadic retranslation from Greek.
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1 have only one example in 2:21 where the variant readings HJKB and rano may point 

to independent use of Greek for EccC and EccP. However, even on this occasion the 

possibility that the variation in these two examples could have occurred also within 

Church Slavonic should not be excluded. Still, the evidence is insufficient to allow me to 
decide between the two possibilities.

Supposing that EccC was not a full version but simply extracts which were used in 

compiling EccP, we are presented with the question where did the rest of EccP come 

from, and where and when was the compilation carried out? If EccP was produced from 
EccC by extrapolation how did the readings in EccP closer to Greek get into it? We need 
to allow that extrapolation was done with some secondary reference to Greek. If we 

assume that both EccC and EccI were incomplete, then the supplementary use of Greek 
to assist the production of EccP is more understandable, but then the question arises who 

and when and where could have had access to Greek sources? The other question is what 
were the origins of EccI and when and where did it come into existence? Given that EccI, 
though clearly a different redaction, is on the whole closer to EccC and EccP than the 

quotations discussed in chapter 3, could EccI also derive from a fuller version of EccC 
which has not survived?

It is not possible to find answers to all these questions. However, we need to 
consider the broader historical circumstances, such as the knowledge of Greek amongst 
the East Slavs, to arrive even at tentative answers. It is now generally accepted that in the 
15 th - century Medieval Russia there was not sufficient knowledge of Greek to carry out 
the translations. Even several decades later Maxim the Greek had to translate his works 

first into Latin, and afterwards his assistant translators translated the texts from Latin into 

Church Slavonic. All this makes it unlikely that EccP could have come into existence as a 
partial translation directly from Greek in the East Slav area. We also may ask ourselves 
whether there was a need to produce several versions of commentated Ecclesiastes? 
There may be not sufficient evidence to resolve these questions. The main interest lies in 

the possibility that the textual tradition can therefore be traced back, at least in part, to a 

time before the 15 th century. This possibility is explored further in the next chapter.
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Chapter 3.

Quotations from Ecclesiastes in Church Slavonic texts.

It has been assumed that there was an early translation of Ecclesiastes..' If we are to 

accept the assumptions that Ecclesiastes was translated either by Methodius or in 10th 

century Bulgaria as a basis for argument, then there is a gap of almost 500 years between 

this hypothetical date and the extant manuscripts of the translation. It may be possible to 

trace the history of the text through these 500 years and to bridge this gap by examining 

quotations from Ecclesiastes in Medieval Slavonic texts. Although stylistic and 

textological aspects of biblical quotations in Medieval Slavonic texts have been studied 

by Slavists, the quotations from Ecclesiastes have been overlooked. 2 But only if the 

textual history of Ecclesiastes were known, would it be possible to compare the 

quotations with the continuous text to see if there was a textual link and to evaluate the 

evidence provided by quotations. Otherwise we would be falling into the trap of circular 

argument.

In this chapter I compare firstly the quotations from Ecclesiastes found in the 

Medieval Slavonic translations of the Pandects ofAntioch and Pcela (Byzantine Melissa) 

with the relevant passages from the continuous and commentated texts of Ecclesiastes. 

Then I compare the quotations from Ecclesiastes which occur in original Old Russian 

texts. In this way I shall try to establish whether these quotations were simply extracted 

from the existing continuous or commentated texts, or whether they were translated 

afresh along with the whole body of the texts in which they appear, or alternatively 

quoted from memory or even various florilegia. The quotations from Ecclesiastes found 

in the 13 th century Izbornik were discussed in chapter 2.

I start with the largest and the earliest body of quotations: 56 in total as they appear in 

the Pandects ofAntioch. This book, composed by the monk Antioch in the 7th century, is 

a guide to Christian morality and spirituality. 4 His compilation is based on excerpts from 

Holy Scripture and the Church Fathers. The Pandects were translated in all probability in

'Alekseev, 1999: 155.
: See Naumow, 1983; Thomson. 1983; Alekseev, 1985:74-92.
3 For ease of reference I use the abbreviations PA for the Pandects ofAntioch, M for Pcela. The continuous
text is quoted from GB, the commentated from Und.13. the interpolated from Pg.l.
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Bulgaria in the 10 l century. They became known in medieval Russia soon afterwards as 

the earliest extant East Slavonic manuscript dates from the 11 th century. Archimandrite 

Amfiloxij (1880) and Josif Popovski (1989) published the text from this manuscript. The 

length of quotations varies from one verse (complete or partial) to a combination of 

several verses. Sometimes verses are combined from different chapters and are not 

necessarily in strict sequence. Out of 56 quotations 5 are repetitions of the same 

quotations. The biblical passages quoted below are from Popovski's edition with the 

chapter number, the page and the subdivision if necessary and the line number.

Comparison of quotations from Ecclesiastes in the Pandects ofAntioch with 

continuous and the commentated texts.

It is not my intention here to attempt a detailed textological analysis of this material. 

Instead examples of lexical variants from the biblical passages are given as the clearest 

and most compelling evidence to support my argument that the passages belong to 

different translations, while other types of divergences are characterised only briefly. 

First the Greek parallel from the standard text of the Septuagint is given, followed by the 

variants from the continuous or (if available) commentated texts. The list is arranged 

according to the usual order of the verses in the book of Ecclesiastes and not in order of 

appearance of the quotations in the Pandects.

The passages below, i.e. PA in contrast to GB, etc. clearly belong to different versions.

7:7 OIL f) ouKOcjxxvTLa TTepi4)€pei oocj)6v K<U coroAluoi ir\v KapSiav drcovictq CCUTOU 
KA6B6TANM6 BT^MttWTAeTh AAttAp^ro. M norc»YBAeTh cJMJe GAAropoAHB<urc> PA (39; 64,14:2-3)
KA6B6TA AhCTMT AA^AP^O pACAAGA6T CpA l*6 BATWA A\OIJJH 6PO GB

The translator of PA later probably misread eikovuxc as eu

4 The Greek text is published by Migne, 1865 (PG, v. 93. col. 1428-1849).
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8: 16 ey OLC t6(x)Ka if|v KapSiocy (iou TOU yvtivai oo^iav KOC! TOU i&uy TOV Trepio7rao|i6y 
toy TTeiToirpeyoy en I if\Q yf\c, on Koti y^ tv rpepqc Kal ey yuKil uiryoy ey 6(})0aA[iolc
auiou OUK eoiiy
Bh NMX"!* JK6 A<*XT* C PAU6 M06 nO^NATH rpx^ ^«M M BHATM MAT^BeNMe CTiTBOpCNOe HA 

laKO M Bb AbN6 H Bli NOUJTH. C-KNTi OHM TO nicT6 BHAAUJTH. PA (14; 26, 3:5-8) 

B NMXTi A<*X^ CpAU6 M06 p^S/wkTH M^YAP^H 6«6 BHA^TH n6M6NVe CTBOp6N06 N 

B AN6 H B NOljJM CNA BTi OM'l'lO CB06K> N"fecTh BHA^ GB

A scribe or the translator perhaps made a mental slip by associating the first part of the 

verse yvwvai aocJHay with the expression y^wyaL cqaapiiay from the Psalm 50:5 and 

Psalm 31:5. A copyist possibly misread the last letter K> as syllable ro in the word OH'I'W. 

Popovski divides the text as follows: ro n-kcTe, while Amfiloxij reproduces it in one word.

9:8 ey travil Kcupco eoiGooay IIICCTLQ; oou A.euKa KOLI elatoy eirl Kec])aA.r|y oou |j,f|

TBOA G-feAW. H AX^CAO NA PAAB-fe TBOKH j\,A N6 OCK^A^KTh. PA

(91; 135,66-7)
BTi BCAKO BpeAAA A^ C^Tb pH^U TBOA G'kAM H AAACA4 ApeBAHAPO A^ N6 AHUJMT CA PAABA TBOA GB

10:8Kcd KaGaipouyia 4>paY|iby 6r|^€iaL odrroy
M opAiuTAAro onAOTTi x<5nHT 'li H ^A\Mia PA (49; 77, 3:5)
H noTpeGAAKMjuro orp^A^ c>Yrpw^NeT H SAA'I'A GB
H W6AAAAM

We have a number of quotations included in different chapters of the Pandects. If the 

existing version of Ecclesiastes was consulted, then they should appear similar. However, 

the divergences in repeated biblical quotations, given below, demonstrate that these were 

translated afresh on each occasion. If this is the case, then it seems unlikely that they 

were copied from a hypothetical early version either. The other possibility exists that the 

translator simply did not know the early version or chose not to quote from it.
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5:12 dppoxma
AK>T A PA(12;24, 9:4-9) 

PA (119; 176,33-35) 
GB

5:15f| |iox0ei eic;
M TpoYA^ Kro B-h B-ETp-h PA (1 2\ JP, 24, 9) 
M OYCHAHK ero H noABnrh BT* B-feTpi* PA (119; 176, 37) 
vT cn"kujH T B Mni* GB

6:8 61611 6 ir<Evr|<;
NHljJTHH PA (9; 20, 7)

OYBOPTIM PA (119; 176, 42) 
none* HHI^VH GB, Und. 13

8:5 pf||ia
Bcero 7,™* PA (79; 116,60)

PA (11 4; 170,93-4)
GB

A quotation from 8:1 is repeated twice in two different chapters with minor variations 

only, but this single example does not affect the overall tendency of translating the 

quotations anew.

8:1 Kocl dvociSTig irpooojTrcp OCUTOU |nor|0r|oeTou
B6CTOYAbH'hlH **€ AHUBMTi CBOHAAb B^'hNeNABHA'feN'h BOYA^TTj PA (16; 29, 2:2-3)

M GecTOYAkNhM AHueMt B^rhN6NABMA'bN'h GOYA*'™ PA (32; 56, 8:2-4)
H B6CT8AHWH AHl^6A\h CBOHAAh B rh2;N6NABHA'feNrh B^ABTb GB

Syntactic variants, given below, such as variation in the use of verbal forms, aspect, 

participles, conjunctions, particles and word order, as well as transpositions are frequent 

in the manuscripts and could also be observed in the quotations from the Pandects. 

Transpositions may be typical errors of memory. Therefore these spontaneous changes 

could have been introduced unconsciously.
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2:1 1 poYivfe MOM PA - MOM poYivfe GB; 4:10 R\KO AWTG PA - Aijje rano GB; 5:1 1 cAAAtm* CT.NT,
PA - COHTi CAAAOKt pAB& GB

10:14 MNOJKMTI. PA - gMNo^MTh GB; 5:3 oB-bijjA PA - oB-k^eiuM GB; 4:12 
PA - oYKptriMT CA GB; 5:14 npMAe PA - M^MAB GB; 5:5 pA^rn-tBAeTb CA PA 
CAGB

4:12 KA\OY PA - CBMOY GB; 11:10 csoero PA - TBoero GB; 10:4 TA PA - NA GB; 5:12 TO 
PA - WHO GB

5:16 A BbCH ANM6 PA - M BCH M«6 A^H GB

l:8TT(ivTec; oi A.OYOL
BCAKO CAOBO TpoYA^MO PA (91; 134, 24)
BCA CAOB6CA Tp$ANA. GB

1:13 TOU KaTaoK6i|j(xo0aL ev if) aocfna
np'kA\OYAp«) CTM^ PA (14; 25, 2-4)

GB

1:13 TT€piaTTao|a6v Tiovripov
AXAiiBeHMe AK>TO PA (14; 25, 2-4)
noneHeme A£KABO GB 

cf. also 2:26, 5:13

1:13
PA(14;25, 2-4) 
GB

2:1 1
TBOpeNHia PA (14; 25-6, 6-9)
CTBOpeNAA GB

2:26 eu
pAAocT-hPA(14;26, 2-8) 
B6C6AYe GB, Und.13
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2:26
PA (14; 26, 2-8) 

neHewe GB 
noneHewe Und.13 

cf.also 1:13,5:13

3:1 xpo
A-feToPA(91;134, 12) 

GB

3:7
B-ki|MTMPA(91;134, 13-14)
PATH GB

3:20 4
BT.C6AMCA PA (14; 26, 2:9)

CA GB

4:1 me ouKocj)ayTLOCC;
KAeB6T-hi PA (39; 64, 13:1-4)
WKA6B6TANVA GB

4:9 a
PA (80; 118,64-5) 
, Und.13, EccI

4:10 KOU
dAK>TtPA(80; 118,65-70) 
nropeGB, Und. 13

4:11 KOL|iri0d)OLv
A(2; 10,2:2-3) 

GB, Und. 13

5:2
NAnACTHH PA (84; 124 1:21-4)
HCK^CA GB
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5:3-4 tiiYTiv TOO
* PA (106; 156, 156-60)

KT1 B^ GB

5:3-4 |af]
He ^K-hcm PA (106; 156, 156-60)
N6 8M6AAM GB

5:4 ayoeGov
AOBpte PA (106; 156, 156-60)
BA?C> GB

6:2 dvfip ^VOQ
PA(119; 176,40-1)
GB

6:8
PA (119; 176,42), PA (9; 20, 7) 
GB, Und. 13

7:4 (x
PA (90; 133, 27-8)
GB, ECCI.

Und. 13

7:5 ayocGov
K PA (82; 121,51-2) 

, Und. 13, EccI

7:9 ev
NAAON-R PA (24; 42, 8:1-2)
B N-feA^ GB

7:10 al irpoiepaL
PA (28; 51, 17:2-4) 
GB

7:16TToA.u
^AO PA (44; 71, 3:3-4)
B6AMH GB
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7:16 irepiooa
AM XoPA(44;71,3:3-4)
B6AMMGB

Und.13 
EccI

CA PA (44; 71, 3:3-4) 
CA GB

7:17 ev 011 Kaipco
Bt Be^roAHK PA (38; 63, 15:2-4)
Bli Bp6AVX GB

He BO BpeMA Und.13, EccI

7:21
PA (31; 55, 5:1-2) 
GB, Und.13

Bt^AAOABATh

7:26
A(18;33, 13:2-6) 

GB

7:26 4£
M^ATii BOYA^Tii PA (18; 33, 13:2-6)
H^BHNHT CA GB

7:26
oYB^NeTT, PA (18; 33, 13:2-6)
N6 WBAT B^ACTb GB

9:10eijpri
PA (98; 143,52-3) 
GB
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9:18 oKeiir) TroA,e|iou
ipanH PA(101;147,71-2)
iATNMX GB

10:18 f) SOKGOOLC
NM6KAA PA (36: JP, 61,6:2-3)
CTpORTMBO GB

The translator possibly misunderstood f] 66Kwai<; - 'roofing' which is a neologism in the 

LXX and associated it with the more familiar noun r\ TrpoaSoKia - "expectation" and 

translated it accordingly as NdAeKA*. The corrupted reading CTPOHTHBO is discussed in 

chapter 1, page 31.

10:20 ev ToqaieLoig KOITGOVO)V
Bii cTiKpoBHiuTHxii A<»KA cBoro PA (31; 55, 5:3-6:1)
B KA-feTH AOKNHl^H CB06H GB

10:20
PA (31; 55, 5:3-6:1)
GB

;33, 13:8-11)
GB

11:96 Geoc
r^ PA (18; 33, 13:8-11)

cfalso 5:3-4, 12:13

11:10
MHMOB6AH PA (24; 42, 3:3-4)

GB
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11:10 TTOVTPUXV
PA (24; 42, 5:3-4) 
GB

12:1 TOl)

PA (23; 41, 4:2-5) 
GB

12:13 TOV 9eov
™ PA (127; 188,31-2)

ETA GB

cf. 5:3-4, 11:9

In the following examples underlining in brackets marks lexical variants (hendyadis 

notes) given by the translator, copied in the margin in the Voskresenskij manuscript of 

the 11 th century, and entered into the text by all other manuscripts.

2:11 ev ^loxGto co €(j,6x9r|oa
NA TTillJTANMe MAAh JK6 T^WTA^ CIA PA (14; 25-6, 6-9)

nocn-kujMx GB

3:10
BpbreNHK PA (91;135, 61-3)

GB

9:12 OIL KCCL Y
raKO N6 (pA^O\fAVk6Tb ) OYB^CTb P^ (^^' ^^' 58-9) 

NMJK6 AAA'k GB

Out of 56 quotations only the quotation in 5:9 AK>BARIH cpeEpo. NB NAChiTMTb era cpespA. PA 

(9; 20, 3:5-6) corresponds with the text in the continuous and commentated versions, but 

this single similarity is purely coincidental. There is enough evidence of divergences 

between PA and later attestations of Ecclesiastes in Church Slavonic to conclude that 

(even) if the quotations in PA were taken from a continuous version, it was not the same 

translation as the circa 15th-century one. It is possible to argue that the number and type



166

of differences between PA and the various Ecc versions suggests that the latter are more 

likely to derive, throughout various processes of redaction, from a single translation than 

to be separate translations.

Comparison of quotations from Ecclesiastes in Pcela with commentated and 

continuous texts.

Amongst the books of Holy Scripture included in Pcela are excerpts from the 

Gospels, Apostol and some OT books, namely Wisdom of Sirach, Proverbs of Solomon, 

Wisdom of Solomon, Ecclesiastes, Job, Isaiah, and Leviticus as well as extracts from the 

Church Fathers and antique authors. Pcela is divided into chapters, each chapter being 

devoted to a specific theme. Chapters have a specific structure: in the beginning there are 

excerpts from the Gospels, then Apostol, then quotations from the OT Wisdom books. 

Sometimes under the name of Solomon there are quotations from Ecclesiastes and 

Sirach. The quotations from Ecclesiastes are not numerous in Pcela: there are nine of 

them in total. The length of a quotation varies from one to several verses linked together. 

The Slavonic translation of the Byzantine text appeared not later than the 1 3th century. 

The text was published by Semenov (1893) from an East Slavonic manuscript of the 15 th 

century. All the biblical passages from Pcela are quoted below from his edition with the 

page and line number. I give the biblical passages according to their sequence in 

Ecclesiastes and not in the order of their appearance in Pcela. 5

4:6 6uo
ABOH npHrOptlpM CTi pOflTANMKAVh M (398, 7-10)

ABOM> ropecT'uo TP$A* GB, Und.13, PA 
ABOK> rophCTbio TiJANHia EccI

5 1 use the identification of the quotations from Ecclesiastes in Pcela made by Makeeva and Picxadze 
(2000:91).
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5:2 TTeplOTTOtaU.01)

MCKOYweNHia (TTeipao^iou) 6 M (375, 3-4) 
HCKgca GB, Und.13
NAflACTHH PA

7:2 etc; OLKOV irevGouc;
BTJ ASAVh neHAAhNMH M (259, 21-3)
B ASMOY nAAMA GB
BTi A$MT» [MAMA Und.13, EccI
BTi ANk flAAHA PA

7:6 c|)U)vr| TGOV a
C TpOCThNWM H TepNOBNMH M (372, 15-7)

Ya GB, Und.13, EccI, PA

A. I. Sobolevskij (1897:60) noted that the characteristic feature of Pcela is a double 

translation, i.e. one Greek word is rendered by two Slavonic synonyms. Makeeva and 

Picxadze (2004:88) observed this peculiarity in the quotations from the biblical books in 

Pcela.

10:12-13 taxTonTOVTLOuaiv airuov
H M (358, 5-8) 
ero GB

H PA

10:13 Kcd eoxccTT) cruoiaaTog auioO
H nocA'kA^K'k OYCTTI erc» npOYrt AOYKABT^ M (358, 5-8)
M nOCACANAA ScTTi 6^ A6CTb A^KABA... GB

6 The reading supplied by Semenov according to the 11th-century Greek MS of Melissa from the Paris 
National library. However, it is possible that all three Slavonic variants may be different translations of the 
same Greek word, since the Greek variation in 5:2 between TrepioTrao|i6<; - 'distraction', 'worry' and 

- 'temptation', 'enticement' is found in the textual tradition of the LXX. Cf. the translation of 
as (no)neHeme in 1:13,2:23,2:26, 3:10,4:8,5:13, 5:19, 8:16 in the EccP.
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10:19K(H TOO dpyupLou eiraKouotTai aw m TTct
CpeGpOY BCAHhCKara llOCAOYWhCTBOBANd GWBdlOTh M (126, 28-9) 

M CpCEpA MOCAguJAIOT BCAHUKAA GB

11:9 «m yvcoGi OIL CTTL TOOL TOUTOK; a£ei oe 6 Gecx; ev Kpioei
CA, raKO o BceMt ceAVh B€A6Th TA irk B-h COYAT* M (340, 26-9)

raKO w Bc-fex CHX ... npHB€A6T TA E'h HA c8A GB 
H CM OYB-k^Ab B^ Bhc-kx'1* n^Te^. raKC> nMBeABT'h TA P^HA CMAT* PA

12:13 TOV 9eov (J)opoij Ktxl TCU; evioAat; auiou (Jiu
BA BOM CA, ^UlOB'kAH KPO XpANM C6B6 M (223, 10-2) 

BTd BOM CA M ^dflOB'feAM 6PO XPANM GB 

Bli^BOM CA BA. M \pANM ^ROB'bAk 8PO PA

12:14TTo;y TO TTOLTKICC [...] ev navd
BCK> TB^ph [...] BO BC6^ npM^MpA6AA1i (npM^pMMt) M (297-8, 27-3)

see CTpoem'e [...] BCAKOMT» npe^p'bNMe* GB

The notable differences between Pcela and Pandects of Antioch indicate that the 

quotations in Pcela were not drawn directly from Pandects and that Pcela does not 

depend on the Ecc versions. We thus have some evidence to assume that the translator of 

Pcela had not referred to an existing version of Ecclesiastes.

There is a quotation from Ecclesiastes in the story about the Dream of King Jehoash on f. 

l v - 2 of the Izbornik 7 which has not been identified but which appears to be a 

paraphrase of verses 9:14-15. I consider this quotation as evidence for the adaptation of 

(approximate) quotations from Ecclesiastes to other contexts.

rpdATi *<6 TM KCTb RAKtl BertMITh. NT» AAN-R AUATi. AAAAO W6 BTi N6A\h M A\OY«MM. M ' 

B6AMKT1. M OEMCTOYHM M TBbpA^K). M B^t Bt rpdA'k TOAAh A\OY«b NMljJh N't AAOYAP^- H Tli

cTfce rpAA^- Cf. the text from GB 9:14-15 rpaA MAAT.. M A\OY«'"'M B NGAM, A\AAO. M np'i'MAe

M WKpOTM MX ... 15. OBpAl|J6T '* B N6A\h A\8«b NMUJt M AA^ApT* M Tli C?K6Tk 

> CB06K>.

7 W^trobska, 1987:1-2.
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I now turn to quotations in the original medieval Slavonic texts. The small number of 

quotations from Ecclesiastes is perhaps not surprising owing to the fact that the book was 

not used liturgically and could have been known only or primarily through written form.

Quotations from Ecclesiastes in original Old Russian literature. 8

Kliment of Smolensk (t after 1164).

Epistle of Kliment of Smolensk to presbuteros Thomas.

Kliment of Smolensk was the second Metropolitan of Russian origin after Ilarion. He is 

mentioned several times in the Old Russian chronicle, where he is called a bookman and 

philosopher such as there had not been in Rus. He is the author of the single surviving 

epistle to his contemporary bishop Thomas. In his epistle he quotes extensively from 

Scripture and patristics.

4:12 YKe» Tpepe<v\eNNonAeTe[no>],(sic) Ne cKopo era npeToprneT. (Ponyrko, 1992:132) 
oy^e TpknepeAvknbno Ne cnopo CA npeThprneTh. Izb.
H BpbBh TphnpaMeNNdd N6 CKOpO OT'hp'hKTIi CA. PA

H BepBb TpenA6THw CKopo Ne nepepB^T CA. GB 
H BepBh TpenAeMA Ne CKopo p<KToprNeT CA. Und.13

11:2 A* «e Mac™ ceAMH, TAME H ocMOAMf (Ponyrko, 1992:133)
HACTh C6AAAH. TAM6 H OCA\OA\0\f- Izb. 

HACTh C6AAAM H BOH CA * GB 

ACTb C6AMM TAM6 WCMOA\\( Ecd

(* for variant readings see the critical apparatus of the edition of Ecclesiastes)

There are a few passages corresponding to each other found in the texts of Kliment of 

Smolensk, the 13-th century Izbornik and Niketas of Heracleia, Scholia in orationes 

Gregory of Nazianzos. However, the relationship between these is not exactly clear. 

Scholars in the past (Nikolskij, 1892: 42-7) thought that Kliment of Smolensk had used

8 My choice of editions is dictated mainly by the factor that their editors identified and marked quotations 
from Ecclesiastes.
9 The quotation 4:12 appears on f. 161 and 11:2 on f. 176 of the Izbornik.
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either the passages from the Izbornik or its early prototype as one of his sources. 10 The 

important point, however, is that the passages were circulating in the form of florilegia 

and erotapokriseis literature. Kliment in his letter has taken the two passages above 

almost verbatim, and within their larger contents, either from the Izbornik or the 

translation of Niketas of Heracleia. The correspondence between these two quotations in 

the letter of Kliment and the latter two corroborates the view of Thomson (1999: 71-2) 

that the quotations were not taken directly from Greek but through the intermediary of 

secondary sources in available translations.

The next example is from the popular anonymous work on the death and posthumous cult 

of the first Russian saints, brothers Boris and Gleb, murdered in 1015 for political 

reasons and canonized in 1072. The Skazanie could have been written in the late 1 1 th or 

early 12th centuries.

Skazanie o Borise i Glebe. n

The Tale and Passion and Eulogy of the Holy Martyrs Boris and Gleb.

H COYKTMK coYKTMio BC»YA M - (p« 45, 10 a, 10) 
1 :2 G$eT c;teThCTBT<* BCAHKCKAA C^BTA GB 
12:8 cBerA cSeThmM pene ^EopuHKii BCA^KAA C^CTA GB

Fennell and Obolensky (1969: 160) give a reference to verse 12:8 in Ecclesiastes, but it 

could equally be 1 :2.

Ne BT^A\OK6Tb MABK'B PAATH H ne NACWTMTh era OKO ^hp-TM H ne NarrhANHTh era 
CAHWANtira. pene eKAMCMACTt (p. 58, 18 6, 5)

1:8 N6 BV^VXCWeTh A\0\f^k TAATH. N6 NACMTHT CA OKO ^ykTM. NM MCRA'hNI^ CA 8\0

GB

10 Modern researchers (Ponyrko, 1992:97-114) infer that the compiler of the Izbornik may have used the 
similar fragments from the letter of Kliment of Smolensk and the commentary of Niketas of Heracleia. 
1 ' Quoted from Uspenskij sbornik, 1971.
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Kievo-Pecerskii paterik. ' 2

The Paterik of the Kievan Caves Monastery.

Slovo21.
YN6 BO 6CTh N€ OBei|JATM CIS, N6^6AH OB-klJJABllJY Cia, H6 Bt^AATH. (p. 120) 

5:4 BATO 6* H6 WB-klJJABATH CA AM OK6 WE-klJJATM CA WA^TM. (GB) 

N6 OB-kljJATH. N6^6AM OB-kljJATH H N6 B^AATH. (PA)

KirillofTurov(t 1182). 13

Kirill of Turov was a famous rhetorician whose compositions were popular during the 
medieval period.

On the tale of a layman.

M peMM COAOMONCKM 0 CY6TH6, CY6TOK> BYAH! (TODRL, 12, p. 352) 
1 :2 G8eT csteThCTB'i'a BCAHhCK^A c^era (GB)

Poslanie nekoego starca k bogoblazennomu Vasiliju o skime. 14 

Epistle of a certain elder to the blessed archimandrite Basil.

H nane: AYME ne OB^HJATH era, He^eAH OB^IJJABIIJH era, N6 BO^A^TH. (Ponyrko, 1992:168)
5:4 BAT^O 6^ N€ OB-feqJABATH Crtv AH 6^6 WB'kljJATM CA WA^TH. (GB)

12 Quoted from Biblioteka...vo\. 4, 1997.
13 On the problems of consistency in the transliteration of proper names see the recent remarks of S. 
Franklin (2002:xi). The works of Kirill of Turov are quoted from the publication of Eremin, 1956.
14 Quoted from the publication of Ponyrko (1992:155-65), who attributes this letter to Kirill of Turov.
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Poslanie Jakova cernorizca ko kniaziu Dmitriiu Borisovicu. 

Epistle of Jacob to prince Dimitrv.

Ponyrko, who published this epistle, assumes that it was written after 1276, possibly 
between 1281-88.

7:26 GOAOAAON BO, ....Bce/wt ^AnoB-kA* H rAaroAra: ...H neBOA^ BO cepAae era, M c-kxH YAW era 
(M Y^W B PYKY era, H AOBACNHe Bec-kAu era add. in some MSS) (Ponyrko, 1992:199). 15 

7:26 ... ecTh AOBMTBA H c-kTH cpVi e/x H c-h^t AWEBM 6A p^Kw BA GB

Slovo Daniila Zatocnika. 16

These passages from Daniil the Exile seem to be distant reminiscences of Ecclesiastes.

OHM BO
cf . 7:2-4 ...AH

. (p. 278)
••• M 17

CAWUIATH np-knMe 
cf. 7:5 BATO e* CAWUJATH

, NM^BAH B6^YMNWX- (P- 278) 
CAWLUAIIJA n'kcNb

BAPO
(GB) 

- (Und.13)

In the text of Ecclesiastes there is npeijjeNne - 'reproof and not npiNne - 'dispute'.

1 8Povest' vremennyx let. 

Russian Primary Chronicle.

BO rp<»AY T€>MY' B 
cf. 10:16 rope T6B-k rp<»Ae TBOH ^NT^. GB

15 This passage is included in the longer sentence, the second part of it being identified by Ponyrko as 
Proverbs 7:21-23, 24. But the beginning of the sentence could be a paraphrase of Ecc 7:26. 
16 Quoted from Biblioteka...\997, vol. 4, p. 278.
17 The quotation 7:4 in the Pandects and Daniil the Exile may have an affinity with EccP and EccI as they 
have similar wording.
18 Quoted from Biblioteka...\997, vol. 1, p. 184.
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Ecclesiastes was not used liturgically and therefore could have been knoun only from 

written sources: either continuous or commentated text or passages from florilegia. The 

case of Kliment of Smolensk may be an example of how Ecclesiastes could have been 

disseminated in various compilations from which one might draw one's quotations. Some 

of the quotations above are so commonplace that they could have been quoted simply 

from memory even without reference to written sources.

There are no extant South Slavonic MSS containing Ecclesiastes, but there is a small 

number of quotations in the South Slavonic texts.

Quotations from Ecclesiastes in South Slavonic tradition.

The quotations given below are distinguished between the translated texts such as 

Suprasl'skij sbornik and Euchologium Sinaiticum and original Church Slavonic 

compositions.

SuprasPskij sbornik 19

3:4 Bp-tMA nAdKATH CA Bp-feAAA CAAHiaTH CA (f. 356, 14) 

Bp-kAAA RAdKATH CA H Bp-fcA\A KAdNiaTH CA (f. 364, 12) 

BpeAAA flAdKdTH CA H Bp6A\A CA\-feraTH CA. (GB)

Euchologium Sinaiticum.

5:4 -KKO CAOBO peie. ne HOAAOAHTH CA. AH noAAOAhwio TH CA ne BT^AATH. (f. 91 a 23-25)
BATO 6* N6 WB-klJJdBATM CA AH 6K6 WG-fclJUTH CA WA^TH (GB)

Domentijan, zivot sv. Simeona.

11:9 B6C6AH ce lONOiue Bh WNOCTH CBOKH (241)
B6C6AH CA 8NOTO BTi ^NOCTH CB06H GB

19 The two quotations below are taken from the publication of Dunkov. 1995.
20 All examples are quoted from Stanojevic and Glumac. 1932.
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Danilo, Danilov ucenik i nastavljaci

1:2 no rAAroAK>iJJTOA\OY: EhCA BO 
[k.b.: BhCAMhCKAia] COYKTA (968)

'l'A BCAHhCKAA CM6TA GB

[k.b.: c<>Y K Y TbCTBIi ] M Bhce

4:9-10 OYNbiuA BO ABA nane KAHNAPO GAHNOMOY BO AiOT-fe (1034)
BATA ABA nAM 6AHNAPO... rope TOA\8 6AHNOA\8 GB 

BATA ABA HAM6 BAMNOrO Ecd

BO ABA RAH6 KAMNOPO [...] A AWT'k

Konstantin Filozof, zivot desota Stevana Lazarevica.

1:16 GOAOMON KPAA rAAPOAKTb: I1AM6

HAH6

BMBhUJHHX 

BWUJA

M8N6 Bh KpOCAAHAA^ (1475) 

A\6N6 K'h ie^MM'fe GB

It is, perhaps, not altogether surprising that the quotation in Danilo is closer to the one 

found in Pandects than to the continuous or interpolated text. Quotations from 

Ecclesiastes might have been more easily disseminated and known through florilegia 

than through continuous version that is not attested in the South Slavonic tradition.
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Conclusions.

In the medieval period Ecclesiastes remained a book which was more frequently 

commented on rather than quoted from. 21 As there are so few quotations from this book 

which circulated in medieval Slavonic literature there is no hope of reconstructing the 

whole text of Ecclesiastes with their help, though it is possible to compare them with the 

fuller versions of the text which we have. Quotations found in medieval Slavonic texts, 

both translated and original, appear to be independent of the EccP translation of 

Ecclesiastes known from manuscripts circa the 15 th century.

