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Professor Oktawiusz Jurewicz 
as a byzantinist (1926–2016)

Professor Oktawiusz Jurewicz, an eminent Polish classicist, philologist and trans-
lator, passed away on 26 April 2016. A doyen of Byzantine studies in Poland, 

Jurewicz made a signi�cant contribution to their development. Not only did he 
publish his own works but he also translated works by Byzantine authors, reviewed 
and edited scholarly texts of his contemporaries, and engaged in organizing aca-
demic life. An inspiration to a great number of younger scholars, to whom he was 
always ready to o�er his assistance, Jurewicz belonged to a generation that faced 
the challenge of organizing scholarly life under very unfavourable conditions – the 
country su�ered international isolation, and those who, because of their experi-
ence and signi�cant scholarly achievements, could aspire to the role of the leaders 
of academic life had either perished during the war or emigrated abroad, never 
to return. Nevertheless, at the end of his life, he could see his discipline �our-
ish, liberated from previous troubles and limitations. Jurewicz played a signi�cant 
role in the transformation Polish Byzantinology has undergone over the past few 
decades. To commemorate his legacy and the lasting in�uence he had on the stu-
dents of Byzantium, we wish to present his outstanding scholarly achievements.

While the majority of Polish scholars focused on the study of the Latin and 
Greek authors of the classical era, Jurewicz turned his linguistic interests to the 
historiography of the middle Byzantine period. His fundamental accomplishment 
lay in translating some of the greatest works of Byzantine historiography from the 
eleventh and twel�h centuries into Polish. �e works, which continue to present 
a number of interpretive challenges, are still vastly used by modern scholars. Aware 
of how important they were for Byzantine intellectual circles and of the meaning 
they held outside the Byzantine scholarship, Jurewicz spared no e�orts in translat-
ing thick volumes of medieval historiography. �e �rst work on which he worked 
was �e Alexiad by Anna Comnena, a daughter of Emperor Alexius I Comnen. 
Books 1–6 were published in 1969. �e publication of the remaining nine books 
came in 19721. An outstanding narrative, due to its literary qualities, its value as 

1 Anna Komnena, Aleksjada, vol. I–II, trans. & comm. O. Jurewicz, Wrocław 1969–1972.
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a basic account of the reign of the Comnenian dynasty and the personality of the 
author, the work attracted the attention of scholars from di�erent �elds of study. 
�e Material for History by Nicephorus Bryennios, Anna Comnena’s husband, was 
the next text which Jurewicz set out to translate. Less voluminous than the work 
by Anna Comnena, but equally important as a source to the history of the empire 
between 1070–1079, the Material formed something of an introduction to the 
Alexiad2. A�er translating the Material, he became involved in the translation of the 
Chronography. Penned by Michael Psellos, a great Byzantine writer and politician3, 
the Chronography is not so much a comprehensive account of political events from 
976 to 1077 as a portrayal of Byzantine monarchs from Basil II to Michael VII 
Ducas. With the author failing to keep his hubris in check and descending into 
psychologism, the work is hardly an objective exposition of the times about which 
it tells, yet still of great importance.

Finally, Polish readers could become familiar with the Bibliotheca of Photius. 
Five volumes, running to more than 1400 pages altogether, were published between 
1986 and 19994. It was not without some hesitations regarding his ability to com-
plete the ambitious task that Jurewicz decided to become involved in translating 
these thick volumes. A philological contrariness, to cite his own words, prevailed. 
However, there were more profound reasons for him to succeed. A humanist and 
an erudite, deeply fond of all Greek literature, he stressed Photius’ signi�cance for 
preserving the knowledge of the literary output of earlier writers. His own schol-
arly akríbeia allowed him to achieve the goal of preparing a translation to be used 
by future generations of Polish scholars. It took a brilliant scholar like Jurewicz to 
translate so complex a work, and except for the French translation of the text his 
was the only one that existed at the time.

Jurewicz had the ability to reveal the deep meaning of the works he translat-
ed, and it should be kept in mind that, leaving aside Bryennios, he dealt with the 
most distinguished representatives of Byzantine literature. All the publications 
mentioned above contained learned introductions yielding new insights into the 
works and their authors. Despite the passage of time Jurewicz’s translations have 
not become outdated. It remains to be seen whether new critical editions of the 
Byzantine historiography with which he was concerned will make it necessary to 
introduce any signi�cant amendments to his work.

In the task of translating works by Byzantine authors, Jurewicz found himself 
confronted with the issue, which had remained unresolved, of rendering Greek 
proper names into Polish. �e e�orts he took in this regard yielded an impor-
tant publication on the Polonization of Greek names. Although this glossary was 

2 Nikefor Bryennios, Materiały historyczne, trans. & comm. O. Jurewicz, Wrocław 1974.
3 Michał Psellos, Kronika czyli historia jednego stulecia Bizancjum, trans. & comm. O. Jurewicz, 
Wrocław 1985.
4 Focjusz, Biblioteka, vol. I–V, trans. & comm. O. Jurewicz, Warszawa 1986–1999.
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included in the new edition of Georg Ostrogorsky’s History of the Byzantine State 
which was published as late as 2008, scholars had already been familiar with it, 
using for some time its typescript version. Although created for practical reasons, 
it has become an important argument for the protection of the Polish classical 
onomastics, and even if it is too radical in some of its suggestions, it is more con-
sistent with the Polish language traditions than all the other attempts of this kind 
and at the same time meets the standards of modern academic and sophisticated 
Polish.

Jurewicz’s long preoccupation with Byzantine historiography resulted in the 
publication of Historia literatury bizantyńskiej (A History of Byzantine Literature), 
the only work on the issue that has so far been published in Polish5. �is concise 
book, which does not aspire to be a de�nitive exposition of the subject-matter it 
deals with, has been used by scholars and students as a convenient general refer-
ence on the literature in question. Part of the early Byzantine period is omitted 
from it as the author starts his analysis with 527. �e history of the medieval Greek 
literature is presented in chronological order and divided into six distinct periods 
(527–610, 610–717, 717–867, 867–1081, 1081–1204, 1204–1453). Since Jurewicz, 
following in the tradition of Karl Krumbacher, understood the term ‘literature’ 
as applying to all forms of writing, all literary genres are discussed in the History, 
beginning with historiography and poetry and ending with medicine, mathemat-
ics and architecture.

Two other monographs by Jurewicz are the evidence that he was not only an 
expert on Byzantine literature but was also well versed in a variety of other aspects 
of the Eastern Roman civilization. One of the monographs mentioned above deals 
with the person of Emperor Andronicus I Comnenus (1183–1185)6. �e brief 
reign of this ruler, usually seen through the prism of bloodshed and its tragic end, 
received a thorough analysis from Jurewicz who in the account of the emperor’s 
reign managed to modify his image as a cruel tyrant by presenting his rule as one 
�lled with attempts to reform the state machinery (e.g. �scal system). �e book 
was met with some interest and received reviews from such distinguished scholars 
as Robert Browning and Alexander Kazhdan7. It was subsequently translated into 
German and published by Hakkert in Amsterdam8.

5 Historia literatury bizantyńskiej, Wrocław–Warszawa–Kraków–Gdańsk–Łódź 1984. There were 
only two works on Byzantine literature published in Polish before 1984: the one by Jan Sajdak (Lit-
eratura bizantyńska, [in:] Wielka literatura powszechna, vol. IV, Warszawa 1933, p. 679–760), and the 
other by Oktawiusz Jurewicz himself (Literatura bizantyńska, [in:] Dzieje literatur europejskich, ed. 
W. Floryan, Warszawa 1977, p. 137–188).
6 Andronik I Komnenos, Warszawa1962.
7 R. Browning – EHR 80, 1965, p. 822–823; A. Každan – VV 24, 1964, p. 253–254; cf. S. Wiśniew-
ski – Bsl 26, 1965, p. 387–389.
8 Andronikos I. Komnenos, Amsterdam 1970. Rev.: O. Kresten – JÖB 20, 1971, p. 328–334.
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�e second monograph, Schizma Wschodnia (�e eastern schism)9, is a popular 
account of the process resulting in the ultimate split between the Latin and Greek 
Byzantine Church. Jurewicz introduced the readers to the world of Byzantine civili-
zation, especially to its religious dimension. Another important initiative designed 
to popularize Byzantine studies concerned the publication of the Byzantine Ency-
clopedia of culture (Encyklopedia kultury bizantyńskiej). �e idea of publishing this 
encyclopedia was born in 1980s, prior to the publication of the Oxford Dictionary 
of Byzantium or A Biographical Dictionary of the Byzantine Empire. Although the 
project was �nished in 1993, it wasn’t until 2002 that the encyclopedia was �nal-
ly published. 25 scholars were involved in the realization of the project, working 
under the direction of professor Jurewicz who was the editor of the volume and 
the author of a few dozens of entries. �e encyclopedia remains one of the most 
ambitious projects of this kind.

In order to fully illuminate the role Jurewicz played in developing Byzantine 
studies in Poland, it is necessary to mention the e�orts he took as an organizer 
of academic life. He was the �rst chairman of both the Byzantine Commission 
of the Committee on Ancient Culture of the Polish Academy of Sciences (KNo-
KA PAN) and the Polish National Committee of the International Association 
of the Byzantine Studies (AIEB). Patron of this journal, Professor Waldemar Cer-
an worked closely with Oktawiusz Jurewicz on the Commission from its incep-
tion. Both scholars made a signi�cant contribution to the development of Polish 
Byzantine studies, inspiring a great number of scholars from around the coun-
try. Although Oktawiusz Jurewicz did not create his own school he was the pillar 
of Polish Byzantinists. He will be remembered as a brilliant scholar and a kind and 
helpful friend.
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Rec.: Słownik łacińsko–polski według słownika Hermana Mengego i Henryka Kopii, oprac. 

K. Kumaniecki, Warszawa 1957 – Bibliotheca Classica Orientalis, 1958, 3, col. 133–134.
Rec.: K. Kumaniecki, Historia kultury starożytnej Grecji i Rzymu, Warszawa 1955 – Biblio-

theca Classica Orientalis, 1958, 4, col. 197–200.

1959
Język łaciński dla lektoratów uniwersyteckich na wydz. �lologicznym, historycznym, praw-

nym, Warszawa: Państwowe Wydawnictwo Naukowe 1959, p.  394 (with L.  Winni-
czuk,  J. Żuławska; many editions, later as Język łaciński. Podręcznik dla lektoratów 
szkół wyższych, wyd. 25 – 2004).
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Greckie peregrynacje Juliusza Słowackiego, Meander 14, 1959, p. 177–206.
Die neuegr ä zistische Forschung in Polen, Berliner Byzantinische Arbeiten 14, 1959, p. 28–34.
Kazimierz Feliks Kumaniecki. Zum 30. Jahrestag seiner wissenscha�licher und didaktischer 

Tä tigkeit, Das Altertum 5, 1959, p. 248–256. [= Kazimierz Feliks Kumaniecki, Eos 49.2, 
1959, p. 25–44.]

Plautus, Cato der Ä ltere und die rö mische Gesellscha�, [in:] Aus der Altertumskundlichen 
Arbeit Volkspolens, hrsg. J. Irmscher, K. Kumaniecki, Berlin 1959, p. 52–72.

System transkrypcyjny alfabetu neogreckiego, [in:] Polskie nazewnictwo geogra�czne świata, 
Warszawa 1959, p. 61–69.

Rec.: A. Krokiewicz, Sokrates, Warszawa 1958 – Kwartalnik Historyczny 66, 1959, p. 219.
Rec.: S. Łoś, Sylwetki rzymskie, Warszawa 1958 – Kwartalnik Historyczny 66, 1959, p. 219.
Rec.: M. Moser-Philtsou, Lehrbuch der neugriechischen Volkssprache, Mü nchen 1958 – Życie 

Szkoły Wyższej 1959, 10, p. 145–148.

1960
Filologia klasyczna na Węgrzech, Meander 15.3, 1960, p. 189–195.
Kabinet pro Studiá  ěecká , ěimská  a Latinská : ý.A.V. v Praze, Meander 15, 1960, p. 252–254.
Rec.: K.  Kumaniecki, Cyceron i jego współcześni, Warszawa 1959, p.  558 –  Języki Obce 

w Szkole 4. 5, 1960, p. 323–326.
Rec.: Słownik łacińsko–polski, red. M. Plezia, t. I (A–C), Warszawa 1959 – Życie Szkoły 

Wyższej 1960, 2, p. 124–127.

1961
Bemerkungen ü ber die „servi mali” bei Plautus, Acta Antiqua Academiae Scientiarum Hun-

garicae 9.1/2, 1961, p. 27–36.
Pobyt Andronika Komnenosa na Rusi Halickiej, Sprawozdania z Prac Naukowych Wydziału 

I Nauk Społecznych PAN 4.5, 1961, p. 48–52.
Rec.: K. Kumaniecki, Cyceron i jego współcześni (Ciceru und seine Zeitgenossen), Warsza-

wa 1959 – Deutsche Literaturzeitung fü r Kritik der internationalen Wissenscha� 82.3, 
1961, p. 225–227.

Rec.: Mała encyklopedia PWN, Warszawa 1959 – Zentralblatt fü r Bibliothekswesen 75.10, 
1961, p. 469–470.

1962
Andronik I Komnenos, Warszawa: Wydawnictwo Naukowe PWN 1962, pp. 176.

✴ reviews: R.  Browning, EHR 80, 1965, p.  822–823; A.  Každan, VV 24, 1964, p.  253–254; 
S. Wiśniewski, Bsl 26.2, 1965, p. 387–389.

Komitet Nauk o Kulturze Antycznej PAN, Sprawozdania z Prac Naukowych Wydziału 
I Nauk Społecznych PAN 5, 1962, p. 142–147.

Mała encyklopedia świata antycznego, vol. II, Warszawa 1962.
Renesans literatury bizantyjskiej w XII w., Meander 17.9, 1962, p. 407–419.
Stefan Srebrny (14 I 1890 – 12 X 1962), Sprawozdania z Prac Naukowych Wydziału I Nauk 

Społecznych PAN 5.4, 1962, p. 5–6.
Wielka encyklopedia powszechna PWN, vol. I, Warszawa: PWN 1962 (40 entries).
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1963
Miasto o pięciu nazwach (Lygos – Byzantion – Antonia – Konstantinupolis –  Istanbul), 

Meander 18.10, 1963, p. 467–476.
Ze wspomnień ucznia (o prof. St. Srebrnym), Meander 18.2/3, 1963, p. 81–86.
Prof. Dr. Stefan Srebrny, Gelehrter und Ü bersetzer, Helikon. Rivista di Tradizione e cultura 

classica dell’Università  di Messina 3, 1963, p. 557–558.
Z greckiej literatury nowożytnej, Przegląd Humanistyczny 7.6, 1963, p. 147–150.

1964
Aus der Geschichte der Beziehungen zwischen Byzanz und Rußland in der zweiten H ä l�e des 

12. Jahrhunderts, [in:] Byzantinische Beiträ ge, ed. J. Irmscher, Berlin 1964, p. 333–357.
Kazimierz Kumaniecki (Sylwetki naukowe członków PAN), Nauka Polska 12.1, 1964, p. 68–73.
Komisja Bizantynologiczna Komitetu Nauk o Kulturze Antycznej (Rzut oka na polską bizan-

tynistykę), Sprawozdania z Prac Naukowych Wydziału I Nauk Społecznych PAN 7.1, 
1964, p. 46–51.

Z recepcji kultury nowogreckiej i klasycznej w Polsce XIX w. Józef Dunin-Borkowski, Eos 
54.2, 1964, p. 329–348 [= Przegląd Humanistyczny 9.1, 1965, p. 117–143].

Rec.: Philippi Callimachi Epigrammatum libri duo, ed. C.F. Kumaniecki, Wratislaviae 1963, 
pp. 119 – Języki Obce w Szkole 1964, 5.

1965
Rec.: H. Evert-Kappesowa, Studia nad historią wsi bizantyńskiej, Łódź: Łódzkie Towarzy-

stwo Naukowe 1963, pp. 119 – Roczniki Dziejów Społeczno-Gospodarczych 27, 1965, 
p. 157–158.

1967
Religia w komediach Plauta, Euhemer. Przegląd Religioznawczy 4/5, 1967, p. 11–18.
Der Vermittlung des antiken Erbes in der Volksrepublik Polen, Das Altertum 13.1, 1967, 

p. 56–64.
Walki obrazoburców z ikonodulami w Bizancjum (717–843), Meander 22.6, 1967, p. 269–282.
Edition of K.F. Kumaniecki, Scripta minora, praef. V. Steffen, Academiae scientiarum 

Polonae Classis prima, Wratislaviae: Zakład Narodowy im. Ossolińskich 1967. Biblio-
graphy of Kazimierz Kumaniecki p. XXXI–XLI.

1968
Das rö mische �eater in Polen im Wandel der Jahrhunderte, [in:] Antiquitas Graeco-Ro-

mana ac tempora nostra. Acta Congressus internationalis habiti Brunae diebus 12–16 
mensis Aprilis MCMLXVI, ed. J. Burian, L. Vidman, Praguae 1968, p. 295–300.

Ü ber die Religion des Plautus, [in:] Studien zur Geschichte und Philosophie des Altertum, ed. 
J. Harmatta, Budapest 1968, p. 104–112.

Starożytni Grecy i Rzymianie w życiu prywatnym i państwowym, Warszawa: Państwowe 
Wydawnictwo Naukowe 1968 (second edition in 1970, third edition 1973; co-author 
Lidia Winniczuk).

Mały słownik pisarzy świata, Warszawa 1968 (31 entries).
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1969
Schizma wschodnia, Warszawa: Książka i Wiedza 1969, pp. 279.

✴ rec.: R. Ciocan-Ivănescu, B 41, 1971, p. 556–557; A. Ferenc, Euhemer 15, 1971, p. 105–109.

Anna Komnena, Aleksjada, vol. I, trans. et comm. O. Jurewicz, Wrocław: Zakład Naro-
dowy im. Ossolińskich 1969, pp. 184 (second edition in 2005).

Anna Komnena, Aleksjada. Wstęp, trans. O. Jurewicz, Meander 24. 2, 1969, p. 85–92.
Z „Aleksjady” Anny Komneny, Meander 24.2, 1969, p. 83–92.
Rec.: Prokopiusz z Cezarei, Historia sekretna, tłum, wstęp, przypisy A. Konarek, Warszawa: 

PIW 1969, pp. 224 – Nowe Książki 1969, 16, p. 1108–1109.

1970
Andronikos I. Komnenos, Amsterdam: Hakkert 1970, pp. 159.

✴ rec.: O. Kresten, JÖB 20, 1971, p. 328–334.

Rec.: H-W. Haußig, Historia kultury bizantyńskiej, tłum. T. Zabłudowski, Warszawa 1969, 
pp. 548 – Nowe Książki 1970, 7, p. 409–410.

1972
Anna Komnena, Aleksjada, vol. II, trans. et comm. O. Jurewicz, Wrocław: Zakład Naro-

dowy im. Ossolińskich 1972, pp. 298 (second edition in 2005).
Lenin w kręgu kultury antycznej, Eos 60, 1972, p. 166–178.

1973
Rec.: S. Runciman, Ostatni renesans bizantyński, tłum. J. Marzęcki, Warszawa 1973, pp. 113 

– Nowe Książki 1973, 16, p. 47.
Rec.: Wielki Kościół w niewoli. Studium historyczne patriarchatu konstantynopolitańskiego od 

czasów bezpośrednio poprzedzających jego podbój przez Turków aż do wybuchu greckiej 
wojny o niepodległość, tłum. J.S. Łoś, Warszawa 1973, pp. 478 – Argumenty 17 (33), 1973.

1974
Nikefor Bryennios, Materiały historyczne, trans. et comm. O.  Jurewicz, Wrocław: 

Zakład Narodowy im. Ossolińskich 1974, pp. xvi, 98 (second edition in 2006, pp. 205).
L’antiquité classique au cours 25 années de la République Populaire de Pologne, ed. O. Jure-

wicz, Wrocław: Zakład Narodowy im. Ossolińskich – Wydawnictwo PAN 1974.
Filologia nowogrecka w Polsce, [in:] Bałkanistyka polska. Materiały z posiedzeń naukowych 

Komisji Bałkanistycznej przy Komitecie Słowianoznawstwa PAN w latach 1972–1973, 
ed. Z. Stieber, K. Feleszko, J. Reychman, Wrocław: Zakład Narodowy im. Ossoliń-
skich 1974, p. 55–70.

1977
Literatura bizantyńska, [in:] Dzieje literatur europejskich, ed. W. Floryan, Warszawa 1977, 

p. 137–189.
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1984
Historia literatury bizantyńskiej. Zarys, Wrocław–Warszawa–Kraków–Gdańsk–Łódź: Za-

kład Narodowy im. Ossolińskich – Wydawnictwo Ossolineum 1984, pp. 354 (second 
edition in 2007, pp. 320).

„Die Chronographie” des Michael Psellos als Quelle zur byzantinischen Kultur im Ausgang 
des 10. Jahrhunderts, Eos 72.2, 1984, p. 315–322.
✴ repr. Byzantinische Forschungen 16, 1991, p. 137–146.

Rec.: H. Cichocka, Przegląd Humanistyczny 29.1/2, 1985, p. 167–171; K. Ilski, Balcanica 
Posnaniensia 5, 1990, p. 422.

Kazimierz Feliks Kumaniecki, �lolog – tłumacz – nauczyciel – organizator nauki (18 V 1905 
– 8 VI 1977), Przegląd Humanistyczny 1984, 1, p. 75–102.

Die Sprache und literarische Kunst von Anna Komnene, [in:] Festschri� Johannes Irmscher, 
Berlin 1984, p. 85–97.

1985
Anna Komnena – Kronprinzessin und Schri�stellerin, trans. G. Janke, [in:] Griechenland 

–  Byzanz –  Europa. Ein Studienband, ed. J.  Herrmann, H.  Köpstein, R.  Müller, 
Berlin 1985 (= Berliner Byzantinische Arbeiten, 52), p. 50–60.

Michał Psellos,  Kronika czyli historia jednego stulecia Bizancjum, trans. et comm. 
O. Jurewicz, Wrocław: Zakład Narodowy im. Ossolińskich 1985, pp. xxi, 247 (second 
edition in 2005, pp. 382).

1986
Focjusz,  Biblioteka, vol.  I, „Kodeksy” 1–150, trans. et comm. O.  Jurewicz, Warszawa: 

Instytut Wydawniczy Pax 1986, pp. 227.
Kwintus Horacjusz Flakkus, Dzieła wszystkie, vol. I, Ody i epody, ed., trans. et comm. 

O. Jurewicz, Wrocław: Zakład Narodowy im. Ossolińskich 1986, pp. 445.

1988
Focjusz, Biblioteka, vol. II „Kodeksy” 151–222, trans. et comm. O. Jurewicz, Warszawa: 

Instytut Wydawniczy Pax 1988, p. 266.
Kwintus Horacjusz Flakkus,  Gawędy. Listy. Sztuka poetycka, ed., trans. et comm. 

O. Jurewicz, Wrocław: Zakład Narodowy im. Ossolińskich 1988, pp. 501.

1992
Gramatyka historyczna języka greckiego. Fonetyka – �eksja, Warszawa: Wydawnictwo Na-

ukowe PWN 1992, pp. 326 (second edition in 1999, pp. 329).

1993
Studi di �lologia bizantina condotti in Polonia nel secolo XX (una selezione), [in:] La �lologia 

medievale e umanistica greca e latina nel secolo XX. Atti del Congresso Internazionale, 
Roma, Consiglio Nazionale delle Ricerche, Università  La Sapienza, 11–15 dicembre 
1989), ed. E. Follieri, G. Orlandi, M. Regoliosi, A. Armati, A. Luzzi, Roma 1993 
[Testi e studi bizantini e neoellenici, 7], vol. II, p. 629–637.
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1994
Focjusz, Biblioteka, vol. III, „Kodeksy” 223–237, trans. et comm. O. Jurewicz, Warszawa: 

Instytut Wydawniczy Pax 1994, pp. 231.
Słownik pisarzy świata, vol. I, Literatura antyczna: starogrecka, bizantyńska, nowogrecka, 

rzymska. Literatura afrykańska, ed. O. Jurewicz, S. Piłaszewicz, Warszawa 1994.
Focjusz, Biblioteka, vol. IV, „Kodeksy” 238–248, trans. et comm. O. Jurewicz, Warszawa: 

Instytut Wydawniczy Pax 1996, pp. 327.

1995
Griechische Motive in der gegenwä rtigen polnischen Literatur, [in:] Europä ischer Philhelleni-

smus, Antike Motive in der heutigen europ ä ischen Literatur, Wü rzburg 1995, p. 189–197.

1998
Byzanz in der polnischen Literatur des 19. und 20. Jahrhunderts, [in:] Byzantinische Sto�e 

und Motive in der europä ischen Literatur des 19. und 20. Jahrhunderts, ed. E. Konstan-
tinou, Frankfurt am Main–Berlin–New York–Paris–Wien 1998 [Philhellenische Stu-
dien, 6], p. 137–144.

1999
Focjusz, Biblioteka, vol. V, „Kodeksy” 249–280, trans. et comm. O. Jurewicz, Warszawa: 

Instytut Wydawniczy Pax 1999, pp. 343.

2000
Kwintus Horacjusz Flakkus, Ody i epody, ed., trans. et comm. O. Jurewicz, Warszawa: 

Wydawnictwo Naukowe PWN 2000.
Kwintus Horacjusz Flakkus, Gawędy; Listy; Sztuka poetycka, ed., trans. et comm. 

O. Jurewicz, Warszawa: Wydawnictwo Naukowe PWN 2000.

2000/2001
Słownik grecko-polski, ed. O. Jurewicz, vol. I–II, Warszawa: Wydawnictwo Szkolne PWN 

2000–2001; published anew in one volume Warszawa: Wydawnictwo Sub Lupa 2015.

2001/2006
Several anonymous entries in Wielka encyklopedia PWN, vol. I–XXXI, ed. J. Wojnowski, 

Warszawa 2001–2006.
Signed entry: vol. IV: Bizantyńskie, cesarstwo. Literatura, p. 135–136.

2002
Encyklopedia kultury bizantyńskiej, ed. O. Jurewicz, Warszawa: Wydawnictwa Uniwersy-

tetu Warszawskiego 2002.
Entries: Abba, p. 1; Abbas, p. 1; Akathistos hymnos, p. 10; Akindynos Grzegorz, p. 10; Akojmeci, 
p.  11; Aleksander, p.  13; Aleksander z Tralles, p.  14; Alfabet –  skarga na marność tego świata, 
p. 20; Anagnosta Konstantyn, p. 24; Archidiakon, p. 47; Archimandryta, p. 47; Archiprezbiter, p. 47; 
Arseniusz Autorejan, p. 51–52; Balsamon Teodor, p. 65; Barlaam z Kalabrii, p. 66–67; Barsanu-
�usz, p. 67; Basileopator, p. 67; Bizantynistyka, bizantynologia, p. 81–82; Bizantyńska literatura, 
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p. 83–84; Blemmydes Nikefor, p. 102; Cenobici, p. 110; Chrysoberges Maksym, p. 121; Chrysoloras 
Demetriusz, p. 121; Chrysorrhoas, p. 121; Chrystodulos Jan z Patmos, p. 121; Chumnos Jerzy, p. 123; 
Chumnos Nikefor, p. 123; Corpus iuris civilis, p. 127; Diakon, p. 140–141; Domestyk, p. 148; Du-
kat, p. 152; Duks, p. 152; Dyrrachium, p. 153–154; Edessa, p. 154; Ekthesis Chronike, p. 157–158; 
Etymologicum magnum, p. 163; Fanarion, p. 172; Files Manuel, p. 174–175; Filozo�a Ojca Wina, 
p.  177; Fizjolog, p.  177; Focjusz, p.  178–179; Geometres Jan Kyriotes, p.  186; Halecki (Chalecki) 
Oskar, p. 195–196; Hammer Seweryn, p. 196–197; Heirmos, p. 197–198; Historia imperatorum, 
p. 210; Idiomela, p. 215; Igumen, p. 215; Ikonodule, p. 216; Ikonoklaści, obrazoburcy, p. 216; Jan Ita-
los, p. 231; Jan XIV Kalekas, p. 231; Jan Mauropus, p. 235; Jan Moschos, p. 235; Kabasilas Mikołaj, 
p. 252; Kabasilas Nil, p. 252; Karmania, p. 257; Kasja, p. 259; Katepano, p. 260–261; Kefalas Kon-
stantyn, p. 261–262; Kiparisjota Jan, p. 263; Kleisura, p. 264; Komisja Bizantynologiczna przy Komi-
tecie Nauk o Kulturze Antycznej Polskiej akademii Nauk, p. 266; Komnena Anna, p. 266; Komnenos 
i Proklos, p. 268; Kontakion, p. 284; Kumaniecki Kazimierz, p. 295; Laura, p. 301; Libaden Andrzej, 
p. 310–311; Malakes Eutymiusz, p. 322; Mazarisa podróż do Hadesu, p. 335; Megas duks, p. 336; 
Meletios, p. 337; Meliteniota Teodor, p. 338; Merarcha, p. 338; Mirologia, p. 353; Msza gołobrodych, 
p. 362; Myriokefalon, p. 363; Nazjanz, p. 365; Nowacjanie, p. 378; Ochryda, p. 378; Ogień grecki, 
p. 378; Opowieść o czworonogach, p. 381; Pachomiusz, p. 385; Palamas Grzegorz, p. 386; Patrycjusz-
ka zoste, p. 397; Pizydes Jerzy, p. 404; Porikolog, p. 406–407; Psarolog, p. 416; Pulolog, p. 418; Roman 
Melodos, p. 424; Sajdak Jan, p. 427–428; Scholia, p. 431; Sebastokrator, p. 432; Sebastos, p. 432; Sin-
ko Tadeusz, p. 435–436; Spaneas, p. 441; Spatariusz, p. 441; Sternbach Leon, p. 445; Stratopedarcha, 
p. 447; Stratores, p. 447; Stylici, p. 447; Synaksarion, p. 449; Syntomon, p. 450; Tagmata, p. 453; Teo-
dor Studyta, p. 459; Teodor z Mopsuestii, p. 459; Tornikes Dymitr, p. 476; Tornikes Grzegorz, p. 476; 
Troparion, p. 481; Trzy rozdziały, p. 483; Turyn Aleksander, p. 483; Typikon, p. 485; Tzetzes Isaak, 
p. 486; Ulpian, p. 487; Witkowski Stanisław, p. 493–494; Zakład Filologii Greckiej, Bizantyńskiej 
i Nowogreckiej Instytutu Filologii Klasycznej Uniwersytetu Warszawskiego, p. 496; Zotyk Paraspon-
dyl, p. 502; Zwierciadło kobiet, p; 502–503; Zygaben (Zygaden) Jan, p. 503.

2008
Zasady spolszczania i transpozycji imion własnych i nazw geogra�cznych epoki bizantyńskiej, 

[in:]  G.  Ostrogorski, Dzieje Bizancjum, trans. W.  Ceran, H.  Evert-Kappesowa, 
S. Wiśniewski, 2Warszawa 2008, p. 599–626.
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Le più recenti ricerche sui vangeli slavi (1999–2016) 
Qualche riflessione critica

Premessa

Quindici anni fa uscì in Germania la monogra�a Die altslavische Version der 
Evangelien. Forschungsgeschichte und zeitgenössische Forschung1, in cui ho 

voluto presentare la produzione scienti�ca sulla versione slava dei vangeli dalle 
prime ricerche di J. Dobrovský �no alla �ne del XX sec. esaminando criticamente 
i principali risultati.

Quando mi è stato proposto di realizzare una versione in lingua russa del volu-
me, ho creduto necessario aggiornare questa bibliogra�a e presentare le più recenti 
ricerche. Nel complesso si deve riconoscere che in questi ultimi quindici anni sono 
stati raggiunti nuovi e importanti risultati e che questo campo di studi rappresenta 
ancora un tema fondamentale della slavistica nell’ambito della paleogra�a, della 
critica testuale e dell’analisi linguistica.

La di�usione della tecnologia informatica e  la pratica della digitalizzazione 
rendono ora disponibili non solo gran parte dei materiali bibliogra�ci, comprese 
le tesi di dottorato, ma persino la riproduzione fotogra�ca dei manoscritti. In tal 
modo ho potuto coprire diverse lacune nella bibliogra�a precedente e avere facil-
mente a disposizione preziosi materiali. A ciò si deve aggiungere la creazione di 
portali dedicati alla tradizione manoscritta dei vangeli greci o slavi o più in gene-
rale alla tradizione manoscritta medievale che contengono anche corpora interro-
gabili. Tutto questo sta trasformando il modo di lavorare delle nuove generazioni 
di ricercatori.

La tradizione manoscritta greca

La versione slava dei vangeli, è opportuno ricordarlo, ha le sue basi nella traduzio-
ne di un ignoto originale greco, mentre la successiva tradizione manoscritta slava 
si è sviluppata, pur con l’eccezione della tradizione croato-glagolitica, in stretta 

1 M. Garzaniti, Die altslavische Version der Evangelien. Forschungsgeschichte und zeitgenössische 
Forschung, Köln–Weimar–Wien 2001.
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connessione con la tradizione greca. Per questo è molto importante seguire con 
attenzione i progressi nelle ricerche sui vangeli greci.

Questi anni hanno visto nuovi importanti sviluppi nelle ricerche dell’Interna-
tional Greek New Testament Project (IGNTP). Dopo aver o�erto negli anni ottanta 
un signi�cativo contributo allo studio della tradizione manoscritta del Vangelo di 
Luca2, il progetto si è concentrato sul Vangelo di Giovanni. Dopo l’uscita a stam-
pa dell’edizione secondo la testimonianza dei papiri3, il gruppo di studiosi, sotto 
la guida di D.C. Parker, ha cominciato a collaborare all’Editio Critica Maior del 
Nuovo testamento, promossa dall’Institut für neutestamentliche Textforschung 
(INTF, Münster, v. infra), assumendosi la responsabilità di preparare l’edizione del 
Vangelo di Giovanni (2005)4. Dopo aver pubblicato le testimonianze dei codici 
maiuscoli5, è stato creato un portale che o�re on line l’edizione dei codici maiu-
scoli sulla base della seconda edizione a stampa (2013)6 e promette la progressiva 
trascrizione dei papiri, dei codici maiuscoli e minuscoli e, in�ne, dei lezionari7. 
Allo stesso tempo nell’ambito del medesimo progetto, su richiesta di un gruppo 
di chiese ortodosse, è stata pubblicata l’edizione del medesimo vangelo secondo la 
tradizione bizantina, uscita prima in forma cartacea8 e in seguito aggiornata nella 
forma digitale9 che comprende codici maiuscoli e minuscoli, ma anche lezionari 
e testimonianze dei vangeli commentati.

Nel frattempo l’INTF di Münster, sempre nell’ambito della preparazione 
all’Editio Critica Maior del Nuovo testamento, ha o�erto un contributo che, come 
vedremo, può essere di grande rilevanza anche per lo studio della versione sla-
va. Seguendo il metodo “locale-genealogico”10 sono stati identi�cati, infatti, alcu-

2 The Gospel According to St Luke. Part One. Chapters 1–12, ed. The American and British Commit-
tees of the International Greek New Testament Project, Oxford 1984; The Gospel According to St Luke. 
Part Two. Chapters 13–24, ed. The American and British Committees of the International Greek New 
Testament Project, Oxford 1987.
3 The Gospel According to St John. The Papyri, ed. W.J. Elliott, D.C. Parker, Leiden 1995 (= NTTS 20).
4 Cf. K. Wachtel, D.C. Parker, The Joint IGNTP/INTF Editio Critica Maior of the Gospel of John. 
It’s Goal and their Significance for New Testament Scholarship Proposed Paper for SNTS 2005 (Halle), 
www.uni-muenster.de/INTF/ECM%20Halle6.pdf [15 VI 2016].
5 The Gospel According to St John. The Majuscules, ed. U.B.  Schmid, W.J.  Elliott, D.C.  Parker, 
Leiden 2007 (= NTTSD 37).
6 Cf. www.iohannes.com/majuscule/index.html [15 VI 2016].
7 Cf. www.iohannes.com/IGNTPtranscripts/index.html [15 VI 2016].
8 The Gospel According to John in the Byzantine Tradition, ed. R.L. Mullen, S. Crisp, D.C. Parker, 
Stuttgart 2007.
9 Cf. www.iohannes.com/byzantine/index.html [15 VI 2016].
10 Le regole del metodo locale-genealogico (“Lokal-genealogisches Method”) per distinguere e inter-
pretare le varianti sono esposte brevemente nello studio di K. e B. Aland (B. Aland, K. Aland, The 
Text of the New Testament. An Introduction to the Critical Editions and the Theory and Practice of Mo-
dern Textual Criticism, Grand Rapids–Leiden 1987, p. 275). Per una sua evoluzione con la definizio-
ne di “coherence-based genealogical method”, soprattutto in relazione alla complessa questione della 
contaminazione, si veda G. Mink, Problems of a highly Contaminated Tradition: the New Testament. 



27Le più recenti ricerche sui vangeli slavi (1999–2016)…

ni principali “nodi di varianti”, che, a  prescindere dalla tradizionale distinzione 
dei codici in gruppi e famiglie, consentono di raggruppare le testimonianze della 
tradizione manoscritta greca nel suo complesso. In particolare si distinguono le 
varianti del cosiddetto “testo standard” dalle lezioni del “testo bizantino”, chiamato 
anche koiné. Il testo bizantino non è semplicemente la versione di Luciano, che 
si sarebbe conservata immutata nei libri ecclesiastici, come spesso si ritiene, ma 
un testo, che si è formato nel corso di alcuni secoli, a partire dall’area antioche-
na. Questo testo è de�nito sulla base del cosiddetto “testo maggioritario (majority 
text)”, cioè il testo costituito dai passi senza varianti e dalle lezioni, testimoniate 
dalla maggioranza dei manoscritti11.

Sulla base di 467 “nodi di varianti”, infatti, sono state analizzate le diverse lezio-
ni di numerosi codici (1984 mss. per i sinottici e 1987 mss. per il vangelo di Gio-
vanni) che sono state messe a disposizione in diversi corposi volumi12. Purtroppo 
il numero dei “nodi” non è omogeneo fra i vangeli e sono stati esclusi dall’analisi 
gli oltre millecinquecento lezionari. Abbiamo, comunque, a disposizione per i van-
geli di Matteo, Marco e Luca e per i primi dieci capitoli di Giovanni un importante 
strumento per lo studio della tradizione manoscritta greca.

Nell’ambito della tradizione manoscritta dei lezionari, a  oltre cinquant’anni 
dagli studi della scuola di Chicago è uscita la ricerca di Ch.R.D. Jordan, �e Textual 
Tradition of the Gospel of John in Greek Gospel Lectionaries from the Middle Byzan-
tine Period (8th–11th Century). Quest’ampia dissertazione illustra le testimonianze 
manoscritte più antiche del lezionario greco nei loro diversi aspetti sulla base di 
un ampio corpus (126 codici fra l’VIII e l’XI sec.) e analizza in particolare 44 nodi 
testuali del vangelo di Giovanni13.

Stemmata of Variants as a Source of a Genealogy for Witnesses, [in:] Studies in Stemmatology II, ed. 
P. Van Reenen, A. Den Hollander, M. Van Mulken, Amsterdam–Philadelphia 2004, p. 13–86.
11 Der Mehrheitstext des NT besteht aus den unvariiert überlieferten Textabschnitten und der Summe aller 
Mehrheitslesarten. Eine Mehrheitslesart ist die von der Mehrheit aller griechischen Handschriften des Neuen 
Testaments bezeugte Lesart einer variierten Stelle… Als Byzantinischer Text wird diejenige Textform be-
zeichnet, der seit dem 9. Jahrhundert in vielen hundert Exemplaren weitgehend identisch reproduzert wur-
de. Diese Textform ist seither, nicht zulezt durch die Lektionare, in der griechischen Christenheit allgemein 
verbreitet und als der Text des Neuen Testaments anerkannt… (K. Wachtel, Der Byzantinische Text der 
Katholischen Briefe. Eine Untersuchung zur Entstehung der Koine des Neuen Testaments, Berlin 1995, p. 7).
12 Cf. Text und Textwert der Griechischen Handschriften des Neuen Testaments. IV. Die Synoptischen 
Evangelien. 1. Das Markusevangelium, ed. K. Aland, B. Aland, K. Wachtel, K. Witte, vol. II, Ber-
lin–New York 1998; Text und Textwert der Griechischen Handschriften des Neuen Testaments. IV. 
Die Synoptischen Evangelien, 2. Das Matthäusevangelium, ed. K. Aland, B. Aland, K. Wachtel, 
K. Witte, vol. II, Berlin–New York 1999; Text und Textwert der Griechischen Handschriften des Neu-
en Testaments. IV. Die Synoptischen Evangelien. 3. Das Lukasevangelium, ed. K. Aland, B. Aland, 
K. Wachtel, K. Witte, vol. II, Berlin–New York 1999; Text und Textwert der Griechischen Hand-
schriften des Neuen Testaments. V. Das Johannesevangelium, ed. K. Aland, B. Aland, K. Wachtel, 
K. Witte, vol. II, Berlin–New York 2005.
13 Ch.R.D.  Jordan, The Textual Tradition of the Gospel of John in Greek Gospel Lectionaries from 
the Middle Byzantine Period (8th–11th Century). A Thesis Submitted to The University of Birmingham 
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Sulla struttura del libro dei vangeli

Riguardo alla tradizione manoscritta sia greca sia slava, in tempi recenti è cre-
sciuta l’attenzione nei confronti della struttura di questo libro, come dimostra-
no peraltro le descrizioni contenute nei cataloghi (v. infra). In modo sempre più 
evidente si percepisce la funzione liturgica, non solo del lezionario, ma anche del 
tetraevangelo. La testimoniano in particolare le rubriche, le glosse a margine e le 
appendici, ma la si può riconoscere anche nella forma testuale dei vangeli che 
mostrano una serie di adattamenti prodotti dalla divisione in pericopi o determi-
nati dall’in�uenza dei passi paralleli14.

Una questione rilevante è stata sollevata, ancora alla �ne degli anni novanta, da 
S.Ju. Temčin che ha individuato, oltre alle note tipologie del lezionario, un “apra-
kos a colonna”. Con questa de�nizione lo studioso intende una breve raccolta di 
pericopi del vangelo e dell’apostolo con le undici letture dei vangeli domenicali per 
il mattutino, le otto letture per il sabato e la domenica secondo i toni dell’ottoeco, 
le letture per ogni giorno della settimana, cui si può aggiungere una selezione delle 
pericopi per le feste dei santi15. Se, però, consideriamo la questione nel complesso 
dei libri liturgici della tradizione bizantino-slava si deve riconoscere che in genere 
proprio al libro dell’ottoeco è associato l’anthologion (in slavo anfologionŭ) in cui 
si o�rono i testi delle principali feste liturgiche del calendario �sso e mobile con 
una serie di pericopi dell’apostolo e dei vangeli16. In questa prospettiva si dovreb-
bero allora considerare anche gli eucologi che contengono una serie di letture dei 
vangeli per le diverse celebrazioni dei sacramenti. Così ha fatto Temčin che coe-
rentemente si è spinto a parlare di “aprakos eucologico”17. Pur ritenendo molto utili 

for the Degree of Doctor of Philosophy, Birmingham 2009, www.etheses.bham.ac.uk/578/1/Jordan-
10PhD.pdf [29 VI 2016].
14 Recentemente ho pubblicato una versione aggiornata della riflessione sulla struttura del leziona-
rio e del tetraevangelo, contenuta nella nostra monografia: M. Garzaniti, The Gospel Book and its 
Liturgical Function in the Byzantine-Slavic Tradition, [in:] Catalogue of Byzantine Manuscripts in their 
Liturgical Context, vol. I, Challenges and Perspective, ed. K. Spronk, G. Rouwhorst, S. Royé, Turn-
hout 2013, p. 35–54.
15 С.Ю. ТЕМЧИН, Столпный апракос –  еще один неизвестный структурный тип славянско-
го служебного Евангелия (по рукописям XIII–XVI вв), [in:] Библия в дуxовной жизни, истории 
и культуре России и православного славянского мира. К 500-летию Геннадевской Библии. Сбор-
ник материалов международной конференции. Москва, 21–26 сентября 1999 г., ed. Г. БАРАНКОВА, 
Москва 2001, p. 127–159.
16 Se ne conserva un’interessante testimonianza nel Codex Hankensteinianus (Wien, Cod. slav. 37), un 
manoscritto galiziano-voliniano risalente al XIII–XIV sec. del quale G. Birkfellner ha studiato appro-
fonditamente le pericopi e le rubriche (G. Birkfellner, Codex Hankenstein. Codex Vindobonensis 
slavicus 37. Altukrainisches liturgisches Anthologion des 13.–14. Jahrhunderts. Textus manuscriptus 
linguae ecclesiastico-slavonicae versionis ucrainicae (parvorossicae) saeculi XIII–XIV, vol. II, Neutesta-
mentliche Perikopen, Evangelien und Apostelschriften, Münster 2006).
17 С.Ю. ТЕМЧИН, О возможном балканском влиянии на структуру церковнославянских богослу-
жебных книг ВКЛ и Польского Королевста, SRu 18, 2000, p. 275–280.
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queste osservazioni, ci sembra, però, che in entrambi i casi abbiamo a che fare con 
tipologie librarie diverse dal libro dei vangeli che vanno studiate in primo luogo 
all’interno della propria tradizione manoscritta. Non escludiamo, comunque, che 
si possano analizzare anche in relazione ai libri del lezionario e del tetraevangelo.

Allo studio dei lezionari ha dato un importante impulso J. Ostapczuk, che oltre 
a numerosi articoli, ha pubblicato due ampie monogra�e18. Nella prima si o�ro-
no in particolare le edizioni di molti frammenti di lezionari e  l’analisi di alcune 
pericopi della liturgia pasquale, del mercoledì della quarta settimana dopo Pasqua 
e della pentecoste monogra�a, mentre nella seconda si presenta l’analisi delle peri-
copi del ciclo matteano.

In quest’ultimo volume si o�re una versione aggiornata della lista dei codici 
presente nella nostra monogra�a19 con l’aggiunta in particolare dei dati o�erti dai 
nuovi cataloghi usciti in questi ultimi quindici anni, fra cui ovviamente occupa un 
posto di rilievo il primo volume del catalogo dei codici del XIV sec., conservati 
in Russia, nei paesi SNG e nei paesi baltici20. Nella lista si introduce, tuttavia, una 
serie di nuovi dati che possono creare una certa confusione. Non solo si consi-
derano anche gli ottoechi (v. supra), ma ci si basa anche su cataloghi precedenti 
il secondo dopoguerra, che non sempre sono a�dabili sia per la metodologia, sia 
a causa dei cambiamenti intervenuti (dispersione o riaggregazione delle raccolte, 
ecc…). Lo studioso, inoltre, nel comporre la lista non tiene più conto del limi-
te temporale della prima metà del XVI sec., che avevamo giusti�cato sulla base 
dell’avvento della stampa e dei possibili in�ussi reciproci fra tradizione manoscrit-
ta e a stampa quando si trasformò radicalmente la trasmissione del libro dei van-
geli e in genere delle sacre scritture. Si presenta così una lista più abbondante di 
codici che o�re in ogni caso nuovi spunti alla ricerca21.

18 J.  Ostapczuk, Cerkiewnosłowiański przekład liturgicznych perykop okresu paschalnego i święta 
Pięćdziesiątnicy w rękopiśmiennych ewangeliarzach krótkich, Warszawa 2010; idem, Sobotnie i nie-
dzielne perykopy liturgiczne z Ewangelii Mateusza w cerkiewnosłowiańskich lekcjonarzach krótkich, 
Warszawa 2013.
19 Cf. M. Garzaniti, Die altslavische Version der Evangelien…, Anhang II.
20 Cf. Сводный каталог славяно-русских рукописных книг, хранящихся в России, странах СНГ 
и Балтии. XIV век, vol. I (Апокалипсис — Летопис Лаврентьевская), ed. О.А. КНЯЗЕВСКАЯ, 
Н.А. КОБЯК, А.Л. ЛИФШИЦ, Н.Б. ТИХОМИРОВ, А.А. ТУРИЛОВ, Н.Б. ШЕЛАМАНОВА, Москва 2002. 
Grazie a questo catalogo, in particolare, abbiamo avuto la conferma che il cosiddetto Evangelium Bu-
covinense, un tetraevangelo già conservato a Černivci e descritto da V. Jagić (V. Jagić, Ein Beitrag zur 
Erforschung der altkirchenslavischen Evangelientexte (Evangelium Bucovinense), Wien 1916, Sitzungs-
berichte der Kaiserlichen Akademie der Wissenschaften in Wien. Philosophisch-historische Klasse, 
180.1. Abhandlung) si deve identificare con il codice RNB F.p.I.122, acquisito dalla Biblioteca Nazio-
nale russa nel 1945 (e; II metà XIV sec.; ff. 86; Сводный каталог…, 245).
21 J. Ostapczuk, Sobotnie i niedzielne perykopy liturgiczne…, p. 9–60. Nella monografia segue uno 
studio dedicato alla presenza dei codici dei vangeli in Polonia in uno spettro temporale molto ampio 
che arriva alle testimonianze manoscritte di epoca contemporanea.
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Le pericopi del menologio

Uno dei settori che ha visto una più marcata evoluzione è stata la ricerca sul meno-
logio dei lezionari e sulle liste delle pericopi del menologio nei tetraevangeli.

In anni a noi più vicini hanno lavorato in questo ambito E. Dogramadžieva, 
C. Vakareliyska e O.V. Loseva. Su una base assai ampia di codici Dogramadžieva 
o�re i numerosi dati raccolti in quattro preziose diverse tabelle: la prima contiene 
un repertorio completo delle letture con le indicazioni della data, della festa, del 
contenuto della pericope e  dei testimoni manoscritti ordinati secondo il  calen-
dario; la seconda presenta i dati nell’ordine alfabetico delle memorie liturgiche 
con l’indicazione della data e della pericope e con le eventuali varianti in corsivo; 
la terza presenta le pericopi dei vangeli ordinate secondo l’evangelista; la quarta 
confronta le indicazioni delle pericopi dei codici con la testimonianza del primo 
vangelo a  stampa, realizzato dal monaco Makarije (1512)22. L’imponente lavoro 
nell’ambito dell’uso liturgico dei vangeli non ha paragoni con analoghe ricerche sui 
vangeli greci e rappresenta un punto di riferimento fondamentale per gli studi non 
solo sulla tradizione manoscritta dei vangeli, ma più in generale per la conoscenza 
della storia della liturgia e dell’agiogra�a bizantino-slava.

Nei medesimi anni C.  Vakareliyska ha creato un archivio informatico delle 
memorie contenute nei menologi di oltre un centinaio di vangeli (X–XV sec.), che 
può essere di grande aiuto per lo studio della tradizione manoscritta dei vangeli23. 
Nella sua pubblicazione dedicata al Vangelo di Curzon (Brit.Lib. Add.39628) la 
studiosa americana ha o�erto, inoltre, un importante contributo allo studio dei 
menologi e delle liste dei menologi dei vangeli slavi di area balcanica sulla base del 
confronto fra il Vangelo di Banica (NBKM 847) e il Vangelo di Curzon nel contesto 
del suo vasto corpus di codici24.

Per l’area slava orientale una nuova tappa nella storia degli studi è rappresentata 
dalla monogra�a di Loseva, che raccoglie i risultati di precedenti ricerche condotte 
sulla base di oltre centocinquanta vangeli e apostoli25. Si dovrebbero poi aggiun-
gere numerosi studi che si occupano dei menologi dei singoli codici o di singole 
memorie, �nalizzate allo studio del culto dei santi e in generale alla conoscenza 

22 Е. ДОГРАМАДЖИЕВА, Месецесловните четива в славянските ръкописни евангелия (Х–XVII в.), 
София 2010 (= КМс 19).
23 C. Vakareliyska, A Typology of Slavic Menology Traditions, [in:] American Contributions to the 
XIVth International Congress of Slavists (Ohrid 2008), vol. I, Linguistics, ed. Ch.Y. Bethin, Blooming-
ton 2008, p. 227–244; C. Vakareliyska, D. Birnbaum, A Computerized Database of Medieval Slavic 
Gospel Menologies, [in:]  Слово: Към израждане на дигитална библиотека на южнославянски 
ръкописи. Доклади от международната конференция 21–26 февруари, 2008, София, България, 
ed. Х. МИКЛАС, A. МИЛТЕНОВА, София 2008, p. 220–226.
24 C. Vakareliyska, The Curzon Gospel, vol.  II, A Linguistic and Textual Introduction, New York 
2008, p. 226–285.
25 О.В. ЛОСЕВА, Русские месяцесловы XI–XIV веков, Москва 2001.
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della storia del cristianesimo ortodosso. Per ricostruire la storia del menologio 
slavo, tuttavia, si deve considerare il più ampio contesto della tradizione liturgica 
bizantino-slava, a cominciare dall’in�usso della liturgia della Cattedrale di Santa 
So�a in Costantinopoli, come testimonia il confronto con i testimoni del libro del 
typikon e le menee liturgiche. Per una prima introduzione metodologica e un’a-
nalisi delle memorie liturgiche della più antica tradizione manoscritta del vangelo 
e dell’apostolo slavo si possono leggere alcuni nostri lavori26.

L’ornamentazione del libro dei vangeli

Nello studio della tradizione manoscritta dei vangeli assume un ruolo sempre più 
importante l’analisi dell’ornamentazione dei codici al di là dell’aspetto estetico delle 
vignette e delle miniature. L’attenzione degli studiosi recentemente si è concentra-
ta, infatti, sull’analisi della funzione dell’ornamentazione in relazione alla struttura 
del libro considerando principalmente il suo uso liturgico e, in epoca più tarda, 
la di�usione dell’uso personale.

Sotto quest’aspetto ha assunto un ruolo centrale la ricerca di E. Musakova, che 
�n dagli anni novanta ha considerato i più antichi lezionari di redazione bulga-
ra, a  partire dal menologio studiando la “segmentazione” testuale dei lezionari 
sabato-domenicali, creata con l’ausilio dell’ornamentazione, in relazione all’uso 
liturgico. Fra i suoi numerosi studi si può citare un contributo di ampio respiro 
con riferimenti alle precedenti ricerche, pubblicato in un volume della serie Dre-
vnerusskoe iskusstvo27. La sua ricerca è proseguita con un articolo dedicato intera-
mente al Vangelo di Assemani (Bib.Vat. slav.3) in cui si mette in luce la “struttura 
gerarchica” delle forme ornamentali in funzione della liturgia sia nel sinassario 
sia nel menologio. In quest’ultimo è evidente una serie di a�nità soprattutto con 
alcuni lezionari greci di tradizione costantinopolitana (X–XI sec.)28. La studiosa si 
è occupata ugualmente di testimonianze manoscritte più tarde, come il Vangelo di 
Rila (NBKM 31), NBKM 33 e il Vangelo di Ioan Aleksandr (Brit.Lib. Add.39627). 
Delle miniature di quest’ultimo codice si è occupato recentemente I.V.  Talev, 

26 M.  Garzaniti, Il culto dei santi nella Slavia ortodossa: la testimonianza dei libri del Vangelo 
e dell’Apostolo. Sviluppi storici e diffusione geografica: l’eredità bizantina e la formazione della prima 
tradizione manoscritta (X–XI sec.), [in:] Il tempo dei santi tra Oriente e Occidente. Liturgia e agiografia 
dal tardo antico al Concilio di Trento, ed. A. Benvenuti, M. Garzaniti, Roma 2005, p. 311–341; 
idem, Il culto dei santi nella Slavia ortodossa alla luce dei libri del Vangelo e dell’Apostolo. Prima parte, 
[in:] Liturgia e agiografia e tra Roma e Costantinopoli, ed. K. Stantchev, S. Parenti, Grottaferrata 
2007, p. 89–108.
27 E. Moussakova, The Illuminated Old-Bulgarian Gospel Lectionaries in the Light of their probable 
Byzantine Models, [in:] Древнерусское искусство. Искусство рукописной книги. Византия. Древ-
няя Русь, ed. Е.Н. ДОБРЫНИНА, Санкт-Петербург 2004, p. 277–289.
28 E. МУСАКОВА, Графическата сегментация на текста в Асеманиевото евангелие, Slo 56–57, 
2006–2007, p. 391–404.
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che in genere segue l’interpretazione o�erta da B.  Filov, ma soprattutto critica 
l’idea di un ‘Rinascimento’ (o ‘Prerinascimento’) slavo delle lettere e delle arti”29.

Nei medesimi anni E.V. Uchanova ha considerato le più antiche testimonian-
ze glagolitiche mettendole in relazione con i centri scrittori dei monasteri che si 
mostrano assai più conservativi rispetto alla tradizione delle scuole della capita-
le bizantina. In particolare la studiosa ha osservato l’a�nità con le testimonian-
ze manoscritte dei monasteri dell’Italia meridionale30. Nelle successive ricerche 
sono considerate le più antiche testimonianze manoscritte di area slava orientale, 
a cominciare dal Vangelo di Ostromir (RNB F.p.I.5) che viene messo in relazione 
con la tradizione manoscritta occidentale. Sviluppando sistematicamente quanto 
avevano osservato qualche anno prima O.S. Popova a proposito dei volti ra�gurati 
in alcune lettere capitali (v. infra) e E.S. Smirnova riguardo ai simboli degli evan-
gelisti31, la studiosa mette in luce, pur nel perdurante dominio dell’arte bizantina, 
l’in�usso della tradizione manoscritta occidentale di epoca ottoniana32.

Le nuove edizioni

Nell’ambito delle edizioni dei vangeli costituisce un evento di rilevo la pubblica-
zione del Vangelo di Matteo, curata a Pietroburgo sotto la direzione di A.A. Alek-
seev33. Quest’edizione, come la precedente del Vangelo di Giovanni (1998), non si 
basa, infatti, sui metodi tradizionali, ma considerando l’alto numero delle testi-
monianze manoscritte e il complesso problema della contaminazione, adotta un 
metodo statistico e  sulla base dell’analisi di un breve passo presente nei codici 
a disposizione cerca di individuare il coe�ciente di vicinanza dei manoscritti per 
raggrupparli nelle diverse redazioni identi�candone i principali esponenti. Nella 
prima appendice del volume D.M. Mironova illustra il metodo adottato indicando 
che l’individuazione dei tipi testuali è stata condotta su 532 codici nel frammento 
Mt 14, 14–34 in cui sono stati individuati 545 “unità di varianti”34. Naturalmen-
te il metodo adottato non è l’unico possibile, come dimostra un precedente stu-
dio di Mironova in cui si confronta la metodologia adottata a  Pietroburgo con 

29 И.В. ТАЛЕВ, Български “предренесанс”. Митове и реалност, София 2005.
30 Е.В. УХАНОВА, К вопросу о происхождении принципов оформления глаголичеслих рукописей 
Х–ХI вв, [in:] Древнерусское искусство. Искусство рукописной книги. Византия. Древняя Русь, 
ed. Е.Н. ДОБРЫНИНА, Санкт-Петербург 2004, p. 221–244.
31 Е.С. СМИРНОВА, Миниатюры Остромирова Евангелия. Особенности иконографии, [in:] Образ 
Византии. Сборник статей в честь О.С. Поповой, ed. А. В. ЗАХАРОВА, Москва 2008, p. 457–472.
32 Е.В.  УХАНОВА, Западноевропейские источники в древнерусской книжной културе ХI века 
и Остромирово Евангелие, [in:] Путем орнамента. Исследования по искусству Византийского 
мира. Сборник статей, ed. А.Л. САМИНСКИЙ, Москва 2013, p. 206–230.
33 Евангелие от Матфея…
34 Д.М. МИРОНОВА, Классификация рукописей евангелия от Матфея, [in:] Евангелие от Мат-
фея…, p. 163.
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il cosiddetto �ree Level Method, messo a punto da E. Wattel, evidenziando quanto 
siano vicini i risultati ottenuti con entrambi35.

Nel frattempo la citata edizione del Vangelo di Giovanni ha ricevuto una serie 
di recensioni, suscitando un dibattito che ha toccato in particolare la questio-
ne della precedenza della versione del tetraevangelo rispetto al lezionario. Non 
vogliamo entrare nel merito della complessa questione, ma ci limitiamo a segna-
lare che anche per la versione slava si dovrebbe adottare la distinzione fra arche-
tipo e “testo iniziale” (Ausgangstext), già proposta per la versione per l’originale 
greco36 che aiuterebbe a distinguere fra una prima versione, la cui notizia è atte-
stata dalle fonti cirillometodiane, e  le testimonianze manoscritte che ri�ettono 
già la strati�cazione del testo iniziale da collocarsi preferibilmente nell’impero 
bulgaro della �ne del IX sec.

Si deve riconoscere, comunque, che in generale il testo greco con le sue varianti 
rimane in secondo piano ancora in questa edizione anche se il suo vasto apparato 
può aiutarci a orientarci nel mare magnum delle varianti greche e slave. In questo 
ambito hanno cercato di dare il proprio contributo lo scrivente insieme a A. Alber-
ti che in questi anni si sono proposti di analizzare la versione slava considerando 
i principali “nodi di varianti” della tradizione greca individuati nelle citate pubbli-
cazioni curate dall’INTF.

All’inizio è stato necessario veri�care l’applicabilità del metodo e la sua utili-
tà prendendo in considerazione le edizioni esistenti del testo slavo (Voskresen-
skij, Vajs, Alekseev) e analizzando i nodi di varianti del testo greco contenuti nei 
primi dieci capitoli del Vangelo di Giovanni, avuti a disposizione in anteprima37. 
Nell’ultimo contributo citato (2009) Garzaniti si è avvalso della collaborazione di 
A. Alberti per l’analisi di alcuni nodi di varianti greche del vangelo di Marco. La 
collaborazione si è consolidata con l’analisi dei nodi di varianti dei primi dieci 
capitoli di Giovanni e dell’intero Marco nel Vangelo di Ioan Aleksandr38 realizzata 
per l’edizione di questo codice, che uscirà a cura dell’Accademia delle Scienze bul-
gara. In seguito Alberti ha proseguito autonomamente analizzando il Vangelo di 
Elisavetgrad (GBL Muz. 9500) sulla base di ben 467 nodi testuali del testo greco, 

35 D. Mironova, Cluster Analysis and the Three Level Method in the Study of the Gospels in Slavonic, 
[in:] Studies in Stemmatology II, ed. P. Van Reenen, A. Den Hollander, M. Van Mulken, Amster-
dam–Philadelphia 2004, p. 241–267.
36 K. Wachtel, D.C. Parker, The joint IGNTP/INTF Editio Critica Maior…
37 М. ГАРДЗАНИТИ, Перевод и екзегеза на примере Евангелия царя Ивана Александра, [in:] Пре-
водите през XIV столетие на Балканите, ed. Л. ТАСЕВА, М. ЙОВЧЕВА, К. ФОС, Т. ПЕНТКОВ-

СКАЯ, София 2004, p. 59–69; idem, Текстология рукописной традиции славянского Евангелия, 
Sla 78.3–4, 2009, p. 303–312.
38 М. ГАРДЗАНИТИ, А. АЛБЕРТИ, Славянская версия греческого текста евангелия: Евангелие Ива-
на Александра и правка перевода Священного писания, [in:] Проблеми на Кирило-Методиево-
то дело и на Българска култура през XIV век, София 2007, p. 180–190 (= КМс 17).
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all’interno di un corpus slavo di 43 testimoni39. Con lo stesso metodo sono stati 
messi a confronto il Vangelo di Banica, il Vangelo di Dobrejšo (NBKM 17; NBB 
214) e quello di Curzon40.

Quest’ultimo studio ha potuto avvalersi della pubblicazione in due volumi dedi-
cata interamente al Vangelo di Curzon, curata da Vakareliyska, che o�re un’edizio-
ne di questo codice ampiamente commentata, uno dei più signi�cativi contributi 
usciti negli ultimi anni sui vangeli slavi. Nel primo volume si o�re la trascrizione 
del testo con una serie di note paleogra�che, che segnalano fra l’altro le mende 
dei copisti, e un accurato apparato critico in cui si presentano le varianti di una 
dozzina di codici paleoslavi e paleobulgari. Per la lista del menologio si confronta 
il Vangelo di Curzon con un numero molto più ampio di fonti. Alla �ne si trova un 
prezioso Index verborum con i corrispondenti termini greci sulla base dell’edizione 
di Nestle-Aland (1985, 26 ed.). Nel secondo volume questo tetraevangelo liturgico 
è descritto accuratamente e messo in relazione in particolare alle testimonianze dei 
Vangeli di Banica e Dobrejšo41.

Più tradizionale è l’edizione del cosiddetto Tetraevangelo macedone (JAZU 
IIIb7), un codice mutilo e lacunoso della �ne del XIV sec., di cui si conservano 
146 fogli. Conosciuto anche come Vangelo di Mihanović, giacchè apparteneva alla 
sua collezione, è stato studiato in passato da diversi studiosi. V. Kostovska insieme 
alla riproduzione fotogra�ca o�re una dettagliata analisi paleogra�ca, ortogra�-
co-fonetica, morfologico-sintattica e lessicale del codice. Oltre a certe particolarità 
lessicali si analizzano i titoli dei “grandi capitoli”42. Sempre nell’ambito della tradi-
zionale analisi linguistica si segnala l’edizione del Vangelo di Evsevij (GBL M.3168; 
1282/1283), curata da V. Nimčuk43.

Rimanendo nell’area galiziano-voliniana, fra le edizioni fototipiche si ricorda la 
riproduzione del Vangelo di Luck (GBL Rum.112), un lezionario feriale della secon-
da metà del XIV sec., promossa dal metropolita di Luc’k e della Volinia, Nifont44. 
Diverse sono oramai le edizioni di codici manoscritti dei vangeli disponibili 
in rete, sia in trascrizione, come nel progetto promosso dalla Norwegian University 
of Science and technology (Trondheim) e dalla New Bulgarian University (So�a)45, 

39 A. Alberti, Gli scriptoria moldavi e la tradizione mediobulgara. Il caso del Vangelo di Elisavetgrad, 
[in:] Linee di confine. Separazioni e processi di integrazione nello spazio culturale slavo, ed. G. Moracci, 
A. Alberti, Firenze 2013, p. 15–61.
40 A. Alberti, The Banica, Dobrejšo and Curzon Gospels in Light of the Greek Text, [in:] The Bible in 
Slavic Tradition, ed. A. Kulik, C.M. MacRobert, S. Nikolova, M. Taube, C.M. Vakareliyska, 
Leiden–Boston 2016, p. 271–310.
41 C. Vakareliyska, The Curzon Gospel, vol. I, An Annotated Edition, New York 2008; eadem, The 
Curzon Gospel, vol. II, A Linguistic and Textual Introduction, New York 2008.
42 В. КОСТОВСКА, Македонско четвороевангелие, Скопje 2003.
43 Євсевієве Євангеліє 1283 року, ed. В.В. НИМЧУК, Киев 2001.
44 Луцьке евангелие, Луцьк 2011.
45 Cf. www.hf.ntnu.no/SofiaTrondheimCorpus/notis.html [15 VI 2016].
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sia in riproduzione fotogra�ca, come i codici del Fondo slavo della Biblioteca 
Apostolica Vaticana46. Fra le più rilevanti segnaliamo la riproduzione fotogra�ca 
del Codex Zographensis conservato nella Biblioteca nazionale russa (San Pietro-
burgo)47.

In collaborazione con l’Istituto di Paleoslavistica di Zagabria S.O.  Vialova 
ha curato la pubblicazione dei frammenti glagolitici conservati nella medesima 
biblioteca a San Pietroburgo. Insieme al volume delle riproduzioni in facsimile si 
può consultare una dettagliata descrizione dei medesimi con una serie di indici, 
fra cui si segnala l’indice dei passi biblici che comprende una serie di passi dei 
vangeli presenti nei messali o nei breviari48. Ne ha recentemente sottolineato l’im-
portanza Alekseev che ha sviluppato un confronto con l’edizione del Vangelo di 
Giovanni, da lui diretta49.

Saggi sui manoscritti e sulle questioni più rilevanti

Alla �ne di ottobre del 2007, in occasione dei 950 anni dalla realizzazione del Van-
gelo di Ostromir, si è svolta presso la Biblioteca nazionale russa a San Pietrobur-
go un’importante conferenza dedicata alla prima testimonianza manoscritta slava 
orientale e più in generale alla tradizione manoscritta dei codici neotestamenta-
ri. Nella prima parte del volume che contiene gli atti, si segnala la ri�essione di 
E.V. Krušel’nickaja sulla sua conservazione e il suo studio, la ricerca di Alekseev 
sul ruolo di questo lezionario nella tradizione manoscritta delle sacre scritture sla-
ve e  l’intervento di Popova sulle miniature e  la loro ornamentazione. Nella ter-
za sezione dedicata ai manoscritti corredati di notazione musicale si può leggere 
uno studio di N.V. Ramazanova sulla notazione ecfonetica del famoso lezionario. 
Molti altri sono i temi trattati nelle diverse sezioni, dalla tradizione manoscrit-
ta neotestamentaria conservata in Siberia (V.A. Esipova), ai singoli copisti (Turi-
lov e  S.G.  Žemajtis), dalle note marginali dei Vangeli nella Bibbia di Gennadij 
(V.A. Romodanovskaja), ai simboli degli evangelisti (O.V. Čumičeva). Le celebra-
zioni del giubileo di questo codice sono state accompagnate da una mostra di codi-
ci dei vangeli conservati nella medesima Biblioteca, non solo slavi, che vengono 
presentati con succinte, ma interessanti annotazioni alla �ne del volume. Riguardo 
ai codici slavi meridionali si veda lo studio di Ž.L. Levšina, mentre per i codici 
slavo orientali si può leggere il contributo O.S. Sapožnikova con E.E. Ševčenko50.

46 Cf. www.mss.vatlib.it/gui/scan/link1.jsp?fond=Vat.slav [15 VI 2016].
47 Cf. http://expositions.nlr.ru/ex_manus/Zograph_Gospel/index.php [15 VI 2016].
48 S.O. Vialova, Glagoljski fragmenti Ivana Berčića u Ruskoj nacionalnoj biblioteci. Faksimili, Zagreb 2000; 
eadem, Glagoljski fragmenti Ivana Berčića u Ruskoj nacionalnoj biblioteci. Opis fragmenata, Zagreb 2000.
49 А.А. АЛЕКСЕЕВ, О взаимосвязи православной и католической традиции Нового завета в ру-
кописную епоху, Slo 56–57, 2006–2007, p. 57–65.
50 Остромирово Евангелие и современные исследования рукописной традиции новозаветных 
текстов. Сборник научных статей, ed. Ж.Л. ЛЕВШИНА, Санкт-Петербург 2010.
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Negli anni duemila Т.V. Pentkovskaja ha condotto uno studio sistematico sulla 
lingua del Nuovo Testamento del monastero Čudovskij con una serie di saggi che 
sono con�uiti in un’importante monogra�a. Tenendo conto del più ampio pano-
rama della revisione dei libri liturgici l’analisi prende in considerazione l’intera 
famiglia di codici, di cui il manoscritto citato è il principale testimone. La studiosa 
ha messo in luce come questa redazione testimoni una fase più antica della revi-
sione del Nuovo testamento rispetto alla redazione atonita che si sarebbe di�usa 
in seguito con �nalità diverse51. Fra le monogra�e si può segnalare ancora l’inte-
ressante monogra�a di O. Strachova dedicata alla parte glagolitica del Vangelo di 
Reims (Reims, Bibliothèque municipale), un importante contributo per la rico-
struzione delle origini del famoso vangelo, su cui in passato si è molto discusso52.

Negli ultimi vent’anni E.M. Vereščagin ha pubblicato una serie di contributi 
che hanno trovato la loro sistemazione in un’ampia monogra�a incentrata pro-
prio sulla testimonianza del Vangelo di Ostromir e che rappresenta la più matura 
espressione delle sue ricerche caratterizzate da un rigido approccio di linguistica 
sincronica53.

Nell’ambito delle ricerche, soprattutto in campo lessicale, si deve menziona-
re il progetto, coordinato da G.  Jovanović in collaborazione con V. Savić, di un 
“Dizionario dei vangeli slavo-ecclesiastici di redazione serba” che si baserà su una 
quarantina di testimonianze manoscritte54. Se consideriamo la tradizione mano-
scritta dei vangeli nel più ampio complesso dei “libri sacri”, potremmo alla �ne 
menzionare l’edizione del Vangelo didattico di Costantino di Preslav, di cui si deve 
ancora studiare l’in�uenza sulla tradizione manoscritta dei vangeli55.

In�ne si deve accennare ai progressi nella ricostruzione della storia degli stu-
di, di cui abbiamo fatto già menzione a proposito dell’intervento di Krušel’nic-
kaja sul Vangelo di Ostromir (v. supra). In questo ambito merita una particolare 
menzione la monogra�a di F. ºomson sul contributo del padre della slavistica, 
J. Dobrovský56.

51 Т. В. ПЕНТКОВСКАЯ, К истории исправления богослужебных книг в Древней Руси в XIV веке: 
Чудовская редакция Нового Завета, Москва 2009.
52 In appendice al volume viene presentata una nuova edizione del testo in parallelo con le testi-
monianze dei messali di Hervoje e di New York. О.Б. СТРАХОВА, Глаголическая часть Реймского 
евангелия. История, язык, текст, Cambridge 2014 (= Psl 22.3).
53 Е. М. ВЕРЕЩАГИН, Кирилло-Мефодиевское книжное наследие. Межъязыковые, межкультурные 
и междисциплинарные разыскания. С двумя приложениями, Москва 2012.
54 Г. ЈОВАНОВИЋ, В. САВИЋ, Старословенски јеванђељски речник српске редакције, Sla 76, 2007, 
p. 57–64; Српскословенски речник јеванђеља, Огледна свеска, ed. В. САВИЋ, Г. ЈОВАНОВИЋ, Бео-
град 2007 (= БJф 23).
55 Старобългарското Учително Евангелие на Константин Преславски, ed. М. ТИХОВА, Е. УХА-

НОВА, Freiburg im Breisgau 2012.
56 F. Thomson, Dobrowsky and the Slavonic Bible: Josef Dobrowsky’s Contribution to the Study of the 
Slavonic Bible together with a Survey of Previous Scholarship and an Appreciation of his Lasting Influ-
ence on Slavic Biblical Studies, Praha 2004.
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Conclusioni

Questa breve presentazione delle pubblicazioni dedicate alla tradizione mano-
scritta dei vangeli nello scorcio di questo nuovo millennio ci mostra i notevoli 
progressi chi sono stati fatti, ma allo stesso tempo il permanere di alcuni limiti 
nelle ricerche in quest’ambito.

Certamente la slavistica rimane all’avanguardia nell’ambito dello studio del-
la struttura del libro dei vangeli slavi nei confronti degli studi neotestamentari 
greci. Le ricerche odierne ci consentono di comprendere meglio la funzione sia 
del lezionario sia del tetraevangelo nella loro evoluzione storica all’interno del 
complesso dei libri liturgici. In questo modo il libro dei vangeli ritrova il suo più 
autentico contesto a  servizio delle comunità soprattutto della Slavia ortodossa, 
senza escludere comunque la tradizione glagolitica d’area croata nell’ambito della 
Slavia latina. Questa ricostruzione può avere delle ricadute positive anche nello 
studio della tradizione testuale in cui, invece, si osservano ancora limiti notevoli 
rispetto agli studi neotestamentari greci.

Certamente rappresenta un fatto positivo che per la prima volta si sia adottato 
un metodo statistico per la ricostruzione della tradizione manoscritta slava e per 
la realizzazione di una nuova edizione scienti�ca. Trattandosi di un primo tenta-
tivo è naturale che si possano riscontrare dei limiti, ma si è intrapresa la direzione 
giusta che si sta già percorrendo anche per l’originale greco pur in forme diverse. 
In quest’ultimo ambito l’attenzione rimane rivolta alla costruzione del testo più 
antico, mentre nell’ambito slavo ci si concentra maggiormente sulla sua evoluzio-
ne nelle diverse epoche e aree geogra�che.

Questo precipuo interesse per le relazioni con il territorio, tuttavia, può ridurre 
lo studio della tradizione manoscritta slava dei vangeli a puro materiale linguisti-
co per la ricostruzione della storia delle diverse redazioni dello slavo ecclesiasti-
co oppure per evidenziare l’in�uenza delle singole parlate slave. Lo testimoniano 
talvolta gli studi paleogra�ci e linguistici soprattutto in ambito lessicale su cui ci 
siamo solo brevemente so�ermati.

Ne emerge un panorama che evidenzia tutta la complessità della ricerca sulla 
tradizione manoscritta dei vangeli il cui studio implica ampie conoscenze nell’am-
bito delle diverse discipline, dalla paleogra�a alla storia dell’arte, dalla linguistica 
alla critica testuale mettendo inevitabilmente a dura prova lo studioso. Questo, 
inevitabilmente, dovrà portare sempre di più alla creazione di gruppi di lavoro 
formati da specialisti con competenze diverse. Si tratta, dunque, di un campo 
in estrema evoluzione e  in grado di o�rire nuove interessanti prospettive negli 
studi �lologici slavi che speriamo possano essere percorse nei prossimi anni.
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Abstract. Recent Researchеs in the Field of Slavic Gospel. Some Critical Re�ections (1999–2016). 
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Linguistic Equivalence of the Hebrew Term Eden 
in Slavic Translations of the Bible1

A thought expressed by Irena Kwilecka, a prominent researcher of early Polish, 
Czech and French translations of the Bible, constitutes an appropriate intro-

duction to the divagations included in this dissertation. Kwilecka wrote that

the text of the Bible poses an exceptionally formidable challenge for a translator, since its 
original version was written in chunks, and many ages ago, was drafted by various authors, 
and contained numerous literary genres, i.e. it was a creation of a separate and very old 
culture. Additionally, since the Bible contains references to the majority of issues related 
to political, social and economic life in the past, including politics, social issues, economy, 
trade, craft, art, philosophy, religion, and the knowledge of plant and animal life, it not only 
requires the translator to be a skilful language expert and linguist, but also an erudite, per-
fectly familiar with the state of contemporary general knowledge2.

�e interpretation of the Books of the Bible was particularly challenging for 
the authors of older translations, including Slavic versions. �e most problematic 
issue was how to comprehensibly present the reality of the Hamito-Semitic cul-
ture, which gave birth to the Bible, since the culture was so distant and unknown to 
the target reader of any translation. Problems stemmed not only from the genetic, 
systematic and lexical di�erences between the languages of the Bible and the Slavic 
Indo-European tongues, but also from the discrepancy in the spheres of mentality 
and conceptuality. Over time subsequent generations of translators began to solve 
such issues by seeking assistance and inspiration in the translations made into oth-
er languages and versions prepared by their predecessors. As is commonly known, 
authors of virtually any biblical translation utilise –  to a greater or lesser extent 

1 The publication was released as part of the project called Reception of the Literary Output and Folk 
Culture of the Slavia Orthodoxa circle in Poland – the History and Bibliography of the Translation 
Production (Recepcja piśmiennictwa oraz literatury ludowej kręgu Slavia Orthodoxa w Polsce – histo-
ria i bibliografia twórczości przekładowej) and implemented at the Ceraneum Centre, the University 
of Łódź. The project was financed by the National Science Centre, decision number DEC-2012/05/E 
/HS2/03827.
2 I. Kwilecka, Średniowieczna Biblia francuska a najstarsze zachodniosłowiańskie przekłady biblijne, 
[in:] eadem, Studia nad staropolskimi przekładami Biblii, Poznań 2003, p. 153–175 (153).
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–  the translation tradition. Nowadays this approach is also universally applied, 
even though our pool of knowledge in the �eld of biblical philology is incompara-
bly more advanced than in the times of the �rst Slavic translations.

�e Bible opens a wide spectrum of research opportunities for various branches 
of science, including philological divagations in the �rst place. Its original text has 
been the subject of great scienti�c interest since ancient times; initially, however, 
the issue of translation into particular languages drew researchers’ attention in the 
context of their role in shaping literary languages.

Proper names in translations of the Bible are a particularly absorbing area 
of research, although it must be emphasised that initially the focus was, for obvi-
ous reasons, on proper names within the original text, with particular attention 
paid to the explanation of their origins. Among ancient researchers who were 
involved in studies over this aspect of linguistics, it is noteworthy to mention Philo 
of Alexandria (40 C.E.), even if his research work did not possess a signi�cantly 
substantial value, since he sought Greek roots in foreign Hebrew names and, on 
such a basis, he also attempted to explain the genesis of these names. Another work 
which should also be quoted here is Antiquitates iudicae by Titus Flavius Josephus 
(100 C.E.), the content of which was actually distorted by the actions of the author 
himself, as he never went beyond adding Greek su
xes to Hebrew names (e.g. 
Abraham > Abramos). Other scientists who also showed a keen interest in biblical 
etymology were Christian researchers such as Origen, Saint Jerome and Eusebius 
of Caesarea. �e results of their research work related to the said scope of interest 
were included in the compendium entitled Onomastica sacra, compiled by Paul de 
Lagarde, with a philological survey and supplements by Franz Wutz.

In the Middle Ages and the Renaissance, a great interest was taken in biblical 
names by such scholars as i.a. Joseph ben Simson, Nicholas of Lyra, Alfonso de 
Zamora, Santes Pagnino, Georg Witzel, Drusus of Leiden, Johannes Leusden, Jan 
Simson. On the one hand, they focused on etymologising nomina propria, and 
on the other hand, on registering them in various onomasticons. At that time, 
however, a thoroughly scienti�c and multi-faceted research on the origins and the 
morphological structure of biblical names was unfeasible, due to the lack of com-
pendia on Hebrew grammar, which was released no earlier than in the 19th cen-
tury. �e works by Gesenius, Ewald and Olshausen on the system of Hebrew lan-
guage resulted in a breakthrough in the �eld of biblical onomastics. It is when 
more signi�cant publications began to appear, mainly by Nestle, Grunwald, Ker-
ber, Hommel and Gray. �ese scholars scrutinised biblical names against a broader 
Semitic background, by applying the historical and comparative approach, which 
allowed them to indicate various linguistic relations between Hebrew, Babylonian 
and Egyptian names3.

3 Cf. A. Klawek, Onomastyka biblijna, On 7, 1961, p. 403–416.
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�e perspective of onomastic research of translations is noticeably di�erent 
when compared to studies of the names within the original text of the Bible, since 
the focus is shi�ed from the etymology and the linguistic structure of names to the 
description of methods in which they function in the translated text, with particu-
lar attention paid to the issues related to the linguistic adaptation of proper names.

By and large, nomina propria may �nd their way into the translation in three 
forms, which substantially depends on the strategy the translator opts for4. �e 
simplest approach is to transfer names in the so-called translocated form, i.e. car-
ried from the original text in their unchanged form. One can speak of a full and 
complete translocation only if both the language of the original and the translation 
uses an alphabet based on a similar source. �us, in the case of biblical transla-
tions, full translocation is possible between the Latin Vulgate (cetera: VG)5 and 
translations into Western European languages (e.g. French, Italian, Spanish, Eng-
lish and German) and some Slavic tongues (e.g. Polish, Czech, Slovak and Slove-
nian). Translocation was a commonly applied technique in reference to names 
in the earliest Slavic translations of the Bible, since its translators experienced 
great linguistic di
culties as far as some names were concerned. �is process most 
frequently consisted in transferring any given form of the foreign oblique case 
from the base text into the translation without any formal changes, e.g. do Derben 
(< Greek: Δέρβην, Latin: in Derben)6 (Act 14,20) (the Leopolita’s Bible)7.

�e second and the least complex solution applied to proper names in transla-
tion is their linguistic adaptation. �is can be performed only either on the graphic 
and phonetic layer or on the morphological surface (in�ectional and word-forma-
tive). Another alternative is to perform it on both levels at the same time. If the pro-
cess of name translocation is accompanied by the change of alphabet, we can speak 
about the graphic adaptation, e.g. do Derben (< Greek: Δέρβην). In the biblical 
translations into Slavic languages, adaptation is usually performed simultaneously 
on numerous surfaces. �e accommodation of phonetics and spelling of names 
to individual languages, due to their in�ectional nature, is o�en combined with 
in�ectional adaptation, and more o�en than not also with word-forming adapta-
tion (particularly in reference to derivative forms of any given names, i.e. nouns 
and adjectives used to describe names of inhabitants or locative adjectives).

�e most comprehensive phase of adapting any given name into another lan-
guage system is its translation. Generally, there is a tendency to emphasise the 
untranslatability of proper names, as they primarily identify and nominate an 
object, without possessing any lexical meaning. In the Bible, however, proper 

4 Cf. A. Cieślikowa, Jak „ocalić w tłumaczeniu” nazwy własne?, [in:] Między oryginałem a przekła-
dem II. Przekład, jego tworzenie się i wpływ, ed. J. Twardzikowa, M. Filipowicz-Rudek, Kraków 
1996, p. 311–320.
5 Biblia Sacra Vulgata, http://www.drbo.org/lvb/ [20 IV 2016].
6 As cited in: Novum Testamentum Graece et Latine, ed. E. Nestle, K. Aland, Stuttgart 1984.
7 Leopolita’s Bible is based on the VG.
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names are o�en of greater importance, since they frequently have a wider purpose 
than just to identify objects. On numerous occasions, biblical proper names play 
a symbolic role, as they can characterise the denoted object in terms of ideology. 
Occasionally, names must be translated due to the theandric nature of the text, 
related to the fact that Hebrew names were an expression of faith (cf. numerous 
biblical theophoric names, e.g. Elimelek ‘mój Bóg jest królem / My God is King’, 
Ezechiel ‘Jahwe umocnił / God strengthens’, Izajasz ‘niech Bóg cię ocali / Yah is 
salvation’)8. �e semantics of appellatives which are present in the background 
of some names is so important for the global message of the biblical text that 
it forces translators to refer to the semantic equivalent in the target language.

�e issue of translating biblical names is complex and multi-faceted. �eoreti-
cally speaking, each name can be translated, because it is the appellative lexis that 
lies in its foundations. Only some names, however, are actually translated (in partic-
ular, the ones burdened with a greater symbolic load). �is procedure was already 
implemented in the �rst translations of the Bible, as proven by some names trans-
lated in the Septuagint (cetera: LXX)9 and the VG. Attempts were made to trans-
late some Hebrew names, which were asemantic in Greek and Latin, in order to 
increase the communicativeness of these translations, e.g. Greek: Γολγοθᾶ, ὅ ἐστιν 
κρανίου τόπος λεγόμενος, Latin: Golgotha, quod est Calvariae locus (Mt 27,33)10. 
Some names were only translated in the VG (or they were explained, o�en with 
the application of a metalinguistic formula which introduced the Latin semantic 
equivalent, e.g. quod est, quod interpretatur, etc.), and they were le� untranslated 
in the Greek version, e.g. Saphaneth Phanec (quod interpretatur Salvator mundi) 
(Gn 41,45) (LXX, Greek: Ψονθομφανήχ).

�e practices and approaches implemented in reference to proper names in the 
earliest translations of the Bible (i.e. Greek and Latin) have had a substantial in�u-
ence upon the names used in other language versions. �is is so because the trans-
lation base is one of the most signi�cant extra-linguistic factors which determine 
the �nal shape of any given translation. And when one takes into consideration 
the fact that this shape is also impacted by other extra-linguistic factors such as the 
approach to translation (philological, liberal, literal, dynamic, ecumenical, poetic, 
etc.), the attitude towards the translation tradition (patterning oneself on the deci-
sions made by predecessors, breaking with the translation traditions within any 
given national language systems, a creative dialogue with such traditions, etc.), and 
religious conditionings in which a particular translation was made, it will turn out 
that the onomastic problems within any given translation constitute an extremely 
elaborate and complex issue. �e �nal shape of any name is the resultant of various 

8 O. Odelain, R. Séguineau, Dictionnaire des noms propres de la Bible, Paris 1978.
9 Septuaginta, ed. A. Rahlfs, 9Stuttgart 1971, http://www.ellopos.net/elpenor/physis/septuagint-
genesis/41.asp?pg=5 [21 IV 2016].
10 The Greek text as cited in: Novum Testamentum Graece et Latine…, and the Latin text after the VG.
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factors of a linguistic and extra-linguistic nature, which renders the subject of names 
in biblical translations to be an attractive and yet quite challenging research problem.

�e translation of biblical proper names can be scrutinised from various 
research perspectives. Some scholars signal the complexity of issues and meth-
odological di
culties11, while others show a keener interest in the issues related 
to the linguistic adaptation of genetically foreign proper names12 or the in�uence 
of extra-linguistic factors upon the �nal form of the names in various transla-
tions of the Bible13. Linguists also focus on the onomastics of speci�c examples 
of translations14, selected books of the Bible15, and the stipulated onomastic cat-
egory (anthroponyms, toponyms)16. Sometimes studies centre on a very limited 
issue (e.g. a single name), which not only impacts the �nal linguistic and stylistic 
form of the translation, but it also allows the researcher to demonstrate method-
ological di
culties and the research complexity of the translation itself17. From the 
methodological perspective, the study presented in this article is of similar nature.

�e purpose of this publication is to scrutinise the translation equivalents 
of the name Eden (‘rozkosz / pleasure’) in selected – old and contemporary – Slavic 
translations of the Bible. �e rationale behind focusing on this particular name 

11 M. Kamińska, Onomastyka biblijna tekstów przekładowych jako problem badawczy, [in:] Onoma-
styka literacka, ed. M. Biolik, Olsztyn 1993, p. 321–328.
12 E. Breza, Odmiana nazw własnych w Nowym Testamencie Biblii Wujka i Biblii Tysiąclecia, [in:] Bi-
blia a kultura Europy, vol. I, ed. M. Kamińska, E. Małek, Łódź 1992, p. 152–159; F. Sowa, Osobowe 
nazwy własne w polskich przekładach Biblii, [in:] Biblia a kultura Europy…, p. 81–85; M. Malec, 
Onomastyka w „Rozmyślaniu przemyskim”, Po 22–23, 2003, p. 345–390.
13 D. Bieńkowska, O niektórych problemach przekładu biblijnego (na przykładzie miast, miasteczek 
i wsi), [in:] Biblia w kulturze polskiej, ed. S. Rzepczyński, Słupsk 1996, p. 215–228.
14 K. Długosz-Kurczabowa, Onomastyka Nowego Testamentu, SOcc 46–47, 1989–1990, p. 71–88; 
E. Umińska-Tytoń, Nazwy osobowe w tzw. dynamicznym przekładzie Nowego Testamentu, [in:] Ono- 
mastyka literacka…, p.  329–335; L.  Moszyński, Szymon Budny jako onomasta. 3. Ojkonimia, 
[in:] Ogród nauk filologicznych. Księga Jubileuszowa poświęcona Profesorowi Stanisławowi Kochma-
nowi, ed. W. Chlebda, M. Balowski, Opole 2005, p. 445–455.
15 S. Rospond, Onomastica sacra. 3. Ewangelia św. Mateusza w świetle nazewnictwa, RHu 30–31.6, 
1982–1983, p. 183–191; idem, Onomastica sacra w Nowym Testamencie: Ewangelia św. Marka w świe-
tle nazewnictwa, On 27, 1983, p. 5–32; T. Friedelówna, Biblijna onomastyka w staro-cerkiewno-sło-
wiańskim Psałterzu synajskim, AUNC.FP 40, 1993, p. 3–25.
16 D. Bieńkowska, Nazwy własne i formy od nich derywowane w XVI-wiecznych przekładach tekstów 
ewangelicznych, AUL.FL 27, 1993, p. 9–14; K. Komárek, Osobní jména v českých biblích, Olomouc 
2000; R. Dittmann, Místní jména v českých překladech Starého zákona, Olomouc 2009; R. Zarębski, 
Nazwy osobowe w polskich przekładach Nowego Testamentu, Łódź 2006; idem, Tłumaczenie obcych 
nazw geograficznych w dawnych i współczesnych polskich przekładach Nowego Testamentu, [in:] Stu-
dia nad słownictwem dawnym i współczesnym języków słowiańskich, ed. J.  Kamper-Warejko, 
I.  Kaproń-Charzyńska, J.  Kulwicka-Kamińska, Toruń 2007, p.  113–123; idem, Номинации 
с определителна филиативна дескрипция в Зографския кодекс на фона на някои славянски 
преводи на Евангелието, Pbg 37.4, 2013, p. 81–94.
17 L. Moszyński, Hebr. ha – Adam: nomen apellativum – nomen proprium w renesansowych przekła-
dach biblijnego opisu życia pierwszego człowieka (Gen I 26 – V5), Sla 61, 1992, p. 503–508.
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is that even in the original text of the Bible its status was quite ambiguous (as it 
alternated between the function of a common and proper name, being notice-
ably closer to the latter). In the VG18, however, it was translated into paradisium 
voluptatis (Latin), which highlighted its appellative nature and stemmed, to a sub-
stantial extent, from the ambiguous interpretation of this lexical item in the Bible 
itself19. Such discrepancies resulted in a certain chaos in translations, where the 
name appears in the form of various equivalents. Another factor determining the 
selection of philological study of the Hebrew Eden was the fact that the name was 
burdened with a heavy symbolic load in the original text. Such conditions led to 
the peculiar manner in which it also functions in contemporary Slavic languages 
(and some non-Slavic as well)20.

‘Equivalence’ in translation is understood as a state in which two constituents 
(the source and its translation) possess the same value or are identical in terms 
of function and e�ects of co-operation. �e relatedness of sameness may occur 
between morphological, lexical, syntactic and semantic elements. In consequence, 
the source text is transformed into the target one, and there is a relationship 
between the two, which can be called the relation of equivalence21.

�e ambiguous nature of the name Eden, alternating between its appellative 
and proper dimension, as well as the dilemmas experienced by various translators 
of the Bible requires that the researcher scrutinise the name and its translation 
variants also in the context of such phenomena as properisation (onimisation) 
and appellativisation (deonimisation, deproprialisation). �e division of vocabu-
lary within any natural language into common and proper names had already been 
made in Antiquity, and as early as the times of Aristotle. Due to the fact that the 
Bible is characterised by the abundance of literary genres and �gures of speech 
(epithets, metaphors, synecdoche, metonymies, allegories, personi�cations and 
depersoni�cations, periphrases, ironies, hyperboles, etc.), numerous names within 
its content contain certain religious truths, which ought to be explained in the 
original and must be clari�ed in the translation. �is phenomenon is related to the 
�uctuant nature of many biblical names, since – as mentioned above – they can 
function both as propria and appellativa22. �us, the process of appellativisation 
is understood as the transformation of a proper name into the class of common 
names. As stated by Długosz-Kurczabowa:

18 In the Biblia Sacra Vulgata the name Eden appears only in Gn 4,16: ad orientalem plagam Eden 
(Latin), cf. K. Komárek, Apelatywizacja w toponimii biblijnej, [in:] Onimizacja i apelatywizacja, ed. 
Z. Abramowiczowa, E. Bogdanowicz, Białystok 2006, p. 113–117.
19 Ibidem.
20 This issue is not the subject of the analysis herein.
21 Cf. W. Osadnik, Teoria wielosystemowa i rodzaje ekwiwalencji w przekładzie, Katowice 2010, p. 86.
22 It is noteworthy to add that biblical names tend to become common words when outside the bibli-
cal text, in other national languages, e.g. Judasz > judasz in Polish (English: Judas) means ‘zdrajca / a 
traitor’ or ‘wizjer / a peephole’. Eden is also such a word, as it may mean ‘miejsce szczęśliwe / a place
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the essence of appellativisation is based on the fact that out of many constituents of the 
onomastic meaning within any given name, one begins to dominate – it may be accidental 
and of minor importance – and becomes the base of the lexical meaning23.

Proprialisation, on the other hand, is related to the loss of features of the predi-
cate of the word. Both in the process of onimisation and appellativisation the func-
tion of a word (a name) undergoes a change, which is always accompanied by 
semantic derivation24.

�e transaction equivalents of the Hebrew name Eden have been excerpted 
from the Slavic versions of the Bible, the selection of which was dictated by the 
concern about the possibly most varied set of criteria25. �e selected texts have 
been aligned chronologically, which is manifested in the following oppositions: 
old translations (from the earliest to the �rst quarter of the 20th century) (�e Olo-
mouc Bible (cetera: OL)26, �e Kralice Bible (cetera: KR)27, Queen Sophia’s Bible 
(cetera: KZ)28, Leopolita’s Bible (cetera: BL), �e Brest Bible (cetera: BRZ)29, Nesvizh 
Bible translated by Symon Budny (cetera: BB)30, Jakub Wujek’s Bible (cetera: BW)31, 
�e Bible translated by Francisk Skorina (cetera: FS)32, �e Ostrog Bible (cetera: 

of happiness’. Cf. K.  Długosz-Kurczabowa, Apelatywizacja biblijnych nazw własnych w języku 
polskim, Wrocław–Warszawa–Kraków 1990, p. 5–11, 31–32, 43–44.
23 Ibidem, p. 5–11, 69.
24 A.  Cieślikowa, Onimizacja, apelatywizacja a derywacja, [in:]  Onimizacja i apelatywizacja…, 
p. 47–56.
25 It must be emphasised that the selection of texts subjected to excerption is arbitrary. Our desire 
was to present a relatively wide representation of Slavic translations, even though we do realise 
this may not be a wide spectrum. Any restrictions were introduced primarily due to the limited 
length of this article. For comparative purposes, references to the texts are in Hebrew (BH), Greek 
(LXX) and Latin (VG).
26 Staročeská bible Drážďanská a Olomoucká: kritické vydání nejstaršího českého překladu bible ze 14. 
století. 3, Genesis – Esdráš, ed. V. Kyas, Praha 1988.
27 Bible svatá aneb všecka svatá písma Starého i Nového Zákona podle posledního vydání kralického 
z roku 1613, http://www.etf.cuni.cz/~rovnanim/bible/k/Mt1.php [21 IV 2016].
28 Biblia Królowej Zofii (szaroszpatacka): wraz ze staroczeskim przekładem Biblii, ed. S. Urbańczyk, 
V. Kyas, Wrocław 1965–1971.
29 Biblia Swięta tho iest Księgi Starego y Nowego Zakonu, wlaśnie z żydowskiego, greckiego y łacińskiego, 
nowo na Polski ięzyk z pilnością y wiernie wyłożone.… drukowano w Brześciu Litewskim z roskaza-
nia a nakładem… Mikolaia Radziwila… Roku Pańskiego [1563] miesiąca Wrzesnia dnia czwartego, 
http://mbc.malopolska.pl/dlibra/docmetadata?id=83322&from= publication [19 IV 2016].
30 Biblia to jest Księgi starego i Nowego Przymierza. Księgi Nowego Przymierza Kto pospolicie No-
wym Testamentem zową z wielką pracą y pilnym poprawieniem z Greckiego na Polski ięzyk przetłu-
maczone, http://www.dbc.wroc.pl/dlibra/docmetadata?id=4263&from=publication [10 IV 2016].
31 Biblia To Iest Księgi Starego Y Nowego Testamentu, Według Łacińskiego przekładu starego, w kościele 
powszechnym przyiętego, na Polski ięzyk z pilnością przełozone […] Przez […] Iakuba Wuyka […], 
http://www.dbc.wroc.pl/dlibra/doccontent?id=12433 [11 IV 2016].
32 “Библия руска” выложена доктором Франциском Скориною из славного града Полоцка, 
Богу ко чти и людем посполитым к доброму научению, Прага 1517–1519.
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BO)33, Gdansk Bible34 (cetera: GD), �e Wenceslas Bible (cetera: VA)35, �e Old 
Testament translated by Josef Heger (cetera: HG)36, �e Old Testament translat-
ed by Đuro Daničić (cetera: D)37, Carigradska Bible (cetera: BC)38, the so-called 
synodic edition of �e Bulgarian Bible (cetera: S)39) versus contemporary ones, 
dra�ed in the second half of the 20th century and in the 21st century (Millennium 
Bible (cetera: BT)40, the Czech ecumenical translation (cetera: EK)41, �e Jerusa-
lem Bible (cetera: JR)42), geographically linguistic; the selected examples represent 
three groups of Slavic languages: Western Slavic (BZ, BL, BRZ, BB, BW, GD, BT, 
OL, KR, VA, HG, EK, JR)43, Eastern Slavic (FS, BO) and Southern Slavic (S, BC, 
D), the division related to the base of the translation: source text and / or Greek 
version (KR, BRZ, BB, GD, HG, BT, EK, JR, S) versus Latin version (OL, BZ, BL, 
BW, VA, FS, D), religious: Catholic (OL, BZ, BL, BW, VA, JR), Protestant (KR, 
BRZ, BB, BC), Orthodox (FS, BO, S) and also related to the method of transla-
tion, since the set of the excerpted examples includes both literal and more lib-
eral translations. At the same time, it ought to be borne in mind that numerous 
translators applied a combination of various translation strategies. Although the 
discussed contemporary translations are usually philological in their nature (i.e. 
translators aim at remaining faithful to the source text of the translation), they are 
not free of religious in�uences.

33 Библия сиречь книги Ветхого и Нового Завета на языке словенском, Острог 1581.
34 Biblia święta, to jest księgi Starego i Nowego Przymierza z żydowskiego i greckiego języka na pol- 
ski pilnie i wiernie przetłumaczone, Gdańsk 1632, http://www.bibliagdanska.pl/biblia. php?d, [12 IV 
2016].
35 BJBLJ Cžeská to gest Swaté Pjsmo Podlé Starožitného a Obecného Latinského od Wsseobecné 
Cýrkwe Swaté Ržjmské potwrzeného a vžjwaného Přeľoženj […] W Starém Městě Pražském w Kollegi 
Sw. Kljmenta Towaryšstwa P. Gežjsse skrze Joachyma Jana Kamenického Faktora Léta M. DCC. XV. 
[= 2. díl] Prorokowé A Knihy Machabeyský. Nákladem Dědictwj Swatého Wáclawa […] Léta 1712. 
[= 3. díl] Druhý djl Biblj totižto Nowý Zákon Podlé starého obecného Latinského textu, od samospasy-
tedlné Ržjmské Katoljcké Cýrkwe schwáleného, a až posawad wtéž Cýrkwi vžjwaného […] Léta Páně 
1677 […] [= 3. díl, NZ].
36 Písmo svaté Starého zákona, ed. F. Kotalík, J. Merell, Praha 1955–1958.
37 Biblija ili Sveto pismo Staroga i Novoga zavjeta, http://www.pouke.org/svetopismo/ [15 IV 2016].
38 Библия, сиреч Священото писание на вехтий и новий завет. Вярно и точно преведено от 
първообразното, Цариград 1871, http://biblia.bg/index.php?k=30&g=1&tr2=1 [16 IV 2016].
39 Библия, сиреч книгите на Свещеното писание на Вехтия и Новия Завет, http://www.bg-
patriarshia.bg/index.php?file=bible_old_testament.xml [16 IV 2016].
40 Pismo Święte Starego i Nowego Testamentu w przekładzie z języków oryginalnych, ed. K. Dynarski, 
1Poznań 1965, 41983, http://biblia.deon.pl/ [15 IV 2016].
41 Český ekumenický překlad: Písmo svaté Starého i Nového Zákona podle ekumenického vydání 
z r. 1985, Praha 1987, http://www.biblenet.cz/ [23 IV 2016].
42 Jeruzalémská bible. Písmo svaté vydané Jeruzalémskou biblickou školou, Praha 2005, http://www.
jeruzalemskabible.cz/ [24 IV 2016].
43 The issue of equivalents of the Hebrew word Eden in Czech translations is scrutinised by R. Dit-
tmann (op. cit., p. 229–232). The examples excerpted from the Czech translations (EK, HG, JR, KR, 
OL, VA) have been taken from his work.



51Linguistic Equivalence of the Hebrew Term Eden in Slavic Translations of the Bible

�e name Eden (Hebrew: gan be Ҳēden) in the Bible is for the �rst time used 
in Gn 2,8. In the LXX and VG, gan was translated into paradisus (Latin) (cf. Per-
sian: pairi-deza ‘miejsce zamknięte / a closed place’), and the word Ҳēden was rep-
resented by the noun voluptas (Latin) ‘rozkosz / pleasure’, which �nally resulted 
in paradisus voluptatis (Latin) ‘raj rozkoszy / the paradise of pleasure’. However, 
 ;ēden in the Bible means ‘rozkosz / pleasure’ when it is written in plural (Ps 35,9ތ
Ier 51,34). �us, the use of this word without an article and with a preposition 
be (Gn 2,8; 2,10; 2,15; 3,23; 4,16; Ez 28,13; 31,9; 31,16; 31,18; 36,35; Il 2,3) as well 
as the context make us understand it as a proper name (cf. KR 202). Sometimes the 
meaning of the word Eden is also related to the Sumerian word edin, which stands 
for ‘pustkowie, równina, step / wilderness, plain, steppe’44.

At �rst, we shall focus on the translation equivalents of the Hebrew Eden in Gn. 
�is name in �e Hebrew Bible (cetera: BH) is used six times (Gn 2,8: Εδεμ LXX, 
paradisus voluptatis VG; 2,10: Εδεμ LXX: locus voluptatis VG; 2,15: ὁ παράδεισος 
LXX: paradisus voluptatis VG; 3,23 and 3,24: ὁ τρυφή LXX: paradisus voluptatis 
VG; 3,24; 4,16: Εδεμ LXX, Eden VG). �e translations based on the original text 
are usually quite consistent in that matter and each time the name Eden is used 
(BRZ, GD, KR, EK, JR, BT), even if they do apply various appellatives to name 
ogród Eden: ogród45 (w) Eden (Gn 2,8; 2,15; 3,23; 3,24), sad46 (w) Eden (BRZ, GD). 
In the case of some translations based on the original text, however, the form of the 
translation equivalent is in�uenced by the Greek LXX. �en three types of coun-
terparts are possible: 1) a proper name only, e.g. Едем (Gn 2,10; 4,16) (S, BC, D), 
Eden (BB, HG), 2) appellativum + an adverbial phrase with a noun in the form 
of proper name, e.g. рай47 в Едем (Gn 2,8) (S, BC), врт48 у Едему (Gn 2,8) (D), 

44 Eden was identified with a perfect garden of pleasure, i.e. paradise. It is quite difficult to deter-
mine the actual location of the garden in Eden. In Gn 2,8 it is placed ‘na wschodzie / in the east’, 
which usually means Mesopotamia. In Gn 2,10–14 there is a reference to the Near East tradition, 
according to which four rivers flow from the idyllic garden (Ogród, [in:] Słownik wiedzy biblijnej, ed. 
B.M. Metzger, M.D. Coogan, Warszawa 1997, cetera: SWB). Cf. F. Rienecker, G. Maier, Leksy-
kon biblijny, scientifically ed. W. Chrostowski, Warszawa 2001 (cetera: LB).
45 Ogród – 1. ‘teren zajęty pod uprawę warzyw, kwiatów, drzew i krzewów owocowych, zwykle ogro-
dzony i znajdujący się w pobliżu domu’, 2. ‘teren służący jako miejsce spacerów dla publiczności, 
zasadzony drzewami, ozdobiony trawnikami, klombami kwiatów, itp.; park’ (Słownik języka polskiego, 
ed. W. Doroszewski, vol. I–XI, Warszawa 1996–1997).
46 Sad – ‘kawał ziemi, na którym rosną drzewa i krzewy owocowe’ (Słownik staropolski, ed. S. Urbań-
czyk, vol. I–XI, Kraków 1953–2002, cetera: Sstp.).
47 Рай – м. 1. ‘cпоред някои религиозни представи – място, където живеят блажено душите на 
праведниците след смъртта им’, Насила в рая се не влиза. 2. ‘прекрасна градина, в която спо-
ред Библията са живели Адам и Ева до грехояпадението’, Изгонване от рая. 3. прен. ‘oсобено 
красива местност’, През пролетта полето е рай. 4. прен. ‘място, страна, където може да се 
живее леко и безгрижно, където за някого или нещо съществуват отлични условия’; ‘Земен 
рай – красива местност’ (Български тълковен речник, ed. Д. ПОПОВ, София 2001, cetera: BTR).
48 Врт – 1. ‘ограђено земљиште на коjем се гаjи поврће и цвеће’ (М. МОСКОВЉЕВИЋ, Речник 
савременог српског jезика с jезичким саветником, Београд 2000).
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sad Eden (BB), and �nally 3) the nominal group with a noun derived from the 
name of Eden, e.g. Едемската градина49 (Gen 2,15; 3,23; 3,24) (S), рай Едемски 
(BC), врт едемски (D), Edenská zahrada50 (HG), sad Edeński (BB). At this point, 
the 16th century translation by Symon Budny (BB) is worth noticing, as the trans-
lator, who was aware of the ambiguous onomastic status of the name Eden when 
it was used for the �rst time in the Bible (Gn 2,8), provided it with a commentary 
on the margin:

Eden roznie rozni rozumieją, iedni to apellaciw wykładają, drudzy maią za własne imie 
Krainy niektorey na wschod słońca leżącey51.

In all probability, the search for a compromise between various translation 
equivalents of the name forced the author to refer to counterparts which accumu-
late various solutions. �erefore, the phrase sad Edeń(ski) comes as no surprise 
in Gn 2,15 of BB, which by means of a graphic trick (brackets) combines the noun 
and adjective form of the name.

In the Latin VG, the name Eden appears in Gn 4,16, and in all other frag-
ments where the Hebrew text (BH) had the toponym Eden, VG follows LXX and 
o�ers the equivalent paradisum (Latin). �e lexeme paradeisos (Greek), paradisus 
(Latin) originates from the Old Persian language (Avestan) paridaeza (Persian: 
pardes, Hebrew: pardes, Aramaic: pardesa) ‘park, ogród, ogród rozkoszy / park, gar-
den, garden of pleasure’, ‘ogrodzone miejsce, obwałowania / enclosed place, ram-
part’. �e word was �rst used in LXX in reference to the garden in Eden (SWB; 
LB)52. Translations based on the VG are faithful here to the translation base: ray53 
roѻkoѻzy54 (Gn 2,28; 2,15; 3,23; 3,24) // myaѻto55 roѻkoѻzy (Gn 2,10) (BZ, BW), ráj 
rozkoši (Gn 2,28; 2,15; 3,23; 3,24) // miesto rozkoši (Gn 2,10) (OL), ráj rozkoše 
(VA), zаи56 ко�аниB (Gn 2,28; 2,15; 3,23; 3,24) (FS) // vpсто ко�аниB (Gn 2,10) (FS) 

49 Градина – ж. ‘място, засадено с цветя, дървета или зеленчук, обикн. заградено и близо до 
селището’ (BTR).
50 Zahrada ‘ohrazený pozemek, zprav. při obydlích, na kt. se pěstují květiny, zelenina, ovocné i okras-
né stromy’ (Slovník spisovného jazyka českého, http://ssjc.ujc.cas.cz/search.php?hledej=Hledat& 
heslo= zahrada&sti=EMPTY&where=hesla&hsubstr=no [20 IV 2016]).
51 The word Eden is understood differently by various people – some interpret it as an appellative and 
others claim it to be the name of a land in the east.
52 Cf. Encyklopedia katolicka, vol. XVI, ed. S. Wilk, Lublin 2012 (cetera: EKat).
53 Raj – 1. ‘(w Biblii) ogród, w którym przebywali pierwsi ludzie, Adam i Ewa’ (Sstp).
54 Rozkosz – 1. ‘najwyższa przyjemność, zmysłowa lub duchowa, przyjemne doznanie’, 2. ‘to, co wy-
wołuje przyjemne odczucia, przyczyna przyjemnych doznań, radości, wesela’, 3. ‘radość, wesołość’ 
(Sstp).
55 Miasto – 1. ‘miejsce’ (Sstp.).
56 [аDƿ B (raj, gr. paradéisos) – dosł. Raj; 1. ‘miejsce zamieszkania prarodziców’ (Rdz 2,8); 2. ‘króle-
stwo wiecznej szczęśliwości’ (Łk 23,43) (A. Znosko, Słownik cerkiewnosłowiańsko-polski, Białystok 
1996, cetera: SCP).
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next to Eden (Gn 4,16) (VA, BL, BW) // Qopv¾ (FS). It should also be noted that 
while in the examples quoted above all translators consistently used the lexeme 
rozkosz (pleasure), the 16th century Polish translation BL shows a tendency to use 
the word raj (paradise) at the expense of the appellative rozkosz: Ray (Gn 2,10) // 
Ray roѻkoszy (Gn 2,8; 2,15; 3,23; 3,24) (BL). In some older translations which were 
based on the Latin text of Gn 4,16 an ampli�cation is performed, the purpose 
of which is to explain, at least to a certain extent, the inconsistence in using various 
variants of the name: od raya geѻz to ѻlowye Eden (BZ), ráj, ješto slóve Eden (OL). 
Such specifying of some biblical realities is related to the technique of medieval 
liberal translations, which were chie�y aimed at a simple audience57. Here, it is 
worth pointing out that despite his faithful pursuit of the Latin text, Jakub Wujek 
– displaying his regular conscientiousness – on the margin of Gn 2,10 and 2,15 
jotted down variants which were in the spirit of the Hebrew text and functioned 
as proper names: abo z Edena (Gn 2,10), abo w sadu edeńskim (Gn 2,15).

�e issue of translation equivalents of the said name looks slightly di�erent 
in the translation of BO.  �e solutions there alternate between the translations 
from original languages and VG, although the in�uence of the Greek text (LXX) 
dominates: mъ popv� (Gn 2,8; 2,10; 4,16), zаи пи�а58 (Gn 2,15; 3,23; 3,24) (BO). 
Such a state of a�airs is connected with the complexity and variety of sources of the 
BO, among which one can �nd e.g. translations by Skoryna, selected old-Czech 
and old-Polish versions, the LXX and the VG59.

A strong relationship between the translation base and the selection of an 
appropriate translation equivalent of the name Eden is also clearly visible in the 
excerpted translations in their reference to other Books of the Bible. �e Hebrew 
text (BH) uses the form Eden in the same meaning as it is used within Gn, in: 
Ez 28,13; 31,9; 31,16; 31,18; 31,18; 36,35; Il 2,3. And its example is faithfully fol-
lowed by translations from original languages: Eden (BRZ, GD, KR, BT, HG, EK, 
JR), although they do happen to apply both the noun and adjective variant: Едем 
(Ez 28,13) (S, BC, D), Едем (31,18; 31,18; 36,35) (BC) // едемски (Ez 31,9; 31,16; 
Il 2,3) (S, BC, D), (Ez 31,18; 31,18; 36,35) (S, D). At this point, translations based 
on the VG consistently utilise appellativum, whose presence stems from the Latin 
text (Ez 28,13: deliciae; Ez 31,9; 31,16; 31,18; 31,18: voluptas; Ez 36,35; Il 2:3: hortus 

57 Cf. I. Kwilecka, Rola przekładów biblijnych w rozwoju języka polskiego od Średniowiecza do Rene-
sansu, [in:] eadem, Studia nad staropolskimi przekładami Biblii, Poznań 2003, p. 265–279 (269–270).
58 Пи�а, и (piszcza, gr. broma) – (piszcza, gr. broma) – ‘żywność, pokarm’ (Kpł 25,37; Hb 6,7); zаDскаB 
‘raj słodyczy’ (Rdz 2,15; Min.VII.11) (SCP); Пи�а < пи�та – f. 1. βρῶμα, ‘пића, храна’: I Mojc. 49,20; 
III Mojc. 25,37; 2. τροϕή, διατροϕή, ‘живеж, jело’: Дел. 9,19; I Тим. 6,8; 3. ‘духовна храна’: Jевр. 
5,12.14; 4. τρυϕή, οτρῆνοԉ, ‘раскош, сласт’: Лук. 7,25; Апок. 18,3. (С. ПЕТКОВИЋ, Речник црквено- 
словенскога jезика, Сремски Карловци 1935); Пища – ж. старин. 1. ‘храна’, 2. прен. ‘нещо, което 
поддържа и развива духовната природа на човека’ (BTR).
59 Cf. К истории отечественной Библии (130-летие Синодального перевода), www.rpsc-spb.
ru/2010-12-23-14-47-16 [22 IV 2016].
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voluptatis): пи�а zаB (Ez 28,13; 31,9) (BO), ozpmpса пи�а (Ez 31,16; 31,18; 31,18) 
(BO), гzаoъ пи�Ȇн<и (Ez 36,35) (BO), zаи пи�а (Il 2,3) (BO), w roѻkoszach raiu 
(Ez 28,13) (BL, BW), drzewa roѻkoszy (Ez 31,16; 31,18; 31,18) (BL), (Ez 31,16) 
(BW), drzewa roѻkoszne (Ez 31,9) (BL), (Ez 31,18; 31,18;) (BW), ogrod roѻkoszy 
(Ez 36,35; Il 2,3) (BL), ogrod roѻkoszny (Ez 36,35; Il 2,3) (BW), ray (Ez 31,9) (BW), 
rozkoš (VA).

At this point, it is again noteworthy to pay attention to the 16th century transla-
tion by Symon Budny, who recognised the Hebrew text as the base of the original 
and this time, surprisingly enough, decided to apply a solution used in the VG: ray 
roѻkoszny (Ez 28,13), drzewa roѻkoszne (Ez 31,9; 31,16; 31,18; 31,18), sad roѻkoszny 
(Ez 36,35; Il 2,3) (BB). It was only in the margin that he wrote down: abo Hedeńskie 
(drzewa) (Ez 31,9), abo Hedeński (sad) (Ez 36,35), thus indicating the possibility to 
use nomen proprium there, but without adding that such a solution is imposed by 
the Hebrew text (BH).

�e clear dividing line between translations from original languages and the 
remaining ones is not marked in reference to Is 51,3 either. In the Hebrew text 
(BH) the proper name Eden is used, which is continued in the Polish BT, the Czech 
HG, EK, JR, and the South-Slavic: Едем (BC, D). Other versions based on the 
original text use appellative expressions: ogrod roѻkoszny (BRZ), přerozkošný (KR), 
the common noun: рай (S), zаи (BO), or descriptive structures: uczyni puszczę jego 
bardzo rozkoszną (GD). �e BB o�ers appellativum ray with the following mar-
ginal gloss: abo iako sad. Translations from the VG (Latin: deliciae) consistently 
have appellativum, which is a semantic calque of the Latin lexeme: roѻkoszy (BL), 
rozkosze (plural) (BW), rozkoše (VA).

In the Bible, the name Eden appears not only in the context of the paradise gar-
den, but also as a description of a national and ethnic group (4Reg 19,12; Is 37,12; 
Ez 27,23). In the text of 4Reg 19,12 we can read about Benê ҲEden, i.e. the Arame-
ans who resided in Bît-Adini, an area mentioned in cuneiform scripts and located 
between the Balikh and the Euphrates Rivers. Mentioning the sons of Eden, the 
authors of the Bible most likely had in mind the inhabitants of the Aramean state 
of BītލAdini, the capital city of which was Til Barsip (modern Tell Ahmar). �e 
settlements of this state were on both banks of the middle course of the Euphrates, 
east of Aleppo (cf. KR 202).

Regarding the aforementioned locations, translations from original languages 
o�er the following solutions: 1) a phrase containing a proper name, e.g. syny Eden 
(4Reg 19,12; Is 37,12) (BRZ, KR, GD, EK) (HG: 4Reg 19,12), синовете на Еден 
(4Reg 19,12; Is 37,12) (S), 2) a phrase with a possessive adjective derived from 
the place name, e.g. syny Edenowe (4Reg 19,12; Is 37,12) (BB), Еденовите синове 
(4Reg 19,12; Is 37,12) (BC), синове Еденове (4Reg 19,12; Is 37,12) (D), 3) an eth-
nonym in the noun form, e.g. Edeńczycy (Ez 27,23) (BRZ), Edanici (4Reg 19,12; 
Is 37,12) (BT), Edenité (JR), 4) nomen proprium: Eden (Ez 27,23) (KR, GD, HG, 
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EK, JR), Edon (Ez 27,23) (BT), Hiden (Ez 27,23) (BB), Еден (Ez 27,23) (S, BC, D), 
5) a name Semitism, e.g. Bit Adin (Is 37,12) (HG). �e footsteps of the Greek LXX 
are followed by the BO: сн2< аoонB (LXX: Εδεμ) (4Reg 19,12), no name (LXX: 
χώρα (?)) (Is 37,12), no name (LXX: none) (Ez 27,23).

Even though translations based on the VG (4Reg 19,12; Is 37,12: �lios Eden; 
Ez 27,23: Eden) faithfully follow in its footsteps, e.g. syny Eden (4Reg 19,12; Isa 
37,12), Eden (Ezek 27,23) (BL, BW), Eden (4Reg 19,12) (BZ), some formal varia-
tion within translation equivalents, e.g. Eden (4Reg 19,12; Ez 27,23) (VA) next to 
the adjective Edenský (Is 37,12) (VA). �e FS in 4Reg 19,12 has the adjective form: 
и с<ноmȆ Qopvли60.

Another biblical fragment which is noteworthy due to the mention of Eden 
it contains is Am 1,5. In the BH, the phrase Bet Eden is used, whereas in the LXX 
it is translated as Χαρραν, and in the VG as domus Voluptatis. �e contemporary 
biblical exegesis provides no answer to the question regarding what name spe-
ci�cally is referred to there. Bet-Eden is identi�ed as Bit-Aidini, a settlement on 
the banks of the central course of the Euphrates River known from the Assyrian 
records. It is also worth noticing that the equivalent used in the VG functions as 
a symbolic name of Damascus: domus Voluptatis ‘dom rozkoszy / house of plea-
sure’61. �us, the appellativisation of the Hebrew name was in�uenced by the LXX 
and the VG, which in consequence impacted the variety of equivalents in all indi-
vidual translations into national languages.

In this case, the excerpted Slavic translations show signi�cant discrepancies, 
which only to a limited extent depend on the source of the translation. First of all, it 
is noteworthy to analyse Czech translations. �e texts based on the original sourc-
es: 1) take the form of Bet-Eden (HG, JR), 2) have a phrase consisting of a native 
noun and a foreign name: dům Eden (KR), 3) and incorporate a solution adopted 
from the Latin tradition: Dům rozkoše (EK). �e appellative phrase dům rozkoše, 
which is a semantic calque of the Latin version, was used in the VA translation 
that is based on the Latin VG. �e situation is similar as far as Polish translations 
are concerned. �ose made from original languages take the tophony Bet-Eden 
(BT), Beteden (BRZ). �e author of the BB and the GD decided to arrive at a cer-
tain type of compromise, which consists in the use of the Hebrew name and the 
semantic calque of the Latin word domus, as applied in the VG: dom Heden (GD), 
dom Hedenowy (BB). Analogically, the same technique is applied in South-Slavic 
translations: дом Еденов (S, BC, D). Translations based on the Latin text of the 
VG continue using its solutions, abandoning the proper nature of the name: dom 
roѻkoszy (BL, BW), even if the author of the BW inserted a marginal gloss where 
he noted down the Hebrew form: z Beth-edena.

60 For Is 37,12 and Ez 27,23 there are no variants within the FS (untranslated books).
61 Cf. Księgi proroków mniejszych. Ozeasza – Joela – Amosa – Abdiasza – Jonasza – Micheasza. Wstęp 
– Przekład z oryginału. Komentarz, ed. S. Łach, Poznań 1968, p. 190.
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In a short article, it is virtually impossible to scrutinise all translation variants 
of the selected source form in the possibly widest corpus of biblical translations. 
�us, it was necessary to focus exclusively on several selected Slavic translations, 
the choice of which was, however, performed on numerous various criteria. �e 
analysis of translation equivalents of the Hebrew name Eden in the excerpted texts 
renders it possible to notice the variety of meaning and formal equivalents, and, 
even more interestingly, the relationships and in�uences between translations 
(especially within the denominational class or based on any source text: the Hebrew 
original, the LXX, the VG). At the same time, it demonstrates the di
culties that 
the authors of Slavic translations experienced while struggling with the demand-
ing linguistic matter. Such problems stemmed from a variety of factors: the genetic 
and structural discrepancies between Semitic and Slavic languages, additionally 
magni�ed by the in�uence of the �rst translations of the Bible (the Greek LXX 
and the Latin VG), di�erent outlooks on reality in cultures that are so distant to 
one another (which is also connected with the speci�c standing of proper names 
in the Bible that usually identi�ed and characterised an object), the incongruence 
of certain biblical realties to the reality of the Slavic territory, religious condition-
ings, and – in the case of the earliest Slavic translations – also the incomparably 
lower biblical knowledge in comparison to our times. It must also be emphasised 
that some proper names which were particularly expressive in terms of ideology 
(including beyond any doubt the proprium Eden) alternate between their proper 
and common meaning in translation. �e analysis of such meanings and use is so 
valuable, since it also has its repercussions in individual national languages, cf. e.g. 
the use of the name Eden as a synonym to ‘kraina szczęśliwości / the land of happi-
ness’ in various tongues.

In conclusion, attention should be paid to one more aspect of the conducted 
research. One of the premises of dra�ing this article was also the wish to stress the 
validity of any e�ort put into making mini-monographs of that kind, the purpose 
of which is to describe translation equivalents of any given name in a possible 
broad corpus of translated texts. In the future they may contribute to the making 
of a larger synthesis, in which the analysis of translation variants of individual bib-
lical names could become starting point to indicate basic tendencies and mecha-
nisms within the scrutinised issues, and common features and discrepancies in any 
given individual Slavic translations.

Translated by Konrad Brzozowski
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Abstract. �e authors study di�erent equivalents of the Hebrew word Eden in selected old and new 
Slavic translations of the Bible. �e equivalents of this lexeme have been excerpted from several 
Slavic translations of the Bible, which were selected on the basis of diverse criteria. �e translations 
are presented chronologically and old translations are opposed to the new ones. �ey represent three 
groups of Slavic languages: West Slavic, East Slavic and South Slavic and are connected with the base 
of translation, i.e. the original text and/or Greek or Latin text. �ey can also be classi�ed according 
to religious denomination and the strategy of the translation.

�e observation of those equivalents enables us to see not only their variety and mutual in�uence 
among translations but also the struggle of Slavic translators with a very di
cult language matter. 
Many factors were important in that struggle: genetic and structural distances between Semitic and 
Slavic languages, di�erent perceptions of reality in distant cultures, the discrepancy between biblical 
and Slavonic realities and the in�uence of religious denomination. Another important factor was the 
state of biblical knowledge at the time – incomparably poorer in the case of the oldest Slavic transla-
tions in comparison to modern ones.
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(as Exemplified by Ilarion of Kiev, Kliment 
Smolatič, and Kirill of Turov)

The existence of philosophy in Kievan Rus’ (10th–13th centuries) is a contro-
versial issue. We do not �nd there a philosophy in a sense of theoretical and 

rational re�ection with abstract notions and schemes about the world and Man 
but we do �nd a philosophy understood as a love of wisdom (любомудрие). Wis-
dom at that time meant a great knowledge of the Bible, pro�ciency in allegorical 
interpretation of it, a certain worldview and an ethical attitude that enabled to 
set intellectual standards, to teach, to guide society and to create popular ideas. 
�e concept of “книжность” partly covers the semantic �eld encompassing these 
activities and virtues. �e Eastern and Southern Slavonic “книжник” was a schol-
ar, (bookman) either a monk or a priest whose work laid foundations for the cul-
tural development of the country.

�e work of Ilarion of Kiev (ca. 990–1055), Kliment Smolatič († ca. 1164), and 
Kirill of Turov (1130–1182) �ts within the concept of “книжность” only partially 
and does not exhaust it. �ese men are the most representative though not the only 
�gures in the theological (and thus philosophical) life of Kievan Rus’1. �e period 
of their activity bears the name of the Golden Age due to enterprises extreme-
ly important for the nascent Rus’ identity, such as the erection of St. Sophia’s 
Cathedral in Kiev, the foundation of the Caves monastery, and the transmission 
of “Cyrillo-Methodian” tradition into Rus’.

1 The opinion according to which the writings of Ilarion, Kliment and Kirill ought to be consid-
ered the most important for the period is well-known. It was held by such distinguished research-
ers of Russian spirituality as Georgy Fedotov, Georgy Florovsky and Dmitry Likhachov. The latter 
called them the best representatives of Old Russian byzantinism. Florovsky also referred to this no-
tion but in a pejorative sense: the Old Russian Hellenism that marked works of these authors is seen 
by him as indicating their lack of originality. Cf.: Д.С. ЛИХАЧЕВ, Развитие русской литературы 
X–XVIII в., [in:] idem, Избранные работы, Ленинград 1987, p. 93; Г.В. ФЛОРОВСКИЙ, Пути рус-
ского богословия, Москва 2009, p.  21; Г.П.  ФЕДОТОВ, Русская религиозность. Христианство 
Киевской Руси Х–ХIII вв., [in:] idem, Собрание сочинений в двенадцати томах, vol. X, Москва 
2001, p. 68.

http://dx.doi.org/10.18778/2084-140X.06.04


Justyna Kroczak62

It is the Slavophilism, a 19th century trend in the Russian philosophy, that has 
to be attributed with particular merits in promoting the notion that the peculiar 
for Kievan Rus’ way of life was ideal in terms of morals, outlook, and religion, as 
well as in implanting into the national consciousness the idea of Russian excep-
tionalism (combination of byzantinism with “Slavonic sensitivity”). Slavophiles, 
such as Ivan Kireevsky (1806–1856), maintained that it was in this epoch that the 
“integral life”2 in culture and popular consciousness (i.e., a holistic and organ-
ic perception of reality – of man, world, and God) was really attainable. From 
the Slavophile point of view the pre-Mongol period thus appears as exceptional 
and, importantly, favourable for the intellectual, philosophic and theological 
activity.

�e above-mentioned activity was centred around the Holy Scripture. �e 
Bible played in Kievan Rus’ the role of a paramount source, despite the fact that its 
�rst full translation, by Gennady and his literary circle, appeared as late as 1499. 
Before that, only certain fragments had been available and these had been used 
for liturgical purposes. In the 11th century there existed and functioned a version 
of the Holy Scripture translated within the “Cyrillo-Methodian” tradition, but 
it was not complete and mostly used during liturgy. In the second half of the 11th 
century there appeared the Arkhangelsk Gospel and the Ostromir Gospel of the 
aprakos type, that is an abbreviated version of parts of the Gospels ordered as 
they would be read during services. Whereas in the 12th century one observes 
an increase in translation and compilation of biblical sources in Old Rus’. Most 
importantly, Halicz Gospel (1144), containing the full text of the four Gospels, 
becomes available. However, the liturgical, that is partial, type of Bible remains 
the most popular. �is includes e.g. Prolog, i.e. Old Rus’ version of synaxarion 
and menaions that is the collections of lives of saints, Apostle-aprakos, containing 
Acts of the Apostles, Apostolic Letters and the Book of Revelation, Grigorovichev 
Parimejnik (fragments of the Old Testament books) and Psalter.

Both local and more global events were explained through biblical imagery. 
However, it should be emphasised that the quotations were not always strict. 
Wacław Hryniewicz states that the Old Russian writers did not quote fragments 
from the Holy Scripture word for word3, they o�en quoted from memory and com-
plemented the translations with apocrypha. �e apocrypha were very popular 
in Old Rus’, which shows that the Old Rus’ way of thinking was of mythological 
rather than rational character. �e biggest and the oldest collection of apocrypha, 
containing e.g. apocrypha on Solomon, on �omas the Apostle, and on Adam and 
Eve, was included in Paleya Tolkovaya (between the 11th and 13th centuries) and 
later in Paleya Hronogra�cheskaya (the 14th century). Apocrypha is an example 

2 И.В. КИРЕЕВСКИЙ, О характере просвещения Европы и о его отношении к просвещению Рос-
сии, [in:] idem, Полное собрание сочинений, vol. I, Москва 1911, p. 218.
3 A. Naumow, Apokryfy w systemie literatury cerkiewnosłowiańskiej, PKSł 36, 1976, p. 30.
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of mythologisation of experience, but when myths are used to transfer us to the 
spiritual level of consciousness (Joseph Campbell), the development of spirituality 
leads to the development of sensitivity and hence to wisdom and philosophy.

Ilarion of Kiev is the �rst �gure, whose activity seems to be philosophically-
oriented in a sense described above. �ere is relatively more known about his 
life and work compared to others, owing to the preserved historical sources and 
extensive modern research4. �e main source is the oldest Rus’ chronicle: Primary 
Chronicle (from the beginning of the 12th century). �e authorship of this chron-
icle is attributed to Nestor (1050–1114), a monk from Caves monastery. We read 
there that Ilarion was a presbyter and a monk in a newly created Caves monastery 
in Kiev and the �rst Rus’ metropolitan, appointed by Yaroslav the Wise (978–1054) 
in 1051:

Prince Yaroslav was fond of Berestovo and the Church of the Holy Apostles there situated. 
He gathered a large company of priests, among whom was a presbyter named Ilarion, a vir-
tuous man, learned and ascetic5.

�ere is no information with regard to his education but it is known that 
from the second half of the 10th century the educational system called “книжное 
учение”6 was in place. Moreover, a certain level of education implied the Slavonic-
Greek bilingualism because (as researchers suggest) a knowledge of Greek was 
a pre-requisite for learning the Old Church Slavonic, which functioned as the 
liturgical and literary language in Kievan Rus’7.

Ilarion authored one work entitled On Law and Grace (ca. 1037), which from 
a formal point of view is a solemn homily. Homilies are o�en of oral character 
and it seems that this was also the case of On Law and Grace. It is likely that the 
sermon was given on the occasion of consecration of the Saint Sophia’s Cathe-
dral in Kiev. �e Saint Sophia’s Cathedral was a special place, which symbolised 
the identity of Old Rus’. It was a place where the opinions were shaped, the reli-
gious and intellectual heart of Kiev, which in the 11th century had an ambition 
of becoming a cultural centre equal to Constantinople and independent of it8.

4 Слово о законе и благодати, [in:] Библиотека литературы Древней Руси, ed. Д.С. ЛИХАЧЕВ, 
Л.А. ДМИТРИЕВ, А.А. АЛЕКСЕЕВ, Н.В. ПОНЫРКО, vol. I, Санкт-Петербург 1997; Идейно-философ-
ское наследие Илариона Киевского, ed. В.В. МИЛЬКОВ, vol. I–II, Москва 1986.
5 The Russian Primary Chronicle. Laurentian Text, trans. et ed. S. Hazzard Cross, O.P. Sherbo- 
witz-Wetzor, Cambridge 1953, p. 139.
6 В.В. КУСКОВ, История древнерусской литературы, Москва 1982, p. 29.
7 Cf. Б.А. УСПЕНСКИЙ, Языковая ситуация Киевской Руси и ее значение для истории русского 
литературного языка, Москва 1983, p. 18–21.
8 Cf.: М.В.  ЛЕВЧЕНКО, Очерки по истории русско-византийских отношений, Москва 1956, 
p. 444; Д.С. ЛИХАЧЕВ, Великое наследие. Классические произведения литературы Древней Руси, 
Москва 1979, p. 45.
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On Law and Grace is customarily divided into four parts: 1) On Law and 
Grace, 2) How Grace spreads and reaches Rus’, 3) �e encomium of Vladimir 
4) �e prayer (Confession of faith), where the author indicates that he knew of 
and identi�ed himself with the results of the councils and the teachings of the 
Church Fathers. It is the �rst three parts that are important from a philosophical 
point of view. �e content of the �rst part indicates that Ilarion viewed himself as 
a maintaining the tradition of Byzantine theology. Writing about the superiority 
of the New Testament over the Old and in his philosophical formulation of the 
doctrine of God’s Grace, he was most likely inspired by Homilies on Jews and Juda-
izing Christians (387) by John Chrysostom (350–407), a Byzantine theologian and 
speaker. Homilies were divided into eight parts in which the author contrasted two 
rivalling communities (politeias) in Antioch: Christian and Jewish. �e Church 
Father portrayed the Jews and their religious holidays as devoid of values (the 
�rst homily), so anyone involved in the Jewish proselytism (especially “judaizing 
Christians” or “Antiochean half-Christians”) was condemned by him (third and 
eighth homilies). All this was aimed to prove the superiority of Christian doctrine 
and its future social victory9.

It should be mentioned that the works of John Chrysostom were treated with 
reverence in the Old Rus’. �e Church Father is mentioned in the anthology 
of aphorisms translated from Bulgarian and compiled by a deacon John for the 
Grand Prince Sviatoslav of Kiev (1027–1076), called Izbornik of Sviatoslav from 
1076: Listen to the lives of Saint Basil, Saint John Chrysostom and Saint Cyril the 
philosopher10. Earlier, at the end of the 9th century (in Bulgaria), fragments of John 
Chrysostom’s works appeared in the so-called Golden stream (Златоструй).

Ilarion’s sermon refers to the Old Testament parable of Hagar and Sarah 
(Gn 15,1–21,34), with its allegorical interpretation aimed at presenting the 
notion of God’s Grace. Sarah was Abraham’s wife, who could not have o�springs. 
However, Abraham had a slave named Hagar and at Sarah’s will she bore him 
a son, Ishmael. �is occurrence has been compared to the moment of receiv-
ing the Ten Commandments on Mount Sinai by Moses. Ishmael was identi�ed 
with the Law, the announcement. In old age, however, Sarah gave birth to a son, 
Isaac, who in turn, has been identi�ed with Jesus the Godman. Isaac (Jesus) was 
free while Ishmael (the Jews) was a slave and limited by law. Jews thanks to the 
Law, have gained only forgiveness for their behaviour, while Christians, thanks to 
God’s Grace, have received salvation. �e value of the Law has been diminishing, 
while the Christian promise of salvation has been growing owing to the sacri-
�ce of the Christ. �e homily presents a number of comparisons, “Christological 
antitheses” which prove the two natures of Jesus: one of the Trinity, in two natures, 

9 Cf. Discourses against judaizing Christians, trans. P.W. Harkins, Washington 1979, passim.
10 Из Изборника 1076 года, [in:]  Библиотека литературы…, vol.  II, Санкт-Петербург 1999, 
http://lib.pushkinskijdom.ru/Default.aspx?tabid=2167 [28 V 2016].
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divine and human. He was fully human, becoming man not merely in appearance; 
yet not merely man, for in His divinity He was also fully God11. Ilarion seems to 
have a deep awareness of the idea of Godmanhood of Jesus, the divine logos 
in human �esh, although not using there such a sophisticated word like “Logos”. 
�e author allegorically illustrated the dogma of the hypostatic union canonical 
from 451 (Council of Chalcedon).

In the Orthodox tradition and from a theological and philosophical points 
of view, God’s Grace is identi�ed with God himself: Truth and Grace is the servant 
of the age to come, of life incorruptible12. �e Orthodox theology identi�es it with 
the non-created energies, God’s powers through which God manifests His pres-
ence to man and the world. Man, by experiencing God’s Grace, becomes free and 
redeemed (e.g. dei�ed). Also, the entire Old Rus’ nation is encompassed by God’s 
Grace – and this nation is the subject of the second part.

Ilarion compares pagan times with a dried-up ground: our land was parched and 
desolate13, which only became fertile a�er the dawn of Christianity. People blind, 
deaf and poor in spirit are becoming aware and wise: He [God] brought us unto the 
knowledge of the Truth14. Christian Old Rus’ is treated as a fully-�edged nation infe-
rior to none with her history recognised as a part of the general history of human-
kind. Owing to Christianity, the state obtained a new identity and a chance for 
a brighter future. �e argumentation involved the �gure of Vladimir the Great, the 
ruler responsible for the baptism of Old Rus’. Vladimir was compared there to Con-
stantine the Great given the historical importance of his deed. Vladimir’s Christian-
isation of Old Rus’ was, in the eyes of Ilarion, a deed that put Vladimir on par not 
only with the Byzantine emperor but also with the Evangelists:

Rome with the voices of praise, praises Peter and Paul, for through Peter and Paul Rome 
came to believe in Jesus Christ, Son of God. Asia and Ephesus and Patmos praise John the 
Theologian. India praises Thomas, Egypt praises Mark: every land and every city and every 
nation honours and glorifies its teacher that taught it the Orthodox faith. We too, therefore, 
let us praise to the best of our strength, with our humble praises, him whose deeds were won-
drous and great, our teacher and guide, the great kagan of our land, Volodimer, the grandson 
of Igor of old and son of the glorious Svjatoslav. When these reigned in their time, their re-
nown spread abroad for their courage and valour; and still they are remembered, renowned 
even now for their victories and might. For they ruled not some feeble, obscure, unknown 
land, but in this land of Rus’, which is known and renowned to the ends of the earth15.

With the Christianisation of Old Rus’ Vladimir (having accepted the baptis-
mal name Basil) gave evidence of his wisdom, justice and kindness of heart. �is 

11 Sermons and rhetoric of Kievan Rus’…, p. 10.
12 Ibidem, p. 4.
13 Ibidem, p. 14.
14 Ibidem.
15 Ibidem, p. 17–18.
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wisdom turned out to be the legacy of Great Princess Olga (890–969), who is 
considered as one of the �rst to accept Christianity from the Byzantine Emper-
or16. In turn, Vladimir’s work was continued by his son Yaroslav (baptismal name 
George) by erecting the Saint Sophia’s Cathedral in Kiev, the city, shining in splen-
dour17, which became the symbol of Old Rus’ enlightenment.

Ilarion mythologised this event, as he believed that the Christianisation meant 
a good and successful future for Old Rus’ – as Old Rus’ became equal to other 
nations before God and was given a chance of participating in God’s Grace. �is 
does not involve the notion of a chosen nation – all nations are equally important 
before God. �ere is, however, a tendency to make a distinction, as all the com-
parisons he makes turn out to be in favour of Old Rus’ (e.g. Vladimir the Great 
– Constantine the Great).

Ilarion’s work, according to the researchers, was the �rst document of Russian 
historical self-consciousness18. �e Old Rus’ nation was described as the herd of Jesus 
the shepherd and included in the universal history of salvation. �erefore local 
themes are interwoven with the more global ones. It is clear that the author of On 
Law and Grace had an evangelising streak in him, which, a�er all, seems quite 
natural given the position he held: Ilarion interpreted, allegorised, taught history 
of his land, and felt a deep sense of responsibility to ful�l his mission as a guide 
of Old Rus’ and its philosopher, a creator of national ideas.

An additional reason why we can consider him a philosopher is his language, 
which was reaching out for philosophic metaphors, e.g. humankind was (…) like 
a fouled vessel19; or Grace as sun’s warmth warmed the earth20. Here we encounter 
a simile of light. Holiness and Grace, as everything that comes from God, was 
associated with light. So, in the case of homily On Law and Grace, one can speak 
of traces of the metaphysics of light, the light that liberates and delivers from 
bondage: Yet God had mercy upon us and the light of understanding shone forth 
upon us, that we might know Him21. But in as much as Ilarion was distinctly sensi-
tive in abstract and metaphysical matters, he remained a practical philosopher 
and an astute theologian. So, his considerations were con�ned to the following 
postulates: a necessity to abdicate from the material side of life: we gave ourselves 
over to carnal lust, we became slaves to sin and the cares of the world22 and the real-
ity of truth, both eternal and practical: (…) Christians’ salvation is generous and 
bene�cent extending to all corners of the earth23.

16 The Russian Primary Chronicle…, p. 82.
17 Sermons and rhetoric of Kievan Rus’…, p. 25.
18 Cf. С. СЕНДЕРОВИЧ, Слово о законе и благодати как экзегетический текст, ТОДЛ 51, 1999, p. 43.
19 Sermons and rhetoric of Kievan Rus’…, p. 4.
20 Ibidem, p. 7.
21 Ibidem, p. 15.
22 Ibidem, p. 27.
23 Ibidem, p. 7.
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�e ideas from the sermon On Law and Grace are picked up in An Epistle writ-
ten by Kliment, metropolitan of Rus’, to Foma the Presbyter, with interpretations by 
the monk Afanasij (ca. 1147) authored by Kliment Smolatič. Kliment was the sec-
ond, a�er Ilarion, metropolitan of Kiev of local origin (he performed this function 
between 1147–1154). In Hypatian Chronicle (from the 13th century) he is called 
a “great philosopher”24, which should be understood as a description of an excep-
tional, active writer, a bookman. �ere is a suggestion that he might have authored 
some philosophical works but these have not survived to modern times25. He was 
surrounded by people with Greek-styled education, indicating that he might have 
had such education himself. Neither Kliment’s personality nor his works have been 
subject of a large interest among Western researchers and there is no publication 
describing his literary output (with the exception of professor Simon Franklin 
from Harvard). In Russian too, there is only one monograph on the topic, written 
by Nikolay Nikolsky in 1892 and a translation from the Old Church Slavonic made 
in the Institute of Russian Literature (Russian Academy of Sciences, the Pushkin 
House).

