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THE SLAVONIC TALE OF APHRODITIAN:
LIMITATIONS OF MANUSCRIPT—CENTRED TEXTOLOGY

William R. VEDER (Deerfield, IL)

As an accolade to Alexander G. Bobrov and his well—researched study of the
Rusian tradition of the 9—10th c¢. Slavonic translation of the Tale of
Aphroditian' (Bobrov 1994), let me do what he could not: print a synthesised
text of the oldest Slavonic translation. It is based upon a collation of five of
Bobrov’s printed versions, made by Tanja Ivanova—Sullivan (Amsterdam,
1995), complemented by the text of the Meleckij sbornik (see Veder 1982);
underlining marks 59 conjectures not supported by any of the extant witnesses.

C'hEAZANHIE ADPOAHTHIAHA O BRIERIIHHME E'h I6PhChCIIEH
ZEMAH YOYAECH

1 (CPG 6968: 19a/short version 21) OTh negheris oyrkABH® BrslcT s xpHeTOC S
HC MpbRA- 2 HE OYTAHTH BO CA NHYECOHE CRIJHHXB RBb HHXS KBHHIBYHH: 3 0
RhCEMAB ABLZAHE TROVIKAARIPHHK S cA- 4 [KOXKE O 16CT'h B ZAATAX KORBYEZhyh
B'BIRARING® 5 H AEKHT R Bh cBATHARYB 11kcaphekuingm- 6 ce raaroas OVEQ* 7 IEIKE
CABIAKS OTh CRIPHHX B B HHX B Kbl b
3 The unanimous reading mpovikpaimipnuams can be explained as a misreading of Glagolitic
s~ @ (see 3:/8 and Veder 2008: 496). 4 An original prefix gwi best explains the variation
Bh : oy @ mg : @. 7 The Slavonic text transmitted does not correspond to the Greek.

2 (19b/22) Koy mHKHHILA 60 1€CT s HAMRHHMBILA HO'BI* 2 CH 7KE 16CT'R O ONFR
CTPAHR UReaphek MK AoMokh: 3 1KiKke Kvph Urkeaph cnehgkTean Bucero
BAArOVLeTHIA Bk CRTROPHAD: 4 H NOCTARMA® B HEH EOIhi OBPAZRI ZAAT'RI M
CHOEEPRNRI® 5 H OYTROPHAS 1A KAMEHHICME MHOroLkHBHOMB: 6 N Ad HE canorkAaLR,
OYTRAPH: NPOAABIKF CAORO: 7 Bh Tl ABHH HAMKCANBIA ABCKBI ChKAZART R §

" The Greek Narratio Aphroditiani (BHG 806, ed. Heyden 2009) is an extract from
an imaginary disputation at the Persian court on the relative merits of various religions,
chaired by a philosopher named Aphroditian, the De Gestis in Perside (CPG 6968, ed.
Bratke 1899, Bringel 2007), probably composed in Syria in the 6th century.
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BhARZ B0y 3Ke wkeapio Bh KOYMHPBHHUR TR: 9 PAZAQRIIENHI CHHOM B NPHIAT S
10 QEVE TKPBLLK NIPOYTIHH® 11 NOPAAOYER CA b TOROA BAAA'BIKO® 12 HPA ZAYAA HECTh
g RTpoRrk: 13 wrkcaph JKE OCKAARAR €A EVE IEMOY: /4 Oy MbphllIHE AH B xrportk
HMAT - 15 ONl HKE PEVE /6 1EH" H OV MBOLLINI 02KHAA IECT b /7 W 2KHEHR PAMAAICT B
9 The supine + genitive best fits the archaic grammar of the translation (see /:2 eyranTu
ea + genitive). 13 The j—suffix is preserved in 3:35, {3:1.