Moreover, as was previously mentioned in the discussion of PA, the different 

versions of the same quotation found there imply that the scribe did not have a 

preexisting translation to hand. This does not disprove the existence of Ecclesiastes 

before the 15 th century: the text of Ecclesiastes might have been simply unknown to the 

translator or he had chosen not to use it; but the quotations differ radically from the text 

of Ecclesiastes, as we have it, therefore they offer no support to the existence of pre-15 1 

century text. At the same time the differences between PA and the Ecc versions seem to 

be more helpful in reminding us that the divergences between the three fuller versions of 

Ecclesiastes are likely to be redactions of a single translation.

Thus the quotations do not prove the existence of the continuous or commentated 

texts, as we know it. The only thing they prove that parts of Ecclesiastes were known in 

some form of exegetical compilations.

21 This assertion can be inferred from reading Starowieyski (1993: 405-40).
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Chapter 4.

Ecclesiastes in Croat Glagolitic Breviaries.

In addition to the version of Ecclesiastes found in Cyrillic manuscripts, this book also 

figures in the Croat Church Slavonic tradition which uses the Glagolitic alphabet. There 

is no consensus among scholars about either the origin or the time of the Croat translation 

of Ecclesiastes. Joseph Vajs believed that the Croatian version of Ecclesiastes was 

translated directly from the Vulgate. 1 Anatolij Alekseev has argued that Ecclesiastes was 

translated by Methodius, alleging that there were similarities between the two texts of 

Ecclesiastes in the Cyrillic manuscripts and in the Croat Glagolitic breviaries which 

supported his claim.2 He also has suggested that several biblical books in Croat Glagolitic 

Breviaries were initially translated from Greek but, at a later date, were revised on the 

basis of the Vulgate. 3 If one removes the later layers of revision, one may find 

underneath them the texts translated from Greek that go back to the earliest translations. 

Alekseev has built his hypothesis on analogies with some other biblical texts, applying to 

Ecclesiastes the same logic which was used for the examination of Job, the Song of 

Songs or Daniel. 4 It is true that some books such as Ruth, Job, Minor prophets in the 

Croatian Glagolitic sources contain features which have since been lost in the Cyrillic

1 Vajs, 1905:VI. Thomson (1998:844) repeated his assertion. Among scholars who studied biblical texts in 
the Croatian Church Slavonic tradition Joseph Vajs' contribution is very substantial. He launched a series 
called Analecta Sacrae Scripturae for which he edited several biblical books, including Ecclesiastes. He 
published the text of Ecclesiastes in Glagolitic script on the basis of the Vrbnik 1 Breviary (of the late 13th 
-early 14th centuries) chapter 1:1 - 11:5 with the ending based on the Breviaries Novianum (1459) and 
Vatican 5 (1379), providing variant readings from the five manuscripts: Vrbnik 2 (14th century), Vrbnik 3 
(15th century), Novianum 1 (1459) and Novianum 2 (1495) and Vatican 5 (1379). Since Vajs'stime more 
manuscripts of the breviaries containing Ecclesiastes have come to light, and at present the text is known in 
17 manuscripts, though not all the breviaries have the full text. For a synoptic table of the 17 breviaries 
containing the text of Ecclesiastes, see Zaradija-Kis, 1997: 629-35.
2 Alekseev has included Ecclesiastes among the group of other biblical books supposedly translated by 
Methodius. He posits four criteria for ascribing biblical translations to Methodius; for Ecclesiastes the 
following criterion is applicable: "npn BbiaejieHMH nepeeeaeHHbix Mecj)o^HeM reKcroB MO>KHO
pyKOBOACTBOBaTbCfl CJieflyiOIUHMH KpHTCpHHMH: ejHHCTBOM TCKCTa B KHpMJIJIHHeCKHX CPlHCKaX H B

rjiarojiHHecKOM 6peeHapHH" (Alekseev, 1988:128). It appears that in his work Alekseev consulted only the 
publication of Evseev (1917:17-9) without directly referring to Vajs" edition of Ecclesiastes.
3 Alekseev, 1999:144.
4 Mathiesen (1979:6) has stated that the assumption made by certain scholars (Evseev and Nachtigal) that 
these books belonged to a lost Methodian bible may be true of the extant translations of the books of Ruth 
and Daniel, but that the published philological studies fall short of proving this hypothesis.
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tradition and which may go back to earlier translations. 5 This, however, may not be the 

case with Ecclesiastes, since the statement of Alekseev does not appear to be supported 

by detailed textual evidence.

Johannes Reinhart, who has studied biblical texts in the Croat Glagolitic manuscripts, 

found that passages from the so-called Sapiential collection in the missal which consisted 

of the books of Proverbs, Wisdom of Solomon, Ecclesiasticits and the Song of Songs were 

revised against Latin. He has confirmed the established view that the greater part of the 

texts goes back to the Latin Vulgate and conjectured that the remaining passages 

corresponding to the Greek go back to the OCS translations. However, he was cautious 

about his findings and stated that this result was based on a limited number of biblical 

books and needed corroboration with many more books of the Bible. 6 In contrast to the 

fragments from the books of the Sapiential collection that are present in the missal, 7 the 

earliest known text of Ecclesiastes is to be found in the breviary. The earliest copy dates 

from the end of the 13 th century, but there is no indication as to when the text was first 

translated. Before examining the Croatian Church Slavonic translation, a brief note 

concerning the origins of the Croatian Glagolitic tradition needs to be given.

5 For criticism of Alekseev's argument see Thomson, 1998:645.
6 Reinhart, 1986:77-84.
7 Nazor (1986: 71) mistakenly refers to the presence of pericopes from Ecclesiastes in the Hrvoje Missal.
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The origins of the Glagolitic tradition in Croatia.

It is not known how the Slavonic liturgy and letters were introduced into Croatia. 8 

Croatia occupied a unique position in medieval Europe because, although it was Catholic, 

and therefore separated from the Orthodox Slavdom, it retained some links with the 

Slavic East through its adoption of the Cyrillo-Methodian tradition. It seems very likely 

that missionary activity had begun the process of christianisation in Croatia before the 

Cyrillo-Methodian tradition was adopted; details of this process, however, remain 

obscure. The geographical position of Croatia, on the border between Byzantium and the 

West, made the process of christianisation complicated, for this was an area where many 

different groups of missionaries were active. The scarcity of sources prevents us from 

knowing precisely when or how Croats received Christianity. 9

The Cyrillo-Methodian tradition must have played a part in the process of the 

christianisation of the Croats. The Glagolitic script was introduced to both Croatia and 

Dalmatia. This tradition probably came from Moravia via Pannonia, and by the middle 

of the 10th century it was already established in Croatia and Dalmatia. The Glagolitic 

tradition therefore might have reached Croatia during or shortly after Methodius' term as 

archbishop of Pannonia, in 869-885, by which time the Croats were apparently initiated 

into Christianity.

The history of the Cyrillo-Methodian tradition in Croatia which included the 

Glagolitic script, however, cannot be explained thus simply. Croatia appears to have been 

influenced by a number of linguistic and liturgical traditions. It seems that alongside the 

Slavonic liturgy, which might have been introduced by Cyril and Methodius, the liturgy 

also existed in forms which could have been presented by other missionaries. Two 

Church Councils in Split, which took place in 925 and 928, attempted to restrict the use

8 There is a substantial bibliography on this subject; the books of Dvornik (1956), Vlasto (1970), 
Obolensky (1971), Fine (1983) remain the main publications in the English language. The recent book of 

Avenarius (2000) contains an up to date extensive bibliography. See also the recent article by Mihaljevic 

and Reinhart (2005).
9 It seems plausible to assume that Christianisation happened as a result of Aquileian missionary activity 
since Croatia was under Prankish rule; more likely that it was an ongoing process rather than a single act 

(Vlasto, 1970:187-207).
10 Vavfinek, 1978:255-8. It has been suggested that Cyril and Methodius introduced the so-called Liturgy 

of St Peter.
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of Church Slavonic as a liturgical language in Croatia." Although this seems to suggest 

that Church Slavonic was used quite widely as a liturgical language, some scholars 

consider the issue of language secondary to the question of jurisdiction discussed at these

Councils. 12

The discouragement of the liturgy in Church Slavonic could not have been verv

successful, since it is apparent that in the mid-11 century it was still widely used iin
13Croatian Dalmatia. In 1248 and 1251 Pope Innocent IV's attitude towards the Slavonic 

liturgy in Dalmatia in Senj and Krk became more tolerant, although this liturgy was not 

fully legitimised. This shift in view indicates that by this time Church Slavonic in liturgy 

was too deeply rooted to be eradicated through prohibition. This is not surprising: only 

the more learned members of society might be presumed to have been versed in Latin, 

while the population in general, and the local priests (the so-called glagoljasi) would 

have operated in Croatian Church Slavonic. 14 Thus the liturgy in Latin excluded the 

majority of the populace from understanding it. Avenarius suggests that the liturgy in 

Slavonic which existed before 1248 was based on the Byzantine rite, but after this date its 

contents began to be gradually supplanted by the one originating in the Roman tradition. 

According to Avenarius (2000:149-50), it was this Rome-orientated Slavonic liturgy 

which was allowed by Innocent.

It is accepted that the material used by the Croatian glagoljasi came, at least in part, 

from the Cyrillo-Methodian tradition. The main OCS liturgical texts, such as the Gospels 

and the Psalter, probably reached the Croats relatively early, by the end of the 9th century. 

The following centuries, 11 th - 15 th , in the words of Banac (1984:200-01) were the 

Golden Age of Croatian Glagolitic. While in Bulgaria, Serbia and Rus' the Glagolitic 

alphabet was replaced by Cyrillic, in Croatia Glagolitic script remained in use, though

" It is a generally accepted view that these matters were on the agenda of these Councils: however, the 
possibility remains that these linguistic and ecclesiastical questions were not discussed at Church councils 
at this time but at a later date. (Fine. 1983: 273) with reference to Klaic describes the account of these 
Councils given by Thomas of Split as unreliable, which implies that it could be a later interpolation. For the 
text of the Chronicle of Thomas of Split the edition of Akimova (1997) is used.
12 Fine, 1983:270-73.
13 The gaps in documents do not allow us to determine with any degree of certainty either the parameters ot 
the spread of Slavonic liturgy or the extent of the measures taken by the Church against it. See Fine. 1983: 
280. Vlasto. 1970:199-203.
14 For the characteristics of the Croatian Church Slavonic see Hamm. 1963:43-67: Mares. 1985:177-81: 
Corin, 1991-93:155-98; Mihaljevic and Reinhart. 2005: 31-82.
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mostly limited to the monasteries on the Istrian peninsula and the Dalmatian islands. A 

certain amount of evidence for this is provided by epigraphic material of the 11 th century, 

but the earlier period remains obscure. 15 Among other non-liturgical sources the first Life 

ofSt Wenceslas is worth mentioning. It apparently came to Croatia as part of the Cyrillo- 

Methodian tradition from Moravia, where it became practically extinct, but has survived 

to this day in its oldest form, in the Croatian breviaries. 16

Texts in Croatian Glagolitic sources preserve very archaic features which go back to 

the early Cyrillo-Methodian translations. They also contain specific elements which have 

come from Latin. 17 Prior to the 12th century, Latin influence was sporadic and accidental. 

This was because the glagoljasi preferred their native language to Latin in which they 

were ill versed. After the 12th century the attempts to implement Roman tradition become 

more determined. This was done through introduction of Latin texts for the correction of 

extant Church Slavonic writings and for the translation of new texts.

According to Reinhart (1990:193-206), the earliest known revision of lectionary texts 

which introduced corrections from Latin was made in the 12th century. In Alekseev's 

opinion (1999:145) the revision of the main texts in the breviary in accordance with the 

Vulgate was not carried out thoroughly and consistently. It is, therefore, hard to imagine 

that the book of Ecclesiastes, which was neither used liturgically, nor included in the 

Prophetologium, or the Missal, was carefully revised.

The following is an attempt to examine the claims of Vajs and Alekseev through the 

textual analysis of the Croatian Church Slavonic Ecclesiastes and to ascertain whether it 

was based ultimately on Greek, revised against Latin or translated from Latin. For this 

purpose the Croatian Church Slavonic text of Ecclesiastes will be examined against its 

counterparts in the Latin Vulgate, the Greek Septuagint and the Cyrillic Church Slavonic 

text (of the Gennadian Bible of 1499). For the Latin text, the standard Stuttgart edition of 

the Vulgate is used. 18 In accordance with recognized convention the Glagolitic Church 

Slavonic text is transliterated into the Latin alphabet. In determining the language of the

15 See, for example, inscriptions of the Baska tablet, the Valun tablet, and the Plomin tablet from the 11' 
century (Fucic, 1999).
16 Florja et al (2000, 7-8) with reference to Vajs (1929); cf. also Mares, 1985:177-81; Vlasto. 1970:90-2.
17 Jagic, 1913:9-64. See also the recent publication by Dimitrova and Anguseva, 2002:182-96.
18 Weber, 1975:986-97.
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original the following criteria will be considered: types of vocabulary, grammatical and 

lexical differences between the texts translated from Greek and Latin, certain morpho- 

syntactic features, and mistakes in the translation.

Lexical variation in the text.

In his edition of Ecclesiastes Vajs used for the base text a deficient manuscript, 

Vrbnik 1 Breviary. He supplemented the missing part from other manuscripts of various 

dates and origins. He provided a number of variants in his critical apparatus, but, 

seemingly, his choice was selective and arbitrary. Besides, even manuscripts from which 

these variants were chosen were not presented quite consistently. As a result in his 

critical apparatus he provides an insufficient number of variants either because he did not 

possess all the manuscripts available to scholars at present, or if he did have them, then 

for some reason of his own he preferred not to use them. In addition his critical apparatus 

is marred with printing errors. From his data it is not always possible to work out the 

origin of these variants and to determine whether the text was revised against Latin. 

Therefore the question of a possible revision cannot be addressed in depth at present 

because the relationship between the Croatian Church Slavonic manuscripts of 

Ecclesiastes is still not elucidated fully. 19 What can be assumed from these variant 

readings is the usual scribal practice of modifying the text sporadically. The examples 

below demonstrate that the scribes replaced certain words with synonyms, but they may 

not necessarily have consulted the Latin source.

1:10 vsagda [prisno N 1 ] - recens

2:5 naseeh' [nasadih" N 1, 2] - consevi

2:26 daet' [darova Pr., N 1, 2] 20 - dedit

19 I intend sometime in the future to investigate the textual history of the Croatian Church Slavonic 
Ecclesiastes but this research is beyond the scope of the present thesis.
:o The following abbreviations are used for the manuscripts in Vajs' edition of Ecclesiastes: N 1. 2 - 
Novianum 1. 2. Pr. - manuscript of Congregatio Propagandae Fidei (lllyricum 5 in the Vatican library).
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3:17 gospod'[bog" Pr.] - Deus

5:10 pol'znouet [ pilzouet1 Pr., (sic!) prospeet' N 2] - prodest

10:8 kacka [kaca Pr., N 4, gad' N 1] - coluber

10:16 gospodin' mlad' [kral 1 otrok" Pr., N 1, 2] - rex [est] puer

10:17 gospodin' [kral' Pr., N 2] - rex

Other examples of variation in the text can be ascribed to simple corruption from 

multiple copying or scribal emendation. The variants below resulted from the trivial 

corruption of one or two letters in the process of copying the Croatian Church Slavonic 

text.

1:6 v'zvescaet se [vzvrascaet 1 se N 1,2]- regreditur

4:12 rastegnet' [rastrgnef N 1] -rumpitur

5:12 sladost' [slabosf Pr., N 2] - infirmitas

10:7 sedesce [hodesce po Pr., N 1] - ambulantes

5:1 boudet' tebe sl(a)va tvoe [ boudout' ... slovesa Codd. 21 ] - pauci sermones 

5:14 ot imeni svoih' [otousilie svoego Pr., N 1, 2] de labore suo cf. Job 1:21

The correct readings are found in the Propagandae (Illyricum 5) and Novianum 

manuscripts. However, from Vajs's edition it is not absolutely clear to me whether this 

was as a result of a more conservative tradition, or of correction against Latin. My 

next step will be to look closer at the lexis in the Croatian Glagolitic version.

21 From Vajs ? edition it is not always clear to which MSS his references are given i.e. Pr., N 1, 2 or others.
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Three groups of words in the Croatian Church Slavonic translation of Ecclesiastes.

The words examined fall into three categories: 1. Loan words directly borrowed from 

the Latin text. 2. Words with a Croatian linguistic background. 3. Words belonging to the 

older layer of the OCS lexicon. Criteria for each category were established as follows. 

The first category comprises Latin loan words found in the Croatian Church Slavonic 

text. These loan words occupy exactly the same position in the Croatian text as they do in 

the Latin text of Ecclesiastes.

Among the words that fall into the second category, the majority appears to be 

borrowed from vernacular Croatian. 22 There are others which may have derived from the 

OCS tradition, although dictionaries indicate that they are present only in Glagolitic 

sources. The basic criterion used for the allocation of words to the second category is 

their presence in modern Serbo-Croat. I attempted to find these words in early Croatian 

texts before the 14th-15th centuries and, if possible, to locate them in the contemporary 

language and local dialects of the western South Slavs. One additional parameter chosen 

for this category was either the absence of these words from Sreznevskij's dictionary, or 

their occurrence only in the translated texts which are associated with the Gennadian 

Bible (as one of the translators supposedly was a certain Veniamin, Croat by birth). 23

It should be noted that these words may appear in other Slavonic languages, but in 

order to qualify for inclusion in the second category their meaning must be different from 

other Slavonic languages. Words from the third category must be attested in the texts 

belonging to the OCS period.
To designate the words as belonging to these categories several dictionaries (which are 

given in the bibliography) were consulted. The dictionary material, however incomplete, 

enables me to establish whether a particular word comes from Old Church Slavonic or is 

specific to the Croatian tradition and is still used in modern Serbo-Croat. However, it 

remains to be said that in a few cases it is hard to categorise a word as belonging solely to 

one class and, therefore, the division between these categories can sometimes be blurred.

22 On phonetic, grammatical and lexical croatisation in Croatian Church Slavonic see works of Vrana. 
1975, Moszynski. 1986:11-21. Reinhart, 1990:193-241. 
23 Lure, 1988, 133-5.
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Loan words directly borrowed from the Latin text into Croatian.

vr'c -urceus
2:8 et urceos in ministerio ad vina fundenda 

i vr'_ce na sluzenie k nalevaniju vina

Miklosich and Skok consider it to be a loan word borrowed directly from Latin.

racun'-ratio 
7:26 et quarerem sapientiam et rationem

i vziskal bim' mudrost' i racun' 
cf. also 8:7; 11:5

cf. modern Serbo-Croat racun 'reason, cause'. Reinhart (1990, 205) lists it as a 

Latinism occurring in the Croatian Church Slavonic redaction of the NT text in the 

12th century.

kapar'- capparis 
12:5 et dissipabitur capparis 

i rasput' se kapari

Skok remarks that the word is from Latin capparis

moistr"- magister
12:11 quae per magistrorum consilium data sunt 

ize moistrov' svetom 1 dani sut'

Miklosich gives the word "maistor"as a direct loan-word from Latin magister, 

cf. modern Serbo-Croat majstor. In the Lexicon linguae palaeoslovenicae we find 

only the feminine noun moistryni-nja 'female teacher'.

Words with a Croatian linguistic background.

okrislo-circululf
1:6 et in circulos suos regreditur 

v" okrisli svoem' vzvrascaet1 se
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Miklosich lists the word okrislo - tabernacidum 'tent' as specific to the Glagolitic 

manuscript tradition; his datum is confirmed in the Lexicon linguae palaeoshvenicae. 

In Rjecnik hrvatskoga Hi srpskoga jezika we find the noun okrisal with a remark that 

its origin and meaning are obscure. It is attested from the 16th century onwards. This 

word is not part of the Russian Church Slavonic lexicon according to Sreznevskij's 

dictionary.

t'scina-cassa
2:26 et cassa solicitudo mentis 

i t'scina pecal'stva misli

cf. modern Serbo-Croat word tastina 'vanity, conceit'

hr'lo-velox
5:1 neque cor tuum sit velox ad proferendum sermonem 

ni srdce tvoe budi hr'lo n' iv'zvescenie

cf. modern Serbo-Croat hrliti-pohrliti-'to rush, hurry'.

bantovanie-calumnia 
5:7 si vederis calumnias egenorum 

asce vidisi bantovanie niscih'

Miklosich notes that the word bantovanie -offensio occurs only in the Croatian Glagolitic 

sources. In Skok's dictionary the forms bantovati (Inf.)-' to annoy, bore, to irritate' and 

banta (noun} -'trouble' are attested from the 15 th century in Kajkavian legal documents. 

Damjanovic (1984,174) likewise considers the word bantovanie to be a kajkavism. In the 

Lexicon linguae Slavonicae redactionis croaticae under the entry bantovanie we find 

only this particular quotation from Ecclesiastes.

mankati-deesse 
6:2 et nihil deest anima eius ex omnibus

i nictoze m'nka [ Pr. mankaet'1 dusi ego ot vseh
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Skok gives the verb manjkati 'to be lacking' for example from the 13 th century Zakon 

vinodolski, cf. modern Serbo-Croat manjkati 'to be missing, lacking'. It is probably 

borrowed through Italian from Latin mancus, mancare.

izmetV -abortivus 
6:3 quod melior illo sit abortivus 

eko boli ego est' izmet'k'

In the Lexicon linguae palaeoslovenicae this word is attested as a later reading in the 

Glagolitic Novianum manuscript in Job 3:16, cf. modern Serbo-Croat izmetak 

'prematurely born fetus'. However, it has to be said that the verb izmetati is attested in 

Sreznevskij's dictionary with the same meaning 'to abort' in the 15th century 

manuscript of the 12th century Old Russian text Poucenie Ilii arxiepiskopa 

novgorodskago. Though it may conflict with the earlier chosen criterion for the 

vernacular Croatian lexis, it is nevertheless included here because in Sreznevskij's 

dictionary only the verbal form is given and in addition the noun izmetak is not known 

in modern Russian. The Gennadian Bible has a corrupted reading and the Ostrog Bible 

has a noun izverg in the parallel place.

leki-velut
7:1 et tempore quo velut umbra 

i vreme leki sen' mimohodit' 
cf. also 8:14; 10:5; 10:7;

As with the previous example in the Lexicon linguae palaeoslovenicae this word is 

attested in the Croatian Glagolitic sources only. Jagic (1913, 418) regards the word 

leky as a later Pannonian or Croatian interpolation. The expression leky according to 

Jagic does not occur in the oldest texts of the Gospels and the Apostol [Acts and 

Epistles]: it only seems to have been introduced in later copies. The word is known 

among Cakavian islanders.24

24 Jagic, 1913:204.
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nor -stultus 
7:5 quam stultorum adulatione decipi

neze norih' 1'stiju prel'stiti se 
cf. also 7:6; 7:26

cf. modern Serbo-Croat norija 'foolish'.

praska diracie-sonitus spinarum 
7:7 quia sicut sonitus spinarum ardentium sub olla 

zane eko praska diracie gorusca pod 1 gr'ncem

Both Miklosich and Skok define the meaning of the noun praska as 'dry branch' and 

of the onomatopeic verb praskati, prasnuti - clamare 'to crackle'. Vasmer gives 

Serbo-Croat praska 'crackling noise'. Skok gives drac, diracje 'thorn bush', cf. 

modern Serbo-Croat drac 'thorn'.

t'scad'-vanitas
7:16 vidi in diebus vanitatis mea 

videh v 1 dni t'scadi moee 
cf.also9:9; 11:10

This is a Croatian word with the same root 't'st" as the previous one. Skok defines the 

meaning as 'damage, harm, pity'.

zam'cnica-laqueus
7:27 mulierem quae laqueus venatorum est 

zenu i zam'cnicu lovescih

The word zamcica is found in the Rjecnik hrvatskoga Hi srpskoga jezika as a feminine 

derivative from the word zamka 'snare'.

mestr" -artifex
9:11 nee artificum gratiam 

ni mestrov" milost'

Unlike the word moistr which was borrowed directly from the text (cf. 12:11), mestr 

was borrowed from Latin most likely through German.
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kacka-coluber
10:8 mordebit eum coluber 

uest' i kacka

In Rjecnik hrvatskoga Hi srpskoga jezika the word kacka, kaca is attested in a 16th 
century text: zala kacka jadovita. The word kacka meaning 'snake' is only attested in 
the Serbo-Croat, in all other Slavonic languages this word has a different meaning, cf. 
Ukranian-facfa, Czech kacka, Polish kaczka 'duck'.

plemenit'-nobilis 
10:17 cuius rex nobilis est

eeze (sic) gospodin 1 plemenit' est'

This adjective is a loan word from the Croat; it is found in the Gennadian Bible in the 
book of Maccabees 4:7. 25 The adjective plemenit is not a part of the OCS lexicon 
according to the evidence presented in the Lexicon linguae palaeoslovenicae. It is 
listed in Sreznevskij's dictionary with reference to GB II Mace. 4:7, and Sreznevskij 
equates it with the Russian adjective ^NATNUH 'noble'. The word plemenit is still 
present in the modern Serbo-Croat lexicon.

truhl-praegnas
11:5 et qua ratione conpingantur ossa in ventre praegnatis 

i kotorim racunom' s'stavljajut se kosti v creve truh'le

Skok gives an expression truhla zena 'pregnant woman' which is still used in modern 
Serbo-Croat.

otmaknuti-amovere 
11:10 et amove malitiam a carne tua 

i otmakni zlobu ot plti tvoee

The verb maknuti, mad 'to move from one place to another' is attested in mon. 
Croat. 1451 in the Rjecnik hrvatskoga Hi srpskoga jezika, cf. modern Serbo-Croat 
maknuti 'to move'.

25 See Foster, 1997:564.
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omendula - amigdalum 
12:5 florebit amJRdalum 

procvatet omendula

Skok describes the noun as a loan-word into Croat from Greek ^ir/6aAr| 'fruit' and 

<xmJY6cdov 'tree'. However, I tend to agree with Vasmer that it is more likely to be a 
direct loan-word from late Latin amendola 'almond'.26

kobilica- lucusta 
12:5 inpinguabitur lucusta 

i otlsteet' kobilica

According to the Lexicon linguae palaeoslovenicae this word is attested only in 
Croatian Glagolitic sources: manuscripts Lab., Nov II, Vat. In the corpus of the OCS 
texts the nouns akrida and prug were used in its place. Slovar* russkogo jazyka XI- 
XVIIvekov illustrates this word with a quotation from II Chron. 6:28 in the Gennadian 
Bible 1499.

vecanstvie- aeternitas 
12:5 ibit homo in domum aeternitatis suae

eko idete clovek" v dom 1 vecanstvie svoego

The word is attested in the Croatian Glagolitic sources. As with the early example in 
6:3, it has to be said that the verb vecnovati - aeternum esse is attested in Sreznevskij's 
dictionary with the similar meaning 'to be forever' in the 13 th century May Menaion:

KHBOTA np'tcTTO npHMALJJAia CIS B-feHNOBATM C XP^h ChflOAOBH CIS.

motuzac-funis
12:6 rumpatur fun is argenteus 

skrusit se motuzac' srebrni

26 See also the entry in Ernout and Millet (1939: 123).
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Vasmer considers the word motuz Tope, lace' to be a compound formed from the verb 

motaf 'to spin' and *voz" from 'knot', 'to make a knot', cf. modern Serbo-Croat 
matuzica.

kokulica- vitta 
12:6 et recurrat vitta aurea

i pritecet' kokulica zlata

In the Lexicon linguae palaeoslovenicae we find the word kokuT (m.) with a quotation 

from the Euchologium Sinaiticum lOOa: zenam kokulju s"njati, cf. modern Croatian 
kukuljica (f.) 'head cover with the opening for eyes'.

Words belonging to the older layer of the OCS lexicon.

esut1 -vanitas 
1:2 vanitas vanitatum omnia

esut esut i vsa esut

cf. also 2:21; 2:26; 4:4; 5:6; 5:9; 7:7; 8:14; 12:8.
The OCS adverb asuf means 'in vain, without reason', while the Old Czech noun jesut 

has a different meaning-'vanity'. In the Lexicon linguae palaeoslovenicae esuf is attested 

in the Croat Glagolitic sources only, while asuf occurs in the text of the quotations from 

the Psalter in several early manuscripts, not only Croatian but Russian and Bulgarian as 

well: Clozianus, Grigovicev parimejnik, Praxapostolus Slepcensis, Homiliae s. Gregorii 

Magni nenavidjascii mene asut' - ol [iioouviec; ue 6wpeav Psalterium Sinaiticum 34:19. 

In Sreznevskij's dictionary asuf is illustrated with the same quotation from the translated 

texts of the llth century: Gregory of Nazianza and the Pandects of Antioch. Jagic 

thought that the occurrence of asuf in the Psalter supports its Moravian origin.27 

The editors of the Etimologiceskij slovar slavjanskixjazykov agree with Jagic that asut' 

is an ancient, though certainly Western Slavonic, almost definitely Czech dialect word

27 However, he is less clear when speaking about the expressions: esut', sueta, tscad' and referring them to 
three different layers: Glagolitic, Cyrillic and Croatian. See Jagic. 1913:396.
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and consequently it is justifiably characterised as a Moravianism. 1 assume that esut'and 
asut' differ only phonetically because esut' is a Bohemism.

snaga-industria
2:18 detestatus sum omnem industriam meam 

otv'rgoh i vsaku snagu moju

In the Lexicon linguae palaeoslovenicae we find two quotations from the Cyrillic 
manuscripts of the Homilies of Gregory the Great (13th century) and the Vita of St. 
Wenceslas (16th century) where the noun snaga is defined as 'zeal, exertion, 
diligence'. Both Miklosich and Sreznevskij describe the meaning of this noun as 
'success', 'activity' and they give examples from the text of the Palaeia of 1494. In 
Rjecnik hrvatskoga Hi srpskoga jezika it is attested from the 16th century, though 
according to Skok its inherent abstract meaning 'attempt', 'effort' going back to its 
Proto-Slavonic origin is not preserved in modern South Slavonic languages but in 
Czech.

resne-verum 
9:2 ita ille qui verum deierat

[N 2 add. tako i on" ize resne be bozi ]

resnota-veritas 
12:10 ac veritate plenos 

i resnoti plna

The word rzsnota - dAijOeia, veritas is part of the OCS vocabulary according to the 
evidence presented in the Lexicon linguae palaeoslovenicae. The adjectives resn" and 
resnotiv'n" are attested in a number of Croatian Glagolitic MSS. The adjective appears as 
early as the Kiev Folia. In Sreznevskij's dictionary the word resnota is listed with 
reference to the translated texts of the Psalter (12th century) and Ephraim of Syria (14th 
century). The noun resnost is listed in Rjecnik hrvatskoga Hi srpskoga jezika.
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After my investigation of the vocabulary we can see more about the three groups of 

words. Two groups are small; the large one specific to the vernacular points more 

clearly to the late date of the translation. The first group consists of 4 words directly 

borrowed from the Latin text into Croatian. These words do not occur in OCS or 

Russian Church Slavonic. The presence of loans borrowed immediately from our 

Latin text of Ecclesiastes provides further evidence that the source of the translation 
was Latin.

There is a second group of 21 word(s) in the text that are specific to the Croatian 
vernacular. The only exception is a word mestr" 'skilled', which is found in Russian 

Church Slavonic with a meaning different from the one in the Croatian version of 

Ecclesiastes. The presence of a comparatively large number of Croatian words in the 

text may not be, in itself, sufficient proof as to the date and source of the translation. 

Nevertheless, taken together with the errors in the text as described below and the 

presence of loanwords from Latin, this factor presents a stronger argument in favour 
of a later translation from Latin.

The third group consists of only 3 words from the older layer of OCS. However, 
the words such as esut' 'vanity' and resnota 'truth' need not pose an obstacle to the 

argument of the translation being late because these words continued to be used even 
later in the conservative Croatian Church Slavonic tradition. Therefore they could not 

serve as a clear marker for the early date of the translation.

Differences in wording.

The apparent divergences between the Croatian Church Slavonic and the Gennadian 

Bible and Latin and Greek respectively go back to the ambiguity of words in the 

Hebrew Bible.
1:8 vseh ze reci neudobnih 

cuncta res difficiles
BCA CAOB6CA Tp^ANA

ol A-oyoi C/KOTTOI



1:8 vyprostreti slovom 
explicare sermone
TAATM

tot)

1:13 pred'polozih' v" ume moem' 
proposui in animo meo 

Aue A\oe

1:13 pod' sl'cem' 
sub sole

UTTO i6v
cf. also 2:1, 3:1

1:14 umucenie duha 
adflictio spiritus

irpotxipeoic 

cf. also 2:11; 2:1 7; 2:22; 4: 16

1:17 i mis!' moe 
et mens mea 
M cpAue

cf. also 2:15; 2:23

2:3 ium'moi
ut animum meum

|-iou

2:8 caseiyr^ce
scvphos et urceos
BHNNHKW H

olyoyooy
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2:8 stvorih mne pesni i pesnivce [Nl. 2 pesnivce i pesnivicel 
feci mihi cantores et cantrices
CTBOpM n<MOl|UA. MOY^CKd nOAO M

KCCI

The textual variant pesnivce-'mate singers' and pesnivice -'female singers of the MSS 

Novianum 1 and 2 is closer to the standard Latin text than the one in Vrbnik MS 

where we fmdpesni 'songs' and pesnivce 'male singers'.

