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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unpublished text of Ecclesiastes including its catenary versions and discussing its textual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" 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™-17" centuries), a fragmentary commentated version (1 manuscript of the 16"
century), a fragmentary commentated insertion (8 manuscripts of the 15™-16™ centuries).
The other translation is a Croatian Church Slavonic version in Glagolitic breviaries (17
manuscripts of the 13™-16" 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 palaecographical 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" 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 12" and the 13" 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 10™ century
and the beginning of the 15 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 FEcclesiastes in other sources shows that they
do not give positive support for the existence of a complete translation before the 15"
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 FEcclesiastes, 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 Ieads 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 10™ century
and the beginning of the 15" 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.
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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 9™ 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' and books with commentaries
appeared at a later stage (in Bulgaria in the 10™ century).” This hypothesis, however, is
not fully proven and is not unanimously accepted.’

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 * 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. >

"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 10" 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.

® Evseev, 1905: IX-XXXVIII, Vajs, 1910.

* Thomson, 1998:719.

* See the recent critical edition of the Grigorovi¢ev parimejnik by Ribarova and Hauptova. 1998.
> Mixajlov, 1912: CCCli
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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.® 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"
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" century. The earliest
known collection of biblical books which had previously been in separate manuscripts
was made in 14™ century Bulgaria. MS F.1.461 in the Russian National Library in St.
Petersburg containing 1-2 Samuel, 1-2 Kings,’ 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 of Ecclesiastes. Moreover, the Gennadian Bible became an important text

. . . 8
to serve as a basis for subsequent revisions.

® 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.

" To avoid confusion the English titles and numbering of the biblical books are used in all instances. In this

1 follow the established practice, cf. Thomson, 1998:698, footnote 485.

® Thomson, 1998: 665.



Investigations of OT books.

[t 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, [ 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 biblioteki® 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, . 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.” 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 10™ 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. Karatorova and C. M. MacRobert, Octateuch

® Logacev. 1975: 166-256.



(Exodus) by A. A. Pi¢xadze, Esther by Horace Lunt and Moshe Taube, Minor Prophets
by Rumjana Zlatanova, Ezekiel with commentaries by L. Taseva and M. Jov¢eva.

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 Ki$
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.'” 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 10"
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 10" 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 FEcclesiastes, 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.!' The question as to when the
Church Slavonic translation of Esther was made is still an open one. '* 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.

"' For Ecclesiastes, however, there is some evidence of its existence prior to the 13™ century in the form of
the Croatian Church Slavonic translation found in Croat Glagolitic breviaries. (This translation will be
discussed in chapter 4).

'2 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 14™ century. If the Ruthenisms are secondary, then the early linguistic features indicate an early
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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 12" century Kievan Rus'."> 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 of 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.'* 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 ouv representing
the Hebrew accusative particle, and followed by an accusative in Greek."> Rahifs
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.'

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™ 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).

' A view advocated by Mescerskij and Alekseev, cf. the previous footnote.

" Bickerman, 1968.

' 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 11
AD. See Wevers, 1996:90.

'® Rahifs 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.'’

The Greek manuscript tradition and editions of Ecclesiastes.

[n 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 17" 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 | have used Rahlfs’s 1979 edition of the Septuagint. 1 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 4™ century according to the Sixtine
edition of [587. In their critical apparatus for the book of Ecclesiastes Holmes and
Parsons used variant readings from 18 manuscripts of the 5™ 15" 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 8"—9" centuries from Biblioteca Marciana, Venice. Changes

v Starowieyski (1993: 405-40) lists in his article all known ancient commentaries with their editions and
studies.



introduced by Rahlfs included the use of capitals of the Roman alphabet for the uncials.
Thus he designated manuscript 23 as V and MS Il (Codex Alexandrinus of the 5"
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.'®

Several commentaries on Ecclesiastes exist,'” 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.”®  There are 21
manuscripts containing Olympiodorus” Commentary which are known to the scholarly
public.”

For the commentated text of Ecclesiastes 1 have used Migne’s edition of
Olympiodorus’ Commentary published in PG, vol. 93, 477-628, a reprint of Fronton du
Duc’s 1624 edition. In addition to Migne | have made use of the most recent edition of
Olympiodorus® Commentary produced by Theodora Boli.”* 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

'®* From here on 1 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.

' A discussion of the commentaries is on pages 140-1.

* See Alekseev, 1988: 186.

*! For the list of existing manuscripts of Olympiodorus see the appended microfiche in Sinkewicz, 1992.
%21 am grateful to Professor D. Hagedorn of Heidelberg University for providing me with the edition of T.
Boli.



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 (I'); Flor. Laur. Plut. X 29, 13-14
century (A); Genua Durazzo-Giustiniani A.[.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
BHO, i.e. the shorter version. Within the other group of manuscripts ATAEZIK belonging
to the longer version Boli separates manuscripts AI'Z 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 8¢loc &¢ vs. 6 d¢
Bcioc in the comment to verse 1:8, Tupektevoueva vs. ouumapektevoueve in the comment
to verse 1:9, 80&n¢ vs. yrvwoewe 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
elmo in the text of Rahlfs is the same in AEIK, while in the reconstructed text of
Olympiodorus we read eimov. In 10:6 in Rahlfs's text we have prepositional phrase ¢v
Uear 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 T« before the noun ipatia
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. [s 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" -17" centuries), 2. a Cyrillic
fragmentary commentated version of the text (I MS of the 16™ century), 3. a Cyrillic
fragmentary commentated insertion (8 MSS of the 15" -16™ centuries), 4. a Croatian
Church Slavonic version in Glagolitic Breviaries (17 MSS of the 13"-16" 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 Breviaries™ (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" century. Prior to this we have only
several commentated passages in an Izbornik of the 13" 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 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%
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 14"

3 Cf. Vajs, 1910: 34.
** 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

arca.

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.” The
Church Slavonic catena is predominantly based on the Commentaries of Olympiodorus
of Alexandria (PG, 93).

[t is known that a number of texts with commentaries were produced in Bulgaria in
the 10™ century and survived in East Slavonic copies. These include: thé commentary of
Hippolytus of Rome on the book of Daniel found in a 13™ century manuscript; the books
of the Prophets with commentaries, extant in a large number of later manuscripts of the
15-17" centuries, which can be traced back to an 11™ century manuscript, copied from a
South Slavonic exemplar;”® 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"
century; 2’ 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™ 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 14™ 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

> For the list of commentaries 1 have consulted CPG and the article of Starowieyski, 1993:405-40.
*® Tunickij. 1918.



second extrapolation was made by the compilers of the Gennadian Bible. =% Since such
extrapolations are known for other books including Job, we may entertain the possibility
that this also happened in the case of Ecclesiastes.

If we assume that the majority of these texts were also circulating amongst the East
Slavs in the 12- 15" 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 (15-16"
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.

*7 See Pogorelov, 1910.
* 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.” 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.

"'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 ‘Predvaritelny; 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 * and to published descriptions of MSS which
include references to water marks. In the latter case 1 tested several conclusions by cross-
referencing existing identifications. As a result | 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.

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.1, 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. 47'-59"). (Pg.1) ¢

* ‘Predvaritelnyj spisok’ and ‘Dopolnenija k predvaritel’nomu spisku’ do not extend to the 16" century.

* See the list of cited literature.

> 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 ¢., (PS 1810), 4°, 261+1 ff., contents: Song of Songs, Proverbs, Ecclesiastes
(ff.1317-145"), Ecclesiasticus with additions. (Vol.13)

water marks: 1. Small bull with a long trifurcated tail ff. 5, 7, 9 — similar to Lixadev
N°® 1020-21 (1455/56), Lixagev 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'-256"),
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 ¢., (PS

¢ All Pogodin MSS are described in Tvorogov, O. V. and Zagrebin V. M. eds, 1986.
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1799), 1°, 47643 ff., contents: Pentateuch, Joshua, Judges, Ruth, 1-2 Kings, Wisdom
of Solomon, Song of Songs with commentary, Ecclesiastes (ff. 296"-304"), Esther,
articles from Chronograph. (Und.1)

water marks: 1. Three mounts with cross ff. 5, 31 - Lixa¢ev N°® 2683-4 (15 4/4 ¢); 2.
Large letter X with crown and a cross above f. 3 - Lixagev N° 2679 (15 4/4 ¢); 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 - Lixatev N°
2685 (15 4/4 ¢) 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 - Lixagev N° 2686 (15 4/4 ¢).

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

red ink in the interpolation.

5. Soloveckij, RNB, Soloveckij collection, No 807/917, Sbornik, last quarter of 15 .}
40, 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. 135"-149"), 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
X VI, 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.
® MS Sol. is not listed in the PS.
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8606 (1470); 4. Letter Y ff. 345, 352 - Briquet N° 9183 (1472); S. 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 (26"-34"), Song of Songs, Menander,
Ecclesiasticus. (Pg.78)

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

There is no chapter division. The text of 5:16: u seu Ane ero Bn TmE n naavk n g
apoctn is omitted from the body of the text but inserted in the margins; individual

scribal errors of dittography are crossed out: 5:15 neaoyrs, 7:2 cpaue.

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'-127"), 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. X VI, 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. 437'-443" (GB) ?

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
- Lixagev 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 - Lixagev 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. Arxangel’skij, BAN, Arxangel’skij collection, N° 3, Sbornik, end of 15-beginning of
16 c., (PS 2496), 4°, 135 ff., contents: Proverbs, Ecclesiastes (53'-69"), 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

? 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. | 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"

81"), 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., 19°4% 492 ff., contents: Song of Songs,
Ecclesiasticus, Menander, Proverbs, Ecclesiastes (ff. 329'-354"). (TSL 730)

water marks: '’ 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.

'YMS TSL 730 is not listed in the PS.
"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., 12 20, ff. 30142, contents: Homilies to the Catechetes by Cyril of Jerusalem,
Song of Songs with commentary, Song of Songs, Proverbs, Ecclesiastes (ff. 259'-

3017, Ecclesiasticus, Menander.

water marks: 1. Hand under a quatrefoil ff. 171a, 254, 255 — Piccard, {/ol. XVII, type
I, N° 901, 902 (1527, 1535), another variant f. 171b — Piccard, type IlI, 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.,” 4°, 175+1 ff, contents: Discourse of John Chrysostom, Song of Songs, Song of
Songs with commentary of Philo of Carpasia, Proverbs, Ecclesiastes (ff. 116"-126"),
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.

'2MS Egorov 891 is not listed in the PS.
¥ 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,'* Job, Proverbs, Wisdom of Solomon, three pericopes from the 1
Book of Kings, Ecclesiastes (ff. 1417-144"), Song of Songs, Menander, small
dictionary, Ecclesiasticus, Psalter, New Testament, additional articles and OT

pericopes. (Supr.) 3

water marks: 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., 20, 491 ff., contents: Discourse against the Novgorodian heretics by
losif of Volokolamsk, Discourse against the Latins, Ecclesiastes (ff. 350"-370"),
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) '°;
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.

'* 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 |
list all the Prophets because again I continue to follow the printed description of this MS.

'* For the description of the MS see Alekseev and Lixa¢eva, 1978:54-88.

'® 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. 199'-223"),
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. 411°-416". (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 Caesarca about the Apocalypsis, commentated
Apocalypsis, Proverbs, Ecclesiastes (ff. 135'-149"), Song of Songs, Ecclesiasticus.
(Cud.200) "’

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 - Lixagev N° 2946, 2957 (1515, 1520)."°

'7 For the description of this MS see Protas’eva, 1980:108.
'8 See also the recent correction of date to 1533-43 in Simmons, 1994, vol.1, p.135.



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. 447-54"), 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 16" 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.'”

20. Sofijskij, RNB, Sofijskij collection, N° 1323, Mineja-Getja, second half of 16 c., 19,
470 ff., contents: Mineja-Cetja for July, Prolog, Discourse against the Latins,

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

water marks: *° 1. Hand in a cuff, quatrefoil above ff. 9, 16 - Lixatev 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.

' 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., 40, 283 ff., semiuncial, contents: Proverbs, Wisdom of

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

water marks: 1. Flower ff. 20, 56 - similar to Lixa¢ev N° 1908 (1567), 3204 (1564)
though the middle circle is smaller than in Lixadev’s album; 2. Ship ff. 138, 139 -
close to Lixatev 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 Lixatev N° 2996
(1562) though at the bottom is a round drop as in Lixaev 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. 492-499").

water marks: 1. Several variants of small narrow tall crown, some with symbols or
monograms within the tall crown or below it (passim) - Lixaev 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. 10, 1013 ff. (Copy of GB), 10,
1013 ff., Ecclesiastes (ff. 420%-425").

water marks: 1. Orb with a cartouche below ff. 10, 204, 921 - Lixa¢ev 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 was unable to identify other watermarks.
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25.

26.

27.
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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-Lixa¢ev N° 1803 (1561-37) *'

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 |
Esdras, Tobith, Judith, Esther, Job, Proverbs of Solomon, Ecclesiastes (ff.127"-132"),
Ecclesiasticus, Isaiah, Jeremiah, Baruch, Ezekiel, Daniel, Hosea, Joel, Amos,
Obadiah, Jonah, Micah, Nahum, Habbakkuk, Zephaniah, Haggai, Zechariah,
Malachi, 1 Maccabees.

water marks: 1. Boar ff. 41, 158, 216 — Briquet, N° 13577-78 (1542-47).

Q.1.6, RNL, second halfof 16 c., 4° 586 ff., contents: Erotapokriseis, Proverbs, Song
of Songs, Ecclesiastes (ff. 556'-602").

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).

F.1.4, RNL, OT books, colophon 1567-8, 2° 677 ff., contents: Ecumenical Councils,
Job, Proverbs, Ecclesiastes (ff. 157'-181"), Ecclesiasticus, Discourses of John

Chrysostom.
(water marks are not identified)

Undol’skij 13, RSL, Undol'skij collection 310, N° 13. Commentary, 16 c., 40, ff.

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

2! 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 - Lixaev N° 4059 (1533), cartouche with the legend ‘Jean Nivelle’ f.
15.

28. Undol’skij 1121, RSL, Undol’skij collection 310, N° 1121, Bible books with
additional articles, 16 c., 22 20, 153+ 2 ff., contents: Proverbs, Ecclesiastes (ff. 47"-
62"), Song of Songs, Ecclesiasticus, Menander. (Und.1121)

water marks: 1. Letter P ff. 5, 68, 111 (not identifiable); 2. Crown and coat of arms
with lions ff. 153, 155 — similar to Lixacev N° 4260 (1710).

There is no chapter division, no traces of correction.

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

4° 141 ff., contents: Proverbs, Ecclesiastes (ff. 54'-70"), 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.I1.795, RNL, OT books, second half of the 17 c., (PS 430), 4°, 220 ff., contents:
Proverbs, Ecclesiastes (ff. 517-60"), 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? ft.
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.1.4, RNL, OT books, second half of the 17 c., 4° 94 ff., contents: Song of Songs,
Jonah, 1-2 Esdras, Ecclesiastes (ff. 24-46"), 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.,
40, 975 ff., contents: Genesis, Exodus, Leviticus, Numbers, Deuteronomy, Joshua,
Judges, Ruth, Proverbs of Solomon, Ecclesiastes (ff. 357°-366), Song of Songs,
Wisdom of Solomon, Ecclesiasticus, 1-2 Kings, 1-2 Chronicles, Ezra, Nehemiah,_1-2

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 £.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 * 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.

2 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™ and 16" centuries,
therefore it is not easy to decide to which one it belongs. The fact that the manuscript is
not included in ‘Predvaritel’nyj spisok’ suggests that someone thought it was 16" rather
than 15" 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. 1 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.1.795 (number
30 in my list) I changed its date to the 17" century, rather than 15" century as in
‘Predvaritel’nyj spisok’ of manuscripts belonging to the 15™ century where it is listed
under number 430.>* My dating is also corroborated by the text of Ecclesiastes which
shows clearly the signs of later revisions and corrections. However, as | 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" century is possible for several
manuscripts which 1 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% half of the 15"

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).* 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.1, Und.1, 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, I-Vol.605, Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.1121,
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.1, Und.1, Sol, TSL
730; group 2: Rum.204, Sof., MS2, GB; group 3: Pg.81, Vol.13, [-Vol.605, Pg.78, Arx.,
Supr., Und.1121, 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), ¢ 7:29, 107, 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. 7

Probably at an early stage a scribe inserted these verses with a commentary and in
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.1, Und.1, Sol., TSL 730,
Rum.204, Sof.,, MS2, GB, Pg.81, Vol.13, I-Vol.605, Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.1121,
Cud.200.

2 In the insertion after verse 7:20 MS2 contains part of the commentary which is the same as in gr.1 but
which is not found in GB: Nuuroxe Tako shipa. ncxmrn” U 5&*. mko MBAPST. 4 €26€ NA. AECATH BAAASIH®
PEKS. NAYE BOAM KOA YAULCKIAA CHAK.

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. 1 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 «, 8, vy, §, € etc. anterior to
the manuscripts under discussion. The first and second stages are identified in the
stemma by letters « and B, where « represents the initial translation of Ecclesiastes into
Church Slavonic. The « stage is characterized by a number of variants and omissions
which are paralleled in Greek. B represents a copy made from the « manuscript. This B
stage is characterized by a number of mistakes which stem from misreadings of Church
Slavonic. The B 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 [
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 om.

Church Slavonic text reflecting Greek variants.

2:3 €l 1) kepdla pou

alpe cpiue moe
In editing this passage Rahlfs emended the reading of Greek manuscripts ... €l 1 kopbia
Hov €ikloeL ¢ olvov..... to év kapdig pov Tod €ikvoat ei¢ olvov... In doing so he
adapted his reading to the Latin text. The Church Slavonic text starts as in Greek
manuscripts with ape cp*ue moe, but has lost the intervening text before the next
occurrence of cpaue - kapdia. This omission will be discussed later in the section on

omissions.

2:3 ém” eddppooivn
B BECEAIH
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Rahlfs emended the main text by putting the word adpooivn following the Latin. The

Church Slavonic text follows the reading of the Greek manuscripts.

2:24 olk ’ém:rt\v ayobov €v avBpwrw [el un] 0 dayetal kal O mietal

Nk BAro YAk  HO TOKMO ke M meTh
Boli’s text has the variant reading el un and so do the MSS 147, 154, 157, 159, 161, 248,
252, 296, 299, Compl. Ald. in the apparatus of HP. The variant reading el un which is a
common Greek equivalent for the expression ne Tokme forms the basis for the Church
Slavonic translation. Rahlfs in his critical apparatus indicated the reading mAnv 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 avbpwmwy in B (=Boli) vs. 1o dvépwmou
YAK'D
The reading of gen. plural uaxs 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 ékel evoefric (=Boli)
T8  EATON TEKMT

The Church Slavonic text follows the reading eboepric, found in both plain and
commentated versions, while Rahlfs has chosen the reading 0 doefric following Grabe
and Complut. Ald. Rahlfs’s emendation is an accordance with the the Masoretic text,
where in both instances the word p%171 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 ... kol éml movtl Td Tounuaty ekel [0 Bedc]
MW NA  BCAKO™  cTBOpENTM TR Bh

The reading T8 corresponds to the Greek variant ekel in A given in the critical apparatus
of Rahlfs. Holmes and Parsons have ¢kel] + 0 6¢6¢ in MSS 23, 253, 254. Holmes and
Parsons state that in this sequence it is preserved in the MSS 106, 155, 159, 161, Ald.

Alex. It is absent in Boli’s edition.

4:4 avdpt in B (=Boli) vs. dvdpdc

M\(’?KGBM
The reading of dat. sing. mymesn ( mymwo gr. 1, 3) is closer to the variant found in the
Vaticanus codex and in Boli’s Olympiodorus than to the gen. sing. av6pdg in the main

text of Rahlfs.

5:1 pn omebde emi otouati cov Eapaptiont
Ne noTipm ca 8cTi CEOMMH  @PUTH Ca

Rahlfs has placed the infinitive €apaptiiont, -tavewr S*, - tetw AS® not in the main text
but in his critical apparatus with reference to Thackeray who noted that the verb is used
‘in causative sense’.”” Thackeray must have referred back to the Hebrew text where we
find hiphil infinitive construction in place of €xpaptiont.

The reading €fapaptfioat in Rahifs’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 éEapuaptiioat by the verb mpurTu ¢4 remains somewhat odd.

5:2  melpaopod (=Boli)

HcKSca

The Church Slavonic text corresponds to the reading found in Greek MSS and not to the

reading mepiomaopod given by Rahlfs in the main text following Grabe’s emendation.

29 Thackeray, 1909:234.



5:3 ogv obv 6oa (=Boli)

Tid 86O EAMKO
The Church Slavonic Tw reflects the reading ov found in Greek MSS and not the
reading obv Goa €av given in Rahlfs’s main text as followed the emendation by

Klostermann according to the codex A.

5:9 ev mAnOeL atod yévmua
B'h MNWCTER €ro #ugo”

Rahlfs in his critical apparatus gives the variant reading adtod AS® yevuata S, which
agrees with the the reading of the commentated version in Boli’s edition. The Church
Slavonic pronoun ere corresponds to the reading of the Greek MSS AS‘ and not to the
reading a0t@V found in the main text of Rahlfs; the word #use” corresponds to the neut.

acc. sing. yévnuo.

5:10 &pyn (BS*A) = Boli

Na'AO

The Church Slavonic text corresponds to the reading of MSS BS*A indicated in Rahifs’s
critical apparatus and not to the reading &AL’ 7| (supported by MSS S°V) given in the
main text. HP indicate that the reading aAX’ 7 is found in MSS 23, 253, 254.

5:18  «kal [€ovoiav v adtw]

M

H BAACTh HNA  NE

In Rahlfs’s edition we find the verb &éovoiaoer in the main text. The Church Slavonic
translation reflects the reading kai €fovoiav found in MS 298 (MSS 106, 252 - kal

€fovolag) in the critical apparatus of HP. In Boli’s edition the reading is €€ovalav év adtd.

5:19 6tL 00 moArdc SA pvnobnoetar vs. Rahlfs o0k aiia B* t, 00 moAla main text. HP
otL o0 Toriw, Boli o0 moAlac.
KO NEMOrKI NOMANSTH
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It seems likely that the Church Slavonic text is a corruption of wemworsi which

corresponds with the Greek variant o0 moAAdG.

7:2 ... +ayaBov MSS €i¢ kapdlav adtod (=Boli)
.. BATO B cpue CBOE

Rahlfs in his critical apparatus does not specify which particular manuscripts have this

reading.

7:15  [ev nuépav]

ANb
The reading anm is closer to the Greek acc. sing. év nuépav given in the MSS 298, 299 of
HP critical apparatus (Boli’s main text ev Nuépag) than to the form of év nuépatg dat. pl.
found in the main text of Rahlfs. In the Church Slavonic text, however, the equivalent of

the preposition €v is missing.

7:21 eic mavtac tolg Adyoug ol¢ AaAncouciv + aoeBeic BS un 6f¢c kapdiav  cou
BCA 2™ CAOBECA U™ EBTARTH neu’ THEIM M NE BAOHH CpiLa CEOErD

= HP, Boli

8:10 kol €k 1o aytov
n ® [-----] cTro

Rahlfs’s word témouv 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 Tod which is usually omitted in translations.

11:9 kol mepLmaterl €v 680lc kapdiag oov + duwuoc B kal €v opaoer 0pBaAudY covu
W XOAH B N8TEXH cp'a TBOErO. NENOPOYEN®. M B BMAKNWHK Odio  cBoOEW

= 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 Rahlifs 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.

112 potaldtng patalotntwy eimey 6 "EKKANOLOOTNG MOTOLOTNG LOTELOTITWY
c8€’ C3eThCTEIA. [comm e e e ]
T TAVTH HOTOLOTTG.
BCAYLCKAMA CRETA C\(GTA

HP in their critical apparatus note the omission of patatotirwy 1° - patarotirwy 2° in

MS 157.
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I:5 kol dvatédrer 6 HALog kol SUver 6 MALoc kol elc TOv témOV adrod EAkel
H Bhciae” CANUE  [---m-mmmmmeemeeee ] v 8w mEeTo cBoe Bacue”

HP in their critical apparatus note the omission of §0vel and 6 #jitoc in MS 23.
1:16-17.. kol kapble pov eldev moArd, codpiav kal yvdoLv.

.. P UE MOE BUAK MNWIL NPEMOYAPOCTL 1 PAZOY M.
Kol €dwka kapdlav pov 1o yvoval coblav kel yveow,

[ ]
TapaPorag Kol €moTiuny €yvwv...
npUTYA H o XBITPOCTH paz8mEyxmh...

In Boli’s main text we find the same omission. HP in their critical apparatus note the
omission starting with ki €wka... in MSS 68, 106, 248, 253, 261, 296, 298.

[t 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 kol €dwka kapdlov pov tod yvdvar copiav kel yvdoww are placed before

Kol Koepdloe pov €ldev ToArd codlav kal yrdoiv.

3:21 el avaBaiver adtd eig dvw kol mredpo Tod KThvoug el kataBuivel altd kdtw €ic

Yiv
AYIE BhCXOANTH EME [ —mmmmmomm o e e oo ] Aom8 (sic) B zemaw.

Boli notes in her critical apparatus the omission of eil¢ dvw - ktnvoug in MS I'eon.

4:1 kol o0k €0tV adTOlg TOPUKAADY Kal GO YELPOC GUKODAVTOUVTWY aUTOLC Loyl
Kol 00K €O0TLY adTOLC TOPOKAARDY
S
Nk umn 8Tkwaoare. [------- ------- s ]

Boli notes in her critical apparatus the omission of kai @mo - Tapakad@y in MSS AEcom.

6:4 Ot &v potondtnTL NABEY Kol €V oKOTEL TOopeLETHL Kol €V OKOTEL Ovoua abTob
ko B o8k npuae . BO TMh [ -o-mmmem e ]
KaAvdOnoetal
NOKPLIET CA.

HP noted the omission starting with the words kal év in MS 254. Boli notes in her

1

critical apparatus the omission of ¢v' and kai év okoteL mopebetar 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 of Ecclessiastes.

8:11-12 ...moificeL 0 Tovnpoy 0¢ TUaPTEV €MoLnoer TO TOVTPOV ATO TOTE...
...CTBOpH ABKABOE, [~-====mmmem oo ] n®ronk ...

HP in their critical apparatus note the omission of 6¢ Tuapter émoinoev 10 movmpov in

MSS 23, 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 Tmaowg Nuepas (whc LataLdtnToC oov TG 60Betorg ool LTO TOV HALov
BCA ANM CBETCTBA #HEOTA TEOETO. AANK No* CANLEMB
TOOAC NUEPUC PATHLOTNTOC 0oL OTL a0TO pepic oov év tf (Wi cov
[~mmmmmmmmm o emmem e ] maxo YACTh TEOM B ¥HEOTE TEOEMh

This omission resulting from a homoeoarcton was recorded by Boli as occurring in
manuscripts AT AZK ,m. Rahlfs registered in his apparatus this omission as occurring in
manuscripts AB. 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 Taoag MUEPNS HaTaLOTNTOC 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. 30

5:5 {vo um 6pyLo6f 0 6e0g €Ml dwvi} cou
€AA NPOrNkBAET A Bh O MKICAH TBOEH.

3 Thomson’s remark (1998:843) about the confusion of yevvdw with yiyvouatr in the Church Slavonic
translation of 6:3 is incorrect. In all the manuscripts examined the text of Ecclesiastes has poaut - 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 ¢pwvi) by some association
of his own with the noun yvwun or alternatively the word muican may have resulted from

misreading of the noun ¢wvfy as yvwun. However, the second possibility seems less

likely.

5:15 kol Tic TepLooelo abTe) ) MHOYOEL €L¢ Gvenov

W 4TO uzoBuAie €ro. u cnkum’' B muph
I do not have a ready explanation for the occurrence of the lexeme mupw in this passage
except that the confusion of &vepov and koopov may have somehow happened in the

Greek copy which in turn caused this translation.

12:5 kal ye &mo Ugoug  OYovtal kai Ooufor év tf 060
HEO NA EBhICOTS OYZpH W APEEECA NA  NYTH.

One explanation seems plausible enough, that it was a misreading of the Greek 6appoL

‘fears’ as OapvoL-‘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 Toinua TO TemoLnuévor LTO TOV Tlwov...
... CTBOpENiE. [ -=m-=-------- ] noaA®s canue™.

This omission might occur in Greek or Church Slavonic text, though we do not have
evidence of it in either HP or Boli’s critical apparatus. However, it may be easier for a

Slav scribe to miss out the participle crgopence because of its close proximity to the noun
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creopenie. Therefore on paleographical grounds it seems to me that it is more likely to be

a mistake in copying Church Slavonic.

4.2 kol émreon éyw obv tolg teBunkdtag Toue BN amofuvdvtac umep toug {QAvTag
n noxsaan* BCA Oy MPBLLIAA. [---mmmemmrme e ] naue #HEBK"

This example may have been prompted by two instances of the word oympuuwaa 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 tolc
fidn amoBavévtac 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 B from which all the MSS descend.

Omissions from homoeoteleuton in all 16 MSS for which no parallels in Greek are found.

2:3 kal koteokepauny €l 1) Kapdly LWou €AKUOEL €L¢ OLVOV THY OOPKQ WOV

n nockrut. AE CP'UE  MOE  [--mmmmemm oo een ]
Kol Kapdlo Lou wonynoev
[--------mmme- ] wmacTagm ...

3:1-2 ...kopog ToD TekeElY Kal Kalpog Tob amobavely kutpog tob ¢utedonl kal koipog
toD  éxTllal TeduTELpEVOY
e ] BpeEMa capnTH 1 Bpema

BBCTPHZATH CAHIENOE
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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, 1 feel that it would be appropriate to

incorporate them together as a separate group. These omissions are not paralleled in
Greek.

8:17 Goo Qv LoYOnon O dvlpwmoc Tod (Mrficol Kal oY €LpPNoEL Kol Ye Oon Qv
EAHKO PKE ALIE [mmmmmmmmmm oo m e oo e e e e ]
€ty 0 oodog
peve’  MSAPKIN

9:6 kol ye dyamn aOTOV Kol ye Kioog alTOV
[-------m=emmmmmm e ] v NeNaBHCTB HX®
(the beginning of the verse is omitted)

9:11 étL od toic koldolg 6 dpduoc kal oL Tolg duvatolg O TOAEUOS Kol ye 00 TOlg
00001¢ BPTOG
KO [--] AETKBIMT TEYENTEMD B CHANBIME. [--] Bpann™ moyapbimt xaken

Omission of a single word or phrase in all 16 MSS.

The following variants are not paralleled in Greek.

1:9 kol Tl TO TEmOLMUéVOV
n [--] TBopumoe

1:10 kol épel 18  tolTo
n  peue’ [---] &Bce

cf. also omissions of (8¢ in 7:27, 7:29 in the Church Slavonic text.
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2:5 ¢moinoa pou knmoug kol Tapadeiooue kel ébiteuoa
ChTBOPH'  OFPAARl  [-----mmmmmeemeeee Iw  wacapmuyms...

2:7 éktnoauny dovroug kol moidiokag kal oikoyevelc
npuTAMa  [--meoeeee- ] paskna u pomouatum

HP in their critical apparatus note that in MS 296 the word maisac appears in the main
text while do0doug is placed in the margin. Could the two similar words maidac and
mowdiokag or pasw and paswna 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  eueyaddvdny kol TpooedMKa
BhZBEAHUN  [---mcmoemoeeeee ]

2:19... év moawtl poxBby pov @ éndyBnon kel @ EcodLoduny
BCEMB  TPEAOMH MOUM®E [---=--=mmoemen ] eme m*pwraxms

2:22 év mpoulpecel kopdlog obTod
Bh  HWZBOAENIN [------- ] ero

3:1 Katpog TG TOVTL TPAYMATL UTO TOV olPOVOV
BPEMA BCAKOW BELUM [----mmmemmemmeee ]

3:10  €ldov olv Tov TepLomaopOy ov €dwkey 0 Bedg Tolg violc tod dvpumou
guA k" [---] NeYeNie BCe [ ---mmmmmmm e e e ] YAKS

4:3 00Tic oMW €YyéveTo OC OUK €L8ey oLV TO TOLTUE TO TOVTPOV
T I I e ——— ]  crBopenie a8Kago

4:4 ot alto (fAog avdpog / avdpt

[-=--m- ==~ ] MY #EBH

4:15 toug TepLTTODVTHG UTO TOV NALOV WETE TOU Veaviokou Toh deutépou 0
otnoetal avt’ abtod
XoAALAA Nno*  cANLE" [ == e ] nxe
BhCTANE B Nero mkeTo



4:16 toic TAOLY 000L €YEVOVTO EUTPOOBer TGOV
Bchmb uace [------- ] npe NHMH

4:17 6uola cov 0OtL obk eilow €iddtec Tod ToLRoaL Kakov
HPBTBE TBOK [-===-mmmmm ool ] (the end of the verse is missing)

5:3  un xpoviong tod amododvat abthy 8Tl OOk €0TLV
NE SMEAAH WAATH [----- ] ako  nkeTh

5:5 kol SLadBeLpT) TO TOLMUKTE XELPQV GO
H  pACTAN' [---~--mmmmmmmeeae ] Teoea

5:7 ong  év yupa

BHAHLLIN [------- ]

5:13 kal ovk €oTLv &v yeipl abtod oldév
u Nkers & p8uk [-----] muyTO™

6:6 kol el €{noev YLALWY ETOV KaBOdouC Kol dyadwolvny odk €ldev
e ] BarocThHINA  Ne  BHAK
(the beginning of the verse is omitted)

7:14 €v dyab Kol €V MUEpy Kokiog
[----------- ] Bh ANk ZAOEH

7:14 {va pn elpn 6 &vlpwnog Omlow alhtod undev
A4 NE OBpalie’ [-------- ] zaoBow* HuuTo”

* 7a cosow gr. 1, Rum.204, Sof. gr. 3

8:3 OtL mav 0 e€wv  Beinom ToLnoeL

MKO BCA €€ A€ [------ ] creopu’
11:5 rtic 7 080¢ TOD TMVEDUITOC

yTo BSAETH [ --] AxXa
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The word n&Ts- 060¢ is omitted in all the MSS, and the verb s8aetn seemingly has no

support in the Greek.

12:4  &v doBevely dwvilg tiic aAnbovong kel dvaotrioetar €i¢ dpwyiy tod atpoudiou
B Nemoym [----] MEAIPAA W BCTANOYTH rAACH NTHUA

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.

2:15 tob appovog [-------- ] kal ye €uol cvvavtnoetatl
BEZOYMNATO  MOVAPIH. MmNk e CAOV'UH MH CA.

3:11 obv t& mavta émoinoev [--] kaAd €v Kalp@ adtol
BCA ™ CTBOPH Bh. AOBPA B'h BPEMA CBOE.

8:12 omwg [--] doPdvrTaL
AA  HE 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 1 codio PondnioeL TG cod®
MA  Th NOMOMETE  MEAPOME

This mistake is due to the misreading of the abbreviated word myapocTh as muascTe.
9:3  kal ye kapdie LIAY Tod AvBpwTOL ETATPWON  ToVMPOD
" CANLE CNWBB®  9AYB HCNABNHU CA ABKACTEIA

(gr. 1 — lacuna)

A wrong word appeared in the text as a result of misreading the abbreviated cpaue as

CANLE.

10:20 kal ye & ovveldioel cov  Baoldéx pf KOTOPAOT)
WTH Bb ChERCTH  CBOEM CPALIA NE  KAENH

This is a similar example of misreading a word upa as cp*ua.

There are three mistakes of this kind. All these examples are errors in copying
abbreviations. They indicate that all Cyrillic manuscripts derive from B 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 kol 0 Oeog e€moinoev v dopnddoLy
M Bb cTBOpM A4 BBO €’

The verb 8soket was written as 8soe © in the process of copying and was probably
understood as two separate words 860 — ‘so’ and €* - ‘is’ a form of 3 p. sing. praes.

of the verb ‘to be’. [ have no ready explanation for the Church Slavonic singular when

Greek has plural. Could it be a Serbian spelling?

5:7 €av ovkopavTLaY TEVTTOC
ape WuAS NHLpPAA

Miscopying of the letter & as T in the noun esuay or, perhaps, mishearing resulted in the
form of the 1-st p. sing. verb ®ua8. All the MSS have the ligature ® at the beginning of
the word. There is another problem there with the form wmpaa instead of gen. sing.

NULIATO.

5:19 6t od TOAAL PYMOBNOETHL TG TLEPOG
AKO NEMOrhI NOMANSTH ANin

This particular mistake resulted from the accidental omission of the second letter w in the

word NemNOrhlI.

6:9 dyaBov Opape 6POUAUGY
EATO AKania ounwp

A misreading of snakuua as akania led to this mistake.

7:2 kol 0 (QV dWoeEL
nise EbIAACTE

The wrong word division of the collocation u sussm pacts caused this mistake.

7:18 &v toltw kal ye &md TovTou
o BCEmh W BCEro

It is possible that with the variants o scemn - W geero appear under the influence of the
word ece which is found at the end of the verse.
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11:5 ev ol¢  olk €0TLV YLWWIOKWY
B Nux#ie NheTh  BOABL

Misreading or miscopying of one letter & or e for the letter o led to the misinterpretation
of the participle skawnm into the gen. sing. form of the noun soawl - “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 wues - gu8? - 1dw cf. also 9:9

This particular error resulted from transposition of letters.

2:15 ko a8un - caBuan? - WG CLVAVTIA

2:19 10 €cTh ~ KT BecTw? - TLC OLOEV

It looks like both Church Slavonic words in 2:15 and 2:19 lost their initial letters.

4:16 kel ye 10010 poToLOTNG KOl TPOXLPEDLE TVEVIATOS
mKo Ne  c8€Ta NU HMZBOAENIE  AXA. [ce? - ToUTO; u? —kat]

The negation is not in Greek. I assume that these negations resulted from miscopying the

Church Slavonic words ce and u at an early stage.

5:11 oBaBasan - ocTagaaan? - kdiwy (cf. 2:18 ocTagaaw - adiw)
6:9 xoTalpars - xoAAare? - TOPEVOUEVOV

6:10 c8eTuTH ca - BANTH ca? - KpLOTjvaL

b ’
6:10 ks noueTwum - Kphnnuanwmm ? - LOXVPOTEPOU
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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 W XHEH KHBO" ¢ HKENOK - BHHsK? - LOE

It is likely that the transposition of letters was helped by alliteration. And perhaps, the

substitution of the imperative suxe with xusn makes a better collocation in this context.

10:4 na na (va w6 Pg.81) - na Ta? - €Tl o€

12:5 mKko BEAE™ YAKA - HAET YAKY 7 - OTL €TTOPELBN 6 AVOpWTOC

10:18 é&v okvnplatg TameLvwbnoetat 1 60KWoLg
B akNocTH  cmmpuT ca CTPONTHURY
The current mistake may have resulted from the misreading of perhaps what was not such

a common word cTponuao —‘wood beam’ as eTponTuso — ‘obstinately’.

8:8 ¢8ABK — ATOOTOAN
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 é1u SLokpLyel adtolg O Beog
KO pad Bb
pass Supr.

6:3 elma dyadov OMEp adTOV TO EKTPWUQ
T

u pExs BArs nave €ro BZUPAE



gogpatns Pg.1,Und.1; Bugpactn Sol.,TSL730; enzeparu Pg.81; enzepars Vol.13, 1-Vol.605

7:14 (7L €v ayadd
YSHEA M B 1ZAN

nan Pg.81

In 3:18 and 6:3 MSS Supr. and Pg.81 retain individual readings.

Dittography.

3:19  TaKo TAKO CMPTH cero.

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 « 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 «
could have flaws from the start. In addition to omissions this stage « 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 14™ century, MS 23 or codex Venetus is a complete
Bible of the 8" century, MS 254 is Sbornik of the 1ot 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 v and group 3 of the branch & have been already
mentioned. Group 3 in & branch contains a plain text not contaminated by interpolation
and therefore 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
v. The omissions and corruptions in § which are not found in y make it possible to
suppose that this group could derive from a poorer copy of the  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 « and B is also applied for the
reconstruction of the later stages y and 8. The group 3 in branch & 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, I-Vo0l.605, Pg.78. Arx.. Supr., Und.1121, Cud.200 MSS.

The following omissions demonstrate that these MSS are related to each other. *'

7:10  &yoBol UTEp TOUTOC

*Baazuu nave on* * (gr. 1,2)
**_om.gr.3

7:28  kal oby €bpov &vBpwmov
n ue * wepkroxn waka (gr. 1, 2)
* ne - om. gr. 3

7:28  elpov Kal yuvaiko
osphTo® * u menn (gr. 1, 2)

* oBpeTox - om. gr. 3

The word ospkTox occurs 5 times in verses 7:27-7:29 so it could easily be missed once by

a copyist.
8:10  kal €k tomou &ylov émopevnoay
TR (Y ¢Tro  uAenia* naowa (gr. 1, 2)

* naenia —om. gr. 3

The reading in group 3 is closer to the standard Greek text where no equivalent for the

word wnpenia is found.

3! 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 & vs. u; 2:25 D vs. kto; 4:8 J vs. ne; 8:9 D vs. gw; 10:11 & vs. wn.



Addition.

10:17 u cuak path we nocThaAAT

The reason for the inclusion of the word paru 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 aoarw may be a
corruption of the word zoaw. In 11:3 we have the reading paswk mectk in group 3 vs.
ghpuem mecTh in Rum.204, MS2, GB vs. ckeepnk mecrk in gr. 1 and Sof. The reading in
MSS Rum.204, MS2, GB is a truncation of the adjective ckeepnum 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 pom into ANk in 12:5 g AN
BEKA CBOEro VS. B Aom (€L¢ olkov) geka ceoero. A scribe may have thought that ANm Bexka is
obviously a more appropriate collocation than pom seka and consequently may have
changed it. In 10:6 there is a slight possibility that the form s&ayTs in group 3 might
resulted from a confusion of ‘jusy’ — & and & and the substitution of letter ¢ for s in the
verb caa8T found in gr. 1 and 2. In 12:11 gr. 3 has the variant reading nacTuipa vs. nacr8xa

in gr. 1 and 2.

7:26 WIBMNET cA VS. HZBUNUT Ca gr. 1, 2 UZBABUT ca?

HP etopbnioetar MSS 147, 157, 159.
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Sreznevskij following Vostokov presents the word wzguwer ca with this particular
quotation from Ecclesiastes 7:26 under the entry uzgun8Tn ca - “to be delivered’, "to be
saved’ with the Greek parallel €€aipednoetat. Sreznevskij’s second example under the
same entry is a quotation from the Pandects of Antioch ne nzeuneTh ca Bhch NPUKACATAN CA
en - ‘to be justified’ with the Greek parallel o0 aBwwbnoetar. This particular quotation in
the Pandects is drawn from Proverbs 6:29. In LLP under the entry wzgnnztu ca we find
the same quotation (Proverbs 6:29) from Zaxarjin and Grigorovicev parimejnik: wne
MZEMNET's CA B'BCAKL NPUKACAA ¢4 €n — OUK GBwwlnoetar — ‘anyone will not be held
guiltless who touches her’.

Vostokov’s sources for Ecclesiastes in his dictionary were two MSS of the 16"
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
WZeMNHT® 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. 1 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 uzgaguT ca from wuzsasutu ca which according to LLP is a translation of
the Greek ¢atpelofar — ‘to be delivered’, to be saved’; this suggestion, however, seems
to be less plausible on palaecographical 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 musork gr. 3 vs. murten Sol., TSL 730, gr. 2 vs.

axusoTen Pg. 1 (8o is crossed out), Und.1. 4:10 kom8 gr. 3 vs. & Toro gr. 1, 2. 5:7 o

32 [ have been unable to get access to MS 9 from Theological Academy. This MS is incomplete, it ends 9:7.
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gniBeEm gr. 3 vs. o geym gr. 1, 2. Since smeaTu could render the Greek verb
Tpaypetevesbut, the reading o swswem may be ‘better’ Church Slavonic usage. 8:11
nzekyienna gr. 3 vs. nzeoaenna Pg.1, Sol., Und.1 vs. uzeagaenna 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 avtippnoic. >> The readings of groups |
and 2 can be explained on palacographical grounds, as they are very close in appearance:
wzeagnenna could have changed into uzgoaewna, besides the word uzgoaewna 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. **

1:16 cBoem Vs. moem
2:8 nmknia upkcka vs. nmknia ups
2:11 exe nocnkuwmy vs. nase nocnkiumy

2:12 npemap’ Th VS. MAp° Th

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

3 The Greek word dvtippnoic meaning here ‘controversy, contradiction’ is considered to be a neologism
by J. Lust (1992, 41).

