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SOME OBSERVATIONS ON THE COMPOSITION OF THE MEDIEVAL
SLAVONIC TRANSLATION OF THE ACTS OF PAUL AND THECLA

The apocryphal Acts of Paul and Thecla (APTh), one of the most popular non-
canonical New Testament texts, was probably translated into Old Church Sla-
vonic in the 10th century. According to the catalogue compiled by A. de Santos
Otero, the Slavonic APTh is preserved in 41 manuscripts from the 11th—18th cc.
and various Slavic traditions (Santos Otero 1978). In the Slavonic manuscripts,
the text has been labelled a Martyrdom (Moyvennic), as in many Greek manu-
scripts, which have the title paptopiov tiig dylag Tpotoudptupog OEkAng (Spit-
tler 2008: 157—-158).

The oldest extant manuscript of the Slavonic Acts of Paul and Thecla is from
the 11th ¢. (Pogod63). Unfortunately, it consists only of two incorrectly joined
folios: the end of the text (parts 40—43, according to Lipsius’ text division (Lipsi-
us 1891), and two miracles (one preserved in total, and the other one has only the
beginning). This manuscript received much attention from scholars in the second
half of the 19th and early 20th centuries. It is mentioned in many Slavic manu-
scripts catalogues (I'panctpem 1953: 17; Kapunckuii 1925: 7-8; Hukonbckuii
1906: 493) and has been published several times (Cpe3neBckuii 1863: 170—171;
Jagic 1882; Tor 1976).

All researchers who have worked on the manuscript agree that it was writ-
ten in the 11th century. Vatroslav Jagic focused on the orthography, remarking:
“nach der Orthographie beriihrt es sich mit den genauesten altslovenischen
Texten altrussischen Recension” (Jagi¢ 1882: 232), and placed the manu-
script in the same timeline as the /zbornik of 1073 and Ostromir Gospel (Jagi¢
1882: 232, 234). Ilarion Ohienko also focused on palacography and claimed
that ,,mucano B Ba CTOBII JyX€ TapHUM YCTaBHHM ITUCBMOM, SIKE OJNH3BKO
Haranye KuiBcbKy mkoiy XI Biky™ (Orienko 1929: 184). Imre Tot examined

107



the use and alternations of letters, concluding that the text had been copied
from an Old Church Slavonic protograph but that the scribe was from Rus’
(Tot 1976: 250, 252).

There are some corrections in the manuscript that were first noticed by
V. Jagi¢ (Jagic 1882: 235-238) and later studied by I. Tot (Tot 1976: 234—
236). Based on these, 1. Tot assumed that the Thecla text in The Great Chetii
Minea by Metropolitan Makarii might have been copied from the manuscript.
In support of this theory, it can be noted that the manuscript was probably used
in Novgorod, where the cult of St. Thecla was followed (IlleroaskoBa 2018),
and that Makarii based his work on the Novgorod collection of manuscripts
(Munnep 2002). It is difficult to say with certainty where this manuscript was
written. However, it can be assumed that it was written in Kyiv (such a hypo-
thesis is often expressed concerning I/zbornik of 1073 and the Ostromir Gos-
pel, graphically close manuscripts). The other traces of the cult of St. Thecla
in Kyivan Rus’ are the well-known lost (but fortunately described and photo-
graphed) fresco from the Transfiguration Cathedral in Chernihiv (Makapenko
1924: 7-13) and very similar frescos in the St. Sophia Cathedral (Hukurenxo,
Kopuuenko 2014: 263) and the Church of St. Cyril (Makapeunko 1924: 10) in
Kyiv. All these pictures portray Thecla as a holy apostle with a cross and the
Bible. This tradition was based on the APTh and was developed by some Fa-
thers of the Church, particularly Methodius of Olympus (The Symposium) and
Gregory of Nyssa (Life of Makrina).

