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THE SYMEONIC FLORILEGIUM — PROBLEMS OF ITS ORIGIN,
CONTENT, TEXTOLOGY AND EDITION, TOGETHER WITH AN
ENGLISH TRANSLATION OF THE EULOGY OF TZAR SYMEON

The ninchundredth anniversary of the earliest Slav codex of a florilegium which
was iranslated from Greek between 914 and 927' at the express command of
Tsar Symeon of Bulgaria, viz. codex 1043 (formerly 31D) of the Russian Syno-
dal colilection copied in 1073, was marked by a conference held at Leningrad
31 October — 1 November 1974% and it was subsequently agreed that the Rus-
sians should publish a facsimile of the codex and the Bulgarians undertake a
printed edition of both the Slavonic and Greek texts. After extiensive restora-
tion in 1978-1981 a superb facsimile edition appeared in 1983? and now the prin-
ted edition of the text has been published as the first of three volumes; the se-
cond will contain a complete lexicon of the translation and the third the Greek
text. Before examining the actual edition, let us briefly review the nine artic-
les prefaced to if.

In the “Cuitural and Historical Significance of Symeon’s Miscellany™,
an article already published in 1989%, the late and much lamented P. Dinekov

U The ferminus post quem is the final entry in the list of rulers at the end of the codex
on f. 266r, viz. Constantine (V, 908/911-959) and Zoc (914-919/20). This list is not a later
addition to the florilegium — on this see below — and thus the theory advanced by Jle -
Bou K HH, MU ,Oreveckne xuurun“ u Msdopuuk Csatocaasa 1073 roma. — Coperckoe cia-
BsiHOBeeHHKe, 1985, Ne 6, 76-80, scc p. 78, that the translation was madc in Moravia by Me-
thodius is aberrant. The ferminus anie quem is Symeon’s death in 927.

1977 2 The papers were pulbished in M36opunx Cesrociasa 1073 r. C6opuuk crateit. M.,
3 WsGopuuk Cesitociaasa 1073 roga. daxcumunasnoe usganxe. M., 1983, The accompa-
nying volume has the subtitle: Hayunbiii annapaT $aKCHMH.BHOrO H3ZAHHSA.

* In C6opuuk (the abbreviation used here for the work under review), 9—17. Each of
the articles is accompanied by résumés in Russian and English. The English is on the whole
quite good with only occasional obscurities, e. g. the Bulgarian ruler was well acquainted not
only with Byzantine literature, and philosophy but also with those of Antiquity (17). Clearly
thl_s must read either . . . not only with Byzantine but also with Classical ..., or . ..and
philosophy of Byzantium, but also . . . Why we have to have names such as Knyaz Svetoslav

8) and Gevrge Chirovoskos (33) instead of Prince Svyatoslav and George Choiroboscus {or
Choirohoskos) is unclear. The tilles of the articles as given in the English résumés are used

ere gor reference purposes.
It st A unexos, I1. Tlpo6remu na crapata Gearapcka anrepatypa. C., 1989, 226—236.
should be noted that it repeats much of what he wrote in his Camconornst (CserocnaBo-
I;i(,m) Hsbopnuk 0T 1073 r. B passuruero na Owarapekatra adreparypa. — CrapoGpirapcxa
;,7';21)%)'93, 5, 1979, 3—9 a Russian version of which is found in H36opnuk (see above n. 2),
dor b including some of the same mistakes, e. g. that 10,000 epistles are ascribed to Isi-
€ of Pelusium (13; cf. 1979, 6; 1977, 277). The most ever ascribed to him is almost three
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gives a succinct outline of the importance of the translation for the develg

ment of Slav culture and the Old Bulgarian language. One or two of his aw‘i'
tions must, however, be rejected as inaccurate, e. g. the idea that the tran§la-
tion of George Choiroboscus’ De iropis poelicis is found in codices other tﬁa i
those of the Symeonic florilegium®, a claim repeated here also by A, Mincho\,a?
but rightly denied by K. Ivanova®. This is only one of the many exampleg of
contradictions between the articles which should have bheen eliminat&dkb,
better editing. Ancther example is Dinekov’s claim that John the Exarch P]H\')~
ed a major role in the translation of the florilegium®, which is contradicteg
by the results of an analysis by A. Mincheva'®. The most serious misconceptiop
in Dinekov’s article is, however, his mistaken belief that the concluding entry
in the 1073 codex on ff. 2647-266", viz. A-ETeNH(LILL RS KPATBUE 0TD Ags.

royera Aame H A0 KwneTanthua o 3wi, Uegh FPLILBCKBIHXD is a ninth-cen-
tury Bulgarian compilalion similar to the AwTonushus of Constantine of

Preslav''. Quite apart from the fact that there is no obvious link betweep
the latter work and Constantinet?, the Greek original of the ABTONHCKILE

is found in two of the Greek codices of the florilegium, viz. Laura I' 115 apq
Coislin 120", and it was obviously translated at the same time as the rest of
the florilegium and is not a later addition, as both Ivanova'* and Mincheyats
also incorrectly claim. '

In her article “Symeon’s Miscellany as a Literary Work”® K. Ivanova
situates the florilegium amongst similar Byzantine miscellanies and surveys
its contents. Unfortunately she rarely indicates the Greek sources and in places
reveals that she does not know them ail. She thus vaguely says that the three
indices fibrorum canonicorum et prohibitorum on ff. 25272530 2537=v and 953v.
2547 were probably taken from some ecclesiustico-canonical work'™. In fact they
are: a) an excerpt from John of Damascus’ De fide orthodoxa'®; b) Gregory of Na-
zianzus’ Carmen dogmaticum X11%; ¢) pseudo-Isidore of Pelusium’s De LX
libris el guinam extra illos sint®®. Or again, she identifies the entry on ff. 243v.

thousand by Severus of Antioch, confirmed hy Suidas, while the edilionin Migne, J. P
Patrologia graeca (-=PG), t. 78, has 2012, 19 of which are duplicates.

§ Copuuk, 13—14.

7 Ibid.,, p. 163.

8 Ibid., p. 28.

¥ Ibid., p. 12

10 Thid., 175—178.

1L Thid., p. 14.

12 See Thomson, F. Constantine of Preslvav and the Old Bulgarian Translation
of the ‘Historia ecclesiastica et mystica contemplatio’ Attributed to Patriarch Germanus [
of Constantinople. - - Palaeobulgarica, 1986, Ne 1, 41—48, see p. 47, n. 52.

13 1 the latter codex the ending of it is missing. I has been edited by Bubuxos,
M. CpaBHHTenLHHE anadaus coctaBa ,MsGopuuka Cearociasa 1073 r." B ero Bu3auTHHCKHX
aHa/oI0B, — Busantuiickuit spemennnk, 50, 1990, 92-102, see 99-i100. The Slavonic text
differs slightly from the Greek, but therc is no reason to suspect that these differences are
due to the Slav iranslalor since some of the variants are found in other Greek chronica mi-
nora, see Sl ke Ba, II. 3a nspopute Ha AETONHCLUL BBigaTUR B Msbopunxa 1073. — Pa-
laeobulgarica, 1987, Ne 3,98—104,see 103-—104; she also edits the beginning of the Greek te:xt
preserved in Cofslin 120, ibid., 100. Speculation as to why it is found alter ihe colophon in
the 1073 codex, e. g. by L un t, H., On the Izbornik of 1073. — Harvard Ukrainian Stu-
dies, 7, 1983, 359—376, see p. 364, n. 17, is pointless.

14 Coopuux, p. 30.

18 Thid., p. 163.

16 Thid., p. 18—33.

Y Ibid., p. 29.

