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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-
vonic1 texts would turn to for advice on their study of the Slavonic 
language. Yet they should, and for three reasons. First, in copying2 
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.3 

0.2. Slavonic studies have generally plotted the copies of texts 
onto area and time,4 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 

 
(1) 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’.  

(2) 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. 

(3) 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,5 codd. 
Beograd NBS De , 1200-1300 (A1), S-Pb. RNB Pogod. 267, 
1300-1400 (A3) and Moskva GIM Sinod. 3, 1400-1500 (A2). 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 A1), B and 2, 9-
11 and 20-22 (frequency shown in superscript). 

1.2. A1 is contemporary to 3 copies of the Patericon in the Rus-
sian cod. Leiden UB Scal. 74 and the Serbian codd. Beograd NBS 

 and Wien ÖNB Slav. 152; A3 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.  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; A2 is contemporary to 6 copies in the 
Russian codd. Moskva GIM 318A, NBMGU 1310, RGADA 
MGAMID 603/II, RGB F.304 nr. 37 and nr.703, Saratov NBSGU 
45. 

1.3. A123 are not comparable to them in structure and many read-
ings. They are copied from antigraphs different from those of A123. 
They share with A123 only 4 errors, the names  10:9 
and  11:56, a case and number error 

 10:108 and a letter error  11:111 which 
may well belong to the protograph.  

2.1. A123 transmit readings comparable to the 8 mostly later6 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 . 
 

(5) Ed. William R. Veder, Johannes G. van der Tak, The Scete Patericon. Pate-
ricon Sceticum.  . 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 15th c. (see A2), the rest to the 16th. 
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2.2. Beside omissions of verses (9:5:3-4) and some words, these 
are most prominently substitutions7 of names , -

, , words 3, * -
, * , , * , -

, * 2, 3, * -
, 2, , - /

- / 4, , , *[
[ 4, , * 2, *

, , 2, 
, , , * -

, , , 4 -
, , 2, * - -23, forms (asig-

matic and first sigmatic aorist  second sigmatic aorist, j-participles 
 v s-participles or aorist, j-adjectives  sk-adjectives, *

,2 2, but , - -), word formation 
( , 2, , -

, , , 
, , , -

, 2) and collocations 
( , , dative pos-
sessive  genitive possessive or adjective possessive, -verb + loca-
tive  +dative). 

2.3. Another 98 errors defy classification; they range from simple 
omissions of letters ( , ) to corrup-
tions of the text ( -

, , , -
). Yet the misreading of the 

numeral in the title of ch. 22  gives a clue 
to as to their origin: here, the Glagolitic numeral  ‘12’ was read as 
an abbreviation of the adjective  and replaced with the less grat-
ing , while the dual  was read as the plural  (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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) because Glagolitic ,  and  (cf. 
) are similar enough in shape to allow confusion. That  was 

written in Glagolitic is further attested by confusion of consonants (  
: , : , 

, -
, : , :  and 

: 3) and of vowels ( : -
, , : , 

Vm:  and : , -
). 

3.1. A123 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 -titles to the -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 ( -

,  and -
), 10:119 ( ), 10:100 ( -

), 10:123 ( ), 
11:68 ( ), 11:108 (

), 20:3 ( ), 20:11 (
) and 

20:15 ( , , -
,  and ). 

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 . 

3.2. Most prominently in , as in , figure substitutions of names 
( , 2, , -

, , , , 
, , , , ), 

words ( 2 7, * , *
, * , 2, -

, 2, , 
10, , , , -
, , , * - 11
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2, * , , 
* 4, * , , 
* 2, ,  -

,6  3, * , -
, *  , * -
 2, 3, * , 

2, , , -
, * , * -

, , , , -
, 2, * 8, 

6, * , 5, 
, , , * -

2, , 28, * -
2, , , 3, -

2, 5, -
6, , 2, , *

, , , *
, , , , 

,  , , 
2,  , * , *

, , * , ), forms (asig-
matic and first sigmatic aorist second sigmatic aorist, j-participles 

v s-participles: s-stems  o-stems, 2, , 
, ), word formation ( , -

4, , , 
, , , 

, , , -
, , 2, -

, , , -
, , , -

, , 3, 
2, , -

, , , 
) and collocations ( , dative 

possessive  genitive possessive or adjective possessive, * -verb 
+ locative   + dative or   + accusative). 

3.3. Another 329 errors defy classification; they range from sim-
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ple omissions of letters ( , , 

, , 
, 

, , 
Yet the misreading of the numerals  10:110 

gives a clue to as to their origin: here, the Glagolitic numerals  ‘10’ 
and  ‘20’ were confused, in 20:12 the numerals  ‘7’ 
and  ‘8’, in 20:16  the numerals  ‘8’ and  ‘9’, and in 
20:15  the numeral  ‘30’ was reduced to  ‘10’; the error 10:99 

 reflects confusion of  ‘9’ and  ‘10’ (the errors 
 and  reflect the vagaries of internal dictation 

). That  was written in Glagolitic is 
further attested by confusion of nasals ( : -

, , , Vm: 
,  and : -

, a , , -
), of jotation (  20:15), of con-

sonants ( : , : , :
, , : -

, : , , , : -
, : , -

, : , : , :
, , , :

, : , : 4, -
, : , : , :

9, ), of vowels (
: , , 

, : 2, :
, , : , 

: , : , : , -
, , ). Copying from Glago-

litic also produced errors in epenthesis ( ), 
anagrams ( , , , 

, , -
, ) and tautograms 

( , , 
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). An erroneous spelling is visible in 
 (see also 4.3 below). 

