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WILLIAM R. VEDER

THREE RUSSIAN COPIES OF THE SCETE PATERICON.
ERROR ANALYSIS

0.1. Second-language acquisition is not a discipline students of Sla-
vonic! texts would turn to for advice on their study of the Slavonic
language. Yet they should, and for three reasons. First, in copying?
any deviation of the copy from the antigraph is an error (unless, of
course, it can be identified as an improvement). Second, some of
these errors have been shown to be related to the dialect of the scribe,
which points to differences between a first and a second language.
Third, second-language acquisition offers the most powerful tool to
determine the cause of these errors: detailed analysis of all the errors
committed.’

0.2. Slavonic studies have generally plotted the copies of texts
onto area and time,* which leaves no room for comprehensive error
analysis because comparison of disparate copies provides no infor-
mation on the pivotal relation to their antigraphs. This relation comes
to the fore only in full collations of the witnesses to texts. They raise

(") I use this term as a simple shortcut to refer to the language variously labelled
‘Old Bulgarian’, ‘Old Church Slavonic’, ‘Old Macedonian’, ‘Old Russian’, ‘Old Ser-
bian’, ‘Old Slovenian’, ‘Old Ukrainian’.

(?) All Slavonic writing before 1479 (the Tale of the Translation of St Ivan of
Rila by Vladislav Grammatik in the Rila Panegyricum) is copied, save negligible
notes.

(®) See Gerhard Nickel (ed.) Fehlerkunde. Berlin 1973, id. in English: Error
Analysis. Stuttgart 1978.

(4 In the 1970°s-90’s, A. S. Gerd and his collaborators (St-Peterburg) have at-
tempted to reduce disparity by adding a category genre, but this merely refines the
typological matrix and provides no basis for error analysis; see e.g. his Areal naja ti-
pologija slavjanskix tekstov XI-XVI vv., “Sovetskoe slavjanovedenie”, (1982) 5, pp.
74-82.
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questions not asked before and so force the textologist, the linguist
and the historian of culture and literature to reexamine the received
wisdom of earlier scholarship.

1.1. Let us consider three copies of the Scete Patericon,’ codd.
Beograd NBS Decani 93, 1200-1300 (A'), S-Pb. RNB Pogod. 267,
1300-1400 (A*) and Moskva GIM Sinod. 3, 1400-1500 (A?). I have
made a forms list for each of them (percentages shown in subscript)
and a close reading of of ch. A-1 (both incomplete in A'), B and 2, 9-
11 and 20-22 (frequency shown in superscript).

1.2. Al is contemporary to 3 copies of the Patericon in the Rus-
sian cod. Leiden UB Scal. 74 and the Serbian codd. Beograd NBS
Pe¢ 3 and Wien ONB Slav. 152; A® is contemporary to 12 copies in
the Bulgarian codd. Moskva RGB Popov 93, S-Pb. BAN 13.3.17, Ri-
la NMRM 2/25 and 2/28, Sofia NBKM 673 and NIM 24, the Rus-
sian codd. Moscow GIM Cudov. 18 and the Serbian codd. Beograd
MSPC Krka 4, Leiden UB BPL 2290, Paris BN Slav. 10, S-Pb RNB
Hilf. 90, Sinai MSC Slav. 33; A? is contemporary to 6 copies in the
Russian codd. Moskva GIM Cudov. 318A, NBMGU 1310, RGADA
MGAMID 603/11, RGB F.304 nr. 37 and nr.703, Saratov NBSGU
45.

1.3. A2 are not comparable to them in structure and many read-
ings. They are copied from antigraphs different from those of A'%.
They share with A'* only 4 errors, the names Mapa — Makapuh 10:9
and aMoyNa — AMMONS 11:56, a case and number erTor NoKAKRLIM cA —
NOKARRLIMXS ¢A 10:108 and a letter error gaanm — Taaum 11:111 which
may well belong to the protograph.

2.1. A'3 transmit readings comparable to the 8 mostly later® Rus-
sian codd. L’viv LBAN ASP 56, Moscow GIM Uvarov 483, RGB
F.113 nr.601, F.178 nr.8240, F.310 nr.219 and S-Pb. RNB Kir.-
Bel. 20/1259, Sofijsk. 1391 and Tixanov 552. Within the range set
in 1.1. they share 210 common errors, which must be ascribed to their
hyparchetype .

(®) Ed. William R. Veder, Johannes G. van der Tak, The Scete Patericon. Pate-
ricon Sceticum. Cxumcxuii Ilamepux. Amsterdam 2012 (= Pegasus Oost-Europese
Studies, 12-14); full collation of the witnesses (in searchable .pdf) in “Polata knigo-
pisnaja”, 36 (2006) at <http://hdl.handle.net/1811/24008>.