18 Ed. PG, 1. 94, 1177—1180.

19 Ed. PG, t. 37, 472474 (also t. 138, 924).

20 Ed. PG, t. 1, bl15—bl7.
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oaav as an excerpt from Theodoret of Cyrrhus’ De theologiu sanclae Trinitatis
246 conomia?!, whereas it is made up of a series of passages from book 5 of
cl diioirpticarum fabularum compendium?®.She equally vaguely states that the
e acérpts from Gregory of Nazianzus’ Oratio XL on 1f. 120¥-122Y have a
fou—i (saixmilar to that of the earliest translation of his homilies®®, whereas in
text they are later interpolations into the florilegium from that translation®.
fac Of all the articles the longest is K. Kuev’s “Origins and Circulation of
Symeon’s Miscellany”®, which contains a survey of most of the codices of the
tryanilati()n. In cach case only a few of the eniries - - selecled apparently at
rendom — are described, and for no obvious reason the corresponding entries
in the 1073 codex are every time given in a parallel column so that the dese-
ription of the entries in the latter codex is constantly repeated. Clearly all that
\.gs required was in each case to point out the variations from the 1073 codex.
E\Iowhere does he state which codices he is describing de visu and he frequently
contradicts not only other descriptions but even his own, e. g first he states
that Vilnins 260 has 292 folia with t_he beginning apd one foljo in the middle
missing®®; he then states that a) the list of contents is on ff. 288v-2047*7 and b)
there are lwo gaps in the middle of the codex®, and he finally proceeds to des-
cribe the missing first eniry in the codex® without informing the bewildered
reader that he has in fact taken this information from the list of conlents at
the end of the codex®®. Or again, he claims that all 16th-century codices are
Russian®!, whereas he has already listed Rumanian Academy 310 as being

Serbian®®. i .
His descriptions are, moreover, frequently inaccurate. To give but four
examples:

1) the dating of Cyril of Beloye Ozero 5/1082 to 1445% was aiready shown in
1885 to be a misreading of the word Amen in the colophon® and the codex is
of the late 15th — early [6th century. It is also incorrect to state®® that many
folia are missing;

2t Ed. PG, t. 75, 1148—1189.

2 Ed. PG, t. 83, 336—586, see p. 441, 448, 453, 457, 477, 480, 481—484.

2 C6opuux, p. 24, n. 28.

2 Compare C6opuuk, 436—440, and the earliest Slavonic translation of Oratio XL.
Ed. A. Byaunosny. XIII caos T'puropust Borocnosa B ApeBHeCNaBAHCKOM NEPEBOJE IO PYKO-
mucn HMinneparopekoit ITy6anusoit BuGaunorexu X1 sexka. CI16., 1875, 73—110, cf. 82-83, 80,
81, 86-—87.

% Coopuuk, 34—98. As is often the case in Kuev's articles, he inserts whole passages
taken from previous articles; compare, to give but two examples, ibid., p. 34 and 506 with
Kyes, K. Apxeorpadck O6eiekKH 3a pasnpoctpanenvero Ha CumeonoBus (CseToCnaBoBHs)
COOPHHK B CTADHTE CJIABSHCKH auTepatypl. — Crapo6narapcka nureparypa, 5, 1979, 38-56,
cf. p. 38 and p. 50.

2 Céopuuk, p. 73.

27 Ibidem.
2 Ibid., p. 74.
“ Ibid., p. 73.

30 This becomes clear when his description is compared with thatin To6pauncxu i,

®. Qnucanne pykonncell Buaenckoii Ny6AHYHOH GUOJIHOTEKH, HEPKOBHO-CJHABHHCKHX H PycC-
ckux. Vilnius, 1882, 432—439, see p. 432.
3{’} Ibid., p. 95.
2 Ibid., p. 70. 1t is in fact Wallachian.
;4 Ibid., p. 48. Incidentally he wrongly, ibid., p. 46, gives its number as 11082,
See Masing, I.. Studien zur Kenntnis des Izbornik Sviatoslava vom Jahre 1073

Illebst Bemerkungen zu den jiingeren Handschriften. — Archiv fiir slavische Philologie, 8,
885, 357—395; 9, 1886, 77—112, see 373-374; Po 3o B, H. O aatnpoBge M JI0KaJA3anuu
Knpnmo—Be:m3epcxoro ciicka HaGoprnka Chumeona—Cearocaasa. — B: Pyceko-Gourapexue

BAM B OCAAUTH KHUMKIOTU jeda. COOpHIK HAYUHLIX TPYMOB. (==AKTyasuune NPOGIeMLL
Kﬂmogse,:leﬂm, 9). M., 1981, 22-.35.
Céophuk, p. 46.
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2) he first states thal Volokolamsk {38 496 has 306 folia and contains the se
cond part of the florilegium on ff. 216-306v*" and then proceeds to (legcri‘bé
entries allegedly on If. 216"-234' of the codex which in fact correspond {g the
entries on ff. 27°-38" of the 1073 codex, viz. the first part of the florilegiy s
In fact the codex has only 197 ff. (of which the lirst and last are blank) ang coy .
tains the second part of the florilegium®®, so what Kuev is here describi“g re.
mains a mystery;
3) the statement Lhat Rumanian Academy 72 is closer to the 1073 codeyx than
Rumnanian Academy 310 *° is patently wrong since both originally had the sy
entries from the florilegium but the ending of 72 is missing and it now hreas
off in the middle of Hesychius of Jerusalem’s /n Christi natalem (in the 173
codex on [. 2507—v), whereas 810 continues on to pseudo-Epiphanius of Salamis
De XVI prophetarum vita el obitu {in the 1073 codex on ff. 254v-2617). More.
over, he fails to point out that Hilandar 382 —- which he aptimistically dates
to the late [3lh century®' — contains the same entries as 310, )
4) he ends his description of Rumyanisev 6 by stating that 18 entries are js.
sing after ¢. 3 of the entry ascribed to Theodore of Raithu. In fact it isonly 18cc,
which are missing, the first [4 of which constitute the ending of that entry
(which is a compilation based largely on Theodore’s Praeparatio and John of
Damascus’ De fide orthodoxa), and then follow entries corresponding {o those
on {f. 241¥-2477 of the 1073 codex. In his description of Solovki 39986,
moreover, he fails to point oul that this lafter codex has precisely the
same gap. )
His criteria governing lhe selection of codices {o be described in detail
seem to be as haphazard as those governing the choice of entries to be descri-
bed: why describe in detail a 1857 copy of Yegorov 745. viz. Rogozhsky Ceme-
tery 16**, and a 1891 copy of OQuchinnikov 108, viz. Pryanishnikov 193%% but
dismiss in a few words a 1818-1819 copy of the 1073 codexitself, viz. Rumyani-
sev 356**, and fail even (o mention a 19th-century copy of the latter codex, viz.
State Public Library F. I. 275? 1f he includes a delailed description of a copy
of the entrics on ff. 47-9v of the 1073 codex made in the 19th century by 1. Bli-
nov, viz. Nikiforov 637%, why not include the copies of ff. 1°-2v and of 264"
266 made by A. Vostokov and O. Bodyansky respectlively?*¢ Morcover, there
is not even a mention of the late 16th — early 17th-century codex Ossolineum
41, which has all the florilegium except for the first three prefaces and the fi-
nal appendix??.

3 Not 137/496, as he gives, ibid., p. 56.
“ Ibidem.

38 Ihid., 56-57.

9 See Ppuauwna, ol. w H. HlepGauesna K rexcromorup M3buopnuxa 1073 r.
(Tlo pywomucsam Tocynapersennoii 6ufanoreks CCCP um. B. M. Jlennna). — Habopruk
(see above n. 2), 56-89; see 74-80.

0 Cgopuuk, p. 70.

4 1bid., p. 39. Clsewherc he more realistically dates part of the codex to the 14th cen-
fury, sece Kyen, K. Ceabata Ha cTapoSmarapckata phKONHCHA KHHra npes vekopere. C.,
19862, 114, no. 33.

2 Coopuuk, 91— 92.

4 1hid., 93-94.

W Ibid., p. 47.

45 1bid., p. 94-95.