�e Epistle, formally, was addressed to Foma, who was one of the trustees of the 
Grand Prince of Kiev Izjaslav II Mstislavič (1096–1154) and to the circle of dis-
ciples of Gregory, about whom information is scarce, but in practice it involved the 
Prince himself: But if I did write, then it was not to you but to the prince26. We know 
that this work was read out to the Prince and his entourage but we do not know 
what was the Prince’s reaction. In terms of form and topic, this text, similarly to On 
Law and Grace, can be described as solemn homiletics combining local – Old Rus’-
related – themes with more general ones – pertaining to the Christian world at large. 
Apart from Byzantine in�uences, Kliment may have been inspired by Shestodnev 
(of the 10th century) by bishop John the Exarch – as he followed John in reproduc-
ing the name of a sea creature – (ехион морьский), the abilities of which (to cope 
with storms, winds and thunders) were seen as a testimony to God’s wisdom and 
kindness27. Shestodnev was a type of Hexameron, where the author contemplated 
the secret of world creation, referring to various Byzantine theologians e.g. John 
of Damascus and the Cappadocian Fathers. Together with strictly theological ideas, 
one also �nds there philosophical considerations as well as those relating to the 
natural world – John the Exarch o�en quotes and summarises parts of Aristotle’s 
philosophy (describing geography, the heavenly bodies and the soul)28.

24 Летопись по Ипатьевскому списку, Санкт-Петербург 1871, p. 241; Е.Э. ГРАНСТЕРН, Почему 
митрополита Климента Смолятича называли «Философом», ТОДЛ 25, 1970, p. 20–28.
25 Cf. Н. НИКОЛЬСКИЙ, О литературных трудах митрополита Климента Смолятича, писа-
теля ХII века, Санкт-Петербург 1892, p. 3.
26 Sermons and rhetoric of Kievan Rus’…, p. 31.
27 Ibidem, p. 49.
28 Cf.: Из «Шестоднева» Иоанна экзарха болгарского, trans. Г.М. ПРОХОРОВА, [in:] Библиоте-
ка литературы…, vol.  II, http://lib.pushkinskijdom.ru/Default.aspx?tabid=2166 [28 V 2016]; 



Justyna Kroczak68

It seems that in the Epistle the de�nition and essence of “philosophy” and “phi-
losophising” is broadened. Figures such as Plato, Aristotle and even Homer are 
mentioned in the context of the above notions:

You say to me: «you write so as to glorify yourself, making yourself out to be a philosopher». 
Yet the fault is primarily your own! As if I ever wrote any such thing to you! But neither did 
I write nor would I write thus! And yet you say: «You write philosophically», while in fact 
you yourself wrote most falsely, as though I had abandoned the revered Scriptures and had 
instead written using Homer and Aristotle and Plato, who were renowned in the colonnades 
of the Hellenes29.

At �rst, it seems that Kliment is merely distancing himself from the pagan 
cultural authorities. But given the background of his polemic and his plausible 
intellectual horizons we might suggest that he did in fact value Plato, Aristotle 
and Homer more than his ignorant opponent, since the �rst two of them were 
valued by John Chrysostom and Gregory the �eologian, whom Kliment regards 
as authorities.

Philosophy helped Kliment to discover divine secrets, hence he is not ashamed 
of calling himself a philosopher:

I do not think what I wrote was «philosophy». Christ said to the holy disciples and apostles: 
«Unto you it is given to know the mysteries of the kingdom, but to the rest in parables» 
(Lc 8,10). Dear Foma, is this the «philosophy» through which I seek glory from the men?30.

Kliment addressed potential misunderstandings and explained that philoso-
phising is not just trying to be smart, looking for attention and a sign of pride. �e 
wisdom of pagan philosophers, especially of Plato, can be used in allegorical inter-
pretation of the Holy Scripture and in explaining the truths of the faith. �is was, 
a�er all, done by the early Christian apologists writing in Greek – Clement of Alex-
andria, Origen, Justin Martyr. On such practices, the Alexandrian school of Chris-
tian theology was based. Kliment does not mention these �gures but perhaps he 
was familiar with their views. �e only available Slavonic translations of fragments 
of Plato’s work were contained in the already-mentioned Shestodnev by John the 
Exarch, a Byzantine compilation of aphorisms and sayings by Greek philosophers 
and the Church Fathers called Melissa, the Greek original of which was translated 
in the 12th century, that is when Kliment probably had been already dead. Hence, 
he may have known some extracts from Plato’s works in Greek. However, there is 

Г.С. БАРАНКОВА, Античная философия, мифология, научные знания в древнеславянских перево-
дных памятниках и выработка научной терминологии, [in:] Философские и богословские идеи 
в памятниках древнерусской мысли, ed. М Н. ГРОМОВ, Москва 2000, p. 25–27.
29 Sermons and rhetoric of Kievan Rus’…, p. 31.
30 Ibidem, p. 45.
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no doubt that Kliment read the works of John Chrysostom, as certain fragments 
of his works had been available in Old Rus’ as early as in the 11th century (or per-
haps even in the 9th century).

Kliment, to prove his respect towards the Bible and his excellent knowledge 
of it, undertook an allegorical interpretation of the fragments on Divine Wisdom 
(Prv 9,1) and the Judah and Tamar (Gn 38,12–23). An allegorical interpretation 
of the latter Old Testament fragment assumes that God is symbolised by wisdom 
and humankind is symbolised by the house, since Christ entered the house as he 
assumed a body, and the seven columns symbolise seven general councils. �is 
interpretation entails that the Divine Wisdom found a harbour and the best way 
of expressing itself in humankind, hence the task of man is to cultivate it.

�e cult of Saint Sophia has been exceptionally strong in the consciousness 
of the Kievan Rus’. �e Old Rus’ depictions of St. Sophia were as multifaceted as 
the Byzantine ones. Slavs, especially the Eastern and Southern ones, perceived her 
in their own way, which re�ected their type of sensitivity. At the turn of the 19th 
century, the cult of St. Sophia acquired a philosophical dimension – Russian sophi-
ologists (Vladimir Solovyov, Pavel Florensky, Sergey Bulgakov and Aleksei Losev) 
interpreted the image of St. Sophia within the framework of their theological and 
philosophical, iconographic, hesychastic and onomatodoxical analyses.

�e Epistle is not the only work by Kliment (there is also a number of answers to 
the so-called Questions of Kirik the Novgorodian and Sermon on love, �rst half of the 
12th century), yet it is this text that gives evidence of the philosophical dimension 
of this author. Among other sources, Kliment could have been inspired by a Letter to 
Titus (5th century) of Pseudo-Dionysius the Areopagite, in which the author explained 
his understanding of the Divine and Mystical Truth, unapproachable by the profane31 
and a variety of symbolic representations of Divinity, i.e. Images of God. One of the 
symbolic representations of Divinity turns out to be the image of the Divine Wisdom 
(which also appealed to Kliment) that invites to the feast and distributes the food, i.e. 
the gi�s from God, life-giving and nourishing and perfecting32.

�e reception of the Corpus Areopagticum in Kievan Rus’ seems to be signi�-
cant to the investigation on the development of philosophical ideas there. A manu-
script of the translation of the Corpus Dionisiacum made by a Serbian monk Isaiah 
in 1371 was imported from the Balkans to Rus’ only in the 19th century. But research-
ers believe that a translation had been known there earlier33. �e issue had been 
discussed by the �rst Russian female philosopher Maria Bezobrazova (1856–1914), 
as well as by the contemporary scholars: Anatoly Ticholaz and Gelian Prokhorov34.

31 The Works of Dionysius the Areopagite, trans. J. Parker, London 1897, p. 169.
32 Ibidem, p. 176.
33 Cf. A. Tichołaz, Platonizm w Rosji, trans. H. Rarot, Kraków 2004, p. 36–37.
34 Cf.: Г.М. ПРОХОРОВ, Сочинения Дионисия Ареопагита в славянской рукописной традиции, 
[in:] idem, Русская и армянская средневековые литературы, Ленинград 1982; М.В. БЕЗОБРАЗОВА, 
Творения Святого Дионисия Ареопагита, Санкт-Петербург 1898.



Justyna Kroczak70

Kliment Smolatič was a representative of the same trend in Old Rus’ literary 
activity as Kirill of Turov (1130–1182). �e characteristic feature of this current 
was an attempt at synthesis of Greek loans (metaphors, patterns, epithets) with 
the Old Rus’ native outlook. It is not unlikely that during Kirill’s times he has been 
taught in Turov by the Byzantine scholars gathered around a Greek princess Bar-
bara (died 1190), who resided there, being the second wife of Sviatopolk Yurevič. 
Kirill’s works, which include paschal homilies, ascetic writings and prayer-related 
texts, are considered to be least philosophical and he is viewed rather as a poet, 
whose writings do not emphasise the intellectual element. Since his theological 
legacy is described in detail, e.g. by Simon Franklin35, let us just focus on a single 
text entitled �e tale of the Body and the Soul (On the Lame and the Blind) (dated to 
the 1160s) that contains a number of philosophical theses worth considering. �e 
text begins with the praise of understanding the books (книжное знание): Sweet is 
the honeycomb, and sugar is good; but understanding the books is better than both, 
for the books are treasure houses of eternal life36. We deal here with the advocacy 
of wisdom in the sense of conscious and ample knowledge of the sacred texts and 
the ability of their proper (allegorical) interpretation. Such knowledge ennobles 
the soul, the mind and the heart. A man, who acquired this knowledge is the mas-
ter of himself and his fate, moves away from the possibility of sin, and more impor-
tantly, becomes predisposed to partake in God’s Grace.

�e allegory of soul and body was based on the biblical story of mischievous 
farmers, who had robbed their neighbour’s orchard (Mt 21,33–41). In the Bulgar-
ian Empire, it was known during the reign of Symeon I the Great, that is in the 
9th/10th century37. �ere was a householder, who had a vineyard and was looking 
for night guards of his crops – eventually he chose a blind one and a lame one as 
he thought that they would not be able to rob him, given their disabilities. As it 
turned out, however, the blind one put the lame one on his back and with the lame 
one’s directions they were able to go over the fence and rob the orchard. When the 
householder asked them about it in the morning, they cast aspersions at each other.

According to Kirill, the householder symbolised God, the lame one symbolised 
the body, the blind one symbolised the soul, the vineyard symbolised the world, 
and the fence symbolised divine laws. �e philosophical content of this parable 
can be reduced to the thesis on the unity of the soul and the body. Both body and 
soul are equal parts of man, they function in collaboration and neither of them 
can be rejected. Sin is a spiritual burden, it is not only the body but also the soul 
that is responsible for it – both these elements constitute a man. Similar topics 

35 Sermons and rhetoric of Kievan Rus’…, p. lxxx-xciv.
36 Ibidem, p. 55.
37 Cf.: СОН ДЖОНГ СО, Еще раз о соотношении двух древнерусских редакций Притчи о слепце 
и хромце, ТОДЛ 54, 2003, p. 390; И.П. ЕРМИН, Притча о слепце и хромце в древнерусской пись-
менности, ИОРЯС 30, 1925, p. 323–352.
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had been dealt with before, long re�ections on the relation between body and soul 
are contained in an anonymous collection of translations, the so-called Izbornik 
of 1073, where we can read that the soul and the body are one: Unity of the being 
(essence) takes place in individual substances, unity of individual substances takes 
place in beings (essences) like in the case of soul and body38. �e Izbornik (1073) is 
a text on natural philosophy, hence the topic of the soul and the body is analysed 
in the logical context (apart from the religious one). �e true being, that is what 
exists, that is сущее, can be divided into concrete and accidental beings. Hypos-
tases are concrete beings. �e essence can exist without hypostasis but a hyposta-
sis cannot exist without essence. Peter is a hypostasis but only when he also has 
essence, e.g. being a man.

In the case of Christ, there is no similar parallelism. In contrast to Ilarion, who 
emphasised the godman nature of Christ, Kirill did not devote much attention to 
the problem of the human aspects of Jesus. �rough Jesus, God manifests the will 
to become known to man. Allegorically, this is expressed by the open orchard gates:

The unclosed Gateway is the wondrous ordering of God’s nature. As it is said: «Know the 
Creator by His creation» (Rom 1,19–20). But you must understand that this means not His 
quality but His magnitude and might, the glory and the grace which He created in His care 
for the high and the low, for the visible and invisible.39

�is fragment shows that Kirill was aware (or perhaps it was just his intuition) 
of the essence and energies of God, di�erentiated within Him. Man gets to know 
God through His actions that manifest themselves in the order and harmony of the 
surrounding world.

* * *

Ilarion of Kiev, Kliment Smolatič, and Kirill of Turov were not the only sig-
ni�cant thinkers of Kievan Rus’. Vladimir Monomach (1053–1125), �eodosius 
of the Caves (1029–1074), Daniel the Immured (12th–13th centuries), Nicepho-
rus I († 1121) and the chroniclers also deserve to be noted. Regarding the latter, 
Dmitry Likhachov said: [they] undertook a comprehensive attempt to approach the 
history from the Russian perspective, while expressing their views in historiosophi-
cal and cosmological ways40. �e inspiration for the chroniclers, both Byzantine 
and Old Rus’, was the Bible: the chronicler expresses his feelings in the language 
of the Bible41. Old Rus’ chronicles were partly inspired by the Byzantine ones – the 

38 Из Изборника 1073 года, trans. Г.М. ПРОХОРОВ, [in:] Библиотека литературы…, vol. II.
39 Sermons and rhetoric of Kievan Rus’…, p. 58.
40 Д.С.  ЛИХАЧЕВ, Великое наследие. Классические произведения литературы Древней Руси…, 
p. 48–52, 105.
41 W. Hryniewicz, Staroruska teologia paschalna w świetle pism św. Cyryla Turowskiego, Warszawa 
1993, p. 80.
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chronicle of John Malalas emerged in Rus’ in the 10th century and the chronicle 
of George Hamartolos in the 11th century – and partly by “the Slavic sensibility”.

Old Rus’ philosophical thought expressed in the works of Ilarion, Kliment and 
Kirill emphasised the religious, ethical, eschatological, cosmological and meta-
physical concepts, while putting little stress on formalized rational reasoning. 
Georgy Fedotov wrote that religious cosmology and history evident in the works 
of the above-mentioned thinkers were founded on eschatological visions. �ese 
authors appear to be more of the moralizers than ethicists; more the exponents 
of the Christian economy of salvation than metaphysicians.

Consequently, the thought we observe in Kievan Rus’ is pre-philosophical rath-
er than philosophical (in the sense of a theological philosophy found in Byzan-
tium), but the time between 11th and 13th centuries can be de�ned as the formative 
time for Russian outlook. �at is why it can be seen as an integral part of the study 
of the sources of Russian philosophy (especially Russian religious philosophy).
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Abstract. �e article is an attempt to critically evaluate the manifestations of the philosophical cul-
ture sprouting in Rus’. With the baptism in the Byzantine Rite, Rus’ in the 10th century joined the 
family of Christian nations and de�ned the future direction of her own cultural development. �e 
Middle Ages in Rus’ were eminently theocentric. Literature (which was mostly translated from the 
Greek in Bulgarian monasteries) had a religious character. Sacral content, assimilated in Rus’ mainly 
through the Old Church Slavonic (due to the scarce knowledge of Greek) had a decisive in�uence on 
formation of the philosophical worldview of Rus’ intellectual elite. �e Bible thus became the main 
reference framework for the �rst Rus’ thinkers-philosophers: Ilarion of Kiev († 1055), Kirill of Turov 
(† 1183) and Kliment Smolatič († 1164). Ilarion of Kiev, the �rst metropolitan of the Kievan Rus’ 
in his rhetoric work (which postulated the superiority of the New Testament to the Old) expres-
sed a philosophical thesis of the equality of all Christian nations before God. Kliment Smolatič, 
the second metropolitan of Rus’, in his Letter to Presbyter Foma, defended the allegorical method 
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of interpretating the Bible. Kirill of Turov, in his turn, in his Parable of the human soul and body 
allegorically tried to answer the question about the relationship of the body and the soul. For the 
Rus’ thinkers the content of the Bible served as a pretext for philosophical re�ection, e.g. on the role 
of man in the universe, on the nature of reality, on the relation between matter and spirit. In their 
works we �nd the beginnings of the theory of knowledge, metaphysics, ethics, and aesthetics.

Keywords: Kievan Rus’, Russian philosophy, Byzantine culture, Orthodox religion, Ilarion of Kiev, 
Kliment Smolatič, Kirill of Turov.
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The Place of the Mihanović Psalter 
in the Fourteenth-Century Revisions 

of the Church Slavonic Psalter

Among the revised versions of Church Slavonic biblical and liturgical texts from 
the early fourteenth century, the Psalter occupies a special place, because it 

appears in two related but distinct revisions of approximately the same date. One 
of these, variously known as the ‘Athonite Redaction’1 or as Redaction III2, is found 
in Bulgarian manuscripts of the late thirteenth or early fourteenth century, notably 
the Šopov–Karadimov psalter fragments in So�a3, and the Mihanović psalter frag-
ments, HAZU III a 49 and NSK R. 4494/1, in Zagreb; Serbian copies4 are extant 
from the mid fourteenth century onward, and the redaction seems to have been 
in widespread use in the South Slav lands: it was printed in the Cetinje Psalter5 
at the end of the ��eenth century. �e other early fourteenth-century revision 
of the Church Slavonic Psalter is so far attested only in one manuscript, the Bulgar-
ian Norov Psalter6. In �omson’s classi�cation this is Redaction IV7.

As is shown in Karačorova’s contrastive studies8 of the early textual tradition 
and the fourteenth-century revisions of the Church Slavonic Psalter, Redactions 

1 Е.В. ЧЕШКО, Об афонской редакции славянского перевода псалтыри в ее отношении к другим 
редакциям, [in:] Язык и письменность среднеболгарского периода, ed. Е.В. ЧЕШКО et al., Москва 
1982, p. 60–93.
2 F. J. Thomson, The Slavonic Translation of the Old Testament, [in:] Interpretation of the Bible, ed. 
J. Krašovec, Ljubljana–Sheffield 1998, p. 815–820.
3 Plus a fragment recently discovered in the Central State Archive in Constantinople, see 
Е. МУСАКОВА, Новооткрит фрагмент от Шоповия-Карадимов псалтир, [in:] Богослужебните 
книги – познати и непознати, София 2008, p. 27–35.
4 C.M. MacRobert, Problems in the study of the ‘Athonite’ redaction of the Psalter in South Slavonic 
manuscripts, [in:] Studies of Medieval South Slavic Manuscripts. Proceedings of the 3rd International 
Hilandar Conference held from March 28 to 30, 1989 = Проучавање средњовековних јужнословенских 
рукописа. Зборник радова са III међународне Хиландарске конференције одржане од 28. до 30. 
марта 1989, ed. П. ИВИЋ, Београд 1995, p. 195–213.
5 Д. МАРТИНОВИЋ, Псалтир с последовањем Ђурђа Црнојевића 1494, Cetinje 1986.
6 Норовская псалтырь: Среднеболгарская рукопись XIV века, I–II, ed. Е.В. ЧЕШКО et al., София 1989.
7 F.J. Thomson, op. cit., p. 820.
8 И. КАРАЧОРОВА, Към въпроса за Кирило-Методиевския старобългарски превод на псалтира, 
КМс 6, 1989, p.  130–245; eadem, Към изучаването на псалтирните редакции от XIV  в. 
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III and IV have much in common: they share not only a large number of individual 
readings, but also recurrent instances of systematic lexical preferences, e.g. скоzо, 
poин-, т}нp instead of earlier Bozо, ин-, а�}ть/сп<ти/lpr}vа. �e most obvious 
di�erence between them consists in their relationship to the Greek text and to 
the previous Church Slavonic versions. Redaction III has clearly been reworked 
with reference to Greek, but the resulting changes are limited in type and extent; 
behind them elements of the older Redactions I and II can readily be detected. 
By contrast, Redaction IV re�ects a much more radical attempt to align Church 
Slavonic syntax and morphology with Greek: verbal rection tends to be in�uenced 
by the choice of case in Greek9; the distribution of prepositional phrases is based 
more closely on Greek usage than in Redaction III, including the systematic use 
of conjunctions and prepositions to govern in�nitives10; pqp is regularly deployed 
as the equivalent of the Greek de�nite article to introduce attributive prepositional 
phrases and nominalized in�nitives11; as far as possible, the word order of Greek 
is reproduced, e.g. by treating the traditional postposition ради as a preposition12; 
re�exive verbs, rather than passive participles, correspond to Greek passive forms13; 
Slavonic pre�xes are added to verbs, either in response to local norms or in strict 
imitation of Greek14, producing instances of double pre�xation unusual in earlier 
Church Slavonic, e.g. 27:3 сьпогоÁlи, 48:18 сьниr<opтъ, 68:11 съпокz<�ъ, 88:22 
съrаст>питъ, 93:16 съпz��станpть, 100:6 съп�саoити, 78:13 mъrьиспоm�v<, 96:9 
пz�mъrm<си, 104:22 ¾пz�v>ozити, 118:15 поzаr}v�>, 143:6–7 иrпосли. Similar-
ly, one-to-one correspondences between Church Slavonic and Greek lexical items 
are imposed, such as the calques mъrm<ситисB rather than mъrнpстисB I II III for 
ὑψοῦσθαι15, стpнаниp rather than mъro<�аниp I II III for στεναγμός16; the general-
ized use of иrȞprати instead of исконьȞатисB I II or съконьȞатисB III for ἐκλείπειν17 

(Библейски песни), [in:] Нѣсть оученикъ надъ оучителемь своимъ. Сборник в чест на проф. 
дфн Иван Добрев, член-кореспондент на БАН и учител, ed. А.-М. ТОТОМАНОВА, Т. СЛАВОВА, 
София 2005, p. 345–356.
9 Норовская псалтырь…, I, p. 72–74; И. КАРАЧОРОВА, Към изучаването…, p. 349–350.
10 Е.В.  ЧЕШКО, Кирилло-мефодиевский перевод Псалтыри и среднеболгарские правленые 
редакции. Структура слова и реляционные элементы, [in:]  Studia slavico-byzantina et 
mediaevalia europensia, I, ed. П. ДИНЕКОВ et al., София 1988, p. 224–226; Норовская псалтырь…, 
I, p. 70–71; И. КАРАЧОРОВА, op. cit., p. 350; C.M. MacRobert, Maksim Grek in linguistic context, 
[forthcoming in:] Latinitas in the Slavic World, ed. V.S. Tomelleri [PhS].
11 Е.В. ЧЕШКО, Кирилло-мефодиевский перевод…, p. 225–226; Норовская псалтырь…, I, p. 70; 
И. КАРАЧОРОВА, Към въпроса…, p.  154–156; eadem, Към изучаването…, p.  349; C.M.  Mac 
Robert, op. cit.
12 Норовская псалтырь…, I, p. 71–72; И. КАРАЧОРОВА, op. cit., p. 350.
13 Е.В. ЧЕШКО, Кирилло-мефодиевский перевод…, p. 228.
14 Ibidem, p. 220–222; И. КАРАЧОРОВА, Към въпроса…, p. 198; eadem, Към изучаването…, p. 352.
15 Е.В. ЧЕШКО, Кирилло-мефодиевский перевод…, p. 223; Норовская псалтырь…, I, p. 68.
16 In 11:6, 30:11, 37:9–10, 101:6, 101:21, but not 6:7, 78:11.
17 Е.В. ЧЕШКО, Кирилло-мефодиевский перевод…, p. 222.
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and of л>каmъ to render πονηρός18 in place of л�тъ I II III; or the preference given 
to �zаvъ over �zъкъmь I II III as a translation of ναός19. A tendency to use trans-
lations rather than loanwords is sporadically discernible, for instance the three 
instances of п�сн-20 rather than Jалv- I II III and such isolated occurrences as 
42:4 qzьтьmник} for олтаz� I II III, 44:8 vасло for ол�и I II pлpи III. Redaction IV 
also goes further than Redaction III in morphological and syntactic developments 
such as increased use of the pronoun тъ21, the reduplicated stem oаo- in aorist 
forms22, the animate accusative of pronouns23 and the dative case in correspon-
dence to Greek genitive24.

At the same time Redaction IV is not a totally new translation, independent 
of what came before. Even in its imitations of Greek in�nitival constructions it 
sometimes betrays, through incoherence or inconsistency, its dependence on the 
wording of Redactions I, II and III, e.g.:

34:13 ἐν τῷ αὐτοὺς παρενοχλεῖν μοι

ðmънñpгoа они огаmиp тmоz�а�> ċ ċċ ċċċ
mьнpгoа +ни +гаmстmоmати vF ċĘ

In imitation of Greek an in�nitive has been substituted here for a �nite verb, but 
the required concomitant change from nominative to dative subject has not been 
carried through.

45:3 ἐν τῷ ταράσσεσθαι τὴν γῆν καὶ μετατίθεσθαι ὄρη

(mън)pгoа съv>�аpтъсB rpvлꙗ и пz�лага@тъсB гоz< I II III
mьнpгoа сьv>�атисB rpvи и пz��лага>тсB гоz< IV

�e �rst of two conjoined verbs has been changed to an in�nitive, as in Greek, but 
either the reviser has neglected to change the second verb, or the scribe has copied 
a �nite form from a conservative exemplar.

18 In 33:22, 36:19, 48:6, 77:49, but not 40:2, 93:13, 143:10.
19 In 17:7, 26:4, 28:9, 44:16, 64:5, 67:30, 78:1, 143:12, but not 5:8, 10:4, 27:2, 137:2.
20 In 70:22, 107:3, 151:3.
21 E.g. 77:6.
22 E.g. 111:9, 115:3.
23 И. КАРАЧОРОВА, Към изучаването…, p. 348; C.M. MacRobert, The variable treatment of clitics 
in 14th-century South Slavonic psalter translations, [in:] Многократните преводи в Южнославяското 
Средновековие. София, 7–9 юли 2005, ed. Л. ТАСЕВА, Р. МАРТИ, М. ЙОВЧЕВА, Т. ПЕНТКОВСКАЯ, 
София 2006, p. 381–382.
24 E.g. 28:6, 44:13, 77:61, 100:4, 105:22.
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106:6+13+19+28 ἐν τῷ θλίβεσθαι αὐτούς

(mън)pгoа mъст>qи�B I II III
106:6 mьнpгoа mъст>qF�> 106:13+19+28 mьнpгoа скzъl�ти иvъ IV.

Conversely to the previous example, a �nite verb is retained from earlier redac-
tions in the �rst instance, but replaced by an in�nitive on the model of Greek 
in subsequent iterations.

Perhaps because the Grecizing tendency in Redaction  IV is so strong, less 
scholarly attention has been given to the di�erences in native Slavonic usage 
between it and Redaction III. Yet these are also systematic, and they compli-
cate the relationship between the two redactions. In some respects Redaction III 
follows the tradition of Redactions I and II, while Redaction IV innovates, for 
instance by preferring mpликъ25 and таvо26 to mpлии and т}. At the same time, 
however, Redaction IV retains consistently the verb съvBстисB as in I and II, 
whereas Redaction III just as consistently replaces it with съv>титисB. Both 
redactions vacillate between the old loanword �zистъ, found in I and II, and the 
calque поvаrан<и, but in di�erent distributions: in 104:15, 131:10+17 Redac-
tion III has поvаrан<и while Redaction IV has �zистъ, but in 88:39 Redaction IV 
has поvаrан<и whereas Redaction III has �zистъ. �us neither redaction can be 
explained simply as a modi�cation or elaboration of the other: they relate to pre-
vious tradition in di�erent ways and, for all their similarities, they re�ect diver-
gent Slavonic norms.

A direct textual relationship between Redaction IV and earlier versions, 
unmediated by Redaction III, is also demonstrated by the number of early read-
ings which are reproduced in IV but are alien to III27. Some of these are standard 
in Redactions I and II, re�ecting either their Greek textual tradition or their shared 
approach to translation and interpretation:

Revisions in III    Early readings in IV

2:12, 7:3, 12:4+5, 27:1, 37:17, 49:22 μήποτε
oа нpкогoа     poа когoа28 I II
15:7 & 9, 77:17 ἔτι p�p    пак< I II
21:17 ὤρυξαν ископа�B   пzигmоroи�> I II
24:16 μονογενής poиноzоoъ    иноz+opнъ cf. иноȞBoъ I II
34:16 ἐπείρασαν иск}си�B    v>Ȟи�> I II

25 In 20:6, 46:3, 47:2, 76:14, 85:13, 88:8, 94:3, 98:2, 105:21, 107:5, 110:2, 134:5, 137:5, 144:3, 146:5. This 
form also appears sporadically in Redaction II.
26 In 35:13, 47:7, 68:36, 121:5, 131:17, 132:3, 136:1+3, 138:8+10.
27 Норовская псалтырь…, I, p. 75–76.
28 In the first four instances oа нpкогoа has been inserted as a correction in the Norov Psalter.
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41:2 οὕτως си�p     тако I II
44:10+14 πεποικιλμένη пz�испь�zpна   пz�}кzа�pна I II
44:14 ἔσωθεν mън>тzь    mьнBтzь>o} I II
46:10 οἱ κραταιοί ozьqаmьнии    кz�п�ии I II
72:6 ἀσέβειαν αὐτῶν нpȞьстьpvь сmоиvь   нpȞpстиp> сmоp> I II
75:6 ὕπνον αὐτῶν сънъ сmои    сноvъ сmоиvъ I II
75:8 ἀντιστήσεται пzотиm> станpтъ   пzотиmитсB I II
77:19, 118:23 καταλάλειν клpmpтати   гǉлати I II
80:5 κρίμα с>oьlа     с>oъ I II
87:9+19 τοὺς γνωστούς rнаpv<?   rнанн<> ĥĨƽ rнаниꙗ I II
101:28 ὁ αὐτός тъqoь     саvъ I II
105:29 παρώξυναν/παρώργισαν? пzогн�mа�B  zаrozаqи�> I II
113:5 σοί/σύ тpl�     т< I II
117:2–4 δή }lо     нǉн� I II
118:49 τῶν λόγων/τὸν λόγον слоmpсъ тmои�ъ  слоmо тmоp I II
118:129 ἐξηρεύνησεν? исп<таpтъ   иrп<та I II
118:136 ἐφύλαξαν/ἐφύλαξα съ�zани�B   съ�zани�ъ I II
120:8 νῦν нǉн�     сpл� I II

Others are peculiar to Redaction I or are even minority variants known only 
from a few early manuscripts:

Revisions in III     Early variants in IV

16:14 τὰ κατάλοιπα останъкъ II   =л�к< I
19:8 ἅρμασιν колpсни�а�ъ    +z>qиF minority reading in I II
26:6 ἐκύκλωσα оlиoо�ъ II    оlиoъ I
63:10 τὰ ποιήματα тmоzpниꙗ    тmаzи ċ
67:26, 93:15 ἐχόμενοι lлиrь II    Bo� I
72:7 εἰς διάθεσιν mъ л�lъmь    mъ л�lmи I
77:47 συκαμίνος с*каvиниp I    ȞzьниȞиp cf. Ȟzьни�B variant in I
101:28 ἐκλείψουσιν оск>o�@тъ II   сконȞа>тсB cf. исконьȞа@тъсB I
104:23 παρῴκησεν пzи�ьлъстmоmа II   пzиFop I

�e readings cited above are the more striking instances where Redaction IV 
follows earlier tradition; an attentive reading of Karačorova’s studies will supply 
further examples. �e fact that some of these vestigial early readings are unusual 
should not occasion surprise: very conservative versions of the Church Slavonic 
translation, such as the Pogodin and So�a Psalters, were still being copied in late 
thirteenth and early fourteenth-century Bulgaria. In addition, the sporadic indica-
tions of diapsalmata in the Norov Psalter have parallels almost exclusively in Redac- 
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tion I29; they might of course have been reproduced directly from Greek, but this 
seems less likely, since they tend to be omitted from later Greek manuscripts30.

�ere is clearly a problem here: Redactions III and IV, as well as displaying 
both coincidences and divergences in their innovations, contain di�erent sets 
of readings retained from earlier redactions. Consequently there seems to be no 
straightforwardly reliable way of deriving one version from the other on the basis 
of internal evidence: each appears to relate to earlier tradition independently of the 
other. For this reason, arguments for the priority of one or other redaction have 
been based on the date of their manuscripts. Starting from the traditional dat-
ing of the Norov Psalter to the later thirteenth century, and from the dissemina-
tion of Redaction III in the fourteenth century, Češko and Karačorova assumed 
that Redaction IV came �rst31 and Redaction III was a subsequent modi�cation, 
a compromise between its radical Grecizing stance and older tradition. But the 
Norov Psalter is now thought to date from the early fourteenth century32, and 
�omson has argued that Redaction III preceded it33. His argument appears to 
rely on Mošin’s dating34 of the Mihanović Psalter fragment, which largely follows 
Redaction III, to the late thirteenth century. However, Jagić referred the Mihanović 
Psalter to the early fourteenth century35, and recently this dating has been revived 
by Turilov36, on the grounds that the manuscript was written by the same scribe as 
the �rst and main hand of the Norov Psalter. If this is the case, it undermines any 
attempt to derive the chronological sequence of the two redactions from the dates 
of these manuscripts; it also brings into sharper focus the problem of the textual 
relationship between them.

�e primary aÖliation of the Mihanović Psalter to Redaction III is beyond 
doubt: it exhibits not only the textual features which are shared by both the ear-
ly fourteenth-century revisions, but also the range of variants mentioned above 
which set Redaction III apart from Redaction IV, both in those places cited above37 

29 C.M. MacRobert, On the headings and marginal notes in the two Glagolitic psalter manuscripts 
in S. Catherine’s Monastery on Mount Sinai, [in:] Philology Broad and Deep: In Memoriam Horace 
Gray Lunt, ed. M. S. Flier, D. J. Birnbaum, C.M. Vakareliyska, Bloomington, IN 2014, p. 177–179.
30 A. Rahlfs, Septuaginta, vol. X, Psalmi cum Odis, Göttingen 19793, p. 77.
31 Е.В. ЧЕШКО, Об афонской редакции…, p. 86; И. КАРАЧОРОВА, Към въпроса…, p. 133, 239–240.
32 Норовская псалтырь…, p. 48–49.
33 F.J. Thomson, op. cit., p. 815.
34 V. Mošin, Ćirilski rukopisi Jugoslavenske akademije, Zagreb 1955, I, p. 55–6, II, p. 13–14.
35 V. Jagić, Zwei illustrierte serbische Psalter (= introduction to J. Strzygowski, Die Miniaturen des 
Serbischen Psalters der Königlichen Hof- und Staatsbibliothek in München), DKAW.PhH 52.2, 1906, 
p. lxv–lxxi.
36 А.А. ТУРИЛОВ, Болгарские книжники раннего XIV в. между Тырновом, Святой горой и Святой 
землей, КМс 21, 2012, p. 236–239.
37 In 44:10+14 пz�испь�zpна, 44:14 mънBтzъ, 46:10 ozъqаmнFи, 63:10 тmоzpнFа, 72:6 нpȞьстиpvъ 
сmоиvъ, 72:7 mъ л�lоmь, 75:6 сънъ сmои, 75:8 пzотиm> станpт, 77:19 клpmpта�>, 77:47 с*каvин<, 
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where Redaction IV is conservative, and also in some places where the two redac-
tions innovate:

Revisions in III and Mihanović Psalter   Readings in other redactions

79:6 ψωμιεῖς напитаp�и II    натzоmp�и I, нас<�таp�и IV
104:20 ἀφῆκεν остаmи    исп}сти I II =п}сти IV
104:22 τοῦ παιδεῦσαι на}Ȟити   oа на}Ȟитъ I oа накаqpтъ II 
      pqp накаrати IV
114:7 εὐηργέτησεν lлаго сътmоzи   oоlzо сътmоzи I II lлǉгоo�истmоmа IV
118:127 τοπάζιον паrFа    т*[v]па[н]Ǆиꙗ I II топаrFа IV
128:3 ἐμάκρυναν }oали�B   rаoлъqи�B I II }oльqи�> IV

In addition, the Mihanović Psalter displays a peculiarly systematic use of съv>тити 
(сB), not only in the numerous places where other manuscripts of Redaction III 
deploy this verb38 but also in 64:839 and 67:540.

As a witness to Redaction III, however, the Mihanović Psalter is unusual in two 
ways. Firstly, it contains more inherited readings, especially from Redaction I, than 
do most of the other witnesses to Redaction III41. In its partial retention of old 
accusative pronominal forms it presents the appearance of an incomplete revision, 
but there are also more substantive relics of early tradition:

Revisions in III and IV   Early readings in Mihanović Psalter

41:10 ἐν τῷ ἐκθλίβειν τὸν ἐχθρόν με
pгoа ст>qаpтъ vи mzагъ III    = пpȞали mzага I II
mьнpгoа ст>qати mzаг} IV
72:28 72:28 τοῦ ἐξαγγεῖλαι
oа mъrm��> III pqp иrm�стити IV  oа испоm�vъ I II
77:57 ἀπέστρεψεν
оlzати�BсB III =mzати�> сB IV  mъrmzати�>сB I II
89:2 πρὸ τοῦ ὄρη γενηθῆναι

80:5 с>olа, 101:28 тъqop, 101:28 +ск>o�>т, 104:23 пzи�pльстmоmа, 105:29 пzогн�mа�B, 113:5 тpl�, 
118:23 клpmpтаа�>, 118:49 слоmpсъ тmои�ъ, 118:129 исп<таpть, 118:136 съ<�zа>ни�>, 120:8 нин�.
38 In 41:7, 45:4, 45:7, 47:6, 54:3, 54:5, 59:4, 63:9, 76:5, 82:16, 89:7, 106:27, 118:60; 82:18, also 75:6 
mъrv>ти�>сB; the reading посzаvBтьсB in 82:18b is probably an anticipation of пост<oBтсB in 
the second half of the verse.
39 mъrvBт>тъсB/mъrv>тBтъсB I II, mъrv>тBтъсB III, съvBт>тсB IV.
40 съvBт>тъсB I II III IV.
41 C.M. MacRobert, Problems…, p. 211.
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пz�qop oаqp гоzаvъ нp l<ти III  пz�qop oаqp гоz< нp l<�B I II
пz�qop pqp г+zаvъ l<ти IV
89:2 πλασθῆναι τὴν γὴν καὶ τῆν οἰκουμένην
съrьoатисB rpvли и mъсpлpн�и III IV  съroасB rpvлꙗ и mъсpлpнаа I II
54:14 γνωστέ μου
rнаpv<и vои III rнаиvp vои IV    rнаниp vоp I II
68:4 κράζων rоm< III rоm>�ь IV   mъпиB I II
101:10 ὅτι rанp III ꙗко IV    иop I II
101:26 κατ’ ἀρχάς
mъ наȞBтъ���ъ III     mъ наȞBтъкъ I II
mъ наȞBл+�ъ IV
42:2 κραταίωμα ozъqаmа III IV    кz�пость I II
44:12 ἐπεθύμησεν
mъqopл�pтъ III mъrqpлаpть IV    mъс�о�pтъ I II
55:13 αἱ εὐχαί vолитm< III IV    оl�ти I II
64:8 ὑποστήσεται постоить III IV   пzотиm> станpтъ I II
77:11 τῶν εὐεργεσιῶν lлагоo�ꙗнии III IV  lлǉгоoати I II
77:38 & 45 διαφθερεῖν zастьл�ти III IV   пог}lити I II
78:5 ἐκκαυθήσεται zаrгоzитъ III IV   zаqopqpтъ I II
80:13 τὰ ἐπιτηδεύματα / τὰς ἐπιθυμίας?
наȞинани� III наȞинании IV    по�отpvъ42 I II

Rather as in Redaction IV, these earlier readings are sometimes conservative or 
minority variants:

Shared readings in III and IV   Early variants in Mihanović Psalter

113:6 ἐσκιρτήσατε / ἐσκιρτήσαν
mъr<гzастpсB III IV, minority reading in I  mъr<гzа�>сB I II
101:23 ἐν τῷ συναχθήναι
(mън)pгoа съlpz>тъсB II III    pгoа съньv>тсB I
mънpгoа съlzатисB IV
108:3 ἐκύκλωσαν оlиoо�B II III IV   +l<o> I
121:6 ἐρωτήσατε mъпzоситp II III IV   }vолитp I

It may be mere chance that inherited readings in the Mihanović Psalter are also 
found in Redaction IV, but the fact that some of them recur in the same distribu-
tion as in the Norov Psalter looks like more than coincidence:

42 A reminiscence, whether in Greek or in Church Slavonic, of 9:24 and 20:3.
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Revisions in III    Early readings in Mihanović Psalter and IV

41:2 οὕτως си�p    тако43 I II
49:17 ἐξέβαλες =mzъqp   иrmzъqp I II
58:12 κατάγαγε ниrлоqи   zаrъoz}�и I II
60:2 τῆς δεήσεώς μου.. τῇ προσευχῇ μου
vолpниp vоp… vолитm> vо@   vǉлтm< vоp>… vолpниp vоp cf.
     vолитm> vо@… vолpниp vоp I II
64:11 μέθυσον }пои    напои I II
69:6 χρονίσῃς rакъсни   rаv>oи44 I II
72:3 θεωρῶν rzB    mȇoB I II
73:4 ἔγνωσαν zаr}v��>   поrна�> I
74:9 τοῦτο си>    он> I II
75:2 γωστός m�oоvъ    rнаpvъ I II
86:3 δεδοξασμένα ἐλαλήθη
пz�слаmьна глǉа�pсB    пz�слаmно глǉасB I II
89:3 εἶπας zpклъ pси    zp  I II
96:2 γνόφος съvzакъ    vzакъ I II
98:9 προσκυνεῖτε поклонитpсB   клан�итpсB I II
108:1 τὴν αἴνεσίν μου �mал> vо@  �mал< vоp> I II
108:2 ἐλάλησαν глǉа�B   mъrглǉа�> I II
118:49 τῷ δούλῳ zаl} тmоpv}   zаlа тmоpго I II
118:49 ἐπήλπισάς με
}пъmаниp oалъ vи pси   vн� }поmаниp oал pси I II
127:6 ἴδοις mиoи�и    }rzF�и I II
134:17 οὐδὲ γάρ ἐστιν ни lо pсть  н�сть l+ I II

Once again, part of this common inheritance is conservative and even unusual:

Shared readings in III   Early variants in Mihanović Psalter and IV

86:7 ἐν σοί } тplp I II III   mъ тpl� minority reading in I II
131:4 τοῖς κροτάφοις кzота~оvа I III  скzанFаvа II
72:1 ὡς коль I II III    ꙗко minority reading in I
77:21 ἀνεβάλετο zаrгн�mасB II III  zаrozаqFсB I

Of particular interest are the places where the Mihanović Psalter appears to 
duplicate the patterns of distribution noted above in Redaction IV:

43 Corrected in the Mihanović Psalter to си�p.
44 The Norov Psalter also had this reading originally in 39:18.
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Revisions in III    Early variants in Mihanović Psalter and IV

49:22 μήποτε oа нpкогoа    poа когoа I II
77:17 ἔτι p�p      пак< I II
104:15, 131:10 & 17 χριστός поvаrан<и   �zистъ I II

Unfortunately the fragmentary state in which the Mihanović Psalter has survived45 
makes it impossible to establish exactly how many early readings it shared with the 
Norov Psalter.

�e second and more remarkable peculiarity of the Mihanović Psalter is that 
it shares some of the distinctive new readings of Redaction IV.  �e examples 
of shared lexis and parallel grammatical innovation are limited in number, and 
some may be due to chance, though it must be stressed that they are uncommon 
in the textual tradition up to the fourteenth century:

Shared readings in I II III   Revisions in Mihanović Psalter and IV

48:12 σκηνώματα сpла I II III    сpлpниа
52:6 φόβος стzа�а x2 I II III    lоаrни
88:47 ἐκκαυθήσεται zаrгоzитъсB I II III   zаqopqpтсB
88:49 ζήσσεται поqиmpтъ I II III   qиmpтъ
90:10 ἐγγιεῖ пzист>питъ I II III    пzиlлиqитсB
98:6 ἐπήκουσαν }сл<�а�p I II III   посл}�аа�p
106:7 ὡδήγησεν наmpop I II III    настаmи
106:22 ἐξαγγειλάτωσαν
испоm�oBтъ I II поm�oBтъ III    mъrm�стBтъ / иrm�стBтъ IV
70:17 ἐδίδαξας на}Ȟи vB I II III   на¾Ȟилъ vB pси
120:5 σκέπη σου
покzоmъ I II покzоmъ тmои III    покzоmъ тpl�
123:1–2 εἰ μὴ ὅτι ꙗко а�p нp I II III   а�p нp

Of more weight are the shared instances of approximation to Greek: standard 
lexical equivalents, morphological calque, choice of number, case, preposition or 
word order in direct imitation of Greek, and the use of иqp as a de�nite article:

45 The manuscript has the following lacunae: pss. 1–40:7, 50:21–end of 51, 67:20–33, 83:7–end of 85, 
87:8–88:26, 91:8–95:8, 104:27–105:23, 108:8–109:3, 115:10–end of 117, 135:7 to the end.
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Shared readings in I II III           Revisions in Mihanović Psalter and IV

49:14 εὐχάς оl�т< I II III     vолFтm<
119:4 τοῖς ἄνθραξιν
гоzB�ииvи >гльvи I II III     >глъvи
77:22, 105:24, 118:66 πίστευσαι
Bти m�z< I II III      m�zоmати
106:34 καρποφόρον пoоoоmит> I II III    плоoоносн>
71:16 ἐπ’ ἄκρων
на mzъ�} I II на mzъ�ъ III     на mzъс��ъ
72:21 νεφροί >тzоlа vоꙗ I II III    >тzоl< vо>
88:32 τὰς ἐντολάς μου
rапоm�oии vои�ъ I II III     rапоm�oи vоB
118:40 τὰς ἐντολάς σου
rапоm�oии тmои�ъ I II III     rапоm�oи тmоB
118:136 τὸν νόμον rакона тmоpго I II III    rаконъ тmои
119:7 ἐπολέμουν με
lоz�а�>сB съ vъно@ I II III     lоz��> vB
100:6 ἐν ὁδῷ ἀμώμῳ
по п>ти нpпоzоȞьн} I II III     mъ п>ти нpпоz+Ȟн�
118:51 ἕως σφόδρα mpльvи I II III    oо ¹�ла
118:120 ἐκ τοῦ φόβου σου τὰς σάρκας μου
стzас� тmоpvь плъть vо@ I II III    = стzа�а тmоpго пльти vоB
44:17 ἀντὶ τῶν πατέρων σου
mъ оǉ�ь тmои�ъ v�сто I II III     mъ v�сто =�ъ тmои�ъ
128:7 ὁ τὰ δράγματα συλλέγων
съlиzа?и z>ко?ти I II III     иqp z>коBти съlиzа>

More remarkable still are readings common to the Mihanović and Norov Psal-
ters which derive from variants within the Greek textual tradition:

Greek variants in I II III  Greek variants in Mihanović Psalter and IV

55:8 σώσεις / ὤσεις съпасp�и I II III   иǄzинp�и
57:6 φαρμακοῦ τε φαρμακευομένη
отъ… оlаmаньника оlаmаpvа I
φαρμακοῦται φαρμακευομένη
оlаmаpvа оlаmа@�исB II    оlаmаpтсB +lаmаpvа IV
оlаmаpvъ оlаmаpтъсB III    +lаmаpтсB оlаmаpvъ Mihanović
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61:9 ἡμῶν / ὑμῶν на�ъ I II III    mа�ъ
102:13 οἰκτείρει? / οἰκτίρησεν
поvил}pтъ I II }�pozитъ III    ¾�pozи Mihanović }�тpozи� Ȍ� IV
118:39 ἐντολάς? / κρίματα
поmpл�ниꙗ тmоꙗ I II III    с>ol< тmоB
118:143 εἰσιν с>ть / pсть I II III    omitted in Mihanović and IV
121:8 δή omitted in I II III    ¾lо

�ese are indicative of a revision based on a slightly di�erent Greek text from 
that used for Redaction III as otherwise attested46.

What is more, in the Mihanović Psalter the innovatory and Grecizing tenden-
cies extend beyond the variants which this manuscript shares with the Norov 
Psalter, to emerge in a scattering of idiosyncratic lexical items, innovatory gram-
matical forms, choices of case, preposition or word order prompted by Greek, 
and re�exive verbs in place of passive participles to render Greek medio-passive 
forms:

Shared readings in I II III IV   Revisions in Mihanović Psalter

68:22 εἰς τὸ βρῶμά μου
ꙗoь vо@ I II III IV      lzа�но vоp
88:41 καθεῖλες
zаrоzилъ pси I II IV ниrлоqилъ pси III    ниrлоqи
89:5 παρέλθοι vиvоиopтъ I II III IV    пz�иopтъ
105:44 τῆς δεήσεως
vолитm> I II III vолитm< IV     vолpниp
61:7 ὅτι иlо I II III IV      ꙗко
47:14 βάρεις oоvъ I II III тBqpсти IV    lогатстmо
59:4 συνετάραξας
съvBтp B I II IV съv>ти B III    сv>тиль B pси
88:48 ἔκτισας съrьoа I II III IV     съroалъ pси
115:7 διέρρηξας zастzъrа I II III IV    zастzъ¹алъ pси
90:9 καταφυγήν σου
пzиl�qи�p тmоp I II III IV     пzиl�qи�p сpl�
103:14 τῇ δουλείᾳ τῶν ἀνθρώπων
на сл}qьl> Ȟлǉmкоvъ I II III IV    сл}ql� ȞлǉȞьст�и
44:14 ἐν κροσσωτοῖς χρυσοῖς
тz�сн< rлат< I II IV

46 C.M. MacRobert, The Textual Tradition of the Church Slavonic Psalter up to the Fifteenth Century, 
[in:] Interpretation of the Bible, ed. J. Krašovec, Ljubljana–Sheffield 1998, p. 933.
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zBсн< rлат< III      mъ zBсна�ъ rлат<�ъ
118:68 ἐν τῇ χρηστότητί σου
lлагости@ тmоp@ I II III IV    mъ lлагости тmоpи
118:154 διὰ τὸν λόγον σου
слоmpсp тmоpго zаoи I II III
zаoи слоmpсp тmоpго IV     rа слоmо тmоp
52:5 βρώσει ἄρτου
mъ �л�lа v�сто I II III
mъ ꙗoь �л�lа IV     mъ пи�> �л�lа
48:15 ἔθεντο
полоqpн< с>ть I II III IV    полоqи�>сB
106:27 κατεπόθη
поглъ�pна l<сть I II III IV    поглотисB

�ese readings peculiar to the Mihanović Psalter mirror the shared linguistic 
practices which set it and Redaction IV apart from other versions, and raise 
the possibility that this manuscript may occasionally preserve traces of revision 
which have been lost in the Norov Psalter.

�e problems of the textual relationship between the Mihanović Psalter and 
Redaction IV as represented by the Norov Psalter thus replicate those for Redac-
tions III and IV: the parallels between them are too pronounced to be due to mere 
chance, yet the versions are to some extent independent of each other both in their 
inheritance from earlier tradition and in their innovations. How are these com-
plexities to be explained?

When considering how deliberate con�ation or accidental contamination 
has arisen between texts, it is important to keep in view the factors which shape 
the speci�c textual tradition. In the case of the Church Slavonic Psalter, the �rst 
point to bear in mind is that the redeployment of pre-existing translations was 
intrinsic to the process by which redactions came into being: each new version 
was a modi�cation of an earlier one. Secondly, because the Psalter was so wide-
ly and frequently used, at each successive stage in the development of the text 
familiarity with a pre-existing redaction was inevitable: the compilers, copiers and 
early users of revised versions would initially have known the older, unrevised 
wordings better than the corrected ones. To these circumstances must be added 
more general considerations which bear on the revision of texts in manuscript: the 
production of a complete new copy was expensive of time and material, but the 
alternative option, correction of an extant manuscript, was laborious and diÖcult 
to carry through systematically. Scribes conscious of the potential for error – the 
part played by memory and inadvertence in the processes of copying or correction 
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– might seek to control their text by consulting more than one exemplar, only to 
introduce further contamination47.

Several di�erent ways can be envisaged in which a mixture of variants from 
di�erent redactions might come to coexist in witnesses to the Church Slavonic 
psalter tradition:

Type 1. When a scribe worked from an exemplar containing a pre-existing ver-
sion of the Church Slavonic text, but modi�ed the text, more or less consistently, 
either by inserting corrections or by emending as he copied on the basis of recur-
rent reference to Greek. �is is likely to have been the process by which the Church 
Slavonic version of �eodoret’s commentary on the psalms was produced in the 
tenth century, since it re�ects a di�erent set of Greek variant readings from those 
characteristic of Redaction I, but betrays the lingering in�uence of that redaction 
in certain lexical inconsistencies48. A parallel consultation of Latin gave rise to the 
Croatian Church Slavonic modi�cation of Redaction I.

Type  2. When a scribe produced a copy of a new redaction by introducing 
corrections, more or less consistently, into a manuscript containing an older ver-
sion of the text. Such an expedient might be adopted if the exemplar of the new 
redaction was available only for a limited time on loan, or if the cost of an entirely 
new manuscript could not be met. �is practice is instantiated in the fourteenth-
century manuscripts Peć 6849 and F.п.1.3.50, where it can immediately be detected 
by large numbers of overwritten erasures.

Type  3. When a scribe chose to work from more than one Church Slavonic 
exemplar, as explicitly indicated in the colophon to Sinai 9a51. �e concurrent use 
of multiple exemplars may be signalled by alterations in mid word or mid phrase, 
for instance in Sinai 9a52 and in the Oxford Psalter53, by con�ation of distinct textual 
types, as in those East Slavonic manuscripts of the late fourteenth and early ��eenth 
centuries which draw on the two Church Slavonic translations of commentaries 

47 R. Pope, On Contamination, Multiple Exemplars, and Establishing the History of Collated Texts, 
[in:]  Русь и южные славяне. Сборник статей к 100-летию со дня рождения В.А. Мошина 
(1894–1987), ed. В.М. ЗАГРЕБИН, Санкт-Петербург 1998, p. 289–294.
48 В.А. ПОГОРЕЛОВ, Толкования Феодорита Киррского на Псалтырь в древне-болгарском перево- 
де. Рассмотрение списков и исследование особенностей Псалтырного текста, Варшава 
1910, p.  113–116; J.  Lépissier, Les Commentaires des Psaumes de Théodoret, Paris 1968, p.  3–4, 
304–306.
49 C.M. MacRobert, Two for the Price of One: the Psalter MS Peć 68, OSP, New Series 22, 1989, 
p. 1–33.
50 C.M. MacRobert, The historical significance of the Frolov Psalter (Russian National Library, F.п.I.3), 
WS 42, 1997, p. 34–46.
51 Е.В. ЧЕШКО, Об афонской редакции…, p. 61.
52 C.M. MacRobert, What was the izvod Svetogorski?, [in:] Русь и южные славяне…, p. 274–275.
53 C.M. MacRobert, The Textual Tradition of the Oxford Serbian Psalter MS e Mus 184, ПК, 25/26, 
1994, p. 147–148.
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on the psalms54, or by a clear switch from one textual tradition to another within 
a single manuscript55. It implies the existence of competing redactions, or at least 
uncertainty on the scribe’s part about the authority of the versions available to him.

Type 4. When readings from a di�erent redaction, typically a more recent one, 
were added to a manuscript on an unsystematic basis, as an a�erthought by the 
scribe himself or by a subsequent reader. �is might be done either by erasure and 
correction, e.g. in the psalter manuscripts Sinai 7 and 8 and the Athens Psalter56, or 
by marginal or interlinear glossing, as in the two Sinai Glagolitic Psalters57.

Type 5. When a scribe copying a new version of the text reverted sporadically 
to an older version which he knew by heart. Interference by memory probably 
explains the occasional variants characteristic of Redaction II which can be detect-
ed in manuscripts primarily aÖliated to Redaction I, e.g. the fourteenth-century 
commentated So�a Psalter58, or to Redaction III, e.g. the Munich Psalter59.

Type 6. When revisers worked independently but against a similar linguistic 
background, on similar, typically literalistic, translational principles, or from the 
same Greek textual tradition, and so might arrive at the same wording by pure 
coincidence. �is possibility has to be kept in view in evaluating some of the more 
literal variants in the manuscripts under consideration in this study. For instance, 
where the Mihanović Psalter has pстp for 81:6 ἐστε rather than l>opтp I III IV, or 
both it and the Norov Psalter have спǉсpvсB for 79:8 σωθησόμεθα in place of спǉсpни 
l>opvъ I III, these are not necessarily borrowings from Redaction II, since they 
are typical of the fourteenth-century approach to translation. For the same reason, 
there is no need to assume that the Norov Psalter took наȞBла for 138:17 αἱ ἀρχαί 
directly from the Sinai Glagolitic Psalter in preference to the usual Church Sla-
vonic translation mлаo<Ȟьстmиꙗ in Redactions I II and III.

54 C.M. MacRobert, The compilatory Church Slavonic catena on the Psalms in three East Slavonic 
manuscripts of the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries, Sla 74.2/3 (2005) (CyrilloMethodiana 2005 ad 
honorem Zdeňka Ribarova et Ludmila Pacnerová), p. 213–238.
55 C.M. MacRobert, Alphabetic suspension in Glagolitic and Cyrillic manuscripts, Slo 56/57, 2007, 
p. 324–327. Е.В. ЧЕШКО, Об афонской редакции…, p. 86–91, suggests that a change of exemplars, 
from Redaction V to Redaction III, can be detected in the Kiev Psalter, but this is doubtful, since 
the latter part of this manuscript contains variants alien to Redaction III, see C.M. MacRobert, 
The impact of interpretation on the evolution of the Church Slavonic psalter text up to the fifteenth 
century, [in:] Congress Volume Ljubljana 2007, ed. A. Lemaire [= Supplements to Vetus Testamentum, 
vol. 133], Leiden–Boston 2010, p. 431.
56 C.M. MacRobert, On the role of memory and oral tradition in the early transmission of the Church 
Slavonic psalter text, [in:] Християнска агиология и народни вярвания. Сборник в чест на ст. 
н. с. Елена Коцева, ed. А. МИЛТЕНОВА, Е. ТОМОВА, Р. СТАНКОВА, София 2008, p. 341.
57 C.M. MacRobert, On the headings…, p. 179–183.
58 For examples, see И. КАРАЧОРОВА, op. cit., p. 185–188, and the use of lpǄ}vа in 34:7 and 19, which 
is characteristic of Redaction II.
59 E.g. the typical Redaction II reading in 62:2 како пzостzpтсp.
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�e outcomes of these di�erent processes can be distinguished from each other 
when direct evidence for Type 2, 3 or 4 is available, in the form of scribal comment 
or detectable correction. Types 1 and 2 may also be distinguishable from Type 4 
in quantitative terms, because they are likely to produce a preponderance of readings 
from the newer target version. �e same consideration may apply to Type 3, but only 
if the scribe has given clear priority to one version among those on which he draws, 
or has made a clean change from one version to another in the course of his work.

However, once the manuscript in which the con�ation or contamination took 
place was re-copied, any type could result in a text which mainly follows one redac-
tion but contains sporadic readings from another. So Pope suggests that doub- 
let readings are indicative of Type 360, and they are indeed a feature of the early 
��eenth-century compilatory catenas on the psalms from the Jaroslavl’ and Barsov 
collections and the related Luck Psalter of 138461; but he concedes that doublets 
might also appear when a manuscript containing glosses of Type 4 was copied by 
a scribe who incorporated them into the text. �e operation of Type 5 could like-
wise give rise to doublet readings, if a scribe wrote a word or phrase from memory, 
then realised that his exemplar contained a di�erent wording, and added it rather 
than make a correction. Possible examples of this kind occur in the Luck Psalter62; 
their interpretation as instances of Type 5 contamination relies on the information 
provided in the colophon, that the scribe wrote in haste and the fear of death.

Where a combination of the processes enumerated above was in operation, the 
outcome was liable to be correspondingly complex. For instance, the scribe of the 
Bucharest psalter probably worked from two manuscripts, a commentated version 
of Redaction I from which he reproduced the Church Slavonic translation of the 
pseudo-Athanasian commentary, and the newly introduced Redaction III of the 
simple Psalter. It is hardly surprising that the resulting text of the psalms them-
selves is an unpredictable mixture of the two redactions63, nor that occasionally 
variants typical of Redaction II have crept in64, presumably because this version 
was still familiar to the scribe from liturgical practice in the early fourteenth cen-
tury. �e alternative interpretation put forward by Karačorova65, that the readings 
in this manuscript which are typical of Redaction III crept in by Type 5 contamina-
tion, relies on the assumption that Redaction III was already so well established by 
1346 that the scribe of the Bucharest Psalter could have known it by heart, and so 
begs the question of dating.

60 R. Pope, On Contamination…, p. 290.
61 C.M.  MacRobert, The compilatory Church Slavonic catena…, p.  222–223; eadem, The textual 
peculiarities of the Luck Psalter of 1384 (Acquisti e Doni MS 360, Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana, 
Florence), RS. New Series 8 (54), 2010, p. 106.
62 C.M. MacRobert, The textual peculiarities…, p. 107–110.
63 Eadem, Problems…, p. 201, 211.
64 E.g. ps. 34:19 lpǄ}vа, ps. 39:8 mь глаmиrн� книqн�vь, ps. 62:2 како пzостzpтсp.
65 И. КАРАЧОРОВА, Към въпроса…, p. 243.
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Allowance has also to be made for the provenance and dissemination of speci�c 
versions. For example, the fourteenth-century East Slavonic manuscript Typ.34 was 
patently copied from the commentated version of Redaction I, which is not other-
wise attested from the East Slavonic area a�er the twel�h century; but it also contains 
readings characteristic of Redaction II66. In principle this copy could be an instance 
of Type 3, if we assume that the scribe worked from two manuscripts; but this assump-
tion seems unlikely – why should a scribe have chosen to make such a con�ation? 
– and unnecessary, since the scribe’s deviations from Redaction I can more plausibly 
be explained as an instance of Type 5: given the peculiar diÖculties of producing 
a simple copy of the psalms from an unfamiliar commentated redaction, the scribe 
was more than usually liable to revert to the version of the text most widely used and 
known among the East Slavs up to the late fourteenth century, i.e. Redaction II.

In the South Slav lands, by contrast, Redaction I and Redaction II continued 
to be used interactively at least up to the fourteenth century, giving rise to manu-
scripts of hybrid textual character, probably by Type 5 contamination67. �is state 
of textual �uidity no doubt contributed both to renewed interest in recognizably 
conservative versions and to the demand for new revised texts securely based on 
Greek. Consequently the mixture of features characteristic of Redactions I and II 
which is observable in Redaction III is open to more than one interpretation. It 
could be the outcome of deliberate con�ation by Type 368; but to undertake such 
a complex process of revision, consulting more than one Church Slavonic manu-
script as well as the Greek text, would surely have been justi�ed only by the wish 
to reconcile competing authoritative versions69. At present we lack evidence that 
Redactions I and II of the Psalter had such a status in the South Slav lands towards 
the end of the thirteenth century; it is not even clear how far they were recog-
nized as distinct from each other. An alternative hypothesis is that Redaction III 
is a product of Type 1: that it was copied from a pre-existing version in current 
use – inevitably to some extent a hybrid – with systematic checking against Greek 
and some linguistic normalization. Under this hypothesis the shared characteristics 

66 C.M. MacRobert, A Missing Link in the Early Tradition of the Church Slavonic Psalter (the Tolstoy, Sluck, 
Eugenius and Vienna Psalters and MS 34 of the Moscow Synodal Typography), WSJ 39, 1993, p. 63–65.
67 C.M. MacRobert, On the role of memory…, p. 345–351.
68 This seems to be implied by the suggestion that Redaction II functioned as a ‘коректив’ for the 
fourteenth-century revised versions, see И. КАРАЧОРОВА, Към въпроса…, p. 183. Deliberate conflation 
of earlier redactions is likewise posited for the Athonite revision of the Apostol, see И. ХРИСТОВА- 
-ШОМОВА, Служебният Апостол в славянската ръкописна традиция, 1. Изследване на 
библейския текст, София 2004, p. 771.
69 Type 3 conflation is more plausible as a stage in the genesis of Redaction V, which seems to have 
been a compromise between the recently compiled and still authoritative Redactions III and IV with 
some limited supplementary reference back to Greek, see F. J. Thomson, op. cit., p. 823–825. For an 
alternative view, based on selective material, of Type 6 convergence between Redactions IV and V, 
see Т.А. АФАНАСЬЕВА et al., Языковые инновации в переводах, связанных с именем Киприана, 
Slov 1, 2015, p. 21–26. 



C.M. MacRobert92

of Redactions II and III70 can for the most part be explained either by reference 
to a common Greek textual tradition or as instances of grammatical and lexical 
trends which operated from the tenth century onwards.

But how do the Mihanović Psalter, apparently an early witness to Redaction III, 
and the Norov Psalter, the sole representative of Redaction IV, �t into the picture? 
Trivially they are both examples of Type 4: each has been sporadically corrected 
in later hands and inks to Redaction III71, thus corroborating the view that this 
redaction predominated in the South Slav lands. Considered in isolation, each 
could be an example of Type 2 or 5: either a manuscript containing an older ver-
sion was corrected, somewhat inattentively, to bring it in line with Redaction III, or 
Redaction III was copied by a scribe who introduced older readings from memory; 
Type 3 con�ation, though possible in principle, is less likely, for the reasons set out 
above. At the same time changes, systematic in the Norov Psalter, sporadic in the 
Mihanović Psalter, were made to align wording more closely with Greek. Once 
again these accounts presuppose some concurrent use of more than one Church 
Slavonic version, plus consultation of Greek. �ey also depend on the assumption, 
for which we lack decisive independent evidence, that Redaction III was already 
in existence when the manuscripts were written72.

However, if the textual peculiarities of the two manuscripts are considered 
together, the inadequacy of these interpretations becomes apparent: they fail to 
explain the shared distributions of inherited material, innovations, and distinctive 
Greek variants in the Norov and Mihanović Psalters. If it is conceded that these 
patterns are not merely fortuitous, then we can infer that the two manuscripts 
derive, whether immediately or at a small remove, from a common source, which 
we may call Version X. To this stage in transmission we may refer:

– with con�dence, the shared textual and linguistic features, both old and new, 
of the Mihanović and Norov Psalters;

– with reasonable probability, the shared textual and linguistic features of Redac-
tion III and the Norov Psalter in places where the Mihanović Psalter is defective;

70 И. КАРАЧОРОВА, Към въпроса…, p. 183–197.
71 Е.В. ЧЕШКО et al., Норовская псалтырь…, I, p. 80 on corrections mainly to the first 17 psalms.
72 The dating of Redaction III is a matter of ongoing debate: for instance, Е. КОЦЕВА, Към състава на 
три ръкописи от Националната библиотека в София: Енински апостол, Шопов-Карадимов 
псалтир и Софийски апостол (НБКМ 882), СЛ, 47, 2013, p.  280–283, argues that the textual 
antecedents of the Šopov-Karadimov may go back into the thirteenth century, while К. ПАВЛИКЯНОВ, 
Духовная и филологическая деятельность иноков славянского происхождения в Великой 
Лавре святого Афанасия Афонского в XIV–XV веках, [in:] Афон и славянский мир. Сборник 
I. Материалы международной научной конференции, посвященной 1000-летию присутствия 
русскиз на Святой горе, ed. Ж.Л.  ЛЕВШНИА, Athos 2014, p.  73–80, suggests that the ‘Athonite’ 
revisions took place in the 1340s–50s. If Redaction III of the Psalter is identified with the ‘Athonite’ 
revision, the latter dating is difficult to reconcile with the attestation of this redaction in manuscripts, 
particularly in the Bucharest Psalter of 1346.
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– conjecturally, the conservative readings of the Norov Psalter where the 
Mihanović Psalter is defective, though these could alternatively be due to second-
ary contamination when the Norov Psalter was copied;

– also conjecturally, the idiosyncratic innovations in the Mihanović Psalter 
where the Norov Psalter either innovates di�erently or reverts to the readings 
of older redactions.

�is leaves two sets of data in need of explanation:
– conservative readings in the Mihanović Psalter where the Norov Psalter inno-

vates independently of Redaction III: these might belong to Version X, or might be 
secondary contaminations;

– conservative readings in either manuscript where the other agrees with 
Redaction III, to which Version X seems to have been closely allied: these are most 
numerous in the Norov Psalter, but also �gure in the Mihanović Psalter.

Unless we assume that some of the readings which the Norov Psalter shares with 
Redaction III independently of the Mihanović Psalter are instances of Type 6 coinci-
dence, they preclude the possibility that the Mihanović Psalter could itself have been 
an exemplar for the Norov Psalter. A parallel conclusion can be drawn from the pres-
ence of Redaction III readings in the Mihanović Psalter where the Norov Psalter has 
conservative ones; in any case the likelihood that the Mihanović Psalter, which lacks 
such peculiarities as double pre�xation on verbs and combinations of pqp or mьнpгoа 
with in�nitives, could have been copied from the Norov Psalter is remote.

�ere is more than one way of envisaging the relationship between Version 
X and Redaction III. One possibility is an elaboration of �omson’s hypothesis, 
which can be represented as follows:

�is schema presupposes that Redaction III, a Type 1 revision starting from 
some blend of Redactions I and II, produced a moderate approximation to Greek 
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in the late thirteenth century; that Version X, a Type 2 copy of Redaction III using 
a conservative manuscript of Redaction I with some further piecemeal revision 
against Greek, is re�ected in the Mihanović Psalter, which underwent some addi-
tional Type 5 contamination in the process of copying; and that the Norov Psalter 
is in turn a Type 2 copy of Version X, also using a manuscript of Redaction I but 
with more thorough and literalistic revision on the basis of Greek to produce 
Redaction IV. So this view involves three successive stages of increasingly system-
atic revision against Greek, and implies that both the inconsistencies shared by the 
Mihanović and Norov Psalters and those peculiar to the Norov Psalter alone result 
from imperfect reproduction of Redaction III.

An alternative possibility is to take Version X as the starting point for change 
in the late thirteenth or early fourteenth century:

�is schema assumes that Version X was a Type 1 revision starting from Redac-
tion I (perhaps with a small admixture of Redaction II readings) with thorough 
but not slavish reference to Greek; that this gave rise to Y, a Type 2 copy using 
a manuscript of Redaction I; that Y was the exemplar for both the Mihanović Psal-
ter, which stands close to it, albeit with some Type 5 reversions to Redaction I, and 
for the Norov Psalter, another Type  2 copy but with further literalistic revision 
against Greek; and that other manuscripts of Redaction III derived from a con�a-
tion of Version X with older readings by Type 2 or Type 3 in the �rst half of the 
fourteenth century. On this view, only two revisions on the basis of Greek have to 
be posited73, but the �rst of these, in Version X, has to be reconstructed from the 
combined witness of the Mihanović and Norov Psalters and Redaction III. Each 

73 This position is consistent with the absence from Redaction III of distinctive variant readings based 
on Greek, see C.M. MacRobert, The Textual Tradition of the Church Slavonic Psalter…, passim.
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of these contains elements of Version X, such as the use of re�exive verbs with 
passive function in the Mihanović and Norov Psalters, the instances of поvаrан<и 
in the Norov Psalter and Redaction III; but each, including Redaction III, is an 
imperfect witness to Version X because all of them have undergone types of con-
tamination or con�ation.

�is tentative conclusion raises further questions in turn. More attention needs 
to be paid to traces of possible in�uence from Redaction  IV in psalter manu-
scripts of the fourteenth and ��eenth centuries. Such in�uence has been detected 
in Redaction V, the version of the psalms supposed to have been the psalter trans-
lation promoted by Metropolitan Kiprian and later incorporated into the Gen-
nadian Bible. Readings characteristic of Redaction IV also appear in some South 
and East Slavonic manuscripts of the later fourteenth and early ��eenth centuries, 
particularly the Serbian Oxford Psalter74 and the catenas on the psalms in the Jaro-
slavl’ and Barsov collections. More investigation of manuscripts from this period 
may clarify the picture.

�e other open issue is the identi�cation of the ‘Athonite’ redaction of the Psal-
ter. Since the 1980s Redaction III has been regarded as Athonite in provenance; 
but the evidence for this association is open to question, since it relies on general-
izing Popov’s interpretation75 of the word izvod as ‘translation’ and by extension 
‘(new) version’, rather than its usual sense of ‘copy, manuscript’76. Moreover, inves-
tigations of the Athonite redactions of other Church Slavonic translations suggest 
that their linguistic usage and approach to translation ally them more closely with 
Redaction IV. Hristova-Šomova �nds that the Athonite revision of the Apostol is 
characterized by the use of the animate accusative, re�exive verbs in passive func-
tion, иqp / pqp as equivalents to Greek de�nite articles, particularly in combination 
with in�nitives, multiple pre�xation on verbs in imitation of Greek, and increased 
occurrence of the pronoun тъ77. Yet in the textual tradition of the Church Sla-
vonic Psalter these usages are more prominently attested in Redaction  IV than 
in Redaction III. Both Taseva’s summary overview of linguistic usage in early four-
teenth century revisions78 and the more detailed analysis provided by Taseva and 
Jovčeva79 list nominalized in�nitives and in�nitival clauses among the distinguishing 

74 C.M.  MacRobert, The Textual Tradition of the Oxford Serbian Psalter…, ПК, 25/26, 1994, 
p. 152–154; Eadem, Maksim Grek in linguistic context.
75 Г. ПОПОВ, Новооткрито сведение за переводческа дейност на българските книжовници от 
Света гора през първата половина на XIV в., БЕ, 5, 1978, p. 402–410.
76 C.M. MacRobert, What was the izvod Svetogorski?, p. 272, 280–281.
77 И. ХРИСТОВА-ШОМОВА, Служебният Апостол в славянската ръкописна традиция, 1. Изследване 
на библейския текст, София 2004, p. 771–777.
78 Л. ТАСЕВА, Езикът на книжнината през XIV век, [in:] История на българската средновековна 
литература, ed. А. МИЛТЕНОВА, София 2008, p. 569–574.
79 Л. ТАСЕВА, М. ЙОВЧЕВА, Езиковите образци на атонските редактори, [in:]  Българска 
филологическа медиевистика. Сборник. Научни изследвания в чест на проф. дфн Иван Хара- 
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features of the Athonite redactions, but in the Psalter these are occasionalisms 
in Redaction III; they are deployed systematically only in Redaction IV. �e use 
of Redaction III of the Church Slavonic Psalter as a guide to Athonite translational 
practice is therefore open to question and, if uncritically accepted, may lead to dis-
tortion in our picture of linguistic norms and trends in the early fourteenth century.
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Abstract. Modern scholarship on the textual history of Church Slavonic biblical translation recognizes 
two distinct revisions of the Church Slavonic Psalter from the early fourteenth century, Redaction III 
(sometimes called the ‘Athonite’ redaction) and Redaction IV, known only in the Norov psalter manu-
script. Although they are both attested from the same period and in manuscripts of similar Bulgarian 
provenance, these two redactions are in some respects systematically di�erent in their linguistic cha-
racter, their approach to translational issues and their Greek textual basis. In the light of A.A. Turilov’s 
observation that the Mihanović Psalter, possibly the earliest witness to Redaction III, is written in the 
same hand as the greater part of the Norov Psalter, this paper examines the textual antecedents of the 
two redactions and the importance of the Mihanović Psalter as a link between them.

Keywords: Church Slavonic Psalter, ‘Athonite’ redaction, con�ation, contamination.
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ОБ ОДНОЙ НЕЗНАКОМОЙ БОЛГАРСКОЙ КАТЕНЕ 
НА ПСАЛТЫРЬ В СПИСКЕ ХІV ВЕКА

Тексты древнейшего славянского перевода Псалтыри являются одни-
ми из наиболее подробно изученных текстов Кирилло-Мефодиевских 

переводов во всех их разновидностях. Уже их история выяснена во многих 
отношениях. Несмотря на этот факт, важным является обстоятельство, что 
исследования и издания строятся обычно на очень узком круге рукописей, 
большинство которых выявлено и введено в научный оборот еще в XIX в., 
очень редко появляются новые данные о рукописной традиции до XIV в., не 
привлекаются к исследованиям даже давно известные списки. Это наблюде-
ние относится в наибольшей степени к толковым текс там, хотя в последние 
годы внимание исследователей к ним заметно усилилось.

Конечно, поиски новых текстов – это довольно сложная задача ввиду 
того, что Псалтырь является самой распространенной ветхозаветной кни-
гой в эпоху Средневековья в славянском мире. Пока нам известно из трудов 
Ивана Евсеева 1911 г., что в разных хранилищах, главным образом в России, 
имеется 3750 списков Псалтыри XI–XVIII вв., а общее число списков ветхо-
заветных книг этого периода составляет 41451. Вероятно, их больше, пото-
му что в течение двадцатого века появились данные о неизвестных списках. 
После Евсеева, однако, никто не осмелился даже приступить к  подобным 
подсчетам. В результате очевидной невозможности использовать в интен-
сивных исследованиях псалтырного текс та на сегодняшний день даже все 
известные благодаря современным описаниям существующие коллекции 
списков Псалтыри, возникшие до конца XIV – нач. XV в., не говоря об иссле-
дованиях толкований, современные ученые опираются на небольшое число 
рукописей, не больше 60-и болгарских, сербских и русских списков2, напи-
санных главным образом до середины XV в., и на существующие до сих пор 
их издания. Вероятной причиной выбора рукописей можно считать мнение, 

1 A.A. АЛЕКСЕЕВ, Текстология славянской Библии, Санкт-Петербург 1999, p. 132.
2 Например, наиболее активные исследователи Псалтыри 20-го века К.М. Макроберт и И. Ка-
рачорова, которые опубликовали наиболее подробые и разносторонние исследования славян-
ского псалтырного текс та, опираются, по моим подсчетам, соответствено, на около 55 списков 
(Макроберт) и около 20 (Карачорова).
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что эти списки отражают достаточно полно все характерные черты разви-
тия псалтырного текс та до конца XIV  в., как и  развитие рукописной тра-
диции толковых текстов, и на их основе можно делать вполне достоверные 
выводы. Вероятно также, что такое мнение, которое, конечно, основывается 
на весомом вкладе в изучение псалтырного текс та и толкований славистами, 
по моему мнению, привело к тому, что поиски новых важных текстов прак-
тически прекратились в современной славистике.

Все-таки, однако, были и  некоторые новые данные. Этого можно было 
ожидать, потому что Псалтырь не только входит в число первых славянских 
Кирилло-Мефодиевских переводов, осуществленных сразу после оконча-
тельного оформления славянской азбуки еще до поездки братьев в Великую 
Моравию (вместе с Евангелием и Апостолом), но также – это одна из важ-
нейших ветхозаветных книг православных славян. Она интенсивно исполь-
зуется в богослужении и для индивидуального чтения, переписывается как 
отдельный кодекс до Геннадиевской Библии, а почти во всех случаях и после 
появления полного библейского кодекса 1499  г. и  не входит в  общий том 
с другими ветхозаветными книгами. Кроме того, Псалтырь часто цитиру-
ется в оригинальных (конечно, и в переводных) произведениях славянской 
средневековой книжности и ее текст хорошо знаком не только книжни кам, 
но и всем прихожанам.

Вот несколько примеров

В 1996 г. К.М. Макроберт показала, что в славянской рукописной традиции 
XIV в. имеются заглавия псалмов, принадлежащих т.наз. Hypotheses Евсевия 
Кесарийского (PG, 23, cols 57–72) как в восточнославянских рукописях этого 
времени, так и в южнославянских рукописях, близких к ним в хронологиче-
ском отношении или возникших немного позднее3.

В 2005  г. она уже проанализировала одну компилятивную катену на 
Псалтырь, которую обнаружила в трех восточнославянских рукописях XV 
и  XVI  вв.4 Они хранятся в: 1. Региональном музее в  Ярославле, рукопись 
начала XV  в., написанная восточнославянской орфографией, смешанной 
с новыми южнославянскими орфографическими нормами (in a mixture of late 
fourteenth-century East Slavonic spelling and the newer South Slavonic orthographi-
cal norms [p. 213]); 2. Рукопись № 96 собрания Е.В. Барсова Государственного 

3 C.M. MacRobert, The classificatory Importance of Headings and Liturgical Directions in Church 
Slavonic Psalters of the 11th–15th Centuries, Bsl 57.1, 1996, p. 160, 164–168, 173.
4 Eadem, The Compilatory Church Slavonic catena on the Psalms in three East Slavonic manuscripts 
of the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries, Sla 74. 2–3, 2005, p. 213–238; eadem, The variable treatment 
of clitics in 14th-century South Slavonic psalter translations, [in:]  Многократните преводи 
в Южнославянското Средновековие. Доклади от международната конференция София, 7–9 юли 
2005 г., Сoфия 2006, p. 373–396.
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исторического музея в  Москве начала XV  в., в  которой отсутствуют 
южнославянские орфографические элементы (it lacks the South Slavonic ortho-
graphical elements [p. 214]); 3. Рукопись Ms 1250 Саратовской университетской 
библиотеки, датированная XVI  в. (attributed to the 16th century), в  которой 
заглавия псалмов переведены с  немецкого (which has headings to the psalms 
translated from German [p. 214]). В заключение автор пишет:

it emerges from this analysis that the Jaroslavl’, Saratov and Barsov manuscripts contain 
a Church Slavonic catena consisting for the most part of materials translated from Greek 
but compiled somewhere in the East Slavonic, most likely the northern East Slavonic area. 
The allusion in the prefatory section of the Jaroslavl’ manuscript to the new monastery of the 
Holy Saviour in Vologda suggests that the composition of this catena can be regarded as yet 
another manifestation of the flowering of monastic and spiritual life in Russia in the course 
of the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries [p. 221].

В 2012 г. Ив. Карачорова сообщила, что обнаружила катену на Псалтырь 
в  русской рукописи XVI  в. собрания Хилендарского монастыря, №  117, 
содержащую толкования начиная с псалма 77 до конца Псалтыри5. В 2014 г. 
она представила две новые катены: одна из них находится в сербской руко-
писи XVI  в. с  русскими дополнениями XVIII  в. собрания Национальной 
библиотеки в Софии, № 13, а вторая – в русском кодексе XVI в., № 116 собра-
ния Хилендарского монастыря; ученая установила, что этот Хилендарский 
список является первой частью рукописи №  117 и  содержит толкования 
с начала Псалтыри до пс. 76 включительно6. Она представила также состав 
Хилендарских списков, сравнила текст псалмов 77–84 с известными до сих 
пор редакциями псалтырного текс та и  указала, что Хилендарские списки 
следуют за т.наз. „Киприановой”, или – по другой терминологии – „четвер-
той” или „пятой” редакцией. Карачорова указала также, что замеченные ею 
изменения в псалтырном тексте катены не могут считаться доказательства-
ми появ ления новой редакции текс та Псалтыри. Она считает, что катена 
хилендарских рукописей является переводом с греческого и будет интересно 
исследовать отношения между толкованиями этих рукописей и славянским 
текстом комментариев Псевдо-Афанасия Александрийского и  Феодорита 
Кирского, а также сравнить их комментарии с многочисленными греческими 

5 И. КАРАЧОРОВА, Новооткривена катена на Псалтиру у рукопису из Хилендарског манастирa, 
[in:] Научни састанак слависта у Вукове дане, 42.2, 2013, p. 463–472.
6 На международной научной конференции „Библейският текст от Средновековието до 
Новото време (Функции. Рецепция. Интерпретации)”, София, 9–10.10.2014 в докладе Две 
новооткрити катени към Псалтира, опубликуванном на сайте cyrillomethodiana.uni-sofia.
bg/mdocs/.../8-archive?...77... (доступный 17.02.2016  г.) См. также: И. КАРАЧОРОВА, Към изу-
чаването на славянските библейски книги с тълкувания, [in:]  Информатика, граматика, 
лексикография. Сборник доклади и материали от заключителната конференция, София 
29–30.06.2015 г., София 2015, p. 171–179.
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катенами на Псалтырь7. В этих публикациях автор не говорит ничего о про-
блемах, касающихся времени и  места появления этих катен в  славянской 
рукописной традиции и поэтому я не могу принять во внимание эти руко-
писи в настоящей публикации.

Таким образом, в настоящее время мы знаем очень немного о новых текс-
тах Псалтыри и почти ничего нового о тексте толкований на Псалтырь по 
сравнению с  тем, что известно о  славянских текс тах толкований Псевдо- 
-Афанасия Александрийского и Феодорита Кирского.

С начала 2015 г. Кирилло-Мефодиевский научный центр в Софии начал 
подготовку очередной международной конференции в рамках совместного 
проекта с  Центром исследования христианства Еврейского университета 
в Иерусалиме по теме „Идентифицирование еврейских и христианских моде-
лей в литературе поздней античности и средних веков” и она была проведе-
на с 3 по 8 сентября 2015 г. Это был для меня подходящий случай работать 
по одной теме, давно привлекшей мое внимание, но у меня никогда не хва-
тало времени заняться этой проблемой. Речь идет о цитировании 10-го сти-
ха 40-го псалма в десятой главе Пространного жития св. Кирилла в связи 
с его полемикой во время Хазарской миссии. Обычно комментаторы жития 
отмечали, что здесь ошибочно толкуется смысл этого текс та. Имея в виду, 
что Константин был прекрасно образован, а  автор самого жития знал 
хорошо текст Священного писания, как видно из множества цитат, трудно 
было поверить, что кто-нибудь из них мог ошибиться в этом случае. Но это 
надо было доказать. Я очень быстро нашла источник толкования и сделала 
доклад по теме Пространное житие св. Кирилла и патристическая литера-
тура (�e Long Life of st. Cyril and the Patristic Literature). Когда начала гото-
вить публикациию доклада, я сочла нужным проверить толкование на более 
широкой основе. Так началось мое довольно детальное изучение состояния 
исследований как самого славянского псалтырного текс та, так и исследова-
ние списков с комментариями и в связи с этим – анализ исследований визан-
тийских комментариев, а также поиски новых комментированных текстов.

Таким образом я обратила внимание и на маленькую сноску К.М. Макро-
берт в упомянутой ее статье 1996 г.8 Говоря об известных ей славянских ком-
ментариях и  подчеркивая их активное распространение среди восточных 
славян в XIV в., совместно с развитием, которое наблюдается в южнославян-
ской афонской редакции, она отмечает возможное существование других 
неидентифицированных комментариев и  ссылается на устное сообщение 
проф. Ф. Томсона: Professor F.J.  �omson informs me that the commentary on 
the psalms by Nicetas of Heracleias, of which a Church Slavonic translation is extant 

7 И. КАРАЧОРОВА, Новонайденная катена к Псалтыри в двух рукописях Хиландарского мона-
стыря, Pbg 39.1, 2015, p. 55–71.
8 C.M. MacRobert, The classificatory Importance…, p. 167, сноска 46.
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from the 14th century (Ms 18 in the Moscow �eological Academy), contains exerpts 
from de Titulus psalmorum, Byzantinoslavica, 57, 1996. Дальше я  продолжила 
искать, что было написано об этой рукописи после этого сообщения.

Сам Ф. Томсон об этом сообщил два года позже9. По его мнению, перевод 
– дело болгарского книжника. Он сообщает свое мнение по поводу измене-
ний в тексте и в толкованиях Исихия Иерусалимского (Псевдо-Афанасия) 
и Феодорита Кирского, но не приводит никаких доказательств этого, ника-
ких примеров, только утверждает: �e same applies to Nicetas of Heracleia’s 
Catena in Psalmos translated by a Bulgarian in the 14th century. Это утверждение 
сопровождает следующая сноска (№ 937):

The earliest copy so far traced is codex 18 in the collection of Moscow Theological Academy, 
a 14th century Bulgarian MS, which only contains Pss 1–54; on the codex see Shelamanova, 
Spisok no. 1294. The preface and commentary on Ps 1 are found as one of the prefaces to the 
psalter in MSS from the 16th century on, including Matthew the Tenth’s Bible, see Alekseyev, 
Sbornik 74. They are also found in some printed editions of the psalter, e.g. the 1642 and 
1645 Moscow editions.

В следующем году А. Алексеев опубликовал несколько своих размышле-
ний об этой рукописи10. Публикуя перечень толковых библейских текстов 
в  славянской рукописной традиции, он отмечает перевод Максима Грека 
под № 5:

Толкования на Псалтырь в переводе Максима Грека известно (sic! – С.Н.) по многим 
рукописям XVI-XVIII  вв. См. Библиографию: Синицына 1977, с.  65. О составе тол-
кований см.: Описание, т.  2, с.  91–99; Андреев 1918. Вопрос о  том, был ли Максим 
переводчиком готовых катен или сам составлял их и, если составлял, какова доля его 
авторского участия, не изучен.

В конце этого текс та Алекссев поместил знак для сноски № 3:

Толкования на Псалтырь Никиты Ираклийского, вероятно, не были переведены, но 
предисловие к ним известно в нескольких русских рукописях XVI в. РНБ, Соф. 1464, 
л. 200–217, РНБ, Соф.1465, л. 89–96; РГАДА, ф. 181, № 478, л. 97 об.– 116; РГБ, Унд. 
53. Это предисловие, содержащее сведения о  библейских переводчиках, цитирует 
архиеп. Геннадий в своем послании 1489 г. (Казакова, Лурье 1955, с. 319). В болгарской 
рукописи XIV в. РГБ, МДА, Фунд. 18, как будто бы содержатся и толкования на псалмы 
1–54. См. Леонид. Сведения о славянских пергаменных рукописях. М., 1887. С. 17–19. 
По-гречески издано только это предисловие при толкованиях на Псалтырь Кирилла 
Александрийского (PG, t. 69, p. 699–714).

9 F. Thomson, The Slavonic Translation of the Old Testament, [in:] Interpretation of the Bible, ed. 
J. Krašovec, Ljubljana–Sheffield 1998, p. 801. 
10 A.A. АЛЕКСЕЕВ, op. cit., p. 36.
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Несмотря на эти данные, рукопись не вызвала внимания исследователей. 
Только в  2012  г. появилось утвеждение, что, вероятно, введение Никиты 
Ираклийского к катене, а может быть, и комментарии, переведены в Тыр-
нове в ХІV в.11, однако для этого тоже нет никаких доказательств: Probably 
Trnovo is where the translation of the foreword by Nicetas of Heraclea to the cat-
ena on the Psalter was made and maybe of the commentaries themselves. В сноске 
к этому тексту отмечается только: �e Middle Bulgarian manuscript RGB Bogo-
slov. 18 contains a translation of this foreword and the commentaries: see �omson 
1998: 801; а di�erent opinion – Алексеев 1999: 36, footnote 3.

Конечно, подобные мнения вызвали мое пристальное внимание и  я  хо- 
тела более подробно ознакомиться с этой рукописью, поискать в ней нуж-
ные мне места и увидеть, какой в ней псалтырный текст и какие там тол-
кования, вызвавшие столь неясные и противоречивые мнения. И конечно, 
я это сделала. Здесь я должна сказать, что я только в начале своей работы. 
Мне предстоит большая работа по исследованию текс та рукописи, который 
оказался очень важным и интересным в целом и заслуживает внимания уче-
ных. Поэтому мою статью следует расценивать как предварительное сооб-
щение о рукописи и о проблемах, которые я собираюсь выяснить в другой 
работе. Здесь я представлю только самые важные вопросы и некоторые из 
наиболее интересных своих наблюдений об этой, оказывается, по сути дела, 
никому незнакомой болгарской катене.

Когда я познакомилась с рукописью, оказалось, что никто из упомяну-
тых исследователей не видел ее и  не имеет ни малейшего представления 
о ее тексте.

Что это за рукопись?

Во первых нужно ясно указать, что рукопись теперь находится в  Россий- 
ской государственной библиотеке в Москве, в собрании Московской духов-
ной академии под шифром Ф.173.I, №  1812. Время написания рукописи 
установлено еще в конце XIX в. В своем альбоме филиграней Н.П. Лихачев 
продемонстрировал специальное внимание к ней и выделил больше одной 

11 M. Yovcheva, L. Taseva, Translated Literature in the Bulgarian Middle Ages as a Social and Cultural 
Phenomenon, SeS 10/11, 2012, p. 299.
12 О ней см.: АРХИМ. ЛЕОНИД, Сведения о славянских пергаменных и бумажных рукописях, 
поступивших из книгохранилища Святой Троицкой Сергиевой Лавры в библиотеку Троицкой 
духовной семинарии в 1747 г. (ныне находящейся в библиотеке Московской духовной академии), 
fasc. 2, Москва, 1887, pars II, № 4 (18), p. 17–19; Н.Б. ШЕЛАМАНОВА, Предварительный список 
славяно-русских рукописей XI–XIV вв., хранящихся в СССР (для „Сводного каталога рукописей, 
хранящихся в СССР, до конца XIV в. включительно), [in:] Археографический ежегодник за 1965 
год, Москва 1966, p. 225, № 653; Рукописные собрания Государственной библиотеки СССР имени 
В.И. Ленина, Указатель. t. 1, fasc. 2, Москва 1986, p. 106; A.A. АЛЕКСЕЕВ, op. cit., p. 36, сноска 3. 
Текст рукописи см. в: http://old.stsl.ru/manuscripts/book.php?col=5&manuscript=18.
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страницы, чтобы датировать ее, публикуя также филиграни этой рукопи-
си. В результате своего анализа он определил время возникновения кодекса 
между 1345 и 1360 г.13 (фиг. 1, л. 20об.–21). Я могу добавить, что много фили-
граней того же типа и очень подобные филиграням рукописи № 18 можно 
увидеть в книге Лихачева, они указаны им как обнаруженные главным обра-
зом в славянских и греческих рукописях XIV в., преимущественно середины 
столетия14. При этом в большинстве случаев они находятся и в других бол-
гарских рукописях того же времени, например: в рукописи № 237 собрания 
А.И. Хлудова в Государственном историческом музее в Москве, написанной, 
по мнению Лихачева, вероятнее всего между 1340 и 1350 гг.15 – это важная бол-
гарская рукопись, много раз исследованная с различных точек зрения, боль-
шая часть которой занята списком Сводного патерика16; в рукописи № F.I.461 
коллекции Российской национальной библиотеки в Санкт-Петербурге, дати-
рованная им третьей четвертью XIV в., причем одна филигрань типа Ф.173. I, 
№ 18 проанализирована в деталях и обнаружена преимущественно в грече-
ских рукописях и документах между 1337 и 1362 гг.17 – это первая попытка 
собрать в одном томе текст Ветхого завета, конечно за исключением Псал-
тыри, привлекавшая с конца XX в. вниманиe ряда ученых и частично опу-
бликованая18; рукопись № 164 (1722) коллекции Троицко-Сергиевой лавры 

13 Н.П. ЛИХАЧЕВ, Палеографическое значение бумажных водяных знаков, pars 1. Исследование 
и описание филиграней, Санкт-Петербург 1899, p. 200–202; pars 3. Альбом снимков, Санкт-Петер- 
бург 1899, tab. CCLXXXIX, № 2050–2054.
14 Н.П. ЛИХАЧЕВ, Палеографическое значение…, pars 1, p. XCVII–XCVIII, XCIX–CIII, CVIII–
CIX, 27 (из греческой рукописи 1345 г.), p. 58–62 (из греческой рукописи, написанной между 
1350-м и 1360-м годами), 71–72, 207–209, 214, 217 (pars 3, tab. CCCII, № 2140; tab. CCCXXV, 
№ 2295; tab. LXII, № 321; tab. CIX, № 646; tab. CCXCV, № 2091; tab. CCCI, № 2132, tab. CCCII, 
№ 2140; tab. CCCVI, № 2167).
15 Ibidem, pars 1, p. XCIX–CIII, p. 214.
16 Последнее до настоящего времени описание рукописи и литературу до 1999 г. см. в: Св. 
НИКОЛОВА, М. ЙОВЧЕВА, Т. ПОПОВА, Л. ТАСЕВА, Българското средновековно културно наслед-
ство в сбирката на Алексей Хлудов в Държавния исторически музей в Москва, София 1999, 
p. 80–81, обр. 141.
17 Н.П. ЛИХАЧЕВ, op. cit., pars 1, p. CVIII–CXII, 216, 232.
18 Последние опубликованные описания этой рукописи см. в: Сводный каталог славяно-рус-
ских рукописных книг, хранящихся в России, странах СНГ и Балтии, XIV век, fasc. 1 (Апока-
липсис – Летопись Лаврентьевская), Москва 2002, p. 172–174, № 64 (к сожалению, в указани-
ях о публикациях, посвященных этой рукописи, содержатся важные ошибки); Б. ХРИСТОВА, 
В. ЗАГРЕБИН, Г. ЕНИН, Е. ШВАРЦ, Славянские рукописи болгарского происхождения в Российской 
национальной библиотеке – Санкт-Петербург / Славянски ръкописи от български произход 
в Руската национална библиотека – Санкт Петербург, София 2009, p. 105–108, tab. LXXXI–
LXXXIV, CLXXXIX (к сожалению, это описание, подготовленное в 80-ые годы XX в., содер-
жит много неточностей и не принимает во внимание многочсленные исследования и  из-
дания рукописи, опубликованные после 1984 г.). См. также: Старобългарският превод на 
Стария Завет, ed., introductio Св. НИКОЛОВА, t. I. Р. ЗЛАТАНОВА, Книга на дванадесетте про-
роци с тълкования, София 1998; t. II. Книга на пророк Иезекиил с тълкования, ed. Л. ТАСЕВА, 



СВЕТЛИНА НИКОЛОВА106

Российской государственной библиотеки в Москве, датированная Лихаче-
вым „около 1350 года”19, в которой находится список слов Аввы Дорофея20. 
После поисков в других альбомах филиграней, вышедших из печати после 
труда Н.П. Лихачева, вероятно будут обнаружены и другие параллели, одна-
ко они вряд ли изменят эту датировку.

Нужно сразу сказать, однако, что эта датировка Лихачева касается только 
основной части рукописи с л. 10 по конец текс та на л. 157. С листа 1 по л. 9об. 
текст написан в конце XV или начале XVI в. Еще в книге Лихачева можно 
прочитать: Первые девять листов просто приплетены и относятся к исхо-
ду XV столетия (знак trois monts с большим крестом)21. Именно благодаря 
Лихачеву можно датировать эту часть рукописи, прослеживая в  альбоме 
филиграни в других рукописях, включенных в его фундаментальный труд. 
Филиграни, подобные филиграням этой части рукописи № 18, можно обна-
ружить еще в  четырех русских рукописях. Первая находится в  рукописи 
Российской государственной библиотеки в Москве, № 90 (1546) книгохра-
нилища Троицко-Сергиевой лавры, содержит книги 16-и толковых проро-
ков и  написана дьяконом Стефаном в  Иосифо-Волоколамском монастыре 
с 1 октября по 9 февраля 6997 г. (1488/1489)22. Вторая находится на допол-
нительном листе, датированном Лихачевым 1488  г., рукописи конца XIV  
– начала XV в. с Толковым евангелием Феофилакта Болгарского, находящий-
ся теперь в собрании М.П. Погодина Российской национальной библиотеки, 
№ 17523. Третья рукопись является Октоихом, написанным монахом Феодо-
сием Шастуном в Троицко-Сергиевой лавре в 1497 г., № 368 (246) и хранится 
теперь в коллекции этого монастыря в Российской государственной библи-
отеке24. Четвертая филигрань срисована Лихачевым с рукописи, содержа-
щей, по его мнению, Скитский патерик, написанный в 1501 г. по поручению 
игумена „Кириллова монастыря”25, в  конце XIX  в. принадлежащей собра-
нию Воскресенского (Новоиерусалимского) монастыря26, возможно, теперь 

М. ЙОВЧЕВА, textus graecus Т. ИЛИЕВА, София 2003; t. III, Т. ИЛИЕВА, Старобългарско-гръцки 
словоуказател към Книгата на пророк Иезекиил, ed. Т. МОСТРОВА, София 2013.
19 Н.П. ЛИХАЧЕВ, op. cit., pars 1, p. 207–209.
20 О ней см.: [ИЛАРИЙ, иером. и АРСЕНИЙ, иером.], Описание славянских рукописей библиотеки 
Святo-Троицкой Сергиевой лавры, pars 1, Москва, 1878, p. 143–144; Рукописные собрания Госу-
дарственной библиотеки СССР имени В.И. Ленина, Указатель, t. 1, fasc. 2, Москва, 1986, p. 218.
21 Н.П. ЛИХАЧЕВ, op. cit., pars 1, p. 201.
22 [ИЛАРИЙ, иером. и АРСЕНИЙ, иером.], op. cit., pars 1, p. 77; Н.П. ЛИХАЧЕВ, op. cit., pars 1, p. 121–
122, 260, № 1225 – 1488/1489; pars 3, tab. CLXXXVIII.
23 Ibidem, pars 1, p. 259, 260, № 2429–1488 г.; pars 3, tab. CCCXLI. Описание см. в: Рукописные 
книги собрания М.П. Погодина. Каталог, fasc. 1, Ленинград 1988, p. 125–126.
24 [ИЛАРИЙ, иером. и АРСЕНИЙ, иером.], op. cit., pars 2, Москва 1878, p. 122.
25 Н.П. ЛИХАЧЕВ, op. cit., pars 1, p. 125–126, 260, № 1272 – 1497 г.; pars 3, tab. CXCIV.
26 См. П. СТРОЕВ, Описание рукописей монастырей Волоколамского, Новый Иерусалим, Саввина 
Сторожевского и Пафнутиева Боровского, Санкт-Петербург 1891, p. 247, № 45.
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часть коллекций Государственного исторического музея в Москве27. Eсли 
судить по заглавию второй части, которую начали писать 7-го ноября 7010 
(1502)  г., откуда, вероятно, скопирована вторая филигрань, она содержит 
слова Аввы Дорофея, а первая часть, обозначенная в описании как Скит-
ский патерик начала XVI в., написана другим писцом и если судить по загла-
вию, она содержит Сводный патерик. Рукопись передана Воскресенскому 
монастырю еще патриархом Никоном в 7169 (1664) г.

Итак, рукопись № 18 содержит две разновременные части. Начало бол- 
гарской рукописи середины XIV в. утрачено и к концу XV/нач. XVI в. было 
заполнено русским книжником. Переплет не оригинальный, похоже, он 
был добавлен в  XIX  в. В  начале рукописи, в  русском добавлении конца 
XV/нач. XVI в., на л. 1 находится заглавие рукописи, где указано, что Никита 
Ираклийский собрал толкования на 150 псалмов „различных отцов и учите-
лей” (фиг. 2, л. 1). Дальше до л. 9oб. тремя русскими книжниками написаны 
коричневыми и черными чернилами предисловие (до л. 7), где начинается 
„беседа о  первом псалме” (л.  7–7об.), начало псалтыри небольшим кино-
варным инициалом и начало первого стиха, а до л. 9об. текст продолжается 
с ком ментариями на первые два стиха, оставляя последнюю половину стра-
ницы пустой. На л. 10, где начинается болгарская рукопись XIV в., первые 
две строки на листе являются концом комментария первой части третьего 
стиха первого псалма, после них находится последняя часть третьего стиха 
первого псалма с комментарием (фиг. 3, л. 9об.–10). Несмотря на то, что текст 
продолжается после наполовину пустой страницы, нет никакого пробела 
в  тексте комментария между последними словами, написанными русским 
переписчиком и первыми словами, написанными болгарским книжником. 
Дальше следует комментированный текст псалмов до л. 157, где текст завер-
шается неоконченным комментарием на стихе 12-ом 54-го псалма (фиг. 4, 
л. 156об.–157).

Здесь я не могу входить в детали относительно кодикологических, палео-
графических и орфографических черт рукописи. Отмечу только некоторые 
важные особенности.

Во-первых, нужно указать некоторые орфографические черты дополни-
тельно добавленной в начале русской части. Все трое переписчиков, рабо- 
тавших одновременно, использовали в некоторых случаях, например, боль-
шой юс. В тоже время у всех наблюдаются различия в степени использования 
этого графического знака и  много непоследовательностей его использо-
вания. Так, например, первый переписчик, который написал светлыми 

27 См. Собрание рукописей Воскресенского Ново-Иерусалимского монастыря, [in:] М.В. ЩЕПКИ-

НА, Т.Н. ПРОТАСЬЕВА, Сокровища древней письменности и старой печати. Обзор рукописей 
русских, славянских, греческих, а также книг старой печати Государственного историческо го   
музея, ed. Т.В. ДИАНОВА, Москва 19952, p. 25.



СВЕТЛИНА НИКОЛОВА108

коричневыми чернилами только 42 строки Предисловия на л. 1–1об., исполь-
зует его очень часто (на л. 1: строка 4 в заглавии никит>; 9 zаǄъгн>ти, с>�, 
mъǄ<сканF>; 18–19 п�сни>; на л. 1об.: строка 1 сF>, 5 =с>oȑ, 9 vолB�>B, 12 �>oоq-
н�и�и�, 18 v>qFи, 22–23 истлъкоmа�>, 21 съгласи�>)28, есть, однако, и формы 
с заменой юсов, и с заменой на ‘у’ (на л. 1об.: строка 3 наȞина��p, 4 иvB�ç, 
6 полȅǄB, 13 vогç�и�; видно, что переписчик колебался – на л. 1об., строка 22 
он написал сFB, но под B можно увидеть остатки от верхней части >). Второй 
переписчик, писавший более темными коричневыми чернилами с л. 1об. до 
л. 8об., очень редко использует >: до л. 5об. > не встречается ни разу; даль-
ше до конца л. 8об. можно увидеть его только в нескольких случаях: л. 5об., 
строка 13 v>Ȟиvа, 27 иv>�и; л. 7 строка 12 със>o�. Дальше до конца текс та 
второго книжника > использован только два раза, в начале коментирован-
ного текс та, но только в самом псалтырном тексте и в псалтырной цитате 
и то непоследовательно (л. 7об., строка 13–14 lлаqpнъ v>qъ иqp нp иop на 
съm�тъ нpȞьстиm<� и на пçти гz��н<� нp ста Пс. 1,1; л. 8, строка 18 аǄъ z�� lоǄи 
l>o�тp цитата из Пс. 81,6); в остальном тексте этого переписчика все сло-
ва, содержащие этимологическое > пишутся только через ‘у’, включительно 
и эти два слова (л. 2, строка 13 vȑ�ə, 22 v}�; л. 2об. 13 l}o}ть, l}opvъ). В корот-
ком тексте третьего книжника (46 строк на л. 9–9об., написанные черными 
чернилами), где больше случаев исползования >, тоже наблюдаются такие 
непоследовательные написания: л.  9, строка 7 l}oçть, 10 �оoB�> в п}ть, 
11 l}o>ть, 13 =он>o}, 13, 23 l}opть; л. 9об., строка 4 л�пот>, 7 �m�т}�p, 
10 l}o>�pp, 11 mин>, 12 �m�т>ть. Этот факт, по-моему, можно интерпретиро-
вать либо как какие-то остатки устраненной первой части болгарской руко-
писи, которая была в очень плохом состоянии, судя по тому, что с л. 68-го 
до л. 92-го имеются поврежденные места, заполненные русским книжником 
(может быть, вторым переписчиком Предисловия) с маленькими приклей-
ками с текстом, либо как принадлежность этого книжника к скрипторию, 
в котором продолжала использоваться в небольшой степени такая орфогра-
фия, о чем говорит факт, что, например, на л. 7oб. в первых двух словах Псал-
тыри, написанных вторым книжником, мы находим lлаqpнъ v>qъ, а  тот 
же самый переписчик дальше в том же самом стихе, продолжая писать этот 
текст киноварью, написал на пȑти.

Что касается болгарской рукописи, то она принадлежит к среднеболгар-
ской традиции доевфимиевского периода и  написана одним книжником. 
Только на л. 10об. появляется другой переписчик. Он не пишет среднеболгар-
ской орфографией и написал киноварью только пять с половиной строк, как 
во всех остальных случаях, когда киноварью написаны тексты из псалмов 
(тексты комментариев написаны обычными коричневыми чернилами). По 
всей вероятности, он был русским книжником или тот же самый болгарский 

28 Передаю текстов русских переписчиков без ударений.
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книжник списал текст с  другого антиграфа в  тоже самое время, потому 
что текст продолжается без каких-либо пробелов и  включен без проблем 
в оформление страницы. Интересно, однако, что в нем встречаются неко-
торые древние написания: ûƿ �ƿ ȸ. Кроме того, отмечу, что на л. 12об.–13, 
на л. 19 те же написания находятся на полях, заполненных текс тами, напи-
санными каким-то другим русским переписчиком чернилами сероватого 
цвета (напр., на л. 19 он написал на полях напротив текс та Пс. 5,4 + тоvъ�əƽ 
тлъ
əƽ FсF�Fа пzp, и потом следует текст на полях). Таким образом, на л. 10об. 
получается довольно неоднородный текст, различавшийся от однородного 
по своим орфографическим характеристикам остального текста XIV  в. Вот 
так выглядит этот текст:

л. 10об., строка 1 пzаmpoн<�ə l>o>тъƳ съm�тъ }əlоƿ аȟкÁǾла иǕ Ipоo+тF+нȅ
  2 съlоzъ иǕстлъкоmа�BƳ съ�pстmиp qp сÁǾvvа�ъǲ
  3 ꙗко съm�сть г,ь пȑть пzаmpoн��ъƿ и пȑть нpȞь
  4 стиmъи�ъ пог�lнpтьǿ m�стъ zpȞp mъс� пzоm�o<
  5 пzаmpoн<и с>oFи иǕ пz�qop с>oаƳ иǕ ни qp скаǄанFи ни 'Ǖ
  6 lлиȞитpлFи тz�l}pтъƳ т�vъ ꙗȟqp по oостоанF�
  7 =oаBȟ коv}qo+ƿ оǕm��ъ }Ƿlо иǽǄlаmлpнF� иǽ m�нȅ�pvȅ
  8 споoоlл�pтъƳ оǕm�� qp нpпz�станȅн�и пz�пɚ�аpть v>��Ƴ

 Fноƽ 9 а pqp пȑть нp�ьстиm��ъ пог�lнpтъǿ оǕн�vъ }ȟпо
  10 oоlи сB аȟпл�əоm�vъ гǊл+vъƿ pȟгоqp o�л+ съгоzитъ
  11 'Ǖтъ�pтитȅ сBƳ пzаmpoн<vъ }Ƿlо v>qpvъƿ иǽ o�л+
  12 пz�l<mаpтъ съmтB сBƳ нpȞьстиm<v qp иȟ нpпz�поoо
  13 lн<vъ ȞлǊк+vъƿ иǽ л>каmъстmо иȟ�ъ съ ниvи Ǆатmаz�pт сBǲ
 mǉ ƾ 14 lpс�oа ' mтоz�vъ JалvǗ�Ƴ иǕ сьǼ JǊлvъ lpǄ наoписанFа
  (сероватыми чернилами) 
  15 Nъскȑ�ȟ �ата�а сB ꙗȟǄ��и иǽ л�oF� по}Ǘ�и�а сȸ тъ�pтъ
  16 нûvъƳ пz�oъста�ȸ �ǉzFpǼ ǄpvȅстFи иǽ кнȸǄи
  17 съlzа�ȸ сȸ mъ к}п� на гǱа иǽ на �zFста �гоǿ
  18 mъ паvBти нpȞьстиm<�ъ пzъm<и съmzъ�иmъ JлǊvъƿ
  19 =с>o} пак< mтоzаго наȞBл+ сътmоǹzиƳ }ǷȞB ꙗȟко пz�
  20 ozpȞpн<и нpȞьстиm<�ь конp�ъ пzииȟvpтъƿ иȟ иǷqp на спа
  21 са l�сиm�BBȟ сB �ǊzB qp иȟ аz�Fpzp>ȟ иȟ }ȟopǹ>ȟ qp иȟ pqp =
  22 BǽǄ<къƳ mъ mтоz�v lо Jалv�ƿ mл�к< �Ǌа иȟ ȞлǊȞьск<Bȟ стzа

Интересен также факт, что текст болгарской рукописи на л. 157 конча-
ется в середине страницы на слове н> и переписчик даже не окончил пред-
ложение. Это не единственный случай в болгарской письменной традиции 
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XIV в.29 и вызывает различные предположения, на которых я не буду здесь 
останавливаться.

Структура катены состоит из нескольких частей. В начале короткое преди-
словие, называемое обычно lpс�oа, но иногда тлъкоmанFp или скаǄанFp (в одном 
случае – съlzанFp), отсутствующее только в нескольких случаях. Потом сле-
дует отрывок псалтырного текс та, за ним следует толкование. Обычно после 
псалтырного текс та имеется только одно толкование. Чаще всего авторы 
толкований не обозначены.

Однако на полях, хотя и не очень часто, отмечены имена ряда выдающих-
ся визан тийских экзегетов, главным образом эпохи визан тийской патри-
стики30. Перечислю их в  хронологическом порядке: Евсевий Кесарийский 
(260/265–339/340), чьи комментарии (Commentarii in Psalmos) написаны веро-
ятно между 325 и 339 гг. (вероятнее всего, после 327 г.) и сохранились частично 
только в катенах и схолиях31 (фиг. 5, л. 38об.–39); Диодор, епископ Тарсий-
ский (305/310–392/394), который составил комментарий (Interpretationes 
in Psalmos) вероятно до 378 или даже до 372 г.32 (фиг. 6, л. 52об.–53); Васи-
лий Великий (329/330–379), кому принадлежат, по мнению современных 
исследователей, 15 аутентичных гомилий на псалмы33 (фиг. 7, л. 105об.–106); 
Григорий Богослов (325/330–389/390), который напрямую назван и  отрыв-

29 Св. НИКОЛОВА, По ве ст та „Сте фа нит и Их ни лат” в бъл гар с ка та сре д но ве ко в на лите ра-
ту  ра и  книжни на, Pbg 14.3, 1990, p.  36–37, 39; eadem, За бъл гар с кия текст на по ве стта 
„Сте фа нит и Их ни лат”, СЛ 25/26, 1991, p. 119–120; Стефанит и Ихнилат. Старобългарска 
преводна повест от XIII век, ed. Св. НИКОЛОВА, София 1996, p. 145, 162–163, 172.
30 Литература о  греческих текстах и рукописях патристических комментариев обширна. 
Здесь я укажу только на некоторые обобщительные работы, главным образом, последних 
десятилетий и на такие работы относительно упомянутых в рукописи греческих авторов, 
в  которых можно проследить развитие исследований, издания и  богатую литературу 
о них: M. Harl, La chaîne palestinienne sur le psaume 118 (Origene, Eusebe, Didyme, Apollinaire, 
Athanase, Théodoret), vol. I. Introductio, textus criticus, translatio G. Dorival, Paris 1972 [SC 189]; 
vol.  II.  Catalogus fragmentarum, commentarii, indices, Paris 1972 [SC  190]; M.-J.  Rondeau, Les 
commentaires patristiques du Psautier (IIIe–Ve siècles), vol. I. Les traveaux des pères grecs et latins 
sur le Psautier. Recherches et bilan, Roma 1982 [OCA 219]; vol.  II.  Exégèse prosopoligique et 
théologique, Roma 1985 [OCA 220]; G. Dorival, Les chaînes exégétiques grecques sur les psaumes: 
Contributions à l’étude d’une forme littérairе, vol. 1, Leuven 1986, vol. 2, Leuven 1989, vol. 3, Leuven 
1992, vol.  4, Leuven 1995 [SSLo 43, 44, 45, 46]; Н.Ст. ШИВАРОВ, Древни източни коментари 
на Псалтира и  старобългарските им преводи, ГДА 28 (54).1. (1978/1979), 1986, p.  3–79. 
То же самое относится к процитированной здесь литературе о более поздних комментариях 
на Псалтырь и к новым обобщительним статьям об отдельных авторах.
31 M.-J. Rondeau, op. cit., vol. I, p. 64–75; vol. II, p. 169–195; A. ЯСТРЕБОВ, Евсевий, [in:] Православная 
энциклопедия, t. 17, Москва 2008, p. 252–267.
32 M.-J. Rondeau, op. cit., vol. I, p. 93–102; Д.В. ЗАЙЦЕВ, Диодор, [in:] Православная энциклопедия, 
t. 15, Москва 2007, p. 228–234.
33 M.-J. Rondeau, op. cit., vol. I, p. 107–112; Василий Великий, [in:] Православная энциклопедия, 
t. 7, Москва 2004, p. 131–191.
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ки сочинений которого встречаются в греческих рукописях, однако, может 
быть, речь идет о Григорие Нисском (331/335–ок. 394), которому принадле-
жит большое сочинение о надписании псалмов (In Inscriptiones Psalmorum), 
отдельная беседа на шестой псалом (In sextum Psalmum), как и  несколько 
гомилий, основанных на псалмах34 (фиг. 8, л. 79об.–80); Дидим Слепец (313 
– ок. 398), кому принадлежит комментарий на псалмы (Expositio in Psalmos), 
написанный, вероятно, между 367 и 387  гг. сохранившийся в  катенах, как 
и под именем Диодора35; Кирилл Александрийский (ок. 375/376–444), напи-
савший, по мнению исследователей, комментарии на все псалмы, однако 
они сохранились частично и их авторство пока не точно установлено36; Фео-
дорит Кирский (ок. 393–ок. 458/466), кому принадлежит большой коммента-
рий на все псалмы, о котором ученые думают, что был написан после 436 г.37; 
Исидор Пелусиот (между 350 и 360 – между 435 и 440), который не писал 
специальные толкования на псалмы, но толкования Священного писания 
Ветхого и Нового завета составляют основу его огромного эпистолярного 
наследия, включающего около 2000 писем, отрывки из которых с некоторы-
ми изменениями помещаются в экзегетические катены38; Максим Исповед-
ник (ок.  580–662), который не комментировал систематически Псалтырь, 
но написал отдельное толкование на 59-й псалом и  чье имя упоминается 
в катенах39; Арефа, архиепископ Кесарии Каппадокийской (ок. 850 – ок. 932), 
которому принадлежат схолии на Священное писание40 (фиг.  9, л.  110об. 
–111); Никифор Влеммид (1197/1198–1269/1272), который написал несколь-
ко комментариев на псалмы: короткий комментарий (Ψαλτήριον ἐξηγήμενον), 
о котором считается, что он очень близок к комментарию Евфимия Зигабена 
(ок. 1050 – после 1118), частично опубликованный комментарий Explicatio 
quorundam Psalmorum и  собрание избранных псалмов, предназначен-
ное для литургических нужд (Ἐκλογαὶ ἐκ τῆς βίβλιου τῶν Ψαλμῶν)41. Имя 

34 M.-J. Rondeau, op.  cit., vol.  I, p. 112–116; Григорий, [in:] Православная энциклопедия, t. 12, 
Москва 2006, p.  480–526; Grégoire de Nisse, Sur les titres des Psaumes, introductio, textus 
criticus, translatio, commentarii, index J.  Reynard, Paris 2002 [SC 466]; Григорий Богослов, 
[in:] Православная энциклопедия, t. 12, Москва 2006, p. 668–712.
35 M.-J. Rondeau, op. cit., vol. I, p. 116–121; vol. II, p. 223–274; П.Б. МИХАЙЛОВ, Дидим Слепец, 
[in:] Православная энциклопедия, t. 14, Москва 2006, p. 677–686.
36 M.-J. Rondeau, op. cit., vol. I, p. 131–134.
37 Ibidem, p. 134–137; Н.Ст. ШИВАРОВ, op. cit., p. 22–53.
38 Исидор Пелусиот, [in:] Православная энциклопедия, t. 27, Москва 2011, p. 209–224.
39 M.-J. Rondeau, op. cit., vol. I, p. 125, 264, 293; А.И. СИДОРОВ, Преподобный Максим Испо- 
ведник: эпоха, жизнь, творчество, [in:] Творения преподобного Максима Исповедника, t. 1. 
Богословские и аскетические трактаты, translatio, introductio et commentarii А.И. СИДОРОВ, 
Москва 1993, p. 66.
40 И.В.Т., Арефа, [in:] Православная энциклопедия, t. 3, Москва 2001, p. 216–217.
41 Nicéphore Blemmidès, Œuvres théologiques, t. I. Introductio, textus criticus, translatio et com- 
mentarii M. Stavrou, Paris 2007 [SC 517]; t. II, Paris 2013 [SC 558].
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Никифора Влеммида является единственным случаем, когда оно написано 
в тексте рукописи № 18 – mлpvvFoоmо (фиг. 10, л. 94об.–95). В редких случаях, 
когда появляется второй комментарий на соответствующий отрывок стиха, 
написанный после комментария на предыдущий отрывок, этот факт отме-
чен в тексте или на полях (напр., ино, oz}�ə, oz}гоp).

Атрибуцию включенных в катену комментариев, конечно, мне предсто-
ит установить, потому что обычно в них имена комментаторов не указаны, 
а  кроме того, из греческой рукописной традиции катен хорошо известен 
факт, что указанные в рукописях имена не всегда обозначают действитель-
ных авторов текстов. Сейчас я  не имею возможности останавливаться на 
том материале, в котором я установила авторство толкований, это является 
предметом другой работы. Скажу только, что наиболее часто использует-
ся комментарий Феодорита Кирского и это очень важно, потому что до сих 
пор не было обнаружено ни одного болгарского списка Толковой псалтыри 
Феодорита.

Но даже в  случаях, когда указанные имена не соответствуют уже уста-
новленному исследователями визан тийских катен действительному автор-
ству, сам факт присутствия на полях имен визан тийских экзегетов является 
знаком, что болгарские средневековые книжники середины XIV  в. знали 
хотя бы имена многих выдающихся визан тийских комментаторов Псал-
тыри. Но самое главное – они доказывают, что в  это время книжники 
интересовались различными патристическими комментариями на такую 
важную книгу Священного писания как Псалтырь, не ограничиваясь толко-
ваниями, засвидетельствованными в болгарской рукописной традиции до 
этого времени, которые приписываются Псевдо-Афанасию Александрий-
скому (ок. 295–373) и которые обычно современные ученые считают трудом 
Исихия Иерусалимского (2-я пол. IV в.– ок. 451)42.

Более того, очевидно составитель катены был ознакомлен также и с неко-
торыми более поздними комментаторами псалтырного текс та. Здесь я хочу 
отметить особо присутствие имен двух замечательных визан тийских дея-
телей: архиепископа Кесарии Каппадокийской Арефы, ученика патриарха 
Фотия (858–867, 877–886), активного участника церковной, культурной, 
и  даже политической жизни Византии во времена правления императора 
Льва VI (886–912)43 и имя Никифора Влеммида44, выдающегося церковного 

42 Е.В. ТКАЧЕВ, Исихий Иерусалимский, [in:]  Православная энциклопедия, t.  27, Москва 2011, 
p. 257–276.
43 О месте и значении деятельности Арефы в эту эпоху см., напр.: История Византии в трех 
томах, t. 2, ed. А.П. КАЖДАН, Москва 1967, p. 113, 177, 180, 181, 358–360, 368.
44 О месте и значении деятельности Никифора Влеммида в эту эпоху см., напр.: История Ви-
зантии в  трех томах, t.  3, ed. Г.Г. ЛИТАВРИН, Москва 1967, p.  12, 38, 82, 220–221, 234–235, 
237–238, 241–242, 257–258; Nicéphore Blemmidès, op. cit., t. I , p. 9–84.
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деятеля, ученого монаха, учителя и близкого сотрудника молодого и талант- 
ливого визан тийского императора Федора II Ласкариса45 (1254–1258), кото-
рому было только 33 года, когда он вступил на престол и которого византо-
логи считают самым образованным человеком, занимавшим визан тийский 
престол после Константина VII Багрянородного (913–959).

Кроме толкований библейских текстов и  произведений отцов церкви, 
Арефа писал полемические сочинения по богословским и  каноническим 
вопросам и  политические памфлеты. Он известен также как собиратель 
наследия греческой античной книжности. Считается, что по его заказу пере-
писаны лучшие сохранившиеся до нашей эпохи списки сочинений Платона, 
Эвклида и других античных писателей. Он комментировал их и, принадле-
жа к направлению, опиравшемуся на Аристотелевскую философию, спорил 
с неоплатониками, обвиняя их в увлечении язычеством и отречении от хри-
стианской веры. До настоящего времени сохранились рукописи, принад-
лежащие библиотеке Арефы, где на полях даже помещались особые знаки, 
которые связывали текст со схолиями на полях, где сам он отмечал разно-
чтения, вносил исправления и комментировал.

Никифору Влеммиду принадлежит немало философских и  богослов-
ских сочинений, его учебники логики, физики и  географии, широко рас-
пространенные как в Византии, так и на Западе, являлись компиляциями, 
основанными на переложении сочинений Аристотеля, Платона, Птолемея, 
Эвклида  и  других античных авторов, как и  на сочинениях отцов церк-
ви, напр., Василия Великого, Иоанна Дамаскина, блаженного Августина; 
он писал придворные стихи, написал две автобиографии, письма визан-
тийским императорам, его сочинения использовались в общении с Римской 
церковью и демонстрировал в дискуссиях по вопросам вероучения прими-
рительную позицию.

Никифор считался своими современниками самым образованным 
человеком в период короткого существования Никейского царства (1205 
/1206–1259), а  исследователи считают его самой представительной фигу-
рой духовной жизни Византии того времени, обеспечившей переход между 
эпохой Комненов и  т.наз. Палеологовым ренесансом, и  даже высказыва-
ют мнение, что его труды подготавливают Предренесанс46. Уроженец Кон-
стантинополя, благодаря своему солидному образованию и  способностям, 

45 О месте и  значении личности и  деятельности Федора II Ласкариса во время короткого 
существования Никейской империи см., напр.: История Византии…, t. 3, p. 12, 37–39, 41, 
61–65, 220–221, 257–259, 347, 349; Nicéphore Blemmidès, op. cit., t. I, p. 9–84; t. II, p. 37–62. 
Интересное описание этого периода и характеристику этого замечательного визан тийского 
императора см., напр., в: Ф.И. УСПЕНСКИЙ, История Визан тийской империи. Период VI Ком-
нины. Период VII. Расчленение империи. Период VIII. Ласкари и  Палеологи, Екатеринбург 
2013, p. 381–427.
46 Nicéphore Blemmidès, op. cit., t. I, p. 13, 70.
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он попал очень рано в  поле зрения императора Иоанна  III Дука Ватаци 
(1222–1254) и  был человеком, который обеспечил образование его сына 
и  будущего императора Феодора II Ласкариса. Как у личности неаристо-
кратического происхождения, у него были две возможности продвигаться 
в  визан тийском обществе – войти или в  императорскую администрацию, 
или в церковный клир. Долгое время он находился в двойнственной ситуа-
ции, поддерживая близкие связи с двором и с высшим церковным клиром 
и в то же время ведя аскетическую жизнь монаха, однако всегда предпочитал 
монашескую жизнь и в конце концов после 1249 г. начал удаляться от своих 
контактов и с императором и с высшим клиром и этот процесс закончился 
около 1258 г. Он был активным участником проводившихся в это время пре-
ний с латинянами в связи с тринитарным вопросом и в своих сочинениях 
выразил свое мнение. Здесь я упомяну письмо Влеммида 1256 г. относитель-
но этого вопроса, посланное одному архиепископу, вероятно правившему 
Охридской архиепископией в период 1240–1259, между правлениями двух 
очень известных в болгарской церковной истории замечательных охридских 
архиепископов – Димитрия Хоматиана (1220–1236) и Константина Каваси-
лы (до 1259–ок. 1261) – это т. наз. Яков Болгарский (Проархий)47. Уместно 
напомнить также, что в это время между Болгарией и Никейской империей 
существовали активные контакты, даже династические связи, которые были 
то союзнические, то враждебые48. В этой связи можно указать и на факт, что 
ситуация в отношениях между никейскими императорами и  Охридской 
архиепископей была подобной. Она зависела от взаимоотношений между 
разъединеными греческими царствами (Феодор II Ласкарис даже арестовал 
Константина Кавасилу), однако границы Охридской архиепископии никог-
да не нарушались никейцами49. Очевидно, однако, что отношение охрид-
ских архиепископов к  никейским императорам не было негативным. Об 
этом свидетельствует, например, факт, что Константин Кавасила включил 
в одну из двух редакций Службы св. Науму Охридскому наряду с двумя сво-
ими канонами в честь святого и третий канон, посвященный Богоматери, 
чьим автором является Федор II Ласкарис50. Хорошо известно, что и Хома-
тиан, и  Кавасила очевидно поддерживали хорошие связи с  их болгарской 

47 Nicéphore Blemmidès, op.  cit., t.  II, p.  35–153; И. СНЕГАРОВ, История на Охридската 
архиепископия, t. 1. От основаването й до завладяването на Балканския полуостров от тур- 
ците, София 19952, p. 157, 211, 280, 283.
48 Об этом см., напр.: История на България, t.  3. Втора българска държава, София 1982, 
p. 171–178, 268.
49 И. СНЕГАРОВ, op. cit., t. 1, p. 152–157.
50 Св. НИКОЛОВА, За един непознат препис от Службата на св. Наум Охридски, [in:] Хиляда 
и осемдесет години от смъртта на св. Наум Охридски, ed. М. БЪЧВАРОВ, Е. ДОГРАМАДЖИЕВА, 
Св. НИКОЛОВА, София 1993, p. 52–54, 57.
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паствой51 и  даже написали ряд произведений в  честь особо почитаемых 
в  ее среде св. Климента и  св. Наума. В  такой обстановке неудивительно, 
что Никифор Влеммид написал важное послание, предназначенное, конеч-
но, для более широкого чтения, именно Якову. Важен факт, что Никифор 
занимался довольно долго изучением греческих рукописей и поэтому знал 
хорошо визан тийскую рукописную традицию, которую он по всей вероят-
ности активно использовал в своих трудах, в том числе и при толковании 
псалмов. Можно отметить также, что Никифор был незаурядной личностью 
и вел себя довольно независимо. Он не боялся отказывать высшим властям 
в исполнении их просьб и отстаивал свое мнение по богословским вопро-
сам, которое не всегда нравилось его современникам.

На основе всего сказанного можно заключить, что само упоминание 
имени Никифора Влеммида в  рассматриваемой рукописи можно считать 
знаком широкого круга интересов и  кругозора болгарского книжника, 
составившего катену. Пока установлено, что в болгарской рукописной тра-
диции, но без имени автора, имеются два списка избранных псалмов Ники-
фора Влеммида XIV в., в которых они находятся в самом начале рукописей, 
однако в их заглавном тексте не содержится имя автора52. Оба списка соз-
даны позднее рукописи № 18 и поэтому не могут подтвердить более раннее 
знакомство болгарских книжников хотя бы с именем выдающегося визан-
тийского духовника.

Кому в действительности принадлежит эта катена?

Этот вопрос самый сложный по нескольким причинам. Во-первых, потому 
что, несмотря на многие иcследования и издания греческих катен на Псал-
тырь с XVII в. по сей день, пока нет всеобъемлющего полного исследования 
греческой рукописной традиции и бесспорного и ясного, вполне убедитель-
ного представления о развитии катенной традиции в Византии до XIV в., 
что было бы подспорьем для изучения славянской традиции и дало бы более 
прочную основу для сопоставлений греческих и славянских текстов. Во-вто-
рых, нужно сказать, что и до сих пор существуют неизданные тексты, а мно-
гие – плохо опубликованы53. Укажу также на факт, что наблюдается немало 

51 О Хоматиане см. из последних публикаций: Ил. ИЛИЕВ, Охридският архиепископ Димитър 
Хоматиан и българите, София 2010. О Констанине Кавасиле пока нет монографии, которая 
обобщала бы полно его жизнь и деятельность.
52 Норовская псалтырь. Среднеболгарская рукопись XIV века, pars I, ed. Е.Б. ЧЕШКО, И.К. БУНИНА, 
В.А. ДЫБО, О.А. КНЯЗЕВСКАЯ, Л.А. НАУМЕНКО, София 1989, p. 57–61; pars II, София 1989, p. 212–
231; И. КАРАЧОРОВА, Избраните псалми в славянската ръкописна традиция, [in:] В памет на 
Петър Динеков. Традиция, приемственост, новаторство, София 2001, p. 545–556; Хр. КОДОВ, 
Б. РАЙКОВ, Ст. КОЖУХАРОВ, Опис на славянските ръкописи в библиотеката на Зографския ма- 
настир, София 1985, p. 30–32.
53 M.-J. Rondeau, op. cit., vol. I, p. 17.
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противоречий между мнениями исследователей, как и существование коле-
блющихся мнений. Несмотря на это, нужно отметить, что до сих пор опу-
бликованы сотни исследований и изданий. Так или иначе уже установлены 
некоторые важные факты. Во-первых, уже выявлено несколько десятков 
различных типов катен, засвидетельствованных в довольно большом коли-
честве списков, появившихся с V по XVII вв., и уже известно, что катены на 
Псалтырь превышают по количеству катены на все другие книги Ветхого 
завета. Бесспорно также, что катены появились очень рано. Сам факт, что 
еще в одном из трех известных древнейших списков Септуагинты – Алек-
сандрийском кодексе V-го в. – уже присутствуют Hypotheses Евсевия Кеса-
рийского, дает основания предположить, что сама катена Евсевия появилась 
еще в IV в.54, потому что названия псалмов очевидно появились в резуль-
тате появления систематической экзегезы. Дальнейшая история греческих 
катен однако так и не выяснена. Исследователи выявляют состав различных 
типов катен; анализируют вопросы, связанные с указанными в них автора-
ми, подчеркивая, что нужно всегда проявлять осторожность, потому что не 
всегда это действительные авторы толкований, а их нужно устанавливать; 
выявляют источники катен, отмечая зависимость новопоявившихся катен 
от собрания предыдущих составителей, изменения текстов в  ходе состав-
ления новых компиляций, в  которых присутствуют и  некоторые ориги-
нальные тексты, комбинирование текстов различных авторов и парафразы 
авторских текстов; отмечают также плохую трансмиссию греческих экзе-
гетических сочинений, но и  факт, что несмотря на значительные лакуны 
в  катенной традиции, она очень богата и  разнообразна в  сохранившихся 
рукописях; подчеркивают факт, что составители катен черпали в ряде слу-
чаев тексты не только у предыдущих составителей, но и из прямой традиции 
комментариев эпохи патристики – период, называемый ими „Золотой век 
комментариев”55 на библейские тексты.

Что касается катены Никиты Ираклийского (ок. 1050 – ок. 1120)56, пока 
что установлено, что это новая оригинальная компиляция57, принад лежащая 
к  т.наз. „первичным” катенам, которые составлены самостоятельно, а  не 
скомпилированы на основе других катен и что в огромной по своему объе-
му греческой катенной традиции (пока исследователи говорят о существо-
вании около пятидесяти различных катен58) Никита является единственным 
автором катен, о котором можно утверждать с некоторой уверенностью, что 

54 Ibidem, p. 197–198.
55 Ibidem, p. 19.
56 Биографические данные с критическим анализом различных мнений см. в: G.  Dorival, 
op. cit., vol. 3, p. 494–496.
57 Grégoire de Nisse, Sur les titres des Psaumes…, p. 129–133; G. Dorival, op. cit., vol. 3, p. 492–565.
58 G. Dorival, op. cit., vol. 1, p. 12.
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именно он является ее составителем59. Считается, что она возникла до 1080 г. 
или около 1100 г.60, что опиралась не только на катены, но и на прямую тра-
дицию, например, на трактат In Inscriptiones Psalmorum Григория Нисского, 
⅔ которого представлены в тексте этой катены61. Она является самой рас-
пространненой катеной: пока обнаружено 30 ее списков: наиболее ран-
ние тексты засвидетельствованы в  рукописях XII  в., а  наиболее поздние 
написаны в  XVIII  в.; обнаружено также несколько рукописей, в  которых 
катена Никиты использовалась для создания новых компиляций. Замеча-
тельно, что более половины из сохранившихся до сих пор списков возникли 
в XII и XIII вв. (14 из всех 30-и списков). Исследователи считают, что этот 
факт свидетельствует об авторитете автора и он потверждается качеством 
использованных авторов и его работой62. Это потверждется и фактами его 
биографии, также присутствием других его сочинений в греческой и даже 
в  славянской рукописной традиции эпохи Средневековья. В  начале своей 
карьеры, после того, как стал дьяконом, он становится учителем в  патри-
аршеской школе, может быть, ок.  1080  г. стал директором одной присо- 
единенной к  ней школы в  Халкопратии, потом его вызвали в  Св. Софию 
в  Константинополь, где преподавал, о  чем свидетельствуют его труды по 
грамматике и риторике. Потом преподавал теологию, а его комментарии на 
Псалтырь, на Евангелие и на послания ап. Павла являются свидетельством 
того, что он преподавал именно об этих книгах Священного писания. Суще-
ствуют многочисленные данные, что ему были присвоены также должности 
синкела и скевофилакса. Позднее он стал митрополитом Ираклии и точно 
известно, что был им в 1117 г. В некоторых рукописях прямо отмечено, что 
он был племянником бывшего митрополита Сересса. Стоит подчеркнуть, 
что он был другом и  корреспондентом Охридского архиепископа Феофи-
лакта (ок. 1055–ок. 1126). Интересно указать на тот факт, что его имя было 
широко известно в  славянском православном мире, благодаря двум бол-
гарским версиям коллекции 16-и слов Григория Назианзина с толкования-
ми Никиты Ираклийского, которые сохранились в  более 120-и рукописях 
XIV–XVII вв.63

Я не буду вдаваться сейчас в  вопрос о  том, именно катену Никиты ли 
использовал книжник, написавший катену в  рукописи №  18 и  если да, 
в  какой степени и  в  какой именно рукописи можно искать ее источник, 
потому что выяснение этого вопроса требует в дальнейшем новых поисков 

59 Ibidem, vol. 1, p. 19, 23; G. Dorival, op. cit., vol. 3, p. 494.
60 G. Dorival, op. cit., vol. 1, p. 23
61 Grégoire de Nisse, op. cit., p. 133.
62 О списках катены и работе Никиты см. G. Dorival, op. cit., vol. 3, p. 496–565.
63 См. А.М. БРУНИ, Θεολόγος. Древнеславянские кодексы Слов Григория Назианзина и их визан-
тийские прототипы, Москва–Санкт-Петербург 2004.
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среди сохранившегося греческого материала, так как пока текст катены 
Никиты еще не опубликован. По моим, конечно, неполным, наблюдениям, 
рассматриваемая здесь болгарская катена не связана с текстом толкований 
Максима Грека. Есть некоторые совпадающие по смыслу толкования (я об- 
наружила напр., такие тексты Феодорита Кирского, однако текст Максима 
не совпадает с текстом в № 18 и несомненно, он не знал болгарскую руко-
пись). Катена, обнаруженная Ив. Карачоровой, по своему объему и составу 
указанных авторов никак не подходит к тексту болгарской рукописи XIV в. 
По устному сообщению К.М. Макроберт на конференции в Лодзи 20-го мая 
2016  г. в  катене Хилендарских рукописей, обнаруженной И. Карачоровой, 
представлен именно текст Толковой псалтыри Максима Грека. Рукопись 
№ 13 собрания Болгарской национальной библиотеки в Софии по сути дела 
не является катеной, потому что в ней отсутствуют комментарии на псал-
мы, а есть только короткие схолии на полях, которые относятся к немногим 
текс там псалмов. Относительно катены, обнаруженной К.М.  Макроберт, 
сама она сказала на упомянутой конференции, что компилятивная катена 
на Псалтырь, которую обнаружила в  трех восточнославянских рукописях 
XV и XVI вв., не совпадает по своему содержанию с катеной № 18, которую 
я представила на конференции.

Конечно, еще рано определять автора катены, которую перевел болгар-
ский книжник и время ее возникновения. В этой связи хочу упомянуть, что, 
например, имя Ареты находится в катене 17-ой по одной из клаcсификаций 
катен, и terminus a quo для ее возникновения исследователи визан тийской 
традиции определяют 984 г., а  terminus ante quem – 994 г.64, a имя Никиты 
Ираклийского, если окажется, что его надо принять во внимание в этом слу-
чае, отодвигает почти еще на столетие эти границы. Имя Никифора Влем-
мида, если действительно отрывок принадлежит именно ему, указывает на 
появление катены не ранее первой половины XIII в. Мы не знаем, существо-
вали ли какие-нибудь списки до рукописи № 18, или этот кодекс является 
сам неокон ченным переводом. Может быть, удастся установить это в буду-
щем. На сей день можем сказать только, что эта рукопись является древ-
нейшим славянским списком настоящей катены на Псалтырь, а может быть, 
и древнейшим славянским переводом такой катены на Псалтырь. Ее откры-
тие для библеистов имеет значение также в общем плане изучения катен на 
Псалтырь, поскольку пока в науке говорится о существовании таких ком-
пиляций толкований только в других средневековых традициях, а как очень 
часто бывает в  библеистике, славянская традиция для библеистов остает-
ся неизвестной. Достаточно процитировать мнение одного из самых авто-
ритетных исследователей греческих катен последних десятилетий XX века 
– Жиля Доривала. Он пишет в 1986 г.:

64 M.-J. Rondeau, op. cit., vol. I, p. 239.
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А partir du 6e siècle apparaît, dans l‘église grecque de Palestine, une forme nouvelle d’in-
terprétation de l’Ecriture. Peu à peu cette forme nouvelle se difuse à travers l’ensemble du 
monde byzantin, et au-delà, dans les domaines latin, syriaque, arménien, copte, arabe et étio-
pien. Elles se montre d’une fécondité remarkable, puisqu’elle est attestée à l’heure actuelle par 
plusieurs centaines de manuscrits grecs. Elle rest productive jusqu’ à la fin de l’Empire by-
zantin, et même plus tard dans l’Italie du 16e siècle et dans les monastères du Mont-Athos65.

И до сих пор исследователям греческих катен остается известным толь-
ко то, что написал и опубликовал Ватрослав Ягич в 1917 г.66 Поэтому текст 
рукописи № 18 поможет включить эту катену в описание общего развития 
жанра в  средневековую эпоху, а  этот процесс, несомненно, поможет так-
же осветить лучше все особенности текстов этой катены, указать ее место 
в распространении толковых текстов не только в болгарской книжности, но 
и в православном мире этого периода.

Библиография

Источники

[ИЛАРИЙ, иером. и АРСЕНИЙ, иером.], Описание славянских рукописей библиотеки Святo-Тро-
ицкой Сергиевой лавры, pars 1, Москва 1878; pars 2, Москва 1878.

КОДОВ Хр., Б. РАЙКОВ, Ст. КОЖУХАРОВ, Опис на славянските ръкописи в  библиотеката на 
Зографския манастир, София 1985.

ЛЕОНИД, Архим. Сведения о  славянских пергаменных и  бумажных рукописях, поступивших 
из книгохранилища Святой Троицкой Сергиевой Лавры в библиотеку Троицкой духовной 
семинарии в  1747  г. (ныне находящейся в  библиотеке Московской духовной академии), 
fasc. 2, Москва 1887.

ЛИХАЧЕВ, Н.П., Палеографическое значение бумажных водяных знаков, pars  1. Исследова-
ние и  описание филиграней, Санкт-Петербург 1899, p.  200–202; pars  3. Альбом снимков, 
Санкт-Петербург 1899.

НИКОЛОВА Св., М. ЙОВЧЕВА, Т. ПОПОВА, Л. ТАСЕВА, Българското средновековно културно 
наследство в  сбирката на Алексей Хлудов в  Държавния исторически музей в  Москва, 
София 1999.

Рукописные собрания Государственной библиотеки СССР имени В.И.  Ленина, Указатель. 
Т. 1, fasc. 2, Москва 1986.

Норовская псалтырь. Среднеболгарская рукопись XIV века, pars I, ed. E.Б. ЧЕШКО, И.К. БУНИНА, 
В.А. ДЫБО, О.А. КНЯЗЕВСКАЯ, Л.А. НАУМЕНКО, София 1989; pars II, София 1989.

Сводный каталог славяно-русских рукописных книг, хранящихся в  России, странах СНГ 
и Балтии, XIV век, pars 1 (Апокалипсис–Летопись Лаврентьевская), Москва 2002.

65 G. Dorival, op. cit., vol. 1, p. VII.
66 См.: Supplementum Psaltirii Bononiensis. Incerti auctoris explanation Psalmorum Graeca ad fidem. 
Ad fidem codicum edidit V. Jagić, Vindobonae 1917.



СВЕТЛИНА НИКОЛОВА120

СТРОЕВ П., Описание рукописей монастырей Волоколамского, Новый Иерусалим, Саввина 
Сторожевского и Пафнутиева Боровского, Санкт-Петербург 1891.

ХРИСТОВА Б., В. ЗАГРЕБИН, Г. ЕНИН, Е. ШВАРЦ, Славянские рукописи болгарского происхожде-
ния в Российской национальной библиотеке – Санкт-Петербург / Славянски ръкописи от 
български произход в Руската национална библиотека – Санкт Петербург, София 2009.

ШЕЛАМАНОВА Н.Б., Предварительный список славяно-русских рукописей XI–XIV  вв., храня-
щихся в СССР (для „Сводного каталога рукописей, хранящихся в СССР, до конца XIV в. 
включительно), [in:] Археографический ежегодник за 1965 год, Москва 1966, p. 177–272.

