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A thesis submitted to the University of Oxford for the degree of Doctor

of Philosophy in Trinity Term 1980 by C.M. MacRobert, Somerville College.

The thesis traces éhe 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 langusges; d) that the
infinitive is liable to be lost, either through 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. Tﬁe 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 1is 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 soO 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 01d Albanian, Greek or Balkan Romance - which already lacked
the infinitive; 4d) 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 outlineéd.

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 I), 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 IV).
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'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 supplément 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, 01d Church Slavonic,
since this is held to be closely akin to, or identical with 0l1d Bulgarian.
The evidence of the 01d 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 1s 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 014 Church Slav-

onic MSS (excepting Suprasliensis) and with reconstructed Common Slavonic
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in their use of ggfclauseé and infinitives. Minor differences are listed,
and it is noted that in 01d 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 spreaa 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'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 L 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 inFfluence,
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 wider 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 4 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 da-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 Rozentsveig'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 clausej; 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
the two types of construction, in addition to the main syntactié one

which he proposes.
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ERRATUM
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CHAPTER 1 : INTRODUCTION

A. Subject-matter

In Common Slavonic the infinitive was a formally distinct grammatical
category, taking an ending -ti which 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' implies a similarity between the category so
designated in Bulgarian (and other Slavonic languages) and the 'infinit-
ives' 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 014 Church Slavonic MSS of the tenth and eleventh centuries, because
these are held to reflect a language very close to 0l1ld Bulgarian2 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 0ld Church Slavonic, e.g. Diels 1932,
Lunt 197k4; 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. indic., e.g.

xoam, JyeTe, peye, rosopm, Kasa, nmca, bHpa, Buga, umrpa. It is used prin-

cipally with the auxiliary HepenTe in the negative imperative, although it
may also be found, especially in conservative or colloquial usage, after

the verbs Mmora, cmea, ctura and before the auxiliary wa in one form of the

periphrastic future.3 In the modern literary language it is in fact no
longer a freely occurring word but merely a component of a morphologically
complex form,h 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. 8o, 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 194k pp.318-
19, Andreizhin, Popov and Stoyanov 1977 p.250.

. See Andreichin 1953: '"mHPMHMTHUBHaATA (GOpMa HE € CaMOCTOATENHa AyMa B n3-
peyeHMeTO, a € CaMO CbCTaBeH efeMeHT B efHa CnoxHa MopdonoruuHa tdopma.'

5. See Kinchev 1968 p.47, Kovachev 1968 p.184 and Kabasanov 1956 pp.5L4-55
respectively.



one, nne, otn, pgoHe which:correspond to the 01ld Bulgarian AONTH, NAHTH,

peEWH, mown, BaAkCeTH, NMAECTH, OTHTH, AOHECTH. 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:

i. eua€ ro ue; nbng ro vie (Kabasanov 1956 p.55)

1]
ii. MéctyTty u Bhnexﬁ Hu nie q}x’na rbpMﬁ; Ny v nyaHEK’(Stoikov 1967
p.253)

iii. He e BMAETE i e noaHaTt (Ivanov 1977 p.188)
According to Miletich 1903, the,same expressions were in use in other East
Bulgarian dialects at the turn of the present century:

~ o« N

iv. n& j& Sut; ne j& vid'dt; Cut go (Miletich 1903 p.1k0); né je

N\

poznit; mbrl n¥ je gled'dt; vid'at' je (ibid. p.271)
In some places the infinitive still survived in its full form:

\
«\ . ~ . P . : . o
v. né jé uznati veéSte; ne ni b'ASe pdznati, tgkv%s ndésijt to b'ase

(ibid. p.139 and p.1k40)
Miletich regards as infinitives the words ending in -ti in expressions
like:

3 o 3 S <. . 3 L
vi.t'ds égnet% st za kIati; tuk Ima m'dstS-za spati; tes udd je zg piti

(ivid. p.1ko); tas,sgpﬁn ni jeé z8 miti; d8be&ld nestd - nd j& 28 BIti; ti

si za biti, momée (ibid. p7196)7

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 Véglenpv 1955 argues, the
construction with za'is open to an alternative interpretation, as 3a and a

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

been subject to the reduction of unstressed Cel to [il which is found in

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

T. Miletich argues for the infinitival interpretation on p.140. On the
other hand, in 1912 p.98 he prefers to take similar forms in -ti as verbal
nouns.



the East Bulgarian dialects.8

In the West Bulgarian dialects the infinitive has been lost beyond
trace,9 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' 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 Ioann Asen II in the thirteenth century.ll 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 and Andreichin, Popov

and Stoyanov 1977, and by examining the Bugarsko-Makedonski refnik 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
from varieties minimally differing in syntax,l2 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.127

9. Compare BDA III 1975, map 216 with BDA I and II 1964 and 1966, maps 184
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. I/2 pp.50-51, II pp.11-15, III pp.34O-Ll.

12. See Mirchev 1963 and Koneski 1966, whose sources for the earliest his-
tory of Bulgarian and Macedonian overlap.
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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
progress.l3 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
usually suggestedlh that the loss of the infinitive spread from the South-
East to Serbian, starting in the East Serbian dialects perhaps as early as

15 If so early a date is posited, it

the ninth to thirteenth centuries.
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 ¢ 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 STawski 1958, Gudkov 1958, Ivié 1972.
14, See SYawski 1958, Grickat 1975 pp.T73-116, 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 Popovié 1960 pp.241-261, especially p.259.
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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 1883,16.Mi1etich 1923 and Togeby 1962, the
loss of the infinitive originated in homophonic clash with finite parts of

17

the verb. The infinitive lost its final -1 by the twelfth century either
because it was replaced by the supine18 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. indic. or the 1lst per. sing. pres. indic. and 2nd and 3rd
per. sing. aor. indic. It is supposed that such homophony led to syntactic
incoherence because finite verbal forms appeared to stand in constructions
where they *ere 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 we followed by the
present tense of the verb. The stages in such a change are envisaged
roughly like this:

FOWXR, XOWETB and infinitive, at first ca MONHTH, then CA MONHTZ; reduced

PR, YE C€ MOAH; reinterpretation of e ¢e Monn as two 3rd per. sing. forms

16. See Miklosich 1883 p.873.

17. See Mirchev 1963 p.211 for twelfth century examples, but also Marguliés
1927 passim for instances of infinitives in -T® in Suprasliensis.

18. Suggested by Mladenov 1929 p.268, Belié 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.



and extensions of the new.interpretation to the other persons to give uv

ce MonAa, wew ce Monmw etc.; finally reduction of the redundant inflected

auxiliary to a particle, usually ue.

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, who 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).19

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

a Sprachbund.go The fundamental work on thisssubject is Sandfeld 1930;

there is a more recent review in Schaller 1975.

Usually the source of these common developments is sought in one lan-
guage, either the antique Balkan tongue from which Albanian is descended,21
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 Thracian substratum,

19. A similar account of loss of :the infinitive in_ other languages is given
by Bacinschi 1946 and by some writers on the Greek infinitive, e.g. Hessel-
ing 1892, Burguiére 1960.

20. This term was introduced by Trubetzkoy 1928 p.18.
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was put forward by Miklosich 1862 and taken up in modified form by Weigand
1924 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 1967 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 lst 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 1974, 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-
held, notably by Sandfeld 1902 and 1930.22 The Greek infinitives have been
lost from the modern language, except as the etyma of a few verbal nouns
and as a component in one of the perfect tenses.23 In their place is used
a clause introduced by Xé (earlier Cva), 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

20, 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.
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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,
including the loss of the infinitive, by Reichenkron 1962 and l966,2u 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 the 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, whose influence. he believes to have been
primarily 1iterary.25

d) The theory of change through interaction between languages. The
difference between this and the type of explanation under c above 1is 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. Schrdpfer 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 KompromiRsprache erwachsen zu sein, die sich
zwischen den wolgabulgarischen Erobern und den Slaven herausbildete,wie

26

solche auch heute in militarisch besetzten Gebieten entsteken'.

2l. 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. Schrépfer 1956 p. 1hLs5.



10

The notion of a KompromiRsprache has been worked out in more depth by

Rozentsveig in several works, especially those of 1972 and 1976. 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'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 gubject, 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 0ld 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.

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

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

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.T.

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 Slavoniec. 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 0ld 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
deliberate, systematic kind28 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 0l1d Church Slavonic. from which

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

28. See Talev 1973 Chapters 3-4 on fourteenth century Bulgarian norms of
Church Slavonic.,



13
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 réduction 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 i1s also distinguished
by Serbian features (see Chapters 3, 4 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
or less radically from the norms of Church Slavonic.29 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 L and 5). The disadvantages entailed by these foreign in-
fluences are inescapable and one can only try to make allowance for them.

IT. 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.
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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 1lst 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, particularty
by verbal nouns, which can be used in Modern Bulgarian in constructions
where an infinitive would once have been admissible.30 This possibility is
disregarded because verbal nouns are found as alternatives to infinitive

and da-clause alike from the beginning of the period31 and because it would
be difficult to follow any development in their use through the sources,
since in some of theée; éarticularly the State Documents, verbal nouns are
very rare,

III. Presentation and analysis of material: .This is guided by the two
aims which were set ou£ in ¢ 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 1979a for some examples.

31. See Milev 1962 especially pp.86-87.
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only those constructions dre 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 4 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.4 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 the sole available evidence of change.

The tables are organized in the following way. The first, second and
third 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
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-
clause are noted. They are not presented in tables because theyigccur
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; lst 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+ -
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 wvarious
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 VI 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 enclities, 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 da-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 da-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 0ld 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 da-clause were correlated to changes in their com-
binatorial possibilities in the sentence. As Mincheva 1968 remarks, in
01d 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 Golgb
1954 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 ue, ako, Kato 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 1979b 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.

L Eassim). 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'. 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 somé 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 hay often suppose .the 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'.
Again, when a subordinate clause is used with the verb 'to beware' it may
be understood either as the complement, the event of which one is to beware,
or 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.h9) 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 +hey should see me' is not.

Similar difficulties are met in determining the syntactic relationships
of infinitives ard da-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, glad', can be said to
take complements just as the semantically related verbs do. In the second,
pronouns and gdverbs, and less often nouns,'have a douible 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'.
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These three groups can ovérlap 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 E31TH, 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 EBaITH used either modally or as a copula.
Examples of this problem are to be found particularly in Ch.2, the section
oA the Sermons of St. Clement, Tables II aﬁd 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 complementy 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 'to be able' 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 reasdnably 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
view33 that grammatical change tends to operate by gradual modification of
a system, proceeding from sporadic deviatiqns 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 1970a, 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 wdrk 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 €Xe&, HKO, KAKO, €Ad, ABBHO 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
ggfclause) which coincides with the direct or indirect object of the main
verb' 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 nu. In earlier
stages of the language's history the personal pronouns were probably not,

or not always, enclitic. Havrének 1963 argues from the evidence of word-
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érder that in 0ld Church Slavonic the accusative forms MA, TA, ¢A 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 study 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 gquoted from the edition o£ Grivec and TomSic
1960, 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.4) are also published with
expanded abbreviations and modern puncttiation. In these instances editor-
ial punctuation is omitted from quotations, in case it should prejudice

syntactic interpretation.
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CHAPTER II : OLD CHURCH SLAVONIC AND OLD BULGARIAN .

Introduction

The earliest direct and extensive records of any Slavonic language
are furnished by the 0ld Church Slavonic Canonical MSS, the principal of
which are the Gospel texts Zographensis, Marianus, Assemanianus and Savvina
Kniga, the psalter Psalterium Sinaiticum, the liturgical books Euchologium
Sinaiticum and Kiev Folia and the collections of sermons in Clozianus and
Suprasliensis.l 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,
8S. Cyril and Methodius were conversant both with Greek (the language of
their education) and with an early South Slavonic dialect.2 The variety
of South Slavonic, characterized by such conservative features as the
etymologically correct retention of the reduced vowels ® and b, which
can be seen to underlie the.language of the 0ld 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,

which is now generally ascribed to St. Cyril's invention.3 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 01d

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 III's remark to SS. Cyril and Method-
ius: BBRl BO HeCTA CENOYNANMNA AQ CENOYHNANE BhCH YNCTO CNOBBNBCKR! EECBAOY-

HOTb.

3. See Vlasto 1970 pp.Lo-UkL.
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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 1954 interpretation of Glago-
litic is accepted. Certain lexical items of 01d 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 were 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
a Lectionary rather than a full version,u was started before they left
Constantinople for Moravia (see VC Ch.14). 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 SS5. Cyril and Methodius visited Rome in 868, rresented theéir Slavonic
Church books for Pope Hadrian's blessing and celebrated the Liturgy in
Slavonic (VC Ch.17). 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 0l1d High German texts current in
Moravia, as the Kiev Folia and Fuchologium Sinaiticum Foll.T72a-73a bear

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

L. See Zhukovskaya 1976 Ch.l4 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 Mora'via,5 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 pozscTBa (Mar. Matth.lh.6, Cloz. Fol.lka.l,3)

NerkzecTBa (Ps. Sin. Ps.24.7), ocBane (Ps. Sin. Ps.29.l).6

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

Glagolitic tradition7

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
of their:short Lives,B 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.1l7, 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 pPp.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, Savvina 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
usage9 (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 Savvina Kniga, and the full, or
Tetra, Gospels Zographensis and Marianus is disputed. Horalek 1954 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 Savvina 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 Horidlek and repeated by Vliasto 1970, that
the parts of the full Gospel translation which were added to the original
Aprakos version represent an inferior translating technique.

The 01d.Church 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 o0ld usages close to Common Slavonic,
that 0ld 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,
01d 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 0ld High
German. 0l1ld Church Slavonic should not be equated with 0l1d Bulgarian, 0O1ld

Macedonian or 0l1d Serbian. However it is legitimate to draw on the 01d
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Church Slavonic Canonical.texts for evidence about the earliesti 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 any of them.

It is particularly difficult to assess the reliability of the 01ld
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 0l1ld 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 014 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 SuprasliensislO 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 Testa;ment.11

Those studies which touch on the ways of rendering Greek infinitival
constructions, such as Pastrnek 1903, SYofiski 1908, Griinenthal 1910-11,
Kurz 1937-39, Milev 1962 and Vaillant 1964, show some clearcut divergences-
between the idioms of Greek and of 0l1d Church Slavonic. In particular,

the Greek construction of preposition, article and infinitive to convey

. ~ \ ~ \ \ . .
temporal or causal circumstance (€év 1@, npd 10U, peta 16, Sva 1d + infin-

itive) is usually rendered in 01d 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 MbNETH, raaronaTh,

BEAETH, and when an infinitive is found in Slavonic with these verbs it is
probably due to Greek influence.12 01ld 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.1b.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-L41.
12. See Vaillant 1964 pp.362-63, Vaillant 1977 pp.21L4-15. Conversely, under

Greek influence the participle replaces the infinitive as the complement of
nekcTaTH.
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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', 01d Church Slavonic translates Greek finite verbs with infinitives.

There are only a few types of construction in which the 0ld Church
Slavonic texts are generally agreed to abandon native usage for a Greek
style, and they occur rarely. Pacnerovd 1964 suggests that the following
infinitival constructions stem from Greek influence: infinitives intro-
duced by prepositions; €%€ + infinitive in imitation of td + infinitive;l3
the accusative and infinitive - when 0ld Church Slavonic specifies the

subject of the infinitive, it puts it in the dative; final infinitives

rather than final clauses; the historic infinitive; OYTBPBANTH, (CB)TBOPHTH

) T | o pe s . o
governing the infinitive; and raKo + infinitive to render dote + infin-

itive. The Gospels usually translate the last of these constructions in
its consecutive sense by rako + indicative, in its final sense by Aa + in-
dicative, but they sometimes use the infinitive and Suprasliensis does so

15

regularly for the consecutive sense. To Pacnerova's list may be added

the use of the infinitive after eran and BaNeérasa, which Pastrnek 1903 finds

quite frequently in the psalter for €v 1) + infinitive or even for a Greek
clause, e.g.:

Ps.36.33. Sdtav xpCvntol adTd - Erad CRANTH CHA EMOY

With the above minor exceptions, the distribution of infinitives in
0ld Church Slavonic is generally held to be in accordance with Slavonic
idioms. The studies of Rothe 1954, drawing on the Gospels and Suprasli-

ensis, and Pacnerovd 1964, based on the Gospels alone, agree largely in

13. Kurz 1937-37 suggests that combinations of ewxe + 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.

14. Yet in Clozianus Fol.u4b.23-24. ndvta T1a¥ta elc ARINV €VvEBAAEV N QLA-
apyvplo is translated as BbC€ TO CBPEEPONFOELCTBLE CATBOPHAO €CTh TZAGRITH

15. See Rothe 1954 Ch.lL.
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their findings, though the details of their classifications differ. Pacner-
ové 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;

¢) the infinitive in final function after verbs, especially verbs of motion,
adjectives and nouns; d) clauses where the infinitive stands alone, e.g.

after HaKo or interrogative pronouns, or in indirect speech or modal con-

structions with BB1TH, 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

FOTETH, HMATH, BRYATH, HAYATH described by Birnbaum 1958, but also after

many verbs which appear in Pacnerova's second and third groups, such as

RenaTn, HaAkaTn cA, ToREOBATH, vamraThH, oBlyaTh, caBkyaTtn etc., verbs of

motion, and mopn; 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 HoyAnTn is placed here but HOYANTH cA

belongs to Rothe's first group; c) impersonal constructions of all kinds,
in which Rothe, unlike Pacnerova, halds that the infinitive is not to be
regarded as the subject; d) rKo(®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 consiructions which they find are the same. And these
constructions are recognized by Vondrik 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 3HaTh He 3HA Or TaK CKa3aThb.