3% 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, 8:83 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: n which includes Pg.81, Vol.13, 1-Vol.605 and 6 which
includes Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.1121 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 noTeuenie vs. nonevenie Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.1121, Cud.200

5:8 € cTpanow tiph Vs. cTpanow € uph Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.1121, Cud.200
5:4 nau vs. an all other MSS

9:3 nozaan w* vs. nozaanw’* all other MSS 35

9:7 & cpaue BazZe BUNO cBoe ( €V Kopdly ayndf olvov cou) vs. Bb [....] Braze BuNo ceoe all
other MSS

9:9 aanwa TeBe (600€long ooL) VS, Aanw 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 uamn vs. an. 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 nzowena8e" vs. uzwosnaie all other MSS.
3:11 Bee @™ vs. kea @™ Vol. 13

6:8 nzwosanvie vs. uzosuaie all other MSS

35 For 9:3, 9:7, 9:9 in MSS of gr.1, 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 myma camapa wk® sez8mnmnxs — (Gvdpo
dkovovta Gopa ddpévwy) which is also attested in MS2 and GB vs. my#a cammaya wk*
peZoymuxXt in all other manuscripts. A copyist misread a letter n as u and consequently
wrote it as nk* instead of nk®. It is especially difficult to distinguish when written, as it
seems to be in our case, under a titlo. The reading nk®, which unites Pg.81, 1-V0l.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 gopa, 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 [-Vol.605 could not have inherited it from Pg.81 directly but via some
intermediary copy, since the order of verses in [-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

MHUFAAAD, npm(fr\ 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 spkma cnz’aTn while all
the other MSS do not have such reading. In 3:5 Pg.81 has an individual reading sptmm
muicantn while all other manuscripts omit this phrase. A similar picture may be observed
in 7: 14 where in place of the correct reading &w sazk- é&v «ya8p Pg.81 has the reading
nan while all other MSS have gw izan. 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:
ne Bo Bpemm cgoe. 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: u aa we ympewm [--] % sphmm ceoe - Tvoe pn amoBavne év ob
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ketp oou. While in 2:13 all other MSS in group 3 share a conjunctive error, a
dittography: n supaty azn mko suaky, in Pg.81 there is no dittography: u suaky azw mxo. In
3:7 Pg.81 has the individual reading uzapaTu. In 4:1 Pg.81 has an omission of a pronoun
gca, While all the other MSS contain this word. In 9:3 Pg.81 has a corrupt reading aoyuam.
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 [-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.1 121L(v?ud.l200

MSS Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.1121, Cud.200 have common errors in 3:22 BhZEEAHYHT cA
vs. enzgeceanT ca all other MSS, 10:1 4"Th maca map’ Th vs. ¥ mane map’ T 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 (wk®
BCEMOY VS. nE" konna ecemoy), 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



60

distinguish this group from other MSS.*® On the basis of variant readings this subgroup 0
is further divided into two: ¢ with Und.1121, Cud.200 and v with Pg.78, Arx., Supr.

Variants peculiar to Und.1121 and Cud.200.

Und.1121 and Cud.200 share omissions which distinguish them from the rest of group 3
in 4:12 (cvanera [..] cemoy vs. cTaneTa nporued cemoy all other MSS) and in 9:10 (& vs.
eauka T cuna TEopuTH = gr. 2). The rest are examples of minor divergences which form a

pattern distinguishing this subgroup from other MSS. 3

Variants peculiar to Pg.78. Arx., Supr.

1:3 cmkiwennn vs. cnkwennn all other MSS

10:13 wauano caogec [...] €ro vs. Hauano cnogecn oyers ero Pg.81, Vol.13, [-Vol.605,

Und.1121, 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: BATO NAYE €rO U E'BZBPATH' NAYE AKO B'h ’etk.) Therefore we may reasonably
assume that this omission was already in a hyparchetype m 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 cmkpn Arx. and cmbpu® Pg.78 (pu in Pg.78 is crossed out) = emky. There is

some evidence of scribal correction on the basis of other MSS. In 7:10 Arx. and Pg.78

3 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.
5.9 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 swiwa vs. skwa 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. *®

1:13 npemoyApocTH VS. MOYAPOCTH
4:10 NAAAET €A VS. MAAET CA

5:1 nwcem vs. w cem

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 [ have drawn the hyparchetype 6 for the manuscripts in group 3
descending directly from B 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.1121
and Cud.200 are closely related to each other, and so they derive from the single
hyparchetype 6. Und.1121 and Cud.200 have variant readings peculiar to them, and
therefore seem to derive from the younger hyparchetype p. 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 7. It is suggested that Pg.81, Vol.13 and 1-Vol.605 constitute a

separate group n on the basis of variant readings. Pg.81 and [-Vol.605 seem closer to

%9:1,9:11, 10:15, 11:5, 12:5.
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each other because they have the same variant reading in several places: 1:3, 3:11, 6:8
and particularly in 7:5 nkenn vs. wkers, 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 1-Vol.605 have their own junior hyparchetype . 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 | 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.1, Und.1, 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.1, Und.1, Sol., and TSL 730 will be analysed.

Variant readings common to Pg.1. Und.1, Sol. and TSL 730 .

3:13 kot ye Tag 0 avOpwmog 0¢ GoyeTaL Kel TLETaL Kat (8  dyadov

MEO BCA"  YAKR niueT ¥ wu kerw**  BuAMT® BAToe
* n guno — po. Und. |
** mctn Sol., kerk TSL 730, Ntf‘\gr. 2,3

It is worth noting that in 3:13 the word order is different from the Greek. The scribe of
Und.1 added the noun sune —‘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 u kerk but it is not possible to guess from the
photocopy what it is. It may be n or v or even m which makes it the word mkerk.
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 wk*.

I assume that the reading kern 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 kerw-dpayetar into wkers- a negated verb ‘to be’. It is plausible that the
common source was not very legible and misreading of u as w has resulted in convergent
errors in groups 2 and 3. The variant readings in the footnote are examples of minor

. o 39
variation.

Though Pg.1, Sol., and Und.1 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

. o L. 4
minor variation. 0

392:2.4:9,11:7,11:8.
9.6, 3:14, 3:20, 7:18, 8:11, 10:3, 10:4, 10:13, 10:18, 11:7, 119,



64

Variant readings that unite Pg.1, Und.1. Sol. against TSL 730.

2:11  cTBOpENHE VS. CTEOPENAA
2:26  AACTh VS. AA €CTh

3:14  oymTu vs. 8TauTn

In a number of instances (1:13, 3:13, 4:10, 10:20, 11:3) Pg.1 and Und.l can be grouped
against Sol. and TSL 730. These are the examples of minor variation. However, the
variants in 6:3 sozpaTn Pg.1, Und.1 vs. u mzpact 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 sozparw in Pg.1, Und.1 could
have given rise to the more common snzpacts 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 sarscrn ecthb Pg.1, Und.1 vs. aro ecth Sol.vs. saro v ects TSL 730

8:8 enaayoyparo Pg.1, Und.1 vs. Baaaoyipa Sol.vs. gaaa8ipare TSL 730

8:12 sAFo are somymmen Pg.1 vs. saro somymmen Sol., Und.1, TSL 730 4l
2:11 mom m™ Pg.1, Und.1, TSL 730 vs. mom Sol.

2:12 ume v nonpaer Pg.1, Und.1, TSL 730vs. ue nonaer - o¢ émeAevoetat Sol.

3:12 Teopn Pg.1, Und.1 vs. enTgopuTn Sol. vs. TeopuTh TSL 730

Though the differences between Pg.1, Und.1 and Sol., TSL 730 are minute, nevertheless
these examples are suggestive because they form a pattern. This pattern shows that

sometimes Und.1 is closer to Pg.1, while TSL 730 may be closer to Sol.

“' In Pg.1 the second saare 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
v was a more accurate copy of B than &, and that €, the hyparchetype of group 1,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.1, Und.1, 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.1,
Und.1, 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 & Atnoar A0YLOKOUG TOALOUC — BZUCKAWIA MOMEICAS  AOENh mnw’ and in 7:26
Seopot (HP deopoc 253, Alex.) xelpeg abtiig - endzm (sic) [gr. 3 cu87k] AKEBH € PYKH €A,
The reason for these additions is not known. In 10:10 ayse cnaae” chungo u T cams auue”
cnaae” u cwmate”  the second occurrence of the verb cnaper 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.? To give but one example: 2:12 e ne
nouaeT Vs, uime u nonper Pg.l, Und.l, TSL 730 (u s.l.); umxe nomaer Sol., gr. 3 (oc
emeAcvoetal). This error was probably made by association with the well-known line from
the Psalm 1 where there is a negation: Baament My#b H¥E NE HAET™ . ..

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 uzgoaenia vs.
nzowsnaia and in 3:5 paccwnaTn Vvs. cosparu 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 mpoaipeoic and meprooeio is
attested in the Greek manuscript tradition. PacewnaTn is an odd rendering of ouvayayely,
but it may go back to the reading to0 piyer. 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  pevewm mn Vs. peyein
2:16  BwEWA VS. BhiWA

7:10  4TO BO VS. 4TO Bhi

The significance of these and other examples is in their forming a pattern that unites

Rum. 204, Sof.,, MS2, GB against other MSS."

2114, 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 cepaki 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 cekapw — ‘wood cutter’. This correction differs from the reading in the
majority of manuscripts where a correct reading cep*uw 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 noenk vs. nocnkek in MS2 and GB, whereas all other MSS have
nocnkwenin. And in 12:5 we find pazpoy vs. pazp8umt c¢a 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 cn‘enie of Rum.204

and Sof. in 5:18 vs. aa*wke in all other MSS is not known.

Readings peculiar to MS2, GB.*

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  kaupdg Tod Pakeiv AlBoug kal kaipdg Tod ouveyayelv Aiboug
BPEMA PACKAACTH KaMENTE. u Bpemm pacchinaTh® kamenoe™* (Rum. 204, Sof.)

* %% _ cgpaTh kamenne (gr. 1, 3)
** _ kamenoe om. MS2, GB

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 wn vs.
@. 2:12,3:14,4:4,5:15,6:2,6:3,7:15 D vs.n

*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 OTL €V pataldtnty MABev Kal év okoOTeL Topeletal kol év okdtel dvopa aldtod
KaAvdpOnoetol

ko B c8eTk npuae u 8o TmE nokpuier ca ero® (Rum.204, Sof))
* - ero om. MS2, GB
*-uwmapr.gr. 1,3

In MS2 and GB the pronoun ero could have been intentionally omitted as making no

sense.

11:1 &('ﬁ(')’OTELKOV, r’bv &pTOV Oou €Tl TPoowToV ToD VBaTOC OTL €V TANOEL TOV TUEPRV
€UPNOELG nOTOV ‘
Mocan xakBn TEOM Na anue BoA K. Ko B mhw cTehk nn* wepawewn (Rum.204, Sof.)
*—nwom. MS2, GB
*-anmngr. 1,3
In Rum.204 and Sof. we find two u; they may result from a truncation of anuu? In MS2,
GB the word anun 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 un
as nonsensical and retained instead a single w. 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 noa Hecem Vvs. noa canuem perhaps happened
as assimilation by reminiscence with the previous verse 1:13 where we find the
expression noa WEcem. The erroneous reading of MS2 and GB in 3:10 noym ca vs. neym ca
is caused by graphic confusion of letters o and e. The erroneous reading uacrs found in
MS2 and GB in 10:1 vs. yects in Rum.204, Sof., 4‘rs —honour’ (t{piov) in group 3, was
probably a scribal mistake or a misinterpretation of the abbreviated word.
In 7: 5 the reading nkens in MS2 and GB is shared with MSS Pg.81, I-Vol.605 vs. wE" 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 mkens in k was done against the same verse 7:5 in the insertion where a

correct reading nkenm 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 s0.% 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.*® 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.

* Thomson, 2002:34.



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 cu 8nagamemil * Tako. mko Th" 8tk chwee (MS2, GB)

* 8Tk — po.ng.81, Vol.13, I-Vol.605 (is crossed out), Pg.78, Arx., Supr.,
Und.1121, 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 ;Ko Bce Aaxh B cpALE ¥ u cpaue moe Bee Bupak (MS2, GB = Pg.78, Arx., Supr.,
Und.1121, Cud.200)
* moe - po. Pg.81, Vol.13, I-Vol.605

9:3 mKo cayuan * seky (MS2, GB = Arx., Und.1121, Cud.200)
* cayuaa n -Vol.13, I-Vol.605, Pg.78, Supr., aoyua n scky - Pg.81

9:7 unin &w * sazk suno ceoe (MS2, GB = Pg.78, Supr., Arx., Und.1121, Cud.200)
* ¢pautk - po. Pg.81, Vol.13, I-Vol.605

9:10 pyKa TEOA CTEOPUTH * TEOPH MKO nk® cTeopenia (GB, MS2 = Und.1121, Cud.200)
* eanka Th cuna TeopuTH po. Pg.81, Vol.13,1-Vol.605, Pg. 78, Arx., Supr.

9:10 amo e * T uaewn (MS2, GB = Pg.78, Supr., Arx., Und.1121, Cud.200)
*u - po. Pg.81, Vol.13, I-Vo0l.605
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The readings in 9:1, 9:7 and 9:10 (2) coincide with the subgroup 6 represented by MSS
Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.1121, 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 ‘eauka TH cuaa
reoputn’. This may be a result of omission due to homoeoteleuton or some minor
correction as the verb reopuTu in Pg.81, Vol.13, I-Vol.605, Pg. 78, Arx., Supr. has no
equivalent in Greek. Interestingly, Und.1121 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.1121 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 [ have drawn shows
that the hyparchetype &, to which manuscripts of group 3 belong, descends directly from
B, 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.1, Und.1, 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
apyrare in 4:10 and ornyeru 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 nkenw 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
Cud.200 or Und.1121. 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
clarificarion. 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 &
mugoTe TEoemb in the main text and the reading 8 cnkek TBoe™ 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.



Stemma codicum
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75

Comments on the stemma codicum:

a — translation into Church Slavonic perhaps with omissions

B — acopy with misreadings of the Cyrillic

v — a hyparchetype with the insertion and lacuna 8:16 - 9:14 and variants common to
groups 1 and 2

& — a hyparchetype with variants common to group 3

e — a junior hyparchetype with variants common to Pg.1, Und.1, Sol, TSL 730

¢ — ajunior hyparchetype with variants common to Rum.204, Sof., MS2 and GB

n — a junior hyparchetype with variants common to Pg.81, Vol.13 and I-Vol.605

6 — a junior hyparchetype with variants common to Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.1121,
Cud.200

L - a junior hyparchetype with variants common to Pg.1, Und.] 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.1121 and Cud.200

Vv - ajunior hyparchetype with variants common to Pg.78, Arx. and Supr.

o - ajunior hyparchetype with variants common to Pg.1, and Und.1

T - 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 nkenn/wkers In
7:5 and kerw/whern 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, | have to take into account certain assumptions regarding the readings in 7:5
and 3:13, in particular:

1. Distribution of nkens (in MSS deriving from y and &) might seem to be evidence for
presence of mhens in B; but this hypothesis implies that nk™— w&”  independently in
other MSS descended both from y and &. Alternatively, nk* 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 1-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 kers in Pg.1, Und.1, Sol. And TSL 730 is inherited from
B, we have to suppose that wk” 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 B, and a felicitous scribal emendation in the hyparchetype of Pg.1, Und.1, 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: nk™ and kers 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 1 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 w, 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 gn Tpyak ew, 4:2 nave oBow cew, 4:6 agow ropecti, 5:10 ounma ero, 11:7 ounma™,
11:9 ouiro cgow. As the examples below show, in the text of Ecclesiastes we find 31
person dual forms with the endings of the 2™ person dual forms: 2:10 BunpocucTa mou

oun, 2:11 mon poyuk cTeopHCTA, 4:11-12 oyendTa ABA, ABA CTANETA.

In the Old Church Slavonic manuscripts, such as Savvina kniga or Codex Suprasliensis,
replacements of 3 dual -te by -ta had already taken place; in the latter there are no
forms with — Te. Thus, in canonical OCS the forms of 31 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-.

Caoseca (14) *8, 10:13 caosken, 8:2 w caosecn, 8:3 & caokeck. 5:1 wien, necemn (2). 2:6

ApeBech, 12:5 apeseca. 12:6 koo - koneco 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 pl.)

There is a single example of the old accusative for a noun denoting a human in 5:13 poanu
cih acc. m. s. The example in 9:15 ospape” “* & Hemb MBb NHYI® U m3apn’ is unclear; it
is possible to reconstruct the old accusative for a noun denoting a human on the basis of
Greek, where the word &vépa is used in acc. sing. However, the particle ¢a found in GB
and MS2 may imply that the collocation m8xu waymn u m8apm could have been understood
by a scribe as nominative rather than accusative case. It has been suggested”’ that at the
time of the early translations the distribution of the gen.-acc. 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 sorn

occupied the position right at the top, cf. 2:13.

“"Lunt, 1985: 287.
*® The figure in brackets indicates the total number of occurrences in the translation.

¥ ¢a om. gr. 1, Rum.204, Sof,, gr. 3.
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In 10:8 the pronoun u (1) is used: oyrpwzne” u (n om. Sol., Rum.204, Sof., in TSL 730
written above the line; © Cud.). The example in 11:]1 mko B mHw cTEE W WEpaLpewm is
ambiguous because here u could be a truncation of anuu 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.-acc. case of plural
51

becomes usual for those pronouns and adjectives which are not accompanied by nouns,

(though not necessarily so for 7:22 and 7:24, 8:10).

Singular Plural

acc.=gen. m. s.

7:28 ero™ gzucka 9:14 wkpoTu v* gen. pl.

2:13 &ra Bomn ca 10:7 gupa 'k pasw na kowe* acc. m. pl.

3:15 szmpe” ronnmaroe 4:2 noxBann* Bea oymphiaa acc. pl

4:10 BHZABHINE™ NPUYACTNUKA CBOETO. 8:1 Bhern m8Apwa acc. pl.

7.7 KAECBETA ARCTH' MBAPATO. 4:15 gupk* Bea muBSiyaa n xopsaLpaa acc. pl.
12:1 nomann cTeopware T4 (acc.) 7:22 knanh €cu Ap8rda acc. m. pl.

2:8 cTropu nowaa acc. m. or f. pl.
7:24 wepayeTs & acc. f. or m. pl. 7 (Greek

acc. n. s., in MS S* acc. f. s.)
2:7 npurama® paswna ace. . pl.
8:10 Buaky NeusTueI acc. m. pl.

It must be said that though the evidence is not conclusive, it is not incompatible with

early translations.

Short form of adjective/participle.

8:10 suaky NeunTHEW B rposw necomu (weceww 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 &arn pasmn
ML 0 MBAPT NAYE Dpa cTapa u Bez8mua. 7:5 moywa cawwaa EccP vs. cawmwmaparo 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

0 Huntley, 1984, 8 (4):112-5.
3! 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 &vépa).

Asigmatic/sigmatic aorists.

There are no asigmatic aorists in the text, but the forms of the first sigmatic, phxn - €ima
(6) and the second sigmatic pkkoxw - elmov (2) are both used, though we can see that
phxn is used more frequently than pkkoxw. 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”.>? 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 uaowa in 8:10, where we have only

the secondary form and not the asigmatic nax.

Perfects.

In Church Slavonic texts the use of perfect 2™ person sing. is quite frequent. This is due
to the fact that the form of aorist 2" person sing. is ambiguous, as it is homonymous
with the form of 3" person sing., and for the verbs in — wru with the 2™ and 3™ person of
imperative. Hence the form of perfect 2™ 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 2™ sing. aorist starts early;
examples of parallel use of perfect and aorist 2™ and 3™ person sing. are found in the
recurrent readings in Lectionary: AacTh — AAAh KCTh] MA OCTABH — MA KCH OCTABHA®, NE
NPHAE - NECTh NPUILILAT] BBNPOCH. AJIE OYHEE OYMBPE Th - BRIIPOCH KO ALIE OVHE OYMBPAh

4
KCTh. >

>2 Gippius, 2001:147.

>3 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).

> Zukovskaja, 1976:170.
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It has been noted by Griinenthal (1911, 32:18) and Vegerka (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: suakys - €idov (19) swaags - €dwka (4),
cuTBOpHX® - €moinoa (3), supak - €ldev (4), cureopu - émoinoev (7), 2:3 wacTagn -
wdnynoev, 2:9 8crasn - €otadn, 2:10 Bugsecean ca - €OPpaven, 5:13 poan - - Eyévimgev,

5:14 nznpe — €ENABev, 6:4 npupe - AAOeV, 6:5 ne paz8mk - 00K Eyvw.

2. Church Slavonic aorist — Greek praesens historicum: 5:14 npuae - fikeL (present act.

ind. 3" p. sing.).

3. Church Slavonic aorist — Greek perfect 6:10 napeue — kéxAntar (perf. pass. ind. 3 p.
sing.).

The Greek perfect act. ind. 3 p. sing. oidev is translated by the form of present tense 3"
p. sing. skern (5). The Greek medio-passive perfect 3" p. sing. memointat is translated by
a complex verb form of passive past participle and auxiliary verb crgopens smcrs in 8:9
and cTeopena ecTn in 8:14.

Church Slavonic perfect 2™ p. sing. translating Greek aorist: 7:10 npocuas ecn -
EMPWINORG, 7:22 KAaAh €cH - KATTPAOW, 9:9 ecH BLZaBHATL - TYRLTNOWG.

Church Slavonic perfect 3 p. sing. translating Greek aorist: there are 7 equivalents aaaw
ecth of the Greek édwkev where the aorist is rendered by perfect (with the variant
readings aacTs in 2:26). 8:9 obaapanns ecth - €Eovolaoato aor. md. 3¢ p. sing. Use of
perfect in place of 3™ aorist is a late development in Church Slavonic, of the circa 16"

century. > However, there are not enough examples in the text for convincing argument.

% 3 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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Supine.

The supine occurs in 4:14 uzuae™ up'reosats (upreosaTs Rum.204) (in gr. 1 and in Pg.81,
Vol,13, I-Vol.605, Pg.78, Arx. , Supr., Und.1121 there is an infinitive - uﬁ‘\'rxosa'ru; and
in Chud. 200 - up‘reoea). 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: upcTeuie - UPCTBO; BhZbML —
BLZMETh; IErAA - I6TAA xe.”®  Scribal changes could have been made with or without
reference to Greek.

The revision of the texts used in the liturgy, particularly of the Psalfer, 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).”’ 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 €l 6éieL adtov aye xoeTs Vs. OTL BéAeL
a0TOV Ko XOETh (IAKOHE )(ome'm,).s8 This particular example is not dissimilar to the one
in Ecclesiastes 2:21 where the variants n#e and ko in Und.13 and EccP may go back to
the Greek variants o0 and &tu respectively. However, we should not exclude the
possibility that the variation in these two examples could have occurred also within

Church Slavonic.

% 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 15™ 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, [ 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 Tandnuwrn, 4:14 anorn, 5:14 Tapenen (the use of t for Greek 6
could also serve as a sign of antiquity), the translation of Ecclesiastes contains a single
example of Graecism kanmaplg - caper, which was rendered by kankaps ( kananopnw in
group 3).% Miklosich under the dictionary entry kanapk — KamTaplg ‘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 muraaas in the same verse
which accompanies the word kaansus in several manuscripts, including GB. The
loanword muraaas is borrowed from the Greek duiydaiov — almond tree. Miklosich cites
the word muraaan as occurring in Vita Alexandri Magni of the 16" century . Sreznevskij
gives the form muraaanckwn with the collocation Aoyes muraaasckns from the Menaion of
the 16" century.
The two loanwords are attested in late manuscripts of the 16™ century, and the word

kaanwe which is not a loan is attested in the manuscripts of the 13" century. For the
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word kaanwwe 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 kaansun 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" 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 15" 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.® 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 10" — 15™ centuries.

Lists of words constituting ‘Preslav’ and ‘Ochrid’ terminology have been compiled
by scholars.®! However, Ecclesiastes does not use enough of this set vocabulary, even
though several ‘Preslav’ lexemes such as neTounnkm, BEAHK®, MACAO, ARKAEIN, NAAENSA are
found in the text. But by 15" 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 esut’ 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
résnota, 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

% Cf. Thomson’s (1998: 844-5) remark on the Church Slavonic equivalents of the Greek word kammapig.
% For words ckgamna in 12:3 and wernn 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.
6! 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.®?

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.0.] include Job and Ecclesiastes”. ®* 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. 1 cannot see how Thomson arrives at the

conclusion that the book of Ecclesiastes was translated in the late 9™ -10"™ century

Bulgaria since he does not adduce any [linguistic?] proof. But I entirely agree with his

%2 Gorskij and Nevostruev (1855-59:73) did not attempt to date the translation of Ecclesiastes. Instead they
simply remarked: ‘‘TlepeBon kuurn EkkincuacTta mo sA3biKy npeactasiseTcs Hosee mepesoaa Ilputueii.
BripoueM ¥ B HEM BCTpEYalOTCs CJIOBa W O0OPOTHI pevH, BIOCEACTBHH BbIIEALINE U3 ynoTpebnenus.”
They give a few examples of words later out of use, in particular 12:6 uck8ca zaa"wam - GvBéuLov 0D
xpuciov. It must be noted that the reading zaa™aa is found in manuscripts of group 3, groups 1 and 2 give
the reading zua"waa. However, the reading in 12:6 may be a special case as its Greek equivalent 4v8éuLov 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 [av8épuiov tod
xpusiov] in turn is the translation of the Hebrew construct 2717 n%1, meaning ‘the golden bowl’. The noun
n93, according to BDB 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 5> from 553 - crown. (cf. Field, 1875: vol.
2, p. 400) It seems to me that we should not take into account this Church Slavonic collocation ucksca
7aa"Haa since, in my view, it appears to be a puzzling translation.

*> Thomson, 2006:35-37.
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statement on the lack of reliable criteria for dating Church Slavonic translations on the
basis of ‘typical’ terminology.

Thus, as 1 have demonstrated, it would be both difficult and imprudent to use
linguistic evidence to date Ecclesiastes text, as it offers few cogent leads. 1 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.** However, we do not find similar evidence

in the text of Ecclesiastes.

% See Alekseev, 1983:229-55, Lunt, 1985:279-318.
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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.”’

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. Some[times] 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.®® Consequently I find the term controlled to be a more

useful category than the terms open and closed when dealing with biblical texts.

% The terms ‘open’ and ‘closed’ tradition were suggested by Pasquali (1962) to characterise the
transmission of classical texts.

% 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 fargum of the
Greek tradition. Cf. also Alekseev, 1986: 8-19, and Alekseev, 1999: 54..
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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 Bédier’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 | 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
manuscripts 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.®’ 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

57 See Lixatev, 1983: 479-98, Pop, 1996: 242-5, Alekseev, 2003: 50-7. The footnote to Pop, 1996:245
states that ‘‘v oteestvennoj tradicii vyraZeniju editio cum notis variorum sootvetstvuet termin ‘kritiCeskoe
izdanie’, togda kak collated editions oby&no 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).

® 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 19"-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.

% 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. ”°

Classicists frequently are interested in texts of such early date (4"-5" 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 | 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.”' 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

. . . 72
original translation.

7 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.

"' Bakker, 1996. 10,

"> 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 15™-16™ centuries derived
was faulty. The Church Slavonic version of Ecclesiastes in all available manuscripts has
omissions and several manuscripts have a considerable lacuna.” 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.”® The textual tradition

of the continuous Ecclesiastes is represented by 3 groups of manuscripts. Consequently

™ 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.

7 1 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 15t 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 cuTeopuxn [ 8 ] k8nean - 8 om.; 2:12 nave seky — cekr; 3:9
ugonie — uzosuane; 3:21 pAom8 - aoay; 7:14 zaosow — za cosow. In addition certain
corrections have been carried out in MS2. These are the erasure of za in the participle
zasmgapas in 4:1; the change of the infinitive zpktu - 100 opav (the reading in all
manuscripts) into the noun zpkwwa 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 & xxugoTe TROEMb in the main text and the reading & cnkek TBoemn 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 mko paa 6%, 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 & Toro is crossed out in MS2. In 7:2 newe written in
small letters is added to am in MS2 to form wewsean versus am or nau in other manuscripts.

The case of 12:6 nckp8umT ca with the inserted p vs. uck8umr 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 uckp8umr 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. [
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. 7

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 15" 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

7S Minimal reconstruction at a lower level of stage « (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 1t 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 Pi¢xadze 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, [ feel
that [ am in no position to produce the diplomatic transcript of the text unless I examine
the actual manuscript in its unbound state. Besides 1 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.”® 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.

7® 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 15" century printing of the Gutenberg Bible established a new era of book
culture. Though the Latin Bible was the most frequently published book,”” 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.”® 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"
century (MS Undol’skij 1, RSL), and the collection of biblical books compiled in the
Suprasl’skij monastery by Matfej Desjaty; (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.”

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 16" century. Whilst it is not known exactly when the work on the

project started,’ its completion date is mentioned in the colophon.81 The work on the

"7 See Jensen, 2003.

”® The first Glagolitic book was printed in 1483, the Czech Bible in 1488.

" Though Alekseev (1999:199) does not specify which liturgical canon, it is likely that he has in mind the
Jerusalem canon.

8 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.

8! 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.®?

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.® 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 16" 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 16™ 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

*2 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.** 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) 8 suggests that the GB was produced under strong Catholic influence.®® 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.®” 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 15" century from Greek, like Jeremiah. Thus, the later

8 See note 59.
8 Lixagev, 1988:133-35.
% Eyseev, 1914, passim. Cf. also Lur’e, 1961:68-77; Wieczynski, 1972:374-89.

¥ Evseev, 1914:22.
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scribes in the 16™ 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.*

As in 16™ 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,”’ has been seized upon by subsequent scholars as
the primary motivation.”' 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

* Evseev, 1914:10-22.

* Fedotov, 1960:42.

* Gorskij and Nevostruev, 1855:VII, and 136-37.

°! 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.”

Evidence for anti-judaizer 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.

HNO HKINELINEE KHAOBA EPETHYECKOE TMPEAANHE APLHATh, MCAAMEK  AABKIAOBK  HAH
NPOPOUBCTEA HCNPEBPALIAAN TIO TOMY, KAK HM E€PETHUM Nperaan - Akuaa u Gummax ¢
(DGOAOTHON.% - “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 15™ 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

°2 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. 1 am grateful to Professor Taube for sending me his article on ‘The Fifteenth-
Century Ruthenian Translations from Hebrew and the Heresy of the Judaizers: 1s there a Connection?’.

%3 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. **

A second quotation concerns the well-known list of books which ‘y epeTukog gece ecTs’. 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 ecth an v Bac B Bupnaoke, nan 8 MapodonTore, A Na Bamennom, Kkhuru: GeansecTp nana
Pumckid, Aa AAdanacen AneKcaNApencKd, Aa GAOBO KOZmi NPOZENTEPA NA NOBORBABILIVIOCIA EPECK
Na Borymualw, Aa Tlocnanne MDoTem naTpuapxa KO KNz Bopucy  Boarapackomy, Aa
MpopouncTBa, Aa bdTum, Aa LlapucTia, Aa TlpuTun, Aa Aenanpp, Aa Heye Cupaxor, Aa Aoruka,
Aa Aeonncen ApenarnT? ZaNE #€ TE KNUIH | EPETHKOR BCE ECTh.

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.”® In recent years Romodanovskaja *7 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

® 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 15" 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’.

% Kazakova, Lur’e, 1955:409. ‘
% 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.
*7 Romodanovskaja, 2001: 278-305.



101

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™ 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 15™ 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 15" 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

indexes. *8

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 15" 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.

[t 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

'% The production of a translation that could be

completely closed to foreign ideas.
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 "' by

Ivan Cernyj, who made some glosses and corrections in the manuscripts containing other

*® Foster, 1996:81.
It is known that the printer Bartolomeus Gotan from Liibeck was welcomed at the time at Gennadij’s

palace. See Miller, 1978:395-412.

'% “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 15™ century can be found in Picchio (1979-80:650-1).

"' MS Und.1 was copied by several scribes. Unfortunately, | cannot say whether the text of Ecclesiastes
was written by Ivan himself or somebody else.
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OT books. '® 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.'?®

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.'"® 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.

192 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.

'9 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
10™ century Bulgaria.

'% 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.



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.' 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 [: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 13t century, parchment, No Q.p.1.18, RNL (2:14, 4:12,
7:4,10:1-2) 2

2. Sbornik, 16" 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, 16" century, paper, Mel.m./p.119, CBAN, Kiev (the selection starts
from 10:1)

"Cf. Alekseev, 1999: 37; Thomson, 1998: 794. footnote 914.

® The text was published by Watrobska, 1987.

31 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 I summarise what is known about carenae 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 [3 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

* 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 — Eccl (Ecclesiastes, interpolated or exegetical
text).
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differentiation between separate translations and separate redactions ° of a translated
work continues to be contentious among scholars.’ 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. [ approach my subject in

two ways:

o [ identify parts of the commentary which correspond to the supposed Greek source,
i.e. the commentary of Olympiodorus.

e [ 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 pbssibilities 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.

—

> Redactions were the product of revisions of the Church Slavonic translations based on the Greek text.
Medieval Slavs starting from the 10™ 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.
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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.” Usually these excerpts are preceded by the names of
their authors. This method of exegesis appears around the beginning of the 6™ 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 carenae. Procopius of Gaza (7
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 aAioc, which is translated as unm.

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.

°Cf. Lunt, 1985: 279-318.

" For general works on the catenae | 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™ to 5™ 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 11™ 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. ® In this the biblical
text was usually written in red ink, and the lemma Toaknw 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
6™ century. He was considered an important author for hundreds of years: Anastasius of
Sinai called him péyag $Lrocodog, probably mistaking him for another neoplatonist
philosopher by the name of Olympiodorus (Kazdan and Talbot 1991, [11:1524). °

The following Church Slavonic commentated passages are translated from the
commentary of Olympiodorus on FEcclesiastes 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)."°

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,

® 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.
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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 6™ 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. 72" of Catena Barberiniana the lemma OAvumiodwpou 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

. 12
commentary, others regard it as a catena.

' Theodora Boli under the supervision of Dieter Hagedorn of Heidelberg university prepared the new
critical edition of the Olympiodorus Commentary on Ecclesiastes.
1

CPG. vol. 4
> 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 &Alog 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 Tagou 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.

[t 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. '*

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).

1> 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 Géttingen did
not reveal any parallels with the Church Slavonic catena. but further investigation will be needed.

The ltalian 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.
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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" 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
PandectsAof Antioch, 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

. 15
of the catena ever existed.

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" century, an exegetic florilegium, compiled from
Slavonic sources, almost all of Old Bulgarian provenance.]6 Since Helena Watrobska has
transcribed this text, I shall use the text in her transcription, introducing where

appropriate slight changes in word division.

' At the moment not all the fragments of the catena are available to me, therefore | 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 lzbornik are present
also in Und.13 and Eccl, 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.

[ quote the Church Slavonic text from the lzbornik, giving variant readings from Und.13
and Eccl. For Eccl here and elsewhere I use variant readings from Pg.1. If there are

further divergences within the Eccl version, [ quote separate MSS.

Verses for which we have parallels in all three MSS. 17

2:14 moyapomoy 'oun gn raask ecta ' o' BEZOYMbNIM E'h Y remb xoauTs. (Izb.) '8
T. F'aaga BhiE BCero TRaa ecTh. NOZE e NHZBKO K'h ZEMAH NPUKACAIETA cA. TEmbxe
I6rAA BA'KA OYM'h 4 T'h BOYAETh. BBILINHXE CMATPAIETh. A NE HHE NA ZEMAH. TAKOB'HIH

Bh FAABE OUM HMATE. IBFAA #4€ AH W ZEMN'BIXS MOMBICAS HMATh. B'h NOTOY HMATh O4H K'h
ZEMN'BIM MIPHAHNIAR .

T. €. TaaBa LPKBU XC'b. K NEHFE MOYAPBIH BHZUPAIA XOAHTh. IAKONE H ON'L. A peKY XCh.
B FAABR OUM HMATH. BEZOYMNBIN #€ Bh Thwh XOAHTH.BCRIAA ZEMNBIXS ZPA. OMPAYENA
HM'BIH BAAKOY . I675€ €CTh OYM'h.

(Und.13)

TOA.

Oy Mh WYHMA NAPHLLAETS H BO TAB'K €ro HMENVET™h cHphUb BRICNPL 4 NE NHZY HBO OUMLIIENh OYM™h
B0 FAABk NPeBKIBAETS cHpEYL BKICIPh ZPUT' 4 EMAA W ZEMNK' NPHAEHHT B TOMAA BKIBAE
OMPAYENTEM™ NHZY .

(Eccl)

ToaKS.

Oymn ronoBor umeu\(eu"\ €rAa oYM’ WYHCTHTR' TOrAA BhICMPh ZPHTh A ETAA W ZEMN'RIXh
TOMbAA WUH NHZY .

' Watrobska. 1987:ii.

7 Verse 2:14 is on f.174 with the title a ce ekancnactTs. The verses 7:4, 10:1-2 with comments are on ff.152-

153 with the title oTh ekAMcuacTa ¢ ekncucennmb. Short quotations 4:12 and 11:2 are discussed in chapter 3.

'8 Here and afterwards the variant readings are given in the footnotes. ' mapare Und.13. Eccl. " om. Und.13.
Eccl. ™om. Und.13. Eccl. " e pr. Und.13. Eccl.
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With regard to the biblical passage we can see that differences in the use of cases unite
Eccl and Und.13 against the lzbornik: there is dative case in the Izbornik and genitive in
Und.13 and Eccl. The absence in the biblical passage of the dual form of the verb “to be’
in Und.13 and Eccl 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 Eccl: 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 Eccl 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."”

T:4 cpALE MYAPBIXS B AOMOY MAAYA. cpiue e BEZYMNBIX'h g AOMOY MHPA YV (Izb.)*°

T.

My AphIN "ase Tnaaun nommiwaam mko ® " Teaa V. v mko OVAOBL i€ cAR NpenapakTs u
NMPUAATAKTH CA. EBIBAKTh OYEO MA'PAE TAKOBAR TEPNA.LIUMD EEZYMN'BIH #€ TERPAOK V g

Vi VI VII VIl
MbHNA B lelp'k . H NEAOCTOHNAIQ ChBOKIO NE NOMhILLIAAIA . NH Na BOYVAQYIJEK BhZHpARA

IX X X1
NA NMUPK H NA MHThIKE OYTNPANHSBNAKTh CA . H CAACTH ZNAMENAK CA'k. EKAncHacTA

XII XIII X1V
PACOYHENBIO ZANE MNOTANSASI CEBEE MHUPOAKRELLLA . AHUE NMOAKAATAIA. H L T KeTu M nuTH

noBenRBAKTE Kie BATO.
The Greek parallel is found in Olympiodorus PG 561B.

The reading secenia in the biblical text itself in Und.13 and Eccl corresponds to the
standard Greek text, where we have eddppooivng, while the reading in Izb. does not. In the
commentaries there is slight variation in word order, as well as morphological variation.
The expression ® Thaa - é&k dOopig — from decay’ was probably corrupted in a common
Church Slavonic source for Und.13 and Eccl into ® weaa - ‘from grief *. All three

versions share the confusion of tpudn —*delight’ with tpodn —‘food’ in na nuyne .

' 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.

Y pr. Und.13, Eccl, " e om. Und.13, Eccl, i s8uxs Und.13, IV gecenia Und. 13, Eccl.

At myapmm Eccl, " e om. Und.13, ™ ® om. Und.13. V' weaa Und.13, Eccl. ¥ TeepAs Und.13.

VIVIg mupe mua transp. Und.13, Eccl, VIl ye om. Und.13, VI ombiuaenia Und.13. Eccl, X wo pr. Und.13,
oynpammnam ca Und.13. Eccl, Xl znamenser Und. 13, guamenarors Eccl, XU mupoarosan Und. 13,

XM om. Und.13, Eccl, XIV' ce e Eccl.
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if the variants shared by Und.13 and Eccl go back to a common Church Slavonic source.

then this is important for the interpretation of their textual relationship.

Passages in Izbornik and Eccl which do not have a parallel in Und.13.

10:1 Y'ThNO MAAO MOYAPOCTH. NAYE CAAB™RI BEAUKI BEZOyMbHa. (1Zb.)

1 Il
T. [IpOCAABHILIA CA MNOZH. B'h BEZAKONRH  MNOZE. mZmikh Bec npagAk  nonopnk. uxe 8w mupk
BraTs W MbpAh EBIEh. H¥E BEBNEIWINED MOYAPOCTRIO. W COVKTBNBIXs TPOYAMELIE CA. N NH

i ~
npukaaANE aknae uzehcThie. ke NaunNam no BZk moyApocThIO. BH TOY BO ERERAMME. H

VI VI 22
MPHKACATH CA KH NAYUNAIA . H w BEZOYMbA cnark Ne POAAH .

The Greek parallel is in Olympiodorus PG 596A.

The variant reading 8w sezymsu in Eccl has a basis in Greek adpooivn, whereas the
reading in Izb. apparently has not. The preposition w vs. ® can be easily explained on

paleographical grounds: it is very easy to miss the upper letter T in this ligature.

10:2 cpAue movapomoy e AECNHUM KTO. CPALLE € . BEZOVMHOMOY B LLIIOHILLH KIo. (1zb.) 23
T.
CPALLE Oy M pazymETH. Tenecnok l'so cpAlLE Bceraa Na wanNOomb mEcTh AewuTh BB oyTpoRk.

i 11 v
K#4€ ZOBOMOIE MEPENONA . TEM #€ MyApAro  OyM'h. BCETAA aknam u xgaanam . pazymbieTh

\% VIl 24
HEH A'kt\dl('l‘h. BEZYMNArO K€ OYM'h Znaml v NMPOTHENAIA umkeTh .

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 oymw
found in Izb., which in this case might have been inserted by an oversight under the
influence of myapare oymn. 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

Akaaetn in 10:2).

k)

21 gegymn Eccl. " npasaw Eccl, "' uze Pg.1. Sol., Und.1, TSL 730; enre Rum.204, Sof., V" om. Eccl, ¥
goanms Pg.1. Sol.. Und.1, ¥! we Eccl, ¥ ® Eccl.
231 oy*pars Sol.. ! xe om. Pg.1. Sol.. TSL 730. Rum.204. Sof.

H1y pr. Eccl, . nepenons Sol.. m myapomy Eccl. v noxeaanam Eccl. V' om. Eccl,
Pg.1. Sol., Und.1. TSL 730. nmyipe Rum.204. Sof.

v Vil
' om. Eccl. HMV LA
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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 Eccl 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 Eccl diverge significantly. I indicate the divergencies with the # sign.

Und.13 Eccl
1.2:14 # #
2.4:6 + -
+ +
3.4:9 - +
4.4:10 + -
5.5:5 + +
6.7:2 + -
+ +
+ +
7.7:3 + -
+ -
- +
8.74 + +
9.7:5 + +
10. 7:6 + +
11.7:15 + +
12. 7:16-17 + +
13.7:18 % + +
14.7:19-20 + +
15.7:21-22 + +
- +

If one looks at the transcript of EccC and Eccl one can observe the coincidence not

only in content but also in wording. This is why it is unlikely that these versions of the

> 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 Eccl, 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 Eccl tradition and variants in 7:6 seem to be errors in the EccC tradition.

5:5 weocTpaeTs Ha noxoTh (Und.13) vs. oygreTpaeTs na noxoTw (Eccl)

In this case we can find a corresponding passage in the Greek commentary of
Olympiodorus (see PG 93, 541A), therefore wsocTpaTn corresponds to the Greek
¢pebifelv — *to provoke, to excite’, while oyexcTpaTH Na noxoTs 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 ronayte cukepn (Und.13) vs. ®Wronaym (Eccl)

This part of the comment is found in the longer version of Olympiodorus® commentary.
A scribe perhaps did not understand the expression ronawye cukepn — distilling fermented
liquor’ with the Greek loanword otkepa or oikep going in turn back to a Semitic
loanword, and cukepn was consequently dropped and the collocation changed into
Wronaym. The lexeme cukepn, cukepa was known in Church Slavonic translated texts of

the Gospels Luke 1:15 u Buna 1 cukepa Ne HMAT NMUTH. 26

7:6 nenasnaapums (Und.[3) vs. nesupapnms (Eccl)

The Greek reading is ut) op@owv PG 93, 561C (such lapsus calami as in Und. 13 could

occur during copying).

