Introduction

DONALD OSTROWSKI

The compilation of chronicle entries kmo as thePowest' viemennykhé (PVL) is

a fundamental source for the historical study of thetweastern European and
Eurasian lands that noinclude major parts of Ukraine and Belarus, as well as
extensve parts of the Russian Federation and Polatds certainly our single
most important source for the study of the early' Rusicipalities! Containing

the hulk of our written information about the area inhabited by the East Sla
from the ninth to the twelfth centyrhe PVL has been the subject of nydmstor

ical, literary and linguistic analyses.

The PVL may hae keen compiled from a number of sources initially by
Sil'vestr, the hggumen of the St. Michasl'Monastery in Vydubychi (Vydobichi),
a \llage near Kiv (Kiev), in 1116. The attrilution to Silvestr is based on a
colophon in copies of the so-called Laurentian branch of RYé&r recensions
where he declares, “I wrote wa (napisakh this chronicl€, and asks to be
remembered in his readers’ prayers (286,1-286l7)s possible that Sitestr
merely copied or edited an alreadyisting complete wrk by the Kiv Caves
Monastery monk mentioned in the titleythit is also possible that this monk
merely bgan the work that Silvestr finished. An interpolation in the title of the
sixteenth-century Khlebndv copy has led to a popular notion that Nest@swhe

1 For the most up-to-date introduction to the history of the early Rircipalities, see Simon
Franklin and Jonathan Shepafthe Emeagence of Rus, 750-12dQondon, 1996), in conjunction
with my constructie aiticisms in “Who Were the Rusand Wty Did They Emeige?” Palaeoslav-
ica, vol. 7 (1999), pp. 307-312.

2 Among the first scholars to aatwce this vier of authorship were Kstomare and
Srezngskii. SeeN. |. Kostomare, Istoricheskie mongrafii i issledwaniia, 20 vols. (St. Peters-
burg, 1872-1889), wl. 13, pp. 4-8; and I. |. Srearskii, Stat'i o dewikh russkikh letopisiakh,
1853-1866St. Peterstrg, 1903), p. 114.For a dscussion of the sources of tR&/L, see A. A.
Shakhmate, “‘Povest vremeniykh let’ i ee istochniki, Trudy Otdela dewnerusski literatury
(TODRL), vol. 4 (1940), pp. 9-150; and Samuel Hazzard Cross, “Introductiof;he Russian
Primary Chonicle: Lauentian BX, trans. and ed. Samuel Hazzard Cross and Olgegthe®
bowitz-Wetzor (Cambridge, MA, [1953]), pp. 23-30.
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name of that monk and that he had completedvelast first redaction of the
complete tgt.3 But that interpolation is not reliablevidence since it may ka

been the result of a guess by the interpolatbich means we do not kwothe
name of the monk or when he compiled hid.teSothe simplest xplanation is

that Silvestr used an earlier (perhaps unfinished) chronicle by an wmknmnk

of the Caes Monastery along with other sources to compile what we kow

as thePVL We do not have Sl'vestr's aiginal text. Theearliest cop dates to

over 260 years later Therefore, we ha 1 try to reconstruct what Siestr wrote

on the basis ofx¢ant copies that are hundreds of years distant from its presumed
date of composition.

Despite the importance of the PVL as a historical source, the published v
sions of thePVL that hae gpeared thusaf either hae ot been based on clear
and consistent principles of editing oveaot always relied on sdicient tectual
evidence. Thg also contain numerous errors and normalizations in representing
the manuscriptsThe current edition has attempted to remedy thadieds by:

(1) setting forth at the lggnning the principles of iual criticism according to
which variants were vauated; (2) using a stemma to help wralaating dificult
variants; (3) consulting all the chronicles and manuscript copies that testify to
readings in théVL,; (4) utilizing computers to assist inxteediting and output to
minimize human error; and (5) reducing normalizations to a minimum so as to
more accurately represent the orthoggaphthe manuscriptsin this way, the
present edition allss scholars to check all significandniants of ap passage

with relatve ease and without wveng to hae recourse to seral different edi-
tions, lithographs, and photographac$imiles of the manuscript copies, or access

3 See, e.g., O. VTvorogov, “Nestor” “Povest vremeniykh let” “ Sil'vestr” in Slovar' knizh-
nikov i knizhnosti dewei Rusj 3 wols. in 6 pts., ed. D. S. LikhachéLeningrad, 1987-),dl. 1:
Xl—pervaia polwina XIV v, pp. 276, 337-338, 390-39For a dscussion of this passage as inter
polation, see belg p. LIX. Note that, to eoid confusion, | am using designations for the
manuscript copies that are standard in AmericaniSies. Theres, havever, much to recom-
mend the suggestion of Omeljan Pritsak that we use the name “®gtrtz refer to the Khleb-
nikov codex, as well as the nameCetwertynskyj” to refer to the Pogodin code SeeOmeljan
Pritsak, “Ipat&yi litopys ta ioho rolia u restaatsii ukrain¥koi istorychnoi pam’iati,and idem,
“The Hypatian Chronicle and Its Role in the Restoration of Ukrainian Historical Consciotisness,
in Chomu katedry ukiinoznavstva v Harvdi? Vybir stattei na temy nashoi kul'turnoi polityk
(1967-1973) Cambridge, MA, 1973), pp. 45-51, 55-57; as well as his introductidmeoOld
Rus' Kizan and Galician-blhynian Chonicles: The Ostiz'kyj (Xlebnilov) and Cetvertyns'
(Pogodin) CodicesHarvard Library of Early Ukrainian LiteraturegXs, wol. 8 (Cambridge, MA,
1990) pp. XyXXXiil—XXXVi.
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to the manuscripts themsebl; or without hang to depend upon the idiosyncra-
cies of an editor who decides which readings to report, as has been the case
heretofore.

Interlinear Collation

The present interlinear collation includes thee firain manuscript witnesses to
the PVL (see belw, p. xvii), three publishedersions of thePVL?* the corre-
sponding passages from the publishedsion of the Negorod | Chronicle, and
the corresponding passages from thiaify Chronicle® It also includes a parado-
sis (that is, a proposed best reading) based on the use of a stemamnai|yotrée
shaving the genealogical relationship of the manuscript copies, and on the princi-
ples of tetual criticism as desloped in Wstern scholarshipBy the term “main
witness; | mean only those copies thateandependent authority to testify about
the archetype.Since most copies of theVL (for example, those found in the
Nikon Chronicle and the dgkresenskii Chronicle) are dediive from the main
witnesses, | do not include them hér&he five main witnesses of th@VL
reported here are:

4 A. F. Bychkov, ed., Letopis' po Laventiesslomu spiskuSt. Petersirg, 1872), pp. 1-274;
D. S.Likhachey, ed., Powest' vemennykh let2 wols. (Moscev and Leningrad, 1950),0l. 1, pp.
9-188; and A. A. Shakhmatoed., Powest' vemennykh letvol. 1: Vvodnaia bast'. EKkst.
Primedaniia (Petrograd, 1916), pp. 1-374, 395-399.

5 These passages of thewgorod | Chronicle are tak fromNovgomdskaia pervaia letopis'.
Staishego i mladshgo izvodw, ed. A. N. Nasone (Moscav and Leningrad, 1950) and areven
according to the follwing column and line numbers of the collation: &49,16-58,10;
(2) 60,1-71,233) 73,20-122,9(4) 124,6-131,5(5) 131,27-137,9and (6) 160,26-187,25.
To date, there are no lithographs or photograpaésiimilies of ap manuscript of the Nagorod |
Chronicle. Br some of the dwgbacks in presenting this information from the publishedsion
but why | decided to go ahead and do sgway, see “Principles of Tanscriptior.

6 M. D. Prisellov, Troitskaia letopis'. Rasnstruktsiia tekst§Moscav and Leningrad, 1950),
pp. 51-65, equalent to (1) 0,1-5,11; (2) 8,4-14,10; and (3) 19,10-31,22 of this collation.