Thus, with the exception of the few obvious imitations of Greek, the
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usage of 01d 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 1937.16 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 0ld 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'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, STawski 1945 and Horadlek 1948 and 1954 raise various
objections to Mirchev'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 npds 14 and 1oV

+ infinitive were felt by the translators to have a stronger final sense

16. A monograph which modifies Iliev's article of 1921 on the same subject.
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than would be conveyed by .a simple infinitive. They also believe that 0ld
Church Slavonic tended to avoid an infinitive with a different subject from
that of the governing verb.l7 In some passages, as they remark, the Greek
itself varies between an infinitival construction and a clause introduced,
e.g., by Exg) 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
than increases,l8 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 0Old
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

17. This calls for qualification: it is normal in 0ld Church Slavonic for
verbs such as BenkTn, 7anoBXAATH, AATH, OYYHTH 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
1954, Kurz 1937-39 and Pastrnek 1903. 1In 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 01d 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 01d Church Slavonic texts. Similarly the relationships between the
different 01d 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 0ld 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 0l1d Church Slavonic call
for consideration: I.the simple Greek infinitive translatéd by a da-clause

~. N\ ~ ~ . . o .
I1.Greek wote, 14, 10U, €lg 14, mpds 18, €nl TH, ydpLv Tod, + infinitive

translated by da-clauses; III.the same Greek constructions translated by
Slavonic infinitives; IV.Greek clauses rendered by infinitives in 014 Church

Slavonic.

J. 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. yvoUg 8tu uéirovoLv €pyeoadoL wal dpndZeLv adTOV Cva

novoworv BoaouAfa - paZoYMEEZ BKO XOTATE MENTH Al BBRCXBRITATA 1| N CBRTBOPATRE

-
ueok

The critical editions do not mention a Greek variant in which apndgZeulv
is included in the Cva clause, but it is not impossible that there was one;

compare the Vulgate Latin version: venturiessent ut raperent eum et facerent eum

regem.

ii. P.G. 88 p.601. &xAumapel ACav goLTnTns yevEoSaL xobt OT oLkeLwdTivat

1pdg TNV Sviws gLrocoglav TpfoBeLs Te xexLvnuws TP péyary tatls Exelvwv

(neolars noteBidoato aVTOV mpooAngSHvaL map’ adTd - MOAH CA MTOYMENOY Ad

H B2) MPNFANR 1WAN? KB ¢€EK-Aa FEMOY EM EBRAINBR OYYENNKA N NMPHNHOYAN H

HroVuENE mona K (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.36and I B
on the conditional.

jii. An. Boll. I p.u468.13. 1d1te €éxérevoev 6 avd¥natog natevexdévrag

9 \ \ \ [ 2 \ € ’ 3 ~ \ \ ? ~
aUTOUS xata TNV 0b6ov EALonoviovu azoTtundfivaL Tag *EQaAaS oUVTHV -~ NOBenk

®e ANQYNATA CANEMALIE HA nekaaTh ckvybyama Ad Ha MATH E€NANCMONTA HAMRTE OTh-

¢tKATE rAaBE rero (Supr. 114.13-16)

The slightly different Greek version published in A.sl.Ph. XVIII p.181
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reads Cva ... anotundvoL, :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.8l.Ph. XVIII p.153. enétpede 19 oaxeAraply adToD év UL THV Nue-

~ ~ ’ \ ’ > ~ ’ ’ ’ Y » ’
pv ToU naréooL €LS TNV TPATELAV aLTOU OSWSEHE OVOHOTA TTWYXOUS OQPELAOVTAS

pet’ o0ToU ApLOTHOOL - MOBENE CAKENAPOY GBONEMOY BB HEAMNZ AbNb - FEANO K%

— a
NEPHBECTH Bl MANOMOWTH:-NA TPAMNETZA CBOMR AX OBRAOVFATA ¢bh NhMa (Supr. 121.8-

10)

v. P.G. 48 p.779. & oVv TaneLvdTeEpOV uﬁ TAPaLTNOGUEVOS ROLToaL, THS 70

\ ~
Ypnrdtepov mapntioato &V moLRoaL; - AR FEXE ChMEPLHEMWA HE OTBEQPRME CA Ch-

TROPHTN-KAKO BRIWEre (sic) Aa ER1 OTRBPAFAZ c¢A ¢iTRopnTh (Supr. 303.28 -

304.1)

See also I B, p.37T.

vi. Z.s8l1.Ph. XI p.315. 10070 AoyLoauévos N TeCSeLv adTOV dpviicacdal

\ ~ \ ~ ~ \ ’
10 100 Kuplou Svoua fh TipwproaoSaL mpo ToU €vexdhvat Tov dyLov Kdvwva -

C€ TOMBAICANEBR-NAN ADd OYBEWTA KR OTRBPBWTH CA XPNCTOCORBA HNMENE -NAHN Ad

MXAYNT2 HeTO AONLBRAE MENBEAENL SRAETR CTEIN KONONE (supr. 46.18-22)

The first da-clause here is most naturally taken as direct speech with
da used as an optative particle, but the seébnd changes to indirect speech
as in the Greek. The choice of da-clauses can alsé.be explained by the

presence of the pronoun toVto - ¢€, see IT B ix, xiii, pp.4T and U48.

There are several specific differences between the structures of 014
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 01d Church Slavonic. The Slavonic conditional mood has no
exact equivalent in Greek and its use is independent and difficult to
define. Brduer 1957 suggests that in final clauses it conveys a wish to
achieve a certain end, modified by doubt whether its achievement is poss-
ible; 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.:

N / \ ~ \ . A (14
Mark 9.22." xol:moAdaxnLg xal etg wUp-odTov:iERaAEV.¥AL LS UEATA Cva



37

anoréon a0TOV - M MANOKHLUEHR | BR OrNh BRBPAKE ‘N BR BOAX AQ H EH MOroy-

BHUNB

Cloz. Fol.5b 1-3. $éAerg pa%etv ndoa énolnoev wote avtdv avarxthoacdaL -

sopewn A OYBRALTH KOANMKO CTBOPH AA BN NOYY! BRAIAR

However some of Bréduer'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. €Rouledoavto Lva AMOHTELVWOLY aUTSV - CABREUTANA AD H BR

OYBNAH

John 12.10. &Bouiedoavto 6t ol &pxLepels Cva naL Tov AdZopov dnontelv-

WOLV - CRBEWTAWA M€ APKNEPEN.AO M NAATAPA OYVEMFATR (so also Matth. 26.k4)

Mark 10.13. xal npooégepov adth matdla Cva adtdv d¢ntal - 1 MeHNowA-

Ax%» KA HEMOY ABTH.AD FA KOCHETRA

Luke 18.15. mnpocégepov &6& avTH wal T4 Bpéen Cva adT®vV AnTnTolL - NehH-

HOWAA XA XE KB NEMOY N MAAAENALUA AM BHM CA HXZ KOCHANR

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 01ld Church Slavonic had no conditional
infinitive, no parallel to the Greek §2_+ infinitive. This accounts for a

number of examples such as:

B. i. John 4.L40. hpdTwv abTOV pelval map’ avToTS - MOARAXR N AX BN npk-

BAI1AR Of NHXZ
Similarly Luke 8.38, Supr. 529.27-28.

ii. Mark T.2h. o06éva N9elev yvdvoL - NEé XOThHAWE AD BH H KATO YIOAR

Similarly Luke 19.27.

The Greek passive may be translated into 0ld Church Slavonic in three
ways: a) with the auxiliary verb Ba1Tn and a passive participle; b) with an
active verb and the reflexive pronoun ¢A; 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 Savvina Kniga Luke 18.26 6dvataL cwdFRvor is

translated by ¢MENE ERITH but the passage with the same Greek wording in

Matth. 19.25 appears as c¢cnacTh ¢A. Moreover the use of the passive
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participle may be excluded altogether if the rection of the verb in 014
Church Slavonic differs from that in Greek. As Br&uer 1957 points out, this

applies to nocnoyxHTh, which takes the dative and so cannot be used in the

passive:

C. i. Matth. 20.28. 6 uldg 10U dv9pdnouv odx HADev SraxovndfvaL AL Sro-

- \ ~ \ \ ’ ~ r~ —
novhioatL uoL S0VvaL TNV ¢UXHV QUTOU — CHB YNBCHRALI*HE NMOPHAE RO AD TNMOCNOVYRATE

e
EMOY *NA MOCAOYKNTA*H AATH AWR CBOFR

Zographensis has nocAoyxknTn n AaTh. The parallel place in Mark 10.L45

reads the same in Marianus, Zographensis and Savvina Kniga, but Assemanianus

has HZ Ad NMOCAOYXITA M AaTl Aoymwa. 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. indic. pres. and have treated it as a

continuation of the constguction Al NMOCNAOYXRATA e€éMoy while admitting the

infinitive AaTH 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. éuéievoev adtov 6 xdpLos mpadfivaL xal THv yuvvalra

A A ’ \ , v » \ > ~ e
HOL TO TEHUVO HOL TAVTQ 000 €XEL, KOl GKOGOQHVGL - NOBeNYS I'a €ro AD TIPOoAD~

AATAE 1 H XKENX €Tr0O N YAADL.] BhCE €ANKO nubame.) OTzaAATH N

This is the reading of Marianus, Zographensis and Assemanianus. Savvina

. — . .
Kniga has NoBent €MOy T'b NMPOAATH CA N XENX H BCE€ NMENHE c¢Bo€, which is

marginally ambiguous and according to Horadlek 1948 probably shows revision
to bring the translation closer to the Greek construction. The same

motive presumably explains the change in construction to oTszaaTh. Similar-
ly ILuke 19.15, Supr. 107.5.

’ ’ » » v y \ . -
iii. Matth. 5.13 elg o06&v LOXUEL ETL €L uﬁ BAnYev £Ew ¥oTanateTLodol

¢\ ~
UTTO TWwV av%pénwv = HN YhCOMOY M€ BXRAETA KB TOMOY AA 1CRAITNAHA BRAETA BANB-

p—t
n nonnpaema YKal (Zogr. - the passage is lacking in Mar.)

It seems likely that the meaning and the explicit presence of the

agent - VRL1 - require the passive participle rather than the reflexive
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¥1CHINIATH CA Or A0 CA 1¢BHINAETE to be used.

Even when a reflexive verb is appropriate, the construction in which it
appears may dictate the use of a da-clause, not an infinitive:

iv. Zap.Imp.Akad.Nauk VIII.III.3.pp.59-60. ExéAevoev aOTOUS TH €nvovdon

’ \ Y , ] ~ U ) , - U \ s
els Tov moTauov TCypLv eLpedfivaL ws ano otadlwv p, €vda UnApxov 10 mpdTEPOV,

P \ o~
KaxeLOe To wpLThpLov yevéodaL xat’ SLv ToD 6oAlou - MOBEAL HA OYTPHHA HA

PENE THTEBCTE AQ CHA OBPFAWNTATR -NXKAE N NEbBEFEe ERWA-TOVKRAE CcRAOY B2aITH mnpkaz

AMYEME AbcTHBRAATO (Supr. 59.30 - 60.3)

The use of an infinitive here to translate eUpeSfivar would imply that

the order was given to the subjects of aa c¢HA OBPHAWTATA, wWhereas 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 ¢AA0Y EBZI1TH.

Elsewhere in Suprasliensis another way of solving this problem is
found. Marguliés 1927, Angelowa 1929 and Rothe 1954 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.sl.Ph. XVIII p.187. éxérevoev Aopnddas eEnuuévag €vey9AvoL - MoBeAk

CBEMTA BAXKETraWE NenNecTH (Supr. 152.28)

P.G. 115 p.104k. éxérevoe natevex9évtas adtovg[... JdvaringsfivaL - morent

caNaMmame ra[... JeecTn (Supr. 183.19)

A.sl1.Ph. XVIII p.185. éuérevoev adtov dvaptndévtal... JEedodalL - noeenk

rero oskcneawe [. ... Jetparatn (Supr. 149.19)

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 STawski 1945 suggests, that in 01d Church
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Slavonic certain verbs only take infinitives which.share the same subject.
The evidence of the Canonical MSS suggests strongly that when xoTtTn and
its complement have different subjects, the complement must be a da-clause:

D. i. John 21.22. &&v adTov 9€Aw uéveLy fwg €pxouar, TC mpds of; - AWTE

XOWTA AD TR NMEPEERAETA.AONBAEKE MEHAR.YLTO € TeBR (Zogr. - the passage is

lacking in Mar.)

Similarly Luke 19.1k, Supr. 15L.24-26, 258.30 - 259.2, 295.23-24, 380.

2-5: )4'13 a3—)4 .

ii. Z.sl.Ph. XI p.305. o0 totodtous 9€reL elval Tous Svtas avToV, GAAL

ToLadtas €xeLv xapbdlag olos €0TLv alTSS - Ne Taukyd KOWTETR Ad BRARTR HXKE

FEMOY CATA CBON NB TAKA CPbALA HMETH HAKOXE FECTZE CAMB (Supr. 33.29 - 34.1)
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.k66.1L. elndtw 6 ACSLvos Vndv Seds TC 9éreL TUSTVOL

aUTH - AR PEYETBE KAMENBIN BOFR BAWR-YTO KOWTETRE AX FeMOY 7aKOAATH (Supr.l116.
11-13)

This passage is complicated by the problem of rendering the passive
infinitive Tu9fivary but if the assumption of the present section is correct,
that xXoThTH 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. mdavta npbg ot npocdouovVoLv, SoLval ™V Tpowﬁv aVToTg

€ﬁ%abp0v - Bhek OT2 TEéBE YAFRTR:AA AQGC] MHWR I1M3Z BZ EAATO BpEMMA

The same rules probably apply to varmTH as to x0TETH: ®*varkTa AaTH

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 moanTn takes a complement with the same subject and
two in which peéyn introduces indirect command:

E. i. Luke 22.140. mpooedxeo9e un €LoeADelv el MELPaoUSY — MOANTE CA AR

HE BAHNAETE RBRA HANACTL
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.. ~ ~ \ ~ ~
ii. Luke 9.54. 9érerc eCnwpev mUp natTaBRvaL aAmo ToU oVPaAvVOD xaL ava-

~ ’
AwoaL abroug; - XKOMTEWH NN H PeYEEL A Or'Nb CRNHAETR €3 NEEECE N NMokeTa HA

iii. Luke 12.13. elné 1§ &6ergp wou peploooSar pet’ Epod TNV xAnpo-

voptov - PLUH BEATOY MOEMOY AAX PAZABANTAE ¢Bh MBNOKR AOCTORNLE

In New Testament Greek the suppletive pair AéyeLv and elnelv may
govern either indirect statement, expressed by a clause introduced by élk.
or by the accusative and infinitive, or else indirect command, for which
they may take an infinitive or a gggfclause. In 01d Church Slavonic they

are regularly translated respectively by the verbs raaronatn and peyn,

regardless of the type of expression which they govern; and the 0ld 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 coneilude
that, so far as the use of pemn as a verb of command is natural to 0Old

Church Slavonic, and not simply a calque on Greek, the construction

which it takes is the da-clause. Verbs such as (no)BentTH, 70NoBRAATH

which introduce only indirect command generally take infinitives in the
0ld Church Slavonic Gospels; but this gives no ground to suppose that the
da-clauses after pemn have replaced infinitives.

