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THE GOSPEL OF PSEUDO-MATTHEW IN CROATIAN GLAGOLITIC TEXTS®

1. “CHILDHOOD GOSPELS” IN CROATIAN GLAGOLITIC LITERATURE

In classical antiquity, and especially in the Middle Ages, apocryphal gospels
were particularly popular, as they provided vivid descriptions of numerous
events and circumstances from Jesus’s life, which were not treated in detail in
canonical gospels. These apocryphal texts started appearing in the 2nd century
primarily in Greek, but numerous translations and adaptations into Oriental
languages and Latin also ensued. Particularly interesting, widely read, and
listened to were apocryphal gospels about Mary’s and Jesus’s childhood and
youth: The Protevangelium of James, the Gospel of Pseudo-Thomas, the Gos-
pel of Pseudo-Matthew, Liber de infantia Salvatoris, and De nativitate Mariae
(Lobrichon 2000: 82).

Of the apocryphal works relating to the birth and childhood of Mary and
Jesus, the Protevangelium of James and the Gospel of Pseudo-Thomas were in-
troduced to Old Church Slavonic literature under Greek and Byzantine influ-
ence, and the Protevangelium of James (Jakovlja povésty) in its various versions
became the most popular Slavonic apocryphal text (Santos Otero 1981: 1-32,
49-54). Croatian Glagolitic literature also came into contact with Eastern and
Western apocrypha of Mary’s and Jesus’s birth and childhood (Grabar 1970:
21-22; Grabar 1981: 122—-123). Many Glagolitic monuments, both liturgical and
non-liturgical, preserve fragments or entire stories based on Greek and Latin
apocryphal texts which deal with Mary’s parents, Joachim and Anne, Jesus’s
birth and childhood, the flight to Egypt, Jesus’s miracles.

1.1. The Gospel of Pseudo-Thomas

The Glagolitic fragment of the Gospel of Thomas or Pseudo-Thomas from the
15th century contains an amusing episode about the boy Jesus and his teacher

* This work has been fully supported by Croatian Science Foundation under the project
Research of the Old Croatian Glagolitic Miscellany Heritage (IP 5942).
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Zacchaeus, who was embarrassed by his pupil’s knowledge. In her research,
Biserka Grabar found that this fragment was the only representative of the Croa-
tian Glagolitic tradition, and that its significance lies in the fact that it is “a link
connecting all Slavonic texts of the Gospel of Thomas into a single sequence”
(Grabar 1969: 213).

1.2. The Protevangelium of James

Texts from the Protevangelium of James appear in several Glagolitic sources
(Cf. Santos Otero 1981: nr. 151, 163, 164, 165; Reinhart 2009). A literal trans-
lation of two paragraphs from the Greek Protevangelium, which are closely
aligned with Cyrillic transcripts, is found in Croatian Glagolitic liturgical books.
The first three chapters and the beginning of the fourth chapter of this apocryphal
text are found among the readings prescribed for 8th December, the feast of the
Immaculate Conception of the Virgin Mary, in the manuscript Breviary of the
Metropolitan Library in Zagreb MR161 from 1442 as well as in printed brevia-
ries, Baromic¢s Breviary from 1493 and Brozi¢'s Breviary from 1561'. A slightly
shorter version of the same text has been preserved in the Glagolitic fragment
Fragm. glag. 81, a double-leaf breviary from the 15th century (Stefanié¢ 1969:
134-135), with a significantly more recent version contained in M. Puhov’s
notebook from the 19th century (Stefanié¢ 1970: 234). The second paragraph of
the Protevangelium of James, which deals with Jesus’s birth, appears as part of
Christmas lessons in the Second Beram Breviary from the 15th century and in the
British Library Breviary Add. 31.951 from the 15th century®. A paraphrase of the
entire text of the Protevangelium of James can be found in the Oxford Miscellany
Ms. Canon. lit. 414 from the 15th century?®.

1.3. Apocryphal lessons De conceptione Mariae

In two Glagolitic breviaries, the First Beram Breviary from the end of the 14th
century and the First Breviary of Novi Vinodolski from 1459, apocryphal les-
sons about Mary’s birth are found among readings prescribed for the Eve of St.
Anne. The texts largely correspond to the lessons that J. A. de Aldama published
as De conceptione Mariae, which come from a Latin breviary dated to the 15th
century and originating from Mainz, now held in the Bibliothéque Nationale in

! The text from the Breviary of the Metropolitan Library in Zagreb MR161 was published in
Latin transliteration by Stefani¢ et al. 1969: 142144, The same text was also published in Latin
transliteration with variants from the Fragm. glag. 81, the Baromic¢ Breviary and the Brozi¢ Brevi-
ary by Badurina Stipcevi¢ 2006.

2 The text from the Second Beram Breviary was published by Jagié¢ 1903; Stefani¢ et alii 1969:
144-145; Radovich 1969; Badurina Stipcevic et alii 2018. The text from the British Library Brevia-
ry Add. 31.951 was textologically and critically analysed and published by Badurina Stipcevic¢ 2009.

3 The text from the Oxford Miscellany Ms. Canon. lit. 414 was described by Tadin 1954:
139-145, textologically and critically analysed and published by Reinhart 2009.

166



Paris (Bibl. Nat. Lat. 1062)*. Aldama found that De conceptione Mariae was
a very successful compilation of the Latin Protevangelium Jacobi (chapter I,
2-V, 1) and the Latin apocryphal text De nativitate Mariae (chapter 11, 1-V, 2).
De conceptione Mariae describes the suffering of the unfortunate spouses
Joachim and Anne because they had no offspring. The shepherd Joachim left
home after the priest Isachar had insulted him by saying that he was unworthy
to make offerings. Anne too fell into great sorrow and prayed for God’s mercy.
After her prayer, an angel appeared to her and announced that she would con-
ceive and bear a daughter, Mary, who would humbly serve God in the Church
after spending three years in her parental home. The angel brought the same
news to Joachim. Overjoyed, the parents met at the Golden Gate in Jerusalem
and returned home together.

2. THE GOSPEL OF PSEUDO-MATTHEW

In the critical literature, the Latin apocryphal text Liber de ortu beatae Mariae
et infantia Salvatoris is known as Evangelium Pseudo Matthaei. The publisher,
C. Tischendorf, selected this title for the apocryphal text because the prologue
contained a letter addressed to St. Jerome mentioning the Evangelist Matthew’s
text about Mary’s and Jesus’s childhood (Tischendorf 1852: 51-111). The Gos-
pel of Pseudo-Matthew was also described in the literature as Jerome’s transla-
tion of The Gospel of Matthew from Hebrew, which is unlikely (Moraldi 1991:
19). Some manuscripts ascribed the pseudo-gospel to John the Evangelist.
This apocryphal work was accepted by the Manichaeans and Priscilians, but the
Catholic Church did not consider it canonical, as indicated by St. Jerome, Pope
Innocent [ and Pope Gelasius (Santos Otero 1963: 177; Moraldi 1991: 195-196).
However, apocryphal lessons from the Gospel of Pseudo-Matthew could later be
found in breviaries among the readings prescribed for the feast of the Immac-
ulate Conception of the Virgin Mary (Aldama 1962: 58). Researchers believe
that parts of this apocryphal text must have been well-known and widespread as
early as the 4th century, whereas the whole composition of the work originated
between about 550 and 800, likely in the 7th century (Hawk 2019: 26). The Gos-
pel of Pseudo-Matthew presents a compilation of the very popular early Greek
apocryphal texts Protevangelium of James and the Gospel of Pseudo-Thomas,
with substantial changes (Moraldi 1991: 197; Hawk 2019: 13-20). The first 17
chapters, which indirectly correspond to the Protevangelium of James, describe
Mary’s parents, Joachim and Anne, Mary’s birth and childhood, Mary as Jo-
seph’s fiancée, Jesus’s birth on the journey to Bethlehem and the worship of the