7 Lur'e and Miliutenko concluded that the PereiaglaSuzdal Chronicle denes indepen-
dently from the common protograph of the Radziwit and Academy Chronitdes. Lute, “O
proiskhozhdenii Raduilovskoi letopisi;, Vspomgatel'nye istoribeskie distsipliny vol. 18
(1987), pp. 64-83; N. I. Miliuterkk “Vladimirskii velikokniazheskii ssd 1205 goda (Radzi-
vilovskaia letopiy,” TODRL, vol. 49 (1996), pp. 36-58But their analyses concern the post-1116
part of the chronicle, in particulahe entries for 1157 to 120%n checking those passages of the
PVL that appear in the PereiadlaSuzdal Chronicle, | did not find\edence of its haing value as
an independent witness for the pre-1116 sectiSee Letopisets Preiaslavlia-Suzdal'sigo,
sostavlennyi v ndmale XIIl veka (mezhdu 1214 i 1219 gojjeed. N. M. Obolenskii (Mosaoe,
1851), pp. 1-52.
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1. Laurentian (RNB, JV.2), dated to 1377.@ur, L);8

2. Radziwitt (BAN, 34. 5. 30), datable to the 149®a(z R);?

3. Academy (RGB, MR 5/182), dated to end of 15th centuAcad A);10
4. Hypatian (B\N, 16. 4. 4), dated to ca. 1428ypa, H);11

5. Khlebnilov (RNB, FIV.230), dated to the 16th centui(e, Kh).12

In addition, in a fer places, | hae resorted to the Pogodin Chronicle to fill in
lacunae in Kh:

6. Pogodin (RNB, Pogodin 1401), dated to the early 17th cerRagp,(P).13

8 See G. M. Prokhorg “Kodikologicheskii analiz Larentevskoi letopisi; Vspomgatel'nye
istoricheskie distsipliny vol. 4 (1972), pp. 83-104; and la. S. layr “Lavrentevskaia
letopis—swod nachala XIV ' TODRL, vol. 29 (1974), pp. 50-67A lithograph of the te of the
Laurentian Chronicle up through 111@svpublished by the Imperial Archeographic Commission
asPowest' vemennykh let po Lagntierstomu spiskSt. Peterslrg, 1872).

9 See A. A. Shakhmatp “Issledwanie o Radaiilovskoi ili Kenigsbegskoi letopisi} in
Radzivilorskaia ili Kenigsbegskaia letopis'Obshchestw liubitelei dresnei pismennosti, ol. 118
(St. Peterstrg, 1902), wl. 2, pp. 86-91; and M. Kukushkina, “Prediskie k izdaniiu; in
Radziviloskaia letopis' 2 wols., ed. M.V. Kukushkina, wal. 1: Faksimil'noe vospizvedenie
rukopisi. 1zdanie podgotdeno po rubpisi khianiashdeisia v Bibliotek RAN, vol. 2: Tekst, issle-
dovanie opisanie miniatiur(St. Peterslirg, 1994), wol. 2, pp. 5-12.See also GM. Prokhorw,
“Radzuilovskii spisok Vladimirshi letopisi po 6714 (1205/6) gddn ibid., wl. 2, pp. 269-279,
which is a corrected and supplementeztsion of the same authsr*Radzvilovskii spisok
Vladimirskoi letopisi po 1206 god i etgwladimirskogo letopisaniid, TODRL, vol. 42 (1989), pp.
53-76; and MV. Kukushkina, “K wprosu o meste proiskhozhdeniia Radavskoi letopisi v
spiske XV v.,” TODRL, vol. 50 (1997), pp. 374-383A black-and-white photographiaésimile of
the complete chronicle (with one folio containingotwniniatures in color) s published as
Radzivilorskaia ili Kenigsbegskaia letopis(cited abee). Ninety-two years later a full coloratc-
simile of the complete chronicleas published asolume 1 ofRadzivilovskaia letopis'(cited
above). A separate edition of the Radziwit Chronicle appeared in 1988lame 38 of the series
Pdnoe sobanie russkikh letopiséPSRL), with a pre&ce by laS. Lure (pp. 3-10).

10 See A. A. Shakhmaip Obozenie russkikh letopisnykh svadXIV—XVI vv (Moscav and
Leningrad, 1938), pp. 222-230; B. M. Kloss, “Predisdk izdaniiu 1997 ¢.,PSRL, vol. 1, 2nd
ed. (1997), p. JNo facsimile of the Academy Chronicle has appeared to date.

11 See A. A. Shakhmatp “Predisloie; PSRL vol. 2, 2nd ed. (1908), ppi—viii. A litho-
graph of the t& of the Hypatian Chronicle up through 111@swpublished by the Imperial
Archeographic Commission d@pwest' vemennykh let po Ipatislomu spiskuSt. Petersixg,
1871).

12 See Shakhmatp “Predislwie” pp. vil—xi. A black-and-white photographi@dsimile of
the complete chronicleas published by the Haaxd Ukrainian Research InstituteTihe Old Rus’
Kievan and Galician-vlhynian Chonicles pp. 1-393.

13 See Shakhmatp“Predislaie;” pp. xi—xil. A black-and-white photographiadsimile of the
complete chronicle as published by the Haaxkd Ukrainian Research Institute Tie Old Rus'
Kievan and Galician-glhynian Chonicles pp. 395-723.
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The three copies of the publishedrsion of Neg. | from which readings are
reported here are:

1. Commission (Kmmissionyi) (Comm K)
2. Academy (AkademicheskiiN@Aca, Ak)
3. Tolstoi (Tolstovoi) (Tals, T)

None of the preous published editions has been based on a stemma or used the
principles of Véstern tgtual criticism to determine primary reading&lthough
Shakhmate and Likhache did drav up semmata, the did not use them for
determining primag of readings, bt only to sha a possible vay of looking at

the relationship of the copie3he refusal to use a stemma to edit thx derves

both from traditional (mainly) Russian concepts o &diting and from an early
twentieth-century contrersy concerning what a stemma is supposed to do.

Previous Editiond4

Previous editors hee elcountered certain problems in publishing tR¥L
Among the most serious V& keen: (1) which manuscript copies to use as wit-
nesses to thBVL; (2) whether to publish thBVL as a separatexieor as part of
another chronicle; (3) what principles oktigal criticism to emplg in editing the
text; (4) which \ariants from other copies to put in the critical apparatus; and (5)
whether to be content with a modifiextant copy or to drive for a dynamic criti-
cal text. In what follows, | discuss each of these problems, suggest reasgns wh
they have been unresokd, and propose solutions that aancorporated into
this edition.

The classicist E. J. éang has remarkd: “The \ery notion of t&tual exact-
ness—Ilet alone the possibility of achigy it—is for mary people a dificult one,
and respect for the precise form of atteven in a literate and cultured society
cannot be tadn for granted: the ceantion must be creatéd® An apt illustration
of this statement is the publication history of &L Because all manuscript
copies of thePVL are part of lager chronicle compilations, we find the earliest

14 Earlier \ersions of the follwing sections appeared in my “Principles of Editing Fosest'
vremennykh Igt Palaeoslavica vol. 7 (1999), pp. 5-25, which the jourrsatditor, Alexander B.
Strakha, has allaved me to include here; and in myeXual Criticism and théowest' vemen-
nykh let Some Theoretical Consideratiohsjarvard Ukrainian Studiesvol. 5 (1981), pp. 11-31.

15 E. J. Kenng, The Classical @t: Aspects of Editing in the &gf the Printed BooKBerke-
ley, 1974), pp. 23-24.
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publications of what we are calling tR&/L to be part of the publications of those
larger compilations.The first attempt to publish tHeVL was in 1767 as part of
an incomplete edition of the Radziwitt ChronidfeTwo other attempts (in 1804
and 1812) to publish a chronicle containing éL were abandoned before
completiont’ In 1846, la. |. Berednitv prepared the Laurentian Chronicle for
volume one of thePonoe sobanie russkikh letopise(PSRL.18 Berednilov
divided the t&t between the “Nestor Chronicle” (through 1110) and the Continua-
tion of the Laurentian Chronicle (after 1110). He freely altered hig tm¢g, the
Laurentian cop from each of the controlxes—that is, the Radziwilt, Academy
Hypatian, and Khlebniv copies. ¥t he presented no principles for correcting
the copy text according to the control xs1° and the resultant edition is a jumble
that besides being dicult to disentangle also contains ngaanrors.

In 1864, han \ahylevych published his t& of the PVL, which he titled the
“Chronicle of Nestor” (atopis Nesta).2? In contrast to Beredndv, Vahylevych
brought the tet of the PVL up through 1113, thus folldng the Hypatian line.
But like Berednilov, Vahylevych created a compositextenithout providing the
principles for his editorial decisionsie reported readings sparsely and not i1 an
systematic wy from L, R, H, Kh, the Pereiasl&Suzdal Chronicle as well as a
few cases from what as knavn of the Tinity Chronicle.