Suprasliensis presents a different picture. There the da-clause after
verbs of command and after MoANTH with the same or a different subject is

indubitably acceptable usage:

iv. Acta SS. Maii VII p.248. xal AElwoev alTol¢ &Eevpeviooodal TOV

» \ ~ ] \ s ~ ’ ’ ’
deonotnv XpLoTov ovupoxfhoal VIeEp aAndols 0pY08SEou TUOTEWS — H MOOYCTH FA

A0 CHFA NMOMOANAATA BI\&A'AIL\‘S ﬁFaO\r'Aa CANOBOQPETR ';A NHOCTHHNANAFR N TIOABAFR BEOA
(Supr. 188.30 - 189.2)

v. An. Boll. XXII p.397. £6€ovto alTol e€LOeA9elv év TH 9poved - MOAHA-

CTA N -AD BbNHAETA B3 ThMNHUA (Supr. 255.24-25)

vi. Z.s1.Ph. XI p.307. napphyyetAev pundapod gaviival unde &duxfical TLva

— Z00€EYE FEMOY AR HHKYAEXE CA NE& HABNTR NN MAKOCThL CATBOPHTZ KOMOY (Supr.
36.25-26)

vii. Z.s1.Ph. XI p.311. é£6€ovto avedfivaL €x Ths MOAATIS 060VNS — MOAFARA

CA FEMOY AQ OCAAEHTA HMA OTB MHOr21 kA Bonkynn (Supr. 39.16-17)

viii. A.S1.Ph. XX p.190. n€ievoov T{ Lepel ocou dvoTEal Hoyw eLoE€pYouaL
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\ ’ [ - \
KoL HeEXeVeL O wdung &dvotEal TOV vadv - NMOEEAH MhELLOY GBOFEMOY AR OTBPLTETH

UPLKABE N 7L BhNNAR-TATAA NMOBENL KOMMCBR XKbEbUOY AD OTBELZETR (Supr. 228.19-
21)

Similarly Supr. 188.16-19, 233.29-30, 268.17-18, 29L4.25-26, 309.21-22
(verbs of command); Supr. 192.21-23, 203.13, 206.15-16, 255.24-25 (moanTn).

There remains but a handful of instances which have to be individually
discussed:

. —~ ~ \
F. i. Mark T.27. &geg TPpWTOV X0pTaodTival To TEXVA — OCTANN AL NEBBRE HACHI-

TATE CA YAAD '
Here again some equivalent has to be found to a passive infinitive, but

it is unclear why *0cTaANM vAAD TIPRBHE NACBITHTH oA is not possible, unless

because ocTaTH does not admit an infinitival complement; there are no ex-
amples of this verb with the infinitive in the Lexicon Palaeoslovenicum.
OCTANN is a translation of dgeg commonly used in all full Gospels and Lec-
tionaries of the Canon, but Né A%HTE is also found in Marianus, Zographensis
and Savvina Kniga, e.g. in:

Luke 18.16. dgete T8 ToL6la €pxeofoL mpds pe - ne AkNTEe ARTHN MEHXOANTH

K3 ubHk (Mar. and Zogr.)

.. ~ \ ~ ~ ’ ’ / \
ii. Luke 22.37. 8tL T0oUTO TO yeypappévov el Teleo9fHvaL €v €uoiL, TS *° HoL

\ 3
peta avduwv €loylodn - BKO EWTE NMNCANOE CE MOAOEAATR AD CBKONLRYAATAR CA O

MhHE.€X€E H Ch BEJAKONLNMKA1 BRMENH CA

The Greek passive infinitive does not here impel the choice of the da-

clause, as the parallel passage shows in:

Luke 2L.LL4. &1L 6el mAnpwdfHval mdvro To yeypoauu€va €v 1§ viup Mwlodws

\ - \ ~ \ , ~
ot Tolg mpoenTaLs xalL (aAuols Nept EuoU - LKO MOAOBAATE CAKONBYATH CA

—~ —
BACEMA HATMMCANBIMA.BR JAKONE MOCKEOBE M NPUXZ N MCAZMEXZE O MbHN%

The distinctively Slavonic construction here with a nominal dative subject
of the infinitive which itself acts as subject to noAosEaTH is more common
than the construction of Luke 22.37, where noAosaTh may be said to have a

nominal subject, nMncanNoe c€é, 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 exe refer back to a nominative rather
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than to a dative such as one would have in: ®€WTEé MHCANOYEMOY CEMOY NMOAOBA-

€Th CBKONLYATH CA O MbhHNL exe ...

5}

iii. Z.81.Ph. XI p.302. aida aniovids 9€AeL yvwplreodaL mopd TV Tpoo—

EPXOUEVWY QUT) - HB BECREAAZNA XOWTETA AA CHA NOZHAETA OTA NMPHXOAANTHIXNS
K2 Hemoy (Supr. 28.1L-16)

It is hard to see why *xowT&TA MOZNATH ¢rA 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).

iv. A.sl.Ph. XVIIT p.18L. »aL t¢ ool &60Eev Emavoywpfiool THS ToLadTng

, N\ \ —~ ¢ \ ~ » ~ \
OTPOTELAS HOL UN HAAAoV XprioLUOV €aUTOV TOUS TE DeLoTdToLS BaoLAeDOL Mol

ToTS aVTHV véUoLS HATOOTHoOL; — Y?TO TH BRICTA AL OTHAE OTR CEROFEr0 BOMNL~

CTBA-DO HE NAYE CEEE OYCTPONTAI-N NHA TNOTEPEER CATEBOPHTH-CBFATAINME UKCAPEMD

H 7aKONOMB MMz (Supr. 147.13-16) L
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 ¢BATBROPNTH probably represents an

attempt to return to the Greek construction (compare I C ii, p.38, i, p.
39, I D ii, p.ko).

v. A.sl.Ph. XX p.18. .Aydxdovto éteuydpuevol 1§ Tupdvvw €8palov xaL &=

’ ’ —~ \
uetavdntov yevéoSatL map’ adToD Tnv elg TOUS XPLOTLAVOUS pavlov - PAAH EB 1WA
CNAABAITE TOMITENNA-AD TEPBAO N HEMOCTRMLNO ERAETE -NMKE OTH HETO HA KPLCTLANZI
gtmennre (Supr. 215.1L4-17)

cNAOBAITE, though a possible, does not seem a happy translation of €mnev-
XouevoL here, and leaves the da-clause to be taken as a final one; but even

if some other verb, such as *MOAHANTE c¢HA, 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.

. . o ’ \ ¢
vi. Acta SS. Maii VII p.253. elprivnv oL oudvorav geVyels; QeUVYELV O€
’ ~ \ 3 ~
€v T TdyeL Hal €x TV eVHTNPLwV %eAe¥w — MNMPA H CBRBBKOYTNL FENHHA BErarewn -

AR BETATH TH OTA CBFATAINKR IPBKBBR BeA® (Supr. 200.10-12)

This is not an example.of ‘a.mixed.:construction in which subordinate da
introduces an infinitive (see II A vi, p.45), but simply co-ordinative da

linking the sentence with what goes before, as in Dogramadzhieva 1968, and
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followed by an infinitival construction which imitates Greek word-order
rather closely.

.. R \ ~ ’ N \ ~
vii. P.G. 62 p.761l. danaE yap ToU matpds ME aAAroTpLdoas OnNeVdeEL HaL TOV
9€00 AMOOTRHVAL — FEANOKR EO OTNA MA AHWHBR TRWTHTA CA AR N BOTA MA Kpomb

CATBOPHTE (Supr. 366.25-27)

Presumably the construction of a da-clause with TRWTHTH CA was proper

to the 0l1d Church Slavonic of Suprasliensis. This does not necessarily mean
that an infinitive would earlier have been used here.

' s N ’ ? rd
viii. Z.s1.Ph. XI p.313. a8¥vatov aLTP un map e09V HooTLYwV Terpacdijvar

— HEMOWTLNO IMEMOY HCTh- AR HE TOY AEBMIFE QANA Bh7MeTa (Supr. 42,20-21)

ix. A.sl.Ph. XVIII p.161. xoL 6L moAAd dEvoc el Zfv, Tdoug Te EVEHA KOL

ETLELHELOS — NPABA AOEBPAATO QAAH H KPOTOCTH AOEPO FECT3R AD XHEBEWH (Supr. 129.

28-29)

The last two passages, viii and ix, are not noted by Mirchev, who con-
centrates on complementation of verbs. In viii 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.sl.Ph. XVIII p.161. xoAdv €0TL TO LRV - AOEPO FecTh ®uTn (Supr. 130.1)

ITI. Greek dote, article, or preposition + arficle, 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 01d Church Slavonic (see
Pacnerovd 196L4). This explanation covers instances from the Gospels like:

A. i. Matth. 2.13. pérdec ydp ‘Hpdéng gntetv To maudlov 10U dnoréoat adtd

- XOWETA EO HPOAL HCKATH OTPOYFATE AR MOTroyE1T: €& (Ass. - the passage is

lacking from Mar. and Zogr.)
Similarly Matth. 24.L45, Luke 5.7, 24.16, 2L.kL5.

L] 4 » € - ~ ’/
ii. Matth. 6.1. npoo€xete 5¢ Tﬁv dunoLoouvnv UHOV uﬁ TOLELV EUNPOOTIEV
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~ ) \ \ ~ ’ ~
THV AVIpWTWY TPog TOo Yeadfivar aVTOTS - BLHEMALTE MHAOCTS I NA BAWE M\ NE

[ o d
TBOPNTH NPEAZ YABKZ1 Ad BHAHMH BRAETE HMH (Sav. Kn. has A& Heé BHMAHMN ... )

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.:

.« o e 9 \ ] ~ ~ ~
iii. Luke 22.31. (80U 0 coTavds £ENTHOaTO Vudg ToY ouvidoaL WS TOV

oUTOV - C€ COTONA MPOCHNTAR BACEZ AD BH CBARA VKO NMUENHY®

Similarly Luke L.29, L. 42,6 5.1, 20.20.

4

In the Psalter, as Pastrnek 1903 notes, though the construction oL +
infinitive is most often rendered by the infinitive in Psalterium Sinaiti-
cum (x72, 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 16 or elg 1d + infinitive; but almost all examples are
clearly final. For Suprasliensis, unfortunately, no such thorough study
of syntax and translator's technique exists,go but some of the passages

which Mirchev quotes can likewise be dismissed, e.g.:

iv. Acta SS. Maii VII p.250. dvexnouvdoato Tols &yyLota adTol £nL T
dvotEaL TaS 'ExxAnolas - ¢RELETOBAAME ¢B ChBETHHKA1 CROMMH - AD OTBPLZATh
uPLK3aBH (Supr. 192.13-1L4)

v. A.sl.Ph. XXXV p.47. nyyioav els xwplov AaxoZdpwv ydpLv ToD &moonlacat

pLupdy — AOHAOWIFA HA CENO AA TOYMWHRTA Mano (Supr. 18.L)

Similarly Supr. 132.10, 137.15, 208.13, 209.3. To these may be added
Supr. 202.22-25, 17hk.14-20, where the Greek has Jote + infinitive; and the

mixed construction which combines da with an infinitive on a Greek model:

vi. P.G. 49 p.375. tooadtn yap fv f s¥vouLs 100 SLEacHIAOU, éé_ud\

? -~ \ » []
1épvas EnLonAodAL €lLs TNV olxuelCav UNaxor®v — TOAHKO EO CHAA BRAWE OYYHTEAYD -

AD N BARANMUA MEMBARWTH Ha cBoe mocnoywanne (Supr. 408.20-21)

However other passages cannot be so easily explained. In the Gospels

there are four places where the nouns AbHbE€ Or BpEMA appear to be the

20. Marguliés 1927 gives many comparisons between Greek and 0ld Church
Slavonic but does not attempt to be exhaustive. Rothe 1954 draws largely
on Suprasliensis as well as the Gospels but does not distinguish their
usages in his conclusions.
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governing expression:

B. i. Luke 2.6. énifod9noov al nuépot 1oD TeXETLV aOTHV - 1CNARNHIA CA AbNHE

poanth en (in Zogr., Mar. and Sav. Kn.) AbHHE An poAalTs (Ass.)

ii. Luke 2.21. 8te &mArio9noav Huépol OxTL TOD TEPLTEUELV aLTOV - Eraa

HCNABZHHIWA CA OCMb ABNNHN AD N OBPBRATR

iii. Luke 21.22. Stu nuépat éxduxioews odtal elouy Tod mAnodfHvaL ndvta

\
10 YEYpORUEVE - BKO ABNLE MBLTENHFO CH CATR AR NCMABNATA ¢A Bhek NanncaNaa

It is possible to take the da-clause here as final and dependent on the

whole sentence, rather than as a complement of AbNbLE Or MAWTENNIO.

. ’ ~ ~ ’ \ ’ ~
iv. Luke 22.6. érfiteL eVnaiLplav 10U mopadolval o0TOV ATEP OXAOL aVTOTS

- NCKAAWME NMOAOEBRNA BOPEMENE Al N NEBAACTA NUR BET7 HAPOAL

This, like iii, can be taken as a final da-clause. It is worth noting

that Matth. 26.16 reads &rzdteL eVxaiplov Cvo adTOV mapady, and this may

have exerted an influence on the parallel passage in Luke. A few Greek MSS
have Cva in both Gospels.

v. Matth. 10.1. &8wxev altolg €£Eouolov TMVEVHATWY GXAIAPTWY WOTE EX-

’ s » N ~ ’ vt
BaideLv alTd, Hal YepanedeLyv ndoav véoov — ARCTR HMB BAACTL.NA ACXh NéE-

YHCTRIXA AD NZTONATE FA.1 UBANTH BhCKKZ NEARTD
This can probably be regarded as another example of a final/consecutive

. . P
da-clause, since BEAACTh is complemented by Ha ACKXh HEYNCTRIXZ.

. ’ ~ \ \ ~
vi. Luke 17.1. dvevdentdv €otLv 100 10 andvbaia pn €Adelv (some Greek

MSS lack <oU) - Né BRAZMOXANO €CTA AR NE MEHARTAR CKANBAAAH

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 evééxetal npogrtny anoréofar €&w “Iepovoaiy - HeBBZ-

~— —
MOXBANO €CTA NMPKOY NMOTAIENATH KOOU'S HEPpCMD

It may be that the negation of the subordinate verb prompts the use of the
da-clause (compare I F viii, p.44).
More remarkable is a da-clause where one might expect a supine:

vii. Matth. 13.3. (60U €ERADev 6 onelpwv ToU onelpeLy - C& H7HAE ckran

Ad cReTn
Contrast the parallel places in Mark 4.3 and Luke 8.5:

N | 1 —~ ~ ~ .
L6ov £EMASev 6 omelpwv onelpat (710D onelpoar in some MSS) - ce Hynae




ckran ckaTn ~ L7
It is possible that, as in I C i, p.38, the supine ¢kaTz may have been

mistaken for 3rd per. sing. pres. indic. (compare Mark L.1kL. ctran cnogo

ckaTa) and the da then have been inserted to clarify the construction; but

perhaps the presence of toU or dote 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. xaL 10 &#Aedc oov natadudEetal pe ndooc Tac nuépag Thg

Zwfs POV, HOL TO HATOLMETV HE &v olnw Kuplou el paxpdtnta Audpwv - N Mun-

NOCTZ TBORE NMOXRENETH MFA BRCHA ABNI XIBOTA MOETO:N AL BRCENR CHA B3 AOMB

ot
I'NA B2 ANBRTOTA AbHbLN

. \ ~ . . .
The connexion of to natounelv ... to what precedes is loose; it is

perhaps parallel to td &iedc cov; but the Slavonic da-~clause could be taken

as an independent optative.

ix. Ps. 26.4. plav dtnodunv mapo Kuplov, tadtny &xZnthow’ ToD xatoLkeTV

HE €V oCn@ Kuplov ndoag tas Nuépoc THs Zwfis wov, 10U Yewpelv ue ™V TepTvé-

-~ ' 4 \ ] \ \ -~ Ly
NTo 10U Kuplou xal enLox€nTeoSalL TOV vaov aVToU - €AINOro NEOCcIx3d OT: ri

-t
TOTO BAZIWTHA:ADL KIBRA BA AOMOY TH1I BRCHFA ABRN] KIBOTA MOETO Ad 7304 KOACOTRI

— —
THNFA:H NockUTArR UPKAB) CBTAFA €T0O

The da-clauses are required here because they complement the pronouns

6AINOTO — Toro (compare I A vi, p.36, xiii below, p.48, and the conclusions

of this chapter).

x. Ps. 35.4. obn éBourri®n ouvidvar 10U &yadBvaL — HE 17BOA1 PAZOYMET)

AD OYENAXKITA

The Greek toU dyadUvolL can be taken as directly dependent on cuviévar,

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 paz-

OIEle.

xi. Ps. 105.23. KoL elmnev ToU eEoredpeUoaL aVTodS — N PEYE AD FA MO-—

TOEEA FR

The construction 10U éEoledpeloaL seems in context to convey an unful-

filled threat or promise. The 0ld Church Slavonic turns this into direct
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speech (compare I A vi, p.36).
Mirchev's examples from Suprasliensis include a few interesting ones
with 10U and one with mpdg 1§ + infinitive:

xii. Z.sl.Ph. XI p.312. aneA%o0oa To® ouvayoyelv otdyvog npbg dLa-

Tpoghv — WBABWN Ad CBEEPETH KAach) (Supr. L43.1L4-15)

Compare vii above, p.L6.

xiii. Zap.Imp.Akad.Nauk. VIII.III.3 p.1l2. 10070 Y&p elxev & &68Avog

\ - \ \
RBoYAnua 109 udévov adtovs dnoyedoaofoL THS €auTHV BPWOEWS HOL HOLVWVOUS

\ ’ \
elvat THs nlotews xnal, el T10UT0 neCoerev, TLulvV peylotwv xolL Sdwpelv &ECoug

bndpxeLy - ce EO MuBAWE ALCTHEBH NA OYME-AA TAYbKh BAKOYCATAE OTB EPAWbLNA

FEMOY*H OBBUTHLHHNKOMA BAITH B'BQ‘B'AP_ OTE TO CATBOPATA*YECTBLNAIHNM H BENHNKZINMB

ABPOMB AOCTONMHN EBRAAT (Supr. 58.10-1k)

The da-clause here is a defining expression referring back to ¢€, not

a complement of nukawe na oymk (compare I A vi, p.36, and IT B ix, p.L7).

