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The thesis traces the changes in the use of the infinitive in Bulgar­ 

ian from the tenth century, when it was employed in a wide range of con­ 

structions, to the seventeenth century, when its occurrence was severely 

limited and it had been replaced in most constructions by clauses intro­ 

duced by the conjunction da.

The sources used are either believed to be original Slavonic com­ 

positions or are held to betray influence from colloquial Bulgarian: the 

Lives of SS- Cyril and Methodius, the   sermons of St. Clement of Ohrid, 

the Treatise of Cosmas against the Bogomils; the Trojanska Prica, the 

state documents of Bulgaria and Wallachia up to the mid fifteenth century, 

the Prayers of Cserged and a portion of the Tikhonravovski damascene.

All constructions containing infinitives or da-clauses have been ex­ 

cerpted from these texts. A series of tables shows the number of times 

each type of construction occurs and their syntactic peculiarities: iden­ 

tical or distinct subjects of main and subordinate verb, tense and mood 

of subordinate verb, and word-order. Attention is also given to formal 

developments in the infinitive. Unusual or doubtful constructions are 

commented on, and difficulties in linguistic interpretation which the 

various texts present are discussed.

The findings from the sources are used in an assessment of four types 

of explanation which have been advanced for the decline of the infinitive 

in Bulgarian: a) that it arose from a need to avoid ambiguity caused by 

the formal coincidence of infinitive and finite parts of the verb; b) that 

the da-clause was preferred because it was clearer; c) that the change 

spread to Bulgarian from one of the other Balkan languages; d) that the 

infinitive is liable to be lost, either tnrough simplification or in order 

to increase redundancy, when there is extensive contact between speakers 

of different languages.



ABSTRACT

The change from infinitives to clausal constructions is a character­ 

istic of languages of the Balkan area - Greek, Bulgarian and Macedonian, 

Roumanian and Aroumanian, Albanian - which distinguishes them from their 

Indo-European cognates, and from most other languages of the world. It 

is therefore, interesting both as an unusual linguistic development and as 

a probable instance of syntactic interaction between geographically con­ 

tiguous languages.

The thesis is an attempt to examine, in as much detail as the scanty 

historical records permit, how this change took place in Bulgarian, and 

to consider in the light of their evidence the relative merits of the 

various explanations which have been offered for the change, whether as 

a Bulgarian development or as a Balkan phenomenon. Thus, although atten­ 

tion is given mainly to Bulgarian, it is hoped that the conclusions may 

be in some part a contribution to Balkan studies. It is also hoped that 

the body of factual material presented, which is drawn from published 

sources either not previously studied from this point of view or not 

studied so fully, may be of use to other investigations of the history of 

Bulgarian. The findings are held to add fresh evidence to those in the 

most detailed work on the subject, Mirchev's monograph of 1937, some of 

whose conclusions are disputed in the thesis.

The object of research is defined as the Bulgarian language from the

 

tenth to the seventeenth centuries, that is, from its first written re­ 

cords to the date when its syntax had developed to approximately its 

modern state. For practical reasons Bulgarian and Macedonian are not dis­ 

tinguished in the thesis, although their separate status as modern lan­ 

guages is recognized.

The thesis is divided into seven chapters. The first sets out, with 

justifications, the scope of the subject and outlines the several hypo­ 

theses which have been put forward to account for the decline in the use
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of the infinitive in Bulgarian. These fall into four types: a) that 

formal coincidence of the infinitive with finite parts of the verb, 

brought about by phonetic change, led to syntactic confusion and so to 

the replacement of the infinitive by clauses; b) that the clauses intro­ 

duced by the conjunction da which have largely supplanted the infinitive 

were preferred as a more explicit construction; c) that Bulgarian ceased 

to use its infinitive under the influence of some other Balkan language 

- Thracian or Old Albanian, Greek or Balkan Romance - which already lacked 

the infinitive; d) that contact between speakers of different languages 

is liable to result in the loss of the infinitive, either by a process of 

simplification or in the interests of increasing redundancy and with it 

communicative efficiency. The suggestions made by the main proponent of 

this last view, Rosentsveig, about the process of change are outlined. 

He believes that clauses replace infinitives first in constructions where 

the subject of the infinitive may vary, and only later in constructions 

where it is predictable, particularly where it coincides with the subject 

of its governing verb. The method of analysis of material in the main 

body of the thesis is dictated in part by his proposed scheme of the 

change.

The methods chosen to find material on which to test these hypotheses 

and the manner in which the material is presented are then explained. 

Chapters 2-6 contain this factual material. It is drawn from texts select­ 

ed on two criteria: either that they are probably original compositions 

in Slavonic and so relatively free from the syntactic interference to 

which translations are subject; or that they are commonly held to contain 

non-literary features derived from colloquial Bulgarian. All constructions 

involving infinitives or da-clauses are excerpted from the texts. They 

are split up according to type and the numbers of times each type of con­ 

struction occurs are set out in tables: infinitives or da-clauses which 

complement various verbs (Table l), impersonal expressions (Table II), 

governing expressions other than verbs - nouns, pronouns, adjectives,
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adverbs (Table III); and other infinitival or clausal constructions - 

final, consecutive, co-ordinative, conditional and imperative (Table IVj. 

In addition Table I is sub-divided to show the occurrence of these subordin­ 

ate constructions when they share the subject of their governing verbs and 

when they take different subjects. Three further tables provide other in­ 

formation about the constructions. Table V shows the tense and mood of 

the verbs in da-clauses; this is in order to check Rozentsveig 1 s conten­ 

tion that the change from infinitive to da-clause was not motivated by the 

possibility of marking differences of tense or mood in the clause- Table

VI indicates how often infinitives are separated from their governing ex­ 

pressions, or da from its dependent verb, by non-enclitic words, and Table

VII notes any instances in which infinitive or da-clause is placed before 

its governing expression. These last two tables are intended to trace the 

development of characteristic Bulgarian word-order. Each table is followed 

by comments which supplement the information provided by the table itself 

and deal with unusual or doubtful constructions. At the end of each set 

of tables any formal developments in the infinitive are noted.

Chapter 2 attempts to establish the use of the infinitive and the da- 

clause in the earliest attested variety of Slavonic, Old Church Slavonic, 

since this is held to be closely akin to, or identical with Old Bulgarian. 

The evidence of the Old Church Slavonic Canonical MSS is reviewed with 

reference to Mirchev's claim that incipient limitation of the use of the 

infinitive can be detected in them. It is concluded that the evidence for 

this is very slight and comes mainly from one text, that of Suprasliensis. 

Data from supposedly original Slavonic works, the Lives of SS. Cyril and 

Methodius, a number of sermons attributed to St. Clement of Ohrid, and the 

Treatise of Cosmas against the Bogomils, are then presented and the legiti­ 

macy of using these texts, which survive in late, mostly Russian MSS, as 

sources for the early history of Bulgarian is discussed. It is concluded 

that these texts agree substantially with the Canonical Old Church Slav­ 

onic MSS (excepting Suprasliensis) and with reconstructed Common Slavonic
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in their use of da-clauses and infinitives. Minor differences are listed, 

and it is noted that in Old Church Slavonic imperative da-clauses differ 

from other constructions introduced by da in not admitting non-enclitic 

words between da and the verb. Finally it is remarked that at this stage 

there appears to have been only a limited overlap in the distribution of 

infinitive and da-clause, which could have provided a starting-point for 

the spread of the one at the expense of the other but does not show that 

such a spread was already under way.

Chapter 3 examines the fourteenth century Trojanska Prica, which had 

been said to exhibit colloquial Bulgarian features. The Prica is thought 

to derive from a Croatian or Serbian source, and so it is argued that its 

usage must be compared with that of available fifteenth and sixteenth cen­ 

tury Croatian or Serbian texts of the same story, to see whether the Bul­ 

garian version has significant differences and particularly whether it 

uses the da-clause more than they do. It is found that the sixteenth 

century Serbian version favours the use of the infinitive, but that this 

may reflect a development in the Serbian literary language; and that the 

fifteenth century Croatian version and the Bulgarian one do not differ

markedly on the point at question, except that the Bulgarian version lacks 

the supines after verbs of motion which are characteristic of the Croatian 

text, and tends instead to use da-clauses. It is concluded that the 

Prica T s syntax is too close to that of a possible Croatian source for it 

to cast direct light on fourteenth century Bulgarian colloquial usage.

In Chapter U the small corpus of Bulgarian mediaeval state documents , 

and the larger body of Wallachian documents of the fourteenth to fifteenth 

centuries, written in a variety of Bulgarian with some Serbian influence, 

are investigated. The Bulgarian documents are found to be conservative 

and conventional in their language and to reveal syntactic changes only 

indirectly through errors in observing a literary norm. To some extent 

this is true of the Wallachian documents also, but it is argued that
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because they are more numerous and cover a vider range of subject-matter 

and style, it is possible to make a distinction between formulaic and non- 

formulaic expressions in them, and that in the latter the infinitive can 

be seen to be considerably limited in its use, occurring mainly after a 

small group of modal and auxiliary verbs. The problems of interpreting 

the Wallachian documents and estimating their value as evidence for spoken 

Bulgarian are discussed, and it is concluded that if they are directly 

based on the' spoken language they show that the infinitive was restricted 

in its occurrence by the fifteenth century, but that if their non-formulaic 

usages belong to a chancery language inherited by Roumanian speakers from 

Bulgaria, an earlier date must be given to this restriction.

Chapter 5 draws on the Prayers of Cserged for further evidence that 

the infinitive was only used in a very limited distribution with modal 

and auxiliary verbs from an early date. The considerable difficulties 

which these texts present and their relevance to the development of the 

main body of Bulgarian dialects are discussed. Some similarity is found 

between their language and that of the Wallachian documents and it is con­ 

cluded that at the least they testify to a highly circumscribed use of 

the infinitive in a sixteenth century Bulgarian dialect, and, if taken 

together with the Wallachian material, may be held to show that the change 

was substantially complete by the late thirteenth century.

In Chapter 6 the use of the infinitive and the da_-clause in seventeenth 

century Bulgarian based on the spoken language is described. It is found 

to be similar to that discovered in Chapters h and 5, with the further 

development that the infinitive is clearly not obligatory in any construc­ 

tion. It is noted, however, that the infinitive is still formally dis­ 

tinct from the finite parts of a number of common verbs.

Finally, in Chapter 7, the principal findings of Chapters 2-6 are 

summarized. It is emphasized that while the infinitive has an extremely 

restricted distribution by the seventeenth century, it shows no signs of

formal confusion with other parts of the verb. It is argued that this
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state had been reached at the latest by the fifteenth century, and poss­ 

ibly a hundred years earlier still. The difficulties of drawing conclu­ 

sions from literary sources about the detailed chronology of changes in 

the colloquial language are pointed out. Certain syntactic changes which 

accompanied the switch from infinitive to cLa-clause are noted: restric­ 

tions in the positioning of the infinitive within the sentence, and in­ 

creasing strictness of word-order in the da-clause.

The four'hypotheses outlined in Chapter 1 are then subjected to criti­ 

cism, on general grounds and in the light of the findings of Chapters 2-6. 

The first one is dismissed both as inherently implausible and as conflicting 

with the evidence of Chapters 2-6, which indicates that the infinitive 

remained a formally distinct category while it was being supplanted by the 

da-clause. The second hypothesis is found to be untenable on its own 

because it is contradicted by the evidence of other languages. Of the 

several versions of the third hypothesis, that which seeks the impetus to 

change in the influence of Greek is argued to be the best supported, but 

only by circumstantial evidence. It is pointed out that a Thracian or 

Albanian source for the loss of the infinitive is not subject to proof 

and is historically unlikely, as is also the spread of this change from 

Balkan Romance to Bulgarian. The fourth hypothesis is approved as coming 

nearest to offering a testable explanation of the loss of the infinitive 

as a simplification brought about by contact between languages, but it is 

observed that this account stands in need of further elaboration. The 

suggestion that redundancy, rather than simplicity, was the motivating 

factor is rejected as less likely. It is shown that the findings of 

Chapters 2-6 provide some support for Hozentsveig*s claim that the advan­ 

tage of the da-clause lay in its personal marking of the subject rather 

than its marking of tense and mood of the verb, and that they do not 

seriously conflict with his detailed scheme of the process of change from 

infinitive to clause; but it is pointed out that they can be taken to
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imply the operation of other factors, of semantic equivalence between

V

the two types of construction, in addition to the main syntactic one 

which he proposes.
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ERRATUM

For Pritcha, Troyanska Pritcha, read Prica, Trojanska Prica throughout
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CHAPTER 1 : INTRODUCTION

A. Subjcot-matter

In Common Slavonic the infinitive was a formally distinct grammatical 

category, taking an ending -ti vhich it shared with no other parts of the 

verb. In the course of the development of Bulgarian the functions of the 

infinitive became more and more limited and its form less clearly marked, 

and other expressions, in particular clauses introduced by the conjunc­ 

tion da, replaced it. As both the infinitive and its replacements are 

recognizable by morphological markers, no attempt is here made to define 

them in general terms of grammatical function or meaning. Their respect­ 

ive uses at various periods are the subject-matter of Chapters 2-6. How­ 

ever the word 'infinitive 1 implies a similarity between the category so 

designated in Bulgarian (and other Slavonic languages) and the 'infinit­ 

ives 1 of other languages, in some of which, e.g. English and German, 

unambiguous formal marking is absent. This implied comparison makes the 

decline in the use of the Bulgarian infinitive typologically interesting 

because it is an unusual development. There are more instances in which 

languages have developed a distinct form or forms to be used in the 

functions commonly associated with the term 'infinitive'.

B. Scope

I. Time-limits: the study starts with the earliest documentation,

the Old Church Slavonic MSS of the tenth and eleventh centuries, because

2 
these are held to reflect a language very close to Old Bulgarian if not

identical with it, as is assumed in the historical grammars of Mirchev 

1963 and Koneski 1966. They thus provide the earliest attestation of the

1. See Meillet 1931 on the various origins of infinitives in the Indo- 
European languages.

2. See the standard grammars of Old Church Slavonic, e.g. Diels 1932, 
Lunt 197^; also Ch.2, Introduction, below.



use of the infinitive in Bulgarian, the starting-point from which the 

change in use developed. Indeed, it has been suggested by Iliev 1921 and 

Mirchev 1937 that the change can already be seen to have been in process 

in these earliest texts, and so they must be taken into account here.

The study continues up to the seventeenth century, because texts of 

this date show a usage which is essentially that of modern East Bulgarian 

dialects, in which infinitives are still to some extent formally distinct 

but limited to a very narrow range of optional constructions. Thus re­ 

duction in the use of the infinitive is covered here, but not its final 

loss, since this may be held not to have taken place in all varieties of 

Bulgarian.

In modern literary Bulgarian the infinitive has lost its ending -ti 

and become homophonous with the 3rd per. sing, pres.' or aor. indie., e.g. 

xoflu, Mere, pene, roeopki, xaaa, nuca, 6pa, BM^H, Hrpa. It is used prin­ 

cipally with the auxiliary Hefleftre in the negative imperative, although it 

may als.o be found, especially in conservative or colloquial usage, after

the verbs Mora, onea, cTMra and before the auxiliary ma in one form of the

3 periphrastic future. In the modern literary language it is in fact no

longer a freely occurring word but merely a component of a morphologically

k 
complex form, and might more appropriately be termed the 'stem-form of

the verb ! .

The Eastern dialects of Bulgarian retain the infinitive to a slightly 

greater extent than does the literary language. In some dialects, e.g. 

those of Smolsko, Troyan, Momchilovtsi, infinitival forms survive which 

do not coincide with any other part of the verb, e.g. ao. Ha. pe/peK. MOK.

3. Contrast the successive descriptions of the form and use of the in­ 
finitive in e.g. Beaulieux 1933 pp.203 and 329-30, Andreichin 19UU pp. 31 8- 
19, Andreichin, Popov and Stoyanov 1977 p. 250.

k. See Andreichin 1953: "HH0MHH TUB Kara (J)opMa He e caMOCTOflTenna flyMa B H3- 
, a e cano c^bCTaeeH e/ieMenj B eflna c/iowna MOpOonornMHa

5. See Kanchev 1968 p. 1*7, Kovachev 1968 p.l8U and Kabasanov 1956 pp. 5^-55 
respectively.



, fine, OTM , flOHe which -correspond to the Old Bulgarian AOHTH,

, uoiim. B7>AfeCTH, nAecTH, OTHTH, AQH6GTH. In addition a fuller form of 

the infinitive is retained in some dialects e.g. that of Momchilovtsi and 

the isolated dialects in the Banat and among immigrants from the Aegean 

coastland, in expressions such as:

r9 fie; noaHa ro fie (Kabasanov 1956 p. 5 5)i.

ii. Mecryry n SMACK'; Hn Pie MyK f\a n»pMki ; Ty v\ nysHaK* (Stolkov 196?
p. 253)

iii. He e enfler; HH e noanaj ( Ivanov 197 T p.l88)

According to Miletich 1903, the, same expressions were in use in other East 

Bulgarian dialects at the turn of the present century:

iv. ne je cut; ne je vid'at; cut go (Miletich 1903 p.1^0); ne je 

poznat; mvr\ ne je gled f at; vid f at f je (ibid. p. 271)

In some places the infinitive still survived in its full form:

v. ne je uznati veste; ne ni b'ase poznati, takvis nosiji> to b'ase 

(ibid. p. 139 and p.

Miletich regards as infinitives the words ending in -ti in expressions 

like:

vi.t'as agneta s^ za klati; tuk ima m f asto'za spati; tT>s udii je za piti

(ibid, p.1^0); tos sapun ni je za miti; debelo nesto - ni je za. siti; ti
  o _o or?

si za biti, momce (ibid. p.196)

This is an unusual construction in Slavonic and Deyanova 1979 speculates 

that in Bulgarian it may be due to the influence of some neighbouring non- 

Slavonic language, just as similar constructions in Serbo-Croat are attri­ 

buted to Italian or German influence. However as Vaglenov 1955 argues, the 

construction with za' is open to an alternative interpretation, as aa and a 

verbal noun in -Tbe or -Tkie, which in East Bulgarian dialects would have 

been subject to the reduction of unstressed CeH to Ci3 which is found in

6. Full infinitives in -ti are also found in this dialect (ibid.), but 
these may be due to Croatian influence.

7. Miletich argues for the infinitival interpretation on p.lUO. On the 
other hand, in 1912 p.98 he prefers to take similar forms in -ti as verbal 
nouns.
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the East Bulgarian dialects.

In the West Bulgarian dialects the infinitive has been lost beyond

9 trace, though the evidence of the former Aegean dialects described by

Ivanov 1977 suggests that its final disappearance in the West may have 

been comparatively recent. Modern literary Macedonian also lacks the in­ 

finitive completely and the Macedonian dialects only rarely preserve it in 

the negative imperative.

II. Area:, Bulgarian 1 is here used as a covering term, to include the 

varieties of South Slavonic current in Bulgaria and Macedonia during the 

period in question, for parts of which these regions, today separate 

countries, were included in one political unit, e.g. during the first 

Bulgarian Empire, under the Greeks in the eleventh and twelfth centuries, 

in the reign of loann Asen II in the thirteenth century. No implica­ 

tion is intended that present-day Macedonian and Bulgarian are one and the 

same language; they have different established norms, as can be seen by 

comparing the standard grammars, e.g. Koneski 1967 an<i Andreichin, Popov 

and Stoyanov 1977* and by examining the Bugarsko-Makedonski recnik 1968. 

Nor is it assumed that within the period under study the Slavonic dia­ 

lects spoken .in these areas developed in the same ways and at the same

rate; but they are held to have started from the same type of Slavonic, or

12 from varieties minimally differing in syntax, and have undergone, so far

as can be seen, largely the same processes of grammatical change, especi­ 

ally where the infinitive is concerned. The historical sources do not

8. See Stoikov 1962 p. 1

9. Compare BDA III 1975, map 2l6 with BDA I and II 196^ and 1966, maps 18U 
and 287.

10. See Koneski 1966 pp. 150-153. He also mentions sporadic attestations of 
infinitives in Macedonian of the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries.

11. See Zlatarski 1970-1972, e.g. 1/2 pp. 50-51, II pp. 11-15, HI pp.3UO-Ul.

12. See Mirchev 1963 and Koneski 1966, whose sources for the earliest his­ 
tory of Bulgarian and Macedonian overlap.



allow one to trace the development of individual dialects continuously and 

so any study can only present a generalized account of the changes that 

took place.

The spread of the da-clause at the expense of the infinitive in Serbian 

is not included in the present investigation, although it might seem a

promising source of information since it is 'apparently a change still in

13 
progress. It is in fact a subject of such magnitude that it deserves to

be treated in a separate study; but there is an additional reason why it 

is not taken into consideration here, namely that the date and nature of 

the change in Bulgarian need to be as far as possible established before

the relevance of the Serbian development can be properly assessed. It is

lU usually suggested that the loss of the infinitive spread from the South-

East to Serbian, starting in the East Serbian dialects perhaps as early as 

the nintn to thirteenth centuries. If so early a date is posited, it 

can be questioned whether the change spread, or whether the East Serbian 

dialects took part in a single change together with Bulgarian. This is not 

an empty question, since if the Bulgarian infinitive was lost under non- 

Slavonic influence (see below C. II c p.7) the process of change could have 

been different from one by which Serbian dialects gave up using the in­ 

finitive under Bulgarian influence. Also one cannot assume that loss of the 

infinitive in modern Serbian is proceeding in exactly the same way as it 

did in the dialects of Macedonia and Bulgaria.

C. Aims

I. To collect a body of material bearing on the use of the infinitive 

within the period and area delimited above; to present it in a form in 

which it may readily be useful to scholars studying this topic or related

13. See Slawski 1958, Gudkov 1958, Ivie 1972.

lU. See Slawski 1958, Grickat 1975 pp.73-116, Sedlacek 1970, who points out 
long-standing differences between Serbo-Croat and Bulgarian and Macedonian 
in the internal syntax of the da-clause.

15. .See Popovic I960 pp.2Ul-26l, especially p.259-



ones, e.g. other aspects of the development of the spoken language, varia­ 

tion of norms in the literary language; and to consider problems in its in­ 

terpretation. This is the subject-matter of Chapters 2-6.

II. To assess the various explanations of this change which have been 

put forward. These are of four main kinds:

a) The hypothesis of purely internal change. According to this view, 

proposed by Miklosich 1871 and 1883, Miletich 1923 and Togeby 1962, the

loss of the infinitive originated in homophonic clash vith finite parts of

17 the verb. The infinitive lost its final -i_ by the twelfth century either
-i Q

because it was replaced by the supine or more probably through phonetic 

change as Mirchev 1937 argues, though the precise causes of this shortening 

and of the subsequent loss of -t_ from the infinitive by the fourteenth cen­ 

tury remain unclear. The result of these changes was to make most infinit­ 

ival forms homophonous with contemporary finite parts of the verb, the 3rd 

per. sing. pres. indie, or the 1st per. sing. pres. indie, and 2nd and 3rd 

per. sing. aor. indie. It is supposed that such homophony led to syntactic 

incoherence because finite verbal forms appeared to stand in constructions 

where they were incongruous and that consequently they were replaced either 

by more appropriate finite verbal forms or by da_-clauses. This account has 

been given in particular of the development of the periphrastic future to 

its present common construction of a future particle me followed by the 

present tense of the verb. The stages in such a change are envisaged 

roughly like this:

and infinitive, at first GA UOAHTH, then CA UOAHTT»; reduced

uie ce UOAH; reinterpretation of uie ce UOAH as two 3rd per. sing, forms

16. See Miklosich 1883 p.873.

17. See Mirchev 1963 p.211 for twelfth century examples, but also Margulies 
1927 passim for instances of infinitives in -i"Z> in Suprasliensis.

18. Suggested by Mladenov 1929 p.268, Belie 1969 p.80; but as Vaillant 1967 
shows, the supine was more limited in use and perhaps in formation than the 
infinitive, and there are signs in the earliest texts that it was being 
superseded by the infinitive. The formal coincidence of the two categories 
is thus probably not due to spread of the supine.
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and extensions of the new 'interpretation to the other persons to give m~b 

ce MQjin, mew ce MOJIMIU etc.; finally reduction of the redundant inflected 

auxiliary to a particle, usually me.

b) The assumption that finite verb constructions are universally pre­ 

ferred to infinitival ones. This, though not stated outright, is implicit 

in the suggestion that clauses replaced infinitives because they were 

clearer, less vague, i.e. because the subject and tense of a verb in a 

subordinate clause are explicit, while they may have to be understood from 

the context in an infinitival construction. This view is put forward par­ 

ticularly by Iliev 1921 and Mirchev 1937» vho hold that the switch from 

infinitives to da-clauses can be seen to have been under way even in the 

earliest records of Bulgarian (see Ch.2).

c) Appeal to the influence of other, neighbouring, languages. This 

stems from the observation that while Bulgarian and Macedonian differ 

from the other Slavonic languages in their reduced use of the infinitive, 

they agree in this point with neighbouring, more distantly related lan­ 

guages: Greek, Roumanian and Aroumanian, the Tosk dialect of Albanian. 

These 'Balkan* languages also share other grammatical and lexical peculi­ 

arities, which together have moved linguists to look on the Balkans as an

area of convergent linguistic development and its languages as constituting

20 a Sprachbund. The fundamental work on this-subject is Sandfeld. 1930;

there is a more recent review in Schaller 1975.

Usually the source of these common developments is sought in one lan-

21 guage, either the antique Balkan tongue from which Albanian is descended,

or Greek, or the Latin spoken in the Balkans from which Roumanian and Arou­ 

manian derive. The first account, which attributes lack of an infinitive

and other' Balkan developments to the influence of a Tnracian substratum,

19. A similar account of loss of :the infinitive in. -other languages is given 
by Bacinschi 19^6 and by some writers on the Greek infinitive, e.g. Hessel- 
ing 1«92, Burguiere

20. This term was introduced by Trubetzkoy 1928 p.l8.
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was put forward by Miklosich 1862 and taken up in modified form by Weigand 

192^ who believed that any Thracian influence on Bulgarian was mediated by 

Roumanian in the period just before the 2nd Bulgarian Empire. More recent­ 

ly Gabinsky has urged the Thracian origin of the change, especially in his 

books of 196T and 1970. He argues that loss of the infinitive occurs in 

an area which largely coincides with that in which Thracian was spoken in 

antiquity and where it probably continued to be spoken at least in the more 

inaccessible,regions well into the 1st millennium AD, ultimately becoming 

Albanian. Thracian is assumed not to have possessed an infinitive because 

there are no traces to be found in Albanian of an infinitive of the kind 

familiar in the other .Indo-European languages: the infinitival construc­ 

tion of the Geg dialect, once also current in the Tosk dialect according 

to Gabinsky 1970 and Zhurga 197^, consists of a preposition me followed by 

a past participle. Thus the limitation or disappearance of the infinitive 

in other Balkan languages - Slavonic, Romance, Greek - is attributed to the 

working of substratum influence from a language which had no infinitive.

The Greek source of the Balkan loss of infinitives has often been up-

22 held, notably by Sandfeld 1902 and 1930. The Greek infinitives have been

lost from the modern language, except as the etyma of a few verbal nouns

23 and as a component in one of the perfect tenses. In their place is used

a clause introduced by vex (earlier £va), which can be seen to encroach on 

the sphere of the infinitive in New Testament Greek or even before that, in 

the writings of Polybius, according to Hesseling 1892 and Aalto 1953. Thus 

replacement of the infinitive by a clause is attested earlier in Greek than 

in the other Balkan languages and as the Southern Balkans and the Black Sea 

coast were inhabited more or less continuously by Greeks from antiquity 

into the medieval period and the rule of Byzantium extended North to the 

Danube in the eleventh and twelfth centuries, there was ample opportunity

22. See Gallis 1969 and Schaller 1975 for further bibliography.

23. The Greek dialects of Pontus and of Southern Italy retain infinitives 
in a few constructions with verbs, see Hesseling 1892 and Rohlfs 1958.





for the Greek clausal construction to penetrate other Balkan languages. A 

parallel development is found by Rohlfs 1958 and 1967 in the South Italian 

dialects which have restricted the use of their infinitives under local 

Greek influence.

Balkan Romance has been proposed as the origin of several Balkanisms,

2k 
including the loss of the infinitive, by Reichenkron 1962 and 1966, who

sees them as the effects of predominant falling rhythm in the languages of 

that area. In his view the Balkan languages tend to place stress initi­ 

ally in the word-group or clause, and therefore to put the most important 

and informative component of an expression at the beginning: so the con­ 

junction which introduces the clausal replacement of tne infinitive comes 

to be the modal marker, instead of the infinitival ending. He thinks 

Balkan Latin, and its descendent Roumanian, more likely to have influenced 

spoken Bulgarian than Greek,"wnose influence.he believes to nave been 

primarily literary.

d) The theory of change through interaction between languages. The 

difference between this and the type of explanation under c above is that 

here the stimulus to change is not located in one particular language, 

but in the linguistic disruption which arises when speakers of different 

languages come into contact with each other. Schropfer 1956 suggests 

that the analytical syntax of Bulgarian, including the use of the da- 

clause instead of the infinitive, results from interaction between the 

Slavs and the Turkic-speaking Bulgars: 'Das Neubulgarische und seine Vor- 

stufen ... scheinen aus einer KompromiBsprache erwachsen zu sein, die sich 

zwischen den wolgabulgarischen Erotern und den Slaven herausbildete,wie 

solche aucJ\ heute in militarisch besetzten Gebieten entsteken' .

2h. See Klagstad 1963 for a similar theory.

25. Rosetti 1958 also takes Greek to have influenced the other Balkan 
languages as a superstratum, through its cultural superiority.

26. Schropfer 1956 p.
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The notion of a KompromiBsprache has been worked out in more depth by 

Rozentsveig in several works, especially those of 1972 and 19?6. He argues 

that when a language is used both by native and by non-native speakers, it 

is liable to be modified in the following way: the non-native speakers use 

it incorrectly, making systematic mistakes (based on the grammatical - 

patterning of their own tongue); the native speakers, observing that cer­ 

tain constructions cause difficulty to foreigners and are wrongly used or 

misunderstood, by them, tend to avoid these constructions in their own 

speech. They replace them by more transparent ones, in Rozentsveig 1 s 

terms by constructions which are derived from underlying structure by a 

smaller number of rules; and they will even violate rules which they 

would normally apply, if they think that their speech will be made more 

intelligible to foreigners in this way. The non-native speakers in turn 

imitate the modified variety of the language which is presented to them 

and modify it further, to produce maximal transparency and regularity, 

and this version of the grammar is generally adopted. Rozentsveig regards 

this process as simplification, because it cuts down the number and com­ 

plexity of rules connecting underlying and surface grammatical structure.

Infinitival constructions are liable to such simplification because 

they are less transparent than clauses. Infinitives are not marked for 

person and number and so the hearer may have to infer from the semantics 

of the main verb whether the infinitive which depends on it shares its 

subject or not. If a verb may take an infinitive with either the same or 

a different subject, that subject must be made explicit, and this is 

generally done by putting it in a different case, or a different order in 

relation to its verb, from the normal one for subjects. The subject of 

the infinitive may then not be formally distinguished from the direct or 

indirect object of the infinitive: in Latin both subject and object may be 

in the accusative; in Old Church Slavonic subject and indirect object may 

both be in the dative. Rules are also needed to determine which governing
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expressions take the infinitive and which take clauses with inflected 

verbal forms. Verbs in subordinate clauses require fewer rules because 

the same ones for marking the subject apply to them as to main verbs.

Rozentsverg suggests that when the need for simplification arises the 

infinitive will first be excluded from those constructions for which the 

rules are most complex, where the main verb and the infinitive take differ­ 

ent subjects although they can elsewhere, even preferably, share a single 

subject (with-verbs of thought, speech, sensation and volition). Next the 

infinitive will be lost in constructions where it always takes a different 

subject from the main verb (after factive verbs). At this point the in­ 

finitive is used only when its subject is identical with that of the main 

verb (i.e. mostly with modal verbs), but the rules for its use are still 

complicated since it is in complementary distribution with clauses after 

some main verbs, e.g. those of sensation and volition. Consequently 

further simplification takes place, by which clauses oust the infinitive 

after verbs of sensation and volition altogether, and ultimately after 

modal verbs as well.

Rozentsveig 1 s outline of the way in which native and non-native speakers

27 interact to change a language is adopted by Hauge 1977, who however sees

redundancy, rather than simplification, as the most likely outcome of con­ 

tact between languages. He holds that a number of salient Balkanisms, in­ 

cluding replacement of the infinitive by a clause, exemplify the develop­ 

ment of redundancy in the interest of more efficient communication. Re­ 

dundancy is increased by the use of the da-clause instead of an infinitive 

in constructions where main and subordinate verbs are bound to take the 

same subject, i.e. with modal verbs.

All these explanations are discussed and criticized, both on general 

grounds and in the light of the findings of Chapters 2-6, in Ch.7.

27. Tsiv'yan 1965 especially Ch.7 takes a similar view of the effects of 
contact between languages, which she illustrates by the development of the 
nominal system in the Balkan languages.
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D. Treatment of materials-

I. Sources: It is difficult to find texts which reflect developments in 

the spoken language within this period and area. Many of the texts which 

survive are translations from other languages, above all from Greek; con­ 

sequently, in order to eliminate as far as possible foreign literary in­ 

fluence on syntax, works originally composed in some variety of South 

Slavonic are given preference, even if they have been preserved in Russian, 

not Bulgarian copies. Such compositions - the Lives of SS. Cyril and 

Methodius, the sermons attributed to St. Clement of Ohrid and the Treatise 

of Cosmas the Priest against the Bogomils - are drawn on in Ch.2 and are 

discussed more fully there.

Most Bulgarian MSS extant from the period under study belong to the 

conservative tradition of Church Slavonic. The term Church Slavonic is not 

used here in the highly specific sense given to it by some Bulgarian 

scholars, such as Ivanova-Mircheva 1977 "who restricts it to refer to the 

Russian Church Slavonic which exercised an influence .-on Bulgarian literary 

usage in the late seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. Here Church Sla­ 

vonic is employed to cover a much wider range of attempts to conform to 

some literary norm. Such norms derive ultimately from Old Church Slavonic 

(the difference between this and Church Slavonic is explained in Ch.2 

Introduction especially p.28), but they underwent modifications, both of a
nO

deliberate, systematic kind and sporadically when their users failed to 

observe them and introduced features from the spoken language. The types of 

Church Slavonic used in Bulgaria in this period could hardly be summed up 

in one description, especially as they include both Bulgarian and Serbian 

Church Slavonic; they must rather be defined negatively, by contrasting 

them on the one hand with the usages of Old Church Slavonic, from which 

thev diverge to some extent, and on the other hand with the occasional

28. See Talev 1973 Chapters 3-^ on fourteenth century Bulgarian norms of 
Church Slavonic.
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inconsistencies which reveal that the -written norm did not agree with 

spoken practice. So Church Slavonic in Bulgaria is characterized both by 

its retention of old derivational morphology and vocabulary to the exclusion 

of new, and by its resistance to the syntactic innovations of the spoken 

language, most of which are counted as Balkanisms: the "reduction of the 

case system and of the use of infinitives and participles; the develop­ 

ment of a post-posed definite article, of analytic forms of comparative and 

superlative, and of enclitic pronominal reduplication of direct and in­ 

direct objects. In the later part of the period it is also distinguished 

by Serbian features (see Chapters 3, ^ and 6).

As works written in the Church Slavonic tradition, by virtue of that 

tradition, show little or no evidence of decline in the use of the infini­ 

tive, preference is given to texts which are generally held to depart more

29 
or less radically from the norms of Church Slavonic. These are the

Troyanska Pritcha, the Bulgarian and Wallachian State Documents of the 

thirteenth to the fifteenth centuries, the Prayers of Cserged and the 

seventeenth century Modern Bulgarian version of the sermons of Damascene 

the Studite (see Chapters 3-6). These sources are stylistically diverse 

and so it is not easy to made comparisons of syntax between them. They 

are also all written under more or less direct influence of some other 

languages - Latin and Serbo-Croat, Greek, Roumanian, German and Hungarian 

- and may even owe their independence of Church Slavonic to such influence 

(see Chapters ^ and 5). The disadvantages entailed by these foreign in­ 

fluences are inescapable and one can only try to make allowance for them.

II. Collection of material: All instances of infinitives and of clauses 

introduced by da have been excerpted from the sources, with sufficient of

29. See the discussion of sources for the history of Bulgarian in Mirchev 
1963 pp.8-25. The selection of texts used in this thesis is inevitably 
very similar, to that drawn on by Ivanova-Mircheva 1962 in-'her." study of the 
development of the future tense in Bulgarian.



their context to make clear, except when there is actual ambiguity, what 

construction is used. This method is open to two objections. Firstly, not 

all da-clauses are equivalent to, or replacements of, infinitives. The 

particle da is used throughout the period to introduce 1st and 3rd per. 

imperatives, and in many texts da acts as a co-ordinating as well as a sub­ 

ordinating conjunction. Neither of these functions appears ever to have 

overlapped with the use of the infinitive. But these constructions have to 

be included in the corpus because they cannot always be distinguished with 

certainty from constructions which replaced the infinitive, and because they 

are relevant to the changes in the internal syntax of da-clauses which took 

place during the time in which they came to supersede infinitives. Second­ 

ly, it may be felt a short-coming that no attention is paid to the replace­ 

ment of the infinitive ^by other expressions than the .da-clause, ".particularly

by verbal nouns, which can be used in Modern Bulgarian in constructions

30 
where an infinitive would once have been admissible. This possibility is

disregarded because verbal nouns are found as alternatives to infinitive

31 
and da-clause alike from the beginning of the period and because it would

be difficult to follow any development in their use through the sources, 

since in some of these, particularly the State Documents, verbal nouns are 

very rare.

III. Presentation and analysis of material: ..This is guided by the two 

aims which were set out in C: I and II above (pp.5-11): to give full informa­ 

tion about the occurrence of infinitives and da-clauses in the sources in­ 

vestigated, and to show how far they support or conflict with the various 

explanations which have been outlined.

As citation of all the material would be needlessly and tediously 

lengthy, the findings are presented in the form of numerical tables, and

30. See Deyanova 1979& for some examples.
/

31. See Milev 1962 especially pp.86-87.
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only those constructions are quoted which are in some way remarkable or

problematical. The tables are of a very simple kind: they merely state the 

number of times particular constructions occur in a given text. No attempt 

is made to reduce these numbers to percentages or to make statistical com­ 

parisons between the various sources used. The nature of the subject and 

of the sources would make this a difficult undertaking and one of doubtful 

validity. To make a statistical study of syntax one requires large sample 

stretches of 'text, in order to ensure that the number of times a construc­ 

tion occurs is significant, and one needs to have several samples from 

each text in order to check for consistent usage and eliminate or at 

least allow for stylistic variation. But many of the texts used here, 

especially those in Chapters h and 5, are too short to serve as good 

samples, let alone to supply several samples, and can only be taken 

together as a corpus. As well as differing in length, the sources are 

stylistically diverse and so their material cannot be compared in a 

straightforward way; in particular it is an essential part of the style of 

the State Documents examined in Ch.^ that they employ formulaic construc­ 

tions as well as freely formed ones, and the need to distinguish between 

these, so far as is possible, would greatly complicate statistical 

sampling. Finally, I question whether a statistical approach is as helpful  ; 

in an historical study of the kind attempted here as it might be in an 

analysis of syntactic divergence between different types of literature, 

i.e. in stylistic study. When dealing with stylistics one may be mainly 

concerned.to establish characteristic occurrence of constructions and may 

disregard infrequent deviations. In historical investigation of the 

present type, where one tries to trace, through the medium of a more or 

less normalized literary usage, the developments of a spoken language, one 

has to rely precisely on those occasional departures from the normal rule 

which in purely statistical terms may be insignificant. The conclusions 

which one draws from stray deviations of this kind can only be tentative;
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but they may constitute th,e sole available evidence of change.

The tables are organized in the following way. The first, second and 

th.ird in each section show the numbers of infinitives and of da-clauses 

governed respectively by verbs, impersonal expressions and parts of speech 

other than verbs - nouns, pronouns, adjectives and adverbs. The number of 

times a governing expression occurs is indicated in a separate column, 

since several infinitives or da-clauses may be governed by a single ex­ 

pression. In each Table I the columns for infinitives and da-clauses are>  - -1-- r

sub-divided to show whether they share the subject of their governing 

verb or have a different subject from it. In the comments on each of 

these tables any passive or negated verbs in the infinitive or in a da-
H

clause are noted. They are not presented in tables because they occur 

infrequently.

Table IV deals with other constructions in which either the infinitive 

or the da-clause is involved: final expressions, in which either may be 

used; 1st and 3rd per. imperatives and other non-subordinated constructions 

in which infinitives are very rare; and expressions which are represented 

only by da-clauses: co-ordinative, consecutive and conditional construc-r - 

tions. In addition the various conjunctions which are to be found 

before infinitives or da_-clauses, and whose precise value is often diffi­ 

cult to determine, are enumerated in this table, as well as being men­ 

tioned in brackets in the other tables to which their constructions seem 

to belong (see Conventions below, p.22).

Table V is concerned only with da-clauses, for it shows the various 

tenses and moods of the verbs which are found in them. The sixth and 

seventh tables, on the other hand, cover both infinitives and da-clauses 

and both have to do with word-order: Table VT states in how many instances 

out of the whole number in '.any text an infinitive is separated from its 

governing verb, or da from the verb which it introduces, by other, pre­ 

sumed non-enclitic, elements (see Conventions on enclitics, p.22-23); Table 

VII gives the number of times that infinitives or da-clauses are placed
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before their governing expressions.

Chapters III and IV have eighth tables which show the distribution of 

short infinitives.

The material in Tables I-IV has been excerpted in order to show the 

use, and potentially the changes in use of the infinitive and the da-clause 

in their various possible constructions within the period under study. It 

is also intended to supply ways of testing some of the hypotheses about why 

the infinitive came to be supplanted by the da-clause, particularly those 

which appeal to the greater clarity or explicitness of the ^la-clause, to 

the advantage it possesses in marking the subject of its verb overtly. The 

same consideration prompts the inclusion of the information about tense and 

mood in ^La-clauses in Table V: these categories are excluded from the in­ 

finitive in Slavonic languages and can only be expressed in clauses with 

finite verbs (tense, but not mood, can be marked in participles), as the 

Canonical Old Church Slavonic texts examined in the Introduction to Ch.2 

show. Their evidence also suggests that the choice of a clause might some­ 

times be motivated by the need for a passive or negated subordinate verb.

Tables VI and VII are meant to discover whether the changing functions 

of the infinitive and jla-clause were correlated to changes in their com­ 

binatorial possibilities in the sentence. As Mincheva 1968 remarks, in 

Old Church Slavonic word-order in _da-clauses was free, but in modern Bul­ 

garian da is proclitic on its verb and may be separated from it only by 

other enclitics. Its association with the verb is so close that Golab 

and Maslov 1962 both suggest that it should be categorized as a

morphological marker, a part of the subjunctive mood of the verb, rather

32 than a conjunction comparable to Me, aKO, xaTO etc.

At the end of each section, after the last table, attention is given to 

the forms of the infinitives which are attested in the material of that

32. See Deyanova 19T9b for modifications of this view and retorts to some 
of the objections which have been made to it.
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section (except in Ch.2, where the MSS are too distant from their originals 

to provide information on this point relevant to the history of Bulgarian); 

and any signs of confusion between the infinitive and finite parts of the 

verb are noted in order to test the explanation outlined in C II a, p.6.

When the material is analyzed according to the principles implied by the 

tables, certain problems arise, which can all be subsumed under the head of 

syntactic indeterminacy. A number of them are due to the multiplicity of 

ways in which, da_ may be used: as modal particle, co-ordinating conjunction, 

or subordinating conjunction introducing consecutive, final, complementary 

or conditional clauses. It may therefore be uncertain whether a da-clause 

should be regarded as subordinated or not, since it may be understood 

either as an imperative or as dependent on an expression involving the idea 

of command, or even as a loosely attached final .clause (see especially Ch. 

h passim). Likewise, although in particular instances da-clauses may be 

clearly co-ordinative or clearly consecutive in sense, it is not feasible 

to draw a firm dividing line between these constructions, since in its co­ 

ordinating function da_ has the sense 'and so/and then 1 . Occasionally, too, 

it is not clear whether a da-clause is consecutive or final, as in sentences 

like ! I shall mince the onion finely so that you won't notice it'. In the 

tables co-ordinative and consecutive da-clauses are treated together; 

other indeterminacies among da-clauses are commented on.

Granted that an infinitive or da-clause is subordinate, it may yet not 

be obvious whether it depends on the whole main clause or is governed by 

one particular element,in it. A semantic distinction may be at issue here. 

For instance, when the main verb of the sentence is some- part of 'to pray' 

and there is an attendant infinitive or da-clause, this may be taken either 

as dependent on the main verb, as an expression of the content of the prayer, 

or as'a final construction, dependent on the whole main clause and express­ 

ing the purpose which motivates the prayer. These two senses are not always 

distinct, or .worth distinguishing, since one iay often suppose .bhe content 

of a prayer to include a formulation of its hoped result; but it is not
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difficult to find instances in which content and purpose could plausibly 

be different, e.g. 'Watch and pray, that ye enter not into temptation 1 . 

Again, when a subordinate clause is used with the verb 'to beware 1 it may 

be understood either as the complement, the event of which one is to beware, 

or1 as a final clause conveying the aim of the precaution. Often the dis­ 

tinction is an idle one, but it is possible to imagine instances in which 

it would be real, e.g. 'beware that you do not blow the horn, lest you 

wake the sleepers'. In this sentence 'that you do not blow the horn' com­ 

plements 'beware* in the same way as the pronoun does in 'beware of them' .

Elsewhere, particularly with verbs of motion, there is no semantic 

difference between complementary and final subordinate expressions. Never­ 

theless ,one may wish to treat dependent expressions which share the sub­ 

ject of the verb of motion (expressions in which the supine could be used 

when it existed, see the Introduction to Ch.2, III B, p.^9) separately from 

those which have a different subject. For example, 'I went to see them' 

is comparable to 'I went to their house' in a way that 'I went in order 

that t'hey should see me' is not.

Similar difficulties are met in determining the syntactic relationships 

of infinitives arid j3a-clauses to governing expressions other than verbs^ 

Three groups can be distinguished. In the first, nouns and adjectives, 

e.g. 'command, possibility, willing, ready, free, glad1 , can be said to 

take complements just as the semantically related verbs do. In the second, 

pronouns and a'dverbs, and less often nouns, have a double syntactic func­ 

tion, both in the main clause and the subordinate one. This is the type of 

construction found in 'I don't know where to sit / what to eat; there is 

nothing to do; the time has come to leave'. The third group consists of 

nouns and pronouns which are explicated by subordinate expressions. The 

commonest of these in the material examined here are the pronouns 'this' 

and 'that' used to anticipate final expressions, as in 'For this I was 

born.and for this I have come into the.world, to bear witness to the. truth 1 .
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These three groups can overlap so that it may not always be worth distin­ 

guishing them, and they do not form a part of the classification used in 

the tables but are merely mentioned in the comments. Further, when the 

main verb is the Slavonic K?>ITH, it can be difficult to decide whether an 

infinitive, or less often a da-clause, is governed in one of these ways, 

or is actually the subject of ET>ITH used either modally or as a copula. 

Examples of this problem are to be found particularly in Ch.2, the section 

oil the Sermons of St. Clement, Tables II and III, pp.102 and 105.

It may be felt that the grammatical framework presupposed by the tables 

is inadequate, if it admits these kinds of indeterminacy. And indeed, no 

especial validity is claimed for the principles on which the tables are 

based. Rather, they and the terminology which accompanies them have been 

chosen for practical reasons: the aim has been to present the material 

without the technicalities of any more specific linguistic approach than 

a broadly traditional one, but in a manner which, it is hoped, is explicit 

and perspicuous, so that the information provided could be incorporated 

in more sophisticated linguistic analysis. Some assumptions are of course 

made about the categories and the working of grammar, e.g. the distinction 

between nouns, verbs, adjectives etc.; the distinction between subordin­ 

ation of a clause to a single word, in which function it is here termed ': ... 

the 'complement* of that word and is considered grammatically parallel to 

a nominal or pronominal complement^ and subordination to a whole clause. 

Related to this is the assumption that certain words require particular 

kinds of complements, either nominal or clausal (or infinitival) or both, 

and that these requirements must be satisfied in the syntactic analysis 

of the sentence: so T to be able 1 calls for an infinitival or clausal com­ 

plement, 'to want' and 'to beware' for either a nominal or a clausal/in­ 

finitival complement, 'to order' and 'to send' for a clause or infinitive 

and a nominal complement which is the subject of that clause or infinitive. 

In order to apply Rozentsveig's hypothesis to the material it is also
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assumed that one can reasonably talk about a subject of an infinitive, and 

about whether it coincides with the subject of the main verb, or with some 

other person referred to in the sentence, even if no such subject of the 

infinitive is overtly expressed. (This assumption is supported by the equi­ 

valence in the history of Bulgarian between the infinitive and the da-clause 

where the subject is obligatorily marked.) As far as possible constructions 

are not treated as differing from each other unless they can be distin­ 

guished in some specific way, which should preferably be syntactic, though 

it must be obvious from what has been said above that different kinds of 

da_-clause can sometimes only be distinguished on semantic grounds. Where 

this principle cannot be followed, the difficulty is explained and the ad 

hoc solution outlined, either in the Conventions below, p.22, or in the 

discussions in the various chapters.

However, while it is not claimed that the grammatical analysis 

adopted here is ideal, the indeterminacy which it admits is considered not 

to be necessarily a disadvantage. On the contrary, in a study of histori­ 

cal change an analysis which produced a straightforward exhaustive classi­ 

fication of the material could be regarded as suspect. If one takes the

33 view that grammatical change tends to operate by gradual modification of

a system, proceeding from sporadic deviations to generalization of a new 

pattern, then one may expect, even hope, to find inconsistency and indeter­ 

minacy within the usage at one stage or another in the period of change. 

Particularly in the study of syntactic change, when one is trying to trace 

the extension of one construction at the expense of another, it should be 

natural to find places where it is unclear whether the construction which 

is spreading is used in its old function or in one which it has taken 

over. For it is a point repeatedly made, notably by Sandfeld 1902 and 

Gabinsky 19?0a, but too little emphasized, that such change must start from 

some similarity, or rather overlap, between the two constructions, since

33. See for example the recent vKferk summarized in Labov 1972.
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otherwise there is no reason why the construction which is lost should be 

supplanted by another unrelated in function, nor why it should be lost at 

all.

IV. Conventions: In all the .tables question-marks are used to indicate 

the numbers of passages where the MS readings either vary or are obscure, 

and these are discussed in the comments which follow each table. Numbers 

enclosed in brackets show the incidence of co-ordinated verbs after da or 

infinitives after their governing expressions.

The occurrence of e«e t HXKO, naKo. 6Aft, A&BHO etc. with infinitives or 

da-clauses is given in Table IV. In addition these conjunctions are noted 

in Tables I-IV when they enter into the constructions dealt with in these 

tables. They are put in brackets if they are only sporadically found with 

particular governing expressions.

In Tables I-III the.order in which the governing expressions are listed 

is arbitrary, though constant from one section to another. It bears a 

rough relation to frequency of occurrence. The governing expressions are 

cited in normalized spelling.

In Table I 'diff. subj.' normally means 'subject (of the infinitive or 

da-clause) which coincides with the direct or indirect object of the main 

verb 1 except in construction with governing verbs of volition, entreaty 

and precaution, where it simply means 'subject not identical with that of 

the main verb' . Any other isolated exceptions to this rule are explained 

in the comments.

Supines are tabulated together with infinitives, since they appear 

from the earliest texts onwards to have been in free variation with in­ 

finitives. Their presence is noted in the comments to Table I.

For the purposes of Table VI 'enclitics' are those of modern Bulgarian 

which may stand between da and its verb: the short oblique-case personal 

pronouns, the negative and interrogative particles He and JIH. In earlier 

stages of the language's history the personal pronouns were probably not, 

or not always, enclitic. Havranek 19&3 argues from the evidence of word-
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order that in Old Church Slavonic the accusative forms UA, TA, CA could be 

either stressed or enclitic. However, it is not usually possible to ascer­ 

tain from the written sources exactly where stress was placed; and to fix 

the stages in the development of enclitic pronouns in Bulgarian on the 

basis of word-order would be a separate s.tudy in itself. Therefore the 

forms from which enclitics derive are themselves treated as enclitics here, 

although it is recognized that this solution may distort the truth in some 

places.

In Ch.2 the sources examined contain a large number of quotations, 

mainly from Scripture. As far as possible these have been abstracted from 

the material which is supposed to be original and are tabulated separately. 

However in some places Biblical allusions are found whose language seems 

not to be modelled directly on that of their originals, and these are in­ 

cluded in the Slavonic material (see especially the sections in Ch.2 on the 

Sermons of St. Clement and the Treatise of Cosmas).

The quotations which illustrate the comments are all taken from pub­ 

lished sources. Where possible editions which reproduce the punctuation 

and orthography of the MSS have been used. In the quotations punctuation, 

spelling and abbreviations have been preserved, but minor variation in 

letter-form, and diacritical marks with the exception of the stresses in 

the damascene text investigated in Ch.6, have been omitted as irrelevant 

to the study of syntax. There are three exceptions to this rule. The
/

Life'of St. Cyril in Ch.2 is quoted from the edition of Grivec and Tomsic 

I960, although abbreviations are expanded and punctuation modernized in it, 

because its division of the text facilitates reference. The treatise of 

Cosmas (Ch.2) and the Wallachian documents (Ch.U) are also published with 

expanded abbreviations and modern punctuation. In these instances editor­ 

ial punctuation is omitted from quotations, in case it should prejudice 

syntactic interpretation.



21*

CHAPTER II : OLD CHURCH SLAVONIC AND OLD BULGARIAN

Introduction

The earliest direct and extensive records of any Slavonic language 

are furnished by the Old Church Slavonic Canonical MSS, the principal of 

which are the Gospel texts Zographensis, Marianus, Assemanianus and Sawina 

Kniga, the psalter Psalterium Sinaiticum, the liturgical books Euchologium 

Sinaiticum and Kiev Folia and the collections of sermons in Clozianus and 

Suprasliensis. On palaeographical and linguistic grounds these MSS are 

dated to the late tenth and the eleventh centuries, but their texts are 

held to have originated during the late ninth century in the translations 

made by SS. Cyril and Methodius and their immediate associates.

As natives of Thessalonica, a Greek city in a Slavonic-speaking area,

SS. Cyril and Methodius were conversant both with Greek (the language of

2 
their education) and with an early South Slavonic dialect. The variety

of South Slavonic, characterized by such conservative features as the 

etymologic ally correct retention of the reduced vowels _* and L_, which 

can be seen to underlie the language of the Old Church Slavonic Canon is 

taken to correspond to the Thessalonican dialect, and the Slavonic phono­ 

logy of Thessalonica is presumably reflected in the Glagolitic alphabet,

3 which is now generally ascribed to St. Cyril's invention. This alphabet

implies certain phonological peculiarities which were not common to all

1. See Kul'bakin 1922 for a discussion of the criteria on which the Old 
Church Slavonic Canon is based. He includes the Russian Gospel Lection- 
ary Ostromir. I prefer here to exclude it, since it systematically ex­ 
hibits linguistic features alien to the Cyrillo-Methodian tradition and 
since it adds nothing to the present syntactic study.

2. See VM Ch.5, the Emperor Michael Ill's remark to SS. Cyril and Method 
ius^ Bfcl BO h€CTtt CeAOVHANMNft Aft CeAO\fNAHe BhCH YMCTO GAOBfeHbCKl1 
K>Th.

3. See Vlasto 1970
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the Slavonic dialects of the Balkans: the open pronunciation of ^, the

marginal status of /j/ in the phonemic system, perhaps the outcomes of 

Common Slavonic *tj and *dj , if Trubetzkoy's 195^ interpretation of Glago- 

litic is accepted. Certain lexical items of Old Church Slavonic are also 

attributed to the Thessalonican dialect, particularly by L'vov 1966. Dis­ 

tinctive characteristics in morphology and syntax are not so apparent, but 

their possible existence should not be discounted. It must also be borne 

in mind that .the language of the Slavs around Thessalonica was probably 

more deeply influenced by Greek than vere varieties of Slavonic spoken 

further North.

However, most of SS. Cyril and Methodius's literary work in Slavonic 

was accomplished as part of their missionary activity in Moravia, an area 

where West Slavonic, not South Slavonic was spoken, though at this early 

date the differences between the two were apparently minor ones which did

not hinder mutual comprehension. A translation of the Gospels, probably

i± 
a Lectionary rather than a full version, was started before they left

Constantinople for Moravia (see VC Ch.l^). The Church services, and 

presumably the Psalter and the Lectionary from Acts and the Epistles, were 

translated early in the Moravian mission (VC Ch.15). They were available 

when SS. Cyril and Methodius -visited Rome in 868, presented their Slavonic 

Church books for Pope Hadrian's blessing and celebrated the Liturgy in 

Slavonic (VC Ch.lTK St. Methodius afterwards added substantially to this 

body of material, translating the rest of the Bible (except Maccabees) and 

other Church books (VM Ch.15; into Slavonic before his death in 885. 

Translations were also made of Latin and Old High German texts current in 

Moravia, as the Kiev Folia and Euchologium Sinaiticum Foll.T2a-T3a bear 

witness. It appears that the linguistic form, as well as the content of

k. See Zhukovskaya 1976 Ch.4 on the different types of Gospel MS known 
among the Slavs and their chronology.
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the Slavonic texts translated in Moravia was dictated in some measure by

local conditions. The Kiev Folia exhibit a language which, at least in 

phonology, is a systematic compromise between South and West Slavonic. It 

is an easy surmise that in the course of more than twenty years' ministry 

to the Moravians St. Methodius and his followers, some of whom were native 

to Moravia, incorporated at least some features of the local manner of 

speech into their new Slavonic literary language. Occasional Moravianisms 

survive in the Bulgarian and Macedonian copies of the Church books which 

were made after St. Methodius 's death and the expulsion of his disciples 

from Moravia: certain lexical variants in the Gospel MSS are derived from 

a Moravian recension by L'vov 1966 and West Slavonic phonology can be 

traced in such forms as po^kCTBft (Mar. Matth.lU.6, Cloz. Fol.l^a.1,3) 

(Ps. Sin. Ps.24.7J, ocRAqe (Ps. Sin. Ps.29.l).

If at one stage the Gospels, Psalter and other Church books presented 

a similar appearance to that of the Kiev Folia, they must have been sub­ 

jected to a very thorough revision South of the Danube. Even in the

7
Glagolitic tradition which was preserved by St. Methodius ! s disciples 

SS. Clement and Naum in Macedonia Moravianisms are found only sporadic­ 

ally. This is the less surprising if weight is attached to the testimony
Q

of their- short Lives, that both men originated from Moravia, and if it 

is remembered that in the exodus from Moravia (V Clem. Chapters 13-16) 

they may not have been able to carry with them all their teacher's works, 

though they may have been able to use the copies which St. Methodius 

deposited in Constantinople shortly before his death (VM Ch.13). In East

5. For example Gorazd, see VM Ch.lT, V Clem. Ch.2.7, Ch.12.35-

6. See Diels 1932 p.131.

7. Represented by the Canonical MSS Zographensis, Marianus, Clozianus, 
Psalterium Sinaiticum, Euchologium Sinaiticum, Assemanianus and a few 
fragments.

8. See Ivanov 1970 pp.312,316; but these Lives are late and of doubtful 
reliability.
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Bulgarian there was a greater departure from the Cyrillo-Methodian tradi­ 

tion. The Greek-based Cyrillic alphabet was adopted and the Canonical MSS 

in which it is used, Sawina Kniga and Suprasliensis, show a more or less 

markedly different, Eastern vocabulary. Tseitlin 1977 discusses these and 

related morphological features, especially in Suprasliensis and also in 

some Glagolitic MSS (notably Euchologium Sinaiticum).

The Canonical texts are thus written in a composite language which 

embraces elements from at least three or four Slavonic dialects of the late 

ninth and early tenth centuries: Thessalonican, Moravian, Macedonian and 

East Bulgarian. Furthermore, the MSS in which these texts survive, being 

the outcome of copying over a hundred to a hundred and fifty years, in­ 

corporate later alterations, as the result both of deliberate revision and 

of scribal error. At this early period it seems to have been permissible

to modify the language of sacred texts in accordance with local spoken

o 
usage (though the number of conflicting variant forms in the eleventh

century MSS may indicate that their scribes no longer felt free to revise 

what they copied). As a consequence, it is often difficult or even im­ 

possible to establish the original readings of SS. Cyril and Methodius's 

translations, and scholars differ over the principles which may be applied 

to this task as well as the assessment of their findings: for example, 

while it is agreed that the first Gospel translation was a Lectionary and 

that the full text of the four Gospels was translated later, though pro­ 

bably still in Moravia, the relationship between the extant Lectionaries, 

the short Aprakos Gospels Assemanianus and Sawina Kniga, and the full, or 

Tetra, Gospels Zographensis and Marianus is disputed. Horalek 195^ follows 

the principle that freer translation which preserves the idiom of Slavonic 

and does not adhere literally to the Greek original is the mark of SS. 

Cyril and Methodius's work; so he considers that the texts of the full

9. See Zhukovskaya 1976 passim.
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Gospels in the MSS Zographensis and Marianus are on the whole nearer in 

their Lectionary portions to St. Cyril's first translation and in the re­ 

maining passages and in sporadic revisions to the Moravian usage of St. 

Methodius. In his view the Lectionaries Sawina Kniga and, still more, 

Assemanianus, though they preserve some old readings, show signs of 

textual revision in Bulgaria. On the other hand L'vov 1966 thinks that 

the Graecizing features of Assemanianus may have been original to St. 

Cyril's translation and may have been expurgated as work proceeded in 

Moravia on the full Gospels. Both these scholars disagree with the earlier 

opinion of Vondrak, ..discussed by Horalek and repeated by Vlasto 1970, that 

the parts of the full Gospel translation which were added to the original 

Aprakos version represent an inferior translating technique.

The OldvChurch Slavonic of the Canonical texts, then, is not a homo­ 

geneous variety of early South Slavonic, nor a fully normalized literary 

language. It includes variant forms of differing date and local proven­ 

ance, and it is only because such variants are comparatively infrequent 

and because of the predominance of old usages close to Common Slavonic, 

that Old Church Slavonic can be distinguished from the varieties of 

Church Slavonic which came to be used as literary norms in Russia, Serbia, 

Bulgaria, and elsewhere.

As the earliest stage in the development of a Slav literary language, 

Old Church Slavonic has a particular interest for the historian of South 

Slavonic, since it may be supposed to be comparatively little removed from 

the spoken practice of its time. Nevertheless, it cannot be taken as 

direct evidence for what was spoken, both because it is, as has been ex­ 

plained, a mixed tongue, combining elements from South and West Slavonic, 

and because, being almost entirely a language of translation, it is under 

the direct influence of Greek and to a lesser extent of Latin and Old High 

German. Old Church Slavonic should not be equated with Old Bulgarian, Old 

Macedonian or Old Serbian. However it is legitimate to draw on the Old
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Church Slavonic Canonical-texts for evidence about the earliest period in

the written history of the South Slavonic languages, particularly of Bul­ 

garian and Macedonian, as Mirchev 1963 and Koneski 1966 do. There are 

two reasons which justify this procedure: firstly that the language of the 

original texts of SS. Cyril and Methodius, so far as it can be perceived 

through the later accretions in the MSS, appears practically to have co­ 

incided in phonology and morphology with Common Slavonic; and secondly that 

the usage of .the Canonical .MSS (if the Kiev Folia are set aside) is con- 

sonant with the assumption that the texts were transmitted within the lands 

where South Slavonic languages, above all Bulgarian and Macedonian, have 

been spoken. Thus the Canonical MSS provide evidence for an early stage, 

probably a common one, in the development of the South Slavonic languages, 

and also include features from slightly later stages in their diverging 

histories. One may fairly suppose that the language of.these MSS was 

acceptable to Slavs South of the Danube, though it probably did not co­ 

incide in all points with the spoken practice of ariy of them.

It is particularly difficult to assess the reliability of the Old 

Church Slavonic Canonical texts as evidence for the syntax of early South 

Slavonic. Imponderables such as the conceivable syntactic differences 

between early South Slavonic dialects, or possible stylistic variety in 

the syntactic usage of the Slavs, must be set aside; the main problem is 

to determine at what points these studiously faithful translations, 

mostly of Greek, followed their originals so literally as to do violence 

to Slavonic syntax. The structures and categories of New Testament Greek 

and of ninth century Slavonic resembled each other enough to allow close, 

even word-for-word translations of many passages. Consequently differences 

between the syntax of the two languages can only be detected, with more or 

less certainty, either by finding conflicting translations, one closer in 

construction to the Greek than another, in the texts, or by checking the 

usage of Old Church Slavonic against the hypothetical syntax which is 

ascribed to Common Slavonic on the basis of comparison between the Slavonic
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languages. The latter course is not free of circularity, since Old Church 

Slavonic is used in the reconstruction of Common Slavonic.

A further problem is presented by the absence of Greek originals for 

parts of Euchologium Sinaiticum and Suprasliensis and the uncertainty 

surrounding the Greek Gospel text. The early Slavonic short Aprakos 

appears to derive from a Greek version (not the one current in Constantin­ 

ople, according to Horalek 1954 ) which contained variants not ordinarily 

recorded in critical editions of the New Testament.

Those studies which touch on the ways of rendering Greek infinitival 

constructions, such as Pastrnek 1903, Slonski 1908, Griinenthal 1910-11, 

Kurz 1937-39, Milev 1962 and Vaillant 196^4, show some .clearcut divergences 

between the idioms of Greek and of Old Church Slavonic. In particular, 

the Greek construction of preposition, article and infinitive to convey 

temporal or causal circumstance ( ev T$, Tipo TOU, yexct TO, 6ua TO + infin­ 

itive) is usually rendered in Old Church Slavonic by a subordinate clause. 

Old Church Slavonic has no close equivalent to the Greek preposed definite 

article, and the combination of preposition and infinitive appears not to 

be natural to it. In oratio obliqua, too, Slavonic uses a clause or parti­ 

ciple where Greek could have an infinitive, e.g. after

, and when an infinitive is found in Slavonic with these verbs it is

12 probably due to Greek influence. Old Church Slavonic lacks the tensed

infinitives of Greek, and its preference in reported speech for finite 

verbs or participles, which can be marked for tense, bears out the observa 

tion of Brecht 1974, that infinitives which do not distinguish tense are

10. Clozianus Foll.lb.21-3a.23 contains a homily for which no Greek original 
has been found. It is thought by some, e.g. Vasica 1949 , to be an original 
Slavonic composition by St. Methodius.

11. See Zhukovskaya 1976 pp.234-41.

12. See Vaillant 196U pp.362-63, Vaillant 1977 pp.214-15. Conversely, under 
Greek influence the participle replaces the infinitive as the complement of
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not a convenient mode for 'indirect speech. In indirect deliberative ques­ 

tions, on the other hand, of the type 'I do not know what to do / what I am 

to do 1 , Old Church Slavonic translates Greek finite verbs with infinitives.

There are only a few types of construction in which the Old Church 

Slavonic texts are generally agreed to abandon native usage for a Greek 

style, and they occur rarely. Pacnerova 196^ suggests that the following

infinitival constructions stem from Greek influence: infinitives intro-

13 duced by prepositions; ewe + infinitive in imitation of TO + infinitive;

the accusative and infinitive - when Old Church Slavonic specifies the 

subject of the infinitive, it puts it in the dative; final infinitives 

rather than final clauses; the historic infinitive; oyTBp-kAHTH, (CT> )TBOPHTH

ih governing the infinitive; and H\KO + infinitive to render COOTS + infin-
\ 

itive. The Gospels usually translate the last of these constructions in

its consecutive sense by HXKO + indicative, in its final sense by aa + in­ 

dicative, but they sometimes use the infinitive and Suprasliensis does so 

regularly for the consecutive sense. To Pacnerova' s list may be added 

the use of the infinitive after eraa and E?>HerAa> which Pastrnek 1903 finds 

quite frequently in the psalter for ev Top + infinitive or even for a Greek 

clause, e.g. :

Ps. 36. 33. OTCXV xpivnTcti ctUTop - erAft C&AHTH CI-A euo\f 

With the above minor exceptions, the distribution of infinitives in 

Old Church Slavonic is generally held to be in accordance with Slavonic 

idioms. The studies of Rothe 195^, drawing on the Gospels and Suprasli­ 

ensis, and Pacnerova 196U, based on the Gospels alone, agree largely in

13. Kurz 1937-37 suggests that combinations of erae + infinitive which 
have the function of subject may not be simply an imitation of the Greek 
article + infinitive, but may be used to emphasize this function of the 
infinitive.

. Yet in Clozianus Fol.4b.23-2U . iicxvTa TauTot eis An$nv eveBaXev n (puX-
apyupLct is translated as Bboe TO c'&peBpOAhOKLCTBke GT>TBOPHAO ecTb 

15. See Rothe 195^ Ch.U.
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their findings, though the details of their classifications differ. Pacner- 

ova recognizes four main types of construction: a) the infinitive as com­ 

plement of phasal and modal verbs; b) the infinitive as qualifier of nouns 

and as object, or occasionally subject, of verbs which unlike phasals or 

modals take a different subject from that of the dependent infinitive; 

c) the infinitive in final function after verbs, especially verbs of motion, 

adjectives and nouns; d) clauses where the infinitive stands alone, e.g. 

after HXKO or, interrogative pronouns, or in indirect speech or modal con­ 

structions with E'kiTH, or in debitative sense in Mark 2.22 and Luke 5.38. 

Rothe's categories are: a) prolative infinitive, which shares the subject 

of the main verb and is found typically in the future periphrases with

HuaTM, B^VATH. HavATH described by Birnbaum 1958, but also after

many verbs which appear in Pacnerova's second and third groups, such as

, HftAfeftTH CA, TptKOBRTH, VaHXTH, OBfeUlftTH, C?>BfelllftTH etc . , verbs Of

motion, and UOUIM; b) infinitives with governing verbs which take a different 

subject - this class coincides with the rest of Pacnerova's second group 

and includes verbs that take an infinitive of indirect speech, but not re­ 

flexives of these verbs, so that HOVAHTH is placed here but MOVAHTH CA 

belongs to Rothe's first group; c) impersonal constructions of all :kinds, 

in which Rothe, unlike Pacnerova, hblds that the infinitive is not to be 

regarded as the subject; d) H\Ko(«e) + infinitive in various functions. 

The infinitive after interrogative pronouns is placed by Rothe in his 

first group, since the subject coincides with that of the governing verb. 

His criteria are thus purely syntactic, whereas Pacnerova's are syntactico- 

semantic; but the constructions which they find are the same. And these 

constructions are recognized by Vondrak 1928 in his account of the uses of 

the infinitive common to the early stages of the Slavonic languages. The 

only other infinitival constructions which he mentions are a few marginal 

ones such as the Russian 3H3Tb He 3Haio or Tax CKaaaTb.

Thus, with the exception of the few obvious imitations of Greek, the
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usage of Old Church Slavonic is regarded as compatible with a hypothetical 

early South Slavonic dialect in which infinitives were still normally used 

in a variety of constructions, though not in a way exactly parallel to 

Greek. This view is challenged, however, by Mirchev 1937- He argues 

that the beginning of the process by which the infinitive was supplanted by 

the da-clause in Bulgarian is to be found in the Old Church Slavonic texts, 

in passages where a Greek infinitive is translated by a da-clause. It 

follows from .this that the use of the infinitive to translate similar con­ 

structions must be attributed to Greek influence and must have been to 

some extent unnatural to South Slavonic dialects of the time. Mirchev does 

not incline to the view of Kul'bakin 1921, that da-clauses increased in the 

transmission of the Gospel texts in Bulgaria during the tenth and eleventh 

centuries, and that older readings can be found in some MSS later than the 

Canonical ones, e.g. in the Miroslav Gospel. In Mirchev 1 s view there is 

too great a degree of agreement between the Canonical versions of the texts 

for one to suppose that much textual alteration took place during that time, 

Consequently he appears to consider the wide-spread use of da-clauses 

original to the language of the first translations, and this means that he 

must assume much more and greater fluctuation between literal and free 

translation in the work of SS. Cyril and Methodius than has generally been 

suspected.

Kurz 1937-39, Slawski 19^5 and Horalek 19^8 and 195^ raise various 

objections to Mirchev T s interpretation. They point out that the distribu­ 

tion of the infinitive was simply different in Slavonic and in Greek, and 

that in some places a Slavonic infinitive might have been stylistically 

inappropriate, in others, as already explained, grammatically impossible 

as a translation of a Greek infinitive. They suggest that upos TO and TOU 

+ infinitive were felt by the translators to have a stronger final sense

l6. A monograph which modifies Iliev's article of 1921 on the same subject
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Church Slavonic tended to avoid an infinitive with a different subject from

IT that of the governing verb. In some passages, as they remark, the Greek

itself varies between an infinitival construction and a clause introduced, 

e.g., by uva, and there may have been other instances of this which are 

hidden from us by our ignorance of the Greek Gospel text which was used for 

the first Slavonic translations. It should be added that the number of da- 

clauses for Greek infinitives in later Bulgarian Gospel MSS rather decreases
-i O

than increases, but this is because they were corrected according to a 

Greek text, and they can provide very little information about the develop­ 

ment of spoken Bulgarian syntax.

A full re-examination of the use of infinitives and da-clauses in Old 

Church Slavonic will not be attempted here, but the relevant passages from

the Gospels, the Psalter and Suprasliensis, the texts on which Mirchev

19 draws, will be considered" and it will be pointed out that only a few of

IT. This calls for qualification: it is normal in Old Church Slavonic for 
verbs such as seAfeTH. ^anoB^AftTM. AATH, OVYHTH to take infinitives with 
different subjects.

18. I have found evidence of this, for example, in comparing the thirteenth 
century Bulgarian Dobreishovo Gospel with Marianus.

19- The passages quoted are taken from Mirchev's article and from Horalek 
195^, Kurz 1937-39 and Pastrnek 1903- In addition I have checked through 
Suprasliensis finding da-clause complements and comparing them with the 
Greek originals when these are known, but I have not attempted a complete 
comparison of the text of Suprasliensis with its Greek sources, and so have 
not, for example, noted places where Suprasliensis renders a Greek clause 
with a Slavonic infinitive.

Unless otherwise stated, the Old Church Slavonic text of the Gospels is 
quoted from Marianus. The Greek New Testament is quoted from Nestle 1971 
with variants from Tischendorf 1869-72 and the Psalms from Rahlfs 1965. No 
attempt has been made to seek out possible Greek originals beyond the vari­ 
ants given in these standard editions, nor to determine priority when more 
than one Greek reading may have been known to the translators and copiers 
of the Old Church Slavonic texts. Similarly the relationships between the 
different Old Church Slavonic Gospel texts in their various MSS are not ex­ 
amined and no systematic consideration is given to the question of which 
variants belong to which stages in the Old Church Slavonic translation of 
Scripture. The question is indeed relevant, but, as is clear from Zhukov- 
skaya 1976, it calls for so many other aspects of any passage - lexical, 
morphological, phonological - to be taken into account, as well as the 
textological setting, that any attempt at answers would be far beyond the
scope of the present study.
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them lend strong support to Mirchev's thesis.

Four types of correspondence between Greek and Old Church Slavonic call 

for consideration: I. the simple Greek infinitive translated by a da- clause 

II. Greek UKJTE_, TO, TOU, CLS TO, itp^s TO, CTIL TCP, x^P LV TO\J, + infinitive 

translated by da-clauses; III. the same Greek constructions translated by 

Slavonic infinitives; IV. Greek clauses rendered by infinitives in Old Church 

Slavonic .

I. Simple Greek infinitive translated by a da-clause

These correspondences invite a number of different explanations. The 

simplest is textual: in some passages the reading of the Greek original 

appears to have been other than the one known to us, or else the Slavonic 

translator has deliberately altered the text:

A. i. John 6.15- "yvous STL y^AAouaLV £pxeo"frai xai dpTiaCeuv OIUTOV iva

Aft

qcpfe

The critical editions do not mention a Greek variant in which o

is included in the uva clause, but it is not impossible that there was one; 

compare the Vulgate Latin version: ventun ess&it ut raperent eum et facerent eum 

regem.

ii. P.G. 88 p. 601. exAuiiapeL Auav yoLTTiTris YC\>lo\>a.i, xao aTO

os Tnv ovTcas (puAoaocpuav TipeaBe^S T£ XEXLVTIHCOS Tip yeyaAtp Taus EXELVOJV 

eauxLS xaTeBuaaaTo auTOV TipooATKp^rivaL nap' auTfo - UOAH GA nrovuenov Aft

E7>1 npHhAA^ IWaH 0 K7» C6K^-AA heiJOV KH

UOAA H (Supr. 275.5-8) 

Either the Slavonic here is based on a different Greek original, or it

is a paraphrase rather than a translation. See also I A v, p. 36 and I B 

on the conditional.

iii. An. Boll. I p.U68.13. TOTE ex^Aeooev 6 avduiiaTos 

uTous xaTa Tnv o&ov ' EAuajio'vTou dnQTynflTjvaL Tag xecpaAas auTaJv -

we aHflvnaTZ, c^Heu^me H\ np^AftTM c^Ybyaui Aft Mft HRTM eAMcnoHTft MA^UTC OTT>-

h€K) ( Supr .

The slightly different Greek version published in A. si. Ph. XVIII p.l8l
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reads LVOC ... atioTyn^fcou , 'and the Slavonic may derive from this construction,

In other places the choice of a da-clause can only be attributed to free 

translation:

iv. A. si. Ph. XVIII p. 153- iii6if>€(\>c Ttp oaxeAAapup CXUTOU ev yuqt T&V nye- 

p&v TOU xaX^aau eus ir\\> TpdiieCav auTOU 6w6exa ovdyaia TITOJXOUS 6q)£LXovTas 

yei' auToO apLOTnaaL - noBCAt caxeAapov CBOJ-euov BT* heAHN^ A»»HL- heAHOH?> 

npHBe&TH BI uftAOUouiTM-Ha Tpane^A cBOhtt Aft os^AoyHyvT'L ch HMura> ( Supr . 121.8- 

10)

v. P.G- ^8 p.TT9- 6 ouv TaueLVOTepov yri TiapatTnocxyevos TiouriaaL, iiaJs TO 

iiapnTTiaaTo av TiobnaaL; - Ad J-ewe CLufepLntmiia He OT^Bpi^e .CA CT»-

TBOpMTM-KftKO K7>lUiehe (sic) AR S^ 1 OTl!>Bp?>rA7> CA C^TBOpMTM (Supr. 303.28 -

30^.1)

See also I B, p. 37-

vi. Z.sl.Ph. XI p. 315- ToxJTO XoyLaaycvos n TIE:U$ELV auTOV dpvrjaaadaL 

TO TOXJ Kupuou ovoya n TLyojp^oao^aL npo TOU evex$'nvaL TOV ayuov Kwvojva -

Ce nOU7>lCAMB7>-HAH AR OVB^UlTa hff> OT^BpfelllTM CA ^pMCTOCOBa MUeHe-MAM Aft

j-ero AOHLSKAG npMBeAen^ s&Aerz. CT^IM KOHOHI> (Supr. ^6. 18-22)

The first da-clause here is most naturally taken as direct speech with 

da used as an optative particle, but the second changes to indirect speech 

as in the Greek. The choice of da-clauses can also be explained by the 

presence of the pronoun TOUTO - c_e, see II B ix, xiii, pp. ̂ 7 and kQ.

