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WILLIAM R. VEDER 

AN AUTOPSY OF SLAVONIC TEXT TRANSMISSION 

Over the past 50 years, I have been studying the transmission of 
texts in the Slavia slavonica1 from simple copying to the production 
and reproduction of structures in books. Such text-centred approach 
uncovers phenomena like flat,2 sibling3 and twofold4 transmission, 
compilation5 and revision,6 which are unnoticeable in the traditional 
approach focussing on manuscripts in their historical and local con-
text and aiming to find criteria to date and localise them. The time 
has now come to find out whether both approaches are complemen-
tary or not.  

I propose to do so by analysing the variation in the witnesses to a 
brief text, 417 words long (447 if numerals are verbalised) in two 
South Slavic and four East Slavic copies dated from the second half 

 
(1) The overdue reformulation of the dichotomy Slavia romana ~ Slavia ortho-

doxa in non-confessional terms as Slavia latina ~ Slavia slavonica belongs to Sante 
Graciotti, Slavia orientale e Slavia occidentale. Contenziosi ideologici e culture let-
terarie, in Lo spazio letterario del Medioevo, 3. Le culture circostanti, III. Le cultu-
re slave. A cura di M. Capaldo. Salerno Editrice, Roma 2006, pp. 75-144.  

(2) See  , , “Palaeobulgarica”, 36 
(2012) 4, pp. 98-109.  

(3) See W. R. Veder, Utrum in alterum abiturum erat? Slavica, Bloomington 
1999, pp. 88-149; Id. , “ ”, 59-
60 (2019), pp. 199-220.  

(4) See W. R. Veder, Twofold Transmission, “Pegasus Oost-Europese Studies”, 
29 (2017), pp. 659-671; in Bulgarian @<academia.edu>.  

(5) See W. R. Veder, At the Crossroads of Slavonic Compilations, “Russian 
History”, 44 (2017), pp. 298-313; in Bulgarian @<academia.edu>.  

(6) See  , - -
, 1.   2016, pp. 53-69; W. R. Veder, Sla-

vonic Text Production, Transmission and Edition, “Orientalia Lovaniensia Analec-
ta”, 276 (2018), pp. 251-276. 
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of the 13th to the end of the 16th century. It is a Greek compilation7 
from the Vita Deiparae8 by Epiphanius the Monk, translated into 
Slavonic separately from the full Vita.9 The translation faithfully re-
produces the structure of the compilation, but a number of readings 
show it to have been originally closer to the Vita in text (readings 
added or substituted from it are underlined).  

Slavonic witnesses:10  

A Athens UL Sem.Byz.Phil. 39 (SR, 1250-1300), f.3v-5  

B Berlin SBPK Slav.Wuk 48 (BG, 1300-1350, ed. Miklas 
2006)  

T Moskva RGB F.304/I nr.760 (RU, 1400-1500), f.278-279v  

D Moskva RGB F.173.I nr.50 (RU, 1500-1600), f.49-50  

Z Moskva GIM Sin.996 (RU, 1535-1565), f.958d-959b  

 Kiev NBU Mel.m.p.119 (UA, 1590-1596), f.291v-293  

ATM are witnesses to a 10th c. Bulgarian Glagolitic compilation 
Book on the Trinity and on Faith (      ), Z is 
a witness to a 13th c. Bulgarian Glagolitic compilation Golden 
Chain (  , Russian:  ), which incorporates 
much of the Book on the Trinity and on Faith; BD transmit excerpts 
from either. A lacks 6-7, D 0-3 (first two lines).  

 
(7) Ed. .  

K  , 
“ ”, 11 (1933), pp. 343-35, (hereafter – ). At the end of , a compilation 
from Vita 13-14 (30-32) is added, but was apparently not translated into Slavonic.  

(8) CANT 91, BHG 1049, BHBS 15.08:7, ed. Giovanni A. Mingarelli in: Gio-
vanni C. Amaduzzi (ed.), Anecdota litteraria ex mss. codicibus eruta, t. 3. Roma 
1773, repr. PG 120, col. 185-216; reed. by Albert Dressel, Epiphanii monachi et 
presbyteri edita et inedita. Brockhaus et Avenarius, Paris-Leipzig 1843, pp. 13-44 
(hereafter – , Dressel’s section numbers in parentheses).  