OEbLUTHLNNKOMA BBITH 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.4O, I F iv, p.lk3). The translation con-
tinues more freely, turning the third Greek infinitive into a final clause
dependent on the whole of what preceded.

xiv. A.sl.Ph., XVIIT.p.15L. na\ Cva'rizéprQg.TB“6voué pou; nat ToUTO

&6 TL " SavpdoTdy: mANY Eyd étuu'o'nwa5g & EASOV TpOS OE[... JOTLVL 6&6wHaC

10 6sena voulopatal... Jxal 1pds 1§ yLvdorely ne 8tu &nd THS Nuépag

éxelvng &9’ fis 1abtd poi mapéoxes &v dnadtnTi xopdlag peTd poxpodupclos
wprLoe oe yevéoSoL Kdprog mpdeSpov — N FeXE BRMPAWAFEWH HMENE MOFETO+TO H
TO YOYAZNO HECTR*OBAYE O7B H6CMB OYEOTBLIM+NENWEABIN K TeER[...]reMoyKe

AD ABBO NB A6cATE ZnaTHuB[...]n An OyBEcH HAKO OT® ALNE TOTO OTBNENHKE

NOAD MM C3 ANRTOTEPRNENNFEMZ N MPOCTOMZE CPLABUYEME HAPEYE THA Fi NaTENAPROY
g31Th (Supr. 122.4-16)

The Greek construction ngag 1P + infinitive seems but loosely related
to what precedes, which is a narrative of past events. The sequence of
ideas is equally loose in the 0l1ld Church Slavonic and it is easiest to

take An oyBkcn ... as an imperative periphrasis: 'you are to know that ...'

xv. A.S1.Ph. XVIII p.155.18600 yop &néotaixé ue Kdprog & Beds ToU elvol

o
HETA OOU — C€& MOCARAAAB MMA HFCT3A b AR BAAR ¢B TOoEOKR (Supr. 123.2-3)
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Unless the presence of 100 prompted the use of a da-clause here, there
seems no reason why noc¢anand should not take an infinitive or even a
21

supine.

xvi. Combefis I p.326. ndAiLv olv mapexdiouv To® un eloer9etv elg adTd

- N MOAAUTOY MH NMAKKEl AL EA1%3 NEé BANEAR Bb Thno (Supr. 167.25-27)

The da-clause is unavoidable here, see I B, p.37.

III. Greek Qote, 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 IT is to be upheld, that 0ld Church
Slavonic prefers to render such expressions as clauses introduced by da
or by HaKo(xe):

A. i. Matth. 21.32. Ouetc 68 (68vtes o06E uetenpeArddnte Jotepov ToU mLOT-

eUoal abT@ - B31 %€ BHABRRZME N NE pacKaacTe c¢A nocnkab rATH eéMoy BEpA

Similarly Luke 9.51, 12.42 and many places in the Psalter.

ii. Luke 5.17. xal &%vouuc KupCou fiv etc 10 LBodaL adTdv (710U LEoSaL

as a variant) - 1 c¢nna rnk Bk ukANTH A

Similarly Matth. 13.30.

In some places Greek 100 + infinitive stands after a verb of motion
and is translated by a Slavonic infinitive or the supine, a verbal category
which 0l1d Church Slavonic does not share with Greek and which is used ex-
clusively in construction with verbs of motion:

B. i. Matth. 11.1. petéfn éxet9ev 10D 6u6doxeLy xualL unplooeLv év Tals

néieoLy adTHV - NPRHAE OTZ TRAR OYYHTZ.] NPONOBRAATAE BB TpaAExE HXB

Similarly Matth. 3.13, Luke 1.77, 8.5, 24.29, 2.24, 2.27.°°
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 1944, 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.46, and xii, p.U48, 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. &laye 10U HSupLBoalL — RAFOYN CA EMOY MOKAANTH

The construction is personal in Greek but impersonal in 01ld Church

Slavonic.

jii. Luke 1.57. énAfo9n & xpdvog 1ol Texetv adtdv - Hennznn ¢A BpEMA

PpoANTH € (AbNBLE POANTH €h in Zogr. and Ass.)

Whether the infinitive here is regarded as an imitation of Greek or as
the normal 014 Church Slavonic complementary construction with BpiumAa or
AbNLE, is a problem that hangs together with the interpretation of II B i-
iv, p.h46.

iv. Luke 1.73-Th. 8pxov 8v duocev mpog’ABpoay TOV matépo Nudv 10D SoBval

AUty &edBus &x xeLpds £x9p%v PuodévTas Aatpelely adTd — RAATEOHR € HRKE KAATR

GA.RD DBOAAMOY OTUFO HAWEMOY AATH HAMB EECTPOARA . VZAPARKB] BOATR NAWNMXBE NT—

BABALMEMB GA,.CAOYERHTH EMOY

In the Greek 710U 600vaL ... is a defining expression which complements

Spnov, the object of Guocev, reporting the content of the oath; but in the
01d Church Slavonic AaTh should be taken as the complement of RAATZ CA,

since RAATBOMR eéHtke i in the instrumental, not the accusative as the ob-

r

ject of the verb.

v. Luke 4,10, 1L toTg dyyé€rorg adtob EvutelelraLl mepl 0ol 1oV Srogpurdial

s}
ce — BKO aNknAMB ¢BONMZ ZAMOBRCTA O TEBEE CAXQPANHTH TA

vi. Luke 10.19. (60U 6&6wna DTV TNV &fouvolav ToU matetv &ndvg Spewv

A\
KoL cnopnlfw\) - C€ A% BAMb BADACThH HACTANATH NA JMHEFA N CROPBINFA

Contrast II B v, p.t6,

vii. Luke 24.25. & &vortoL naL Bpadels tH napdly 10U mLoTeVeLv EnL

o~ 4 g ? ’ e rod
oLy olS €AdAnoav oL Tpo¢fTaL — W HECRMAICABRNAA N MRABNA CAUML.BEpPOBATH

0 Bbhokxa Bxe raawa ﬁaun

IV.  Greek clauses renderediby infinitives in 014 Church.Slavonic

Some instances of 01ld 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. wat obx fgrev Cva tus Suevéynp oxeVog 6L& T0U .Lepo® (bu-

EVEYHELY TLva as a variant) — 1 He ABAKAWE HHKOMOY € MHMO NECTH CACRAD

—
CKBOZE UPKE2

\
ii. Mark 1L4.35. wat mpoondxeto Cva el Suvatdv Eotiv mapéisn an’ adtod

N Gpa (mpoondyeto el Suvatov TapeAdelv as a variant) — n monkawe ¢A AA AWTE

BAIMOKBNO €CTBR MHMO HAETR OT® NEro vyach except in Zogr. which has: aal[...]

MHMO 1 TH
It looks as though the text of Zogr. has been imperfectly corrected

from the reading of the other Canonical Gospels to agree with a Greek MS

which had napeA9elv.

.. \ \ \ ~.
iii. John 1.27. o0 oUx elpt éyw GELog Ctva Adow adto¥ Tov tudvra ToD

dno6fuotos - emoyxe 73 NECMZE AOCTONHZ.AA OTPEWAR QEMENL CAMOToOYy €ro (Mar.,

7Zogr. Ass. reads: AOGCTONNZ OTPhWNTH)

. N \ ~ N
Assemanianus may echo Luke 3.16., otn elul Cxavos AUcal Tov Ludvrto -

NECMb AOCTOMNZ OTPERIMHTH PEMENE

In two places single 0ld Church Slavonic MSS have supines for Greek

Cvo~-clauses:

iv. Luke 19.4. &véBn &nL ounouopdav Cvo. C6n ad1év - BBINKTE HA COYKO-
MAP) FR BIAKTZ Hea in Ass. (Ap BHANTR 1| in Mar. and Zogr., lacking in Sav.
Kn. )

v. John 11.31. &t budyer elc 10 pvnuetov Svo xAadon &xel — FAKO MAETR

NA rPOBR NAAKATZ ¢A in Sav. Kn. (Aa naaveTa ¢A Toy in Mar., 1| NADAYETRE CA

Toy in Zogr.)

In 01d 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, 12.17, 1lk.
14, and John 8.6; but the subjunctive can also be used:

B. i. Matth. 15.32. xal odx &xovoLv 1¢ edywoLv —- 1| He NMATAE Y€cO BeTH

Similarly Mark 6.36, 8.1-2, Luke 5.19, 11.6., In some places 0ld Church

Slavonic seems also to differ from Greek in requiring a pronoun in such
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infinitival expressions:

ii. Luke 1k.,1k4. odx €xovoLv dvtanoSoUval coL - HE HMATR TH YECO BR7Z-

AQTNH TH

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 01ld Church Slavonic:

Ce i. Matth. 20.10. ol mp®toL &vduroav JtL mAeCov AfudoviaL - MPBBHH

MbNEAXA CA BAITE NPHIATH (Zogr. in its eleventh to twelfth century portion

has EKO BAJIE NQENIMMATR)

It is tempting to explain the presence of the infinitive by positing

a Greek variant #*nAeTov Af¢eodoL, since indirect statement in 01d Church

Slavonic is normally expressed with rako + 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. 10070V fAyydpevoav Cva dpn TOV 0TaUPOV adTOD - ceMOY

Z0AEWA NMONECTH KPCTh €ro (AD NMONECETE KPRCT2E €ro in Ass)

The object of the Greek verb is TtoUtov referring to Simon of Cyrene and
the Cva-clause is a final one, describing the service which he was conscrip-

ted to do. In the 0ld Church Slavonic noHecTn Kp¢Th €éro fulfils the function

of direct object of 7aAbwA and the person on whom this task is imposed
stands in the dative, ¢emoy. Thus the use of the infinitive is determined

by the construction of the verb used to translate dyyapedeuv.

iii. Mark 9.25. &yw énvtdoow ool, £EeAfe £E adto¥ xol unxéte elofAdyg

els a0TéV - a7a TH BENHR HIHTH N7 HEMO.1 K TOMOY Hé BhHHAH Bh Nb {Hznan ...

Ne BbHMAM in Zogr., MZ1T) Neé BBHHT) in Ass., nznan only in Sav. Kn.)

If one may assume, as Horilek 1954 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. dAAG olvov véov elc doxoUc naLvous BANTEOV ~ NB BHHO

NOBRO B2 MEXZ1 NOBZ) .RZAHBATH
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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.s1.,Ph, XVIII p.188. xpn odv dmogprfvacSar #at’ odTol - AB OYXE OVEO

OT3BETZE CLTROPNTH Hanb (Supr. 153.28-29)

It emerges from these four sections that in the 01d Church Slavonic
translations of Scripture the number of places where a da-clause renders a
Greek infinitive without obvious motivation in the structure of 0l1d Church
Slavonic is so small as to be negligeable., In fact, if the assumption made
under I F i, p.l2, is correct, that ocTaTn does not take the infinitive,
then the only relevant examples are possibly I E i, p.4o, where the govern-
ing verb is moanTth, I F ii, p.42, with noposaThH in an involved construction
and those in section II B i-vii, pp.t6-L47, where da-clauses correspond to

the Greek 100 + infinitive as complements of AbHbEé, BAZMOXLHO with a double

negative, ngith and, in the Psalter, the pronouns €AHNZ - Ta.

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.hl; but it also extends to xoTkTH with the same
subject as its complement in I F iii, pkt3, as well as to passages com-
parable to those from Scripture mentioned just above: mowThNO with a double
negative in I F ix, p.iLk, and da-clauses for Greek 109 + infinitive after
nth and noc¢anaThH in IT B xii and xv, pA48, and ¢¢ in I A vi, p.36, and II
B xiii, p.48. One may conclude, as Marguliés 1927 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
trapslations of Scripture. Givenrtthe 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
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unmotivated da-clauses in the Gospels. Although most of them correspond
to 10U + infinitive, not to the simple infinitive, they may not be adequate-
ly explained by the wish to render exactly the force of 10V, 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' use of certain native Slavonic
constructions owes its impulse to the activating influence of Greek. Birn-
baum 1958a 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 AbHb€ and

BpkMA (see II B i-iv, p.46, III B iii, p.50), of HeBmZMoxeNo (II B vi, p.

h6), whether supine/infinitive or da-clause is normal after verbs of
motion (II B vii, p.46, III B i, p.4t9, IV A iv and v, p.51) in the 0ld
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 0ld 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 01d 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 extamt copy of the Life is a

Russian MS of the twelfth century.ﬁz3

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. Bac¢A®AB, Mula, and because of its

2k

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
MS,25 but will ‘be mentioned here when relevant. Quotations are taken
from the complete edition of .the MS in Kotkov 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.
24, See Grivec and Tom§iZ 1960, p.20.

25. See the critical editions of Lavrov 1930, Grivec and Tom8ic¢ 1960,
Angelov and Kodov 1973.



which is no longer extant.
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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. 4iff. subj.

XOTETH Y L

BACXOTETH 1 1

KENATH ‘ 2 2

MOIN T 8

HE MOTH 1 1

HAYATH L 9

BENETH 2 2

NU§T H 2 2

CBMATTH 1 1

YOYTH 1 1

oskyaTtn ca 1 1

OY CTHTH 1 1

sRANTH 1 1

CBTBOPNTH 1 1

EANFOCTH CA €AD 1 1

Quotations from Greek and Latin

xoTETH 2 1 2

B3 7MOQIH 1 1

HAYATH 1 1

NnocanaTH 1 1

ADTH 1 | 1

OYNBBATH 1 1

BAZABHINATH 1 1

OYMA 1 CANTH 1 1l
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Comment s
The instance of ¢aMACTH seems to be an error for ¢aMETH:
i. TAFAR NE CBMAGCTA CA WTPEWH HN-RA NN ﬁ?ba (Fol.105b.12-14)
26

Lavrov conjectures a conjunction n before the second infinitive in:

ii. M wWTTONE OYCTHTH NAYATR NEMPHHAZNL EBAATZHNHMTH-MHOTAMH KBZHNLMH YARYH -
ckbin poaz (Foll.102g.32 - 103a.3)

The conjecture 1s unnecessary, since BAAZHNTH can be understood as depend-
ent on OYCTHTH with an unspecified subject.

Ne MO7h gs tabulated separately from moyn because it is used to form
the negative im.perative:27

iii. To HE MOZM TOPbl PAAH WCTABHTH OYvENHH ¢Borero (Fol.l05g.L-6)
There seems to be a parallel to this, although with da instead of the im-
perative mood, in:

iv. HNB CEr0o AD NE MOXETL CATBOQPHTH pAaIBE TeEE (Fol.105b.L4-6)

The clause introduced by €An Kako is treated as the complement of

EAFOCTH ¢A in the absence of any other candidate for this function:

V. BArOABTE CA €AD KOKO "XOTAQJIE KENEZNY ropoy KOTTANEML ThHUENbMBL Npo-

BHTH-MOZra Bawk nynkreTe (Fol.106g.15-19)
The passage with EEAHTH is unusual in that the subject of the main and
the subordinate verbs is the saame:

=t —t
vi. BEREAHWIA H-AB ELIA H CTHAN APXHENCNA HA YLCThHOE MBCTO (Fol.lOSa.

L-T7)

An infinitive here would be most naturally understood to take as subject
the object of BRAHTH. The use of a da-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:

. o A
vii. Nave BO MONEWH KhIMb CMNCENR BhITH (Fol.l05g.6-8)

26. See Lavrov 1930 p.68.

27. See G&l#bov 1968 on the distribution and use of this form of negated
imperative in 0ld Church Slavonic and its outcome in modern Bulgarian.
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PR — —
V11l1l. HXE XOWETh AX Ebh) BhCAKBZ YABKZ CNCENB EbIABR N B2 PATOYMBE HNCTHHL=

Hbin nonwend (Fol.104b.13-17) I Tim. 2.4.