(6) Cod. RGB F.113 nr.601 is dated to the 15% c. (see A%), the rest to the 16,
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2.2. Beside omissions of verses (9:5:3-4) and some words, these
are most prominently substitutions’ of names aMMONA — AMMONB, AM-
MOH — AMMONB, NHAB — AANHAB, WOTds ARRA — OTbLL>, *BAAHH — BpA-
7b, *BPATPB — BPATS, Beljlb — BHNA, *BBAARATH (A — BAARTH CA, PAA-
MOAKR — ITBRAKR, *PPANb — c'rnx'bz, PPACTH — [npn]n'm3, *PMBIBATH — IMBI-
BNARTH, HOKPBNHH — BAHKBNHH, HLTEAHTH — OYBPATERATH, ~KAHTYAHTH —
—AOYYA/HTH4, ACKANL — CTPOYTA, ABCTHTH — AACKATH, *[ZA]MAAHTH —
[ZA]Mb,A,bAI/I’I‘H4, MARABNO — MbAABNO, *Nepo,zs,wm — NGBP”SL].IHZ, *0ABMETH
— OZBRATH, OTBK)BIRATH — CBKAZATH, OTBNARAL — EBXBMAZ, TMOCBAATH
— TOYCTHTH, TPHUCLHO — BB HNGR, ITBNAZb — ChPEBPbNHLA, *PECHOTA — HCTH-
NA, pBCNOTHRD — HCTORB, XOTBTH — BEABTH, XBIKA — KeArt — XpAMH-
HA, LOYH — ABRB, IAKO — KFANY, *&Tpb— — BBNATPL—, forms (asig-
matic and first sigmatic aorist — second sigmatic aorist, j-participles
— ves-participles or aorist, j-adjectives — »sk-adjectives, *suMb —
BBIXS,” BBl — BAMB?, but BA — BB, Hkm— — Hipm-), word formation
(BAAZNHTH — CBEAAZNHTH, BEAHH — BEAHK?, BPbTB — BPLTBIB, BBINONH-
TH — HZMONHTH, HZHTH — OTHTH, NHK'BIMKE — NHKOTOPBIHKE, OXOAATD —
OTUARTS, MOKPBIRATH — ZAKPBIRATH, NPEABROAHTH — NPUXOAHTH, poro-
ZHNHLZR — POTOZHNGR, CBMOTpeNHIe — pacaMoTpentic’) and collocations
(AMOIKE ALjIE — RAMOKE KOAIKBAD, AN KAKO — IEAX KOTOpAIA, dative pos-
sessive — genitive possessive or adjective possessive, npu-verb + loca-
tive — K3 +dative).

2.3. Another 98 errors defy classification; they range from simple
omissions of letters (opapoca — ocj:;)ocA, CTPORAALLIE — CTOIALLIE) tO cOrTup-
tions of the text (NH A0CAKAENHIA YAORBIOMB — NH AOCAKAAH Keé PAORS-
KOM'B, ICOTOAOLUBCTRHIE — KPOTOCTh AOYLLILCTRHIE, |wcn<f>'b — MNVMHNA, Bb-
CEPAA PAATOAETD — BB COVe TPOYKAAKTD ¢a). Yet the misreading of the
numeral in the title of ch. 22 g OTHLOY'— CBATBIHX 0TbLIb gives a clue
to as to their origin: here, the Glagolitic numeral e# 12> was read as
an abbreviation of the adjective soxun and replaced with the less grat-
ing ckATBM, while the dual OThLY Was read as the plural oTbub (cf.

(7) The substitutions hail from copious notes added to the protograph (brought
to Bulgaria in 886) by its first Bulgarian reader, all of which were incorporated into
the master copy + (made shortly after the release of its annotated reading), but some
of them occur in copies made directly from the protograph (see Willliam R. Veder,
Metodievata zla hiena, “Kirilo-Metodievski studii”, 17, 2007, pp. 783-798). An as-
terisk marks words and forms that have been fully eliminated.
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HZPAHABTOMB — HZpAHALTOMOY) because Glagolitic 9, & and o (cf. MmaAs
— MaA0) are similar enough in shape to allow confusion. That + was
written in Glagolitic is further attested by confusion of consonants (=
> % TAKO — TOM0, T8 > 37 CBRPBLUARRLIMHKE CA — CBRIBLUAIOLIHM CA,
UXBKE NE XOLHETD — HMBKE Ne XOLUETB, PABOTARRLUIMHMB — PABOTAR-
LIMHXB, P & BOHA — BOAA, P > 4 IMAOYCHHCK'BI — QHA0ORBI and oo
& QHBENHNB — THRBNUNS’) and of vowels (4 — 3: NAAAAAHH — MEAA-
AHH, TIBPALIA CA — TIBPALLEMb CA, € <> €. BOARR (ROKR — BOAA (ROA, € <
Vm: nopATs — nopuMa and € <> 3: MORBAALLA — NOBBAALLE, NAPHLIAKR-
LUA W PAATOARRLIA — NAPHLIARRLLIE H PAAPOARTLLE).

