


Slavonic at the Studios monastery in Constantinople in the 12th century by
order of Novgorod. He therefore uses the term ,,Hosropoackue muneun“ for the
whole cycle of Russian reading menologia found in various collections of Rus-
sian monasteries and cathedrals, although the Troice Sergiev monastery, which
has never been under Novgorod jurisdiction, has one of the largest transmitted
collections. His explanation as to why the June and August menologia were not
translated is basically that they were not available in the Studios monastery by
the 12th century, because these volumes had previously been transferred to the
Grottaferrata monastery south of Rome. The two transferred manuscripts are
Vaticanus gr. 1671°, a reading menologion for August, and Vaticanus gr. 1667, a
reading menologion for June®. The date of the transfer of these manuscripts
from Constantinople to Italy is again used as an argument for the dating of the
translation of the Slavonic menologia to the 12th century.

Although Afinogenov’s hypothesis might seem convenient for some schol-
arly circles, in which it might be useful, amongst other things, to diminish the
role of Bulgaria (and Poland-Lithuania) as the transmitter of Byzantine culture
to Russia, I find it highly problematic to follow Afinogenov’s argument on these
issues for a number of reasons which I shall come back to below. It is, however,
first necessary to comment on the methodology he used in studying these ques-
tions.

In his analysis, Afinogenov explicitly:

1. Overlooked the homiletic component of the menologia.

2. Overlooked the texts of Slavonic origin.

3. Assumed that a monthly reading menologion was the basis for any group
of more than approximately 10 texts, which do not clearly have other sources,
like the Synaxarion or other collections,

4. Stated that the VMC of Makarij cannot serve as a basis for the study of
the menologion tradition, because it contains so many texts of other origins.

5. Used as an a priori assumption, the complete menologia are viewed as a
whole, and it is assumed that they arrived in Russia as a single complex.

The first point is based on the fact that the homiletic component was quite
variable in both the Byzantine and the Slavonic tradition, and that the presence
or absence of a particular text would prove little or nothing regarding the origi-
nal content of the menologion. It is not difficult to agree with Afinogenov that
the homiletic material in the menologia varied a lot; this was shown by Ehrhard’.
However, as Ehrhard noted, the homiletic material was in many cases a later
addition to the mennlogion tradition, and the presence of many homilies in a
menologion would, in his view, be one sign that a menologion was of rather late
date. Furthermore, the addition of particular homilies, including homilies of
South Slavonic authors, is a sign that the Slavonic menologion tradition was

S The manuscript was one of the four August menologia studied by Ehrhard, see: Ehrhard, A.
Uberlieferung und Bestand der hagiographischen und homiletischen Literatur der griechischen Kirche
von den Anfingen bis zum Ende des 16. Jahrhunderts. Erster Teil. Leipzig, 1937, 673-676.

¢ This manuscript wa- studied by Ehrhard as well, as one of five monthly June menologia partly
preserved. See Ehrhard, A. Op. cit., 641-645.

" Ibidem, 438-701.
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influenced by Bulgarian and Serbian authors. Thus, I believe any serious scholar
should also take into account the homiletic material, both the translated homi-
lies and the original Slavonic homilies in the menologia. They help date a pos-
sible Byzantine prototype of the menologia, and they give important clues as
regards the possible paths of transmission within the Slavia Orthodoxa.

This brings us to Afinogenov second point; that the specific Slavonic textual
maitcrial can be ignored. This is problematic not only in the case of the homi-
letic material, but even more so in the case of Slavonic lives of saints, and parti-
cularly the South Slavonic ones. The presence of texts written for Bulgarian and
Serbian saints like John of Rila and Savas the Serb would hardly have been
possible if the menologia were copied in Constantinople or Russia and had no
link at all to the Bulgarian or Serbian literary heritage.

Afinogenov’s third point is equally problematic. As Ehrhard showed, there
were various forms of reading menologia in the Byzantine world. The presence
of 10 texts for a given month is hardly sufficient to prove that the original was a
menthly menologion. Menologia covering three or four months could also in-
clude more than 10 texts for a given month. Also, it is difficult to prove whether
a set of half-monthly menologia could be the basis for the translation. A half-
monthly menologion could appear for purely technical reasons; e.g. if there were
too many folios for a particular month to be included in one manuscript.