3 (20/23) Urkeapn e peve: 2 YRTO Cé IGCT R CRKAKH MH" 3 Kpblyh CATH: 4

HCTHHOER® BAAATBIKO® TOAS npuenkAh t€cTh ChAE: 5 BLCER B0 HOLL ngrkRRILIA
OBPAZH AHK® TOUALE: 6 MAIKKCKS ORPAZR H JIKENLCKB* 7 MAAMOARRLJE CAMH K'h
cepR: 8 XOAHTE Ad CA PAAOYIEM B b HPOIR" 9 H phwa meik- [0 npogove: HAH pajoyH
CA Ch HPOLR: /1 [AKO KLZAOEAEHA BHICTD: 12 AZ'b 2KE orphxh 13 KBTO HMAT®
BBZAIORHTH HECRUIRER: 14 ONH IKE MAANOAAAKAR- 15 03CHAA 1SCT R H NO TOMb HE
HAPEVET'B CA HPA 4 OYPAHHIA® [6 REAHKOIC BO CABHRLE BBZAEHAY KR HECTH 17
JKEHBCLLHH 3KE OEPAZH MRKBCKBIMMT MAArOAAAXA: /8 1Ko nomatrase Akranue:
KO 19 HETOYRHHK S 10T RRZAI0BAeH, wReT s 5o Hpa: 20 24 ApkroakaR opkipana
CA: 21 H FAAMOAAAKR MAIKBCLHA® 22 KO HCTOYBNHKS B'h NPARKAR HAPEYEN'R IECT R
NPHIEMAEMD 23 N'b HMA IEH MVPHI 180T 24 raice Bh AossecHhx b Ko R mopH
HOCHT'B KOPARAL MBNOMA ACEPA NMABHT: 25 ALE AH HETOYRHHKR T4 I6CTh: 26 Ad CA
cHILE paZoyarEEAIET I 27 HCTOYRNHK'S BO EOA'MI HCTOYRNHKS AOYXA TPHCHO
HETAYAIET B 28 IEAHNF ('BIER HMALIH: 29 BOKHIEIR R AR ICHAEMAE: 30 HAILHCE BhCh
MHP'B KO Bh MOPH HKHEALIL: CROICHR NABTHIR KBMHTh- 31 AoRpR camer mKo
AgkRoAEALR HMATB Ta- 32 Hb HE BO 0T MRIKA 1GTOIKE PAKAAIST B Apkroprkarw- 33
T B0 parcAAH ca Agrkropkar cmagrknumi agkgopkancka oTgoks- 34 monrABKIrk
CBCTARAEN D NERECKHBIM KRS chkaa NPEMAAPBIHMH XBITPOCTRMH: 35 HA TROKE
ErhCEAENBILA RECELA CTPON D CAORECEME CThCTARAR" 36 nprkmRAHLIA e ORPAZH T PALIE
ca o Hpk TH 0 Herovsnuik- 37 w ieantoraacsil gRIA: 38 CRKOHRYARAIRIIOY CA
AbHH EbCH H RhCA ovRrhMB: 39 H PEVE HPLLLL ukcapior 40 Wik oyRo: BAapBIKO:
npkERAH NPovele AbNE: 41 BRCEKO BO BERAET AkraHHIo KONBYBHRIH PAZOYM: 42
RRABLIEE CA OYEO HECTH npocTo mako-:
3 The unanimous reading peve can be a coincidental substitution (see 31). 9, 12,37 The s—
aorist is preserved in 15:1 (Meleckij sbornik 7028 £.113—118, henceforth: M). /8 The
unanimous reading nexgaararmipe can be explained as a misreading of Glagolitic w = &
(see I:3). 21 The spelling cu, is preserved in 0, 3:17, 10:6 and 13:26. 23 The unanimous
reading mapua can be considered a trivialisation (see also 2:12, 13:6). 31 The unanimous
reading peve (sg23) is best explained as a mechanical replacement of the recessive cams
(pl2). 32 The conjunction ns is erroneously coalesced with the preceding ma as manws
NMO, waune T or manna S. 4 Buerako may have coalesced with the preceding pnte LO
annecs NMOT. 42 The j—suffix is preserved in 3:35, 9:5, I3:1.

4 (21/24) Npkanirswoy e urkcapto TOY - 2 0 BHAALIOY OBPAZ'EI KHHVPLH'BIIA 3
H HAYALA TRARLYHH MRCTH Bh TRCAH" H ke HHRHILA FETH: 4 H ICAHKOIKE grhawe
R'BH RTPh VETEEPOHOMBHRIHKS H IIMRTHILL ChPEBPLHD H ZAATH 5 KhIKBAS
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¢'hEQLLIAALE B CROH IAdCh: 6 Reapto e MPOZLHOY BRIRKUIOY: 7 H ELCEMOY
NAMIABHBLLOY CA CTPAXA" 8 H XOTALPIOY OTHTH: 9 HE Tpsirkalle RO caMOZhPAYBHAIETD
MATERA [0 PEVE IKE IEMOY HKpPhlb: [/ npooyR-kA AL wheapio- 12 npuenrkao go tecTH
KONBYBHOIE IABAENHIE® 13 IGIKE O BOMb RLCRX Tl HZROAHAD IECT R [EHTH HAML >

2 The unanimous reading keymupsisia can be considered a trivialisation (see also 3:23,
13:6).

5 (22/25) Gemoy ke TaKo chBECKAORANOY: 2 OT"BKP'RI CA CTPONh" 3 H KBHHAE
zhzAa cBETRAA: 4 W CTA HAAD KOYMHPOME HCTOYRHHKA® 5 H MAACTh B'RICTH TAK'L
CARIATH" 6 HCTOYLHHYE MOCNIOAH BEAHKOIE CABHAILLE MOYETHAO MA FECTH nogkpamu
TH KOVIILHO H CAOYHKHTH® 7 EECKEPhHRHOVIEMOY MNBCANHIO CAOYIKA megck: marn
cragkuwatero gaebys YHHOBS EWIBAKRIIH: 8 HERECTA TPHHMENBHOVIEMOY H IEAHNOMOY
BOKBCTROY CRYIM: € 9 NPOZBIRAICT D KE CA NEBBNACANBIH MASAENKILE ZAYAAO H
KOHBILR" /0 ZAYAAD OYEO ChITACOY KONbLU b HKE naroyEh- 1/ cemoy OYE0 MAaCoy EBZAAHOY
12 RhCH KOYMHPH NAAR NHLL® /3 IGAHHOMOY HCTOYRHHKOY CTOIALIOY: /4 R'h HEMbIKE
ORpRTE cA NOTHYENK uhcaphekmin REHBLL: /5 HMBI HA ceRk oTh KAMENE
HAPHYEMAIETO AHBOPAZR TH OTb ZMAPATAA- /6 H_KAMEHbMA CHMA npuaknaenm
ZRZ AR 17 BPhXOV ME HCTOYRNHKA CTORALIE zr'hz a8
7 The Slavonic text transmitted does not correspond to the Greek. 8 The readings exipe
. emioy © @ degrade the text. /2 The unanimous reading nagowa can be a coincidental
substitution. 16 The insertion of the preposition ks may be secondary.