3.1. A'3 are distinguished from the 8 manuscripts listed in 2.1.
by their structure (they preserve the original order of the chapters
while the others reflect displacements of quires). Within the range
set in 1.1. they share addition of o-titles to the mko-titles of ch. 7 and
11-13, repetition of 10:97:7-8, and omissions of 2 apophthegms (10:113
and 20:16A), 2 groups of verses (11:109:4-5 and 21:4:3-5:2) and 72
phrases or words, of which 15 corrupt apophthegms 10:67 (1 riERA-
ILLIM CA HA Nb, ALLIY'TH PNERAKLIM ¢A and H OTCEYETB ACCHARKR PARKA TRO-
KR), 10:119 (HA MBCTR HAEKe NBCTS ABAATEAB), 10:100 (NoREBAANRLIE Ne-
PACBMOTPBAWRBIMME), 10:123 (1ecT BO 0TB NOMBILUAENHH MOPPAZNARTH H),
11:68 (M no BheA wacal), 11:108 (0 1KOAECH ALlle AH Ke Ne ZAKPBIETE TO Ne
OBPALIAIETS ¢A), 20:3 (M BBCTACTE W Npbrioacacte ¢A), 20:11 (MZnAe oTs
MeNE M ZABARAHXD CAOBO 0T JAABMA M IAKO KONLTAXORE MrnHie) and
20:15 (M KKOAHKO A'BTB HMALLM, KOAHLIEMB Ke CTPACTBMB AOCTOHN, H BAH-
ZB MENE CTARBLLL, H NAKBI RBAOKD IATPA and H NOMOAL A OTBIOYCTH MA).
With another 569 errors they must be ascribed to the first copy made
of the master copy of the protograph, hyparchetype +; let us give it
the siglum a.