Table II. Impersonal constructions with infinitive or da-clause

Occurrence Infinitive Da~clause

of governing word

BBAIMOXLNO ECTh 1 1
AOCTONT % 2 2
Aospo (EB1) ° 1 1
NECTBL 1 1

Quotations from Greek and Latin

AOCTONT 2 2 3

Comments

In a number of later M8828 Ba) is added after AOEPO in:

. o~
i. AOEQO TH CA KQELCTH CHOY -BONE O CEBOEFO HA CBOFEH TEMAN (Fol.10T7v.
5-T)

The MSS Bodyansky Nos.4,6,7 also replace BRBZMOXbHO by HERBZMOXNO in:

ii. HAKO. %€ HCTh BAZMORLHO Yﬁknov ¢h EMb TAATH (Fol.103b.25-26)

There is an example of the modal use of HE¢Th + infinitive in:

iii. AQ DM€ M OBPAPETH HECTH reMoy xHBOTA MakTH (F0l.108a.28-30)

Table IITI. Nouns, pronouns and adjectives governing infinitive or

da-clause

Occurrence Infinitive Da-clause

of governing word

Nouns
RNATBA 1 1
RNAXE NN & 1 1
B pEMA 1 1

»8. Bodyansky Nos.h-T.

29.'This alteration is presumably an echo of the Kanon, Tone 6, Ode 9.

29
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Occurrence Infinitive Da~clause

of governing word

Pronouns

¥YhTO 1 1
Adjectives

rOTOR%3 1 1

Quotations from Greek and Latin

Nouns

OE31Yan 1 1
Comment s

Two of the three types of construction mentioned in :Ch.l1 D III, p.1l9,
are found here. The adjective roTtoBad and the nouns KAATBA and OE&lvaHn
belong to the first type, equivalent to predicétes. So HAATBO takes a
da-clause, as does ZAKAATH in the Life of St. Cyril (see Table I, p.69,
below):

1. NMOCAAD RNAATBOY NA HA-AD HE MOFOTb MBAWA EERBUWE CNOYXLELI] (Fol.107a
16-18)

This is the only negated complement in Tables I-IIT.

The nouns BpEMA and KHARENNKre and the pronoun vbTO0 are of the second

type: they have grammatical roles both in relation to main verbs and to
their subordinate infinitives, e.g.:

ii. KHANENNIE FEMOY ADCTH AbBPKATH cnoBBMBCKO (Fol.lObv.2L-25)

iii. N2 He BOVAETHL YhTO ¢TBOPHTH (Fol.1l07g.T7-8)

Alternatively iii could be taken as a modal use of Hé BOYAETh + infinitive

'Tt will not be possible to do anything' rather than 'There will be nothing

to do'.(see Ch.1 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)
FAKO 1
€A 1

Quotations from Greek and Latin

Imperative 1 2
Co-ordinative/Consecutive 2
Final J p)
Comments

The infinitive after raKo is treated here as consecutive, though it

could conceivably be final:

i. B3R MHNOT k] HNANACTH RBLMAABWME -©T NEMPHHATNH ... FAKO CA CBRKONbBYATH
a—
N HEMb ANCALCKOMY CNORECH (Fol.108b.22—30)

In Pope Hadrian's letter there is apparently an independent infinitive
used for an injunction:

ii. ¢b ®€ FEANNZ XPANHTH Osnlvan (Fol.l06b.22-23)

The one original imperative da-clause has been noted under Table I iv,
and the instance of €Aa KaKO under Table I v, on p.57.

A corruption has been suspected30 in:

iii. noczna uzbb no énnocoda EPATA HETrO BB KOZAPL1-AL MOHATA N C3
coEOr0 Ha nomows (Fol.lOhkg.20-23)

As Grivec and TomSi¢ 1960 point out,31 the text is good, since da is here

used co-ordinatively.
The syntax is loose in:

. — -~
1V. AOEPO TH CA KPhLCTH CHOY- BONENO CBOEFrO HA CBOFEH TJEMNAN AD HE nnt-

HENR NOYABMHM KPBbUIENZ EOVAEWH HA YHOXEN ZEMAN-H noMaNewn wA (Fol.l0T7v.6-11)

I take N NMOMAHEWN MA 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.Tl.

31. See Grivec and TomSi& 1960 p.15k.
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Table V. Tense and mood .of verbs in da-clauses

Imperative  Co-ordinative/ Complementary  Final

Consecutive
Imperative 1
Present 1 2 2 8
Aorist L
Conditional 2 6 17

Quotations from Greek or Latin

Imperative 1 1

Present 1 2 2
Aorist 1

Conditional 2 3
Comment s

The conditional is conjectured in:

i. N2 NHO KOreXhAO NABTO H BPEMA NZELPA MOYXA ‘H HABH NAFOABMB Akna nxaz

N MOABHMIr2-A0 (EbilmAa) ¢A THJUZ NOAOEAJE BhCH HA A0Epore oyceTnan (Fol.1lO3a.
6-11)32

The two imperative moods in the translated material occur in a con=
struction which involves first co-ordinative, then imperative da:

.. -t goned
ii. N B3 POYKOY FeTO COYTh WT BA H WT ANGCALGCKATO CTOAA *BbCA CNOBENL-
— .
CKbl HA CTPANB] A FETO M€ TMPOKALNETHL TMPOKAATZ ‘A FETO K€ CTHTh TR CTR AR
soyad (Fol.108a.17-22)

The complementary da-clauses with conditional verbs are those depend-
ent on .50TETH (see Table I viii, p.58) and voyTn:

. o —
111. KHOTO YOYIFEWH OYE€ H OYYHTENFO YbLCThHbLIN-BA oOYYEeHNHURX2 CBONEKB A

Eb] WT OYYENNMHA TBOEro TEER NACTOABNHMKR EBhiInz (Fol.l09a.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.110a.6-9: Ad EblWA ¢A TEMZ NMOAOEAE HNBOTE BECKONbYhL-
Nh1n ogpkAN.
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Table VI. Infinitives separated from their governing expressions, and da

separated from jts dependent verbs, by non-enclitic elements

Occurrence Separated occurrences

of construction

Infinitive L 17 (5)
Imperative da 1

Co-ordinative/

Consecutive, da T 6
Complementary da L 1 ()
Final .da 15 L (1)

Quotations from Greek and Latin

Infinitive 10 8
Imperative da 1

Cé=ordinative/

Consecutive da 2 1
Complementary da L 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:with it, by the direct or indirect object of the
infinitive, and by adverbs and adverbial phrases.

In da-clauses other subordinate .clauses and participial expressions
may intervene between da and its dependent verb:

i. A3 H O TOMb HE ﬁOTR\ MMOXOYNHNTHN CBOHETO POBA E:B U'IT\JCTHBBIH'B'LI\O?KH B3
coale uopro (Fol.108a.30 - 108b.1)

ii. AQ ogye CAXPANHNTL FO°H MNMEPEEOVYAEThH EBECAMLPTHLNR -aAl€ AN NPRCTOYNNHTL
CAMBQATHIO OoyMbeeTh (Fol.102g.19-23)

The subject of the da-clause may also precede its verb and so may

adverbs, e.g.:

iii. A2 TOY HABH 62 dnnocodoy -cnoBENLCKL 1 Kunrbl (Fol.l1l05b.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

vV ii, p.61.

Table VII. Verbs governing preposed infinitives

Occurrence Preposed infinitives

of construction

NOYATH 9 3
HMERTH 2 2
Comments

The two examples with HM8TH have future sense:

i. roKo NMpkEAATH TH HMATL HA BRCKOPR (Fol.l0T7v.22-23)

ii. a MOora cnoBeEca nMounHATH nwuaTa (Fol.l0T7g.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 1973 pp.L7-48.
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the two copies made by Vliadislav Gramatik in 1469 and 1479, a copy found
at the Monastery of Neam} in Roumania, another which belonged to the Monas-
tery of St. Onuphrius in L'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
in Serbia.3h

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

-~

they are known to number at least forty.35 Four others whose whereabouts
and character are now uncertain have been cited by previous scholars;36

Excerpts from the Life have been found in a number of Russian and
Ukrainian MSS from the late fourteenth to the eighteenth centuries. These
are noted by Angelov and Kodov 1973.37 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.34-45, Nos.1,2,9,12; Lk 45 46; 18.

35. See Angelov and Kodov 1973 pp.BS—hS passim for archival details.

36. See Angelov and Kodov 1973 pp.L5-L6.

37. See Angelov and Kodov 1973 pp.49-59.
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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: Safa¥ik 1873 and Dimm-
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-SpYawifiski 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 Tom8i¢ 1960 are
based on it. Lavrov prints Bodyansky's MS.No.l in full with a minimum
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 exeerpts from a MS, now mislaid, from the collection of
Barsov and from the MS Vat Slavo 12 in the Vatican Library. Grivec and
TomSi¢é give the text of the Serbian ‘Hilandar MS. Angelov and Kodov 1973
print Vladislav Gramatik's copy of 1469 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.5,6,8,9,1k;

3. Nos.4,10,11,12. No.3 is a hybrid between the second and third groups
as is No.1ll4t 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 N1 and
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H go with the first group while 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's edition against the MSS and examined twenty
three38 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's editions indicate. The
exceptions are the copy in a sixteenth century psalter39 which is very
close to, probably directly dependent on Bodyansky No.l, and a MS from
the Pogodin collectionho which belongs to the same tradition as the Vatican
MS.

The South Slavonic MSS which have been studied by Grivec and TomSié
and by Angelov and Kodov seem all to derive from one tradition, to which
the L'vov MSS, the Hilandar Serbian MS and that of Neam} are closest.
Vladislav Gramatik's two copies are revised and elaborated - especially
that of 1469 - 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 1941 and 194la, 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

38 I have not seen the seventeenth century MS in Vilnius (Angelov and
Kodov 1973 p.42 No.38) but judge by the few mentions of it in their
critical'apparatus that it i§ rélated to the first Russian group.

39. See Angelov and Kodov p.40 No.26.

LO. See Angelov and Kodov p.38 No.1llk.
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the attempt to establish which 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 which can fairly
be supposed to go back to the ninth century, because they have parallels
in the 0ld 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, Radovich's diagnostic use of the

variants of the probable original ¢3 BapAOFR OYEMB CBOHMMA Ch.XIV 12, al-
though it is apparent from this that here at least the traditon of the

first group 1s the best, since these MSS read ¢3 BAPAOHO AAAEHO CBOHMRA

rather than ¢ nNpagAoro (M) oyMOM2 CEBOHME as in the other two Russian

41

groups Oor ¢B3 BAPAOFO H OYMOML ¢BOHMb 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's editions, Grivec and TomSic¢'s edition of the
Hilandar MS and Radovich'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.No.l, published by Tavrov 1930 and often quoted.

41. Five of the unpublished Russian MSS related to the first group have

oyeMad. See Angelov and Kodov 1973 pp.37-43 Nos.11,29,30,31,43, 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 to' Bodyansky's
numbering: so passages representative of the first group come from No.Z2,
those for the second from No.5 and for the third from No.4. 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'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 summari;ed 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
these episodes, presumably in Greek,h2 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-

tinct subjects

Occurrence Infinitive Ra-clause
of verb same subj. diff.subj. same subj. diff.subj.
xoTkTN 19 572 19 572
BRCXOTRTH 1? 1?
PAYHTH 27 27
N7BOANTH 1 1
MoyH 32 17 36 27

42, 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.



NAYATH
BenkTH

Ne BenkTH
NOoBeENLRTH
7anoBkAaTn
pEWN

NOPELN

AT ONADTH
(He) BPANNTH
NEPHBECTH
NTH

PATBNTH CA
HMETH

HMETH thematic
ADTH
APBINATH
NOARHATH CA
NEMBLYERATH
OYMONNTH
7AKNATH
OTPEMNH CA
OYYNTH
NAOYYNTH CA
NABA 1 KNATH
OYCTHTH
NOYAHNTH
TROPNTH CA

¢CATBOPATH

Occurrence

of verb

11

2

1?

17

1%

27

17?

27

17?

172

Infinitive

same subj. diff.subj.

69

Da-clause

same subj. diff.supj.

13 67
1
2
11
1
2
1?
) \
2
T T2
27
2
2
1 12
1%
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
2
2

17

27

27
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Occurrence Infinitive Da-clause
of verb same subj. diff.subj. same subj. diff.subj.
OCTABAFATH 1 1 22
caBipaTn cAa 1? 17
NOKOYWATH CA 1 1
AOCTHINATH 1 1
Ne ABNNTH cA 1 1

Quotations from Greek

x0TETH 3 3% 3 27 27
MOoyH 2 2

BenkTH 1 17? 3% 27
N€é EPANNTH 1 1

MONTH : 1? 27 |

¢keTn 2 3

BACTATH 1 1

FPACTH 1 1

nakTn 17 17

neocHTH 1 17 1? 27
BAMNEAWATH CA 1? 1?
MOAHTH  CA 1 172 1 17
OYYHNTH 1 1

TBOPHTH 1 1

C3ATBQPHTH 1 1
MbNETH cA 17 17?

NOABNI'NATH 1 2

NOABHIHATH CA 12 09

OYTEPBRANTH 17 17

Variants

a) XOTETH

T : .
1. AD MXE KTO FWWE TO CALIWA MOAOEHTH cA eud (Ch.l.L) in No.l; moaosnTs

¢ in the other MSS, a better reading because it supplies the sentence
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with a main verb.

X x
2. OTPOYA HE XOTAWE HATH CA MO YIFOXKb COCEYL NMKAKO (Ch.2.3) in the 1st

Russian group; x0TE® in the Vatican MS; Bac¢xoTk in the 3rd Russian group and

Vladislav's MSS; pavyn in the 2nd Russian group and the remaining South

Slavonic MSS.

3. RAKO XOWETH EbITH OYcTEOENa (Ch.2.6) in the lst Russian group; hMaTh

BbITH 1n the other MSS.

T
4. FBKO ADTH E€MOY XOWE £ Sua n (oy)eTponTena (Ch.2.7) in the 1st Russ-

ian group; AATH HMATL FeMS in the other MSS.

5. CRAEQABIE CE EMHCKOMNAI M €3 BCRUH AFOA’MM XOTEWNE N MNPOBOANTH YhGTNO

(Ch.18.22) in the South Slavonic MSS; the Russian MSS lack xX0TEle, see g 2.

6. xoWdS Ad BCH MATbIKN FRETE NAVE Ke AA npopnuyaeTe (Ch.16.21) in the

Russian MSS; Benro ®e BAcEMb BaML T'AATOADTH HEZB1KOMb TNAYE XKE AL NEPOPHUYAreTE

in the South Slavonic MSS. I Cor.lhk.5. Grivec and TomSi¢ point outh3

that the South Slavonic reading here agfees with early MSS of the Apostol.

M
T. N FOTAIH BBNHTH BBZEPANHCTE (Ch.16.20) 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. aye AH YECOMOY HAOYYHMTH € %0TEThL (Ch.16.52) in the South Slavonic

MSS only, which include I Cor.1lL.34-37, omitted in the Russian MSS.

b) BRCXOTETH see a 2.

c) POYHTH

1. See a 2.

2. knimZeme poslati rafi (Ch.18.8) in one Glagolitic MS;hh FEMOY %€

(Ma) BE NENMCTABHAL in the full versions.

d) womn

1. rak® ER1 MOraz KTo €AMNO HABLIKNSTH ® mi (Ch.4.3) in the Russian MSS

except No.l; rakoxe Hn eannz W nfl nagmive in No.l; rAROXE EN FEAHNO WTH

L3. See Grivec and Tom8Si& 1960 p.89

4L . See Radovich 1968 p.51.
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HNXb HNABLIKHNOTH in the South Slavonic MSS.

® T ®
2. HANb HE MOXE HMKTO BB7pETH a Ne An poanT) n {Chi9.23) in the 1st

and 3rd Russian groups; HaNb ®€ N€ MOTOYTh ZpkTh afran in the 2nd Russian

group; NAH?XE HEé MOXKETh NN BBRZPBTH & He MEN?AN POAHMTL H in the South Slav-

onic MSS.
e) HOYATH

1. Th Hayn& TH rAath (Ch.9.6) in the 3rd Russian group; H TAATONFETH

in the other MSS.
D. NAYA €MOY ADPLI MHOTh1 AaraThH (Ch.11.45) in the 1lst Russian group;

AD eMoy Aapbl MHOrb1 in the 2nd Russian group and in the 3rd with AdA; aAard

(ADFDIE) FEMOY ADPL MHWFL in the South Slavonic MSS.
3. H_ﬁi BeckAS nncaTtn ynnckdro (Ch.1h.1l) in the 1st and 3rd Russian
groups and the South Slavonic MSS; nncowme BeckaAd in the 2nd Russian group.

L. n Toraa Ei YFOAECO HAYA TROPHNTH (Ch.l7.3) in the 1st and 3rd Russian

groups and the South Slavonic MSS; n aB1le Era TBOPAIIE YrHOAEcA in the 2nd
Russian group.