4 State Library, Moscow, f. 36, box 1, nos. 40 and 39 respectively. .

47 Descriptions of this much neglected codex are to be found in Ketrzydski, Ww.
Catalogus codicum manuscriptorum Bibliothecae Ossolinianae Leopoliensis. . Lemberg,

[
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ecticn of witnesses to the indirect tradition, viz. codices with only
~eptries from the florilegium, is limited (for no apparent reason) to three,
u.fﬁ\\s nia 1285, Synodal 558, and Synodal 56 1. Not merely could the list be
"’Z'H (,)'%(p@nded, e. g. for the 15th century Barsov 619 and 1395, Moscow Dio-
grea%)7 a‘nd Undol 'sky 1; for the 16th Barsov 311 and 630, Chertkov 346, Kievan
cese logical Academy 154 (a Serbian codex) and Trinity Sergius 214, but he has
7’“7(&2% the late 14th — early 15th-century Trinity Sergius 2, which with its
on! tries from the florilegium is the carlicst witness after the 1073 codex to
nart‘of the full redaction of the florilegium.
The weakest aspect, however, of the survey is the lack of any attempt
to divide the cedices into redactions md on the hasis of the mato[lal given here
it would be impossible for any FUC_h (h\/lSl()I’] tq be attempted. For this reason
a brief account of the textalogy of the florilegium has been appended to this

His sel

ten ¢
any

Ie\le(gﬁite apart from the inaccuracies in the descriptions of the codices. issue
czn be taken with many other statemcnts Il}a(le in the a;tic]g. Thus, hg greatly
egaggeratcs the role played by Konstantin Kalaydovich in the “discovery”
of the codex on 10 June 1817 in the library of the New Jerusalem Monastery of
the Resurrection?®. Joseph Dobrowsky had consulted it there in 1792 and was
the first to publish both an excerpl of the translation and the colophon of the
codex'. He claims that the first scholar to link the codices Cyril of Beloye Ozero
751152, Sophia 1285 and Tolstoy 11. 100 with the Symeonic [lorilegium was
N, Rozov in 1969%, whereas all three are included in N. Nikolsky’s list of 1906,
to which list Kuev himself elsewhere refers®. He calls O. Bodyansky's partial
edition of the text together with the Greek originals and some Latin transla-
tions in 1883 valuable **; in fact it is an unmitigated disaster: both the Slavonic
and Greek texts are Bodyansky’s own totally artificial constructs, a strange
mixture of variants arbitrarily chosen from various codices and his own con-
jeclures, while the Latin translations have been taken from other editions and
are often not emended and thus correspond to neither the Greek, nor the Sla-
vonic. L. Masing rightly concluded his review of the edition with the
words:
. . das vorliegende erste Heft . . . bei der so vielfach, um nicht zu sagen iiber-
all, hervortretenden Systemlosigkeil und dem Mangel an Kritik in der An-

1881, p. 32, and Sl wnmu pckuit, A, Auokpuds U Jjerenisl. K HCTOPHH anoRpUOB, Je-
TelJl X JOMHBIX MOJIMTB B I0:KHOCJAaBAHCKOI nuckMenuocti. T. 1. [Terporpan, 1915, 368—370.

1% Cbopuuk, 36--37.

4 Viz. regula 283 of Basil of Cacsarea’s Regulae brevius tractatae Tound on ff. 320-33r of
the codex, ed. J. Dobrowsky. Tustitutiones linguae slavicae dialecti veteris quae quum apud
Russos, Serbos aliosque ritus graeci, tum apud Dalmatos Glagolitas ritus latini Slavos in
libris sacris obtinet. Vienna, 1822, 673—675; for the colophon see ibid, p. 673. On Dobrow-
sky and the codex see Mouceen a, ' u M. Kpoemn Hose«p Ho6posckuit u Poccus.
(Mamstumkn pycckoll kyauTypu XI— XVIII BeKOB B H3YUEHUR HEMICKOTO caapucera). Jl,
1990, 120—124.

} %0 C6opuux, p. 78, 54 and 50-51, respectively, with reference to P o3 08, H. Crapeii-
wkii Goarapekuit . Habopuuk® u ero pycckas pykouuchas tpaanuus. — HM3apectus Axagemusn
;:2Cytl'i(VC1(,CP. Cepust anreparypst u s3pika, 1969, Ne 1, 75—78, seep. 77, 77 78 and p. 76 res-

vely.

M Huxosberub, H. Marcpuansl st IOBPEMEHHOTO CIHCKA PYCCKHX nucarteneii
M ux counnennit (X—X1 ns.). CI16., 1906, 19921, see p- 20, nos. 9, 7 and 10 respectively.

> Copruxk, p. 90. ’

8% Ibid.. . 38 : . . . = . . . .
it scholarly, p. 38: wewno. L uunt, H. Izbornik (see above n. 13), p. 359, u. I, even calls
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lage und Durchfithrung, sowie bei der alle Grenzen des Fnischuldbaren weit

itbersteigenden Incorrectheit des dargebotenen Inhalls einen wissenschaft-

lichenn Werth mit zweitfelloser Entschiedenheit NICHT reprisentier{®*.
Kuev’s speculation about how the translation may have gone to Russia® is
quite pointless: it has constantly to be stressed that the circumstances in which
any particular surviving Bulgarian codex went there are known only from
1655-16566 on®®. Some of these shortcomings of Kuev’s article must surely be
ascribed not to the late scholar himself but to the editors’ failure to revise
what was apparently only a drall and not the final version.

In her article “On the Palacographic Characlerization of the Miscellany of
107377, E. Kotseva rightly stresses that the 1073 codex as the second earliest
dated East Stav codex — only the Ostromir evangeliary ol 1057 is earlier —
is of immense value for palaeography, all the more so since it was copied in
Kiev, whereas the Ostromir codex was copied in Novgorod. Her bcelief that

errors in numbering in the florilegium, viz. ¢ instead of pA (f. 2077, 18 not

par (f. 209Y), gn not gis (1. 2237), and the jump from s on 1. 103" to ¢3 on
f. 104v are evidence of transliteration from Glagolitic is unacceptable: in the
latter case a scribe merely misread ¢ as ¢, while in the former consultation of

the facsimile edition reveals that originally the numbering was correct but
faler the fast leiters were erased. This does not, however, exclude the possibi-
lity of a Glagolilic exemplar and in her article B. Velcheva draws attention
to some orthographic {raits which point in that direction®®. Kotseva’s theory
that some palaeographic fcalures indicate that some entries were translated
before others® must be utterly rejected — the entire collection of entries exists
in one Greek florilegium which was clearly {ranslated at one time and any in-
ternal palaeographic differences can be adequately accounted for by the work
of more than one translator and more than cne scribe of laler exemplars.
Whether the four miniatures at the beginning of the first part of the [073
codex on . 1¥, 2r, 3r and 3 and the two at the beginning of the second on
ff. 128 and 128" were copied from the codex prepared for Symeon or reflect
a later Byzentine style has long been a matter of controversy among art histo-
rians. In her article “Illuminalion of Svetoslav’s Miscellany of 10737%,
L. Mavrodinova favours the former schoo! of thought, but concludes that since
those of the second part are more archaic than those of the first, the miniatures
in the original 10th-century codex were cither copied from two separate exem-
plars or else those of the first part were retouched in the mid-10th century®.
Her theory that the miniatures on ff. 1287, 3¥, 3" and 128" rcpresent the Fa-
thers of the First, Second, Third and Fourth Oecumcnical Councils respective-
ly#? is ingenious bul will scarcely meet with universal approval. The article
provides a clear picture of the various points at issue and it is a pity that it
s ma rred by inaccurate references, e. g. her assertion that I. Levochkin in 1980

54 Archiv {iir slavische Philologie, 8, 1885, 549572, see p. 572.
55 CGopuuk, 35—36.
8 See Thomson, F. The Bulgarian Contribution to the Reception of Byzantine
Culture in Kievan Rus’: The Myths and the Enigma. — Harvard Ukrainian Studies, 12-13,
1988-1989, 214261, see 238—239.

57 C6opuuk, 99—112.

5% Thid., p. 142.