Subsequent|yS. N. Palauze prepared an edition of H in 1871 with Kh and
the Pogodin cop (P) as control tes21 In conjunction with Blauza’s alition,

16 Biblioteka Rossiiskaia istorieskaia, soderzhashaia dewniia letopisi, i vsiakiia zapiski,
sposobstvuiusimiia k ob"iasneniiu istorii i gografii Rossiiski drevnikh i sednikh vemen pt. 1
(St. Petersirg, 1767).

17 See R. PDmitrieva, comp., Bibliografiia russkgo letopisaniia(Moscav and Leningrad,
1962), p. 7, no. 12; p. 16, no. 61, and p. 26, no. M3D. Prisellov, Troitskaia letopis'. Redn-
struktsiia tekstgMoscav and Leningrad, 1950), pp. 11-14.

18 PSR vol. 1, 1st ed.(St. Petersirg, 1846). Berednilov, who prepared the first edition of
volume 2 of thePSRL(the Hypatian Chronicle), typically chose togbethe Hypatian with the
entry for 1111, that is, with the part that does not coincide with the Laurentian Chre\3&l&.
vol. 2, 1st ed. (St. Petensiy, 1843).

19 Note: Acopy tet is the tet of thems copy on which an edition is based. Tleentmol texts
are thems copies that an editor uses to edit theycgxt. Readings from the controlxtis are usu-
ally listed in the critical apparatus aariants. Anedited cop text plus critical apparatus consti-
tute acritical edition

20 |van \ahylevych, “Latopis Nestor&,n Monumenta Bloniae historica. Bmniki dziejowe
Palski, 6 vols., ed. August Bielwski (Krakéw 1864—-1893), ul. 1, pp. 521-946.

21 S, N. Rlauzw, e., Letopis' po Ipatstmu spiskSt. Petersirg, 1871).
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A. F. Bychkov prepared an edition of L in 1872 with A and R as contrtst&?
Both Ralauzar and Bychlov published continuous x¢s without dvision intoPVL
and nonPVL parts. Neitheeditor described his principles for altering the respec-
tive aopy texts, and neither edition is reliable in reportiragiants.

In 1871 and 1872, the publication of lithographécsirons of théVL portion
of H and L, respectely, gaverise to another approach: the publication ofRiv.
as a separatexe rather than as part of another chronfélés Berednilov dd
before them, the editors ended the & 1110 because itas the last entry before
the colophon of 1116 in the Laurentian godhe lithographic ersions, hwever,
did not require editing,xeept for deciding where tHeVL text ends. Significantly
the titles of both publications sied thg each claimed to represent tR¥/L.

The approach of treating tf®/L as a separatexiewas further deeloped by
L. I. Leibovich in 1876 as well as by A. A. Shakhmatom 1916. Botheditors
attempted to publish compositergions of thePVL based on all the earliest
witnesseg? and thg adopted readings freely from both the Laurentian and the
Hypatian lines. Although Shakhmatosometimes presented confusing and con-
tradictory information about the interrelation of the early copies and their relation-
ship to the archetype, his reconstruction of R has been the most successful
one published thuaf Leibovich’s @&tempt, on the other hand, we can classify as
a Pectacular dilure. Notonly did he &clude from his tet information about
matters he did not consider part of “Russian histdmyt he also gvepreference
to passages from mallly late chronicles, such as the dlik because he belied
that somehe this information had been dropped from intermediate codices and
presered only in later onesTherefore, while | included Shakhmauats version in
the present interlinear collation, | decided not to include hedbds version
because it prades no insight into what the originaktenight have keen.

In 1926 the Belarusian linguist E. Karskii prepared a second edition of
volume one (the Laurentian Chronicle) for tiRSRL2> Karskii maintained

22 A, F. Bychkov, ed., Letopis' po Lawentiesslomu spiskifSt. Petersiig, 1872).

23 powest' vemennykh let po Ipatskiu spisky(St. Petersirg, 1871);Powest’ vemennykh let
po Laventierstomu spiskySt. Peterslrg, 1872).

24 | I. Leibovich, Svodnaia letopis', sostavlennaia po vsem izdannym spiskam letopidi:
Powest' vemennykh lefSt. Petersixg, 1876); A. A. Shakhmatp Powest' vemennykh letvol. 1:
Vvodnaia bast'. Ekst. Primelkaniia (Petrograd, 1916).

25 PSR, vol. 1, 2nd ed. (Leningrad, 1926fprisellov and Valk criticized Karskiis edition for
being dificult to use because he did napand abbréations, modernize punctuation, or pide
contemporary typeice. (M.D. Prisellov, “Istoriia rulopisi Lavrentevskoi letopisi i ee izdanil,
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Berednilov's division of the t&t into PVL and nonPVL parts. Sincdie was pub-
lishing L rather than th@VL per se, Karskii decided to foloBychkov's policy
and limit his control tets to A and R—that is, to those copies he thought stood
closest to L.But this dvision created an ambiguity in what best attested to the
PVL It could be interpreted that L, R, and A (which represented the Laurentian
line) were the true witnesses to tA¥L, whereas the copies of the Hypatian line
were not. This interpretation may ka influenced Shakhmaton his decision, in
publishing the second edition oblume two of the PSRLin 1908, to follav the
procedure of Blauze and not to divide the t&t of H into PVL and nonPVL
parts?6 Also, at the time, Shakhmatavas of the opinion that the Hypatian line
represented a dedtive redaction, inferior to that of the Laurentian lineater
(by 1916) he seems toVerevised this opinion, at least in practice, since he then
accepted the Hypatian line asvhmy independentalue in assessing the readings
of thePVL archetype.

In 1950, D. S. Likhachepublished a ne edition of thePVL2’ Because of
his belief that the tev @atempts to compile a usable composiezsion haddiled
and because of his distrust of “mechanistiddi®gy;”28 Likhaches adopted the
procedure of Bychkv and Karskii—that is, he used L as the gaext and altered
it according to the controlxés A and R.Likhache's published t&t is very close
to Bychkov's version published in 1872For example, in the entries for the year
1093, Bychkv made 85 alterations in the gofext (and suggested three others).
Of these, 70 were based on A and R, 12 were conjectures, and only 3 were based
on H. Likhachesr accepted 71 of Bychdw's 85 dterations, incorporated 1 of

googao

Uchenye zapiski Gosudstvenngo pedgogicheslogo instituta im. A. I. Gertsenaol. 19 [1939],
p. 183; S. N. ¥lk, Sovetskaia arkhegrafiia [Moscow and Leningrad, 1948], pp. 135-137This
criticism is unjustified, sinceven those who he rot worked with manuscripts should elittle
trouble in learning to read Karslditext. Valk also objected to Karskii'dhoice of control tets (A
and R), because the Simeasrtchronicle, e.g., is closer to L than either A or R Téis objection
of Valk's may be alid, kut it is not relgant for our purposes, because the Sim&oGbronicle
does not contain aevsion of thePVL It begns with the entry for 1177PSRL, vol. 18, p. 1.

26 PSR, vol. 2, 2nd ed. (St. Petersiy, 1908).

27 Powest' vemennykh let2 wols. (Moscev and Leningrad, 1950) (hereaft®\V/L 1950). In
1978, O. VTvorogov reprinted Likhaches text, without the superscript numerals indicatiragiv
ants, in Pamiatniki literatury dewei Rusi. Nalcalo russki literatury Xl-nabalo Xl veka
(Moscaw, 1978), pp. 22-276.

28 See the chapter entitled “Krizis literatuedcheski mekhanichessi tekstologii; in D. S.
Likhachey, Tekstolggiia. Na materiale russéi literatury X—XVII vy 1st ed. (Mosce and
Leningrad, 1962), pp. 6—20; 2nd ed. (Leningrad, 1983), pp. 8-24.
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Bychkov's 3 auggestions, and added only 1 of higno Likhache used A and R
for 61 alterations, 7 were unattested, and 5 were based dyHomparison,
Karskii accepted only 34 of Bycbi(s dterations and added none of hisro Of

these alterations, 33 were based on A and R, while onlgslbased on HThese
figures not only suggest a close connection between Byshénd Likhache’s

texts kut also shw that Likhachg gavepriority to A and R wer H as a lasis for
modifying the cop text L.

