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THE LINGUISTIC AND LITERARY REFORMS OF PATRIARCH 
EUTHYMIUS: A RETURN TO THE SOURCES 

As a religious writer, Hesychast, and church prelate, Euthymius has recei­
ved much attention in medieval Slavic studies, and scholarly literature on him 
would fill volumes'. Within the realm of his activities as a "writer, Euthymius-
is credited wi*h having imbued his writings with the spirit of Hesychasm, 
and it has often been claimed that Euthymius' own expression of Hesychastic 
tenets in his writings — especially his hagiographie works — gave rise to a 
"new style" of ornamental prose known as -'word-weaving" or "pletenie sloves"2. 
The question of whether Euthymius' literarv stvle was indeed new and to 
what extent it had anything to do with the quietist movement has formed the 
central focus of several studies. But what can we say with certainty about 

1 See, for example, В p а н с к а ( - Р о м а и с к а), Ц. Сталин похвати на Патриарх 
ΐ(ΐ7Τ11ΐ«ο' ι7 Р Н И К На Б ъ Л 1 ' а Р с к а т а академия на наукитс и иэкуствата 37.2, 1942, 
10/-280; И в а н о в а, К. Някон момента на българо-византийските литературни връз-
ки през XIV в. — Старобългарска литература, 1, 1971, 209—242; И в а н о в а , К 
Патриарх Ьвтимии и агиографеката традиция в средновсковната литература — Лите­
ра гурпа ыисьл, 1977, № Ш, 90-99; И в а н о в а , К- Патриарх ЕвтимийГс, 1986; И в а-
н о в а, К. Нопоизводнитетърнонски сборннци и въпросът за ролята на Патриарх Евтимий 
в техния превод. — Старобългарска литература, 25—26, 1991, 124—134; К а ч а л о в -
л т И ' 1 № « К »опросу о литературной деятельности болгарского патриарха Евтимня 
V iJJ-i)- - - Христианское Чтение издаваемое при Санкт-Петербургской ДУХОВНОЙ 
Академии, 2, 1882, 216—265; К а ч а н о в с к к й, В. Новые данные для изучения ли­
тературной деятельности болгарското Тырновского патриарха Евтимня. — Христиан­
ское Чтение, 3- -4 1888, 470-497; К и с е л к о в, В. С. Патриарх Евтимий (живот и 
обществен« деиност). — In: Българска исторически библиотека. Т. 3 С 1929 142 — 
W7; К и с е л к о в , В. Патриарх Евтимий. С , 1938; Архим. Л е о н и д . Последний 
патриарх болгарского царства блаженный Евтимий и его сочинения. — Чтения в импе-
Р а ™ Р с к о - \ о б п < с с т в е И С Т 0Р ! 1 Н И Древностей российских при Московском Университете 4, 
18/0, 13— 8; П о п о в, X. И. Евтимий, гюследен Търповски и Трапезицки патриарх. 
Пловдив, 1901; Ц а н к о в, С. Патриарх Евтимий. С , 1906. 

И is not possible to give here a comprehensive listing of scholarly literature on He­
sychasm and its role in medieval Bulgarian culture. For information on Its role specifically 
4i r e l a t i on^ medieval Bulgarian culture and the Trnovo School see, for example, А н г e-
л о в, Д. Към нсторията на релипюзно-философската мисъл в средновековна Бъл'гария — 
исихазъм и варлаамитство. — Българското иегорическо дружесгво, 25, 19676 73—92· 
1 е р р e l I M . The Hesychast Movement in Bulgaria: The Turnovo School and Its Rela­

tions with Constantinople. — Eastern Churches Review, 7, 1975, 9—20- M u l i с М 
,Л ,r,nP'clenijc sloves" do 14 stoljeca. - Radovi zavoda za slavensku filoÎogiju, 5, 1963* 
117-129, M u ! l e M. "Pletenije slovcs" i hesihazam. - Radovi zavoda za slavensku fi-
lologiju, 7, 1965, 141- · - - . - -
stil 
99-
bosn. . . .-. . .„ s„ „„,... жч„. -,. ^ujcijeiije ta luuzevnosi i umjcinosi. i\n. z. Saraje 
К ^ ч е в , H. Идейно-теоретические корни исихазма. — Études balkaniques, 1, 1973, 
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Euthymius and the extent and nature of his involvement in the reform of Bul­
garian letters and orthography based on the textual accounts available to us? 
The point of this article is to examine and analyze these textual accounts and, 
in so doing, to attempt to reconstruct Euthymius' motives for undertaking 
his orthographic and literary reform. There arc two extant accounts which must 
be examined in detail: Grigorij Camblak's Слсво похважо3 and Konstantin 
Kostenecki's Сказание и^ьявленно о писменех1. 

In his Poxvalno slovo Camblak makes no mention of an orthographic re­
form, but he states clearly that Euthymius made new translations of "divine 
books" from Greek texts because the existing Slavonic translations were incor­
rect5; moreover, Camblak complains that these bad translations were not 
only simple in style but had distorted the meaning of the church dogmas, 
resulting in heresies and the perishing of Bulgarian souls0. 

3 All quotes From Camblak's Slovo poxvalno in this study are taken from К a 1 u z-
n i а с к i, E. Aus der panegyrischen Litteratur der Südslaven. Vienna. 1901, Reprint. 
London, 1971. Accompanying the quotes are the chapter (Roman numeral), page number 
and lines numbers (in Arabic numerals) as they appear in Katuzniacki. 