4 Aldama 1962: 63—74; Usp. BHL 1986: 5345s; Stegmiiller 1976: 141, 5.4; 141, 5.8 ; 160, 6.
Lessons from Glagolitic breviaries were textologically and critically analysed and published by
Badurina Stipcevi¢ 2008.
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Magi from the East. The second part of the Gospel of Pseudo-Matthew (chapters
18—42) contains a description of the flight to Egypt and of the miracles that Jesus
performed as a very small child, with most of the text being based on the Gospel
of Pseudo-Thomas. It also deals with Jesus’s childhood, particularly the miracles
he performed after his return to Judea.

Although the content of The Gospel of Pseudo-Matthew is not original, its
motifs and topics had a considerable influence on medieval literature and art. As
pointed out by one of its researchers: “La reale importanza dello Pseudo-Matteo
sta non tanto nelle storie che contiene, quanto nel fatto che esso fu il principale
veicolo per cui quelle furono conosciute dal Medio Evo, e la principale fonte di
ispirazione per gli artisti e poeti dal XII al XV secolo.” (The real importance of
the Gospel of Pseudo-Matthew does not lie in the stories it contains, but in the
fact that it was the primary means which made them familiar in the Middle Ages,
and the main source of inspiration for artists and poets from the 12th to the 15th
century) (Cf. James 1927: 79; cf. Bonaccorsi 1961: XXXVII). The popularity
of this apocryphal text is also evident from the fact that it was preserved in over
190 medieval manuscripts, and that translations into many European languages
exist (Radle 1999: 760; Hawk 2019: 3—4). The Gospel of Pseudo-Matthew was
the source for a shorter apocryphal text, De nativitate Mariae, dating back to
Carolingian times. This text, in turn, became part of two well-known and widely
read medieval works, Legenda Aurea by Jacobus de Voragine and Speculum his-
toriale by Vincenzo de Beauvais (Moraldi 1991: 95-96; Gijsel, Beyers 1997).
The Gospel of Pseudo-Matthew was also the basis for two Latin medieval writ-
ings, known as Liber de nativitate Salvatoris (Hawk 2019: 6-8). This apocryphal
gospel was very popular in the Middle Ages (particularly in the 12th and 13th
century); it was translated into vernaculars and spread across Europe in different
versions, which included textual additions and extensions. One of the most fa-
mous iconographic motifs, which is associated with Christmas even today — Je-
sus’s birth in a manger — comes from the Gospel of Pseudo-Matthew (Lobrichon
2000: 82; Bozoky 1984: 440). Other episodes, too, inspired many works of art:
the meeting of Joseph and Anne, Mary’s presentation in the temple, the flight to
Egypt, etc. (Moraldi 1991: 197-198; Hennecke-Schneemelcher 1959: 274-276;
Hawk 2019: 35-37)

3. THE GOSPEL OF PSEUDO-MATTHEW IN CROATIAN GLAGOLITIC TEXTS

Texts from the Gospel of Pseudo-Matthew can be found in several Croatian
Glagolitic monuments. Two Glagolitic sources from the 14th and 15th century
contain apocryphal fragments from the pseudo-gospel in the Office of the Im-
maculate Conception of the Mother of God, and a Glagolitic source from the
15th century contains a periphrasis of the gospel.
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3.1. Fragments of the Gospel of Pseudo-Matthew in the Office of the Immaculate
Conception of the Mother of God

Celebrating the feast of the Immaculate Conception of Mary has a long history,
and was recorded in the East as early as the 8th century, spreading to southern
Italy (Naples) under Byzantine influence. The Normans brought the feast north,
to Ireland and England, and it spread to other European countries from there (Ei-
senhofer 1932: 38-39; Davies 1982: 253). Following longstanding controversies
surrounding the /mmaculate Conception dogma, the feast was introduced to the
Franciscan order by St. Bonaventura in 1263, but it was not until 1477 that Pope
Sixtus IV brought about its more general introduction into the Church (Stefani¢
1969: 111). Readings of lessons from Pseudo-Anselm’s speech De conceptione
beatae Mariae (PL 159: 319-324) are prescribed in most Latin breviaries for
the feast of Mary’s conception, whereas certain breviaries prescribe apocryphal
lessons from the Gospel of Pseudo-Matthew, the apocryphal text De nativitate
Mariae or the Protevangelium of James (Aldama 1962: 58-59; Bozoky 1984:
433-434). In most Croatian Glagolitic breviaries from the 14th to the 16th centu-
ry, the Office of the Immaculate Conception also prescribes readings from Pseu-
do-Anselm’s speech including the legend of Abbot Elsin and Mary’s miracles.
However, several Croatian Glagolitic breviaries contain apocryphal readings for
the feast. This includes lessons from the Protevangelium of James in the Metro-
politan MR161 Breviary, Baromic¢'s Breviary, Brozi¢s Breviary and the double-
leaf breviary Fragm. glag. 81. Prescribed readings in the Bribir Breviary (Brib)
from 1470 and in the Paris Miscellany (Slave 73) (Par) from 1375 are lessons
from the Gospel of Pseudo-Matthew.

The oldest Croatian Glagolitic writing which contains a text of the Gospel
of Pseudo-Matthew has been preserved in the Paris Miscellany (Slave 73), an
important Croatian Glagolitic monument kept in the Bibliothéque Nationale in
Paris. The miscellany was intended for the nuns of the Monastery of St. Julian
in Sibenik and consists of 296 leaves of parchment (15x11.5 cm in size). The
literature lists it as the oldest Croatian Glagolitic miscellany, a rare example of a
book of hours in the Glagolitic script, and significantly different from other mis-
cellanies (Tadin 1954; Tandari¢ 1993; Badurina Stipcevi¢ 2019). It contains both
liturgical and non-liturgical texts, and its order and canon of the Mass are “the
first redaction of a Glagolitic sacramentary in Croatia” (Tandari¢ 1993: 118). The
texts of the psalter, the canticles and Christ’s Passions differ from corresponding
Glagolitic texts, because they were consistently adapted to the Vulgate transla-
tion. The Offices of Mary in the miscellany also exhibit peculiarities in relation
to the liturgies for corresponding feasts in the breviaries, suggesting different
sources (Tandari¢ 1993: 288-289). The fragment of Gospel of Pseudo-Matthew
is found in the office entitled V pocet’i b(la)z(e)nie M(a)rie d(é)vi located on
f. 145v—148r. The Glagolitic text, divided into six lessons, contains the transla-
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tion of the first two chapters of the apocryphal gospel (according to the 1852
Tischendorf edition)’.