7:6 pazsmkemn (in the mg. ospazyem) (Und.13) vs. ospazyers (Eccl) xapaktnpiCel

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 "rTHaTb BOIKY .
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The verb yapaktnpilewv — ‘to designate’ is a comparatively late verb in the Greek
language, used by the Church Fathers. The equivalent ospazyers 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 somaypum 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 roasgow in 2:14. There is
no certainty, however, with regard to the lexical variation in Eccl such as umenyers® in
2:14, mupoawsua in 7:4 (as in Izbornik), nazmeaers 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.I3 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 Eccl 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 Eccl) is best observed in
the verses presented below. 1 quote the Church Slavonic text from the GB manuscript as a

representative of the continuous tradition.

2:24 0 dayetal kel O TleTal Kl 0 Seifel
keTh u nieTs nice nokame” In ECCP vs. m#e meTn v niers. u nokazatu in EccC = exe
ACTs W NIETh. .. H...NoKkazaTh 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 EIK,n. omit the relative pronoun

before the verb deiéel.

2:26 1ol mpocBelvat Kul TOD OUVKYXYELY ... Kal Ye TOUTO WaToLOTNG
NPUAGHHUTH W COBPATH .... AKO™ cBeTa in EccP vs. nouTn u cospaT ... nce ... cBeTa in
EccC = nonTu u cospaT ... u cie ... cyera in the Commentary.

The verb nourn in Und.13 may have been inserted mistakenly by a scribe into the biblical

verse from the commentary, where the expression nourtu u cospaTh is written next to the

€XPression NPpUASIHTH N COBPATH.

4:14 9tv kel ye &v Buolhelq altod éyevvnbn mevng
@Ko W &L Up TER  ero poAMT ca vy in EccP vs. napomennmm Bh upTBO NHyETOW
norueneTs in EccC = wapowseNnkiM Na  UACTBO NMYIETOKR pee norusne  in the
Commentary.

The final verb norusneTs 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.

7:14 dniow adtod undev
za cosow NMuTo™ in EccP vs. za wew wuutome in EccC = 74 new NHuTome In the
Commentary.



HP critical apparatus - aUtfic Ald.

The wording of EccP follows the standard Greek text of the LXX. Though the pronoun
new could reflect the Greek variant gen. sing. «Utfig 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 w¢ dovAoug €Mt TR YAC

ko pask no Zemaun in EccP vs. nkuwm in Eccl = nkwwm in the Commentary.
The wording of EccP is closer to Greek. The word nkwuu in the Eccl usually translates
the Greek meCoc. Seemingly the verse in the Eccl 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.



The example below stands out from the rest because in this case we have evidence from

both EccC and Eccl.

7:18 avtexecbutl o€
BhZAEPHATH ¢ IN EccP vs. npunmatu ca in both EccC and Eccl = npunmaru ca in the

Commentary

The Greek middle verb avtéxesbur 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 emzapn#taTu ca are: ‘to abstain from’,
‘to restrain oneself’, ‘to hold back’. Therefore it is more likely to translate the verb
avexeobul — ‘to hold oneself up’, ‘to bear up’ rather than avtexesbur in 7:18. According
to LLP the active verb gwzapnaTu is an equivalent of avéxesbur. LLP for the active verb
npuumaTh - ‘to endure’ gives an equivalent aveyeoBut. It is possible that EccC, EccP and
Eccl all reflect here a (mis?)reading of avtéxeobuL as avexeodbur, but EccP may have
adopted a different sense of avéxeabul from EccC and Eccl.

The word npuumatu ca is used in a quotation within the commentary. The use of the
common reading npuumarn ca suggests that EccC and Eccl go back to a common source
here. The reading emzaepaTh ca in the plain text differs from the reading npuumaru 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, npuumaTn c¢a or
BhZAEPHATH Ca, 1S Original.

[ 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 npunmatu ca in 7:18 got into the text of commentated versions. Not



satisfied for some reason with the reading ewzaepaTu ca a scribe could have translated
avtexecdul by the verb npuumartu 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 swzaepxaTn ca? We need to make a further assumption that
extrapolation was done with some occasional reference to Greek and that the example of
EhZAEpMATH ¢4 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
EBZAEPHATH ca tO npuumaTu 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 8tuL Tic dpayetal Kul TLC deloeTal
AKS KTO NieTh uan KTo ferh in EccP vs. mko k1o meTh v mieTns in EccC = exe mcrh 1
nieTs in the Commentary.

3:19 ovwavtnue T00 KTNYOUg
ca8uan ckoTuni in ECCP vs. cayuan cko’ckin in EccC = cayuan cko’ckin 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

. 7
possessmn.2

4:12 amoppaynoetat
nepepedT ca in EccP vs. pacroprue” ca in EccC = pacTopruer ca in the Commentary.

%" The presence of both constructions was observed by Karacorova (1989:1 79-80) in the 14™ 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 sieppryvw=zat in the

accompanying commentary according to Boli's edition of Olympiodorus.

5:9 & mANnOeL alTOV YevTuK
 Bh MNW cTBR € #uBo” in EccP vs. 8o mno™crek uxns naoaw in EccC = @ zemni®
naoan in the Commentary.

Rahlfs's critical apparatus: aitod AS®, yevrjuata S; Boli's reconstructed text - yevnuota

It seems that on this occasion the reading nacam in Und. 13 is a more regular
translation of the Greek text (it reflects the plural Greek form yevruata) than the reading
xugorw found in EccP. The Greek noun yevnua — product, fruit® is generally translated
with the Church Slavonic muTe, cf. the quotation in LLP from the text of Proverbs 15:29
in the oldest Slavonic Grigorovi¢ev and Zaharjin parimejniks: nerniean muora %:urta ch
Nenpagaoa - yevnuete. As a parallel I can refer to verse 6:10 in the Church Slavonic
translation of the Song of Songs where the word #uto is preserved only in the East
Slavonic redaction while the South Slavonic MSS give #ugoTs.

Alekseev (1983:240) considers the word surte to have been the original
translation; according to him, xugeTw Was not a recognized translation of yévnpa,zg nor
was it semantically motivated, whereas muTo 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 mugern could be simply a corruption of suTe. 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 sueorn could have been the original reading in
the plain text. In this instance the translator of the commentated version might have
considered mueoTs to be a wrong translation and corrected it from Greek by choosing
instead the word naoaw. In this case we might conjecture the same scenario as the one

with the verb enzaepmaTh ca in 7:18 (with the plain text as original).

8 Cf.. however. the variant readings naoam #uTens - nao* musotens quoted by KaraCorova (1990:14 (4):55)
from the Psalter in place of kapmov yevruazoc in verse 106:37.
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5:10 Tt avdpela

koTopoe m8“cTBo in ECCP vs. koe moymecTso in EccC = koe me peue my“cree in the
Commentary.

7:1 €Aarov
macaa in EccP vs. eaea EccC = eaea in the Commentary.

In EccP we find a Preslav word macae which may have been regarded as standard in the

15™ century.

7:1 nuepa Toh Bavatou
Atk cmapThsin in EccP vs. Ans capru in EccC = Ann e cmpTu in the Commentary.

7:16 TepLoow
ge'm in EccP vs. uzamue in EccC and amue in Eccl = uzanwe in the commentaries

(to 7:17).
The adverb nzamue is not listed in the LLP, only the form wuzauxa. The variant amwe is a
more exact translation of the Greek mepLooa than geamn. I presume that the wording of
the commentary uzamue could be behind the reading in both EccC and Eccl. On the other
hand, the scribe/editor of EccP could have written the adverb seamun a second time in the
same sentence by an oversight under the influence of the same adverb immediately

preceding it: Ne EBAM NPABEAEND EEAMM.

8:4 AoAel
raeth in EccP vs. moaguTs in Eccl = mwasuTu in the Commentary.

8:8 kel o0 SLacwoeL Goefeta TOV Tap’ alTAG M Ne ciceT BeypecTie cyiparo & nems in EccP
VS. He ciceTh NevecThm cdyaro & ne™ in Eccl = no* neurwemn in the Commentary.

HP: MS 261 - doéBeLav, MS 296 - aoeBng.

In Eccl the noun newectnm in genitive sing. may be interpreted as a direct object of the
verb we ciiceTs, while the passage in EccP is a formally closer rendering of the standard

Greek text.
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10:2 €elc aprLotepor avtod

w w80 ero in EccP vs. g wynum ero in Eccl = wa wyuuk in the Commentary (to
10:3).

10:16 o\ apyovteg
kNash in EccP vs. soaape in Eccl = sompw in the Commentary.

12:5 moyuvén

wrancTheTs in ECCP vs. oyTuiers in Eccl = oyTuers 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 I 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.

[n 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 olk €éoTiv puvnun
wE" namary in EcCP = wherh peve namaTu in the Commentary vs. nketsh nammTs in
the biblical verse of EccC.

% Cf. MacRobert (1993. 259 footnote 153).



6:8 oldev
gkern in EccP = gkers in the Commentary vs. guak in the biblical verse of Eccl.

7.5 emtiunoty

zanpewenie in EccP = zanpeipenie in the Commentary vs. npeyenie in the biblical verses
of EccC and Eccl.

T:14 év ayabd
B% izan in EcCP (uan in Pg.81) = mkome inalo in the Commentary vs. 8w Bazk in the
biblical verse of EccC.

10:3 Votepnoel

anwn’ in EccP - nepocTaThKM anwam ca With anwaets Bea and anwaems later in the
Commentary vs. nepocraTh“cTeyers in the biblical verse of Eccl.

The desire for semantic accuracy may have been behind the verb amunTu which is in this
context and in 9:8 corresponds to the Greek verb Uotépelv. The verb neaocTaThkoRATH

usually translates the Greek verb Aeimeobul.

10:17 apyovtec
knasu in EccP = knasu in the Commentary vs. sompmi 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 Tolto kaLvov €otiv - Bee cuano ecTh in EccP vs. cie nogo ecTn in EccC.
The adverb cuano usually translates the Greek adverb duvatd¢. The reason behind the

wording in EccP is not obvious.

3:16 éxel 6 aoefric* - T8 sarouTexmb in EccP vs. T8 necnpaseaansocts in EccC.
* eboefnc MSS = Boli, Olympiodorus

Rahlfs, reasoning that it might be a more difficult reading, placed the word aoefiric twice

in this verse. In doing so he followed the text in Grabe and Compl. Ald. These editions
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conform with the reading of Latin and Masoretic texts where a pessimistic view 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 sarou‘Temm® in the continuous text cannot be
explained by the variant reading eboepnc found in Greek manuscripts, cf. the critical
apparatus to Ecclesiastes in the edition of the LXX. Secondly, the noun necnpagepaugacTs
found in EccC cannot be an exact equivalent of the Greek adjective aoefric. 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 “ibi iniquitas” is open to speculation.

5:2 mapoylvetar evimuLov - npinaeTh cuutie in EccP vs. npuxoauTs conie in EccC
Rahlfs - evimvior om. in S* ¥
The variant in EccP is a somewhat unusual translation of the Greek évimviov, since the

noun cwutie commonly translates the Greek katefaocic.

8:8 dmootoAr) - ¢8ask in EccP vs. nocaa in Eccl and nocaannm Commentary.

The Church Slavonic equivalent in Eccl 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 emiotpedel T0 Mrelun
WEBPALPAET CA. (Und.13)
ospaaeT ¢4 Axs. (EccP)

1:7 adtol émoTpépouoty ToD mopevdivaL
TH CA BOZBPALIART k. (Und.13)
TH CA  BOZBPALIAK’ HTH, (EccP)

2:26 kol ye To0TO LaTaLOTNG Kol TPOXLPEOLE TVEULATOC
M CE CY'Th CBETA (Und.13)
ce CRETA HZEBOAENIE AXA (EccP

5:9 kol ye TobTo paTELOTNG
(Und.13)
H ce #5€ (8ETA (EccP)

6:8 6tL tic mepLooel ...
AKo nzosuaie (Und.13)
ko koTopoe uzosuaie (EccP)

Rahlfs‘s critical apparatus: ti¢ om. BS* ; HP: tic MSS 106, 161, 248, 252, 261, 296,
298, Comp., Alex.

7:19 1 codia Bondnoel 1@ cod
npem*pocTh m8apars  (Und.13)
maSTh  nomomeTn miapoms (EccP)

In the margin of MS 252 according to HP’s critical apparatus there is a variant reading
evioydoeL Tov cohov.

Variation m8apare vs. m8apoms.



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 eic dvw kol Tredue Tod kThvoug €l katafeiver adtd KATw

roph. u A8Xs ckOTheKIN exe cxoanTH em8 Aoa8 (Und.13)
(EccP)*°

There is an omission of eic &vw - ktrvoug in Boli’s MS I'¢om. which could suggest flawed
manuscript tradition.

4:15 pete T0d veaviokouv ToD SEUTEPOU
¢h oHMs 6TOpmn (Und.13)

(EccP)

** For omissions in EccP see the previous chapter.
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7:14 «tod add. S
cgoea (Und.13)
(EccP)

Rahlfs’s critical apparatus shows that in MS S the pronoun is added.

HP: + avtov in MSS 147, 157, 159, 298, 299, Ald.

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 «ttod is omitted. The only omission shared by Und.13 and EccP
is in 4:4 where the Greek word {fjloc —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.



2:21 o0* poyboc
wwe TpyAs  (Und.13)
AKO TPEAL (EccP)

* 6t MSS, ol Alex.

There is a problem with the variant mko found in the continuous text which cannot be
immediately resolved. The replacement of uxe with mko 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 otv 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 ¢v poybw «utod
gb TpyAE  cgoems (Und.13)
Bk MHBROTh cRoemn (EccP)

The reading ew #ugorhk 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 technigue (literalism).

Note the difference in usage of the genitive and nominative cases with negation: Und.13

follows the Greek more closely.

2:24 olk éotiv ayabov
unkeTn garo (Und.13)
unk® gara (EccP)



4:13 codoc
npem*pn  (Und.13)
m8aps (EccP)

7:12 mepilooeia yvWoewe TR coblag
uzowsmaie pazims npem*pocts’ (Und.13)
HZOBHATE PAZVMA MAP TH (EccP)

| - npem*poctn 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 t§ codly in dative rather than genitive case and 7 codiw is
preposed to the verb (womoinoer in S (it is also preposed in MSS 147, 157, 159, 259,
Ald. 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 payetol kol TLG TLETOL
ACTh H nmetw (Und.13)

e T

nie HAK acre (EccP)

3:18 adtol ktnvn €loiv
cin eyrh ckorn (Und.13)
nckor i8Th  (EccP)

3:19 eémeploocuoer O avBpwtog
nzanwe 4aks umats  (Und.13)
nzamine umath Yaks  (EccP)

4:10 otu eav
ko ape (Und.13)
ape ko (EccP)
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4:12 o0 Tay€ewc
Ne ckopo (Und.13)
ckopo e (EccP)

4:13 BaotAex mpeoBitepor kal dppova
cTapa  pa sezymua  (Und.13)
fpa cTapa H sez8mna  (EccP)

7:14 kol €v Nuépy kakloag L6€
H BU¥$*h ANB SAOEK (Und.13)
Bh ANk SA0BK BUiAL  (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°V {6¢ é&v fuépe kaxiac. The same word order is

found in the commentated text of Olympiodorus in Boli’s edition.

7:22 kaB080uC TOAALC KUKWOEL

wex o ‘eNiems wsAosMTH mnorumt (Und.13)

OBX O eNIE” NOTK WZAOEH' (EccP)
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 |
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.



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.

€ 2 4 ’ 3 -~ b ~ ~ ’ 9 \
10:8 0 dpoowv PobBpov €v alT® éumeceitar kel kabutpodvta dGpayndy dnfetal alTOV

OPLC
KoMaa M8 B NK BMAAETh M NOTPEEAAILIATO OrpaA8 \TpZNeTh H Smia (EccP)
PhiAM  POEL. BMAAECA BO Nb.  H WEMAAM naot . oyzpute Zhmuw (Eccl)

I cannot ascertain whether these passages are different reworkings of an original
translation, 1. e. redactions, or different translations. 1 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 of jusy in a
hypothetical middle-Bulgarian exemplar (if such one existed), i. €. smia changed into
smix which led to the form zemue. The word oyzpurs in Eccl may be a corruption of the
verb yrprzNeTs.

Another, though somewhat weaker suggestion is that oyzpurs may go back to the
Greek verb 8épEetat (3rd. p. sg. fut.) from &épkopat- ‘to see clearly’. The verb dnerat-*
(s)he will bite’ had already become corrupted in the Greek textual tradition into forms
Setferar from Setkvival — ‘to show’ and d¢€etar from dexeabat — ‘to receive’ which are
attested in Greek MSS.?! 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.

3! These variants readings are noted in the collation book on Ecclesiastes at the Septuaginta-Unternehmen
in Gottingen.



Omissions.

7:28 oby €lpov avlpwmov
n Ne WEpEToxh uyaka (EccP)
my#sa wepk' (Eccl)

8:3 & BeAnon TOLNoEL
alj1e CTROPH" (EccP)
alpe BOCXHTHTR H chTopuTh (Eccl)

The verb socxururn —‘to seize’ in Eccl may be a corruption of the verb gncxorkrn — “to

wish’.

9:4 a)TO¢ ayaboc LTEP TOV A€OVTH TOV VEKPOV.

TO BAro na’ aga mpTea (EccP)
TO B BAFO Neva anga™ (sic) (Eccl)

It looks as if the biblical verse in Eccl 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 avbpwmov
Yaka (EccP)
MyHa (Eccl)
Both expressions would appear to correspond to the same word in Greek because my»n

can be used to translate &v8pwroc, €.g. Pr. 3:13 in the Zaharjin parimejnik: saaens myws

e osphre moyapocts, while in the Grigorovi¢ev parimejnik we have in the
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corresponding passage the variant unogkks. However. in the critical apparatus of HP the

variant avdpw is found in MSS 106 and 261.

8:2 un omovdaong
Ne Ty c¢a  (EccP)
Ne Tochmn ¢ (Eccl)

9:4 erTic
napena  (EccP)
oynosanue (Eccl)

The example below may be motivated by divergent nuances of meaning or usage.

10:4 avofi
gznae’ (EccP)
nanmpae (Eccl)

10:6 ev DeoL peyarolg
NA BricoTa® Beauk® (EccP)
gozZehienso Beanky (Eccl)

The reading in Eccl could be based on different Greek: according to HP the MS 106
contains the reading év Uyer, MS 248 év Ujpeot. In MS 545 there is a correction

ueydrou. *% Boli - év Uipeor peyarorg DEIK com.

10:8 6 oploocwv Bobpov
KOnaAa mams (EccP)
pRIAH  POBh (Eccl)

10:16 év Tpwiy
zaoyTpa (EccP)
pano  (Eccl)

Both Church Slavonic variants could be the equivalents of the Greek wording.>’
11:3 mAnpwbdoLy

ucnawnaT ca (EccP)
nanoanaTs.  (Eccl)

2 Cf. Field. vol. 2, p.400
3 Cf. LLP, vol. 1, p. 661-2 and vol. 3. p.603.



Variation in Greek could be behind the Church Slavonic variants here: MS B has the
reading mAng6aat. EccP is fairly consistent in translating the Greek verb minpodv 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 otdun Baoiréwe dpuAxEov
OYCTA UPA cxpann (EccP)
O\CTABS xpanu (Eccl)

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 Eccl may have been
familiar with the expression otéue Peoiiéwc, going back to the Hebrew phraseologism, as
he rendered it as oycragw - ‘commandment’. According to LLP oyerass - ‘rule’,

‘principle’, ‘regulation’ is a translation of Greek mpeofietov otoue with an example given
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from the Euchologion 69a8 rTakn 6o oycTasm ecth oT &ra npeaan en. The translation of the
expression oyera upa in the EccP is more literal than the one in the interpolation.
8:3 0TL MaV 0 eqv

ko Bea exse ayie (EccP)

EAHKO A€ (Eccl)

HP: MS 68, Compl. Ald. om. mav.

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.

10:2 kapdia godod ... kapdia dbpovog
cpue msapare ... cp*ue sez8mua’  (EccP)

cpiue myapomy ...cp*ue sezymnomy (Eccl)

10:2 eic 6eELov adTOD

o Accnlp ero (EccP)
B Accunum ero (Eccl)

10:5 W¢ akovaLov
ense NoBoANS (EccP) wegoano - TSL 730, gr. 3
ko negonew (Eccl)

11:2 uepido Tolg €mtd kal ye TOiG OKTW

YACTh C€*MH W BOU CA (EccP)

YACTh CEAMH TAYE WCMOMY (Eccl)
The text in EccP became corrupted at a late stage, since we find the correct reading vacrs
ceamin Bo wemn 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 Smoljati¢ (1147-1155, 1 after 1164) in his letter to the priest Thomas of
Smolensk: aawie 4acTh CEAMH TAYE U OCMOMY. 3% 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.

11:3 kel €av meon EVAOV €v tQ VOTW
nape nape’ aApeso  Srw™ (EccP)
ALJIE MAAETH APEBO HA 5w (Eccl)

The Greek prepositional construction ¢v + 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 ew + locative case in closer
correspondence with the Greek. This depends on the date and translation technique: gw +

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 Eccl 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.

9:4 ¢tOC Gyodog Umep TOV A€OVTe TOV VeEKPOV.
o

TO BArO na aga  mptea (EccP)

TO B BArO neva anga® (Sic) (Eccl)
In the Eccl we have a slip of a pen in the word naue producing neua in place of naue. Later
copyists may have a different word-division interpreting it as neuaan gam — “SOrrow to
you’, especially if the biblical verse was not reproduced in full and was finished at this

point.

10:8 dppaypov
orpaa8 (EccP)
nao*  (Eccl)
In Eccl there is a confusion of nasam - ‘fruit” and naers -‘fence’which is a synonym of

the word orpaaa. 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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naoTs and naopnw that occurs in Psalterium Bononiense. Psalm 61:4: mke na c¢ThNA

nphkaoNeN® M naoTh BhzApiNogens (Ps. Pog.), whereas the Bologna copy of the Psalter

gives the variant naoam. 33

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 ovy ebpov avbpwtov
u ne wephToxn uyaka (EccP)
myrsa weph” (Eccl)

HP MSS 106, 261 have the lexeme avdpe which could be the equivalent of mya found

in Eccl.

10:1 Umep 86Eav adpooiivng peyaAng = Boli
nave cAaBK BEZOymia Beankare (EccP)
na’ caasml geaukn sezymna  (Eccl)

10:8 ev altQ) €umeceitat = Boli
& NIO BMAAETH (EccP)
BNAAE CA BO Nh (Eccl)

HP: MS 106 éumeoeitar év abtov, MS 253 eumeoeital €v abTw.

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 Eccl is closer to the reading in the Greek manuscripts 106, 253.

All the above examples taken together indicate that EccP and Eccl are two separate

versions and that it is easier to derive Eccl from EccP than vice versa.

3% See editions of the Bologna Psalter by Jagi¢ (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 &yabov 10 akobowl émitiunoiy godod
BArO  camwaTh  nperpenie myaparo (Und.13)
BAro €” cawaTh, zanpkipenie moyxa (EccP)
M BATO cABILATH.  npeenne myaparo (Eccl)

The variant my#:a in EccP could have appeared as the result of scribal blunder under
the influence of the word myixa present in the second part of this verse. A scribe copying
from the antigraph confused two words starting with the same syllable ‘my™ — myixa and
myaparo. The chance for the variant mya giving rise to the reading myaparo appears to be
less likely than the opposite process, i. €. the reading myapare transformed into mya.
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 émtiunotg, translating the morpheme ém. as za-. Additionally there may
be some semantic difference in the meaning of the Slavonic word: zanpkyenne as a rule
translates the Greek émitiunolc — ‘rebuke’ or émtiptov —‘punishment’, while the word
npkienne generally is an equivalent of the Greek noun ameiAny — ‘threat’. For the
coincidence of the word zanpkipenue in EccP and the commentaries to EccC and Eccl see

page 127.

The opposition of verbs npunmartn ca vs. Bnz'epsatu 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.

’ \ 2 ~ \ -~ 14 154
7:18 dyaddv o dutéxeobul o€ &v Tolty kel ye amd Toutou P afic* Thy xelpa oov oTL
boPolpevoc TOV Bedv EereloeTal T TVTY

EAFO TH €CTh MPUHMATH CA O CEMb. M T CEFO OYEO NE WCKEEPNH  pBKH  CBOEA. MKO
BORIPIUM CA Era  WZWASTSH  BCA (Und.13)

FAFO TH €CTh BhZ°€piaTH CA O BCEML () BCETO  NE WCKBEPNMIIM  pBKII  CEOEA 1AKO
BOAH €A BA.  MSHAEThL  BCE (EccP)

BAro npuumaTh & W cemb. MBO T CEMO  NE WCBKBEPNLIUM PYKH TEOER. KO

gom"  ¢a BA. NPUMHUPUTE  BCA (Eccl)
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*-un pLavne BSA
The Church Slavonic translation follows the reading uf pidvnc of the Greek manuscripts
BSA.

It seems that with the variants o scemn - ® gcero in EccP stand further away from the
Greek. (Cf. page 49 in chapter 1). The variant readings npumupuTs - HZKASTH/HSHAETH
between the text in Eccl and the texts of EccC and EccP cannot be immediately solved.
The verb npumupurs- ‘to reconcile’ ordinarily translates the Greek kataidooety and not
eEepxeobat according to LLP. [ 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 [ 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 Eccl: both have the same verb nzua8Ts or uskaer (as in
the commentaries) as opposed to npumupur in Eccl. But on the other hand, EccC agrees
with Eccl against EccP: the former two share the verb npuumaTn ca as opposed to
EhZAEp#aTH ¢4 in EccP. At the same time EccP agrees with Eccl against EccC: both have
the singular masculine nominative participle soau ca vs. plural masculine dative somypmm
¢a in EccC. There is variation in Greek text between the forms dofolpevo¢ found in A
and goPoupévorc 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 un 6fc kepdlav gou 0TWE uh
Ne npuKkAoNM cp*ua Teoero m" Aa e (Und.13)
NE BAOMHM  Cp*llA CBOETO, aa ne (EccP)
NE NPUKAONH cp*iia TBoero mko Aa ne (Eccl)

un 6d¢ 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. Ne saomu is a literal translation of uf 6fc. The imperative npukaonu of the

commentated versions could hardly be the literal translation of the variant 8¢ found in
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some of the Greek manuscripts. The lexeme aaxan is a more common rendering of the
Greek verb 8¢¢. Cf. the translation in verse 5:5 of Ecclesiastes we yaman - pn dc. 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. [pukaonuTn —to incline’, ‘to bow’ usually translates the Greek wkiivetv.
Whether in this instance a scribe may have been influenced by an expression from Psalm

118:36 npukacuu cpaue moe - kAivor tv kepdiev pov and worded it accordingly would

be open to speculation.

The cases where EccP diverges from Und.13 and Eccl 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.

Eccl diverging from Und.13 and EccP.

Omissions in Eccl.

4:9 olc €oTLv alToic MLo0OC Gynboc €V poxfw avTdV

HMAME €CTh MZAA BArA Bh TpyAE uxh (Und.13)
HMa™  ecTh MZ'a Bara 8w TPSAK ep (EccP)
(Eccl)

5:5 uf 6@¢ TO otéua  gou  ToD EEmpapTiicul THY OOpPKe GOV

NE AAH OYCT'B  CEOHXh corphimTu naotu cgoen (Und.13)
NE AA?AL  OVCTENT cBOMX corphiiaTu naoTn cgoen (EccP)
NE AAH K€ OYCTOMB corpkwaru ¢ "Tuw (Eccl)

7:6 kol ye ToUTO paTaLOTNG
u ce e cgera  (Und.13)
nee cSera (EccP)

(Eccl)



7:21 100 600A0U 0OV KATAPWUEVOL O€

PABA TBOETO KAENVLPA TEBE (Und.13)
PAEA CBOETO KAENSIIAA TEEE (EccP)
PABA TBOETO KAENVI{IAR (Eccl)

The omissions in Eccl may occur because the verses are not reproduced fully in the

commentated text, so these examples are not conclusive.

Lexical variation.

4:6 paxkdv Loxbou

ropetito Tpyaa  (Und.13)

ropectio TpSaa  (EccP)

rophcThio Tipanum (Eccl)
Usually the noun Tipanune in Church Slavonic texts renders the Greek lexemes omoudn and
mpobuuie. In the interpolation the Greek noun poyoc is translated as Tipanue meaning
here ‘diligence’. Under the entry Tyanue Sreznevskij in his dictionary gives a quotation
from Ecclesiastes 2:11 in the Pandects of Antioch, 11" 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 Tpyaw. 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 yoddv Topevdivar eic olkov mévboug 1 8711 Topeudfval elg olkov moTov kKaboTL
T00TO TEAOC
BAFO XOAHTH B AOM'h NAAYA. NENEAH XOAUTH B Ao™ nnpa. noneme cie koneus (Und.13)
EAFO XOAHTL B AOMOY NMAAYA AH  XOAWTH B AOMOY TTHpA noNe” koneus (EccP)
BATO XOAH Bh AOM's MIAAUA NEHKEAH HTH B AOMs MH MUPOBN'LIK . IAKOHE KONENL (Eccl)
According to LLP the conjunctions mkoxe (comparative) and nonexe (causative) can both
translate the Greek kaoéti. Note the difference in translation of the Greek genitive of

possession oikov motou and also XOAMTH/ XOANTH/ Xoau/uTh. Eccl also differs from the

other two in the verb uru, the use of which could be deliberate.
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7:16 kol un codpilov
N mvapn ca (Und.13)
nn m8apn ¢4 (EccP)
N myaps  (Eccl)

Both Und.13 and EccP follow the standard Greek text more closely, having the form of

the imperative.

7:16 unmote
eaa koraa (Und.13)
eraa kor*a (EccP)
Aa Ne Kako (Eccl)

The use of conjunctions eaa koraa and aa we kako characterizes different redactions. There
may be an interaction of different traditions: eaa koraa being an earlier one and aa ne kako

a later one. The use of eaa ( eraa) koraa is characteristic of the archaic group of Psalter

MSS according to KaraCorova (1989:176).

7:17 pn doePriong oAy
nu sezuecTeyn  muoro (Und.13)
n ne selcTeSH muwro (EccP)
nu BeechTeyH geamn (Eccl)

7:19 €ovoralovtac Touc Bvtag ev T TOAeL
AecaTn weaapaymy o rpaat  (Und.13)
AECATH WBAAAALIM®  Bh Fpape (EccP)
ATH gaapakiopw®  Bwrpapk  (Eccl)

The lexeme gaapkioym* found in the Eccl is a sign of a different redaction.

7:21 kel ye elc mdvtag Tobg Adyouc ol¢ AxAngouciy
M BCA OYBO CAOBECA M€ BOZFAKT (Und.13)
nEcA”™  caoBeca mme BhTaRTh  (EccP)
MEO BCA  CAOBA. mme BhZmonBaTh (Eccl)

The use of the prefixed verb smzmoensnTu with the meaning ‘to speak’ could be a sign of
an East Slavonic editor/scribe since in the Church Slavonic and modern South Slavonic
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languages the main meaning of the word maweuTu is “to make noise’. Cf. also 8:4 on page
114,

144 4 ’ I4 A ’ \ ’ ’
7:22 OTL TA€LOTOKLG TOVNPEUOETHL O€ Kl KaBOBouC TOALLC KaKWOeL Kopdlay Govu

OTWG KL Y€ OU KATTPAOW E€TEPOUC

KO MNOTA¥SAK CAVKSIOTS TOEOK. WEXO ENTEMB WSAOBHTE MNOFMMs Cp'lLIE TBOE.

KO AA M TH KaAAh €ch APSria muoria. (Und.13)
KO MNOTAX'M  CASKOYIO' TOEBOK OBXOM‘eNie™ Nork wzaosn’  cp'ue Tgoe

AKO™ M TH KAAAL €CH APRIia. (EccP)
KO MNOTA¥ARI AVKABRCTEVETh TH M MNOTAKARI  WZAOEHTh cp'ue TEOE.
AKOME Thl KAATH nnkxh. (Eccl)

HP critical apparatus + moAiolc in MSS 157, 159, 298, 299, Ald.

The reading mworia in Und.13 corresponds to the variant moiiol¢ 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 &yobov Bupog

Bara mpocts (Und.13)
gara apocth (EccP)
garo mpocTh (Eccl)

At some earlier stage in the common tradition of EccC and EccP a scribe understood saro

as an adjective which should agree with the feminine noun mpecrs and consequently

changed the ending.

7:5 &vdpa Gkovovia Gope ahpovwy
m8#a camwapare nhenn sez8mumyxs  (Und.13)
Mmoy#a cakiwatpa  MEenn  BEZSMNEIMXS (EccP)
MYA  CAVILIAILIATO nE M BEZyMNAro (Eccl)
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HP MSS 106, 147, 157, 159, 261, 298. 299, Ald. dopata adpovwr: Boli &opate Acom.

b4 14 ’ 9 ’ b -~ ’ b ’ b -~
7:15 €otwv Sikerog amorilpevog €v dikaiw altod ... uévwy év KOK LY cUTOU

€CTh NPE*NKIM NOTKIBAIAM  B'h (BOEH NpaBA'K. ...NpeEBaa B ¢Boe saosk (Und.13)
€CTh NPABEANKIM NOrKBAA E'h CBOEH NPABAK ... npesBaa &k Snosk cgoen (EccP)
€ NPABEANK", Norusam B npagAk ero ... npesnim (Sic) 8w 7n06k € (Eccl)

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 Eccl.

7:3 dyoeBuvdnoetat kKopdlo
Bamut ¢4 cptue  (Und.13)
oysaamuT ca  cpue  (EccP)
OYBAH{MTI;,E\ cp’ue  (Eccl)

The prefixed verb oygaamuT ca could be a formally closer rendering of the Greek future
passive indicative 3 p. sing.verb dyabuveroetaL. A scribe might have been familiar with
the expression from Psalm 124:4 u oyBaamu ce cp(bab)ue emoy - Nyadlivln n kepdic

>~ 36
oLTOUV.

7:4 kol kepdie abpovwy
o cp'ue  E8HKH (Und.13)
n  cptue  sezoymuw’® (EccP)
o cpue  segymnnixs (Eccl)

The adjective s may have been perceived as slightly outdated and consequently

replaced with sezoymnin.
The divergences above could have resulted from lexical revision in the traditions of both

EccP and Eccl or a change by the scribe of Und.13. It is not known whether Und.13 was

innovative or conservative here.

* This quotation is taken from the LLP.
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Diagram.
15 shared verses with The commentary 1s the same in these
commentary 15 verses but the verses themselves
are not.
The 56 shared verses between EccC
P and EccP are similar, whereas the 38
‘ shared verses between Eccl and EccP
are not.
Proposed diagram for Thomson’s claim. Proposed diagram for
assuming plain text as primary.
Gk. Ecc Gk. Ecc + Com.

Ch.SI.Ecc plain Gk. com. Ecc

Ch.SI. Ecc Ch.St. Ecc + Com. \ /

Ch.SI1. contaminated
commentated version

copy with reduced
number of verses

Revision




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 14™ 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 Eccl) 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.”®

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 Eccl is embedded into the plain
text it is at least as old as group 1, so no later than the 15™ century. It is obvious that EccP
and Eccl 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.””

¥ Alekseev 1999:133-40.

* 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.

3% 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



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. Eccl 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 Eccl
might have been further reduced). However, this catena, though obviously fuller than the
existing Eccl 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 Eccl. 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 Eccl 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 Eccl 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 Eccl 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 | must admit that at
this stage of the investigation the puzzle posed by the relations between the versions
cannot be explained satisfactory.

[f 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 ¢8asm, cuano, 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 muican, 12:5 aApegeca,
etc.), at stage B 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 [ 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 1 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 of Ecclesiastes, 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, [ 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 nupa in 7:4 and &n sezakonsn 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 | 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 1 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 | 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, | 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 Eccl
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 |
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 7:18 1 also
raised the question: if EccP went back to the earliest version of the commentated text,
how did it get the reading ewzaepmaru 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 ewzaep#atn ca in EccP versus npunmatun ca in
EccC and Eccl) are more easily explained as the result of influence from the commentary

on EccC/Eccl than as the outcome of sporadic retranslation from Greek.



I'have only one example in 2:21 where the variant readings use and mko 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 Eccl 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 Eccl and when and where did it come into existence? Given that Eccl,
though clearly a different redaction, is on the whole closer to EccC and EccP than the
quotations discussed in chapter 3, could Eccl also derive from a fuller version of EccC
which has not survived?

[t 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" - 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™ century. This possibility is explored further in the next chapter.



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 FEcclesiastes have been overlooked.” 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 of Antioch and Pcéela (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™ century [zbornik were discussed in chapter 2.

[ start with the largest and the earliest body of quotations: 56 in total as they appear in
the Pandects of Antioch. This book, composed by the monk Antioch in the 7™ century, is
a guide to Christian morality and spirituality. * 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 | use the abbreviations PA for the Pandects of Antioch, M for Pcela. The continuous

text is quoted from GB, the commentated from Und.13. the interpolated from Pg.1.
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Bulgaria in the o™ century. They became known in medieval Russia soon afterwards as
the earliest extant East Slavonic manuscript dates from the 11" 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 of Antioch with

continuous and the commentated texts.

[t 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.

’ I4 3 !’ ? -~
7:7 611 f) oukodavtie Teprdépel coddV kel GTOALUGL THY Kepdlay €UTOVLNG XUTOV
KAEBETANHE BHZMARLITAETE MRAPAATO. U NOTOYEAETh cplie Baaropoausaare PA (39; 64,14:2-3)
KAGBETA  ARCTH' MBAPArS  pAcAaBAE’  cp'ue BATkA moym ero GB

The translator of PA later probably misread ebtovieg as ebyeviac.

*The Greek text is published by Migne, 1865 (PG, v. 93. col. 1428-1849).
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) T 3 \ ’ - - ’ \ ~ . - 1 )
8:16 €v ol¢ €dwka TNV kapdlav wov Tol yvEVeL codiay kol ToL LOELY TOV TepLOTAOMOV
\ ’ LA -~ - e ’ b ’ \ ) \ e ) - - ~
TOV TETOLNUEVOV €Tl TRC YN OTL KoL Y€ €V MUEPY Kal €V VUKTL LYoV €V 0pONAUOLS
] ~ 2 ” ’
oLTOD OUK €0TLY PAeTwv
Bh NHX'h K€ AAXh CPALLE MOE NOZNATH rphxh Mmou H BUAKTH MAKLBENHE CHTROPENOE NA ZEMAH.

AKO U Bh ABNE U B'h NOLITH. ChiN'h OUYH 'O N'ECTE BUAALITH. PA (14; 26, 3:5-8)
B NHX'h AAXB cp e Mmoe paz8mETH MOyApO" u exie BUAKTH neuenie cTBOPENOE NA Zeman.
AKO B ANE M B NOIIM  CNA B'h OUTK cBoel NheTh BHAA GB

A scribe or the translator perhaps made a mental slip by associating the first part of the
verse yvovalr codplav with the expression yvover oueptier from the Psalm 50:5 and
Psalm 31:5. A copyist possibly misread the last letter w as syllable ro in the word ouitw.

Popovski divides the text as follows: ro nkere, while Amfiloxij reproduces it in one word.

9:8 &v TavTL KULPG) €0TWONY LUATLY OOU A€UK® Kl €Aatov €Tl KedbaAny oou pm

: ,

VOTEPTIONTW

AA BRAOYTH B'h BCE BpEMA PHZK TBOA BEALI. U Macno Na Taash TEOKM A4 Ne ockmARKTH. PA
(91; 135, 66-7)

E'b BCAKO BPEMA A4 CBTh pHZId TEOA EBAK H MACAA APEBANATO A4 NE AHWIMT ca raaga TeoA GB

10:8 kel koBoLpodvte dpoyndv dnEetar altov OdLg
H OPALLITAATO onaoTH xonuTh wzmun PA (49; 77, 3:5)

M NoTpeEAAIAre orpap8  oyrpuzue’ u smia GB

H Wemaan nao*.  oyzpure  Zemui Eccl

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.



5:12 appwotia
NenpassAa awTa PA (12; 24, 9: 4-9)
NEAYHSLE PA (119; 176, 33-35)
NEASI® GB

5:15 1) poyOel €ig dvepov

H TPOYA'L kro Bk BETpHh PA (12;JP, 24,9)
W ovenani €ro v noAeurs 8w kTpn PA (119; 176, 37)
n" ek’ B mupn GB

6:8 5L0TL 0 TEVT
zane  nuyprun PA (9; 20, 7)
zanewe oysornu PA (119; 176, 42)
none™ wuyiv - GB, Und. 13

8:5 pfjua TovMpoOV
geero 7naa PA (79; 116, 60)
taazuaa  PA (1145170, 93-4)
raa a8kaga 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 kal qvotdfc TPoowWTw adTod uLombnoeTaL
BECTOVABNBIN #S€ AHLEM'B CBOMME g7hNeNaBuA BN BovakTs PA (16; 29, 2:2-3)
H EECTOVALNLH AHLEM® g7uNeNaBuA kNt BovakTs PA (32; 56, 8:2-4)
H BECTSANKIH AULLEMB cgoumn EhzZNeNagiaA kit s8aeTh 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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2:11 poyuk mou PA - mon povik GB; 4:10 ko awre PA - aipe mko GB: 5:11 cAarbE® ¢k
pasoy PA - conn cnapokm pas8 GB

10:14 mnomure PA - 8mnomurn GB; 5:3 oshipa PA - oskyaewn GB; 4:12 oykpEnaaeTh

PA - oyrphmut ca GB; 5:14 npuae PA - uzuae GB; 5:5 pazgrwheaers ca PA - npornksaets
¢ GB

4:12 wmoy PA - cemoy GB; 11:10 cgoero PA - Tgoero GB; 10:4 T4 PA - ua GB: 5:12 1o
PA - wno GB

5:16 a gscu Anme PA - u 8ew nwe Aanu GB

1:8 mawteg ol Adyor €ykomol
BCAKO cnAoBo Tpovasno PA (91; 134, 24)
Bca caogeca TpSana. GB

1:13 tod keteokepacbul év TH codin
nocmoTputh npkmoyapoctur PA (14; 25, 2-4)
cheBTHTH MBApocTH GB

1:13 mepromaopor Tovnpov
mangenne ato  PA (14; 25, 2-4)
noneuenie aA8kago GB

cf. also 2:26, 5:13

1:13 mepromaobor
masgutu PA (14; 25, 2-4)
neyv. GB

2:11 mownuacty
Teopenua PA (14; 25-6, 6-9)

creopenan GB

2:26 cddppooivny
papocTh PA (14; 26, 2-8)
geceaie GB, Und.13



2:26 TepLOTAOUOV
manheenne PA (14; 26, 2-8)
neyenie GB

noneuenie Und.13
cf. also 1:13, 5:13

3:1 xpovog
akTo PA (91;134, 12)
roas GB

3:7 AoA€ly
gkiparu PA (91;134, 13-14)
ratn GB

3:20 emiotpedel
B'hCEAH CA PA (14; 26, 2:9)
ghzepapaT ca GB

4:1 to¢ oLKOPUVTLIC
KAEBET kI PA (39; 64, 13:1-4)

wkaegeTania GB

4:9 &yobot
ovrnswa PA (80; 118, 64-5)
sara GB, Und.13, Eccl

4:10 kol oVt
a artk PA (80; 118, 65-70)
nrope GB, Und. 13

4:11 kounbaoLy
sovaete PA (2; 10, 2:2-3)
oyendTa GB, Und. 13

5:2 meprLonmaopod
nanactuu PA (84; 124 1: 21-4)
uck8ca GB
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5:3-4 by 10 6ec
moauTex Fx_PA (106; 156, 156-60)
oskTh kb 58 GB

5:3-4 un xpoviong
ne oyknenn PA (106; 156, 156-60)
ne Smeann GB

5:4 ayadov
aospke PA (106; 156, 156-60)
saro GB

6:2 avnp E€voc
crpansns PA (119; 176, 40-1)

4™ m8:x:6 GB

6:8 katevavty thc {wic
npkmo wuzum  PA (119; 176, 42), PA (9: 20, 7)
npotues wueor8 GB, Und. 13

7:4 adppovwv
sezoymbibiXxs PA (90; 133, 27-8)
EEZSMNLI® GB, Eccl.
BRHX'h Und.13

7:5 ayobov
aosphie PA (82;121, 51-2)
saro GB, Und.13, Eccl

7:9 v kOATR
Na nonk PA (24; 42, 8:1-2)
g Nkapk* GB

7:10 al TpoTepaL
npkmannnn PA (28; 51, 17:2-4)
APEBHiH GB

7:16 ToAV
7hkao PA (44; 71, 3:3-4)
geamu GB
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7:16 neprLooa
anxo PA (44:; 71, 3:3-4)
geamun GB
nzanwe Und.13
amwe  Eccl

7:16 ekmhayiic
oyknonniuk ca PA (44; 71, 3:3-4)
nz8mbkewn ca GB

7:17 v o0 kalpd
Bn sezroauk PA (38; 63, 15:2-4)
gk Bpema GB
ne 8o pema Und.13, Eccl

7:21 AainoouvoLv
chekwraxts PA (31 55, 5:1-2)
B TARTh GB, Und.13
BhZMOABATHL EcCI

7:26 ooyfival
negoans PA (18; 33, 13:2-6)
cktu GB

7:26 eEnLpednoetal
nzats sovAeTs PA (18; 33, [3:2-6)

uzeniuT ¢ GB

7:26 cuAANUGONCETIL
OVBAZNETh PA (18; 33, 13:2-6)

ne wea” B3AeTh GB

9:10 eVpn
umate PA (98; 143, 52-3)
ospape’ GB
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9:18 okeln ToAEUOU
cuexAa Bpann - PA (101147, 71-2)
che8AL paTiw® GB

10:18 1 doKwoLC
napemaa  PA (36:JP, 61, 6:2-3)
crpontueo GB

The translator possibly misunderstood 1 éokwatg - ‘roofing’ which is a neologism in the

LXX and associated it with the more familiar noun 1 mpoodokie - “expectation’ and

translated it accordingly as waaemaa. The corrupted reading crponTtueo is discussed in

chapter 1, page 31.