Regarding the fourth point, Afinogenov is correct in his view of the VMC.
They are, as Makarij pointed out himself in the preface to each volume®, col-
lected on the basis of several different sources. For the purposes of studying the
content and origin of the reading menologia, it thus makes more sense to study
the contents of pure (non-Makarian) reading menologia. However, Afinogenov
breaks his own rule by using the textual quality of excerpts from three March
texts from the VMC to “prove” that the Russian March menologia are a distinct
translation compared to the same texts found in the Codex Suprasliensis®. 1
shall come back to this point and show that the comparison of the March texts
is a major flaw in his work, and that this error regarding the March texts is by
itself evidence enough to refute his hypothesis. Indeed, it was already noted by
Archimandrite Sergij that a manuscript in the same tradition as Codex
Suprasliensis was the basis for the Slavonic menologia of the 15th and 16th
centuries: ,,oHa CIIYXHTb OCHOBaHIEM ueTiHXb MuHeH XV u XVI Bekops™'’.

The fifth point is Afinogenov’s own hypothesis that the various volumes of
the reading menologia were translated and transferred to Russia as a single com-
plex. I believe that the textual material transmitted to us is enough to assume
that a full cycle of monthly reading menologia once existed in Slavonic transla-
tion. The cycle has been partly preserved and partly lost, something which has
led io attempts to reconstruct it. The degree to which each volume was pre-
served by the 15th century was different for cach monthly volume. The exact

#See for example the fareword to the March volume in: Die GroBen Lesemenien des Metropoliten
Makarij, Uspenskij spisok. 1-11. Mirz. Ed. E. Weiher ¢t al. (=Monumenta Linguae Slavicac dialecti
veteris. T. 39). Freiburg, 1997, Ir.

*Adpunorenos J. E Op. cit,c 276,

"Ceprwi, apxue. Op. cit. T. 1, ¢. 266.
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content of the original translation cannot fully be restored, except for the month
of March, and perhaps for February and July. Based on the presence of Uspenskij
sbornik", and fragments in various manuscripts of the 13th and 14th centuries,
the Russian menologia reconstructed in the 15th century were based on books
that originally came to Russia at different points in time. At a certain point
during the 15th century, there must have been a concerted effort to restore a full
cycle of reading menologia covering the whole year. Some of the volumes thus
needed to be restored almost from scratch, like the volumes for June and Au-
gust, whereas others were only slightly revised and completed, as was the case
with the months of September, December and May.

Various parts of the menologion tradition have been preserved in manu-
scripts all over Slavia Orthodoxa. If Afinogenov were right with his hypothesis,
Russia itself would indeed have had the role of ,,xynbTypa mocpenuuna®, from
where much of the hagiographic repertoire of Serbian, Bulgarian, Moldavian
and Ruthenian manuscripts originated, rather than the other way around.

Some manuscripts were amended over time, with the addition of texts con-
sidered interesting by the various copyists. In general, the development of the
menologion tradition in the Slavonic area was much the same as it had been
earlier in Byzantium. The contents of each manuscript varied somewhat, and
new saints were added, particularly from the Slavonic area. It is plausible to
assume that the Archbishopric of Novgorod played a major role in the transmis-
sion of the reconstructed menologia. However, it cannot be proven that the
texts were translated or edited there, nor is there any historical evidence that
Novgorod ordered such books from Constantinople.

My argument will start with a comment on the history of the transmission of
the texts for the March volume, and I shall also present textual evidence from
an important text from the October menologion, which may illustrate how the
texts changed through their transmission history in the Slavia Orthodoxa. If it
were true that the texts of the Suprasliensis and the March texts of the Russian
menologia represent two different translations, then both sets of translations
must have been made on the basis of the same Greek pre-metaphrastic March
menologion. All transmitted pre-metaphrastic menologia studied by Ehrhard
show that each particular manuscript had a distinct content. Since the content
of the Russian menologia is almost identical with the content of Codex Supras-
liensis, except for the days when Codex Suprasliensis has lacunas, both transla-
tions must thus have been made from the same source, but several centuries
apart. This would be too great a coincidence. Based on the content of the March
volume alone, it may be considered proven that the March texts in the various
Russian menologia generally stem from the same tradition as Codex Supras-
liensis.

There are significant textual differences between some of the texts in Codex
Suprasliensis and the Russian menologia of the 15th and 16th century. These
textual differences, which only concern a few of the texts in the March menologia,

"Kussepckan, O.A,B. . lembanos M B.Jlanox, C.KoTkoB. Ycnenckuit c6opuux
XII-XIII sB. M., 1971.
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are so large that Afinogenov came to the conclusion that they are different
translations. However, he generalized this and thought the same was the case
for all the March texts. The textual differences between Codex Suprasliensis
shown by Afinogenov are taken from what he says are three random texts, the
Martyrion of Kondratios (BHG 359), the Martyrion of Vasilios and Kapitos (Not
in BHG), and the Life of Gregory, Pope of Rome (BHG 721), and he only shows
the Slavonic text, without reference to the Greek source. The differences are
largely orthographic, but they also concern syntax, word order and morphology.
They are so significant that it is not immediately obvious, that it is the same
translation. Differences like these show the difficulty a scholar faces when study-
ing translated texts with a long transmission history in the Slavonic area. When
referring to the Russian menologia, I have in mind in particular the 16th-century
reading menologion from the Kirillo-Beloozersk monastery, RNB Kir.-Bel. 13/
12522 and a March menologion originally from the Holy Trinity Lavra at Sergiev
Posad, RGB MDA 6 (92)". They are textually very close to the Volokolamsk
menologion referred to by Afinogenov, but contains more texts.