For an excellent reproduction of the text and scholarly commentary with manuscript 
variants, see К у e в, К., Г. П е т к о п. Събрапи съчинсния на Константин Костенеч-
ки. Изследване и текст. С , 1986. For Modern Bulgarian translations of Camblak's panegy­
ric, see Д и H e к о в, П.. К К У е в, Д. П е т к а н о в а. Христоматля по старобъл-
гарска литература. 2. подобр. изд. С , 1937, 423-411; К и с е л к о в, В. С. Патриарх 
Евтимий. Похвално слово от Григорий Цамблак. С, 1935. For additional information, 
cf. Λ и г e л о в, Б. Неизвестен препис на „Похвално слово за Патриарх Евтимий" от 
Григорий Цамблак. — Език и литература, 19G9, № (i, 57—60; Д а и ч е в, Г., А. Д а-
в и д о в . Похвално слово за Евгимий от Григорий Цамблак. — Литературна мисъл, 
1973, № 1, 140—141; T u r d c a n u , E. Grégoire Camblak: Faux arguments d'une biogra­
phie. — Revue des études slaves, 22, 1946, 46—81; Б a ii ч е в a, M. Проблемът за светский 
подвиг на героиге в „Похвално слово за Евтимий" от Григорий Цамблак и „Житие на Сте­
фан Пермски" от Епифапий Премъдри. — In: Търновска книжовна школа. Т. 4. С., 1985, 
41—46; G о п i s, D. V. A Commentary on the Encomium to Our Holv F'ather Euthvmius, 
Patriarch of Turnovo. — Cyrillomethodianum, 8—9, 1984—85, 215—225. 

4 The original text was first published by V. Jagic in: Рассуждения южнославянской 
и русской старины о церковнославянском языке. — Исследования по русскому языку, 
1, 1885—1895, 287—1070. It appeared the next year as Codex Slovenicus rcrum grammati-
carum. Berlin, 189C and has been reprinted as such in the scries Slavische Propyläen, 25, 
Munich, 1968. H. Goldblatt presents an excellent and comprehensive translation and com­
mentary of this document and its place in the overall tradition of medieval Byzantino-Sla-
vic literary culture. See G о 1 d b 1 a I t, H. Orthography and Orthodoxy: Constantine 
Kostenecki's Treatise of the Letters. — Studia Historica et Philologica, 16, Florence, 1987. 
For additional commentary see also К u j e w, К. (Куев). Konstantyn Kostencki w lite-
raturze butgarskiej i serbskiej. — In: Studium Slowianskiego Uniwersytelu .lagicHonskicgo. 
Krakow. 1950. 

5 Original text: Katuzniacki, (IX, 40, lines 22-28; 41, line 1); English translation tak­
en from G о 1 d b 1 a t t, IL Op. cit., p. 33: "What are these mailers? The translation of 
the divine books from the Hellenic language into Bulgarian. And let no one who hears these 
things think that I have led us away from the truth, for the Bulgarian books are many 
years older and have been in existence since the very beginning of the baptism of the 
people. But this man [Euthymius], great among holy men, who has reached even unto our 
days, studied these very books. I know this and it is no other way." 

6 Original text: Katuzniacki, (IX, 41, lines 2-18): English translation taken from 
G о 1 d b 1 a t t, H. Op. cit., p. 33: "But the first translators, either because they were not 
fully acquainted with the Hellenic language and doctrine or because they made use of the 
coarse [elements) in their own language, brought forth books which revealed tliemselves 
to be simple in the expressions and not consonant wilh the meaning of ihe Greek Scriptures. 
[These books] were compiled in a coarse way and were rough in the flow of expressions. And 
only because they were called holy books were they accepted as correct. But they concealed 
in themselves many errors and were not in agreement with the true dogmas. Thereupon many 
heresies arose from them. When he [Euthymius] had destroyed all the old [books], this se­
cond lawgiver, descending from aiop of the spiritual mountain and carrying in his hands 
[the books] (similar to the Tablets written by God) at which he had labored, delivered to 
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Camblak also states clearly that Euthymius had studied the early Sla­
vic translations of sacred books; so in this way, presumably, Euthymius was 
able to compare the content tha t he had learned from them with the Greek 
originals that he would have seen either in Bulgaria or during his eight years 
abroad in Constantinople and on Mount Athos. The meaning of this passage 
from Camblak leads us to conclude that even if Euthymius indeed undertook 
an orthographic reform that a imed to archaize the codification of Church Sla­
vonic in what was perceived at the t ime to be the Cyrillo-Methodian state of 
the language, he was clearly dissatisfied with the content of the texts that 
had been written in the generation just after the Cyrillo-Methodian mission'. 

Mathiesen underlines the fact that the "metalinguistic tradition" of the 
Cyrillo-Methodian period is quite different frcm the "metalinguistic tradi­
tion" of the Euthymian period; and this difference helps to explain why Euthy­
mius would have considered a linguistic reform to be necessary. While the 
Cyrillo-Methodian metalinguistic tradition was concerned with shaping and 
establishing a Slavic vernacular for religious purposes, the Euthymian meta­
linguistic tradition was primarily focused on ensuring that that vernacular 
(Church Slavonic) enjoy equal prestige with Greek8. 