3.2. Most prominently in a, as in +, figure substitutions of names
(AAONHH — AAONB, AMMOH — AMMONB>, AMMOND — AMOCB, €NNATH — CHNA-
M, ZHNONB — ZHNONb, MATOH — MA’szjﬂ;n, NAMBO — MVMHNB, NAMBO —
AMBEO, NETPB — ETEPB, CHAWAND — CHCOH, WP'B — HW('B, OEWHA — 0EWA),
words (ABRA — OTbLb?, — C’PA‘)I)U,IJ, *Amo\f'rb — B€Z BHNBI, *CITBITH —
B€Z BUNBI, “BAABCKD — BPAYBRBCTRBNG, BAAKENBIH — BAHAKBNHH?, BBIRO-
ABI — BEABBARABI, BBNHTH — BBABCTH?, CBNHTH — CBABCTH, RBIPOCHTH
- B’AHPALLIA'I‘HIO, BBICMNPb — PO, BHEMAA — HNOPAA, BBUAKD — Bbob, PAA-
POANTH — PELIM, PAALLIATH — ZBBRATH, MOPA — NOYCTBINK, *TPACTH— — urn!!
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— MOHTH — n‘mwrnz, *[no]raIBATH — [MO]PLIBNATH, AORBABTH — MONBTH,
* AONBAGKE — AONEABKE?, ¥ ABROHLIEHR — ABRALUBABI, KHEOTD — KHTHIE,
*ZAAND — PAHNIANB, HZBOAMTH — BBCKOT'BTH, HNB — AOYTE — AN
NB,® IAUND — HNB — re’rep’zf’, *HOKPBNHH — BAHKBNHH, HCTAZATH — B-
NPALUATH, *KARYHMB — MOTPEELNE — NPENOAIBLND, *TIPHKAKTHTH — MpH-
AOYYUTH — c'bAoyYHTnz, KBIH — |co'rop'1>m3, “ZAMRANTH — Oy ANBKHTH,
MARKA — MARTENHIE?, NATAO — NATIPACHHNO, HEATRIE — BOA'BZHb, NEATRIKBCTRO-
BATH — BOABZNLCTRORATH, “Ne pATHTH — Ne XOT'BTH, *NEPOAHTH — HEB{B-
LM, OCTARARATH — OCAABBTH, OTRY'BCTH — OTATH, OTRBLIATH — peLjIH, OTpe-
LM — OTRBLJATH, 0TBAATH — npoc’rm‘nz, *OTBNRAL — EBXBMAY, 0ThLb
— c’mpbu,b", NAPACKEVTH — NATHKB, NOCBAATH — noyc’rm‘nS, NPHENO — BB
HNR, NPOMBKNARTH CA — MPONECTH CA, NPBAATH — IATH, “TTBNAZb — Ccbpe-
S‘)bNHIC'LZ, NARAAD — KOYTIbLb, PAAH — ABARZS, *P'Bcno'rnm — WCTH-
NBNB2, 10 CRENE — M0 AAAb, COBOIR — CAMEMA, HpBYh — Pelc'bme3, CMHIA-
TH CA — CKAABHTH €A, BBCMHIATH CA — OCKAABHTH CA°, CTAPBLL — OTh-
TTSH CTPAKB — TPENETs, CTHEAO — Mevh, COYAHH — XOYIKHH, *CBAALIH —
CBAOMHTH, CBMOTPHTH — CBIAAAORATH, CBXPANHTH — CKOY'TATH, *CBTHHEI
— MOCABAL, CRAHTH — OCRKAATH, TROPUTH — ABANTH, TelHH — ABCTH,
TOPAA — KIAA, TPETHH — APOYTEIN — HNB, OYCTBNE — IAZBIKB, XPAMHNA
— XABRHNAZ, XPAMB — KABTb — XABRHHA, *XBIKA — XPAMHHA, *L'BPA0 —
EAMNOMY, LIBCAPL — KBNAZb, “LLIOYH — ABRB, KIAA — aye), forms (asig-
matic and first sigmatic aorist — second sigmatic aorist, j-participles
— vws-participles: s-stems — o-stems, BH — E’l;l)(’bz, H — Kro, NBl —
NAMB, HCKARTD — HUIATS), word formation (AABKOTA — AABKOCTH, Reé-
AHH — BEAHKBY, BBRTOPHTH — NORBTOPUTH, RBND HTH — HZHTH, RBABCTH
— CBNBCTH, ARMPNARTH — NOARMPNARTH, AOBPA ABTEAb — AOBPOABTEAD,
EXMABNOBA — EXHABNHNA, ZAMAZATH — NOMAZATH, HTH — 0THTH, HZIOYBH-
TH — NOMOYBHTH, HZHTH — OTHTH, AUBBRETH — AHBER BBITH, NaoyLjIe-
NHI¢ — MOOY'LUIENHIE, OMOTHTH — NAMOYHTH, OCTPBIATH — HCTPBIATH, 0X0-
AHTH — OTHTH, NOKPBIRATH — ZAKPBIBATH, NPOXOAHTH — NPHXOAHTH, N~
AdPb — NARABUS, ?Ac'bmo'rgeNme — CBMOT(EHHIE, POrOZHNHLIA — porognnaﬁ,
CHABNETH — CHABNB BBITH, CPAMOTA — CPAMB, CTBIABTH CA — OyCTBIA-
TH CA, CBNEBCTH — HZECTH, ChPEBOAIOBHIE — ChEBPOAIOBLCTEO, 4>e|)|v|bc|c'z,m
- ?epmn’rb«nc'un) and collocations (no MbNB — B2 cABAB MeNe, dative
possessive — genitive possessive or adjective possessive, fpu-verb
+ locative — K3 + dative or — NA + accusative).