Paris Miscellany Slave 73 (1375), f. 145v—1481°:

(f 145v) Ct(e)nie prvo - [1.1] Bé muz’ v’ Iz(drai)li imenem’ Ioahims : ot
(f. 146r) koléne D(avi)d(o)va - i béSe pastir’ ovac’ svoih’ boe se b(og)a v’
nezlobi i v dobroti - komu pecal’ niedna bése ina razve stad’ svoih’ - Ot
kih’ ploda pitase v’se boeCe se b(og)a : i prekrotkie dari prinose sim’ ki
sluzahu g(ospod)u v’ strahu b(0)zi - 4 ti g(ospod)i p(o)m(i)lui n(a)se ...
Ct(enie) .b. Potribui¢ims v’ nauci trude¢im’ se ili velim’ ili malim’ - ili v’
m(o)l(it)vah’ ri¢i svoih’ - ke ltibu vidése se obladati - Tri Cesti tvorase - ed’nu
Cest’ dacSe sirotam’ vdovicamp strannim’ i ubozim’ - Drugudl vistinu cest’
b(og)a ¢tui¢im’ - tret(u)l Cest’ sebi i domu svoemu shranevase - Rés(pons) ...
(f 146v) Cte(nie) [.v.] [1.2] I sié emu tvoreéu mnozase b(og)s stada egova :
tako da ne béSe emu podoban’ v pl’cé Iz(drai)lscéem’ - I sie pocet’ tvoriti
ot petoga na deste vrémene 1éta : gda bi trideseti 1€t : v’ze An’nu h’Cer’
Agarovu v Zenu ot kolene svoego : to e(stb) ot roda D(avi)d(o)va - Rés(pony) ...
(f. 147r) Cte(nie) .g. - Eg’da prebil® bise za 1&t’ dvadeseti - i s(i)nov’ i h’¢eri
iz’ nee ne rodi : [IL.1] I stvoreno bi v d(a)ni prazd’'ni¢ne mel onémi ki
prinoSahu tam’éns g(ospodo)vé - staSe loahim’ dari svoe nerodit(e)l’ stave
v’ zracé g(ospoda)ni - I pristupiv’ k’ nemu eréi imenem’ Rubenp - rece
k> nemu - Ne podobaet’ tebi meli s(ve)totvorié b(o)zié CineCimi s’tati :
Ré(ponw) ... Cte(nie) .d. Zane tebe ne bl(agoslo)vi b(og)s da dal’ bi tebi
darb svoi - Umucens tako va ¢inol préd’ lid’mi - otide ot cr(b)kve g(ospods)
ne place - i ne vrati se k” domu - na ide k’ stadom’ s’voims vode¢’ v gorah’
sb soboll pastirov’ v’ dale¢’nuil z(e)mli - tako da za pet’ miseci nied’noga
posla iméti v’zmore An’na Zena ego - [IL.2] gda plakaSe se v’ m(o)l(i)tvi
svoei i g(o)v(o)rase : G(ospod)i kralll Iz(drai)l(e)ve prekrép’ki - siko zac’
déti ne dal’ esi mné - Rés(pony) ... (- 148r) Cte(nie) .e. Da &’révo moe zad&’
zaklopil’ si - se Gre petp miseci sut’ da muza moego ne vidih’ - ni vime gdi
ako mrt(a)v’ est’ - gdi uznam’ grobs ego - | gda vele plaka vlize v’ ovocnik’
domu s’voego prostirati¢i se v’ m(o)l(i)tvi - 1 v’zdvigsi o¢i svoi k’ g(ospod)u
s’ vzdihaniem’ - 1 rece - G(ospod)i b(oz)e vsemogi - v’sakoi tvari dal’ esi
Ceda - zvéretom’ - skotetom’ - z’miéms - i pticam’ - V’si o cedéh’ raduiit’ se -
i mene samu ot’ bl(a)gosti dara iz’nel’ esi : ti z'nal’ esi g(ospod)i sr(sd)ce moe -

5 The text was described and published by Badurina Stipcevi¢ 2005.

% In this edition the Glagolitic text is rendered in Latin transliteration according to standard
methodological principles. The letter W is transliterated as j, B as €, [0 as {, "% corresponds to a ¢,
baton (7) is transliterated as b and apostrophe as '. Abbreviations are placed in parentheses. Punc-
tuation marks and capital letters follow the Glagolitic original. The transliterated text is divided
into chapters according to the edition Gijsel, Breyers 1997.
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Atextually close apocryphal text is found in the Bribir Breviary at f. 183r—184v.
This incompletely preserved codex from 1470, made up of 199 parchment leaves
(26x19 cm; the Archive of the Croatian Academy of Sciences and Arts, Zagreb,
sign. /11 b 6), once contained the complete Roman Breviary, but now most of
the temporale and the calendar are missing (Cf. Miléeti¢ 1911: 38-40; Stefanié¢
1969: 141-145). The codex was written using a more recent Croatian Glagolitic
script in two columns, and the linguistic characteristics of the breviary also
point to a more recent version of Church Slavonic of the Croatian redaction. It
is interesting to note that the book mentions the village of Bribir and surnames
from Bribir in several places. What follows is the text of the Gospel of Pseudo-
Matthew from Brib in three lessons.

Bribir Breviary (1470), f. 183c—184a:

(f 183c) [Ct(enie).a.] [1.1] Bé m(u)zb v’ Iz(drai)li iménem’ Ioahims ot koléné
D(a)vidovaib(€)se pas’tirb ovach s’voihs boe se b(og)a v’ nez’lobé - 1 v’ dobrote
tomu pecals nied’na ina b(€)Se raz’ve stad’ s’voihs ot kihs ploda pitease v’se
boece se b(og)a i prekrot’kie prnese dari simp - ize s’luzahu b(og)u v’ strahu
b(0)zi : (f. 183d) Potrebulicims v nauce trudé¢im’ se ili veliems ili malims - ili
v’ m(o)l(it)vahs reci svoihs - ke [ibo vidéSe se ob’ladati - tri ¢es’ti t’vorase -
ednu Ces’tb daéSe sirotamsp 1 v’dovicamp strannimp i vdovicams - drugull
v(i)st(i)nu Ces’tb b(og)a ¢’tuliCimp - trétul ¢es’tb s(e)bé i d(o)mu svoemu
shranevase - Rés(pons) ... Ct(enie) [.b.] [1.2] 1 sié emu t’voreGu m’nozase
b(og)b s’tada ego t(a)ko i da ne b(é)Se emu podobans v’ plbcé 1z(drai)lsceems -
I sie poce t’voriti ot petogo nb des’te vr(€)m(e)né 1éta - Eg’da bé .j. (=30) 1(é)ts
v’zetb An’nu déCerp Agarova v’ Zenu ot koléné svoego i ot roda D(avi)d(o)va -
I eg’da prebilp bise za léts .i. (=20) i s(i)n(o)ve i deCerb iz’ nee ne rodi -
[IL1] I st’voreno b(i)si da v’ d(a)ni pr(a)zdn(i)ki mel on(€)mi ize prinoSahu
tam’énp g(ospodo)vé - Stase loahimp neroditels - dari sevoe s’tave v’ zracé
g(ospod)ni - I pris’tupals k n(e)mu eréi im(e)n(e)m’ Robens i r(e)ce k n(e)mu -
(f 184a) [Ct(enie).v.] Da ne t(e)be ne bl(agoslo)vi b(og)s da dal’ bi t(e)bé dars
s’voi- I mucens t(a)ko va ¢inol pred’ 1d 'mi otidé ot cr(b)kve g(ospod)ne place
i ne vrati se k domu nb ide kb s’tadomp svoimb vodé sk soboli pa’stiroms v’
dale¢’nuti z(e)mli - T(a)ko da za pets m(€)s(e)ci niedinogo posla imeti v’zmoze -
An’na zena ego [IL.2] eg’da p’lakase se v’ m(o)I(i)tvi s’voei i g(lago)lase -
G(ospod)i c(€sa)ru Iz(drai)l(e)ve pre’krep’ki - Siko zach déti ne dals esi m’né
i da ¢’revo moe zak’lopil’ bi - Se tre .d. (=5) m(€)seci sut” da muza moego
ne vidéhs - ni vems kadé e(stp) ace mrt(a)ve e(stp) g’dé uz’naems u grobn
ego - | eg’da vele p’laka v’leze vb ovo¢’niks d(o)mu s’voego pros’tiralici se
v’ m(o)l(i)tvi - 1 vz’dvig’si oci svoi kb g(ospod)u sp vz’dihaniem’ - i r(e)ce -
G(ospod)i b(oz)e vs(e)m(o)gi vs(a)k(o)go t’vari dalp esi ¢eda z’veretemsp
s’kotetemb z’'miéms i pticamp - v’si o ¢edih’ radudt’ se - i mene samu ot’
bl(a)gos’ti dara iz’nel’ si - ti z’nalb esi - g(ospod)i sr(kd)ce moe -
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The Croatian Glagolitic fragments in Par and Brib describe Mary’s parents,
Joachim and Anne, a wealthy and generous couple, who are unhappy because
they have no children. After the priest Ruben insulted the shepherd Joachim by
referring to him as childless (neroditels, lit. “a non-parent”), Joachim left with
his herds of cattle to a faraway land. Anne lamented to God and asked for his
mercy, because he gave the ability to bear children to all living beings. Anne’s
sorrowful and earnest words conclude the Croatian Glagolitic fragments, and the
subsequent Latin text talks about Anne’s conception, Mary, Jesus’s birth, etc. The
Croatian Glagolitic texts are a verbatim translation of the Latin source text, viz.:

Par, f. 145v/146r: Bé muz’ v’ Iz(drai)li imenem’ loahimsp : ot koléne
D(avi)d(o)va - i bése pastir’ ovac’ svoih’ boe se b(og)a v’ nezlobi i v dobroti -
komu pecal’ niedna béSe ina razvé stad’ svoih’. Cap. I, 1: Erat vir in Israhel
(Jerusalem) nomine loachim ex tribu Juda. Et hic erat pastor ovium suarum,
timens Deum in simplicitate et in bonitate sua. Cui cura nulla erat alia nisi
gregum Suorum.;

Brib, f 183d: 1 st’voreno b(i)si da v’ d(a)ni pr(a)zdn(i)ki mel on(€)mi ize
prinoSahu tam’énp g(ospodo)vé - StaSe loahimp neroditels - dari spvoe
s’tave v’ zrac€ g(ospod)ni - | pris’tupalp k n(e)mu eréi im(e)n(e)m’ Robens
s’tati : Cap. I, 1: Factum est autem ut in diebus festis inter eos qui offerebant
incensum domino staret loachim munera sua parans in conspectu domini. Et
accedens ad eum sacerdos nomine Ruben dixit: Non tibi licet inter sacrificia
dei agentes consistere.

Latin constructions are translated by corresponding constructions, the Latin
ablative absolute is translated by the dative absolute, Latin verbal participles
are translated by participles (Cf. Badurina Stipcevi¢ 2005). Lexically, Croatian
Glagolitic texts are characterized by such features as the use of the Graecism
eréi for Latin sacerdos, the calque svétotvorie for sacrificium as well as the use
of neroditelv (no parallel in Latin) and ovocnike (Lat. viridarium), two hapax
legomena in the corpus for the compilation of the Dictionary of the Croatian
Redaction of Church Slavonic’.

3.2. Periphrasis of the Gospel of Pseudo-Matthew

The Ljubljana Miscellany (henceforth: CLab; National and University Lib-
rary, Ljubljana, sign. Slav. Sammlung, futural 3/368) from the second half of
the 15th century has the text (with no title) on fol. 15a—17b with the incipit:
B(la)z(e)na An’na ime tri muzi... This paper codex, consisting of 20 folios (di-

" The corpus for the Dictionary of the Croatian Redaction of Church Slavonic is kept at the
Old Church Slavonic Institute in Zagreb.
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mensions: 20.5 x 14.4 cm), was written in a cursive transitional Glagolitic script
by two hands: one writing the first half, and the other, more skilled, beginning at
folio 11 to the end of the manuscript. The note at fol. 4a mentions the author as
being “Klari¢ djak pod novim gradom” (lit. scholar Klari¢ at Novi Grad) (Strohal
1915: 142-143), which means that the miscellany was composed in the vicinity
of Novigrad na Dobri (formerly Crikveno selo). The miscellany was written in
Cakavian-Kajkavian with Stokavian characteristics (Mil&eti¢ 1894: 94-95). The
text B(la)z(e)na An’na ime tri muzi... has thus far been published by R. Strohal
(1917: 6-11) in Latin transliteration in the chrestomathy of Croatian Glagolitic
apocrypha and legends entitled O blazenoj djevici Mariji (On the Blessed Virgin
Mary) without identifying the source or providing a text analysis.

By comparing the text with the Latin sources, I concluded that the text in
the Ljubljana Miscellany is a paraphrase of the Gospel of Pseudo-Matthew with
abridgments and omissions®. The first part of the Glagolitic manuscript contains
the so-called Trinubium Annae, according to which St. Anne had three husbands
and three daughters named Mary mentioned in the Gospel: Anne had Virgin Mary
with her first husband, Joachim; after his death she had Mary of Cleophas with
her husband Cleophas, and had Mary Salome with her third husband, Salome.
This anonymous medieval text became an obligatory part of the later versions of
the Gospel of Pseudo-Matthew and the Golden Legend, and had a significant in-
fluence on the hagiography of Saint Anne’. It also appears in two other Croatian
Glagolitic miscellanies, the Petris Miscellany (1468) (Stefani¢ 1960: 362) and
the Berci¢ Collection 5 (the 15th century) (Vialova 2016: 169—170).

After this introduction, the Croatian Glagolitic text of CLab follows the first
20 chapters of the Latin apocryphal text of the Gospel of Pseudo-Matthew, with
the omission of chapters 5, 12, 14, 15 and 19, the remaining chapters being pe-
riphrases with significant abridgments and omissions. A description of the chap-
ters follows. The pious Joachim and Anne prayed to God to grant them a child
(chapter 1). Joachim left Nazareth for Jerusalem together with his neighbours
for a feast, but the priest Abiathar insulted him and drove him away as he was
unworthy to make offerings because he was childless. Joachim did not return
home, but retreated into the mountains among the shepherds and stayed there for
seven months. Anne was also sad because she did not know where her husband
was (chapter 2). An angel first comforted Joachim and told him that Anne would
bear a daughter, Mary, who would give birth to a son, the God, the saviour of the
world. He told him to meet Anne by the Golden Gate of Jerusalem. The angel
gave Anne the same message. Joyful and happy, they met by the Golden Gate

8 The Glagolitic text was compared with editions by Tischendorf 1852; Santos Otero 1963;
Santos Otero 2005; Gijsel, Beyers 1997; Hawk 2019.