Of the three texts mentioned by Afinogenov as representing a different trans-
lation from Codex Supraslienis, he is probably only correct in the case of the
Martyrion of Vasilios and Kapitos of Chersonnesos. Together with the Life of
James the monk and the Life of Aninas, it is one of three texts not attributed to
a specific date in Codex Suprasliensis, added after the homily part of the manu-
script. None of them is found in the same translation in the Russian menologia;
the Life of James the monk is not known to me in the Russian tradition at all,
whereas the Life of Aninas is found in a clearly different translation in the Rus-
sian menologia. Virtually all the other texts in Codex Suprasliensis are very close
textually to the Russian menologia, and it is immediately evident that they rep-
resent the same translations, but there are some which show textual differences.

Afinogenov’s choice of the martyrion of Kondratios as an example to illus-
trate a text allegedly translated in the 12th century is particularly ironic. The text
is found in a famous fragment of only two folios; a Russian parchment manu-
script, RNB Pogodin 64, dated to the beginning of the 11th century; one of the
oldest surviving Eastern Slavonic texts'“. The Slavonic text as it is found Zaimov
and Kapaldo’s edition of Codex Suprasliensis is quite different from the corre-
sponding Greek text shown in parallel. BojadZiev presents a detailed compari-
son of the readings of Pogodin 64" with the corresponding readings of Codex
Suprasliensis and the Greek version, and shows that there are some textual dif-
ferences, some of which are purely orthographic, others more semantic. How-

12 This manuscript remains unstudied. It is only listed and dated in the typewritten catalogue of the
Russian National Library: Bubauotexa Kupunno-Benosepckoro monacthips. T. 2. J1., 1985, c. 433,

1*J1e o Hu 1, apxuM. CBeieHHE O CIABSHCKUX PYKOMUCAX, NOCTYMAIOWNX U3 KHHroxpauunuiia Cs.
Tpouukoi Ceprueoii Jlaspsl B 6ubnuoreky Tpouukoii gyxosHoit Cemunapuu B 1747 rony. Bein. 1.
M., 1887, 42—46.

“See: b o s xxues, A. XKutuero Ha cB. KoHApaT — IbpBOHAYAIHATA HCTOPHS Ha HErOBUS
CIaBAHCKH TEKCT M Pa3sBHTHETO Ha CTapoObJrapckata MpaBONHCHA CHCTEMa C rojiaM ep. — B:
Kupuno-Meronnesckn crynun. Kn. 10. C., 1995, 46-81.

S RNB Pogodin 64 is edited in: T o T, U. X. XKutre Koapara. — Studia Slavica Hungarica, 21,
1975, 237-275.
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ever, only in the English summary of the article does he conclude that there are
two translations based on two different Greek versions of the text. His article is
concerned more with linguistic analysis than with the question of whether the
two texts represent two different translations. Now, since the Russian menologia
have a translation which differs from the one found in Codex Suprasliensis too,
it is worthwhile examining which version of this text they follow, RNB Pogodin

64, or Codex Suprasliensis. I therefore present some of the examples shown by

Bojadziev and add the readings in the Russian menologia as they are found in

VMC, which represents a text almost identical with the non-Makarian meno-

logia.

1. Pogodin 64 la 1-7 ... ntx3 o T¢B%, ZBPA TBOEMO AQPBINORENHIA o CKOpBe oiso
HPGI\O)KH CAe KON,A,‘)A’I"I; PC“iG s MOE ,A,‘)’LZNOBGNHGV' NH TA1 » NH ?'b' NH HN'B“K 0:
OTBNATH 0T MeNe MokeT+; (om. Supr.); VMC 94cd 6 vpnisxa o Tess, ZgA TROe
Ay%z}nwaen]’\a- cKopse O\j‘BW Ey't;/\w&m,c\- KON,A,‘)A pedes Moe ,A,P’LZNWRGHTG « NH Tbl
NH LIAPh TEO NH HNB KTWe WHATH W MENE MOKETS.