2:12 cesara s'zdatla svoego 
re gem factorem suum 
B cA'kA'k BC"kx ]
OTTLOO) lf\C, (3oi)A.f]C

1 - CB-fe T gr. 1, Rum.204, Sof., gr. 3

2:26 pecal'stva misli
cassa sollicitudo mentis

3:21 duh' ced' adamovih'
spiritus filiorum Adam
AX^ CNW* M^MbCK'h

TTV€l)|ia UJGOV TOl)

4:8 urnucenie gor'se 
adflictio pessima

irep ioTraa|ic

5:9 ne napl'naet se skrovisci 
non implebitur pecunia
N6 NACMTMT CA Cp6GpA

oi) TrA.r|o6r|oeiaL cxpyupiou

785:13 i umuceno i preljuto 
in adflictione pessima
B n6M6NYH

6V

28 The change in grammar in the Croat text is not clear to me.
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6:9 umucenie duha
praesumptio spiritus 

A
TTve\j|icn:o<;

There is no variant reading for Latin praesumptio, so the Croatian reading is perhaps 

reminiscence from 1:14.

The lexical divergences spreading throughout the whole text clearly show that the 

Croatian Church Slavonic version was based on the Latin source and the GB text on 

the Greek.

Divergencies in grammatical categories.

It is generally assumed that the biblical translations are characterized by an extremely 

faithful literalistic approach. 29 In such translations we may find grammatical parallels with 

the original and even the same word order. This principle applies to Slavonic translators 

who, concerned with a close adherence to their sources, tend to be fairly consistent in 

translating the grammatical forms in the source language with equivalent forms in the 

target language. Therefore it would be worth examining and comparing the divergences 

in the text of Ecclesiastes in the early Croat Breviaries and in the Gennadian Bible with 

their respective sources.

Verb-noun

The difference in how the Latin and Greek versions rendered the Hebrew is reflected 

respectively by a verb in the Croatian Glagolitic text and a noun in Cyrillic.

1:3 ce imat' clovek'
quid habet amplius homo
MTO H^TiOGHAYe HAK$

TIC; Trepioaeia to) dvGpcoTrco

29 See for example. Brock, 1979:69-87 and Barr. 1979.
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There is no equivalent for amplius in the Croatian Glagolitic version. Cf. also 3:9: 6:8.

2:13 toliko prevshodit' mudrost' bezumie
tantum praedeceret sapientia stultitiam
EIKO CCTh H^OBMAle

OIL 6OTLV TTeplOOeia if] OOCJHa, UTTtp Tf|V CL$pOO\)Vr\V

3:19 ekoze umiraet' clovek' tako i oni umirajut" 
sicut moritur homo sic et ilia moriuntur 

c/vvprt cero TAKO. TAKO (sic) c<vvpTh cero
6 QOLVCLIOQ TOUTOU OUTGOC; 6 Qttvuioc, TOUTOU

3:19 t'kmeno disut
simileter spirant
H AXTi BC^

TTveuiiK ev lolc,

Infinitive-noun

2:11 i niktoze prebiti pod' srncem 1 
et nihil permanere sub sole
H N'kCTb M^BOA6NVA ROA^ CATTueM

KCO, OUK eoiLV TTepLooeta UTTO ibv

6:9 luce est videti
melius est videre 
BATO A^AN'I'A OHhio

ov opaua 64)0aA,|iwv

Noun-infinitive

4:14 vzidet' na cesarstvo 
egrediatur ad regnum
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Noun-verb

In Latin we have gerunds, which are translated as abstract nouns in the Croatian version. 

while in Greek the infinitives are rendered as infinitives in the GB text.

1 :8 ne nasiscaet se oko videnie 
non saturatur oculis visu
N6 NdCHTHT CA OKO

OUK 6|anAr|aer|aeT(H 6(|>0cd|i6<; TOU opav

3:2 vreme saenie i vreme podr'tie
tempus plantandi et tempus evellendi
Bpe/V\A CAAHTH H Bp6A\A BtCTp^AT

Kaipbc; TOU (fruieuoai Kal Kaipbc; TOU 4KTtA.ai TTecJ)uteuu.evw

3:3 vreme ub'enie i vreme iscelenie. Vreme rasutie ...
tempus occidendi et tempus sanandi, tempus destruendi
BpBAAA OYBHTH Bp6A\A H-fcAHTH. Bp6MA pA^p^illJHTH

TOU aTTOKT€ivoa Kal Kaipoc; ToO iKoaoQai Kaipot; TOU Ka06A.6iv

3:4 vreme pleskanie i vreme igranie. Vreme smeha i vreme plakanie
Vreme smeha i vreme plakanie. Vreme plesanie i vreme igranie Pr. 
tempus flendi et tempus ridendi tempus plangendi et tempus saltandi
H Bp6A\A HAAKATH CA H Bp6AAA CAA'kraTH CA. Bp6A\A H^TH H Bp6AAA pWA^TH

Kaipbg TOU KA.ai)oai Kal Kaipoc TOU yeXtxoKi Kmpbc TOU K6il/KO0ai Kal 
TOU 6pyrioao0aL

The Latin verb plangere has two meanings 'to strike', and 'to weep'. I suppose that the 

translator rendered one of the meanings of the Latin verb plangere -'to strike, beat' as 

pleskati-'to clap'. In the variant reading in the Propagandae (Illyr.5) manuscript we have 

a reversed order of semi verses, perhaps, based on a different Latin copy and plesanie 

instead of pleskanie. However, it is hard for me to say what was the primary reading.

3:5 vreme rasipanie kamene i vreme s'branie. Vreme okrocenie i vreme 
dalece biti ot okrocenih [N 1, 2 ot okroceniel
tempus spargendi lapides et tempus colligendi, tempus amplexandi et tempus 
longefieri a complexibus

pACKAACTM KAM6MI6. H Bp6MA pdCCMnATH BpeAAA VV OG$iaThA.

TOU pcdeiv ^.L0ouc Kal Kaipbc TOU auyayayeiy lL0ou<; 
TOU |iaKpuv0f|vai aTib TT6piA.riu\lJ€a)C
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3:6 Vreme priobretenie i vreme pogublenie. Vreme hranenie i vreme otrinutie .
tempus adquirendi et tempus perdendi, tempus custodiendi et tempus abiciendi.
M Bp6MA B^MCKATM, H BpCAXA MOrSBHTM. Bp6A\A CXPANHTM. M BpBAAA BMNATH

OQ TOU £niflpm KCO. Kttlpbt; TOI) (XTTOAfeOKl KttLpOC TOU ^\)/iO.Efl.\. Kttl KOUpbs TOI)

3:7 Vreme razdr'tie i vreme svenie. Vreme ml'canie i vreme glagolanie.
Tempus scidendi et tempus consuendi. tempus tacendi et tempus loquendi.
BpeMA B^APATM, H Bp6A\A CUJMTH. Bpe<V\A MATiHATH M

KaipoQ TOU pf|£ai Kttl KaLpoc TOI) pool/eg Kaipog TOU oiyav 
Kmpb<; TOU

3:8 [Pr. N1 po. vreme Ijubvi i vreme nenavistil 
tempus dilectionis et tempus odii
Bp6MA BTi^AIOBHTH. M Bp6A\A Brh^N€NABMA'kTH.

bc; TOU 4)LAf)aai Kal Katpbc; TOU [iiof|OKi

Participle-noun

5:11 sladk' est' s"n' delajuscu
dulcis est somnus operanti

UTTVOC TOU 50UAOU

Noun - participle

2:26 gresniku ze da
peccatori autem dedit 
H cT^rp-feiiJAioiiJeMS A^1*

TQ (XfiapTavoyTi e6coKey

Infinitive-present

2:24 est' esti i piti
est comedere et bibere
TOKAAO -kCTTj H meTTi

o cjxr^im Kal o TrUrpa,

The grammatical divergences spreading throughout the whole text indicate how 

strikingly different the Greek and Latin versions are. The same can be said about the
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translated Slavonic sources. Again, their divergences are preserved throughout the 

whole text in both Slavonic translations.

Notes on morpho-syntax (Peculiarities in translating the future form).

Just as one finds Latin influence on vocabulary (loanwords directly borrowed from 

the text of Ecclesiastes} one might expect to find some influence on morpho-syntactic 

usage. For instance, careful examination of Latin expressions for the future suggests 

that there may be some influence. In OCS there were three ways of expressing the 

future either aspectually or periphrastically:

1. The Future simple was formed using the present tense of the perfective and 

imperfective verbs. Depending on the context they could mean either present 

or future. However, the perfective verbs were used more often for expressing 

the future.

2. The Future I was a compound form consisting of the infinitives of the main 

verb and an auxiliary verb in the present tense. The verbs naceti 'to begin', 

hoteti 'to wish', imeti 'to have' were used as auxiliaries. The choice of 

auxiliaries depended on the lexical meaning of the above verbs. 30

3. The Future II (future perfect) was formed by the combination of the auxiliary 

verb byti in the future tense plus the 1-participle. It was used for expressing an 

action which would take place before another one in the future.

In 1:9 as in 5 more examples (3:15, 7:1, 7:3, 10:14, 11:2) a standard Church Slavonic 

construction biti hoscet is used for translating the Latin future form of the verb 'to be'. 

These examples show that the translator quite consistently and without any difficulty 

rendered the Latin periphrastic future futurum est with the above expression.

30 For a detailed account of the periphrastic future tense in OCS see Birnbaum. 1958.
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1:9 quod futurum est
cto est 1 eze biti hoscet'
TL 16 yeyovoq COJTO 16 yevr)o6|j.evov
MTO GMBUJ66 TO

The example below is of interest as here the translator deviates from the standard 

expressions of the future.

1:11 non est priorum memoria sed nee eorum quidem quae postea futura sunt erit 
recordatio apud eos qui futuri sunt in novissimo
nest' drevnih pameti ni oneh' ubo eze po torn 1 grduscae sut' budet' spomenuti 
[vspomenutie N 1] pred imi ize budut' na posled'.
OUK eotiv |ivipr| lolc, TTpokoig KCU ye ^olc, eoxchrotg yevo|_ievoic OIJK ecrrca 
u.vr||j.r| ^lera TGOV yevr|oo|j,ev(jov eit; ir\v eoxch;r|V
N'kcTh n^MATH nptBUAMi H HOCA'feANHAX'h BMBUJH . N^MM HAMATH C"K

In the translation of this verse we find different expressions for the Latin future forms. It 

seems that the translator was constrained in his choice of Slavonic equivalents of the 

Latin future forms by his Latin original. It maybe that he did not want to place the same 

word thrice and used the adjective grduscij and the present form of the verb 'to be' to 

render Latin futura sunt in order to avoid repetition; this adjective was often used in 

Croatian Glagolitic sources for translating Latin futurus. 3l The adjective 'grduscae' is 

used as a direct translation of Latin futura. He was forced to do this because the future 

simple form erit followed immediately the periphastic collocation. The form erit must be 

translated unequivocally as 'budet', as is the second Latin future form futuri sunt sut\

2:19 utrum sapiens an stultus futurus sit... 
asce mudr' ili bezumn' budusci est' 
Kcd lie, ol6ev ei oofybc, earni r\ a
IAKO TO 6CTh MSApT* AM G8A6T AH

Here the translator reproduces the Latin model precisely: budusci est'.

31 I am grateful to CM. MacRobert for copying the relevant quotations in the Croat Glagolitic sources from 

the card index kept in the Church Slavonic Institute in Zagreb. For constructions with the future forms in 

OCS modelled on Greek see Vecerka( 1961:70-92) and Ruzicka( 1963:216-18).
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4: 1 6 qui fuerunt ante eum et qui postea futuri sunt
ize bill sut' pred nimi ize po torn' hotesce biti sut' 

iraoiv boot eyevovTo 6|iTrpoo0ev KIJTGOV 
npeA NHMH

Here a translator used participle and infinitive hotesce biti to translate Latin futuri. In the 

Slavonic sentence there is a hybrid form: the first two words are close to the normal 

construction hoscet biti, but instead of the present verb hoscet the translator uses the 

plural masculine form of the participle hotesce as part of the compound predicate. One 

possible explanation is that this form could appear in this particular sentence because of 

its close proximity to the perfect form bill sut' and because it gives a deliberate 

parallelism to the literal translation of the Latin verb sunt.

The inchoative future.

6:3 si genuerit quispiam centum et vixerit multos annos et plures dies aetatis 
habuerit et anima illius non utatur bonis substantiae suae sepulturaque careat 
i asce porodit kto 100 celaki i ziti v"cnet' mnogo let v"cnet' i mnozaee dni 
vremene imeti v"cnet' i dusa ego ne uzivati v"cnet' blag" suscestva svoego i 
groba ne imeti v"cnet'

This is the only example of the construction ofv"ceti plus infinitive in future function.32 

In Latin we have perfect and present subjunctive. In the Slavonic version the verbs are 

translated as a type of perfective future: ziti v"cnet, imeti v"cnet, ne uzivati v"cnet, imeti 

v"cnet.
The translator's choice of the auxiliary verb was probably deliberate, as the auxiliary 

verb naceti in OCS implies perfective meaning, i. e. a total event, a mark of change. 

Since the verb hoteti does not have the perfective meaning the translator might have 

rejected it.33 The first predicate in the sentence is expressed with the perfective form 

porodit.
After discussing the following examples it can be said that the translator was quite 

competent in rendering the Latin periphrastic future with standard expressions. However,

32 According to Birnbaum (1958, 205) examples with the verb v'cneti in OCS are not numerous (only 10). 
"Horvat, 1997:69.
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he chose three different equivalents for the futiinim esse: grchiscae .sut. hudiisci est'. 

hotesce biti sut\ It seems that the translator wanted to stick to Latin constructions and he 

did so in 1:11 and 2:19. But as there are so few examples in the text where he deviated 

from the standard expressions, there is little ground for generalisation.

Mistakes.

Comparison with the Vulgate has shown a certain number of errors in the Croatian 

Church Slavonic text which could only result from misunderstanding or misreading of 

Latin.

novum-noxam 
1:10 nihil sub sole novum

nictoze pod' slncem novo est' [Nl po. nest'] vredno [noxam?]

The translator probably misread novum -'new' as noxam -'harm' and translated it as 

vredno.

devitarem -devocarem 
2:3 ad sapientiam devitaremque

k mudrosti prizval bim' [devocarem?]

The translator misunderstood the verb devitare 'to avoid', he possibly misread it as 

devocare 'to call upon' and translated it as prizval bim".

rursum -nsum
2:18 rursum detestatus sum omnem industriam meam 

smeh' [risum?] otvr'goh' i vsaku snagu moju

The translator misread rursum-'again' as risum-' laughter'.

vanum-vanum 
2:19 et est quicquam tarn vanum

i est' vsacskim takoe raz'licno [varium?]
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The translator misread vanum-'\a\n as vcirium-' different' and translated it as 

raz'licno.

per noctem-per innocentem/nocentem [nee innocentem?] 
2:23 nee per noctem mente requiescit

na nevinno [Nl, 2 nine vinnoju] [per innocentem?/ per 
nocentem?] misliju pocivajut'

The Glagolitic text is corrupt, there could be scribal emendation as can be seen from 

the variant reading in the manuscripts Novianum 1, 2. The division into words was 

done by Vajs: nine vinnoju, rendering per- "through, of time' as nine and nocentem - 

nocens-' harmfuP as vinnoju. The other possibility would be to divide the words as ni 

nevinnoju < nee innocentem?

sed et/sedet 
2:26 sed et hoc vanitas

i sedit [sedet?] sie esut'

The translator probably misread sed et-'but also" as the verb sedet 3-rd.p.sg. ofsedere- 

'to sit'. Note also the similarity in sound of the Slavonic and Latin verbs.

similes-simplices 
3:18 et ostenderet similes esse bestiis

i ukazet e cisti [simplices?] [Pr, Nl, 2 slicni-similes] susce teplot'.

The Glagolitic text is corrupt, though the word slicni in variant readings of the MSS 

Propagandae and Novianum 1, 2 correctly corresponds to similes. A translator could at 

some stage have mistaken s//w7es-'like' for simplices- 'simple' and rendered it as cisti. 

I suppose that it may be possible that a scribe mistook tesf/'/Vbeast' for bustum- 'a 

place of burning (the dead)' and translated it as teplota. This is conceivable but does 

cause difficulties because bustum is an uncommon word.

superfluus-superbus 
4:4 et cura superflua est

i pecal' nazlih' [N2 zalih'1 est'
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The text is obviously corrupt. Either a scribe mistook super/lints for superbus- 
'arrogant', 'insolent' and translated it as zlih or more likely it was a corruption of the 
Slavonic variant reading zalih' found in the MS Novianum 2, cf. modern Serbo-Croat 
zalisan -'excessive', zalih - 'idle'.

possessori-posteriori 
5:10 et quid prodest possessor!

i cto pol'znuet poslednemu [posteriori?]

The translator misread possessor -'owner' as posterior- 'coming after' and translated it 
as poslednij.

in ventum - inventus 
5:15 quod laboravit in ventum

eze truzdae se obrete [ inventus?]

The translator mistook in ventum -'wind' for inventus- 'found out' and translated it as 
obrete. Vajs indicated this error in his introduction to the edition.

unum - vanum
7:28 ecce hoc inveni dicit Ecclesiastes unum et alterum... 

sie obretoh' rece Ekklisiest' suetu [vanum?] o druguju

The translator mistook unum- 'one' for vanum -'vanity' and translated it as sueta.

infmitus - infidus 
7:30 et ipse se infmitis miscuerit

i t" smesi se s necistivimi [infidus?]

The translator mistook the word infmitus - 'countless' for infidus -'impious, 
faithless,' and translated it as necistivii.

deierat- dei erat 
9:2 sic et peccator ut periurus ita ille qui verum deierat

tak' est' i gresnik' ne be bozi [N2 ad.: ez" ze est' razvratnik" tako 
i on" ize resne be bozi] [dei erat?]
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The translator mistook the verb deierat 3d. pers. sing.of ileierare- to 'swear, take an 
oath' for two words: del -Dens -'God* and erat 3-rd. ps. sg. imperfect of the verb 
esse-'to be'.

contignatio-cogitatio 
10:18 in pigritis humiliabitur eontignatio 

v lenosti smerit se misl" [cogitatio?]

The translator mistook eontignatio 'roof timbers' for cogitatio 'thought' and translated 
it as misl'. Vajs identified this mistake in his introduction.

Vajs in his introduction noted two errors of translation. But in fact an additional 
12 have been discovered during my examination of the Croat Church Slavonic 
translation of Ecclesiastes. This makes the total number of translating errors 14. 
These errors clearly indicate that the original language for the Slavonic translation was 
Latin. Moreover, they are spread throughout the entire text, which proves that the 
whole text was translated from Latin, and not just certain parts.

We may observe that while some of the mistakes are reflected in all the sources, some 
are not. However, at present I am unable to discuss at length the significance of the 
presence or absence of variants in MSS Nl, 2 and Pr. for the following reasons. In his 
introduction Vajs did not describe in detail the textual history of Ecclesiastes. He 
published the defective MS Vrbnik 1 supplementing the missing parts from the MSS N 1, 
2 and Pr. justifying his choice of Vrbnik 1 MS as a base text by saying that it was the 

earliest copy.
From his edition it is not always clear whether the variants peculiar to MSS Nl, 2 and 

Pr. were also present in Vrbnik 1 MS, (their presence would suggest that they go back to 
the mutual archetype), or whether these variants were secondary corrections. Comparison 
of Vrbnik 1 with the recently published facsimile edition of MS N 2, together with some 
variant readings in MS Pr. recorded in the Lexicon linguae Slovenicae redactions 
croaticae, revealed that Vajs was not very thorough in recording variant readings in his 

critical apparatus.
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And so, from this publication of Vajs it is not possible to deduce which manuscripts 
preserved conservative readings and which were innovative (secondary): for example the 
presence of variants in Nl, 2 may suggest that they were the result of a secondary 
revision against Latin rather than the initial reading. But even if they were, there is 
enough other evidence to support the claim that Latin was the original language for the 
text source.
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Conclusions.

The textual analysis of the Croatian Church Slavonic book of Ecclesiastes. allowed 
me to examine the claims made by Vajs and Alekseev. As a result of this examination no 
Greek underlying the Croatian translation was uncovered. Thus one can reject the 
possibility that the text was translated from Greek. The second possibility was that the 
text, having been initially translated from Greek, might later have been revised against 
Latin. In this case we need to presume that the text was so thoroughly revised that no 
signs of underlying Greek remained. Again as no such signs have been discovered, one 
can equally reject this possibility. After ruling out the first two possibilities one is left 
with the remaining one - that of Ecclesiastes having been directly translated from Latin.

And thus after my examination of Ecclesiastes in the Croatian Church Slavonic 
tradition I conclude that the text in question was translated only from Latin. In this I take 
the side of Vajs who stated that the text was translated from Latin. My conclusion, which 
I arrived at independently from Vajs, is supported by a large number of translating 
mistakes found throughout the entire text. These errors of translation unambiguously 
point to Latin being the source of the text. In addition, divergences in wording and 
grammatical forms which arose from their respective originals can be encountered 
between the Croat Glagolitic and Cyrillic Church Slavonic texts. The presence of loan 
words directly borrowed from the Latin text further strengthens the hypothesis of a Latin 
source behind the translation. Syntactic constructions such as periphrastic expressions for 
the future also point to a Latin original. Finally, the comparatively large number of 
lexemes in the text specific to a Croatian linguistic background suggests the possibility of 
a later date for the translation. The presence of Ecclesiastes in Croat Glagolitic breviaries 
cannot therefore be a criterion for ascribing this translation to Methodius. Thereby I 
reject those claims made by Alekseev on the similarities between the two texts, which in 
turn imply the involvement of Methodius in translating the book of Ecclesiastes from 

Greek.
The possibility that the translation originated prior to the year 925 when the Split 

Synod restricted the use of the Slavonic liturgy in Croatia is excluded, since the earliest 
known revision of the texts according to the Vulgate happened in the 12th century. In
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Alekseev's opinion (1999: 144), at the time of the formation of Slavonic liturgical books 

according to the Catholic rite, that is to say not earlier than 11th century, the Latin texts 

were not used. As I was unable to unearth any traces of a Greek original underlying the 

text I may place our translation of the book of Ecclesiastes no earlier than the 12th 

century. The earliest extant manuscript, containing Ecclesiastes, dates from the end of the 

13th - beginning of the 14th centuries. Thus the translation can be dated roughly between 

the 12th - 13th centuries.



209 

Concluding remarks.

Taking to heart the advice of Ecclesiastes to be economical with words I offer brief 

conclusions. The textual analysis has allowed me to group manuscripts according to their 

filiation, which is direct, and to demonstrate firstly, that they come from a single 

translation, and secondly, that the manuscripts of EccP which I have examined go back to 

the same archetype. On this basis it would be possible to reconstruct the archetype from 

which the extant manuscripts circa 15th century derived. However, I have confined 

myself to producing an edition with the apparatus of variant readings in preference to a 

reconstructed one, because such a reconstructed archetype would be flawed, containing 

errors from an earlier stage of transmission, and any attempt to go back beyond this 

archetype would mean leaving the firm ground of textual evidence.

My main reason for choosing to edit the GB manuscript of Ecclesiastes is pragmatic 

for it offers as complete a text as is available to us. Another reason is the availability of 

information on the cultural and historical circumstances surrounding its production, in 

addition to its importance for the history of the East Slavonic biblical tradition. By 

publishing the text from MS Sinodal'nyj 915 (GB) with a critical apparatus supplying 

variants from other manuscripts, I have illustrated the editorial 'control' which the 

compilers of GB exercised while working with the text translated from Greek. They 

appear to have compared their exemplar with another Slavonic copy to fill a lacuna in the 

middle of the text, and they shortened the interpolation by removing the commentary. It 

seems that they deliberately left the biblical verses in the interpolation intact. The textual 

evidence does not support the supposition that the compilers of GB collated their text of 

Ecclesiastes with any Greek or Latin sources. We may also dismiss Evseev's hypothesis 

that the text of Ecclesiastes from GB was corrected or even collated with the one in the 

Croatian glagolitic breviaries as untenable.

The outcome of my investigation of the Croatian Church Slavonic translation permits 

me to say that this text was translated purely from Latin, and allows me to eliminate the 

possibility of Methodius' authorship. By dismissing this possibility we are left with a 

'simple' question: when and where was the Cyrillic text translated? For medievalists, 

including Slavists, such simple questions often turn into the most difficult ones for which
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there are no definite answers. The lack of textual evidence prevents me from giving exact 

dates and place for the translation. The beginning of the 15 Ih century provides a terminus 

ante quern. It is less easy to establish a terminus post quern. If we are to assume that the 

continuous text derived from the commentated version, this commentated version, which 

survives only in fragments, could have been translated in Bulgaria in the 10th century or 

in the later medieval period, since we know that similar biblical translations were made at 

this time. The approximate dates still cover a wide time span (10th century - beginning of 

the 15 century). If we are to assume that the continuous text (an earlier and possibly 

better version of EccP) was original and provided the Biblical translation for the 

commentated versions (EccC and EccI), we need to take into account the verbal 

concidences between the 13 th century Izbornik and EccI, which suggest that EccI reflects 

a fairly old tradition. If we suppose that EccI postdated EccP, then this would put EccP 

back at least before the 13 th century. However, linguistic evidence does not help us to 

date Ecclesiastes text, as it offers few cogent leads. It has not been possible to bridge the 

gap of several hundred years with the help of the quotations either, since the quotations 

cannot prove or disprove the existence of the text, as we know it, prior to the 15th century. 

My conclusions must remain tentative for two reasons. Firstly, I have suggested a 

'parsimonious' solution to the relationships between the three versions, commentated, 

interpolated and plain, but one needs always to bear in mind that the actual relationships 

may be much more complex. Secondly, there are 33 known manuscripts of the Cyrillic 

Ecclesiastes. Of these I have used 16 for my stemma codicum for reasons laid out in 

chapter 1. I am reasonably confident that the yet unstudied MSS will not drastically 

change the stemma. However, until all the extant MSS with the continuous text and 

various fragments of the catena are examined my conclusions cannot be definitive.
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Appendix 1.

Principles of the current edition.

I reproduce the text, preserving superscript letters, abbreviations but not line breaks. 

Apart from titla other diacritics are not represented. Chapter divisions are given 

according to the Greek tradition. I have divided the text into words and have added the 

numbers of verses. In this I follow the Septuagint.

I follow the orthography of the Sinodalnyj 915 manuscript (the GB). In using capital 

letters and punctuation I reproduce those of the manuscript. Only corrections of the errors 

which are directly traceable to the scribe of Synodalnyj 915 manuscript and not to 

previous copyists of its underlying text are introduced in the edition The following 

conventions are adopted in the critical apparatus: after the verse number the lemma is 

followed by variant readings with sigla of MSS. The order of manuscripts from which the 

variant readings are cited is as follows: groupl: Pg.l, Und.l, Sol, TSL 730; group 2: 

Rum.204, Sof., MS2; group 3: Pg81, Vol.13, I-Vol.605, Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.l 121, 

Cud.200.

In my critical apparatus variants are cited in the orthography of the first relevant 

manuscript in the list. The second part of the critical apparatus contains readings that go 

back to certain Greek MSS. Greek variants (from Rahlfs's and Holmes and Parson's 

editions respectively) where appropriate are put below the Church Slavonic ones.

Variant readings similar to the ones given below are ignored as these are examples of 

variation in spelling and do not affect the text itself. 

noTOivb - noTOUH , p^BpaijjeNNO- p*?;BpAi|J6HO, BHA'BTH - 

n6H6N'm - neneNH,

The following symbols and abbreviations are used in my critical apparatus:

( \ = used for letters or words written above the line. 

+ = plus 

om. = omits
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pr. = preposes

po. = postposes

add.= adds

corr. = indicates corrections done by scribes

mg. = margin

s. 1. = indicates letters or words written supra linear

0 = margin only in GB unless mentioned in apparatus

- used to divide different variants of the same lemma 

|| - used to divide different lemmata 

] - used to separate lemma from variant readings

[ ] - used to mark corrections of scribal lapses made by the copyist of the Sinodalnyj 
915 manuscript. These corrections are introduced when they are supported by groups 1 
and 3 and by other manuscripts in group 2, including MS2.
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KNHPU peKOAAura BKAHCMAC^ CBOpNHK ujpA COAOAAOHA. 

FAABA . li.

1:1 TAH (CAOBCCA) CBOPHHKA, CNA ABABA upA IHACBA BT, lep^HMi 2. c£eT cSeTbCTB'i'A. BCAMbCKAA

C*8TA 3. HTO H^hOBHA'l'e MAK$, BT. BC6A\b CfltweHbH CBOeAVb. 6^6 CFltliJHTb nOACAHHbH8»0; 4. pO A 

AAHHSeTb H pOA flpeXOAHTb. A ^€AAAA B BtKU CTOHTb. 5. H B^c'l^ CA^e H BT. A\4cTO CB06 

BA6M6T . 6. TO B-hCIAra TAMO HA€Tb KTi 8f8. H WBHpAMTb K ctB€p8 OBXOAMT OKp-hCT1». HA€T AX^ M 

OKp-bCT-b erO OBpAlfJA6T CA AX^- 7. BCH nOTOUH HA^Tb B A\0p6. H A\0p6 N-fe^ NACHIJJA. HO B AA^CTO

raA\o«6 noTOivk HA^Tb. H TAA\O TH CA B rb^BpA 1*l*ioT HTH. 8. BCA CAOBBCA TP^AHA. ne BTi^Mo^eTb

TAATH. N6 HACUTHT CA OKO ^p-feTH. HH HCHAliHH7 CA $\$ CAUUJAH'lA. 9. MTO BWBUJ66 TO 

. H TBOpHAA06 TO TBOpHAAOA\S. H H"kCTb BC6 HOBO nOA"bCA7lHbH8lO. 10. HJK6 BTi^TACTb H 

BC6 CHAHO 6^ 8«6 Bbl^ B B^l^X1* BWBUJHX np6K6 HACT». 1 1. H"ECTb HAAAATH np-hBbfAMi H

BUBUIH. H"fe C "* HAAAATH Ct BSA^lfJHAAH. HA nOCA-k AH*m. 12. A^t CBOpHMKIi BWX 

HAA JHABAAb. 2:14 M^ApArO OHH B TOAOB-fe 6PO. Be^AAHUH «6 BT* TAA-fe X°AHT . 3:5 Bp6AAA 

CA H BpSAAA ^AAAATH CA W OBSAT1A. 4:6 BATO MCnOAH6Hi'e TOpCCTb ROKOA. HAH6 H 6nA-bH6HlA

ABOK> ropecTiA TUJAH'IA. 4:9 BATA ABA RAMC 6AHN<*ro. 5:5 Ne AA«Ab oycTW* c-hrp-buJATH OAOTIIO

1:1 <CAOB6C4> ] in the mg. Rum.204, Vol.13 ||
1:2 BCAMBCKAA] H pr. Pg.78, Arx. ||
3: H^hOBMA'fe] H^owBMA!?6T Pg.81,1-Vol.605 || cn-kiueNhH] CMiiueHHH Pg.78, Arx., Supr.
4: a] Hgr. l,gr. 3 ||
5: H Bi»] H om. gr. 3 ||
6: OBX«»AHT] M pr. gr. 3 || H oKp-hcr-h] H om. gr. 3 ||
7: HACUl|JA] HACWIJJ4A^ Pg.81 || MiCT(>] NckCTA gT. 3 ||

8: ^p-kTH] Tf-bnHA MS2 (corr.?), Arx. | ^pi TO I-Vol.605 ||
9: TO TBopwMomS] TO om. gr. 3 ||
11: BUBUJH] BUBIUHMT, Sol., gr. 3 || C-K] H pr. gr. 3 ||
2:14 x<e BT. TM-fe X«>AH T ] in the mg. Rum.204 ||
4:6 NenA-hNeNia] HcnoAH6HHia gr. 1 ||
5:5 nAo-ri'io] c pr. gr. 1, Rum.204, Sof. ||
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7:2 EATO X°AM B AOAA-E RAAMA. Ne^eAM MTH B AOAAT, A\HPOBHHH. rano^e KONeu> BCAKOM^ HABK^ M

JKHBMH AACTb BATO BT> CpV 6PO. 7:3 BATO [ApOCTb nA^CAVfeXA. NKO BT> ^AOB-fe AMU.A OyBA^MT CA 

CpAU6. lapHTH CA rACTb CAOBO. HO CA$«6HHIO BUBA6AVh. BATO OyMHTCAlO M BAAKbl. TAKbIMM 

ROTpeBOBA CAOBbl. K-b F10Ap$HNHKWM BATbl CTBOpAlOTb HX 7:4 Cp*U6 MOVf-AptlX^ B A«5^Y HAAMA. M 

CpV B63YMHblX-b B A<>A\\f B6C6AirA. 7:5 H GATO CAblUJATH np6l|16MH6. M^ApAPO. 