10:20 €v topLelolc KOLTWYWY
B ChKPOBHIITHXE aoa cgoro PA (31; 55, 5:3-6:1)
BE KAKTH 0¥ NHLMU cBOEH GB

10:20 amoloetl
orwneTs PA (31; 55, 5:3-6:1)

aonece” GB
11:9 yvabL
ovehkman PA (18; 33, 13:8-11)
paz8men GB
11:9 0 8ebc
re PA (18; 33, 13:8-11)
v GB

cfalso 5:3-4, 12:13

11:10 Tepayaye
mumosean PA (24; 42, 3:3-4)
npugean GB



[1:10 movnptav
uassoy  PA (24; 42, 5:3-4)
a8kaecTEa GB

12:1 o0 ktloavtog
chzAaBhlwAaro PA (23; 41, 4:2-5)
creopware  GB

12:13 tov Beov
ra PA (127; 188, 31-2)
sra 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™ century, and entered into the text by all other manuscripts.

2:11 &v poydw & €uoydnou
(oycHABE) NA ThIITANME UMb #€ ThwTaxs cd PA (14;25-6, 6-9)
Bh TP3AL urce nocnkim® GB

3:10 mepLomaouov
(Tnipanui) sputenn PA (91;135, 61-3)
neyenie GB

9:12 81t kel ye olk €yvw
ko Ne (pazoymbersn) oygkern PA (91; 135, 58-9)
nuse pazimk GB

Out of 56 quotations only the quotation in 5:9 awsamu ¢peBPo. NE NACWITHTH ca cpeBpa. 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
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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 FEcclesiastes 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 13th century.
The text was published by Semenov (1893) from an East Slavonic manuscript of the 15"
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. >

4:6 600 Spak@V UoxOou
ABOH Npuropym ¢k ponTanums M (398, 7-10)
ABOK MOPECTio TPSAA GB, Und.13, PA
ABOIO FOPLCTHIO TLIANHIA Eccl

51 use the identification of the quotations from Ecclesiastes in P&ela made by Makeeva and Pi¢xadze
(2000:91).
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5:2 mepLoTaouob
HCKOVWENNR (TELPaOUOD) °M (375, 3-4)
HCKBcaA GB, Und.13

NAMACTHH PA

7:2 eic olkov mEVBoug
Bk AOM'h nevaashsin M (259, 21-3)
B AOMOY MAAYA GB
B'h AOM'B NIAAUA Und.13, Eccl
B'h ANb MAAYA PA

7:6 dwvn TRV aKavORY
raa TPOCThHIN U TepnoENk M (372, 15-7)

raa’ tpwiia GB, Und.13, Eccl, PA

A. 1. 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
Pi¢xadze (2004:88) observed this peculiarity in the quotations from the biblical books in

Pcela.

10:12-13 kotamovtioboLy olTov
norpoyzutan M (358, 5-8)
noronaaera ero GB
NOTONATh H PA

10:13 kol €0xdTn OTORATOC TOD TepLdEPELR TOVTPL
M nocAkAOK® OYCTh €ro Kpoyrs aoykaes M (358, 5-8)
M NOCAEANAA B¢Th € aecTh aBkaga... GB

® 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 mepiomaopdc — ‘distraction’, ‘worry’ and
Telproudc - ‘temptation’, ‘enticement’ is found in the textual tradition of the LXX. Cf. the translation of
TepLomaopdc as (no)neuewie in 1:13,2:23, 2:26, 3:10, 4:8, 5:13, 5:19, 8:16 in the EccP.
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\ -~ 2 ’ b ’ \ \ ’
10:19 kat Tob apyvplov emakoloetat oLy T TaVTA

GpEBpPOY BCcAULCKA NOCAOVIILCTEOBANA GBATE M (126, 28-9)
W CPEEPA NOCABIIAK BCAYRCKAM GB

11:9 kel yv@d6L OTL €mL mioL Toutolg &L o€ 6 PedC €V Kpioel
paz8mEH camMs CA, MKO O ECEMB CeMh BEAETh Ta Bh Bh coyAs M (340, 26-9)
pAZEMEH ko w BCk® cu* ... npuBeA€e” TA En na 8 GB
H e OYBE¥ AL Bh BReEXh NRTEXD. KO NPUBEAETS TA 'k Na cRA® PA

12:13 Tov Beov doPod kul T €vtoric avtod GpuAncoe
B4 BOM ¢cA, ZanogkAn kro xpanu cese M (223, 10-2)
Bra 6ou ca u Zanoskan ero xpawu  GB
BhZEOM CA Ba. U Xpann Zanoskab ero PA

12:14 mav 10 molnua [...] v Towtl Tapewpauevy
Bco TBAph [...] 80 Bce™ npuznpaemn (npuzpums) M (297-8, 27-3)
BCE CTPOEHIE [...] Beakomn npezphnne™ 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.
1Y — 2 of the Izbornik ' 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.

[PpAATS #€ TH KCTh MAKHl BEAHK®. N'h MNE Madh. MANO € B'h NEMb H MOYHHH. U NIPHAE u'ps
BEAHK'h. H OBMCTO\(HM H TBhpAblO. v 5k Bn l‘pdA'k TOMbA MO\{’H{h NHLIb N'h MO\(Ap'b. HTh MO\(?’{I;
diice rpaas. Cf. the text from GB 9:14-15 rpa® maan. n moyin 8 NEMB MAnS. W NPIHAE LUph
BEAMKD M WKPOTH W' ... 15, ospaye” “ B Nemb M8%h NUD U MBAPR H T cniceTh rpa’

MEAPOCTIIO CBOEI.

” Watrobska, 1987:1-2.
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| 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.®

Kliment of Smolensk (7 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 Vme, Tpepemennonaetelnol, (sic) ne ckopo cm nperopruer. (Ponyrko, 1992:132)
oye TphnepemENBNG NE CKOPO ¢ NpeThprieTh. [zb.
M BPhEL TPLIIPAMENNAA HE CKOPO OThPhKETh cA. PA
H BEPEL TPEMAETNII CKOPO NE NEPEPBST CA. GB
H BEPBB TPEMAENA NE CKOPO PACTOPINE' CA. Und.13

11:2 Aa e vacTh ceamu, Tave u ocmomy (Ponyrko, 1992:133)
AA¥b YACTh CEAMH. TAYE H ocmomoy. zb.
AAMAL YACTh CE*MH M BOH ¢A * GB
AA¥b YACTR CEAMH TAYE WCMOMY Eccl

(* 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

® My choice of editions is dictated mainly by the factor that their editors identified and marked quotations
from Ecclesiastes. .
® The quotation 4:12 appears on f. 161 and 11:2 on f. 176 of the 1zbornik.
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either the passages from the Izbornik or its early prototype as one of his sources."" 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™ or

early 12™ centuries.

Skazanie o Borise i Glebe. "'

The Tale and Passion and Eulogy of the Holy Martyrs Boris and Gleb.

BLCE COVIETA M COVIETHIE COVKTHIO BOYAH. (p. 45, 10 a, 10)
1:2 GRe" c3eTheTBIA Bcaubckam cxeTa GB
12:8 c8eTa c8eTheTin peue ZEOPHUKS Bca ckaa SetTa GB

Fennell and Obolensky (1969: 160) give a reference to verse 12:8 in Ecclesiastes, but it

could equally be 1:2.

He BhZMOMETh YABK'S FAATH U NE NACKITHTL CIa OKO ZbpETH H NE NATRANHTL Ca OYXO
cAKiWANNRE, peue ekaucuacTs (p. 58, 18 6, 5)
1:8 NE BBZMOIKETh MOYHSh FAATH. NE NACHITHT CA OKo ZpRTH. NH HCIATRUT A 8XO CAKILIANIA

GB

' Modern researchers (Ponyrko, 1992:97-114) infer that the compiler of the Izbornik may h‘ave used' the
similar fragments from the letter of Kliment of Smolensk and the commentary of Niketas of Heracleia.
"' Quoted from Uspenskij sbornik, 1971.
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Kievo-Pelerskij paterik. '2

The Paterik of the Kievan Caves Monastery.

Slovo 21.

(NE BO €CTh NE OBEIPATH cia, NeEwsean oBRyasly cra, ne BuzaaTH. (p. 120)
5:4 saro €” Ne wekyagaTh ca an exce wekipaTn ca Waatu. (GB)
aospke ne oskiparTu. nexsean oskyaru u ne BuzaaTu. (PA)

Kirill of Turov (+ 1182)."3

Kirill of Turov was a famous rhetorician whose compositions were popular during the

medieval period.

On the tale of a layman.

H peun Gonomonckid O cyeTue, cyerow syan! (TODRL, 12, p.352)
1:2 G8e" c3eTheTRIA BCAuncKaa cxeTa (GB)

Poslanie nekoego starca k bogoblazennomu Vasiliju o skimé. '

Epistle of a certain elder to the blessed archimandrite Basil.

H naue: Ayue ne oskipaTn cm, newean oshyasum e, ne BozaaTu. (Ponyrko, 1992:168)
5:4 BAFO € Ne oBkilagaTn ca an ence wekyatu ca Waatn.  (GB)

2 Quoted from Biblioteka...vol. 4, 1997.

" 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.

" Quoted from the publication of Ponyrko (1992:155-65), who attributes this letter to Kirill of Turov.
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Poslanie Jakova ¢ernorizca ko knjazju Dmitriju Borisovicu.

Epistle of Jacob to prince Dimitry.

Ponyrko, who published this epistle, assumes that it was written after 1276. possibly
between 1281-88.

7:26 GOAOMON BO, ....BceMn ZanoBEAA U raaroam: ...H NEBOA® BO cepAlle em, H chTH vAK em

(M 761 B pyKY €M, u aogaenme seckar em add. in some MSS) (Ponyrko, 1992:199)."°
7:26 ... €cTh A0BHTBA M ChTh ¢p*ua ea H ch8ZH AEEH ea pBKKI e GB

Slovo Daniila Zato¢nika.'®

These passages from Daniil the Exile seem to be distant reminiscences of Ecclesiastes.

Oum BO MYAPKIX #EAAIT BAATKY, A BEZYMNATO - Aomy nupa. (p. 278)
cf . 7:2-4 ...an XxoAuTh B Aomoy nupa [...] n cp'ue seZ8mNbY & Aom8 Beceaia '

Aknwe camwaTn nphnne ymuky, Nu#ean NakazZanua seZymukiX. (p. 278)
cf. 7:5 BATo €” cAWATH ZaNpeLpenie moyHa. naue moyxa casiwapa mhenb sez8muungt (GB)
BAMO CAKILIATH NPEYIENTE MYAPATS. Naue mBx<a camttatpars nkens sez8muwxn. (Und.13)

In the text of Ecclesiastes there is npewenne - ‘reproof” and not npkwue - ‘dispute’.

18
Povest” vremennyx let.

Russian Primary Chronicle.

AT BO TPAAY TOMY, B NEMHZE KNIAZE (N
cf. 10:16 rope Tesk rpaae emoy™ uph Teou 8nn. GB

" 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.

' Quoted from Biblioteka...1997, vol. 4, p. 278.

" The quotation 7:4 in the Pandects and Daniil the Exile may have an affinity with EccP and Eccl as they
have similar wording.

** Quoted from Biblioteka...1997, vol. 1, p.184.
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Ecclesiastes was not used liturgically and therefore could have been known 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.

Suprasl’skij sbornik 19

3:4 gpkma naakaTh ca BpEma cannth ca (f. 356, 14)
Ephma naakaTH ca n BpEma kaanmTu ca (f. 364, 12)
BpEMA NAAKATH ca U Bpema cnknaTu ca. (GB)

Euchologium Sinaiticum.

5:4 kKo CAOBO PEYE. NE NOMOANTH CA. AH NOMOALLLIO TH CA\ NE BBZAATH. (f. 91a 23-25)
garo € ne wekiagaTH ca an exce wekatu ca Waaru (GB)

. oy . 20
Domentnan, Zivot sv. Simeona.

11:9 Becean c€ ONOLLE Bb WNOCTH cBokn (241)
RECEAU ca SNOTO Bk SnocTH cgoen GB

" The two quotations below are taken from the publication of Dunkov. 1995.
** All examples are quoted from Stanojevi¢ and Glumac. 1932.
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Danilo, Danilov uéenik i nastavljaci

[:2 no raaroaliToMoy: Baca Bo ZemabNknxh cokyTa covieyTh [K.b.: covieyTheTen] H Bhee
[k.b.: Bacaunckam] coyiera (968)

C8e" ¢R3eThCTBIA BCAYnCKAA cxeTa GB

4:9-10 oyHbiLa EO ABA NAYE KAHNATO EAHNOMOY BO ATE (1034)
BATA ABA A" EAMNATO. .. rope Toms8 eaunoms GB
EAFA ABA MAYE EAHNOTY Eccl
OYNBLIA BO ABA Naue kANNOTO [...] 4 aloTh kaunomoy . PA

Konstantin Filozof, Zivot despota Stevana Lazarevica.

1:16 Gonomon kraa raaroateTs: Maue Backy GiiBbluMMy npkxae mene 66 Kpocanumk (1475)
nave gckX ume siwA npesse mene b iep umk 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.



Conclusions.

In the medieval period Ecclesiastes remained a book which was more frequently
commented on rather than quoted from. ?' 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" 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™ 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—lSIh
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.' 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.? 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.> 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. * 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

' 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’s time 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: *[lpu BbIABACHHM NEPEBEACHHBIX MedoavemM TEKCTOB MOXKHO
PYKOBOACTBOBATHCA CEAYIOUMMH KPHTEPHAMH: EAMHCTBOM TEKCTA B KHPWIIMYECKUX CITMCKaX W B
rnaronnueckom 6pesuapui’ (Alekseev, 1988:128). 1t appears that in his work Alekseev consulted only the
publication of Evseev (1917:17-9) without directly referring to Vajs™ edition of Ecclesiastes.

* Alekseev, 1999:144.

* 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.” 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, Ecclesiasticus 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.® In contrast to the
fragments from the books of the Sapiential collection that are present in the missal, " the
earliest known text of Ecclesiastes is to be found in the breviary. The earliest copy dates
from the end of the 13™ 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.

> For criticism of Alekseev’s argument see Thomson, 1998:645.
® Reinhart, 1986:77-84. .
" 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."®
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.”

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 10™ 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 Mihaljevi¢
and Reinhart (2005).

® 1t seems plausible to assume that Christianisation happened as a result of Aquileian missionary activity
since Croatia was under Frankish rule; more likely that it was an ongoing process rather than a single act
(Vlasto, 1970:187-207).

10 Vaviinek, 1978:255-8. 1t 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."?

The discouragement of the liturgy in Church Slavonic could not have been very
successful, since it is apparent that in the mid-11" century it was still widely used in
Croatian 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."* 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 9™ century.
The following centuries, 11" - 15", 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 Klai¢ 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.

* Fine, 1983: 270-73. - ‘
" The gaps in documents do not allow us to determine with any degree of certainty either the parameters of

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; Mihaljevi¢ and Reinhart. 2005: 31-82.



180

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" century.
but the earlier period remains obscure."> Among other non-liturgical sources the first Life
of St 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.'®

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."” Prior to the 12" 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 12" 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 12" 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.'® In accordance with recognized convention the Glagolitic Church

Slavonic text is transliterated into the Latin alphabet. In determining the language of the

1> See, for example, inscriptions of the Baska tablet, the Valun tablet. and the Plomin tablet from the 1 1t

century (Fuci¢, 1999).
0 Florja et al (2000, 7-8) with reference to Vajs (1929); cf. also Mares, 1985:177-81; Vlasto., 1970:90-2.
v Jagi¢, 1913:9-64. See also the recent publication by Dimitrova and Anguseva. 2002:182-96.

'® 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 re'lationship between the Croatian Church Slavonic manuscripts of
Ecclesiastes is still not elucidated fully.'”” 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  nasééh' [nasadih" N 1, 2] - consevi

2:26  daet' [darova Pr.,N 1,2] *° - dedit

19 | 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.

 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 (Illyricum 5 in the Vatican library).
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3:17 gospod' [bog" Pr.] - Deus

5:10  pol'znouet [ pilzouet' Pr., (sic!) prospéet' N 2] - prodest
10:8 kacka [kaca Pr., N 4, gad' N 1] - coluber

10:16 gospodin' mlad' [kral' 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'zvéscaet se [vzvrasCaet' se N 1, 2] - regreditur
4:12 rastegnet' [rastrgnet’ N 1] — rumpitur
5:12  sladost' [slabost’ Pr., N 2] — infirmitas

10:7 sédedce [hodesce po Pr., N 1] — ambulantes

5:1 boudet' tebé sl(a)va tvoé [ boudout’ ... slovesa Codd.*'] - pauci sermones

5:14 ot iméni svoih' [ot ousilié 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.

' From Vajs’ edition it is not always clear to which MSS his references are given i.e. Pr.. N 1, 2 or others.



Three groups of words in the Croatian C hurch 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. ** 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. [ 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). 2

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.

= On phonetic, grammatical and lexical croatisation in Croatian Church Slavonic see works of Vrana.
1975, Moszyniski. 1986:11-21. Reinhart, 1990:193-241.
¥ Lur’e. 1988, 133-5.



Loan words directly borrowed from the Latin text into Croatian.

vr'¢ —urceus
2:8 et urceos in ministerio ad vina fundenda
1 vr' ¢e na sluZenie k nal€vaniju vina

Miklosich and Skok consider it to be a loan word borrowed directly from Latin.

raun'-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' svétom' 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-circulus
1:6  etin circulos suos regreditur
v" okrigli svoem' vzvrascaet' se

184
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Miklosich lists the word okrislo - tabernaculum “tent” as specific to the Glagolitic
manuscript tradition; his datum is confirmed in the Lexicon linguae palaeoslovenicue.
In Rjecnik hrvatskoga ili 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's¢ina-cassa
2:26 et cassa solicitudo mentis
i t'S¢ina 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'zvéscenie

cf. modern Serbo-Croat Arliti-pohrliti-‘to rush, hurry’.

bantovanie-calumnia
5:7  si vederis calumnias egenorum
as¢e 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" century in Kajkavian legal documents.
Damjanovié¢ (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 ni¢toze m'nka [ Pr. mankaet'] dusi ego ot vs€h
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Skok gives the verb manjkati “to be lacking" for example from the 13" century Zukon

vinodolski, cf. modern Serbo-Croat manjkati *to be missing. lacking’. It is probably

borrowed through Italian from Latin mancus. mancare.

izmet'k' -abortivus
6:3  quod melior illo sit abortivus

€ko 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 OIld Russian text Poucenie llii 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.

I€ki-velut
7:1 et tempore quo velut umbra
i vréme 1éki sén' 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. Jagi¢ (1913, 418) regards the word
léky as a later Pannonian or Croatian interpolation. The expression léky according to
Jagi¢ 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

x o 24
among Cakavian islanders.

 Jagi¢, 1913: 204.
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nor -stultus
7:5 quam stultorum adulatione decipi
neze norih' I'stiju prél'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 éko praska diracie gorusca pod' 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'$¢ad'-vanitas
7:16  vidi in diebus vanitatis mea
vidéh v' dni t's¢adi moee
cf.also 9:9; 11:10
This is a Croatian word with the same root ‘t’§t” as the previous one. Skok defines the

meaning as ‘damage, harm, pity’.

zam'Cnica-laqueus
7-27  mulierem quae lagueus venatorum est
yenu i zam'¢nicu lovescih

The word zamdica is found in the Rjecnik hrvatskoga ili srpskoga jezika as a feminine

derivative from the word zamka ‘snare’.

mestr' -artifex
9:11 nec 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
uést' i kacka
In Rjecnik hrvatskoga il srpskoga jezika the word kacka. kaca is attested in a 16"
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-kacka, Czech kacka, Polish kacska *duck’.

plemenit' — nobilis
10:17 cuius rex nobilis est

eeze (sic) gospodin' 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. %> 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 1l Macc. 4:7, and Sreznevskij
equates it with the Russian adjective gznaTwem 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 ra¢unom'’ s'stavljajut se kosti v &révé truh'lé

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, maci ‘to move from one place to another’ is attested in mon.
Croat.1451 in the Rjecnik hrvatskoga ili srpskoga jezika, cf. modern Serbo-Croat

maknuti ‘to move’.

 See Foster, 1997:564.
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omendula — amigdalum
12:5  florebit amigdalum
procvatet omendula

Skok describes the noun as a loan-word into Croat from Greek auvydaan “fruit” and

apuyocdov “tree”. However, I tend to agree with Vasmer that it is more likely to be a

direct loan-word from late Latin amendola “almond" .®

kobilica- lucusta
[2:5  inpinguabitur lucusta
1 otlstéet' 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 jazvka XI-
XVII vekov 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
€ko ideté Cloveék" v dom' vécanstvi€ 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™ century May Menaion:

#HEOTA NPRTTro NpUuALpAm cia BRYUNOBATH ¢ XPMb ChIIOAOEH CR.

motuzac-funis
12:6  rumpatur funis argenteus
skrusit se motuzac' srebrni

“® See also the entry in Ernout and Millet (1939: 123).
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Vasmer considers the word moruz “rope. lace” to be a compound formed from the verb

motat” "to spin” and *voz™ from “knot’. “to make a knot'. cf. modern Serbo-Croat

matuzica.

kokulica- vitta
12:6 et recurrat vitta aurea
i priteet' kokulica zlata

In the Lexicon linguae palaeoslovenicae we find the word kokul® (m.) with a quotation
from the Euchologium Sinaiticum 100a: Zenam kokulju s 'njati, cf. modern Croatian

kukuljica (1.) “head cover with the opening for eyes".

Words belonging to the older layer of the OCS lexicon.

esSut' -vanitas
1:2 vanitas vanitatum omnia
esSut' esut' 1 vsa esut’

cf. also 2:21; 2:26; 4:4; 5:6; 5:9; 7:7; 8:14; 12:8.

The OCS adverb asur' means ‘in vain, without reason’, while the Old Czech noun jesut
has a different meaning-‘vanity’. In the Lexicon linguae palaeoslovenicae esut' is attested
in the Croat Glagolitic sources only, while asur' occurs in the text of the quotations from
the Psalter in several early manuscripts, not only Croatian but Russian and Bulgarian as
well: Clozianus, Grigovi¢ev parimejnik, Praxapostolus Slepensis, Homiliae s. Gregorii
Magni nenavidjaséii mene asut’ - ot pLoolvtéc pe dwpeav Psalterium Sinaiticum 34:19.
In Sreznevskij’s dictionary asut' is illustrated with the same quotation from the translated
texts of the 11th century: Gregory of Nazianza and the Pandects of Antioch. Jagi¢
thought that the occurrence of asut' in the Psalter supports its Moravian origin.”’

The editors of the Etimologiceskij slovar’ slavjanskix jazykov agree with Jagi¢ that asut’

is an ancient, though certainly Western Slavonic, almost definitely Czech dialect word

7 However. he is less clear when speaking about the expressions: esut’. sueta, t5¢ad" and referring them to
three different layers: Glagolitic, Cyrillic and Croatian. See Jagi¢. 1913:396.
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and consequently it isjustiﬁably characterised as a Moravianism. | assume that esur’ and

asut' differ only phonetically because esur’ is a Bohemism.

snaga-industria
2:18  detestatus sum omnem industriam meam

otv'rgoh i vsaku snagu moju
In the Lexicon linguae palaeosiovenicae 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 ili 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.

résné-verum
9:2 ita ille qui verum deierat
[N 2 add. tako i on" ize résné bé bozi ]

résnota-veritas
12:10 ac veritate plenos

1 résnoti plna
The word résnota - alnbeia, veritas is part of the OCS vocabulary according to the
evidence presented in the Lexicon linguae palaeoslovenicae. The adjectives résn' and
résnotiv'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 résnota is listed with
reference to the translated texts of the Psalter (12th century) and Ephraim of Syria (14th

century). The noun résnost is listed in Rjecnik hrvatskoga ili 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 résnota ‘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 re¢i neudobnih
cuncta res difficiles
BCA CAOBECA TPSANA
TOVTEC OL AOYOL €yKOTOL



1:8 vyprostréti slovom
explicare sermone
FAATH
TOU AQAELY

1:13  préd'polozih’ v"' umé moem'
proposui in animo meo
BBA'Xb Cp'Le MOE
€dwKe TNV Kapdlay Hou

1:13  pod' sl'cem'
sub sole
NOA's NECEMB
UTO TOV 0oLPAVOV

cf. also 2:1, 3:1

1:14  umucenie duha
adflictio spiritus
HZBOAENIEMB AXA

TPOXLPESLE TVELHITOG

cf also 2:11;2:17;2:22;4:16

1:17 imisl' moé
et mens mea
n cpie moe
Kepdiey pov

cf. also 2:15;2:23

2:3 i um' moi
ut animum meum
cpiue moe
KepOLy OV

2:8  CaSeiyvrce
scyphos et urceos

EUNNHKE H BHNNHLLA
b I4

olvoydov Kol 0Lr0Y00C



194

2:8 stvorih mné pésni i pésnivce [N1. 2 pésnivce i pésnivice]
feci mihi cantores et cantrices
fTB?pM NOKAA, MO\(‘HCKA HOAO\‘ H #{ENCKA
€moinod poL Gdovtag Kol goovses

The textual variant pésnivce-‘male singers™ and pésnivice — female singers of the MSS
Novianum | and 2 is closer to the standard Latin text than the one in Vrbnik MS

where we find pésni “songs’ and pésnivce ‘male singers’.

2:12  césara s'zdatla svoego

regem factorem suum
B cakah Bek® !

0Tlow TAC BouARg
I -cgk™ gr. I, Rum.204, Sof., gr.3

2:26  pecal'stva misli
cassa sollicitudo mentis
HZBOAENIE AXA
TPOULPETLE TVEVUATOS

3:21 duh' ¢ed' adamovih’
spiritus filiorum Adam
AXB CNW® YAYRCK™R
mvedua LidY Tod Gvhpwmou

4:8 umucenie gor’se
adflictio pessima
MNEYENTE ARKABNO
TEPLOTOOLOC TOVUNPOC

5:9 ne napl naet se skrovisci
non implebitur pecunia
NE NACKITHT CA CPEBPA
o0 TAnoONoeTaL apyvpiov

. v . A 28

5:13 i umuceno i préljuto
in adflictione pessima
g nevenin ASkasnk

¢y TIEPLOTHOULE TOVNPW

% The change in grammar in the Croat text is not clear to me.



6:9 umucenie duha
praesumptio spiritus
WZBOAENTE AXA
TPOXLPEGLE TVEDUNTOC

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.

[t is generally assumed that the biblical translations are characterized by an extremely
faithful literalistic approach.”” 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 ¢e imat' ¢lovék'
quid habet amplius homo
YTO UZhOBHATE YAKS
Tic meprooetla TG aVOPWTW

*® See for example. Brock, 1979:69-87 and Barr, 1979.



There is no equivalent for amplius in the Croatian Glagolitic version. Cf. also 3:9: 6:8.

2:13

3:19

3:19

2:11

6:9

4:14

toliko prévshodit' mudrost’ bezumie

tantum praedeceret sapientia stultitiam

AKO™ ECTh HZOBUATE MBAPOCTH NAYE BeZ8Mia

OTL €0TLV TepLooeia Tf codia Lmep THY ddppooivny

€koze umiraet' ¢lovék' tako i oni umirajut’
sicut moritur homo sic et illa moriuntur

AKO CMPTh CEFO TAKO. TAKO (SIC) CMPTh cero

w¢ 0 Bovatoc TouTou OUTWS 0 AEVaToC TOUTOU

t'kmeno disut

simileter spirant

n AXs Bk

kel Trelpe €v Tolg TaoLY

Infinitive-noun

i niktoze prébiti pod' slI'ncem'’

et nihil permanere sub sole

n NECTh HZBOAENTA NOA™ CANLE"

Kol OUK €0TLV Teplooeia UTO TOV MALov

luce est vidéti
melius est videre
EAT0 AKania OubK
2 \ (¥4 b -~
ayebov opope opBaALWY

Noun-infinitive

vzidet' na césarstvo
egrediatur ad regnum
WZUAE" Up TEOBATh

¢Eereloetar Tob Paotiebont

196



197

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

3:2

3:3

34

ne nasiS¢aet se oko vidénié

non saturatur oculis visu

NE NACKITHT ca OKko ZpkTH

oUk €uminoBnioetar dpPaALOC Tob Opav

vréme saeni€ i vréme podr'tié

tempus plantandi et tempus evellendi

BPEMA CAAHTH U BPEMA BhCTPHZATH CAMENOE

KeLpog o0 dutedont Kal kelpdg ToD éKTLAML TepuTEUUEVOY

vréme ub'enié€ i vréme iscéleni€. Vréme rasutié ...

tempus occidendi et tempus sanandi, tempus destruendi

BpEMA OVEHTH Bpema LEAUTH. Bpema paz'pxriLmuTH

KeLPOg TOU GTOKTELVHL Kol Kalpog ToD Loonobul Kulpog Tol kaberelv

vréme pleskanié i vréme igrani€. Vréme sméha i vréme plakanié

Vréme sméha i vréme plakani€. Vréme plesani€ i vréme igrani€ Pr.

tempus flendi et tempus ridendi tempus plangendi et tempus saltandi

H BpeMA NMAAKATH CAA H Bpemm CM'kMTH CAN. BpGMA ﬂ'kTM H BpeMA kaAATM

katpde oD KAaboal kel kelpde TOD yeAdowl Kuipog ToD kOYroBal kol Keipog
100 OpyNonoduL

The Latin verb plangere has two meanings “to strike’, and "to weep’. [ 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 (Iilyr.5) manuscript we have

a reversed order of semiverses, 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

vréme rasipanié kamene i vréme s'brani€. Vréme okrocenié 1 vréme

dalece biti ot okro¢enih [N 1, 2 ot okroceni€]

tempus spargendi lapides et tempus colligendi, tempus amplexandi et tempus
longefieri a complexibus

BPEMA PACKAACTH KAMENIE. H BPEMA PACCHINATH Bpema T OB8MThA.

katpoe o Bakelv AlBoug kol katpog Tod ouveyeyely ALBouc

kalpog 10D pekpuvbival 4o TeptAnuiew
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3:6  Vréme priobrétenié i vréme pogublenié. Vréme hraneni€ i vréme otrinuti€ .
tempus adquirendi et tempus perdendi, tempus custodiendi et tempus abiciendi.

H BPEMA BZUCKATH, U EpGMA IIOF88MTM. BPEMA CXpANHTH. H BpEMA BKINATH

KoLpOg ToD (MTioel Kol Kolpdg ToD dmoAéoul kalpog Tob GuAGErl Kol KaLpog TOU

3.7

3.8

ekBaAely

Vréme razdr'tié i vréme $venié. Vréme ml'Canié i vriéme glagolanié.

Tempus scidendi et tempus

consuendi, tempus tacendi et tempus loquendi.

EPEMA BZAPATH, U BPEMA CLUNTH. BPEMA MABYATH H BpEMA TATH
A ~ ¢~ \ \ ~ [ \ -~ ~ Al

Kalpog Tob pRfat kel kalpog Tod pafiet Kelpog ToD OLy&y Kot

Kelpog ToU AxAelv

[Pr. N1 po. vréme ljubvi i vréme nenavisti

tempus dilectionis et tempus odii

BPEMA BRZAEHTH. H BPEMA BhZNENABHAKTH.
\ - ~ Ay \ -~ -~
ketpog Tob dLANooL Kol Kelpog TOU uLomoet

5:11

2:26

2:24

Participle-noun

sladk' est' s"n' délajusCu
dulcis est somnus operanti
CON'h CAAAOKS PABS

yAukbg Dmvog Tob dovAou

Noun — participle

greSniku ze da
peccatori autem dedit

n curphiayiems Ak ecTh
Kol TG OUEPTAVOVTL EBWKEV

[nfinitive-present

est' ésti i piti

est comedere et bibere
TokMO KC¢Th M NiETH

O ddyetar kal O TLETHL

The grammatical divergences spreading throughout the whole text indicate how

strikingly different the Greek and Latin versions are. The sam

e 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’,
hotéti ‘to wish’, iméti ‘to have’ were used as auxiliaries. The choice of

auxiliaries depended on the lexical meaning of the above verbs.”

3. The Future Il (future perfect) was formed by the combination of the auxiliary

verb byri in the future tense plus the I-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 hiti 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 Eor a detailed account of the periphrastic future tense in OCS see Birnbaum, 1958.
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1:9  quod futurum est
¢to est' eze biti hoscet'
T{ TO YeYOVOg 0UTO TO YEUT|OOHEVOV
YTO BHEBILEE TO BRASHOME

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 nec eorum quidem quae postea futura sunt erit
recordatio apud eos qui futuri sunt in novissimo
nést' drévnih pameti ni onéh’ ubo eZe po tom' grdus¢aé sut' budet’ spomenuti
[\{sp’(,)menutie’N 1] préd imi ize budut' na posléd'".
0UK €0TLY UVTUN TOLG TPWTOLG Kol Y€ TOLG €0XUTOLG YEVOEVOLS OUK €0TOL UTOLG
LVTUT HETX TOV YEVNOOUEVWY €l THY €oYATNY
NECTh MAMATH NPLEKMB H NOcCABANHM BKBLUN. NET MM namaTH b ESASLIHMH.
nanocak*nin

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. 3! The adjective ‘grdudcaé’ 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 ...
as¢e mudr' ili bezumn' budusCi est'
el Tic oldev €l copdc éotal fi dbpwy
AKO TO €CTh MBAPH AH BRAET AH BEZOYMEN

Here the translator reproduces the Latin model precisely: budusci est'.

31| am grateful to C.M. 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 Ruzi¢ka (1963:216-18).
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4:16  qui fuerunt ante eum et qui postea futuri sunt
ize bili sut' pred nimi ize po tom' hotesce biti sut'
TOLG TOOLY 000L €YéVoVTo EUTPOCHeY oUTGV
BCEMb Hite npe Numu

Here a translator used participle and infinitive hotésce 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 hoscer the translator uses the
plural masculine form of the participle hotésce 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 bili sur' 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"¢net' mnogo let_v"¢net' i mnoZza€e dni
vrémene iméti v'¢net' i dusa ego ne uzivati v'Cnet' blag" susCestva svoego i
groba ne iméti v"¢net'

This is the only example of the construction of v'ceti plus infinitive in future function.”
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, iméti v''Cnet, ne uzivati v'cnet, iméti
v''cnet.
The translator’s choice of the auxiliary verb was probably deliberate, as the auxiliary
verb naceti in OCS implies perfective meaning, i. €. a total event, a mark of change.
Since the verb hotéri does not have the perfective meaning the translator might have
rejected it.>> 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 ¢reti in OCS are not numerous (only 10).
33 Horvat, 1997:69.
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he chose three different equivalents for the futurum esse: grduscae sut. budusci est'.
hotésce 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
ni¢toze pod' sincem novo est' [N1 po. nést'] vrédno [noxam?]

The translator probably misread novum —new’ as noxam —*harm’ and translated it as
vrédno.
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 —risum
2:18 rursum detestatus sum omnem industriam meam
sméh' [risum?] otvr'goh' i vsaku snagu moju

The translator misread rursum-‘again’ as risum-‘laughter’.
vanum-varium

2:19 et est quicquam tam vanum
i est' vsacskim takoe raz'li¢no [varium?]



The translator misread vanum-"vain® as varium--different” and translated it as

raz'licno.

per noctem-per innocentem/nocentem [nec innocentem?]
2:23  nec per hoctem mente requiescit
na nevinno [N1, 2 nine vinnoju] [per innocentem?/ per
nocentem?] misliju po¢ivajut'
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-"harmful’ as vinnoju. The other possibility would be to divide the words as ni

nevinnoju < nec innocentem?

sed et/sedet
2:26  sed et hoc vanitas
i sédit [sedet?] sie eSut’
The translator probably misread sed et-"but also” as the verb sedet 3-rd.p.sg. of sedere-

‘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, N1, 2 slicni-similes] sus¢e 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 similes-*like’ for simplices- *simple’ and rendered it as Cisti.
[ suppose that it may be possible that a scribe mistook bestiis-beast’ 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' na zlih' [N2 zalih'] est'
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The text is obviously corrupt. Either a scribe mistook superfluus for superbus-

"arrogant’, ‘insolent’ and translated it as z/i% or more likely it was a corruption of the

Slavonic variant reading zalih’ found in the MS Novianum 2, c¢f. modern Serbo-Croat

zaliSan —‘excessive’, zalih - *idle’.

possessori-posteriori
5:10 et quid prodest possessori
i ¢to 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 obréte [ inventus?]

The translator mistook in ventum —wind’ for inventus- ‘found out’ and translated it as

obréte. Vajs indicated this error in his introduction to the edition.

unum — vanum
7:28 ecce hoc inveni dicit Ecclesiastes unum et alterum. ..
sie obrétoh' reCe Ekklisiest' suetu [vanum?] o druguiju

The translator mistook unum- ‘one’ for vanum —vanity’ and translated it as suera.

infinitus — infidus
7:30 et ipse se infinitis miscuerit
i t" smési se s neistivimi [infidus?]

The translator mistook the word infinitus — ‘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 grésnik' ne bé bozi [N2 ad.: €z" Ze est' razvratnik" tako
i on" ize résné bé bozi] [dei erat?]



The translator mistook the verb deierar 3d. pers. sing.of deierare- to “swear. take an

oath’ for two words: dei —Deus —God" and erar 3-rd. ps. sg. imperfect of the verb

esse-"to be’.

contignatio-cogitatio
10:18 in pigritis humiliabitur contignatio
v 1€nosti smérit se misl|" [cogitatio?]
The translator mistook contignatio “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 | am unable to discuss at length the significance of the
presence or absence of variants in MSS NI, 2 and Pr. for the following reasons. In his
introduction Vajs did not describe in detail the textual history of FEcclesiastes. 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 N1, 2 and
Pr. were also present in Vrbnikl 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 redactionis

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 N1, 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 [ take
the side of Vajs who stated that the text was translated from Latin. My conclusion, which
['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 |
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: [44), 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

|3th — beginning of the 14th centuries. Thus the translation can be dated roughly between
the 12th - 13th centuries.
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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 15" 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" century provides a terminus
ante quem. It is less easy to establish a terminus post quem. 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 10" 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 (10" 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 Eccl), we need to take into account the verbal
concidences between the 13" century Izbornik and Eccl, which suggest that Eccl reflects
a fairly old tradition. If we suppose that Eccl postdated EccP, then this would put EccP
back at least before the 13" 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 15" 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 1 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.1, Und.1, Sol, TSL 730; group 2:
Rum.204, Sof., MS2; group 3: Pg81, Vol.13, I-Vol.605, Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.1121,
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.
norowk - NOTOUM , PAZBPALHENNO- PAZEPALPEND, BUARTH - BRANTH, ZABWENA - ZABEENA,

neyenin - neuenn, Nkap* - naapBxn.
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. . = indicates letters or words written supra linear

() = 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.



to
('S

KNursl peKOMKIM EKAHCHAC  CBOPNHK IPA CONOMONA.

F'naga .74 .

1:1 Tan (caoBeca) cBOPNHKA, CHA ABABA LipA IHAEBA B iepanmt 2. c8€” C3ETHCTEBIA. BEAYRCKAM
CRETA 3. UTO HZLOBHAIE YAKS, Bh BCEMb CNEILENLH CBOEMb. €€ cnhwnTs nocaANunn80; 4. po*
MHNBETH H PO’ NPEXOANTH. A Zemaa B BEKW CTOMTL. 5. W Buciae™ caNue M b mEcTo cBoe
gaeye'. 0. TO B'hCiaR TaMO HAETH Kb 8r8. H WEHXOAHTL K chBEPS OBXOAH™ OKPBCTH. HAE AXs H
OKPBCT'R €FO OBPALPAE’ CA AX. 7. ECH NOTOUH HASTH B MOpE. M mope NE' Nackiipa. No B mEeTo
RMOME NOTOWE HASTH. W TAMO TH ¢4 BhZEPA™ 107 NTH. 8. BCA cAOBECA TPSANA. NE BHIMOMETH
MOYHh TAATH. NE NACKITHT ¢A Oko ZphTu. NH ucnALNW ca 8Xo camwania. 9. 4To EwBWIEE TO
E8ASIIOMS. H TEOPUMOE TO TEOPHMOMS. u NEcTh Bee NOBO NoABcANusHEK. 10. wie BRZrAETE 1
peue” Bce cuano € 8xe B B BRubXH SMBWKH npexe Hach. [ 1. WheTh nAMATH NpuEMMTE H
nocnlANMM®E BBLIN. NES "™ namaTh cb 68ASIIMMH. Na nocak’Nin. 12. azh cBOpHHK® B* 1k
Na* ivaemb. 2:14 MBaparo oun B ronosh ero. sez8mumm e Bh Tmk xoan™. 3:5 Bpema o68mTH
o M BPEMA BAAAATH ¢ W 0B3ATIA. 4:6 BAFO HCNOANENIE rOPECTh MOKOA. MAYE N ENALNENIA

ABOIO ropecTia Tipania. 4:9 BATA ABA MAYE €AHNAro. 5:5 Ne pax*s oyeTw™ curphwaTu naoTiv

1:1 {caoBeca) ] in the mg. Rum.204, Vol.13 ||

1:2 Beaunckaa] v pr. Pg.78, Arx. ||

3: uznosunie] nzowsnase” Pg.81, [-Vol.605 || enkuwensn] cmbiennn Pg.78, Arx., Supr. ||
4:a]lngr. 1,gr. 3

:nes]wom. gr. 3 |

: osgoan’] mpr. gr. 3 || n okpmeTn] wom. gr. 3 |

* nacipa] wacenpas’ Pg.81 | mkero] mberagr. 3 I

. gphrn] zpbuma MS2 (corr.?), Arx. | zpk 1o 1-Vol.605 |
9: To TEROpHMOMS] To om. gr. 3 ||

11: emBwm] swswnms Sol., gr. 3 || ew] mpr. gr. 3 ||

2:14 me em Tmh xoan™ ] in the mg. Rum.204 ||

4:6 nenannenia] uenoanennn gr. 1 ||

5:5 naoTiw] ¢ pr. gr. 1, Rum.204, Sof. ||

0 ~J O\ Wn
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7.2 BATO XOAN B AOMT NAAYA. NEHEAH HTH B AOMs MHPOBNKIH. IAKOME KONELL BCAKOMS YARKS U
~ A . — ~
#HBKIM AACTH BATO B cp'un ero. 7:3 BAro mpocTh na* cmbxa. mKo Bh Za0BE AHLLA OYBANHT CA

A ~ —
cpue. IZ\pwru CA TAETH CAOBO. MO CARMKENHK BKIBAEMh. BATO OVUHTEAKR H BA*Kbl. TAKhIMH

NOTPEBOBA CAORBI. Kb NO*pRUNHKW" BATHI CTEOPAKTE U 7:4 Gp'iuie MOYAPRIXS B ACMY NAAYA. H
A . o~
cpUE BEIYMHBIXH B AOMY Becenim. 7:5 M BAMO cAbmuATH npepenne. mBAparo. na’ m3ia
oy
calwaiorparo E K BeZ8muaro. OB BMATYAe” MBAPAre € ZANPELIENHE KPENUTL H YCTABAAE'

7:6 IAKO raach TepHia no* koTaw". Take cmbyn Bez8muaro. 7:15 €cTh NPABEANHKR NOrLIBAA B

npaBAK €ro. M €CTh HEYLCTHBLIM NpeRnBAA B ZaoBk ero. 7:16 Ne BYAH NPABEAENT BEAMH NH
MYAP AHILE. A4 NE KAKO nzymkeum ca. 7:17 wn BELIECTBRN BEAMH. NH BSAH MHECTOK® AA NE
gmpewn B Bpema TBoE. 7:18 BAro npinmaTu ca w cemn. HEO I CEro NE OCKEEPHHMLUM pBKhI
TROEA. KO EOAH Ca BA. NpumupnTh Bea. 7:19 MBApocTs mBapare BkphnHTh. nave AecaTh
gaaphiogr’ B rpaaks. 7:20 mKo uAka npaseaNa NES NA ZEMAH HAE CTBOPHTH BATO H NE
curphwmTh. 7:21 B BeA CAOBA. MKE BHIMABEATH NEU'THETH NE MPHKAONH €p LA TEOEMO MKO
AA HE SCABILHIIK  PABA TROENO KAENSHIaA. 7:22 mKO MNOrazsAbl ASKA®CTBYET TH N MNWFAN"H
0ZA0BH" ¢ LLE TEOE MKOIE ThI KAA' MNEX. 7:28 M8xa weph” eannaro W ThICSIpA HENLI HE
gckX cuyn we wephTot. 10:7 Buakyxn passi na kowh® a knash navipn nkwin. 8:2 BcTagh xpant

U w cnokh kaaTE Brsia, Ne Thewb ca. 8:3 T AuUA €MO NOHAELIM NE CTANH B caosk aA%kagk.