There are several specific differences between the structures of Old 

Church Slavonic and of Greek which impel the use of a da-clause to render 

an infinitive. The most obvious of these are the existence of a condi­ 

tional mood and the lack of a true passive voice, especially of a passive 

infinitive, in Old Church Slavonic. The Slavonic conditional mood has no 

exact equivalent in Greek and its use is independent and difficult to 

define. Brauer 1957 suggests that in final clauses it conveys a wish to 

achieve a certain end, modified by doubt whether its achievement is poss­ 

ible i it is also used in unreal conditionals. His collection of examples 

on the whole supports his interpretation, since the majority express 

desired events which did not in fact take place, e.g. :

Mark 9.22.' xau"\ iioXXaxus MOIL ecs iiup;auxov;-. £3aXe-v*. HOCL eug.'.u'&aTa *va
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fl CXUTOV - M u7>No>Kni4eH¥v i BI orNb B^Bp7»»e-M BI BOAA\ Aft M EM noroy-

Cloz. Fol. 5b 1-3. SdAeus yct$etv ndoa eTiounaev gjaTe CXUTOV a_________

7?OqieiUH AM OVBfcAtTM KOAMKO CTBOpM Aft KM AOyV1 E7> 1 A7>

However some of Brauer's examples show that the distinction between the 

conditional and the indicative after da is a fine one and that they may be 

almost free alternatives:

John 11.53. e6o\jAei5aavTO tva diioMTgLvaxJLV auTOv - C7»BfcuiTauiA Aft M

OyBMAM

John 12.10. e3ouAe\5aavTo 6e OL dpx^epe^s uva xau TOV AaCapov a

«e ap?<nepeH . A< M Aft^apa OVKHH^TL (so also Matth. 26. k)

Mark 10.13. HOU, upooecpepov auTijp iiaL6La uva aijiajv a^nTau - 1

Kl H6MOV A-STH.Aa hft KOGHeT7>

Luke 18.15. iipoaecpepov 6e a\JT(p xau TCX Bpecpn £va auiaiv auTnTau - npn- 

we KI Heuoy M uAaACHiqA Aa KH CA

Whatever reasons the Slavonic translator may have had for choosing the con­ 

ditional mood in these and other passages, it is clear that, having done so, 

he was bound to use da-clauses, since Old Church Slavonic had no conditional 

infinitive, no parallel to the Greek av + infinitive. This accounts for a 

number of examples such as : 

B. i. John l+.Uo. npaJTaw auiov yebvai rcap ' auTotg - uoAfeftfry. n AR EH npk-

OV

Similarly Luke 8.38, Supr. 529-27-28.

ii. Mark 7-2U. ou&dvot ^jdeXcv •YVUVCI.L - Me ftOTfeftuie Aft SM M KT.TO VK>A*Z>

Similarly Luke 19-27.

The Greek passive may be translated into Old Church Slavonic in three 

ways: a) with the auxiliary verb KT>ITM and a passive participle; b) with an 

active verb and the reflexive pronoun CA; c) with the corresponding active 

construction. The first of these is rare when an infinitive is called for, 

and seems to be avoided. So in Sawina Kniga Luke 18.26 6v5vaTaL ocdftTjvai is 

translated by cneM7> K"Z>ITH but the passage with the same Greek wording in 

Matth. 19.25 appears as cnaGTM CA. Moreover the use of the passive
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participle may be excluded altogether if the rection of the verb in Old 

Church Slavonic differs from that in Greek. As Brauer 1957 points out, this 

applies to nocAoyMHTH, which takes the dative and so cannot be used in the 

passive:

C. i. Matth. 20.28. 6 uuog TOO otvdpokou oux flXflev 6Laxovn$nvaL aAXa 6ua-
\ ,. ~ \ > i „ <— ' fxovnaai xat Souvau tnv 4>uxriv auiou - CNT» YABCKti'He nptiAe RO Aa nocAoy)KAT7>

Zographensis has noGAoymHTH H AflTH. The parallel place in Mark 10.1*5
4

reads the same in Marianus, Zographensis and Sawina Kniga, but Assemanianus 

has irk Aft noGAoywn"Z> H AftTi AoyuiA. These variations reflect the obsoles­ 

cence of the supine at this time: Zographensis replaces it by the more 

generally used infinitive; the scribe of Assemanianus may have mistaken it 

for the homophonous 3rd per. sing, indie, pres. and have treated it as a 

continuation of the cons1^|uction Aft nocAoyKATk euoy while admitting the 

infinitive ARTH in the same final function.

Probably the second course, of using the active verb and the reflexive 

pronoun, was also sometimes excluded, though for semantic rather than 

syntactic reasons, e.g.:

ii . Matth. 18.25. cxgXeuaev aUTOV 6 xvJpuos TtpaftTJvau xau TTIV yuvauxa

xat TCX Texva xau iicxvia oaa ex eL s xau aTioSodnvaL - noseA^ r^ ero Aft

AAT7> 1 11 W6H* erO M YAA&.1 BLC6 6AMKO MUtftllie . 1 OT7>AaTH H

This is the reading of Marianus, Zographensis and Assemanianus. Sawina 

Kniga has noBeAfe euoy rb npoA^TH CA n »e»^ H BGC nufeH»e ceoe, which is 

marginally ambiguous and according to Horalek 19^8 probably shows revision 

to bring the translation closer to the Greek construction. The same 

motive presumably explains the change in construction to OT^A^TH. Similar­ 

ly Luke 19.15, Supr. 107- 5-

iii. Matth. 5-13 eus ou6£v LOXUSI CTL eu yn

UTIO TWV avdpOJUOJV - HH VbGOKAOV «6 K^AgT^ K^ TOMOV Aft IC^inftHft B^>AeT7>

n normpaeua YK^I (Zogr. - the passage is lacking in Mar.)

It seems likely that the meaning and the explicit presence of the
r-l

agent - VKT>I - require the passive participle rather than the reflexive
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*iC7>inftTM CA or '"Aft CA ic^inaerL to be used.

Even when a reflexive verb is appropriate, the construction in which it 

appears may dictate the use of a dji-clause, not an infinitive:

iv. Zap.Imp.Akad.Nauk VIII. III. 3. pp. 59-60. exeXcuacv aUTOUg T?I enLOuari 

eus TOV noTayov Tuypuv eupeftnvai u)s onio aTa&uov ", £v$a uinpxov TO lupdiepov, 

xaxetoe TO xpuTrfpuov yevdaftcxL xat' ctyuv TOO 6oXuou - noseAt Ha OVTPHHX Ha

TMrpLCTk Aft CH\ OEphftJUT;vn> -HiKAe H npLBfehC EfelllA- TOVpKAC C^AOV E7> I TM

AbCTMBaaro (Supr. 59-30 - 60.3)

The use of an infinitive here to translate eupeftTjvau would imply that 

the order was given to the subjects of Aft c Wv OEphftouT^T'z>, whereas in fact 

it is given to some unspecified third person who is to see that the mar­ 

tyrs appear by the Tigris. Therefore a da-clause is needed to avoid am­ 

biguity, while the second infinitive can be reproduced (how idiomatically 

it is hard to judge) in the Slavonic c&AQV ET>ITH.

Elsewhere in Suprasliensis another way of solving this problem is 

found. Margulies 1927, Angelowa 1929 and Rothe 195^ cite places where an 

active infinitive is used and an active plural participle which is under­ 

stood as going with the implicit plural subject of that infinitive, the 

unspecified person or persons to whom the command is given:

A. si. Ph. XVIII p. 187. exeXguaev Xayua6as egnyyevas evex^nvau - 

npnHecTH (Supr. 152.28)

P.O. 115 p. 10U . exeXeuae xaTEV£x$£VTas auTous [. . . JdvaXncpdnvaL - 

ha [ ... jsecTH ( Supr . 183 . 19 )

A. si. Ph. XVIII p. 185. excXeuocv CUJTOV avapTnftevTa [. . . j^eeaftau - 

hero oKtecHBTiuie [. . . ]cTp^raTH (Supr. 1^9-19)

This is presumably feasible only when the Greek passive infinitive is 

accompanied by a passive participle in agreement with the subject of the 

infinitive, so that when the construction is turned round into the active 

the participle can indicate the subject which is to be understood with the 

infinitive. As there are no such participles in the examples under ii and 

iv, this solution could not be applied to them.

It also appears probable, as Slawski 19^5 suggests, that in Old Church
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The evidence of the Canonical MSS suggests strongly that when ftOTtTH and 

its complement have different subjects, the complement must be a da-clause

D. i. John 21.22. eav auibv fteXa) yeveiv ecos epxoyau, TL Tipos ae; - aurre 
EQUITY Aft T"z> npfeEAAeTk. AQHbAeKe npnA^.YhTO e Teefe (Zogr. - the passage is 

lacking in Mar.)

Similarly Luke 19. I 1*, Supr. 15U.2U-26, 258.30 - 259.2, 295.23-2U, 380. 

2-5, 1*13*3-1*.
/

ii. Z.sl.Ph. XI p. 305. ou TOLO^TOUS deXcL e^vau TOUS ovxas CXUTOU, aXXa 

xap6uas otos GOTLV auTds - He

CBOM Y\-L Tana cptAMft Hufem HVKOwe hecT* cawz* ( Supr . 33.29 - 3^.

Compare I C ii and iv, pp. 38-39, for the change from da-clause to in­ 

finitive as an attempt to adhere to the Greek syntax.

iii. An. Boll. I p.U66.li|. ebuaTOJ 6 AuSuvos uywv decs TL ^cXeu TU$nvai

peve-n^ KaufeH^m BOFL Baui^-YTO youiT6T7> AR t-euov ^RKOA^TT> (Supr.ll6. 
11-13)

This passage is complicated by the problem of rendering the passive 

infinitive TufrTJvai; but if the assumption of the present section is correct, 

that yoTkTH only admits an infinitive with the same subject, then the use 

of the infinitive is excluded here.

The same explanation can be applied to the only example in the Psalter 

of a Greek simple infinitive which is translated by a da-clause:

iv. Ps. 103. 27. itctVTa upos ae iipoo6oxouaLv, 6ouvoti xnv Tpocpnv CXTJTOL-S 
evjxaupov - Bkcfe on, TCBC vaHg/r&iAa AftQi nnijiA IKAI BT» BAaro

The same rules probably apply to vat-am as to yoTfeTH: ?>c va 

would mean 'wait/expect to give' .

The rection of verbs of command and entreaty also varies between in­ 

finitive and da-clause. The examples with da-clauses in the Gospels are 

limited to one in which UOAHTH takes a complement with the same subject and 

two in which peum introduces indirect command:

E. i. Luke 22.^0. iipoa£i5x£afr£ yn gLaeXfreuv eus neupaaydv - UOAHTC CA Aft 
He
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ii. Luke 9-5*+. Se'Xeus •CLimyev uup xaiaBriyai onto TOO oupavou xau ava- 

Xajoau autous; - ^ourreiuM AM M pevesk Aft ornb C^MMAST^ CT» NCEece M nofeci"z>

iii. Luke 12.13. CLTte icp a6eXcpip you yepLoao^au yei* eyou inv xXnpo-
\

voyuav - pbqH Epayov uoewov Aft pa^AfeAHTL C7» u^HOh* AOCTofeHbe

In New Testament Greek the suppletive pair X^yeuv and euTieuv may 

govern either indirect statement, expressed by a clause introduced by OTI 

or by the accusative and infinitive, or else indirect command, for which 

they may take an infinitive or a uva-clause. In Old Church Slavonic they 

are regularly translated respectively by the verbs FAaroAftTM and

regardless of the type of expression which they govern; and the Old Church 

Slavonic follows the Greek constructions for indirect command except in 

ii and iii above and in Luke 19.15 (see I C ii, p. 38). One must conclude 

that, so far as the use of peijiH as a verb of command is natural to Old 

Church Slavonic, and not simply a caique on Greek, the construction 

which it takes is the da-clause. Verbs such as (no)BeAfeTH,

which introduce only indirect command generally take infinitives in the 

Old Church Slavonic Gospels; but this gives no ground to suppose that the 

da-clauses after peqm have replaced infinitives.

Suprasliensis presents a different picture. There the da-clause after 

verbs of command and after UOAHTH with the same or a different subject is 

indubitably acceptable usage:

iv. Acta SS. Mali VII p. 2^8. xaV n^uojaev aUTOts egeuyevLoaQftau TOV

6eaiiOTnv XPUOTOV auyyaxTJoai i)iiep aXriSous 6p^o6d^ou TiLaietos - H nooyGTH 
Aft c hft noiaoAAT?> RACIAL mfc ycoy-Aft c^noEOpeTa ^a MCTMN IZ»H;?,H?» n
(Supr. 188.30 - 189.2)

v. An. Boll. XXII p.397- £6eovTO auiou euoeXftsLV ev T?) cppo\j<p(jt - UOAHX- 
CTft M -Aft BbHHAeTa B^ TbMHMq^ (Supr. 255.2*1-25)

vi. Z.sl.Ph. XI p.307. TiappnYYeLXev yn&ayou (pavnyau yn6e a6LxnoaL TLya 
i-euov Aft HMK°Ae>Ke CA He h^BHT^-HH nftKocTb c~z.TBOpMT7x Kouov (Supr.

36.25-26)

vii. Z.sl.Ph. XI p. 311. e6£OVTO ave^TivaL ex ins uoXXris o6v5vns -
CA h€UOV Aft OCARKHT7> MU7» OT7> MHOr'L 1 hA BOAt,^HM (Supr. 39.16-17)

viii. A. si. Ph. XX p. 190. xeXeuoov T(p uepet oou ctvou^aL xdyw euoe



XOIL xeXeueu 6 xdyns TOV vav - noBeAH

noB6At KOMHGT* Aft

1*2

csoheuov Aft OTBpt>^ei"z>

(Supr. 228.19

21)

Similarly Supr. 188.16-19, 233.29-30, 268.17-18, 29^.25-26, 309-21-22 

(verbs of command); Supr. 192.21-23, 203.13, 206.15-16, 255.2^-25 (UOAMTH). 

There remains but a handful of instances which have to be individually

Ta Texva - OGTOIHM A& i-

discussed:

F. i. Mark 7.27. acpes
TAT& GA YAAR '

Here again some equivalent has to be found to a passive infinitive, but 

it is unclear why *OGTt\HH YAAft np^Bfee HftC"z.iTHTn GA is not possible, unless

because OCTRTH does not admit an infinitival complement; there are no ex­ 

amples of this verb with the infinitive in the Lexicon Palaeoslovenicum. 

OGTftHH is a translation of acpes commonly used in all full Gospels and Lec-

tionaries of the Canon, but He is also found in Marianus, Zographensis

and Sawina Kniga, e.g. in:

Luke l8.l6. aq?£T£ TCX 

(Mar. and Zogr.)

ye - ne A npnyoAHTH

KT»

ii . Luke 22.37. OTL TOUTO TO yeypayyevov 6eu xeXeadrivaL ev eyou, TO • xau 

yexa avdywv i\oyLO%r\ - feKO euiTe nHcaHoe ce noAQKaaT7> Aa c <z>KOHbvaarz> CA o

M G7» CA

The Greek passive infinitive does not here impel the choice of the da- 

clause, as the parallel passage shows in:

Luke 2h.hk. OTL 6eL rcXripu)$TivaL itavTa TOC ygYpayyeva ev Tip vdycp Mcouaecos 

xau TOLS iipocpnTaLg xaV cj^aXyoug iiepu eyou - ^KO noAOBftftTL c7>KOHbvaTH GA

B'LGfaa^ HanHGftH^lU^.B^ ^aKOHt UOG^OBt H npq??^ M n'cAtUt^ 0 ULHo

The distinctively Slavonic construction here with a nominal dative subject 

of the infinitive which itself acts as subject to noAQsaTM is more common 

than the construction of Luke 22.37, where noAQSftTH may be said to have a 

nominal subject, nMGftHoe Ge, and is complemented by a da-clause. Though 

it is not impossible that this passage betrays the spread of the da- clause 

at the expense of the infinitive, it may rather be motivated by a desire

to avoid involved syntax, to make the ewe refer back to a nominative rather
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than to a dative such as one would have in: *euiTe rmcaHoyeuoy Geuoy

6TZ>

iii. Z. si. Ph. XI p. 302. aXXa omXavais freXEi yvupuCeoftaL Tiapa TOJV upoo- 
epxoye'vujv auTijj - HI EeciEAa^Ha youiTe-ra AR chh no^nnt-erk ort 

(Supr. 28.

It is hard to see why *youiTeT7> no^HaTH Chh should not be possible here, 

unless because a finite verb is preferred when the agent of a passive ex­ 

pression is explicit (compare I C iii, p.38).
i

iv. A. si. Ph. XVIII p.l8U. xotu TL aou £6o£ev £Tiavaxa)pr|oau T?IS

OTpotTeuas xau pn yaXXov xP T1 aLP ov ecxuiov TOLS T£ deuoTcxious ftaoLXeOou xau 
TOUS autojv vdyous xotTaaTTjactL ; - V^TO TM K7>i&T7> Aa OTHAC OTI CBoi-ero 
CTBft-a we nave ceee OVCTPOMTT>I -n HR noyp^s^ ci.TBOpHTii • cs hAT7> i HU"& 
H ^aKOHou7» nu-z* (Supr. lUT.13-l6) -

The da-clause here, with its aorist verb, is clearly a consecutive one 

and not equivalent to an infinitive. The rest of the passage is syntactic­ 

ally somewhat confused; the infinitive C7>TBOpHTM probably represents an 

attempt to return to the Greek construction (compare I C ii, p.38, ±1r-, p. 

39, I D ii, p. 1*0).

v. A. si. Ph. XX p. 18. .nydXXovTO £li£UxoU£vc"^ TV TUpdww e6pauav xau a 1
yeve'aftotL nap* auTOU TTIV eus TOUS xP^OT^-ot^ous yavuav - paAH B7»iuiA

TOUlT6AHX-Aa TBp7»AO M HCnOCT^nbHO K^A6T^-H»e OTL M6rO Hft KpbCTLttHl.1

(Supr. 215.11+-1T)

, though a possible, does not seem a happy translation of e

here, and leaves the da-clause to be taken as a final one; but even

if some other verb, such as *uoAhMiiTe CI-A, were used, a da-clause would 

probably still be required since the subject of the subordinate verb does 

not coincide with the subject or object of the main verb.

vi . Acta SS. Maii VII p. 253. eupnvnv xau oydvouav (peuyeus; cpeuyeuv oe 
ev TUJ Tdtxei- xaV ex TOJV euxinp^wv xeXcua) - MMpa n c^B^KOvnLheMMHX Btraheuin-
AR KferftTH TM OTZ» C B YWTL \ H fil* Hp7»K7.B7» B6A^> ( Supr . 200.10-12)

This is not an example. of a .mixed. construction in which subordinate da 

introduces an infinitive (see II A vi, pA^), but simply co-ordinative da 

linking the sentence with what goes before, as in Dogramadzhieva 1968, and
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rather closely.

vii . P.G. 62 p. T6l. aicx£ Y a P T °u naipos ye aXXoTpuoaas oiieu6eL Mat TOU

ociioaTTivaL - i-eANOH?* BO orija UA AMUIMBI T^UITMTT> CA Aft H sora UA upou*

(Supr. 366.25-27)

Presumably the construction of a da-clause with i"Z>urrnTH CA was proper 

to the Old Church Slavonic of Supras liens is . This does not necessarily mean 

that an infinitive would earlier have been used here.

viii . Z..sl.Ph. XI p. 313. dSuvaTov aui^J yt) Ttap ' eu§u yaaiuycov Ti

- HeuouiTbHo i-euov h€crz>*Aa He TOV asHi-e pan* Bb^ueTi> (Supr. ^2.20-21)

ix. A. si. Ph. XVIII p. l6l. MOIL 6ta uoXXa a^uos e^ Cnv> n^ous TG evena Mat 

enLELMeuas - Hpaea AOBpaaro paA" M KPOTOCTM Aospo t-eG-ra Aft »HBeuin (Supr. 129- 

28-29)

The last two passages, viii. and ix, are not noted by Mirchev, who con­ 

centrates on complementation of verbs. In iriii the double negative may in­ 

vite the use of the da-clause. In ix a clause is necessary in order to 

emphasize the subject of the verb. Contrast the general principle stated 

shortly afterwards:

A. si. Ph. XVIII p. l6l. xocXov CQTI TO CTJV - AQKpo h€CT7> MHTH ( Supr . 130.1)

II. Greek cSaie, article, or preposition + article, -and infinitive translated^

by a da-clause

Although Mirchev cites a number of such passages, and some more can be 

found in Kurz 1937-39 » the majority can be dismissed on the ground that 

they are final or occasionally consecutive expressions rather than comple­ 

ments of governing verbs, and that consequently a da_-clause translates them 

more appropriately than an infinitive would in Old Church Slavonic (see 

Pacnerova 196U). This explanation covers instances from the Gospels like: 

A. i. Matth. 2.13- yeAXeu yap 'Hptp&ns CnTeuv TO Tiau&uov TOU otTtoXeaau

KO npoA^ MCKJXTM oTpovhftvTe Aft noro\fsiTZ> e (Ass . - the passage is 

lacking from Mar. and Zogr.)

Similarly Matth. 2^.1*5, Luke 5-7, 2U.16, 2k.h$.

ii . Matth. 6.1. Ttpoae'xeTe 6e xnv 6uxauoa\jvnv uywv yn ^oueuv eynpoa^ev



TU)V OtvSpUJTKjOV TlpOg TO ft£a$T>Vai aUTOLS - BhNCUAfeTe UMAOCTIIHA BaiU6 hA HC
r^

TBOpMTH nptA* YABK-fcl A& BHAHUH EKA6T6 HUM ( Sav . Kn. has A& H6 BHAHUH • ••)

Similarly Matth. 23-5, Mark 13.22.

The same explanation also applies to several passages where in addition 

the da-clause is made necessary by the use of the conditional mood, e.g.: 

iii. Luke 22.31. u6ou 6 ootTavas e^^Tnaaio upas TOU auvucxoau cos TOV

OUTOV - ce COTOHOI npocHTi» Bftc^ Aft EH cfeA~z>

Similarly Luke U.29, U.U2, 5.1, 20.20.
j

In the Psalter, as Pastrnek 1903 notes, though the construction TOU + 

infinitive is most often rendered by the infinitive in Psalterium Sinaiti- 

cum (xT2, and x2 by the supine), in twenty seven instances da-clauses are 

used to translate them, and there are a few places where a da-clause 

corresponds to TO or eus TO + infinitive; but almost all examples are

clearly final. For Suprasliensis , unfortunately, no such thorough study

20 of syntax and translator T s technique exists, ' but some of the passages

which Mirchev quotes can likewise be dismissed, e.g.:

iv. Acta SS. Maii VII p. 250. dvexouvwaaTo TOUS eyyuaTa auTOU ETIL Tfo

avouEjai Tas 'ExxAriaLas - C'&BtTOBaauie c^ CLBtTHMK^i CBOHUH-Aft 
(Supr. 192.13-lU)

v. A. si. Ph. XXXV p.^T. rrfY^oav ELS X W P^ OV AaxoCapwv xcx 
yuxpdv - AOMAOiiihA Ha CCAO Aa novnHy>T7> uaAO (Supr. 18.U)

Similarly Supr, 132.10, 137-15, 208.13, 209.3. To these may be added 

Supr. 202.22-25, 17^.1^-20, where the Greek has COOTE + infinitive; and the 

mixed construction which combines da with an infinitive on a Greek model:

vi . P.G- 1*9 p. 375. ToootUTri yap fiv fi 6\5vayus TOU &L6aoxaAou, uis xat 
Tidpvas eiiLOTtctadau eus TTIV ouxeuav unaxoilv - TOAMKO EO CHA& Etauie ovvMTeAHX
Aft H KA*AHHl)A npHBA^UlTH Hft CBO6 HOC AO\fUlttHMe ( Supr . H08 . 20-21 \

However other passages cannot be so easily explained. In the Gospels 

there are four places where the nouns AkHbe or BpfeuA appear to be the

20. Margulies 1927 gives many comparisons between Greek and Old Church 
Slavonic but does not attempt to be exhaustive. Rothe 195^ draws largely 
on Suprasliensis as well as the Gospels but does not distinguish their 
usages in his conclusions.



1*6

governing expression:

B. i. Luke 2.6. euXria^rioav au nytepai TOU TEXCLV auinv - icnA3»n»iuiA CA 

POAHTH en (in Zogr., Mar. and Sav. Kn.) Afc>nne Aft POAITZ> (Ass.)

ii. Luke 2.21. £TE enXnadnoav fiyepai OXTUJ TOU TtepuieyeLV auiov -
CA OCUL AkHHH Aft H OK

iii. Luke 21.22. OIL fiyicpai ex6uxTia£a)£ auTau euouv TOU nXnoftrivaL Ticxvxa

) CM cs/rz. Aa ncnA7>HAT?> CA

It is possible to take the da-clause here as final and dependent on the 

whole sentence, rather than as a complement of At>Ht>e or U7>urrenii i-o.

iv. Luke 22.6. eC^Teu euxaipuav TOU •napa6oi)votL OCUTOV aiep oxXou OU

This, like iii, can be taken as a final da-clause. It is vorth noting 

that Matth. 26.16 reads eC^T£L euxaLpuxv tva auTov itapa6(p, and this may 

have exerted an influence on the parallel passage in Luke. A few Greek MSS 

have tvot in both Gospels .

v. Matth. 10.1. e6o)xev auTous eCououav nveuyaTwv dxa^apTwv (joaxe ex-

gaXXeiv aUTa, xau •d£paiie\3£LV naaav vdaov - AftCT^ MUT» BARCTL .Ha

Aft H^rOHATL Wv.l qtAHTH

This can probably be regarded as another example of a final/consecutive 

da-clause, since BAftGTb is complemented by Ha '

vi . Luke 17-1. dv£v6£XTOV £QTLV TOU Ta axdv6aX,a- yr) eXd&LV (some Greek 

MSS lack vou) - He B7>^uoarz>Ho eGT7> Aft He npHA*>TZ>

If the Greek original had a simple infinitive, it is 'hard to see why 

the passage should not have been treated as the parallel:

Luke 13.33. oux £v6ex£TaL TipcxpnTnv aTioX£a$au ££a> 'lEpouaaXny -
^ npKOV nor'&iKH^TH Kpout

It may be that the negation of the subordinate verb prompts the use of the

da-clause (compare I F viii, p.^).

More remarkable is a da-clause where one might expect a supine: 

vii. Matth. 13-3. u6ou £^riX^Ev 6 OTIELPUJV TOU aii£Up£LV - ce

Contrast the parallel places in Mark U.3 and Luke 8.5:

t6ou £CnXd£V 6 OTiELpwv aitEtpau (TOU oiiEupaL in some MSS) - ce



It is possible that, as in I C i , p. 38, the supine cfeflTi may have been 

mistaken for 3rd per. sing, pres . indie, (compare Mark U.lU. ctt-AM CAOBO 

cfeaT?>) and the da then have been inserted to clarify the construction; but 

perhaps the presence of TOP or oSaie is sufficient to prompt the use of da- 

clauses in i-vii above by a rather scrupulous translator.

The Psalter offers four places where interpretation is uncertain: 

viii. Ps. ,22.6. xau TO £Aeds aou xotTa6Luj£;eTaL ye uaaas Tas n

you, xau TO xaTOixetv ye ev ouxco Kuptou eus yaxpdinTa ny^pcov - H un-

AOCTl TBOfe HOWeHCTb Mhft B7»C hfc A*N 1 JKlBOTft MOerOrM A& B7>CeA*. C hA B7»

The connexion of TO xaTouxeuv ... to what precedes is loose; it is 

perhaps parallel to -rb eXeds aou; but the Slavonic da-clause could be taken 

as an independent optative.

ix. Ps. 26. U. yuxv pTnacxynv napa Kuptou, Ta\5Tnv exCnT^aw xoO

ye ev o*xy Kupi^ou udaas Tots ny^pas Tfjs Ccafis you, TOO decopetv ye Tnv 
TT]Ta TOU Kupuou xa\, eTtuaxeitTea^au TOV vaov auToi5 - eAiMoro npoci?^ OTI
TOFO E7>^lUlT^;Aa M1B* Bl AOUOV PHI BIG hfc A^H 1 JKlBOTa MOCrO AR ^3>P* KpftCOTT.1 

FHhA.'M nOCfemTftHR MpHtBl CBTfchfc 6TO

The da-clauses are required here because they complement the pronouns 

- Toro (compare I A vi, p. 36, xiii below, p. kQ, and the conclusions

of this chapter).

x. Ps. 35.^. oux e$ouAi1STi auvuevai TOP ayaSflvai - ne I^BOAI
Aft

The Greek Tov3 ayadv3vaL can be taken as directly dependent on awie'vcxi, 

which governs the genitive, but it is not clear that the translator has 

so regarded it. He may have understood; it as a final expression; and 

even if he did not, the infinitive may not have been idiomatic after

xi. Ps. 105.23. xaV e£rcev TOU egoXeflpexjaau ca>Tou*s - H peve Aft t-A no-

The construction TOIJ egoXe^petJaau seems in context to convey an unful­ 

filled threat or promise. The Old Church Slavonic turns this into direct



speech (compare I A vi , p. 36).

Mirchev T s examples from Suprasliensis include a few interesting ones 

with Tofl and one with iipbs T$ + infinitive:

xii. Z. si. Ph. XI p. 312. aTieXfroDoa Tot) auvayayeuv OTaxuas Ttpos 6ua- 
Aa ci>EepeT?> KAacii (Supr. 1*3. ll*-15)

Compare vii above, p. 1*6.

xiii. Zap.Imp.Akad.Nauk. VIII. III. 3 p. 12. ToOTO yap e^xev ° 6dXuos 
3o\5Xnyot Tofl ydvov aiJTOus aiioyei5aaaftaL T?is eauiJov 3puaeu)£ XOL xouvcovous 
etvau Tfis TiuJTews xa\,, EL ToOio -Jieuaeuev, TUpQv yeyuaicov xaNu 6a)peC5v a 

- c BO
OBbUlTbHHKOU'Zt K7> 1 TH Bfepfe'Aft^ ftUlTC TO C7»TBOpAT2» • YCCTbH^ 1HM M

( Supr .

The da-clause here is a defining expression referring back to ce, not 

a complement of Hutauie HR oyut (compare I A vi, p. 36, and II B ix, p. 1*7). 

OKbUiTt>HHKOurc> E7> l TH^ is doubtless an attempt to adhere as closely as possible 

to the Greek once the basic construction has been established (compare I C 

ii, p. 38, iv, p. 39, I D ii, p. 1*0, I F iv, p. 1*3). The translation con­ 

tinues more freely, turning the third Greek infinitive into a final clause 

dependent on the whole of what preceded.

xiv. A. si. Ph. XVIII. p. 15!*. Hal Cva -TL :Epa)T$s TO £vopa you; xat, ToOxo 
edTL "•dauvictaTb'v ' itAriv eyca euyu 6 UTOOXOS 6 eASoov upos ae [. . . ]2JTLVL &£6coxas 
Ta 6co6exa voyuayaTa [. . . ]xau itpos T<p yLVojaxeuv ye Sfu auo Tfjs ri 
exei^vns a<p' ?Js Tat3Tdt you iiapdaxes ev anX^TnTL xap6uas yexa 
<3puae ae jcvloSau, K\5puos Tipde6pov - n h€»e B^npauiaheuiH maeHe uohero-To M
TO YOVA^HO h€CTI»«OBftVe ft^fc htCUl OVBOFl IM -npHUieA^ 1H K T6Bt [ . . . ] 

Aft A^Bft Ma A6CAT6 ^AftTHH^L. . . JH Afl OVBfeGH HHKO OT1. AbHC TOrO

noAa UM ci AAiroTpintHMi-eui M npocTou* cpbA^neM^ Hap eve TI-A 

BIITM (Supr. 122.1*-l6)

The Greek construction itpos T$ + infinitive seems but loosely related

to what precedes, which is a narrative of past events. The sequence of 

ideas is equally loose in the Old Church Slavonic and it is easiest to 

take Aa oyBfecn ... as an imperative periphrasis: f you are "t° know that ...'

xv. A. si. Ph. XVIII p,155.u6ou yap aTie'aTotXxe' ye Ktfpuos 6 Qeog Tot) e£vau 
yeTcx oo\j - ce noc^AaAi MhA h€CT^ rb Aa E*A*> ci TOBOJ* (Supr. 123.2-3)



Unless the presence of, TOO prompted the use of a da-clause here, there

seems no reason vhy noG7>AaA7> should not take an infinitive or even a

21 
supine .

xvi. Combefis I p. 326. uaXuv oftv TtapexctXouv Tofl yn gLacXfteiv eug auto* 
- n uoAAiiiToy urn nan^i Aft E7>iy?> He B7>meAi> BL T^AO (Supr. 167.25-27)

The da-clause is unavoidable here, see I B, p. 37.

III. Greek COOTC, article , or preposition + article, and infinitive trans­ 

lated by a Slavonic infinitive

Lists of these from the Gospels, the Psalter and Suprasliensis are to 

be found in Kurz 1937-39* A number of them are clearly final or consecutive 

in sense. These must be supposed to be more or less unidiomatic imitations 

of Greek if the assumption of section II is to be upheld, that Old Church 

Slavonic prefers to render such expressions as clauses introduced by da 

or by H\Ko(«e) : 

A. i. Matth. 21.32. uyeug 6e L6ovTes ou&e yeTeyeXrfdnTe uaTepov ToD

  -BII *e BMA^Biuie M we pacKaacTe CA nocAfeAb hfvTH euoy

Similarly Luke 9-51, 12.^2 and many places in the Psalter.

ii. Luke 5.17--xau 6\5vavius Kupuou ?jv eus TO uaadau aUT($v (TOO u 

as a variant) - 1 CMA& rHfe Bfe M^AHTH MV

Similarly Matth. 13.30.

In some places Greek Tot) + infinitive stands after a verb of motion 

and is translated by a Slavonic infinitive or the supine, a verbal category 

which Old Church Slavonic does not share with Greek and which is used ex­ 

clusively in construction with verbs of motion: 

B. i. Matth. 11.1. yeTcgn exeuSev TOI) 6L6aGKCuv xai Knp&yaeuv ev

uoXeauv auxCv - npfoue OTT» T^A* oyvHT7>.i

Similarly Matth. 3.13, Luke 1.77, 8.5, 2^.29, 2.2U, 2.27. 22 

As the supine, like the conditional mood, can only be used independ­ 

ently of Greek it must surely have been natural to the spoken Slavonic

21. See Meyer 19^, Vaillant 1967.

22. See Kurz 1937 pp.292-26.
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of at least some of the translators. The da-clauses after verbs of motion 

in II B vii, p. ^6, and xii, p. 1*8, are then all the more curious.

There are also a few instances where the Slavonic infinitive can be 

taken as a complement of verb, noun or adjective:

ii. Luke 1.9- e'Xaxc ioT3 ^uyiaaau - KA hOVM CA euov

The construction is personal in Greek but impersonal in Old Church 

Slavonic.

iii. Luke 1.57   eTiXifa^ri o XP^vos ToO Texcfv auTttv - Hermann CA

POAHTH en (AbHbe POAMTH en in Zogr. and Ass.)

Whether the infinitive here is regarded as an imitation of Greek or as 

the normal Old Church Slavonic complementary construction with spfeUA or

, is a problem that hangs together with the interpretation of II B i-

v, p

iv. Luke 1.73-7^. £pxov ov (Syoaev Tipos *A$paay TOV Tiax^pa nySv TOP 6ot3vau 
nyuv 01903^2 EX XE^POS ex^P^v puaS^VTag XaTpe\5euv auTlJ - KAATBOH^ eHRwe KAATT> 

ftBpaauov OTMJ-o Hftiiieuov A&TM Hau7> secTpa^a. I^AP^K^I Bpari
CA. CAOV5KMTM 6MOV

In the Greek TOP 6o\3vaL ... is a defining expression which complements 

opxov, the object of (Syooev, reporting the content of the oath; but in the 

Old Church Slavonic AaTH should be taken as the complement of

since K A AT BOHR ebftMe is in the instrumental, not the accusative as the ob-
r

ject of the verb.

v. Luke ^.10. OTL TOUS aYY^ous auTotJ evTeXeuTau itepu aou TO\J

ae - feKO aHliAU'Zk CBOHU* ^anOB^GT7> o Test C2>ypaHHTH TA

vi. Luke 10.19. u6ou 6e6ojxa uyuv tnv eCo^guav ToP uaTeuv eitav^) 

xau axopTii^wv - ce AaH& sauL BAacTb nacT*>naTH Ha ^UHhA M

Contrast II B v, p. k6 .

vii. Luke 2k.25> 2) dvoniou xau 3pa6£us T^ xap6uqf TOI) ii 

Tiaatv oJs eXcxXnaav OL TipocpT^Tau - w HeciU7»iCA7»Haa H 

o BLCfe?^ t*e TAauiA npqn

IV. ' Greek clauses rendered by infinitives in Old Church. Slavonic

Some instances of Old Church Slavonic infinitive for Greek clause can be
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explained by variants in the Greek or by influence from parallel places:

A. i. Mark 11.16. xcxu oux flcpiev uva TLS 6i£v£yxfl oxeOog 6ua TOU" .uepot) (61- 

Tuva as a variant) - i He AaAfeauie HHKOMOV *e KAHUO Hecm

CKBO^t

ii. Mark lH.35. Ha^ Ttpoan^X £ TQ *va EL 6uvctTb'v eaiuv impe'XOg an 
n <5pa (upogriu'xeTO ei 6uvaTov uapeXfretv as a variant ) - H uoAtauie CA API 
BI^UOWIHO ecTi UHUO HAeTE OTi Hero Yftci except in Zogr. which has: AR [,...]
UHUO 1 TH

It looks as though the text of Zogr. has been imperfectly corrected 

from the reading of the other Canonical Gospels to agree vith a Greek MS 

which had

iii. John 1.27. o3 oux euyV eyw a£|ios Eva X\5aa) auToO TOV Lpavra TOX) 
TlyaTos - euov*e a^i Hfecui AOCTOHH7>.Aa OTpfem^ peueHb canorov ero (Mar., 

Zogr. Ass. reads: AOCTOHH7>

Assemanianus may echo Luke 3.16. oux euyu uxavos XOaaL TOV uycitVTa -

HfeCUL AOOTOHM7> OTpfallHTH

In two places single Old Church Slavonic MSS have supines for Greek 

iva-clauses;

iv. Luke 19.^- ctv^3Ti eiiu auxoyop^av uva udq auidv - B2>^Afe^e wa COVKO- 

uapiHR EiAfeT7> Mca in Ass. (Aft BHAHTT> i in Mar. and Zogr. 9 lacking in Sav. 

Kn.)

v. John 11.31. STL u-nayei. eus TO yvnyetov uva xXa\5aT3 exeL - HXKO

na rpoei nAaKaTi> GA in Sav. Kn. (Aa nAaver^ CA TOV in Mar., i nAaveTE c/\ 

TOV in Zogr. )

In Old Church Slavonic the infinitive appears to be obligatory in cer­ 

tain subordinate clauses introduced by an interrogative pronoun which is 

used indefinitely (such clauses usually have the force of an indirect de­ 

liberative question). In New Testament Greek the infinitive is possible 

in these constructions, and is found in Matth. 8.20, Luke 9.58 9 12.17," 1^- 

1^, and John 8.6; but the subjunctive can also be used: 

B. i. Matth. 15.32. xau oux £youaiv TU (pctYcoaiv - 1 He H)O*TT> veco tCTH

Similarly Mark 6.36, 8.1-2, Luke 5.19, 11.6. In some places Old Church 

Slavonic seems also to differ from Greek in requiring a pronoun in such
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infinitival expressions:

ii. Luke lU.lU. OUM £youoiv avTaTio6oPvai aou - He HKJLETE TM veco

TM

Similarly John 8.6.

Some of the few remaining examples may "be explicable by Greek variants 

which are not attested, but some may reflect the diverging usage of Greek 

and Old Church Slavonic : 

C. i. Matth. 20.10. OL. TipSStoL cvdyLaav <?TL TiXeCov

CA EAiiiTe npHhhTH (Zogr. in its eleventh to twelfth century portion 

has feno BAipe npn i

It is tempting to explain the presence of the infinitive by positing 

a Greek variant ^TtXetov XTfyeaftai, since indirect statement in Old Church 

Slavonic is normally expressed with H\KO + indicative or with a participle. 

The reading in Zogr. may thus be more idiomatic, at the same time as being 

a correction based on the Greek cited above.

ii. Matth. 27-32. ToOTOV nYYCtpeuaav Eva apq TOV aiaupov ctUToC - ceuov 

noneGTM KpCTb ero (^ft noHeceT7> Kp^GTfc ero in Ass)

The object of the Greek verb is TO\3Tov referring to Simon of Cyrene and 

the iva-clause is a final one, describing the service which he was conscrip­ 

ted to do. In the Old Church Slavonic noHecTH KPCTL ero fulfils the function 

of direct object of ^aAfeuiA and the person on whom this task is imposed 

stands in the dative, ceuoy. Thus the use of the infinitive is determined 

by the construction of the verb used to translate a

iii. Mark 9.25. eyw eitbTcxaaa) aou, ££eX-d£ e£ auTO\5 xau

ELS aUlv - C^fc TH B6AHR H^HTH M^ HeTO. 1 K TOMOV H6 BkHHAH Bt HL

He BbHHAH in Zogr., H^ITI He B:LHHTI in Ass., H^HAH only in Sav. Kn. )

If one may assume, as Horalek 195^ does, a Greek Aprakos original which 

had infinitives rather than imperative and aorist subjunctive, the readings 

of Marianus and Zographensis can be seen as corrections of the text of As- 

semanianus to bring it in line with more standard Greek MSS.

iv. Luke 5.38. aXXa otvov vdov ELS aaxous xauvous (3Xf)Teov - HI BHHO

HOBO Bfc Mt^ll HOBll .
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The same also in Mark 2.22. These are the only examples in the Slav­

onic Gospels of an infinitive used to express a direct injunction. I have 

come upon one parallel in Suprasliensis:

v. A. si. Ph. XVIII p. 188. ypn oftv aTtcxprfvaaOai, xai* auTot) - Aft ov*e OVBO

CT/TBOpHTM HftHL ( Supr . 153.28-29)

It emerges from these four sections that in the Old Church Slavonic 

translations of Scripture the number of places vhere a da-clause renders a 

Greek infinitive without obvious motivation in the structure of Old Church 

Slavonic is so small as to be negligeable. In fact, if the assumption made 

under I F i, p. ̂ 2, is correct, that OGTftTH does not take the infinitive, 

then the only relevant examples are possibly I E i, p.l*0» where the govern­ 

ing verb is UOAHTH, I F ii, p. ̂ 2, with noAOEftTH in an involved construction 

and those in section II B i-vii, pp. ̂6-1*7 » where da-clauses correspond to 

the Greek Tot3 + infinitive as complements of AbHbe, E^uoMbHO with a double 

negative, H^HTH and, in the Psalter, the pronouns

In Suprasliensis a preference for the da-clause is by contrast clearly 

observable. It is most obvious with verbs of command and entreaty, as 

seen in section I E, p.^1 ; but it also extends to yoTfeTH with the same 

subject as its complement in I F iii, p.^3 , as well as to passages com­ 

parable to those from Scripture mentioned just above: uouiTbHO with a double 

negative in I F ix, p^iU , and da-clauses for Greek Tot) + infinitive after 

HTH and noc^AftTH in II B xii and xv, pj^8 9 and C_e_ in I A vi, p.36 9 and II 

B xiii, p.ii8. One may conclude, as Margulies 192? does, that the language 

of Suprasliensis is based on East Bulgarian dialects, and that in them the 

da_-clause was already somewhat more widely used in the tenth to eleventh 

centuries than in the Slavonic dialects which played a part in the first 

translations of Scripture. Given-: jbhe marked literalism of some places in 

the Suprasliensis translations, one must also suppose that it reflects 

different translating techniques, less uniformly faithful and idiomatic 

than that of the first Gospels versions.

It is particularly difficult to assess the significance of the



unmotivated da-clauses in the Gospels. Although most of them correspond 

to TOU + infinitive, not to the simple infinitive, they may not be adequate­ 

ly explained by the wish to render exactly the force of TOXJ. The transla­ 

tors of the Gospels seem to have followed a principle of producing as 

nearly as possible a word-for-word correspondence with the Greek, but there 

is abundant evidence, e.g. in Grunenthal 1910-11, that they were prepared 

to depart from it in order to preserve Slavonic idiom. As the translations 

were made for, the use of the Moravians, to whom constructions modelled on 

Greek would have been unfamiliar, it seems fair to assume that no great 

violence is done to the Slavonic syntax in the majority of cases where it 

coincides with the Greek; but this assumption is not safe in every instance. 

Besides, it may be that the translators 1 use of certain native Slavonic 

constructions owes its impulse to the activating influence of Greek. Birn- 

baum 195Sa contends that a construction which is possible but. not wide­ 

spread in a language may be stimulated to more frequent or wider use 

through the influence of another language which commonly employs a com­ 

parable construction. If this is so, it must be a nice matter to distin­ 

guish native from loan syntax.

This survey, then, leaves the question open whether the infinitive or 

the da-clause is a more natural complement of nouns such as AbHt>e and

(see II B i-iv, p. h6, III B iii, p.50), of HeB^uoKbHO (II B vi, p.

, whether supine/infinitive or da-clause is normal after verbs of 

motion (II B vii , p. ̂ 6, III B i, p. 1*9, IV A iv and v, p.^l) in the Old 

Church Slavonic translations of Scripture, or whether, perhaps under 

Greek stimulus, there was a free choice between these contructions. It is 

to obviate the complications of disentangling native usage from Greek 

influence that, in the main part of this chapter, texts will be examined 

which are believed to be original compositions in Old Church Slavonic. 

They are not included in the Canon, for they survive in MSS of later date, 

of the twelfth to fifteenth centuries, and their phonology and morphology 

are more or less adapted to later norms, most often Russian ones. The
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possibility of syntactic modification, whether under the influence of 

Slavonic vernacular languages or of the rules of Church Slavonic, cannot 

be excluded, but comparison with the usage of Old Church Slavonic pro­ 

vides a partial check; and the apparent absence in almost all the MSS 

of specifically Bulgarian features is some guarantee that the texts are 

not affected by later stages in the development towards loss of the in­ 

finitive.

THE LIFE OF ST. METHODIUS

The Life of St. Methodius is thought, on grounds of language and 

content, to have been written soon after the Saint's death in 885 but 

before the expulsion of his followers from Moravia in 886 since that

event is not mentioned. The earliest extaont copy of the Life is a

  23 
Russian MS of the twelfth century: This copy is thought to depend on

a MS which was brought from Moravia to Russia, both because of the

Moravian lexical elements in it, e.g. E'Z>c;¥>A7> < u&iia, and because of its

ok 
close proximity in the Russian MS to the Martyrdom of St. Vitus.

The other MSS of the Life of St. Methodius are of a much later date, 

fifteenth to seventeenth century. Bodyansky's edition of 1865 lists 

seven, to which Angelov and Kodov 1973 add six more. Their readings

are considered on the whole inferior to those of the twelfth century

25 MS, but will toe mentioned here when relevant. Quotations are taken

from the complete edition of .the -MS in Kotkxrv 1971'.

Not only translated quotations from the Bible, but also passages 

from the letters of Pope Hadrian II and Pope John VIII are tabulated 

separately below, on the assumption that the Slavonic follows the Latin

23. The so-called Uspensky Sbornik. 

2k. See Grivec and Tomsic I960, p.20.

25. See the critical editions of Lavrov 1930, Grivec and Tomsic I960, 
Angelov and Kodov 1973.



which is no longer extant.

Table I. Verbs governing infinitive or da-clause vith identical or dis­

tinct subjects

Occurrence Infinitive Da-clause

, 0TtT»

B^C^OTtTM

y

>KeAftT«

uw

M6 UO^H

HftYATH

E6AtTH

«u-krn

MUMTII

YOVTH

OEfelllftTH CA

OVCTMTM

BfeAMTM

of verb

ii

1

2

T

1

U

2

2

1

1

1

1

1

same subj. diff.subj. same subj. diff. subj

1*

1

2

8

1

9

2

2

1

1

1

1

1

CITBOQHTM

BAhOCTM CA 6 Aft 1

Quotations from Greek and Latin

B^womn

HftYATM

nOC*AftTH

AftTM

OVniBftTM

o*l*7 1 DMr*N5L*T*M
|J O C f\ U II 1 ll«l» 1 II

OVU11CAHTM

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1
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Comments

The instance of C"Z>UACTH seems to be an error for Gi>ufeT M :

i. TZ>rAft He cmACTft CA urrpeijiM HM-iTa HH qcpA (Fol.l05b.l2-lJ|)
p/L

Lavrov conjectures a conjunction jrt before the second infinitive in:
*— <

ii. H UJTTOAfe OyCTHTM HftVai"Z> HenpHHX^Hb EAfl^HHTM •UHOrftUM Kt^HbUH YABYb-

CKbiH pOA* (Foll.102g.32 - 103a.3)

The conjecture is unnecessary, since EACI^HHTM can be understood as depend­

ent on oyGTMTM with an unspecified subject.

He uo^tt is tabulated separately from uouin because it is used to form 

the negative imperative: ̂ 7

iii. TO ne uo^n ropbi paAH mcTaBHTH ovveHHH\ CBOhero (Fol.l05g.^-6) 

There seems to be a parallel to this, although with da instead of the im­ 

perative mood, in:

iv. HH-Z. cero &a He uorceTb CT/TBOPMTH pa-^Bfe Tene (Fol.105b.li-6)

The clause introduced by eAft KRKO is treated as the complement of 

EAhOCTH CA in the absence of any other candidate for this function:

v. SAK>AfeTe CA eAft KOIKO -yoTiffJiie jKeAt^HC ropov KO^TAH^ML TtweHLiab npo-
BftUlL H^Afeh€Te (Fol. 106g. 1^-

The passage with BfeAMTH is unusual in that the subject of the main and 

the subordinate verbs is the same:

vi. EfeAHUia H'Afl Ebiuift H CTHAH cip^Mencna Ha YLCTbHoe utcTo (Fol.l05a.

An infinitive here would be most naturally understood to take as subject 

the object of E^AHTH. The use of a ^a-clause is in any case required by 

the conditional mood.

There is one passive infinitive and one instance in a translation of 

a passive verb in a da-clause :

vii. nave BO uorceuin Khiuh cnceH7> E^ITH (Fol.105g.6-8)

26- See Lavrov 1930 p.68.

27. See Galabov 1968 on the distribution and use of this form of negated 
imperative in Old Church Slavonic and its outcome in modern Bulgarian.
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v.iii. nwe oipeTb aa sn BLCAK* YABKI» cnceH7> BMA?>'H
Hbitt npnmbA7> (Fol.loUb. 13-17) I Tim. 2.k.

s

Table II. Impersonal constructions vith infinitive or da-clause

Occurrence Infinitive Par-clause 

of governing vord

Bl^UOWbHO eCTb 1 1 

AOCTOHT7* 2 2

AOBQO (B^I ) ' 1 1 .

HfeGTh 1 1

Quotations from Greek and Latin

AOCTOHTT. 2 3

Comment s
28 In a number of later MSS ET>) is added after AQSpo in:

i. AOBpO TH CA KpbCTH CHOV • BOA6 K> CB06 K> Hft CBOh€H ^CUAM (Fol.lOTv.

5-7)
29 The MSS Bodyansky Nos.U,6,7 also replace B^UOIKLHO by HeB7>^uo}KHO in:

ii. HJIKO. «6 h€GTb B^^UOy.<LHO VJVBKOY OA Sah rAftTH (Fol.l03b. 25-26)

There is an example of the modal use of HfeGTb + infinitive in: 

iii. Aa aijie H OBp/wjieTh Hfe&Tb j-euov *MBOTa HU^TH (Fol.lOSa. 28-30)

Table III. Nouns, pronouns and adjectives governing infinitive or

da -clause

Occurrence Infinitive Ps^clause

of governing vord 

Nouns

KAATBft 1

KH/WKeNHl-e 1 1

B p'BUA 1 1

28. Bodyansky Nos.U-7-

29.'This alteration is presumably an echo of the Kanon, Tone 6, Ode 9.
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Occurrence Infinitive Da-clause

of governing word 

Pronouns

YbTO 1 1

Adjectives

rOTQBl 1 1

Quotations from Greek and .Latin

Nouns

Comment s

Two of the three types of construction mentioned in .Ch.l D III, p. 19, 

are found here. The adjective roTOBE and the nouns KAATBR and OKT>I van
\

belong to the first type, equivalent to predicates. So KAATBa takes a 

da-clause, as does ^aKAATn in the. Life of St. Cyril (see Table I, p. 69, 

below):

i. noc^Aft KAATBoy Ha HA- Aft He no K>Tb uiiiia peKiiue GAOv>KbEbi (Fol.lOTa 
16-18)

This is the only negated complement in Tables I-III.

The nouns BpfeuA and KHA»eHHh€ and the pronoun VbTO are of the second 

type:' they have grammatical roles both in relation to main verbs and- to 

their subordinate infinitives, e.g.:

ii. KHAMeHHl-€ heUOV AftCTb AbpMftTH CAOBttibCKO (Fol .lOUv. 2^-2 5)

iii. n-L He sovACTb VbTO CTBOQHTH (Fol.10Tg.T-8)

Alternatively iii could be taken as a modal use of He EoyAeTb + infinitive 

'It will not be possible to do anything 1 rather than 'There will "be nothing 

to do 1 . (see Ch.l D III, p.20).

Table IV. Other constructions with infinitive or da-clause

Infinitive Da-clause

Imperative 1 

Co-ordinative/Consecutive 1 . 7
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Infinitive Da-clause 

Final 10 (5)

HXKO 1

CAR 1

Quotations from Greek and Latin

Imperative 1 2

Co-ordinative/Consecutive 2

Final t 5

Comments

The infinitive after HXKO is treated here as consecutive, though it 

could conceivably be final:

i. BT» uHorbi nanacTH B7»naAwue -UJT nenpHHxHH 4 .. H\KO CA
Ha neub, ancAhCKOuS CAOBCCH (Fol.lO&b. 22-30)

In Pope Hadrian's letter there is apparently an independent infinitive 

used for an injunction:

ii. cb we j-eAHHi ftpqHHTH OEhiYcm (Fol.!06b. 22-23)

The one original imperative da-clause has been noted under Table I iv, 

and the instance of eAft KftKO under Table I v, on p. 57.
OQ

A corruption has been suspected0 in:

iii. noc7»Aa qcpk no 4>»AOCo<j>a KpaTa t-ero BT. Ko^ftPb i -AR noH\T7> n 
co50K> Ha nouoijib (Fol.lOiig.20-23)

on
As Grivec and Tomsic I960 point out, the text is good, since da is here 

used co-ordinatively.

The syntax is loose in:

iv. AOBpO TH CA KphCTH CHOVBOA6K) CB06H) Hft CBO»-eM ^6UAM AR He HA^L-

HoyAbUH KphuieH7> BoyAeuiH Ha Yhowew ^euAH-H nouAHemM KV\ (Fol.10Tv.6-ll)

I take H nouAHeuiH UA to be co-ordinated to what precedes - 'and (then) you 

will remember me' - rather than strictly part of the final clause intro­ 

duced by da.

30. See, for example, Lavrov 1930 p.71

31. See Grivec and Tomsic I960 p.15U.



61 

Table V. Tense and mood .of verbs in da-clauses

Imperative Co-ordinative/ Complement ary Final

Consecutive

Imperative 1

Present 1 2 28 

Aorist h

Conditional 2 6 1? 

Quotations from Greek or Latin 

Imperative 1 1

Present 1 22 

Aorist 1

Conditional 2 3 

Comment s

The conditional is conjectured in:

i. N7» HR KOh€>KbAO AfcTO H BpkUA H^Ebpft UO\fWft '» HXBM AK>AbM?»

n noABnr^-Aft (Ebima) GA Ttoa* noAOEAijie BLCM na AOEpoi-e OVCTHAH (Fol.l03a 
6-11 ) 32

The two imperative moods in the translated material occur in a con-r 

struct ion which involves first co-ordinative, then imperative da:

ii. n BI POVKOV hero COVTL urr Ba M urr ancAbCKaro CTOAa-BLCA
i-* ' r-»K\ crpaHbi Aft i-ero »e npoKAbnerb npoKAATi-a hero we GTMTb T^ CTI Aft 

KOVAH (Fol.lOSa. 17-22)

The complementary da-clauses with conditional verbs are those, depend 

ent on -ftOTfeTH (see Table I viii, p. 58) and voyTH;

iii. Koro voyheuiH oe M ovvyiTeAho YbCTbHbiH-B^
Bbl UJT OVYeHMl-ft TBOerO TCBfe HftCTOAbHMKl Bb 1 FCL (Fol.109a.3~T)

32. The conjecture is supported by the conditional in the parallel read­ 
ing to be found in the next work in the same MS, the Encomium of SS. Cyril 
and Methodius, Fol.llOa.6-9: Aft Ebiuia CA Ttu^ noAOBAijie JKHBOT* EecKOHbYb-
HblH OEpfcAH.
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Table VI . Infinitives separated from their governing expressions, and da 

separated from its dependent verbs, by non-endlitic elements

Occurrence Separated occurrences 

of construction

Infinitive UU IT (5) 

Imperative da 1 

Co -or din at ive/

Consecutive, da 7 6 

Complementary da k 1 (h) 

Final .da. 15' k (l) 

Quotations from Greek and Latin

Infinitive 10 8 

Imperative da 1

C6-bordinative/ 

Consecutive da 2 1

Complementary da h 1

Final da 5

Comment s

The infinitive may be separated from its governing expression by the

subject or object of the main verb, by the subject of the infinitive, or

a participle in agreement 1; with it, by the direct or indirect object of the

infinitive, and by adverbs and adverbial phrases.

In da-clauses other subordinate .clauses and participital expressions

may intervene between da and its dependent verb:
,~ •— •

1. Aft M 0 TOUh H6 ftOTA nOftOVAHTH CB01-€rO pRKft K?> UACTHBfclH'B'&AOiKH

qcpho (Fol.108a.30 - 108b.l)

ii. Aft ftipe G7>^pftHHTb K>-H np^KOVAeTb KeG7>uhpTbH7> 'ftuie AH 

) oyubpeTb (Fol . 102g .19-23 )

The subject of the da-clause may also precede its verb and so may 

adverbs, e.g. :

iii. Aa Toy HXBH K?> $MAOCO<I)OV 'CAOBfeHKCKi> i KHnrbi ( Fol. 105b'. 20-22)
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However stressed elements are preposed to the imperative da-clauses 

rather than placed between da and the verb, see Table I iv, p. 57, and Table 

V ii, p. 6l.

Table VII. Verbs governing preposed infinitives

Occurrence Preposed infinitives 

of construction

9 3 

HUfeTH 2 2

Comments

The two examples with HUtTH have future sense:

i. H\KO npfeAftTH TH HUftTb H\ BfcCKOpfe (Fol .lOTv. 22-23 )

ii. a MOHX CAOBeca nounHaTH maara (Fol.10Tg.6-T)

The other three have HavATH in the aorist. There are no examples of 

preposed da-clauses.

Remodelling of infinitives

There are no examples of this.

THE LIFE OF SAINT CYRIL

The date of composition and authorship of the Life of St. Cyril are 

not precisely known, but the detailed knowledge of the Saint's early life 

and Byzantine background which it displays suggest that it was written 

by one of his close associates and at least with the help of his brother 

St. Methodius. Meyvaert and Devos 1955 have demonstrated that the Life 

must have been written before 882, probably indeed before St. Methodius ! s 

second visit to Rome.

The earliest complete MSS extant date from the second half of the

fifteenth century; though some passages appear in a fourteenth century

33 Bulgarian MS. Among the fifteenth century MSS are several Serbian ones:

33. See Angelov and Kodov 19T3
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the two copies made by Vladislav Gramatik in 1^69 and 1^79, a copy found 

at the Monastery of Neanrt in Roumania, another which belonged to the Monas­ 

tery of St. Onuphrius in L f vov. Closely related to these are three seven­ 

teenth century MSS, one from the Hilandar Monastery, a second from the St. 

Onuphrius Monastery, and a Russian copy made in Hilandar patently from a 

Serbian MS. These have all been published either wholly or in part. There 

is also an unpublished copy in a MS of 1598 which Angelov and Kodov 1973

characterize-as South Slavonic and which is kept in the Hopovo Monastery

3k 
in Serbia.

The other complete MSS are all Russian and range in date from the fif­ 

teenth to the eighteenth centuries. According to Angelov and Kodov 1973

35 they are known to number at least forty. Four others whose whereabouts

and character are now uncertain have been cited by previous scholars. 

Excerpts from the Life have been found in a number of Russian and

Ukrainian MSS from the late fourteenth to the eighteenth centuries. These

37 are noted by Angelov and Kodov 1973. Of more interest, however, are the

two passages, on the mission to Moravia and the death of St. Cyril, which 

are included in Croat Glagolitic MSS of the Office of the Saint. These 

date from the fourteenth to the sixteenth centuries and have been published 

by Radovich 1968.

Although at least five hundred years separate the probable date of 

composition from the earliest complete MSS of the Life of St. Cyril, the 

substance of the Life appears to have been transmitted with very little 

omission or corruption. Where such changes are found, their explanation 

as revisions - in the MSS of Vladislav Gramatik, for example - or as

3k* See Angelov and Kodov 1973 pp. 3^5, Nos.1,2,9,12; kk 9 k5,k6-, 18.

35- See Angelov and Kodov 1973 pp.35-^5 passim for archival details.

36. See Angelov and Kodov 1973 pp. 1^-46.

37. See Angelov and Kodov 1973 pp. 1*9-59.
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adaptation to a different 'use in the Glagolitic Office - is obvious. The 

Life has "been shown by Dvornik 1933 to be historically reliable if allow­ 

ance is made for its hagiographical character.

It is far more complicated to assess the linguistic evidence that the 

text affords. This is because no one MS or group of MSS that we have is 

clearly closer to the original than the others are. For this reason it 

has been published in a number of different ways: Safarik 18T3 and Dumm- 

ler and Miklosich 1870 base their editions on single MSS but correct free­ 

ly where other MSS seem to provide better readings; Pastrnek 1902 and 

Lehr-Splawinski 1959 reconstruct a composite text which attempts to pre­ 

sent the appearance which the work might have had when it was first 

written. Bodyansky 1863-73 takes a different way, publishing sixteen MSS 

with a minimum of annotated correction where the texts seem to him ob­ 

viously corrupt. His edition is on the whole accurate and because it 

covers MSS which represent all but one of the major groups within the 

textual tradition it has served as a foundation for subsequent study. 

The critical editions of Lavrov 1930 and of Grivec and Tomsic I960 are 

based on it. Lavrov prints Bodyansky f s MS.No.l in full with a mini mum 

of emendations and a critical apparatus containing a large number of 

variants from Bodyansky ! s other fifteen MSS and an additional four MSS. 

He also supplies exe.erpts from a MS, now mislaid, from the collection of 

Barsov and from the MS Vat Slavo"12 in the Vatican Library. Grivec and 

Tomsic give the text of the Serbian Hilandar MS. Angelov and Kodov 1973 

print Vladislav Gramatik's copy of 1^69 with selections of variant 

readings from a further eleven MSS as well as those used by Lavrov, but 

with less detail.

As Lavrov's apparatus indicates, the Russian tradition can be divided 

into three main groups: 1, Bodyansky Nos.2,7»15; 2. Nos.5,6,8,9,1^» 

3. Nos.^,10,11,12. No.3 is a hybrid between the second and third groups 

as is No.l^ in Chapters I and II; No.l, though nearest to the first group, 

goes its own way. Of Lavrov's additional MSS those abbreviated as Jl and



66

H go with the first group vhile P and C belong to the second one. The 

Vatican MS, as Lavrov shows by the excerpts which he publishes, stand apart 

from the other Russian variants.

I have checked Bodyansky 1 s edition against the MSS and examined twenty
oO

three of the unpublished complete Russian MSS which Angelov and Kodov 

list, and have found that almost all of them belong to one or other of

the three groups which Bodyansky's and Lavrov 1 s editions indicate. The

39 exceptions are the copy in a sixteenth century psalter which is very

close to, probably directly dependent on Bodyansky No.l, and a MS from

the Pogodin collection vhich belongs to the same tradition as the Vatican

MS.

The South Slavonic MSS which have been studied by Grivec and Tomsic 

and by Angelov and Kodov seem all to derive from one tradition, to which 

the L f vov MSS, the Hilandar Serbian MS and that of Neam£ are closest. 

Vladislav Gramati^s two copies are revised and elaborated - especially 

that of 1^69 - as Angelov and Kodov remark in their apparatus. The Russian 

copy made in Hilandar also shows signs of revision. The South Slavonic 

tradition is nearer to the second and third Russian groups than to the 

first group. This is also true, according to Radovich, of the Glagolitic 

tradition for Chapters XIV-XV, found in two breviaries. However, the 

Glagolitic MSS which contain part of Ch.XVII appear to have derived it 

from a source distinct from that of any of the Cyrillic MSS.

The textological work of van Wijk 19^1 and IpUla, Kyas 1966, 1969 and 

1971 and Radovich 1968 rests on that of Bodyansky and Lavrov, for these 

three scholars analyze the relations which the MSS bear one to another in

3.8. I have not seen 'the seventeenth century MS in 'Vilnius (Angelov and 
Kodov 1973 p. k2 No. 38) but judge by the few mentions of it in their 
critical 'apparatus 'that it is" related" to ' the first R'ussian group:

39. See Angelov and Kodov p.ko No. 26. 

See Angelov and Kodov p. 38 No.lU.
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the attempt to establish vhich groups of MSS are innovatory and so less 

reliable to use in reconstructing the text.

Radovich and van Wijk concur in applying two criteria to the recon­ 

struction of the text of the Life. One is that variants vhich can fairly 

be supposed to go back to the ninth century, because they have parallels 

in the Old Church Slavonic texts, especially in those that show Moravian 

influence, should be given preference; the other, that readings should be 

considered better supported if they are found in MSS belonging to differ­ 

ent branches of the tradition than if they are attested only in one branch,

Kyas takes a slightly different view. He gives first place to the 

second Russian group, which, though its text has sizable lacunae, retains 

in his opinion more old words than do the others, and he relies on the 

third Russian group and the South Slavonic one to supply its deficiencies. 

The first Russian group he thinks of secondary importance, as representing 

a Russian revision of the text; still more No.l and the Vatican MS. He 

does not discuss, in his review of 1969 9 Radovich f s diagnostic use of the 

variants of the probable original c~z> BapAQHK oyeuT. CBOMUT. Ch.XIV 12, al­ 

though it is apparent from this that here at least the traditon of the 

first group is the best, since these MSS read G?> KapAOH> AA&6K) CBOHUT> 

rather than GI> npaEAQH) (H) oyuoua CBOHU3» as in the other two Russian 

groups or CT> eapAOK) H oyuoub CBOHUL in the South Slavonic tradition.

In the account that follows no one tradition will be preferred to the 

others. Where the relevant passages have variants in the published MSS 

- that is, in Bodyansky f s editions, Grivec and Tomsic's edition of the 

Hilandar MS and Radovich f s Glagolitic breviaries - they will be cited and 

discussed. Deviations in individual MSS will be disregarded, except for 

the variants in the Vatican MS, which seems to present a separate tradi­ 

tion, and in Bodyansky.JJo^l^ published by Lavrov 1930 and-often quoted.

hi. Five of the unpublished Russian MSS related to the first group have 
oyeui. See Angelov and Kodov 1973 pp.37-^3 Nos.11,29,30,31,^3, for 
archival details.
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When a reading is cited as typical of a group of MSS, it appears in the 

form which it has in the first member of that group according tox Bodyansky's 

numbering: so passages representative of the first group come from No.2, 

those for the second from No.5 and for the third from No.^l. No.l is taken 

with the first group unless otherwise stated. The South Slavonic group is 

represented by the readings of the Hilandar MS. When all MSS agree, quota­ 

tions are given from Grivec and Tomsic f s edition of the Hilandar Serbian 

MS for convenience of reference.

Excerpts from the letter of the Emperor Michael in Ch.XIV are treated 

separately as translated material. The letters of the Khazar Khagan and 

of Rastislav of Moravia were no doubt also written in some other language 

than Slavonic, but they are not presented as formally in the Life as the
\

Emperor's is and it will be assumed that they are summarized rather than 

translated verbatim. The same assumption is made about the Invention of 

the relics of St. Clement and the description of St. Cyril's Disputation

at the Khazar court. It appears that St. Cyril wrote accounts of both

1*2 
these episodes, presumably in Greek, and that the Vita draws on them

but does not translate and quote them in full.

Table I. Verbs governing infinitive or da-clause with identical or dis-

paYHTH

H^BOAHTH

U01J1H

tinct subjects

Occurrence

of verb

19 -5?

1?

2?

Infinitive B_a-clause

same subj. diff.subj. same subj. diff.subj 

19 5?

1?

2?

1

32 1? 36 2?

. See VC Ch.VIII 18 and Ch.X 95-96 and the Slavonic version of the Inven­ 
tion of the relics of St. Clement published in Lavrov 1930.
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Occurrence Infinitive Da-clause

HftYATJI

BCAtTM

H6 BeAfeTH

nOB6AfcTH

^anoBfeAftTH

peqiM

HapeuH

rnaroAaTn

(we) EpcmMTM

npyiBecTM

MTM

p^lltTH OA

mftTH

MU^TM thematic

A*™

API^MTH

HflitH»T,1 C*

N .nm.B B Tn

OVWOAMTM

^OIKAATM

rt *T* rt ^~ HIM ^ JGkV 1 W WlLJlt V*fl*

OVYMTM

MAOVYMTM CA

HdB^lKH^TM

OVfCTHTM

HOVAMTH

TBOpMTM CA

C-iTBOpttTM

of verb same subj. diff.subj. same subj. diff

11 13 6?

2 1 :

2 2

7 1? 11 if?

1 1

1? 1? ,

1? 2?

2? 2?

1 . 2

1? 1?
\

1 1

2 2

67? 77?

2? 2?

2 2

2 2

11? 11?

1? 1?

1 2

1

1 1

1 1

1 1

1 1

1 1

1 1

2 2

3 2

1
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Occurrence

Quotations from Greek

uopi

He BpftHMTH

nOHTH

CfeCTH

B^CTftTM

FpACTH

MUliTM

npOCMTH

CA

UOAHTH CA

OVVHTH

TBOpHTM

CA

CA

Variants

a

3?

2

1 1?

1?

2

1

1

1?

1 1?

1?

1 1? 

1 

1 

1

1?

1?

1?

Infinitive Da-clause

of verb same subj. diff.subj. same subj. diff.subj

OCTftBAHXTH

CtBtl^aTM CA

noKo^arn c*

AOCTMrH&TM

He AtHHTH CA

1

1?

1

1

1

1

1

1

1?

3 2?

2?

3

1

1?

1?

2?

1?

1 2?

3?

1

1

2?

2?

1? 2?

1?

1 1?

1

T1. Aft H*e KTO y untie TO CAbiuia noAQKHTH CA eufc (Ch.l.U) in No.l;

pe in the other MSS, a better reading because it supplies the sentence
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with a main verb.
W tu

2. oTpova He yoT/Mue H\TH CA no VK>wb Goceijb HHKano (Ch.2.3) in the 1st

Russian group; yoTfe in the Vatican MS; Bi>CftOTfe in the 3rd Russian group and 

Vladislav's MSS; pavn in the 2nd Russian group and the remaining South 

Slavonic MSS.

3. KftKO yoijieTb EbiTH ovcTpoenfc (ch.2.6) in the 1st Russian group; maaTb 

BbiTH in the other MSS.
1* M-T-* 9^

k. HXKO AaTH ewov ftouie El oqa M (ov)cTponTeAA (Ch.2.7) in the 1st Russ­

ian group; AftTM MuaTb H=uS in the other MSS.

5. GfcBpaBiiie ce enncKonn n ci ecfeuM AhOA^uri yojeiiie M HPOBOAHTH 

(Ch.l8.22) in the South Slavonic MSS; the Russian MSS lack yoreqie, see g 2.

6. youiS Aft BCM Hx^hiKM r/\*eTe nave we Aft npoptmftere (Ch.l6.2l) in the

Russian MSS; seAH) we BicfeML BftUb FAftroAaTH he^iiKOUb nave we Aft npopnqft*-6Te

in the South Slavonic MSS. I Cor. 1^.5- Grivec and Tomsic point out 

that the South Slavonic reading here agrees with early MSS of the Apostol. 

7. M yoTAijiH BT>HHTH B^^BpftHMCTe (Ch.l6.20) in the 1st and 3rd Russian

groups and the South Slavonic MSS, except Hilandar which omits this, as 

does the 2nd Russian -group. Luke 11.52.

8. ftijie AM vecouov HaoyvHTH ce yoxeTb (Ch. 16.52) in the South Slavonic 

MSS only, which include I Cor. lU. 3^-37, omitted in the Russian MSS. 

b) EEGyoTfeTH see a 2.

G) pftVHTH

1. See a 2.

2. knimzeme poslati raci (Ch.l8.8) in one Glagolitic MS; reuov we

(UA) st npHCTaBHAb in the full versions. 

d) UOUIH

1. H\K$ Ebi UOFAI KTO eA»HO HaBbiKHSTH uj H?I (Ch.'it.S) in the Russian MSS 

except No.l; HXKOwe HM CAMHT. iJi nfi HaBbive in No.l; HXKowe BM heAHHo u)Tb

If3. See Grivec and Tomsic I960 p. 89 

kk. See Radovich 1968 p.51.
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HftBbiKHSTH in the South Slavonic MSS-
\i» T )K

2. HftHb ne uorce HHKTO BT^pfeTH ft He AH POAHTI H (Chv-9.23) in the 1st

and 3rd Russian groups; HftHb «e He uoroyTb ^ptTH ftrrAH in the 2nd Russian 

group; HftH^rce He uorceTb HH B^P^TH ft He MCH^AM pOAHTb H in the South Slav­ 

onic MSS.

e) Hft VAT H

1. TH Hftvnl TH rAftTH (Ch.9.6) in the 3rd Russian group; H rAftroAh€Tb 

in the other MSS.

2. HftVft euov Aftpti MHorbi Aft*-ftTH (Ch.ll.U5) in the 1st Russian group; 

Aft eAJiov Aftpki MHorbJ in the 2nd Russian group and in the 3rd -with AOA; AftH\ 

(_AftJhftiue_) t-euov Aftpt UHiurb in the South Slavonic MSS.

3. H Hft ECC^A^ nHGftTM e^AbCKCi-o (Ch.lU.lU) in the 1st and 3rd Russian

groups and the South Slavonic MSS; rmcaiue EecfcAS in the 2nd Russian group.

U. M TorAft B2» YhOAecft HftVA TBOpHTH (Ch.lT-3) in the 1st and 3rd Russian 

groups and the South Slavonic MSS; n ftB i e EI*T» TBOpAine YK)Aecft in the 2nd 

Russian group.

5. BOAfeTH HftVft (Ch.18.1) in the 1st Russian group; B*> EOAe&Tb snftAe in 

the 2nd Russian group; B7>nftAe BT> KOAfc^Hb in the 3rd Russian group and the 

South Slavonic MSS.

6. HftVAmft CBETHTH H^ HH (Ch.l8.26) in No.l, the 2nd and 3rd Russian 

groups and the South Slavonic MSS; noseAkuift CBtijiH ropfcTH HftA HH in the 1st 

Russian group.

f)

1. See a 6.

2. BX>r7> *e BeAHTb BfcCftKOUOV Aft K^l B7^ pft^OVMb HGTHH^Hlitt npHUlbAb H Hft

ROA'UIH ce YHHb CTe)KftAb (Ch.lU.l6) in the South Slavonic MSS and the 1st and 

3rd Russian groups; (HOVAHAT> in the 1st, noABHrA-z> in the 3rd); srt seAHTb
KA 

BCAKOUOV B pft^OV HCTHH^HblH nplHTH H Hft SOA^UIH CA YMHbl CTA«ftA7> in the 2nd

Russian group.

g) npB6AtTH

1. See e 6.
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2. noB6Ak Bictyab c^qm. n HGKOpemiTH H M caroeuiM (Ch.12.22) in the South 

Slavonic MSS and the 2nd Russian group; ctuui MC KOpenn M GTOKeum in the 1st 

and 3rd Russian groups.

3. noseAfe roe cmAMK'z* [. . . ]nfcTM HK HMU^ M CITBOPMTM npOBOWAenie euS H\Ko»e 

n cauouo" ncmewB C^TBOPHTH (Ch.l8.lii) in No.l; CT/TBOPMAH in the other Russ­

ian MSS and in the South Slavonic MSS, vhich add E7>iuie .

, * c MUM
4. nOB6Afe CmAHK'fc TftKO C-LTBOpHTM M naKb 1 C'&SpftBUlM CA 611110 BCs, M YepH

M BCD AK>A6 npOBOTji^ ere YTHO (Ch.l8.22) in the Russian MSS; see a 5 for

the South Slavonic MSS.

h)

1. FAA He TBOpHTH vbcTM CThiU7> MKOHa (Ch.^.l) in the Russian MSS; He 

in the South Slavonic MSS.

2. YTO rAaroAt-eTe npoTMBO* ceuov npbB'Li ^aKOHb AP^^^TH (Ch.10.15) in the 

South Slavonic MSS; penme A&P»ftTH in the Russian MSS. 

i)

1. aijie npHBeAeimi H) ceBt HU^TH noAP^«ie (Ch.3.8) in the Russian MSS; 

nufee in the South Slavonic MSS. 

j ) Supines

In Ch.10.9^ and Ch.10.101. in the 1st and 2nd Russian groups, and in 

Ch.15-8 in all Russian MSS pa^aHTM GA, B^CTCLTH and HTH take supines. 

k) noHTH

1. noHAH c nnu-h crrtoiino oyTBepA»TH pfevt H BC^UT* cpuui B^HCKRTH BR (Ch. 

1^.19) in No.l and the 2nd Russian group; noABnrmi CA in the 1st and 3rd 

Russian groups and the Glagolitic MSS; for the South Slavonic MSS see x 1 

Letter of the Emperor Michael.

l)

1. See a 3.

2. See a k.

3. YTO Huaub Hapeum M (Ch.9.2U).in the South Slavonic MSS and the 2nd 

and 3rd Russian groups; Hufeeura in the 1st Russian group.

U. Apovr^i nuaub AftTH (Ch.10.22) in all MSS except the Vatican MS



5. HXKO M ApBr^i Huau** AaTH uunfceoBH (Ch.10.23) in all MSS except No.l, 

which has

6. HXKO H-MTH nuaTb , T ftKO (CK.10.35) 'in the South Slavonic MSS and the
T2nd and 3rd Russian groups; HXKO E^Ae TftKO in the 1st Russian group.

T. N\KO urrb A^Bil HuaTb pOAHTH ce (Ch.17.12) in the South Slavonic MSS 

and the 3rd Russian group; uJ ABbi CA euov 6 POAHTH in the 1st Russian 

group; ui AB^I CA pOAHTb in the 2nd Russian group.

8. He HuaTb Bac BP^AHTH (Ch.6.58) in the South Slavonic MSS and the

C T
3rd Russian group; Ba He EpeAH in the other Russian MSS. Mark l6.l8. 

m) HU^TH thematic see 1 3 and 5-

n) HftAkHXTH GA

U * / v1. M HaAfee CA TftKO EbiTH (Ch.10.19) in the 1st Russian group;

in the other Russian MSS and the South Slavonic ones. 

o) HenbUiesftTH see n 1.

p) npOCHTH

1. He uj cM^h npomS TLKUO H°L M Bfepovi-oijiHUb CAOBeceuL B^ ue Aa

(sic) (Ch.l6.15) in the South Slavonic MSS; B7>npauiai-o in the

3rd Russian group, B'knpamaHX in No.l; UOAK> in the 1st Russian group; 

lacking in the 2nd Russian group. John 17.20.

2. K2> ci^AftNiK) qpbKBH npocHTe Aa EH H^EHBai-eTb ( Ch . l6 . 29 ) in all MSS 

except the 2nd Russian group, which has Aa H^BbiBaeTe. 

q) UOAHTH see p 1. 

r) peum see h 2. 

s) napeum

-, W . v M M1. napeve AH BLI TOFO paAM AP^BC H ovouo n uiepbCTe YCCTL TBOPMTH H

(Ch.10.85) in the Russian MSS; napeve UOAHTB^I TOFO paAH

H ovcuoub H wpbCTeuL YLCTb TBOpHTe H KAaHHxeTe C6 in the South Slavonic MSS.

t) OGTft'BAKXTH

T » n.1. HO He mcTaBAA'i YAva pOAa mnacTH o^AOBAeHieu0 (uJCAaRAeHieui») H B"> co- 

Henpia^nen^ npiHTH H nornsHoyTH (Ch.l.l) in the 1st and 3rd Russian
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groups and the South Slavonic MSS; IB HanacTH in the 2nd Russian group; 

nplHTH is lacking in the Vatican MS.

u) C7>Bfel|10lTH CA

1. no cevPjKe Aospa raa poAMTeAHx cBfemaB^ma &e He CT>?COAHTH ce (Ch.2.5) 

in the South Slavonic MSS; CBteipdB^uia ( CA) He cyoAMCTa CA in the Russian MSS

v) UbHfeTH CA

1. aipe KTO UHHT^ce npopOKL B?>ITM (Ch. 16.5*0 in the South Slavonic MSS

only. I Cor. 1^.37-

w) noABnrHKTM OA see k 1.

x)

1. noABnrNn ce c NHUL cnfeiiiHo n oyTspbAH pfevb Bcfcub cpLAHeut BT>^T>I CKRTH 

Bora (Ch. 1^.19) in the South Slavonic MSS only, see k 1. 