2. Pogodin 64 1a 10-11 1 no amers pacnath; Cod. Supr. 100, 29-30 # na Afert
MPOTAMBLLE; VMC 94c¢d 13 H no ACKE PACIATH.

3. Pogodin 64 la 12-13 paun cgoe uma; Cod. Supr. 101,1 nortxas cn fima; VMC
94cd 14 P'u,H (BOE HMA.,

The Russian menologia in these and all other cases I investigated follow the
readings of Pogodin 64 rather than Codex Suprasliensis, and represent a text
essentially identical with Pogodin 64. This is obviously extremely significant.
The Martyrion of Kondratios is together with the Martyrion of Thekla in the
September menologia'’, the only text in the Russian menologion tradition which
can positively be traced to the Kievan period. Pogodin 64 is a Russian manu-
script, but the text is identified as a Bulgarian translation by various scholars as
early as the 19th century'®. The martyrion of Kondratios is one of the texts in the
March menologion found in a somewhat different version in Codex Suprasliensis
and the Russian menologia. However, since the oldest witnesses of the text are
of approximately the same age, it is not immediately obvious which one is older.
One significant result of BojadZiev’s research is that the version in Pogodin 64
presents readings which in many cases are closer to the Greek original than
Codex Suprasliensis. Whether these are two different translations, or whether
one of the two versions represents a revision of the first is an important ques-
tion. However, it is probably a Bulgarian matter: the Russian scribes have con-
tributed little to the development of the text, and certainly almost nothing after
Pogodin 64 was written.

The significant textual differences can have arisen for different reasons. The
orthographic variations are obvious. The orthography of the various forms of
the Church Slavonic language underwent significant transformations from the
beginning, in the 10th or 11th century, until the 16th century, in all the Slavonic

' Die GroBien Lesemenien..., 93cd-98cd.

7See: T o T, U. X. Kurne ®exnsr. ~ Studia Slavica Hungarica, 22, 1976, 233-270.

18 See, e.g., Ja gi ¢, V. Zur Berichtigung der altrussischen Texte. I. Das Fragment der Passio s.
Condrati. — Archiv fiir slawische Philologie, 4, 1882, 224-228.
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countries where the Cyrillic alphabet was in use. A copyist in the 16th century
would use the orthography of his time when copying older manuscripts. How-
ever, if he copied very old manuscripts, some traits of their older orthography
could influence him too. In the case of the Codex Suprasliensis however, 1
believe the main reason why the copies of the 16th century are textually so
different, is the awkward language of the original Preslav translation, which is so
literal that it is difficult to understand. What was poor Bulgarian in the 10th
century, must have been considered almost incomprehensible to a Russian of
the 16th century. I believe that the editor of the Russian menologia in the 15th
century may have modernised the language and made it more comprehensible.

But this is a process that began earlier, and I shall present an example from
the October menologion that may illustrate the process that started in the South
Slavonic area. In some cases the revisions must have been made in the same
place where the original translation was made and where the Greek protograph
was available to be used for revisions of the original translation. Revisions like
that of the Martyrion of Kondratios referred to above may be the result of a
discourse in Preslav about translation technique, or the result of a kind of qual-
ity control of the translation work, resulting in several different versions of each
translated text.

Unlike the March menologion, the texts in the October menologion are found
in South Slavonic manuscripts from the 14th century. Even the Serbian manu-
scripts containing menologia for the autumn months show traits of the same
development as many of the Russian manuscripts, but they also show many
specific readings. T have in mind in particular the important 14th-century Decani
94, which is a reading menologion for September-November and contains about
50 translated hagiographic texts'®. In almost all cases, the texts represent the
same translations as the various Russian monthly menologia for September,
October and November. A few of the texts are of particular interest as they may
show how a text developed over time in the Slavonic areas. One such text is the
Life of Hilarion the Great (October 21). It is part of almost all October menologia
and is preserved in a number of manuscripts written in Serbia, Bulgaria, and
Russia, and the text is also found outside the menologion tradition.

The Life of Hilarion the Great is a text originally written in the 4th or early
5th century in Latin by the Church Father Jerome. There are three Greek trans-
lations, which are quite different from each other (BHG 751z, BHG 752, BHG
753), originally possibly going back to twc original translations, although the
exact relationship between them seems unclear and is disputed, but this is not
important for our purposes here®. One translation is known to have been made
during Hilarion’s lifetime by a certain Sofronios, but it is not clear which trans-
lation this is. There is also a version of Symeon Metaphrastes, which has not

¥ T am indebted to Klimentina Ivanova, who originally advised me on this extremely interesting
manuscript collection. The manuscript is dated to the 1340s or 1350s.See:Tpoananosuh-Ila-
juh,M,P.CTaunxc su h PykonucHe xmure MaHacTiupa BUCOKH levanu. Bonenn 3uauu u
natupame. Beorpan, 1995, 34-35.