7:2 xoau] xoau™ TSL 730, Rum.204, Sof., MS2 || mupoEHn] mu nupognLIk . 1, mu is crossed out in
TSL730 | nupoenn Rum.204, Sof. | muposnim is crossed out, nupa is written in the mg. in MS2 || u %uBkm
adcs] wwe snmpacts Pg.1, Und.1, Sol. | saro ] saroe TSL 730 |)

7:3 sweaemn] swBae” Sol. || k] & Sol. ||

7:15 npeswgaa) npeswima Pg.1 | u pr. Sol. ||

7:17 s 8pema] (ne 80) Pg.1, Und.1, TSL 730, (e MS2 ||

7:19 aecatn] . 7. ™ Pg.1, Und.1, TSL 730, Rum.204, Sof. || rpaat*] rpaak Pg.1, Und.1]]

10:7 uayyn] nayipe Pg.1, TSL 730 | nayipa Sol. ||
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EANKS APE BHCXWITHTHL ¥ cTBOpH . 8:4 MAKO ce Iiph BAaABa MonBH™. M KTO peye’ em8 uTo
¢TBOPHA €cu 8:8 U wheTh nocna Bh AN Bpann. M NE ciceTh NeuecThA cSipare B nems. 9:4
BcTh BNOBANME IAKO NECh KHBB TO B'h BAFO NEYAAR BAME BAFOBONNS c8LIS. M MACAO CAAAGCTH.
new'THn BRcose SmzBHBLIE rpkyu cTpacTeMU. @Ko na’ Bmuparrpe MYXH TAKBIMH ChrHUTIN. W
WakTao” e u nankTaw’ . 10:1 YTNo mano MBAPOCTH. N’ cAahl Beaknl 6ez8mNa. 10:2 Cplue
m3APOME B AECHHLM €ro. cpiue Bez8mnom8 B wlnum ero. 10:3 MBo Na ndTh eraa BEZ8MHbIN
MAETE H CPMUE ETO NE AOCTATOCTERE™ M MKE NOMBILIAAE" ECA sezymua ¢8th. 10:4 Aye Axn
BAAASIOLIATO NAHAE™ NA Ta mEcTa cBOero ne ocTagn mko nykaenn 8ctasuru rpkxnt Beankn. 10:5
€cTh ABKABCTBIE €™ BHAK XS N0" CANLEMB. KO NEBOAEK HZUAE W anua BaaaSoyiare 10:6 u a4 ca
BEZSMHBLIN Bh3BhILIEHIIO BEAUKS. n BoraTin & cahpenin caa8Th. 10:7 Buakyh pasnl na KONE®. a
KNaSH uAvipE nkwn. 10:8 Puian poBh BNaa€ ca BO Nt 1 Temaan nao* 8ZpuTh smito 10:16 Tope
Tesk rpape B nemace LPTESAH SNBIM U BOAAPH TBOH pano mAATH. 10:17 BAwNa T Zemae ecH
e L'PTESAH Wb CEOBOABL. M EOMPE TBOM Bk BPEMA MASLIE B CHAB NE NOCTRIAAT ca 11:2
Aan*s yacTh cepmu Taue ocmomy. 11:3 Ape NANOANATE® WEAALN AO# M. NA ZEMAK HZAMBAIOTH.
fAlyie NAAETH APERO HA Brb atjie AW Na cBBEpn nap€e” ApeBo Tamo B8A€Th. 11:4 Bawanm skTpa ne

che” u cMOTPAN Bh WEAAKK NE NoNE". 12:5 TIpougeTe KAANKILEL. H OYTHIETH aBpEATE.

8:8 Mne]uom. gr. 1|

10:6 n soraTiu] w om. TSL 730 ||

10:16 wprr3an 8uau] u'p* Teou oywn Pg.1, Und.1 Sol. | uph oyws TSL 730 l i’ pu TEOM oyhu Rum.204, Sof. ||
10:17 W’predan] up* Teou Pg.1, TSL 730 | up780 u Und.1, Sol., Sof. | wupreo w Rum.204 ||

12:5 Mpousere] u pr. Pg. 1, Und.1, Sol. ||
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. A
B iepaumk 13, gup Xb cpiue moe. BzmckaTH. U chekTHTH m3apocTr. W Bk BWBAKLINKD

MOATS NECEMB. KO nomEYeNie A3KABO AL ECTh  BE CNWMT  UAUBCKEIML Neym’ o nems 14,
eMARY . Bea CLTEOPENIA CHTEOPENAM NOAE NECEMB. U CE BCa C8Th CBATCRA MZBOAENTEMB AXA.
15. pazepapenns ne momer ca BKPACHTH M ALWIENTE NE MOMET CA YHCTH. 16. FAAYH AZh Bh
Cp'UN MOEMs €€ FATH cE a7h BBZEEAHUHY CA. NPUAOHHYX CA MEAPOCTH nave EBoh* uice Brwa
nperse mene Bh iep‘Anmk. n cp*ue moe Buak muwrn NPEMOYAPOCTE U pazoymb. 17. nputua n
XHTPOCTH paz8mExh ko u ce ecTh nzgonenie Axa. 18. mko 8w mno™cTBE MmBApocTH. MHW cTBO

PAz8MA, H NPHAOHHED PaZ8MEET NPHAGKHTH e BOAKZNG.

12: Bw iep‘aumb ] €x" ucnacrn csopl:"\ pr. gr. 1, Rum.204, Sof. l upa conomwna po. Und.1 ||

13: cuckrurn] enekakrn gr. 3 || m8apoctu] & pr. Pg.1, Und.1, Sol, gr. 3 npemoy*poctn Pg.78, Arx. ||
noneyenie | neuenie Pg. 1, Und.1, Rum.204, Sof. ||

14: ewreopenia) om. Und.1, TSL 730, Arx., Und.1121, Cud.200 | chTeopenaaVol.13, Supr. | necemn]
catinemn gr. 1, Rum.204, Sof,, gr. 3 || sca] sce Pg.81, I-Vol.605, Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.1121, Cud.200 ||
8Tk cBacBa] cy*TRCTRA gT. 1, gr. 3 ||

15: Anwenie] anwense gr. 1, gr. 3 || uneru] wunerurn Sol. |unern gr. 3|

16: moemn] cBoemn gr. 3 || npuaoxny ca) ca om. gr. 1, Rum.204, Sof., gr. 3 || m3apocTn] npemapts Pg.78,
Arx., Supr., Und.1121, Cud.200 || w cp*ue] u om. Pg.81, Cud.200 |

17: v xwrpocTn] w* TpocTn Rum.204 ' nxw Tpoctu Sof. || u ce] om. Pg.81 | ecvn] om. Pg.81, I-Vol.605, Pg.78,
Arx., Supr., Und.1121, Cud.200 ||

18: paz8mken] ew paz8mk gr. 1, gr. 3 ||

17: paz8mhxs - Eyvwr &yd] om. éyw MSS HP ||
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(Taa® .E.)

2:1. Perox s az's cekapio (cp*iLI0) MOEMS. NPIHAN AA T HCKSLLIIO Bk BECEATH. H BHXh Bh BASK H ce
cBeTeTrO. 2. cmkyB pexo® no*smmsenic. u Becenie uTo BeSe TRopHwM. 3. M nockT'. ae cpue
MOE NACTABH MBAPOCTH. H €€ APBZATH B BECEATH AONAEHE MHBS. KOTOPOE BAFO. H CHINWMM
HAYBCKIIME. M € CTEOPA” MOAL CANUEMB. B uHeah ANTM mHBoTA W', 4. W BhZEEAMUNS CTEOpENTE
MOE CHZAA" AOMB NACAAM' EMNOTPAAK. 5. M ChTEOPH' OFpaAW. M NACAAHX'B B NH' APERECH.
BCAKOrS nnoaa. 6. cuTeopuxt [B] K8nkan BoANKA. H NamaaTH T NH' NPoZAEENTE ApEEEChH. 7.
APHTAXA" PABKINA H AOMOYA LM BIILLIA MH. H CTAMANIE CKOTA H CTAA MW" mu B, na’ Bek”
BIELLIH nperse mene Bh 1ep'aMmE. 8. u cnBpax e ZaaTo u cpespo. HmENIa uph " cTpans cTBOPH
NOWLHAMA. MOV CKA MOAOY H #KENCKA. M NUWA (SIC) CNWEBB YAYL. BHNNHKE H BHNNHUA. 9. u
BhzBeAnyn’ nave Bok® sBIKS. nperce mene B 1ep‘AumE. u movapocTh moa ScTakn m” ca. 10. n

BCErO €MOKE BBNPOCHCTA OYH MoK M He W* T Hea n Ne BBZBpANM® cp'u8 moem8. W BeaKoro

BECEATA. TAKO CEP'LLE MOE B'HZBECEAN CA Bh BCAKO™ cawhinenin moe™. u To BHCTh HacTh moa T

Bcero TpSaAa moero 11. v npuzphyh azh. HA BCA CTBOPENAA. MOA™ CTEOPHCTA mon povuk. u B.

2:1. cerapio] epwo gr. 1, gr. 3 | cepario Rum.204, Sof. || sa54] weaauk I-Vol.605 ||

2: ge8e] cove gr. 1 ||

3: nacTaBH] HacTaBHT ma gr. 3 || mBapocT] npemoyapoctn 1-Vol.605 || u exe] w om. Pg.81 || u cmwmn] u om.
Pg.81, I-Vol.605 (), Pg.78, Arx., Supr. || ne*]nom. gr. 3 || ergopa™ | cursopn™ gr. 3 || & umeat] mpr. gr. 1,
Vol.13, I-Vol.605, Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.1121, Cud.200 ||

4: pomn] pomm gr. 1, gr. 3 ||

5: u enTeopu* ] v om. Pg.81, Vol.13, I-Vol.605, Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Cud.200 l n chTBopr* orpapw] in the mg.
Und.1121 ||

6: & k8nkan) g om. gr. 1, Rum.204, Sof., MS2, gr. 3 || w nanaaTn] w om. gr. 1, gr. 3 || Apeseen] ® pr. gr. 1,
gr. 3|

8: u cnepax] wom. gr. 1, gr. 3 || upk ] uphcka gr. 3 || cTeopu] cTeopuxm gr. 1, gr. 3 || noaoy] noaa Pg.81, Sol. ||
nuwa ] nmpa TSL 730, gr. 3 ||

9: u swzeeanun ] ca po. Und.1, fea) TSL 730 | nom. gr. 3 || sekX swswn’ ] smswmgs gek* Pg.1, Und. 1,

TSL 730, Pg.81, Vol.13, I-Vol.605, in the mg. set* Pg.78 , Supr. || 8c¢Tasu] werasm gr. 31

10: erome] cero TSL 730 || snnpocucra] soenpocucta gr. 1, Pg.81, Vol. 13, I-Vol.605 || n ne ®m*] u om.
Pg.81|| nea] new gr. 3 | mene TSL 730 || embwenin] cnbwenin TSL 730, Pg.81, [-Vol.605, Supr. [
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TP8AL Huse nockwn® TEOPUTH. U Bee c8eTa HZBoAENTE AXA. 0 WECTh HZBOAENTA NOA caNue™. 12.
npezphxm a7k BUAKTH MOYAPOCTH. M A€CTH M BEZ8MiE. KO KTO YAK® HIKE NE IOMAETH B cAbAT
geh® [c8k"] Bea eanko™ 3. 13 ~ I
KO" ¢hTBOpH €mB. 13. n BUAKXS aZb @MKO™ €CTh HZOBHATE MBAPOCTH HAYE
Bez8mia. Ko uzonnie cebTa. nave Tmm 14, m8aparo u oumn Bw raask ero Eez8muk. n B TMh
T
Xoan" n ovenpky #ce azm @Ko caSuau CAOVUHT ¢ BCEMB k. 15, n pk* azh B cp'un moem.
KO ASYH BEZOVMHNATO MOYVAPKIH. MNE € CAOVYM MH . BHCKBIO MOVAPH' Ca. 4Zh TOrAA
MZAMLLE TAAKS Bh CP'LIM MOEM'h MONENE BEZOYMNKIM B HZEKTOKL MAEThH KO c€ cBeTa. 16. mKo
S
NE namaTn m8Apare ¢k BEZSMNKIME. B B'BKK. M MKOME € B7K€ B'h ANH FPAASLIAA BCA ZABHENA
BKIELLA. H KAKO SMPETE MOYAPKIM Ch BEZOVMNKIM®B. 1 7. 0 BBZNENABHAKX S ¢ MHUBOTNHM®B. KO
. ~ ” o~ . ~
AOVKABO HA MWK cTBOpeNie. noaAw CANLE™. @Ko Bea'ckaa cBeTa uzBonenie AXa. 18. u
BhZNeNaBUAKXE  a* Bce nocnkiuenie moe eme azh cnkwio N0t CANUEMB. MKO WCTABAAK YAKOY
T
BASYIoM8 no muk. 19. mKko To ecTh MEAPL AH BSAET AH BEZOVMEN®. H WBAAAAE AH HMATh
BCEMB TPSAOME MOMMb. €X4€ M PWEBAXE MOA CANLLEMT ce #€ cBeTa. 20. n OBpaTHY CA AT,

Wpkym ca  cpiuro moem8 o cemn TPSAK exce cnkumgms noA®s cANemb. 21. MKO €CTh YAKS KO

11: creopenaa] cTeopenuna Pg.1, Und.1, Sol. || moa™] mom ™ Pg.1, Und.1, TSL 730, gr. 3 | mon Sol. | mou
poyuk] mon om. Arx. P pyuk moen Supr. || nae] exe gr. 3 || c8eTa] c3e"eTa gr. 3 ||
12: npezphyxn] npr.gr. 1, gr. 3 || azn] om. Sol. || meyapocTs] npemap s gr. 3 || we] wpr. Pg.1, Und.1,
TSL 730 (w) |om. Sol.,, gr. 3 || sck*] cek™ gr. 1, Rum.204, Sof., MS2, gr. 3 || eanko™] eanxa™ gr. 3 ||
13: v eupakyn] u crossed out in Pg.1 |u om. Und.! || mke™] #e crossed out in Pg.1 | ko Und.1, Sol.,
TSL 730, gr. 3 | euak* po. Vol.13, I-Vol.605, Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und. 1121, Cud.200 || ecTu] om. gr. 3
14: v oun] wom. gr. 3 || wen Tmk] W & Tk Pg.81 || wmn] wa™ TSL 730 I
16: ko] n pr. TSL 730 || srBwa] swwa gr. 1, gr. 3 || SmpeTh] ovmpe gr. 3 ||
17: n swgnenasuatxn] n om. TSL 730, Supr. || #uBoTHHMb] #uBOTOM S T 1, gr.3
18: nocnkwenie] cnkwenie gr. 3 ||
19: an sezoymens] uan sezoymens gr. 1, gr. 3 || weaapae” | wenaaaty gr. 1, gr. 3 || an wmaTu] an om.
TSL 730 || exe] wn pr. gr.1, Rum.204, Sof, MS2, Vol.13, I-Vol.605, Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.11231,

Cud.200 || ce melupr.gr. 1, gr.3|

11: uzgonenia - Tporipeoic] uzosmanm gr. 1, gr. 3 - meploceia ST ||
21: 00] 6tL MSS - ko
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TP8A® €ro Bh MOYAPOCTL U B pazovmb. u B M8“cTE. M YAK® MI<E NE TPSAHT CA O HEMB AACTh
EMOY HACTH €ro K TO ¢BeTa 1 ASKABCTEO BeAMKS. 22. KO BRIEATH YAKS B Bek™ TpSAk €ro. v Bn
HZEOAENTH €M €€ TPSHAET A NOAS CANUEMb. 23. 1aKo Beh AN €ro BOAKZNN H IAPOCTH NEYeNin
€ HEO B NOWM Ne cin” cp*uie ero. u To™ cBeta ecth 24. n wh T EATO YAKS NO Tokmo hKeTh u
METh HAE NOKANE" AILIK CBOEH W BAT'O B HUBOTE cBoEM™ M ce e BUAL® azh mko B p8Kw Biia
€CTh. 25. KO KTO MieTh MAM KTo e pazeke ero. 26. mKo 4YAKS BATO Npe* AMUEMB €ro. A4

~M . .
ECTh MOYAPOCTH pazl™ U Becenie u chrphiaoipems Aans €CTh neyenie NPUAOHSHTH U COBPATH

AATH BATOE. NPE" AHLEMB BIRIHME AKO™ (BETA HZBOAENTE AXA.

21: Tp8am ero] ero om.Und.1|| 8 m8™cTek] & om. I-Vol.605 || u a8kaBeTBo] Ha noykaBucTEO gr. 3 ||

22: sgarn] swru Sol., TSL 730, Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.1121, Cud.200 ||

23: neueniun] nonevenie gr. 1, Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.1121, Cud.200 l noTteyenie Pg.81, Vol.13, 1-Vol.605 ||
g noym] u pr. Sol. || u To™ ] w om. Und.1121, Cud.200 |

24: tokmo] To kTo Arx. || kern] eme pr. gr. 1, gr. 3 | kerwe TSL 730 | nietn] nurne TSL 730 || waxe] u pr.
TSL 730 || v sare] w om. TSL 730, Pg.81, I-Vol.605 || u ce e] w om. Sol. || ects] ce pr. TSL 730 ||

25: kvo niets] (kTo) Rum.204, om. Und.1121 || ko kern] kro om. gr. 3 || pazeke] xe po. Pg.81 || ero] upr.
Pg.1, Und.1, TSL 730 | cero Pg.81, Pg.78, Arx., Supr. ||

26: mxo] om. Pg.81 || wak8 ] om. Und.1 | aa ects] aacTs Pg.1, Und.1, Sol. | Aaaw ecTn Pg.81, Vol.13 lmxo
ecte Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.1121, Cud.200 || paz8™ ] w pr. Pg.81 ||u seceaic] u om. TSL 730 |
cwrphwaoyems] enrphwanoypn® TSL 730 || neuenie] noneuenie Sol., gr. 3 || wzgonenie] w pr. gr. 1, Vol .13,
I-Vol.605, Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.1121, Cud.200 ||

26: moyapocTh paz8* -codlav kal yvdoLv] pazoyms u moyapects Pg.1, Und.1, Sol.- yvGowv kal copiov HP
MS 298|
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Fanaga . T .

3:1 Behmm roan W Bpema Beakon BEYIH. 2. BPEMA CAANTH U EPEMA E'BCTPBIATH CANENOE

3. BpeMA OYBHTH Bpema RanTH. BPEMA PAZ'pRIINTH. 4. U BPEMA NAAKATH CA K BPEMA
cwkmTh ca. Bpema nkTi 1 Bpema PRIAATH. 5. BPEMA PACKAACTH KAMENTE. H BPEMA PACCKINATH
Bpema M oB8ITha. 6. M BPpeMa BZUCKATH, K Epema NOFSEHTH. BPEMA CXPANHTH. W BPEMA
BUNATH. 7. BpEMA BIAPATH, M BPEMA CIUHTH. BPEMA MABUATH H gphma raTn. 8. Bpema
BRZAIBHTH. U BPEMA BBZNENABHAETH. Bpema paTn. n Bpema mupa. 9. 4To nzonie [MzosnAbe]
unk8 B BCE® w nmy wce enbwn”. 10. suak” nevenie Bce waks noym T o ne® 11. Bea m” CTBOPH
Eh. AOBPA E'h EPEMA CBOE. MBO BCAKB BEK® Aanh € Bh cp'u’ m@KO Ne OBPALIE’ YAKB
ChTBOPENTA M€ CHTEOPH Eh T Hauana A0 konua. 12. paz8mbxn mko Nk© EATo B NHF. NO TOKMO

" Py ~ . T o
€ BhZBECEAHTH CA M €X€ CTEOPH BATO B KHBOTk cBoemn. 13. HBO BcAKS YAK® u nie”. Nk

3:2 w gpema] w om. Pg.1, Und.1, Sol., Pg.81, Vol.13, I-Vol.605, Und.1121, Cud.200 ||

3: oysutu] u po. TSL 730, Pg.81 || ukantu] newkantu gr. 1, gr. 3 l gpkma cnztatn n po. Pg.81 ||

4: n epema naakaTy ca] nwom. Pg.1, Und.I, Sol., gr. 3 || epema nkru] u pr. gr. 3 ||

5: gpema packaactu] n pr. Pg.1, Und.1, Sol.,, gr. 3 || paccunarn] cosparu kamenue gr. 1, gr. 3 | paccsnaTy
kamenoe Rum.204 in the mg., Sof. || spema ®] u pr. Pg.1, Und.1, Sol., gr. 3 | spkma mucanu pr. Pg.81 || ]
om. TSL 730, Cud.200 || ss8mTna] weoymrn TSI 730 | osoymth © Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.1121, Cud.200 ||
6: v gpema BZuckaTH] w om. Pg.81 || spema expanuru] u pr. Pg.1, Und.1, Sol., Vol.13, I-Vol.605, Pg.78, Arx.,
Supr., Und.1121, Cud.200 || cxpawnrn] xpanwrn Pg.81 ||

7: Bpema gzApaTH] w pr. Vol.13, I-Vol.605, Pg.78, Arx., Supr.,, Und.1121, Cud.200 | szApaTH] uz'paTn
Pg.81 | enzapactn Pg.78, Arx., Supr. | pagaparu TSL 730, Und.1121, Cud.200 |

8: spema enzaosuTn] om. Und.1 I u pr. gr. 3 || v spema mupa] u om. Und.1, Sol. ||

9: 4ro] * po. gr. 3 || uzoaie] nzosuane gr. 1, Rum.204, Sof., MS2, gr. 3 || cnbwn™] T pr. gr. 1, Rum.204 |
7o n pr. Sof. | neenkum’ Pg.81, Vol.13, 1-Vol.605, Pg.78, Und.1121, Cud.200 ||

10: nevenie] /no) MS2, TSL 730, noneuenie gr. 3 || neuenie ece] &ce nevenie gr. 1 | see noneuenie gr. 3 ||

noym’ ] neym ca gr. 1, Rum.204, Sof., gr. 3 ||

11: gem 1™ ] gee @™ Pg.81, I-Vo0l.605 , sea e Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.1121, Cud.200 I| ep*um* ] cp*um w¥
Rum.204, ¢p*un uxw Sof. | ep*ubyxw gr. 1, gr. 3 || ao]mpr. Und.1121, Cud.200 || in the mg. Ao6pa ... Bn
I-Vol.605 ||

12: creopu] Teopn Pg.1, Und.] ’ enreopuTh Sol. | TeopuTn gr. 3 ||

13: W) u ket Pg.1, Und.1] w et w TSL 730 corr. winto u ? | wmers Sol. | w suwo pr. Und.1 ||

5: packaactn - 100 Poreiv || paccwnary - To0 plyar HP MS 161 in the mg. ||
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BHAH EBATOE B'n BCEMB HHTHH CBOEM™h. CE€ AAANIE BHile ecTh 14, pazovmbxh. @MKo Bea eanko
CTBOPH B'h. TAKO BSAETH B BhKK. K Thms vk T NPUASKHTH. n B Thxh nk < STawTH. M BB
cTBOPH A4 880 €. T AMua ero 15, BmBwN, exce €0 M eAHKO™ €CTh. BKTH U 8e€ BWWA. U Bk
BZHIPE’ rONHMaro. 16. u elpe BHABYX® 10" CANUEMB mEeTo. e8ANoe T8 NeuncTHBIM. H mEcTo
NPABEANO T8 BATOY TEWMMT. 17. 1 pE* azn B cptumn moe™. ¢ MPABEANKIMH H ¢ NEYLCTHBKIMH CSAHT
Bb. H IAKO BPEMA ECAKOH BEYM. U NA BCAKS™ CTBOpENiN T8 Bh. 18. 1 pE* B cp'un moems o raans
CHB YAYL. KO PAA Bh. H €IKE MOKAZATH HMb. @Ko U ckwTH 8Tk, 19. neo n TE™ caBuan. mko
CASYAM CN'B YAUB. W KO CABYAM CKWTHNIA CABYAM B HH'. KO CMPTh CEro TAKS. TAKO CMPTH CEMO M
AXs BCRS M UTO MZAHIIE MMATE YAKE NAYE CKOTUNI. NHYTO™ KO Bea ckam c8eTa. 20. Ben ASTH
Bh €AMNO MKeTo. BeH Bia T NepeTH M Ben B NPheTh BRZBPAPAT ca. 21. 1 kTo BheTh Axs
CNW' HAYRCK'B. ALPE BRCXOAHTH €M8 Aom8 [Aony] B Zemaw. 22, u BuAkXH EATO HO TOKMO €XE

BhZEECEAHT CA YAK'D B'h TEOPENIHX® €M0. IAKO YACTh €rd KO KTO AOBEAETh M BMAW B HH e

ALIE BSAETH YTO € NHM' L.

guAn” ] BuakTn gr. 3 || wuTen] mneoren Pg. 1 (8o is crossed out), Und.1 | sngorh gr.3 ||
14: Bea] Beakn Pg.1, Und.1, Sol. || eauxo] eanxa gr. 3 || shkw] shxn Und.1121, Cud.200 |) 8vany] oymATH
Pg.1,Und.1, Sol. || ereopu] u po. gr. I, gr. 3 || aa] aaaw Sol. ||

15: eme] ™ gr. 3 || u8xe]lnom. gr. 1, gr. 3|
16: neuncTugwm] new* Tuew® Pg.1, Und.1, Sol., Supr. || T8 garou’Temms] To sareu‘Tems Und. 1121, Cud.200

I

17: w mko] v om. Pg.78, Arx., Und.1121, Cud.200 ||

18: rfaaws] radnmn gr. 1, gr. 3 || mko paa ¥n] is crossed out in MS2 | o pasw Supr. |

19: u mko] w om. gr. 1, gr.3 || Taxe Taxko ] second Taxo is crossed out in MS2 ||

20: gen Bsna] v pr. Pg.1, Und.1, Sol. ||

21: aom8] aoay gr. 1, Rum.204, Sof., MS2, gr. 3 ||

22: §aro] mko wk® pr. gr. 1, Rum.204, Sof,, gr. 3 || nzeeceant cal gwzgeanunts Pg.78, Arx., Supr.,
Und.1121, Cud.200 || ww*xe] nemme gr. 1, Rum.204, Sof., gr. 3 ||

16: sarou Temm® — €VoePric MSS
17: T8 8w - &kel A 6 0edc + HP MSS 23, 253, 254, 106, 155, 159, 161 ||
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FnaBa . A .

4:1 0 wepaTny ¢4 azh, u BuAKYs BCA WKAEBETANIA BWBALIAA NO* CANLEMB. M CE CAEZK
Wt o

WKAEBETANRF . # WE' nmn SThwaowars. 2. u nogBanw' Beca oympuian. Nave MuEW® €AnKO

ke W* muen 8’ 3 A O i

# €5 AOCENE. 3. W BATO NAYE OBOK CEIO, HKE ELIE HNE B €  CTROPENIE ABKARO

A " .
CTBOPENATS  NO™ cANUEMb. 4. 1 BUAKK® aZh Bech TPSATK M BEAHKO MOV CTBO CTBOPENIA. mKO
CTBOPENTA MOYIKEBH 1) NOAPBrA CBOErD. ce (BETA UZBOAENTE AXa. 5. 6eZ8MNno WEIATH povuk cBon.
— . a~ o0 o

H cnbeTh NAOTH cBOK. 6. BAFO HCMOANENIE FOPECTH NOKOA NA' HCNABNENTA ABOK FOPECTIIO TPSAA
o0 ~ 7 X A ~ ,k’t\

WZBOAENTE AXA. /. W WBPATHX ¢A aZb U BHAL® cBeTcTRO No* caNuemts. 8. ecTh eaunts u

~ o~ ~

BTOPAro. N CHA € MK BpaTa NK* em8. Nk konua Becem8 TPBAS €ro. NM OKO €ro NE NACKILHAET

CA\ BOTATCTEA. U KOMS AZh TPRHAIO CA. H ANLIAIO ALLIO MOIO T BATOCTHINK. W c€ ™ ¢BETA H NEYENTE

ASKABNO. €cTa 9. BAFA ABA. NA' €AMNATO. MMA™ €cTh MZAA Bara &b TpSaAk ew. 10. ayre ko

NAAET CA. EATND €I BHZABHIHE' MPHYACTHHKA CEOETO. W IOPE TOME EAUHOME ETAA CA MAAETH H

HE BBAET B Toro EBZABHrNSTH ero. 11, v aipe oyen8Ta ABa Tenno uma BSAETH [B TOro] a eaAunn

kako chrpheT ca. 12. u ayte 8kpEnNUT cA €AMNL. ABA CTANETA NPOTHBR cEMB. H BEPBL

4:1 6ca] om. Pg.81 || sBaroan] zasmeaoyaa gr. I, Rum.204, Sof., gr. 3 (MS2, Und.1121 za is erased) ||

2: gea] pr. mko Cud.200 in the mg. ||

3: eipe] ae gr. 3 | sw] s gr. 3 ||

4: azn] om. Und.1121, Cud.200 || ko cTeopenia] om. gr. 3 || moymesun] moyxo gr. 1, gr. 3 || ®] wpr. gr. 1,
om. gr. 3 || noap8ra] u pr. gr. 3 || ce] npr. gr. 1, gr. 3 ||

6: nenoanenie] uzgonenie gr. 3 || ropectu] ropners Pg.81, Vol.13 [ropcﬁlo Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.1121,
Cud.200 || nokea] u pr. Pg.78, I-Vol.605, Und.1121, Cud.200 || uenaswenia] ?zsoneu'ia gr. 3|

8: n wk™ ] wom. gr. 1, gr. 3 || kenua] om. Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.1121, Cud.200 || ve] om. gr. 3 || mow]
cgow Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.1121, Cud.200 || neuenie] noneuenie gr. 3 || askasno] aykaso gr. 1, gr. 3 ||

9: sara] sare Sof, Pg.81, I-Vol.605 || uma] nmn gr. 1 || ew] ¢ Pg81, Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.1121,
Cud.200 ||

10: & Tore] koms gr. 3 |Ap\(raro Sol. || enzasurnsTh] we pr. Pg.1, Und.1 || .
11: u ape] w om. gr. 3 || 8 Toro} om. gr. 1, Rum.204, Sof,, (in MS2 is crossed out), gr. 3 || ewrpker ca ]

corphwate’ in Pg. 1 wa is crossed out, Und.1 ||
12: nporus8] om. Und.1121, Cud.200 || sepes] sepen gr.l, Pg.8l, Vol.13, I-Vol.605, Pg.78, Supr.,

Und.1121, Cud.200 ||
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TPEMAETHI CKOPO NE NepepBST ca. 13. BArh paE™s HUIL H MBAPTH. NAYE [ipA CTAPA M BEZZMNA

upe Ne paz8mb EnumaTH u ee. 14. mko nz aomd OY#NHKD WZHAE' up TBOBATE. MKO M B
u;;‘\'rs'k €T POAHT ¢ NHIPL. 15. n A" Bea »UBSIIAA H XOAALIAA 10" CANLIE™. HHKE BRCTANE
B Nero mkceTo. 16. n whetn nevenia Bcemn awaems Bobmn Hxce  npet MK HBS nocakanin

BBZBECEAUT CA O NEMb. KO NE CBETA NH HZBOAENTE AXA. 1 7. cXpaNH NOTSB CEOK. EMAA ALIIE HAELLIH

— . ™ .
B AOMs  BHTH BANZL SCAKILATH. TA' AANTH BEZOYMNK" XKpbTES TEOK.

13: wme] u Arx. || pag8mk] spazoymk Pg.81, Vol.13, I-Vol.605, Pg.78, Supr., Und.1121, Cud.200 || w ewe] w
om. Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.1121, Cud.200 ||

14: mko] ume Sol. || nzuae™ ] nzmae gr. 3 | up TEOEATS | up“reosaru gr.1, Pg.81,Vol,13, 1-Vol.605, Pg.78,
Arx., Supr., Und.1121 | up'reogaTs Rum.204 ( upreosa Chud. 200 || mke u] 1 mke Sol. | w pr. I-Vol.605 ||
16: neueniia] noneuenia gr. 3 || engeeceanT ca] we pr. gr. 1, Rum.204, Sof., gr. 3 || uzgoaenie] nzgonennemn gr. 1,

gr.3 ||
17: sauzn] u pr. gr. 3 || Aanin] aania gr. 3 ||
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I'naga . € .

5:1. Ne norym ¢4 8¢t cBonmu BPHTH cA U Cp'LE TBOE AA NE BCKOPH' MINECTH CAORO. Npe’
AMUEMB BXTHML. TAKO Bh NA NECH 4 Tid NA ZEMAH. O CEm AA BBAOY" CAOBECA TEOA MAAA. 2. MKO
NPINAETH CHUTIE B MNW™CTBR MckSca. M raacs BEZZMNArO Bh MNW ¢TBh caoBken. 3. aipe
oskipaewm oskTn Kk B8, we Smeann WaaTH. mro wheTh XOTENIE B BEZSMIN T 86O €AMKO
osbyas ca Waann. 4. BAro € ne wERLIABATH ca A exse wekipaTn ca WaaTh. 5. ne Aanc’s

BCTEN® CBOHX™ ChrpRiIATH NAOTH cBOEH. A4 NE pedein npet AMUE™ BRTUMEB. MKO AA NEBHAENIE

€ eaa nPorNkBAET ¢ Fh O MIICAH TROEH. H pacTan’ TBoEA 6. MKoxe Bh MNW CTEE chNil. 1
¢3E€TCTBIN. U CAWEECh MNW . IAKO Thi BA BOH CAh. 7. alpe WHAS NHLPAA pACKIILIENTE CBLHAA NPABAK
BHAMLLH NPABAS. NE AMBH CA O BELIH. MKO B “KKIM NA BRICOIEMB ChXPANHT CA. W BHICOKKIN NA NHS
8. NMZOBMATE ZEMAA NA* BEAKOKW € 1iph CTPANOK cAKNOK 0. AIOEAH CPEBPO . NE NACKITHT CA
CPEBPA. H KTO BBZAKEHTh W Bh MNW CTEE ero #ugo’. u ce we ¢Beta 10. 8w muwcrek

BATOCTHINA SMNOMHIL A RABYTH. H KOTOPOE ME“CTEO € WTha. KO Na'A0 BUAKTH ounma ero.

5:1 aa ne] we om. Rum.204, Sof.|| o cem] n pr. Pg.78, Arx.|| s8aoy™] syaers Pg.1, Und.1, Sol., Pg.78, Supr. ||
3: xorenie] xorewia Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.1121, Cud.200 ||

4: wekipagan ca] oskiparn ca Und.1, Sol., gr. 3 || an] nan Pg.81, Vol.13, I-Vol.605 || an exe wekyaTn ca]
om. Pg. 78, Arx., Supr., Und.1121, Cud.200 || ®aaTh) u ne pr. gr. 3 ||

5: aane] npr. gr. 1, Pg.81, Vol.13 || ko aa] Aa om. gr. 1, gr. 3 || eaa] n aa gr. 1, Rum.204, Sof,, gr. 3 ||
npornkeaeT ca] ve pr. gr. 1, gr. 3 || &) om. Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.1121, Cud.200 ||

6: cunin] ecnntin gr. 3 ||

7: ®Wua8] WupaoyTs Pg.78, Supr. || packwnpenie] pacxmypenia Arx., Supr., Und.1121, Cud.200 || sewpm] swBwe*
gr. 3 || cuxpannT ca] cugpanaT e Rum.204, Sof. ||

8: wuzosuaie] u uzosmaie gr.1, Pg.81, Vol.13, I-Vol.605 |uzosm\'l'e Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.1121, Cud.200 ||
€ wph cTpanow] € cTpanow upe Pg.81, Vol.13, [-Vol.605 l cTpanow € 1ph Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.1121,
Cud.200 || catnow] caknanow gr. 1, gr. 3 ||

9: ce me] om. Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.1121, Cud.200 ||

10: €* wrna] €*m Pg.78, Supr., Und.1121, Cud.200 |ea Arx. ||
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11.

CON® CAAAOK® paBS ajle Mand Han muwro cnkeTs. M NACKIILLIMM ¢4 BoraThTH NEC
OBABAAAH €ro NochinaTh 12. € nea8rn e BuAL X no* caNuemb. BoraTcTBO xpanumo U Nero. 8
20088 €Moy 13. u NorniENe” Bora’cTEO WHO.B nevenin A3kasnk poAH cih u NEcTh & pSuk nuuTo™
14. mKome nznae M YpeEa MTPH CBOEA H NAFb BBZBPALHAET CA HTH. IAKOKE W MPHAE. H NHYTO"
npiumeT & nocnkick ceoemn. Aa nonae” & pBuk ero 15. ce™ 70ah NEASIS IKO™ BO NPIHAETH TaKO
WHAETh H YTO HZOBHAIE €ro. W™ cnkiun” B mups 16. v Ben nyie ANH €ro B TME W B naaun. v Bh
mpocTH MNwWSE u B rvkek n & neaBzh 17. ce me gAY aznh BAToe eme A0Bpo. € KeTH M eme
NUTH. W €€ BHAKTH BArOCTBINK Bh Beemns cihek. Mice cRIUMT Nop CANUEMB YHCAO ANM
HUBOTA €A HIKE € €MS BB AANS IAKO TO YACTH €70 €CTh 18, HHKE BCAKT HAKS €X5€ AANh EMOY Bb
€ Bora"cTBo M MmkNie M BAACTE NA NE™ 1 keTH T NEFO. W NPIATH YACTH EFO M €2<E BLIEECEANTH

ca 0 TPBAK cBOE™ ce Aa'NKe BiiE €cTh 19. MKO NEMOTEI NOMANSTH ANIH HHEOTA CBOErd IAKO Bhb

NEYET €A UMb B'h BECEATH cplia €ro.

12: ® nero] dittography Vol.13, 1-Vol.605, Pg.78 ||

13: wio] whoro gr. 3 || neuenin] noneuenin gr. 3 || & pduk] s om. Arx. ||

14: noenkck] nocnk Rum.204, Sof. | nocnkuwenin gr. 1, gr. 3|

15: ce® Jmpr. gr. 1, gr. 3 || zoaw] zaa Und. 1 || Take] u po. gr. 1, Rum.204, Sof,, gr. 3 ||

16: w Ben ... mpoctu] in the mg. Pg.78 || wwe] om. gr. 3 || ero) om. Arx. || & naawn ] & om. gr.3 I

17: 6aroe ] 6aro gr. 3 || n exe nuru) wom. gr. 3 || wxe enbwnt] exe ecnkwnr gr. 3 | eal € gr.3 || &% aaam ]
asan 55 Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.1121, Cud.200 ||

18: wme | mBo gr. 1, gr. 3 || eme aans emoy Eh] emoy™ aaan & Sol. || & € ] ecTs &b Arx. || n heru] keru
Pg.1,Und. 1 | wteTn Rum.204, Sof. | meru Sol., TSL 730, gr. 3 || w exe] w* gr. 3 || sngeeceanty ca)
gunggeceant ca TSL 730, Pg.78, Cud.200 || ce] om. Rum.204, Sof. || aa‘nne ] cn‘enie Rum.204, Sof. ||
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Tnaga . S .

. . N - N -

6:1. €cw ABkageTEie ewce BUAKY L no* cAnuem®s n mnw' uairk. 2. M8 eme Aa°  em8 Bh
T .o

BOra’CTEO. M HMENIE n cAaBR Ne Anwian Alua cBoea B Beero ero™ Bhac*eake’. M Ne AacTh emoy

B BAACTH T Hero meTH. mKo 0™ m8xh keTn uma™ ® Hero. ce™ cBeTa u NEABT™s 7oA €.

3. ayse poan” moy™ .p. H AKTA MNWrA NoRHBE". U MNOSH BEASTR ANIE XHEOTA €F0. W AllIA €O
NE NACKITHT ¢A I  BATOCTHINA. U NOTPEBENiA NE Bl €moy. M phxXh EArh naue ero szupac’. 4.
ko B ¢8eTh nprae n B0 Tk nokpuieT ca. 5. u (anua™ ne Buak nice ne paz8mk nokoa. ce nave
cero 6. BATOCThINA Ne BHAL. €raa ne Bb eanno mhkeTo Bea HAOY™. 7. Beh TPBA® YAKh Bh 8CTA
€ro M ALLIA 7€ Er0 NE HCNABHHT CA 8. MKO KOTOPOE HZOBHATE YAKS MSAPOMOY Na' EEZ8MNAro.
none™ nuyiin BhcTh XoAMTH NpoTHES »uBOTS. 9. EATo AKaNiA OUKIO NAYe XOTALIATS ALIH. W ce™
c8eTa uzgonenie AXa. 10. urce Bul®  8HE. N HAPEYE HMA ETO M NOZNA CA EXE ECTh YAK, U NE
BhZMone ¢B3ETUTH cA Bekoph noueTwn™ naue cese. 11. mko 8Th caogeca mnwra Bmnoxale
8eT8. uTo uzanwe YAkS 12. @Ko KTO BheTh YTO BATO YAKS B HBOT'E €ro. uncao ANiM wuBoTA
(B8ETCTBA €r0. H ChTEOPH A B ¢TENM. mKo KTO BuZEKRCTH YAKS. YTO BSAET NOZAAM €O NOAL

cAnue™

6:1 waiyk] ecn pr. gr. 1, Rum.204, Sof., gr. 3 ||

2: w umwknie] v om. Pg.1, Sol. || ne] u pr. Pg.1, Sol., TSL730, gr. 3 | ero™] eme gr. 3 || ce*]npr. gr. 1, gr. 3|
3:.p.] cvo gr. 3| garn ... c8erh ] om. Arx. || sarn] garo gr. 3 || szupae™ I m pr. gr. 1, gr. 3 | gozpaTh Pg.1,
Und.1 | gnzpacth Sol., TSL730 I gnzepath Vol.13, 1-Vol.605 I gnzepaTH Pg.81 I g® Z8paTH’ Pg.78, Supr,,
Und.1121 | engpau” Cud.200| na™ po. gr.3 ||

: npuae ] npenpe Arx. || nokpeieT ca] uma ero po. gr. l,gr.3 | ero po. Rum.204, Sof. ||

: canua) canne gr. 3 ||

erpa) epaa gr. 3 ||

: we ero] me Pg.78, Supr. ||

: wzoBmnie] wznosanyie Pg.81, I-Vol.605 || uars] m8xo 1-V0l.605 || mBapomoy] moyapoy Pg.78, Und.1121 ||

- akania] Akanie gr. 3 || nzgoaenie] u pr. Arx. || )

10: enzmomxe] momerTn Arx. I mo™ Supr. | mome Und.1121, Cud.200 ||

12: garo] sars Pg.81, 1-Vol.605, Und.1121 IBA,F\ Vol.13 || uucao] n pr. gr. 3 || c8eTeTea] cxe’creo gr. 3 i

O &0 I N W b

7: Afua e ero - ki ye 7 Yoy +adrov HP ||
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Tnaga .7 .