6 (23/26) Mogeak ke whcapn chELPATH Bicid nprhampghia pazapwaRyia
ZHAMENHIZ® 2 1GAHKO HX'h BRAlE noAn ukcaphcTRHIEMB 1€10° 3 ZREATEAEM D 3Ke
TORBAMH MOTHLIARARYIEM B 4 NPHHAR ELCH B'b KOYMHILHHILR: 5 H 1aKo oyzhgrha
ZERZ AB1 HAAR HCTOYBHHEOMB" 6 H BRNLLL ZR'EZABNBIH Ch KAMENHISAHE H KOV MH'RI HA
ek Askaa- 7 pRwa- 8 ulicapior Kopenk BOKLCKBIH H I ReAphCKBIM RTBCKAOHHA'D
CA IECT' 9 HERECKHAIEN® H ZeMbHAICTS 1TRcAPR OBPAZ B NPHNOCA® [0 HCTOUBHHK® BO
KAHHHB. BHOAHCMBCKIA ZEMAA 16CT D AThIIH® 1) ghisigh ke oRpAZH ukeapueks
lecT i [2 ZRRZAA HE HERECKNOIE 16CT R nponor'k AANHIC: HA ZEMAH YOV AOTEOOHMO" 13 HE,
HIOAS! R'BCTAAO 10T U KCAPhCTRHIE: 14 IGHKE KHAORBCKF MAMATE OTEPLIKET " /5 A
ICKE NIAAR BOZH HA ThARX - /6 ChKONKYANHIE YhOTH HX'b npuerrkao l€CT L 17 NPHLILATRIM
5o cTaphulIM YReTH AOCTOMN® C'hI* /8 KAKO OCTARHT'R HOR'BI® CRIPALA B HEH HE
OTEpAIM k- 19 Wk oyBO- W capios NOVCTH B HICHOYCAAHA R 20 ORJALIELIH BO CThIND
BRCEAPRHHTEARD T-RAOME- 2/ THAECKHAMA APKHKHMS PRKAMA KENBCKAMA® 22 npkeBIcT N
e ZRRZAA TA HAA HOTOYBHHKOMb: HAPHYEMBIHMb HEBEChNBIH® 23 AOHBAEIKE NOHAN
RABCRH: 24 TH TOTAA b TRMH MOHAE>
4 The unanimous reading npunaewa can be a coincidental substitution. 7 The s—aorist is
preserved in [5:1 (M). 15 The unanimous reading nagewa can be a coincidental substitution.
18 The Slavonic text transmitted does not correspond to the Greek. 20 The masculine

nominative—accusative is preserved in 6:21, 19:2. 24 The unanimous reading nonpowa can
be a coincidental substitution.
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7 (24/27) Revepn ke nog Ak zhao @EH cA IS AHNOMOY B TOHKAE KOY MHPBHHLLH

AHONHCH C'h XOPRIBRHER: 2 PAAMOAA KOYMHPOMB: I HCTOYRHHK® HE IEAHNG 1O
CEMB 0T RACh' 4 Hh HAAR EAMM 1ECT R 5 HIKE MONABAIIET R YAOR'RKL BAlk: 6
EOMKHIA CThAOYYENHI CRLIL: 7 KPLYE Mpoyniie: vamo chanun cupe ykia- § Akrannie
KhNbcaHote AociRA0 1ecT b HA W1 9 H IECT B HAM OT CAHORHTA AHLLA ORAHYEHOM B
BRITH: [0 1€2KE ABIKRAYIE MbYBTAAKOM B MBYRTAAXOM D" /] H HMHIKE BAAAAAXOM
BAAAQAXOMB: 12 Kb CEMOY HE AMEMT TIPOJOVKCTRA: [3 OTATA IECTH OT'h HACK
YheTh: /4 BE CAMB'RI H BE ILCTH BhIXOMB: /5 IGAHND ThYHER IECT R HHE RBZATD
CEOIR YhCTh""
5,6 The unanimous reading raps reflects misinterpretation of Glagolitic € — ¢ the readings
vaorkioy 1 vaortkvoy : vaorkvackoy and cxuya are independent adaptations to geys; the
masculine nominative—accusative is preserved in 6:21, 19:2. 15 The variation gugasm
lecTh © EZA suggests that the aorist had the desinence 7.

& (25/28) Peve :e- NE NAHIIOYH" 2 Kb CEMOY HE HCMPOCAT S NEPRCE AANH ZEMBHKIIA
HH BRZAOVWIKNBIEA: 3 OYCTARAHH KO TO NPHWKEAR IECTh' 4 AAHBIER AANH
MOV LILLIOVIEMOY NIPHHOCA" 5 NILE'RIH ORPAZ S NIOTRAPIIA H HOR'AIH TIOHABAIA npHenkas
IECT" R AOYXOMb: 6 HEBO Ch ZEMAELR PAAOVIETH CA- 7 ZEMAR KE XBAHTH CA- 8
HERECKHRIR CAMER TPHICMARRLIN: 9 1€ro7Ke HE B ropk: suicTs Aok 10 weroe
EAATOOYMBIKIH YHHB HE RHAR: ZBACOYMBHBIH RHAHTS: 1/ onkms g0 maamm
RBenpRIPAIET B 12 4 CHMS POCA NPHHAE" 13 KAPHHND BEAAIOCBAOYYBH'BIH HCTOYANHK S
POAH CA E'h RHQAEIEME /4 KA 1€CTR HCTOYBHHKA EAAMOAATH: AWERZLNE
HEBECKHOVIEAMOY B'BITH® /5 H BAAIOAATH R'h RAAMOAATH mkemo npniATH: 16 KHAOBLCKA
ZEMAR NPOLLELTE [7 WRINEK 2 OVRAMKAMET B /8 CTPANBHBIHMTE H HHOMAEMEHLNH-
KOMB CBITACT NPHHAE [9 TPOYIKAARYIHHM D CA NOKOH HZOBHAOVIET b+ 20 nopoRkik
SKENRI AHKR TOYATh' MAAMOARRIPA- 2/ T'OCHOAH HCTOYRHHUE: THTHIE NEHHOCA® 22
RBIRBIIHE MATH cE'RTHAA NEBECKNAIETO: 23 OBAAK™A 0Tk ZHOR OPOLUIALAH BhCh MHPB-
24 NOMHHAH CROIA PAETBI® AOELZLHAM IMOCIIONKE "
3,4 The j—suffix is preserved in 3:35, 9:5, 13:1. 5 The Slavonic text transmitted does not

correspond to the Greek. /3 The unanimous reading kapuunoy reflects misinterpretation
of Glagolitic » = e 17 The variation mxe pagoyarkearern : ¢ suggests that the text was

obliterated; the reading proposed conjecturally renders the Greek.