Grégoire de Nisse, Sur les titres des Psaumes. Introductio, textus criticus, translatio, commentarii, 
index J. Reynard, Paris 2002 [SC 466].

Nicéphore Blemmidès, Œuvres théologiques, t. I. Introductio, textus criticus, translatio et commen-
tarii M. Stavrou, Paris 2007 [SC 517]; t. II, Paris 2013 [SC 558].

Supplementum Psaltirii Bononiensis. Incerti auctoris explanation Psalmorum Graeca ad ©dem. 
Ad âdem codicum edidit V. Jagić, Windobonae 1917.

Литература

АЛЕКСЕЕВ A.A., Текстология славянской Библии, Санкт-Петербург 1999.
БРУНИ А.М., Θεολόγος. Древнеславянские кодексы Слов Григория Назианзина и  их визан-

тийские прототипы, Москва–Санкт-Петербург 2004.
Василий Великий, [in:] Православная энциклопедия, t. 7, Москва 2004, p. 131–191.
Григорий, [in:] Православная энциклопедия, t. 12, Москва 2006, p. 480–526.
Григорий Богослов, [in:] Православная энциклопедия, t. 12, Москва 2006, p. 668–712.
ЗАЙЦЕВ Д.В., Диодор, [in:] Православная энциклопедия, t. 15, Москва 2007, p. 228–234.
И.В.Т., Арефа, [in:] Православная энциклопедия, t. 3, Москва 2001, p. 216–217.
Исидор Пелусиот, [in:] Православная энциклопедия, t. 27, Москва 2011, p. 208–224.
История Византии в трех томах, t. 2, ed. А.П. КАЖДАН, Москва 1967.
История Византии в трех томах, t. 3, ed. Г.Г. ЛИТАВРИН, Москва 1967.
КАРАЧОРОВА И., Избраните псалми в  славянската ръкописна традиция, [in:]  В  памет на 

Петър Динеков. Традиция, приемственост, новаторство, София 2001, p. 545–556.
КАРАЧОРОВА И., Новооткривена катена на Псалтиру у рукопису из Хилендарског манастирa, 

Научни састанак слависта у Вукове дане, 42. 2, 2013, 463–472.
КАРАЧОРОВА И., Към изучаването на славянските библейски книги с тълкувания, [in:] Инфор-

матика, граматика, лексикография. Сборник доклади и материали от заключителната 
конференция, София 29–30.06.2015 г., София 2015, p. 171–179.

КАРАЧОРОВА И., Новонайденная катена к  Псалтыри в двух рукописях Хиландарского мона-
стыря, Pbg 39.1, 2015, p. 55–71.

МИХАЙЛОВ П.Б., Дидим Слепец, [in:] Православная энциклопедия, t. 14, Москва 2007, p. 677–686.
НИКОЛОВА Св., По ве ст та „Сте фа нит и Их ни лат” в бъл гар с ка та сре д но ве ко в на лите ра ту  ра 

и книж   ни на, Pbg 14.3, 1990, p. 20–42.
НИКОЛОВА Св., За един не по з нат пре пис от Слу ж ба та на св. На ум Ох ри д с ки, [in:]  Хиляда 

и осем де сет го ди ни от смърт та на св. На ум Ох ри д с ки, ed. М. БЪЧВАРОВ, Е. ДОГРАМАДЖИЕВА, 
Св. НИКОЛОВА, София 1993, p. 31–57.



121Об одной незнакомой болгарской катене на Псалтырь в списке ХІV века

НИКОЛОВА Св., За бъл гар с кия текст на по ве ст та „Сте фа нит и Их ни лат”, СЛ, 25–26, 1991, 
115–123.

СИДОРОВ А.И., Преподобный Максим Исповедник: эпоха, жизнь, творчество, [in:]  Творе-
ния преподобного Максима Исповедника, t.  1. Богословские и  аскетические трактаты, 
translatio, introductio et commentarii А.И. СИДОРОВ, Москва 1993, p. 7–74.

СНЕГАРОВ И., История на Охридската архиепископия, t. 1. От основаването й до завладява-
нето на Балканския полуостров от турците, София 19952.

Старобългарският превод на Стария Завет, ed. et introd. Св. НИКОЛОВА, t. 1. Р. ЗЛАТАНОВА, 
Книга на два на десетте пророци с тъл кования, София 1998; t.  2. Книга на пророк Иезе-
киил с тълкования, ed. Л. ТАСЕВА, М. ЙОВЧЕВА, text. graec. ed. Т. ИЛИЕВА, София 2003; t. 3, 
Т. ИЛИЕВА, Старобългарско-гръцки словоуказател към Книгата на пророк Иезекиил, ed. 
Т. МОСТРОВА, София 2013.

Стефанит и  Ихнилат. Старобългарска преводна повест от XIII век, ed. Св. НИКОЛОВА, 
София 1996.

ТКАЧЕВ Е.В., Исихий Иерусалимский, [in:]  Православная энциклопедия, t.  27, Москва 2011, 
p. 257–276.

ШИВАРОВ Н.Ст., Древни източни коментари на Псалтира и старобългарските им преводи, 
ГДА 28 (54).1. (1978/1979), 1986, p. 3–79.

ЩЕПКИНА М.В., Т.Н. ПРОТАСЬЕВА, Сокровища древней письменности и старой печати. Обзор 
рукописей русских, славянских, греческих, а также книг старой печати Государственного 
исторического музея, ed. Т.В. ДИАНОВА, 2Москва 1995.

ЯСТРЕБОВ A., Евсевий, [in:] Православная энциклопедия, t. 17, Москва 2008, p. 252–267.

* * *

Dorival G., Les chaînes exégétiques grecques sur les psaumes: Contributions à l’étude d’une forme 
littéraire, vol. 1, Leuven 1986, vol. 2, Leuven 1989, vol. 3, Leuven 1992, vol. 4, Leuven 1995 [SSLo 
43, 44, 45, 46].

Harl M., La chaîne palestinienne sur le psaume 118 (Origène, Eusèbe, Didyme, Apollinaire, Athanase, 
�éodoret), vol. I, Introductio, textus criticus, translatio, coll. G. Dorival, Paris 1972 [SC 189]; 
vol. II, Catalogus fragmentarum, commentarii, indices, coll. G. DORIVAL, Paris 1972 [SC 190].

MacRobert C.M., �e textual Tradition of the Church Slavonic Psalter up to the Fiªeenth Century, 
[in:] Interpretation of the Bible, ed. J. Krašovec, Ljubljana–Sheåeld 1998, p. 921–942.

MacRobert C.M., �e classi©catory Importance of Headings and Liturgical Directions in Church Sla-
vonic Psalters of the 11th–15th Centuries, Bsl 57.1, 1996, p. 160, 164–168, 173.

MacRobert C.M., �e Compilatory Church Slavonic catena on the Psalms in three East Slavonic 
manuscripts of the ©ªeenth and sixteenth centuries, Sla 74.2–3, 2005, p. 213–238.

MacRobert C.M., �e variable treatment of clitics in 14th-century South Slavonic psalter translations, 
[in:] Многократните преводи в Южнославянското Средновековие. Доклади от междуна-
родната конференция София, 7–9 юли 2005 г., Сoфия 2006, p. 373–396.

Rondeau M.-J., Les commentaires patristiques du Psautier (IIIe-Ve siècles). Vol. I. Les traveaux des 
pères grecs et latins sur le Psautier. Recherches et bilan, Roma 1982 [OCA 219]. Vol. II. Exégèse 
prosopoligique et théologique, Roma 1985 [OCA 220].



СВЕТЛИНА НИКОЛОВА122

Thomson F.J., �e Slavonic Translation of the Old Testament, [in:] Interpretation of the Bible, ed. 
J. Krašovec, Ljubljana–Sheåeld 1998, p. 797–822.

Yovcheva М., L. Taseva, Translated Literature in the Bulgarian Middle Ages as a Social and Cultural 
Phenomenon, [in:] SeS, 10–11, 2012, p. 271–323.

Abstract. On an Unknown Mid-14th Century Bulgarian Manuscript Containing the Catena to 
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The tradition of dividing the books of the Holy Scripture is very old. It was known 
already in the Jewish tradition, in which the biblical texts received a threefold 

division: 1) the Law or the Pentateuch (Torah), 2) the Prophets (Nebi’im), and 
3) the Writings (Ketuvim)1. �is tripartite canon was recognized by the authors 
of the New Testament (Luke 24,44; John 10,35; 2 Tm 3,15), as well.

�e Evangelists and Apostles (2 Cor 3,14; Heb 8,7 etc.) distinguished in the 
Holy Scripture the Old2 and the New Testament. �is division was established by 
the Church Fathers (e.g. Origens), who divided the second part of the Bible into the 
works of: 1) the Evangelists (τὰ εὐαγγελικά) and 2) the Apostles (τὰ ἀποστολικά). 
�ese ancient divisions of the Holy Scripture served as a model for any further 
divisions with regard of the characteristic features and aspects of the books (i.e. 
their authorship, the date of creation or the type of the text).

�e Gospels, written in the 1st century in the Greek language, are an insepa-
rable component of the Bible, especially of its second part – the New Testament. 
�is, however, does not mean that they always had stand a part of the Bible or the 
New Testament, for they could have been written in one separate and independent 
codex together with the Acts and Epistles of the Holy Apostles (i.e. Apostolos), 
but without the Apocalypse (Revelation). �e Gospels, similarly to the Apostolos, 
could have also constituted a separate volume. �is is why the Greek tradition 
of the Holy Scripture of the New Testament distinguished several di�erent types 
of the books with Gospel text, namely: the Bible, the New Testament, the Gospels 
with the Apostolos3 and �nally only the Gospels.

�e Sacred tradition regarded only four Gospels as canonical, i.e. those writ-
ten by Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John. �e text of these four books – written 
in one volume –  is called “tetraevangelion” (Greek: τέτταρα and εὐαγγέλιον). 

1 The Tanakh is the acronym of the Hebrew Bible’s tripartite division.
2 In the Jewish tradition, the Old Testament was divided into: 1) historical books (21 books), 2) didac-
tical (7 books), and 3) prophetical (16 books). Similarly the New Testament, which was divided into: 
historical (4 Gospels), didactical (Acts and Epistles of Holy Apostles) and prophetical (Revelation).
3 The Apocalypse is the only New Testament book excluded from public reading at Orthodox services.
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�e development of the liturgical tradition and various regularities of celebration 
of Divine Liturgies – in rural areas, cathedral and metropolitan cities or monaster-
ies – resulted in the division of the Gospel text into liturgical readings (pericopes) 
and the extension of the tetragospels with a supplement containing essential infor-
mation for priests about the order in which the pericopes occur in the church year. 
�e products of these liturgical needs were tetraevangelions with di�erent divi-
sions of the Gospel texts – corresponding to the frequency of celebrating Divine 
Liturgies – and a liturgical apparatus placed at the end of the volume or sometimes 
– when divided into two parts: the Synaxarion4 and the Menologion5 – also at its 
beginning.

Most of the liturgical readings comprise of only of a single fragment from 
a Gospel, but some of them may include several fragments, i.e. two6, three7 or even 
�ve8, taken from one or even di�erent Gospel books. A good example of the latter 
is the periscope for the Good Friday Vespers, which reading contains �ve frag-
ments from three Gospels: of Matthew (27,1–38), of Luke (23,39–43), of Matthew 
(27,39–54), of John (19,31–37) and once again of (27,55–61).

�e system of liturgical readings was in some cases quite complicated, as some 
pericopes incorporated fragments from di�erent parts of the tetraevangelion. 
In case of the above-mentioned pericope, priests had to read �rst the fragment 
from the �rst Gospel book (Matthew), then from the third (Luke), and again from 
the �rst (Matthew), from the last (John) and again from the �rst (Matthew). �is 
problem with looking for the appropriate Gospel fragments by a priest did not 
occur (at least not entirely) in relation to the other type of the book with the text 
of the Gospel, i.e. the lectionary, in which the Gospel text divided into pericopes is 
arranged according to the cycles of the church year and is chanted in this order by 

4 The Synaxarion (the so-called “moveable year”) begins with Easter and provides readings for the 
moveable feast days.
5 The menologion (the so-called “fixed year”) begins on September 1 (the Indiction, i.e. the begin-
ning of the secular year) and contains readings for fixed feast days.
6 For example readings for: the Holy Pentecost: John 7,37–51 and 8,12; the 16th Saturday of Matthew: 
Matt 24,34–49 and 42–44.
7 For example readings for: the 1st Sunday of Matthew: Matt 10,32–33.37–38 and 19,27–30; the 17th 
Friday of Luke: Mark 15,22.25.33–41. It is worth mentioning that the last reading from the Gospel 
of Mark 15,22.25.33–41 (with omission of the verses 23–24 and 26–32) corresponds to the results 
of the historical-critical method of research carried out by Wolfgang Schenk (W. Schenk, Die gnos-
tisierende Deutung des Todes Jesu und ihre kritische Interpretation durch den Evangelisten Markus, 
[in:] Gnosis und Neues Testament: Studien aus Religionswissenschaft und Theologie, ed. K.-W. Tröger, 
Berlin 1973, p. 231–243). In his opinion, the Gospel of Mark at 15,22–41 contains doublets and addi-
tions. This part of the text has also two separate descriptions of the crucifixion. The similarity of the 
Gospel reading to the reconstruction of the primary Gospel text, carried out by W. Schenk, shows 
that the Orthodox system of liturgical readings could have been created even in the 1st century, even 
before the edition of the New Testament’s text.
8 For example readings for the Elevation of the Holy Cross: John 19,6.9–11.13–20.25–28.30–35.
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the priests during the Divine Liturgies throughout the entire year, i.e. the pericope 
for Monday, the pericope for Tuesday, the pericope for Wednesday etc. On the 
basis of the di�erent number of Scripture readings at the Synaxarion9 the typologi-
cal classi�cation of the lectionaries was carried out.

A distinction of the various types of books containing the Gospel text was 
already characteristic for Greek tradition. It was based on some principles: the 
arrangement of the text in the Gospel or the liturgical pericopes and various regu-
larities of celebrating Divine Liturgies – in rural areas, cathedral and metropolitan 
cities or monasteries. �is classi�cation was not based on the characteristics of the 
Gospel text (i.e. textual variants), as this is the basis for textological classi�cation10.

In the catalogue of the Greek manuscripts of the New Testament published 
by Kurt Aland, two11 main types of books with the Gospel text have been distin-
guished with the following abbreviations12:

– e – tetraevangelions;
– l – Gospel13 lectionaries14.

9 The number of the Gospel readings at the menologion was not taken into account during the typo-
logical classification of the lectionaries.
10 Authors of the Chicago Lectionary Project examined the text of the Gospel lectionaries. For the 
results of  the Project (with main publications (including doctoral dissertations) of H.M.  Buck, 
W.F. Specht, R. Harms, B.M. Metzger, W.D. Bray, J.R. Branton, F.C. Kuehner, D. Pellett, M.W. Redus 
and A.S. Illingworth) see: A. Wikgren, Chicago studies in the Greek Lectionary of the New Testament, 
[in:] Biblical and Patristic Studies in Memory of Robert Pierce Casey, ed. J.N. Birdsall, R.W. Thom-
son, Freiburg 1963, p. 96–121; M.L. Dolezal, The Elusive Quest for the „Real Thing”: The Chicago 
Lectionary Project Thirty Years On, Ges 35/2, 1996, p. 128–141; А.А. АЛЕКСЕЕВ, Библия в богослуже-
нии. Византийско-славянский лекционарий, Санкт-Петербург 2008, p. 109–113; J. Ostapczuk, 
Cerkiewnosłowiański przekład liturgicznych perykop okresu Paschalnego i święta Pięćdziesiątnicy w rę-
kopiśmiennych ewangeliarzach krótkich, Warszawa 2010, p. 146–157.
11 See also А.М. ПЕНТКОВСКИЙ, Лекционарии и четвероевангелия в византийской и славянской 
литургических традициях (Приложение 1), [in:]  Евангелие от Иоанна в  славянской тради-
ции (Novum Testamentum Palaeoslovenice I), ed. А.А. АЛЕКСЕЕВ, А.A. ПИЧХАДЗЕ, М.Б. БАБИЦКАЯ 
et al., Санкт-Петербург 1998, p. 1.
12 K. Aland, Kurzgefasste liste der griechischen Handschriften des Neuen Testaments: I Gesamtüber-
sicht (Arbeiten zur Neutestamentlichen Textforschung 1), Berlin 1963, p. 23–24. See also: K. Aland, 
B. Aland, The Text of the New Testament. An Introduction to the Critical Editions and to the Theo-
ry and Practice of Modern Textual Criticism. Second Edition, trans. by E.F. Rhodes, Grand Rapids 
Michigan 1989, p. 170; А.М. ПЕНТКОВСКИЙ, op. cit., p. 4.
13 The abbreviation la was used for lectionaries with the text of the Apostolos (K. Aland, op.  cit., 
p. 24), i.e. the Acts and Epistles of the Holy Apostles. It is also sometimes called “The Epistle Lec-
tionary” (The Epistle Lectionary. The Apostolos of the Greek Orthodox Church According to the King 
James Version. Emended and Arranged for the Liturgical Year, Etna (California) 2004). The lection-
ary of the Old Testament is called “prophetologion” (see А.А. АЛЕКСЕЕВ, Византийско-славянский 
профитологий (формирование состава), ТОДЛ, LVI, 2004, p.  46–77; A.А.  АЛЕКСЕЕВ, Библия 
в богослужении…, p. 159–193).
14 This symbol is used for the lectionary with Byzantine Church order. There are also others, for ex-
ample the Palestine lectionary (А.А. АЛЕКСЕЕВ, op. cit., p. 12–15; А.М. ПЕНТКОВСКИЙ, op. cit., p. 10).
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Also, the manuscripts called the Apostolos-Gospel lectionary (l+a) were distin-
guished, which contain readings from the Gospel and the Apostolos.

Beside theses, there were also other sigla for Acts and Catholic Letters (a), Pau-
line Letters (p) and Revelation (r). �ese abbreviations were used in those cases, 
in which the manuscript comprised of more than one group of the books of the 
New Testament. An example of such type of manuscript can be the Codex Sinaiti-
cus, which has the following abbreviation: eapr15.

Kurt Aland did not divide the tetraevangelia into subgroups16, as he did with 
the lectionaries, among which he distinguished17:

– le –  a  lectionary with liturgical pericopes for all days of the week18 in the 
Synaxarion (“e” from the Greek word ἑβδομάδες);

– lesk –  a  lectionary with pericopes for all days of the week from Easter to 
Pentecost (“e” from the Greek word ἑβδομάδες) and only for Saturday and Sunday 
from Pentecost to Palm Sunday (“s” from the Greek word σάββατον and “k” from 
the Greek word κυριακή);

– lsk – a lectionary with pericopes only (with some exceptions19) for Saturday and 
Sunday (“s” from the Greek word σάββατον and “k” from the Greek word κυριακή);

– lsel – a lectionary with pericopes for the Great Feasts20 of the Church (“sel” 
from the Latin word selectio);

– lLit – a lectionary which, except for the fragments from the New Testament, 
comprises predominantly of liturgical texts21, for example three di�erent Divine 
Liturgies and for di�erent occasions (Baptism, Con�rmation, Funeral, etc.).

�e presented above typological classi�cation developed from continuous 
research on the Greek biblical manuscripts. Among the lectionaries appears also 
another type with the abbreviation lk and it contains pericopes only (with some 
exceptions22) for Sundays (“k” from the Greek word κυριακή).

15 K. Aland, op. cit., p. 37.
16 Among Greek tetraevangelia there are those with partial liturgical division of the Gospel text into 
pericopes – corresponding to the lesk type lectionary – as well as those with full division of the Gos-
pel text into pericopes – corresponding to the le type lectionary (А.М. ПЕНТКОВСКИЙ, op. cit., p. 7).
17 K. Aland, op. cit., p. 24; K. Aland, B. Aland, op. cit., p. 170. See also А.А. АЛЕКСЕЕВ, op. cit., p. 29–30.
18 This doesn’t apply to the movable feast days when the liturgy, according to Typicon, is not celebrat-
ed, for example: Monday to Friday during Lent.
19 For example Holy Thursday and Good Friday of the Holy Week, Monday and Tuesday after the Easter.
20 The Greek Gospel lectionary (l300) preserved at the Library of St. Catherine monastery on Sinai 
(no  204; 1000  y.; 204 folios) comprises only of 71 Gospel fragments. Another lectionary (l1044) 
of this type (lsel) preserved at the University Library in Iaşi (no 194; end of the 8th – beginning of the 
9th c.) has only 18 Gospel fragments. See J. Ostapczuk, op. cit., p. 34.
21 The liturgical manuscripts (for example euchologias or Prayer books) even with a few New Testa-
ments pericopes are usually classified to this group of the lectionaries.
22 For example Holy Thursday and Good Friday of the Holy Week, Monday and Tuesday after the Easter.
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�is typological classi�cation, developed for the Greek manuscripts23, schol-
ars24 adopted for the Slavic tradition – treated as its younger equivalent. In most 
cases, both Greek and Slavonic25 books exploit the same types of Gospel manu-
scripts. But in the last one there are some types of Gospel manuscripts not known 
in the �rst one26. �is typological classi�cation of the Gospel manuscripts was 
adopted also for the Cyrillic early printed books (to the year 1800).

Church Slavonic tetraevangelions were divided into three types. �is classi�ca-
tion was not done on the basis of the order of the four Gospels (Matthew, Mark, 
Luke and John), but on the liturgical information located on margins or introduced 
into the Gospel text. �ese information and liturgical apparatus placed at the end 
of the codex enabled tetraevangelia to be used for Divine Liturgies in rural areas, 
cities or monasteries. �ese three types are27:

– tetraevangelia without or with partial liturgical instructions (usually on mar-
gins) and the division of the Gospel text into pericopes;

– tetraevangelia with full liturgical instructions (usually within the body of the 
text) and the division of the Gospel text into pericopes;

– tetraevangelia with full liturgical instructions and the division of the Gospel 
text into pericopes for reading only during weekdays (from Monday to Friday) 
of the Lent.

�e �rst group of the tetraevangelia is sometimes divided by some scholars, 
e.g. by J. Vrana28, into two separate groups, i.e.: 1) those without instructions and 
the division of the Gospel text into pericopes; 2) those with instructions and the 
division of the Gospel text into pericopes with a liturgical apparatus at the end 
(or at the beginning) of the manuscript.

23 Codices of the New Testament didn’t have the abbreviation eapr, but NT (M.  Garzaniti, Die 
altslavische Version der Evangelien: Forschungsgeschichte und zeitgenössische Forschung [BSPK.SF 33], 
Köln–Weimar–Wien 2001, p. 527). In the history of biblical studies, the abbreviation systems of the 
biblical manuscripts were developed several times. For example Herman von Soden described codi-
ces of the New Testament with the letter δ (from Greek word διαθήκη).
24 For example G.A. Voskresenski, L.P. Zhukovskaia, E. Dogramadzieva, L. Moszyński, A.A. Alek-
seev, M. Garzaniti, S.J. Temčin, etc.
25 Marcello Garzaniti, in his hugely influential book on the Slavonic Gospel, used also the abbre-
viations: brev., miss. and lec. (M. Garzaniti, op. cit., p. 510–511), as in his list of manuscripts he 
included also missals and breviars.
26 This opinion is true till the moment the same types of the Gospels (e.g. lectionaries) are discovered 
in the Greek tradition.
27 For more on this types of the Gospels (with cited literature) see J. Ostapczuk, op. cit., p. 105–148.
28 J. Vrana, O tipovima, redakcijama i međusobnom odnosu staroslovjenskih evanđelija (Četvero- 
evanđelja), Sla XXIX.4, 1960, p. 552–553.



Jerzy Ostapczuk134

Most of the catalogued Slavonic tetraevangelia manuscripts belong to the �rst 
two groups29. Only three30 manuscripts, written at the territories of Pskov31 and 
dated to the second half of the 14th century, belong to the third group.

�e comparison of both Greek and Slavonic tetraevangelia manuscript tradi-
tion showed that in the �rst one the Lenten tetraevangelion is not known. �is 
type of the Gospel manuscript was popular only in the Slavonic tradition, but only 
locally and in the second half of the 14th century.

�e text of the four Gospels, in the commonly accepted order, could have been 
a part of the other books, i.e. the New Testament or the Bible.

On the basis of preserved Slavonic manuscripts it can be stated that those vol-
umes which were a combination of the Tetraevangelion and the Apostolos in one 
volume were not popular in Slavonic tradition. Only several codices of this type 
have survived to this day and they are usually32 dated to the 15th 33, 16th 34, 17th 35, 
or even the 18th 36 century.

Such combination of the tetraevangelion with the Apostolos and the Revelation 
in one volume – as in the previous case (e+a) – was also not popular in Slavonic 

29 The oldest manuscripts belong to the first group of tetraevangelia (J. Ostapczuk, op. cit., p. 105). 
The number of pericopes corresponds to abbreviated (lesk) lectionaries (see L. Mоszyński, Zograf-
skie i Mariańskie Tetraewangelia jako księgi liturgiczne. Część I: Etap głagolski, ПК XIV–XV, 1985, 
p. 76–99; А.М. ПЕНТКОВСКИЙ, op. cit., p. 15). In time the number of pericopes were extended to 
correspond to the full lectionaries (J. Ostapczuk, op. cit., p. 107). The second group – liturgical 
tetraevangelia – belong to younger manuscripts (J. Ostapczuk, op. cit., p. 106). The number of pe-
ricopes in these codices corresponds to the full (le) lectionaries (see L. Mоszyński, op. cit., p. 76–99; 
А.М. ПЕНТКОВСКИЙ, op. cit., p. 15).
30 Two of them are preserved at the Russian State Archive of Ancient Acts at Synodal Collection 
(ф.  381) №  1 (about 1341  y.; 152 folios) and №  3 (mid. XIV  c., 144 folios); the third one at the 
National Library of Russia in St. Petersburg at Collection of Library of the Cathedral of St. Sophia 
in Novgorod (ф. 728) № 9 (end XIV c.; 136 folios).
31 See Сводный каталог славяно-русских рукописных книг, хранящихся в России, странах СНГ 
и Балтии, XIV век, fasc. 1 (Апокалипсис – Летопись Лаврентьевская), ed. О.А. КНЯЗЕВСКАЯ, 
Н.А. КОБЯК, А.Л. ЛИФШИЦ, Н.Б. ТИХОМИРОВ, А.А. ТУРИЛОВ, Н.Б. ШЕЛАМАНОВА, Москва 2002, 
p. 381–382, 410, 461.
32 For example the manuscript preserved at the Bulgarian National Library Sts. Cyril and Methodius 
in Sofia № 509 (mid. of the 14th c.; 215 folios).
33 For example the manuscripts preserved at: the National Library of Russia in St. Petersburg at Po-
godin’s Collection № 106 (IV quart. of the 15th c.; 329 folios); Russian State Library in Moscow at 
Rumiantsev’s Collection (ф. 256) № 123 (II half of the 15th c.; 469 folios) and Egorov’s Collection 
(ф. 90) no 2070 (1540/1541 y.); National Library of France № Slav 27 (mid. 15th c.; 298 folios).
34 For example the manuscript preserved at: the National Library of Russia in St. Petersburg № F.I.657 
(end of the 15th – beginning of the 16th c.; 331 folios).
35 For example the manuscript from the Russian State Library in Moscow № M.3881 (17th c.; 298 
folios).
36 For example the manuscript from the Treasure of the Institute of Russian Literature (The Pushkin 
House) in St. Petersburg at I.N. Zavoloko’s Collection № 335 (I quart. of the 18th c.; 540 folios).
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tradition. Only a few codices of this type, i.e. the New Testament37, sometimes with 
the addition of the book of Psalms38, were preserved to this day.

�e compilation of all books of the Holy Scripture, i.e. the Old and New Testa-
ment in one volume, which makes for the complete codex of the Bible, was with 
high probability a huge challenge due to a number of reasons (translation39, philo-
logical edition40, �nances). �is type of book in the Slavonic tradition was pro-
duced for the �rst time in the 1499 at the end of the 15th century. �is was the Gen-
nady’s Bible and was the result of the venture of Gennady, archbishop of Novgorod 
the Great and Pskov.

In the Slavonic tradition, apart from those books with the text of the four Gos-
pels in a commonly accepted order, there were also books containing Gospel read-
ings arranged according to the cycle of the church year. Such type of manuscript is 
known as the aprakos.

�e Slavonic manuscripts of the gospel lectionaries – as in the Greek tradition 
– can be divided into the following groups41:

– le – the so-called full lectionaries;
– lesk – the so-called abbreviated lectionaries;
– lsk – the so-called Saturday-Sunday lectionaries;
– lk – the so-called Sunday lectionaries;
– lek – the so-called Easter-Sunday lectionary42.
In the Slavonic tradition, as in the Greek known were also liturgical books con-

taining a complex array of texts, because beside fragments from the New Testament, 
they also comprise the liturgical services (i.e. Divine Liturgies, sacraments, etc.). 
�ese books have usually the abbreviation lLit. Within this group of lectionaries, 
called sometimes euchological43, S.J. Temčin distinguished the so-called columnar 

37 For example: the lost Chudov New Testament of metropolitan Aleksii of Kyiv and all Rus; the man-
uscript from the Treasure of the Institute of Russian Literature (The Pushkin House) in St. Peters-
burg at Karelia’s Collection № 478 (16th c., 332 folios); the manuscript from the National Library of 
St. Mark’s in Venice № Or 227 (14th c.; 1+289 folios).
38 For example the Codex of Hval Krstjanin from the University Library in Bologna № 3575B (1404 y., 
359 folios).
39 Because not all books (if concerns the Old Testament) were translated.
40 Books were translated in different places and in different centuries.
41 For more on these types of the Gospels lectionaries (with cited literature) see J. Ostapczuk, op. cit., 
p. 36–83.
42 Only one manuscript of this type is known – it is preserved at the Archive of the Bulgarian Acad-
emy of Science in Sofia № 49 (16th c., 285 folios (l+a: ff. 50–285)). The first information about the 
typology of this lectionary was published by S.J. Temčin (С.Ю. ТЕМЧИН, Пасхально-воскресный 
апракос – неизвестный структурный тип славянского служебного Евангелия, УЗРПУ, fasc. 4, 
Москва 1998, p. 61–79).
43 See: А.А. ТУРИЛОВ, Л.В. МОШКОВА, Славянские рукописи Афонских обителей, Фессалоники 
1999, p. 44–45; С.Ю. ТЕМЧИН, О возможном балканском влиянии на структуру церковносла-
вянских богослужебных книг ВКЛ и Польского Королества, SRu XVIII, Budapest 2000, p. 278.
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lectionary44. Its most characteristic feature is  that it does not45 have two liturgi-
cal parts corresponding to the Synaxarion and the Menologion, but has at least 
two46 sets of the New Testament readings. �ese fragments are read during the 
ecclesiastical year or one of its cycles47 once, several or many times. �e other lec-
tionaries of type lLit, which have a small number of the New Testament readings 
– can be called the Apostolos-Gospel readings48. It is worth mentioning here, two 
reconstructed (by S.J. Temčin) aprakoses49: the Easter lectionary and the Slavonic 
protolectionary. A parallel examination of the Greek liturgical books will probably 
prove the existence in Greek tradition of similar subgroups to the Slavonic types 
of the lectionaries (columnar and Easter). Too little research has been carried out 
on these types of the Gospel books. At the moment, more questions remain than 
answers about these Greek and Slavonic lectionaries. For this reason it is such an 
important challenge, that scholars should not ignore these books and pay serious 
attention to this fundamental question. Every new information about these liturgi-
cal books will lead to further progress.

�e comparison of the distinguished types of the lectionaries both in the Sla-
vonic and Greek traditions showed that the former tradition comprised of no 
known aprakos lsel50 whereas the latter of the Easter-Sunday lectionary (lek).

�e changes the Slavonic Gospel manuscript tradition underwent in a period 
of decades leÇ their trace on the Cyrillic printed tradition. �ere is no doubt that 
the latter is an heir of the former51.

44 More on this type of the Gospel (with cited literature) see J. Ostapczuk, op. cit., p. 95–103 and 
the updated publication of S.J. Temčin: С.Ю. ТЕМЧИН, Исследования по кирилло-мeфодиевистике 
и палеославистике [KWSS 5], Kraków 2010, p. 147–202.
45 In columnar lectionaries there are not liturgical cycles (С.Ю. ТЕМЧИН, Столпный апракос – еще 
один неизвестный структурный тип славянского служебного Евангелия (по рукописям XIII– 
XVI веков), [in:]  Библия в  духовной жизни, истории и культуре России и православного 
славянского мира: К  500-летию Геннадиевской Библии, Сборник материалов международ-
ной конференции (Москва, 21–26  сентября 1999  г.), ed. Г.  БАРАНКОВА, Москва 2001, p.  128; 
С.Ю. ТЕМЧИН, Сербский столпный апракос Равулы (ок. 1353 г.): происхождение, особенности 
языка, структура, SVi 52.2), 2003, p. 132; С.Ю. ТЕМЧИН, Исследования по кирилло-мeфодиеви-
стике…, op. cit., p. 148.
46 Four blocks of the New Testaments readings have been distinguished (J. Ostapczuk, op.  cit., 
p. 96; С.Ю. ТЕМЧИН, op. cit., p. 148).
47 С.Ю. ТЕМЧИН, Столпный апракос…, p. 127–128.139.
48 They are simply selections from the Gospel, the Acts and Epistles and do not make a permanent 
liturgical structure (С. Ю. Темчин, op. cit., p. 158).
49 For more on these types of the Gospels lectionaries (with cited there literature) see J. Ostapczuk, 
op. cit., p. 83–95.
50 А.М. ПЕНТКОВСКИЙ, op. cit., p. 14.
51 We also have to remember about the influence of the early printed books on the manuscripts 
(A. Kaszlej, Wpływ cerkiewnosłowiańskiej książki drukowanej na rękopiśmienną (na podstawie zbio-
rów Biblioteki Narodowej w Warszawie), [in:] Najstarsze druki cerkiewnosłowiańskie i  ich  stosunek
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Tetraevangelia without or with a partial liturgical division of the Gospel text 
into pericopes, that were popular in the oldest period of the Slavonic writing tra-
dition, were in time replaced with liturgical tetraevangelia. �eir origin is usually 
connected with the reforms of Saint Sava of Serbia (1169–1237)52. Among early 
printed Gospel books there are not known the �rst and the third (known only on 
a local scale) types of the Slavonic tetraevangelion. �e only known type of the ear-
ly printed Gospels is the liturgical tetraevangelion. It was �rst53 published in 1512 
by the hieromonk Makarie in Tîrgovişte. Till the year 1800, this type of the Gospel 
was printed about 120 times54.

Among the Cyrillic early printed books none are known that were original-
ly intended by the printer to be the combination of the Tetraevangelion and the 
Apostolos. It was possible to join these two separately printed books in one volume 
with their own title pages. �is type of book can be treated as codex e+a.

�e text of the four Gospels, in a commonly accepted order, could have been 
included also in other early printed books. Two of them are55:

– the New Testament, which was printed 51 times (13 times with the Psalms);
– the Bible, printed 18 times.

�e popularity of the lectionaries in Slavonic tradition started to decrease 
from the middle of the 14th (– beginning of the 15th)56 century57. �e invention 
of the printing press did not change this tendency, but resulted in removing the 
lectionaries, almost entirely, from the Cyrillic printing tradition. �e result of this 
was that in the 19th century only archeographs remembered about the lection- 
aries58.

do tradycji rękopiśmiennej, Materiały z sesji Kraków 7–10 XI 1991, ed. J. Rusek, W. Witkowski, 
A. Naumow, Kraków 1993, p. 167–179).
52 Cf. А.А.  АЛЕКСЕЕВ, Текстология славянской Библии [BSPK.SF  24], Санкт-Петербург 1999, 
p. 172; Евангелие от Иоанна…, p. 13 (1st pagination); J. Ostapczuk, op. cit., p. 124–125.
53 Till the half of the 16th c. tetraevangelia were printed on South Slavic territories. The first time the 
tetraevangelion was printed in Moscow was in the ‘50s of the 16th c.
54 For the preliminary list of the early printed tetraevangelia see J. Ostapczuk, Sobotnie i niedzielne 
perykopy liturgiczne z Ewangelii Mateusza w cerkiewnosłowiańskich lekcjonarzach krótkich, Warszawa 
2013, p. 137–148.
55 For the preliminary list of the Cyrillic early printed New Testaments (also with Psalms) see 
J. Ostapczuk, op. cit., p. 148–152.
56 Sometimes it is dated even to the end of the 13th c. (С.Ю. ТЕМЧИН, Исследования по кирилло-
мeфодиевистике…, p. 76.141.
57 The proportion of Gospel manuscripts dated to the 11th–13th c. is the following: 29 tetraevangelia 
– 73 lectionaries. The proportion of the Gospel manuscripts’ (dated to the 11th–14th c.) list prepared 
by L.P. Zhukovskaia is the following: 250 tetraevangelia – 250 lectionaries. The proportion for the 
Gospel manuscripts dated to the 15th s. is the following: 280 tetraevangelia – 110 lectionaries. See 
Евангелие от Иоанна…, p. 17 (1st pagination); А.А. АЛЕКСЕЕВ, op. cit., p. 22).
58 Евангелие от Иоанна…, p. 18 (1st pagination).
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It is proved by Cyrillic early printed aprakoses. During the period of almost 300 
years they were printed only four times59.

�ree out of the four aprakoses are the Apostolos-Gospel Sunday lectionaries. 
All of them were printed on the territories of contemporary West Ukraine (Uherce 
1620, Lutsk 164060 and Lviv 1706). �e �rst two aprakoses were printed in a small 
and movable printing house of Paul Domzhiv Lutkovich Telica61.

�e last, fourth, aprakos is a full Gospel lectionary. It was printed in Kiev 
in 1707. �is unique example of an early printed full Gospel lectionary was pre-
pared under the instruction of Ivan Mazepa according to the manuscript of the 
Gospel brought by archimandrite from the Holy Mount Athos62. �is is why this 
aprakos is not of East Slavonic origin.

�e Cyrillic printing tradition exploited only two types of lectionaries (le and 
lsk), out of all �ve con�rmed in the Slavonic manuscript tradition (le, lesk, lsk, 
lk i lek). It is worth remembering that the early printed Sunday lectionaries were 
published and most likely used only on a local scale63 (in western Ukraine). �e 
model for the only full lectionary came from the holy Mount Athos (possibly from 
the Zograf Monastery). �ese themselves are witnesses to an old Slavonic liturgical 
Gospel tradition that existed in a particular point in time.

�e special popularity of the tetragospels and the tendency to standardize the 
liturgical tradition are the reason for the absence of lectionaries, albeit with four 
exceptions64, among the early printed Cyrillic books.

Apart from the above-mentioned books containing the text of the Gospel, and 
at times other parts of the Holy Scriptures, the Cyrillic printing tradition includes 
also other books65:

59 See А.А. АЛЕКСЕЕВ, Библия в богослужении…, p. 140–141.
60 For more about this Apostolos-Gospel Sunday lectionary see J.  Ostapczuk, Cyrylicki apostoł-
-ewangeliarz niedzielny z Drukarni Brackiej w Łucku (1640 r.), RTeo LVII.2, 2015, p. 169–201.
61 After the death of Paul Domzhiv Lutkovich Telica, the Brotherhood in Lutsk inherited his printing 
house (J. Ostapczuk, op. cit., p. 176).
62 More about this lectionary J. Ostapczuk, „Та книга Новаго Завета от святыя горы Афон-
ския в дар принесенная…”: о единственным старопечатном полном Евангелии-апракос (1707), 
[in:]  Афон и  славянский мир. Сборник 3 (Материалы международной научной конферен- 
ции, посвященной 1000-летию присутствия русских на Святой Горе. Киев, 21–23 мая 2015 г.), 
Святая Гора Афон 2016, p. 299–310.
63 A.V. Voznesensky suggests that they could not have been printed or used in Moscow (А.В. ВОЗНЕ-

СЕНСКИЙ, К истории славянской печатной Псалитри, Московская традиция XVI–XVII веков, 
Простая Псалтирь. Москва–Санкт-Петербург 2010, p. 37, footnote 164).
64 In the 19th c., lectionaries were printed several times. In all cases, except one, these books were 
Apostolos-Gospel Sunday lectionaries. They were printed in Lviv and Vienna. See more in: J. Os-
tapczuk, Sobotnie i niedzielne perykopy…, p. 164–166. In the 19th c. the full Gospel lectionary was 
printed once – in Moscow in 1854. The manuscript model for this aprakos was prepared by Xristaki 
Pavlovich from Macedonian Dupnitsa (J. Ostapczuk, Cyrylicki apostoł-ewangeliarz…,  p. 172).
65 See J. Ostapczuk, Sobotnie i niedzielne perykopy…, p. 154–155.
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– the Gospel readings for Holy �ursday and Good Friday of the Holy Week, 
printed 18 times;

– the Gospel readings for all days of the Holy Week, printed 3 times;
– the Gospel readings for Sunday Orthros (Matins), printed once.

All these books do not exceed 50 pages.
�e last three types of the Gospel books have sprung, most likely, on the basis 

of liturgical practice and seems to be the result of a practical attitude to reading sev-
eral fragments from the Holy Scripture during one service66. �ese books provide 
some compound Gospel pericopes for those days with special signi�cance in the 
one of liturgical cycle – the Holy Week. As it was mentioned at the beginning, the 
pericope for the Good Friday Vespers comprises of �ve fragments. Should a priest 
use the tetraevangelion, he has to look for every fragment at its di�erent parts, 
but if he uses the above-mentioned books, he can simply read the compound per-
icopes arranged in the appropriate sequence. �is makes the celebration easier, 
especially in the case of the quite complicated and long services of the Holy Week.

�is short comparison of di�erent types of the manuscripts and early printed 
books of the Gospel text in Slavonic cannot be treated as complete and exhaustive67. 
Remarkable variations of details presented in this publication are fundamental for 
Bible studies and Slavonic Gospel scholarship in general. �ese were confronted 
and presented together in order to make it easily accessable to all students of the 
subject, and then there who will no longer need to explore many other scienti�c 
publications (including catalogues) devoted to the Slavonic tradition. �is com-
parison makes it possible to show what types of the Gospel were transmitted into 
Slavonic ground from the Greek tradition (tetraevangelion and di�erent types 
of the lectionaries) as well as which were originally created by the Slavs (the Lenten 
tetraevangelion and the Easter-Sunday lectionary).

Bibliography
Aland K., Kurzgefasste liste der griechischen Handschri�en des Neuen Testaments: I Gesamtübersicht 

(Arbeiten zur Neutestamentlichen Textforschung 1), Berlin 1963.
Aland K., Aland B., �e Text of the New Testament. An Introduction to the Critical Editions and to 

the �eory and Practice of Modern Textual Criticism. Second Edition, Translated by E.F. Rhodes, 
Grand Rapids Michigan 1989.

66 Gospel pericopes for Thursday and Friday of the Great and Holy Week were sometimes attached to 
the early printed tetraevangelia. As examples can serve books printed in: Lviv at 1743 and in Moscow 
at 1771, 1774, 1779, 1785, 1789 etc.
67 Information about some early printed Cyrillic books with readings for the Great and Holy Week is 
derived from catalogues. A detailed typological classification needs the examination de visu of these 
editions.



Jerzy Ostapczuk140

Dolezal M.L., �e Elusive Quest for the „Real �ing”: �e Chicago Lectionary Project �irty Years On, 
Ges 35/2, 1996, p. 128–141.

�e Epistle Lectionary. �e Apostolos of the Greek Orthodox Church According to the King James 
Version. Emended and Arranged for the Liturgical Year, Etna (California) 2004.

Garzaniti M., Die altslavische Version der Evangelien: Forschungsgeschichte und zeitgenössische For-
schung [BSPK.SF 33], Köln–Weimar–Wien 2001.

Kaszlej A., Wpływ cerkiewnosłowiańskiej książki drukowanej na rękopiśmienną (na podstawie zbio-
rów Biblioteki Narodowej w Warszawie), [in:] Najstarsze druki cerkiewnosłowiańskie i ich stosunek 
do tradycji rękopiśmiennej, Materiały z sesji Kraków 7–10 XI 1991, ed. J. Rusek, W. Witkowski, 
A. Naumow, Kraków 1993, p. 167–179.

Mоszyński L., Zografskie i Mariańskie Tetraewangelia jako księgi liturgiczne. Część I: Etap głagolski, 
ПК XIV–XV, 1985, p. 76–99.

Ostapczuk J., Cerkiewnosłowiański przekład liturgicznych perykop okresu Paschalnego i święta Pięć-
dziesiątnicy w rękopiśmiennych ewangeliarzach krótkich, Warszawa 2010.

Ostapczuk J., Cyrylicki apostoł-ewangeliarz niedzielny z Drukarni Brackiej w Łucku (1640 r.), RTeo 
LVII.2, 2015, p. 169–201.

Ostapczuk J., Sobotnie i niedzielne perykopy liturgiczne z Ewangelii Mateusza w cerkiewnosłowiań-
skich lekcjonarzach krótkich, Warszawa 2013.

Ostapczuk J., „Та книга Новаго Завета от святыя горы Афонския в дар принесенная…”: 
о единственным старопечатном полном Евангелии-апракос (1707), [in:] Афон и славян-
ский мир. Сборник 3 (Материалы международной научной конференции, посвященной 
1000-летию присутствия русских на Святой Горе. Киев, 21–23 мая 2015 г.), Святая Гора 
Афон 2016, p. 299–310.

Schenk W., Die gnostisierende Deutung des Todes Jesu und ihre kritische Interpretation durch den Evan-
gelisten Markus, [in:] Gnosis und Neues Testament: Studien aus Religionswissenscha� und �eolo-
gie, ed. K.-W. Tröger, Berlin 1973, p. 231–243.

Vrana J., O tipovima, redakcijama i međusobnom odnosu staroslovjenskih evanđelija (Četveroevan-
đelja), Sla XXIX.4, 1960, p. 552–571.

Wikgren A., Chicago studies in the Greek Lectionary of the New Testament, [in:] Biblical and Patristic 
Studies in  Memory of Robert Pierce Casey, ed. J.N.  Birdsall, R.W.  Thomson, Freiburg 1963, 
p. 96–121.

* * *
АЛЕКСЕЕВ А.А., Библия в богослужении. Византийско-славянский лекционарий, Санкт-Петер-

бург 2008.
АЛЕКСЕЕВ А.А., Византийско-славянский профитологий (формирование состава), ТОДЛ, LVI, 

2004, p. 46–77.
АЛЕКСЕЕВ А.А., Текстология славянской Библии [BSPK.SF 24], Санкт-Петербург 1999.
ВОЗНЕСЕНСКИЙ А.В., К истории славянской печатной Псалитри, Московская традиция XVI– 

XVII веков. Простая Псалтирь, Москва–Санкт-Петербург 2010.
Евангелие от Иоанна в славянской традиции [NTP  I], ed.  А.А.  АЛЕКСЕЕВ, А.A.  ПИЧХАДЗЕ, 

М.Б. БАБИЦКАЯ et al., Санкт-Петербург 1998.



141Typological Classification of the Cyrillic Manuscripts…

ПЕНТКОВСКИЙ А.М., Лекционарии и четвероевангелия в византийской и славянской литур-
гических традициях (Приложение 1), [in:] Евангелие от Иоанна в славянской традиции 
[NTP I], ed. А.А. АЛЕКСЕЕВ, А.A. ПИЧХАДЗЕ, М.Б. БАБИЦКАЯ et al., Санкт-Петербург 1998, 
p. 3–54.

Сводный каталог славяно-русских рукописных книг, хранящихся в России, странах СНГ и Ба- 
лтии, XIV век, fasc. 1 (Апокалипсис – Летопись Лаврентьевская), ed. О.А. КНЯЗЕВСКАЯ, 
Н.А. КОБЯК, А.Л. ЛИФШИЦ, Н.Б. ТИХОМИРОВ, А.А. ТУРИЛОВ, Н.Б. ШЕЛАМАНОВА, Москва 2002.

ТЕМЧИН С.Ю., Сербский столпный апракос Равулы (ок. 1353 г.): происхождение, особенности 
языка, структура, SVi 52.2, 2003, p. 131–177.

ТЕМЧИН С.Ю., О возможном балканском влиянии на структуру церковнославянских богослу-
жебных книг ВКЛ и Польского Королества, SRu XVIII, Budapest 2000, p. 275–280.

ТЕМЧИН С.Ю., Исследования по кирилло-мeфодиевистике и палеославистике [KWSS 5], Kraków 
2010.

ТЕМЧИН С.Ю., Столпный апракос – еще один неизвестный структурный тип славянского слу-
жебного Евангелия (по рукописям XIII–XVI веков), [in:] Библия в духовной жизни, истории 
и культуре России и православного славянского мира: К 500-летию Геннадиевской Библии, 
Сборник материалов международной конференции (Москва, 21–26 сентября 1999 г.), ed. 
Г. БАРАНКОВА, Москва 2001, p. 127–159.

ТЕМЧИН С.Ю., Пасхально-воскресный апракос – неизвестный структурный тип славянского 
служебного Евангелия, УЗРПУ, t. 4, Москва 1998, p. 61–79.

ТУРИЛОВ А.А., Л.В. МОШКОВА, Славянские рукописи Афонских обителей, Фессалоники 1999.

Abstract. �e paper presents the rules for typological classi�cation of Slavonic manuscripts and early 
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ИЗДАНИЯ БИБЛЕЙСКИХ ТЕКСТОВ В ЮЖНОСЛАВЯНСКОЙ 

КИРИЛЛОВСКОЙ СТАРОПЕЧАТНОЙ ТРАДИЦИИ XVI ВЕКА

Библейские тексты принадлежат к корпусу южнославянских старопечат-
ных источников как в виде изданий отдельных текстов, так и в качестве 

фрагментов книг, в которых тот или иной библейский текст является не 
основой издания, а лишь одним из составляющих основного (чаще всего, 
литургического) жанра. В данной статье внимание будет сосредоточено на 
памятниках первой группы: ранних южнославянских печатных издани-
ях кирилловского (или кириллического) шрифта, содержащих отдельные 
библейские книги и издававшихся прежде всего в XVI веке. Эти источни-
ки представляют собой образцы и примеры основных палеотипических 
южнославянских традиций: черногорской и сербской, румыно-болгарской, 
венецианской1. Стоит отметить, что наравне с определением «старопечатная 
книга» в настоящей статье используется термин «палеотип» (и производ- 
ные от него), который представляется вполне удобным и емким и который 
встречается, хоть и не часто, в отдельных исследованиях, посвященных про-
блематике старопечатных славянских изданий2.

Стоит подчеркнуть, что издания, о которых пойдет речь, вписываются 
в раннюю историю кирилловской палеотипии в целом и являются частью 
довольно большого по размерам и важного, но в то же время пренебрега-
емого, как представляется, корпуса источников. Обыкновенно исследова-
тели (по крайней мере, до последнего времени), которые в своих работах 
в той или иной степени затрагивают начало славянского книгопечатания 
кирилловским шрифтом, сосредотачивают внимание на краковских инку- 

1 На тему типологии старопечатных южнославянских традиций см., напр.: И. БОГДАНОВ, Бъл-
гарски първопечатни книги от XVI–XVIII вв., ГББИ 9, 1963, p. 85–123, idem, Българската кни-
га през вековете, София 1978, p. 182–196; I. Petrov, Od inkunabułów do pierwszych gramatyk. 
Konteksty rozwoju bułgarskiego języka literackiego (koniec XV –  początek XVII wieku), Łódź 2015, 
p. 79–84.
2 См., напр., М. ЦИБРАНСКА-КОСТОВА, Етюди върху кирилската палеотипия XV–XVIII век, 
София 2007; Е. Л. НЕМИРОВСКИЙ, Иван Федоров и его эпоха: энциклопедия, Москва 2007, p. 562; 
М. ЦИБРАНСКА-КОСТОВА, Сборникът „Различни потреби” на Яков Крайков между Венеция 
и Балканите през XVI век, София 2013.
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набулах Швайпольта Фиоля (1491) и прежде всего на восточнославянской 
палеотипической традиции (Франциск Скорина, Иван Федоров и др.), при-
давая существовавшему до появления Острожской Библии (1581) и актив-
но развивавшемуся в XVI веке кирилловскому книгопечатанию для южных 
славян и румын значительно меньшее значение. Свидетельством тому явля-
ется отсутствие монографических исследований в этой области – нет син-
тетических работ ни на тему венецианского издательского дома Божидара 
и Виченцо Вуковичей и их последователей (1519–1638), ни на тему румы-
но-болгарских (и собственно румынских) палеотипов, издававшихся во 
второй половине XVI века дьяконом Кореси и его учениками и соратника-
ми (1557–1588). Конечно, существуют отдельные работы (прежде всего тек-
стологические и лингвистические), посвященные конкретным источникам, 
однако в целом, особенно по сравнению с издававшимися в этот же период 
восточнославянскими печатными книгами, южнославянская палеотипичес- 
кая традиция довольно мало изучена.

А ведь появление и развитие кирилловской печати, что очевидно, не 
только переориентировало текстологическую и переводческую стратегию 
многих издателей того времени, включая издателей библейских текстов. Оно 
также коренным образом повлияло на процессы языкового характера. Ведь 
именно с кирилловским книгопечатанием связывают такой важный для 
ареала Slavia Orthodoxa феномен, как появление т.н. ново-церковно-славян-
ского языка (или церковнославянского языка Нового времени), его коди-
фикацию в грамматиках конца XVI и начала XVII вв. (Лаврентий Зизаний, 
Мелетий Смотрицкий и другие), а также его позднейшую роль в станов-
лении национальных языков православных славян, прежде всего болгар 
и сербов. Если мы согласимся со мнением Н. Б. Мечковской, что появление 
грамматики любого языка является не начальным, а скорее конечным эта-
пом определенной фазы его развития3 и соотнесем его с кодификационными 
процессами церковнославянского языка, то мы вынуждены будем признать, 
что значение старопечатной традиции XVI в. – как восточнославянской, так 
и южнославянскoй, а также их взаимосвязи – это вопрос, которым не стоит 
пренебрегать.

В начале презентации южнославянских изданий библейских текстов 
стоит сказать несколько слов о выходивших параллельно с кирилловски-
ми глаголических книгах, предназначенных прежде всего для католиче-
ских и протестантских общин. Согласно сводному каталогу глаголических 
печатных книг московского исследователя Андрея Круминга4, до конца XVI 
века были изданы лишь две глаголические книги с библейскими текстами 

3 Н.Б. МЕЧКОВСКАЯ, Ранние восточнославянские грамматики, Минск 1984, p. 32.
4 А.А.  КРУМИНГ, Сводный каталог старопечатных изданий глаголического шрифта 1483– 
1812 гг., Москва 1998.
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(конечно, если не считать отдельных фрагментов, содержащихся в миссалах, 
бревиариях и других изданиях).

Первое глаголическое издание, в котором содержание библейских тек-
стов обозначено уже на уровне заглавия (номер 18 в каталоге Круминга), 
– это Псалтырь хорватской редакции, вышедшая не ранее 1531 года в городе 
Фиуме (ныне Риека), в типографии Шимона Кожича. Стоит отметить, одна-
ко, что в действительности это сборник различных текстов (сам Круминг 
называет его печатным глаголическим букварем5), среди которых, помимо 
азбуки и молитв, помещены псалмы 42, 50, 90, 109–113, а также новозавет-
ные Песнь Богородицы и Песнь Симона Богоприимца из Евангелия св. Луки. 
Следующим глаголическим библейским изданием было „первое издание 
Нового Завета на хорватском языке”6, вышедшее в 1562–1563 гг. в Тюбин-
гене у Примуса Трубера (номер 24). Подчеркнем, что в 1563 г. в Тюбингене 
вышло еще одно издание Нового Завета на хорватском языке, напечатанное 
уже кириллицей7.

Если говорить непосредственно об основных палеотипических тради-
циях раннего южнославянского кирилловского книгопечатания для пра-
вославных славян и румын, то они могут быть прослежены и очерчены 
прежде всего благодаря изданным в последние десятилетия сводным ката-
логам Евгения Немировского8 и Александры Гусевой9 (ниже в скобках перед 
каждым источником указывается порядковый номер по каталогу – соответ-
ственно N и G). Традиции эти (в хронологическом порядке) представлены 
следующими изданиями библейских текстов:

5 Ibidem, p. 44.
6 Ibidem, p. 53.
7 Л.И. Сазонова пишет об этом издании так: Сразу вслед за глаголическим изданием на хорват-
ском языке (1562/1563) вышел основанный на словенском переводе Трубера перевод […], адре-
сованный и католикам, и православным […]. На Балканах соседствовали славяне разных кон-
фессий, включая мусульманство, они не только граничили друг с другом, но и, пересекаясь, 
жили в тесном контакте, как, например, в районах современной Боснии. По замыслу проте-
стантского проповедника, изданный им перевод Нового Завета должен был послужить укреп- 
лению славян в христианской вере и спасению их от опасности исламизации. (Л.И.  САЗО-

НОВА, Книги кириллической печати во второй половине XVI века между Римом и Москвой, 
[in:] А.А. ГУСЕВА, Издания кирилловского шрифта второй половины XVI века. Сводный ката-
лог, vol. I–II, Москва 2003, p. 1244).
8 Немировский издал две серии каталогов (обе еще не завершены), т.н. немецкий (до конца 
первой половины XVI в.) и т.н. московский: E.L. Nemirovskij, Gesamtkatalog der Frühdrucke 
in kyrillischer Schrift, vol.  I–VII, Baden–Baden 1996–2007; Е.Л.  НЕМИРОВСКИЙ, Славянские из-
дания кирилловского (церковнославянского) шрифта 1491–2000. Инвентарь сохранившихся 
экземпляров и указатель литературы, vol.  I, 1491–1550, Москва 2009; vol  II.1, 1551–1592, 
Москва 2011; vol. II.2, 1593–1600, Москва 2012.
9 А.А. ГУСЕВА, Издания кирилловского шрифта второй половины XVI века. Сводный каталог, 
vol. I–II, Москва 2003.
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Первым представителем является один из четырех инкунабулов, издан-
ных Джураджем Црноевичем в черногорском Цетинье:

(N: 7) Псалтырь с восследованием, 22 сентября 1495, 348 л., 31 экз. и фрагм.
В научной литературе существует мнение о возможном существовании 

еще одного черногорского библейского инкунабула –  т.н. цетинском Чет-
вероевангелии. Основано оно на ошибочных, скорее всего, упоминаниях 
в некоторых каталогах и описаниях, изданных еще в XIX веке, а также на 
интерпретации ряда т.н. анаграфических текстов (предисловия, послесло-
вия, колофоны) иных изданий XVI века. Немировский и Гусева относят 
существование цетинского Четвероевангелия (а также ряда других несохра-
нившихся черногорских инкунабулов) к вопросам не только спорным, но 
и весьма сомнительным, а Немировский и вовсе в некоторых своих публи-
кациях решительно называет утверждения об этом издании, повторяющие-
ся в работах прежде всего сербских и черногорских исследователей, научной 
легендой10.

Палеотипическую традицию изданий XVI века, предназначенных для 
южных славян и румын, открывает румыно-болгарская (валашская) типо-
графия иеромонаха Макария, в которой были изданы три книги, в том числе 
известное Тырговиштское Четвероевангелие:

(N: 11) Четвероевангелие, 26 июля 1512, 293 л., 23 экз. и фрагм.
Нет никаких сомнений, что этот палеотип был самым важным изданием 

типографии Макария. Во-первых – это первое печатное издание новозавет-
ного библейского текста в ареале Slavia Orthodoxa (если не брать во внимание 
упомянутую выше гипотезу, касающуюся цетинского Четвероевангелия). 
Во-вторых – это издание оказало огромное влияние на дальнейшее развитие 
южнославянского книгопечатания – как в румынских, так и сербских землях. 
Как указывает Немировский,

в течение многих десятилетий Четвероевангелие 1512 г. старательно копировали на 
южнославянских землях как рукописным, так и типографским способом. Валашское 
издание является оригиналом для Четвероевангелий, напечатанных в 1537 г. в мона-
стыре Руйно, в 1552 г. – в Белграде и в 1562 г. в монастыре Мркшина Црква. Использо-
валось оно и для Евангелий, печатавшихся на территории Валахии. Надо сказать, что 
последующие типографы копировали не только текст, но и орнаментальные украше-
ния издания 1512 года11.

Лингво-текстологические исследования этого палеотипа были прове-
дены болгарской исследовательницей Дианой Ивановой, которая в сво-
их работах использует метод хронологической проекции языковых черт 

10 Е.Л. НЕМИРОВСКИЙ, История славянского кирилловского книгопечатания XV – начала XVII 
века, vol. II, Начало книгопечатания у южных славян, Москва 2005, pars 2, p. 485–504.
11 Е.Л. НЕМИРОВСКИЙ, Славянские издания…, vol. I, p. 84.
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данного издания на предшествовавшие его появлению южно- и восточно- 
славянские евангелические рукописные памятники (в том числе на Генна-
диевскую Библию 1499 года), а также на более поздние (южные и восточ-
ные) печатные кодексы с библейскими текстами, как: Острожская Библия 
1580–1581, ее московское переиздание 1663 г. (т.н. Московская Библия), ее 
петербургское переиздание 1751 года (т.н. Елизаветинская Библия). Выводы 
этих исследований относятся как к истории самого славянского библейско-
го текста, так и к роли южнославянской составляющей в процессе формиро-
вания церковнославянского языка Нового времени:

Анализът на текста и езиковите средства показва, че по-късните църковнославянски 
преводи не са изолирани нито от старата ръкописна традиция, нито от предходните 
печатни книги […]. Очевидна е рецепцията на българската печатна книга от XVI век 
върху по-сетнешните църковнославянски преводи, отпечатвани в края на XVI и през 
XVII–XVIII век в Русия и Украйна. Променени фонетично и редактирани, те отново 
се връщат и разпространяват широко в България12.

После издания Тырговиштского Евангелия румыно-болгарская печатная 
традиция на несколько десятилетий прерывается, а на первый план выдви-
гается издательская деятельность жившего в Венеции сербского книгоиз-
дателя Бодижара Вуковича, основавшего просуществовавшую почти век 
(с перерывами) типографию. Среди первых книг, изданных Вуковичем, 
фигурируют два издания Псалтыри:

(N: 24) Псалтырь, 7 апреля 1519, 160 л., 6 экз. и фрагм.
(N: 38) Псалтырь с восследованием, 12 октября 1520, 352 л., 51 экз. и фрагм.
Вторая из этих книг была дважды переиздана после смерти Божидара 

его сыном Виченцо Вуковичем, причем типографическое оформление этих 
изданий было чрезвычайно богатым:

(N: 75) Псалтырь с восследованием, 1546, 308 л., 73 экз. и фрагм. [переиз-
дание Псалтыри 1520 г. (N: 38)].

(N: 100: G: 21) Псалтырь с восследованием, 1561, 284 л., 32 экз. и фрагм. 
[переиздание Псалтыри 1546 г. (N: 75)].

Псалтырь с восследованием издают также последователи Вуковичей, 
работавшие в их типографии во второй половине XVI века – Йеролим Загу-
рович и Яков Крайков:

(N: 130; G: 46) Псалтырь с восследованием, 1569–1570, 276 л., 55 экз. и фрагм.
Эта же библейская книга стала последним отголоском венецианской 

палеотипической кирилловской традиции: в основанном уже в XVII веке 

12 Д. ИВАНОВА, Традиция и приемственост в новобългарските преводи на Евангелието. Тексто-
логия и език, Пловдив 2002, p. 96.
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издательском доме династии Бартоломео, Марка и Бартола Джинамми 
(Ginammi) было в 1638 году выпущено переиздание Псалтыри с восследова-
нием, сделанное на основе издания Загуровича и Крайкова:

Псалтырь с восследованием, 1638, 276 л., 34 экз. и фрагм. [переиздание 
Псалтыри с восследованием 1569–1570 г. (N: 130)]13.

Практически одновременно с венецианской традицией южнославян-
ского кирилловского книгопечатания возникла традиция сербская, связан-
ная прежде всего с деятельностью нескольких монастырских типографий. 
В рамках этой традиции, помимо Псалтыри, было издано несколько четве-
роевангелий.

В качестве первой книги данной традиции модно указать на Псалтырь 
с восследованием, выпущенную в Горажде (город на территории нынешней 
Республики Боснии и Герцеговины) Феодором Любавичем, сыном Божида-
ра Любавича, начало книгоиздательской деятельности которого некоторые 
исследователи связывают с Венецией:

(N:  39/40) Псалтырь с восследованием, 25 октября 1521, 352  л., 10 экз. 
и фрагм.

Спустя несколько лет возникает первая известная по сохранившимся 
источникам сербская монастырская типография – Руйна, которая выпуска-
ет в 1537 г. Четвероевангелие:

(N: 66) Четвероевангелие, 1537, 302 л., 5 экз. и фрагм.
Подробный анализ типографических особенностей сохранившихся 

экземпляров, размеров шрифта, а также графики и орнаментики, убеждает 
исследователей в том, что монах Феодосий, печатавший Четвероевангелие 
в монастыре Руйно использовал в своей работе румыно-болгарское Тырго-
виштское евангелие 1512 года. Приведу слова Е. Немировского:

вне всякого сомнения, в руках у Феодосия было валашское Четвероевангелие 1512 г., 
откуда он скопировал некоторые свои заставки. Состав обоих изданий одинаков. 
Вступительной молитвы перед чтением Евангелия или же известия о так называемом 
четвертичном числе Евангелий, которые есть, например, в московских безвыходных 
Четвероевангелиях, ни в валашском, ни в руянском изданиях нет. Между тем орфо-
графия в обоих изданиях различна. В валашском издании мы встречаем болгарское 
правописание с характерными для него юсами, в руянском – сербское без юсов14.

Добавлю, что Руянское Четвероевангелие 1537 г. является одним из трех 
сохранившихся кириллических палеотипов первой половины XVI века, содер-
жащих текст четырех Евангелий (помимо Тырговиштского и его переиздания, 

13 Е.Љ. НЕМИРОВСКИ, Издања Божидара и Вићенца Вуко вића, Стефана Мариновића, Jакова од Ка-
мене Реке, Jеролима Загуровића, Jакова Краjкова, Ђованиа Антониа Рампацета, Марка и Бартоло-
меа Ђинамиа (1519–1638), Цетиње 1993, p. 195–196 (издание описано в каталоге под номером 28).
14 E.L. Nemirovskij, Gesamtkatalog der Frühdrucke…, vol. VII, Baden–Baden 2007, p. 109–110.
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выпущенного в 1546 году Филиппом Молдаванином, о чем будет упомянуто 
ниже). Во второй половине столетия таких изданий было уже более десяти.

Следующим монастырским центром, выпускавшим в XVI веке печатные 
библейские книги, была обитель Милешева (недалеко от города Приеполя 
в юго-западной Сербии), где два раза была издана Псалтырь с восследованием:

(N: 70) Псалтырь с восследованием (т.н. первая), 30 октября 1544, 350 л., 
24 экз. и фрагм.

(N:  88; G: 7) Псалтырь с восследованием (т.н. вторая), 4 ноября 1557, 
294 л., 16 экз. и фрагм.

Издание 1544 г. в значительной степени копирует издание Божидара Вуко-
вича 1520 г., в особенности с точки зрения формата книги, ее орфографии 
и акцентуации, используемых сокращений и надстрочных знаков. Однако 
между двумя изданиями можно все-таки найти целый ряд различий, хотя 
бы в очередности содержания дополнительной части или же в анаграфичес- 
ких текстах (послесловиях и колофонах), где, конечно же, указываются раз-
личные выходные и фактографические данные.

Несмотря на то, что монастырем Милешева на протяжении нескольких 
десятилетий руководил один и тот же игумен Даниил, в истории типогра-
фии этой обители можно выделить два этапа, поскольку в середине XVI 
века наступает радикальная перемена издательской практики (прежде всего 
в отношении используемых шрифтов и элементов орнамента). Стоит отме-
тить, что издание 1557  г. –  это вовсе не перепечатка Псалтыри 1544 года, 
а практически новое издание. Скорее всего, над подготовкой этой книги тру-
дились совсем другие монахи, хотя в послесловии их имена не упоминаются.

В этом месте стоит сказать об одном загадочном издании Псалтыри 
ок. 1550 г., которое вышло в анонимной (скорее всего, сербской) типогра-
фии и сохранилось только во фрагментах всего лишь в двух экземплярах, 
находящихся в настоящее время в Белграде и Новом Саде:

(N: 78) Псалтырь, ок. 1550, более 80 л., 2 экз. и фрагм.
Шрифты, которые были использованы для издания этой Псалтыри, не 

встречаются ни в одном из известных сегодня кирилловских палеотипов, 
хотя некоторые исследователи указывают на возможные параллели между 
этой книгой и венецианскими изданиями Вуковичей15.

Во второй половине XVI века, помимо второй милешевской, действова-
ли еще две сербские типографии – обе связанные с иеромонахом по имени 
Мардарий. Первая из них, известная в научной литературе под названием 
Белградская типография, выпустила лишь одну книгу:

(N: 82; G: 2) Четвероевангелие, 4 августа 1552, 212 л., 60 экз. и фрагм.

15 Более подробно об этом издании и о сербских монастырских изданиях в целом см.: Е.Л. НЕ-

МИРОВСКИЙ, Сербские монастырские типографии 16 века, Москва 1995.
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Так же, как это случалось во время работы над многими выше представ-
ленными палеотипами, создатели Белградского Четвероевангелия исполь-
зовали в качестве образца издания своих предшественников. На основе 
графических черт и орнамента, а также некоторых языковых особенностей 
(прежде всего графических и фонетических) можно утверждать, что Мар-
дарий пользовался румыно-болгарским Тырговиштским Евангелием 1512 
года. Стоит также отметить, что среди других образцов Белградского Четве-
роевангелия, некоторые сербские исследователи указывают на несохранив-
шееся (или легендарное) Цетинское Четвероевангелие16.

Белградское Четвероевангелие было десять лет спустя перепечатано 
в монастыре Мркшина Црква (точное местонахождение неизвестно), скорее 
всего тем же иеромонахом Мардарием:

(N: 104; G: 24) Четвероевангелие, 24 июня 1562, 212 л., 39 экз. и фрагм.
В середине XVI века возрождается кирилловское книгопечатание на 

румынских землях, а одним из первых изданий этой группы является Апос- 
тол, напечатанный в Тырговиште внуком Божидара и сыном Феодора Люба-
вича – Дмитрием Любавичем Логофетом. Стоит подчеркнуть, что это первая 
изданная на Балканах книга, содержащая текст Апостола (до этого Апостол 
был издан Франциском Скориной в Вильнюсе в 1525 г.). Издание имеет два 
варианта: валашский и молдавский (они отличаются прежде всего колофо-
нами и упоминаемыми в них владетелями):

(N: 76) Апостол, 18 марта 1547, 268 л., 16 экз. и фрагм.
В румынских землях, одновременно с типографией Любавича-внука, 

в трансильванском городе Сибиу (Sibiu, Hermannstadt) действовала типогра-
фия Филиппа Пиктора Молдаванина, где ок. 1544 года был издан напечатан-
ный по-румынски кириллицей лютеранский катехизис, а также славянское 
Четвероевангелие, которое является практически дословной перепечаткой 
Тырговиштского Четвероевангелия 1512 года:

(N: 73) Четвероевангелие, 22 июня 1546, 300 л., 3 экз. и фрагм.
В этом же городе несколькo лет позже был издан еще один схожий палео-

тип, хотя вопрос о датировке и месте этого издания не до конца ясен:
(N: 81; G: 1) Четвероевангелие, 1551–1554, 128 л., 2 экз. и фрагм.
Этот памятник, сохранившийся во фрагментах, содержит параллель-

ный текст Евангелия на румынском и церковнославянском языках. По 
причине отсутствия выходных данных невозможно определить имя изда-
теля, а исследователи (в том числе – авторы каталогов) связывают его как 

16 М. ПЕШИКАН, Лексикон српскославенског штампарства, [in:] Пет векова српског штампар-
ства 1494–1994. Раздобље српскословенске штампе XV–XVII в., ed. М. ПАНТИЋ, Београд 1994, 
p. 213.
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с Филиппом Молдаванином, так и с другим румынским издателем – дьяко-
ном Кореси, с чьим именем связан также целый ряд валашско-румынских 
или валашско-болгарских (в более широком смысле – румыно-болгарских) 
изданий второй половины XVI в., среди которых не последнее место занима-
ют библейские книги. Кореси работал в нескольких городах: в Тырговиште, 
Брашове, Себеше и в связи с этим вопрос локализации некоторых сохранив-
шихся румыно-болгарских палеотипов, в которых отсутствуют выходные 
данные, не вполне ясен. Стоит также отметить, что дискуссионным счита-
ется вопрос и о конфессиональной принадлежности дьякона, поскольку он 
выпустил кирилловский румынский перевод Катехизиса Мартина Лютера.

На церковнославянском языке румыно-болгарской редакции дьяконом 
Кореси были выпущены следующие библейские книги:

(N: 106; G: 17) Евангелие, 13 октября 1562, 242 л., 8 экз. и фрагм.;
(N: 122; G: 40) Апостол, 15 декабря 1566, 320 л., 5 экз. и фрагм.;
(N: 134; G: 44) Псалтырь, ок. 1568/1570, 161 л., 2 экз. и фрагм.;
(N:  140; G: 55) Псалтырь с восследованием, ок.  1572/1573, 296  л., 2 экз.
и фрагм.;
(N: 148; G: 63) Псалтырь, ок. 1576, 148 л., 2 экз. и фрагм.;
(N:  150; G: 65) Псалтырь, 1577, 316  л., 2 экз. и фрагм., книга содержит
тексты на румынском и церковнославянском языках17;
(N: 151, G: 66) Псалтырь с восследованием, 1577, 172 л., 4 экз. и фрагм.;
(N: 156; G: 71) Псалтырь, oк. 1578, 337 л., 2 экз. и фрагм., книга содержит 
тексты на румынском и церковнославянском языках;
(N: 158; G: 74) Евангелие, 1579, 206 л., 13 экз. и фрагм.;
(N: 165; G: 78) Псалтырь, ок. 1580, 156 л., 1 экз.;
(N: 180; G: 90) Четвероевангелие, ок. 1583, 202 л., 4 экз. и фрагм.

К румыно-болгарской традиции относится также деятельность типогра-
фа дьяка Лоринца, работавшего, скорее всего, независимо от дьякона Коре-
си. Среди его печатной продукции имеется изданное в трансильванском 
городе Алба-Юлия (Alba Iulia), называемом также Белградом или Балгра-
дом, Четвероевангелие:

17 А. Гусева в своем каталоге пересказывает послесловие этого палеотипа: Послесловие: от 
лица печатника дьякона Кореси (по-румынски). В нем говорится, что все народы имеют на 
своих языках Слово Божие, а лишь румыны не имеют его на своем языке. Обращаясь к священ-
никам, печатник говорит, что издал для них эту Псалтирь, переведя текст на румынский 
язык с сербского издания. В заключение просит у читающих благословения и обозначает год 
печатания Псалтири – А.А. ГУСЕВА, op. cit., p. 501.
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(N: 157; G: 73) Четвероевангелие, 16 мая 1579, 211 л., 4 экз. и фрагм.
Последним из румынско-болгарских типографов, издававших библей-

ские книги в XVI веке, был иеромонах Лаврентий, основатель монастыря 
св. Иоанна Крестителя на реке Колентина неподалеку от Бухареста. Его дея-
тельность отражена прежде всего в двух изданиях Четвероевангелия, назы-
ваемого в болгаристике „Лаврентиевото Четириевангелие” (в исследованиях 
на русском языке чаще встречается название „Бухарестское Евангелие”). 
Авторы сводных каталогов описывают это издание как два отдельных 
памятника, причем Гусева считает, что второе издание вышло не в Бухарес- 
те, а в Брашове.

(N: 173; G: 86) Четвероевангелие, 1582, 218 л., 10 экз. и фрагм.
(N: 175: G: 88) Четвероевангелие, после 1582 г., более 240 л., 4 экз. и фрагм.
В новейших археографическо-языковых работах18 говорится о скорее 

всего двух изданиях одного и того же текста, а общее число известных на 
данный момент сохранившихся экземпляров составляет 19: 13 –  первого 
издания и 6 – второго.

Д. Иванова, которая также исследовала язык Бухарестского евангелия 
(тем же методом хронологической проекции, о котором говорилось выше), 
подчеркивает, что среди особенностей этого памятника можно указать на 
новоболгарские инновации, характерные для восточноболгарских мизий-
ских говоров. Эти явления, однако, немногочисленны и появляются на фоне 
очевидной тырновско-ресавской орфографии:

в езиково-правописно отношение търновската норма е доста стабилна, но в Лаврен- 
тиевото четириевангелие се наблюдава проникване на елементи от ресавски (или 
западнобългарски) тип, а също, макар и  спорадично, са отразени явления и  от 
говоримата реч (главно на фонетично и морфологично равнище)19.

Добавлю также, что в некоторых румынских работах с именем Лаврентия 
связывается также еще один библейский кирилловский палеотип – недати-
рованная Псалтырь20. Мне не удалось, однако, обнаружить достоверных све-
дений, подтверждающих его существование.

Представленные выше основные составляющие и главные этапы южнос-
лавянской кирилловской старопечатной традиции (а также конкретные 
библейские издания) должны быть, конечно же, соотнесены с параллельной 

18 К. МАНО-ЗИСИ, Штампано „Четвороjеванђеље” Монаха Лаврентија. (Друго издање, после 
1582. године), АПри 25, 2003, p. 239–251; Д. ИВАНОВА, Южнославянските печатни книги от 
ХVІ век и пътят към окончателната църковнославянска кодификация на библейския (еван-
гелски) текст, [in:] Славянска филология 25. Сборник, посветен на ХV славистичен конгрес 
в Минск, София 2013, p. 24–46.
19 Д. ИВАНОВА, Традиция и приемственост…, p. 32.
20 M. Păcurariu, Dicţionarul teologilor români, 2Bucureşti 2002.
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восточнославянской традицией книгопечатания (намного лучше изучен-
ной), которую составляют: деятельность Франциска Скорины (Прага–
Вильнюс, 1517–1525); деятельность т.н. анонимной типографии (Москва, 
ок.  1553–1565); деятельность Ивана Федорова (Москва–Заблудов–Львов–
Острог, 1564–1581); деятельность московских книгопечатников после отъ-
езда из Москвы Ивана Федорова и появление Московского печатного двора 
(1568–); деятельность львовских (1591–1594) и острожских (ок. 1583–1612) 
книгопечатников после отъезда из этих городов Ивана Федорова; деятель-
ность печатников Вильна: издательского дома Мамоничей (1574–1624), 
типографии Василия Гарабудры (ок.  1580–1582) и типографии Братства 
Св. Троицы / Св. Духа (1595–). Нет, однако, никаких сомнений, что недо-
оценивание южнославянских палеотипических традиций XVI века может 
создавать не совсем адекватную картину истории славянского библейского 
текста, а также нести в себе опасность искажения нашего понимания тех 
процессов, которые легли в основу создания ново-церковно-славянского 
языка. Надеюсь, что палеославистике удастся этой опасности избежать.
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Abstract. Editions of the Biblical texts in the Cyrillic South Slavic tradition during the Sixteenth 
Century. ·e article is devoted to the printing Cyrillic South Slavic Biblical texts from the begin-
ning (incunabula) until the early seventeenth century, along with the presentation and characteristics 
of the sources from Montenegro, Venice, Serbia, Wallachia and others. ·is history is referred to 
some Glagolitic sources and to the much better recognised history of Eastern Slavic paleotypy, both 
from the area of the First Republic of Poland, as well as from typographical centres of the Russian 
Tsardom.
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БИБЛЕЙСКИЕ ЦИТАТЫ ВО ВТОРОМ сЛАВЯНСКОМ ПЕРЕВОДЕ 
ИСТОРИЧЕСКОЙ ПАЛЕИ (ПРЕДВАРИТЕЛЬНЫЕ ЗАМЕЧАНИЯ)

Термин «парабиблейский текст» представляется достаточно объемным. 
Это дает возможность использовать его при изучении памятников раз-

ных эпох, отличающихся с точки зрения генологии и эстетики1. Например, 
«парабиблейскими» считаются «небиблейские Кумранские рукописи»2, 
а также авторские переработки текстов Ветхого Завета, такие как Апокриф 
Книги Бытия (Genesis Apocryphon), комментарий к Бытию, а также «пере-
работанное» Пятикнижие3. Термин «парабиблейская литература» исполь-
зуется и  для произведений, которые содержат мотивы, вдохновленные 
библейскими текс тами. Это, в частности, т.н. апокрифы, которые не согласо-
вываются с официальной позицией, но пользуются в определенных кругах 
не меньшим авторитетом, чем канонические тексты4. По моему мнению, это 
позволяет использовать данный термин в отношении материала, которым 
является Историческая палея (далее ИП): собрание библейских текстов, 
эпизодов, сцен, сгруппированных по многочисленным, снабженным заго-
ловками, разделам. В течение примерно семисот лет это произведение функ-
ционировало в визан тийско-славянском мире5. Памятник, который появил-
ся в IX веке, славяне переводили по крайней мере трижды; он пользовался 

1 О парабиблейской литературе культурного пространства, в котором функционировала ИП 
или близком ему, см. напр.: A. Miltenova, Reception of Parabiblical (Paratextual) Literature in Me-
diaeval Bulgaria, FE VI–VII, 2007, p. 9–20.
2 См. The Dead Sea Scrolls Reader, vol. 3. Parabiblical Texts, ed. D.W. Parry, E. Tov with the assis-
tance by C. Anderson, Leiden–Brill 2004.
3 См. D.K. Falk, The Parabiblical Texts. Strategies for Extending the Scriptures among the Dead Sea 
Scrolls [The Library of Second Temple Studies], Edinburgh 2007.
4 См. напр.: F. Badalanova-Geller, Cosmogonies and mythopoesis in the Balkans and beyond, SMer 
14, 2014, p. 87–147; ср. А. МИЛТЕНОВА, А. АНГУШЕВА, Апокрифи, [in:] История на българската 
средновековна литература, ed. А. МИЛТЕНОВА, София 2009, p. 217.
5 См. напр.: Е.Н. ЗАХАРЕНКО, Л.Н. КОМАРОВА, И.В. НЕЧАЕВА, Новый словарь иностранных слов: 
25 000 слов и словосочетаний, Москва 2003 [http://slovari.ru/search.aspx?s=0&p=3068&di=vsis& 
wi=11705; http://slovari.ru/search.aspx?s=0&p=3068&di=vsis&wi=13308] [дата обращения: 30.06. 
2016].

http://dx.doi.org/10.18778/2084-140X.06.09
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особой популярностью на Руси, о чем, однако, можно судить только на осно-
вании сохранившихся списков6, так как нет информации о рецепции текс та 
или замечаниях, которые были бы сделаны после его прочтения. Размещен-
ные в кодексах, содержащих, в частности, христианские истории и топогра-
фию (Георгий Амартол, Козьма Индикоплов), объяснения литургии, жития, 
проповеди и псевдоканонические тексты, славянские переводы ИП особым 
образом, вероятно, должны были заменять собой Ветхих Завет в предста- 
влении христианина визан тийско-славянского мира, а точнее, пространства 
Slavia Orthodoxa7.

Уверенно можно сказать, что использование термина «парабиблейский» 
в этом контексте более адекватно, чем определение «псевдобиблейский». 
Важнейшими факторами, которые не позволяют утверждать, что ИП отно-
сится к имитирующим или наследующим Ветхий Завет произведениям, 
являются оригинальное (хотя и спорное, а в некоторых вариантах ошибоч-
ное) заглавие, а также использование большого количества заимствований 
ненарративных текстов (поэзии). Нужно подчеркнуть, что литературное 
содержание ИП (функционирование в традиции, которая была близка офи-
циальной; структура и диапазон текс та; требования, предъявляемые потен-
циальному читателю) находится на несравненно более высоком уровне, чем 
содержание псевдоканонических произведений (или буквально апокрифи-
ческих)8.

Наличие цитат из Писания в литературе визан тийско-славянского мира 
осмысливается и анализируется на протяжении нескольких десятилетий 
– в последних работах обращается внимание на недостаточно полный харак-
тер рефлексии. Ситуацию точно характеризует утверждение, что „пробле-
ма выявления и атрибуции цитат в  средневековой литературе достаточно 

6 Сохранилось ок. 30 списков I-го перевода XV–XVII вв., все восточнославянские, кроме того, 
несколько списков II-го перевода, сербских и среднеболгарских XIV–XVI вв.
7 О Палее см.: Chr. Böttrich, Palaea/Palaja. Ein byzantinisch-slavischer Beitrag zu den europai-
cheschen Historienbibeln, [in:]  Fragmentarisches Wörterbuch. Beiträge zur biblischen Exegese und 
christlichen Theologie. Horst Balz zum 70 Geburtstag, ed. K. Schiffner, K. Wengt, W. Zager, Stutt-
gart 2007, p. 304–313; А. МИЛТЕНОВА, Палея, [in:] Старобългарска литература. Енциклопеди-
чен речник, ed. Д. ПЕТКАНОВА, 2Велико Търново 2003, p. 345–346; Р. СТАНКОВ, Историческая 
Палея – памятник древней болгарской культуры, Pbg 10.4, 1986, p. 55–63, О.В. ТВОРОГОВ, Па-
лея историческая, [in:] Словарь книжников и книжности Древней Руси (вторая половина 
XIV–XVI в.), pars 1 et 2, ed. Д.С. ЛИХАЧЕВ, Ленинград 1988–1989, 2, p. 160–161.
8 В то же время нужно обратить внимание на функционирование термина ‘парабиблейский 
текст’, ‘парабиблейская традиция’ в контексте устной народной традиции. Понимаемая таким 
образом ‘парабиблейская традиция’, хотя и без связи с обстоятельствами функционирова-
ния ИП, должна была бы развиваться «среди европейских крестьян параллельно с элитарной 
культурой в связи с глубокой адаптацией церковного катехизиса, приспособленного к миру 
деревни», цит. по: M. Zowczak, Przedmowa do wydania drugiego, [in:] M. Zowczak, Biblia ludo-
wa. Interpretacje wątków biblijnych w kulturze ludowej, Toruń 2013, p. 12.
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трудоемка, она осложняется еще и тем, что цитаты достаточно подвижны, 
зачастую мы сталкивaемся просто с аллюзиями и  реминисценциями”9. 
Особой проблемой является вопрос библейских цитат в  парабиблейском 
произведении – в ИП. Это произведение – кроме фрагментов, явно заимство-
ванных из небиблейских источников – само по себе является парафразом 
первых книг Ветхого Завета, то есть цитатой из гипертекста10 с включением 
прямых цитат и отсылок. Конечно, по этой причине легко поддаться иску-
шению и рассматривать нарратив и сюжет ИП в качестве библейских, впро-
чем, нужно помнить о различиях библейского текс та и собственного текс та 
автора ИП. Возможно, что именно в ИП библейские нарратив и сюжет – или, 
скорее, созданные по модели библейских – не представляются нам «пустой 
и закостенелой формулой, но полным жизни и динамики «приключени-
ем», у которого всегда есть своя, заданная автором, структура и логика»11. 
Посмотрим на пример специфического использования текс та Писания в ИП 
(на материале второго славянского перевода, в котором – в отличие от т.н. 
первого перевода – больше библейских цитат12). Рассмотрение этого при-
мера позволит охарактеризовать цитаты (прямые) и подчеркнуть их отли-
чие от переработок, заимствований и аллюзий, основываясь на новейших 

9 А.В.  СИЗИКОВ, Новозаветные цитаты в древнерусском переводе Жития Андрея Юродиво-
го, [in:] Священное Писание как фактор языкового и литературного развития. Материалы 
международной конференции „Священное Писание как фактор языкового и  литературного 
развития (в ареале авраамических религий)”, Санкт-Петербург, 30 июня 2009 г., ed. Е.Н. МЕ-

ЩЕРСКАЯ, Санкт-Петербург 2011, p. 159.
10 Zob. М. ГАРДЗАНИТИ, Библейские цитаты в церковнославянской книжности, Москва 2014, 
p. 13–14.
11 Цит. по: D.  Dziadosz, Teologiczne przesłanie teofanii Boga pod dębami Mamre (Rdz 18,1–16), 
[in:] Język Biblii. Od słuchania do rozumienia. XXXII Tydzień Biblijny, Lublin (KUL), 29.–30.11.2003, 
ed. W. Pikor, Kielce 2005, p. 24.
12 Т.н. II перевод ИП (далее: ИП II) в списке рукописи Николяц 83 (1425–1435), л. 121б–229а; 
о рукописи см.: Д. БОГДАНОВИЋ, Инвентар ћирилских рукописа у Југославији (XI–XVII века), 
Београд 1982, p. 38; Д. МЕДАКОВИЋ, Манастир Савина, Београд 1978, p. 89–96. Представлен-
ные здесь фрагменты ИП II в основном соответствуют греческому тексту единственного на 
сегодняшний день издания Визан тийской палеи: Палея историческая, [in:] A. Vassiliev, Anec-
dota graeco-byzantina [СΠВЛ, t. 11], Москва 1893, p. 188–292. Текст Ветхого Завета в старобол-
гарском переводе по спискам: Загребская Библия – опись кодекса в: V. Mošin, Ćirilski rukopisi 
Jugoslavenske Akademije, I. dio. Opis rukopisa, Zagreb 1955, № 61, p. 117–118; и: Г. МИНЧЕВ, Пшин-
ская Библия первой четверти XVI века – малоизвестная южнославянская рукопись, содержа-
щая перевод Восьмикнижия, [in:] Священное Писание как фактор языкового и литературного 
развития. Материалы международной конференции „Священное Писание как фактор язы-
кового и литературного развития (в  ареале авраамических религий)”, Санкт-Петербург, 
30 июня 2009 г., отв. ред. Е.Н. МЕЩЕРСКАЯ, Санкт-Петербург 2011, p. 223–240; Пшинская Биб- 
лия – опись кодекса в: Б. ХРИСТОВА, Е. МУСАКОВА, Е. УЗУНОВА, Опис на славянските ръкописи 
в Църковно-историческия и архивен институт – София, t. 1. Библейски книги, ed. Кл. ИВАНОВА, 
София 2009, p. 26–27 (№ 1, иллюстрации I–V, p. 149–150), и: Г. МИНЧЕВ, op. cit.
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подходах к подобным заимствованиям в текс тах ареала Slavia Orthodoxa13, 
а также оценить творческие способности автора ИП в использовании пер-
воисточника для создания оригинального литературного произведения14.

Марчелло Гардзанити в своей классификации выделяет следующие типы 
заимствований из гипертекста:

I. Ссылка на понятия и реалии (события или лица):
1. Упоминание без какого-либо комментария. 2. Толкование понятий или описание 
реалий (изложение событий, перечень их участников и пр.).
II. Цитата:
[1.] Аллюзия. [2.] Парафраз или пересказ. [3.] Прямая цитата.
III. Инсценировка (пересказ события или понятия в диалоге):
[1.] Парафраз. [2.] Цитата. [3.] Композиционное объединение цитат15.

Итак, первый специфический тип, толкования и упоминания, можно 
обнаружить в ИП в одной из глав о делах Израиля под водительством Иису-
са Навина. Это не чистый тип, предложенный М. Гардзанити, а лишенная 
комментария «отсылка к реальности», она вводится через конкретизацию: 
мысли придается персональный и событийный характер. Глава Об Аендоре 
(ИП II) была названа издателем английского перевода Греческой палеи 
«удачной обработкой» Пс 82(83),10–1116. Топоним ‘Аендор’ („Сделай им то 
же, что Мадиаму, что Сисаре, что Иавину у потока Киссона, которые истре-
блены в Аендоре, сделались навозом для земли”17) превратился в имя героя 

13 Проблема классификации и типологии библейских цитат в текс тах православных славян 
уже поднималась в следующих работах: Р. ПИКИО, Функцията на библейските тематични 
ключове в литературния код на православното, [in:] Р. ПИКИО, Православното славянство 
и старобългарската културна традиция, София 1993, p. 385–435; A.E. Naumow, O kartotece 
cerkiewnosłowiańskich użyć biblijnych, RSl 44, 1983, № 1, p. 21–29; Кр. СТАНЧЕВ, За художествена 
специфика на старобългарската литература, [in:] Кр. СТАНЧЕВ, Стилистика и жанрове на 
старобългарската литература, София 1985, p. 5–21.
14 Необходимо, кроме того, обратить внимание на двойственную – историкоформирующую 
и нехудожественную – природу (а скорее функцию) библейских цитат в ИП.
15 По: М. ГАРДЗАНИТИ, op. cit., p. 13–14.
16 С коммент.: The Palaea, as it does elsewhere, understood ‘en’ to mean ‘by’ and imagined that a fic-
tional character named ‘Endor’ was responsible for their destruction […]. The author may have placed 
this episode after the death of Joshua, because the preceding verse of the Psalm describes events occurring 
at the time of the judges. The details of the story bear some similarities to the account of Ehud’s killing 
of Eglon king of Moab in Judg 3:16–26 […], цит. по: W. Adler, Palaea Historica („The Old Testament 
Story”). A new translation and introduction, [in:] Old Testament Pseudepigrapha. More noncanonical 
scriptures, vol. 1, ed. R. Bauckham, J.R. Davila, A. Panayotov, Michigan 2013, p. 650, прим. b 
(полностью на p. 585–672).
17 Библейские цитаты по изданию: Библия. Книги Священного писания Ветхого и Нового 
Завета. Синодальный текст [http://www.biblioteka3.ru/biblioteka/biblija/] (дата обращения: 
1.07.2016).
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– освободителя из-под ига халдеев. В целях повествования был создан герой 
и его лаконичная характеристика: mьста qp mь ȇ}opи�ь v}qь иvpнpvь �лȅoоzьƽ 
сьи mь zpmность пzи��ьƽ како =Ȟǉьстmо �го поzаlоти сp �алop+�əƽ и поvоли сp сьтmоzи-
ти сmоlоo}ƿ =Ȟьстm} сmо�v}ƽ и zp ə кь ȇ}op+vь Ȟто oа сьтmоzитp vиƽ и сmоlоq�} 
=Ȟьстmо mа�p = z}к} �алȅopиск} [Николяц 83, л. 196–196об.].

В ИП есть ещe один герой, прообраз которого напрасно искать в Писа-
нии – в главе О переписи народа (ИП II). Царь Давид планирует переписать 
народ Израиля; когда он поручает сделать это Иоаву, последний отказывает-
ся, дабы не преступить закон (ср. 2 Цар 24,1–3), однако, позднее „слово царя 
Иоаву и военачальникам превозмогло; и пошел Иоав с военачальниками от 
царя считать народ Израильский” (2 Цар 24,4). Тем временем автор ИП в это 
место повествования вводит образ другого поверенного, который исполня-
ет царскую волю: и нp послȒ�аmь и+аmь �ǉzа om�а сьтmоzити сpƽ zp ə кь ozȒгоvȒ �го 
ȞлǉкȒƽ иvpнpvь акь�иꙗƽ иqp и поиop наȞpть пz�писоmати [Николяц 83, л. 227об.]. 
Особенности этого персонажа18 помогают Иоаву остаться праведником, он 
преображается –  по контрасту –  в антагониста царя, который свою волю 
поставил выше воли Господа.

Практически в стороне от упомянутой классификации остается еще одно 
(хотя и  похожее) вмешательство автора ИП в текст Восьмикнижия –  оно 
касается конструкции образа: в главе Слово о Деворе (ИП II). Из истории 
смелой девы, принадлежащей в Израиле к судейскому кругу, которая появ-
ляется в Суд 4 и 5, заимствовано только имя. Это сделано для того, чтобы 
сформировать образ, связанный с повествованием о Юдифи (Июдифь 8–16). 
Начало главы не оставляет никаких сомнений:

\иꙗ o�mоzȅzа l��p пzьmаƽ = lлǉгоzоoн<� гzа� ȇ�z�˂ лvаƽ l<�˂  qp пzиити аzтасиz} �ǉz} 
пpzȅскоv} на гzаoьƿ и +lлpqати �гоƽ и zатоmа�p �го на mȅсакь oǉньƽ и �от��p mьнити 
mь нȌгоƽ сьпzотиmꙗ�} qp сp гzаq�анpƽ oонȅopqp иvа�} сил} сьпzотиmити сpƽ �гoа 
qp иǄнpvого�p сьпzотиmиóóти сp пpzȅс+�əƽ сьm��а�p сp =oати гzаoьƽ mьстаmȅ�и qp op-
mоzа ĝzp ə кь наȞpлник+�ə гzа� ȇ�zлv�əкаƽ поȞто тако сьm��астp =oати гzа� стǉ<и mь z}�� 
�Ǆ<к+�əəƽ +стаmитp oо ǄаÁ�zаƿ и тако oа сьтmоzитp ꙗкоqp �о�pтpƽ сл<�аm�p mси Ȓvль-
Ȟа�pƽ Nь oǉнь qp +нь mьстаm�и o�mоzаğ и }кzаси сplpƽ и mьǄpть om� zаlини носp�и 
+mо�иꙗ mсакаƽ и omа 'тzоȞи�а носp�p mpт�о mино иǄz�oȅноƽ и колак< ðêñƿ и Ȟисти 
�л�l<ƽ и ина lzа�ȅна lлǉгоmонȅнааƽ }слаq�а��а mȅсако Ȟ}mȅстmоƿ и +lонꙗнF�ƽ и иǄь-
��ь�и = гzаoа сmо�гоƽ поиop кь аzтасиz}Ȓ mоиск}ƽ и mp əzь }lо с}�иƽ mиo�mь �� 
аzтасиzь }oиmи сpƽ l��p lо mиo�ни�vь кzаснаł [Николяц 83, л. 212–212об.]19.

18 У. Адлер подчеркивает, что [t]his name is unknown in the account told in 2 Samuel. The name is 
possibly related to the Greek word ‘achreia’ (‘useless’), цит. по: W. Adler, op. cit., p. 668, прим. b. Если 
принять эту этимологию имени, оно приобретает иронические черты – Ахия оказывается, 
с точки зрения царя, исключительно полезным.
19 Дополнение в квадратных скобках по списку ИП из собрания Музея Сербской православ-
ной церкви в Белграде, сигн. 42 (далее: МСПЦ 42), л. 104об. 25–30.
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Этот пример подтверждает правильность мнения, согласно которому 
для автора ИП важнее было описать ход разворачивающихся событий, за- 
острить стремительную сюжетную линию, усилить яркость героев, нежели 
передать скрупулезность размышлений об истории избранного народа, тео-
логические проблемы или мораль – содержание нравственного характера 
дается почти мимоходом.

Среди способов цитирования содержания Библии в ИП особого внима-
ния заслуживает инсценировка (третий тип по классификации М. Гардза-
нити). В сущности, это определенная стилистическая обработка, например, 
изменение порядка слов в  предложении или изменение подлежащего 
и дополнения, а прежде всего изменение формы словесного выражения 
(т.е. превращение нарратива в третьем лице в монолог или диалог, а зна-
чит, использование прямой речи). Можно предположить, что инсценировка 
требует значительных композиционных и стилистических способностей, 
обладание которыми уменьшает риск появления ошибок при трансляции 
исходного текс та.

С этой техникой в ИП мы встречаемся, в частности, в главе О жене 
Урии, в которой описывается драматическая судьба Вирсавии (ИП II): если 
в Писании „Урия спал у ворот царского дома со всеми слугами своего госпо-
дина, и не пошел в свой дом” (2 Цар 11,9), то в ИП мы знакомимся с этой 
ситуацией со слов достойного воина: }zиꙗ qp поиop mь o+�ə сmоиƽ и +l�ти �qp 
иv��p сь ozȒqино� сmоp�ƽ oа нp пzиlлиqитȅ сp 'ozȒ сmо�v}ƽ нp спать на +oz� 
сmо�vьƿ глǉȌƽ ꙗко vоꙗ ozȒqина нǉнꙗ стzаq} lл�op� на zатиƽ аǄь qp како поȞи� на 
+oz� vо�vьƽ oоmлȌ�тȅ vи mиo�нFp oоv} vо�гоƽ и поȞить на Ǆpvли [Николяц 
83, л. 221об.].

Подобным образом прямая речь включена в библейский нарратив 
в главе О царе иудейском Озии (ИП II). Во второй книге Паралипоменон 
мы читаем о царе: „возгордилось сердце его на погибель его, и он сделался 
преступником пред Господом Богом своим, ибо вошел в храм Господень, 
чтобы воскурить фимиам на алтаре кадильном” (2 Пар 26,16) – в свою оче-
редь, в ИП его слова звучат так: „сказал царь Озия [священнику]: «позволь 
и мне воскурить фимиам»” (azт�əm}��} и}op� +Ǆи�ƽ mьниop mь �zаvь lǉqFиƽ 
и пzи�ь��} ȇ�zp� покаoитиƽ zp ə +Ǆиꙗ �ǉzьƽ oаq�ь и vн� покаoити [Николяц 83, 
л. 228об.]).

Еще один вариант упомянутой выше инсценировки –  фокусирование 
действия (нарратива) не на ветхозаветном герое. Это приводит к измене-
нию композиции персонажей. Обратимся к истории Иеффая – когда ока-
зывается, что в качестве благодарения за победоносное возвращение из 
похода против аммонитян он поклялся принести в жертву собственную 
дочь, библейский Иеффай вступает с дочерью в разговор, объясняя причи-
ны своих действий:
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и zpȞp oь�и vоа пz�ста vpƽ и m�zȅно l<�ə пz�� +Ȟиvа vоиvаƽ аǄȅ lо =mzьǄо� }ста 
сmоа кь гǉmи ' тpl�ƽ и нp mъǄvог} +lzатитиƽ и zp ə кь нȌv} +ǉȞpƽ а�p + vн� =mzь-
Ǆль �си }ста сmоа кь гǉmиƽ сътmоzи vн� ꙗко�ə Ȍ�ə иǄ<�ло иǄь }сть тmои�ьƽ �лȅvа 
qp сътmоzи гǉь =vь�pнFp mzагоvь на�Fиvь +синоmь аvиньƽ [Суд 11,35–36, по: 
Загребская Библия, л. 311об.–312].

Тем временем в ИП именно девушка инициирует разговор; таким обра-
зом, она приобретает более активную позицию героя, наделенного речью: 
�~Iаи qp mиo�mь oь�pzь сmо�ƿ наȞpть плакатиƿ oь�и qp �го наȞpть mьпzа�ати 
�го глǉȌƽ Ȟто ��ə m<на +ǉȞp �qp zаoи плаȞp�иƽ +нȅ qp zp ə qzь�m} тp наzpко�ь пzинpсти 
гǉ} lǉ} [Николяц 83, л. 198об.].

История обета и утраты Иеффая принадлежит, впрочем, к тем повест- 
вованиям, в которых автор ИП отчетливо воздействует на читателя посред-
ством эмоций, вызванных специфической переработкой библейского мотива. 
В книге Судей последние месяцы жизни девушки представлены коротко, 
без драматизма констатируется ее прощание с миром: иop саvа и oz}гинȌƽ 
и �оq�аа�p по гоzа� и плака�p сp oǉmьстmа сmоpгоƽ и l<сть на конȅ�ь mтоzаго v��əаƽ 
и mъǄmzати сp кь +ǉ�} сmоpv}ƽ и поpть � =�ǉь Ȍp p~ȅтаpƽ и mъǄнpсp � на mъсp-
съqpqpнF�ƽ и съmzь�и vолl} ��qp l� +l��а [Суд 11,38–39, по: Загребская 
Библия, л. 312], в то же время в ИП мы находим описание: и l��p �оop�ии Ǆа 
гǉ v��əpƽ = v�ста на v�стоƽ сьlиzа��и �m�ти гоzȅск<pƿ сь oz}г<нꙗvи сmоиvиƿ 
и сь г}сльvиƽ наслаq�а��и сp vиzа сpго кzасотȒƽ по пz��ьстmи� qp тz�� v��əьƽ 
пzFиop кь +ǉ�} сmо�v}ƽ и поqz�ть � гǉ} lǉ} qzьтȅm} Ȟист} [Николяц 83, 
л. 198об.–199]. Демонстрация радости последних дней (с цветами, музыкой) 
создает явный контраст между невинностью принесенного в жертву ребен-
ка и его страшной судьбой, уготованной ему несчастным отцом. Может 
быть, именно своеобразная суровость описания, связанная с  отсутствием 
комментария, действует так проникновенно. Начало разговора с дочерью 
Иеффая ввводит в повествование дополнительный драматизм: предприня-
тая ею попытка прояснить причины грусти Иеффая неизбежно приводит 
к трагедии.

Стоит отметить, что в ИП используются приемы противоположные ин- 
сценировке (в которой можно увидеть особую драматизацию библейского 
нарратива), a именно изъятие фигурирующих в Писании высказываний 
в форме прямой речи (монологи, диалоги), а также многочисленных дета-
лей, таких как различные обстоятельства, сопутствующие событиям. Это 
делается ради сокращения содержания и обобщения – краткого пересказа 
того, чему посвящено повествование. Например, в главе O  моавском царе 
Балаке (ИП II) автор ИП явно избегает повторения пространных увеще-
ваний и  пророчеств прорицателя Валаама, записанных последовательно 
в четырех фрагментах Книги Чисел (Чис 23,7–10, Чис 23,18–24, Чис 24,3–9 
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и  Чис 24,15–24), завершая их коротким обобщением: и =mzъǄp }ста сmоꙗ 
клpти л�oи ȇсǉлm<ƽ и наȞpть lpс�oоmатиƽ и ꙗqp нp �+т��p гǉла�p ðêñƽ и mь v�сто 
клpтm< lл�əmpнF� т�vь гǉла�pƽ и пак< сp omа�и и тzи�и сьтmоzи [Николяц 83, 
л. 184об.]20.

Категорию «композиционного объединения цитат» в ИП представля-
ют случаи пересказа и сокращения –  как в высказываниях в форме пря-
мой речи (репликах), так и в сюжетной линии, а также в описании деталей 
художественного мира. Сокращения (или скорее подборки из) прямой речи 
можно найти в следующих главах О скинии откровения и О святых священ-
нических ризах (ИП II). В этих двух самых коротких главах ИП используется 
главным образом нефабулярный материал: они состоят почти полностью 
из напоминания слов Бога, призывающего Моисея подготовить надлежа-
щие объекты культа и утварь. Эти главы представляют из себя пересказ 
ряда фрагментов Книги Исход (очередно: Исх 25,40, Исх 26, Исх 28,1–14, 
Исх 30,10, Исх 27,1 и Исх 30,1–10):

+ с�ни сm��нFаƽ По с�vȅ qp zp ə гǉь v+ÁǼсp�ƽ сьтmоzи vи с�ньƽ [по] по�lи� нl�əноv}ƽ 
и поmpл�ниȌ�ə lǉqF�vьƽ mьǄ�mигнȒ�p сp +lла�иƽ и ꙗmи сp v+ÁǼсp� по�lиȌ нplǉсно Ȟистоƽ 
и zp ə �v} гǉьƽ такоm}� vи с�нь сьтmоzиƽ и mьн}тzь сp� oа пzиноси�и vи сл}ql<ƽ 
нp �о�} lо oа тmоzи�и vи qzьтȅm< на �льv+�ƽ и на каvpнp�ƿ нь mьн}тzь mь с�ниƽ 
иqp Ȍ�ə 'lzаǄь нl�əн<иƽ и oа сьтmоzи�и vи с�нь си�pƽ сьтmоzи �� �oинокzоmн}ƽ 
по +lzаǄ} нl�əноv}ƽ и сьтmоzи�и mь нȌи ƿг2 пz�гzаq�pнFаƽ óó omои�ь zаoи Ǆаm�сьƿ 
mън��нȌp }lо с�ньƽ mь�'oиvо mьс�v<иƽ сz��нȌ� qp с�ни mь�'oиvо Ȟист<�əƽ 
mьн}тzьнȌ qp ��ƽ �oин�vь тьȞи� ȇ�zp+�əƽ mсак qp �отp mьнити mь с�ньƽ oа иǄvи-
mа�тȅ сp mоoо� Ȟисто�ƽ пz�� ск<ни��ƽ и тако oа mь�оoить mь ск<ни�{
+ стǉои сǉ�pнȅн<Ȟȅскои +opq�и По си�ь oа сьтmоzи�и vи +opqo} сǉт}ƽ и +o�и 
�� ааz+на lzата сmо�гоƽ и oа mь�оoить mь нpmь�оoиvо�ƽ сиz� ə mьнȒтzьнȌ� с�ниƽ 
и + mȅс�vь vиz�ƽ и + mьǄ�}с� ȇ +oьq�иƽ и + �ǉzи�ьƽ и + mласт��ƽ [и] + л�op�ƽ 
и + mс�vь vиz� oа vолитȅ сp mь нȌиƽ oа сьтmоzи�и qp vи mь скинии ƿm2ƽ коmȅȞpгаƽ 
�oиного }lо mьн}тzьƿ mь нpmь�оoиv�vьƽ oz}гаго qp посz�� стǉгоƽ и mьн��ȅни 
}lоƿ oа пzи�vлȌть �л�l<ƽ и vpсаƿ и mиноƽ mьн}тzь�ȅнии qpƽ тьȞи� тьvьóóꙗньƽ 

20 Другой пример мы находим в главе О восстании на Моисея (ИП II), которая начинается 
с констатации недовольства евреев из рода Рувена и Дафана, связанного с запретом им при-
носить жертву. В Чис 16,2–3, откуда взят мотив, читаем: и mьста�p пz�� v+ɿсpаƽ и vȒqи сǉноmь 
ȇсǉzльƽ сǉнƿ стаz�и�и�ə сьнvȒƽ пzиȞpсти и сьm�тȒƽ v}qи�ə наzоȞитиƿ mьста�p на v+ɿсpꙗƽ и на аzонаƽ 
и z�ста кь ниvьƽ }стаmи сp mаvьƽ ꙗко mь�ə сьнȅvьƽ mьси сǉт< и mь ни� гǉьƽ oа поȞто mьстаст� на сьньvь 
гǉнь [Пшинская Библия, л. 119об.]. В ИП тем временем нарекания звучат более весомо, они 
приводят к конкретным действиям: mьста�p v}qиȌ на v+ɿсpꙗƿ ȇ ааz+на глǉ��иƽ поȞто и v<и нp 
пzиносиvь lǉ} каq�pнF�ƽ нь тьȞи� �oинь ааz+�əƽ �oа аz+н} тьȞи� ꙗmи сp lǉьƽ �oа нp и v< mȅси mиo�-
�оvь �го на гоz� синаис��иƽ �oа нp и v< ȇакоmлȌ с�vp �сv<ƽ �oа нp и v<ƿm2ȇ кол�нь испльнꙗ�v< 
[Николяц 83, л. 175]. Речь восставших евреев в ИП является парафразом Писания, изложе-
нием, которое позволяет читателю получить четкую информацию, касающуюся сути дела.
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и сьтmоzи mса v+ÁǼси поmpл�нȅна = гǉаƽ и по сpvь zp ə кь v+ɿсpȒ гǉь lǉьƽ mиq�ь �лика 
ти Ǆапоm�oа� аǄь oа сь�zани�иƽ и z�и ааz+н} lzат} сmо�v}ƽ oа нp mь�+oить 
на mȅсакь Ȟа�ə mь стǉоpƿ oа нp }vz�тъƽ и }стаmи гǉь lǉь v+ÁǼсp� Ǆапоm�oиƽ исписа 
и l<ти�ƽ иqp = lǉа сьтmоzpнȅн<vь mьс�vьƽ и + иǄȅlаmлȌни гz��+�əƽ и +���pни Ȟлǉкь 
сьгz��а��Fи� [Николяц 83, л. 172об.–173об.]21

Несколько раз в классификации М. Гардзанити появляется тип цитаты, 
понимаемой не только как вариант инсценировки (в рамках третьего типа), 
но и как прямой перенос фрагмента библейского текс та в другое произведе-
ние (прямая цитата в рамках второго типа), и как парафраз.

Категория парафраза дает возможность включить в нее различные при-
емы работы с исходным текстом. Один из примеров парафраза в ИП можно 
найти в главе О Амалике (ИП II). Она повествует о противостоянии изра-
ильтян с амаликитянами в Рефидиме (Исх 17,8–16)22:

ИП II [Николяц 83, л. 165–165об.] Загребская Библия, л. 86об.–87

NъǄ�mигȅ�p qp сp сǉноmp ȇиǉлpmи = vоzа 
Ȟzьvȅнагоƽ и иop�} по п}стиниƽ и пzFи-
oо�p mь гоzȒ синаиск}�ƽ \л<�а qp 
аvаликьƿ ꙗко lогатȅстmо �гÁǼпȅтьскоȌ 
mьǄьvȅ�p сǉноmp исǉлȌmиƽ пzFиop zатоmа-
ти и� сь vн+qьстmо�ə тис}�ьƽ гǉлȌ ꙗко 
lpǄь+zȒqни с}тьƿ и пz�иv} и� mь п}-
стини сpиƿ и mьǄv} lогатьсȅтmо �гÁǼпь-
тско�ƿ �qp +ни mьǄp�pƽ и пzиop аvаликь 
сь vн+qьстmоvь тисȒ�ьƽ и сьmьк}пи-
�p lzань сь �mȅzpиƽ v+ɿси qp mьǄиop на 
гоzȒƿ и пzостzpть zȒ�� на vлǉтmpƽ и �гoа 
mьǄ�mиǄа�p сиꙗ поl�q�а�} аvаликаƽ �гoа 
qp +тzьпа�} zȒ�� �го и сьниqа�p и�ƿ 
и поlpq�pни lиmа�Ȓ л��Ȍ исǉzлmиƽ и пак< 
�гoа mьǄ�mиǄа�p zȒ�� v+ÁǼсиƿ поlpq�а�Ȓ 
аvаликаƽ и сьmьк}пи�p lzань ��p vн+-
qаи�pȁ Nиo�mȅ qp аzооньƿ и +zь ꙗко 
�гoа mьǄ�mиǄаȌть z}��ƿ поlpq�аȌть аvа-
ликȒƽ mьниop �oинь + opсȅн}�ƿ а ozȒги 
+ лpm}�ƽ и mьǄ�mиǄа�Ȓ zȒ��ƿ и поl�q�а�Ȓ 
аvалик}ƽ и oо кон�а пог}lи�p и�ьƽ

ПzFиop�ə аvаликьƿ и mоpmа на ȇсǉлꙗ mъ zа-
~иoинpƽ zp ə qp v+ɿси кь ȇǉс}ƽ иǄlpzи сplp 
v}qFи силн<ƽ и �ь� mъпльȞи сp на аvа-
лика Ǆа}тzаƽ сp qp аǄь станȒ на mzь-
�} гоzьƽ и qьǄль qp lǉqFи mъ z}�� 
сmоpи и сътmоzи ȇс}сь ꙗкоqp zp ə v+ɿсиƿ 
и иǄь�ь� mьпльȞи сp на аvаликаƽ v+ɿси 
qp и ааzонь и ȇ+zьƽ mъǄ<oо�p на mzь-
�ь гоzьƽ и l<�ə �г�а mъǄ�mигн�а�p v+ɿси 
z}��ƿ +oол�mа�p ȇǉсльƽ �г�а ли пzигн��p 
z}�� +oол�mаа�p аvаликьƽ z}�� qp 
v+ɿсp+m� т�qȅ��ƽ и mъǄьvȅ�p каvикь 
по�лоqи�p pv} и с�op�p на нȌvьƽ ааz+нȅ 
qp ȇ+zь поozьqаста z}�� �v}ƽ �oинь 
= с}opƿ а ozȒг<и = +н}o�ƽ и l�ста 
v+ɿсFинp z}�� }кz�плȌнp oо Ǆапа� 
слǉньȞнагоƽ и +oол� ȇǉсль и ȇс}сь аvа-
лик}ƽ и mъсp л�oFи pго иǄȅс�Ȟp vьȞpvьƽ

21 Дополнение в квадратных скобках по списку МСПЦ 42.
22 В таблице сравнивается фабулярная часть главы ИП II без поэтических комментариев 
и начало библейской главы Исх 17,8–13.
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Оба фрагмента равны по объему, но значительно отличаются друг от 
друга деталями. ИП подробно описывает мотивы нападения амаликитян 
на избранный народ, но игнорирует образ Иисуса Навина, первого предво-
дителя и архитектора победы израильтян – может быть потому, что в цен-
тральной части повествования именно Патриарх занимает главное место. 
Это лишает Моисея возможности предсказать ход событий – иначе трудно 
было бы не вспомнить об Иисусе Навине. В то же время образ простираю-
щего руки и взывающего Моисея прямо интерпретируется как «молитва».

Конечно, в ИП можно выявить значительно больше примеров категорий, 
предложенных М. Гардзанити –  типов связи с библейским гипертекстом. 
Можно добавить и другие виды вмешательства в первоисточник, которые 
трудно напрямую связать с предложенной схемой. Таким образом, к жан-
ровым можно добавить художественные приемы, показывающие специ-
фическую чувствительность автора ИП относительно конструирования 
сюжетной линии, нарратива и элементов литературного мира.

В тексте ИП заметен эффект авторских усилий, которые можно назвать 
попыткой углубления изобразительного, визуального слоя отдельных сцен. 
Они заключаются в  обогащении библейского содержания элементами, 
принципиально с ним созвучными, но более зрелищными с точки зрения 
фабулы. Например, введение ангелофании и реплики нового, с точки зрения 
Писания, героя – ангела – вместо трансляции реплик аутентичных ветхоза-
ветных героев. Таким образом текст Писания обогащается в главе О жене 
Урии: в эпизод обращения пророка Нафана к царю Давиду (2 Цар 12,1) вве-
ден персонаж ангела. Он говорит с пророком, а затем участвует в разговоре 
Нафана с царем:

zp ə qp гǉь кь пz�əzк} наIанȒƽ поиoи и +lл<Ȟи �ǉzа om�аƽ ꙗко л�lоo�истmо сьтmоzи 
и }lиистmоƽ zp ə qp пz�əzкь кь агǉглȒ lо� сpƽ oа нp ꙗко �ǉzь +lлиȞpниꙗ нp тzьпp Ȓlи�тȅ 
vpƽ поиoи mи��и vp пz�� соlо�ƽ oа а�p �ǉzь +lлиȞpнF� =zинpть аǄь �го }lи�ƽ и по-
иop пz�əzкь кь omǉoȒ �ǉzȒƽ и mь�оop�Ȓ �vȒ mиo� агǉглаƿ готоmо иvȒ�а копиȌƽ и }сь-
Ǆаoи �ǉzа сто��аƽ oа а�p mьǄнpгоo}�ть + 'lлиȞpни oа Ȓlи�ть �гоƽ и ꙗкоqp mиo� 
пz�əzкь агǉглаƽ ozьǄость пzи�vь zp ə кь �ǉzȒ [Николяц 83, л. 222].

Явление ангела Господня вводится в фабулу главы О переписи народа 
(ИП II) ранее, чем это делается в фабуле Писания – непосредственно после 
того, как царский чиновник начинает перепись:

и нp послȒ�аmь и+аmь �ǉzа om�а сьтmоzити сpƽ zp ə кь ozȒгоvȒ �го ȞлǉкȒƽ иvpнpvь акь-
�иꙗƽ иqp и поиop наȞpть пz�писоmатиƽ и аlиȌ пzиop агǉгль гǉнь глǉȌ om�}ƽ zаǄȅгн�mа 
гǉа lǉа и пzогн�mа сp на тp гǉьƽ и наȞpть плакати сp гǉлȌƽ и Ȟто ��ə сьгz��pнF� vо�ƿ ꙗко 
пzогн�mа сp на vp гǉьƽ zp ə �v} агǉгль гǉнь понȌqp пок}силȅ сp pсиƽ пz�Ȟьсти л�oи 
гǉнȌƽ и сp гǉь lǉь сконȅȞаmа�ть на тp гн�mьƽ нp mь Ǆакон� ли пи�p�ьƽ ꙗко нpиǄьȞтpнȅно 
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��ə с�vp FсǉлȌmоƽ и �сть пzоклpть mȅсакьƿ иqp пz�Ȟьтpть л��и гǉнȌƽ и сp гǉь lǉь сконȅȞа-
mа�ть гн�mь сь v}ко�ƽ иqp óó �о�pть пzиmpсти на тpƽ = тzи си�ь иск}��ниƽ гǉл< 
ꙗкоmо �о�p�и }l�гнȒтиƽ oали = гzа� mь гzаoь гониvь l}op�и Ǆа ƽг2ƽ л�таƽ или Ǆа 
ƽm2ƽ л�т� глаoьƽ или Ǆа ƽг2ƽ oǉн< сьvz�ьƽ [Николяц 83, л. 227об.–228]

В Писании пророк Гад передает царю предначертание наказания вместе 
с возможностью его выбора (2 Цар 24,16), ангел же Господень появляется 
в этом эпизоде только после уничтожения семидесяти тысяч человек, когда 
„простер […] руку свою на Иерусалим, чтобы опустошить его” (2 Цар 24,16). 
Уверенно можно сказать, что ангелофания представляется более ярким 
и проникновенным для воображения читателя явлением, чем образ достой-
ного, поучающего царя, пророка. Оба упомянутых примера представляют 
собой одновременно реализацию описанной выше идеи; произошло не 
только изменение авторства избранных произведений, но были созданы 
новые персонажи, был введен новый элемент воображаемого мира библей-
ской фабулы. Для сохранения ветхозаветного содержания была использова-
на новая форма.

Благодаря внимательному чтению ИП можно сделать еще одно наблюде-
ние. Оно касается хронологического порядка историй – на микроуровне, то 
есть в рамках конкретных глав. Как правило, структура содержания соот-
ветствует библейскому образцу23, но четко прослеживается тенденция изме-
нения последовательности библейских эпизодов в богатых, с точки зрения 
материала, главах, посвященных одному основному герою (Самсону, Саулу 
и Давиду). Прослеживается тенденция изменения логики и последователь-
ности событий внутри эпизодов. Например, в истории Давида ИП перено-
сит эпизод его свадьбы с Мелхолой (1 Цар 18) в отрывок, предшествующий 
походу против амаликитян (1 Цар 15) и противоборству с Голиафом (1 Цар 
18); «злой дух» возмущает Саула в момент между помазанием Давида на 
царство (1 Цар 16,1–13) и попыткой лишения его жизни (1 Цар 18,1–3,10); 
впечатление, произведенное видением Самуила во время встречи с вол-
шебницей из Аендора (1 Цар 28) становится в ИП причиной смерти Саула, 
хотя согласно Писанию, царь уже после этой встречи отправляется в поход 

23 Исключения для произведения такого объема немногочисленны: глава О горькой воде Мер-
ры (основанная на Исх 15,22–17) размещена после главы О Амалике (Исх 18,8–16); глава O за-
коне, данном Богом Моисею (Исх 20) размещена после О восхождении Моисея на гору Синай 
(Исх 24, Исх 32); глава О Ковчеге Завета (Исх 25) размещена после О втором восстании на 
Моисея (Чис 16, Чис 15); глава Об укусах змей (Чис 21) размещена после О земле обетованной 
(Чис 13 и Чис 14); глава Об искушении Озы (2 Цар 6,3–7) размещена после О земле обетован-
ной (Чис 13 и Чис 14), но перед О манне небесной (Исх 16, Чис 11); глава История Иаили (Суд 
4) размещена после истории Самуила (1 Цар) и после Истории священника Илия (1  Цар); 
главы: История Самуила (1 Цар) и История священника Илия (1 Цар) размещена после главы 
О судьях из колена Левия (Суд 19).
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против амаликитян (1 Цар 15) и оказывается свидетелем смерти своих сыно-
вей (1 Цар 31) в день своей собственной смерти (1 Цар 31,6). Это не долж-
но свидетельствовать о недостаточном знании первоисточника; скорее, это 
довод в пользу субъективного выбора ветхозаветных эпизодов, творческо-
го подхода к гипертексту и естественной заботы о яркости повествования. 
Нужно подчеркнуть, что ни одно из этих изменений не приводит к искаже-
нию смысла Писания.

Рассмотрим теперь другой конструктивный элемент ИП – прямую цитату 
(второй тип классификации). Обращает на себя внимание факт, что прямые 
цитаты выполняют в ИП две функции: историообразующую (как часть нар-
ратива, повествования) и нехудожественную –  как обобщение, доминанты 
сцен и эпизодов (или скорее глав). В ИП есть множество небольших – раз-
мером с половины предложения или библейской фразы до двух-трех предло-
жений – цитат, вплетенных в структуру глав. Можно предположить, что во 
многих случаях автору ИП было трудно найти фрагменты, которые были бы 
параллельны библейским, но в то же время обладали бы такой же повество-
вательной силой –  фрагменты высказываний конкретных персонажей или 
включенные в пересказ «предвидения» библейской истории. Автор и коммен-
татор английского перевода Палеи указывает примерно на шестьдесят таких 
мест24. Здесь я представлю наиболее характерное из них. Прежде всего, по 
причине большого объема оно функционирует практически без изменения 
исходного текс та – как по отношению к репликам героев, так и по отношению 
к нарративу. То есть мы имеем дело с прямой цитатой. Это глава О горькой 
воде Мерры, полностью состоящая из библейской перикопы (Исх 15,22–27)25:

ИП II [Николяц 83, л. 166об.–167] Загребская Библия, л. 84–84об.

и �оq�а�Ȓ тzи oǉни по п}стин< и нp 
+lz�та�$ mоoȒ mь п}стин< oа пи�� и пzи-
oо�p mь vpzȅzȒƽ и нp vоqа�Ȓ пить mоo} 
= vpzȅz�ƿ гоzȅка lо l�ƽ \pго zаoи наzp ə сp 
иvp v�ст} +ноv} гоzpстьƽ и zпȅта�} ðêñ

и иoо�p mъ пȒстинн� тzи oǉнFиƿ и нp 
+lz�таа�Ȓ mоoи питиƽ пzFиoо�p qp mъ 
vpzȅz}ƽ и нp vоqаа�Ȓ пити mоo< 
= vpzȅz<ƿ гоzȅка lо l��pƽ сpго zаoи 
пzоǄmа сp иvp v�ст} тоv} гоzpстьƽ

24 См. W. Adler, op. cit., p. 585–672.
25 Фрагмент Исх 15,22–27.16,1 – а значит, почти вся глава О горькой воде Мерры – представля-
ет из себя перикопу, как третье чтение на Богоявление Господне (ср. З. РИБАРОВА, З. ХАУПТОВА, 
Григоровичев паримејник. Текст со критички апарат, Скопје 1998, p. 27). Возможно, хорошее 
знание текс та и осведомленность о его использовании во время литургии привели к выде-
лению этого фрагмента в самостоятельную главу ИП (II). Это единственный фрагмент ИП, 
который – как цитату из Ветхого Завета – можно связать с сегментацией библейского текс та 
для лекционария.
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л��Ȍ на v+ÁǾсpꙗ глǉ��p Ȟто пиȌvьƽ mь-
Ǆ}пи qp v+ɿси кь lǉ} и покаǄа Ȍv} 
гǉь oz�mо и mьлоqи mь mоoȒƽ и }слаoи сp 
mоoаƽ таvо lо полоqи �vȒ lǉь +пzаmȅoа-
ниꙗ и с}oȅl<ƽ таvо �го иск}�а�p и zp əƽ 
а�p сл}�+�ə }сл<�и�и глась гǉа lǉа тmо�-
гоƽ и }гоoȅнаа пz�� ниvь сьтmоzи�иƽ и сь-
lл�op�и Ǆапоm�oь �гоƽ и сь�zани�и mьса 
+пzаmȅoаниꙗ �гоƽ mсакȒ lолpǄьнь �qp на-
mpo'� на �гипȅт�ни нp наmpoȒ на тpƽ аǄь 
lо �сьvь гǉь ис�pл��mи тpƽ и пzиǼoо�p mь 
�лиvьƽ и l��p таvоƿ mǉȇƿ истоȞн<кь mоoьƽ 
иƿ'ǉƽ стьlьль ~иник+mьƽ и паoо�p таvо 
mьсь сьнȅvь сǉн+mь исzǉлȌmьƽ

и zьпȅтаа�Ȓ л�oFp на v+ɿсpа глǉ��pƿ 
Ȟто ни Ȍ�ə питиƽ mъǄ}пи qp v+*си кь 
гǉȒƽ и покаǄа pv} гǉь oz�mоƿ и mълоqи 
p mъ mоoȒƿ и +слаoи сp mоoаƽ т} Ȓстаmи 
�v} lǉь пzаm�< и с}oиƽ т} qp и нака-
Ǆа�p иƽ и zp əƿ а�p сл<�p посл}�аp�и гǉлс 
ðêñ гǉа lǉа тmоpгоƽ и }гоoнаа пz�� ниvь 
сътmоzи�иƽ и mън}�и�и Ǆапоm�oи 
�гоƽ и сънаloи�и пzаm�< pгоƽ mъс} 
lол�Ǆнь �qp наmpoо� на �гÁǼпт�ниƿ нp на-
mpoȒ на тpƽ аǄȅ lо pсvь гǉь ис��лꙗ�и тpƽ 
и пzFиoо�p mъ pлиvьƽ l��p qp т}ƿmǉȇƿ 
истоȞникь mоoьƽ иƿ'ǉƽ стьlль ~иникоmьƽ 
и ста�p т} mъ кzаи mоo<ƽ

Как уже говорилось выше, второй тип заимствований/упоминаний 
в виде прямых цитат выполняет в ИП нефабулярную функцию26. Библейских 
цитат, выполняющих функцию обобщения, в ИП около двадцати, большин-
ство из них – поэтические фрагменты Псалтири27. Они предваряются фор-
мулировками: «говорит псалом», «свидетельствует Псалтирь», «упоминает 
Давид», «так, как упоминает Писание», «упоминает Псалмопевец» (то есть 
«Гимнопевец»):

кь сиvȅ qp и п��əнопись�ь zp ə [л. 127об.-128];
+ си�ь �ǉzp�ь глǉȌть пл�əvникь [л.  142об.]; + сpvь поvpн}�ть пȅсалоvȅникь 
[л.  179об.]; + сpvȅ lо mьспоvина�ть тьq�p Jл�əvникь гǉлȌ [л.  180]; и пл�əvьникь 
mьспоvина� сp гǉлȌть ĝлƽ õüüğȀ сpго zаoи и пл�əvьникь [л. 197об.];

26 В нарративе автор ИП трижды обращается к авторитету Писания, он ссылается на опре-
деленные библейские книги, но не приводит их содержания. Во втором славянском переводе 
ИП (иначе, чем в доступном греческом тексте по изданию Васильева и первом переводе, где 
первая из указанных ниже цитат не появляется) ссылки выглядят так: 1. ꙗкоqp поm�o}Ȍть 
vȡÁǼсp+mа книгаƽ Ǆаmисти� +lлькȅ сp mъ Ǆvиꙗƽ и пzFиop l�сpoоmати сь �mȅmо� [л. 122]; 2. такоqp 
lо и mь кни¹� l<тиꙗ пи�p� ꙗко = mȅсакого oz�mа иqp mь zаи пи�} снpстpƿ сиz� ə = oz�m�сь снp�ни�ƽ 
= oz�mа qp qиmотȅнаго иqp посz�� zаꙗƽ oа нp пzикоснp�и сp �v} [л. 123об.]; 3. тpvȅ qp и lл�əmни� 
+ǉȞp� насл�oоmаƽ ꙗкоqp пи�pть mь l<тии [л. 153]. Эти предложения не являются обобщени-
ем отдельных эпизодов, так как появляются в середине истории, в продолжении нарратива 
(как ассоциация или указание), а не в начале или в конце глав, как большинство цитат из 
Псалтири (или литургической поэзии).
27 Пс 9,17; Пс 29(28),8; Пс 78(77),35; Пс 78(77),55; Пс 81(80):17; Пс 83(82),11; Пс 83(82),12; Пс 
87(86),4; Пс 88(87),6–7; Пс 95(94),7–11; Пс 95(94),10–11; Пс 105(104),11; Пс 106(105),17–18; Пс 
106(105),28; Пс 106(105),30–31; Пс 107(106),40; Пс 110(109),2; Пс 110(109),4.
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+ нȌvȅ qp zp ə п��əноп�mȅ�ь + �ǉ� пz�əzȞьстȅmȒ� [л. 143]; т�vȅqp и + сpvь аlF� mь-
споvина�� п�сноп�mь�ь гǉлȌ [л. 180]; нь и п��əноп�mь�ь тако гǉлȌть [л. 189об.]; 
�qp поvина�ть п�сноп�mȅ�ь гǉлȌ [л. 194];
поvина�ть п�mь�ь глǉp тако [л.  175об.]; сp ꙗmлꙗp п�mȅ�ь mь н�к+pvь Jалȅv� 
zp ə [л. 177]; сp lо Ȍ�ə �qp гǉлȌть п�mь�ь [л. 187об.]; сp lо поvина� п�mь�ь гǉлȌть 
[л. 209об.].
и сьmzь�и сp пл�əvско� слоmо + сpvь [л. 165об.];
�qp oа нp lpǄȅo�лȅно +но �qp = oǉmoа сл<�ить п�mа�vо� [л. 174об.]; сиp }lо 
поvина� oǉmoьƽ пzоклина� mzаг< гǉлȌ [л. 197об.].

Они распределены в тексте неравномерно, например, в главах, посвя-
щенных Аврааму нет ни одной подобной цитаты, но их относительно много 
в третьей тематической части ИП, то есть в описании судьбы Израиля после 
смерти Моисея. В нефабулярной функции обобщения в ИП выступают 
и четыре фрагмента, связанные с Новым Заветом (слова Иисуса из Еванге-
лия и фрагменты апостольских Посланий)28. Это новозаветные цитаты:

– приведены слова Христа из Мф 24,37–38 (и + с�vь zоop mьспоvинаȌть 
�ǉс mь �*�əлFи глǉȌƽ ꙗкоqp mь oǉни но�mи ꙗo}�p и пи��p пzиop на нȌ потопь [Нико-
ляц 83, л. 127oб., глава Об Авеле]);

– фрагмент Евр 7,9 (\pго zаoи и паmль zp ə иqp opсpтини пzи�vлȌи opсpтȅк}Ȍтȅ сp 
[Николяц 83, л. 140], глава О Лоте);

– стих, заканчивающий размышления о символике креста – нефабуляр-
ная часть истории – 1 Кор 15,55 (гop ти сьvzьти qpлоƽ гop ти аo� поl�oа 
[Николяц 83, л. 177об.], глава Об укусах змей);

– фрагмент 1 Кор 10,4 (пиꙗ�Ȓ lо + ðêñ oǉ�оmнааго посл�o}��p кан<ƽ каvpнȅ 
qp l� �ǉс [Николяц 83, л. 189об.], глава О воде, текущей из разбитого камня).

Это своеобразный выбор. Несомненно, можно было бы найти выдерж-
ки из Ветхого Завета, которые тематически отвечали бы этим цитатам, 
впрочем, их так немного, что встает вопрос: почему выбраны именно эти 
цитаты? Сделано это было точно неслучайно. Представляется правильным 
рассматривать их в качестве подсказок для интерпретации Ветхого Завета 
в свете Нового.

В общей сложности, ветхо- и новозаветных прямых цитат и отсылок (но не 
парафразов) различного объема, выполняющих различные функции, а имен-
но коррелирующих нарратив и высказывания героев, обобщающих отдельные 

28 Пятая новозаветная цитата ИП – это фрагмент Евр 7,3, относящийся к Мелхиседеку (lpǄȅ vа-
тpzp lpǄь +ǉ�а и lpǄȅ z'oа [Николяц 83, л. 136oб.], глава О Мелхиседеке). В этой главе указывается 
на сходство Мелхиседека и Христа. Она связана с оригинальным небиблейским произведени-
ем, которое является основой этой части ИП. То есть речь идет о копировании источника, а не 
об оригинальном решении автора ИП разместить очередную цитату именно в данном месте.
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главы и комментарии описываемых событий, можно насчитать в ИП II более 
ста двадцати. Это цитаты из следующих книг: Бытия (48), Исхода (26), Псал-
тири (19), Левита (2), Иисуса Навина (6), Судей (5), Второзакония (3), 1 и 2 
Царств (2 и 3), Чисел (2), из I Послания к Коринфянам (2), из Послания к Евре-
ям (2), Исайи (2), Иеремии (1), Захарии (1), Евангелия от Матфея (1).

Представленный выше обзор типов указаний и заимствований библей-
ского текс та для парабиблейского произведения позволяет сделать сле-
дующий вывод (он может быть уточнен в ходе дальнейших возможных 
текстологических исследований): процесс конституирования ИП на биб- 
лейском материале происходит тремя способами: во-первых –  на уровне 
тематической основы целостного произведения – с помощью выбора соот-
ветствующих фрагментов и, в большинстве глав, через оригинальный текст, 
(по образцу ветхозаветного) и причинно-следственные связи историй. 
Во-вторых, с помощью включения в текст (как нарратива, так и реплик геро-
ев) фрагментов Писания. В-третьих, через ссылки на Писание с помощью 
цитаты, предваряемой вступлением нарратора ИП, а также через указание 
на книгу, содержащую формулировки, соответствующие парабиблейскому 
произведению.

* * *

Среди суждений о повествовании в Ветхом Завете можно найти и такие, 
согласно которым «библейское повествование […] не поощряет т.н. эстети-
ческое чтение, результатом которого может быть радость вхождения в мир 
литературной композиции»29, тем временем ИП, как парабиблейский текст, 
тонко реинтерпретирующий источник (с точки зрения нового контекста 
прочтения библейского текс та), без сомнения можно отнести к «художе-
ственным», дополнительно эстетизированным текс там. Сила слова ИП 
состоит главным образом в более четком, чем в гипертексте, прорисовыва-
нии отдельных героев и событий, даже если факты, с ними связанные, не 
выходят за границы библейского материала.

Кажется, что именно характерная сегментация повествования уводит 
на второй план моральные и религиозные поучения, представляя персона-
жи (их можно назвать не только историческими, библейскими, но и лите-
ратурными), которые прежде всего являются центрами отдельных фабул30. 
Сделанный автором ИП выбор –  хотя он и не помогает уточнить факты 
(или скорее прояснить эпизоды), которые имеют историческое значение 

29 Цит. по: Z. Pawłowski, Narracja i egzystencja. Genesis w hermeneutyce opowieści [STT 29], Toruń 
2013, p. 50.
30 Во многих частях ИП мы находим прием своеобразной корректировки библейского повест- 
вования с помощью включения небиблейского материала (напр., в истории первых колен или 
Мелхиседека).
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для народа Израиля –  показывает индивидуальные черты героев, делает 
из малоизвестных ветхозаветных персонажей второго плана настоящих 
dramatis personae, независимо от их исходной (то есть оригинальной, библей-
ской) роли. Так создаются легкие для передачи читателю истории. Позиция 
ИП согласовывается с библейским посланием, в ней нет слов, сомнительных 
с богословской или догматической точек зрения, а изменения и дополнения 
содержания нельзя назвать результатом стремления исказить гипертекст. 
Кажется, что вмешательство автора ИП вносит больше всего изменений 
в ту часть повествования, которая связана с точкой зрения нарратора. Такие 
приемы, как предоставление слова Вирсавии и дочери Иеффая, свидетель-
ствуют о взгляде на повествование скорее с их перспективы, которая отли-
чается от оригинальной, ветхозаветной.

Можно попытаться найти параллели между этой авторской стратегией 
и  определенными принципами литературного творчества средних веков. 
Например, Александр Наумов подчеркивает, что в средневековье […] созда-
ние текстов не было […] литературной забавой, игрой правил и конвенций, 
но создаваемой с большой ответственностью записью истории Божьего 
творения, открытием по мере возможности первозданной Книги Бытия 
[…]. Творец, автор, только воплощает тип автора. Он не дистанцируется 
от создаваемого им языкового и литературного сообщения, но каждый раз 
соединяется с предметом своего описания […]31, а само творчество целе-
направленно лишено созидательного начала32. Безусловное принятие этого 
тезиса ведет к опасному выводу, согласно которому все отступления ИП 
от гипертекста являются случайностью, связанной с недостатками памя-
ти и отказом от сверки с фактическим библейским материалом. Полагаю, 
однако, что активность автора ИП, которую можно заметить в обращении 
к иным (небиблейским и поэтическим) источникам, в композиции текс та, 
размещенного таким образом, чтобы нарратив был контрапунктом поэзии, 
вместе с отступлениями, свидетельствует о целенаправленном представле-
нии текс та Ветхого Завета в новой форме – форме, отличающейся от перво-
источника. В противном случае, какой смысл в переработке Писания? Было 
бы достаточно выбрать из него фрагменты и  представить в неизменном 
виде, возможно, и с новыми заглавиями.

31 W średniowieczu […] pisanie nie było […] zabawą literacką, grą reguł i konwencji, lecz odpowie-
dzialnym zapisywaniem dziejów Bożego stworzenia, odtwarzaniem w miarę możności pierwowzoro-
wej Księgi Bytu, by znaleźćsie w Księdze Żywota. Twórca, autor nie jest sobą, on realizuje typ autora. 
Nie ma dystansu wobec tworzonego komunikatu językowego i literackiego, każdorazowo wpisuje się 
w przedmiot swojego opisu, wobec którego jedynie zewnętrzny jest Bóg i w pewnym sensie Jego wy-
brańcy, цит. по: A.E.  Naumow, Biblia w strukturze artystycznej utworów cerkiewnosłowiańskich, 
Kraków 1983, p. 9.
32 Ibidem, p. 10.
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Примеры множества отсылок к гипертексту, разнообразие способов 
использования заимствований, специфическая конструкция парабиблей-
ского текс та, в которой смешиваются слои изменяемых форм и цитат (глав-
ным образом, ветхозаветных) – все это дает представление о том, насколько 
вдохновляющей была когда-то библейская история33. Это позволяет нам 
утверждать, что способ формирования этого фундаментального компонен-
та ИП был результатом творческого и многопланового подхода ее автора 
к гипертексту, а кроме того, свидетельством его творческой компетентнос- 
ти и мастерских способностей.

Перевод: ЯН МОРАВИЦКИЙ
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Abstract. On imitative and creative art of parabiblical texts’ author. Remarks on biblical quota-
tions in the second Slavic translation of the Palaea historica. Äe aim of the paper is to present 
the results of analysis of the biblical quotations and borrowings found in the Palaea Historica (9th 
century) in its second Slavic translation, according mostly to the classiÅcation of biblical quotations 
given by M. Garzaniti (2014). Having its narrative material based on the Octateuch as well as the Books 
of Samuel, Books of Kings and Books of Chronicles, the Palaea contains a variety of adaptations of the 
biblical text, which provide evidence for the creative usage of the hypertext (through inter al. sum-
mary, contamination of episodes, expansion of details, dramaturgization). Literal quotations from the 
Old and New Testaments also form an important group of such borrowings. Curiously, a part of these 
play no narrative role, but rather a structural one, as they summarize the meanings of particular 
chapters (stories).

Ключевые слова: Ветхий Завет, Историческая палея, парабиблейские тексты, славянские 
переводы визан тийской литературы, обработкa гипертекста.

Keywords: Old Testament, Palaea Historica, para-biblical literature, Slavic translations of Byzantine 
literature, adaptations of the hypertext.
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ОТКРОВЕНИЕ СВ. ИОАННА БОГОСЛОВА СРЕДИ ПРАВОСЛАВНЫХ 
СЛАВЯН И В ЮЖНОСЛАВЯНСКОЙ ПИСЬМЕННОСТИ

Откровение св. Иоанна Богослова (Апокалипсис) является единственной 
библейской пророческой книгой в составе Нового Завета и последней 

канонической книгой в корпусе христианской Библии. Она была написана, 
скорее всего, во время правления Домициана в конце I в. на острове Пат-
мос в юго-восточной части Эгейского моря. Во II в. она получила широ-
кое распространение и признание в греко- и латиноязычных молитвеных 
практиках, но потом, во время формирования состава Нового Завета, ста-
ла одной из самых обсуждаемых книг. Апокалипсис упоминается в числе 
канонических книг на Иппонском соборе 393 г. и на Карфагенском соборе 
419  г. (33  правило). На Западе с признанием вдохновения и канонично-
сти Откровения начинается и его богослужебное употребление, но среди 
отцов Восточной церкви споры продолжаются еще почти два столетия. 
В Римско-католической церкви уже с V–VI  вв. тексты Откровения зачи-
тывали на литургии в период между Пасхой и Пятидесятницей, а песнопе-
ния с мотивами из него вошли и в т. н. Литургию часов (ежедневный круг 
молитвенных богослужений). Для восточноправославного мира, наобо-
рот, книга остается вне церковного богослужения. В православной литур-
гической традиции имеется только воспоминание о Страшном суде за три 
недели до начала Великого поста, в так называемой Неделе Мясопустной 
(Неделе о Страшном суде), но в соответствии с евангельским текстом.