2See: Strout, R. The Greek versions of Jerome’s Vita Sancti Hilarionis. - In: Oldfather, W.
A. Studies in the text tradition of St. Jerome’s vitae patrum. Urbana, 1943, 312-394.

3 TNaneobynrapuka, ku. 1 33



been published (BHG 755). The Church Slavonic versions are translations of
BHG 753, which Strout calls “the free translation, version 2” and which occurs
in only four Greek manuscripts and, in my view, there is really only one transla-
tion of it into Church Slavonic?. Strout knew of a Church Slavonic translation
of this version based on some help she received from John Kivko and Roman
Jakobson, and presented a stemma including a Church Slavonic translation,
which is the one found in the VMC® and which she shows is closest to the
Greek manuscripts Parisinus gr. 1540 (11th century) and Vaticanus 1589 (10th
century).

Strout based her comparison of the Greek and Latin versions on parts of the
text in four 16th-century manuscripts only, GIM Car. 174, GIM Usp. 986, RNB
Sof. 1317, and RNB Kir.-Bel. 1285%. The first three of these manuscripts are
indeed the three manuscripts of the VMC; the other is the version found in the
menologion tradition discussed above. It is indeed highly probable, although
Strout does not say so explicitly, that Jakobson and Kivko worked with the
published text of the VMC, rather than with the manuscripts themselves. This
text is the result of the “correction” of the VMC text based on RNB Kir.-Bel. 19/
1258, due to mistakes in folio order in the prototype of the VMC text. Strout’s
findings should not be disputed however: a quick comparison of the text, as it is
published in the Sobornik of Nil Sorskij*, shows that all the chapters of the
Greek “free translation, version two” have been translated, and that in all cases
where there are significant differences between the Greek manuscripts, the
Slavonic version follows the readings of the two aforementioned Greek manu-
scripts. The text in the Sobornik is close to the version quoted by Tvorogov, in
the 17th-century RNB Solov. 814/924. This latter manuscript is indeed probably
a copy of the text of Nil Sorskij, who possibly revised his text slightly compared
to its immediate prototype, as he did in the case of several other texts. Nil
Sorskij probably did not use a menologion as a prototype; the version in the
Sobornik is closer to Pogodin 71b than to the version in the VMC. The Serbian
manuscript D also presents all chapters of the Greek archetype, but it is clearly
somewhat different from the version in the Russian manuscripts.

Tvorogov maintains that there are at least two Slavonic translations of the
Life of Hilarion, and asserts that they are based on different Greek prototypes.
Tvorogov also maintains that the version published in the VMC is copied from
a manuscript with the folios out of order. Then, in the printed edition of the
VMC, the 19th-century editor of the VMC corrected it based on one of the
menologia mentioned above, RNB Kir.-Bel. 19/1258, which however represents
a version of the life closer to Pogodin 71b. He bases his assumption on a com-

2 Ibidem, 339-394.

2 Benukue Muneu YetsH, cobpaHHble BCepOCCHICKUM MHTpoNOauTOM MaxkapueM. OkTa6ps,
nau 19-31, CIT6., 1880, col. 682-1732. See also C € p r u i, apxuen. Op. cit. T. 2. Y. 2, 453-454.

3 Strout quotes the number 1285, a mistake that goes back to the edition of the VMC. The editor
has compared the text in the VMC manuscript with Kir.-Bel. 19/1258 rather than 1285 and the
incorrect number stems from the editor of the VMC rather than from Strout. See Teoporos, O.B.
Hpesuepycckune yerbu cOopuukn XII-XIV 8. — TOJPIL, 44, 1990, c. 211.

#Jléunurpen, T. I1. Cobopuux Huna Copckoro. U. 2. M., 2002, 79-158.
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parison of the translation of chapter 41 of the Greek prototype in the VMC and
in RNB Pogodin 71b®. It is easy to agree with Tvorogov that there are at least
two traditions of the text in Church Slavonic translation; however, they are based
on the same aforementioned Greek version, and they probably represent one
original translation of the text.