5. sonkTn Hava (Ch.18.1) in the 1st Russian group; B’ EONECTh BMNAAE in

the 2nd Russian group; BrnaA€¢ B3 BOALZHb in the 3rd Russian group and the

South Slavonic MSS.

6. navaua ¢BETHTH HR WM (Ch.18.26) in No.l, the 2nd and 3rd Russian

groups and the South Slavonic MSS; noeeatwa cBtyH ropiTH HNaa HH in the 1st
Russian group.
f) EenkTH

1. See a 6.

2. BOT?Z %€ BENHTh BACAKOMOY AD BRI B7Z PAJOYMb NCTHN?HNZIH MNpnubAb 1 fa
Bon’mh c¢€ vnHb cTexank (Ch.14.16) in the South Slavonic MSS and the 1lst and
3rd Russian groups; (Moyanaz in the 1st, NMOABHrA® in the 3rd); §Fz BEANTH
BCAKOMOY B pazo# NCTHNINLIN MPINTH M NAa SOA"WH CA YNHb1 CTAXAAR in the 2nd
Russian group.

g) NPBensTH

1. See e 6.
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2. nogent BRCEMb CEIM. N HCKOPENHTH n n c¢axeyn (Ch.12.22) in the South

Slavonic MSS and the 2nd Russian group; chbyim H¢ KOPENH N ¢ZxeWyn in the 1st
and 3rd Russian groups.
¢
3. norent xe ananka [. .. JmkTn Hﬁ NHM2 H CRTRBOPHTH TMPOBOXKAENIE EMT FHAKOXKE

H cOMOMY MAnexs c¢aTBOPHTH (Ch.18.1L4) in No.l; c¢aTBOopnAN in the other Russ-

ian MSS and in the South Slavonic MSS, which add Bniwme.
L B oand a4 M M
. nogent ANAHMKE TAKO CATEOPHTH H MAKbI CARPARUH GA 6MNO ECR M YEPHBUE
vy u 3 ¢ . )
h Bch nroA€é npoeSTh ero yTHo (Ch.18.22) in the Russian MSS; see a 5 for

the South Slavonic MSS.

h) raaronaTh

e M . .
1. 'AA N€ TBOPHTH YBCTH CThiMa HKONA (Ch.5.1) in the Russian MSS; Ne

TBOPNTE in the South Slavonic MSS.

2. YTO IAOTONFETE MPOTHRBY CEMOY MPLBA1 JAKONL APhLXKATH (Ch.10.15) in the

South Slavonic MSS; perimle A€P¥ATH in the Russian MSS.

i) NEHBECTH

1. aye MPHBEAGWN ro CEER nukTH noAepdxie (Ch.3.8) in the Russian MSS;

nuke in the South Slavonic MSS.

j) Supines
In Ch.10.94 and Ch.10.101. in the 1lst and 2nd Russian groups, and in

Ch.15.8 in all Russian MSS pa7aHTH ¢A, BRCTATH and nTh take supines.

k) TMONTH

1. NOonAn ¢ HHMZB CrBINO OYTBEQEANTH pRvyh N RBchuz cpﬁuz BZHCKATH £a (Ch.

14.19) in No.l and the 2nd Russian group; NOABHINHW ¢A in the 1st and 3rd

Russian groups and the Glagolitic MSS; for the South Slavonic MSS see x 1.
Letter of the Emperor Michael.
1) hukrn

1. See a 3.

2. See a L.

3. ¥TO MMAMb Napewn H (Ch.9.24) .in the South Slavonic MSS and the 2nd

and 3rd Russian groups; HMBeéMa in the 1st Russian group.

L. apoyrzi nwauwbs aatn (Ch.10.22) in all MSS except the Vatican MS EYA€Th.
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5. FMAKO N AQESTRI HuAM? AATH MWYceoBn (Ch.10.23) in all MSS except No.l,

which has nuka.

N

6. FAKO RZ1TH HMATH TaKo (Ch.10.35) :in the South Slavoniic MSS and the

2nd and 3rd Russian groups; raKo B6A€ Tako 1n the 1lst Russian group.

T. rdKO WTh ARBA] HMATbL POAHTH c€ (Ch.17.12) in the South Slavonic MSS

and the 3rd Russian group; W ABbI CA 6MOY € pOANTH in the 1st Russian

group; W Aﬁil ¢A 0p0ANTL in the 2nd Russian group.

8. He nuaTh Bac BpEAHTH (Ch.6.58) in the South Slavonic MSS and the

¢
3rd Russian group; BA He BOGA; ir the other Russian MSS. Mark 16.18.

m) nmkTn thematic see 1 3 and 5.

n) NHaARHATH CA

P
l.n HaAt% ¢A TAKO BbITh (Ch.10.19) in the 1lst Russian group; Hen’ydemb

in the other Russian MSS and the South Slavonic ones.

0) HeNbYWEBRATH See n 1.

P) NPOCHTH
1. HE W CH¥Xb NEOWY THKMO NZ H BREPOVHOYMML CAOBECEMb BB ME AA BACH

reanno 8¥p0y (sic) (Ch.16.15) in the South Slavonic MSS; ganpawaro in the

3rd Russian group, Banpaward in No.l; moaro in the 1st Russian group;

lacking in the 2nd Russian group. John 17.20.

2. KB CBZABNIFO YPLKEM MPOCHTE AA BH MZEMBArEeTh (Ch.16.29) in all MSS

except the 2nd Russian group, which has AQd NZELIBAETE.

Q) MOANTH see p 1.
r) peyn see h 2.
s) Hapewn
M M M
1. HAPEYE NH Bh1 TOrO PAANH APEEY M OYCMO M WEPLCTE YECThL TBOPHTH H

KABNATHCA (Ch.10.85) in the Russian MSS; NapE&YE& MONHTERI TOFO PAAH APpLEOY

N OYCMOMb M WPLCTEMb YhCTh TBOPHTE M KAANKMAETE.C€ in the South Slavanic MSS.

t) OCTARAFATH

T o~ -
1. HO Né WCTABAAS YAYA POAA WNACTH OZAOBAENIEM? (WCNAABAENIEMR) N BY co-

BAOINB HNEMNPIAINEND MEPINTH N NOTHENOYTH (Ch.1.1) in the 1st and 3rd Russian
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groups and the South Slavonic MSS; B HanacTn in the 2nd Russian group;

npinTH is lacking in the Vatican MS.

u) caRRPATH CA

1. NO GEM?KE AOEPA TAAL POANTENTL CEEWAB’WA c& HE ¢BxoanTH ¢€ (Ch.2.5)

in the South Slavonic MSS; cBEpaR ma (cA) He CKOAHCTA ¢A in the Russian MSS.

v) MbHETH ¢A

1. OE KTO MNHT?CEé NPopoKs BB1TH (Ch.16.54) in the South Slavonic MSS
only. I Cor.1lh.3T7.

W) NMOABMNTNATH ¢A see k 1.

X) OYTEPBANTH

1. MOABHTHH €€ ¢ HNMMb cnBWHNO N OYTEPbAH PEYL BchEMb CPBALEML BBZE]CRATH

gora (Ch.14.19) in the South Slavonic MSS only, see k 1.
Comments

It would be rash to draw conclusions from this limited set of wvariants
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 lst Russian group, particularly if they

preserve apparently old words such as pavynHTH, HennpeBaTH. Yet words such

as poTETn, HaABrATH ¢A 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 01d 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-
pkied only in the South Slavonic MSS is a more substantial one: only the

Russian MSS have goTkTn + da-clause, fIpPHEECTH, NMONTH, EEWH, HAPEWH + in-

finitive, and supines; only the South Slavonic group has ¢aRENATH cA,

MbNETH cA and OYTBPBANTH + infinitive. Apart from these discrepancies, the

textual differences which have been noted affect the frequency with which



T6

the infinitive occurs with individual verbs, but only marginally its
pattern of use. After BenkTn it appears to alternate with the da-clause;

its construction with NOABHIHATH ¢A is also not beyond doubt. It is poss-

ible, if No.l and the 1lst Russian group are to be trusted, that thematic
nMtTH 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

i athematic nMMBTH as future auxiliary is read and the other examples under
i above can be taken as evidence that the future periphrasis with HMETH +
infinitive was liable to be edited out of No.l and the lst Russian group.

The da-clauses with NPOCHTH (BanpawaTn) 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 ¢€ro in:

i. CEro ANH PAAH BAMNPAWANETE AD NELBR] ZOKONL Apb¥nTEé (Ch.10.5)

The construction of .a da-clause with HZBOAHTH is found in:

ii. mocAAZWMbL AOVXbL Nawb K3 ABBEM HZBoA®mé An poanTh (Ch.6.31)

This is in part a reference to the Koran 19.17: 'Then We sent to her
OQur spirit, who took for her the form of a human being, shapely' (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, p.Tl, and in:

iii. XOTE€Th BAATOGNOBENH SZITH H WSEhZaNNM B3 rpaak nepoconnMm?cu:
(Ch.10.38)

iv. TBOPHTE C€& BAATOCAOERENH E2ITH (Ch.10.68)

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.T73 and 75,

and in:

V. WTPEKAL CE€ FECMb WTBLNUAL HHKOTOXE HEe NaoyvnTh cemoy (Ch.3.2L4)

vi. N2 BBCE NOABMrHH He nknnTh ¢eé (Ch.1k.19)
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Table II. Impersonal constructions with infinitive or da-clause

Occurrence Infinitive Da-clause

of governing word

AOCTONTR 3 L2 3 4?7
NMOAOBAET? 2% 27
€CTh 27 27
E31 37 47
BAXOY 17 1?
. AOCTOHNNO 1? 17
HEMOAOBBLHO €CThH 1 2
YTO €CTH
CNADXRALWE NO 1 2
noTpkEa €CThH 17 1?
OBZ1YAH €CTh 1 1

Quotations from Greek

NEé BENHTL CA 17 17
MNCANO €CThb 1% 3%
¢CPOMB EO €CTh 1? 1?
Variants

a) AOTTONTR

1. TEM ®e NEe AOGTOHTH NB zaznpatn (Ch.6.47) in the 1st Russian group;

HE TMOAOEAEThL HAaMb 7a7HpaTH in the other Russian MSS and the South Slavonic

ones.

2. KOTOPOMS OYRO AOCTONThL CABETY cToraTn (EbiTH) (Ch.11.6) in the South

Slavonic MSS and the 1lst and 2nd Russian groups; HOAOBag'CTOATH in the

3rd Russian group.

3. A0cTOM TE€EE Tamo MTh (Ch.14.7) in the 1st Russian group; NoTpLEa

FCThb TERE TaMmo NTH in the other Russian MSS, the Glagolitic MSS and the

South Slavonic MSS.

L. nNuNke AWCTONTR B2 KHHraxk c¢nAaBnTh sora (Ch.16.3) in the South Slav-

onic MSS and the 1st and 3rd Russian groups; AOCTONMHO in the Vatican MS;
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- . .
HMb X€ €6Th CNAABNTH Rra in the 2nd Russian group.

b) NOAOEAET: see a 1 and 2.

c) ecTh

1. See a k.
2. See Table I 1 T, p.Th.
d) BBl
l. See Table I 4 1, p.T1.
2. KAKO Bhl TZEMHbIMN ngﬂaa neeMkNYS NZAETETH NC TENECE CETO N B ETOM%

#nTh (Ch.L4.5) in the Russian MSS; npkMtnnAb in the South Slavonic MSS, see

Table IV,

M
3. CABBTR TRBOPAXOY KhIM CA Bhl MaKbL! N¥TE BYMRCTHTH B? MEPBLIN YHNB

(Ch.11.5) in the Russian MSS; BaME¢THAM in the South Slavonic MSS.

e) BAxXOY

1. NAPERWE ANb BB NKE BAKOY céﬂn o Bef cff (Ch.9.35) in the 1st Russ-

ian group; BBNXE EBE&chAD o Bc§ cg ¢CATBOPATL in No.l; Ba H?%Re BE€CEAOYHOTL W

BcEXb c¢HXb in all other MSS.
f) AOCTOMNO see a L.

g) NoTpBE& €CTh see a 3.

h) He BEANTR CA

1. He BeANT® 8O ¢€ MUb raaronaTn (Ch.16.51) in the South Slavonic MSS

only. I Cor.1h.3k.

i) ¢paMR €CTh

1. cpaM? BEO FeCTh BR 4PLKBH ®eNk raaronatn (Ch.16.52) in the South

Slavonie MSS only. I Cor.lk.35.

j) nncaHo &cTh

1. NHCANO BEO FECThL BB €UATTENBCKA1Xb KNHTAXhL MOAHNTH 70 BOATZAl N AOBQO

AEFATH N NABHAGWHML H TONEWINMb H AANNTYS WEpawaTh EHroginube (Ch.6.34) in
the South Slavonic MSS. The Russian MSS have imperatives, not infinitives,
following the Greek of Luke 6..27-29.

Comments

AOCTONT2 + infinitive is at least as well attested in 0l1d Church
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Slavonic as nopoEa€T? + 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:

i. FDKOXE WEARIYAH FHECTh BOTATHYNNEMbL TASMAFNEN]E TBOPHTH NOBHTBOYO

(Ch.3.10).

ii. ¥TO EO FECTbhb MNE CcAaxAbLE NHAa CceMb CBRTRE N2 74 cBeTOyrO Tponud

——

WHEOY EAITH N oyMpkTh (Ch.6.8)

Table IIT. Nouns and pronouns governing infinitive or da-clause

Occurrence Infinitive Da-~clause

of governing word

Nouns
BAQGCTH 1 1
MOANTERA 1 1
CNOYXLEA 1 1
TOAHNA 17 172
Yach 17 27
nekaknz 1 1
OBPAT7R 1 1
FAAB 1 1
. NFOBEERb 1 1
Pronouns
cE€ 1 1

Quotations from Greek

Nouns
OBAACTh 1 1? 17
70BR TR 1 1
BoEMA 1? 1?

Variants

a) roAHNA
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K T
1. 0 CA NMEHEANXH TOANNO A NOKOH NEPINMA NP ECTABHCA Ha BEYNOrO XN7Hb

(Ch.18.7) in all Russian MSS; FrAKOXE MPHEAHXIN YACh AD MAKB1 MPHMETHL H

npEcTaBNTh ¢€ BA BRyNaa ®nanpa in the South Slavonic MSS. The Glagolitic

MSS employ a different construction: egdaZe pribliZise bZnomu kurilu

L5

pref'stie otsego vka or iegda pribli¥ise vrime otSasti& ego ot sego vka

b) vacd see a 1.

¢) OBABCTH

M T
1. €NNKO X6 s nei1ano A ADGTh H OBADCTh AD YAAA EXIa ESAOY (Ch.16.1L)

in the 1lst Russian group and the South Slavonic MSS; wsAacTh YAA& EX 1 HMB
Bb1TH in the 3rd Russian group; lacking in the 2nd Russian group.
d) BetMA

1. CEFO PAAH AACTLOA AO BREMENH paxaropnra poAnTh (Ch.10.61) in No.l.
It is not clear what this means, or whether EBpeMéNn is in fact the govern-

ing expression here. All other MSS have poanTta, adhering to the Greek in

Micah 5.2.

Comments

The three types of construction outlined in Ch.1l D III, p.19 can be

distinguished here. The first is found in e.g.:

i. AacTh remd BAACTL HNAAbL CEOHMbL AOMOML N B3 LAPEBY MOAATOY CBR APbi-

NOBEN1EMbL BAXOANTH (Ch.L4.6)

The second is exemplified by:

ii. cero paan oyaa Toro oypkza r€Th NMEkALAL Aare He nplcToynmaTn rero

ADNATE N3 NEPLBOMOY CBBPLCTHIO AAAMOBOY WEPAZL AAFE MPOYINML BB TE ROAHTH
{Ch.10.78)

This is the only example of a negated infinitive in this table.

The construction with roanna or vacs seems to belong under this head.

5o too, if those readings are accepted, do the expressions vTo nubemz and

nuta APSrbin + infinitive which occur as variants under Table I 1 3 and 5,

pp. T3-Th.

The da-clauses after c¢€, ¢nOoyXbhEa and ArOEBBL belong to the third type,

45 See Radovich 1968 pp.51 and 55.



81
since they expand the pronoun or define the nature of the service or the
love:

iii. c€ro An paAn BLNPALAFETE AD MPLBAI JAKONb ApbxnTe (Ch.10.5)

iVv. WTBADANML N H CAOYX?BOY AD EOVAEThH BHBAOTHKAPL OV MATEIAP?XA BR
ceeTkn codpin (Ch.L.15)

v. BOANME CEFE NFOELBE NE MOXKETh NHHTOXE FARHTH NA CEMb MNTIH N3 Ad

CBOTO AOVWY MONOKHTL 7a ApSral (Ch.6.38) John 15.13.