7:1 BATO HmMa nave macaa BAh. H ANB CMPTHRIH NAYE ANb BRITIA €FO. 2. BATO XOAHTH B AOMOY
NAAYA. A XOAHTL B AOMOY NHPA. NONE™ KONEL|L BCAKOMOY YAKS HIKE BRIAACTE BATO B CP'LLE CBOE.
3. BATa @POCTH Nave cmkxa. @Ko BB ZA0BK AHUA OYBAXHT ¢ cpiue. 4. cpie MOVAPHI® B Aomoy
NAAYA. W cp'ile BEZ8MNBE B AOoMB BeEcenia 5. BATO € cABILIATH ZANPELPENTE MOYHSA. MAYE MOVHSA
cAsiUAA ECHL BEZ8MNBIMKE 6. MKO™ Bo ras’ TPBHIA N0* KOTAW" Tako cmb* Bez8mNaro u ce
¢8€TA 7. AKOKE KAEBETA ALCTH' MBAPAro pacaaBA€’ cpUe BATRIA Molpn ero 8. EATa nocakanaa
CAOBECH MAYE HAYAAA W'. BAML TPhNkAMETL Nade BHICOKMK® AXOMT 9. NE T ¢ B ACK CBoems
RPUTH ¢A. Ko ApocTh B NEAPE® Bezoymun’® nounsaeTn. 10. A4 Ne peveln 4TO BO MKO ANhE
ApeENIN BRIuA BAAZMM nave ¢, @Ko e & MBAPOCTH Npocuas ecH o ce™ 11. Bara Mo\(Apo"T 4
paZABAENTEM D NO HPEBTIO U HZOBHATEML BHAALIMME CANLE 12. Ko B ¢ThNHM ea MEAPOCTH KO
cThim cpespa HZOBHAIE pazBma MBAPOCTH. oxuBH mie 8 mena 13. BHGL CTBOPENTA BASIA KO

KTO MOME™ OYKPACHTH €me Bh pazBpaTHTH 14, Bh ANh BAFOCTHINA. HEA W Bh iZAW

7:1 v Ann] At Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.1121, Cud.200 || swia] xuria gr. 3 ||

2: an] nan Pg.1, Und.1, Sol., gr. 3 | wxtqn MS2 || we BaacTe] e " BaacTe gr.1, Rum., Sof., Pg.81, Pg. 78
(corr.?), Supr., Und.1121 || cgoe] cBoe™ gr. 3 ||

3: oysamuT ca) oysamaT ca Pg. 81 ||

5: nkenn] wk© gr. 1, Rum.204, Sof., Vol.13, Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.1121, Cud.200 |

 emkX] emkpu* Pg.78 (pu is crossed out ), Arx. ||

: mrome] e om. gr. 1, gr. 3 || pacnasae™ ] upr. gr. 3 ||

: caoBecn] caogeca Pg.1, Und.1, Sol,, gr. 3 || sars] saro gr. 3 ||

DTy ca] TN ca gr. 3 || sezoymuwt ] Bezoymuaro gr. 3 || nounsaetw] nounraetn Vol.13, Pg.78 (Tais
crossed out), Arx., Und.1121, Cud.200 | novie” Supr. ||

10: 8o] s gr. 1, gr. 3 || skiwa] smwa Pg.78, Arx. || saazun naue eu*] snazu en nave Sol. | BAZE nx na® cuxh
Und.1|om. gr.3 ||

11: nzosuaiems] nzosuaie gr. 1, gr. 3 ||

12: m8apocTn] myapocts gr.1, gr. 3 || pazdma m8apocTn] map” s paz8® gr. 3 || mena] nea gr. 1, Pg.81, Vol.13,
Vol.605, Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.1121 |a Cud.200 |

13: oykpacuru] oykpatn Vol.13, Pg.78, Und.1121, Cud. 200 | oykpaTH’ Supr. | oykpacTu Arx. ||

14: wuga] wuswn Pg.81, Vol.13, I-Vol.605, Und.1121, Cud.200 | sengw Pg.78, Arx. || 8w izau] nan Pg.81 ||

O 00 2 O\

2: BpAcTE BATO - dWO€EL + dyaBoy MSS ||
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Eh ANb ZAOEbI BH¥h. HEO C€ ChrAA CEMOY e CTROPH B o TAk. AA NE OBPALPET ZA0E0K (74
COBOI] NMUTO™ 15, Bea'ckas BuAkXS ANL cBeTcTEIA moero. ecTh NPABEANKIM NOTHIBAA B'h CBOEH
QPG
npaBAK. € New' THBLIM NpeBuIBAA 1 B 7005h cBoen 16. e ESAH NPABEAEND BEAMH NH MBAPH CA
EEAMH €rpa Korpaa Hz8mkewm ca 17. u Ne BelpncTESH MHWEO H HE BBAN HECTOKD AA NE SMpeLLn
Bk BPEMA CROE 18. BATO TH €cTh BWZAEPMATH A 0 BCEMB W BCEro NE OCKEEPNMIIM PSKLI CBOEM
KO BOAH CA BA MZHAETH Bee 19, MA* Th NOMOmeTh MEAPOMS NAYE AECATH WEASAAKLH' B
rpaak 20. mko uAka wkeToh npaBeANa Na Zeman. uxce CLTBOPHTE Baroe u Ne cwurphwmnTh. 21. u
BCA 1™ CAOBECA W™ BRTAIOTE NEWTHEIH H HE BAOHH CPLIA CBOErS. AA NE SCAILIMILN PABA CEOEND
KnenSipaa TEBE. 22. KO MNWIANK*H CASKOVI™ TOBOK. OEXO"ENIE™ NOThI OZAOEHTA CP*UE TBOE,
MKOME U ThI KAAAL €cH APSrhia 23. Bea o nck8enxs 8% m8ApocTH H phxns 8moyaph ¢ca 24. n
Tako 8AAAH ¢ T MENE AANEYE NAYE €€ HZ MASEOKA FASBHNA. KTO WEPALPIETh A 25. H WEHAOXS
a7 M cpilie moe exce paz8mETH. 1 €xce cheRTHTH can M €5 BZHCKATH MBAPOCTH M PaZBMA. M €X<E

[ L] LLd I~
paz8METH N THEArO BEZ8MIE M CTSHENTE M ACTh 26. oBpETAK aZh TO ropuke cMpTH ¢ HENOK

ueo) 6o gr. 3 | wce TSL 730 || & o Fak] w Fak & TSL 730 || gaoso0] za cosow gr. 1, Rum.204, Sof., MS2,

gr.3|l
15: norwsaa] norusaeTn Rum.204, Sof. l npagak] wenpasak Pg.1 (ne is crossed out), TSL 730, Rum.204,

Sof. || € Jupr.gr.1,gr. 3|
16: w] w pr. Und.1121, Cud.200 || eraa] eaa TSL 730, Pg.81, Pg.78, Und.1121 || xoras] om. I-Vol.605,

Cud.200 || uz8mkewn ca) n pagdmbeum ca Sof. ||
17: w ne 68au} w om. Pg.81 || aa] w pr. gr.1, Vol.13, 1-Vol.605, Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.1121, Chud. 200 ||

g% Bpema] ne pr. TSL 730, Pg.81]|
18: §aro Tu] éaroctu Pg.1, Und.1 || Tu] om. gr. 3 || seero] cero Pg.1, Und.1, Sol. || ockgepunun] ocksepun Pg. 1|

19: m8apom8] mapocTh ArX. || weaapaioyu® | weaapewyiug Und.1 ||

20: cnTeopuTs] cuTeopn Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.1121, Cud.200 || curopuTh Baroe] Baro cuTropuTs SO ||
21: u Bea] w om. Pg.81|) m*] me gr. 1, Pg.81, 1-Vol.605, Pg.78, Arx., Supr.,, Und.1121, Cud.200 || v we] n
om. gr. 1, gr. 3 || Scawumm] caswmwn gr. 1, gr. 3 I

22: easroyo”] cankmio Arx. | caikoytor Supr. || Tosow] ¢ pr. Arx. || wort] muorw Sol., gr. 3 ||

23: 8moyapn ca) oymapn® ca gr. 3 ||

24: rageuna] raoysuni Sol. || wepaieTs A] WEPAYIETE A Sol., Arx. ||

25: enckTuTy ca\) cwcher® Pg.78 IC'BC'kC'I'H Arx. ! enchru’ Supr. ||

26: ospkraw] u pr. gr. 1, Rum.204, Sof., gr. 3 || To] om. gr. 34
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TAKOME ECTh ACBMTEA W ChTH ¢p'Ua ea n cu8ZB ABEH ea pSKL €. BATLIM npe* AMue™ BHiMMb
WZEHNHT & W HEaA u cwrphinasn ne wea™ s8AeTh ® Wea. 27. ce cuxn phue osphToxm
CHEOPHHKL EAMNOY €AMNOM exe oBpBeTH Nommican 28. ero™ Bzucka Aa moa M He wepEToxn

— ba ad
HAKA EAUNOTO W THCKLIM oBpRTO" 1 #enn B Beky cnx ne oBphTO' 29. oBave ce cie opETo

€H{E CTBOPH B'h € YAKOM®R NPABOM'h U TH BZUCKALLIA NOMKICAD ACBph MNWfr\.

chru] ckre Pg.81 || ¢p*ual cp*ue Pg.81 ||

neh8zh] wom. gr. 1, gr. 3 || en8zm] choyzwm gr. 3 || avseu ea] om. gr. 1, gr. 3 || uzeunut ca] uzsuner ca gr. 3 ||
ne wea" | e om. gr. 1, gr. 3 ||

27: pkye] om. Supr. ||

28: u ne] ne om. gr. 3 || osphTo* n] ospkToX om. gr. 3 || enx ne osphrTo*] ne om. Sol. | 1w 1w eannon po. Sol. ||
29: ce cie] cuue gr. 3 || npasomn] npasw™ Pg.81, Vol.13, I-Vol.605, Pg.78, Supr., Und.1121, Cud.200 |
nepBums Arx. || Aospn) om. gr. 1, gr. 3 ||
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(Taa® . w.)

8:1 k7o BheTh M8ApHIA M KTO BhCTH pazphinenie rih. MyApocTu 4ak8 npockkylaeTh anue ero.
M BECTSANMM AMLEMB CBOMMEA BBZNENARMARNT ESAETH. 2. OyCTA LPA CXPANH. M W CAOBECH
KAATERI 67414 Ne Ty ¢a. 3. ® AHLLA BO €O NOUAELIH. NE CTANK B CA0BeCK ASBKABNE . AKo BeA exce
AYIE CTEOPH'. 4. IAKOME LiPh ChBAAARIM FAETE W KTO PEYETHL EME H YTO CTEOPUILN 5. XPANAH
zanoBkAu. Ne 8ekcTh rAa a8KaBA. 1 Bpema c3aa BhcTh. cpiiie mBAPAro. 6. MKO BCAKOM Beym €
BPEMA H BAh. IKO PAZ8MTB YAKA MNWrA HA Nemb. 7. @Ko NECTh BkASaro u uro BZA8Ipee
ko BSAETh. KTO BhZEhcTHTE em8 8. wh™ uika BAaABIIA B Ak BHZBPANMTS ¢ AXOMb. M
NECTh BAAASIPATO B AN cpTH. 1 NECTh cBABL Bh ANL BPANH. W NE CNICETh BELPECTIE CBLPAro B
Ne™. 9. n Bee BuAL XS M BAAK. M cpPUE MOE B BCe CTBOpENTE €466 CTROPENO BIC, MOAT CANLEME
EAMKO OBAAAAAL €CTh YAKSL. B'b YAk mko winosuTie. 10. u Toraa BHAKXL NEUTHBRI B rpoBkI
NECOMBI. B T CTro HAENIA HAOLUA W NOXBAAKILA. H B TpaAk MKO TAKO CTEOPULIA Bee e (8ETA.
11. mko wk nzEaBAENTA BMBAOA. 1 T TEOpALIMXS ASKABOE Bekoph cero paan Beepn ca cpue.

CN'h YAUL B NHYX#E CTBOPH A8KABOE. 12. (n WToak) u { AabroTul nxh. Bo BuAY® a° KO

Arx. - lacuna 8:8 - 9:1
gr. 1, Rum.204, Sof. - lacuna 8:16 - 9:14

8:1 myapocrn] map s Pg.81, Vol.13, I-Vol.605, Pg.78, Arx., Supr. ||

: 80 ero] € 6o Pg.81 || cranm] cranewm gr.3 ||

: ChBAAAWM] kil BaaakM gT. 1 [[nuTo] mom. gr. 1, gr. 3 ||

:u]om. Pg.81 ||

: ¢ gpema] spema e* gr. 3 ||

8: BaaaSIpare] Baaayopare Pg.l, Und;1|| c] ca gr. 3 || Ann] Ann Pg.81, Pg.78, Supr. || cicers] ea po. Pg.81,
I-Vol.605, Pg.78, Supr., Und.1121, Cud.200 || )

9: ucp'ue] wom. gr. 1, gr. 3 || creopenie ] Teopenie Pg.81, Vol.13, I-Vol.605, Pg.78, Und.1121, Cud.200 |
s ] €% Pg.78, Supr., Und.1121, Cud.200 || &w vauk] ex om. gr. 3 ||

10: rpobw] rposk gr. 3 || necomu] necenta gr. 3 || maenia] om. gr. 3 || noxsanuma] noxeanenn swwa gr. 1, gr. 3 ||
nensrpaak]lmom. gr. 1, gr. 3 || sce]l nee gr. 3 ||

11: uzsagaenia] nzsonenna Pg.1, Und.1, Sol. | nzekyenia gr. 3 || w ®] wom. gr. 3 || eTeopu] cnTeopuTnh gr. 1,
Rum.204, Sof., Pg.81, Vol.13, I-Vol.605 ||

N n bW



231

BAET BATO. BATOBOALIMM CA BA. AA NE BOAT A W aua ero.13. n Ne BBAETH EBATO
NEULCTHBOMOY. H NE NPE*A0MHTE ANH B cThiu. u k™ urce Boan ca ® anua ero. 14. ecTh
(B€TA M MME CTEOPEHA €CTh HA ZEMAH. IAKO 8Tk NPABEANHLUM W AOCTHZARTHE HXKh. (@Ko
CTBOpENTE NeU THERI'. M 87 NEYTUBTM " AoCTHrAK W) KO cTEOPENTE NPABEANBIKL. U phXb Bee
e c8eTa. 15. u noxganw® ** ¢ Becennemn Ko NReTH H™ BATO YAKS NOAK CANLE™. NO TOKMO €€
BCTH M €24€ NUTH. U €KE BECEAHTH CA. M TO NPUBRLITOKS €ro ckWENio ANIN HKUBOTA €ro. AKO™
AANB €CTh €MOY Bh NOAB CANUEMB. 16. B NHXH AaX® cp'ue moe paz8mBTn MmovAps' . W ewse
EhABTH nevenie CTEOPENOE HA ZEMAK. TAKO B ANE M B NOIJIM CNA B'h ONiI0 cBOEK NECTh BHAA 17. 1

x e —* o — .o
BMA'k BCA CTEOPENIA BHSIA. TAKO HE BhZMOMETH YAKD HZOBp'kCT" CTBOPENIEML CTBOPENATO NMOAH

CANLIEMb . EAHKO <€ aLe pede” mSAphIM PAZBMETH. W NE BRZMOMETh pazimETn.

12: aro] om. Und.1, Sol., TSL 730, gr. 3 || soaT ¢a] sout ca Pg.78, Supr., Und.1121, Chud. 200 ||

13: garo] 6ara Sol., gr. 3 || n we] na we gr. 3 || npe*nomuts] npoaoamurs TSL 730, gr. 3 || erhun] cvwm gr. 3 ||
Boan ca] somaTu . Pg.81, Vol.13, I-Vol.605, Pg.78, Supr. | sonr ea Und.1121, Cud.200 |

14: ecre] n pr. gr. 3 || wmxe] nom. gr. 3 || sce] ce gr. 3 |

15: w*] » Pg.1, Und.1, Sol., Rum.204, Sof. | om. gr. 3 || exe nutun] exce om. gr. 3 || exe BeceanTH ca] exe
om. gr. 3 || wto] wom. gr. 3| enkwenii] o enkwenito gr. 1] &n enbwenin gr. 3 || Awin] cero pr. Pg.1,
Und.1 | cero TSL 730 |ero gr. 3 ||

16: neuenie] noneuenie gr. 3 || ane ] afm Sol., TSL 730, Rum.204, Sof. | At gr. 3 || wkers - lacuna starts in

gr. 1 and Rum.204, and Sof. ||
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(Taa® 9)
9:1. IAko Bce Aaxm Bw cp'ue, u cp'ue moe Bee BHAK MK npaseANin M8ApIM u Akaania nxn B p8KS

B0, M AKEEM ™ 1 NenasueTH wE T BBAK. M YAK® Bea npe* anuemn ero 2. c3eTa. Bh Bek
cABHAH NPABE NOMOY H NEYLCTHEOMS BATO H ZAO YHCTOE H HEURCTHROE MPSLYIEME n Ne HpELpeEMOy
IAKOME BAFIM U 1AKO ChrphiuAAH M IKOHE KAENLIM CA H IAKOKE BOAH CA KAATEMI 3. C& ASKABO B
BCE CTEOPENRM®B NOAL CANLEML 1AKO cARYaH BCEX™. M CANLE CHWBL UAYL HCNABNM CA ASKACTEIA
HTPBAS. M ABCTh B ¢p unl’ HX B HBOTR ' 1 nozaaner kKb mpTeR 4. KO KTO nke npuua™er
CA K'b BCEMs #HBRIMS €CTh NAAEHA TAKO NECh HBh TO BAFO NAYE ABA MPTBA 5. MKO #HEIH

paz8mkio” ko 8mp8Th MpTEiM Ne ¢8Th BEASYIE M HHYTO™ K TOMS MZAW KO ZABEENA €CTh
NAMATE HX'B O. W NENABHCTH HXh M PEENIE HX'h 82<€ NOTKIBE. U YACTH NEcTh nmb & BhKu kK Tom8
B'h BCEMs TBOPENTH MOAS CANUEMB 7. NPIMAN U X"k Bh BeCeATH XABED ¢BOM W Nin B BAsh BuNO
CEOE IAKO BAFOBOAH Bh CTEOPENIA TEBOA 8. E'h BCAKO BPEMA AA C8Th PHZhI TEOA Bhant H macaa
APEBANATO AA NE AMLUHT CA FAABA TBOA 9. M ¥SHBH HHEOT ¢ HENOK. I0MSE ECH E'BZAOBHAD BCA ANK

¢8ETCTEA ¥SMBOTA TBOEMS. AANBI NO* CANUEMB, KO 4ACTh TBOA B #HBOTE TeOEMb (B cnkek

TBOE™) Hase crhuwmumm noas canue™ 10. Bea eanka oBpALIE" P8KA TEOA CTBOPHTH, TEOPH KO NE

gr. 1, Rum.204, Sof.- lacuna 8:16-9:14

9:1 moe] om. Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.112], Cud.200 || u Akaania] w om. Pg.81|| sbak] shawm gr. 3 || n uakw]
wom. gr. 3 ||

2: newncTugoe] neuncroe Cud.200 ||

3: Bee cTBopenkmn] Bcemb TROpENEMB Cud.200 || caBuau] aoyuam n Pg.81 |cm(q44 n Vol.13, 1-Vol.605,
Pg.78, Supr. || canue] epaue corr. into ¢awue in MS2 || nezapnw*] nogaan v* Pg.81, Vol.13, I-Vol.605 ||
mpTe’ ] mprem™ gr. 3 ||

s ecte] Bw® gr. 3 ||

: TEOpENin] cnTeopeniu Supr. ||

: Bask] cp*uk pr. Pg.81, Vol.13, 1-Vol.605 ||

: B¢aKko] Bee Supr. ||

9: aanw] Tese po. Pg.81, Vol.13, I-Vol.605 || & musoTe Teoems]s enkeh Teoe™ MS2, gr. 3 m'fe] exe gr. 3 ||
10: TBopu] eanka Th cuaa TeopuTH pr. Pg.81, Vol.13,1-Vol.605, Pg.78, Arx., Supr. | enteopn Cud.200 ||

Tw) n pr. Pg.81 ||

RN 3 O\ W
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CTBOPENIA NH NOMbICAA, NK paz8ma NN MBAPOCTH Bh aAk amo e Tl maewm 11. u WEPATHY CA H
BuAKY No* CANUEMB MKO AerkhIMb TeueNiEMB M CHANLIMM. BPANH™ MovAphIME xAkE® Nuxce
PAZOYMNKI" BOra'cTRO. e BRASIMME BAMTh 1AKO Bpema K caBuan cASunT ca Bchmn u* 2.
NHAE PAZBME YAKT BPEMENN CBOErO. KO PhIEBI SAABAAEMBI B mpenH Zak. H mKo nTHUA
BaaBAAEME B CRTH. M mKoME CH BAABAAEMBI TAKO. KO TH" 8Tk CHWBE YAULCTIH. BB BPEMA
ABKABO BNETAA NANAAE" Ha NA BHEZANB 13. u cione moyapocTh BUAK® No* CANUEMB. H BEAHKS e
mnk 14, rpa® manm. 1 moyHin B NEWB Mano. U NPIMAE LiPh BEAHK H WKPOTH W' cakase™ o NEmb
WCTPOrhl BEAMKR 15, oBpalpe” “ B Hemb MBHh HULL U MBAPL B T'h CHCETh rpa’ MBAPOCTI
CROEID. H YAKD NE MOMANOBENT ¢ MBHEMb HULIHME © Hemb 16. u pE* azn BAra m8APOCTH nave
cHANBEE. 1 MBAPOCTH NHYIATO BunuHiceNa U caogeca NE 8 Th nocaSwaema 17. n caoBeca moyapur
B MOKOH CARILAT €A NAYE KAHYA. OBAAAAIIPHS o BeZRMNLE 18, BAra MBAPOCTH nave cheBA®

PATHEI. 1 curpEiAa U EANN NOMBBUTH BATOCTRINIG MNOTS,

11: v ca8uan] n om. Pg.78, Arx. ||

12: rako puisi] mkoxe puiset gr. 3 || Tako] 87w pr. gr. 3 | is crossed out in 1-Vol.605 || u mko] Takoe I-Vol.605 ||
gh mpexu ... chru] in the mg. [-Vol.605 || mrome cn Snagamemu] om. I-Vol.605 || &% mpemu... cn
Snasamemut] om. Arx. || mko Tu" ] Tu Arx. || 8w spema] spema Arx. ||

14: cakaae™ | npr. gr. 3 || werporw] wrporm Pg.1, Und.1, Sol., Rum.204, Sof. l wrpokn TSL 730 ||

15: ospaupe™ “] npr. gr. 3 | ¢ om. gr. 1, Rum.204, Sof,, gr. 3 || nomanosens] g po. gr. 1, MS2, gr. 3 ||
16: n caoseca] nu caogeca gr. 1, gr. 3 || whk e8vs] wk om. gr. 3 ||

17: 8] n Pg.81 || camwar ca] cawwmr ¢ca Vol.13, I-Vol.605, Pg.78, Supr., Und.1121, Cud.200 I

o] om. TSL 730 | ® Pg.81, Vol.13, I-Vol.605, Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.1121, Cud.200 ||

18: ene8an] coy* gr. 1 | ex™ gr. 3,inthe mg. Pg.78 |
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(Taa® 1)

10:1 Aoyxul SMPYIBAAILIATS CrHOA™ CTPOENIE APEEANOE MACAO CAAAOCTH YACTE MANO MBAPOCTH
nade cAdBKl BeZ8Mia Beanka’ 2. cp'ie MBAPAFO © AECHBIO €ro. cpiue BeZBmNA - W WSIOK €T,

3. 1 N N8TK™ BEZSMHBIM MAETH H ¢p'UE ErO AHWINT mKe NOoMBILAAE" Bea BEZ8MNA ¢8Th. 4. alpe
AXS BAAABIIATO BZMAET NA NA mKcTa CBOEro Ne WeTaBH ko nuykaenie ScTaBHTH rpkysl BeAUKn)
5. €. A8KaBCTBO €* BHA  No® cANLE™ €3KE NOBOANS HZHAE" T AnUa BAAASHIATS. 6. AANT® BEZ8MHLIM
HA BRICOTA® BEAUKLI® M BOTATIH B cmBpennr’ caa8”™. 7. BUALY paBhI HA KONE® U KNASH MASIPH BKO
paBbl MO ZEMAH. 8. KONaA MMB B NIO BNAAETH. M NOTPEBAAIIANO Orpaas oyrpbI3He’ M smia. 9.
ZEMAMA U KAMBIKS NOBOAN' B NH'. chknim ApoBa 5EAR npiemaeTn B Nuxh. 10. aye cnape” chungo
H Th CAMB AHUE" CNAAE" H CMATE . N cuAA TUNEMONE" UZOBHATE MOYHI0 movapocTs. 11, ape
ckkne” smia nw B wenTk v nbheTh W oBuATa osaBaloytemB. 12. caogeca 8¢Th mApLE BAr'TH.
8cTnk BeZoymmaro noronaaeta ero. 13. NA'AO CAOBECh €r0 BEZSMIE. H MOCAEANAA SCTH €

necTh ASKaRA. 14. v Be78menh SmnomH” caokeca, Ne paz8mEk YAK®, YTO BuIBlIEE K YTO EZASLIEE

10:1 8mppgasamwipare] oympipneasotpa gr.l, Rum.204, gr. 3 lo\(ﬁﬁwmnme Sof. || erpoenie] cTpoenia Und. 1,
Sol., TSL 730, Rum.204, Sof., Pg.81, Vol.13, [-Vol.605, Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.112 || uacTs] gTw gr. 1,
gr. 3 |uects Rum.204, Sof. || mano] mana Pg.81| macao Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.112, Cud.200 || seanxd™ ]
geauka gr. 1, gr. 3 ||

: cpue sez8mua™ | sez8muaro cprue Sol. || w w8 ere] (w w8 ero) Pg.1 |

: amwm™ ] amwnty w Pg.1, Und.1, Sol. | amwwre » TSL 730, Rum.204, Sof., gr. 3 ||

: ua] ue Pg.81 || 8cragun J w po. Pg.1, Und.1, Sol. ||

: ASKABCTBO] M Pr. gr. 3 || noBoano] nesoano TSL 730, gr. 3 ||

: Aank] Aa wis Sol. | Aa we gr. 3 || cap8™] s8a0yTs gr. 3 ||

:n] agr. 3] uadipn] uasipe Pg.1, Sol., TSL 730 l naoyypaa Und. 1 l naoyipa gr. 3 ||

: 8 w0 BnaaeTh] BnaaeTh & o TSL 730 || oyrpuzne | rpazners gr. 3 I u smia] w om. Sol., Rum.204, Sof. |
(w\ TSL 730 |0 smia Cud.200 |

9: zemaa u] u pr. gr. 1 lszemamu Pg.81 | u gzemaan Vol.13, 1-Vol.605, Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.1121,
Cud.200 ||

10: u ] To u Arx. || camn] camo gr. 3 || anue® ] amue gr. 1, gr. 3 || cnape” u] om. gr. 1, gr. 3 || emaTe” ]
emoyruTs gr. 3 ||

11: mpe] wpr. Pg.81, Supr. || wa] om. gr.3 || wJom. gr. 1,gr.3 || oBmMAia] nzoBuabm gr. 1 'uz'hosun'l'e gr.3 ||
13: na“ao] nauaaa Pg.1, Und.1, Sol.|| eacgecn] oyers po. gr. 1, Pg.81, Vol.13, I-Vol.605, Und.1121, Cud.200)|
sezdmie] sezoymia Pg.81 ||

14: 8muonw” ] ca po. Und.1121, Cud.200 || wro smswee] vro om. Und.1121, Cud.200 ||

0 I N L bW
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RO NOZAAH €ro KTo BhzBheTH' em8 15. ovenk® sez8mubixs u TPSA HXB. nace e paz8mE HTH B

rpa* 16. rope Tesh rpape emoy™ Liph TEOM SNh. H KNASH TBOM ZaoyTpa kaa" 17. EAmena Tu
TEMAE. €A Liph TEOW U CHBI CBOBOAHBE H KHASH TEOH B'h BpeMA MAAT H cuak Ne nocTwiaa” 18. B
AENOCTH CMHUPHT A CTPONTHES, B NPAZAKNCTES pRKE npokanae” xpamuna 19. B cmk® TeOPH
XAEBB. M BHNO BECEAUTH MHELIA. H CpeBpa NOCABIWIAK” BeauncKkaa. 20. u o™ B chBheTh cp'ua

HE KAENH. H B KARTH AOHNHLIN CEOGH. NE KAENH EOPATATO MKO NTHLA NENA AONECE™ FAA.  TBOM,

Hmka kpHAR BBZAETHTH CAOBO TROE.

15: oyenk* ] enkyw gr. 1, gr. 3 || u Tp8a] n om. Pg.81 | a p8* Und.1121, Cud.200 || uxe ne paz8mk ury 8 rpa* ]
om. 1-Vol.605 || paz8mk wtu] pazdmkru Und.l, Pg.78, Arx. |8 rpa* ] 8 om. Pg.81 || rpa* ] rpaak Pg.78,

Arx. ||
16: ups Teon] up-Tee v Und.1 | v&on om. gr. 3 || 8wn] eerw po. Pg.81, Vol.13, 1-V01.605, Pg.78, Arx., Supr. |

ects 8w Und.1121, Cud.200 || knasu Teon] Teon om.Und.1 | ero gr. 3 ||

17: ea] eame TSL 730, Pg.81, Vol.13, Pg.78, Arx., Supr., Und.1121, Cud.200 || wps Teon ] up™veo w gr. 1,
gr. 3 || cuak] pavn po. gr. 3 || ne] w pr. TSL s.l., Rum.204, Sof., MS2 || nocThaa” | nocTaaTe’ gr. 1,
Rum.204, Sof., gr. 3 ||

18: cvponTueo] crponTuemn TSL 730, gr. 3 || npazashcTeo] npazasnetek Pg.1, Und.1, Sol. | npazuwern gr. 3 ||
19: emb*] mhere® Arx. | ckatxn Und.1 || suno] e pr. Pg.78, Supr., Und.1121, Cud.200 | uso Sol. I

u cpespa)] n om. Pg.81 || nocadwarw™ ] ne pr. Und.1121 ||
20: ¢wekern] 8B cBoen po. Pg.1, Und.1 Icsoeu po. Sol., TSL 730, Rum.204, Sof., Pg.81, Vol.13, I-Vol.605,

Pg.78, Supr., Und.1121, Cud.200 | ceoero po. Arx. || katru] To po. Pg.1 | atrw Und.1 || Teou] ceom gr. 1,
Rum.204 ||
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Iaaga . Al .

11:1 Nocan xaken Teou na anne BoAk. mKo B MNW cTBh M Wepalpelwn. 2. Aa%Ab HACTH
A

ce* MUK BOM CA KO NE BReu 4To BEAETH ABKABO N' ZemAH. 3. ALIE HCNABNAT CA WEAALM A0HK A,

NA ZEMAK HZAMBARTh. M AlpE NAAE" ApeBo Brw™. ayle an na ehpue™ mherh. nA€™ napeTs

APEBO. TOY BBAETH, 4. BAALM BETpa ne che” M cmoTpan Bh OBAAKKI NE NOKNE™. 5. B NHYHE

NECTh BOABL M 4TO BSAETH AXA. MKO KOCTH parawyiasn &b 4pesk. Tako ne paz8mbers Akan

— o an

BARTHXh. €AMKO € COTBOPUTH BCaubcKaa. 0. n za8Tpa chan chma cRoe. M BEPh A4 NE

OCTABAAE" PRKBI TBOEA IAKO NE BRCH KOTOPOE BAOVUMT €A CE AH MAH WHO. Al AH OBOE BKSITE

T EATO 7. u cAa*ko BRTY M BArh ounma™ zphTh n cAnue”. 8. mKo ape u AkTa mHora muge’.

YAK® B BCES MXh BMZBECEAHT CA. M NOMANE’ ANH TMBI. KO MNWSH BSASTh BCE rpaaSipee
gera 9 " 3 A

c3eTa 9. Becean ¢ 8NOTO Bh SNOCTH CBOEH. €rAa 8BAAMH  Ta ¢p'UE TEOE Bk ANh SNOCTH

TEOEA W XOAH B NSTEXL P LA TEOEro. NEMOPOUENT. H B BHAKNUM OUilo CBOEI pazBmen @Ko w

TSL 730 11:9 - 12:14 lacuna

11:1.n] Anmm gr. 1, gr. 3 | ww Rum., Sof. |

2: paman] aan e Pg.1, Und.1 | aamcs Sol. | aa™ Vol.13 | aaxe Pg.78, Supr., Und. 1121, Cud.200 || ce*mmu]
nave™ n wemoms po. Und. 1121, Cud.200 || Bon ca] Bo wemn Pg. 1, Und.I, Pg.81, Vol.13, I-Vol.605, Pg.78,
Supr., Und.1121, Cud.200 | 8o wemnums Sol. | go u wemn TSL 730, Arx. l BOW ¢4, in the mg. emst Rum., Sof. ||
3: u ape] v om. gr. 3 || naae”] wamaers Arx. || Srw™ . apeso om. Arx. || ehpue™ ] (chBhpue Pg.1 |c'kxepwk
Und.1 | cksepne® Sol., TSL 730, Sof. | pasnt gr. 3 ||

4: osnaks] weankn Rum., Sof. ||

5: waxme] we om. Pg.78, Arx. ||

6: u za87pa] uzmTpa Supr. || chan] chn gr. | | om. gr. 3 || csoe] Teoe gr. 3 || ce] engr. 3 ||

7: nsars] no sArs gr. 1|| sars] sAro gr. 3 || ounma™ ] ounma uxce Pg.1, Und.1, Sol.| cunma exe gr.3||

gpkTuu Juom. gr. 1, gr. 3 || canue™ ] coanue TSL 730, Arx,, Cud.200 I

8: akra] akTn gr. 1 mNora] mno Pg. 1 lMNOI"h Sol. l mnoro Rum.204, Und.1, TSL 730 || uxs] om.
Und.1121, Cud.200 || ]

9: eraa] u aa Pg.1, Und.1, Sol. | eaa TSL 730, Pg.81, Vol.13, 1-Vol.605, Pg.78, Supr., Und.1121, Cud.200 ||
xoan] lacuna starts TSL 730 | xoan’ Supr.l xoanxs 1-Vol.605 | us KMAt"v""] u & om. Pg.78, Arx., Supr. ||
enakinn] suatwne Und. 1, Sol,, Sof,, Vol.13,1-Vol.605, Supr., Und.1121, Cud.200 | guatnne Pg.81 |

suaknia Arx. || ceoew] Teoew Und.1, gr. 3 ||

9: nenopouent - + dpwpog BT I
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Bk cn'n "Ta B ~ -
PHEEAE Ta 6% Na BAT. 10. n weTaBH MpocTh cp'lia TBOE W NPHBEAH. ABKABCTBA T

NAOTH TBOA KO BNOCTH M BeZB8Mie cBeTa.

10: ¢8era] w pr. gr. 1, Rum.204, Sof., gr.3 ||

10: npisean - Tapdyaye/mdpoye Bt] ornyern Sol. - amayeg S* 1 ||

7
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(Taa®  BI)
12:1 N nomanu cTBOPIAFO Ta B ANB SNOCTH TBOEA. AONAEWE NE NPUASTh ANIE ZAOBhI H
npuen b’ akTa pevelwsn mu. nk©  mu g NUXs XOThBuHA 2. AONAE™ Ne mpuKne” anue u cBhTh ¢
ABNA M ZBBZAKI. M OBPATAT ca WEAALM AOZaAE A0 A 3. B ANb B'h M€ NOABHIAT CA. CTpANsiE
AOMB. H PAZBPATAT CA MBHKH CHABI. K BNPAZNHLI'A MEAAIIAA TAKO HZHEMOTOLIA. W NOMPAYA” Car
FAAAAIOYIAA B “KBANNA. 4. W ZATBOPA" ABEPH NA TPLMHIIM B NEMOLIH MEAKLIAA W BCTANOVTh
FAACh NTHUA. U cmBpa” ca Bea Apepa hNuia. 5. uBo Na BbicoTS OVZPH’ M APEEECA NA MYTH. W
NPOUBETE" KAANKI". (MmuxAd" ) u wrabeTheTs oBphaa. (NPOYTH) U PAZPSUIMT CA BCA KANKAPS .
KO BEAE™ YAKA E AOMs BRKA CBOETO. M WEHAOLIA H NA TPBAHIIM NALTIIH. 6. AONAE™ NPEBPATHT
A, BE CPEBPA HCKSILMT CA. HCKSCA ZHA'NAA NCKSIUNT CA BOAA 8 HCTOUNHKA. H CAOMHT CA IAKO
KOAO B KOAK. 7. W BBZEPATHT CA NEPCTH NHA ZEMAK KO 8 ceBB. W AXh BBZEPATHT CA K BIS. M
€CTh Aanh. 8. ¢8eTa cBETHCTIM peue ZEOPNHKE BCA CKAM CBETA. 0. HZBHAA IAKO Bh'  ChEOPHHK
MEAPL. H CKAZA YAKOMDB H oyX0 cABANTL KkpacoTnt npuTous 10. MWL BZHCKA. CEOPHUKL €ixe

OBPECTH CAOBECA XOTENIA. U HANHCANA NPABOCTTIO CAOBECA HCTHNNKI 1 1. cAOBECA Moy ApLIXH KO

12:1 peyewm mu] mn om. gr. 1, gr. 3 ||

2: u a8na] wom. gr. 1, Rum.204, Sof., MS2, gr. 3 ||

3: we] me™ Rum.204, Vol.13, I-Vol.605, Supr. | nompaua™ ca] nompaunts® Rum.204, Sof. ||

4: cmbpa’ ca] ca om. gr. 3 ||

5: oyzpn™] oyzpa™ gr. 1, gr. 3 || kaanw" ] exce ecte muraans po. Sol. || (muxaa )] in the mg. muraaan Vol.13 ||
(npoyrw)] in the mg. npoy™ Vol.13 || pagp8wmr ca] ca om. gr. 1, gr. 3 | pazpoy Rum.204, Sof. || kankapm]
kananoph gr. 3 || aomn] ANk gr. 3 || wenaowa u] nom. gr. 3|

6: 8e cpespa MckBWHT ca] uekpSnt ca MS2 (corr.?) || gua™maa] zaaThaa gr. 3 || nerounnka] neroka Pg.1, Sol.,
Rum.204, Sof., gr. 3 | oycrout ¢4 Und.1 || kono] xoaeco gr. 3 I

7: w axn] u po. Vol.13, I-Vol.605, Pg.78 l mon po. Und.1121, Cud.200 ||

8: zeopnmkn] so pr. Und.1121, Cud.200 ||

9: uzenna] uzwwenaia gr. 3 || cakanTs] caaan” gr. 3 ||

10: caoBeca xoTenia] caoge xorenia Und. 1121, Cud.200 ||

4: dvaotroovtar S; HP MSS 147, 157, 159, 298.
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THH. . - i
WCTHH. IAKO TBOZAIE PAMKENENH U T CAOHENH AANM BhIWIA. U W NACTEXA EAUNOTO NHZBMATE BEAMKO
W nuxn. 12, xpann e mon. CTBOPHTH KNHIhl MNWILL. NECTh BO KONUA BYENTH MNW TPSAD
naoTh 13. Koneun e CAOBOY . BCE NOCASILIAK Bra BOM ¢ ¥ Zanoskau ero XPANH TAKO TOMOY BCAKH

yenoskkn 14. i T e ~
FAKO BCE CTPOENIE NPUEEAE Bk Na CBAL BCaKOM® nipezphnne™ ape * Baaro aye an

ASKABO.

11: caomenn] caomenia Sol., gr. 3 || nacr8xa] nactupa gr. 3 || nuzguaie] u uzguane Rum., Sof., MS2 | HZOBHALE
Pg.1, Und.1, Sol., Pg.78, Arx., Supr. | w uznosuaie Pg.81, Vol.13, I-Vol.605, Und.1121, Cud.200 ||

12: Buenin] oyuenia gr. 3 ||

13: xpann] xpana Pg.1, Und.1, Rum.204, Sof. ||

14: scakoms] Beakomoy Pg.1, Und.1, 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 tirla
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 Undol’skij 13 (Und. 13) and for the
interpolated text the orthography of MS Pogodinskij 1 (Pg.1).

The variant readings given in the third column seem to be mostly minor variations,
however, these are represented without exception. For the lettes that are missing or not
legible the following symbol ¢ is used. The symbols used in the critical apparatus are the

same as the ones in appendix 1.



Continuous text ( GB)

1:6 ... uA€™ AX® 1 okpheT
EMO OBPALIAE™ CA AX.

1:7 gen noToun MASTH B
mope. H mope NE Nacwipa. wo
g mkcTo amonse norouk
HASThH. H TAMO TH CA
BBZBPA* 10" HTH,

1:9 uro BMEWEE TO
BSASIOMS. H TEOPHMOE TO
TROPHMOME ., N WRCTh BCE NORO
NOABCANYLNEI.

1:10 uice BWZraeTs H peue’
o o~

BCE CHANO € 8¥E BWl' B

ghukxs BBILIK Nperse nack.

Commentated text (Und.13)

Interpolated text (Pg.1)

1:6 HaeTs AS* n okp'T® ero
WEPAWHAET CA.

Toak.

BETpn AS* raeTn zane
OKP“TH WEXOAHTH ¢BhTA
cero.

€Ka.

1.7 Ben noTou na8™ & mope
H Mope NECTh Nackipaas ca.

NO B mEcTo amowse noTouw
HAS M TAMO TH CA
BOZEPALNAIO TS .

TOAK.

AKOME BO HEO W  ZEEZAK
OKPSIh ZEMAH WEXOAATH H
NAKH NABPALHART ¢a. GHuE e
pEKH | ucTOUNMKN Ben B mope
TEYENIE COTEOPAIOT L. H NAKH
W MOpA NAYAAO BOCTIPIMMB NA
ZEMAK  HZAMBAT  CA W
KPSTAOWEPAZNO WEXOAA". H
NAKH TAMO TEKSTh (WNIOABHE
NAYANO HMET™h.

€KA.
1:9 Yro snIBlIEE TO
BIASYIEMS. H YTO
COTBOPENNOE TO TEOPHMOME

n wkeTh BCe NOBO NO*CARUNOWK.

1:10 Hixe go'rae’ u peueTn cie
NOBO ECTh O\?K€E BLICTh B
Bhuexn BuBWH npexs’e

NACh.

TOAK.

BuiBuwiee BYAVIHEMY FAETS H
COTBOPENOE COTBOPENOMS,
cvphun mko chmennaa u
NUTATEANAA H PACTHTEANAA.
HIKE BO YTO CKONYEBAET CA
geHe * nakn mkeTo noBoE
BOZPACTAE . H CETO PAAH MAETH
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1:11 wkeTs namaTn
NPhEEMB U NocAkANMMD
BREWIH. NES "™ NAMATH Ch
BSASLIMMH. Na nocak*nin,

2:14 m8aparo u oun B raagk
ero seZ8mni. u Bh Tmk
XOAH™ 1 oyBHAKY K€ a7 @Ko
cASYAN CAOYUHT CA ECEM™h
HMb.