Таким образом, различное восприятие Откровения в западной и восточ-
ной литургической практике в значительной мере определяет дальнейшую 
судьбу книги: надо говорить как о западной, так и о восточной традиции 
восприятия и распространения данного текста. Поскольку Апокалипсис не 
входит в богослужебную практику восточной церкви, то его текст, в отличие 
от текста других книг Нового завета, засвидетельствован реже. Он обычно 
не был частью общего новозаветного корпуса, но входил в состав сборников 
разнородных текстов. Он также известен в ряде древних переводов и в раз-
ных цитатах из сочинений отцов церкви1.

1 Более подробно cf. Иоанна Богослова Откровение, [in:]  Православная энциклопедия, ed. 
Патриарх Московский и всея Руси Кирилл, vol. XXIV, Москва 2010, p. 705–745.

http://dx.doi.org/10.18778/2084-140X.06.10
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Содержание Откровения св. Иоанна Богослова всегда смущает эсхатоло-
гической символикой и мистической образностью, которые давно перешли 
рамку богословского догматизма и исключительно церковного восприятия 
текста. И в латинской, и в византийской традиции популярны различные 
комментарии на эту книгу. Поскольку данное исследование фокусируется 
на византийской и славянской традиции, то следует отметить, что в визан-
тийской литературе были написаны только три полных комментария на 
Апокалипсис: Икумения, епископа Трикки во Фракии (IV в.), Андрея Кеса-
рийского (между 563–614 гг.) и Арефы Кесарийского (ок. 850–после 932 гг.). 
В славянской рукописной традиции, равно как и в грузинской и армянской, 
были восприняты только толкования Андрея Кесарийского2.

Таким образом, в славянской православной письменности установи-
лись две греческие версии распространения Апокалипсиса: без толкований 
и с толкованиями св.  Андрея Кесарийского. Рукописная традиция книги 
в славянском переводе, которая относится к Кирилло-Мефодиевскому 
наследию, имеет, однако, свои характерные особености.

Самый ранний сохранившийся список книги содержит толкования св. Ан- 
дрея Кесарийского. Он датируется ХІІІ  в., написан на пергамене и имеет 
новгородские орфографические особенности (БАН, Санкт-Петербург, сб. 
Никольского 1 (N1)3. Существует много разных по происхождению списков 
книги XIV и XV вв., которые содержат различные версии текста. В некото-
рых из них сохраняется древнейший перевод, а в других – текст, содержа-
щий поздние изменения. Это создает большие трудности при определении 
происхождения и истории различных версий Апокалипсиса. Поскольку он 
не входит в литургическую практику восточной церкви, до нас дошло не так 
много славянских списков Апокалипсиса, если сравнивать с библейскими 
книгами богослужебного пользования, таких как Евангелие, Псалтырь, 
Апостол.

Сохраненные списки книги XIV и XV вв. содержатся в сборниках, кото-
рые имеют различные функции. Эти списки отражают чтения, возникшие 
в разное время и на разных местах. Они или являлись частью различных 
типов средневековых составных книг, или представляли самостоятельные 
книги (в  ее толковой версии). К традиции Slavia Orthodoxa, которая свя-
зывается с Кирилло-Мефодиевским переводческим наследием, относятся 
и те списки Апокалипсиса, которые находятся в составе хорватских бого-
служебных книг. Все это делает текстологическую картину изучения книги 
довольно сложной.

2 M. De Groote, Oecumenii commentarius in Apokalypsin, Lovanii 1998 (= TEG 8); H. Hoskier, The 
Complete Commentary of Oecumenius on the Apocalypse, Ann Abor 1928; J. Schmid, Der Apokalypse-
text des Arethas von Kaisareia und einiger anderer jüngerer Gruppen, Athen 1936; Latin Commentaries 
on Revelation (Ancient Christian Texts), ed. et trans. W. Weinrich, Downers Grove 2011.
3 Смотри список сокращений рукописей.
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До недавнего времени внимание ученых было сосредоточено главным 
образом на описании и изучении двух групп списков: 1) Толковые списки 
XIII–XIX вв., которые обычно после XVI в. сопровождаются миниатюрами 
и сохранились главным образом среди восточных славян; 2) Боснийские спи-
ски и хорватские глаголические фрагменты4, которые сейчас считаются самы-
ми ранними в текстологическом отношении списками. Только в последние 
два десятилетия научные исследования были направлены на обнаружение, 
систематизацию и изучение сохраненных южнославянских кириллических 
списков. Их немного, и они до сих пор не заняли свое достойное место 
в общей истории текста Апокалипсиса. Исследования этих списков имеют 
важное значение, они снова ставят вопросы о путях распространения Апо-
калипсиса среди восточных славян, потому что в введенных в научный обо-
рот южнославянских списках содержится ряд древнейших особенностей. 
Их можно проследить на структурном, текстологическом и языковом уров-
нях, и таким образом переосмыслить существующие знания об истории 
Откровения в средневековых восточноправославных землях5.

Настоящее изложение сосредоточено на распространении Открове-
ния св.  Иоанна Богослова среди православных славян в средних веках 
и на обзоре существующих славянских версий книги. Поэтому я хотела 
бы поблагодарить сотрудников Хилендарской исследовательской библио-
теки Информационного центра исследований славянского Средневековья 
в Университете штата Огайо (Колумбус, США), которые предоставили мне 
большую часть списков Апокалипсиса и часть необходимой научной лите-
ратуры.

4 V. Oblak, Die kirchenslavische Übersetzung der Apokalypse, ASP 13, 1891, p. 321–361; I. Berčić, 
Ulomci svetoga pisma obojega uvjeta staroslavenskim jezikom. Skupio iz rukopisa i tiskanih knjiga 
hrvatskoga razreda, vol. V, Praga 1866, p. 108–145; Ф.И. БУСЛАЕВ, Русскiй лицевой апокалипсисъ. 
Свод изображений из лицевых апокалипсисов по рукописям с ХVІ-го века по ХІХ-ый, Москва 
1884; Новый завѣтъ господа нашето I. Христа, писанный рукою святителя Алексiя митропо-
лита всея Россiи, сфотографированный въ 8-мь дней въ началѣ августу 1887 г. фотографомъ 
Александромъ Андреевымъ Багнеровскимъ подъ непосредственнымъ наблюденiемъ Данилов-
скаго Архимандрита Амфилохiя; А.A. АЛЕКСЕЕВ, О.П. ЛИХАЧЕВА, К текстологической истории 
древнеславянского апокалипсиса, [in:] Материалы и сообщения по фондам Отдела рукопис-
ной и редкой книги БАН СССР 1985, ed. А.И. КОПАНЕВ, Ленинград 1987, p. 8–22; K. Grünberg, 
Die kirchenslavische Überlieferung der Johannes-Apokalypse, HPS.LR 9, Frankfurt am Main–Ber-
lin–Bern–New York–Paris–Wien 1996; H. Kuna, Zbornik Hvala krstjanina, vol. І, Faksimile, vol. II, 
Transkripcija i komentar, Sarajevo 1986.
5 J.  ГРКОВИЋ-МЕJЏОР, Хиландарска апокалипса Jована Богослова (ХИЛ 474), JФ 56.1–2, 2000, 
p.  311–320; J.  Jurić-Kappel, Bosanske apokalipse u svome (južno)slavenskom kontekstu, WSJ 48, 
2002, p. 75–94; И. ТРИФОНОВА, Южнославянската редакция на Тълковния апокалипсис (Реч-
ник-индекс и издание на запазената част от Националната библиотека Св. Св. Кирил 
и Методий, София, № 101, XVI в.), Psl 22.1, 2014, p. 119–163.
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Восточнославянская толковая редакция

Надо заметить, что в восточнославянской литературной культуре особое 
место имеют списки с комментариями св.  Андрея Кесарийского, а после 
XVI в. – с комментариями и миниатюрами (т.н. Лицевые Апокалипсисы). 
Эта версия книги обычно распространялась отдельно, в качестве самосто-
ятельной книги. Она, как и оригинальный труд св. Андрея Кесарийского, 
состояла из 24 слов, 72 глав, 311 стихов. В начале стоит оглавление кни-
ги, затем следует содержание. Текст сегментирован на отдельные стихи, 
а после них следуют их толкования (Фиг. 1 и 2)6. Списки в начале распро-
странения книги содержали сокращенный вариант толкования св. Андрея 
Кесарийского. После сравнения с греческим текстом, наверное в XIV  в., 
они были завершены, а после XVI в. они часто сопровождались и толкова-
ниями других авторов. В текстологическом отношении библейский текст 
в индивидуальных списках стал в основном идентичным после публи-
кации Острожской Библии 1580–81  гг., первого полного издания Библии 
на церковнославянском языке, и после издания толкового Апокалипсиса 
св. Андрея Кесарийского в 1625 г. в Киеве, в типографии Киево-Печерской 
лавры.

Ф.  Буслаев в 1885  г. впервые описывает и классифицирует основные 
толковые версии текста Апокалипсиса, сопровождающиеся миниатюрами, 
XVI–XIX  вв. Он разделяет списки на четыре основные группы, исходя из 
специфики текста и принципов создания миниатюр7. Своеобразным про-
должением тематики является исследование истории иллюстрированных 
рукописей среди старообрядцев в XVIII–XIX вв. Н. Ануфриевой и И. Почин-
ской8. В 1995 г. был издан сборник Откровение св. Иоанна Богослова в мировой 
книжной традиции: Выставка9. Вo вступительной части Г. В. Попов обраща-
ет внимание на значение сюжета Страшного суда в искусстве хрис тианского 
мира и разделяет бытующее мнение, что Апокалипсис был переведен впер-
вые св. Мефодием10. Он считает, что еще в X в. болгарские книжники пере-
вели и толковую книгу на Апокалипсис св. Андрея Кесарийского, он также 

6 Илюстрации взяты с сайта Троице-Сергиевой лавры, http://old.stsl.ru/manuscripts/medium.
php?col=1&manuscript=119&pagefile=119-0003, http://old.stsl.ru/manuscripts/medium.php?col= 
1&manuscript=119&pagefile=119-0007 [11 XI 2016].
7 Ф.И. БУСЛАЕВ, op. cit.
8 Н.В. АНУФРИЕВА, И.В. ПОЧИНСКАЯ, Лицевые Апокалипсисы Урала: Православная традиция 
и элементы европейского культурного влияния, Екатеринбург 2014, p. 4–21.
9 С.П.  БАВИН, Г.В.  ПОПОВ, Откровение св.  Иоанна Богослова в мировой книжной традиции: 
Выставка, Москва 1995.
10 Характерно также и то, что именно лицезрение картин Страшного суда явилось перелом-
ным событием при „выборе веры” как болгарским князем Борисом в ІХ в. – соответственно 
сообщению Симона Логофета, так и столетие спустя великим киевским князем Владимиром
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отмечает факт, что сохранившихся южнославянских списков очень мало 
и что они без иллюстраций:

У южных славян Апокалипсис, судя по всему, не получил широкого распространения, 
несмотря на то большое значение, которое приобрели здесь эсхатологические сочине-
ния как в эпоху византийского владычества ХІ–ХІІ вв., когда даже события средневе-
ковой истории Болгарии осмыслялись местными книжниками в эсхатологическом 
ключе, так и при несомненном всплеске ожиданий конца света во времена османского 
завоевания Балкан во втор. пол. ХІV–ХV вв.11

Факт, что самый ранний сохранившийся список книги является восточ-
нославянским толковым Апокалипсисом XIII в., содержащим новгородские 
орфографические особености, дает основание А. Алексееву и О. Лихачевой 
предположить, что в XII в. была сформирована традиция передачи коммен-
тированной версии книги среди восточных славян12. Как пишет ранее сам 
А. Алексеев,

отсутствие на славянском юге в ХІV  в. преславской традиции текста Св. Писания 
говорит о том, что на Русь она попала не в ходе миссионерской деятельности накану-
не или сразу после крещения Руси, а в составе библиотеки болгарских царей. Послед-
няя, как известно, хранилась до поры в Преславе, а затем была целиком перенесена 
в Киев13.

Надо отметить тот факт, что Апокалипсис с толкованиями – это часть 
содержания Архивского хронографа14, который, как предполагается, в значи-
тельной степени отражает состав предполагаемой библиотеки болгарского 
царя Симеона (893–927 гг.), а, как хорошо известно, перевод библейских книг 
с комментариями в основном связан с деятельностью Преславского литера-
турного центра.

–  согласно „Повести временных лет” (Г.В.  ПОПОВ, Апокалипсис в исскустве христианского 
мира, [in:] Откровение св. Иоанна Богослова…, р. 8).
11 Г.В.  ПОПОВ, Рукописи древнерусские в старообрядческой традиции, [in:]  Откровение 
св. Иоанна Богослова…, p. 28.
12 А.А. АЛЕКСЕЕВ, О.П. ЛИХАЧЕВА, op. cit., p. 20–21.
13 И еще: До сих пор историческая гипотеза о судьбе преславской библиотеки основана была 
на том факте, что среди древнейших восточнославянских рукописей обнаружены непосред-
ственные копии с экземпляров этой царской библиотеки; имеются в виду Изборник 1073 
(ГИМ, Син. 1043), Учительное евангелие Константина Болгарского (ГИМ, Син. 252), Слова 
Ипполита Римского об антихристе (ГИМ, Чуд. 12). Принадлежность оригиналов этих руко-
писей царской библиотеке видна по включенным в них портретам царей Симеона и Бори-
са-Михаила [...]. Как видно, текстологические особенности славянских библейских рукописей 
подтверждают эту историческую гипотезу (A.А. АЛЕКСЕЕВ, Текстология славянской библии, 
Санкт-Петербург 1999, p. 139).
14 М. ОБОЛЕНСКИЙ, Летописец Переславля Суздальского, BИMOИ 9, 1851, p. lix–lxii.
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Тексты Апокалипсиса без комментариев необычны для восточных сла-
вян. В  основном они представлены Апокалипсисом Чудовского Нового 
завета середины XIV в. (Č), и его позднейшими тремя копиями (T710, U310, 
Tl), Апокалипсисом Геннадиевской Библии 1499 г. и текстом в Острожской 
Библии 1580–81 гг. Их следует выделить как отдельные редакции текста:

1. Чудовская редакция Апокалипсиса. В тексте нет толкований, нет деле-
ния на главы, его вторично сравнивали с греческим образцом, и на каждом 
уровне он максимально приближен к греческому тексту. Уже доказано, что 
текст Евангелия и Псалтыри в Чудовской редакции особый, и что его мож-
но сравнивать с афонской редакцией библейских книг середины XIV в. Его 
возникновение обусловлено литургическими реформами московского мит-
рополита Алексея, связанными с переходом на Иерусалимский устав. На 
основе типикарского аппарата и текстологических особенностей Т.  Пент-
ковская предполагает, что

наличие целого ряда грецизмов, которых не было в древнейшем переводе Евангелия 
тетра и Апостола полного состава, типологически сближает Чудовскую редакцию 
Нового Завета с южнославянскими списками древнего текста XII–XIII вв. и указывает 
на возникновение архетипа Чудовской редакции в контактной византийско-славян-
ской зоне15.

2. Апокалипсис в Геннадиевской Библии. Важен вывод А. Горского и К. Не- 
воструева при описании рукописей Московской синодальной библиотеки, 
что текст Апокалипсиса в Геннадиевской Библии –  это не новый перевод, 
а выводящийся из знакомой уже толковой версии книги. В нем сохраняется 
деление книги на 24 слова и 72 главы16. А как известно, Геннадиевская Библия 
является самым старым полным сводом библейских книг, имеющим большое 
значение для истории библейского текста среди славян. Отредактированный, 
тот же самый перевод стоит и в основе Апокалипсиса в Острожской Библии 
1580–81 гг., Московской Библии 1663 г. и в Елизаветинской Библии 1751 г.

В 1987 г. в обзорной статье об истории текста Апокалипсиса на базе ана-
лиза 19 списков текста А. Алексеев и О. Лихачева обратили внимание на 
то, что перевод канонического текста книги и толкования на него могли бы 
иметь независимое происхождение и, по всей вероятности, различные текс- 
тологические традиции:

15 Т.В.  ПЕНТКОВСКАЯ, Чудовская редакция Нового завета и ее взаимоотношение с другими 
редакциями, Pbg 27.3, 2003, p. 32.
16 А.В.  ГОРСКИЙ, К.И.  НЕВОСТРУЕВ, Описанiе Славянскихъ рукописей Московской синодаль-
ной библiотеки, Москва 1855, p. 157–160 (= MLSDV 2, 1964). В собрании рукописей Трои це- 
-Сергиевой лавры находятся еще два нетолковых текста Апокалипсиса XVI в. (№ 83 и № 84), 
в которых есть текст книги и содержание, оглавление, деление на 72 главы и 24 слова, а тол-
кования удалены. Cf. http://old.stsl.ru/manuscripts/book.php?col=1&manuscript=083, http://old.
stsl.ru/manuscripts/book.php?col=1&manuscript=084 [11 XI 2016].
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Такое расхождение двух текстологических схем как будто бы исключает вопрос 
о южнославянском происхождении толкований, но оставляет открытым вопрос об 
их западнославянском (на чем настаивал Перетц) или восточнославянском проис-
хождении. Стоит, однако, отметить, что текст Апокалипсиса, который был исполь-
звован переводчиком толкований, стоит в наибольшей близости к хорватскому 
глаголическому тексту17.

Особый интерес представляют исследования К. Грюнберга, автора самых 
объемных публикаций по этому вопросу, которые дают и стабильную текс- 
тологическую основу для будущих работ. Oн пишет, что самые важные 
тексты для реконструкции истории Апокалипсиса –  это боснийские тек-
сты и редакция Č, которым он посвятил свои анализы 1999  г.18 Он заме-
тил, что очень вероятно боснийские списки, в которых есть деление на 72 
главы и интерполяции из толковой версии книги, первоначально были 
толковыми, а потом толкования были вторично удалены, а текст версии 
Č –  результат поздней редакции славянского текста при сопоставлении 
с греческим оригиналом.

Боснийская кириллическая редакция

Эта редакция книги известна ученым давно. Она находится в боснийских 
богослужебных сборниках, а сам текст Апокалипсиса помещается после 
Евангелия и перед Апостолом. Она знакома по четырем рукописям XV 
и начала XVI вв.: 1) Апокалипсис Хвалового сборника 1404 г. (Hv); 2) Апо-
калипсис из Библиотеки Марциана в Венеции, XV в. (Ml); 3) Апокалипсис 
в Радосавлевом сборнике, где текст принят как основной, XV в., сегодня эта 
рукопись хранится в Ватиканской апостольской библиотеке в Риме (Rad); 
4) Список, найденный в Супрасльском монастыре, 1507 г. (SSMD). Приня-
то считать, что это самая древняя версия славянского текста Откровения. 
Интерес представляет тот факт, что в библейском тексте добавлено деление 
на 72 главы, знакомое из труда св. Андрея Кесарийского (Фиг. 3). В них есть 
и несколько интерполяций, которые, как уже известно, заимствованы тоже 
из толковой версии книги, но нет комментария, что является своеобразным 
отступлением от православной нормы19.

17 А.А. АЛЕКСЕЕВ, О.П. ЛИХАЧЕВА, op. cit., p. 20.
18 K.  Grünberg, Die Apokalypse. Edition zweier Hyparchetypi, SSp 11, 1999; K.  Grünberg, Zur 
lexikalischen Variation in der slavischen Überlieferung der Johannes-Apokalypse, [in:] Ars Philologica. 
Festschrift für Baldur Panzer zum 65. Geburtstag, ed. P.  Lang, Frankfurt am Main–Berlin–Bern– 
Bruxelles–New York–Wien 1999, p. 639–648.
19 Как предположил J. Hamm, Apokalipsa bosanskih krstjana, Slo 9–10, 1960, p. 60.



ИВА ТРИФОНОВА184

Текст Апокалипсиса из Хвалового сборника и особенности этой редак-
ции исследовал впервые Д. Даничич20. В 1882 г. Ф. Рачки опубликовал текст 
из Радосавлевого сборника. Он обратил внимание на содержание рукописи 
и на наличие двух колофонов в тексте – кириллического и глаголического, 
– благодаря которым стали известными переписчик и датировка рукописи:

\и книги пи�p zаoосаmь кzьсти�нинь гоисак¾ кzьсти�нин¾Ȁ а писа�p сp ¾ oни гoна 
кzала тоvа�а и oиoа zаткаƽ гспоoоƿ ако саvь �о ло�p постаmиоƿ нpvоитp сp тоv¾ 
и поz¾гатиƿ pzp vи ста z¾�и тz¾oни тpqpspȀ Ȟтитp и lлагослоmитpƿ а mась lогь lлго-
слоmи ¾ mики аvнь (л. 58)21.

Ф. Рачки сопоставил содержание и расположение текстов в этой руко-
писи с Катарским требником из Лионской библиотеки и попытался найти 
связь между богослужениями боснийских патаренов и западных катаров22. 
В науке давно сложилось мнение, что Апокалипсис являлся одной из люби-
мых книг богомилов. В своем исследовании 1957 г. Я. Шидак доказал, что 
по составу Hv и Ml одинаковы и обобщил мнения о характере Боснийской 
церкви на основе состава Hv, Ml и Rad – являлась ли она патаренской или 
православной:

Prema tome su već Rački i Daničić bili načistu s time, da se tekstovi Hvalova rukopisa s ob-
zirom na svoj sadržaj i raspored ne razlikuju od novozavjetnih kniga u istočnoj crkvi, osim 
dvaju izuzetaka: mjesta, na kojem se nalazi Apokalipsa, i neobične pojave Dekaloga unutar 
tih knjiga. Rački je za prvi od tih izuzetka našao analogiju (ne istovjetnost!) u francuskih 
katara, a drugi je pokušao objasniti na svoj način kao jedan od znakova približavanija “Crkve 
bosanske” pravovjernom kršćanstvu23.

20 Đ. Daničić, Hvalov rukopis, Star 3, 1871, p. 1–146; idem, Apokalypsa iz Hvalova rukopisa, Star 4, 
1872, p. 86–109; Kako se iz kolofona vidi, pisan je 1404. god. za Hrvoja Vukčića Hrvatnića bosanskog 
vojvodu i vrlo značajnog feudalca tog vremena, koji je upravo tada dobio i naslov hercega grada Splita, 
te hrvatskodalmatinskog bana. On je, u stvari, u to doba namjestnik kralja Ladislava, koji se 1403. 
god. krunisao u Zadru za hrvatsko-ugarskog kralja. Za istog feudalcu istovremeno pisan je i poznati 
glagoljski Hrvojev misal. U kolofonu se pisar predstavio kao Hval kristjanin, što je direktno naznačenje 
pripadnosti crkvi bosanskih krstjana, a osim toga, kao što je običaj u bosanskim kodeksima, nominiran 
je i vjerski poglavica tog doba did Radomir. Iz teksta kolofona takođe je vidljivo da je kodeks pisan, 
najvjerovatnije, na jugozapadnijem tlu, tj. u Dalmatiji ili neposrednom zaleđu, sudeći bar po jezičkim 
pokazateljima kao to je upotreba termina ‘мещарьства’ (H. Kuna, op. cit., p. 12).
21 F. Rački, Dva nova priloga za poviest bosanskih patarena, Star 4, 1882, p. 22; Он опубликовал 
и глаголическую запись на л. 59 в кириллической транслитерации: сðmñ паmль апсль гоmоzи кь 
тит¾ƿ oа =mzьqp�p сp нpȞастиmн� и пльтскp по�оти �илоvÁozоƿ lлагоmzьно поqиmvо mь нина�нpvь 
mи�иƿ Ȟа��p lлаqpнога ¾ппmани� и посmи�pни� слаmи mpликаго lога (Ibidem, p. 23.)
22 Ibidem.
23 J. Šidak, Marginalija uz jedan rukopis “crkve bosanske” u Mletačkoj marciani, Slo 6–8, 1957, p. 141.
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В 1903 г. В. Ягич сравнил заглавия 72 глав в трех боснийских списках Hv, 
Rad и Ml и обнаружил, что они идентичны с заглавиями восточнославян-
ской версии книги, несмотря на то, что близость между Hv и Rad гораздо 
больше, чем между Hv и Ml24.

В 1891  г. В. Облак сделал первое аналитическое исследование истории 
славянского перевода Апокалипсиса на основании публикаций Ηv, Rad 
и хорватских глаголических фрагментов Берчича. Он высказал мнение, что 
в основе этих текстов стоит один греческий оригинал, а следы латинского тек-
ста установились, наверное, позднее – благодаря западной редакции грече-
ского текста. Он предположил, что перевод сделан не в самый ранний период  
славянской письменности, и в качестве места первого перевода принял 
Македонию, Афон или Боснию25.

В 2002 г. в своей публикации о боснийских списках Откровения св. Иоан-
на, после обобщения существующих уже исследований, Я. Юрич-Капел 
вновь напомнила об особенностях вероятного славянского оригинала или 
оригиналов этой редакции, поскольку один из ее непосредственных источ-
ников был, наверное, глаголический, о чем говорят числовые ошибки и за- 
мены ера другими вокалами, на что обратил внимание Й. Хам:

Greške u bosanskim prepisima na koje je upozorovao Hamm (1960:52) načinjne, po njemu, 
zbog glagolične matice mogle su nastati samo pod utjecajem oble ili poluoble glagoljice. Još 
bitnijim argumentom koji bi govorio protiv neposredne veze između ovih grupa jeste po-
stojanje tzv. „preslavskoga” leksičkog sloja u Vid, od kojega nema niti traga u bosanskima26.

На текст Апокалипсиса в Супрасльском сборнике 1507 г. как на важней-
ший для составления полного свода библейских книг без прямой зависимос- 
ти от Геннадиевской Библии опыт впервые обратили внимание А. Алексеев 
и О. Лихачева. По их мнению, такой свод был приспособлен к монастыр-
скому и церковному литургическому использованию. Они указали на сход-
ства с Хваловой рукописью – и по местоположению Апокалипсиса в кодексе 
(после Евангелия и перед Апостолом), и по структурным особенностям 
текста. Авторы отметили, что часть разночтений возникла при ориентации 
на различные греческие списки, но определили общий первоисточник двух 
текстов, который не моложе XIII  в., судя по незначительному количеству 
сербизмов27. Связь этой рукописи с боснийскими списками имеет важное 
значение для определения культурных контактов между западнорусскими 

24 V. Jagić, Analecta romana, ASP 25, 1903, p. 28.
25 V. Oblak, op. cit.
26 J. Jurić-Kappel, op. cit., p. 83.
27 А.А. АЛЕКСЕЕВ, О.П. ЛИХАЧЕВА, Супрасльский сборник 1507 г., [in:] Материалы и сообщения 
по фондам Отдела рукописной и редкой книги БАН СССР, ed. М.В. КУКУШКИНА, Ленинград 
1978, p. 80–82.
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монастырями и сербским патриархом без зависимости от Москвы или Нов- 
города28. Сборник 1507 г. попал и в поле зрения И. Евсеева, который в 1912 г. 
писал:

Лучшимъ представителемъ, въ литовской Руси, библейскихъ переводовъ болгарского 
типа, уже обрусѣвшихъ въ ХV вѣкѣ, является библейскiй сводъ 1502–1507 года, т. наз. 
„Десятоглавъ Матвея Десятого”29.

Сербская копия Апокалипсиса без толкований

В 2000  г. Я. Гркович-Мейджор систематизировала известные до тех пор 
южнославянские списки Апокалипсиса и ввела в обращение научную 
информацию о самом раннем сохранившемся сербском списке книги30. Он 
является частью сборника последней четверти XIV в. с исихастскими и про-
тиволатинскими текстами из собрания Хилендарского монастыря №  474 
(HM 474) (Фиг. 4)31. Она определила этот список как „старый тип”, с деле-
нием на 72 главы и без комментариев (в тексте написаны заглавия первых 
5 глав, а остальные отмечены инициалом)32. Исследовательница связывает 
сербский список по типу и структуре с боснийскими списками и обращает 
внимание на тот факт, что хронологически HM 474 – самый ранний текст 

28 Ibidem, p. 87. Комментарий на приписке на л. 476–477об.: В ней писец сообщает о себе и своей 
семье, что он происходит из Торопца, что он десятый сын в семье (отчего и назван Матфей 
Десятый), что его родители и все братья и сестры удалились, каждый своим путем, в мона-
стыри близ Полоцка, Вильны и Новгорода, и только он, Матфей, остался в миру на княжеской 
службе, но в конце жизни взамен монашеских подвигов решил написать книгу и оставить ее 
в том монастыре, где закончит свои дни. Этот сборник он начал писать в Вильне в 1502 г., 
а закончил в 1507 г. в Супрасльском монастыре (Ibidem, p. 55–56).
29 И.И.  ЕВСЕЕВ, Очерки по истории славянского перевода Библии, XЧ 92.12, 1912, p.  1355. 
И потом добавляет: Любопытно, что составитель замѣчательнаго виленскаго библейскаго 
свода стоитъ въ самой тѣсной связи съ Новгородомъ (Ibidem, p. 135).
30 J. ГРКОВИЋ-МЕJЏОР, op. cit.
31 Д. Богданович опубликовал запись на л. 426: \Fа книга глаголpvа \илогиǄvо иǄь олтаzскp к¾sp 
пон�сp иг¾vpнь Opzасиvь оÁ сzlск¾ Ǆpvл¾ на пzоȞитаниpƽ Паки p oон�сp попь Opzасиvьƿ и пz�qop сpго 
иǄгоzp vанастиzь õûööƽ +ть пиzагь сmpтога \аmи oо пиzагь сmpт< OpоzгFpƽ Mиm�оÁ тогoа патzFаz�¾ 
mасpлpнскоvоÁ Qz�vи а пp�коv¾ Wоисp�ƿ vитzополит¾ Nиspнти�ƿ иг¾vн¾ Opzасиv¾ �иланoаzьскоv¾ƽ 
Паки сp поȞp пzаmити õûöü пzи патzиаz�¾ mасpлpнскоv ПаисF¾и сzlскоv LzсpнF� и пzи vитzополит¾ 
Wо*сp� и пzи тоv qp иг¾vpн¾ Opzасиv¾ƽ Пzm(…) тоzь lисть пzоиг¾vpнъ �аHи ПаzтpнFp `иланoаzа�ъ 
Ǆа (…) Ȟ гzо�а oаo�ƿ и таoа сp пzpстаmи oÁ�оmникъ ǂа�аzFа оÁ Uаzаmла�к¾ оÁ Mа�ƿ а пzоиг¾vpнъ 
\pmастиань Á Nла�к¾ оÁ ȝpнpи и таop пzиop пzоиг¾vан Pанилъ ]zоиȞанинъ иǄ `pzъ�pгоmинp на 
поклонpнFp (Д. БОГДАНОВИЋ, Каталог ћирилских рукописа манастира Хиландара, vol. I, Београд 
1978, p. 181).
32 Исследовательница приняла мнение Д. Драгойловича, что в православном мире распрос- 
транялись два типа текста Апокалипсиса: старый, подобный HM 474, и младший, с коммен-
тариями св. Андрея Кесарийского (по: D. Dragojlović, Apokalipse bosanskih krstjana i staroslo-
vensko književno nasleđe, КИ 13 (52), 1981, p. 605).
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этой редакции. Анализ полученных данных в этом смысле опроверг обще-
принятый тезис Й. Хама о западном глаголическом пути проникновения 
текста в Боснию33.

С другой стороны, важно, что HM 474 связывается с толковой версией 
книги – не только по названию глав и стиха 17,3 (о нем смотри ниже), но 
и по трем интерполяциям из толкований св. Андрея Кесарийского. Они до 
сих пор не отмечены в исследованиях:

1) 1,17 καὶ κόψονται ἐπ᾽ αὐτὸν πᾶσαι αἱ φυλαὶ τῆς γῆς. ναί, ἀμήν

Ċď øûøǿ и mьǄплаȞ�т сp пz�� ниvь mса плpvpна Ǆpvльнаꙗƽ слоm�нск<ƽ qиoоmьск<� 
оÁтmzьq�а�ть слоmpсиƽ

Остальные редакции текста:

Hv: и плаȞь и mьпаль стmоzpть о нpvь mса кол<на Ǆpvльнаƽ аv<ньƽ
N1: и плаȞь mъпльстmBть + нpvьƽ mсB кол�на Ǆpvьскаꙗ
Č: и mсплаȞ�т сB о нp� mсB плpvpна Ǆpvнаꙗƽ pи аvи�
Pl 46: и mьсплаȞ¾ть + нȌvь mьси pǄ<�и Ǆpvльс�Fиƽ Ȍи аvинь
MSOC 43: и mьǄz<oаpть по нpvь mьс�ко плpv¼ Ǆpvн+pƿ аvи�
O: и плаȞь сътmоzB� на сB о нp� mсB кол�на ǄpvȆскаBƽ ħи аvинь

Это добавление в HM 474 –  слоm�нск<. qиoоmьск<� оÁтmzьq�а�ть слоmpси 
– не встречается в библейском тексте других версий книги, оно, как прави-
ло, имеется только в славянских толковых списках. В толковании к 1,7 в гре-
ческом тексте стоит: Ἑλληνίδι τῇ τε Ἑβραΐδι γλώττῃ ἐσήμανε34, а в славянском 
– слоm�нски и qиoоmъскии оÁтmpzъqа�ть слоmpсp. В T 119 (л. 7об) этот текст, 
например, оформлен как заголовок киноварью (Фиг. 5).

2) 2,2 καὶ ἐπείρασας τοὺς λέγοντας ἑαυτοὺς ἀποστόλους καὶ οὐκ εἰσίν, καὶ εὖρες 
αὐτοὺς ψευδεῖς·

HM 474: искÁсиль Ȍси глǉ��pȌ сp l<ти ап�л<ƽ Uь сиvȆqp и o�ла скmzьнȆн<� нико-
лаит�нь mьǄнpнаmиo�ƽ и нp соÁтьƽ и +lz�тp и льqp

Остальные редакции текста:

Hv: искÁс<ль pс< глǉоÁ�p сplp ап�л< lитиƿ и н�соÁтьƿ и оlz�тp (p ďĮ) лаqp

33 J. Hamm, op. cit., p. 52–63; J. ГРКОВИЋ-МЕJЏОР, op. cit., p. 317–318.
34 J.  Schmid, Studien zur Geschichte des griechischen Apokalypse –  Textes, vol.  I. Der Apokalypse 
– Kommentar des Andreas von Kaisareia. Text, München 1955, p. 17.
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N1: искÁсилъ Ȍси глǉ�аꙗ ап�л� ȋ сиvъ qp и o�ла скmpzньньн��ъƽ никола•ит� 
mъǄнpнаmиo�ƽ и нp соÁть и +lz�тp ꙗ
Č: и искÁси� Ȍси глǉ�аꙗ сplp апǉл� l�ти а нp соÁ�ƽ и оlz�тp B лqиm�
Pl 46: и иск¾силь Ȍси гл��и� сpl� ап�ль l<тиƿ и н�с¾ть
MSOC 43: искÁсъƽ гл¼�>B сplp ап�л< l<тиƿ и нp с>тъƽ и оlz�тp > льq> с>�>
O: F иск¾си� pси гл��аB сB l<ти ап�л<ƿ и н�с¾тьƿ и оlz�тp B лqа

Эта интерполяция Uь сиvȆqp и o�ла скmzьнȆн<� николаит�нь mьǄнpнаmиo�, 
которая помещена внутри библейского стиха, тоже взята из толкований. 
Она нетипична для боснийских текстов, как и для остальных нетолковых 
списков. Но она встречается в некоторых восточнославянских комментиро-
ванных списках, где тоже находится на этом месте в середине библейского 
стиха (срв. N1).

3) 21,21 ἀνὰ εἷς ἕκαστος τῶν πυλώνων ἦν ἐξ ἑνὸς μαργαρίτου. καὶ ἡ πλατεῖα τῆς 
πόλεως χρυσίον καθαρὸν ὡς ὕαλος διαυγής

HM 474: oа Ȍoина каꙗq�о mzата lоÁ�тьƿ = Ȍoиного l<сpzаƽ пzи клаoоvь и ст<н< 
m<�нꙗго гzа�

Остальные редакции текста:

Hv: poинь каqoо (mzата Ml) lоÁopть = poинаго lисаzаƿ и поÁть гzаoоÁ Ǆлато Ȟ<сто 
�ко стакло Ȟисто (– Ml) ластpи сp
N1: oа Ȍoина каꙗqoо mzата lоÁoоÁтьƽ = Ȍoиного lисzаƽ
Č: oа Ȍoи� коqo� mzа� lB�p иǄъ poино� lисpzаƽ и �иzота гzаoнаꙗ аки Ǆлато Ȟ�то ꙗко 
стькло оǄаzB��и
Pl 46: ꙗко oа коꙗ�oо mzата l¾o¾ть = Ȍoиного lисpzаƽ ȋ п¾ть гzаoа Ǆлато Ȟисто ꙗко 
стькло сьmтp сpƽ
MSOC 43: mь кои�qoо mzат��ь коpг+qoо lисpzаƽ и пл+Ȟа гzаoа Ǆлата Ȟиста �ко 
и сm�тъƽ
О: oа poFна каBqoо mzата l��p = poFного lисpzаƽ ȋ стогн< гzаo¾ Ǆлато Ȟистоƿ ꙗко 
сткло пzpсm�тло

Эта интерполяция в основном тексте HM 474 –  пzи клаoоvь и ст<н< 
m<�нꙗго гzа�, находится только в этой рукописи, она часть толковой вер-
сии книги. Поскольку стих 21,21 –  один в латинской традиции, а в книге 
св. Андрея Кесарийского ему соответствуют 2 стиха с двумя толкованиями, 
для большей ясности приводится цитата по ранней редакции текста с толко-
ваниями (N1 с разночтениями по Т119), представитель правленного текста 
толковой версии F15 XVI в. и греческий текст:
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N1 (разночтения по Т119) F15 J. Schmid, Studien zur… 
p. 248

(спǉа) ȋ +lа на opсBтp mzатаƽ
mǉFƽ lисzаƽ oа Ȍoина каꙗqoо 
mzата lоÁoоÁтьƽ = Ȍoиного 
lисzа (спǉа) `�mи ÁȞpни�иƽ omоꙗ 
на opсBтp mzатаƽ иvиqp mzат� 
поÁтьƽ поǄна�оvъƽ аƽmǉFƽ lисzаƽ 
= ��а Ȍoиного lисzаƽ иvÁо�а 
л�аниȌ (спǉm) Пzи клаoоvь 
истин�ƽ m��ьнBго гzаoаƽ 
lлǉг��ъ нp vоqpть състаmи-
тиƽ наoъ mсpv lо Ȍстъ (–) 
слоÁ�оvъƽ и mиo�ниȌvьƽ (и) 
поv��лpниȌvьƽ т�vqp пост-
ланиȌ гzаoоÁƽ ꙗко Ǆла� vног�
ꙗ (zа�5) Ȟ�тот< скаǄаȌтьƽ си qp 
mсB ꙗmи апл�vъ ꙗко vоqа�pƽ

(спǉг) ȋ оlоа на opсBтp mzата 
omанаopсBтp lисpzаƽ oа poина 
каq�о mzата l>opть = poинаго 
lисpzаƽ (т+�) `�mи ÁȞpни�иƿ 
omоp на opсBтp mzатаƿ иvиqp 
mzат� п>� qиmотpнъ по-
ǄȆна�+�ƽ а omа на opсBтp lисpzаƿ 
иv¾�и lлp�анFpƽ (сп�) П>ть 
lо гzаo¾ )лато Ȟистоƽ ꙗко 
ст<кло lлp�а�ƽ (т+�) Пzи кла-
oо�истинȆн<� m��ȆнBго гzаoа 
lлǉг<�ƽ нp v+qp� пzp�стаmитиƽ 
паȞp lо mсBкого слоÁ�а 
и mиo�нFаƽ и поv<�лpнFа с>�ƽ 
т�vȆqp постаmлpнFp гzоÁ� ꙗко 
)лато vногFа Ȟистот< zаoF 
скаǄаp�ƽ сFа qp mсB ꙗmи ап�лъ 
ꙗко� vоqаа�pƽ

Καὶ οἱ δώδεκα πυλῶνες 
δώδεκα μαργαρῑται. ἀνὰ 
εἷς ἕκαστος τῶν πυλώνων 
ἦν ἐζ ἑνὸς μαργαρίτου. Οἱ 
δώδεκα πυλῶνες, δηλαδὴ 
οἱ τοῡ Χριστοῡ μαθηταί, δι᾿ 
ὧν τὴν θύραν καὶ τὴν ὁδὸν 
ἐπέγνωμεν, δώδεκά εἰσι μαρ-
γαρῑται, ἐζ ἑνὸς πολυτιμήτου 
μαργαρίτου, τοῡ Χριστοῡ, τὴν 
διαύγειαν κτησάμενοι.

Καὶ ἡ πλατεῖα τῆς πόλεως 
χρυσίον καθαρὸν ὡς ὕαλος 
διαυγής. Ἓν παράδειγμα 
τὴν ἀκρίβειαν τῶν τῆς ἄνω 
πόλεως ἀγαθῶν παραστῆσαι 
οῡ δύναται. διὸ τὴν πλατεῑαν 
τῆς πόλεως διὰ ΄μὲν τὸ 
πολυτελὲς καὶ εὔχρουν ὡς 
χρυσίον, διὰ δὲ τὸ καθαρὸν ὡς 
κρύσταλλον ἐθεάσατο˙ ἅπερ 
ἀμφότερα ἐν ἑνὶ συνδραμεῑν 
παρ᾽ἡμῑν ἀδύνατον. ταῡτα δὲ 
πάντα ὁ ἅγιος ταθέαται, κα-
θὼς ἠδύνατο˙ἡ δὲ ἀκραιφνὴς 
τῆς ἄνω πόλεως κατανόησις 
ὑπερβαίνει καὶ ἀκοὴν καὶ 
ὅρασιν καὶ διάνοιαν.

Эта путаница в библейском тексте –  лакуна второй части библейского 
стиха в ранних списках N1 и Т119, наводит на мысль, что HM 474 хоть и свя-
зана с боснийскими текстами, но в большой степени – также и с ранней тра-
дицией текста с комментариями.

Я. Гркович-Мейджор связывает появление этой рукописи с расцветом 
исихазма на Афоне в XIV в35. В тексте на фонологическом и морфологичес- 
ком уровне прослеживается высоко стандартизированная сербская редак-
ция старославянского языка, а в отличие от боснийских списков, находятся 

35 Занимљиво jе да су исихасти били оптуживани за jеретичку месалиjанску ориjентациjу, 
као што jе Црква босанска, у оквиру коjе су три босанске апокалипсе настале, без утемељених 
доказа оптуживана као богумилска (J. ГРКОВИЋ-МЕJЏОР, op. cit., p. 313).
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и некоторые лексические варианты, типичные для т.н. преславской школы 
– съlоzъ (2,9), съlоzи�p (3,9), vасло (6,6; 18,13), л�mъ (10,2), плpvp (1,7; 13,7), 
lл>oьни�а (17,5). Она отмечает, что между этими копиями текста нет 
противопоставления в использовании „охридской” и/или „преславской” 
лексики. И ставит вопрос: лежат ли в основе HM 474 и боснийской редак-
ции Откровения различные переводы, или HM 474 является результатом 
поздней, вероятно, святогорской исихастской редакции Апокалипсиса, чей 
первоисточник находится и в основе боснийских текстов.

Хорватские глаголические фрагменты

Эта редакция текста Апокалипсиса находится в хорватских богослужебных 
книгах (бревиариях и миссалах). Эти рукописи известны с конца XIII – нача-
ла XIV в. и до XVI в. В них текст сегментирован на 22 главы, согласно латин-
ской традиции, но перевод сделан с греческого языка (Фиг. 6).

Их изучение началось в 1886 г., когда И. Берчич опубликовал эти фраг-
менты36. В 2002 г. Я. Юрич-Капел потвердила, что боснийские списки име-
ют общий источник, который лежит и в основе хорватского списка Vid 
(1396 г.), и в основе сербской копии текста HM 474, как и в Rum – предста-
вителе восточнославянской толковой традиции37. Она обратила внимание 
на интерполяцию из толковой редакции книги в 17,3, которая является 
общей для боснийских текстов, Vid и HM 474:

17,3: καὶ ἡ γυνὴ ἣν εἷδες ἔστιν ἡ πόλις ἡ μεγάλη ἡ ἔχουσα τὴν βασιλείαν ἐπὶ τῶν 
βασιλέων τῆς γῆς

Vid: žena juže vide gradь veliki est‘. iže imat‘ c(êsa)r(st)vie nad‘ c(êsa)ri z(e)ml‘nimi

Hv: и qpнаƿ �qp m�oFð�ьñƿ гzаoь mpлики Ȍстьƿ иqp иvать �аzьстm<p ð�zстmоmати 
ďĮñ наoь �аz< Ǆpvльниvиƽ

HM 474: qpна �qp mиo� гzаoь mpлик<и Ȍ�5ƿ иqp иvать �z�5mиȌ наoь ȌǄ<к< mpликFиvи38.

Этот пример становится весьма интересным, поскольку эта интерполя-
ция –  часть толкования на 17,3 (где цитируется 17,18) –  стоит и в других 
ранних толковых списках как T119 и Rum (Фиг. 7), где она встречается 
в основном тексте и имеет свое толкование, но не присутствует, например, 
в N1, как и в поздних нетолковых списках редакции Č39.
36 I. Berčić, op. cit.
37 J. Jurić-Kappel, op. cit.
38 Ibidem, p. 77.
39 T119: ...иqp иvB�p глаmъƽǄǉƽ и zогъƽEǉƽ тл
5 \и л�lоo�и�� ozоÁǄии zиvьскии гzаoъ v�нꙗтьƽ ꙗко 
на сpovи zоoъ (!) стоꙗ�ьƽ qpньскиvъ lо иvpнpvъƽ mсBкъ гzpȞьскии гzаoъ наzи�аȌть сBƽǄǉƽ глаmъ 
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Результаты исследования Я. Юрич-Капел подтверждают выводы, кото-
рые сделал еще В. Облак: предположение о южном пути движения текста 
Апокалипсиса, как представляется, из Афона через Македонию, Боснию 
и на северо-запад, в Хорватию. Подтверждением этому служит и отсутствие 
т.н. „паннонизмов” или „моравизмов” в хорватских глаголических списках 
книги. Исследовательница приводит и некоторые примеры употребления 
„преславизмов” в тексте, таких как скzьlь (1,9), съlоzи�p (2,9), съlлаǄнь 
(2,14), съlоzъ (3,9), lл>oни�а (17,5). Нерешенным, разумеется, остается 
вопрос, из какого первоисточника появились в Vid и HM 474 эти пресла-
визмы, которых нет в боснийских списках. М. Михалевич также отмечает 
важное значение Vid для гипотезы о južnom putu dolaska staroslavenskoga 
bogoslužja i jezika u hrvatske krajeve – взаимодействие, которое могло бы объ-
яснить связь с боснийскими рукописями40.

Южнославянская толковая версия

Недавно были опубликованы данные о неизвестной до сих пор в научной 
среде южнославянской толковой редакции Апокалипсиса с комментариями 
св. Андрея Кесарийского (Фиг. 8)41. Эта редакция, в отличие от известных 
уже книг с комментариями, не имеет вводной части, нет делений на сло-
ва, стихи или главы, как это наблюдается у св.  Андрея Кесарийского. Тут 
деление на главы следует латинской традиции: они введены порядковым 
номером (напр. глава .oǉƽ), библейский текст введен с с¾�оp, а комментарии 
– с тлькь. Редакция библейского текста имеет свои специфические особен-
ности, а толкования, которые являются своеобразной редакцией коммента-
риев св. Андрея Кесарийского, значительно отличаются от уже знакомых.

Эта редакция известна только среди южных славян. Она является частью 
сборников, которые сохранены с XV и XVI вв. и известна в 3 списках: 
1) Сборник из монастыря Плевля (Pl 46). В. Мошин предполагает, что это 
сборник первой четверти XV в.42, а Р. Станкович по водяным знакам дати-
ровал его концом XVI  в. (1590–1600  г.)43. Текст Апокалипсиса начинается 
с самого начала рукописи (от 1,5) и сохранен до конца. Имеются лакуны между 

Ǆm�zи иqp � носитьƽǄǉƽ �zǉь нpȞтиm��ъ (!). = oоvpтиана oо oи+клитианаƽ иqp �zǉкmь гони�аƽ ли 
гzpȞьскFȇ �zǉь гzаoъ v�нить ǩƽсǉǄƽ Rpна �qp mиo� гzаoъ mpликии pстъƽ иqp иvать �z��5тmиȌ наoъ 
ꙗǄ<ки mpликиvи ǩ тл
5 W� qp глǉpvъ = пzоȞьи�ъ настаmлBȌvи сp mсp ǄpvноȌ �z�5mиȌ гzа�5 v�ниvъƽ 
поÁст�н� qp ǄапоÁст�ниȌ гzаoа v�нитъƽ �отB�pȌ l�ти тогoаƽ а Ǆm�zь oиꙗmолp оÁlистmоƽ и кzо-
mи zаoоmаниp Ȍго v�нитьƽ иvи�5 на lǉа �оÁлоÁ mъǄлагаȌтьƽ соÁzоm� иlо F сmpz�п� и +lzаǄъ Ǆm�zь 
qp и Ȟpzmлpнаꙗ �аzота наꙗmлBꙗтьȁ
40 M. Mihaljević, Jezična slojevitost Brevijara Vida Omišljanina iz 1396. godine, Filol 29, 1997, p. 136.
41 И. ТРИФОНОВА, Южнославянската редакция на Тълковния…
42 В. МОШИН, Ћирилски рукописи манастира св. Троjице код Пљеваља, ИЗ.EH 14, 1958, p. 242.
43 P.  СТАНКОВИЋ, Рукописне књиге манастира Свете Троjице код Пљеваља. Водени знаци 
и датирање, Београд 2003, p. 16–17.
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л. 6об и л. 7 (от 2,3 до части стиха 2,7). 2) Сборник из Печской патриархии 
(P 99). Эта рукопись сегодня в очень плохом состоянии. В. Мошин считает, 
что она написана в последней четверти XVI в., а М. Грозданович и Р. Станко-
вич предположили, что она датируется началом XVII в. (1610–1615)44. Текст 
Апокалипсиса помещен от л. 1 до л. 92, начинается с конца 4,5 и сохранен до 
конца. 3) Апокалипсис толковый, XVI в. (MSOC 101). Он сохранен частич-
но, только 22  л. Текст начинается в начале 13 главы и кончается в начале 
17 главы. Есть лакуны между л. 1 и л. 2 (часть комментария 13,4 до библей-
ского текста 13,10 включительно), как и между л. 5 и л. 6 (от комментария 
к 14,1 до части библейского стиха 14,5).

Эти списки показывают общую тенденцию, типичную для поздних 
редакций Апокалипсиса (как Č, Pl 46, O, F, MSOC 43): они не так гомогенны 
в лексическом отношении, и в них можно найти много примеров самосто-
ятельных переводческих решений и контекстуально обусловленных замен 
слов. Это показывает своеобразное переосмысление текста, которое при-
водит к лексическим различиям, как результат деятельности в различное 
время и в различных местах преславских книжников, и предпринятых ком-
промиссов в афонской редакции.

Все три сборника имеют одинаковый состав, сербские орфографические 
особенности – одноеровые, безюсовые, без украшений. В Pl 46 и P 99 текст 
идентичен, несмотря на то, что имеются некоторые морфологические отличия, 
несущественные различия в порядке слов или отдельные лексические замены, 
у них, без сомнения, общий источник. MSOC 101 восходит к тому же источни-
ку, но не непосредственно – он содержит и дополнительное редактирование. 
Текстовая версия, которая стоит в основе этих списков, наверное, содержит 
тот же самый первоначальный славянский перевод Откровения. В этой редак-
ции толкования являются неделимой частью библейского текста. И толкова-
ния, и библейский текст подвергались вторичной редакции, и это, вероятно, 
относится к деятельности афонских монастырей в XIV  в. Слово Епифания 
Кипрского о двенадцати камнях, которое помещено в составе Апокалипсиса 
при описании Небесного Иерусалима (21  глава), занимает логическое место 
в контексте и содержании книги, и его присутствие здесь можно считать осо-
бенностью первоисточника. Этот первоисточник был, наверное, частью сбор-
ника, предназначенного для чтения в монашеском центре. А сам сборник был 
составлен, вероятно, в южнославянских землях или южнославянскими мона-
хами в середине или в конце XIV в. К этому выводу приводят и содержащиеся 
в его составе Слово Епифания Кипрского и Сказание Афродитиана45.

44 М. ГРОЗДАНОВИЋ-ПАJИЋ, Р. СТАНКОВИЋ, Датирање и водени знаци српских ћирилских руко-
писних књига Пећке патриjаршиje, АПри 13, 1991, p. 54–55.
45 И. ТРИФОНОВА, Южнославянската редакция на Тълковния…, p. 125.
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Болгарская календарная версия Апокалипсиса без толкований

В этом сложном контексте важное место занимает еще одна отдельная 
редакция Откровения св. Иоанна Богослова. О ней до сих пор очень мало 
известно, обычно ученые определяют ее как македонскую, как это сделано 
в описании Д. Богдановича (на базе MSOC 43)46, несмотря на статью К. Ива-
новой, опубликованную в 1972 г., где исследовательница определила ее как 
болгарскую47.

Эта редакция – нетолковая, в ней нет никаких следов толковой версии 
книги св. Андрея Кесарийского. Она входит в состав новоизводных кален-
дарных сборников под датой 8 мая (день памяти св.  Иоанна Богослова), 
а хронологически эти сборники датируются с середины XIV по XVII в. В них 
отражена восточноболгарская тырновская литературная традиция переда-
чи текста (Фиг. 9)48.

До настоящего времени известны пять списков этой версии книги, 
в последний раз они описаны в каталоге К. Ивановой49: 1) Календарный 
сборник избранных житий на январь–июль с нарушением календарного 
порядка, сер. XIV в. (ок. 1350), л. 61–79об. Писан полууставом, орфография 
– с двумя ерами, тремя юсами, болгарская, текст без украшений или мини-
атюр. Он хранится в Музее Сербской Православной Церкви под № 43, куда 
поступил из Крушедольского монастыря (MSOC 43)50. 2) Календарный сбор-
ник на декабрь–июль, сер. XV в. (1441 г.), л. 171–189об. Писан полууставом, 
орфография болгарская –  двуеровая, двуюсовая. Он написан Гавриилом 
Уриком. Рукопись принадлежала монастырю Нямц. В настоящее время она 
хранится в библиотеке Румынской академии наук в Бухаресте, под сигна-
турой Sl. 165 (R  165)51. 3) Календарный сборник на апрель–июнь, XVII  в.,  

46 Д. БОГДАНОВИЋ, Инвентар ћирилских рукописа у Jугославиjи (ХІ–ХVІІ века), Београд 1982, p. 32.
47 К. ИВАНОВА, Археографски бележки от книгохранилищата в Югославия, ЕЛ 27.4, 1972, 
p. 52–55.
48 И. ТРИФОНОВА, Лексиката на най-стария български препис на Апокалипсиса на св. Йоан 
Богослов в контекста на българските преводачески школи през Средновековието, София 
2008.
49 К. ИВАНОВА, Bibliotheca hagiographica balcano-slavica, София 2008, p.  529 (за исключением 
списков Хил445 и Хил474, которые являются представителями другой редакции текста); 
K. Ivanova, Canonic and Apocryphal Texts from the Bible in Balkan Calendrical Miscellanies (Based 
on Material from Bibliotheca Hagiographica Balcano-Slavica), [in:] The Bible in Slavic Tradition, ed. 
A. Kulik, C.M. MacRobert, S. Nikolova, M. Taube, C.M. Vakareliyska, Leiden–Boston 2016, 
p. 494–495 (= SJsl 9).
50 Д. БОГДАНОВИЋ, Инвентар ћирилских рукописа…, p.  32; V.  Mošin, Izvještaj o naučnom 
putovaniju u Srjemsku Mitrovicu, Beograd, Peć, Dečane, Cavnat, Dubrovnik 1953. godine, [in:] Inven-
tar ćirilskih rukopisa Muzeja Srpske pravoslavne crkve u Beogradu, LHAZU 60, 1955, p.  218–226; 
C. ПЕТКОВИЋ, Опис рукописа манастира Крушедола, Сремски Карловци 1914, p. 212–213.
51 P. Panaitescu, Manuscrisele slave din Biblioteca Academici RPR, vol. I, Bucureşti 1959, p. 248–250. 
Я хочу поблагодарить Анисаву Милтенову за возможность работать с текстом рукописи.
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л. 57–69, писан полууставом, молдавский по происхождению. Орфография 
– двуеровая и двуюсовая, тырновская. Рукопись принадлежала монастырю 
Молдовица, затем была в монастыре Драгомирна в Буковине, где находится 
и теперь под шифром 1828/73952. 4) Календарный сборник на февраль–май, 
XVII  в., л.  144–159об, без начала и конца, с недостатком, писан полууста-
вом, молдавский. Орфография тырновская, но в отдельных текстах встре-
чаются и русизмы. Эта рукопись была подарена монастырю Драгомирна 
от сучавского митрополита Анастасия Кримки. Теперь она находится во 
Львовской научной библиотеке им. В. Стефаника Национальной академии 
наук Украины, в коллекции Петрушевича №  253. 5) Календарный сборник 
на апрель–май, написан в 1474 г., находится в коллекции монастыря Путна 
№ 31, л. 59–81об54. Издание этой версии Откровения предстоит в будущем.

В заключение можно сказать, что, несмотря на разнообразие вариантов 
текста, сравнение показывает, что в основе всех указанных списков Апока-
липсиса лежит общий первоначальный славянский перевод, отредактиро-
ванный в разное время и в разных местах. Этот перевод обнаруживается 
одновременно и в восточнославянских толковых книгах, и в боснийских 
нетолковых кириллических списках, и в части хорватских глаголических 
фрагментов, и в сербском списке текста. Позже он был отредактирован 
в трех разных вариантах – в составе библейских сводов в русских и болгар-
ских списках (Č, Tl, U310, T710), в болгарских календарных новоизводных 
сборниках, в сербских списках с толкованиями св. Андрея Кесарийского.

Существуют две возможности возникновения самой ранней версии 
текста книги: либо это перевод св. Мефодия, к которому в Болгарии были 
добавлены толкования, либо перевод св. Мефодия был потерян и перевод 
был выполнен снова в Болгарии вместе с комментариями св. Андрея Кеса-
рийского. Мне кажется, что более вероятна вторая возможность, но надо 
отметить, что в тексте нет большого количества преславизмов, как следо-
вало бы ожидать для перевода, сделанного в Болгарии, и как было в дру-
гих библейских книгах с толкованиями, составленных в Преславе (Книга 
пророков Исайи, Даниила, Книги Двенадцати Пророков). После этого 
перевод появился на Руси, где распространение Апокалипсиса с толкова-
ниями приобрело большую популярность. В это время в среде южных сла-
вян библейский текст вторично был выделен из толковой книги. Это могло 

52 З. ЮФУ, За десеттомната колекция Студион (Из архива на румънския изследвач Йон Юфу), 
SB 2, 1970, p. 326–329; Е. КАЛУЖНЯЦКИ, Werke des Patriarches von Bulgarien Euthimius (1375–1395), 
Wien 1901, p. cvl.
53 I. СВЄНЦЇЦЬКИЙ, Опис рукописів Народного Дому з колєкції Ант. Петрушевича, vol. I. Україн-
сько-руський архів, Львів 1906, p. 108–112.
54 P. Popescu, Manuscrise slavone din manistirea Putna, BOR 1–2, 1962, p. 105–145; И. ТОДОРОВ, 
Из ръкописната сбирка на манастира Путна, СЛ 10, 1981, p. 76–78.
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быть сделано в Болгарии или Сербии, а, возможно, и в Боснии. Книга дошла 
до Боснии, вероятно, через богомилов, и там был распространен библей-
ский текст, отделенный от интерпретаций. Потом текст был отредактирован 
дополнительно в Болгарии для больших календарных тырновских сборни-
ков, и, вероятно, на Афоне, в его толковой и нетолковой версии, при состав-
лении библейских корпусов и для монастырского чтения.
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Abstract. �e Revelation of St. John the �eologian among Orthodox Slavs and in South-Slavon-
ic Literature. �e article focuses on the history of the Book of Revelation of St. John the �eologian 
among Orthodox Slavs in the Middle Ages. �e aim is to present its place among the other biblical 
books, related to Cyril and Methodius’ literary tradition and follow its origin, its way of life and 
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Dots and Acute Accent Shapes 
in the Dobrejšo Gospel

1. Introduction

Dots, accents, and other diacritical marks positioned over letters are common 
features of medieval Church Slavonic manuscripts. For the purposes of this 

paper, these can be very generally categorized as either primarily paleographic or 
primarily orthographic in nature, although the boundary between the two cat-
egories is fuzzy. Paleographic diacritics generally imitate meaningful orthographic 
conventions in Greek manuscripts, but have only a decorative function in Slavic 
manuscripts, since they were not a standard part of the Glagolitic or Old Cyrillic 
orthographic system. �ese can include a regularly-occurring dot over the letter 
+; breathing marks over vowel letters; and apparent accent marks whose place-
ment does not re�ect the actual stressed syllable of the Church Slavonic words they 
appear over. In contrast, orthographic-level diacritics, which are the focus of this 
paper, have a disambiguating punctuational function, and serve to assist readers 
in parsing the text. Examples of these are acute accents placed over the stressed 
syllable of the words in which they appear; a regularly-occurring double dot over 
F and ligated vowel letters Ǿꙗ, ǾȌ, Ǿ�, disambiguating them from и and other simi-
larly-shaped letters; and a single dot or breathing mark over any vowel letter that 
immediately follows another vowel letter, either word-internally or word-initially.

�is paper examines four unusual patterns in orthographic-level diacritical mark-
ings in the Dobrejšo Gospel, a western Bulgarian liturgical tetraevangelion generally 
dated to the 13th century1. �e sporadic nature of the diacritics distinguishes them 
from the types described above. So far I have not come across any of the four Dobrejšo 

1 No. 17 (307), Cyril and Methodius National Library, Sofia; typeset edition: Б. ЦОНЕВ, Добрей-
шово четвероеванелuе. Среднобългарски паметник от XIII век (Софийска Нар. Библиотека 
No. 307 и Белградска Нар. Библиотека No. 214), БСт 1, 1906. A digital facsimile of the manuscript 
is available at http://www.europeana.eu/portal/en/record/2063614/BU_280_01.html. The analysis 
in this paper is based on my first-hand examination of the manuscript and handwritten corrections 
of Conev’s flawed 1906 transcription edition, in connection with a second, corrected diplomatic edi-
tion and analysis of the manuscript that I am currently compiling.

http://dx.doi.org/10.18778/2084-140X.06.11
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patterns in other medieval Slavic manuscripts, with the exception of one somewhat 
similar diacritic type in a few early East Slavic manuscripts (see subsection 3.1 below, 
n. 5). Following the overview in section 2 below, each diacritic pattern is discussed 
separately in sections 3 through 6, and conclusions are presented in section 7.

2. Orthographic diacritics in the Dobrejšo Gospel

�e diacritics that are the focus of this study are written by the main scribe of the 
Dobrejšo Gospel, the priest Dobrejšo, whose name appears twice in the manu-
script and whose self-portrait is included in the frontispiece to the Book of John2. 
Dobrejšo regularly employs double dots in F (including in ьF) and +Ǿ, and over the 
ligatures in Ǿꙗ, ǾȌ, and Ǿ�; and a single dot over vowel letters immediately preceded 
by another vowel letter: e.g., pǽгoа, rнаpǽvъ. It is important to note that the manu-
script does not mark either accentuation or, with only rare exceptions, dropped 
etymological weak jers.

A frequent diacritic in the Dobrejšo Gospel with an extralinguistic function is 
what looks like a single acute accent or a series of three acutes over or near a letter 
that immediately follows the large red initial letter marking the beginning of a lec-
tion: e.g., \ŠлŠŠаmа (with red \). As the introduction to Conev’s transcription edi-
tion of the manuscript explains, this is simply a placemarker le� by the scribe for 
himself to show where to insert a red letter a�er he had completed writing a page 
of text in black ink3. Finally, as in very common in medieval Slavic manuscripts, 
there are many ambiguous super�uous dots in the Dobrejšo Gospel that look like 
accent marks, but that were clearly produced inadvertently as the scribe rested his 
pen as he consulted his copying source.

�e four sporadic diacritic patterns in the manuscript that are the subject of this 
paper are less straightforward in function than the ones described above. Most fre-
quent among these is a dot or a shape similar to an acute accent placed over or 
near the letter z: i.e., in some places zǽ, in others zŠ. Since distribution of the dot 
vs. accent shapes is random, the scribe appears to have intended both to represent 
a single symbol. Although Conev remarks on this diacritic in his introduction4, 
he does not o�er an explanation for it, and apparently he did not observe any 

2 Although Conev expresses reservations in the introduction to his edition of the manuscript as to 
whether the primary scribe is priest Dobrejšo, this can be extrapolated from Dobrejšo’s appearance 
in the frontispiece to the Book of John (fol. 72v), together with the illustrator’s note on the frontis-
piece to the Book of Luke seeking divine assistance to do a better job on the upcoming portrait of St. 
John (fol. 18v). Although Conev identified numerous contributing copyists, including a guest scribe 
who marked dropped weak jers with a double acute accent on fols. 12v and 13r, the writing on both 
frontispieces appears to be in the hand of the primary scribe. Cf. Б. ЦОНЕВ, Добрейшово четверо-
еванелuе..., p. 16.
3 Ibidem, p. 19.
4 Б. ЦОНЕВ, op. cit.
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pattern behind its occurrence. In fact, the dotted/“accented” z most o�en occurs 
in the manuscript in canonical Old Church Slavonic (OCS) spellings of histori-
cal *TъrT, *TьrT, *TrъT, and *TrьT formations (herea�er referred to generally as 
*TъrT and *TrъT) such as пǽzьсть (fol. 5v5).

Less commonly, the dot or acute accent shape appears in the Dobrejšo Gospel 
over a letter z adjacent to another consonant letter in words that did not historical-
ly have a jer either immediately preceding or immediately following /r/ in a conso-
nant cluster: e.g., пpǽтzъ (fols. 8r5, 31r21), тzǽpти (fol. 9r21), пŠzостzǽи (fol. 4v6). �is 
phenomenon is analyzed in section 2 below.

�e second sporadic pattern, discussed in section 3.5 and 4, is a series of two 
or three apparent acute accent forms over z, and from one to three acute accents 
or a single dot over л, where that letter immediately follows another consonant 
letter in a word that did not historically have a jer either immediately before or 
immediately a�er the liquid consonant: e.g., пŠŠzŠаmpoн� (fol.  61v1), глŠŠаŠсоvъ 
(fol.  114r6), mъrглŠасить (fol.  67r15), mъrглǽасить (fol.  67r18). �ese diacritics 
are distinguishable from the acute shapes following a red letter that are discussed 
above, since they do not come at the beginning of a lection.

From one to three acute accent shapes, or, alternatively, a single dot, also occur 
sporadically over н, predominantly in forms of OCS dьnь: e.g., fol. 39r2 oŠpŠŠнь, 
fol.  64r19 oънŠъ, fol.  3r19 opнǽь. �is pattern is examined in section 5. Finally, 
in approximately one-third of the occurrences of the OCS lexeme sǫbota, there is 
a dot, a single acute shape, or three consecutive acute accent shapes over or near the 
>: e.g., fol. 4r5 с>ǽlот>, fol. 48r3 с>Šlот<Ǿ, fol. 4r12 с>ŠlŠŠот> (see section 6 below).

3. Dotted/accented z

3.1. *TъrT and *TrъT formations. As noted above, scribe Dobrejšo has occasion-
ally placed a dot or acute accent shape over the z in his canonical OCS spelling 
of words that contained a neutral jer5. Examples include the following historical 
*TъrT formations, i.e., words with a historical neutral front or back jer immedi-
ately preceding a consonant cluster ending in /r/: fol. 4r2 mъстzǽьгати, fol. 4r16 
скmzǽьн>ть (cf. fol. 26r4 скzьl>�а), fol. 4r16 нpǽ qzътm�, fol. 5v5 пǽzьсть, fol. 11r18 

5 Following H.G. Lunt, Old Church Slavonic Grammar, 7Berlin–New York 2001, p. 38–39, I use the 
term “neutral jer” to mean a written jer letter (usually ъ in OCS manuscripts) between the letter z or 
л and an immediately following consonant letter in the same word. As Lunt observed (ibidem, p. 38), 
evidence from later Slavic dialects and languages suggests that in this configuration, the neutral jer 
letter represents a jer vowel that originally preceded the liquid consonant /r/ or /l/ in Common Slavic. 
(Cf., in Early East Slavic manuscripts, the characteristic positioning of the jer letter to the left of the 
z or л; H.G. Lunt, op. cit., and В.М. MAРКОВ, К истории редуцированных гласных в русском языке, 
2Казань 2007, among others.) There is no attestation in OCS manuscripts of the lowering of such jer 
vowels to full vowels in strong position. I have extended the scope of this term in this paper to refer 
to phonological jers as well as orthographic jer letters.
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–19 тzǽьqниƵкоvъ, fol. 62v3 тzŠьqи�и�ь (cf. 76r21 тzьqникоvъ), fol. 26r16–17 
ȞpтŠmzътоmƵластоÁ>�оÁ (cf. l. 18 ȞpтmzътоmластьстmоÁ>ǽ�оÁ), fol. 48v20 =mzǽъrи, 
fol. 54r5 qǽzъmънъ (sic!, for OCS qzъноmьнъȇ), fol. 76r1 поȞzǽъп�тp (cf. mzъ�а 
earlier on same line, fol.  78v3 поȞzъпала). �e dot or acute accent also occurs 
in words that contain historical Common Slavic *TrъT formations, in which the 
jer followed the /r/: for example, fol. 47v22 +ǾкŠzьстъ, fol. 2r22 тzǽъсти, fol. 33v14 
кzǽъmи (with a barely visible dot). �at the convention covers both historical *TъrT 
and *TrъT roots is unsurprising, of course, since both formations are believed to 
have merged into the syllabic liquid formation TRT in Early South Slavic before 
being reanalyzed in OCS solely as the formation *TrъT (but cf.  Bulgarian and 
Macedonian dialects, in section 3.4 below)6.

�is sporadic diacritic is similar to the fairly regular use of a dot over a consonant 
letter that immediately precedes either z or л in some East Slavic manuscripts, includ-
ing the Archangel Gospel and the 11th-century Putjata Menaion7, to mark a vocalic 
element before the liquid consonant in OCS trъt and trъt forms8. In contrast to the 
East Slavic manuscripts, however, no equivalent diacritic ever occurs over the letter 
л in Dobrejšo’s canonical OCS spellings of historical *TъlT/*TьlT formations (both 
herea�er *TъlT), or *TlъT/*TlьT formation (both herea�er *TlъT), such as vльȞ>. 
�is lack of symmetry may explain why Conev failed to recognize the meaning 
of the diacritics over z, despite the fact that his introduction discusses the represen-
tation of roots containing neutral jers9. Indeed, in the introduction Conev has more 
to say about *TъlT roots than *TъrT roots: he lists 31 instances of historical *TъlT 
forms in the manuscript in which the jer precedes the л rather than following it as 
in OCS spelling (tъlt spelling; e.g., vълmǀ or vьлmǀ for OCS vлъmǀ in Mt 27,24; 26,5; 
26,63; Mc 5,39; 9,23; Lc 10,40)10. A parallel spelling pattern of tъrt for historical 
*TъrT or *TrъT formations does not occur anywhere in the manuscript11.

6 On the development of new syllabic liquids in Middle Bulgarian, see A.-M. ТOTOMAНОВА, За при-
родата и съдбата на гласната ^ в българския език, [in:] eadem, Из българската историческа 
фонетика, София 2001, p. 45–67 (57).
7 Markov (op. cit., p. 82) gives these examples from the Putjata Menaion: пǽлъкь (fol. 5r), оÁvǽлъmа (6v), 
mǽzь�> (14v), испǽльнȌниȌ (73r), qǽzътmьȇ (73r), vǽлъниꙗvа (76v), mǽлънꙗ�таꙗ (114r), mǽлъноÁȌть 
(114v), oǽлъга (79r), oǽлъqьно (108v), mǽлънꙗ�pȌ сB (111r), vǽлъmа (126v), отъmǽzьrи (126v), стǽлъпъ 
(134); see also discussion on p. 93.
8 В.М. MAРКОВ, op. cit., p. 82.
9 Б. ЦОНЕВ, op. cit., p. 55–56.
10 Conev provides a list of 34 instances of what he calls ър and ъл spellings (referred to in this paper as 
tъrt and tъlt, where t represents any consonant letter and ъ represents either jer letter). Cf. Б. ЦОНЕВ, 
op. cit., p. 56. All but three of these are with л, and one is incorrect: Conev has mistakenly included 
in the list as “vълm-” the canonically spelled root vлъmǀ in Lc 10,41, which he rendered correctly, 
however, in the transcription portion of the edition. Moreover, three of the instances that Conev 
lists as tъlt spellings in the manuscript actually are spelled tъlъt; see discussion in section 3.3 below.
11 The three instances that Conev includes in his list as tъrt spellings in the Dobrejšo Gospel actually 
have the form tъrъt, not tъrt; see discussion in section 3.3 below.



209Dots and Accute Accents Shapes in the Dobrejšo Gospel

To summarize, the Dobrejšo Gospel’s sporadic non-canonical spellings of his-
torical neutral jer formations are in complementary distribution. Historical *TъlT 
and *TlъT formations occasionally are written as tъlt12, but historical *TъrT and 
*TrъT are not written as tъrt (with the exception of a correction of a tъrъt spell-
ing, discussed in 3.2 below). Instead, while generally the historical *TъrT/*TrъT 
formations appear in the manuscript in the canonical OCS spelling trъt, sporadi-
cally a dot or a mark that looks like an acute accent (i.e., a longish diagonal line 
ascending upward to the right) is placed over or near the z (herea�er referred to as 
‘dotted / “accented” zņ). �is diacritic does not appear correspondingly over л in his-
torical *TъlT or *TlъT forms.

3.2. Tъrъt and tъlъt spellings. Conev’s introduction obscures the issue of the 
distribution between ‘dotted/“accented” z’ and tъlt spellings in the manuscript, 
because seven of the forms in his list of what he claims are tъrt or tъlt spellings 
actually have the shape tъrъt/tъlъt: vьлъmа (fol. 30r of the Belgrade portion of the 
manuscript, which was lost during World War II), mълькъ (fol.  38v, Belgrade 
portion), }ƵvълъȞ��> (fol. 61v11–12), съƵmъzъ�pниp (fol. 51r7–8), vьzьrость 
(fols. 21r, 22r, Belgrade portion), тьzъvи (opŠнŠvи) (fol. 76v8)13. �is sporadic spell-
ing of neutral-jer formations – which also occurs on fol. 119v3, in mъzþъĀго�>14 
– is the only one that is used in the manuscript to represent both OCS trъt and 
tlъt forms.

�e tьrьt/tъlъt orthographic forms in the Dobrejšo Gospel are graphically 
identical to the secondary pleophony spellings in East Slavic manuscripts. Both 
Conev and Koneski treat these essentially as tъrt/tъlt spellings, however, listing 
them together with the tъlt examples15 – although Conev argues that in tъlъt forms 
the copyist was deliberately preserving the OCS spelling while at the same time 
also deliberately inserting a jer before the л to represent his own dialect pronun-
ciation. If both jers in the tъlъt spelling were indeed deliberate, however, then it is 
puzzling why this spelling is so rare in the manuscript. A more likely explanation 
is that scribe Dobrejšo was striving throughout to reproduce canonical OCS spell-
ing and to suppress orthographic expression of the tъlt feature in his vernacular 
dialect, but that the dialect feature occasionally crept in nevertheless, both in the 
super�uous jer in the three tъlъt forms, and in the 30 tъlt forms, which occur 

12 Since the Dobrejšo Gospel’s sporadic tъlt spelling is not a feature of its close relatives, the Curzon 
and Banica liturgical gospels, it must be a fairly late development in the manuscript’s prehistory. 
Cf. Add. MS 39,628, British Library, London, c.1354; typeset edition by C.M. Vakareliyska, The Cur-
zon Gospel, vol. I, An Annotated Edition, vol. II, A Linguistic and Textual Introduction, Oxford 2008; 
НБКМ No. 17, Cyril and Methodius National Library, Sofia; typeset edition by Е. ДОГРАМАДЖИЕВА, 
Б. РАЙКОВ, Банишко евангелие. Среднобългарски паметник от XIII век, София 1981.
13 Б. ЦОНЕВ, op. cit., p. 56.
14 The symbol < > represents an erased segment.
15 Б. ЦОНЕВ, op. cit., p. 56; Б. КОНЕСКИ, История на македонскиот jазик, Скопjе 1965, p. 33.
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primarily in the OCS root mlъv-: vълmǀóvьлmǀ Mt 27,24; 26,5; 26,63; Mc 5,39; 9,23; 
Lc 10,40–41, and vьлъmа, fol. 30r, Belgrade portion; see 3.4 below.

�e four tъrъt occurrences in the manuscript are di�cult to explain as failures 
to suppress a tъrt dialect feature, because the Dobrejšo Gospel has no occurrences 
of unambiguous tъrt spellings to suggest that the extra jer in tъrъt results from 
a combination of OCS trъt and vernacular tъrt spelling variants, whether deliber-
ate or not16. �is di�ers from the situation in East Slavic manuscripts, which can 
contain both tъrъt/tъlъt and tъrt/tъlt spellings of the same word.

3.3. Tъlt, tъlъt, tъrъt, and dotted/“accented” trъt spellings within the context 
of modern Bulgarian and Macedonian dialects. While it must be kept in mind 
that not all features of modern Bulgarian dialects date back to Middle Bulgarian 
vernaculars, a brief look at the Dobrejšo Gospel’s various OCS trъt and tlъt rep-
resentations from the perspective of Bulgarian and Macedonian dialects is never-
theless somewhat instructive with respect to any phonological signi�cance of the 
asymmetry in the manuscript’s sporadic tъrъt, tъlъt, and dotted/“accented” trъt 
spellings.

Considering �rst the sporadic dotted/“accented” z in the Dobrejšo Gospel’s trъt 
spellings, which seems to be indicating a non-OCS phonological treatment of the 
neutral jer, might the diacritic be intended to mark a syllabic /r/? �e manuscript 
does have two instances of trt spellings ðmъскzсp Mt 14,2, vzтmъF�ъ Lc 9,7)17, which 
Blaže Koneski identi�es in the twel�h-century Ohrid Apostolus, and other Mace-
donian manuscripts of the same general time period, as a re�ection of a syllabic 
liquid18. Koneski’s examples from the Ohrid Apostolus include плна and vzтm<�ъ, 

16 In their volume of Macedonian manuscripts, Despodova and Slaveva misread съmъzъ�pниp 
in Conev’s introduction as съmъz�pниp, and thus presented it as an example of sporadic tъrt spellings 
in the Dobrejšo Gospel, when in fact the manuscript has none of these, with the exception of the cor-
rection of mъzþъĀго�> Ķı mъzго�> (cf. В. ДЕСПОДОВА, Л. СЛАВЕВА, Македонски средновековни 
ракописи, Прилеп 1988, p. 116.). The spelling mъzþъĀго�> on fol. 119v cannot be counted as a tъrt 
spelling, however, because the erasure probably was made by a later editor. This is suggested by the 
fact that the erasure in the manuscript leaves a gap in the word and is not written over. In any event, 
in contrast both to Koneski and to Despodova and Slaveva, I find the Dobrejšo Gospel generally to 
reflect western Bulgarian rather than Macedonian phonological features (cf. C.M. Vakareliyska, 
Western Bulgarian or Macedonian? The Dobrejšo Gospel (XIII c.), Slo 50, 2010, p. 13–26, http://www.
moderna.uu.se/slovo/Issue_Pages/2010issue50.html [14 XII 2014]). Also relying on p. 56 of Conev’s 
introduction, Horace Lunt specifically mentioned the Dobrejšo Gospel’s tъrъt/tъlъt spellings in his 
article on syllabic liquids, but stated generally that the Dobrejšo Gospel has more of what he called 
“jer + liquid” spellings than the earlier Bologna Psalter, since Conev’s discussion does not indicate 
that that the “jer + liquid” spelling occurs only as tъlt and not tъrt (cf. H.G. Lunt, Old Church Sla-
vonic Syllabic Liquids?, WS 7, 1962, p. 350–358 (p. 358, n. 21)).
17 The numbers provided in this paper are based on a single preliminary search through the manu-
script; hence there may be some other instances that I have missed this time round.
18 Б. КОНЕСКИ, op. cit., p. 33.
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the latter of which is, coincidentally, precisely the same form that appears in the 
Dobrejšo Gospel19. In contrast to the trt spellings in the Ohrid Apostolus however, 
the Dobrejšo Gospel’s two occurrences of trt without a diacritic are in words that 
routinely are written with a titlo, which indicates that they are abbreviated: i.e., 
mъскǘzсp, vzǘтmъF�ъ. Hence the explanation for the two trt spellings without a dia-
critic in the manuscript must be that they were intended as the usual abbreviated 
forms, but that scribe Dobrejšo inadvertently omitted the titlo over them20.

Even if there were evidence to support the claim that the Dobrejso Gospel’s 
dotted/“accented” z re�ects a syllabic /r/, however, it would not be an indicator 
that the manuscript is Macedonian, as Koneski assumed, for two reasons. First, 
all of the Dobrejšo Gospel’s other Macedonian-type features are found also in its 
close relatives the Curzon and Banica Gospels21, indicating that they predate the 
three manuscripts and stem from their shared common source22. Second, if mod-
ern dialects are any indication, the 2001 Bulgarian Academy of Sciences dialect 
atlas shows syllabic /r/ for OCS rъ/rь in dialects as far east as Teteven23, 24.

19 Potentially relevant for the Dobrejšo Gospel’s orthographic asymmetry between dotted/“accented” 
trъt and tъlt is Koneski’s comment here that while some Macedonian dialects have both syllabic /r/ 
and /l/, others have only syllabic /r/. Cf. Б. КОНЕСКИ, op. cit.
20 Some, but not all, of the examples cited by Koneski from other manuscripts are forms that could 
also simply be missing a titlo: e.g., vzтm< in the thirteenth-century Macedonian Gospel, and in the 
Bologna Psalter, from the same century. That too much should not be read into the occurrence 
of such written forms without a titlo is suggested by omzь (fol.  79r), also without a titlo, in the 
13th-century East Slavic Sofia Menaion, which presumably does not reflect a trt dialect, and which 
also has the variant spelling oьmzь (fol. 70r), cited in В.М. МАРКОВ, op. cit., p. 186.
21 Curzon Gospel: Add. MS 39,628, British Library; typeset edition by C.M. Vakareliyska, op. cit.; 
Dobrejšo Gospel: НБКМ No. 17 (307), Cyril and Methodius National Library, Sofia; typeset edition 
by Б. ЦОНЕВ, op. cit.
22 For further discussion, cf. C.M. Vakareliyska, Western Bulgarian or Macedonian...
23 Български диалектичен атлас. Обобщаващ том, vol. I–III, Фонетика, Акцентология, Лекси-
ка, ed. И. КОЧЕВ et al., София 2001, F 142.
24 Scatton’s 1994 study of modern Bulgarian dialect patterns in the distribution of the segments 
/ŭr/ and /rŭ/ raises a pertinent issue about the reliability of the 1981 Bulgarian Academy of Sciences 
dialect atlas that must be considered with regard to the 2001 atlas also (E. Scatton, Syllabic [r] and 
Schwa-[r] Sequences in Bulgarian Dialects: I. The Northwest, [in:] Alexander Lipson: In Memoriam, 
ed. C.E. Gribble, R.A. Rothstein, E.C. Haber, H.M. Olmsted, R. Szulkin, C.E. Townsend, Co-
lumbus 1994, p. 232–249 (241–42)). Noting Lehiste and Popov’s findings that there is only a barely 
discernible acoustic difference between Bulgarian and Bosnian-Croatian-Serbian cognate pairs with 
/ŭr/ vs. syllabic /r/ (I. Lehiste, K. Popov, Akustische Analyse bulgarischer Silbenkerne, Phon 21, 1970, 
p. 40–48), and Trubetzkoy’s proposition that a language with /ᖠ/ in its phonemic inventory will treat 
a syllabic liquid as a combination of /ᖠ/ and liquid (N.S. Trubetzkoy, Grundzüge der Phonologie, 
TCLP 8, 1938, p. 54), Scatton concluded that because Bulgarian has the phoneme /ŭ/ and Serbian 
does not, therefore Bulgarian linguists, being influenced by the phonemic system of Bulgarian, will 
likely perceive a sequence of two segments in the same dialect form of a historical *TъrT or *TrъT 
formation where Serbian linguists, influenced by the phonemic system of Serbian, will likely perceive 
a single syllabic liquid. Hence, he argued, since the students who were collecting the dialect data for 
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Citing mълн<, �ълvъ, and vьzьrость from Conev’s introduction as sporadic 
tъlt and tъrt spellings in the Dobrejšo Gospel, Koneski stated that the jer preceding 
the liquid consonant letter re�ected the dark vocalic overtone [темниот вокален 
призвук] before the syllabic r and l25, going on to note that most modern Macedo-
nian dialects are characterized by the development of a similar vocalic element 
(вокален пристап) before a liquid into a full vowel26.

In assuming that both the tъrъrt/tъlъt and the tъlt spellings in the Dobrejšo 
Gospel represent a single re�ex of *TъrT/*TъlT forms in the scribe’s dialect, both 
Conev and Koneski were apparently unperturbed by the fact that the same re�ex 
is expressed by two di�erent spelling conventions. It may be for this reason that 
Conev, and those scholars who relied on his description, did not di�erentiate 
between the exceedingly rare tъrъrt/tъlъt spellings in the manuscript, on one hand, 
and tъlt and (actually non-existent) tъrt spellings, on the other. (Since Conev had 
not observed the sporadic dotted/“accented” z and its potential phonological sig-
ni�cance, of course Koneski was unaware that there was another possible marker 
of a vocalic element preceding what at least used to have been a syllabic liquid.)

Some support for the proposition that the tъrъt spelling in the Dobrejšo Gospel 
re�ected a vocalic element both before and a�er /r/ can be found in Miletič’s tran-
scription of the sequence he transcribes as ḁrḁ (that is, /ŭrŭ/) for CSB /ŭr/ in early 
twentieth-century Preslav-area dialects (in the sole example mḁrḁzlivičkъ)27, but 
a relationship between this feature of certain eastern Bulgarian dialects and the 
western Bulgarian Dobrejšo Gospel would be tenuous. Moreover, Miletič provided 
no equivalent sequence of /ŭlŭ/ for /ŭl/ that might o�er a parallel phonological 
explanation the manuscript’s tъlъt spellings.

�e apparent absence of Bulgarian dialect /ŭlŭ/ forms corresponding to 
Miletič’s single /ŭrŭ/ example re�ects the general asymmetry in many Bulgarian 

the 1981 Bulgarian dialect atlas did not use acoustic measurements, the phonetic values that they 
recorded for the reflexes of *TъRT and *TrъT formations could be simply the values that they were 
perceiving under the influence of the general phonemic system of Contemporary Standard Bulgarian 
(CSB). Consequently, he questioned the accuracy of any transcriptions of a syllabic /r/ in Bulgarian 
dialects that have the vowel /ŭ/, citing Trubetzkoy’s statement that recorded differences could simply 
reflect variations in tempo or emphasis caused by extralinguistic factors. Horace Lunt made a similar 
observation about South Slavic syllabic liquids earlier, grounded in the same work by Trubetzkoy: 
The descriptions of dialects vary considerably according to the perception of the observer, and one must 
always reckon with the automatic subjective reaction based on the situation on the observer’s native 
speech. Thus Serbs and Bulgars recording the same Macedonian words will write now trt, now tъrt or 
trъt (...). H.G. Lunt, Old Church Slavonic Syllabic Liquids?, WS 61.2, 1962, p. 353, n. 14.
25 My translation. Koneski also cites the late 11th-century Macedonian Cyrillic Folio for mьz�ъ, гьzoь, 
пьлти, and the early 13th-century Bologne Psalter for sporadic occurrences of гъzoии, пъzстъ, 
vълни@. Cf. Б. КОНЕСКИ, op. cit.
26 Koneski also notes that in some southeastern Macedonian dialects, the vowel develops following 
the liquid (grŭb, vrŭx, trŭgna, vlŭk, žlŭt). Ibidem.
27 Lj. Miletič, Südslavische Dialektstudien, vol. II, Das Ostbulgarische, Wien 1903, p. 75.
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and Macedonian dialects between the re�exes of *TъRT and *TъLT – an asym-
metry that also likely is behind the distribution of dotted/“accented” trъt vs. tъlt 
spellings in the Dobrejšo Gospel. For example, the 2001 Academy dialect atlas 
records syllabic /r/ in Teteven, Vraca, Blagoevgrad, Trŭn, Skopje, and Niš, as op- 
posed to syllabic /l/ in Teteven, Vraca, Vidin, So�a and Trŭn28, thus demonstrat-
ing that in some dialects, *TъRT and *TъLT re�exes have not evolved in parallel. 
Moreover, not only does the 2001 atlas record more variation and inconsistency 
in *TъLT re�exes than in *TъRT re�exes, but it also includes maps devoted to the 
geographic distribution of the re�exes of speci�c *TъLT roots (OCS vlьkъ, dlьgъ, 
žlьt) that tend be exceptions to the usual *TъLT re�exes in some dialects29. No sim-
ilar set of maps is provided for the re�exes of any *TъRT roots. Similarly, Bojadžiev 
observed in his study of �racian dialects that *TъLT and *TъRT re�exes are o�en 
�exible and even word-speci�c, as in želt for OCS žlьtъ but dlek for dlъgъ30. �e 
existence of speci�c roots in tъlt in some dialects that usually exhibit tlъt sug-
gests that the Dobrejšo Gospel’s higher occurrence of tъlt spellings with OCS root 
mlъv- is not coincidental, but that it instead re�ects a similar word-speci�c pat-
tern in *TъLT re�exes in the scribe’s vernacular. If so, the scribe may have found it 
more di�cult to suppress the tъlt spellings of words that took exceptional tъlt or 
telt shapes in his dialect.

Bojadžiev’s examples of discrepancies within individual dialects include the 
Dedagackso and Lozengradsko dialects, which have both /ŭr/ and /rŭ/, and /ŭl/ 
and /lŭ/, in monosyllabic forms and in polysyllablic forms with a single consonant 
following the liquid31; the Odrinsko dialect, which has /ŭr/–/rŭ/ variation, but only 
/ŭl/, in monosyllabic forms32; the Malgarsko and Kešansko dialects, which exhibit 
sъrp, gъrk, vъlk, pъl’, žъlt/ želt, and dlek but prъs, tlъs33; and the dialects of Silivrija, 
Čorlu and Carigradsko/Čataldžansko, which have grъk, plъx, vrъx, tlъs, the dou-
blets brъs/bъrs (Čanakča), vъlk/vlъk (Dajakadŭn and Tarfa), and žъlt/žlъt (Tarfa), 
and polysyllabic gъrcki with two consonants following the liquid, but no equiva-
lent in polysyllabic forms in /l/.34

�e extent of /ŭr/–/rŭ/ and /ŭl/–/lŭ/ discrepancies within individual modern 
dialects – not to mention within CSB itself – suggests that there is no reason to 
assume that the sporadic non-OCS spellings of either *TъrT or *TъlT re�exes re�ect 
consistent phonological features in the Dobrejšo scribe’s vernacular dialect either.

28 Български диалектичен атлас…, F 142, 146. See also discussion of syllabic /r/ and /l/ in J. Duma, 
Wokalizacja jerów słabych w rdzennej sylabie nagłosowej w południowo-wschodniej słowiańszczyźnie, 
Wrocław 1979, p. 19 (map 12), 20 (map 14), 21 (map 16), 45.
29 Български диалектичен атлас…, F 150, 151, 152.
30 Т. БОЯДЖИЕВ, Български говори в западна /беломорска/ и източна /одринска/ Тракия, София 1991.
31 Ibidem, p. 134, 149.
32 Ibidem, p. 142–43.
33 Ibidem, p. 185.
34 Ibidem, p. 192.
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3.4. Titla over non-abbreviated OCS trъt spellings. In opposition to the Dobrejšo 
Gospel’s two trt spellings without diacritics (mъскzсp, vzтmъF�ъ), discussed in 3.3 
above, considerably more frequently a titlo appears over an unabbreviated canoni-
cal OCS trъt spelling in which the jer has not been omitted. �ese occasional titla 
appear predominantly over the same two roots that occur once apiece as trt spell-
ings without titla: for example, fol. 9r10 vzǘьтьmъ, fol. 52v13 vzǘътьmь, fol. 53r8 
vzǘътьmъ, fol.  70v6 vzǘътmъFиǽvи, fol.  8r18 vzъǘтmьFиǽ�ь mьскzǘс�pть, fol.  13v10 
mьскzьǘсн>ть, fol. 17r21 NŠъŠŠскǘzьсъ35, fol. 35r1 mъскǘzъсp, fol. 97v5 mъскzǘъснpть, 
fol. 79v11 mъскǘzьсн>ти, fol. 97r12 съvǘzъти, fol. 1v10 кzǘъста, fol. 98v3 +Ǿкzǘъстъ. 
�ese titla likely have no phonological signi�cance and are simply automatic, since 
they are limited to OCS trъt forms that commonly are abbreviated in Church Sla-
vonic manuscripts. �at is, the scribe has inserted a titlo out of habit a�er he has 
already written the form in full, including the jer. In this respect the titla over 
unabbreviated trъt word forms in which the neutral jer is still present di�er from 
the sporadic dot or acute accent shape over the z in trъt forms, which appears over 
both commonly abbreviated forms and forms that are not generally abbreviated.

3.5. Dotted/“accented” z in non-trъt consonant clusters. Although a dot or ac- 
cent shape over or near an z occurs most frequently in OCS trъt spellings, it can 
be found in the manuscript also over forms containing a consonant cluster end-
ing in /r/ that never included a historical neutral jer. I have observed the following 
forms with non-trъt dotted/“accented” z:

tr, dr: fol.  2r22 m�тǽzоvь, fol.  3r16 oǽzpmp, fols. 8r5 пpǽтzъ, 31r21 пpǽтzь, fol.  4v6 
пŠzостzǽи, fol. 9r21 тzǽpти, fol. 11r7 mъоÁтzǽънииǽ
pr: fol. 4r21 mьпǽzоси�>, fol. 4v6 пŠzостzǽи, fol. 8v4 пzǽи�poь, fol. 30v12 пŠzиmоqoа�>, 
fol. 25v10 паǽск< (originally пzǽаск<, with erased z)
vr: fol. 1v5 mzǽаrи
mr: fol. 34r7 оÁǽvŠz�ть, fol. 62r1 оǽÁǽvz�Šть

While it is possible that one or more of the above diacritics are simply resting 
points, their distribution indicates that at least the majority of them are deliberate. 
In three of the six OCS forms above with dental clusters, the historical /tr/ or /dr/ 
later developed into /tŭr/ or /dŭr/, respectively, in CSB (vjatŭr, dŭrvo, Petŭr), sug-
gesting that the diacritic over the z marks an immediately preceding vocalic ele-
ment, as it likely does in the dotted/“accented” trъt spellings. �e preceding vocalic 
element that is suggested by the two instances of dotted/“accented” z in OCS aor-
ist umrětъ is less interesting, of course, since it likely developed by analogy to the 
non-past stem umъr-36.

35 Conev’s typeset edition omits the titlo in this example.
36 A dot is used over the first of two consecutive consonant letters in non-trъt (and non-tlъt) forma-
tions also in the East Slavic Putjata Menaion, and in a broader range of environments than in the 
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�e manuscript also contains four instances of double or triple acute accent 
shapes in historical non-trъt forms. To demonstrate that the accent shapes do not 
correlate to sentence stress or location, I have included the textual context for 
each form: fol. 16v23, Mc 16,3 = omŠŠŠpzи гzоlа37; fol. 18r21–22, Lc 17,20 иǽ слоmо 
оÁǽтmzъŠŠŠqoа@ǾƵ�оÁ иǽ посл�oъстm}>�и; fol. 61v1, Lc 20,21 YÁȞитpл�Ǿ Ƴ m�vь 
ꙗǽко пŠŠzŠаmpoн� глǘp�и; fol. 39v8, Lc 10,21 Nъ ть ȞŠ�съ mъrŠŠzаoоmа сB. With 
the exception of mъrŠŠzаoоmа сB, in which the double acute accent shapes may 
simply be marking the location of the beginning of the lection text following the 
incipit formula Nъ ть ȞŠ�съ, possibly together with the accent in ȞŠ�съ, there 
appears to be no relation between the acute accent shapes in these occurrences 
and the location of the lexeme either syntactically or within the lection. Instead, 
like the single diacritics above, the double or triple acute accent shapes in these 
forms appear to be indicating a vocalic element between the �rst consonant in the 
cluster and the /r/. �ere is also a single instance of a dot over л in a non-trъt 
consonant cluster: fol.  1v14 пzиpǽvǽлpть. �e dot may have been intended to be 
placed over the segment пz, or it could be an inadvertent resting point. On the 
other hand, if, as other spellings in the manuscript suggest, Dobrejšo’s dialect did 
not retain epenthetic /l/, the dot could be appropriately be marking word-internal 
/ml/ as an unnatural consonant cluster38.

A related orthographic pattern in the Dobrejšo Gospel that sheds some light on 
the meaning of the dotted/“accented” z in OCS trъt and non-trъt forms alike (as well 
as the dotted л in пzиpǽvǽлpть) is a sporadically-occurring dotted z in forms of OCS 
arxierei: fol. 66v21 аǽzǽ�иpzp+ǽvъ; fols. 68r10, 71r17, 98v16 and 23 аǽzǽ�иpzpиǽ (cf. 99r4 
аǽz�иpzpиǽ). In contrast to the non-trъt forms above, in which the dotted/“accented” 
z immediately follows another consonant letter in a cluster, in arxierei the z is the 
�rst consonant letter in the cluster. It is telling that this particular Greek borrow-
ing is o�en written in other Church Slavonic manuscripts with a jer or a paerok 
between the z and the �, as if it were an etymologically Slavic word, in order to 
break up the consonant sequence /rx/, which was not a natural cluster in Slavic 
vernaculars. Like the dotted/“accented” z in trъt spellings, the occasional dot or 
accent shape over the �rst z in arxierei appears to be indicating a vocalic element 
between the consonants /r/ and /x/, while at the same time preserving the canoni-
cal OCS spelling. �is diacritic has essentially the same function as the dot in some 

Dobrejšo Gospel: for example, mǽсpгǽoа (fols. 81v, 98r, 106v, 124r), тǽmои (fol.  4r), and forms in qǽo 
(В.М. МАРКОВ, op. cit., p. 93).
37 Cf. oьmzи in Mt 25,10, Lc 13,25, and Io 10,7 and 9 of the Curzon Gospel. See also A.-M. TОТОМА- 

НОВА, op. cit., p. 59, on the likelihood of the reflection of a syllabic /v/ in the spelling oъmzи; and 
J. Duma, op. cit., on syllabic /v/ in southeastern Slavic dialects, p. 49.
38 On this issue, see C.M. Vakareliyska, The Dobrejšo Gospel... Cf., however, the high frequency 
of word-initial /ml/ in forms of mladъ and mlěko, which are never marked with a diacritic in the 
manuscript.



Cynthia M. Vakareliyska216

Greek manuscripts that is placed over word-�nal consonant clusters, which were 
unnatural in Greek, and it may well have been adopted from Greek manuscripts39.

�e occurrence of a dot over the с in the Slavic form псǽоvь on fol. 5r18, the 
�rst in a series of two letters representing obstruents, o�ers further evidence that 
a diacritic above or near z immediately following or preceding another consonant 
letter marks what would be an unnatural consonant cluster in etymologically Slavic 
words. �e word-initial cluster /ps/ did not exist historically in Common Slavic 
until the loss of the weak jer in forms of pьsъ that ended in a full vowel, and in the 
root pьs- ‘write’ (cf.  later regularized pis-). Scribe Dobrejšo may have perceived 
a vocalic element between the two obstruents in this form in the same way that 
Bulgarian speakers might perceive an /ŭ/ before or a�er the /r/ Serbian trt forms 
(see section 3.3 above). In borrowings with initial cluster /ps/, such as psalmъ, he 
avoids this issue by using the Greek digraph J, but he feels obliged to write the 
initial cluster in OCS pьsomъ as псǽ because the word is Slavic. It is fortunate that 
he did not circumvent the problem by writing out the �rst weak jer rather than 
inserting the diacritic, but instead le� this indirect evidence the function of the 
diacritic over the letter z40.

In the forms of arxierei above, the dot seems to function as a paerok, although 
no jer is written between the /r/ and /x/ in this word in OCS. While the /rx/ clus-
ter in arxierei is not native to Slavic cluster, some of the consonant clusters shown 
above that the Dobrejšo Gospel has sporadically marks with a dotted/“accented” 
z are native and fairly high-frequency, including as /tr/ and, particularly, /pr/, 
which occurs word-initially in several di�erent pre�xes and in the preposition 
prědъ. Relevant here is Lunt’s observation that numerous regional dialects of Stan-
dard American English, including his own, have a liquid /r/ following initial /p/ 
in unstressed syllables of certain words, including ‘perplex’, ‘propose’, and ‘prevent’, 
and that he vacillated between transcribing these in his own idiolect as, for exam-
ple, /pᖠrpléks/ vs. /prҿpléks/41.

39 I am most grateful to Mary MacRobert for pointing out to me the convention in some Greek 
manuscripts of inserting a diacritic over word-final consonant clusters (personal communication, 
May 2016; see also B.M. Metzger, Manuscripts of the Greek Bible: Introduction to Paleography, 
Oxford 1981, p.  3, describing the diacritic in that environment as looking like a grave accent or 
a smooth breathing mark), and for her comments on the significance of the distribution of псǽ and 
J in the manuscript. Of course, I am solely responsible for any misunderstanding or misapplication 
of this information. Cf. the use of a kamora to mark stress after a sonorant in the much later Rus-
sian Pandekt of Nikon Černogorca (1570) (В.В. КОЛЕСОВ, Надстрочные знаки «силы» в русской 
орфографической традиции, [in:] Восточнославянские языки. Источники для их изучения, ed. 
Л.П. ЖУКОВСКАЯ, Н.И. ТАРАБАСОВА, Москва 1973, p. 228–257 (242).
40 Note a similar dot in пǽсаниpvъ in the 11th-century East Slavic codex of the Thirteen Homilies 
of St. Gregory of Nazianzus (fol. 297r.) and in the Greek borrowing пǽсалvp�ъ in the Ostromir Gospel; 
see В.М. МАРКОВ, op. cit., p. 151.
41 H.G. Lunt, Old Church Slavonic Syllabic Liquids?..., p. 354, n. 12.
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�ese facts together suggest that Dobrejšo’s tъrъt and tъlъt spellings indicate 
a vocalic element that he perceived to occur before the liquid consonant in the 
cluster in that particular word, either in addition to, or, more likely, instead of, the 
vocalic element represented by the jer following the z or л in the canonical OCS 
spelling. Similarly, the dotted/“accented” z adjacent to another consonant letter 
in both trъt and non-trъt spellings, likely re�ects his perception of a vocalic ele-
ment between the two consonants. �e reason that vocalic elements are indicated 
by a diacritic rather than by a jer is probably because Dobrejšo was striving to 
reproduce OCS and had no interest in replacing the OCS spelling with a phone-
mic transcription of his vernacular.42 Hence the diacritic probably was intended to 
convey that the reader either should, or could (but did not have to), read aloud the 
word with a le�-adjacent vocalic element rather than a right-adjacent one as the 
OCS spelling indicated. �e reason why a corresponding dot does not occur over 
the letter л in the manuscript’s OCS tlъt spellings likely is that while Dobrejšo’s 
dialect was characterized, at least inconsistently, by tъrt forms, it had primarily 
tlъt forms, with the exception of certain roots in tъlt that occasionally appear 
spelled in the manuscript as they likely were pronounced in that dialect43.

4. Dotted/“accented” л

�e dots and acute accent shapes that occur over the letter л in the manuscript 
have a distinctly di�erent function from that of the sporadic dots and acute accent 
shapes over z. None of these occurs in a historical *TъLT or *TLъT formation, 
and in all but one instance, they appear in a word formed from the root glas-: 
fol. 16r1, Mc 15,34 глŠаŠсоvъ (mpлиpƵvъ); fol. 16r10, Mc 15,37 гŠлŠŠась (mpликъ); 
fol. 61v14–15, Lc 20,27 гŠлŠŠаƵгоǽл>�p; fol. 67r15 mъrглŠасить; fols. 67r18, 98v18 
mъrглǽасить; fol. 69v17 mъrгласи глаŠсоvь (mpлиpǽvъ; cf.  fol. 98v5 глǽасǘоvь, with 
super�uous titlo); fol. 114r6 (pǽoин�vь) глŠŠаŠсоvъ. �eir function appears to be 
punctuational, aiding the reader to distinguish forms in glas- from the very high-
frequency abbreviation глǘа for the third person singular aorist form glagola44.

42 For other examples of Dobrejšo’s efforts to preserve OCS orthographic and morphological forms, 
see C.M. Vakareliyska, The Dobrejšo Gospel: An Annotated Edition and Comparative Analysis 
(forthcoming).
43 See discussion of telt pronunciation in specific words in modern Bulgarian dialects, above in sec-
tion 3.3. That the telt spellings in the Dobrejšo Gospel likely are Dobrejšo’s and not a predeces-
sor scribe’s is suggested by the absence of these spellings in the related Curzon and Banica Gospels 
(cf. C.M. Vakareliyska, The Curzon Gospel..., chapters 2 and 4).
44 The possibility must also be considered that a secondary function of the triple acute accent shapes 
in this environment is to indicate a perceived vocalic element between the /g/ and /l/. If so, the vocal-
ic element would probably be similar to the inserted /ᖠ/ between /p/ and /l/ in emphatic or facetious 
pronunciation of the word “please” in numerous American English dialects. The spelling “puh-leeze” 
for emphatic/facetious “please” is even sometimes listed in online dictionaries as a separate lexeme.



Cynthia M. Vakareliyska218

�e reason for the triple acute accent shapes over the participle гŠлŠŠагоǽл>�p is 
similar, but more complex. Dobrejšo usually abbreviates participial forms of glago-
lati, using a titlo. Here he has not, because he began the word at line-end, and 
breaking up the usual abbreviation глǘ�p between the segments глǘ and �p would 
result in ending a line with a consonant letter, making the abbreviation di�cult to 
parse. �erefore, having started the word already, Dobrejšo has decided to write 
it out in full instead, but has only enough room to add the а a�er гл on the �rst line. 
�is means that readers likely would misread the segment гла as the abbreviation 
of the 3PSg aorist glagola, with the titlo missing (exactly the scenario that Dobrejšo 
has tried to avoid by inserting diacritics over words in glas-). Furthermore, if line-
end гла is read as glagola, the repetition of the segment gol on the following line 
(-гоǽл>�p) would further throw the reader o�. �erefore, he has added the triple 
acute accent shapes over the л, as he has done earlier on occasion over forms with 
the root glas-, in order to clarify that the line-end segment is not the abbreviated 
aorist глǘа, but rather the beginning portion of a di�erent form that continues onto 
the next line. In this respect, in гŠлŠŠагоǽл>�p the triple acute accent shapes func-
tion essentially as a hyphen45.

5. Dotted/“accented” н

From one to three acute accent shapes, and in one instance what looks more like 
a dot, occur sporadically also over the letter н. Six of these instances are over 
forms with root dьn-. �ese are shown here in their syntactic and textual contexts: 
fol. 3r19, Mt 11,22 mǽъ opнǽь с>oн<Ǿиǽ46; fol. 3v2, Mt 11,23 пz�l<Ǿли oо oŠнŠŠp�нpго 
oнp; fol. 25r18, Lc 2,37 oŠpŠŠнь иǽ но�ъ; fol. 39r2, Lc 10,12 mъ тъ oŠpŠŠнь =zаoн� 
l>opть; fol. 64r19, Lc 21,34 иǽ наиopть на mъF mнprаȈп> oънŠъ тъ (sentence-end); 
fol. 76v8, Io 22,19 иǽ тъzvи opŠнŠvи mъromигн> @ (sentence-end).

Only in two of these forms can the acute accent shapes be viewed as perhaps 
marking an omitted jer letter, as in псǽоvь above (subsection 3.5): a preceding front 
jer in oŠнŠŠp�нpго (although there is no diacritic or titlo marking the omitted weak 
jer in oнp, which immediately follows), and a following front jer in opŠнŠvи. A sin-
gle acute accent shape also appears over the form oънŠъ, which, unusually for 
this manuscript, has ъ rather than p for the strong jer in this word form. �e fact 
that in four of the six forms the front jer is in strong position and written as p indi-
cates that the purpose of the diacritic in this root is not to mark a vocalic element 

45 Although the sentence containing гŠлŠŠагоǽл>�p starts off the lection, the word itself is located 
mid-sentence, far enough away from the red incipit letter that it is unlikely to have been intended as 
a placeholder for the red initial letter in the incipit formula: Lc 20,27 Nъ mz�vB +но пzист>пи�> 
ȌǾŠтpzи = саo}кpиǽ • гŠлŠŠаƵгоǽл>�p.
46 Since I have not been able to identify any purpose for the dot over the preposition mǽъ, I am tenta-
tively considering it to have been a resting point for Dobrejšo’s pen.
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preceding the /n/ in the root. It remains unclear, however, what the point of the 
diacritic is in this form. Perhaps the original purpose was to disambiguate nomi-
native/accusative singular dьnь from the pronominal form nь (not the conjunc-
tion nъ, however, since that form is spelled through the manuscript as н>).

Triple acute accent shapes, and in one case a titlo, occur on three occasions 
over the preposition na in the phrase na nebo, and once over both elements 
of the phrase: fol. 18r14–15, Mc 16,19 mъrнpсp сB нŠŠаŠ Ƶ нŠŠŠplо; fol. 35v3, Lc 9,16 
иǽ mъrz�mъ нŠŠаŠ нplо; fol. 52v4, Lc 15,21 +Ȟǘp съгz��и�ъ нǘа нplо. �e titlo over 
on нǘа on fol. 52v4 may be a perseveration from +Ȟǘp in place of an intended triple 
acute accent. �e diacritics over na in this phrase appear to have a disambiguat-
ing function, although it is unclear what that might be: perhaps to help the read-
ers parse the phrase as two separate words, or to indicate stress on na within the 
phrase?

Acute accent shapes also occur over н in fol. 16v22 слънŠŠ�оÁ, fol. 41v1 нŠŠpŠ 
тmоzи vи тzоÁoъ, and fol.  41r9 YŠŠȞp нŠаŠ�ъ. In the last case, they likely are 
meant to highlight the beginning of the Lord’s Prayer (which is also the begin-
ning of the lection, as indicated by the red initial Y), so that it can be found easily 
by the reader. �e other two occurrences are more di�cult to explain. �e double 
acute accent shapes in слънŠŠ�оÁ may also be marking a (in this case historical) 
vocalic element between the consonants /n/ and /c/, like the dot over the cluster 
in аǽzǽ�иpzpиǽ and псǽоvь. Since the phrase нŠŠpŠ тmоzи is at the beginning of a sen-
tence, perhaps the triple acute shapes are intended to show that, or to indicate 
sentence stress on ne?

Triple acute accent shapes occur in one other environment, next to z, in иǽ +ǽlлоǀ 
lъȇrа иŠ • иŠƵ zŠpŠŠȞp ȌǽvоÁ снǘъ (fol. 52v4, Lc 15,21). �is segment, which is part 
of the Prodigal Son lection, immediately precedes +Ȟǘp съгz��и�ъ нǘа нplо, which 
was discussed above in the context of the triple acute accent shapes that sporadi-
cally appear over na nebo. Although, according to the rubrication, the lection does 
not start at zŠpŠŠȞp ȌǽvоÁ снǘъ, perhaps the triple acute shape here is meant to high-
light the introduction to the son’s famous speech, since one of the two most com-
mon incipit formulae begins with reče47. If that is the case, then, to revisit the titlo 
over na, perhaps Dobrejšo felt obliged to use a di�erent diacritic to mark na nebo 
later in the same line, and in the same sentence.

�us the double and triple acute accent shapes in the phrases examined in this 
section appear to have multiple functions. What precisely these intended func-
tions are is a matter of conjecture, but, as shown above in the case of слънŠŠ�оÁ, 
one of them appears to be the paerok-like marking of a vocalic element (in this 
case the etymological jer in the word) between the two consonants in the cluster. 
It remains unclear, however, why the manuscript marks a dropped weak jer letter, 
or a phonological vocalic element, only in these few instances.

47 I.e., reče imъ gospodь (the other most common incipit formula being vъ ono vrěmę).
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6. Diacritics over forms of sǫbota

�e remaining environment for sporadic diacritics is over or near the jus major 
in sǫbot-. �e whole gamut of diacritics is found here: dots, single acute accent 
shapes, triple acute accent shapes, and titla over unabbreviated word forms: fol. 4r5 
с>ǽlот>; fol. 4r12 с>lǽотǽ<Ǿ (with dots over the two consonant letters); с>ŠlŠŠот> (cf. l. 
22 с>lот>, l. 17 с>lот�); fol. 4v2 с>ǽlот>; fol. 16v16–17 с>ŠŠŠlƵот�; fol. 16v20 
–21 ŠсŠŠ>lоƵт>; fol. 48r3 с>Šlот<Ǿ, fol. 48r10 mǽ с>Šlот>, l. 15 mǽ с>lот>; fol. 49v6 
m с>Šlот> (cf. l. 11 m с>lот<Ǿ); fol. 70r12, 15 с>ǘlота; fol. 88r1 с>ǘlот> (cf. с>lо]> 
in the rubric on l. 17). Since the diacritics are mostly above or next to the �rst >, 
it seems that this is where they were intended to go. In two of these instances, both 
on fol. 48r, a paerok-like dot appears over the preceding preposition mǽ, appearing to 
mark a dropped weak jer (mǽ с>Šlот>ƿ mǽ с>lот>). Because there is no diacritic over 
с>lот> in the second occurrence, however, it seems likely that in both instances 
the dot was intended to be placed over с>lот> rather than over mǽ.

It is unlikely that the diacritic is intended to disambiguate the full word sǫbota 
from the abbreviated form that appears in the rubrics, because the latter is distin-
guished by a superscript letter (с�>). Perhaps it is meant to mark the word sǫbota as 
a nomen sacrum. If sǫbota were to be abbreviated in the text, as nomina sacra gen-
erally are, the usual abbreviation с�> could indeed cause confusion, since it appears 
only in rubric instructions. A way to avoid confusion would be to add a titlo to 
the unabbreviated form of the word, as Dobrejšo does in the last three occur-
rences of sǫbota with diacritic (с>ǘlота). Perhaps he came to this solution at that 
point in the text a�er �nding unsatisfactory the multi-purpose dot and triple acute 
accent shapes that he had been using earlier for that purpose. A closer study of the 
distribution of textual environments for forms of sǫbota ĹīĶĪ ģİĦ ĹīĶĪıķĶ ģ Ħīģǀ
ĥĴīĶīĥ may yield a clearer answer to this puzzle.

7. Conclusion

�e most certain conclusion that can be drawn from the analysis above is that 
the sporadic dots, acute accent shapes, and super�uous titla in the Dobrejšo Gos-
pel have more than one purpose apiece. Although their purposes in certain envi-
ronments is presently unclear, and while it is o�en di�cult to determine whether 
a given single dot or acute accent is a deliberate marking or a slip of the pen or 
resting point, nevertheless the following generalizations can be made on the basis 
of the diacritic patterns in the manuscript:

a. �e dot and single acute accent shape are essentially two paleographic vari-
ants of a single diacritic. �is is unsurprising, considering that in many medieval 
Slavic manuscripts that do not mark accentuation, hurriedly or carelessly executed 
superscript dots o�en look like acute accents.
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b. �e double or triple acute accent shape is a di�erent orthographic symbol 
from the dot or single acute accent shape, although their functions overlap.

c. �e single dot or acute accent shape is used for the following purposes:

(i) to mark a vocalic element between two consonants that would otherwise be 
perceived as an unnatural cluster, in both canonical OCS trъt spellings and certain 
OCS non-trъt spellings with two consecutive consonant letters, one of which usu-
ally is z (аǽzǽ�иpzpиǽ, word-initial пǽz, but cf. пzиpǽvǽлpть). With the exception of псǽоvь, 
the consonant clusters that the two consecutive letters represent are not histori-
cally the result of a dropped weak jer, and in fact /pr/ is a fairly high-frequency 
Slavic cluster, as it occurs in several verb pre�xes. On the other hand, since other 
spellings in the manuscript indicate that Dobrejšo’s dialect did not preserve epen-
thetic /l/, the word-internal cluster /ml/ likely was uncommon for him;

(ii) in two instances, to mark forms of dьnь (opнǽь, oънŠъ). �is is a primary 
function of the double or triple acute accent shape (see (d)(iii) below);

(iii) in seven instances, to mark forms of the unabbreviated word sǫbota in the 
Gospel text (с>ǽlот>, с>Šlот<Ǿ), as opposed to the liturgical rubrics, where it also 
occasionally occurs in unabbreviated form. �e fact that this word appears twice 
with a super�uous titlo (с>ǘlота) suggests that the dot or acute accent shape func-
tions similarly to a titlo here in marking the word as a nomen sacrum. �is word is 
also marked, less frequently, by double or triple acute accent shapes.

d. �e double or triple acute accent shape is used sporadically for the follow-
ing purposes, some of which overlap with the functions of the single dot or acute 
accent shape:

(i) in four instances, to indicate the insertion of a vocalic element into a perceived 
unnatural consonant cluster in certain non-trъt spellings (omŠŠŠpzи, пŠŠzŠаmpoн�, 
mъrŠŠzаoоmа сB, слънŠŠ�оÁ), and in a single instance, to mark a trъt spelling 
(оÁǽтmzъŠŠŠqoа@ǾƵ�оÁ). �is marking, which suggests the insertion of a vocalic ele-
ment, is usually made with a single dot or acute accent shape (see (c)(i) above)48;

(ii) to mark words with the root glas- (e.g., гŠлŠŠась), probably in order to help 
the reader di�erentiate them from the abbreviation for the very high-frequency 
third person singular aorist form glagola (глǘа);

(iii) in four instances, to mark forms of the word dьnь (oŠpŠŠнь) and, also on 
four occasions, the phrase na nebo (нŠŠаŠ нplо). While the purposes of these mark-
ings is unclear (though once again, the marked words contain a sonorant), perhaps 
it is to highlight the word or phrase on the textual level, or, in the case of нŠŠаŠ нplо, 
to indicate phrasal stress on the preposition. Forms of dьnь are also marked with 
a single dot/acute accent shape (see (c)(ii) above);

48 In all but псǽоvь and omŠŠŠpzи, the marked cluster contains a sonorant.
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(iv) in three instances, to mark unabbreviated forms of the word sǫbota 
in the Gospel text, probably in order to indicate that the word is a nomen sacrum 
(с>ŠlŠŠот>). �e single dot or acute accent is used more commonly in this envi-
ronment (see (c)(iii) above);

(v) in two instances, apparently to highlight the beginning of a o�en-quoted 
passage within a lection (иŠ zŠpŠŠȞp ȌǽvоÁ снǘъ; YŠŠȞp нŠаŠ�ъ).

�e overlap in functions between the single dot/acute accent shape, on one 
hand, and the double or triple acute accent shape, on the other, suggests that for 
Dobrejšo, these two diacritic types were more or less interchangeable, except 
in instances where he sought to highlight a word in the text. In those case, he used 
the multiple acute accent shapes, undoubtedly because they were more noticeable.

�e above-described diacritics occur rarely, and only twice in an appropriate 
environment for a paerok from an OCS perspective (псǽоvь, слънŠŠ�оÁ). When 
a diacritic occurs over z le�- or right-adjacently to another consonant letter (and 
also over л in пzиpǽvǽлpть, fol.  1v14, if the dot here is not an inadvertent resting 
point), it appears to be marking a consonant cluster that Dobrejšo perceives as 
unnatural either on the phonological level, in the absence of an intervening vocalic 
element, or on the orthographic level, in the absence of a jer letter.

�ere remains the vexed question of the strict complementary distribution 
in the sporadic spellings of OCS trъt vs. tlъt forms: that is, why canonical OCS trъt 
spellings in the manuscript sporadically include a dot or acute accent shape, sug-
gesting the insertion of a vocalic element le�-adjacent to the /r/, whereas OCS tlъt 
forms sporadically are written as tъlt but never as tlъt with a diacritic. �e ortho-
graphic distinction between OCS trъt and tlъt forms, when it occurs, probably 
re�ects asymmetry in the re�exes of *TъrT/*TrъT and *TъlT/*TlъT in Dobrejšo’s 
vernacular dialect. A likely explanation is that, like certain modern western Bul-
garian dialects, Dobrejšo’s Middle Bulgarian dialect tended to have tъrt as the 
re�ex of *TъrT/*TrъT (at least when not followed by another consonant), but tlъt 
as the re�ex of *TъlT/*TlъT, with the exception of certain speci�c lexemes, some 
of which show up sporadically in the manuscript in tъlt spellings.

In conclusion, the most important issue regarding the diacritics in the Dobrejšo 
Gospel is not the use of a dot or acute accent shape over the letter z to mark a pre-
ceding vocalic element, but rather the distribution of the diacritics. Rampant and 
maddening inconsistencies on both the orthographic and the dialectological levels 
present serious obstructions at this point to a de�nitive determination of the vari-
ous functions of those dots and acute accent shapes in the manuscript that occur 
in environments other than sequences of two consonant letters. �ese inconsis-
tencies include the sporadic and inconsistent placement of the diacritics; frequent 
ambiguities between dots and acute accent shapes (and between deliberate dots 
and inadvertent inkstains); a general tendency of scribes sometimes to miss the  
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target letter when inserting diacritics; overlap in the environments where the 
scribe has used single vs. multiple diacritics; and asymmetry in numerous Bulgar-
ian dialects between the re�exes of TъrT/*TrъT and *TъlT/*TlъT, as well as varia-
tions within the re�exes of each of those two historical forms. �e combination 
of these obstacles may make it impossible ever to know for certain what was going 
on in Dobrejšo’s mind when he sporadically employed these diacritics, but further 
investigation may yield more certainty, particularly once an index verborum to the 
manuscript is completed. Meanwhile, there may be some reassurance in recalling 
that consistency is the hobgoblin of little minds.
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ПАРИМЕЙНЫЕ ЧТЕНИЯ В ЧЕТЬИХ СПИСКАХ КНИГИ ИСХОД

В средневековой славянской письменности Книга Исход, как и большин-
ство ветхозаветных книг, сохранилась в двух функциональных разно-

видностях: богослужебной и небогослужебной. Богослужебная версия 
содержится в Паримейнике, а с ХІІІ в. также в Триоди и в Минее. В палео- 
славистике не подлежит сомнению факт, что Паримейник был переведен 
Кириллом и Мефодием одновременно с Евангелием-апракосом, служеб-
ным Апостолом и Псалтырью, поскольку он принадлежал к числу книг, без 
которых не могло совершаться богослужение1. Лингвистические данные 
подтверждают это предположение: анализ лексики и характерных особенно-
стей перевода показывает сходство между Паримейником и древнейшими 
редакциями Евангелия, Апостола и Псалтыри. Паримейник известен более 
чем в 70 списках, которые относятся к разным редакциям и группам. Самое 
существенное деление – это деление на вид древний (представленный в боль-
шинстве списков) и вид более поздний, который связывается с деятельно- 
стью болгарских книжников на Афоне или в Константинополе в ХІІІ–ХІV вв. 
Богослужебная разновидность книги Исход исследована довольно хорошо 
в 80–90-ых годах прошлого века А. А. Пичхадзе2. Ею же подготовлено и изда-
ние паримейных чтений Книги Исход, основанное на предварительном текс- 
тологическом исследовании 32 списков Паримейника3. Благодаря этому 
изданию мы имеем хорошее представлениe о первоначальном паримейном 
переводе книги Исход, а также, благодаря подробному критическому аппа-
рату издания, о дальнейшей истории памятника – о редакторских перера-
ботках и стихийных изменениях. В Паримейнике содержится 16 паримий 
из книги Исход, которые входят во все его отделы: рождественский (чтения 
на Рождество и Богоявление), триодный (круг чтений начиная с Сырной 

1 О. НОВИЦКИЙ, О первоначальном переводе Священого писания на славянский язык, Киев 
1837, p. 18.
2 А.А. ПИЧХАДЗЕ, Типология паримейных чтений книги Исход, Pbg 10.1, 1986, p. 20–34; eadem, 
К истории славянского Паримейника (паримейные чтения книги Исход), [in:] Традиции древ-
нейшей славянской письменности и языковая культура восточных славян, еd. В.П. ВОМПЕР-

СКИЙ, Москва 1991, p. 147–173.
3 А.А. ПИЧХАДЗЕ, Книга „Исход” в древнеславянском Паримейнике, УЗРПУ 4, 1998, p. 5–60.

http://dx.doi.org/10.18778/2084-140X.06.12


ВЕСЕЛКА ЖЕЛЯЗКОВА226

недели и заканчивая неделей всех святых) и месячный (чтения на праздники 
и нарочитые дни по месяцеслову).

Небогослужебный (четий) перевод книги Исход появился позднее. 
Исторические источники свидетельствуют, что полный перевод Восьмик-
нижия был выполнен Мефодием. В этом переводе сохранилась книга Руфь 
в хорватском глаголическом бревиарии 1396 г.4, но перевод остальных книг 
Восьмикнижия утрачен. Списки, которые дошли до нас, отражают новый 
перевод, сделанный в Х в. в Болгарии5. Возможно, в этом переводе в какой-
то мере использован первоначальный мефодиевский перевод6. На основа-
нии ряда архаических черт в некоторых списках книг Бытия и Судей был 
сделан вывод, что в этих списках довольно хорошо сохранились особенно-
сти этого первоначального перевода7.

Впервые некоторые наблюдения над славянской рукописной традицией  
четьей версии книги Исход представила А. Пичхадзе8. Ее исследования парал-
лельно были продолжены украинской исследовательницей Т. Вилкул9 и мною10.

Установлено, что славянская рукописная традиция книги Исход сохра-
нилась в трех разновидностях: южнославянской, русской и промежуточной 
(согласно А. Пичхадзе) или хронографической (согласно Т. Вилкул). В рам-
ках этих групп выделяются и подгруппы. Так, А. Пичхадзе разделяет русскую 
группу на две большие группы: 1. Списки без глос и исправлений по еврей-
скому тексту и 2. Списки с глоссами и исправлениями по еврейскому тексту. 
В зависимости от характера паримейных чтений первая группа делится на 
две подгруппы: списки, в которых текст некоторых паримий совпадает с текс- 
том южнославянской группы („ранняя” группа) и списки, в которых текст 
паримий совпадает с поздней редакцией Паримейника („поздняя” группа)11.

4 А.В. МИХАЙЛОВ, Древнеславянский перевод кн. Руфь, РФВ 60, 1908, p. 1–36.
5 И.Е. ЕВСЕЕВ, Григорий пресвитер, переводчик времени царя Симеона, ИОРЯС 3, 1902, p. 356–366.
6 А.А.  АЛЕКСЕЕВ, Кирилло-мефодиевское переводческое наследие и его исторические судьбы, 
[in:] Х международный съезд славистов. История, культура, этнография и фольклор славян-
ских народов, ed. И.И. КОСТЮШКО, Москва 1988, p. 134–135.
7 Т. СЛАВОВА, Следи от Методиев превод на библейската книга Битие, Pbg 19.1, 1995, p. 53–70; 
eadem, Библейското Осмокнижие в състава на Архивния хронограф, Pbg 34.3, 2010, p. 26–48.
8 А.А. ПИЧХАДЗЕ, К истории четьего текста славянского Восьмикнижия, ТОДРЛ 49, Санкт- 
-Петербург, p. 10–21.
9 Т.Л. ВИЛКУЛ, Книга Исход. Древнеславянский полный (четий) текст по спискам ХІV–ХVІ ве-
ков, Москва 2015.
10 В. ЖЕЛЯЗКОВА, Орфографические и фонетические особенности книги Исход по рукописи 
№ 3 из собрания Е. Барсова в Государственном историческом музее в Москве, [in:] Jews and 
Slavs: Judaeo-Bulgarica, Judaeo-Russica et Palaeoslavica, vol. XV, ed. W. Moskovich, S. Nikolova, 
Jerusalem–Sofia 2005, p. 138–146; eadem, Средневековая болгарская рукописная традиция кни-
ги Исход, [in:] Jews and Slavs: Messianic Ideas in Jewish and Slavic Cultures, vol. XVIII, ed. W. Mos-
kovich, S. Nikolova, Jerusalem–Sofia 2006, p. 23–31 et sqq.
11 А.А. ПИЧХАДЗЕ, К истории четьего текста…, p. 20–21.
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Мои занятия всеми сохранившимися южнославянскими списками 
Исхода показали, что в рамках этой группы тоже выделяются две подгруп-
пы: 1. Валашско-молдавские рукописи, антиграф которых – среднеболгар-
ская рукопись ХІV в. тырновского происхождения, и 2. Западно-болгарские 
и сербские рукописи12. Между двумя группами существует довольно много 
отличий, но в том, что касается паримейных чтений, они абсолютно иден-
тичны, так что в дальнейшем я буду говорить просто о „южнославянских 
рукописях”.

Итак, наличие двух разновидностей (богослужебной и небогослужеб-
ной) книги Исход ставит вопрос о том, в каком соотношении находятся они 
между собой, или другими словами, использован ли Паримейник (а если да, 
то в какой степени) во время полного перевода этой библейской книги или 
в Х в. заново были переведены как четьи, так и паримейные части Книги 
Исход? Вопрос о соотношении паримейной и четьей версий библейских 
книг совсем не новый. Он был поставлен еще первыми исследователями 
славянской рукописной традиции библейских книг, привлекает внимание 
и современных исследователей. Так, в сравнительно новом обобщающем 
труде „История болгарской средневековой литературы” по этому вопросу 
сказано следующее:

Според мнението на изследователите впоследствие паримейният превод се включва 
в пълния небогослужебен (чети или тълковен) превод на старозаветните книги по 
няколко начина: 1) Без изменения, например паримиите в тълковните преписи на 
книгите на пророк Даниил и пророк Исайя, паримиите в южнославянските преписи 
на Осмокнижието, паримиите в чети версията на книги Царства; 2) с изменения (в ре-
дактиран вид), например паримиите от Битие в Архивския и Вилнюския хронограф 
и паримиите от Съдии в група южнославянски преписи; 3) в нов превод, например 
паримиите в тълковната версия на Книгата на пророк Иезекиил13.

Мнение, что южнославянские списки Восьмикнижия включают пари-
мейный перевод без изменений, основано на исследованиях книги Бытия 
А. Михайлова14 и Т. Славовой. Т. Славова пишет:

Паримейните части на книга Битие в южнославянските преписи в голяма степен 
са съхранили първоначалния препис на Паримейника, запазен и в хърватски-
те глаголически бревиари, и дори на места пазят по-древното четене, отколкото 

12 V. Zhelyazkova, The Headings in South Slavonic Copies of the Book of Exodus, [in:] The Bible 
in Slavic Tradition, ed. A. Kulik, C.M. MacRobert, S. Nikolova, M. Taube, C.M. Vakareliyska, 
Leiden–Boston 2016, p. 107–122.
13 Т. СЛАВОВА, Библейски преводи, [in:] История на българската средновековна литература, 
ed. А. МИЛТЕНОВА, София 2008, p. 96.
14 А.В. МИХАЙЛОВ, Опыт изучения книги Бытия пророка Моисея в древнеславянском переводе, 
vol. I, Паримейный текст, Варшава 1912.
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паримейниците от ХІІІ–ХІV вв. Паримиите представят текст, редактиран от страна на 
преславските книжовници много по-слабо и непоследователно в сравнение с руските 
преписи15.

Однако наблюдения над рукописной традицией книги Исход показыва-
ют, что это по существу отлично обоснованное мнение нельзя распростра-
нять на все книги Восьмикнижия. Видимо, каждая из них имеет собствен-
ную традицию, которая не повторяет традиции других книг.

Вопрос об отношении четьего текста Исхода к паримейному поставлен 
и в новом издании книги Исход, в основе которого лежит Виленский хро-
нограф, подготовленном Т. Вилкул16. В вводной части издания исследова-
тельница делает следующие заключения: 1. Древнеболгарский переводчик 
сделал перевод всего Восьмикнижия, а лишь впоследствии составители 
редакций и кописты, каждый в отдельности, заменяли четий текст служеб-
ным; 2. В разных кодексах использован паримейник разных видов, при этом 
в редакциях четьего текста и даже в отдельных рукописях введены несовпа-
дающие группы служебных чтений; 3. Можно предполагать, что писцы вно-
сили паримейные выражения по памяти, заменяя переписываемый текст 
более привычным служебным; 4. В южнославянских списках использован 
Паримейник древнего вида, явных чтений, которые сигнализировали бы 
сверку по среднеболгарскому позднему виду, нет; 5. Нет ни одного кодекса 
с абсолютно чистым четьим текстом. В наибольшей степени четий текст 
сохранился в хронографической редакции и в южнославянских списках, 
в меньшей степени – в ранних русских рукописях, и в наименьшей степени 
– в более поздних русских рукописях17.

15 Т. СЛАВОВА, Библейското Осмокнижие в…, p. 30.
16 Т.Л. ВИЛКУЛ, Книга Исход…, p. 18–23.
17 Неоспоримым доказательством того, что практика заменять неслужебные чтения служеб-
ными существовала, является древнейший славянский список Пятикнижия, так наз. Лавр-
ское пятикнижие. Рукопись датируется второй половиной ХІV в., хранится в РГБ в Москве, 
в собрании Троицко-Сергиевой лавры под № 1. Еще А.В. Михайлов писал о том, что пари-
мейные чтения в этом списке переписаны не с полного (четьего) списка, а с Паримейника, 
содержащего очень архаический перевод. Ученый объяснил этот факт желанием состави-
телей сохранить паримии в той редакции, которая исконно употребляется в богослужении. 
Cf. А.В. МИХАЙЛОВ, Опыт изучения книги Бытия…, p. LVIII–LIX. Подробные текстологиче-
ские и лингвистические доказательства архаичности паримейных чтений в Лаврском пя-
тикнижии были приведены и в: Т. СЛАВОВА, Най-ранният славянски ръкопис на Мойсеевото 
петокнижие, СЛ 31, 1999, р. 54–65. Особенно интересно, что в рукописи встречается не-
сколько контаминаций, когда четьи чтения продублированы паримейными. Напр., в Ех 1,7 
ἐπλήθυνεν δὲ ἡ γῆ αὐτούς переписчик сначала написал текст по четьему переводу – и оÁvноqи 
qp сB ǄpvлȈ, а потом продолжил по паримейному – и исполни�а Ǆpvл� тÁ. Аналогично в Ех 2,5 
гр. κατέβη δὲ ἡ θυγάτηρ Φαραω λούσασθαι ἐπὶ τὸν ποταμόν дано последовательно по четьему 
и паримейному переводу – пzиop qp o�и ~аzаоноmа на z�кÁ кÁпатъ сB // сниop o�и ~аzаоноmа 
иǄv<тъ сB на z�кÁ.
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Мои собственные наблюдения полностью подтверждают эти суждения. 
Цель настоящей работы – подтвердить и расширить эти выводы при помо-
щи текстологических и языковых данных. Текст книги Исход цитирует-
ся по следующим рукописям: №  3 из собрания Е. Барсова (ГИМ, Москва) 
70–80-х годов ХV  в. (южнославянская группа, в дальнейшем Б3); №  44 из 
собрания Троицко-Сергиевой лавры (РГБ, ф. 304.І) ХV в. (ранняя русская 
группа, в дальнейшем Тр); № 1 из собрания Е. Барсова (ГИМ, Москва) ХV в. 
(поздняя русская группа, в дальнейшем Б1), Архивский хронограф (РГАДА, 
ф. 181) ХV в. (хронографическая редакция, в дальнейшем Ар). Привлекает-
ся и древнейший список Пятикнижия – Лаврское пятикнижие ХІV в. (РГБ, 
Москва, ф. 304.І). Использовано издание Григоровичева паримейника ХІІ в.18 
(Гр), а также существующее издание паримейных чтений книги Исход19. 
Греческий текст Исхода дается по критическому изданию Дж. Виверса20.

* * *
Полное сопоставление паримейных чтений в паримейниках и в четьих 

списках книги Исход показало, что отношения межу ними довольно слож-
ные и очень трудно установить какие-то закономерности и сделать выводы, 
относящиеся ко всем паримейным чтениям. На самом деле выводы могут 
быть разными в зависимости от конкретного текста. Так, если мы рассмот- 
рим Паримию на Страстной понедельник (Ex 1,1–20), то увидим, что текст 
в южнославянских списках21 примерно на 90% совпадает с текстом Пари-
мейника древнего типа. В рукописях поздней русской группы текст пари-
мии следует тексту поздней редакции Паримейника (в дальнейшем ПР). 
В Архивском хронографе и в рукописях ранней русской группы, по-видимо-
му, сохранен четий перевод. Например:

Ex 1,10 δεῦτε οὖν κατασοφισώμεθα αὐτούς μήποτε πληθυνθῇ καί ἡνίκα ἂν συμβῇ 
ἡμῖν πόλεμος προστεθήσονται καὶ οὗτοι πρὸς τοὺς ὑπεναντίους καὶ ἐκπολεμήσα-
ντες ἡμᾶς ἐξελεύσονται ἐκ τῆς γῆς

Гр пzиoȈтp пzȈv>ozиvъ Bƽ poа когoа ¾vноq>тъ сBƽ и mнpгoа а�p пzикл�Ȟитъ 
сB наvъ lzанъƽ пzилоq>тъ сB и ти къ zатн<vъƽ и поl�qoъ�p н< иǄ<o>тъ 
= ǄvB на�pBƽ
Б3 пzFиo�тpƿ и пz�v>ozи5� и5�ƽ oа mънpгoа оÁvноq>т сBƽ и mънpгoа qp а�p пzикл�-
Ȟит сB на5� lzаньƿ пzилоq>т сB и си къ zат2н<5�ƿ и поl�qь��p н<ƿ иǄ<o>5� = ǄpvлB 
на�Bƽ

18 З. РИБАРОВА, З. ХАУПТОВА, Григоровичев паримеjник. Текст со критички апарат, Скопje 1998.
19 А.А. ПИЧХАДЗЕ, Книга „Исход”…
20 Septuaginta. Vetus Testamentum Graecum. Auctoritate Academiae Scientiarum Gottingensis editum, 
vol. II.1. Exodus, ed. J.W. Wevers, Göttingen 1991.
21 Здесь и далее примеры из южнославянских рукописей даются по Б3.
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Б1 пzиo�тp оÁlо оÁпzpvоÁozиv и�ƽ oа нpкогoа оÁvноqFт сBƽ и mнpгoа а�p пzикл�Ȟит 
сB наvъ lzаньƽ пzилоqат сB и ти соÁпостьтн<�ƽ и истоmаm�p насъƽ иǄ<oоÁ� иǄъ 
ǄpvьлB на�pBƽ
Тр �оoитp оÁlо oа Ȉ пz�v<слиvъƽ poа когoа mъǄvоqа�тьƽ и pгoа сB лоÁȞить на� 
zатьƽ пzистаноÁть и си къ соÁпостатоvъƽ и +oол�m�p на� =иoÁть = на5�
Ар �оoитp оÁlо oа пzpvоÁozиvъ Bƽ poа когoа mъǄvноqа�тьƽ и pгoа лÁȞит сB наvъ 
zатьƽ пzистаноÁть си къ соÁпостатоvъƽ и +oол�m�иvъ наvъ =иoоÁть =с�oоÁ

Совершенно иные отношения между паримейными чтениями в Пари-
мейнике и четьих списках Исхода можно найти в Паримии на Страстную 
среду (Ex 2,11–22). С одной стороны стоит текст в древнейших паримейни-
ках. Рукописи поздней русской группы, видимо, содержат чтения, характер-
ные для ПР. Обеим группам довольно четко противопоставляются чтения 
в южнославянских списках, рукописях ранней русской группы и Архивском 
хронографе, в которых, без сомнения, сохранился четий перевод. Например:

Ex 2,13 ἐξελθὼν δὲ τῇ ἡμέρᾳ τῇ δευτέρᾳ ὁρᾷ δύο ἄνδρας Εβραίους διαπληκτιζο-
μένους καὶ λέγει τῷ ἀδικοῦντι διὰ τί σὺ τύπτεις τὸν πλησίον

Гр исъ�poъ mъ oǉнъƽm2ƽ mиo�ƽm2ƽ v>qа pmz�инина тBq>�а сBƽ и гǉла +lиo>�оvоÁƽ 
поȞто lиp�и искzън�гоƽ
Б1 иǄъ�p� qp mъ mтоz<и oǉньƽ mиo� omа v¾qа pmz�ина пzB�а сBƽ и гǉла +lиoB�pvоÁƽ 
Ȟто zаoи т< lиp�и искzpнBгоƽ
Б3 иǉǄ�p� qp mъ mтоz<и oǉньƽ оÁǄz� ина omа v>qа pmzpина котоzа>�а сBƽ и zp5  къ 
+lиoB�оvоÁƿ поȞто т< lиp�и ozоÁга сmоpгоƽ
Тр и�p� mъ mтоz<и oǉнь mиo� omа vоÁqа pmzpанина котоzа��а сBƽ и zp5  къ +lиoB-
�pvоÁƽ поȞто т< +lиoи�и ozоÁга сmоpгоƽ
Ар и�poъ mъ mтоz<и oǉньƽ оÁǄz� omа vоÁqа pmzpанина котоzа��а сBƽ и zp5  къ +lи-
oB�pvоÁƽ поȞто т< +lиoи�и ozоÁга сmоpгоƽ

Третий тип отношений между списками мы находим в Паримии на Бого-
явление и Великую субботу (Ex 14,15–29). В данном случае паримейный 
перевод содержится как в Паримейнике, так и в рукописях ранней и поздней 
русской группы, однако в них текст правлен по ПР. Южнославянские списки 
и Архивский хронограф содержат четий перевод этой паримии. Например:

Ex 14,19 ἐξῆρεν δὲ ὁ ἄγγελος τοῦ θεοῦ ὁ προπορευόμενος τῆς παρεμβολῆς τῶν 
υἱῶν Ισραηλ καὶ ἐπορεύθη ἐκ τῶν ὄπισθεν ἐξῆρεν δὲ καὶ ὁ στῦλος τῆς νεφέλης ἀπὸ 
προσώπου αὐτῶν καὶ ἔστη ἐκ τῶν ὀπίσω αὐτῶν
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Гр +lzати qp сB ангǉлъ гн�ъ [lоqpи]ƽ �оoBи пzȈoъ плък+vъ снǉоmъ FǄǉлpmъƽ и поиop 
Ǆаoиƽ и mъǄъomиqp сB стлъпъ +lлаȞpнъƽ = ли�а и�ъ и ста съ Ǆаoи F�ъƽ
Л оlzати qp сB ангǉлъ lǉииƽ �оoB пzp� полкоvъ снǉmъ иǄлǉmъƽ и поиop съ Ǆаoиƽ mъǄ-
omиqp сB столпъ оlлаȞн<и = ли�а и�ъƽ и ста mъ Ǆаoи и5�
Тр +lzати qp сB аггǉлъ �оoBи пz�� пълкоvь снǉ+mь иFлpmъƽ и поиop съǄаoиƽ mъǄ�mи-
qp сB стълпъ +lлака = ли�а и�ъƽ и ста съ Ǆаoи и�ъƽ
Б1 +lzати qp сB аггǉлъ �оoBи пzp� полкоvь снǉоmь иFлpmъƽ и поиop съǄаoи и�…
Б3 пzист>пиm qp агǉгль гǉнь иqp иo��p пz�� пльк+vь снǉ+mь Eиǉлpmьƿ и ста Ǆа ниvиƽ 
пzист>пиm qp и ст5�лъ +гньн<и = ли�а p5�ƿ и ста Ǆа ниvиƽ
Ар пzист>пи qp агǉгль гн5�ь иqp иo��p пz�� полкоvъ снǉоmъ Eиǉлmъƿ и ста Ǆа ниvиƽ 
пzист>пи qp и столпъ +lлаȞpнъ = ли�а и�ъƿ и ста Ǆа ниvиƽ

* * *
В дальнейшем изложении я хотела бы привести текстологические и линг-

вистические доказательства того, что паримейные чтения в небогослужеб-
ных (четьих) списках книги Исход представляют собой новый перевод. 
Местами он довольно сильно отличается от богослужебного перевода, нахо-
дящегося в Паримейнике. Местами разница не такая серьезная, т.е. пари-
мейный и четий перевод очень близки друг к другу. Это можно объяснить 
фактом, что славянский Паримейник опирается прежде всего на Лукиано-
вую редакцию библейских книг, которая была использована и в четьем пере-
воде. Вполне логично также, что переводчик четьего текста книги Исход 
был хорошо знаком с текстом Паримейника и, переводя заново библейский 
текст, по памяти иногда востанавливал более древний перевод.