Comments

It would be rash to draw conclusions from this limited set of variants 

about the relations which the several traditions may bear one to another 

or about which readings are to be preferred. Variants shared by the South 

Slavonic MSS and the 2nd and 3rd Russian groups may seem more acceptable 

than their counterparts in the 1st Russian group, particularly if they 

preserve apparently old words such as pavHTH, HenbipeBaTH . Yet words such 

as yoTfcTH. HftAfei-flTH CA cannot be held specifically Russian or alien to the 

Old Church Slavonic lexicon and are only in doubt because the other groups 

of MSS offer some more distinctively Old Church Slavonic term, and it 

would be bold to declare that one was faced with a Russian innovation 

rather than with revision at some point in the South Slavonic tradition of 

the text.

The choice between readings of the whole Russian tradition_and ones sup- 

jJJiied only in the South Slavonic MSS is a more substantial one: only the 

Russian MSS have ftOTfeTH + da_-clause, np^ser.TH . noHTH. pei^n , napeiuti + in­ 

finitive, and supines; only the South Slavonic group has C'&BfeiiiaTH CA 

UbHfeTH CA and oyTBp^AHTH + infinitive. Apart from these discrepancies, the 

textual differences which have been noted affect the frequency with which
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the infinitive occurs with individual verbs, but only marginally its 

pattern of use. After BeAfeTH it appears to alternate with the da-clause; 

its construction with noABnrH*TH CA is also not beyond doubt. It is poss­ 

ible, if No-1 and the 1st Russian group are to be trusted, that thematic

as well as the athematic verb should be listed as taking an infinitive

though one that belongs rather under Table III. The sense seems as good 

if athematic nutTH as future auxiliary is read and the other examples under 

i above can be taken as evidence that the future periphrasis with HU.t.TH + 

infinitive was liable to be edited out of No.l and the 1st Russian group.

The da-clauses with npoctiTH (B7>npftUiftTn) are treated as complements 

here (see Ch.l, .Conventions, p. 22) because they report the substance of 

the prayers and so differ from the final clause expanding cero in: 

i. Gero AM pftAn B"z>npftuifth Te Aft npbB^i ^aKOHb ApbKMTe (Ch.10.5) 

The construction of .a .da^clause with H^BOAHTH is found .in: 

ii. noGAft^mub Aov^t Nftuik K* AfeBfeH n^BOA^uie Aft poAHTb (Ch.6.3l) 

This is in part a reference to the Koran 19.1?: ? Then We sent to her 

Our spirit, who took for her the form of a human being, shapely 1 (Bell 

1937). I have not found any explanation from the text of the Koran of the 

participial expression in the Slavonic.

Passive infinitives are found in Ch.2.6, see a 3 9 p.71» and in:

iii. pcoreTb BAftroGAoseHH ST>ITH H wspt^ami BT> rpftA'i nepocoAnu') cu*=
(Ch.10.38)

iv. TBOpHTe C6 EAarOCAOB6HH K7>1TH (Ch.lO."68)

The second of these is perhaps rather a verbal adjective with a copula 

than a passive.

Negated infinitives occur in the variants h 1 and u 1, .pp.73 and 75 5 

and in:

V. UJTpeKAb G6 »-€GUb WTbHtfAb HHKOFOKe H6 HftOVVHTH C6UOV ( Ch . 3 . 2k ) 

Vi. HI BfcCe nOABMFHM H6 A^HHTH G6 (Ch. 1^.
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Table II. Impersonal constructions -with infinitive or da-clause

Occurrence

AOGTOMT*

noAOEaeTi

6CTL 

E7»l

AOGTOMHO

YTO

GAa*Ai»iiie HO

ecTb

OEiivan ecTL

Quotations from Greek

H6 B6AMT7. CA

rmcaHo CCTI»

EO ecTk

Variants

1?

1?

1? 

1?

a)

1. Ttu »e ne AQQTOHTb Ha

Infinitive Da-clause

of governing word

3 U?

2?

2?

3?

1?

1?

iTb 1

3 1+?

2?

2?

hi

1?

1?

2

1?

1?

3? 

1?

(Ch.6.U7) in the 1st Russian group;

He noAQEaeTb nauh

ones.

in the other Russian MSS and the South Slavonic

2. KOTOpOUB OVEO AOCTOHTb G7>BfcTtS CTOHXTH (_E_hTTH_) (Ch.11.6) in the South

TSlavonic MSS and the 1st and 2nd Russian groups; noAQEae CTOATH in the 

3rd Russian group.

T
3. AOOTOH refit Tauo HTH (Ch.lU.T) in the 1st Russian group;

Tauo HTH in the other Russian MSS, the Glagolitic MSS and the

South Slavonic MSS.

k. Munwe AmcTQHT?> CAaBHTH Bora (Ch.l6.3) in the South Slav­

onic MSS and the 1st and 3rd Russian groups; AO&TOHHO in the Vatican MS;
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nub we eGTb GAftBHTH Rra in the 2nd Russian group. 

b) noAQBaeTi> see a 1 and 2.

G) 6GTb

1. See a h.

2. See Table I 1 1, p.?1*. 

d) B-&I

1. See Table I d 1, p. 71.
c  

2. K&KO Ebi ^euHbium HBNaa npeutHiuS n^AeTkTn MG TCAece cero H G*

(Ch.U.5) in the Russian MSS ; npkutHHAb in the South Slavonic MSS, see 

Table IV.

3. GIBfeTfc TBOpA^OV KhlU CA Kbl HttKLl nST6 B^U^CTHTH B 0 nepBblM

(Ch.11.5) in the Russian MSS; B'&ufeGTHAH in the South Slavonic MSS. 

e)

1. HapeKiue AHL BT, n«e E/\yoy C^TH o EC! cfi (Ch.9-35) in the 1st Russ­ 

ian group; B-LHwe KecfeA^ o EC? ch G7>TBOpATb in No.l; BT» H^^e sec^AQVH)Tb w 

BGt^b cn^b in all other MSS.

f) AOCTOHHO see a U.

g) noTpfesft eGTb see a 3.

h) H6 BeAHT7> GA

1. He BeAHT^ BO GS Hub rAaroARTH (Ch.l6.5l) in the South Slavonic MSS 

only. I COT. Ik. 3k. 

i) cpau7> ecTb

1. GpauP BO i-eGTb BI qpbKBM »eHt rAaroARTH (Ch.l6.52) in the South 

Slavonic MSS only. I Cor.lU.35-

j ) FIHGflHO eGTb

1. nHGRHo BO h€GTb B^ eStxrreAb CKI» i ^b KHMra^b UOAHTH ^a Bparti H AOBPO

AfeHXTH H HaBMAeUIMUb M rOHeiJl 1 HMb M AftHHTO" UlEpaqiaTH BMhOqilHMb (Ch.6.3^) in

the. South Slavonic MSS. The Russian MSS have imperatives, not infinitives,

following the Greek of Luke 6 .. 27-29 .

Comments

AQGTOHTj> + infinitive is at least as veil attested in Old Church
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Slavonic as noAQEaeT'L + infinitive (see the Lexicon Linguae Palaeosloven- 

icae) and as it is unanimously attested from some places in the Life it 

has a claim to be held original in others where it has rivals.

Some of the constructions tabulated here are hardly distinguishable

from those of Table III:

. 

(Ch.3.10).

i-ecTb

ii. VTO BO i-ecTb unt
K7>1TM M OVUp^TH (Ch.6.8)

na ceub CBtTt HI

TBOPHTH AOBHTBOH)

CBeTOVH)

Table III . Nouns and pronouns governing infinitive or da-clause

BAftCTb 

UOAMTBtt 

CAOV^kEA

ce

Occurrence

of governing word

Nouns

1

1

1?

1?

1

1

Pronouns

Quotations from Greek

Nouns

OEAftCTL 1

1

1?

Variants

Infinitive

1

1

1

1?

1

1?

Da-clause

1

1

1? 

2?

1?



80

T
1. HX GA npHKAH>KH FOAHHfl Afl FIOKOH nplHU7> npeCTaBHGA Ha BfeYHO"K> JKH^Hb

(Ch.18.7) in all Russian MSS ; HXKowe npHEAnwiH vacb Aa naK^i npnueTb H

ce BI BtYHaa WHAHiya in the South Slavonic MSS. The Glagolitic

MSS employ a different construction: egdaze priblizise bznomu kurilu
— — 

pres'stie otsego vka or iegda priblizise vrime otsastie ego ot sego vka.

b) vac?> see a 1.

G) OKAaCTb

1. 6AHKO We 6 FIpiaAO fi AaCTb H OKAaCTb Aft YftAft EW1R KSAOV (Ch.l6.lU)

KJl »-«
in the 1st Russian .group and the South Slavonic MSS; msAftGTb YAAW 

in the 3rd Russian group; lacking in the 2nd Russian group.

d)

1. cero paAH AacTbCA AO BpeueHH pawai-oijim-a POAHTH (Ch.10.6l) in No.l. 

It is not clear what this means, or whether BpeueHH is in fact the govern­ 

ing expression here. All other MSS have POAHTT>, adhering to the Greek in 

Micah 5.2. 

Comments

The three types of construction outlined in Ch.l D III, p. 19 can be 

distinguished here. The first is found in e.g.:

i. AftCTb h€M$ BAflCTb HftAk CBOHUb AOUOUb H B"Z» IjapeBS nOARTOV Cl

(Ch.^.6)

The second is exemplified by:

ii. cero paAH ovAa TOFO ovp^^a i-eTb np^AtAb AA^ ne np^cToynaTH hero
npbBOuov c'LBpbCTHho aAauoBov ujKpa^b Aft»-€ npoviHMb BI> T?»

This is the only example of a negated infinitive in this table.

The construction with roAHHa or vaca seems to belong under this head. 

So too, if those readings are accepted, do the expressions VTO HU^eu7> and 

Hutq ApSrbiH + infinitive which occur as variants under Table 113 and 5, 

pp. 73- Ik.

The da-clauses after ce. CAoyKbca and AhOK7>Bb belong to the third type,

. See Radovich 1968 pp.51 and 55.
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since they expand the pronoun or define the nature of the service or the 

love:

iii. cero AH pftAH B7>npwimi-€Te Aft. nphB-zj ^ ftKOHt ApfcMMTe (Ch.10.5)

iv. WThAftAHUh tt M CAOya^EOV Aft SOVAeTb BMBAOTHKftpb 0V HftTplftp^ft E.'L.

H (Ch.U.15)

V. EOA^Uie G61-e AK>EbB6 HC MOWeTfc NMKTOJKe HUBMTM Hft GCUh JKHTIH H"Z» Aft

CBOJ-O AOVUI^ noAOKHTb ^ft ApSr^i (Ch.6.38) John 15.13.

Table IV. Other constructions "with infinitive or da-clause

Infinitive da- clause

Imperative 9(5) 1? 

Co-ordinative/Consecutive 1 1? 6 hi 

Final 22? 10 (l)

H\KO 1 1?

Quotations from Greek

Imperative 15 6 (l)?

Co-ordinative/Consecutive 3?

Final 11? T (l) "(l)?

Variants

a) Final infinitive

1. See Table II d 2, p. 78.

2. ceAMb AeceTh neAeAt AO ??pncTft urovuena he«e I-€CTL ver&ipn CTft M V

e npopovhCTBft (Ch. 10.^6) in the South Slavonic MSS

and the 1st and 2nd Russian groups ; BHA^TH or B^AfeTH H ^ftnevftTAtTH in the 

3rd Russian group. The syntax of this passage, vhich is based on Dan. 9-

2*-27, is not clear in the Slavonic. 

b) Consecutive infinitive

1. M BV^AhOEAh BeA°UM CAOBCH^ CK7» 1 H KHMrT.1 HftOyVHTH C6 HUb (Ch.15.19) in

the South Slavonic MSS only; n B%^AK>EM B6AUM CAOBeH^CKb in ECKBLI M .Hao\fvn 

H in the Russian MSS.
T

2. ftqie nocACuifthoqie uene noGACuifte ^nocACuiftMTe ) no BceuC ypftHHTu
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(Ch.10.39) in the Russian MSS ; ypaHn(Te) in the South Slavonic MSS . Deut. 

11.22.

3. n uJaep^ouiacAf. . . JovuiH rAO>bi??7» oycAbiuiaTH KHn«Naa CAOBeca (Ch.15-3) 

in No.l; oyGAbiuiaTi> in the 1st and 2nd Russian groups, as in Isaiah 35-5; 

oycAbiuiauia in the 3rd Russian group and the South Slavonic MSS.

h. B^cftKb n»e Bfc^pHTb Ha wenov noyoTfeTH hen (Ch.15-15) in the South 

Slavonic MSS and the 1st and 2nd Russian groups; BCAKT» BT^pteBbi Ha »enB 

G noyoTiK) in the third Russian group. 

c) Imperative da-clause
T* kl1. AapT!» ov&o BCAIH Aa BO"A& TpeEO"K>i}in ero (Ch.U.lU) in the 1st Russian

Tgroup; Aa KSae is lacking in the other MSS.

2. B7>ca ^euAHX Aa noKAOHHT 0 TM ce H noi-eTt» Tent M Aa noheT 0 «e

(Ch.l6.12) in the South Slavonic MSS and the 1st and 2nd Russian 

groups; H noy-€T7> TeEfe is lacking in the 3rd Russian group.

3. aijie KTO He pa^ovufce Aa OVVHCA H pa^gufee (Ch. 16.55) in the 1st 

Russian group; Aa (ne) pa^SufeBareTb in the South Slavonic MSS; the da- 

clause is lacking in the other Russian MSS. I Cor. lU.38.

h. There are four imperative _da-clauses in the translation of I Cor. 

1^.3^-37 in Ch.l6 vhich is included only in the South Slavonic MSS.

d) Co-ordinative or Consecutive da-clause

1. Aa H\KO*e ecu cfbia TpqA cACra M CYCHMK^ uieA* HPOTHBH GA MM^ (:Ch.6. 

6) in No.l only; TO or Tbi in the other MSS.

2. A_a H weHov beuov AaAHTe (Ch.6.28) in the South Slavonic MSS; the 

Russian MSS have TO, not Aa.

3. _Aft_ WE'&i vah€ CTOVAH^ihe MHII ^p_bj«e^e_ ( Ch . 8 . 1 ) in the South Slavonic 

MSS only; the Russian MSS have _a.

k. M MUM UHUJ^IH pa^AMYHT* 1 ??b HeA^rb. M^Bl, 11116 Aa HXKO W6 HAtH^HimM

nAtM^uiiM ^pMCTa HapeK'uie H CBeTaro KAMueMTa n^Bi>iuie (Ch.lT.^) in the South 

Slavonic' MSS only; the Russian MSS simply have TaKOMAe or omit the phrase.

e) Final da-clause

-• Tt o T1. viorov BO no eAunouS BCH nppvecTBOBaTM Aa BCH oyvacA H
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T(Ch.l6.^8) in the Russian MSS ; BCH oyvftc^ H is lacking in the

South Slavonic MSS. I Cor. 

f)

1. BHAHUb eAft YTO B^eTo (soyAe) WTb Hhero (Ch.l8.22) in the South 

Slavonic MSS; ftipe ecTb ufeA7» in the Russian MSS. This is the only clause of 

its kind, and is not included in the other categories in the tables.

g) HXKO Aft

1. HXKO uftTH HT»I i-ecTb ^ftKAeAft HXKO n»e.HftK> np^B^i-e Ha covA 0 MAfcTb Aft

H.norpeseTb (Ch.l8.l6) in the

South Slavonic MSS only; the Russian MSS have Aft instead of HXKO. 

Comments

The one original consecutive, infinitive is introduced by HXKO:

i. cnfcHxme nave B^ct?? 0 ovveHMKb BT» KHUTOR nftueriH> CKOPOH)
HXKO H AHBg K^ITH (Ch.3.9)

The two final infinitives both come after main clauses with

ii. H OVV6HMKtl G7>EpaBb H BMftCTb M (A) OVVHTH (Ch.15-1) 

iii. M B7>Aft(B7>) AO T7 OVYeHHKb* OVVHTHGe IHUIb OGh.15.19)

An equivalent construction with a jla-clause is found in: 

iv. B^Aftme i-ero ovvnTeAi-eub Aft oe oyvHTb (Ch.U.l)

The other _da-clause after B^AftTM is required by its conditional mood, which 

conveys an intention which was not realized:

v. BMftHxuie j-ero AOMAMUM Aft » sbi AOHAR (Ch.2.3)

One of the j3a-clauses which have here been taken as co-ordinative could 

be interpreted as final:

Vi. npOCMUb MSXft KHMWHft UJTb BftCb Aft ftljie . Hp^HpHTb hespeH; H CpftUMH7>l TO

no BftuijS ce s^pg Hueub (Ch.8.5)

Another _da-clause which is ambiguous, between consecutive and final sense,

is :

vii. WHTie *e hero HXBAHxreTb no MftAS cKft^fthewo HXKb*e st Aft 
nrce ^omerb TO ce CAbium (cAbiuift) noAOKHTb ce heuov (Ch.l.U)



Table V. Tense and mood of verbs in da-clauses

Imperative Co-ordinative/ Complementary Final

Consecutive

Imperative

Present 9 (5)

Aorist

Conditional

Quotations from Greek

Present 15 6-'(I)?

Conditional

Comments

2 2?

6 (1) 1? 6 (1)

1?

1 (2)

i (D?

6 (i?) 

i (D

With the exception of the passage quoted under Table I a 1, p. TO, all 

the variants concern the use of the jla-clause, not its tense or mood. The 

example of co-ordinative da quoted under Table IV d 3, P-82, is followed 

by a participle, not a finite verb, and has been excluded from Table V.

The conditional is used in complementary j3a-clauses after CT/TBOPHTH. 

UQAMTBft. B6AfeTH T see Table I f 2, p. 72, and:

uoAHTsayb np^E^iBoiiie Aft K7>i WEpfeAb *eAaHie cpbAbUR CBoero (Oh.3..

26)

ii. TO He K7>i AM uorAh G7>TBOpHTH Aft K^iuie H ciM McnphBct 
CBOhe CAaBHAH sora (Ch.15.6)

In ii the conditional in the ^a-clause is motivated by that in the main 

clause, as in the final clause in:

iii. HJK6 HM K7>1

ce K-z>ime M MH-&I
CBOM KL MCTOVK) BkpS ^pn CT 1 OIH^ CK$K>

noAOKHAM HRUL (Ch.lU.3)

may also take a _da-clause vith the indicative:

iv. TaKO BCAHUb Ad Ge KpbCTHTb BOAh€H> M5K6 (Ch.11.38)

When da is used before an imperative verb, it is tabulated as co- 

ordinative, but it may also reinforce the imperative sense:

V. TO Til NllWI-a CMA^NfeH ^OlJieillH B7»1TM Aft H6 rAftFOAH

(Ch. 5-15-16)

vi. He novpknn CIK> (Ch.12.3)
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Table VI. Infinitives separated from their governing expression, and da 

separated from its dependent verb, by non-enclitic elements

Occurrence Separated occurrences 

of construction

Infinitive 110 (l6) 37 (7)? 58 (7) 22 (5)? 

Imperative da 9 (5) 1? (l) 

Co-ordinative/

Consecutive, da 6 k% 32? 

Complementary 8 (l) 1? 1 1? 

Final da 10 (l) k 

Quotations from Greek

Infinitive 15 (l) 15 (3)? 8 11 (£)? 

Imperative da 15 6 (l)? 

Co-ordinative/

Consecutive da

Complementary da 8 3? 22? 

Final da 7 (l ) (l)? 5 (l) (l)? 

Variants 

a) Infinitival constructions

1. See Table I d 2, p. 72.

2. H\KO M AMBoy EbiTH (Ch.3-9) in the 2nd and 3rd Russian groups and 

the South Slavonic MSS; HXKO H AHBHTHGA Bckwra in the 1st Russian group. I

take ji to be enclitic.
c T

3. TBOA KpftCOTft M UApTb HO*AH VWv H^AHftq AhOKHTH TA (Ch.^.13) in the

Russian MSS; urrfcNovAb M^AM^a HOVAHTL ue AH>KHTM Te in the South Slavonic 

MSS.

k. HO ewe uoroyTk Bcfe A^ATH (Ch.6.2l) in the 3rd Russian group; ECU
T

uoroy AfeflTH in the 1st and 2nd Russian groups; without the pronoun in the 

South Slavonic MSS.

5. uorceTh KftrflHa (n) VP^AHTH (Ch.9.2U) in the South Slavonic MSS and 

the 1st and 2nd Russian groups; UQKeTb vpeAHTH KarftNd in the 3rd Russian
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group.

6. H\KO He uorceT GA BT. v/\B^Ka BUfrGTHTH RT* (Ch.9.28) in the. 2nd Russian
*l* *f*

group; HXKO ne uorce £?> BI>U^CTHTH GA BT> YAKft in No.l; HXKO He uo«e

THGA ET» BT> YAKa in the 1st Russian group; HXKO He uoroeT** GC BT>U^GTHTH

in the South Slavonic MSS and the 3rd Russian group.

T. B^CH 6*5*1 MM yoT6Tb EAaroGAOBeHH E?>iTH (Ch.10.38) in the South Slav-
/ 

onic MSS and the 2nd Russian group; EbiTH EABCHH in the other. 'Russian MSS.

8. aiye youieuiH HOKOH ujEpfeGTH AOVUIRUL Hwiinuh (Ch.10.100.) in all MSS ex­ 

cept No.l, which has wye ftouieum noKOMTH m& HCUIIA.

9. erAft G^AeTb (GOVAIH) seT^^m AbHbUH GOVAHTH BtcfeML e^^iKuiub (Ch.ll. 

36) in all MSS except the 2nd Russian group, which has erAft GAAeTb GOVAHTH

n GOVAHTH . . . This is surely a slip for GOVAIH in the other

Russian, MSS .

10. HTOwe ne uoMftuie HHKTO»e HH HPOYHGTH HH cna^aTH (Ch.13.3) in all MSS 

except No.l, which has HHKTOwe He uowaiiie HH noveGTH HH GKa^arn.

11. TO KZXKO a^b uorg TO IUKQ^GTH (Ch.lii.10) in the South Slavonic MSS; 

uoroy ft^7> UJEQ^GTH in the 2nd Russian group; KJXKO uorg H a^2> TO 

in the 3rd Russian group; KRKO a^^ TO more* OKP^GTH in the 1st

Russian group.

12. aijie AH He yoqieTe u)Tb cH^k. pa^SmoTH (Ch.l6.9) in the South Slavonic 

MSS and the 1st and 3rd Russian groups; aijie He ^oqigTe pa^oyia^TH KHHr.T* in 

the 2nd Russian ^groupi

13. H aEHJ-e Kor7> nave vn>AeGa TBOPHTH (Ch.17.3) in the South ^Slavonic 

MSS and the 3rd Russian group; H TorAa EI YhOAeca Hava TBOPHTH in the 1st 

Russian group (for the 2nd group, see Table I e U, p. 72). 

b) Da- clauses
T

1. Aa noKOH npiHU^ npeGTaBHGA na BfeYHSho *n^Hb (Ch.l8.T) in all the 

Russian MSS except the Vatican MS, which lacks noKOH npiHU?> (for the South 

Slavonic MSS, see Table III a 1, p.8o).

2. H-& Aa GBOH) AoymS noAO?KHTb -$a AP^rbi (Ch.6.38) in the South Slav­ 

onic MSS and the 1st Russian group; Aa GBOH> noAOMHTb Auiv-o in the 2nd
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Russian group; Afl noAOMHTb CBOK> Auto in the 3rd Russian group and No.l. 

John 15.13. 

Comments

The infinitive may be separated from its governing verb by the sub­ 

ject, or a participle agreeing with the subject, of either verb; by the 

complement of the infinitive; by the direct or indirect object of either 

verb; and by adverbial expressions, including the dative absolute.

Between da and its dependent verb whole subordinate clauses may stand: 

i. Atx auie KpHGTOGb Kor?> Bomb i-ecTb novTO He TBOpme HXKOWC BeAHTb (Cli 

6.33^
C 5K AT 

ii. HHKO UftTM Nbl 6 ^ftKAAAft A& H HRhO neQB^e Hft GO? »A6 Aft

CBOH uonacTbipb M TOV M norpesJ (Ch.l8.l6) 

Apparently here the separation of da (which is found only in the Russian 

MSS, see Table IV g 1, p. 83) from its verb has led to a reduplication of 

the conjunction. The first da is regarded as an emphatic anticipation of 

the second one and is not included in the tables.

The subject or object of the dependent verb and its adverbial modifiers 

may also stand immediately after da. There is only one instance in which 

an imperative Ja-clause is so interrupted, and there the object is placed 

before a second, co-ordinated, verb in the clause:

iii. TPH ueceqH AR .rmhfeTb BI APfcBfenfc vaiim a CT'z.iKAfeHe ce He
(Ch.15.10)

It is remarkable how in the series of these imperative da-clauses in 

Ch.l6.1i3-^7s starting with B?.ce »e K^ ^AaMihO Aft K'z.iBfti-eTb I Cor. ll|.27, 

stressed elements are always preposed to the dji-clauses, although the Greek 

originals, simple 3rd. per. imperatives, do not -prompt one word-order 

rather than another. It is only with the final clause in I Cor. lU.31

Tthat interposition is found: Aft ECU (oyvacA H BCH)



Table VII . Verbs governing preposed infinitives

Occurrence Preposed infinitives 

of construction

19 5? 2?

HftYATM 13 6? 11?

HUfcTH 86? 12?

Quotations from Greek

7?OTtTM j 32? 1?

Variants

1. TO KOIKO a^2» c Bttum CA npfeTH floipg (Ch.5-5) in No.l; c Baun oe 

in all other MSS .

Comments

The examples with yoTfeTH and HU Q.TH can all be taken as future peri­ 

phrases. The two instances of HRVATH are both in the past tense.

It may be interesting that the preposed infinitive is separated from 

its main verb only by enclitics, and that apparently only one infinitive 

is preposed at a time:

i. j-aKo WEpfeGTH hero imftiab H H^HCCTH H^ uopa (Ch.8.l6)

The quotation, in the South Slavonic MSS only, follows the Greek word- 

order of I Cor. lU.35.

THE SEEMONS OF ST. CLEMENT

St. Clement, the disciple of SS. Cyril and Methodius and continuer of 

their work, is the subject of two Lives, one written in Greek by Theo- 

phylactus, Archbishop of Ohrid, at the beginning of the twelfth century, 

and the other by Demetrius Chomatianus, who occupied the same See in the 

early thirteenth century. 6 Tunitsky 1970 shows that the later Life is 

based on the earlier and longer one and on seme .additional, perhaps local,

ii6. See Ivanov 1970 p.31 ̂ for the justification of the latter attribution.
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tradition; Theophylactus's Life in its turn probably derives its factual 

details from earlier Slavonic sources, particularly a Slavonic Life of St. 

Clement written by someone who knew him. The historical reliability of 

Theophylactus's Life and its probable sources are discussed by, Tunitsky 

1970. According to these Lives, published in Tundtsky 1972 and Ivanov 

1970 and to the two versions of the Life of St. Naum, another follower of 

SS. Cyril and Methodius, which are published in Ivanov 1970, St. Clement 

was attached, to St. Methodius from an early age and was involved in the 

Moravian mission, possibly from its beginning. When it was disbanded 

in 885-86 after the death of St. Methodius, Clement, Naum and Angelarius 

made their way to Bulgaria; and .here St. Clement worked for about thirty 

years, first as a teacher and then from 893 as a bishop, until his death 

in 916. The location of his diocese is uncertain, but he seems to have 

been based for much of the time, if not continuously, in Qhrid. As well 

as his normal episcopal duties and the work of training a Slavonic clergy, 

St. Clement found time to continue the literary activities of which he 

had no doubt had experience in Moravia, translating and composing books 

for the use of the young Slavonic Church. He is said to have contributed 

much to hymnography and to have written a large number of sermons, suited 

to the understanding of a people newly converted to Christianity. They 

are supposed to have treated the major festivals of the Church and a 

number of Saints 1 days. 7

Not many of St. Clement's sermons are known beyond doubt to be extant.
hQ Sixteen have been found which at .least in some MSS are ascribed to

Clement, Saint, Bishop or Archbishop, CAOBfeHfcCK'&iH or B6AHVbCK'Z>in.

. See V Clem. Ch.22.66.

. One of these, on St., Thomas, is clearly a reworking of another, the 
Exhortation for Feast-days, so that the number of distinct sermons is 
rather fifteen.

U9'. See V Clem. Ch.20.62 that St. Clement was Bishop of ApegevLTCotS ?JTOL
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The same compositions are in other MSS attributed to other writers, most 

often to St. John Chrysostom, sometimes by an easy confusion to Pope 

Clement. As an encomium of St. Demetrius by Gregory Tsamblak stands in 

some MSS under St. Clement's name, even these explicit attributions may 

not be entirely reliable. A considerable number of anonymous or mis- 

attributed sermons are more or less confidently held to be the work of St. 

Clement, on various grounds: similarity to .his accepted works in style,

lexis and manner of exposition; co-occurrence with those works; historical
59 

probability. The Lives of SS. Cyril and Methodius, examined above,

have also sometimes been attributed to St. Clement's authorship, e.g. by 

Vondrak 1903 and others. 53

It is possible that the common traits which have been identified in 

the sermons attributed to St. Clement characterize the products of a •'' 

single literary school or period, rather than a single author. A study 

of early Slavonic sermons and their authorship is beyond the scope of the 

present work; consequently the material discussed below is based onl# on 

the fifteen sermons (excluding the one adapted to St. Thomas) which bear 

St. Clement's name and the Homily on a Saint or Martyr which is found in 

a twelfth century MS between two other sermons explicitly ascribed to St. 

Clement and which has been d.onnect.ed with the Moravian period, especially 

by Vondrak 1903, on grounds of its textual relation to the second Freising 

Fragment. As the many other sermons thought to be by St. Clement have 

been ascribed to him at least partly on linguistic grounds, their usage

50. See Angelov,: Kuev and Kodov 1970 p. 550.

51. See Angelov, Kuev and Kodov 1970 pp.221-22

52. See Lavrov 1898, 1901 ..and 1906, Sobolevsky 1903-06, Stoyanovich 1905 
Angelov et al. 1970-77, passim.

53. See Grivec and Tomsic I960, Angelov, Kuev and Kodov 1973-

5 1*. See Sobolevsky 1908 p.271 on the difficulty of distinguishing the 
styles of different authors in this period.
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presumably should not differ significantly from that of the named com­ 

positions whose style is taken to be that of St. Clement. If any proposed 

work of St. Clement were found to diverge markedly in its linguistic 

practice from the established corpus, this could be a reason to exclude 

it from that corpus altogether.

The edition used here is that of Angelov, Kuev and Kodov 1970 (here­ 

after abbreviated to AKK), which has photographs of the oldest available 

MSS against which the printed versions of the sermons have been checked. 

ZLt includes a selection of variant readings, which are mentioned here 

when relevant, among them the second versions of the Encomium of St. Cyril 

and the Sermon on the Trinity, the Creation and the Last Judgement. As 

the sermons survive in MSS of widely separated date and provenance, they 

are here divided into two groups, the earlier MSS (twelfth century Russian 

ones) and the later ones (thirteenth to sixteenth century Russian, Serbian 

and Bulgarian MSS):

A. i. The Exhortation on Feast-days, in a twelfth century Russian MS, AKK 

No.l, pp.55-66.

ii. The Homily on a Saint or Martyr, ibid., AKK No.U, pp.8$-100.

iii. The Homily on Sunday, ibid., AKK No.o1 , pp.151-57-

iv. The Encomium of Lazarus, in a twelfth century Russian MS, AKK 

No.30, pp.5^8-76.

v. The Sermon for Palm Sunday, ibid., AKK No. 31, pp.586-97.

vi. The Homily on Easter, ibid. , AKK No.32, pp.598-611.

B. i. The Encomium of the Prophet Zacharias and the Birth of St. John the 

Baptist, in a fourteenth century Russian MS, AKK No.9, pp.158-85.

ii. The Encomium of St. Demetrius, in a. Russian MS of lU90, AKK No.lU, 

pp.221-37.

iii. The Encomium of the Archangels Michael and Gabriel, in a Bulgarian 

MS of 1359, AKK No.15, pp.238-86.

55. The page-references to the edition include the archival details.
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iv. The Encomium of St. Clement, Pope of Rome, in a fourteenth century 

Russian MS, AKK No.l6, pp. 287-305.

v. The Encomium of St. John the Baptist, in a fourteenth century 

Serbian MS, AKK No. 22, pp. 378-96. AKK note .that this sermon depends1 on 

two Greek ones ascribed to St. John Chrysostom, but the dependency is 

one of thematic treatment and rhetorical style, not of direct quotation.

vi. The Encomium of St. Cyril, in a thirteenth century Bulgarian MS 

and a fourteenth century Serbian one, AKK No. 25, pp. 415-42.

vli. The Encomium of the Forty Martyrs, in a Serbian MS of 1598, 

AKK No. 27, pp. 511-24.

viii. The Sermon on the Trinity, the Creation and the Last Judgement, 

in a fifteenth century Russian MS, AKK No. 34, pp. 6 20- 59 (Two versions).

ix. The Homily on the Transfiguration, in a thirteenth century Russ­ 

ian MS, AKK No. 38, pp. 722-44.

x. The Encomium of the Dormition of the Mother of God, in a thirteenth 

century Serbian MS, AKK No. 40, pp. 752-7^ (also in a Bulgarian MS of the 

fourteenth century, which AKK print in extenso but which is substantially 

the same as the Serbian one.

The Biblical references in these sermons are often paraphrases rather 

than word-for-word quotations. I have tried to differentiate between 

mere reminiscences and passages which reproduce the Greek construction or 

use an equivalent Slavonic one, such as:

i. Exod. 33.20. ou yap yri u6ri avdptoiios TO TipoawTib'v you xau CnacTou

- H6 UQK6T7> KO YAOBtK^ BHA^B7> AMUR UOerO H KHB7> KblTH (No.15 Fol.68a)

ii. Luke 1.9. eXotxe TOU ftuyiaaau etoeXftojy eus TOV votov TOU xupuou
c

no SMHV YPCA^I CBOI-€H\ npncTifnHTH K* oArapeBM

CTttH* CT^IM^^ (No.9, Fol.317a)

iii. John 13-34. evToXnv xauvriv 6u6(oyL uyuv uva ayanaTe

56. See Migne P.G. 50 pp.799-8o6.
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- CM ^cmoBfeAftH) BRUT* -Aft AhOKHTe APVr* APVra (No. 38 Fo.213a)

iv. John 11.11. .aXXa uopeuoyat iva eCunvioaj auxdv - N2> MA'^M* H^ Heuov

Aft M BV^KOVAHua (No. 30 Foil .102b-103a)

Where Greek direct command is rendered "by indirect constructions with

+ infinitive, as in No. 30 Fol.l03b and No. 3^ Fol.57a-b, they are

not counted as translations.

There are several parallel allusions to the Creed, which however seem

57 to be based on some other Slavonic version than those extant.

i. nftK7>i yoTA FIQHTH BT> GAftBfc EWKCTBCI CBOi-ero COVAHTH *MB^iut n
(No. 31 Foll.l05b-106a)

_* ^P » v

ii. AMI* B7»Hwe youie np i HTH . COVAHTH JKMBM M upTBhiuT. (No.lU
... «-  ^ ,_ Cin. erAft npHAGTb CHI RWHH BO cAast cBoero s?KTBa»covAHTn yoiv\

M upTBbY (No. 3^ Fol.62a)

v. M naKbi rpeAkin BL cAaBfe ESKTBR CBOhero, COVAHTH yore
(No. 22 Fol.209a)

These are treated as quotations.

Table I. Verbs governing infinitive or da-clause with identical or dis­ 

tinct subjects

Occurrence Infinitive da- clause 

Group A of verb ( » same subj . diff .subj . same sub j . diff . sub.1

T 1? 8 1? 1

U01J1H 1 1

He uo^tu* 2 2

HftVATM 1 . 1

SeAtTM 3

npMTM 3 U

npn^OAHTM 1 1

CIHMTM 1 2

57. See Gezen iQQh.
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Occurrence Infinitive da-clause

»*n,

UOAMTH ( C/\)

npOGMTH

HMIIHIMTH

nOT^HTI 0*

nOAHmWTn CA

Hannca™

Quotations from

„«*„

UOHm

HTH

npHTH

MUtTM

MCKCITH

Group B

^TH

K1 C^OrtT«

*en »T«

M^BOAMTM

uoiyn

He uo^t^^

E^^uown

HftYATM

Eentxn

nOE6AtT«

^anortABTH

nooinaT H

npMTM

BftOHTH

of verb

2

1

1

1

2

3 1?

1

Greek

1

1

2

1

1

1

18 (1)

3

1

3

13

T

3

1

9

1

1

5

1

same sub.], diff.subj. same sub j . diff.subj

2

1

1

1

2

8 1?

2

1

1

1 1

1

1

1

5? 18 (1) 5?

3

2

1? 3 1? 1

6? lli 6?

1? 1?

2? 9 2?

3

1

11

1

1

1? 5 1?

i •



Occurrence Infinitive da-clause

MUtTtt 

BfcACtTM

of verb

6 3?

same subj. diff.subj. same subj. diff.subj 

8 3?

CinOAOEMTH 1

GA 1

npOGHTH 1? 1?

OE^IKH&TM 1 1

1 1
HaOVGTHTH 1
NOVAHTH

TphntTH

nOAE«rH*T«

noAE«rH*Tn

nOTTklJlMTll G/

FIOUTk llUAfeTM

H6T1kI)]6B2XT)1

UbHtT,,

nOKOVGMTM

nOOTHPH^TM

OVYMHHTM

EHAtTM

Quotations

XOTt™

U0111M

He uo^tTe

B^UCim

HttYATM

H6 BCAtTM

2

1 1?

1

GA 5

\ 2

1

1?

1?

GA 1

2

1?

i? *

from Greek

h

h

1?

2

1

1

1 1?

5

1 1?

1

1?

1?

2

2 1?

1?

1?

U

1*

1?

3

2

1

1?



96

Occurrence

of verb

Infinitive Da-clause

TlpHTH

1 1?
2

2

1

2

1

1

2

3

1

2

1

same sub j . cliff .sub j. same subj. diff .subj

1 1?

TptBOBttTM

K^CHMTM

Variants 

Group A 

a)

1?

1?

1?

1?

1. npHYacTH7»i • CBoy-euoy (No.8 Fol.27b). The

infinitive is here conjectural, see AKK p. 157 Fn.8.

b) nOABHrHfrTH CA

Tfeua OVKO B?>ujpov»wiie CA noABnrH^u'z> CA T^IJIHO BT» YMCTOTfe np^nposo- 

CMH\ nocTbHiiHX AMU (No.31 Fol.l05b); npfenpoaoAHTH in a fourteenth

1.

century Bulgarian MS (AKK p.597 Fn.35)

The very few other textual differences which might be held relevant to 

this group occur at the earliest in fifteenth century Russian MSS. 

Group B

a)

1. KOt-e CKB^PHLI mubiTH (No. 22 Fol.208a); KOi-e mut>iTH

in almost all other MSS (AKK p. 395 Fn.19)

2. KftKO AM yoqieuiH Toro TomTH (No.3U Fol.59b); uo«euiH in two sixteenth 

century Russian MSS (AKK p. 6^5 Fn.6l)

3. Aft Ha KMH KLITM BpaTie *MTMHX Gero

CAacTb (No. 3^ Fol.62a); EOVA&T in a sixteenth century MS (AKK p. 6^5 Fn.112)
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. npHAe Ha HI upb acnpHHCKbi • HXKO npkari rpa (No. 15 Fol.68b);

rpaAa in a fourteenth century Russian MS, npnhflTH yoTA in another four­ 

teenth century Russian MS (AKK p.28U Fn.72)

5. HenocT^iAkNv paAOCTb rero-yoT/Miie ncnoBkAftTH (No.l6 Fol.98b);

b) H^BOAHTH

in a fifteenth /sixteenth century Russian MS (AKK p. 30^ Fn.86)

^_ -t /» ^ /•

1. cupTb na A^Aiaa H^BOAM B2>(c)npiATn (No.lU Fol.U2Ua-"b) ; cuprb na

HAOTie npiaT7> in a sixteenth century Russian MS (AKK p. 236 Fn.^0) 

c) uouin and

1. See a 2.

2. HC uorbi ^ptTH co^Aania CBoero.^Abua?* Etcoui noBMHovB^iiie (No.

Fol.58t>); He TpbnA we uATBbin r^ Br7» nauib CBoero cv^AaniA ^P^TM in tvo

sixteenth century Russian MSS (AKK p. 6^5 Fn.^3)

3. H ne uoruie t-ero HPHHVAHTH na TO (No.l6 Fol.97b); ne s^uorouia in 

a fifteenth/sixteenth century Russian MS (AKK p.30^ Fn.52)

h. i-erowe no^BaAbi-HH ^biK-i H^peuii. HI QWL nocTHrHeT7>.n§KHO

(No. 15 Fol.TOb); B7>^uoraeTb M7pemn in four Russian MSS of the fifteenth 

and sixteenth centuries (AKK p.28U Fn.125); nocTHTHgT M um«eTb in two 

sixteenth century Russian MSS (AKK p-.28U Fn.126)

5. ne uorbi OVFOAHTH (short version of No.3^ Fol.l27a) and in tvo 

sixteenth century Russian MSS (AKK p. 6^5 Fn.37) where the long version 

lacks this phrase altogether.

6. erowe ovunpahoqie c 0 COBOHJ ne uo«eu uinecTH (No.3U) in two six­ 

teenth century Russian MSS, lacking in the long and short fifteenth : 

century MSS (AKK pp. 6^5-^6 Fn.llU)

7. ne uo^ub AHiuaTHGA upTBa HBHaro (No. 3^) short version- only Fpl.l29a

8. ne BKoymaHTa ero (No.3H Fol.57b).; ne uo^tTe BKOVCHTH in a sixteenth 

century Russian MS (AKK p. 6^5 Fn.26)

d) npHTH see a h.

e)

1. ce a^b nocAK) ar?-Aa uoy-ero npt AMqeub uoviub, n Tb oyroTOBHTH woe
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UNOK> (No. 22 Fol.208b); pyroTOBHT* in all other MSS (AKK p. 396 Fn.29)

f)

1. See a 1.

2. AA nuftTb UA npOGTHTH (No.3*0 short version only Fol.l29a.

3. Nirce HURTb noAOKHTH B Heu7» GTptAhi HM qiMTft (No.15 Fol.69a); lacking

in two sixteenth century Russian (AKK p. 286 Fn.75)

g) npOGHTH

1. He np.QGH cup™ BKoyGHTH (No.Uo Fol.2U9a); HeAfeno ( e&Th) hen

in the fourteenth century Bulgarian copy (Fol.257t>) and a fif

teenth/sixteenth century Russian MS (AKK p. 773 Fn.9) 

h) TpbnfeTH see c 2.

i)

1. noTuin.Q& AOEpLiuH A^Ab i . ovroAHn emov hRBHTMGA (No.3^ Fol.59a); 

H6K7»AM ovroAHM 6MOV ABHUG/\ in tvo sixteenth century Russian MSS (AKK p 

Fn.55)

1. TO nenbiiigHUO AM Tftuo OVTRMTH H> (No. 3^ Fol.59"b) ; UHHU-& in two six­ 

teenth century Russian MSS (AKK p.6U5 Fn.63) and TO unnuo AH GA M Tftuo 

in the shorter version (Fol.l28a)

k) MbHfeTM see j 1.

1) OVVHHHTH

.1. B Heuwe K^WAO nfii> SvHHeH7> GTOMTT> (No. 15 Fol.70a); GTOhftTH oyvMHi-eH7>

i in several Russian and Serbian MSS of the fifteenth to seventeenth 

centuries (AKK p.28U Fn.ll8 and 119) 

m)

•1. HOVAHTb UOM rb npHTH ( No . 3^ Fol.60a); uoyAHTb in the shorter version 

(Fol.l29a); K7>GHiiT7> in two sixteenth century Russian MSS (AKK p. 6^5 Fn.78) 

n) K7>GHtTM see n 1.

o)

1. K^TO BHA^ KOAM BAKOy C pRBft HpOGCUia KpqiCHMHX UJYMUieHlHX
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(No. 22 Fol.208b); KTO EH A* KOAH ^mxAHTeAt-a ui Epeniha npocmn uivmiieHia in 

five Serbian and Russian MSS of the fifteenth to seventeenth centuries 

(AKK p. 396 Fn.30)

Most of these variants affect either the absolute frequency of infini­ 

tival constructions or the relative frequency of the infinitive in com­ 

bination with one or other governing verb. In only one instance, that 

under j 1, does the _da-clause appear as an alternative to the infinitive. 

This is the reading of the two sixteenth century Russian MSS; the long 

and short fifteenth century versions of No. 3^ both have an infinitive 

here. Their short version agrees in some places with the long one, in 

others with the two sixteenth century MSS, and is probably a composite, as 

it is patently an abbreviated text, ao.cording to Tunitsky 190U . It is 

not clear that the readings of the fifteenth century MS are necessarily 

to be preferred to those of the sixteenth century ones, which are dis­ 

tinguished by such antique lexical specimens as nAemaJiiaa, HCKpemn for

and in grammar by the locative case without a preposi­

tion after HanaAoma. 

Comments

As was explained in Ch.l IV, p. 22, da-clauses and infinitives depend­ 

ing on ftQTfeTH and H^BOAHTM are tabulated here regardless of their subjects

i. He yom Aa HHK^TO»e u5 Mac* nora i KtieTL (No. 31 Fol.l05b)

ii. H^BOAH rz> BynpfevLCTHouoy TfeAo ero JIOVHTH (No. 25 Foll.38b and

211b)

They seem on semantic grounds complementary, not final constructions. 

In Group A verbs of motion commonly take supines ; -infinitives are 

found only twice after npHTH (one of these being a quotation from the 

Creed) and once after npnyoAHTH. In Group B only three supines occur, 

two after npHTH and one after

Three verbs in Group B appear in the passive, so that the same subject 

serves for both governing verb and infinitive, see variant 1 1 and:
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iii. n nocAam> ecub EAroBtGTHTH rose cero (No. 9 Fol.3l8a). Luke 1.19-

oyupeTH ( No . l6 Fol.98a). Wisdomiv. HenuieBftH7> BO u)YbK>

3.2.

They are nevertheless tabulated in the active voice, as taking infinitives 

vlth different subjects, since no evidence has been found to suggest that 

passive verbs, which are rare in Slavonic (see I B, p.37)» are more or 

less likely to take infinitives than active ones. 

The only, passive complement is infinitival:

V. HXKO H\BA6Ha MUOVTb EblTH A^Aft MOHX, Hp6 ceAMqtWZ» HftpOAOM .1, ( No . 3^

Fol.63a)

There are two negated infinitives:

V
A 

. nO BHTHeUCA M Mhl TfeUfc
kit A C •*• •"

OVHOBMTM ft H6 UinftCTH UJ TOFO

Fol.6lb)

Vii. KftKO BO UOKeTb npMKOCHOVTM C6 CtHUJ,

(No. 22 Fol.208b)

EJKTBLNtUL . Tb 1 H6

The only instance in which both governing verb and complement are negated 

is that with a da-clause under i above.

Table II. Impersonal constructions with infinitive or da-clause

Group A

AOCTOHT*

6CTL

Group B

Occurrence Infinitive

of governing words

2

2

1

1

1

3

1

3

2

1

1

1

U

1

Da-clause

2?

nOAOELHO 6CTL
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Occurrence

of governing words

Infinitive Da-clause

ETJ CTb

ecTb 

(ecTb) 1?

c^qiee e&Tb

H\BH UH CA

H6

1

1

1

2

1? 

21?

11?

Quotations from Greek

eCTb

1

1

Variants

a)

1. BO KOUb npMT7>KHVUlM.nOAOKH?>l (No.l6 Fol.98a)

BO Kouoy CPRBHHTH ero M noAOBHbi in a fifteenth/six­

teenth century Russian MS (AKK p.SOU Fn.T3) 

2. Aa ero ne nni-a mi nxura (No. 3^ Fol.60"b); ero UM HXCTH H HHTH

in two sixteenth century Russian MSS (AKK p. 6^5 Fn.8U)

b) HeA^no ( ecTb) see Tattle I g 1, p. 98.

c) caipee eGTb

1. B MR cyipei-e KOUV Aft MAM ^AOBOH> AM AtHocTbH>-M AftCKo(c)pAb-
coo

M MATH6 K> UPTBO HBHOh€-CTBOUi M\fKV npMHXTH'AM YTOTOK) M

M *M^Hb BtVHVH) npMHXTH (No.l6 Foil .99"b~100a) ; HBHOe npHHXTH H
/

noAoyvHTH in a fifteenth/sixteenth century Russian MS (AKK p. 305

Fn.138)

d) H\BH UM CA

1. ftijie

M

BArTb 

uiBptT?

TOBOH>«TO HXBM UM CA paqgumo Aft BH«A^> TA

(No.15 Fol.68a); M pft^gu^h^ lacking in a

sixteenth century Russian MS (AKK p. 283 Fn.50) The Slavonic syntax de­

parts from the Greek of Exodus 33.13.
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Comments

The construction of ET>ITH as a modal verb with an infinitive is to be 

distinguished from its use as copula linking the subject and a complement 

which consists of an infinitive. The former use is exemplified, with

in the sense 'it is not possible 1 in variants a 1 and 2. As copula

eGTb is found with an infinitival complement in:

i. AM^orARHMhe i-erce i-ecTb he»e npociiTH ov sa saThCTBft (No.l Fol.23b 
and similarly in No.3^ Fol.6lb)

f- O

The positive verb BT>ITH is also used to translate eXaxe , in example ii

on p. 92.

• Table III contains some constructions which might arguably be tabul­ 

ated here. Equally, some passages treated here could be taken as examples 

of infinitives dependent on a noun or pronoun, see variants a 1, c 1, d 1

and:
, />

ii. Toro POCTBO i-e ovuov YABYH> (No. 22 Fol.209b)

The only passive is infinitival: 

iii. TBKO BO nosame »•? rpoBa KLITH (No.Uo Fol.2U9b)

Table III. Nouns, pronouns, adjectives and adverbs governing infinitive

Group A

ce (ewe)

AOGTOMN7»

or da- clause

Occurrence

of governing word

Nouns

Pronouns

Adjectives

2

1

Infinitive

k 

1

Da- clause

58- Perhaps by a confusion with the Greek construction of eyeVETO + infin­ 
itive, see Mark 2.23, Luke 16.22, Acts U.5 and Luke 1.8.



Occurrence

of governing word

Adverbs

KAKO

Quotations from Greek

Nouns

BAftGTh

Group B

AOCTOHH*

Nouns

1?

1?

Adverbs

KflKO

AOKOAfc , 2

Quotations from Greek

1?

Nouns

BAaCTh

Infinitive

BOA Ml fl ^OTfe

OKAftCTb

BfcjsowAeNiie

BpfelJA

KpeijieHMe

KfcTO

nwe

ce ewe

TO (ewe)

yme ewe 1

1

1

3

1

Pronouns

1 2?

1

1

2

Adjectives

1

1

1

k

1

1

1

1

1

1? 

1?

1

1?

1
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Da-clause
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Occurrence Infinitive Da-clause 

of governing word

Pronouns

CM 1 1

Adjectives

AOGTOHH7» 2 2

Variants

a) KVTO see Table II a 1 and c 1.

b)

1. AOA7>MHH CGMbl M Mbl EpRTie. BO^TJIMTH K2» BOV (No.3^ Fol.60a); AOGTOMHM

ecubi in the short version (Fol.l28b)

c) AOCTOHHH see b 1.
ft ^^

d) KOJKAO 0 GBOH?S1» AfcAfe??2» HaYH6Tb neipl . KaKO U)B^Uiah€Tb 1-6UV B"Z» AM

(No. 16 Fol.99b); uJB^qiftTM in a fifteenth/sixteenth century Russian 

MS (AKK p. 305 Fn.130) 

Comments

The three types of dependence noted in Ch.l D III, p.!9> a^e found 

here. The first, comparable to the dependence of an infinitive on a main 

verb, is exemplified by the constructions with adjectives and with the 

nouns BOAHX M yoTfeHMe, BAflGTb. oKAacTh.

the infinitive ^eems. to h are the sense of an .implicitly negated consequence

C* r*i. H\KO HemsnAAMBb he BL BpaT i e ^askiTM TpovAa saiiiero (No. 27 Fol.36Ta)

In the second type, the governing word functions adverbially to the 

infinitive , e.g.:

ii. Hb H£ BpfeueHe UJKPMTH i-ee (No. 22 Fol.209a)

iii. eAMHT, rw>Ti> roHA-MioiKe Bb^biTM Ha HB"ca (No. 25 Foll.3Tb and 211a)

iv. AOKOA^ 5K6 Hfcl heCTb nVCTOlllM C6H npHAbTltTM AOKOAfe H6 HaGl>lTMTM GA

)JMUOT6KVUia (No.9 Fol.321b)

This is the only negated infinitive.

v. we Bt BO KaKO BeGTpaGTM nA*TH Ge»-a UJVMGTMTM (No. 32 Fol.lOTa)
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vi. nBNbi no^BaAbi ni KOUOV npHAOWHTH (N . 25 Foll.38b and 211b) 

(See also Table II variants a 1 and c l). In passages where the main verb 

is KEITH it does not seem possible to decide whether the infinitive de­ 

pends on this verb in its modal use (see comments on Table II, p. 102) or 

on the pronoun or adverb.

Thirdly, infinitives (sometimes with ewe) and da-clauses may define 

their governing pronouns, as in:

Vii. J&M_ We GOVTb AtAft GOTOHMHft'HAOAOWbpTBHH* [. . . ]f\fcWa • KAATBOFlpe GTBn A hC-

HMWM h€«e KAATM CA EWHHUb HUeNbUb (No.U Fol.25b)—t — * —•— —— i* ————

viii. Ha ce BO npHAOF* Afl WHBEIUM M ubpTBiinun WKAaAflH) (No. 30 Fol.lOSa) 

When the pronominal expression: is Toro PRAM, which generally stands 

at the beginning, of the main clause, anticipating the da-clause, it could 

be omitted without substantially affecting the sense, its function being 

emphatic, and the da-clause could be treated simply as a final or coneecn- r

tive one i

c
ix. TOrO AM pftAH ^ft Bbl OVVMT6Ab Bbl Be^ftKOHbHMM*^ Mft

(No. 30 Fol.l03b)

Further it is not always easy to decide whether it is antecedent to the 

da-clause or refers back to what precedes, as in:

X. nOTpfeBNO Bbf nOKft^aTM CAftBV BJKeCTBtX CBOherO'CM OVVHMKOU'L Aft H TM

H6CUVlJlft»-OTb CA«Aft TOrO PRAM Bl^B6A6 MR ^ftBOpbCKVK) TOpVHOMMl C7» COBOK)

neypa M H\Kosa iwM^BfecTO HUE TBOPA H\KO wcTb CN* sStm-Aft »e UATVT
(No. 38 Foll.2lUb-215a)

Passages such as this are treated under Table IV.

Table IV . Other constructions with infinitive or da-clause

Infinitive Da-clause 

Group A

Imperative /Absolute 2 8 

Co-ordinative/Consecutive 12 

Final (H\KO) 18 (2) 

ewe 2 (3)
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Infinitive Da-clause 

Quotations from Greek

Imperative ( HXKO) 3 

Co-ordinative/Consecutive 1 

Final ( HXKO) 5

HXKO 2

Group B

Imperative/Absolute 1 ik (2) 2?

Co-ordinative/Consecutive 21? 18 (3) U?

Final 2 30 (U) (l)?

e»e 3

HXKO 1?

6Aft ' 2 1?

Quotations from Greek

Imperative 9 (l) 2?

Co-ordinative/Consecutive 1 1?

Final 2 1?

Variants

a) Consecutive infinitive

1. Tfc EAOVNHllft npOCBfeTH WUblBftTH HO^fe ICOBfe.H BAftCtl CBOHUH U)TMpaK>UlM

(No.3^ Fol.60a); mubiERhouiH in the shorter version Fol,128b.

b) Imperative da-clause

1. ct HbiMMwe Aft noUQAHuiH ce ^a NLI (No.25) v in.the fourteenth century
• *

Serbian MS Fol.212b; UA'HCA in the thirteenth century Bulgarian MS Fol.UOb 

and a fourteenth century Russian MS (AKK p.U^2 Fn.1^3)

2. MGqfeAeHMA \u Eft Aft npiHueu* (No.3^) in the short version only Fol. 

128a.

3. ui Bcero ApeBft H\«L (No.3^ Fol.57b); Aft HXCH in a sixteenth century 

Russian MS (AKK p.6^5 Fn.22)

U. Aft BOVA*Tb vpecAft Bdiiift npenoH\CftHR (No.3U) in the shorter version 

only Fol.l28b.
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c) Co-ordinative or Consecutive da-clause
c 1. TIXKL we Efe SvMTeAh ch.Ax aiye TAC oiySijiauie K&KOBO" ?<OVAO" o

HXKO KpiAftTb nptAtTftuie Ha B^ce CTptxHbi (.No.25) in the Serbian
/»

MS Fol.211a; HAerce BO aiye CAkiuwauie KCIKOB* ?*OVA& w BWTBHtui WBpa^fe TO

HXKO KpMAtxTi nptAftTaftiue BCA CTpftHbi in the Bulgarian MS Fol.38a and in 

a fourteenth century Russian MS (AKK p.hho Fn.2l|)

2. ^a KVK> BVAeui ociyHM (No.38 Fol.215b); preceded by A£ in a four­ 

teenth century Russian MS and a seventeenth century one (AKK p. ihk Fn.3*0

3. BI UATMBI ecTb.Aft HURTL KWv npocTMTM (No.3^) short version only

Fol.l29a.

1*. erow ovKAMpaH?qie fc"* COBOK> He uoweu WHecTM HH noHt uiyoAAUie He
r~* T

fteu?> ero ^Bfe Bpan (No. 3^) in two sixteenth century Russian MSS, one of 

which has Aft after HH (AKK p.61i5-U6 Fn.ll^l)

5. Tfeu^ »e He npHAD npH^Barn npaBeAHMKbi .HO rpfeuibHMKbi Ha noKamwiie 

(No.3U Fol.59a); Aft Toro PRAH ne npHAQy^ in the shorter version Fol,128a

d) Final da- clause

1. See Table II a 2, p. 101.

2. YTO CTBOpnu* Aft cnceu GA (No. 9) in all MSS except the preferred 

one Fol.321b (AKK p. 185 Fn.37)

e) HXKO see Table I a U, p. 97.

f) 6Aft

HXKO cfeHt np^oAMTb (No.3U Fol.62a); HXKO BO H Atiu

H HXKO CTfeHb npe^OAMT in two sixteenth century Russian MSS (AKK p.

Fn.113)

Comments

In most places it is clear whether da_ is a modal particle introducing 

an imperative or whether it serves as a co-ordinating or subordinating 

conjunction; but when the verb which follows it is itself imperative, da 

may be taken either to reinforce the verbal modality or to be a co- 

ordinative conjunction (see comments on Table V, p. 110).

When the verb is clearly indicative, .the da-clause has to be



108

interpreted by context and, perhaps, word-order (see Conclusions, p. 

It may be possible to take a da-clause either as an instance of co-ordina­ 

tion, expressing what follows from the previous clause, or as an impera­ 

tive, e.g. :

i. Bl TL A*Nb BICKpbCe Fb Bfc Nftlllb H^ UbpTBfc 1 fil* • HM^AOWMBl ftAft'H CUbpTM K>

CBOhCH) nonpftB'Z»«rOpKO\rK> M ^AOVK) nptCTOVFlbHOV H) BftUlK) BOAK>-Aft_ CAftB7»l
— v

lUieHHHX JSBft'M BlGHpbCCHHHX 1-erO'H Nft TfcK

CA npft-^Hoymjte B* TL A*Ht (No. 8 Fol.27a)

— v
B7»nAlUieHHHX JSBft'M BlGHpbCCHHHX 1-erO'H Nft TfcKft BMAMUttrO CGTO

Again, a da-clause can sometimes be understood either as final or as 

imperative :

T *rf Cii. nocAVUJftMTe spa he A& GT>KR}KH) Bawt-AHi, CUM YTH7»iii-KftKOBftHx BT, HL 

CA (No. 38 Fol.2lU"b)
C r-» •"

iii. HL GBOh€TO PRAM UAPAM H\ CHCC HM BttHl-€K) nflKbl SHTe'»OKO K) . Aft W

ce HevLCTMHX n nALTbCKLiM^L no^oTtM ,qfeAouovAPbHo M npaBeA°Ho M

BATOBtpHO nO»HBeUb t Bb HMHHMllHh€Mb Bfeufe (No.22 Fol.20Ta)

I have taken these as final da_-clauses, but they could be exhortations.

Occasionally da is repeated, when a participial expression stands 

before the finite verb of a final or imperative clause:

iv. Ncuiiero KCH-AHHHX waAai-€Tt» He ?COTA Aft HMK^TOwe u Haci norz»iBN6Tb*
Aft. BbCM nOKaHXHMheUb WYMCTMBMie GA Kfc H6UOV HftK^ 1 AR B^BpaTHU7> OA (No.31

Fol.l05b)

V. IT& AA UJCTaBALUie HhOA^MCKO Be^ttKOHM he • Aft^Op 6BO B/\rOAftpbCTBO Aft

noftBftAHM7> (No. 30 Fol.l03b)

These seem to be anticipations for the sake of clarity and emphasis (and

see Conclusions, p.l^ ) .

The da_-clause is preceded by HXKO in two passages: 

vi.ici* *e wEpft^fc noKft^aH\ Nauz» H\KO Aft w HBCbCKftro B*CTBft
BLCA CAOV»eHMi-ft (No. 30 Fol.l03a)

Vii. C^BfeTl TBOpA^OVTb Htt Hb HXKO Aft H6 h€AMHOrO ICft OVEH h€U7> HI, M

Aft-^opA (No. 30 Fol.l03b and No.31 Fol.loUb with a 3rd per. verb) John 12.10 

In both places the da-clause could be said to expand the content of a 

or ci>BfeT7>; in No. 30 the use of the 1st per. conveys anoun

quotation of direct speech.
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In Group B HXKO once precedes an infinitive, see variant e.

eAjR, which can sometimes be equivalent to Aft He, here introduces 

negative rhetorical questions in No. 9 Fol.SlTa and No. 3^ Fol.62a and in­ 

direct statement after He BfeAAyy in No. 38 Fol.2lVb.

The infinitival constructions noted as Imperative/Absolute are: 

viii.B-z, HherosKe B* B^CCAMTL CA npMvacTHheub NHBOTBopAUiaro CM TeAece-
H6 YMCTthe AM ^ABTA'He GBfeTAfe»-€ AM CAHUA'H6 nOHflBAHXTM CA no BCA 

YTOTfe-HXKO OpbA* M T*0pt BT^AfeTRTM OV^KJlb (No. 8 Foil . 27b-28a)

ix. HO Tbi npaBft TBOPM TcveHia Horaua CBOMua.Aa Bo^uojKeuiM
nocAoyuiflTH OVBO B*rft.YTO TM B* ^aKOHfe HanncaB^ noseAMTb TBOPMTH

(No. 3^ Fol.6la)

They are modal in character and can be glossed: 'Should he not be renewed 1

and 'You must listen 1 .

The most interesting final infinitives are those which are combined 

with a da or are parallel to a da-clause:
& f^

X. ABA* TM he Bfc.Aft ^BftAOV 6MOV BO^AaeU* .TM Att CTpOMUJM 6 AOEpfe ft H6 

CKOTbCKbl B

Xi. .MfeCTO CbTBOpMMb Bb C6 E»lhO CTpaV'Aft FlpOCB^TMTb Ae M

& WMB6U1M [. . . ]HO AR KOp7>UHTM HUT, ftA^Y J-OlJia H\ (No.3^ Fol.60b)

BbCbra Bb aAKanbi [. . . ]5 Bbcanoro ^Aa Bb^pb*eiye ce M
AOBpbiuiM Aft oyKpacMu ce H\KO»e M Cbi npfecBfeTAiH MHMqH (No. 27 Fol.369a-b) 

See also the construction with da and infinitives under Table II c 1, 

p.101.

Table V. Tense and mood of verbs in da-clauses

Imperative C6-ordinative/ Complementary Final

Consecutive 

Group A

Imperative 3

Present 8 5 2 18 (2) 

Aorist 1| 1 

Quotations from Greek 

Present 31 IS
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Imperative Co-ordinative/ Complementary Final

Consecutive 

Group B

Imperative 5

Present lU (2) 1? 9 (3) 3? 21 (l)? 30' (U) (l)?

Aorist h

Imperfect 1?

Quotations -from Greek

Present 9 (l) 2? 1 1? 1 21?

Comments

The variants have all been discussed above. Clauses introduced by 

eAft are not included here.

When the verb after da is imperative, it is hard to tell whether da 

functions as a reinforcing modal particle or is a co-ordinative conjunc­

tion:

c c
i. Tfe^fc BO YTO H CTpTM AOCTOMHO YbTOVlJie A& nOABHrHfeUT> GA M CWUH 

HML nOABHrOMt (No.l Fol.2Vb)

ii. A& h€CT6 BfeAOVfliie Bpft»-e HXKO AHh 1-eCTb "

CA Bfc UP*KBb Hft U/XTBOV (No.l Fol.23b)

iii. aijie OVBO He B^AacTb CHR CBoero TO M^BfeAiue H M^I OATapA AR EHHTC n
(No. 9 Fol.319b)

/» 
iv. nftKti rpeAtiM Bt CAasfe B^TBR CBorero,covAMTH ^OTC BLceAeH^HfeM.

M BL^ftTM KOMOVWO npOTMBOV AtAOUL h^TO.A^ TOFO pttAM TOFO nOCAOyiUailTe (No.22

Fol.209a)

Such constructions have all been tabulated here as co-ordinative.

For the complementary clause vith an aorist verb, see Table III ix, 

p. 105.
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Table VI. Infinitives separated from their governing expressions, and da 

separated from its dependent verbs, by non-enclitic elements

Occurrence Separated occurrences 

of construction 

Group A

Infinitive h3 (18) 3? 22 (9) 2? 

Imperative da 8 (l) 

Co-ordinative/

Consecutive da 12 9 

Complementary da 3 3 

Final da 18 (2) 7 (2) 

Quotations from Greek

Infinitive 8 5 

Imperative da 3 1 

Co-ordinative/

Consecutive da 1 1 

Complementary da 1

Final da 5 2. 

Group B

Infinitive 128 (l?) 2? (.3)? 6l (.9) 11(2)? 

Imperative 'da lU (.2) 2? (2) 

Co-ordinative/

Consecutive da' 18 (3) i|? 17 (2) ^? 

Complementary da 2 1 (l)? 1? 

Final da 30 (k) (l)? 13 (h} 1? 

Quotations from Greek

Infinitive 32 (.3.) 2? 16 (l) 

Imperative da 9 (l) 2? 1 (l) 

Co-ordinative/

Consecutive da 11? 11? 

Complementary da 1
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Occurrence Separated occurrences 

of construction " 

Final da 21? 

Variants

a) Infinitival constructions

1. See Table I c 2, p.97.

2. Bl TP6T1H 5K6 AHt nOBCAt M^BtCTH HCb CCEC TpflBOV CtueNMTOV

Fol.57a); noseAfe ^euAH.M^BfeCTH in the short version Fol.l26a.

b) Da-clauses

1. Bbl M BKOVfnfe El H VAKL.Aft VAKfl HCTQpTHe 5) ALCTM HCHPM

T C'
Fol.ii2Ua) - AR MCTOp^THe Ha in a sixteenth .century Russian MS (AKK p.236 Fn.39) 

Comments

The range of elements which may stand between the infinitive and its 

governing expression is comprehensive; the subject, direct or indirect 

object of a governing verb or an adverbial expression, qualifying it, or a 

participle qualifying the subject; the subject (in the dative), direct or 

indirect object of the infinitive, its complement, adverbial expressions 

qualifying it or participles qualifying its subject; Similarly da and 

its subordinate verb may be separated by the subject, objects and quali­ 

fiers of the verb.

There are two places where da used as a modal particle is separated 

from its following verb by stressed elements;

i. TH Aa BT> noTfe Anqa TBoero HUGH ??AfeE* TBOM (No.3U Fol.58a) 

This is a translation of Genesis 3.19: ev L,6pu)TL TO$ upoaohou oou cpayn 

TOV apTov aou. The other is cited under Table IV vii, p.108.

Table VII. Expressions governing preposed infinitives

Occurrence Preposed infinitives 

of construction 

Group A

^OTtTM 8l? 2 

npHTH l\ 1
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Occurrence Preposed infinitives

of construction

AOCTOMH* 1

Quotations from Greek

Group B

19 5? 6 2?

11 1 

51? 2

MMtTH 83? 31?

C-LUfeTH 2 1

B7^U01}lM/nOCTHrH&TH 9 2?/2 1? 1?

Quotations from Greek

Variants

See Table I B a 1, a U, c U, pp. 96-97 

Comments

The doubtful reading with B-Z^UOUIH or nocTMrH^TH is peculiar in being 

the only example of a preposed infinitive which does not stand immediately 

in front of its governing expression (discounting enclitics).
*

The constructions with nutTn » and some of those with ftOTfeTH , have 

future sense.

In five or six places both a preposed and a post-posed infinitive 

depend on the same verb, e.g.:

i. lUKHBHTH Hbl ftOTA H pft^ApfemHTH Mil UJ OV^b 1 C^UtpTLHl J HX (No.32 Fol

107b)

ii. U)EAHVMTH TA HUaTh.H BtYHfeM UOVHt HpeARTH . npOTHBOV AtAOUL (No.3U

Fol.63b)
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THE TREATISE OF THE PRIEST COSMAS AGAINST THE BOGOMILS

The HeAOGTOHHoro KO^ULI npo^BHTepa KecfeAft Ha HOBOHXBHBUISH) GA epect> 

BorSuHAOy is a substantial original work of Old Bulgarian literature, 

written to refute the Bogomil heresy which began to spread in Bulgaria 

during the tenth century. The title of his work varies between the MSS; 

that quoted above is the title given in the oldest and best MSS, but 

these were written in Russia in the late fifteenth century. The date of 

composition of the Treatise is a matter of dispute, which ranges over 

more than two centuries .

The arguments over the dating of the Treatise are summarized in 

Obolensky 19^8 (Appendix:!) and discussed at more length in Begunov 1973. 

Though the work has been placed as early as the first third of the tenth 

century and as late as the early thirteenth century, a majority of 

scholars, including Obolensky and Begunov, suppose it to have been written 

in the later part of the tenth century. The evidence for this is of two 

kinds: internal (references to datable events in the text itself) and 

external (quotation from the Treatise in other, dated, texts). 

Cosmas states that the Bogomil heresy appeared in Bulgaria B

u(a)pA neTpa (Fol.6b), i.e. 927-969. This sounds as if it

was written after Tsar Peter's reign, though the expression might have 

been used while he was still on the throne. As Cosmas does not refer to 

the Tsar as Saint, Popruzhenko 1936 suggests that he is likely to have 

written before 972, by which year Peter had been canonized. If this 

interpretation of the passage is accepted, a fairly close dating for the 

Treatise is established. However, this is a little difficult to reconcile 

with Cosmas ' s reference to HBftHa npo^Bmepa HOBftro ero«6 H ui sac^ Gaiaty'*

UHQ-^H ^HfthOTb Kb 1 BUlftrO naCTOVftft H eKCapftft HMe B -%eUAM KOAT>rapLCTfeH (Fol.

67a). This is generally taken to mean that loann Exarch who was active 

during the reign of Symeon, 893-927- The dates of his birth and death 

are not known; but he must have lived to a great age to be personally 

known, as seems to be implied, to many of Cosmas f s readers after 969.



115

Trifonov 1923 and 1939 holds that Cosmas's 'new' loann is the priest of 

that name who lived in Ohrid in the early eleventh century, when loann of 

Debar was Archbishop there, and who translated the Lives of St. Antony 

and St. Pancras. loann of Ohrid would be 'new' by contrast with the 

loann Exarch of the early tenth century, who could himself be 'new' only 

in comparison with one of the Fathers of the Church, such as St. John 

Chrysostom. Yet as the passage in question comes immediately after an 

appeal to the example of living which the Fathers gave, such a comparison 

would not be a strained one. Furthermore, it is not known of loann of 

Ohrid either that he was an Exarch or that he was a person of such moral 

stature as would prompt Cosmas to hold him up as an example to his readers

Cosmas also mentions the troubles and hardship of contemporary life 

in Bulgaria. This, though not specific,' is consonant with the events of 

the reign of Tsar Peter's successor, Boris II, when the country suffered 

under the incursions of Russians and Greeks. This was, however, not the 

only period at which the Bulgarians were afflicted by invasions during 

the tenth and eleventh centuries.

The earliest surviving fragment of the Treatise is part of a twelfth

5Q century Russian MS. ' Earlier than this, though, Begunov finds that the

series of anathemas included in the ^anosfeAH ascribed to Metropolitan 

Georgii of Kiev (1062-79) correspond closely to those which Cosmas directs 

against the Bogomils. Unless these places in the two compositions derive 

from a common lost source, the anathemas in the ^anoBtAH can best be ex­

plained as coming, perhaps indirectly through a Bulgarian compilation, 

from the Treatise. In this case the Treatise itself must have been 

composed by the early eleventh century.

It is thus safe to suppose that Cosmas wrote after the time when 

SS. Constantine and Methodius and their associates were active,, but that

59- See.Begunov 1973 pp.3^-38, 1*00-01. 

60. See Begunov 1973 pp.28-33, 398-99.
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his Treatise was contemporary with, or slightly earlier than, the oldest 

Slavonic MSS extant.

Extracts from the Treatise are found in Bulgarian and Serbian MSS of 

the fourteenth century, but the first complete ones that survive are 

Russian ones of the late fifteenth century. From Begunov's textual com­ 

parison of these and subsequent MSS and from his critical apparatus, it 

is clear that the number of crucial variants is not large. The two best 

MSS are those designated by Begunov as K, which he prints in extenso, and 

V, which was published by Popruzhenko 1936 and is the basis for Vaillant 

and.Puech's translation and study of 19^5. K was written c.1^91-92 by a 

scribe called Dosifel, who noted that he copied it from a MS which he 

believed to be a good five hundred years old; V is dated 1^9^. The seven­ 

teenth century MS which Begunov refers to as D is closely related to K. 

A third branch of Begunov's stemma is represented by the sixteenth century 

MS Q, by the slightly defective late fifteenth century Kb, and by the 

idiosyncratic sixteenth century A. The twelfth century Russian fragment 

appears to belong to this branch of the tradition too. The remaining MSS, 

including the one other fifteenth century copy, R, are either defective,

in a way that shows them to be interdependent, or are nineteenth century

61 copies of the MSS already mentioned.

In the following examination quotations are from Begunov's edition of 

K. Variants offered by V, D, Q, Kb, and by A if supported by these or the 

other MSS of V's branch, are taken into account. The most important 

variants are of course those where all other MSS agree against K, and 

these are very few.

Except for a passage from St. John Chrysostom, and an anathema from 

one of the Church Councils, the relevant quotations all come from the

6l. See Begunov 1973 pp. ̂ 83-523 for archival details, and in. particular- 
Ch.3 pp. 162-9*1 on the textology of the Treatise.

62. See Vaillant and Puech 19^5 p.kk-^5.
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Bible. For the most part they are quoted exactly, but the Slavonic con­ 

text in which they are placed sometimes imposes a different grammatical 

analysis from that proper to their Greek originals. For example, two 

separate verses are conflated so that an infinitive and a cla-clause alike 

appear to depend on an adjective:

i. -Eph. 5.28, 32. OUTUS cxpeuXouaLV xau ou av6pes ayaiiav ia eauToiv

is ia SOIUTWV awuaia ... h 6e yuvn j/va (poBSiaL TOV av6pa - TftKO

KAO\f5KM AOA70KHH AhOEHTH CBOHX JK6Hh 1 ftKb 1 GBOhft T6ACCft ft JKCHbl Aft CA

CBOM^I (Fol.56b)

A Greek final clause is so incorporated into the text that it is most 

readily understood as a third person imperative:

ii. Eph. ii.lU. Eva ynM£Ti aiyev vilTtuot, xXu6(ovuCoijevob xaL

T?!S 6o6aaxaXuas ... - Hftiue KO »MTie Hft H(e)B(e) 
H cn(ft)cft vaeu^ r(o)c(noA)a lcv(c) X(p^)c(T)ft AR K Touoy He EOV- 

Aeui. toAftAeHUM nAftBftKMjien noptBfteuM BCAijfeu^ BfeTpoui OVVCHLHX (Fol.39a)

In another passage, ce em AQBpo n npiftTHo npeA** cn(ft)Goui> HauiHU 0 s(o)roui> 

(Fol.35a) is immediately followed by a string of six infinitives apparently 

dependent on Ge, which are taken from Titus 2.9 where their rather distant 

governing expression is itapaxaXei,. Such constructions, although adapted 

to their.inew contexts, are treated as direct quotations from Greek, since 

they reproduce the infinitive or clause of their originals. On the other 

hand, an infinitive or da_-clause which is introduced without warrant into 

a quotation is counted as an original Slavonic usage, e.g.:

iii. Gen. 9.1. x«^ e^itev auToCs augcxveade xau itXn^^veadc xao

TTIV yfW ~ n noseAfe ui Nero OVKAHO^HTH CA v(e)A(oBt)Koui Hft ^OMAH (Fol.51b)

It has been repeatedly remarked, e.g. by Trifonov 1923, that the trans­ 

lation of Scripture used is not that of the Old Church Slavonic Canon but 

a revised version, at least of the Apostol.

63. See Vaillant and Puech 19^5
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Table I. Verbs governing infinitive or da-clause vith identical or dis­

tinct subjects

.omn

M^BOAHTM

UOPI

H6 MO^feUfc '

NflYATn

BCAtTM

noBent™

nptiyaTH

nonovcTMTM

npMTM

CKAYHTH

HUfeTH

A«TH

npu*™

ClUtTM

AP^»TH

V«H»T,1

HftAtKXTM CA

BOHXTH CA

C^nOAOBMTM CA

OVUOAHTH

OEtl^ftTM

OBfelJlft( Bft ) TM CA

POpAYaTM CA

OVfYHTH

HftOVYHTH

HaKa^aTH

Occurrence Infinitive

of verb same subj . diff.subj

U 5 2? 51 2?

3 3

21 3? 22 3?

2 2

h k

11 1? 13 3?

5 1

1

3 3

1 1

1? 1?

11? 11?

** 5

1 1

2 2

1 1

3 3

2 3

1 1

2 2

1 1

1 1

2 3

1 1

7 8

1 1

1

Da-clause
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OYK^TH

npfcAbCTHTtt

OVCTMTM

nOH*AHTH CA

AOYbCTH ewe

OCTttBHTM

MbHtTM

UbHtTM CA

BAJ-OCTM CA CAR

neuin CA

U*l CAMTM

BUtTII

OVUtTM

noKoviuaTM CA

BAft^MMTM CA

Quotations from

^TH

*en aT«

M^BOAHTM

MCKftTH

A hOBMTH

uouin

E^uoum

HAYATM

BCAfeTM

HC BpftWMTM

B^EpaNharn

^anptqiaTM

Occurrence Infinitive

of verb same subj. diff,

1 :

1 2

1?

1

1 1

1

1 1

1 1

1

1 1

1 1

1 1

1? .1?

3 3

.1? 1?

Greek

91? 81?

1 1

1 1

1? 1?

1 1

5 6

1 1

2 2

3 8

1 1

2. k

k 9

Da-clause

same subj. v diff.subj

1?

1

1
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Occurrence Infinitive Da-clause

nocuimt

HOCTftBMTM

npHTH

TW

HUtTH

A»T«

npU«™

C2J10AOEHTM CA

UOAHTM (-K\BO)

1JOAHTH GA

OVYMTH

HdOVYMTH

HftOVYHTH CA

BAvhOCTH CA

KUtT«

OVUfeTH

Variants

a) ^OTfeTM

1. ftljie BO CA

in Kb, Q and A.

2. UOJKeillH AM

3. CBOhO.npftF

of verb same sub j . diff.subj. same subj . diff.subj.

1 2

1 1

3 1*

1? 1?

2 2

2 k

211

1 2

2 11

1 1

1 1

1 1

1 1

2 11

1 1

1 1

^oqieuiM B^^AepwaTM M OVB^PMTM (Fol.51a); M OVB^PHTH lacking

Tfe^ 15 CTpftGTM BicnpiATH (Fol.ii^a); ^omeuiM in Kb and Q.

iAS ^OTAUie nocTRBMTM /(Fol.^^b,) ; HiuSme in Kb and 0. Rom. 10

b)

1. See a 2.

2. cuye soraT 1 ecu TO u(n)A(o)cT(hi )HAUM M u(o)A(n)TBaun 

CA (Fol.iiSa); UQKeuiH lacking in Kb, Q and A.