5 Thid., p. 110.

80 Thid., 113—129. It is accompanied by 29 black and white plates.

61 Ibid., p. 126.

82 Ibid., 116—117.
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claimed that the ornamentation had been copied from the codex made for Sy-
meon®, whereas in fact he stated the reverse®.

In her article “Orthography of Svetoslav’s Miscellany of 1073 and Its
Old Bulgarian Parallels™, B. Velcheva distinguishes between no less than six
different orthographies on the basis of scribal preferences for iy or T, o or
I, BOF ¢, A OF A, & OT KR, ¢ OT I, b OF by and asor aa. Of the incredible meticu-
lousness with which she has studied the codex there can be no doubt, but it
must be born in mind that the same East Slav scribe will tend to keep closer
to the orthography of his exemplar whenever the text being copied is obscure
and he will therefore in places retain the Old Bulgarian orthography, in others
replace it. There is no need to challenge the conventional view thatl the codex
was copied by two scribes, viz. A: 1f. 1v-86al4; 263c23-d2 (c27-d2 of which is
over an erased text), 264a225-266b9 and sundry minor corrections throughout
the codex as well as the titles of the miniatures; B: ff. 86a14-263c22; 263d3-
264a24. Although the colophon on f. 263¢26-29 was copied by A, who obviously
supervised B. Velcheva is almost certainly right in concluding that since the
colophon is in the third person not the first, viz. nanuca fwanns, it was B who
was John, not ASS.

To a certain extent some ol the phenomena described by Velcheva are
again dealt with by R. Pavlova in her article “Eastern Slavonic Linguistic
Features in the Miscellany of 10737%". These features, as could be expected, in-
clude confusion of nasals, pleophony and the usual morphological changes,
e. g. masculine'neuter instrumental singular in amenot oMk, feminine genitive
singular in & not a. It is interesting to note that scribe A’s orthography con-
tains more East Slavisms such as the use of Bp. bp and za than Brs88,

One of the few glaring mistakes in the English ol the résumés is the trans-
lation of the title of A. Mincheva's article “Crapo6earapckusiT KHHIKOBEH €3MK
g CumeoHoBus c6opHHK To npennca ot 1073 r.* by “Lastern Slav Linguistic
Featurcs in Symeon’s Miscellany According to the Copy of 10737%, but even if
the title had been correctly translated it would have been something of a
misnomer since although she does deal with linguistic features such as supi-
nes, prepositionless locatives, enclitics and postposed definite articles, much
of the article is devoted to a discussion of the translator’s approach to his task
as revealed by a study of the florilegium. In this she is much inlluenced by
E. Weiher, to the point of repeating his occasional slip, e. g. that there are no ex-
planatory glosses*™®. What about, for example, aAnmoTH fERBLIE NAPOARNHKE ON

[. 967 She rightly notes the different approaches to translation found in the

53 Ibid., p. 113, n. 2.

4 JleBouxuu (sic) M. Usbopunk CssiToCAaBa ¥ €ro CAaBMHCKME IipoTorpad. —
Crapobwarapcka Jaurteparypa, 8, 1980, 46—49, see 49. This is not the only inaccurate refe-
rerice in the footnote.

% C6opruk, 130— 145.

% Ibid., p. 138. In support of this she quotes Lunt, viz. Izbornik (see above n. 13),
p. 360, n. 6; but heis nol the only scholar to reach this conclusion; see, for example, X y-
koBCKag, JI. 3arankn sandcn MaGoprnka Cesarocnapa 1073 roga. — dpesnepyccxuit
JNTCPATYPHLIT A3MK B ero OTHOIIEHMH K cTapociaassuckoMmy. M., 1987, 45—02, see p. 59.

6" Copuuk, 148-—161.

68 Ibid., 151—152.

%% Ibid., 162—181, cf. p. 162, and 18l.

"0 Ibid., 176; c¢f. Weiher, E. Zur sprachlichen Rezeption der griechischen philo-
sophischen Terminologie im Kirchenslavischen. - - Anzeiger fiir slavische Philologie, 6,
1972, 138—159, see p. 148.

43



Symeonic florilegium znd John the Exarch’s works®!, but her conclusion on
the basis of the presence of certain lexical items that the translation is a pro-
duct of the “Preslav school”*?, is just one more example of a failure to distin-
guish between “dialect” and “school of translation”. Quite apart from the fact
that her list of “Preslavisms”includes items usually considered to be“Ochridisms”,
e. g. aabKkaTH®, these vocabulary differences are dialectal, not metaphrastic.
Proof of the existence of a “school of translation™ requires the establishment of
a list of certain metaphrastic solutions peculiar to it, both lexical, e. g. Grae-
cism v. calque, etymological translation v. contextual, constant use of one
term v. syncnyms, and syntactic, e. g. the rendering of a Greek possessive ge-
nitive by an adjective v. genitive, ol a passive by a reflexive v. a participle
plus auxiliary, of an infinitive construction by the same v. a finite construc-
tion, of a participial construction by the same v. a subcrdinate clause, etc.
Even if these criteria had been established - - and they have not — the use
of the terms “Preslav” and "Ochrid” to denote the different schools would be
misleading since it would be an absurd proposition to consider that all transla-
tors working in East Bulgaria had one approach and all those in West Bulga-
ria another. Mincheva herself has elsewhere pointed out that in a large litera-
ry centre such as Preslav various approaches to translation were employed™.
Since the translation was made for Symeon, it was in all probability made in
East Bulgaria, but this is a purely geographical fact which says nothing
about the existence of any particular “school of translation”. Despite this cri-
ticism, the article is a valuable contribution to the study of the approach to
translaticn revealed in the Ilorilegium and it is a pity that the Slavonic exam-
ples quoted are marred by frequent misprints®,

The bibliography of studies devoted to the florilegium between 1824 and
early 1988 compiled by V. Khristova’ is useful as an introduction to the sub-
ject but is by no means exhaustive. It omils many important items®, includes
works irrelevant™ and never published?, as well as the same thing more than
once®®, and teems with errors®l. It is especially intriguing to note that she has
omitted all reference to Yu. Begunov’s 1983 bibliography of 154 studies de-

L Céopuuk, 176—178.

72 Ibid., 171--173.

"3 See Mu pues, K. Mcropryecka rpaMaTHka Ha 6barapckus cank. C., 1963, c. 50.
The cquivalent ,Preslavism® is ne¢THTH.

" Minéeva, A. Linguistische Aspekte der Ubersetzung von Simeons .Zlato-
struj*. — In: Studien zur Literatur und Kultur in Osteuropa. Bonner Beitrige zum 9. In-
ternationalen Slawistenkongress in Kiew. (=Bausteine zur Geschichte der Literalur bei
den Slaven, 18). Cologne, 1983, 171—183, see 182—183.

% E. g. the quotations of the text on if. 35t and 44v on p. 178; compare the edition
on pp. 265 and 284.

6 Coopumk, 182—190.

"7 E. g. Lunt’s article of 1983, sce above n. 13, and Masing’s review of Bodyansky’s
partial edition, see above n. 54,

8 E. g. nos. 9 and 33.

7 No. 133.

80 No. 134 is a later edition of no. 82, of which no. 87 is a Russian version with mi-
nor variants; no. 10 is merely the offprint of no. 13.