Table IV. Other constructions with infinitive or da-clause

Infinitive da-clause
Imperative 9 (5) 17
Co-ordinative/Consecutive 1 17 6 L9
Final 2 27 10 (1)
€EAD 1
HAKO 1 1?
Quotations from Greek
Imperative 15 6 (1)7
Co-ordinative/Consecutive 37
Final 1 12 T (1) (1)?

Variants

a) Final infinitive

1. See Table II 4 2, p.T8.

2. CEAMb AECETL HEAEND A0 XPHCTA NTrOYMENA HeXE€ FECTh YETRIPH CTA H 2

nETh ZanevaTniTh BuAkH1e npopovbceTBa (Ch.10.46) in the South Slavonic MSS

and the 1lst and 2nd Russian groups; BHABTH or BEARKTH n zZanevatniTn in the

3rd Russian group. The syntax of this passage, which is based on Dan.9.
24-27, is not clear in the Slavonic.

b) Consecutive infinitive

1. n BRIAHOEAL BEATMH CNOBEN?CKZIN KNNTA1l HOOYYHTH ¢€& HMb (Ch.15.19) in

the South Slavonic MSS only; n BYZAFORH BEAMH CAOBEN?CKbLIN EBKB b1 H NAOYYH

CA ﬂ in the Russian MSS.

T
2. age NOCABWArOWE MeNe nocadwae C(nocnBwanTte) mo Beemd FPAHNTH TAKONB
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(Ch.10.39) in the Russian MSS; xpann(Te) in the South Slavonic MSS. Deut.
11.22.

3. n WeepZomacAl...Joyun FASALIAR OYCALIWATH KNHXNAA CAORECA (Ch.15.3)

in No.l; oyeabiwats in the 1lst and 2nd Russian groups, as in Isaiah 35.5;

oycAblwawa in the 3rd Russian group and the South Slavonic MSS.

L. BRcaKb n¥e BBZPHTL Ha xeNoy noxoThth ren (Ch.15.15) in the South
Slavonic MSS and the 1st and 2nd Russian groups; BCAK? BBZPEBB1 Na %ENS

¢ NoxoT1ro in the third Russian group.

c) Imperative da-clause

1. ABP2R OYEO BENIH Ad ESAG Tpes6romﬂ ero (Ch.lt.1Lk) in the 1st Russian

group; Al SBAE is lacking in the other MSS.

2. BBRCA ZEMAFA A TMOKNAONHT? TH C€ H MOFeTh TEEE N AR MOKET? Xe MMENN

TRBOFEMS (Ch.16.12) in the South Slavonic MSS and the 1lst and 2nd Russian

groups; H noreTa TEBE is lacking in the 3rd Russian group.

3. Qe KTO N pazovutz Ad ovv;ca H pazButE (Ch.16.55) in the 1st

Russian group; aa (He) eazd¥MEBRareTh in the South Slavonic MSS; the da-

clause is lacking in the other Russian MSS. I Cor. 1k4.38.
L. There are four imperative da-clauses in the translation of I Cor.
14.34-37 in Ch.16 which is included only in the South Slavonic MSS.

d) Co-ordinative or Consecutive da-clause

0
1. AD HAKOKE €CH CThIA TPUA CASTA H SYENNKR WEAR NMPOTHMBH c¢A nua (Ch.6.

6) in No.l only; To or Thi in the other MSS.

2. AB M xeNoy reMoy AaanTeé (Ch.6.28) in the South Slavonic MSS; the
Russian MSS have To, not Aa.

3. AR WEBIYAFE CTOYANRIFe HHBI ApbxeWe (Ch.8.1) in the South ‘Slavonic
M55 only; the Russian MSS have d.

L. n nun MNWZIH PAZANYNBIAL NEASTBL.HZERIME AX HAKO ®e¢ NALNIHHLN
NAEN?WIN XPHCTA NAPEK'WE N CEETATO RAMMENTA HZEalwE (Ch.17.L4) in the South
Slavonic MSS only; the Russian MSS simply have Tako®Aé or omit the phrase.

€) Final da-clause

T 0 T
1. Moroy B0 nMo €AHNOMY BcH NEPYECTBOBATH AD BCH OYYACA N BChH
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oyTtwaroTcA (Ch.16.48) in the Russian MSS; Ben oyvdea h is lacking in the

South Slavonic MSS. I Cor. 1kL.31.

f) ead

1. EHAHNMb €AD YTO BBZETO (sovAg) wTh Nrero (Ch.18.22) in the South

Slavonic MSS; awe €c¢Th YEnz in the Russian MSS. This is the only clause of

its kind, and is not included in the other categories in the tables.
g) FAKO Ad
1. raKO MATH N3B! FECTh JAKNAENA HAKO NXKE.NAFO MERBSEHFE NA COYA? HAEThL Ad

NPHRECETL ..H .BA CEOH EPATIH MONACTAIPL M TOY H.MorpekeTh (Ch.18.16) in the

South Slavonic M55 only; the Russian MSS have Aa instead of KaKo.
Comments
The one original consecutive infinitive is introduced by raxo:

i. cnkrome nave B7¢EX? OYYENNKL BA KHNTAXL TAMETIHFO CKOPOHO BENMH

FAKO H ANBS B11TH (Ch.3.9)

The two final infinitives both come after main clauses with BaAATH:
ii. H OYYENHKB! CZEPABb H B2AAcTh h (A) oyvntn (Ch.15.1)

iii. n Bran(B2) Ao ¥ oyveNnkbz oyvynTHee iMub (Ch.15.19)

An equivalent construction with a da-clause is found in:

iv. BBAANE HETO OYYHTEAFEMb AA ¢€ OYYHThL (Ch.Lk.1)

The other. da-clause after BRAATH is required by its conditional mood, which

conveys an intention which was not realized:

V. BRAAHILIE HETO AOHANMNHN AQ N Ebl AOHAD (Ch.2.3)

One of the da-clauses which have here been taken as co-ordinative could

be interpreted as final:

Vi. TIPOCHMEL MUKA KNHMXNA WTh BACHL AD OE.NPENPNTL FEEPEFrE M COAUHNRL TO
no Bawd¥ ce BEPY numembs (Ch.8.5)

Another da-clause which is ambiguous, between consecutive and final sense,
is:

Vii. KNTI1€ X€ Fero FABAFAFETHL MO MANS CKAZAFEMO HAKhKe BE AD

NXE XOUWETb TO C€ CAbIWM (CALIWA) NOAOENTH ¢é remoy (Ch.1.L4)
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Table V. Tense and mood of verbs in da-clauses

Imperative Co-ordinative/ Complementary Final

Consecutive
Imperative 2 27
Present 9 (5) 12 3 7 6 (1) 17 6 (1)
Aorist 1?
Conditional 2 L
Quotations from Greek
Present 15 6°(1)? T (2) | 6 (17)
Conditional 1 (1)2 1 (1)

Comments

With the exception of the passage quoted under Table I a 1, p.70, all
the variants concern the use of the da-clause, not its tense or mood. The
example of co-ordinative da quoted under Table IV 4 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 da-clauses after CATEOPHTH,

monntea, Benktn, see Table I f 2, p.72, and:

i. BB MOAMTEBAXbL NPSEBIBANE AAX BR1 WEPEAL ®enanie cpbAbluya c¢Boero (Ch.3.

26)

!

ii. TO N€é BRIl AN MOrAbL CRTEOPNTH AA ERINE H CIH NCNPLBEA TNCMENRI

nmusSipe 8€ckA21 CBOre cAABHAK Bora (Ch.15.6)
In ii the conditional in the da-clause is motivated by that in the main

clause, as in the final clause in:

iii. n¥e NN EB1 BZ CBOM F€7B1Kb HCTOWFO BEPS xpncTIAN?cREFO cKAZANB

AD €€ EBINE H MNRI CTPANB] 7ZpEWe NMOAOBHMAH Hamb (Ch.1k.3)

BenkTH may also take a da-clause with the indicative:

iv. TOKO BENNMbL AB €€ KPLCTHTh BOAFEHO HMXKE XOWEThH (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 TaI NBINFA CHAYNEN XOWEWH BZITH Al Ne raaroan Nam® Tanbhxe
nenthys (Ch.5.15-16)

Vi. HE TELMNAFO OYEO MEXAY A novypbnn BoAd c¢iro (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 (16) 37 (7)

=D

58 (7) 22 (5)?
Imperative da 9 (5) 12 (1)

Co-ordinative/

Consecutive, da 6 Lk 3 27
Compiementary 8 (1) 1 1 1?
Final da 10 (1) 4

Quotations from Greek

Infinitive 15 (1) 15 (3)2 8 11 (2)?
Imperative da 15 6 (1)?
Co-ordinative/

Consecutive da

Complementary da 8 37 2 27?
Final da T (1) (1)? 5 (1) (1)7
Variants

a) Infinitival constructions

l. See Table I 4 2, p.T2.

2. FAKO M AMBOY EbITH (Ch.3.9) in the 2nd and 3rd Russian groups and

the South Slavonic MSS; HAKO n AHBHTHCA BckMz in the 1st Russian group. I

take H to be enclitic.

¢ T
3. TBOA KPACOTA H MAPTbL HUAH WA HZanxa AroBHUTH TA (Ch.4.13) in the

Russian MSS; WTBNOYAL HIANXA NOYANTL ME AFOENTH Teé in the South Slavonic

MSS.

L. no exe moroyTh Bck akaTh (Ch.6,21) in the 3rd Russian group; Een

T
moroy AkaTH in the 1st and 2nd Russian groups; without the pronoun in the

South Slavonic MSS.

5. MOXeTh Karana (n) vekantn (Ch.9.24) in the South Slavonic MSS ang

the 1lst and 2nd Russian groups; MOXETH YPEAHTH KaraNa in the 3rd Russian
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group.

6. FAKO NE& MOKET CA BAR YABEKA BMECTHMTHM T2 (Ch.9.28) in the .2nd Russian

T o~ ot .
group; rHAKO NE MOXE BB BBMBCTHNTH CA B2 vYnARa in No.l; FAKO He uomz BBAMBCTH-

pub L - .
THCA B2 BB vYAKA 1n the 1st Russian group; FAKO HE MOXET? ¢€ BAMECTHTH B3

vnoBEKa BOra in the South Slavonic MSS and the 3rd Russian group.

T. B%H €7314H XOTETh BAArOCAORENM EAITH (Ch.10.38) in the South Slav-

onic MSS and the 2nd Russian group; BhI1TH ERBENH in the other Russian MSS.

8. ape xoyemwn NoKon WEpkcTh Aoywams Nawnmb (Ch.10.100.) in all MSS ex-

cept No.l, which has amje xolewH TNMOKONTH AL HOWA.

9. eran ¢haeTh (COyYAIN) BETXAIH ALNBMH COYANTH BhckMb €7B1KWMb (Ch.1l1.

36) in all MSS except the 2nd Russian group, which has &rad CAAETh COYAHNTH

BET?Xb1H ANBMH W COYAHTH ... This is surely a slip for coyarn in the other

Bussian. MSE.

10. nx%%e HE MOXRAWE HMKTOXKE NH MPOYHCTH HM CHRATZATH (Ch.13.3) in all MSS

except No.l, which has HNKTOXE HE& MOXALE NN MOYECTH HH CKAZATH.

11. TO KaKo aZb Mord 1o wepkeTn (Ch.14.10) in the South Slavonic MSS;

KaKO MOroy aza WEPECTH in the 2nd Russian group; KAKO MOrd H 073 TO WE-

pkcTn in the 3rd Russian group; Kako a7z To Mord ogpkc¢TH in the 1lst

Russian group.

12. aye AN HE XOWETE WTh cHxb pazZduiTn (Ch.16.9) in the South Slavonic

MSS and the 1st and 3rd Russian groups; aye Neé XOWETE PAZOYMBTN BHNWTZ in

the 2nd Russian ‘group:

13. H aBHFE BOra Nave vropeca TBOPHTH (Ch.17.3) in the South :Slavonic

MSS and the 3rd Russian group; H TOraa B3 YFOAECA HAYA TBOPHTH 1in the 1st

Russian group (for the 2nd group, see Table I e 4, p.T72).

b) Da-clauses

1. A MOKON MPInua noecrasﬁcA Na BEYHNSro xnZnb (Ch.18.7) in all the

Russian MSS except the Vatican MS, which lacks nokon npinuz (for the South

Slavonic MSS, see Table III a 1, p.80).

2. NB AD CBOFO AOYWY MONOKMTL 78 APSThl (Ch.6.38) in the South Slav-

onic MSS and the lst Russian group; Aa CBOFO MONOXNHTL A0 in the 2nd
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Russian group; AB MOAOXNTh CBOFO AMY 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. AQ Q€ XPHCTOCh EOrad BAlL FECTh MOYTO NE TROPHTE FAKOWE RenHTh (Ch.

6.33)

‘s ¢ b T T
11. FAKO MATH Hbl € TARKAAAD AD H HAKO nepBke HNa coe NAE AD TIPNHECE

EPATA BR CBEON MONACTRIPh H TOY N norpest (Ch.18.16)

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 da-clause is so interrupted, and there the object is placed
before a second, co-ordinated, verb in the clause:

iii. Ten MECEUH Ad .NMHHEThL BE APERBENE vamn a ¢TRIKALHE ¢€ Heé npnracare
(npnkacaers) (Ch.15.10)

I¥ is remarkable how in the series of these imperative da-clauses in

Ch.16.43-47, starting with B?ce %€ KZ ZAANIFO AA BRIBArETH I Cor. 14.27,

stressed elements are always preposed to the da-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. 1L.31

. ey . . T
that interposition is found: aa Becn (oyvaca n RBceH) OYTHIAFOT CA.
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Table VII. Verbs governing preposed infinitives

Occurrence Preposed infinitives

of construction

x0TRTH 19 57 27
HAYATH 13 62 1 12
HMETH 8 67 1 2

Quotations from Greek

soTRTH ) 3 27 17
Variants

1. TO KAKO 473 ¢ BAMN CA npkThH xomd (Ch.5.5) in No.l; ¢ BAMH CE& xoWd

nekTn in all other MSS.
Comments

The examples with xoTETH and nMiTh can all be taken as future peri-
phrases. The two instances of HavATH 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. raKO WEPECTH FErO0 MMAMbB H NZNeécTH N7 mopa (Ch.8.16)

The quotation, in the South Slavonic MSS only, follows the Greek word-

order of I Cor. 14.35.

THE SERMONS 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

L6

early thirteenth century. Tunitsky 1970 shows that the later Life is

based on the earlier and longer one and on scme .additional, perhaps local,

46. See Ivanov 1970 p.31k for the justification of the latter attribution.
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tradition; Theophylactus's Life in its turn probably derives its factual
detajils 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 Tunitsky 1972 and Ivanov
1970 and to fhe 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 Ghrid. 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' days.h7

Not many of St. Clement's sermons are known beyond doubt to be extant.
Sixteen 48 have been found which at .least in some MSS are ascribed to

Clement, Saint, Bishop or Archbishop, ¢AOBEHLCKZIH oOr BGAHYBCKIIH.h9

4T. See V Clem. Ch.22.66.

48. 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.

4L9. See V Clem. Ch.20.62 that St. Clement was Bishop of ApeBevitZag ftouL
BeAlTZOC.
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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

50

Clement. As an encomium of St. Demetrius by Gregory Tsamblak stands in

some MSS under St. Clement's name, even these explicit attributions may

51

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 styde,
lexis and manner of exposition; co-occurrence with those works; historical

probability.52

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.”3

It is possible that the common traits which have been identified in
the sermons attributed to St. Clement characterize the products of a

5k

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 only 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 betweep two other sermons explicitly ascribed to St.
Clement and which has been donnected 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, Stoyanoviech 1905
Angelov et al. 1970-77, Eassim.

53. See Grivec and Tom3i¢ 1960, Angelov, Kuev and Kodov 1973.

54. 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.
It 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 surv£§e ip MSS of widely separated date and provenance, they
are here divided into two groups, ihe earlier MSS (twelfth century Russian
ones) and the later ones (thirteenth to sixteenth century Russian, Serbian
and Bulgarian MSS):55
A. 1i. The Exhortation on Feast-days, in a twelfth century Russian MS, AKK
No.1l, pp.B5-66.

ii. The Homily on a Saint or Martyr, ibid., AKK No.k, pp.88-100.

iii. The Homily on Sunday, ibid., AKK No.8, pp.151-5T7.

iv. The Encomium of Lazarus, in a twelfth century Russian MS, AKK
No.30, pp.548-T6.