9 (26/29) Wrkcaps ke vH Maaa NFRMFRAAR: 2 NOYCTH CRIPAIA BABXEBI I0AS
ukcapheTRMICMB 1Mo ch Adphl- 3 ZRRZAK 1A MACTARABWIK: 4 1aKO IKE cA
RRZEPATHILA® 5 NOERAALA 1EMOY NPHKAIOYBIIAR €A HMh® 6 H ThIKAE E'LIICd NA
ZAATHR A'BCKR CHLLE
1 Ground for this conjecture is found in the verb npkmxamua 3:36 and the variation
NPEMEAAHR S ¢ MOMEAANR here.

10 (272/30) IlpHiun A's e OYRO Kk HIEPOVCAAHM B 2 MOARHIE RhCIA ZHAMENHIE
NPHIILCTRHM HALUEMO® 3 MAATOARRLIEM B HIEPOYCAAHMAIANOM B 4 YLTO CE* CAT " 5 KO
NPEMRAPBIHM S NEPLCKCKOM B NPHHTH Ch MRAEHHICMb ZERZARNBIHMD: 6



THE SLAVONIC TALE OF APHRODITIAN.... 347

RBNPALAAKR KE HhI CTAFRUUINNTI JKHAORKCILHH O RRARYIMHME: 7 H veco ke prkara
IECTE NPHUILAH® 8 H OTERIPAXOM T 1AKO 9 IETOKE B'bl HAPHYETE MECHER (OAHAD €A
ICCT R [0 ONH KE MAHUIERAAXF H NPOTHEHTH CA HE AORZAAXR"

£ The unanimous reading ecm can be a coincidental substitution (see 3:31/).

171 (27b/31) Tw e prRA HAMDS: 2 TAKO Bl HERECKHAIET CRAA" noBRAHTE HhI-
3 YRTO tecTE paZoyarkan- 4 sl ke orrrRIpaXoM I, HAK: 5 B'hi HEBRPORANHIEME BOAMTE:
6 M HE HMETE BRI HH B KAATEOER HH BEC KAATE®I® 7 Hh BhcakmpaleTe
RECHRETHHOVICMOY CROIEMOY PAZOYMOY* & XPHETOCh KO C'hIH'L B'BILINIIETS POAHAT
CA IECTh: ¢ PACRINALY ZAKONB BAllik H cBROQRI® 10 TOrO Adara BABXRORAHHIEME
kpknskomn crpkariemn: 11 He kpkntk nocAoyILAKETE HMENE CEro 12 HIKE B'BHEZAANR
MIPHHAE HA BBl
! The s—aorist is preserved in 15:1 (M). 21 The negation and the verb nocaoywarn require
the genitive of the object.

12 (27¢/32) Onn e camu B ceik chRBPARKWE cA® MOAHIIA HBI* 2 A
RRZEMBUIE AAPRI OTh HHXW: NIOTAHMB TaKe: BO TRophax® cTpanamm: 3 pa He
RRAET ZAZ0PA Kb HHXh- 4 Mhl 2KE OTERIPAKOMB HMTB: 5 M1 AA0BI HA YBCTh IEHOY
NPHNECAH 1ECATR: 6 TAKOIKE NPONOEEAATH R'BINKNEE YOYA0 B Nawed crpank u
REAHYBCTEO® BE'RHEMAA PAMKAAALUE CA* 7 TH MAAMOAETE § E'BZbMBILE AAQKI RIRAENOIE
HAMB HEBECKHBIHAR EOroME NoTAHTH: 9 H npkemAnuTy crotero uskeagra zanordkan-
10 naM WReTE NOYOYAH: 11 KOAHKO HCKOVIMENHIC NPHHMBLIE ACCVIHHCKO [2 ONH JKE
OVEORABBUIE CA- 13 H ZRA0 MBHOMO MOABLIE CA TIOYCTHIIA Hhi* /4 1iReapio KHAORKCKOY
NPHEEABIIOY Hbl Kb CeBRr /5 H MAAMOAARTBUIOY Ka HAMB: H RBNPAUIARTKIIOY: /6
OTR-RIPAXOM B IEMOY: /7 0 HEMBIKE H RBEMEATH ci FhAO: 18 H OTHAOM S OTB HEMO® 19
HE MOCAOVILARBLE IEMO HH 1AKO PAALNHKA™"

2 The Slavonic text transmitted does not correspond to the Greek. /3 The j—suffix is
preserved in 3:35, 9:5, /3:1. 18 The unanimous reading ®upexemn can be a coincidental
substitution.