(9) The earliest MS was discovered and published by  , 
 -

, “  ”, 15 (1984), pp. 126-143. The full 
Vita is published by . . , - …, 1 -
cols. 363-379, and . . , 

 . - . 1890, pp. 295-311.  
(10) Provenance is indicated by international automobile plate abbreviations. 
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Z        
    

The clause             
, lacking both in  and , surely hails from the Greek exemplar;  
 is a Slavonic gloss.  
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translator’s.  
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Lexical Variation. The copies transmit the same text, but show 

variation in  AB  : TZM om, 1 ABM  : TZ , 2 



William R. Veder 398

AB  : TZM , 3 BM  : ATZ , AM 
 : BTZ om, M  : ABTDZ  plus ABTDZM   

, AB  : TDZM . The shifting coalitions of 
witnesses in five cases suggest that the three cases of identical op-
position may not be conjunctive but rather coincidental like the oth-
ers. In 3, the variation (save the last) parallels that of  and ; the 
contamination in M suggests that the  readings may have been 
added in translation in the margin of the protograph, which ATDZ 
read as the author’s final intention. In A, 2  is misspelled, 
which suggests that the word was already in its antigraph.  

Heterography.11 The six copies agree in spelling 74 words and 
abbreviations;12 343 words and abbreviations differ. The variation in 
jers (  and ), jotation and nasals (  and ) is most clearly shown 
numerically.  

Jers. The copies retain the 210 orthogrammatical jers variously 
(75% B, 65% A, 59% M, 44% Z, 32% D, 27% T), and their distri-
bution (in the construct:  58:42 ) is complicated by the addition of 
the pajerok  replacing both  and  (2:89:9 A, 1:80:19 B, 51:33:16 
T, 83:10:7 D, 61:18:21 Z, 85:5:10 M).  

Jotation. The construct spells :  in a proportion 85:15, which 
becomes 89:11 A, 90:10 B, 96:4 T, 92:8 D, 93:7 Z, 95:5 M. The 
increase of  is caused by failure to jotate (A2 B6 T6 D2 Z8 M2) and 
doubling of  (B3 M1), the decrease of  by replacement with  (T5 
D1 Z5 M9) and with  (B1).  

The construct spells :  (BTDZM broad ) in a proportion 82:18, 
which becomes 75:25 A, 99:1 B, 88:12 TD, 95:5 Z, 83:17 M. The 
increase of  is caused by failure to jotate or write broad  (B24 T7 D7 
Z19 M6) and by substitution for  (A1 B2 Z1 M1),  (A3 B3 T9 D6 Z9 
M10),  (A1 B1) and  (A6 B10 D1).  

The construct spells : :  in a proportion 94:0:6, which becomes 
79:1:20 A, 62:32:6 B, 32:50:18 T, 42:25:33 D, 32:54:14 Z, 29:54:17 
M. The shift from  to  (prevalent in TZM) is surely due to the 

 
(11) The numerical data are based on the comparison to a normalised construct 

of the text in a dossier Troica i Vera, which can be obtained upon request from 
<hilandar@osu.edu>. Subscript numerals indicate frequency.  

(12) Disregarding graphic variation of  and ,  and . 
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presence of a monographic u in the protograph; note also the sub-
stitution of /  for monographic /  (A16 B8 T8 D4 Z26 M24).  

Nasals. The construct spells 23 and 6 and 35 and 15; trans-
mitted are only  (A1 B39 T33 D16 Z0 M3) and  (A2 B12 T22 D8 Z21 
M36). The increase of  is caused by lack of jotation (A1 B16 T3), sub-
stitution for /  (B1 T7 D2) and  (A1 B2);  is confused with  (B1 T3 
M2) and  with  (B11) or subsituted for  (T5 D1 Z5 M9).  

The heterography outlined above is particular to every copy: none 
of them can be derived from any other. The divergence of spellings 
is primarily related to the make-up of the protograph, transmitted to 
the copies by at least two separate but very similar antigraphs, viz. 
the Book on the Trinity and Faith (ATM) and the Golden Chain (Z). 
The variation in distribution of the jers, from AB with prevalent -
spelling to DZM with prevalent -spelling, shows that the antigraphs 
did not have two jers, but one, transliterated in AB and excessively 
transcribed in DZM. The variation in jotation, including that of the 
nasals, shows that this feature was not marked in the antigraphs but 
variously added by the copyists. The variation of u and the nasals 
exlusively with vowel monographs shows that the antigraphs did not 
have vowel digraphs.  