Еще раз подчеркиваю, что четий перевод в его чистом виде не сохранил-
ся ни в одном списке. Во всех группах и кодексах есть паримейные вставки 
– в некоторых больше, в других меньше. Тем не менее в большинстве случаев 
определение четьей версии сравнительно легко. Лучше всего она представ-
лена в Ар, далее следуют южнославянские списки. В ранних русских списках 
в некоторых паримиях сохранился четий перевод, а в других – четья версия 
заменена чтениями из ПР. В рукописях поздней русской группы четья вер-
сия не сохранилась, она почти полностью заменена чтениями из ПР.

Сначала приведу некоторые примеры, указывающие на то, что в пари-
мейном и четьем варианте использованы разные греческие источники. На 
самом деле таких примеров не так много, что можно объяснить тем, что как 
славянский Паримейник, так и полная версия книги Исход опираются на 
Лукиановую редакцию.
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Ex 19,18 καὶ ἀνέβαινεν ὁ καπνὸς ὡς καπνὸς καμίνου: и mъс�оqа�p o<vъƽ Ȉко 
o<vъ пp�и – mъс�оqа�а�p o<5� Ȉко паzа пp�наа22.

В данном случае разночетние o<vъ – паzа можно объяснить разночтени-
ем в греческих списках καπνὸς, ὁ ‘дым’ и ἀτμός, ὁ ‘пара’.

Ex 33,15 μή με ἀναγάγῃς ἐντεῦθεν: нp mъǄmpoи vpнp =с�oоÁ – то нp иǄmpoи на5� 
=с>o¾ƽ

В греческих списках отмечено разночтение με ‘меня’ – ἡμᾶς ‘нас’.

Ex 2,16 ποιμαίνουσαι τὰ πρόβατα τοῦ πατρὸς αὐτῶν Ιοθορ… ποτίσαι τὰ πρόβατα 
τοῦ πατρὸς αὐτῶν Ιοθορ: пасоÁ�p оm�а оǉ�а сmоȌго… напоити оm�� о�ǉа сmоȌго 
– и пас��> +m�B E+тоzа +�ǉа сmоp5�… напоити +m�B +�ǉа сmоp5� E+тоzаƽ

Имя еврейского священника Ιοθορ присутствует не во всех греческих 
списках.

Ex 2,18 παρεγένοντο δὲ πρὸς Ραγουηλ τὸν πατέρα αὐτῶν: пzиoо�а qp къ zагоÁи-
лоÁ оǉ�� сmоȌvÁ – пzFиoо�B qp E+тоzоÁ +�ǉоÁ сmоpv¾23.

Разницу между паримейным и четьим переводом можно объяснить раз-
ночтением Ραγουηλ – Ιοθορ в греческих списках.

Ex 14:20 καὶ εἰσῆλθεν ἀνὰ μέσον τῆς παρεμβολῆς τῶν Αἰγυπτίων καὶ ἀνὰ μέσον 
τῆς παρεμβολῆς Ισραηλ καὶ ἔστη: F mниop vpqoÁ плъкоvъ Ȍг�пpтъскоvъƽ и vpq-
o¾ плъкоvъ FǄǉлpmоvъ – и mъниop5� vpq�оÁ пльк+5� снǉ+mь Eиǉлpmьƽ и vpq�оÁ пльк+5� 
pг*Ǿпp5�ск<5�ƿ и стаƽ

Гр. καὶ ἔστη присутствует только в некоторых списках.
Большая часть разночтений между паримейным и четьим переводом 

является результатом использования различных переводческих решений.
Сначала рассмотрим грамматические варианты.

1. В паримейной версии книги Исход греческие причастия с артиклем пере-
водятся причастием. В то же время в непаримейной версии эти причастия 
передаются иqp-конструкциями. Согласно мнению исследователей, первый 

22 Здесь и далее с левой стороны приводятся чтения, характерные для паримейного перевода, 
а с правой – чтения четьего перевода.
23 Разночтение встречается и в Ex 3,1.
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прием характерен для кирилло-мефодиевских переводов, а второй –  для 
более поздних переводов, осуществленных в Преславе.

Ex 3,7 τοῦ ἐν Αἰγύπτῳ: с>�и�ъ mъ pг�пт� – иqp mъ pг*Ǿпт�
Ex 14,19 ὁ ἄγγελος τοῦ θεοῦ ὁ προπορευόμενος τῆς παρεμβολῆς: ангǉлъ гн5�ь �оoBи 
пzp� полкоvъ – агǉгль гǉнь иqp иo��p пz�� пльк+vь
Ex 14,28 τοὺς εἰσπεπορευμένους ὀπίσω αὐτῶν: m�po��� по ни� – иqp mъниoо�> 
mъ сл�� и5�
Ex 12,10 τὰ δὲ καταλειπόμενα ἀπ᾽ αὐτου: и останък< qp соÁ�аȈ = нpго – pqp 
+станp5� = нpго

2. В паримейной версии книги Исход греческие причастия, как правило, 
переводятся причастием, а в непаримейной используются личные формы 
глагола.

Ex 33,16 ἀλλ᾽ ἢ συμπορευομένου σου μεθ᾽ ἡμῶν: гzBoоÁ�оÁ тpl� съ наvи – а�p 
иop�и т< съ наvи
Ex 2,16 ποιμαίνουσαι τὰ πρόβατα: пасоÁ�p оm�а – и пас��> +m�B

3. На месте греческого перфекта и плюсквамперфекта в паримейной версии 
книги Исход находим аорист или имперфект, в то время как в четьем пере-
воде используются сложные формы глагола.

Ex 1,8 ὃς οὐκ ᾔδει τὸν Ιωσηφ: иqp нp m�oB�p иоси~а – иqp нp l� (l�а�p) mиo�ль 
E+си~а
Ex 14,3 συγκέκλεικεν γὰρ αὐτοὺς ἡ ἔρημος: Ǆатmоzи lо Ȉ пÁст<ни – +l<�ла 
и5� p5� поÁст<нB
Ex 33,13 εἰ οὖν εὕρηκα χάριν: а�p оÁlо +lz�то�ъ lлǉгoть – а�p оÁlо pсvь +lz�ль 
lлг�ть
Ex 33,17 εὕρηκας γὰρ χάριν: оlz�тp lо lлǉгоoать – +lz�л2 lо pси lлг�ть

4. Для перевода греческой конструкции ἐν + дательный падеж в паримейном 
переводе используется беспредложный творительный, что не характерно 
для четьего перевода книги Исход.

Ex 12,10 ἐν πυρὶ κατακαύσετε: +гнpvъ съqpqpтp – на +гни иqp�)�тp
Ex 14,21 καὶ ὑπήγαγεν κύριος τὴν θάλασσαν ἐν ἀνέμῳ νότῳ βιαίω: и mоǄгна гь5� vоzp 
m�тzо5� оÁгоvъ lÁzн<vъ – наmpop гǉь на vоzp m�тzь �гь кz�по5
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Ex 19,18 διὰ τὸ καταβεβηκέναι ἐπ᾽ αὐτὸ τὸν θεὸν ἐν πυρί: Ǆанp г�ъ снFop на нB 
+гнpvъ – съ�оq�pнFа zаoи (o�лB) lǉqFа на нB mъ +гни

5. В некоторых случаях в паримейной версии книги Исход употреблено 
настоящее время глагола, а в непаримейной – аорист.

Ex 1,18 καὶ ἐζωογονεῖτε τὰ ἄρσενα: и qиmл�pтp v>q2ск<и поль – и +qиmFстp 
vоÁqск<и полъ
Ex 3,7 οἶδα γὰρ τὴν ὀδύνην αὐτῶν: m�vъ lо lол�Ǆни F�ъ– mиo��ъ lол�Ǆни и�ъ

6. Довольно часто на месте страдательных конструкций, характерных для 
паримейной версии, в непаримейной употребляются личные формы глаго-
ла. Обратные случаи встречаются значительно реже.

Ex 14,5 καὶ ἀνηγγέλη τῷ βασιλεῖ τῶν Αἰγυπτίων: и mъǄm��pно l<5� �z5�� ȌгÁпьть-
скоÁ – и поm�oа�> �ǉz� pг*Ǿпp5�ск¾
Ex 19,13 ἐν γὰρ λίθοις λιθοβοληθήσεται ἢ βολίδι κατατοξευθήσεται: каvpниȌvь 
lо поlиȌнъ lоÁopтьƽ ли стz�лаvи състz�лBнъ lоÁopть – oа нp каvpнFpvь поlиpт 
сBƽ или стz�ло> оÁстz�лит сB
Ex 33,11 καὶ ἀπελύετο εἰς τὴν παρεμβολήν: и посланъ l<mа�p mъ станъ – и п¾�а-
а�p и mъ пл5
ъ
Ex 1,12 καὶ ἐβδελύσσοντο οἱ Αἰγύπτιοι: и vьzǄB�оÁ Ȍ�птBноvъ (ПР и гноÁ�а�оÁ 
сB pгиптBнp) – и �оÁ5�ни l��> pг*Ǿпт�нp

7. О разных переводческих решениях говорят и другие отличия между пари-
мейным и четьим переводом.

Ex 12,7 καὶ λήμψονται ἀπὸ τοῦ αἵματος: и пzииvоÁть = кzъmp – и mъǄp5��p = кzъmp
Ex 33,20 οὐ γὰρ μὴ ἴδῃ ἄνθρωπος τὸ πρόσωπόν μου: нp иvатъ lо Ȟлǉmкъ mиo�ти 
ли�а vоȌго – н�5� lо а�p mиoить Ȟлǉкъ ли�p vоp
Ex 15,24 τί πιόμεθα: Ȟто пиȌvь – Ȟто н< p5� пити (Ȟто н< пить)

8. Для паримейной версии книги Исход характерен суффикс -ьскъ, а для 
непаримейной –  суффикс *-jь. Хотя пример только один, он показателен, 
потому что подобное соотношение характерно и для переводов книги про-
рока Иезекииля24.

24 Старобългарският превод на Стария завет, ed. С. НИКОЛОВА, vol.  II, Книга на пророк 
Иезекиил с тълкования, София 2003, p. 35.
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Ex 2,15 ἐν γη Μαδιάν mъ Ǆpvл� vаoиȈvьскоÁ – mъ Ǆpvли vаoFаvли

Обратим внимание на две конструкции. Считается, что беспредложные 
конструкции места, как и конструкции типа къqoо и�ъ являются более 
архаичными и часто их присутствие в каком-нибудь тексте используется 
как аргумент его отнесения к кирилло-мефодиевским переводам25. Интерес-
но, что в книге Исход архаичные конструкции характерны для полного, а не 
для более старого паримейного перевода. Это означает, что не во всех случа-
ях более древнее чтение можно определить по „архаичности” языка.

Ex 12,8 καὶ φάγονται τὰ κρέα τῇ νυκτὶ ταύτῃ: и сън�oBть vBса mъ си� но�ь 
– и oа иǄ�oB5� vBса тои но�и
Ex 1,1 ἕκαστος: къqoо – къq�о и5�

Особенно интересны лексические разночтения. В целом это лексемы, 
являющиеся одинаково возможными соответствиями одного греческого 
слова. Анализ этих разночтений показывает, что в паримейном переводе 
книги Исход последовательно употребляется кирилло-мефодиевская лек-
сика, в то время как в четьем переводе находим лексемы, характерные для 
преславской редакции библейских книг.

На первом месте следует указать на факт, что в паримейном варианте 
употребляются непереведенные греческие лексемы, в то время как в четьем 
варианте грецизмы полностью устранены. В палеославистике общепризна-
но, что устранение грецизмов связано с преславской редакцией богослужеб-
ных книг26. Интересно, что для ПР грецизмы тоже не характерны.

Ex 1,14 πλίνθος плинътъ (ПР калъ) – лаино
Ex 1,16 ’Εβραία pmzpан<нȈ – qиoоm<ни
Ex 2,16; 3,1 ἱερεύς иpzpи (ПР сmȈ�pнникъ) – qьzь�ь
Ex 33,11 σκηνή скиниȈ (ПР с�нь) – �zаvъ
Ex 14,9 ἔπαυλις паmли (pпаmли) – огzаoа27

Ex 1,11 Ἡλίου πόλις – или+полъ – слъньȞьн<и гzаoъ28

25 Сf., напр., Т. СЛАВОВА, Следи от Методиев превод…, р. 57.
26 И. ДОБРЕВ, Гръцките думи в Супрасълския сборник и втората редакция на старобългарски-
те богослужебни книги, БЕ 28.2, 1978, p. 89–98.
27 Гр. ἔπαυλις используется как наименование географического понятия Пи-Гахироф – место, 
где израильтяне расположились станом перед переходом через Чермное море. Перевод бук-
вальный и означает „неогороженное поселение”. Сf. J.W. Wevers, Notes on the Greek Text of Exo-
dus, Atlanta 1990, p. 218–219.
28 Название египетского города Он в земле Гесем.
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В других случаях находим типичные пары, которые в палеославистике 
давно используются для атрибуции переводов как кирилло-мефодиевские 
или преславские29.

Ex 1,10 πόλεμος lzань – zать
Ex 2,14 ἄρχων кънBǄь – стаz�и�ина
Ex 2,15 φρέαρ стоÁopнь�ь (ПР клаopнь�ь) – клаoBǄь
Ex 2,19 ποιμήν паст<zь – пастоÁ�ъ
Ex 3,15; 12,11 ὑπόδημα сапоги – оноÁ�а / оlоÁ�а
Ex 12,4 πλησίος искzьнии – lлиqнии
Ex 13,2,15 μήτρα лоqpсно – >тzоlа
Ex 14,9; 14,18; 14,23; 14,25–26; 14,28 ἅρμα колpсни�а – оz>qиȌ
Ex 14,22; 14,29 ἐξ εὐωνύμων о�оÁBB – = л�m>B
Ex 16:1 συναγωγή сьнъvъ – съlоzъ
Ex 19,16–17; 33,11 παρεμβολή станъ – плъкъ
Ex 33,16 ἔθνος BǄ<къ – стzана
Ex 33,17 λέγω zp�и – m��ати
Ex 40,3; 40,5 κίβωτός киmотъ (ПР коmȞpгъ) – коmȞpгъ

В ряде случаев вторым членом пары является лексема, характерная для 
восточно-болгарских письменных памятников.

Ex 1,11 ἐπιστάτης τῶν ἔργων пzистаmникъ o�лоvъ (ПР настоȈтpль o�лоvъ) 
– погониȞь o�лpсн<и30

Ex 2,13 διαπληκτίζομαι тBqати сB (ПР пzBти сB) – котоzати сB31

Ex 12,5 συναγωγή съньvъ (ПР съlоzъ) – m��p32

29 Т. СЛАВОВА, Преславска редакция на Кирило-Методиевия старобългарски евангелски пре-
вод, КМс 6, 1989, p. 15–129.
30 О лексеме погониȞь и словах с суффиксом -иȞь сf. В. ЖЕЛЯЗКОВА, Към историята на един 
словообразувателен модел, [in:]  Актуални проблеми на балканистиката и славистиката. 
Доклади от Втората международна конференция, проведена на 9 и 10 ноември 2012 г. във Ве-
ликотърновския университет „Св. св. Кирил и Методий”, ed. И. ХАРАЛАМПИЕВ, М. СПАСОВА, 
Ж. КОЛЕВА-ЗЛАТЕВА, А. ПЕТРОВА, К. ДИМИТРОВ, Г. ПЕНАКОВА, Велико Търново 2014, p. 80–87.
31 Глагол котоzати сB ‘спорить’, как и существительное котоzиȞь ‘человек, который склонен 
к ссорам’, известны из Супрасльского сборника ХІ в. (Старобългарски речник, ed. Д. ИВАНОВА- 

-МИРЧЕВА, vol. I, София 1999, р. 747). Сf. и употребление лексемы котоzиȞь в Изборнике 1073 г. 
(Ц. РАЛЕВА, Имена за лица в Изборника от 1073 г. в съпоставка с лексиката на старобългар-
ските паметници (кандидатска дисертация, машинопис), София 1989, р. 176).
32 Лексема m��p употребляется в Супрасльском сборнике ХІ в. в словосочетании m��p тmоzити 
на кого ‘устраивать заговор против кого-н.’, гр. στασιάζω κατά τίνος (Старобългарски речник…, 
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Ex 33,12 ὀπή окънь�p – скmоqьнȈ33

Можно указать и на целый ряд других лексических разночтений, кото-
рые тоже дают все основания утверждать, что паримии в рамках четьего 
текста являются новым, самостоятельным переводом.

Ex 1,9 ἔθνος ?Ǆ<къ – тоǄpvь�ь
Ex 1,10 ὑπεναντίος zатьн<и (ПР соÁпостатьн<и) – соÁпостатъ
Ex 2,5 θῖβις кzаlи�а (ПР коmȞpqь�ь) – коmȞpгъ
Ex 2,11 πόνος стzасть (ПР lол�Ǆнь) – lол�Ǆнь
Ex 2,15; 2,21 κατοικέω mъсpлити сB – оlитати
Ex 2,16 ἀντλέω Ȟzъпати – лиȈти ó налиmати
Ex 2,22 πάροικός пzи�pль�ь – оlитальникъ
Ex 3,6 εὐλαβέομαι lоȈти сB – гоm�Ȉти
Ex 12,7 οἰκία oоvъ – кл�ть
Ex 12,8 πικρία qлътpни�а – гоzpсть
Ex 14,6; 4,15 ζεύγνυμι, ἀναζεύγνυμι mъпоmаoити – mъпzB�и
Ex 14,23 ἀναβάτης съноÁǄникъ (ПР mъсаoникъ) – mъсаoникъ
Ex 14,24 φυλακῇ τῇ ἑωθινῇ стzаqа оÁтzъниȞна (ПР стzаqа оÁтzьнȈȈ) – Ȟасъ 
оÁтzьнии
Ex 14,31 θεράπων оÁгоoьникъ – zаlъ
Ex 19,13 κτῆνος скотъ – Ǆm�zь

Особое внимание заслуживают те разночтения, в которых наблюдается 
не просто замена одного слова другим. Речь идет о целых словосочетаниях, 
порою целых стихах, в которых использована и различная лексика, и раз-
личные грамматические и синтаксические приемы передачи смысла. По- 
чти во всех случаях возможно предполагать не просто различные перевод-
ческие решения, а и использование различных греческих источников. При 
этом почти во всех случаях ближе к греческому тексту, представленному 

р. 330), восходит к праслав. *věịto и встречается во всех славянских языках (М. ФАСМЕР, Эти- 
мологический словарь русского языка, vol. I, Москва 1986, p. 308). В значение ‘народное собрание’ 
довольно часто употребляется в русских летописях, в других письменных памятниках 
встречается сравнительно редко (И.И.  СРЕЗНЕВСКИЙ, Словарь древнерусского языка, vol.  I, 
Москва 1989, p.  499–500). Видимо, оно являлось малоупотребимым и в ХV–ХVІ  вв. уже 
было непонятно книжникам, так как во всех южнославнских списках книги Исход встреча-
ется в искаженном виде – m�ка. В Ар употреблено в русской огласовке – mpȞpmи.
33 Лексема зафиксирована в Супрасльском сборнике, творчестве Иоанна Экзарха, Книге про-
рока Иезекииля с толкованиями и др.
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в критическом издании книги Исход, оказывается более старый перевод, 
содержащийся в Паримейнике. Варианты в четьем переводе во многих слу-
чаях стоят далеко от греческого текста, их нельзя объяснить и приведенными 
в критическом аппарате разночтениями. В подобных случаях возможны два 
предположения – или что переводчик неслужебного текста переводил более 
свободно и не всегда следовал точно за греческим текстом, или что при пере-
воде четьего текста использован такой вариант греческого текста, который 
до нас не дошел и не нашел отражения в критическом аппарате издания.

Ex 1,16 ὅταν μαιοῦσθε τὰς Εβραίας καὶ ὦσιν πρὸς τῷ τίκτειν: pгoа по�pvлpтp (поoъ-
Ȍvлpть) pmzpан<нB zаqа�>�> – pгoа пzис�oита оÁ qиoоm<ньƽ и соÁ� къ zоqpнF�34

Ex 2,14 εἰ οὕτως ἐμφανὲς γέγονεν τὸ ῥῆμα τοῦτο: а�p тако �m� l<стъ гǉло съ 
– а�p си�p +lлиȞpно слоmо l< (l<сть слоmо сp)
Ex 2,22 ἐν γαστρὶ δὲ λαβοῦσα ἡ γυνὴ: нpпzаǄна qp l<mъ�F qpна – ǄаȞpн�и qp qpна 
mъ Bтzоl�
Ex 12,5 πρόβατον τέλειον ἄρσεν ἐνιαύσιον ἔσται ὑμῖν: +mȞB съmzъ�pно vBqъскъ 
полъƽ нааǄиvо l>opтъ mаvъ – агнp�ь qp съmzъ�p5� oа p v>qьск< по poиного л�таƽ
Ex 19,13 οὐχ ἅψεται αὐτοῦ χείρ: нp коснpть Ȍи zÁка – oа нp пzFиvpт сB pи z>каvа
Ex 19,17 εἰς συνάντησιν τοῦ θεοῦ ἐκ τῆς παρεμβολῆς: mъ сz�тpниȌ lǉиȌ = стана 
– пzотиm> lǉоÁ = плъка

Итак, рассмотренные текстологические данные и переводческие особен-
ности в области грамматики и лексики позволяют сделать вывод, что при 
переводе небогослужебного (четьего) текста книги Исход переводчик пере-
вел всю книгу в целом, а не включил в свой перевод уже переведенные пари-
мейные чтения. Вероятно, в некоторых паримиях и отдельных стихах он 
использовал служебный перевод (скорее всего, по памяти). Есть все осно-
вания связать этот новый перевод с переводами, созданными или отредак-
тированными в Преславе. В этом отношении история богослужебных чте-
ний Исхода не совпадает с историей других библейских книг, как, например, 
книги пророка Исайи и книги пророка Даниила, но зато совпадает с истори-
ей этих чтений в других богослужебных книгах, например, в книге Двенад-
цати малых пророков и в книге пророка Иезекииля. Особенно важно несов- 
падение истории богослужебных чтений книги Исход и книги Бытия. Это 
означает, что выводы, сделанные по отношению к одной библейской книге 
в составе Восьмикнижия, нельзя относить ко всему Восьмикнижию в целом. 
Богослужебный (паримейный) текст был внесен в четьи списки позднее 
и таким образом частично заменил четий перевод. Наиболее последователь-
но эта замена осуществлена в четьих списках поздней русской группы.

34 В ПР – контаминация паримейного и четьего перевода: pгoа lаl�тp pmz�Ȉн<нB и соÁ� к zоqp�ни�ƽ



239Паримейные чтения в четьих списках Книги Исход

Библиография

Литература

Septuaginta. Vetus Testamentum Graecum. Auctoritate Academiae Scientiarum Gottingensis editum, 
vol. II.1. Exodus, ed. J.W. Wevers, Göttingen 1991.

Wevers J.W., Notes on the Greek Text of Exodus, Atlanta 1990.
Zhelyazkova V., �e Headings in South Slavonic Copies of the Book of Exodus, [in:] �e Bible in Slavic 

Tradition, ed. A.  Kulik, C.M.  MacRobert, S.  Nikolova, M.  Taube, C.M.  Vakareliyska, 
Leiden–Boston 2016, p. 107–122.

* * *
АЛЕКСЕЕВ А.А., Кирилло-мефодиевское переводческое наследие и его исторические судьбы, 

[in:] Х международный съезд славистов. История, культура, этнография и фольклор сла-
вянских народов, ed. И.И. КОСТЮШКО, Москва 1988, p. 134–135.

ВИЛКУЛ Т.Л., Книга Исход. Древнеславянский полный (четий) текст по спискам ХІV–ХVІ веков, 
Москва 2015.

ДОБРЕВ И., Гръцките думи в Супрасълския сборник и втората редакция на старобългарските 
богослужебни книги, БЕ 28.2, 1978, p. 89–98.

ЕВСЕЕВ И.Е., Григорий пресвитер, переводчик времени царя Симеона, ИОРЯС 3, 1902, p. 356–366.
ЖЕЛЯЗКОВА В., Орфографические и фонетические особенности книги Исход по рукописи № 3 из 

собрания Е. Барсова в Государственном историческом музее в Москве, [in:] Jews and Slavs: 
Judaeo-Bulgarica, Judaeo-Russica et Palaeoslavica, ed. W.  Moskovich, S.  Nikolova, vol.  XV, 
Jerusalem–SoFa 2005, p. 138–146.

ЖЕЛЯЗКОВА В., Средневековая болгарская рукописная традиция книги Исход, [in:]  Jews and 
Slavs: Messianic Ideas in Jewish and Slavic Cultures, ed. W. Moskovich, S. Nikolova, vol. XVIII, 
Jerusalem–SoFa, 2006, p. 23–31.

ЖЕЛЯЗКОВА В, Към историята на един словообразувателен модел, [in:] Актуални проблеми 
на балканистиката и славистиката. Доклади от Втората международна конференция, 
проведена на 9 и 10 ноември 2012  г. във Великотърновския университет „Св. св. Кирил 
и Методий”, ed. И. ХАРАЛАМПИЕВ, М. СПАСОВА, Ж. КОЛЕВА-ЗЛАТЕВА, А. ПЕТРОВА, К. ДИМИ-

ТРОВ, Г. ПЕНАКОВА, Велико Търново 2014, p. 80–87.
МИХАЙЛОВ А.В., Древнеславянский перевод кн. Руфь, РФВ 60, 1908, p. 1–36.
МИХАЙЛОВ А.В., Опыт изучения книги Бытия пророка Моисея в древнеславянском переводе, 

vol. I. Паримейный текст, Варшава 1912.
НОВИЦКИЙ О., О первоначальном переводе Священого писания на славянский язык, Киев 1837.
ПИЧХАДЗЕ А.А., Типология паримейных чтений книги Исход, Pbg 10.1, 1986, p. 20–34.
ПИЧХАДЗЕ А.А., К истории славянского Паримейника (паримейные чтения книги Исход), 

[in:]  Традиции древнейшей славянской письменности и языковая культура восточных 
славян, ed. В.П. ВОМПЕРСКИЙ, Москва 1991, p. 147–173.

ПИЧХАДЗЕ А.А., К истории четьего текста славянского Восьмикнижия, ТОДРЛ 49, Санкт- 
-Петербург 1996, p. 10–21.

ПИЧХАДЗЕ А.А., Книга „Исход” в древнеславянском Паримейнике, УЗРПУ 4, 1998, p. 5–60.



ВЕСЕЛКА ЖЕЛЯЗКОВА240

РАЛЕВА Ц, Имена за лица в Изборника от 1073 г. в съпоставка с лексиката на старобългарски-
те паметници (кандидатска дисертация, машинопис), София 1989.

РИБАРОВА З., З. ХАУПТОВА, Григоровичев паримеjник. Текст со критички апарат, Скопje 1998.
СЛАВОВА Т., Преславска редакция на Кирило-Методиевия старобългарски евангелски превод, 

КМс 6, 1989, p. 15–129.
СЛАВОВА Т., Следи от Методиев превод на библейската книга Битие, Pbg 19.1, 1995, p. 53–70.
СЛАВОВА Т., Най-ранният славянски ръкопис на Мойсеевото петокнижие, СЛ 31, 1999, р. 54–65.
СЛАВОВА Т., Библейски преводи, [in:]  История на българската средновековна литература, 

София 2008, р. 93–103.
СЛАВОВА Т., Библейското Осмокнижие в състава на Архивния хронограф, Pbg 34.3, 2010, 

p. 26–48.
СРЕЗНЕВСКИЙ И.И., Словарь древнерусского языка, vol. I, Москва 1989.
Старобългарският превод на Стария завет, ed. С. НИКОЛОВА, vol. II, Книга на пророк Иезеки-

ил с тълкования, София 2003.
Старобългарски речник, ed. Д. ИВАНОВА-МИРЧЕВА, vol. I, София 1999.
ФАСМЕР М., Этимологический словарь русского языка, vol. I, Москва 1986.

Abstract. Paroemia readings in non-liturgical (četi) copies of the Book of Exodus. He article 
studies the correlation between the Slavonic liturgical and non-liturgical versions of the Book of Exo-
dus. He linguistic-textological data as well as some variant readings allow us to conclude that during 
the translation of the non-liturgical (full, četi) text of the Book of Exodus the translator did not use 
already translated paroemias. Here is every reason to associate this new translation with the texts 
translated or revised in Preslav in the 10th century. He liturgical (paroemias) readings were included 
in the full copies of Exodus later and thus partially replaced the non-liturgical text. Most oUen this 
replacement was performed in the full copies of late Russian group.

Ключевые слова: Паримейник, Книга Исход, преславские переводы

Keywords: Book of Paroemias, Book of Exodus, Preslav translations

Veselka Zhelyazkova
Cyrillo-Methodian Research Centre

13 Moskovska str.
1000 SoFa, Bulgaria

vzhel@abv.bg

mailto:vzhel@abv.bg


Articles





Studia Ceranea 6, 2016, p. 243–255 
DOI: 10.18778/2084-140X.06.13

ISSN: 2084-140X
e-ISSN: 2449-8378

Sławomir Bralewski (Łódź)

La connaissance de la loi ecclésiastique chez 
Socrate de Constantinople en confrontation 

avec l’oeuvre de Hermias Sozomène

Dans la littérature spécialisée, il a été question de l’éducation juridique de Socrate, 
auteur de l’Histoire ecclésiastique1. Assez longtemps on cherchait la con�rmation 

de son appartenance à des avocats de part son titre de Scolastique qui lui fut attribué2, 
et lequel d’une part, a surgi relativement tard parce que le plus tôt il peut être daté de 
la moitié du VIIème siècle3, et en même temps il n’apparaît dans son manuscrit qu’au 
XIème4, d’autre part, il pouvait signi�er seulement un homme instruit5. L’attention a été 
également accordée à l’absence de familiarité juridique de Socrate6 ou à son opinion 
critique sur la profession d’avocat7. Socrate de Constantinople est connu, cependant, 
principalement comme un historiographe chrétien. Alors, quelle était vraiment sa 
compréhension de la loi ecclésiastique? Hermias Sozomène, considéré comme un 
avocat, écrivant son Histoire ecclésiastique fondée sur la relation de Socrate8, appor-
tait-il des modi�cations aux arguments juridiques de son prédécesseur?

1 Les aspects les plus importants de la discussion à ce sujet étaient présentés par Theresa Urbainczyk 
(Socrates of Constantinople: Historian of Church and State, Michigan 1997, p. 13–14) et Pierre van 
Nuffelen (Un Héritage de Paix et de Piété. Étude sur les histoires ecclésiastiques de Socrate et de Sozo-
mène, Leuven–Paris–Dudley 2004, p. 8–10).
2 Cf. M. Wallraff, Der Kirchenhistoriker Sokrates. Untersuchungen zu Geschichtsdarstellung, Metho-
de und Person, Göttingen 1997, p. 215, n. 29.
3 Au milieu du VIIème siècle Théodore de Paphos (Vita Spyridonis, [in:] La Légende de S. Spyridon, évêque 
de Trimithonte, ed. trad. P. Van den Ven, Louvain 1953, p. 78, 11) dénota Socrate comme σχολαστικός.
4 Il s’agit du manuscrit Laurentianus 69, 5, qui mettait σχολαστικός comme le surnom de Socrate 
dans le titre de l’Histoire ecclésiastique. Aussi dans la version arménienne de l’Histoire ecclésiastique 
de Socrate, datée du XIIIème siècle, l’auteur a été nommé Scolastique; cf. G.C. Hansen – Sokrates, 
Kirchengeschichte, ed. G.C. Hansen, Berlin 1995 [= GCS.NF 1], p. XXVI, LV.
5 Cf. P. van Nuffelen, Un Héritage de Paix et de Piété…, p. 8–9.
6 Cf. M. Wallraff, Der Kirchenhistoriker Sokrates…, p. 215–217.
7 Socrate (Histoire ecclésiastique, VI, 3, 2, texte grec de l’éd. G.C. Hansen (GCS), trad. française par 
P. Périchon, P. Maraval, Paris 2005 [= SC, 505], cetera: Socrates, p. 264) écrivait à propos de Jean 
Chrysostome: Ayant l’intention de se destiner au barreau, mais voyant la vie mauvaise et injuste qu’on 
menait dans les tribunaux, il préférait se tourner vers la vie paisible (trad. franç. p. 265).
8 On prêtait souvent attention sur la dépendance de la narration de Sozomen à Socrate, cf. G.C. Hansen, 
Sozomenus, Kirchengeschichte, ed. J. Bidez, G.C. Hansen, Berlin 1960 [= GCS. NF 4], p. XLV–XLVII; 
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La loi ecclésiastique est appelé le droit canon ou canonique. Repris au grec, le 
mot canon avait déjà été utilisé par les juristes romains pour désigner une règle de 
droit9. Au Vème siècle, alors quand les historiens précités créaient leurs œuvres, 
le terme grec canon avait beaucoup de signi�cations de part la règle ou la norme 
de la foi, à travers le canon biblique, les préceptes du droit de l’Église, le modèle 
de conduite ou des normes morales, l’ordre liturgique, et même faisait référence 
aux rangs de l’Église, donc à  la hiérarchie10. L’expression canon dans le langage 
juridique signi�ait à l’origine toutes les lois, à la fois civile et ecclésiastique, elles 
ont ensuite été appliquées aux dispositions relatives à la foi et à la morale posées 
par les autorités ecclésiales, et surtout éditées par les synodes et les conciles. Au 
concile de Nicée (325), il a été fait référence aux canons comme un ensemble de 
règles applicables dans l’Église en matière de mesures disciplinaires11. Les empe-
reurs de l’Empire romain employaient la notion de canons ecclésiastiques dans 
sa législation déjà dans le Vème siècle. L’empereur Justinien distinguait clairement 
entre les termes canon et nomos. Le premier d’entre eux, il réservait pour les lois de 

G.F. Chesnut, The First Christian Histories. Eusebius, Socrates, Sozomen, Theodoret, and Evagrius, 
Paris 1977, p. 205; G. Sabbah, Introduction, [in:] Sozomène, Histoire Ecclésiastique, ed. B. Grillet, 
G. Sabbah, Paris 1983 [= SC, 306], p. 59; F. Young, From Nicaea to Chalcedon, London 1983, p. 32; 
T.D. Barnes, Athanasius and Constantius, Cambridge 1993, p. 206; T. Urbainczyk, Observations on 
the differences between the Church Histories of Socrates and Sozomen, Hi 46, 1997, p. 355–373. P. van 
Nuffelen (Un Héritage de Paix et de Piété…, passim) consacrait une monographie entière à la com-
paraison de tous les deux de l’Histoire ecclésiastique en termes de similitudes et les différences. Dans 
conviction P. Janiszewski (Żywioły w służbie propagandy, czyli po czyjej stronie stoi Bóg. Studium klęsk 
i rzadkich fenomenów przyrodniczych u historyków Kościoła w IV i V wieku, [in:] Chrześcijaństwo 
u schyłku starożytności. Studia źródłoznawcze, t. III, ed. T.  Derda, E.  Wipszycka, Kraków 2000, 
p. 153) Sozomène voulait créer un oeuvre compétitifs pour Socrate, plus près aux canons de la litté-
rature classique et aux goûts classicistes des cercles intellectuels de Constantinople. à mon avis, la su-
bordination d’oeuvre Sozomène à Socrate, il était probablement résultat de l’implication du premier 
d’eux en conflit au sein de l’Église, lequel la culmination avait lieu au concile d’Ephèse (Latrocinium 
efesinum) en l’an 449. Son Histoire ecclésiastique, dédiée à l’empereur Théodose II, pourrait être une 
tentative de conviction du souverain à  changer le cours de sa politique ecclésiastique, mais pour 
atteindre le résultat souhaité, il devait être rapidement écrit; donc Sozomène interprétait et étendait 
le travail écrit auparavant par Socrate; cf. S. Bralewski, Obraz papiestwa w historiografii kościelnej 
wczesnego Bizancjum, Łódź 2006 [= BL, 10], p. 274–278.
9 J. Gaudemet, Les sources du droit de l’Église en Occident du IIe au VIIe siècle, Paris 1985, p. 12; sur 
la genèse et les origines du droit ecclésiastique cf. H. Hess, The early development of canon law and 
the Council of Serdica, Oxford 2002, p. 35–59; K. Pennington, The growth of church law, [in:] The 
Cambridge History of Christianity, vol. II: Constantine to c. 600, ed. A. Casiday, F.W. Norris, Cam-
bridge 2008, p. 386–400; S. Wessel, The Formation of Ecclesiastical Law in the Early Church, [in:] The 
History of Byzantine and Eastern Canon Law to 1500, ed. W. Hartmann, K. Pennington, Washing-
ton 2012, p. 1–23.
10 A Patristic Greek Lexicon, ed. G.W.H. Lampe, Oxford 1961, p. 701–702.
11 Le canon 2 et 5, Dokumenty Soborów Powszechnych, tekst grecki, łaciński, polski, t. I: Nicea I, Konstan-
tynopol I, Efez, Chalcedon, Konstantynopol II, Konstantynopol III, Nicea II (325–787), ed. A. Baron, 
H. Pietras, Kraków 2002, p. 27; 31.
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l’Église, et l’autre pour le droit civil12. Comment Socrates et Sozomène ont-ils utili-
sé les expressions juridiques mentionnées? Est-ce qu’ils utilisaient le terme canon 
seulement pour le droit ecclésiastique, ou l’appliquaient dans des sens di�érents?

Socrate a mentionné que les participants du concile de Nicée (325) ont rédigé 
aussi le reste de divers autres textes, qu’on a coutume d’appeler canons13. Sozomène 
a corrigé légèrement cette information indiquant clairement que

le concile, s’efforçant de redresser les moeurs de ceux qui servent dans l’Église, établit des lois, 
qu’on nomme canons14, (…) qui dussent servire de règle pour le gouvernement de l’Église15.

Ainsi, selon Sozomène, ce ne sont pas les dispositions de nature non précisée, 
comme les décrit Socrate, mais les règles de la loi relatives à la sphère disciplinaire. 
Tous les deux utilisaient le nom canons. Socrate dans son oeuvre a appliqué ce 
terme 35 fois, tandis que Sozomène l’a fait seulement 10 fois. Qu’est-ce qui a causé 
cet écart?

1. La signi
cation de l’expression « canon » dans l’Histoire ecclesiastique 
de Socrte en confrontation avec le texte de Hermias Sozomène

Après l’analyse des cas individuels d’utilisation de l’expression canon par Socrate, 
il est clair que l’historien le pratiqua de plusieurs façons:

1a. Norme, règle

Pour la première fois, Socrate a exploité l’expression canon parlant d’une conver-
sation de l’empereur Constantin avec Akésios, l’évêque novatien, censée avoir lieu 
pendant le concile de Nicée16. Quand le souverain demanda au prêtre pourquoi il 
se détache de la communauté ecclésiale lorsqu’il accepte la résolution de concile. 

12 H.-G. Beck, Nomos, Kanon und Staatsraison in Byzanz, Wien 1981 [= SÖAW.PHK, 384], passim; 
H. Ohme, Kanon ekklesiastikos, Berlin 1998, passim; P. Rodopoulos, An Overview of Orthodox Ca-
non Law, Rollinsford 2007, passim; S.N. Troianos, Nomos und Kanon in Byzanz, [in:] idem, Historia 
et Ius (1999–2004), vol. II, Athen 2004, p. 199–222. Au sujet du concept du droit chez l’empereur 
Justinien cf. D. Simon, Legislation as Both a World Order and a Legal Order, [in:] Law and Society 
in Byzantium: Ninth-Twelfth Centuries, ed. A.E. Laiou, D. Simon, Washington 1994, p. 5–9.
13 Socrates, Histoire ecclésiastique, I, 13, 11, texte grec de l’éd. G.C. Hansen (GCS), trad. française 
par P. Périchon, P. Maraval, Paris 2004 [= SC, 477], p. 152 (trad. franç. p. 153): τότε δὲ οἱ ἐν τῇ 
συνόδῳ ἐπίσκοποι καὶ ἄλλα τινὰ ἐγγράψαντες, ἃ κανόνας ὀνομάζειν εἰώθασιν.
14 Sozomène, Histoire ecclésiastique, I, 23, 1 (cetera: Sozomenus), éd. J. Bidez, Paris 1983 [= SC, 306], 
p. 212: Ἡ δὲ σύνοδος ἐπανορθῶσαι τὸν βίον σπουδάζουσα τῶν περὶ τὰς ἐκκλησίας διατριβόντων 
ἔθετο νόμους οὓς κανόνας ὀνομάζουσιν.
15 Sozomenus, I, 23, 5, p. 214 (trad. franç. p. 215): νόμους ἀνεγράψατο, περὶ δὲ τῶν ἄλλων, ᾗπερ 
αὐτῇ καλῶς ἔχειν ἐδόκει, νόμους ἀνεγράψατο, καθ’ οὓς πολιτεύεσθαι προσήκει τὰ τῆς ἐκκλησίας 
πράγματα.
16 Socrates, I, 10, p. 140–142.
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Il avait entendu en réponse, que Akesios le �t en raison d’observance scrupuleuse 
d’une sévère norme de ne pas autoriser l’octroi de pardon à ceux qui ont commis le 
péché mortel après le baptême. Pour décrire cette norme Socrate a utilisé le terme 
canon17. Tandis que Sozomène se limita seulement à décrire les propos d’Akesios 
dans le passage adéquat18.

En s’employant d’une date pour célébrer les Pâques chez Novatiens Socrate pro-
�ta quatre fois le mot canon et le verbe créé à partir de ce nom. Il les utilisa en ce 
qui concerne des règles respectés par eux pour ne pas admettre aux sacrements 
ceux qui après le baptême avaient commis un péché qui conduit à la mort19. Il écri-
vit sur la règle rigoureuse de leur Église (ὁ ἀκριβὴς τῆς ἐκκλησίας κανών)20, que 
«l’a¸rmation d’une telle règle semblait rude et cruelle pour les uns, tandis que les 
autres acceptaient la règle comme juste et e¸cace pour corriger la conduite»21. 
Un peu plus loin, il indiqua que les Novatiens recevaient leurs règles des évêques 
novatiens de l’époque, les évêques de Constantinople, de Nicée, de Nicomédie et 
de Cotyée22. Dans un passage adéquat Sozomène ne mentionne pas de principes 
respectés par les Novatiens23.

Socrate employa aussi le terme canon pour décrire la position prise par des 
participants synodaux à Pazos24 au sujet de la date de célébration de la Pâque. Parce 
qu’ils reconnurent les di�érences dans la célébration de cette fête comme trop insi-
gni�ante pour provoquer un schisme dans l’Eglise, ils appelèrent ce canon indif-
férent25. Socrate souligna également que la décision laquelle les évêques prirent 
à Pazos sur la fête de Pâque n’a pas violée en aucune manière le pré-existant canon 
universel (τῷ καθολικῷ κανόνι)26, en ce qu’il faut voir la coutume ou une règle uni-
verselle. Cette fois, Sozomène décrit ces faits de façon similaire que Socrate. Dans 
sa relation les évêques de Novatiens réunis à  Sangaros (non à  Pazos) établirent 
le canon appelé neutre27.

17 Socrates, I, 10, 3, p. 140: τὴν ἀκρίβειαν τοῦ αὐστηροῦ κανόνος.
18 Sozomenus, I, 22, p. 210–212.
19 Socrates, IV, 28, 5, p. 120; trad. P. Périchon, P. Maraval, SC, 505, p. 121.
20 Socrates, IV, 28, 1, p. 118.
21 Socrates, IV, 28, 5, p. 120: τοῖς μὲν ἐδόκει πικρὰ καὶ ἀπηνὴς εἶναι τοῦ τοιούτου κανόνος ἡ ἔκθεσις, 
οἱ δὲ ὡς δίκαιον τὸν κανόνα καὶ ὀρθοῦντα τὴν πολιτείαν ἐδέχοντοι; trad. P. Périchon, P. Maraval, 
SC, 505, p. 121.
22 Socrates, IV, 28, 18, p. 122.
23 Sozomenus, VI, 24, 6–8, p. 362–364.
24 La localisation de Pazos n’est pas connue. Selon Socrate (IV, 28, 17, p. 122) Pazos c’était un village 
situé là où se trouvait les sources du fleuve Sangarios.
25 Socrates, V, 21, 14, p. 214.
26 Socrates, V, 21, 14, p. 216.
27 Sozomenus, VII, 18, 4, p. 160: καὶ κανόνα περὶ τούτου ἔθεντο, ὃν ἀδιάφορον ἐπωνόμασαν.
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1b. Les règles de la grammaire

Amenant les lecteurs au caractère Didym d’Alexandrie, appelé Aveugle, et en accor-
dant une attention à son éducation complète en dépit de la perte de vue, Socrate 
a souligné que celui apprenait facilement les règles de la grammaire. L’historien les 
décrivit en même temps comme les canons (γραμματικῆς τε γὰρ τοὺς κανόνας)28. 
Et cette fois Sozomène, bien qu’il écrive également sur les extraordinaires com-
pétences Didym, il ne fait aucune mention de sa perfection dans les règles de 
la grammaire29.

1c. Résolution, décision

Décrivant les événements associés avec la privation de Paul par la force de la digni-
té d’évêque de Constantinople et l’intronisation de son successeur Macédonius, ce 
qui conduisit à l’e�usion de sang en raison de résistance des habitants de la capi-
tale, Socrates constata que Macedonius a été introduit au trône de l’évêque plutôt 
en raison du préfet accomplissant la volonté de l’empereur Constance II, que le 
canon ecclésiastique30. Ce terme dans ce cas doit être lu comme une résolution ou 
une décision. Sozomène indiqua ici que par le changement sur le trône de l’évêque 
de Constantinople s’accomplit la volonté de l’empereur31. Le règlement établissant 
les prêtres préposé aux pénitents, Socrate appela aussi le canon32, alors que Sozo-
mène se limita à la présentation générale de cette institution33.

1d. Registres ecclésiastiques

De même, alors que Socrate parla d’Helena, mère de Constantin le Grand, ser-
vant aux vierges inscrites dans les registres ecclésiastiques, et ceux décrits comme 
canons, Sozomène écrivit seulement à propos des vierges consacrées au service 
de Dieu, sans parler d’aucun recensement34. Lorsque Socrate écrivit à propos de 
l’abolition de l’o¸ce des prêtres préposé aux pénitents dans les Églises, il indiqua 
que ceux-ci devaient être inscrits dans un spécial registre ecclésiastique, appelé par 
l’historien canon35. Alors que Sozomène traitant de la même question ne mention-
na pas de canon36.

28 Socrates, IV, 25, 4, p. 104.
29 Sozomenus, III, 15, p. 140–146.
30 Socrates, II, 16, 14, p. 62.
31 Sozomenus, III, 9, 4, p. 94.
32 Socrates, V, 19, 3, p. 206.
33 Sozomenus, VII, 16, p. 144–150.
34 Socrates, I, 17, 12, p. 57; Sozomenus, II, 2, 2, p. 234.
35 Socrates, V, 19, 2, p. 206.
36 Sozomenus, VII, 16, p. 144–150.



Sławomir Bralewski248

1e. Formules de foi, le modèle ou le règle d’une vraie foi

Socrate traitant du conÄit entre les orthodoxes et les ariens souligna la �délité 
indéfectible des provinces occidentales de l’Empire romain aux canons du concile 
à Nicée37, par ce qu’il comprenait une formule de la foi. Dans une situation simi-
laire Sozomène n’utilisa pas de l’expression canon, et il écrivit du dogme de la même 
assemblée des évêques38. Présentant errements de la réunion au cours du Synode 
des Ariminum (359) Socrate utilisa le terme ancien canon ecclésiastique. Le clergé 
orthodoxe l’utilisa, le voyant comme un idéal ou la règle d’une vraie foi, puisque ce 
canon avait à condamner toutes les hérésies, les reconnaissant pour le blasphème39. 
Dans la partie pertinente de son texte Sozomène n’utilisa pas de mot canon, mais 
il écrivit du dogme adopté par les prédécesseurs des évêques réunis à Ariminum40.

1f. canons disciplinaires

Dans le prologue à l’exposée de foi proposée au synode de Séleucie d’Isaurie (359) 
par un parti d’Acace et citée par Socrate, ses auteurs jetèrent ses adversaires, qu’ils 
apportèrent au synode les évêques ordonnés contre les canons41 (canons discipli-
naires). Il note que les auteurs de ce crédo écrivirent sur les canons en général sans 
indiquer l’un d’eux. Sozomène, qui ne cita pas ce document, mentionna seulement 
les évêques ordonnés illégalement (paranÒmwj)42.

Quand après la mort de l’empereur Constance II, en vertu de l’ordonnance ren-
due par son successeur-empereur Julien, Lucifer, évêque de Cagliari de Sardaigne, 
et Eusèbe, évêque de Verceil en Italie, ont été libérés de l’exil de Haute Tébaïda, 
Socrate montra qu’ils avaient tenu une consultation commune, se demandant 
comment prévenir d’autres contrefactions de la science de l’Église et de la violation 
des canons ecclésiastiques43. Cette fois, Socrate lui-même mentionna ces canons en 
général. Alors que Sozomène n’utilisa pas de telle expression, écrivant seulement 
sur un accord commun conclu en vue d’améliorer la situation dans l’Eglise44.

Dans la narration de Socrate décrivant le schisme d’Antioche lorsque sous le 
règne de l’empereur Gratien, Mélèce rentra d’exil et ses partisans demandèrent 
qu’il gouverne lui-même comme l’évêque avec Paulin, ce dernier a considéré cela 
comme le contraire aux canons (παρὰ κανόνας), parce que Mélèce a été consacré 

37 Socrates, II, 27, 8, p. 126: τὸν παραδοθέντα ἐκ τῆς ἐν Νικαίᾳ συνόδου κανόνα κρατεῖν.
38 Sozomenus, III, 11, 2, p. 101: ἀρκεῖσθαι γὰρ ἔφασαν τοῖς ἐν Νικαίᾳ δόξασι.
39 Socrates, II, 37, 26, p. 168: καθ’ ὃν τρόπον καὶ τὰς ἄλλας αἱρέσεις ὁ παλαιὸς κανὼν τῆς ἐκκλησίας 
ὡς βλασφήμους ἐξέβαλεν.
40 Sozomenus, IV, 17, 6, p. 272: ἀλλ’ ἀρκεῖσθαι τοῖς ἤδη δόξασι πρὸ αὐτῶν.
41 Socrates, II, 40, 9, p. 208.
42 Sozomenus, IV, 22, 14, p. 306.
43 Socrates, III, 5, 2, p. 272: Ἄμφω οὖν τῶν ἄνω Θηβῶν τῆς ἐξορίας ἐπανιόντες συμβουλὴν ἐποιοῦ-
ντο, τίνα τρόπον τὸν τῆς ἐκκλησίας κανόνα διαφθειρόμενον μὴ παρίδωσιν.
44 Sozomenus, V, 12, 1, p. 148: ἐπὶ διορθώσει τε τῶν ἐκκλησιαστικῶν πραγμάτων κοινῇ συνθήκῃ.
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comme l’évêque par les Ariens45. Sozomène complètement ignora la question de 
canons et il mentionna seulement que les supporters de Paulin étaient contre 
Mélèce parce qu’il a été ordonné évêque par les Ariens46. Il n’avait pas des canons 
concrets qui auraient dé�ni le problème ci-dessus et il paraît que Sozomène était 
au courant de cela. Comme nous pouvons voir, l’historien évitait la détermination 
comme les canons les références générales au droit ecclésiastique faits par Socrate, 
lesquels il pourrait aussi bien appeler la coutume éclesiale.

Socrate assignait la générosité laquelle Jean Chrysostome manifesta à Épiphane 
de Salamine de Chypre. Selon l’historien Jean ne se fâcha pas parce qu’Épiphane 
avait fait une ordination contre les canons dans une église qui dépendait de lui47. Un 
peu plus tôt Socrate a dit qu’Épiphane, quand il debarqua du navire, célèbra une 
synaxe et ordonna un diacre48, et donc il les a fait sur le terrain subordonné à la 
juridiction de l’évêque Jean, ce qui était interdit par les canons49. Cette question 
Sozomène aussi a évité50 dans sa narration, mais cette fois il semble que la raison 
était complètement di�érente qu’auparavant. Comment on peut croire, le non-res-
pect des canons par Épiphane était inconciliable avec la conviction de Sozomène 
sur le caractère sacré de l’évêque de Salamine, mentionné par l’historien comme 
le plus célèbre avec la vie humaine sans tache à cette époque51. Alors, peut-être, 
l’historien ne croyait pas que ce saint évêque violait la loi ecclésiastique. Socrate 
décrivant les péripéties de Jean Chrysostome après son premier exil, indiqua que 
l’évêque était alors accusé qu’il après sa déposition ait pris possession de son trône 
sans que le concile l’ait décidé52. Selon l’historien Jean en réponse

rétorquait que cette règle [canon] n’était pas celle de leur Église, mais celle des Ariens (car ceux 
qui s’étaient réunis à Antioche pour abolir la foi consubstantielle avaient édicté cette règle 
[canon] par haine d’Athanase), ils n’acceptèrent pas ces justifications et le condamnèrent, 
sans penser que, en se servant de la même règle [canon], ils auraient aussi déposé Athanase53.

Les trois fois donc, Socrate a mentionné le canon concret adopté en l’an 341 
au Synode d’Antioche appelé le synode in Encaeniis. Il est intéressant de noter que 
dans sa relation Sozomène n’écrivit pas dans ce cas sur le canon, mais sur la loi 
d’hétérodoxe (ἑτεροδόξων νόμον)54, il semble donc que les lois hérétiques n’étaient 
pas considérées comme des canons.

45 Socrates, V, 5, 4, p. 158.
46 Sozomenus, VII, 3, 2, p. 78.
47 Socrates, VI, 14, 1, p. 320; trad. P. Périchon, P. Maraval, SC, 505, p. 321.
48 Socrates, VI, 12, 2, p. 316.
49 Cela interdisait qu’au moins 2 canon de Constantinople de l’année 381.
50 Sozomenus, VIII, 14, 6–11, p. 294–298.
51 Sozomenus, VIII, 14, 1, p. 294.
52 Socrates, VI, 18, 8, p. 338; trad. P. Périchon, P. Maraval, SC, 505, p. 339.
53 Socrates, VI, 18, 11, p. 338; trad. P. Périchon, P. Maraval, SC, 505, p. 339.
54 Sozomenus, V, III, 20, 5, p. 322.
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Dans l’un des derniers chapitres de son Histoire ecclésiastique, Socrate, en expli-
quant pourquoi Proclos n’a pas été élu évêque de Constantinople, indiqua les argu-
ments avancés par des personnalités inÄuentes, prouvant que le canon ecclésias-
tique n’a pas permis quiconque déjà nommé évêque d’une ville – d’être transféré 
dans une autre ville55. Proclos avait déjà été auparavant évêque de Cyzique56. Dans 
la prochaine partie de son raisonnement sur ce sujet Socrate utilisait trois fois 
le terme canon par rapport à cette disposition du droit de l’Église57. L’historien cri-
tiquait également des adversaires de Proclos pour l’envie ou l’ignorance des canons 
et les pratiques qui ont eu lieu dans cette a�aire dans les di�érentes Églises58. Pour 
authenti�er ses raisons il cita le 18 canon du synode d’Antioche de l’année 34159. 
Il a justi�é des évêques ne remplissant pas leurs fonctions ecclésiales en raison de 
rejet par la communauté, laquelle ils allaient conduire. Selon Socrate les adver-
saires de Proclos s’étaient reportés à  cette disposition de la loi, en l’interprétant 
faussement. Peut-être Sozomène aurait abordé cette question dans les dernières 
parties de son Histoire ecclésiastique, mais vu qu’il n’a pas �ni son œuvre, il n’a pas 
pris en compte l’a�aire de Proclos.

2. Le manque de précision dans l’utilisation de la terminologie juridique 
par Socrate

Il est donc clair que Socrate utilisait le terme canon dans de nombreux sens, non 
seulement par rapport aux lois de l’Église. De plus, ces dernières ne sont pas tou-
jours appelées par lui les canons. Lorsqu’il informait sur les nouvelles dispositions 
de la discipline, lesquelles les participants du concile de Nicée souhaitaient mettre 
en application, il n’a pas utilisé le terme canon, mais nomos (νόμος νεαρός)60. Ana-
logique, il écrivait sur le sujet de la loi qui interdisait la détermination quiconque 
pour la dignité d’évêque sans le consentement de l’évêque de Constantinople en 
utilisant l’expression nomos61. La même chose avait lieu dans le cas du 3éme canon 
du concile de Constantinople, où il a utilisé le mot ὅροϛ 62.

55 Socrates, VII, 35, 2, p. 126.
56 Socrates, VII, 28, p. 106.
57 Socrates, VII, 36, 1; 5; 8, p. 128; 130.
58 Socrates, VII, 36, 2, p. 128.
59 Socrates, VII, 36, 6–7, p. 128; SCL, t. I, p. 140.
60 Socrates, I, 11, 3, p. 144. Il est vrai que Sozomène (I, 23, 3, p. 214) appela également ce prévu 
nomos le canon, mais parce que dans son cas c’était une exception, puisque il toujours décrivait la loi 
ecclésiastique comme canons, il faut reconnu que historien ne voulait pas appeler le canon du projet 
de loi, qui a été rejetée.
61 Socrates, VII, 28, 2, p. 106.
62 Socrates, V, 8, 13, p. 168.
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3. L’ignorance de la loi ecclésiastique par Socrate

Dans son Histoire ecclésiastique, Socrate informait parfois faussement sur les 
pouvoirs spéciaux des évêques de Rome et de Constantinople garantis par la loi. 
Il a fait valoir, par exemple, que selon l’un des canons ecclésiastiques, les diverses 
Églises ne pouvaient pas kanonidzesthai (nous comprenons par cela l’interdiction 
de la mise en place de nouveaux canons)63. Dans un autre endroit, un peu plus loin, 
Socrate a remarqué que c’était Julius, évêque de Rome, qui accusa les participants 
de synode d’Antioche de l’année 338 à violer les canons, parce qu’ils l’ont pas invi-
té au synode malgré que le canon ecclésiastique interdisait clairement les Églises 
kanon…zein sans le consentement de l’évêque de Rome64. Bien sûr, Sozomène était 
conscient que tel canon n’existait pas, alors il écrivait de manière générale sur la 
coutume ou la loi (nomos) en vigueur pour les prêtres, qui interdisait de prendre 
des mesures contre le pape65, en outre, ce qui aussi ne correspondait pas à la vérité, 
mais s’accordait avec le concept promu par l’historien. De même, la demande de 
Socrate concernant la loi ou la coutume existante (cette fois historien utilisa au 
lieu de l’expression canon le terme nomos) interdisant la détermination quiconque 
pour la dignité d’évêque sans le consentement de l’évêque de Constantinople66, était 
fausse. Peut-être Sozomène considérait aussi comme fausse cette a¸rmation de 
Socrate et donc il l’omit dans le silence, mais il ne peut pas être exclu le fait qu’il 
n’avait pas assez de temps pour aborder cette question.

Il est intéressant de noter que lorsque Socrate traitait l’a�aire de l’évêque Pro-
clos (déjà mentionnée), citant le canon 18 du Synode d’Antioche de l’an 341, il 
entièrement omit canon 21 du même Synode67 et 15 canon du concile de Nicée68, 
ou 1 et 2 canon du Synode de Sardic69, qui interdisaient explicitement déménage-
ment des évêques et qui correspondaient beaucoup plus à la situation contempo-
raine de Proclos. Omettant des canons indiqués, Socrate dénudait son ignorance 
de la loi ecclésiastique, bien qu’il semble que dans ce cas, il laissait une certaine 
manipulation, car il savait le canon 18 du synode d’Antioche, il faut supposer qu’il 
connaissait bien le 21 canon de ce synode, mais il l’a ignoré parce que ce fut en 
non-conformité avec les rations présentées par lui. Il convient également de souli-
gner que Socrate n’avait pas l’esprit que le synode dont les canons s’invoquait était 
le synode des Ariens. Probablement, Sozomène n’avait pas le temps à répondre 
aux questions liées à la candidature de Proclus pour l’évêque de Constantinople70.

63 Socrates, II, 8, 4, p. 36.
64 Socrates, II, 17, 7, p. 66.
65 Sozomenus, III, 10, 1, p. 96.
66 Socrates, VII, 28, 2, p. 106.
67 SCL, t. I, p. 141.
68 Dokumenty…, p. 40.
69 SCL, t. I, p. 147–148.
70 Sozomène (IX, 2, 18, p. 388) réussissait à mentionner une seule fois Proclus.
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4. Loi ecclésiatique d’après Hermias Sozomène

Sozomène, bien que son message fût fortement dépendant de la relation de 
Socrate, il ne voulait pas utiliser le terme canon en sens proposé par son prédé-
cesseur. Il décrivit les mêmes faits en d’autres termes, alors que certains étaient 
ignorés. Dans son Histoire ecclésiastique, il réservait l’expression canon aux dis-
positions de la loi de l’Église. Une seule fois ce terme est apparu dans sa relation 
en signi�cation de norme et de règle, quand Sozomen, suivant Socrate, appelait la 
résolution de synode novatien de Sangaros comme canon. Une autre fois, le mot 
canon s’est manifesté au sens du registre ecclésial, mais il n’a pas été utilisé dans ce 
sens par le Sozomène, mais a seulement été cité par lui. En e�et, il a été présenté 
par l’historien dans la lettre de George, évêque de Laodicée, par rapport au registre 
du clergé de l’Église d’Antioche71. Dans un cas, l’importance de l’expression canon 
utilisée par Sozomène est incertaine. En relation de l’historien, Apollinaire dut être 
retiré de l’Église par George, évêque de Laodicée, l’arien modéré, à cause du fait 
(contrairement aux canons et la loi ou la coutume des prêtres (ἱερέων νόμος) qu’il 
a établi un contact chaleureux et amical avec Athanase, évêque d’Alexandrie, qui 
revint d’exil72. En comparaison avec ἱερέων νόμος les canons peuvent ici signi�er 
les coutumes et la loi ecclésiastique. Pareillement comme la même ἱερέων νόμος. 
L’expression la loi cléricale (ἱερατικοῦ κανόνος) laquelle montrait (selon Sozo-
mène) les évêques jugant la cause de Jean Chrysostome en tant que temoignant 
contre lui, est alors sans ambiguïté73.

Dans d’autres cas également, le terme canon utilisé par Sozomène fait référence 
uniquement à la loi de l’Église. Ce donc fut le cas avec le concile de Nicée, lorsque, 
comme il l’écrivit Sozomen, les évêques réunis là établirent les lois, appelées canons74, 
ou du synode des Sangaros où les évêques des novatiens statuèrent le canon appelé 
neutre75. Présentant le rapport des débats du concile de Constantinople en l’an 381, 
Sozomène souligna que les évêques ont décidé que toutes les Églises étaient gérées 
selon les anciens canons (κατὰ τοὺς πάλαι κανόνας)76. Dans la partie suivante de 
sa narration, l’historien développait sa pensée, en indiquant que les évêques

resteraient dans leurs propres Églises et ne mettraient pas le pied à la légère dans territoires 
situés en-dehors de leur administration ecclésiale: ni ne se mêleraient pas, sans y être invités, 
d’ordinations qui ne les appartenaient pas (…). Les affaires propres à chaque Église seraient 
réglées et exécutées, comme il paraîtrait le mieux, par le synode provincial. Après l’évêque de 

71 Sozomenus, IV, 13, 3, p. 244.
72 Sozomenus, VI, 25, 8, p. 368.
73 Sozomenus, VIII, 20, 5, p. 322.
74 Sozomenus, I, 23, 1, p. 212.
75 Sozomenus, VII, 18, 4, p. 160: καὶ κανόνα περὶ τούτου ἔθεντο, ὃν ἀδιάφορον ἐπωνόμασαν.
76 Sozomenus, VII, 9, 1, p. 104.
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Rome, c’est l’évêque de Constantinople qui avait la primauté comme occupant le siège de la 
nouvelle Rome77.

Sozomène a cité aussi une lettre d’Innocent, évêque de Rome, adressée au clergé 
de l’Eglise de Constantinople, dans laquelle celui indiquait clairement qu’il ne faut 
suivre que des canons qui ont été établis au concile de Nicée:

Ce sont les seuls auxquels l’Église catholique doit obéir et lesquels doit reconnaître. Et si 
quelqu’un fait référence à d’autres canons différents de ceux de Nicée dont il est prouvé qu’ils 
ont été composés par des hérétiques, ceux-ci sont rejetés par les évêques catholiques. Car il 
ne faut pas en effet adjoindre aux canons catholiques ceux qui ont été inventés par les héré-
tiques.78

Dans la croyance d’Innocent, on ne peut pas laisser que les mauvaises décisions 
prises contrairement aux canons auraient la moindre force79.

Conclusion

Il résulte de nos observations que Socrate n’a pas eu la meilleure compréhension de 
la loi ecclésiastique. Il a utilisé le terme canon dans de nombreuses signi�cations, 
et les lois de l’Église n’étaient qu’un d’entre eux. Donc, ce n’est pas par hasard que 
ce nom se trouve dans son oeuvre aussi souvent, lorsque l’historien l’appliquait 
dans un contexte et une signi�cation plus larges, se référant à la loi ecclésiastique 
en tant que telle, mais aussi aux règles ou à la pratique de l’Église, aux règlements, 
résolutions, registres ecclésiastiques et même la formule de foi. En outre, Socrate 
n’appelait pas toujours la loi ecclésiastique comme les canons où on voit clairement 
qu’il lui manque de précision dans l’utilisation de termes juridiques. Alors que 
Sozomène, en faisant des ajustements de texte de Socrate, limitait la signi�cation 
du mot canon aux règles disciplinaires et concrètes de l’Église, en excluant celles-
ci, qui étaient établies par les synodes considérés comme les hétérodoxes, ce qui 
a considérablement impacté sa fréquence d’apparition. La désinvolture dans l’utili-
sation de termes juridiques par Socrate peut être considérée comme un argument 
supplémentaire pour le fait qu’il n’a pas été avocat ; ainsi que les lacunes dans la 
connaissance du droit ecclésiastique clairement visibles dans la détermination des 
pouvoirs des évêques de Rome et de Constantinople.

77 Sozomenus, VII, 9, 2, p. 104.
78 Sozomenus, VIII, 26, 14–15, p. 352.
79 Sozomenus, VIII, 26, 16, p. 352–354.
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Abstract. �e Knowledge of Ecclesiastical Law by Socrates of Constantinople Confronted with 
the Works by Hermias Sozomen. In subject literature there has been a discussion regarding juri-
dical education of Socrates, the author of Ecclesiastical History. For quite long he has been believed 
to be a lawyer, owing to the title scholastikos, attributed to him. Recently, however, his legal educa-
tion has been questioned by some scholars. ×e purpose of this article is to try to answer whether 
Socrates, as viewed from the work of Sozomen, also presumably a lawyer, could have knowledge 
of ecclesiastical law and distinguished between the terms of canon (used in ecclesiastical law) and 
nomos (used in civil law). ×e analysis of both Ecclesiastical Histories proves that the word canon had 
numerous meanings for Socrates, who used it while referring to pure ecclesiastical law, as well as to 
church regulations or practices, ordinances, resolutions, church registry, or even expressions of faith. 
Moreover, some regulations in ecclesiastical law were not always called canons by Socrates, which 
demonstrates some lack of precision while using legal terminology. Sozomen, on the other hand, 
while correcting Socrates’ narration, restricted the meaning of the term canon only to the particular 
church regulations, excluding those established by heterodox synods, which had a signi�cant impact 
on how frequently they appeared in the text. ×e liberty of using legal terms by Socrates can be an 
additional argument to prove that he was not a professional lawyer, just like some discrepancies 
in the knowledge of ecclesiastical law are clearly visible in describing powers of the bishops of Rome 
and Constantinople.

Keywords: Socrates of Constantinople, Hermias Sozomen, Ecclesiastical History, ecclesiastical law.
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Augustus Polonus. The Image of the Emperor 
in Polish Historiography in Inter-War Period: 

Preliminary Remarks

In this paper I would like to examine the image of the �rst Roman emperor 
presented in the Polish historiography in the inter-war period. �is issue has 

been dealt with in three main aspects: the cult of an emperor, the eschatological 
approach presented by Tadeusz Zieliński and the description of Augustus’ anni-
versary (1937). I will limit my remarks to three most prominent scholars in this 
�eld of research in the inter-war Poland: the above-mentioned Tadeusz Zieliński, 
Ludwik Piotrowicz and Mieczysław Stanisław Popławski. Polish historiography 
of antiquity is not well recognized and it is my intention to try to present the basic 
information about the most eminent Polish inter-war period scholars who in their 
works devoted a lot of attention to the �gure of Augustus1.

1 For about twenty years the history of studies on the ancient world has been one of the most im-
portant subject area in Altertumswissenschaften. Although I limited myself mainly to the field of the 
history of the Roman religion I would like to indicate further references: Franz Cumont et la science 
de son temps, [in:] Mélanges de l’Ecole française de Rome. Italie et Méditerranée, Rome 1999; C. Bon-
net, ‘L’Histoire séculière et profane des religions’ (F. Cumont): Observations sur l’articulation entre rites 
et croyance dans l’historiographie des religions de la fin du XIXe et de la première moitié du XXe siècle, 
[in:] Rites et croyances dans le religions du monde romain. Entretiens sur l’antiquité classique, vol. LIII, 
Vandoeuvres–Genève 2007, p. 1–28; Les religions orientales dans le mond grec et romain cent ans aprés 
Cumont (1906–2006). Bilan historique et historiographique, ed. C. Bonnet, V. Pirenne-Delforge, 
D. Praet, Brussels–Rome 2009; monographical issue of ARg 5, 2003 devoted to Georg Wissowa; 
V.S. Severino, La religione di questo mondo di Raffaele Pettazzoni, Roma 2009; C. Santi, La religione 
romana negli studi di R. Pettazzoni, SASL 24, 2009, p. 173–188. Extremely interesting data on the 
ways of transmission of knowledge are to be found in the collections of the letters between scholars: 
D. Accorinti, Herbert Jennings Rose (1883–1961). The Scholar and his Correspondents, ICS 33/34, 
2008/2009, p. 65–107; D. Accorinti, Raffaele Pettazzoni and Herbert Jennings Rose, Correspondence 
1927–1958. The Long Friendship between the Author and the Translator of The All-knowing God, Lei-
den–Boston 2014; Mongolus Syrio salutem optimam dat: La Correspondance entre Mikhaïl Rostovtzeff 
et Franz Cumont, ed. G. Bongard-Levine, C. Bonnet, Y. Litvinenko, A. Marcone, Paris 2007; 
S’écrire et écrire sur l’Antiquité. L’apport des correspondances à l’histoire des travaux scientifiques, ed. 
C. Bonnet, V. Krings, Grenoble 2008. The correspondence of Tadeusz Zieliński is partly published: 
H. Geremek, Deux lettres adressées à M. Rostovtseff en 1933, DHA 18, 1992, p. 15–25; Listy do Stefana 
Srebrnego, ed. G. Golik-Szarawarska, Warszawa 1997; Tadeusz Zieliński (1859–1944). Spuren und 
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�e �rst researcher whose output in this �eld I would like to discuss is Tadeusz 
Zieliński, one of the greatest experts on the European antiquity of the �rst half of the 
20th century2. His academic achievements were commonly accepted –  not only 
in Poland. He was awarded honoris causa doctorates by the universities in Moscow 
(on the occasion of the 25th anniversary of his research work), Athens, Groningen, 
Oxford, Vilnius, Warsaw, Cracow, Poznań, Lviv, Brno, Paris and Brussels. He was 
a member of numerous academies, e.g. the Bavarian, the British and Accademia dei 
Lincei in Rome3. His well-known studies dealt with the Old Attic Comedy, Homeric 
psychology and Cicero’s speeches as well as his in�uence over the ages4. His works on 
the history of ancient religion were less popular although in my opinion Zieliński’s 
views on Roman religion were undervalued. At this point I would only like to sketch 
the basic characteristics of his views on this subject. His ideas can be compared only 
to the work of Franz Cumont, who cannot be omitted in this regard.

Zieliński treated the development of Roman religion not in terms of “organic 
development” but what he proposed instead was the description of three direc-
tions of its development: the “national”, the “Greek” and the “Eastern” direction. 
Zieliński endeavoured to show the “psychology” of religious feelings. He tried to 
understand the religious experience of the Greco-Romans by writing on some-
thing more than merely the cult practices and acts as it had been done so far – suf-
�ce to mention the classic book Religion und Kultus der Römer of Georg Wissowa5. 
As Zieliński himself admitted, the �rst approach to the interpretation of the beliefs 
of ancient Romans was created as a kind of supplement to this work. He consid-
ered the way of thinking about Roman religion presented by German scholar as 
a climax of previous research in this �eld and as a starting point for further stud-
ies –  although he noticed certain de�ciencies there. �at is why the �rst larger 
study by Zieliński devoted to Roman religion was considered to be the supplement 
to the Wissowa’s magisterial book presenting the elements which the German 
scholar had omitted – namely the psychological background6. Wissowa criticized 

Zeugnisse seines Lebens und Wirkens aus süddeutschen Beständen, ed. U. Dubielzig, Toruń 2009; 
Tadeusz Zieliński (1859–1944). W 150 rocznicę urodzin, ed. E. Olechowska, Warszawa 2011. Some 
other studies on history of Altertumswissenschaften are quoted below.
2 Cf. T. Zieliński, Mein Lebenslauf – Erstausgabe des deutschen Originals – und Tagebuch 1939–1944, 
ed. J. Axer, A. Gavrilov, M. von Albrecht, Frankfurt am Main–Berlin–Bern et al. 2002, p. 51–146. 
Short introduction to Zieliński’s life and work: A. Gillmeister, The Point of View. Tadeusz Zieliński 
on Ancient Religions, Warsaw 2013 (Akme. Studia historica, 11).
3 Zieliński’s academical achievements are enlisted in Tadeusz Zieliński (1859–1944). Spuren und Zeu-
gnisse…, p. 171–176.
4 E.g. T. Zieliński, Die Gliederung der altattischen Komödie, Leipzig 1885; idem, Das Clauselgesetz 
in Ciceros Reden, Leipzig 1904; idem, Der constructive Rhythmus in Ciceros Reden, Leipzig 1914; 
idem, Cicero im Wandel der Jahrhunderte, Leipzig 1897 (5th edition: Stuttgart 1967).
5 G. Wissowa, Religion und Kultus der Römer, München 19122.
6 T. Zieliński, Rom und seine Gottheit, München 1903 (= T. Zieliński, Iresione tomus II. Disserta-
tiones ad antiquorum religionem spectans continens, Leopoli 1936, p. 111–153. I refer to this edition).
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Zieliński’s ideas rather strongly for their excessive psychologisation7. Undoubtedly, 
Zieliński was aware of the role of a ritual in ancient religions but according to him 
the essence of religion was perceptible only when a ceremony was perceived with 
respective feelings. He also believed that if a contemporary reader lit in himself 
a bright torch of religious feeling, he would get the direct access to the spiritual 
experience of the ancients. He included this assumption in the third axiom of his 
six-point methodology which he published at the beginning of each part of the 
series Religions of the ancient world, the consummation of his research on ancient 
religions8. He believed that the inborn religious experience which lies in the human 
nature and not in an image is the proto-source of religion as such. Nevertheless it 
cannot be concealed that Zieliński sometimes seemed to forget that religion is also 
a historical phenomenon which undergoes development and change. �e di�er-
ence in perspective between Zieliński and Wissowa (and also �eodor Mommsen) 
is remarkable9.

One important note for the further discussion should be highlighted. Tadeusz 
Zieliński’s views were marked by deep Christocentricity. To him Christian religion 
was the acme of humanity pursuits whereas ancient religion – the right Old Testa-
ment of this Christianity10.

How did Tadeusz Zieliński’s views relate to the cult of an emperor considering 
this background? At this point it is worth making one more remark on Zieliński’s 
understanding of Roman religion – the fact that under the in�uence of Schopen-
hauer’s philosophy he de�ned religion as an ingredient of the common Will in its 
various manifestations and particular deities were considered as the objecti�cation 
of that Will. A Roman deity was single in a plurality and plural in a singularity. He 
saw the genesis of the cult of an emperor in the cult of genii who were thought to be 
a particle of a deity. �e particle which manifested itself in an individual will and 
the genius of the Roman people was the highest emanation of the collective will11. 

7 G. Wissowa, Religion…, p. 17. More on the topic: A. Gillmeister, The Point of view…, p. 44–46.
8 The cycle is composed of six parts: history of Greek religion (Petrograd 1917; Polish tr. 1921, Eng-
lish tr. 1926, French tr. 1926), history of Hellenistic religion (Petrograd 1922; Polish tr. 1925) and 
published only in Polish: comparison of Hellenism and Judaism (vol. I–II, Warsaw 1927); religion 
of Roman Republic (vol. I–II, Warsaw 1933–1934) and volumes about religion in Roman empire and 
ancient Christianity, published from the manuscript at the end of 20th century (Toruń 1999).
9 Cf. A.  Momigliano, Religious History without Frontiers: J.  Wellhausen, U.  Wilamowitz, and 
E. Schwartz, HT 21, 1982, p. 49–64; C. Frateantonio, Konzepte der Independenz von Religion, Stadt 
und Recht bei Theodor Mommsen und Georg Wissowa, ARg 5, 2003, p. 41–46; and also J.-L. Durand, 
J. Scheid, “Rites” et “religion”. Remarques sur certains préjugés des historiens de la religion des Grecs 
et des Romains, ASSR 85, 1994, p. 23–43. T. Zieliński seemed to anticipate, at least partly, the point 
of view of French scholars who seemed to be inspired by structuralism.
10 He used those expressions in six Axioms, the formulation of which was the achievement of his life 
and his scientific credo. They were published at the beginning of every volume of the religious series, 
cf. A. Gillmeister, The point of view…, p. 14–15.
11 T. Zieliński, Rom…, p. 114–115.
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�us in 7 BC by setting up the statue of his own genius in shrines of the lares 
compitales12 Augustus replaced the genius of the people as the manifestation 
of the collective will of Quirites. �is did not mean the dei�cation of the emperor, 
which Zieliński clearly stressed, but it contributed to the concentration in the cult 
of Augustus’ genius of which the emperor was the highest embodiment13. Hence 
the celebration of Virtuti Augustae or Pietati Augustae, which in abstract terms 
he called Augustianisation. In this regard Zieliński explicitly stated that this form 
of the cult concerned the living ruler or, to be more precise, his deity and not 
himself. It was also supposed to be more important than the celebration of divo-
rum, that is posthumously dei�ed emperors. Consecratio divorum was based on 
the belief that the dead emperors were fortes et boni. �is in turn gave partly ethical 
character to hitherto juridical state religion because apotheosis thought to be the 
reward for merit. As we can see Zieliński did not fully free himself from Mommse-
nian mode of thinking on religion and law. Zieliński treated posthumous dei�ca-
tion of emperors as the consequence of the Republican cult of deorum Manium 
which, as he believed, was the expansion of the cult of dead ancestors. �e fact is 
that since Augustus’ times each emperor as the head of the state was perceived as 
the father of the whole nation. Zieliński believed that the cult of an emperor had 
its roots in the Republican religion and not in Greece. At that time this was a new 
assumption that opposed the views which treated Roman religion as a poor com-
parison to the Greek religion and dated the cult of a ruler back to Alexander the 
Great perceiving this issue only in political terms. Zieliński also noticed changes 
in the cult of rulers though he tried to marginalise them. Analysing the genesis 
of the cult Zieliński omitted the �gure of Julius Caesar, because he thought his 
dei�cation to be exceptional. He did not try to determine when this dei�cation 
took place. He considered Augustus as the actual creator of this type of the cult. He 
devoted to Augustus a considerable part of his research especially in the context 
of the eschatological examination about which I will write below. Zieliński saw 
the roots of the cult of a ruler in the Republican religion and not in Greece, which 
made his views original especially in Poland. He also noticed changes in the cult 
of an emperor, that is transition from the veneration of Augustus as a god a�er 
his death to the veneration of the living emperor, though he did not attach much 
importance to them14.

�e next Polish scholar who dealt with the problem of emperors’ divinity was 
Ludwik Piotrowicz (1886–1957). He was the head of the department of the ancient 
history at the University of Poznań and then he took up position at the Jagiellonian 

12 About significance of Augustus’ reform see: G. Wissowa, Religion…, p. 70.
13 T. Zieliński, Rom…, p. 140–141.
14 T. Zieliński, Religia cesarstwa rzymskiego [Religion of the Roman Empire], Toruń 1999, p. 149–199 
is the most complex presentation of Zieliński’s view on the subject. Compare in short: T. Zieliński, 
Rom…, p. 139–145. About the circumstances in which he wrote this fragment cf. A. Gillmeister, 
The Point of view…, p. 13–14.
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University in Kraków. He also treated Augustus as a basis for a more elaborate 
discussion. While he worked in Poznań, he wrote a comprehensive study �e cult 
of a ruler in antiquity15. Piotrowicz, whose academic interests were not limited only 
to the classical antiquity but also included the history of the Middle East, treated 
the subject in a holistic manner. �e question of the Roman cult of an emperor 
was only a part of his research. Piotrowicz, a student of a Cracovian philologist 
Kazimierz Morawski, supplemented his education by studying in Berlin. It should 
be noted that the in�uences of the German scholars of the �rst years of the 20th 
century are strongly visible in his research, e.g. in treating Roman religion as an 
o�cial and ritual form and in emphasising its politicisation16. It is easy to point 
out the sources of his inspiration such as the works of Eduard Meyer (whose stu-
dent Piotrowicz was) and Ernst Kornerman. It corresponded to the contemporary 
understanding of the Roman culture as poorer and ectypal in comparison to what 
had been created by the Greeks. In the part of this study which he devoted to 
Rome, Piotrowicz presented an opinion that the cult of an emperor was another 
argument proving Hellenisation of Roman religion. �e pattern began with the 
veneration of Alexander the Great, which took place in the Greek East. �erefore 
the veneration of Roman emperors was a consecutive political step in the devel-
opment of the cult of rulers. In this respect the honours given to Caesar were, 
according to Piotrowicz, nothing more than a political act which was to help to 
legalise the exceptional position of the dictator on the Roman political arena. 
Piotrowicz having been inspired by German scholars and Zieliński’s ideas, linked 
in a quite original manner the beginning of the Augustus’ cult with people tired 
of war and unrest awaiting for a saviour who would bring peace. He claimed that 
this was the source of honours given to Caesar’s successor, e.g. incorporation of his 
name into religious hymns. As far as his understanding of the role of Augustus 
in the development of the cult of a ruler in Rome Piotrowicz di�ers from Zieliński 
in some ways. �e latter saw the roots of the cult of a ruler in the cult of a genius 
whereas according to Piotrowicz Augustus’ reform in 7 BC was only an attempt 
at connecting the cult of a ruler with the Republican traditions in the least jarring 
manner, because of an indirect way. Further development was to go along the line 
that had been long since settled in the Greek East17. In relation to Augustus’ religious 
politics Piotrowicz was particular about its duality regarding the popularisation 
of the cult of a ruler – it took di�erent shapes in the Eastern and the Western part 
of the Empire. He also pointed out some inconsistencies in the Western part of the 

15 L.  Piotrowicz, Kult panującego w starożytności, Poznań 19221, 20062. I cited here the second 
edition.
16 L. Mrozewicz, Ludwik Piotrowicz, Poznań i kult panującego, [in:] ibidem, p. 16–17. Cf. L. Mroze-
wicz, Badania nad dziejami Grecji i Rzymu w Poznaniu (1919–2008), [in:]  Świat starożytny, jego 
polscy badacze i kult panującego, ed. L. Mrozewicz, K. Balbuza, Poznań 2011, p. 16–17.
17 L. Piotrowicz, Kult…, p. 65.
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Empire where the living emperor was not acclaimed a god as in Rome but was 
venerated with divine glory in other parts of Italy18.

Another scholar who dealt with the question of the cult of an emperor was 
Mieczysław S.  Popławski (1893–1947), a professor at the Catholic University 
in Lublin19. Unfortunately, this brilliant scholar is somewhat forgotten, even by 
the Polish historians. Popławski was a very original researcher who combined the 
achievements of ethnography and anthropology with his excellent historical skills 
and abilities20. He is, inter alia, the author of the long study published in French 
on Sulla and Augustus’ apotheoses in which he dealt with, among other topics, the 
genesis of the cult of an emperor21. Popławski attributed it, just like other scholars, 
to the Greek East. Strictly speaking, the consecration of Hellenistic rulers was the 
result of two tendencies: the tradition of heroization in the classical Greece and 
some forms of the cult of Eastern kings (a classic example is of course the pha-
raohs of Egypt) who were recognised as revealed gods. In his work he emphasised 
clear di�erences between the cult of a ruler in Rome and in Greece. One of the 
main di�erences concerned l’individualisme pratique which prevailed in Rome 
in the last century of the Republic. �erefore he devoted part of his work to the 
analysis of the sources which have a poetic or philosophical character and which 
Piotrowicz had thoroughly omitted. Popławski �nds Sulla as the �rst Roman who 
consciously tried to put himself above other mortals. Hence his nickname Epaph-
roditus and patronage in the �gure of Aphrodite-Venus; however, it concerned 
Aeneadum genetrix and a mighty deity of Asian origins, the goddess of the earth, 
people and all life – l’impulsion primordiale et la cause de la vie. �erefore, Sulla 
seemed to be not a mere mortal who was aware of his inferiority towards the deity 
but an incarnation of the divine will and, consequently, power. �e dictator’s will 
coincided with divine will.

In his study Popławski points out the di�erence in the way Sulla, Caesar and 
Augustus treated apotheosis which in short can be de�ned from the chosen by gods 
(Sulla Felix) through god (Iuppiter Iulius) to the dei�ed (Divus divi Filius Augus-
tus). He saw the source of the idea of human dei�cation itself partly in the cult 
of Greek heroes and Hellenistic rulers but also in Caesar and Augustus’ legal the-
ory and practice. He also pointed out the natural human tendency to recognize 
distinguished personalities as divine and to the old traditions giving each ruler 
a sacral character. He believed that in comparison to the cult of rulers and heroes 
in Hellenistic societies we could notice in Rome extension and expansion of the 

18 Ibidem, p. 65–66.
19 H. Kowalski, Lublin ośrodkiem badań nad historią starożytną (1918–2010), [in:] Świat starożytny, 
jego polscy badacze…, p. 48–49.
20 E.g. M.S. Popławski, Bellum romanum. Sakralność wojny i prawa rzymskiego, Lublin 19231, 20112. 
Popławski devoted to Augustus and his age some fragments of his other book which concerned po-
litical writing. See idem, Polityczna publicystyka w dobie Cezara i Augusta, Lublin 1935, p. 183–238.
21 Idem, L’apothéose de Sylla et d’Auguste, E 30, 1927, p. 273–338.
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content covered by this term mainly by legal and social aspects. �erefore it can 
be assumed that Mieczysław St. Popławski saw dei�ed emperors through a tran-
scendent perspective and not in an inherent one as it was in the case of Ludwik 
Piotrowicz22.

Ludwik Piotrowicz was an author of the Polish �rst modern study book for the 
Roman history23. He devoted its rather big part to Augustus. Piotrowicz drew his 
attention to the main di�erence between the aspiration of Octavian / Augustus and 
his adopted father. In his opinion, Julius Caesar wanted to change the government 
from republican into purely monarchic. Augustus however started to come back 
to the republican form and in 27 B.C. he resigned from all his positions. Piorowicz 
explained that as a result of this move Octavian became Augustus in psychological 
dimension. For the Polish scholar the �rst emperor was a person of calm and a sto-
ic mind. In small steps, festina lente, he achieved everything what he had planned. 
He was not a genius as Caesar or Sulla but through his intelligent and cautious 
politics he transformed the Roman political system from the model for civitas 
into a system for the imperium. �e novelty that Piotrowicz saw in the Augus-
tus’ actions was the concentration of the old republican dignities and entitlements 
in one hand. From this perspective the emperor appears as a continuator of the 
well-established tradition but also as sly and calculating politician.

Now let’s return to Tadeusz Zieliński and his research. He proposed anoth-
er understanding of the �rst princeps’ deeds in the �eld of religion. In his works 
published during a 40-year period, Zieliński presented an original understanding 
of the crisis of Republican religion, perceived not in political but in eschatological 
terms. In other words, the changes in the civic religion in the 1st century B.C. were 
perceived by Zieliński not in terms of the religious downfall (as Mommsen and 
Wissowa) but of the �n de Rome, an eschatological spin which he connected with 
the �gure of Sibyl. As I have already mentioned, Zieliński dealt with the question 
of a sibylline messianism for a long period. For the �rst time he presented it in Rus-
sian in 1899, then in French in the work La Sibylle published in 1924. �is version 
became the basis of the most comprehensive overview of the subject that was pub-
lished in Polish in the book Religion of the Roman Republic. �e chapter included 
in this work was in turn presented in short in Quaderni Augustei. Studi stranieri 
VIII titled La sacra missione di Augusto, which was published in 193724.

�ere is a clear shi� in the paradigm of the studies on Roman religion, especial-
ly in regard to �eodor Mommsen and Georg Wissowa’s proposals. A hidden basis 
for his re�ections was the assumption of Zieliński that Christianity was a universal 

22 More about emperors’ cult can be found in the works of A. Gillmeister, Kult cesarski w polskich 
badaniach historycznych, [in:] Świat starożytny…, p. 193–203. I resume my research there.
23 L. Piotrowicz, Dzieje rzymskie, Warszawa 1934.
24 T. Zieliński, La Sibylle. Trois essais sur la religion antique et la christianisme, Paris 1924; idem, La 
sacra missione di Augusto. Quaderni Augustei. Studi Stranieri 8, Roma 1938. Cf. idem, Religia rzeczy-
pospolitej rzymskiej, vol. II, Warszawa 1934, p. 193–309.
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model of religious experience, as it stressed the individual and personal contact 
with God. Zieliński treated ancient religion (he used this term sometimes in a plu-
ral and sometimes in a singular form) as a preparation psychologique for Chris-
tianity. Tadeusz Zieliński was one of a few researchers of his period who wanted 
to reject the still picture of ritualised and fossilised Roman religion. He showed it 
clearly in the analysis of religious transformation at the end of Republic and cre-
ation of the Empire. �e religious crisis of those times was a fact for him but he saw 
it in a metaphysical and eschatological perspective and thus the religious politics 
of Augustus was for him a rebirth and redemption from the annihilation25.

Now I would like to focus only on the role which the �rst princeps played in the 
model proposed by the Polish scholar. �ere is no place to make a wider presenta-
tion of Zielinski’s idea, which a�er all belongs more to the �eld of historiosophy 
than historiography. It is worth noting that Zieliński clearly employed Christian-
ised language, and e.g. used certain typical terminology. He used terms such as 
la prophet de la Sibylle or péché originel. In regard to the Greek religion, Zieliński 
used the word prophet in reference to artists such as Praxiteles26. Whereas in regard 
to Rome he used this term referring to Virgil and Horace, whom he called les 
prophetes de la Sibylle27. Let me quote a passage from Zieliński:

L’aspect des temps avait changé, et celui de la Sibylle ausi. L’époque stoïcienne – nous pouvons 
l’appeler ainsi – ne savait que faire de l’éon d’Héraclite, cet «enfant folâtre, jouant aux dame», 
la doctrine du Portique, tout en acceptant pour base la physique du philosopje ténébreaux, 
avait remplace son éon par l’idée de la providence. Le devenir devait avoir une essence mo-
rale; or, le fond même de la morale consiste dans l’axiome que tout châtiment a pour cause 
un délit. Quel était donc le délit qui allait avoir pour effet ce châtiment suprême: l’anéantisse-
ment de cette Rome qui était devenue le monde?

C’est ici que l’idée du péché originel se présenta au monde antique. Ce n’était pas la premiére 
fois; on devrait remonter à Anaximandre pour en tracer l’évolution. Mais, cette fois, ce pé-
ché devait être quelque chose de palpable, un péché originel non pas métaphysique, mais 
historique.28

In the quoted part the most important elements of Zieliński’s concept are clear-
ly visible – the wrath of gods, the original sin (Remus’ killing) and the threaten-
ing danger. In another passage of his study he described the atmosphere of the 
period of civil wars and everyday terror, which lasted for many years and intensi-
�ed a�er Caesar’s death29. Additionally, various prophecies related to the Sybil’s 

25 T. Zieliński, La Sibylle…, p. 97–125, idem, La sacra…, p. 3–24.
26 Idem, The Religion of Ancient Greece, Oxford 1926, p. 67.
27 Zieliński used this expression many times in numerous places, e.g.: idem, Dies irae. Studjum relig-
jonistyczne z antycznych przeddziejów chrześcijaństwa [Dies irea. The religionism study on the ancient 
pre-Christian times of Christianity] Warszawa 1929, p. 28; idem, La sacra…, p. 7.
28 Idem, La Sibylle…, p. 121–122.
29 Cf. idem, Horace et la société romaine du temps d’Auguste, Paris 1938, p. 51.
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name started to go the round which raised the question about the time of the 
known world’s end. Calculations depended on the assumption about the Sibyl-
line age – 100 or 110 – and about the point from which the so-called ‘year zero’ 
should be counted. However, all the calculations pointed to the second half of the 
1st century BC. �e Roman world needed a messiah: the child who Virgil referred 
to in the famous 4th eclogue. So, was young Caesar to be this child – who took on 
the patron deity Apollo who according to the Sibylline prophecies was to revive the 
world as the god-protector of the last century? Do we come across something that 
has to do with the embodiment of a god into a human? Or a human into a god? 
Nevertheless, as Zieliński wrote, such a merry hearsay” had spread 20 years before 
Jesus’ birth. And it was propagated, despite initial reluctance, by the poets of the 
Augustan era. Zieliński claimed that the Sibylline prophecies – the term he used to 
call the whole chain of the consecutive prophecies – gave a religious dimension to 
the political events which led to the rise of the new regime. Consequently, grate-
fulness towards the creator of the Principate must have had the same dimension 
of a religious veneration30.

�is is the perspective Zieliński took while analysing the foundations of Octavi-
an’s authority including the acquisition of the title of Augustus. He claimed that the 
end of the civil war and the realisation of the Sibylline prophecies signi�ed the 
beginning of the new era, which in turn demanded new rituals and honouring the 
saviour. �e end of the old era which had begun with Romulus’ reign would sug-
gest that the �rst king’s name should be adopted but the sense of odium regni was 
strong enough among the Roman people for the idea to fail. �erefore the princeps 
took the title of Augustus as the memento of the �rst auspices. Zieliński interpre-
ted it as una nuova fondazione della cittá – �nora macchkata dal peccato originale 
– ormai espiata, redenta e pura31. �e �nal exoneration of the original fault was 
the solemn celebration of the beginning of the new era through the observance 
of Ludi Saeculares. Zieliński gave much attention to the date of these celebrations. 
A large part of his examination – in every version of the study – is devoted to the 
determination of the proper date. One cannot dispose of the impression that this 
outstanding intellectual, a candidate for the Nobel Prize in Literature, a holder 
of honoris causa doctorates at many universities, an honorary member of numer-
ous academic associations, treated the issue as of fairly poetic character with 
nearly mystical attitude. It is, to stress it once again, another example of the shi� 
of Zieliński’s focus from historiography to historiosophy. In any case, in the Italian 

30 About the role of Sibyl in Augustan politics cf.: A. Gillmeister, Sibyl in Republican Rome – literary 
construction or ritual reality?, [in:] Society and Religion. Studies in Greek and Roman History, vol. III, 
ed. D. Musiał, Toruń 2010, p. 9–26 and A. Gillmeister, Cultural Paraphrases in the Roman Religion 
in the Age of Augustus. The Case of Sibylline Books, AA.ASH 55, 2015, p. 211–222 with an expanded 
bibliography.
31 T. Zieliński, La sacra…, p. 17.
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version of the study on sacred mission of Augustus Zieliński wrote about storioso�a 
religiosa: Nel centro della storioso�a religiosa dei Romani troviamo la �gura e la 
dottrina della Sibilla32.

To sum up this discussion, it is worth noting that for Zieliński the real old 
testament of Christianity was not Judaism but ancient religion. He claimed that 
Greek and Roman religion (he used these terms quite freely; although he o�en 
highlighted the distinctions between Greek and Roman beliefs it is sometimes dif-
�cult to understand which beliefs he meant while he wrote about the ancient reli-
gion in a singular form) had prepared the minds of the ancients for the reception 
of the new religion33. He clearly expanded the old concept of praeparatio evangelica 
with belief that ancient religion was the mother of two ‘dogmas’, which were fully 
realised in Christianity. �is is a common point of view which Zieliński shared 
with Cumont. For the latter the oriental cults were also a kind of praeparatio evan-
gelica34. Belgian scholar wrote the sentences which could be written by Zieliński: 
L’esprit religieux et mystique de l’Orient s’était peu à peu imposé à la société entiére, 
et il avait préparé tous les peuples à se réunir dans le sein d’une Église universelle35.

In Zieliński’s case it was the assumption about the incarnation of an eternal 
divine entity which appeared in Rome in the twilight of the Republic and which led 
to, as Zieliński said, the sacrilegious cult of rulers. �e other dogma concerns the 
appearance of ‘the son of god’. One could distinguish two variations: god-son, that 
is Apollo, and son-god, that is Hercules. �ese religious ideas were supposed to 
lead directly to the Christian messiah, now with his function signi�cantly changed 
as it intertwined with the Judaic concept. In other words, the idea of the Roman 
messiah, which to some extent was embodied by Apollo, consisted of his universal 
character36. However, as Zieliński convincingly wrote in the Italian version which 
is the most recent one:

lo sviluppo della storia dei secoli seguenti ha dimostrato in un modo irrefragabile, che la 
relazione del «vangelo» della Sibilla con l’imperatore Augusto era stata erronea. Il Salvatore 
del mondo appari infatii, ed appari presso a poco nel tempo predetto, ma non nella persona 
del padrone potente del mondo visibile.37

32 Ibidem, p. 3.
33 In a more expanded form: idem, Préparation du christianisme dans la religion antique, [in:] idem, 
La Sibylle…, p. 7–16; cf. also idem, Erudition und Gefühl, [in:] idem, Iresione…, p. 460–479.
34 F. Cumont, Les religions orientales dans le paganisme romain, ed. C. Bonnet, F. Van Haeperen, 
Torino 2009, p. 313–314; D. Praet, Oriental Religions and the Conversion of the Roman Empire. The 
Views of Ernst Renan and of Franz Cumont on the Transition from Traditional Paganism to Christi-
anity, [in:] Religion and Competition in Antiquity, ed. D. Engels, P. Van Nuffelen, Bruxelles 2014, 
p. 304–305.
35 F. Cumont, Les religions orientales…, p. 314.
36 T. Zieliński, Le Dieu fait homme et l’homme devenue Dieu, [in:] idem, La Sibylle…, p. 17–25.
37 Idem, La sacra…, p. 24.
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�ere are two reasons why I have paid so much attention to the ideas of Tadeusz 
Zieliński. Firstly, because of their unquestionable originality due to which they 
were recognized in historiography. Secondly, I believe it is worth reminding our-
selves some of Zieliński’s neglected works in the �eld of religious studies especially 
in the context of the recently noticed phenomenon of developing studies on our 
own identity38. With regard to the studies on Roman religion it is enough to men-
tion the monumental edition of Franz Cumont’s works39 and the studies which 
were published on the occasion of the 100th anniversary of the �rst edition of Reli-
gion und Kultus der Römer by Georg Wissowa40.

To sum up, I would like to devote a few words to the bimillenium of Augustus’ 
birthday in 1937. In comparison to other European countries this anniversary did 
not evoke much response in the Polish academic world. However, a couple of festive 
sessions of academic societies took place and the presented papers were published 
as separate volumes. Two booklets by L. Piotrowicz and M. St. Popławski are worth 
mentioning, a popular presentation of Augustus’ life and achievements41. Several 
texts appeared in newspapers42 and scienti�c journals43. Only a little engagement 
was also made on the side of the Italian embassy which took part, mostly indi-
rectly, only in few undertakings44. �e chronicle published in the Filomata jour-
nal, designed then for school students, suggests that the anniversary of Augustus’ 
birthday was noticed and used by the teachers of the classical languages45. Filomata 
was also a place where some of articles related to the anniversary were published. 
�ey had popular character but were written by renown scholars and presented 
a high level46.

38 Cf. works cited in note 1.
39 F. Cumont, Lux perpetua, ed. B. Rochette, A. Motte, Torino 2009; idem, Les religions orien-
tales…; idem, Les mystères de Mithra, ed N. Belayche, A. Mastrocinque, Torino 2013.
40 ARg 5, 2003.
41 L. Piotrowicz, Cesarz August, Kraków 1937; M.S. Popławski, Oktawian August, Lublin 1938.
42 T. Z[ieliński], Śmierć Augusta [The Death of Augustus], “Gazeta Polska”, nr 14 XI 1936; T. Sinko, 
2000lecie cesarza Augusta [Bimillemium of emperor Augustus], “Przegląd Współczesny” 10, 1937, 
p. 1–19. Four articles were published in PKl 3, 1938: R. Ganszyniec, Posłannictwo Augusta [The 
mission of Augustus], p. 559–570; H. Markowski, Doradcy filozoficzni Augusta [The philosophical 
advisers of Augustus], p. 571–594; P. Klarfeldówna, Cesarz i poeta [Emperor and Poet], p. 595–634; 
W. Kozłowski, O wielkości Augusta [On the greatness of Augustus], p. 635–652.
43 S. Hammer, Oktawian w roli triumwira [Octavianus as triumvir], E 39, 1938, p. 61–81, 191–216; 
idem, 2000lecie cesarza Augusta [Bimillemium of emperor Augustus], E 39, 1938, p. 118–124.
44 23 April 1937 The Italian Institute in Warsaw organised a lecture about Augustus. The lecture was 
given by W. Kozłowski and was published in a shorter version in Polonia-Italia 5, 1937. The expand-
ed version: W. Kozłowski, O wielkości…
45 Fil 95, 1937, p. 187; 97, 1938, p. 293–296 (report on trial on Augustus); 98, 1938, p. 337–338; 99, 
1938, p. 397–338; 105, 1938, p. 186–187.
46 Fil 84, 1936, p.  99–101; 92, 1937, p.  5–32; 93, 1937, p.  51–67; 99, 1937, p.  99–118; 95, 1937, 
p. 147–154.
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All these events are linked by one trait. In the Polish historiography of the inter-
war period which includes works by T. Zieliński, L. Piotrowicz and St. Popławski 
presented in this paper, the emphasis was clearly put on presenting Augustus as 
the creator of a new culture, the real father of Empire united under the banner 
of romanitas and an example of wise ruler who treated his power as a way to be 
the �rst citizen and the pater patriae. Not a cruel dictator but a father of European 
culture47. We can also see a strong attempt of the Polish scholars to distance them-
selves from the celebration of bimillenium of Augustus in Italy by Benito Musso-
lini. As Tadeusz Sinko stated: what is for Italy a political feast, for other European 
nations is a feast of culture48.
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Abstract. �e �gure of the �rst Roman emperor in many ways had an impact on the Polish culture, 
especially in historiography and literature. In my paper I focus on some issues connected with the 
subject. I discuss the ideas presented by Tadeusz Zieliński, one of the most eminent researchers of the 
ancient world in Europe in the �rst part of 20th century. He devoted a signi�cant part of his opus to 
present his own vision of Augustus seen as a reformer of the Roman state religion. Zieliński built 
the emperor’s image as the saviour of the Roman world in the face of „the end of times”. �is term 
played signi�cant role in Zieliński’s thinking about Roman history at the end of the Republic. For the 
Polish scholar celebration of the secular game in 17 BC was the �nal task done by Augustus. �is task 
Zieliński de�ned as the sacred mission and connected with the �gure of Sibyl and the impact of the 
Etruscan theory of saeculum. For Zieliński, Augustus belonged to the most important men of pro-
vidence in Roman history. In the same way I discuss the ideas presented by Ludwik Piotrowicz and 
Mieczysław St. Popławski. Both scholars analised the question of imperial cult in depth. Popławski 
expressed original view on Augustus apotheosis seen as the development of imperial cult in trans-
cendental perspective. Piotrowicz instead saw this problem as a purely political phenomenon. Last 
part of my paper is devoted to short presentation of the echos of Augustus’ bimillenium in Polish 
scholar activity.

Keywords: Augustus’ anniversary, Polish historiography, reception of ancient history, Polish scholars 
of antiquity.
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Adversus Iudaeos in the Sermon Written 
by Theodore Syncellus on the Avar Siege of AD 626

As is generally known, the war that is labelled as the last great war of the 
antiquity (AD 602–628) and the rise of Islam associated with it changed 

substantially the relations between Christians and Jews in the Eastern Roman 
Empire1. Local Christians reacted to the dramatic events of this war (especially 
the fall of Jerusalem in AD 614 and the Heraclius’ recovery of the True Cross) 
mainly by confrontational polemic tone focused against their long-time ideologi-
cal rivals2. Recently, this topic has been addressed by several researchers who have 
thoroughly analysed and interpreted these texts3. However, from this point of view 
at least one of such texts has not been paid su�cient attention.

1 The research for this paper was financially supported by VEGA 1/0427/14. The finalisation of this 
paper was supported by an internal  grant of the Faculty of Philosophy  of Comenius University 
(Bratislava) n. FG08/2017. In this regard, I would like to thank my friend and colleague dr. Vratislav 
Zervan for his valuable comments on this topic and Zuzana Černáková, MA, who took up the task 
of revising the text for the present publication. On fundamental papers surveying the relations be-
tween Jews and Christians in the given era, see above all A. Sharf, Byzantine Jewry in the Seventh 
Century, BZ 48, 1955, p. 103–115; idem, Byzantine Jewry from Justinian to the Fourth Crusade, New 
York 1971, p. 47–51. From among more recent papers, see G. Dagron, Juifs et chrétiens dans l´Orient 
du VIIe siècle. Introduction historique. Entre histoire et apocalypse, TM 11, 1991, p. 17–46; B. Flusin, 
Saint Anastase le Perse et l´histoire de la Palestine au début du VIIe siècle, vol. II, Commentaire, Paris 
1992, p. 129–181; S. Esders, Herakleios, Dagobert und die „beschnittenen Völker.” Die Umwälzungen 
des Mittelmeerraums im 7. Jahrhundert in der fränkischen Chronik des sog. Fredegar, [in:]  Jenseits 
der Grenzen. Studien zur spätantiken und frühmittelalterlichen Geschichtsschreibung, ed. A. Goltz, 
H. Leppin, H. Schlange–Schöningen, Berlin 2009 [= MSt, 25], p. 239–311. On criticism of the 
preserved source material, see Av. Cameron, The Jews in Seventh–Century Palestine, SCIsr 13, 1994, 
p. 75–93; see also Eadem, Byzantines and Jews: Some Recent Work on Early Byzantium, BMGS 20, 
1996, p. 249–274; Eadem, Blaming the Jews: the Seventh-Century Invasions of Palestine in Context, 
TM 14, 2002, p. 57–78; H. Sivan, Palestine between Byzantium and Persia (CE 614/619), [in:] La 
Persia e Bisanzio: convegno internazionale (Roma, 14–18 ottobre 2002), ed. A. Carile, Rome 2004 
[= ACLin, 201], p. 77–92; Eadem, From Byzantine to Persian Jerusalem: Jewish Perspectives and Jewish 
/ Christian Polemics, GRBS 41, 2000, p. 277–306.
2 In this connection, see above all D. Olster, Roman Defeat. Christian Response, and the Literary 
Construction of the Jew, Philadelphia 1994.
3 On the analysis of the individual anti–Judaic texts in this period, see above all P. Speck, Byzan-
tinische Feindseligkeit gegen die Juden im frühen siebten Jahrhundert nebst einer Untersuchung zu 
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�is marginalised text is a sermon ascribed to the cleric �eodore Syncellus 
and it is known by its Latin title De obsidione avarica Constantinopolis4. It describes 
the great siege of Constantinople in AD 626, exercised between 29th July and 7th 
August by the Avars supported by the Slavs, Bulgars and Gepids with a more or less 
symbolic support from the Persian troops lead by the general Shahrbaraz5.

Syncellus was a  deacon and presbyter of the Church of the Divine Wisdom 
in Constantinople6. On Saturday 2nd August AD 626, he participated in the unsuc-
cessful peace negotiations in the camp of the Avar khagan7. Syncellus wrote his 
sermon before the end of the last Roman-Persian war in AD 628 and the believers 
might have listened to it in the Constantinopolitan temple of Hagia Sophia on the 
occasion of the triumph over the Avars and the Slavs in AD 6278.

Anastasios dem Perser, Bonn 1997 [= PB, 15]; A. Külzer, Disputationes Graecae contra Iudaeos. Un-
tersuchungen zur byzantinischen antijüdischen Dialogliteratur und ihrem Judenbild, Stuttgart–Leipzig 
1999; G. Dagron, V. Déroche, Juifs et chrétiens en Orient byzantine, Paris 2010 [= BR, 5].
4 De obsidione Constantinopolis homilia, ed. L. Sternbach, RAU.WF, ser. II, vol. XV, p. 1–38 [ce-
tera: Theodorus Syncellus, De obsidione Constantinopolis]; F. Makk, Traduction et commentaire 
de l’homélie écrite probablement par Théodore de Syncelle sur le siège de Constantinople en 626, AUAJ.
AAA 19, 1975.
5 On the timeline of historical events of this siege among others, see F. Barišić, Le siège de Constanti-
nople par les Avares et les Slaves, B 24, 1954, p. 371–395; A. Stratos, The Avars’ Attack on Byzantium 
in the Year 626, BF 2, 1967, p. 370–376; idem, Byzantium in the Seventh Century, vol.  I, Amster-
dam 1968, p. 173–196; B.C.P. Tsangadas, Fortifications and Defense of Constantinople, New York 
1980, p. 80–106; W. Pohl, Die Awaren. Ein Steppenvolk in Mitteleuropa 567–822, München 1988, 
p. 248–255; J. Howard–Johnston, The Siege of Constantinople in 626, [in:] Constantinople and its 
Hinterland. Papers from the Twenty–Seventh Spring Symposium of Byzantine Studies, Oxford, April 
1993, ed. C. Mango, G. Dagron, London 1995, p. 131–145; W. Kaegi, Heraclius – Emperor of Byz-
antium, Cambridge 2003, p. 132–139; G. Csiky, Konstantinápoly városfalai és a 626. évi avar ostrom, 
[in:] Középkortörténeti tanulmányok 7, ed. P. Kiss, F. Piti, Gy. Szabados, Szeged 2012, p. 165–183; 
M. Hurbanič, A topographical note concerning the Avar siege of Constantinople the question of the 
localization of St. Callinicus Bridge, BS 70, 2012, p. 15–24; idem, A Neglected Note to the Naval Defense 
of Constantinople during the Avar Siege: the Position of σκαφοκάραβοι in the Golden Horn, [in:] Byz-
anz und das Abendland, vol.  III, Studia Byzantino-Occidentalia, ed. E.  Juhász, Budapest 2015 
[= ABR.BB, 15.3], p. 211–220. On the historical context, see idem, Posledná vojna antiky. Avarský 
ú t ok  na Konštantínopol roku 626 v historických súvislostiach, Prešov 2009 [= Byzslov.M, 1]; idem, 
História a mýtus. Avarský út ok  na Konštantinopol v roku 626 v legendách, Prešov 2010 [= Byzslov.M, 
2]; idem, Konstantinopol 626. Historia a  legenda, Praha 2016.
6 On its authorship and textual tradition S. Szádeczky-Kardoss, Textkritische Bemerkungen zur 
Homilia De obsidione avarica Constantinopolis auctore ut videtur Theodoro Syncello, AA.ASH 30, 
1982/1984, p. 443–450; idem, Zur Textüberlieferung der “Homilia de obsidione Avarica Constantinop-
olis auctore ut videtur Theodoro Syncello,” AUAJ.AAA 24, 1986, p. 175–184. Most recently M. Kozel-
nická, Several notes on homily Peri tés tón atheón Abarón te kai Persón – the source on the Avar siege 
of Constantinople in AD 626, Bslov 2, 2008, p. 131–144 (in Slovak with the German summary).
7 Chronicon paschale, rec. L. Dindorf, vol. I, Bonn 1832 [= CSHB], p. 721, 4 –722, 14.
8 F. Barišić, Le siège de Constantinople…, p. 373; S. Szádeczky-Kardoss, Th. Olajos, Breviarum 
Homiliae Theodori Syncelli de obsidione avarica Constantonopolis (BHG 1078m), AB 108, 1990, 
p. 148–149.
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�e author of the sermon describes the events of the Avar siege chronologically, 
day a�er day, mentioning several valuable details that cannot be found elsewhere. 
By his testimony, he wanted to stress predominantly the salvation of Constanti-
nople a�er the intervention by the Holy Mother of God on the last day of the siege. 
�is salvation in Syncellus’ account proved the unique status of Christianity and 
its centre – the New Jerusalem (Constantinople) – in comparison with the Jewish 
religion and the old Jerusalem. �e context of the sermon shows that the reader 
deals with more than a mere historical description of a speci�c event. In its very 
essence, the text is clearly a polemic piece of writing focused against the supposed 
Jewish opponents. �erefore, it is indeed surprising that apart from one exception 
the text has not been so far approached from this aspect with su�cient attention9.

Although Syncellus describes the individual phases of the Avar siege, he uses 
the attack as a mere historical backdrop against which he develops his polemic 
with the Jews. �us he became the �rst of a number of other Byzantine authors 
who would in this way come to terms with unexpected catastrophes accompany-
ing the collapse of the Christian empire in the 7th century. �e main leader of the 
attack –  the Avar khagan –  is depicted as the new pharaoh, while the author’s 
patron – the Constantinopolitan patriarch Sergius – features in the sermon as the 
new Moses. However, the main role is enacted by the inhabitants of Constanti-
nople and their capital protected by God. In his reasoning, Syncellus uses several 
motifs from the Old Testament – especially the passages written by the prophets 
Isaiah, Zechariah and Ezekiel. �e Avar siege of Constantinople is compared to an 
ancient and similarly unsuccessful attack on Jerusalem and Judah that was lead 
against the city in 735 BC by Resin and Pekah, the kings of Syria and Israel. Both 
rulers then stood at the front of a large Middle Eastern coalition aimed against the 
expansive Assyria. However, Ahaz, the ruler of Judah in that era, refused to join 
the coalition, by which decision he summoned up an enemy attack against his 
kingdom. �e prophet Isaiah encouraged Ahaz not to worry about the fate of Jeru-
salem, warning him not to ally with Assyria (Isa 7, 10–12).

For Syncellus, however, the motif of the ancient attack on Jerusalem was not 
important from the historical point of view, nor did he want to compare it to his era 
following the traditional rules of classical rhetoric. Although a scholar, Syncellus 
was a cleric in the �rst place and similarly as many of his colleagues, he perceived 

9 From this perspective, Syncellus’ sermon has been interpreted among relevant authors only by Da-
vid Olster (Roman Defeat…, p. 73–78). Although A. Külzer (Disputationes…, p. 36–92) takes into 
consideration various forms of Byzantine anti-Judaic literature including the homiletic (p. 53–55), he 
did not include Syncellus’ homily in his list. The eschatological motifs of this homily were also briefly 
mentioned by P.J. Alexander, The Strength of Empire and Capital as Seen Through Byzantine Eyes, 
S 37.3, 1962, p. 346–347; S. Spain Alexander, Heraclius, Byzantine Imperial Ideology, and the David 
Plates, S 52.2, 1977, p. 222–223; P. Magdalino, R. Nelson, Introduction, [in:] The Old Testament 
in Byzantium, ed. iidem, Washington 2010, p. 16–17; W. Brandes, Anastasios ὁ δίκορος: Endzeiter-
wartung und Kaiserkritik, BZ 90, 1997, p. 38–39.



Martin Hurbanič274

the events of the Old Testament as mere pre�gurations of the actual ful�lment 
of God’s message that took place only a�er Christ’s arrival into this world10. �e 
author knowingly changed Isaiah’s historical account of the allied attack of Syria 
and Israel against Jerusalem into a prophecy, with the intention to persuade his 
readers and listeners that the entire story took place in their own lifetime. Hence, 
the Avars and their allies became the ones that Isaiah had had actually on his mind:

What the prophet said and wrote as a history and allegory came to materialize to the Judeans 
of that time in Jerusalem as in a shadow or prefiguration, but this prophecy actually refers 
to You [the inhabitants of Constantinople] upon whom God poured all the grace of his love 
through the Holy Mother of God11.

Syncellus notices this passage from Isaiah for a  speci�c reason: it speaks 
of a virgin that gives birth to a son and names him Emmanuel. Since antiquity, 
Christians have been interpreting these words as a prophecy of the birth of Christ 
from the Virgin Mary12. However, the Judean king Ahaz in Isaiah’s account refused 
the divine sign, which Syncellus symbolically understands as the refusal of the 
real Christ by the Jews. He tried to point out that Ahaz had been only an imper-
fect pre�guration of a pious and God-fearing Byzantine emperor Heraclius (AD 
610–641), even though the latter did not participate in the Avar siege in person:

Then how could this city [of Constantinople] not have received greater help and divine sup-
port than that [old] Jerusalem, when it received from God such a God-loving emperor [Her-
aclius] and when it has a new Isaiah, my high priest [patriarch Sergius], who is constantly 
alert and with a sober spirit announces God’s messages to people13.

Syncellus perceives the terrifying Avar attack on Constantinople as a divine 
punishment for the sins of the capital’s inhabitants, similarly as it was in the case 
of the city’s Old Testament predecessor. Subsequently, he explains the causes of the 
siege. In his opinion, the Avars attacked the city:

10 This level of interpretation of the Old Testament surely arose in the course of the polemical de-
bates between the early Christians and Jews. For the first time it is probably expressed by Justin 
the Martyr – cf. Justin Martyr, Dialogue avec Tryphon, 90.2, rec. Ph. Bobichon, vol. I, Fribourg 
2003, p. 430–432. On the influence of semi-biblical typology on Byzantine texts dealing with the 
motive of Constantinople see V.  Zervan, Konstantinopel –  Präfiguration Jerusalems?, [in:]  Laetae 
segetes iterum, ed. I. Radkova, Brno 2008, p. 417–418; idem, Typológia–kresťanská forma myslenia 
na východe. Podoby typologickej myšlienkovej formy v  rannej Byzancii 6. storočia, Bratislava 2013, 
p. 58–74 (with further literature).
11 Theodorus Syncellus, De obsidione Constantinopolis, p. 299, 26–29.
12 The original Jewish versions of Isaiah’s prophecy mention in this point a maiden, while the Septua-
gint uses the noun Virgin. In this relation see A. Külzer, Disputationes…, p. 262.
13 Theodorus Syncellus, De obsidione Constantinopolis, p. 299, 1–5.
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because of the magnitude and variety of our sins and because in the public life, we do not 
in dignity follow the commandments of our God, our Saviour, we bite and devour each other 
and are ready to perpetrate any form of evil14.

�e victory of the defenders of Constantinople is, on the contrary, depicted 
as evidence of God’s mercy, with the in�uence of interceding by the Virgin Mary. 
Syncellus especially and on various occasions stresses the fact that the decisive 
defeat of the Avars and the Slavs occurred on 7th of August, i.e. on the ��h day 
of the week, on the seventh day of August and on the tenth day from the beginning 
of the siege:

Exactly this fifth day, but also together with it the seventh and especially the tenth day, has 
shown us all the signs of divine redemption – each number expressed itself clearly in some 
different way. The fifth day effectively fulfilled all our senses with good divine will… The 
seventh day, as a Virgin of some kind, motherless, was well worthy of the grace of the eternal 
Virgin and Mother of God. In the end, the tenth day brought us the full freedom through 
God and the Virgin.15

Syncellus perceives the mystical symbolic of the numbers �ve, seven and ten 
in the context of yet another Old Testament prophecy, addressed to the Jewish com-
munity by the prophet Zacharias. Similarly to him, Syncellus looked in these num-
bers for contemporary parallels to his own interpretation. Even more interesting is 
his rendering of the symbolical meaning of the tenth day, on which the inhabitants 
of Constantinople achieved the �nal victory over the Slavs in the Golden Horn. 
In this relation, he literally cites another of the prophets, Jeremiah, who speaks 
about the �rst destruction of the Jewish temple in Jerusalem (Jer 52, 12–16) that 
took place during the reign of the Babylonian king Nebuchadnezzar II (605–562 
BC). �e temple was allegedly torn down by Nabuzardan, the commander of the 
king’s bodyguard. According to Jeremiah, this catastrophe happened on the tenth 
day of the ��h Jewish month called ‘Ab’. It is not without speci�c reason that Syn-
cellus points out that the month ‘Ab’ is o�en coinciding with the Roman month 
of August, suggesting that the Babylonian attack on Jerusalem and the Avar attack 
on Constantinople might have both occurred in the same month. Using the mys-
tics of numbers, he again brings forward the qualitative superiority of Christen-
dom and its new centre – Constantinople – which God did not leave to the mercy 
of the enemies, unlike the centre of the Jewish world.

Nevertheless, the author of the sermon does not limit himself to these com-
parisons. As another piece of evidence supporting his arguments, he mentions 
the date of the second destruction of the Jewish temple that occurred in AD 70 

14 Theodorus Syncellus, De obsidione Constantinopolis, p. 301, 10–13; See also D. Olster, Roman 
defeat…, p. 73.
15 Theodorus Syncellus, De obsidione Constantinopolis, p. 308, 34–40.
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in the wake of the attack of the Roman legions of the emperor Titus (AD 79–81). 
According to the report by the Jewish historian Josephus Flavius, whom Syncellus 
cites literally, the Romans destroyed the shrine on the tenth day of the Macedo-
nian month ‘Loos’. Syncellus again stresses the correspondence of the month ‘Loos’ 
with the Roman month of August. In his view, this correspondence con�rms that 
both ancient destructions of Jerusalem occurred on the same day and in the same 
month as the Avar attack on Constantinople. As he follows:

The scripture shows that Nabuzardan destroyed the temple in Jerusalem on the tenth day 
of the fifth month. Also Titus ruined the same city on the tenth day of the fifth month. And 
the khagan, the evil tyrant, also launched an attack with a colossal enemy army from the 
East and West, from the sea and land, exactly in the fifth month and on the fifth day after 
his arrival…16

�e author of the sermon knowingly manipulates the historical data, but this 
time he reveals the weak points of his arguments. �e de�nitive defeat of the Avars 
occurred on the seventh, not on the tenth day of August and Syncellus was well 
aware of this fact. He argued that by the numeral tenth he did not mean the posi-
tion of the day in the month (10th August), but the entire period of the siege (i.e. 10 
days, from 29th July till 7th August AD 626). As he meaningfully mentions in this 
relation:

both dates (i.e. the tenth day and the fifth month of the Avar siege) correspond with the 
previous [dates of the Babylonian and the Roman siege of Jerusalem], although we do not 
count it from the beginning of the month, but from the arrival of the enemy and the villain 
[the Avar khagan]17.

Of course, the use of numeral symbolic was nothing of a novelty in the Judaeo-
Christian environment, as can be assumed from the popularity of the second and 
seventh book of the prophet Daniel18. Approximately in the same period as the Avar 
attack on Constantinople occurred, such calculations appear in the Jewish liturgi-
cal texts. In those times, Palestine was occupied by the Persians who had invaded 
it in AD 614. �e new governors of the Holy Land initially promoted a tolerant 
religious policy towards the Jewish communities, raising new hopes for liberation 
of the people of Israel from the oppression by foreign powers19. According to one 
of the Jewish prophecies of the era, the �nal liberation was supposed to come a�er 
550 years of foreign rule. �e fundamental point in time that was to serve as the 

16 Theodorus Syncellus, De obsidione Constantinopolis, p. 310, 11–17.
17 Theodorus Syncellus, De obsidione Constantinopolis, p. 310, 33–35.
18 In this relation, see the classical monograph G. Podskalsky, Byzantinische Reichseschatologie: Die 
Periodisierung der Weltgeschichte in den vier Grossreichen (Daniel 2 und 7) und dem tausendjährigen 
Friedensreiche (Apok. 20), München 1972.
19 See H. Sivan, From Byzantine to Persian Jerusalem…, p. 302–303.
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start for the calculation was the year AD 68, when the Romans destroyed Jerusa-
lem, as the Jewish sources mention20. When the Persians conquered and occupied 
Jerusalem in AD 614 they renewed the Jewish hopes for the reconstruction of their 
shrine. �erefore, it is not a coincidence that �eodore Syncellus stresses in his 
sermon the twofold destruction of the temple by the Babylonians and the Romans. 
In compliance with Christ’s prophecy, the Christians believed that it would never 
be renewed21. Had the contrary have proven to be true, the trust in the Saviour’s 
message might have been undermined22.

However, the lengthy digression that Syncellus dedicated in his sermon to the 
Avar attack is not a mere play on numbers. �e author used it on purpose to show 
his listeners that the Jewish Jerusalem and its temple were twice destroyed by their 
enemies. �is time, the Avar khagan only intended to conquer the city on the tenth 
day a�er his arrival, but the Christian metropolis and the main temple of Hagia 
Sophia were le� intact. �us, Syncellus thought that Isaiah’s words were �nally 
ful�lled in the new and better Jerusalem. What else could have served as a better 
proof of the dominancy of the New Testament over the Old Testament or Chris-
tendom over Judaism, than this miraculous salvation? Two smoking torches men-
tioned by Isaiah, symbolically represented the Syrian king Rasin and the Israelite 
king Pekah who did not succeed in their intention to destroy Jerusalem. Neverthe-
less, in Syncellus’ opinion, the prophet actually talked about the Avar khagan and 
the Persian general Shahrbaraz, the khagan’s ally during the siege. As the author 
symptomatically mentions in this relation:

they could not harm Jerusalem [i.e. Constantinople], nor they managed to drive away David’s 
descendants, nor they made the Tubals’ son a ruler as they had agreed and confirmed by their 
consent when they closed such agreement. On the contrary: they received an everlasting 
shame and humiliation in front of all the people and among all nations. Thus it was clearly 
shown that the most divine Isaiah prefigured in shadow and prefiguration the miracles that 
occurred in the present-day Jerusalem [Constantinople]…23

None of the Christian authors had until then expressed more convincingly 
the idea that later became important for the Byzantine identity: Constantinople is 
the New Jerusalem24. Syncellus considered his listeners as the people of the New 

20 Ibidem, p. 283–284.
21 Av. Cameron, The Jews…, p. 79; eadem, Byzantines and Jews…, p. 256.
22 Eadem, The Jews…, p. 79.
23 Theodorus Syncellus, De obsidione Constantinopolis, p. 313, 30–36.
24 As R. Ousterhout (Sacred Geographies and Holy Cities: Constantinople as Jerusalem [in:] Hiero-
topy. The Creation of Sacred Spaces in Byzantium and Medieval Russia, ed. A. Lidov, Moscow 2004, 
p. 2) rightly comments, such references appear more often in current scholarship than in Byzantine 
texts. According to V. Zervan (Konstantinopel…, p. 414–421, with a good overview of the different 
approaches to this scheme in the present historiography), in the present historiography and Byzan-
tology, the concept of Constantinople as the New or Heavenly Jerusalem remained under the shadow 
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Testament, i.e. the New Israel. �is was not a novelty, but a traditional opinion that 
had been present in Christendom since the times of the apostle Paul. However, the 
situation is di�erent in the case of describing Constantinople as the New Jerusa-
lem. �e young capital on Bosporus was not established as a pure Christian city25. 
Even later, in the 5th century, it was not the spiritual centre of the orthodox belief 
neither the home of saints without any trace for.

Neither in the widely cited biography of the St. Daniel Stylites ( ca. AD 409–493) is 
Constantinople mentioned as the New Jerusalem, but only as the second Jerusalem, 
merely due to its belief and sacral buildings and not from the viewpoint of Chris-
tian redemption26. �e focal point of Christ’s message still lies on the Jerusalem 

of the more famous scheme, that of Constantinople as New Rome. Clearly, the exact references to 
Constantinople as the New Jerusalem are virtually absent prior to Syncellus’ homily. The only excep-
tion is Eustratius’ Vita of patriarch Eutychius of Constantinople (552 to 565 and 577 to 582). He re-
ferred to Constantinople as the New Jerusalem and Queen of cities in connection with the triumphal 
return of his hero Eutychius after his forced exile from Amaseia. Cf. Eustratii Presbyteri Vita Eutychii 
Patriarchae Constantinopolitani, ed. C.  Laga, Turnhout 1992 [=  CC.SG, 25], 2070–2079. Various 
comparisons of Constantinople with Jerusalem were collected by E. Fenster, however not systemati-
cally by means of separate chapter – See E. Fenster, Laudes Constantinopolitanae, München 1968 
(the various references are given on p. 102–105, 109, 114–115, 121, 124, 135, 140–141, 154, 159, 
214, 250, 279–280). An excellent overview of the various references to Constantinople – the New 
or Second Jerusalem is presented by V.  Zervan, Konštantínopol ako Nový Jeruzalem. Náčrt polo-
biblickej typológie, Bslov 3, 2010, p. 86–98; on the concept of Constantinople as the New Jerusalem 
in generally: Ph. Sherrard, Constantinople, Iconography of a Sacred City, London 1965, p. 79–136; 
J. Pahlitzsch, Zur ideologischen Bedeutung Jerusalems für das orthodoxe Christentum, [in:] Konflikt 
und Bewältigung. Die Zerstörung der Grabeskirche zu Jerusalem im Jahre 1009, ed. Th. Pratsch, Ber-
lin 2011 [= MSt, 32], p. 239–255, esp. 243–252; on its emergence: J. Wortley, Israel and Byzantium: 
A Case of Socio-Religious Acculturationi, [in:] Traditions in Contact and Change. Selected Proceedings 
of the 14th Congress of the International Association for the History of Religions, ed. P. Slater et al., 
Waterloo 1983, p. 361–376; P. Magdalino, The history of the future and its uses: prophecy, policy and 
propaganda, [in:] The Making of Byzantine History: Studies dedicated to Donald M. Nicol, ed. R. Bea-
ton, C. Roueché, Aldershot 1993, p. 11–12; P. Guran, The Constantinople – New Jerusalem at the 
Crossing of Sacred Space and Political Theology in New Jerusalems, [in:] Hierotopy and Iconography 
of Sacred Spaces, ed. A. Lidov, Мoscow 2009, p. 35–57, and most recently V. Zervan, Typológia…, 
p. 58–74 (with further literature).
25 On the foundation of Constantinople and its alleged Christian character see the critical observa-
tions by A. Berger, Konstantinopel, die erste christliche Metropole?, [in:] Die spätantike Stadt und ihre 
Christianisierung, ed. G. Brands, H.G. Severin, Wiesbaden 2003, p. 204–215, in the given relation 
see above all p. 204–207, and recently idem, Konstantinopel: Geschichte, Topographie, Religion, Stutt-
gart 2011, p. 7–20.
26 Vita S. Danielis Stylitae, 10, 12–14, rec. H. Delehaye, [in:] Les saints stylites, Brussels 1923, p. 12. 
On this topic, see H. Saradi, Constantinople and its Saints (IVth–VIth c.): The Image of the City and 
Social Considerations, SMed 36, 1995, p. 98; V. Zervan, Konstantinopel…, p. 419; idem, Typológia…, 
p. 67–68. Recently B. Bleckman (Apokalypse und kosmische Katastrophen: Das Bild der theodosia-
nischen Dynastie beim Kirchenhistoriker Philostorg [in:] Endzeiten. Eschatologie in den monotheist-
ischen Weltreligionen, ed. W. Brandes, F. Schmieder, Berlin 2008, p. 37) has argued that the com-
parison of Constantinople to Jerusalem may be older than it has been usually expected. In this regard 
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in Palestine. �e early Christians forged for themselves a celestial counterpoint to 
the original Jewish Jerusalem – its improved and perfect archetype – and their belief 
acquired with time an imperial dimension. From the times of Constantine the Great 
onwards, Jerusalem was gradually turning into a more Christian and pilgrimage-
oriented city with a multitude of churches and holy places27. However, in AD 614, it 
was occupied and pillaged by the Persians28. �is catastrophe can only be compared 
to the �rst plundering of the eternal city of Rome. Logically, such a dramatic event 
had a profound in�uence on many authors of the era, including Syncellus.

In the times of the Avar attack, the Persians had been occupying Jerusalem for 
twelve years already. It can be assumed, that the new rulers initially supported the 
Jewish community and preferred it to the local Christians. �ere was even a slight 
possibility of renewal of the ruined temple, but we do not know how familiar the 
inhabitants of Constantinople were with these activities. �e last time the Jews had 
been trying to renew their temple was a long time before that – during the reign 
of the emperor Julian (AD 361–363)29. �e last pagan ruler on the Roman throne 
also in this way wanted to weaken the growing in�uence of the Christians; how-
ever, his premature death turned his plans fruitless. Since then, the Jews had infe-
rior social and political status in Palestine and the empire as such. However, the 
Persian occupation brought about a new era, fostering the religious expectations 
of the Jews. In this new situation, they could pay back the Christians with the same 
currency: Jerusalem, the sacred site of the passion and resurrection of Christ, fell 
into the hands of the enemies. Was not this a strong enough proof that Christians 
believed in a false Messiah?

Nevertheless, Syncellus was far from expressing regrets over the occupation 
of the Holy Land and the destruction of its sacred centre, as his predecessors o�en 
did. His words are addressed to the Christian audience and not to the Jewish oppo-
nents, despite the highly polemic tone and reproaches. His words were meant to 
bring the attentions of the believers to the fact that the search for the real and 
Christian Jerusalem in Palestine is not possible anymore. In this indirect way he 
tries to come to terms with the loss of Jerusalem, seeing Constantinople as its sub-
stitute, which is a higher level of the Old Testament earthly metropolis of Judea. 
God and his Mother saved the New Jerusalem and – as the author adds –

he brings attention to the quotation from the anonymous Life of Constantine (BHG 365) thought to 
be a part of Philostorgius’ Church history. This fragment relates to the building of Constantinople 
by the emperor Constantine the Great which was, as the text states, pleasing to God, no less that the 
Jerusalem of old.
27 See R. Wilken, The Land Called Holy: Palestine in Christian History and Thought, New Haven 
1992, p. 326, n. 11.
28 For the analysis and summary of this event, see B. Flusin, Saint Anastase le Perse…, p. 129–181; 
see also: Y. Stoyanov, Defenders and Enemies of the True Cross. The Sasanian Conquest of Jerusalem 
in 614 and Byzantine Ideology of Anti-Persian Warfare, Wien 2011.
29 R. Wilken, The Land Called Holy…, p. 139.
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showed us – although we are not worthy of salvation –  loving goodness. They showed us 
that God welcomes and loves better the pure and bloodless service of Christians, than the 
one ruled by the Old Testament, with blood and burnt sacrifices carried out in the land 
of Israel…30

* * *
�eodore Syncellus considered the Avar siege of Constantinople as the pro-

logue to the end of this world. His opinions re�ected the views of many people 
who faced the consequences of the last Roman-Persian war (AD 602–628). From 
the moment the con�ict was unleashed, the East witnessed the spread of apoca-
lyptic expectations among Christians within the empire and outside its borders31. 
Out of these generally spread notions, Syncellus created an integrated concept, 
inspired by the Old Testament prophecy by Ezekiel, speaking of the last days 
of humankind. Ezekiel described his visions in times that were extremely di�cult 
for the Jews, during the Babylonian captivity. He predicted that both parts of the 
scattered people of Israel and Judea would unite and then, in the end of all times, 
God would summon against his people the lord of darkness – Gog from the coun-
try Magog in the far North, who would fall upon Israel with a terrible blow. Gog 
and his allies would a¡ict the country with grave plunder, but God would show 
his greatness, destroying their army and leaving their remains to the birds and 
wild animals (Ez 38).

It was in the times of the last Roman-Persian war when testimonies of the pop-
ularity of this prophecy appear among the Middle-Eastern Jews and it is referred 
to by certain passages of the popular Jewish Apocalypse Sefer Zerubbabel32. Anti- 

30 Theodorus Syncellus, De obsidione Constantinopolis, p. 310, 17–24.
31 The first of these expectations seems to be reflected in the Revelation commentary of Andrew 
of Caesarea written probably not long before 614, see Studien zur Geschichte des griechischen Apo-
kalypse-Textes, vol.  I, Der Apokalypse-Kommentar des Andreas von Kaisareia, Text, ed. J. Schmid, 
München 1955 [cetera: Andreas Caesariensis]. For the date of its composition see recently 
E.S. Constantinou, Guiding to a Blessed End: Andrew of Caesarea and His Apocalypse Commentary 
in the Ancient Church, Washington 2014, p. 61–71. In fact, most of these texts were completed after 
the end of the last Roman-Persian war. Saint Theodore of Sykeon, who died in AD 613, foretold 
the raids by the barbarian nations, bloodshed and cities being turned into ruins, but his biographer 
George finished this Vita only after the death of Emperor Heraclius. Cf. Vie de Theodore de Sykeon, 
c. 119, 134, ed. A.J. Festugière, Brussels 1970, p. 96, 20–22, 106, 22–34. The other contemporary 
prophecies are presented by Theophylactus Simocattes – Theophylacti Simocattae historiae, V, 15, 
5–6, ed. C. de Boor, Leipzig 1887, p. 216, 21 – 217, 6. For these and other texts see also G.J. Reinink, 
Heraclius, the New Alexander. Apocalyptic Prophecies during the Reign of Heraclius, [in:] The Reign 
of Heraclius (610–641): Crisis and Confrontation, ed. idem, B.H. Stolte, Leuven–Paris–Dudley 2002, 
p. 81–83; W. Brandes, Anastasios…, p. 47–48.
32 Sefer Zerubbabel, [in:] Rabbinic Fantasies: Imaginative Narratives from Classical Hebrew Literature, 
ed. D. Stern, M. Mirsky, New Haven 1998 [= YJS, 29], p. 78. This text emerged between 603–630, 
probably as a  response to the persecution of the Jews by Emperor Heraclius after the end of the 
Roman-Persian war. In this regard: B.M. Wheeler, Imaging the Sasanian Capture of Jerusalem. The 
„Prophecy and Dream of Zarubbabel” and Antiochus Strategos „Capture of Jerusalem”, OCP 57, 1991, 
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cipations of the end of all times can also be found in the Jewish synagogal poetry 
(piyyut), speaking of, among other things, the lethal war of the kings of the East 
and West, during which the Last Judgement and the attack of Gog and Magog 
against the people of Israel shall occur33. Recently, the passage in question has 
been also put into relation with the last war of antiquity34. According to the Jewish 
interpreters of the Holy Scripture, this con�ict marked the beginning of the end 
of the Roman/Byzantine supremacy in Palestine. �e era of the Persian occupation 
of Palestine is re�ected in yet another piyyut, written by an anonymous author 
on the occasion of the anniversary of the destruction of the Jewish temple by the 
Babylonians. �is song also anticipates the end of the supremacy of the country 
known as Edom, identi�ed by Jews with the Roman (alt. Byzantine) Empire35.

Dramatic changes, brought about by the last confrontation of the traditional 
powers, undoubtedly in�uenced the mental landscape of Christians. A�er the 
conquering of Jerusalem in AD 614, many might have assumed that doomsday 
was near. However, the Palestinian clerics who were lamenting the fall of Jerusa-
lem were not preoccupied that it would mean the approaching of the end of the 
world36. Nevertheless, their Constantinopolitan contemporary �eodore Syncellus 
was of a di�erent opinion. In corresponding places in his sermon on the Avar siege 
he cites selected passages of Ezekiel’s prophecy, especially those referring to the 
destruction of the northern enemies of Israel (Gog and Magog)37.

p. 73–77; G. Stemberger, Jerusalem in the Early Seventh Century: Hopes and Aspirations of Chris-
tians and Jews, [in:]  Jerusalem: Its Sanctity and Centrality to Judaism, Christianity, and Islam, ed. 
L. Lee. New York 1999, p. 267; J.W. Van Bekkum, Jewish Messianic Expectations in the Age of Hera-
clius, [in:] The Reign of Heraclius…, p. 103–112. The similarity of the motifs in Syncellus’ homily and 
Jewish eschatological literature in this period has been recently stressed by Alexei Siveritsev (Juda-
ism and Imperial eschatology in Late Antiquity, Cambridge 2011, p. 9, 13).
33 On that Day, [in:] H. Sivan, From Byzantine to Persian Jerusalem…, p. 294–296.
34 Ibidem, p. 296.
35 Time to Rebuke, [in:] H. Sivan, From Byzantine to Persian Jerusalem…, p. 287–289.
36 Such expressions are nowhere to be found in the contemporary texts describing the Persian on-
slaught of Jerusalem in 614. However, Strategius used even such an occasion to enhance the contrast 
between the destruction of the Christian Jerusalem and the Old Jewish one. He makes this com-
parison through the use of Biblical typology similar to Syncellus. But whereas Syncellus can prove 
the superiority of the New Testament over the Old one by means of the miraculous salvation of his 
terrestrial New Jerusalem, in Strategius’ lamentation over the fall of the Christian Holy city, such 
a distinction remains logically impossible. Cf. Strategius, La prise de Jérusalem par les Perses en 
614, I, 12–17, ed. G. Garitte, Louvain 1960 [= CSCO.SI, 203.12], p. 3; see also R. Wilken, The Land 
called Holy…, p. 325–326.
37 On this prophecy, see especially S. Bøe, Gog and Magog: Ezekiel 38–39 as Pre-text for Revelation 
19: 17–21 and 20: 7–10, Tübingen 2001 [= WUNT, 2nd Series, 135], and A.R. Anderson, Alexander’s 
Gate: Gog and Magog and the Enclosed Nations, Cambridge, 1932 [= MMAA, 5]. For an overview 
of the most important early Christian interpreters of Gog and Magog see O.J. Maenchen-Helfen, 
The World of the Huns, Los Angeles 1973, p. 3–5; R. Manselli, I popoli immaginari: Gog e Magog, 
[in:] Popoli e paesi nella cultura altomedievale, Spoleto 1983 [= SSCISAM, 29], p. 487–519; P. Alex-
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Syncellus brings forward the fact that Ezekiel wrote his testimony during the 
Jewish captivity in Babylon, which is a  matter of an ancient past. However, he 
could not �nd in the troubled lot of the Jewish community in Palestine any event 
that could be identi�ed with the prophet’s words about the last days of humankind. 
Especially in this relation, he mentions two examples: the uprising lead by the 
high priest Matatiah during the reign of the Hellenistic king Antiochus Epiphanes 
(176/5–164/3 BC); and the victorious Roman expedition against Jerusalem in AD 
70. As the author observes both events brought hardship and su�ering to the Jews. 
In the same time he adds that although the enemies had plundered the Holy Land 
and looted whatever they could �nd, none of the inhabitants was doomed, as Eze-
kiel had been predicting in his prophecy. None of the enemies up to that point 
could be considered as the apocalyptic �gure of Gog from the country of Magog. 
Having �nished with the citations from the book of Ezekiel, Syncellus states:

See, you have heard the words of the prophet. Can someone with a sober judgement decide 
whether these prophecies refer to the Old Israel and its land and whether they might see their 
fulfilment? Time wise, such fulfilment is impossible in Israel. Concerning the places in which 
it was supposed to take place, as the prophet says, neither these lead us to a conclusion that 
it indeed is Israel according to the flesh.38

Nevertheless, Syncellus did not �nish o� his polemic by this statement, being 
convinced that Jews would not ever see the ful�lment of this prophecy. He saw the 
possibility in which Gog’s hordes would ever fall upon the Holy Land and pillage it 
as hardly probable, as it had already been thoroughly plundered and nothing valu-
able was le� there to be found and stolen.