The maw efforts during a period of more than 200 years to publistiPifie
have ot succeeded in producing a single reliable edition that reports all the sig-
nificant \ariants. EF. Karskii's 1926 publication of @lume one of th®SRL, for
example, is generally garded as the best edition of the Laurentian Chronicle, yet
Ludolf Mullers Handhuch aur Nestochronik points out thousands of readings
(mary of them significant) in the three witnesses Karskii used that were either not
reported or reported incorrec§ In fact, it is not clear on what basiariants
were included or>xluded in preious editions. It was necessary at times to go
back to the manuscripts to obtain reliabletdal evidence. Althoughhe photo-
graphic reproduction of the Radziwit cpjas been ailable since 1902, there
was o separate publication or photographic reproduction of the Khlelwng
Pogodin chronicles until the Ukrainian Research Institute atdtdrdnversity
published adcsimile edition of these codices in 1998nd one of the main wit-
nesses, the Academy go@till has no separate publication or photographic repro-
duction aailable. Untilnow, its readings appear only in lists @rants.

The first problem in publishing a satistory edition is the question of which
manuscripts to use to determine €L The titles of the arious publications
reflect the shifting positions on this questidefore 1871, the termPbwest' ve-
mennykh létwas not used in gntitle. The 1846 edition of L used “Nestor
Chronicle” to designate theVL section of the td. In 1871, a lithograph of H
was published under the titl®owest' vemennykh let po Ipatsinu spisku In
1876, Leib@ich’s composite ersion of thePVL used both H and L as witnesses,
and was titled, simplySvodnaia letopis'In 1908, Shakhmatopublished the tet
of H without the designationPbwest' vemennykh lgtalthough he made free use
of the Hypatian line in his reconstructeersion of thePVLin 1916. In publish-
ing his tet a decade lateKarskii decided to accept Beredoiks division of the

29 SeeHandtuch zur Nestochronik, ed. Ludolf Miiller, Forum Slaicum, vol. 49 (Munich,
1977); and my ndew in Harvard Ukrainian Studiesvol. 5 (1981), pp. 270-271.
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text of L into PVL and nonPVL parts, rather than Bycbk's continuous-t&t pol-

icy. The result vas that the Laurentian line appeared to representPifie
whereas the Hypatian line did nddy 1950, Likhache did not even represent the
Hypatian line in his diagram siming the relations between the compilations that
include thePVL.3%In short, Likhache merged the idea of publishing tfRV/L as a
separate td, as Leib@ich and Shakhmatwhad done, with the method of pub-
lishing it as part of the Laurentian Chronicle, as Byshknd Karskii had done.
Since H and Kh ha independent authority concerning readings in R,
ignoring them is not justified.

Use of a Stemma

Another problem in publishing an adequate edition ofR¥{& is to determine the
principles of tetual criticism for editing a td. Herewe can profitably makuse

of theory deeloped from the publication of ancient Greek and Latktsteas well

as Western medwmal texts. Thefollowing discussion of fundamental principles
may appear elementary to those wharkwith such tets, lut it is exactly these
principles that prdous PVL editors hae diosen not to useThe first stage of e
tual criticism is gthering the copies and grouping thelhe PVL falls into two
groups or &milies—the Laurentian and HypatiaBut can we establish a more
definite relationship among the copie§hat is, can we establish and use a
stemma?

A stemma is a graphic representation of the relation of xtenecopies to
one another and of theiypothetical genealogical relationship to the archetype or
authors ariginal. Thefirst stemma, as such, appeared in 183lhe idea is ine-
tricably linked, havever, with the publication by Karl Lachmann of Lucretiu3é
rerum natua in 185032 Although Lachmann did not actually évaa $emma, he
described the principles of the genealogical method so clearly that he seemed to
have resoled all the fundamental problems oftigal criticism.

30 “Skhema vzaimootnosheniia osmykh letopisiykh swdov, vkliuchivshikh v swi sosta
‘Povest vremenkh let;” PVL, 1950, wl. 2, following p. 554. Likhaches's preference for the
termskhemanay be an attempt to distinguish between a stemma, which may be used to determine
primagy of readings, and his diagram, which he does not use in #yis w

31 Karl Gottlob Zumpt, “Prooemiurhjn M. Tullii Ciceronis \érrinarum libri septen(Berlin,
1831), p. xxxviii, fn. *,

32 Karl Lachmann, “Commentaritis,n T. Lucretii Cari De rerum natua (Berlin, 1850), pp.
3-15.
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The basic idea of the genealogical method is that common errors or correc-
tions that could not & keen arwved & independently hee a @mmon source.

Or as James WNis describes it, “if tvo people are found shot dead in the same
house at the same time, it is indeed possible thathdneebeen shot by diérent
persons for dferent reasons,ub it would be foolish to mak that our initial
assumptiori33 The epectation is that mistas are passed on to other
manuscripts from the one in which the migtdkst appeared—that is, cygipts
tended to add mistak of their wn rather than to correct pieus mistaks. In
general, this xpectation vas justified, for most cysts were not well educated.
Also, their mistaks tend to be mechanical and easy to figure AutC. Clark
praised such scribes: “In a gagt there is no more blessed quality than ignorance,
and it is a commonplace, rather than a paradox, to say that the best manuscripts
are those written by the most ignorant scrit¥és.

The fly in the ointment, veever, was the copist who was not ignorantHe
would freely male conjectures and, what isonse for the stemma, heowld com-
pare two or more manuscripts and select randomly from ealis comparison,
now called contamination or confluence, occurred frequently enough te shak
confidence in the genealogical methdAl. E. Housman, foryxample, escheed
the use of a stemma in his edition of doals Satires “Authors like ivenal, read
and copied and quoted both in antiquity and in the middle ages,rhagrictly
separateddmilies of MSS. Lections are bandied to and fro from one ycop
anotheyand all the streams of tradition are united by cai®3hen a fev years
later, it appeared that the death Wdor the concept of the stemmasvstruck by
a aitic of medieval French tets, Joseph BédierBédier pointed out that almost
all the stemmata hexamined had only tavbranches. Hisrgument ran:

33 James Wiis, Latin Textual Criticism (Chicago, 1972), p. 14Quentin impreed upon the
concept of common error by pointing out that “error” carries the implication of nohdha
occurred in the archetypeSince archetypes are as prone to errors gthiag else, one should
probably use a neutral term, such as “common reddiBge Dom Henri Quentinyliémoie sur
I'établissement du e de la Mlgate Collectanea Biblica Latina,ol. 6 (Raris, 1922), p. 231; and
idem, Essais de critique xuelle(Paris, 1926), p. 37.

34 A. C. Clark,Recent Deelopments in@tual Criticism(Oxford, 1914), p. 21.

35 A. E. Housmanp. lunii luvenalis Satwuxe (London, 1905), p. xxi Housman s not,
however, opposed to the use of a stemma where applicable; see, e.g., A. E. HoMsrivemilii
Astionomicon bk. 2 (London, 1912), p. xxxii (a fullexxplanation appears in the smaller edition:
London, 1932, p. ix).
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It is natural that time, which has respected 116 copiegedefriom the tvo copies

w and z of theRoman de la Rosehould hae naliciously destrged all those that
might hare cerived from a third cop; and it is natural also that the same accident
should hae repeated itself, in similaraghion, for theRoman de bie; but that

it should hae repeated itself, in similaaghion .. for all the romances of all the
romancers, and for all the chroniclers, and for all the moral tracts of all the moral-
ists, and for all the collections ddlfles by all thedtulists, and for all the songs of

all the song writers: there lies the maltv Onebipartite tree is in no ay strange,

but a gove d bipartite trees, a wod, a forest®

Subsequent scholars attempted to defend thig dfebipartition” mathematically

For example, Rul Maas ajued that of the twenty-twways in which three s
could be arranged in relation to one anqgtloaty one irvolves a three-branch
stemma®’ Frederick Whitehead and Cedric E. Pickford published an article using
the formula@ﬁlﬁ'ﬁ? in which “a + b + c¢” represents the total number of mem-
bers of a &mily of manuscriptsz represents the total number of manuscripts in
all families, and n the number oktant manuscriptsThe formula shes that a
two-branch stemma is more dily to occur than a three-branch sten#h@hese

36 Joseph Bédief'La tradition manuscrite duai du 'Ombre: Réflexions sur I'art d’éditer les
anciens tetes, Romaniavol. 54 (1928), p. 172In this article Bédier refers to 220 manuscripts
of theRoman de la Roghat Langlois classifiedBut in a subsequent separate publication of the
article, the number “deux cent vingt” has been changed to “cent’s@aseph BédierLa tradi-
tion manuscrite du Lai d€@mbre: Réfl@ions sur I'art d'éditer les anciensxies(Paris, 1929), p.
12. AlthoughLanglois describedwar 200 manuscripts for thRoman de la Rosdée ems to
have ataloged the readings from only 116 of theBrnest Langloisl.es manuscripts du Roman
de la Rose: Description et classemémtvaux et mémoires de I'Uwaérsité de Lille, n.s. 7 (Lille
and Riris, 1910), pp. 2, 238-23%.or Bédiers arlier presentation of his reasoning about stem-
mata, see Joseph Bédiee Lai de 'Ombe par Jean Renar{Paris, 1913), pp. xxiii—xlvy

37 paul Maas, “Leitfehler und stemmatischgpEn’ Byzantinisbe Zeitsbrift, vol. 37 (1937),
pp. 289-294.The article vas reproduced in subsequent editions offaikritik, 2nd ed. (Leipzig,
1950), pp. 27-31; 3rd ed. (1957), pp. 27-31; 4th ed. (1960), pp. 26—30; and in Barbars Flo
English translationTexual Criticism(Oxford, 1958), pp. 42—49.