13 (28/33) TIpHuAOMB 3K FAMOIKE TOYLIEHH: M BHAKKOMB POMALIIRIR H
POAAEHAIET D" 2 ZRRZAA OVKAZARIIM RAGABIVEHBIH MAAAENBILK: 3 0BRXOM K 2KE MaTEpH-
4 KAKO CA NPOZBIRAICWH- NPRCAARKHAI MATH: 5 OHA 3KE OTPEVE: 6 MAPHIAM D" 7 M'hl 2KE
phxoms: 8 0Th Kbk YAAH: 9 OHA KE PEYE: /0 OT'h CEbA' CATH* RHQAECMBCK bk
ZEMAA- 1] MBI IKE' 2 HE HWR AH OVEO HHKOTOIKE MRIKA* /3 OHA IKE PEVE: /4 T'BUHIR
oRByana shaxms: 15 npRKALRPAYLHBIHM D B'BIRBIWEMTD ZHAMENHIEM B /6
PAZMRILATALRIIH FKE MH O CHX R 17 CREOTH ocB'BTBINH- H CABNRILOY B RIS AKIIOY
I8 NPHUAE AWBIEAh- 9 BAarorRemovta mn nphaugano poxaennie whkowe: 20
BCMAHIIERARBLIH BRZRIHX K 2/ NHKAKOKE Ad BRAETS MBHE ce- rocnoAn- 22 mxika
BO HE HMAMb: 23 H HZR'EWYA MA* 24 [AKO MZBOAENHIEM™ EOKHHMbL CE POIKAENHIC
Harkmu- 25 s ke pligodhe 26 MATH MATEPEM T RhCH EOZH MEPRCHCILHH BAATKHLIA
TA 27 XBAAA TROM ReAnm: 28 NPrRBBZNECAA BO cA 1ecH NAYe Rhehy b cAARKNBIMK B



348 William R. VEDER

{ The unanimous reading npungoxemns can be a coincidental substitution. 3,7 The s—
aorist is preserved in [5:/ (M). i¢ The variation gnch : @ suggests substitution for a crux
(see 3:31). 13 The unanimous reading peve can be a coincidental substitution (see 3:3/).
16,28 The Slavonic text transmitted does not correspond to the Greek. 23 The unanimous
reading am should be considered secondary to the original accusative. 27 The unanimous
reading geanka should be considered secondary to the unsuffixed adjective.

14 (29a/34) Orpova e chakawe na Zeman: 2 Bumopoe AT Havhl- raKowce
CAMA MAATOAAALIE: 3 MANS TIPHKAAA'S HAKI OBPAZ R POMKABLIAA H- 4 cama ke Brhate
BhicoKa TRAOME: cuarah BAkcks HMRYIH- 5 KPRIORATOME AHLLEMb H BAACKI HMALIH
oyERCTHI-
3 The readings camn : @ are erroneous. 4 The j—suffix is preserved in 3:35, 93, 13:1. 4 The
Slavonic text transmitted does not correspond to the Greek.

15 (29b/35) HmaKe 0BOK OBAHYHIC HAMBCANO MMALIE BEh CTPAHR CROR
Zankcomh 2 0 ERICT D NOAGKENO HALUHMH PRKAMH- 2 HAEKE Bl Npopeueno- 4 nkcano
CHILE® 5 BB AMONETOR'R KOYMHILHHILH CABHRLLE KOOV REAHKOVIEMOY Llicagio negheneka
APKIKARA BhMhca->

/ The Slavonic text transmitted does not correspond to the Greek.

16 (29¢/36) H EnZbAh oTPOVA KhIKBAS NACK: MOAPLKA 1€ HA QRKOY: 2 H
UEACRARTBINE H MOKAOHBLLE CA IEMOY" 3 AAKOMB IEMOY ZAATO H AHRAHB H ZMVPRHF:
PERRIE temoy 4 TRk TROpHM R AIOERZHE YROTh: NERECKHBIH IHCOVCE" 5 HHAKO HE RHLLA
OVCTPOICHA B'hIAd HEOVCT(OICHAR" 6 ALJIE BH Thl HE NPHIULAR" 7 HHAKO HE charkenaa ca
EHIIA EhILILHIAI b HHAKBHHHMH: § A BH T'hI HE C'bIIbAT®: 9 HE TOABMA HO CA
crrRIET B cAOYHEBEA" /0 ALJIE KRTO JABA MOVCTHT I /1 ICARMAKE ALjIE K'hTO CAM S MPHHAET b
12 wkno ce teeTh TRoteH nprkmm Ak xwTpocTH cRNocTATRI Take nghxwITpHTH 13
OTPOVA KE CRIAAIE CA- 14 H NAECKAALLE XBAAEHHIEM B H CAORECEM S HALIMAI K->
7 The unanimous reading s should be considered secondary to the plural. 4,11 The
Slavonic text transmitted does not correspond to the Greek.

17 (29d/37) H noKkAoHLIUE cA MATEQH FEIO* 2 H TA JKE H'hI IIOVALIILIIN: 3 H MBI KR
NPOCAARALLIE: 4 NPHASKOM K HA mRemo npeke Bhaxoms ogHTAAM:

3—5 The j—suffix is preserved in 3:35, 9:5, [3:]. Its presence in [7:4 is suggested by the
Variation MOYTORA | NOYHTORA © NOYTHRIUE © NOYACTHELLH | MOYhCTRORARLIH.