CAStUAHM|JArO n-k'HH B6^A\NArO. OBO ^A\APMA6T M^AP^PO «€ ^Anp-kqj6NH6 KpCRMTb M 

7:6 R\KO PAACT^ T6pHlA ROA KOTAW*. TAKO CA\tx^ B6$A\NArO. 7:15 6CTb npAB€AHHKb ROfblBAA B

ero. H ecTb HeMbCTMBbin npeBbiBAA B ^AOB-k ero. 7:16 Ne B\fAM npABeAeMT* BGAAAM MM

AHUJ6. A^ N6 KAKO H^YAvfeemM CA. 7:17 NH B6UJ6CTB&H B6AMH. MM B^AM ^CCTOKT* A* N6 

8A\p6UJH BTi EpeMA TB06. 7:18 BATO nplHMATM CA W CCMT^. HBO W C6PO M6 OCKB6pNHUJH p^Kbl 

TB06A. IAKO BOAM CA BA. HpHAAHpHTb BCA. 7:19 M$ApOCTb A\8ApAPO ^Kp^HMTb. RAM6 A^CATM

Bii rpAA"fex . 7:20 IAKO HAKA npABeANA N*k' HA ^€AAAH M«e CTBOpMTb BATO H He 

7:21 HBO BCA CAOBA. ra^e B^MATiBATb MCM'TMBIH MC npnKAONH cpAu,A TBOero IAKO

AA H6 SCAblUIMUIH pABA TB06PO KAEHSuJAA. 7:22 IAKO A\HOPA«AW ASKA^CTBYCT TH M A\HWFA>KAH 

O^AOBHT CpAU6 TBOe IAKO«6 Tbl KAAT HH-fex^- 7:28 M&KA WBpV 6AHNAPO W TblcSuJA «6Hbl «6

BC-kx CMX^ HC wBp-kTOx . 10:7 BHA'bx11 PABhl Hd KON^X A KHASH HAYH1" n'bujH. 8:2

M W CAOB-E KAATBbl sPVlA, H€ TT^CM-fc CA. 8:3 W AHUA €FO nOHACUlH H6 CTAHH B CAGE'S

7:2 XOAM] X<»AMTH TSL 730, Rum.204, Sof, MS2 || <\\MPOBNWM] MM nHpOBM-hiM gr. 1, /WH is crossed out in 

TSL730 | nMpOBNWM Rum.204, Sof. | MHPOBHWH is crossed out, nnpa is written in the mg. in MS2 || M JKHBHH

AACTh] MK6 B-hlMAACTb Pg.l, Und.l, Sol. || BATO ] BAT06 TSL 730 || 

7:3 BklBd6A\t] BblBA6T Sol. || Kli] B Sol. ||

7:15 npeBMBAd] npeBtira Pg.l | M pr. Sol. ||
7:17 B-h Bpe/WA] TH6 BO^ Pg.l, Und.l, TSL 730, he\ MS2 ||
7:19 AecATM] . V . TM Pg.l, Und.l, TSL 730, Rum.204, Sof. || rpaA-bx ] PP^A* Pg.l, Und.l ||

10:7 MAYHJM] HAY4<6 Pg-U TSL 730 MAY^* Sol. ||
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8AMKO AIJJ6 B-bCXblTHTb H CTBOpHT . 8:4 R\KO C€ Upb BAAA^A A\OABHT . H KTO p6M6T 6A\8 MTO 

CTBOpHAli 6CM 8:8 H N-fecTb ROCAA BTi AN** BpANH. H N6 CnCCTb N6H6CTbA cSljJAPO B N6MT». 9:4 

6CTb £nOBANH6 IAKO nCCl* «MBT» TO BTi BAPO HGMAAb BAAVb BATOBONNg c8lJJ$. H MACAO CAAAOCTH. 

NeH'THH BtcOBe glA^BHBUJ6 rpt^bJ CTpACTbA\H. IAKO FIA^ ^MHpAIOlJje A\Y\H TAKblMH C-brNHTl'H. H 

WA-ETAK>T KG H NAA"feTAWT . 10:1 HT'NO MAAO M^APOCTH. HA^ CAABbI B6AHKbl B6^MNA. 10:2

B AecMHUH ero. cpAue BC^MNOMS B iu^>»u,\\ ero. 10:3 HBO NA n^Tb CPAA 

H cpAue ero Ne AOCTATOMCTB8eT H ra^e noMbiujAAeT BCA BC^MNA cSTb. 10:4

O NAMA€T NA TA M"feCTA CB06PO NC OCTABH IAKO Hl^^AeNH ScTABMTH rp-kxbl B6AMKbl. 10:5 

6CTb A^KABCTE'ie 6^ BHA^X11 nOA CANU,eMb. IAKO N6BOA6K* M^HA€ W AHi;A BAAA^IOUJAPO 10:6 H A* CA

Be^SMHbm BiiSBbmjemio BCAHK^. H BOPATIH B CM-kpemH CAA^Tb. 10:7 BHA^X^ PABhl NA KONeX - A 

KNASH HAY4Je n-kiiJH. 10:8 Phi AM pOBi* BHAAB CA BO Nb H WCMAAH RAOA S^pHTb SM'IIO 10:16 Pope 

rpAAe B NeMX<e U.'PTBSAM SNUH H BOAAPH TBOH PAHO raAATb. 10:17 BAJf^HA Tbi ^CMAC ecn

U,C pTB8AH cTrb CBOBOA^I. H BOiape TBOH E'h BpeMA IAA&UJe B CHA^ H6 ROCTblAAT CA 11:2 

HACTb C6AMH TAHC OCMOM^. 1 1 :3 flUJ6 HAROAHATb' WBAAU.H AO»KAA. NA ^6MAK> H^AHBAIOTb. 

RAACTb AP^BO NA Sfli AIJJ6 AH NA C-fcBeplk HAA6T APCBO TAMO B^AeTb. 1 1 'A BAK»AblH B^TpA N6 

H CMOTpAH BT^ WBAAKbl N€ FIO>KNeT . 12:5 IlpOUBeTe KAARbllUb. H OyTblCTb

8:8 H ne] H om. gr. 1 ||
10:6 H nor*™] H om. TSL 730 ||
10:16 iVpTB^AH !?HWH] i^p" TBOH o\firh Pg.l, Und.l Sol. liph OYNT» TSL 730 | u/ph TBOH o\fNWH Rum.204, Sof.
10:17 uJpTB^AH] uy TBOH Pg.l, TSL 730 I up-r^Bo H Und.l, Sol., Sof. | H upVBo H Rum.204 ||
12:5 npoi*B6Te] H pr. Pg. 1, Und.l, Sol. ||
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lep'AMAVE 13.

NBC6Mh. laKO

A\06. B^dCKATM. H ChdiTHTH . W BCt X

e A$KABO

C-hTBOpeHAA

15. N6 CA

H ce ecTh

H npHAOKMB'h

6CTb CMWMT, HAHbCKWAVh 0 N6AVh 14.

NBCBAVb. H C6 BCA C$Th CBrf/CBA H^BOA6N'l'6A\h

H N6

CpUM A\06AVh 6K6 PATH C6

AA6N8 Bli iep^HAA-fc. H CpA ^e A\06 BHA^ MNWrb

Ve AX^». 18. RIKO

HpHACWHTH X<6 BOA*k^Nh.

CA MHCTH. 16.

A\!?ApOCTb RAH6 BWUJA

H . 17. npMTHA H

AA^APOCTH. MNWWCTBO

12: B-K i6p*AHrt\-b ] 6KA HCHACTii cBopb" pr. gr. 1, Rum.204, Sof. I^PA COAOMWNA po. Und.l ||
13: cbciTHTM] c-hciA't'TH gr. 3 || A\!?APOCTM] B pr. Pg.l, Und.l, Sol., gr. 3 npeAV5\fApocTH Pg.78, Arx. ||
nonencHYe ] neneNYe Pg. 1, Und.l, Rum.204, Sof. ||
14: c-hTBopewa] om. Und.l, TSL 730, Arx., Und.l 121, Cud.200 | ci»TBop€HAdVol.l3, Supr. || HBC6A\i»]

gr. 1, Rum.204, Sof, gr. 3 || BCA] BCB Pg.81, 1- Vol.605, Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.l 121, Cud.200 || 
CBAT CB<»] cy'ThCTB* gr. 1 , gr. 3 || 

15: A^weme] AHiueHhe gr. 1, gr. 3 || MMCTH] WHMCTHTH Sol. HhCTH gr. 3 ||
16: AAoeAATj] CBoeAM> gr. 3 || npHAO^nx CA] CA om. gr. 1, Rum.204, Sof, gr. 3 || M^ApocTh] npert/\ApTh Pg.78, 
Arx., Supr., Und.l 121, Cud.200 || H cpA4e] H om. Pg.81, Cud.200 ||
17: H X^TPOCTM] HX TPOCTH Rum.204 I HXT» TPOCTH Sof. || H ce] om. Pg.81 || ecrh] om. Pg.81, 1-Vol.605, Pg.78, 
Arx., Supr., Und.l 121, Cud.200 || 
18: pa^AVBB-h] BT» p^AA-k gr. 1, gr. 3 ||

17: eyco] om. tyu MSS HP ||
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2:1. PeKox-fe A^h ceKApio <cpAuio) A\oeA\S. np'mAM A* TA MCK$WIO BT> BeceA'm. H BM«h BT> BAS-fe H ce

C&TCTBO. 2. CAAtx^ PCKOX nOABHJKeme. H B6C6AI6 HTO BcSe TBOpHWM. 3. M F10c4THX . Aipe CpAlje 

AA06 NACTABH M^ApOCTH. H 6K6 AP^ATH B B6C6AIH AONA6JK6 KHR&. KOTOpOC BA?0. H CUNWAYh 

MAHhCKklAYh. H 6* CTBOpAT HOA^ CANljeMh. B MHCA-fc AN1H JKHBOTA MX . 4. M B1»^B6AMHMX CTBOp6Nl'6 

M06 CT»^AAX A^AA1» NACAAHX BMNOrp<VMd. 5. H C'hTBOpMX Orp^AW. M NACAAH%'h B N^ Ap6BeCT». 

6. CTiTBOpMXT» [B] K^lliAH BOANMA. M N^n^ATH W N^ MpO'/;AR6nVe AP^BeC-h. 7.

H A«A\OMAA^ BWUJA A\M. H CTAKANIC CKOTA H CTAAT» mMw^mw Bi/T n^ Bcix 

BWBUJHX npex<e A\6H6 E'h lep^HM-k. 8. M c-hBpax >f<e ^AATO H cpeepo. HA\-femd ^p^ H CTp^MTi CTBC>PM

flOKHJJAA. MO^CKA ROAOY H K6HCKA. H RHUJA (sic) CNWBTi MAHh. BHNNHKM H BHNNHtVI. 9. H 

B'h^B6AMHMX HAM6 BC^ BMBUJHX . Hp6«6 AA6N6 BT» ICp'AHM'fe. H MO^AP^CTh A\OA ScTABH A\" CA. 10. H 

6POK6 Bl^npOCHCTA OMH MOM H H6 WIAX W N6A H N6 BT^6pANHX CpAu8 A\0€A\S. W BCAKOPO

IAKO cepAue MOB BTJ^BCCGAH CA BT» BCAKO* CM-kiuemH A\oeM . H TO Bwcxh MACTh A\OA w 

Bcero TP^AA A\oero 1 1. M npn^p'tx'11 A^1>- HA BCA CTBOPBHAA. MOA" CTBOPMCTA MOM po\fivt. H BT»

2:1. cenapio] cpAuw gr. 1, gr. 3 cep^Kio Rum.204, Sof. || BAS^] wBAdui I-Vol.605 ||
2: Bc^e] coye gr- 1 II
3: NACTABH] HACTABHT <WA gr. 3 || AV?AP«>CTM] npe^OYApocTH I-Vol.605 || M ex<e] H om. Pg.81 || H cwNW<wb] H om.
Pg.81, I-Vol.605 (H\ , Pg.78, Arx., Supr. || nex ] H om. gr. 3 || CTBOpAT ] C-UTBC»PHT gr. 3 || B MHCA-b] H pr. gr. 1,
Vol.13, I-Vol.605, Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.l 121, Cud.200 ||
4: AOAAT.] AOAMdgr. 1, gr. 3 ||
5: H ci»TBopMx ] M om. Pg.81, Vol.13, I-Vol.605, Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Cud.200 I M c-hTBopHx c.rp*Aw] in the mg.
Und.l 121 ||
6: B KgntAM] B om. gr. 1, Rum.204, Sof, MS2, gr. 3 || M NaruATH] H om. gr. 1, gr. 3 || Apesec-h] w pr. gr. 1,
gr.3||
8: H c-hEpax] M om. gr. 1, gr. 3 || upb ] uptcKA gr. 3 || CTB<>PH] cTBopHX^ gr. 1, gr. 3 || noAoy] POAA Pg.81, Sol. ||
ntnuA ] nMijja TSL 730, gr. 3 ||
9: H B-h^BeAMHH^] CA po. Und.l, (Wi TSL 730 | M om. gr. 3 || Bet* BWBUJMX ] B-hiBuiMx^ Bt-k* Pg.l, Und.l,
TSL 730, Pg.81, Vol.13, I-Vol.605, in the mg. Bci* Pg.78 , Supr. || SCTABH] WCTABH gr. 3 ||
10: erojf<e] cero TSL 730 || B-hnpocMCT*] BocnpocHcr* gr. 1, Pg.81, Vol. 13, I-Vol.605 || H HC wrax ] H om.
Pg.811| NBA] Hew gr. 3 | meH6 TSL 730 || cAvkmemH] cn-biueHiH TSL 730, Pg.81, I-Vol.605, Supr. ||
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. H BC€

A\c>YApocTb. H Aec-rb H

BctX [CB-k T ] BCA 6AMKO M 6A\8. 13. H

. M

. rano KTO HAKT» Hx<e ne noHA6Tb B

ecTb H^OBMA'l6

. 12.

IUH6

. IAKO H^OEHAYe CB^TA. nane TA\W 14. A\SApAro H OHM Bt rAABi ero B6^8A\NW. H B-h TA\4

M CA MAATi. 15. H

A\06A\T»

MM CA.

W

HAMATH CI* 6 B^KW. H C6 8^6 B1»

BMBUJA. H KdKO 8A\p6Tb . 17. M

HA . R\KO

Bce nocn-kuieNYe A\oe e?f<6 no

BC'kAX'h

no A\H-k. 19. raKO TO

MOHAAT*.

AH AM

C<N^6A^^l C6

Wp'kljJM CA Cp*UK» A\06A\8 0 CBAATi

AA06AA1!.

IZIKO C6 . 16.

BCA

. ISKO

. 18. H

. rano WCTABAAK*

- M

. 20. M

AM MA\ATh

CA

6^6 C/\HU,6A\b. 21 . IAKO 6CTh ISKO

11: CTBOpeNAA] cTBOpeNHia Pg.l, Und.l, Sol. || MOA"] A\ora ra^ Pg.l, Und.l, TSL 730, gr. 3 /\\ora Sol. || 
povfivb] MOM om. Arx. B pyivb MOCH Supr. || M«e] ex<e gr. 3 || c^eTd] c8e TCTBa gr. 3 || 
12: npe^p-fex^] H pr.gr. 1, gr. 3 || ^t] om. Sol. || MOYAp«cTb] npeMAp^Th gr. 3 || HC] H pr. Pg.l, Und.l, 
TSL 730 (»} |om. Sol., gr. 3 || BC**] c B -fe T gr. 1, Rum.204, Sof., MS2, gr. 3 || BAHKO"] BAHK^ gr. 3 || 
1 3 : H BHA'fex'h] M crossed out in Pg. 1 H om. Und. 1 || rano*] «e crossed out in Pg. 1 | IAKO Und. 1 , Sol., 
TSL 730, gr. 3 BH A-b x po. Vol.13, 1-Vol.605, Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.l 121, Cud.200 || ecTh] om. gr. 3 
14: H OHM] H om. gr. 3 || H B-h TAvfe] H" B-U rm-fe Pg.81 || HMT,] mTTSL 730 || 
16: iaKo] H pr. TSL 730 || BWBUJA] BUUIA gr. 1, gr. 3 || S/wpeTb] oy^P6 Sr - 3 || 
17: M BT^NeNABMA-tx11 ] H om - TSL 730, Supr. || «HBOTNWA\'K] ^HBOTOAVH gr. 1, gr. 3 || 

18: nocn-kiueN'fe] cn-tiueHVe gr. 3 ||
19: AH BC^OY'"6"'11] HAH B6^YM6N'h 8r - 1' §r - 3 || WBAAA*e T ] WBAAAATH gr. 1, gr. 3 || AH HAAATb] AH Om.

TSL 730 ||e«e] H pr. gr.l, Rum.204, Sof., MS2, Vol.13, I-Vol.605, Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.l 1231, 
Cud.200 || ce we] H pr. gr. 1, gr. 3 ||

1 1 : H^BOAem'a - irpocupecuc;] 
21:ou]oTiMSS -

gr. 1, gr. 3 - St ||
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ero B-h

HACTb 6PO H TO

ero e^e

H B . H B AVTcTB-fe . H HAKT, H*e NC CA o

H AgKABCTBO B6AHKO. 22. RIKO BHBATH HAK$ BT> 6PO. H BT>

CA FIOAT* CANueAVh. 23. raKO BCM ANN ero BOA-E^NH H rapocTM

er HBO B noi|jH He CRMT cpA u,e ero. H TO" C&-TA ecTb 24. M H-fe^ BA~PO HAK^ NO TOKMO tcT-h H

CBOCH H BATO

ecTh. 25. rano KTO meTh HAH KTO icTi,

A\oyApocTh pa:$M H K6C6AVe H

BATOe. npeA AH^eA\b BJKfHM-h RIKO^

H ce IAKO w

ero. 26. raKO MAK^ BATO npeA AHU,eAYh ero.

A<»<vh ecTb neMeme PPHAOKHTH H

H^BOAeme

21: rpSAt ero] ero om.Und.l|| B /w^cTB-fc] B om. I-Vol.605 || H A^KABCTBO] HA AoyKABhCTBo gr. 3 ||
22: BWBATH] BUTH Sol., TSL 730, Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.l 121, Cud.200 ||
23: neieHiH] non6H6Hie gr. 1, Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.l 121, Cud.200 | noT6M€Hie Pg.81, Vol.13, I-Vol.605 ||
E MOIJJM] H pr. Sol. || H TO" ] H om. Und.l 121, Cud.200 ||
24: TOK/WO] TO KTO Arx. || -kcT-h] e«e pr. gr. 1, gr. 3 -fecThe TSL 730 || meT-u] nHThe TSL 730 || Mx<e] H pr.
TSL 730 || H B"A>O] H om.TSL 730, Pg.81, I-Vol.605 || H ce x<e] H om. Sol. || ecTh] ce pr. TSL 730 ||
25: KTO nYeTh] TKTO^I Rum.204, om. Und.l 121 || KTO tcT-h] KTO om. gr. 3 || pa^B-ke] «e po. Pg.81 || ero] H pr.
Pg.l, Und.l, TSL 730 | cero Pg.81, Pg.78, Arx., Supr. ||
26: RKO] om. Pg.81 || MAK^ ] om. Und.l || M ecTh] A«Th Pg.l, Und.l, Sol. | M*T> ecTh Pg.81, Vol.13 | R»KO 

Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.l 121, Cud.200 || p^iT ] H pr. Pg.81 || H BeceAie] M om. TSL 730 || 
ujAioi4J6A\^] c-hrp'kiiJAioi|iH'" TSL 730 || neneHYe] noneHeme Sol., gr. 3 || H^BOAeme] H pr. gr. 1, Vol.13,

I-Vol.605, Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.l 121, Cud.200 ||

26: A\o\fAp«»CTb p<v#T -aofyiav KCU yvtioiv] 
MS 298||

H A\o\fAp«CTb Pg.l, Und.l, Sol.- Kal OOCJHCCV HP
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FAABA . 'r . 

3:1 BciAYh roA-h H BpeMA BCAKOH BCIJJH. 2. epeMA CAAHTM H BpeMA B-hCTpi^ATM CA^enoe

3. BpeAAA OVfBHTH BpCAAA IVBAHTH. BpCAAA p^>RUJMTM. 4. H BpCAAA HAAKATH CA H Bp€MA

CAvkraTM CA. BpeMA ntrn H BpemA PWA^TM. 5. BpemA PACKAACTH KAmeme. M BpemA PACCWRATH

BpeAAA W OBiSiaTbA. 6. H Bp6A\A B^HCKATH, H Bp6MA flOr$BHTH. EpeANA CXPAHHTH. H Bp€MA 

BhtNATH. 7. Bp6MA B^ApATM, H Bp6MA CUJHTH. BpeAAA AAA-hMATM H Bp^AAA PATH. 8. Bp6MA 

BT^AIOBHTM. H Bp6MA BT^HeHABHA'KTM. BpSMA pATH. H Bp8MA AAHpA. 9. MTO M^OAie

MAk8 B-h Bctx w MHX «6 cniiiJHT . 10. BMAix neMCHie BCG MAkt noiiiH^o He" 11. BCA

BTi. A^BpA 61% BpeMA CBOC. MBO BCAKli K'^K'h A<*A1» 6^ Bli Cp*UHX IAKO He OBpAlpeT MAKT*

rh W HAMAAA A<> KOHI^A. 12.

BT^eeceAHTH CA H e^e CTBopw B^TO B ^HBOT-fe cnoeAA-h. 13. MBO BCAKT^ MAKT» M ni'eT . n-fe

3:2 H BpeMA] H om. Pg.l, Und.l, Sol., Pg.81, Vol.13,1-Vol.605, Und.l 121, Cud.200 ||
3: OYBHTH] H po. TSL 730, Pg.81 || liiAMTM] HCH^AHTH gr. 1, gr. 3 BpimA CTJ^TM M po. Pg.81 ||
4: H spem/A nA<»K4TH CA] M om. Pg.l, Und.l, Sol., gr. 3 || Bpe/\\A nirM] H pr. gr. 3 ||
5: spemA PACKAACTH] H pr. Pg.l, Und.l, Sol., gr. 3 || pACCwnarH] coepdTM KdmeNMe gr. 1, gr. 3
KameHoe Rum.204 in the mg., Sof. || spemA w] H pr. Pg.l, Und.l, Sol., gr. 3 | Bpirt\A AAMCAHTH pr. Pg.81 || S;]
om. TSL 730, Cud.200 || cuiton-hA] WBOYKTH TS1 730 | oBo\(-raTH^Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.l 121, Cud.200 ||
6: H BpemA B^MCKATM] M om. Pg.81 || BpemA CXP^MHTM] M pr. Pg.l, Und.l, Sol., Vol.13,1-Vol.605, Pg.78, Arx.,
Supr., Und.l 121, Cud.200 |j CXP^NMTM] XP^HMTH Pg.81 ||
7: BpemA BYPATH] H pr. Vol.13, I-Vol.605, Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.l 121, Cud.200 || B^A
Pg.81 B-h^ApdCTM Pg.78, Arx., Supr. | PA^A-TH TSL 730, Und.l 121, Cud.200 ||
8: BpemA BT^AIOBMTM] om. Und.l | M pr. gr. 3 || H BpemA mHpa] H om. Und.l, Sol. ||
9: HTO] * po. gr. 3 || M^oAie] H^OBMAhe gr. 1, Rum.204, Sof., MS2, gr. 3 || cniiuMT ] T-K pr. gr. 1, Rum.2041
TO H pr. Sof. | nocn-kujHT Pg.81, Vol.13,1-Vol.605, Pg.78, Und.l 121, Cud.200 ||
10: neieNie] Tno^) MS2, TSL 730, noneneme gr. 3 || neneHVe see] BOB neneNie gr. 1 | ace noneMewYe gr. 3 ||
noijjH^ ] neqiH CA gr. 1, Rum.204, Sof, gr. 3 ||
11: BCA fa*] Bee fa* Pg.81,1-Vol.605 | BCA x<e Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.l 121, Cud.200 || cpW] cpV H^
Rum.204, cpV MX* Sof. | cp^ix^ gr- U gr. 3 || A»] H pr. Und.l 121, Cud.200 || in the mg. A^PA ...'B-U
I-Vol.605 ||
12: CTBC>PH] TBOpM Pg.l, Und.l | CI>TB«>PMTM Sol. TBC»PHTM gr. 3 ||
13: H-k^] H -kcT-h Pg.l, Und.l M -fecr-fe H TSL 730 corr. H into H ? | H racrt Sol. | H BMHO pr. Und.l ||

5: PACKAACTH - tou paA,elv || paccwnATM - TOU pli|;aL HP MS 161 in the mg. ||
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BMAMT GAT06 B-b BC6AVE JKMTbH CB06AVb. C€ AAAH16 B^Ve 6CTb 14. pA^AA^ . IAKO BCA 6AHKO 

CTBOpH ST.. TAKO B^Tb B B^KM. K TtAVb ht^ HpHAOX^MTM. H W T^ M*^ 8TAHTH. H B^ 

CTBOpH M $BO 6^. (V AMUA 6PO 15. BUBUJIH. 6«6 6^ H 6AHKO* ECTb. BMTH H 8^6 BMUJA. H BT> 

rONHMAPO. 16. H 6l|ie BHA-fex^ ™A CANUeAVb AAtcTO. C^ANOe T8 N6MhCTHBWH. H

T8 BATOH^TBMM-h. 17. H pi* ^ B Cp^M A\06*. C np4B6ANUA\M H C N6MhCTMBWA\M 

E'h. H WHO BpSMA BCAKOH B6l|JM. H NA BCAKO* CTBOp6HlH T^'eii. 18. H ptx B Cp^M AAOCAA-h 

CHTi MAHh. RIKO pAA BT.. H 6«6 ROKA^ATH HMT.. IZVKO M CKWTH C^Tb. 19. HBO M T-fe* CASMAH. ISKO 

CMT» HAHb. H RIKO CABMAN CKWTHHkl CA^MAH B NHX . IAKO CA\pTb C6PO TAKO. TAKO CA\pTb CePO H 

BC-bX H HTO H^AHUie HMATb MAKT* RAH6 CKOTHNU. HHMTO"* I3KO BCA^KAA cSCTA. 20. BCM 

BTi 6AHHO AA^bcTO. BCM BMUJA W R6pCTM H BCH B npbCTb BT^BpAlJJAK>T CA. 21. H KTO B^CTb 

*MHbCKT». AIJJ6 BTiCXOAHTH CA\S A^A\S [A^A^] B ^6A\AK). 22. H BHA^X'1' B̂ r0 H0 TC* K^d

CA MAKTi BT» TBOp6N'lMX'b 6PO. IAKO MACTb 6PO IAKO KTO A^BBA^Tb H BMAHT B HHX«6 

AIJI6 B^AeTb MTO C NMAA-b.

BHAHT ] BHA-feTH gr. 3 || x<MThH] «HBOTbH Pg. 1 (BO is crossed out), Und.l x^HBori gr. 3 (I
14: BCA] BCAK-h Pg.l, Und.l, Sol. || CAMKO] CAMKA gr. 3 || siKw] B-kn-h Und.1121, Cud.200 || !?T<»HTM]
Pg.l, Und.l, Sol. || CTBOPH] H po. gr. 1, gr. 3 || A«] M^ Sol. ||
15: e*<e] * gr. 3 || M 8«6] H om. gr. 1, gr. 3 ||
16: HCHhCTHBUH] HeM^TMB-hi^Pg. 1 , Und.l, Sol., Supr. || x8 BATOM'TBIIIAM,] TO BAiWrBUAVh Und.l 121, Cud.200

17: H IAKO] M om. Pg.78, Arx., Und.l 121, Cud.200 ||
18: num,] TAA'HHH gr. 1, gr. 3 || RKO ?AA BT,] is crossed out in MS2 ra^ PAGT» Supr. ||
19: H raKo] Hom.gr. 1, gr.3 || T<IKO TOKO ] second TAKO is crossed out in MS2 ||
20: BCH GMUJA] H pr. Pg.l, Und.l, Sol. ||
21 : AOM^J AOAV gr. 1 , Rum. 204, Sof, MS2, gr. 3 || ^
22: BATO] raKo H-fe^ pr. gr. 1, Rum.204, Sof., gr. 3 || BT^seceAHT CA] B-h^BeAHMHTb^ Pg.78, Arx., Supr.,
Und.l 121, Cud.200 || H»^<e] H6A\«e gr. 1, Rum.204, Sof., gr. 3 ||

16: BATOH'TBhiA\rh - euoeprjg MSS
17: T8 ?-h - kK€l A 6 ecoc + HP MSS 23, 253, 254, 106, 155, 159, 161
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4:1 H WGpATMX CA *?•». H BHAix^ BCA WKAeBeTANlA BHBAWljIAA HO* CAmjCAAb. H C6

WKAeBeTANM*. H hi' MAM* $T-kujAioujAro. 2. H ROXBAAM* BCA OYMp-bWAA. RAHB WHBWX BAHKO

«6 MX #<HBH CS T A$C6A6. 3. H fi'/XTO RAH6 OBOK> C6K>, HK6 6l|J6 H6 BH 6^ CTBOpewe A^KABO 

CTBOpeNAPO HOA CANU6A\b. 4. H BHA^^ A^ BeCh TpSAt H B6AMKO AAOxfCTBO CTBOpeNlA. IAKO

CTBOpem'A AAO\fJK6BM w noApBrA csoero. ce cSe™ w^BOAeme AX*. 5. B€:$A\NO WBIAT-II po^ui

H CN'kCTh RAOTb CBOK». 6. BAPO HCnOAN6N'l6 TOpBCTH HOKOA n^MCnATiHeHVA ABOK> POpeCTYlO 

M^BOA6H16 AX^- 7. H WBpATMX CA A^ H BMAtX cSeTCTBO HOA CATTueAMi. 8. 6CTh 6AHH'K H 

BTOpAPO. NH CHA K6 NH BpATA N"k C 6A\8. N^ KONIV* BC6A\8 Tp^A^ GPO. HH OKO 6PO N6 

CA BOPATCTBA. M KOA\S A^K TpS^AW CA. H AHUJAIO &\U& A\OK> W BATOCTMNM. H C6 W C^6TA M

A£KABNO. GCTA 9. BATA &RA. RA^ CAHKAPO. HA\AW 6CTb A\^A* BAPA BT» TpSA'fe ew>. 10.

PAA6T CA. 6AVH1» 6K> BT»^ABMrNeT npHMACTHHKA CBOBPO. H TOpe TOA\S 6AMNOA\8 erAA CA RAABTb H 

H6 B^A6T B TOrO BT^ABMrNSTH ^PO. 1 1. H Al|J6 OyCH^TA ABA T6RAO HMA B^A6Th [B TOPO] A 

KAKO C'hPp'feeT CA. 12. H AIJJ6 SKp-knHT CA BAHNTi. ABA CTAH6TA npOTHB§ C6A\£. H B6pBb

4:1 BCA] om. Pg.81 || BMBAKMIIAA] ^BWBAIOIJJAA gr. 1, Rum.204, Sof, gr. 3 (MS2, Und.l 121 z;a is erased) ||
2: BCA] pr. KKO Cud.200 in the mg. ||
3: 6i|ie] Aijje gr. 3 || BW] BuT gr. 3 ||
4: A^-K] om. Und.l 121, Cud.200 || RIKO CTBOPCHIA] om. gr. 3 || MO^BM] MOYKW gr. 1, gr. 3 || w] H pr. gr. 1,
om. gr. 3 || noAp*M H pr. gr. 3 || ce] H pr. gr. 1, gr. 3 ||
6: HcnoAHeme] M^BOAeme gr. 3 || ropecrH] rop-hcrh Pg.81, Vol.13 | ropcrYio Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.l 121,
Cud.200 || OOKOA] H pr. Pg.78,1-Vol.605, Und.l 121, Cud.200 || HcnA-hHCHYa] H^BorteNiA gr. 3 ||
8: H H-k^ ] H om. gr. 1, gr. 3 || KQHU.A] om. Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.l 121, Cud.200 || He] om. gr. 3 || MOW]
CBOW Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.l 121, Cud.200 || neMeiri'e] noneseme gr. 3 || A^KABHO] A^KABO gr. 1, gr. 3 ||
9: BA?A] BA?© Sof., Pg.81, I-Vol.605 || HMA] H/W-K gr. 1 || ew] <T Pg.81, Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.l 121,
Cud.200 ||
10: B TOPO] KOM^ gr. 3 APVrAro So'- II B^^ABHrNSTH] He pr. Pg.l, Und.l ||
11: H Aijie] H om. gr. 3 || B TOPO] om. gr. 1, Rum.204, Sof., (in MS2 is crossed out), gr. 3 || c-hrp-feer CA ]
corpiujATh^ in Pg. 1 UJA is crossed out, Und.l ||
12: npoTHBg] om. Und.l 121, Cud.200 || BepBb] Bepsw gr.l, Pg.81, Vol.13, I-Vol.605, Pg.78, Supr.,

Und.l 121, Cud.200 ||
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H€

cKopo ne nepepB^T CA. 13. §/\rh PABT* muyh H

BNHMATM H eUJC. 14. IAKO

BCA JKMB£IJJAA H

BC6AYK

UpcTB-k ero POAHT CA HMi^j-h. 15. M

B H6PO AA-fecTO. 16. H H-feCTh

CA o ne AM,. IZ\KO He c8eTA HH H^BOAenYe AX*.

l'M BAH^Tx SCAUUIATH. Be^OYA\HWX

CTAPA H

UTBOBATh. IAKO H BT»

noA CAHne. H^e Bi»CTAHe

HHAAH HBO

HorS CBOIO. erAA

TBOIO.