THE STRUCTURE OF THE 4PTH FROM AN 11th-CENTURY MANUSCRIPT (COMPARED
TO GREEK AND LATER SLAVONIC MANUSCRIPTS)

The preserved Slavonic APTh's fragment corresponds to the Greek APTh's end
(40—43) but is slightly extended and supplemented with miracles. The ‘First Mir-
acle’ tells about a pagan priest whom Thecla converted to Christianity; the ‘Se-
cond Miracle’ is about a child tormented by the devil. These two miracles often
accompany the Martyrdom of Thecla in later Slavonic manuscripts. However,
there were three miracles; the third one tells about the physicians of Seleukeias,
who envied Thecla, and her miraculous disappearance into the mountain. Be-
cause the second miracle was extant only partly, there is a reason to assume that
the entire manuscript contained the third miracle also. A review of late Slavonic
APTh manuscripts shows that the miracles can either be absent or be present
but not in their entirety. Some tendencies are immutable, however: for example,
if the text contains only one miracle, it always is the third one. If there are two
miracles, they are always the first and third ones. The second miracle occurs
most rarely and only together with the first and third ones, as illustrated by the
following table:
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manuscript 1th miracle 2th miracle 3th miracle
(about pagan priest) | (about the child (about the phisicians’
tormented by envy and Thecla
the devil) disappearing into
the mountain)

Pogod63 + + ?

Bdin - - -

TSL755 - - +

TSL666 + + +

TSL663 - - +

GMM + + +

Viln F19-79 - - -

Viln F19-103 - - -

Zam + —

Oss.38 + -

All these manuscripts have been explored at different levels. There is much
information about some of them, while only a little about others. The GMM text
(consulted here, not from the manuscript itself, but from the edition) was pro-
bably related to both the Pogod63 and TSL666 manuscripts. The Middle Bulga-
rian Bdinski manuscript 14th c. does not contain any miracles. Two manuscripts
from the Vilnius collection (F19-79 and F19-103) belonged to Suprasl mona-
stery and were probably copied from South Slavic manuscripts, as attested by the
Jjusy in them. The scribe of TSL755 (15th ¢.) had a very creative approach, using
a version close to the Ukrainian Church Slavonic recension. 7SL663 (16th c.)
was copied from it with all peculiarities but probably has a Moscow provenance.
There appears to be some connection between Zam (17th ¢.) and Oss.38 (17th
c.), although each has its own history. Zam was written in the St. Sophia Church
in Polotsk with a very pro-Kyiv attitude!, but it was read and used for many years
in the Basilian monastery in Zamo$¢. Oss.38 has a distinct tendency to combine
traditional Old Church Slavonic lives of saints with new text by Piotr Skarga,
translated into Old Ukrainian.

! This manuscript contains not only the translated lives of Saints but also some original Rus’
texts, in particular, related to Saint Sophia Church in Kyiv: Consecration of Saint Sophia in Kyiv,
About the arrival of Saint Andrew the Apostle to Kyiv and The miracle of St. Nicholas concerning
the infant. 1t 1ooks like the scribe Aleksiy, who left his name and many notes on the margins, saw
the connection between two St. Sophia Churches — in Kyiv and in Polotsk.
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Working with another group of manuscripts, Amber Ivanov has claimed that
only a third of them omit the miracles (Ivanov 2020).

Based on this number of manuscripts (small but sufficient for tentative con-
clusions), it can be said that a translation from Greek was probably made only
once, in the 10th century, but that the witnesses took different paths. The analysis
of the text shows that the presence or absence of miracles is not the only feature
that revealed the connection between some manuscripts and divided them into
groups. Nevertheless, two questions remain. First, why do some manuscripts
contain miracles and others do not? Was it because, in some instances, a shorter
text was required? And second, the main question: what was the origin of the
miracles in the text?