18 (30a/38) I RBIR'BLIOY OYEO BEVEPOY: 2 MPHHAE Kb HAML CTPAILHG H
OVIKACTRHE ANBIEATK" IMAAIOAA HAMDB: 3 CKOPO HZHARTE 4 AQ HE NOATBHMETE CEMO
chRETA HA cA 5 M 2KE OVIKACTHER PRXoMB- 6 K'RTO 16CT R TROPAH ek Ha
HACTh BEAHK'BIEA ChABI® W BOICROAO ROHHH 7 ON'h 2KE JEVE* 8§ HPOA'R" Hb B'BCTARLUE
ABHIC® HA'RTE b MHPOMB CRNACAIEMH - 9 AUBI IKE OVCKOPBLIE H Bhe'kAKIIE HA CHABH I
KOHA® 16 OTHAOM B OTRTRAY Ch Bhe'EMb NOTBIAHHICHE: [7 0 chnoREAAXOM
Rhcrds ke RUARXoM S BB HIEpoycaanark->
5 The s—aorist is preserved in /5:1 (M). 9 The j—suffix is preserved in 3:35, 9:5, 13:1. i0
The unanimous reading ®upexoms can be a coincidental substitution.
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19 (30b/39) Ge oyBo ToanKo o XpHeThk cunorkAaxom s BaMh- 2 Rbak 3Ke ovRo
XPHCTOCH C'hlACh HAM'B E'BIEhUIA- 3 TO(HO\{ CAABA H APLIKARA B K"l'iK'hl E'kI{OM’h' 4
AMHN R
Why do we need a synthesised source text? The reasons are four: i. It abstracts
the text from the witnesses and gives it a status separate from them, no matter
how debatable some proposed readings may be (bear in mind that, in the text
above, not only the underlined conjectures are open to debate, but all choices
from conflicting readings as well). It provides a map to guide the discussion
of readings and variants with reference to the work and its text as a whole, not
to the witnesses, whose readings are always potentially flawed. ii. It establishes
a frame of reference (i.c. chapter:verse), which enables us to refer to the text
as such without recourse to the manuscripts (which potentially requires 58
different references for almost every occurrence of a form). This is useful not
only for indexing the text and relating the variant readings to readily retrievable
addresses, but for comparing other texts to it as well.? iii. It functions as a
unique sieve to retrieve all variant readings (down to the levels of
morphophonology and orthography), to evaluate and, eventually, interpret
them. The tighter the mesh of the sieve, the slighter the chance that any
variant will fall through (see above the two instances each of the masculine
nominative—accusative and the j—suffix in i—conjugation participles, as well
as the single instance of an s—aorist). iv. It provides a template for establishing
the original text, which requires discussion by and, ultimately, consensus of
as many informed readers as possible.’ Once established and given an

* To the Slavonic Tale must be compared the Oracle on Christ in the Temple
of Apollo, which invariably follows it (ed. Bobrov 1994: 137—138) and which
presents De Gestis in Perside 13:14—15 in a different context; the apocryphal
Ladder of Jacob (see Marina A. Salmina in SKK I: 230—231), the coda to which is
compiled from the Tale’s ch. 5, 7 and 8; and the Dream of King Jehoash (Kuev
1981: 383—385; Watrébska 1986: nr. 1—20; Krutova 2003: 95—97; M 1761—1763
f.199v—201). The three texts may belong to one translator.

* The discussion on the establishment of a text can take time: for Homer’s
Odpyssee and [lias, it was opened by Ptolemy IV Soter ca. 220 BC and lasted over
two millennia until the editions of van Thiel 1991 and West 2000. And consensus
on establishment does not imply that the discussion cannot be reopened: for the
New Testament, it was opened by St Jerome in 382, rekindled by Erasmus of
Rotterdam in 1516, and found consensus almost five centuries later in the edition
of Aland 1993; but the discovery, in 1945, of the apocryphal Gospel of Thomas
compelled Robinson 2000 to reopen the discussion on the text of the Gospels of
Matthew, Luke and Mark with new questions about their sources. Discussions on
the establishment of texts more often than not feature progressive excoriation of
the witnesses. The old adage festes caveas*beware of the witnesses’ is most impressively
visualised by Elia Kazan in his film Boomerang (1947).
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unambiguous siglum, e.g. Aphr, the text can be used for input into a Thesaurus
linguce slavonicee.

Why could not Bobrov himself print a synthesised source text of the
Tale’s oldest translation? The answer to this question lies in the scholarly
environment in which he conducted his research. In contrast to text—centred
textology, which aims ‘to restore the texts as closely as possible to the form
which they originally had’ (Reynolds—Wilson 1974: 186) and explain the
variation to which they were exposed in transmission, this environment does
not recognise the existence of a text not transmitted in a single manuscript;
we may well label it manuscript—centred textology. It allows neither
extrapolation from the extant manuscript witnesses into the realm of textual
palzzontology, nor examination of substance, i.e. the work (i.c. a translation
from Greek) as a system of intentions (i.c. of translational decisions) and its
text as a system of signs (i.c. the lexical and morphosyntactic means applied
to realise the translational decisions).* It studies accidents, i.e. the readings
of the manuscript witnesses, ignoring the one universal textology has to offer:
transmission traumatises (exts.

The stricture on extrapolation into the realm of textual palzontology
constrained Bobrov to present separately all branches of his stemma (1994:
37), none of them synthesised, but each represented by a single manuscript:’
1. a ‘Serbian redaction’ (henceforth: S) represented by cod. Beograd NBS
Djakovica (lost in 1941, ed. Makusev 1878) + Athens Sem.Byz.Phil. 39(41)
with variants of another witness, which also fills a lacuna in the former; 2. a
“Novgorod redaction’ (henceforth: N) represented by cod. S.—Pb. RNB F.1.202
without variants from any of the other 10 witnesses assigned to this ‘redaction’;’
3. an ‘Interpolated redaction’ (henceforth: I) represented by cod. Kiev CNB
Mel.m./p.116 and two more witnesses;’ 4. a ‘Second group of manuscripts’

“The sole exception to these strictures is the Lay of Igor’s Host, the single ms
of which apparently perished in the Moscow conflagration of 1813. As a
consequence, the Lay is the only Slavonic text, which enjoys (besides a lively debate
of its authenticity) a lively — and productive — debate of its readings. For other
Slavonic texts, the editio princeps, normally the starting—point of such debate,
seems to mark their obsequies rather than their renascence, as if there were no
point in debating what is testified by a manuscript.

5 This stricture entails that an apparatus inevitably contains readings more
original than those in the ms printed.

® The apparatus to N seems to be omiited on the assumption that cod. S.—Pb.
RNB F.1.202 represents, if not the autograph of the ‘redaction’, then at least its
direct apograph.