3.3. Another 329 errors defy classification; they range from sim-
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ple omissions of letters (Ne ZBA0 — Ne ZAo, CBTROPH HMH — CBTROPH MH,
OT BPATA — OTPAAA) to corruptions of the text (A0CAKAAIMB — A0CAKALLIE
EMOY, MOARR A — MOAKR CA, 10 BbCA ABNH HE HMAMb OBBIYARA RACTH —
OBBITAH HMAM 110 BHCA ABNH N IACTH, 0BPATHT CAORO CROIE — OBPATHTD CA
CAOBO TROIE, BATHIA OBHA'S — BPATB 0BHAE A, NPUXOAHTD BB ABHOCTH —
NPHHACT AbnoeTs). Yet the misreading of the numerals K¢ — & 10:110
gives a clue to as to their origin: here, the Glagolitic numerals ¢ ‘10’
and 8 ‘20” were confused, in 20:12 A- 1 i — A* u- Z the numerals & 7’
and % ‘8’, in 20:16 Mi — & u- 3, the numerals % ‘8’ and & ‘9°, and in
20:15 A —'1 the numeral & ‘30’ was reduced to # 10’; the error 10:99
AGBATAR — AccAaTaR reflects confusion of & ‘9 and & “10° (the errors
ABRA AecATH — Bl and k — EI reflect the vagaries of internal dictation
ABRA AECATH — ABRA NA AecAaTe). That o was written in Glagolitic is
further attested by confusion of nasals (6 < € ARMK&RTE ¢A — ARH-
KATD CA, NACNHLITR — NACHHLA, TROPA — TROPIR, € <> Vi OTBNAARTE —
OTBNAAEMB, OTHMETD R — OTBMBTAKTS ¢A and € « 3. MUNATE — MH-
NETh, O AOABBAIRTS — Oy AOACRAITD, MPHBAKRTE — NPUBAKETD, 0CKBb-
NIAIET: — OCKRPBNRARRTS), Of jotation (BBN ATpb — B Him 20:15), of con-
sonants (B < %: EOAA — PAA, B — © BAATA — MAOTA, ¥ — ¢b: KHAELLH
— KHBELLH, CBZbAARBLLE — BBZBBARBLLE, ¥ <> F9: CBRPbLIENH — CBMBpE-
NH, ¥ < £ NACA — BACH, NB — BB, BALLEM — NALLIEM), 9 <> 90! M10YHRA-
T3 — NOYHTAETh, W — 53 ZA MOXOTH — ZANOBBAH, NAAKAXD ¢A — NAA-
KAB CA, & — 36! HNBAE — HNB IKE, &b > & TPARID — TPYAB, & < 9o HAH
— H TBI, AONBAEKE — TO HAEKE, IAHNORR — ATH 10, £ — & NARKAAALLE
— Moy A'BALLE, i — 82 CRKAL — LD, T — 90 HMATS — HMAMB®, TROK-
ro — MOIEr, 8 < B COFAMH — BYAH, 8 < 1 (6 CAMO — NE CAMO, o0 > &
ANTONHH — ANQONHH®, OHBAMABCKBIM — THRAMABCKBIM), Of vowels (+ —
3! PAATOAALLIA — PAAALLIE, A'BAECe — ABAA CH, PAZABIMARLLE H PBIKARRLE
— PAZABIMAKRLUA H PBIKARRLIA, 8 < 8 nAzj:NO\f'mn — NAQNOTHIZ, 9 « 9
AHNB — IGAHNO, AANB — AANO, 9 <> @1 PACTROPEND H — PACTROPENBI, &
< A BBIXB — BEXB, € < 3! BRACTB — BEAETD, € <> 9! CBNAAXK, TRO-
PEAXT, ABAAAKA — CBAKB, TROPAXS, ABAAAXE). Copying from Glago-
litic also produced errors in epenthesis (AMXOMMETE — AHXOEMAETB),
anagrams (QHEBRAND — BHOBHNB, EPOAHICRO — HEPOAORD, TOKAE — K T,
CH MOy — H CEMOY', OYMPLTRHTH — OYTRIBAHTH, 03VPAXBCKOY — 0CKVPA-
THOKOY, ZBABI MBICAH HMATE — MOALZBI MBICAL HMATH) and tautograms
(M BbebAE — ¢ Ree CbAE, NARAHTH MA — NARAMTH CA W NAKZI NRAHTH CA,
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MOKeTB — Ne MokeTd). An erroneous spelling is visible in icAegeLpmLpe
— KAeReTLIyLIE (see also 4.3 below).

4.1. A" and A* were not copied from the same antigraph: A' used
a, but A% used a copy of o with 100 common errors within the range
set in 1.1: 16 omissions, 2 of verses (10:70:4 and 10:110:15-18) and
14 of words or phrases, of which 3 corrupt apophthegms 10:112 (a ne
0y" MOCTHIMBIH BB KHTHIE ReAHK0), 20:15 (PASG BOKHH BHKADL CTONBI MO H
OCAKH MA RAKO NABTH H KKpBRb KeeMb) and 20:16 (M TPOYAA KB TOMOY TBAO
ne TpbA). Let us give it the siglum o',

4.2. The other 84 errors, range from simple omissions of letters
(nooyipenmta — nypennia) to corruptions of the text (oTanacTH BoAA —
NACTH BOACKR, BAAABILIE BOrOY' MOKMARR — H MOAK ¢A BAMLIE BY BHHMAL),
The antigraph o' of A>* shows some substitutions of names (THgoH —
'rnmos{)'sn), words (B'Anpocwrn — BBNPALIATH, HZATH — WZRECTH, UNB —
IEAMNB, NOCBAATH — NYCTHTH, MoNBieTs — rops ieet3) and word forma-
tion (BeAHH — REAHKD, KPORB — MOKPOR, MPEHEMArANHIE — NEMOTANHIE),
but nothing as frequent as the interventions of + and a.