THE ORIGINS OF THE MIRACLES

There are some questions about the origins of the miracles and the nature of their
combination with the main text. Did it appear during translation? Was the sup-
plement with miracles already enclosed in the Greek manuscript from which the
translation was made? For instance, Ivan Franko associated the miracles with the
fifth-century Life and Miracles of Thecla (Dpanko 2006: 45), but in fact, these
miracles are not connected to that Seleukeias text. As rightly pointed out by
Jaen-Daniel Kaestli and Willy Rordorf, the main difference is that the miracles
described in the fifth-century text occurred after the miraculous disappearance of
Thecla. In contrast, those in the supplement occurred during Thecla’s life, after
her blessing by Paul and becoming an independent preacher (Kaestli, Rordorf
2014: 10).

It was easiest to find out about the miracle of the envy of Seleukeias physi-
cians and Thecla’s disappearance into the mountain (the third in the Slavonic
miracles set) because it was known from Lipsius’ publication (manuscript G).
In Jonson’s opinion, “This version is a Greek extension (and not a paraphrase)
of the APTh and was written probably in the fifth or sixth century. It betrays no
direct knowledge of the Life but contends with the Life's revision of Thekla's
death/disappearance” (Jonson 2006: 227).

At the same time, many questions remained concerning the first and second
miracles in the oldest extant Slavonic manuscript. The answer appeared in Gil-
bert Dagron’s critical edition of the Life and Miracles, in the appendix, where
he published the three miracles in the same order as in the Slavonic translation
(Dagron 1978: 418-421). However, it was still unclear how the miracles were
related to the Greek tradition of the APTh. The issue was clarified thanks to the
research on the endings of the different Greek APTh manuscripts made by Kaes-
tli and Rordorf (Kaestli, Rordorf 2014). It showed that among 41 manuscripts,
28 have additional texts describing the last years of Thecla’s life. The number
of miracles during Thecla’s last years in the Greek manuscripts is higher than in
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Slavonic manuscripts, as well as the variability of their combinations. Neverthe-
less, this fact gives greater weight to the assumption that the 4PTh and these
miracles were translated together from Greek into Old Church Slavonic as a
single text.

PECULIARITIES OF THE OLD CHURCH SLAVONIC TRANSLATION

The preserved part of the eleventh-century manuscript gives an impression of a
precise translation (keeping in mind, of course, that it is unknown from which
Greek manuscript the translation was made). For example, at the beginning of
the manuscript text, Thecla tells Paul about her self-baptism:

40. [Ke paszmms] Hopeve nakbae cama | 40. [hoyioGuevog ui Tig o0TH TEPAGHOG
IC'Q_QITHX'bHI'I?HI-AX'b BANKR . N0CTIRLUILCTRORARKIH | TAPEGTIV ETEPOC]. 1| 8¢ cvvidodoo eimev
B0 T¢EE BB e\fr'_f\He H MBNE nocnkwbeTroRa | 0OT® "Edafov 10 Aovtpov, Iadre 6 yap
BB H3MBRENHE GOl GUVEPYNOOG €15 TO EVAYYEMOV KApLOL
cuvnpynoev €ig 1o Aovoachart.

The Greek phrase "EAafov 10 Aovtpdv (took a bath) has been interpreted as
“I baptised myself and took a bath”; but, as J. Barrier noted, the word t0 Aovtpov
often was used in meaning of baptising, particularly in Tit 3:5 and Ef. 5:26 (Bar-
rier 2009: 179).

Based on the later Slavonic manuscripts, it could be said that such an ap-
proach (trying to translate accurately) was inherent in the entire text. All the
instances can be reduced to 1) omitting specific local names or references (such
as Ty Baothwkny 686v — ne noyH (4PTh 3); 2) incorrect spelling of names (as in
the names of Onysyphoros’ sons (4PTh 2); 3) lack of distinction between Greek
concepts such as dfjpog and dylog, which made no sense in the Slavic world
and perhaps were not understood by the translator, who rendered them both as
Nagoan; and 4) only a little interpretative translation in very few cases. The only
significant difference is in the list of the Beatitudes. It is crucial, however, to
remember that it is unknown whether these features result from a translator's
interpolation or whether they were peculiarities of the Greek protograph. Never-
theless, this version of the Beatitudes list was preserved in all Slavonic manu-
scripts that have been examined here. Another issue is that later scribes may have
contributed many mistakes and misinterpretations.