? Reames 2003: https://d.lib.rochester.edu/teams/text/reames-middle-english-legends-of-
women-saints-legends-of-st-anne-mother-of-the-virgin-mary-introduction; Hawk 2019: 30-32.
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and returned to Nazareth (chapter 3). Anne gave birth to Mary, who was taken
to the “House of the Lord” when she was three, where girls were raised until the
age of 14 or 16 (chapter 4). Mary studied well and thrived, she was well liked,
and her friends considered her “a queen”; which is also how the priests referred
to her (chapter 6). When she was thirteen, Abiathar told her and her peers that
they should get married and have children. Mary readily replied that this was not
for her to decide, because her body and soul had been promised to God (chapter
7). Abiathar consulted the elders, and they sought advice from God on what
to do with Mary. An angel of the Lord told Abiathar to call all unmarried men
from the lineage of David to leave their rod on the altar and wait for a sign. At
the time, Joseph was an elderly man, and did not want to leave his rod, but an
angel persuaded him to do so. When Joseph put down his rod, it grew leaves and
flowers, and thus Mary became his fiancée. Joseph returned to Bethlehem to pre-
pare his household for Mary, and Mary went to her mother’s house in Nazareth
accompanied by seven girls (chapter 8). The archangel Gabriel announced to
Mary that she would conceive and bear the Son of God. She was surprised, but
accepted the news and woke up pregnant, and her pregnancy was noticed by her
companions (chapter 9). When Joseph was given the news that his fiancée was
pregnant, he said that the child was not his, but that he would not stone and kill
her as the law required but would secretly abandon her (chapter 10). An angel
announced to Joseph that Mary was pregnant with the Son of God, to whom he
would be a father and a nurturer (chapter 11). Joseph accepted Mary and they
lived together in Nazareth, and before the birth of the child they were supposed
to go to Bethlehem, but since there were so many people there, they could not
find lodgings in the town, but spent the night in an inn on the outskirts. That night
Mary gave birth to Jesus Christ, whom she had conceived without sin, carried
with no difficulty and to whom she gave birth without pain (“kogo poce béz’
vrejenié i nosi béz’ tegoti - i porodi préz’ bolézni”). She wrapped him in swad-
dling clothes, laid him in a manger, and shepherds came to see him (chapter 13).
From the East the Kings (Magi) came to adore the small child and brought him
gold, frankincense, and myrrh (“zlato i livan i muro”). When Herod heard from
the Magi that the King of the Jews had been born, he ordered all infants who
were two years old and under to be slayed. 144 000 children were killed, and all
the children were holy (chapter 16). An angel appeared to Joseph and told him to
take the child and Mary to Egypt to save the child from Herod’s violence (chap-
ter 17). At night, Joseph and Mary fled to Egypt on a donkey (chapter 18). Tired
from their travels they stopped by a well, where Mary washed Jesus’s swaddling
clothes and hanged them to dry on withered trees. The trees grew high at once
and they could barely reach the dry swaddling clothes, and the trees bore fruit,
a balm (“predragi balsam”), from the liquid that came from Jesus’s swaddling
clothes. When they continued, they came upon palm trees full of dates, which
Mary could not reach because they were too high up. Joseph told her that she had
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upon her elbow him who was omnipotent, and Mary asked Jesus, and he lowered
the high branches of the palm (chapter 20)™.

This is followed by a description of Jesus’s miracles. One miracle concerned a
man who met Jesus, Mary and Joseph on their way, asked them where they were
going, and offered to carry Jesus. When he heard about their flight to Egypt from
Herod’s persecution, he concluded that Jesus was the true God, because he started
feeling happy and full of strength after carrying Jesus, and he had been tired and sad
before. In the second miracle, somewhere on their way in the desert, their donkey
was stolen. They were close to Babel, and there were no inns to spend the night, so
they asked a woman with a gravely ill son to let them stay at her house. She was
afraid of her husband but let them stay. When the woman was going to wash her
son, she offered Mary that she might wash Jesus first; and after the woman had
washed the sick boy in the same water, he was immediately healed, he could speak
and walk. Her husband returned home and was going to banish the guests, but when
he saw that his son had been restored to health, he thanked them and returned their
donkey, for he was the one who had stolen it. They stayed there for 60 days. The
moral at the end is that the boy who was healed later became the man to whom cru-
cified Jesus said: “budes samnom u raju” (you will be with me in Paradise).

Ljubljana Miscellany (15. st.), f. 15a—17b'":

(f- 15a) |Trinubium Annae] B(la)z(e)na An’na ime t’ri muzi - P’rvi bé
logams o(t) toga ime b(la)z(e)nu d(€)vu Marili €Ze nosi g(ospod)a n(a)sego
Is(u)h(rpst)a - sp(a)s(i)tela miru - Drugi muzs bé Kaléopa ot negoze ime
decer’ koi narece ime Marié i si€¢ bé Marié - Dana v zenu Alfeo i o(t) togo
Alfoé ime .g. (=4) sini (£ 15b) Ekova maloga Simuna i Tadeg ili Tadu tako
drugim’ imenem’ naricaet’ se i Osipa prav(a)dnika i si tri bratié bése
ap(usto)li h(rbsto)vi sut’ Ekov’ Simuns i Uda ili Tadei i bratié g(ospodi)na
narical se i naré¢(e)ni sutb umrvsu ze Kal€opa - B(la)Zz(e)na An’na tretogo
muza prié€t’ - nar(i)caemago Solomuna ot negoze ime tretu h’¢er’ koi narece
takoi ime'? Marié i sa Marié dana bé v Zenu Zavedei ot neZe ime .b. (=2) sina
Ivana ev(anje)l(i)sta i Ekova maloga i sié oba bista - Bratié Is(u)h(rbsto)va i
nareceno bista ibo tagda - [1.] I b(la)z(e)na An’na sa loahimomsp prvim’
muzem’ svoim’ ne imihota ¢edi m(o)l(i)sta - b(og)a i obecasta dati b(og)’
dal’ bi ima decers ili sina da stai i prinestai b(og)u v crkav’ vse vrime Zivota
svoego - [2.] Bist’ ze egda idese poiti loahim’ ot Nazarata - Kadi sobitase -
ide v’ Er(u)s(o)lim” sa susedi svoimi v crkav’ g(ospod)nu p(o)m(o)liti se i
prinesti zrtvu g(ospode)vé - Abitar’ ubo ize bé tagda erei v domu g(ospod)ni

19 More on the episode of the palm tree cf. Hawk 2019: 16.

! Transliterated text is divided into chapters according to the edition Tischendorf 1852 and
Gijsel, Beyers 1997.