2:21 @Ko €cTh YAKB IAKO
TP8AL €70 B MOYAPOCTH H B
pazoymk. u 8 m8"cTek. M
YAK'S HIKE NE TPBAHT CA O
NEMh AACTh EMOY YACTh €TO H
TO ¢8€TA U ABKABCTBO BEAHKO.
€cTh

ko NEcTh Bee HOBO no*
CARUNOI . cHphuk NE NOBO NO
BLIBLLIEE H APEBNEE TEOPENIE
B24I€ M NOBOE nakn T Toro
BOZPACTAET S

EKA.

1:11 Nkers nammaTs
nepExIMb U nocakann™
BRBWUML. NRCTE HMB nama”
7, BYASHIMMH Na nocaBAOK™.
TOA.

NkcTh peue namaTn. zane
TAKNNO H MUMOHAETh K™
PEYETH Th NEO W ZEMAA
MHMOUAETh. CAOBECA €
MOA TOUTIO HE UMETh MPEHTH.

Faaga 2.

EKA.

2:14 MAparo wun Bo Tagh
€ro, BEZYMMNIM 7€ BO Tmh
XOAHT .

TOA.

OyM'h WYHMA HAPHLLAET . H
BO TABh ero umenyers cupbus
BHICTIPh & NE NHZY . MEO
OUHLJIENK Oy Mk BO FAABR
NPEBIBAET L. CHPRYL BHICNPh
ZPUTh 4 ETAA W ZEMNK
NPUAEHHT'S, TOTAA BKIBAE’
OMPAYENIEM'S NHZY .

KA.

2:21 KO €cTh JAK HiKE
TPYA'L €FO B M*POCTH W B
pazymk u & m3uecTek. u
JAK'D HIKE NE TPYAHTCA O
HEMh AACTE EMY YACTh €FO. H
¢ie c8eTa M AYKABCTBO BEATE.

TOA.

Hixe peve Gakh cOTEOPH' AKAO
M POCTTIO N XYAS CTBOM®
AMENEIMS SEAO, H TPYAHT CA
O KXUTPOCTH CEH B CHAE CBOEN.
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2:14 Myaparo wun & ronosk
ero BeZyMmNuM e BO TmE
XOAHTh.

ToAK®.

OyMB TOAOBOK umeu\(e'rlf‘f
€rAA OYM'b WYHCTHTR . TOrAA
B'hICTIph ZPUTh. 4 ETAA W
ZEMNBIXs TOMbAA WYH NHZY.



2:24 n wk™ BAro YAkS No
TOKMO KeTh 1 nieTw nace
NOKAME™ ALLM CBOEH M BATO B'h
#nBoTR cBOEM™ U ce e
guAE* azw ko M plK BHia
€CTh.

2:25 KO KTO NIETh HAH KTO
ke pazeke ero.

2:26 ko 4AKS saro npe’
AMLEMD €ETO. AA ECTh
MOYAPOCTH Paz8™ H BECEAIE M
curphwaoyiems Aanh €CTh
NEUENTE MPHAOHSHTH U COBPATH
AATH EATOE. NPE" AHLEMB
EFRIHMB KO~ CRETA HZBOAENIE

AXA.

H WAACT S NETPYAHBILEMY CA
o cem's 74 NEKVIO YaCTh
MAAYIO. H CIE CYETOK
HMENVET® IAKO XHTPOCTh
BEATA WAAET CA 74 YACTh
MANYIO.

EKA.

2:24 ¥ wkeTh BAro AKy NO
TOKMO IA¥S€ IACT'E U NIETh. H
NOKAZATH ALLIM CEOEH BATO B'h
TPYAk cBoem®b. n ce #e
BUAKX® azh mko M pyku Baxia
€CTh.

2:25 IAKO KTO MCTh M NIET
pazek ero.

TOA,

IAKO BCE PEYE CBETA U TPYAH
BEATH JAKOM®. HO TOKMO BAro
PEYE, EWE MCTD W MIETH B
TpyAk cBoemn. cuphun &
pyroakain. Bua's e oyBo
ZAk MKO NE OYNHBATH CA HAN
WEBhAAATH CA NOBEAERAE  NO
NUTATH CA W TPYAOB™ CEOH
cuphun pyroakaiemns nan
zemaepkaiemn. H cimn
NOKAZATH BArO ALUH CBOEW
cnphus TRAo nUTATH Nipield.
ALK K€ BATO NOKAZKBATH Bh
TpyAk cBoEMB. n cie peve
AdaNie Baie ecTh. pazek e
ErO NHYECO HE KTO TBOPHTH
MOWET .

EKA.

2:26 ko Gaky Barg npe*
AMLLEMD ETO AACTR M POCTh ¥
PAZYM'b M BECEATE. H
corpRuialoemy Aans ECTh
NONEYENIE NOHTH H COBPATH,
ene AATH BAromS npe* anye”
BKIH™, U CE CY'Th CBETA.

TOA.

o
(8]



3:5 Bpema packaacTH
KAMENIE. M BPEMA PACCKINATH
BpEMA W OBSIAThA.

3:15 BHBWIH. EHKEE . H
EAMKO™ €CTh. BHITH M 8¥E
BiIllA. U Eh BZULIE
FONHMATD.

3:16 u epe upakys no’
canems mcro. c8anoe T8
NEYLCTHEKH. U MECTO

qaKY peve BAry AacTw
M*POCTh H BECEATE. U W CEMK

NOAOENO CEMY H ABAS Tae”
CAARA PEYE U BOTATCTEO B
AOME Er0. W NPABAA €O
NPEEKIBAET L BO BEKH.
corpEwaripemy e
nogkakan ecTh BA'KA e
NOHTH H COBPATH. cHpEun
TPYAB NAO™" CBOEA
NPHUAOHSHTH U COBPATH. NO H
cie rpkX ero paan WemaeT ca.
W AAET A BAromS npe’
AMUEME BHIMM'B W CiE peye
cyeta corphwaipemy &
TpyAk €ro. n nevanoganie
Alln.

€KA.

3:15 BidBuiee oye €CTh. H
EAHKO™ €CTh BKITH OYKE
BILLIA. W B BZHLIETS
rONHMATO.

Toa.

Cuphus mnwro peve
HCNKITYELUN. KO BCA OYHE
EMILUIA W €CTh. M BI'b CHXB BOE!
BZEIpET . cuphun
NANPABAAET'B NPEM*POCTTIO
BEATEK.

€Ka.

3:16 U epe Bupakxs no’
canuemb mEeTo cBANOE, TY
HeueCTHBKIM, W MEBCTO

EKAHCHACT'h
~
3:5 Bpema WEVRTH H BpeMa
o~
OYAANATH T WEYTATHIA.

T.
1o ZAKONY MAAMENLEMA
o~

BPEMA OVAANATH WBYThLA.

A Qb ery
B ro” €ErAa MOAHTH BY. 4
BPEMA WBYTATH MAANENLIEMA.
A4 NE UCKYLIAETh BAC COTONA'



NPABEANS T8 BATOUTBIM™E .

3:17 n pE* a7 B cp*um moe™.
¢ NPABEANKIMH H ¢
NEYLCTHBKIMH (BAH Bh.
KO BPEMA BCAKON BELHH. M NA
BCAKO™ CTBOPENTH T8 B'h.

3:18 n pb* B cp*un moemn o
FAAN® CN'b YAYL. KO pad Bh.,

W €€ NOKAZATH HMEB. IAKO H
CKWTH C8Th.

3:19 uso u k" cAfuan. ko
CASYAH CN'b YAYL. H KO
CASYAH CKWTHNII CASYAH B NHY,
KO CMPTh CEFO TAKO. TAKO
CAPTh CEro H AX® BokF

NPABEANOE, T8
NECTIPAREAAHEOCT .

Toa.

MEcTo 860 npaseAnoe Napeue.
ZaNe MECTO NpagAK papn
OVUMNENO €CTh. cuphiun
WZBABHTH WBHAHMA™ T pyku
OBHAALPAro. W Ko¥e mkeTo
NPABEANO NAYE #5€ CYATH
BATOY  THBY H NPABEANY EHITH,
NE TOAHKO EO MECTO eanko
NPABAA. H B WECTO npaBAK NA
mEcTe npageANe BeZZakonie H
NENPABAA NOcPeEAk BoABOpaET
CA. N CETO PAAH peYe.

€KA.

3:17-18 U pk*azn 8w cptuya
MOEMh € NPABEANKIMH H ¢
NEYECTHBKIMH CYAHTh B's.
MKO BPEMA BCAKOH BELPIU W NA
BCAKOM'h cOTBOpENIU. T8 pk*
AZh Bh CP LI MOE™ W TAANTH
CHOB™h YAYECKHXD KO
PAZEBANTh HXh B,

TOA.
Cupkus alpe n NENPABEAEND
COYAE COYAHT CA E HACh. NO
NPABEAEN BI'b PAZCYAHTD
Bk, M cyAs NpaBEANEIN
TOrAA OYZpH™.

€KA.
3:18-19 H exie noKkazZaTH Ko
CiH C\Y'Th CKOTH. HEO H TERMn
KO CAYYAN CHOBh YAYECKH' U
CAYUAH CKO'CKIH CAVYAH B
NHXh. TAKO CMEPThH CETO, TAKO
gy X
H cMETh cero. n A Bo Bek”,

Toa.

Ne no cyiyIecTBY OYEO CKOTH
NAMH CONOMON'® UAKH
Napuuae’. No rpkiune’ no
cayua. cuphus No BEZaKONIW
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HX'b H N0 €KO'cKomB Ak AN
NOAOBNK CKOTOM MmENHT .
TAET BO MKO CAVHAH CKO CKTH
CAYYAM B NHY. W KO CAAPTH

—
CETS. TAKO M CMPTh CEFO. H
A8X cHphun AmdxanHe Bo
gchX. zane uno ecTa
CYLHECTES. MNO ¥E CAVUAN,
BYIECTEO OYEO
NENPECTABHTEANOE H
NEMPEAONO KO HNOMY
CBUIECTBY. H YAYECKOE OYBO
ALLIEBNOE CYUIECTEO CAOBECNO H
OYMNO NAPHLIAET CA. KO
AFTALCKOE NOAOEIE A4 NE AKO
CKO'CKOE. U BCAKOE cSIIECTRO
NENPECTABHTEANOE HMENVET
ca. cHphub cAoBECTEBO M
OV MNOCTh NETIPEAATAET Ca
CYLIECTBENE B
BEZCAOBECNOCTh, NO MO
ABHCTES TOUTIO H NO
NEBPEHENTIO B NEPAZCYHAENKE,
€7E MO CAMOBAACTIIO A NE NO
c8IIECTEOY BRIBAETH. Thm e
OVEO MO EATOHZEONENII JAKA
ALJIE€ H NE aTTAB cBijIe. NO
NOAOENO AITAO™ NAPHLAET k.
KO € FETH ABAh. YTO
ECTh YAK'L IAKO NOMNHILH W,
AH TN'b uAubs KO Nockiaewm
H. OYMAAHAD ECH MAAKIMS
nhunms T arran. cuphun
TOUTIO TA'KNNOK CEIO NAOTII.
NOAOENE #$€ W Th TAET™
ESAYTh PEYE MKO ATTAH. NO
BE“ZAKONNOMY K€ M
BrONENABHCTNOMY AKncTBY
YABKE CKOTOM's MPHAATAET
CA. AKO™ M ABAD
cehAKARCTBYE", YAKD peve B
4eCTH chi NE pazymb npraoxn
CA CKOTOMB NECMKICAENKIM™h H
OYTIOAOEH CA HM'h. H
BH4€ TBENOE CAOBO, NE MEUNTE
BHCEPH BALLK' NPE* CBHNTAMM.
H NPOUAA. ZPH M€ OYBO
BHETEENATO NHCANTA CHAS,
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3:19 u 4TO HZAHWIE HMATH
YAK'B NAYE CKOTHNK, NHYTO™
mKo Bea'ckaa cBeTa. 3:20 Ben
HASTH EBb €EAHNO mhcTo. Ben
BilA U NEPCTH H BCH B
NPLCTh BHZEPALHAIOT CA.

3:21 n kTo BheTh AXH NI
YAULCKh. ALJE BHCXOAHTH
em8 Aom8 [Aoay] B Zemamw.

WEO MPUKAAAOME OBO #€ NAKH
NPUTYEI® YAKH CKOTH
NAPHLLAET . EHETEENKIN OYBO
ABA® NE CKOTH NAPHLIAETh NO
NPUASHSH CA pede. cHpEun
NPHKAAANO TEMb FAET™ .

B2K€ TEENOE M€ CAOBO ALJIE W
NENPUKAAANO HO NPHTYE
TAKO HMENSETB. HBO W CEro
NOAOBNO €CTh paz8mETn, ko
H CAOEO NALLIE EHCEPOM™h
NAPEYE. CAOBO BO NALLE NE IAKO
KAMENK BMENAETR, NO QTio
NOYHTAA TAKO NAPHLLAET™. H
CETO PAAH NO**BNO M8 1
COAOMONL Mo cA84aw, cHphun
no Akuctey se*cnoBecnoms
AKO CKOTK YAKH NAPHUAET'h .
ZAHE PABNO TR™ W roplum cuxm
AkHcTeSemm. 1 TAKO Ke
NOrHBAEM's B BE*ZAKONIN
CBOEM'h.

€KA.

3:19-20 U uTo uzanwe YAKH
HMATh NAYE CKOTA. NHUTO €.
AKO BCAYECKAA CS€TA HAST®
B0 €AINO mEBcTo. BCH Britua W
nepecTM M BCH B MEPCTH
BOZBPALHAK ' CA\.

3:21 U k1o BRCTh AX® CHOB
QAYECKH® AHE BOCXOAMTH €my
ropk. n A8 CKOThCKIM €€
CXOANTH €M8 AOAS B ZEMAID.

TOA.

NHUTO E PEYE HZAHWE MMA
QAKh  NAYE CKOTA, W KO
geaueckaa c8eta. cuphun ayse
E C8ETE MPEMPOBOIRAEMB ANH
NALLIA, W W CNICENIH NALUEMB NE
PAAMME  CKOTHCKM #HEE" H
NHUHM K€ PAZHRCTBIE HMAME,
ZANE HAEMB BO EAHNO mEcTo
cuphun B Zemaw. n mKo"
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4:4 w gupkxn aZb BECh TPSA®
H BEAHKO MOV "CTEO CTBOPENTA.
KO CTROPENTA Mmoyiern B
NOAPSra CBOETO. € ¢BETA
HZBOAENTE AXA.

4:5 sez8mno WEIATs poyuk

CKOT®H OYMHPAETh, CHLE ME W
GAK® NAOTIIO pazZBE AWM. 4
eme pede, u KTo BRCTh Axn
TNOB'L nuecku® ale BOCKOAN
em8 ropk. u ABxm cKo"CKiM
€ME CXOAHTH €M8 AONS B
ZEMAK. H Ci€ peue NeBEAETH
CEro papH, zZane Ne Bhmia uTo
HHEEM'D W YTO NOABYNM™S,
BArO AM no AKAOMB NALIMMS
HAK SA0. ropk an mbheTo nan
AONS WEPALHE", U AA NHKTO
€ BOZMNHT'h PAZAHBANIE ALUN
NALLIEH TAKO U CKO CKOM. NO
NPEBKBAET ALLA W NO
WwecTein Thaa cama w cesk.
H W CEMh OVBO TOH ¥€
CONOMONB TAETH. B'h
npem*pocTe’ ceou’, Alua peve
npaseANit* & pyuk Bx<in
CO"AAAEMH, U NE
NPUKOCNETCA U™ MBKA, H NAKH
peue muEnu Bila BO Wi
BEZBMNKIX OYMpeETH. BRx s
KO HE TOKMO COBAIAAEMH B
8k BHin. NO H BECAPTHEIN'
NOBEAAET. NOAOBNE #€ | HNAA
MNOTAA B BHKETBENOM™
NUCANTH WEPALIELLIN.

raaga 4 exa.

4:4 Bupk* azb Bech TPyt M
BCAKO MYKECTBO
COTEBOPENNATO. KO COTBOPENIE
Moy #€BH T NOAPYTA CEOETS H
ce cBeTa.

Toa.

Bech TP8AS COTEOPENNATO NE
€ro TAETh, NO HKE
EOCKHLIENTEM'E HMENBET R CBOE
AEAo BITH BocnpHABL W
NOAPYTA CBOETO, H CE PEYE
c8eTa.

EKa.
4:5 Bezymuin 08 BATH pyuk
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CBOH. H cHECTh NAOTH ROk .

4:6 BATO HcnoaNeNie ropecTy
NOKOA N4’ MCNABNENTA ABOK
FOPECTIIO TPSAA HZEOAENTE
AXA.

cBOH, u cNES NAOTH CEOW.

Toa.

.
Nenagn'  za% FaeTh ume
ZA0BOK U AVKABCTEOMN
enkAAE" BAMMNATO CBOETO.

6KA.

4:6 Baro ecth nenoaneNie

™~ .
FOPCTH NOKOA MAY UCMIOANENTA
ABOIO TOPCTIIO TPYAA.

Toa.

ASTYE PEYE M B NOCPE*CTEIH
MUTIA NPEEKBATH € NOKOEMB
NE¥EAH B BOTATCTER TPYANE H
B Ne4a™ NpeBsBaTH.

HN'B.

EAMNA IOpCTh ABLCTEA
ueaomy’pia a A8k ropeT
TAKONNAIH BPA” MAAHSENLIEM .
NE XBAHM™ BPAKA NO MEPBOE
noxgannke.

EKAHCHACTh

4:6 BAro MCNOANENHE TOPLCTh
MOKOIA MA' MCNOANENHIA ABOK
FOPLCTBIO TIPANHIA.

T.
GAHMNA TOPLETH ABRCTBO
wkaomyapum. a Agk ropecTu
ZAKONNBIH BPAK'S
MANNSENLIEMA. NE XY AHMD
BpAKA NO NEPBOE NoxBanNke.

nepeoe] nepeke TSL 730 || noxsaawke] noxsaanoe TSL 730 | noxganenie Sof. ||

— o~
4:9 BATa ABA. NA' €AMNATO.
HMA™ €CTh MZAA BAMA Bb
TpSAk eto.

€KA.
4:9 BAra ABA NAYE EAHNOTO
HMANE ECTh MZAA BArA Bh

TpyAk Hxn.

EKAHCHACT .
4:9 BAra ABA NAYE EAHNOTO

T.
Gek” ABow w B" 7k BEYm
AxoBnE e Al ¢ Thaomn w
Aospk cekipaoym nmats
mbzAy W Ba. ape ThAo
whAOMyAPHCTE Th.
TIPECAABHTD K€ ALLIA BCYE CE
whaomyapue ayse an Ata
CMHPAETH. BAYANTH e
TEAo. Beye To cmupenne
yacTH eAHnon corphanym.
HY#44 W APYTON YACTH
NPUBAAYHTH.

cebiparoymn] cebiparope Rum.204, Sof. || ce...geye - in the mg. TSL 730 || ce] om. Sof. ||



4:10 ape mKo napeT ca.
EAINL €10 BRZAEBHINE"
MPHYACTNHKA CBOETO.

H TOPE TOME EAUNOMS EFAA CA
NAAETH H NE BSAET B TOro
BhZABHINETH €ro.

4:11 u aype oycHSTa ABA
TENA® HMA BSAETH [B TOro] a
EAMND Kako chrpheT ca.

4:12 w ape 8xphnuT ca
EAWNh. ABA CTANETA NPOTHES
cem8. H BEPBL TPENAETNH
CKOPO NE MEPEPEST CA.

4:10 @Ko aijie NAAE ¢ EAHNT

BOZABUINET® APVTIH
NPHYACTNHKA ¢BOETo | In the
margin: (u rope Tomy
EAUNOME ErAA CA NAAE" . H NE

BYA€E’ BTOPATO BOZARHINSTH
€ro.

TOAK.

Bara pe’ ABa naue eaunaro.
Ko™ ¥ FNAL peue. nakwce
COBPANH ECTE ABA HANW TPH BO
HMA MOE, T8 ECMb H AZh
nocpeak Hxn. a €€ TAETH
ALPE NAAETCA EAH" BO* ABHrNE"
APSTIN NPHYACTHUKA CBOETO)
FOPE HIE NE HMATH BTOPArO
BOZARUFNYTH €rO. Ci€
NPUKAAAC™ O APYIHKEAKEIH
TaeTh. cupk’ ape CKopEL Ha
NiI MPIMAETh AOANKHH €CTE
APYZIH NOCOBHEI BKIBATH.
NOAOENE™ OVBO H AllIA ¢
ThAOMB conpaxenie u
NAAENIE HMBTh. U EFAA OVEO
NAAETCA ALLIA
BEICOKOOYMIEMB HAH
FOPASCTIIO, MOAOBAET
TEAECNKIMb OCKOPEAENTEMD
COAMPUTH 10. A€ AN € TEAO
BASAUTH HMATH, NEHAA €CTh
ALY CTPAKOMB BAHSTHM
BOZAEPHATH 0. M AA ny'
osk mzay  Bra.

KA.

4:11 U ayse oYCNETA ABA
TENMAO HMA BYAETh 4 EAHNS
Kako corpheT ca.

4:12 ¥ ape oyxkphnuT ca
€AIND, ABA CTANETA NPOTHES
€M3. N BEPBL TPENAENA HE
CKOPO PACTOPIHE CAr.

TOA.
Cie npHKAMAOM™B KO
OYKPENAENIIO BIILIEPEUENNES"
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4:13 BAMs paBs UL H
MBAPL. NAYE Opa CTApA U
BeZ8MHNA HE Ne paz8mk
BNHMATH W ELE.

4:14 Ko Uz AOM8 OYHINHKS
HZUAE" UP TEOBATh. KO U B'h
up TER €ro poANT ¢A NHIpB.

4:15 n nak* Bea MuBSLpaa u
XOAALIAA NO* CANLE™. nase
BhcTane” B Nero mEeTo.

TAETh. H KO BAXHTS
COMPAMENTE U AIOBOBL UAYECKY
H chnpaxsenie Am ¢ Thaom u
MPOTHBAENIE Cb ATABOAOM. A
EHE PEYE BEPBL TPEMAENA NE
CKOPO PACTOPrNET Car. cupk”
W€ ApYHEEAIOBiE No BZk
HMKIM TO IAKO BEPRL WHE B
TPOE BUTIE HMATK MAYE EAINOH
BUThHU E AOBpoAETEAEX ™
BKEAT® U KpRnocTio
AOEpoAkTEAEN €ABA NAAET CA.

EKA.

4:13 BArs pass Nuylb M
npem’ps nNave cTapa apa
BEZYMNA. HE Ne pazymb
BNHMATH ELpE,

4:14 1ako nz Aom8 NN
HZMAETR LY TBOBATH, H
NAPOIENNIIN B LP TEO
NHLIETOK NOTHBNETh.

TOA.

Zak oyBo m*pa pasa, cuphus
BOALJANS CA ETA XBAAHT'®.
P 2E UIKE MNALHATO CA O
cesk u;rs?wosa'ru. H BEZ
EOAZNH CTPOALPATS 1P TBO
BEZYMHNA NAPHYETh. ZANE NE
pazymEe’. mKko mNoramaK u
TEMNHYNHK'D NO NOBEAENITO
BAKII0 L TBYET . MKOWE
HOCUP® M ABAL. H
NAPOKENNKIN NA UACTES
HULIETOIO PEYE NOTHENE . ZANE
MNOZH BEICOLKIH NHIJIH BKILLIA,
IAKOME H ABAS FAETH, CEMO
CMHPAETh. A CETO BOZNOCHT
H IPOYAA.

EKA.

4:15-16 U enpaky Bca
HUBYLIAA H XOAALIAA NO”
CANLIEM™ Ch IONKM'D
BTOPKIM. HIKE BOCTANE B



4:16 u wkeTh nedenia Beemn
ARAEMs BECEMh Hike npe
NUMH HBO NocAk AN
E'hZBECEAUT CA O HEMB. TAKO
HE CBETA NI HZEOAENIE AXA.

4:17 cxpann NOT8 CBOIO. €EFAA
ALIE HAEILIM B AOMB  BKiM
BAHZb BCAKILIATH. NA' AANIK
BEZOYMNK #SphTES TBOK.

5:2 KO NPIMAETH CHHTIE BB
MNW cTER HCKECA. W MAACH
BEZ8MHNATO B MW CTEE
cAoBken.

nero mkero. u nkern
NONEYENTA BCEMB AIDAEMT ¢
BCEM™ H¥cE Npe* NUMB BiA,
UBO NocAkANIN Ne BOZBEcEANT
CA O NEM PEYE H ce CRETa,
TOA.

Bua kX pe’ ipueka cana
pomkwia ca T Sua B NEro
mEeTo. u AAle Ne
BAFOBOAHILA €70, NHIKE
BOZBECEAAT CA PEUE W NEM.
M CE PEYE COVETA.

KA.

4:17 U coxpann nor8 TEOW,
ETAA ALPE HAELLH B AOM BIKTH M
BAHZ'h OVCAKILLATH NAYE AANEW
BEZYMNIH € TBA TEOA MKO
NE cyTh NOBBAAKIIM TEOPHTH
BAroE.

TOA.

ErAA PEYE HAELLIW Bh [IPKOBR
BATI0. TOFAA NOTLHHCA BAW®
€24€ OVCAKILLATH. H NaYe peve
NOCAVLLIANIE HEPTER

Bezy e, Zanewse e BEAATS
YTO TEOPATH. H UTO €ECTh
NAYE NOABZYETH . IAKOHE H
ABAh TA€" e’ TBK W
NPUNOLIENTA NE gocxoTk, No
NOMPH PEYE BIoy HEPTBY
xgank.

€xa. aaBa 5

5:2 IAKO NPUXOANT® CONIE Bh
“nowcecTEh HeKBea. H raa’
BEZ8MNATO Bh MNW CTER
CAOBECH.

TOA.

IAKO #€ U B NMEYANE" MNWIHIXh
BKIBAETS CHOMs NALLECTEBIE.
cuige e u T MNO“CTEA
CAOBECh BEZYMNATO PAZY M'b
NOZNABAETCA.
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5:5 Ne Aa#"h BCTEND CBOHX™
chrpRIIATH NAOTH cBOEU. A4
NE PEYELLH Npe* Anye™
BAKINMb. AKO AA NEBHAENIE
€ epa npornkBaeT ca B 0
MHEICAH TEOEH. H PACTAN'
TBOEA

5:9 ABAHN CpPEBPO . NE
NACKITHT CA CPEEPA. M KTO
BhZABHTE H Bh MHNW CTEE
€ro MHED . H CE HE CBETA

5:10 g muw™cTBk
EATOCTEINA SMNOMHUIA
RASLAH. H KOTOPOE M8"CTRO
€ WTha. KO NA'AO EUABTH
OUMMA €70,

5-18 nace BCAKS YAK® EME
AAAR EMOY BB € BOrATCTEO H

€KA.

5:5 Ne AaH oy CT® CBOHX™S
corpkwnTH NAOTH CBOEN.

Toa.

O cPAMOCAORIN TAET S
CPAMOTAATONH™ BO MZKIK'L BCE
TEAO WCKEEPNAETh. H
MBIEMB 7 HENAMH
WEOCTPAET S NA NOXOTh.

EKa.

5:9 AEAH CPEBPO NE NACKTHT
CA CPEBPA. W KTO BOZAKBHT®
BO MNO™CTEE HX'B NAOAK.

TOA.

EMYKE ALIE OYMNOKHT €A
BOra'CTEO TO W AHXEE
OYNPAMNAETCA NAYE, Ne“AH W
ZEMNIT NAOAE BOCTPHATIA
TPEBBET .

KA.

5:10 Bo mnomecTek
BATOCTHINA OYMNWHSAT €A
RASIYIT 10, M KOE MOYHECTEBO W
CEA TAKO NAYAAS BHAETH
WYHMA €70,

Ton.

Hakie peye mNOroe COBpANiE
BOFATBCTBY. TOY MNWZH
BHEAK TS WKE MAAT W NETO.
W CETO PAAH HTO COBHPAEM™S
MNWIO. NO PAZAABAEM
HHLIHMh B AAAMM'B BZAEMD
Br8. KOE 7€ PEYE My CTBO H
PAZY M EHSE BOTLIE W CEMN
NPHAENATH H TPSAHTHCA. H
NAYAAO TOUIO BHAETH €¥€ Thi
TPYAHILIHCA. H MNWZH
NOAAAKRTh IAKO CKOTH H BOAK
W NPOUAAR.

GKA.

EKAHCHACT S .
5:5 HNe AAU € OVCTOM®
corphlIATH ¢ NAOTHIO

T.

€24€ CPAMOCAOBLE cpamom\a’rﬁx
BO MZLIKL BCE THEAO
WCKEEPHHTL . H MYHEMB €
#ENAMH OVE'RICTPAETH NA
noxoTh.



nENie W BracTh Na ne™ 1
ern W nero. u npiaTu vacts
ETO U €€ B'hZBECEAHTH CA O
TPBAK CBOEe™ ce Aa'NLe BiRTE
€CTh

5:19 ko nemorsl nomansTH
ANIH 2KHBOTA CROETO KO &
NEYET CA HM'h B'h BECEATH
cp’ua ero,

6:7 Ben TPSAL YAKL B BcTA
€ro U ALLIA #4€ €rO NE
HCNAKNHT CA

6:8 @Ko KOTOPOE HZOBHATE
4AKS MSApOMOY Na’

5:18 Gie panne Bie ecTh.

5:191Ko NeMNWIEL NOMANYTH
ANM #UBOTA CBOET® MKO BIh
NEYAAL €ro B BECEATH Cp'iia
ero.

Toa.

Ne syamn cky” peve. no
MATHE'S 1 BATONOAATAHES K
NEUMVLIHMS H TPEBSIOLIHMN
O\ TEBE. W NEMNOTH ANH
MHEOTA CBOEFO NO BKINOY
empTh nwku npet wanma
CBOHMA. NHake BRuNo
BOFATCTBO MENH NH OYTIOBANTE
BOZAATAH NA Nb IAKO NA Bra. NO
Bh €CT'h A NE BOTATACTEO
nevans B Becenie Tesk.

€ka. Taaga 6.

6:7 Bech TPYAs daun BO BcTa
EMO H ALLIA €r'O NE HCIIOANHT
CA.

TOA.

ALE U NO BCA ANH
NACAAYSAEME MTAOTh CBOK. H
BECh TPYA Nawbk cNEAaemn,
NO MAKH AAYNM BKIBAEMh. ¥
CETO PAAH OVUNT™ NA® AQ HE
YPEBOWBRAAAHEH BSAEM NO
mBpy 1 oyeTaBn copepuu”. M
NAKK AIE H CHITH ECMEL. ALHE
M NOTPEBHEIMH AOBOANH
EKBAE™ IAKO H MNWIO
npuwepheTH. Alla e HALA,
cnphus BUAENBE NE NackLpaeT
CA. U NE HMATh NATIOANHTH CA
MEAANIEMS.,

KA.
6:8 1Ko uZoBHAiE JAKOY
M*POMY NAYE BEZYMNATO.
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BEZBMNATO. NONE™ NHYITH

BECTh XoANTH NpoTHES
HUBOTS,

6:9 saro Akawia ounw naue

XOTAAro Aum. n ce™ c8eTa
HZBOAENIE AXA.

7:1 BATO HMMA NAYE MACAA
BAFh. H AN CMPTHRIM NAYE
ANb BhITIA €TO.

NONe™ Nupk BuA xoAHTH
NPOTHES MKHBOTS.

TOA.

Hzowsnane m*poms naue
BEZYMNATO ECTh NONENE ALJIE M
NULPh €CTh. NO BRCTh KaKO
NOABYATH BATIH.

€Ka.

6:9 Baro supknie wuiio na'
XOTALIAFO AWIEK. NO H €€
€CTh cyeTa,

TOA.

Cupkun ayTue € BUAKTH 1
wepkcTH menaemoe. Newienn
MENATH ALLEK CHPEUR MEICATIO
ErOME NE BOZMONSNO ECTh
wEpkcTH. TAKOBOE peye
BOTLHE NAAEANIE. H CE CBETOW
NAPHLLAET ® .

raaga 7

KA.

7:1 BAro umaA NAYE EAEA BAra.
— — — e

M ANL CAAPTH Naue ANm in the

margin:(poeNia ero) BHITHA

ero.

TOA.

BAro€ peue HMA NAYE EAEA
TAETh. ZANE AOBPKIH

OV CAAMKAAET R BArH® CAABOK. H
HAMOANAET S KO CAAASCTIIO
CAKILLIANTEM™ \(ILIECA. NE
TOKMO BO BArOOYMHiH
FOPTANE OYCAAAHTH. EAHKO
BAroe cAKIIHMOE BUAETH
MENATS NOAZH PAAH ALK
CBOEH. ANB K€ CMPTH NAYE AN
POHSENTA ETO TAET. ZANE
POAHT €A TAKL ¢ NAAYEM B
MHP. H Kb CMPTH BTk

HZ WECTRIE EMO, OYMEPLIU HE
wipaBAnT cA B nea. n T
CMEPTH CIOAOEHELLE CA\,
Tako™ M W TAKNNATO XHHTIA

[§9]
wn

n
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corphuenue |

7.3 BATA @pocTh nave cmbya.

PKO E'h ZA0EE AMUA OVEAHHT
ca cpiue.

€KA.

7:3 Bara mpocTs nave cwkya.
KO BO SAOBR AHLLA BANHT ¢a
cpue.

TOA.

APUTH ca TAETS Nave cmbixa
cHpEUL NAYAANMKOM™T ¢
OVUUTEAEM . | UNKIM'
TAKOBK™ €rAA BO TAKOEIN
SAOENH EKBAIOTR. TOrAA H
OVBAKAET cA cp'lie
NO*pBUNKIXL. pEKLLIE BOZNII
W wu. BHrc'n e vBO alyte u
XBA"'T™ TAKOBW"™ MPHUTH CA. ¥
CANLEM'h 4 NE ZAOBOK

BNY TPENNEK, KO BO SAoKh
AMLLA PEYE A NE cpiua. cuphun
BNE OBPAZOM™ KO SAOBNY
BKITH, ENSTPb #€ O MHAOCTH
CMKILAATH U O NOAZE HXh.
KO 7€ AMAL TAETH Ne AKTH

BBAHTE oOyMO00 No Sn0BOIO
MAAAEHNBCTEEUTE. NPOKAATO
#e ecTh Aknao n skao
OYNHUHIHEND, EHSE AHLIEM
Zacwkwng sxTH, BNSTPR™
SAAA H ASKABAA CMKILLIAATH. H
B AHLIE MHPNO TAATH, 4 HA
rNEB® ABCTH NOMKILLIAATH. 4
€24€ BE* PAZCYHAENIA SAOBOK
WBbATOY . cHphub BNSTPR 1
anuemn SEkpucko Akao en
BEZCAOBECHK WEKIYAK
nocakaASeTn.

HN'b.

Gi<€e NO ECTECTES MPHTH CA
AKO €€ NA CTPACTH. AW HA
ghcst. 0 TOMK Beya BAra
APOCTh. 4 €xe XOTENIEMB M
no XoTkNi BOZAATH
WEBHAHBILEMS MOXBAENh
WMETENL. OYEO XBAANE RAPHTH
ca. a Ne pazenashTn B cwkce.
HBO YWTHO NE CAAEOME AMLEM'h
OYBAAYSHTH CA OYCTPAMET S U

corphennm Sol. ‘ corpEwaroym Und. 1 | corphwensu® Rum.204, Sof. ||

7:3 Baro mpocth nave cmkya.
KO Bh ZA0BE AnUA
OVBAMHTR'  ¢p'ue.

€€ NO ECTEY MPUTH CA. IAKO

[ i

CE NA CTP'TH AW HA BRenl. mw
Toms Bhyla BATA APOCTH 4
exie xorTknnemn u no
XoTENHI BOZAATH.
GIEHAKBILIEMY NOXYAEN H
WTMETEND OYEO. XBaaNK
RPUTH CA HAM paCAaEETH BB
cmbe. MBS UTENO H e
CAABOMS AMLIEMB OYBANSHTH



exe] ume Sol. || wenakswem
noxyaenwn Und. 1 l

PAAOBATH Ca JAKY AluEr.
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CA OVCTPAIRETh. H PAAOBATH
CA YABKY ALLEK
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7:4 cp*ue moyapui* B Aomoy
NAAYA. U Cp i€ BEZBMNLI® B
AOM8 BECEATA

APUTH CA TATH CAOBO. NO
CAYHKENUIO BHIBAEMb. BATO
OVUHTENK W BA'K'BI. TAKHMH
NOTPEBORA CAOBBI. Kb
NOAPYUNHEOM'S BAT RS
CTEOPAIOTE UK

EbiBaems ] 6niBae” Sol. || kw] 8 Sol. ||

€KA.

7:4 Gp*ue m3apu* B Aomy
nAada. u cpiue B8 B A0M8
BECEAIA.

TOA.

MAPKIH NAAYL NOMKILLIAAA TAKO
#EAA W MKO OYA0BL ™ ZAK
NPUNAAAET D H NPHAATAET CA\.
BKIBAETh OVEO MAPAT
TAKORAA TEPALIH".
BEZSMNIIH <€ TBEPAL BLITH B
MHPE MNA NEAOCTOUNATO
CBEOErd NOMMBILLAENTA, NM NA
B3ASIIEE BZNUPas, NO NA NMIpS
H MHTIE OYTIPANSNAIA CA H
cnacTH, ZnamenSeT ZAk
ERAMCTACTA PAZCSHAENIIO. ZANE
MHOTAMAK! CEBE MHPOABAH
AHLLE NOAAATAA EXKE TACTH H
NHTH NOBEAEBAET S EXE BATO.

7:4 Gp*ue MyApBIXS B AOMY
NAAYA. H cp'lle BEZYMNBIXD B
AOMY BECEARM.

TOAKR.

MyAPBIM K€ NAAYL
NOMBILLIAAI. KO W #enM H
MKO OVACEL e ZAK
NPUNAAAETH. H npm\ame'rbf‘f
BhIBAETh OVEO MA,E\pA'h.
TAKOBAR TEPNALINM'E.
BEZ\MN'BIH K€ TEEPAOE E'BITH
B MHPE MNA. HEAOCTOUNATO
ChBOEN® NE NOMBILLIAENHIA. NH
NA BYAVLHEE BZHPATA. Na NULpY
H NUTKE OYTIPANSBNAI CA W
CAACTH ZNAMENATS. ZAK
EKAMCHACTA PACYHENHIO ZANE
MHNOTAMAKI COBE MHPOAOELA
AMLLE MO AATAIA. CE XK€ ACTH U
nuTH NoBenkBAETH €x¢e BATO

® wea u] zakirens TSL 730 |n om. TSL 730 | rean Rum.204, Sof. || npunaasers] npunaers Und.1

|| npuaaraeTs® ] npanacaer ¢4 Und. 1| mapas] moyaps TSL 730 || Tepnaymms] Tepnaymys Und.1j|
syavipee]syayipan Und. 1|] sezymunm] sezymun Sol. | segyment TSL 730 || ne nomsiuaenum] we om.TSL730||
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7:5 BATO € cAbIATH
ZANPELHENTE MOYKA. Nade
MOYHEA CAnlALpA TECNK
BEZSMHNBIMX®

eKA.

7:5 BATO CAKILIATH NPEYIENIE
MYAPATO. TAYE MBKA
cauaparo nkenn
BEZSMHIIXD.

TOA.

7:5 W BATO CA'BILIATH,
NPEYIENHE MY APATO. na’ mywa
caywaroyare nk‘nm
BEZYMNATO.

T.



- ou
7:6 mko™ BO raa’ TphLNia no*
KOTAW" Tako cmk* Bez8mnaro
H ce c8eTa

GIBOro Oy MATYAETH MBAPAro
#<€ Zanpeeniems KphnuTn o
O CTABARET.
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(IBO oymAauAETE My Apary e
ganpkipenne  kpenute  w
VCTABAAETH -

Gso] wen TSL 730 || kpenurn] kpenocs Sol. ||

€Ka.

7.6 1Ko raach TepNia no*
KOTAOM®, TaKo cmbym
BEZZ8MNATO, M C€ € cB€ETA.

TOA.

Kunknie gkia nckuntknie
ek Xy BEZYMNATO. NOAOEEN
ECTh FOPALIS TEPNTIO NOA
KOTAOM™N. IEPBOE OVEO IAKO
OV AAPENIE BO N'h, TO
BOTopkNIa TEPNIA, PBAENO
€CTh H NENABHAAYIMM.
CAKILLA" €¥S€ TAKO € W
BEZYMNaro cmE* T rpoxoTania
sk paz8mke”. in the margin:
(oBpazyeEM) Tance AkMT T
orNa ropEnia. T8 wmpauenie
Aln ® Takosare cmkya.
TAMO TEPNIE PAZIKHZALYIH
KoNoEh. ZAk rpken Bhunin
AKO WrNb BOZrapA T
BEZSMNOME . MEAPKIH EABA €
KPO' CTTIO OVAKICNET CA\.

[N
7:6 1AKo raa’ TepNb no*
KOTAOM®B. Tako cmkyxn
BEZY MNATO.

TOAK™,

Kunknue skya. n

HeKnnanne. cwkyy E'kz\(mua/r\
MOAGEEN® FOPALIY ThPNHIO NO™
KOTAOM'L. NEpEke oyBO @Ko
OV AAPENHE BO yTO. T
BhZropENHI TEpHNIO. PMEBAENO
€CTh. U NEBHAAYIHM™.
CABILATH #$€ TAKO W
BEZYMNAro cmExh, W
FPOXOTANHIA WEPAZYETh. TAYE
AniMb T oria rophnum. Ty
wMpaYENHE Atun T TAKOBAro®
cmkxa Tamo TepNHE
paAmAHTAOL” KONOEh. ZAK
rpken BRunnn. wrie
BOZLIAPAIOTh. EEZYMNOMY
MYAPEIH M WABA € KPOTOCThIO
OV ARICHETR

Runkuue | kiun nknne Rum.204 | kuu nkwia Sof. || v uckmnanue] w om. Rum.204, Sof. | wekunansa Rum.204,
Sof. || noaesens] noposno TSL 730 || Thpumio] nuphuio Sof. || no* keraomn] no* kaomn Und.1 || nepetke]
nepugue SOL|| HerMAALIMMT] NENABHAMYIMME Rum.204, Sof. || w sezymuaro] u sezmnaro Rum.204 | ornal
ornena TSL 730 || Takogaro] Takore TSL 730 | Tepune] mepune Und.1 || BozuraparoTs] sozurapae’

Sol.|| sezymuomy] # po. Sol.||

7:8 Bara nocakANAA CAOBECH
MAYE NAYAAA W'

KA.

7:8 Bara nocakANAA CAOBECT
MAYE NAYANA ETO.

TOA.

XBaAUT® VB0 NocabANAa
CAOBECh CEMO pa’. ALPE KTO
NAYNET'B TAATH YTO IAKO
MATEK, HAH NPABHAA BI'8 W NE
COBEPIIMT™H TAKOBOE OYEO
Taanie NBCTh AOCTOUNO
NOXBAAK CIOAGBHTH, ZANE NE
W BNSTPENTA CHAKI M OVCEPATA



7:11 BAra moyape’, ¢
pazAkaeniems no mpesiio u
HZOBHAIEMS BHAALIHMb CANLLE
7:12 ko 8 cThnn ea
MEAPOCTH 1AKO cThun cpespa
MZOBHAIE paZ8Mma MEAPOCTH.
OMSMBH™ HMKE 8 MENA

7:14 B% AN BATOCThINA.
MHEA M Bh iZAH Bs ANb ZAOEhI

TAKOEOE MONENIE BKIBAETh, NO
W aknocT u nepapknia. (sic)
TAKOEO NAYHNANIE NH BO YTO
#E MENHTD.

€KA.

7:11-12 Bara m*pocTh ¢
pazakaeniems no pesiio, |
WZOWBHAIE BUAALIUM'E CANLIE.
KO B cThuE ea m*pocTh KO
cT'ENL cpespa, HZowsmaie
PAzIM8 NPeM*pocTh.
npem*pocTsn (SIC) omuBAAETR
HIKE OV NEA.

TOA.