81 To give but a few examples: Karinsky’s book of 1925 is given under 1825 (no. 3);
the pages of the articles in MsGopnuk (see above n. 2) arc virtually all wrong (see nos. 98,
101—102, 105, 111, 113, 117); in no. 166 the pages are not given (=pp. 5—17); in no. 13
p. 238=p. 283, etc.
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voted to the florilegium®, especially since it is obvious that she has made co-
pious use of it®3, :

A striking feature of thesc introductory articles is that they do not give
any precise idea of what the aim of the compiler(s) of the florilegium was and
thus provide no clue as to why Symeon ordered it to be translated. On the one
hand Kuev claims that it reflects:

UsI1ATA TOTABAIIHA BH3AHTUICKA JOrMATHUCCKA, HPABCTBEHA, XyMaHHTapla,

IOPHAHYECKA, KYJATYypHd JHTePATYPHOTEOPETHUECKA M T. H. MHCBIM,
while on the other Ivanova more modestly states:

Axo M360pHHKBT CE OLEHSIBA CIOPE;] HETOBOTO MSICTO BBB BH3auTiHiicKaTa

KHHKHHHA, TO HA4WCTHHA C CKPOMHO H HECBH3MEPHMO C Hail-3HAYUTEJHHTE

gurepatypiu ¢aktu. I'psukusar npororpad Ha HMabopHuKa B cpaBHEHHE C

BHCOKHTE NOCTHUZKEHHS HA €HIIHKJAONCAHU3MA TTIPE3 X B. ,HE}U{CTBH'{‘EJII[O € npexg-

CTaBUTEN HA eXua fo-NONYJAspHA, DO-OHAPOAHEd GOTOCJIOBCKA MUCHA.®?
In fact an analysis of the contents of the [lorilegium reveals it to be no chance
collection of snippets of knowledge, but a well-planned and carefully compil-
ed work built up around Anastasius Sinaita’s Inferrogationes et responsiones
de diversis capitibus a diversis proposiiae.

The first section consists of ten prefaces to Anastasius’ Inlerrogationes
summarizing the Christian faith in very logical order:

1) on the necessity of faith in the triune God and on the nature of His
Trinity;

2) on the relations between the three persons of the Trinity;

[3) a marginal scholium on 2 which in Slavonic has been incorporated in-
to the text®®},

4) on the difference between essence and substance and on the two natures
ol Christ;

5-7) more on the natures of Christ;

8) on the incomprehensibility of God who is known only by faith;

9) a confession of faith;

10) an outline of the decisions of the Qecumenical councils. Then follow
Anastasius® Interrogationes in their commonest redaction in 88 guestions®”.
Once again the selection and order of the questions follow a logical order and
they can be divided into two groups:

A. QQ 1-22 are genuine Anastasian questions and deal with basic moral ques-
tions: 1-2 on the marks of a true Christian; 3-4 on sin and forgiveness; 5 on
whether non-monks can be saved; 6 on confession; 7 on communion; & on for-
nication; 9-10 on worldly punishments; 11-15 on the proper use of worldly

82 Beryunos, I0. Bubopouunii 6ubavorpaguueckuil cnucox autepatypbt 06 Ha-
gopuuke 1073 roga, published in the Hayunmii anmapar (see above n. 3), 75-79.

88 E. g. in no. 18 she gives the same mislaken reference to pp. 121-123 (=p. 121);in
no. 139 she reproduces the same two misprints, viz. sullogai and parficularities, which should
read syllogai and particularités.

84 Coopuux, p. 34.

% Ibid., p. 31.

8 Later Greek codices, e. g. Parisinus graecus 1259 A, 1. 13v, of the 14th century, have
also inserted it into the text and it is possible that one such codex was used for the Slavonic
translation.

"#7 The edition published in PG, t. 89, 312—824, is of a later, rare redaction with 154
questions. The seven unnumbered questions, viz. 98a-b, 100a-¢, 105a, and 109a, are an ad-
dition from another source by Jakob Gretser (1562-1625), from whose 1617 edition (via a
1740 reprint) Migne took the text.



riches; 16 on secular authorities; 17 on misfortune in life; 18-22 on death and
damnation.

B. QQ 23-88 are pseudo-Anastasian and deal with questions which could arise
when reading the Scirptures, e g. if everything which God made is good,
why are some animals unclean (Q 26)? Why was Moses prohibited [rom entering
the Holy Land because of only a minor sin (Q 37)? Since the Lord says that we
are not defiled by what we eat, why should we not eat meat during fasts (Q
74)? These questions can be subdivided into two groups: 1) QQ 23-33 dealing
with the Old Testament, basically in the order of the OT books, beginning
with Genesis; 2) QQ 54-88 dealing with the New Testament, which can be
further subdivided into fwo series: a) QQ 54-61 on the epistles, once again ba-
sically in their Biblical order; b) QQ 62-88 on the gospels arranged mainly in
the chronological order of Christ’s life from His circumecision to His resurrec-
tion.

The final section of the florilegium consists of 24 appendices to Anastasius’
Interrogationes, once again no mere randem selection:

1-3 deal with the philosophical definition of terms important in any discus-
sion of Trinitarian doctrines;

4, viz. George Choiroboscus’ De tropis poelicis. was not included for any
abstract literary reasons, but explains the use of figures of speech as the prefa-
ce to

5, which deals with the use of allegory in the Bible;

6-9 deal with the doctrine of the Trinity;

10-16 deal with the precise chronology of Christ’s earthly life. (To view 14,
viz. John of Damascus’ De mensibus macedonicis (an excerpt from his De fide
orthodoxa) and 15, viz. idem, De mensibus diversis , as anything other than en-
tries containing kalendar data of relevance to Christ’s life is to be perverse);
17-19 deal with the canon of Scripture;

20-24 are five chronological lists with the names of nolable persons from crea-
tion, viz. Adam , down to the lime the florilegium was compiled, viz. Constan-
tine V (908/911-959) and Zoe (914-919/920), intended to reveal the continuity
of history as Heilsceschichie.

It is perfectly obvious that the florilegium was compiled with the aim of
providing a guide to Christian faith and behaviour for the lay Christian and
all information which it contains, be it historical, astrological, botanical, zoo-
logical, or whatever, was subordinate to that end. The contents were eminentily
suited lor the instruction of the newly converted Bulgarians and there is no
reason to doubt the statement of the eulogy of Symeon added to the florilegium
that he not only ordered it to be translated, but also used its contents to ins-
truct his nobles in the faith. Since the precise meaning of this colophon has
frequently been misunderstood, a translation has been appended to this review.
It has been suggested that Symeon himself was involved in the selection of the
entries for the florilegium®, a theory which cannot be proved but is not enti-
rely impossible since the textology of the Greek original clearly shows that
it was compiled in the lale 9th or early 10th century. At all events, the recent
theory that the name of Symeon, preserved in the eulogy only in the 15-16th-
century codex Cyril of Beloye Ozero 5/1082, refers to Symeon the Proud (1316-

8 E. g. 'eoprmues, E. K Bonpocy o BO3HMKINOBeHHH K cOCTaBHTensnX sGopuuxa
Cumeona-CpsitocnaBa, wu3BecTnoro no pykonucn 1073 roja. — M3Gopuuk (see above
n. 2), 263—272, see 266—267.
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1353), Grand Prince of Vladimir (1341/1342-1353),%" can be dismissed as it is
based on the incorrect assumption that the concluding asvonncnith, by which
the translation can be dated to the early 10th century, is a later addition®.

Apother major omission revealed by this survey of the prefatory articles
is the fact that there is no study devoted to the Greek original. We are told
that the Greek text in volume 3 will be based on Coislin 120 and 280, Vati-
canus graecus 423 and Ambrosianus L 88 sup.*t, but no reason for this choice
is given and at least two more codices will have t{o be included if the edition
is to be critical, viz. Patmos 109, which is just as early as Coislin 120, and La-
ura I' 115, which is the only codex to preserve the entire texi of the final entry.
The edition will clearly have to be based on Coislin 120, which is the closest
to the Slavonic translation®?. To the codices already traced?® must be added
the 138th-century Ambrosianus H 257 inf., which on ii. 161¥-2547 has all the
entries as far as that ascribed to Theodore of Raithu®.

The actual edition of the text® is a diplomatic onc of the text in the
1073 codex, the sole changes made being the division of the scriptio continua
into words and the inclusion of superscribed words in the line. To censure
the editors for failing to produce a critical edition based on all available
codices would not merely be an unjust criticism for not fulfilling a task which
they had not set themselves, it would also be to set the cart before the horse:
a critical edition of the Greek is a prerequisite for a critical edition of the Sla-
vonic and it is earnestly to be hoped that when the former has been given in
the third projected volume, the editors will continue their labours to produce
the latter in a fourth volume. Despite this, it seems to this rcviewer that
the editors should at least have added from another codex — possibly in a dif-
ferent script — the passages missing in the 1073 codex because of the loss
of folia, To assist in the reading of obscure passages they also referred to
microfilms of the Vilnius 260 and Hilandar 382 codices as well as —a most
regrettable decision — Bodyansky’s partial edition®,

It is also claimed that a complete and consistent comparison was made
with the Greek text in Coisiln 120 and Vaticanus graecus 423 by P. Yaneva®:,
Unfortunately even a cursory glance at the text reveals that this comparison
was neither complete, e. g.