The concern that Church Slavonic enjoy equal prestige with Greek is 
articulated in passages from extant writings of some learned Slavs of Euthy­
mius' day. Clearly there was not only concern that the existing Slavonic tran­
slations of Greek texts were inaccurate (a fear that is expressed explicity by 
Konstenecki), but also the concern that Church Slavonic lacked the refi­
nement and elegance of Greek. This opinion is voiced by the monk Isaiah in 
the colophon to his Church Slavonic translation of the works of St. (Pseudo) 
Dionysius the Areopagite made in 137 1 on Mount Athos: "And our Slavonic 
language was well made by God, for all that God makes is very good, but in 
the absence of the love of learning of men zealous of words it was not digni­
fied with science (xytrosti) [as the Greek language was]."B 

The other important primary source from the generation after Euthymius 
is Konstantin Kostenecki's Skazanie1". He offers additional information re­
garding the decline of books in Bulgaria: "въ Т|>ЪЖ>Е'СКЫН;< CTJI^H^ ПНС-
MCN& ПОГЫЕЛЬ БЫЛЬ свуть" ("in the Trnovo lands and environs, literary 
pursuit had perished").11 He also refers to Euthymius as the "в«лнкын 
ХЗдожинкь CACE'ÈNCKLI^ rJHCMCNb" ("the great master of Slavic letters") and 
the "KVO er-e-HMi'e BÏ> ты)< ст0\нь Х8А»<кн-бнш'|Н БЫС" ("Kurios Euthymius 
was the most masterful'artistic in those lands")12. 

the Church in truth a heavenly treasure—all new, all true, in accord with the Gospel, unshak­
able in the force of the dogmas, like the water of life for the souls of the pious, like a knife 
for the tongues of the heretics, like lire for their [heretics'] faces. And he cried out with 
Paul: 'The old has passed away. Behold! Everything has become new' [2 Cor. 5:171. " 

' See I о v i n e, M. The History and Historiography of the Second South Slavic 
Influence. Ph. D. Dissertation. Yale University (New Haven, Connecticut), 1977, p. 15, 
for a summary of the scholarship on the topic. 

s M a t h i e s e n, R. The Inflectional Morphology of the Synodal Church Slavonic 
Verb. Ph. D. Dissertation, Columbia University (New York City, New York), 1972, 37-38. 

9 Quoted in M a t h i e s e n , R. Op. cit., p. 27. Original Slavonic passage can be 
found in S t о j a n о v i c, L. Stari srpski zapisi i natpisi. — In: Zbornik za istoriju, jezik 
i knjizevnosl srpskoga naroda. Prvo odeljenje: Spomenici na srpskom jeziku, 3. Beograd, 
1905, p. 41. 

l a See footnote. 
11 Quoted in С ы р к v, II. A. К истории исправления книг в Болгарии в XIV ве­

ке. СПб., 1898, р. 560. 
12 Quoted in С ы р к у, II. A. Op. cit., p. 560. 
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Based on the passage from Camblak's account that have been given above, 
it seems that Euthymius was motivated to undertake his book reform when 
he realized the extent to which the existing translations had distorted the 
content of the original Greek. It could be that Euthymius was inspired to 
follow the example set by a monk named John the Elder (Старец Йоаи), а 
Bulgarian who lived on Mount Athos. It has been suggested that when Euthy­
mius travelled to the Holy Mount, he found there some living pupils of 
John, for the libraries of Mount Athos contain his manuscripts13. Apparently 
John had undertaken translations from Greek into Bulgarian Church Slavo­
nic and, like Euthymius after him, devised the new goal of re-editing books 
in order to correct existing translations. We do not, however, have proof that 
Euthymius knew of John's works, but one must consider the possibility that 
he might have been inspired by John to undertake his own book reform14. 

The Life of Theodosius by Patriarch Kallistus reveals to us that another 
pupil of Theodosius, Dionysius, a contemporary and fellow student of Euthy­
mius, was also engaged in the translation of books from Greek into Slavonic: 
» M « t НИКЫН HVAbNb. H А^ЛОМЬ. H ЖНТНСМЬ., ДНОЫНСНС T0MV НМе . . . EZ> ПН-
слин njĵ MyAfb. Божественное же пнсхнне ОБОЮ езыку грьчьское же н словен­
ское н\ езыц-в noce, кг, рзум-ь ГЛЬБОКЬ. НМ ьше же н А*рь от БОГЬ ОТ 
еллныекгкго н\ сховенскын п^-ьльглтн езык^ >сытуь же н Ч^АН-Ь. н мн>гы 
кннгы пр-еложнк, u,|>KOKNoe укрлен съетолнне."1" The account lauds in parti­
cular his skill in rendering the content of the original into Slavonic; it 
was executed, the author writes, "very artfully and marvelously". Among 
the works that Dionysius translated was John Chrysostom's Μαργαρίτης 
("The Pearl")16. Another contemporary of Euthymius who wrote on issues 
of language was the Bulgarian-born Jewish scholar Judah Leon Mosconi. 
Mosconi was born in Oxrid in 1328 and travelled extensively throughout the 
Mediterranean. His linguistic philosophy, as described by John Fine, re­
sembles closely that of Euthymius: "A philosopher and metaphysician, he 
[Mosconi] also wrote commentaries on the Pentateuch and, like his Slavic 
contemporary Euthymius of Trnovo, was interested in grammar and believ­
ed incorrect interpretations of scripture often resulted from neglect of it. 
He left among his many works an unfinished treatise, on grammar."17 

The common source of inspiration for both Euthymius and Dionysius 
could have come from earlier trends that had been established in the Trnovo 
capital during their boyhood. There is evidence that suggests that Patriarch 
Theodosius II of Bulgaria (1348-1371)—not to be confused with Euthymi­
us' spiritual father and fellow Hesychast — either completed himself or over­
saw the making of new manuscripts to be sent to the Bulgarian Zograph Mo­
nastery at Athos. There is an extant letter from Patriarch Theodosius to his 
brothers on Athos that accompanied some manuscripts that he was sending 
to them18. 