Glagolitic. This is the notation underlying both the Book on the 
Trinity and Faith and the Golden Chain,13 providing no ready model 
to copy: they had to be reformatted letter for letter in Cyrillic. Even 
though the transmission of this translation lacks proof, it shows 
traces of Glagolitic writing in the misspelling 2  A (which is 
best explained as a misreading of the Glagolitic ligature  as ) 
and the confusion of    (1 , 4   BTDZM, 5 

 A, 7 14 M),    (  - Z - A 
- B, 7 - Z - M - B, 1 - 

A - M - BZ  T, 4  M),    (4  
B, 5  Z,  ABD),    (6  B,  DM),  

  (4  M),    (2  Z, 5  ZM),    (4 
 M) and    (2 ,  Z, 4  B,  A), 

which are not triggered by Cyrillic.  

 
(13) Proof is found in individual retentions of Glagolitic values of numerals.  
(14) The confusion here suggests that the BT ending -  reflects the antigraph.  
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Variation not of Letters. Transmission from Glagolitic is prone to 
accidents. Many of them are individual and defy explanation other 
than ‘inattention’ or ‘incompetence’,15 but some reflect patterns of 
variation known from all other texts I have studied: epenthesis (2 -

   B   Z, 4   M, 5 -
  ,   D), anagraphy (4 -

 A), haplography (4    BT,    Z, 5  
 M) and tautography (4   

B, 5    A  M).  
Variation of sounds in internal dictation may be responsible for 

confusion e  i (2  Z,  M, 4  ZM, 5  M), e   (1 
 ABZ, 2  AB, 3  A; 1  B, - TZM, 2 -
- A, - Z,  B, - TZM, 3 - M, - ATDZ , 3 5 

- TDZM, 4 - DZ, 4 - B, 4 5 - ATDM, 72  
TDZM), i   (4 7  B; 2 , , - ZM, -

- Z - M, 4 - ATM,  AZM,  ZM, 4 
 AZ, 6  B) and y  i (e.g. 2 - AZM, 4 - 

ADM), but there are no criteria to associate them with even the 
broadest dialect groups (South or East Slavic). The same applies to 
the variation of consonants x  š in 2  ABT :  
ZM and the doubling of the negation 4  by adding  to -

 BTDZ.  
Dialect Variation. Unambiguous traces of dialects can be found 

in 30 substitutions, 11 South Slavic   e (   A,   
 AB, 1 ,  AB, 2  A,  B, 2 3  A, 6 -

 B) and 19 East Slavic a  ja (2 5 - TDZM), o  a (5 
- M) and inversion of interconsonantal liquid + vowel (1 -, 

2 -, 4 - T; 1 -2, 2 -, -, -, -2, 2 42 
-, -, 4 - Z), limited to two East Slavic copies, one of 

them expanding it to almost all cases. The share of South Slavic 
variants in the transmission is 3%, that of East Slavic variants 5%.  
 

(15) 10 cases in A (1  A, 2 , , , 3 , 4 2, 5 -
, , ), 5 in B (1 , 4 , 5 , , 7 
), 3 in T (2 , 3 , 5 ), 4 in D (3 , 4 , 6 , 7 

), 8 in Z (1 , , 2 , 3 , 4 , 5  , 
), 13 in M (1 , , , 2 , , , 3 

, , , 4 , , 5 , 6 ). 
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Flat Tradition. The transmission of this translation shows that all 
copies are siblings, equidistant from one of two antigraphs that have 
no detectable separative variants from their protograph. There is no 
correspondence of the retention or the distribution of the jers to 
either the dating or location of the copies. Older copies show 
secondary forms (e.g. 3  B), younger retain original ones 
(e.g. 2  BTM and double vowels in the imperfect 1  Z, 

 ZM,  TM). Traces of dialect are accidental, 
save in Z, and marginal.  

Quality of Transmission. Variation heavily affects desinences, 
corrupting the information structure of the text, e.g. 1 -

    AB   ABTM, 2 
  

TZM, , ZM, 
 Z, 5     TD 

 ZM). None of the copies is free of such corruption (A often omits 
difficult passages), none shows substantive variants, all are acciden-
tal,16 even the lexical ones. The high incidence and triviality of 
errors in the copies makes it evident that they belong to learners 
seeking access not only to the content of the text but to its language 
as well.  

The Copy-Text Approach. The choice of a concrete copy upon 
which to base the study and edition of the text (in this case probably 
T or Z) is prejudicial. Follows a meticulous analysis of its spellings 
without allowing for their precariousness. By not setting apart the 
majority of the text the illusion is created that the language is one, 
that of the copyist, and not the intersection of Slavonic with a dif-
ferent dialect. When this ‘language’ is finally compared to that of 
unrelated texts copied in the same area and period, data and errors 
are lumped together and virtual Old-languages are created, labelled 
according to the minority dialectal component. The most pernicious 
result of this lumping is that it invariably suggests development of 
the ‘language’, which is not a feature of Slavonic.  