13: Hxe] H Arx. || pa^/wi] Bp^oYMlfe P8- 81 ' Vol.13, l-Vol.605, Pg.78, Supr., Und.l 121, Cud.200 || H 

om. Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.l 121, Cud.200 ||
14: RKO] H?f<6 Sol. || M^HA6T ] H^HAe gr. 3 || Up^TBOBdTb] Up^TBOBdTH gr.l, Pg.81 ,Vol,13, I-Vol.605, Pg.78,

Arx., Supr., Und.l 121 up 
16: neMemAJ nonesem* gr. 3 | 
gr- 3 || 
17: BAH^-h] M pr. gr. 3

Rum.204 Chud. 200 || raKO H] M RKO Sol. H pr. I- Vol. 605 ||
CA] H6 pr. gr. 1, Rum.204, Sof., gr. 3 || M^BOAeNi'e] M^BOA6HH6rt\-h gr. 1,

'I'A gr. 3
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FAABA . IF .

5:1. Ne noTqjH CA SCTM CBOHMM rapHTH CA M cp*u.e TBOC A* ne 8cKOpHT H^HGCTM CAOBO. npeA

AMU6A\h BKlHAAh. IAKO BT> HA HBCM A TW HA ^6A\AH. 0 C6A\ A* B^9^ CAOBCCA TBOA AAAAA. 2. IAKO 

npVMA6Tb CHMT18 B-b MHW^CTB-k HCK^CA. H PAACT, Be^MHAPO BT> MHW^CTBt CAOB-kCh. 3. AIJJ6 

OB-EUJAeUJH OB-fel-h K Erg, H€ 8A\€AAM WA*TH. IAKO H^CTh XOT6N16 B BC^MIM TW ^BO 6AMKO 

OB-kuJAB CA WAA>Kh. 4. BATO 6^ H6 WBtuJABATM CA AH 6^6 WfitujATH CA WA^TH. 5. H6 A*^ 

SCT6NTi CBOHX^ CT»rp-feuJATH RAOTH CB06H. M N6 p8M6UJH Hp6A AMU.6* ByflHMli. IZ\KO M H6BMAeHl'6 

6C 6AA HpOrN-kBACT CA BTi 0 AMdCAH TB06H. H pACTAH7 TB06A 6. lAKO^B B1» MHW^CTB-k CliHlH. H 

C86TCTB'1M. H CAWBGCTi MHW" . IAKO TM BA BOH CA. 1. AUJ6 WHA^ HHIJJAA pACXMUJ6HVe C^ljJAA HpAEAM 

BHAHUJH flpABA&. He AHBH CA 0 B€qJH. IAKO BH^KWH HA BklCOl^-kAMi CT^XP^NHT CA. H BMCOKMH HA HHX 

8. HH^OBHAie ^€A\AA HA* BCAKOK> 6^ l(pb CTpAHOlO CA'bHOlO 9. AIOBAH CpeBpO . H€ HACMTHT CA 

CpeBpA. H KTO BT^AIOBMTh H BT» AAHW^CTB-fc CPO «HBOT . H C6 «6 C^ETA 10. BT» MHW^CTB-fc 

BATOCTMHA SAANO^HUj'A lAA^qjVH. H KOTOp06 AA^CTBO C^ WT"hA. lAKO HA^O BHA'tTH OMHAAA 6PO.

5:1 M ne] Ne om. Rum.204, Sof.|| o CCA\] H pr. Pg.78, Arx.|| B«AC»YT] B\fA6Th Pg.l, Und.l, Sol., Pg.78, Supr. ||
3: xoTewe] x*-remA Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.l 121, Cud.200 ||
4: wB-kijjABATH CA] OB-kijjATH CA Und.l, Sol., gr. 3 || AH] HAH Pg.81, Vol.13, I-Vol.605 || AH e«e ws-kijjdTM CA]
om. Pg. 78, Arx., Supr., Und.l 121, Cud.200 || \»A*TH] H H6 pr. gr. 3 ||
5: M He] H pr. gr. 1, Pg.81, Vol.13 || RKO M] A* om. gr. 1, gr. 3 || BAA] H M gr. 1, Rum.204, Sof, gr. 3 ||
nporN-feBAer CA] N6 pr. gr. 1, gr. 3 || BT^] om. Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.l 121, Cud.200 ||
6: ciiHiH] CNMTI'H gr. 3 ||
7: WHA!?] wMAoyrb Pg.78, Supr. || pACXwi|jeN'ie] PACXHIJICMIA Arx., Supr., Und.l 121, Cud.200 || BCI^H] EWBuie"
gr. 3 || c-hXpAHHT CA] ctxp^HAT CA Rum.204, Sof. ||
8: HH^BHAVe] H M^oBHAie gr.l, Pg.81, Vol.13, I-Vol.605 H^BHAIB Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.l 121, Cud.200 ||
e^ ^ph cTpANow] e^ CTpANow ^ph Pg.81, Vol.13, I-Vol.605 CTpAMow 6^ up^b Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.l 121,
Cud.200 || CAtnoio] CA^AAHOIO gr. 1, gr. 3 ||
9: ce *<e] om. Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.l 121, Cud.200 ||
10: e" WT-KA] 6w ia Pg.78, Supr., Und.l 121, Cud.200 | 6A Arx. ||
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11. corn* CAAAOK-h PAB£ Aijie AAAAO HAH AAHWTO cnicTb. H NACwijJhiJJHM CA sorAT-kTH n-k

OBABAAAH GPO OOCbiriATH 12. e^NeA^ H*6 EHA^ "^ CANU€A\h. BOPA^TBO XP^HHMO W N6PO. B 

^AOBS 6AAOY 13. H nOPblBN6T BOPAT CTBO WHO.B neH6HIH A$KABN-k pOAH CNT, H NtCTh B pSivk NHHTO*

14. raKOKe H^HAB w MpeBA AAT>H CBOCA H NAP-h BT^BpAijiAeT CA HTH. raKO*<e H npHAe. H NHMTO" 

npmA\6T B nocnici csoeM-h. M HOHA€T B pg4i ero 15. ce~ ^OAT, N6A^rh rano" BO npiHA6Th TAKO

WHA6Th H HTO H^OBHAl'e 6PO. H^ CntllJHT B AAHp-h 16. H BCH H^<6 ANH 6PO BT» TAAt H B RAAMH. H BT»

rapOCTH AANWSt H B PNtB-k H B N6A^t 17. C6 «6 EHA^* A^ BAT06 6«6 A«>BpO. 6* tcTH H

HHTH. M e*<6 BMA"kTH BA>OCThlNK> Bli BC6AA1> Cnic-fc. H«8 Cn-fcllJHT HOA CANUeAAT* HHCAO

«HBOTA 6A HK6 6C 6A\8 B^AAA'h RIKO TO MACTk 6PO 6CTh 18. HK6 BCAKTi HAKTi

6C BOfATCTBO H HAA-kme H BAACTh HA H6* H "fcCTH W H6PO. H flp'lATH HACTh erO H

CA 0 TpSA"k CB06M C6 AA*Nh6 BJKI6 6CTb 19. IAKO NBAAOrbl ROAAAH8TH AHIH X<MBOTA CB06PO RIKO BT»

H6M6T CA HAVh BT* B6C6Al'H C*UA 6PO.

12: w Hero] dittography Vol.13,1-Vol.605, Pg.78 || 
13: WHO] WHOPO gr. 3 || neHeN'm] noneHem'M gr. 3 || B pBivt] B om. Arx. || 
14: nocn-fec-fe] nocrrk Rum.204, Sof. nocn-feujeH'i'H gr. 1, gr. 3 ||
15: ce* ] H pr. gr. 1, gr. 3 || ?OAT»] T,M Und. 1 || TAKO] H po. gr. 1, Rum.204, Sof, gr. 3 || 
16: H BCH ... rapocTM] in the mg. Pg.78 || >we] om. gr. 3 || ero] om. Arx. || B PAAHH ] B om. gr. 3 
17: BAroe ] BATO gr. 3 || M e«e IIMTH] H om. gr. 3 || H«e cirfewHT] exe cniuiHT gr. 3 || CA] ^ gr. 3 

A<»A-h BI Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und. 1121, Cud.200 ||
18: Hx<e ] MBO gr. 1, gr. 3 || ex<e A<*AT» 6A\oy BT»] eA\OY^A*A?l1 ^T> Sol. || sii ec ] ecTh BT» Arx. || H 
Pg. 1, Und. 1 Hie™ Rum.204, Sof GICTH Sol., TSL 730, gr. 3 || H e«e] H" gr. 3 || B-b^eceAHTH CA] 

CA TSL 730, Pg.78, Cud.200 || ce] om. Rum.204, Sof || A^Hbe ] cn^Nie Rum.204, Sof ||
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TAABA . If. 

6:1. 6cTh AgKABCTBYe ewe BMAtx^ noA CA~Hu,eAVb H AxnuT HAui. 2. M** ewe A^ emg B^

BOPA CTBO. M Hwkme H CAABg HC AMWAH AWA CB06A W BCCPO erO* Bl*WA6A <k6T . H N€ A<»CTb 6A\OY

BT* BAACTH w Hero racTM. IAKO HIO* mSwb icTM HA\AT w Hero. cew cSeTA H H6A$rb ^OA-b e^.

3. AUJe pOAHT MOy* -pT H A-kTA AAHWPA nOWHB6T . M MHOSM B^A^b AWC WHBOTA erO. H &WA CPO 

H€ HAChlTMT CA W B^TOCTblHA. H HCTp6B€mA H6 BbP CAAOy. H p^X11 B̂ rni nAM6 erc> B^MpaeT . 4.

IAKO B deT-b npHAe H BO TA\-k noKphieT CA. 5. H CAnu^ ne BMAt nwe He pa^AA-k ROKOA. ce n^ne 

cero 6. BATOCTUNA ne BHA"fe. erA* ne Bt CAMHO A\4cTO BCA MAOYT . 7. BCb Tp8Ai» HAK-H B-h SCTA 

ero H £LUA «e ero ne HCHAI^HHT CA 8. rano KOTOpoe H^OBHAie MAK$ A\8Apc»A\OY n&^ Be^SMHAro. 

nonew NHUJ'I'H B-kcTb X^AMTH npOTHBS WHBOTS. 9. BATO A^^H'U onbio RAMC xoTAijjaro AUJH. H ce1^ 

H^BOAeme AX<*« 10- H>f<e Bbi^ £>Ke. H NApene HA\A ero H HO^HA CA ewe ecTb MAKT*, H ne

cSeTHTH CA BCKOP'k DOMeTWlT HAMe C6B6. 11. I3KO C^Tb CAOB6CA AAHWPA SAAHOWAIJJe 

HTO M^AMUJe MAK8 12. laKO KTO B"tcTb MTO BATO HAK^ B WMBOT'k 6PO. HHCAO ^\H'|'H WHBOTA

ero. M CTiTBOpn A BT» CT^HH. IAKO KTO B rh^B TkcTHT HAK8. HTO B^ACT RO^AAH ero

6:1 HAiVk] ecTh pr. gr. 1, Rum.204, Sof, gr. 3 ||
2: H MAvkNYe] H om. Pg.l, Sol. || ne] H pr. Pg.l, Sol., TSL730, gr. 3 || erow] ex^e gr. 3 || ce"] H pr. gr. 1, gr. 3 ||
3: .pT ] CTO gr. 3 || B'ATT, ... cSeri ] om. Arx. || BAr-h] B'ATO gr. 3 || B^HpaeT ] H pr. gr. 1, gr. 3 BO^PATT^ Pg.l,
Und.l BT^pacT-h Sol., TSL730 | B-h^BpaTh Vol.13, I- Vol.605 | BT^BPATH Pg.81 | B-h^Bp,»THT Pg.78, Supr.,

Und.l 121 | BYPATH" Cud.200 | nf po. gr. 3 ||
4: npMAe ] npeMAe Arx. || noKpwer CA] HAXACFO po. gr. 1, gr. 3 | ero po. Rum.204, Sof ||
5: CAHI^A] cAHue gr. 3 ||
6: BPAA] 6A* gr. 3 I)
7: jf<e ero] >f<e Pg.78, Supr. ||
8: M^OBMAie] H^-hOBAMMie Pg.81, 1- Vol.605 || HAK^] M^KIO I-Vol.605 || M^APOA\OV] AAOYAP«Y pg- 78 ' Und-l 121 ||

9: A'tama] A^^me gr. 3 || M^BOAeme] H pr. Arx. ||
10: BT»^A\o?f<e] A\o>f<eTh Arx. | A\OW Supr. A\o«e Und.l 121, Cud.200 ||
12: B^ro] BA?* Pg.81, I-Vol.605, Und.l 121 BA^ Vol.13 || HHCAO] H pr. gr. 3 || C^TCTBA] C*€T CTBO gr. 3 ||

7: AUJA we ero - KXXI ye T) ^X1! + autou HP
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/.I CAPO HAAA RAH6 MACAA BA?T». H ANb CAApTHblH HAM6 ANh GUTUl 8PO. 2. BAPO 

II A AH A. AM XWTb B AOA\<Mf llHpA. RONe* KONei^b BCAKOA\0\( MAK^ HJK6 BblA<*CT6 BAPO B Cp*U6 CB06. 

3. BAPA lApOCTb RAMS CAvkx*. ISKO B-b ^AOB"k AHIJA OyBAP^HT CA Cp*U6. 4. Cp*U6 A\OyApWX B 

I1AAMA. H Cp U6 Be^AAHh^ B AC>A\S B6C6Al'A 5. B'ATO 6* CAhlWATH ^dnpei|J6NV6 MO^^A. RAM6

CAhiujAi|JA nicNb B6^A\Nhmx-h 6. raKo" BO TAA^ Tp-bNiA noA KOTAW" TAKO CA\*fex BC^MNAPO M ce

C&6TA 7. ISKOK6 KA6B8TA AbCTMT A\8ApAPO pdCAABA6T Cp*U6 B'/XTblA A\Ol|JM 8PO 8. BAPA 

CAOBeCTi HAH6 NAHAAA HX . BAPTi Tp^n-feAHBTi RAH6 BhICOKHX'h AX^^^ 9. N6 Tl|JM CA B 

IZVpHTH CA. ISKO R\pOCTh B N^AP^ Be^YAVNb^ HOHHBA6Tb. 10. A* H€ peHCUIH MTO BO IAKO

BAA^HH RAMG CHX . rano HC B A\$APOCTH npocHA-b ecn o ceM 11. BAPA MoyAp^ c 

no ^pesVio H H^OBHAVem-h BHAAIPHMII ciuii^e 12. IAKO B CT-RNH 6A A\SAPOCTH IAKO

CT-feNM CpeBpA H^OBHAVe pA^AAA A\8APOCTH. 0«MBMT M«6 S AA6NA 13. BH«b CTBOpeNIA BPVl'A IAKO 

KTO A\0?KeT OyKpACMTH e«e BTi pA^BpATHTb 14. BT» A^^ BATOCTblNA. «MBA M B'b

7:1 H AHh] AN"M Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.l 121, Cud.200 || BMTIA] «MT'M gr. 3 ||
2: AH] HAH Pg.l, Und.l, Sol., gr. 3 I """AH MS2 || Mx<e Bi^cre] H«e H BMA*CT6 gr.l, Rum., Sof., Pg.81, Pg.78
(corr.?), Supr., Und.l 121 || csoe] C8oew gr. 3 ||
3: OYB^MT CA1 «YBÂ <AT CA ^8- ^1 II
5: n-fecHh] H-k^ gr. 1, Rum.204, Sof., Vol.13, Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.l 121, Cud.200 ||
6: cAvkx ] cAA-kpnx Pg.78 (pn is crossed out), Arx. ||
7: iaKo«e] >«6 om. gr. 1, gr. 3 || paCA<»6AeT ] H pr. gr. 3 ||
8: CAOBec-h] CAOBCCA Pg.l, Und.l, Sol., gr. 3 || BAn»] BATO gr. 3 ||
9: TIJJH CA] TI^HT CA gr. 3 || Be^oYAAHii^] B6^c>Y«Hdro gr. 3 || noMHBAerb] noHHT*6Th Vol.13, Pg.78 (TA is
crossed out), Arx., Und.l 121, Cud.200 | noniV Supr. ||
10: BO] BM gr. 1, gr. 3 || B-kujA] GUUIA Pg.78, Arx. || BAA^MH nane CHX ] BAA^H CHx nAse Sol.
Und.llom.gr. 3 ||
11: H^oBHA'i'eAVh] H^oBHAi'e gr. 1, gr. 3 ||
12: A\^AP«CTH] AAYAPOCTB gr.l, gr. 3 || PA^AAA ^AP«»CTH] Avxp^Th pA^g* gr. 3 || AVCHA] HEA gr. 1, Pg.81, Vol.13,
Vol.605, Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.l 121 | A Cud.200 ||
13: OYKPACHTH] OY^PATH Vol.13, Pg.78, Und.l 121, Cud.200 OY KP*™T SuPr - I <W»CTH Arx. ||
14: «MBA] «HBMH Pg.81, Vol.13,1-Vol.605, Und.l 121, Cud.200 *HBM Pg.78, Arx. || BT, I^AH] HAH Pg.81 ||

2: BMAACT6 B'ATO - &OXKI + dyaGov MSS ||



228

BT* ANh ^AOBbl BM«b. MBO C6 CbPA^ C8MO\f 6*6 CTBOpM BT> 0 PA'S. A* N6 

COBOK>] NHHTO* 15. BCA"CKAA M06PO. 6CTh npAB6ANblH HOPblBAA BT> CB06M

€' N6H C THBbIM Rp6BblBAA H BT> ^AOfit CB06H 16. N6 B^M npAB6AeN1» B6AAAH HM A\!$APH CA 

B6AMH 6PAA KOPAA M^AvkeilJH CA 17. H H6 B6l|JbCTB8H MNWPO H H6 B^AH ^eCTOK-b A* H€ ^MpeiilH

BT» BpemA CBoe 18. BATO TM ecTb B-h^A6p«ATK CA o BceM-h w Bcero NC ocKBepNMWM p^Khi CBOCA

BOAM CA BA M^MA6Th BC6 1 9. MA^Th nOAAOW6Th A\8ApC>AA!? HAM6 ACCATM WBAAA*KM|JHX Bt

20. lano MAKA N-kcTh np^B8AN4 NA ^MAM. w«e CT»TBOpMTb BAroe H NC c^rp-feuiHTb. 21. M

BCA la" CAOB6CA H^ BT^VAIOTb NeH^TMBVH H H6 BACWH C^U,A CB06PO. A<» N€ SCAblUJHUJH pABA CBOCPO 

KAeH^l[JAA T€B€. 22. IAKO <WMWrA«A H CA8KO\fK>T TOBOK>. OEXO^eHVe* NOPbl O^AOBMTb Cp^6 TB06. 

IAKOK6 H Tbl KAAAli 6CH AP^hlA 23. BCA CM HCK^CHXTi BTi A\SApOCTH H pb^b ^MOyApH CA 24. H

TAKO SAAAH CA w AABNC A^ACHC HAHG 6^6 H^ TASBOKA TASBHHA. KT^ WBpAijjeTb A 25. M WBMAOXT*

M Cp*U6 M06 6^<6 pA^M'feTM. M 6«6 CbC^THTH CA H 6«6 B2JMCKATM A\SAP«>CTM M pA^MA. M €«€

M CTS^eme M A6CTb 26. osp-kTAio A^ TO ropu^e CA\JPTH c

HBO] BO gr. 3 | H*<e TSL 730 || v* o rA-fe] w rA-fc i=k TSL 730 || ^AOBOW] ^A COBOW gr. 1, Rum.204, Sof, MS2,
gr- 3 ||
15: noridBAA] norMBaeTb Rum.204, Sof. | npasAi] NenpdBAi Pg.l (NC is crossed out), TSL 730, Rum.204,
Sof. || e^] Hpr.gr. l,gr.3||
16: NH] H pr. Und.1121, Cud.200 || 6rA*] CA* TSL 730, Pg.81, Pg.78, Und.1121 || KOPAA] om. 1-Vol.605,
Cud.200 || H^m-ketiJH CA] M p^M-feeuiM CA Sof. ||
17: H M6 B^AM] M om. Pg.81 || A*] " pr. gr.l, Vol.13, I-Vol.605, Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.1121, Chud. 200 ||

BT, spcMA] He pr. TSL 730, Pg.811|
18: BATO TH] BATOCTM Pg.l, Und.l || TH] om. gr. 3 || BCCPO] cero Pg.l, Und.l, Sol. || OCKBCPHHUJM] ocKBepMH Pg.l||
19: A\SAPOA\S] A\ApocTb Arx. || WBAAAAM»4iHx ] wBA^AewijiMX Und.l ||
20: c-hTBopHTh] c-hTBopH Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.l 121, Cud.200 || ctTBopMTh BAroe] BAPO c-hrsopHTh Sol. ||
21: H BCA] M om. Pg.811| ia*] *<e gr. 1, Pg.81,1-Vol.605, Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.l 121, Cud.200 || H Ne] H

om. gr. 1, gr. 3 || SCAMUJHUJH] CAWOIHUJH gr. 1, gr. 3 ||
22: CA«KOYK>T] CAMK*K» Arx. | CAI'KOYIOT Supr. || TOBOW] c pr. Arx. || MOPW] MNOPW Sol., gr. 3 ||
23: SMO^APM CA] OY^VSP^ CA Sr- 3 ||
24: PA&BHNA] PAOtfBHNM Sol. || wspAHjeTt A] wepAqjerk CA Sol., Arx. ||
25: chc-kTMTH CA] ci,c-kcTHr Pg.78 | c-hctcTM Arx. | c-bcirM' Supr. ||
26: osp-kTAw] M pr. gr. 1, Rum.204, Sof., gr. 3 || TO] om. gr. 3 ||
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AOBHTBA H C^TM 6A H

M^BHNHT CA W N€A H ChrptllJAAH H6 WBAT

AK>BBH 6A p$KW 6A. BAThlH npeA

W N6A. 27. C6

CT»BOpNMK1i 6AHNOVf 6AMNOM nOAMdCATi 28. B^HCKA M

HAKA W TldC^ljJH OBprbTOX H BT* N6 OBp-kTOX 29. OBAH6 C6 CI6 OBp-feTO X

6«6 CTBOpM BTi C H/\KOMTi npABOAVh H TM B^HCKAUJA HOMMCA-h A<>BpTi MNW^.

CiTH] C-feTh Pg.81 Pg.81
H c-h^-h] H om. gr. 1, gr. 3 || c-h^-h] c-hoy^w gr. 3 || AWBBH CA] om. gr. 1, gr. 3 || H^BHHMT CA] M^BHHer CA gr. 3 
N6 WBAT ] He om. gr. 1, gr. 3 || 
27: pine] om. Supr. ||
28: H He] ne om. gr. 3 || OBpirox H] oBp-kTox om. gr. 3 || CMX ne oBpiTox ] HE om. Sol. | H HM eAMNoia po. Sol. 
29: ce eie] CHUe gr. 3 || np^om-h] np^BM* Pg.81, Vol.13, 1- Vol.605, Pg.78, Supr., Und.l 121, Cud.200 ' 

Arx. || AOBP^] om. gr. 1, gr. 3 ||
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8:1 KTO B-ECTb A\8APUA H KTO BtcTh pA^ptwewe TAT,. MyApOCTM MAKi* npOCBtqjA6Tb AMU6 6PO. 

M B6CT8ANWM AMl^Mb CBOMMb B'h^HeNABMA'kM'h B$AeTb. 2. OVfCTA l{pA CXP^HH. H W CAOB6CH 

KAATBbl 6>KIA M8 TIJJM CA. 3. W (\Hl\A BO 6TO nOMA6UJH. H6 CTANH B CAOBCCt A^KABH-fe. IAKO BCA

CTBOpM . 4. IAKOW6 ijpb c-bBAAAbm rixeTb H KTO peMCTb eA\S H HTO CTBOpniiiH 5

. N6 ^B-kcTb TArt fi&KAKA. H BpGAAA C&M fitCTb. Cp^G AA^ApArO. 6. ISKO BCAKOH 

H C8A1». IZIKO pA^MTi MAKA MHWPA HA N6A\b. 7. ISKO R-feCTb B-kA^^^^O H HTO 

B^A6Tb. KTO B^B-fcCTHTb 6AA8 8. N"k^ HAKA BAAA^U1* B1* AC^ B 

H-kCTb BAAASl^JArO B ^Hb. CAApTH. H H-fccTb C^ABbl BT» AHI* BpAHH. M N6 CRCeTb B6qJ6CTl'6 C^l^AfO B 

H6M . 9. H BC6 BHA'feX'11 H BA*X . H Cp*U6 A\0€ B-b BC6 CTBOp6NYe 6>f<6 CTBOpBHO Bbl^T ROAt CAHljeMb 

eAHKO OBAAAAAli 6CTb HAKTi,. BTi HAU*k ISKO W^AOBHT'l'6. 10. H TOPAA BHA^X11 N^^THBbl B rpOBbl 

NeCOMbl. H W CTTO HA^mA HAOUIA H HOXBAAHUJA. H K'h rpAA'fe R»KO TAKO CTBOpHUJA BC6 *<6 C^CTA. 

1 1. IZtKO N't' H^BABAeNIA BblBAK>l|JA. H VV TBOpAljJHX'b A^KABOe BCKOp*k C6PO pAAH SsepH CA CpAUe. 

CN'h'MAHb B HMX^6 CTBOpM A^KABOG. 12. < H WTOA't) H W A^VbHOTbl HX^. HBO

Arx. - lacuna 8: 8 -9:1
gr. 1, Rum.204, Sof. - lacuna 8:16-9:14

8:1 MYAPOCTM] A\Ap^b Pg.81, Vol.13, 1-Vol.605, Pg.78, Arx., Supr. ||
3: BO ero] er BO Pg.81 || CTAHM] CTAHCIIJH gr.3 ||
4: c'hBAAAMH] CWM BAAAWH gr. 1 || H HTO] H om. gr. 1 , gr. 3 ||
5:n]om. Pg.81 ||
6: 6^BpeA\A] BpeAAA e^ gr. 3 ||
8: BAAASi|jAro] BAAAyw^ro Pg.l, Und.l || c] CA gr. 3 || AHb] ANH Pg.81, Pg.78, Supr. || cf^erh] CA po. Pg.81,
1- Vol.605, Pg.78, Supr., Und.l 121, Cud.200 ||
9: H cpA i*e] M om. gr. 1, gr. 3 || CTBopeme ] TBopeNi'e Pg.81, Vol.13, I- Vol.605, Pg.78, Und.l 121, Cud.200 ||
BW^ ] e^ Pg.78, Supr., Und.l 121, Cud.200 || B-B n^i] B-h om. gr. 3 ||
10: rpoBw] rposi gr. 3 || HCCOMW] NeceNw gr. 3 || HACNIA] om. gr. 3 || n<>XB«rtMUJA] noxBAAeHH BWIIIA gr. 1, gr. 3 ||
H BT» rpAA*b] H om. gr. 1 , gr. 3 |j ace] H ce gr. 3 j|
11: M^BABA6HiA] H^BOAeHMia Pg.l, Und. 1 , Sol. H^ii|J6HiA gr. 3 || H w] H om. gr. 3 || CTBOPH] c-KTBopHTH gr. 1,
Rum.204, Sof., Pg.81, Vol.13, 1- Vol.605
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6$A6T BAPO. BATOBOAIJJHM CA EA. A* H6 BOAT CA W AHU.A 6P0.13. H N€ B^AeTh BATO 

HeHbCTMBOAAOXf. H H€ np6AAO>KMTb ANM B CTtwi. H Hi'7" H«6 BOAM CA W AHU.A 8PO. 14. 6CTb

c8eTA H ia>Ke CTBOpenA ecTb HA ^AAAM. IAKO c^Tb npABeAHHu,H H A*CTM^»WTb *%}>. (IAKO 

CTBOpeme Hen'THBbi*. H c$T neM^r-HEYM ra^ AOCTHPAKT MX) rano CTBOpeme npABCAHbix-b. H p-kx 

«e cSeTA. 15. H ROXBAAHX ^ c B6C6AH6A\-b IAKO H-fecTb vT BATO MAKS noA^ CAHu,eM . HO TOKMO

4CTH H 6JK8 RMTM. H 6>f<6 B6C6AHTH CA. H TO npHBblTOKl* 6PO CH-RllJeHYlO ANIH ^HBOTA 6PO.

6CTb 6MOY B"b ROAT* CAHljeMb. 16. B HHXT» A^X^ Cp*U6 M08

TH n6M6H'l6 CTBOp6H06 HA ^6AAAH. IZ\KO B fj\k M B HOlfiH CHA BT^ OM'l'lO CB06IO H-fecTb BHAA 17. H

BCA CTBOpeHIA BP<YA. IAKO H6 BT^AV^KCTb HAKT* H^OBptcTH CTBOpem6A\b CTBOpBHAPO 

CAHU.GAA'b. 6AHKO V& AIJJ6 p6HGT AA^AP^IH pA^ANiTM. M H6

12: BAho] om. Und.l, Sol., TSL 730, gr. 3 || BOAT CA] BOHT CA Pg.78, Supr., Und.l 121, Chud. 200 ||
13: BATO] BArd Sol., gr. 3 || H ne] HA HK gr. 3 || HP^AOJKHTK] npoAOA^MTh TSL 730, gr. 3 || CT-bnM] C?NH gr. 3 ||
BOAH CA] BoraTH^ Pg.81, Vol.13,1-Vol.605, Pg.78, Supr. | BOHT CA Und.l 121, Cud.200 ||
14: ecTh] H pr. gr. 3 || M ra^e] H om. gr. 3 || see] ce gr. 3 ||
15: HK] H Pg.l, Und.l, Sol., Rum.204, Sof. om. gr. 3 || e^e HHTH] e«e om. gr. 3 || e^e BCCCAHTH CA] ej»<6
om. gr. 3 || H TO] H om. gr. 3 || cn-kiuemio] BO cn-kiueN'no gr. 1 | B-h cn-kuienYH gr. 3 || AN'I'H] cero pr. Pg.l,
Und.l Bcero TSL 730 | ero gr. 3 ||
16: neMCHie] noneseme gr. 3 || AHB ] AMH Sol., TSL 730, Rum.204, Sof. | AHb gr. 3 || H-kcTb - lacuna starts in

gr. 1 and Rum.204, and Sof. ||



232

9:1. KlKO see A^ ̂  «pAue, M cpAue A\oe BCB BRA* IAKO npABeANm M^PIH H A^AH'IA MXT> B

GKUO. H AIOGBM * H N6NABMCTM H-fe^ BiA^- M MAKT, BCA flp€A AHU€AVh 6PO 2. C&-TA. BT, Bet*

CA^MAM npABeANOAAO\f M N6MbCTMBOMg BAPO H ^AO MMCT06 H H6MbCTHBO€ X<pSlJjeA\8 H N6

iaKO«6 BAPblM H KVKO CbPp"kllJAAM H laKOJKG KA6NWM CA H ISKO^e BOAH CA KAATBhl 3. C6 A^KABO

BC6 CTBOp6N-kA\-h R^A^ C^Nl^M-h R4KO CA^MAH BCix^- H CANL*e CNWETi MAHb HCnAI^NH CA

H rp^AO' H AbCTb B Cp*UhlX HXT» B ^HBOTt HX H HO^AH^ K^ A\pTBhlX 4. RIKO KTO H«8

CA Kli KC6AM, KHBblAM^ 6CTb NAA6WA RVKO n6CT» ^MBT, TO BAPO RAH6 ABA A\pTBA 5. ISKO X^HBYH

I3KO SmpSTh AApTsYn N6 C^Th B-feA^e H NMHTO* K TOA\8 M^A^ ^KO ^ABB6NA 6CTb 

HAMATb HX^ 6. H N6NABHCTh MX^ M pBCNYe M^T* S«6 ROrhlBe. H HACTH N^CTb HMTi E B-RKbl K TOA\8

K'h BceA/vb TBOpenYH ROA^ CANi^EMb 7. npYHAH H ra^A h BI* BeceAYn XA'kB'b CBOH H nw Bt BAS-fe BHNO 

CBoe raKO BAPOBOAH BT^ CTBOpenYA TBOA 8. EI* BCAKO spemA A^ c&Tb pn^w TBOA B'bAbi H MACAA

^ N6 AHUJHT CA PAABA TBOA 9. H «HBH >f^MBOT C K6HOK5. K>X^6 6CH Bt^AtOBHAt BCA

JKMBOTA TB06PO. j\,ANU ROA CA~Hl^6A\b, IAKO HACTb TBOA B X^HBOTC TB06Mb

TBoe") MX<e cirbujMUJH noAt CANU€M 10. BCA GAHKA OBpAifjeT p8KA TBOA cTBOpnTM.TBOpH rano H-fe"

gr. 1, Rum.204, Sof- lacuna 8:16-9:14

9:1 /woe] om. Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.l 121, Cud.200 || H A-krtAHYa] H om. Pg.81|| B-kA^] B-tAWH gr. 3 || H
H om. gr. 3 ||
2: neHbCTHBoe] H6MHCT06 Cud.200 ||
3: Bee cTBOp6N-fe/wh] BC6Mh TBOp6H-krt\h Cud.200 || CA^KAH] AoyMAia H Pg.81 C^AA M Vol.13, 1- Vol.605,
Pg.78, Supr. || CAHue] epAue corr. into CANUB in MS2 || no^Anwx ] no^A" nx Pg.81, Vol.13, 1-Vol.605 ||
MpTBMx ] A\PTBWW gr. 3 ||
5: ecTh] BW^ gr. 3 ||
6: TBopeMiM] ciiTBopeNiM Supr. ||
7: BAsi] cpAui pr. Pg.81, Vol.13, 1-Vol.605 ||
8: BCAKO] see Supr. ||
9: A*NW] T6B6 po. Pg.81, Vol.13, 1-Vol.605 || B WMBOTC TB06A\k]B cn-bc-k TBOB" MS2, gr. 3 || M«C] ewe gr. 3
10: TB<>PM] GAHKA TM CMAA TBOPHTH pr. Pg.81, Vol.13, 1-Vol.605, Pg.78, Arx., Supr. c-hTBOpn Cud.200 ||
TM] H pr. Pg.81 ||
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CTBOp6NIA NM ROMblCAA, NH pA^AAA NM A\8AP*CTM BT. AA^ AAAO «6 Tbl MA6UJH 1 1 . M WBpATHX CA H 

CAMU,6A\b IAKS A6rKblA\-b TBMCMVeM-b M CMANblAYb. BpANH* MO\fApUMli X^BTi NM*<e 

BOrAT CTBO. NMJK6 BtASlJJMAYb BAfATb IAKO Bp6A\A M CA^MAM CA8HHT CA BctAYb H* 12. 