3. H ^euHhia cTp(a)c™ nfi*> KTO cKa«eTb (Fol.UIta); UOBCT in Kb, 

nocTM in Q, inviting emendation to uoro eT^ nocTMr H^>TH .

cn(t\)cTn
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)

1. aijie BO an(o)c(To)AOU7» TOALUCI BCAMKUJU^ M c( BAALIM* covqieu* 

nocAguiaTM (Fol.l6b); nocASKMTH (M) CAyumTM in A and another MS, M.

2. HH BeAAqie gmiBaTH CA Y( e)A(o)B(fe)Kwu'> HH uiEbfeAftTH C(A) (Fol.27b);

BeceAAqie in Kb and Q. 

d) TeqiH

1. c paAocTiK) T6U.H Ha npeA^Aercaunn Tent HOABMTI B^Hpfli-a na 

Btpt M c^BepuiMTeAA l(cov)c(a) (Fol.^9"b); B^HpaTH in V. Hebr. 12.1-2.

e) CKaVMTM

1. TO b"ui» ero BH^ CKaveTh MAM wenoAOBHaHx ubi CAHT^ (Fol.58b);- UK i CAMTM

in Kb, Q and two MSS of a different branch of Begunov's sterama, R and Eg.

f) HUfeTM

1. auie KOTO pa^ovufecTe AP^*aqia epeTHYLCKS stpS TM oyMfeeTb KTO 

oyvHTM OVYMTC M (Fol.38a); Hki^eT in Kb and Q. 

g) OVCTMTM

np 6AftNa H\ c(BA)rtM u(e)pKBM

in A and a number of the MSS vhich Begun ov considers related to V

(R, Mo, Eg, S, As). 

h) oyufeTM see f 1.

i) BAR^HHTM CA

1. nHccmieufc we cAosecbi noupkiTH EAR^HAT CA (F61.32b); n6KpHT^yb in 

V, SnoKpHT^y in Kb, Q and A.

After the verb npMTH both the infinitive and the supine occur. The 

supine is found mainly in the fifteenth century MSS K, V, R but not Kb, 

vhich has only infinitives, and in the sixteenth century MS A. 

Comments

The Treatise provides illustration of the remarks in Ch.l D III 

pp. 18-19, about the difficulty of interpreting clauses after the verbs 

'to pray 1 and 'to beware 1 . In some places it seems possible to understand 

infinitives and cLa-clauses as complements of these verbs, expressing the 

content of the prayer or the event to be avoided:
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i. oyuoAH c(bi)H& cBoero CA ui BCAKoro ^Atx (Fol.20a)

ii. EAMTe uoAAUie CA Ha BGAKI vac* A& cnOAQEHTe CA

EblTH (Fol.^2a) Luke 21.36.

iii. EAhOAoyuie CA HR a He BIHCTHHS nan)? CA

Yet these expressions could be understood as final, and when UOAHTH (CA) 

or EAhOCTH ( CA) has a noun acting as complement, the following da- clause 

is treated as a final one, under Table IV, e.g.:

iv. uo AH CA m unfe Aft cn(a)cS CA TBOMUH u(o)A(n)TBa)jm (Fol.21a)

v. CA He norSEHTe ewe (Fol.38a) II John 1.8.

The verbs ubHfeTH and CA usually take participles in the

Treatise, and this se'oms to be ,a distinctively Slavonic usage. There

are three exceptions:

Vi. H6 UHHTe H\KO MAM npOp(o)Kl> (Fol.21b)

Matth. 5.7.

vii. caun 

(Foll.lOb-lla)

Bbiuia ??CpH)c(To)Bbi UHAipe BUOPHTH Becu(e)pTHaro

viii. KOAnqii UHHT CA ropuiM cm cnoAOEHTH CA 

E(O)»IA n KpoBh ^aBtTHCj-o npocxS HenqieBftBi

nonpaBbiM c(bi)na

The constructions in vii and viii differ from the more usual participial 

ones, such as UHAipe H\ npasoBfepHbi cgipa (Fol.Ta), in that the infinitives 

have future reference rather than conveying present or past time.

In construction with an inf iriitite , the verbs S^A^TH and U'LI'CAHTH

do not introduce indirect statement, which might require distinction of 

tenses, but have the sense 'to know how t>o' and 'to intend' and so "do not

call for tensed complements: 

ix. nonijiH ?«>AaTaa BtASuiaro

X. BCK) AhOBOBh M

TH n(a)pcTBO Eoraie (Fol.li2a)

( H ) CT 1 AHb CKg H) nOrgEHTH Ub 1 CAATb (Fol.25b)

There Is on^ passiTB" infinitive which complements a verb:

xi. H He uorceuiH npouiena ELITH

Negated infinitival complements are found with the verbs OWHTH and

See Vaillant 196U p.362.
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B6AfeTH in original Slavonic passages, and with HCIVATM , se/vtrM, ^qnpfeuiaTH 

and KAhOCTH CA in quotations from Greek. None of these governing verbs 

is itself negated.

In one place a verb of motion is followed by a da-clause with a negated 

passive verb that shares the same subject:

xii. M no^HftBiue EferaMTe 1-170 ' Aa He c HMUM u)cC»&eHH "sgAere (Fol.8a) 

This, which might seem parallel to the infinitive or supine after a verb 

of motion, .is tabulated as a final clause under Table IV and not included 

here, both because KfcraTH is complemented by Hft 0 and because negated in­ 

finitives and supines are not found after verbs of motion.

Table II. Impersonal constructions with infinitive or da-clause

Occurrence Infinitive Da-clause 

of governing word

7 2? 1^ 3? 

CA 12? 1 2?

A&YHT* CA 12? 12?

ecTt 5 5

we woqibHo 5 5

He Ah^fe 3 3

(He) noBeAtHO e&Tb k 1? 6 1?

HtCTL B'L'^BpaHeHO 1 2

He noAOBhHo ecTb 1 1

Afeno 7 7

HtCTb nOAfe^LHO 1 1

ecTb 2 k 

ecTb ewe 1 1 

rpt^a 1 1 

Quotations from Greek
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Occurrence Infinitive Da-clause 

of governing word

M^BOAHTl GA 1 1

ecib 1 1

He B&AH 1 1

oyne eGTb/BT»i /Et 3 k 2

AOBpo ecTb 1 1

BAaro ecTb 2 3

ecTb 1 11?

ecTb 1 1

eCTb 1 1

ecTb 1 1 

Variants 

a) noAQBaeTfe

1. Tkurae nave noAQEaeTb Y( e)A(oBfe)K8 u) c,nfi°L VHGTMTH GA A^ACC* (Fol. 

27~b); noAQBaeTb lacking in Kb and Q.

2. aipe BO B 0 A OEM mm* noseAtha ec(Tb) nocaram KOA^UM nave MC»aTMqaui <> 

He noBSAfeHo ec(Tb) pa^AgvaTH GA (Fol.53a); noAQBaeT (nave/He) in Kb, Q, 

A and a later MS, U.

3. BCA BO HX*6 ^OTAlJie AfcAdTM M E6CfeAOBaTH nOAOBaCTb npe*6 HOUblUlAATH

aipe AK>Ea cSTb B(o)rS M aiye cb"Tb Ha noAb^S A(OV)UIH TO c PRAOCTIH) TBOPMTH 

H r(Aaro)AaTH aijie AM HH TO AftAeve TftKOBaro ?C,OAHTH (Fol.36a); rAaroAHTe in

Kb and Q.

b) Gl>A^VHT^ CA

1. Aipe AM T.M CAoyvMT^ CA pR^cbinaTH C(A) utcTS (Fol.U5a); CA 

in Kb and Q.

2. aijie we AOVVHT CA KOMS H^I no HS*H E-L rpftA^ /\» na Topqfe UIEP^CTH GA 

(Fol.U9b); GACVHT in Kb and Q.

c) A*>vnT7> GA see b 1 and 2.

d) noseAtHO ecTb see a 2.
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ecib

1. TBOpMTH npftBCANftHX M MCTHHb" FOA^ 6CTb e(o)ro" HftVC M6»e AH Wp GT 6

*(e)pTBbJ (Fol.6lb); rcepTH in Kb and Q.

The verb noBeAteTH sometimes stands in the passive taking as its 

subject the object of the dependent infinitive:

i. BCA nATepa spara vusepicTa nuovMie Hx»e noBeAfeHa coyTb
(Fol.Sla)

ii. BCA BO noseAfeHa cgTb BI CAftBV B(o)rov TBOpnTH (Fol.36a) 

A variant of ii, in Kb and Q, has ecrb instead of cSrb, but if the plural 

passive participle is retained, as Begunov's apparatus implies, then 

Kb and Q clearly have a corrupt reading. 

Comments

In almost all instances the infinitive is the subject or complement 

of the impersonal expression. The one exception is:

i. He uouiHo TBOPA cn(a)cTn CA CHqe »HBo"ijieub" (Fol.50a) 

Here the infinitive functions as object of TBOPA.

The subject of the infinitive, here as elsewhere in Old Church Slavonic, 

stands in the dative when it has no other grammatical function in the 

sentence j e.g. b 1 above.

The verb ecTb with the infinitive may either have a modal value or be 

a copula, e.g. respectively:

ii. uj Tfe?^ BO eub" ec(Tb) CAOBO E^ACITM na cb"Afe E(O)}KIH (Fol.50a)

iii. TO ec(Tb) B^ATie np(e)cTa r(o)c(noA)HA TO ecTb ujBpeqm CA 

(Fol.39b)

Passive infinitives are found twice:

iv. aiye CA MMT. AgvHTb no^HftHUJu 0 EbiTH ui noro (Fol.U9b)

V. SH6 EO TH eCTb KAOCHS B7>HHTH Bl» q(a)pCTBO B(o)wi6 H65K6

B7>Bep7>}KeHg EbiTH B' neijib BfeYHaro wrHA (Fol.29b) Matth. 18.8. 

Negated infinitives occur with noAQBaeT7> and noBeAfeHo ecTb in the

65. See Vaillant 196^1 p.36l.
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original Slavonic,,and vith AQKpo eGTb and oyHe B"L1 in quotations.

Table III. Nouns, pronouns, adjectives and adverbs governing infinitive

or

of

BOA HI

narovsa ewe

KfcTO

/* £. & U/ ^V C C JnC

TO exe 

Koe

UOlJlhH*

pa A*

Quotations from

ftOAHX 

CMAtt H KpfenOCTb

KITO 

YbTO

da-clause

Occurrence Infinitive Da-clause

governing word

Nouns

2 11 

1 1 

1 1 

1 2 

1 1 

Pronouns

1? 1? 

11? 11? 

71? 11? 6 

1? 1? 

Adjectives

2 2 

3 3 

10 ID 2?

1 1 

1 1 

Greek

Nouns

1 1

1 3 

1 1 

Pronouns

1 1 

2 11?
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Occurrence Infinitive Da-clause 

of governing vord

ce 3 63

Adjectives

1 1?

1 11

H CRAbNfc 1 2 

npOGT* 1 1

Adverbs 

xaxo 5 5

Variants

a)

1. nqia Koro Ebi c^u^KHgT 0 c* Bfepbi (Fol.6a); oouKHfrrm in all other MSS 

except D.

b) VbTO

1. He neqfere CA VTO HXCTH HAM VTO HHTH BI YTO AH WBAeveTe CA (Foll.35b 

-36a); mere in the other MSS except V 9 D and E. Matth. 6.25.

c) oe

1. B&ero »(e) eAHHoro ne CB^AtAi ecn eijie e»e A(OV)UIC CBOH> HOAO^HTH

^a BpftTiH) CBOhO (Fol.6lb); cero in the other MSS except D and A.

d) TO

1. erne BUJ Kptntqfe TepnHuiH npH^oAAipawt Hanacrn u) B(o)ra H v(e)A(oBfe)Kb 

C..]TO_ ec(Tb) s^ATie Kp(e)oTa r(o)c(noA)n/\ (Fol.39b); repn^TH in V, Q and 

A.

e) Koe

1. Ttu^we Koe ec(rb) ovne c TOBOHJ AH euS cufauaeTH CA HAH c AHJBO- 

Afenqen) (Fol.51a); CUfemaTH in V,and three later MSS, Eg,"S and As.

f)

1. EGA «t'e) AOAMHH 6CUL1 Cl CBtTUJU 0 np 1 ftTH SufehOiyH^') AA H6 H

H6 BO HO H UHO^H B^^A6p)KaTH CA
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H\ H Ypec* BOAJ-0 W6H7, CBOM?^ B?>A eKftTH CA

(Fol.50a-b); BT/foepyaTb twice in most other MSS except V and D.

g)

1. TO Hfec(Tb) M KMT» H> AQCTOHHi (Fol.8a); KHTH in Kb, Q and A.

In a quotation from Titus 1.9 most MSS render 6uvaTos by ncnoAH6Hi>, 

(Fol.6**a), but Kb and Q either a$3 or replace it by H CHAem^ 

Comments

It is sometimes hard to decide whether a construction belongs here 

or in Table II, for example variant e 1. Similarly variant a 1 has been 

included here, because it seems of the same kind as the quotation:

i. cSnocTaTi, BWU* AHHXBOA* anbi ACE* PUKRHX ^OAMT^ nijia KOFO

(Fol.65a) I Peter 5.8.

However a 1 could be treated under Table II as a rare example of an in­

finitive with the conditional auxiliary.

The combination of ease and the infinitive is generally considered a 

caique on the Greek construction of article and infinitive and so it is 

interesting to note the number of times that it occurs in original 

Slavonic sections of the Treatise. Sometimes it seems to mark a quota­ 

tion, as in variant c 1, or in:

ii. aiye AM B KOTOPLI;^ KNMraTO AoveA?> CA ecu e«e KpbiTH (5 Epcma

X (Fol.6lb)

Elsewhere e«e + infinitive stand in apposition to (and separated from) 

the pronouns ce and TO, as in variant d 1 or in:

iii. we filSbi »e ec(Tb)rpfe?c* H ce e«(e) ^pfeTn Eec^ cBuneNift H& 

weHbCKa (Fol.36b)

They may also stand in apposition to a noun which they define:

IV. BAhOAM CA OVBO AOVKaBOirO H Bb 1 COKOtfXAAarO EfeCft Aft TH He

BI c(e)pAne naroysbi e«e UH^TH CA B6AHKS covuio* (Fol.iiiib)

So also with noAbqq and oycnfe^ 1z>; These are the only nouns defined by their 

dependent expressions -in the table; other nouns and adjectives take infini­ 

tives or da-clauses in the first two functions noted in Ch.I D III, p. 19. 

The pronouns ce and TO when dependent on prepositions (usually
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oi4 AkAHx) are complemented by da-clauses, e.g.:

v. He BO ecubi poweHM MR TO A& vepBC oyroAMU7> nave E(o)ra (Fol.^2a)

VI. BMAMU1M AM HXKO TOFO pflAM HO K\Al 6GM W6HOV M Tbl TOTO A^AA CCM 

UlAft ClUO"^ Aft UMpHM EgAETe ft H6 KOTOpHM

Of the two original occurrences of BOA 1-3 one seems to mean 'will' 

while the other rather signifies 'liberty, free rein':

Vii. M HftSYH Hbl BOAH CBO6M Aft HO '^ftnOBfeAeu'' 6FO HO>KHBllie M^KftBHU 

CA AhOTblll^') U«Kl (Fol.Tb)

Viil. M H6 Aft*b BOAA Hft c(e)pAUH CM R^MCKftTH pMKJlft !HM 6p ( OV ) C ( fl ) A (tt

(Fol.l*5a)

In both passages the dependent expression could be taken as final in sense,

The adjectives uoqibHit, AA^KbM3>, HcnA^H6Hi> and npocTa agree with the 

person who is understood as the subject of the dependent infinitive. This 

is not necessarily true of the other adjectives some of which agree with 

the objects of their infinitives, e.g.:

Ix. KA^AH we co"? 0 BMAfeTH uJ AHqeufepHaaro nocTft (Fol.Ta)

It is interesting that the one adjective which here takes a da-clause , 

paA7>, Boes not qualify the subject of that clause:

x. no M p&A* EBAH Aft TH CA EpaT2> MUM cn(ft)c( e)jb (Fol.62a)

Table IV. Other constructions with infinitive or da-clause

Infinitive Da-clause

Imperative/Absolute 2 3: ? 9 1? 

Co-ordinative /Consecutive k 2? 16 1? 

Final. 3k (2) l(l)? 

e*e 1* 2?

1 2?

h 1?

Quotations from Greek

Imperative /Absolute 1 3? 62 (3) 

Co-ordinative/Consecutive k 2 

Final k 29 (2)
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Infinitive Da-clause 

e*e 1

HXKo(»e) 8 2 

Variants 

a) Imperative /Absolute infinitive

1. See Table I b 2, p. 120

2. See Table II .a 1, p,12U.

3. Tax© H Cyan epeTHKa He TOYI/K) TO ewe He naovvHTb ero HO n Hfexoro 

'U £o"AOo"uHbin?t') pa^BpaTHTb (Fol.9a); pa^BpaTHTH in A and R, Mo, Eg and S.

k. Htc(Tb) BOA6K) Y( e)A(o)B(fe) Y^CKOhO HHKOAMWe BblAO npop ( o) YbGTBO

HO ul c(BA)Taaro A(o\f)?sa BOAHKAH r(Aaro),Aama C(BA)TIH E(O)«IM YCe)A(oi

(Fol.22b); EOAHTM in Kb. 11 Peter 1.21.

5. M^BOAM CA A(OV)^S C(BA)TOUOV M nau^ HHKoeH\*e BOAUIOI BRUT,

TAXeCTM pft^Bfe CM^'' Ctfpl?^ HS^AbHbl?? 0 H nO^BftAATM OA BftU7> (5 TpeBi

H U) KpOBM M W u(e)pTBeYHHhl H W BA««AeHlft (Fol.27b); OVAftAATH GA in all

6ther MSS except D, without the preceding n_ in Kb, Q and A. Acts 15.28-29

6. aipe AM He Bit^^AfeP^^ftTH CA TO AB *eHATb CA M nocaraK>Tb (Fol.52b); 

in all other MSS. I Cor. 7.9

There is a patent corruption in many MSS of a qu6tation from Proverbs 

8.15: UHOJ-O q(a)pn q(a)pbCTBO"K>Tb n uorgTtti m UH^ Aep^KRTb ^euAK> (Fol. 

33b); Aep»aTH in Kb, Q and A and uorSTb, UDFOVTH , uorSFiiiH etc. in these 

and other MSS. 

b) Consecutive infinitive

1. epeTHMH *e UblCAM Y( e)A(o)B(t)Y <) CKbl HX MUthOlJie CftUOBOAbCTBOU^

He no^nauia ncTMHHaaro SveHia (Fol.9a); no^HaTH in all other MSS 

except D.

2. M TOAbUM CA unjien;b"Tb CBOM^ A^Aeci H U(O)A(M)TBI, haKoroe H

-$Aa MuCqia (Fol.32b); UH^TH ny in all other MSS except D. 

c) Imperative da-clause

1. HO A& CAbimaTb H w TOM* naoV\a r(Aaro)AH>uia (Fol.23b); lacking in D.
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d) Co-ordinative or Consecutive da-clause

1. HO nOYWBftTW ?SOTA M Ypesb" rOAA TftK 1* TBOpHT** UUeiUft CA npHCHbl?^

CBOM/; 0 TO stpbi £A uiueuieTb (Fol.iiSa); AO_ for TO in Kb, ; Q and A.

e) Final clause

1. TSOTfeTC** »e H SuOAYftTH U) CM^ 0 UHOTb1 H\ pftAH BAAAH M^l HO BOK> CA 

EOA^Ulft UJCSWAeHlft GAft KftKO HftU'' UOA 0 VAlJieM^ HfeKOTOpblM C^BAft^HHT CA Hft

npeAecTb Hpc^ M norbiEHeT^ neuoijiHbui BpftT'' B Nftqieu 0 pft^Sut (Fol.6b); 

in V, A, R (and some later MSS.

f) e«e

1. See Table III d 1, p.12?.

2. HO M T_0_ Hft B6AMKO U)Cb*>KAeHie HU2> 6CTb HW6 TBOpqft H(e)EB M

w(T)iieu^ HftpnuftTH cAOBecbi (Fol.31b); e«e in A only, but it must be held 

correct unless the infinitive is a corruption.

g) 6Aft

1. See el.

2. erAft ce uene pftAM nocAftA^ B(or)i pftTb Hft ^CUAH) (Fol.ii2a); eAft in 

V, Kb, Q, A and some later MSS. 

h) HXKorce see b 2.

Comments

There are two absolute infinitives original to the Slavonic:

i. HUCHeU 0 B(or)o"MHAfc ft nOMCTHHfe pepi B(of)b* H6 KAMA* (Fol.6b)

ii. M cnpocTft peqiH BCA pft^spftTMiyft Hft CBOJ-O CM nftrb*BO" (Fol.31a) 

The imperative infinitive translates a Greek imperative mood:

iii. M r(ocnoA)be Tftnowe TBOPMTM K HMU^ (Fol.35b) Eph. 6.9- 

The eAft-clause cited under variant g 2 is also absolute.

It is not always easy to decide whether a construction should be 

counted as consecutive or final, e.g.:

iv. npOKAAT 0 Becb H»e He npeBO*A6Tb BI Bct^ 0 rmcftHbiH^i BT» KHnrft?? iz> 
H\Km«( e)c7>TBOpHTi ft (Foll.lla, 13a, l8b) Gal. 3.10

V. TH CCTb pftCUOTpMAl Bl c(e)pAMM CB06UI HXKO HftEA^TH A^BbCTBO CB06

(Fol.53a) I Cor. 1.31.
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vi. TftKi BO ecTb ujEhiYftM AiftBOAb" n ujcAknAAeTb OYH H oyuftAAeTb rpfc?si>
Aft TBOpAUien ^Afthft UHAT CA H6 TBOpAlJieM ^Aft HHYCCOWe (Foil ,25b-26a)

The first of these is here taken to be consecutive, the second and third 

to be final.

Again, the da-clauses introduced by HXKO are susceptible of more than 

one interpretation. One is treated as complementary but could be final:

vii. H UQAHTe ApBr-z, ^ft ApBra HXKO Aft HcgfeAfeere (Foll,36b-37a) James 

5.16.

The other is based on a Greek imperative, and H\KO seems to mark the quota­ 

tion of direct speech, but it could be treated as a complementary clause: 

viii. ce ^ftnpfaiiftymu** Baui t-aKO nrae He ^ouieT 1 A^ARTM Aft He HxcTb (Fol.

U9a) II Thess. 3.10.

The exceptionally large number of imperative da-clauses among the
* -

quotations from Greek is due to the frequency with which Cosmas uses the 

formula of anathema: avadeya eaTco - nponAATE Aft B^AH or Aft B^AH np OK A ATE

Table V. Tense and mood of verbs in da-clauses

Imperative Co-ordinative/ C omplement ary Tinal

Consecutive 

Imperat ive 1

Present 8 1? ll* 1? 12 33 (2$ 1 

Aorist 1
v.

Perfect 1

Conditional 1

Quotations from Greek

Imperative 1 2

Present 6l (3) 10 (3) 28 (2)

Conditional 2 1

Comments

The two imperative da-clauses with imperative verbs are very similar 

one to another:

i. HMKToixe Bftci Aft we B^AJI ApoYi HUI (Fol.Jb)
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ii. untrce BO peve Aft He EO~AH ^BRAMTM CA (Fdl.lla) Gal. 6.lh. 

There seems no reason to take da here as anything but a reinforcing modal 

particle, perhaps shoving obsolescence of the 3rd person imperative forms, 

On the other hand, da surely translates oi)v in:

iii. HR UOVCMHHt GTOAt CfeAOUlft WpLHH Aft. HXW6 B6AATT BftKjP TBOpHTM

TBppHTe H BAK>A"Te (Fol.l6b) - GTiu ins Muuaecos xaSe'6pcxs exadtoev ou

xau OL $aptaaLou. iicxvia oiiv oaa eav euTicbaLV uyCv TioL^oaTg xau 
Matth. 23.2-3.

Formally the first verb after da could be indicative, but it is more 

naturally taken as imperative because it is conjoined vith the imperative

The single original final clause vith a conditional verb is dependent 

on a clause vhich itself contains a conditional:

iy. Miya Koro Kbi ciu') KHb"T') c^ sfepbi AftBbi BOAiiia YRCTL Eb IAR ci HMUL

(Fol.6a) 

The same applies to one of the quotations:

V. OVH6 Kbl 6U?5 Aft Kb 1 Ilia nOBfeGMAH SepHOB 0 Hft BblK) erO M nOTOHMAM

B uopLCTfen rACBMHt (Fol.33a) Matth. 18.6.

The other conditional expresses an unrealized possibility:

vi. novTO OVBO He AftAArne cpeEpa uoero KSnqeui Aft Bbiy 0 npnmeAi> 

CBoe G** npMBtiTKUJU^ (Fol.65a) Luke 19.23.

Table VI . Infinitives separated from their governing expression, and da 

separated from its dependent verb, by n on- enclitic elements

Occurrence Separated occurrences 

of construction

Infinitive 206 (31) 19 (6)? 97 (15) 9 (2)? 

Imperative da 9 1? 

Co-ordinative/

Consecutive da 16 1? ih (2) 

Complementary da_ 12 7 

Final da 3^ (2) 1 (l}? 18



Occurrence Separated occurrences 

of construction 

Quotations from Greek

Infinitive 75 (27) 7 (2)? 28 (2) 1? 

Imperative da 62 ( 3) 2 

Co-ordinative/

Consecutive da 2

Complementary da 12 (3) U 

Final da 29 (2) 13 

Comments

Infinitives may be separated from their governing expressions by the 

subject and qualifying participle, the direct and indirect objects, the 

complement, of main verb or infinitive; by a variety of adverbs and 

adverbial phrases; and by interjections, such as peve, inserted into 

quotations, or by a vocative noun. Words vith all these functions (ex­ 

cept interjections) within the da-clause, and combinations of such words, 

may likewise intervene between da and its verb.

One of the two quotations containing imperative da-clauses whose 

verbs are separated from da is that cited under ii on p,117 9 as an example 

of adaptation to a new context. The other is:

i. aijie BO EOAHTL peve KTO BI» saci Aft npn^oBeT** nonhi q(e)pxoBNhi H\ n 

Aft U(O)A(H)TBS TBOPATL HftA NHU* (Fol.37a) James 5.1^.

The second da-clause here renders •nppoeugcxa-ftojcmv ETC* auTov; possibly the 

Slavonic verb and its object form a set phrase, comparable to npfeAhOE7>i 

TBOpHTH, the equivalent of poiye\5civ.

Table VII. Expressions governing preposed infinitives

Occurrence Preposed infinitives 

of construction

51 2? 6

1 1?
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OVYHTH

CAHTM

CA 

EAft^HHTH GA

Afeno ecTb

Occurrence 

8 

1 

3

1?

lU 3? 

5 

7 

1

Preposed infinitives

1

1 1? 

1?

1 

1

1? 

1

1

10 2?

Quotations from Greek

HflYATH

ecTb

AOCTOHHI

Variants

a)

1 1?

1? 1?

1. KhlH BO EfeCfc KOAM npOTHBHA* CA 6CTb B( o)*( e) CTBlS MAM

B(O)»IH> TBftpb (Foll.9"b-10a) ; Aep^HyA7> ^VAMTM in A, R and several

MSS related to R and V. 

b) noKoymaTM CA

1. T05K6 epCTMMH pg^OpHTH nOKBlllfthOTL CA (Fol.30b); nOKgUlfthOT CA

OPHTM in V and the MSS related to it.

c) Atno

1. 

ec(Tb)

Comments

ec(Tb)Hau^ npHAe>KaTH Afeno m

in Kb and Q.

(Fol.65b); KOIKO

Many of these infinitives have clearly been preposed for rhetorical 

effect. For instance, parallel word-order in clauses of similar content
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is achieved by this means in:

i. M TBoe ciEASrceNi e Nfec(Tb) euov 
CA Hfec(Tb) rpfeya (Fol.51a)

E(oro)u* c TOEOK> COBO-

The normal order of main verb and infinitive is inverted for greater em­ 

phasis in:

il. H BChO AhOEOBb H Bfefc\f ?*p ( H ) CT I ANbCKO" H> norgEHTH UblGAATb (Fol.25b)

Cosmas's ordering of words seems sometimes to be deliberately involved,

e.g. in:

iii. 

(Fol.U9a)

we HNbi u)(T)qa KUKC no n HapHijftTH noAQEfleTb vepNbija

Three of the infinitives preposed in quotations follow the order of 

the Greek. The other two are found in a repeated quotation:

iv. ^ApaBaro ovvema He nocASuiftTH HavHSTb (Foll.28b and 63a) - Tfis 
uybaLVo\5aris 6u6aaxaXLas oux aveEjovTai II Tim. ^.3

Stressed elements may stand between infinitive and governing verb: 

v. HeHftBHAfcTH ero CBi-oa en oyvaTb (Fol.lOb)

Only one -of several co-ordinated infinitives ig preposed, e.g.:

vi. HO &'$'L peve E(o)raTft ecub AA nocTpftAftTH youiK) B^. wanacTbipn M

cn(a)cTH A(OYT)IUO" CBOK>

CONCLUSIONS

The interpretation of the materials presented in the preceding four 

sections of this Chapter is fenced about with difficulties. It can 

hardly be too much stressed that most of the texts used here have survived 

in Russian copies, often written five centuries or so after the original 

composition, and that consequently they were open to prolonged Russian 

influence which could conceivably have produced significant alterations 

in their syntax. The problem is not lessened by the absence of obvious 

Russianisms. Church Slavonic was long regarded as the appropriate lan­ 

guage for hagiography and homiletic, and the norms of Russian Church 

Slavonic were based on the usage of the earliest, Old Church Slavonic, 

literature which was brought to Russia -from the South and South-West.
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It would therefore be surprising to find in copies of the Lives of SS. 

Cyril and Methodius, the sermons of St. Clement or the Treatise of Cosmas 

expressions and constructions which were proper to vernacular Russian and 

were excluded from ecclesiastical writings, e.g. the conjunctions

aib, aw6t>i. Nevertheless, Russian Church Slavonic cannot safely be re­ 

garded as reflecting a direct and unmodified tradition from the earliest 

texts, free of the various influences of Old Russian and Greek syntax and 

of later Russian or South Slavonic developments in ecclesiastical literary
/

style. So, for example, an Old Church Slavonic text preserved in a 

Russian MS tradition may have escaped a Bulgarian tendency to replace in­ 

finitives by da-clauses, but there is no immediate guarantee that the 

number of its infinitival constructions has not been increased in accord­ 

ance with notions of syntactic propriety current among Russian scribes at 

one time or another.

The influence of Greek on the composition of these texts must be per­ 

vasive. Their models were Greek ones; they contain numerous translated 

quotations from Greek, and also paraphrases and reminiscences of Scripture; 

and it is natural to suppose that Greek syntactic patterns familiar to 

the authors were incorporated into original Slavonic passages, though the 

presence of such borrowings is hard to demonstrate. For example, in St. 

Clement f s sermons, Table I variant o 1, pp. 98-99 » there are alternative 

readings with BHA^TH complemented by a direct object in the accusative 

and either a participle agreeing with the object or an infinitive. The 

construction of accusative and infinitive is held to be a Graecism in Old 

Church Slavonic; but is it in this instance a later, Graecizing, revision 

or an original reading which was replaced by an expression more natural 

to Slavonic? And can it in fact be called more Greek than the participial 

construction, when verbs of perception can take a participle as complement

66. See Borkovsky 1979 p.217 ff.
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in Greek? T

Allowance must also be made for differences of style between and 

within the texts which have been used as sources here. The Lives are 

largely narrative and, in comparison with much hagiography, fairly simple 

and unrhetorical in style except in their formal introductory sections. 

The sermons, on the other hand, are essentially a rhetorical genre, and 

Cosmas's Treatise often uses a similar manner of exhortation. Thus diver­ 

gences between the syntax of these works may be determined by generic style 

as well as by the personal usage of different authors or by different time 

and place of composition. For example, preposed infinitives occur in the 

Lives only with the main verbs HufeTH, HftVATH and possibly ftOTfeTH, whereas 

in the sermons and still more in the Treatise their range of occurrence 

is much wider. This probably represents one of the stylistic differences 

between plain narrative and homily.

Caution must be exercised in drawing comparisons between these texts, 

because of their disparate length. It is not necessarily significant, for 

example, that the Life of St. Methodius contains only one non-complementary 

(consecutive) infinitive while the sermons supply three absolute, two con­ 

secutive and two final infinitives and the Treatise may have even more 

such constructions, for the Life is shorter than the two latter sources 

and so not likely to have as many examples of any one usage. It is more 

remarkable that the two Lives have respectively about fourteen and eight 

da-clauses with conditional verbs whereas there are no conditionals in 

da-clauses in the sermons and only four in the Treatise; but even here 

one must remember that the sermons are all short, some no longer than one 

printed page, and that they may exclude conditionals by chance. Again, 

the Life of St. Cyril affords no examples of interrogative pronouns or 

adverbs with dependent infinitives, but where these constructions do 

appear they are probably not numerous enough for their absence to be

67. See Goodwin 1959 para.1582, p.3^0.
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significant.

Further, some of the constructions of individual words with the in- 

"finitive or the dji-clause occur too rarely to be of much weight. Single 

instances of AfeHHTM CA, eapHTH with infinitives, of voyrH. K\BH CA

HO with da-clauses are not sufficient ground for general statements about 

the permissible constructions with these words. The evidence presented in 

the fables may at best allow generalizations about the types of construc­ 

tion admitted by different semantic or syntactic classes of words.

With these provisos, one may proceed to remark on the high degree to 

which the findings of the sets of tables coincide both with each other 

and with the studies of Pacnerova and Rothe based on the Old Church Slav­ 

onic Canon (see pp. 31-32). The salient discrepancies are few:

a) eroe + infinitive, a Graecizing construction according to Pacnerova, is 

absent from the Lives but appears in original Slavonic passages in the 

sermons and the Treatise (see pp.102, 105 and 128) where its function is 

most often that of a defining expression in apposition to a noun or 

pronoun .

b) Final infinitives are also in Pacnerova' s view due to Greek influence 

and so it is remarkable that they do occur in original Slavonic works, 

twice in the Life of St. Cyril and six times among the sermons and the 

Treatise. It is possible that the infinitives in the Life should rather 

be treated as complementary, like the infinitive after B^ARTH in the 

Encomium of St. Demetrius:

i. H OVYeWMKfcl CfcEpftBh M BEAftCTb M OyVHTH (VC Ch.l5.l)

ii. H B^Aft AO i? oyyeHHKb* OVVHTH ce nub (VC Ch.15.19)

iii. cpqe CBoe BARA Bcera oyTpeHeBftTH BinAoqieuiouScA cAOBecH EWI K>
(AKK No.iU Foi.U23b)
A da-clause is also found after this verb in the Life of St. Cyril: 

iv. B^Aauie hero oyYMTeAheut Aft ce oyvHTb (VC Ch.U.l)

c) The infinitive after (CE)TBOPHTH is thought by Pacnerova to be modelled 

on Greek usage, but this verb and its reflexive take only infinitival



complements in the Lives. Between them they have three examples of 

CETBOpHTH + infinitive whose subject, distinct from that of the main verb, 

stands in the accusative. In one place this verb takes a da-clause, but 

this is no doubt because a conditional verb is required here after unreal 

conditionals in the rest of the sentence:

i. aijie BO EM heuov ctfqe roAfe SEIAO TO He E-&I AH uorAb C^TBOPMTH Aft 

E7>iuie n CIM ncnptBa nMcuen^i mimSijie EectA^i csoi-e CAftBHAM Bora (VC Ch.15.6)

The active verb is used in the sense 'to make/force someon£ to do some­ 

thing 1 ; in the reflexive it means 'to make oneself out to be something' 

and the two instances of this in the Life of St. Cyril both take infini­ 

tives, e.g.:

ii. KaKO B"z>i ovnsoiHie nuoviye Ha YAOBtna H Tsopme ce

BE1TH (VC Ch.10.68)

However, TBOPHTH in the sense 'to make someone out to be something' is 

construed with adjectives in agreement with the accusative object:

un Bora TBOpeiiia HeuouiHft H\KO M neuorSijia cero A»TM MAM 

HXKO He yoT^nia (VC Ch.l6.6)

Similarly in the Treatise this verb takes participles agreeing with the 

object:

iv. HSKe C(BA)TLI^I npop(o)K7» He TBOPHT^ C(BA)T(LI)UI A(ov)?«u»a l) npo- 
p(o)vt>fcTBOBftBiiift[ . . ,]H«e He TBOpHT^ B(o)riuu <) 
(Treatise,

This seems parallel to the constructions -taken by ULH^TH (see p. 122) and 

by some other verbs in the Treatise:

perhaps BHA^TH , all found with participles.

d) H\KO followed by an infinitive with consecutive sense is found only 

once in each of the Lives and as a variant reading with final sense in a 

sermon; but it occurs at least four times, always interpretable as a con­ 

secutive expression, in the original portions of the Treatise. Since
•.

this construction is held by Pacnerova to be an imitation of Greek, it is 

interesting, both that it is so rarely found, and that it is found at all 

in original Slavonic writings.
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At the beginning of this chapter several suggestions vere tentatively 

made about possible and preferred constructions in Old Church Slavonic 

(see Introduction I-IV, pp. 35-5M • Some of these lose rather than gain 

credibility from the evidence of the subsequent sections: passives are 

no rarer in the infinitive than in da-clauses (see I C, pp. 38-39, and the 

comments on the various Tables I-III); negated infinitives are also to be 

found, though it is true that none of them depends on a negated governing 

expression .(see II B vi, p. k6 9 and the comments on the Tables I-IIl). On 

other points the tables are inconclusive: they conflict over the proper 

construction with BpfeUA (see II! B i-iv, p.H6, III B-iii, p. 50, and the 

first three Tables III, pp.58, 79, 102-03) and with verbs of command and 

entreaty (see I E, pp. ̂ 0-^2, and the Tables l) 9 though the weight of the 

evidence is in favour of infinitives with these words and with

against the surmise in I F vii, p^*!. No conclusions can be drawn 

about constructions with verbs which are not -attested in the sources for 

the tables, such as QCTaTH (I F i, p»^2) and ^ftAfeTH (IV C ii, p,52). 

Similarly, the usage with pepi is not clarified by a single variant 

reading in the Life of St. Cyril (II .E ii, iii, pp.liO-Ul and h 2, -p. 73), 

and the three instances of VRHXTM in the Treatise (p.ll8) all share the 

subjects of their dependent infinitives and so cast no further light on 

the surmise about the construction with differing subjects in I D iv, 

p. 1*0.

However, some of the suggestions in the Introduction seem to be borne 

out by the material of the tables. The hypothesis that yoTtTH takes an 

infinitive when the subjects of governing and governed verb coincide, a 

da-clause when they differ (I D i-iii, p. 1*0), is confirmed by an example 

in the sermons (Table I i, p. 99). Some additional support for this is 

provided in the pattern of constructions with H^BOAHTH and BOA KV: the verb 

takes an infinitive with the same subject but either an infinitive or a 

da-clause when the subjects are distinct (see pp.68 and 9*0, and BOAHX
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in the sense of 'will, pleasure 1 is found with a da-clause when the 

subject of the subordinate verb is not the same as the person who does 

the willing (Treatise, Table III vii, p. 129). Similarly, paA?> takes a 

da-clause with a subject distinct in reference from the noun with which 

pftA7> agrees (Treatise, Table III x, p. 129).

In the Introduction it was suggested that the normal complement of 

demonstrative pronouns was the da-clause. (I A vi, p. 36, II B ix, xiii, 

PP.U7-U8). . This is well supported for ce and TO by the Life of St. Cyril, 

the sermons and the Treatise, if one assumes that the alternative con­ 

struction used to define pronouns, ease and the infinitive, is a product r

of Greek influence in the sermons and the Treatise.
the 

As was pointed out in the comments on/Treatise Table I vi-x, p. 122,

the verbs ukHfrrn ( GA) , BfeAfeTH and UT>IGAHTH only appear with an infinitive 

when its temporal reference is unambiguous, and so they do not admit an 

infinitival construction to express indirect statement (see also IV C i, 

p. 52). This agrees with Brecht's remarks on the limited use of tenseless 

infinitives (see pp. 30-31), and if one considers the other verbs in the 

Tables I which take infinitives, it is clear that tense-marking would be 

superfluous, because the action expressed by the Infinitive is always 

most naturally understood as succeeding that of the main verb (or in a 

few instances as simultaneous with it, e.g. with uopi, oyufeTH , B^A^TH .

TpintTH ) .

The Tables II bear unanimous witness that impersonal constructions 

employ infinitives, against the examples in I F ii, viii, ix, pp. ̂ 2 and 

kh.

In what has been said so far, the constructions found in quotations 

have not been taken into account. This is not only because they must be 

assumed to be influenced by the languages (usually Greek) of their 

sources; an '.additional reason is that in texts which have been preserved 

in MSS of later date than the original composition, Biblical quotations 

are likely to have been altered to correspond to revised versions of
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Scripture. Editing of this kind can be seen to have been practised in

the various MSS traditions of the Life of St. Cyril (see Table I a 6, 

p. 71, and Table III c 1, p.8o). The quotations in Cosmas's Treatise are 

apparently not taken from the earliest Slavonic translation of the Bible 

(see p. 117). Furthermore, some quotations, especially in the 'sermons 

(see pp. 92-93), are paraphrases, rather than exact translations, at least 

of the standard Greek text. Until such time as the various Slavonic 

versions of Scripture and their Greek originals have been established, 

the evidence of the quotations can hardly be evaluated, except by the 

general comment that the picture of syntactic usage that they present is 

not very different from that of the original Slavonic passages.

Yet the quotations can be used, to supplement in a few points the in­ 

formation already collected. The distribution of complements suggested 

above for yoTfeTH is strikingly confirmed. The only instances where the 

subjects of this verb and of its subordinate expressions do not coincide 

are precisely those where it takes a cla-clause, although the Greek has 

an accusative and infinitive construction: see p. 58 viii (complicated by 

the use of the conditional), p. 71 a 6, and in the Treatise:

i. yoflg we A& eec nevaAH ESA6Te (Treatise Fol.52b) I Cor. 7.32.

Occasionally HXKO is introduced into quotations without obvious 

motivation in the Greek, apparently to act as a marker of reported speech, 

see p. 108 vii in the sermons. This usage is noted in Old Russian by Bor- 

kovsky 1979. H\KO is otherwise used to render ELS TO, icpos TO, TO\J. 

Whereas To\3 + infinitive is generally translated either in this way or 

by simple final infinitives, in one place a da-clause is used:

. YIT, OVCT7> UAflAeHhlJh M CfcCOVUlM?^ CfcBhplUHAfc he CM

Aft pa^APoywmim spar* M u&CTbNHKa (AKK No. 31 Fol.loUa) Ps. 8.3. 

This presumably reflects a desire to avoid the final infinitive.

On the other hand, the da-clauses with HTH and noG7>AaTH in quotations 

reproduce clauses in the Qreek originals where these are known, in the 

sermons and the Treatise. There is thus nothing to contradict the
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consistent evidence of the original Slavonic material, that verbs of 

motion take the infinitive or supine as complement (contrast II A v, p.1*5, 

B Tii, xii, xv, pp.1*6 and 1*8, III B, pp.1*9-50 and IV A iv, p.51).

Comparison of the quotations with the original Slavonic material re­ 

veals one more interesting peculiarity. It is only in the quotations, 

and only occasionally, that elements which are likely to have been stressed 

intervene between the da which introduces a 1st or 3rd perv imperative 

and the following verb (see pp.108 vM, 112 i, 13!* i). The restriction 

by which only enclitics may be placed between da and its verb seems to 

apply solely to the imperative or optative da-clause and may be a dis­ 

tinguishing characteristic of it, though I have tried not to rely on it 

in assigning da-clauses to this or other classes.

The conditional is found both in original Slavonic passages and in 

quotations, most often, as has been mentioned, in the two Lives. It is 

of course a distinctively Slavonic form, whose presence in quotations 

signals a degree of independence from Greek (see pp.36-37). Brauer 1957 

suggests that the use of the conditional in Old Church Slavonic is per­ 

ceptibly different from that of Old Russian: in Old Church Slavonic the 

conditional can occur freely, as a semantically marked form, in final 

and complementary da-clauses; in Old Russian its occurrence is limited 

by syntactic and semantic factors. Brauer finds that it is more or less 

confined to complementary da-clauses, and particularly to those that ex­ 

press indirect request, i.e. after verbs meaning 'to pray' and f to ask 1 

rather than verbs of command, and after verbs meaning 'to send* when the 

subject of the da--clause is distinct from the subject and object of the 

governing verb and the da-clause conveys the reported request or command 

which the person who is the object of the main verb is sent to give, e.g. 

'He sent a messenger to his allies, that they should gather their forces'. 

However, Brauer allows that this difference in usage is less obvious in 

the earliest Old Russian Sources, perhaps because of Old Church Slavonic
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influence, and according to Borkovsky it is not well-founded. It can 

at least be concluded that the distribution of the conditional in the 

Life of St. Cyril does not show signs of revision during the later Old 

Russian period, and this is itself valuable information, since revision 

has been suspected in some branches of the Russian MSS tradition (see 

pp. 67 and 76) .

There is a small group of short Slavonic works which have not been 

included in the foregoing examination, because they are short and iso­ 

lated or because their interpretation raises difficulties. So far as 

their evidence can be relied on, it agrees fairly well with that of the 

longer texts. The Treatise on Letters of the monk Khrabr, though it 

was probably written before the end of the ninth century, survives only 

in MSS of the fourteenth century .and later, among whose variant readings 

it is often hard to decide which is preferable (see Kuev's edition and 

commentaries of 1967). The only construction of interest here is H&K- 

CA and an infinitive with the same subject, found in some though

not all of the earlier, more complete MSS, notably in Kuev's Nos.2 and 8 

which contain the passage on which the dating of this work is based. 

This may conflict with non&AHTH CA and a da-clause with the same subject 

in the Treatise, but it accords with H^AHTM and an infinitive with a 

different- subject in the Life of St. Cyril arid the sermons, giving a 

pattern comparable to that of (Ha)oyvHTM and (HR)OVVHTH CA.

The forty-second sermon in the Commentated Gospel of the Priest Con- 

stantine, a contemporary of St. Clement, is not known to have a Greek 

original and so is attributed to Constantine himself. In Jagic's edition 

of 1873 of the thirteenth century Serbian MS, three constructions are 

worth noting. MOAHTM is followed by an infinitive with the same subject; 

a da-clause is used where one might have expected an infinitive, after

68- Borkovsky 1979 pp.129-30; but his statement of Brauer's position 
seems less than precise.
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verbs of volition with the same subject:

i. HRCb BO pftAH npfcKAOHH HeBCCft M CHHAC Bb^ftAKflAb H Bb>KA6AflAb (sic) 

npHWKpfeUieTb pOAb YAOBtYbGKb (p.

There is an example, the only one I have met in these texts, of a da- 

clause placed before the main verb; but it is co-ordinated with a partici­ 

pial phrase and the two give the reasons for the action of the main verb:

ii. UJNb »6 UMAOCTHBb Gbl M Aft He HUBHTb C6 npOTHB*) Hb ^ftKOHOV UOHCeUJBOV

urrnoyGTH re (p. 3*0

The twelfth century Russian MS of this work adds two prefaces, one in 

acrostich veuse, the other in prose, which have been most recently pub­ 

lished by Kuev 197^- Presumably they are also by Constantine. The acro­ 

stich poem is in dodecasyllabic verse with caesura after the fifth or 

seventh syllable. This makes corruptions which infringe the metre readily 

detectable and gives some guarantee of authenticity to passages which con­ 

form with it; but it also means that the syntax may have been somewhat 

distorted to fit the verse, and so not too much weight should be placed 

on the occurrence here of noc^AftTH with a da-clause and differing subjects 

or npoGHTH and poygt so GBOH ropfe.BO^AftK) HPHCHO with infinitives which 

imply the same subject. The brief prose introduction includes one passage 

of note here:

i. oVKfeKAeno saiBfeiiie BtpbH3>muH erep^i YABK^I . ciKa^aHin-e CTaaro 
FAMHX nptAomiTH OT* rpbYhCKa Hx^iiKa.B* CAOBfeHbCK'L (Kuev No.l, p. 189)

This resembles the pass-lire' construction with OVVHHHTH found in a variant 

in the sermons (see p.98> 1 l)«

The second homily in Clozianus also lacks a known Greek source and

69 
has been attributed by some to St. Methodius. Three of its constructions

are interesting because they run counter to the tendencies which have 

been observed in other texts. One is a preposed infinitive which does 

not stand Immediately in front of its governing verb:
•-•

i. aiiure OVBO AK>KITH npqB'&A* BA&A?>iKau7> ^euAA*Ewne CAOBO

69.- See Vasica 19^9 and Dostal 1959 pp.127-28.



(Fol.lb. 21-22)

The other two are imperative da-clauses in which stressed elements inter­

vene between the da and the verb:

ii. fenoKOwe (sic) ^OIKOHI muieTiyAa HiKEiKe OVEO OTT>

ci> oyGT^Honaa csoma* icnoBfeAn*-A cese BfepHa
ARAeve QTiGToiT* Ba (Fol.2b. 25-29)

This is complicated by incorporating a quotation, Matth. 15.8.

iii. cero pftAM TPAG^I CA i TpeneuiTA'Aft saw ypomiTTi ^RKOHI (Fol.2b. 

37-39)

The remaining ten imperative da-clauses in the homily all conform to the 

suggested rule of non-interruption. The homily also contains several 

negated infinitives, governed by AA2>KkHi> and by post-posed noKoymaTH GA. 

Citations are from the edition of Dostal 1959.

The Encomium of SS. Cyril and Methodius is closely associated with 

the Lives of these saints, both because it usually stands after one or 

other of them in MSS and because its text is directly related to theirs 

(see Fn.31, p.6l). It exists in two versions, a fuller one found in the 

twelfth century Russian Uspensky Sbornik Immediately after the earliest 

copy of the Life of St. Methodius and in a number of fifteenth century

and later Russian MSS, and a shorter one included in Vladislav Gramatik's

TO MSS of 1U69 and 1^79 and in the 1598 Hopovo MS. 1" In its longer form

Tl the work is attributed to St. Clement;' the author is not howe"ver::named

in any of the MSS. The following remarks are based on the text of the 

twelfth century MS as published by Kotkov 1971.

This text provides an example of OVTBPI.AMTH with a dependent infini­ 

tive, a construction which Pacnerova considers Greek in inspiration:

i. M OVU* OVTBbpAMTft'AOGTCmHO nOCAfeAOBftTM CTOnCUJtt BftK) (Fol ,115v. 23-25 )

There is an instance of c^AaTH with a direct object which is the subject 

of a dependent da-clause; this occurs in Pope Hadrian's Bull Gloria in

TO. See Angelov, Kuev and Kodov 1970 pp.^75-78. 

71. See Angelov, Kuev and Kodov 1970 pp.



excelsis Deo and corresponds to nocT>AftTH + da-clause in the Life of St. 

Methodius, though the wording is not exactly the same. There is also 

an example of R^AHTM governing an infinitive with the same subject which 

is related to the reading in the Life with a da-clause:

ii. naTpnap^i ovcAhimaBi noABnr* ero'EfeAHuia n nocTaeHTH unTponoAMTa

B* YbCTbHt UtCTfc (Fol.lllb.8-12)

72 It is conjectured that the plural verb here is correct, the passage

being derived from the similar one in the Life where the subject of

is ij'cpb M nftTpnapft?> (Fol.105a.2-3). In the Life, however, EfeAHma is com 

plemented by a da_-clause with a conditional verb (see p.57 9 vi), and so 

it appears that one or other text has undergone grammatical revision. 

Something similar has happened in:

iii. npHEAimn sxe CA Bpfao/\ FIOKOH ripnVflTH npfecTouov n nptEA*Houov 0141-0

M OVYMT6AH) KOCTAHTHHOV 4>MAOCO(1)OV (Fol ,113g. 6-11 )

The Life of St. Cyril has a da/-clause or a verbal noun in the parallel 

place, see Table III a 1, p.80. The corruption and abbreviation of these 

two passages in the Encomium make it seem likely that the Lives have the 

original readings. The versions in the Encomium would then be particular­ 

ly important as evidence of early literary revision in which da-clauses 

were replaced by infinitives. The only other example occurs in fifteenth 

and sixteenth century MSS of St. Clement's sermon on the Trinity, the 

Creation and the Last Judgement, see p. 98, variant i 1.

The only other notable construction in the Encomium is a defining 

infinitive in apposition to a noun:

IV. E^ EO h€UOV AftM* AftP?» AftOBbHblH* hfl^blKbl rARTH hftKO M

(Fol.llOv. 15-17)

The Tables III show that the syntax of expressions defining nouns varies 

They may be either jla-clauses or infinitives, usually but not invariably 

introduced by 6%e; that is to say, it is like the pattern of defining 

expressions with demonstrative pronouns. By contrast, nouns such as

72. See Angelov, Kuev and Kodov i97'0 p. h^h Fn.35-



BOAHX, BAacTb, CHAR, sayOKA&HHe, FAftA^. which are formally and semantic- 

ally related to verbs or adjectives, take complementary infinitives as 

those verbs and adjectives would do, except in certain explicable in- 

fctances (uoAHTB2>i with a da-clause and conditional verb, see p. 8^ i, or 

KAATEft with a cla-clause in the Life of St. Methodius, see below on KAATH) 

and so do nouns which have a grammatical function in their dependent 

infinitival phrases, except perhaps for roAHHa and vaca (see p.80 a l), 

which possibly should not be treated as comparable to KorAa 01* KRKO + 

infinitive, but as nouns with defining da-clauses.

Such vacillation is the more significant because on the whole the 

tables display a rather well-marked separation of the functions of in­ 

finitive and da-clause. The distribution with nouns has just been out­ 

lined; adjectives (except for paA3>> see p.129, x), interrogative pronouns 

and adverbs, and impersonal expressions always take infinitives in the 

original Slavonic material. The verbs of Tables I also mostly have 

infinitival complements, though some may admit da-clauses under particular 

syntactic conditions (ftOTfeTH and H^BOAHTH with a difference in subject). 

The da-clause is apparently the normal form of final expression and, if 

one accepts H\KO and e»e with the infinitive to be imitations of Greek 

syntax, the native Slavonic consecutive and defining clauses also norm­ 

ally take da and a finite verb.

There are a few verbs, though, which are found only with da-clauses: 

voyTH, npfajiaTH, ^aKAATH t KAhOCTM CA; and a few more which occur both^with 

infinitives and with del-clauses: H^BOAHTHt seAfeTH, (Ha)oycTMTn, UOARTH 

CA. noABHrHRTH CA. noT7>uiHTH CA. ^ is perhaps not surprising that verbs 

of command should allow a form of construction which is also used for 

direct imperatives. The da-clauses after BeAfeTH, npfeuiftTH and OVGTHTH 

observe the rule that da and its verb should be contiguous stressed 

elements, and indeed, the da-clause could be understood as a direct 3rd 

per. command in:

i. TftKO B6AHUL Aft 06 KpbCTHTb BOA h€ K> UK6 ^OlJieTb UJTb G6FO AbH6 (VC
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Ch.11.38)

Were it not for the convention which governs the inclusion of verbs 

taking complements with different subjects, the number of da-clauses 

with these verbs would be greater and other verbs could be added to the 

list, particularly verbs of motion.

The verbs which freely admit da-clause -complements are united by 

the difficulty in determining whether those clauses are actually comple­ 

mentary or final. The distinction, as explained in Ch.l, p.!9 9 is 

sometimes a fine one, e.g. with UOAHTM GA, and may not always be worth 

making, e.g. with KAH>CTM GA and the verbs of motion. The point to be 

emphasized here is that those infinitives which overlap with da-clauses 

in grammatical meaning or function, those which have obvious final sense 

or can be interpreted as defining expressions, are the ones which do in 

fact overlap with them in distribution. Some such alternation is only 

to be expected at the beginning of a change from the use of one type of 

construction to another; but it does not show that a change had already 

begun, nor is it to be regarded as a starting-point from which the da- 

clause was bound to spread at the expense of the infinitive. It can 

only be claimed that in Old Church Slavonic - and by extension in Old 

Bulgarian - the infinitive and the da-clause appear to have been, in 

certain limited functions and syntactic contexts, equivalent and inter­ 

changeable.
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CHAPTER 3 : THE TALE OF TROY

In the mid fourteenth century a translation was made of the Greek 

Chronicle of Constantine Manasses for the Bulgarian Tsar loann Alexan­ 

der (1331-1371). The two principal MSS in -which it is preserved were 

written during his reign: one, now preserved in Moscow and published in 

a critical edition by I. Bogdan 1966, is dated 13^/13^5; the other, at 

present in the Vatican Library and published in a photographic edition 

by Duichev 1963, was probably copied soon afterwards. The •eecorid'-MS 

is .adorned with illuminations, among which are pictures of loann Alex­ 

ander and his sons, and it includes a number of additions from other 

sources to the Chronicle text of the 13^-^/13^5 MS. The most substantial 

of these additions is the version of the Siege of Troy known as the

npnTMa or TpOflHcxa nosecr, which is inserted on Foll.li2a-62a,

after Constantine Manasses 's own account of the same legend. The language 

of the Pritcha differs strikingly from that of the Bulgarian translation 

of the Chronicle, as can been seen repeatedly in the linguistic study of 

Boissin 19^6. The Chronicle is written in a variety of Bulgarian Church

Slavonic which shows indeed some traces of popular influence, e.g. in the

2 possessive adjectives, but its norms are conservative by comparison with

the usages of the Pritcha, which jresemble of foreshadow those of modern 

Bulgarian: the apocopated forms of the verbs 'to be 1 and 'to want' and of 

the 3rd %per. sing, pronoun in the accusative-genitive and the dative; the 

short infinitive without final -H^; the analytic 'formation -of the compara­ 

tive degree by means of no- and the positive degree of the adjective; -qn 

and -TO suffixed to demonstrative and relative pronouns, generalization 

of the stem KO- rather than KLI- in the interrogative pronoun, ML i as the

1. See the introductions to Duichev 1963 and Boissin

2. See Boissin 19^6 p.5^.
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nominative of the 1st per. plur. pronoun; -yuL1 and -ya> as 1st and 3rd 

per. plur. endings of the aorist tense, and the plural in -A6 of the 

perfect participle; a tendency to confuse the use of the accusative and 

the locative after prepositions which may express direction or location; 

and the periphrastic future tense formed with the auxiliary verb 'to 

want 1 . These peculiarities of the Pritcha, and a few more isolated 

morphological features, prompt Mirchev 1963 to say that it is written

in comparatively unconstrained popular language and consequently is ;.

3 held to be a reliable source for Middle Bulgarian.

The version of the story of Troy given in the Pritcha is found in 

the mediaeval literature o'f other Slavonic peoples. There are two 

Croatian Glagolitic MSS of the fifteenth century: one is a fragment of 

a Cakavic and Ikavic version (published in Jagic 1866 and here referred 

to as Primjeri); the other, which is complete, has both Cakavic and Kaj- 

kavic elements (published in Jagic 1868 and here referred to as Prilozi). 

A Serbian version, Stokavic and Ekavic, exists in an early sixteenth 

century MS in Sofia (published in Ringheim 1951, here known as Sofia). 

A fourth MS, seventeenth century Cakavic in Roman letters, has not been 

published but is described by Marinkovic 196l and copiously quoted in 

that afticle and in Vasilev 1971. Both these two scholars and also Mazon 

1935 and Ringheim 1951 have attempted to establish the textological re­ 

lationships between the versions offered by these MSS and have all 

arrived at similar conclusions: that, though the various texts clearly 

originate from one source, and though they coincide not only in the out­ 

line of their story but also in details of phraseology, they diverge in 

number and order of minor episodes and in choice of expression in a way 

that excludes any direct relation between them. That is to say, not 

only can no one of them be shown to depend on one of the others, but no

3. See Mirchev 1963 p.l8: noeeciTa e nucaHa na cpaBHnrejiHO
63HK, HOpaflM KOCTO C6 DO/lSyBa CT>C 01136373 H3 6flHH OT H3M~

e3HKOBH
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two or more display the kind of similarities which would allow one to 

derive them with confidence from a single intermediary in the textual 

development from the original. It is true that Marinkovic proposes a 

Cakaric redaction from which Primjeri and Prilozi would both stem, and 

suggests that the seventeenth century Cakavic version may depend on the 

fifteenth century Primjeri; but as Primjeri consists only of the begin­ 

ning of the Tale, up to but not including the Judgement of Paris, this 

hypothesis rests rather on the absence of conflicting evidence than on 

much positive support. There are some slight signs that the texts of

the Cyrillic MSS, Sofia and the Pritcha, derive from a Glagolitic tradi-

h tion, but it is unclear whether these two fuller versions are expansions

of the Tale as found in Prilozi and the seventeenth century MS, or

V

whether, on the contrary, the extant Cakavic and Kajkavic MSS represent 

abbreviations of the original.

That original is generally agreed to have been a Western European, 

Latin-based one. The thematic structure of the Tale resembles that of 

several Western mediaeval vernacular versions of the same story, the 

personal and place names are patently Latin, not Greek, in form, and 

there are a few obscure readings which seem to be explicable as corrup-
7

tions of Latin. Whether the Slavonic translation was made directly 

from Latin or through the mediation-of some other language, Hungarian 

as Hadrovics 1955 suggests, Greek according to Ringheim 1951» has been
o

the subject of much ingenious hypothesis and dispute. The question

U. See Ringheim 1951 p.276 and Hamm 1953.

5. The Russian versions of the Tale derive from a copy of the Bulgarian 
one, according to Tsonev 1892.

6. See Veselovsky 1888, Tsonev 1892 and Hadrovics 1955 for details.

7. See Hadrovics 1955 9 " especially on TpHrAteHft (Pritcha Fol.U7b) as a ren­ 
dering of in triclinio (pp.60-6l).

8. See Hamm 1953 and I960 for reviews of.these two proposals. The princi­ 
pal objection to them is that they do not solve more problems than does 
the hypothesis of direct Latin origin, while requiring a larger array of 
additional assumptions than it does.
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is relevant here only in so far as it touches the immediate source of 

the Pritcha. Hadrovics's theory involves the assumption that the various 

Slavonic versions arise from independent translations of his hypothetical 

Hungarian one; it does not seem to be essential" to his argument whether 

the Bulgarian one derives directly from Hungarian or via Croatian, and 

in fact he accepts -without discussion the usual view, which is the latter. 

Ringheim's attempt to find the sources of the Tale in Byzantine Greek, 

rather than Latin literature, and to explain the phonetic peculiarities 

of the proper names as they appear in the Slavonic texts by the putative 

influence of North Greek dialectal pronunciation, might have prompted 

him to suggest that a Slavonic translation was as likely to have been 

made first in Bulgaria as further West; he also, however, seems satisfied 

that the Pritcha depends on a (Serbo-) Croat tradition.

The grounds for deriving the Pritcha from a Croatian version are 

partly those of historical probability. If the Western origin of the 

Tale is accepted, then it is plausible that it should first have been 

translated in a Western Slavonic area, where there was contact with Latin- 

based culture (whether Hungarian or not) and from there have been passed 

on the the East. The pronunciation of Latin implied by the spelling of 

proper names in all the MSS is, according to Hadrovics, that which was 

current in central Europe, from Poland down to Slovenia and Croatia; 

Veselovsky 1888 finds traces of it also in the Serbo-Croat Alexandria 

and the Belorussian Bova and Tristan stories. In addition, however, 

traces of Western South Slavonic linguistic influence have been found in 

the Pritcha. Tsonev 1892 surmises that some places in the Pritcha show 

misunderstanding of a Croatian source:

i. H noHAe BI> HtKOH ANh-AOBt AOBHTH TioHeiKe Aparo uoy Efeme AOEHTH 

(Pritcha Fol.l*2a) - H B^ NHKH A^Hb nove AOBHTH npnroAfl ce euy OPHTH H*> 

6ABWb AHrib OTOKb (Prim.1$ri « and Prilozi p,57)

9. See Hadrovics 1955 pp.63-65.

10. See Veselovsky 1888 pp.98-99, 137-38.
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ii. ACMAb Haua Naho uJBfeTi e*e Hacn (sic) peKAi (Pritcha Fol.U6a) - 

waua ysfeTb va CA Hftua OBeiyaAb (Primjeri, and similarly in Prilozi 

p. 59 and Sofia Fol.225a)

He also suggests that some items of vocabulary in the Pritcha are Croat­ 

ian: npHva, KpaAb. ^acTftBa, npfesftpHTH . HanpaBMTH, %aAOKH CBO* rAaBfr Ha 

; and that examples of the confusion of n_ and ^ betray an Ikavic

source: npfcAOKM (Fol.53b), uapfeqa (Fol.^Tb), npfearn (passim, but it seems 

possible to take it literally and not as a mistake for npHATu) and the 

proper names npfehauoyuib (Priamus) and BptofeHAa (Briseis) . Jagic 1868 

and Mazon 1935 add to this list KHHAOAa (F2>1.^2a) from AQAb

(Primjeri, and Prilozi p. 57), and npHUieA^> t npn«ia (Fol.U2a) from »

in Primjeri and Prilozi p. 57) , npfefrnfe (Primjeri, npnluife in Prilozi

p. 58), in which they see transcription from Glagolitic of the Croatian 

renderings of Ida, Phryges and Phrygia. Mazon suggests that

(Fol.5^b) arose from KpH«6oyuib (Prilozi p. 66, Sofia Fol.2^6a) ( Chryses) 

by a confusion of the Glagolitic letters H^ and j»_; it may, hovever, simply 

be a dittography, since it occurs after o_ and the name appears elsewhere 

in this passage as pimeoyuib. He also points out that the Hungarian, 

German and Italian loan-words in the Slavonic versions of the Tale might 

most naturally be expected to have entered from the West. Boissin in turn 

remarks on the use of OTOKZ> (Pritcha Fol.ii2a) in the sense of 4 island' as 

a Serbo-Croat feature, and on AOHVHKT> (Pritcha Fol.56a), apparently a 

corruption of AQHVUfr or AOHVHH** (see Sofia Fol.250b) t and suggests that 

(Pritcha Foil. 52b and 53a) is a Serbo-Croat genitive form.

Clearly not all these points are equally cogent; in particular it is 

hard to tell what words were current with what meanings in one or -other 

dialect at a time for which there is little evidence about dialects. 

Nevertheless, there is sufficient ground here for all the scholars

11. In fact these two-letters are not particularly like each other in 
Croatian Glagolitic, see Vajs 1932. I owe this observation to Dr. A.E. 
Pennington.
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mentioned to assume that the Pritcha was taken from a Western South 

Slavonic source, perhaps Croatian Glagolitic.

If this is accepted, then the possibility cannot be excluded that 

other linguistic characteristics of the Pritcha come from its Croatian 

source and thus that it is not to be treated uncritically as reliable 

evidence for fourteenth century popular Bulgarian. Mirchev indeed, in 

his article of 1968, stresses the unexpectedly limited occurrence of 

grammatical innovations in the Pritcha. Where syntax is concerned, its 

comparatively modern, non-literary appearance depends, he says, mainly 

on the reduction in infinitival constructions, the use of participles as 

finite verbs, and the analytic formation of the comparative degree of 

adjectives. In some respects he finds it grammatically conservative in 

comparison with other sources for Middle Bulgarian: it retains the dis­ 

tinctions of case with but little confusion, it employs the dual often, 

it has few examples'of the adnominal dative which is characteristic of 

Bulgarian and no certain ones of prepositional phrases introduced by Ha 

with genitive or dative function, nor any instances of the postposed 

definite article; yet the evidence of thirteenth century Bulgarian

sources conflicts with all of this except, perhaps, the rarity of geni-

12 tive ^-constructions. But the absence of specifically Bulgarian

developments which leads to the appearance of archaism in a fourteenth 

century Bulgarian MS agrees well enough with the picture presented by 

fifteenth century Croatian or early sixteenth century Serbian MSS of the 

Tale of Troy, and, .a fortiori, with a hypothetical thirteenth or four­ 

teenth century Western South Slavonic source.

Vasilev 1972, discussing the problem of distinguishing Middle Bul­ 

garian traits in the Pritcha, suggests that only those forms and con­ 

structions which cannot be paralleled from the other versions of the Tale

12. See Mirchev 1966", and Mirchev 1963 and Steinke 1968 passim.
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are to be considered beyond doubt Bulgarian. The application of this 

criterion adds a few adverbs and nominal and verbal stems to the list of 

distinctively Bulgarian features of the Pritcha given on pp»151-52; on 

the other hand, it eliminates the various apocopated forms, the peri­ 

phrastic future, the short infinitive and possibly the confusion of the

13 accusative and locative after prepositions of direction and location.

Vasilev also remarks that many of the infinitival constructions which 

Mirchev regards as constituting a distinctive pattern of usage in the 

Pritcha are matched in the other versions.

As a matter of principle, therefore, the material of the Pritcha 

must be compared at least with that of Prilozi and Sofia before any 

conclusions are drawn from it about Middle Bulgarian. In the following 

examination of that material (which is tabulated in full, since Mirchev 

1968 gives examples of the various types of infinitival construction 

but does not enumerate the individual constructions or deal in detail 

with the ^la-clauses) the comparable usages of Prilozi and Sofia are 

described in additional tables. The body of examples from Primjeri is 

not large enough to be tabulated and is simply mentioned in the comments. 

This method of presentation does not show what constructions correspond 

to each other in the different versions of one passage, but such cor­ 

respondences are often not particularly enlightening, e.g.:

iii. H pe eu ueNeAae FIOHTH c* MM Ma BOHCK* (Pritcha Fol.^Sb) - M nocAa 

K MCUV ueHCAavui 0 nap** Aa MAC c HMM*' napHra'' Ma BOMCKV (Prilozi p.6l) - M 

nocAa K Meuov n(a)pfc ueMCAaovuib roBoptKLi uo\f tu napMwov cu\(e)3(a)Mpfe Ha- 

npaBAwm ce HanpaBAHXH ce Aa norfeiiih co UNO Ha BOMCKOV (Sofia Fol.232a)

Such loosely parallel passages, which are frequent, lend some colour to 

Ringheim's suggestion that the text of the Tale was handed down at least 

in part by oral tradition.

13. Sofia shares some further morphological peculiarities with the Pritfcha 
which lead Vasilev 1971 to suppose that it may have some basis in North- 
West Bulgarian.

Ik. See Ringheim 1951 pp.273-76.
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Citations from the Pritcha ate taken from Duichev's edition of 1963. 

The references are given by folia, not page numbers, so that most of them 

hold good also for the 1966 reprint of I. Bogdan's edition; but in the 

Vatican MS two folia have been left unnumbered between Fol.56 and Fol.58, 

and these are here referred to as Fol.57 and Fol.57*» whereas Bogdan 

numbers the folia in strict sequence and so renumbers those after Fol.57. 

Prilozi and Sofia are cited from the editions of Jagic 1868 and Ringheim 

1951. Primjeri is quoted in my own Cyrillic transcription of Jagic's 

Glagolitic edition of 1866.

Table I« Verbs governing infinitive or da-clause with identical or dis­

tinct subjects

Occurrence

Pritcha

apocopated ?

BOAMTH

UOIJIH

HftYATH

nOp&YHTH

peijiH

TOBOPHTM

nOVCTHTH

nosecTM

CICTftBMTM

nonTH (CAR)\ ^ *•* •rm /

npMTM

Infinitive

of verb

1*3

H 11

1

1

13

29

6

3

1

1

9

1

1

8

1

2

6

2

same subj . diff.

1*3 1?

11

2

1

13

31

5

*

1

11

1

2

1

2

1*

1

Da-clause

1

6

3

2
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Occurrence Infinitive

H^blTtt (AaBHo)

AeWn

nOKAAKH&TH

A*™

GKAtTtt

UOAHTH CA

KAATH CA ( »-ftKo)

C^TBOPHTH

BtAtTH

OVUtTM

Prilozi

^OTtTM

apocopated ?«OTfeT

UOIJ1H

noveTM

^aveTM

npHYOTM

noBU«™

^nOEkABTH

peuiM

np ftBA«TH

HOCAftTM

HTH

nOMTM

npMTM

noEfcr.ni

BCTaTH ^ft M6

rpeciM

HUfeTH

of verb same sub j . diff,

2

1 1

1 1

3 1

U U

1

2 2

1

1

3 3

3^ 33

•n 6 8

20 21

8 8

3 3

1 1

1

2 :

9

i
it

i i
2 2

2 1

1

1 1

1 1

3 3

Da-clause

same subj. diff.subj

1

1

1

1

1

1

3

1

1

1

3

1

1
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Occurrence Infinitive Da-clause

AftTH

fcUfeTM

npOCHTH K&KO

AEtaWTH

VYHTM

Havvn™ ce

VYHHMTH

H6 YHHM

UHfcTH

noueNSTH

VUtTH

E«AtT«

Sofia

JOT*™

apocopated ^OT'

meAHTii

EMKAeAtTH

BOAHTH

UOI]1H

HftYeTH

lave™

OVYBTH

n rt D f* ^ TI "I'M
| | ̂ J Q Wit U ill

^anoBfeAaTH

peiyn

npopeqjM ce

TOBOpHTM

HpftBAHXTH

of verb same sub j . diff.subj. same subj ., diff.subj

3 3

5 5

2 U

1 2

1 1

1 1

U 1 3

1 1

1 1

1 1

3 3

1 2

81 8U

bTH 5 5

1 1

1 1

1 1

23 23

6 6

3 3

2 2

1 1

5 5

20 16 U

2 2

1 1

1 1

He 1
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nOCAftTH

npMTH

SCTftTM

rpecTn

nOKACKHOVTM 

OTpMNOVTM . CO

CUtTH

UOAHTM

KA6TM C6 KftKO 

HftOVYHTH C6 

OVCTCIBAHVTM 

OVYMHMTM

HcmpaBHTM ce

OCTftBMTJI 

UHtTM

CAL1U1MTM

C6

Occurrence

of verb

5

1

6

3

1

1

1

1

2

1

3

1

8

3

1

2

1

2

2

1

2

1

1

1

2

1

1

1

I

same s

6

h

l

1

2

1

2

1

1

8

3

1

1

*

2

Infinitive Da-clause

same subj. diff.subj. same subj.>diff«subj.

1

1

2

1

1

1

1
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Comments -

Primjeri has eight verbs which take complements of this kind: yoTfeTM 

uoqiH, noveTH , GUfeTH , noHTM governing infinitives with the same subjects 

and peqiH as a verb of command followed by an infinitive with a different 

subject.

The queried item in the Table stands for a place in the Pritcha 

where a form may be taken either as a finite verb or as a shortened in­ 

finitive : ,

i. POAHT GA U) JK6HL1 TB06A GN^j^ft KOCTO ftOUie H'grOpfeTH TpOft rpftAl M

H Me OGTftHeTb KftueNb Hft KftueNH (Pritcha

See p. 178 on remodelling of the infinitive.

The apocopated form of yoTfeTH appears in the Pritcha as qifr, i|ie(uib) , 

qie(T7>) . From the other versions uiy (Primjeri and Prilozi) , Heiji 0 , Tfeme

(Prilozi) , KK>, Kl, Kfe (Sofia) are treated as apocopated, but not forms
+e 

such as oqiy, ^T^, (o)Kh€uo. Parallel passages in the Pritcha show that

the long and apocopated forms of yoTteTH could be used interchangeably, 

and that the simple perfective present could be substituted for either:

li. UJ aAe^ftHpe <|>ftpH*K> HMHt UA Al-OBl1Ulh«HA nplMACTb BpfeUA M OCTaEHUlH

'M pe en RAeSaHAP^ w rxe OMHeSuie He yoqi^ a^^ rese UJGTRBHTH (Pritcha 

Fol.U5b)

. M pfe^ TM ftAeftHApe $ftpn>KOVHMnt UA AH>KMiiib ft noToui np
KftKO )OA ^OUieillb OCTftBHTH 'H Tbl CA UHt KA7>Mtme,He P& TCBC OGTftBHTH

(Pritcha Fol.52a)

It is possible that yoTfeTH + da-clause is used with full volitional 

sense in:

iv. M fteT^ya. Aft noroyEATt^ftqHAeemft M Spenmema (Pritcha 

In the places where the past tense of yoTfeTM takes an infinitival com­ 

plement, it expresses an action which is on the point of being performed

but is Immediately frustrated, e.g.:
C v. M yoTfeuie noroyEHTH ueHCAftovuift qpfe M ovpeKiiiMiiift ftijie He BH

15. I. Bogdan 1966 reads ^cme ro we j^[wt] HR orsATfc. AOvanaT* (Pritcha Fol 
5?a) but the MS has me. This was pointed out to me by G-'iTulloch.
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(Pritcha Foll.51b-52a)

The distinction is a fine one however, as the intention expressed in iv 

also fails of achievement. In Prilozi there seems to be no difference 

in sense between ?«OTfeTH with a da-clause and with an infinitive: 

vi. RAM y^qieuP Aft yupfeuP TH H TBOM EpftT** (Prilozi p. 62) 

vii. c Kora yogie nornHyTH jpofe AO <J>VAOueHTa (Prilozi p.6o) 

The table shows that the main group of da-clause complements in the 

Pritcha is , those dependent on noycTHTM and the verbs of motion. The use 

of the da-clause with noycTHTH allows the object of the main verb to be 

left implicit:

viii. Aft noycTM Aft Bpi>ra>Ta CHOI ero nH opftAO (Pritcha Fol.^9b) 

It also permits nice semantic distinctions, as in:

x 0 H noycTH BCAMUM* BA^HLI HOI uope-Aft noroyEHTL EGA 

* AO KOHqa (Pritcha Fol.50a)

Here the waves are the mere instrument of destruction, and this is em­ 

phasized by giving the same subject to the main verb and to the comple­ 

ment which expresses the intended result.

Some of the clausal complements of verbs of motion, though they are 

included in this table because they fit the syntactic criterion of iden­ 

tity of subject, may have extra shades of meaning not normally expressed

in complementary clauses:

A x. H noHAe GI rSauM no rpaAfc?*2», GAft CA TOIKO oyrcmTi'Aft GA He

THT* TpOMCKOM Kp*BM (Pritcha Fol.^9b)

xi, Ta H^biAH no rpo& HOI EpaHb'AftBHO EH uiAeAfe (sic) HCKTOPH) KPAAK>

(Pritcha Fol.55a)

These constructions seem to have a more markedly final sense, combined 

perhaps with a doubt that the goal will actually be attained, than does 

a simple da-clause with the indicative such as:

Xii. Aft nOBCAH HUfc Aft H'gblA* "ft MOPCKLIM OTOK^'Aft CM Bh^HUaa/T^ 1J10

e Koen Apftro .(Pritcha Fol.53b)

16. This passage is missing from I. Bogdan 1966.
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Where these verbs take simple cla-clauses, however, it is not clear

that there is any marked difference in sense from their construction

with infinitives:

xiii. M noycTMiii* HaMH\Kuift t Aft HUI! anHAeuirx (Pritcha Fol.53a)

xiv. n noycTMCTa naKbi oypenujeiiia HCKRTH aqMAeema ( Pritcha Fol.53a)

xv. a^i Hfecub npMuieAi Aft CAoyro* Ha ^AaTfe MAM BMCpt (Pritcha Fol.l*8a)

xvi, a^b He npiMAo CAOV>KMTM reefe ^AaTa PRAM MAM cpeEpa«NM Ha MHOM*
/• 

BMAA KOft h€ vbCTb Hft TBoewT* ABOpt (Pritcha

These alternations are probably motivated by considerations of style. 

The da_-clause in xvi may be due to its wide separation from the govern­ 

ing verb; none of the infinitives are separated from verbs of motion by 

more than a few words .

Sofia, which has only infinitives and. an eAa-clause with a conditional

verb after verbs of motion, supplies obvious contrasts to the Pritcha:

c xvii. noHese CM nouieAi> ci Bparoub CBOIU«» Aft HaHAeuib YTb a cpauor*
Aft QCTftBHiub (Pritcha Fol.50b)

/» n»

XViii. KOM GH HOUlbAb UJBpfeCTH YbTb ft CpftMOTOV U)CTftBH(H) ftSofia Fol.