13 See Д и и е к о в, П. Евтимий Търновски. — In: История на българската ли­
тература. Т. 1. С , 196.3, 286-287. 

" For a bibliography of other scholars' work on the literary tradition of John the El­
der, see I о v i n e, M. Op. cit., p. 377, footnotes 547-549. 

16 Quoted from З л а т а р с к и , Б. Н. Житие и жизнь преподобнаго отца нашего 
Теодосин. — Сборник за пародии умотворения, наука и книжнипа (СбНУ), 20, 1904, 
chapter XII, р. 18, lines 8 and 16-20. 

16 See С ы р к у , П. A. Op. cit., p. 248, footnote 3. 
17 F i n e , J. The Late Medieval Balkans (Λ Critical Survey from the Late Twelfth 

Century to the Ottoman Empire). Ann Arbor, Michigan, 1987, p. 450. 
l e The text is reproduced in Д у й ч е в, И. Из старата българска книжнина. Т. 2, 

С , 1944, р. 171. 
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Whether these manuscripts were new translations or simply copies of 
existing ones cannot be ascertained from the letter. What this letter does per­
mit us to conclude, however, is that Trnovo was an important center that 
not only benefitted and flourished under the influence of established Atho-
nite Orthodox culture; but, mere significantly, Trnovo enjoyed a symbiotic 
relationship with Alhos, supplying it, and not just extracting from it, the 
fruits of their literary activities19. 

Talev, repeating theories of scholars before him, posits that the process 
of a literary and orthographic reform in Bulgaria started as early as the reign 
of Ivan Asen II (1218-1241) and continued throughout the fourteenth cen­
tury20. Indeed, the colophons of the Acts and the Epistles as well as the Gospel 
of 1356, which were ordered by Tsar Ivan Alexander for his royal library, 
both state specifically that these works were translated from Greek (and not 
simply copies from earlier Church Slavonic translations)21. 

Observations made previously by scholars concur with the view that 
new translations were being carried out before Euthymius, even as early as 
the re-establishment of the Bulgarian Kingdom (the so-called Втората дър-
жава, or Second Empire) under Ivan Asen II. Mathiesen, for example, points 
to the fact that new translations were certainly being made in Bulgaria by 
the beginning of the fourteenth century'-2; and Iovine upholds the view that 
an orthographic reform was underway at least by the time of Ivan Alexander211. 
While Talev finds textual evidence to support the notion that orthographic 
norms were already being established in Bulgaria in the decades before Euthy­
mius' career, he goes too far in disclaiming any involvement on the part 
of Euthymius in the process of revising the literary language21. As has been 
demonstrated by us in another work, Kosteneèki gives us ample informa­
tion to infer that Euthymius was concerned with and undertook measures to 
reform or to continue a reform of the literary language. Regarding the use 
of "word-weaving", we establish here that Euthymius' writings represent a 
culmination of Slavic imitations of Byzantine high style, but the point is 
that Slavs had been making attempts "to imitate this style since the earliest 
period of their literary activities as is evidenced in the original works of such 
East Slavic writers as Metropolitan Ilarion and Kiril of Turov. 

Evidence also suggests that measures had already been taken prior to 
Euthymius to standardize the orthography and to introduce certain archaiz­
ing tendencies at least as early as the reign of Ivan Alexander. In this con­
text, Euthymius must be viewed not as the innovator of a Bulgarian ortho­
graphic reform, but, as with the employment of "word weaving", as one who 
contributed to a tendency already under way. Iovine suggests that the lin-

19 See Г ю 3 e л е в. В. Духовната култура на средновековна България през XIII 
— XIV в. С, 1985, 67—69. See also П о л ы в я н н ы й, Д. Тырновград глазами средне­
векового современника. - In: Търновека кпижовна школа. Т. 4. С , 1985, 262—269. 
Не writes that he maintains that the notion of "Trnovo, the Third Rome" factored in the 
medieval political consciovisness (p. 265). For general information on the role and prestige 
of medieval Trnovo, sec also Д у ft и в , И. Търново кято политически и духовен центьр 
през късною средиовековие. — Археология, 3, 1966, 1—9. 

-<] See T a l e v , I. The Impact of Middle Bulgarian on the Russian Literary Language 
(Post-Kievan Period). Ph. D. Dissertation. University of California (Los Angeles), 1972, 
360-367. Talev's study also appeared as: Some Problems of the Second South Slavic Influ­
ence in Russia. Slavistische Beiträge, 62, Munich, 1973. For a list of some of the major works 
done before Talev, see footnote 48 below. 