Today, there is none of those things in that land of Israel that could become a pretence for 
war, nor there ever will be,

– he concludes symptomatically39.
�e author of the sermon logically assumed that Ezekiel’s prophecy about 

Gog’s plundering of the land and of the multitude of loot do not refer to Palestine, 
even less so to its original owners. �e historical land of Israel is for him, as for 
other Christian commentators of the Holy Scripture, a pre�guration of the actual 

ander, The Byzantine Apocalyptic Tradition, Los Angeles–London 1985, p. 185–192; S. BØe, Gog and 
Magog…, p. 211–218; W.J. Aerts, Gog, Magog, Dogheads and Other Monsters in the Byzantine World, 
[in:] Gog and Magog: The Clans of Chaos in World Literature, ed. A.A. Seyed-Gohrab et al., Am-
sterdam 2007, p. 23–34; E. Van Donzel, A. Schmidt, Gog and Magog in Early Eastern Christian and 
Islamic Sources. Sallam’s Quest for Alexander’s Wall, Leiden 2010, p. 12–56. However, they all omitted 
to mention and analyse the homily of Theodore Syncellus from this point of view.
38 Theodorus Syncellus, De obsidione Constantinopolis, p. 315, 31–35.
39 Theodorus Syncellus, De obsidione Constantinopolis, p. 316, 29–30.
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Promised Land. Hence, the Jews would not witness the dusk of the times and the 
arrival of new times of justice, since – as Syncellus says –

today they live scattered among all nations and Israel according to the flesh does not own 
land which Gog might attack with the intention to pillage and loot40.

Syncellus does not perceive Gog as a  formless apocalyptic �gure. Instead, 
in compliance with the Revelation of John the Apostle, he considers him as a cer-
tain type of assembly of the impure nations (Rev 20, 7–9). Unlike Ezekiel, John 
says that the destruction of the world shall be preceded by the arrival of Satan 
who shall collect the nations from the four corners of the land of Gog and Magog. 
Comparing these to sand in the sea, John the Apostle says that these nations shall 
round God’s beloved city (Rev 20, 8–9). �ese visions, along with literal citations 
from the Apocalypse, are used by Syncellus in his sermon to describe the start 
of the Avar attack on Constantinople, symptomatically combining the Old Testa-
ment and the New Testament notions of the end of the world and setting them into 
the context of the Avar siege.

�eodore Syncellus made every e�ort to prove the connection of the Avar 
attack with the aforementioned prophecies. Ezekiel’s prophecy is cited according 
to the Septuagint – the oldest translation of the Hebrew alphabet into Greek. �is 
translation includes that God shall send Gog against those who inhabit the eye 
of the land. �is invasion shall be allegedly witnessed by the Carchedonian, i.e. 
Carthaginian merchants41. However, Syncellus intentionally modi�ed the name 
of the Carchedonian merchants to Chalcedonian merchants when citing from the 
Septuagint. Chalcedon was an Asian suburb of Constantinople, in which the Per-
sian armies of general Shahrbaraz – who tried to conquer the city as well – were 
stationed. �is manipulation of words served Syncellus as yet another proof that 
Ezekiel’s prophecy refers to the Avar attack.

Nevertheless, the author is also here aware of the weak points in his argumentation, 
knowing that such interpretation of the cited passage digresses from other Christian 
exegetes. Be it this way or another, he concludes his consideration meaningfully:

But if somebody was to say that the Chalcedonian merchants are allegedly merchants from 
Libya [Carthage], even in such case it remains clear that the prophet did not mean the land 
of Israel according to the flesh. The Chalcedonian merchants never traded with the land 
of Israel42.

40 Theodorus Syncellus, De obsidione Constantinopolis, p. 316, 22–24. The Byzantine commentar-
ies of the apocalypse do not stress that the target of this attack would become the Holy Land itself. 
See P. Alexander, The Byzantine Apocalyptic Tradition…, p. 190.
41 It should be remarked here that other versions of the Old Testament mention in this point the mer-
chants of Tarshish, a locality that is being identified with Tarsus, a city in Southern Spain. For more 
details see W.S. Lasor, Tarshish, [in:] ISBE, vol. IV, ed. G.W. Bromiley, Grand Rapids 1995, p. 734; 
F. Makk, Traduction et commentaire…, p. 217.
42 Theodorus Syncellus, De obsidione Constantinopolis, p. 317, 11–14.
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Another passage from Ezekiel’s  prophecy that speaks about the destruction 
of Gog is interpreted in a similarly dubious way. Syncellus does not identify Gog 
directly with the Avar khagan, assuming that Gog does not refer to a single person, 
but to an assembly of nations. Ezekiel speaks about the ultimate destruction of Gog, 
yet that cannot be said about the Avars, since the substantial part of them returned 
home, including the khagan himself. However, Syncellus rejects the contradiction 
between the prophecy and the Avar siege, pointing out that Ezekiel in the cited 
passage literally speaks of ‘the fall’ of Gog and not of his physical doom. �e author 
of the sermon appeals to the experts in Bible who are familiar with several mean-
ings of the verb ‘to fall’, stating that this word has

in the Holy Scripture many meanings and significations and there are many and different 
ways to interpret it43.

Syncellus interprets the word ‘fall’ symbolically, as could be expected in his 
case, understanding it as the expression for doomed hopes that the Avar khagan 
had been harbouring when he decided to besiege a city protected by God. As the 
godly prophet Ezekiel clari�ed, – he adds in conclusion – thus the tyrant fell and his 
fall illustrated that the combat-worthy part of his people fell in truth and in reality44.

Syncellus knowingly identi�es all the nations mentioned in the prophecy with 
the Avars and their allies who had arrived under the walls of Constantinople. �ey 
are the apocalyptic Gog predicting the destruction, but also the spiritual renewal 
of this world. Already the early Christian manuscripts feature a common idea that 
Ezekiel’s prophecy of the uni�cation of the people of Israel shall ful�l among the 
people of the New Testament, i.e. the Christians. �e Church of Christ – a com-
munity of believers – became a new uni�ed Israel.

�e �rst of the Christian authors who knowingly tried to persuade his readers 
that this prophecy was ful�lled in his own times was probably St. Ambrose, the 
bishop of Milan (ca. 340 – 4th April AD 397). He identi�ed the apocalyptic Gog 
with the Goths, seemingly on the basis of the impending threat to the Roman 
Empire a�er the disastrous battle of Adrianople in 378, but the similarity of both 
names probably played a certain role as well45. Nevertheless, this opinion was 
not shared by St. Augustine. In his De civitate Dei (�e City of God) he roundly 
refused any identi�cation not only of Gog, but also of Magog, with a speci�c ethnic 
entity46.

43 Theodorus Syncellus, De obsidione Constantinopolis, p. 316, 1–3.
44 Theodorus Syncellus, De obsidione Constantinopolis, p. 316, 6–7.
45 St. Ambrose, De fide [ad Gratianum Augustum], II, XVI, 137–138, ed. O. Faller, [in:] CSEL, 
vol. 78, Vienna 1962 (written after the famous battle of Adrianople in 378). St. Isidore of Seville also 
identified Gog with the Goths, see Isidore of Seville, Historia Gothorum,Vandalorum et Suevo-
rum, cc. 1–2, ed. C. Rodriguez Alonso, Leon 1975, p. 172–173.
46 Augustine, De civitate Dei, XX,11, ed. B. Dombart, A. Kaib, Turnhout 1955 [= CC.SL, 48/49], p. 720.
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Somewhat later, another e�ort aiming to interpret Ezekiel’s prophecy histori-
cally and not allegorically appeared47. For the Constantinopolitan patriarch Pro-
clus (AD 434–437), the Huns who almost attacked Constantinople under the lead 
of Rua, the uncle of the great Attila, become the biblical Gog48. �eodore Syncellus 
is perhaps the second Greek author who identi�es the prophecy with a concrete 
historical event49. Hence, the Avars together with their allies became in his opin-
ion the toughest of the tests that the chosen people had to withstand. It should be 
pointed out that his de�nition of the chosen people was rather narrow, including 
only the citizens of Constantinople, not the inhabitants of the whole empire. Syn-
cellus was not thinking in imperial dimensions, since in his times, the Late Roman 

47 The great Hunnic raid into Mesopotamia in 395/6 was observed by the famous Church father 
Jerome. Despite various comments on his letter 77, he did not make any special references to Gog or 
Magog in connection with these Huns. See Sancti Eusebii Hieronymi Epistulae, II, rec. I. Hilberg, 
Wien 1996 [= CSEL, 55], p. 45. In his commentary on Ezekiel, Jerome mentioned the identification 
of Gog and Magog with the Scythians, however, not as a fact but as a mere statement of his opponents 
–  the Jews and the Judaizing Christians. He subsequently rejects such proposal together with the 
other ones and clearly states that the apocalyptic Gog and Magog cannot be identified with any par-
ticular historical nation. See Jerome, Commentarium in Hezechielem libri XIV, ed. F. Glorie, Turn-
hout 1964 [= CC.SL, 75], p. 525–527. In another commentary on Genesis he questioned a certain 
person, probably St. Ambrose (see note 45) who had tried to give a historical explanation of Ezekiels’ 
prophecy by equating Gog with the Goths. Jerome, Hebraicae Quaestiones in libro Geneseos, ed. P. de 
Lagarde, Leipzig 1868, p. 14.
48 This text is, unfortunately, no longer extant. Gog and Magog topic in Proclus’ homily is stressed by 
Socrates Scholasticus, Kirchengeschichte, VII, 43, ed. G.Ch. Hansen, Berlin 1995, p. 391, 8 – 392, 
3. Cf. also Theodoretus, Historia ecclesiastica, V, 37, 4, rec. L. Parmentier, G.Ch. Hansen, Berlin 
1998, p. 340, 6–12. In this regard, see W. Brandes, Anastasios ὁ δίκορος…, p. 32–37, and recently 
idem, Gog, Magog und die Hunnen. Anmerkungen zur eschatologischen „Ethnographie” der Völker-
wanderungszeit, [in:] Visions of Community in the Post-Roman World. The West, Byzantium, and the 
Islamic World, ed. W. Pohl, C. Gantner, R. Payne, Aldershot 2012, p. 477–498, esp. 478–485. It is 
of some interest that Theodore mentioned neither Proclus’ homily nor its eschatological context. 
Also his commentary on Ezekiel is explained only as a future prophecy and did not contain any con-
crete historical framework. Although the early ecclesiastical author Theodoret of Cyrrhus identified 
Gog with the Scythians, he refused the claim that Ezekiel’s prophecy referred to the end of the world. 
According to him, it referred only to the end of the Jewish diaspora. Theodoretus, Interpretatio 
in Ezechielem, [in:] PG, vol. LXXXI, col. 1217 A–C. (see note 44). The same can be said about an-
other Greek author, the archbishop Andrew of Caesarea. Despite the emergence of barbarian incur-
sions into the empire, he did not believe that the end of the world was approaching. He mentioned 
proposed identifications of the Gog and Magog with Scythians called in his time the Huns, but only 
as a general statement, not as his own opinion. He also rejected proposed identification of Gog and 
Magog with the past historical events. See Andreas Caesariensis, p. 223. Theodore Syncellus him-
self did not use the term Huns, but his contemporary George of Pisidia did, at least on one occasion 
when describing the last day of the Avar siege. Cf. Georgius Pisides, Bellum avaricum, v. 197, rec. 
L. Tartaglia, [in:] Carmi di Giorgio di Pisidia, Torino 1998, p. 166.
49 According to W.J. Aerts (Gog, Magog…, p. 33), ‘the great career’ of Gog and Magog begins only 
with Pseudo-Methodius and it has a  clear Syrian background (with regard to the Syrian original 
of this text). Taking into consideration Syncellus’ homily, this opinion can no longer be maintained.
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Empire was being shaken to its foundations. �erefore, he saw the localism of the 
chosen city –  the New Jerusalem surrounded and besieged by enemies – as the 
point of departure:

By the land of Israel I mean this city, in which God and the Virgin are both devotedly praised 
and ceremonies are held with the utmost devotion. Because Israel actually means that God 
is adored in a devote heart and to live in an innocent land of Israel means to bring pure and 
bloodless sacrifices. What other city, if not the ours, can unmistakably and rightly be in com-
pleteness called the place of God’s sacrifice, seeing the single Church that brings glory and 
hymns to God and the Virgin?50

�e author of the sermon comments on the selected verses of the prophecy, 
aiming to bring forward the compliance with the times in which he himself lived. 
Ezekiel speaks of an unprotected land that shall experience the arrival of Gog. Syn-
cellus understands this in such a way that there is no ruler present in that country, 
repeatedly seeking the compliance with his interpretation, as the emperor Hera-
clius was indeed absent from Constantinople during the Avar siege. Another par-
allel that the author sees is the claim that Gog and his allies shall strike upon the 
chosen people in times of peace. Syncellus knew that the last time Constantinople 
had faced a serious threat was three years before that, when the Avars managed to 
cross the forti�cation known as the ‘Long Walls’ and plundered the city’s suburbs51. 
Yet the most important argument of the Syncellus’ updating of Ezekiel’s prophecy 
rests in the commented passage stating that Gog and his allies shall be crushed 
near the sea:

because the prophet said that when the nations would come against the land of Israel, their 
common grave would be a place by the sea and after their defeat, the island would be inhab-
ited without any fears52.

It is not a matter of coincidence that Syncellus explicitly stresses this passage, 
since it was indeed by the sea, more precisely in the Golden Horn, where the �eet 
of Slavic monoxyla was drowned:

this bay is thus called… also the common grave of Gog… and in the same time, the Red Sea, 
where the entire Pharaoh’s army and all his chariots were drowned53.

50 Theodorus Syncellus, De obsidione Constantinopolis, p. 316, 37 – 317, 3.
51 Theodorus Syncellus, De obsidione Constantinopolis, p. 317, 23–26. On the Avar invasion of AD 
623 most recently M. Hurbanič, The Eastern Roman Empire and the Avar Khaganate in the Years 
622–624 AD, AA.ASH 51, 2011, p. 315–328.
52 Theodorus Syncellus, De obsidione Constantinopolis, p. 315, 35–37.
53 Theodorus Syncellus, De obsidione Constantinopolis, p. 318, 4–8.
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Syncellus does not intend to engage in further polemics with his alleged Jewish 
opponents:

Should the sons of the Hebrews want to interpret the words of the prophet in a different way 
and not in this way, let them interpret it the way they want54.

Nevertheless, also in this case he was too tempted to use a polemical tone:

What other common grave of nations that had come with Gog against the land of Israel can 
they show upon the sea? When and how were the islands inhabited without any fears after 
Gog had been destroyed on his expedition against Israel?55

�e author of the sermon does not doubt anymore that Ezekiel’s prophecy had 
been ful�lled in his lifetime:

Which other city could rightfully call itself the Eye of the Land if not this city [of Constanti-
nople], in which God has established the kingdom of Christians and made it a central point 
to become an intermediary between the East and the West. Against this, the rulers, armies 
and nations have gathered, whose power has been broken by the Lord who said to Zion: Have 
courage, Zion, let your arms not hang down, look, your mighty God is amidst you to save you.56

Several Christian and Judaic texts written nearly about the same time as Syn-
cellus’ homily stressed the fear of the end of the world. From this we can conclude 
that the apocalyptic expectations were surely on the increase a�er the end of the 
last Roman-Persian war57. Nevertheless, Syncellus’ sermon is a unique testimony 
for various reasons. First, it is the only preserved early Christian text which clearly 
relates the exegesis of Chapter 38 and 39 of Ezekiel to the concrete historical event 
–  the Avar siege of Constantinople. Syncellus �rstly interpreted the Old Testa-
ment siege of Jerusalem by the use of typology as pre�guration of the Avar siege 
of Constantinople and then he tried to connect it with the apocalyptic prophecy 
of Ezekiel, which he �nally surprisingly changes into the triumph of the New Israel 

54 Theodorus Syncellus, De obsidione Constantinopolis, p. 316, 7–9.
55 Theodorus Syncellus, De obsidione Constantinopolis, p. 316, 9–10.
56 Theodorus Syncellus, De obsidione Constantinopolis, p. 317, 29–34.
57 Most of these texts containing the topic have clearly Syrian origin and go back to the so-called 
Alexander Legend written c. 630, probably in North Mesopotamia. Cf. The History of Alexander the 
Great, rec. A.W. Budge, Cambridge 1889. Here the apocalyptical Gog and Magog are clearly identi-
fied with the Huns (see p. 150–155). See also G.J. Reinink, Die Entstehung der syrischen Alexander-
legende als politischreligiöse Propagandaschrift für Herakleios’ Kirchenpolitik, [in:] After Chalcedon: 
Studies in Theology and Church History, ed. C. Laga, Leuven 1985, p. 263–281. For the other texts 
(Alexander Poem, Pseudo-Ephraem and Pseudo-Methodius) see P. Alexander, Byzantine Apoca-
lyptic Tradition…, p. 13–60; G.J. Reinink, Heraclius the New Alexander…, p. 81–94; E. Van Donzel, 
A. Schmidt, Gog and Magog…, p. 16–31.
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in the New Jerusalem. His comments on Ezekiel were not pessimistic as those 
of the other contemporary authors dealing with the Gog and Magog theme, but his 
triumphalism is related not to the empire but mainly to the faith of its inhabitants 
and their God-protected city. Although the motif of Constantinople as the New 
Jerusalem is not entirely new in the early Christian literature, it is only Syncellus 
who clearly de�nes and explains the content of this concept by highlighting its 
spiritual and eschatological aspects. His New Jerusalem is neither a convenient 
metaphor for Constantinople nor a mere imitation or ‘Abbild’ of the older one. It is 
the typological ‘Urbild’ in the very sense of that meaning and in that way the ‘real’ 
and not imaginary one58. Such concept has, to my knowledge, no further parallel 
in Byzantine literature59.

At the �rst sight, this homily clearly re�ects the historical narrative and pro-
poses its eschatological explanation, but such themes, although important and 
stressed by many scholars, were only the means of expression of his basic idea to 
prove the primacy of the New Testament over the Old one and the spiritual truth 
of Christianity over Judaism60. It is without doubt a unique text but it remained 
an isolated testimony as further development and its own textual tradition clearly 
reveals61.

58 See the comments by R. Ousterhout, Sacred Geographies…, p. 98; J. Pahlitzsch, Zur ideolo-
gischen Bedeutung Jerusalems…, p. 245–246.
59 From the list of quotations preserved by E. Fenster and V. Zervan (see note 24) is clear that the 
majority of the expressions referring to Constantinople as the New Jerusalem belongs to the category 
of traditional rhetorical comparisons. Of some interest is The Life of St. Andrew the Fool, in which 
a special sanctity of Constantinople – the New Jerusalem is highlighted through the idea of its eternal 
being. Cf. The Life of St. Andrew the Fool, vol. II, Text, Translation, Notes, ed. L. Rydén, Uppsala 1995, 
p. 260. This text is dated by its editor between 950–1000. Cf. L. Rydén, The Life of St. Andrew the 
Fool, vol. I, Introduction, Testimonies and Nachleben. Indices, Uppsala 1995, p. 41–56. The subsequent 
passage is commented by A. Külzer (Konstantinopel in der apokalyptischen Literatur der Byzantiner, 
JÖB 50, 2000, p. 73) who rightly concludes that the concept of Constantinople as New Jerusalem can 
be traced back to the seventh century, but he never touched upon Syncellus’ homily despite the fact 
that his contribution deals with the image of Constantinople in apocalyptic literature.
60 To my knowledge, such scheme might be unique in the Byzantine texts but there is at least one 
example in Early Russian literature –  the Sermon on Law and Grace of the Kievan metropolitan 
Illarion. The historical conversion of the knjaz’ Vladimir is, like in Syncellus account of the Avar 
siege, mere historical backdrop against which he develops his polemic with the imaginary Jews. 
It is not without interest that Constantinople is here referred to not only as the centre of the orthodox 
belief and source of Russian Christianity but also as the New Jerusalem; see Слово о Законе и Благо-
дати Илариона, rec. А.Н. МОЛДОВАН, Киев 1984. For commentary see recently С. ТЕМЧИН, Слово 
о законе и благодати киевского митрополита. Илариона и раннехристианская полемика, Ru 
7, 2008, p. 30–40.
61 As clearly pointed out by A. Külzer (Peregrinatio graeca in Terram Sanctam: Studien zu Pilger-
führern und Reisebeschreibungen über Syrien, Palästina und den Sinai aus byzantischer und metabyz-
antischer Zeit. Frankfurt am Main 1994 [=  STB, 2], p.  136). The Syncellus homily is preserved 
in four manuscripts but only one of them (Codex Graecus Parisinus Suppl. 241) is complete. The 
long eschatological passages were omitted by later copyist (Codex Athous Pantokrator gr. 26; ms. 



289Adversus Iudaeos in the Sermon Written by Theodore Syncellus…

Bibliography

Sources

Augustine, De civitate Dei, ed. B. Dombart, A. Kaib, Turnhout 1955 [= CC.SL, 48/49].
Studien zur Geschichte des griechischen Apokalypse-Textes, vol.  I, Der Apokalypse-Kommentar des 

Andreas von Kaisareia. Text, ed. J. Schmid, München 1955.
Chronicon paschale, ed. L. Dindorf, vol. I, Bonn, 1832 [= CSHB].
De obsidione Constantinopolis homilia, ed. L. Sternbach, RAU.WF, ser. II, vol. XV, 1900, p. 1–38.
Diegesis Ophelimos (Oratio historica in festum Acathistum), [in:] PG, vol. XCII, col. 1353–1372.
Eustratii Presbyteri Vita Eutychii Patriarchae Constantinopolitani, Turnhout 1992 [= CC.SG, 35].
Georgios Pisides, Bellum avaricum, ed. L. Tartaglia, [in:] Carmi di Giorgio di Pisidia, Torino 1998.
Isidore of Seville, Historia Gothorum, Vandalorum et Suevorum, ed. C. Rodriguez Alonso, Leon 

1975.
Ἱστορία σύντομος περὶ τῆς ἐλεύσεος τῶν Περσών καὶ τῶν Ἀβάρων (= Epitome de Acathisto), ed. 

L. Sternbach, RAU.WF, ser. II, vol. XV, 1900, p. 38–39.
Jerome, Commentarium in Hezechielem libri XIV, ed. F. Glorie, Turnhout 1964 [= CC.SL, 75].
Jerome, Hebraicae Quaestiones in libro Geneseos, ed. P. de Lagarde, Leipzig 1868.
Justyn Martyr, Dialogue avec Tryphon, ed. Ph. Bobichon, vol. I, Fribourg 2003.
Lectio Triodii, [in:] PG, vol. XCII, col. 1348–1372.
On that Day, [in:]  H.  Sivan, From Byzantine to Persian Jerusalem: Jewish Perspectives and Jewish 

/Christian Polemics, GRBS 41, 2000, p. 294–296.
Sancti Eusebii Hieronymi Epistulae, ed. I. Hilberg, II, Wien 1996 [= CSEL, 55].
Sefer Zerubbabel, [in:] Rabbinic Fantasies: Imaginative Narratives from Classical Hebrew Literature, 

ed. D. Stern, M. Mirsky, New Haven 1998 [= YJS, 29].
Sokrates Scholasticus, Kirchengeschichte, ed. G.Ch. Hansen, Berlin 1995.
Strategius, La prise de Jérusalem par les Perses en 614, ed. G. Garitte, Louvain 1960 [= CSCO.SI, 

203.12].
St. Ambrose, De �de [ad Gratianum Augustum], ed. O. Faller, [in:] CSEL, vol. LXXVIII, Vienna 1962.
Theodoret, Historia ecclesiastica, ed. L. Parmentier, G.Ch. Hansen, Berlin 1998.
�e History of Alexander the Great, ed. A.W. Budge, Cambridge 1889.
�eophylacti Simocattae historiae, ed. C. de Boor, Leipzig 1887.
Time to Rebuke, [in:] H. Sivan, From Byzantine to Persian Jerusalem: Jewish Perspectives and Jewish 

/Christian Polemics, GRBS 41, 2000, p. 287–289.
�e Life of St. Andrew the Fool, vol. II, Text, Translation, Notes, ed. L. Rydén, Uppsala 1995.

dated to 11th century). For this version see S. Szádeczky-Kardoss, T. Olajos, Breviarum Hom-
iliae Theodori Syncelli…, p. 147–182. The later Byzantine texts based on Syncellus’ homily are also 
preserved without these passages. Cf. Diegesis Ophelimos (Oratio historica in festum Acathistum), 
[in:] PG, vol. XCII, col. 1353–1372; Ἱστορία σύντομος περὶ τῆς ἐλεύσεος τῶν Περσών καὶ τῶν Ἀβάρων 
(= Epitome de Acathisto), ed. L. Sternbach, RAU.WF, ser. II, vol. XV, 1900, p. 38–39; Lectio Triodii, 
[in:] PG, vol. XCII, col. 1348–1372.



Martin Hurbanič290

Vita S. Danielis Stylitae, ed. H. Delehaye, [in:] Les saints stylites, Brussels 1923.
Vie de �eodore de Sykeon, ed. A.J. Festugière, Brussels 1970.

* * *
Слово о Законе и Благодати Илариона, ed. А. Н. МОЛДОВАН, Киев 1984.

Secondary Literature

Aerts W.J., Gog, Magog, Dogheads and Other Monsters in the Byzantine World, [in:] Gog and Magog: 
�e Clans of Chaos in World Literature, ed. A.A.  Seyed-Gohrab et al., Amsterdam 2007, 
p. 23–36.

Alexander P.J., �e Strength of Empire and Capital as Seen �rough Byzantine Eyes, S 37.3, 1962, 
p. 339–357.

Alexander P.J., �e Byzantine Apocalyptic Tradition, Los Angeles–London 1985.
Anderson A.R., Alexander’s Gate: Gog and Magog and the Enclosed Nations, Cambridge 1932 

[= MMAA, 5].
Barišić F., Le siège de Constantinople par les Avares et les Slaves, B 24, 1954, p. 371–395.
Berger A., Konstantinopel, die erste christliche Metropole?, [in:] Die spätantike Stadt und ihre Chris-

tianisierung, ed. G. Brands, H.G. Severin, Wiesbaden 2003, p. 204–215.
Berger A., Konstantinopel: Geschichte, Topographie, Religion, Stuttgart 2011.
Bleckmann B., Apokalypse und kosmische Katastrophen: Das Bild der theodosianischen Dynastie 

beim Kirchenhistoriker Philostorg, [in:] Endzeiten. Eschatologie in den monotheistischen Weltreli-
gionen, ed. W.S. Brandes, F. Schmieder, Berlin 2008, p. 13–40.

BØe S., Gog and Magog: Ezekiel 38–39 as Pre-text for Revelation 19: 17–21 and 20: 7–10, Tübingen 
2001 [= WUNT, 2nd Series, 135].

Brandes W., Anastasios ὁ δίκορος: Endzeiterwartung und Kaiserkritik, BZ 90, 1997, p. 24–63.
Brandes W., Gog, Magog und die Hunnen. Anmerkungen zur eschatologischen „Ethnographie” der 

Völkerwanderungszeit, [in:] Visions of Community in the Post-Roman World. �e West, Byzan-
tium, and the Islamic World, ed. W. Pohl, C. Gantner, R. Payne, Aldershot 2012, p. 477–498.

Cameron Av., �e Jews in Seventh-Century Palestine, SCIs 13, 1994, p. 75–93.
Cameron Av., Byzantines and Jews: Some Recent Work on Early Byzantium, BMGS 20, 1996, p. 249–274.
Cameron Av., Blaming the Jews: the Seventh-Century Invasions of Palestine in Context, TM 14, 2002, 

p. 57–78.
Constantinou E.S., Guiding to a Blessed End: Andrew of Caesarea and His Apocalypse Commentary 

in the Ancient Church, Washington 2014.
Csiky G., Konstantinápoly városfalai és a 626. évi avar ostrom, [in:] Középkortörténeti tanulmányok 7, 

ed. P. Kiss, F. Piti, Gy. Szabados, Szeged 2012, p. 165–183.
Dagron G., Juifs et chrétiens dans l´Orient du VIIe siècle. Introduction historique. Entre histoire et 

apocalypse, TM 11, 1991, p. 17–46.
Dagron G., Déroche V., Juifs et chrétiens en Orient byzantine, Paris 2010 [= BR, 5].
Esders S., Herakleios, Dagobert und die „beschnittenen Völker”. Die Umwälzungen des Mittelmeer-

raums im 7. Jahrhundert in der fränkischen Chronik des sog. Fredegar, [in:] Jenseits der Grenzen. 
Studien zur spätantiken und frühmittelalterlichen Geschichtsschreibung, ed. A. Goltz, H. Leppin, 
H. Schlange-Schöningen, Berlin 2009 [= Mil.S, 25], p. 239–311.



291Adversus Iudaeos in the Sermon Written by Theodore Syncellus…

Fenster E., Laudes Constantinopolitanae, München 1968.
Flusin B., Saint Anastase le Perse et l´histoire de la Palestine au début du VIIe siècle, Vol. II, Commen-

taire, Paris 1992.
Guran P., �e Constantinople – New Jerusalem at the Crossing of Sacred Space and Political �eology 

in New Jerusalems, [in:] Hierotopy and Iconography of Sacred Spaces, ed. A. Lidov, Мoscow 2009, 
p. 35–57.

Howard-Johnston J., �e Siege of Constantinople in 626, [in:] Constantinople and its Hinterland. 
Papers from the Twenty–Seventh Spring Symposium of Byzantine Studies, Oxford, April 1993, 
ed. C. Mango, G. Dagron, London 1995, p. 131–145.

Hurbanič M., Posledná vojna antiky. Avarský útok na Konštantínopol roku 626 v historických súvis-
lostiach, Prešov 2009 [= Bslov.M, 1].

Hurbanič M., História a mýtus. Avarský útok na Konštantinopol v roku 626 v legendách, Prešov 2010 
[= Bslov.M, 2].

Hurbanič M., �e Eastern Roman Empire and the Avar Khaganate in the Years 622–624 AD, AA.ASH 
51, 2011, p. 315–328.

Hurbanič M., A topographical note concerning the Avar siege of Constantinople the question of the 
localization of St. Callinicus Bridge, BS 70, 2012, p. 15–24.

Hurbanič M., A Neglected Note to the Naval Defense of Constantinople during the Avar Siege: the 
Position of σκαφοκάραβοι in the Golden Horn, [in:] Byzanz und das Abendland, vol. III, Studia 
Byzantino-Occidentalia, ed. E. Juhász, Budapest 2015 [= ABR.BB, 15.3], p. 211–220.

Hurbanič M., Konstantinopol 626. Historie a legenda, Praha 2016.
Kaegi W., Heraclius – Emperor of Byzantium, Cambridge 2003.
Kozelnická M., Several notes on homily Peri tés tón atheón Abarón te kai Persón – the source on the 

Avar siege of Constantinople in AD 626, Bslov 2, 2008, p. 131–144.
Külzer A., Peregrinatio graeca in Terram Sanctam: Studien zu Pilgerführern und Reisebeschreibungen 

über Syrien, Palästina und den Sinai aus byzantischer und metabyzantischer Zeit, Frankfurt am 
Main 1994 [= STB, 2].

Külzer A., Disputationes Graecae contra Iudaeos. Untersuchungen zur byzantinischen antijüdischen 
Dialogliteratur und ihrem Judenbild, Stuttgart–Leipzig 1999.

Külzer A., Konstantinopel in der apokalyptischen Literatur der Byzantiner, JÖB 50, 2000, p. 51–76.
Lasor W.S., Tarshish, [in:] ISBE, vol. IV, ed. G.W. Bromiley, Grand Rapids 1995, p. 734.
Maenchen-Helfen O.J., �e World of the Huns, Los Angeles 1973.
Magdalino P., Nelson R., Introduction, [in:] �e Old Testament in Byzantium, ed. iidem, Washing-

ton 2010, p. 1–38.
Magdalino P., �e history of the future and its uses: prophecy, policy and propaganda, [in:] �e Mak-

ing of Byzantine History: Studies dedicated to Donald M.  Nicol, ed. R.  Beaton, C.  Roueché, 
Aldershot 1993, p. 3–34.

Makk F., Traduction et commentaire de l’homélie écrite probablement par �éodore de Syncelle sur 
le siège de Constantinople en 626, AUAJ.AAA 19, 1975.

Manselli R., I popoli immaginari: Gog e Magog, [in:] Popoli e paesi nella cultura altomedievale, 
Spoleto 1983 [= SSCISAM, 29], p. 487–519.

Olster D., Roman Defeat. Christian Response, and the Literary Construction of the Jew, Philadelphia 
1994.



Martin Hurbanič292

Ousterhout R., Sacred Geographies and Holy Cities: Constantinople as Jerusalem, [in:] Hierotopy. 
�e Creation of Sacred Spaces in Byzantium and Medieval Russia, ed. A. Lidov, Moscow 2004, 
p. 98–116.

Pahlitzsch J., Zur ideologischen Bedeutung Jerusalems für das orthodoxe Christentum, [in:] Kon¡ikt 
und Bewältigung. Die Zerstörung der Grabeskirche zu Jerusalem im Jahre 1009, ed. Th. Pratsch, 
Berlin 2011 [= Mil.S, 32], p. 239–255.

Podskalsky G., Byzantinische Reichseschatologie: Die Periodisierung der Weltgeschichte in den vier 
Grossreichen (Daniel 2 und 7) und dem tausendjährigen Friedensreiche (Apok. 20), München 1972.

Pohl W., Die Awaren. Ein Steppenvolk in Mitteleuropa 567–822, München 1988.
Reinink G.J., Die Entstehung der syrischen Alexanderlegende als politischreligiöse Propagandaschri¢ 

für Herakleios’ Kirchenpolitik, [in:] A¢er Chalcedon: Studies in �eology and Church History, ed. 
C. Laga, Leuven 1985, p. 263–281.

Reinink G.J., Heraclius, the New Alexander. Apocalyptic Prophecies during the Reign of Heraclius, 
[in:] �e Reign of Heraclius (610–641): Crisis and Confrontation, ed. idem, B.H. Stolte, Leuven– 
Paris–Dudley 2002, p. 81–83.

Saradi H., Constantinople and its Saints (IVth–VIth c.): �e Image of the City and Social Consider-
ations, SMed 36, 1995, p. 87–110.

Sharf A., Byzantine Jewry in the Seventh Century, BZ 48, 1955, p. 103–115.
Sharf A., Byzantine Jewry from Justinian to the Fourth Crusade, New York 1971.
Sivan H., Palestine between Byzantium and Persia (CE 614/619), [in:] La Persia e Bisanzio: convegno 

internazionale (Roma, 14–18 ottobre 2002), ed. A. Carile, Rome 2004 [= ACLin, 201], p. 77–92.
Sivan H., From Byzantine to Persian Jerusalem: Jewish Perspectives and Jewish/Christian Polemics, 

GRBS 41, 2000, p. 277–306.
Siveritsev A., Judaism and Imperial eschatology in Late Antiquity, Cambridge 2011.
Sherrard Ph., Constantinople, Iconography of a Sacred City, London 1965.
Spain Alexander S., Heraclius, Byzantine Imperial Ideology, and the David Plates, S 52.2, 1977, 

p. 217–237.
Speck P., Byzantinische Feindseligkeit gegen die Juden im frühen siebten Jahrhundert nebst einer Unter-

suchung zu Anastasios dem Perser, Bonn 1997 [= PB, 15].
Stemberger G., Jerusalem in the Early Seventh Century: Hopes and Aspirations of Christians and 

Jews, [in:] Jerusalem: Its Sanctity and Centrality to Judaism, Christianity, and Islam, ed. L. Lee, 
New York 1999, p. 260–272.

Stoyanov Y., Defenders and Enemies of the True Cross. �e Sasanian Conquest of Jerusalem in 614 
and Byzantine Ideology of Anti-Persian Warfare, Wien 2011.

Stratos A., �e Avars’ Attack on Byzantium in the Year 626, BF 2, 1967, p. 370–376.
Stratos A., Byzantium in the Seventh Century, vol. I, Amsterdam 1968.
Szádeczky-Kardoss S., Olajos Th., Breviarum Homiliae �eodori Syncelli de obsidione avarica 

Constantonopolis (BHG 1078m), AB 108, 1990, p. 147–182.
Szádeczky-Kardoss S., Textkritische Bemerkungen zur Homilia De obsidione avarica Constantino-

polis auctore ut videtur �eodoro Syncello, AA.ASH 30, 1982/1984, p. 443–450.
Szádeczky-Kardoss S., Zur Textüberlieferung der “Homilia de obsidione Avarica Constantinopolis 

auctore ut videtur �eodoro Syncello”, AUAJ.AAA 24, 1986, pp. 175–184.



293Adversus Iudaeos in the Sermon Written by Theodore Syncellus…

Tsangadas B.C.P., Forti�cations and Defense of Constantinople, New York 1980.
Van Bekkum J.W., Jewish Messianic Expectations in the Age of Heraclius, [in:] �e Reign of Heraclius 

(610–641): Crisis and Confrontation, ed. G.J. Reinink, B.H. Stolte, Leuven–Paris–Dudley 2002, 
p. 96–103.

Van Donzel E., Schmidt A., Gog and Magog in Early Eastern Christian and Islamic Sources. Sallam’s 
Quest for Alexander’s Wall, Leiden 2010.

Wheeler B.M., Imaging the Sasanian Capture of Jerusalem. �e „Prophecy and Dream of Zarubbabel” 
and Antiochus Strategos „Capture of Jerusalem”, OCP 57, 1991, pp. 69–85.

Wilken R., �e Land Called Holy: Palestine in Christian History and �ought, New Haven 1992.
Wortley J., Israel and Byzantium: A Case of Socio-Religious Acculturation, [in:] Traditions in Contact 

and Change. Selected Proceedings of the 14th Congress of the International Association for the His-
tory of Religions, ed. P. Slater et al., Waterloo 1983, p. 361–376.

Zervan V., Konstantinopel – Prä�guration Jerusalems?, [in:] Laetae segetes iterum, ed. I. Radkova, 
Brno 2008, p. 417–418.

Zervan V., Konštantínopol ako Nový Jeruzalem. Náčrt polobiblickej typológie, Bslov 3, 2010, p. 86–98.
Zervan V., Typológia–kresťanská forma myslenia na východe. Podoby typologickej myšlienkovej formy 

v rannej Byzancii 6. storočia, Bratislava 2013.

* * *
ТЕМЧИН С., Слово о законе и благодати киевского митрополита. Илариона и раннехристиан-

ская полемика, Ru 7, 2008, p. 30–40.

Abstract. A sermon attributed to �eodore Syncellus (�eodoros Synkellos) is considered as one 
of the basic sources for the study of the Avar siege of Constantinople in AD 626. �erefore, the most 
historians paid more attention to the analysis of its historical background than to its ideological con-
tent. From the ideological point of view, the document serves as an evidence that a fear for the future 
of the Empire and its capital Constantinople began to rise within emerging Byzantine society. �e 
Avar siege served its author mainly as a model for developing his polemics with imaginary Jewish 
opponents and their religion. It deserves to be included in a long succession of similar polemical 
treatises, which have existed in Christianity from its earliest times.

Keywords: Avars, Constantinople, �eodore Syncellus, De obsidione avarica Constantinopolis, 
patriarch Sergius, the Avar Siege of 626, typology, Jews, Gog and Magog, New Jerusalem, Old Testa-
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Faces of Aeneas. Representations 
on Roman Coins and Medallions

Aeneas (Aineias), the Trojan exile, his fate, personality and role in the Medi-
terranean world, his life story sine qua non of the Roman history, has become 

an interesting object of study. Here, especially, the circulating literary accounts 
of Aeneas’ adventures provide material for such analyses of his portrait1. Also 
in ancient art the image of Aeneas as the progenitor of the Roman people is far 
from modest. In this context I focus upon the monetary representations of Aeneas 
in Roman coinage. �is view includes republican and imperial coins as well as 
provincial and ‘pseudo-autonomous’ coins and medallions.

Aspects of Aeneas’s image, based on numismatic sources, become a recurring 
theme of numerous studies2 in which, however, either because of the abundance 
of material analyzed or a too-narrow a set of numismatic references, the spe-
ci�c traits of Aeneas’s numismatic iconography and the sense of the Aeneas motif 
have been lost or deformed. In the present study too I do not pretend to have 
exhausted the theme. I principally explore those aspects of Aeneas’s image that 
become manifest through the way he is portrayed in the company of his family 
members and entourage, and placed in a de�nite framework referring to the pre-
beginnings and the history of the Roman people, as suggested by various attri-
butes in the monetary iconography as well.

A review of monetary representations used within a period of a few centuries 
in the Roman world, shows how rare direct Aeneas-related motifs were3. Moreover, 
1 E.g. G.K. Galinsky, Aeneas, Sicily, and Rome, Princeton 1969; G. Vanotti, L’altro Enea. La testi-
monianza di Dionigi di Alicarnasso, Roma 1995; M. Bettini, M. Lentano, Il mito di Enea. Immagini 
e racconti dalla Grecia a oggi, Torino 2013.
2 T. Duncan, The Aeneas Legend on Coins, CJ 44, 1948/1949, p. 15–29; W. Fuchs, Die Bildgeschichte 
des Flucht des Aeneas, [in:] ANRW, vol. I/4, ed. H. Temporini, Berlin–New York 1973, p. 615–632; 
P. Aichholzer, Darstellungen römischer Sagen, Wien 1983, p. 1–29; M. Krumme, Römische Sagen 
der antiken Münzprägung, Marburg 1995, p. 22–25, 94–111; A. Kendall, The depictions of Aeneas 
in Roman numismatic and medallic art, The Picus 1996, p. 22–37; R. Cappelli, Questioni di icono-
grafia, [in:] Roma, Romolo, Remo e la fondazione della città. Roma, ed. A. Carandini, R. Cappelli, 
Milano 2000, p.  151–183; C.  Mc Innis, Foundation Iconography on Roman Coins: A Study of the 
Romulus and Remus and Aeneas Legends, CMNSJ 2/1, 2001, p. 5–22.
3 Cf. J.-P. Martin: Les thèmes de l’épopée romaine dans la numismatique impériale, [in:] Imago Anti-
quitatis. Religions et iconographie du monde romain. Mélanges offerts à Robert Turcan, ed. N. Blanc, 
A. Buisson, Paris 1999, p. 331, 335–337.
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as a reverse theme, Aeneas was introduced relatively late. While in Greek coinage, 
the oldest known image of Aeneas can be seen on the tetradrachms of Aeneia on 
the Chalcidic peninsula dating back to the end of the 6th century BC4 and recurs 
at the turn of the 5th to 4th century BC5. While in the Roman world, Aeneas appears 
on the coins, as presumed, and depending on the admitted chronology of de�nite 
emissions and the identi�cation of the iconographic representations, as late as the 
second half of the 3rd century BC6 or the end of the 2nd century BC7. Yet, there are 
also opinions that it was in the 1st century BC8.

Emissions with the Aeneas motif are limited to several cases only in republican 
and imperial coinage. At the same time, the circulating issues were accumulated 
in the declining Republic, under Augustus and during the Julio-Claudian dynasty; 
they appeared occasionally in the Year of the Four Emperors and during the period 
of the Adoptive and Antonine Emperors9. In terms of content they are enriched by 
the imperial medallions from the 2nd century10 and the medallions and the contor-
niates from the 4th century11.

4 E. Babelon, Traité des monnaies grecques et romaines (cetera: Bab. Traité), vol.  II.1, Paris 1907, 
no  1556; H.  Gaebler, Die antiken Münzen Nord-Griechenlands, Makedonia und Paionia, Berlin 
1935, p. 20–21, no 1 (6th C. – 480 BC); R. Texier, A propos de deux représentations archaïques de 
la fuite d’Énée, RA 14, 6th s., 1939, p. 16–18 (ca. 550 BC); A. Alföldi, Die trojanischen Urahnen der 
Römer, Basel 1957, p. 17; W. Fuchs, op.  cit., p. 617–618 (ca. 500 BC); M. Price, N. Waggoner, 
Archaic Greek Coinage. The Asyut Hoard, London 1975, p. 43–44 (490–480 BC).
5 A Catalogue of the Greek Coins in the British Museum, ed. R.S. Poole, London 1873–1927 (cetera: 
BMC), Macedonia, Aeneia, p.  41, nos  1–5; Bab. Traité 2/1, nos  1557–1558; Bab. Traité 2/4, Paris 
1926, no  925, nos  927–930 (Ascanius); H.  Gaebler, op.  cit., p.  21, nos  2–5, p.  22, nos  8–10. Cf. 
M. Mielczarek, Mennictwo starożytnej Grecji. Mennictwo okresów archaicznego i klasycznego, vol. I, 
Warszawa–Kraków 2006, p. 89.
6 BMC Sicily, Segesta, p. 137, nos 59–61; cf. A. Alföldi, Die trojanischen Urahnen…, p. 29; G.K. Ga-
linsky, op. cit., p. 173. M.H. Crawford, Roman Republican Coinage, Cambridge 1974 (cetera: RRC), 
nos  28/1–2, 29/1–2; cf. F.  Canciani, Aineias, [in:]  Lexicon iconographicum mythologiae classicae, 
ed. L. Kahil, vol. I.1, Zürich–München 1981, no 178.
7 RRC, no 308/1a–b; cf. S. Petrillo Serafin, La pietas di Enea: due monete a confronto, BA 13, 1982, 
p. 37–38, n. 20; I. Bitto, Per una proposta di interpretazione del denarius del monetiere M. Heren-
nius con leggenda PIETAS, Messana 3, 1990, p. 147–168; eadem, M. Herennio, il mito eneico, la dea 
Herentas, [in:] La tradizione iconica come fonte storica: il ruolo della numismatica negli studi di icono-
grafia, ed. M. Caccamo Caltabiano, D. Castrizio, M. Puglisi, Reggio Calabria 2004, p. 385–388; 
J.D. Evans, The Art of Persuasion, Political Propaganda from Aeneas to Brutus, Ann Arbor 1992, p. 37.
8 RRC, no 458/1; cf. W. Fuchs, op. cit., p. 625–626.
9 Cf. W. Fuchs, op. cit., p. 624–625; F. Canciani, op. cit., nos 128–141; M. Krumme, op. cit., p. 98–107; 
Kat. 21/1, 23/1, 31/1–33/1, 37/1, 48/8, 59/1–3, 93/1–95/3; A. Dardenay, Les mythes fondateurs de 
Rome. Images et politique dans l’Occident romain, Paris 2010, p. 77–81.
10 Cf. F. Canciani, op. cit., nos 142–144, 169–172; M.R. Jenkins, Mythological narrative art in Ro-
man numismatics, Diss. Univ. of Tasmania 1991, p. 50–66, 108–121, 153–156; M. Krumme, op. cit., 
p. 107–117; Kat. 56/1–57/1, 67/1, 85/1, 92/1. J.M.C. Toynbee, Roman Medallions, New York 1986, 
p. 142–144; A. Dardenay, Les mythes…, p. 121–122.
11 The Roman Imperial Coinage (cetera: RIC), 7, ed. P.M.  Bruun, London 1966, p.  334, no  317; 
A. Alföldi, E. Alföldi, C.L. Clay, Die Kontorniat-Medaillons, Berlin 1976, p. 202, nos 90–91, p. 6, 
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On the other hand, more o�en and cumulatively over a longer time perspective 
(from the latter part of the 1st century until the 50s of the 3rd century), the Aeneas 
motif occurred on coins struck in the Roman East. It was featured, among oth-
ers, on the reverse sides of provincial coins from Corinth, Coela in �race, Patras 
in Achaea, Apamea in Bithynia-Pontus, Otrus in Phrygia, Berytus in Phoenicia, 
Parium in Mysia, and from Antandrus, Dardanus and Scepsis in Troas12.

Obviously Ilium could not be missing among these cities. Here the Aeneas motif 
was commonly explored in the ‘pseudo-autonomous’ coinage under the Flavians and 
Antonines13 and also in the provincial coinage under Augustus (27 BC – 14 AD), 
Hadrian (AD 117–138), Marcus Aurelius (AD 161–180), Lucius Verus (AD 161–169) 
and Elagabalus (AD 218–222)14. On the other hand, in the western part of the 
Mediterranean, the Aeneas motif can be found on the coins of Segesta in Sicily15.

no 20, p. 114–115, no 349, p. 117, no 355; F. Canciani, op. cit., no 145; M.R. Jenkins, Mythological 
narrative art…, p. 270–271.
12 E.g. Corinth – Roman Provincial Coinage (cetera: RPC), 4, no 5152 temp. (Marcus Aurelius), 5225 
temp., 9502 temp. (Commodus); Coela – RPC 9, no 164 temp. (Trebonianus Gallus); http://www. 
ancientcoinage.org/the-trojan-war.html [13 IV 2016] (Gallienus); Patras – BMC Peloponnesus, Patrae, 
p. 28, no 44; RPC 4, no 4623 temp., 9879 temp. (Commodus); Apamea – RPC, 3, no 1032 (Hadrian); 
BMC Pontus, Apamea, p. 114, no 37 (Severus Alexander); Otrus – H. von Aulock, Münzen und Städte 
Phrygiens, Tübingen 1980 (cetera: vA Phrygiens), nos 787–789 (Caracalla), no 816, 835; BMC Phrygia, 
Otrus, p. 345, no 14 (Geta); Berytus – BMC Phoenicia, Berytus, p. 84, nos 213–215 (Elagabalus); Parium 
– http://www.ancientcoinage.org/the-trojan-war.html [13 IV 2016] (Gallienus); Antandrus – C. Fon-
tana, Note su alcune monete inedite o poco conosciute della serie urbica greca coniate durante l’Impero 
Romano, RINSA 18, 1967, p. 54, no 18 (Caracalla); A. Giampaglia, Enea, il fondatore: Roma e la Troade 
a confronto, [in:] Polis, urbs, civitas, moneta e identità, ed. L. Travaini, G. Arrigoni, Roma 2013, p. 160; 
https://www.cngcoins.com/Coin.aspx?CoinID=114901 [13 IV 2016] (Severus Alexander); Dardanus 
– RPC 3, no 1561 (Trajan); BMC Troas, Dardanus, p. 51, no 29 (Geta); Sylloge Nummorum Graeco-
rum Deutschland: Sammlung von Aulock, rev. G. Kleiner et al., Berlin 1957–1968 (cetera: SNG vA), 
no 1505; RPC 4, no 67 (Crispina); Scepsis – http://www.ancientcoinage.org/the-trojan-war.html [13 IV 
2016] (Faustina II); K. Kraft, Das System der kaiserzeitlichen Münzprägung in Kleinasien. Materialien und 
Entwürfe, Berlin 1972, p. 161, no 27 (Julia Domna); BMC Troas, Scepsis, p. 85, no 38 (Julia Mamaea). Cf. 
K.W. Harl, Civic Coins and Civic Politics in the Roman East A.D.180–235, Berkeley–Los Angeles–London 
1987, p. 74; R. Lindner, Mythos und Identität: Studien zur Selbstdarstellung kleinasiatischer Städte, Stutt-
gart 1994, p. 45–64; Ch. Howgego, Coinage and Identity in the Roman Provinces, [in:] Coinage and Identity 
in the Roman Provinces, ed. Ch. Howgego, V. Heuchert, A. Burnett, Oxford–New York 2005, p. 5–6.
13 H. von Fritze, Die Münzen von Ilion, [in:] Troja und Ilion: Ergebnisse der Ausgrabungen in den 
vorhistorischen und historischen Schichten von Ilion 1870–1894, ed. W. Dörpfeld, 2, Athen 1902 (ce-
tera: vF Ilion), nos 28–31; BMC Troas, Ilium, p. 59, no 20; A.R. Bellinger, Troy. The Coins, Princeton 
1961, nos T 129, 140, 141, 208, 210; SNG vA, nos 1524–1526; RPC 3, no 1577; RPC 4, no 2487 temp.
14 vF Ilion, no 41; BMC Troas, Ilium, p. 60, no 28; A.R. Bellinger, op. cit., no T 115; RPC 1, no 2306 
(Augustus); vF Ilion, no 55; SNG vA, no 1533; A.R. Bellinger, op. cit., no T 134; RPC 3, no 1570 
(Hadrian); vF Ilion, no  62; A.R.  Bellinger, op.  cit., no T 148; RPC 4, no  85 (Marcus Aurelius); 
A.R.  Bellinger, op.  cit., no T 154; RPC 4, no  91 (Lucius Verus); https://www.pecunem.com/ 
auction-24/lot-296 [15 XII 2015] (Elagabalus).
15 BMC Sicily, Segesta, p. 137, nos 59–61; R. Calciati, Corpus nummorum siculorum: la monetazione 
di bronzo, vol. I, Milano 1983, Segesta, p. 304, nos 54, 56, 57; M. Krumme, op. cit., p. 98, Kat. 155/1. 
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It is striking how popular the Aeneas motif was in the numerous minting 
centres that produced pseudo-autonomous and provincial coins in the times 
of the Empire, and how modestly it was represented in the parallel imperial 
coinage.

�is observation stands in contrast to Aeneas’ role as the progenitor of the 
Romans. He appears more as a hero of the Roman East than of the whole Roman 
world. Especially on the coins minted in the city of Ilium he was a symbol of the city’s 
identity by the reference to its mythological beginnings. Moreover, the inscription: 
τὸ[ν] πάτριον θε[ὸν]16 suggests that Aeneas was an object for worship here. On the 
other hand, in Italia and especially in Lavinium, Aeneas became a local hero for 
whom a heroon was erected with the inscription: πατρὸς θεοῦ χθονίου17. Another 
way of distinguishing Aeneas was by calling him indigens pater, who in deorum 
numero relatus (est) which can be seen in the inscription on the Domus Eumachiae 
next to the Pompeii forum18. Furthermore, within the multi-branched Greek and 
Roman tradition relating to Aeneas, it was sometimes to him that the foundation 
of Rome was ascribed19.

A rather modest representation of the Aeneas motif in Roman coinage and its 
narrow chronological frame are due to the speci�c character of the numismatic 
sources and to the fact that it was relatively late that the exile from Troy became 
associated with the future of the Romans. A�er all, the story of Aeneas was con-
tinually transformed, both in ancient literature and in works of art, their episodes 
being nuanced in various ways. �ere exists a wide range of possibilities between 
Aeneas mentioned in the Iliad and Aeneas as the embodiment of a supreme reli-
gious and political idea in the Aeneid20. Still the precondition for introducing him 
into monetary iconography was that the contemporary coin issuers noticed a quasi- 
-genealogical relationship to him or his independent ideological attractiveness. 
For this reason two clear-cut caesuras are revealed in Roman coinage: one of them 
falls at the time of the declining Republic and Augustus’s reign, when both of the 
aforementioned conditions were ful�lled, and the other becomes manifest under 
Hadrian (117–138 AD) and Antoninus Pius (138–161 AD), when the second con-
dition is ful�lled.

Cf. G.K. Galinsky, op. cit., p. 173; M.C. Caltabiano, Gli eroi omerici nella tipologia monetale antica, 
RINSA 90, 1988, p. 28.
16 CIG 3606, [in:] Corpus Inscriptionum Graecarum, ed. A. Boeckhius, Berolini 1843; Iv Ilion 143, 
[in:] P. Frisch, Die Inschriften von Ilion, Bonn 1975.
17 D.H., I, 64, 5, [in:] Dionysi Halicarnasiensis Antiquitatum Romanarum quae supersunt, ed. C. Ja-
coby, Lipsiae 1885–1905 (cetera: D.H.).
18 CIL X, 808 = 8348, [in:] Corpus Inscriptionum Latinarum, ed. Th. Mommsen, Berolini 1883.
19 Hellanicos, in D.H., I, 72, 2; Sall., Cat. 6, [in:]  C.  Sallustii Crispi Catilina, post A.W.  Ahlberg 
ed. A. Kurfess, Lipsiae 1972 (cetera: Sall., Cat.)
20 Cf. (e.g.) N.M. Horsfall, The Aeneas-Legend from Homer to Virgil, BICS 34, 1987, Suppl. Nr 52: 
Roman Myth and Mythography, p. 12–24; idem, Aeneas the colonist, Verg 35, 1989, p. 8–27.
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A review of the occurrence of the Aeneas motif reveals that there were few 
iconographic models used in Roman coinage. �e catalogue that Fulvio Canciani 
made on the basis of the Aeneas representations in the works of ancient art famil-
iar to him, enumerates over 20 di�erent models21. Only three of them can be found 
on the reverses of the Roman coins. �ey refer to the themes, which the Italian 
researcher de�nes as the �ight from Troy, the arrival in Italy and the pact with 
Latinus, yet in their content they also comprise the �rst o�ering made on Italian 
land and the foundation of the city.

Such a course of events, arranged according to the legendary chronology, and 
complemented by successive episodes, reveals itself in the inscription on the base 
of a statue that once stood in Pompeii:

Aenea[s Ven]eris et Anchisa[e filius Troia]nos / qui capta Tr[oia et incensa s]uper / [fue]rant 
in It[aliam adduxit] /…/ [oppidum Lavinium] con[didit …/… regnavit an]nos tris in / [bel]
lo Lauren[tin]o non con / [pa]ruit appel[latus]q est indigens / [pa]ter et in deo[rum n]umero 
relatus22.

�e episodes of Aeneas’ life, rendered symbolically on the coins, are set within 
the framework of the same canonical associations.

A model that was most commonly used on the reverses of provincial coins was 
the three-person Aeneas group, consisting of Aeneas carrying his father Anchises 
on his arm and holding  his son Ascanius by the hand. On the imperial coins, 
however, the Aeneas Group was depicted rather rarely and usually played a sec-
ondary role.

As an example, on the sestertii of Caligula it adorns, together with other sculp-
tures, the fastigium of the temple of the divus Augustus on the Palatine hill23; the 
same detail can also be found on some variants of Antoninus Pius coins, depict-
ing templum or aedes divi Augusti restituta24. On the other hand, on the sestertii 
PIETAS AVGVSTI S C of Galba, the Aeneas Group is featured in the relief frieze 
of an altar at which Pietas makes her o�ering25. A complement to this group 

21 F. Canciani, op. cit., p. 381–394. See, e.g., subjects indicated by A. Dardenay, Images des Fon-
dateurs. D’Enée à Romulus, Bordeaux 2012, p. 13–75: “la Fuite d’Énée” and “les images secondaires 
illustrant la légende troyenne”.
22 See note 18 above. Aeneas’ elogium – CIL VI, 40931 = AE 1934, 149 = AE 1938, 4 = AE 1949, 165 
= AE 1999, 177.
23 The Roman Imperial Coinage, ed. H. Mattingly et al., London 1923 sqq (cetera: RIC), 12, Calig., 
nos 36, 44, 51; A Catalogue of the Roman Coins in the British Museum. Coins of the Roman Empire 
in the British Museum, ed. H. Mattingly, London 1965–1976 (cetera: BMCRE), 1, Calig., no 41; 
M. Krumme, op. cit., p. 104, Kat. 31/1; cf. G. Fuchs, Architekturdarstellungen auf römischen Münzen 
der Republik und der frühen Kaiserzeit, Berlin 1969, p. 45.
24 RIC 3, Ant.P., nos  124, 143, 272a–b, 284, 289–290, 755, 787, 795–796, 973, 978, 988, 994, 998, 
1003–1004, 1017, 1021; BMCRE 4, Ant.P., p.  74†, 147*, 354†, 355*, 355‡, nos  549, 552, 916, 924, 
938–939, 1652, 1718, 1729–1730, 2051, 2063–2066, 2098; M. Krumme, op. cit., p. 104, Kat. 93/1a–95/3.
25 BMCRE 1, Galba, p. 358‡; RIC 12, Galba, no 483; M. Krumme, op. cit., p. 104, Kat. 37/1.
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is a Hadrian medallion of a VENERI GENETRICI type. Here the motif of the 
Aeneas group adorns the shield on which the goddess Venus is sitting26. Placing 
the Aeneas Group within the ornamental elements of a temple, an altar or a shield 
indicates that the motif was characteristic and easily recognizable. However, the 
Aeneas group rarely appears as the main element of reverse iconography in impe-
rial coinage27; the model was par excellence typical for provincial coinage where 
such pictures were widespread, lasting and only slightly diversi�ed. It implies the 
iconographic and compositional dependence of these monetary representations 
upon a common source or a widely known work28.

It seems that the inspiration came from the statuary representation of the 
Aeneas group, raised in the Forum of Augustus in Rome in the 20s of the 1st cen-
tury BC29. At the same time, in the strophes of the Aeneid, Virgil pictures Aeneas 
�eeing from the city of Troy:

ergo age, care pater, ceruici imponere nostrae;
ipse subibo umeris nec me labor iste grauabit;
[…] mihi paruus Iulus
sit comes. […]
tu, genitor, cape sacra manu patriosque penatis; […]
haec fatus latos umeros subiectaque colla
ueste super fuluique insternor pelle leonis,
succedoque oneri; dextrae se paruus Iulus
implicuit sequiturque patrem non passibus aequis30.

On the basis of these words, it is easy to compose an image that recalls the one 
known from the monetary representations, where Aeneas, carrying his father on 
his back and leading his son by the hand, is shown as profugus31. Still, the sculp-
ture from the Forum of Augustus did not survive into our times. We can �nd only 
a very general description of it in Ovid:

26 F. Gnecchi, I medaglioni romani, descritti ed illustrati, Milano 1912, 3, Adr., no 92. References to 
Venus and her son Aeneas may be associated with an allusion to the mythical ancestress of the Julian 
family, and to the dynastic idea, cf. P. Zanker, August i potęga obrazów, przeł. L. Olszewski, Poznań 
1999, esp. p. 101, 198 sqq; O. Hekster, Emperors and Ancestors: Roman Rulers and the Constraints 
of Tradition, Oxford 2015, esp. p. 239–241.
27 F. Gnecchi, I medaglioni…, 3, Ant.P., no 158; RIC 3, Ant.P., nos 91, 615, 627; BMCRE 4, Ant.P., 
nos 237, 1264, 1292; M. Krumme, op. cit., p. 104, Kat. 59/1–3.
28 Cf. vF Ilion, p. 519.
29 W. Fuchs, op. cit., p. 627–629: ca. 27–22 BC. Cf. F. Canciani, op. cit., no 146.
30 Vergilius, Aen. II, 707–708, 710–711, 717, 721–724, [in:] Virgile, Énéide, trans. et ed. J. Perret, 
Paris 1987–1993 (cetera: Verg., Aen.).
31 Verg., Aen. I, 2. Cf. Verg., Aen. VII, 300; VIII, 118; X, 158; Liv., I, 1, 5 and 8, [in:] Tite-Live, His-
toire romaine, trans. et ed. R. Bloch, J. Bayet, G. Baillet et al., Paris 1968 sqq (cetera: Liv.); Sall., 
Cat. 6. Cf. V. Rimell, The Closure of Space in Roman Poetics. Empire’s Inward Turn, Cambridge 2015, 
p. 34, 70.
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Hinc uidet Aenean oneratum pondère caro
et tot Iuleae nobilitatis auos;
hinc uidet Iliaden umeris ducis arma ferentem32.

�e painting on the facade of the fullonica in Via dell’Abbondanza in Pom-
peii is presumed to depict the Roman sculpture of Aeneas with his father and son 
(cf. �g. 1)33. �e painting reproduces the composition of the statue that once stood 
on the facade of Domus Eumachiae in Pompeii, which itself was a copy of a Roman 
prototype34. �e presence of the Aeneas group in the relief of Sebasteion in Aphro-
disias35 and in numerous monuments of major and minor art such as altar reliefs, 
gems, clay lamps, and others testi�es to its popularity (cf. �g. 2).

In the literature and visual arts of the period, from which images of the Aeneas 
group became popular in the coinage, there was a certain convention in depicting 
the Trojan hero. Di�erent monetary designs in which it was reproduced prove that 
this portrait of Aeneas was so universal that it was adopted in diverse geographic 
and chronological environments. �e inspiration was presumably drawn, directly 
or indirectly, from the Roman statuary prototype. �is reasoning is justi�ed by the 
chronological order in which the monetary representations of the Aeneas group 
developed. Still, the entire group of these coins repeated, in a transformed icono-
graphic version, what was a part of Aeneas’ myth as it functioned in the times 
of Augustus. We can see here the conservatism of coin representations, which 
exhibit far fewer individual variants than, for example, the ornaments on contem-
poraneous lamps that also depict the Aeneas group36, and the permanence of the 
model. On the other hand, the elements suggesting the relation between the Trojan 
hero and the foundation of Rome, were a reference to Augustan times, when the 
conviction about the exceptional role played by Aeneas was excessively developed 
and established.

�ese features of the model – permanence, schematism – indicate a symbolic 
value of the Aeneas group in numismatic imagery. �e fact of drawing from this 
model, well-established in provincial coinage, proves that it was referred to in order 
to show the connection with the Roman state either of the Julian colonies, or the 
towns bene�ting from pax romana, or simply the places, which via the mythical 
stories, were somehow related to Aeneas’ journey. On the other hand, in the origi-
nal iconography found on the reverses of the medallions, the �gures of Aeneas and 

32 Ovidius, Fasti, V, 563–665, [in:] Ovids’s Fasti, trans. J.G. Frazer, London–Cambridge Mass. 1959 
(cetera: Ov., Fast.).
33 F. Canciani, op. cit., no 98.
34 Ibidem, no 147.
35 R.R.R. Smith, Myth and Allegory in the Sebasteion, [in:] Aphrodisias Papers: Recent work on archi-
tecture and sculpture, ed. Ch. Roueché, K. T. Erim, JRA Suppl. 1, 1990, p. 97–100.
36 Cf. W. Fuchs, op. cit., p. 629; A. Dardenay, Le rôle des ateliers de lampes dans la diffusion iconogra-
phique de la fuite d’Énée, MCV 35.2, 2005, p. 161–189.
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his relatives are woven into the scenes which explain the episodes from the Trojan’s 
life with references to associations other than the Aeneas group.

�e early representations in Roman coinage depict Aeneas with Anchises 
only37. �e son of the hero, Ascanius, was only introduced later, on emissions 
featuring the Aeneas group.

Ascanius (Askanios), which is peculiar especially to the iconographic rep-
resentations of Aeneas in the Greek world, did not appear frequently nor did it 
play a primary role. We do not �nd him in the earliest preserved representation 
of Aeneas’ �ight from Troy in the vase painting (ca 540 BC)38. Sometimes, however, 
a child or even more children appear in the pictorial decorations of the Greek vases 
in the 6th and 5th century BC39, which would correspond to the version of Aeneas’ 
numerous o�springs. Still, in the 2nd century BC Cassius Hemina mentions that 
two of Aeneas’ sons were lead out of Troy40.

In Italia, Ascanius was called Julus. �is change of name was to signify matu-
rity: a youth took part in the war, hair began growing on his face41. Creusa was 
supposed to call her son Ilius, �rst he was called Iolus, then Iulus. �ese changes 
of name establish a closer relationship between Ascanius, or the Trojan tradition 
on one side and the gens Iulia on the other42.

�is genealogical connection with the Trojans – via Ascanius – is not re�ected 
in the coin imagery of the declining Republic and the beginning of the Empire. 
It is striking that Ascanius is absent from the coins related to the person of C. Julius 
Caesar and Octavian, in these cases the representation is con�ned to Aeneas and 
Anchises. It would be a trace of the Greek tradition established, for example, in the 

37 Cf. the denarii of M. Herennius – H.A. Grueber, Coins of the Roman Republic in the British Mu-
seum, London 1910 (cetera: BMCRR), Rome, nos 1231–1258 (ca. 91 BC); E.A. Sydenham, The Coin-
age of the Roman Republic, London 1952 (cetera: CRR), nos 567–568 (101 BC); RRC, nos 308/1a–b 
(108 or 107 BC); Caesarian denarii – BMCRR East, p. 469, nos 31–35 (48 BC); CRR, no 1013 (48 
BC); RRC, no 458/1 (47–46 BC); M. Krumme, op. cit., p. 94, 98–100, Kat. 21/1; denarii of L. Regulus 
– BMCRR Rome, nos 4257–4258 (ca. 39 BC); CRR, nos 1104–1104a (42 BC); RRC, nos 494/3a–b 
(42 BC); M. Krumme, op. cit., p. 101–102, Kat. 23/1. See also BMC Sicily, Segesta, p. 137, nos 65, 66; 
R. Calciati, op. cit., Segesta, p. 305, no 61; RPC 1, no 652; M. Krumme, op. cit., p. 98, Kat. 164/1; and 
vF Ilion, no 41; BMC Troas, Ilium, p. 60, no 28; A.R. Bellinger, op. cit., no T 115; RPC 1, no 2306.
38 F. Canciani, op. cit., no 59.
39 Child – F. Canciani, op. cit., no 60 (ca. 520 BC); see http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/imag
e?img=Perseus:image:1992.06.1379 [17 XII 2015]; also F. Canciani, op. cit., nos 63–65, 67–69, 87; 
children – ibidem, nos 66, 79.
40 Hem. in Servius, Aen. II, 717: Idem historiarum libro I ait, Ilio capto (Aenean cum dis pena)tibus 
umeris impositis empisse duosque filios Ascanium et Eurybaten bracchio eius innixos ante ora hostium 
praetergressos […], [in:] Servii Grammatici qui feruntur in Vergilii carmina commentarii, rec. G. Thilo, 
Lipsiae 1881, 1884 (cetera: Serv., Aen.).
41 Serv., Aen. I, 267 and 286.
42 Liv., I, 3, 2; App., Civ. II, 10, 68, [in:] Appian’s Roman History, trans. H. White, London–Cam-
bridge Mass. 1964 (cetera: App.); Serv., Aen. I, 267. Cf. further A. Erskine, Troy between Greece and 
Rome. Local tradition and imperial power, Oxford 2001, p. 17–23; O. Hekster, op. cit., p. 240–250.
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statue from the island of Cos (2nd century BC) that repeats the composition well-
known earlier in the East, and also in the statuette from Kharayeb in Lebanon 
(4th–1st BC)43.

It is only on the imperial coins from the times of Caligula (AD 37–41), as previ-
ously mentioned, that the whole three-person Aeneas Group was portrayed. Yet, 
it was just a detail here, not the main theme of the reverse conception. Besides, this 
second version of the image was introduced late and remained predominantly an 
iconographic motif of the provincial issues. Within the regular imperial coinage 
it appears only during the reign of Antoninus Pius.

In these o�cial numismatic declarations, for the issuers and authors of the 
monetary designs, Ascanius was not an obvious link between the history of the 
Trojans and that of the Romans. Furthermore, within the most numerous group 
of the representations in which he appears, Ascanius is only a single element of the 
Aeneas Group, a complement to the central �gure of Aeneas.

It is Aeneas himself who remains the thread binding the Romans with the Tro-
jans and the condition sine que non of the Roman future. �e appearance of both 
Anchises and Ascanius is optional, which proves that – in order to recall the rela-
tionship with the Trojan hero and his signi�cance for the Roman history –  the 
message was built up around Aeneas. �e �gures of Anchises or Ascanius are also 
interchangeable: the introduction of one or the other entailed di�erent associations.

�e presence of Anchises serves to emphasize the caritas and pietas of the Tro-
jan hero. Even though, the image of Anchises, walking behind Aeneas functioned 
in Greek art44, in monetary iconography Anchises – always lame, old and therefore 
unable to leave Troy on his own – is saved solely by his son who, burdened with his 
father, becomes pius45.

On the imperial coins of Antoninus Pius46, on ‘pseudo-autonomous’ coins 
of Ilium, issued in the times of the Flavians47, on the provincial coins from Apa-
mea, issued in the times of Hadrian48, and on those from Otrus with the portrait 
of Geta49 etc., the object that deserves attention is the small cista or pyxis, held by 
Anchises. However, it is di�cult to establish if the detail, which is rather small, 

43 W. Fuchs, op. cit., p. 622; A. Dardenay, Les mythes…, p. 47.
44 Lekythos, Gela, 480/470 BC; metope 28N of the Parthenon, 447–438 BC, cf. W. Fuchs, op. cit., 
p. 619–620; F. Canciani, op. cit., nos 155, 156.
45 E.g. Ov., Fast. IV, 37–38: hinc satus Aeneas, pietas sceptata, per ignes / sacra patrem umeris, altera 
sacra, tulit. Cf. (e.g.) D.H., I, 48, 2; Lyc., Alex. 1270, [in:] Lykophron: Alexandra, ed., trans. et comm. 
S. Hornblower, Oxford 2015 (cetera: Lyc., Alex.); App., Civ. IV, 41; OGR IX, 1, [in:] Pseudo-Auré-
lius Victor, Les Origines du Peuple Romain, trans. et ed. J.-C. Richard, Paris 1983.
46 RIC 3, Ant.P., nos 91, 615, 627; BMCRE 4, Ant.P., nos 237, 1264, 1292; M. Krumme, op. cit., p. 104, 
Kat. 59/1–2a,b, 59/3.
47 vF Ilion, no 28; BMC Troas, Ilium, p. 59, no 20 (2nd c.); A.R. Bellinger, op.  cit., no T 129; SNG vA, 
no 1524.
48 RPC 3, no 1032.
49 BMC Phrygia, Otrus, p. 345, no 14; vA Phrygiens, nos 816, 835.
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can also be found on other coins. Probably, it was introduced into the provincial 
coins quite accidentally and depended on how faithful to the prototype, that is to 
the statue from the Roman Forum or to another source of inspiration, the image 
was. It is signi�cant that a cista was surely a Roman iconographic invention as 
sacra were not present in the Greek tradition50 while in the Roman world they 
appear in numerous iconographic works51. In numismatic representations this 
detail accentuated the spiritual aspect of Aeneas’ portrait: here he is not only his 
father’s saviour (pietas erga parentem) but also the one who (pius duplex) brings 
the sacra patriosque penatis out of Troy52 thus adopting the attitude of pietas erga 
patriam. Unknown remains a reverse variant with Aeneas carrying the sacra, yet 
within the literary tradition the merit for saving these sanctities was ascribed to 
him by metaphorically putting the sacra, the Penates, or the household gods, and 
the sacred �re of Vesta in his hands53.

Nonetheless, the leading role of Aeneas in rescuing his father, who is bringing 
the household gods, was rendered in the iconography through the popular model 
in which Anchises – carried by Aeneas – holds a cista. In this model Aeneas, carry-
ing a double burden, becomes, metaphorically, the carrier of the household gods: 
a penatiger54. It expands his role as the detail binds the exile from the Teucrian land 
with the future of his descendants in Italy for whom the possession of these sacra 
is a guarantee of prosperous existence.

Due to the relationship of Aeneas with the Penates, the group of coins referring 
to him can be extended to include the republican denarii of C. Sulpicius (106 BC). 
On their obverse, two jugate heads represent the Penates, as the letters DPP (sc. 
Dei Penates Publici) say, while the reverse depicts two men standing over a sow 
(�g. 3)55. It is therefore probable that one of them is Aeneas and the other is the 
king Latinus. �ey are making a pact with each other, as described much later by 
Virgil56. It would be one of the original images of Aeneas in Roman coinage.

On the other hand, the connection of Aeneas with the contents of the L. Papius 
Celsus’ denarii (ca 46 BC), with an image of Juno on the obverse and a she-wolf 

50 Exceptionally – the Etruscan scarab, 5th c. BC, Paris, Bibl. nat., Coll. de Luynes 276, R. Texier, 
op. cit., p. 12–21; A. Alföldi, Die trojanischen Urahnen…, p. 15–16; F. Canciani, op. cit., no 95; and 
the Etruscan RF amphora, Vulci, 470–460 BC, Monaco, Antikesamml. 3186 – F. Canciani, op. cit., 
no 94; G.K. Galinsky, op. cit., p. 60; contra N. Horsfall, The Iconography of Aeneas’ Flight: a Prati-
cal Detail, AK 22/2, 1979, p. 104–105.
51 E.g. F. Canciani, op. cit., nos 98, 102–126, 149–151, 153–154.
52 Cf. Verg., Aen. II, 717.
53 E.g. Ov., Fast. IV, 37–38; Verg., Aen. I, 68–69; II, 296–297. Cf. (e.g.) Hem. in Serv., Aen. II, 717; 
Verg., Aen. I, 6, 378–379; II, 293–295, 717, 747–748; III, 12, 148–149; IV, 598; V, 632; VII, 120–122; 
VIII 10–13 and 39; XII, 191–194.
54 Ov., Met. XV, 450, [in:] P. Ovidius Naso, Metamorphoses, ed. R. Ehwald, Lipsiae 1931.
55 BMCRR Rome, nos 1314–1326; CRR, no 572 (103–102 BC); RRC, no 312/1 (106 BC).
56 Verg., Aen. XII, 191–194.
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(rather than wolf) and an eagle over the �ames on the reverse57, results from the 
fact that the story related to the foundation of Lanuvium was erroneously asso-
ciated with Lavinium. Dionysius of Halicarnassus mentions prophetic signs that 
preceded the foundation of Lavinium by Aeneas: a wolf and an eagle were feed-
ing the �re while a fox was trying in vain to douse it. �e scene found expression 
in a sculpture standing in Lavinium showing a wolf, an eagle and a fox58.

Aeneas was also associated with the Palladion (Palladium), a statuette of Pal-
las Athena, representing the goddess, xoanon type, described by Apollodorus59. 
In various versions of the myth, it was supposed to be a gi� for Dardanus that was 
kept in a temple in Troy to ensure its inviolability. Still, subsequently, Diomedes 
and Odysseus (Ulysses) carried the statuette away and brought it to the Greek 
camp60. It remains unclear how the statuette again fell into the hands of the Tro-
jans �eeing from the falling city61. Diomedes would hand the Palladium over to 
Nautes or Aeneas. In Latium, Aeneas would receive it from Diomedes62. Possibly, 
however – as others claim63 – a copy was le� to them while the original Palladium 
was brought to Italia by Aeneas.

�e Palladium motif is featured on the coins struck in Ilium both during the 
Hellenistic epoch64 and in Augustan times65. It was frequently exploited on the pro-
vincial coins of Ilium, starting from the age of the Antonines. Yet, because of the 
dependence of the monetary motif on the said Roman sculpture, from which this 
detail was lacking, it does not appear as an element of the Aeneas Group, so fre-
quently featured on these coins. However, the Palladium was pictured as an auton-
omous element of the reverse iconography in the 2nd and 3rd century66. On the 

57 BMCRR Rome, nos 4018–4024 and CRR, nos 964–965. Cf. RRC, nos 472/1–2: wolf.
58 D.H., I, 59, 4–5. Cf. P.M. Martin, Sur un prodige délivré à Énée (D.H., I, 59, 4–5): essai d’interpré-
tation, REL 64, 1986, p. 41–42, 57–58.
59 Apoll., Bibl., III, 12, 3, [in:] Apollodorus, Epitome of the Library, trans. J.G. Frazer, London 1921.
60 E.g. D.H., I, 68–69; Verg., Aen. II, 164.
61 Ov., Fast. VI, 433–435: seu gener Adrasti, seu furtis aptus Ulixes,/ seu fuit Aeneas, eripuisse ferunt; 
/ auctor in incerto, res est Romana.
62 Hem. in Sol., II, 14: Nec omissum sit Aenean […] ut Hemina tradii […] in agro Laurenti posuisse 
castra: ubi […] a Diomede Palladium suscepit, [in:] C. Iulii Solini Collectanea rerum memorabilium, 
rec. Th. Mommsen, Berolini 1895 (cetera: Sol.).
63 Arctinos, in D.H., I, 69, 3, cf. ibidem, II, 66, 5.
64 Inventaire sommaire de la Collection Waddington […] ed. E. Babelon, Paris 1898 (cetera: Bab. 
Wadd.), no 1151; Bab. Traité 2/2, Paris 1910, no 2398; vF Ilion, p. 511–512 and nos 3–13, 16–25; 
BMC Troas, Ilium, p. 57, nos 1–9; p. 59, nos 14–15. Cf. L. Lacroix, Les reproductions de statues sur 
les monnaies grecques, Liège 1949, p. 101–131.
65 Bab. Wadd., no 1155; vF Ilion, nos 26–27, 40; BMC Troas, Ilium, p. 59, nos 16–19.
66 vF Ilion, no 64; BMC Troas, Ilium, p. 65, no 57 (Marcus Aurelius and Lucius Verus); BMC Troas, 
Ilium, p. 65, no 58 (Lucius Verus); no 55 (Faustina II); L. Lacroix, op.  cit., p. 109 (Commodus); 
vF Ilion, nos 92–93; BMC Troas, Ilium, p. 68, no 78 (Julia Domna); Bab. Wadd., no 1178 (Geta); BMC 
Troas, Ilium, p. 71, no 99 (Gordian III); Bab. Wadd., no 1186 (Trajan Decius).
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emissions dating from the reign of the Antonines the statuette is set in a temple67 
while on those struck under the Antonines, the Severi and Gordian III, it is placed 
on a column68. In the emissions under the early Severi the Palladium was depict-
ed alongside Ilus and Hector69 while on the coins issued under Marcus Aurelius 
it is set in the scene with Ganymedes and an eagle70. On the coins with the portrait 
of Crispina, the Palladium is held by Tyche, standing beside Athena71 and in the 
bronze coinage at the time of Elagabalus, Aeneas, standing before Tyche, is hand-
ing over the statuette into the hands of Roma72.

�e popularity of the Palladium motif on the coins from Ilium could partly be 
due to the fact that its inhabitants, considering themselves the successors of the 
Trojans, believed that the statuette had never been carried away from the city 
of Troy73. Likewise, other cities such as Luceria in Apulia, Siris in Lucania, Lavin-
ium, and �nally Rome also boasted possessing it74. A�er all, at the very beginning 
of its “history” Athena’s gi� for Dardanus was of two statuettes deposited in Troy75.

�e tradition concerning the fate of the Palladium was so diverse that it was 
depicted on the coins issued in the city of Dardanus in Troas, whose eponym was 
Dardanus (Dardanos)76. In addition, it was introduced into the Troezenian coins77 
and into those minted in Synnada in Phrygia78, with some variants in which the 
Palladium was held by Lacedaemon79. Iconographically, however, it was more o�en 
associated with the �gure of Diomedes, who apparently, was one of those who car-
ried it away from Troy. �is thread was taken up by the coins of Tyre in Phoenicia80 

67 vF Ilion, no 58 (Marcus Aurelius).
68 vF Ilion, nos 67–69; BMC Troas, Ilium, p. 64–65, nos 53–54 (Faustina II); BMC Troas, Ilium, p. 66, 
no  60 (Commodus); Bab. Wadd., no  1167; vF Ilion, no  85; BMC Troas, Ilium, p.  67, nos  67–68; 
A.R. Bellinger, op. cit., no 198; RPC 4, no 131 temp. (Crispina); Bab. Wadd., no 1168 (Septimius 
Severus); Bab. Wadd., no  1170; BMC Troas, Ilium, p.  68, nos  76–77 (Julia Domna); BMC Troas, 
Ilium, p. 69, no 86 (Caracalla); Bab. Wadd., nos 1184–1185; vF Ilion, nos 110–111 (Gordian III).
69 Bab. Wadd., nos 1175–1176; vF Ilion, p. 520, 524 and nos 91, 98; BMC Troas, Ilium, p. 69–70, 
nos 87–89.
70 Bab. Wadd., no 1160; vF Ilion, p. 525–526 and no 61; BMC Troas, Ilium, p. 64, no 51.
71 vF Ilion, no 86; BMC Troas, Ilium, p. 67, no 70; A.R. Bellinger, op. cit., no 200; RPC 4, no 132 temp.
72 https://www.pecunem.com/auction-24/lot-296 [17 XII 2015].
73 E.g. App., XII, 53, 213.
74 Cf. Plut., Cam. 20, 5, [in:] Plutarch’s Lives, trans. B. Perrin, London–Cambridge, MA 1914.
75 D.H., I, 68, 3; Varro, in Serv., Aen. II, 166.
76 Bab. Wadd., no 1137 (Julia Domna); Bab. Wadd., no 1138 (Severus Alexander).
77 BMC Peloponnesus, Troezen, p. 167, no 19; RPC 4, no 4640 temp. (Commodus).
78 Bab. Wadd., no 6540; RPC 4, no 2987 temp. (Antoninus Pius); BMC Phrygia, Synnada, p. 400, 
no 45; RPC 4, no 2210 temp. (Marcus Aurelius caesar).
79 RPC 4, no 2205 temp. (Antoninus Pius).
80 E. Babelon, Les Perses Achémenides, les satrapes et les dynasties tributaires de leur empire, Cypre 
& Phénicie, Paris 1893, nos 2300, 2301; RPC 9, no 2003 temp. (Volusian); E. Babelon, Les Perses…, 
nos 2304, 2314; BMC Phoenicia, Tyre, p. 289, no 467 (Valerian); E. Babelon, Les Perses…, no 2346 
(Gallienus).
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and especially those of Argos in Argolis, where the Palladium was supposedly kept81. 
Here the Palladium appears in three variants as an isolated statue82, a small Pal-
ladium in a temple83, and as one held by Diomedes84.

However, the Palladium was introduced rather late into monuments of Roman 
art. �e Palladium held by Anchises, on an intaglio dating from the 1st century 
BC, should be considered an iconographic peculiarity85. Yet, in monetary ico-
nography it was very rarely placed in Aeneas’ hands. �is idea was present in the 
coinage of the declining Republic and under Augustus. On the other hand, the 
denarii struck in the years 27–21 BC in Segesta86, feature Aeneas striding, hold-
ing the Palladium in his right hand and carrying Anchises, with an eagle behind 
them while on the earlier denarii struck in 47–46 BC in Africa and associated with 
C.  Julius Caesar87, the �gures of Aeneas and Anchises were combined with the 
symbolic imagery of the Palladium and the sacra. Here the Trojan hero strides, 
raising the Palladium in his right hand while his father is holding the sacra on his 
knees (�g. 4).

It remains unknown when the Romans started claiming possession of the Pal-
ladium. Records of its presence in Rome are late and there is no evidence of it, 
and other sacra, being carried over from Lavinium to Rome88. Nonetheless, within 
the period in which the said coins, representing Aeneas with the Palladium, were 
issued, there was a well-established tradition about the Palladium being pignus 
imperii, which Cicero expressed in 54 BC: Palladium illud quod quasi pignus nos-
trae salutis atque imperii custodiis Vestae continetur89. So in monetary iconography, 

81 Pausanias, II, 23, 5, [in:]  Pausanias, Graeciae Descriptio, ed. M.H.  Rocha-Pereira, Leipzig  
1973.
82 Bab. Traité 2/3, Paris 1914, nos 628–629; BMC Peloponnesus, Argos, p. 140, no 48 (4th c. BC); RPC 
4, no 9662 temp. (Marcus Aurelius); RPC 4, no 5260 temp. (Lucius Verus).
83 BMC Peloponnesus, Argos, p. 149, no 157; RPC 4, no 4631 temp. (Antoninus Pius); BMC Pelo-
ponnesus, Argos, p. 151, no 165 (Septimius Severus).
84 Bab. Traité 2/3, nos 625–627; BMC Peloponnesus, Argos, p. 139, nos 44–46 (5th–4th c. BC); BMC 
Peloponnesus, Argos, p. 148, no 150 (Hadrian); RPC 4, no 3514 temp. (Antoninus Pius).
85 E.g. intaglio, 1st c. BC, Latakiyah, Paris, Bibl. nat., de Clercq 3131 – http://medaillesetantiques.bnf.
fr/ws/catalogue/app/collection/record/ark:/12148/c33gb1rm1b [17 XII 2015].
86 BMC Sicily, Segesta, p. 137, nos 65, 66; R. Calciati, op. cit., Segesta, p. 305, no 61; RPC 1, no 652; 
M. Krumme, op.  cit., p. 98, Kat. 164/1; cf. S. Mani Hurter, Die Didrachmenprägung von Segesta 
mit einem Abhang der Hybriden, Teilstücke und Tetradrachmen sowie mit einem Überblick über die 
Bronzeprägung, Bern 2008, p. 49.
87 BMCRR East, p.  469, nos  31–35 (48 BC); CRR, no  1013 (48 BC); RRC, no  458/1 (47–46 BC); 
M. Krumme, op. cit., p. 94, 98–100, Kat. 21/1.
88 Cf. A. Dubourdieu, Les origines et le développement du culte des Pénates à Rome, Rome 1989, part. 
p. 460–469.
89 Cicero, Scaur. 48, [in:] Cicéron, Discours. Pour M. Aemilius Scaurus, trans. et ed. P. Grimal, Paris 
1976. Cf. Serv., Aen. VII, 188: septem fuerunt pignora, quae Imperium Romanum tenent: Faius matris 
Deum, quadriga fictilis Veientanorum, cineres Orestis, sceptrum Priami, uelum Ilionae, Palladium, 
ancilia.
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the symbolic scene of saving the father Anchises, the Palladium and the Penates 
by the Trojan hero generates associations with the idea of persistence and eternity 
of Imperium Romanum as well as the prosperity of Rome itself: aetheriam servate 
deam, servabitis urbem: imperium secum transferet illa loci90. Moreover, saved by 
Aeneas and then kept and carefully guarded in the temple of Vesta91, the Palla-
dium could be, as Jane DeRose Evans claims, an allusion to the role of Caesar 
as pontifex maximus92. Such an approach would be both rare and novel. Yet, it is 
worth following this trace and viewing in a similar, individual context the pres-
ence of the Palladium in Aeneas’ hand on the coins of Segesta, with the portrait 
of Augustus on their obverse, and also linking the Palladium itself more clearly 
with the idea of ruling and authority. �ese portraits of Aeneas, therefore, may 
be viewed as a paraphrase of the roles of Caesar and Augustus as in relation to 
Rome, in the years of the civil wars and a�erwards, they ful�ll a mission similar to 
that of Aeneas, who having escaped from the maelstrom of war, reached Latium, 
founded a city there and governed it. �e imagery of Caesar’s denarii was especial-
ly permeated with such associations, swathing Aeneas in an aura radiating from 
the Palladium itself but also from the symbolic �gure of the father Anchises with 
a cista containing the sacra.

�is last monetary type, used in the times of the Republic and associated with 
Caesar, was repeated in nummi restituti series issued under Trajan (ca 112/113)93. 
Alexandra Dardaney claims that this republican type found its place in the series 
due to the image of the Palladium in Aeneas’ hand. It was namely the symbol of the 
power and legitimacy of Trajan’s position94. �ough it is di�cult to agree with this 
opinion – it could be veri�ed only by �nding out the inspiration for all the pro-
totypes of restitution coins – the thought of linking the Palladium with the idea 
of imperial power seems reasonable. It is evident not so much during the reign 
of the Julio-Claudians, but rather in the later period. When the Julio-Claudian 
dynasty came to an end in AD 68, the symbol of the Palladium was invoked by the 
subsequent pretenders to the imperial purple95. Likewise, in the following years 

90 Ov., Fast. VI, 427–428.
91 Cf. (e.g.) D.H., II, 66, 3; Cic., Scaur. 48; Cic., Phil. XI, 10, 24, [in:] Cicéron, Discours, Philippiques, 
trans. et ed. P. Wuilleumier, Paris 1973; Ov., Fast. VI, 445–450; Liv. XXIV, 27, 4; V, 53, 7; Plut., 
Cam. 20, 5; Serv., Aen. I, 378; II, 166.
92 J.D. Evans, op. cit., p. 41.
93 H. Komnick, Die Restitutionsmünzen der frühen Kaiserzeit. Aspekte der Kaiserlegitimation, Berlin– 
New York 2001, no 38.0; B. Woytek, Die Reichsprägung des Kaisers Traianus (98–117), Wien 2010, 
no 836. Cf. M. Krumme, op. cit., p. 104–105, Kat. 48/8.
94 A. Dardenay, Les mythes…, p. 117.
95 E.g. RIC 12, Galba, no 469. Cf. RIC 1, p. 198: […] illustration of Galba’s rise of power; J.M.C. Toyn-
bee, The Hadrianic School. A Chapter in the History of Greek Art, Roma 1967, p. 102: symbol of Impe-
rial sovereignty. Palladium appears to have been important in Roman coins iconography, as an at-
tribute of Nobilitas, Roma, Vesta, Victory or emperor. Cf. C. Gatti, Il Palladio sulle monete di Galba, 
ACRDAC 11, 1980–1981, p. 109–116; R. Pera, L’imperatore ed il divino: il simbolismo del Palladio, 
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the emperors exploited this motif on their coins yet they did so without referring 
directly to the �gure of Aeneas.

�e portraits of Aeneas were enhanced on bronze medallions under the Adop-
tive and Antonine Emperors: their reverses refer to adventure episodes of the 
Trojan hero other than the ones described so far, and those that were already 
known, are pictured in a new way. More intelligible is also the foundational aspect 
of Aeneas’ activity depicted on the medallions.

�e �rst reverse of these medallions was conceived in the following way: in its 
upper part there is Aeneas carrying Anchises, next to him there is a temple and 
an altar on one side and a puteal with a tree growing out of it on the other. Below, 
there is a sow with her piglets, and the bottom part depicts city walls with a gate 
and towers. Such an image was embossed on the reverse side of Hadrianic medal-
lion dating from the years AD 134–138 (�g. 5)96 and repeated later, on undated 
medallions under Antoninus Pius (�g. 6)97.

�e occasional character of these medallions and their original reverses con-
�rm that in this case, the picture was designed exclusively for Hadrian’s medallion; 
this reverse iconography was faithfully repeated on Antoninus Pius medallions. 
In the attempt to �nd out the sources of this conception, attention was turned 
towards the above-mentioned sculptures. �e characteristic �gure of Aeneas with 
Anchises can be a modi�ed representation of the famous statue from Rome, just 
like the huge sow. A�er all, Varro mentions a bronze statue of the sow and her lit-
ter in Lavinium98. �e episodes of Aeneas’ life were researched in ancient literature 
as a possible source of inspiration for this reverse imagery. �e Aeneid, with its 
description of Aeneas’ �ight from Troy99, his encounter with the sow with pig-
lets100, and raising the walls around Lavinium101 provides a natural nourishment 
for such associations. An alternative for this is a fragment of the work Alexan-

[in:] La tradizione iconica come fonte storica: il ruolo della numismatica negli studi di iconografia, ed. 
M. Caccamo Caltabiano, D. Castrizio, M. Puglisi, Reggio Calabria 2004, p. 75–91; P. Assen-
maker, Pignus salutis atque imperii. L’enjeu du Palladium dans les luttes politiques de la fin de la 
République, EC 75, 2007, p. 381–412.
96 Monnaies Romaines Antiques (collection H.C. Levis), Genève 1925, no 526; M. Krumme, op. cit., 
p. 104, Kat. 56/1; Abb. 122; P.F. Mittag, Römische Medaillons. Caesar bis Hadrian, Stuttgart 2010, 
p. 85, Kat. Hadr 98 (132?–138). Cf. J.M.C. Toynbee, Roman Medallions…, p. 143; G. Giorgi, La 
leggenda delle origini di Roma in un raro medaglione di Adriano, RINSA 3, 1955, p. 85–87; M.S. Pond 
Rothman, Posthumous Hadrianic Medaillons, ANSMN 23, 1978, p. 111–113; F. Barenghi, Scene 
leggendarie della storia di Roma su alcuni medaglioni. A proposito del medaglione di Enea e Anchise, 
RINSA 94, 1992, p. 115–120.
97 F.  Gnecchi, I medaglioni… 2, Ant.P., no 115; M.  Krumme, op.  cit., p.  104–105, Kat. 57/1 (139 
AD). Cf. M.S. Pond Rothman, op. cit., p. 111–113; G.G. Belloni, Celebrazioni epiche in medaglioni 
di Antonino Pio. Una pagina di cultura erudita, [in:] Serta historica antiqua 2, 1989, p. 198–200.
98 Varron, RR II, 4, 18, [in:] Varron, Économie rurale, trans. et ed. Ch. Guiraud, Paris 1985.
99 Verg., Aen. II, 713–716.
100 Ibidem III, 389–393.
101 Ibidem VII, 157–159.
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dra by Lycophron of Chalcis. In her prophecy, Cassandra foretold that in the city 
[Lavinium] Aeneas would raise a statue of a sow (a black one) and her piglets and 
erect a temple to the goddess Myndia Pallenis [Athena], where he would deposit 
the statuettes of the household gods [Penates] that he would venerate together 
with his aged father102.

On the medallions of Hadrian and Antoninus Pius one representation accu-
mulates the elements whose meanings merge, mix and symbolically refer to the 
past, the present and the future of Aeneas103. �e hero with his father in his arms 
(though actually he died in Sicily104) is an allusion to the �ight from Troy. It is the 
past. �en, the present, symbolized by a great sow, is an allusion to the destination 
he found on Italian land. �e future, in turn, might be hidden beneath the image 
of the city walls, denoting the foundation of a city, Lavinium or Alba Longa105. On 
the other hand, the Penates, to which attention is drawn via the image of a temple 
and an altar, meld into one concept: the past (saving them from Troy), the present 
(making an o�ering), and the future associated with a guarantee of the continu-
ance of the state that possesses them. It is di�cult to distinguish one central motif, 
even though in terms of size, it is the image of the sow which dominates here. �e 
associations evoked are of general kind and refer to the established and canonical 
deeds of Aeneas and his services to the Romans. On the one side, particular ele-
ments of this representation recall the episodes connected with Aeneas’ wander-
ings but on the other side, they relate to his settlement in Latium and point to the 
foundational aspect in his life story. �is chain of associations leads eventually to 
Rome, although it has not been explicitly recalled by any element of the reverse 
representation.

Another interesting reverse comes from the medallion of Antoninus Pius dat-
ing from the years AD 140–143. �e whole scene is oriented towards the le� which 
allows “reading” and combining its individual elements in this order. Aeneas and 
Ascanius are coming out of a boat onto the shore; their companions are still in the 
boat. Stretching forth his hand Aeneas points to a cave under a tree and a sow 
with piglets, while in the background, there are elements of architecture, a round 
temple, an altar and a puteal (�g. 7)106.

102 Lyc., Alex. 1259–1265. Cf. Lycophron, Alexandra, p. 449.
103 Cf. N. Hannestad, Roman Art and Imperial Policy, Aarhus 1986, p. 212–213; M.R. Jenkins, The 
„Aeneid” Medallion – a Narrative Interpretation, NC 148, 1988, p. 148–152; idem, Mythological nar-
rative art…, p. 58–66, 150–152; A. Dardenay, Les mythes…, p. 120–122; eadem, Images…, p. 57–62.
104 See Verg., Aen. III, 707–710. Cf. the suggestion by D.H., I, 64, 5: Anchises died in Latium.
105 Cf. BMCRE 4, p. xciv: the great Sow standing before the new Troy in Italy, while, in the background, 
Aeneas carries Anchises between a temple and an altar.
106 F. Gnecchi, I medaglioni…, 2, Ant.P., no 99; M. Krumme, op. cit., p. 106, Kat. 67/1. Cf. J.M.C. Toyn-
bee, Roman Medallions, p. 221–222; G.G. Belloni, op. cit., p. 201; M.R. Jenkins, Mythological nar-
rative art…, p.  114–121; A.  Dardenay, Les mythes…, p.  123–125; eadem, Les héros fondateurs 
de Rome, entre texte et image à l’époque romaine, Pall 93, 2013: Texte et image dans l’Antiquité, ed. 
J.-M. Luce, p. 175–176.
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Compared with the reverse discussed earlier, this medallion of Antoninus Pius 
exhibits a signi�cant structural change which consists of replacing Anchises with 
Ascanius and introducing an image of a boat reaching the shore. �e most signi�-
cant compositional change, however, is moving the elements of architecture into 
the background and placing the newcomers from Troy and the sow found on the 
river shore on the same plane, as Helenus foretold in his prophecy:

cum tibi sollicito secreti ad fluminis undam
litoreis ingens inuenta sub ilicibus sus
triginta capitum fetus enixa iacebit,
alba solo recubans, albi circum ubera nati,
is locus urbis erit, requies ea certa laborum107.

�e motif of the sow and her piglets was more frequently present in Roman 
coinage. �e story of Aeneas’ arrival in Italy, a�er his long journey, and �nd-
ing a white sow with thirty piglets in a secluded place under an oak tree, which 
according to the prophecy, designated the end of his wanderings, found expres-
sion in the coinage minted under Vespasian, Hadrian and – especially – Antoni-
nus Pius108. �e image of a sow with her piglets su�ced, their number changing, 
sometimes the motif of a tree was introduced. On the medallion of Antoninus 
Pius just described – via the �gures of Aeneas and his son Ascanius and through 
the elements of a temple architecture of Lavinium or rather Alba Longa –  the 
motif of the sow was combined with the essence of the story about the Trojan hero 
as the progenitor of the Romans. From this image, as Amedeo Giampaglia notes, 
the associations quite easily dri� towards the twins fed by the she-wolf under 
�cus ruminalis109.

In iconographic and semantic terms the image of Aeneas from the medallion 
of Antoninus Pius was integrated into “future” events only. �e abandonment of the 
Trojan past is rendered by another iconographic detail: Aeneas and Ascanius are 
getting out of the boat. At this point the provincial emissions of Antandrus struck 
in the times of the Severan dynasty form an intriguing opposition to this medal-
lion of Antoninus Pius. �ey depict a scene of leaving Troas in which Aeneas, 
carrying his father in his arms and with his son at his side, is heading towards 
a boat110. A certain iconographic parallel with this solution is solely the scene of the 

107 Verg., Aen. III, 389–393. Cf. too ibidem VIII, 81–83.
108 Vespasian – RIC 2/1, Vesp. nos 982–983; RIC 2/1, Tit., under Vesp., no 986; Hadrian – F. Gnecchi, 
I medaglioni…, 3, Adr., nos 155, 156; P.F. Mittag, op. cit., Kat. Hadr 21; Antoninus Pius – F. Gnec-
chi, I medaglioni…, 3, Ant.P., no 144; RIC 3, Ant.P., nos 629, 722, 733, 768. Cf. A. Alföldi, Early 
Rome and the Latins, Ann Arbor 1965, p. 271–273.
109 A. Giampaglia, op. cit., p. 154.
110 C.  Fontana, op.  cit., p.  54, no  18 (Caracalla); A.  Giampaglia, op.  cit., p.  160; https://www. 
cngcoins.com/Coin.aspx?CoinID=114901 [13 IV 2016] (Severus Alexander).
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�ight from Troy on the Tabula Iliaca Capitolina, in which Ascanius, Aeneas and 
Anchises with the sacra are setting out for Hesperia111.

Another interesting reverse representation referring to Aeneas is on a medal-
lion with the portrait of caesar Marcus Aurelius on its obverse (ca 145–146). 
It features a sacri�cial o�ering of pig meat, a sacri�cer capite velato, a young man 
in a Phrygian cap but also victimarii and in the background – a temple (�g. 8)112. 
�e main protagonists of this scene are said to be Aeneas and Ascanius. Besides 
this, in terms of composition, this representation bears a likeness to the pan-
el of Ara Pacis. Yet, a number of doubts arise in connection with Paul Rehak’s 
hypothesis that on the Ara Pacis it is not Aeneas but Numa Pompilius making an 
o�ering to the Penates113. Still, it is certain that the image on the medallion conveys 
both symbolic and conventional meaning.

It cannot be excluded that another episode associated with Aeneas’ presence on 
Italian land was recalled on other medallions from the times of Antoninus Pius: 
two foot warriors are �ghting each other; one of them has already brought the 
other down to his knees114. Here Jocelyn M.C. Toynbee allows for a possibility that 
it is a duel between Aeneas and Turnus115.

Even more precisely, but also more metaphorically, the interrelation between 
Aeneas and the history of the Romans is re�ected on still other medallions of Antoni-
nus Pius (AD 158). In their reverse iconography, Roma, sitting on a rock or on 
a shield under a tree, is holding out her hand to a man in armour and paludamentum 
who is standing opposite her, while another woman with a bundle on her head and 
a child in a Phrygian cap and with pedum are standing behind the man (�g. 9)116. 
According to Robert Turcan, it is Aeneas who is holding Roma’s hand and the per-
sons standing behind him are Launa or Lavinia and Ascanius117. Here, the exile from 
Troy has been juxtaposed with the �gure Roma, which conveys various mean-
ings. Dea Roma was a personi�cation of the Roman people, the city and the whole 

111 Cf. A. Sadurska, Les Tables Iliaques, Warszawa 1964, p. 29, no 1A.
112 F. Gnecchi, I medaglioni…, 2, M.Aur., no 84; H. Dressel, op. cit., p. 65–69, no 33; M. Krumme, 
op. cit., p. 107–110, Kat. 85/1. Cf. J.M.C. Toynbee, Roman Medallions…, p. 218–219; A. Dardenay, 
Images…, p. 63–65.
113 P. Rehak, Aeneas or Numa? Rethinking the Meaning of the Ara Pacis Augustae, ArtB 83.2, 2001, 
p. 190–208.
114 F. Gnecchi, I medaglioni…, 2, Ant.P., no 119.
115 J.M.C. Toynbee, Roman Medallions…, p. 146, n. 197. Cf. M.R. Jenkins, Mythological narrative 
art…, p. 159–161; F. Marcattili, Et ipsa suis deplangitur Ardea pennis. Enea, Turno et le ceneri di 
Ardea in un medaglione di Antonino Pio, RINSA 117, 2016, p. 117–128. See Verg., Aen. XII, 896–907, 
cf. ibidem XII, 926–927 and 950–952.
116 F. Gnecchi, I medaglioni… 2, Ant.P., no 57.
117 R. Turcan, Numismatique romaine du culte métroaque, Leiden 1983, p. 32–34. Cf. W. Froeh-
ner, Les médaillons de l’Empire romain depuis le règne d’Auguste jusqu’à Priscus Attale, Paris 1878, 
p. 64–65: Aeneas, Iulus, Italia and Vesta; F. Gnecchi, I medaglioni…, 2, Ant.P., p. 15, no 57: Antoni-
nus Pius, Atys, Rome and Cybele.
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imperium populi Romani; she was also associated with the person of the emperor and, 
as Roma aeterna, became a symbol of eternity and the continuance of Rome118.

Two types of provincial coins of Ilium build a framework for such an expres-
sion of the relation between Aeneas and Rome, as on the medallions of Antoni-
nus Pius. �e �rst type of coins is bronzes date from the times of Hadrian (AD 
117–138). �eir reverse representations show the Aeneas group and – in exergue 
– the she-wolf with the twins (�g. 10)119. �is fusion of two symbols, of which the 
�rst refers to a Trojan myth and the other to a Roman one, is a unique solution 
in the coinage. Equally interesting, in this perspective of linking the “eastern” 
Aeneas with the “Italian” context is a bronze coin from the times of Elagabalus 
(AD 218–222). �e reverse inscription IΛΙΩΝ ΑΙΝΕΙΑC PΩΜΗ, is illustrated 
with images of Tyche and Aeneas giving over the Palladium to Roma who is 
standing opposite him120. Here Aeneas is both a Trojan and the one, who as the 
donor of the Palladium, causes the advent of Rome and its continuance. It may be 
another metaphor of Aeneas’ role as the founder of Rome.

�e material presented in this study reveals the diversity of the numismatic 
representations relating to Aeneas. On the one hand he is perceived as profugus, 
and on the other, as fundator. However, these two portraits of Aeneas do not stand 
in opposition to each other; the second is rather the continuation of the �rst. �ey 
also provide a frame for such virtues and features of Aeneas as pius and penatiger 
connoted through the representations.

Various portraits of Aeneas in Roman coinage are created exclusively via im- 
ages. Even the name of Aeneas – apart from above-mentioned provincial bronzes 
of Ilium, issued under Elabagalus – was not introduced into the inscriptions on 
Roman coins and medallions. Nonetheless he is clearly recognizable as the main 
protagonist of the Aeneas group that was so popular in the coinage. In the major-
ity of other iconographic solutions, discussed in the present study, the references 
to Aeneas do not raise doubt. On the other hand, as to the remaining imagery, 
there are presumptions based on the ‘canonical’ ways of presenting the �gure of the 
Trojan hero but also on some of his attributes and on the possibility of integrating 
the reverse scene into certain themes of a more widespread tradition, in order to 
enrich the group of coins and medallions with the Aeneas motif in Roman coinage 
by assuming that it is Aeneas who is represented on them. In further research it 
would be worth paying closer attention to the political context of the coins and 
medallions reviewed in the present study.

�e coins of the Republican epoch and the �rst years of the Empire, exhibit the 
potential attractiveness of the �gure of Aeneas for the issuers of coins. However, 
the Aeneas motif was rarely exploited on the coins and few iconographic solutions 
118 Cf. R. Mellor, The Goddess Roma, [in:] ANRW II, vol. XVII.2, ed. W. Haase, Berlin–New York 
1981, p. 950–1030.
119 vF Ilion, no 55; SNG vA, no 1533; A.R. Bellinger, op. cit., no T 134; RPC 3, no 1570.
120 https://www.pecunem.com/auction-24/lot-296 [17 XII 2015).
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were introduced. Here the fundamental di�erence between the emissions of the 
Roman Republic and those from the times of the Empire consists in the fact that 
at the beginning, the �gures of Aeneas and Anchises su�ced while the �gure 
of Ascanius was introduced quite late. It was a reminiscence of the statuary type 
of the Aeneas Group.

In the times of the Empire all types of coins repeated the same schematic image 
of the Aeneas group. In this context the reverses of the medallions dating from the 
times of the Adoptive and Antonine Emperors, which combined various scenes 
and details to render symbolically di�erent episodes from Aeneas’ life, look inter-
esting. On the other hand, compared with these solutions, the models occasional-
ly used, in which the power of associations resides in the personi�cation of Roma 
and the She-wolf and the twins, look original. �e coherence between the �gure 
of Aeneas and Roman history was accentuated in this way.
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Abstract. On the basis of numismatic material I present aspects of the �gure of Aeneas as they 
appear in ancient tradition. I have concentrated on the iconographic details and the arrangement 
of the reverse scenes which allow one to isolate the elements of Aeneas’s portrait in the coinage that 
are closely associated with his role as the one who, by carrying over the sacra to Italy, made way for 
the foundation and continuation of Rome.
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Fig. 1. Wall painting (copy), 1st century AD, Pompeii, Aeneas car-
rying Anchises and leading Ascanius, Museo della Civiltà Romana.

Fig. 2. Terracotta �gurine, 1st century AD, Pom-
peii, Aeneas carrying Anchises and leading Asca-
nius, Museo Archeologico Nazionale di Napoli 
110338, W.H. Roscher, Ausführliches Lexikon 
der Griechischer und Römischen Mythologie, 1, 
Leipzig 1884, col. 163.
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Fig. 3. D, serratus, Rome, 106 BC, Obv. D P P, jugate heads of Dii 
Penates, Rv. C, two soldiers standing facing each other, holding 
spears and pointing at a sow which lies between them, in exer-
gue C SVLPICI C F, cf. M.H.  Crawford, Roman Republican 
Coinage, Cambridge 1974, nr 312/1.
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Fig. 4. D, African mint, 47–46 BC, Rv. CAESAR, 
Aeneas, advancing to the le�, holding the palla-
dium in his hand, and Anchises on his shoulder, 
cf. M.H. Crawford, Roman Republican Coinage, 
Cambridge 1974, nr 458/1.

Fig. 5. ÆM, Rome, Hadrian, AD 134–138, Rv. Aene-
as, carrying Anchises, ara, puteal, Great Sow, walls 
and architectural features, cf. Monnaies Romaines 
Antiques (collection H.C. Levis), Genève 1925, pl. 21, 
nr 526.

Fig. 6. ÆM, Rome, Antoninus Pius, [AD 138–161], 
Rv. Aeneas, carrying Anchises, ara, puteal, Great 
Sow, walls and architectural features, cf. F. Gnecchi, 
I medaglioni romani, descritti ed illustrati, Milano 
1912, 2, tav. 55, 8.

Fig.  7. ÆM, Rome, Antoninus Pius, AD 
140–143, Rv. Aeneas, Ascanius, Great Sow, 
prow of the boat, architectural features, puteal, 
cf. F. Gnecchi, I medaglioni romani, descritti ed 
illustrati, Milano 1912, 2, tav. 54, 9.
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Fig. 8. ÆM, Rome, Antoninus Pius, c. AD 145–146, 
Rv. Aeneas capite velato, with patera, behind him 
Ascanius, victimarius holds the sow, ara, woman, 
in background temple, cf. F. Gnecchi, I medaglio-
ni romani, descritti ed illustrati, Milano 1912, 2, 
tav. 66, 6.

Fig.  9. ÆM, Rome, Antoninus Pius, AD 158, 
Rv. TR P XXI COS IIII, Roma seated l., facing 
Aeneas? Behind him the woman and Ascanius? 
cf. F. Gnecchi, I medaglioni romani, descritti ed 
illustrati, Milano 1912, 2, tav. 50, 1.

Fig. 10. Æ, Ilium, Hadrian, [AD 117–138], Rv. ΙΛΙ ΕΩN, Aeneas carrying Anchises and leading Asca-
nius, in the exergue, She-wolf and twins, cf. H. von Fritze, Die Münzen von Ilion, [in:] Troja und Ilion: 
Ergebnisse der Ausgrabungen in den vorhistorischen und historischen Schichten von Ilion 1870–1894, 
ed. W. Dörpfeld, 2, Athen 1902, Nr 55, Beilage 62
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Milk has always been a very signi�cant food product in the Mediterranean1 
(but also in other regions of the ancient world2). �us, it comes as no sur-

prise that ancient and Byzantine physicians devoted their research to this subject3. 
It is commonly believed that fresh milk was quite rare in everyday diet of those 
times, whereas its derivative – namely cheese – was consumed much more fre-
quently. �is general production-consumption pattern survived the Antiquity and 
was equally characteristic of the early Middle Ages4.

1 For the areas initially untouched by the Greek culture, and later by the Roman culture, cf. E. Bres-
ciani, Nourritures et boissons de l’Égypte ancienne, [in:] Histoire de l’alimentation, ed. J.-L. Flan-
drin, M. Montanari, Paris 1996, p. 63, 65, 67; J. Soler, Les raisons de la Bible: règles alimentaires 
hébraïques, [in:] Histoire…, p. 73–74, 79; A. Spanò Giammellaro, Les Phéniciens et les Carthaginois, 
[in:] Histoire…, p. 91, 96 etc. For the Greco-Roman area of the Mediterranean basin, cf. M.-C. Amo-
uretti, Villes et campagnes grecques, [in:] Histoire…, p. 138, 143; J.P. Alcock, Milk and its Products 
in Ancient Rome, [in:] Milk. Beyond the Dairy. Proceedings of the Oxford Symposium on Food and 
Cookery 1999, ed. H. Walker, Totnes 2000, p. 31–38; C.A. Déry, Milk and Dairy Products in the Ro-
man Period, [in:] Milk…, p. 117–125; A. Dalby, Food in the Ancient World from A to Z, London–New 
York 2003, p. 217–218 etc.
2 M. Stol, Milk, Butter and Cheese, BSA 7, 1993, p. 99–113; N. Batmanglij, Milk and its By-products 
in Ancient Persia and Modern Iran, [in:] Milk…, p. 64–73 etc.
3 Medical interest in milk can be found already in Corpus Hippocraticum –  K.  Deichgräber, 
Zur Milchteratpie der Hippokratiker (Epid. VII), [in:]  Medizin-Geschichte in unsere Zeit. Festgabe 
E. Heischkel-Artel und W. Artel, ed. H.H. Eulner, Stuttgart 1971, p. 36–53; M. Chrone, Ἡ πανίδα 
στὴν διατροφὴ καὶ στὴν ἰατρικὴ στὸ Βυζάντιο, Αθήνα 2014, p. 201–222; M. Kokoszko, Galaktologia 
terapeutyczna (γαλακτολογία ἰατρική) Galena zawarta w De simplicium medicamentorum tempera-
mentis ac facultatibus, PNH 14, 2, 2015, p. 5–23. On application of milk in folk medicie, cf. M. Ab-
dalla, Milk and its Uses in Assyrian Folklore, [in:] Milk…, p. 9–18, especially 11–13.
4 C. Perry, Medieval Arab Dairy Products, [in:] Milk…, p. 275–277; I. Anagnostakis, C. Angelidi, 
Η βυζαντινή θεώρηση του κύκλου του γάλακτος (10ος-12ος αιώνας), [in:]  Ιστορία του ελληνικού 
γάλακτος και των προϊόντων του (Ξάνθη 7–8 Οκτωβρίου 2005), Αθήνα 2008, p. 199–209; I. Ana-
gnostakis, T. Papamastorakis, Ἀγραυλοῦντες και ἀμέλγοντες, [in:] Ιστορία…, p. 211–237; M. Ko-
koszko, Smaki Konstantynopola, [in:] Konstantynopol – Nowy Rzym. Miasto i ludzie w okresie wcze-
snobizantyńskim, ed. M.J. Leszka, T. Wolińska, Warszawa 2011, p. 487–489, 560–562; idem, Rola 
nabiału w diecie późnego antyku i wczesnego Bizancjum (IV–VII w.), ZW 16, 2011, p. 8–28. Milk was 
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What is more, milk also played a certain role as far as the cult is concerned5.
�e present dissertation is not devoted to milk as such, but to therapeutic galac-

tology, galaktología iatriké (γαλακτολογία ἰατρική), which is a set of views on milk 
contained in the Latin work De medicina composed by a Roman encyclopaedist6 
called Celsus (also known as Aulus Cornelius Celsus [Aulus Cornelius Celsus]), 
who compiled a work consisting of at least 26 books7 during the reign of emperor 
Tiberius (14–37 AD). Only 8 books survived to this day, all of them devoted to 
medicine8.

From the point of view of our discussion it is important that in his narration, 
the author of De medicina o�en re�ects on the proper diet of the readers of his 
treatise. He compares medicine to farming already in the introduction to his work, 
arguing that the former provides people with health, while the latter one supplies 
food9. Diet is a capacious term for this Roman author, as he uses it to refer to a life-
style in general, i.e. a whole set of activities practiced by human beings in their 
natural environment. �is issue was dealt with by the branch of medicine called 
diaitetiké (διαιτητική)10, which was further divided into speculative and empirical 
dietetics11. Food plays a signi�cant role in this concept, as both the amount and 
type of food have a signi�cant in�uence on our health12.

also generally allowed for alimentary uses of the Christian clergy – B. Caseau, Nourritures terrestres, 
nourritures célestes. la culture alimentaire à Byzance, Paris 2015, p. 83 (though it was excluded from 
diet of all the faithful on certain days – p. 187–188).
5 K. Wyhs, Die Milch im Kultus der Griechen and Römer, Giessen 1914, passim; C. Grottanelli, La 
viande et ses rites, [in:] Histoire…, p. 122.
6 Celsus was certainly an amateur, not a professional in medicine – V. Nutton, Ancient Medicine, 
London–New York 2013, p. 5. However, according to Dioscorides (φιλιατροῦντες – Pedanii Dioscu-
ridis Anazarbei de materia medica, V, 19, 3, 2, [in:] Pedanii Dioscuridis Anazarbei de materia medica 
libri quinque, ed. M.  Wellmann, vol.  I–III, Berlin 1907–1914 [cetera: Dioscorides, De materia 
medica, V, 19, 3, 2]) and Galen (φιλοφάρμακος – Galen, De compositione medicamentorum per gen-
era libri VIII, 636, 2, [in:] Claudii Galeni opera omnia, ed. C.G. Kühn, vol. XIII, Lipsiae 1827), in the 
Roman world he was not the only one of this kind. Recently, Ido Israelowich acknowledged the 
phenomenon of general public interest in medicine in the times of the Empire (Patients and Healers 
in the High Roman Empire, Baltimore 2015, p. 73). Also cf. C.F. Schultze, Aulus Cornelius Celsus 
– Arzt oder Laie? Autor, Konzept und Adressaten der De medicina libri octo, Trier 1999, passim.
7 Originally, his works contained not only information about medicine, but also about agriculture 
and animal husbandry, rhetoric, military art, philosophy and law.
8 About Celsus and his works, e.g., cf. F. Marx, Prolegomena, [in:] A. Cornelii Celsi quae supersunt, 
ed. F. Marx, Lipsiae–Berlini 1915, p. I–XXV; C.M. Oser-Grote, Celsus, [in:] Antike Medizin. Ein 
Lexikon, ed. K.-H. Leven, München 2005, col. 189–191 etc.
9 A. Cornelii Celsi quae supersunt, I, Prooemium, 1, ed. F. Marx, Lipsiae–Berlini 1915 (cetera: Celsus, 
De medicina).
10 Celsus, De medicina, I, Prooemium, 9.
11 Celsus, De medicina, I, Prooemium, 11.
12 The issue of right proportion in terms of food and drink – Celsus, De medicina, I, 2, 8–10.
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It comes as no surprise then that the most important types of food were 
described by Celsus in De medicina (in a more or less systematic way) both 
in terms of their nutritional and therapeutic functions. We can infer from the nar-
ration that in the author’s opinion, the latter was immanently connected with the 
former. Such a view was a re�ection of a traditional doctrine adopted by the Greek 
medicine, on whose accomplishments Celsus based his work. Celsus mentions 
many authorities, most of them Greek. �e very word “Greeks”, meaning “Hellenic 
physicians”, is used a few dozen times in his output13. Nota bene, his knowledge 
of Greek medical thought is also revealed in the terminology used by him, which 
is a Latinised jargon of the Asclepiads14.

Having discussed the general aspects of Celsus’ work, let us now focus on his 
detailed knowledge of milk and its derivatives. In order to learn about it, it is nec-
essary to look at book II of De medicina, which contains an interesting fragment 
concerning procedures of cleansing the gastrointestinal tract. According to the 
author, in order to achieve this, enemas were used or drugs of two kinds were 
administered to patients, namely those that provoke cleansing through excretion 
and those that induce vomiting. Milk was enumerated in the �rst class of the sec-
ond group, or, to be precise, among substances facilitating excretion. Such a laxa-
tive e�ect was to be achieved by animal milk, and Celsus speci�ed three types 
of milk here, namely donkey’s, cow’s and goat’s milk. His narration also reveals that 
people would make this remedy more e�ective by adding some salt to it. More-
over, we learn from Celsus that milk is not a homogenous substance, but a com-
plex one, and it is whey (referred to as serum, ὀρός in Greek)15 that is the active 
element in the cleansing procedure. Celsus also gave us some clues with regard 
to the way of separating curd from the remaining liquid. According to the text, 

13 Cf. W. Deuse, Celsus im Prooemium von “De medicina”: Römische Aneignung griechischer Wissen-
schaft, [in:] ANRW, ed. W. Haase, T. II, Bd. 37, 1, Berlin–New York 1993, p. 819–841.
14 D.R.  Langslow, Celsus and the Makings of a Latin Medical Terminology, [in:]  La Médecine de 
Celse. Aspects historiques, scientifique, and litéraires, Mémoires du Centre Jean Palerne, vol. XIII, ed. 
G. Sabbah, P. Mudry, Saint-Étienne 1994, p. 297–318; S. Sconocchia, Aspetti della lingua di Celso, 
[in:] La Médecine…, p. 281–296.
15 E.g., cf. Galeni De alimentorum facultatibus libri III, 684, 16 – 685, 6, [in:] Claudii Galeni opera 
omnia, ed. D.C.G. Kühn, vol. VI, Lipsiae 1823 (cetera: Galen, De alimentorum facultatibus). About 
the life and work of Galen, e.g. cf. V. Nutton, Galen and the Traveller’s Fare, [in:] Food in Antiq-
uity, ed. J. Wilkins, D. Harvey, M. Dobson, Exeter 1999, p. 359–370; idem, Ancient…, p. 222–235; 
R.J.  Hankinson, The Man and His Work, [in:]  The Cambridge Companion to Galen, ed. idem, 
Cambridge 2008, p. 1–33; M. Kokoszko, K. Jagusiak, Z. Rzeźnicka, Wstęp. Wiedza o pokarmach 
w źródłach medycznych. Dietetyka, farmakologia i sztuka kulinarna, [in:] iidem, Dietetyka i sztuka 
kulinarna antyku i wczesnego Bizancjum (II–VII w.), part I, Zboża i produkty zbożowe w źródłach me-
dycznych antyku i wczesnego Bizancjum, Łódź 2014, p. 8–16; iidem, Introduction. Knowledge of Foods 
in Medical Sources. Dietetics, Pharmacology and Culinary Art, [in:] iidem, Cereals of Antiquity and 
Early Byzantine Times. Wheat and Barley in Medical Sources (Second to Seventh Centuries AD), transl. 
K. Wodarczyk, M. Zakrzewski, M. Zytka, Łódź 2014, p. 8–19.
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it was a result of heating milk, which caused coagulation of protein (not used 
during this procedure) and consequent separation of the liquid which was subse-
quently administered to patients16. �e author also concluded that the cleansing 
procedure with the use of milk was considered safer than the use of other (more 
radical) remedies, so it is a good choice for patients with fever, especially consid-
ering the fact that whey not only so�ens the intestines, but also provides valuable 
nourishment17. �is passage has a great educational value for a number of impor-
tant clues, as it places milk and milk-derived products among therapeutic sub-
stances (namely, laxatives), indicates the methods of processing such substances, 
and also provides the readers with interesting details as regards the dietary and 
pharmacological characteristics of dairy foods.

Let us start with some basic issues. According to Celsus, milk is a combina-
tion of at least two elements which make this product a nutrient with additional 
properties that can be used for therapeutic purposes. It is also worth noticing that 
although the discussed fragment lacks precise description of milk or its compo-
nents, the author in fact refers to a medical theory which established and adopted 
such characteristics. Celsus indicates that curd shares certain speci�c nutritional 
values with whey and that both of them contribute to the evaluation of milk as 
nourishing substance. We know it because the author recommends the latter as 
far as cleansing the digestive tract is concerned, so it can be assumed that curd has 
a di�erent e�ect with regard to stimulating the digestive system to excrete. �ere-
fore, it seems that Celsus suggested that it was considered by the medical special-
ists to be the reason for constipation. Furthermore, it should also be concluded 
that cheese made of curd had similar properties, as it was a derivative of the latter 
one. �e technology described by the author of De medicina (which was supposed 
to show the way of obtaining whey) was in fact also a method of obtaining raw 
material used to produce cheese. Moreover, we may conclude on the basis of Cel-
sus’ narration that (from the point of view of pharmacological properties) cheese 
could not be used as a laxative, because it acquired the properties of the curd. 
Nota bene, one of the elements of milk was not mentioned within the analysed 
part of the text, but surely Celsus was aware of its existence. It was fat, used to pro-
duce butter (buturum/butyrum in Latin, βούτυρον in Greek). Butter, in turn, was 
o�en mentioned as one of therapeutic remedies and it was even described as an 
active substance, which means that it was in the scope of interest of pharmacology. 
�erefore, there is no doubt that it was addressed to by the theory acknowledged 
by De medicina. �e analysed fragment also suggests that milk itself (as a mixture) 
could change its properties depending on the amount of constituents. �e quantity 

16 Analogical, though a more specific narration is for instance used by Oribasius, cf. Oribasii libri ad 
Eunapium, I, 9, 9, 1 – 12, 1, [in:] Oribasius synopsis ad Eustathium filium et libri ad Eunapium, ed. 
I. Raeder, Lipsiae–Berolini 1926 (cetera: Oribasius, Libri ad Eunapium).
17 Celsus, De medicina, II, 12, 1 a–c.
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of such elements was fully contingent on the type of milk (which is suggested by 
the remark about the possibility to obtain milk from various animals) and it could 
be modi�ed through processing of milk. �e therapeutic e�ect of milk could also 
be intensi�ed with the use of excipients, for instance salt, as mentioned by Celsus18.

Far-reaching as the aforementioned conclusions may seem (in view of the gen-
eral character of the analysed fragment of De medicina), they are fully con�rmed 
in the part which discusses the role of food as a signi�cant element of diet and 
which is in fact a catalogue of food groups listed according to a dominant property 
of a given product. It has to be indicated that medical literature of that time knows 
many such listings. �eir fully-�edged form can be found in the works of Oriba-
sius19, and then of Aetius of Amida20 (and in the later treatises). We should also 
mention here that the dietetic characterizations composed by Celsus refer direct-
ly or indirectly to all the products mentioned here, however with the exception 
of butter. As we will see later, butter was characterized only from the point of view 
of its pharmacological properties, so it can be concluded that in the light of the 
medical theory adopted in De medicina it was mainly treated not as a foodstu�, but 
as a medicament. Such a position in the doctrine is a sign of its minimal participa-
tion in the consumption pattern of the Mediterranean world as known to Celsus 
and his authorities.

Let us now present Celsus’ doctrines in order of appearance in his work. 
�e author started with emphasising the high nutritious value of milk21, and he 
ascribed the same property to cheese, which is conclusively con�rmed by the 
fact that he classi�ed baked cereal foods with the addition of (animal fat, honey 
and) cheese as wholesome diet elements22. Celsus also claimed that milk and so� 
(mollis, meaning fresh) cheese are evaluated as diet elements belonging to the 
group of food with good juices (boni suci [alimenta])23, whereas old (vetus) cheese 
was classi�ed as one of the foodstu�s characterised by harmful humours (mali 
suci [alimenta])24. �is obviously presents Celsus as a person familiarised with the 
humoral theory (of some sort). Milk was also placed in the category of foodstu�s 
with gentle, i.e. non-pungent juices (lenes)25. Apart from that, it was also indicated 
that this drink thickens the phlegm (crassiorem pituitam facit)26. Moreover, milk 
and cheese of every kind were classi�ed as food products that may disrupt the 

18 Salt intensified the laxative effect of milk.
19 Firstly, in book III of Collectiones medicae, to be later included in Synopis ad Eustathium filium and 
in Libri ad Eunapium.
20 Book II of Iatricorum libri.
21 Celsus, De medicina, II, 18, 11.
22 Celsus, De medicina, II, 18, 2.
23 Celsus, De medicina, II, 20, 1.
24 Celsus, De medicina, II, 21.
25 Celsus, De medicina, II, 22, 2.
26 Celsus, De medicina, II, 23.
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stomach (aliena stomacho)27, whereas milk and all kinds of edibles to which it was 
added, as well as all types of cheese were considered to be a part of a group of prod-
ucts that get acidi�ed easily28 (faciliter intus corrupta) in the stomach29. Moreover, 
Celsus returned to the subject that he discussed in the �rst analysed fragment 
of his work by indicating that milk and food products containing milk improve 
intestinal peristalsis (alvum movent), and therefore stimulate excretion30. Eventu-
ally, we also �nd information that cheese with pungent �avour (whether due to 
its age or change of properties during transport31 or as a result of boiling it with 
honey or water and honey) causes constipation and slows down the activity of the 
digestive tract (astringit)32.

Selected dairy products also appear in another catalogue. �ey are present as 
elements of respective classes of pharmacologically active substances which are 
listed in book V of De medicina. �e catalogue of the most signi�cant medicament 
groups is opened by remedies that staunch bleeding33, and concluded by e�ective 
skin cleansing substances34. In total, there were sixteen classes of active substanc-
es enumerated by Celsus. In terms of the present discussion, it is important that 
even though milk and butter are present among listed medicaments, cheese and 
whey are not. �e author does not explain the reasons for such absence in any way. 
It may be the case that the sources used by him did not specify these two products 
in the categories of our interest. Nota bene, the absence of these products does 
not mean that Celsus did not consider them useful for medical procedures were 
concerned. As it has already been explained, whey was an element of purgative 
diets and was referred to as lac. Cheese (also absent from the analysed list) was also 
taken into consideration in treatment of aphthous stomatitis, which means that it 
was used in the therapeutic method known to Celsus. However, such cases were 
rare, so this product was treated mainly as a foodstu�. It should be mentioned here 
that in later Greek medical sources cheese is invariably classi�ed as phármakon. 
�is may be proved by the testimonies to which we shall refer later in this paper35. 
However, a conclusion can be drawn that progress in this area took place later that 
the state of medicine as known to Celsus was formed36.

27 Celsus, De medicina, II, 25, 1.
28 Translation has been accepted on the basis of terminology from the Greek sources. Cf. relevant 
parts of the theory, as quoted from Oribasius.
29 Celsus, De medicina, II, 28, 1.
30 Celsus, De medicina, II, 29, 2.
31 Duration of a journey was probably one of the factors contributing to the process of cheese maturing.
32 Celsus, De medicina, II, 30, 2.
33 Celsus, De medicina, V, 1.
34 Celsus, De medicina, V, 16.
35 Cf. later parts of this text.
36 About the types and applications of cheese in cookery and medical procedures, cf. M. Chrone, 
Ἡ πανίδα…, p. 217–226.



329Medical Science of Milk Included in Celsus’ Treatise De medicina

As far as information from De medicina is concerned, it has to be stated that 
milk is found among substances capable of dispersing harmful substances concen-
trated in any part of the body37. Moreover, it is listed among those medicaments 
that soothe irritation (together with zinc oxide, ivory etc.)38. Butter was also placed 
in two catalogues. First of all, we learn that it belongs to the group of medical 
substances causing tissue growth and �lling the cavities that are formed as a result 
of ulcers (carnem alens; ulcus implens)39. Secondly, it is listed among the so�en-
ing medicaments (molliens)40 that could eliminate tumorous calluses and swellings 
of all kinds. Interestingly enough, all e�ects of milk and butter listed above are 
con�rmed by speci�c applications in treatments enumerated by Celsus. �erefore, 
we know that the theory to which he referred is both internally coherent and prac-
tically applicable.

Having concluded these considerations, it is necessary to pay attention to the fact 
that the characterizations of milk and dairy products with regard to their dietary 
properties and application as phármakon (φάρμκον) are not an exclusive feature of 
De medicina, but they are regularly mentioned not only in medical works, such as De 
diaeta I–IV41, works of Dioscorides42, extant fragments penned by Rufus of Ephesus43, 

37 Celsus, De medicina, V, 11. It can be effective as an anti-tumour substance. Cf. F.G. Brunner, 
Pathologie und Therapie der Geschwülste in der antiken Medizin bei Celsus und Galen, Zurich 1977, 
passim.
38 Celsus, De medicina, V, 13.
39 Celsus, De medicina, V, 14.
40 Celsus, De medicina, V, 15.
41 Cf. milk – Hippocratis de diaeta, 41, 4–7, ed. R. Joly, S. Byl, Berlin 1984 (cetera: De diaeta I–IV); 
whey – De diaeta I–IV, 42, 20–22; cheese – De diaeta I–IV, 51, 1–4; milk fat (for butter) – De diaeta 
I–IV, 51, 3.
42 Dioscorides, De materia medica, II, 70, 1, 1 – 72, 3, 9 (milk – II, 70, 1, 1 – 3, 5; II, 70, 5, 1 – 6, 12; 
whey – II, 70, 3, 6 – 4, 10; cheese – II, 71, 1, 1–9; butter – II, 72, 1, 1 – 2, 8). About Dioscorides, for 
instance cf. M. Wellmann, Dioscorides, [in:] RE, Bd. V, Stuttgart 1905, col. 1131–1142; J.M. Riddle, 
Dioscurides on Pharmacy and Medicine, Austin 1985, passim; M. Kokoszko, Ryby i ich znaczenie 
w życiu codziennym ludzi późnego antyku i Bizancjum (IV–VII w.), Łódź 2005, p. 12; M. Stamatu, 
Dioscorides, [in:] Antike Medizin…, col. 227–229; V. Nutton, Ancient…, p. 174–177; R.A. Gabriel, 
Man and Wound in the Ancient World. A History of Military Medicine from Sumer to the Fall of Con-
stantinople, Washington 2012, p. 174–175.
43 His works have not been preserved as a whole, but they are cited by the later Asclepiads. Cf. milk 
– Rufus d’Ephese, De renum et vesicae morbis, II, 19, 1 – 21, 7, [in:] Oeuvres de Rufus d’Ephese, 
ed. C. Daremberg, C.E. Ruelle, Paris 1879; Rufus d’Ephese, De satyriasmo et gonorrhoea, 28, 5, 
[in:] Oeuvres de Rufus d’Ephese, ed. C. Daremberg, C.E. Ruelle, Paris 1879 (cetera: Rufus of Ephe-
sus, De satyriasmo et gonorrhoea); Oribasii collectionum medicarum reliquiae, II, 61, 1, 1 – 10, 2, ed. 
I. Raeder, vol. I–IV, Lipsiae–Berolini 1928–1933 (cetera: Oribasius, Collectiones medicae); Oriba-
sii synopsis ad Eustathium filium, I, 40, 1, 1 – 6, 3, [in:] Oribasius synopsis ad Eustathium filium et 
libri ad Eunapium, ed. I. Raeder, Lipsiae–Berolini 1926 (cetera: Oribasius, Synopsis ad Eustathium 
filium); Aetii Amideni libri medicinales I–VIII, II, 86, 1 – 87, 15, ed. A. Olivieri, Lipsiae–Berolini 
1935–1950 (cetera: Aetius of Amida, Iatricorum libri); cheese – Rufus of Ephesus, De satyriasmo 
et gonorrhoea, 28, 5. About Rufus of Ephesus, cf. H. Gossen, Rufus (18), [in:] RE, 2. Reihe, Bd. I, 1, 
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Galen44, Oribasius45, Aetius of Amida46 and Paul of Aegina47, but also in Historia 

Stuttgart 1914, col. 1207–1212; A. Sideras, Einleitung, [in:] Rufus Ephesius, De renum et vesicae 
morbis, ed. A. Sideras, Berlin 1977, p. 58–69; idem, Rufus von Ephesos und sein Werk im Rahmen 
der antiken Medizin, [in:] ANRW, ed. H. Temporini, W. Haase, T. II, Bd. 37, 2, Berlin–New York 
1994, p.  1077–1253; H.  Thomssen, C.  Probst, Die Medizin des Rufus von Ephesos, [in:]  ANRW, 
ed. H. Temporini, W. Haase, T. II, Bd. 37, 2, Berlin–New York 1994, p. 1254–1292; S. Ihm, Rufus 
v. Ephesos, [in:] Antike Medizin…, col. 759–760.
44 Milk and dairy products were characterized in many Galen’s works. For the widest description 
of their dietary and pharmacological properties, cf. Galen, De alimentorum facultatibus, 681, 11 
– 699, 9 (milk, whey – 681, 11 – 689, 7; cheese – 696, 7 – 699, 9; butter – 683, 11 – 684, 6; Galeni 
de simplicium medicamentorum temperamentis ac facultatibus libri XI, 263, 12 – 269, 15, vol. XII, 
[in:] Claudii Galeni opera omnia, ed. D.C.G. Kühn, vol. XI–XII, Lipsiae 1826–1827 (cetera: Galen, 
De simplicium medicamentorum temperamentis ac facultatibus) (milk – 263, 12 – 269, 15, vol. XII; 
whey – 266, 7 – 269, 15, vol. XII; cheese – 269, 16 – 272, 8, vol. XII; butter – 272, 9 – 273, 18, vol. XII).
45 Information about them can be found both in Collectiones medicae and in Synopsis ad Eustathium 
filium and in Libri ad Eunapium. The most extensive fragments of this kind are included in the first 
title. Cf. Oribasius, Collectiones medicae, II, 59, 1, 1 – 14, 5 (milk – II, 59, 1, 1 – 11, 1; XV, 2, 1, 1 – 3, 1; 
whey – II, 59, 3, 2; XV, 2, 3, 1 – 5, 1; cheese – II, 59, 11, 1 – 14, 5; XV, 2, 5, 1; butter – XI, β, 14, 1–9; XV, 
2, 8, 1–5). It is important to remember that, apart from the descriptive characteristics, all the prod-
ucts were included in book III of Collectiones medicae, in the list of products presented according to 
their most prominent dietary property. Cf. below. About the life and works of Oribasius cf. B. Bald-
win, The Career of Oribasius, AClas 18, 1975, p. 85–97; M. Grant, Oribasios and Medical Dietetics or 
the Three Ps, [in:] Food in Antiquity…, p. 368–379; K. Georgakopoulos, Αρχαῖοι ῞Ελληνες ἰατροι, 
Αθήνα 1998, p. 62–63; R. de Lucia, Oreibasios v. Pergamon, [in:] Antike Medizin…, col. 660–661; 
idem, Oribasio di Pergamo, [in:] A. Garzya, R. de Lucia, A. Guardasole, A.M. Ieraci Bio, M. La-
magna, R. Romano, Medici byzantini. Oribasio di Pergamon. Aezio d’ Amida. Alessandro di Tralle. 
Paolo d’Egina. Leone medico, Torino 2006, p. 21–29; V. Nutton, Ancient…, p. 295–296; K. Jagu-
siak, M. Kokoszko, Życie i kariera Orybazjusza w świetle relacji źródłowych, PNH 10, 2011, p. 5–21; 
iidem., Pisma Orybazjusza jako źródło informacji o pożywieniu ludzi w późnym Cesarstwie Rzymskim, 
VP 33, 2013, p. 339–357; M. Kokoszko, K. Jagusiak, Z. Rzeźnicka, Wstęp. Wiedza o…, p. 16–20; 
iidem, Introduction. Knowledge of Foods…, p. 19–22.
46 Milk – Aetius of Amida, Iatricorum libri, II, 86, 1 – 95, 28; II, 97, 1–11; whey – II, 95, 28–58; 
cheese – II, 101, 1 – 103, 7; butter – II, 104, 1–13. In Iatricorum libri we can find the same dietary 
and pharmacological categories, which were included in book III of Collectiones medicae. They are 
part of book II of the medical encyclopedia composed by Aetius of Amida. Cf. below. About the 
life and works of Aetius of Amida cf. H. Lehmann, Au Aëtius Amidenus, Sar 23, 1930, p. 205–206; 
P. Diepgen, Zur Frauenheilkunde im byznatinischen Kulturkreis des Mittelalters. Akademie der Wis-
senschaften und der Literatur. Abhandlungen der Geistes- und Sozialwissenschaften Klasse, Wiesba-
den 1950, p. 4–5; H. Hunger, Die hochsprachliche profane Literatur der Byzantiner, Bd. I, München 
1978, p. 294–296; V. Nutton, From Galen to Alexander. Aspects of Medicine and Medical Practice 
in Late Antiquity, DOP 38, 1984, p. 1–14; J. Scarborough, Early Byzantine Pharmacology, DOP 38, 
1984, p. 224–226; K. Georgakopoulos, Αρχαῖοι…, p. 24–26; M. Kokoszko, Ryby i ich znaczenie…, 
p.  9–10; A.  Garzya, Aetios v.  Amida, [in:]  Antike Medizin…, col. 19–20; V.  Nutton, Ancient…, 
p. 295; M. Kokoszko, K. Jagusiak, Z. Rzeźnicka, Wstęp. Wiedza o…, p. 20–21; iidem, Introduction. 
Knowledge of Foods…, p. 22–24.
47 Cf. the general characteristics of milk – Paulus Aegineta, VII, 3, 3, 2–11, ed. I.L. Heiberg, vol. I–II, 
Lipsiae–Berolini 1921–1924 (cetera: Paul of Aegina, Epitome); whey – VII, 3, 3, 2–5; cheese – VII, 
3, 19, 101–95; butter – VII, 3, 2, 63–66. About Paul of Aegina, cf. H. Diller, Paulos (23), [in:] RE, 
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naturalis by Pliny48. �is is a clear sign that milk was considered to be signi�cant 
from the medical point of view and was as such very interesting both for the 
Asclepiads and for general public. It should be added here that considering all 
these facts, De medicina appears as a typical work, not an exceptional one. Details 
contained in it are simply a testimony (recorded in the �rst half of the 1st century) 
of the evolution of the doctrine that was already present in De Diaeta I–IV and 
later developed by the most prominent physicians.