38 Flrederick] Whitehead and C[edric] E. Pickford, “ThedFBranch Stemm#Bulletin bibli-
ographique de la Société Internationale Arthurienmel. 3 (1951), pp. 83—90See Edwrd B.
Ham’s aitical dissection of their method in &kual Criticism and Common Seris&omance
Philology, vol. 13 (1959), pp. 207-209Vhitehead and Pickford subsequently restated thgir-ar
ment, without directly responding to Hasndriticism. SeeFrederick Whitehead and Cedric E.
Pickford, “The Introduction to theai de 'Ombe: Sixty Years Latef Romania vol. 94 (1973),
pp. 145-156; reprinted as “The Introduction to tteé de I'Ombe: Half a Century Latet in
Medieval Manuscripts andéXual Criticism ed. Christopher Kleinhenz, North Carolina Studies in
the Romance Languages and Literaturek, 73, Essays;eikts, Textual Studies andranslations;
Symposia, no. 4 (Chapel Hill, NC, 1976), pp. 103-116 (herddieliesal Manuscript¥.
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“proofs; howeve, succeeded only in telling xé critics what thg aready knev,

not in eplaining wty the archetype or original of almosteey text appears to
have keen copied only twiceClearly, to accept this nonsensical propositiomsv
impossible. €xtual criticism went into a period of crisis, so that by 1939 the
medievalist Eugéne Yhaver wrote:

Recent studies of xeual criticism mark the end of an age-long traditidme inge-
nious technique of editingvelved by the great masters of the nineteenth century
has become obsolete asviden’s physics, and the wrk of generations of critics has
lost a good deal of itsalue. Itis no longer possible to classifiss on the basis of
“common errors”; genealogical “stemmata”vhafallen into discredit, and with
them has anished ourdith in composite critical tes 3°

But no ne&v method came to the foreThe critic was supposed to choose the
“best” copy and edit it eclectically from other copies, an approach the biblical
scholar E. K. Rand referred to as “a method of desfair

The use of stemmata vee fully died out because the stemmaried in
mary cases, een without adequate theoreticakmanation for wh it almost
always had only tw branches. Nonetheleshiere may be aafrly simple epla-
nation at hand.The prealence of the tw-branch stemma may lie in thect that
a demma is a ypothetical constructWe know that the &tant manuscripts of a
given text are real, and we kmwo that in most cases there mustwédeen an
authors aiginal (holograph) or archetypeBetween the archetype andtant
copies we hee mly hypotheses and lost copieBut we should not confuse a
hypothesis with a lost cgp In other words, the Greek sigla of a stemma do not
necessarily represent lost copiest instead may represenggothetical stages in
the transmission of the mairxte In order to “locate” a reading in yrypotheti-
cal stage, we can use the method of triangulation, which requires readings from
only two copies or branched-or example, gven that figure 1 and figure 2 repre-
sent the reality of transmission fordwifferent tets,

39 Eugene Vhaver, “Principles of €xtual Emendatiof,in Studies in Fench Languaje and
Medieval Literature (Manchester1939), p. 351 (reprinted iMedieval Manuscriptspp. 139-159).
Without overdrawing the parallel, Ithink it not inappropriate to point out that this reactioaiast
the standard nineteenth-century method matches attitudes of pessimism, disillusionment, and
revolt apparent in post-@/ld War | literature, music, philosoghat, chess, and other manifesta-
tions of high culture.

40 E. K. Rand, “Dom Quentis’ Memoir on the &xt of the Wilgate’ Harvard Theolayical
Review, vol. 17 (1924), p. 204.
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Figure 1 Figure 2
a a
B B/\‘/\B
A Y
A B

B

the tet critic represents their relationshiggothetically with figure 3, unless he
or she has some good reason to propose aneniagystage.

Figure 3
/ “\
A B
Both A and B hee independent authority fom no matter hae mary stages
intevene#1 Ockhams razor applies here.
A stemma will work in cases where the transmission is closedeatical,
that is, where little or no confluence occurs among the coftiegll also work
when the transmission is open, so long as the contamination is not ignedk.

not work when the transmission is horizontal or vifdthat is, where “all the
streams of tradition are united by carias, in the case of Jwnals Satires(men-

41 When | first made this suggestion in 1981, | thoughti$ an original and dérent eplana-
tion. Sincethen, | hae dscovered that Jeandurquet had preempted me by some 35 years in
proposing the samexglanation in 1946.See his “Le paradexde Bédiet” in Mélanges 19452
vols. (Paris, 1946), ul. 2: Etudes littéaires esp. pp. 4—9.Whitehead and Pickford dismissed
Fourquets suggestion as “appeal[ing] to uninstructed common sense” and criticized him for con-
structing a diagram that illustrated the point feswrying to ma&. Whiteheadnd Pickford, “The
Introduction to the_ai de 'ombe,” pp. 105-106.

42 For a general discussion of open and closed transmissions, see R. Pop [Richard Pope],
“Nekotorye mysli po peodu izdaniia srednekovykh slavianskikh tekste” TODRL, vol. 50
(1997), pp. 242-251.
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tioned abwe), the plays of Aesahus?3 the Ecclesiastical Historyf Eusebiug?

or Claudius ClaudianuDe Raptu Poserpinae*® Otherwise, it will vork as a

tool if properly handled.A stemma is no substitute for thoughiVe %t up a
stemma on the basis of those significant readings of manuscripts thatlsho
primag. In other words, we construct a stemma to demonstrate graphically the
relationship of copies based on easily peetkprimary and secondary readings.
Then it can be used to help determine the better reading in instances where pri-
magy is not so clear This example is from the entry for 1093 (218,20-218,24):

RAHKh L
He said, “I hae aouteight hunded He said, “I hae &outsesen hunded
of my men who can stand @gst ofmy men who can stand a@igst
them” ... But the thoughtful ones them” ... But the thoughtful ones
spole: “Even if you had eight thousand spole: “Even if you had eight thousand,
[RA: 800], it would not be enough. it would not be enough.

From the sense of the passage it is clear that “eight hundredght thousand”
is the preferred reading (unless the 'Rzl a diferent sense of parallel construc-
tion) and that the copst of L wrotesem'sot"instead ofosm'sot"(or vosm'sot)
because of a mishearing in eithateznal or internal dictatioff

As soon as these significant readings yield a pattern, aie teeconstruct a
stemma. W 0on discoer that L is an unreliable cgpnot to be trusted, espe-
cially in regard to discrete or singular readindscdtiones singulag. Althoughit
is possible to construct scenarios whereby the singular reading vayd®n in
the archetype, such imaginagdionstructs are usually complecorvoluted, and
highly unlikely, and must gre way in each case to the simplepkanation. Itis
notable that Bychdv, Karskii, and Likhache all persisted in maintaining the
inferior “700; apparently for the sole reason that L has\it. W. Greg calls such

43 R. D. Dave, The Collation and Ivestigation of Manuscripts of Adsdus (Cambridge,
1964), especially pp. 1-14.

44 Edward Schvartz, “Einleitung zum griechischenest in Eusebius \aftke, vol. 2: Die
Kirchengesaichte, Die griechischen christlichen Schriftsteller der ersten drei Jahrhundgltté, v
pt. 3 (Leipzig, 1909), pp. cxk-cxlvi.

45 J. B. Hall, “Introductiorf, to Claudius ClaudianusDe Raptu Poserpinae ed. J. B. Hall
(Cambridge, 1969), pp. 62—63; Claire Gruzeliéntroduction; to Claudian De Raptu Fiser
piniag ed. and trans. Claire Gruzelier (Oxford, 1993), pp. XXiX—XXX.