When studying a hagiographic text like the Life of Hilarion, one must bear
in mind that the original was written in Latin by the Church Father Jerome. His
style is different from that of his contemporary Greek hagiographers, and it is
more ornamented than the early Byzantine simple style. Probably for this rea-
son, most Greek translations are quite free, often simplifying the Latin. Only
the so-called Samos translation is fairly literal, but it is only transmitted in one
single mdnuscript of the 16th century (BHG 751z), and it is probably a much
later Greek translation of the Latin text®. Still, even the freer Greek translations
present a significantly more complex text, from a linguistic point of view, than
most other Byzantine hagiographic texts from the early Byzantine period. Thus,
the Slavonic translator faces additional problems when translating this text. It
could indeed be the case that the original Slavonic translation was so awkward
for later readers that it was thoroughly revised by later scribes. In order to exam-
ine this question, it is necessary to go into some detail, which includes the com-
parison of passages from various early manuscripts. Fortunately, the text is pre-
served in several early manuscripts, including some South Slavonic manuscripts
of the 14th century, amongst them the NBKM 10397, as well as D. Since there
are so many early Slavonic textual witnesses to the text, from various places, it
becomes more feasible to come to clear conclusions about the history of its
transmission in the whole Slavonic area. The following presents a short com-
parison between three important Slavonic textual witnesses, Pogodin 71b, D,
and S1, and the corresponding passages in the published Greek text of version
2, free translation.

Greek (all manuscripts) Inc: Tod pokaplotdTov Kol (pikou 700 0gD Ilapiovog
MV moAlteiov ocvowpoc(psoeou uekkwv roug £XeIVOD npschng TOV
Kbplov napaxor®d, ®ote 16 tod ayiov nvedpotog avtod dobnvat pot
Adyov,

RNB Pogodin 71b (P) Inc: BAKENEBHLLIAMO £ Apyra BKHIA HAAPHWHA KHTHIE ¢ HATTHCATH
XOTA TOro MATBMH TATE MOAK CA RAKO e AXMb K10 AATH MH CAORO,

RNB Sof. 1385 (8) Inc: EMKGNM‘O H Apovra BAIA HAAPIONA KHTiE NAYHNAK CITHCATH,
MATEAMH €10 MAK CA FEH AACTH MH AXOMb CROHMb AANO MH ESAET CAOEO,

Decani (D) Inc: BA)KGNNAM‘O H ,A,PO\LII‘A XBA HAAPIWHA KHTHH NAYHNAIO HCMHCATH,
MATEAMH 1670 MAIO ¢ TEH AACTBI IeMb AXOMb TEOHMb AANO MH ESAET CAORO,

VMC Inc (Edition)*: BaaxenHoro u apyra 6oxia Mnapiona xuTie HauMHAIO
CMUCATH MOJIMTBAMH ero Mojrocs ['ocnonesu na CeaThiMB [lyXOMBb CBOMMD
IaHo MU OyIeTh CJIOBO,

Strout, R. Op. cit.,, p. 389. See also TBo poro s, O.B. Op. cit., 211-212.

%Strout, R. Op.cit, 311-332,

7Crosauos M, Xp. Ko nos. Onuc na ciassackure pbkonucu B Coduiickata HapoaHa
6ubnuotexa. T. 3. C., 1964, 246-252.

% Benukue Munen YertbH, oxTa6pb, auu 19-31, c16. 1682.
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RNB Kir.-Bel. 19/1258 (K) Inc (Edition): BiaxenHoro u apyra 6oxia Mnapiona
XKUTie IHCATH XOTA MOJIMTBAMH €ro MOJIocs Borosu sko na dyxoMb ero
J1aHO MU OYAETH CJIOBO,

Chapter 2 starts as follows:

Ikapw)v 'cowuv 0 a'ytog Q) UEV yavm v non?»ouc‘cwog, ano koung Ovada,

KEWEVNG OO nev*ca wAiov g téieng Ialng ntpog votov.

P: Aaphwnz OISO TN POAOMD BT OYEO MAAGCTHNHND 0T3 CH o\fzx4>'z,| CEAA A €

NOMPHLIHXB 0T TPAAL FAZBCKA.

S HAA‘)IH 0\[30 ¢TbiH ’?OAOMB NAACCTHNHNB W RéCH HO\j"OvA CO\I‘LUA RAAAE W I‘PAAA I‘AZBCKAI‘O
¢ nonprlye
D: Haapit 5o ThiN fOAOMb BO BE MAACCTHNRANHNL W BbeeH ZOEOMbIE HOTA oLy W rgzx

AAAK I‘AZLCKA[‘O € ﬂOﬂPHLI.Ib

VMC: Unapiit y60 CBATBIA POXOMB NAJIECTHHHHD, OTB BecH lyea, cyma Bams
oTb rpaza I'aseckoro 10 nmonpums....
K: Unapion y6o CBATBIF POJOMB MANIECTHHHHD, OTH BecH lyadsnl, cyma Bmans

OTBH rpaaa ['a3bCKOro Ha NMATH NOMPHINAXb....