4.1. A1 and A23 were not copied from the same antigraph: A1 used 
, but A23 used a copy of  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 (

), 20:15 (
) and 20:16 (

). Let us give it the siglum '. 
4.2. The other 84 errors, range from simple omissions of letters 

( ) to corruptions of the text (
, ), 

The antigraph ' of A23 shows some substitutions of names (
), words ( , , 

2, , ) and word forma-
tion ( , , ), 
but nothing as frequent as the interventions of and . 

4.3. 31 of these errors can be readily identified as misreadings of 
the Glagolitic antigraph: confusion of consonants ( :

, , -
, , , , 

, , -
, ; a misspelling is visible in 6, similar 

to the one indicated in 3.3), of vowels ( , 
, , ) and er-

rors in epenthesis ( ), haplograms (
, , -

, ) and tautograms ( , -
, , -

, ). These errors provide no more than circumstan-
tial evidence, but the similarity of the pattern of errors to those in , 

 and ' is striking . Proof that ', like  and , was written in Glago-
litic is provided by the retention of a Glagolitic glyph in its copy A3: 
in the title to ch. 11 ( )  is 
written   . 

4.4. What is even more striking is that similar patterns of errors 
are visible in the copies A3 and A2 from '. In A3 we find confusion 
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of nasals ( , ), in jotation 
( , ), 
of consonants , -

, , , 
), of vowels ( , 

, , 
), errors in epenthesis ( ), anagrams 

( , , ), ha-
plograms ( , -

, ) and tautograms (
). Likewise, but in different places and with different out-

comes, in A2 we find confusion of nasals ( -
, , ), consonants (

, , , 2, 
, , 

2), vowels ( , -
, , ), errors in epenthesis ( -

2) and tautograms ( , 
, , ); in ad-

dition, we find omission of an apophthegm (10:56). 
4.5. This is the same pattern as we find in copy A1 of : out of a 

total of 199 errors, 59 attest confusion of nasals ( -
, , , Vm:

; , 
, , :
), of consonants ( , 

, , , 
), of vowels ( , -

, , , -
, , -

, ,  4, , 
, , , -

  3, , -
, 4   2 -

, 2, - -4 - -16, -
,     , , -

, , , 
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, , , 
2, , , -

, , 
, , , ), er-

rors in epenthesis ( ), anagrams ( -
), haplograms ( , 

, , 
, , ) and tautograms (

, , 
, , , -

); the misspelling of the numeral ‘70’ as ‘800’ 20:15 does 
not belong to these errors because it forms part of the efforts of the 
copyist to write  in initial position as . 

5.1. A123 are copied by Russian scribes. For -/ - A1 writes
-10 -10 -47 -33, A3 -12 -70 -18, A2 
-11 -59 -30, and for - A1 -5 -5 -40 -

50, A3 -87 -13; A2 -80 -20. A23 are copied by scribes 
from the Russian North (both confuse   ), A1 is not.8 The fact 
that A123 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. A123 show deficiencies in the marking of jotation: A1 jotates 
in no more than 21% of cases, A3 in 41% and A2 in 76%; in addition 
they show excessive jotation (e.g. A1  but , A3 -

 but A2 ) as well as -jotation (A1 , , , 
, , A3 , A2 ). 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  A1 -45 -47 -5 -3, A3 -98 -2, A2 

-98 -2, in which the non-jotated spelling reflects that of the anti-
graphs. 

5.3. A123 show deficiencies in the marking of palatality. The nor-
mal relation of  to  in the text would be 68% : 32%, but of  A1 

 
(8) Could the lack of g in 50% of the occurrences of Egypt- (see 5.6) betray a 

Southern provenance of A1? 



William R. Veder 232

achieves only 42%, A3 45% and A2 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,9 but 
introduced by the copyists: they produced competing spellings, e.g. 
for  A1 41 58 1, A3 3 95 1 1, A2 10 86 2 

2, in which the -spelling reflects that of the antigraphs. 
5.4. For the adverb  A1 has 3 spellings: 97 1 2, A3 

has 5: 1 1 43 12 43, and A2 has 6: 14 13 -
65 1 3 4. Apart from the marking of jotation, the es-

sential difference is in the spelling of the ‘tense’ /  before front vo-
wels and j. Cyrillic replaces it with / , but Glagolitic does not. This 
produced competing spellings, e.g. for , , , 

A1 -94 -1 -5, A3 -29 -71, A2 (  
dropped in -25) -2 -73, in which the / -spelling re-
flects that of the antigraphs; Glagolitic spelling is also reflected in 
combination with the definiteness marker - /  (A1 , , 

, , , , , , , , -
, , , , , A3 , , , -

, , ! , , ) and the pronoun /  (A23 
, ). Excessive marking of tenseness is attested 

in A1 , , , A3 , , , 
A2 , , . 

5.5. The distribution of digraphic  and monographic / /  in 
the three copies is mirrored: for Glagolitic A1 writes 74 and 24 1 

1; A23 write 16 and 82 1 1. The preference for monographs is 
part of a tendency away from transcription ( ) and towards translit-
eration, that culminates in copies of the 16-17th centuries. A similar 
tendency away from transcription towards monographic transliter-
ation can be observed for Glagolitic  ( )  ,  or . 

5.6. For the proper name - A1 has 11 spellings: -9 
-2 -9 -22 -2 -2 -39 -9 -2 

-2 -2, A3 has 10: -13 -25 -2 -2 
-2 -22 -4 -2 -22 -6, A2 has 7: 

-4 -5 -9 -20 -50 -2 -10. 

 
(9) 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  and its fourth-generation copy ’ (all in Glagolitic) as well as 
to its fourth generation-copy A1 and its fifth-generation copies A23 
(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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