46 |hor SevEenlo has suggested a damaged manuscript might &fsaie the corruption—i.e.,
[o]lembecoTs — cembeoTs. This is possible if the cyst of the eemplar had written the number
out,ocmbcz Tz, inStead of praiding a letter designation, e.g,as in AR o cot as in H.
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bias “the tyranp of the copy-text.”4’ Many examples of this tyranncan be found
in the editing of both classical and medidexts.

In the chronicle entry for 1093, Likhachehose to change the cppext
according to A and R 61 time&\Ve find that H and Kh are in agreement with 34
of these changesThat is, Likhache changed L 34 times when it hasegtio sin-
gularis. The entry for 1093 has at least 93 other instances where the reading of L
is alectio singularis—that is, where all the other main witnesses are in agreement
acainst it—hut Likhache did not change the cgpext. Onwhat basis could he
alter L 34 times when a certain situatiofisés, lut not 93 other times when that
same situation arisesPhe most likely explanation is that he ges geater weight
to L than to all other copies combinett.is significant that Likhachelearned
textual criticism during the time when Bédigileas of despair had their greatest
popularity in the Wst. Thishelps to &plain his unwillingness to use a stemma to
edit the t&t. Sincethe transmission of thBVL is essentially a closed one,vio
eve, a $emma should be applicable for editorial purposes.

Proposed Stemmata of tR&/L

A number of stemmata ti@ keen proposed to stvahe relationship of the copies
of the PVL and other chronicles testifying to tliR/L. A. A. Shakhmate pro-
posed the follwing stemma (fig. 4) in which heypothesized three redactions of
the PVL*8 For him, none of the x@ant manuscripts testifies to the first redaction.
He then prioritized the readings of LRA, on the one hand, and HKhP on the other
Thus, L, R, and A, although théhave elements of third-redaction material in
them, in general testify to a second redaction closer to theft¢he first redac-
tion than the third redaction that H, Kh, and P testifyAs.a result, if one were
to use Shakhmatts gemma, one wuld prefer the common readings of LRA to
the common readings of HKh®when thg differ from the former In his compila-
tive aition of thePVL published in 1916, Shakhmatdid not, havever, dways

47 W. W. Greg, “The Rationale of CopText,” Studies in Bibligraphy; vol. 3 (1950-1951), p.
26; reprinted irBibliography and &tual Criticism: English and American Litature, 1700 to the
Presented. O. M. Brack, Jr and Vrner Barnes (Chicago, 1969), pp. 41-58.

48 |n an earlier ersion of this stemma, Shakhmataostulated only tw redactions, the first
from 1116 and the second from 1118. A. Shakhmate, Razyskaniia o dweishikh russkikh
letopisnykh svodak{st. Petersixg, 1908), insert follwing p. 536.
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Figure 4. Shakhmaits Semma
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give particular preference to LRAver HKhP, choosing instead to decide readings
on their indvidual merits. In addition, he identified passages in LRA that he
thought belonged to the third redactitfrso the equating of the second redaction
with LRA and the third redaction with HKhPas not so clear a distinction in his
editing of the tet as it appears in his stemma.

Another significant aspect of Shakhmaso demma is that it siwes the
extant copies of the Ngorod | Chronicle (Neg. 1) and the CompilationSyvod
of 1448 ultimately deving from what he termed thidachal'nyi svod(lit., “Begin-
ning Compilation”). Shakhmatochoped that, by comparing the readings ovglo
| and the Compilation of 1448, he could determine the readings in the lost source
text for the PVL59 Such a determinationould allov him to approach the read-
ings in thePVL not only on the basis of thatant copies of later redactions of the
PVL but also on the basis of copies that testify to a ptisting text. That way,
when he found a disagreement among the copies dP¥he he could use the
readings of théNachal'nyi svodas a touchstone to determine which readirg w
the primary one. This hope that Wp | could gve s access to théNadal'nyi
svod which in turn would tell us the primary readings in tR¥L, was one of the
reasons Shakhmatccalled the relationship between tf/L and the Nug. |
Chronicle “the most important question of our historiogydpn practice, his
edition of thePVL rarely adopts a reading according toviyol or the Compila-
tion of 1448, because the relationship ofviyal to thePVL is more comple than
Shakhmate had hoped. The undeniablact is that Neg. | contains a number of
readings that are secondary in relationship to, and apparentigterirom, the
PVLitself. Other readings of Ng. | may go back to a sourcete®f thePVL, but
these readings kia o be determined indiidually on their merits. In brief, Na. |
does not prade the shortcut, or quick and sure determination of primary

49 Shakhmate, Povest' vemennykh letp. 330 (K283,3-K283,4); p. 331 (K284,2); and p. 333
(K284,15-K285,7).

50 Shakhmatw later backdated the Compilation of 1448 to the 1430s on the basis of a personal
letter from A. V Markov. A. A. Shakhmate, “Kievskii Nachalnyi svod 1095 g.; in A. A.
Shakhmate 1864—1920. Sbornik statei i materiglaed. S. P Obnorskii, Trudy Komissii po istorii
Akademii nauk SSSRyp. 3 (Moscwv and Leningrad, 1947), p. 133.ur'e, after man years of
accepting the 1448 date for the common protograph of tiwgaddod IV and SimeonoChroni-
cles, in the end also backdated it to the 1438s.S. Lute, Dve istorii Rusi 15 veka. Rannie i
pozdnig nezavisimye i ofitsial'nye letopisi ob alaosanii Moslovskogo gosudastva (St. Peters-
burg, 1994), p. 113. My thanks to Charles Halperin for bringing'd’sirchange of viev to my
attention.
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readings, that Shakhmatanitially hypothesized for it, although it still haslue
in helping to establish what some of those primary readings might be.

S. A. Bugoslaskii (S. O. Buhosheskyi) proposed another stemma (see fig.
5), and, in keeping with the principles he described in his manual, editedxhe te
of the PVL according to this stemmaHis edition of thePVL has not been
published®? Bugoslaskii provided some of his results in an article he published
in 194133 His stemma does not prioritize the testipah L RA in relation to the
testimory of HKhP. What Bugoslaskii determined was that, although the
archetype of HKhP (Shakhmate third redaction) contained a number of
changes, these changes were made not from the archetype of LRA (Shaldhmato
second redaction)ub more or less directly from the archetype of A& Thus,
HKhP carried equal weight with LRA in testifying to readings of B in the
uninterpolated passages. In addition, Bugala determined that the readings of
the Novgorod branch and the Sofiia | Chronicle (Sof. I) do notvdefiom a
source tgt of thePVL but from the same branch that H, Kh, and P do. This means
that, barring contamination, a reading fromviyol can be used to support a dis-
agreement of LRA with HKhPut not vice ersa. Thuswhen LRA = Naog. | £
HKhP, then we can accept the reading of LRA because the disagreement of HKhP
with the others could ke accurred in the commonxemplar of HKhP alone.
When, haevever, HKhP = Norg. | £ LRA, then we cannot, as a matter of course,
accept the reading of HKhP because that agreement couke @tern the proto-
graph of HKhP and Na. I, and not necessarily be represemsatf the PVL

51 5,V Aleksee has been trying to véve te notion that the Ngorod Chronicle prades
direct evidence of a pr&VL recension.Nactal'naia letopis' ed. and trans. S. .VAleksee
(Moscaw, 1999), pp. 5-7.

52 See N. K. Gudzii, “S. A. Bugoslakii (Nekrolog), TODRL, vol. 6 (1947), p. 411.
Bugoslasskii's aition was supposed to be published by Uchped§ia. decades the whereabouts
of the typescript &s unknwn. Yuri Artamonw has recently located it in IMLI im. A. M.
Gorkogo RAN (f. 573, op. 1).