"1 is derived from N by a lengthy interpolation between 9:3 and 9:4. For
variants to the readings of the ms, Bobrov 1994: 105refers to a 1961 publication by
Varvara P. Adrianova—Peretc.
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(henceforth: O) represented by cod. S.—Pb. CGIA F.834 op. 2 nr. 1504, with
variants from the 6 other witnesses assigned to this ‘redaction’; 5. the oldest
manuscript, cod. S.—Pb. RNB F.p.L.39.(henceforth: T);* 6.a 17th c. translation
of 1 into prosta mova preserved in autograph; 7. a 19th c. Old Believer reworking
of O, also preserved in autograph. An 8th ‘Cudov redaction’ (15 witnesses,
henceforth: C) is not printed separately, apparently because of the paucity of
features distinguishing it from O and T, save a lengthy addition at the end
(see Bobrov 1994: 29—31).°

Fragmentation of the evidence, of course, entails fragmentation of the
text—critical apparatus, which significantly complicates comparison and
evaluation of readings. Yet there is more. The lack of a concept of the source
text leads to scholarly myopia: it preempts the question how the ‘redactions’
came into being. They are taken at face value, and the accidents they contain
are considered an integral part of their text. In the Tale of Aphroditian, some 20
verses show unanimous disturbances in syntax and diminished correspondence
to the Greek original which require explanation. Most of them remain
undetected, precisely because the fragmentation of the evidence and the lack
of a concept of the source text seriously limit the scope of criticism.

The fundamental lack of criticism is exacerbated by an injunction to
give priority above all others to intentional changes in text. This inevitably
leads to flawed interpretation of relations.!” It prevented Bobrov from
recognising that neither NI (save for the interpolation in I), nor TOC (save
for the addition at the end of C) show any signs of purposeful editorial
intervention and that the four ‘editorial’ changes he identified in C (1994:
29—30) can more reliably be identified as unintentional corruptions of an
otherwise already corrupt text. S, in contrast, is derived from NI by identifiable
editorial intervention (abridgement, paraphrase, transposition), covering the
entire length of the text. S shares with TOC the lack of clauses in 5:16, 6:17—18,
8:5 14—15, 13:16,"" and Bobrov interpreted these as conjunctive errors: ergo, he
reasoned, these clauses were lacking in the archetype and N restituted them by
recollation with a Greek manuscript;'? this recollation, he argued, took place in

$T is, in fact, not a ‘redaction’ at all, but merely a faulty copy of OC.

? Bringel 2007: 125—126 signals one more reworking of our Tale, the Discourse
on the Star Irania (ed. Begunov 1983), found in a ms of the 15th c.

" One of these flaws, as the attentive reader will notice at the end of the
paragraph, is that interpretations can be swayed in the direction of ‘political
correctness’.

I By comparison with NI, S and TOC also share the lack of clauses in 8:17
and 9:5.

' Why should a recollation with a Greek manuscript yield inadequate text in
8:177 Why should it be limited to single points in the text? Why was none of the
other corruptions eliminated while recollating?
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Novgorod because its earliest manuscript was written there (1994: 26). And since
N restituted this clause, all other mss that contain it are dependent upon N.

The fact that omissions in an edited text and in a non—edited text may
not be conjunctive, but coincidental, should have been a cause for caution.
And a systematic examination of the readings in the 10 manuscripts of N not
deemed worthy of inclusion into an apparatus would have reversed the rash
conclusion. M, written in L'viv before 1596, has its share of Ukrainisms (e.g.
3:8 xoanme - xoake), but they are superimposed on a solidly Middle—Bulgarian
version of the text, systematically spelling 2, 4 and s (€.8. /:3 TgmKpat0HAM
I:1 np'sra), massively reflecting Middle—Bulgarian confusion of nasals (e.g.
1:6 TA1a, 2:6 npoAawiKa, 2: 12 aTporrk, 6:6 aexioya) and the conjunction wk in the
spelling ux - ws; in 417/, M reads npooyekacan instead of N’s ludicrous
nponorkzku; finally, the texts surrounding ours in M show incidental signs of a
Moldavian accent (e.g. /788 pagnvuiys -> gunyiys £.213v). These features
inexorably lead to the conclusion that our text in M did not descend to L'viv
from Novgorod, but came up from the Balkans, and that the clauses 5:/6,
6:17—18, 8:5 14—15, 13:16 (plus the two signalled in note 11), which M contains,
cannot possibly have been added in Novgorod.

The most significant shortcoming of manuscript—centred textology, the
source of its concentration on accidents and its predilection for intentional
changes in text, is the underlying assumption that any manuscript is the product
of autonomous linguistic activity. While this is certainly true for autographs
of texts composed or edited, it does not apply to texts copied and compiled."
In the synthesised text above, five readings (/:3, 3:16, 5:6, 8:5 28) are identified
as having their probable origin in the misreading of a text written originally in
Glagolitic: their retention in all copies is only the result of visual and manual
activity. And they are not the only readings that can be related to a Glagolitic
original: the variation 0 ddpogurniana SNT : Edpopnrumana O reflects + = 3
(additional abbreviations anmu = au N or = mn O reflect the well—known
confusion & - ©9); 3:18 rako TO : akmt SN, 3:2¢ akwi all, 3:30 ako N : akw STO,
12:19 axt all, 13:7 ramesce SNI : amosce TO reflect the problem whether or not to
introduce a Cyrillic prejotation—mark; 7:8 Ranncanoie S : Rsnucanne NI : nucanme
TO, 13:4 npozmigarcwn NITO : npuzugaemn S, /3:8 vapu S : vapa/vape NITO, 13:24

" The assumption underlying the association of copying and composing is
that, in copying, texts were adapted to the dialect of the local scriptorium, as was
the practice on the lower Rhine (Schiitzeichel 1974). The Low German model was
applied to Slavonic texts by van Wijk 1918 and thereafter, but its transposition to
the Slavia slavonica (see note 18) remains totally unsubstantiated. In the case of
the Tale of Aphroditian, only the translation of I into prosta mova and — to a
minimal extent — the Old—Believer reworking of O testify to linguistic adaptation;
the witnesses to the transmitted text themselves do not.
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porpenne NITO : pokaenoe S reflect /3 <> 9 5:15 annppaknen S @ andpasis N :
anspakes TO reflects the three problems (1) whether or not to insert Slavonic
half—vowels into the grecisising spelling +##b+>24, (2) how to render 4., and
(3) whether or not to introduce Cyrillic 4 (see in greater detail Veder 2008a).