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 1490, AKK No.lk,
pp .221-37.

iii. The Encomium of the Archangels Michael and Gabriel, in a Bulgarian

MS of 1359, AKK No.l1l5, 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.16, 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 depends. on
two Greek ones ascribed to St. John Chrysostom,56 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.hlS—hQ.

vii. The Encomium of the Forty Martyrs, in a Serbian MS of 1598,

AKX No.27, pp.511-2k.

viii. The Sermon on the Trinity, the Creation and the Last Judgement,
in a fifteenth century Russian MS, AKK No.34, pp.620-59 .(Two versions).

ix. The Homily on the Transfiguration, in a thirteenth century Russ-
ian MS, AKK No.38, pp.T722-h4kL.

X. The Encomium of the Dormition of the Mother of God, in a thirteenth
century Serbian MS, AKK No.LO, pp.752-T4 (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. od ydp un C6n dvdpwroc 10 mpdowndv pou ol ZHoeTaL

- NE MQXET2 BO YNOBEKZ BHARBR AHYA MOEro n %nBx EbITH (No.1l5 Fol.68a)

. o ~ ~ \ \ \ ~
ii. Luke 1.9. &loxe toU HupLdooL eLoerdwv €L¢ TOV vadv ToD %uplou

¢
- B321 CAYRARPFO TaxX2pNH MO PHHY YPEAR) CROFEHA NEPHCTYNMNTH RA OATAPEBH JIOKA-

ANTH ThuMFANOMZ ¢Tara ¢Fainss (No.9, Fol.317a)

iii. John 13.3k. évroxﬁv XOLVNV S¢6wpL VULV Cva dyardite aAAfAovug

56. See Migne P.G. 50 pp.T799-806.
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- CH 70MOBBAAFO BOMR-AQ NFOBNTE APYT3 Apyra (No.38 Fo.213a)

. ) ’ ’ »
iv. John 11.11. aXlo mopeVopol Lvo eEunvlow aVTdV - HB NAEMB K3 NEMOY

Ad 1 BRZEOYAMME (No.30 Foll.102b-103a)

Where Greek direct command is rendered by indirect constructions with
nogenttTn + infinitive, as in No.30 Fo0l.103b and No.34 Fol.5Ta-b, they are
not counted as translations.

There are several parallel allusions to the Creed, which however seem
to be based on some other Slavonic version than those extant:57

i. MoKzl SOTA TIPHTH B3 ¢hoBE BFH-ZBCTBG CBOFETO COYANTH WHNBAIMBA H MLOT-
BaIM3 (No.31 Foll.105b-106a)

1i. ANb BBNRE xomg MNP INTH. COYANTH KHEBT N MOPT Bb I1MB (No.1lh Fol.lk2hb)

o — e c M
iii. €rAD TMPHAETHL CNA BXMH BO CNABE CBOErO EXTBA.GCOWYAHNTH . XOTA XKHEhI
M
n MpTBEbLI (No.3Lk Fol.62a)

. c
iv. N NaKbl TpeAbIH Bb CNAABE BXTBA CBOKErO, COYAMTH XOTE€ BbLCEAEN?NEH
(No.22 Fol.209a)

These are treated as quotations.

Table I. Verbs governing infinitive or da-clause with identical or dis-

tinet subjects

Occurrence. Infinitive da-clause
Group A of verb ' same subj. diff.subj. same subj. diff.subj.
AOTETH T 1? 8 17 1
B3CXOTETH 2 2
MoyIn 1 1
HE MOTZTMa 2 2
NAYATH 1 i 1
BenkTn 3 5
nenTH 3 L
TPNXOANTH 1 1
CBNNTH 1 2

57. See Gezen 188k,
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Occurrence Infinitive da-clause
of verb same subj. diff.subj. same subj. diff.subj.
nukTn 2 2
monntH (ca) 1 1
NMPOGHTH 1 1
NOBBIKNATH 1 1
NOTBYNTH CA 2 2
NOABHTHATH CA 3 17 8 12
NanMHeaTH 1 2

Quotations from Greek

xoTRTH 1 1

MOWIH 1 1

HTH 2 1 1
NMEHTH 1 1

MMETH 1 1

NCRATH 1 1

Group B

FOTETH 18 (1) 52 18 (1) 52
BRCXOTETH 3 3

KENATH 1 2

NZBOANTH 3 17 3 1?7 1
MoyH 13 6? 1k 62

NE MO | M2 1? 1?
BAZMOYN T 27 9 2%
NOYATH 3 3

BenkTh 1 1
nogenkTH 9 11
ZanoskaaTh 1 1
NocanaTHh 1 1
NPNTH > 17 5 1?

BAONTH 1 1



HMETH

BRALTH

¢aMbETH
CBMOAOEBNTH
CRMOAOENTH CA
neocHTH
OE3 1 KNATH
oyskxADTH
NOOYCTHTH
NOYANTH
TELNRTH
NOARHT NATH
NOABHTNATH CA
NOTAYWHTH CA
nous 1wARTH
NENLYERATH
MbNETH
NOKOYCHTH  CA
NMOCTHINATH
OYYHNNTH

BNARTH

Occurrence

of verb

6

1

Quotations from Greek

s0TETN
Moy

Ne MoZBTE
BAZMOH
NHOYATH

He BenkTH

37

17

1?

17

1?

1?7

172

17?7

Infinitive

same subj. diff.subj.

95

da-clause

same subj. diff.sub].

8

37

17

1?

1?

17

1?

1?

1?7

1?

1?

17
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Occurrence Infinitive Da-clause
of verb same subj. diff.subj. same subj. diff.subj.
NocaAATH 1 17 i 12
TIQHTH 2 2
nekaanthn 2 3
neNCTANNTH 1 1
NMAITH 2 2
¢amkTn . 1 1
NENbYEBATH 1 1
TPEBORATH 3 3
MAANTH 17 17
KA CNHTH 1? 17
Variants
GrouE.A
a) XOTETH

1. MENYACTHB] XOTA CTEOPH{TH) : CBOFEMOY uGETBnro (No.8 Fol.27b). The

infinitive is here conjectural, see AKK p.l157 Fn.8.

b) NOABHTNATH CA

1. TEMA OYEO BZWEOYXLWE CA NOABHINEMB ¢A TaYNO B3 yncToTk npknporo-

ANEBUE CHFA MOCTBLHAIHA ANM (No.31 Fol.lO5b); npknpoRoANTH in a fourteenth

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) xoTkTH

1. Kore CKE7pNb] WMbITH xomemn (No.22 Fol.208a); KOre CHKE?pHNb1 WMLITH

nualn in almost all other MSS (AKK p.395 Fn.19)

2. ROKO An gowemn Toro Tanth (No.34 Fol.59b); moxewn in two sixteenth

century Russian MSS (AKK p.6L45 Fn.61)

3. AD HO KblHn oycenbxza Nauz XOWETL BELITHN BEATIE€ MNTHHA CETO BOEMEeNbLHAN

cnacTh (No.3sk Fol.62a); BOyAeT in a sixteenth century MS (AKK p.6L45 Fn.112)
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-
4. npnA€ Na NB pb ACHPHMCKLI - FAKO TNPEATI rpﬁ (No.15 Fol.68b); nnkNnTh

reoada in a fourteenth century Russian MS, npnraTH X0TA in another four-

teenth century Russian MS (AKK p.284 Fn.T72)

5. NEMOCTAIABHY PAAOCTL Hero-xoTAE HcnoBbAaTH (No.16 Fol.98b); xoTAlE

HCNOBEAAEMZ in a fifteenth/sixteenth century Russian MS (AKK p.30L4 Fn.86)

b) M7BOANTH

1. cMpTh N& ARAMA nzeonn Ba{(c)npiatn (No.1ll Fol.L2ha-b); chTb'ng POAH

NAOTIE MPIATR in a sixteenth century Russian MS (AKK p.236 Fn.lLO)
c) moyn and BaZMoun
1. See a 2.

¢
2. HE MOTbl ZpETH COTZAANIA CBOEro.7ZALIMB EBEcOMB MOBMNOYBBUNE (No.3k

Fol.58b); He TELMA XK€ HA%BBIH 3 B3 Nallb GEOETO ¢3ZAANIA Z208TH in two
sixteenth century Russian MSS (AKK p.645 Fn.43)

3. N N& MOrme rero npniyanTn Na To (No.16 Fol.97Tb); He BaZMOroma in

a fifteenth/sixteenth century Russian MS (AKK p.304 Fn.52)

L. reroxe NORFBANLI*HH AZb1K2 N7P€EWNI, Hl OYM2 HOCTI"IFHeT'b.néEHO ZBAANTH

(No.15 Fol.TOb); BBRZMOra&Th nzpemwn in four Russian MSS of the fifteenth

- and sixteenth centuries (AKK p.28L4 Fn.125); nocTHINST M MWXETL in two

sixteenth century Russian MSS (AKK p.284 Fn.126)

5. Hé MOrbl oyroAnth (short version of No.34k Fol.127a) and in two

sixteenth century Russian MSS (AKK p.645 Fn.37) where the long version

lacks this phrase altogether.

6. €rOXE OYMHPANOWE ¢? COROFO He MoxeM WNecTH (No.34) in two six-

teenth century Russian MSS, lacking in the long and short fifteenth
century MSS (AKK pp.645-46 Fn.11k)

c ¢
T. N6 MOZEML AMWATHGA UPTEA NENATO (No.34k) short versionm only Fol.129a.

8. ne BRoywmanTa €ro (No.34 Fol.S5Tb); Ne mozETe BKOYCHTH in a sixteenth

century Russian MS (AKK p.6L5 Fn.26)

d) npuTH see a L.

e) NOGCBAATH

Pl
l. C€ aYb MNOCAIO ATTAD MOKETO npe AN EME MONML, H Th OYTOTOBHTH TNMOYTH MOE
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npﬁ MNoro (No.22 Fol.208b); OYroOTOBHTA in all other MSS (A¥K p.396 Fn.29)

f) NUBTH N
1. See a 1.

2. Ad MUATH MA npocTHTH (No.3Lk) short version only Fol.l29a.

3. HIXE HMATL TONOXMTH B Hemd cTpEabl Hn muta (No.1l5 Fol.69a); lacking

in two sixteenth century Russian (AKK p.286 Fn.T5)
g) MPOCHTH

1. Né NPOGH cupTH BROYeHTH (No.LO Fol.249a); Henkno (ecTh) ren chMPBTS
BLKSGHTH in the fourteenth century Bulgarian copy (Fol.257b) and a fif-
teenth/sixteenth century Russian MS (AKK p.T773 Fn.9)
h) TELNETH see c 2.

i) nmoTaRNTH CA

1. nOTmﬁbﬁ AOEPBIMH AEALI.OYTrOANH eMoy FaBuTHCA (No.34 Fol.59a); aa
NEKBAH OYTOANH €MOY ABHMCA in two sixteenth century Russian MSS (AKK p.6kL5
Fn.55)

j) nenbperaTH

1. TO HEMBUSHMO AN TaMo OoyTanTH ro (No.3Lk Fol.59b); Mnnma in two six-
teenth century Russian MSS (AKK p.6L5 Fn.63) and TO MHHMO AH CA h TAMO
oyTanus in the shorter version (Fol.128a)

K) ubHETH see j 1.
1) OY¥YNNHTH

_1. B HEMXE KBKAO Mx2 SYHNeNB ¢TonTa (No.1l5 Fol.T70a); CTOFATH OYYHHIENB

¢
Bb1

in several Russian and Serbian MSS of the fifteenth to seventeenth
centuries (AKK p.284 Pn.118 and 119)

m) MARAHTH

1. HOYAHThL Moh ©b mpnth (No.34 Fol.60a); moyanTs in the shorter version

(Fol.129a); WBGHHTR in two sixteenth century Russian MSS (AKK p.645 Fn.78)

n) KacHETH see n 1.

o} BHALTH

1. Kk2To BnAk Koan BRROV $ oABA MNPOCEWA KOWENNHA WYHENIHL TP EROY HOWA
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(No.22 Fol.208b); kToO BNAR KOAN THRANTENTD W BPENIFA MPOCHTH WYHMENIA in
five Serbian and Russian MSS of the fifteenth to seventeenth centuries
(AKX p.396 Fn.30)

Most of these variants affect either the absolute frequency of infini-
tival constructions or the relative freduency 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.34 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 téext, according to Tunitsky 190k, 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 nanexxyan, HeKpeNin for

BANXKbNBIN, c¢TEHL and in grammar by the lacative case without a preposi-

tion after NanaAowa.
Comments

As was explained in Ch.1l IV, p.22, da-clauses and infinitives depend-
ing on }0TkTh and NZBOANTH are tabulated here regardless of their subjects:

i. HE %OTA AD HHKATOXE W NACR NMOra1ENETh (No.31 Fol.lOSb)

. ® H
ii. ngBOAN T3 E3-MpkvbCcTNOMOY TEnOY ero movntn (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 ggglg_(éne of these being a quotation from the

Creed) and once after NenxoAnTH. Ia Group B only three supines occur,

two after nentn and one after NMPpHCTANATH.

Three verbs in Group B appear in the passive, so that the same sub ject

serves for both governing verb and infinitive, see variant 1 1 and:
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$ii. N MOCNANB €cMb EATOBLCTHTH Tobe cero (No.9 Fol.318a). Luke 1.19.

iv. NEMPEEOND 82 BO WYLFO Hev%gzlﬁz oyMpeTn (No.16 Fol.98a). Wisdom

3.2.
They are nevertheless tabulated in the active voice, as taking infinitives
with 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:

‘ A
V. KO HABAEND HMOYTL EbI1TH AkAa mora, npe cennynkuz napoaoma, (No. 3k

Fol.63a)

There are two negated infinitives:

- u c e e '-J
vi. négnrneuom n Mbl TEM2 ABno ounésnTn A NHeé WNnacTH W TOro CNRACTRO

(No.34 Fol.61Db)

. ¢
vii. KAKO EO MOXETh MPMKOGCHOYTH c€ CcHEHW, Wr’Hbl EXTELHEMBL.Tb1 NEé

cbropkTn (No.22 Fol.208b)
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

Occurrence Infinitive Da-clause

of governing words

Group A

AOCTONTB 2 3
NMOAOBAETH ' 2 2

€CTh 1 1

nkno ecThb 1 1

Group B

AOCTONT3 1 1
MOAOBOETR 3 L

€CTh 1 1

NECTB 27 L? -

TMOAOELNO €CThH 1 1
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Occurrence Infinitive Da-clause

of governing words

noTePEENO BRICTH 1 1

nkno ecTh 2 2

Nenkno (e€cTh) 17 1%

CRYEE ECTh 1 2 17

FABN MH CA PAZOYMbNO 1 1 17
NE BARAETH nb;t 1 3

Quotations from Greek

NOAORAETR 1 2
SR1CTh 1 1
HEBBIMOXLNO €CTh 1 1
Variants
a) N5QTh

1. Hg EO KOMb NMENTAKHYYH.MNOAOENZR]I MOXRANRL FEMY HNZO €N (No.16 Fol.98a);

gﬁ B0 KOMOY CPABHHTH €ro h NMOAORNL1 TNOXBAALI HZpeWn in a fifteenth/six-

teenth century Russian MS (AKK p.304 Fn.T3)

2. AD €T0 HEé NHH HH HMB (No.34 Fol.60b); AD ETO MH n€ ractn n nmy

in two sixteenth century Russian MSS (AKK p.645 Fn.8L4)

b) Henkno (ecTh) see Table I g 1, p.98.

c) cRJEE E€CTh

¢
1. B HNO CYJEFE FECTh KOMY AQ HAH ZNOROFO AN AENOCTBIO*H ADCKO(C)PAbL-—

¢ ¢ ¢ ¢
CTBOMZE MYRY NMPNHATH AN YTOTOKFO H BBRTAECPRANNFEMbL M MATHEFO UOPTBO NENOLKE-

N XH7Hb BEYNYFO MPNHATH (No.16 Foll.99b-100a); ngnoe NEHHATH H XHTZHNb

BEYNOYFO MOAOYYHWTH in a fifteenth/sixteenth century Russian MS (AKK p.305

Fn.138)

d) rOEN MM CA PAZOYMLNO

1. ape wspkTOoXA sﬁrrh NEeEA2 TOEOKFOTO FABN MH CA PAZSMHO AD BHRAR TA-

H PAZIMEHR KO WEpkTH safrn (No.15 Fol.68a); n pazdusrx 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 B21Th 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
HBEeTh in the sense 'it is not possible' in variants & 1 and 2. As copula
€¢Th is found with an infinitival complement in:

. ~ — -~
i. AMXOTNONHIE HEXE FECTh HEXE NPOCHMTH OY BA EAThCeTERA (No.l Fol.23b

and similarly in No.34 Fol.61b)

58

The positive verb BBITH is also used to translate EAELE’ 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, ¢ 1, 4 1

and:

¢
ii. Toro OécTBO € - HEBRLZ?MOX?"HO oOyMOY vKEvro N7hbo EWH (No.22 Fol.209b)
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