236b)

xix. M noycTMCTft lusa qc^fe aqMAeuioy BpfeweMA* rs* Aft pa^rosopHT^ ero
(Pritcha Fol.55a)

Txx. M nocAacTA uuBa u<a)pa Teoyqepa M oypHKuiMiiia IJIOAM(M) ftHtqMAeuia 
(Sofia Fol.250a)

The examples df noBeAfeTH with da-clauses are exactly paralleled by 

others with infinitives.

The constructions of ARTM with the infinitive noted for Prilozi and 

Sofia are all ones in which AftTH has the sense 'to allow, suffer someone 

to do something' and its? indirect object, which stands in the dative, is 

also the subject of the infinitive, which itself functions as the direct 

object of its governing verb, e.g.:

xxi. AftMTfe UH BHAfeTM (Prilozi p. 6l)

There are three possible examples in the Pritcha of this syntactic 

pattern, but in all of them it is more natural to understand the main
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verb as 'to give' than as 'to allow', e.g.:

xxii. M Aftftwe euov ui BepA CBO& HXCTH M FIMTM (Pritcha Fol.57*b) 

This should mean 'he gave him (something) to eat and drink from his own 

supper' tather than 'he let him eat and drink of his own supper'. When 

the main verb has a noun or pronoun as direct object, the infinitive 

should perhaps be treated as a final one, e.g.:

xxiii. H A_ft_ A ovpeKUij-o noaecTM no Tpo* (Pritcha Fol.51a)

The da-clauses dependent on CITBOPHTM in the Pritcha and on OVVHHHTH 

in Prilozi and Sofia are placed in Table I even though their subjects do 

not coincide with the subject .or direct or indirect object of their 

governing verbs and though they could be interpreted as consecutive 

clauses. The reason for this is that they seem to complement the verb 

in the same way as the infinitive does, e.g.:

xxiv. H yvHHhO Te BMAfeTM Man ^oijie HcmpfeA 0 EMTH (Prilozi p. 60)

xxv. ftiye AM CA no^BaAMiub,Aa ^OUIA TA CETBOPMTTL Aft TA He
(Pritcha Fol.U6b)

In Prilozi and Sofia da is used freely to introduce indirect state­ 

ment after the verbs iroBOpnTH , npaBAHXTM. npopeum ce, KAH^TH ,

CAbiiUHTH, BHAfeTH and peqiH, which also takes da-clauses expressing in­ 

direct command. In the Pritcha only two da-clauses convey indirect state­ 

ment, after BJA^TH and npopHiiflTH, and in each instance da is combined 

with another conjunction which is used to introduce indirect speech:

XXVi. Aft BfeCH HXKO UJ C6AM Aft C^TBOpA ft^l Aft HHb HMKTO TCBe H6

BftpMTi HM npfeAbCTMT^ fpritcha Fol.6la)

xxvii^ M HavAm^'npopHUftTH o ^Afeu* A^Afe rpo* rpaAft'KftKQ EM Tpoa He
croftAi AO Bpfeuene H* Aft CA EI pa^opnA <z> t B7> npfeHxuouieBO BptuA (Pritcha

In xxvii the conditional mood makes the prophecy sound more like a threat 

or promise than a statement of what is to come. See also the comments 

on Table IV.

In the Pritcha KAATM CA and cacTftBMTM take negated infinitives:
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xxviii. n ovpeKumu)7» CECTOIBH BOAOBLI Ne wpflTH (Pritcha Fol.i»9b)

xxix. H noKAAKH* KAATH CA hflKO He p?.BaTH Tpo& (Pritcha Fol.

Negated da-clause complements are found after CI>TBOPHTH and

The other texts have only negated da-clauses, even where the Pritcha

has infinitives :

c , v
XXX. KAbHfe (e) T6B6

(Sofia Fol. 259a)

ui
KflKO B6Kh€ He pbBOy KpttA HX

Table II. Impersonal constructions vith infinitive or da-clause

Pritcha

Occurrence

of governing word

Aparo

cpauoTa

Prilozi 

npnroAa ce 

Efeuie

npopeveHO 

AOCTOHHO e 

He

Sofia

UOrAO EM

Aaauie ce 

MHMTI ce 

e

ce

noAOEHo e

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

2

1

Infinitive

1

1

J.

2

1

1

1

1

1

2

1

1

1

1

1

Da-clause

1

1
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Comments

Primjeri shares two of Prilozi' s impersonal constructions: npHroAft ce

vith the infinitive and npopeveHO Efe vith two da-clauses, one of them 

negated. It also has a third construction:

i. Aft He KVAH KaueNL Ha naueNt

In the Pritcha np7>Boe and Apoyroe are taken to be adverbial to the 

implied verb 'to be' in:

ii. npasoe TpfeEfe AQsecTH amiAeeuift <J>epA6iueBft CHR-H Apoyroe
-1 •-!

npHBeGTH HMAOTftiiift neTHYeBft c^*A (Pritcha Fol.52b)

Compare the parallel place in Prilozi:

iii. Hftnnpfen e TpeEt HaHTH ftqfeAnuift (Prilozi p. 63)

Sofia however has at this point a construction which has to be placed

under Table III :

iv. eAHO npMTptesHo re(T) HRHTH 
239b)

neAeovuieBhiKi-a (Sofia Fol.

Table III. Nouns, pronouns, adjectives and adverbs governing infinitive 

or da-clause

Pritcha

Occurrence

of governing word

Nouns

Infinitive Da-clause

H KAATBft

CPOKI

YTO

ce e*e 

TO

1

Pronouns

1

2

3

Adjectives

2

1

2

TOT-OB*

17. I follow the word-division in I. Bogdan 1966. Alternatively one 
could read: np^BO e TpfeBfe ... Apovro e
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Occurrence

of governing word

Infinitive Da-clause

KftKO

Prilozi

TO

Yft/KCm

Torcm

BOAH

Sofia

POK

veca

6AHO

TOTOBb 

BOAM

Comments

Adverbs

Pronouns

2

2

1 

Adjectives

1

Nouns 

(epe) 2

1 

Pronouns

1

1 

Adjectives

3

1

1

2

1

1

1

3

1

1

1

There are no examples of these constructions in Prdanjeri.

The three categories into which these constructions were divided in 

Ch.l D III, p.l9» can be discerned -here. The first, comparable to the 

complementation of verbs, is represented by the use of da_-clauses with

the nouns KAATsa and and infinitives with adjectives. Remarkable

among these is the construction of with an infinitive whose subject

is not identical with the person to whom the adjective applies:

i. BCAUM paAa eckra ceuoy ELITH (Pritcha Fol.U3b) 

This contrasts with the da-clause used in Cosmas's Treatise after
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see Ch.2, p. 129, x.

noAQKp?> and KOAH occur in equivalent passages:

ii. ft Tbi ecu novbTeni rflb M noAOEp^ nrpeq^ nrpftTH H seceAHTH c/\ ci

(Pritcha Fol.56a)

iii. ft TH CM KOAH B TpOH TftHU.ft HrpftTH c rocnftUH (Prllozi p. 65 and 

similarly in Sofia Fol.2U7a)

Sofia co-ordinates an infinitive and a cla-clause after roTOBb:

iv. H roTOBb i~ecbMb np IHUOITH UOVKOV ^ft Test neroAH Aft npHuoy 
Cbupb (Sofia Fol.231b)

This may help to explain the curious parallel in the Pritcha:

v. roTOBi> ecu2» npn&TH u&Kbi 'Me^eAii AA^TO VJ^VHU^ K^A^> no TBOCM
(Pritcha Fol.^Sa)

Secondly there are the words which have a grammatical function in 

the infinitival expression which depends on them, e.g.:

vi.M ne niafc?** VTO uJBfayftTH ovpeKiiiHUiov (Pritcha Fol.59fb) 

The constructions with AftTH which were discussed under Table I (p.l65 9 

xxii and xxiii) could be regarded as similar to vi here.

The third category covers the defining expressions after TO, Toron , 

oe and SAHO . There is some vacillation here:

vii. ft-^i o Geu-L BeceA* ecui>;H\KO eosfe cftuoAP^*Mft*ft o ceub 
HftK> Apov*HHft CAOV»HTH HftUb (Pritcha

viii. Kft TO ecT** uaneHOCT^ OCTRBHTH Tpoi-o (Prilozi p. 65) 

ix. KH e TO pft^vW Aft EHpt^ t AftAft uo H> ^ <) uiep') noA TPO& (Prilozi p. 62) 

The variation of construction in Prilozi is probably explained by the 

need to use the conditional in ix. The infinitival construction in the 

Pritcha is more curious, since ewe + infinitive is normally held to be 

a caique on Greek (see Ch.2, p. 31), characteristic of literary, not popu­ 

lar usage, and since the subject of the infinitive stands in the nomina­ 

tive, in contrast to i. ce is also complemented by e»e + infinitive in:

x. KftKO ce uoweT* KbiTH t e?Ke nosecTH Abiyepb uo* TRUO (Pritcha Fol.50b) 

By contrast, TO is always complemented by a da_-clause, e.g.:

w UAftAft Toro Hfccw* C7>TBOpHA7» »£ft cn/Mjia BHTe^ft noroAfKAA (Pritcha
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Two of the da-clauses in the Pritcha which complement TO are negated.

Table IV. Other constructions with infinitive or da-clause

Infinitive Da-clause 

Pritcha

Imperative 18 (l) 

Co-ordinative/Consecutive 31| (8) 

Final 2 19 (2) 

e*e 2

HXKO 1 1

KftKO 1 

AftBHO ^

Prilozi

Imperative 2 

Co-ordinative/Consecutive 15 

Final 1 12 

Conditional 3

6Aft KftKO 1

KftKO 2

^ft H6 1

Sofia

Imperative/Absolute 1 13

Co-ordinative/Consecutive 23

Final 5 26

epe 1

6Aft 5 (l)

KftKO 5

Comments

Primjeri has two examples of co-ordinative/consecutive da-clauses
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and two final ones .

The two final infinitives in the Pritcha are not unlike the infini­ 

tival constructions with AftTH described under Table I (p. 165, xxii and 

xxiii) :

i. M ClEpftBUUX CHAN* BOHCK& HOHTH FIOA^ TpO* (Pritcha Fol.U9a)

ii. M BL^A H\KOvnft BfeApo novpi>cTn BOA* (Pritcha Fol.6lb) 

In i, BOUGH* could be the subject of nonTH, though it seems more: natural 

to assume identical subjects for c^BpaBiiia and the infinitive. In ii,

novp7>GTH might be dependent on BfeApo, since this word expresses the 

implicit instrument with which the action of the infinitive is to be 

performed.

Sofia contains what appears to be an absolute infinitive:

iii. RAM e noHTH a H\ noHTH (Sofia Fol.23^b)

19 Ringheim conjectures that KH> governing the infinitive has been omitted.

Some of the conjunctions which are included in the table as intro­ 

ducing infinitives or da-clauses, or, in the cases of eAft and AftBHO , as 

being equivalent in some contexts to da, are also used in other sorts of 

clause; In the Pritcha HHKO introduces indirect statement. In all three 

texts KftKO is used as^-a subordinating conjunction, with or without da, 

after verbs of speech and perception, and to introduce defining comple­ 

ments of TO, and in .Pr±lbai and Sofia it can be a final conjunction 

followed by a verb in the conditional mood. The conjunctions 6A& and epe 

also have a variety of functions in Sofia. Da its-elf appears in a number 

of different kinds of clauses, above all in Prilozi, where it may intro­ 

duce the prodosis of conditional sentences. Such multi-purpose use of 

these conjunctions is not peculiar to the texts of the Tale of Troy, 

and a full range of parallels from Serbo-Croat can be found in Grickat 

1975. It is sometimes difficult, however, given so many possibilities,

18. This was suggested to me by I. Dobrev,

19. See Ringheim 1951 p.k6.
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to decide which construction is being used in a particular passage.

Some of these difficult places have already been mentioned. Under 

Table I (p.l63, x, xi) it was pointed out that the complements of verbs 

of motion when introduced by AasHO or eAa carry a strong connotation of 

frustrated intention. The same is true of the other three instances of 

AaBHO in the Pritcha, which are included among the final clauses in 

Table IV, e.g.:

iv. H Bk^A *eHft erosa cNa ero,n ueTN& npfe <J>apn«a eroBa ARBHO CA EH
Bb^BpaTHA7>*a OH CA He flOTfeuie Bt^BpaTHTn (Pritcha Foll.57b-57*a) 

See also Table I xxvii, p.l65, on the problems of interpreting da-clauses, 

Some da-clauses may be taken as either final or co-ordinative, e.g.: 

v. nptiAH K* UHfe,Aa TH noBfeura BbCA TaHHbi TpoHCKhi* (Pritcha Fol.U6t>)

vi. n nop&YMCTa npfeHnuovuiov KpaAho c^weijm T^AO ero*H BhcnnaTH BI 

Aa CTBOPHU^ rpQKi> ero wa AaAevHOM ^eun (Pritcha Fol.^Sb)

r-> A. Uvii. Aa novcTH Aa Bpir^Ti cHa ero npfe opaAO'Aa aqie 

np^ppar CM i)ieT2> c^a (Pritcha Fol.U9"b)

The da-clauses in v and vi are here understood as final, though they 

could be taken as co-ordinative or consecutive. The third da-clause in 

vii is counted as co-ordinative with a strong consecutive sense, on the

assumption that a final clause would have perfective present tense verbs

20 and not the periphrastic future forms which appear here. Again, while

a consecutive interpretation has been preferred here it would be poss­ 

ible to understand as final the da-clauses in:

vin. M Hapeve HUA rpaAov TOIJOV CBonura nueneui Aa u e HUA npn»ia
(Pritcha Fol.li2a)

ix. TO MuenoBa CBOHUI Mueneu^ Aa uoy E^AeTi> MMA MAMUJHI rpaA^ (Pritcha 

Fol.U2b)

The grammatical organization of the formula in which the goddesses make 

their offers to Paris is similarly vague:

20. This would be comparable to the strict limitation on the tense of 
verbs of final da-clauses in modern Bulgarian, described by Genadieva-

Mutafchieva 1970.
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U6H6 HCmAfenillAA, OEAftCTHa BO 

AhOEOBE'Aa TA AK>EOBM/\

X. npMC^AM CM* ^AftT*A 

AK>EOBH* Aft TH ARU^

M Aft TH Aftua AQBpfrA rft* 6A6H& (Pritcha Fol.U5a) 

Here, and in many other places, da is used as a connective whose sense 

seems imprecise and has to be glossed as 'and, then, so, but', e.g.:

xi. 6A6HO npqe AK>BH UA Aft TA A hOBA (Pritcha

Aftxii. aiye A« un He 
M K TOUOV we we ne

xiii. a o

(Pritcha Fol.56b)

BeceAL»e>Ke HCIK>
T A 

BAH>A» CA Toro-Aft He npHHAe YH>*ee AOBPO M
/»

TOUOV BeAHKa YTb-a

TOA*

CAOV«MTM

YbCTb M
BCAMKa cpauoTft (Pritcha

The last passage is also an example of the uncertain scope of da. 

Usually it is clear vhich verbs are to be counted within a final or 

complementary da_-clause, but not always, a3 with the second da-clause 

here; and after co-ordinative da it is often hard to tell whether a 

string of predicates linked by n_ are all governed by the da or whether 

its force extends only to the first succeeding verb. The same problems 

are met in the other versions of the Tale.

Table V. Tense and mood of verbs in da-clauses

Pritcha

Imperative

Present

Aorist

Perfect

Conditional

Prilozi

Imperative

Present

Aorist

Perfect

Imperative Co-ordinative/ Complementary Final

Consecutive

18 (1)

T (8) 

23 (2)

3

1 (1)

3

6

3

23 (U)

12 (2)

13 (2)



Imperative Co-ordinative/ Complementary Final

Consecutive

Future Perfect 1 

Conditional 3 6 (l) 3 

Sofia

Imperative 7 ( ^ )

Present 13 15 22 (l) 2U 

Aorist . 1 1 

Perfect 2 

Conditional 3 (l) 2 

Comments

The three conditional da-clauses in Prilozi have verbs in the condi­ 

tional mood. In Primjeri, the two co-ordinated constructions with da 

have imperative verbs, while the other four da-clauses take the present 

tense.

In the Pritcha the conditional mood occurs in complements to

, npopHuain and noHTH and is always used after AflBHO^ expressing an

21 intention which is not fulfilled. This is not invariably part of the

meaning of the conditional in the Pritcha, for the conditional in in­ 

direct statement is used of an event, the fall of Troy, with which the 

story culminates, see Table I xxvii, p.l65. Again, when Ulysses demands, 

as a rhetorical device, to have the dead Achilles returned to him, the 

Greek chiefs' reaction is expressed thus:
v

i. M Aaiu* ex* op&wie aunAemeBO*Aa nu?> He KM npocHAT. auHAeuux (Pritcha
Foll.59b-60a)

The intention of the da-clause here is realized, for, Achilles f s arms 

once in his possession, Ulysses indeed does not repeat his request for 

the man.

21. It is true that the aim of one of the _AOBHO_-clauses is ultimately 
achieved, in Briseis's appeal to Achilles, p.l63 xi, but not as a result 
of that appeal.
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When an imperative plural coincides formally with a 2nd per. plur. 

pres. indie., and is preceded by da, it is impossible to tell, unless 

from context, whether one has to do with co-ordinative da and an impera­ 

tive or with modal da and the indicative, e.g.:

ii. Aft npncAAHTe urnfe cue opaque, a He AftBame e ovpenuiov Hft HA turn BAA
(Pritcha Fol.59b)

As the Pritcha frequently uses the periphrastic imperative - Aft

Aft BtGTe, AR SBtecTb qftpcTBO TH - as well as the simple imperative, the 

distinction is a purely formal one.

Table VI. Infinitives separated from their governing expressions, and da 

separated from its dependent verbs, by non*enc_litic elements 

Occurrence Separated occurrences

Pritcha of

Infinitive

Imperative da

Co-ordinative/

Consecutive da

Complementary da

Final da

Prilozi

Infinitive

Imperative da

Co-ordinative/

Consecutive da

Complementary da

Final da

construction

155 (12) 1?

18 (1)

31* (8)

26 (1*)

19 (2)

115 (6)

2

15

23 (2)

12

58 (1)

k

12 (5)

1*

1* (1)

1*2 (3)

8

1

k

Conditional da 3

Sofia

Infinitive 205 (9) 96 (l)

Imperative da 13
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Occurrence Separated occurrences 

of construction 

Co-ordi native/

Consecutive da 23 

Complementary da 29 (l) h 

Final da 26 7 

Comments

In all three versions the range of elements that may intervene be­ 

tween main verb and infinitive is comprehensive: the subject, direct and 

indirect objects of the main verb, any of vhich may also be the subject 

of the infinitive, the direct and indirect objects of the infinitive, 

and adverbs and adverbial phrases. Several such elements may occur 

together; and occasionally interjections may also separate verb and 

infinitive. Primjeri has five infinitives separated from their governing 

expressions by similar combinations of elements.

There are a few examples in the Pritcha of mutual dislocation, where 

the components of a noun phrase are split up and stand in alternating 

sequence with a main verb and its dependent infinitive:

i. M He cufeauie HH CAHH^ npicT&rmTH BUTB^-'K HSMOV (Pritcha Fol.50a) 

ii. TO CHKBO^H ip* poyyo MOCHTH no T6Efe (Pritcha Fol.57*a) 

Da and its dependent verb may be separated by the subject or object 

of the verb, by adverbs and adverbial phrases, by subordinate clauses 

and participles, .by the preposed "infinitive and by vocative interjections. 

There are no examples of interrupted da-clauses in Primjeri.

The Pritcha and Sofia have a few instances of an apparently pleonastic

' da-* The two examples of this in the Pritcha are:

iii. onoaiim CA ctiuh ^AaTbiub ueveu^ no OP*JKHK> GBoeuoyAft era

Ha p^KaHb.Aa a^a uJ Teee He norbiH* a TLI (35 uene (Pritcha Fol.55b)

iv. H CKft^a HUB nemo Mua Bfep* H7Aounm^'Aa auie B6AHTa AR T^AO ero 

a> K eaua (Pritcha Fol.58a-b)

The second passage, iv, which has its fellow in Sofia, could be taken as
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a co-ordinative da - 'and so 1 - followed by da used as a modal particle 

in a 1st per. command; and this is how it is tabulated here. In ili, 

however, there is surely a single final da-clause, complicated by con­ 

taining an adverbial clause,

The other three interrupted imperative clauses in the Pritcha are:

v v. n pe HUT» Aa Bbi en*. AQAbi HRCfeinA AO upaa CM* BO BLI umkijia??*
(Pritcha Fol.U6b)

Yvi<, H pe euov auMAeuih.Aa DiT.'h TO cTBopA-Aa a^7> nonec*. eKTOpa Ha ceoeho
nneqiov BI Tpox (Pritcha Foll.5T*b-58a)

I. Bogdan's punctuation of these two passages with a colon before the 

first da in each suggests that he understands the d.a-clauses as direct 

speech, as offers made by the speakers, and this interpretation is 

followed here. It may be, however, that the constructions should rather 

be treated as indirect speech introduced by da after peve with a switch 

to the direct style in the person of the verb. Compare the final clause 

with a 1st per. plur. verb in Table IV vi, p.lT2.

Table VII. Verbs governing preposed infinitives

Occurrence Preposed infinitives 

Pritcha of construction

apocopated ^oTfeTM 11 3

Prilozi

apocopated ^OTfeTM 8 1

UOIJIM ' 21 1

Sofia

Comments

Primjeri has one example of an infinitive preposed to apocopated

In Prilozi apocopated ft OT fern and UOIIIH jointly govern their preposed 

infinitive.

None of these infinitives is separated from its governing verb by
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stressed elements.

Table VIII. Expressions governing apocopated infinitives (without -n)

Pritcha

??OTtTH

apocopated

uopi

Prilozi

HOGARTH

HIM

noHTH

rpecTM

Occurrence vith

infinitival constructions

1?

Occurrence -with

apocopated infinitives

1 1?

11

13

3

1

2

1

1

3

1

2

1

1

Comments

Because of its scribal convention of abbreviating the infinitival

Tending -MTH to -M^, Sofia does not distinguish the long from the. short 

infinitive, except in the isolated oyAecTb governed by UOIJIH (Fol.265a). 

Primjeri has no apocopated infinitives. •
_."*•"- -

The three preposed infinitives in the Pritcha are all apocopated.

In view of their occurrence solely after expressions implying move­ 

ment, the forms in Prilozi which are tabulated here as apocopated in­ 

finitives should probably rather be termed supines .

Remodelling of infinitives

Qhe of the infinitives in the Pritcha has been reformed so that its 

stem is that of the present tense: novp?>CTH instead of novp^CTH. Prilozi 

and Sofia have a few more: OTHeTH. npoAe^TH, y«raTH;p.n the one, U3K6TH, 

npecTftHovTH T novpbCTH, BpbKbl , usbBAbKbi in the other. The increase pro­ 

bably reflects the hundred to a hundred and fifty years' difference in 

date between the writing of the Pritcha and of the *oth'er two MSS.



179 

CONCLUSIONS

Even vhen allowance is made for the disparities in phraseology and 

in length between Sofia (the longest version), the Pritcha and Prilozi 

(the shortest of the three), the tables reveal syntactic differences 

between them which demonstrate yet again the divergencies in the Slavonic 

tradition of the Tale of Troy. No straightforward comparison can be 

made of the Pritcha*s usage with that of the Serbo-Croat version on 

which it was based; for Sofia and Prilozi offer two distinct Serbo-Croat 

traditions, both further removed in time from the original Slavonic 

translation of the Tale than is the Pritcha itself. Thus one must not 

only try to identify distinctive Bulgarian traits, but also make surmises, 

based on fifteenth and sixteenth century Serbo-Croat material, about the 

syntax of thirteenth or early fourteenth century Western South Slavonic, 

in order to interpret the tables satisfactorily. In addition, though 

information is here sought about the development of the spoken Bulgarian 

language, the three sources which are being compared are all written in 

a conventionalized literary language (if less highly conventionalized 

and conservative than that of religious literature) in which the charac^ 

teristic constructions of speech doubtless appear only sporadically and 

with some distortion, as Grickat 1975 explains in her first chapter.

The main question is whether da-clauses occur as complements, of 

verbs or of other parts of speech, more often in the Pritcha than in the 

Serbo-Croat versions. A gradual spread of da-clauses at the expense of 

the infinitive has taken place - indeed is still in progress - in Serbo- 

Croat, but except in the Eastern Serbian dialects it has not been carried 

as far as in Bulgarian and Macedonian, and in the West there is little 

sign of it at all (see Ch.l B II, p.5). Slawski 1958 outlines the pro­ 

cess as it is seen in sources of the thirteenth to seventeenth centuries 

from Dubrovnik, showing that while some attested alternations between 

infinitive and da-clause go back to Common Slavonic, new ones are found, 

e.g. after moci from the fifteenth century on, whereas in Bosnian
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literature of the sixteenth to eighteenth centuries such innovations 

are exceptional.

As there is no doubt that the Bulgarian loss of the infinitive was 

essentially complete by the early seventeenth century (see Ch.6) if not 

some time before then (see Chapters k 9 5 and 7) 5 it seems fair to 

suppose that it started earlier than in most of the Serbo-Croat dialects, 

especially the Western ones, and in particular that it might manifest 

itself in a Bulgarian copy of a Croatian text even in the fourteenth 

century. At first glance the Pritcha seems to bear this out: it contains 

more da-clauses than Prilozi does, and as many as Sofia, or more, If the 

da-clauses expressing indirect statement are excluded from the count (x2 

in the Pritcha, x8 in Prilozi, xlO in Sofia); and the proportion of 

da-clauses which may be motivated by the need to distinguish tense or 

mood ..in the complement - i.e. to use a perfect, future perfect or con­ 

ditional verb after da - is lower in the Pritcha (see Table V, pp.173- 

7^). Slawski's findings prompt the hypothesis that the difference be­ 

tween the Pritcha and its thirteenth or fourteenth century source would 

have been still more marked.

If, however, a more careful comparison is made between the Pritcha 

and each of the other two texts separately, this conclusion seems less 

certain. In fact the proportion of infinitival to da-clause complements 

in the Pritcha differs very little from that in Prilozi: 165 +1? : 30 

in the Pritcha, 121 : 25 in Pri-lozi. It is in Sofia that infinitival 

complements predominate: 210 of them to 30 da-clauses, that is, about 

6.5 : 1 instead of the 5.5 : 1 of the Pritcha and 5 : 1 of Prilozi. 

If the indirect statements introduced by da in the three texts are sub­ 

tracted from these totals, the proportions are approximately 6 : 1 in 

the Pritcha, 7 : 1 in Prilozi and 10.5 : 1 in Sofia. It is surprising 

to find a higher proportion of infinitival complements in a sixteenth 

century East Serbian MS than in a fifteenth century Croatian one. The 

explanation may indeed be that Sofia preserves a more conservative text
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than the other versions do. Alternatively, though, it may exemplify

vhat Deyanova 197^ finds in a study of §tokavic literature from the 

thirteenth to the twentieth century: that notwithstanding the general 

trend towards limitation in the use of the infinitive (as a complement 

of nouns), between the fourteenth and seventeenth centuries an increase 

can be observed in its occurrence. This was presumably a phenomenon of 

the literary language; in Sofia it would arise as the result of editing, 

such as Marinkovic supposes to have been carried out.

The differences between the Pritcha and Prilozi raise other, less 

perplexing, problems. In some points they probably refle6t differences 

in the historical development of Bulgarian and Serbo-Croat: the frequency 

of the conditional mood in da-clauses, which is greatest in Prilozi, is, 

according to Golab 195^ 9 a feature which distinguishes Serbo-Croat from 

Bulgarian, since in the former language da is still a conjunction which 

admits contrasts of mood in its following verbs, while in the latter one 

it has in Golab's view become itself a marker of subjunctive modality. 

Whether the da-clauses with conditional verbs (arguably all final, see 

Tables :I xi, p.l63, IV iv, p.172, V i, p.l?U) which do occur in the 

Pritcha are traces of influence from its Serbo-Croat source or Reflect 

an earlier stage in the development of the Bulgarian verbal moods, be­ 

fore the specialization of da, remains an open question. Again, the 

use of da as a conjunction introducing indirect statement, which at the 

most generous estimate is rarer in the Pritcha than in either Prilozi 

or Sofia, is typical rather of Serbo-Croat than of Bulgarian. It is

indeed not unknown in Bulgarian, but it is semantically marked in com-

23 parison with the normal conjunction Me ', whereas in Serbo-Croat it is
2U 

unmarked in opposition to LUTO according to Grickat 1975* who

22. See Marinkovic 196l, Vasilev 1971.
4

23. See Genadieva-Mutafchieva 1970 pp.37-58.

2**. See Grickat 1975 pp.117-31*, especially p.130,
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adduces some evidence of its early use in this function in Eastern South

25 Slavonic. Likewise, da introducing conditional or concessive clauses,

though it happens to be found here only in Prilozi, is a usage proper

26 27 to modern Bulgarian and was probably current in the mediaeval period.

If da in these two functions was replaced by other conjunctions, HXKO 

and auie, when the Tale of Troy was taken into Bulgarian literature, 

this may have been dictated by the norms of the literary language, to 

which both -these conjunctions belonged, and may not tell anything about 

fourteenth century spoken Bulgarian.

On the other hand, the imperative cla-clauses of the Pritcha and 

Sofia and in particular the 2nd per. periphrastic imperatives are a 

construction which according to Sedlacek 1970 spread from the South-East 

as a typically Balkan development, another instance of modal da ousting 

modal distinctions within the verbal conjugation, such as the simple 

imperatives. Prilozi provides no evidence for or against this con­ 

jecture, for it has neither imperative d.a_-clauses of this kind, nor 

equivalent imperative forms of the verb, but omits the relevant phrases 

altogether.

Prilozi is also set apart from the other two versions by its use of 

supines (see Table VIII, p.178). In modern times these are a-peculiarity

of the Western Slavonic area, of Slovene, Serbian and, vestigially,

28Czech. The distribution of the apocopated infinitive, formally iden­ 

tical with the supine, in the Pritcha betrays no trace of• the supine's 

use.

The nature of the divergencies between the Pritcha and Prilozi in 

the use of the da-clause and infinitive, together with the specifically

25. See Grickat 1975 pp.158-71.

26. See Genadieva-Mutafchieva 1970 pp.171-99.

27. See Grickat 1975 pp.205-08 and Mirchev 1963 p

28. See Vaillant 1966 pp.128-29.
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Bulgarian modifications singled out by Vasilev 1972, invites the in­ 

ference that the Bulgarian Pritcha was produced from a Serbo-Croat Tale 

of Troy mainly by phonological (or orthographical) and morphological 

adaptation, and that grammatical changes were made only in the rare 

instances where the grammar of the source text conflicted with the 

rather conservative norms of fourteenth century Bulgarian Church Slav­ 

onic. This hypothesis can explain the unusually correct use of cases 

in the Pritcha and the absence of indubitably Bulgarian syntactic con­ 

structions. Its stumbling-block is the analytic comparative, which is

not paralleled in Prilozi and Sofia. Yet this is attested in fourteenth

20 
century Bulgarian MSS, and those of a religious character, so that it

may have seemed to the adaptor who produced the Pritcha (and who was 

presumably not the same man as the translator of the Manasses Chronicle) 

proper to the type of literary language used in secular literature.

If all this is so, then the relative distributions of infinitive 

and da-clause in the Pritcha can be assumed to be consonant with what 

was allowed in literary Bulgarian of the time, but not to bear any 

direct relation to their distribution in the spoken language. Yet in* 

directly they betray development in spoken syntax, since they reveal a 

change in the more conservative written word from the usage which was 

established in Ch.2. Some of the cla-clause complements of the Pritcha 

were already found in Old Church Slavonic: with verbs of command, 

UOAHTH. KAATsa t TO. The da-clauses after CSTBOPHTH do not necessarily 

conflict with the traditional infinitival construction with this verb, 

because their subjects do not coincide with the direct object of CT>- 

TBOpHTH (see Table I xxv, p.165). What is nev is the free use of da- 

clauses with verbs of motion (including noycTHTH). Even if the instances 

with AftBHO and CAA are omitted from the score as final, not complementary

29. See Mirchev 1951.
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clauses. (see Table I x, xi, p.l63)» ^e Pritcha has eleven da-clauses 

after verbs of motion, against seven infinitives with the same verbs 

(noycTHTH. noHTH. npHTH . H^LITH) and a further infinitive with noBecTM. 

In Prilozi there are only two clear da-clause complements of verbs of 

motion:

i. npmiiftA 0 CRU^ K TCBfe &a TM CAVMV Ht Ha ^Aart NH wa

(Prilozi p. 6l)

ii. H tKiiiA TtAfeuoHHUiflt noGAftCTft A& rpe MCKaj' aytAnum (Prilozi p.6U) 

(The da-clause after noKferaTH has a conditional verb). The common verbs 

of motion, as has been seen, mostly take the supine. Sofia, for what­ 

ever reason, adheres to the traditional infinitival complementation of 

verbs of motion except in one place where it has a clause introduced 

by 6Aft with a conditional verb after OOHTH , and:

iii. M nocAa ii(a)pb ovpHKiimuia ov^onerb ov rptue KAMTeumjipM q(a)p- 

(M)IIM AR npHBe(e>Tb ^Ki-€pi» arauewoHa q<ft>pa (Sofia Fol.236b and similarly 

Fol.263b)

The other innovation is the ,.use of a da-clause after ^OTfeTH without

a change of subject. It is paralleled in Prilozi, but if the assump-v 

tions made above about the way in which the Pritcha T s source was adapted 

are correct, it cannot have been repugnant to Bulgarian written norms 

and presumably still less so to the spoken language. In the comments 

to Table I iv, p.l62, it was suggested that the construction may be 

employed to make a grammatical and semantic distinction, between

as a full verb meaning 'to want 1 and as the future auxiliary, but this, 

though it may motivate, does not make less radical a change by which 

the da-clause could stand in a construction from which it had previously 

been normally excluded.

The Pritcha is isolated in Bulgarian literature. The few other 

secular narratives extant in MSS of Bulgarian redaction, the Tales of 

Alexander and of Aesop, are thought to derive entirely from Greek

30. Published in Syrku
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sources and are written in a Bulgarian Church Slavonic which lacks the 

modernistic peculiarities of the Pritcha. In the absence of a,body of 

comparable material, and of detailed information about the development 

of Bulgarian Church Slavonic syntax, the Pritcha can be used as a 

source for the history of the Bulgarian language, literary or colloquial, 

only with the greatest caution.
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CHAPTER U : THE STATE DOCUMENTS OF BULGARIA AND WALLACHIA

THE BULGARIAN CHARTERS

The vicissitudes of Bulgarian history have spared but a handful of 

mediaeval state documents. Among them are seveii -written in a variety of 

literary Middle Bulgarian. These date from the thirteenth and fourteenth 

centuries and are charters, either establishing or confirming the rights 

of monasteries to certain lands, or permitting the merchants of certain 

foreign cities to trade freely in Bulgaria:

i. The charter of loann Asen II (1218-12^1) to the Vatopedi monastery 

on Mt. Athos. This charter (here known as Vatopedi) is undated, but is 

assumed to have been written soon after 1230 when loann Asen's victory 

at Klokotnitsa over Theodore Gomnenus extended^Bulgarian rule across the

Balkans, from the Adriatic coast to South-East Thrace, and-Thessaly,

2 including Mt. Athos. loann Asen subscribes himself as ruler of the

Bulgarians and the Greeks in this charter and in Dubrovnik, see ii.

ii. The charter of loann Asen II to the city of Dubrovnik, granting 

its merchants freedom to trade anywhere in his realm (Dubrovnik). The 

same arguments apply to the dating of this charter as to Vatopedi.

iii. The charter of Konstantin Asen (1258-1277) to the monastery of
o

St. George at Virgino, undated (Virgino).

iv. The charter of loann Alexander (1331-1371) to the Zographou 

monastery on Mt. Athos, dated March 13^2 (Zographou).

v. The charter of loann Alexander to the monastery of St. Nicolas 

at Orekhovo, dated 1 December 13^7 (Orekhovo).

1. See Duichev 19^3 Introduction, especially pp. ix-xxviii.

2. See Zlatarski 1972 pp.3^0-^2.

3. See Ivanov 1970 pp.579-80 for the demonstration that this, not Virpino

as in Il'insky 1970, is the correct form of the place name.
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vi. The charter of loann Shishman (1371-1392) to the Rila monastery, 

dated September 1378 (Rila).

vii. The charter of loann Shishman to the monastery of the Mother 

of God on Vitosha, undated but presumably written before the Turks took 

Sofia in 1382 (Vitogha).

The first of these is published by Lascaris 1930 and the other six by 

Il'insky 1970 and by Ivanov 1970, who makes minor emendations which are 

not relevant to the present study. Il'insky and Ivanov also print the 

charter of loann Stratsimir to the burghers of Bragov, but this is 

omitted from consideration here, because its language betrays heavy 

Serbo-Croat influence. The same applies to the treaty between Mikhail 

Asen and the city of Dubrovnik which is appended to Il'insky's edition. 

Quotations are taken from Laecaris and Il'insky.

The charters reveal a profound Byzantine influence on Bulgaria in 

the Second Empire, which appears to have continued the administrative

and fiscal system imposed during the preceding two centuries of Greek
h 

rule. Many of the terms denoting state officials and taxes in the

charters are loans from Greek, and most of the others have obYious equi­ 

valents in Byzantine usage, as can be seen in the commentaries on the 

texts in Duichev 19^3 . Religious terminology is as 'usual directly or 

indirectly derived from Greek.

They also betray a more pervasive influence of Greek on mediaeval 

Bulgarian, signalled by loan-words which are not technical terms but 

every-day expressions: KAHCoypa (Dubrovnik 8, 10) - MXe:iao\5pot, 

(Virgino passim) - Au6a6uov, naHampa (Virgino 16, 30) -

(Vipgino 20) - 6pdyos, CHHOPE (Virgino passim) - a\5vopov,

(Rila 62) - ceuyaptov, ;cwpa (Dubrovnik passim) - x^pa? and aHenceH (Zo- 

graphou 39, 59) - dve^bdg, though it may be used only to apply to the •

See Angftlov 1959,
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Byaantine Emperor. To these may be added words whose -spelling shows 

that they entered Bulgarian from spoken Greek: KOURA?> (Virgino 101,

Orekhovo 31 ) - oiK($yo6ov, nepanepa or nepinepi (Virgino 88, 93, Zographou 
eo

57, 65, U9V; Greek verbs -which have been adapted to Bulgarian morpho­ 

logical patterns: eHrapenoaTH (Virgino 10^, Orekhovo 33, Rila 63) -

etfroc, KieTeyaTH (Virgino passim, Vitosha 5,7)- yeT^yo).. perhaps naTHTH 

(Dubrovnik 12) - eitada, and the use of the Greek preposition -napct 

(Virgino 86)- apparently as an equivalent to npfe^ (Dubrovnik 11). The 

Greek place-names which occur among Slavonic ones in Virgino likewise 

suggest a widespread use of Greek at some date: KaTa<frnra (Virgino 1*6) - 

, KCHAormraA* (Virgino 21) - *guXoiHTYQt6uov.

In their form, too, the Bulgarian charters are dependent on Greek 

models. Lascaris 1931 points out that the material appearance, organiz­ 

ation of content and formulaic expressions of the Bulgarian chancery 

documents reproduce Byzantine diplomatic conventions of the same period, 

with only slight traces of Western influence, e.g. in the manner of 

dating. It does not appear that any of the seven charters under consider­ 

ation is actually a translation, though it is conceivable that there was 

also a Greek version of Zographou , which involved negotiation with the 

Byzantine Emperor; but their usefulness as a source for the Bulgarian 

language of their time is clearly limited, not only by the narrow syn­ 

tactic scope and formulaic character of the language of legal documents, 

but also by the circumstance that the original model for that language 

was a foreign one.

The charters differ in date, local provenance, length, style and 

content. Vitosha may be separated from Vatopedi and Dubrovnik by more

5. All these words are still commonly used in modern Bulgarian, see 
Filipova-Bairova 1969.

6« This word, which also occurs in the Wallachian documents, is sometimes 
derived from Balkan Latin patiri, see e.g. Djamo-Diaconi£a 1971* compare 
Roumanian a pafri.
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than a hundred and forty years. It may be, moreover, that parts of the 

wording especially of Virgino and Orekhovo have been taken from pre­ 

existing charters to which reference is made in these documents (for the 

practice of duplicating the wording of a charter in copies made to con­ 

firm it, see below on the Wallachian charters, p.205). On palaeograph* 

ical, orthographical and linguistic grounds Il'insky suggests that 

Virgino and Rila were written by scribes from a West Bulgarian school,
"7

influenced by Serbian; it may not be merely coincidental that the monas­ 

teries in whose favour these two charters were made were both situated 

in Western Bulgaria. Il'insky also tentatively connects Dubrovnik with
o

Macedonian scribal traditions. The other four charters lack definite 

local traits. Virgino, the longest, extends to a hundred and fourteen 

lines, while the shortest, Dubrovnik, is only thirteen lines long. As 

can be seen from the list on p.l86, only one of the charters, Dubrovnik, 

deals with trading rights. The other six either grant specified lands 

to certain monasteries and exemption from taxes and duties to which the 

people on those lands would normally be liable, or else reiterate and 

confirm grants and exemptions already made. On the whole the difference 

in subject-matter ±g mirrored by differences in style and presentation: 

the charters concerned with monasteries usually start with a more or less 

elaborate introduction, in which the general considerations of piety are 

adduced (the arenga) and the particular occasion stated (the narratio) 

which gave rise to the provisions of the charter; terms of respect are 

repeatedly used to refer to the monastery which is to benefit from the

charter; and at the end there is a section threatening anyone who in-
o 

fringes the terms of the charter with the so-called poena spirltualis,

GodJs curse and condemnation on the Day of Judgement, excommunication,

7. See Il'insky 1970 pp.52-55, 86-87.

8. See Il'insky 1970 pp.5^, 86.

9. See D.P. Bogdan 1938 for these terms.
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the lot of Judas. The first features, the arenga and narratio, are

absent from the commercial charter, the second, the use of honorifics, 

is less marked - partly because the document itself is shorter - and the 

third is replaced by the briefer poena temporalis which promises foyal 

displeasure. However, Lascar is 1931 points out that the earliest monas­ 

tic charter, Vatopedi , conforms to the pattern of the commercial charter; 

and the penalties provided in Virgino combine the spiritual - God's 

curse - with the temporal - fines of money.

Nevertheless, as the seven charters have much in common that is of 

interest for the present study, and as some of them are rather short to 

be taken on their own, in the tables that follow they will be treated 

as a single corpus. Features which seem distinctive in one or other 

charter will be noted, and so will doubtful, readings in Vatopedi and 

Virgino , which have suffered damage and can only be read with difficulty 

and some conjecture.

Table I . Verbs governing Infinitive or da-clause with identical or dis­ 

tinct subjects

Occurrence Infinitive Da-clause

apocopated p?OTfeTH

H^BOAttTH

HftYATH

epamiTH

nOCUAOlTH 

BbAtCTM

of verb

3

H 1

1

h

2

1

1

1

2

1 2?

1

same subj .

k

1

1

k

2

3 6?

1

diff.;

2

3

1

h



191

Occurrence Infinitive Da-clause

of verb same subj. diff.subj . same subj . .diff .subj

HUtTH 

CUtTM

CnOAOEHTH CA 

UOAHTH 

HOOVYHTM CA 

FlOpeBHOBaTH 

CA

5 2?

2?

6 15?

10 2?

2?

1

1

1

1

3

2

1 1?

8

Comments

The queried figures in the table stand for conjectural readings and 

doubtful interpretations .

a) Conjectures

i. BBAHK& wprn* (nuae naTHTH 5 (Vatopedi 23-2*0

This is Lascaris's conjecture on the strength of the parallel passage 

at the end of Dubrovnik.

ii. a 5 pftEOTHHKL MPBUH nocHAaeuo? no Bca BpfeueHa»no ^opS n no
BbCnpHeUftT

/ \(OXOUh) HM CeAOMh MM A

CBBaCTb HM 

1J1MH& HM

HH HH naKOCT6Tt> U6T-

. T X & CTftFO re(ri1H\ HH . . .HU*. no XOpa yp

KaCTpO$HAftKb «HM npftXTOpM [ . . . ]HM Tpt(B>HMH*«HM CAOHOB

HM U<MT)aTM-HH KOUiap ^UIMHX • [ . . . JHM rpK ^MAflTH HH KAhOCTH

A M«HM TeUHHUA KAhOCTM « HH UJpftTH HH KmnflTH BHHOrpS-HH CfeHO KOCMTH *HH «*>TH •

M UPMH* BbT^ATM YA^KO* CTftrO reSrM HI HM Hft KUJCUk TpbrS'HH AH HXBOTO Bb^ATH 

HH UOCTHHHX-HH YA^Kft rftpe^ftTH HM .KUJHt HH BOAa HH VUCAft (Virgino 97-10U)

10 TAccording to Il'insky . MUf> is a very uncertain reading and the series

of infinitives may rather be injunctions, parallel to the da-clause.

iii. aiye AH ce KTO WEpfemerh SxoiiiipeHHeub AHftBOAoiuL-nptcT^nn CH HX 

noB6AtHftH\ M nonp(aTH c)ero XPHCUJBSAa TWU^ Aft ecrb c*nep BL (Virgino 

107-08)

Doubtful constructions

i 0 aqie KTO Ha ueroxne crar refirnj-a o" AMBO

10.. See Il'insky 1970 p.20, Fn. on line 98.
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ftpXUAApHTOBft BbnpOW6HMhft-HAM Bb FlAaHHHOl-HAH naillHlJlft • MAM Bb

Bb AOBMlJia pOlEHfl MAM ^BfcpHfl-MAM Atcb M AP^BO g&feqiH Bb UpKOB ^HUftib

HAM BOAfeHHU* nOCTflBHTM Hft qpKOBHOM BOA^'HOUX T6Y6 UJ ^
«-* A 

KOH6M HftCTM Ha UpKBHOM ^eVAAM'HAM BOA* nOB66 Hpt^ qpKBH^A ^CUM H«. 'HAM
/>

HHB& nowpflBb Be-^b HrBuenoBa BABCHMHX (Virgino 88-92)

Here the infinitives can be taken as depending on BbAfe^e, though the 

construction changes unaccountably to a finite verb and then to a past 

participle, so that the connexion with the main verb would seem not to 

have been strongly felt at a distance. Earlier in the same document, 

however, BbAfeOTM is itself governed by another verb and the following 

infinitives may depend on either of the two:

ii. HMKWTOPM BAftAeq* UpBUH HM BAttA^qM rBShftiyHnO qpCTBtf UH-A& H6 -Hiaft

B7» CCAO pfeVMMM'HM C&AHTH HH CBA^aTH • HM TAOBA Bb^ATH -HMKIDH

Bb^ATM ( Virgino 

There is a similar passage in Rila:

"•X U 
iii. HMKTO UJ TftKOBblfl A^ H6 CU^GTb HftCMAlU) B7>A^CTM B7. CeAft.M

, C •-• -• MO. 
UOHftCTMpt qpTBft UM CTTO U)qq • HRCHA 1U) XAfeEft B'L'^ATH . HM

OVBMTH-HH HOFOA E7>xuq CTaTM HR ABOpfe MXb (Rila 6k-66)

The infinitives are surely to be understood as all dependent on

ugiven the repetition of HftGMAim and the semantic implausibility of

making the last infinitival expression depend on

Both the examples of GnoAQBHTH CA as a personal verb with a depend­ 

ent infinitive are doubtful. They occur in Zographou:

iV. ttCKaXA BU) TftKOBOe C6AUJ M UMC BblBUlMl nptoKAC HftC^ H KpftA 1 6 M

M UHwro TbicAqift.M He GnoAQBMui* CA n<S HRT i e .( Zographou 30-32)

The last word in this passage could be divided up as the infinitive and 

the neuter sing. ace. pronoun referring to ceAU), but the scribe himself 

probablj- -thought of no HOT i e as a noun, since he uses _M_, not j_, at the 

end of infinitives.

v. M noHewe TflKOBOuoy M M^AflRHa KeAaeuouoy M AQEpoumov npomenioy 

cnoAOSM CA npMATH UpTBO u (Zographou 52)

However this is interpreted, the syntax seems confused. If the subject 

of cnoAQEM CA is UPTBO u, one might expect npouieHioy to be in the
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accusative, as the object of npHATH ; if the construction is impersonal,
/* M

UpTBQ u might have appeared in the dative, as the subject of npHATH , or\ 

if GA were to be taken with both GnoAQEH and npHATH with npomeHioy as

C Mtheir common subject, then MPTBO u might have been put in the instrument 

al case as the agent (see also under Tables. II i, p. 19^, IVIiv, p. 198). 

c) Other comments

Zographou displays some inconsistency over the case in which the 

subject of reflexive infinitives with passive sense is placed:

i. H Tbia noBenfe uJcfeum GA H He B^nuaTH GA HH AO BAIHOA YATLI (Zogra- 
phou 50-51)

Here the subject of the infinitive, TbjN&, is in the accusative. (in Old 

Church Slavonic the infinitives might well have been active with

as their object and an implicit indefinite subject, see Ch.2 Introduction

I C, pp. 38-39.) Contrast:
/• 

ii. H ^anoB6AfeBaT7> UQTBO UH-HU^TH H OE?>Ap3>MaTH t-flBAeHHouiuoy UOH&-
G

GTHPK) UpTBa UH peveHHOe GeAUJ.TSaHTaKfc.EeG KpaUOAbl BeCUa HenOT7»KHOB6HHO

M HenOKOAfeEACUO M H eueMA 6KAO • Gl B^GtKlalKA^ HpMAe^ftH 1 6U7. M HpHEL 1 TKOXJL* 6TO 

h€ll]6 »6 H H6 ^ftA^gaTH GA GTAMflHHUJUTi TOFO BT^GeveGTHarO MOHftCTMp^ ^R FIO-

- peveHHbinu7» HATtAeGATMUi nepnnpfeui» (Zographou 5^-58)

The subject of ^ftA^BftTH GA, GTAKaHHuna^, stands in the dative although 

the sense seems to be similar to that of the previous example, a command 

to unspecified persons not to meddle with the things which appear as the 

subject of the infinitives. Perhaps in ii the construction with GTAJKR- 

echoes the preceding infinitival expression, in which the dative

subject HXBAeHHOuaaoy UPHRGTHpH) may also function as indirect object of 

. These two passages contain the only examples of negated

complementary infinitives.

The two instances of noGAaTH are past participles passive and the

persons whom they qualify are the subjects of the dependent infinitives

c iii. a w set??* KOAfepfc n paEOTHMKi upBa wn-uaAbiHfl we H
noGHAaeubiyi-no BGfe Bpfeuena no seen yopfe'B?>GnpneuaTM
B^ctKbiA paEOTbl qpsa UM ( Orekhovo 26-28 and similarly in Virgino, see

a ii)



The one occurrence of apocopated yoTfeTH is in the sanctio of Dubrov- 

nik:

iv. n UHAUJCTM ne uie <H)ufeTH (H)A BeAMK<*> <M>uae ropm*. naTHTH 5 qpun
(Dubrovnik 12)

^-

It is interesting to observe that there are some examples of vhat 

Sandfeld 1930, and following him Kazazis 1965, singles out as a charac­ 

teristic Balkan construction, the use of co-ordination rather than sub­ 

ordination of one verb to another, e.g.:

V. KOrO H-gBOAHTb Fb Kb n1p BtjVHblH'H nOCftAHTb Hft HptCTOAfe

(Rila 9^-95)

vi. ACX ne nogvHTGA M noueTHeT2>. HH nopSmiiTE CT»»I B/TroujEpa^HbiM .XP1CUJ-
ft

UM ( OreMiovo

One may compare with this:

vii. Aft ne nooyvHTCA OVATH VTO-MAH nopoyuiHTH n nonpaTH CMKOBO
/»

e qpTBft MM (Rila 97-98)

Table II. Impersonal constructions with infinitive or da-clause

Occurrence Infinitive Da-clause 

of governing word

AOGTOMTt 1 2 

inOAOKM CA 1? 1?

Atno ecTb 2 2

EAFOYTHO 6CTb 1 1

Comments

The uncertain instance of cnoAQSH CA as an impersonal verb with an 

infinitive has been discussed under Table I b v, p. 192.

It seems best to take the last two infinitives in the following 

passage as dependent on AOCTOHTT>:

i. M S^pfeBiim qpBO UH-M nopeBHovA CMUI-M ^OTA HPMAOKJITM CJIU^-M
CMTH YtCTl AOCTOHHAA-BTvrOAapeHMeU^ C^BplUlMTM ^OTA- H\K05K6 AOCTOMT* . HpO- 

CBfeTHTH Up BO UH • H HanpRBHTM . KOeKAO MfeCTO'M KO* AH BO u'pKOBl (OrekhoVQ 13-

15)

Duichev 19U3, in his modern Bulgarian translation of the charters, treats
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these two infinitives as final in sense and HXKoroe AOCTOHTT> as an inter-

11 c posed connnent. He apparently takes qpso UH to be the object of npo-

and this would be an attractive interpretation were it not that

in other places the subject of an infinitive can be found in the nomina­ 

tive or accusative and not in the dative which the first two impersonal

expressions in the table take. If the two infinitives in i are regarded

cas dependent on AOCTOHTT>, qpso un may be either the subject or the object

of npocBfeTHTH ; and the general sense of HcmpftBHTH . noeMAQ U^GTO-H KO&

AHEO - 'to adorn each place and every/any church 1 - is more con­

sistent with the statement of a general principle than of a particular

am.

Table III . Nouns, pronouns and adverbs governing infinitive or da-clause

Occurrence Infinitive Da-clause

of governing word

Nouns

e*e 2

1

8

6

3 (3) 1 (8)?

e*e

ce

YTO 65K6

KftKO H K06&

Pronouns

Adverbs and adverbial phrases

AM

Comments

The first two items in the table take infinitival complements of 

the first type mentioned in Ch.l C III, p.19, comparable to the

11. See Duichev 191*3 p. 131.
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complements of verbs in Table I. All the other infinitives tabulated 

here are of the second or, mostly, of the third, defining, kind, and 

occur in the arengae or narrationes of the monastic charters, where the 

choice of words is normally ornate and the syntax elaborate:

i. H& Tft BfcGfe.HH B2» YTOffle BlUfeHta^A CA IJpTBOV UM , FlpOTHBA M KftKO

rceAamie M noneveHne n peBHOBaiue ^feAU) AHI H Hoiyi npoutiuiAfe* Kano H
AH AAOU7> H^7>WBpfeCTH H nOAflTH TOUO\f B^CeveCTHOUJUOV AUJUOV CTTO

H CAftBHaro BeAHKUMAYeHiKa M noEfeAONOcqa reu)pria,AocToaHie 
uo M NeweuA.euo -(Zographou 2k-2Q)

ii. eAua QVBO BbicT2» uaHoseHHe Ba wia M ra nauiero IMCOV ?«pi
TftHCTBOUl CA1J1L1* M MCTMHbHbl* npfeVMCTLl* M npfefiAlrOGAOBeHL 1 * B^YM* M ErO- 

Ha CTtM TOpt a&U>NCTkH e«e EblTH Bi H6M npHCTftNMlJie Cn*C6HMOV

AUIM ^pi cTMahPcTfen nave »e npaBocAaBHfeM.M CT» ovcp*AneM7» 
nen (Zographou 1-4)

iii. ce CEO he EroAK>EHHx A^AO Epfer^iiiehe-cKpOBHiiift 01 Huamii-a
* __^

Kb CTOiHUb H EWBbHOiHUb qpKBaub (Virgino 1-2)

iv. EArOY2»CTMB°HO Y^TO.H S^AO E^OOVTOAHO . M BC^UM nO^BftAHO . 

CTblKAT^.M ESTBHblMT* MP^KBftM'L . T eHAA.^ A HDEOBl nUftTll -JIVpAAHO OVKpftCHTH .
/»

H noBeAtHnewTi, qpKbiu^ ( Orekhevo 1-2 and similarly Rila 1-3)

Dubrbvnik starts:

c KIV. AftBft UP)JU1 .'UJpH^UUJ CHr^Wpfe BC6M A*BpUJBHlllllCTfel1 • A hOEUJBHil : (h) <B)ce-

ruj<CTeM7.) npianrAft hAAg ymAAT7> nu) seen ^wpfe upUM . . . .(Dubrovnik 
1-2)

The provisions which follow can be taken as da-clauses dependent on

; but there are difficulties, both in the general grammatical inter­

pretation of da-clauses, and in the analysis of these particular ones, 

which will be discussed under Tables IV, p.197 , and VI ii , p. 200.

Table IV. Other constructions with irifinitive or da-clause

Infinitive Da-clause

Imperative I 1* 1? 

Imperative /Final 1 10? 6? (8) 1? 

Final 3 2 , 1 (l)? 

ewe 6 (9)
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Infinitive Da-clause 

noHewe 2

tKO 1(1)?

Comments

a) Conjectures

The possible imperative infinitives have been quoted under Table I a 

ii, p. 191. , The other places where readings have to be completed by con­ 

jecture are:

AC Ai. Aa He C&AH NHKUJH BAaAeq* no APt*aBa qpsa UH-HH Aa noAas ... ^a ...
Hw\-Na AK> cTaro rewrMHX (Virgino 75-76) -

•W *JV

ii. H Aa . . . npQKAe TpbKAe ui ra ea BceApb>KHT(eA)fe (Virgino 110) -

ecTb or
f^ /»

iii. <BAr>um^BUJA<ii up u>n Aapu)BaT<n
nupfc HapMqaeu^i(A BanuneACKLi* c>eAUj 

cTpa<Hfe cfepcTtM feKiu) c(e) CGAUJ c AK>AWM M cb BC^UM uO npaBH
HftUM M CT<aCM M npMA6>KaH11 6)0b M npHK)?> 1 TKU)(u)b • Aa AP?>?K3>lTb H UJKAaAaeT (t. )

i 1-6)

b) Other comments

The category Imperative/Final reflects the frequent syntactic in­ 

determinacy which is characteristic of the central sections of these 

texts. It may seem surprising that the language of legal documents 

should regularly admit more than one interpretation; in fact the indeter­ 

minacy can arise precisely because of the limited content, the legal 

nature of the charters. Their main purpose is to set forth certain 

decrees about what is or is not to be done, and it is Immaterial to 

their application whether the clauses, or occasionally infinitives, which 

express them are taken as dependent on the initial formula, such as
/* *P A CAasa upUHriupH^uu) CH (Dubrovnik l) or npaqiae H ocBOEaftaeTb qpTBQ UH (Rila 

51), or ,as independent imperatives. It is indeed conceivable that the 

.da-clauses which stand soon after the announcement of the decree would 

have been felt to be governed by it, while those which come later in the
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text - Virgino, for example, has nearly thirty such clauses spread over 

about a hundred lines - would have been taken as imperatives. The dis­ 

tinction is particularly fine in the short formulae of penalties in 

Virgino, vhere a 3rd per. imperative is followed by a da-clause:

i. E&AH Nft MCUh KAATBft K»H H\ • M CTO1H np&BOBfep ''HO 1 fi qpeM'H Aft HARTH
VJ

AMUOCMU)-a-^AftTM4b (Virgino 78-79 and similarly but without E&AM 92-93) 

These two da-clauses are counted here as imperatives, since they are con­ 

joined with obviously imperative expressions, but this may not be suffici­ 

ent ground for treating them as different from the prescriptive da-clauses 

which precede and follow them. Again, only context serves to distinguish 

the probable imperative da-clause at the end of Dubrovnik from the series 

of clauses which complement ujpjrjuiy:

ii. KTUJ AM HU7» CnftKUJCTHrUJ <1J1>UJU AHEU)[ . . . ]jUJ Aft e BfeCT7>:TUJH 6 npUJTHB-
ft

HHK(I) (u)pun (Dubrovnik 10-11)

The other simple imperative da-clauses in the table all occur in the 

poena spiritualis, where they are unambiguous, since a human prince may 

appeal for, but not command, the damnation of transgressors.

Unmistakably final clauses are rare in these texts. One is found 

in the passage introduced by conjectural tno in Vatopedi , see a iii above . 

The other two are specially marked by

&iii. TO Bca Aft Apk*n CTOI rerne roproc M noEfeAOHoceqb -n BL He wa- 
c T

CTOHWJ1HH YTHO1H ttp^MUftAPM UJB ° J-ftBA6HM h6UL CCrU) KPHCWBSAW nOH6«e A^ TO
T C XX
R MPMM ^OAftTftHx M nouoijiHMKa • BL BcaKoi NanacTB M parent (Virgino 95-96 

and similarly io Zographou 66-70)

There is at least one place in which a 'simple infinitive is used 

equivalently to da-clauses:

iv. H Aft OEAflAOV*T3> H U)E^AP'Z>?HAT7> HptnOAOBHMM 1 HUJUM 6W6 Bl

ciaro 11 cAftBHaro seAHKUJUAYeNHKa M noBtAOMOcua reujpna.Ha 
CCAUJUI Bee KpauoAbi Becua wenoriHOBeHO M ne^LiEAeuio, ci

M npHBHTKOU7» ero-OBftve HH ^ftAfeBftTM KTO cTA»aHHi»ai roro
-^a noAftaHMe nATbAecATnu^ nepnMpfeui (Zographou 61-65)

If MU?, is incorrect in Table I a ii, p. 191, the number of examples is 

considerably greater. It may be that the infinitives which stand after
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ueieyaTH in Virgino should also be counted under this head, e.g.:

v. Aa ne uerefta HMKUJM ernicxBnb HM AQft&Kb Bb^/Mrn HH ^anptuieHH H\ no- 
ciaBHTH Hft Hepfce^b (Virgino 82-83)

The two infinitives may be co-ordinated vith the da-clause here, rather 

than subordinated to mere^a; the problem is comparable to that in Table 

I b ii, p. 192. However Virgino contiLnues:

vi. Aft He ueTeya TS BbAa^HTH Bb ceAa M ueTo^ne nowst^b A?UUBNO YTO
THM e3ap??i» HH npuunana (Virgino 8^-85)

Here BbAft^MTH, not being preceded by HH , seemyto be clearly dependent on 

uereya. All possible examples of infinitives complementing uejeyaTH are 

placed in Table I.

The infinitives introduced by ewe which have not already been dealt 

with in Table III are final, e.g.:

Vli. H HXKO BAFOYeCTHBl H FlpfeBblCOKfc Ij'pT.jBfcHAT* H nOAftAC TflKOBOe

CT. B^ctu^ npHAe*aHneu^ H npaBAaun ero,BAroBOAeHi eu^ CBOHUI BT.
c c H j-aBA6Hie B^cero uprsa ero,n c^ ^AaToneyaTHbiu-L CAOBUJUX upTBa ero.

EbiTH HeuicT&nHuo H HeuieuAeuu), u) BbceyecTHaro npfeBbiBawMa emu H cAaBHaro
«

H noB^AOHOcqa rewpna (Zographou hh-kQ)

It is worthy of remark that here and in the passage from Zographou quoted 

under iv the subjects of the infinitives are in 'the 'nominative (or accusa­ 

tive in vii ) and not in the dative .

Table V. Tense and mood of verbs in da-clauses

The verbs of da-clauses in these documents are always in the present 

indicative.

Table VI. Infinitives separated from their governing expressions, and da 

separated from its dependent verbs, by non-en&litic elements

Occurrence Separated occurrences 

of construction

Infinitive 100 13? 28 (22) 2 (?)? 

Imperative da lU 1? 

Complementary da 3 (3) 1 (8)? 1 (?)?
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Occurrence Separated occurrence 

of construction 

Imperative/

Final da 6? (8) 1? 2 

Final da 2 1 (l)? 

Comments

Infinitives may be separated from their governing expressions by the 

subject of the main verb, the subject of the infinitive, the direct ob­ 

ject of the infinitive and by adverbs and adverbial phrases modifying 

the main verb or the infinitive.

The two interrupted imperative or final da-clauses are parallel ones 

in Rila and Vitosha:

i. N& B^CH Aft UrOHHUH BblBft&.H Aft UCTOATh AftACYC H\BA6HieUb
/»

CAOBR LIPTBB urn (Rila 66-68 and similarly Vitosha 15)

The number and syntax of the complementary clauses in Dubrovnik is

regulated by the precise meaning attached to certain words:
/• 

ii. mpn^um[ . . . JAa I-AAS ftWAAT^ nw EC en ^wpt iipumrc KSmi* nans* (AH)KU)
T T 

HAH HU)CA;MAtt «6H^> HAH KSnHfr KftKB^> AHBUJ HUJCArH AU) KU)H\ AHEU) ^6U^ HAH
T

. . • ]HAH B ^eUA apBaHaCK^ArMAM B CU)AgH7>:HA^T7>;nUJBCAAS:Aft CM

H npu]AftKa&T7>; CBWEfflHU): Kec?> BctKUJ^ nftKUJCTM ... (Dubrovnik 1-8) 

Duichev's translation, which omits frAA^, reads as if the first da.-ihtxro- 

duced a clause parallel to the second one -and BaKBK (An)sm, KUJHX AHSUJ 

meant 'any'; but if the adverb and adjectives were to be taken rather as 

'wherever', 'whatever', the first da_ would be anticipatory and everything

between it and the second da would be a series of adverbial clauses

12 summed up by numcAAg immediately before the da-clause proper.

Table VII. Verbs governing preposed infinitives

The infinitive is preposed to its governing verb only once:

i. M flOTA npMAOMMTH CMUi'M nOKpftCMTH Y7.CTI AOCTOMHAA- EArOAftpeWH 6UI

12, See Duichev
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CT>Bp?>umTn yoTA (Orekhovo 13-1*0

This example occurs in the elevated introduction to the charter and is 

preceded by another participial expression in which infinitives stand 

after yoTA, so that the pr epos ing of G7>Bp?>mHTH is probably due to a wish 

for variety.

Remodelling of infinitives

With the exception of B^cnpneuaTH, which however is found in Old

13 Church Slavonic MSS, there are no examples of infinitives reformed on

present stems in the Bulgarian charters. There are of course new in­ 

finitives of verbs borrowed from Greek (see p.l88). There are also 

apparently no apocopated infinitives.

THE WALLACHIAN DOCUMENTS 

.Introduction

During the later Middle Ages the official literary language, ecclesi­ 

astical and civil, used in large parts of what is now Roumania, was 

Slavonic. In the North-Eastern area, Moldavia, it was based on East 

Slavonic usage; in the South, Wallachia, on the Northern bank of the 

Danube, its norms were derived from Bulgarian and, as time went on, from 

Serbian. Wallachian state documents written in Slavonic are extant 

from the later fourteenth century onwards.

The vocabulary and toponymy of Roumanian show plainly that it was 

considerably influenced by a type of Slavonic closely akin to Bulgarian. 

The earliest loan-words, which are characterized by such ancient features 

as retention of nasal vowels and unmetathesized liquids, -probably date 

back to the pre-literary period in the second half of the first millenium 

A.D. and indicate that during and after the Slav expansion Southwards

13. See the Lexicon Linguae Palaeoslovenicae under 

J\ See Densu§ianu 1901 Ch-5-
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there vere settlements of Slavonic speakers to the North of the Danube. 

It is not known how long such settlements may have persisted - very 

little is known at all about the inhabitants of the Transdanubian area 

before the fourteenth century - and layers of later borrowing from 

Slavonic languages indicate continued contact between Slavs and Romance 

speakers; but it is generally held by Roumanian scholars^ that Slavonic 

ceased to be widely spoken there by the thirteenth century. Descriptions 

of this region from the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries testify to 

the Romance character of the language commonly spoken there.

This should mean that by the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries the 

variety of Slavonic used in the Wallachian chancery was essentially a 

literary language, preserved by tradition and no more the vehicle of 

every-day intercourse than was Latin at the same time in Poland or Hun­ 

gary. At most it would be conceivable that a number of the scribes them^

selves were of Slavonic origin, perhaps refugees from the advance of the

17 Turks through the Balkans. ' There is however no firm evidence for this

in the earlier documents, which rather give the impression that the 

diplomatic usages of Wallachia, well established by the later fourteenth 

century, were formed to some extent independently of Bulgarian influence,
-i n

since they include Western as well as Byzantine features. Thus Rouman­ 

ian studies of the language of fourteenth and fifteenth century Wall--: 

achian documents regard it not as a reflection of any living, contem­ 

porary usages but as a traditional book-tongue, based on Bulgarian of an 

earlier date, increasingly contaminated by Serbian norms, and subject to

15. See, for example, Tat rut 1971.

16. See.Jirecek 1897--pp. 601-02.

17. Stancheva-Daskalova 1966 suggests that the documents of the later 
fifteenth and early sixteenth centuries have morphological peculiarities 
specific to South-West Bulgarian or Macedonian dialects, which-:may be 
explicable by Slav immigration into Wallachia after the Turkish conquest 
of the Kingdom of Serbia.

See D.P. Bogdan 1938.
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incalculable influence from the native Roumanian of its writers.

This view has been challenged, notably by Miletich 1896 and more 

recently by Bernshtein 19^8. They object that the earlier documents 

contain so much idiomatic Bulgarian of a colloquial kind that they must 

have been written by people fluent in Bulgarian for readers similarly 

at home in the language. Bernshtein contends that the Roumanians did 

not move into the plain between the Danube and the Transylvanian Alps 

(whether they moved South from Transylvania or North across the Danube) 

until the thirteenth century, and that they found there a Slavonic- 

speaking population which they only gradually assimilated in the course 

of the next few centuries. He considers that this Slavonic, which was 

so close to Cisdanubian Bulgarian that it can be termed a Bulgarian dia­ 

lect, was still in widespread spoken us.e in the fourteenth and fifteenth 

centuries and was basically the type of Slavonic familiar to the chancery 

scribes, though they modified it more or less in the light of what they 

knew of Bulgarian and Serbian literary norms.

These two interpretations will be more fully discussed in the con­ 

clusions at the end of this chapter. Here it need only be pointed out 

that, whichever one accepts, the Wallachian documents must be recognized 

as a source of some importance for the history of Bulgarian. The 

essentially Bulgarian character of the language in which they were 

written in the fourteenth and earlier fifteenth centuries is not dis­ 

puted. 2° The question is whether-it rests on written or spoken tradition, 

and of what date.

It is no simple matter to extract information from this source about 

the Bulgarian language, however, because allowance has to be made for 

both Serbian and Roumanian influence. A few Serbian elements are found 

sporadically from the end of the fourteenth century onwards: C_ instead of

19.'See I. Bogdan 1905 Introduction and DJamo-Diaconita 1971 Introduction.

20. Except by Barbulescu, see Djamo-Diaconita 1971 pp.9-10.
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*» -out as an instr. fern. sing, ending and -ra instead of -ro in the 

ace./gen. animate masc. and the gen. masc. and neuter of pronouns and 

adjectives. During the fifteenth century others, such as j^ for iy, appear;

but they are normally employed in haphazard alternation with their Bul-

21 garian equivalents and do not become frequent until the second half of

the century, with the reign of Radu III ( Lk62-lhlk]. Most of the in­ 

stances of Roumanian influence which Djamo-Diaconi£a 1971 records like­ 

wise occur in documents of the late fifteenth century, with the natural

exception of proper names. In the first half of the century only a hand- 

op 23 ful of aberrant uses of prepositions, and the word Rape (pare), oan

be taken as signs of interference from Roumanian. This ie not to say 

that the usage of the early documents was not affected in other ways by 

Serbian and Roumanian, but merely that such influence, particularly on 

syntax, cannot be readily identified.

Consequently "the material presented in the following two sections 

will be drawn from the earlier body of documents, written before dis­ 

cernible Serbian and Roumanian features became frequent. 1^62, the end 

of Vlad II ! s first period of rule, is taken as an arbitrary but conveni­ 

ent stopping-point. A few documents of earlier date than this are 

omitted because Serbian elements predominate in them so obviously that 

they can be said to be written in a different type of language from the 

others. These Serbian documents are either issued by or addressed to 

foreign rulers - to Stefan Lazarevic of Serbia, the Emperor Sigismund, 

John Hunyadi, Razgon Stefan of Timigoara - and this is no doubt the 

reason why they employ different conventions from those of internal 

charters and correspondence with Bragov. They are listed below.

21. See, for example, Djamo-Diaconrta 1971 p.217.

22. See Djamo-Diaconiia 1971 pp.30^-07-

23. This word is found in the modern Bulgarian dialect of Enina, near 
Kazanlak, according to Kitipov 1970 p.111.
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The corpus falls into two parts (which are distinguished in Djamo- 

Diaconi£a's study of 1971)• One comprises charters granting lands and 

exemptions from taxes or service to /monasteries or nobility. These 

documents are highly formulaic. Not only the overall composition, but 

even the details of wording differ .little from one to another, and there 

are several series of copies of the same text made in consecutive reigns 

as .each ruler confirmed his predecessor's gifts to a particular monastery, 

The differences between them are usually negligeable. Their language 

is consequently extremely conservative and would indeed be of little 

interest, were it not for two circumstances: firstly, that occasionally 

a formula is altered, or garbled, in a way which may be significant of 

change; and secondly, because in the syntactic constructions which are 

under examination here they provide striking contrasts with the second 

group of documents.

The charters of the first group are all published in Panaitescu and 

Mioc 1966. The earliest (No.6) dates from the reign of Vladislav I, 

probably from 137^i the last, as has been said, is from the time of Vlad 

II (No.118, li*59). Between these, No.31 from Stefan Lazarevic,. Nos. hk 

46, hj, 62 from the Emperor Sigismund, No.97 from John Hunyadi are 

omitted because they exhibit heavier Serbian influence than usual; Nos. 

58 and 120 are left out because they are much damaged and can only be 

read by conjecture; and Nos.Uo, 50, 5U, 55, 69, 70, 71, 78 and llU are 

included in the second group.

This second group of documents is made up of charters granting 

trading rights and of letters addressed to the burghers of Bragov from 

the rulers of Wallachia or their ministers. In fact the charters form 

a series like those found in the first group, but the comparative in­ 

formality of their style justifies treating them with the letters. The 

earliest is taken from Kaluzniacki 1878:'No.l, from Mircea I to the 

city of L'vov, tentatively dated 1390 but apparently later redated to
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2k 
about 1U09. No.5 in the same edition, from Vlad I to the cities of

Cracow and L'vov in 1^39» is also included. The rest are from I. Bogdan 

1905, Nos.l (Mircea I, lUl3) to 73 (Vlad II, uncertain date) and Nos.206 

(reign of Dan II - lU31?) to 215 (reign of Vlad I, uncertain date). No. 

30, to Razgon Stefan, is omitted because it is Serbian; No.31 is too 

much damaged, and too short, to be worth consideration, and Nos.69 and 

2l6 happen to have no relevant constructions.

Thus the tables which follow present material written over a space 

of ninety years by a number of different.people. Where the date or pro­ 

venance of any particular construction seems important, it is supplied 

in the comments.

In the editions of Panaitescu and Mioc and of I. Bogdan abbreviations 

are expanded and superscript letters are brought down on to the line.

T
The editors do not state how they treat -M_, the abbreviation of the in­ 

finitival ending -HTH, although I think it iikely that this Qccars in "the 

documents (it is to be found in those published by Kaluzniacki). Con­ 

sequently I have to assume that the editions faithfully reproduce a dis­ 

tinction in the MSS between infinitives ending in -TH and those ending

« 25 
simply in -T_. This is implied by Djamo-Diaconita, whose study is

26 
based on an independent examination of MSS and photocopies.

2k. See Istoria Romaniei 1962 vol.11 p.296- I have not found a detailed 
discussion of the dating of this charter.

25. See Djamo-Diaconita 1971 p.22U. 

26- See Djamo-Diaconita 1971 p.l6.
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A. CHARTERS TO MONASTERIES AND NOBLES

Table I. Verbs governing infinitive or da-clause with identical or dis­

tinct subjects

Occurrence Infinitive Da-clause

,0*™

*TtTH

apocopated ^OTfcTi

BlG^OTtTH

HOA hOBMTM

H^BOAHTH

npOH^BOAMTM

BAaronpon^BOAMTH

BAarOH^BOAHTH

BAftrOBOAHTH

noaeAtT,,

noBe*^™

*oAH ™

rpACTH

npHc-r*™™ erne

MUtTH

AiXTH

nptAaTM

CUtTM

HOCUfeTH

AP^IUTH

UOAMTM

VaOAMTH CA HXKO

OBtlJiaTM

VmnnwiTn

OVCTABHTM

of verb same subj . diff.subj. same subj . diff.subj

15 1? 18 1?

h U

1 15 lU 2

2 2

1 1

15 5 10

2 2

3 3

13 U6

k h

331

871

1 1

1 1

11 1

28 1? 31 2?

1 1

321

36 2? 37 2?

1 1

21? h 2?

1 1

1 1

1 1

l 6

1 3



208

Occurrence Infinitive Da-clause

unun*7A*PM /*A a NV a niAntA ^CA 1 n v/m C/TSC

U)CAOEft»A&TH

nOUHCAHTM HXKO

CUOTp^TM

H^EpftTH

WTEpftTM

MCKftTM

nOMCKftTM

noKScMTM (HXKO)

peBHOEaTM

npnnararn

Comments

of verb

1

2

1

1?

2k

1

1

1

22 2?

1

1

same subj. diff.subj. same subj. diff.subj

1?

2k

1

1

6 2?

1

1 

1 

19 1?

The .doubtful readings with ther-verbs - , nukm ., GM^TH ,

, noKScnTM are places where some letters or words are not legible, 

or not clearly so, and have been supplied by plausible conjecture, usually 

based on comparison with similar passages in other documents.

The table shows that the documents admit various verbs and construct 

tions as alternatives one to another. One must however weigh both the. 

dates at which equivalent expressions occur and, when they are found in 

the same charter, their context, whether in religious or legal formulae 

or in some more variable part of the document. It is instructive to look 

in this way at the occurrence of the verbs of volition which head the 

table. In its full form yoTfeTM is found mainly after 1*1 30 in formulae

which make up part of the poena spiritualis or temporal is ;

i. H yoqieT yuper B* wpriA rocnoACTBa UH (No. 95 - ±khl and similarly in 

No. 106 -

ii. TftKOBH yoqieT CupeTH. cinptHH c* 

u)pn#. WT rocroACTBO un (No. 11? -

EoropoAnn* H np IATH

The latter half of ii is a variant of the more common HURT npiATH
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M mprift UJT rocnOAQTBOUM and is used in three other documents (Nos. 

72 - 1431, 103 - 1451, 111 - 1453). The other formulaic use of 

is first found in a charter issued by Mircea I:

iii. MAM KTO UJT TocnoAi n»e youieTa HacTaTH no uoeui TparB (No.l6 - 

1392?)

It is copied in several other charters granted to the monastery of Tis- 

mana (Nos.22 - 1400-1418, 53 - 1424, 6k - 1429-1430, 89 - 1439). Of the 

five remaining instances , three from before 1430 may be motivated by a 

religious context, e.g.:

iv. Aa ecj nnuia EowecTBeHNhiu MHUJKOU ewe ftwTAT KUTM M

Bi BtvHiue BfccnouMHaN i e navewe M -^a 

rocnoACTBO1 MM (No. 26 - 1402-1418)

The other two cannot be so explained:

v. aijie KM yoTeAM npoAaaaTM UJBIJM M CBMHA (No.106 - 1451)

vi. Bape ^TO youier KHTH K^BAap (No. 9^ - 1441)

On the other hand, the apocopated forms of ftOTfeTH are not found 

after 1430, except in a unique variant of one of the formulae quoted 

above :

vii. ^AO uier npn&TH n BCAMX* wpm;?, WT rocnoACTBa KAM (No. 9^ - 1441) 

About half of them are accounted for in formulae:

viii. rAUJBa AM GA iper SVHHHTH no Tfe??^M BAara ASiuerBEMNa AM (No. 28 - 

1^04-1406 and similarly Nos. 33 - 1407, 48 - 1421)

ix. KTO AM CA iiier noKoycMT UJT BOAfep rocnoACTBa JJH seAnq^sKe M 

MAM UJT paBOTHMK rocnoACTBa MM nocMAaeut i ^ no MHAOGTe^ M no pasoTa^ 

noACTsa UM HXKO Aa no^asaBAT SS.AI YTO (No. 3^ - 1407-1418, and similarly 

Nos.27 - 1402-1418, 35 - 1409, 38 - 1415, 42 - 1418)

The versions of the formula in ix which predominate in later documents 

are also current at the beginning of the fifteenth century:

X. ??TO AH GA Ebl nOKgGMA7> HfeKTO UJT ClpOAHMK Haill MAM MH*[ . . . ] HXKO

CCAO noAaHHoe B* uoHacTMp CBATLIA ropbi (No. 19 - 1398)

xi. ^TO AM ce noKgcMT pa^wpHTM CMC noaeA^HHe rocnoACTBa MM M

(No. 11 - 1389-1400)

All the other examples of apocopated yoTfeTM with the infinitive come
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in the charter of Mircea I and are non-formulaic. The same applies to 

the four occurrences of yrkTM , which though they are copied from one 

charter into another are not formulaic :

xi. eijiewe M UJT nveA sape KOAHKO ce ^TAT HqyoAMTM no Tfe^ EAaTa

TA6 MU 6CT ^OTRp UOHftCTMpCKt IM YbAOB^K* Aft MU BT^MUflT BftlJlS UJT HY6A H 

MHbl BIGA pflEOTM KOA 1 KO GS flTAT npHASVMT (No.28 - lkOk-lkQ6 and also No . 