The first question concerns the ending of the main text of the APTh. The
words “and after she had enlightened many with the Word of God, she slept
a good sleep” (kai moALoVG emTicaca T® Ady®m Tod Oeod petd kolod Dmvov
EKOLUNON - H MBNOrBI NPBCRBLILLIH . BKHEMb CAORBME AOBPbIHML ovenre) (43), are
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followed by “her revered body was buried in her holy temple where we celebrate
her memory on the 24th of September, by the grace of God, to Him be the honour
and the Kingdom forever and ever. Amen”.

As Kaestli and Rordorf argue, “When the story was transmitted indepen-
dently, this original ending mentioning Thecla’s death was retained only in a
limited part of the Greek witnesses of the Acts of Paul and Thecla” (Kaestli,
Rordorf 2014: 10). Such additional information about Thecla’s body is found
in Greek manuscripts 26 and 51, and Kaestli and Rordorf also mentioned the
Slavonic version of the APTh, based on the Bdinski manuscript version (Kaes-
tli, Rordorf 2014: 12). Among all the examined Slavonic manuscripts, the ex-
tended ending is contained in seven manuscripts, while three do not have it.
It is worth noting that all three witnesses have undergone many emendations
from the scribes. The witness 7SL755 is known to be a very creative work of
a scribe, and manuscript 7SL663 was copied from it. Witness Oss.38 also has
traces of ‘perfections’. In that instance, the main text is very closely (and logi-
cally) connected to the next miracles. The scribe probably omitted the phrase
about Thecla’s assumption because the next miracle part concerns her life.
Thereby, the narration about miracles started immediately after the words about
her arrival to Seleukia.

As previously mentioned, all three ‘Slavonic miracles’, in the same se-
quence as in Slavonic manuscripts, are published in the appendix to Dagron’s.
The first miracle tells of how Thecla lived in a lonely place in the cave near the
spring in Myrseon (&v 1@ Mvpcedvt — & Mygheeneon®), the myrtle forest, and
collected healing herbs. Once, a pagan priest (0 igpedg TV EAMV@V — Hegen
noranbekbiH) passing by mistook Thecla for a prostitute. Defending herself,
Thecla threw him from his horse, and he lay unconscious for three days and
nights (in the Slavonic text, only three days). After regaining consciousness,
he decided she was a goddess and ordered her portrait. In the end, he became
a Christian and the portrait, i.e., the icon, was transmitted from generation to
generation until it was owned by the Christian philosopher named Akhaios
(6 Ayoudg).

The comparison of the Greek and Slavonic versions reveals some simpli-
fication in the translation (or, alternatively, translation from a different Greek
version). Foremost, the beginning of the first miracle is somewhat different: it
appears that the Slavonic text shortens passage 13-23 that mentions Thecla’s
martyrdom, her receiving an Apostolic mission from Apostle Paul, and her co-
ming to Seleukeia (Dagron 1978: 418):
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Adm yap 1 Ocia, déomoto, HETA TO
StowBivar kabag eipnrtat, iva cuvToumg
Mo cTpacTH KvNHIA AMACTRO NgHHMBIIH 0T5 | €T, iceAbodoa &v Zelevkeiq petd
TTAAFO  TABBAA  BBCEAEHBCKATD OVYHTEAR 005 Gy®Oveg ToVg paptdpikodg TNV

TTAR MbPROMAYENHULA rercan OB)'BTE RbCA amocTOAM)Y éumotevdeica Topa
CRLIAA BB MHTIOMOAHH CEAGYKHH MOPANbI T00 ayiov dmostéiov Ilavhiov ToD