HAKTi Bp6A\6NM CB06FO. IAKO pblBbl 8AABAA6A\bl BTi A\p6«M ^A"k. H IAKO RTMUA 

8AABAA6Mbl B C^TM. M IAKOK6 CM 8AABAA6A\bl TAKO. IAKO TM" c8Tb c7TwB6 MAMbCTIM. BT» Bp€A\A 

A8KABO BN6PAA MAHAAeT MA MA BNE^AnS 13. M c'l'KWe AAOyApOCTb BMA'tX HOA CAMH6A\h. M B6AHK-b 6^ 

AAN-fe 14. rpAA AAAA'h. M AAOy^lM B NBAA'b AAAAO. M nplMAB Upb BSAHK'b M WKpOTM MX CA"tAA6T 0 NCAAb 

WCTpOPbl B6AHKbl 15. OBpAL(J6T ** B H6A\b A\8«b MMUTb M A\8Ap1» H TT» C?K6Tb 

CB06IO. M HAKTi N6 HOAAANOBeNTi C A\8«6AAb NMlJJMAYb 0 NEA/Vb 16. M p'k'5 A^T» BATA A/vSAp^CTb RAM6 

CHAHblX . M A\8ApOCTb MMt^JArO 8NMHM^eNA H CAOB6CA N'k c8Tb HOCABliJA6AAA 17. H CAOB6CA 

B HOKOM CAblUJAT CA HAM6 KAMHA. OBAAAAK>l|JHX 0 B6^8A\NblX 18. BATA A\8ApOCTb HAM8 

pATNblX . M C'brp'kllJAA M GAHNli HOr8BMTb BATOCTblNIO A/VNOfB.

11: M CA^HAM] H om. Pg.78, Arx. ||
12: ISKO pwBw] ranox^e pbiBu gr. 3 || TAKO] cgrh pr. gr. 3 is crossed out in I-Vol.605 || M taKo] TAKO I-Vol.605 ||
BT» A\pex<H ... c-kTH] in the mg. I-Vol.605 || H ISKOKC CH SAABAACAMII] om. I-Vol.605 || B-h A\pe>KH... CM

SAABAA6Mw] om. Arx. || raKO TMH ] TH Arx. || BI» speAWv] Bpe/wA Arx. ||
14: CA-tAA6T ] H pr. gr. 3 || wcTporirt] wTporhi Pg.l, Und.l, Sol., Rum.204, Sof. | WTPOKH TSL 730 ||
15: OBpAi|J6T '*] M pr. gr. 3 | CA om. gr. 1, Rum.204, Sof., gr. 3 || noMANOBeirh] BW^ po. gr. 1, MS2, gr. 3 ||
16: H CAOBBCA] NH CAOBCCA gr. 1, gr. 3 || N-k c8Th] N'k om. gr. 3 ||
17: B] H Pg.81 fl CAMUJAT CA] CAMIUHT CA Vol.13, I-Vol.605, Pg.78, Supr., Und.l 121, Cud.200 ||
o] om. TSL 730 w Pg.81, Vol.13, I-Vol.605, Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.l 121, Cud.200 ||
18: c-hcgA-h] CO* §r - l I C*T §r - 3 ' in the
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8 I) 

10:1 MOY\W &v\pijjBAAionjAro CPNOAT CTpoeme ApeBAnoe MACAO CAAAOCTH MAC™ MAAO

HAM6 CAABbl B^griMA BeAMKA 2. CpAl*€ M^ApArO 0 A6Cngl* 6rO. Cp^B Be^AANA^ W

3. M HA nSTb'* Be^MHblM HA6Tb H Cp*U6 6PO AHUJMT IZW6 flOAAblUJAAe7 BCA BC^AANA C^Th. 4. AI|I6

AX^ BAAA^qjAro B^MABT HA NA AVKCTA CBoero M6 WCTABM rano HivkAewe SCTABMTH rpixh«

5. €C . A&KABCTBO 6* EUfiV ROA CANl^" 6«6 NOBOANO H^HA6T W AH^A BAAA^lpArO. 6. AANT, B8 

HA BblCOTAX B6AHKblX H BOPATm B CAxtpGNb^ CAA^. 7. BHAiX pABbl HA KON6X H KHASH MASljJH IAKO 

pABbl nO ^6A\AH. 8. KOHAA IAA\8 B NK> BRAABTb. H nOTpeBAAKMjJArO OrpAA^ C>Yrpbl3H6T H SA\'l'A. 9. 

!^6A\AA H KAA\blK-b nOBOAHT B NHX . C^KblH AP<»BA &-&£$ np'l6A\A6Tb B NHX^. 10. Aljje CnAA€T C-fcHMBO 

H T"b CAA\1» AHUe* CRAA6T M CA\AT6T . M CHAA \VH8A\0>f<6T H^OBHAl'6 A\0\p<K> AXOyAP^CTb. 11. Al|J6 

3A\'lA H'h B UJ6nT"k H N'EXTb HX OBHAIA OBABAK>l^J6/V\8. 12. CAOB6CA SCTTi A\ApblX BAPATb.

6PO. 13. NA^O CAOB6CTi 6PO B6^A\Ve. H ROCA6ANAA 

A6CTb A^KABA. 14. M Be^MCNTi 8A\NO«MT CAOB8CA, N6 pA$Avk HAKTi, MTO BWBUJ66 H HTO

10:1 8A\pnJBAAK»i|iAro] oyAxpijJbBAAioijjA gr.l, Rum.204, gr. 3 oyMpiiJBAionje Sof. || crpoeHVe] CTpoenVA Und.l,
Sol., TSL 730, Rum.204, Sof., Pg.81, Vol.13, I-Vol.605, Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.l 12 || MACTU] M^-I, gr. 1,
gr. 3 necTh Rum.204, Sof. || MAAO] MAAA Pg.81 | rwacrto Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.l 12, Cud.200 || B6AHKA^]
R6AHKA gr. 1, gr. 3 ||
2: cp*ue se^MHA1^ ] B^MHAPO cp*ue Sol. || w UJ^KMO ero] (w uiSwio ero"i Pg.l ||
3: AHUIMT ] AMUJHTH M Pg.l, Und.l, Sol. AHiijHTb M TSL 730, Rum.204, Sof, gr. 3 ||
4: NA] Hh Pg.81 || SCTABMTM ] H po. Pg.l, Und.l, Sol. ||
5: A£KABCTBO] M pr. gr. 3 || HOBOAHO] NCBOANO TSL 730, gr. 3 ||
6: A^Nii] A* wN-h Sol. A* we gr. 3 || CAA^T ] eSAoyTh gr. 3 ||
7: M] A gr. 3 || HA^HJM] MA^C Pg.l, Sol., TSL 730 | MA^AA Und.l | H^I^A gr. 3 ||
8: B NK> BHAACTb] BnAA6Th B HK> TSL 730 || o\frpw^K€T ] rpw^H6Tb gr. 3 || M SAM A] H om. Sol., Rum.204, Sof. |
(H\ TSL 730 to S/WIA Cud.200 ||
9: ^6A\AA H] H pr. gr. 1 |B^A\AAM Pg.81 | H B^MAAM Vol.13, I-Vol.605, Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.l 121,
Cud.200 ||
10: H TT»] TO H Arx. || CAAVH] CAA\O gr. 3 || AMUC" ] AMi*e gr. 1, gr. 3 || cnAA6T H] om. gr. 1, gr. 3 || C/WAT€T ]
CAAOVfTHTh gr. 3 ||

11: Aqje] H pr. Pg.81, Supr. || NT,] om. gr. 3 || HX ] om. gr. 1, gr. 3 || OBHA'IA] H^oBHAbia gr. 1 | M^toBHAVe gr. 3 || 
13: HA^O] HAHAAA Pg.l, Und.l, Sol.|| CAOBec-h] OYCT-K po. gr. 1, Pg.81, Vol.13, I-Vol.605, Und.l 121, Cud.200|| 
ES$M'ie] Be^o\fA\'iA Pg.81 || 
14: 8/WHO>f<HT ] CA po. Und.l 121, Cud.200 || HTO BWBiuee] HTO om. Und.l 121, Cud.200 ||
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rano no^AAM ero KTO BT^B-kcTnT 6A\8 15. ovfcnt* se^AAHbix-b H Tp$A HX^. H«e He pA$A\-k HTH B 

rpAA 16. rope Test rpAAe eMorf* upb TBOH SHT*. H KHASM TBOH ^AoyTpA ^A^ 17. BAKCM* Tbi

^6AAA€. €A Upb TBOH H CHbl CBOBOAHbl* H KHASH TBOH B*b BpCAAA IAAAT H CHAt H€ flOCTb!AAT 18. B 

A-RHOCTH CMHpHT CA CTpORTHBO, B RpA^A^NCTBO pBnB npOKARAeT XP^AAHHA 19. B CA\4 X TBOpHT 

XA-kfili. H BHNO B€C6AHTb ^HBblA. H CpBBpA nOCA^UJAIOT BCAHbCKAA. 20. H Tbf BT» C-bB^CTH Cp\A 

H€ KA6MH. H B KA^TH AO^HHU,H CB06M. N€ KA6HH BOPATArO I3KO RTH^ HB^NA AC»HCCeT TAA^ TBOH. 

KpHA"fe BTi^AeTMTb CAOBO TB06.

I V 
A Tp(5A Und.l 121, Cud.200 || HWC NC pa^Avk HTH B rp*A ]

om. I-Vol.605 || pa^Avk HTH] p<v$AvkTH Und.l, Pg.78, Arx. || B rp<»A ] B om. Pg.81 || rpaA ] rpaA-k Pg.78,
Arx. ||
16: i*ph TBOH] I^BO H Und.l | TBOH om. gr. 3 || ito-h] em, po. Pg.81, Vol.13,1-V01.605, Pg.78, Arx., Supr. |
ecTh SH-H Und.l 121, Cud.200 || KNASH TBOH] TBOH om.Und.l I ero gr. 3 ||
17: 6^] eAJKe TSL 730, Pg.81, Vol.13, Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.l 121, Cud.200 || upu TBOH ] up'k TBo H gr. 1,
gr. 3 || CHA-k] PATH po. gr. 3 || HC] H pr. TSL s.l., Rum.204, Sof., MS2 || POCTMA^ ] nocTWAATh^gr. 1,

Rum.204, Sof., gr. 3 ||
18: CTponTHBo] CTponTHBMH TSL 730, gr. 3 || npa^AhHCTBo] np*^AbHCTB-k Pg.l, Und.l, Sol. RP^HWCTH gr. 3 ||

I -Ml *~ III ^

19: CA\tx ] A\-kcT6x Arx. c-kA-kx^ Und.l || BHHO] B-K pr. Pg.78, Supr., Und. 1121, Cud.200 *<HBO Sol. || 

H cpespa] H om. Pg.81 || nocA8iiJAioT ] ne pr. Und.l 121 ||
20: c-hB-kcTH] B-h CB06H po. Pg.l, Und.l CBOBH po. Sol., TSL 730, Rum.204, Sof., Pg.81, Vol.13, l-Vol.605, 
Pg.78, Supr., Und. 1121, Cud.200 | CBoero po. Arx. || KA-kTH] TO po. Pg.l | A-kTH Und.l || TBOH] CBOH gr. 1, 

Rum.204 ||
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11:1 FIOCAH XAtBT* TBOH HA AHlje BOAt. rAKO Bt A\NW"cTBt H WEpAlJJeilJH. 2. A^Ab HACTb 

C6AA\MM BOH CA IAKO N6 B"tiCH HTO B^AeTh A^KABO N* r<6A\AH. 3. Aljie HCHA-hNAT CA WBAAUH A««AA, 

HA ^CAAAIO H^AHBAIOTT*. H Al^e RAA€T ApCBO 3rWM . AIJJ6 AH HA BtpNe" AVkCTt. HA6 

AP6BO. TOY B8A6Tb, 4. BAK>AblH B^TpA N6 tie7 H CAAOTpAH BT> OGAAKbl N6 ROKN6T . 5. B 

H-fccTh BOA^I. H MTO B^ACTb AP« RKO KOCTH pA^AWljJAA BTi Mpefii. TdKO N6 p^M-feeTh 

BJf^HXt. 6AHKO ^6 COTBOpHTH BCAMhCKAA. 6. H ^Tpa ctAH ctA\A CB06. H Be'jrh 

OCTABAA6 T p^Kbl TB06A KIKO N6 fi-fecH KOTOpOB ^AOY^HT CA C€ AH HAH WHO. AIJJ6 AH OB06 

TO BAPO 1 ' . H CAdA KO CB-feTy H BAPTi OHHA\A* ^ptTH H CANUB*. 8. RKO Al^J€ H A^TA A\NOPA 

BTi BC"feX HX^ BT^BeCCAHT CA. H nOA\AN6T A^ TMbl. RKO AANWSH B^A^Tb BC6 

9. B6C6AH CA 8NOTO E'h 8NOCTH CB06H. 6PAA $BA<mHT TA Cp AM6 TB06 BT

TB06A H X^AH B n^Tex^b cpA UA TBoero. NenoponeNii. H B BHA^NHH OH'I'IO CBoeio PA^MBH R»KO w

TSL 730 11:9- 12:14 lacuna

11:1. H] XNHH gr- 1 , gf- 3 HH Rum., Sof. ||
2: A<«KAk] AAH «e Pg.l, Und.l | AAHK\ Sol. I A** Vol. 13 | A^<e Pg.78, Supr., Und.l 121, Cud.200 || C
nAMe^H wcMOMg po. Und.l 121, Cud.200 || BOM CA] BO WCMH Pg.l, Und.l, Pg.81, Vol.13, 1-Vol.605, Pg.78,

* v § i i 
Supr., Und.l 121, Cud.200 | BO wcMH/wh Sol. | BO H WCMH TSL 730, Arx. | BOW CA, in the mg. CMW Rum., Sof. ||
3: M aijje] M om. gr. 3 || HAA€ T ] HAHACTK Arx. || ^rwm AP^BO om. Arx. || B-fepHem ] (ciytpne Pg.l | cifiepH-fe
Und.l Ic-fcBepNe^Sol., TSL 730, Sof. | pABNi gr. 3 ||
4: oBAAKhi] WBAHKM Rum., Sof. ||
5: NMx^e] «e om. Pg.78, Arx. ||
6: H ^rfA] H^TPA Supr. || C^AH] cin gr. 1 | om. gr. 3 || ceoe] TBOC gr. 3 || ce] CM gr. 3 ||
7: H BAP-h] NO BAP-h gr. 1|| BAP-h] BAPO gr. 3 || OMHA\^] OHHA\A H«6 Pg.l, Und.l, Sol. | OMMA\4 €«6 gr. 3 ||

^piTH H ] H om. gr. 1, gr. 3 || CAHM€M ] COAM^C TSL 730, Arx., Cud.200 ||
8: A-bTA] A-feT-h gr. 1|| MHOPA] ANNO^ Pg. 1 MHOPT, Sol. MNOPO Rum. 204, Und.l, TSL 730 || H^] om. 

Und.l 121, Cud.200 ||
9: erAA] H M Pg.l, Und.l, Sol. eA<» TSL 730, Pg.81, Vol.13, I-Vol.605, Pg.78, Supr., Und.l 121, Cud.200 || 

lacuna starts TSL 730 | X«AH T Supr. | \OAH^ I-Vol.605 || H B BHAiHHH] M B om. Pg.78, Arx., Supr. |j
NHH] BMAiNHw Und.l, Sol., Sof, Vol.13, I-Vol.605, Supr., Und.l 121, Cud.200 BMAtNMe Pg.81 |

N'M Arx. || cBoeio] TBOCIO Und.l, gr. 3 ||

9: MenopoHeMTi - + &[iu\ioc, Bf
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CM* npMB6A6T TA El* HA $£,1. 10. M WCTABH lApOCTb CpV TBOC^H FlpHB6AH. A^KABCTBA W 

HAOTM TBOA RKO SHOCTb H B6^A\V6

10: c8e™] H pr. gr. 1, Rum.204, Sof., gr. 3 ||

10: npiB6AH - irapaYaYe/irapaYe Bf] orn^cTM Sol. - airaYeq S* 11|
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12:1 H noMANH CTBOpuiAro TA BT> £nb SNOCTM TBOCA. AONAewe NC npHA^Tb AMi6

P6M6UJH A\H. hiT A\M B N^ X^HM* 2. AOHA6" H6 A\p-hKN6T CAN 4e H CBtTb H

A^NA H ^B-fe^AM. H OGpATAT CA WBAAIJM A<>Wk AO«*A 3. BT> ANb Bli MJK6 HOABMJKAT CA. CTpA^Ye 

H pA^BpATAT CA A\8*KM CMAbl. H SnpA^NHUJ^A A\6AAllJdA IBKO H^NCMOrOUJA. H nOA\pAMAT CA 

B KBA^HA. 4. H ^ATBOpAT A^epM MA Tp'h^HlfJH B N6MOIJJH A\6AK)ljJAA H BCTANOYTh 

TAACTi riTHlJA. H CM-fepA7 CA BCA A4^pA H't'NWA. 5. MBO HA BhlCOT^ Oy^pHT H Ap6B€CA NA f^TM. H 

RpOUB6T6T KAAHbl111 . <MMXAAA > H WTA-hCTteTh OBp^AA. (np^Yrii) H pA^pSllJHT CA BCA KAIIKAp'h. 

laKO B6A6T MAKA B A^MT* B'fcKA CB06PO. H WBHAOUJA M NA TpT^MlJJM RAA^VH. 6. A^HA6W np6BpATHT 

CA. 8^6 CpeBpA HCKSllJHT CA. HCK^CA ^HAT NAA HCKSllJHT CA BOA* 8 HCTOHNMKA. H CAOA\MT CA IAKO 

KOAO B KOAt. 1. H BTi^BpATMT CA RGpCTb NA ^8A\A»0 IAKO 8 CeB^fe. M A^b BTi^BpATHT CA K BT^. H 

6CTb A^AT*. 8. C&6TA c86TbCT'l'M p6H6 ^BOpNHKTi BCA^KAA CS6TA. 9. H^BHAA IAKO Bbl^ C'bBOpNHK'b 

AX^APT*. H CKA^A MAKOAATs M 0\fX° CA'kAMTb KpACOTbl npMTOMb 10. AAHWfb B^HCKA. CBOpHMHt 

OBp'kCTH CAOB6CA XOTeNIA. H NAHHCANA npABOCT'l'lO CAOBECA HCTHNNbl 1 1. CAOB6CA MO^P^X1* raKO

12:1 peieiiiM <V\H] /WH om. gr. 1, gr. 3 || 
2: H A!?N*] H om. gr. 1, Rum.204, Sof., MS2, gr. 3 ||
3: M>f<6] Mb* Rum.204, Vol.13, 1-Vol.605, Supr. || noA\pAiAT CA] no/wpaMHTh^ Rum.204, Sof. || 
4: c/v\-kpAT CA] CA om. gr. 3 ||
5: <Mp£pn T] <MpspAT gr. 1, gr. 3 || KAAnw1" ] ex<e ecrh MHPAAA-K po. Sol. || (MHXA^] in the mg. MMPAaA-h Vol.13 || 

in the mg. npo\f^Vol.l3 || pa^pSujMT CA] CA om. gr. 1, gr. 3 p<w;po\f Rum.204, Sof. || KAnKap-h] 
gr. 3 || A«<vnvl AM>» gr- 3 || WBMAOUJA H] H om. gr. 3 || 

6: S^e cpeepa MCKSUIHT CA] MCKP^UIHT CA MS2 (corr.?) || ^HAT HAA] ^AATMAA gr. 3 || HCTOMNHKA] MCTOKA Pg.l, Sol., 
Rum.204, Sof, gr. 3 | OYCTC>MT CA Und.l || KOAO] KOACCO gr. 3 || 
7: H AX-K] M po. Vol.13, 1- Vol.605, Pg.78 | AAOH po. Und.l 121, Cud.200 || 
8: ^BOpNMK-h] BO pr. Und.l 121, Cud.200 || 
9: H^BHAA] H^WBMAYA gr. 3 || CA-bAHTb] CA*AMT gT- 3 || 
10: CAOB6CA x°TeNI *] CAOB6 XOT6NT* Und.l 121, Cud.200 ||

4: dvaotrioovTcu S; HP MSS 147, 157, 159, 298.
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WCTHH. IAKO PBO^AYe pA^eXBNH M W CAOK6NH A^HH BblliJA. H W RACT^ 6AMNOTO HH^BHAl'e B6AHKO 

W MMX-fc. 12. XpANH CH6 MOH. CTBOpHTH KHHPbl MHWrW. NtCTb BO KOHUA gM6HIH MHVkT 

HAOTH 13. KONeUh «6 CAOBO\f. BC6 OOCAgllJAH BTA BOH CA H ^AnOBtAM 6FO XP<*NH IAKO TOAAO 

HeAOB-feKT, 14. RKO BC6 CTp06HYe npHB6A6T BT, NA C^ BCAKOAA1» npe^ptHMe" Al|J6 ^ BAAPO Al|J6 AH 

A^KABO.

1 1: CAOJK6NM] CAOJ»<6H'l'i)l Sol., gF. 3 || nACT^X*] HACTKlpA gr. 3 || HH^BHATc] H H^BMAb6 Rum., Sof., MS2

Pg.l, Und.l, Sol., Pg.78, Arx., Supr. H H^oBHAie Pg.81, Vol.13, I-Vol.605, Und.1121, Cud.200
12: SMemH] cyMem^ gr. 3 ||
13: XP^HM] XPANA Pg-U Und.l, Rum.204, Sof. ||
14: BCAKOM-h] BCAKOAAOY Pg.l, Und.l, Sol. ||
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Appendix 2.

Comparative table of continuous and catenary versions.

Principles of the edition.

The three versions are presented in a tabular form to ease comparison. I reproduce the 

texts, preserving superscript letters, abbreviations but not line breaks. Apart from titla 

other diacritics are not represented. Chapter divisions are given according to the Greek 

tradition. I have divided the text into words and have added the numbers of verses. In this 

I follow the Septuagint. For the continuous text I follow the orthography of the MS 

Sinodal'nyj 915 (GB), for the commentated text MS UndoPskij 13 (Und. 13) and for the 

interpolated text the orthography of MS Pogodinskij 1 (Pg.l).

The variant readings given in the third column seem to be mostly minor variations, 

however, these are represented without exception. For the lertes that are missing or not 

legible the following symbol 0 is used. The symbols used in the critical apparatus are the 

same as the ones in appendix 1.
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ContmuojjS-tgxUGB} Commentated text (Und. 13) Interpolated text (Pg.l)

1:6 ... HAeT AX^ M OKp-hCT-h 1:6 HABTT^ A$* H oKpS-h ero 
ero OB PAiiJAeT cA Arh. WBpAqjAeT cA .

TOAK.

WB)(OAHT1» CB-ETA
cero.

6KA.

1:7 BCH noTOUH HA^TB B 1:7 BCH ROTOUU HA$T B Mope
Mope. H Mope N-k c NACMIIIA. NO H Mope N-kcTh NACMIIJAA CA.
B MiiCTO raMO^e noTOi4Tfe NO B M^CTO AMO«€
HA^Tb. H TAMO TH CA HA^H TAMO TH CA

Hid T

HTH. BO^BpAljiAIOTTi.

TOAK.

lAKO^e BO NBO H 

OKp^Pb ^6MAH WBXOAATTi H 

flAKH NABpAlfJAIOT CA. CHl^e 7K6 

P'EKH i HCTOHNHKH BCH B M0p€

Teneme COTBOPAIOTT^. H HAKH
VV MOpA NAMAAO BOCnpVHMli NA

H^AHBAIOT CA H 
WBXOAAT . H 

RAKH TAMO " ~
NAMAAO

6KA.

1:9 MTO BMBiijee TO 1:9 HTO BbiBiuee TO
. H TBOpHMOC TO B8A^l|J6MS. H HTO 

. H wtCTb BC€ NOBO COTBOpCNNOC TO TBOpHMOM$

M M-kcTh BCe NOBO nOACANMNOK>.

1:10 H^e BTt^rAeTb H peneT 1:10 H^e BoVAeT H peieTb cVe
Bee CHANO e^ £x*e BW^B NOBO ecTh oy^e BMCTh B

BWBUJHX npe?f<e NACT». B^exT* BWBUIHX npe«Ae
NACTi. 

TOAK.

H

COTBOpeNOe

h raxo C^MCNNAA H
RHTAT6ANAA H pACTHT€ANAA. 

M^e BO MTO CKONHCBAeT CA 

BCH6 A" RAKH M^CTO NOBOC 

BO^pACTA6T . H CCfO pAAH TA6Th



rano H-bcTb Bee HOBO no*
CAHHHOIO. CHp-bMh H6 HOBO HO

BbiBiuee M ApeBwee TBopeme
l'e M HOBOe RAKH W TOPO
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1:11 H"bCTb IIAA/VATH

np-hBHAVb H

BMBUJH. H-b nAAAATH Ch

GS>A8i|inA\n. NA

2:14 
ero . H BT» TAvb

CA^HAH CAOY^MT CA BC^AVb 

HAVh.

6KA.

1:11 H'bCTh HAAMATh 

nepBMAMi M nOCA-fcAHH* 

BMBUJHM'h. H^CTb MAYh

7, BYA^HA\H HA
TOA.

N-bcTb pene FIAMATH.
TA-fcHHO M AXHAXOMAeTT* 

pCH6Tb Fb HBO H ^€A\AA 

AAHAXOHAeTTi. CAOBCCA «€ 

A\OA TOH'l'lO H6 MAA^Tb npeHTH.

FAABA 2.
6KA.

2:14 A\APAPO WMH BO PAB'fe

ero,
\OAHT-h.

2:14 
ero

TOA.

OYAVb WMHAAA

BO rAB'b ero 
Bktcnpb A ne

B roAOB"b

TOAKT*.

. H OY^T* TOAOBOIO
CHp-bHb ePAA OYAVb WMHCTHTb'.

Biiicnpb ^pHTb. A erAA w
BO TAAB-b ^CAAH'blX'b TOrhA* WHM

Bbicnpb
A erAA w

BHBA6

6KA.

2:21 IAKO ecTb HAKT* IAKO 2:21 IBKO ecTb MAKT*
erO BT» A\OYAP^CTt H B I'PYA'1* 6r^ B A\ApOCTH H B 

L. M B A\8WCTB'b. H pA^YMTb M B M&KeCTBil. M 

MAKT* H«6 N6 Tp^AHT CA 0 HAKT* H>K6 N€ TpYAMTCA ^ 

H6A/Vb A<*CTb 6A/VOY HACTb €PO H HeAYb A^CTTi €A\Y MACTb CPO. M 

TO cSeTA M A^KABCTBO B6AHKO. 01*6 cSeTA H AYKABCTBO 

eCTb

TOA.

Hx^e pene MAKT^ COTBOPH
A\ApOCTl'K> H XYA< ~ 

AMBNMAVh S'bAO, H 

0 VHTOOCTH C6H B CHA6 CBOCM.



H WAACTTi H6TpYAHBUJ6A\Y CA 

0 CCAVb Z,A N-RKYIO HACTh

. M
)(HTpOCTIi 

B6AVA WAA6T CA 7,A HACTh
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2:24 H N-b^BAPO HAkS HO 

TOKMO 'fccT'h H meTI* HJK€ 

nOKAJK6T AUJH CB06H H BATO 

CBOeAVh H C6

w

6KA.

2:24 H N'kcTb BAPO H/\KY HO
TOKMO IA«6 raCTTi H n'l6T1». H 

ROKAZ,ATH AUJH CB06H BAPO BTi 

CBOeAYh. H C6

em*.

2:25 raKO KTO mcTh HAH KTO
6PO.

2:25 R\KO KTO racTt H meTi.
6PO.

TOA.

Bee peMe ceTA H
B6A'l'H 4AKOA\1» . NO TOKMO BAPO

pene, 6K6 racTi» H nYeTt B
CBOCMIi. CHp-kMb B

raKO H6 OYHHBATH CA HAH 

WBhAAATH CA nOB6A6BA6T NO 

RHTATH CA W TpYA^B

'l'eAMi HAH

. H c'lVvvh
BAPO &UM CB06H 

T-fcAO RHTATH 

ALUH JK6 BAPO nOKA^WBATH 

H CI6 p€M6

ecTh. p 
ero NHMeco «e KTO TBOPHTH

2:26 raKO HAK^ BAPO npeA 
ero. AA ^Th

M BeceAie H

6KA.

2:26 raKO HAKY BAP^ npe*
ero A^CT-II MApocTh H 
M BeceAi'e. H

npHAOJKHTH H COBpATH nOn6H6NI6 ROHTH H COBpATH,

e>Ke AATH BAPOA\S npe*AATH BAPoe. npe*
BKI

AX A
, H ce

TOA.
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pene
A\ApOCTb M B6C6AI6. M W C6Mb

CCA\Y H ABAT* rA6
CAABA peH6 M BOPATCTBO B

AOA\$ ero. M npABAA ero 
BO

BAA KA
nOHTH H COBpATH.

CB06A 

H COBpATH. HO H

cVe rpiLx ero PAAH wemACT C 
H A^CT CA BAroA\S npeA
AHU.eAMi iPVlHAMi H Cl'e

Orp'kllJAKMIJeAVY B

ero. H

3:5 PACKAACTM 
H BpeA/vA PACCMHATH

W OB&iaTbA.

3:15 BUBiiiiH. ex^ee c . H
6AHKOW eCTb. BWTH M

BWUJA. M'B' T
rOHHMAPO.

6KA.

3:15 BwBiijee OY^B ecTb. H
eAMKO^eCTb BMTM 

BMUIA. H §Tb 

rOHHA\APO.

eKAHCMACTt

3:5 BpeMA

T.
IlO

B roerAA BY. A
AAAAX<eHU,eA\A. 

He HCKYUJAeTb BAC COTOHA/

TOA.

MHWPO pene
H. IAKO BCA 

BMUJA H 6CTb. H [JTb BC-fcX

npeA\ApocTVio

3:16 M eipe BMA'bx1* nC)A
C/UmeAAT* M^CTO. 

HeMbCTMBWM. M M"bCTO

GKA.
3:16H
CAHueA\b

, M
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BArOH'TBklAA'h.

TOA.
A/VkcTo SBO npaBeAHoe HApene.

M-feCTO

H^BABHTH WEHAHAX/ W 

OBHAAljJArO. H IZVKOKe A\-kCTO

npABCAHO HAH6 V<Q CVAIM
•-* <T^ 

BAPOM TMBy H npAB6AH\f BfcdTH,

He TOAHKO BO AVfcCTO CAHKO 

npABAA. H B M-kCTO npABAM HA

A\-fecTe npABeANe Be^AKOwe H 
NenpABAA nocpeA't 
CA. H cero PAAH pene.

3:17 M p-kx A^b B cpAu,H A\oeM .
C npABeANblMH H C 

HeHbCTHBHMH C^A^ /BT». H

€KA.

3:17-18 H
A\OeA/Vb C npAB€AHblA\H H C 

H6H6CTHBWMH CAMTTi BTTi.

IAKO BpeA/VA BCAKOH B6LJJH. H HA IAKO 

BCAKO1" CTBOpen'lH TSIrb. 

3:18 H p-kX B CpA U,M MOCAATi 0 

~~ CMTi HAHb. IAKO ~~ CHOB'b

BCAKOH B61JJH H HA

coTBOpen'm . T
cpu,M moe" w FAAH'I'H

BTTi.

TOA.