53 Sepgei Bugoslaskii, “ ‘Povest vremeniykh let’ (Spiski, redaktsii, peonachahyi tekst)’
Starinnaia russkaia peest'. Stat'i i issled@niia, ed. N. K. Gudzii (Mosce and Leningrad,
1941), pp. 7-37 (his stemma appears on p. Bd)er, Miller drev up a dightly different stemma.
See Ludolf Milley “Die ‘dritte Redaktion’ der sogenannten Nestorchrénik, Festsdrift fir
Margarete V@ltner zum 70. Gabitstag, ed. Peter Brang et al. (Heidellgerl967), p. 185. A sim-
pler version of this stemma appeared in Milldandhuch, vol. 2, p. v. In a review of the Hand-
buch, J L. I. Fennell stated this stemma could be used to determine “primfaceadings”
(Slavonic and East Eapean Reiew, vol. 57 [1979], p. 124).
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Figure 5. Bugoshskii’'s Semma
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Figure 6. Likhachés Semma
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Likhache/’s gemma, which | present here in a modified form (see fig. 6),
accompanied his edition of thBVL in 1950%% He accepted Shakhmate
arrangement of three redactions of B¥L, but he sa contamination of a later
version (the Compilation of Vselod Mstislavich) of the third redaction on the
Sofiiskii vemennikand, therebyon dl subsequent Negorod chroniclesIn other
words, Likhache did not accept the readings of Wp | and the Compilation of
1448 as a touchstone for determining whaswn the PVL In practice,
Likhacher tended to accept the reading of L as the primary readiiegresorted
to A and R only when he ag dissatisfied with LWhen he wvas still dissatisfied
with the result of consulting L, R, and A, then heuld examine H and Kh for
help. Inthat respect, Likhacké&s practice in choosing readings corresponded
closely to Shakhmatts demma for the relationship of these copiest ot to
Shakhmate's avn practice in choosing readings.

By examining the most alous diferences of the main witnesses of the
PVL, | feel that | hage been able to impre o these stemmata. L, R, and Aviea
similar entries that run through 113®Therefore, we can group those three
together In addition, L and those e readings of the flnity copy (t) that are
attested she a geater similarity between the owof them than with R and A8
which themselgs seem to de from a common ancest®f H and Kh also
derive from a common ancestst My stemma (fig. 7) is closer to Bugosii's
than it is to the other tw | definea as being as close an approximation of
Sil'vestr's authorial text as possible. As Bugosfskii did, | accept that H and Kh
should be gien equal weight with L, R, and A in determining the paradosjsof
the PVL | disagree, haever, that P should be gen any dtention, &cept when
Kh has a lacuna. The reason for this is that P is completelativifrom Kh and
provides no better readings than Kh already has. In my stemma, | also included

54 powest' vemennykh leed. D. S. Likhache 2 wls. (Moscev and Leningrad, 1950),0l. 2:
Prilozhenie p. 556. Ihave smplified his stemma somdnat to highlight the correspondences rele-
vant for our discussion herd.havealso added in the ellipses the influences he sees on the compi-
lations of 1073 and 1093.

55 For a list of agreed readings of LRA aigst HKhP see Bugosteskii, “Povest vremeniykh
let, pp. 26—28.

56 For a trief discussion of this point, see Shakhmra@bozenig p. 40.

57 Cf. Shakhmatg Obozenie pp. 44—45, 65—66.

58 Cf. Shakhmatg Obozenie pp. 99—-100, 103-104; ShakhmatBowest' vemennykh letpp.
xliv=xlv, fn. 4.
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Figure 7. Proposed Stemma for This Edition

"~ Chebotare |
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the Trinity copy (t), but not from the entirety of Prisali’'s 1950 reconstruction of

the txt. Thatreconstruction, for the most part, is conjectural and needs to be
tested. Instead,haveincluded readings from Priseis reconstruction only up

to the entry for 906.These readings are based on the plates of the early nine-
teenth-century attempt by Chebota@d Cherepanoto publish the chronicle
while the manuscript &as still ectant. TheTrinity manuscript vas subsequently
lost in the Moscwey fire of 1812. Since Chebotaveand Cherepano worked
directly from the manuscript, the readingsytipeesent hee a high probability of
actually haing been in the finity Chronicle, in contrast to the readings Priselk

has after 906, which, becauseytlaee conjectural, hae a bwer probability>?

As Bugoslaskii did, | acknavledge the importance in some places of the
readings from Neg. | for deciding disagreements between LRA on one hand and
HKh on the otherbut only when KAKT agree with LRAOtherwise, when KAKT
agree with HKh aginst LRA, it testifies only to whatas iny, not what vas ina.

My stemma also ackmdedges contamination between branch&hakhmate
cited examples of agreement among KhRAaagt LH®O but he dso cited &am-

ples of agreement between KhlLasgst HRAS1 He concluded that contamination

is due to the so-called Vladimitolychroniconof the early fourteenth century—
that is, to a common source for L, R, and?Elsavhere, havever, he suggests
that the contamination mayvemme from the common source of R and3at

first, | accepted the lattex@anation because the agreements of Kh and L that
Shakhmate gives can be gplained as coincidentals, e.gkopornuciia instead of
bopsomucita (898), mepes cmaBy/mepes cnapb (993), GoxxecTBeHBIMB/
boxectrenb (1015),umbxe/nxe (1051), etc. The only agreement Shakhmato

59 Prisellov's reconstruction must be used cautiously because we do net Wwhether he
always checkd his readings agnst the manuscriptsFor example, in the entry for 1064,
Prisellov assigns the readingBtecnart xe Bb ce nmbTo modans” tO his reconstruction with
the assertion that all the other copies arrange the phréseslify (Troitskaia letopis' p. 142, fn.
3). ButR has &actly that same arding (sedradzivilorskaia ili Kenigsbegskaia letopis'fol. 95).
This suggests that Priselk relied on either Bychk/'s or Karskii's eitions, neither of which
reports the ariant wording in R (Bychkv, Letopis' po Laventiesskomu spiskup. 160; PSRL, vol.
1 [1926], col. 164).Karskii's dtributing the reading Kommmns” to R is an eror; it should be
attributed to A. Noteworthy is the fact that Berednibv reports the ariant in R correctlyRSRL
vol. 1 [1846], p. 71, ariantd).

60 Shakhmate, Obozenie pp. 106-107.

61 Shakhmate, Obozenie pp. 104-105, 107—-108; ShakhmatBoest' vemennykh lep. xlv.

62 Shakhmate, Obozenie p. 105.

63 Shakhmate, “ ‘Povest vremeniykh let’ i ee istochniki,p. 18.
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gives that could not be a coincidental—i.eycmo/mmems (1037)—turns out to
be a typographical errowhere themss readnucmo/nucms. In editing the tgt
for publication, hwever, | found too may instances of LKh agreementaagst
RAH that Shakhmatodid not give and that cannot bexplained as coincidentals.
In ary case, one must be cautious about instances where Kh agrees with either AR
against HL or with L aginst RAH. The Ermolae copy (E), on the whole, deres
from Kh. But the copist of E or of its gemplar used another Kh-type
manuscript to mak change$? Therefore, in some places E might be used to sup-
port a reading of H agnst Kh. Similarly, P derives drectly from Kh and can be
used as a substitute where Kh has lacunae from folios lost aftas Ropied®
Thus, | indicate the influence offlatype coly on Kh to account for cases when
LRAKh # HKAKT, and the influence of 8-type coly on L to account for cases
when LKAKT # RAHKh. Finally, I have eliminated the Compilation of 1448
from consideration because | found no indisputable case where it testifies to a pri-
mary reading eer the copies in hand.

With this stemma in mind, we can establish certain standard situations—that
is, cases when certain copies agree (=) while othersderalissident readings
(#¥)—and the preferred readings in each case:

Choice of Readings for tHeVvL

whele prefer
1. L=R=A=H=Kh LRAHKh
2. LEFR=A=H=Hkn RAHKh
3. LEFR£A=H=Kh AHKh
4. LFA+R=H=Kkn RHKh
5. L=R#A=H=Kh AHKh
6. L=A#R=H=Kh RHKh

64 A. A. Shakhmate, “Predislwie;” PSRL, vol. 2 (1908), pp. xv—xvi.Likhaches claimed that
E is a ewaking of P See D. S. Likhache Russkie letopisi i ikh kul'turno-istohiesloe znabenie
(Moscav and Leningrad, 1947), p. 43BVL, 1950, wl. 2, p. 159.But wheneer Kh does not
have the same reading as tRen E follavs Kh. See, e.g., the lacuna in Kh for 969-9PERL,
vol. 2 [1908], pp. 56-58) where E also has a lacuna; and the lacuna in P for 109928B96 (
vol. 2, [1908], pp. 219-221) where Eaag follows Kh. Likhaches also states that E as used in
the edition published in 1871ubthat statement is an errdB. M. Kloss, in an unpublished arti-
cle, titled “Spiski Ipaevskoi letopisi i ikh tekstologif,analyzes more in depth the relation of Kh,
P, and E. My thanks to Omeljan Pritsak for making Kloss’ articleiable to me.

65 Shakhmate, “Predislwie” PSRL, vol. 2 (1908), p. xii.
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10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24,
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.