4.3. 31 of these errors can be readily identified as misreadings of
the Glagolitic antigraph: confusion of consonants (¥ «> & NORBTOPHUXE
— TOKOTOPHX', &b <> 0 THRAHABCKBIN — AHRAMABCKBIM, CPLABLIOY — CTA-
PBLIOY, XOTAH — XOAA, & > %! OTCEAS — OT 10, & <> &b HAH — HAH, & <
oL CTPOYTAR — CAYTY, BB > P! MAMB — NAMB, B8 > 90 [MBIBNEMB — IBI-
BNET’B, TA — MA; a misspelling is visible in BaLMH — BATLIHKHS, similar
to the one indicated in 3.3), of vowels (+ <> 3: npament — npemens, -9
© 81 TB — T0, 9 <> 8 KPBRL — K ORY, 9 <> 2! AXB H — X3! H) and er-
rors in epenthesis (CKHThEKBIM — cekHTheICBIM), haplograms (¢b NocHTR
— b NHTb, OYTBRARR ALJIE — OYTTARARRLIC, RBZBMB MHAOTAPL — RZEMB AO-
TAPb, CBTAKA TA — ¢b TA) and tautograms (MAAO — MAAO MAAO, Tch-
NBIH — TEACCNBIN, MOCTHLLA ¢A — NE MOCTHLUA ¢A, BBNBLLLNHHXE — BN'E-
NBLUNHXB, NH — NH H). These errors provide no more than circumstan-
tial evidence, but the similarity of the pattern of errors to those in +,
o and o' is striking . Proof that o', like + and o, was written in Glago-
litic is provided by the retention of a Glagolitic glyph in its copy A>:
in the title to ch. 11 (1Ko nopoBAKTS BBAOY BBITH 0 BbCEMb ) BBAPOY is
WIItten Lioppy «— asbb.

4.4, What is even more striking is that similar patterns of errors
are visible in the copies A* and A? from o'. In A* we find confusion
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of nasals (& — € BB KeAWRR — B KEAHIA, BATLIHH — BYTLUH), in jotation
(BAARMETS CA — BAAACT (A, & KBl (— KB) NECRLIMUME — FAKO NeCY'LIMMB),
of consonants (s < &b M0 NARKAH — MONOYAHT CA, NARKABALIE — MYAA-
LUE, & <> P2 KOYTIBLIEMB — NY'TELEMB, P > 9 NIPHCbMH — NEPHCTBI, 0 >
TPHLLbABI — HPHLUGA'A), of vowels (+ < 2 NPOAPBZANHIA — NPEAEPZENHIA,
8 <> 91 ANOYBOY' — ANOBY', 8 <> 3! AH (¢ — IGAHKO, A <> 8! BNENBLUNHXE —
B NBINBLUNHXB), errors in epenthesis (oykpBnn — oyicphnam), anagrams
(oyAAMM — AOVAMH, CTPBMOPAARDL — CTPOMBIAARTE, HABRE — K RBAH), ha-
plograms (NPHLLBABLLOY KB NEMOY' — MPHLLIEALLIOMY', TOKOTOPHXE — M10K0-
PHXB, CVKAMHNAR — cykam) and tautograms (NHKOMOYIKe — NB NHICOMYKe
: huiomyuke). Likewise, but in different places and with different out-
comes, in A% we find confusion of nasals (€ < ¢ NOBHERTH — MOBLE-
Th, BOPRRTSE — BOPETh, BARARTE — BYAETE), consonants (¥ « s AMMA
— ARRA, ¥ <> 831 BBIRD — BBIXD, &b <> 90 A'BA0 — TBAO, ATpA — I'A,A,‘)Az,
A > 9O NOXOKAL — MOXOTh, T8 <> b MOMAZA— MOKAZA, P « P: NARKABALLE
- Ny,A,ALuez), vowels (4 <> 3! W kLe — ALE H, & <> 9 NA PAMOY — HA Tpa-
MB, ANOYBOY — ANOYVR, CACRAH — cyeyAH), errors in epenthesis (ocAABe-
NHie — weAaBendie?) and tautograms (MMBAKE — HMEXOMB, CVICAMHNA —
POVICAMH KENY', AMMONT — AMOMONE, CTPANBNHKOY' — CTPACTBNHKY); in ad-
dition, we find omission of an apophthegm (10:56).