As we read the works of Greek medical specialists, we can clearly see that the 
assumptions of dietetic and pharmacological galactology presented in De medi- 
cina were not in contradiction to the theories adopted by other medical authors. 
Such teachings appear to be rather invariable. In order to show the doctrinal sta-
bility of galactology, it is enough to compare the already presented classi�cations 
of milk and milk-derived products contained in Celsus’ De medicina with medi-
cal and pharmacological descriptions presented in Oribasius’ treatises. �e latter 
writings, although compiled as late as in the late 4th century, were by assumption 
a selection of the most important views on this subject in the medical theory (and 
practice) going back to the times of Hippocrates. Accordingly, we read that Ori-
basius included freshly obtained milk (coming from a healthy animal) as a food-
stu� generating good bodily juices49 and considered it to be nutritious (adding 
that thick γάλα tends to give more nourishment than its watery version)50, and 
that is why eventually stimulating creation of viscous humours51. �e physi-
cian also warned his readers that fresh milk could adversely a�ect the stomach. 
He explained that in the case of a cold one, milk would easily acidify, whereas 

Bd. XVIII, 4, Stuttgart 1949, col. 2386–2397; P. Pormann, Paulos v. Aigina, [in:] Antike Medizin…, 
col. 681–682; idem,  The Oriental Tradition of Paul of Aegina’s Pragmateia, Leiden 2004, passim; 
M. Kokoszko, K. Jagusiak, Z. Rzeźnicka, Wstęp. Wiedza…, p. 21–22; iidem, Introduction. Knowl-
edge of Foods…, p. 24.
48 Pliny, Natural History, transl. H. Rackham, W.H.S. Jones, D.E. Eichholz, vol. VIII, London–Cam-
bridge, Mass. 1963 (cetera: Pliny, Historia naturalis) (milk – XXVIII, 33, 123 – 130; whey – XXVIII, 
33, 126–127; cheese – XXVIII, 34, 131–132; butter – XXVIII, 35, 133–134). About Pliny and the 
aspects of his output that are interesting to us here, cf. W. Kroll, Plinius (5), [in:] RE, Bd. XXI, 1, 
Stuttgart 1951, col. 271–439; J.F.  Healy, Pliny the Elder on Science and Technology, Oxford 2000; 
I. Mikołajczyk, Rzymska literatura agronomiczna, Toruń 2004, passim.
49 Oribasius, Collectiones medicae, III, 15, 1, 1 – 22, 3 (milk – III, 15, 1, 1 – 2, 1); Oribasius, Libri ad 
Eunapium, I, 32, 1, 1 – 15, 3 (milk – I, 32, 1, 1–2); Oribasius, Synopsis ad Eustathium filium, IV, 14, 
1, 1 – 21, 3 (milk – IV, 14, 1, 1–2).
50 Oribasius, Collectiones medicae, III, 13, 1, 1 – 13, 2 (thick milk – III, 13, 4, 1; thin milk – III, 13, 4, 
1 – 5, 1); Oribasius, Libri ad Eunapium, I, 29, 1, 1 – 15, 2 (thick milk – I, 29, 5, 1; thin milk – I, 29, 
5, 1 – 6, 1); Oribasius, Synopsis ad Eustathium filium, IV, 12, 1, 1 – 15, 2 (thick milk and thin milk 
– IV, 12, 5, 1 – 6, 1).
51 Oribasius, Collectiones medicae, III, 3, 1, 1 – 7, 3 (boiled down milk – III, 3, 6, 4); Oribasius, Libri 
ad Eunapium, I, 19, 1, 1 – 5, 4 (boiled down milk – I, 19, 4, 5); Oribasius, Synopsis ad Eustathium 
filium, IV, 2, 1, 1 – 5, 3 (boiled down milk – IV, 2, 4, 5).
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in a warm organ the process of concoction taking place therein could lead to its 
emitting “greasy” fumes (whose features were similar to those characterizing the 
smoke soaring from o�erings burnt in the altar)52. Moreover, Oribasius noted 
that milk could cause �atulence53 and bring about headaches54. On top of this, 
the author remarked that consumption of milk in large quantities was to blame 
for the formation of kidney stones in the urinary tract) as well as for incidence 
of blockages in the liver55. Apart from this, Oribasius classi�ed milk as one of the 
foodstu�s which slowed down the activity of the alimentary tract and explained 
that boiled milk had stronger properties of the sort, as thermal treatment reduced 
its content of whey56. No wonder that the medical doctor included the latter in the 
enumeration of substances with laxative properties, and added that they could be 
even stronger if honey or salt is mixed with milk57. As a result, it is logical that 
whey was similarly listed as a foodstu� belonging to the class of edibles capable 
of diluting thick juices, removing blockages and cleanse the bowels58. Moreover, 
it was included in the group of cleansing substances59 and also in the list of those 
with a moderate warming action60.

52 It is also harmful for those in fever. For various versions of this argument, cf. Oribasius, Collectio-
nes medicae, III, 20, 1, 1 – 10, 2 (milk – III, 20, 5, 1 – 7, 1); Oribasius, Libri ad Eunapium, I, 37, 1, 1 
– 8, 2 (milk – I, 37, 4, 1 – 6, 1); Oribasius, Synopsis ad Eustathium filium, IV, 19, 1, 1 – 10, 2 (milk 
– IV, 19, 5, 1 – 7, 1).
53 Oribasius, Collectiones medicae, III, 23, 1, 1 – 9, 4 (milk – III, 23, 7, 1); Oribasius, Libri ad Euna-
pium, I, 39, 1, 1 – 7, 1 (milk – I, 39, 4, 1 – 5, 1); Oribasius, Synopsis ad Eustathium filium, IV, 22, 1, 
1 – 10, 1 (milk – IV, 22, 7, 1 – 8, 1).
54 Oribasius, Collectiones medicae, III, 21, 1, 1 – 6, 2 (milk – III, 21, 5, 1 – 6, 1); Oribasius, Synopsis 
ad Eustathium filium, IV, 20, 1, 1 – 4, 2 (milk – IV, 20, 3, 1).
55 Oribasius, Collectiones medicae, III, 25, 1, 1 – 8, 2 (milk – III, 25, 1, 1–5); Oribasius, Libri ad 
Eunapium, I, 41, 1, 1 – 7, 2 (milk – I, 41, 1, 1 – 2, 1); Oribasius, Synopsis ad Eustathium filium, IV, 
24, 1, 1 – 8, 2 (milk – IV, 24, 1, 1 – 2, 1).
56 Oribasius, Collectiones medicae, III, 30, 1, 1 – 9, 3 (milk – III, 30, 4, 1–2); Oribasius, Synopsis ad 
Eustathium filium, IV, 30, 1, 1 – 13, 3 (milk – IV, 30, 5, 1).
57 In the same fragment, he mentioned that milk with a larger amount of ὀρóς had the same effect. 
Cf. Oribasius, Collectiones medicae, III, 29, 1, 1 – 22, 2 (milk – III, 29, 8, 1 – 10, 1); Oribasius, Libri 
ad Eunapium, I, 45, 1, 1 – 17, 1 (milk – I, 45, 8, 1 – 10, 1); Oribasius, Synopsis ad Eustathium filium, 
IV, 28, 1, 1 – 27, 2 (milk – IV, 28, 9, 1 – 12, 1).
58 Oribasius, Collectiones medicae, III, 24, 1, 1 – 16, 7 (whey – III, 24, 7, 1 – 8, 1); Oribasius, Libri ad 
Eunapium, I, 40, 1, 1 – 14, 7 (whey – I, 40, 6, 1 – 7, 1); Oribasius, Synopsis ad Eustathium filium, IV, 
23, 1, 1 – 16, 7 (whey – IV, 23, 7, 1). Whey as a product that diluted excessively thick juices – Oriba-
sius, Collectiones medicae, III, 2, 1, 1 – 26, 2 (whey – III, 2, 26, 1); Oribasius, Libri ad Eunapium, II, 
15, 1, 1–26 (whey – II, 15, 1, 4); Oribasius, Synopsis ad Eustathium filium, IV, 1, 1, 1 – 22, 3 (whey 
– IV, 1, 22, 1–2).
59 Oribasius, Collectiones medicae, XIV, 48, 1, 1–42 (whey – XIV, 48, 1, 4); Oribasius, Libri ad Eu-
napium, II, 15, 1, 1–26 (whey – II, 15, 1, 4); Oribasius, Synopsis ad Eustathium filium, II, 34, 1, 1–19 
(whey – II, 34, 1, 3).
60 Oribasius, Collectiones medicae, XIV, 15, 1, 1–5 (whey – XIV, 15, 1, 5); Oribasius, Synopsis ad 
Eustathium filium, II, 3, 1, 1–3 (whey – II, 3, 1, 3).
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As for cheese, Oribasius observed that it could have various properties with 
regard to its freshness and thermal treatment. He remarked that so� types 
of cheese (probably the fresh ones) could lead to generation of black bile61, where-
as old cheese contributed to production of what he termed “harmful humours”62. 
He considered both these kinds to be hard to digest, but also remarked that 
matured cheese was particularly unhealthy in this respect, whereas fresh variet-
ies were easier to concoct in the stomach63. For the same reason the physician 
included the product in the class of the edibles able to generate thick juices, add-
ing that fresh cheeses were less e�ective in this respect64. �e latter variety (with 
an addition of honey) was also classi�ed as a foodstu� which could accelerate the 
action of the alimentary tract65. Apart from this, Oribasius noted that consump-
tion of old cheese resulted in warming up the body and induced thirst66, whereas 
the fresh one had a limited cooling in�uence67. He also noted down that con-
sumption of the foodstu� could bring about �atulence68 and is likely to contribute 
to generation of raw juices69. Last but not least, he included fresh cheese of the 
ὀξυγαλάκτινος kind in the group of moderately diaphoretic foodstu�s70.

When it comes to butter, Oribasius did not omit it in his catalogues either. On 
the basis of his teachings, one can come to the conclusion that he fully followed 

61 Oribasius, Collectiones medicae, III, 9, 1, 1 – 2, 5 (cheese – III, 9, 2, 4); Oribasius, Libri ad Euna-
pium, I, 25, 1, 1 – 2, 4 (cheese – I, 25, 2, 3); Oribasius, Synopsis ad Eustathium filium, IV, 8, 1, 1 – 2, 
5 (cheese – IV, 8, 2, 4).
62 Oribasius, Collectiones medicae, III, 16, 1, 1 – 18, 3 (cheese – III, 16, 7, 3); Oribasius, Libri ad 
Eunapium, I, 33, 1, 1 – 16, 4 (cheese – I, 33, 5, 2 an obvious error on the part of the editor, who instead 
of the adjective παλαιός inserted the word ἁπαλός); Oribasius, Synopsis ad Eustathium filium, IV, 
15, 1, 1 – 18, 4 (cheese – IV, 15, 6, 2).
63 Oribasius, Collectiones medicae, III, 18, 1, 1 – 13, 1 (cheese – III, 18, 7, 2 – 8, 1); Oribasius, Libri 
ad Eunapium, I, 35, 1, 1 – 8, 2 (cheese – I, 35, 5, 2); Oribasius, Synopsis ad Eustathium filium, IV, 17, 
1, 1 – 12, 1 (cheese – IV, 17, 5, 2 – 6, 1).
64 Oribasius, Collectiones medicae III, 3, 1, 1 – 7, 3 (cheese – III, 3, 6, 4–5); Oribasius, Libri ad Eu-
napium, I, 19, 1, 1 – 5, 4 (cheese – I, 19, 4, 5–6); Oribasius, Synopsis ad Eustathium filium, IV, 2, 1, 1 
– 5, 3 (cheese – IV, 2, 4, 5–6).
65 Oribasius, Collectiones medicae, III, 29, 1, 1 – 22, 2 (cheese – III, 29, 12, 2); Oribasius, Libri ad 
Eunapium, I, 45, 1, 1 – 17, 1 (cheese – I, 45, 11, 3); Oribasius, Synopsis ad Eustathium filium, IV, 28, 
1, 1 – 27, 2 (cheese – IV, 28, 15, 2).
66 Oribasius, Collectiones medicae, III, 31, 1, 1 – 8, 4 (cheese – III, 31, 7, 1 – 8, 1); Oribasius, Libri 
ad Eunapium, I, 47, 1, 1–9 (cheese – I, 47, 1, 5); Oribasius, Synopsis ad Eustathium filium, IV, 31, 1, 
1 – 8, 4 (cheese – IV, 31, 7, 1 – 8, 1).
67 Oribasius, Collectiones medicae, XIV, 19, 1, 1–22 (cheese – XIV, 19, 1, 21–22); Oribasius, Libri ad 
Eunapium, II, 4, 1, 1 – 4, 2 (cheese – II, 4, 1, 14 – 2, 1); Oribasius, Synopsis ad Eustathium filium, II, 
7, 1, 1–14, (cheese – II, 7, 1, 13–14).
68 Oribasius, Synopsis ad Eustathium filium, IV, 22, 1, 1 – 10, 1 (cheese – IV, 22, 1, 1).
69 Oribasius, Collectiones medicae, III, 6, 1, 1 – 2, 7 (cheese – III, 6, 2, 6).
70 Oribasius, Collectiones medicae, XIV, 60, 1, 1 – 2, 49 (cheese – XIV, 60, 2, 41–42); Oribasius, Libri 
ad Eunapium II, 23, 1, 1–32 (cheese – II, 23, 1, 26); Oribasius, Synopsis ad Eustathium filium, II, 50, 
1, 1–18 (cheese – II, 50, 1, 15–16).
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the line of medical tradition represented by Celsus, since he characterised the 
product in terms of its therapeutic properties. As a result, it was listed as an emol-
lient71, was classi�ed as moderately diaphoretic72, said to clear the chest by cough-
ing73, and attributed with the ability to evacuate pus from the body74. �e physical 
doctor noted only one diet-related quality, namely its capability of supporting 
digestion75.

�e analysis presented above indicates that the characterization of milk and 
dairy products was signi�cantly expanded until the second half of the 4th century. 
On the other hand, the presented material also proves that none of the statements 
included in the works of Oribasius implies departure from the rules adopted by 
the theory presented by Celsus in the 1st century AD.

Having proved a connection between Celsus’ �ndings and the well-estab-
lished dietetic and pharmacological doctrine represented by the Greek physicians 
of antiquity and the Byzantine period, it should also be noted that De medicina 
contains many details regarding the role of dairy products in the feeding patterns 
of ancient patients as prescribed by their physicians. It should be emphasized 
that those practical applications of the adopted theory are not only a demonstra-
tion of the internal cohesion of Celsus’ knowledge, but also relevant material for 
examination of the eating pattern typical of the Mediterranean up to the �rst half 
of the 1st century. Let us now move on to the presentation of data.

Milk (without indication of its type) was for example recommended as an ele-
ment of diet used in the cases of permanent loss of weight, which was a symptom 
of a disease called in Latin phthisis (φθίσις in Greek). Celsus reveals that adding 
milk to soups for consumptives, like for example the famous ptisáne (πτισάνη), 
called tisana76 in the language of Cicero, to spelt �our pulp, and also to a certain 
starch dish (amulum/amylum in Latin, ἄμυλον in Greek)77 was a standard thera-
peutic procedure. �e author also added that according to his medical knowledge 
milk should be completely eliminated if patients su�ered from acute fever, thirst  

71 Oribasius, Libri ad Eunapium, II, 13, 1, 1–23 (butter – II, 13, 1, 23); Oribasius, Synopsis ad Eu-
stathium filium, II, 27, 1, 1–6 (butter – II, 27, 1, 6).
72 Oribasius, Collectiones medicae, XIV, 60, 1, 1 – 2, 49 (butter – XIV, 60, 2, 42); Oribasius, Libri ad 
Eunapium, II, 23, 1, 1–32 (butter – II, 23, 1, 26); Oribasius, Synopsis ad Eustathium filium, II, 50, 1, 
1–18 (butter – II, 50, 1, 16).
73 Oribasius, Libri ad Eunapium, II, 17, 1, 1 – 2, 2 (butter – II, 17, 1, 2); Oribasius, Synopsis ad Eu-
stathium filium, II, 39, 1, 1 – 3, 8 (butter – II, 39, 1, 1).
74 Oribasius, Libri ad Eunapium, II, 12, 1, 1–16 (butter –  II, 12, 1, 13); Oribasius, Synopsis ad 
Eustathium filium, II, 26, 1, 1–3 (butter – II, 26, 1, 3).
75 Oribasius, Libri ad Eunapium, II, 11, 1, 1–4 (butter – II, 11, 1, 3); Oribasius, Synopsis ad Eu-
stathium filium, II, 25, 1, 1–3 (butter – II, 25, 1, 3).
76 M. Kokoszko, K. Jagusiak, Z. Rzeźnicka, Kilka słów o zupie zwanej ptisane (πτισάνη), ZW, 18, 
2013, s. 282–292.
77 Celsus, De medicina, III, 22, 11.
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caused by an increase of body temperature, swelling of chest, bleeding or when 
their urine contained bile78. On the fourth or ��h day of the treatment, apart from 
spicy food, the patients were given a cup of broadleaf plantain (Plantago maior L) 
juice or a teaspoon of white horehound (Marrubium vulgare L) juice boiled with 
honey as a medicament. Terebinth resin (Pistacia terebinthus L) cooked with but-
ter and honey were another medicament suitable for this kind of treatment79.

Milk was also a product used in curing a condition that was manifested by 
di¯culties with breathing. Its mildest variety was described by the Greeks as 
δύσπνοια, the more severe one was called ἆσθμα, whereas the most dangerous one 
was classi�ed as ὀρθόπνοια80. �e procedure recommended by Celsus included 
bloodletting and facilitation of intestinal cleansing through consumption of milk 
and, when necessary, provoking excretion through enemas81.

Milk was also essential as a foodstu� given to patients su�ering from throat 
ulcers82. In turn, food that was spicy or coarse in texture was avoided. Instead, 
honey, lentil, spelt wheat soup called tragum, milk, the aforementioned bar-
ley soup known as tisana, fatty meat and leek decoction were recommended83. 
Cough was also a de�nitely very frequent condition. Several varieties of this ail-
ment were distinguished (mainly productive and non-productive one)84. Regard-
less of the type of this a±iction, Celsus recommended travelling, especially sea 
journeys85. Living near the coast and swimming in the sea were also favourable. 
When it comes to food, the author recommended both mild and spicy products. 
Among the former ones, Celsus suggested consuming mallow and young nettle 
tips. Among the spicy ones, he listed milk cooked with garlic, soups with asafoe-
tida (laser) or leek (cut into pieces), so�-boiled eggs with sulphur and water to 
drink (and then either water or wine on alternate days)86.

On the other hand, when a patient su�ered from spleen disease which was 
manifested by its augmentation, swelling on the le� side, tension of abdomen 
part, oedema of the legs and other symptoms, milk and cheese87 (also sweets) 

78 Celsus, De medicina, III, 22, 10.
79 Celsus, De medicina, III, 22, 13.
80 Celsus, De medicina, IV, 8, 1.
81 Celsus, De medicina, IV, 8, 2.
82 In interiore vero faucium parte exulceratio – Celsus, De medicina, IV, 9, 1.
83 Celsus, De medicina, IV, 9, 3.
84 Celsus, De medicina, IV, 10, 1.
85 Aióra – a form of medical procedure. Cf. M. Kokoszko, Medycyna bizantyńska na temat aiora 
(αἰώρα), czyli kilka słów o jednej z procedur terapeutycznych zastosowanych w kuracji cesarza Aleksego 
I Komnena (na podstawie pism medycznych Galena, Orybazjusza, Aecjusza z Amidy i Pawła z Eginy, 
[in:] Cesarstwo bizantyńskie. Dzieje, religia, kultura. Studia ofiarowane Profesorowi Waldemarowi Ce-
ranowi przez uczniów na 70–lecie Jego urodzin, ed. P. Krupczyński, M.J. Leszka, Łask–Łódź 2006, 
p. 87–111.
86 Celsus, De medicina, IV, 10, 4.
87 It is the only Celsus’ medical recommendation, wchich expressis verbis refers to cheese.
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were completely eliminated from the eating pattern88. Instead, sour substances 
were recommended in such cases, especially spicy wine vinegar or vinegar with 
sea onion (Squilla maritima L), drunk slowly with small sips. Salted �sh, olives 
in strong brine, salad, endive with vinegar, beetroots with mustard etc. were also 
prescribed, along with trotters (ungulae), chaps (rostra), non-fattened poultry 
(aves macrae) and game89.

�e case was di�erent when the patients experienced chronic colic. When they 
su�ered from a condition called colitis (κοιλιακὴ διάθεσις in Greek), which was 
manifested by stomachache, inability to excrete gases cumulated in the intestines, 
constipation, a drop in the temperature of the extremities of patient’s body and 
di¯culties with breathing90, the pain was alleviated by warm compresses, trigger-
ing vomiting (in order to empty the stomach) and cupping therapy in the area 
of abdomen and hips91. In order to provoke purgation, patients were administered 
milk without any additions or milk mixed with water on a one-for-one basis. One 
of Celsus’ remarks is particularly interesting as far as the possibility to determine 
the intake of milk is concerned. He wrote that patients were given (probably on 
a daily basis) two to three cups (cyathi) of milk and, if necessary, the same amount 
of milk mixed with water (1:1). One cup, that is cyathus, contained 42 cubic cen-
timetres, which equals around 0.042  l, so four cyathi would be equal to a daily 
dose of milk of about 0.170 l (less than a standard glass). We need to remember 
that such an amount was prescribed for a particular case of disease (in order to 
provoke purgation), so it can be assumed that standard consumption was smaller. 
It was also believed that excretion of gases would be easier when the pressure 
in the intestines increases, so ground garlic was added to milk. Apart from this, 
αἰώρα, e.g. in the form of sea journeys, rubbing with the use of olive oil with soda, 
cleansing with warm water, mustard plasters (which caused skin reddening, the 
procedure was called σιναπισμός) applied on the limbs and many other remedies 
were also recommended92.

Milk was also used in diets for the therapy of eye disorder. Celsus wrote that 
ulcers on eyeballs and eyelids were typical of eye in�ammation. In order to elimi-
nate them people would use enemas, go on a diet requiring limitation of food 
(starvation) and they also drank milk. According to the author, it was supposed 
to neutralise pungent juices that were responsible for the disease93. Milk was also 

88 Celsus, De medicina, IV, 16, 1.
89 Celsus, De medicina, IV, 16, 2. On the dangers of consuming the milk cf. K. Albala, Milk: Nutri-
tious and Dangerous, [in:] Milk…, p. 19–30; F. Blank, Milk-borne Diseases: An Historic Overview and 
Status Report, [in:] Milk…, p. 81–85; H. Morrow Brown, The Health Hazards of Milk, [in:] Milk…, 
p. 259–267.
90 Celsus, De medicina, IV, 19, 1.
91 Celsus, De medicina, IV, 19, 2.
92 Celsus, De medicina, IV, 19, 3.
93 Celsus, De medicina, VI, 10.
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mentioned with regard to the diet of patients su�ering from phthirisis (φθειρίασις 
in Greek). �e author wrote that this ailment (usually attacking patients who did 
not care about hygiene) was characterized by lice appearing in the eyelashes and 
pus of acrid nature coming out of the eye. If the ulcers appeared on the eyeballs, 
the pus could even lead to loss of vision. Patients were given an enema, their hair 
was cut and their head was rubbed. Fasting, active walks, mouthwash with mul-
sum (boiled down with catmint and �gs), warm baths and rinsing head with hot 
water were recommended. Food should have soothing properties. Additionally, 
patients were told to drink milk and sweet wine, which were supposed to neutral-
ise the acrid character of juices that were produced during this disease94.

De medicina also contains many tips referring to milk as a simple therapeutic 
substance and as an ingredient of complex medicaments. Let us start with a conclu-
sion that Celsus’ work teaches us that the medicamentum of our interest was applied 
both internally and externally. Accordingly, when reading De medicina, we learn 
that milk was considered to be an antidote, especially with regard to mild poisons. 
For example, it was administered (without any additions) in the case of cantharidin 
poisoning (cantharidin is a substance acquired from a cantharis [κανθαρίς] �y). 
Another method applied in order to help the patient was using allheal, that is pan-
aces (Ferula galabnifera Mill) ground with milk or administering galbanum (juice 
made of the aforementioned plant) dissolved in wine95. In the case of black henbane 
(Hyoscyamus niger L) poisoning, drinking any type of milk (but especially donkey 
milk) or hot wine with honey (that is mulsum)96 was recommended.

Milk was classi�ed by Celsus as a product used as a mouthwash and gargle. �e 
same e�ect was demonstrated by (probably watered-down) barley soup (tisana) 
and bran gruel97. �e drink of our interest in such a form was used in the �nal 
stage of tonsillitis, but bran stock could also be used for the same purpose98. It is 
also worth adding that the only remark presented by Celsus with regard to thera-
peutic properties of cheese applies to oral cavity disorders. We learn that aphtae 
(aphthae in Latin, ἄφθαι in Greek) in children’s mouth were removed by applying 
(probably fresh) cheese mixed with honey on them99.

One of the frequent ailments described in Greek and Latin sources was dysen-
tery. Celsus wrote that the patient su�ering from this disease was supposed to rest. 
Special plasters that could stop diarrhoea were put on his stomach and his anus 
was rinsed with warm water with verbena boiled in it (Verbena o�cinalis L)100. 

94 Celsus, De medicina, VI, 6, 15 – 15 b.
95 Celsus, De medicina, V, 27, 12.
96 Celsus, De medicina, V, 27, 12 b. Cf. A. Touwaide, La toxicologie dans le De medicina: un système 
asclépiado-méthodique?, [in:] La Médecine…, p. 211–256.
97 Celsus, De medicina, V, 22, 9.
98 Celsus, De medicina, VI, 10, 4.
99 Celsus, De medicina, VI, 11, 3.
100 Celsus, De medicina, IV, 22, 2.
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People were also given enemas in such a situation. Here, clysters made of thin 
tisana or milk were described by the author as e�ective. Moreover, melted ani-
mal fat, deer marrow, olive oil, rose oil mixed with butter (another dairy product 
of our interest) or egg white, as well as many other substances were introduced 
into the intestines101. �emison, as Celsus accounts, even recommended using 
to this end the brine in which olives were kept. As for the food given to patients, 
it should have astringent properties102.

In gynaecology described by Celsus, milk was used to cure hysteria. Firstly, 
nightshade fruits (Solanum nigrum L) were dipped in milk and then ground with 
white wax or deer marrow (mixed with iris oil) or beef suet (or goat suet with rose 
oil) to produce ointment, which was then put as an emollient on patient’s abdo-
men being hard as a result of the disease (super imum ventrem)103. Apart from 
this, the therapeutic procedure included emptying patient’s intestines, which was 
achieved by means of giving an enema or milk104. We also learn that woman’s 
milk was used to produce suppositories to trigger menstruation. In order to make 
such a medicament, the pulp of a wild cucumber (cucumis silvestris) was ground 
and mixed with human milk105, and then a piece of so� wool saturated with this 
substance was inserted into the genitals106.

Milk was also among the substances used by ancient nephrology. �e author 
of De materia medica claimed that in the case of kidney disorders, patients should 
rest, sleep on a so� bed, cleanse the intestines regularly (even by means of enemas), 
take warm baths, avoid cold food and drinks, as well as abstain from salty, sour 
and hot food107. In order to cure the patient of this disease, he was given a mixture 
made of wild cucumber seed, pine nuts, aniseed and sa�ron, which were given 
to him with sweet mulsum wine. However, when pain appeared, an appropriate 
remedy made of thirty seeds of a squirting cucumber (Ecballium elaterium [L.] 
A.Rich.), twenty pine nuts, �ve almonds (nuces Graecae) and a bit of sa�ron (cro-
cus) was administered. �e ingredients were ground and then mixed with milk108.

When it comes to external applications, Celsus reveals that joint problems 
(both concerning upper and lower limbs) occurring in the case of diseases such as 
gout (podagra in Latin, ποδάγρα in Greek) and thumb arthritis (cheragra in Latin, 
χειράγρα in Greek) were cured with the use of donkey milk treated as a sensu stric-
to medicament. However, it has to be concluded that this medicament was e�ec-
tive only in the initial phase of illness. Nota bene, the same e�ect was supposed to 

101 Celsus, De medicina, IV, 22, 3.
102 Celsus, De medicina, IV, 22, 4.
103 Celsus, De medicina, IV, 27, 1.
104 Celsus, De medicina, IV, 27, 2.
105 Celsus, De medicina, V, 21 b, 1.
106 Celsus, De medicina, V, 21, a.
107 Celsus, De medicina, IV, 17, 1.
108 Celsus, De medicina, IV, 17, 2.
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be achieved by avoiding wine, mulsum and sex109. In the advanced stage of the dis-
ease patients were given the following recommendations: they should take a lot 
of exercise, visit a hot bath and ferment the sore limb in a medical solution110. 
Sometimes a wet cooling therapy was also used, especially when the tempera-
ture of the body areas attacked by the disease was increased111. When the pain 
became so strong that it was impossible to touch the place a�ected by the dis-
ease, it could be soothed by rinsing the a�ected area with a sponge dipped in hot 
extract of poppy-head skin or cucumis silvestris112. �en, the place was smeared 
with sa�ron, poppy juice and sheep milk113. �e author also added that patients 
who were aware of the fact that they su�er from seasonal joints ache should try 
to fend o� this danger by a special diet and avoiding excess of dangerous sub-
stances in the food. In order to do this, they should use emetics and cleanse their 
intestines by drinking milk. �e author of De medicina also added that the latter 
method was rejected by Erasistratus in fear of the risk of dangerous juices in�ow 
into the feet in gout. However, Celsus considered the fear as unjusti�ed and sug-
gested that the famous physician was wrong, because the aforementioned reme-
dies resulted in the equal removal of the juices from both upper and lower parts of 
the body114.

Milk was also used as an ingredient of remedies for wounds115. Celsus wrote 
that when uncontrolled tissue growth occurred on the edges of such bodily dam-
age, certain substances supposed to stop this phenomenon were applied. It was 
achieved by means of applying dry lint (siccum linamentum) or copper scales 
(squamae) on the a�ected skin area. When fungation was widespread, corossives 
were used. A�er removing the dressing, boxthorn (lycium – Rhamnus infectori-
us L) decoction dissolved in passum wine or in milk was poured over the wound, 
which was supposed to speed up the process of scarring116.

Milk was also an ingredient of medicaments used in ophthalmology. Celsus 
mentioned that woman’s milk was added (in order to alleviate their e�ect) to eye 
ointments (or salves) known in Latin as collyrium, and in Greek as κολλύριον. 
However, the author also indicated that it was used in order to modify the salve 
known as cycnon (or tephron)117 and also to another one known by the name 

109 Celsus, De medicina, IV, 31, 1.
110 Celsus, De medicina, IV, 31, 3–4.
111 Celsus, De medicina, IV, 31, 5.
112 Probably another name of squirting cucumber.
113 Celsus, De medicina, IV, 31, 6.
114 Celsus, De medicina, IV, 31, 9.
115 About this issue in the works of Celsus, cf. I. Israelowich, Patients…, p. 96–97.
116 Celsus, De medicina, V, 26, 30 c.
117 Cycnon/tephron – made from starch, astragalus and acacia juice, cummis gum, poppy seed juice, 
rinsed white lead (in Latin: cerussa; in Greek: ψιμμύθιον) and lead monoxide. The ingredients were 
mixed together with rainwater. In the case specified by Celsus, water was replaced with breast milk 



Maciej Kokoszko, Jolanta Dybała340

of trygodes118. Both those remedies were applied to the eyes in the case of mod-
erate in�ammation. Milk (without indication of the animal which gave it) was 
also mixed with other medicaments within the same group. �us, in De medicina 
we read that in the case of acute eye in�ammation called proptosis (πρόπτωσις 
in Greek), which was manifested by swelling that created an impression of eye-
balls falling out of the orbits, when loss of vision occurred and pus was coming 
out of the outer corner of the eye (the one on the temple side), eyeball incision 
was performed. �e aim of the procedure was to create an outlet for the accumu-
lated pus, stop the pain and avoid permanent dis�gurement. A�er the operation, 
Cleon’s or Nileus’ kollyrion was applied to the eye, but it was mixed (for the sake 
of alleviation of its e�ect) with milk (or with egg)119. Moreover, in the case of eye 
ulcers, Philalethes’s kollyrion120 mixed with milk121 was used.

Woman’s milk was added to remedies for ear in�ammation, such as the medi-
cament made of Egyptian broad beans (Nelumbium speciosum  L) ground with 
rose oil and myrrh or of bitter almond juice with rose oil and myrrh122. It was 
instilled into the auricula, which was then closed with a tampon so that the �uid 
could not come out123. When the ear got swollen and discharge was �owing out 
of it, milk (of no speci�ed type) with boxthorn extract was poured into the ear124. 
Interestingly enough, attar and milk were also used in skull surgery. �e drops 
were supposed to help the trephine (modiolus, χοινεικίς125 in Greek) sink into the 
skull bones, because the �uids reduced friction126.

Even though cheese is mentioned rarely in De medicina, and the therapeutic 
applications of whey could only be guessed from the fragments concerning the 
purgative properties of milk, Celsus’ remarks indicate that butter was an ingredi-
ent of many remedies used externally, mainly in the treatment of wounds and 

– Celsus, De medicina, VI, 6, 7. Galen also knew about this medicament (De compositione medi-
camentorum secundum locos, 795, 4–10, vol. XII, [in:] Claudii Galeni opera omnia, ed. C.G. Kühn, 
vol.  XII–XIII, Lipsiae 1826–1827) (cetera: Galen, De compositione medicamentorum secundum 
locos), and so did Aetius of Amida (Iatricorum libri, VII, 106, 75–80).
118 Trygodes made from Castoreum, lycium (boxthorn/lyceum – Rhamnus infectorius L), nard, poppy 
seed juice, saffron, myrrh, aloe, burned copper, cadmia loam, antimonite, acacia juice and cummis 
gum – Celsus, De medicina, VI, 6, 8. They are also familiar to Galen – Galen, De compositione me-
dicamentorum secundum locos, 713, 9–10, vol. XII).
119 Celsus, De medicina, VI, 6, 9 b–c.
120 Philalethes’ Kollýrion – myrrh, poppy seed juice, rinsed lead, loam from Samos, astragalus juice, 
antimony, starch, rinsed zinc oxide and white lead – Celsus, De medicina, VI, 12.
121 Celsus, De medicina, VI, 12.
122 Celsus, De medicina, VI, 7 e.
123 Celsus, De medicina, VI, 7 c.
124 Celsus, De medicina, VI, 7, 3 b–4.
125 Celsus, De medicina, VIII, 3, 1.
126 Celsus, De medicina, VIII, 3, 3. Cf. I. Mazzini, La chirurgia celsiana nella storia della chirur-
gia greco-romana, [in:] La Médecine…, p. 135–166. Milk in medical sources of Byzantine period cf. 
M. Chrone, Ἡ πανίδα…, p. 202–209.
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ulcers. For example, it was an element of enneapharmacum (ἐννεαφάρμακον 
in Greek)127, which was used to cleanse wounds. It consisted of wax, milk, suet, 
resin, myrrh, rose oil, bone marrow (deer, veal or beef), lanolin and butter mixed 
in equal proportions128. Nota bene, in order to remove contamination and �ll the 
wounds created within the tendon (a�er removing the pus), it was smeared with 
a less complex mixture, namely butter ground with rose �owers and a bit of hon-
ey129. Buturum was also referred to as an ingredient of the so-called enchrista 
(ἔγχριστα130), which were, as Celsus explained, liquid medicaments used to cure 
ulcers (while the Roman author referred to ulcers created on hard tissues, such as 
tendons, in his narration). One of the medicaments of this kind consisted of equal 
parts of butter, veal bone marrow, veal fat, goose schmaltz, wax, honey, terebinth, 
rose oil and castor oil. If the last but one ingredient was replaced with cypress oil, 
the medicament became also an emollient, so it helped with calluses131. Atten-
tion should also be paid to the fragments of Celsus’ works which prove that but-
ter was used as an ingredient of remedies for treatment of delicate and sensitive 
body parts (which were usually protected naturally from contact with the outer 
world), like for example treatment of meninx damages. �e author of De medicina 
claimed that in order to eliminate swelling (so grave that the meninx was visible 
and started to come out of the wound, even beyond skull bones), ground lentil 
or grape vine leaves with fresh butter or goose schmaltz were applied on the area 
a�ected by the in�ammation132.

�e treatise also comprises a note that butter was suitable for genitals treat-
ment (both in females and males). Endometritis was o�en cured with the use 
of Numenius’ medicine. Its ingredients included sa�ron, wax, butter, goose 
schmaltz, boiled egg yolks and attar133. On the other hand, treatment of male 
penises (if ulcers on this body part were dry) consisted of rinsing the spot with 
warm water, and then smearing it with butter mixed with rose oil, lycium bar-
barum extract or amurca (amurca) mixed with wine. When the exudate appeared, 
ulcers were rinsed with wine, and then the area a�ected was covered with a mix-
ture of butter, rose oil, honey and terebinth resin134.

127 This medicament was well known to Greek medics, e.g. cf. Galen, De compositione medicamen-
torum secundum locos, 310, 15 – 311, 5, vol. XIII; Oribasii eclogae medicamentorum, 146, 17, 1–3, 
[in:] Oribasii collectionum medicarum reliquiae, ed. I. Raeder, vol. IV, Lipsiae–Berolini 1933 (cetera: 
Oribasius, Eclogae medicamentorum); Aetius of Amida, Iatricorum libri, XVI, 82, 16–19; Paul 
of Aegina, Epitome, VII, 24, 6, 1–3.
128 Celsus, De medicina, V, 19, 10.
129 Celsus, De medicina, V, 26, 30.
130 This term is used by e.g. Oribasius – Oribasius, Libri ad Eunapium, III, 34, 4, 4.
131 Celsus, De medicina, V, 23, 3.
132 Celsus, De medicina, VIII, 4, 19.
133 Celsus, De medicina, V, 21, 4.
134 Celsus, De medicina, VI, 18, 2 c. Butter in medical sources of Byzantine period, cf. M. Chrone, 
Ἡ πανίδα…, p. 209–217.
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�e scope of data contained in the catalogue of diseases and treatments with 
the use of milk and milk-derived products is yet another con�rmation of the 
conclusion that has already been presented, namely that the ancient galactology 
had developed signi�cantly before De medicina was written. Nevertheless, it has 
to be emphasized that the lists of analogous diseases and similar applications 
of milk (and milk-derived products) in the treatment of such diseases can be 
found in many treatises written by the Asclepiads of Antiquity, and then of the 
early Byzantine Empire135. In order to show the position of Celsus’ therapeutics 
more expressly, it would be proper to refer to, as in the case of dietetic and phar-
macological characterizations, the selected parallels recorded by other authors 
who were also interested in this subject. �ese are, �rst of all, the work of Pliny 
representing Latin literature and scholarship (the author was familiar with Celsus’ 
treatise136), and the works of Dioscorides, who was chosen as the representative 
of the Greek medical output. Both treatises were created in the period relatively 
close to Celsus, so they constitute a perfect proof of galactology expertise level 
in the second half of the 1st century.

Our comparative analysis shall be commenced with the issue of using milk for 
rescuing people who were poisoned. Pliny wrote quite a lot about the e�ective-
ness of milk as an antidote, and when doing so he expressis verbis listed poisonings 
caused by administration of cantharidin to a patient. �e methods of counteract-
ing such a poisoning were earlier referred to by Celsus. Apart from the treatment 
mentioned, the author of Historia naturalis described milk as a medicine used 
in curing poisonous snakes’ bites or in the case of drinking venom derived from 
pityocampis caterpillar (called πιτυοκάμπη in Greek)137, bupresti beetle (which 
was referred to by the Greeks as βούπρηστις), salamander, as well as consuming 
other substances potentially dangerous for human beings138. It should be men-
tioned here that Dioscorides con�rms this e�ect of milk and he mentions almost 
the same examples as Pliny139.

We also discover the convergence of information provided by those three 
authors in the case of treatment of throat complaints. Just like Celsus did before 
him, the author of Historia naturalis described the use of milk as gargle in the 

135 Cf. analogies of the enneapharmacum. Unfortunately, this topic is too complex, and will not be 
elaborated within this study. I will focus on it in the future.
136 Pliny points to Celsus as a source for book XV. Cf. C.M. Oser-Grote, op. cit., col. 189.
137 Thaumetopoea pityocampa.
138 Pliny, Historia naturalis, XXVIII, 33, 128–129.
139 Dioscorides, De materia medica, II, 70, 5, 1–4 (cantharidin – II, 70, 5, 2). Also in the later sources 
we read about the detoxifying effect of milk. E.g. we know from Oribasius that Rufus of Ephesus 
claimed that cow or goat milk (as well as chicken broth) were recommended as enemas for those 
poisoned by black henbane (Hyoscyamus niger  L) –  Oribasius, Collectiones medicae, VIII, 24, 
24, 1–2.
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case of throat ulcers140, whereas Dioscorides stated that cow milk was particularly 
e�ective with regard to irritation of oral cavity and tonsils141.

In the case of dysentery treatment, in which the author of De medicina also 
recommended this product, Pliny listed milk several times (both fresh and boiled 
with stones) as a medicament used in the form of enema142, describing sheep 
milk as the most e�ective one with regard to this disease143. On the other hand, 
Dioscorides, even though he did not quote the name of the condition in question, 
claimed in his characterization of dairy products that boiled milk (using the same 
method as described by the author of Historia naturalis) was used as an enema 
in the case of digestive tract disorders144.

Furthermore, fresh milk was considered by Pliny to be a good remedy for 
colic, and in such cases it was also used as an enema145. Even though Dioscorides 
did not refer expressis verbis to this condition in book II of De materia medica, 
he stated that milk (which became less carminative once boiled), reduced by half, 
was suitable for treating internal irritation and combating in�ow of vicious juices 
into the digestive tract (κοιλία)146. On the other hand, in Euporista vel de simplici-
bus medicinis he expressis verbis recommends starch cooked with milk as appro-
priate for patients su�ering from colic147.

As we have already mentioned, the author of De medicina draws the reader’s 
attention to the fact that milk was used as one of the medicaments in gynaecol-
ogy. Pliny also acknowledges the position of milk as a remedy for women diseases 

140 Pliny, Historia naturalis, XXVIII, 33, 129.
141 Dioscorides, De materia medica, II, 70, 5, 4–6. Identical applications can be found in later litera-
ture. For example, Galen suggested using milk as a mouthwash or applying it for any inflammations 
of oral cavity. Milk soothed afflictions of tonsils and it was applied in cases of tonsillitis – Galen, 
De simplicium medicamentorum temperamentis ac facultatibus, 268, 11–18, vol. XII. In turn, Oriba-
sius advised donkey, cow or goat milk mouthwash. He also suggested preparing a decoction from 
olive and plane leaves that were boiled in vinegar. This malady has been also treated with dry fillings 
of patina that formed on iron, and pomegranate flower – Oribasius, Eclogae medicamentorum, 18, 
1, 1 – 2, 6 (milk – 18, 1, 1).
142 Pliny, Historia naturalis, XXVIII, 33, 128.
143 Sheep milk in mentioned twice. Other reference cf. Pliny, Historia naturalis, XXVIII, 33, 130.
144 Dioscorides, De materia medica, II, 70, 2, 7–8. As an analogy we suggest Galen’s discourse. He 
wrote that, as for the therapeutical properties of curd, it is an effective cure for dysentery and all the 
other afflictions resulting from the excess of gastric juices cumulated inside the stomach – Galen, 
De simplicium medicamentorum temperamentis ac facultatibus, 267, 1–2, vol. XII. In 4th century Ori-
basius advised enemas of lukewarm milk or starched milk. To each of these enemas, a myrt, rose, 
pomegranate pod, lentil or wild pomegranate flower decoction was also added – Oribasius, Eclogae 
medicamentorum, 54, 16, 1 – 17, 1 (milk – 54, 16, 3).
145 Pliny, Historia naturalis, XXVIII, 33, 128.
146 Dioscorides, De materia medica, II, 70, 3, 3–5.
147 Pedanii Dioscuridis Anazarbei euporista vel de simplicibus medicinis, II, 51, 2, 1–2, [in:] Pedanii 
Dioscuridis Anazarbei de materia medica libri quinque, ed. M. Wellmann, vol. III, Berlin 1914 (ce-
tera: Dioscorides, Euporista vel de simplicibus medicinis).
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(he considered sheep milk to be particularly useful in gynaecological therapies148) 
and indicates this product as a substance used in intrauterine wash149. �is last 
application is con�rmed with the words of the author of De materia medica150.

Apart from this, Pliny (just like Celsus before him) described milk as a medi-
cament administered to the patients su�ering from nephritis and cystitis151, which 
is fully con�rmed by Dioscorides152. It was probably used in the form of washes, 
as excessive consumption of this substance could lead to kidney stones153.

When it comes to the analogy with curing rheumatism treatment, it has to 
be indicated that the author of Historia naturalis, just like Celsus, determined an 
important role for donkey milk as an element of gout and thumb arthritis treat-
ment154, whereas Dioscorides mentioned woman’s milk as an element of therapy 
for the former condition155. What is more, Pliny recommended milk as a solution 
for all tendon conditions156, whereas Dioscorides came to the conclusion that the 
best remedy for hard tissue disorders would be human milk157.

It comes as no surprise, then, that Celsus mentioned application of milk in re- 
medies for wounds, as this can be expressly derived from the characterization 
of this drink and food as a dispersant and soothing substance that he adopted 
in his work. Pliny also considered milk to be so soothing and delicate that it was 
suitable even in the cases of internal organ damage158, whereas Dioscorides men-
tioned numerous external applications of milk in the treatment of external itchy 
irritation (κνησμοί)159.

148 Pliny, Historia naturalis, XXVIII, 33, 130.
149 Pliny, Historia naturalis, XXVIII, 33, 128.
150 Dioscorides, De materia medica, II, 70, 5, 11–12. On the other hand, Galen of Pergamon claimed 
that milk may be injected into an ulcerated uterus. It could be applied on its own or mixed with other 
soothing remedies. It is also used in the treatment of proctitis (caused by acrid juices and inflamma-
tions), and painful anal corrugation – Galen, De simplicium medicamentorum temperamentis ac facul-
tatibus, 268, 2–6, vol. XII. For example Oribasius recommended wolfberry decoction with milk in vagi-
nal discharge problems – Oribasius, Libri ad Eunapium, IV, 111, 1, 1 – 11, 2 (milk – IV, 111, 10, 4–5).
151 Pliny, Historia naturalis, XXVIII, 33, 125.
152 Dioscorides, De materia medica, II, 70, 2, 10.
153 Galen, De alimentorum facultatibus, 686, 16 –  687, 4. Obviously, milk rinses were allowed 
in treatment of even the most delicate body parts, which was shown earlier, cf. the gynaecological 
use of milk in the works of Galen.
154 Pliny, Historia naturalis, XXVIII, 33, 125.
155 Dioscorides, De materia medica, II, 70, 6, 5.
156 Pliny, Historia naturalis, XXVIII, 33, 128.
157 Dioscorides, De materia medica, II, 70, 6, 6.
158 Pliny, Historia naturalis, XXVIII, 33, 128.
159 Dioscorides, De materia medica, II, 70, 5, 11–12. Galen suggested the use of fresh cheese in order 
to cicatrize wounds – Galen, De simplicium medicamentorum temperamentis ac facultatibus, 270, 
13 – 272, 2, vol. XII. He also mentioned the specific kind of this product, invented in his homeland 
– oksygaláktinos (ὀξυγαλάκτινος) – Galen, De simplicium medicamentorum temperamentis ac facul-
tatibus, 272, 2–5, vol. XII.
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As for the universality of milk applications in ophthalmology that we encoun-
ter in the fragments of De medicina, Pliny recommended using it (mixed with 
ground sesame) to rinse the eyes160, whereas the author of De materia medica 
described its161 usefulness for treatment of eyes bloodshot as a result of strikes162. 
Nota bene, in eye therapy (in the case of in�ammation and extravasation) he 
especially recommended fresh cheese used as poultice163. Ultimately, it is no won-
der that Celsus provided for the use of milk as far as ear treatment is concerned, as 
we already know that he acknowledged the application of milk for sensitive body 
parts. Similar views were con�rmed by Pliny and Dioscorides164.

When it comes to butter and its use in medicine known to Celsus, the charac-
terization of buturum as presented in Historia naturalis shows that (despite lack 
of speci�cation of particular therapeutic applications) the Latin author of the work 
considered it to have exactly the same e�ect as the one that was required from 
the medicaments the recipes for which were presented by Celsus. Pliny provided 
the reader with the following characterization of butter: „Natura eius [buturi] est 
adstringere, mollire, replere, purgare”. �is statement proves that, according to the 
theory known to Pliny, the fat in question was classi�ed as a product of astringent, 
so�ening, �lling and cleansing properties165. �erefore, it could be used in the 
treatment of wounds and ulcers. Dioscorides presents this matter in an almost 
identical way166, pointing to the same application that can be found in the work 
of Celsus, namely curing hard tissue damage, especially if pus was excreted from it167. 

160 Pliny, Historia naturalis, XXVIII, 33, 130.
161 When combined with frankincense.
162 Dioscorides, De materia medica, II, 70, 6, 3–4.
163 Dioscorides, De materia medica, II, 71, 1, 5–6. Galen, in De compositione medicamentorum se-
cundum locos, listed more than twenty ways of using milk in the treatment of the sight organ. To 
show the parallel between him and Celsus, it suffices to mention the recommendation to instil milk, 
apart from fenugreek and egg white brew, in eye problems referred to as ofthalmía (ὀφθαλμία), in or-
der to alleviate the pain – Galen, De compositione medicamentorum secundum locos, 711, 6 – 714, 
11, vol. XII (milk – 712, 10, vol. XII). Two centuries later Oribasius said that in the case of a small 
foreign body in the eye, it ought to be washed with water or milk. Those objects that got stuck deeper 
were taken out with small pincers. If the foreign body remained under the eyelid, it was removed 
after the eyelid was pulled away, and the eye was washed with milk afterwards – Oribasius, Libri ad 
Eunapium, IV, 31, 1, 1 – 4, 2 (milk – IV, 31, 1, 1; IV, 31, 4, 2).
164 Cf. above for Pilinius’ and Dioscorides’ ophthalmology. It is worth mentioning that this therapy 
was well known, and Oribasius used to quote the words of Antyllos (2nd century AD), who recom-
mended instilling the poppy seed juice mixed with milk (or water) into one’s ear – Oribasius, Col-
lectiones medicae, X, 35, 2, 1– 2.
165 Pliny, Historia naturalis, XXVIII, 33, 134.
166 The author claims, analogically do Pliny, that butter is used if the doctor needs a filling, cleans-
ing and cicatrizing effect – Dioscorides, De materia medica, II, 72, 2, 5–6. There is no information 
about its astringency, but we can conclude about it on the basis of the idea of using boútyron in dys-
entery – Dioscorides, De materia medica, II, 72, 2, 2.
167 Dioscorides, De materia medica, II, 72, 2, 1–7 (hard tissue – II, 72, 2, 4).
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Moreover, butter was an ingredient of remedies for testicles conditions168, and 
(used externally) if applied without any additions, it was an e�ective cure for endo-
metritis169.

Time has come for us to draw some conclusions. �e results of the analysis 
presented in the present discussion depict Celsus’ treatise to be competent as far 
as galactology is concerned, that is well-set in the Greek medical thought. �e 
results of the research have led us to the conclusion that the knowledge about 
milk was well developed at the moment of compiling the encyclopaedia and it did 
not undergo signi�cant changes a�er the author’s death. �e successors of Celsus’ 
authorities only added to the already existing theory. �is doctrine, as physicians 
generally believed, assumed a double role of milk and milk-derived products, 
describing and using in therapeutic practice both nutritional and therapeutic 
functions of dairy. It was su¯ciently developed to be recognized as a separate 
branch in both dietetics and pharmacology.

It is worth emphasizing that due to their factual content, both Celsus’ trea-
tise and other medical works containing galactological doctrine have become not 
only a source of the history of medicine, but also source of information concern-
ing gastronomy, farming and breeding technologies. �ey also teach us about 
the consumption patterns of individual dairy products. Information contained in 
De medicina makes us think that only small amount of milk was consumed. We 
may also guess that this was a position of milk in the diet of educated town inhab-
itants to whom De medicina was addressed. �ey must have belonged at least to 
the middle class of that time, because they could a�ord making choices regarding 
food products – otherwise, Celsus’ advice regarding using or rejecting particular 
food products in the diet recommended by him would have been irrelevant.

�e data presented by Celsus show that milk that was fresh (as required by the 
physician) was hard to obtain. We learn it from the remark stating that milk easily 

168 Dioscorides, Euporista vel de simplicibus medicinis, I, 132, 2, 9.
169 Dioscorides, Euporista vel de simplicibus medicinis, II, 73, 2, 1. Consistency in using butter 
in similar cases should be confirmed by Galen’s works. The fat called boútyron was most often em-
ployed for treating serious, open sores, for example head injuries. In his treatise, Galen informs that 
Archigenes (1st–2nd cent. AD) recommended application of calamintha decoction, álfita barley pow-
der or the aforementioned fat directly into the wound – Galen, De compositione medicamentorum 
secundum locos, 520, 7 – 528, 2, vol. XII (quoted recommendations – 523, 9–13, vol. XII; butter – 523, 
12, vol. XII). It is also worth mentioning that butter (as had been also advised by Archigenes men-
tioned above) was applied as eardrops when ears were injured in a fight – Galen, De compositione 
medicamentorum secundum locos, 662, 7 – 663, 17, vol. XII (butter – 662, 15, vol. XII). As it facilitates 
self-digestion of the fluids which cause localized medical conditions, it was also used in the treat-
ment tissue hardening due to heavy inflammation. For instance, this is how a suppository (the recipe 
of which Galen borrowed from Charixenus) worked. It was applied in the treatment of “dry” ears. 
It consisted of lanolin, deer bone marrow, goose fat, Tyrrhenian wax, camphor oil and other ingre-
dients – Galen, De compositione medicamentorum secundum locos, 635, 4 – 640, 3, vol. XII (recipe 
– 635, 8–14, vol. XII; butter – 635, 10, vol. XII).
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curdled while it was heated. �erefore, it is no wonder that we usually encounter 
this partly spoilt (meaning fermented) product described as food belonging to 
the group of products that easily acidify in the stomach and have purgative prop-
erties. Another explanation of purgative e�ectiveness of milk is lactose intoler-
ance displayed by ancient inhabitants of the Mediterranean.

�e dietetic characterizations quoted here also indicate that some methods 
of extending the useful life of milk were applied, like adding salt to it or heating it. 
Let us add that fresh milk was easy to obtain in the countryside, but it was more 
di¯cult to acquire it in the towns, where most patients cured by the physicians 
listed by Celsus lived.

�e following animals were described as giving milk: donkeys170, sheep171 
and cows172. Donkeys, used mainly for transportation purposes, gave little milk, 
so it could be used primarily for specialist therapies. Its qualities as food were 
also not valued. Galen described it as watery and almost deprived of fat, which 
implied that it hardly had any nutritional value from the point of view of dietetics. 
�e case was di�erent with sheep and cow milk, which was highly evaluated as 
food173. It can also be assumed that the opinions of the physician from Pergamon 
were connected with the preferences of milk consumers, and therefore with the 
market availability of this product. If this was the case, sheep and cow milk was 
much more popular than that obtained from donkeys.

When it comes to butter, it did not play a signi�cant dietary role. It is con-
�rmed not only by the factual content of De medicina, but also by the fact that 
Galen did not describe it in detail in De alimentorum facultatibus (which was his 
most important diet-related work), but in De simplicium medicamentorum tem-
peramentis ac facultatibus (which is a treatise devoted to simple medicaments) 
and he referred to it simply as phármakon. On the other hand, Pliny wrote that 
it was commonly consumed among Barbarians and appreciated by them. Such 
a statement implies not so much the strangeness of this product in the Mediter-
ranean region, as more limited interest in this product in the Roman world (due 
to the preferences of the people towards olive oil)174.

Celsus provides us with more detail concerning the role of cheese, consumed 
both in its fresh (short-lasting) and mature (long-lasting) form. �e latter was 

170 For the subject of these animals and their products cf. M. Chrone, Ἡ πανίδα…, s. 90–91, 362, 
395–395.
171 For information on sheep cf. Z. Rzeźnicka, Rola mięsa w diecie w okresie pomiędzy II a VII w. 
w świetle źródeł medycznych, [in:] Dietetyka i sztuka kulinarna…, p. 249–257.
172 Ibidem, p. 266–279.
173 Galen, De alimentorum facultatibus, 681, 11 – 682, 2 (thickness of milk and the species of animals 
from which it was obtained; donkey milk – 682, 1, vol. VI; sheep milk – 682, 2, vol. VI; cow milk 
– 681, 14, vol. VI); 684, 7–9, vol. VI (fat content in milk and the species of animals from which it 
was obtained; donkey milk – 684, 9, vol. VI; sheep milk – 684, 8, vol. I; cow milk – 684, 7, vol. VI).
174 Pliny, Historia naturalis, XXIII, 35, 133.
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suitable for transport, and therefore it could be carried to distant places. It can be 
assumed that export was cost-e�ective only in the case of products that could be 
sold for an appropriate (high) price. �erefore, we expect that the common types 
of cheese were already known before the moment when De medicina treatise was 
written down. �ey were produced in accordance with the established recipes and 
found consumers even in the distant places. Celsus’ re�ections also reveal that 
cheese was a subject of culinary interest. At the same time, data concerning cook-
ing cheese indicate various methods used in order to modify its taste.

Due to the fact that galactology described in De medicina was formed before 
the 1st century AD, this branch of medicine gives us an insight into the food con-
sumed until that time. �e works of Galen, who as a bright observer of life veri-
�ed with his own experience the theories that reached him from his sources175, 
can also be perceived as the witnesses of those times. Starting from Oribasius, we 
encounter only repetitions of the established dietetic and pharmacological doc-
trines regarding milk. �is fact questions the credibility of the medical treatises as 
sources regarding the period contemporary with their authors. However, it is pos-
sible that he, as well as Aetius of Amida and Paul of Aegina, wrote down classic 
doctrines, because changes of the range of available food products and methods 
of their production were rare or did not happen at all. If so, then the physicians 
of the early Byzantine Empire simply chose and passed to the next generations 
such elements of the theory that they considered suitable for their own medical 
practice.

Eventually, it has to be emphasized that both Celsus’ treatise and other medical 
sources give us a valuable insight into di�erent details of the diet than applications 
of milk and milk-derived products. Interestingly enough, there are no remarks 
regarding luxury spices or exotic products in the tips found in De medicina (in the 
context of milk and milk-derived products). �us, it is probable that the diet-relat-
ed details contained there re�ect the consumption pattern characteristic for lower 
and middle social classes. �erefore, Celsus’ treatise is a perfect reference to be 
used in studies concerning daily life of a broad range of the society.

175 When talking about the raw material from which the butter is obtained, he even dared to argue 
with the authority in the field of materia medica, namely Dioscorides (whose other theories he usu-
ally respected). He was surprised that the physician from Anazarbus suggested that butter should be 
obtained from sheep and goat milk, while he knew it was obtained from cow milk as well, and the 
name comes from the noun boús (βοῦς) – Galen, De simplicium medicamentorum temperamentis ac 
facultatibus, 272, 12–15, vol. XII. Cf. Dioscorides, De materia medica, II, 72, 1, 2–3.
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Abstract. Milk was a very signi�cant food product in the Mediterranean. �e present study is not 
devoted to milk as such, but to therapeutic galactology, galaktología iatriké (γαλακτολογία ἰατρική), 
a version of which is extant in De medicina penned by a Roman encyclopaedist called Celsus. �e 
author places milk and milk-derived products among therapeutic substances, indicates the methods 
of processing such substances, and also provides the readers with details on dietary and pharmaco-
logical characteristics of dairy foods as well as indicating their place in a number of cures.
It is necessary to pay attention to the fact that the characterizations of milk and dairy products with 
regard to their dietary properties and application as phármakon (φάρμκον) are not an exclusive 
feature of De medicina, but they are regularly mentioned not only in medical works, such as De 
diaeta I–IV, teachings of Dioscorides, extant fragments penned by Rufus of Ephesus, Galen, Ori-
basius, Aetius of Amida and Paul of Aegina, but also in Historia naturalis by Pliny. �is is a clear 
sign that milk was considered to be signi�cant from the medical point of view and was as such very 
interesting both for the medical profession and for general public. �erefore De medicina appears 
as a typical work, and details contained in it are simply a testimony of the evolution of the doctrine 
that was already present in De Diaeta I–IV and later developed by the most prominent physicians.

Keywords: Celsus; history of medicine; history of pharmacology; milk; diary products.
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Bread as Food and Medicament 
in Oribasius’ Writings

The Greek word diaíta can be translated into English as a way of life1. Accord-
ingly, ancient and medieval Greeks gave it a broader meaning than we do today 

and did not narrow it down to the nutritional schema typical of or recommended to 
a person. On the other hand, it should be borne in mind that the role of food in this 
concept was prominent enough to justify the modern simpli�cation of the term.

�e foundations of medical knowledge on food are thought to have been laid down 
by Hippocrates of Cos (V–IV c. BC). As we read, for instance, in the work entitled De ali-
mento, Hippocrates’ school promoted the concept that each food simultaneously plays 
a nutritional and medicinal role2. �is approach resulted in treating the research into 
food and into drugs as one, and made foodstu�s a subject of professional discussions3, 

1 A Greek-English lexicon, ed. H.G. Liddell, R. Scott, Oxford 1996, p. 356. Cf. E. Craik, Hippocratic 
diaita, [in:]  Food in antiquity, ed. J.  Wilkins, D.  Harvey, M.  Dobson, Exeter 1999, p.  343–350; 
J. Jouanna, Greek medicine from Hippocrates to Galen, Leiden–Boston 2012, p. 137–141.
2 Hippocrate, De alimento, 19, 1–2, [in:] Œuvres completes d’Hippocrate, ed. E. Littre, vol. IX, 
Amsterdam 1962. Hippocratic dietetics can be retrieved from treatises included in the Corpus Hip-
pocraticum. On the crucial concepts of the Hippocratic school, cf. V. Nutton, Galen and the travel-
ler’s fare, [in:] Food in antiquity…, p. 359–370; idem, Ancient medicine, London–New York 2007, 
p. 72–86, especially 77–85. Concerning the general role of food in Corpus Hippocraticum – S. Byl, 
L’alimentation dans le Corpus Hippocratique, [in:]  Voeding en geneeskunde/Alimentation et méde-
cine. Acten van het colloquium/Actes du colloque Brussel–Bruxelles 12.10.1990, ed. R. Jansen-Sieben, 
F.  Daelmans, Brussels 1993, p.  29–39. Regarding pharmacology in the Hippocratic school, cf. 
J. Scarborough, Theoretical assumptions in Hippocratic pharmacology, [in:] Formes de pensée dans 
la collection hippocratique. Actes du IVe Colloque International Hippocratique, Lausanne, September 
1981, ed. F. Lasserre, P. Mudry, Geneva 1983, p. 307–325.
3 Cf. C. Garcia Gaul, Dieta hipocrática y prescripciones alimentarias de los pitagóricas, [in:] Dieta 
Mediterránea, Comidas y hábitos alimenticios en las culturas Mediterráneas, ed. A. Pérez Jiménez, 
G. Cruz Andreotti, Madrid 2000, p. 44–50; F. Pucci Donati, Dieta, salute, calendari. Dal regime 
stagionale antico ai regimina mensium medievali: origine di un genere nella letterature medica oc-
cidentale, Spoleto 2007, p. 17–18; J. Jouanna, Le régime dans la médecine hippocratique: définition, 
grands problèmes, prolongements, [in:] Colloque. Pratiques et discours alimenatires en Méditerranée 
de l’antiquité a la renaissance. Actes, ed. J. Leclant, A. Vauchez, M. Sartre, Paris 2008, p. 53–72.
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which over time led to food becoming one of the main points of interest of medi-
cal specialists4.

A few centuries a�er the doctor of Cos, Galen (II–III  c.)5 adopted the doc-
trines of his great predecessor6 and developed them into an even more complex, 
but at the same time cohesive system7. His theory and practice set out in his writ-
ings, exerted an overwhelming in�uence both on his contemporaries and on his 
followers.

One of these ‘students’ was Oribasius (IV–Vth c.)8. He was not an independent 
researcher of Galen’s calibre but rather a meticulous and skilful compiler. �is 
medical doctor, acting upon the instructions of the Emperor Julian (361–363), 
whose physician and political collaborator he was, created a voluminous work 
originally comprising probably some 70 books9, which nowadays is referred to as 
the Collectiones medicae. Later in his life he also composed other versions of his 
opus magnum, which are today called the Synopsis ad Eustathium �lium and the 

4 On dietetics before Galen cf. for example K. Bergoldt, Wellbeing. A cultural history of healthy liv-
ing, transl. J. Dewhurst, Cambridge–Malden, Mass. 2008, p. 30–37, 41–46, 62–72.
5 On Galen’s life and activities cf. for example L. Thorndike, Galen. The man and his times, ScM 14. 
1, 1922, p. 83–93; G. Sarton, Galen of Pergamon, Lawrence, KS, 1954, passim; V. Nutton, Galen and 
medical autobiography, PCPS 198 (New Series no. 18) 1972, p. 50–62; idem, The chronology of Galen’s 
early career, CQ 23, 1973, p. 158–171; idem, Galen in the eyes of his contemporaries, BHM 58, 1984, 
p. 315–324; idem, Ancient medicine…, p. 222–235; R.J. Hankinson, The man and his work, [in:] The 
Cambridge companion to Galen, ed. R.J. Hankinson, Cambridge 2008, p. 1–33.
6 Hippocrates’ statement, quoted above, was also cited by Galen himself – Galeni de alimentorum fac-
ultatibus 467, 15–16, [in:] Claudii Galeni opera omnia, ed. D.C.G. Kühn, vol. VI, Lipsiae 1823 (cetera: 
Galen, De alimentorum facultatibus). Concerning the main assumptions of Galenism – V. Nutton, 
Ancient medicine…, p. 230–247, especially 240–244.
7 Cf. A. Bednarczyk, Galen. Główne kategorie systemu filozoficzno-lekarskiego, Warszawa 1995, pas-
sim, especially 49–113. Concerning Galen’s dietetic regime – P. Volpe Cacciatore, El régimen según 
Galeno, [in:] Dieta Mediterránea…, p. 91–101, especially 91–95.
8 On Oribasius’ life and activities, cf. B. Baldwin, The career of Oribasius, AClas 18, 1975, p. 85–97; 
M.  Grant, Oribasios and medical dietetics or the three ps, [in:]  Food in antiquity…, p.  368–379; 
Κ.  ΓΕΩΡΓΑΚΟΠΟΥΛΟΣ, ᾽Αρχαῖοι ῞Ελληνες ἰατροι, ᾽Αθηνα 1998, p.  62–63; R.  de Lucia, Oreibasios 
v. Pergamon, [in:] Antike Medizin. Ein Lexikon, ed. K.-H. Leven, München 2005, col. 660–661; M. Ko-
koszko, Ryby i ich znaczenie w życiu codziennym ludzi późnego antyku i Bizancjum (IV–VII  w.), 
Łódź 2005, p. 14–15; R. de Lucia, Oribasio di Pergamo, [in:] A. Garzya, R. de Lucia, A. Guarda-
sole, A.M. Ieraci Bio, M. Lamagna, R. Romano, Medici byzantini. Oribasio di Pergamon. Aezio 
d’ Amida. Alessandro di Tralle. Paolo d’Egina. Leone medico, Torino 2006, p. 21–29; V. Nutton, An-
cient medicine…, p.  295–296; K.  Jagusiak, M.  Kokoszko, Życie i kariera Orybazjusza w świetle 
relacji źródłowych, PNH 10. 1, 2011, p. 5–21; iidem, Pisma Orybazjusza jako źródło informacji o po-
żywieniu ludzi w późnym Cesarstwie Rzymskim, VP 33, 2013, p. 339–357.
9 On the original number of 70 books cf. Oribasius, Synopsis ad Eustathium filium, Prologus, 1, 1–3, 
[in:] Oribasii synopsis ad Eustathium filium et libri ad Eunapium, ed. I. Raeder, Leipzig 1964 (cetera: 
Oribasius, Synopsis ad Eustathium filium); Paulus Aegineta, Prooimion, [in:] Paulus Aegineta, 
ed. I.L. Heiberg, Leipzig–Berlin 1921, p. 4; Photius. Bibliotheque, ed. R. Henry, vol. I–VIII, Paris 
1959–1977, cod. 217, p. 180. Liber Suda in turn refers to 72 books of the Collectiones medicae, cf. 
Suidae lexicon, ᾽Ορειβάσιος, ο, 543, 3–4, ed. A. Adler, vol. I–IV, Lipsiae 1928–1935.
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Libri ad Eunapium. Moreover, he complied a work on ancient drug-lore entitled 
the Eclogae medicamentorum. All of them contain a vast body of information 
on food and food-based medicaments, including bread, which was in Oribasius’ 
times a staple in the Mediterranean10.

�e production of bread goes far back in history, and archaeological �ndings 
from various parts of the Old World demonstrate that it was already known in the 
Neolithic era11. In addition to other ways of processing cereal grains for consump-
tion such as boiled soups and paps, the baking of the dough made of �our and 
water (kneaded together and le� to bake in a high and constant temperature) was 
certainly one of the fundamental methods of food preparation in the Mediter-
ranean region. Greek and Romans alike put a premium on bread (especially if 
made from wheat12) and referred to it as the most important of all basic foodstu�s, 
even though there must have been individual preferences, which today appear as 
entirely elusive13. Bread was still highly valued in late antiquity and the Byzantine 
period14. In the sphere of cultural and political in�uence of the Greek and Roman 

10 Although the writings of Oribasius refer to breads produced from different cereals, for the pur-
pose of the present discussion I decided to narrow our interest down to wheat bread, because it was 
the most extensively covered in the physician’s medical theory and generally in doctrines of other 
medical authors. On the justification of the conclusion and other kinds of bread cf. M. Kokoszko, 
K. Jagusiak, Z. Rzeźnicka, Cereals of antiquity and early Byzantine times. Wheat and barley in medi-
cal sources (second to seventh centuries AD), transl. K. Wodzińska, M. Zakrzewski, M. Zytka, Łódź 
2014, passim; iidem, Dietetyka i sztuka kulinarna antyku i wczesnego Bizancjum (II–VII w.), cz. I, 
Zboża i produkty zbożowe w źródłach medycznych antyku i wczesnego Bizancjum, Łódź 2014.
11 Cf. A. Dalby, Food in the ancient world from A to Z, London–New York 2003, p. 58–61; H. McGee, 
On food and cooking. The science and lore in the kitchen, New York 2004, p. 517.
12 The available sources almost unambiguously indicate that the variety in greatest demand across 
the society was by far the common wheat bread (see the remaining part of the introduction). Greek 
and Roman civilisations knew also varieties made of other cereal species, but these were considerably 
less valued than wheat-based products, irrespective of individual consumer preferences, the impact 
of climate, soil, culinary and agricultural traditions on local communities, and economic factors. 
See: R. Hunter, D. Koukouzika, Food in Greek literature, [in:] A companion to food in the ancient 
world, ed. J.  Wilkins, R.  Nadeau, Malden, Mass.–Oxford 2015, p.  25. Over the centuries, bread 
produced on the basis of common wheat flour was becoming more popular than other varieties, see: 
Pliny, Natural history, XVIII, 14, 74, transl. H. Rackham, W.H.S. Jones, D.E. Eichholz, vol. I–X, 
Cambridge, Mass. 1938–1963; M. Leigh, Food in Latin literature, [in:] A companion to food…, p. 49.
13 N. Jasny, The daily bread of the ancient Greeks and Romans, Osi 9, 1950, p. 227–253; K.D. White, 
Cereals, bread and milling in the Roman world, [in:] Food in antiquity…, p. 38–43; M. Kokoszko, 
K. Jagusiak, Zboża Bizancjum. Kilka uwag na temat roli produktów zbożowych na podstawie źródeł 
greckich, ZW 17, 2012, p. 34. Bread as an element of a merry, nourishing and peaceful feast was men-
tioned by Homer (Homerus, Odyssea, IX, 5–10, [in:] Homerus, Homerica carmina, ed. A. Nauck, 
vol. II, Berolini 1874); later on it also appeared in artistic descriptions of imaginary worlds, ignorant 
of hunger and replete with lavishly prepared dishes – see R. Hunter, D. Koukouzika, op. cit., p. 22.
14 A. Dalby, Flavours of Byzantium, Blackawton–Totnes 2003, p. 77–81; J. Koder, Stew and salted 
meat – opulent normality in the diet of every day?, [in:] Eat, drink and be merry (Luke 12:19). Food and 
wine in Byzantium. In honour of Professor A.A.M. Bryer, ed. L. Brubaker, K. Linardou, Aldershot, 
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civilisations, the consumption of bread grew steadily over the centuries and gradu-
ally prevailed over cereal soups and paps15. �is process can be explained not only 
by the culinary preferences of consumers. Certainly, also other factors had their 
impact, including the unwaveringly positive opinion of medical writers concern-
ing the bene�cial qualities of most varieties of bread and the way in which they 
a�ect the human body (discussed further below) as well as the market ascendancy 
of cereal species suitable for the production of healthy and palatable high-quality 
bread (particularly common wheat)16. In the imperial period (also during the life-
time of Oribasius) the vast acreage of Roman Egypt and North Africa produced 
and exported such huge amounts of common wheat grain that wheat bread gradu-
ally ceased to be the preserve of the elite or of the inhabitants of the regions where 
this variety of wheat was traditionally cultivated17. However, other species such as 
barley, emmer wheat or millet continued to be the most basic cereal foodstu� for 
many people18.

Bread was a crucial product on the menu of the ancients and for this reason 
people in the time of Oribasius knew a signi�cant number of its varieties, which 
may be categorised in several ways. In terms of the methods of production, bread 
could be baked in ash, in embers, on coals, in special ovens (kríbanon/klíbanon), 
on spits, or in stoves (ipnós)19. It was based on various plants, such as common, 

Hampshire 2007, p. 65–66; M.L. Rautman, The daily life of the Byzantine Empire, Westport 2006, 
p. 46; M. Kokoszko, K. Jagusiak, op. cit., p. 34.
15 See, for example, N. Morley, Trade in classical antiquity, Cambridge 2007, p. 38–39; M. Koko-
szko, K. Jagusiak, Z. Rzeźnicka, Cereals of antiquity…, p. 47–49; G. Kron, Agriculture, [in:] A com-
panion to food…, p. 162; P. Erdkamp, Supplying cities, [in:] A companion to food…, p. 184. It has to 
be noted that the inhabitants of rural areas in Asia Minor included pyroí hefthoí in their diet – it was 
a wheat-based pap, much more easy to make than bread, the production of which required consid-
erable effort and was much more time-consuming; see Galen, De alimentorum facultatibus, 498, 5 
– 499, 1, Kühn VI; M. Kokoszko, K. Jagusiak, Z. Rzeźnicka, Cereals of antiquity…, p. 125–127.
16 Por. M. Kokoszko, K. Jagusiak, Z. Rzeźnicka, Cereals of antiquity…, p. 37–39.
17 See G.E. Rickman, The grain trade under the Roman Empire, [in:] The seaborne commerce of an-
cient Rome. Studies in history and archaeology, ed. J.H. D’Arms, E.C. Kopff, Rome 1980, p. 261–275; 
D. Kessler, P. Termin, The organization of the grain trade in the early Roman Empire, EcHR 60, 2007, 
p. 313–332; E. Tengström, Bread for the people. Studies of the corn-supply of Rome during the Late 
Empire, Stockholm 1974, p. 14; P. Erdkamp, The grain market in the Roman Empire. A social, political 
and economic study, Cambridge 2005, p. 207; M. Kokoszko, K. Jagusiak, Z. Rzeźnicka, Cereals 
of antiquity…, p. 38–39; P. Erdkamp, Supplying cities…, p. 184. See also R.J. Forbes, Studies in ancient 
technology, vol. III, Leiden 1965, p. 92.
18 On the diversity of cereal species well known and often eaten by ancient Mediterranean people see, 
for example J.R. Harlan, The origins of cereal agriculture in the Old World, [in:] Origins of agricul-
ture, ed. C.A. Reed, the Hague–Paris 1977, p. 357–384; D. Zohary, M. Hopf, Domestication of Plants 
in the Old World. The origin and spread of cultivated plants in West Asia, Europe and the Nile Valley, 
Oxford 1993, p. 15–85.
19 A. Cubberley, Bread-baking in ancient Italy. Clibanus and sub testu in the Roman world: Further 
thoughts, [in:] Food in antiquity…, p. 55–68; A. Dalby, Food…, p. 101; J. Liversidge, Roman kitchens
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emmer, and einkorn wheat, barley, proso millet and other cereals, but also on �our 
produced from pulses or dates20. Some varieties of bread involved the use of yeast 
in the process of preparing the dough21. Other categorisations are based on the 
type of �our (e.g. white, wholemeal, coarse milled, or unsi�ed), the additional 
ingredients used as �avouring (e.g. honey, poppy seed, �ax seed, milk, pepper, 
olive oil) or, �nally, the shape and size of loaves o�ered to consumers22.

�ere must have been a vast array of bread varieties available in late antiquity. 
Some of them were described in Greek and Roman medical literature. �e treatises 
included in the Corpus Hippocraticum (5th c. BC and later) contained lists of wheat 
bread types distinguished by the quality of �our (dark and white), its coarseness, 
the use of yeast and the technology of baking (ipnítai, kribanítai and other)23. Bar-
ley bread was also mentioned in those texts24. �e �rst century writer Dioscu-
rides gave a long list of bread varieties; in addition to other cereal species used for 
production, wheat bread was divided into several categories (setánios, katharós, 
semidalítes, synkomistós)25, some of which were seasoned with �avourings (salt 

and cooking utensils, [in:] The Roman cookery book. A critical translation of The art of cooking by 
Apicius for use in the study and in the kitchen, ed. and transl. B. Flower, E. Rosenbaum, London 
1958, p. 29–38; B. Sparkes, The Greek kitchen, JHS 82, 1962, p. 121–137; idem, The Greek kitchen: 
Addenda, JHS 85, 1965, p. 162–163; D. Thurmond, A handbook of food processing in classical Rome. 
For her bounty no winter, Leiden–Boston 2006, p. 68–72.
20 M. Kokoszko, K. Jagusiak, op. cit., s. 36; I. Anagnostakis, The Loaves of the King and the Loaves 
of Cinderella. Byzantine Tales of Bread in Silk and in Ash, [in:] …come sa di sale lo pane altrui Il Pane 
di Matera e i Pani del Mediterraneo Atti del Convegno Internazionale di Studio promosso dall’IBAM-
CNR nell’ambito del Progetto MenSALe Matera, 5–7 Settembre 2014, ed. A.  Pelletieri, Foggia 
2014, p. 117–118. M. Kokoszko, J. Dybała, K. Jagusiak, Z. Rzeźnicka, Dieta mnichów syryjskich. 
Komentarz do terminu artos kachrydias (ἄρτος καχρυδίας) w Historia religiosa Teodoreta z Cyru, BPT 
8. 3, 2015, p. 123–156. On breads made of alm dates and legumes and eaten especially by monks 
see, for example, Athenaei Naucratitae dipnosophistarum libri XV, III, 114 b–c (81, 1–7 Kaibel), rec. 
G. Kaibel, vol.  I–III, Lipsiae–Berolini 1887–1890 (cetera: Athenaeus of Naucratis, Deipnoso-
phistae); M. Dembińska, Diet: A comparison of food consumption between some Eastern and Western 
monasteries in the 4th–12th centuries, B 55, 1985, p. 435, 438; S. Bralewski, Od obżarstwa do postu 
– praktykowanie wstrzemięźliwości od pokarmu przez chrześcijan do VII w., [in:] Dietetyka i sztuka 
kulinarna antyku i wczesnego Bizancjum (II–VII w.), cz. II, Pokarm dla ciała i ducha, ed. M. Kokosz-
ko, p. 504. Different kind of untasty bread eaten by monks was that made of common millet, see, 
for example, Theodoretus, Historia religiosa, II, 4, [in:] Théodoret de Cyr, Histoire des moines de 
Syrie, vol. I–II, trad. P. Canivet, A. Leroy-Molinghen, Paris 1977–1979; M. Kokoszko, J. Dybała, 
K.  Jagusiak, Z.  Rzeźnicka, Dieta mnichów syryjskich. Komentarz do terminu ospria (ὄσπρια) 
w Historia religiosa Teodoreta z Cyru, BPT 7. 1, 2014, p. 118.
21 M. Kokoszko, K. Jagusiak, op. cit., p. 36; I. Anagnostakis, op. cit., p. 115–116.
22 A treasure trove of relevant information can be found in Book III of Deipnosophistae by Athenaeus; 
Athenaeus of Naucratis, Deipnosophistae, III, 108 f – 116 a (73, 2 – 83, 37 Kaibel).
23 Hippocratis de diaeta, 40, 1–30; 42, 1–27, ed. R. Joly, S. Byl, Berlin 2003 (cetera: De diaeta).
24 De diaeta, 40, 10–30.
25 For his views on wheat bread, see: Pedanii Dioscuridis Anazarbei De materia medica libri V, II, 85, 
1, 7, ed. M. Wellmann, vol. I–III, Berolini 1906–1914 (cetera: Dioscurides, De materia medica)
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or poppy seeds)26, also depending on the type of wheat (einkorn27, emmer28, or 
spelt29). Galen, who wrote over a century later (2nd/3rd c. AD), asserted that bread 
is the most common staple30. In his view, common wheat bread was dominant 
in cities (and was hailed as being the best of all kinds of bread), while other wheat 
varieties along with other cereal species were used for baking in rural areas31. �e 
doctor described the production process, beginning with the selection of grain for 
milling and the properties of well-kneaded dough32, and discussed in more detail 
the basic kinds of bread. In his account, the wheat bread varieties were divided into 
white (made of the most re�ned �our) and dark (made of �our with bran and oth-
er impurities33; in his view, the best of these was silignítes, followed by semidalítes, 
and inferior varieties arranged according to the decrease in quality: autopyrós 
/synkomistós, ryparós, and pityrías34). Coarse and rough �our (chondrítes) was also 
in use35. Galen mentioned also einkorn wheat bread, which was particularly deli-
cious when still warm36, brittle emmer wheat bread37, and spelt bread, particu-
larly popular in the countryside38. Other varieties referred to in his work included 
bread made from barley (of various classes depending on the purity of the �our, 
in the same way as in the case of common wheat)39, millet and foxtail millet (used 
as a last resort, especially in villages)40, or rye (known for its rather unsavoury 
taste and smell, produced by some rural communities in �race and Macedonia)41. 

(setánios); De materia medica, II, 85, 1, 7 (katharós); De materia medica, II, 85, 1, 5 (semidalítes); De 
materia medica, II, 85, 1, 6 (synkomistós).
26 Dioscurides, De materia medica, II, 85, 2, 7; IV, 64, 1, 1–8.
27 Dioscurides, De materia medica, II, 89, 1, 3–4.
28 Dioscuridis Peri haplon farmakon, II, 89, 1, 3–4, [in:] Pedanii Dioscuridis Anazarbei De materia 
medica libri quanque, ed. M. Wellmann, vol. I–III, Berolini 1914.
29 Dioscurides, De materia medica, II, 91, 1, 2.
30 Galen, De alimentorum facultatibus, 493, 14–16, Kühn VI.
31 Por. Galen, De alimentorum facultatibus, 486, 1–5, Kühn VI; 518, 4–8, Kühn VI.
32 Galen, De alimentorum facultatibus, 480, 14 – 482, 4, Kühn VI; see also Galeni De victu attenu-
ante, 33, 1 – 34, 1, ed. K. Kalbfleisch, Leipzig–Berlin 1923.
33 Galen, De alimentorum facultatibus, 482, 13–15, Kühn VI.
34 Galen, De alimentorum facultatibus, 484, 1–4, Kühn VI; na temat Galenowej klasyfikacji por. też 
M. Kokoszko, J. Dybała, K. Jagusiak, Z. Rzeźnicka, Chleb nieodpowiedni dla chrześcijan: moralne 
zalecenia Klemensa Aleksandryjskiego w konfrontacji z naukowymi ustaleniami Galena, VP 35, 2015, 
p. 274–280.
35 Galen, De alimentorum facultatibus, 496, 14–16, Kühn VI.
36 Galen, De alimentorum facultatibus, 518, 15, Kühn VI.
37 Galen, De alimentorum facultatibus, 517, 3, Kühn VI.
38 Galen, De alimentorum facultatibus, 517, 7–9, Kühn VI.
39 Galen, De alimentorum facultatibus, 504, 5 – 506, 13, Kühn VI.
40 Galen, De alimentorum facultatibus, 523, 10–11; see also Galeni in Hippocratis de victu acutorum 
commentaria libri IV, 876, 1 – 2, Galen, In Hippocratis de victu acutorum commentaria, 876, 1–2, 
Kühn XII.
41 Galen, De alimentorum facultatibus, 514, 14, Kühn VI.
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He also made a distinction with regard to the use of yeast and asserted that the 
varieties which did not involve its use in production were ultimately inferior42. 
Other distinctions were made on the basis of technology43.

�e text in hand will focus exclusively on the work of Oribasius, which may 
serve as particularly useful source material to illustrate the theory and practice 
of late antique and early Byzantine doctors with regard to the use of foodstu�s 
(with an emphasis on bread) in medicine and their dietary prescriptions for pre-
serving or restoring health.

Culinary information on bread

As for the information on the culinary aspect of bread preparation, Oribasius 
based his writings on excerpts made from the works of Dieuches (IVth c. BC)44, 
Athenaeus of Attaleia (Ist c. AD)45, Antyllus (IInd c. AD)46 and Galen (IInd c. AD), 
while the �rst and the last of the enumerated authors provide the bulk of the most 
informative data. However, Galen’s prevailing input into the ancient research into 
bread is underscored by the fact that Oribasius’ teachings on the foodstu� follow 
the pattern imposed by the doctor from Pergamum both doctrinally as well as 
structurally. Consequently, other authors were introduced only and exclusively to 
supplement Galen’s doctrines.

It is worth noting that Oribasius is fairly precise as far as termini technici 
describing the food are concerned. He enumerates almost all kinds of bread known 
to Galen with the exception of ártos ázymos47, i.e. unleavened bread, though he 
was well aware of the di�erences between leavened and unleavened bread. �anks 
to his having made excerpts of the works of Athenaeus of Attaleia, Oribasius also 
precisely distinguished the term ártos silignítes, i.e. common wheat bread48 from 

42 Galen, De alimentorum facultatibus, 485, 4 – 487, 10, Kühn VI.
43 Galen, De alimentorum facultatibus, 489, 8 – 490, 1, Kühn VI.
44 On Dieuches’ life see M. Wellmann, Dieuches (3), [in:] RE, Bd. V, Stuttgart 1905, col. 480.
45 On Athenaeus’ life see M. Wellmann, Athenaios aus Attalia, [in:] RE, Bd. II, Stuttgart 1896, col. 
2034–2036; E. Kulf, Unterschungen zu Athenaios von Attaleia. Ein Beitrag zur antiken Diätetik, Göt-
tingen 1970, passim; V. Nutton, Athenaeus (6), [in:] Brill’s New Pauly. Encyclopaedia of the Ancient 
World, vol.  II, Leiden–Boston 2003, col. 244–245; K.-H. Leven, Athenaios v. Attaleia, [in:] Antike 
Medizin. Ein Lexikon, hrsg. K.-H. Leven, München 2005, col. 119–120.
46 On Antyllus’ life see A.M. Ieraci Bio, Antyllos, [in:] Antike Medizin…, col. 62–63; V. Nutton, 
Antyllus, [in:] Brill’s New Pauly…, vol. I, Leiden–Boston 2002, col. 810–811.
47 There is only the general term ázymon pémma, which may – but does not have to – concern un-
leavened bread – Oribasii collectionum medicarum reliquiae, I, 7, 3, 1–2; III, 3, 1, 3, ed. I. Raeder, 
vol.  I–IV, Lipsiae–Berolini 1928–1933 (cetera: Oribasius, Collectiones medicae). In any case, the 
deliberations that we find in Oribasius’ writings provide us with information considerably more 
limited than those surviving in the works of Galen.
48 For example –  Oribasius, Collectiones medicae, III, 13, 5, 1. This bread was also known as 
aleurítes.
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ártos semidalítes, i.e. durum wheat bread49. Moreover, he borrowed from Antyllus 
and used correctly the term ártos zymítes, i.e. leavened bread50, which was absent 
from Galen’s treatises.

It is also worth mentioning that Oribasius provides us with two pieces of addi-
tional information on ártos plytós, i.e. light bread51, which are absent from Galen’s 
treatises. First, and thanks to the information he borrowed from Antyllus52, he 
informs the reader that properly prepared ártos plytós is made from painstakingly 
puri�ed trimeniaíos, i.e. three-month, wheat53. Second, it is also interesting to note 
that Antyllus wrote that ártos plytós was eaten not only in solid form, but also 
soaked or cooked in water54. �e latter dish was, however, recommended �rst and 
foremost for the ill55.

What is more, Oribasius’ writings also contain references to ártos dípyros56. 
�is term was used to describe twice-baked bread, i.e. hard biscuits (rusks), usu-
ally intended for prolonged storage as a food provision. Not much can be said 
about its features, however, for it was mentioned only once57. Let us add that we are 
indebted for this information to Athenaeus of Attaleia58.

As for the technology of producing and baking bread Oribasius preserves two 
main versions of teachings. �e main body of information on bread was taken by 
Oribasius from Galen’s works and constitutes a chapter included in Book I of the 
Collectiones medicae, entitled Perí árton pyrínon. It was written on the basis of the 
De alimentorum facultatibus, but Oribasius’ version of Galen’s teachings is heavily 
abridged.

�e author of the Collectiones medicae started by noting that healthy bread, by 
which he understood (just like the doctor of Pergamum) ártos pýrinos, is made 
with a large quantity of yeast (zýme) and salt (halés). It must be very well knead-
ed before baking in an evenly heated portable kríbanon oven. �e taste of bread 
dough indicates whether the appropriate amount of the abovementioned ingre-
dients was utilised, while an unpleasant gustatory sensation reveals the food’s 
harmful characteristic in respect to the body.

49 For example – Oribasius, Collectiones medicae, III, 13, 6, 1.
50 Oribasius, Collectiones medicae, IV, 11, 2, 5.
51 Cf. K. Jagusiak, M. Kokoszko, Z. Rzeźnicka, Cakes and breads in Oribasius’ Collectiones medi-
cae, SPP 25. 1, 2015, p. 131.
52 Oribasius, Collectiones medicae, IV, 11, 1. 1 – 14, 4.
53 Oribasius, Collectiones medicae, IV, 11, 2, 2–3.
54 Oribasius, Collectiones medicae, IV, 11, 1, 3 – 2, 1.
55 Oribasius, Collectiones medicae, IV, 11, 1, 1. The information agrees with Dieuches’ prescriptions 
concerning bread in general. Compare below.
56 Cf. K. Jagusiak, M. Kokoszko, Z. Rzeźnicka, op. cit., p. 133.
57 Oribasius, Collectiones medicae, I, 9, 2, 2–3.
58 Oribasius, Collectiones medicae, I, 9, 1, 1 – 3, 3.
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Having �nished that part of his treatise, Oribasius goes on to describe ártos 
plytós59. �e selected thoughts borrowed from Galen’s deliberations are structured 
so that the description could prove that it is a variety which, though also prepared 
in the above-presented way, is very di�erent from regular pýros bread owing to its 
lightness and very limited nutritional properties.

As regards the division of breads according to the baking method, Emperor 
Julian’s friend and physician underlined the fact that Galen had distinguished the 
following bread categories. �e best were kribanítai. Ipnítai breads, i.e. the ones 
obtained from a regular bread oven, and they came second since they tended to 
bake not as evenly as kribanítai, and could remain uncooked inside. �ird were the 
kinds baked on the eschára, i.e. a hearth, (and for this reason referred to generally 
as escharítai). �e last were enkryphíai breads, which were subject to the procedure 
of baking directly in the ashes. Both the latter two varieties were dietetically inad-
visable, since they tended to burn on the outside while their inside had a tendency 
to stay raw60.

Oribasius also alluded to the fact that according to Galen the second position 
a�er ártoi pýrinoi was held by those types of bread produced from spelt, i.e. ártoi 
olýrinoi, provided they were produced from a good quality ólyra grain. �e last in the 
line were loaves obtained from einkorn �our, which were termed ártoi tí�noi61.

A supplement to those teachings can be found in book IV of the Collectiones 
medicae, namely in the chapter Ek tón Galénou, perí paraskeués trofón62, which 
contains a passage on wheat products, including bread63. It is important, because 
it preserves some supplementary information missing from the chapter inserted 
in book I of Oribasius’ opus magnum. First and foremost the passage enumer-
ates and cursorily discusses three other bread varieties known to Galen, we mean 
ártos synkomistós (also known as ártos autόpyros), i.e. wholemeal bread, ártos 
rhyparós, that is black bread, and ártos pityrítes, i.e. bran bread. Second, the frag-
ment describes di�erences in their production, especially addressing the amount 
of yeast and laboriousness of the kneading involved in bread production. Accord-
ingly, we learn that the whiter the bread, the more leaven and kneading it required.

�e other body of data concerning recipes for bread comes from Dieuches’ 
works. However, there are no particularly signi�cant di�erences between the two 
Oribasius’ authorities, with the exception of one single aspect, namely the issue 
of the best method of baking. �e remaining views and opinions of both physi-
cians are more or less concordant.

59 Cf. K. Jagusiak, M. Kokoszko, Z. Rzeźnicka, op. cit., p. 131.
60 Cf. K. Jagusiak, M. Kokoszko, Z. Rzeźnicka, op. cit., p. 131.
61 Oribasius, Collectiones medicae, I, 8, 1, 1 – 6, 3; cf. K. Jagusiak, M. Kokoszko, Z. Rzeźnicka, 
op. cit., p. 131.
62 Oribasius, Collectiones medicae, IV, 1, 1 – 45, 2.
63 Oribasius, Collectiones medicae, IV, 3, 1 – 6, 4.
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As for details, Dieuches advised that wheat bread should be made from a �our 
that does not have an excessive sticky character, and with a small quantity of leav-
en, which by the bye has a pleasant taste, so that the dough achieved through the 
process of prolonged kneading would be fairly solid64.

As for thermal processing, Dieuches preferred the baking of bread in an ipnós 
to producing the food in a kríbanon. He also alluded to an ámes as an oven excel-
lent for that purpose. �e physician maintained that he postulated such an option 
for the reason that the process of making bread in an ipnós (and in an ámes, i.e. 
a cake oven) takes a fairly long time, and bread therein is subject to a temperature 
that is not excessively high, and, as a result, loaves are not burnt on the outside65.

Ártos obtained from a kríbanon, as he opined, is in turn drier than that from an 
ipnós and, although tastier, baking it in this device is risky, for the crust of bread 
burns quickly, whereas the interior remains raw66.

Subsequently, not having mentioned escharítai, he proceeded direct to enkry-
phíai. �e physician evaluated them as the driest. As for the technology of prepar-
ing the food, he stated that its production requires much fuel as well as an appro-
priate type of wheat. As far as the fuel is concerned, he wrote that it is indispensable 
to ensure the appropriate quantity of charcoal in order to obtain a large amount 
of ash, and this aspect of the process is laborious. Moreover, the dough for this 
purpose has to be kneaded using áleuron �our, and not semídalis. Furthermore, 
the pastry has to be less solid than that used for bread processed in a kríbanon, and 
this is so, since enkryphías bread is baked by placing and covering it in the (still 
burning) ashes (which, as we interpret the words, leads to a greater loss of mois-
ture). �is method causes scorching (mainly on the surface) and that is why the 
loaf thus obtained is the driest of all known varieties. Finally, Dieuches introduced 
in the text his dietetic recommendations, stating that enkryphías is good for those 
whose alimentary tract is characteristic of an excess of water and therefore inef-
�cient in digesting, and whose intestines accumulate phlegm (phlégma)67.

Wheat bread was recommended by Dieuches not only as a solid food. As a con-
sequence, he provides a cornucopia of data concerning its utilisation in the prepa-
ration of liquid dishes, prescribed �rst and foremost for the seriously ill (because 
such food was considered to be much easier to consume and assimilate by them). 
Judging by the number of references to this subject, the procedure was o�en prof-
ited from in numerous therapies, and the method was used not only to transform 
bread, but also all other types of cereal foodstu�s. �ey were cooked in pure water, 
in a meat (for instance, lamb) broth, or in other types of stock68.

64 Oribasius, Collectiones medicae, IV, 5, 1, 1 – 2, 1.
65 Oribasius, Collectiones medicae, IV, 5, 2, 1–4.
66 Oribasius, Collectiones medicae, IV, 5, 3, 1–2.
67 Oribasius, Collectiones medicae, IV, 5, 4, 1 – 6, 3.
68 Oribasius, Collectiones medicae, IV, 7, 10, 3–5.
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Although, as for bread, Dieuches maintained that the highest nutritional value 
is provided by warm, crumbled, and previously soaked loaves69, further on in his 
text he also postulated the boiling of any type of the foodstu�, whether baked with 
leaven (or not), dry, or fresh70.

As regards further recipe details, he wrote that bread should �rst be soaked, 
then crushed, and �nally strained through a cloth. To the liquid thus obtained one 
could add roasted wild cucumber seeds, almonds, pine nuts, rowanberries, anise 
or fennel, and pour some melíkraton71.

It is interesting that, from time to time, and just as in modern cookbooks, in the 
text of the Collectiones medicae we can suddenly bump into detailed information 
referring to the proportions of individual ingredients. For example, for the fever-
ish, the author recommended boiling ten drachms of dried, previously pulverised 
and subsequently soaked bread in two kotýlai of water, and informs us that the 
thus obtained rhóphema was mixed with almonds or cucumber seeds72. In the next 
recipe we read that bread was �rst pounded into grains of the size of semídalis 
�our or to the size of chóndros, subsequently soaked for a short time, and then ten 
drachms of these bread groats were boiled in three hemikotýlai of water. �e �nal 
product was a soup or a gruel, served with honey or other additives73.

Dietetic evaluations of bread

Oribasius’ writings also retained a wealth of data on the dietetic aspect of bread, 
while his main doctrines constitute a derivative of the earlier deliberations penned 
by Antyllus and Dieuches.

Wheat bread was �rst and foremost very nutritious (and the quality resulted 
from the fact that it was obtained from a cereal that represented the same char-
acteristic, i.e. pyrós), but it could have di�erent qualities depending on the variety 
of wheat from which it was produced. �e best in terms of its nutritional value was 
ártos silignítes, i.e. a white bread prepared from sitánios �our74. Second in terms 
of its nutritive value was ártos semidalítes, while the third place was allotted to 
ártos synkomistós. Since the abovementioned classi�cation was consistently includ-
ed not only in his Collectiones medicae75 but also both in Synopsis ad Eustathium 

69 Oribasius, Collectiones medicae, IV, 7, 3, 2–3.
70 Oribasius, Collectiones medicae, IV, 7, 10, 2.
71 Oribasius, Collectiones medicae, IV, 7, 13, 1 – 14, 4.
72 Oribasius, Collectiones medicae, IV, 7, 36, 1–4.
73 Oribasius, Collectiones medicae, IV, 7, 37, 1–4.
74 Cf. M. Decker, Tilling the Hateful Earth. Agricultural production and trade in the late antique East, 
Oxford 2011, p. 97, wherein this type of bread is also considered as being the best.
75 Oribasius, Collectiones medicae, III, 13, 5, 1 – 6, 1. The chapter concerning products classified as 
nutritious – Oribasius, Collectiones medicae, III, 13, 1, 1 – 13, 2.
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�lium76as well as Libri ad Eunapium77, it was undoubtedly representative of doc-
trines accepted by the author.

As for the most distinctive features of the best quality white bread, a full char-
acterisation was included in the those parts of Oribasius’ treatises, which con-
tain dietetic categories. Accordingly we learn that kribanítes78 was allowed in the 
thinning diet, i.e. leptýnousa díaita79, and that this recommendation is a conse-
quence of the inclusion of wheat bread in the class of foods whose features are 
between those causing the generation of thick juices and contributing to their 
dilution80.

In addition, carefully prepared ártos katharós was characterised by good juices 
and also caused their generation in the body, and for this reason it was men-
tioned in the chapter enumerating eúchyma, i.e. foodstu�s generating good bodi-
ly humours81. Moreover, Oribasius referred to well-kneaded and properly baked 
wheat ártos amongst substances that were easily digestible82. Finally, bread was 
assessed as a warming food, and this characteristic is evidenced in the third book 
of the Collectiones medicae, subsequently in the Synopsis ad Eustathium �lium, 
and ultimately in the work dedicated to Eunapius83. All of these �ndings are con-
cordant with Galen’s tradition, for in essence they constitute a repetition of his 
theses included in the De alimentorum facultatibus and other works.

A variety of katharós bread was the so-called ártos plytós. When describing 
this foodstu�, Oribasius made use of the writings and doctrines of both Galen 
and Antyllus. As regards the qualities of this bread interpreted by the former writ-
er84, one cannot observe any deviation from the doctrines of the medical doctor 

76 Oribasius, Synopsis ad Eustathium filium, IV, 12, 6, 1–2. The chapter concerning products classi-
fied as nutritious – Oribasius, Synopsis ad Eustathium filium, IV, 12, 1, 1 – 15, 2.
77 Oribasii Libri ad Eunapium, I, 29, 1, 1 – 15, 2 (light bread – I, 29, 6, 1 – 7, 1), [in:] Oribasii synopsis 
ad Eustathium filium et libri ad Eunapium, ed. I. Raeder, vol. VI, 3, Leipzig 1964 (cetera: Oribasius, 
Libri ad Eunapium).
78 Oribasius, Collectiones medicae, III, 2, 5, 2–3.
79 Oribasius, Collectiones medicae, III, 2, 1, 1 – 26, 2.
80 Oribasius, Collectiones medicae, III, 4, 1, 1–14 ( wheat bread – III, 4, 1, 1); Oribasius, Synopsis ad 
Eustathium filium, IV, 3, 1, 1–15 (wheat bread – IV, 3, 1, 1); Oribasius, Libri ad Eunapium, I, 20, 1, 
1–14 (wheat bread – I, 20, 1, 1).
81 Oribasius, Collectiones medicae, III, 15, 1, 1 – 22, 3 (wheat bread –  III, 15, 18, 1); Oribasius, 
Synopsis ad Eustathium filium, IV, 14, 1, 1 – 21, 3 (wheat bread – IV, 14, 17, 1); Oribasius, Libri ad 
Eunapium, I, 32, 1, 1 – 15, 3 (wheat bread – I, 32, 11, 1 – 12, 1).
82 Oribasius, Collectiones medicae, III, 17, 1, 1 –  11, 1 (wheat bread –  III, 17, 1, 1); Oribasius, 
Synopsis ad Eustathium filium, IV, 16, 1, 1 – 11, 1 (wheat bread – IV, 16, 1, 1); Oribasius, Libri ad 
Eunapium, I, 34, 1, 1 – 11, 2 (wheat bread – I, 34, 1, 1).
83 Oribasius, Collectiones medicae, III, 31, 1, 1 – 8, 3 (wheat bread – III, 31, 1, 1); Oribasius, Synopsis 
ad Eustathium filium, IV, 31, 1, 1 – 8, 4 (wheat bread – IV, 31, 1, 1); Oribasius, Libri ad Eunapium, I, 
47, 1, 1–9 (wheat bread – I, 47, 1, 1).
84 Oribasius, Collectiones medicae, I, 8, 3, 1 – 4, 1.



367Bread as Food and Medicament in Oribasius’ Writings

of Pergamum85. �erefore, we shall not return to them. Additionally, the most 
prominent characteristics of this kind of bread taken from Galen’s writings are 
present in the lists of foodstu�s collected by Oribasius according to their predom-
inant dietetic qualities. Ártos plytós was therefore mentioned in the third book 
of the Collectiones medicae as one of the foods displaying features that were inter-
mediate between warming and cooling86, and an identical characterisation may 
be found in other treatises87. Finally, light bread is included in Oribasius’ category 
of foods that give the body little nourishment88.

As for Antyllus’ discussion, he described the action of the said cereal product 
in his work Perí boethemáton, in the fragment on the food appropriate for those 
who su�er from frequent ailments89. �ere we can read that such people should 
consume food that easily ripens in their stomachs, is easily assimilated, but not 
excessively nutritious, and in addition readily excreted from the body through 
perspiration. Other kinds, and especially if they were to remain in the body for 
an extended period of time, would lead to a fever. Since, once the bodily tempera-
ture had been morbidly raised, Antyllus prescribed ártos plytós boiled to a pulp 
in water, one can conclude that it was exactly that kind which satis�ed all of the 
conditions enumerated above90.

Ártos synkomistós did not receive a proper and separate dietetic characterisa-
tion in any work penned by the Emperor Julian’s friend. However, from the doc-
trines of Galen borrowed by Oribasius it is clear that it was in between the qualities 
of white and bran bread. Accordingly, it was fairly nutritious, quite easily digested 
and contributed fairly e¬ciently to the production of good quality humours.

On the other hand, Oribasius makes remarks referring to black bread. �e 
author stressed only one of dietetic features. Namely, he mentioned that ártos 
rhyparós, di�ered considerably in minus in terms of nutritive value from katharós. 
�erefore, he speci�ed its limited nutritional value products �rst in his Collectiones 
medicae, and subsequently in the work dedicated to his son, and the one compiled 
for Eunapius91.

85 They were cursorily mention in our discussion of res coquinaria concerning bread.
86 Oribasius, Collectiones medicae, III, 32, 1, 1 – 12, 3 (light bread – III, 32, 12, 2).
87 Oribasius, Synopsis ad Eustathium filium, IV, 32, 1, 1 –  13, 2 (light bread –  IV, 32, 13, 1–20; 
Oribasius, Libri ad Eunapium, I, 48, 1, 1 – 7, 3 (light bread – I, 48, 7, 1–2).
88 Oribasius, Collectiones medicae, III, 14, 1, 1 – 13, 3 (light bread – III, 14, 7, 2); Oribasius, Synopsis 
ad Eustathium filium, IV, 13, 1, 1 – 12, 4 (light bread – IV, 13, 6, 2); Oribasius, Libri ad Eunapium, 
I, 30, 1, 1 – 8, 2 (light bread – I, 30, 6, 2).
89 Oribasius, Collectiones medicae, IV, 11, 1. 1 – 14, 4.
90 Oribasius, Collectiones medicae, IV, 11, 1, 1 – 2, 1.
91 Oribasius, Collectiones medicae, III, 14, 1, 1 – 13, 3 (black bread – III, 14, 7, 2); Oribasius, Syn-
opsis ad Eustathium filium, IV, 13, 1, 1 – 12, 4 (black bread – IV, 13, 6, 1–2); Oribasius, Libri ad 
Eunapium, I, 30, 1, 1 – 8, 2 (black bread – I, 30, 6, 2).
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�e dietetic properties of the bread known as pityrítes are described in the phy-
sician’s writings in somewhat greater detail. �e author emphasised three of its 
most important qualities. �e �rst was its limited nutritional value92. �e second 
constituted its purgative strength93. �e third was its action stimulating the genera-
tion of black bile94.

Unfortunately, Oribasius’ works lack a separate characterisation of unleavened 
bread. Having in mind the logic of his doctrine, one may, however, conclude that 
its qualities were the opposite of those attributed to ártos katharós.

In turn, ártos chondrítes, since it was made from chóndros, had the same quali-
ties as the groats. It was therefore considered highly nutritious, but also one that is 
slow and di¬cult to pass through the alimentary tract95.

Finally, information included in Oribasius’ writings teaches the reader that the 
nutritional value of bread was determined by the di�erence in baking techniques 
used in its making, with ártoi made in the kríbanon or ipnós being presented as 
the most wholesome, while those subject to thermal processing on the eschára and 
in the ashes were evaluated as inferior.

Medical applications of bread

Starting our re�ections on di�erent therapeutic uses of bread, it is worth noting 
that the texts of Oribasius do not contain a single prohibition on the consumption 
of the foodstu� in any prescribed cure. �is stems from the fact that the product 
was generally classi�ed as contributing to the health of its consumers. As a result, 
it was appropriate for any diet including even those which were designed for the 
naturally prone to frailty due to their advanced age96.

�e recommendation to consume wheat bread may, however, be encountered 
not only in the diets prescribed to those who were already well-past their prime. 
For instance, the white variety baked in the ipnós (due to the fact that it retained 
more moisture than other kinds) was recommended by Ruphus of Ephesus (I c.) 
in his chapter (preserved in the Collectiones medicae) on foods to be consumed 
in order to lead a satisfying sexual life, since such foodstu�s better contributed 

92 Oribasius, Collectiones medicae, III, 14, 1, 1 – 13, 3 (pityrítes – III, 14, 7, 1); Oribasius, Synopsis 
ad Eustathium filium, IV, 13, 1, 1 – 12, 4 (pityrítes – IV, 13, 6, 1); Oribasius, Libri ad Eunapium, I, 30, 
1, 1 – 8, 2 (pityrítes – I, 30, 6, 1–2).
93 Oribasius, Collectiones medicae, III, 29, 1, 1 – 22, 2 (pityrítes – III, 29, 4, 1); Oribasius, Synopsis 
ad Eustathium filium, IV, 28, 1, 1 – 27, 2 (pityrítes – IV, 28, 5, 1); Oribasius, Libri ad Eunapium, I, 45, 
1, 1 – 17, 1 (pityrítes – I, 45, 5, 1).
94 Oribasius, Collectiones medicae, III, 9, 1, 1 – 2, 5 (pityrítes – III, 9, 2, 2–3); Oribasius, Synopsis 
ad Eustathium filium, IV, 8, 1, 1 – 2, 5 (pityrítes – IV, 8, 2, 2–3); Oribasius, Libri ad Eunapium, I, 25, 
1, 1 – 2, 4 (pityrítes – I, 25, 2, 2).
95 Oribasius, Collectiones medicae, I, 5, 2, 1–2.
96 For example – Oribasius, Libri ad Eunapium, I, 11, 1, 1 – 19, 3 (bread – I, 11, 4, 2).
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to bodily humidity (which, apart from warmth) was the prerequisite for intensive 
sexual intercourse (and typically characteristic of young persons)97.

In the part of our discussion of res coquinaria concerning bread we alluded to 
the fact that bread was o�en recommended to be served both solid, moistened, 
and transformed into a soup. Much was written on the subject by Dieuches and 
a lot was also explained by Antyllus98. we have already pointed to the latter’s infor-
mation on the preparation of ártos plytós for the ill. In turn, since semidalítes was 
classi�ed as having too strong an e�ect on the seriously and chronically ailing, it 
was indispensable to select stale and well-leavened bread of this kind, and scoop 
the inside of a loaf, which subsequently had to be thoroughly moistened with 
warm water (for the hard crust is too di¬cult to eat and digest). �e bread should 
be soaked until its volume increases and the yeast is washed out (which one can 
learn the moment when it loses the smell of leaven)99. We should surmise that 
the described practice was considered to be therapeutically e�ective, for Oribasius 
returns to the doctrines of Antyllus in Synopsis ad Eustathium �lium100.

�e treatises of Oribasius clearly prove that in the medical science of the fourth 
century, bread was not only an important element of medicinal diets, but also 
an ingredient of numerous medications. Such applications are so numerous that 
it is best to resort to just a few examples. For instance, in the chapter concern-
ing clysters101, which contains Ruphus’ of Ephesus teachings, Oribasius included 
a concoction (aphépsema) from bread102 amongst the group of enemas with a mild 
action (hapaloí klystéres)103. From the text we learn that bread clysters were gener-
ally obtained by means of boiling it, and had a certain nutritive action. We are also 
informed that they were used (once the intestines had been puri�ed of excrement) 
for persons with severe crises brought about by paralysis and cardiac problems (as 
these patients usually have problems with food assimilation and their intestines 
are blocked with the products of metabolism)104.

It should be added that bread was also used to prepare therapeutic gargles. For 
example, when a patient su�ered from sore throat and the illness led to the forma-
tion of painful eruptions in the throat (anadorá), it was recommended to wash the 
throat with warm liquor le� over from soaking bread (apóbregma)105.

97 Oribasius, Collectiones medicae, VI, 38, 1, 1 – 30, 5 (qualities of the bread – VI, 38, 15, 5–6); 
humidity and warmth – VI, 38, 9, 1–2).
98 Oribasius, Collectiones medicae, IV, 11, 1. 1 – 14, 4.
99 Oribasius, Collectiones medicae, IV, 11, 2, 3 – 3, 1.
100 Oribasius, Synopsis ad Eustathium filium, IV, 37, 1, 1 – 9, 2 (wetting of the stale bread and removal 
of yeast – IV, 37, 2, 1 – 4, 1).
101 Oribasius, Collectiones medicae, VIII, 24, 1, 1 – 39, 3.
102 Oribasius, Collectiones medicae, VIII, 24, 1, 4.
103 Oribasius, Collectiones medicae, VIII, 24, 1, 2 – 3, 1.
104 Oribasius, Collectiones medicae, VIII, 24, 13, 1 – 14, 2.
105 Oribasius, Eclogae medicamentorum, 35, 1, 1 – 4, 6 (liquor – 35, 1, 6).



Maciej Kokoszko, Krzysztof Jagusiak, Jolanta Dybała370

Bread, however, is discussed �rst and foremost as an ingredient of poultices, 
and Oribasius’ treatises preserve a cornucopia of information on their composi-
tion and applications. �e said medicinal substance was so signi�cant in his times 
that bread cataplasms received a separate chapter in the Collectiones medicae106, 
which was excerpted from the writings of Lycus (I c. BC)107. Accordingly, bread 
poultices were thought to act e�ectively against a variety of in�ammations108, and 
were prepared in a great many varieties. �e author commenced their listing by 
stating that such medicaments may be obtained by adding some rose oil to bread 
soaked in cold water. Such medicines were regarded as e�ective in the treatment 
of conditions similar to erysipelas (erysípelas)109. Another recipe provided for the 
soaking of bread in oxýkraton, and the poultice was supposed to be even more e¬-
cient in its healing action for the said ailment than the former110. A bread cata-
plasm could also be made by dipping the foodstu� in hot water and adding olive oil, 
while the medicament was thought to so�en in�ammations which brought about 
swellings that occurred without suppuration111. Continuing his text, the physician 
remarked that butter can be substituted for olive oil with no harm to the curative 
properties of the medicine whatsoever112. In turn, another kind of cataplasm was 
produced as follows. Bread was mixed with water into a liquid form, to which olive 
oil or butter was added, and the gruel was boiled until it acquired the appropriate 
thickness113. �e medication was considered a very good drug for the treatment 
of in�ammations brought about by physical injury (since it facilitated the excre-
tion of pus from ulcerated wounds)114, moreover, (with some tar addition) it could 
have bene�cial e�ects on tendon contusion, and �nally was appropriate in gout 
treatment115. Another method of preparing bread cataplasms was based on pul-
verising the inside of a loaf to the consistency of áleuron �our. �e powder thus 
obtained was mixed with honey and a small quantity of water116, and subsequently 
boiled to the appropriate thickness to be ultimately enriched with some olive oil117. 

106 Oribasius, Collectiones medicae, IX, 26, 1, 1 – 10, 3.
107 On Lycus life see E. Kind, Lykos (51), [in:] RE, Bd. XIII, 2, Stuttgart 1927, col. 2407–2408; A. Tou-
waide, Lycus (10), [in:] Brill’s New Pauly…, vol. VII, Leiden–Boston 2005, col. 938–939.
108 Oribasius, Collectiones medicae, IX, 26, 1, 2.
109 Oribasius, Collectiones medicae, IX, 26, 1, 2 – 2, 1.
110 Oribasius, Collectiones medicae, IX, 26, 2, 1 – 3, 1.
111 Oribasius, Collectiones medicae, IX, 26, 3, 1 – 4, 1.
112 Oribasius, Collectiones medicae, IX, 26, 4, 1–2.
113 Oribasius, Collectiones medicae, IX, 26, 5, 1–3.
114 Oribasius, Collectiones medicae, IX, 26, 5, 3 – 6, 1.
115 Oribasius, Collectiones medicae, IX, 26, 6, 1 – 8, 1.
116 Oribasius, Collectiones medicae, IX, 26, 9, 1 – 10, 1.
117 Oribasius, Collectiones medicae, IX, 26, 8, 1–5.
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Such poultices were said to cure hypochóndria ailments118. we should also remark 
that an analogous passage concerning the nature of bread poultices is repeated 
in his Synopsis ad Eustathium �lium119.

Conclusion

In conclusion, we would like to underline the fact that medical sources, includ-
ing the treatises penned by Oribasius, constitute a vast body of information on 
bread as food and medicine, which, in turn, is part of an ancient system of medical 
knowledge.

Oribasius’ interest in food resulted from the doctrine adopted by all ancient 
and later medical doctors who used to treat any foodstu� as both a provider 
of nutrients as well as a factor that shapes the internal balance of the human body. 
�e adoption of the view led to the development of dietetics which worked out 
a cohesive system of evaluation of foodstu�s according to their most important 
features, and categorising methods of food preparation able to modify its proper-
ties in line with individual health requirements. �erefore those who practised 
and theorised on medicine started to become interested in and had to be knowl-
edgeable about the art of food preparation, i.e. gastronomy. So did Oribasius as 
a faithful follower of the ancient, particularly Galenic, tradition.

As a result, the medical theory (and also that presented by the Emperor Julian’s 
friend) is much richer than mere dietetic deliberations and also refers to the state 
of food production (I mean the range of foodstu�s produced by the agriculture 
of the period and methods of their production) and food processing techniques 
(that is methods utilised in order to preserve a foodstu� or transform it into 
a dish), which were both thought to have an impact upon the quality of foodstu�s 
prescribed by the doctor to his patients as well those included in composed medi-
caments. �e resulting output, as it has been demonstrated, is a readily available 
corpus of material, which still waits to be analysed, not only by historians of medi-
cine (�rst of all dieticians, bromatologists and pharmacologists), but also by those 
interested in food history, ancient and medieval economy historians, as well as 
those researching the history of society.

It is to be hoped that in the very near future the resources of information will 
be subject to even more thorough research on a wider scale.

118 Oribasius, Collectiones medicae, IX, 26, 8, 5 – 9, 1.
119 Oribasius, Synopsis ad Eustathium filium, III, 78, 1, 1 – 7, 3.
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Abstract: Treatises le� by Oribasius (�rst and foremost his Collectiones medicae and Eclogae medi-
camentorum) preserve a vast body of information on the varieties of bread eaten in late antiquity, 
characterise them from the point of view of dietetics, list medical conditions in which a given variety 
is especially bene�cial, and name medical preparations which include the product. �e present study 
elaborates on Oribasius’ dietetic knowledge and his input into the development of dietetic discour-
se (namely his in�uence on Byzantine dietetic doctrine), determines Oribasius’ main information 
sources on bread, characterises bread as food, lists varieties which were thought to be used by physi-
cians and explains reasons for the preferences, and �nally exempli�es cures and medical preparations 
which include bread.
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Imaging Evil in the First Chapters of Genesis: 
Texts behind the Images in Eastern Orthodox Art

It is a well-known fact that the Bible is the metatext of the Christian civilization, 
the foundation of the Christian worldview. It has given rise to a large part of the 

Christian imagery we know today from icons, frescoes in churches and illustrated 
manuscripts. Yet, the Biblical text is not the exclusive supplementary source for the 
images in medieval art. Sometimes these images, no matter Eastern orthodox or 
Western in their origin, owe their emergence and visual characteristics to di�erent 
homiletic, liturgical, and, above all, apocryphal texts1. In Christian art the image 
not only illustrates speci�c text, but it may also act as a form of exegesis. In these 
cases it exceeds its speci�c textual basis adding motifs from other written sources 
in order to express a particular idea. �us, the image superimposes new seman-
tic levels on the literary subject, enriching it with ecclesiological, didactic, politi-
cal and ideological aspects. �is kind of elaborated role of the image is a product 
of a deep theological knowledge, thus representing the views of a highly educated 

1 The literature on the links between apocryphal texts and religious images is rich and here only some 
of the publications will be quoted: D. Cartlidge, J. Elliott, Art and the Christian Apocrypha, London 
2001; J. Lafontaine-Dosogne, Iconography of the Cycle of the Life of the Virgin, [in:] The Kariye 
Djami, IV. Studies in the Art of the Kariye Djami and its Intellectual Background, ed. P. Underwood, 
Princeton 1975, p. 161–194; Eadem, Iconography of the Cycle of the Infancy of Christ, [in:] The Kariye 
Djami…, p. 195–241; N. Thiery, L’illustration des apocryphes dans les églises de Cappadoce, Apocr 2, 
1991, p. 217–248; E. Bakalova, Principles of Visualization of the Pseudo-Canonical Texts in the Art 
of the Byzantine Commonwealth, [in:] Biblia Slavorum Apocryphorum II. Novum Testamentum, ed. 
G. Minczew, M. Skowronek, I. Petrov, Łódź 2009, p. 167–189; Е. БАКАЛОВА, За апотропейната 
сила на Божието слово и образ (легендата за Авгар в изкуството), [in:] Средновековният човек 
и неговият свят. Сборник в чест на 70-та годишнина на проф. Казимир Попконстантинов, 
Велико Търново 2014, p. 339–358; in this respect see also the other articles of the proceedings of the 
series of international conferences Biblia Slavorum Apocryphorum I. Vetus Testamentum. [FE, 4, fasc. 
VI/VII], Gniezno 2007; Biblia Slavorum Apocryphorum II. Novum Testamentum. Materiały z Między-
narodowej Konferencji Naukowej „Biblia Slavorum Apocryphorum. II. Novum Testamentum” Łódź, 
15–17 maja 2009 r., ed. G. Minczew, M. Skowronek, I. Petrov, Łódź 2009; for Byzantine art and 
its connections with different recensions of the text of the Palaea, see R. Stichel, Außerkanonische 
Elemente in byzantinischen Illustrationen des Alten Testaments, RQ 69, 1974, p. 159–181; М. МАРКО-

ВИЋ, J. МАРКОВИЋ, Циклус Генезе и Старозаветне фигуре у параклису Св. Димитрија, [in:] Зи-
дно сликарство манастира Дечана. Грађа и студије, ed. В. Ј. ЂУРИЋ, Београд 1995, p. 323–352.
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elite. Simultaneously, images can also consign to a layer of ideas – ancient cosmo-
logical and ethical models, sometimes originated in pre-biblical mythology, which 
are distributed through a di�erent kind of literature, the non-canonical texts2. �is 
capacity to encompass multiple meanings applies particularly to the images associ-
ated with the Old Testament accounts in the Byzantine and Eastern Orthodox art. 
In the present study, in order to illustrate the idea of this polysemy the focus will be 
put on the image of evil in the story of Adam and Eve and their children.

In Christian milieu the primary personi�cation of evil is a single personality, 
known by di�erent names in di�erent traditions. Whether he is called the Devil, 
Lucifer, Sammael or Satanael, he is the obstructor of the kingdom of God, the one 
who tempts humans together with his demons in order to turn them away from 
God3. �e biblical text of the Genesis does not refer at all to Satan’s �gure, nor does 
it speak of any personi�ed evil interference in the life of the protoplasts. Satan is 
mentioned numerous times in di�erent context in the New Testament4 and follow-
ing some of these patterns the Church Fathers allude to him o�en in their works5. 
Yet, in Byzantium, this “learned” notion of Devil never became a systematic teach-
ing, rather consisted of di�erent observations scattered here and there in exeget-
ic, polemic, homiletic or hagiographical writings6. At the same time, there exists  

2 In literature on the topic, the texts with quasi and non-canonical elements are discussed using differ-
ent terms – “apocrypha”, “pseudoepigrapha”, “pseudo-canonical”, “parabiblical” or “paratextual” literature, 
and it seems the terminology is still under clarification, see for example A. Miltenova, Parabiblical 
(paratextual) literature in Mediterranean World and its Reception in Medieval Bulgaria (10th–14th cc), 
[in:] Biblia Slavorum Apocryphorum I. Vetus Testamentum [FE, 4, fasc. VI/VII], Gniezno 2007, p. 9–20; 
А. МИЛТЕНОВА, Маргиналност, интертекстуалност, паратекстуалност в българската сред-
новековна книжнина, [in:]  ΤΡΙΑΝΤΑΦΥΛΛΟ: In Honorem Hristo Trendafilov. Юбилеен сборник 
в чест на 60-годишнината на проф. д.фил.н. Христо Трендафилов, ed. V. Panayotov, Шумен 
2013, p. 128–150 with a brief survey of the development of the terminology in the field.
3 On the terminology for the evil one in the early Christian writings see F. Gokey, The terminology 
for the Devil and Evil Spirits in the Apostolic Fathers, Washington 1961.
4 See for example Luke 10:18, 22:3, 22:31; Mathew 4:10; Marc 4:15; Acts 26:18; 2 Corinthians 11:14, etc.
5 It could be said that the foundation of Christian demonology was laid by Origen (ca. 185–254) 
who assembled and elaborated a range of previously existing demonological beliefs. The idea of the 
Devil as a personal being and a fallen angel was further developed in the early Christian and patristic 
period, see for example the homily of John Chrysostom Against Those Who Say that Demons Govern 
Human Affairs, and his two sermons On the Power of Man to Resist the Devil, [in:] Творения Святого 
Отца Нашего Иоанна Златоуста, архиепископа Константинопольского, в русском переводе. 
T. 2, pars. 1, ed. А. ЛОПУХИН, Санкт Петербург 1896, p. 270–289. See also J. Russell, Satan: The 
Early Christian Tradition, New York 1987; A. Ducellier, Le Diable à Byzance, [in:] Le diable au 
Moyen Âge: Doctrine, problèmes moraux, représentations. Nouvelle édition, Aix-en-Provence 1979, 
p. 195–212 http://books.openedition.org/pup/2636.
6 It is generally accepted among scholars that the notion of Satan in Eastern Orthodox Christianity 
lacks a systematic theological attention, i.e. there is no fixed teaching or description of the Devil. On 
this topic, besides the literature quoted in the previous notes, see two short essays, observing mainly 
the presence of demons in hagiographic literature, but also some aspects of Satan’s image in Byzantium:
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another, more in¨uential source of information about Satan and this is the great 
number of apocryphal accounts that retell the Biblical narration of Creation, the 
life of Adam, Eve and their children, incorporating stories about the origin of Satan, 
about his role in the creation of the world and in the life of the protoplasts7.

In this extensive literary �eld two main aspects of the Devil can be di�erenti-
ated – the Devil as a demiurge and the Devil as a tempter. �e �rst one exists in the 
Christian cosmological concepts of the origin and structure of the world. �ere, 
Satan is the most senior among the angels, he was created by God as good, but, 
because of his free choice to abandon the good, he fell, losing his dignity. While 
in the moderate Christian dualism Satan was given the role of the creator of the 
terrestrial world, in radical dualist teachings he was even regarded as a creator 
of Paradise8. Elements and motifs of this cosmic dualism are interrelated to the 
pseudo-canonical texts, especially those which circulated in the Slavonic milieu as 
was, for instance the Tale about the combat between Satan and Archangel Michael, 
even though this example will not be discussed further here, since it has been thor-
oughly studied with its textual and visual sources9.

Satan the tempter, however, will be at the center of our interest. According to 
a widespread understanding about the Devil, he used the snake to make Adam 
and Eve transgress God’s will. In the Christian exegesis an equation of Satan with 
the serpent or the dragon exists as well; such motif occurred in the text of the 

A. Guillou, Le diable byzantin, [in:] Polyplevros Nous. Miscellanea für Peter Schreiner zu seinem 
60. Geburtstag, ed. C. Scholz, G. Makris, BArchiv 19, Munich–Leipzig 2000, p. 45–55, and C. Man-
go, Diabolus Byzantinus, DOP 46, 1992, p. 215–223. See also Θ. ΠΡΟΒΑΤΑΚΗΣ, Ο διάβολος εις την 
βυζαντινήν τέχνη. Συμβολή εις την έρευναν της ορθοδόξου ζωγραφικής, και γλυπτικής, Θεσσαλονίκη 
1980; R.  Greenfield, Fallen into Outer Darkness: Later Byzantine Conceptions and Depictions 
of Evil, Efo 5, 1992, p. 61–80. One of the rare writings concerning demonology in Byzantium, the 
dialogues On the Operation of daemons, has been considered as a work of Michael Psellos (1018–1078 
or later), but this authorship has been questioned and the date of the dialogues shifted to the end 13th 
century, see P. Gautier, Le De daemonibus du Pseudo-Psellos, REB 38, 1980, p. 105–194.
7 Some of these writings will be referred to further in this text with the related literature; in addi-
tion, for the Slavonic apocryphal variants of the stories paralleling the first chapters of Genesis, see 
А. ЯЦИМИРСКИЙ, Библиографический обзор апокрифов в южнославянской и русской письменно-
сти (Списки памятников), fasc. 1. Апокрифы ветхозаветные, Петроград 1921; Стара българ-
ска литература. 1. Апокрифи. ed. Д. ПЕТКАНОВА, София 1981; Апокрифы Древней Руси: тек-
сты и исследования, ed. В. МИЛЬКОВ, Москва 1997; Apokryfy i legendy starotestamentowe Słowian 
południowych, ed. G. Minczew, M. Skowronek, Kraków 2006.
8 Й. ИВАНОВ, Богомилски книги и легенди, София 1970; Д. ДИМИТРОВА-МАРИНОВА, Богомиль-
ская космогония в древнеславянской литературной традиции, [in:] От Бытия к Исходу. От-
ражение библейских сюжетов в славянской и еврейской народной культуре, ed. В. ПЕТРУХИН 

et al., Москва 1998, p. 38–58; Y. Stoyanov, Medieval Christian Dualist Perceptions and Conceptions 
of Biblical Paradise, SCer 3, 2013, p. 149–166; M. Skowronek, Remarks on the Anathemas in the 
Palaea Historica, SCer 3, 2013, p. 131–144.
9 See G. Minczew, John Chrysostom’s Tale on How Michael Vanquished Satanael – a Bogomil Text?, 
SCer 1, 2011, p. 23–54 and the earlier literature on the topic cited in this study.
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Revelation10 and was implied in the works of some of the Church Fathers11. Still, 
the view that protoplasts were deceived by Satan through his interference with the 
snake prevailed. It is mentioned in homiletic writings, for instance in John Chry-
sostom’s 17th homily on Genesis, in the commentary of the expulsion from Eden: 
…the good God, too, have pity on man for the plot to which he fell victim with his wife 
a¸er being deceived and accepting the devil’s advice through the serpent12. �e epi-
sode of Satan’s contact with the snake, which enables him to enter Paradise is pres-
ent with much more details in some apocryphal works, for instance in the Greek 
and Slavonic versions of the Life of Adam and Eve13, in the Slavonic Apocalypse 

10 And the great dragon was cast out, that old serpent, called the Devil, and Satan, which deceiveth the 
whole world: he was cast out into the earth, and his angels were cast out with him (Rev 12:9).
11 Justin Martyr (103–165) wrote in his First Apology: the chief of the wicked demons we call the ser-
pent, Satan, the devil… will be cast into the fire of Hell and explained in the Dialogue with Trypho that 
the Devil had a compound name made up of the actions which he performed; for the word “Sata”… 
means “apostate”, while “nas” is the word which means in translation ‘serpent’; thus, from both parts is 
formed the one word ‘Satanas’, see Saint Justin Martyr, The first apology, the second apology, dialogue 
with Trypho, exhortation to the Greeks, discourse to the Greeks, the monarchy, or the rule of God [FC, 
vol. 6], trans. T. Falls, Washington 1965, p. 64, 310. As a comparison, in the corresponding episodes 
from the life of the protoplasts in the Koran (Quran) the snake is entirely substituted by Satan, see 
Koran 7, 20. The differences between Christian and Muslim faith concerning the creation of man and 
the place of Satan in it were discussed in Byzantium as early as 9th century by Nicetas of Byzantium 
in his polemic against Islam (The Refutation of the Quran, PG 105, 741A), see A. Khoury, Polémique 
byzantine contre L’Islam (VIIIe–XIIIe s.), Leiden 1972, p. 147.
12 Saint John Chrysostom, Homilies on Genesis 1–17 [FC, vol. 74], tr. R. Hill, ed. Th. Halton, 
Washington 1986, p. 222. The association of the Eden serpent with Satan is characteristic for the Ar-
menian Christian sources, where it received considerable elaboration and has different aspects, see 
M. Stone, ‘Be You a Lyre For Me’: Identity or Manipulation in Eden, [in:] The Exegetical Encounter 
between Jews and Christians in Late Antiquity, ed. E. Grypeou, H. Spurling, Leiden 2009, p. 87–99. 
This connection is likewise attested in midrashic tradition, but its amplification remained limited, 
see H. Spurling, E. Grypeou, Pirke de-Rabbi Eliezer and Eastern Christian Exegesis, CCO 4, 2007, 
p. 217–243. According to the authors given the widespread popularity of the idea of the devil using the 
serpent as an intermediary in Christian sources, it seems likely that Pirke de-Rabbi Eliezer may have 
incorporated such a tradition through knowledge of the Christian idea.
13 For the Life of Adam and Eve, which is probably the most popular apocryphal writing on the life 
of the protoplasts with extant recensions in Greek, Latin, Slavonic, Armenian, Georgian, Coptic, 
see J. Tromp, The Life of Adam and Eve in Greek: A Critical Edition, Leiden-Boston 2005 (this book 
remained inaccessible for me); for the Slavonic variants see V. Jagic, Slavische Beiträge zu den bib-
lischen Apocryphen, I, Die altkirchenslavischen Texte des Adamsbuche, Wien 1893 (=DKAW.PhH 42, 
p. 1–104); А. МИЛТЕНОВА, Текстологически наблюдения върху два апокрифа: Апокрифен цикъл 
за кръстното дърво, приписван на Григорий Богослов, и апокрифа за Адам и Ева, СЛ 11, 1982, 
p. 35–55; Д. ДИМИТРОВА, Някои наблюдения върху литературните особености на апокрифа 
“Слово за Адам и Ева”, 11, 1982, p.  56–66. Here the text from V.  Jagic, op.  cit., will be quoted 
(English translation by S. French, R. Layton, G. Anderson as published on http://www2.iath.vir-
ginia.edu/anderson/vita/english/vita.sla.html#per18 the website of the project The Life of Adam and 
Eve: The Biblical Story in Judaism and Christianity, last visited August 31, 2015): Then Eve said, 
„I will share with you, my children, in what manner our enemy deceived us… Adam watched the 
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of Baruch14 (3 Baruch), ¾e Sea of Tiberias15 or in the Historical Palaea16. Although 
very popular in literature, this Devil-snake relationship did not �nd its equiva-
lent visualization in Eastern Orthodox art. Indeed there are images of ¾e Fall 
with special characteristics of the serpent, which are in¨uenced by non-biblical 
texts, but they are very rare17. Such an example we see in three of the illustrated 

eastern and northern sides of Paradise… And so the enemy entered in from that side on which Adam 
was, and he called the serpent to himself and said to it: You are loved by God, therefore she (Eve) will 
give credence to you before any other creature. And he instructed it in everything and sent it to me. The 
serpent believed that it was an angel, and came to me. And the devil had changed to the form of an 
angel and came here with radiance, singing an angel’s song, just like an angel, and said to me: ‘Do you 
eat from everything in Paradise?’ And at that time I took him for an angel, because he had come from 
Adam’s side, so I said to him, ‘From one tree the Lord commanded us not to eat, the one which stands 
in the middle of Paradise.’ The devil said, ‘I am very sorry for you, because you don’t understand; 
I alone will tell you so much: That tree is better than all the others. If you tasted from that tree, you 
would become like gods and radiant like the angels.’ And I listened to these words and as I tasted from 
the tree, immediately my eyes were opened and I saw, that I was naked, and I cried bitterly about what 
I had done. The devil, however, became invisible”.
14 For Slavonic manuscripts of The Apocalypse of Baruch (3 Baruch), see А. ЯЦИМИРСКИЙ, op. cit., 
p. 227–232; Стара българска литература. 1…, p. 71–76, 353–354, A. Kulik, 3 Baruch: Greek-
Slavonic Apocalypse of Baruch, Berlin 2010. See also F.  Badalanova, These Blasphemous Rus-
tic Scriptures (Indigenous Apocryphal Heritage of Slavia Orthodoxa), [in:]  ΤΡΙΑΝΤΑΦΥΛΛΟ: 
In Honorem Hristo Trendafilov. Юбилеен сборник в чест на 60-годишнината на проф. д.фил.н. 
Христо Трендафилов, ed. V. Panayotov, Шумен 2013, p. 80 and note 117 with the narration of this 
episode as it is attested in 15th century Russian recension of the Apocalypse of Baruch, here the Eng-
lish translation will be quoted: According to this text, after his having been cast out (on the account 
of his refusal to obey God’s order to bow down to Adam), Sotonail returned to Paradise in the following 
way: Then having gone, Sotonail [i.e. Satan] found the serpent and he made himself into a worm. And 
he said to the serpent, “Open [your mouth], consume me into your belly. And he went through the fence 
into Paradise, wanting to deceive Eve (quoted after: H.E. Gaylord, How Satanael lost his ‘-el’, JJS 33, 
1982, p. 304.
15 Д. ДИМИТРОВА, Сказание за Тивериадското море. Текстологично изследване и критическо 
издание (SMSB 4), София 2014; see also F. Badalanova, These Blasphemous Rustic Scriptures…, 
p. 66–106, esp. p. 90 with an edition and English translation of the text which is part of the 18th 
century Miscellany (N 448, former N 56) from the Grigorovich’s collection at Odessa State Scientific 
Library: and Satan envied Adam, who reigned in Paradise living in perfection… And Satan curled 
himself around the grapevine and began to speak to Eve with the lips of a serpent: “Why don’t you taste 
of this grapevine? You will become gods like the Heavenly God”.
16 А. ПОПОВ, Книга Бытия небеси и земли: Палея историческая с приложением сокращенной 
Палеи Русской редакции, ЧИОИДР 1, 1881, 3–4.
17 A different situation is observed in Western art. From the 13th century onward in the scene of The 
Fall a new motif appeared, the woman-headed serpent. The majority of the scholars who dealt with 
this novelty agree that it is influenced by the text of Peter Comestor’s Historia Scholastica, com-
posed in the middle of the 12th century, namely, the Comestor’s commentary on Genesis 3:1, which 
states that in order to deceive Eve the Devil used a serpent with a woman’s face thus gaining Eve’s 
confidence, because one accepts more easily what is similar to oneself:… He [Satan] also chose 
a certain kind of serpent, as Bede says that had the countenance of a virgin because ‘similia similibis 
applaudunt’, see J. Bonnel, The Serpent with a Human Head in Art and in Mystery Play, AJA 21, 3, 
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Byzantine Octateuchs from the 12th century: in MS gr. 8 (Istanbul, Topkapi Sarayi 
Library, ca. 1125–1155); MS Vat. Gr. 746 (Rome, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, ca. 
1125–1155) and Smyrna Octateuch (Cod. A1, once in the Library of the Evangelical 
School of Smyrna, not extant today). In these manuscripts in the scene of the Temp-
tation of Eve the snake is represented in conjunction with a camel18. �is peculiar 
image was much discussed in the literature19 and Kurt Wetzmann20 was the �rst 
to point out its connection to an account in the explanatory Jewish texts, accord-
ing to which Satan, having chosen the serpent for his purposes, descended from 
heaven and saddled the snake as if he was saddling a camel; then the snake became 
possessed by his spirit, henceforth everything it spoke was a�ected by Satan21. 

1917, p. 255–291; H. Kelly, The Metamorphoses of the Eden Serpent During the Middle Ages and 
Renaissance, V 2, 1971, p. 301–328; for the occurrence and meaning of this motif in Jewish art see 
S. Laderman, Two Faces of Eve: Polemics and Controversies Viewed Through Pictorial Motifs, Ima 2, 
2008, p. 1–20. The woman-headed serpent occurred in a much later period in the Eastern Orthodox 
variants of The Fall, no doubt under Western influence, but it seems that Eastern icon painters simply 
borrowed the model without any notion of its meaning.
18 M. Bernabò, Searching for Lost Sourses of the Illustration of the Septuagint, [in:] Byzantine East, Latin 
West. Art Historical Studies in Honor of K.Weitzmann, Princeton 1995, p. 333, fig. 4; K. Weitzmann, 
M.  Bernabò, R.  Tarasconi,  The Byzantine Octateuchs, 1: Text; 2: Plates (Illustrations in the 
Manuscripts of the Septuagint, 2.), Princeton 1999, p. 33–34; J. Lowden, Illustrated Octateuch Manu-
scripts: A Byzantine Phenomenon, [in:] The Old Testament in Byzantium, eds. P. Magdalino, R. Nel-
son, Washington, D. C. 2010, p. 126–129, 143; M. Bernabò, The Illustration of the Septuagint: The 
State of the Question, MJBK, series 3, t. 63, 2012, p. 37–68.
19 See the bibliography in K. Weitzmann, M. Bernabò, R. Tarasconi, op. cit., p. 33–34.
20 K. Weitzmann, The Illustration of the Septuagint, [in:] Studies in Classical and Byzantine Manu-
script Illumination, ed. H. Kessler, Chicago 1971, p. 48.
21 The corresponding text is in the chapter 13 of Pirke de-Rabbi Eliezer: Sammael was the great 
prince, who was in heaven […] He […] descended and saw all the creatures which the Holy One, 
Blessed be He, had created, and he found none so clever to do evil as the serpent […] Its likeness was 
like a kind of camel, and he mounted and rode upon it […] Thus it was with the serpent. All the deeds 
which it did, and all the words which it spoke, it did not speak and it did not do except by the inten-
tion of Sammael. The text is quoted from The Book of Genesis in Late Antiquity: Encounters Between 
Jewish and Christian Exegesis, ed. E. Grypeou, H. Spurling, Leiden 2013, p. 48. The possible source 
of the camel-like image of the snake in the above-mentioned Byzantine Octateuchs is still under 
discussion: another eminent scholar in the field, Massimo Bernabò, suggested as more plausible 
the connection with Hebrew Genesis Rabbah, see K.  Weitzmann, M.  Bernabò, R.  Tarasconi, 
op. cit., p. 33–34; or with a tale close to The Cave of Treasures, see M. Bernabò, op. cit., p. 51–52. 
Both Weitzmann’s and Bernabò’s opinions were questioned by John Lowden, who is more inclined 
to search for influences from contemporary to the Octateuchs discussions echoed in Constantino-
politan chronicles, which described the serpent as having feet (Chronicle of Zonaras), or specifi-
cally mentioned it not to have had feet (Chronicle of Kedrenos), see J. Lowden, op. cit., p. 126–127. 
All these debates appeared in the context of the polemic on the common model for the illustrated 
Octateuchs and though the problem of the possible literary source for the camel-like quadruped 
image of the serpent was of importance for this polemic, it remained somehow peripheral for the 
researchers and still needs more attention.
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Aside from this interesting example, Orthodox art does not display explicitly the 
role of the Devil in the temptation episode22.

We should note that in general Satan’s image in Byzantine and Orthodox art has 
a variety of disguises, but some of its features remained unchanged for a long peri-
od. Two main types of Devil images are distinguished by the researchers. �e �rst 
is the so-called ‘eidolon’ (gr. εἴδωλον ‘double, apparition, phantom, ghost’), which 
is a winged naked �gure in a gray or darker color with hair sticking up, while the 
second is again an anthropomorphic �gure, o�en without wings, similar to the 
ancient Pan or satyr23. Exactly in this second variant the Devil is rendered in scenes 
that represent him deceiving Adam to sign a contract. �e pact between Satan 
and Adam is another story which acquired great popularity in Slavia Orthodoxa 
through several apocrypha, among them the Slavic version of ¾e Life of Adam 
and Eve24 and ¾e Sea of Tiberias25. Adam wrote this contract in exchange for the 
right to work the land, or in exchange for the return of the light, according to 

22 On the other hand, The Slavonic Apocalypse of Baruch and The Sea of Tiberias include another 
episode of Satan’s interference –  the Second Temptation of Eve, which equally was practically not 
visualized in Orthodox art. One of the rare exclusions is the existence of a miniature on the subject 
in the 16th century illustrated manuscript of Georgios Choumnos – Metrical Paraphrase of Genesis 
and Exodus, Add MS 40724, where the scene probably appears under Western influence. In the West-
ern art there are images of the Second temptation, as well as the image of the Devil as a bright angel 
in The Temptation and The Fall.
23 See Д. АНТОНОВ, М. МАЙЗУЛЬС, Демоны, монстры и грешники в пространстве древнерусской 
иконографии, Оди 2010/2011, p. 144–198 and the literature quoted in this study.
24 The text in the Slavonic Life of Adam and Eve is quoted here after English translation made by 
S. French, R. Layton, G. Anderson as published on the website of the project The Life of Adam and 
Eve: The Biblical Story in Judaism and Christianity, http://www2.iath.virginia.edu/anderson/vita/
english/vita.sla.html#per3 (last visited August 31, 2015): Accordingly, Adam took oxen and began 
to till, that he might obtain nourishment. Then the devil appeared and stood steadfastly in front of the 
oxen and wouldn’t allow Adam to till the earth, and the devil said to Adam, ‘the earth is mine, God 
owns Heaven (and Paradise). If you want to become mine, then, by all means, till the earth. If, however, 
you want to belong to God then go only into Paradise’. Adam said, ‘God owns Heaven and Paradise, but 
God also owns the earth and the sea and the entire world’. The devil said, ‘I will not permit you to till the 
earth, unless you sign a cheirograph (contract), pledging that you belong to me’. Adam said, ‘Whoever 
is Lord of the earth, to him both I and my children belong’. Adam knew of course that the Lord would 
come down to the earth and take on himself the form of a man and trample down the devil. The devil 
was, nevertheless, extremely pleased and said, ‘Write for me your cheirograph’. And Adam wrote and 
said, ‘Whoever is Lord of the earth, both I and my children belong to him’.
25 Here I will quote the English translation according to F. Badalanova, op. cit., p. 91: And Adam, 
together with his wife, began mourning and weeping on account of being cast out of Paradise; the Lord 
wanted to pardon him, having seen his pure repentance from the heart and sighs and tears on his face 
[and prayers]:“Most merciful ruler, you who know all fates, save the fine Adam!” And Satan heard 
Adam’s mourning and his lamenting on account of the sin, and because the Devil had been cunning 
and hateful from the very beginning, he came to Adam and said to him, “I will give you good tidings. 
The Lord is willing to pardon you. Give me a writ for yourself and your kin. As for you, Eve, swear an 
oath to me”.
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a parallel version of this story26. �e extant images that visualize this apocryphal 
tale are known mainly from fresco cycles with the story of Adam, Eve, Cain and 
Abel on the facades of several churches in northeastern Romania depicted in the 
16th century27.