-1 The colophons for each are given in С ы р к у, П. Λ. Op. cit., p. 433, 437-438. 
22 M a t h i e s en , R. Op. cit., p. 22. 
гл I о v i n e, M. Op. cit., p. 187. 
24 T a 1 e v, 1. Op. cit., p. 174. 
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guîstic reform associated with the Euthymian period can be viewed as part 
of a larger trend that encompassed not just the Byzantine "Palaeologan" Re­
naissance (during which there was a push to "Atticize" Byzantine Greek to 
make it resemble a more archaic state of the language-5) but also concurrent 
Western European movements such as the fourteenth-century questione d.'lla 
lingua in Italy, which was focused on the need to establish a linguistic norm, 
as suggested by R. Picchio26. 

If one examines Camblak's panegyric in isolation, the only motive for 
Euthymius' book reform that can be construed from the text is his concern 
over the heresies that had resulted from the incorrect Slavonic translations. 
The conclusion to be reached, therefore, from Camblak's account is that Euthy­
mius was singularly motivated by a desire to preserve Orthodoxy in Bulga­
ria by routing out heresies through corrected religious texts. While Euthy­
mius no doubt believed this to be true, all of the heretical movements that 
challenged the Bulgarian Church, including Bogomilism, had been formed 
before the Slavic Christian period and, consequently, before the existence 
of Slavic translations of Greek Christian texts. Euthymius' motives for un­
dertaking his reform and writing original texts were, to a large extent, root­
ed in a sincere desire to raise the level of Bulgarian Orthodox literary cul­
ture and to save those that might, through the errors contained in incorrect 
translations of Greek texts, be led astray. 

One must also consider the political motive that Euthymius might also 
have had for undertaking his reform. The jurisdiction of the Trnovo patri­
archate had already been reduced by a decision on the part of Ivan Stracimir 
(Ivan Alexander's eldest son by his first wife, whom he divorced) to cut his 
territory of Vidin off from Trnovo's control, and Dobrudja was also put un­
der the authority of Constantinople's patriarch. Euthymius must have at 
least in part been intersted in demonstrating to Constantinople his own in-
dispensability and the indisputable role of Trnovo as a 1 eading cultural and 
religious center. The implication of this political message would be that 
Euthymius was endeavoring to prevent any further fragmentation of the power 
of the Bulgarian Church. 

As we have stated above. Euthymius' alleged innovation of a specific 
literary style ("word-weaving") connected with Ilesychasm will constitute 
the main focus of this study. Any doubts, however, regarding the existence 
of a book reform conducted by Euthymius must be put aside after considering 
the following facts. Euthymius did make translations of Greek texts; we know 
this, for many of them are extant. Furthermore, there must have been an offi­
cially sanctioned reform during his years at the Holy Trinity Monastery as 
hegemon. Camblak tells us explicitly that Euthymius made new translations 

-° This was merely one component of a larger humanistic revival in Byzantium. For 
a detailed study on the period of the Palaeologan Renaissance in Byzantine history and its 
impact on various art Forms, cf. R u n с i m a n, S. The Last Byzantine Renaissance. Cam­
bridge, 1970; В г é h i e r, L. La renovation artistique sous les Palcologucs ct le mouvement 
des idées. — In: Mélanges Charles Diehl. Vol. 2. Paris, 1930, 1-10; C h a t z i d a k i s , M. 
Classicisme et tendances populaire au XIVe siècle. Les recherches sur l'évolution du style. — 
In: Actes du XIVe Congrès International des Etudes Byzantines (6-12 Septembre, 1971, 
Bucarest). Vol. 1. Bucarest, 1974, 153—188; К r e s t e v, С Sur la renaissance balkani­
que au XIII e et XIVe siècles. — In: Actes du XII e Congrès International des Études By­
zantines. Vol. 3. Belgrade, 1964, 205-211; Ф р е й б е р г, Л. А., Т. В. П о п о в а . 
Византийская литература эпохи расивета, IX — XV вв. М., 1978; Л о с е в, А. Ф. Эс­
тетика Возрождения. М., 1978; and М е д в е д е в , И. П. Византийский гуманизм XIV— 
XV вв. М., 1976. 

го р i с с h i о, R. Early Humanistic Trends in the Turnovo School. — In: Bulgaria, 
Past and Present. Columbus (Ohio), 1976, 255-260. 
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into Slavonic of "divine books" because the old translations were faulty. For 
Camblak even to write that previous translations were inaccurate and led 
many Bulgarians to theological error would have in itself constituted a heresy 
had this not already been the received official position on the matter. Preci­
sely what Euthymius re-translated is not known in its entirety, but he did 
carry out translations; and Camblak must have been expressing accurately 
the contemporary view on the pre-existing Slavonic translations. 

The account by Camblak states unequivocally that Euthymius undertook 
a revision of translations cf certain religious texts from Greek into Bulgarian. 
It seems certain, however, that this measure must have involved more than 
simply the act of making new translations, but included the concept of an 
orthographic "reform". Perhaps this can be more accurately termed an or­
thographic "restoration" based on archaizing tendencies that sought to ap­
proximate the Church Slavonic of an earlier period, the period of the Cyrillo-
Methodian missions to the Slavs. Presumably, this restoration would result 
in a form of Slavonic that would be supranational and a lingua franca for all 
Slavs'27. The linguistic reform in Bulgaria — whether it was initiated by or 
simply continued by Euthymius — can be viewed as the Slavic reflection of 
similar tendencies in philology pursued by the Byzantines during the Palaeo-
logan Renaissance. They, too, were seeking to purify and re-establish the 
integrity of their literary language by reviving Attic Greek, or, rather, what 
they beîived to be Attic Greek. 