4.5. This is the same pattern as we find in copy A' of a: out of a
total of 199 errors, 59 attest confusion of nasals (¢ < < O BOYIK A A=
L€ MA — OYBOVIKAILLIOYMOY, A — 10, MIOKAANIAKR — MOKAANAR, € — Vm:
MPHEALLA — NPUHMBLLA; € <> 3t PPBHOPHZBLLA — PPLNOPHZBLLE, PPAATLUA —
PPAATRLUE, € <> 90 TBLIALIOY CA — TBUILLIA (A, € <> 3! NPEAMBAKTS —
npo/\MBAro), of consonants (& < : MOABLIHNA — BOABLLHNA, ¥ «> ©°: (B
TEMb — CBREMb, OYTIPAZNHRD — OYTIPAZNHTD, & > 41 XOLIETB — XOveTh,
XOLEMB — X0veMB), Of VOWeS (4 <> 3 HZNEMANATH — HZNAMAFATH, 0y
MBRANHIA — OYTIORANHE, CAOYKALHIA — CAOYIKALLE, ALE — KL{e, NPOAIBZA-
NHA — MPOALYZENHA, AHCTRHIE — AHCTRHA, 3 <> 8 NOBBAKRAEND — NOBEK0-
NB, NECTOPHH — NECTEPHH, 3 <> -9 NAATEM — NAAYBMbY, ¢ — Cb, MOKLNETS
— TIOKENETh, CAOBECEMb —> CAORECD HMb, MOKBPETD — MOKPETE, 9 «> i M0-
MBICAOMb — TOMBICABMB — MOMBICABMB’, OCOA0POMb — OEAOPBMB, ¢RI~
PHHHICOMb — CYTIBPLHHICBME, MBHHXOMB! — MNHXOMb — MNHXBMb? — Mb-
HHXOMb, NAPOAOME — NA‘)OA’LMBZ, —KoraA=* — —KBrAA-'S, LBAOBA — -
ABEA, ZBAOMB — ZAOMb — ZABMb — ZBABMB, TO — T, 8 <> 3 M0CAAHRS-
LU0y — MOCAAHBLLIE, CZRLIOY' — CY'LpE, MPHHMBLLIOY' — MPHHUMBLLE, CABILLALIOY
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— CABILLALYE, 8 <> 81 APOYTO — APOr0E, OTBNOYCTH — WIOCTH, MOYCTBINK
— MOCTHINK, CEAALIOY — CBAALIO, CAOYKALIOVIEMOY — CAOKELIEMY, Moy-
CTBINBNHKOMB — MOCTBHHKOMb, MOPARTS — MOYTY'Th, 8 > 3! HIOYMENOY —
HPOyMEND, PAANOARRLIL — FALIOY, AOYCH — AN, MBTHLL — NOYTHLD), er-
rors in epenthesis (TaRNA — TBAKHOY), anagrams (eVXAPHCTS — eyXA-
puTBeb), haplograms (:kena HA MBCTE — KeNA MBCT'S, NORPLIKENA NA —
MORPLIKENA, NAHMAYE NAREYEPNHLIA — HAM MARETEPBNHLII, Oy PHNENHIO —
Oy PHNHIO, MEPAABNO — MbABNO, ABTO ke — AS k¢) and tautograms (AAcTB
MOy — AACTB € EMOY, YhTO TO KCT — PheTh TO €CTh, NACHAORAND — NE
NACHAOBAN, HHIKOMOYIKE — HHKOMYMY'KE, AbND — AbNENB, XOTA Ke — Xo-
TALLE xk¢); the misspelling of the numeral o €70” as w ‘800” 20:15 does
not belong to these errors because it forms part of the efforts of the
copyist to write o in initial position as w.

5.1. A'% are copied by Russian scribes. For pAsr—/aasik— Al writes
AANBEK—10 ABAM—10 ABAK—47 ABABK=33, A> AOAP—12 AOAK—70 AOABHK—15, A’
AOAP=11 AOAK—s59 AOABK—30, and fOr wpbh— Al 2ph-s PPBH—s Pbhi—40 ThN-
s0, A wepi—g7 vepmii-13; A% vephi-go vbpii—20. A are copied by scribes
from the Russian North (both confuse 1 « +), A! is not.® The fact
that A'* disagree in their Russian spellings shows that those spel-
lings were not in the antigraphs they copied but were the—inevi-
tably various—products of their scribal activity. They are quantita-
tively marginal in all three copies.

5.2. A'? show deficiencies in the marking of jotation: A' jotates
in no more than 21% of cases, A® in 41% and A? in 76%; in addition
they show excessive jotation (e.g. A! OYBHHCTRO but HBHHCTRO, A3 oy-
KHKB1 but A2 rxkmical) as well as w-jotation (A! view, MENAPKH, HEPETHKS,
HETEp, 1ZRNOLLIA, A3 HENApXHH, A? 1bern). These are deficiencies of the
antigraphs: jotation, present in the dialect of the copyists, was not
marked, but introduced by the copyists: they produced competing
spellings, e.g. for 1o A' Hol—45 0N—47 Fbi=s 1RH-3, A 0h-os toN—, A
Oy'N—og toh—2, in which the non-jotated spelling reflects that of the anti-
graphs.

5.3. A'?* show deficiencies in the marking of palatality. The nor-
mal relation of & to & in the text would be 68% : 32%, but of 5 A!