The conclusion must be that the differences between the versions are
due to individual differences in transcribing a Glagolitic exemplar rather than
to editorial intervention. The latter is manifest only in S, which cuts a total of
59 clauses (incl. most of ch. 8—9, 14 and all of ch. 15), deemed irrelevant to
the narrative, but adds a summary of them between ch. 18 and 19. Thus the
omissions in 85 14—15 17, 9:5, 13:16, which are are not coextensive in S and in
TOC, cannot be compared. This leaves the concordant omission of 5:16, 6:17—
18 to be interpreted as a conjunctive error. In view of the editorial strategy of
Sto cut irrelevance to the narrative, it is much more plausible that the ancestor
of TOC omitted them coincidentally for lack of understanding of the
information (as in so many other cases). So, to all probability, S, NI, TO and
maybe even C represent independent readings of that Glagolitic exemplar.
The fact that all versions show unanimous misreadings, together with the
unanimous syntactic and semantic disturbances in 1:7, 3:3/1-32 41, 4:2, 5:7, 10:4,
12:2, 13:10 23 28, 14:3—15:2, 16:7 11, surely indicates that the Glagolitic exemplar
was not the translator’s autograph.

It should be perfectly clear that what is in question here, is not Bobrov’s
competence. His surveys of the research (ch.1), of the ‘embedding’ of the
text in books, its attestation in libraries (ch.3) and its reception and treatment
in Rus’ (ch.4), as well as the identification of the fragment Athens
Sem.Byz.Phil. 39(41) with the fragment of the same codex published by
Makusev 1882 are examples of fine scholarship, as are his edition of the 14th
c. Slavonic translation and its Denunciation by Maxim the Greek. What is in
question here, is the competence of manuscript—centred textology: is it
capable of handling a case like the early history of the Slavonic Tale of
Aphroditianus, in which the transmission is heavily marked by non—linguistic
factors (i.c. copying, complicated by coping with Glagolitic), following
Murphy’s law What can go wrong, will?

The case of the Tale of Aphroditianus is far from isolated. To give but
two examples, the romantic adulation of the Izbornik of 1073 (SK 4) and the
Izbornik of 1076 (SK 5) during the first 170—200 years of study generated an
enormous body of studies predicated on the misconception that the
manuscripts were the protographs of the text, all marked by near to complete
neglect of the other extant witnesses.'* The first serious surveys of the witnesses

" Of the Izbornik of 1073, 19 witnesses + 5 apographs of extant witnesses are
now known (Vrooland 2006: 73—74). Of the Izbornik of 1076, 7 witnesses are now
known (Veder 2008b: 9).
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and their relation to each other belong to Kaméatnov 1984 and Veder 1983. The
first critical edition of the translation — not its copy — of two questions from
the Izbornik of 1073 belong to Sieswerda 2004 and Thomson 2006, the first full
comparison of its 1 0th—century and 14th—century translations from Greek to
Thomson 2007. The first critical editions of component texts — not their copies
— in the Izbornik of 1076 belong to Thomson 1986 and Gerd 2003.»

The equation of the oldest manuscript with the protograph of the text
significantly influences the interpretation of both linguistic and literary features.
Rott—Zebrowski 1974ab erroneously identified the language of the /zbornik
of 1076 as Proto—Ukrainian,'® and Kopreeva 1979 erroneously claimed that
two defective witnesses parallel to the oldest manuscript could not but be
descended from it; in 1980, she corrected her claim, but then found herself
compelled to argue that the lack of some gnomes in the Centuria de fide was
archetypal, and that they were restituted in the Izbornik of 1 076 by recollation
with the full text!” (of course, nowhere but in Rus”).

The catalogue of failures of manuscript—centred textology to grasp
essential features of text—transmission in the Slavia slavonica'™ can be
continued ad libitum for almost any item in SK. They all boil down to the
failure to dissociate copying and compiling (which involve little or no linguistic
activity) and composing and editing (which do), to dissociate manuscript and
text.'” A textology in which sext is not treated as an autonomous entity,
preserved by the manuscript witnesses to no more than varying degree, cannot
yield reliable results. Manuscript—centred textology is something like an
‘anthropocentric theology”:* it misses the point.

15 Gerd 2003: 122—124 even identified in an 1813—1814 Pocaev imprint a
text reflecting an earlier (4th) generation of development than in the Izbornik of
1076 (5th generation).

16 Such identification completely disregards the fact that none of its
components represents a first—generation (= autograph) text.

" The Centuria de fide in the Izbornik of 1076, later attributed to a Gennadius
(patriarch Gennadius I?), is a selective compilation, made by two progressive runs
through the full text (Veder 2008b: 13). The structure of this compilation could
impossibly have been recreated by recollation with a full text.

¥ The overdue reformulation of the dichotomy Slavia romana ~ Slavia
orthodoxa in non—confessional terms as Slavia latina ~ Slavia slavonica belongs
to Sante Graciotti (see most recently Graciotti 2006).

' For ‘the crucial step from manuscripts to text’, see Bakker 1996: 159.

2 Such a theology was derided by the great Dutch geographer, textologist
and novelist Willem Frederik Hermans (1921—1995) in his novel Among Professors
as the innovative contribution to scholarship of a very provicial university.
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