Neither of the sources, Camblak nor Kostenecki, states anything specific 
about an orthographic reform, but both (especially Kostenecki) provide suffi­
cient information to infer one. Regarding the passage from Camblak's pane­
gyric that we have already examined, Mathiesen and Goldblatt offer insights 
that helps us reconstruct what Euthymius' motives for continuing a literary 
reform may have been. Goldblatt sees Euthymius as having taken on his shoul­
ders a moral responsibility to preserve the Slavic Christian literary heritage 
intact for his fellow Bulgarians, ipso facto preserving Orthodoxy intact for 
them as well28. Mathiesen touches on the essence of the intimate tie between 
the word (here meant as a grammatical sense) and theological concepts des­
cribed by words — i .e . the relationship between signifier and signified — 
that must have existed in the mind of Euthymius and his contemporaries. 
If one assumes that such a tie exists, then heresy can be expressed not only 
through various theological concepts but even through the word itself30. 

Kostenecki offers much more information to infer an orthographic re­
form undertaken by Euthymius and his pupils. First of all Kostenecki es­
tablishes that his own understanding of textual correction has as much to do 
with orthography as it does with textual content. Kostenecki states his purpose 
for writing his Skazanie in the preface. He reveals a conviction that the cor­
rect transmission and interpretation of the theological message are inseparab­
ly linked with orthography30: "You who wish to write or teach. . . take notice 
that unless you first master the essence of all these letters and marks, all your 
labors are in vain. If you alter the position of any one of them, you transform 
the expression."31 

27 С ы р к у , П. A. Op. cit., 561-562, writes that Euthymius not only undertook 
an orthographic reform in order to correct texts, but he also wanted to make revisions so 
that they would be accessible to all the Slavs. 

28 G o l d Ы a t t, H. Op . cit. , 33-34. 
" M a t h i e s e n , R. Op . cil. , p. 28 . 
30 See G o l d Ы a t t, H. Op. cit. , p. 216, note 11. 
31 G o 1 d Ы a t t, H. Op. cit.. p. 105. 
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According to this view, each letter and diacritic mark itself is an auto­
nomous religious sign. Any change to these autonomous signs alters the re­
sulting signification of the whole text, which in itself is a heresy: "blasphemy 
in the letters is the enemy of God."3J 

Somewhat further on in the preface, Kostenecki echoes the same opi­
nion expressed by Camblak in his Slovo poxvalno, that the many translations 
of the Scriptures done in Slavonic were marred by error and led many astray: 
"The divine Scriptures have been brought forth from the Greek language many 
times by a host of translators. Yet through a lack of understanding the Scrip­
tures have been corrupted continuously."33 Kostenecki expresses this again 
in the first chapter of the work: "And the reason for writing this treatise is 
far from minor; rather it has grown out of the many evils that have endured 
for so long in the divine Scriptures."31 

In the third chapter. Kostenecki makes the point again, but here the 
context of orthography is clearer than in the two preceding passages. Here the 
phrase "writing in a corrupted manner" is to be understood as emendation 
and/or omission of letters and diacritics: "In our writings [as opposed to those 
of the Greeks], however, even if one hundred books were gathered together, 
no two books would be found to be the same and correct. . . Not only the letters 
and the antistixa but also such signs as the s t г о к a, m e z d o s t r o c y e , 
dasjia, a p o s t r o f b , varija, oksija, and perispomeni are ommitted, trans­
formed, or needlessly inserted. . .1 am obliged to state that both those who 
write in a corrupted manner and what they write should be committed to the 
fire."35 

After having made his position quite clear as to the link between ortho­
graphy and the correctness of religious message, Kostenecki repeats it yet 
again in Chapter 26, but this time it is discussed clearly in the context of the 
Trnovo School, stating explicitly that this kind of error in writing had al­
ready been eradicated there: "Yet how can unbelief not exist when so many 
blasphemies against God are introduced into the writings and when his com­
mandments are violated?. . . Evil must first be eradicated in the capital city. 
That is why the Trnovites restored the principle first in the capital city of 
Trnovo and then in all their lands."36 

The notion of an orthographic reform in Trnovo is further supported by 
the information contained in the heading to Chapter 2 of Kostenecki's Ska-
zane: "And how they [i. e. the Scriptures] were corrupted in our language, 
not only here [in Serbia] but among the Bulgarians. Yet after these things the 
Trnovites restored [them] perfectly in their own lands."37 

Perhaps the single most important passage from Kostenecki that sup­
ports the idea that under Euthymius there was a policy to correct the Slavic 
translations of Greek texts through an orthographic reform, or restoration, is 
found in the body of Chapter 2: "And the letters had also been lost in the Trno­
vo lands, but the tsar and the patriarch brought illumination. And behold, 
how much good they did through this, and not only then and in their own 
lands. For their plantings and foundation are forever and even now illuminate 
the surrounding kingdoms."38 