Aijje H
CA B HACT*. NO

. H

H ex^e noKA^ATM HAM». ISKO H
CKWTH C^Tb.

3:19 HBO M T-fe 1" CA£MAH. IAKO
CAi^HAH CHIh HAHb. H IAKO 

CA$HAM CKWTHHW CA^HAH B NHX . 

IAKO CA\pTb CerO TAKO. TAKO

c<v(pTh cero H

€KA.

3:18-19 H e«e HOKA^ATH IAKO
c'l'H CYTb CKOTH. HBO H T'EAYh

IAKO CAYHAH CHOBTi HAH6CKHX H 
CKOTCK'I'H CAYHAH B 

rano cmepTb cero, TAKO
H cA\epTb cero. H A^ BO Bcbx .

TOA.
He no CYHJecTBY OYBO CKOTH
HAAAH COAOMOHT» HAKH

HApHU,AeT . HO rp-kuiHb^ no 
. cnp-knb no Be
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H HO CKOTCKOAA$ 

nOAOBNtd CKOTOM

BO laKO CA\(HdH 

B NHX . H IZ»KO CAAJJTh

cero. TdKO M cAAJyrb cero.
Hb AW\^HH€ BO 

MHO GCTb 

CVfljJCCTBO. HNO «6 CAYH4H.

N6npeCT<»BHT6AN06 H 

N6np6AOW NO KO HNOAA\C 

C8UJ6CTB\C. H MAM6CK06

AiueBNoe cyipecTBO CAOBCCNO H
0\fA\NO N^pH^eT CA. raKO*

ArrAhCKoe noAOBVe A we K»KO
CKOTCK06. M BCAK06

CA. CHp'kMh CAOB6CTBO H

CY4I6CTB6N6 B 

B6^CAOE6CNOCTh, NO HO

TOH'UO M no
B 

6?f<6 HO CAAAOBAACTlO A N6 no

no BATOH^BOAemio
AUJ6 H N6 APT Alt c8uJ6. NO

raKO
eCTh MAKT» raKO nOMNHUJH H. 

AH CNli MAMb raKO

H. OYAMAHAI* GCH
N'kMHM'h W ArTATi

TOM'I'IO TA-feNNOio ceio HAOT'I'IO.
nOAOBN6 «6 H Fb

H

MAEKTi CKOTOAATi 

CA. raKO^H ABAT»

CB'kA TtAhCTBV6T ' M^K'h P6M6 B
M6CTH CbY N6 p^^^^ npHAOJKH 

CA CKOTOM^ N6CA\WCA6NWA\rh H 

CA HAXTi. H

CAOBO, NC 
*npe 

H npOMAA. ^pn «e
Y* CHA8,
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WBO npHKAAAOAVb OBO >K€ HAKH 

MAKH CKOTW 

*. B?<6C TB6HUH OyBO 

He CKOTH HApHI4A6Tb HO 

npHAO>KH CA p6M€. 

npHKAAAHO T'tAVb

e CAOBO AUJ€ M

HO npnTMeio 
TAKO HAvenSeT'b. HBO w cero
ROAOBHO 6CTb pA^AVfcTH, IAKO 

H CAOBO HAUje BHCepOM-h

HApene. CAOBO BO NAUJC ne IAKO
KAA\€Hb BMeHACTTi, HO H'T'I'IO 

nOHHTAA TAKO HApHUABT'h. H

cero PAAH noA9BHO ceA\S H 
COAOAAOHII no CA£HAK>, 
no A'twcTBY B
IAKO CKOTM MAKH

PABHO T-k* H ropuiH
. H TAKO 

B 

CBOeAMi.

3:19 M MTO M^AMllie KAAATb 

HAKTi nAM€ CKOTHNW. HHHTO^ 

IAKO BCA^CKAA cSeTA. 3:20 BCM

MA^Tb B"b BAHHO A/vkcTO. BCH
BMUJA W nepCTH H BCH B 

npbCTb B'b^BpAUJAIOT CA.

3:21 H KTO B-kcTb
HAHbCK-b. AIJJ6

6KA.

3:19-20 H MTO
HMATb nAM€ CKOTA. HMMTO

IAKO BCAMeCKAA C^BTA

BO 6 Al NO AvkcTO. BCH BblUJA W

nepCTH M BCH B nepCTb
CA.

3:21 H KTO B-kcTb AXT» CHOBT* 
MAMCCKHX Auje BOC\OAHTH emy 
rop'k. H A^X11 CKOTbCK'm e^f<e

B

TOA.

NHMTO «e peMe H^AHUJC HMAT
MAKTi nAMC CKOTA, H IAKO 

BCAM6CKAA cSeTA. CHp^Mb ALU6

B cSere npenpOBOX-cACAMi ANH 
HAUJA, H w cncenm HAiiieA\rb ne
pAAHAVb CKOTbCKH ^HBe^ H 

HHMHM ?KC pA^HbCTB'l'e HAXAAVW, 

^AH6 HAGMTi BO 6AHHO M'kCTO 

CHp'kMb B ^6A\AK>. H
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4:4 M BMA^X11 *%* B€Ch
M B6AMKO MOY\TBO CTBOp6MlA. 

IAKO CTBOp€HlA MO^^eBM W

CBoero. ce C^GTA

CKOTh OVfMMpAeT-b, CMIJ6 JK6 M 

HAK1» RAOT'l'lO 

6*K6 pene, M KTO 

CNOBTi HAHBCKM* Aljie

6AAS rop-k. M A&X11 CKOTCK'I'M
AMTM 6A\£ A$A$ B

M cVe pene HSB^A^TM 
cero PAAM, ^AHC N6 B-bAMd MTO
KMBeAA-h M MTO ROA^MMMTi, 

BAPO AM HO A'feAOAV'h NAWMAMi 

MAM SAO. TOp-k AM AYECTO MAM 

, M A<» NMKTO

NAUI6M R\KO M CKOTCKOH. NO 

npeBMBASTh &IUA M HO 

WUieCTB'l'M T-feAA CAA\A W C6B-fe. 

M W C6A\1» O^BO TOM 

COAOMONT* PAeTTi. Bis, 

npeA\ApOCT6X CBOMX , 

npABEANI^ B pVfU' 

COB AIOAA6A\M, M He 

npMKOCH6TCA MM Mi^KA, M HAKM 

P6H6 AAN'kNM BMUJA BO WM'l'lO

IAKO N€ TOKA/VO COBAK>AA€A\M B 

VlM. HO M B6CA\pTNIdMX

MHOPAA B B7K6TB6NOAVh

HMCANI'M

TAABA 4 6KA.

4:4
BCAKO

COTBOpeHHAPO. IAKO COTBOp€Nle

MO^^CBM w
C6

CBoero M

TOA.

Eecb TP^AT* coTBOpeHHAPO NC
6PO PABTTj, HO M«6 

BOCXHl|J6HV6A\'b MMCN^eTTi CB06 

A'EAO BMTM BOCIlpMABb W 

CB06PO, M C6 p6M6

4:5 B6^SA\NO wsVATTi poyu'b
6KA

4:5
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CBOH. H CNtCTh nAOTh CBOIO. CBOH, H
RAOTh CBOIO.

TOA.

4:6 BAPO HcnoAneme ropecTM
nOKOA RAM

ropem'io

^AOBOIO H AVfKABCTBOAVh

CN^RA*^ BAHWNAPO CBoero.

6KA.

4:6 EAPO ecTb HcnoANeme
TOpCTH nOKOA HAM HCnOAN6N*l'A

ABOIO ropCTi'io

TOA.
pene M B nocp6ACTB'm 
npeBMBATH c noKoemT*

B BOrATCTB"k TN^ H

eKAHCHACTTi

4:6 BATO HcnoANeNHe ropbCTb 
noKora IIAM HcnoANSHHia
TOpbCTblO T1|JANHIA.

B n6MA

HN-h.

ropcrb
\cApiA A AB'k ropcTH

^AKONNblH BpAK AAAAWeNtjeMl 

N6 ^AHAMi BpAKA NO (16pB06

T.

BAHNA ropbCTb
. A AB"k ropbCTM

NO nepBoe

nepe-fee TSL 730 || TSL 730 e Sof.

4:9 BATA ABA. HA 

MAAA* 6CTb A\^AA BAPA 

6K>.

6KA.

4:9 BAPA ABA HAHB CAHNOPO
6CTb AVAA BAPA BTi

eKAHCHACTh.

4:9 BAPA ABA PAMC GAMNOPO :•

T.
W B6l|JH

W

HA/VATb

W BA. Al|J6

Tl|J6CAABMTb

HACTH 6AHNOH COPp'EUJAIOlJJH. 

Ny«A H APY^OH MACTH 

npHBAAMHTH.

Rum.204, Sof. || ce...Bcye - in the mg. TSL 730 || ce] om. Sof.
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4:10 Aijje IAKO RAACT CA. 
eAi'N-h eio BT^BMpMe7
npHMACTNHKA CB06PO.

4:10 raKO Atpe RAA€ CA

npHMACTNHKA CB08TO i in the
«rope TMrf CANNON erAa «* jn . <H TOM
HAA6Th H N€ °C M ^^ " ——— nB TOPO

ero.
€AHNOA\8 erAA CA riAAeT . H He
BYA€T BTOpAPO

ero.
TOAK.

BAPA pe AB<* HAMC 
IAKOW H r'nAb pene.
COBpAHH eCTe ABA HAH TpH BO 

MAAA A\0e, T^ eCA\h H

nocpeA"k HXT» . A
HAA6TCA 6AMH B^"

NHKA CBOero) 
rope M«e we MA\ATb BTOpAro

ero . cVe 
o APY^6AK>BIH

. CHpV Alpe CKOpBh NA 

MM npYHACTt A^A>f<HM 6CT6 

nOCOBHBbl BblBATH.

o\f BO H A^A c 
onpA^eHYe M 

Ye HM^TT* . H erAA oyso

BMCOKOOYA\YeA\rb HAH 

TOpAOCTJlO, HOAOBA6T 

T6AeCNMM'b 

CAAHpHTH 10. AIJJ6 AH «€ 

HA\ATb,

OB"k
10. H M HAMf 

BTA.

4: 1 1 H Ai4Je O^CN^TA ABA
HMA B^A^Th [B TOPO] A
KAKO C'bfp'feeT CA.

4: 12 H Aijie
eAMNT*. ABA CTAN6TA 

CeA\8. H BepBb TpenACTNW

CKOpo Me nepepB$T CA.

6KA.

4: 1 1 H Aiye O^CNCTA ABA
TenAO HMA BYA^TT* A

KAKO corp*keT CA.

4:12 H Aijie o\fKp-knMT CA
*, ABA CTANCTA n 

. H BCpBb TpenA6MA M€ 

pACTOprHeTCA.

TOA.

GYe KO
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rA6T1i. H laKO

conpA^eme M AIOBOBK 
H ctnpA^eHVe AIUH c T^AOM H 

AIABOAOM. A

TpeHACHA H€ 

pACTOprHGT CA.

PY^e^K»BV6 no
HMMH TO raKO B6pBb H«6 B 

Tp$e BHT'l'e HMATh ndH6 6AINOH 

BHTKH B AOBpOA'feTeAeX'h 

BMBAT'h H Kp"fenOCT'l'w

CA.

4:13 BATh pAEt NHLJTh H 

• HAH6 UpA CTApA H

JK6 N6 

BNHAAATH M 61JJ6.

6KA.

4:13 EATTI PABT» NHijjh H
HAH6 

. H«8 H6 

BNHMATH 61JJ6.

4:14 IAKO H^ AOA\8 o^NHKii 4:14
" UpC TBOBATb. IAKO H BTi

erO pOAHT CA NHlJJ'h. HApOX<6NNIslH Bli
, H

TOA.

CA BA

HK6 AAHAl^JArO CA 0 

C TBOBATH. M 

BOA^NH CTpOALJJAFO

HApHMeTTi. ^AN6 H6 

. ISKO A\NOrA«AU H 

T6A/\HHMNHK'h HO nOB6A6H'l'lO

HOCH^li H ABA1*- H

NApOJKeNNIdM HA IV

HHIJJ6TOIO

MNO^H BMCOUhlH NHI^JH BMUJA

IAKO«6 H ABA'1* rA6T1», C6PO

CMHpACTTi. A C6PO

H

4:15 H BHA^X BCA ?KHB&IJJAA H

\OAAqjAA no*
B1iCTAN6T B N6PO

6KA.

4:15-16 H BCA
M 

CT»

HO

BOCTAH6 B
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4:16 M N-KCTb n6H6NIA BC6AYb 

AlOAeAATi BC'KAVb MK6 np6A 

HMMM HBO nOCA-feANW 

BT^BCCeAMT CA 0 N6AYb. IAKO 

H6 cSeTA NH

N6rO AA-feCTO. H N-KCTb

H
BC'kAA'b H«6 np6* NHAV'b BMUJA.

HBO nOCA-feANIM N6

CA 0 H6M p6M6 M C6

TOA.

BHA"bX P6M LJpbCKA CANA

pO«bAUJA CA W Ol\A B M6PO

M'fecTO. H AIOAI6 N6

BAPOBOAHUJA 6PO, HH«6

BO^B€C6AAT CA peM8 W

H C6 p6M8

4:17 CXPANH nor£ CBOK>. BPAA
Aljie HA6HIH B A<5<Wb 

BAM^li SCAMLUATH. HAH

TBOW.

6KA.

4:17 H CO\PAHH HorS TBOIO,
6PAA Al|l€ MA61UH B AOM BJKIM H

OYCAWUJATH HAME AANEH 
KB^TBA TBOA ISKO

N6 CYfTb ROB-kAAIOHJM TBOpHTH 

BAP06.

TOA.

5:2 IAKO npiHABTb cMHTi'e BT
MCK^CA. H TAACT*

BTi

CAOB'kC'b.

pene HABUJH B'b

M HAH6 p€M6

M6

MTO TBOpAT"b. M MTO 6CTh 

HAM6 nOAb^YGT"h. lAKOKe H 

ABA'1* ^^ ^ePTBW H 

npMH01II€NYA H6 BOCXOT^, NO

no«pn peMe

6KA. FAABA 5
5:2 iftKO npHxoAMTrh CONI6 

HCK&CA. H TAA'
B'b 

CAOBCCTi.

TOA.

rano we H B neHAA6x A\Nwrbix'b
BblBAeTli CNOAYb NAUJ6CTBV6. 

CHU6 V<£ H W MNO^CTBA

RO^NABACTCA.
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5:5 H6 AA*<Ab 8CT6H-b 

CTiPp-kllJATH HAOTH CB08H.

H6 peneujH npe* AMu,e 
BKiMAYb. rano AA
6* 6AA HpOPH

AMdCAH TB06H. H pACTAl

TB06A

CA BT» 0

5:9 AIOBAH cpeBpo . ne
HACMTHT CA Cp€BpA. M KTO 

BTi^AIOBHTb H BTi AANV/'CTB'fe

ero >KHBO. H ce

5:10 BT» MHW*CTB'k 

BATOCTMHA ^AAHO^Hlil'A

raA^ifJiH. M KOTOpoe AA£*CTBO
C"5 WTTiA. raKO HA^O

OHHMA ero.

5:18 BCAKTI

6KA.

5:5 Ne AAH OYCTT»
COrp-fellJHTH FIAOTH CB06H.

TOA.

0 CpAMOCAOBl'H

eKAHCHACTlt.

5:5 Ne AAH we
C HAOTHIO

T.

BO fA'^UK'h BCC 

. H

CpAA\OCAOBb€

BO ra^iKT^ see
WCKBepHHTb. H A\Y«eA\-b C 

>KeNAA\H OB-blCTAeTb HA

HA

6KA.

5:9 AIOBAH cpeupo ne NACUTHT
CA CpeBpA. H KTO BO^AIOBHT'b 

BO MHO^CTB^fc

TOA.

6A\y>Ke O^MHO^HT CA
BOPACTBO TO W

w
BOCnpHATl'A

6KA.

5 : 1 0 Bo
BAPOCTMHA

raA^i|jV 10 . H Koe
C6A raKO NAMAAO

WMHMA ero.

CA

w

TOA.
HA"tx<e pene AANOPOC
BOPATbCTBy.

BMBAKVTb H«e RVAAT W H6PO.

H cero PAAH HTO
MNWPO. NO 

NHUJHAVb H

irS. Koe «e pene A\Y^CTBO H 
ex^e BOTijie w CCMT*

H Tp^AHTHCA. H 

HAHAAO TOnYlO BHA6TH €«€ Tbl

i. H AANW^H

raKO CKOTW H BOAW 

H npOHAA.

GKA.
BOPACTBO H
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M BAACTb NA N6* H 

•HCTH W N6PO. H np'lATM MACTb 

6rO H 6K6 BT^BCCeAHTM CA 0 

CBOGM C6 A

5:19 R\KO Nemorbi HOMAN^TH 
ANI'M KHBOTA CBOero IAKO 
neneT CA HAAT^ BT» B6C6Ai*H 
c*HA ero.

5:18 GVe <e ecrb.

5:19raKo
ANH ?KMBOTa CBoero RKO
neHAAb ero B BeceA'm CP*
ero.

TOA. 
Ne P6M6 - H0 

M BAronoAATAHBTi K
N6HA\Yl|JHAVh H

. H N6A\NOrH 

CBOerO NO
npeA

B^MNOCBOMMA.

BOPATCTBO A\6HH NH 

BO^AOtPAH NA Nb RIKO HA ETA. NO 

BT» eCT1» A NC BOPATbCTBO

B BeceAYe T6B-k.

6:7 BCb Tp$AT» HAKTi BTi

ero M AWA ^e ero Ne
HCfJA-hNHT CA

6KA. V<\ARA 6.

6:7 Becb TPYA^ ^^^ BO 
ero H A"Ji<» ero Ne MCROANMT 
CA.

TOA.
flljJC M HO BCA

HAOTb CBOIO. H 

NAWh CN'kA^eM'h. 

NO IIAKH AAHNH BMBAeM'b. H

cero PAAH OYMMTT^ NA' A* Me
4peBOWBbAAAHBH G^A^AA NO

AA'kpY H OYCTABT* coAep^H*. H
HAKM Al]ie H CbtTH 6CMU. Al^J6 

H HOTpeBNHAXH AOBOANH

rano H MNvvro
v<e NAUJA,

Ne NACbtljJAeT 

CA. H Ne HAAATh NAHOANHTH CA

6:8 raKO KOTopoe 6:8
HAH6
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. none* MHYM none* NHI^ B HAi X*AHTH
XOAMTH npOTHBS npOTHB^

AAA pOA\£ RAH6

ec-rt noNewe AIJJC M
NHlJJb eCTh. NO B-kcTh KAKO

6KA.

6:9 B^TO A^ANI'A OMKIO HAMC 6:9 BAPO BMAiN'ie WM'I'IO FI

. M C6W cSeTA X^^V^O A"J6K>. MO H C6

CY6TA .

TOA.

M

Me BO^A\O«MO
WBp'fecTH. TAKOB06 p6M€

MAA6AMVe. M C6 C^CTOIO

PAABA 7 

6KA.

7:1 EAPO HMA HAHe MACAA 7:1 BAPO HA/V A riAHe eAe A BAP A .
BA7"h. M ANk CMpTHhIH nAH6 H A" 1* CA\pTH OAHe A^H in the

BKITYA ero. margin:(po^6HYA ero) BUTHA
ero.

TOA.
BAroe peMe HA\A HAMC 6A6A

BAfMX CAABOtt. H 

HAnOANAeT1» ISKO CAAAOCTl'lO 

CAblUJAMieAVh ytlieCA. M6 

TOKAVO BO BArOOYAAH'l'H 

TOpTANb OYCAAAHTH. 6AHKO 

BAP06 CAtdlUHMOe 

JlieAAIOT'b nOA^U pAAH 

CB06H. AN

ero
CA HAKTi C flAAH6AYh B 

. M KT. CAApTH C^Th

ero. oY^epwH
CA W MCA. M W

CA\epTM cnoA^BHBiue CA,
TAKO* M W TA-kMNAfO
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CA] ^4.^4,™ CA] Sof. || HHt] H pr. TSL 730 || MAH]AH TSL 730, Rum.204, Sof. || re] om. Sol 
] corp-femenHra Sol. eorp-kui«»i|iM Und.l | corptujeHKH" Rum.204, Sof. ||

6KA.

7:3 BAPA rapocTb nAMe CM-EX*. 7:3 EATA rapocTb HAHG
raKO
CA

7:3 EATO rapocTb HAM€
IAKO BO AHU.A BA>KHT CA raKO

TOA.

rapHTH CA rAeT'h nAne C
CHp-klb NAHAANHKOAYh H 

OYMHT6AeA\-h. 1 HHhIANt 

TAKOBkT 6PAA BO TAKOB'lH 

3AOBNH BMBAIOTh. TOPAA H 

CA C A U6

W HHX . BH«Ah «e \fBO AIU6 H

XBAAM T"h TAKOBW* (ApHTH CA. H

CANU,6AVh A H6 ^AOBOIO

BNyTpeNN6K>, RKO BO

AHUA p6M6 A H6 Cp*UA.

BN'k OBpA^OAMi IAKO

BMTH, BN^Tpb «6 0 AAHAOCTH

CA/VbtUJAATH H 0 HOA^C

IAKO «€ An'ATj PACTTj H8

BMBAHT6 OA\000 HO

6CTb A"AO H

e«e AHU.CM
BMTH, BH^Tpb^ 

3AAA H ASKABAA CAMdUJAATH. H 

B AHU.6 A/VHpHO PAATH, A HA 

TH'kB'b AbCTH nOAAblUJAATH. A

^cyx^AeHVA SAOBOW
. CHp-kHb BH^Tpb H 

AHU,6AYb SB-fepbCKO A^^^ 6* H 

B6^CAOB6CHMX

HHT*.

6x<6 no ecrecTB& rapHTH CA
IAKO C6 HA CTpACTH. AH HA 

B'kCbl. H 0 TOMTi BeijJA BAPA 

RVpOCTb. A 6^6 XOT'feHVeM'b H

no

XBAAH6 rapHTH 

CA. A H6 pA^CAAB"feTH B CAA'fece. 

HBO HCTHO H6 CAABOAXT* AHIje/Wh 

CA OYCTpAA6TTi H

AHU.A

cpAue.

10 ecTBY rapHTH CA. raKO
Ce HA CTpCTH AH HA B'fec'bl. H W 

TOA/Vb B'klUA BAPA RVpOCTb A

XOT'EHHIO BO^AATH.

GDBHA'bBUjeMY noxY^^HTi H
WTAACTeHTi OyBO. XBAAH'k 

rapHTH CA HAH pA^CAAB^TH B*b 

CM'kc'k. HBO MTbHO H H6 

CAABOAVb AHU.eM'b
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CA MAK\( AOJ6IO. CA oycTpAraeTb. M
CA

time Sol. TSL 730 oB-k-rkBujeMOY Rum.204, Sof. || noxYAen-b M] 
Und.l | H om. TSL 730, Rum.204, Sof. || XMAHi] XB*A-k Sol. || HAH] AH TSL 730, Rum.204, Sof.|

Rum.204 P A/VU BHTH Sof. || CAABOAVh] CAABW* Sol. ||

7:4 cp^e MoyApbix B
PAAMA. H CpAU6 

B6C6AYA

6KA.

7:4
RAAMA. H 

B6C6AVA.

ApHTM CA PATb CAOBO. HO 

BTdBAeAVb. BATO 

H BAA KT»I. TAKHMH

HOTpeBOBA CAOBtl. KTi

B

B1ilB<»eT Sol. || KTi] B Sol.

7:4
HAAMA. H CpAH6

«6AA M]

TOAK1». 

HAAHh nOAMdllJAAd RIKO MA'bKVV W6

M RVKO . IAKO W

M npHAAPA6T CA.

BbtBAGTli 

TAKOBAA

. H

B-blBACTb

TBepAT» BblTH B TAKOBAIA 

AANA N6AOCTOHNAPO Be^f'VVN'hl 

nOMblUJAemA, NH NA B AAHp-fe AANA. N6AOCTOHNAPO

, NO NA nHlJjS CTiBOePO N6 nOAYblUJAeNHia. NM 

CA H NA BYAY1^66 B^HpAIA. NA

H llMTbe OVnOAWbNAIA CA H

CAACTH

6KAHCHACTA

COB6

H

CAACTH.

eKAHCIACTA

C€B€

ewe racTH H
RMTH noBeAeBAeTTi ewe BAPO. Anu,e HO^AAPAIA. ce we IACTH H

noBCA'feBAeTb ewe BAPO :•
Und.lTSL 730 H om. TSL 730 TBAA Rum.204, Sof. || 

] np«Ad6AeT CA Und.l || MA^A^] A\OYA^ TSL 730
Lfnd.l Sol.

TSL 730 16 Sol.

Und.l || 
TSL 730 || N6 noA\-hiuiA6NHra] NC om.TSL730||

. Rum.204, Sof. |)

7:5 BATO ew CAhiuiATH
A\o\fWA

CAblUJAqjA R-feCNb

6KA.

7:5 BAPO cAbiiuATH npeipeme 7:5 H BATO CAT^IUIATM. 
MVfrpArQ, HAHe A\8wA npeipeNHe A\YAPAr^' n '
CAhlUJAlfJAPO H'kCNh CAYUJAIOlfJAPO H'k'HH

TOA. T.
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7:6 IAKO* BO 

KOTAWM TAKO 

M C6 C&6TA

nC»

COBOPO COBO OYA\AHA€Tb A\YApAPO /

Kp-feiiHT-b M ^AMp-kijjeNHe npeiiHTb H

QBO] WB-b TSL 730 || KperiHTb] npenocTb Sol. || 
GKA.

7:6 IZ\KO pAAC-b TepmA noA 7:6 RKO pAA^
KOTAOAVh, TAKO CM-fe^ KOTAOAVb. TAKO 

. H C6

no

TOA. TOAKT*.

rop/MjjS Tepmio
KOTAOA\T».nepBO€ OYBO IAKO

'' BO NTI, TO w 
epmA, IABAENO

6CTb H NeNABHA/MlJHAVb.

CAWUJAT e^e TAKO «e M
B6^YMNAro CA\-k X W rpOXOTANIA

B-fe pA^A\-keM . in the margin:
(oBpA^Y6A\) TA«6 AWVXT* W

OPNA
AlllH W TAKOBAPO CA\"k)(A.

TAAAO
KONOB'h.

IAKO WPNb BO^PApAK>TTi

AA^ApWH 6ABA C
O ••

CTIK5 OYAWCH6T CA.

. H

KOTAOA\TI. nepB-ke OYBO IAKO 
BO HTO. \X)
IA TepHHIO. IABA6NO 

eCTb. H NeBHAAlfJHM'b. 

CAUllJATb «€ TAKO H

PpO)(OTANHIA

ATilAATi \K OPHA POp'kNHIA. 

WA\pAM6NH€ MUH W TAKOBAPO 

TAAAO T6pNH8

Pp-feCH B^MNHH. WPHb

H WABA C KpOTOCTbW

] KWM n-fenbe Rum. 204 KHH 
Sof. || noAOB6H-h] noAOENO TSL 730 | 
nepbBHe Sol. || N
OPH6HA TSL 730

Sol.

7:8 BAPA n
HAH6 NAMAAA HA

CAOBBCT.

iA Sof. || H HCK-hinaNHe] H om. Rum. 204, Sof. | MCKHnaMbra Rum. 204,
nnpNbK> Sof. || no* KOTAOM-h] no* KAOAVh Und.l || nepsie] 

Rum.204, Sof. || H Be^Y^NAro] H Be^\\NAro Rum. 204 || OPHA]
TAKOPO TSL 730 || TepNHe] AA6pNH6 Und.l || BO^bPApAK»Tb] BO^bPApA6 T

po. Sol. ||
6KA.

CAoaec-h 7:8 EAPA nocA-feA
RAM6 HAMAAA 6PO.

TOA.

XBAAHTTi YBO

CAOBCCTi C6PO pA*. Al^JB KTO

HAMNBTTi PAATH HTO IAKO

A\ATBW, HAH npABHAA BrS H H6

COBepUIHTTi TAKOB06 OYBO

PAAH'l'e N-kcTb AOCTOHNO

nO^BAAW CnOAOBHTH, ^AN6 N6

W BH^TemA CHAW H
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7:11 BATA

7:12

no
EHAAlJJHAYh CANU,6

raKO B CT^NH CA
KIKO CT-feNH Cp6BpA

M6NA

7:14 B'h ANb BATOCThlNA. 

JKHBA H B'h l^AM B'h

TAKOBOe MOA6HI6 BWBAeTt, NO 

W A-kHOCTH H H6pAA"feHYA. (sic) 

TAKOBO NAMHHAHYe HH BO HTO

6KA.

7:11-12 EATA A\ApocTh c
no ^pesYio, i

BHAAlJJHAYh CAN^e.

IZIKO B CT-feH6 6A A\ApOCTh 

CT-feHh

np6A\pocTh
np€A\ApOCTh (sic) 

H«6 Oy He A. 

TOA.

HACTTi A\ApOCTh C

no
CHACTlO BOPAThCTBA. 

MAphlH Al|J6 B€AhA\H NHl^Jh

TO H A\SApOCTh 6PO B

BHBAeTTi. 6CTh 

H CAMOBOANAA NHlfjeTA.

raKo^e IAYH AP^BAB H
HHMAMi npOMHAX'h TAKOBMAVh.

NO Aipe cYn oyBO^H BMUJA. NO
AXOBN6 WBOPATHUJA CA. H 

BHAAIJJ6 CANU,e TBOpUA NAUjePO 

BTA BOTIJJ6

A e* pene, IAKO B
A\ApOCTh. TAKO H 

CT^Nh CpeBpA, CHpV A\ApOCTh

M cpeBpo CT-kmio NAPMHACTT^. 
rano A* N€ X&M^ CA A\ApocTYio
H Cp6BpOA/Vh. IAK07K6 A\ApOCTh 

M BOfAT CTBO

H nomoipYw
A\6NHTTv. NO OBAMG A\ApOCTh 

BOPAT CTBA PAGT^, ^AN6

llO W«HBAA6T 

CA. CHp^Hh WBp'kTACT CA M 

0\fCTpAA6T CA. 

6KA.

7: 14 B'h ANh BAAPOCTIdNA 

CB06A ^HBH B'h BA^. H 

3AOBM.
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BHWb. HBO C6 CbfAA C6MOy 

6^6 CTBOpH BT* 0 PA'k. AA N6 

OBpAtjJ6T ^AOBOK> [^A COBOK>]

He AHH oyBo H BpeMen* OBM
BAPH. OBM >K8 ^Abl HApMl^AeTlt, 

IAKO X6 ^B"k^AOCAOBmd

. HO ANb BAPOCTMHA

cwp-feHb BpeMA BAPOB H
B6Cn6MAAH06 AANH06 BPOMb.

raKO«6 |HAK> ^CMAIO WBHAH& H
Bp6MA MHpHO. H B TAK06 

Bp6MA O^HMTTi HA* COAOA\0H 

«MTH BTi BA^-fc, CHp-RMb BT* 

A\AC TH H BO BAAPOAApemH H BT»

3AOBM.

BAIOCTH CA TH'kBA iPVlA H 

KON HHHbl CA\pTHblA ^AH8 

HenOCTOIAHHO «HT'l6 HAUI6 

6CTb. HO ^B'k^A^AKO'' 

AHH A^Bptl SAbl A^eCAOBHO 

PAIOT CA. ^AH6 A1|J6 BW ANb 

AOBpli H ^OATi BWAt. TO pABHO 

Bbl BC'kM'b SA06 npHKAIOMAUJe

CA. HO CA B KIH«O

HHHTO

SAO BMBA6T . H W C6PO 

6CTb IAKO H6 «) ^B'b^A' 

H BAfOe HAM CAYMA6T CA. HO W 

COA^P^^lJJAr BCA H CTpOAUJAPO 

np6MAp6 npOMblCA'b BUBAeTlt . 

H CCrO CMHpACTT*. A C6PO 

BO^HOCHTTi. 

6KA.

1'. 14 BH^Ab C CHMTi COPAAcVe 

6*<6 COTBOpH BTTi 0

AA N6 WBpAl|J6T HAKT*

NHHTOX^C.

TOA.

COPAACYe 0\(BO A^BpAPO M SAAPO 

PABT-b. ^AH6 p6M8 BPt COTBOpH 

CMp-kMb A^BpO H 5AO W BPA

CA A H6 W 

npMKAK>MA6T CA, H C6PO

BH^Ab pene. ^AH
COPAACH Oi 3AMMH. 

BCAKAA BAPOCTMHA
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7:15 BCA^CKAA

AAoero. 
nopbiBAA BI* CBoen

CB06H

NenOCTOIANNA. H

KONHHNA HAAMb BWBA€Tt. H

cero PAAH pA^M-k H pene. rano
BCAKOe BUTie NenOCTOANNO 

eCTb H FIAKH np'pK'b. CT^flAHTe 

AK>Al'e AAOH p6M6 B KAV CBOK> H

AB6pb CBOK5. 

AAHNeTTi PN-tBTi PNb

H BT*

HAKT* ^A N6IO NHMTO>f<6. CHp-feM 

B A/vfecTO BAPHNH 

npHKAK>H6NI6. 

6KA.