The difference in incipit between the Slavonic manuscripts is again typical.
Pogodin 71b is a representative of a text very close to the original translation. It
is extremely literal, retaining the syntax and even the word order of the Greek
original. It is the only one retaining the original translation of xeiuévng into
ceAA, which is a strange way to use this Slavonic word, which has then been
changed into covia.

S, which represents the non-Makarian reading menologion tradition, has a
version of the text where the original translation is slightly revised and made
much easier to read, at least for a modern reader. It has a more distinct Slavonic
syntax and a free word order compared to the Greek original. But it is faithful to
the original when it comes to rendering the meaning of the individual passages.
D, the earliest South Slavonic witness to the text, again has its own particular
readings, which make it differ significantly from the Russian manuscripts. Still,
it shows a development of the text from the original translation, which shows
some uniformity with the Russian menologion tradition. However, the Russian
textual tradition of the text originates from South Slavonic manuscripts closer
to the original than D is.

It is indeed quite interesting that even an experienced scholar like Tvorogov
could come to the conclusion, that the two traditions of the text represent two
distinct translations of the text. This is the same view as Afinogenov took, studying
the March texts. In my view, however, the main corpus of the menologion cycle
represents a typical Preslav type of translation, which is so literal that later Slavonic
editors of the menologion cycle felt it necessary to revise it thoroughly; a revi-
sion that started in the South Slavonic area, and possibly continued in Russia,
and possibly included some Russification of the language. In the case of only a
few texts is it possible to prove that later revisions of the Slavonic translations
were made with the help of the Greek original.

The comparison of the VMC and the representatives of the non-Makarian
menologion tradition show that the revision of the text was not (only) under-
taken by Makarij’s scribes, but was mainly the result of earlier efforts. This is
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the same finding, indeed, as with many other texts. In the case of the Life of
Hilarion it can be shown that the development of the text from the original
translation to the version found in the VMC happened in stages. The text found
in RNB Kir.-Bel. 19/1258 is shown in footnotes to the text of the VMC, and
represents something between the text of Pogodin 71b and the text found in
VMC. In VMC some of Hilarion’s miracles are deleted from the text and these
are retained in the text of Pogodin 71b and K. Some scholars often point to the
possibility that Russian copyists compared old translations with the Greek original
and corrected them. But such scholars virtually never present evidence of this,
and I believe that most comparisons of different versions of texts do not pro-
vide such evidence; neither is there any evidence that there were any significant
numbers of copyists in Russia with enough knowledge of the Greek language to
make such corrections, nor any libraries with any significant number of Greek
manuscripts,

Since only fragments of the monthly October menologion have been pre-
served in the Greek tradition, it is rather difficult to say with complete certainty
which Greek version of the Life of Hilarion the Great was originally part of the
pre-metaphrastic monthly menologion. However, Parisinus gr. 1540, which to-
gether with Parisinus gr. 1506, represents the Greek version closest to the Church
Slavonic translation, and in Ehrhard’s view originally comprised a single manu-
script, is one of only two examples of two-monthly pre-metaphrastic menologia
for the months of September and October®. The Slavonic translation of the Life
of Hilarion can thus certainly be linked to the pre-metaphrastic menologion
tradition, although not specifically with the one-month type.

The September menologia represent additional evidence regarding the de-
velopment of the Slavonic menologia. The Russian September menologia, and 1
have primarily in mind the Russian September menologia T=RGB TSL 663, V=
RGB Vol. 590, K= RNB Kir.-Bel. 16/1255, and M= RGB MDA 88, are obvi-
ously based on a pre-metaphrastic menologion. However, a lacuna probably
appeared in an early example of it for September 27-29, which was later filled in
with metaphrastic texts on Chariton the confessor and Kyriakos the Hermit,
and a text which does not belong in the September menologia at all, the Life of
Zosimas. Only the Ruthenian manuscript L, originally stemming from the Suprasl
monastery, now in the collections of the Lithuanian Academy in Vilnius, F 19 N
79 (192) from the 16th century preserves the original texts™. It is a menologion
covering the months of September to November on 663 folia, and it contains
much of the same textual material for the autumn months as the Russian
menologia. L retains the pre-metaphrastic vitae of Chariton and Kyriakos and is
possibly the only Slavonic witness to these texts. If the September volume of
the reading menologion was copied in Constantinople by order of Novgorod,
why are the original texts for the end of September only preserved in a Ruthenian
manuscript?

“Ehrhard. A.Op.cit, p. 407.
¥No6psncku i, @ Onucanue pykonuceit Bunenckoit [TyGnudnoit 6ubnuorekn. Busbha,
1882, 106-115,
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Sept 27 or 28: Life of St. Chariton the Confessor (BHG 301) (TKVM)" Inc:
MNOZH ONUHTEALCTBA HMKE BAAMY H AKO BO(’OSH :\tOSG'[;HO HOH(HBUJHX'A OGPAZII, 0’1‘?‘;
HHXB ke 0\]'[;0 éeth xowpemuit... {BHG 300z) (L) Musora 0\]‘[;0 BUEHIA AOBPR KNI
MO\ CKAZAHIA ...