16b23 grchkAee=RhchxkA¢ K, Cf. navwxoﬁ (éoTIV)

8 Thus J)K y k0 Bc K a a1, JI. 3aragku . . . (see above n. 66), p. 48, and eadem, Us-
6opuuk 1073 ropa. Cysab6a KHHTH, COCTOsHHEe H 3ajaud Haydernus. -— HaBopuux (see above
n. 2}, 5—31, see p. 9.

9 See above. There are other rcasons for dismissing the theory, eg. Symcon of Vla-
dimir never used the title of tsar; the Cyril of Beloye Ozero codex contains many original rea-
dings which cannot go back to the 1073 codex. These need not, however, be examined here.

1 Céopuuk, p. 7.

92 And not Vaticanus graecus 423 as suggested by Sev ¢ en ko, I. Remarks on the
Diffusion of Byzantine Scientific and Pseudo-Scieniific Literature among the Orthodox
Slavs. — Slavonic and East European Review, 59, 1981, 321—345, see p. 332, n. 27.

9 See b u 61 koB, M. Arasns (see above n. 13), passim; to which should be added
bu6uxos M. Okchopicknii cmHCOK BH3aHTHHCKOro uporornua ,HMaGopuuka Cssro-
cnaBa“. — Busautuitckuit Bpewerunk, 52, 1991, 168—170, on codex Barocc. 206.

“ Martini, £. and D. Bassi. Catalogus codicum graecorum Bibliothccae Am-
brosiani. T. 2. Milan, 1906, 1108—1117.

% C6opumnk, 201—725.

% On its highly unreliable nature see above. They also refer to Ye. Piotrovskaya’s
1977 edition of the final entry and to B. Angelov’s 1977 and K. Kuev’s 1986 editions of the
eulogy of Symeon, sec CBopumk, p. 193.

¥ Ibid., p. 193: TlbaHa ¥ mocaejoBaTelHa CbIOCTABKA.
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229¢c16-17 noABAATAKTE CA =H0AB AAFAKTh ¢, cf. 1| “Ome” tiBeton
239d3-4 reAE BRBASBY ABAa0 To. Footnote 5 states: Taka e B pobronuca.
It should have read (were it required): Taxa e B rpBuKHsS Tekcr, cf. olda, otda
10 mpdyuo, nor consistent, e. g.

41c9 [;e3gyx-lﬂte_‘ Footnote 1 correctly states that this is a scribal error, cf.
ayopio. Why then is there, for cxample, no footnote at

8cl5 geantintTromb stating that it is a mistake for koanuscTBOMA, cf. mooconTy,
or at

225b25 n AOVIAKMBIHMH pointing out that this is a scribal error for ¢z CRA-
diakeMaivn, cf. petd ovuPePnuotov. In this last example the editors have pro-
duced a new ghost word, viz. *Ao\f‘irARMOK for oupPePnxos, usually translated
by CBAMHAH, occasionally by CBHAOUANHE,

Occasionally, on the other hand, consultation of the Greek has led to the
silent correction of the translator’s errors, ¢. g. in the list of proper names on
f. 138 the editors give:
c21-22 ».cjsfﬂ\f- KE RH3AKHNY -

d 89 mxmﬁa- A(ia\f ACTARAfY -

It is true that the Greek reads "Agpoi xai Bilexnvoiand ZaBa0d, do’ ob "Acta-
fidpot, but the punctuation clearly reveals that the translator read *Kefila-
wnvoi and *’Agovactapdpot, mistakes which should have been recorded in the
footnotes.

Since the above errors were spotted by chance, a careful comparison was
made of the text on one page of the edition, viz. p. 687 with f. 2477, with
the original Greek, i. e. not with the ultimate sources of the texts, in casu
the ending of an excerpt taken from bk. V, c¢. 12 of Irenaeus of Lyons’ Confra
haereses libri quinque™ on if. 246Y-247° and the beginning of an entry on
f. 247 ascribed to Augustine®, but with a critical text of the Greek flori-
legium'0®, This gave the following result:
a8-9 H3NTIRH H3BBHOY should read H3Y TP H H3RBYHOY, f. EvBolev ol ESwbev;
a20 ornnte gec Toro should read orme WE EeC Tore, cf. td nlp ob ywpig
tovtwv, where ng is clearly a scribal error for we, which should have been
indicated in a footnote;
b26-27 1 ngEEORLCTRANEEME (wmWTHH  should rcad W gk BOKBCTRBHEEML
emwThn, cf. xai &éxi tfig Oeiog oboiag, where ngs is an error for nyH.

There is also a corruption which can only be solved by reference to other
Slavonic manuscripts: in

a22-24 ghte e TOK NHe TOKAE 16 KOYTILNO KE (A PAXKAALTH renders 14 T TUVTA
oy, fovtd aporpads yevvdow. If thel devision Temas i is correct, then i is

% This passage is one of the surviving fragments of the original, the complete text of
which is found only in a Latin translaiion; the sole critical edition of the passage is that in
Rousseau, A, L. Doutreleaun and C. Mercier. Irenée de Lyon. Contre
les hérésies. Livre 5. Vol. 2 (=Sources chrétiennes, 153). Paris, 1969, 142—148.

# 1t in fact contains three Trinitarian metaphors, the first of which has been taken
from Vigilius of Thapso’s Conira Felicianum Arianum de unitate Trinitatis, see Migne, J. P.
Patrologia latina. T. 62, 333—352, see p. 337. The sources of the other two metaphors have
not been traced but neither is from any work by Augustine.

100 Based on Coislin 120, Vaiicanus graecus 423, Patmos 109, Escorial R. 111, 2 and
Vaticanus Otfob. gr. 408.
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corrupt for n and the translators probably read tadtd. It is possible, however
that the division is incorrect and Toxack is a scribal error, The page also
contains one misreading, ViZ.O\;’PO\)‘CTHNA, which is corrected in the list of mis.
prints to OvryveTHnal,

To extrapolate from the above sample and conclude that the edition con-
tains c¢. 1000 mistakes including a sprinkling of ghost-words would be unfair,
but it must serve as a warning to the editors NOT to compile the lexicon
to be published in the second volume before they have cempleted the edition
of the Greek and compared the text properly with it. Thc present edition is
clearly only a working one which will be superseded when a critical edition
appears, but it will do much in the meantime to stimulate scholarly interest in
one of the most important of Old Bulgarian translations. It is also to be hoped
that some of this interest will be directed to the second translation of the same
florilegium made into Middle Bulgarian in the 14th century'?,

APPENDIX 1
A BRIEF SURVEY OF THE TEXTOLOGY OF THE SYMEONIC FLORILEGIUM

The codices can be divided into three main redactions, the Complete (CR),
the South Slav (SR) and the Abridged (AR), of which only CR preserves all
the contents of the Greek florilegium. All codices of CR go back to an archetype
inlo which four passages taken from the Slavonic translation of Gregory of
Nazianzus’ Oralio XL had been interpolated and can be divided into two fa-
milies:
A Codices with the full text. These can be further subdivided into two groups
which go back independently to the archetype of CR:
L. Synodal 1043 of 1073, Synodal 275, ils apograph of 1403, and Barsov 309
of 1519, an indirect apograph of Synedal 275. Synodal 1043 is the sole codex
to contain (ff. 2647-2667) the final entry of the Greek florilegium. Synodal
275 is valuable mainly for the lext now missing in Synodal 1043, while Bar-
sov 309 contains the text missing in Synodal 275 between {f. 83 and 84, which
is part of the text also missing in Synodal 1043 between ff. 130 and 131.
2. Cyril of Beloye Ozero 5/1082 of the 1bth-16th c. ( century) and Volokolamsk
138/496 of the 16th ¢. The former is the sole codex to contain the original for ms
both of the two lists of contents prefaced to each hall of the florilegium {ff.
1767, 199r-205") and of the eulogy of Symcon (f. 6v). Although it only contains
the second hali of the florilegium Volokolamsk 138496 is valuable for the variants
of group 2.