AOBpo TAETH M pocTs ¢
pazakaeniems no xpesin
CYACTIO BOTATHCTEA. ZANE
M*PhiH ALIE BEABMH NHLJIL
BSAETh, TO H MEAPOCTH €10 B
nocmEXh BMEAET . €CTh OYBO
H CAMOBOANAA NHIJIETA.
MKOME INTH APEBAE U EAHCEID. i
HNKIM'B NPOYUMT TAKOBKIMh.
NO ALIE CIM OYBOZH ELILIA. NO
AXOBNE WBOTATHLLA CA. W
BHAALHE CANLLE TEOPUA NALLIETO

“Bra BOTYIE e MBAPOCTH €XeE

NHYECO™ HMEIPS. cHphun
BATHXh ALIEBHKIXS. NHHE
NOTPEBNKIXD NOTPEBNKL,
NAOTHKIX'h A4 € PEYE, IAKO B
cThnk ea mpocTh. Tako u
crhub cpespa, cupk’ m*pocTn
U CPEBPO CT'ENIO NAPULLAET D
KO AA NE XBAAH' CA M pocTilo
H CPEBPOMB. TAKOHE M POCTh
NOAOBNE K€ U BOra CTEO
NapkmaNiemns 1 nomoyiie
MENHTE. NO OBAYE M*POCTh
MAYE BOrA'CTBA TAET'L, ZANE
HMENIE M*POCTIIO WHKHBAAET
ca. cuphun wephTaeT cau
OVCTPAAET CAx.

€KA.

7:14 B ANb EAATOCTHINA
CBOEA #HBH B BAZEK. 1 BHH L
ANb SAOBHI.



T~
BHA{h. MBO CE ChrAA’  CEMOY
— —
ene CTBOPH Bh o TAk. Aa Ne
OBPALIET ZA0BOI [Z4 coBOW]
HHYTO™

TOA.

Ne ANH OVEO H BPEMENA OB
BATH. OBK € ZAK NAPHILAET D,
KO e ZB'RZA0CAOBUK
TAKOT. NO ANb BAFOCTHINA
Napeue cuphun Bpema Baroe u
BECNEYAANOE AANNOE Bromb,
RAKOME IMAI ZEMAK WEHANS H
BPEMA MHPNO. W B TAKOE
BPEMA OYUMTE NA COAOMO”
#uTH Bb BAZK, cupkus B
MA* TH W BO BAAFOAAPENTH H B
npoun* pospoakTene’. u
CMATPAT ANH SAO0B. crpiun
BAKCTH ca rNEBa Bia 1
KO"UHNLI CAAPTNBIA ZANE
NEMOCTOMNNO #HUTIE NALIE
€CTh. NO ZB'KZAOZAKONIO 7€
ANH AOEPhI SABI AXKECAOENO
TAIOT CA. ZANE AJIE Bid ANK
AOBPh M ZOAh BiAh. TO PAENO
B BCEMB SA0€ NpuKkaKYAlLE
CA. NO ZPHT CA OYBO B Kinxo
ANb OBOMY AOEPO. OBOMS e
SAO BRIBAE™. H W CErO PAZYMHO
€cTh KO Ne W ZBREZA™ A0BpoOE
H BATOE NAM CAVHAET CA. HO W
COAEPHALPA’ BCA H CTPOALATO
NPEM*PE NPOMKICAS BIHBAET .
H CEFO CMHPAETD. 4 CErO
BOZNOCHT .

€KA.

7:14 Bu#iAb € CHMB COTAACTE
CHX'h €IKE COTBOPH B ©
TAEKS. AA NE WEPALIET JAKD
74 NEK NHUTOME.

TOA.

GOraacie OYEO AOEPATO H SAATO
FAETH. ZANE PEYE B COTBOPH
nxs cuphun A0Bpo M SA0 T Bra
NOAAET ¢4 4 Ne W ZREZA®
NPUKAIOYAET CA, H CETO PAAN
BUA<*b PEUE. TANE ACBPAA ANA
cornacu ¢h Sawmu. cHph’
BCAKAA BAFOCTHINA
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7:15 Bea'ckaa Buakxns ANK
(BETCTEBIA MOETD. €CTh
NPABEANKIN NOThIBAA B'h CBOEH
npagak. € wey THBRIM
NPEBLIBAA H Bk ZA0Bk cBOEH

HENOCTOIANNA. H PAAOCTH
KONYHNA NAAYb BMBAETH. H

cero paan pazymk u peue. ko

BCAKOE BKITIE NEMOCTOANNO
€CTh W NAKH NP’ PK's. CTSNANTE
AIOATE Mou pede B Kak™ cRow u
ZATEOPHTE ABEPh CEOK.
AONAEHE MHUNETE rNKEBL TNA
ZAk #e TaeTn A4 Ne wEpaLpe”
JAKD 74 New NuuToxe. cuph
B MEcTo BAruNM npoTHENKY
NPHKAKYENIE.

€KA.

7:15 €cTh npageanan
NOTHEAAH B'h CROEH NPABAK. 1
€CTh NEYECTHEKIH NPESKIRAA
Bh CBOEH SAOEK.

Toa.

Ce€ © TAKOBKIX ANIA OYYHTh
TAA, NE pazoymEoLe NpasAL
BHIA N CBOK HyISipe
NOCTABHTYH NPABAS Bia Ne
CTAMALIA. NPABE NAFO OVEO
ZA'k BeA. NenpaBe nuKa, NO
HAKE NPABAY FONALPA HKE W
ces'k NpaBEAENh ToH
NOTHBAETh, | HZIONHT cA W
MPABAK. NEYECTHB® NE
NOTUBAETh W BECHECTIA, NH
HZFONHT CA NO NPEBKIEAE B
Sn08'k CBOEH BEATH EOVAA.
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EKAUCHACT S,

7:15 6cTh NpageANN”,
norusam & npasA’k ero u ecth
NEUTB'hIM NPEERIA Bh ZA0BK €

T.

H ce W TAKOBhIXh An‘Ah
OYuUMTH FAA. NE pazymBioipe
NPABAMl BHIA. W CBOK HYIVLIE
NOCTABUTH NPABAY, BHIA NE
CTAMAWA NPABEANA OVEO ZAk
g'hi1a NENPABEARNHKA. NO #5€
NPABAY TONALHA. NO HKE W
co5'k npageAeNt. TO
OrWIEAET NH HZTONHTE® W
NPABABI. NEYLTHEL NE
NOrMBAETH W BECYUECTRIA. NH
MZLIONHTE . NO NPEELIBAETE
Bh ZAOEE CBOEM Beann ByAA

pagymbioye] pagymbroym Und.1|| nocragurn] werasntn TSL 730 || nome] nee Rum.204 (we s.1.), Sof.
| wzrowuTs® ] uzro Und.1|| npesnigaeTsn] npesmisam Sol.,Sof. ||

syAa] soyaoy Und. 1|

7:16 ne B3AK NPAREAENT
BEAMH NH MEAPH CA BEAMH
eraa Koraa nzdmhkewn ca
7:17 w He BEYILCTBEH MNWTO H
NE BBAN HKECTOKh AA NE
BMPELLIN Bh BPEMA CBOE

GKA.

.7:16 Ne 63AH NPABEAENT

BEAMH, NH MYAPH CA HZAHLLE,
eAd Koraa HZ8mEewm ca.
7:17 Ny BEZYECTBYH MNOTO,
NH BYAH HECTOK'B. A4 NE

OV MPELLIH NE BO BPEMA CBOE.

Toa.
Kaax*o pospoplTeas B mbpy
cB1pM NPHATHA. NONPEMNOTY™

EKAHCHACT S,

7:16 Ne syAH NpABEAEN
BEAMH NH MYAPB AHILE AA NE
KAKO uz\(mtemuf‘f

7:17 Nu BEYIECHTEYH BEAMH.
NH BYAN MECTOKB Ad NE
oympewwm (ne Bo S.1.) Bpema
TBOE.

Tonk.

Kam e aospopakrean 8 mbpy
CYL{H NPHIATHA . NONPEMBHOTY



SAOBNA NANE¥HT'h. NE BSAH
B'Eipa NpaBeAEN BEAbMU,
NHHSE HZAHXA KO SAKIM's
NENABUCTHHH HEMA'PAS BRAN K
corpRwapmmn n :ecTokn M
NE GAKh. HO NE MSAPSH
HZAMILE A4 Ne HZEMKewn ca.
WZAHXA € CyTh, H#E Kpomk
B#ECTEENATO OVHENIA. H
BEAHKO EELPANIE HA NOAZS
NAM'B BHECTBENOE CKPKI CAOBO
NEHIHEMO. B0 TRX® HCKATH
HZymENTM HeTOBANTE cmiicna
NO H N6 NoRenkNin™ Hemnoro
BEZYECTERH. NOTLIH CA
neTun'e wepkeTu ca
NOKAMNIEMs HZBABHTH
corphwenia. n ne s3an shya
HECTOKD. PETIIE NEYMOAHM S,
H NPOTHEOY NANAAAA AXOM™
oyueNia. TA™ no weg
NABOAHTS A NE OV MPELUN NE
BO BPEMA. NE BEO BpeMa (cHy)
BO YMHPAKT'h CBEPLLENTH AN
AospoAkTeanmu. Onn. no no
snosk muBkN oyme’
CKONUYEBAET € CA KO
nwennya Zphaa. &
AOBpoAETEAN cOBEpLIENKIH,
NHKAKO™ npexse caapTn Thaa
ALUEBNOIO OYMHPAET R CAPTILD.
BO SAOBE MHBKIN NHE B
NACTOALUEMh #KHTIN BKICTh.
ETAA OYMPEME. HO AA B
BRUNKIH NPECTABMM €A HHEO .
OYMHUPAK #€ OYBO NE BO
BPEMA NEYECTHEIN H
OBUAAHRBIH H
AHILEMSAPBCTEY AN,
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M€ ZAOBA NANEXHTL. NE BYAH
Bhipa. npagepens Beamu,
NEWE UZAHXA K'h ZABIMD
NENABHCTRNH HEMHAS PA
BYAM Kb corphwaymmn, u
#ECTOK'D M NE YABK®. NO NH
MYAPYH HZAKLLIE. AA NE
uz\(mtemur‘\uz:\uxa #E Y Th
e (s.1.) kpomk sxcTeENArO
OVYNHIA K BEAHKO Bkijlanne Na
NOAZY NAM B TEENOE CKP'BI
CAOBO NEMLHEMO. HBO TR
HEKATH HZYMENIM HeTORANKE
cAbicaa. (SIC) No 1 no
nogeAkNuN HYX® MHOrO
BECYECTEOVH. NO TLIH CA
HCLTHNEN'D WEBPRCTH can
NOKAIANHEMs HZEABHTH
corphwennm. u ne ByAn Bkipa
MECTOK'D PEKLLIE HEYMOAHM™D .
H NPOTHBY NANAAAR AXBME
OVUNHIA, TAYE NO WEBIYIY.
NABOAHTL AA NE OVMPELLIH. NE
BO BPEMA BO OVMHUPAID .
CEEPLUENHN AOBpOAETEAMN. NO
B ZAOEK HEL. 1 oymepn
CKONYEBAETh € CA\. KO
nwennya Zphaa g
AOBPOARTEAN CREPLIENTIH.
NHKAKoS 7€ npe” Thaa cmpTH,
ALLIEBHOK OV MHPAIOTH
CMPTHIO. Bh ZA0Ek #HEBIM
HN'h $€ B NAChTORIJIE HHTHE
BRI €A OYMPEME NO A4 B
BRUNBIM NpECTABUM CA\
MUEOTh. OV MHPAKOTh #€ OVBO
NE BO BPEMA. MECTh "H H

HEY THERIH WEMAAHERI"
AHWIEMYAPKCTEYTA =

7o~
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€KA. EKAHCHACT L.

— ~
7:18 Baro T ecth npunmatn  7:18 Baro npuumatu’ w cemb.



7:18 BAro T ecTi

BBZAEPHATH ca O Beemn B
BCETO NE OCKBEPHUILN p3KhI
CBOEA IAKO BOAM ¢ BA
WZHAETh BCe

CA O cEMb. H W cEro OVEO NE
WCKBEPNH PSKH CBOEA. IAKO
BORUIMM CA BTa HZKHIAS TS
BCA.

TOA.
0 AospopkTenn oyungs n o
SAOEE NABEAE, IAKO BAro
NPUHMATHCA AOBPS. Ne
O'KBEPNHTH e pSku Akania
MHNOVEMIS W SAOBK TA™
WYHCTHM b, HO YHCTO
COTBOPHM™ ¢Tpa* B, Bhipa
AKO C€ IABH CA BORILIHM CA
Bra WZKASTS Bea Bee Akanie
no AcspoakTenn nexoaa.
nposocnEBaNiEm™
ChBEPWAEMD H BChX® AT
HCK\Ch.

Gmpﬁi .

AoBpo ecTh Tesk nomoun
CNPABEAAHBOMOY, M T NEr® NE
WTOpran povKH CEOEA.
NONENE BOALIN cA Bra
NHUETO ZAMELIKAET . .
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HBO () CEro NE WChKEEPNLILM
PYKH TEOEM. IAKO BOR" ca BA.
NPMMHPHTE BCA.

T,

G) AospoakTean ovuMEL M W
Z00Bk. NABEAE MKO BAMO
MPUHMATHCA AOBPS. HE
WCKEEPNUTH 7€ ABannm
PYKH. MUNYEM BT ZAOBTI.
TAYE WHUCTHMB. HO YHCTO
CTEOPHM'h CTPAX'h BUH.
gRipam mko ce mBN Ba
WZUAETH BCEXw M Bee
Akmnne. no pospoakTenn
HCXOAA. NPOBOCIEBANKEMT
CBEPIAEM. U BChXh
AKOT'BIXD UCKVCh.

Aosp8] aospe Rum.204, Sof.|| mumyemn] munvems Rum.204, Sof. || nposocnheannemn] npocnbsannemsn

Und. 1|

7:19 Ma“Th MOMOMETH
MBAPOME NAYE AECATH
wBAAAALpKH B TpaAk.

7:20 ko yaka nkeTh
NPABEANA NA ZEMAH. HIKE
CLTBOPHTL BATOE M NE
curphumTs.

€KA.
7:19 Mpem*pocTh m8aparoe
NAYE AECATH WEAAAAIOYIHX BO
rpapk.

7:20 rako 4Aka npage*na
NKcTh NA ZEmAn, nce
COTEOPHT S BArO U NE
corpkumrn.

TOAKORANIE

AECATH NE'NK® YHNOB® HIKE NE
MOrOLIA NOTHBAKLIS POAS
YAUK NOMOLHH. NH XOAATAH BO
NH arTA'h. NO CAM's Th NpHwe
CiICE NI, NHUTOME Tako BRipa
HexuTH W BEAS @Ko
M*POCTh. A EME NAYE AECATH
BAaA KON H pEKS naye BoaA

EKANCHACT 'S
7:19 MyapocTn myaparo
oykpknuTL. N’ ATH
gaapkoyn® &b rpapk.

7:20 rako uagka npaeana Nk’
NA ZEMAH HHSE CTEOPUTH BATO
H Ne corpRumTs.

TOAK'S.

A€ca” HECHBIXS YHNOB® HiKe
HE MOTOLLIA MOMOLIN
NOTHBAIOLIIO POAY YABUI. NE
XOAATAN BO NH ANTAh. HO
cAM Tl NPHILEA™S O WHI,
NHUTONE Tako Bkipa.
HebXHTHTS W BMK. Ko
mApr‘;'h. A SIKE NA' ACCATH



YAUECKTA CHAIE. NO CAMs Th
NaLb A K¢ Tuaa m*pocTh &
onk Bhp8ioipan n Bhpoo m*pa
BKIBLLIA [IOMOMETh MAYE
A€cATH ZanosBkaen cBipnxh BoO
rpaak ivaekucki’. ayie 8o u
AECATH COXPANN ZAKONNKIA
7anoBkAn. no NEcTh GAKa ne
NONOAZNYTH CA. H ZAKON'S NH
EAMNATO WIIPABAA. M Th NALUK
HC XC cCAMb BKICTh M*pOCTH,
NPABAA K€ | HZBABAENIE, A €KE
N'ECTh NPABEANHKA NA ZEMAH
i€ COTBOPHTh BATO U HE
corpBMT™ . HE BhZTAE @KO
NHKTOXE COTBOH BAFA, NPNO
B0 ¢8Th Baroakaawyin No
KO KTO A0BPOA K TEALNKIN
CKIM M BATO HHEKIH NE MOMETh
npezphTn uto TpesdeTn M Xa
HZBABAENIE .
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BAAAYIOLIHS pKY. ma’ BoAA
KOIA YEAOBUBLCK'MIMA CHABI. HNO
A" MAP TH. Th NAWG HTh Kh.
BO Nb B'kpyioam n gkpow
MYAPA BBILLIA. NOMONETE NAYE
A€ca™ ZanoBkAuM. cyIpnxh B
rpaak niopkucknl. aye so u
AECAT CXPANM ZAKS N'BIM
zanogkan. no HE uABKA Ne
NONOABZTBNYTH M ZAKON NH
EAMNOTO WNPABAA. IL* HALIK
HCh Kb ca™ BB MAPTH NPABAA
€ 1 "ZBABAENHE - A ence WK'
NPABEANHKA NA ZEMAH. HIKE
CTBOPUTL BATO. W NE
corpRILNTE. NE TO FATH. 1AKO
NHKTOME CTBOPH” EATA NPNO
Bo cy”. BAroe Aknaoipm. no
KO KTO AOEPOAKANTIM chin.
W EATO HBLIN NE MOKETH
npezpkT 4To. n TpesyeTH W
X4 MZLEABAENHE

gona ko] Bcakom Sol.|| swwa] swewa Und.1, Sol., TSL 730, Rum.204, Sof. || u "zeagaenne] n om. Und.1 ||
nukTome] e po. Und.1 || wnpasaa] we pr. Sol. |luzgnsagaenne] uznsagnenna Rum.204 I

7:21 v Bea ™ cAOBECA H™
EBTAKTH NEYTHEIM H NE
BAOKH Cp*lla CBOErd. AA NE
SCARILIKLLIN PABA CEOErD
KAENSLIAA TEEE.

7:22 Ko MHWraH cASKOYIO
TOBOK. OBXO ENIE" NOThI
OZAOBHTH CP*LIE TBOE. MKOWE
H Thl KAAN'D €CH APSThIA

€KA,

7:21 H Bca OYEO CAOBECA HiKeE
BOZTAKTh NEYECTHEIN NE
NPUKAONH Cp LA TEOErS ° AA
NE OVCAKILUHLLN PABA TBOETO
KAENY1jIA TEBE.

7:22 IAKO MNOrAMAM
CAVKSIOTD TOBOK.

WEXO# ENIEMB WSAOBHT S
MHOPHM'E CP LIE TBOE. KO AA
H T KAAA €CH APSTiA
MNOTTA.

TOA.

7Ak NE nOMUNAIOYIATO SA4 NE
BEOAWTh. HEUECTHBIH WBIHE
WY AHTEAE W TpBLINMKH
ZOBETH W MNOMECTEA
cTPOALIMME NEAKNO BNMMA’
kaeBeTamb. BEipa, mKo™ K
PAES TBOEMS NPOKAATH TEEE
BOABHIHYBLIS CA NA APOCTh.
NAYE OYBO M PAZAHUNE
MOKETH HA TA MKICAHTH. TO

eAMKBCHECTS (SiC.)

7:21 UBO BCA CAOBA. MNE
BWZMONBATE NEUTENH. NE
NPUKAONH ¢p*lla TBOETO IAKO AA
NE OVCAKILIMLIM PABA TBOETO
KAENVLPA 1.

7:22 IAKO MNOTAMKAKI
AYKABLCTEVETH TH H MNO
ra#{Asl WZAOBHTh Cp € TEOE.
MKO € T'hl KAATH UNKXh::

TOAKh.

G'BAE NE NOMHNAIOLIATO ZAA NE
BBOAHTh. NEY TEHH WEbIpIE
“eyanTent n rpkusnnku
NAZ'BIBAETh W MENOXSECTEA.
CTPORAHUME HEAENO BNUMATH
KAGBETAMS BELpA. 1AKO %K€ NH
PABY TBOEMY NOKAMTH TOBE
NOABHILIA CA NA APOCTh. N4’
OYBO M PAZAHUNE MOHETH. NA
TA MBICAHTH. TO BO €CTh NO



‘eyanTenk] weovauTean Sol. {[noTep
7:28 €ro™ BZNCKA AlIA MOA H
e wephTOXh UAka eAnnOro &
ThicKRIH OBPETO 1 END BR
goky cux ne oppRTo

10:7 guak* pashl NA KONE' H
KNASH HASLIH KO PABhI MO
ZEMAH.

8:2 oycTa UPA CXPANN. H W
CAOBECH KAATERI BAIa NE TiIH

BO €CTh, MO CXOAS MNWTAMAK
OZAOBHT'b CP*LIE TEOE. TAKO
KAEBETA MNWIAX 4 OZAOBM’
ALK, AlJIE BO NA KOETO#'0
OKAEBETARLIHX'E FHEBAET cA.
MHWIH MOTEPNHTD CXOAH
BAEKOM™® B CTPACTH MPOCTh
H SAOBK HCMOANAETS ALK
CBO".

HN'S.

BTa HEYECTHBKIXS CAOBECA.
NEYECTHEA € EAAHNBCKA
MEAPOCTL. H HHAOEE H
€PETHL, H Beh e Nenpask
BFA MOAALIA CAOBECK.
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CXOAY MNOTAMARI WZAOEHTh
cp*Ue TBOE. TAKO KAEEETA
MNOTAMASI WZAOBHTh AVLUY.
ALJIE EO HA KOETOMAQ
KAEBETALPHXh FNEBAETE CA.
MHOT kI NOTEPNHUTH CXOARI
BAEKOME B CTPTH IAPOCTH W
ZAOBBI HCMIOANAETH ALY
CBOK

HN'B.

Bt Ta Neq/‘\w'ux'h CAQRECA
NEWTBA #E EAMNBCKA MAPTh.
W KHAOBE " EPETHLM. H BCH HE
nenpagk Ba monarpa cao’
HX#€ NE NPABRI ZOBETh.
HCTHNNYIO MUNYIOLIE
MYAPOCTR. TAK BO CAOBOM™
NE AAH KE CBOEM MBICAH.
AKEO W KAEBETAKLHIA NA TA\.
TBOE MPOCTLHOE
BOCMIOMHUNANLE AKO
MmNoFa#sAsl T ThX® 706
peEKAs €CH. AOBO W Bhceayewm
¢ NHMH. EEZb ZAOE'RI CTBOPAH
BECEA®I. Ch KPOTOCTHLIO M
Teprhniem:

nurs] noTpesnts Und. 1 ||Aty croro] croo Ay Rum.204, Sof. ||

7:28 My»sa weph” eannore
THICALIA HENBI 7€ BCRXH
cur® ne wephToxs -

TOAKS.

Kenk 1€ OYNOAOBAAETH. HHE
NE HMYThb NA BATOE TEEPAA
MOMBICAA KENAMS EANNE™.
BCEMT WBLLHE. ZANE HKENA
YacTh NEMOLPLNEBHLITE €CTh.
Tl AXY MYAPOCTH, #ENA
HMENOBACA EI0¥E BEYNATO
#HEOTA NACAAAHXOM CA.

menk] wema TSL 730 || ecemn] ee TSL 730 ||

exar’ (in the mg.)

10:7 Bupakxs pashi Na
KOWEXh 4 KNAZU HAVIHE
nkwm.

8:2 OycTaEh Xpann u w caokh
KAATEBI BEM NE TOCHH CA.
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CA.

8:3 W auua B0 ero NOUAELLN. 8:3 W AMuA €ro noupewn Ne

NE CTANH B cAOBech ASKagNk. cTanu B cA0Bk avkagh. eanko

TAKO BCA €€ aljie cTBOpH' . ALJIE BOCKXMTHTL U ChTEOPHUTH -
TOAK.
AoBpo oyBo Zemnomy u,pf‘\'rs\(
NoKapATH ca Bk e iipwo
BY OYCTh XPANMTH NHcANME
NOPYYAETH. C€ € €C'h Mmbu
BACNW €r'0 TAUNKCTEA H K'h
ASCTOUNBIN" MZNOCHTH,
COBAKAATH #€ €ro ZanoBkAH.
AOBPO #E XPANHTH €KE NE
KAATHCA N0 BZK. nnwe
TlpATH?\KpOM'k BHIA AHLLA WTH
NO Bee Aknam. K By BHAALNO.
NO HHOMY <€ MHCANHIO TAKO
nouTH n " cAoBk KAATEI NE
TLM CA PEKB. NE TEUW NA
KAATHTER (SIC) HAELLIM AN
HAH. p°RY #e B'kran Ne BZaTH
KANTH ©
KA.

pek] pexas Und.1|| akaam] Akaania Und.1]| kaamn® ] kaaT ca Sol. ||

8:4 aKoMRe LPh CLBAAALIH 8:4 mko ce iyph Baapk

FAETH H KTO PEYETh EMB H UTO MOABHTE. U KTO PE'Th EMY

CTBOPHILN YTO CTBOPUAD ECH::

TOAK®.
Nu eAHNOro <€ pazyma zaa
HMETH NH NPOTHEBHTH CA. KO
Aa Zak AR MmABHTH AN
CAABHTH. NIONEHSE EO PENBI" .
ZANOBEAEM'b NOMHNAETh,
Tako pazymkgan zane gk’
ips u Bh. @Ko Behys Brap k@
ZAKONh NOAOHSM. H N'k,‘\GM\{
NPOTHEY PELPIN NH CTATH CAOBO
B ZAKONAWLH Zanogkan. no
YTO M€ CE 4 NE CE " ZAKONH,
CE BO AVKAENO €CTh. BO M€
ca na’ u Bkpolo NeNoALNAH
NPEHSE BUNNENAR >

70k akioymmn] zaa an Rum.204, Sof. || zanoseaemn] zanoskan Sol. || gchyn] Behmn Sol. || zakonarwysm]

Zakonasope TSL 730 ||

8:8 wk™ uaKa BAaASIpA B

ACk BRZEPANHTS ¢ AXOMh. M

KN
8:8 M wE* nocaa Bk ANb



NEeTh BaaaSYIare B Ak

CMPTH. H HECTh cBAB Bh AN
BPANM.

K NE ciiceTh BEecTie cBpare
B NE".

9:4 rako KTo Hie npHya*'eT
¢\ K'h BCEMs MEBIMD €CTh
NAAEHSA KO NECH HHE'D TO
BATO NAYE ABA MPTEA

10:1 Aoy xnl SMpLYIBAAILIATO

EPANH.

TOAKB.

Mo peuennky (SIC) 6O EpaNM
npuweawn. N Bpemene
NOCAATH. W NA’ BO WLIECTEHH
MO PAZY MY #4€ B EPANH.
nogenknomy oymphTu © Ba.
NE© nakn ume nocnan cAkm
Bh MHEOTh
HN'h.
€raa Na cyAk NauneTh KTO
BOPEMB EBITH H W CBOMX'B
rphyoBB. NE MOMETH FATH.
NOCAH M B MHTHH €PAA AA°
NOKAK NHXE XOTA KONYATH .
MOMETH peyn. WNYCTH MA
HKUTH. AA NOKAKW CA. NE BO
€CTh BAAABIN B ANE CAMPTH.
popems ] sopumn TSL 730 ||
EKAHCHACT D
8:8 (cont.) ne circeTn
NEUECTHI CYIPATO B NEMS.
TOAK™.

IAKO CE Bkl PEKAL. NO"
T~
NEUTKEMB MYYHMArO "
Aeprinmars. ghayipe mko Nk’
— — o>

gaaakm B ANb caapTh. mko NE
NOCAANMIA B ANk BPANH
NEYECTBYEM™h -

neuecteyemn ] nevecteyn® TSL730, Rum.204, Sof. ||

EKAHCHACT D

9:4 GcTh OYNOBANHE IAKO NECH
HHED TO B BAFO NEYAAL BA®,
(sic)

BATOBONNY CYLIY. M MACAO
ChAAAOCTH. Neu'Tun E'hcoge
oymzeusiue rpkxn cTp M.
Ko Na" OYMHPAIOLIE MYXH
TAK'BIMN COTNHTH. H
WakTawTs %€ U NankTaTR:

BAFOBONNY CY1py] B BAFOBONHI™ COV1€ Sol. ||

EKAHCHACT'D .



CTNOA™ CTPOENiE ApeBANOE
MACAD CAAADCTH YACTH MAND

MgAPOE'\I’M NaYe cAABBI BEZ3MiA
BEAHKA'

10:2 cp*ue mB8apare o Aecndw
ero. cp*ue 6eZ8mNa W
WSOW €ro.

S ~~ —~
10:1 Yr'no mano mapTu. na’
CAABMI BEAHKH BEZYMHNA.

T.
Hpoc:\asumf\ MNOZH B
BEZYMbH MNOZK. AZWIKL BEZR
NPABABI NONpeNk. nxce Bn
mupk. Ba(Te s.1.) uropan
BhIEL. H#ce BNEWwINEw0
MYAPOCTBIO W CYETHRIXh
TPYAHELLA CA. NO NH
npukaapANE aknunae uzgecTue.
e NauuNam no 57k
MYAPOCTLIO B T BOAHME. H
MPHKACATH CA EX NAYMNAIA, NO
W Bezymum caagk Ne popAan.

TPYAHBIWA ca] Tpyangwe ca TSL 730, Rum.204, Sof. ||

EKAMCHACT®
10:2 Gp*ue myapomy &
AECNHUH €ro. cp'ue
BEZYMHNOMY B LUIVHLIK EFO.

T.

Cp'ue oymn pazymbru. u
TEAECHOE BO Cp'ile BCErpa Na
eAMNOME MmEeTh AeKuTh. BO
oyTpoBk enie ZoEEMnmE
nepenoNa. Thm #e myapomy
oyMh. Beerpa aknam u
NOXBAANAR PAZYMEETh 7€ H
AknaeTh. seZymNare we Zaam
NPOTHENA HMVIpA =

zoeemne] Zoge™ Sol. || nepenona] nepenonts Sol. || pagymkers xe] xe om. Sol. || umypa] nmyipe Rum.204,

Sof. ||

10:3 n Na n8Th™ BeZ8MHNKH
HAETh K Cp'ile€ €rO AHLLKH RAXE
NOMit LIAAE™ BCA BEZSMHNA

EKANCHACT ..
10:3 Hso na nyTh €raa
BEZYMN'BIN HAE" H CP LE €O Ne
AOCTATRL " CTEYETH. H @M€
NOMBILIAAETh BCAKO BEZYMHNA

oy’

T.

KNWThE CE NYTh Z0BEMO
BEZYMENL . H NA LUIYHLIY HW'BIN
cp*ii€. BCEMAA NEAOCTAT'LKH
AHILATA CA NECMOTPA. TEKUH
BOZAANMIO BhILINA" BBZAANHRA

NHGE NANEPE" NPOCTHPARCA.
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NH Kb KONBLIO BhCXOAA. NE BO
“NHTL  AMILAETH BCA. H BCA
NE CBEPLLUENA W BECAOBECHA U
Akaam v nommiwnA@. ape an
#€ W NIY'Th WNPABAANKH.
NAYNETH BHHX'h ZANOBEAEN.
noNexe cp*ue Ne B AecNk.
ZATBOPENO AMLLAEMs H NE
pagymbm oyinum. wuxe
TBOPA MO ZAKONY NOAOHENHKY

xoTEnmo.
NeAocTATBKH] W po. Rum.204 || n gca] v om. TSL 730, Rum.204, Sof. ||
EKAN'HACT®
10:4 ape AXs BAGASATO 10:4 Ape Axn BAAAYIOLIATO
BZHAET Na NA mEcTa cBOErO NAHAE NA TA. mEcTa cBoero
NE WCTABH AKO HIkaenie NE WCTABH. KO Hiykaenn
8cTABHTH rphXhl BEAUKRS OYCTABHTH. TP EXH BEAUKI.
TOAKS.

Kxw Baaavpare. skxa e
CNOB'h NE MOKOPHE'BIX'h. HIHKE
NE MO NYH<H noxopuma‘r.\
ABIABOAS BAACTH
MYYHTEARCTBYIOLIEE OYBO
ghipa guiunam (Ti
CMBICABLIY H BIILINAR S.1.)
MAYLIY. NACKOYH HA TA AX
BAAAVLIATO NOKOUTH TEOE
NOM'BILLIAENHE . HHE K
BhILINMME HTH XOTAIK
B'hZEPANH ZATEOPENY
BXOMENHIA. NHKBTOMNE €0
BOCKNIPUMA BCA CEOTA NOYIOBLIN
ZATPAKATA. HH WHHMA K€ NH
OVLIMMA NH BZHIKOM's BXO"
€M\ NOAANH NH NEM
YIOBRCTEOM'B. NPENE BO
c*r[s?'ru H WeMbAEMO
NENOCTOHNA NAYHNANHIA. ALJIE H
MBICAB 4TO BAaaraeTs mEcra
NE WCTABAAH. ZATEOPAI OVBO
BAYA® whaomyapHEM.
AKEOBLIO K€ NENABHCTS
Trona. noAosNk e
koeromao mkera.
AOBpoAkTEAN IYBALIEMY. Alji€
50 BB WCTABHIIM. (€ €
€CTh NOYHTH AXA
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BAAA B OIpAre. MNOrUM BEANKH
rpkxu cBepeTh CBOEM Alum -
AYE WZ'hEPAMIOELLIM CBOK ALLIO
AOBpoAETEAN NpuaeaNnEMS.
H KO HMCHUEAENOE MOKOUTH.
rpkxu geAnKH@ -

MOKOPMETIKH - Wymu] om. Und.1|| wymu] myme Sol. || BaacTh] Baactn Rum.204 || myunTeancTeyiopee]
MYUHTEARCTEYIOIpa Rum.204 || wAYWIY] wavya Und. 1| nxe K] ewe k Rum.204 || ovwmma] oyum Rum.204, Sof.||
E€KA'N

s
10:5 €. A8kaBcTBO €* BUAKY
no™ CANLIE™ €7¢e NOBOANO
uznae” W anua BaaASIIAro.

10:5 €cTo aykaBecTRO €xE
BuAkx®s no* cAnuemn. @Ko
NEBONEI HZHAE I ANLA BAAAY -

IAre,
10:6 Aann BeZ8MHNIIN Na

BKCOTAY BEAUKW® W BOraTiM R
cmkpenw® cang’.

10:6 H A4 ca BeZyMbNBIN
BOZEBILLENR IO BEAHKY. H BATHM
Bh CMHPENUH CAAYTH
TOAKD.

B pe'NHIO OVEO HNY BUAHTH
BMAMTS (SiC) B uABLEYh.
AVKABLCTBA BELIh. KNAZK
MHOTAMA'BI U HEBOAEK
RBAAILIE CA. CTPA™ pasn
NEKOEro. BOALIA CHANBIX' W
CAABAIPAIA BEZYMNBIM.
BATRIM <€ MWERNHE. AANLIO
emaolpe nogenkinm paan
NEEOAEI. MNOrax 1l BO
u;’)?xmlmu noBenkNuN KNAZH
NEBOAEK WThNHMAKRTh, NO
PAZYMY #€ BOAEIO YARLH NA
CAACTH AABBLLE CA NEBOAEI
yTo (S.1.ne) nokopenmio. pky
ABREBOAY. BYHNY BO. H YPEBO
NUTAEMh BECAOBECNBIMB CBOE
K pazymy™ XakEs MH,
CAOBECHBIM® A0BpoAkTEAN
WEO Ko Ak nutapm,
TEMb BATOBOAHTE B'h. PhKY
JE BAATAETH' . H AIOBHTh
TaKOBAR Akmanum =
MogenkBaETh BONAOLYL
CAOBO. ‘MB‘I,?K\( POAY. B
TAUNOE NPHUALJENHE. EMSE
BOHCTHNNY NA' pAAN G
NALLIETO BO PAAH

Kn] nw Rum.204, Sof. || noseatmnm]eo po. Und.1]| n upeso] n om.Rum.204 || k pagymy] no pazdmoy
Rum.204, Sof. || Awk] Atum Sol., TSL 730, Rum.204, Sof. ||



10:7 enAk* pasni na Kone* u

KHASH HASLIM KO paBhI NoO
ZEMAN.

10:8 konaa mm8 B N©
BNAAETH. U NOTPEBAAKLIATO
OrpaAS O\TPHIZNE™ H SMia

10:16 rope Tesk rpape emoy™
Ups TBOM 8Hb. H KNASH TBOH
ZaoyTpa kaa'

10:17 samena T ZEMAE. €A
Liph TEOU H CNist CBOBOANK’ H
KNASH TBOH Bh BPEMA MAAT
H cuak Ne nocTHAA"

EKAHCHACTS

10:7 Buakxns pasmi na
KONEXh. 4 KNAZH HAYIjE
nkum,

T.

Mpexce pasu AN‘AM. KO NA
kKoNEk Bckawe Na eoyaur&‘\mm
CAOBECA CAABNH MBHILA . HKHE
AHAEHHE CN'HBE BhI . A KNAZH
nkwn. nwatn na Zeman
MOBEPKENH. B'h )'(?a WEBEPH<ENH
ghpnt paan -

HN'L.

Mkwnms BBITH  BEAUTL M
“MB W TNYLIATH €A BCAKOTS
rpkya

ek’

10:8 Puian poBn. Bnape ca
BO Nb. H WEMAAH NAo” .
OVZPHTh ZhMHIO -

TOAKL.

CINAS" ZAKON® ZAKONK(SIC)
7an0B KA. 4 ZMHIA ALAROAD.
PAZAPAIA ZAKON'L. H
NPeChTYNAR ZaANOBKAN. 1
WEPALHETE ARRMEOAA -

ZakoN'® Zakonn] zakons Und. 1, TSL730, Sof. | ZAKONS 4 Zakonk Sol. ||

EKANUCHACT®
10:16 T'ope Tosk rpase &
NEMIKE ﬁ,‘\p‘ TEOH OY'Nb. M
BOAAPE TBOH PANO MAAT.

T.

Mo AXY rpa* €cTh Alua. a iips
NAPEYETR' OYMb. 4 €€
OYN'h. CAAES BORPhI €
umkan CROM NOMBICASI ZAhIN
PABOTAM.

u ceor] w om. TSL 730 ||

EKAHCHACT S

10:17 BA%NA Tw1 ZEMAE ECH.
Hace up " TBOM CHh CBOBOA™I
M BOTAPE TBOU BO BPEMA
MAYIPE B CHAY NE
NOCTHIAATE. .

T.

fiyie ALLA W OYMB

s TBENBIMH (Zanosk*mu s.1.)
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. —
ChOBNBIMH (SIC) OViNNH
BOCNHTAETL . C€ €CTH CN'b
CBOBOABI. TBOPAH NOTPEBNAR
— A
Aum v TEay. U epe #e rpa
€CTh UPKBI. HMYIIH LA FCa
XA. KNAZH ¥s€ an‘an.

ewosHbimu] ceosnmmn Und. ! | ceoso*mwmu Sol., TSL 730, Rum.204, Sof. || sca] om. TSL 730 ||

EKAHCHACT B
11:2 AamAb vacTh ce*mun som

CA KO NE B'hen yTo B3AeTH
ABKARO N' Z€EMAH.

11:2 Aab 4acTh CEAMH TAYE
WeMmomy,

AxBuk ceamepnua iThe ce
NacTomipiee wemomy Bhky
BYAYIHEMY EMY 7K€ WEPAZ.
NE*AA BCKP NHIA M CTBOPH B'b
ANb CEAMBIH. W noun B Behxn
AkA cBOW'. W BAI'BH 1 1 Nape”
M of"Ta. TOAKYETH NOKOH.
cosupan co8k Akant saArhIMK,
B CEAMEPHULLM HUTBLIA CETO. B
CEAMVIO WEMYIO YACTh.
NOAABAIOLIA € YECTHIO -

sar'sn n] Barenne Sol. || sekpunma] snckpuie TSL 730, Rum.204, Sof. | wemyio] upr. TSL 730 || cero] u po.

Rum.204, Sof. || noaasawipa] nopasape TSL 730, Rum.204, Sof.

11:3 ae nenabNAT ca 11:3 Mipe nanoanaTh®
WEAALUM A0 A, NA ZEMAK WBAALM  A0K A, Na  ZEMAK
HZAHBAIOTh. MZAHBAKTh.

TOAK.

Mo AXy WE" 1M TTHH MyxH
NAPEKOLLIA®. HX¥E KO AOHAR
HZAMBAIOTH OVUNMIA. HA BCA
YABK'BI ZEMAA YABUM
uapex\('rl? . IAKO#S€ BO WEA UM
BeAENREMD BHHM™L. AOMAD
HZAWBAEMb. NA BCA YABK'I
(s.l. ecumsb) wepazomns. akno
MAT'HINK EBITH.

ws"un] om. Und.1|| mywu] u pr. Und.1 |M\(>v<'1'e Sol. || nzansaemn] nzansaiots * Sol.|| cums] u pr. Sol ||

maranm] w pr. TSL 730 (s. 1.), Rum.204, Sof. ||

EKAHCHACT s
H alpe NAAE" APEBO Brw™. aipe Aye NAAETh ApEBO Ha (S.1.8)
an Na Bkphe™ mbkeTh. nae™ rk. alpe Au NA ckeepn. naae
NAAETh APEBO. TOY BSAETH APE” TAMO BYAETH.

TOAKD.

APEBO NAPHUIOTH' YABLH
NPABEANH W rphuinn. 4 oy



11:4 sawabim gkTpa ne ckhe’
H CMOTPAH B'h OBAAKKI NE
NOMNE".
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TOAKh.

APEES NAPHYR TR YABLM
NPABEANH H TpRIINK. 4 OvT b
cebTaam mEcTa NPpABEANTBIX .
a ckeeph B Temnam mbcnTa
rpkwnnixs. no cmpru ruak
XTO AOCTHINETh TV H BUAETh.

B8 Temnam] 8 om.Sol., Rum.204, Sof. ||

11:4 Bawanin ghrpa. ne
CRETH M CMOTPAN BO WBAAKTI
NE MOMNETH.

TOAK'b.

MNOra® A Bl BO Am;?. W NE
BEETh. a4 HNO ZayTpa. €€
M\('rwrﬁ? NOMBICAI.

iN.

Mo Axy ckmaTh BeAnTH
MATHBINKD AARTH. 4 CMOTPAH
BO WBNAAKBI NE NO#SNE™ NE
BEAHTh N'hl CMOTPHTH. AAKLYIE
MATHINK KTO NPABEANHK W
KTO AW FpELLINHK®. A4 NE
NOryEHMB EPEMA MATHH. AA
NH BCEEM™B Ad NH MOMNEM™.
€ro 74€ BO YABLH MNATH
NEMPABEANA. AX WIIPABAAETh

u ne hern] wun shers Rum.204, Sof. || myrurs’ 1] movunTu ca Sol. | ne pr. Rum.204, Sof. || u kTe] u om.
TSL 730, Rum.204, Sof. || Aa nu noxswems] a4 om. TSL 730, Rum. 204, Sof. || spema ma ATHH] BpEMA

maTanw Rum.204, Sof. ||
12:5 nBo Na BRicOTS OYZpH M

APEBECA NA NYTH. H NPOLBETE’

kaank”. (muxaa® ) u
wrancTheTs ogphaa.
(NPOYT™h) M PAZPSILINT Ca BEA
KANKAp's. IAKO BEAE™ YAKA B
Aomb B'kKa cBoero. u
WEHAOLLA U NA TP hHHLPN
nAA LN,

EKANCHACT b
12:5 U npousBeETE KAANBILL
M OYThIETh ABpEARE.

TOAK.
Mpexce B0 BCRX . ApEBO
NPOULBETAETH MHFAANA.
TPUCYTYEL HMA™ € ¢'CTEO.
NEPEOE YELLIIOM NA CKOPAY LUK A
BNYTPI TAPO. TAKO H YABK™
i — —
W Thaa n Atna n AXaA

T~

CCTOMTh .
HND.



275

Mo AXY NPOUBETETH 4

POAUTE  YABK'®H. OVTHIETh
npyrh ce ey’ rpken. a exe
PAZ'PYLIHTL KAIFBIAPUH. €€
€cTh FPRIINMKOME KONEUS.

A exe xcxp?\u\('rh. H
ECKp?\N\(Th B raa’ nTnuk.
APXAANTAA CHTUE TMOAOBAETH
BhITH.

muraana] muraaas TSL 730 || nma’ ecTBo] ecTecTeo umate TSL 730 || swyTpi] BuyTpn Sol., TSL 730,
Rum.204, Sof. ||
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