Sept 28: Life of Zosimas (BHG 2476) (VM) Inc: [lpmuweauno Me’ranoj- KOVMKEON
(\APPT’I‘HHCKO + g [CHAbKBIO, XOTALIBI EMOV HTH HA BOCTOKS NPHREAEHS BhICTh HEKBIL .

Sept 29: Life of Kyriakus the Hermit (ﬁHG 464) (TKM)* Inc: R/\M‘oc,\ogmunxfb
TA, peue k9 Agpaamoy Bora, saarecaoga n (POKAHHARILHNA TA [POKABHOV... (BHG
463) (L) Wweaua n BCBX BALILIATG MHOPAKALI W KG/\I‘IILI"{; ij)llmvm 8% ?léll't;H't;Mb
MHOIM0 CAORCCH NAMATHL C’ATEO?H‘..

The analysis of the March text is in itself enough to refute Afinogenov’s
hypothesis on the origin of the Russian menologia. However, many of his other
arguments are also unconvincing. The date of the translation of the menologia
is based on his dating of the transfer of the two aforementioned Grottaferrata
manuscripts from Constantinople. In Afinogenov’s view, the reason that there
is no June and August menologion is that there were no pre-metaphrastic
menologia for those months in Constantinople, or at least not in the library of
the Studite monastery, by the 12th century, because the last copies had been
sent to Grottaferrata, One must, however, bear in mind that there are as many
as four or five copies of pre-metaphrastic menologia for each of those months in
existence even to the present. Although it is not possible to prove that any of
those manuscripts were in Constantinople in the 12th century, it is implausible
to assume that there were none. The librarics of Constantinople were the largest
and richest in Byzantium before the Latin conquest in 1204, and it is not plau-
sible to assume that there were no copies of pre-metaphrastic menologia in the
city during that period simply because we know that two manuscripts had al-
ready been transferred to Italy. The production and sale of manuscripts was a
major business in many Byzantine monasteries.

Afinogenov’s methodology, by which he ignored all Slavonic texts, may also
have complicated matters for him. Almost all the monthly volumes contain spe-
cific Slavonic texts. The South Slavonic texts are not numerous in many of the
Russian menologia, but they are diverse, ranging from texts on the Slavonic
apostles, the Bulgarian Life of John of Rila, and lives of the Serbian national
saint, Sava. In addition, there are numerous encomia to various feasts written
by John the Exarch, Gregory Camblak and others. The menologia seem to be
the product of a development within the Slavonic area, where elements from
several periods and areas have been included, but where the main part of most
months is the translated pre-metaphrastic text.

This can be shown to be the case for the various copies of the May
menologion. The transmitted copies of the May menologion can be shown to
have been copied from various sources, including a manuscript in the tradition

3 This is the version of Symeon Metaphrastes.

3 This saint is not commemorated on this day in the Byzantine tradition. His feast days are
January 4 and April 18,

" This is the version of Symeon Metaphrastes.
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of Uspenskij sbornik and a manuscript of the same tradition as the Russian
March menologia, as well as a few texts not belonging to the month of May or
March at all.

HAKOH BEJEXKKHW OTHOCHO MACTOTO U BPEMETO HA TIPEBEKJAHE
HA CIABAHCKHWTE YETH-MUHEH U TAXHATA TEKCTOBA TPAJULIMS B PYCHSI

(Pesiose)

ABTOPLT HA CTATHATA IOKA3BA, Y€ PYCKHTC YETH-MHUHCH BOAAT HAYAJIOTO CH OT CUHH
IPECIABCKH IIPEBOA HA HENIUA LHEBLA OT NPpeaMeTappacToBH MeceHHU YeTH-MHHCH. Tekc-
TOBHTE PaiiTHYHSL MEX 1y HAKCH TBOPGuU B Cynpactickus cOOPHUK W CBOTBETHHTE IIPOU3BC-
AeHNA B pyCKMTE Muden ca ome ot X1 B. v ca pedyntaT o7 padorara Ha Snarapexure
npesonayu. I1o TO3H HaYMH ce ONpoBEpraBa XHIMoTesaTa Ha J1. AQHHOreHOoB 33 Npousxoaa
HA HPEBO/IA HA CIUBSHCKHTE MUHCH.

Tepue Xeaang
Yuusepcuwmem a ep. Tpoamcno