7:15 6CTb 

nOPHBAAH BTi CB06H RpABA'B. H 

eCTb N6H6CTHBWH np€BUBAA 

Bt CB06H SAOB'k.

€KAHCHACTh.

7:15 6cTb 
norHBAia B npABA*b ero H ecTb 

npeo-hira B'h ^AOB-fe er

7:16 N6 B$AH 

B6AMH NH

erA<* KOPAA 
7:17 H Ne E 
Ne

TOA.

G6 0 TAKOBW)( AFIAT*

PAA, N6 pA^oyM'kioiii
BxVlA H CBOIO Hl|J^UJ6 

HOCTABHTH flpABA 

CTAKA11JA. npAB6A NAPO

B6l|JA. N6npAB6ANHKA, NO

N6

H2K6 npABAY PONAUJA HK6 W 

TOH

H^PONHT CA w
N6

W B6CH6CTVA, NH 

CA NO np6BUBA6T B-

3AOB-k CBoen BeA'm BoyA^. 
ROCTABHTH] WCTABHTH TSL 730 | 

Sol., Sof. ||Und.l||

6KA.

7:16NeB^AH 
CA BCAAAH B6AMH, NH 

CA CA* KOPAA 
H A\NWPO H 7:17 NH

X^CCTOK-b M N€ 

BTi BeAAA CB06

NH

CA.

MNOPO. 

^eCTOKTi. A* H^

Ne BO BpeMA cBoe.

TOA. 
KAA«A O

npHATNA.

T.
H C6 W TAKOB'blX'b 

TAA. N€

BHTA. H CBOIO

nOCTABHTH npABA^, BMU N6 

CTAX1AUJA npABeAHAr 0\[BO

NenpABeAbNHKA. NO we
rONAtfJA. NO H^<€ W 

COB*k npABeAGNTx. TO

nor-biBAeTb NH H^roNHTb^w
BMbTHBt N6

vv BecMecTbra. NH
NO npeB-blBA6Th 

Bli ^AOB-fe CBOeH B6AHH

Rum.204 (HC s.l.), Sof.

CKAHCHACT-b.

7:16 Ne BYAH
B6AMH NH MYAP^ AHUJ6 &A H€ 

KAKO H^YM'b€llJHt .

7:17 NH senjeciiTBYH BCAMH.
NH BYAM ^eCTOKTi A* H€

OY«wpeiiJH (NC BO s.l.)
TBOe. 

TOAK.

KAIA «e A^BpOA^TCAb B
. nonpeMbNory
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SAOBNA N6 

BCAbMH.

KO

NeNABHCTbNH 

COrp'klUAljJHM'b H 

N6 MAKTi. NO N6

Ne

H

CA.

B^ecTBeNAro OYHCNIA. H
BeAHKO BeijJANie NA nOA2$ 

NAM-h BjkeCTBCNOe CKpW CAOBO 

>. HBO T'kx'h HCKATH 

HCTOBANl'e CMbiCAA 

NO H no nOBCA'kHIH" NeMNOPO

Be^HecTB^H. noTijjn CA
HCTHNH6 WBp'ECTH CA

H^BABHTH 

H Ne B&AH B'EIJJA 

peK UJ6 NCYMOAHM'b.

H npOTMBOY NAHAAAA A^OMTi

OYM€N'lA. TA* HO VVBUJ&

NABOAHT^ A* Ne OYMpeuiH Ne
BO BpeMA. Ne BO BpeMA (CHl) 

BO YMHpAIOTT* CBepllJeWH AH

AOBpOA^TeAbMH. ONH. NO no

CKONM6BA6T ?KG CA IAKO 

AA. B 

COB6pUJeNblH,

NHKAKOW npe«e CA\PTH
AUJ6BNOIO OY^HpAeT 

BO SAOE'k ^HBblH NH«6 B 

NACTOAlUEA/Vb «HT'lH BMCTb . 

peMTi . NO AA B 

npeCTABHM CA

YBO N6 BO 

Bp6A\A N6H6CTHB*l'H H

OBHAAHB'I'H H

^AOBA NAA6>KHTb. N6 

B-felJJA. npAB6A6Nli B€AA\H.

NGNABHCTbNH 

B\fA M KT* COrp-kllJAlOljJHAMi, H 

K6CTOK1» H N8 MABKTi. NO NM 

H^AHUJe. A* H ^

H BeAHKO B-kl|JANH6 NA 

NAM'b BX^TBeN'

CAOBO NenujeMO. HBO
HCKATH H^YftVBNHH HCTOBANHe 

CAlilCAA.Csic) NO H F10 

nOBGA'feHHH HX'b MNOPO

BecnecTBOYH. NO TUJH CA
HCbTHNeNli WBp-kcTH CA 

ROKAIANHeM-h H^BABHTH

corp'kuieNHra. H Ne 
«ecTOKTi peKLue
H npOTHBY NAnAAAIA 

OVfHNHIA. TAH6 HO 

NABOAHTb A^ Ne

BO BpeMA BO OYMHPAIO
N6

NO

BTv ZAOB'E ^MBTi. H

CA. IAKO 

nweNHU,A ZDtAA B

CMpTH.NHKAKO We

ALU6BNOIO

CM^TblO. BTi

HHTi We B NACliTOIAljJe

BTil' ei^A OYMpCMT* NO

B-feMNTilH npeCTABHM CA

KHBOTTi. OYMHpAIOTb
KidNe BO BpeMA. wecrb H H

^ WBMAAHBTil" H

Sol. ||
Rum.204, Sof. || He BYA"] ne AOY* Sol. || HeHABMCTbHH] H6HABHCTHHK Rum.204, Sof.

HO A\HAOcepAi» TSL 730, Rum.204, Sof. || H^Y'«rteujMrv ] /'>bm.Und.l|| M^YAVBHHH] H 
Sol. | H^A\-k TSL 730 || MCTOBAHMC] CTosoHbe Rum.204, Sof. || CA-hicAd] CA\i»iCAa Sol., TSL 730, 

Rum.204, Sof. || B AOBpOA^TeAH] B AOBpOA't'reAAVH TSL 730,Rum.204, Sof. || M He OYAxpeiun ] M om. 
Rum.204, Sof. || BO OYA\MPAK>T] BO OYAAHpae-rb Und.l || npe^] rpe Rum.204, Sof. 
Und.l || X<HBT»IM] J»-?MBTII Sol. || B B'bMH'hiMj B B*kHHisi Und.l || er** OYA\peA\i»] er*A MS 
Rum.204, Sof. || Hen^THB-biM] Hes^MB-wra Sol. || WBHAAMB%IH] H pr. Sol., Und.l, Rum.204, Sof.

7:18 BATO TH ecTb npHHMATH 7:18 BATO npnHMATHc w ceMb.
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7:18 BAPO TH
CA 0 BCCM-b W 

N6 OCKBepNHWM 

CBO€A IAKO BOAM CA BA 

BC6

CA o ceA\b. H w cero
WCKBepNH p&KH CE06A. IAKO 

CA 6TA

BCA.

HBO w cero Ne
TBoera. raKO Bora"CA BA. 

BCA.

Rum. 204, Sof.||
Und.lH 

7:19A\A^

7:20 lano MAKA N*fecTb
NA 36MAH

B/vroe H He
C'bPp'BllJHTb.

TOA.

0 A^BpOA'feTeAM OYHMB^ H o
SAOB6 HAB6A6, ISKO BAPO 

npHHAAATHCA AOBpS. H6 

0C KB€pNHTH «6 p^KH A "k AN Yd

MMHoyemki w SAOBU TA"
WHMCTHAATi. HO HMCTO

I2VKO C6 

BITA

no

CA BOIAlpHM CA 

BCA BC6

H AIOTW

ecTh Tes-k HOAAOMH 
, H w Nero

CBOeA.

noNex<e BOAIJJIH CA BTA 
NMHero

Rum. 204, Sof.

6KA.

7:19 IlpeA\ApocTb
I1AM6 A^CATH BO

7:20 I3KO MAKA npABe*NA 

N-feCTb NA ^CMAH, H«6 

COTBOpHTT* BAFO H NC

corp-kuiHT-b.
TOAKOBANie

4,eCATb NB'Nb^ MMNOBTi 

A/VOfOUJA nOPMBAIOl 

MAHIO ROMOIJJH. NH

NH AirrATi. NO CAAVb rb npwuje*
NW. NHHTO^e TAKO

W B-feA^ raKO 

MpOCTb. A 8K6 RAM€

penS riAie BO A A

N€

T.

GO A^BpOA'feTeAH OyMMBIi H W 

^AOB-fe. NAB€Ae RKO BATO 

npHHMATHCA AOBpS. N6 

WCKBepNHTH X-C6 

pVfKH. MHNYeAAliI 

TAH6 W4HCTHMT>. NO HHCTO 

TpA^t BHH.

rano ce RVBHC BA

. no

. M

CKAHCHACTTi

7:19

BAAA'klOl{JHX

7:20 raKO MABKA N-kc

NA ^CMAH M«6 CTBOpMTb BAITO 

H N6 COrp4llJHTb.

TOAKTi.

BCN'blX'h MHNOB-b H«€ 

Ne MOrOUJA nOAAOlpH 

nOFHBAIOUJIO pOAY MABMIO. N€ 

BO NH ANlFA'b. NO
b ^

NMMTOJK6 TAKO

W BArk. IAKO 

. A M
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BOAA Kora] BCAKOia Sol.|| 
HHKTOKG] N6 po. Und.l |

7:21 M BCA IA* CAOB6CA M* 

HeM^TMB'lH M H6

cpAu,A cBoero. A* H€
&CAblUJHUJH pABA CB06PO 

KA6H&UJAA T6B6.

7:22 IAKO A/\HWPAJKA»
TOBOIO. OBXO>KAGHYe* HOPbl 

O^AOBHTb CpAU,6 TB06. 

M Tbl KAAA-b eCM

MAM6CKIA CM AW. HO CAAVb Pb 

HAUJb MC j(C WMAA A\A pOCTb B 

OHb B'kp&IOUJAA H B'kpOlO A\A pA 

BMBUJA nOAAOJKeTT* HAM6 

AGCATM ^AROB'kAGH cStUMXTi BO

rpAA'k iiOAe'kMCKH*. Auje BO M

I. HO H-fcCTb MAKA H6 

CA. H ^AKOH'b HM 

6AHHAPO WnpABAA. M Pb HAUJb 

MC j(C CAMTi BMCTb MApOCTb,

H-fcCTb npAB6ANMKA HA

COTBOpMTTi BAPO H H6

i. H6 BT^FAe1^ IAKO

BOpH BAPA, npC HO 

BO Ct^Tb BAPOA'kAAKMfjiH HO 

IAKO KTO A^BpOA'kTSAbHMH 

CUM H BAPO KMBbIM H6 MO^CTTi 

HTO TpeB^CTTi W j(A

'. HA BOAA 

KOIA MeAOBMbCKltllA CHA'bl. HHO 

CA MAp'Tb. Pb HAUJli HCb X"b. 

BO Hb B'kpYIOUJAIA H B'kpOlO 

A\YAP<* BTilUJA. nOAAO^GTb RAMe 

' ^AHOB'kAMH. CYUJHX'b B 

HlOA'kHCK'bl. AUJ6 BO H 

A6CAT CXPAHH ^AKON H'bllA

^H. HO H^HABKA H6

H ^AKOHli HH 

6AMHOPO WnpABAA. Pb^HAUJ'b

BMBUJA Und.l, Sol., TSL 730, Rum.204,
H6 pr. Sol. llH^BABAeHHe] H^BABAeHh/ 

6KA.

7:21 H BCA OYBO CAOBBCA HKG
BO^PAIOTTi H6M6CTHBVM H6 

npHKAOHH CpAU,A TB06PO IA K A*

He OYCAWHJHUJH pABA TBOEPO
KA6HYUJA T6B6.

7:22 IZlKO MHOPAJKAbl 

TOBOK>.

WSAOBHTTi

AAHOPHA/Vb CpAU,6 TB06. IAKO fl,A 

H Tbl KAAATi 6CH AP^^A 

AAHOnA. 

TOA.

^A*fe H6 nOAAHHAIOUJAPO 3AA H6 

BBOAHTTi. HeneCTMBVH VVBUJ6
TT •

M Pp-klilHMKH 

W MHO«6CTBA

H6A-kllO BHHA\AT 

KAGBeTAMTi. B^UJA, lAKO^ M 

TB06A\8 npOKAATM T6B6 

CA HA ApOCTb. 

RAM6 OYBO M pA^AHMH6 

A/VOKeTT* HA TA MWCAHTH. TO

H

npABBANHKA HA ^€A\AH. 

CTBOpHTb BAPO. H H8 

COPp-klllHTb. H6 TO PATb. IAKO 

HMKTO«6 CTBOpMT BAPA Hf^HO 

BO CYT . BAP06 A^AAIOUJH. HO 

IAKO KTO A^BpOA'kAH'blH CtlM, 

H BAPO ^HBTilH N6 A\OK6Tb 

npe^p^TM MTO. H Tp6BY6Tb W

XA H^BABAenne :• 

Sof. || M H^BABA6HHe] H om. Und.l || 
v Rum.204 ||

eAMK'bCMiacT'b (sic.)
7:21 HBO BCA CAOBA.
BTi^AAOABATb H6M TBHH. H€ 

npHKAOHH CpAU,A TB06PO IAKO A 

H6 OYCA'blUJHUJH pABA TB06PO

KA€HYUJA IA.
7:22

TH H MHO 
A

W^AOBHTb CpU,e TB06. 

lAKO «6 TT»I KAATTi

TOAKTi.

CTiAC N6 ROMMHAIOUJAPO ^AA H6 

BBOAMTb. He^TBHH WBbUJ€ 

'CYAHT^A^ H Pp'feuJbHMKM 

HA^IBACTb W A\bHO«eCTBA. 

CTpOIAUJHM'b H6A*bnO BHHAAATH 

KABBeTAAMi B-kujA. IAKO >K6 HM 

pABY TB06A\Y nOKAATH TOB6 

HOABHPUJA CA HA lApOCTb. HA** 

OYBO H pA^AHMH^k MOK6Tb. HA 

TA AYblCAMTM. TO BO 6CTb HO
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BO ecTb, no CXOA&
O^A06MTT» CpA U,e TB06. TAKO 

KA6B6TA MHWrAX<Ald O^AOBH T

ALUIO. Ai|ie BO HA KoeroKAo
OKA6B6TAlOl4JHX'b PH-kBACT CA.

CpA U,6 TB06. TAKO KA6B6TA

BT» CTpACTH lApOCTb 

H 3AOBtd MCnOAHACTb &IUK> 

CBO*. 

HH'h.

B'TA H6M6CTHBWX'b CAOB6CA. 

H6M6CTHBA X<6 SAAHHbCKA

. M JKHAOBC K 

, H BCH HK6 H6npAB-k 

BTA AAOAAU.JA CAOB6CM.

BO HA
KA6B6TAK>l|JMXT» TH-BAeTb CA.

MHor-bi noTepriHTb CX^A'W 
BA6KOA\-b B CTP'TH rapocTb H
^AOBTil HCnOAHA€Tb A^Y

CBOK>/

HH*b.

B-b TA HCM'TB'blX'b CAOB6CA

HCH'TBA vte eAHHbCKA A\Apc Tb. 
H «HAOB€ M epeTHun. H BCH 

BA AAOAAIJJA CAOK
H6 HpAB-bl

. rA"k BO CAOBOAVb
H6 A*H «6 CB06IA AMtlCAH. 

AIOBO H KA8B6TAIOUJA HA TA. 

TB06 lApOCTbHOe 

BOCnOMHHAHbe IAKO

MHOPA^A''*' T1»l 

p6KAt eCH. AIOBO H 

C HHAAH. 66^1* ^AOBTil CTBOpAH 

C-b KpOTOCTblO M

Sol. UnorepriHTb] 

7:28 ero* B^HCKA AIIJA AAOA H
H€ WBp'kTOX'k MAKA CAHHOFO W 

OEp'kTO* M X<eHTi BT» 

CMXN

Und.l CBOW] CBOK> Ai"Y Rum.204, Sof. |]
7:28 A\^A wspV CAMHOPO w

CHHX ne

TOAK-b.

10:7 BHA"feX P^Bbl HA KOH6X M 

KHASH HA^ljJM IAKO pABbl RO

oynoAOBAAeTb
H8 MAMfTb HA BAT 0€ 

nOM'blCAA «eHAAYb

BC-kMt wBbijie.
MACTb HeMOljIbH'tHlljVe 6CTb.

Ilo AXY ^YAPOCTh - weH<*
HA\8HOBACA €10^6 B*RMHArO 

X<HBOTA HACAAAHX^^ CA. 

X<6H-fe] JK6NW TSL 730 || BC6AA1,] BC6 TSL 730 ||

eKAH^dnthe mg.) 
10:7 BnA'tx11 P^-biHA

* KHA^H H

8:2 OYCTA iipA CXPAHH. M w
CAOB6CH KAATBbl BJf<'lA H€ TIJJH

8:2
KAATBTil B€ia H€ TOCHH CA
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CA.

8:3 w AHU.A BO ero
N6 CTANH B CAOBeci

BCA e>Ke Ai^je CTBOpnT .

8:3 w AHU>» ero noHAewn N6
CTANH B CAOB*k AyKAB^k. 6AHKO 

Al|J6 BOC^HTHTh H CbTBOpHTb/ 

TOAKTi.

OyBO Z,6MNOAA\f 

CA BC"fe)( }K 

XP^HMTH HHCANH6

. ce «e ecT h
BACNH erO TAHNbCTBA H 

AOCTOHNTilH* H^NOCHTH.

COBAIOAATH «e ero 
AOBpo «e XP<*NHTH e«e ne
KAATHCA HO B^'fc . NHJK6 

TljJATHC KpOM-fe BHIA AHUA HTH 

NO BCe A^AAIA. K BY BHAAljJIO.

no HNOA\Y ^<e nncANHio TAKO
HOMTH H " CAOB'k KAATB'hl N6 

TljJH CA pCKTi. H6 TeU,H NA 

KAATT»TBT»I (sic) MA6UJH AH

HAH. P*KY *<£ B'brAH Ne BZ.ATH
KAATH C :•

pen] Und.l||
8:4
PAlETb H KTO 

CTBOpHUJH

H HTO

Und.l || KAATH' ] KAAT CA Sol.
8:4 lano ce up
MOABHTb. H KTO 

MTO CTBOpHAT*

€A\Y

AM Rum.204, Sof. 
TSL 730 ||

8:8 N-t^ MAKA BAAA^UJA B'b 

B'bZ.BpANHTb C AX^-b. H

Sol.

TOAKTi.

HH eAHNoro «e PAZ,Y<V\A Z,AA
HA\-kTH NH npOTHBHTH CA. IAKO 
A^ Z.A'fe ^•fe'"*11'"1' M'hABHTH AH

CAABHTH. noNe«e BO

TAKO pAZ.YAA'^H ^AN€ 

H BTi. IAKO BC^X^

nOAOKH . H N't' 6A\Y

peijJH NH CTATH CAOBO 

B ZjAKONAKMJJH Z^AnOB^AH. HO

MTO «e ce A Ne ce n ^AKONH.
Ce BO AYKABNO 6CTb. BO H«€ 

CA nAM H B-kpOlO HCHOAbNAH

npe^e BHHNeNAia:-
Sol. ||

KH 

8:8 H nOCAA B'b AHb
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H-feCTb BAAASljJAPO B

CA\PTM. H
BpANH.

BpANH.

H ne cRceTb BeijjecTie 
BneM .

TOAKTi.

HO P6M6HHKY (Sic) BO

npHW6AUJH. N't'

nOCAATH. H RA" BO WUJ6CTBHH

no PA^YA\Y we B BpANH.
nOB6A*kNOA\Y OyANp-feTH W BA.

flAKH H«6 nOCAAIA 

BT» KHBOTb/ 

HNlt.

6PAA NA CyA't NAHH6Tb KTO 

B-blTH H VO CBOH^t 

- N€ A\0«6Tb PATH. 

HOCAH A\A B X<HTbH 6PAA A^' 

nOKAlO HHK8 \OTA 

A\0«6Tb peijJH. 

«HTH. A* nOKAlO CA. H8 BO 

eCTb BAAA'hlH B AN6 CA\pTH.

BC-pCM-h] BOpHMt TSL 730 ||

eKAHCHACT'b.

8:8 (cont.) He cnceTb 
HenecTbia cyijiAro B
TOAKT».

rz\Ko ce . no

B AHI* CA\PTH. IAKO 
HOCAAHHIA B AH^ BpAHH

H6H6CTBYH** TSL730, Rum.204, Sof.

9:4 raKO KTO
CA ITh BCeAYb WHBblAYb 6CTb

HAAewA raKO necTi JKHBTI TO 
BAPO riAie ABA

10:1

eKAHCHACT'b.

9:4 6cTb oynoBAHne IAKO
2KHB1* TO B

(sic)
HCHAAb BA*7

BATOBOHHY CyiflV. H MACAO

. HCM'THH B*kcoBe
CTpTbA\ 

IAKO RA oyMHpAiouje
TAKTilMH COPNHTH. H 

WA-fcTAIOTb «6 H

cyijiy] Bh BAroBOHMia" coyijje Sol. || 

eKAHCHACTTi.
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CPNOAT CTpoeNYe
MACAO CAAAOCTH MACTb MAAO 

RAH6 CAABbl
10:1 HT^NO MAAO MAP'TH. HA"
CAABliI B6AHKH

T.
DpOCAABHUJA1 MNO^H B

MNO^k. fA^blKli

nonpeN-k. 
MHp-k. §A(Th S.I.) H
B'blB'b. HWe BN*klilNeiO 

W CYCTN' 

CA. NO NH

B-b

CA]

10:2 cpAue 
ero. cpAi;e 

ero.
w

Sol. nepenoHM Sol.
Sof.

10:3 H NA n8Tbw Be
H cpA^e ero AHUJMT izwe

UJAA6T BCA B6$MNA

HX<6 NAHHNAIA HO 

MYAP^CTblO B TY BOAHMTi. H 

npHKACATH CA 6M NAHHNAIA. NO 

W Be^MblA CAAB-k N6 pOAAH.

CA TSL 730, Rum.204, Sof. ||
eKAMCMACTb.

10:2 CpAi^e MYAP^MY B 
ero. cpAu,e

B UIYMU.H 6PO. 

T.

GpA u,e OYMT» PA^YM^TM . H
T6A6CN06 BO CpA U,e BCePAA NA 

M'kCT'k A6>KMTb. BO

nepenoNA.
A^HAIA H

H

npOTHBNA

om. Sol. Rum.204,

eKAHCHACTb .

10:3 HBO NA nvrb
M cpAue ero Ne

. H 

BCAKO

T.

C6

- H

cpAu,e.
AHUJAIA CA NCCMOTpA. T€KHH

NAnepeA
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10:4 Aipe
B^HAeT HA HA AVE.CTA CB06PO 

He WCTABH IAKO Hl^'feAeHie 

SCTABMTM rp*kxbl BGAHKbl

HM K-b KOHbLJIO B-bCX^AA. He BO 

M HHTbC AHUJAeTb BCA. H BCA

ne CBepbiueHA H BecAOBecHA H
AAIA H riCWblWAAra. AUJC AH 

H H^Tb

none^e cpue ne B
AHUJAeAAli H He

no

H po. Rum.204 || H BCA] H om. TSL 730, Rum.204, Sof.
eKAH C HACT-b

10:4 flipe A\T»
HAHAe HA TA. A\"kcTA

He WCTABH. IAKO Hl^-feA6NH

OyCTABHTH. rp^" B6AMKT»I.

TOAKTi.
cer

c
CNOB-h He nOKOpMB'hlX'b.

ne no HY^<H noKopHUJA
BAACTb

oyso
(T'I*

H BMUJHAIA S.I.) 

HACKOHH HA TA 

nOKOHTH TBOe

B'blUJHHAMi HTH \OTAlfJIO

B\0>»<6HHra. HMK-bTOKe CPO 

BOCbnpHAAA BCA CBOIA HOMIOB'blH

HH WMHA\A K6 HH 

HH (A^blKOAMi B\0A

HH H6AVh 

MIOBbCTBOAATi. npe^C BO 

CTp'TH H WeA\bA€AAO 

HenOCTOHHA HAHHHAHHIA. Aljie H 

AATilCAb MTO BAAPAeTb AYECTA 

H€ WCTABAAH. ^ATBOpAIA

AlOBOEblO HeHABHCTb

BO B'fclJJA WCTABHUJH. C6 

eCTb HOMHTH
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ALLI6

. MNOPHH B6AHKH

ceepeTh CBOCH ALUM :•
CBOW

OMl. Und. 1 1| NY*H] MY«6 Sol 

RUm.204 || HAYUIY] HAY4JA Und.l

10:5 e7? A&KABCTBO e*
RO 6K6 NOBOANO

W

10:6 

BHCO 

CAvkp6NldX

NA

BWCOTAX B6AHKMX H

H raKo HciiLieAeMoe noKOHTb.
rp*KXM B6AHKHIA / 

BAACTh] BAACTH Rum.204 || MyHHTeAbCTBtfWUJCe]

K] ex<e K Rum.204 || OYUJHMA] OYUJM Rum.204, Sof.||
6KAC H

10:5 6cTh
Ano CANijeAYh. rano

N8BOA6IO H^HA€ W 

lOLLIAPO.

10:6 H A<» CA
BO^BTilLUeNlilO BeAHKy. H BATHH

K'h CAi\Hp6NHH

TOAKTi.

BHAHTh (Sic) B

B6LLIh. 

H N6BOA6IO

BOAUJA CHAN'hlX'li H

nw Rum.204, Sof. || 
Rum.204, Sof. ||

EATtlAA

6AAAIOILI6

N6BOA6K>. AANOrAJK*™ BO

Up'K'hlAAH HOB6A-kNHH

N6BOA6K> WTT^HHMAIOTh. HO

CAACTH A^BliLUe CA NeBOA6IO

MTO (s.l.Ne) noKOpeNHio. P*KY
AblABOAY- BHHNY BO. H Hp6BO 

nHTASM'h B6CAOB6CN'hlMrh CBO€

K pA^Y

CAOB6CN'hlA\rh

WBO IftKO A^^ HMTAIOLLIH.

BATOBOAHTh BT». 

BAAPAeW. H AlOBHTh

TAKOBAIA A'tranHra :•
IIOB6A'kBA6Th BORAOLLIh 

CAOBO. MABH C KY pOAY* B 

TAHN06 npHMAl|J6HHe. 6^ 

BOHCTHNNY NAC pAAH BT»l'.

NAiuero BO PAAH :•
po. Und.l|| H Mpeso] H om.Rum.204 || K pAzwvvl no 

Sol, TSL 730, Rum.204, Sof. II
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10:7 

KNASH

pAGbl HA KOMe*H 

IAKO pABbl RO

CKAHCHACTTi

10:7 BnA'kx'
A KNA^H

NA

T.

Flpe^e PABH AH'AH. IAKO NA
KON-fc BC-kAUJ6 NA 

CAOBeCA CAABNH

cnc Nbe B-KI. A KNA^H 
, HiOA'kn NA

HNTi.

Fl'kllJHAA'h ETilTH B6AHTb H
HA

H TNyUJATH CA BCAKOPO

10:8 IAA\$ B NK>
H

10:8 P-hirsH pOB-h. BnAA6 CA
BO Nb. H WeAAAAH HAOA .

H
TOAITb. 

GDnAOT

A ^MHIA 

. H

10:16 rope TeB-k rpAAe
TBOH &NT1. H KNASH TBOH

10:17 BAW6NA TW ^6MA6. €A 

TBOH H CNU CBOBOAHMX H

TBOH fit Bp6A\A 

H CHA-fc N8

. H

Und.l, TSL730, Sof. I ^»KONT> A ^KOH-h Sol. || 
eKAHCHACTl*

10:16 Tope TOB-k rpAAe B
N6AAK6 UC pk TBOH OyNT* . H 

BOAAp6 TBOH pANO lAAATb. 

T.

Ilo AXY rpA* ecTb £iuA. A

NApeM6Tb C OyAVh. A

oyNt. CAAB-h BOiapiii
HAivklAH CBOIA HOAA'blCA'hl

PABOTAIA.
H cKora] H om. TSL 730 ||

eKAHCHACT-b

10:17 EAJKNA TTii ^CMAC ecn.
y"N,

H«6 Up TBOH CNT»

H BOIApe TBOH BO Bp€A\A

RVAYMJ^ B CHAY N6

ROCTTilAATb' .

T.

S.I.)
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(Sic)

BOCnHTACTb'. C8 6CTb CNTi 

CBOBOA1*!. TBOpAH

ALUM H T"kA\(. H eijie
6CTb UpK-fel. H/V\\mJH U,pA MCA

X*. KNA^H «e AR'AH. 

C-KOBH-U./WH] CBOBHWAXH Und.l | CBOBOA H M <WH Sol., TSL 730, Rum.204, Sof. || «A] om. TSL 730 ||

eKAHCMACTT*
1 1 :2 A^Ab HACTb C6AMHH BOM 

CA raKO N6 B-tcM HTO 

N* ^6AAAH.
' C€

WCAAOAAV.

BAP'BH M] BA^BHHC Sol. || BCKpTHHia] 
Rum.204, Sof. || noA<»B<»ioi4JA] 
1 1 :3 aijje HCHAT^HAT CA
WBAAU.H A^^*^, "A

Hie TSL 730, Rum.204, Sof. 
TSL 730, Rum.204, Sof.

om. Und.l || Myvw] M pr. Und.l A\\f«Ve Sol. 
H pr. TSL 730 (s. 1.), Rum.204, Sof. ||

M Aipe nAA6T AP^BO £rwM . AUJC
AH NA B-fepNB* AA-feCTb. "* 

TOY

N€AAA BCKp'NHia H CTBOpH 

C6A<VMilH. M ROHM W

'h CBOHX . H BAP'BH H H nape"
H CyBTA. TOAKyeTb' nOKOH. 

COBHpAH COB*k A'tA'hl BArklAAH. 

B C6AA\6pHlJH ^HTbra C6PO. B

MACTb. 
C M6CTbK> !• 

H pr. TSL 730 || cero] H po.

11:3
WBAAU.H

H^AHBAK»Tb.

TOAKTi.

Ilo AXY WB|V*
HpK6 IAKO

OYMNHRV. NA BCA
HABKtl ^6AAAA MABl^H 

KO>f<6 BO 

BHHAYb. 

HA BCA MABKTil 

(S.I. CMA\b) WEpA^OAATi. A'knO 

BT»ITH.

' Sol.|| CMMK] H pr. Sol.||

NA (s.l.S)
6KAHCHACTb

fluje nAACT
FT*. AIJJ6 AH NA 

AP^' TAMO 

TOAKTi. 

Ap6BO

npAB€AHH H rp-feujNH. A



274

TOAKTj.

NApHHIOTb MABIH

H rp-kujNH. A

CB"kTAAIA

1 1 :4 BAK>AWM B-kTpA H6 

H CMOTpAH B-h OBAAKhl H6

N€

H He B-feeTh] HNij B-feeTh Rum.204, Sof. || 
TSL 730, Rum.204, Sof. || A* NH no«N6A\-h] 
M^TWHIO Rum.204, Sof. ||
12:5 HBO NA BblCOTS OY^pMT H 

AP6B6CA NA nYTH. H npOUB€T€T

B T6ANNAD

no CA\PTH
)(TO A^CTHTNCTb TY H E

B T6A\Nara] B om.Sol., Rum.204, Sof. ||
1 1 :4 BAKtA^IH B

C"k6Tb H CAAOTpAH BO WBAAKTil

TOAKTi.

BO ANb'. H N6 

A HNO ^AYTpA. 6K€ 

' nOAATilCATil. 

I N't.

B€AHTb

A CAAOTpAH

BO WBAAKliI H€ nO^N€T N6 

BCAHTb NTil CAAOTpHTH. AAIOljje 

AAAVblHK) KTO npABeAHHKli H 

KTO AH rp'fellJNHK'b. &A N€

noncBHMTi BpeAAA AAA'THH. A*
NH BC'keAA'b A* NH

ero «e BO HABU.H AANATb
nenpABeANA. A\'

?] Moy-HHTH C/K Sol. I He pr. Rum.204, Sof. || H KTO] H om. 
om. TSL 730, Rum.204, Sof. || BPCMA MA^THH]

CKAHCHACT-b

12:5 H npOUbB6T6 KAAn-blUJb

WTATiCT-feeTb

H CA
KAHKAp'b. K\KO B6A€ HAKA B 

AOAATi B'tKA CBOerO. H 

WBHAOUJA H NA

TOAKTi.

Ilpe^e BO

HA\AT 6C CTBO.

nepBoe MGUJIOIA HA cKOpAYiun A
BHYTpi IAAPO. TAKO H MABKTi

W T-kAA H
^ 

CCTOHTb .
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Flo AXY npouBexerb A

' MABKTi. O

ce CY T rp-fecH. A

KOMfcUh

fl 6^6 BCKp NYTb. M 

BCKpC NYTb B TA4 C 

HpXAANPAA CMTU6 

BTilTM.

TSL 730 || HA\AT C'CTBO] ecrecTBO HMdTh TSL 730 || BHYTpi] BNYTpb Sol., TSL 730, 
Rum.204, Sof. ||
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