12 In the glagolitic text: i/i.
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izagna ni iz domu - G(ospod)na i ne hote ni ego ni Zrtvi ego - priéti za ni ni
hceri ni sina ne ime$e - otnude Ze loahimp ponosenié radi i srama ki imé ne
vrati se k Anne Zeni svoei v Nazarat’ na otide v goru k pastirom’ svoim’ ki
bihu daleko 1 pasihu ov’ce i stase § nimi .z. (=7) miseci + An’na Ze plakase
(. 15¢) i pe¢al’na b(€)Se o muzu s’voems za¢’ ga ne vijase - i ¢b'* bi ot nego -
[3.] I tag’da an’j(e)ls g(ospoda)nk &vi se loahimu - v’ gorahs g(lago)le emu -
ne bo«i> se loahime usliSana e(sts) m(0)l(i)t(a)v’ t’voé - An’na Zena t’voé
zacetb 1 porodits sthna deCer’ - i narecesi ime ei Mari€ - Si€ bo imat’ nositi i
poroditi s(i)na - b(og)a vi§’nago sp(a)sit(e)la miru - i se b(u)detp t(e)bé
zlamen’e - €ko za litra - v’ godinu tretutl d’ne - eg’da v’nidesi v’ Er(u)s(oli)ms -
i obrecesi An’nu t’vol zenu va v’ratehs zlatihs - €Ze vel’mi vesela i radost’na
b(u)dets o prisas’tii tvoems - i sbda idu povidati ei - si€ ka v’zvestihb t(e)bé -
I t(a)ko v’zveceniems an’j(e)la bozié Ahimu i An’né - I o(t) togo Casa idé
Akim’ z’ gor’ i An’na ot Nazarata v’ Er(u)s(oli)ms i utak’nus’ta se va vratih’
zlatihs v’ tretu godinu d’ne - €k(o)ze b(€)se rekal” an’j(e)lp nima - I v’Sad’sa
v’ d(o)mp g(ospoda)np - i poklonis’ta se g(ospodo)vé s’ hv(a)lol - i
v’z(v)ratis’ta se v’ doms s’voi v’ Nbzarat’ s’ rados’til - [4.] B(la)z(e)na Ze
An’na zacets i porodit’ deCer’ - i nbresta ime ei - Marié - kb v’ ¢revi mat(e)rini
posveCena i s(ve)ta bé prie nego rojena - B(la)z(e)na ze d(€)va Marié
v’zdoena bé - I krda ime tri 1(é)ta loakims o(ta)ch ee - i An’na mati ee
ponesosta i g(ospode)vé - Obicai tagda bé ko otroceta ili divoike ke roéhu
se - po obétovanil is’pitahu se v’ domu g(ospod)ni do .gi. (=14) ili .ei. (=16)
1(é)ti €k(o)ze g(lago)le se - [6.] I t(a)ko b(la)z(e)na d(€)va M(a)rié d(€)voika
precis’ta v’ domu g(ospod)ni - is’pitena os’ta - I d’ruzena bé d(€)voikami eze
b(é)hu v’ ne vrime tu takoe ispitahu se - Rodit(e)la ze vratis’ta se v’ domsb
svoi - B(la)z(e)na ze d(€)va (f. 15d) b(o)zjett m(i)l(o)stili res’tiSe neravoms
telés’né - t(a)ko neravoms res’tiSe d(u)hovné s(ve)tinél - i tolike sili - toli
s’méreni€ - I tolike s(ve)tiné bé - da v’se d’ruge - ke §’ ni bihu ucase e -
is’pravlase i k’replase k’ hv(a)li b(o)zi - ka ob’ nems m(o)l(i)t(a)ve
n(e)b(e)skimp v’nimaniems - i b(o)z(a)stvenims utegaems - i t(a)ko b(€)se
imb svica i s(vé)tlos’ts - 1 obrazsp slat’kihs mis’li glagolanié - i sil’nihe délb -
€ko v’si divlahu se g(lago)lice - €k(o) b(og)p veli€ i div’naé stvorit’ ot see
d(@)vi - I ke d’ruge d(€)voike b(€)hu §’ net - Rise mel sobol - s’tvorimo
c(ésa)r(i)cu ed’nu ot nbs’ med sobol - I t(a)ko st’vorise v’se ed’nod(u)$no
Marit d(€)vu s’voi c(€sa)r(i)cu met sobotl - I ottoli v’si erei crkveni - €ko
d’ruzi neCese U z’vati c(ésa)r(i)cel - [7.] Poneze b(la)z(e)na d(€)va Marié
imi .vi. (=13) 1(é)ts Abit(a)rs erei priz’va 0 1 v’se ke ee vrimené b(é)hu i
r(e)¢e imp €k(o) imate se ugotovati i pri€ti m(u)zi i roditi ¢eda - kvko
z(a)k(o)ns b(o)zi g(lago)l(e)tr - V’se Ze inie pris’tase t’voriti k(a)ko
g(lago)l(a)se erei - a b(la)z(e)na d(&€)va M(a)ri€ - otv(€)ca - azp nis(a)mp v’