48 - 1*121)

It may be that ft TAT should be regarded as the 3rd per. plur. of apocopated 

yoTfeTH, corresponding to the 3rd per. sing. uieT which is the only other 

apocopated form to occur in this group of documents (see further in 

section B, Table I i-iv, pp. 228-29). 

There are tvp da-clauses after

H16T Aft CM A&CT 3& A^Ul* »AM BMHOrpftA MAM HHBM6 MAM 

MAM KXiyie MAM AOBL1TOK MAM BS^M YTO (No

This does not seem essentially different in content from:

xv. Bape ^TO CM qieT np^AftT A^UW, M Huame CM BT» UOHRCTMP urr
(Ro.27 -

The da-clause of xiii occurs in the charter which contains the two ex­ 

amples of E^cyoTfeTH with da-clauses :

xv. sape ??TO B^cyouieT UJT CBoero npOM^BOAeni HX MAM CAOVFCI rocnoACTBa

UM MAM BOAfepMH MAM KHAS Aft CM FlpfeAftOT A^Ul* Bi UOHftCTblpe^ rOCHOACTBa MM 

M B2» KO^l* MAM C6AO B7>CyomeT Aft FIpMAOMHT (No

The concentration of da_-clause complements here may be peculiar to the 

usage of the scribe who wrote the document. The other da-clause with 

is:

XVI. KTO AM 1I16T ^aKftBHTM TOUS^H YLAOBfeK?S MAM UJT BOAfep MAM UJT KHA^OB

HAH ^a nocftA* MAM ^a Baua MAM ^a KIBARPCTBO Aft no^ftBasMT TOMS^M
(No. 29 - 1U01-1U18)

This is one of several places where a co-ordinated infinitive and da- 

clause depend on the one main verb:

xvii. uj HJOKC H^sepeT rocnoA^ Bori Aft ESA6T
AM UJT ClpUJANHK* HftlUL AM UJT MHOOAC <U6 >HMK EblTM rOCHOAMHT. ^eUA6 BARCKOe

(No. 2k -
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XViii. KOM. AM EM TIpMGTKnMA'k HOCp^A BttC WT BOA^pl rOGHOACTBA MM 6M6 

MAM HHkl^ pftEOTL £ft Bb 1 pft'gBftKAftTb SAP^TC B*

(No. 33 - 1UOT)

Such switches of construction are not the general rule, but they may in­ 

dicate a lack of confidence about the handling of infinitival construct 

tions and certainly show that infinitive and da-clause could be equival­ 

ent as complements of the verbs yoTfeTM . M^EpftTH. 

The examples of noAH>BMTM are also early:

xix. ft GTftHvSAOBft *eHft ftijie noAH>KH)T (sic) Aft B^iaeT uwwft Aft
BOAHft S^OTH (NO. 11 - 1386-1392)

XX. Bftpe KTO U16T OCA hOEHTM UJT EOAfepCKM^ CeA^ B6AHKM??>Ke M URAbl^ 

AOHA6T B C6AO UOHftCTMp CKO Aft 6CT CAOEOA6H BLCAKblA Att«EL 1 (No.29 -

1U18)

The second of these, xx, can be paralleled elsewhere; indeed, it seems 

that in this group of documents an infinitive always governs a da-clause , 

never another infinitive:

XXi. ft HM HN* HMY1M AOELJTOK Aft Me CUfeeT?> yOAMTH Aft FlftCST 56^ BOAA

(No.32 - 1U06)

XXii. Aft Me GUfeeT HH nOUMCAHTH hAKO Aft nO^ftEftBAT UOHaCTMpCKhlKA A

(No. 39 - 1U 17-11*18)

XXiii. ft ^TO AM CA 1116T HOKOVGMT Aft MlpeT Aft IMT^UHeT UJT UOHftCTHpfe (No

The last of these* -like several • other passages -in which IJIBT noKgcBT or 

CUteT noKgCMT is followed by a clause introduced by ( HXKO) A_ft_» may be 

influenced by the frequent construction of noKScHTH as a main verb with 

a dependent da-clause. However, nonScMTM governs an infinitive only 

when it is itself the main verb, not subordinated to yoTfeTH or

Three instances of this, and one conjectural one, are found in fourteenth 

century charters, e.g.:

xxiv. KTO AM CA nonSoMTb c i HX noTBQpMTM (No.6 - 1369-1376) 

There are also later examples, in Nos.91 - ihkO and 103 - 1^51.

There are certain other signs of unf ami liar ity with the traditional 

uses of the infinitive. One is failure to put the subject in the dative
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when it differs from that of the main verb, as in ocvii above or in:

XXV. K7> CMU nOBCAtBaT TOCnOACTBO UM UH (sic) CP.K'.ORAflCHO EMTM MHIUKOU

BT> WBOJ-O wowacTMpe^ (No. 53 - ll*2l*)

This is a distortion of the phrase which appears correctly with cauo-

BAaGTHbiu in No. 7 - 1385 and the other charters in the same series.

Another significant deviation is the combination of da-clause and 

infinitive:

xxvi. BI ^ftKOHfe noseAfe rocnoAb BOFI cbimuub icpanAOBuna Aft HOI 

A6CATCTBQBaTH eAHKft ftijie CTA>KAT (No.20 - ll*00? , whereas No. 19 - 1398

has

XXVii. Aft 0\fTBp2»AMTb TftKOB^A ^RnOBeA B7» ^ftKOHMK M B^ UOHftCTMpM HXKO

Ha B'LcaK^A rpeAAUi^A roAMH* BtcnouMHftHie M KOAHKO (misprint for KOAMSO?) 

Aft ce TBOPMTH paAi Sconmaro BpftTa M^ cabana M Tfeu B-Lctia B-J> PUJA M PUJA
(NO. 101 - 1^450)

A third, more radical departure from tradition is the use of co­ 

ordination instead of subordination. This results in constructions like 

those mentioned under Table I of the Bulgarian charters, v-vii, p.19^, 

such as :

xxviii. ^TO AM CA noKoycMT IDT BOAtp* rocnoACTBa: UM BeAMnt^rae n

MAM UJT paBOTHMK rOCnOACTBft MM M OOCpaUMT C7>M ^pMCWBtfA* TOCnOACTEfl UM

(No. 21 - 11*00-11*03)

xxix. EAaronpoM^BOAM rocnoACTBO UM H Aaposa^ CIM BT-.

rocnoACTBft ui soA*;pou rocnoACTBa ui (No. 66 - 1^29 and similarly 

in No. 35 - ll*09)

XXX. KTO AM AP^^HCT UClKglp'Z> M CftUO rOCHOACTBO. k»M MAM L'JT CMHOB^

CTBft UM MAM KTO UJT rOCHOA^ MX?6 ^OlpeT^ H£\CTaTM HO UO6JJII TpftrC M nOHl)16T^

pa^opMTM cie noTBpiJKAewie (No.l6 - 1392? and four others of the same 

series)

conjunction Ta is also used in this way:

XXXi. KTO CA KM nOKyCHA TR EM nO^aKflBMA C6AUJU UOHaCTMpCKLlU (No. 72

So is co-ordinative da, see under Table IV

There remains .a large number of infinitives in Table I; but the major­ 

ity of these occur either in standard formulae or in contexts with
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religious, and therefore high-style, features, e.g.:

XXXli. KTO AM Ap7>7H6Tb UJT CM^ BCfe^ YTO pft^OpMTM HAH npfeAOWMTM

Aft e npOKAAT UJT rocnoAft sorft BceAP^jKHTeAk (No- 7 - 1385)

XXXiii. ft Aft KAftrOBOAHT BOri M»6 B2» TpOHqH CAftBHMhlH Hft BblTM MM Aft 

M UftAUJ B3> «MTH C6M He MMftM AftTH T"Z»YIA 6AHHOI-O MAM HpMAOKHTH K TOMO* UJT 

EOrUJAftNNM (sic) MNt HU) M BCeFAft MMftM AftBftTH M FlpMAftFftTM TOMS MOHftCTMp K>

BT» e*e BbiTM UH BI» cnftceHie A^UIH H BI nptuenenie M nonpros M 
uoeu5 (No. IT - 1392)

xxxiv. pesHS^f. nocAfeACTBOBftTM AP6BH1MU qftpeut M rocnoAftu e»e ^euHftft
ACTBt UMpHfe npfenpOBOAMUJA M H6B6CHOUOV UftpCTBlK)

(No. 20.- 1UOO?)

xxxv. M*e QKeuiftyz> nenp^^peTM uoAewift ero no C7»
CA 6U?5 AKO Aft MM BCA6TL nOMOlJlHL 1 K2» M nOKpOBMTCAb AOVU1M M TfeAb* ^A6 M

(NO. Ik - Ik33]

xxxvi. HXKO nptH6Bperouift CAOBft rocnoACTBO MM Aft CA 
GASuiftTM CAOBO ft He npeujEMA^TH (No. 39 -

The last of these examples, xxxvi, has no religious bearing, but seems 

to be in high style, witness the use of e»e. It is also the only in­ 

stance of a negated infinitive in these charters. There are two examples 

of a negated verb in a complementary da-clause, in xxxiii above and in:

XXXVii. M CMH\ BfcCfe UOAA BfcCfeKOTft MftCTOAHMKft Aft HS HOTBOpHTb HMKTOW6

(No. 6 - 137*0

The expressions in which HM^TM and CM^TM are combined with infinitives 

are almost all formulaic, being part of the usual minatory clause at the 

end of the charter. Though there is some variety in the particular verb 

which follows cMfeTH , in all examples except one the passage is of this 

type:

xxxviii. Aft ro He GMfeeT HMKTO HOTEKHHTM HM UJAMHUJM BAftcfc (No. 29 -

The exception t6 this rule is in:

xxxix. HUJ M ce Aft nocM^K) peipM (No .17 - 1392)

Again, almost all instances of MM^TM and the infinitive take the form 

of a poena temporalis, as in:



Xl. TftKOBbl MUftT HpMttTM UJpTMA M HftKft^ UJT rOCnOACTBtt UM (No.21 - 1^00-

Likewise the compounds of BOAMTM and EpftTM all occur in formal or 

formulaic expressions. It looks as if the choice of infinitive or da- 

clause after notiCKaTH may be stylistically determined, for though it 

always comes in the same context, the passage with the da-clause is 

specific and practical, while that with the infinitive is generalized:

Xli. M JIOMUieT Aft pft^WpMT UJEPUW M5K6 npHAUBKH rOCHOACTBO UM TOMtf^H 

UOHftCTHpK) (NO. IT - 1392)

xlii. a ftijie AM nouieT (sic) pft^wpMTM H nocpftUHTM npetusHAtB ovcTftBAewoe
M CBOEOAMT6ANM (sic) pOA!T6AA rOCFlOACTBftUH (No.39 -

The same may hold between xxv above and the construction of 

with a da-clause in:

xliii. TftKO^i noseAfeBftT rocnoACTBO UM B^C^JI pftEOTHMKoyj rocnoAOTBa UM H

AP^crepcKnu KOM E^AJ c^Aqeu n TAUJEHLIKOU B^ctKhin Aft ce
UJT UOHftCTMpCKft EAftTft (No.28 -

But there does not seem to be a clear stylistic difference between xxvi 

above, where noseAfeTH takes a da_-clause of sorts, and the infinitival 

construction in:

xliv. noseAfe rocnoACTBO MM HMCRTM CA ceu$ o\fTBepjKAeHo:jiC ^PMCOB^A^ M
nOGTftBMTM CA Bi np eApeYCHHb 1 M UJEMT6AM (No.lT - 1392)

Elevated style is probably also marked by the use of the infinitive 

in:

Xlv. M npfeAftUl* NftUT. UOAMTBO* M FIOCTOU M UMAOCTMHA Oirp^EftTH CA UJT

(No. 19 - 1398 and copied in No. 20 - 1^00, where it is followed by 

a quotation from Matth. 25-3^ ff • which includes the infinitival comple­ 

ment of AftTM: H AftCTe UM HXGTH)

In contrast to this are:

xlvi. M npfeAftBaura eu« TOM Aft HOUOAHT uj ACuia^ HWIIM^ (No. 19 - 1398)

xlvii. noTUJU uv AftAe M rocnocTBo UM AR noAMrHeTb uoHacTMpb 

PMEHMVKOU BL AMKSpe (No. 91 - l^Uo)

There remains only one infinitival construction which cannot be ex­ 

plained on grounds of style or formulaic expression:
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xlviii. (cT>uoTpny pa^umpHTH H ^urrap UONOICTHP K>) (No. 10 - 1389) 

Like most of the infinitives already cited which call for special comment, 

this is found among the early documents in the group, before 1^30 and 

mostly before 1^20. One might be tempted to conclude that the evidence 

of the whole group shows a reduction in the use of the infinitive; in 

fact it rather reveals that the language of the early charters is less 

standardized and formal, somewhat more varied, than that used after lU30. 

This impression is strengthened by the dating of the isolated non- 

formulaic da-clause complements of yoAHTH and FQAGTH (No. 32 - 11*06), 

npncT.TJiHTH ( No. 33 - 1^07), UOAHTH (No.6 - 137^, see xxxvii above), VOCAO- 

Kft?XAftTH (Nos.35 - 1^09 and 52 - 1U2U), HCKaTH (No. ̂ 2 - lUl8). The da- 

clauses with oycTftEHTH and npHAara.TH are also of early date:

xlix. naKLi oycTftBH rocnoACTBO UM no C^B^TS H\KO no CKAP^TM KVP HHKO-

AHUOBt Aft HfeCT HMKbl rOCHOAftp^ BOA6HX A» nOCTftBM Hft utCTt TOUL

MM ap^iepen HM MHL KTO n^ KRKO peyerb KVP NMKOAHJUL M
Aft AP^»^Tb H*e Tauo HHUJUH M caun Aft OH noAftra*Tk cTapfemiiMH* (No.6 - 137^)

1. M euie>Ke uS npHAarau Aft HuaT WBPOK UJT K^IJIA rocnoACTBa UM H/X
Atro (No. 35.- 1^09)

The da-clauses which depend on ^RKAHHaTH are formulaic in character 

and similar to those govenned by ^ftKAHHRHie, see Table III

^able II. Impersonal constructions with infinitive or da-clause

Occurrence Infinitive Da-clause 

of governing word

M^BOAM CA 1 1

BAarOM^BOAM 1? 2

BblTM 1 2

AOAJK6N 1? 1

WBMVHO 1 11? 1?

Comments

Three of the constructions tabulated here seem to betray syntactic 

confusion:
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1. K* GHU EAftrOH^BOAH rOCnOACTBB UH EHTH UJEHTeAH KOAUtHCKftA B7> HO- 

BHNOB6HH G7» BCtUH npenHCftNUH BLIUie rmCftNNOUS UONftCTHpS H UJT T$A*S lUEAflAO- 

BflTH CA (No. 9 - 1388)

Either this is intended as a personal construction and has rocnoACTsS UH 

by mistake for rocnoACTBQ mi > or it lacks the C/K which would make it com­

parable to H^BOAH CA rOCnOAOTBS UH C7>^AftTM UOHftCTHp (No.10 - 1389).

ii. HMW6 HOHOBMT HXKOWe AU)AM6H 6CT BCfeKOUg ypMCTiaHUHg TBOPHTH (No.17

- 1392)

To "be coherent this requires either AUIAMHO or

iii. Aa noHOBMT M Aft OVTBCPAMT H\KO*e ecr UJEMVHO npftBOCAftBHHbiw roc-

TBOpHTH Aft H APS^IM TOrOBftft nOBeACHlA TBOpHTH (No. 39 -

However iii is interpreted, it reveals an imperfect grasp of the tradi­ 

tional use of the infinitive, for either TBOPHTH should be TBOPAT if the 

da-clause is a final one, or, if da is here a co-ordinative conjunction, 

should be in the dative.

The da-clauses which depend on Eb ITH occur early and in a high-style 

passage, see Table I xxxiii, p. 213.

Table III. Nouns, pronouns, adjectives .and adverbs governing infinitive 

or da- clause

Occurrence Infinitive Da-clause 

of governing word 

Nouns

JKeAftNie H\KO 1 1 

BAftCTb 1 1

KftKO 3 3

WIKO 1 1

HXKO 7 13

e HXKO 1 1

' 5 15
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Occurrence Infinitive Da-clause 

of governing word

Pronouns

TO/qio 1 1

Adjectives

BOAbNl 61? 31? b

roTOBi 1 1

Adverbs

TftKO 1 1

Comments

The complements tabulated here are of the first and third kinds 

mentioned in Ch.l D III, p. 19. The nouns and adjectives all take the 

first type of complement; most of them are used in formulae. Thus the 

nouns noBeAteHie t tupn^uo, ostuiaHie occur in introductory clauses of the 

dispositio, the central part of the charter in which its provisions are 

stated, e.g. :

i. Aaposa uS rocnoACTBo urn cue BoCev&GHoe n npfcnoveTeHnoe
rocnoACTBA MM HHKO An c* cTaHVhOAOBH UYHMH siSnaNtf BAT.KSAS (No. 11 - 1389- 

1^00)

Such more or less standardized openings, which are to be found throughout 

the corpus, usually employ the noun ypncujBgA, followed by a string of da- 

clauses preceded by H\KO, which .are treated under Table IV. The only 

reason for separating them from the da-clauses introduced by expressibns • 

involving mpH^uo etc. is that these nouns, unlike ypMcumSA, can be taken 

as derived from verbs (mpHcosaTn, noB6AfeTH t ^anoBfeAftTM. oKfeniaTH t

ftTH_) , in which case the da-clauses -which follow them may be said to 

depend directly on these nouns rather than on the whole phrase. In either 

event the same problem arises: how far does the influence of the govern­ 

ing expression extend, at what point in a succession of da-clauses may 

subordination give place to simple 3rd per. imperative? For example, 

the passage quoted under i continues:
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li. H A^Ha GTftHYBAOBft Aft C*> CblHOBe JKBnftHB BAlKSAb" Bl UfeCTO 

GblHOB* HftA BICtUH UJYHHftUM M HftA BICfeU AOEMTKOU H\K05K6 H

ciiHOBe M cupe POAH «SnftH BA*KO"A A^U* Aft c* CTanvSAOBa Atqa M

BpftTHJ-ft 6AMH KftKO M ApS^H HftA BIGfe ft GTftHYBAOBft JK6Hft ftljie nOAK>BK>T (sic) 

Aft BV$U6T MAJKft Aft OPT BOAHft C^6TH HA HftABOp UJT WYHHH (No.ll - 1389-lUOO)

By the time one reaches the last da-clause here, it is probably idle to 

ask vhat, if anything, governs it (see also Table IV i-iii, p.220).

The construction with ^ftKAHHftHHe raises a similar difficulty. This 

noun is used to introduce the poena spiritualis in:

iii. eijie »e H ^ftKAHHftHHe nocTftBAtT rocnoACTBo. urn no GIMP^TH 
UH Kuuru) M^sepeT rocnoAL sorb BHTH rocnoAMHh BAauiKon ^euAi [ . T . Jra ftuie no-

YeTCT M nOHOBHT M VTEflfcAMT CSJ1 ^<ptt>GOBC/l TOGHOAGTEft MM H TUIPIU rOGHOAb

Bora (sic) Aft novejeT H Gi>ypftHHT n VTBP^AHT EL roGnoAGTBft ero ftijie AH ne 
novereT n ne V^BP^AHT HZ. noneper n nopvnHT H pftGHneT H TOTUJ rocnoAt fc'orh 
Aft noGpftuuiT H noneper H ysneTb ero ^AC TtAou ft BT. HHL B^K AViuft ero H Aft 
MuaT VV6GTH6 G lAfAft H Gi ftpHeu (No.103 - 1^51 and four succeeding docu­ 
ments )

These same formulae are used, ijot only preceded by eijie ^ftKAHHftT roGnoA- 

GTBO UH (No. 21 - 1HOO-1U03) or by -eiye »e M ^aKAHHanieu HOGTRBH^ rocnoA- 

GTBO UH (No.2^ - 1^01-1^06 ) , but also in all their many other occurrences 

without any introductory expressions. The last set of instances is placed 

in Table IV as 3rd per. imperatives and it seems forced to treat those 

preceded by ^ftKAHHftTH or* ^ftKAHHftHHe separately.

The infinitival complements of nouns first occur in a document of the 

f ourt e e nth c en tury :

iv. 6AHKO HO GHAfe npGA^AQBftTH H^BUJAH^ npOGAftBHTH npOCAftBAbUlftrO »JWv

Bora (No. 9 - 1388 and three subsequent charters in the same series; an­ 

other, No. 56 - 1U2 1*, replaces the infinitive by a participle, noGAfeAVHxn)

V. Aft H6 HUftT HHKTO BAftGTH nOGTftBHTH HrBueHft (No.9 - 1388)

:Like GHAft, the adjective roTOB7> takes its infinitive early and in a 

religious context, before the quotation? from Matth. 25-3^ ft.'

Vi. Aft rOTOBH BAA6UL OVGAblUlftTH WHb TAftG (No.20 - 1^00?)

In the construction -of infinitives with BOAbHT>, on the other hand, at best 

only a tendency to this kind of restriction can be discerned, in:
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vii. M no Nftc KOM ?*oKe BMTM EAftrovbCTMBM HIKTO Aft H;? we eonbHb no-
KOAfcBftTM (N0.6U - 1U29/1U30)

viii. (H cie ^ftnH&ftHie rocnoACTBft MM HHKTW Aft H^GT^ BUJACH
NH H»e no MHfe) rocnoAftpb erowe (EOF* EAaroBOAMT HM KftAorepie JKHTCAC
UOHftCTMpCTIM) (NO. 10 - 1389)

Otherwise infinitives and da-clauses complement this adjective apparently 

at random, and in one passage jointly:

ix. N* T*KUO KftAbYepe Aft c& BOAHM AOBHTH MAM AOBLITOK 
Aft nAGer (No. 32 - lUo6)

All the examples vith infinitives occur before 1^30; the first da-clause 

is found in No. 6 - 137^, and the latest in No. 91 - ikhO.

The da-clauses dependent on pronoun • and adverb define their governing 

expressions :

x. M eipe uio ecT ^RKOH *F AHM Aft AOBAT rocnoACTB?5 UM UOP^HM M TO
Aft COT UOHftCTMphO (No.35 -

Xi. M TftKO npHAO?KH^ M OyTOKUH^^ C7» erOVUCHOU non KVP 10CM$ hftKO Aft

noueHMK uujHftCTMpcKUjro np^WAe *ovnftHft pftAVAft poAiTCAfe M^ M no-
TOU UftTepe HF (No. 101 -

It is possible that the da_-clause in xi should be regarded as the comple­

ment of npHAOKMft*. H OVTOKUM^, comparably to the passage vith

in Table I xliii, p.2lU.

Table IV. Other constructions vith infinitive or da-clause

Infinitive Da-clause 

Imper at ive /Final /

Complementary ( H\KO) 39^ (15) 5? 

Co-ordinative 27 

Final (HXKO) 2 ^3 1? 

Conditional 3 

e*e 3 (1)

(xe) 62 1?

KftKO 3
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Comments

It is difficult to find criteria for distinguishing different kinds 

of da-clause in this group of documents. The problem of deciding whether 

a clause is subordinate or not has already been touched on in the com­ 

ments to Table III, pp. 217-18. The same difficulty was met in analyzing 

the Bulgarian charters (see pp. 197-98) ; but it is more acute here, since 

there seems no reliable way even of singling out indubitable imperative 

da-clauses.. It is most usual for the poena spiritualis to be ex­ 

pressed by da-clauses and the poena temporalis in the form of a future 

tense with the auxiliaries HU^TM or yoTfeTH, e.g.:

i. TfXKOBUJMV Aft MV eCT GBkTfel HMKOAfte C*np'Z»HHMK Bfc C& BfeXb M B7» 

H ft01|ieT npt&TH BeAHKO -^AO M U)pn& U)T rOCnOACTBft. UM (No. 72 - lU3l)

But instances can also be found in which both -. appear in the future tense

ii. KTO AM CA nOKSCMTb TOH^H MUftTE npMATM FHfeBb BOM1M H KAATB& CBt-

TMI UJTU* n HaKa^b H uipriA WT roGnoACTBft. uin (No. 30 - lUo6?)

Equally, strings of da-clauses may be used for both poenae , without .appar­ 

ent discrimination:

iii. TaKOBLin Aft SOT HPOKAAT urr np^vncT^> EoropoAHq^ M UJT Bick;c

TLl^ M BOrOHOCHbl^ WTlJb H HHKOAmaOB* KAATB^> Aa HURT K TOUlS 11 U)T 

CTBft. UH AR nplHKAeT B6AHKO) .^AW H UJpri^ (No. 32 -

The last type in particular makes it seem artificial to attempt any dis­ 

tinction between imperative da-clauses and the other da_-clauses of which 

these charters are largely composed.

It is possible to be somewhat more confident about final clauses. 

There is surely an unambiguous expression of intent in:

BAftrOM^BOAM rOCnOACTBfc MM H\KO»e M TOCnOACTBOV GHlje M C6JJIOV 

6UHMK BL1TM WBHOBMTM OVBO nOMfeHL pU)AlT6Afe U06TO CB06^»6 PRAM A^UW» G*Z> 

* BAftAHVMll* BOHOpOAMU^ M npHCHOA^Bbl kiapl* Hft^AftTH M

npMAorbi M AO^OAMM we TbYM* ce H^> M CAMKR npM PUJAJTCAM
npMAOJKMC.T, CA MOHaCTMp hO BCfe HOTEp^AMTM M OVKptnMTM CAftBb 1 pttAl BOTft U06TO 

Bb ^BftAA«e M VbCTM npfeCAftBHblA BAftAklYHU* UO* M np^YMCTbl*

HIKO Aft CM^> OEptqLy> BI> KMBurrfe rocnoAQTBft uoero KpfenMTeAt M
AbHb CAAft JKM7HM B^YHbl^ yOA^TaMU^ (No.7 - 1385)
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The second and third da-clauses likewise seem to be final in:

T. Bl> GBACTBO BAbYeCKO Aft M C^ECpST Hft BCAKO AfcTO GftUM KftAWFepH

nveAftpCTBU) Aft MU ecr UGA ^ft nojpeES uoHacTMpcKg a BWCKb Aft
(No. IT - 1392)

Again, after the main verb AflTM , da-clauses are most easily taken as 

final; but this depends partly on their content and proximity to the main 

verb, e.g. in:

Vi. M TftKO^H Bbl WpHCOVCTb rOCFlOACTBO KU1 TOV^H Bbl CKJl'L.AftAL Aft

KftKono (sic') NfcKoeuS KHASO* MAM EOA^PMHOV rocnoACTBft MM Aft HMb CTC
U1VMH& M B7> U)yftK^> Tft nftKb 1 AH&C MAM STpt Aft Bb 1 B"Z>tU?» Tft Aft Bb 1 AftW

HA Bbl GU7> AftA7> TJft AClllA pOAMT6AM rOCHOACTBft HH M ^ft MOA Aft CT6 B7>

OBAftCTH UOHftCTHp7> TH CKlfeH-kCKb 1 H TftKO M C7> BICt BAftTft 1JJO 6 CT OpHAOJKeHO M 

Aft CT6 B7> nOCASlllftHie UJT B^Ct^ CAOV*Bft^ M Aft*Aft£b M WT HOCftA* M UJT KABAM 

O^ftBHM M UJT KOU1HMUM O^ftBHM ft H^KTO ftljie Bbl Bfc^A&JKeTb H^KftKO CM Aft CA H6 

HMKftKO (No.33 -

I take all the da-clauses except the first and the last here to be final, 

but the point is arguable, especially for the penultimate one. The divid­ 

ing line is still more hazy in a passage such as:

vii. cift B'fcGft npMAftrft M noTBpbHTAft rocnoACTBO. UM cb 
M CTBpbWAeni eub Aft ESAfrrb HenoABH»Hft M HenoA^KMUft (sic) AP, 

rocnoACTBft. WM H cbiNOB-L rocnoACTBft MM (No,6U -

As in other bodies of material, it is occasionally unclear- -whether a 

da-clause should be regarded as complementing the main verb or as final, 

e.g. the clauses in viii and ix, which are here counted as final but 

might be held, especially that in ix, to complement the preceding verbs:

Vii. Aft nOUOAHT U) A^Ulft^ HftlllM^ hftKO Aft UM nOKpHCT BOFb UOAMTBftUM 6TO- 

B'fcMH B* AbH* CMHblM (No.19 - 1398)

ix. Aft CM HO CT ft BAT YbAOBfeKft Aft CEEHpftT AO^UJA UOHftCTMpCKbl (No.28 -

The most obvious example of a conditional da-clause is in:

x. to M^»e n^Bfcper rocnoA^ BDr7» Aft BSACT rocnoAMN* -^cune BAacnouC AM

UTT ClpWANHK* HftlUT. AM UJT MHOnAC <U6 >HMK Bb 1 TM rOCOOAMH* ^eUA6 BAftCKOC TOM 

AR MUftT nOHOBMT.M M Hpe^BftTMTH C 1 H) YMCTHOU ^pMCOB TOCnOACTBft UH HO H6TO

rocnoA^ Bori Aft HOHOBMT ^Ae c T^AOU M Aft ci^pftNMT n BOAeuiou 

ero No.
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The other two run:

xi. BRpe qio Aft e&T AOCTOHXHie MAM UJT CCA MAM UJT EAaTa MAM UJT

AR CA BapSsaT UJT AOCTo/Miie uoHacTHpcKo (Nos . 56 - ikzk and 77 - 

1U36)

This da-clause is not very different from one treated as a complement of

xii. Kuiro M^EepeT rocnoA^ Eorfc EMTM rocnoAHN* BAauiKUJM ^CMAM MAM UJT 

rocnoACTBo MM MAM B<5AM KTUJ Aft E^AeT rocnoA»Hb na CTOA'^ rocnoA-

MM (Nos. 26 - .1U02-1U18 and 37 -

The conjunction H\Ko(>Ke) is used mainly to introduce the provisions 

of the charters (see its distribution in Table III). It occurs typically 

at the beginning of a list of provisions, after an expression such as 

AflpgBft rocnoACTBft UM C?.M ftpMciasBA GBeTong UOHACTMPI-O X (passim) . The

alternative, HOIKO, which is found, together with HXKO, only in Nos.U8 -

27 
Ik21 and 103 - I 1* 51, is presumably a Serbism.

Of the two final infinitives, one has been quoted under Table I xxxiii, 

p. 213. The other depends on a main clause wJLth the verb AaposaTH and so 

is equivalent to a da-clause (see vi above):

xiii. Ta Bicfe npHTercaBaT M AapSeTL rocnoACTBa. MM TEM cBoTbiub MOHRC-

EblTM Bl> OTVMH^> M Bk UJ^ftE^ AO IKMBOTft rOCnOACTBftv MM (Wo.^9 -

Table V. Tense and mood of verbs in da-clauses

Among several Tiundred da-clauses, only two do not have present indic­ 

ative verbs. These two are practically identical:

i. ?rro CA EM non$CHA Aft noqaEaBHA aijie M BARC GAUM (No. 52 - 1U2U and 

similarly in No. 9^ - lU^l)

Da can here be understood as a co-ordinative conjunction comparable to 

Ta which is also followed by the conditional mood in a parallel passage 

quoted under Table I xxxi , p. 212.

27. See Grickat 1975 pp.111-12. The use of HflKO rather than HXKO is a 
feature which distinguishes loann Stratsimir's charter to Bragov from 
the other Bulgarian charters, see p.187.
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Table VI. Infinitives separated from their governing expressions, and da 

separated from its dependent verbs, by non-enclitic elements

Occurrence Separated occurrences 

of construction

Infinitive 199 (V7) 7? 92 (25) 1? 

Imperative /Final/

Complementary da 39^ (15) 5? 5 

Co-ordinatiye da 27 25 

Complementary da 66 (27) 1? 2 (l) 

Final da 1|3 1? k 

Conditional da 3 

Comments

Infinitives may be separated from the -words that govern them "by: the • 

subject of the main verb and its qualifying expressions, adverbs modifying; 

the main verb; clauses; the subject, complement or object of the infini­ 

tive, adverbial expressions qualifying the infinitive; combinations of 

these '. . Only two short infinitives without final -H_ are so separated:

i. EAarOH-gBOAH rOGnOACTEO MH BO%ABHrn3T3> [No. 9 - 1388)

ii. KftKO CM U16T ASm*> mCTftBHT V UONflCTHp HUT KO^IA (No. 27 - 1^02-1^18)

The large number of separated liong infinitives occur mostly in formulaic 

expressions, after main verbs such as CMfeTH. noKgCHTH, n^spaTH and the 

compounds of BOAHTH , but never after

Da may be separated from the verb which follows it by: the subject 

of that .verb, an adjective or participle qualifying the subject, an ad­ 

verb or adverbial phrase, or a conditional clause. Combinations of 

separating items do not occur. By far the most frequent construction is 

that in which da is followed by a conditional clause and then by another 

da-clause, e.g.:

iii. Aft au»e noHmsiiT n novTer H oyrKepAHT cm ^pncumSA rocnoACTBa un 
TUJ TaKumaro Aft oyTsepAHT roGnoA^ Bor7> H Aft SKpfenm BT» rocnoACTBfe enu
(No. 25 - 1^02-11*03)
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All the co-ordinative clauses tabulated are of this type, except that 

one has a participle instead of a conditional clause. It might seem 

that the first da in such constructions anticipates the second one, as 

in passages quoted in Ch.2, p. 87 ii and p.108 iv and v; but in fact da 

in this use is equivalent to the co-ordinative conjunction Tft , and 

several later charters in the same series as No. 25 read TO_ (Nos.38 - 

1U15, 9k - iMa, 99 - 1^5).

Most of the examples of interrupted da-clauses are early; apart from 

co-ordinative clauses, the only instance later than 1^30 comes in No. 89 

- 1^39, where it is copied in a series which started in No. 7 - 1385. 

The most interesting interrupted clauses are, in view of the surmise ex­ 

pressed in the Conclusions to Ch.2, p.l^, those which can be under­ 

stood as imperatives:

iv. CM rAewe CA umpAijieT KovuepKh MAM KSneHb MAM neKovneni. Aft CA HM-

KTO CUfeeTb nOKOVCHT3» U)T KSuepKfepb M Aft nO^aEttBMTb TeAferftUi UOHftCTblp-

(No. 30 - 1U06? and -similarly in Nos.^5 - llil9 and 6k -

V. ftljie AM HOHOBMT M TB6PAMT M npHAOJKHT UOHflCTHp K> A ft rOCllOAb SOFT.

cuB AtTft AOAra M WMBOT B^YHbiM (No. 17 - 1392)

Table VII. Verbs governing preposed infinitives

There is one place in which the infinitive is preposed to the verb 

which governs it:

i. Aft He cuter UJT pOAft MAM orr C^POANMKCI TIUFUJ^M YAOBtKa noMCKftTM HM»e 
CAOBO peipM ^a TO^H noHe*e ^TO CA IJICT nonBcMTAft MUICT npiA ijiej BCAHKO ^A,UJ 
H wpn* UJT rocnoACTBft UM (No. 27 - 1^02-liil8)28

This is also the only example of an infinitive without final -TH (see 

Table VII). The coincidence is striking, as is its combination with an 

unquestionable use of apocopated yoTfeTM as a future auxiliary. The con­ 

struction thus bears all the marks of popular, rather than literary, 

usage.

28. The word-division is mine. Panaitescu and Mioc print: yro CA 
nonScHT Aft H (end of printed line) uieT npiAUieT BCAMKO
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Table VIII. Verbs governing apocopated infinitives (without -H or -TH)

Occurrence with Occurrence with 

infinitival constructions apocopated infinitives 

18 1? 2

apocopated ^OTfeTM I 1* 9

EAftrOH^BOAHTH U6 1 

MUt™ . 31 2? 1

cut™ 37 2? 61?

Comments

Infinitives without final -n_ appear thoughout the corpus , up to 

(No. 117), though they are slightly more frequent in the earlier half. 

There is only one instance of an infinitive without final -TH , which has 

been cited under Table VII i, p.22U. Apocopated infinitives occur in­ 

differently in formulaic and unique expressions, and may be juxtaposed 

to full infinitives, e.g.:

i. eqiewe n UJT riven Bftpe KOAMKO ce ^TAT naftOAHTH no Tt?? BAara AO

MU 6CT ?<OTap UOHftCTMpCKLlH YbAOBtKT. Aft MU B"Z»^HUftT BftUC UJT HY6A M HNtl 

pftBOTM KOA1KO C6 ftTAT npHA^VHT (No.28 - lUoU-lUo6)

As was mentioned under Table VI i -and .ii, p. 223, apocopated infinitives 

are separated from their governing verbs only in two places.

Remodelling of infinitives

There are no examples of this among the charters examined here.

B. LETTERS AND TRADING CHARTERS

Table I. Verbs governing infinitive or da-clause with identical or dis­ 

tinct subjects

Occurrence Infinitive Da-clause 

of verb same subj . diff .sub.1. same sub.1. diff .sub.1.

12 12 \

16 13 u
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apocopated 

ipe

AhOBHTM 

pftYHTM

U01J1H

nopSYHTH

UJpMCOBaTM 

J-ftKO/KftKO

pepi (KAKO )

TOBOpHTH 

nHCaTH (KftKO )

nBCTHTH

tUTFlpOBOAHTH

AOB6CTM

HTH

AOHTH

nOMTM

UJTHTM KftKQ

CntlllMTM 

MUtTM 

AftBftTM/ARTM

Occurrence

of verb

Infinitive Da-clause

106

1

1

12

1

1

1

T 

5

2

3

1

2

CA

Ik

11

8

1

1?

same subj. diff.subj. same subj. diff.subj

99

12

1

Ik

8

8

8

3

1

2

1

3 

k 

2

1

1

1

11 1? 

k

1

5

1

1

1
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Occurrence Infinitive Da-clause

of-verb same subj; diff.subj. same subj. diff.subj.

CnOAOSMTH 

UOAMTH 

MOAMTM Ce

2

k

1

npocMTM (HXKO) 9 

WBtiyaBftTM ce (HXKO) 2

M

KACTM 

Hft

H

npiMuaTM Ha BepB n

Ha A<5uicS

Htt TAttBA

1

AflTH CM rAflBO" HXKO

HfXOYMTH

CTMCHS.TM

NanpaBHTH

CTOPMTM

SvnHHTn (K.IKO)

OCTfXBHTH

OCTQBA^TM

OP^AOXMTM

UJCAOSOAMTM (HXKO)

UMCAMTM

HOUMCAMTM

TAeAdTM (KOIKO )

H^BpftTH

MCKfXTM

TpeBOBRTM

noKtfcHTM (HXKO )

KW.VHTM c.e-. fw»Mr> )

1

2

2

1

1

2

13

2

1

h

1

1

2

1

1

1

6

3

1

1

1

1
1

1
5

2

1

6

1

l 

1

3

2

1

1

2

16

3

2

5

1
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Occurrence Infinitive Da-clause

of verb same subj . diff .subj . same subj . diff .subj . 

BTIKUMTM

HXKO/KftKO 3 5

M

KdKO 1 1 1

ce 1 1

OCTftTH - 1 1 

EblTH 1 1

Comments

The chronological distribution of these documents is different from 

those in the preceding group. Here the greatest concentration of the 

most informal letters in the 1^30)s and l^Os ; only seventeen documents 

in the corpus date from before 1^30, and of these, four have basically 

the same text, Nos.5 - 1^21, 8 - 1^22, and 11 - lk2k being issued to 

confirm No.l - 1^13= (No. ̂ 9 - 1^37 belongs to the same series). To judge 

by its opening vords, No. 7 - 1U2H-1U27 may likewise reiterate earlier 

documents now lost. These and No.l - 13$0?. in Kaluzniacki are trading 

charters, less traditional and formulaic in language than the documents in 

group A, but more formal and conservative in expression than the letters. 

Consequently, a feature which appears only after 1^30 cannot be treated 

ipso facto as new, since it may be absent from the earlier documents by 

chance; and on the other hand, peculiarities which are attested before 

1^30 are of particular interest.

The point is illustrated by the conjugational pattern of apocopated 

EQTfeTH . The present tense normally runs: ui*. ?(2nd per. sing, not attests 

ed), liie(-r) . uieu?> t uiere; the 3rd per. plur. UIAT 6ccurs thrice (Bogdan 

emends it to m* in No. 1*5 - 1^33-1^37):

i. ano UI*T MufeTH WT K^S BATM a Tie

ii. a Ko^aAufeHe M^ UI*T AQBecTH AO ueHe (No. 33 -

However, in rather more instances (x 9) an (apparently equivalent form,
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or ftTe(-r) , is used, and. two of these are early:

K U T
ill. TLUQ Hft 6AMNO UfcCTt FA6 CM ftTA KSni* pft^BC^ftTH S TplFOBMlJje TO* Aft

CM OAftTA Eft M ijio noA hOEA Aft CM K8n/\ (No.l - 1390? in Kaluzniacki) 

This charter also contains the 3rd per. sing.

iv. TO"^H Bftpe KOAHUM EpftlllOBtHM ft TAT FlOUMHfrT nOUHlWU) Aft MU H6

(No. 12 - 1U2U?)

It is tempting to suppose that ftTAT was the normal 3rd per. plur., in at 

least some usages, of apocopated yoTfeTM (see also above, A Table I xii, 

p. 210, and Ch.5» p. 276); but the pattern is more complicated than this. 

On the one hand ftTAT , like qi&T, can be used as a future auxiliary and 

yreme is an alternative to uieuie in:

V. M TC^M BM nSCTH?< HfeKOAHlJH BOAOB6 M KpftBC BftllieM KAMAOCTH Hft Y6CT 

EM M^ pft^ACAMTe M KOAM ^T 6T EMTM ft rOCHOACTBO BM MM HMUieTe KHMTC K^ TOC

UM Aft ^HftU KOAMKO BM CS AftAM (No.TO -

vi. noH6»e ftijie yreme norHH^T cift^M ^euAfe M Tie ijieft* norHH^T M 
rocnoAMHa UM xpaAt He uieuie HU6TM HOKOM (No. 23 - 1^32?)

On the other hand, the 3rd per. sing, forms yje, ^T6A e and yT6A EHy and
(. *

the 2rd per. plur. ftTeAM ere seem alvays to have volitional sense, e.g.:

vii. a TOM ce naKfc wnpe M He yTe AOMTH (No. 215 - 1^33-1^^0 and simi­ 
larly in No. 73 - 1^57-l1*6l)

viii. cero pftAi KTO e jn-eA Aft AOMA& ft UJH Aft AOMAC (No. 73 - 
and similarly in No,- 72 - lU 56-

Ix. UJTTH ft^t EMy flTeA'L H AK)EMA7> C7> YLCTM* Aft M^Ae^ft (No.215 -

As these forms are limited to a few later documents they may represent 

another usage, not directly connected with that of ^TAT

The Serbisms xe and K euo , which are found once each, in No. 1*3 - 

and 207 - 1^-31? , are tabulated as instances of apocopated

The most striking form derived from yoTfeTM is the particle ijie ; but 

its interest is lessened by the possibility that its one occurrence may 

be due to a scribal error, a haplology from Aft

X. Aft Bftpe U10 BM CfcU* npOCMA7> 8 np*B& KHMTA Aft 111S KAH CVMHHT6 BOA* 

Aft MUftUT. M ft^C M BMC YbCTl WT TOCnOAMHft B06BOA( t» 1 ) AftMT6 K»M 55
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m CKOpe (No. 215 - 1^33-1^0)

The correlations between date of document and construction with the 

various volitional verbs are also worthy of note. Although apocopated 

is used from the earliest documents onwards, it is not found in

combination with da-clauses before lUSQ. The first example is:

xi. a Bie roBOpMTe noHerce ui* Aft HA^HA c TSpun ^eu* rocnoAHNft UH

(No. 23 - 1U32?)

Both here and in the later examples i|ia» followed by da seems to have the 

sense 'intend to, mean to' especially of an action which is uncertain or 

frustrated; so in three instances it is negated and once it appears in 

the past:

xii. H nan* uiefta Aft AonScfiiu'z> ft ro A^KftTftpfe a Tie noHAome KT. neu$ n 
He ^nau^ qio uK pexouie a TOM ce nani. wnpe n He ??Te AOHTH (No. 215 - 1^33-

It is difficult to find parallel places in the earlier documents where an 

infinitive has been used rather than a da-clause . Even in those passages 

where qi& comes closest to a volitional sense it can be taken as a straight­ 

forward future auxiliary:

Xiii. M Tfl^H Ul* AP?»>KflT TOAKO BM6 Aft.AP^KMTe (No.6 -

xiv. tie qieTe AH ny neAencaT Aft ^waeTe He qieu a^^ wcTftBMT 
rocnoACTBa UM BL narCB* (No.16,-

Thus one cannot conclude from the absence of da-clauses after apocopated

in the early documents that this construction did not come into use

until after iU30.

Orie of the four instances of AK>EHTH and a da-clause with the same 

subject is early (No.lU - 1^27?) and so is the one possible example of 

BEGftOTfeTH followed "by a _da_-clause with the same subject, though it may 

be that all the da-clauses in this passage should be understood as im­ 

perative :

xv. H eijie >xe EpamoBtmiHi KOM Bi>cyouieT Aft HACT na EPOA ASHOIB« Aft npt-
«ACT C^C KCnAA Aft AftCT BftU* T^RUO Hft pCKBA M Hft KpOA ft HMHAe B7>

rocnoACTBft UM (No. 11 -
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The single instance of pavMTH with a da-clause occurs in No. 21^ - ll*37? 

The full verb yoTfeTH, which is combined only with infinitives (usu­ 

ally long ones, see Table VIII ) is not found before ll*30. It appears 

either in forms such as yonB and yove or in the company of other Serb isms 

and so may itself be a mark of Serbian influence. It is noticeable that 

No. 5 - ll*39 in Kaluzniacki, the trading charter of Vlad I to the cities 

of Cracow and L'vov, which exhibits several Serbian features such as TKO 

and the consistent use of Q and _e^ for ^ and A, uses full yoTfeTH , whereas
T

No.l - 1390? in Kaluzniacki from Mircea I to L'vov has qie and ^TAT (see 

iii above) :
I A C r i 1* A

XVI. TKO KM yOT6 AO ^eUAM FBaUM AOMTHL . . . JH TKO KM flOTe AOMTM Cb

KSniuj[. . . J^TO AM KM yoTe ui) Bft M AO TSpKOM ^euAH noHTM (No.5 - 1^39 in Kal- 

uzniacki )

There seems to be no other, semantic or stylistic, explanation for the use 

of yoTtTH and the infinitive; it is not formulaic and can be employed in 

future constructions , e . g . :

xvii. M Kirft H\ Scrums Aft oe c* UIHMMM pa^unpiiTe HX BM 

Twrw wa CAHS HeAeAK> KaKo Aa BH He ETTAST narCBa (N
-11*37)

While the language of this group of documents is much more varied 

than than of the Wallachian charters under A, it is not devoid of formu­ 

laic expressions, and these account for a number of the^other infinitives 

in Table I. This is true in particular of the constructions with AaTH . 

All the infinitives occur in formulae of the type:

xviii. M TO"-Z;H BM Aasau S^HaTM (No.2l| - 1 1+32-1 1*33?)

In the three places with da-clauses, AasaTH or AaTM has the sense 'to let, 

allow' :

xix. a^e Aa He Aa BOFI Aa FIA^HA (No. 23 - 11*32?)

xx. KaKo ro Bie TtpaTe M ne AasaTe ug Aa VMHHT UOH> CABJKEO" (No. 37 - 

11*31-11*32? and similarly in No. 1*0 - ll*32-ll*33?)

It may be mere chance that all examples are from after ll*30.

Some occurrences of MU^TM with the infinitive are likewise formulaic,
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since they enter into the standard threat:

T T Cxxi. TftKOBhin HUft npiATH B6AMKUJ ^AU) M wpri* uj rBftUM (No.l - 1390? in
Kaluzniacki, and in ten other documents)

The earlier documents have variations on this:

xxii. nonerce HURT rocnoACTBO win BeAmio ^AO SVHHMTH TOMtfuB^H (sic) 
(No. 2 - ll*l8-ll*20 according to Panaitescu and Mioc)

xxiii. Bftpe KTO ce EM noKBctiAL Aft HU no^ftEftBMT aijie n BARC 
UJT poAiTCAfe rocnoACTBa. UM n UJT rocnoACTBO un (No. 3 -

Later HU^TH is occasionally found in non-formulaic expressions, as a 

future auxiliary:

XXiv. HX ^ft 6AHO HVJaU B^ATH UJT BftC ABOMHA M HOUHOFO (No.32 - 1^30-

The use of cufeTM is also in itself formulaic, since it is one of the 

normal verbs, with noKScnTH , to stand in minatory clauses, but there is 

more variety in the infinitives which it governs, depending on the parti­ 

cular activities which are forbidden in one or other document .

The infinitival constructions with yoAHTM and cnoAQKHTH, although 

the;y are rare, also present the appearance of formulae:

XXV. a UJHH Aft C& CAUJEONH ftOAHTH no BIC6M ^eWM M WEAftCTM

H KSnysftTH (No.l - 1390? in Kaluzniacki and similarly in No. 71 - 

11*58-11*59?)

This contrasts with the non-formulaic passages:

XXVi. H* H^ WCTaBAfeU Aft ftOAAT CAOEOAHO A& C 6 flpflHAT (No.56 - 1^38-

11*1*63

xxvii. TCI HAS na -$euA Aft HA^HAT H Aft paGHnAT (No. 20 - ll*32?) 

Equally one may contrast the piece of epistolary etiquette in No. 1*3 with 

the less purely conventional wish in No. 23:

xxviii. H Aft cnmA (UJ)EHT Eort cieuS riHCflm H> uoeug :u^pfecTH BM

(No. 1*3 -

xxx. M Aa enoAQEH Eori» Aft CA npHEAM>KHT rocnoAMHi KpaA Aft
HMU (No. 23 - ll*32?)

In the pre-ll*30 documents there is only one verb -of motion, noHTH with a 

da-clause , and no example of cnoAQEMTH .
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Occasionally formulae are borrowed from the more highly convention­

alized style of the documents discussed under A:

£ xxx, Kwro nqsepeTL rb Kb BHTH rnt> BAaiimon ^CUAH (No. 5 - 1^39 in Kal-
uziiiacki )

XXXi. KTO CA 1)167 nOKgCHT npfeCT*.riHTH ChlH ^pMCOfiSA rOGflOACTBA MH ( No .
IT -

The five places in which noKScHTH takes a cla-clause are all dated before 

1U30, and in only one of them (No. 11 - Ih2k) is this verb itself an in­ 

finitive dependent on uieT. Furthermore, co-ordinative constructions 

with _ra appear with TIOKSCHTH from an early date:

xxxii. eipe we KTO CA uieT nouBGHT UIT BOAfep rocnoACTBa MM BeAMqfe^ we
M U£\AM^ BAA1 Aft 6CT KSneH TOM^M KCuepKb BAA 1 A& eCT KOVilS AMBO UMAOCTb 

TR nplAOWHT Tft He CTOHT Hft IJ10 C»)J BTBplAHA M ^ftKOHMA Ha
(No .a - 1U13 and three others in the same series, Nos,5 - 

8 - 1^22 and ^9 - 1^37)

The free use of da-clauses and co-ordination with this verb is thus in 

force earlier than in the documents of section A, see Table I xxiii, xxiv,

xxxi, pp. 211-12.

Co-ordinative constructions are also found with other verbs, e.g.: 

xxxiii. a HMHC ecr AomeA yaHeui A& uene Ta UH KRWCT urrn CCT ov Hero
M nOCTftBfc n BOCIKi (No. 21^ - 1^37?)

xxxiv. a sue ore ^ompfeTHAe Bamma ^AMU AH>Aeui Tft TOHAT CACFM rocno,A-
CTBa UH (No. 32 - Ik 30-11* 31)

The only non-formulaic infinitives which remain are those governed 

•by Uomn, B7.^uoqiH and nScTHTH, which are all attested after 1*1 30, and the 

one with HeAfeHTe (N.o.2 - lUl&XU20)

The table makes it clear that there .are very many verbs in this corpus 

which can be said to be complemented by da-clauses. Apart from those al­ 

ready discussed, however, only a limited number are attested in the early 

documents: wiptTHTii . _peimi t AABftTH Btp* ti Am^ t SVHHHTH,

. TpfeBOBflTH (once each) and uipHGOBaTH. npocHTH, msfemaBftTH ce (twice 

each). Among these early texts, and still more in the more numerous 

later ones, there are places where it is hard to decide whether a.



da-clause should be treated as complementary or as final. One reason 

for this is that the clause allows more variety of construction than the 

complementary infinitive. For example, the infinitive and the da-clause 

in the following two passages seem to be equivalent:

xxxv. Aft H ApB^e;** nBcTMTA KeATOBftTH (No. 212 - 1U32-1U37) 

xxxvi. ft Bie ro nScTfere Aft AOHACT (No. 25 - 1U31-1U33)

However the entries for ng&KftTH and nScTHTH in the table include passages 

where the subjects of main verb and subordinate one are identical, e.g.: 

xxxvii. nowewe nScTHft S rocnoAHNft Kpant Aft CA nAftVA urr Bac (No. 27 -

xxxviii. H* nSqiftT Aft MM B3>^ueT uoa npftBft OYHNCI n uoa ^euAHijft (No. 63 

- lU 51-1^52)

These are not strictly comparable grammatically to xxxv and xxxvi, but 

it seems likely that the use of the da-clause in them gives the choice 

between making the subject of the subordinate verb the same as the sub­ 

ject or the object of the main verb. That is, whereas the equivalent 

infinitival construction *ngi}iaT BE^ATH uoa npftBft OVHHR . . . could leave 

the subject of the subordinate verb implicit, to be understood as some 

unspecified third person whose business is to carry out the will of the 

main subject, the _da-clause can be so used as to indicate that the prime 

actor is the subject of the main verb, while the unnamed object of nSGKft— 

Tin is, as it were, merely the instrument by which the action expressed 

in the subordinate clause is implicitly carried out (see Ch.3 Table I ix, 

p. 163 for a parallel distinction in the Pritcha) . On the other hand, in 

constructions where the subject of the da-clause is distinct both from 

the subject and from the object of the main -verb, the da-clause is more 

plainly final and does not rival the traditional infinitival construc­ 

tion, e.g. :

xxxix. ft-^b AonScThiy nan AO Bftc Aft UH ro Aftcre (No. 2** - 1U32-1U33)

Xl. M T5^M BH nSGTMfl NfeKOAMHH BOAOBe M KpftBC BftU16M UMAOCTH Hft Y6CT

Aft BH ny pft-gAeAHie (No.70 -
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The same liberty is involved when ociftEMTM takes a da-clause whose 

subject is not, as usually, identical to the object of the main verb. In 

the table all three examples which follow are admitted on equal terms: 

xli. ft-^b CM wcTftBMy AfeUft Aft CB ^RKOAAT (No-

xlii. H Aft MM MMft*T UOM GMpaijH npftBMN* UJT Hbi?? none^e He ijieu CM
BMT Bl CpftUOTtf Aft HU TMH6T (No.5^ -

xliii. ft-^b woe He ip* OCTRBMT c uowu TAOIBOU cpauoTHo Aft qargEMij (No. 63

Da-clauses after WCAOEOAHTM are dealt with in the same way as after 

UOAMTM and BAH>CTH CA in Ch.2 (see, for example, p. 122, ii-v) : that is, 

they are treated as complements of the verb only where there is no other 

candidate for this function:

Xliv. M U)CAOEOAfeT6 A& ftOAMT H&T CAOEOAHO (No.210 - 1^31-1^33?)

Xlv. TlS^M BM U)CBOEft>KAaT TOCHOACTBO UM UJT B7>CerO M U)T KguepKfe Aft He

AacTe NHTAe (No. 13 -

In xliv the da-clause is taken to complement the main verb, in xlv it is 

regarded as final .

The da-clause with ELITM is curious and may be a scribal error, e.g. 

for *iij]eTe Aft:

xlvi. ftiye CTC A^ mi nouo»eTe eAATe nocxopo (No. 21 - 1^32?)

Table II. Impersonal constructions with infinitive or da-clause

There are only two such constructions in the whole corpus . They both 

occur in the passage:

i. M H6 UMM UM CA Aft 6 AOEpO Aft « AP^6?C^ FlSCTMTA KCATOBftTM (No.212 -

1^32-11*37)

Elsewhere UHHTM ce can take a different type of complement:

ii. TO M AUJEp'E Aft ^HftT6 UJTM UM 6CT B6AMM WftA Hft BttC H2> UH C6 UHMT 

U)TM 1)167 M BftU «ftA2> EHTM (No.37 -

The words je_ and Ea>Ai are taken to be fossilized parts of EbiTM , mean­ 

ing '(what) ever 1 and 'whether 1 respectively, and not to be impersonal 

verbs in:
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iii. N* ce ciBepeje n CTOMTC TOTOBM Aft e BT> KOH vac $raca pev rocnoA-

GTBft UH Bl TOM YRC Aft AOMA6T6 (No.19 - 1432?)

iv. K*AI Aft ecT KSnen TOM^H xSuepxb E^AI Aft ecj KouS AMBO MMAOCTL Aft- 

A6WX (Nos.l - 1413, 5 - 1421, 8 - 1422, 11 - 1424 and 49 - 1437)

Compare &SAH KTU) in the charters of section A, e.g. in Table IV xii, 

p. 222.

Table III. Nouns, pronouns, adjectives and adverbs governing infinitive

or da-clause

Occurrence

of governing

Nouns

BOAfe ( HXKO ) 

BOAt M fi'

HXKO

HXKO/KftKO 

PAEOTA

HXKO

A en

KTO (HXKO)

1)10 (KftKO )

AOCTOMH 

AAIW6H 

BOA6H 

CAOBOA6H

2

1

3

2

7

1

1

1

1 

Pronouns

2 

2 

2

Adjectives 

1 

1 

9 

1

Infinitive

1

8

1

Da-clause

3

1

3

2

1

T

1

3

2

1

2

1

3

1 

1 

U
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Occurrence Infinitive Da-clause 

of governing word
i

TOTOB 1 1

Adverbs

KftKO 2 2

Comments

Here top the three kinds of complement distinguished in Ch.l D III, 

p. 19, are found. The first kind is represented by the da-clauses after 

a number of the nouns - BOAfe. yTe»ne. wpM^uo. pfev. HftAeKAft. ^Hcmie - and 

by the complements of the adjectives. The only adjective which occurs 

in the early documents takes an infinitive and is probably formulaic (see 

Table I xxv, p. 232). It cannot be directly compared with any others. 

The adjective BOA6H, which is apparently synonymous with CAOSQAeH, is 

attested only in documents from the 1^30s, and it is not clear under 

what circumstances it governs the infinitive or the da_-clause. In two 

places where it takes infinitives there is perhaps a greater concentra­ 

tion than usual of Serbisms (Nos. 38 - 1 1*31-1^32? and hi - 1U31-1U33?) , 

but this is not obviously so in the third, No.U8 - IU33-1U37.

The second type of complement is found with the pronouns KT6 and qio 

and the adverbs. Again, the only examples from before 1^30 contain in­ 

finitives, governed by U)TK3»AS:

1. ftKO U1*T MUtTH IUTK&AS B^ATH ft Tie MS U»T HAftTHT ftljie AM H6 BH MUftA 

U)T K*AS HAftTHT ft OHL Aft CM El 6 UJYM 1J10 Mfe C 1 6 AftA AOBMTbK C

AOBpft YAOBtKft (NO. 3 -

Of the later instances, one uses the traditional infinitival construction

ii. Tft Bft(pe) uio ve HURT EeG^AOBftTH KT> rocnoACTBO BM ft Bftuift UMAOCTI 

Aft ro BtpCeTe (No. 68 - 1^6-1^59)

As a whole this passage is formulaic; it is a standard ending found in 

many of the letters.

Otherwise the da-clause is the rule:
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iii. Yt NeuftT KTO Aft un CTOMT na npfeA (No. 3!* - 1U31?)

iv. H Hft Kwrw ue WCTAEM H\KO Aft UM R^ACT B* NesoAH nouoijiNMK (No. 23 - 
111 32?)

V. ft B16 UM KftJKeTe Aft ^NftU KftKO Aft gVHH* (No.21 - 2.1*32?)

The other da-clause with deliberative KflKO is a \direct reported question:

vi. M AOHAome K* ueHe H peKoiiie UM TftKO^M KftKo Aft npeuecTHtu ?<eperH* 6 
KpftuiOB Aft S^uaeum YLCT* UJT Hftc Aft * AftuiM EpftuioB^wou* (No. 215 - ll*33-2Mo)

The construction with AGH is grouped with these, but could be regarded 

as final:

vii.B Koro MftMA^T UGA Aft uC nocTftBAT ASHI> Aft & urrHeceT 5
(No. 35 - 111 31?)

The remaining da-clauses are defining expressions dependent on nouns 

pftKOTft, GAVKKft - and pronouns - ipo and TO^H, e.g. :

Viii. Clft^M pftKOTft C2»C BftlllMU A I 6CT C-£BfeTOU M C^C Bftlll^. BOAA Aft

Bftvw. WT rpftA (No. 15 - Ili27-lli3l)

ix. H TS^M ecT ApSrft ueA ov MBftHft ipo ecT AAiwew CMHC MftpTMHOBS Ta Aft
Aft KAM X AOH6CAT M ^ft TO^H Aft CTOMT6 Aft & AftCT (No.2lU - ll|37)

As with the charters of section A (see Table III xi, p. 219), it is some­ 

times hard to tell whether a da_-clause complements the main verb or ex­ 

pands the adverb

X. H TftKO^H Aft SVHHHTe KftKO BAftA Aft ftOAHT BlCCrAft K U6M(e) CAOBOA6H

(No. 259 - lU 31-1 Ii33?)

Xi. H TftKO^M BH UJpM CSKTE (sic) rOCHOACTBUJ UM KftKO HM eAMMUJrUJ YAOB^Kft 

Aft H6 UIGTftBHTe Aft MAC nptC HAftMHHX b* BAftlllKC ^CUAH) (No.38 - lll31-lll32? )

There are also instances of this with HftnpftBHTH and ST^KUHTH in No.61| - 

ll|52?. All these da-clauses have been placed in Table I.

Paratactic constructions are used as an alternative to the da-clauses 

of this table, e.g. :

xii. n <H>ft TUJU Aft BH ecT 8 -^HftHie Bftpe UM CT& nopBYftAH UJT rpes nerpft
H UJT hftKOBft UJ TUJU pft^Sue^ H Hft TUJU 6CT UOft BOAfe KftKO Bftpe C^ KMU

gUHp6T6 G6 C^ UIHMUM H Tp7>rBHTe M TtpftHGTe C6 MAM Cl UOAAUJB6H6 MAM C^ BAftCM 

HA TUJK<U>0 Aft HC HOCMT6 TftUO UJBM^M ^AH neHC^M MAM U6A* (No.UU - lU31-lU33/

11*36-11*37?)
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Table IV. Other constructions with infinitive or da-clause

Infinitive Da-clause 

Imperative /Final /

Complementary ^75 (2)

Co-ordinative k2 (±) 2?

Final 5^

Conditional /Concessive 18

HXKO 33

KftKO 18 '

UJTH

2 

Tft 8

Comments

It is no easier to determine the function of a da_-clause in this 

group of documents than in the other Wallachian ones or the Bulgarian 

charters. Once more, the characteristic pattern is for the document to 

start with some formula of injunction and continue in a string of da- 

clauses, whose dependence on the opening expression may be vague from 

the beginning and becomes more implausible the further they are removed 

from it. Even the distinctions which have been made here between the 

various uses of the da-clauses are sometimes hard to uphold and are 

prompted more by subjective interpretation of passages than by any clear 

objective criteria. In the two following examples the underlined da- 

clauses have been taken as final, but could be understood as imperative:

i. M TftKO^H AA BYMHttTC KAKO BAflA A& T^OAMT BfcCeTAft K U6H(e) CAOKOA6H 

Hft B7>CfeKO Bpfeue KU)H U6H(e) Bftlll VAOBfeKE A& H6 AHFlGftT U1T ^A6 UU U10KA

Aft BH Karc* (No. 209 - 1^31-1^33?)



ii. BnnmeTe S KHMT* n ^anevaTere Aft BepSa. A& ce uSvHU* H ae ci

Bftiu& YbCTb AR Kara* n ft-^b rocnoAHHtf un KOAHKO nououii ijieT* nuftTH UJT

Aft US K^A6T7> pftAO Cp^AUe Aft B*AeT7> C* BIG* BOA* K7» BftUl FlftKfc ^ft BftlllO"

(No. 215 - 1U33-1MO)

On the other hand, in the passage quoted under Table III vi , p. 238, the 

second and third da-clauses , vhich could "be thought to express purpose, 

have "been treated here as co-ordinative . These are examples in vhich it 

is particularly difficult to decide which construction one is faced with; 

most of the' instances included under one -or other heading in the Table 

are clearer-cut, but this is because their context elucidates them, not 

on the whole because they are formally differentiated.

The two queried co-ordinative da_-clauses, exceptionally in this sec­ 

tion, occur in places where the reading is obscure, rather than conjectur­ 

al. One of these has already been discussed under Table I x, pp. 229-30. 

If it is emended to read API aiiie, it is comparable to:

iii. ^aqio npouio" a^b Bac UJTTH uio ere Bie uene npocHAH a^b BH ZTMCL
TBOpMA BOA* 0" rOCnOAHHft UH B06BU)A(bl) M CCT TOTOBtt Aft 1J10 HpOlllB ft^b UJT

ft BMC MM HO AftAOCTe ^HftHie Aft ftUie SvHHiTe TI^M paBOT* Bie MCHC
BftUli nplftT<e)A7» M AK>BMU^ BftlUO* YbCTi (No.215 -

The other is discussed under Table V i, p.

There is little difference over these constructions between the early 

documents and the later ones. Before 1^30 there are at most only four 

examples of co-ordinatrve da, but this may be simply because the number 

of documents from that time is small. The same consideration may explain 

whyjthere are no instances of H^pftAH, -gftpaAi . urrn or neuft among them. It 

is more interesting that, while eighteen of the thirty three instances of 

H\KO occur in early texts, KRKO appears only twice before 1^30 in this con­ 

text:

iv. TOrO pftAM TBKft C6 OV^BftTMUie UJSft ^ftH^lllft M Fft^Aft CTOHKOBft KftKO Aft 

AftA*T AOBHTAK M CKSAMlJlft CTOMKOBft M peKOUie np^A TOCnOACTBO K-\M KftKO MHO Aft 

HUT (No. lit - 11*27?)

It seems likely that the increased frequency of KftKO is a mark of Serbian 

influence (see section A Table IV Fn.27, p. 222).
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The diversity and overlap in the uses of conjunctions in these docu­ 

ments is considerable and is probably not to be accounted for merely by 

the mixing of different literary traditions. Thus, HHKO and KftKO are 

not only used before a variety of da-clauses - final, complementary, 

conditipna.1 - but also introduce indirect speech. They share this func­ 

tion with the less literary UTTH and vfe:

v. H Nft TUJU Aft Bftu COT B ^name KftKO AUJMAS K* unt UOH cABrft BAJXA M

TftKO^H MM Kq^ft KftKO TO B 1 6 TfepftTS M He AftBftT6 Ug Aft YMHMT UO K>

(No. 37 - ll*31-lU32?)

vi. Tuiruj pftAi Aft ^HftTe UJTM TLIHX^H rpftKAfeHbi CMA My uieT rocnoACTso urn

UJT TAftBbl CH (NO. 15 -

V. T^M Aft ^Hft6T6 V AOAOft* AH)A16 UJT BAftlllK* ^6UA Tft UM Kft^fty^> V6

6CT SlJtpfeA (N0.31! - 1U31?)

Both UJTH t vfe and also noHe«e can also be used as causal conjunctions . 

In addition, vte and ipo are found in functions similar to the complement­ 

ary one of da:

Vlii. KftKOTO HUftU HftACMA* vfe H6UftT KTO Aft KJIM CTOMT

11+31?)

(Here the clause which complements HftASKA* has a different subject from

that of HUftU, unlike the example of HftAeatAft with a da-clause in Table

III.)

ix. ft OHb Aft CH Eie UJVH U10 H^ Cl 6 AAA AOSMTbK 5 AOEQft YAOB^Kft (No.3

The dlause which complements the form of vow KHTM UJVH here contains a 

past tense verb, unlike the da-clauses which follow comparable expressions 

in Table I.

The conjunction Tft is used in all the functions of da except that of 

introducing an imperative clause, and may be combined with da apparently 

to reinforce its final: sense:

X. H* ^OA^T6 FlpftBO M JKHBfeTe C MMUM AfeFIO M AOEpfc Aft C6 H6 HAftYAT UJT 

BftC nOUHWrUJ pOAlTCAH) TOCnOACTBft UH KftKTO AO HMHfe AMEO TOCIIOACTBS UM Tft 

Aft CH VS* HtUl(o) P^iYH UJT pWAJTCAfe TOCnOAOTBft UM B^pftAM P^Y(M) Bftlll*

(No. 2 - 11*15-11*18)
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Table V. Tense and mood of verbs in da-clauses

Imperative/ Co-ordinative Complementary Final Conditional/

Final /C ompl emen t ary Concessive 

Imperative 1 6

Present 172 (2) 29 2? l6U (33) 1? 5^ 16 

Aorist h

Perfect 2 5 (1) 1

Conditional 1 2 

Comments

There is one place where da seems to be used to reinforce an impera­ 

tive form of the verb:

i. M Aft KO"nYO"3»T AhOAl rOCHOACTBa UH Bl» ^eUM BaUieM H

Aft AO^OAHT BT» ^CUA rocnoACTBft UM M jtAfeE H rceAfe^o MAM 

YTO Aft ^OACT CAOBOAHO (No.^ -

There are other places where da precedes an imperative, but in these it 

can be taken as a co-ordinating conjunction, since it is not itself pre­ 

ceded by a conjunction such as M_ above:

ii. ft^h ce^M AOEMTLK AftBau Ha TBOR p7»K* AR VMHH nan ^Haem (No. 213 -

1^37?)

Even an imperative da-clause may follow co-ordinative da or its equival­

ent,

lli. TOFO P&AH ?^TO AhOBMT AR KSnYSBft ft UJH Aft ^OAM CAOBOAHO UdKap M Ha

cauo uope a ^a AOBMTKa KOAMKO CCT ^HBT ro ^aH^iii cse KOAHKO ecr CTOMKOB

TO CT6 A&AM CB6 (No

iv. M TS^M ecT UOM cASra URQTMH Ta c* ^MAiaAM 4>AopMH S Hero M neT

CTO<T>HH^ Ta At\ TO GT6 CTHCH^A6 Aft "M AOBMTOK AOH6C6T (No.2lU - 1^37?)

V. TO*^M U16T AOMTM »6Ha BOMKOBa Aft Bl^UeT CKSAMlJia rOCHOACTBa UH Ta

& ne sdHTOBaTe none^e ecr paBora rocnoACTBa UM (No.6l -

Of the two complementary clauses which do not have present indicative 

verbs, one resembles the imperative da-clauses with perfect verbs quoted 

under iii and iv above :

Vi. M TftKO^M BM UlpMCSeTE rOCOOACTBO UM K\KO Aft' CA CT6 BapSBaAe UJT

He rpastre M^ H^, MXJ s^^MM^MTe Bawr. npas^ (No.2 - lUl8-lU20)



The da-clause could "be taken as a direct imperative, parallel to those 

which follow it.

The other complementary clause contains a conditional:

vii. we GUI AM H ft-^h AO&TOHHT> Aft Buy UOFAT. BYHHHT npftBO UOHM cupo
(No. 5^ -

The conditional mood is also used in unreal conditional clauses: 

viii. Aft eAMKft Bftu H^pever Aft ro BepSere WTM c$ uoe HCTnNNne pevH

HXKO Aft KHGT6 GASlllftAM UJT GftMHfl UOM^ SCTl (No.^3 -

ix. Aft FOA6T M BftUie AJ-OAC K7» HftU KCnOBaTM M FlpOAftBftTH CAOBOAHO

HH CAHft rpM*<*) M B6^ HftrSB* KftKO Aft BH ^OAHAH 3 BftUie ^eUAfe TftKOJKAe Aft

M Hftllie AK>A16 K2. BaU CAOBOAHM (No

Table VI . Infinitives separated from their governing expressions, and da 

separated from its dependent verbs, by non-enclitic elements

Occurrence Separated occurrences 

of construction

Infinitive l85 (3) 21 

Imperative /Final/

Complementary da 175 (2) 3 

Co-ordinative da U2 (l) 2? 2k 1? 

Complementary da • 166 (33) k 

Final da 5^ 2 

Conditional/

Concessive da 18 

Comments

Infinitives may be separated from the verbs which govern them by: the 

subject of both^main verb and infinitive; the subject of the infinitive 

(see Table I xxviii, p.232); the direct or indirect object of the infini^ 

tive; adverbs qualifying either main verb or infinitive; combinations of 

these. There are five instances in which a shortened infinitive is thus 

separated. Two of them are found together in the one document:
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i. He ipeu ft^-z> wcTftBHT YAOB^MM rocnoACTBft un B* narBE* H& gieu

UOHKVL YAOBfeXUJU (No.l6 - 1 1*27-1 1* 31 )

The other three all come from the ll*30s:

ii. n Koero BM YAOBfeKft yoTeA iujftH(:&)iin> SysaTHT (No. 38 - ll* 31-11*32?) 

iii. UJTH ro uia> UJT Bftc HCKRT (No. 1*8 - ll*33-ll*37)

iv. NH1J10 BLl H6 UOFfr MHO FlHCftT (No.212 - 1 1*32-1 1*37)

Da may be separated from the vert which follows it by the subject of 

direct object of that verb, adverbs qualifying it, or various types of 

subordinate clause - conditional, relative, causal, temporal. Clauses 

intervene only between co-ordinative da and its verb. In two places 

what has been counted as co-ordinative da could alternatively be intend­ 

ed to reinforce a following imperative da-clause, since no verb stands 

between the two:

V. WTM 6BO T5pqH TAG CA nftAHAAM FIO A^HaBS HO BAC.£?Ti BpOAOBO^ Td

Hft ^eUA Aft HAfeNAT M Aft pftCMITAT Aft HOCKOpO A^HM^ H HOU1H^> Aft CnfeUlHT6 Aft

Hft nouunji* (No. 20 - ll*32?)

vi. H ftKO ere npm-ftTeAM HauiM Aft MHO Aft He cTopme (No. 28 - ll* 31-11*33) 

In most other interrupted da-clauses it is the object of the verb 

which precedes it, e.g. in the imperative expressions:

vii. Aft HU BftU* He cufrre BI^ATH (No. 9 - ll*22 and similarly in No. 10 

- 11*22?)

viii. ftiye AM & urrnpoBOAHT BnpftAOU Aft CM FACIE* H^rSKHT (No.35 - ll*31?) 

The complementary clauses, one in Ho.10 - ll*22?, the others all after 

ll*30, are all interrupted in the same way as the imperatives, except for:

ix. M K*rft H\ ScyurnS Aft ce c^ UIHHUH pa^unpHT.6 (No. 1*1* - ll*31-l 1*33/11*36- 

4-1*37?) 

Only final clauses are interrupted by the subject placed before the -verb:

x. Aft rft npujweNeuo UJT ^euAe Aft M BH c unpuju7> npfeEtisaTe n 

Aft noYMBfthOTi (No.39 - 11*32-11*33?)

Xi. M npMAfenM^ C6 W BftC hftKO Aft UO» CHpftUH MUftKT UHAO UJT BftC M Aft C6 

CBOBOAHO M BftlllH M HftlllM M CftUO H TftUO (No.5 1^ - 1U38-1UUU )

In some passages the intervening element is clearly emphasized, but this
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does not seem to apply in all places, e.g.:

xii. ft nouHoro Bftu* Aft HUT> He cufeTe B^ATH nonewe KOM CA BH 
Aft B^ueT Bftu& noBbiuie TO TftKOBbi HURT npiATH BCAHKO ^AO H wpriA rocnoA-
CTBft UH HXKO H6BkpHHK rOCFlOACTBft UH HMRKO He U16T BL1TM M Bftpe Hft K06U

CA OOCTftB TO*Kft A^ CM BRU^> nAftTMT2> ft AOKA6 H6

Aft He AftAST (No. 10 - 1U22?)

Table VII. Verbs governing preposed infinitives

Only apocopated takes a preposed infinitive, in five places.

The earliest of these is:

i. urni rpa«Atflbi GHA »y uieT rocnoA&TBOUM urr rAftBbi en (No. 15

The others all occur in the l^SOs, tvo of them in one document (No. 

?). All the infinitives except one lack the ending -TH : CHA,

. Supfe. The exception is: 

ii. mcTasHT BH py> SKPRH ropt (No. 3^ -

This cannot be explained by the presence of BH between infinitive and

verb, since one also finds:

iii. H MHP C3> BAftCM A& H6 YMHMTe ftljie AM CYMMMT6 Aft 

BH 111* MHp (NO. 33 - 1*131?)

t\7,7>.

There is also one instance of a non-preposed infinitive "without -TH , see

Table VIII

Table VIII. Words governing apocopated infinitives (without -H or -TH)

Occurrence vith Occurrence vith

aiDOcopated

U01J1H

HUfeTH 

AftTH

infinitival constructions

12

13

TfeTH 99

12

1

Ik

8

apocopated infinitives

1

6

62

T

1

k

I



CUfeTH 

BOA6H

Occurrence with

infinitival constructions

8

8

Occurrence with

apocopated infinitives

3

1

Comments

There is one instance of an infinitive without -TH which stands after

its verb:

i. Aft Yew (sic) en qie Hcua ceoe Aft ro 6^e (No. 213 - 1^37?)

For the other short infinitives of this kind, see Table VII.

Before 1^30 only apocopated yoTfeTH (with ?STAT as its 3rd per. plur.), 

HUfeTH and cufeTH are attested with shortened infinitives. It is interest­ 

ing that while a shortened infinitive may be used in formulaic express­ 

ions, it is not itself a formulaic element; for example the short infini­ 

tive in No.l is not copied in the other documents of the same series:

ii. TUJ TftKOBH HURT FlpHKT B6AHKO ^AO M UJprH* UJT TOCnOACTBft MM (No.l -

in Nos . 5 - 1U21, 8 - lU22, 11 - lk2h , h9 - 1^37)

Remodelling of infinitives

There is a single example of this in the corpus:

i. a^e CT> Bftun uor* ft ee^ Bftc He uor* cTftHftTH npeA HHUH (No.19 -

11*32?)

This replaces the traditional CTftTH. The same generalization of the

present stem has produced the aorist cranax and the perfect participle

craHan in modern Bulgarian.

CONCLUSIONS

The three kinds of documents which have been examined in this chapter 

are generally held to have some bearing on the history of the Bulgarian 

language. At the least they all reflect, more or less purely, the con­ 

ventions of Bulgarian chancery language in the thirteenth to fifteenth



centuries; it is possible to take the view that most of them owe their 

composition to native Bulgarian speakers. Nevertheless it would be 

patently wrong-headed to draw from them any conclusions which presupposed 

that these documents present a single continuous tradition. Many reasons 

for this have already been given. The documents were written in a num­ 

ber of different places by different people whose own Bulgarian usages, 

whether native or not, doubtless also differed. The scribes also varied 

in the literary norms which they observed: in each group of documents 

some texts contain Serbian features, though the degree of obvious Serbian 

influence is much greater in the Wallachian documents, above all in the 

letters in section B, than in the fourteenth century Bulgarian charters 

Virgino and Ella*. The phraseology was conventionalized and could be 

maintained with little alteration within one tradition for scores of 

years, though the particular conventions would vary according to the 

nature of the document. The effect of all these factors in combination 

is that, although altogether the texts span a period of more than two 

hundred years, the changes of usage between and within the groups of 

documents cannot be said to reflect in a straight-forward way the de­ 

velopments in the spoken language during this time, nor even, pace 

Bernshtein, a shift from well-established chancery conventions to some­ 

thing more like current colloquial language.