CRLIA. 01dacKALOL 00T Kai Ti|G oikovpévng,

¥ 4 Al ) e ~

X K
Rz TA Ke ABTA '(_"T‘AI'A A BRA NAO\f'fH A EUpE TAVTOG TOVG &V €LV g m
— Toavpwv pntpondrel ELAnvag dvrog Kol
CAOBCCH BARHKW H K'EPOKAUJA BbCH FfAPKA,ANG. R R , . ; .
GVopOLG KAT® EKEIVOVG TOVG YPOVOLG Kal
Towrraame BO ¢A BB EAHNOMB  MBCTE ] i R . .
onevo0o0 018aEaL TOV Adyov Tod Ogod,
KHTH, TOFO gAAH H BB MELIH RHRRAALLIE RD | - . , , ,
®¢ motevbeica TV oMy, dyeVIG TE
MY/PBCENEONE  HAGKE BB HCTOYHNHKB. [lo N Y v ,
ovoa, £omeveev &v idwaLo0or TOTOIG
BbCA KE NEABAA H3AAALIG H CBHBHPAALLE | . o o o L ;
oikeiv. ‘O0fgv év T® ommroie® OkeL &v
BBIAHE H TO BARALLE NA RhCA NEA BAER. T(z) MDPGS(I)VI., EvOa vV fl nnyﬁ’ KUTo,
Kuprokiv 6¢ &€nel cvhiéyewy Potavag

Kol Ta0ToG fjoOiey dAnv v époopada.

The continuation of this miracle in the Slavonic version is close to the
Greek one.

In Dagron’s publication, it is followed by the next miracle correlated with
this one that is titled Poyao K in Slavonic (Dagron 1978: 417-418). It is num-
bered as text 5 in the edition by Kaestli and Rordorf (Kaestli, Rordorf 2014:
60-67). It is worth reminding that it is preserved only partly in the oldest Sla-
vonic manuscript and often is absent in later ones. That miracle is about healing a
child tormented by the devil and contains several details. The child was brought
to Thecla by a nursemaid, and after the child was healed, the mother, greatly
moved, called her whole family, and they all went to Thecla. Thecla preached
to them the Gospel she had “inherited from Paul”. It turned out that the child’s
father, who had been absent at the time, had witnessed the murder of Thecla in
Antioch. It is precisely that place in the plot where the manuscript Pogod63 is
interrupted. Then the mother led the father to Thecla, and he also wanted to be-
come a Christian. Thecla wrote a letter to Apostle Peter (1), and he called a priest
who baptizes all converts. The Church of St. Irina was being built funded by a
reward paid by the child’s father to Thecla and the priest.

The complete text of this miracle is found in manuscripts 7SL666 and GMM.
The translation appears relatively precise. For example:

113



O’T‘?OYA ETE)A OTBH IIbRBIHXD [PAAN TOMO
MAYHMB BbIRAALLIE A 'BMONBMb NEYHCTHIHMB
H BB MHTOMO KENOKR ETEOLR KIRBLUTER

BEAH3D M\WBCGNGONI)CICI:.I/-\ FO?M.

Madiov olv Tvog TGV TPOTOV TG
norE®S  @yieito VWO  TVEVPOTOG
aKa0apTon, TOPOAVLTIKOV — TLYYOVOV
NV 8¢ Tpeeépevov Tapd TV yovauki
oikovon &v 11 émavierl Ti] TAnciov Tod