�e present study is focused on another example – the inclusion of the image 
of the Devil behind Cain’s �gure in a number of depictions of the scene ¾e Murder 
of Abel in the Russian art of the 16th and 17th centuries. It seems that the earliest 
example of this motif appears on the famous quadripartite icon from the Annun-
ciation Cathedral of the Moscow Kremlin (Moscow, 1547–1551)28 and then in lat-
er icons a�ected by this iconography29. �e same motif is extant in ¾e Murder 

26 In early publications on the problem of the origin of the plot, its existence and spread, particularly 
in the Slavic version of The Life of Adam and Eve, is explained by the influence of Bogomilism – a he-
retical doctrine with dualistic basis and serious impact in the history of Orthodoxy, see V. Jagic, 
op. cit., p. 41–49; Й. ИВАНОВ, Богомилски книги и легенди, p. 215, 223–227. Later, Emil Turdeanu 
criticized this idea, arguing that not always, when it comes to a dualistic concept of the world, the re-
lation to Bogomilism is justified and provable, see É. Turdeanu, Apocryphes bogomiles et apocryphes 
pseudo-bogomiles, [in:] Idem, Apocryphes slaves et roumains de l’Ancien Testament [SVTP, 5], Leiden 
1981, p. 17–31 (1–74). On the other hand, Alexander Naumov drew attention to liturgical texts as 
a possible source for the motif of Adam’s contract, see А. Naumow, Apokryfy w systemie literatury 
cerkiewno-słowiańskiej, Wrocław–Warszawa– Kraków 1976. The textual and visual tradition associ-
ated with this motif has been reviewed in the last study of Michael Stone, see M. Stone, Adam’s 
Contract with Satan: The Legend of the Cheirograph of Adam, Indiana University Press 2002.
27 This composition is depicted on the western façade of the catholicon of the Moldovita Monastery 
(1532), on the north façade of the catholicon of the Voronet Monastery (1547) and on the north 
façade of the catholicon of the Sucevita Monastery (1596); some of the images were published 
in P. Henry, Les eglises de la Moldavie du Nord des origines a la fin du XVIe siecle. Architecture et 
peinture, Paris 1930.
28 The upper left field, named “И почи Бог в день седьмый” (“And God rested on the seventh day”) 
represents scenes from the story of Adam, Eve, Cain and Abel, among them The Murder of Abel, 
where the Devil is represented behind Cain, see И. КАЧАЛОВА, Н. МАЯСОВА, л. ЩЕННИКОВА, Бла-
говещенский собор Московского Кремля: К 500-летию уникального памятника русской куль-
туры, Москва 1990, p. 61–64, ill. 178. This example is discussed in: Н. КВЛИВИДЗЕ, Сотворение 
мира и история Адама и Евы в росписи Успенского собора Свияжского монастыря: к проблеме 
интерпретации сакрального пространства в русском искусстве XVI в., [in:]  Древнерусское 
искусство. Идея и образ. Опыты изучения византийского и древнерусского искусства, Москва 
2009, p. 343–366; Д. АНТОНОВ, М. МАЙЗУЛЬС, Анатомия ада: Путеводитель по древнерусской 
визуальной демонологии, Москва 2014, p. 52.
29 Among these examples are: the icon with the composition “И почи Бог в день седьмый” (“And 
God rested on the seventh day”), 17th century, today in the Church Historical and Archeological 
Museum in the Ipatiev Monastery, Kostroma, Russia, see Н. КОМАШКО, С. КАТКОВА, Костромская 
икона XII–XIX веков: Свод русской иконописи, Москва 2004; the icon Creation of the world with 
saints from the collection of the Tretyakov State Gallery in Moscow, Stroganov school, end 16th – be-
ginning 17th century, see София. Премудрость Божия. Каталог выставки русской иконописи 
XIII–XIX веков из собраний музеев России, Москва 2000, № 61, p. 184–185; an icon, part of the 
south doors of the iconostasis of St. Nicholas Monastery, Pereslavl-Zalessky, Russia, end 17th century, 
Inv. № ПЗМ-368, ЖТ-2.
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of Abel from the lavishly illustrated Chronicle of Ivan the Terrible (Лицевой 
летописный свод) dating from the late ‘60s of the 16th century30. It can be seen 
also in the church murals, for example in the Dormition cathedral of Svijazhsk 
monastery31, in the Church of the Resurrection of Christ in Kostroma (1650–52)32, 
or the Church of Resurrection in Tutaev (1680). �e existence of these images 
raises several questions: what is the literary context of the relationship Cain-Devil, 
is there any earlier tradition of visualizing this motif and why he received a higher 
prevalence in Russian painting.

In literature, the connection between Cain and Satan was made early: the New 
Testament speaks of the devil as a sinner, a liar, and a murderer from the begin-
ning, and of Cain and other sinners as children of the Devil (In. 8, 44; 1 In. 3,8–12). 
Several of the Church Fathers in their homiletic writings share the opinion that 
Satan deceived Cain and caused him to kill Abel, among them Basil of Seleucia, 
John Chrysostom, Isaac of Antioch33.

As far as images are concerned, it should be noted that there are earlier exam-
ples of the inclusion of the Devil in ¾e Murder of Abel of Western provenance: 
in French illuminated manuscripts and stained glass, dating back to 13th–15th cen-
tury34. �ere is no obvious connection between these Western images and the Rus-
sian ones. In addition, the art of the Byzantine period did not include this iconog-
raphy. Basically, the Creation of the world and the story of Adam and Eve, Cain and 
Abel were rarely illustrated in Byzantium35, a relatively larger number of examples 

30 Н. КВЛИВИДЗЕ, op. cit., p. 362.
31 Ibidem. The Creation cycle in the Dormition cathedral of Svijazhsk monastery has been consid-
ered as the earliest example among the extant today late medieval Russian fresco ensembles, having 
been dated by the majority of Russian scholars to 1560s. This opinion has been questioned lately 
by Aleksandr Preobrazhensky with sustainable arguments for a later execution date of this fresco 
program – early 17th c., see A. ПРЕОБРАЖЕНСКИЙ, О стиле и времени создания росписи собора 
Успенского монастыря в Свияжске, [in:] Лазаревские чтения. Искусство Византии, Древней 
Руси, Западной Европы, Москва 2009, p. 268–308.
32 А. КИЛЬДЫШЕВ, Фрески церкви Воскресения на Дебре в Костроме, Кострома 1996.
33 J. Glenthøj, Cain and Abel in Syriac and Greek writers (4th–6th centuries), Louvain 1997, p. 147, 
p. 279–281. Basil the Great in his Sermon on Envy, wrote that the Devil is sly and contributes to 
falling in all sins, one of the most devastating of which is envy; the Devil himself, in his envy, sought 
revenge on Adam because of God’s gifts to him, and because he could not exact revenge on God 
himself, and Cain did the same as the first disciple of the devil, learned from him envy and murder, 
see Творения иже во святых отца нашего Василия Великого архиеп. Кесарии Каппадокийской, 
t. 1–3, Санкт-Петербург 1911, t. 2, p. 162–176.
34 See, for example, the miniature of The Murder of Abel from the illustrated Bible Mazarine (ms. 
0036, f. 6) from the 12th century, represented in the CNRS database ENLUMINURES, available on-
line: http://www.enluminures.culture.fr/documentation/enlumine/fr/presentation_00.htm, last visit 
30 August 2015; or the miniature of the Murder of Abel in the lavishly illustrated Book of Hours 
of Jean de Montauban, Bretagne ca. 1450 (Rennes, Bibliothèque municipale, ms. 1834).
35 For the Genesis cycle in Byzantine art, in addition to the literature on the illustrated Byzantine 
Octateuchs mentioned above, see A. Eastmond, Narratives of the Fall: Structure and Meaning in the 
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are preserved in the Orthodox art of 16th–17th century. A variety of cycles are known 
today, including those in the churches Arbore (1541), Voroneţ (1547), Moldoviţa 
(1532), Suceviţa (1596)36 in northeastern Romania; the cycle in St. Nicholas church 
of the Philanthropinon monastery (1560) at Ioannina, Greece37; the cycles in the 
refectory of the Great Lavra (third quarter of the 16th century)38, in the narthex 
of the monastery Docheiariou, also on Mount Athos (1568)39, as well as several 
examples from 17th and 18th centuries40. Although some of them end with the story 
of Cain and Abel, in no case was the �gure of the Devil represented behind Cain. 
As we see, the earliest images are Russian, and they are numerous.

Here I will give only some preliminary notes on the possible reasons for the 
occurrence of this motif precisely on Russian soil. �e phrase: ‘and Satan entered 
into Cain and incited him to kill Abel’ (‘и сотона влезе в каина и пострекаше 
убити авеля… и рече сатана: вземеши камень, удари Авеля и уби его’) is actu-
ally a prevalent element that is transmitted with minor variations in di�erent texts, 
which were popular in 16th–17th century Russia. We �nd the motif much earlier, for 
example in the some of the recensions of the Short and the Explanatory Palaea41, 
and as early as 12th century in the text of the Old Russian Tale of Bygone Years 
(Povest’ vremennykh let or Primary Chronicle)42. At the same early stage the motif 

Genesis Frieze at Hagia Sophia, Trebizond, DOP 53, 1999, p. 219–236; Ј. МАРКОВИЋ, М. МАРКОВИЋ, 
Циклус Генезе и старозаветни фигуре у параклису св. Димитрија, [in:] Зидно сликарство Де-
чана. Граћа и студије, Београд 1995, p. 324– 330.
36 P.  Henry, op.  cit.; A.  Vasiliu, Monastères de Moldavie, XIVe-XVIe siècles: Les architectures de 
l’image, Paris 1998, p. 201–205; G. Herea, Mesajul eshatologic al spaţiului liturgic creștin: arhitectură 
și icoană în Moldova secolelor XV–XVI, Suceava 2013, p. 148, 163, fig. 73, 74, 190–195, 302. See also 
M. Kuyumdzhieva, Creation of the World and Adam and Eve in Post-Byzantine Art: Some Notes on 
Genesis Cycles in Arbore and Suceviţa, APu XI, 1, 2015, p. 233–248.
37 Μοναστηρια νησου Ιωαννινων. Ζωγραφικη, ed. Μ. ΓΑΡΙΔΗΣ, Α.ΠΑΛΙΟΓΡΑΣ, Ιωαννινα 1993, p. 145–147.
38 J. Yiannias, The Refectory paintings of Mouth Athos: An Interpretation, [in:] The Byzantine Tradition 
after the Fall of Constantinople, ed. idem, Charlottesville-London 1991, p. 269–340, 290.
39 G. Мillet, Monuments de l`Athos, I. Les peintures, Paris 1927, pl. 240, 2; Α. ΜΠΕΚΙΑΡΗΣ, Ο ζωγρα-
φικός διάκοσμος του νάρθηκα και της λιτής της μονής Δοχειαρίου (1568), Πανεπιστήμιο Ιωαννίνων 
2012, p. 325–338.
40 See Α. ΜΠΕΚΙΑΡΗΣ, Ο ζωγραφικός διάκοσμος…; M. Kuyumdzhieva, op. cit., p. 233–238 and the 
earlier literature cited there. For several examples in manuscripts and on icons which survived on the 
territory of Bulgaria see Е. МУСАКОВА, Надписи и изображения Шестоднева в болгарских руко-
писях и церковной живописи ХVII–XIX вв, [in:] От Бытия к Исходу. Отражение библейских 
сюжетов в славянской и еврейской народной культуре, ed. В. ПЕТРУХИН et al., Москва 1998, 
p. 118–129.
41 Палея Толковая по списку сделанному в Коломне 1406 г., Москва 1892, Стлб. 190. Same detail 
occurred in the corresponding text of the Rumiantsev’s Palaea from 1494, Ms. № 453, see А. ПЫПИН, 

Памятники старинной русской литературы, издаваемые Графом Григорием Кушелевымъ-Без-
бородко. Выпуск третiй. Ложныя и отреченныя книги русской старины, собранныя А.Н. Пы-
пинымъ, Санкт-Петербург 1862, p. 9.
42 The motif here occurs in the speech of the Christian Philosopher before Vladimir, which retells 
the biblical story. There is a hypothesis that this part of the Tale of Bygone Years together with the 
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Cain-Satan was reinterpreted in Russian hagiographical literature dedicated to Sts. 
Boris and Gleb43. �e Devil’s in¨uence upon Cain is mentioned also in some Rus-
sian recensions of the apocryphon ¾e Sea of Tiberias44, and of the apocryphal 
Revelation of Pseudo-Methodius of Patara45. �is great intensity in the literary �eld 
shows that the motif of Satan’s in¨uence on Cain in the episode of the murder 
of Abel has almost turned into a topic. Hence, its emergence in Russian milieu, 
and more speci�cally in the icon from the Annunciation Cathedral of the Moscow 
Kremlin (Moscow, 1547–1551) as earliest case in point, becomes more explicable.

In the 17th century the image of the Devil behind Cain’s �gure appeared also 
in the frescoes of the Nativity Church in Arbanassi village, Bulgaria, where the 
scene of ¾e Murder of Abel is part of the iconographical program of the eastern end 
of the gallery painted in 164346. �ese murals are a work of icon painters of Greek 
provenance or education; all the inscriptions in the church are in Greek. �e other 
known to me Greek examples of ¾e Murder of Abel do not include the �gure of the 
Devil47. �e existence of this motif in Arbanassi murals is most likely connected to 

corresponding parts from the Explanatory Palaea have a common source – a variant of Slavic Chro-
nograph, see А. ШАХМАТОВ, Повесть временных лет и ее источники, ТОДЛ 4, 1940, p. 6–151, 
139; С. МИХЕЕВ, Кто писал «Повесть временных лет»?, Москва 2011.
43 The Kievan Princes Boris and Gleb were killed during a revolt following Vladimir’s death in 1015 by 
their stepbrother Sviatopolk. Not surprisingly, because of his fratricide Sviatopolk was compared to 
Cain and described as a tool of the Devil’s plot in the saints’ vitaе (Сказание о Борисе и Глебе, Чте-
ние о житии и о погублении блаженных страстотерпцев Бориса и Глеба), see Б. УСПЕНСКИЙ, 
Борис и Глеб: восприятие истории в древней Руси, Москва 2000.
44 See the Barsov’s edition of the text from the 16th century manuscript (N 2486, ГИМ): Е. БАРСОВ, 
О Тивериадском море, ЧИОИДР 2, 1886, p.  5–8, and an 18th century variant published in 
Д. ДИМИТРОВА-МАРИНОВА, Богомильская космогония…, p. 55.
45 The motif of the Devil’s interference on Cain (“Каин же послуша прелести Диаволи”) is a late 
Slavic interpolation in the Revelation of Pseudo-Methodius of Patara; it is absent from the Greek origi-
nal, in the first Slavic translation (Mount Athos Monastery of Chilandar, Ms. 24, f. 70–77), as well as 
in the second recension, but is present in the interpolated redaction, known from a 16th–17th century 
manuscript, see В. ИСТРИН, Откровеніе Мефодия Патарскаго и апокрифическия Видения Да-
ниила в византийской и славяно-русской литературах: исследованіе и тексты, Москва 1897.
46 л. ПРАШКОВ, Църквата “Рождество Христово” в Арбанаси, София 1979.
47 These examples are numerous and here only two will be quoted: The Murder of Abel, part of the Gen-
esis cycle from the gallery of the catholicon of the Monastery St. Nicholas Philanthropinon (1560), 
Ioannina, Greece, see Μοναστηρια νησου…, p. 147; and The Murder of Abel in the refectory of the 
Great Lavra (third quarter of the 16th century), Mount Athos, see G. Millet, Monuments de l’Athos. 
1: Les peintures, Paris 1927. In this context it is worth to note that Dionysius of Fourna in his Painter’s 
manual (Hermeneia), while describing how to depict The Murder of Abel, did not mention any pres-
ence of the Devil in the composition, the only important detail clarified in his prescription is the tool 
of the murder – a staff, see П. УСПЕНСКИЙ, Ерминия или наставление в живописном искусстве, 
составленное иеромонахом и живописцем Дионисием Фурноаграфиотом. 1701–1733 год, Киев 
1868 [= ТКДА 1868, t. 1, 2, 4]. Regarding the object which was used in the murder, in the written 
sources, hence in the imagery, there are several variants – a staff, a stone, a club or other agricultural 
instrument, a jaw-bone, etc., see M. Shapiro, Cain’s Jaw-Bone that did the First Murder, ArtB 24, 
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the in¨uence of Russian painting on Balkan art, which is enhanced from 16th cen-
tury onward48. In support of this suggestion comes the fact that the program of the 
same church includes another typically Russian iconographic model, also known 
by the four-partite icon from the Annunciation Cathedral –  a speci�c version 
of St. Trinity49. �e model of ¾e Murder of Abel, which depicted the Devil behind 
Cain, lasted until the 19th century, as we see by the frescoes of the Rila Monastery 
and St. Nicholas church in Raduil village near Samokov, Bulgaria. �e composi-
tions there were again in¨uenced by Russian variants, this time probably deriving 
from illustrated Synodicons50 or folk Bibles, for example the Bible of Vasilyi Koren’ 
(1692–96) where the corresponding scene has a lot of captures, and although none 
of them mentions the Devil, he is still represented behind Cain51.

Taking into account the visual sources it seems that for Eastern orthodoxy 
Satan’s �gure occupies a marginal position in relation to the events of the Cre-
ation of the world and the life of the protoplasts. �is irrelevance recalls in mind 
Simon Franklin’s words from his article on the Russian Literary Demonism and 
the Orthodox tradition: …when all is said and done, or tried and tempted, the Devil 
is a loser. He has no hold over the future; he can act only where God permits and 
where man loses vigilance; he can be resisted and expelled52. On the other hand, 
all these visual examples illustrate the idea that indeed the text determines the 
appearance of images in Christianity: the subjects on the icons, frescoes and in the 
illustrated books are stories from written sources. Furthermore, sometimes images 
help understand certain processes in literature; they can reveal how texts were 
interpreted by learned men and, correspondingly, the perception and understand-
ing of these texts by icon-painters and illiterate believers. For this reason, for medi-
evalists, texts and images were long ago proved equally valuable.

1942, p. 205–212. According to Shapiro’s conclusion the jaw-bone as Cain‘s instrument recalls to us 
that in English, as in older Christian and Jewish tradition, Cain was seen as the son of the devil.
48 A. Grabar, L’expansion de la peinture russe aux XVIe et XVIIe siècles, [in:] L’art à la fin de l’anti-
quité et du Moyen Âge, II, Paris 1968, p. 939–963; M. Sabados, Influences occidentales dans la pein-
ture roumaine d’icône du XVIIe siècle, RRHA.BA 40, 2002–2003, p. 33, 36–37; I. Iancovescu, Les 
sources russes et ukrainiennes de la peinture au temps de Constantin Brancovan, RRHA.BA 45, 2008, 
p. 101–116.
49 М. КУЮМДЖИЕВА, Изображението на Св. Троица в наоса на църквата „Рождество Христо-
во” в Арбанаси – иконографски прототипи и съдържание, СЛ 43–44, 2010, p. 209–235.
50 See the illustration №5 in: Д. АНТОНОВ, М. МАЙЗУЛЬС, Анатомия ада…, p. 55. For the illustrated 
Synodicons in Bulgaria and their influence on Bulgarian art from the National Revival period see 
И. ГЕРГОВА, Духовни образи. Руски илюстриран синодик, София 2014.
51 Библия Василия Кореня. 1692–1696, Москва 1983, p. 18; А. САКОВИЧ, Народная гравированная 
книга Василия Кореня, Москва 1983, p. 37.
52 See S. Franklin, Nostalgia for Hell: Russian Literary Demonism and Orthodox Tradition, [in:] Rus-
sian Literature and its Demons, ed. P. Davidson, New York-Oxford 2000, p. 31–58.
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Abstract: Satan’s interference in the events described in the �rst chapters of the book of Genesis 
and in the life of the protoplasts is not mentioned at all in the biblical text. �is happens, however, 
in pseudo-canonical texts. �e article is a short survey on the apocryphal accounts that mention 
Satan and their in¨uence on art. �e main focus is put on the inclusion of the image of Satan behind 
Cain’s �gure in a number of depictions of the scene ¾e Murder of Abel in the Russian art of the 
16th and 17th centuries. �e possible links between this visual motif with several literary sources 
is examined, among them the Short and the Explanatory Palaea, the Tale of Bygone Years (Povest’ 
vremennykh let or Primary Chronicle), Russian recensions of the apocryphon �e Sea of Tiberias, 
and of �e Revelation of Pseudo-Methodius of Patara. In addition, some instances of the same visual 
decision in Balkan art are pointed out and their connection to Russian models is underlined.

Keywords: Satan, Devil, Genesis, Cain, Abel, Eastern Orthodox art, pseudo-canonical texts, 
apocrypha.
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Fig. 1. �e image of the snake-camel in the scene of the Temptation, Octateuch, Constantinople, ca. 
1125–1155, Rome, Bibl. Apost. Vat., gr. 746, fol. 37v (source: K. Weitzmann, M. Bernabò, R. Tar-
asconi, ¾e Byzantine Octateuchs, 1: Text; 2. Plates (Illustrations in the Manuscript of the Septua-
gint, 2.), Princeton 1999).

Fig.  2. Adam’s Contract with Satan, north façade of the catholicon, Suceviṭa Monastery (1596), 
Romania.
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Fig. 3. �e quadripartite icon from the Annunciation Cathedral of the Moscow Kremlin (Moscow, 
1547–1551), detail of the upper le� �eld, named “И почи Бог в день седьмый” (“And God rest-
ed on the seventh day”) representing scenes from the story of Adam, Eve, Cain and Abel, among 
them �e Murder of Abel, where the Devil is represented behind Cain (source: И.Я.  КАЧАЛОВА, 
Н.А. МАЯСОВА, Л.А. ЩЕННИКОВА, Благовещенский собор Московского Кремля = ¾e Annuncia-
tion Cathedral of the Moscow Kremlin: К 500-летию уникального памятника русской культуры, 
Москва: Искусство, 1990).

Fig. 4. Detail of the icon with the 
composition “И почи Бог в день 
седьмый” (“And God rested 
on the seventh day”), 17th cen-
tury, �e Church Historical and 
Archeological Museum in the 
Ipatiev Monastery, Kostroma, 
Russia (source: Н. КОМАШКО, 
С. КАТКОВА, Костромская ико-
на XII–XIX веков: Свод рус-
ской иконописи, Москва 2004).
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Fig. 5. Detail from an icon, Russia, end 17th century, Inv. № ПЗМ-368, ЖТ-2, 
part of the south doors of the iconostasis of St. Nicholas Monastery, Pereslavl-
Zalessky (source: Переславль-Залесский государственный историко-ар-
хитектурный и художественный музей-заповедник, via http://www.icon 
russia.ru/icon/detail.php?ID=6026).

Fig. 6. �e Devil behind Cain’s �gure in the frescoes of the Nativity church 
(1643) in Arbanassi village near Turnovo, Bulgaria.
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Verses of Faith and Devotion. Seeing, Reading, 
and Touching Monumental Crucifixes with 

Inscriptions (12th–13th century)*

If we want to sketch the general iconographical and compositional scheme of the 
late medieval monumental cruci�xes, we observe that the earliest surviving 

examples display Living Christ and the scenes of the Passion, the Entombment, 
and the Resurrection, depicted in ordered narratives and �anking the centrally-
positioned Cruci�ed. �e initial decades of the 13th century saw the emergence 
of new iconography, the Su�ering Christ, as well as the introduction of a much 
simpli�ed form of these large-scale painted images. �enceforth, historiated cross-
es were replaced by cruci�xes customary equipped with the bust-length �gures 
of Virgin Mary on the Christ’s right, and John the Evangelist on the le� terminal 
of the cross. While the text was normally limited to titulus crucis containing the 
INRI acronym, in some cases the imagery was supported by a more elaborate tex-
tual interpretation in form of a verse inscription running on the horizontal arm 
of the cross. As far as cruci�xes supplied with inscriptions are concerned, both 
imagery and text have to be examined as they formed two poles of the communi-
cation of the Passion to the devout beholder praying before a cruci�x.

�e interplay of text and imagery on cruci�xes has recently been studied by 
H.L. Kessler. Kessler’s insight is particularly important because he drew attention 
to inscriptions as distinctive features of some 12th-century cruci�xes. According 
to Kessler, “inscriptions not only articulate the meaning of the imagery but also 
bear on the use(s) in liturgical and private spaces”1. Focusing his attention on 
the Rosano cross (ca. 1130–1150), and its inscriptions under the smaller narra-
tive scenes, he has convincingly shown how such objects were intended for com-
munal or personal meditation on the Passion of Christ2. Moreover, the analysis 

* This paper grew out of a presentation entitled “Monumental Crucifixes and the Text-Image-Text 
Strategies of Communicating of Passion,” delivered at the “Text Versus a Piece of Art” conference 
held in Łódź in May 2015. I have benefited greatly from several discussions on the topic of my re-
search with Marco Collareta, a professor of medieval art at the University of Pisa.
1 H.L. Kessler, Inscriptions on Painted Crosses and the Spaces of Personal and Communal Meditation, 
[in:] Inscriptions in Liturgical Spaces [= AAAHP 24], ed. K.B. Aavitsland, T. Karlsen Seim, Rome 
2011, p. 161.
2 Ibidem, p. 167, 178.
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of verse inscription and their function, combined with the imagery they support, 
has led him to conclusion on the issue of the original location of cruci�xes. Con-
trary to predominant opinion in the existing scholarship, Kessler argues that such-
like cruci�xes were not designed to be hung in the triumphal arches or above the 
rood screens. �e function of verses and the comprehensive narrative of Passion 
determined the placement of objects, concludes Kessler, given that both text and 
detailed imagery had to be positioned near the viewer in order to be visible3.

�e issue here brie�y outlined may seem to fall under the text-versus-image 
problem, but it would be a simpli�cation to represent it exclusively in these terms. 
�e study of inscriptions on devotional objects to some extent di�ers from the 
approach to the text-image relations in manuscripts or prayer books. Nevertheless 
two poles in communication of Passion, imagery and text have to be looked upon 
as aspects of a much broader question of devotional practices performed before 
cruci�xes with inscriptions. When cruci�xes are desacralized and decontextual-
ized in museum collections, cleared away from their native environment which do 
not exist anymore or have radically changed over time, it does seem as if we are 
addressing the image-supported-by-text problem. However, if we perceive them 
as objects placed in richly decorated church interiors, furnished not only with im- 
ages, lights, colours and inscriptions, but also �lled with sounds, smells, and, most 
importantly, medieval devotees, the broader view of the problem becomes evident.

�is necessary multifaceted approach was underlined by M.  Mostert who 
argued how the “reading of an image has to be looked upon together with ‘read-
ing’ of the church building”4. A devotional object in liturgical space was never 
autonomous and its contextualisation in research is thus fundamental. In the �eld 
of research of text within liturgical spaces, S. Riccioni has very recently adopted an 
approach designated as “epiconogra�a”, a combination of studies in iconography 
and epigraphy5. �e method proposed by Riccioni insists on research of inscrip-
tions combined with the study of relation between text, inscriptions, and imagery. 
Although here I do not intend to o�er an extensive text-based study, but rather 
seek to place these objects in devotional and liturgical framework by examining 
their function, I will follow the guidelines proposed by Riccioni, departing from 
the starting point so clearly articulated by Mostert.

3 Ibidem, p. 178.
4 M. Mostert, Reading Images and Text: Some Preliminary Observations Instead of An Introduction, 
[in:] Reading Images and Texts. Medieval Images and Texts as Forms of Communication: Papers from 
the Third Utrecht Symposium on Medieval Literacy, Utrecht, 7–9 December 2000, ed. M. Hageman, 
M. Mostert, Turnhout 2005, p. 6.
5 S. Riccioni S., La Croce in Rosano oltre il Lazio e la Toscana. Riflessi ‘europei’ della ‘riforma gregoria-
na’, [in:] La pittura su tavola del secolo XII. Riconsiderazioni e nuove acquisizioni a seguito del restauro 
della Croce di Rossano, ed. C. Frosinini, G. Wolf, A. Monciatti, Firenze 2012, p. 119; cf. also Idem, 
Epigrafia, spazio liturgico e Riforma gregoriana, un paradigma: il programma di esposizione grafica di 
Santa Maria in Cosmedin a Roma, HAM 6, 2000, p. 143–156.
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In aiming to do so, this paper will examine a group of 13th-century cruci�xes 
from modern-day Croatia and Italy with particular attention dedicated to three 
cruci�xes from Zadar. �ey o�er an interesting insight into the topic but, as so far, 
only limited scholarly attention was dedicated to their inscriptions as well as to 
their devotional context. Following Kessler’s observations, along with the problem 
of relation between imagery and text, main questions arise: What is that sets apart 
cruci�xes supplied by inscriptions from other cruci�xes? Was their use in devo-
tional performance di�erent or alike in comparison to other devotional objects, 
primarily cruci�xes without inscriptions? Consequently, did the original loca-
tion of cruci�xes in question di�er from other sacred objects in liturgical space? 
In addressing these inquiries I will analyse inscriptions, confront them with the 
imagery, and then focus on their performativity and original setting.

Devotion through Inscription

Prior to starting a case-by-case discussion, a brief remark should be made upon 
the frequency of inscriptions on cruci�xes in the Late Middle Ages. �e titulus 
crucis above the head of Christ was conventional, and usually the solely written 
text present on cruci�xes. �e inscription “Jesus of Nazareth, the King of the Jews,” 
or the INRI abbreviation, derives from the Gospel of John according to which the 
message was trilingual, written in Greek, Latin, and Hebrew6. My prime concern, 
however, are unorthodox, longer and much intricate forms of writing. Judging by 
the number of survived examples, only a handful of which contain an additional 
text, inscriptions on crosses were not a frequent phenomenon. Even though their 
number is relatively small, it is important to point out to the variety of the text 
inscribed, roughly subdivided in tituli, dedicatory, votive, and devotional inscrip-
tions. In every case they stood for much more than words inscribed or painted7.

Of special interest for the topic under discussion are devotional inscriptions. 
According to the usual typology, they fall under the category of “sacred epigrams 
/inscriptions”8. By de�ning them “devotional” their function and use as a text 
intended for the beholder praying beneath a cruci�x is underlined. When reading 
the inscription, churchgoers were not informed on the commissioner of the work 
or the master who executed it, the date of consecration of the altar where it could 
have been exhibited, nor was the verse explanatory in a sense that described a cer-
tain depicted scene. As will be discussed, this type of text triggered a speci�c pious 
performance.

6 P. Thoby, Le Crucifix des Origines au Concile de Trente: étude iconographique, Nantes 1959, p. 7.
7 A. Rhoby, The meaning of inscriptions for the early and middle Byzantine culture. Remarks on the 
interaction of word, image and beholder, [in:] Scrivere e leggere nell’alto Medioevo: Spoleto, 28 aprile 
– 4 maggio 2011, Spoleto 2012, p. 731–753.
8 G. Scala, Le epigrafi, [in:] Lo spazio letterario del Medioevo, vol. 2: La circolazione del testo, ed. 
G. Cavallo, C. Leonardi, E. Menestò, Roma–Salerno 1994, p. 411.
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What is important to keep in mind is that the medieval response to the written 
text displayed in public was fundamentally di�erent to the modern one. While 
today we generally read in silence, our medieval predecessors would have done 
it audibly9. �e inscriptions on cruci�xes were written horizontally, regularly 
located beneath the arms of Christ, running parallel to them, and were split in two 
by the body of the Cruci�ed. �e strongest evidence for oral performance of the 
verses is their metrical structure. All of them are composed in the form of leonine 
verses with rhyme between the middle and the end of the line. Internal rhyme 
in the verse originates from medieval practices of reading developed in monastic 
contexts. Together with the repetition of words, asserted Bernard of Clairvaux, its 
main purpose was to make the pronunciation easier and to help the devotees to 
memorise the text10. Double rimmed verses can also be found on numerous late 
medieval church portals, facades, narrative fresco cycles, and altars11. In the world 
of limited literacy their form surely contributed to the easier comprehension of 
the written word.

Two of the earliest surviving historiated crosses, Guillelmo’s cross in Sarzana 
(1138) and the Rosano cross (ca. 1130–1150), contain verses under every single 
narrative scene. Verses on the former have been very recently studied by T. Grami-
gni12, while the inscriptions on the latter were subject of aforementioned seminal 
studies on epigraphy and interrelationship of imagery and text on cruci�xes. �e 
author of the Rosano verses was Hildebert of Lavardin (1056–1133)13. �e text 
merged with the imagery was not composed for this purpose, but faithfully applied 
onto the object, as was characteristic for the early and central middle ages. As has 
been underscored above, in the course of the same century emerged a much sim-
pler type of cruci�xes. �e viewer’s attention was focused to the cruci�ed Christ 
and Mary and John, while inscriptions articulated messages related to the Cruci-
�xion, occasionally referring to the supplicants, and, as will be discussed, to the 
devotee who venerated the object.

9 A. Papalexandrou, Text in Context: Eloquent Monuments and the Byzantine Beholder, W&I 17/3, 
2001, p. 261. For development of the silent reading cf.: P. Saenger, Space Between Words: the Origins 
of Silent Reading, Stanford 2000.
10 K. Ambrose, Visual poetics of the Cluny hemicycle capital inscriptions, W&I 20/2, 2004, p. 161.
11 Cf. C.B. Kendall, The Allegory of the Church: Romanesque Portals and Their Verse Inscriptions, 
Toronto 1998; idem, The Gate of Heaven and the Fountain of Life: Speech-Act Theory and Portal 
Inscriptions, EMS 10, 1993, p. 112–115; R. Favreau, Fonctions des inscriptions au moyen âge, CCM 32, 
1989, p. 225–226. On the Eastern Adriatic there is a very interesting example of two leonine verses 
below the cross in the center of the interior portal of the Trogir cathedral, I. Babić, Unutarnja strana 
lunete glavnog portala trogirske katedrale – djelo majstora Radovana, ShP III/21, 1991, p. 232.
12 T. Gramigni, Le iscrizioni della croce di Sarzana e le scritture d’apparato toscane del XII secolo, 
[in:] Scrittura epigrafica e scrittura libraria: fra Occidente e Oriente, ed. M. Maniaci, P. Orsini, Cas-
sino 2015, p. 133–174.
13 H.L. Kessler, The French connection: word and image on the Rosano cross, [in:] La pittura su 
tavola…, p. 133–134.
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Let us take for example the cruci�x from the Franciscan church of Santa Maria 
Gloriosa in Venice. �is large late 13th-century painted cross was remodelled in the 
course of the time and the secondary �gures, most likely included in the original 
design, were cut o�14. On the transverse limb two verse inscriptions with Leonine 
rhyme were discovered during the restoration in 1992:

+IN CRUCE MOSTRAVIT QUANTUM TE GRATIS AMAVIT / PRO MUNDI 
VITA SUAM CRUCIFIXIT ITA

(On the cross He has showed how He loved you gratuitous / For the life 
of the World, He crucified His in this way)15

�e most distinctive characteristic of these verses is a clear reference to the 
devotee, and as such they can be rightfully de�ned as devotional. C.  Corsato 
described their function as a “reminder to the faithful” which needs to be viewed 
in the context of Franciscan church where the cruci�x had been placed16. �e 
setting of verses, moreover, is inseparable from the e�gy of Christ. When reading 
the inscription one was led to simultaneous meditation on the meaning of the 
verse and imagery. While it can be argued that on some cruci�xes here quoted the 
inscriptions are not so prominently placed or are smaller in scale, the three Zadar 
cruci�xes amply illustrate the point of the prominently placed text certainly used 
in devotional performance.

Performativity of Verse Inscriptions on Zadar Cruci�xes

Monumental cruci�xes from the Benedictine nunnery of Saint Mary, Collection 
of the Franciscan friary and the church of Saint Michael are among the earli-
est in the East Adriatic, and all display Latin verses beneath or above the arms 
of Christ17. �ey are all included in the pioneer study on painted crosses, pub-
lished in 1929 by E.  Sandberg Vavalà,18 and later in the comprehensive index 
of the Romanesque panel painting by E.B. Garrison19. With no signature and date, 

14 A. Augusti, Un crocifisso duecentesco ai Frari, VenA 7, 1993, p. 155. The Frari crucifix is attributed 
to the so-called Maestro della Cappella Dotto, C. Santini, Un’antologia pittorica del primo Trecento 
nella Chiesa di San Francesco a Udine, ArtC 82/762, 1994, p. 187, 195 (n. 8).
15 A. Augusti, Un crocifisso…, p. 155 (n. 18).
16 C. Corsato, Public Piety and Private Devotion: The Altar of the Cross, Titian and the Scuola della 
Passione at the Frari, [in:] Santa Maria Gloriosa dei Frari: Immagini di Devozione, Spazi della Fede  
/ Devotional Spaces, Images of Piety, ed. C. Corsato, D. Howard, Padova 2015, p. 103–104.
17 G. Gamulin, The Painted Crucifixes in Croatia, trans. E. Elias Bursać, Zagreb 1983, p. 13–14; 
N. Klaić – I. Petriciolli, Zadar u srednjem vijeku do 1409. godine, Zadar 1976, p. 268–269.
18 E. Sandberg Vavalà, La croce dipinta italiana e l’iconografia della passione, Verona 1929.
19 All are included in the group of “crucifixes of simple shape” due to their outlines. E.B. Garrison, 
Italian Romanesque Panel Painting. An Illustrated Index, Florence 1949, p. 177, 180.
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the major obstacle in their research is the lack of archival material and any indica-
tion not only on their original context, but also on their subsequent histories. Vir-
tually nothing is known on how they found their way to collections and churches 
where they are treasured today. �e full recreation of their original spatial context 
will therefore not be possible, which by no means should hamper us to investigate 
the response they evoked from their audience, and the “synthesis between object 
and environment”20.

Despite these obstacles, art historians have dedicated numerous studies to 
questions of formal patterning, aesthetic qualities, and their stylistic kinship21. All 
these features were closely examined in the context of the eastern Adriatic medi-
eval art, mostly in occasion of important exhibitions held over the last few dec-
ades. However, the palaeographical features of verses were not studied and thus 
have yet to be brought together in a critical study. �e analysis of the epigraphical 
and palaeographical features of inscriptions in order to establish the precise time 
of execution of cruci�xes was in the focus of earlier scholars of the Zadar cruci�x-
es, but recently has not gained special interest22. Comparatively little attention was 
devoted to the (inter)-relation between the text and imagery, primarily because 
inscriptions were understood only as an additional message to the Passion of the 
cruci�ed Christ. My aim here is to investigate di�erent strategies of communicat-
ing the Passion through these objects starting from the type of text used to support 
the image of Christ.

�e most important cruci�x to answer the questions raised no longer survives. 
Probably manufactured around the middle of the 13th-century, it was destroyed 
in the WW II during the bombing of Zadar. On the transverse limb of the cross 
two inscriptions were displayed, above and under the arms of Christ respective-
ly, as is visible on the photograph taken prior to its destruction. �e lower one 
consisted of capital letters, while the letters on the upper exhibited characteris-
tics of the minuscule Gothic script. Moreover, the numerous contractions of the 
words were necessary to write the thirteen-word long text on the upper part of the 
arm. Both di�erent epigraphy and heavily abbreviated text indicate how the upper 
inscription was etched onto the cruci�x a�er the lower inscription. In this context 

20 B. Williamson, Altarpieces, Liturgy, Devotion, Spe 79/2, 2004, p. 405.
21 Particular attention was dedicated to their stylistic origin and the “Byzantinizing” characteristics. 
For the most recent overview of scholarship cf.: E. Hilje, Cat. No. 15 Nepoznati majstor. Slikano 
raspelo; XII./XIII. stoljeće; Cat. No. 16 Zadarski majstor (?). Slikano raspelo; XIII. stoljeće; and Cat. No. 
17 Zadarski majstor (?). Slikano raspelo; XIII. stoljeće, [in:] E. Hilje – R. Tomić, Slikarstvo: umjetnička 
baština Zadarske nadbiskupije, Zadar 2006, p. 92–99 (with further references); I. Fisković, Crucifi-
xion with the Living Christ, 12th/13th c., [in:] The Croats: Christianity, Culture, Art: Exhibition Cata-
logue, Musei Vaticani 1990–2000, Zagreb 1999, p. 438, 440; Idem, Romaničko slikarstvo u Hrvatskoj, 
Zagreb 1987, p. 50–51; G. Gamulin, The painted crucifixes…, p. 13–17, 115– 116.
22 Many of conclusions have been discredited. In the first place the datation of crucifixes to the 9th and 
11th century. Cf. G. Gamulin, Raspelo 12. stoljeća u Zadru, ZR 16.2/3, 1967, p. 169, 173.
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it appears highly likely that the destroyed cruci�x from the Benedictine nunnery 
had originally only one verse inscription displayed under the arms of Christ, as is 
the case with other two cruci�xes from Zadar (see further).

Due to the mediocre quality of the only two remaining photographs, and the 
fact that the cruci�x no longer exists, scholars are constrained to operate with the 
transcription provided by C. Cecchelli23. While editing the catalogue of the most 
signi�cant works of art in Zadar, Cecchelli saw the cruci�x de visu, a little less than 
a decade before it was destroyed. �e inscription along the lower edge of the trans-
verse arm of the cross reads:

+SOL LATET ORBISQVE TREMIT SAXVM CREPITAT ISTE CEDIT

(The sun is hidding, the world is trembling, the cliff is shaking, this one dies)

�e reading of the upper inscription is somewhat more problematic. However, 
by reaching to the original text, out of which the verse was extracted (and pre-
suming it was faithfully reproduced) it is possible to establish that the two dou-
ble-rimed verses originated from the mid-1100s poem Carmen paraeneticum ad 
Rainaldum24. In the 17th-century the poem was included in the Opera omnia of 
Saint Bernard of Clairveaux. Since then his authorship was questioned, and the 
uncertain author is o�en referred to as Pseudo-Bernard. Two verses inscribed on 
the cruci�x were:

QVISQVIS AMAT CHRISTVM MVNDVM NON DILIGIT ISTVM / SED QVASI 
FETORES SPERNENS ILLIVS AMORES

(Who loves Christ does not love this world / but scorns its love as it scorns a stench)25.

�is lengthy poem was highly popular in the later middle Ages, and as such 
was circulating in the Adriatic area. Literary culture of the Eastern Adriatic is rea-
sonably well studied, whereas the ways by which texts were circulating are usually 
impossible to trace26. B. Lučin has recently discovered that an epitaph walled in 

23 Catalogo delle cose d’arte e di antichità d’Italia: Zara, ed. C. Cecchelli, Roma 1932, p. 151 (cae-
tera: C. Cecchelli, Catalogo).
24 The full poem is available at the Biblioteca Catolica Omnia; Auctor incertus, Carmen para-
eneticum ad Rainaldum, 1100–1200; http://www.documentacatholicaomnia.eu/04z/z_1100-1200_ 
_Auctor_Incertus__Carmen_Paraeneticum_Ad_Rainaldum__MLT.pdf.html [15 IV 2016].
25 Transcription presented by Cecchelli in Catalogo di cose d’arte slightly differs from the original 
text in the Pseudo-Bernard’s poem. Translation according to G. Gamulin, The painted crucifixes…, 
p. 50 (n. 25).
26 Cf.: N.  Kolumbić, Hrvatska književnost na prijelazu iz romanike u gotiku, [in:]  Majstor Rado-
van i njegovo doba, ed. I. Babić, Trogir 1994, p. 241–246; J. Bratulić, Hrvatska srednjovjekovna 
poezija latinskog jezičnog izraza, [in:] Idem, Sjaj baštine. Rasprave i članci o hrvatskoj dopreporodnoj 
književnosti, Split 1990, p. 35–51.
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the cloister of the Franciscan friary in Split is composed of the verses from the 
same Pseudo-Bernard’s work27. �e six verses inscribed on the epitaph were 
extracted from the original poem and then set together forming a new one. �e 
defunct, Leo Cacete, died in 1296, at the end of the same century in which the 
Benedictine cruci�x from Zadar was fabricated. Future research on book culture 
in these cities will possibly bring to light new �ndings about the circulation and 
use of this particular poem.

�e second example from Zadar is an impressive life-sized carved and poly-
chrome image of the Living Christ, best known as the cruci�x from the Collection 
of the Saint Francis’ Friary. Generally dated around or shortly a�er 1200, this cru-
ci�x bares three registers of inscriptions. �e �rst and the highest one, the titulus, is 
a combination of the chi-ro monogram and the shortened Latin reference to Jesus 
as the king of Jews, REX IVDEORVM. On the upper part of the arm the Greek 
word for Cruci�xion, ICTAVBRΩCIC, is inscribed28. On the lower part runs bibli-
cally inspired verse, possibly an elaboration of a section from Ezekiel (39, 17–18):

+IN ME CREDENTES AD ME CONCVRRITE GENTES

(People who believe in me, run to me)

B.  Brenk in 1999 labelled this inscription as “typically Franciscan”. Without 
going deeper in his argument of the origin of inscription, he pointed to the fact 
that the cruci�x was commissioned for a Franciscan church and its style and typol-
ogy is Umbro-Tuscan, that is, as well tied to the artistic production of the Mendi-
cant orders in central Italy29. However, the Franciscan church in Zadar was con-
secrated only in 1280, and, although Brenk suggests the dating of the cruci�x to 
the end of the 13th-century, the generally accepted dating places its manufacturing 
much earlier.

Finally, the cruci�x from the Saint Michael’s church is roughly dated to the 
13th-century, and exhibits similar formal characteristics as the Franciscan one. 
Likewise other two examples from Zadar its original provenance is not certain 
since no archival evidence acknowledge its original location and context. Generally 
accepted reading of its verse in scholarly publications is: REX OBIT HIC PLORAT 
MARIA DOLET IMPIVS ORAT30. Even though the inscription is generally well 

27 B. Lučin published his finding on blog “MARVLVS ET AL”. See the entry “Još jedan splitski sred-
njovjekovni epitaf ”: http://marcusmarulus.blogspot.com/2011/06/jthe os-jedan-splitski-srednjo-
vjekovni.html [15 IV 2016].
28 G. Gamulin, Raspelo iz 12. stoljeća…, p. 169.
29 B. Brenk, Il ciborio esagonale di San Marco a Venezia, [in:] L’arte di Bisanzio e l’Italia al tempo dei 
Paleologi 1261–1453, ed. A. Iacobini, M. Della Valle, Roma 1999, p. 147–148.
30 The transcription provided by Cecchelli was reproduced in all succeeding publications: C. Cec-
chelli, Catalogo…, p. 151; G. Gamulin, The painted crucifixes…, p. 116; E. Hilje, Cat. No. 16…, 
p. 96. Cecchelli should also be credited for pointing to similar inscriptions. Another example, which 
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preserved, some letters have lacerated, in particular the word read as MARIA. 
It is clear, however, that the word �nishes with an AR, followed by an abbreviation 
for US, which makes the proposed reading of the word unlikely. When comparing 
this inscription with a relatively numerous group of depictions baring the similar 
verse, it is convincing to read the word as CARUS. �e “beloved one” is identi�-
able with John the Evangelist, still visible on the Christ’s le�. As a consequence, 
the third word of inscription has to be read as HEC (fem.), referring to Mary, now 
obliterated but once depicted on the opposite end of the cross. �e full text must 
be therefore transcribed as:

+REX OBIT HEC PLORAT CARVS DOLET IMPIVS ORAT

(The King dies, she cries, the beloved one grieves, the impious one prays)31

�e verse, including its alternated versions, can be found in at least ten other 
examples, which makes the cited Rex obit inscription frequently used through the 
Latin West32. Probably more striking is the fact that the inscription was broadly 
disseminated, from Iberian Peninsula and Northern Europe to, as this case attest, 
the East Adriatic coast. Together with the considerable geographical di�usion 
of the verse, it can be found on di�erent supports, as well as in various contexts. 
For example, the verse is inscribed on one of the pier reliefs in the monastery clois-
ter (Santo Domingo de Silos in Spain), church portal (Ribe cathedral in Denmark), 
and prayer books once used through the Continent. �e contexts also vary: the 
inscription on the church portal was addressing the wide audience, the cloister 
is a semi-public space, while devotional books had di�erent, surely more private 
use33. Addition of Zadar cruci�x to this group both broadens the area in which the 
inscription was di�used and expands the variety of its contexts. Given the fact that 
a monumental cruci�x was most obviously located in the sacral space, it makes 
it a unique case.

�e inscription is an opening verse of a poem by Hildebert of Lavardin, or 
one of his followers. Hildebert’s eight verses long poetry came down to us in the 
Copenhagen miscellanea and is therefore known as the Copenhagen octave34. 
It was used as a prayer or a hymn, and possibly even as a liturgical text35. �e most 
recent contribution to the understanding of the Rex obit inscription is a remarkable 

was known to him and which he confronted with the inscription on the Zadar crucifix, is the one 
found on the cover of the Trier Gospel from the 12th century: Ista flet, hec surgit, obit hic, cadet hec, 
dolet iste.
31 I am following the translation in: P. Scott Brown, The verse inscription from the deposition relief 
at Santo Domingo de Silos: word, image, and act in medieval art, JMS 1/1, 2009, p. 95.
32 P. Scott Brown, op. cit., p. 88–89.
33 Ibidem, p. 89, 100.
34 For the whole poem cf.: ibidem, p. 95.
35 Cf. R. Favreau, Sources es inscriptions médiévales, CRAIBL 153/4, 2009, p. 1295–1296.



Matko Matija Marušić406

article by P. Scott Brown. In his thought-provoking discussion on the Deposition 
relief in Silos, Scott Brown has convincingly argued how the inscription served as 
a mnemonic device. Combined with the imagery, it functioned as a help in evoca-
tion of a larger text. For devotees who were familiar enough with this poem, the 
text and imagery were devices to “trigger devotional and performative responses 
to works of art”36. Textual and visual strategies – verse inscription and relief – cre-
ated the devotional pattern so that the beholder was instructed to meditate upon 
the Passion of Christ using the exact poem and speci�c object of devotion.

�e next aspect of inscription, as well pointed out by Scott Brown, is its �exibil-
ity. It could have served as a support to either Cruci�xion or Deposition37. As a mat-
ter of fact, its presence in Zadar is even more captivating when confronted with 
the iconography of the cruci�x. Besides the �gure of Saint Michael in the highest 
part of the vertical limb of the cross, all other �gures are indicated in the text. �e 
Christ as the central �gure is the king that dies (REX OBIT). Secondary �gures, 
Mary, once depicted on Christ’s right side is weeping (HEC PLORAT), while John 
the Evangelist, his teacher’s beloved one, is mourning (CARVS DOLET). Holding 
their inclining heads with both hands, supplicants in grief are pointed out in the 
verse causing that both imagery and text displayed the right way to meditate over 
the death of Christ. Following their example, double-stressed by text and imagery, 
devotees were instructed on how to compassionate with the death of Christ.

Furthermore, the devotee is explicitly mentioned at the end of the verse inscrip-
tion. �e expression “the indigenous one prays” (IMPIVS ORAT) stands for the 
devotee before a cruci�x. In this case this is more than a formula frequently used 
in medieval sources where patrons referred to themselves as indigenous or sinful; 
on Saint Michael’s cruci�x the impius had a precise function in devotional experi-
ence. As Scott Brown makes clear, the “indigenous one” in the verse was identi�ed 
with the “indigenous” one in the real sphere before the cruci�x through “conscious 
mimetic identi�cation”38. Since none of the �gures depicted can be interpreted as 
“impious,” in the eyes of the devotee it becomes ego39.

Text-Image-Text Strategies and the Pious Performance

A�er brie�y discussing the origin of inscriptions and their function and use, it is 
necessary to turn our attention to the interrelation between the text and imagery. 
In comparing the message communicated through verses with iconography of the 
cruci�ed Christ, strictly semantically speaking, it is clear that it was not obligatory 

36 P. Scott Brown, The Verse Inscription…, p. 91.
37 Ibidem, p. 89.
38 Ibidem, p. 97.
39 Ibidem, p. 97.
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for the text and imagery to complement one another. For instance, Christ on the 
destroyed Benedictine cross from Zadar was a Living one. �e depiction of Christ 
in his triumph over death is in opposition to the apocalyptically intoned text. 
While the imagery suggests Christ’s victory, the verse stresses antipodal message 
– the hiding sun, trembling world, and the shaking of the cli� – all followed by 
the death on the cross. �e use of pronoun “this one” (ISTE) deliberately estab-
lishes connection with the imagery. �e inscription is referring to Christ, but while 
depicted as living on the cross He died (CEDIT) in inscription.

�e question of victory over death, expressed either in text or imagery, is 
of particular importance for the topic under discussion. On the mid-13th-century 
cruci�x in San Pietro in Vinculis in Pisa, better known as San Pierino, Christ has 
died on the cross and Mary and John are morning over his death40. Nonetheless, 
the verse above Christ’s arms does not describe death of Christ nor does it point 
to supplicants in pain. On the contrary, the Christ is referred to as a “destructor 
of death, restorer and creator of life.” �e inscription in original reads:

+MORTIS DESTRVCTOR VITE REPARATOR ET AVCTOR

Observing from this angle, it is interesting to point out that the image of the 
su�ering Christ was accompanied by a VICTOR MORTIS caption on the two cru-
ci�xes from Sicily, both dated to the 13th century41. Cited cases attest that text and 
imagery were sometimes contrasting. �e medieval devotee would have found 
himself before the object consisting of text and imagery, semantically con�icting 
between them.

Bearing in mind the use of cruci�xes with inscriptions as devotional objects, 
one might ask were medieval viewers perceiving this text-image inconsistency, as 
we do today? According to M. Bacci the answer is negative. From our modern-day 
art-historical perspective the iconographical schemes of Living and Su�ering 
Christ do seem too di�erent not to be perceived. However, inscriptions on cruci-
�xes indicate how during the 13th century, when the Su�ering Christ had become 
a prevalent iconographical theme, the understanding of Passion did not necessary 
change42. Two cruci�xes from Pisa and Zadar speak in favor of these observations 

40 For the San Pierino crucifix cf.: L. Carletti, Croce dipinta (no. 41), [in:] Cimabue a Pisa. La pittura 
pisana del Duecento da Giunta a Giotto, ed. M. Burresi, A. Caleca, Ospedaletto 2005, p. 178–179.
41 M.C. Di Natale, Le croci dipinte in Sicilia: l’area occidentale dal XIV al XVI secolo, Palermo 1992, 
p. 7, 13.
42 In other words, the change of iconography was not followed by the shift in the perception of Christ’s 
nature. In the same way, two crucifixes from Arezzo (the end of the 12th and the first half of the 
13th century) on the perisome display designation of Christ from the Gospel of John (17, 14): REX 
REGUM ET DOMINUS DOMINANTIUM. M. Bacci, ‘Pro remedio animae’. Immagini sacre e prati-
che devozionali in Italia centrale (secoli XIII e XIV), Pisa 2000, p. 108–109, 111.
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and support the general remark in dealing with inscriptions, which, as scrutinized 
by K. Ambrose, do not consistently ground the meaning of a work of art but can 
stand in any number of semantic relations to it43. Furthermore, all this calls to mind 
a D. Freedberg’s stance on cruci�xes as fetishistic object to a much greater extent 
than all other images44. According to Freedberg, it may be argued that, since they 
were the most impassioned focus of beholders, their form (and iconography) were 
more or less irrelevant to the kinds of response they engendered45.

However, the problem as I see it, becomes complicated when we are dealing 
with devotional objects in question, and can broadly be summarized in one ques-
tion: Was it text or image that played a decisive role in development of devotional 
practices? Or, to put it di�erently, was Passion communicated by text, imagery, or 
a combination of both? Although it is tempting to answer “both,” the two cited 
cruci�xes and the ambiguity that exists in their verses require a more elaborate 
response. At this point it is necessary to turn our attention to the aspects of devo-
tional performance. Consequently, rather than focus only on the visionary, it is 
mandatory to include into the discussion other senses as well.

�e growing scholarship on the role of senses in devotion paints it as a deep-
ly multisensory experience. Vision, although perceived either as a reliable or 
blurred mode of perception46, was irreplaceable since it was crucial to have a focus 
of worship. �e visual representation was therefore required. When looking at the 
image as a whole, the devotees would concentrate on eyes and head. Eyes, notes 
M. Holmes, emerge as critical element in representational economy47. �is is, in fact, 
particularly true for the iconography of the Living Christ whose wide-open eyes 
are the most distinct part of the face. �e importance of the psychology of eyes and 
physiognomy in general is evident in the case of the destroyed Benedictine cross 
whose leaned aureole was pointing the eyes of the Cruci�ed directly to the ones 
of the devotee48.

Medieval piety was also somatic. �e touch provided immediate knowledge of the 
world, and, when controlled, was able to lead to God49. J. Cannon has recently dedi-
cated a study to the visual representations of touching and kissing of the Virgin’s foot 

43 K. Ambrose, Attunement to the Damned of the Conques Tympanum, Ges 50/1, 2011, p. 12–13.
44 D. Freedberg, The Power of Images: Studies in the History and Theory of Response, Chicago–Lon-
don 1991, p. 307.
45 Ibidem.
46 For the different perceptions of the senses in the Middle Ages cf.: J.E. Jung, The Tactile and the 
Visionary: Notes on the Place of Sculpture in the Medieval Religious Imagination, [in:] Looking Be-
yond: Visions, Dreams, and Insights in Medieval Art and History, ed. C. Hourihane, Princeton 2010, 
p. 203–204, 207–210.
47 M. Holmes, The Miraculous Image in Renaissance Florence, New Haven 2013, p. 183.
48 For the reciprocity in rituals of gazing cf.: T. Lentes, ‘As Far as the Eye Can See…’: Rituals of Gazing 
in the Late Middle Ages, [in:] The Mind’s Eye: Art and Theological Argument in the Middle Ages, ed. 
J.F. Hamburger, A. Bouché, Princeton 2005, p. 360–362.
49 J.E. Jung, The Tactile and the Visionary…, p. 208.
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in early Sienese panel painting. A wide range of evidence she presented speak in favor 
of this kind of interaction with large-sized images as a usual practice in central Italy50, 
typical for devotional practices of both East and West51. �e same act was applied 
in lay domestic spaces where small-scale panels, usually triptychs, triggered the 
same form of tactile devotion52. �e damage caused by such a use of objects is 
rarely preserved, and evidence on their haptic handling can usually be found 
only in literary accounts53. However, this is not the case with cruci�xes displaying 
a verse inscriptions.

�ere are two basic types of physical engagement with devotional objects. �e 
�rst one is direct contact with palms. �e second one is more complex because 
consists of a gi�-o�ering to an image as a sign of a vow in form of a silver or gold 
plaque, candle, wax body part or even the whole �gure54. �e plaques fall under 
this category because were attached onto the object through physical contact. Dev-
otees were pinning ex voto gi�s on the Venetian cruci�x from Santa Maria dei Frari 
and the Benedictine cruci�x from Zadar. On the other hand, the relief from Santo 
Domingo de Silos and, as I will suggest below, other cruci�xes from Zadar are 
worn out due to the constant touching of the feet of Christ by devotees. In other 
words, while eyes were instrumental for the sense of sight, the focus of the sense 
of touch were feet55.

Seeing, as it seems, was initial step in inspiring veneration, and praying to 
Christ was much easily performed with an image of Christ before one’s eyes. Dis-
tinction between these two modes of perception is a modern one, since it was 
rather �uid in the Middle Ages56. �erefore, rather than de�ning touch as a sec-
ondary mode of perception, meaning that it came a�er the visionary, in the case 
of cruci�xes with inscriptions it seems reasonable to opt for the contemporaneity 

50 J. Cannon, Kissing the Virgin’s Foot: Adoratio Before the Madonna and Child enacted, depicted, 
imagined, SIc 31, 2010, p. 19–23.
51 S. Brajović – J. Erdeljan, Praying with senses. Examples of icon devotion and the sensory experi-
ence in medieval and early modern Balkans, ЗОГ 39, 2015, p. 57–63.
52 D.G.  Wilkins, Opening the Doors to Devotion: Trecento Triptychs and Suggestions Concerning 
Images and Domestic Practice in Florence, [in:] Italian Panel Painting of the Duecento and Trecento, 
ed. V.M. Schmidt, Washington 2001, p. 376.
53 G. Lutz, The Drop of Blood: Image and Piety in the Twelfth and Thirteenth Century, Preter 4/1, 
2015, p. 37–51.
54 Cf. M. Holmes, Ex-votos: Materiality, Memory, and Cult, [in:] The Idol in the Age of Art. Objects, 
Devotions and the Early Modern World, ed. M.W. Cole, R. Zorach, Farnhout 2009, p. 159–181.
55 The legs must have played particular role in the devotion of the 13th century, primarily because 
of Saint Francis. On monumental crucifixes he was represented as adoring the wounds on the feet 
of Christ (see, for instance, 13th-century Umbrian crosses). Even later Franciscan sources, such as 
writings of St Bernardine of Siena, underline Francis’ devotion to the legs of the Crucified. M. Bosko-
vits, Immagine e preghiera nel tardo Medioevo: osservazioni preliminari, ArtC 76, 1988, p. 94.
56 C.  Lawless, Sensing the Image: Gender, Piety and Images in Late Medieval Tuscany, OAJ 4, 
2014–2015, p. 63.
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of both perceptions. Indeed, it is not di�cult to imagine devotees �xing their eyes 
on the face of Christ, clinging onto His feet, and addressing Him with prayers by 
reading and pronouncing the words displayed on the cross.

Here, �nally, the verse inscription, prayer or most likely used as one, o�ered 
a devotional pattern to devotees57. Aside from containing the rendering of Christ 
as the King of the Glory, Author of life or Victor over death, its textual strategies 
added a further aspect to the devotional performance. �e use of the present 
tense provided a direct link between the historical time of Christ’s death on the 
cross and the moment when the devotee was meditating under the cruci�x58. �is 
is a clear indication on how the presence of devotee in the verse also functioned to 
transcend the object, stating that the Passion is occurring here and now59. In such 
a way the relation of the historical event on the Golgotha with the time, space, 
and experience of the devotee was created by bridging several realities. �e pres-
ent tense is used on the Benedictine cruci�x as well, the di�erence being that 
the verse indicates just one of the depicted �gures, which is the dying Christ. 
Other motifs in inscription (hiding sun, trembling world and the shaking cli�) 
aim to (re)create the moment of Christ’s death in the mind of the devotee. Since 
none of the motifs were depicted, devotees were imagining them in the process of 
meditation before the cruci�x.

�e Frari cruci�x from Venice and Franciscan from Zadar have somewhat 
di�erent verses. On the Venetian one the verse is referring directly to the devo-
tee pointing out to him (HE has shown his love to YOU). �e �rst verse direct-
ly addresses the one praying before the cruci�x, while the second one is more 
general, aiming to underscore Christ’s love for the world that caused his passion 
and cruci�xion. On the cruci�x from Zadar words inscribed are in fact words by 
Christ himself, written in the �rst person. �e spread arms of Living Christ are 
combined with the powerful plea for running towards Saviour on the cross. For 
imperative form of its verse (concurrite) the Franciscan cruci�x can be interpret-
ed as a speaking work of art whose ‘voice’ directs viewers to adopt a pious and 
emotional response60. Textual strategies of communicating the Passion, as all these 
examples illustrate, were at least two: enacted or by explicitly mentioning the one 
praying before the cross, or by using the present tense. Intensifying the potency 
of devotional experience and reaching out to the devotee was of particular impor-
tance, and thus the purpose they served was profoundly practical. Discrepancy 

57 Epigrams and inscriptions in the Byzantine world were also used in similar way, cf.: B.V. Pentcheva, 
Epigrams on Icons, [in:] Art and Text in Byzantine Culture, ed. L. James, Cambridge 2007, p. 120–122.
58 P. Scott Brown, The Verse Inscription…, p. 96.
59 The same can be deduced from the 9th-century meditation composed by Hrabanus Maurus: “con-
centrate upon the image (…) as if Christ were right now dying on the cross.” H.L. Kessler, The 
French connection…, p. 138–139.
60 L. Ross, Language in the Visual Arts: The Interplay of Text and Imagery, Jefferson 2014, p. 37.
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between imagery and text points to conclusion that inscriptions were conditioned 
by requirements of audience rather than that of iconography. It was their devo-
tional e�ectiveness and contemplative potential that mattered.

�e Visibility of Verses and the Original Setting of Cruci�xes

Although evidence on the original location of cruci�xes with inscriptions is scarce, 
the use of written text inscribed on them, as well as the strategies implemented 
in them, can yield further indication in aiming to solve this issue. Instrumental 
in understanding their function, it is a �rst step towards setting them before the 
eyes of medieval devotees61. None of the cruci�xes here discussed has maintained its 
original position and neither written sources can easily solve the problem. Since the 
manufacturing of cruci�xes in some cases predates written evidence even for centu-
ries, they are usually of little use. When discussing the possible location of the Frari 
cruci�x in the 13th-century church of Santa Maria Gloriosa, A. Augusti argued how 
monumental cruci�xes were commonly placed in the triumphal arches or mounted 
above choir screens of Mendicant churches throughout the Apennine peninsula62. 
Her observation is most certainly correct, although the inscriptions running on the 
transverse limb of the cruci�xes may point to di�erent location for several reasons.

Firstly, all inscriptions on cruci�xes are double-rimmed ones. �eir metri�ca-
tion implies that medieval devotees, at least the ones capable of deciphering the 
text, pronounced them out loud. As argued above, the rimmed, short verse aimed 
to help the devotee not only to pronounce it, but also to memorise it, or even, 
as aptly argued by Scott Brown, to evoke the verses following the one inscribed. 
To enact the devotional performance of reading the verse, and contemplating on 
its meaning and imagery, it was obligatory for the object to be located near the 
beholder. In this regard, the placement of cruci�xes in the triumphal arches does 
not seem convincing. How such placement does or does not apply to their function 
can be examined in the case of the Rex obit cruci�x. A�er the modern restoration 
it was placed in the triumphal arch of the Saint Michael church in Zadar. �e line 
of reasoning for such a placement was based on the general belief that monumen-
tal cruci�xes were necessary hung in the triumphal arch, above the main altar. 
�e same setting was proposed for the other two cruci�xes from Zadar63. But does 
this allocation permit to read the inscription easily, if at all?

61 For the setting of crucifixes within the interior of later-medieval churches cf.: V.M. Schmidt, Ta-
vole dipinte. Tipologie, destinazioni e funzioni, [in:] L’arte medievale nel contesto 300–1300. Funzioni, 
iconografia, techniche, ed. P. Piva, Milano 2006, p. 208–210.
62 A. Augusti, Basilica dei Frari: arte e devozione, Venezia 1994, p. 20.
63 I. Petricioli, Umjetnička baština samostana Sv. Marije u Zadru, [in:] Kulturna baština samostana 
Svete Marije u Zadru, ed. G. Novak, V. Maštrović, Zadar 1968, p. 86; E. Hilje, Slikarstvo zadarske 
nadbiskupije od IV. do kraja XV. stoljeća, [in:] E. Hilje – R. Tomić, Slikarstvo…, p. 15.
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Material evidence may o�er substantial evidence in reassessing the original set-
ting. Prior to the bombing of Zadar, when Cecchelli detected the cruci�x hanging 
besides the main entrance of the nunnery, he noted that the legs of Christ were 
abraded due to the “kisses of the devotees,” with a small ex voto plaque attached64. 
During the restoration of the Frari cruci�x in 1992 similar material evidence was 
found, with traces of numerous votive o�erings once clustered in the bottom 
of Christ’s legs65. When observing closely the feet of Christ on other cruci�xes 
in Zadar, it is noticeable that the painted layer have deteriorated. In every single 
case the legs of Christ are destroyed due to the “pious vandalism,” as this activity is 
amusingly de�ned66. �ese signs granted a special aura to the object that displayed 
it. More than just a visible proof of a worshiper’s closeness to a particular object, 
these gradually visible signs of numerous palms, �nger and lips imprinted a mem-
ory, created through the use of an object in devotion67.

However, the pious vandalism is a process, �rst signs of which are visible a�er 
years, if not decades. It may be objected, therefore, that the acts that caused dam-
ages and objects are not contemporary. It is true that some of these �ndings could 
easily be tied to the 15th and 16th centuries when the devotion to the Frari cruci�x 
was at peak due to its activation as a miracles-working object68. But contrary to the 
Venetian case, cruci�xes from Zadar were not wonder-working. It should be added 
that they are not listed in any of the Early Modern inventories of churches in Zadar 
which suggests that no cult or particular devotion was developed around them. 
C.F.  Bianchi, author of the extensive 19th-century ecclesiastical history of Zadar, 
writes how the Saint Michael cruci�x was possessed by confraternities from the 
16th century onwards69. Whether this was the confraternity of Lady of Snow or Lady 
of Varoš is not clear, and he is relaying on local narratives more than on written. 
�e precise time of occurrence of damages is, indeed, uncertain. However, it seems 
reasonable to suppose that the non-existence of a later cult in the case of Zadar cru-
ci�xes can point to the conclusion that the process initiated right a�er their place-
ment in sacred spaces. �at was also the time when the religious literature displayed 
on cruci�xes was circulating and eliciting response from devoted individuals.

Where, then, were these cruci�xes placed within the church interiors? �e evi-
dence brought together so far – prominently placed, rimmed verse inscriptions, 
detailed iconography, as well as material evidence of devotional ware – point to the 
conclusion that the original location appears to have been accessible to church- 

64 C. Cecchelli, Catalogo…, p. 72.
65 A. Augusti, Un crocifisso…, p. 155.
66 E. Mognetti, Marks of Devotion: Case Study of a Crucifix by Lorenzo di Bicci, [in:] Italian Panel 
Painting…, p. 355.
67 A.W.B. Randolph, Touching Objects. Intimate Experiences of Italian Fifteenth-Century Art, New 
Haven–London 2014, p. 228.
68 C. Corsato, op. cit., p. 106.
69 Cited in G. Gamulin, The painted crucifixes…, p. 116.
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goers, granting the physical proximity between beholders and these life-size paint-
ings. �eir most likely location are side altars, plausibly the ones dedicated to the 
Holy Cross. �ey commonly served as lay altars were the mass for the dead was 
delivered, and were traditionally erected in the middle of the nave, with their back 
attached to the choir screens or set against the lateral wall70. Frari cruci�x was paint-
ed from both sides and, as students of this cruci�x unanimously argue, textual and 
material evidence point to its setting “in the middle of the church” (a mezza chiesa)71.

Other altars could have displayed monumental cruci�xes as well. For exam-
ple, 13th-century Tuscan painter Coppo di Marcovaldo produced two cruci�xes 
for the cathedral of San Zeno in Pistoia, one of which was intended for the choir 
screen, and the other for the altar of Saint Michael. �e surviving cross (ca. 1274), 
today exhibited in cathedral, is usually identi�ed with the one commissioned for 
the altar72. According to C. Frosinini, crosses displaying narrative scenes were not 
originally intended for altars and have not played any role in the liturgy. Taking 
into consideration detailed scenes on crosses, Frosinini draws connection between 
this group of cruci�xes and lay piety rather than with liturgy73. It should be made 
clear, however, that our knowledge of the liturgical use of the side altars is poor. 
Apart from particular feast day, no daily celebrations seem to have taken place 
on these altars, and it is attainable that they have primarily served as “stages for 
devotion”74. Accordingly, the altar dedicated to Saint Michael in San Zeno cathe-
dral would have been liturgically “active” only in occasion of the saint’s feast day. 
However, the focus of much greater devotional interest was Coppo’s cruci�x75.

�e further aspect of the liturgy versus devotion issue is the di�culty of de�n-
ing the palpable linkage between works of art and strictly liturgical practices76. An 
exception to this general rule could be the Pisan cruci�x whose Easter prefatio 

70 Much more attention has been dedicated to the Holy Cross altars in the Early Middle Ages. For 
symbolical, liturgical, and Eucharistic connotations cf.: A.E. Fisher, Cross Altar and Crucifix in Otto-
nian Cologne. Past Narrative, Present Ritual, Future Resurrection, [in:] Decorating the Lord’s Table. On 
the Dynamics between Image and Altar in the Middle Ages, ed. S. Kaspersen, E. Thunø, Copenhagen 
2006, p. 43–62; K. Imesch, The Altar of the Holy Cross and the ideal of Adam’s progeny: ‘Ut paradysiace 
loca possideat regionis’, [in:] Death and Dying in the Middle Ages, ed. E.E. DuBruck, B.I. Gusick, New 
York 1999, p. 73–76.
71 C. Corsato, op. cit., 103; A. Augusti, Un crocifisso…, p. 155. The figure painted on the retro of the 
cross is identified as Saint Mark; C. Santini, op. cit., p. 195 (n. 8).
72 M. Boskovits (ass. by A. Labriola, A. Tartuffi), The origins of Florentine painting, 1100–1270: 
A critical and historical corpus of Florentine Painting, vol. I, Florence 1993, p. 596.
73 C. Frosinini, La riforma gregoriana e la nascita della croce dipinta, [in:] Pinxit Guillielmus. Il re-
stauro della croce di Sarzana, ed. M. Ciatti, C. Frosinini, R. Bellucci, Firenze 2001, p. 27.
74 J.E.A. Kroesen, The Altar and its Decorations in Medieval Churches. A Functionalist Approach, Med 
17, 2014, p. 173 (n. 60).
75 The document also stipulated a figura seu sepultura sancti Michaelis. For the original document and 
its translation in Italian cf.: M. Burresi – A. Caleca, Le croci dipinte, Pisa 1993, p. 95.
76 For a broader view see B. Williamson, op. cit.
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formula, as suggested by S.  Sindig Larsen, could indicate the connection with 
Eucharistic celebration77. Moreover, the verse it displays is rather neutral in a sense 
that does not exhibit any of devotional strategies used on other cruci�xes. Mod-
ern restoration undertaken in 2005 has revealed that the cross contained relics 
treasured in its lower part and that the mid-13th-century cruci�x incorporated an 
earlier one, which has led scholars to speculate on the high cultic value of the older 
cruci�x78. All these characteristics separate the Pisan cruci�x from the other dis-
cussed here. �e proposed location on the rood screen remains plausible79, even if, 
on the basis of the high devotional value of both object and relics, it can be argued 
that this cruci�x was placed somewhere closer to the devotees.

A more concrete bonding of cruci�xes with speci�c time in the liturgical year 
was suggested by Kessler. An iron ring on the back surface of the Rosano cross 
led him to hypothesize on its movability, namely during the Easter adoratio, des-
positio, and elevatio rituals80. �e cruci�xes have certainly played an important 
role in the Holy Week rituals as can be deduced from written sources, and the 
prefatio formula on the Pisan cruci�x is no exception. Devotional and liturgical 
role of monumental cruci�xes does seems self-evident, but there is usually little 
or no �rm ground to tide speci�c cruci�x with surviving descriptions of Easter 
practices. Moreover, by the late 12th-century large Deposition scenes and, from 
the middle of the next century, cruci�xes with movable arms emerged on the 
devotional landscape of medieval Europe81. �ese objects could have suited much 
better the requirements of the Holy Week practices then large and heavy cruci-
�xes whose size and function point to their stationarity rather than movability.

With and without Verse Inscription. Conclusion

Nevertheless, the direct, close, and quotidian engagement with the image, as Holmes 
puts it82, led to both emotional and contemplative responses, as well as to the per-
formance of several devotional acts and ritual practices. Far from being passive 
observers, devotees would meditate on the Passion of Christ by looking at the 

77 The full verse is as follows: “Qui mortem nostram moriendo destruxit, et vitam resurgendo repa-
ravit”. Cited in M. Bacci, ‘Pro remedio animae’…, p. 109, 455.
78 M. Bacci, Shaping the Sacred: Painted Crosses and Shrines in Thirteenth-Century Pisa, RJBH 38, 
2007–2008, p. 122, 127.
79 Bacci writes how the crucifix possibly hanged from a now disappeared rood screen, M.  Bacci, 
Shaping the Sacred…, p. 122.
80 H.L. Kessler, Inscriptions…, p. 178–180.
81 Cf. K. Kopania, Animated Sculptures of the Crucified Christ in the Religious Culture of the Latin 
Middle Ages, Warsaw 2010.
82 M. Holmes, The Miraculous Image…, p. 209. Although Holmes in her study refers primarily to the 
miracle- and wonder-working images, the quoted section holds true for images without a particular 
cult.
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Cruci�ed, gazing at His eyes, wounds and mourning supplicants, doing the same 
by reading out loud the verse inscription, reaching out for Christ’s feet, attach-
ing votive gi�s and lighting candles – all of which constituted vital parts of the 
multisensory and physically engaging devotion in the Middle Ages83. �e most 
important aspect added by inscriptions to their function and use is directing the 
spectator in his/her devotion by o�ering a speci�ed prayer, as well as through its 
reciting and, �nally, hearing the inscribed message.

At �rst sight nothing seems to distinguish cruci�xes with inscriptions from 
other cruci�xes: their iconography is equal and their size and materiality inserts 
in the variety of the late medieval monumental sculpture and painting. On 
the other hand, art historians include them in the well-known general scheme 
of cruci�xes hanging from the vaults of the church, applied in scholarship to all 
extant examples. A closer examination of not numerous, but intriguing group 
of cruci�xes with prayer-inducing verses, as I hope to have demonstrated, shows 
how they required a multifaceted response and were profoundly experienced by 
their audience. More generally speaking, they underline the important fact that 
not all typologically equal objects (devotional or not) triggered the same kind 
of response. For instance, in her discussion on the various functions of the vita 
panels, J. Cannon has argued how panels of women saints from central Italy did 
not necessary have correspondent type and function84. All equal in appearance, 
they could have served for di�erent religious and devotional purposes. Cruci-
�xes here discussed represent the comparable, if not the equivalent functional 
diversity within the same typological framework. To repeat Cannon’s concluding 
remarks, similarity of type should not lead us to assume similarity of function85.
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Abstract. �e paper discusses a group of monumental cruci�xes from the 13th-century East Adriatic 
and Italy, pained or executed in low relief, that display a verse inscriptions on the transverse limb 
of the cross. �e main scope of the paper is to examine the provenance of the text inscribed in order 
to yield clearer insight into their function, use and original location in the church interiors. �e 
paper speci�cally aims at analyzing three monumental cruci�xes from the East-Adriatic city of Zadar 
which, although have already been the subject of a respectable number of studies, have not attracted 
attention as objects of devotion. My interest, therefore, is turned towards verse inscription as their 
distinctive feature and, as I shall argue, a key aspect in understanding their function. Examining the 
nature of the text displayed, iconography and materiality of these cruci�xes, my main argument is 
to demonstrate how these objects provoked a multi-faced response from their audience, since were 
experienced by seeing, hearing and touching respectively.
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Fig. 1. Unknown master, Painted cross, ca. 1130–1150, 
Saint Mary’s Monastery, Rosano (courtesy of the Minis-
tero per le beni e attività culturali – Opi�cio delle Pietre 
Dure, further reproduction prohibited).

Fig. 2. Maestro della Cappella Dotto (att.), 
Painted Cross, ca. 1250–1300, Santa Maria 
Gloriosa dei Frari, Venice (source: C. Cor-
sato, Public Piety and Private Devotion: 
�e Altar of the Cross, Titian and the Scuola 
della Passione at the Frari).

Fig. 3. Unknown master, Painted cross, ca. 1250, formerly at the Saint Mary Nunnery, Zadar (source: 
G. Gamulin, �e painted cruci�xes in Croatia).
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Fig. 4. Unknown master, Cruci�x, ca. 1150– 
1200, Collection of the Franciscan Friary, Zadar 
(source: G. Gamulin, �e painted cruci�xes 
in Croatia).

Fig. 5. Unknown master, Cruci�x, ca. 1200–1300, 
Saint Michael church, Zadar (source: G. Gamulin, 
�e painted cruci�xes in Croatia).

Fig. 6. Michele di Baldovino (att.), Painted 
cross, ca. 1250–1300, San Pietro in Vin-
culis, Pisa (courtesy of the Soprintenden-
za delle arti e paesaggio per le province 
di Pisa e Livorno, further reproduction 
prohibited).
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Ivan Petrov’s monograph, published by 
Lodz University Press, basically fits into 

the mainstream of his research interest, since 
it refers to the history of language (Bulgarian, 
in this case). In contrast to the vast majority 
of his previous publications, which focused 
on issues related to the development of the 
systems of Bulgarian and, to a slightly lesser 
extent, Polish (i.e. the inner history of these 
languages, according to the nomenclature 
applied in diachronic linguistics1), this 
monograph is devoted to the so-called outer 
history, which comprises the entirety of the 
historical and sociocultural factors that, on the 
one hand, accompany any given language and, 
on the other hand, influence its development 
(cf. p.  9). The author undertakes to describe 
possibly the most interesting and dynamic 

1 Cf. e.g.: I. Petrov, Zdania temporalne w Biblii no-
wobułgarskiej (1924  r.) i ich odpowiedniki w śred-
niobułgarskim Kodeksie Ochrydzkim (XII  w.), AUL.
FL 43, 2005, p.  91–110; idem, Древнеславянские 
источники и  функциональный (семантический) 
подход к изучению развития языковой системы: 
на примере болгарского языка, SeS 3–4, 2005–2006, 
p.  173–182; idem, Wyrażanie struktur polipredyka-
tywnych w rozwoju języka bułgarskiego, Łódź 2007; 
idem, Наблюдения върху синтаксиса на старобъл-
гарската епиграфика (X–XI век), Pbg 32.1, 2008, 
p. 36–46; I.N. Petrov, W.B. Twardzik, Kamień, który 
odrzucili budując, czyli o staropolskich imiesłowach 
nieodmiennych w funkcji podmiotu, JPo 90.1, 2010, 
p. 5–15; iidem, Nie masz, kto ratując, czyli o staropol-
skich imiesłowach nieodmiennych czasu teraźniejszego 
w zdaniach podmiotowych, JPo 93.2, 2013, p. 65–76; 
iidem, Gdyby przysięgły człowiek widział kogo raniąc 
barzo, czyli o staropolskich imiesłowach nieodmien-
nych czasu teraźniejszego w funkcji biernej, JPo 94.1, 
2014, p.  63–68; iidem, O staropolskich imiesłowach 
dociekliwie i odkrywczo, Sla 83.4, 2014, p. 423–431.

era in the history of the Bulgarian language, 
namely the transitional period between the 
Middle Bulgarian representation of the Old 
Church Slavonic tradition, which was, to some 
extent, present in the literature of that time, and 
the so-called pre-renaissance age, which was 
characterised by breaking with this tradition. 
The same period witnessed the decline of the era 
of handwritten manuscripts, already proclaimed 
at the invention of printing, and the onset 
of the new age of the printed book. And it is the 
beginnings of the latter in the territory of Slavia 
Orthodoxa that the monograph focuses on.

Chapter 1 (Church Slavonic Language and 
its Influences upon Bulgarian: the Concepts 
of Description and Interpretation, p.  17–54) is 
devoted mainly (but not exclusively) to termi-
nological issues – the author provides a metic-
ulously detailed outline of the massive debate 
on the definition of ‘Church Slavonic language’ 
and its related terms, which has been held 
in Paleo-Slavonic circles since the second half 
of the 19th century, illustrating the discourse 
with numerous extensive examples from the 
subject literature (some fragments may even 
come as excessively extensive) and referring to 
it critically. Such a profound synthesis of the 
previous studies makes it possible for the read-
er to learn in detail the evolution of the term 
and the difficulties related to its unambigu-
ous determination and definition. As the title 
of the chapter indicates, the vast majority of its 
content is related to the manner of describing 
such a phenomenon as what Church Slavonic 
language was (and still is, to a certain extent). 
Nevertheless, Petrov himself declares that a ho-
listic collection, an exhaustive critical presenta-
tion and a thorough systematisation of opinions 
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[regarding various methods in which Church 
Slavonic language had been described –  A.K.] 
is currently an unachievable task (cf. p. 27), and 
thus, he focuses on the studies published no 
earlier than in the second half of the 19th cen-
tury. It is also noteworthy that the author does 
not confine himself to linguistic studies per se, 
but he also refers to research conducted in other 
branches of science. For obvious reasons, Petrov 
pays special attention to Bulgarian studies and 
treatises when theorising on Church Slavonic 
language, its function and influence upon Bul-
garian language.

Chapter 2 (Incunabula and Cyrillic Old Prints: 
Issues of Taxonomy and Nomenclature, p. 57–84) 
is devoted to the presentation and explanation 
of terminological intricacies and complexities 
(e.g. problems related to such definitions as ‘in-
cunabulum’, ‘old print’, ‘first printing’, etc. within 
the territory of Slavia Orthodoxa), and the issues 
regarding the systematisation and classification 
of the resource database covered in the publica-
tion. Petrov also pays particular attention to the 
role of writings which accompanied the base 
texts of old prints, e.g. forewords, afterwords, and 
colophons, and he consistently names them ‘ana-
graphic texts’ (following the terminology applied 
by Mariyana Tsibranska-Kostova2).

In Chapter 3 (16th Century South Slavonic 
Cyrillic Incunabula: Fundamental Traditions and 
Source Contexts, p. 87–142) the author chrono-
logically presents the history of Glagolitic incu-
nabula, Cyrillic incunabula from Cracow and 
Cetinje, Romanian and Bulgarian incunabula 
(in three variations) with some related centres, 
Venetian and Serbian printing houses, and fi-
nally a brief description of East Slavonic Cyrillic 
incunabula. Importantly, Petrov does it not only 
on the grounds of the existing subject literature, 
but also through the analysis of source texts.

In the last part of his book, Petrov draws the 
reader’s attention to the growing interest that 
the printers and their patrons of the time took 
in publishing works that were of an educational 
and lexicological nature (and that frequently 
referred to other works of this kind), which 

2 Cf. М. ЦИБРАНСКА-КОСТОВА, Сборникът „Различ-
ни потреби” на Яков Крайков между Венеция и Бал-
каните през XVI век, София 2013.

was, to some extent, a response to normative 
processes within the language. What is more, 
Petrov also nominates the most significant pub-
lications focusing on the ‘pre-grammatical’ lin-
guistic tradition of South Slavs (p. 146sqq.). The 
summary of the deliberations included in the 
three chapters (p. 143–149) also allows for spec-
ulation regarding the future direction of the au-
thor’s research work (p. 144), i.e. a multi-dimen-
sional comparison of the language of various 
incunabula (both base and anagraphic texts).

Additionally, it is noteworthy to mention 
that throughout almost the whole book the 
author manages to strike the right balance be-
tween compactness of language and the clarity 
of his reasoning, which is by no means common 
practice in scientific works.

Another integral part of the monograph, 
apart from Bibliography (p.  151–187) and In-
dex of Source Texts (p.  189–195), is an annex 
(p. 199–260) which contains a chronological list 
of Polish translations of forewords, afterwords 
and colophons, originating from South Slavon-
ic Cyrillic incunabula, and old prints dated be-
tween the late 15th century and early 17th centu-
ry. The annex constitutes a supplement to Chap-
ter 3, in which (more or less extensive excerpts 
of) these texts had already been quoted in their 
original version, and it also corresponds with 
Chapter 2, where the author indicated the im-
portance of these types of texts. It is also worth 
mentioning that the author of nearly all trans-
lations included in the annex is Professor Al-
eksander Naumow, a prominent paleo-Slavist, 
expert in (Old) Church Slavonic literature and 
Polish translator of numerous incunabula, and 
emphasising the fact that the vast majority 
of the anagraphic texts published in the mono-
graph had never been published before, which is 
of crucial importance, since Petrov – indicating 
the justifiability of multi-faceted research of such 
metatexts – at the same time provides a substan-
tial amount of material for such studies.

Agata Kawecka (Łódź)*

Translated by Konrad Brzozowski

* Uniwersytet Łódzki, Wydział Filologiczny, Katedra 
Filologii Słowiańskiej
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Хърватските бугарщици и техните български съответствия. Статии 
и материали [Croatian bugarštica and Their Bulgarian Equivalents. Articles 
and materials], ed. СТЕФАНА СТОЙКОВА, София 2015, pp. 1521.

Bugarštica [Croatian: bugаrštici] belong to the 
canon of South Slavic folk narrative songs, 

the oldest known examples of which originate 
from 16th century manuscripts compiled in the 
region of the Croatian coast and north-western 
Croatia. Their recorded lyrics were often accom-
panied by an appropriate musical notation. They 
were written in long verses of fifteen and six-
teen syllables, which was – in centuries to come 
–  substituted with the decasyllable, typical for 
the South Slavic heroic epos. In the 19th century, 
a scientific debate was initiated on the genesis 
of the bugarštica, which –  among other things 
– focused upon the etymological relationship be-
tween the Dubrovnian bugariti (to sing sorrow-
fully, to wail) and the parallel bugarska pesen, 
bugarsztica, which for some researchers was the 
proof of the Bulgarian origin of the songs.1

The presented publication was prepared by 
Stefana Mincheva Stoikova, a Bulgarian expert 
in ethnology and author of numerous scientif-
ic publications, including editions of Bulgarian 
folk culture2. For many years, Professor Stoikova 

1 The publication was released as part of the proj-
ect called Reception of the Literary Output and Folk 
Culture of the Slavia Orthodoxa circle in Poland – the 
History and Bibliography of the Translation Production 
(Recepcja piśmiennictwa oraz literatury ludowej kręgu 
Slaviae Orthodoxae w Polsce – historia i bibliografia 
twórczości przekładowej) and implemented at the 
Ceraneum Centre, the University of Łódź. The project 
was financed by the National Science Centre, decision 
number DEC-2012/05/E/HS2/03827.
2 A selected bibliography: Цв. РОМАНСКА, Ст. СТОЙ-

КОВА, Принос към изучаването на българския парти-
зански бит и фолклор (По материали от Плевенско 
и  Ловешко), София 1954; Ст.  СТОЙКОВА, Огнището 
в  българския бит, София 1956; eadem, Български 
народни гатанки, София 1961; Български юнашки 
епос, ed. Р. АНГЕЛОВА, Л. БОГДАНОВА, Цв. РОМАНСКА, 
Е. СТОИН, Ст. СТОЙКОВА, София 1971; Българска на-
родна поезия и проза в седем тома, t.  III, Хайдушки 

was deputy head of the Folklore Institute at the 
Bulgarian Academy of Sciences and the head 
of the ‘Verbal Folklore’ Department within the 
Institute. Not only is the publication, entitled 
Хърватските бугарщици и техните българ-
ски съответствия. Статии и  материали, 
a summary of previous research in bugarštica 
conducted both by the author and other Bulgar-
ian ethnologists and folklorists, but also a form 
of encouragement to continue the studies.

The publication consists of an introduc-
tion written by Stoikova and eight articles, two 
of which are also compiled by Stoikova herself, 
followed by annexes, a dialect dictionary, in-
dexes (of people and geographical names which 
are included in the texts of the songs, their per-
formers and persons responsible for passing the 
lyrics, historical figures and researchers), and 
a summary in English. As explained by Stoikova, 
the main purpose behind the publication is to 
present – on the example of some selected texts 
by Bulgarian ethnologists –  the development 
of Bulgarian scientific thought over the phe-
nomenon of bugarštica. The research papers and 
studies are supplemented with source annexes, 
i.e. texts of epic songs collected during fieldwork 
conducted in Bulgaria in the second half of the 
20th century, which are similar to bugarštica 
in terms of form, genre and content. The publi-
cation is aimed at all those interested in the sub-
ject of the oldest known Slavic folk songs.

The reader’s initial contact with the very first 
part, entitled Articles, may come as a disappoint-
ment, since it only contains quotations of the 
selected texts, even if in the Introduction their 
publication in a shared collection was justified 

и исторически песни, ed. Ст. СТОЙКОВА, София 1983; 
Български хайдушки и революционен песенен фолклор, 
ed. Л. БОГДАНОВА, Р. ИВАНОВА, Ст. СТОЙКОВА, София 
2001; Ст. СТОЙКОВА, Български гатанки, София 2011.
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by the fact that studies are dispersed and not easy 
to be accessed. Naturally, anyone knowledgeable 
in Slavic folkloristics is well aware of the fact that, 
for instance, in its original edition, the article by 
Ivan D.  Shishmanov (p.  11–14) numbered sev-
eral dozen large-format pages and did not refer 
exclusively to bugarštica, but to the contempo-
rary problems of the then-developing Bulgarian 
ethnography, and therefore, reissuing its com-
plete text in this publication would be of little or 
no use. The part entitled Articles mainly contains 
excerpts from selected texts, which can be treat-
ed as a chrestomathy or an academic textbook 
that outlines the issue and encourages the reader 
to expand their knowledge (perhaps, footnotes 
should refer to complete texts and not only to 
the quoted fragments). The excerpts have been 
arranged chronologically, in the order they were 
written (and which does not always reflect their 
publication date), which proves to be a perfect 
solution to present the course of development 
of the Bulgarian scientific interests. To my mind, 
however, the publication lacks texts (or, at least, 
a single example) by representatives of Croatian 
folkloristics, e.g. Maja Bošković-Stulli, which 
would demonstrate the standpoint of folkloris-
tics other than the Bulgarian one3.

A exceptionally valuable part of the Хър-
ватските бугарщици и  техните български 
съответствия. Статии и материали is an-
other article by Stoikova entitled Materials and 
Comments on the Issue of Bulgarian Equivalents 
of Croatian Bugarštica (Материали и бележки 
към въпроса за българските съответствия 
на хърватските бугарщици, p. 60–98), which 
has been published for the very first time and 
contains a somewhat scientific compromise. 
Initially, the author does not opt for any of the 
scientific theses formulated to explain the origins 
of bugarštica. Instead, as Stoikova emphasises on 
numerous occasions, she focuses on the very few 
(and yet recorded) examples of Bulgarian epic 
songs of a longer verse (decasyllable), which are 
similar to bugarštica. The analysis of over a doz-
en of texts leads the researcher to note a series 
of similarities between Bulgarian heroic epos, 
written in the 19th and 20th centuries, and the old-

3 Cf. M. Bošković-Stulli, Balladic Forms of the Bu-
garštica and Epic Songs, OT 6.2/3, 1991, p. 225–238.

est Croatian bugarštica. Having scrutinised the 
plots of more modern songs, Stoikova concludes 
that the shorter verse (four syllables), which can 
be encountered in decasyllable Bulgarian epic 
songs, may have been created upon the decom-
position of the archaic verse of thirteen syllables.

Aiming at quoting new facts related to the 
origins of bugarštica, Stoikova refers to other 
directions of research – she abandons linguistic 
and even ethnographic studies and turns to the 
latest musicological research. The performance 
of Croatian bugarštica was accompanied by mu-
sic, e.g. played on the stringed instrument called 
the bulgarina (tamburica), which –  in turn 
– would explain the nomenclature of the genre. 
Nevertheless, the explanation would be partial 
since the instrument has been immensely pop-
ular across the whole Balkan territory, where it 
had probably been brought from Asia Minor. 
And that means its route was not convergent 
with the direction from which the long-versed 
poems may have come (Italy). Eventually, how-
ever, the author is inclined to accept the thesis 
of the Bulgarian origin of bugarštica – admitted-
ly, these songs were not originally Bulgarian, but 
they may have been carried to the Croatian coast 
by Bulgarian highland craftsmen who had been 
seeking jobs abroad.

The source-based part of the publication 
entitled Annexes begins with the two oldest Cro-
atian bugarštica, collected by Petar Hektorović 
in 1555. The further part of the annex chapter 
consists of Bulgarian ‘equivalents’ of Croatian 
texts – named as such for the sake of their sim-
ilarity in terms of form and content, provided 
in various versions, compared with one anoth-
er in columns, and frequently including cor-
responding musical notation. The collection 
contains eighteen texts of Bulgarian songs, with 
some that have never been published before. 
The majority of these works, which were writ-
ten down in the course of ethnographical field 
research in the second half of the 20th century, 
prove how lively South Slavic oral traditions were 
and how important it is for them to be further 
researched and published in print. The annex 
section closes with four songs which had been 
included in the collection by Stefan Ilić Verković 
and then reprinted by Petko Rachov Slaveykov. 
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These are lyrical works, similar to ballads, which 
allows Stoikova to draw the conclusion that 
there are both epic and lyrical bugarštica. The 
subject matter of the remaining songs is con-
gruent with the motifs known from heroic epos, 
i.e. it is related to the struggle of such heroes as 
Prince Mark and other gallant swordsmen, in-
cluding very young ones, against the Turkish en-
emy, and occasionally to the events of their love 
life. The songs have their local colour, expressed 
in the names of characters, the development 
of the plot and fictional details. They contain 
a number of constituents which are described as 
‘extremely archaic’, of mythological provenance 
(e.g. characters presented as little kids and their 
superhuman strength).

As Stoikova notices in the Summary, Bul-
garian archives are in possession of numerous 
unique texts of songs which have never been 
published before and deserve special attention 
and professional analysis. When presenting the 
results of the past research, the author of Хър-
ватските бугарщици и  техните български 
съответствия aptly points to those aspects 
of bugarštica which still await to be studied: their 
poetic form, tonal verse structure, musicologi-
cal approach, and comparative analysis of their 
language against other 16th century texts, e.g. 
sermons by Damaskinos Stouditis. A similar 
revision would be required in the case of some 

studies which were already conducted, e.g. com-
parative analysis with Greek verse.

The discussed study, despite its relatively 
short length, provides the reader with a substan-
tially sound pool of knowledge, expressed both 
in the scientific text and the publication of orig-
inal source material. My remarks regarding the 
validity of quoting only fragments of articles are 
of secondary importance in the face of Stoikova’s 
comment summarising the present state of re-
search in bugarštica and the content of the an-
nex. On the one hand, the publication synthesis-
es earlier scientific theories and conclusions and, 
on the other hand, it includes their profound re-
vision, encouraging further studies and provok-
ing with an intriguing source text. Thus, it de-
serves to be read, reviewed, commented on and 
promoted. Хърватските бугарщици и  тех-
ните български съответствия is an impor-
tant voice in the debate on what is common and 
foreign within Slavic cultures and relationships 
which represent miscellaneous religious tradi-
tions, a voice that emphasises the gravity of Slav-
ic-Slavic relations, resulting, for instance, in the 
permeation and interaction of literary threads 
and motifs in the mainstream and within folk-
lore, as can be noticed at the textual, linguistic 
and translation levels.4

Karolina Krzeszewska (Łódź)*

* Uniwersytet Łódzki, Centrum Ceraneum

DOI: 10.18778/2084-140X.06.23

Przemysław Marciniak, Taniec w roli Tersytesa. Studia nad satyrą bizantyń- 
ską [Dance in the role of Tersytes: A study of Byzantine satire], Wydawnictwo 
Uniwersytetu Śląskiego, Katowice 2016, pp. 225 [= Prace Naukowe Uniwersytetu 
Śląskiego w Katowicach, 3420].

The work under review, written by Przemy-
sław Marciniak, an expert on Byzantine 

literature, theatre and humour1, deals with 
the issue of Byzantine satirical literature. The 
book’s chronological focus is mainly the twelve 
century. The work is divided into five parts.
1 Among his most important works are: Greek Drama 
in Byzantine Times, Katowice 2004 and Ikona deka-
dencji. Wybrane problemy europejskiej recepcji Bizan-
cjum od XVII do XX wieku, Katowice 2009.

In Part 1, Satyra w Bizancjum [Satire in By-
zantium], p. 15–31, Marciniak attempts to de-
fine satire as a literary genre, reaching as far 
back as (sίlloi) Xenophanes. In his search for 
the meaning of the concept of satire, he follows 
some distinguished Byzantine authors such as 
Eusthatius, John of Lidia, Phocius, Psellos and 
Tzetzes. His analysis indicates a semantic af-
finity between the term satire, as understood 
in Byzantine culture, and other concepts such 
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as invective, comedy, lerody and drama. In the 
conclusion of this part of the book, Marciniak 
states that satire, which owed its popularity to 
the contradictions that plagued the Byzantine 
society and which provided an outlet for both 
individual and group emotions, was present 
in Byzantine literature on a noticeable scale.

Part 2, Z kogo się śmiejecie? Z innych się śmie-
jecie! – humor w bizantyńskich satyrach [Whom 
are you laughing at? You are laughing at others! 
Humour in Byzantine satires], p. 33–55), focuses 
on the Byzantine sense of humour. In addition 
to highlighting the difficulties that the contem-
porary reader is likely to encounter in trying to 
understand this, the author specifies its consti-
tutive elements and points out subjects com-
monly joked about (those in position of power, 
sex, religious zealotry). He also emphasises the 
fact that there are both coarse and subtle jokes 
to be found in Byzantine satirical literature. The 
jokes that fall into the second category called for 
some familiarity with the literary canon.

Part 3, Z Samosat do Konstantynopola 
(From Samosata to Constantinople, pp. 55–90), 
is devoted to Lucian of Samosata and to the 
great influence he exercised on the Byzantine 
satirical literature. The author tries to explain 
the popularity that Lucian’s works enjoyed 
in Byzantium – a fact quite remarkable in view 
of the latter’s dislike of Christianity. Marciniak 
also tries to retrace the process of Lucian’s ac-
quisition of the status of a classic author, in-
dicating that his oeuvre drew much attention 
in the twelfth century, especially in the circle 
of Theodore Prodromos.

Part 4, Bizantyński Lukian – Teodor Prodro-
mos i jego satyry [A Byzantine Lucian – Theodo-
re Podromus and his satires], p. 91–130, contains 
the analysis of some selected satirical works by 
Prodromus, including Sale of political and po-
etical lives (Bion Prasis), Against a lustful old 
woman and Against an old bearded man. While 
Prodromus’ work is shown to be indebted to that 
of Lucian’s, the author also convincingly demon-
strates the originality of the Byzantine author.

Part 5, Wesołe podziemia, czyli satyryczna 
katabaza (Merry underworld, or a satirical ka-
tabasia], p.  131–162) is devoted to Byzantine 
katabasias. The author analyses the following 
works: Timarion2, a satire against Stephan Ha-
giochristoforites, Mazaris’ journey to Hades and 
an anonymous cento modelled on Dialogues 
of the dead by Lucian. Marciniak explains their 
origin, characterises their content and shows 
their common characteristics.

The annexes form an important part of the 
book. They contain the translations of Against 
a lustful, old woman, of an anonymous cento 
analysed in the fifth chapter and of the edition 
of Sale of political and poetical lives prepared 
by E. Cullhed (p. 167–203). The work also in-
cludes a preface (p.  7–13) and a bibliography 
(p. 205–225).

To conclude, Przemysław Marciniak has 
given us an interesting and important work. 
Taniec w roli Tersytesa greatly deepens our un-
derstanding of Byzantine satirical literature and 
the Byzantine sense of humour. Given the fact 
that respective parts of the book appeared as ar-
ticles in important scholarly journals devoted to 
the history of Byzantium (Byzantinoslavica and 
Dumbarton Oaks Papers), the author’s findings 
will become part of scholarly conversation out-
side Poland. It is worth noting that the trans-
lations of Byzantine works into Polish included 
in the book add to a small number of Byzantine 
literary texts available to the Polish reader.

Mirosław J. Leszka (Łódź)*
Translated by Artur Mękarski

* Uniwersytet Łódzki, Wydział Filozoficzno-Historycz-
ny, Katedra Historii Bizancjum
2 The work has recently been translated into Polish 
by Przemysław Marciniak and Katarzyna Warcaba 
(Timarion albo Timariona przypadki przez niego opo-
wiedziane, trans. P.  Marciniak, K.  Warcaba, pref. 
P. Marciniak, Katowice 2014, pp. 120).
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Stanisław Rek, Kosowe Pole 1389 [Kosovo 1389], Bellona, Warszawa 2016, 
pp. 180 [= Historyczne Bitwy].

The battle of Kosovo in June 1389 formed 
an important part of the Serbs’ struggle 

against the Turks who, in the latter half of the 
fourteenth century, had begun to conquer the 
Balkans. Contrary to what one might be 
inclined to think the battle, which did not end 
in as clear a victory for the Turks as is often 
assumed, did not have a particularly significant 
impact on the future of the Serbian lands. 
However, there can be no doubt that the myth 
that has built up around this battle has played 
a very significant role in shaping the Serbian 
national consciousness.

For a long time the battle of Kosovo did not 
attract the attention of Polish scholars. How-
ever, this has recently changed. The years 2015 
and 2016 saw the publication of books by Ilona 
Czamańska and Jan Leśny1, and Stanisław Rek, 
respectively. Although the book under review 
is intended for readers who are not necessar-
ily experts on the subject matter, it is written 
by a professional historian and so is based on 
a wide range of primary sources and on a huge 
body of secondary literature2. It is divided into 
three parts. Part 1, Turcy i ich ekspansja w Azji

1 I.  Czamańska, J.  Leśny, Bitwa na Kosowym Polu 
1389, Wydawnictwo Poznańskie, Poznań 2015, 
pp. 245. The review of the book – M.J. Leszka, SCer 
5, 2015, pp. 379–380.
2 It seems that the author should have made greater 
use of Bulgarian literature (for example. П. ПАВЛОВ, 
И. ТЮТЮНДЖИЕВ, Oсманските турци и  краят 
на средновековна България, Велико Търново 1991; 
iidem, Българите и  османското завоевание (кра-
ят на XIII –  средата на XV в.), Велико Търново 
1995) as well as Polish one (M. Salamon, Bizancjum 
i Bułgaria wobec ekspansji tureckiej w dobie bitwy na 
Kosowym Polu, [in:]  600–lecie bitwy na Kosowym 
Polu, red. K.  Baczkowski, Kraków 1992, s.  29–43;

i w Europie [The Turks and their expansion 
in Asia and in Europe], p. 15–52, deals with the 
rise of the Ottoman state, characterizes the mili-
tary organization the Turks created and discuss-
es the expansion pursued until the 1360s, first 
in Asia and then in the Balkans. Part 2, Impe-
rium osmańskie i „stare imperia” na Bałkanach 
[The Ottoman state and “old empires” in the 
Balkans], p. 53–82, describes the situation that 
emerged in the Balkans after the battle of Mar-
itsa and recounts the Turkish expansion that 
took place between the clash at Maritsa, so trag-
ic for the Serbs, and the battle of Kosovo. Part 3, 
Wielka bitwa [The Great Battle], p.  85–166, is 
the main part of the book and provides a thor-
ough analysis of the Kosovo campaign, includ-
ing its causes, the description of the strength 
of both sides, the course of the battle itself and 
its effects. The work also contains a preface 
(p. 5–13), maps and plans (p. 167–170), the list 
of abbreviations (p.  171), and a bibliography 
(p. 173–180).

Minor remarks. Given the devaluation 
of the imperial title in the fourteenth century, 
one should not attach a special weight to Stefan 
Dušan’s imperial ambitions. Laonicus Chalco-
condyles was the Byzantine historian and the 
author of Historiarum Libri decem, not Chal-
condyles (p. 174).

K.  Marinow, Problem zdobycia Tyrnowa przez Tur-
ków Osmańskich w literaturze naukowej oraz w świe-
tle źródeł pisanych i archeologicznych, Mars 17, 2004, 
s.  3–23; idem, Wybrane problemy upadku Tyrnowa, 
AUL.FH 80, 2005, p.  139–160). These works would 
not add any significant details to the picture of the 
battle itself, but would highlight some specific issues 
raised in Rek’s book (Bulgarian-Turkish relations, the 
failure to form the anti-Turkish coalition in the four-
teenth century).

http://dx.doi.org/10.18778/2084-140X.06.24
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Although presented in a popular form, Sta-
nisław Rek’s book proposes interesting hypoth-
eses and provides original conclusions. It can be 
considered to perfectly complement the work 
by Ilona Czamańska and Jan Leśny. Written in

a fluid language, it is certain to attract a great 
number of readers.

Mirosław J. Leszka (Łódź)*

Translated by Artur Mękarski3

* Uniwersytet Łódzki, Wydział Filozoficzno-Historyczny, 
Katedra Historii Bizancjum

DOI: 10.18778/2084-140X.06.25

Błażej Szefliński, Trzy oblicza Sawy Nemanjicia. Postać historyczna – auto- 
kreacja – postać literacka [Three Faces of Sava Nemanjić: a historical figure, self-
creation and literary character], Łódź 2016, pp. 342 [= Byzantina Lodziensia, 25].

Sava Nemanjić-Rastko – the son of Stephan 
Nemanja, the founder of the medieval 

Serbian state –  is an eminent figure who left 
his mark on the history of his own country 
and of the whole Christian ecumene. He was 
a founder of an independent Serbian church 
and its first archbishop; a sainted monk; 
a co-founder of Hilandar, the Serbian mon-
astery on Athos; the author of the typikons 
of many monasteries; a lawgiver; a man of let-
ters; and a politician. Proclaimed a saint, he is 
still held in reverence by the members of the 
Orthodox Church. He has attracted the atten-
tion of a great number of scholars, not only 
the Serbs, and the number of published works 
about him runs to thousands.

The book under review was written by 
Błażej Szefliński, a slavist of the younger gen-
eration from Łódź. Perhaps it is his young age 
that gave the author the courage to deal with 
the topic, which has already been covered by 
so many distinguished scholars. The main aim 
of the book is to collect all the available infor-
mation about Sava’s life and to juxtapose it with 
the saint’s image found both in his own works 
and in the works of other medieval Serbian au-
thors (epic literature).

The book is divided into four main parts. 
Chapter  1, Stan badań nad życiem i średnio-
wiecznym wizerunkiem literackim Sawy Neman-
jicia [The State of research into the life and me-
dieval literary image of Sava Nemanjić], p. 7–26, 

offers a survey of the book’s primary sources 
and presents the modern scholarship’s findings 
regarding Sava’s life and literary image. Chap-
ter  2, Sawa jako postać historyczna [Sava as 
a historical figure], p.  27–148, recounts Sava’s 
life. Of particular note here are the paragraphs 
that deal with the issue of dating Sava’s birth, the 
problem of the establishment of Serbian arch-
bishopric, and the question of whether the saint 
owned a city district before escaping to Athos. 
In Chapter 3, Kreacja własnego wizerunku przez 
Sawę [Sava’s creation of self-image], p. 149–172, 
Szefliński analyses Sava’s writings [e.g.: Karyes 
Typikon, Life of Simeon, The letter to Spirydon, 
the hegumen of Studenica] in terms of the de-
liberate attempts to create his self-image. This 
analysis indicates that Sava tended to present 
himself as a humble person –  a tendency that 
was to a certain extent fuelled by existing con-
vention. What also shines through the saint’s 
writings is his strong self-esteem. Chapter  4, 
Sawa jako postać literacka w serbskich utwo-
rach epickich epoki średniowiecza [Sava as 
a literary figure in Serbian medieval epic works], 
p.  173–220, provides an analysis of some Ser-
bian texts containing references to the subject 
of Szefliński’s book: Hilandarska povelja and 
The Life of St. Simeon by Stefan Nemanja; The 
Prologue Life of Saint Sava by Arsenius; The 
Prologue Life of Saint Sava (older), The Life 
of St. Sava by Domentian; The Life of St. Sava by 
Theodosius of Hilandar; The Life of Archbishop 
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Leśny1, it can be used by Polish readers as a re-
liable source of knowledge about the first mem-
bers of the Nemanjić dynasty. The inclusion 
of extensive fragments of The Life of St. Sava by 
Theodosius of Hilandar, translated into Polish, 
adds to a small number of Serbian medieval 
texts available to the Polish reader. One can also 
hope that this young scholar’s book will become 
part of the international scholarly discourse.

Mirosław J. Leszka (Łódź)*

Translated by Artur Mękarski

* Uniwersytet Łódzki, Wydział Filozoficzno-Historycz-
ny, Katedra Historii Bizancjum
1 J. Leśny, Studia nad początkami serbskiej monarchii 
Nemaniczów (połowa XI –  koniec XII wieku), Wro-
cław 1989.

Arsenius by Daniel II; and A Short Life of 
St. Sava. Szefliński tries to examine the way 
in which Sava is portrayed in these works. He 
also aims to explain the reasons why different 
authors described St. Sava in so different ways.

The book also includes an annex (a transla-
tion of an extensive fragment of The Life of St. 
Sava by Theodosius of Hilandar, p.  227–274), 
a preface (p.  1–6), conclusions (p.  221–226), 
the list of abbreviations (p.  275–278), a bibli-
ography (p.  279–314), summary (p.  315–320), 
a names index (321–328), the index of admin-
istrative, ethnic and place names (p. 329–334), 
illustrations (p. 335–337).

This book is the first monograph on St. Sava 
written in Polish. Along with the work by Jan 
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Симеонов сборник (по Светославовия препис от 1073 г.) [Сборник Симеона 
(по списку Святослава 1073  г.)], ed.  ПЕТЯ ЯНЕВА, vol.  III, Гръцки извори 
[Греческие источники], Издателство на БАН „Проф. Марин Дринов”, 
София 2015, pp. 1242.

Рецензируемое издание создано при 
поддержке Кирилло-Мефодиевского на-
учного центра Болгарской академии наук 
и  Лингвотекстологической лаборатории 
при Софийском университете им. св. Кли-
мента Охридского под руководством проф. 
Р. Павловой. Книга вышла под общей ре- 
дакцией акад. П. Динекова.

Сам сборник был переведен для болгар-
ского царя Симеона I (правление 893–927 гг.) 
с греческого на славянский язык в конце IX 
–  начале X века. Настоящее издание было 
подготовлено по его списку 1073 г., сделан-
ному для Святослава Ярославича. Список 
был открыт в 1817 г. в Воскресенском Ново-
иерусалимском монастыре К. Ф. Калайдови-
чем и П.М. Строевым.

Книга посвящена греческим источни-
кам славянского перевода и является частью 
серии, состоящей из трех томов: первый 

том1 был опубликован в 1991 г. и содержит 
исследования и  текст; второй том2 был из-
дан в 1993 г. и содержит словарь-индекс. За 
основу славянского текста было взято фото-
типное издание 1983 г. (Москва) Изборника 
1073, с привлечением литографического из-
дания 1880 г. (Санкт-Петербург).

В третьем томе воспроизводится из-
дание славянского текста 1991  г., из кото-
рого, после дополнительной сверки, были 
устранены допущенные неточности и учте-
ны проведенные с того времени лингво-
текстологические исследования. Издание 
открывает краткое введение и  пять глав 

1 Симеонов сборник (по Светославовия препис 
от 1073  г.), ed. П. ДИНЕКОВ, vol.  I. Изследвания 
и текст, София 1991.
2 Симеонов сборник (по Светославовия препис от 
1073  г.), ed. П. ДИНЕКОВ, vol.  II. Речник–индекс, 
София 1993.
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с научными статьями, в  которых собраны 
основные сведения и результаты исследова-
ний, относящиеся к сборнику Симеона и его 
греческим источникам. В своих исследова-
ниях П. Янева использовала комплекс мето-
дов палеографии, кодикологии, текстологии 
и  критики текста. Автор замечает, что при 
издании исторического текста необходимо 
провести анализ в четырех вышеупомяну-
тых сферах. Это позволит дать объективную 
оценку анализируемому произведению.

В первой главе (Към палеографската 
и  кодикологическата характеристика 
на гръцките сборници [К палеографиче-
ской и  кодикологической характеристике 
греческих сборников], с.  17–32) автор дает 
характеристику греческих рукописей, ис-
пользованных при создании издания. 
Приводится исторический очерк на тему из-
учения греческих источников и  их славян-
ского перевода.

Вторая глава (Съдържание на текста 
[Содержание текста], с.  33–55) посвящена 
составу сборника Симеона. Автор анали-
зирует содержание текста, а именно, какие 
отрывки входят в греческие сборники и ка-
кие из них находятся в славянских текстах. 
Предлагается обзор библейских цитат, 
используемых в  греческих источниках. 
Представлены наблюдения, касающиеся 
композиции текста и его возможных изме-
нений в  процессе компиляции. Оговари-
ваются вопросы, связанные с авторством 
и  редакциями текста. П.  Янева замечает, 
что в антологии представлены более 40 раз-
личных авторов, 140 произведений, 10 книг 
Нового Завета и 24 Ветхого.

В третьей главе (Структура на тек-
ста [Структура текста], с. 56–69) анали-
зируется структура текста с точки зрения 
технических и тематических аспектов. Ого-
варивается оформление текста, в частности, 
обсуждается вопрос маргиналий и  темати-
ческого деления компиляции.

В четвертой главе (Хронология и  кул-
турен контекст на разпространението на 
гръцките антологии [Хронология и  куль- 
турный контекст распространения гре-
ческих антологий], с.  70–82) представля-

ются хронологические данные и  сведения 
о контексте распространения греческих 
источников. Автор пытается определить 
хронологические рамки возникновения гре-
ческих основ сборника Симеона и  время, 
в котором компиляция получила свое окон-
чательное оформление, а также выяснить, 
на каком этапе существования греческого 
текста появился его славянский перевод. 
Представлены предположения относитель-
но отрывков, вошедших в состав компиля-
ции, места ее создания и т. д.

В пятой главе (Езикови особености [Язы- 
ковые особенности], с. 83–95) автор просле-
живает связи между греческими и  славян-
скими рукописями на основе их языковых 
и текстологических особенностей. Далее сле-
дует статья, посвященная выводам П. Яневой 
(Изводи [Выводы], с. 96–101), библиография, 
в которой были учтены новые публикации, 
вышедшие после 1991 г. (с. 102–108), а также 
перечень использованных рукописей и спи-
сок приложений (с. 109).

К вводным главам прилагается крат-
кое резюме на английском языке (Textology 
and language peculiarities of the Greek filologia 
– sources of the Symeon’s miscellany [According 
to Svetoslav’s Copy of 1073], c. 110), посвящен-
ное текстологии и особенностям греческих 
источников и статья, в которой оговарива-
ются принципы издания греческого текс- 
та (с.  113–114). В разделе Sigla отражены 
специальные знаки, использованные в  из-
дании (с. 115), в разделе Conspectus librorum 
(с. 116) представлены сокращения названий 
библейских книг и  изданий. В заключении 
находится статья о принципах издания 
славянского текста (с.  117–118), написан-
ная А. Минчевой, Ц. Досевой и Ц. Ралевой, 
а  также библиография исследований сбор-
ника Симеона (с. 1223), составленная В. Же-
лязковой. В состав издания входит CD-диск 
с приложениями.

Что касается греческого текста, то он 
издан с использованием византийских ко-
дексов, наиболее близких к славянскому 
списку: Coislinianus graecus 120, Coislinianus 
graecus 258, Vaticanus graecus 423, Ambro-
sianus graecus 489, olim L 88 sup. и частично 
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Athous Laurae Г 115. В издании славянский 
перевод опубликован параллельно по от-
ношению ко греческому тексту. Тексты 
синхронизированы и  находятся на проти-
воположных страницах. Из-за расхожде-
ний между структурой греческих текстов 
и  славянским переводом, представленным 
списком Изборника Святослава 1073, в из-
дании автор следует структуре греческого 
списка Coislinianus graecus 120, который яв-
ляется наиболее близким к первоначально-
му оформлению текста.

В заключение хотелось бы отметить, что 
данное издание является результатом мно-
голетнего труда П. Яневой, начавшей свою 
работу над греческими источниками сбор-
ника Симеона еще в 1984 г. За все эти годы 

П.  Яневой необходимо было исследовать 
огромное количество разнородного мате-
риала и  провести комплексный сопостави-
тельный анализ греческого и  славянского 
текстов. В издании собраны и представлены 
результаты этой трудоемкой работы.

Третий том издания сборника Симеона 
(по списку Святослава 1073  г.), несомнен-
но, представляет большой научный интерес 
и является солидным научным трудом, вно-
сящим значительный вклад как в  болгар-
скую, так и в мировую медиевистику.3

Сергей Новицкий (Лодзь)*

* Uniwersytet Łódzki, Wydział Filologiczny, Katedra Filo- 
logii Słowiańskiej
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Marek Wilczyński, Gejzeryk i „czwarta wojna punicka” [Geiseric and the 
‘Fourth Punic War’], Wydawnictwo Napoleon V, Oświęcim 2016, pp. 241.

The presented book was written by prof. 
Marek Wilczyński, a Polish historian 

of Late Antiquity and Early Middle Ages 
from the History Institute of the Pedagogical 
University of Cracow. He is well known in Polish 
academia for his research that concerns such 
topics as the history of the Migration Period 
and the Germanic Kingdoms, especially those 
of Vandals and Sueves, and the role of barbarians 
in the political and military structures of the 
Late Roman Empire. The presented book, an 
extended biography of Geiseric, the King of the 
Vandals, is the most recent in the long list of the 
author’s publications about these problems1. 
The author however does not only present 
the newest research and ideas on the Vandal 
Kingdom, but also intends to popularize the 

1 The most important of which are the following 
books; Zagraniczna i wewnętrzna polityka afrykań-
skiego państwa Wandalów, Kraków 1994; Germanie 
w służbie zachodniorzymskiej w V w. n.e. Studium pro-
sopograficzne, Kraków 2001; Królestwo Swebów –  re-
gnum in extremitate mundi, Kraków 2011.

history of the Late Antiquity among a broader, 
more general public.

The book starts with an extensive preface 
divided into several subsections (p. 7–28) where 
the author introduces the topic of the study with 
basic information about Geiseric, his time and 
the sources, as well as presenting his concept 
of the narrative. The book is divided into nine 
chapters presenting Geiseric’s life and the his-
torical background in a chronological order. 
The first one, Trudne dzieciństwo. Pochodzenie 
Gejzeryka i jego droga ku granicy Imperium 
Romanum [Difficult Childhood. The Origins 
of Gaiseric and His Way to the Border of Impe-
rium Romanum, p.  29–41], is concerned with 
rarely approached topic of Geiseric’s youth and 
his roots. It is followed by the second chapter, 
U boku brata [By His Brother’s Side, p. 43–76], 
which describes the events of the Vandal march 
through Gaul and their settlement in Spain, 
when Geiseric was a co-ruler alongside of Gun-
deric. The third chapter, Afrykański zbożowy 
sen złoty [The African Golden Cereal Dream, 

http://dx.doi.org/10.18778/2084-140X.06.27
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p. 77–86], explains why the African lands were 
so tempting for barbarian tribes and describes 
earlier unsuccessful Gothic attempts to con-
quer them. The fourth chapter, Gdzie dwóch 
się bije tam trzeci korzysta. Wielka przeprawa 
na ląd afrykański i marsz na wschód ku Karta-
ginie [When Two Quarrel, a Third Wins. The 
Great Crossing to the African Soil and the March 
Eastwards Towards Carthage, p.  87–110], is 
concerned with the situation in Africa at the 
brink of the Vandal attack, the invasion itself, 
and the events surrounding the conflict until 
the conclusion of the first peace of 435. The 
next one, Kto nie wątpił w czyją przyjaźń? 
Pierwsza faza „czwartej wojny punickiej”. Zaję-
cie Kartaginy i pokój 442 r. [Who Did not Doubt 
in Whose Friendship? The First Phase of the 
‘Fourth Punic War’, The capture of Carthage 
and the peace of 442, p.  111–124], covers the 
relationship between Vandals and Romans af-
ter the peace, the surprise capture of Carthage 
in 439, and the ensuing war. The sixth chapter, 
Dyplomacja, bunty, zaręczyny i rozwody. Okres 
pokojowej koegzystencji 442–454  r. [Diploma-
cy, Riots, Betrothals and Divorces. The Time 
of Peaceful Coexistence 442–454, p.  125–143], 
describes how Geiseric peacefully managed to 
achieve his goal of becoming a recognized ruler 
through the means of diplomacy, and linking 
his house with the Imperial by having his son 
Huneric betrothed to the Valentinian’s daugh-
ter. The following chapter, Czego Hannibal 
nie dokonał –  Gisericus intra portas! Zdobycie 
i złupienie Rzymu w 455 r. [What Hannibal Did 
not Manage – Gisericus Intra Portas! The Cap-
ture and Sack of Rome in 455, p. 145–155], tells 
about his most famous deed, the sack of Rome, 
which was Geiseric’s direct answer to the death 
of his previous political partners and an attempt 
at securing his assets attained earlier. In the 
eight chapter, Drugiej Zamy nie było. Gejzeryk 
nie pozwala odebrać sobie zdobyczy. Nieudane 
rzymskie próby rewindykacji Afryki i zawar-
cie ostatecznego pokoju. [There Was No Second 
Zama. Geiseric Doesn’t Let His Spoils Be Taken 

Away. Unsuccessful Roman Attempts at the Re-
covery of Africa and the Conclusion of the Final 
Peace, p. 157–189], the author proceeds to ex-
plain how the King managed to defend himself 
against Roman attempts at the reconquest and 
established a lasting peace that enabled Vandals 
to rule over Africa for almost six decades. The 
ninth chapter, Pozamilitarne tło “czwartej wo-
jny punickiej” [The Non-Military Background 
of the ‘Fourth Punic War’, p.  191–209], delves 
into topics that are much more obscure in the 
sources, namely the King’s piety and steward-
ship. The final chapter, Zwycięzca w „czwartej 
wojnie punickiej”. Gejzeryk Wielki –  parę słów 
na zakończenie. [The Winner in the ‘Fourth Pu-
nic War’. Geiseric the Great – a Couple of Con-
cluding Words, p.  211–214], contains author’s 
assessment of the persona of Geiseric, and as 
a conclusion, he justifiably calls the hero of his 
book one of the greatest statesmen and leaders 
in the history of antiquity. The book also con-
tains bibliography (p.  215–233) and an index 
(p. 234–241).

The work of Marek Wilczyński provides an 
expert analysis and an enjoyable lecture. The 
author utilizes a variety of sources, the most 
recent research in the field, and also voices his 
own opinions, adding to the discussion in the 
academia, so the scientific value of the narrative 
is not affected by lighter tones, meant to cater to 
more general audience. Considering the scarci-
ty of sources regarding some aspects of Geiser-
ic’s life, it is an impressive achievement that the 
author managed to deliver such a complete and 
thorough biography.

In conclusion, the book is an important 
entry in the Polish historiography of Late Anti-
quity, as it captures its best traditions, combin-
ing both scientific expertise and literary value.2

Łukasz Pigoński (Łódź)*

* Uniwersytet Łódzki, Wydział Filozoficzno-Historyczny, 
Katedra Historii Bizancjum
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Abbreviations

AA.ASH Acta antiqua. Academiae Scientiarum Hungaricae
AAAHP Acta ad archaeologiam et artium historiam pertinentia
AB Analecta Bollandiana
ABR.BB Antiquitas, Byzantium, Renascentia. Bibliotheca Byzantina
AClas Acta Classica: Proceedings of the Classical Association of South 

Africa
ACRDAC Atti del Centro Ricerche e Documentazione sull’Antichità Classica
AJA American Journal of Archaeology
AK Antike Kunst. Zeitschri� für klassische Archäologie
AKi Arbeiten zur Kirchengeschichte
ANRW Aufstieg und Niedergang der römischen Welt. Geschichte und Kul-

tur Roms im Spiegel der neueren Forschung, T. I, Von den Anfängen 
Roms bis zum Ausgang der Republik, Bd. I–IV, hrsg. H. Temporini, 
New York–Berlin 1972–1973; T.  II, Principat, Bd. I–XXXVII, hrsg. 
H. Temporini, W. Haase, New York–Berlin 1974–.

ANSMN American Numismatic Society, Museum Notes
Apocr Apocrypha
APu Analele Putnei/�e Annals of Putna
ARg Archiv für Religionsgeschichte
ArtB �e Art Bulletin: a quarterly published by the College Art Associa-

tion of America
ArtC Arte Cristiana
ASP Archiv für slavische Philologie
ASSR Archives de Sciences Sociales des Religions
AUAJ.AAA Acta Universitatis de Attila József nominatae. Acta Antiqua et Archaeo- 

logica
AUL.FH Acta Universitatis Lodziensis. Folia Historica
AUL.FL Acta Universitatis Lodziensis. Folia Linguistica
AUNC.FP Acta Universitatis Nicolai Copernici. Filologia Polska
B Byzantion. Revue internationale des études byzantines
BA Bollettino d’arte
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BArchiv Byzantinisches Archiv
BESL Beiträge der Europäischen Slavistischen Linguistik
BF Byzantinische Forschungen. Internationale Zeitschri� für Byzan-

tinistik
BGLS Bausteine zur Geschichte der Literatur bei der Slaven
BHG Bibliotheca Hagiographica Graeca
BHM Bulletin of the History of Medicine
BICS Bulletin of the Institute of Classical Studies of the University of 

London
BL Byzantina Lodziensia
BMGS Byzantine and Modern Greek Studies
BOR Biserica Ortodoxă Română
BPT Biblica et Patristica �oruniensia
BR Bilans de Recherche
BSA Bulletin on Sumerian Agriculture
Bsl Byzantinoslavica. Revue internationale des études byzantines
Bslov Byzantinoslovaca
Bslov.M Byzantinoslovaca. Monographiae
BSPK.SF Bausteine zur slavischen Philologie und Kulturgeschichte, Neue 

Folge. Reihe A: Slavistische Forschungen
BZ Byzantinische Zeitschri�
CC.SG Corpus christianorum, Series graeca
CC.SL Corpus christianorum, Series latina
CCM Cahiers de civilisation médiévale, Xe–XIIe siècles
CCO Collectanea Christiana Orientalia
CJ Classical Journal
CMNSJ �e Classical and Medieval Numismatic Society Journal
CQ Classical Quarterly
CRAIBL Comptes rendus des séances de l’année de l’Académie des inscrip-

tions et belles-lettres
CSCO.SI Corpus scriptorum christianorum orientalium. Scriptores Iberici
CSEL Corpus scriptorum ecclesiasticorum latinorum
CSHB Corpus scriptorum historiae byzantinae
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DHA Dialogues d’histoire ancienne
DKAW.PhH Denkschri�en der kaiserlichen Akademie der Wissenscha�en, 

philosophisch-historische Classe
DOP Dumbarton Oaks Papers
E Eos. Commentarii Societatis Philologae Polonorum
EC Les Études classiques
EcHR �e Economic History Review
Efo Etnofoor. Anthropological Journal
EHR English Historical Review
EMS Essays in Medieval Studies
FC �e Fathers of the Church
FE Fundamenta Europaea
Fil Filomata
Filol Filologija. Časopis Razreda za �lološke znanosti Hrvatske akademije 

znanosti i umjetnosti
GCS Die griechischen christlichen Schri�steller der ersten [drei] Jahrhunderte
Ges Gesta. International Center of Medieval Art
GRBS Greek, Roman, and Byzantine Studies
HAM Hortus Artium Medievalium: Journal of the International Research 

Center for Late Antiquity and Middle Ages
Hi Historia. Zeitschri� für alte Geschichte
HPS.LR Haidelberger Publikazionen zur Slavistik, Linguistische Reihe
HT History and �eory: Studies in the Philosophy of History
ICS Illinois Classical Studies
Ima Images. A journal of Jewish art and visual culture
ISBE �e International Standard Bible Encyclopaedia
JHS Journal of Hellenic Studies
JÖB Jahrbuch der Österreichischen Byzantinistik
JPo Język Polski
JRA Journal of Roman Archaeology
KWSS Krakowsko-Wileńskie Studia Slawistyczne
LBa Linguistique balkanique
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LHAZU Ljetopis Hrvatske akademije znanosti i umjetnosti
Mars Mars. Problematyka i Historia Wojskowości. Studia i Materiały
MCV Mélanges de la Casa de Velázquez. Antiquité et moyen âge
Med Medievalia. Revista d’estudis medievals
MJBK Münchner Jahrbuch der bildenden Kunst
Mil.S Millennium-Studien. Studien zu Kultur und Geschichte des ersten 

Jahrtausends n. Chr. / Studies in the Culture and History of the First 
Millennium C.E.

MLSDV Monumenta Linguae Slavicae Dialecti Veteris
MMAA Monographs of the Mediaeval Academy of America
NC �e Numismatic Chronicle. �e Journal of the Royal Society
NTP Novum Testamentum Palaeoslovenice
NTTS New Testament Tools and Studies
OCA Orientalia Christiana Analecta
OCP Orientalia Christiana Periodica
On Onomastica
Osi Osiris. A Research Journal Devoted to the History of Science and 

Its Cultural In�uences
OSP Oxford Slavonic Papers
OT Oral Tradition
Pall Pallas
PB Poikila Byzantina
Pbg Palaeobulgarica / Старобългаристика
Phon Phonetica. International Journal of Phonetic Studies
PKl Przegląd Klasyczny
PKSł Prace Komisji Słowianoznawstwa
Po Polonica
Preter Preternature: Critical and Historical Studies on the Preternature
Psl Palaeoslavica
RA Revue archéologique
RAU.WF Rozprawy Akademii Umiejętności. Wydział Filologiczny
RE Paulys Real-Encyclopädie der classischen Altertumswissenscha�, ed. 

G. Wissowa, W. Kroll, Stuttgart 1894–1978
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REB Revue des études byzantines
REL Revue des études latines
RHu Roczniki Humanistyczne
RINSA Rivista italiana di numismatica e scienze a�ni
RJBH Römisches Jahrbuch der Bibliotheca Hertziana
RQ Römische Quartalschri� für christliche Altertumskunde und für Kir- 

chengeschichte
RRHA.BA Revue Roumaine de l’Art. Série Beaux-Arts
RS Ricerche slavistiche
RSl Rocznik slawistyczny
RTeo Rocznik Teologiczny
Ru Ruthenica. Journal of East European Medieval History and Archae-

ology
S Speculum. A Journal of Medieval Studies
SAr Sudho�s Archiv. Zeitschri� für Wissenscha�sgeschichte (1929–1933 

Sudho�s Archiv für Geschichte der Medizin; 1934–1965 Sudho�s 
Archiv für Geschichte der Medizin und der Naturwissenscha�en)

SASL Storia, antropologia e scienze del linguaggio
SB Studia Balcanica
SC Sources chrétiennes
SCer Studia Ceranea. Journal of the Waldemar Ceran Research Center 

for the History and Culture of the Mediterranean Area and South- 
-Eastern Europe

SCIsr Scripta Classica Israelica. Yearbook of the Israel Society for the Pro-
motion of Classical Studies

ScM �e Scienti�c Monthly
SeS Scripta & e-Scripta
SGa Slavica Gandensia
ShP Starohrvatska prosvjeta
SIc Studies in Iconology
SJsl Studia Judaeoslavica
Sla Slavia
Slo Slovo: Journal of Slavic Languages and Literatures
Slov Slověne
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SMed Studi medievali
SMer Slavia Meridionalis
SMSB Studia mediaevalia Slavica et Byzantina
SÖAW.PHK Sitzungsberichte der Kaiserlichen (Österreichischen) Akademie der 

Wissenscha�en, Wien, Philosophisch-historische Klasse
SOcc Slavia occidentalis
SPhS Specimina Philologiae Slavicae
SPP Symbolae Philologorum Posnaniensium
SRu Studia Russica
SSCISAM Settimane di studio del centro italiano di studi sull’alto medioevo
SSLo Spicilegium Sacrum Lovaniense. Études et documents
SSp Die Slawischen Sprachen
Star Starine, na sviet izdaje Jugoslavenska akademija znanosti i umjetno-

sti, Zagreb
STB Studien und Texte zur Byzantinistik
STT Scripta �eologica �orunensia
SVi Slavistica Vilnensis
TCLP Travaux du Cercle Linguistique du Prague / Prague Linguistic Circle 

Papers
TEG Traditio Exegetica Graeca
TM Travaux et mémoires du Centre de recherches d’histoire et civilisa-

tion byzantines
UMS.HS University of Michigan Studies. Humanistic Series
Verg Vergilius
VP Vox Patrum. Antyk Chrześcijański
WI Word & Image
WS Die Welt der Slaven
WSJ Wiener Slavistisches Jahrbuch
WUNT Wissenscha�liche Untersuchungen zum Neuen Testament
YJS Yale Judaica Series
ZR Zadarska Revija
ZW Zeszyty Wiejskie
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* * *
АПри Археографски прилози
БE Български език
БJф Библиотека Jужнословенског филолога
БСт Български старини
ГББИ Годишник на Българския библиографски институт
BB Византийский Временник
BИMOИ Временникъ Императорского Московского общества истории 

и Древностей Российскихъ
Зог Зограф: часопис за средњовековну уметност
ИЗ.EH Историjски записи/Ecrits historiques. Орган Историjског инсти-

тута НР Црне горе
ИОРЯС Известия Отделения руcского языка и словесности [Император-

ской/Российской Академии Наук]
КИ Књижевна историја. Часопис за науку о књижевности
КМс Кирило-Методиевски студии
Оди Одиссей. Человек в истории
ПК Полата кънигописьнаꙗ / Polata Knigopisnaja. A Journal Devoted to 

the Study of Early Slavic Books, Texts and Literature
РФВ Русский филологический вестник
СЛ Старобългарска литература
СΠВЛ Сборник памятников византийской литературы
ТКДA Труды Киевской духовной академии
TOДЛ Труды Отдела древнерусской литературы Института русской 

литературы Академии наук СССР
УЗРПУ Ученые записки Российского православного университета ап. 

Иоанна Богослова
XЧ Христианское чтение
ЧИОИДР Чтения в Императорском oбществе истории и древностей рос-

сийских при Московском университете
JФ Јужнословенски филолог

The full list of abbreviations may be found at: 
ceraneum.uni.lodz.pl/s-ceranea/dla-autorow

http://ceraneum.uni.lodz.pl/s-ceranea/dla-autorow
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Studia Ceranea 
Journal of the Waldemar Ceran Research Center for the History 
and Culture of the Mediterranean Area and South-East Europe

Guidelines for the authors

1. Sources should be cited as follows:
Theophanis Chronographia, AM 5946, rec. C. de Boor, vol. I, Lipsiae 1883 (cetera: 
Theophanes), p. 108, 5–7.
Theophanes, AM 5948, p. 109, 22–24.
Eunapius, Testimonia, I, 1, 19–20, [in:] The Fragmentary Classicising Historians 
of the Later Roman Empire. Eunapius, Olympiodorus, Priscus and Malchus, vol. II, 
ed. et trans. R.C. Blockley, Liverpool 1983 (cetera: Eunapius), p. 13–14.

Number of the book should be given in Roman numerals. Sources with singular 
structure are cited only in Arabic numerals. Pages are to be cited only when verses 
are counted on every page separately.

– with the same source cited subsequently the shortened version (signalized 
in the first use), and not ‘ibidem’ should be used, e.g.:
25 Zonaras, XV, 13, 11.
26 Zonaras, XV, 13, 19–22.

2. Books of modern scholars should be referenced as below:
21 M. Angold, A Byzantine Government in Exile. Government and Society under 
the Laskarids of Nicaea, 1204–1261, Oxford 1975, p. 126.
22  И. ИЛИЕВ, Св. Климент Охридски. Живот и дело, Пловдив 2010, p. 142.
23 G. Ostrogorski, Geschichte..., p. 72.
24 A. Van Millingen, Byzantine Constantinople..., p. 123.
25 G. Ostrogorski, op. cit., p. 72.
26 A. Van Millingen, Byzantine Churches..., p. 44.

3. Articles and papers should be mentioned in the notes as:
L.W. Barnard, The Emperor Cult and the Origins of the Iconoclastic Controversy, 
B 43, 1973, p. 11–29.
P. Gautier, Le typikon du sebaste Grégoire Pakourianos, REB 42, 1984, p. 5 –145.
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Names of the journals are used only in their abbreviated versions – the full list 
of abbreviations is available in the e-site of “Studia Ceranea”
http://ceraneum.uni.lodz.pl/s-ceranea/dla-autorow

Numbers of fascicles are cited only if pages are counted separately for every volume 
within a single year.

4. Articles in festschri�s, collections of studies etc. are cited as below:
M. Whitby, A New Image for a New Age: George of Pisidia on the Emperor Heraclius, 
[in:] The Roman and Byzantine Army in the East. Proceedings of a Colloquium Held 
at the Jagiellonian University, Kraków in September 1992, ed. E. Dąbrowa, Cracow 
1994, p. 197–225.
Г. ТОДОРОВ, Св. Княз Борис и митът за мнимото: избиване на 52 болярски рода, 
[in:] Християнската култура в средновековна България. Материали от наци-
онална научна конференция, Шумен 2–4 май 2007 година по случай 1100 години 
от смъртта на св. Княз Борис-Михаил (ок. 835–907 г.), ed. П. ГЕОРГИЕВ, Велико 
Търново 2008, p. 23.

5. Examples of notes referring to the web pages or sources available in the internet:
Ghewond’s History, 10, trans. R. Bedrosian, p.  30–31, www.rbedrosian.com 
/ghew3.htm [20 VII 2011].
www.ancientrome.org/history.html [20 VII 2011].

6. Reviews:
P. Speck, [rec.:] Nikephoros, Patriarch of Constantinople: Short History / Nicephori 
patriarchae Constantinopolitani Breviarium Historicum... – BZ 83, 1990, p. 471.

The footnote number should be placed before the punctuation marks.
In all of the footnotes only the conventional Latin abbreviations should be used 
to literature both in Latin and in Cyrillic alphabet. These are:
cetera:
cf.
col. [here: columna]
coll. [here: collegit]
e.g.
ed.
et al.
etc.

ibidem
idem/eadem
iidem/iidem/eaedem
[in:]
l. cit.
op. cit.
p. [here: pagina]
passim

rec. [here: recensuit
 / recognovit]
[rec.:] [here: recensio]
s.a. [here: sine anno]
s.l. [here: sine loco]
sel. [here: selegit]
sq, sqq
trans.
vol.

http://ceraneum.uni.lodz.pl/s-ceranea/dla-autorow
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References to the Bible are also used in typical Latin abbreviations.
Gn Ex Lv Nm Dt Ios Idc Rt 1Sam 2Sam 1Reg 2Reg 1Par 2Par Esd Ne Tb Idt Est Iob 
Ps Prv Eccle Ct Sap Eccli Is Ier Lam Bar Ez Dn Os Il Am Abd Ion Mich Nah Hab 
Soph Ag Zach Mal 1Mac 2Mac
Mt Mc Lc Io Act Rom 1Cor 2Cor Gal Eph Phil Col 1­ess 2­ess 1Tim 2Tim Tit 
Philm Heb Iac 1Pe 2Pe 1Io 2Io 3Io Ids Apc

Greek and Latin terms are either given in original Greek or Latin version, in nom-
inative, without italics (a1), or transliterated (a2) – italicized, with accentuation 
(Greek only)
(a.1.) φρούριον, ἰατροσοφιστής
(a.2.) ius intercedendi, hálme, asfáragos, proskýnesis

For papers written in English, the classical names and surnames should be Angli-
cised, and we prefer the surnames at least Latinized, if a separate English version 
does not exist, thus
­eodore, not ­eodorus or ­eodoros
Aristotle, not Aristoteles or Aristotélēs
Constantine, not Constantinus or Konstantinos
John II Comnenus, not Ioannes Komnenos
Helena Cantacuzena, not Elene Kantakouzene 
George II Xiphilinus, not Georgios Xiphilinos etc.

�e same applies to the names of medieval European monarchs. Geographical 
names should be rendered in conventional English versions, thus
Athens, not Athenae or Athenai
Byzantium, not Byzantion
Lesbos, not Lesvos
Limnae, not Limnai or Limni.

For papers delivered in German, French, Russian and Italian the author should 
follow the rules applied as literary norm in the respective language. 

�e Editorial Board kindly asks the authors to send texts written in English, 
German, French, Russian or Italian.

Texts should be sent in size 12 (footnotes 10), with spacing 1,5.
Authors are suggested to use the font Minion Pro. For Greek citations Gara-
mond Premier Pro is recommended, for early Slavonic – Cyrillica Bulgarian 10 
Unicode, for Arabic, Georgian and Armenian – the broadest version of Times 
New Roman, for Ethiopian – Nyala.
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Greek, Slavonic, Arabic, Georgian, Armenian, Syriac, Ethiopian citations should 
not be italicized.

Articles should be sent in .doc and .pdf �les to the e-mail address of the Editorial 
Board (s.ceranea@uni.lodz.pl) as well as in printed versions at post o�ce address:

Centrum Badań nad Historią i Kulturą Basenu Morza Śródziemnego 
i Europy Południowo-Wschodniej im. prof. Waldemara Cerana, Ceraneum.
ul. Jana Matejki 32/38, pok. 209
90–237 Łódź, Polska

Pictures should be sent in .bmp or .jpeg (.jpg) �les of minimal resolution 
300 dpi; CMYK colour model is highly recommended. Captions should be at-
tached as a separate .doc �le, they must contain information about the source 
and the copyright, as well as, the date of the execution. �e authors are respon-
sible of acquiring and possessing of reproduction approvals with regard to the 
pictures used.

English abstract and title are obligatory, regardless of the language used in the 
whole text. It should not exceed half of the standard page (size 10, spacing 1).

Texts should be followed by the bibliography, divided into primary sources and 
secondary literature (in alphabetical order of the notes, Latin, Greek, Cyrillic 
alphabets separately).

mailto:s.ceranea@uni.lodz.pl
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