 
(16) I borrow this distinction from Walter W. Greg, The Rationale of Copy-Text, 

“Studies in Bibliography”, 3 (1950-51), pp. 19-37. 
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The Eclectic Approach. The transmission of our translation shows 
that the text is Slavonic and not indigenous to any area (even though 
its South Slavic paternity is obvious). It should be carefully recon-
structed with original readings retained in any of the copies, all va-
riants to it should be collated and their patterning be diagnosed fol-
lowing the error analysis of second-language acquisition.17 These 
patterns should then be compared to those in the transmission of 
other texts, which may give cause to review and refine the recon-
struction and the patterning of variants or even to detect hitherto un-
noticed relations.  

Not Complementary. The copy-text approach is not only not com-
plementary to the eclectic approach, both are incompatible. The do-
minance of the former in studies of medieval Slavic texts is based on 
a fundamental misunderstanding of the work of Joseph Bédier on 
the French chansons de geste18 by Dmitrij S. .19 Bédier had 
shown that internal and external evidence in the extant versions 
proved that these witnesses obviated the construction of earlier mo-
dels because they were intimately connected to concrete places, per-
sonages and times; their variations were essentially co-authorial. Li-

 failed to comprehend (1) that such co-authorship could only 
develop in the same vernacular language and (2) that the Slavia sla-
vonica offered little room, if any, to the vernacular or to co-author-
ship (save in Bulgarian Glagolitic compilations of the IX-XIII cen-
turies and, perhaps, the Russian Chronicles). Bédier would not re-
cognise his ‘It is the extant versions that claim our attention and no 
longer their hypothetical lost models’20 in ev’s dogmatic ‘Re-
constructions of a text cannot replace the actually transmitted 

 
(17) See William R. Veder, Three Russian Copies of the Scete Patericon. Error 

Analysis, “Ricerche slavistiche”, N.S. 2 (2019), pp. 223-233.  
(18) See Joseph Bédier, Légendes épiques, recherches sur la formation des 

chansons de geste, voll. 1-4. H. Champion, Paris 1908-13, and the lucid review by 
Ferdinand Lot in “Romania”, (1913), pp. 593-598.  

(19)  , 
-XVII .  1962; 3rd ed. (     

) -  2001.  
(20) Joseph Bédier, Légendes…, cit., vol. 4, p. 475. 
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texts’,21 which inadvertantly makes a mockery of the concept of text, 
burdening it with two mutually exclusive meanings.  

It is high time Slavic studies came to recognise the overarching 
necessity to set Slavonic apart from any of the vernaculars and re-
cognise it as a separate language, faintly familiar but with compli-
cated syntax and devoid of development over time, and, in its wake, 
the marked traces its Glagolitic witnesses have left in all dialect a-
reas. 

RÉSUMÉ 

La traduction slavonne d’une compilation grecque témoigne d’une transmission sur 
plus de trois siècles à partir de deux antigraphes en écriture glagolitique. L’hétéro-
graphie des six copies revues fournit preuve de l’indépendance des transcriptions en 
cyrillique. La qualité de leurs leçons révèle des mains profanes, mal à l’aise envers 
la langue du texte. Ces circonstances donnent à l’étude et l’édition des textes sla-
vons la préséance à l’approche éclectique devant l’approche traditionnelle à partir 
d’un témoin de base (édition de référence), dont la dogmatisation peut être identi-
fiée comme reposant sur une mélecture des oeuvres de Joseph Bédier par Dimitij S. 

 

 
(21) Dmitrij S. , Grundprinzipien textologischer Untersuchungen der 

altrussischen Literaturdenkmäler, in Gunter Martens, Hans Zeller (ed.), Texte und 
Varian Probleme ihrer Edition und Interpretation. C. H. Beck, München 1971, 
pp. 301-315; Russian:     -

  , in 
, 25-  1971 .  1973, pp. 

219-234. 
 
Abbreviations:  
CANT – Maurits Geerard, Clavis apocryphorum Novi Testamenti. Brepols, 

Turnhout 2001.  
BHG – François Halkin, Bibliotheca hagiographica graeca. 3rd ed. Société des 

Bollandistes, Bruxelles 1957, repr. 1985.  
BHBS – Klimentina Ivanova, Bibliotheca Hagiographica Balcano-Slavica. M. 

Drinov, Sofia 2008. 




	Pagina vuota