13 In the text often appears a hypercorrective baton () instead of “a”.



moei ob’las’ti nb raba b(0)zi€ es(a)mp * i ne mogu otvecati za me - €ko
o(ta)ce moi i mati moé - prie nego zaceta bihs das’ta me b(og)u - I azp lre
d(u)Su moti i t(€)lo moe dahp - i devs’tvo t(€)la moego obecahs visn’emu
b(o)gu - togo radi es(a)ms raba ego - I on’ otvecaet’ i stvorit’ m’né po obétu
s’voee s(ve)tie vol€ - [8.] Slisav Ze sie Abitar’ erei divi se - I r(e)ce hocCu se
z’govoriti (f 16a) s’tariSinami lidais’kimi - 1 st’voriSe svét’ - i postise se i
moliSe b(og)a da évits imsb ¢’to s’tvorii» bi - ot Marie d(€)ve prés’lav’nie -
I se an’j(e)lp g(ospoda)ns évi se - Abitaru erell - g(lago)le - idi i vse iz’beri
¢(lové)ki ki sutb ot domu D(a)v(i)dova - ki nimal zen’ - i ta polozets Capi i
ocito évit’ se z’'namen’e i ta imat’ d(é)vu ob’ruc¢enicu sebé - i prizva - v’se
kako r(e)¢e anj(e)lp - mel kimi pridé Osip’ - ki bé m(u)zp 1(€)ki st(a)rp
¢(lové)ks - I keda slisa €ko z’vani b(é)hu d(€)ve te cic’ - da obrucit’ G on’ u
koga z’namen’e &vit’ se - 1 pocudi se Osip’ i idé odon’d€ i skri se vani - I
p(a)ki vas’pet’ r(e)ce anj(e)lp - Osipb ne v’shoté prnes’ti Capa - I priz’vase
vas’pét’ Os(i)pa - i1 polozi Cap’ nb oltari - i procvate ¢ap’ Osipov’ zelénimp
list’ems i cvet’etb - 1 dase Osipu s’tarc’u va obarovan’e d(€)vu M(a)ritl - 1
timp z(a)k(o)nomp obruci Osip’ M(a)rili préslav’nu - Osip ze vrati se va
Vit’lioms da ugotovit’ kedi Marié prébivala bi va obari ego - B(la)z(e)nb(!)
7e d(€)va M(a)rié v’zvrati se v’ Nazarate v’ domb m(a)t(e)re s’voee - i dase
ei .z. (=7) divoéks- ke pridu i s’taSe § néd tu - [9.] I tag’da pos’lan’ bi
a’rhan’j(e)ls Gabrielp - k’ nei ot b(og)a v’ grad’ Nazarat’ - k’ d(€)vi obrucenéi
Osipu - i pozd’ravi G g(lago)le - zd’rava M(a)rie m(i)l(o)sti pl’na g(ospod)sb
s t(obotl) - do k(o)nca - I uzasi se d(é)va M(a)r(i€) Anj(e)l’ ze r(e)Ce ei ne boi
se M(a)rie - obrela esi m(i)l(o)stb u b(og)a - Se imeti va¢’nesi s(i)np - i
narecesi ime emu Is(us)s - Rece Ze M(a)rié€ k anj(e)lu - k(a)ko b(u)de(f. 16bH)t°
sie €k(o) m(u)za telésné nikolize imeti hocu - i dev’stvo moe obecahp
visn’ému b(og)u - R(e)ce ze ei an’j(e)lp - ti b(u)dési m(a)ti s(i)nu b(o)zil - i
dév’stvo t’voe nig’dare b(u)dé vrejeno - I se b(u)déte déénie d(u)ha s(veta)go -
ki va te pridét’ - i sila vi$’nago osen’ni te - R(e)ce ze a(zp) nis(a)msp dostoina
b(i)ti m(a)ti s(i)na b(0)zi€ - nb raba ego es(a)ms da budi m’né po rici t’voei -
I tud’e ucu s(i)na b(og)a ziva Is(u)h(rest)a v t(€)li s’voems - 1 bi plna d(u)ha
s(ve)ta - 1 b(la)z(e)na d(€)va évi se truh’la - i cuéhu se onih .z. (=7) d(€)vich
d’ruzbénicé ee - zach ne vidise ¢(lové)ka §’ nl g(lago)lica - [10.] I v’zvéCeno
bé Osipu - k(o) M(a)rié obrucenica ego noseca e(stb) * Sk ze bé prav(a)dans
i b’lags ne hoté ob’li¢iti ee - Ek(o) ksmenovana i umorena imese b(i)ti po
zakonu - I g(lago)l(a)se ako truhla e(stb) ni ot mené - ne hoCu ubiti 0 - nb
hocu otai pustiti 0 - [11.] I to emu mislécu - €vi se emu an’j(e)lb g(ospoda)nb
va s’ni g(lago)le - Osipé s(i)né D(a)v(i)dove - ne boi se priéti Marie
ob’rucenice t’voee zané s(i)na b(0)zi€ imats v’ sebi - i ti imas’ b(i)ti obaritelb
i krmit(e)ls s(i)na b(o)zié - [13.] I t(a)ko priét’ 4 - i zivihu v’ Nazarati - i
i v’spkb idese v’ s’voi g’rads - da daduts dari Rimlanoms - I kada pridose k’
Vit’liomu ne mogose s’tana npiti - mnozas’tva radi 1adi prihodécih’ i pridu k’
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s’tanu vani g’rada kadi b(é)Se krov’ is’to z’gora stran’nims idéze pl'nb bé - i
tu va onu no¢s Marié d(€)va porodi Is(u)h(rest)a edinocedago (f. 16¢) s(i)na
b(o)zié - kogo poce béz’ vrejenié€ i nosi béz’ tegoti - 1 porodi préz’ bolézni - I
t(a)ko rojen’ e(stb) H(rbst)b g(ospod)s - B(la)z(e)na d(€)va Marié povit’ i
plénami i polozi ga v’ €sléhs - 1 pridu pas’tiri i1 vidise ga tu k(a)ko r(e)ce imp
an’j(e)l”’ - [16.] po tom ze pridu - i v’I’svi ot vs’toka pokloniti se emu -
Pos’lani Ze ot Iruda va Vitlioms - 1 tu obret(o)Se otroce i pokloniSe se emu i
dari prikazase emu - zlato i livan’ i muro - I k(a)ko Iruds slisa ot vlhav’ -
k(a)ko g(ospod)s c(€sa)rs iid€is’ki roen’ bé - is’kaSe ga ubiti - I ego ci¢’ ubi
Irud’ mnogo otrocets otroce ko b(€)Se o«t> d’vi I(€)ti i nize i ubi ih’ s’to tisuc’
i.k. (=40) tisu¢’i.g. (=4) tisuca - [ ti v’si otrocici s(ve)ti b(€)se - [17.] I keda
poce Irud’ iskati togo otrocete - I tada r(e)ce an’j(e)lp Osipu v’stani i poimi
otro¢e i mat(e)rb ego i bézi v’ Elpats - za¢’ Irud’ icet’ otroCete da pogubit’i -
[18.] I v’stav’ Osip’ nocid - 1 b(la)z(e)na d(é)va M(a)ri€ - i edna druga divoika -
i poém’se ed’noga os’la i pobigose v’ Elpats - [20.] B(la)z(e)na ze d(€)va
M(a)ri€ nosase otroce Isusa vinu ns lakt’u s’voi - i préidu edan’ d(a)ns k’
mestu kadi bi edin’ is’to¢’niks velé lipp - i b(€)hu velé trud’ni - 1 pocese
pocivati - B(la)z(e)na ze d(€)va M(a)rié poce p’léne prati otroc¢ica Is(us)a nb
isto¢nici - i razvisa e na drivihe malihs ks on’di b(é)hu - I abie potom’ doklé
pléné usah’nuse - d’riva ta vel€ visoko zrestiSe da ed’va pléné dosegose - i ta
d’riva stvoriSe plod’ mas’t’ pred’raguii bal’samp kihs prikosnu(f. /6d)se se
plinice mokre Is(us)a otroka - I p(a)ki pridu np mes’to krdi b(€)hu pal’mi -
ke pI’né b(é)hu datals - B(la)z(e)na d(€)va hotiSe datals v’zeti palma ze bi
visoka - ona ze ne mozase doseci ihb - i r(e)cé k” M(a)rii [Osip] ti imasi togo
nb lak’tu t’voel - ki more v’sa s’tvoriti - R(e)ce ze d(€)va k s(i)nu - z” boznéi
m(i)l(o)sti poz’ri ego - i abie visokie kite i pal’mé priklonise se - i priéSe ot
ploda - Drugi Ze d(a)ns ¢(lové)ks eter’ - npid€ e nb puti i r(e)ce imb otkuda
g’res’te d(a)nbs’ - I reSe emu imenemp mes’to - I ta poCs se cuditi - zac’
velik’ put’ b(é)hu ucinili - veCe nego on’ - a sa b(€)Se velé trudans i
um(u)cens - k(a)ko ne mogase hoditi - I keda pog’lédase otrocete tada velé
radostans i vesels b(u)diSe - i p(a)ki ne mozase d’ruziti ihs keda poos’tanise
i otroka ne viéSe v’ og’rnut’i materini - I p(a)ki ug’lédav’ ga lag’lé mu
b(u)dise - i s velikim’ trudomps v’nimasSe se k’ nemu - I p(a)ki r(e)ce k’
b(la)z(e)noi d(é)vi - Gos’poe koliko hocu rade pomagati t(e)bé nositi sina
t’voego- A b(la)z(e)na d(€)va da emu H(rbst)a - I on’ veselo priét’i - i p(a)ki
r(e)¢e veselimep i visokimp gl(a)somsb - m(0)li v(a)se gdo es’te vi - i1 otkudu
g’res’te - D(€)va ze otgovori - mi es’mo niki pri§’lci ot [(déi ki bizimo ot lica
nepriét(e)la n(a)Sego - progonenié ego ci¢’ - Otése bo otroce sie ubiti - On’
ze r(e)ce vis’tinu vi imate b(o)ga s’ vami - Az’ bo bihs tru(f. /7a)dan’ i s’lab’
velé - I keda otroka sego pri€hs bl(agoslo)vl(e)nago - i bihs abie k’repak’ - i
uteSen’ es(a)ms - az’ i veselp i rados’tan’ - i bol€ va mné ¢ul mo¢’ i lah’kocu -
nego nig’dare ¢uhs - I p(a)ki da otroka b(la)z(e)noi d(€)vi M(a)rii - iidé v’
put’ s’voi - I g’reduce pridu blize Babilonie - dai .i. (=10) mils - ostaSe v’