32 G o l d b 1 a t t, H. Op. cit., p. 113, chapter II. 
" G o l d b l a t t , H. Op. cit., p. 106. 
34 G о 1 d Ы a t t, H. Op. cit., p. 111. 
35 G o l d Ы a t t, H. Op. cit., 117-118. 
38 G o l d Ы a t t, H. Op. cit., p. 159. 
" G o l d Ы a t l, H. Op. cit., p. 112. 
38 G o l d Ы a t t, H. Op. cit., p. 114. 
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By "tsar", Kostenecki is surely referring to either Ivan Alexander or to-
Ivan Sisman; and by "patriarch", to Euthymius. Talev has tried to demon­
strate that Kostenecki was actually referring to a much earlier period in Bul­
garian history, namely the period of Byzantine control of the country from 
1018 to 1185, the period between the First and Second Bulgarian Empires39. 
Talev writes that Kostenecki did not know the names of the patriarch and 
tsar "otherwise he would have given them"40. Goldblatt offers an alternative 
explanation that should have been obvious to Talev, namely, that the names 
of the patriarch and tsar were so well known that it was unnecessary to state 
them41. Furthermore, Euthymius is already mentioned by name several lines 
above in this passage, so Kostenecki would not have to have repeated his name. 
Given the fact that in the preface he refers specifically to letters (pismena) in 
the sense of components of language and not solely in the general sense of "li­
terature" or "literary pursuits", I believe we can interpret "pismena" as "let­
ters" here, Consequently, we may understand that Euthymius (the "patri­
arch") saved the Bulgarian literary tradition through an orthographic reform 
and not merely through the carrying out of new translations. 

Kostenecki implies Euthymius' involvement in an orthographic reform. 
He writes that he himself is an "imperfect master" at this endeavor to which 
he has set out in this treatise (i. e. elaborating a system of orthography) be­
cause he "did not reach [the level of] that great master of Slavic letters, the 
Trnovo patriarch Euthymius. who truly revealed himself to be and even now 
is a light for those lands as far as the river called Marica, and in the Scythian 
lands and Zagore."42 

Euthymius left no treatise on the reasons, methods, or principles of his 
orthographic and literary reform, and we may assume that he never wrote 
such a treatise based on Kosteneèki's statement: "Even among the many men 
wondrous in their words, no one has ventured to concern himself with the art 
of correction. . ."4!! ". . .Though Euthymius was the most masterful one in the 
Trnovo lands, even he did not strive to write an affirmation of the letters si­
milar to what can be found in Greek writings, but only some partial expla­
nations. Yet because of this great authority, he had only to provide accurate 
instruction and lay the foundation of the doctrine. And evil was uprooted 
and no one stood against him."44 

In the first passage, Kosteneèki's statement that no one before him had 
concerned himself with "the art of correction" is not to be interpreted to mean 
that Euthymius never concerned himself with orthographic reform, but ra­
ther, he never concerned himself with the "art" of it, i. e. he never produced 
an elaborated guideline or manual. And even though Euthymius never pro­
duced a similar treatise, Kostenecki, nevertheless, states that Euthy­
mius provided some "partial" explanations of his orthographic reform and pro­
vided ample instruction to his pupils as to how to carry out the reform. 

Both of our sources — Camblak and Kostenecki —reveal a consistency 
in the information given about Euthymius' activities. Camblak focuses on the 
inaccuracy of the existing translations and on Euthymius' personal efforts in 
re-doing them so that they should reflect precisely the content of the original 

39 T a l e v, I. Op. cit., 170-173. 
40 T a 1 e v, I. Op. cit., p. 171. 
41 G о 1 d 1) 1 a t t, H. Op. cit., p. 219, note 19. 
42 G o l d b l a t t , H. Op. cit., p. 114, chapter II. 
4S G o l d b l a t t , H. Op. cit., p. I l l , chapter I. 
44 G о 1 d b 1 a t t, H. Op. cit., p. 114, chapter II. Concerning Kostenccki's referen­

ce to "partial explanations" see G о ! à b 1 a t t, op. cit., p. 220, note 22. 
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Greek. Kostenecki states the same opinion of the Slavic translations, as quot­
ed above, and singles out Euthymius for his success in saving letters in Bul­
garia. Kostenecki, as we have seen, offers us more information to support the 
notion that Huthymius contributed to an orthographic reform in addition to 
contributing new translations of texts. Regarding the consistency of the in­
formation contained in the two sources, we invoke Goldblatt: "Thus, Constantine 
Kostenecki's Skazanie and Gregory Camblak's Slovo poxvalno betray a common 
ideological attitude which assigns to Patriarch Euthymius of Trnovo a cen­
tral part in the revision of Slavic religious texts which took place in four­
teenth-century Bulgaria. Both works identify Euthymius' literary pursuits 
with a critical-philological program which aimed to restore uncorrupted edi­
tions of the Slavic writings through the use of authoritative models of linguis­
tic purity."45 

As has been shown herein, there have been attempts to disclaim any such 
reform by Euthymius and his Trnovo School centered at the Holy Trinity 
Monastery. For example, Talev's attempt to disprove a Euthymian ortho-
graphyc reform through a comparison of Ivan Alexander's Gospel (copied 
in 1355:6 into Church Slavonic before the supposed reform) with Euthymius' 
own Sluzebnik of 1370 have been deemed superficial and unacceptable46. 

Unfortunately, the questions surrounding an orthographic reform by 
Euthymius have become further distorted by the opposite extreme found in 
the scholarship: namely, inventing features of a Euthymian orthographic 
reform that have no factual bases. Mircev went so far as to elaborate specific 
points of an orthographic reform as conceived by Euthymius that can be 
found nowhere in the extant sources47. Only a careful consideration of the state­
ments we do have at our disposal — and not a hasty rejection or fabrica­
tion of them — will elucidate the questions under consideration. One must 
also consider the hypotheses advanced by scholars that the orthographic re­
forms of Euthymius represented nothing truly innovative but rather simply 
a systématisation and standardization of pre-existing trends48. 