Moupoe®dvog

As mentioned previously, the “third miracle” in the Slavonic manuscripts
had quite likely been included in the Old Slavonic protograph. It is worth repeat-
ing that it often appeared as the sole miracle in later manuscripts. As noticed
by Davis, the miracle originated in the cult of Artemis in Seleukeia and has
connections with Biblical motives, e.g., the Protomartyr Stephen, and St. Paul’s
Epistles. It also resulted in the growth of certain features of Thecla’s cult, such
as her portrayal as a female protomartyr close to the scale of Protomartyr Ste-
phen (Davis 2008: 36—48). The Greek manuscripts give us two versions of this
miracle. The first begins with a very interesting image of a ‘cloud of light’ that
led Thecla to Seleukeia (vepéin pmtevny wdnyst avtnv) (Narro 2019). The se-
cond does not contain that image but includes the tale of the healing of Theonila,
the daughter of Proklianos, a wealthy citizen of Seleukeia. The second version
is published in the appendix to Dagron’s book (Dagron 1978: 418-421). Both
versions are found in the edition by Kaestli and Rordorf (Kaestli, Rordorf 2014:
12-13, 69-90). The Slavonic manuscripts contain the second version, which
omits the cloud of light and has tale about the daughter of Proklianos, whose
name is spelt in various ways in the manuscripts (Priklian, Prohlian, Prohalian).

The story of the third miracle begins directly with Thecla’s arrival at Seleu-
keia and her settling near the town, in the cave on the mountain, and the visit by
the women to her to learn God’s Word, with some of them deciding to live there,
in a kind of monastery, with Thecla. The main plot concerns Thecla’s healing
of various people and the envy of some Seleukeian physicians just before the
episode about Proklianos’ daughter’s healing. Afterwards, it tells physicians’ un-
derstanding of Thecla as a priestess of Artemis. They bribed drunk thugs to defile
her (in their understanding, the priestess of Artemis should lose her power to heal
in this case). In danger, Thecla prayers and hears a voice from heaven and sees
that the mountain (1] Tétpa. — kamens) cleaves, hiding her. Intruders managed to
grab her by her clothes, however, so the clothing (uépog T ToD po@opimy — vacTh
oTh amMogogia) that is left outside marks the holy place.

Overall, comparing the Greek and Slavonic texts gives the impression of a
relatively accurate translation. The Slavonic versions do not name the locality
where Thecla lived — Kolaudvog fjtot Podedvog (Lipsius 1891: 271; Dagron
1978: 418; Kaestli, Rordorf 2014: 69) or simplify the expanded phrase as mpiv
TV 00pov 10D GTNAAIOD — KB AREPEMb.
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In conclusion, the oldest extant Slavonic APTh manuscript provides an im-
pression of the type of APTh tradition. Comparison with the Greek APTh and
with later Slavonic APTh manuscripts have allowed me to propose that there
was only one translation of the APTh, and that the original Greek manuscript
included three miracles. On the other hand, the miracles are not entailed in the
fourteenth-century Bulgarian Bdinski manuscript or two sixteenth-century Su-
prasl manuscripts (copied probably from South Slavonic manuscripts). This
could mean one of two things: either that 1) the miracles were omitted in the
interest of brevity, or that 2) the history of the Slavonic APT# is a bit more com-
plicated than that. It is important also to emphasize that exploration of the vari-
ous Slavonic manuscripts shows that despite the ‘common Slavonic space’, each
Slavic literature has its own favourite (or not favourite) texts, and its own history
of reading and perception.
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D. B. Velikie Minei Chet’i i Stepennaia kniga mitropolita
Makariia i istoki russkogo natsional’nogo samopozna-
niia. — V: Makarievskie chteniia. Vyp. 9. Sobory russkoi
Tserkvi. Materialy 1X Rossiiskoi nauchnoi konferentsii,
posviashchennoi Pamiati Sviatitelia Makariia. Mozhaisk,
2002, s. 83-96].

Huxwurenko, Kopanerko 2014 Hukutenk o, H., B.Kop a1 e H k 0. Cobop cesmbix

Huxonbckuii 1906

Orienko 1929

CpesneBckuii 1863

Tot 1976

Coguu Kuesckoii. Kuis, 2014 [Nikitenko, N., V. Kornienko.
Sobor sviatykh Sofii Kievskoi. Kyiv, 2014].
Huxkonasckuii, H K. Mamepuanwr ons nospemenno-
20 cnucka pycckux nucamenei u ux couunenutl (X—XI 6s.).
Canxkr-IlerepOypr, 1906 [Nikol’skii, N. K. Materialy dlia
povremennogo spiska russkikh pisatelei i ikh sochinenii
(X—XI vv.). Sankt-Peterburg, 1906].