pustini tu no¢s - Egda Ze bi zaitra vs’tase i ne naidoSe os’la s’voga - iskavsi ga
1 idoSe ne n(a)Sadsi ga - hv(a)léci b(og)a i idose k’ Babilonii - i ta d(a)np k’
Babilonii ne v’zmogu doseci i stana ne mogu npiti - B(la)z(e)na d(€)va M(a)rié
vidi s’tanb edan’ vani g’rada - v’ nemze bi ed’na zena ka imiSe ed’noga s(i)na
ot.g. (=4) I(é)ta - nemoc’na - i obnazena rukami i nogami - i ne imuca govore-
né - ni sluha - I v’nide b(la)z(e)na d(€)va M(a)rié k’ stanu i prosi govoreci -
dobraé Zeno - dai n(a)ms stan’ - za lbav’ vi§’nega b(og)a - I r(e)Ce Zena o
gos’poe velé bihs vesela priéti te na s’tan’ - da boli se muza moego - zaC’ e(stpb)
¢(lové)ks vel€ zalp - boi se vas’ s’- vafinu z’renet’ da ako ga moremo kako
uprositi dobrimi ri¢i - € sam’ vele vesela - 1 primu v(a)se - 1 v'nidoSe v’ domp
s H(resto)ms - I nemo¢’ni otrok’ keda vidi nill - neCet’ radovati se 1 veseliti se -
zena ze ta v’zet’ vodu tep’lu - da okuplét’ s(i)na s’voga zlo nekaz’nogo - Déva
7e M(a)ri€ - azp r(e)ce okuplil i € moego s(i)na - R(e)Ce ze Zena domaca -
Gos’poe nest’ ugod’no b(o)gu (f- 17b) da v(a)$’ s(i)ns ki vidit’ se c(ésa)r(e)v’
s(i)nb posli€ okup’lét se - Nb prie gospoe vi toga kra’snago otroka okuplite
potoms ocu az’ moego bed’nago - B(la)z(e)na ze d(€)va M(a)ri€¢ umi H(rbst)a
Potom’ Zena ona po H(rbst)e umi s(i)na svoga nakaz’nago - ion’ ¢bs’ z’drav’
bi s(i)nb ne - i poce se s’miéti i veseliti i govoriti 1 hoditi 1 rukami pri€émati - i
sluzbu &initi H(rest)u - Zena Ze ona vesela bi o s(i)nu svoems - a uzas’na o
¢udési - I r(e)ce vi vistinu b(og)a nosite s’ vami - I p(a)ki muze ee v’ to doba
pridé s’ puta s’voego tad’bénago - i ta isti ¢(lové)ks b(€)Se ukral’ nims os’la -
I vidiv’ Osipa préd’ vrati - i poCa nb n’ srd’no vapiti - I kerati Zenu s’voi - Ona
ze teCe 1 r(e)Ce - knko is’tin’ni b(og)s e(stp) u nas’ - i s(i)na t’voga z’drava
s’tvori - I r(e)¢e ¢(lové)kp zlo s’tvorihe - zac’ prog’nevah’ se na v(a)s’ - i
ukradénago os’la vasego € ukradoh’i vrati ga ims s’ rados’titi - I s’povida s’voi
g’rihb ot prégresenié - I tu prebi H(rbst)s .m. (=60) d’ni s’ Mari( i Osipoms -
Se Ze otrok’ ki scelén bé kupelom’ H(rpsto)voms ono bi ki govorit’ se s
H(rbsto)ms raspetb komu H(rbst)s nb krizi <rasypeté r(e)ce d(a)n(a)se b(u)dési
sb mnod v’ rai - B(og)s s n(a)mi Am(e)ns -

4. CONCLUSION

Texts from the Gospel of Pseudo-Matthew appear in several Croatian Glagolitic
monuments. Two Glagolitic sources from the 14th and 15th century contain apo-
cryphal fragments of pseudo-gospels in the Office of the Immaculate Conception
of the Mother of God. The oldest Croatian Glagolitic text which contains the text of
the Gospel of Pseudo-Matthew has been preserved in the Paris Miscellany (Slave 73)
from 1375, and a textually close version can be found in the Bribir Breviary from
1470. These two Croatian Glagolitic texts contain verbatim translations from the
Latin original, whereas the Ljubljana Miscellany (sign. Slav. Sammlung, futural
3/368) from the second half of the 15th century contains a paraphrase of the Gospel
of Pseudo-Matthew with abridgments and omissions of the original text. The surviv-
ing Croatian Glagolitic texts suggest the existence of many more Croatian Glagolitic
transcripts and/or periphrases of these famous apocryphal “childhood gospels”.
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THE GOSPEL OF PSEUDO-MATTHEW IN CROATIAN GLAGOLITIC TEXTS

(Summary)

Texts from the Gospel of Pseudo-Matthew appear in several Croatian Glagolitic monu-
ments. Two Glagolitic sources from the 14th and 15th century contain apocryphal frag-
ments of pseudo-gospels in the Office of the Immaculate Conception of the Mother of
God. The oldest Croatian Glagolitic text which contains the text of the Gospel of Pseudo-
Matthew has been preserved in the Paris Miscellany (Slave 73) from 1375, and a textu-
ally close version can be found in the Bribir Breviary from 1470. These two Croatian
Glagolitic texts contain verbatim translations from the Latin original, whereas the Lju-
bljana Miscellany (sign. Slav. Sammlung, futural 3/368) from the second half of the 15th
century contains a paraphrase of the Gospel of Pseudo-Matthew with abridgments and
omissions of the original text. The surviving Croatian Glagolitic texts suggest the exist-
ence of many more Croatian Glagolitic transcripts and/or periphrases of these famous
apocryphal “childhood gospels”.

Keywords: Gospel of Pseudo-Matthew; Croatian Glagolitic literature; Croatian Glagolitic
New Testament apocrypha; Paris Miscellany Slave 73; Bribir Breviary; Ljubljana Mis-

cellany.
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