Two other codices belong to family A, viz. Tolstoy 11.100 (Q. I. 208) of
the 16th c. and Cyril of Beloye Ozero 751152 of the 16th, both with unique omis-
sions. Their value for the restoration of the text is uncertain.

B. Codices going back to an archetype in which the two halves of the list of

101 See the list of misprints 726—728, see 728. It is by no means exhaustive, e. g.
Hiwanng for wowanns  (24223-24); Taxs  for Texm (246al).

102 Op this see Thomsomn, F. Les cing traductions slavonnes du Libellus de fide
orthodoxe de Michel le Syncelle et les mythes de I’arianisme de saint Méthode, apétre des
Slaves, ou d’Hilarion, métropolite de Russie, et de 1’existence d’une Eglise arienne a Kiev.
— Revue des études slaves, 63, 1991, 19—54, see 28 and 44—46.

4 [laseofyarapuxa, kH, 1 49



conlents had been combined and with two gaps in the text, viz. pt. ii, the end
of ¢. 68 to the end of ¢. 71, and most of c¢. 191 (corresponding lo ff. 163r-164r
and 2527-253¢ of the 1073 codex). These codices can be placed into three groups
depending upon where the combined list of contents has been placed:

1) at the beginning: Przemy$l L. F. 8 (now Polish National Library, Aksesja
2699) of the 16th c. 2nd Ouchinnikov 108 of 1619;

2) at the end: Vyg 168 of the 15th ¢., Vilnius 260 of the 16th ¢., St. Nicholas’
Conforming Monastery 34 of the 18th c.;

3) before Athanasius Sinaita’s Interrogationes: Yegorov 745 ol the 17th ¢, The
two codices which may be of some value are Vyg 168, which is the earliest of
B, and Przemys$!, whose language has many Bulgarisms. Although Uvarov
757, a Moldavian codex of the 17th c., only preserves part of the florilegium
(equivalent to ff. 13172587 of the 1073 codex) il is the sole codex of CR which
isnot East Slav and, if it is nol simply a copy of an East Slav codex, it may be
of some value.

To which family two further codices of CR belong. viz. Museum of Uk-
ranian Art, Lemberg, 489 of 1589 and Ossolineum 4] ol the 16th-17th c., is un-
certain.

The South Slav redaction has none of the prefaces to Anastasius’ Inferro-
gationes, but it has preserved the latter texi without the interpolations from
Gregory of Nazianzus’ Oratio XL as well as all the appendices except the last
one, albeit in a variant order. It has no table of contents. Il is preserved in
two Serbian codices of the 14th c¢., viz. Hilandar 382 and Rumanian
Acaderny 72 and one Wallachian one of the 16ih c¢., viz. Rumanian Aca-
demy 310.

The Abridged redaction like SR has none of the prefaces nor a list of con-
tenls. Its text of Anastasius’ Inlerrogationes is also without the interpolations
from Gregory’s Oratio bul there are in addition various minor omissions as
well as one major one, viz. the text corresponding to ff. 17971847 of the 1073
codex. Of the 24 appendices it only has five, viz. nos. 1 (only the first 3 of the
17 cc.) and 6-9. W is found in three East Slav codices, viz. Rumyantsev 6
of the 15th c., Stroyev 66 of the 16th and Solovki 89986 of the 17th, of which
al least the Rumyantsev codex is valuable as its language has preserved many
archaic features.

For the indirect tradition of the text see above.

APPENDIX I
THE EULOGY OF SYMEON

The circumstances of the translation of the florilegium and the use which
Symeon himself made of the latter are recounted in the anonymous eulogy.
Since this has frequently been misunderstood — as various mistranslations of
it show — it is here translated as closely as possible into English. Since En-
glish, not being a highly inflected language, cannot express thoughts so tersely,
occasional words to clarify the meaning have been added between brackets.
No attempt has been made to reproduce the iambic trimeters of the original.

The Slavonic text is simply the best of the threc known copies, viz. that
on ff. 263"-264" of Synodal 1043 (=S2), into which the occasionally superior
readings of Cyril of Beloye Ozero 5/1082 (=C) and of the text on f. 2" (sic)
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of Synodal 1043 (=S1) have been interpolated. In addition modern punctuation
and capitals have been supplied. It must be stressed that this does not repre-
sent an attempt at reconstructing the original, indeed a priori it can be stated
that no reconstruction will ever be more than extremely artificial: the ortho-
graphic variants, above all in the use of jers, make it uncertain not only
where the caesura was in many lines and whether they had paroxytonic ca-
dences, but even whether the original in fact observed all the poetic rules.

Ang: the Bulgarian translation in Awrenos, B. Vicropua ma 6barapckara
autepatypa. 2. C, 1922, ¢. 92.

Din: the Bulgarian translation in Huwuexos, I, K. Kyer u JI. [Terxa-
Hopa. XpPUCTOMATUA NO ctapodbiArapcka aureparypa. C., 19784, ¢, 132.

Duj: the Bulgarian translation in Jy#tues, M. 3 cTapata 6barapcka KHUXK-
nuHa. 1. C., 19432, 77—-78.

Kal: the Russian translation in Kanuradwor WM. u J. [ToawnBsHHBH L
Pogunx snarocrpyitssiit, Tlamatauku Sonrapcxoit aureparypnt [X—XVII sexos.
M, 1990, c. 371.

Lvo: the commentary in jinBoB, A. MccrenoBanue [ToxBans! BelMKOMY KHA3L0
Casaracnasy d uapio Cumeony. — B: Wcropud pycckoro aswika. MccaesoBanua u
TekcTh. M., 1982, 162-197.

Pet: the German translation by W. Schmidt in Petkanova, D. “Quellen
reinen Wassers...” Eine Anthologie bulgarischer mittelalterlicher Literatur.
Berlin, 1979, p. 55.

Vai: the French translation in Vaillant, A. Textes vieux-slaves. 2. (= Textes
publiés par Vnstitut d’Etudes slaves, 8, II). Paris, 1968, p. 65.

Rearikain ga! u}]xz C\]rm-wm{", BBKACAAHHIEME  3BAO BBKACAARD, AJhKAAAH-
BBIH BAAABICA, OBARHTH MOKJBRENBIA JAOYMBI BB [ANYEHNE MMOFOCTPBNB-
TRHRIXD  CHXB KBHHTD fpBMAAAACS RacHAN & fASMMEXS, NOREAR MHE,
HER SHNER RBAHIR, MPEMEHOY CBTROPHT! PBIH, HHAKO HABBAAWTE TOKALITRO
PASOMMB €0, IAKE AKBI BBRYEAN ANBOARALHA (B ERCAKONe WEETA NCANiY
{‘M;b?b\ﬂ'b AKBI BB NAHN’I) UATH BB BEABMBICABNO (L ABILE CROK, ngw\ngmﬂ‘b
Aknt (TPEAL CAAA'LI\O\P H3 O(TB CROHXD NJEAB EOAAfBI HA B'LfASO\fMHNHN
TEXD MBKACMB, RARAAR ¢A HMB NORBIH [IToAeMeH, H¢ EBPORR HMB KEAANHHKMS
AA4e H CBEOPA  ABAA  MHOTOMLCTANBINIXDT KBNMI'A BRUEXD, HMHAKE H (RO
NOAATRI HCMBABHL, BEILHOVER (H NAMATL CBTBOJH. €Xe MAMATH BHNR BB¢-

H‘)Hh’kTH EARAH XtiHETOAlOBHK'BH €10 AWH B3R O0TAMLUITENHKE REHULEMB BAAKE-
NARIHXD H CTBIHXD MAKL RD NGﬂP'BEFLA_OM'bIH RBKD REBKIMB,

Symecon, great among emperors, mightly lord, having greatly desired! to reveal

12From C; S2: Kua3bXd kHA3L CRATicAAR®, Which has been written over an erasure. 3 From (,
S2: neMuAN, of which the last seven letters have been written over an erasure. *3From C
S2: (aTh ¢(AAALKA, the first word of which has been written over an erasure. 6 The scribe f;rst
Wrote BBA3GMHEK, then added nn above mie; S1: BBJAINMEHHE, “From S1; S2 hy scribal error :
MHEMLCTRHBIHYE § Gt MINOTOACTHALY .