OrieHcko, L. lHaw’smxu cmapocnos’sincokoi mogu X—
X1 sixig. Iemopuunuil, niHesicmuunull i naieocpagiunuil
0211510 3 NOGHoI0 bibnioepagicio ma arvbom 155 3HuUMKIG
3 nam’smok 3 KUpuuiecbkoio mpanckpunyicio. Bapinasa,
1929 [Ogienko, 1. Pam’iatky staroslov’ians’koi movy X-—
XI vikiv. Istorychnyi, lingvistychnyi i paleografichnyi
ogliad z povnoiu bibliografieiu ta al’bom 155 znymkiv z
pam’iatok z kyrylivs’koiu transkryptsieiu. Varshava, 1929].
Cpesunesckui, U U Jpesnue namasmnuku pyccra-
20 nucoma u szvika (X=X1V eexos). Obwee nospemennoe
0003peHue ¢ nanreoepapuuecKumMu YKA3anusamMu 1 bINUCKa-
MU U3 NOOTUHHUKOE U U3 OpesHux cnuckos. CaHkr-Ilerep-
Oypr, 1863 [Sreznevskii, 1. I. Drevnie pamiatniki russkago
pis’ma i iazyka (X—XIV vekov). Obshchee povremennoe
obozrenie s paleograficheskimi ukazaniiami i vypiskami iz
podlinnikov i iz drevnikh spiskov. Sankt-Peterburg, 1863].
T o1, U. X. JKumue @exnovr. — Studia Slavica Hungarica,
22 (1976), c. 233-270 [Tot, 1. Kh. Zhitie Fekly. — Studia
Slavica Hungarica, 22 (1976), s. 233-270].
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®panko 2006

[leronbkoBa 2018

®panxo,l. Anokpughu i necenou 3 ykpaincokux pykonucis.
Tom 3. Anoxpugu nosozasimui. b. Anokpugiuni OismnHs
anocmonie (Penpunt Bumanus 1902 poky). JIsBiB, 2006
[Franko, I. Apokryfy i legendy z ukrains’kykh rukopysiv.
Tom 3. Apokryfy novozavitni. B. Apokryfichni diiannia
apostoliv (Reprynt vydannia 1902 roku). L’viv, 2006].
leronskoBa, E. Ceaman Dexna 6 npoepamme pocnucu
yepksu Cnaca na Hepeouye. — JlpeBusisi Pycs. Bompocst
menueBucTrkh, 2018, No 2 (72), c. 142—158 [Shchegol’kova,
E. Sviataia Fekla v programme rospisi tserkvi Spasa na Ne-
reditse. — Drevniaia Rus’. Voprosy medievistiki, 2018, No 2
(72), s. 142—-158].

HABJIIOAEHU BbPXY KOMIIO3ULIUATA HA CPEJTHOBEKOBHU S CJIIABAHCKU
IIPEBOJ HA JEAHNUATA HA IIABEJI U TEKJIA

(Pestome)

Crarusita n3cieiBa CTapoObJITapcKus NPEeBOJ Ha arokpuduuTe nesiuus Ha [1asen u Tek-
na ¢ Gpoxyc BbpXy Hali-cTapusi 3araseH pbkonuc. Oernsut e caMmo pparMeHT OT PhKOIHCa,
CBIBbPAKALL Kpast, TOITbIHEH ¢ uyzeca. [Ipu cpaBHEHUETO B cTaTUsATa ca U3MOI3BaHU OpH-
THHAIHUST TPBIKH TEKCT U TIO-KbCHH CIIABSIHCKH PBKOIHCH.

Knrouosu dymu: anokpudmu; crapodwiarapcku npeson Ha [esunus Ha [laBen u Tekina;
Mpuenue Ha Tekna; uyneca; pbKOIUC.
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