The Bulgarian charters may serve as a starting-point, an illustration 

of the norms on which the Wallachian documents were in part based. In 

part: for, as was mentioned in the Introduction to them, p.202, Wall­ 

achian diplomatic practice drew on Eastern models, tafeen presumably from 

Bulgaria, and on Western ones; and also because the majority of the small 

body of Bulgarian charters exemplify only the more elaborate style of 

document. They are comparable to the Wallachian charters of section A. 

Only the earliest, Dubrovnik, can be compared to the trading charters 

issued to Bragov or L'vov which are dealt with in section B; and there 

are no extant Bulgarian parallels to the Wallachian letters which supply



much of the material for that same section. This is why it cannot be 

confidently asserted that the letters represent a break with tradition,

that they ignore established conventions and employ something approach-

29 ing colloquial speech instead. As no examples of letters of this

kind survive from Bulgaria, it is impossible to tell what conventions 

they might have observed and how far the Wallachian ones diverge from 

them.

There are three points to be made about the language of the Bulgarian 

charters. The first is that it is if anything rather more conservative 

within "its limited scope than the language of the Troyanska Pritcha. In 

the charters the verbs of Table I are complemented exclusively by infini­ 

tives, with no trace of alternation between infinitive and da-clause 

after verbs of command or request or motion, nor of the da-clause gov*- 

erned by ftOTfeTH with the same subject; all these constructions were 

discovered in the Pritcha. The charters also admit only infinitival 

complements of imperaonal and non-verbal expressions, apart from

which is part of the opening formula introducing the da-clauses of which 

any charter is mainly composed; and they include some final infinitives, 

which can be regarded as an artificial, literary usage, probably derived 

more or less recently from Greek (see Ch.2, p. 31).

It is not surprising that the Bulgarian charters present a more 

conservative picture than the Pritcha, since they constitute a smaller 

body of material which in part is up to a hundred years older than the 

Pritcha, and rest on a tradltdbon which goes further back still. Against 

this, however, there is the second point, which is this: the earliest 

charters, "Katopedi , Dubrovnik and Virgino, even though they may not stand 

at the beginning of the Bulgarian chancery tradition, are slightly less 

conventionalized in language and composition than the later ones. It was

29. See Bernshtein 19^8 especially pp.67'and 80-81.



pointed out in the introduction to them (p.190) that Vatopedi displays 

a simplicity and a choice of formulae which are otherwise characteristic 

of secular charters, not of ones addressed to monasteries'. Whether by 

chance or no, Virgino has a larger number of non-literary Greek loan­ 

words than the later long charters. Dubrovnik is of course to be treated 

separately, since it is the only commercial charter in the group; but

it is still worth noticing that it has the only example (and one of the

30 earliest known in Bulgarian) of apocopated yoTfeTH . This may mean no

more than that commercial documents employed a less formal, literary 

style than did charters granting land, especially to monasteries; but 

it shows that the stylistic distinction had started more than a hundred 

years before the earliest surviving commercial documents and letters 

from Wallachia.

Thirdly, nowithstanding the conservatism of their language, the 

Bulgarian charters do reveal an imperfect mastery of the traditional 

uses of the infinitive. This is seen in the vacillation between infini­ 

tive, finite verb and participle in Virgino (see Table I b i, pp. 191-92); 

in the confused or conflicting constructions of Zographou and Orekhovo , 

where the subject of the infinitive is not put in the dative or the in­ 

finitive seems to be reinterpreted as a verbal noun (see Table I b iv-, IT, 

pp. 192-93, c i, p. 193, Table II i, p.19 1*, Table IV iv, vil, pp. 198-99); 

and in the use of co-ordinating constructions rather than subordinating 

ones with infinitive or da-clause in Orekhovo and Rila (see Table I v-

vii, p. IplO.

To a considerable extent these remarks can be applied to the Wall- 

achian charters of section A. Their similarity to the Bulgarian charters 

is not immediately obvious, because they are greater in number and em­ 

ploy some different vocabulary. However, it has already been explained, 

particularly under Tables I-III; that the majority of relevant

30. See Mirchev 1963a.
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contructions in the Wallachian charters, whether they involve infinitives 

or da-clauses, are either formulaic, recurring in many of the documents 

as the set way of expressing a provision, or else are attempts at high 

style writing in the florid introductory passages. In either case a 

linguistic tradition has been followed which, in .so far as it is Bul­ 

garian, is basically the same as that of the Bulgarian charters them-r 

selves. Neither the abundance of infinitives dependent on

, KAaron^BOAHTH etc., nor the regularity with which nouns such as

vupn^uo . noseAfeHie t ^flKAHHamie are followed by da-clauses can be taken 

as evidence of anything except the accepted usage of a certain style of 

chancery language .

As in the Bulgarian charters, infringements of the traditional rules 

for infinitival constructions indicate that their use was to some degree 

unnatural to the writers of the Wallachian documents . As well as devia­ 

tions found in the Bulgarian corpus - the subject of the infinitive not 

put in the dative (Table I xvii, xxv, pp. 210-12), change of construction 

from an infinitive to a d.a-clause governed by the same expression (or 

vice versa) (Table I xvii, -xviii, -pp^ZlO-ll) , and co-ordination where 

one might expect subofdination (Table I xxviii-xxx, p. 212) - there are 

a few places where da is itself followed by an infinitive, and if these 

are not mere slips of the pen they may show that to some writers the two 

constructions were equivalent (Table I jcxvi, xxvii, p. 212, Table II iii, 

p. 216). It may be that the absence of infinitives governed by infini­ 

tives. in this body of texts is another symptom of this (Table I xxi- 

xxiii, p. 211).

More informative are the unusual, non-formulaic expressions, particu 

larly those which are called for by the specific subject-matter of in­ 

dividual charters. Almost all of these involve da-clauses, as comple­

ments tO nOBeAfeBftTH. ftOAHTH, FpACTH . A^TH . npfeAftTH . UOAHTH . HCKftTH. OQ-

. oyGTaBHTH, npHAarftTH and the verbs of volition (Table I passim)

and in the construction with jo/iji£ (.Table III x, p. 21$); and almost all
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of them are early. It might be mere chance that the early documents 

cover a wider range of subject-matter than the later ones, and so give 

more opportunity for non-formulaic constructions to emerge. On the 

other hand, the early charters from Wallachia .are distinguished by other 

peculiarities which cannot be explained by their content. They contain 

the majority of the significant errors listed in the preceding paragraph; 

apocopated yoTfeTH is with one exception confined to them (Table I vii, 

p.20£); most of the rarer, less purely formulaic passages of high-style 

writing, which include a number of infinitival constructions, are to be 

found among them (Table I xii, p.210, xxxix, p.213, xlviii, p.215, Table 

III v, p.218); and the principal formulaic variations between infinitive 

and da-clause, after noKScnTM. noBenfeTH. BOACH. date from the early peri­ 

od (Table I xxiv, p.211, xxvi and xliv, pp.212 and 2lk 9 Table III vii-ix, 

p.219). It thus appears that the Wallachian charters betray a develop­ 

ment in tradition towards greater standardization and, if the use of 

apocopated ftOTfeTH and of the short preposed infinitive are taken to be 

marks of informal style, towards greater formality, more strikingly than 

does the Bulgarian corpus.

A development of this kind is not easy to explain, especially if one 

accepts that Wallachian chancery practice- was already established by 

the time of the earliest surviving charters, a view generally approved,
on

and elaborated by Bernshtein 19^8, and that the language in which it 

was conducted was to its scribes a book-tongue, not a medium of every­ 

day communication (see Introduction, pp.202-03). If the Wallachian 

scribes learnt how to write charters from models similar to the Bulgarian 

documents which are still extant, then their earlier attempts at imita^ 

tion are miriausly uneven. Of course this conclusion does not allow for 

the probability that they would have based their usage on a much larger 

and more heterogeneous body of Bulgarian documents which have since been

31. See Bernshtein 19^8 Ch.2.
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lost. As they have been lost it is impossible to gauge how much the 

Wallachian charters owe to them.

It is also hard to tell how far the tendency towards standardization 

was related to the gradually increasing Serbian influence on the language 

of the Wallachian chancery. In principle one would expect Serbian in­ 

fluence to inhibit the spread of da-clauses, both because the Serbian 

language has retained infinitives longer than have Bulgarian and Macedon­ 

ian, and because there are signs of a preference for infinitival construc­ 

tions in the Serbian literary language from the fifteenth century onwards 

(see Ch.3 Conclusions, pp.!79-8l). How these factors might have affected 

the Wallachian documents is not clear, since it is indeed not clear what 

importance the scribes attached to their sporadic Serbisms. In the ear­ 

lier texts these seem to extend only to orthographical convention, but 

later they spread to choice of morphs and words, and may even reflect 

knowledge of spoken Serbian dialects (see Introduction Fn.lT, p.202) and 

not just be an imitation of literary norms.

The second group of Wallachian texts, the letters and trading char­ 

ters, contrasts strikingly with the first one. Yet the differences be­ 

tween them should not be exaggerated. The trading charters are essenti­ 

ally formulaic, though their characteristic formulae are shorter, simpler 

and in a lower stylistic register than those of the land charters. Even 

the letters, which at first reading often give an .impression of spontan­ 

eous composition based on the spoken word, have an underlying frameworR 

of set expressions, as I. Bogdan 1^05 notes. There is the opening - 

phrase, npiueT rocnoACTBO. UH np^rapeu BGeu, the immediate preface to the 

message, AftBau S^HftT of Aft BH ecT S ^HftHie, the threat of displeasure at 

non-compliance, the final injun6±i>on, MHO Aft HfecT or HHO He ijier EHTH . 

and the recommendation of the bearer of the letter, TSqn nSGTHft X Aft 

eAHKa BH peveT Aft ro BfepSere of similar words. It is a measure of the 

different, less pretentious nature of these formulae that they do not 

give rise to the Kind of errors which were found in the Bulgarian and
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Wallachian land charters: there are no examples of confused constructions 

- da followed by an infinitive instead of a finite verb, infinitive and 

da-clause both governed by one expression -.there is only one place (out 

of a total of two) in which a complement to the subject of the infini­ 

tive is not in the dative case which one might expect (in Kaluzniacki 

No. 5 - 1^39, where it occurs in a formula typical of the land charters), 

and there are no final infinitives at all.

Furthermore, there is less variation between infinitival and clausal 

complements than in the other Wallachian documents. The only words 

which seem to admit either complement freely are BOA6H and nScTMTH ; 

other expressions which take both infinitive and da-clause do so, appar­ 

ently, to mark a semantic distinction (between apocopated y or fern as verb 

of volition and as future auxiliary, see Table I xi-xiv, p.230), or a 

difference in style (e.g. the two instances of CDOAOKHTH, Table I xxviii 

and xxix, p. 232), or because a formula requires the infinitive (with

, A&TH , perhaps noKgciiTH, see Table I -jxxv .and -jocri , p. 232, xviii-

xx, p. 331, xxxi, p. 233). The others take one construction or the other; 

and most of them take the da-clause. If Table I is re-examined in the 

light of the comments on it, it will be found that infinitives occur in 

non-formulaic use only after a small group of verbs, all of which, ex­ 

cept nScTHTH . take the same subject as their infinitives. These verbs 

are: apocopated ftOTfeTH , especially in its function as future auxiliary, 

uoqiH and B^uoqm , nufeTH (rarely), CU^TH and the negated imperative auxili­ 

ary HEAfeHTe. Full yoTfeTH is probably a Serbism (see p. 231), and it is 

conceivable that the exclusive use of the infinitive after UOIIIH and BT^- 

uoilM also owes something to Serbian influence, since all examples occur 

after 1U30. In Table III the few infinitives appear to occur freely and 

some of them, with OAOKOAeH and WTK*AS, are early, but there is competi­ 

tion after BOA en with da-clauses, and this implies a conflict of usages. 

The very scanty evidence under Table II suggests that ijnpersonal ex=- 

pressions were complemented by da- clauses .



Another vay in which these texts differ from all the others vhich 

have been examined previously is that the proportion of infinitives 

separated from their governing expressions by probably stressed elements 

is noticeably smaller. In particular apocopated infinitives are very 

rarely so separated in any of the Wallachian texts. Their preponderance 

with the verbs which most freely take the infinitive, apocopated

uopi , HKA'STH , cufcTH in both groups of Wallachian texts, especially in the 

earlier ones, may reflect increasing limitations on the syntactic freeaam 

of the infinitives used in informal language. One may contrast the pre­ 

dominance of full infinitives in formulaic dependence on EAftroH^BOAHTH 

in section A, on AftTH in section B.

The sparsity of letters before 1^30 makes it difficult to judge what 

linguistic developments there may have been in this time. Serbian in­ 

fluence certainly grows from 1^30 onwards, as the use of KftKO rather than 

H\KO and of full yoTfeTM with the infinitive shows . The data of the early 

documents are therefore all the more important, and it is particularly 

interesting to find them in agreement with the early charters of section
t

A over the distribution of short infinitives, the use of apocopated 

^OT^TM and of the short preposed infinitive, a wide range of da- clause 

complements especially after verbs of volition, request and command, and 

co-ordination as an alternative to subordinate verbal complements.

There remains the troubled question of colloquial influence, Rouman­ 

ian or Bulgarian. A few quotations will serve to show how much like 

spoken idiom the letters can sound:

i. H Aft H6 AP*»HTe ^AMF AH>A> HOGptA BftG 1J10 M^ He A K>EHT rOGHOAGTBO

UM Aft He nptEHBft&T noGpfeA Bftc HH rocnoAGTBO urn Aft He AP**HT ^AH AH>AI 

(No.il - 11*21)

ii. Toro pftAH ftKO ro AftGTe TO AOEpt ft Bie ijieTe ^OAHT GAOEOA(HO) H

rpHKS M H6 1116T B» EftHTO*BftT HH GTOHKft HH HM^TO (No.lU - lU27? ) 

ill. H TC^M BM AftBftT rOGHOAGTBD UM S ^HftHHe HOHOKB B6T^M A^KaTM M6T-

». GMEMHtne Toro pftAi M B»e nounoro G HMKAM Aft ne ^OAMTC vt noro
Cl B6T^H AO"KftTH ^AO U?5 Ul* CYHHMT H UMp Gl» BAftGM Aft H6 YMHMT6
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AM SYMHMTC Aa ^naere a^* pa^BaAM EM IJIA UMP (No. 33 -

iv. H Tana^M Aft ^Haeie UJTH eeo TSpqM TAG CA naAHMH no A^Hastf no
BPOAOBO^ Ta MAO" Hft ^6UA Aft nA^HAT H Aft pftCMnAT Aft nOGKOpO

M HoiiiM* Aft cnfeuiMTe Aft AOMACTB Ha nouujijii UJTM ftKO Hau B&ACT ^AO M sau 
BHTH no^Afc (No. 20 - 1U32?)

v. Aft KTO ijie CA^rftTM Aft u?5 ene nbc *eH* M uarepe uS (No. 23 - 1^32?)

vi. ^a TO^M cua7» pft^CueA UJTM BM uoe CASre Tepare M He AftBftre MU Aft
awe?? HesepHe AJ-OAM rocnoAMHS UM KecftpH) M ueHe rwruj pftAM Aft 

UJTM UM ecT Be(A)uM »aA Hft Bftc ^ft TO^H pftBUJTC HA nftK rAeAftMTe KRKO 
M Bftui, Aft He BBAe *aA (No.40 - 1U32-1U33?)

vii. M Aft ^NaeTe S ce CM Bpeue ce He sepoBa^ Ha AP^roro VAOB^KA Aft 
UM nMiiieT KHMTA CMS. T7»Kuo Ha AorofleTa ijie^aHa (No. 212 - 1432-1^37)

viii. a^b MU-L peKO^Tk Tano^M 1410 UM ecT peKAi BOMBOAa a^t iji* CYMHMTM 

peKouie a HMC He qieui ujcTasHTi weAe^a UJT Kauape a^h MUZ> peKW^'i Bie He 

CTC BOAIHM Aft UM ^anpeTe HMipo nane UM peKouie Tie noveKaM HM UJT

? AbHM Aft CM nSCTMUO YAOBfeKa AO BOMBUJA(bl) (No. 215 -

Yet it cannot be taken for granted, on the basis of modern conceptions of 

what may normally be put in writing, that these passages reproduce faith­ 

fully the very words of Radu II, Alexandra Aldea, Vlad I etc. whether in 

their original language or in translation. As D.P. Bogdan 1938 points 

out, a number of people were usually involved in the composition of one 

of these documents. It was no matter of one man setting down his message 

as he thought it out, nor even usually of an official taking down his 

master's dictated words - this is why the quotation under vii above is 

Remarkable - "but rather a process of repeated editing as the contents of 

the letter were communicated by the prince to one of his ministers, such 

as the logothet, from him to a senior member of the chancery whose busi­ 

ness it was to draft the document, and perhaps in turn to another scribe 

who actually wrote it. In this process there was some scope for modifi­ 

cation of the original expressions, and there is no way of telling how 

far the Wallachian scribes felt obliged to adhere to the exact wording of 

the messages which they were entrusted to send.

Even if some of the passages quoted above seem unlikely ever to have



been part of official epistolary convention, it does not follow that 

they must have been composed by native Bulgarian speakers. There are 

several reasons for this. In the first place, much of this apparently 

correct and idiomatic Bulgarian syntax and phraseology can be translated 

word-for-word into correct, idiomatic Roumanian. This can be seen in 

the Roumanian versions supplied by the various modern editors, which often 

preserve even the ambiguities of the da-clauses. Presumably the reverse 

process could have been as successful. Secondly, there are undoubtedly 

a few traces of Roumanian influence on the language of the documents

from the first half of the fifteenth century onwards (see Introduction,

32 p.20*0 and one may suspect interference from another language in the

occasional deviations from -what seems to have been the rule in Bulgarian. 

In particular, the interposing of non-enclitic elements between da and 

its dependent verb in imperative clauses (see Hie Tables VI) is odd, 

when one considers that this was very rare in earlier Bulgarian litera­ 

ture and in the modern language is inadmissible. The examples in section 

B are almost all post-1^30 in date and could be put down to Serbian in­ 

fluence, since according to Sedlacek 1970 there was greater freedom of 

word-order within da-clauses in mediaeval Serbian than in Bulgarian; but 

the instances in section A are rather too early to be explained in this 

way, as they date from the late fourteenth and early fifteenth centuries.

Besides these! Links with Roumanian, it must be remembered that any 

spoken language has its cliches and set expressions, no less than a 

written one; and it ,is possible to have a fluent command of a number of 

these expressions without having spoken the language from infancy or even 

having a degree of overall mastery of the language that approximates 

so-called native knowledge. In fact the dichotomy between native and 

non-native speaker may here be misleading. In fourteenth and fifteenth

32. See also Djamo-Diacontta 1971 pp.321-23 on early caiques from Rouman­ 
ian; but their weight is diminished by our ignorance of contemporary Bul­ 
garian idiom, and at least one, UM ce UHHT, is surely native to Slavonic.
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century Wallachia there were doubtless people, at least in official circles,

who could both write and speak Bulgarian with reasonable ease. Not only 

was a Bulgarian variety of Church Slavonic lised as the literary and re­ 

ligious language, but there were certainly occasions for dealing with 

Bulgarian speakers, both .in communication and movement across the Danube 

and within what is now Roumania. At Bragov, the city to which the corres­ 

pondence studied in section B was addressed, there was a Bulgarian commun-

33 ity at least from 1392, which had its own church in which Bulgarian was

used up to the eighteenth century. The quarter of the city in which it 

stands is still known as §chei. This was not the only Bulgarian settle­ 

ment in Transylvania. Another is attested-in the sixteenth century at

Rijnau, in the quarter known as Bulgaria or Pulgerey; in 1576 the §chei

^5there requested a priest from the Bulgarians of Bragov. ^ A similar re­ 

quest came from Re^inar at the end of the fifteenth century, presumably
o£

from a similar Bulgarian colony. 'It is probable that there were Bul­ 

garians elsewhere in Transylvania from the end of the thirteenth century 

(see Ch.5). In Bragov some of the city's scribes and messengers appear 

to have been supplied by the Bulgarian community-. The civic accounts for 

the sixteenth century (those of the fifteenth are lost) contain mentions 

of payment made to Bulgarians who served in these ways; in particular an 

item of 1530 records sums paid to one 'Stoykan Bolgaro qui in scribendis

et interpretandis litteris sermone Bolgarico scriptis civitati et provin-

37 ciae ad optata dominorum inservivit'. The presence of Bulgarians in

Wallachia during this period is not apparently attested, nor is it known

33. See Miletich 1896 p. 12, and p.l6 for the tradition that they were 
vited to Bragov to assist in building the Black Church in 1385-

3U. See Maslev 1967-

35- See Miletich 1896 pp-^13 -arid 23=2^, and Maslev 1967.

36. See Miletich 1896 p.13.

37- See Miletich 1896 pp.25-28.
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whether the Wallachian Voevodas employed Bulgarians to carry on their
\

side of the correspondence with Bragov; but it is clear that their 

scribes would not have lacked opportunity to hear and speak Bulgarian, 

and that a knowledge of that language would have been a recommendation 

for this office. Unless the scribes of the Wallachian documents knew 

Bulgarian rather well, it is hard to account for their correct observance 

of morphological patterning. An example of this has emerged in this 

chapter (see pp.225 and 2U6 on the remodelling of infinitives): the in­ 

finitival forms, of which there are over four hundred occurrences, all 

conform to the requirements of Bulgarian. That is, they are either 

traditionally correct, or, in the single instance of remodelling, agree 

with the usage of modern Bulgarian. This degree of accuracy would 

normally be regarded as evidence of a fairly thorough knowledge of a

language.
i 

Unfdrttmately. even less is known about the syntax of Roumanian in the

fourteenth and fifteenth centuries than about Bulgarian. The earliest 

Roumanian texts extant date from the sixteenth century. Diaconescu 1977 

shows that in these early texts infinitives are used in a wide range of 

constructions, similar to the traditional infinitival uses of Slavonic; 

but the historical studies of Meyer-Lubke 1895 and Asan and Vasiliu 1956 

reveal that from the first the infinitive alternates in .all constructions 

with clauses introduced by the conjunction sa. The subsequent development 

of Roumanian is therefdre towards the limitation of infinitival construc­ 

tions rather than the extension of ^a-clauses to syntactic contexts from 

which they had previously been excluded. In its early stages written 

Roumanian was influenced by the Church Slavonic which it superseded as 

literary language, and it would require a large and detailed study to 

disentangle native uses of infinitive arid £a-clause from Slavonicisms. 

Unless one assumes that there was an uncommonly conservative oral tradi­ 

tion in Roumanian before the period of literacy, however, infinitives 

must have been part of spoken use in a number of constructions, perhaps
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concurrently with clauses, up to the sixteenth century. They can hardly 

have "been less used in the fourteenth century. There is no sure ground 

here for confident assertions; at most it may be said that there is no 

positive evidence that the distribution of infinitives and da-clauses 

in the more colloquial Wallachian letters is based on caique from Rouman­ 

ian, and that the notion of such influence from Roumanian becomes some­ 

what implausible if one believes that infinitives were rather more freely 

used in fourteenth century Roumanian than in the variety of spoken Bul­ 

garian which seems to underlie the texts of the Wallacfeian documents. 

For, to sum up, even through the veil of a conservative literary 

language in the Bulgarian charters can be glimpsed a thirteenth and 

fourteenth century Bulgarian in which infinitives were used only in con­ 

structions where their subjects did not need to be specified and pro­ 

bably only in proximity to their governing expressions. How very limited 

the use of the infinitive was in the fourteenth century becomes more 

apparent in the Wallachian charters and plain in the letters, though 

matters of detail, such as whether infinitives could be used only after 

verbs with the same subject or also with some other verbs and non-verbal 

governing expressions, are still unclear. The problem which is left un­ 

solved is one of dating. One may hold that the non-formulaic construc-t- 

tions of the late fourteenth and early fifteenth century Wallachian texts 

are taken from spoken practice, either by scribes whose native language 

was Bulgarian, or at least by people who had a good practical knowledge 

of that tongue although they used Roumanian as their first language. In 

this case the Wallachian documents can be treated as a source of informa­ 

tion lonly on the language of the second half of the fourteenth century 

and the early fifteenth century and one must look to the scanty evidence 

of texts like the Pritcha and the Bulgarian charters to try to learn how 

much earlier the infinitive had become so curtailed in its use. The 

other possibility is that the Wallachian usages, even in the letters, 

were based principally on scribal tradition. This would mean that they
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had been established by the mid fourteenth century and that they drew 

on the colloquial language of an earlier period, going back to vthe be­ 

ginning of the fourteenth century or even to the thirteenth century. 

This may seem a less plausible interpretation; but the presence of non- 

literary forms in the Dubrovnik charter of 1230 prevents one from dis­ 

missing such a view out of hand. It remains to decide which of 

the alternative explanations of the Bulgarian and especially of the Wall- 

achian chancery language is the more compatible with the other evidence 

for the developments in Bulgarian during the later mediaeval peribd.
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CHAPTER 5 : THE PRAYERS OF CSERGED

The texts known as the Prayers of Cserged were found in three early 

nineteenth century MSS written in Roman letters. They consist of 

German Lutheran hymns, canticles, prayers and a catechism, translated
i

into a variety of Slavonic closely akin to the Bulgarian dialect which 

according to Miletich 1903 and 1926 used to be spoken in North-East 

Bulgaria ; the language also shows some affinity to that of the Wall- 

achian documents discussed in Ch.U. It is remarkable at once for its 

conservatism and for its apparent freedom from Church Slavonic influence, 

a combination of characteristics unparalleled in Bulgarian literature of 

any period. v

So far as it is known, the history of these texts and of the people 

who used them is equally remarkable. The three MSS came from the Transyl- 

vanian village of Kis Cserged, which lies a little to the South of Blaj. 

A Bulgarian community there seems to be attested at least as far back as

the beginning of the fourteenth century, when reference is made in 1306

2 to Chergeod Bulgaricum, quae est nobilium de Gyogh; the epithet Bolgar

is applied to it in other documents of the fourteenth and fifteenth cen­ 

turies. The Bulgarians of Cserged appear to have been converted to 

Lutheranism during the sixteenth century, for in 1593 the village is re­ 

ported Hot to have paid a tax imposed by the Saxon Evangelical Diet, and 

in 1620 it is said that: 'die Bulgaren von Gross- und Klein-Cserged be- 

zeugen ... einmuthig, dass sie von jeher stets bulgarische und sachsische 

Pfarrer gehabt hatten und seit Menschengedenken der Gerichtsbarkeit der 

evang. sachsichen, niemals aber der der magyarischen .. Kirche unterstanden

1. See Miletich 1903 p.66 ff, 1926 Introduction.

2. See Zimmermann and Werner 1892 p.232*

3. See Zimmermann and Werner 1892 p.%7, Pic and Amlacher 1889 pp.26U-65.
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U seien!. Indeed, twelve Lutheran pastors are known to have served before

1620 in the two villages, and five of these were Bulgarians. .In 16UT, 

too, the Roumanian inhabitants complained that : : 'die seit alters dort 

wohnenden Bulgaren einen evang. luth. sachsischen Pfarrer hatten, sie

6 dagegen keinen Geislichen^/und kein Gotteshaus besasseh! . This .-.testi­

fies to the long-standing of a separate Bulgarian community in the two 

Csergeds. In the eighteenth century the Bulgarians were distinct from 

the Roumanians: in 1789 the Lutheran pastors of the two villages com­ 

plained that the steward of the Banffy estate, to which the villages now 

belonged, was compelling the Bulgarian members of their congregations to 

abandon their ancestral tongue and confession for the Roumanian language
7

and the Uniate Church. It was only in -the nineteenth century that the 

knowledge of Bulgarian finally died out there. The first of the MSS, 

that of 1803 j was written precisely for this reason. The pastor of Kis 

Cserged gave it to J.K. Eder, apparently at his request, for Eder writes: 

'Rutheni in Reussdorfl, Bongard et Csergod majore ac minore sensim in 

Valachos abeunt ita, ut post aliquot annos vix ullum apud eos linguae 

pristinae superfuturum esse vestigium videatur. Hoc magis operam dedi, 

ut haec specimina, precationes et cantilenas complexa, atque per sacrorum
o

ministrum in Csergod adcurate descripta obtinerem . . . ' . By 1856 Bul­

garian had ceased to be spoken in Cserged a decade before, and elsewhere
o 

in Transylvania it had fallen out of use some scores of years earlier.

Thus when the Bulgarian scholar Miletich visited Kis Cserged in 1895 

he found no-one there who could understand Bulgarian. Yet out of the

h. See Pic and Amlacher 1889 p.266-

5. See Jirecek 1898 p.120.

6. See Pic and Amlacher 1889 p.266.

7.. See Pic and Amlacher 1889 p. 267.

8. See Miklosich 188U p.125.

9. See Miklosich 1856 p.!06.
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village's eight hundred inhabitants about six hundred, vho made up the 

Lutheran congregation, called themselves Bolgari and faithfully repeated, 

often by heart, Bulgarian hymns and prayers which were unintelligible to 

them. The elderly among them could recall their parents', using words

such as Kpaeara, QBuaja, Tenei-me and had been told that in their grand­ 

parents' day Bulgarian was still spoken in the home-

It is not clear how widespread Bulgarian settlement in Transylvania 

may have been. By the time Miletich made his investigations, the 

Lutherans of Baumgarten and Reussdgrfchen retained only the title §chei 

(Slavs) with no trace or memory of speaking Bulgarian. However, Bul­ 

garian expressions had still been in use there a hundred years before, 

when a few were published, together with a rather garbled Bulgarian 

version of the Lord's Prayer, as examples of 'Servian 1 spoken by the 

people of Reussdorfchen, in the Siebenburgische Quart alschr if t for 

1793. Miletich found in the dhurch records of the two villages, which 

went back to the beginning of the eighteenth century, that certain sur­ 

names of probable Bulgarian origin were used both there and in the two 

Csergeds, and that there was some movement between Baumgarten and Cser- 

ged. Similarly family names in an estate inventory indicate the presence 

of Bulgarians in Peterfalva, a village near Cserged, during the eight-; 

eenth century.

Earlier references are less explidit: one has to assume that the 

people of Reginar and Rijnau sent to the Bulgarian community in Bragov 

(see Ch.il Conclusions, p. 257) for priests to -minister to them because 

they were themselves Bulgarian-speaking. The presence of Slavs in 

Reussdorfchen is attested by its name, villa Ruthenica, as far back as 

1380, and in 1^35 two serfs, Rutheni, are reported to have fled from the 

village of Karatsontelke, not far from Cserged; but one cannot be sure

10. Bee^Miletich:l096a.

11. See Matov l891.p.232
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that the term Ruthene was used in the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries 

as indiscriminately as it was in the eighteenth, to cover Bulgarians. 

Thus the extent of Bulgarian settlement in Transylvania in the mediaeval 

period is unknown, though it surely spread beyond Kie Cserged.

It is also uncertain when and why Bulgarians came to live in Cserged 

and possibly elsewhere in the region. The account generally accepted, 

which was put forward by Jirecek 1898 and supported by Nikov 1920 

who supplies a few more references to Bulgarians in fourteenth century 

Transylvania, rests on arguments of plausibility. It is proposed that 

the Bulgarians were prisoners of war, taken during the campaigns of 

Stephen, later V of Hungary, South of the Danube in 126l and 1266. The 

de Gyogh family, who owned Kis Cserged at the beginning of the fourteenth

century, were supporters of Stephen in the later thirteenth century and

12 were rewarded for faithful military service by various grants of land.

It is plausible to suppose that they joined in Stephen's campaigns 

against Bulgaria and brought back prisoners as agricultural work-force. 

This is taken to be the reason why, as far as can be seen, the Bulgarians 

of Cserged were always serfs, unlike those of Baumgarten or of Bragov, 

where they settled of their own accord and remained free artisans.

The language of the texts from Kis Cserged fits well with Jirecek's 

hypothesis. It has been described at length by Miletich 1926 who 

finds that it is related to the dialect which used to be spoken in parts 

of North-East Bulgaria, before movements of population largely replaced 

it by dialects from further South. By the end of the nineteenth century 

it survived only around Shumen and Provadiya, but in the eighteenth

12. See Zimmermann and Werner 1892 pp.91*, 97-98, 105, 16U.

13. See Miletich l896a pp.176-77, 186-89.
The suggestion of Pic and Amlacher 1889, that the Bulgarians of Cser­ 

ged were formerly Bogomil heretics, is less plausible. The seventeenth 
century description of their traditional practices, quoted by Pic and 
Amlacher pp.268-280, is compatible with their having been Orthodox 
before they became Lutherans.
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century it had stretched as far West as Svishtov, from where a mid

eighteenth century damascene MS is extant with chara6teristic features

Il4 
of the dialect. The principal of these is the development of ft./ to

/o/ in the masc . sing, definite article, whereas in other positions /*/ 

gives rise to an open back unrounded vowel, the modern Bulgarian /a/. 

It is this peculiarity, clearly reflected in the texts from Cserged, 

which mainly links them with the dialect of Shumen and Svishtov. Other 

phonological similarities go to support the connexion, e.g. the change 

of /kh/ to /f/, the interchange of '/yu/ and /if and, in common with the 

whole body of East Bulgarian dialects, the alternation of /ya/ and /e/ 

as the outcome of earlier

Where the language of Cserged differs from that of the Svishtov 

damascene it does so by greater conservatism, apparently reflecting an 

earlier stage in the development of the dialect. The most important 

differentiating feature is the retention of the Common Slavonic nasal 

vowels, which iri some Bulgarian dialects had been denasalized by the 

twelfth century. In the Cserged Prayers nasal quality is lost regularly 

only in absolute final position; elsewhere in the word both nasality and 

the accompanying distinction of front or back vowel are preserved in an 

overwhelming number of instances. The few false nasals and even fewer 

missing ones are not sufficient, given the orthographical obscurities 

and corruption of the texts and the possibilities of analogical influence, 

to weaken the impression that the speakers of this dialect in Transylvania
,-

continued to pronounce nasal vowels up to the time when the texts were 

written, and indeed as long as they spoke Bulgarian.

Ik. See Miletich 1923.

15. See Stoikov 1962 pp.63-6? on the Mysian dialects. He points out how­ 
ever, p.6U, that the /o/-reflex of /*/ in the definite article is to be 
found in a few other East Bulgarian dialects (as well, of course, as in 
the Western dialects in which /o/ is the regular outcome of /*/) and so 
it is not strictly speaking a diagnostic feature of the^Mysian dialects.

16. See Miletich ! s account of his attempt to take down prayers from dic­ 
tation, 1896 a pp.165-66.
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The grammatical system of the Cserged dialect invites the label 

Early Modern Bulgarian. The declension .of nouns, adjectives, pronouns 

and the article is reduced to three cases: nominative-accusative, 

genitive-accusative (of animate masculines only), and dative. As in the 

Svishtov damascene, both the noun and its suffixed definite article are 

declined. The genitive case vhich survives for masculine animates is 

used for the object of the verb and after prepositions. It is rare in 

attributive constructions with nouns, where the dative case is normal. 

The dative is also used for the indirect object; the modern Bulgarian 

construction with Ha which has replaced both the functions carried out

here by the dative seems to have been only incipient in the Cserged

IT dialect, and mainly used for linking nouns to verbs or deverbal nouns.

The repetition of the direct and indirect object by short enclitic pro­ 

nouns is frequent. Thus the language of the texts presents at once a 

declensional system comparatively well-preserved for modern Bulgarian, 

typical rather of the Eastern than the Western dialects, and syntactic 

features - the postposed definite article, pronominal reduplication of 

objects, occasional use of a prepositional phrase instead of an oblique 

case of the noun - which, though they may early have become current in 

spoken Bulgarian, were more or less thoroughly excluded from the written

language for hundreds of years.
1 ft 

It is no doubt also significant, as Miletich points out, that while

the texts show a heavy influence of Hungarian and Roumanian on the vocab­ 

ulary, and a less obvious, but no less profound influence of Greek, to 

which attention is drawn by Mirchev 1952, there is no trace in them of 

modern Turkish loans (Old Bulgar, however, is represented by the word 

Belek, i.e. 6ener). This indicates that the Bulgarian settlement of Kis 

Cserged took place before Turkish had come to be widely spoken South of

17. See Miletich 1926 pp.53-59

18. See Miletich 1926.
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the Danube, and that the inhabitants did not later have frequent enough

19 contact with Cisdanubian Bulgarians to pick up Turkish words from them.

Though the texts may retain features, notably the nasal vowels, from 

the thirteenth century, it cannot be assumed without more ado that their 

language is in other respects unchanged from that spoken by the Bulgarians 

when they first came to Cserged. The loan-words just mentioned are suffi­ 

cient disproof of this. It is another open question, when the texts were 

first written down and so what period of the dialect's history they 

reflect. As they are translations of Lutheran devotional literature, the 

earliest possible date for them is clearly the mid sixteenth century; and 

indeed Jirecek 1898 suggests that the translations are most likely to have 

been made soon after the conversion of the Bulgarians in Cserged, i.e., 

in the late sixteenth century, when they are known to have had some 

Bulgarian pastors. This again is an argument on the basis of what is 

plausible. Miletich attempts to fix some termini for the translations 

by comparing them with editions of the Lutheran Hymnal published in 

Transylvania; but one cannot safely assume that the pastor of Cserged 

would have had the latest edition at his disposal, nor that his hymnal 

would necessarily have been a local publication, and so all Miletich*s

investigations provide, as he admits, is a tentative terminus post quern

20 
for a correction in the MS of 1830.

As has been mentioned, the texts survived -in three nineteenth century 

MSS. The earliest of these, that of 1803 made for Eder, was deposited 

in the library of the Royal Hungarian Museum and was published by Miklo- 

sich in iQQk. The second, of 1812, was that found in use by Miletich

19. There was some contact in the eighteenth century, when some of the 
villagers fled to join the more privileged Catholic Bulgarians who had 
settled in the Banat, see Miletich 1896 a pp.192-9^.

20. See Miletich 1896 a p.198.

21. According to Jirecek 1898 p. Il6 this edition merely contains 'einige 
Proben 1 from the MS, but Miklosich says nothing about this.



268

on his visit to Cserged in 1895 and published by him in l896a and again

22 
in 1926. The third MS was dated 1830 and was published in 1856 by

Miklosich . He was shown it by Timotheus Cipariu of Blaj, who donated it 

to the Austrian National Library, as Preinerstorfer 1978 reports.

It is a matter for regret that the MSS have not been readily avail­ 

able for re-examination, because their published versions have been 

based on differing editorial principles. Miklosich publishes the 1803 

and 1830 MSS in their original Roman script and orthography, but revises 

the word-divisions and punctuation according to his understanding. He 

makes emendations either in an appended critical apparatus or in bra.ckets 

in the text. Miletich prints the Roman original of the 1812 MS without 

alterations. His interpretation and proposed emendations are presented 

in the Cyrillic transcriptions which he adds, usually without comments. 

In his second edition, of 1926, he notes most, though not all "of the 

more important variant, readings from the 1803 and 1830 MSS, and prints 

in Roman and Cyrillic the few texts from those MSS which were not in-, 

eluded in the 1812 MS. This edition also differs from the l896a one in 

the character of its Cyrillic transcriptions, which are intended to con­ 

vey Miletich f s phonological interpretation of the Roman script instead 

of simply giving the equivalent modern Bulgarian words, as was done in 

the earlier edition. Miletich also supplies the probable German origin­ 

als of most of the texts in the 1812 MS. His two editions are further 

distinguished by a certain number of misprints and omissions. Miklo­ 

sich 's editions cannot be checked against each other in this way, but 

Miletich reports that on a cursory comparison of the 1803 MS with its 

printed version he found that Miklosich had in a number of places

22. He also found a fourth MS, dated 1833, but did not publish it, since 
it had been written to the dictation of elderly people who knew the texts 
by heart and presented them in a very corrupt and curious form, see Mile­ 
tich 1896a p.162.

23. The present location of the 1812 MS is unknown; Professor Mihaila has 
suggested to me in conversation that it may be in Cluj.
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2k misread the MS.

The task of interpreting the texts as we have them is therefore com­ 

plicated by the need to allow for mistakes in the editions. It is clear 

that the nineteenth century MSS were themselves very far from correct 

and indeed were probably written by people who had at best a most im­ 

perfect understanding of their contents. There are some patently 

faulty word-divisions in the 1812 MS, and a few passages are entirely 

obscure. On the other hand an examination of the printed texts, especi­ 

ally that of 1812, seems to me to show convincingly that the MSS derived 

from a written tradition which was started by people who did understand 

much or all of what they wrote. Thus though there are instances in which 

words are wrongly divided, far more often they are split up correctly; 

and frequently when several forms are written together as one word which

according to modern Bulgarian convention would be separated, they can be

25 accounted for as members of a single stress-group. Again, on the

whole it is nouns, especially nomina sacra, which have initial capitals 

in the 1812 MS. Whoever first wrote these words with capital letters 

must have understood and been able to recognize at least them, in order 

to be able to distinguish them in this way.

The difficulties which one meets in reading the texts are due not so 

much to corruptions as to the lack of system in their spelling. They 

provide a particularly clear illustration of the problems in adapting the 

Roman alphabet to write a Slavonic language. To give but one example: 

the sound /s/ may be represented in any of seven ways - s_, £, /s, ss, _B, 

sz, z_. These, and in one place the graph |_, can also be used for /sh/; 

all of them except z_ are also used for /zh/, which is occasionally 

represented by sh, and four of them - s_, z_ 9 sz, 13 - may in addition stand

2k. See Miletich 1926,

25. This kind of division into prosodic units rather than what are now 
treated as words is also found in the seventeenth and eighteenth century 
Bulgarian damascene MSS.
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for /z/. Amid this hotch-potch of German and Magyar spelling conventions 

one can glimpse traces of a system: in the 1812 MS there is a marked 

tendency, for example, to use fi_ for /s/ or /z/ and s_ or £ or J^_ for /sh/ 

and /zh/, and this amounts almost to a rule for such common words as the 

future auxiliary fta and the preposition Baft. It is noticeable, moreover, 

that the orthographical inconsistencies of the texts seem to reflect 

uncertainty about how to represent certain sounds, not about what the 

sounds themselves were. That is to say, they involve precisely those 

sounds which have to be conveyed by the means of digraphs or diacritics 

in the Roman alphabet. There is comparatively little vacillation over 

the representation of vowel-sounds, and this suggests that the tradition 

was a written, rather than an oral one, since vowels are generally more 

difficult to define than consonants and more likely to have been taken
s

down from dictation inconsistently. Nevertheless, the indeterminacies of 

the spelling sometimes render the sense uncertain, especially when f_ 

and _£ are confused, as they may be either by copyists or by editors, 

giving, for example, in No. 2k (l8l2) nift, 'no-one 1 , where 1830 has nist, 

'nothing 1 , or in No.lU (l8l2 and 1830) karft, 'blood', but karBt, 'cross' 

in 1803. Fortunately the peculiarities of spelling do not usually hinder 

one from distinguishing infinitives and da-clauses in the texts. Where 

the orthographical irregularities do cause problems of interpretation 

for the present study, they are noted in the comments to the tables. 

Quotations are taken here from Miletich's edition of 1926, since 

it is the fullest, including the texts found in the 1803 and 1830 MSS 

which are not in the 1812 MS. The corresponding German passages which 

Miletich appends are also quoted; but on the whole the Bulgarian trans­ 

lations are rather free, and where they depart from their German origin­ 

als, or German parallels have not been found, English glosses are pro­ 

vided, based on Miletich's interpretations.
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Table I. Verbs governing infinitive or da-clause with identical or dis­

tinct subjects

Occurrence

Jta

les

oraduva Ba

nide(te)

mo gam

poroncsva

pu/ta

pu/ti (otti)

dode

1

23

20

1

2

1

2?

1?

1?

ieda

tunuva ('sink')

daite

moli

primoli

ucsi

k

1

1

1?

1?

pomaga

ostavi

biruva ('succeed') 1 

enieduva ('grant') 3

vist

cse/ste

Comments

6?

Infinitive Da-clause

of verb same subj. diff.subj. same subj. diff.subj

116 3? 113 2?

23 2?

10

1?

5?

3 1?

10

1 1?

1

1

1?

1?

6 

l

1 2? 

k

2

The governing verbs are cited in the 3rd per. sing, pres., which is 

generally the most often attested form. Exceptions to this rule are the 

three imperatives nide(te), daite and vist; the verb mogam, 'I can 1 , vhich 

is more recognizable in the 1st per. sing. pres. (see viii-xii below);

the verb Jta,' ! I will', which is cited in its 1st per. sing. pres. form
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to distinguish it as a conjugated verb from the possible occurrences of 

invariable cse/ste (see below, xxiii-xxvii)

The queried entries in the table are places where the interpretation 

of the texts is uncertain. Some of these are trivial. The Lord's Prayer, 

which is so garbled as to suggest oral transmission, renders 'fiihr' uns 

•nicht in Versuchung' as:

i- dani Bo(ve)ni. Sspriteui (misprint for Sspiteni in the 1896 edi- 

tjon?) (1812 No.9 and similarly in the other two MSS; 1803 seems least 

corrupt: dei ni Bova iBpetenyi)

It is not difficult to make out that this is probably Miletich's (He) 

fle(i) Hki 3oea Ha McnmaHM. Another example of the negated imperative 

auxiliary nide can be restored in:

ii. ftoie deti (deto 1830) nidu oft farga (1812 No.31.3) - dein Kind 

wirst du verlassen nicht (ott farga, according to Miletich, by error for 

QT(}n>pra, 'reject')

In other places it is less easy, even with the help of the German, to 

determine the sense of the Bulgarian text:

iii. zantui pu/ta Bog nevolya, na/to menB dofonuva (da doBnuva 1830 

and da doBonuva in Miletich's l896a edition) na viakuito sivenye (l8l2 

No.32.13) - darum schickt Gott die Triibsal her, damit eu'r Fleisch ge- 

zuchtigt wird, zur ew'gen Freud erhalten

The sense of doBonuva is unknown and can only be conjectured to be approx­ 

imate to gezuchtigt. Elsewhere German parallels may be lacking altogether 

and interpretation can be more uncertain, especially when it is not 

supported by spelling, e.g.:

iv. Us imp tebe data falime, i tvoie jume da golyemime (1812 No. 2.6) - 

'We learn to praise you; and to magnify your name'?

In the other passage with this main verb it is spelt ucsent:

v. DaBa ubudime gore kakni ucsent Bventi piBmo Bilne da sa grifsime 

cse i nam nie da umrem (1812 No.19-7) - Nun lassen wir ihn schlaffen, 

und gehn heim all unsere Strassen, schicken uns auch mit allem Fleiss 

den der Tod kommt uns gleicherweiss

This last passage is an instance of the difficulty which sometimes arises
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in this, as in other material, about deciding whether a da-clause is de­ 

pendent on an adjacent main verb, or on the whble main clause as a final 

expression, or should be construed as parallel to other independent da- 

clauses -with imperative sense: 'let us bestir ourselves, as the Holy 

Scriptures teach us, to take great care, for we also must die 1 or '....let 

us take great care ...'. One of the da-clauses which can be taken as 

subordinate to moli is ambiguous in this way:

vi. cse, nie Balezent bossa-ta Barba, kotra da ie buieme^ bogu da Ba 

molime, prostenie ,je milla da dobime (l830 No.xxxv) - 'for they do not 

weep at God's anger, which let us fear. Let us pray to God, that we may 

win forgiveness and mercy 1 or '... let us win forgiveness and mercy'

The most important problems, however, are those which touch the in­ 

finitival constructions of these texts. It can be seen from the table 

that these are extremely limited; in fact the limitations are rather 

greater even than the table shows. There are only three verbs which 

beyond doubt take the infinitive - /ta, mogam, nide(te) - and the in­ 

finitive is always an apocopated one, without final -ti. Consequently 

it may be more accurate to understand pitie as a noun in:

vii. daite mi pitie (piti 1830) cse mnie Bent (l8l2 No.29.5) - 'give 

me a* drink/to drink, for I am thirsty' - mich durst so hart ohn Unterlas

Moreover, while nidepte) takes only the infinitive, Jta and mogam 

can also govern a da-clause and in some contexts seem to prefer a clause. 

There are eight instances of negated mogam followed by a da-clause, 

against only one in which it has an infinitive:

viii. da ne moie gaulot obre hatalma i putiere na naB (l8l2 No.10,

but incomplete and supplemented by the 1803 MS) - 'that the devil may not
i 

be able to gain might and power over us

According to Miletich there is another example in:

±x. Na moieme li na niedin tkip napalni nasto ott bosi-te poroncsenie 

(1830 No.i)

He transliterates this as He MOieMe JIM Ha HueflkiH KMR HarvbjiHH hmiuo or 

6o>Kn-Te nop-bHMeHie - 'are ve not able in any way to fulfil anything
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of God's commandments'; but Na is the spelling of the adversative con­ 

junction elsewhere in this same text, and if it is so understood here 

the sense is rather 'but can we in any way fulfil anything . . . ' , ana­ 

logously to:

x - Moieme li napalni deBentaf porontsenie B nasto dobroBtarenie 

(1830 No.i) - 'can we fulfil the ten commandments by our good works'

On the other hand, there are two clear instances of positive mogam 

followed by a da_-clause, as well as the eight in which it takes an in­ 

finitive:

xi» toim oie da primenie (1803 prineni) moie Btrach faf veBelie 

(l8l2 No. 15.1) - mein Ungliick kann er wenden

xii. Sto moie da ie Bokoti (1830 No.xxxv) - 'who can reckon it' 

It so happens that the three examples of Jta with a da_"dause are 

also negated:

xiii. J nift (nist 1830) neste daie Blusa (1812 No. 2h. 3) - 'and no- 

one will listen to it' - und will doch Niemand werden fromm

xiv. Zlantzofoto (Zlantzto-to 1830) Ba potemnuva i videlo togo Bkriva 

ne ste da prevgiva prige tolkoB greB (1812 No. 2k. 7) - 'the sun is dark-
r)£

ened and hides its light, it will not pass by? such sins' - Die liebe 

Sonne kann nicht mehr zusehen und entsetzt sich sehr, darum verliert sie 

ihren Schein

xv. fto neste daie Buferi, Bog nego gqste Bafarli (1812 No.32.5) - 

'who will not endure it, him will God cast aut' - wer denn in Gottes 

Nam'n nicht will, zuletzt muss er des Teufels Ziel mit schwerem G'wissen 

leiden

These are not the only examples of negated /ta: there are eleven instances 

in which it is followed by the infinitive tin 1812 No.33.5 ve_ is a copy­ 

ist's error for ne, as the German version makes clear.). Thus it is not 

the mere negation which impels the use of the da-clause; rather, the 

verb fta seems in these places to have full volitional force, whereas in 

other passages it is a.future auxiliary, albeit sometimes with a shade

26. See Matov 1891 p.238.
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of volitional meaning:

xvi. togis ta stem fali i ti stem Bpolava zarant tvoie dobrina atto 

tvui deti, i nas-tumu niamu stem bi na pomast faf Bakva liptza, i ne 

stem oBtavi Biratzi-te faf nie nevolia (1830 No.xli) - 'then ve shall praise 

you and laud you for your goodness as your children, and shall help our 

people in every need, and will not leave the orphaned in trouble'
*

xvii. VaB de ott Bmart Bi osival faf greabt ne maftes ostavi (l8l2 

No.li.U) - 'as you have come from death to life you will not leave me in 

sin 1 - Weil du vom Tod erstanden bist, werd ich im Grab nicht bleiben

There are also two places where Miletich proposes readings with positive 

Jta and a da-clause, but these are both uncertain:

xviii. Toi Begni Jtebe dani nas iBpravi , I tvoie hora nam deal, dane 

od delij (1812 No. 28. 7) - Der hilf uns allensaramt allhier zugleiche und 

mach uns Erben in sein's Vaters Reiche

Miletich renders this as TOI me HH c Te6e fla HM Mac HcnpeeM. H TBOie xopa 

HaM flan fla HM ORf\enu\u. He thus takes Begni as me HM , although Be is an 

unparalleled alternative to the normal Jte and the anticipation of ni nas 

by gni is syntactically curious. If the German is used as a guide to 

the meaning, it may seem more satisfactory to interpret Begni as a variant 

of the adverb Begi , 'always', and the first da-clause as the expression 

of a wish, parallel syntactically to the second one.

xix. Sto na Bvetot Bam patil aB, tuika viBam poBotsil vaB viieste 

dago patete (l8l2 No. 32. 3) - 'what I have suffered in the world, this I> 

hav.e^shown- you', iyou (too) shall suffer it' - Was ich gethan und g'litten 

hie in meinem Leben spat und fruh, das sollt ihr auch erfiillen

Miletich transliterates the last clause here as BMJB me fla ro narme. 

The combination of a future particle ste with a da-clause is surprising 

here, since it is a comparatively rare construction even in modern Bul­ 

garian. It is surely not impossible that some other construction is here 

corrupted, either sue mere fla ro narnje by a haplology or perhaps BH e 

c(e)re fla ro najme, i.e. an impersonal expression similar to:

xx. Bentem gie numai da umrem (l8l2 No. 32.10) - wir miissen alle ster- 

ben

It must be said, however, that the spelling of the verb Jta. is not
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entirely uniform, and that there are some possible instances of its re­ 

duction to an unchanging particle followed by the infinitive. .The pre­ 

dominant pattern of its conjugation is: Jta, Jtes, Jjte_, ft erne, Jtete, 

hant, with s^ as an alternative to [_. (The 3rd per. plur. recalls yTAT 

in the Wallachian letters, see Ch.U, p. 229.) In five passages, though, 

the 2nd per. sing, is apparently written ies, e.g.:

xxi. Tiies zandi Batta LiBto (1812 No.l8) - 'You will judge all 

people' - Hirnach wirst du zukiinftig sein ein gertrenger (sic) Richter

xxii. cse Bnam i vearvam csepene otti ne males ott farli (l8l2 No. 31- 

h) - 'for I know and believe firmly that you will not cast me off 1 - so 

weiss ich und glaub festiglich, wer Gott vertraut , dem mangelts nicht

The alternation of ftes and ies, apparently unmotivated, is an odd one, 

and the only remote parallel is the change of a voiced fricative to /y/ 

in the conjugation: mogam, mos , moie, mo i erne (*moiete? not attested), 

mogant. Five of the remaining queried places contain a deviant spelling 

of the 3rd per. sing, of ft a:

xxiii. toi Jte pomaga fto u nego Cse ide (l8l2 No. 27- 3) - er kann 

erretten alle, die zu ihm tretten

xxiv. fiatta Bveat tse (cse 1830) biBantuva, Csliak i ma(r)ha i gadiria 

Bette ima tyachta nevolye (1812 No. 32. 5) - All Kreatur bezeuget das, -was 

lebt im Wasser, Laub und Gras , sein Leiden .kanns nicht meiden

XXTST. potoro Bi Blab i bolnav i vainiko cse umiras (l8l2 No. 32. 6) - 

sieh, morgen ist er schwach und krank, bald muss er auch gar sterben

xxvi. Na go&be-te cse ideme BaB haine podobenie, podbbite tvoie 

szartze BaB prava veara proti boga (1830 Nb.xxxviii)

xxvii. I faf nasse dane, Bila cse prosime, cse nineBme Bbrani Bif 

faf gedna veara, otti ti Bose ot nas daBa fgoliemis (1812 No.6.*0

Miletich transliterates, xxvi and xxvii, which have no known German paral­ 

lels, as Ha ro36e-re we (sic) MAQMB ct>c xanne (c)noAo6eHki; (c)noflo6nTe 

CBoie r/bpiie cbc npaea sapa nporn 6ora and M $-b$ name A^ne cuna me npockiMe, 

Me Hkine CMC c6paHM cud) d)-b0 ieflHa egpa. OTH TH, 6owe, or Mac ga (HB) ca 

and similarly in xxiii-xxv he takes cse ide, tse biBantuva,

cse umiras as me Mfle, me 6n3aHTyea, me yMnpam. The problem is that cse
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is otherwise the normal spelling of the Bulgarian conjunction Me, which 

is used either to introduce indirect speech, as an alternative xto otti, 

or as the conjunction for causal clauses. In these functions it usually 

stands at the head of its clause, but there are exceptions to this:

xxviii. ledna kniga cse Ba ste csett, f kotraie napiBano, ka Bog ste 

Bandi Btar imladi, nist ne Ba ste pokriva (l8l2 No.25.3) - for? a book 

will be read in which is written how-God-will judge both old and young, no­ 

thing will be hidden* - Darnach wird man ablesen bald ein Buch, darinn 

geschrieben, was alle Menschen, jung und alt, auf Erden han getrieb'en

(Miletich omits cse from his transliteration of this passage)

xxix. ott tuka viak ne/te ifile dor kraniot filer csefte plati (l8l2 

No. 32.1^4) - 'he will never come out from there until he pays the last 

farthing 1

xxx. Bantui Blujaite Chri/tusa, darde csegiemate urn dane panete faf 

prapodenie (l8l2 No.32.10) - 'therefore listen to Christ, while you have 

your wits, lest you fall into the abyss' - Wer sich in Christo nicht er- 

giebt, weil er lebt in der Gnadenzeit, ewig muss er verderben

In xxix and xxx (and also in 1812 No.25.6) cse seems to stand with dor(de) 

as a compound conjun6tion. If the instances of cse which Miletich treats 

as 3rd:, per. sing, me are reconsidered in the light of xxviii-xxx, it can 

be seen that while future tenses are not excluded by the sense of the 

passages, in all but one, xxiii, cse could have the value of a causal 

connective, 'for' of 'as':

xxiv. 'for all the world bears witness, man and goods? and beast all 

have their trouble'

xxv. 'next? you are weak and ill and poor wretch! for you are dying'

xxvi. 'as we-go to be entertained in the proper garments, make 

your heart ready with true faith in God'

xxvii. 'for? in our days too we ask for strength, as we are all 

gathered together in one faith, that you, 0 God, should be magnified (by

27. Miletich 1926 renders Ba fgoliemis in'the sense 'despise' and emends 
by adding a negative. This seems unnecessary.
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This explanation covers the three places, xxv-xxvii, where the verb which 

follows cse is in some other person than the 3rd. sing. That is to say, 

it is at best doubtful whether the use of the invariable future particle 

of modern Bulgarian, me, with the present tense of the main verb is 

proper to the Gserged texts.

There remain only three uncertain readings in the table, and one of 

these is probably due to an error in copying at some stage:

xxxi. Apa vi Blet malo vreme, BaB Chrijtusa tebe bi faf nebe (l8l2 

No.32.15) - Ihr aber werdt nach dieser Zeit mit Christo hab'n die ew'ge 

Freud 1

Here tebe bi is presumably, as Miletich conjectures, a mistake for *ftete 

bi, 'you will be'. There may also be corruptions in the two other pass­ 

ages :

xxxii. tonBi ste biti le/us Christ die na Bvetot Biti dofel, Batta 

Bveat da iBkupil (1812 No.25.5) -f'that will be you, 0 Jesus Christ, who 

came into the world to save the whole world' - mit dir geh (ich) in den 

Himmel ein, den du uns hast erworben

That is, as Miletich corrects, ctrra cear fla ncxynmij.

xxxiii. Dane bande Btanal gore Bvetot- ieftal BiBaginal (1812 No.26) - 

und war' er nicht erstanden so war 1 die Welt vergangen

Here Miletich restores the short infinitive aarnHa, as in:

xxxiv. dane Bande rodeno Bif Bme stele zagina (l8l2 No.23.1) - war' 

uns das Kindlein nicht geborn, so war'n wir allzumal verlorn

As in the Wallachian letters (see Ch.H, p.23*0, the use of clausal 

complements allows greater freedom of construction in:

xxxv. Pomagai Bventa Troitza moie jume da bande faf Knigata napiBano 

(l8l2 No.25.1|) - 0 Jesu! hilf zur selben Zeit von wegen deiner Wunden, 

dass ich im Buch der Seligkeit werd eingezeichnet funden

There are no negated infinitives, but negated da-clause complements 

are found with the main verbs pomaga, moli, primoli and vist, e.g. :

xxxvi. Chri/tusa da molime cse 6a rodi Barant naB, da ne Bagineme 

(1812 No.23.U) - Ei du siisser Jesu Christ, der du Mensch geboren bist, 

behut uns for der Hollen
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Table II. Impersonal expressions with infinitive or-da-clause

Occurrence Infinitive Da-clause 

of governing word

e/be ' 71? 71? 

trebuva 2 2 

laha Ba 1 2 

volie e 2 3 

kai e dalgo. 1 3 

Comments

In these constructions the da-clauses function as the subject of 

their sentences, e.g.:

i. i ni e volie BaB pomast tvui-tumu Bventa duha, da Ba obarnime pak 

proti tebe, i da hodime Blet tvoie porontsenie (1830 No.ix) - 'and our 

desire is to turn back to you with the help of your Holy Spirit and to 

follow your commandment'

The most frequent impersonal expressions are .those in which e/be is 

used as a modal verb, e.g.:

ii. Bakaf mule da ottide dabi Bbral Batta komora, Blatto i Brebo i 
dobro i ste Bi tie muie da umrent (1812 No.32.9) - ' every-one must 

pass away, even if he may have gathered all (kind of) treasure, gold and 
silver and goods, with all these he must die?1 Ein'm Reichen hilft doch 

nicht sein Gut, dem Jungen nicht sein stolzer Mut, wenn einer hatt die 

gauze Welt, Silber und Gold und alles Geld, noch muss er an den Reihen

Miletich takes the last clause here as CT> (B)CH rue My ie f\a yMpe

iii. karstyot naBmartnimu csaB tomu be dago noBi (l8l2 No.39-3) - 
und das Kreuz zu seinem Tod musst er selber tragen

The doubtful place in which a da-clause could be taken to depend on e_

in its modal use has been discussed under Table I xix, p.275-

There is one other passage in which a cla-clause could be taken to

depend on an impersonal verb:

iv. aBe Ba kalnam, otti marine ne mnie liptzuva grehovitti-tumu

Bmart, ni Ba oraduvam na togovo zagubenie, na da sa obarne i da sivii ————————— <sic>
(1830 No.xli) - So wahr als ich lebe/ spricht der HErr^HERR/ Ich habe
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keinen gefallen am tode des G.ottlosen/ sondern daB sich der Gottlose 

bekehre von seinem wesen/ und 1'ebe (Ezek. 33.11, from Luther 153*0

It seems preferable to treat the da-clauses here as dependent on Ba 

oraduvam and parallel to na togovo zagubenie, and so they are included 

under Table I.

Table III. Nouns, pronouns, adjectives and adverbs governing infinitive

putiere

dodenie

nadeBen

yeBta

csaB

rand

or da-clause

Occurrence 

of governing word 

Nouns

1

2 

I 

1 

1 

3 

Pronouns

fto

zarant tuika

kotri

dulsni 

dostoini

kam

Comments

1

1
k ' 

Adjectives

1

1 

Adverbs

1

Infinitive Da-clause

2

2

1

1

1

8

1

2

2

1

The complementary clauses fall into the three kinds mentioned in Ch.l 

E III, p.19. The first is that in which government is similar to that 

exercised by verbs, e.g. with putiere, nadeBen, dodenie and the adjectives

i. ottam Ste be Dodenie da zandi sivi j umarli ('1812 No.l6) - Von
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dannen er zukiinftig 1st zu richten die Lebendigen und die Todten

Secondly there are the constructions in which the governing expression 

can be said to have a function in its dependent da-clause, e.g.:

ii. KogiB Bme fmlogo nevolya' i nimam kam da Ba danam (1812 .No.37.1) 

- 'when we are in great trouble and have nowhere to turn' - Wenn wir in 

hochsten Nothen sein und wissen nicht, wo aus noch ein

iii. cse druga poma/t mie nimarae ott gyaula fto dani Blobodi (l8l2 

No.2.1) - 'for we have no other help who might free us from the devil'

The da-clauses with kotri are also of this kind; in one of them the da- 

clause adds a final sense:

iv. cse bog ni je puBtil jeden oBtar prandt, Bafi kotre da ni barBka 

deti-te je baste-te (1830 No.xxxv) - 'for God has sent us a sharp rod 

with which to chastise us, children and fathers'

In the others the da-clause is rather a subordinated imperative, e.g. in 

the passage quoted under Table I vi, p.273.

The third kind of da_-clause, which defines its governing expression, 

is exemplified in the places where a da-clause is anticipated by a pro­ 

noun , e.g.:

v. Na za sto ni poroncsva bog, da Btarime dobre? - Ne zarant tuika, 

da platime nas-te greBi illi da dobime nebentzka hora (1830 No.i) - 'but 

for what (reason) does God command us to do good? - Not for this (reason), 

that we should make recompense for our sins or that we should win the 

heavenly kingdom'

This kind of da-clause is also found in apposition to nouns, such as veBta 

and rand:

vi. Kolku randove trebuvant faf poenitentia illi szpovada-ta? Dva: 

parvo, da valuva csliako-t togovi-te greBi i bose; ftoio, da zame greBin- 

tem prostenie ot bosa-ta Bluga (1830 No.vi) - 'How many things are needed 

in the poenitentia or confession? - Two; firstly, that a man should con­ 

fess his sins ?(Miletich amends to nanpeA 6ora); secondly, that he should 

receive pardon for his sins from God's minister'
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Table IV. Other constructions with infinitive or da-clause

Infinitive Da-clause

Absolute 2 

Imperative

Co-ordinative/ TO (l) 1? 

Consecutive 5 " 2? 

Final 1;8 

Conditional . 10 (l) 

otti 10 

/to 1 

Comments

The wide range of uses which the da-clause has in these texts gives 

rise to syntactic ambiguities which are not always elucidated by com­ 

parison with the German. The German equivalent may give the key to the 

interpretation of the da-clauses in a passage such as:

i. bandini Bmilla primaJB Begi/t. Data fall ime BaB tsiBto Bartze, i 

Begi da ti Bpolavame, tvoia beBada date darsime, faf viakuito daBa 

Bias ime (l8l2 No. 37.6-7) - Steh uns in unserm Elend bei, mach uns von 

alien Plagen frei. Auf dass von Herzen konnen wir nochmals mit Freuden 

danken dir, gehorsam sein nach deinem Wort, dich allzeit preiseri hier 

und dort

This.is not so in e.g.:

ii. TogiB Bme nadeBen numai Bients da Ba Bbirame fgedno Bif data 

molime tebe Boga, da ni mentuvas ott Bakvo Bio (l8l2 No.37-2) - So ist 

diess unser Trost allein, dass wir zusammen ingemein dich anruffen, o 

treuer Gott! urn Rettung aus der Angst und Noth

The final sense in which the second da-clause here is understood in the 

table is only arguably more plausible than an imperative one.

It is further unclear under what conditions an imperative da-clause 

is required rather than a simple imperative form of the verb. In the 

translation-of the Ten Commandments, for example, one finds:

iii. Parvo-to: da nitnas litzca boga napred marine ; ft or o—bo: ni de zafjg 

napraBno tvuiu gospodinu bogu jume; tretie-to:. pra&niko-t poszventivai;
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csetvarto-to: da pocsitas basta i matera, da ti bande dobre i da traies 

dalgo na zemai-ta; penta-to: ni de ubi; scheBta-to:' ni de kurvi; szedma-to: 

ni.de krada (1830 No.i) - 'First: you shall have no heathen? god before 

me; second: do not take the name of your Lord God in vain; third: keep 

the sabbath holy; fourth: you shall honour your father and mother, that 
it may be well with you and that you may live long upon the earth; fifth: 

do not kill; sixth: do not commit adultery; seventh: do not steal'

The expression Falla da Bande Faf nebe Bogu (1812 No.1.9) - 'praise teio 

God in heaven' - is apparently equivalent grammatically to Falati bande 

Blati Ba/ta (1812 No.26) - 'praise be to you, precious? Father' (Miletich 

suggests snafu 6ama).

The queried imperative da-clause has been discussed under Table I 

xviii, p.275. Another construction is also doubtful:

iv. Bantui jella da gie iBgori i vernyeto ie Blobodi (1812 No.2l|.l6)
- drum mach einmal mit ihr ein End und lass uns sehn den lieben jungsten 
Tag

Miletich's transcription makes it plain that he takes the da-clause here 

to be subordinate to jella: saHTyi Jena fla ie H3ropn(m) M eepHHe—TO (o)- 

Cfio6oflki(iij); but such an interpretation requires the two verbs after the 

da to be corrected to the 2nd per. sing, indie., whereas if da is taken 

as a co-ordinating-conjunction they are,*as they stand, acceptable 2nd 

per. sing, imperatives, parallel to jella itself: 'so come and destroy it 

by fire and free the faithful 1 . There is no exactly comparable passage, 

but da introduces clauses which may as well be co-ordinated as consecutive 

in:

v. i ni Bi puBtil tvoie szventa szina Christusa lesusa, da ni e 
iBkupil togova Bventa karf (1830 No.ix) - 'and you have sent us your holy 
Son Christ Jesus, and/so that he has ransomed us by? his holy blood'

vi. puBti Angeleto, da nego umraBiha nift i ma done foha ieBtye doBit 
(1812 No. 31.6) - 'he sent the angels, and/so that they (i-?e. the lions 

to whom Daniel was cast) did him no harm and they brought him food enough'

- sein'n Engel sandt' er hin und liess ihm Speise bfingen gut durch 

seinen Diener Habacuc

On the other hand, the da-clause seems best taken as consecutive in:
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vii. Sztoril (sztori 1830) nam faf Chrijtusa Boga takva viara, Jto

da vearuvame, Christus Bagrehovityite otti gie umral (l8l2 No.30.3) -
\

'give us such faith in Christ our God that we may believe that Christ 

has died for our sins 1

In the Cserged texts present or future conditional clauses start with 

the conjunction as (i.e. ftipe?), but unreal conditionals are introduced 

by da (see also under Table V i, p.286). They are sometimes preceded in 

addition by otti, and then the sense seems to be 'as if 1 , e.g.:

viii. Nitt (nist 1830) ne Blusa ucsenyeto, Bakaf tengli na Lakomtzto, 

otti ni kogist toi da dode napred Bosoto Bandenie (l8l2 No.2U.2) - Mann 

fragt nich nach der guten Lehr; der Geiz und Wucher noch vielmehr hat 

liberhand genommen gar, noeh sprechen sie: es hat kein G'fahr

ix. Hiklantztoto ie Bahando, krivina greBi na varhu otti Bog danego 

vidi, i ne kogist dago Bokoti (1812 No.2U.l*) - Es ist doch eitel Buberei, 

die Welt treibt grosse Schinderei, als o"b kein Gott im Himmel war

The otti da clauses here may be glossed: ' as if he were never to come 

before God's judgement' and 'as if God did not see and kept no account 

of it f . I wonder if the same interpretation should hot be put on:

x. Use aB vearvame mnie numai f nego, togiB ni darsi nebentzio-t 

basta zarant togovo draga szina, attui da bandeme mnie napalnile bosi-te 

poroncsenie (1830 No.i) - 'thus if we have faith in him alone, then our 

Heavenly Father treats us for the sake of his dear Son as if we had ful­ 

filled God's commandments 1

However, Miletich f s transcription implies that he understands the da- 

clause as a 1st per. plur. imperative: a jyi fla 6t>HfleMe MHkie Harrb.nHM.ne 

6o>Kn-Te nop"bHMeHie..

Elsewhere otti precedes final da-clauses, e.g.:

xi. miluva ma manne Blatte lesus Chri/tus, fto Ba Bi rodil csliak 

zarant manne, otti da dobandem zarant tebe mui tern greBim prostenie i 

da obrenstem milla pri tvoia nebenztiitago basta boga zarant tvoie Bvento 

i alduvano jumme, otti da traiem Begy poBlet tvoie volia i Bvento po- 

rontsenie (1803 No.vii) - 'have mercy on me, precious? Jesus Christ, who 

were born as man for my sake, that I may gain forgiveness of my sins for 

your sake and that I may find mercy with your Heavenly Father for the 

sake of your holy and blessed name, that I may always live according to
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your will and your holy commandments'

In one instance otti stands before a complementary clause:

xii. puBtini Bventi Ago Duha, otti dai toil veBeli Barant le/usa 

(1812 No.25.8) - 'send us the Holy Spirit to rejoice us for Jesus's 

sake 1

The two absolute da-clauses are:

xiii. na dalgo bog ne ste pritarpe, vist, da ne pane faf zandenie, 

viacuito jes zaginna BaB giaulu-tu tkinuva, vai, o vai numai da Ba rodi 

(1830 No.xxxv) - 'God will not be patient for long, see that you? do not 

fall into condemnation, you will perish for ever with the torments of 

the devil, alas, alas that ever you? were born 1

xiv. bogat uboga natiBka, sirako-t numai da pliBka, bogatiu Bakulia 

da Ba natiBka (1830 No.xxxv) - 'the rich oppresses the poor, the beggar 

has only to peep for the rich man's purse to shut'

Alternatively the first da-clause in xiv could be regarded as a condition­ 

al.

Table V. Tense and mood of verbs in da-clauses

Imperative/ Co-ordinative/ Complementary Final Conditional

Absolute 

Imperative

Present ?0(l) 1? 

Aorist 

Perfect 

Conditional 

Comments

Consecutive

2?

2

2

1

80 5 (1)? U8 (1)

1?

The queried passages have all been discussed under the preceding 

tables. Some of them, such as the complementary clause with a perfect 

verb, Table I xxxii, p.278, are undoubtedly due to textual corruption. 

The co-ordinative and consecutive da-clauses with non-present verbs 

have also all been quoted under Table IV iv -vi, p.283.

The tense and mood of verbs in conditional da-clauses call-for some 

comment. These are all unreal conditionals to which the use of the
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conditional mood is natural, especially when the verb in the apodosis

is also in the conditional, e.g.:

i. Batta Bvead rad biBa blasil, da ne bi bil tei mlogo tyin kotri 

karBtyene patent (1812 No.32.10 - Gern vollt die Welt auch selig sein, 

wenn nur nicht war die schwere Pein, die alle Christen leiden

However, there are other possibilities: it appears that combination with 

otti conveys unreality without the conditional, as in Table IV viii-x, 

p.28U, or in:

ii. prach i pepeli dava pti nikogijt Da bande rodem iB ma ternimi 

Trup tai Babanduvam (l8l2 no.8.2) - obschon verschwindt des Leibes Ehr, 

als wenn er nie war kommen her aus meiner Mutter Leib

The same holds good when the verb of the apodosis is in what one might 

call the unrealized future-in-the-past, as in the passages quoted under 

Table I xKxiii and xxxiv, p.278. The use of bande with-the past parti*- 

ciple active in xxxiv may be a significant feature of the dialect, since 

it is a construction characteristic of Serbo-Croat, not of Bulgarian, at
pO

the present day; on the other hand there are similar constructions in

29 the Svishtov damascene.

Table VI. Infinitives separated from their governing expressions, and da 

separated from its dependent verbs, by non-enclitic elements

Occurrence Separated occurrences 

of construction

Infinitive 151 6? 6 

Imperative/

Absolute da TO (l) 1? 1? 

Co-ordinative/

Consecutive da 5 2? 1? 

Complementary da 86 5 (l)? 31?

28. See Belie 1969 pp.156-57 

29- See Miletich 1923 p.55-
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Occurrence

of construction

Separated occurrences

Final da

Conditional da

Comments

2?

10 (1)

The infinitive may be separated from the verb which governs it by 

their common subject, by adverbs or adverbial phrases, and by the direct 

or indirect object. With the exception of these six instances (three

with the verb mogam, two with Jta and one with ni de), only nide(te) is 

ever separated from its infinitive, even by enclitic pronouns. Almost

without exception enclitics are placed before mogam and Jta, not between 

them and their dependent infinitives; the exceptions are two places -where 

moierne stands first in the sentence and is followed by the interrogative 

partiile li (see Table I ix, x, pp. 2/T3-7M, the instances in which ft a 

is preceded by its infinitive (see Table VII) and:

i. toi ste otvori nebentski vrata, Blobonie faf sivenie steme otta 
(1812 No.^.5) - 'he will open the gates of heaven, he will grant me free­ 
dom (i.e. free entry?) into life' - der wird die Himmelsthur aufthun, 

mich fiihrn zum ew'gen Leben

Between da and its verb may stand the subject of the verb or adverbs 

qualifying the verb. Only in the uncertain instance of an interrupted 

imperative da_-clause does the full form of the pronominal direct object . 

intervene (see Table I xviii, p.275).

Table VII. Verbs governing preposed infinitives 

There are only two examples of this:

i. Tomuzika Bog Jte da zakvo dobro, Dusa j Trupa hrana mu/te blasi i 

zekoi grezi tomus mu/te pro/ti, kronuva go ste (l8l2 No.ll.l) - f him will 

God give every good thing, he will bless him with food for body and soul 

and forgave him all his sins, he will crown him'

ii. EBai ias Profetas Bi Be/se napiBal, rodi Ba /te Me/sias, ott 
CsiBta de vitza (1812 No.23.2) - 'the prophet Isaiah had written: the 

Messiah will be born of a pure virgin'
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Remodelling of infinitives

It has been explained under Table I that, with one possible exception 

(vii, p.273), all the infinitival forms in the Cserged Prayers are 

shortened by the loss of final -T.H or -CTH: fia for BT^ATH (l830.No.iv), 

pregie for npn/KTH (1812 No.23.3), vide for KMA^TH (1812 Nos.5-7, 26), 

otti for OTHTH (1812 No.30.3), obre for OBpfccTH (1812 No.25.6), iBle for 

ny\feGTH (1812 Nos.29.8, 32.1*0, do for AOHTH (1812 No.25.1), Babi for 

TH (1812 No.2.3), Bbra for CEBpaTH (l8l2 No.32.16) etc. However

there are some indubitable instances of infinitives reformed on the 

present stems of their verbs: prigiema (l8l2 No.32.11) - but npneuaTH 

is attested in Old Church Slavonic - five for KHTH (1812 Nos.5.3, 19-3), 

krada for KpacTH (1830 No.i), Bova for r&gaTH (1812 No.25.2), blidi for 

BAH)CTH (1812 No.25.^), fitana for CTaTH (l8l2 Nos.19.1, 2, 5, 5-5), and 

probably also csett from vere instead of VHCTH (1812 No.25.3). The in­ 

finitive csui for voyTH looks as if it may owe something to the influence 

of the present voye, and zane in Jni de zane nafi na JBpitanie (l8l2 No. 1.7) 

may be an alternative to Ba, with scribal confusion of ri and the m which 

®ne would expect from E^eue; unless this form is simply a corruption of 

the Bova which appears in the straight-forward versions of the Lord's 

Prayer (see Table I i, p.272).

CONCLUSIONS

In the Prayers of Cserged the infinitive is reduced to the very limit­ 

ed distribution which is characteristic of the more conservative Eastern 

dialects of modern Bulgarian: it is used only in the periphrastic future 

and the negative imperative, i.e. practically as a bound stem-form of the 

verb, and optionally with the verb 'to be able'. This stem-form of the 

verb is less readily separated from the main verb than the dependent in­ 

finitive was in earlier stages of Bulgarian (see Tables VI in Chapters 2,

30. See the Lexicon Linguae Palaeoslovenicae under
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3 and k) or indeed than the comparable present-day forms are, since in 

modern standard Bulgarian enclitic pronouns must stand between me and 

the main verb, not before me. The difference in ordering of elements 

may have been brought about by the change from an inflected auxiliary 

verb, ma, to the invariable future particle me, which is itself enclitic; 

but this can hardly be demonstrated. In the Svishtov damascene the 

mutual ordering of urn and the enclitic pronouns is not fixed.

The only other possible vestige of an infinitive (see Table I vii, 

p.273) can be compared in form, though not in construction, to the in­ 

finitives in -\A_ or -T>i_ which survive in modern Bulgarian dialects (see 

Ch.l B I, p.3).

So marginal, then, was the status of the infinitive in an isolated 

Bulgarian dialect of the later sixteenth or early seventeenth century. 

The questions that arise are these: how isolated had it been up to that 

time, and how far did it deviate from the main body of Bulgarian dia­ 

lects? What outside influences may have worked on it to bring it to the 

state in which it is attested? When did its verbal syntax acquire the 

appearance which it has? The ansvers can only be tentative in the ex­ 

treme .

To take the first question: there is no evidence of contact between 

the people of Cserged and other Bulgarian-speakers during the three 

centuries from when Cserged is first mentioned as Bulgaricum to the time 

when the translations of the German hymns and prayers were probably made. 