(®) Could the lack of g in 50% of the occurrences of Egypt- (see 5.6) betray a
Southern provenance of A'?
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achieves only 42%, A’ 45% and A? 54%. These, too, are deficien-
cies of the antigraphs: non-palatalisation, distinct from palatalisation
in the dialect of the copyists, was not marked in the antigraphs,’® but
introduced by the copyists: they produced competing spellings, e.g.
for aza A' azBa1 AZbss AZBI, A’ AZ3 AZBos AZb1 IAZBI, A AZ10 AZBss AZb2
mZ52, in which the s-spelling reflects that of the antigraphs.

5.4. For the adverb asnie A' has 3 spellings: aBHeo7 ABHI¢ ABbe, A’
has 5: ABHé; ABHI¢] ABbéss ABbE12 ABbIes3, and A” has 6: ABHe1s ABHE]3 A-
BHi¢ss ABI¢; ABbes ABbes. Apart from the marking of jotation, the es-
sential difference is in the spelling of the ‘tense’ &/b before front vo-
wels and j. Cyrillic replaces it with &1/u, but Glagolitic does not. This
produced competing spellings, e.g. for BpaThn, BpaTH, BpaTHIE[H],
BpATHIA A BpATH-04 BPATB—1 BpATH—s, A’ BpATH—29 BpaTH-71, A” (b
dropped in BpAT-25) BpATH—2 BpaTh—73, in which the /b-spelling re-
flects that of the antigraphs; Glagolitic spelling is also reflected in
combination with the definiteness marker -w/i (A! ANFACKBH, BAAKENBI,
BTOPBI, APYTBl, APYThI, HMB', HMBI, NHTPHHCKBI, MAATNBI, NIPENOAOBBNBI, é-
KOMBI, pEiBH, YhThHBH, ABABH, HORBI, A’ BBIRBI, BTOpB, PAABBH, ZAATOV-
CTBI, ZORBH, MOMIBM, cknThekal, cTRopHRBH) and the pronoun w/i (A%
RBMPOCHXOMBI, NOPYBATSI). Excessive marking of tenseness is attested
in A! BUABRBI H, MOHMBI H, MOHMbI H, A3 BHAHBBI H, MOHMBI H, NPHHMBI H,
A? BAMBI M, RHAHEBI H, TOHMBI H.

5.5. The distribution of digraphic oy and monographic y/¥/& in
the three copies is mirrored: for Glagolitic & A' writes oy74 and y24 8
w1, A2 write o1 and ys2 &1 a1, The preference for monographs is
part of a tendency away from transcription (oy) and towards translit-
eration, that culminates in copies of the 16-17" centuries. A similar
tendency away from transcription towards monographic transliter-
ation can be observed for Glagolitic & (:kA) — A, & Or T.

5.6. For the proper name ervisT- A' has 11 spellings: €roynT—o
EPOYIIBT— MY NIT—9 EMHONT—22 EMHONBT—2 ENARNT—2 EHNT—30 EHNBT—9 EMHNT—
rYNT—2 KHNbT—2, A3 has 10: EryTIET—13 €rYNT—2s E€rYNBT—2 €ryNET—
Er{TIET— GIYNT—2 ErYNbT—4 KFYNET— KMYNT—2 KrYMbT-6, A® has 7:
MYNT—4 ErYTET—=s EMYNT-9 KI\TIET—20 KrYNT-50 KPYNIbT—2 KrYIET-10.

(°) See William R. Veder, The Glagolitic Barrier, “Studies in Slavic and Gener-
al Linguistics”, 34 (2008), pp. 489-501.
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Such variety in a text copied is due to the fact that the antigraphs
provided no graphic model to be copied and the spelling had to be
recreated at almost every occurrence of the word.

6.1. The foremost source of errors in the copies was the Glagolit-
ic script of the antigraphs. This applies only to a limited extent to the
second-generation master copy +, but in full to its third-generation
copy a and its fourth-generation copy o’ (all in Glagolitic) as well as
to its fourth generation-copy A' and its fifth-generation copies A%
(all in Cyrilllic). The overview of the text was limited at the least to
a couple of syllables, at the most to a line (which in two-column
Glagolitic manuscripts was not long); the room for guesses (few of
them educated) was wide open. The copyists themselves were chal-
lenged, both by the script and the content of the text, they were learn-
ers, and their errors in the marking of syntactic coherence show that
they were learners of a second language as well.

ABSTRACT

Applicando la tecnica della rigorosa analisi degli errori sviluppata dalla disciplina
dell’acquisizione della seconda lingua a tre copie cirilliche di due antigrafi glagoli-
tici, troviamo schemi di errori corrispondenti. Tali schemi possono essere messi di-
rettamente in relazione con la scrittura glagolitica degli antigrafi.
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