Euthymius' own personal mission in undertaking his reform and its pre­
cise scope and characteristics must remain to us, for the time being, within 
the realm of conjecture. All we have is what the sources tell us. Just as the 
elaborate writing style that he employs in his own works has been consistent­
ly linked with Hesychasm — and erroneously so, as we have posited in pre­
vious studies49 — so has his orthographic and literary reform. 

" G o l d b l a t t . H . Op. cit., p. 35. 
46 Cf. T a l e v, I. Op. cit., 175-181; Goldblatt's rebuttal, op. cit., p. 24, fn. 48; also 

Horace Lunt's review of Talev—In: Slavic and Eastern European Journal, 17. 1973, 488-
491. 

17 M ii p ч е в, К. Историческа граматика на старобългарски език. С , 1963,54—55. 
See also А н г е л « в, Б. Старобългарски писатели. С , 1981, р. 109. 

4S See, for example, Я и н м и р с к и й, А. И. Григорий Цамблак: очерк его жиз­
ни, административной и книжной деятельности. СПб., 1904; M о s i п, V. „Revolucije" 
и istoriji slarogsrpskog pravopisa. — Bibliolekar 15.6, 1953, 465-474; \ e d e 1 j k о v i с, О. 
Pravopis ,;resavske skole" i Konstantin Filosof. — In: Srpska knjizevnost u knjizevnoj kri-
tici. Vol. 1. Beograd. 1972. 467-475: Н е д е л ь к о в и ч . О . Знаки ударений в сербских до-
ресавских рукописях. — Slavia 37. 1, 1967, 24-32; H e д е л ь к о в и ч, О. Знаки ударе­
ний в средневековных сербских рукописях. — In: Источники и историография славянского 
средневековья. М., 1967, 101-134; N e d e l j k o v i c , О. Problem radjanja resavskog 
pravopisa povelje iz doba kneza Lazara. — In: О knezu Lazaru. Belgrad, 1975, 243-254. 

4a Sec H é b e r t , M. Hesychasm, Word-Weaving, and Slavic Hagiography (The 
Literary School of Patriarch Euthymius). Munich, 1992; H é b e r t , M. Towards a Rede­
finition of Word-Weaving; The Trnovo School and the Second South Slavic Influence Recon­
sidered. — Harvard Studies in Slavic Linguistics, 2 (forthcoming, August, 1993). 
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lovine writes that Kostenecki's treatise is the "only source which can 
provide a clarification of the relation between the basic philosophy of the 
Euthymian reforms and Hesychast theory."50 This echoes D. S. Lixacev's 
own assertions that Kostenecki was, in expressing a relationship between ortho­
graphy and orthodoxy, exposing a specifically Hesychastic attitude to lan­
guage. As Lixacev states: "Исихасты видели в слове сущность обозначае­
мого им явления, в имени божьем — самого бога"51; moreover, Lixacev 
uses Kostenecki as an illustration of this point52. There is nothing, however, 
in Kostenecki's Сказание that permits us to conclude that Kostenecki's ex­
pressed view of linguistic conservatism was connected with Hesychasm, though 
indeed he was probably a practicing Hesychast himself. 

Both the actual scope of the Euthymian linguistic and literary reforms 
and the precise relationship of his activities to Hesychasm deserve reconsi­
deration in light of what the textual accounts of Camblak and Kostenecki 
state. For want of more textual evidence in metaJiterary writings and in the 
original writings of Euthymius himself to support a linguistic and literary 
reform on whatever scale and in whatever connection to the mystical move­
ment of Byzantine Hesychasm, the issues presented herein should be approa­
ched with caution. 

Морис. Ебер (Чапел Хил, Северна. Каролина, САЩ) 
ЛИНГВИСТИЧНАТА И ЛИТЕРАТУРНАТА РЕФОРМА НА 
ПАТРИАРХ ЕВТИМИЙ: ЗАВРЪЩАНЕ КЪ-Ч ИЗВОРИТЕ 

(Резюме) 

Целта на статията е да се проучат и апализират Похвално слово на Григорий 
Цамблак и Сказание за буквите на Константин Костенечки, за да се въз-
становят мотивите, поради конто Евти.мий предприема своите правописни 
и литературни реформи. Хипотезите, конто отричат участието на Евтимий 
в литературната и езиковата реформа (с твърдения, че всички значителни 
реформи са били извършени много преди него), и хипотезите, конто преу-
величават ролята му, трябва да бъдат лреосмислени в контекста на кон-
кретните писмени свидетелства за усилията му. В статията се стига до за-
ключението, че преди Евтимий са правени значителни опити за правописни 
реформи и има и постижения в областта на превода в Търново. Въпреки 
това трябва да бъдат отхвърлени всякакви съмнения относно съществува-
нето на книжовната реформа, прокарвана от Евтимий, като се вземат пред-
вид посочените по-горе два важни средновековни извора. 

" l o v i n e , M. Op. cit., p. 71. 
51 Л и х а ч е в, Д. С. Некоторые задачи изучения второго южнославянского влия­

ния в России. — In: Исследования по славянскому литературоведению и фольклорис­
тике, Доклады советских ученых на IV Международном съезде славистов. AI., 1960, 
95-151. 

52 Л и х а ч е в, Д. С. Op. cit., 99-114. 
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