It is by no means impossible that there was some contact, at least inter­ 

mittently; as was explained at the beginning of this chapter, there were 

certainly Slavs in other villages of Transylvania in this period, and 

from 1392 at Bragov there was a Bulgarian settlement which became known 

in other parts of the country.(see Ch.U Conclusions, p.257). However, 

movement between these communities has not been reported, except for the 

links between Brasov and Resinar and Rijmau in the late fifteenth and
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sixteenth centuries, and there is no way of demonstrating it from in­ 

ternal evidence, from the language of the texts, since we are ignorant

of the varieties of Bulgarian which may have been spoken elsewhere in

31 Transylvania. The only connexion that can be made is with the language

of the Wallachian State documents, particularly the trading charters 

and letters which were described in Ch.'k section B. It is no simple 

matter to compare these sources with the texts from Cserged, because 

they are governed by very different oithographical and stylistic con­ 

ventions. Lingering literary influence in the letters inhibits the use 

of the postposed definite article, of pronominal reduplication of the 

direct and indirect objects, and of prepositional .phrases in place of 

the fall range of cases; one is left to rely on slips and inconsistencies 

as signs of an underlying grammatical system at least as far advanced 

towards analyticity as that of the Cserged texts. Yet it emerges from 

the findings of Ch.k that where the infinitive is not preserved as a 

feature of traditional formulaic style, its use in the Wallachian docu­ 

ments is almost as limited as in the Bulgarian spoken in Transylvania. 

There are also some points of detailed similarity which suggest that, 

so far as the Wallachian letters reflect a spoken usage, it is one which 

has some affinity to the Bulgarian of Cserged. The two varieties of 

language seem to have almost the same peculiar present tense conjugation 

of apocopated ftOTfeTH (see Ch.^, p.210 xii and p.229 iii» iv, and above, 

p.276). They also share a number of Greek loan-words typical of col.T

loqulal Bulgarian: KOMBT , rpaneaa, xap, xopa, JiHncea, napncaM, cno/iaeaM,

32 cocaM. ena(Te), Kara, MaKap, OTH. Some of these could fcave been loans

through Roumanian, but others, particularly e/iaCre), Kara, OTM, are not 

held by Mihaeacm- 1966 to have been current in mediaeval Roumanian. They

31. Except for the language of the Bulgarian immigrants into the Banat in 
the eighteenth centnry, see Miletich l897«

32. See Mirchev 1952, DJamo-Diaconifca 1971 pp.3^9-57-
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testify to a degree of familiarity with Greek which would be unexpected 

in Wallachia and still more in Transylvania. Doubtless, as Mirchev 

argues, they are evidence of the considerable influence of spoken Greek 

on Bulgarian up to the thirteenth century (see also Ch.T, p.326).

On the other hand, there are important differences between the Bul­ 

garian of Cserged and that spoken Bulgarian usage, of whatever date, 

which exerted .an influence on the language of the Wallachian letters. 

The latter lack, for example, that remarkable conservative feature of 

Cserged, the retention of the nasal vowels, which in itself indicates a 

long severance of continuous contacts with the majority of Bulgarian dia­ 

lects.

The language of Cserged is also set apart c by the kinds of influence 

from other languages which can be detected in it. Greek has already been 

mentioned. One has also to reckon wirth German, Hungarian and Roumanian. 

Perhaps surprisingly, there is rather little direct evidence of German
v

influence. It should be apparent from the quotations made above that 

the Cserged texts are far from being literal, or even at all times faith­ 

ful translations, and they contain at most only a handful of loans from

German: mester, zugai, probably potientzta, predicatori and poenitentia,

33 possibly klotz. Thus German seems not to have had a significant part

in forming the every-day language of the Cserged Bulgarians up to the 

time at which the texts were translated. However, it can be seen to have 

had some effect on their religious language. There is a striking absence 

in the texts of the traditional Slavonic terminology of the Orthodox 

Church, except in such fundamentals as Bog, fiventi Ago Puna, pri Csista 

(i.e. nptvucTft?) de vitza, grezi, Karfitiene, which could all be coincid­ 

ental, or inevitable, correspondences. The religious vocabulary is other- 

otherwise largely new, either borrowed, e.g. gyaul, profetas, hora, 

putiere, martiri, mentuva ('to save', see below on Hungarian and

33. See Miletich 192.6 glossary
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Roumanian), testament, or else calqued from German, e.g. naf Lyab katta 

defni for unser tagliches Brot, gore stanantie for Auferstehung, Jfipitan- 

ie for Versuchung, fiedniden ..for jungster Tag, poroncsenie presumably for

Gebot, dobrofitorenie for gute Werk, bosata vecsera perhaps for Heiliges

3U
Abendmahl. Traces of German influence on the syntax can also be dis­ 

cerned, particularly in the occasional use of the passive instead of the 

reflexive verbs more natural to Slavonic idiom (and used to the exclusion 

of the passive in the WallacMan material), e.g.:

i. iP.omagai fiventa Troitza mole jume da bande faf Knigata napifiano 

(1812 No.25. *0 - 0 Jesu! hilf zur selben Zeit von wegen deiner Wunden, 

dass ich im Buch der Seligkeit werd eingezeichnet funden.

ii. komu stete prosti grefii-te, tomuB hant. be prostenie komu i stete 

fiadarse, tomusz hant be fiadarsenie (1830 No.vi) - velchen jr die sunde 

erlasset/ den sind sie eplassefl/ und velchen jr sie behaltet/ den sind 

behalten '(John 20,23, from Luther 153*0

iii. sto steB fivenfia na zeme-ta, ste be sfivenfianq i faf nebe-to, i 

sto stes rafivenfia na szema-ta ste bi raBvenfiano i faf nebe-to (1830 

No.vi) - Alles was du auff erden binden wirst/ soil auch im himel ge- 

bunden sein; und alles was du auff erden losen virst/ soil auch im himel 

los sein (Matth. 16.19, from Luther 153*0

All this is further proof of the isolation of the Cserged community from 

the Bulgarian cultural main-stream.

A much deeper impression was made on the language by Hungarian and 

Roumanian, as was to be expected after several hundred years in Transyl­ 

vania. In fact it is difficult to disentangle the contributions from . 

these two languages, because many words could have been borrowed from 

either of them. Most of the words which Miletich derived from Hungarian 

are attested in Roumanian, though often in TransylvaMan usage heavily 

influenced by Hungarian. The texts contain only a few words of Hungar­ 

ian origin which are not attested in some variety of Roumanian, e.g.

31*. I owe information on German Lutheran terminology to Mrs. 0. Sayce.

35. In Dictionarul limbii romane and Dicticmarul limbii romine literare 
contemporane.
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bizantuva from bizonyit, valuva from vail, ElenBigove from ellenseg, 

enieduva from enged, hirdetuva from hirdet and rendeluva, which is pro­ 

bably from rendel rather than Roumanian rindui. In most instances it does 

not seem possible to distinguish the source, e.g. between Hungarian ment 

and Roumanian mintui for mentuva. Thus although the number of specific-­ 

ally Roumanian loan-words is not great (vare from pare, vrazmas from 

vrajmas., domnuva from domni, komora from komoara, magnuva from mihnui, 

naduliva from naduli, numai from numai, pazitor from pazitor, raBa from 

raza, salas from sala^, suferi from suferi, urma from urma, haina from 

haina, and a few others less certain), it may be that most of the loan­ 

words which entered the Bulgarian dialect of Cserged in Transylvania 

came from or through Roumanian. Indeed at least some of the Slavonic 

vocabulary seems to have come through Roumanian mediation, e.g. vestezuva 

from vegteji, dobanda from dob in da, manka from minca, nevoies from ne- 

voiag, podoba from podoaba, poftei from pofti, Bpovada from spovada. 

There are other words of Slavonic origin in the texts which have become 

current in Roumanian, but as they are attested in Bulgarian with the

same meanings they cannot confidently be treated as signs of Roumanian
ifi 

influence, e.g. skampa, bolnaf, gadina, mila, navadi, napraBna, sirac.

Although the combined lexical influence of Hungarian and Roumanian 

is far more obvious in the texts from Cserged than it is in the Wall*-. 

achian documents, the problems which were outlined at the end of Ch.^, 

pp.256-59, concerning the identification of syntactic contamination from 

these languages, particularly Roumanian, are as intractable here. There 

does not appear to be any obvious syntactic imitation of Roumanian; even 

the placing of enclitic pronouns before the future auxiliary, rather 

than between it and the infinitive, though it agrees with Roumanian usage 

and may have been reinforced by it, cannot be attributed solely to con­ 

tact with Roumanian, since the order of the enclitics vis-a-vis the

36. See Rechnik na balgarskiyaezik on the meanings of these words.



future auxiliary was not fixed in seventeenth and eighteenth century Bul­ 

garian, (see above, p.289, and Ch.6 Table VI, p.311). On the other hand, 

simply by virtue of its similarity to Modern Bulgarian, the syntax of the 

Cserged texts has much in common with that of Modern Roumanian. Once 

again one can only venture the supposition that if in the sixteenth cen­ 

tury and later, at the time when the Cserged translations were made, 

Roumanian still used its infinitives in a fairly wide, though optional, 

range of constructions, then it is not likely that the extremely limited 

use of the infinitive in Cserged resulted from adopting Roumanian syntac­ 

tic patterns at an earlier period.

There remain two possibilities: either that the dialect of Cserged 

happened independently to follow Essentially the same path of develop­ 

ment as the other East Bulgarian dialects .arid at about the same rate; or 

that its syntax is like that of Modern Bulgarian because it had already 

in the thirteenth century shared in changes which gave rise to the modern 

system, before its speakers came to be isolated in Cserged. Against the 

first position one may urge the conservative character of the Cserged 

dialect: its well-maintained three-case declensional system, its prefer­ 

ence of possessive adjectives and the possessive dative to prepositional

37 constructions with Ha, its retention of present participles and, most

remarkable, of the nasal vowels in so large a proportion of etymologically 

correct positions. It may be that one should add to these the lack of 

co-ordinating constructions with M_ or TR, such as one finds in the Wall- 

achian documents or the damascenes (see Ch.U, pp.212 and 233, Ch.6, p.307) 

If the language of sixteenth or early seventeenth century Cserged was on 

the whole rather more conservative then that of the early seventeenth cen­ 

tury Bulgarian damascenes, then it is perhaps odd that its development 

from infinitives to the use of the da-clause should have been as far

37. In four places: 1812 No.23-2, 1812 No.39-^, 1830 No.ix, 18Q3 No.vii.
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advanced. But against these considerations, and the suggestion that the 

infinitive may have been limited to use with a few auxiliary and modal 

verbs in Bulgarian of the thirteenth century, one may object-; firstly 

that conservatism in some aspects does not necessarily imply that a lan^= 

guage is resistant to all change, and secondly that we have next to no 

direct knowledge, and only fragmentary and inadequate indirect informa­ 

tion, about the colloquial usage of thirteenth century Bulgarian.

Taken by themselves, in fact, the Prayers of Cserged are of limited 

help as a source for the history of Bulgarian. They give some informa­ 

tion, not without its ambiguities, about the lexis of thirteenth century 

Bulgarian and indicate that at that time certain developments - denasal- 

ization, the generalization of the preposition Ha - had not taken place 

in all dialects. It is only when considered in conjunction with the 

evidence of the Wallachian letters, and with the support of the damascene 

texts, that they give inviting, though not undeniable, grounds for believ* 

ing that many of the crucial developments towards modern Bulgarian had 

already taken place by the beginning of the fourteenth century and in 

particular that the infinitive had been replaced by the da-clause in most, 

perhaps all its functions except that of complementing auxiliary and 

modal verbs.
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CHAPTER 6 : THE TIKHONRAVOVSKI DAMASCENE BOOK

From the sixteenth to the nineteenth century a considerable number 

of MSS were written and copied in Bulgarian containing compilations of 

edifying literature, largely sermons, taken from various sources. These 

MSS vary both in language and in content but they came to be generally 

known as damascenes - flaMacKHHH - because translations of the Greek ser­ 

mons of Damascene the Studite were traditionally included in them, 

especially in the earlier ones of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries.

The sermons of Damascene the Studite were written in the earlier half 

of the sixteenth century and were first published in 1557-58 in Venice. 

By the beginning of the seventeenth century they had been several times

translated into Church Slavonic. One of these translations was made in

2 Western Bulgaria, probably not from the printed edition but from a MS

of the Greek text which included the sermon on the Ten Commandments,

2 first published with the other sermons of Damascene in 1630. This Church

Slavonic version in turn was translated more than once during the seven­ 

teenth century, with some reference back to one or other of the Sriginal 

Greek texts, into varieties of Bulgarian not far removed from the modern

language. There appears to have been a version characterized by dialectal

k features of Central Bulgarian, from which stem several redactions, one

of which is represented by the Tikhonravovski damascene published by Dem- 

ina 19T1, the Troyanski damascene published by Ivanova 1967, the Kopri*1 

shtenski damascene published by- Miletich 1908, and some others. Another

1. See Petkanova-Toteva 1965 Chapters h and 5.

2. See Ilievski I960.

3. See Demina 1968 p.50.

k. See Demina 1973.



297

Modern Bulgarian translation was made in North-East Bulgaria and gave 

rise to the Svishtovski damascene published by Miletich 1923. v

The textological relationships between these various compilations 

containing sermons by Damascene the Stuaite have been most thoroughly 

examined in Demina 1968, and attention has been drawn to their dialectal 

differences in the studies of Velcheva, e.g. that of 1961. There remains 

scope for much further investigation of the individual damascenes, of 

their generic development .and interdependence, and of the historical and 

local variations in their language. The present chapter does not attempt 

to contribute to that investigation, which would be long and complex and 

would require material from the many unpublished damascenes. Here dama­ 

scene literature is used merely as a source of evidence for the state of 

the Bulgarian language in the early seventeenth century.

It is not Immediately obvious that this is a legitimate undertaking. 

In principle the Modern Bulgarian damascene texts could be subject to 

the influence both of their Church Slavonic sources; and, "either through 

them or directly, of their ultimate Greek original. Furthermore, their 

orthographical conventions, and in some points their morphological usage, 

are largely based on those of Serbian Church Slavonic, and this can ob­ 

scure or even distort their similarity to Modern Bulgarian, e.g. in the 

retention of the 3rd per. plur. aorist ending -me rather than -xa. 

Nevertheless, despite potential interference both'from earlier versions 

of the damascenes and from the literary conventions which applied to the 

Modern Bulgarian versions themselves, it is sufficiently apparent that 

in most aspects of syntax and morphology these versions departed from 

Church Slavonic norms and adhered to usages closely resembling those 

familiar in the Modern Bulgarian spoken language. Unfortunately there 

has not yet been any full-scale comparison made between the Greek and

5. See Babov 1968, Velcheva 1966.
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Church Slavonic translations and the Modern Bulgarian ones, but even 

a brief examination of the passages from the Church Slavonic which Demina 

1968 cites and her parallel columns with Modern Bulgarian versions shows 

that they differ radically and unpredictably from each other, that is, 

that the translator did not systematically employ one means of rendering 

Church Slavonic infinitives, for example., or relative pronouns in Bul­ 

garian. Any influence of Greek on the Modern Bulgarian redaction re­

presented by the Tikhonravovski MS (Demina 1 s first Modern Bulgarian type)

7 was probably indirect, since it can be seen to derive (as does also the

second Modern Bulgarian type recognized in Demina 1968) from the Church
o

Slavonic, retaining occasional Slavonicisms. Comparison of passages
o 

from the Tikhonravovski damascene and Damascene's Greek text reveals

that while their constructions are sometimes parallel, they often diverge

qiei. jtcxX TOTG freXco eXfteuy HCXL eus Tot SctuyaTct (tn) - ti

M ^a YhOAecftTa (Fol.Slb)

ii. rryouv oiioC 6ev 6\5veTai> TLVCCS va THV xaiaXagn (un) - ACTO He uo«e 

NHKOH pfl^SiA KAK^Bb e (Fol.82a)

iii. HCXL fldeXa naifoetv etas OUTDO TOV Xoyov you (til) - M qife^ue AO- 

TSKa Aft c^BpuuHue CAOBOTO (Fol.8Ua)

Only one damascene, that kriown as Tikhonravovski , is examined in de­ 

tail here. There are two reasons for choosing it. One is that it is 

available in a good edition (Demina 1971 ) suitable for philological in­ 

vestigation. The other is that, as Demina 1968 shows, much of its text 

represents a fairly early stage in the transmission of the Modern Bul­ 

garian version of the sermons of Damascene, a stage which is shared

6. See Demina 1975-

7. The damascenes of Demina 1 s fourth type; of which the Svishtovski dama­ 
scene is one, are thought to be based in part directly on a Greek text, 
see Petkanova-Toteva 1965 pp.72-8U.

8. See Demina 1968 passim, Velchesra 1961.

9. Quoted here from the edition of 1561, the earliest available to me.
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notably by another unpublished MS, the Protopopinski damascene, and 

from which others in the same branch of the tradition, such as the Kopri- 

shtenski and Troyanski damascenes, diverge. It might be supposed that 

the Svishtovski damascene would be the obvious example of early Modern 

Bulgarian to take for this study, because its dialect seems to have been 

akin to that of the Cserged Prayers (see Ch.5, pp.26^-65). But the ver­ 

sion which appears in the Svishtovski damascene is probably a later one 

which drew to some extent on that represented by the Tikhonravovski dama­ 

scene; and the Svishtovski damascene itself is a copy of the mid eight­ 

eenth century, almost a century later than the damascene MS which has 

been chosen for use here. It seemed more important to draw on as early 

evidence for Modern Bulgarian as could easily be found than, to attempt to 

follow through the development of one dialect when no dialectal continu­ 

ity could be attained in the other sources of this thesis. Moreover, a 

comparison of parts (the sermons on St. Nicholas and on the Archangels 

Michael and Gabriel) of the Tikhonravovski and Svishtovski damascenes 

revealed that any differences between them in the use of infinitives and 

da-clauses are slight and probably insignificant.

The greater part of the Tikhonravovski damascene (up to Fol.266b) 

was written by one scribe, probably in the 3rd quarter of the seventeenth 

century. The bulk of it consists of sermons both by Damascene the 

Studite and by others^ e.g. Epifanii of Tarnovo, rendered into early 

Modern Bulgarian; but it also includes a series of instructions on the 

duties of a priest (Foll.211a-215a, Nos.22-30 in Demina f s edition) which 

are written in Church Slavonic and are peculiar to this MS. The sermons 

in Modern Bulgarian are not from a single source but go back to two dis­ 

tinct translations, one using a dialect characterized by the use of the 

suffix -^H to demonstrative pronouns and adverbs, the other preferring

10. See Demina 1968 p.90.

11. See Demina 1971 Palaeographical Description.
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12 pronouns and adverbs in -Eft. This means that at least one stage of

a MSS tradition, or more probably several stages, according to .Demina 

1968, must underlie the text of the Tikhonravovski damascene, and that 

while the MS itself dates from after 1660 or so, its language is that of 

the first half of the seventeenth century.

The material presented in the tables beibow is drawn from one sermon, 

that on the Archangels Michael and Gabriel, Eoll.8la-108b, No.11 in 

Demina's edition. It derives from the sermon on the same subject in 

Damascene's Bnoaupds (No.un) and, in the Toraaki variety of the Modern 

Bulgarian'translation, figures in most of the seventeenth century dama­ 

scenes and is included in the Svishtovski damascene. It is one of the 

longest sermons and so provides a good sample of the constructions under 

consideration here. For completeness's sake, however, the constructions 

which involve infinitives in the other Modern Bulgarian sermons of the

Tikhonravovski damascene.(including those copied by the second and third

13) scribes have been excerpted and are cited on the few points where they

modify the picture presented by the sermon on the Archangels. The points 

of difference are too few, and the body of material thus collested too 

large, for it to be useful to tabulate findings from the whole damascene.

Table I. Verbs governing infinitive or da-clause with identical or dis­ 

tinct subjects

Occurrence Infinitive Da-clause 

of verb same subj. diff.subj. same subj. diff.subj.

80 16 TO 

weAae 1 1

) k

uowe 23 5 21

12. See Velcheva 196^, Demina 1968.

13. The fourth scribe added the last sermon of the damascene, which is in 
Chuuch Slavonic.
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Da-clause

12 1. *7\ If\*M G. O o tMv/HiC

H.VHe

novwe

nOBCAH

no K en*Btt

peve

*^5lpTLYft

A$KAn

K»ae

noKa^a

HSCTH

nSifla

nondua

p a cn»eTn

Ao B e A e

«K epe

C <iO ^P v 0 v

MAC

nonAe

AOHA6

OTMA6

np 1HA e

M^Ali^e

«nt^e

T6Y6

6n«T6

cue

crane

npHTOAHe

of verb

1

6

1

1

1

1U

2

1

1

1

3

5

1

1

3

1

2

1

5

12

1

1

2

2

1

2

1

1

1

same subj. diff.subj. same subj . vdiff .si

1

6

l

l

1

1 16

2

1

1

1

1

5

2

1

3

1

3

1

5

13

1

1

2

2

1

2

1

1

1
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npHHHKHC

AOB^TACA

HUA

AABA

AAA6

cute

ce

YAKA

UOAH

UOAM ce (AABHO ) 

HOUOAM ce (AABHO) 3

SYH

NACMAM

HACMAhOBA

npHCMAH

YhOBA Ce 

EOhA Ce 

OCTABH 

OCTABAhA 

HptCTAHe

ce

ce 

ce

Occurrence

of verb

1

1

1

3

1

U

2

2

2

5

3) 3

1

2

3

1

1

1

2

1

1

2

9

1

1

1

1

5

1

Infinitive Da-clause

same subj. diff.subj. same subj . ,diff .subj

1

1

1

3

1

k

2

2

2

5

3

1

2

*

1

1

1

2

1

2

2

9

1

1

1

1

9

1
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Da-clause

of verb same sub.j. diff, sub.j. same subj. -diff.subj

nocerHe

ce

2

5

1

1

1

1

1

3

1

2

5

1

1

1

1

3

2

1

1

Comments

The distribution of infinitives here is in the main representative

of the vhole damascene. In particular it is typical that in this sermon

Ik 
infinitives occur only after the present tense forms of urz> and

(positive or negated); when these verbs occur in past tenses, they take 

da-clauses . Usually un> with the infinitive seems to be a periphrastic 

future, but it can be taken as having volitional force in:

i. BT we BP&HM uie ^AL Eb7.aKO ijie Aosph (Fol.82a-b)

When it is followed by a da-clause, it may be either future auxiliary

or main verb , e.g.: 

ii. H nan** me Aft TOBCI (Fol.88a)

iii. n nonMr roMrS MUCTO He (Fol.88b)

iv. M ve C^KAL rptiunMqa,H ce ubvS (Fol.l03b)

The ambiguity of this construction can be seen particularly well in an 

other sermon, that on St. George, in which the Emperor Diocletian says 

to the martyr:

. \ph is used as the citation form, rather than 3rd per. qie as for other 
verbsT in order to make clear that the conjugated verb is in question and 
not the invariant particle.



v. cera Aa BHAa ano npl HaimiTe OYM CTOpnuib uana.Ta He uieuib Ha 
uiroBapkuib.aTo H Aa TH ce He uie a TH uieuib Aa ASuauib (Fol.301a-b)

The first uieuib is volitional, the second future.

However other passages in the damascene reveal that the use of the 

infinitive is not quite as limited as it would appear from the table. 

On the one hand, the limitation of tense in the infinitival constructions 

with m* and uorce, though it holds in the great majority of instances, 

has occasipnal exceptions; e.g.:

vi. He nit»E* Ta npfeAa Ha ciupbTb (Fol.SOTa)

vii. n naKb arrna He uorcaftS BMA^ uwia BA*G?BH KaK^BbTO e (Fol.2U5a)

Viii. HAH H6 ELI UOFAb UJH1 ft TpHT6 UJTpOMH H^EaBHAb (sic) Aa rb^l H6

B* neuib (Fol.llTa)

ix. H KOH Koro uorcauie ^aspbTfe SAapi-OBauie ro rAe c£ cASvauie (Fol.252a) 

Again, while it is most usual for only the first complement of a verb to 

be an infinitive and any following ones to be da-clauses, as in x, co­ 

ordinated infinitives can be found, for example in xi-xiv:

x. Tora^n cb qib ujpe ui TOH^H CBtTb.n Aa H^Afe^a H Aa HA^tAero we Tbi
Ha TBoa vecTb HacTaBHiii^ (Fol.lTOb)

xi. aun r\T\ qib FOHH H utbVH

xii. aTO ca uia ce Kaha H nAaKa (Fol.219a)

xiii. ab naKbi qieub norAeAa H nacTasH Ha npbBa TBoa novbCTb (Fol.

31a)

xiv. KAOKCJ H upbTBbie BbCKptcH H AQB6 Ha uHpb H Ha npouPua (Fol.20b) 

On the other hand, there are a few instances in the damascene in

which other verbs take the infinitive. The verbs cufee and neua, although

more often they take da-clauses, are twice followed by infinitives: 

xv. Hbie He cuteeub GTOPH Tb^n paeoja (Fol. Tib) 

xvi. auM naKb a^b ne CU^A Tosa cropH Aa HA^ m** TCBC (Fol.TSa) 

xvii. -^aijio cncenie neuaje ui Hh«ro BHA^ (Fol.lSa) 

xviii. H naKb neuaT Bbi YTO CTOPM (Fol.303b)

The last of these could be counted under Table III.
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In one further passage the positive Hua is used apparently as a 

future auxiliary vith a dependent infinitive, but this is isolated: 

xix. T£K'UO nuance ovnonime Ha B~a H Huaye c£ H?BaBH 5 T^H

(Fol.l36a)

There are, it is true, other infinitival constructions dependent on 

personal verbs in the damascene, but these either occur in the Church 

Slavonic sermons or are obviously quotations, in Church Slavonic, in­ 

serted into the Modern Bulgarian, such as:

xx. H-jBOAHBbiH cnceHia Hauiero paAH E-z>nAbTHTH Ge iu cTbie Bije H np'no- 

uapie (Fol.260"b)

Such Church Slavonic uses are distinguished by the long form of the in­ 

finitive.

Finally, it needs to be stressed that the use of the infinitive does 

not appear to be obligatory in any construction. Even vith the negated 

imperative neAfen(Te) the occasional da-clause can be discovered, some­ 

times in conjunction vith infinitives, or vith a different subject from 

that of HeAfen(Te) , but also vithout these motivating factors:

xxi. a neAfeH ceAHb T& ASuft HHUIO n HHKa(K <) )Bo.H A& A&

(sic) plwn (Fol.iib)

xxii. n neA^HTe Aft cnHiae KCITO C Teui^KbP CLHL rpt^oBHhV (Fol.219a) 

xxiii. H H6A^H Aft uiGTaneuib T^Ka BL cp$e Aia

The da-clauses present problems vhich are familiar from previous 

chapters: the difficulty of distinguishing complementary from final 

clauses, the possibility of taking a clause as dependent either on a verb 

or on a noun, and the greater freedom in choice of subject vhich a clause 

allovs , e.g.:

xxiv. H pacngGTH Aft c^sepe YTO CT» naveA^HH rocnoAape (Fol.91b)

xxv. eAaTe Aft HanpasH eAHoro HAOAR (Fol.95a)

xxvi. npiHA^Te Aft gAfe^e EpaTie o\f qpKBa,Aa BAroAapHML sa (Fol.l02a)



306 

Table II . Impersonal expressions vith infinitive or da-clause

Occurrence Infinitive Da-clause 

of governing "word

3 9

1 1 

C6 AftBHO 1 1

we e BV.-^UOWNO 1 2 

Ht e noAOEno 1 1 

AOCTa e 2 2

el 2 

el 1 

Comments

A single example vith an infinitive from another sermon in the dama­ 

scene may run counter to the general tendency exhibited here to use da- 

clauses in impersonal constructions:

i. H ApBrhi arrALi cic <) TPLELI Aft noTpLECTh ^ roAfeub TAR. Aft e_VhOTb

w HCTOKa AO ^ftnftAa (Fol.l96a)

This is comparable to the infinitival constructions which survive in some 

Modern Bulgarian dialects, see Ch.l B, p. 3. However, the verb f to be 1 

is also complemented by a clausal construction:

ii. M peno^a ve ipe e AR ce B^nece naKb HR HECR (Fol.lTTa) 

This is also the only clear instance in the damascene of the modern 

future construction with a particle uie and the present tense of the main

verb.

Otherwise infinitives in impersonal constructions appear to be a 

mark of Church Slavonic influence, whether in the Church Slavonic ser­ 

mons or preserved in the Modern Bulgarian version, e.g. at the beginning 

of the Life of St. Simeon Stylites:

15. See Demina 1968 p.155-
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iii. CASvn ce n wewe aNTOHiho Harmcajn (Fol.9a)

In the Modern Bulgarian portions of the damascene co-ordination is occa- 

ionally preferred to subordination and so in contrast to iii one finds: 

iv. M CABYH ce Ta ce pa^BOA& (Fol.l03a)

V. CAtf

Table III.

HMBOAHX

AhOEOBfc

BAaCTb

noeeAtH.e

Atklbl

KACTBa

OBbi van

cpauu

paCOT*

YhOB^CTBa

cfeue

BOAa

KOM

HtKOH

Ttj.

YTO

TOBa

YM ce n -^acbipouauit OHa^M uoua (Fol.l05a)

Nouns, pronouns, adjectives and adverbs

or da- clause

Occurrence Infinitive

of governing word

Nouns

1

1

1

2

2

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

Pronouns

2

1

1

8

1

Adjectives

governing infinitive

Da-clause

1

1

1

3

1*

1

1

1

1

5

1

1

3

1

3

8

1
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Occurrence Infinitive Da-clause 

of governing word 

Adverbs

KftK 3 ]j 

KOAKOTO 3 i

Comments

The sermon on the Archangels contains only da-clause complements of 

other parts of speech than verbs. This is characteristic of the whole 

damascene but an exception does occur:

i. H He ^HaeML VTO CTOPH (Fol.268b)

The infinitive at the beginning of the sermon on Drunkenness derives 

from the Church Slavonic version:

-• » v •* r -\ UCU ' M11. CAOBO noSvenie K* qpeuhL...Jn B^ct ^pTianuj ne ormsaTH ce BHHUJ
(Fol.208a)

Similarly, quotations are marked out by the use of the long infinitive 

in constructions of this type:

iii. ARAL ecn EoeiynkP ce Teee ^nauenie K^»aTH iu Anqa ASKS (Foll.l6lb-

I62a)

The da-clauses here encompass the three types mentioned in Ch.l D III, 

p. 19. Those which complement the adjective and many of the nouns are of 

the first type, comparable to the complements of verbs. The second type 

is represented by the da-clauses id.th :the adverbs, with KOH, H^KOH and " 

VTO, and with certain nouns, e.g.:

iv. npfee Ha ceee TLT,n P^BOTR Aa K> ckBpfcum (Fol.l02b)

v. aKO He Mua cau*>CH c^ue Aft ho ^aclCe (Fol.8Ua)

vi. aKO AH ce H^KOH HciHAe Aa He nocASmci TBoe noBCAfenie (Fol-.92b) 

The third, defining type of construction can be seen in:

vii. c^c^ ncT'T^j?' CH HheroBbire vhOB^cTBbi .cnpt.Aa 

Aft vhoe, Aft nouMpmiie Aft noyBane (Fol.8la)

viii. n n-Eepn u) T'.HAH Tpn roAHHb.AR EJAe TAHL no cH

HAH TpH UUH.AR KferftUlb UJ POB^ CTBO . HAH TbK^UO TpH ANH.AR E«Ae UOpL
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Table IV. Other constructions vith infinitive or da-clause

Infinitive Da-clause 

Imperative (neKft) c<=

Consecutive 33

Final (OTH, ^ftijio, pftAn) * 52

Conditional (uftKftp) 3

H6Kft i 

AftBHO . 5 

OTH

5

pftAM 1 

UftKftp 1

Comments

Clauses of the kinds tabulated here need little comment.- They can be 

found throughout the damascene and are comparable to those of Modern Bul­ 

garian. Indeed the difficulty is that da-clauses are so freely used that 

their precise function is not always clear. In particular the border­ 

line is not easy to draw between subordinated consecutive clauses and 

independent da_-clauses expressing a command, proposal or with, e.g.:

i. ftKo MUICTC Aft nocABuiftTe ueHe,BAro M AOBPO Aft maaTe wa
H\A6Te.M Ha EAaro u^cTO A& c6 HacAflA» AUiaTa Bauia.aKO AM we uieTe Aft no- 
CASuiftTe uene.opiJKie Aft K^" noH\A& (Fol.lOTa)

The conjunctions OTH and ^auio and the preposition _P_ftA_n_ are all used 

to introduce - or reinforce - final da-clauses. Clauses introduced by 

are discussed under Table V.

Table V. Tense and mood of verbs in da-clauses

Imperative Consecutive Complementary Final ^Conditional

Present 5!* 32 32U 51 3

Perfect 2

Conditional 11 21
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Comments

The most interesting constructions here are those in vhich da-clause 

complements do not take the present tense. The two perfect tenses are 

both found after verbs of cognition and scrare close tt> being examples 

of indirect statement introduced by da:

i. BHAfeA^ AH CH Nfc'xorbl TftKft A& TH C^Ub CTOpHAL (Fol.STa)

ii. ^HfteuP AM Ntnoe AOEPO Aft en CTOPHA& (Fol.lOJb) 

There are also examples of da-clauses vith the present tense after BHAH :

iii. ftKO Kbl Hft BHAfeAk EL Y6 ^OAM HO ?<pT 1 ftH? CKb 1 M ^ftKONb.Aft C6 EOMMh

ES,H Aft CUe CUfepeNlH M KpOT^KbljM A^ HUAUe AhOBOBb UCWA^ C6Bt CM.M Aft 6

CTpS B'*IM ov Hftiue cp^e.M Bh Bbl ce ^a Ha SMATMBMAL (Foll.!06b-107a) 

The conditional mood is used in two complementary clauses after 

iv. UA i-ame c e BS AflBHQ Eb7 Bb WHtrAe nouorHbA 0 uS (Fol.lOOb)

V. »l]lfe?tft HtKOft KpMBLlHft ARBHO EHya HaHUlAe Aft TO ^ftTp 1 K)Tb (Fol.92b)

Hovever, AftBHQ does not require the conditional, and can be used in paral­ 

lel to da and the present:

Vi. nOUAH C6 ES AftBHO T6 nOCAglllft.H Aft H^KREM Hft W TOBft HAtH 0 CTBO ( (Fol .

91a)

The conditional mood is used in a non-subordinated da-clause to ex­ 

press a vith:

vii. M nftKb Aft He shj BLIAO ^At TOBa npfe B^R OFol.89a)

Table VI. Infinitives separated from their governing expressions, and da 

separated .from its dependent verbs, by non-enclitic elements

Occurrence Separated occurrences 

of constructions

Infinitive 25 5 

Daj-clauses of

all kinds hfl 

Comments

The infinitive may be separated from its governing verb by: their
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common subject, the direct object of the infinitive, an adjectival com­ 

plement of the infinitive, or adverbial phrases; elsewhere in the dama­ 

scene also by a combination of the vocative and some adverbs, but this 

is an unusually large amount of intervening material. It should be noted 

that the enclitic personal pronouns do not stand in fixed position next 

to auxiliaries: they may precede or follow.

There are no examples of da-clauses with stressed words preceding 

the verb in_ this sermon.

Table VII. Infinitives and da-clauses preceding their governing verbs

Occurrence Preposed occurrences 

of construction Infinitive Da-clause 

16 k

Comments

Throughout the damascene preposed infinitives are only found depend­ 

ing on urc>, which they immediately precede. They appear to be semantic- 

ally equivalent to the constructions in which the infinitive follows the 

governing lira and examples of the two types of word-order quite often occur 

in juxtaposition, possibly because of a prosodic rule by which qrz>, being 

enclitic, may not stand immediately after the conjunction n_:

i. oe ma AO H oSAH mP qia (Fol.22Ua)

ii. c^e ipeiJb W.uij ApBrbi A&mbi ,H nona^a uie Bbl

M AO PkTb Tft rbl UlJTb

Preposed da-clauses are rare, but occur in this sermon and elsewhere 

iv. auM KHirbiTe UPKOBHLI HHftKb ^apbvaTk.AR ce He onnsaue

H xopenb HR cMY^KMTe rp^ose (Fol.lOSa) 

v. AR ce g«eHH He uit (Fol.l33a)

One of the final da-clauses precedes its main clause, but it follows an 

introductory pflAH :

vi. RUM OflAM UHuiro Afl ce He BftBMue.Tci CuaAM^ue A«ubire (Fol.9Ua)
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Remodelling of infinitives

With the exception of verbs such as CTflMq, vhere the present perfect 

stem has been generalized to the infinitive without resulting in coincid­ 

ence of infinitive and 3rd person singular present, there are very few 

signs of contamination of infinitive and present stems. It is true that 

appears instead of the 'VqanovHa or *qanovHi (neither attested)

which one might expect to parallel BpbHa. nornKHa. nocTHTH^. nouorHE etc.:

i. aun cera we uorS ^anovHe Aa SHAa (Fol.52a) 

Once ncqfeAH is found instead of the more usual HGiifeAfe or

ii. OH^M YAKL uorce ncq&\n YAKS CMY'KO ^AO,M CMY^KCI BOAecTt (Fol.271a) 

There are of course many infinitives (up to eighty) which naturally co­ 

incide with the 3rd per. sing. pres. in -M_ or -a_.

Against these it may be pointed out that the damascene contains approx­ 

imately sixty-six infinitives which are formally distinct at least from 

the 3rd per. sing, pres., e.g.: Aa, sbi , qe. nona^a.

, gupfe, BbnaAHb; and sometimes they differ from any other

parts of the verb, e.g.: pe. AO. BAt. OTH , AOHC (from peqin. AO»TH,

A^CTH t OTMTH t

Furthermore, though the number of separate formally distinct infini­ 

tives is slightly smaller than of those which coincide with the 3rd per. 

sing, pres., their occurrence is higher, about 162 : 13^ in the whole 

damascene, because they include some of the most frequently used verbs. 

One might then guess that when infinitive.- and present tense are not well 

distinguished a da-clause is more likely to be used than an infinitive; 

It is difficult to check this, since one cannot be sure what the unattest 

ed infinitival forms of some verbs would be, e.g. of reve t HflBHe. ceve. 

Nevertheless, if one counts only verbs whose infinitives are attested or 

can confidently be guessed by analogy, such as the verbs in -Ha, one 

finds that in da-clauses which alternate with infinitives, i.e. after ura. 

uorce and HeAfen(Te), the verbs whose infinitives are formally distinct
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from the 3rd per. sing. pres. are found rather more often than the others 

- approximately 6?0 : 600 occurrences over the whole damascene.

CONCLUSIONS

The sermons from which the material discussed above has been drawn 

are beyond doubt written in a variety of early Modern Bulgarian. Admit­ 

tedly their orthography is based on that of Serbian Church Slavonic; and 

the choice of vocabulary may also reflect to some extent their Church 

Slavonic source. It seems that a number of words were carried over from 

the Church Slavonic version of Damascened sermons and only gradually 

replaced in the Modern Bulgarian ones by terms from the spoken language. 

This can be seen if one compares the Tikhonravovski and Svishtovski 

damascenes.

Notwithstanding this, the bulk of the sermons in the Tikhonravovski 

damascene must be held to be written, as far as grammar and sjn&tax are 

concerned, in an approximation of the spoken language of their time, and 

not in some debased and faulty attempt at Church Slavonic. It is plain 

from the contents of the damascene that there were those in seventeenth 

century Bulgaria .to whom the distinction between Church Slavonic and Bul­ 

garian was quite clear. The Church Slavonic portions of the MS (Foil. 

211a-215a and the last sermon) differ from the rests in such important 

respects as the use of a full range of cases, not just a three-case 

system, in the absence of the postponed definite article and the auxili­ 

ary ip>', and in the presence of a wide variety of infinitival constructions: 

after verbs such as AfeMHTH ce, TLUIHTH ce t HftVATH. with verbs of movement, 

verbs of command, in impersonal expressions, as complements of nouns and 

with final sense. The infinitive in these texts is always the loftg one 

in -TH.

At the same time the possibility of Church Slavonic influence on in­ 

dividual constructions in the Modern Bulgarian texts cannot be excluded. 

However, as was explained at the beginning of this chapter, the Modern



Bulgarian often differs in its choice of construction from the Church 

Slavonic. For this reason it is surely fair to assume that when they 

coincide it is because they both admitted freely the construction in 

question, except vhen .there is some clear indication of Church Slavonic 

influence on the Modern Bulgarian, e.g. the use of the infinitive in

-TM.

It may then be concluded that the infinitive in early seventeenth 

century Bulgarian was restricted to a very small group of constructions, 

mainly after the verbs i)rz> and uorce and the imperative HeAfen(Te). Even 

with these its use was optional, and after the verbs cute, nua_, Heua and 

impersonal modal e_, and in deliberative indirect questions, the da-clause 

was preferred, though an infinitive was still admissible. Moreover it 

tended to be used only in what can be called unmarked contexts: after a 

present, not a past tense of the main verb, and preferably straight after 

its governing verb, without intervening stressed elements.

It is remarkable that, in spite of this very limited use, .the infini­ 

tive was undoubtedly still a formally distinct category in Bulgarian of 

this period. The • Tikhonravovski damascene contains a considerable number 

of frequently used infinitives which are either unlike any other parts 

of their verbs, or coincide only with the 3rd per. sing. aor. or the 1st 

per. sing. pres. Probably others were used which--are-not-'-att£sted iri^this 

text. Their existence may be supposed to have reinforced the functional 

distinction of other infinitives from the 3rd per. sing. pres. with which 

they might be formally identical.

Thus by the seventeenth century the use of the infinitive in Bulgarian, 

as shown in the Tikhonravovski damascene, was never obligatory; but-so far 

as the infinitive was used, it was not confused with other parts of the 

verb.
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CHAPTER 7 : CONCLUSIONS

The Findings of Chapters 2-6

In the five preceding chapters it has emerged that, while there was 

a marked decline in the use of the Bulgarian infinitive between the ninth 

and the seventeenth centuries, its functions coming to be very limited, 

it was not lost as a formal category within this period.

Most of the material examined presents considerable problems of in­ 

terpretation. Yet when all due allowance has been made for these diffi­ 

culties , it still seems likely that the sharp decline in the use of the 

infinitive, to the point at which it was only, and optionally, permitted 

after a few auxiliary and modal verbs (principally yr^, HeAfen(Te) and 

uora), came before the seventeenth century, the period for which this 

situation is attested beyond doubt. How much earlier the change may 

have taken place is a question which hangs on the interpretation of Chap­ 

ters h and 5. Taken together, these can be held to show that in the 

spoken language the infinitive had been reduced to the limited use 

typical of present-day East Bulgarian by the late thirteenth century. 

If this conclusion is thought too bold, at least the evidence of the two 

chapters indicates that the change had been carried through by the fif­ 

teenth century.

There remains a large hiatus, between the ninth to tenth centuries 

and the thirteenth to fourteenth, which is not bridged by sources of a 

kind which might reveal changes in colloquial usage, except indirectly, 

by occasional mistakes . To fill this gap and to attempt to reconstruct 

the process of syntactic change from infinitive to da-clause, one has to 

rely on a handful of instances in Suprasliensis where the Slavonic de­ 

parts from the known Greek original (see Ch.2) and on details of usage 

in the Troyanska Pritcha and the charters and letters (see Chapters 3 

and h).
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The points on which Suprasliensis differs from the rest of the Old 

Church Slavonic Canon and the other sources used in Ch.2, particularly 

its readiness to admit jla-clauses with verbs of command and after

with the same subject, cannot be dismissed; but it is difficult to gauge 

their significance until more is known about the date and method of trans­

lation of the various parts of Suprasliensis and about its precise Greek

1 sources .

The problem which attends the interpretation of Chapters 3 and h is 

to determine what relations, if any, hold between the changes in a liter­ 

ary language and the colloquial speech of its users. In Ch.3 it is 

argued that the Pritcha modifies the linguistic practice of its probably 

Croatian original only where this conflicted with Bulgarian norms for 

secular literature. If this argument is accepted, one may conclude that 

the Bulgarian literary language of the fourteenth century tolerated the 

da-clause after yoTfeTH with the same subject and that the da_-clause with 

verbs of motion was freely admitted, perhaps even preferred to thg infini­ 

tive. As these constructions appear to have been only tolerated sporadic­ 

ally in Old Church Slavonic, mainly as approximations to Greek syntax, 

they represent a development in the literary norm. This may _ reasonably 

be assumed to derive from the colloquial language, in which they were 

presumably already well established. But it is not clear that one is 

entitled to conclude from the absence in the Pritcha of da-clauses after 

certain other verbs, e.g. f to be able', that such constructions had not 

yet centered spoken usage. One may at most surmise that relative chrono­ 

logy is here reflected: that the literary language was less resistant 

to the use of da-clauses with verbs of motion and volition because these 

had been longer current in speech.

How far removed the Pritcha was from colloquial language can be seen

1. See the report of recent worfc on this text in Wassilew 1977.
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by comparing its use of the infinitive with the limited range of infini­ 

tival constructions in the less formulaic parts of the late fourteenth 

and early fifteenth century Wallachian charters and letters. In these, 

where the da-clause predominates, a still more doubtful question arises: 

when the infinitive is used non-formulaic ally, as it appears to be with 

VTO. U)TK*vAS and BOAeH as well as with a few auxiliary and modal verbs, 

can one take it that such constructions still lingered in colloquial 

usage, or at least had been part of the spoken language until recently; 

or is their use to be regarded as purely literary, with no direct bear­ 

ing on the order of events in the obsolescence of the infinitive? The 

first alternative finds some support in Ch.6, where it appears that 

a variety of infinitival constructions were retained in optional use 

during the seventeenth century.

The materials of Chapters 2-6 also reflect a gradual restriction 

of the infinitive f s freedom of placing within the sentence. Particular­ 

ly in the Wallachian letters, the Prayers of- Cserged and the Tikhonrav- 

ovski damascene the infinitive is rarely separated from its governing 

expression by stressed elements, it is not negated, and in the damascene 

there are signs of a tendency to have only one dependent infinitive in 

a construction. These can all be taken as symptoms of a shift from 

free to bound form.

The internal' syntax of the da-clause can also be seen to grow 

stricter. The rule by which only enclitics may intervene between da 

and its following verb in imperative da-clauses is extended to other 

types of da-clause, perhaps quite early (see Ch.5). A wider study of 

word-order would be needed to determine whether this development was 

bound up with the decline of the infinitive and the spread of the da- 

clause, or whether it was part of more comprehensive changes in the 

structure of Bulgarian.

The formal development of the infinitive deserves a fuller treat­ 

ment than the passing attention which it has received here. The
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chronology and causes of its dropping first -i_ and then -t_ have not 

been firmly established. The infinitive without -i_ goes back at least 

to the twelfth century (see Ch.l, p.6, Fn.l6). The earliest attested 

infinitive without -t_ appears to be in the Sbornik of 131*8, 2 though 

the Prayers of Cserged may supply evidence for its use in the thirteenth 

century. The Wallachian letters contain the first concentration of 

these forms, which are mostly found preposed to the future auxiliary. 

It is tempting to see in this construction the origin of the infinitive 

without -t_, as a sandhi variant resulting from simplification of the
o

consonant cluster /tsht/; but the supporting evidence is slim. It is 

important to note that the loss of final -t_ in the infinitive is attest­ 

ed several centuries later than the comparable curtailment of the 3rd

per. sing, pres. indie., examples of which are found in Old Church

li 
Slavonic, particularly in Suprasliensis; and that, as was pointed out

in Ch.l, infinitives in -t_ and even in -ti have survived in Bulgarian
»

dialects up to the present day. The loss of the infinitival ending 

thus seems to be a separate process from changes in the endings of 

finite parts of the verb.

Review of the Explanatory Hypotheses

In Ch.l four types of explanation were outlined which have been 

put forward to account for the decline of the infinitive. These can 

now be assessed, both on general grounds and on the basis of the above 

findings", 

a) The hypothesis of purely internal change (see Ch.l, pp.6-7)

In its most extreme form, -e.g. as put forward by Togeby 1962, this

2. See Vondrak 1928 p.Ul6 : youiff* CBOKOAH. He also cites from the Ohrid 
Apostol nptue SAaroB^GTH, but this translates Eph. 2.17. eXSojv euimraku- 
oaTo.

3. Compare the occurrence of the short infinitive in Serbo-Croat when 
preposed to the future auxiliary, see Belie 1969 p.80.

U. See Margulies 1927 passim.
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is open to challenge on grounds of principle. For homonyms to call for 

differentiation, as he claims the infinitive and the 2nd and 3rd per. 

sing. aor. did, they must first clash, that is, there must be contexts 

in which their non-differentiation leads to confusion. It is not prima 

facie obvious that such clashes between ;infinitive and aorist would 

have been frequent or serious, nor why they should have been resolved, 

if they arose, by replacing the infinitive by a da-clause or a para- 

tactic construction, rather than by reforming the aorist endings. 

There seems here to be an implicit assumption that the infinitive can 

be: more readily dispensed with; but this, indeed the whole hypothesis, 

is not supported by the evidence of other languages in which the in­ 

finitive is formally identical with other parts of the verb. In Eng­ 

lish and German, for example, the infinitive has for some .time been 

homophonous with several present tense forms, and yet continues to 

flourish. In many constructions of these languages, it is true, to 

or zu are ..prefaced to the infinitive and protect it from confusion 

with finite parts of the verb, but not in its frequent use with auxi­ 

liary and modal verbs.

These general objections also apply to Miklosich's and Miletich's 

more restricted version of this hypothesis , which seeks only to ex­ 

plain the development of the Modern Bulgarian future tense by reinter- 

pretation of ambiguous forms. Again, it is hard to see why the super­ 

ficial ambiguity of me ce MOJIM should have caused native Bulgarian 

speakers difficulty when they could turn to the other five persons - 

m~b ce MOJIH , mew ce MOJIM , mene ce .MOJIM , mere ce MOJIH , ufbT ce Monn - for 

syntactic clarification.

As well as being intrinsically implausible, the hypothesis of homo- 

nymic clash and reinterpretation faces objections of fact. Velcheva 

1968, while allowing that the future may have developed in some dia­ 

lects on the above pattern, suggests that in many the sequence of events 

was a different one: that here, as elsewhere, the infinitive was replaced
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by a da-clause, that the conjugation of u^b then became redundant and 

was reduced to invariant .me, and that then da was also redundant and 

was dropped.

Velcheva's suggestion gains support firstly from the attestation 

of tue_ + da and the present tense as an alternative to iye_ + present in 

some dialects. (in the standard language itself the construction is

sometimes used, to express conjecture as in TOM me fla e B 

The other compound tenses which employ parts of m~b follow it by da: the 

future-in- the-past , IMHX f\a + present, and the narrative tense, man 'fla + 

present. This is consonant with a general change from infinitive to 

da-clause after the auxiliary m"b. Thirdly, in some dialects the form 

of the future particle can most easily be explained as a contraction 

of mi> fla or me fla. Iliev 1921 and Stoikov I960, who incline to an 

account of the development of the future similar to Velcheva's, derive 

the forms wa , wb, we of Central Bulgarian dialects in this way, through 

we fla, uifla and wfla, and Stoikov cites examples of >«fla from nineteenth
7

century descriptions of Bulgarian dialects.

Finally, the findings of Chapters 5 and 6 fit ill with the hypo­ 

thesis of homonymic clash. In both the Prayers of Cserged and the 

Tikhonravovski damascene the infinitive is extremely restricted in use 

but in form is still distinct from all other parts of a number of 

common verbs . Though there is some evidence up to the seventeenth 

century that infinitives were liable to be remodelled on the present

5. She relates the retention of the infinitive with the future auxili­ 
ary in Eastern dialects to the absence of a separate verb of volition 
such as the Western kicxaM or cflxaM, and the consequent need to dis­ 
tinguish volitional m"b with the da-clause from mi> as future auxiliary 
with the infinitive.

6. See, for example, Miletich 1903 passim.

7. A comparable development is described by Boretzky 1971 in Eastern 
Serbian, where the verb 'to be able' is reduced to an uninflected 
particle: ne moz najdes; ,ja ne moz te pogubim. He takes this to re­ 
sult from dropping da from the construction, concurrently used, of 
invariant 3rd per. sing, pres. moze da + present.
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stem of the verb, there is none to suggest that they were confused with
o

finite parts of the verb, present or aorist.

b) The assumption that finite verb constructions are universally pre­ 

ferred to infinitival ones (Ch.l, p.7)

This has the advantage over a that it offers an explanation, not 

merely of the loss of the infinitive, but of its replacement by a 

rival construction. On its own, however, -it is patently inadequate, 

since it rests on an implicit linguistic universal which can more 

easily be disproved than confirmed. Anyone who claims that da-clauses 

were substituted for infinitives because they were more transparent 

and precise constructions which allowed more regular grammatical 

patterning in subordinate clauses has then to explain why Common Slav­ 

onic, and a number of other Indo-European languages, came to develop 

infinitives, and why most of the Slavonic languages persist in using 

them. Like the notion that phonetic change is motivated by ease of 

pronunciation, this hypothesis of the greater clarity of finite con­ 

structions cannot stand by itself as a reason for change but must, if
o 

it is relevant at all, be conditioned by some other factor.

c) Appeal to the influence of other, neighbouring languages (Ch.l, pp.7-9)

The general objection to the accounts grouped under this head is 

that 'they are vague and difficult to prove or disprove. Given that

8. Mirchev 1937 quotes examples from the Vrachansko Gospel of 3rd per. 
sing, or plur. apparently in place of infinitives; but the.;critical 
apparatus of Tsonev 191^ pp. 185-87 shows that the two 3rd per. sing, are 
probably the debris of da-clauses, attested in other MSS, which have 
here been imperfectly corrected to infinitives.

The proposals of Galabov 196l and Ivanchev 1976 that infinitives 
were lost in certain other constructions by misinterpretation of sur­ 
face structure have been dealt with by Mirchev 1962 and Deyanova 1977-

9. Galton 1967 attributes the loss of the infinitive in Bulgarian and 
Macedonian to a similar though more specific cause: he sees it as part 
of a tendency in these languages to concrete grammatical expression of 
spatio-temporal relations. His explanation of the loss of the infini­ 
tive (pp.85-86) can only be assessed within his wider thesis, which 
deals mainly with changes in the nominal system. Taken in isolation, 
his account merely states that Bulgarian and Macedonian use finite 
verbs, not infinitives.
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there is evidence of contact between two languages, and that one is 

known to have had constructions of a kind which subsequently appear in 

the other, syntactic influence, unlike morphological or lexical borrow­ 

ing, still cannot be demonstrated beyond doubt, since a syntactic con­ 

struction by its nature does not contain elements which can be iden­ 

tified as deriving from a specific language. Disproof is as difficult; 

it may at most be tentatively assumed that if the language which is 

supposed to be the recipient of syntactic influence displays related 

innovations which cannot be paralleled in the proposed .source language, 

contact between them is not, or not the only cause of change.

The nature of the influence is also not explained in sufficient 

depth. If one is to believe that reduction in the use of infinitives 

spread from one Balkan language to the others, some account of the 

special position of the source language is required to show why change 

operated in this direction, rather than in the opposite one of creat­ 

ing infinitives where they were lacking.

More particular objections can be urged against the hypothesis of 

a Thracian source of the infini±rve f s loss. It is in a sense an empty 

proposal, since we haipe no information about the syntax of the 

antique Balkan languages. It suffers, moreover, from the very argu­ 

ment which is put forward to supply this dearth of facts. Albanian 

is said to be the modern descendant of Thracian, and because the quasi- 

infinitival construction of Geg Albanian does not resemble the infini­ 

tives of other Indo-European languages, the conclusion is drawn that it 

was developed comparatively late, and that Thracian lacked an infinitive 

(see Ch.l, pp.7-8). But if Thracian was the source of the clausal con­ 

structions which have replaced the infinitive in other Balkan languages, 

how did Albanian, the direct continuation of Thracian, come to develop 

a type of infinitival construction, and only later in the Tosk dialect 

go over to clauses? If it is retorted that the_J.oss of the infinitive 

may have originated in some other ancient language than the fore-runner
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of Albanian, then the evidence of Albanian is clearly irrelevant and 

there is no telling whether the Balkan substratum language - Thracian, 

Illyrian or other - had infinitives or not.

Further, it is necessary to be clear about what a substratum lan­ 

guage is. The term is generally used of a language which, having been 

spoken for some time concurrently with another, imported tongue in 

circumstances of more or less perfect bilingualism, dies out but leaves 

its mark on the language which survives. Menendez-Pidal 1950 points 

out that there may be some delay between the disappearance of the sub­ 

stratum language and the emergence in historical records of traces of 

its influence on the surviving language, but this is because such traces

are excluded as vulgarisms from the literary norm of the dominant lan-

11 guage.

Very little is known of the whereabouts of the Thracians, or the 

Albanians, during the first fifteen hundred years AD. The case which 

Stadtmuller 19^1 makes for continuous Albanian inhabitation of the 

Adriatic hinterland since ancient times is based largely on arguments 

ex silentio. The considerable number of Slavonic loan-words which he 

quotes from Albanian testifies to contact between the two languages. 

before the sixteenth century, the time from "which ;the first records of 

Albanian date. By contrast, the Slavonic languages of the Balkans

offer but a small number of loans which can confidently be referred to

12 Albanian. This is not in itself proof that Albanian did not exercise

an influence on Slavonic, since Albanian loan-words may have been lost, 

just as Beshevliev 1937 suggests -that Greek administrative terms were 

replaced by Turkish ones; but a .hypothesis of Albanian influence is weak,

10. See,cf0r example, Trost 1963.

11. His examples are taken from the phonological developments due to an 
Iberian substratum which are suppressed for some centuries in Spanish 
under the continuing influence of Latin.

12. See the discussion of loan-words in Sandfeld 1930, especially p.68.
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because unsupported by identifiable elements passed from the one lan­ 

guage to the other.

A more serious stumbling-block is presented by the evidence of 

Old Church Slavonic and its chronological implications. It vas found 

in Ch.2 that there was no substantial difference between the infinitival 

syntax of Common Slavonic and that of Old Church Slavonic, both as 

attested in the translated texts of the Canonical MSS (Suprasliensis ex- 

cepted) and as it appears in works which are held to be original Slav­ 

onic compositions. In the ninth century Old Church Slavonic was a 

newly created language which lacked pre-established norms,and was pre­ 

sumably based in the first place on spoken usage. Thus there was no 

reason for it to suppress any types >of colloquial construction as in­ 

appropriate or incorrect (unless, conceivably, literary Greek grammar 

affected it more profoundly than is usually assumed, see Ch.2). It may 

be concluded that any external influence which worked to eliminate in­ 

finitives came into play after the ninth to tenth centuries. Yet the 

Slavs had already been settled for about three centuries in the Balkans; 

and, while there is insufficient historical evidence to determine the 

period of maximum contact between Slavs and their predecessors in the 

Balkans, it is strange to suppose that Thracian or Old Albanian should 

have left no substratum traces in Slavonic between the sixth and-ninth 

centuries and then, subsequently, should have influenced .Slavdnic syn­ 

tax, radically .and the Slavonic vocabulary to a negligeable degree.

Similar chronological objections can be made to Schropfer's sugges-
• 

tion that the syntactic changes of Bulgarian originated in contact with
k

the Turkic-speaking Bulgars, i.e. mainly before the creation of Old 

Church Slavonic.(see Ch.l, p.9)

Gabinsky 1970, who urges the claim of Thracian to be the source of 

the Balkan loss of infinitives, allows that its influence on Bulgarian 

and Macedonian may have been indirect, mediated by Greek or by Balkan
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Latin. The possibility that these languages abandoned the infinitive 

because of Thracian influence calls for separate .assessment,.which 

lies beyond the scope of this thesis ; but the nature and results of 

contact between them and Bulgarian must be considered here.

The strongest case can be made for Greek influence on Bulgarian 

syntax. The historical development of colloquial Greek appears to be 

at least as difficult to trace as that of Bulgarian, because conserva­ 

tive norms based on the classical language inhibited literary usage 

for many centuries. Nevertheless, it emerges from.the studies of 

Hesseling 1892, Aalto 1953 and Burguiere 'I960 that the construction 

which has replaced the infinitive in Modern Greek was already expand­ 

ing in use at the beginning of the Christian era and that by the thir­ 

teenth century it had probably replaced the infinitive, except in the 

periphrastic future with d£Xo) and optionally with a few verbs such as 

6v5vayau, exoj, eyntopqj. Thus Greek restricted the use of its infinitives 

early enough to have influenced Balkan Slavonic; and similarities have 

been observed in the manner and results of the changes in the two 

languages. In both the infinitive was retained longest in the future 

tense, and the development of the Greek future as outlined by Banescu .... 

1915 shows striking parallels with Bulgarian. The modern languages, 

according to Sandfeld 1902, display a closer resemblance to each other 

than to the other Balkan languages in the distribution of the da- and 

va-clauses after verbs of perception and in the strictness of their 

internal syntax. It must'be noted .that \Kazazis 1965 finds differences 

of detail between Greek and Bulgarian.in the complementing of adjectives 

by vex- and da-clauses, but the divergence is a minor one which may have

to do rather with the differing idiomatic application of adjectives

13 than with the use of clauses which replace the infinitive.

13. Greek admits constructions of the type 'He is easy/difficult to 
please 1 in which the adjective agrees with the object of the depend­ 
ent verb, whereas Bulgarian does not allow them.
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As was remarked in Ch.l, Greeks and Bulgarians were long in im­ 

mediate contact, and it is likely that this contact was particularly 

close during the eleventh and twelfth centuries, when Byzantium ruled 

Bulgarian and Macedonia, that is, in the period when radical changes 

in the grammatical structure of Bulgarian can be seen to have taken 

place and, it is here argued, the use of the infinitive came to be 

severely limited. During the same time loan-words were taken from 

Greek into Bulgarian which have apparently remained current ever since 

(see Chapters U and 5). These are not confined to the most readily 

borrowed words, nouns, but include verbs, adjectives, prepositions 

and conjunctions . Greek has also had a marked effect on the verbal 

morphology of Bulgarian, providing it with the formatives -ac(e)aM, 

-nc(B)aM, -oc(e)aM, which derive from the common Greek sigmatic aor-^ 

ist.stem but are used in Bulgarian, as Beshevliev 1937 points out, to 

form verbs from Slavonic and Turkish as well as from Greek roots. 

Pace Miletich 193^, who holds that Bulgarian does not show signs of 

deep influence from neighbouring languages, borrowing of this kind, 

which affects the whole vocabulary and even the morphology of the re­ 

ceiving language, seems good evidence of every-day colloquial contact 

between the languages, and Jiot merely of the literary and cultural 

dependence of mediaeval Bulgaria on Byzantium.

Many, though not all of the Greek m^tliaeval ioans into Bulgarian 

are also found in other Balkan languages, as Popovic 1953-55 and
%

Mihaescu 1966 show for Serbo-Croat and Roumanian respectively. To­ 

gether they convey-'the impression, probably not' subject to proof, 

that Greek may have been used as a lingua franca, perhaps particularly 

for trading purposes, throughout the Balkans.

There is then at least strong circumstantial evidence for a 

Greek source of the Bulgarian decline of the infinitive; and a sup­ 

porting parallel can be found in the Southern Italian dialects which 

have reduced their use of the infinitive, according to Rohlfs 1958,
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and adopted certain other Balkan idioms which he details in 1967, under 

the influence of Greek spoken in the same area. The parallel is not 

perfect, since Rohlfs reports that the Italian dialects may retain the 

infinitive after verbs of perception as well as the verb 'to be able'; 

but the Greek dialects of Italy, like the equally peripheral Pontic 

dialects described by Dieterich 1898, retain more infinitival construc­ 

tions than does the main body of Greek dialects.

The drawbacks of this hypothesis as it is commonly presented are 

of the general kind outlined above: that it is not, as it stands, 

susceptible of proof or disproof but only of being rendered more or 

less plausible by the addition or rejection of corroborative circum­ 

stances; and that it does not explain why infinitives should be lost, 

rather than created. It also calls for an account of the Greek loss of 

the infinitive, a question on which, again, the present thesis cannot 

do more than touch. The studies of this change have generally sought 

its cause in Greek itself, in .hypotheses similar to a and b above (by 

Hesseling, Banescu and Burguiere) or in the supposedly over-developed 

and instable infinitival syntax of the classical language, according 

to Kurzova 1966 and 1969- Aalto 1953 explicitly rejects the possibility 

that Greek lost its infinitives under the influence of other Balkan 

languages. Greek was of course used as a medium of communication by 

non-native speakers all over the Mediterranean area at least from 

Hellenistic times; but this does not appear to have been put forward 

as a possible cause of syntactic change, as it might be on the strength 

of the hypothesis under d below.

The same difficulties apply to the proposal that the infinitive's 

decline spread from Balkan Romance to Bulgarian. In addition, as was 

remarked in Chapters k and 5, the loss of the infinitive appears to 

have been less far advanced in Roumanian as first attested in the six­ 

teenth century than in Bulgarian. The direction of influence between
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Romance and Slavonic in the Balkans has been disputed: for example, 

Skok 1933 suggests that the shortening of the infinitive started in 

Roumanian and spread to Bulgarian during a period of contact under the 

Second Bulgarian Empire, whereas Benes. 1955 argues for the reverse pro­ 

cess. Contact between the languages is indisputable, but the evidence 

of loan-words, as was pointed out in Ch.U, speaks mainly for the in­ 

fluence of Balkan Slavonic on Roumanian. Except in dialects which 

have been.in recent contact with Roumanian, the number of words bor­ 

rowed into Bulgarian is not large, and their position in the language 

less significant than that of the Greek loans.

The hypothesis that Balkan Romance prosodic peculiarities acted as 

an impulse to syntactic change is put forward by Reichenkron and Klag- 

stad apparently in the first place to account for the development of 

postposed definite articles. As applied to the loss of the infinitive, 

it is at best weak. It presupposes that clause and infinitive were 

already to a considerable degree equivalent, for otherwise the conjunc­ 

tion which introduced the clause could hardly take over the modal 

functions of the infinitive. It fails to account for the survival of 

the redundant subjunctive in Greek, Albanian and Roumanian after the 

conjunctions vet, te and j3a had come to express modality. Also, in 

assuming a tendency to falling rhythm, i.e. to stress the first element 

in a phrase and so to transfer communicative function to that element, 

it conflicts with the proclitic nature of da in Bulgarian. Finally 

it has the disadvantage of being again untestable, because our know­ 

ledge of the prosodic development of Bulgarian is meagre, 

d) The theory of change through interaction between languages (Ch.l,

pp.9-11)

Rozentsveig's hypothesis that loss of the infinitive is a simpli­ 

fication which characteristically results from contact between

lU. See Capidan 192U, Sandfeld 1930
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speakers of different languages has two advantages over the other ex­ 

planations which have been considered. Firstly, it offers a reason 

why infinitives should be lost - that this makes the working of a 

language simpler to master - and provides a conditioning factor, the 

need for simple structures when speakers of differing competence are 

trying to communicate with each other. Secondly, it puts forward a 

detailed scheme of how the loss takes place, which is open to testing 

against historical findings.

Yet even this account is not as explicit and complete as might be 

desired. It is self-evident that not all contact between languages 

leads to loss of infinitives, and so the kind of contact which does 

have this effect needs to be specified, so far as this is possible. 

In particular one wishes to know how close the contact has to be, 

what the rate of change is, what degree of ungrammaticality native 

speakers will permit themselves in the interests of effective communi­ 

cation and what happens to the other language or languages involved.

Rozentsveig offers a comparison with the development of pidgin 

languages, whose structure he suggests is the result of radical simpli­ 

fication. The analogy is not entirely happy, partly because the origin 

of pidgins and their probably related Creoles is itself a subject of • 

dispute and partly because the Balkan treatment of the infinitive is 

different from the typical one in pidgin languages. If one sets aside 

the many pidgins which have arisen from the interaction of European 

and African or Asian languages and looks to instances such as the 

original Lingua Franca described by Schuchardt 1909 or Russenorsk, the 

trading pidgin of Russians from the Northern ports and Norwegian fisher­ 

men described by Broch 1927, one finds indeed that they dispense with

15. See DeCamp's introduction to Hymes 197^ and the literature cited 
there.

16. See also Lunden's review of the subject in 1978-
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infinitives: but so they do with verbal inflection as a whole. The 

verb is an invariant form, which may in fact coincide with the infini­ 

tive in one or other source language. The same seems to be true of 

the French and English Creoles from which Rozentsveig 1970 quotes.

The verbal systems of the Balkan languages do not show a marked 

tendency to morphological reduction. The Bulgarian verb, in particular, 

is distinguished in comparison with the other Slavonic languages by 

its multiplicity of forms. It must be allowed that the inflexional 

patterning of verbs in the Balkan languages probably presented many 

points of similarity among themselves (as part of their common Indo- 

European heritage) from the beginning and so posed fewer problems for 

the interchange of languages than sharply differing systems would. 

Yet one is still bound to suppose that the conditions of linguistic 

contact in the Balkans were different from those which attended the 

development of a pidgin between Russian and Norwegian, also both Indo- 

European languages.

It is a remarkable feature of linguistic interaction in the Balkans 

that although it has produced considerable convergence between the 

languages involved, it has not resulted in the acceptance of one common 

tongue or the evolution of a new language which cannot be regarded as 

a direct continuation of a pre-existing one. It is indeed plausible to 

suppose that there have been many individual instances in the Balkans 

during the past 1,500 to 2,000 years in which people have gone over 

from one language to another, or have seen their children grow up to 

speak a different language, or have improvised a makeshift pidgin in 

order to communicate with others, or have employed a commonly known 

lingua franca (see above on Greek); but on the whole the inhabitants 

of the Balkans have preserved the distinction between their -languages 

tenaciously, and even when a dialect has undergone profound external 

influence, as in the Cserged variety of Bulgarian examined in Ch.5, 

there is still no doubt about its proper affiliation, as there tends to



331 

be over a pidgin or Creole.

This is not the place even to sketch the political and social 

history of the Balkans; but it may be tentatively suggested that their 

peculiar convergent linguistic developments are at least in part the 

result of social circumstances different from either those which create 

pidgins or those which lead to the replacement of one language by an­ 

other: a longer, more continuous and stable contact between speakers 

of different languages than is:.initially enjoyed by users of pidgins^ 

less intimate mixing than may be needed for one language to supplant 

another, e.g. through frequent intermarriage; and possibly, on the 

level of every-day intercourse, fairly equal social relations between 

different linguistic groups, so that there has been little motive for 

a dominant people either to impose its own language or to >use an 

institutionalized pidgin in converse with socially inferior groups, 

instead of attempting to learn their languages. Grammatical changes 

as considerable as those of the Balkan languages seem als_o to presup­ 

pose that the speakers who permitted them were not concerned to main­ 

tain firm norms in:-their spoken usages.

No doubt it is dangerous to argue from present-day circumstances to 

the past; but descriptions of Balkan social organization in the last 

hundred years fit the requirements just suggested remarkably well. Up 

to modern times it has been common, even normal to find fairly stable 

multilingual communities, such as the one in Prizren described by 

Pavlovic 1958, in which the spread of one language at the expense of 

the others is at best slow. Linguistic distinctions have been main­ 

tained by differences in religion and in way of life, e.g. between 

Orthodox, Catholic and Muslim as described by Jirecek 1891 and between 

settled agriculturalists or artisans and the semi-nomadic Aroumanian 

and Albanian shepherds whose way of life goes back, according to Gyoni 

1951, at least to the eleventh century. Recatas 193^ and Weigand 192U
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both remark, as does Pavlovic more recently, that these divisions 

have tended to be reinforced by endogamy. Recatas attaches especial 

importance to the role of women in preserving and transmitting the 

language of the Aroumanian shepherds, while their men-folk spent 

more time away from the home and in contact with other languages. It 

is impossible to judge how widespread such social patterns were in the 

past, but there are some examples which go back for several hundred 

years. An outstanding one is the Bulgarian community of Cserged, which 

appears to have retained its language for five hundred years and only 

abandoned it under pressure. Another is provided by the Spanish- 

speaking Sephardic Jews who came to the Balkans at the end of the fif­ 

teenth century and continued to use Spanish up to modern times , al­ 

though with traces of Balkan influence, e.g. in the limitation of in­ 

finitival constructions according to Gabinsky 1967a. The isolation

of the Pavlikyane, formerly a heretic sect and more recently Catholics,

17 which is reflected in their archaic dialect, dates still farther back.

Finally, until recent times the standardized literary languages of ;• .; 

several of the Balkan peoples have been highly conservative and distant 

from spoken practice, which appears not to have been subjected to norm­ 

alization. The nearest parallel to these conditions for linguistic 

change and to their apparent effects is not the sudden and disruptive 

contact which seems to give rise to pidgins, but rather the stable co­ 

existence, on relatively even terms, of groups of people set apart from 

each other by language, creed and habit of life which is described in 

Southern India by Gumperz and Wilson 1968.

The linguistic nature of the Balkan loss of infinitives is also 

different from the characteristic development of pidgins. If one 

adopts the distinction drawn by Muhlhausler 197^ between simplification

17. See Miletich 1912 pp.71-98, Jirecek 1891 pp.108-12.



333
/

and impoverishment - though he allows that it is not an easy distinc­ 

tion to make - one may see this Balkan development as an example of 

simplification without impoverishment, whereas the reduction of verbs 

to invariant forms in pidgins exemplifies both processes. Simplifica­ 

tion in his view is achieved by increases in regularity, by abandoning 

unmotivated exceptions to the general application of rules, while im­ 

poverishment is a more extreme reduction which obliterates distinctions 

that are .required for effective communication and so have to be rein­ 

stated in some other guise. For example, if verbs cease to be inflect­ 

ed to mark tense distinctions, some compensatory device, such as 

temporal adverbs, will be introduced. Similarly the subject, 1st, 2nd 

or 3rd per. , of the verb needs to be indicated, either in the verbal 

endings of the Balkan languages or commonly by pronouns in pidgins 

and Creoles. By contrast the infinitive is dispensible. Its loss in 

Bulgarian has caused at the most stylistic impoverishment, which in 

the modern literary language is corrected by using verbal nouns as an 

alternative to the somewhat cumbersome da-clause; and its abolition 

seems an obvious instance of simplification, reducing the number of 

inessential morphological distinctions in the verbal system and allow­ 

ing a more general application of the rules for concord of subject 

and verb, as Burguiere I960 and Rozentsveig in his various works ob­ 

serve .

Rozentsveig presents his model of change as one that may work 

between any languages. The possibilities considered under c above 

would be special cases in which lack of the infinitive in one language 

would merely make simplification by its loss in the other language 

slightly more likely.

There are two ways in which Rozentsveig f s hypothesis can be 

challenged. One is by showing that loss of the infinitive is not a 

simplification, or that simplification is not its principal motivation. 

As Muhlhausler points out, it is not a straight-forward matter to
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struction is without qualification or compensation simpler than another; 

and such a judgement may depend on the type of grammatical analysis 

which one employs. Rozentsveig assumes a grammatical model which .re­ 

cognizes underlying and surface structure, and defines simplification 

as a reduction in the number of rules needed to derive the latter from 

the former. This seems readily convertible into Muhlhausler's terms, 

for the smaller the number of rules, the more general, presumably, 

must be their application. If, on the other hand, one were to take, 

say, obligatory surface marking of categories as a measure of simpli­ 

city, it is not so obvious that the infinitive would be less simple 

than the finite verb, which calls for obligatory and sometimes re­ 

dundant marking of person, number,, tense and mood.

Hauge 1977 suggests that a need for redundancy, rather than simpli­ 

city, to ensure successful communication in conditions of imperfect 

bilingualism, has provided the impulse to many of the Balkan ..grammatical 

developments, and instances inter alia the redundant marking of finite 

verbs subordinated to phasal and modal main verbs ('to begin 1 , Ito 

cease 1 , 'to be able 1 , f to dare'). The notion of redundancy is hardly 

more precise than that of simplification. It is hard to decide which 

element in a redundant marking of a linguistic form, category or,struc­ 

ture is superfluous, or to weigh different kinds of redundancy against 

each other: the redundant signalling of certain types of 'subordinate 

construction by means of the infinitive, for example, against the re­ 

dundancy in.personal endings which results from using finite verbs-in 

all constructions. It also seems likely that simplification of the 

kind discussed above and redundancy are interrelated, since the ex­ 

tension of rules to a wider range of applications will tend to bring 

about overlap and redundancy. To make his case cogent, therefore, 

Hauge would have to give clear examples of redundancy which is not 

conditioned by simplification - redundancy introduced for its own
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sake. The decline of the infinitive will not serve this purpose, 

especially if it took place in the way that Rozentsveig suggests, for 

according to his hypothesis it was lost first in constructions which 

called for the subject of the infinitive to be distinguished, and 

only at the end in constructions where the subjects of governing verb 

and infinitive were bound to coincide. Thus redundant marking was a 

late consequence of the change and hardly an initial motivation.

The second way of testing Rozentsveig's hypothesis is to see 

whether his outline of the process by which the infinitive is lost 

agrees with the available evidence. It must be allowed that the find­ 

ings of Chapters 2-6 on the whole support his proposals. The infini­ 

tive appears to have been replaced by the da-clause after verbs of 

volition with a distinction of subject before it ceased to be used 

with the same subject, still more before it fell out of use with the 

verb 'to be able 1 .

Rozentsveig dismisses the importance of tense marking in the 

switch from infinitive to da-clause, and this appears to be just. In 

Old Church Slavonic, when both were used, clauses were the natural 

means of distinguishing tense or mood in subordinate constructions; 

but as in the Slavonic languages the infinitive is tenseless and so 

is used in constructions where tense is irrelevant or can be auto­ 

matically inferred, it is not surprising that the Tables V do not 

show an increased variation of tenses in the da_-clauses which replace 

the infinitive.
x"-

Rozentsveig's proposed model of change is confined to verbal com­ 

plements. In principle this is a short-coming, but it does not 

seriously hinder the present study, in which very little information, 

and that of debatable significance, has been found on the use of in­ 

finitives and da-clauses in impersonal constructions and in subordina­ 

tion to expressions other than verbs. Such scanty data as are avail­ 

able are consonant with the principles of Rozentsveig's hypothesis.
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Impersonal constructions require the subject of the infinitive to be 

specified, except when it is indefinitive, as in the example with 

modal e_ in Ch.6 Table II, p.306. It is presumably a simplification 

to complement them with da-clauses, which indicate the subject of the 

verb without the special provision of putting it in the dative case, 

which can be seen in Chapters 3 and h to have led to mistakes. The 

infinitive lingers as complement of pronouns, adjectives and adverbs 

longest where its subject is' unambiguous: in indirect deliberative 

questions with pronouns and adverbs after the verb 'to have 1 , which 

shares the subject of the infinitive, and after adjectives, particular­ 

ly BOA6H in Ch.il, which qualify the subject of the infinitive.

However, the findings of Chapters 2-6 suggest some modifications 

of Rozentsveig's hypothesis. The changes in the word-order of the 

da-clause render it less than a complete simplification, since the 

subject of its verb may not immediately precede it, as it can in a 

main clause. This, as Golab, Maslov and Sedlacek hold, may well be 

symptomatic of a shift in the function of da from conjunction towards 

modal particle.

More important is the difficulty of checking JRozentsveig's pro­ 

posed order of change. The nature of the sources, as has been repeat­ 

edly stressed, makes a chronology very hard to establish; but it 

appears that the da-clause was current as a complement of verbs of 

command, and possibly also of verbs of motion with the same subject, 

at least as early as of ftOTaTH with a different subject. This does 

not agree with Rozentsveig's scheme, in which infinitives with pre­ 

dictably different subjects from their governing factive verbs, and 

infinitives which share the subject of the main verb should give place 

to da-clauses later than infinitives after volitional verbs with a 

distinction of subject.

The evidence is too slim to bear much weight, but it suggests 

that other factors besides Rozentsveig's main syntactic one may be
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involved in the change. In Ch.l, p.21, it was observed that there 

must have been some point of equivalence between infinitive and da- 

clause for the change from one to the other to be feasible. The con­ 

structions with verbs of command and motion are instances of this . 

The infinitive subordinated to a verb of command is loosely equivalent 

to the independent imperative da-clause which may be prefaced by such 

a verb; and the supine or infinitive governed by a verb of motion is 

more strictly parallel to a final da-clause. In both instances the 

effect of ext&ndi-hg-the da-clause is to abolish a distinction which is 

primarily syntactic and to make explicit the semantic equivalence. 

This does not conflict with Rozentsveig's outline of interaction be­ 

tween native and non-native speakers; it merely takes up what is 

implicit in his hypothesis, that they are likely to simplify by using 

a single syntactic pattern in constructions which are semantically of 

one kind. Unfortunately it complicates his hypothesis by adding a 

factor, making the order of-change .less predictable and more depend­ 

ent on the particular structures initially used in the language which 

undergoes the change.

How secure the evidence for this proposed modification, and indeed
\

for Rozentsveig ! s hypothesis, .is and whether further evidence can be 

found for or against them, are questions which must wait on further 

research. The results of the present study are offered as preliminary 

work on which it is hoped others may build and which they are invited 

to revise.
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