1 The parcgmenon need not be translated litetally, cf. Luke XiI, 15: &rbopiq ére@bunca —
KEATHBKME RRAACATYD.
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the thoughts? hidden in the depth of this most difficult® book* of Basils, very
wise in (his) thoughts,® commanded me — a good-for-nothing in learning” —
to make the change of the language® (while) preserving in another way
the identity of his® thoughts, which!® hell, having collected (them) like an in-
dustrious bee from each flower of the text!? into his magnanimous® heart,
pours from his lips like sweet honey before the nobles for the enlightenment
of their minds’*, seeming to them (to be) a new Ptolemy, not by religion',
but rather by (his) desire and on account of the collection of all the most
venerable!® divine books by which he, having filled his chambers'?, (has) made

2FA30\J'M1>| corresponds {0 1@ VONHOTA.

3 MROTOCTPBNBTHND COTresponds 1o rohuoromag, literally maost convoluted.

4 Since kanHra! is plurale tantum this could be rendered: these . . . books.

5 The reference to Basil has perplezed many scholars and given rise to much speculation
including the completely arbitrary idea that the eulogy was orginally composed for John
the Exarch’s Hexaemeron, based largely on Basil of Caesarea’s Homiliae 1X in Hexaemeron,
argued most recently by Ilauptovd Z. Toxsara uapio CHMEOHy, ee aBTOp W BU3AHTMHCKUE
ofpasupl. — Crapobsarapcka aureparypa, 10, 1981, 88—94. The most obvious explanation is to be

found jn the title of the florilegium: Czsoyz. OTB MNOIB ou:. TEAKORANHE . .. CBAOKENA NA Na-
MATE H MA ToToRs oTHRETA. This is then followed by the title of the first entry: C?Aaro

Bachana oTa Tore exe na CyvnoMpa o oThems Anes. The translator read and intended his

. P gy
readers to understand : Czso‘m .- . HA TOTOR® OTBRBTA cTaare RacHana. Otn Tore . ..

3 i ; ’
To interpret the phrase kawHrs NPEMBAPAArS EACHAA R% f“«3°\?'v1'87<7’ to meatt KBUrH
i

CIOpER TBAKYBAHWATA ua MpeMbipHs Bacuaus, thus Din and Duyj, cf. Pet: nach der Deutung
des iiberaus weisen Basilefos, is 10 do violence 1o the text.

“In most editions of C wk'yHuEEEA (K has been written as one word, viz. ignoramus.
However, the dative singular of a masculine noun in -hw is -tm, not -mw, and hence this can
only be the instrumental singular of the feminine BEAL, literally knowledge, here in the sense
learning.

8 This meaning of 46 may be uncommon, but il is by no means unknown, see Lexicon
linguae palaeoslovenicae (=LLP). T. 3. Prague, 1982, p. 663.

9Viz. Basil’'s. The impossibility in English of distinguishing between ero and ckon feads
to ambiguities,

10 The claim that mxe refers to kannrs thus Loo 179, makes no sense either semantically
or syntactically.

1 Viz, Symeon.

12 For necaniie in the sense of fext, work see LLP, 11, 519. To understand it in the sense
of Holy Scripture, as do Din, Duj, Kal and Pet, is to distort the meaning. Vai : de la lecture
is too free, while Ang: Ha xmmxnnHata is too vague. °

13 ReABMBICABNA corresponds to peyaidvoog, for which English has no precise equivalen?
and magnanimous corresponds more to UsyaAdYvyog.

14 Kal: ppasyMasts HX CBOHMM MBICAAMH is completely wrong.

15 Viz, paganism. To render grpos literally as by faith would be most ambiguous in

English. The rendering in Lwvo, 185: He mo yGewpenuw, a Gompuie menandem is obviously
erroneous.

16 In theory the epithet in C, MNOFo4ACTHBI, Viz, mohupepiic, would suit in the metapho-

rical sensc of d{ﬂerse, as opposed to the literal composite, but in view of the following epithet
divine, the original reading was probably that in $1.

17[JoaaTa can mean palace and has been so rendered, sce Kal and Vai, bul it also ren-

ders words such as dopatiov, xoiTev, Onep@dov, and was clearly understood by the scribe of
Synodal 1643 in 1073 in that sense as he altered it in S1 to ka®TH, Which can mean house,

chamber, store and even freasury, but not palace.
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for himself an eternal memory. May the reason for (his) receiving this memory®
be for his pious soul like the reward of crowns' of blessed and holy men in
the infinite age of ages?.

dparcuc . Tomcsn (Anmeepnen, beacus)

CHUMEOHOBH/T CBOPHHUK — TIPOBJEMHU HA TIPOU3XOOA, CbATLP)XAHHUETO,
TEKCTOJIOTHSITA U H3ZABAIIETO MY, KAKTO M AHIVIMHFCKH TIPEBOJ HA
MNOXBAJIATA HA IIAP CMMEOH

(Pestose)

Haaagenusit upes 1991 r. CumeoroB cOOPINK M LPUADPYKABAUUTE IO JEBET CTA-
THH €& Pas3rJaejand KPUTHYHO, KATO C€ OCNOPBAT HSIKOH OT H3KA3dHUTE B THX
CTAHOBHINA, HANPHMEP € A-KTONHCLILL © [IO-KBCHA NPHGABKA HJH Y€ IPEBOALT
e nioj Ba 1. Hap. ,llpeciarcka mxoaa®. Anannssr Ha CBIBPKAHHETO COUH, Ue
COOPHIKBT NpeJcTandsipd CPHIKJANBO NJIAHHMPAHA H CUCTEMaTHYHA KOMIHJIALHA.
Pasracxianero Ha [Noxsatara na uap CHMCOH, aHTIHHCKAAT MPEROT HA KOSITO €
BKJ/IIOUEH, PA3KpPHBA, Ye TS € OMJIA YeCTO NOTPEWHO ThAKYBAHAa, H XBbPJs HOBA
CBCTJNHA BBPXY HAKOHM 1I€5CHOTH, KaTo Hanpumep 3anio B [Moxsanara COOPHHKDBT
ce CTIOMeHUBd KaTo AeJso Ha cB. Bacuauii. Tebwpaenuero B [Toxpaaara, ue Cuveon
JHUHO € ydacTByBa/ B NOAGOPA Ha TPBIKHTE TEKCTOBE, € HANBJAHO IIPHEMJIMBO.
Ilpunoxen e H KparbK mperdel Ha Tekcrodorusita Ha COopHHKa.

18 Literally ; May receiving the cause of the memory. Runm has been taken in the sense

of always, see Din: 3a na ce BbanpueMma BCAKOTO TO3M CnoMed, but it ignores the case of
naMATH, Kal ascribes an unchristian motive to Symeon: Jla6pt namate 3ro nouutami, while

Duj simply ignores the tex{: 3apaau Tan Herosa namer.
19 [n both S2 and S1 the word is in the dative plural. C has the ambiguous g&HL EM,

but this is no justification for rendering it as though il was an instrumental singular
kEHuetb governed by BRAMH, a5 dv Din, Duj, Kal and Pet.

20851 and K add Amen, which is 2lmost certainly a scribal aulomatism as is does not
agree with the dodecasyllabic siructure of the line.
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