R=A#L=H=Kh
R#A#L=H=Kh
R#A=L=H=Kh
AfR=L=H=Kn
L=R=A=H#Kh
LFR=A=H#Kh
LFR#A=H#Kh
L#A+#R=H#Kh
L=R#A=H#Kh
L=A#R=H#Kh
R=A#L=H#Kh
R+A#L=H#Kh
R¥A=L=H#Kh
A%+ R =L=H#Kh
L=R=A=Kh#H
LER=A=Kh#H
LER¥#A=Kh#H
LEFA¥R=Kh#H
L=R+fA=Kh#H
L=A#R=Kh#H
R=A#L=Kh#H
RfA#L=Kh#H
RfA=L=Kh#H
A¥R=L=Kh#H
L=R=A#H=Kh
LER=A#H=Kh
LER=A#H#Kh
LEA+#R#H=Kh
LEA#R#H#Kh
L=R#A#H=Kh
L=R+A#H#Kh
L=A#R#H=Kh
L=A#R#H#Kh
L£Kh=R4#A=H
LEKh=A#R=H
L=Kh#A=R=H

OSTROWSKI

LHKh
LHKh
ALHKh
RLHKh
LRAH
RAH
AH

RH

AH

RH

LH

LH
ALH
RLH
LRAKh
RAKh
AKh
RKh
AKh
RKh
LKh  (when not the result of contamination)
LKh  (when not the result of contamination)
ALKh
RLKh

DY ) ) ) ) ) ) ) )Y

RAH (only when contamination of L on Kh)
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43.L=Kh#R+A=H AH  (only when contamination of L on Kh)
44, L=Kh#A+R=H RH  (only when contamination of L on Kh)
45. A# Kh=R#L=H
46. R Kh=A#L=H
47.L=Kh=RtA=H
48.L=Kh=A#R=H
49. A=Kh=R#£L=H

N ) N ) Y

(if contamination is present, then LH)

Basically when an agreement that is not a scribal coincidental occurs between an
two or more separateafnily copies without an other agreement occurring
between the other separasenily copies, we should prefer the agreed readig.
problem arises when no agreement occurs betweeihikels or one agreement

is countered by another agreement between dheliés. Thenwe must start
applying the principles dfelectiothat hae keen deeloped wer the years in te

tual criticism—for eample,brevor lectio potior, difficilior lectio probior, and so
forth.56 In general, we should choose the reading tkplagns the othersBut we
should also realize that each case containswts characteristics and that these
may override ary given principle at ag given time. Housmartompares a iual

critic going about his Usiness to a dog searching for fleas: “If a dog hunted for
fleas on mathematical principles, basing his researches on statistics of area and
population, he wuld never catch a fleaecept by accident.They require to be
treated as indiduals; and eery problem which presents itself to thetteal critic

must be rgarded as possibly uniqui€’ In other words, we can accept, with quali-
fication, Bentlg’s maxim: “with us, good Sense and the Reason of the Thing are
of more Weight than a hundredopies’® While these are soundonds of advice,

66 For various discussions of these principles, see MBatkritik; Willis, Latin Textual Criti-
cisnt Bruce MetzgerThe EBx of the Nev Testament: Its fRnsmission, Corruption, and Resder
tion (New York and London, 1964), pp. 119-246; Gijor Pasquali,Storia della tadizione e crit-
ica del testp 1st ed. (Florence, 1934), 2nd ed. (1952); Alphonse Oags, manuscritslst ed.
(Paris, 1949), pp. 87-171, 2nd e(ll964), pp. 95-186, 3rd ed. (1975), pp. 95-186; M. bs\W
Textual Criticism and Editorial €hnique Applicable to G&ek and Latin 8xs (Stuttgart, 1973).

67 A. E. Housman, “The Application of Thought t@xXiual Criticism, Proceedings of the
Classical Associationvol. 18 (1921), p. 69; reprinted . E. Housman: Selectedd®e ed. John
Carter (Cambridge, 1961), pp. 131-150 andhe Classical &peis o A. E. Housmaned. J. Dig-
gle and FR. D. Goodyeayvol. 3 (Cambridge, 1972), pp. 1058-1069.

68 Richard Bentlg, The Odes, Epodes, and Carmen SeeuthHorace(London, 1712-1714),
pt. 17, p. 16 (emphasis in the originaBee the comment concerning this statement by Rudolf
Pfeiffer, History of Classical Swlarship fom 1300 to 18500xford, 1976), pp. 153—-154.
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we must remember that thepply mostly to those cases where the stemma does
not pravide a clear preferencéle mnstructed the stemma foerny good reasons,
which means that if we ant to werride the stemma in gnparticular case we
must h&e even better reasons for doing sén example of where |werrode the
agreed testimgnof all five PVL manuscripts in igard to a substante reading
occurs in 112,9, where | )@ accepted the emendation of R.Thmkovskii thata

read: ‘pasabnasiern 60 cs HepasgbnabHo instead of the testified-to
“pasabanola”. 89 This means that | accept as moreljkthe occurrence here of
independent parablepsis in bdthand {, whereasy had to maintain the fuller
reading for it to be presezd in the Nug. | line.

Since the initial publication of my stemma for tR¥L in 1981, | hae fur-
ther refined the general principles and made them more specific R/theln
particular | noticed more contamination between copies ofed#int branches
than | at first thought, i only at specific sections ofxte not throughout.
Approximately at the point, forxample, where a change of hand occurs in L, fol.
40" (in the entry for 988), L tmins to agree with copies that testify to the younger
redaction of Neg. | in places where tgedisagree with the common reading of
RAH (both Kh and P hee a hcuna from 115,7 to 119,23)n particular the
change in hand occurs in 116,24 with therdvipucrasn. Then we find the fol-
lowing realignments:

Place L, Novg. | RAH(Kh)
117,5 CBSATOTO 0
117,12 n &Tomb mpocniy nepyHsHa pbHb 1)
117,13 /0 nepyHsiHa phbHb
117,15 /0 3ayTpa
118,1 0 Bennkyl/a
118,7 0 cero
118,12 /0 BEJIMKEIN
118,13 cusila ceouls
119,11 IO MU LY IO 0
119,17 /0 ThBI
119,19 B'b3/adHbs, B'b3ZaHNa, Bb3aaHus 0

69 |etopis' Nest@va po drewieishemu spisku mnikha Lawtiia, ed. R. F Timkovskii
(Moscaw, 1824), p. 77.
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120,26 B'b30IIbEMb/BO30OMIEM b BOIUEMb

161,17 71210 0

In such cases, | ia taken the agreement of L with Mg. | to be the result of
contamination of L by &-type coyy, and therefore secondaryhis seems to be a
better @planation than the idea that an L-type ya@ontaminated the common
ancestor of Neg. | copies. Also, it seems to be a more dily explanation than
one that proposes contamination between R and A)(a@n one side, and H (or
(), on the other

The matter is further complicated by treet that Kh is contaminated by a
B-type copy. So, eren though Kh in places agrees with the Laurentiamify
acainst H and Neg. |, most of those agreements must be secondgome of
these readings may be bettbut | cannot decide solely on the basis of the
stemma.

Finally, the contamination of L by Ng. | may begin to occur a f& lines
before the change in handThat is, in line 116,19 the foldng readings occur:
LKAKT : onsite Whereas RAH®. In addition, an agreement of L with NQ. |
seems to occur in line 116,18jtkkhat may hae aher causesSince this cross-
branch contamination issielent only in sections of thexg it does not déct the
essential nature of the transmission of v as a closed one.

Texual Criticism vs. €tology

Textual criticism as practiced in the 8at has operated on principlesfeliént
from tekstolgiia (< Tekcrtosmorusi, Tekctromoris) as pacticed in Russia and
Ukraine. Thislatter practice | will refer to henceforth asxtelogy” The difer-
ences create di€ulties for those outside Russia and Ukraine who are dependent
on editions published on the basis ofttéogy.’0

Perhaps, the most striking indication that a splists between té critics
and tetologists lies in the statement made by Likhacime1976 that Swiet tex-
tology had adanced to “first place in theasld” ! Likhaches's datement bears
special consideration because it emanated from the pen of the leading scholar of

70 Michele Colucci maks this point in his “Textual Criticism’ \ersus Tekstolayija’: The
Case ofDaniil Zatotnik” (unpublished paper)l would like to thank Professor Haey Goldblatt
of Yale Uniersity for providing me a cop of this paper

1 D. S. Likhache, “O nekotorykh neotlozhykh zadachakh spetsiaykh filologicheskikh
distsipliny Vestnik AN SSSR976, no. 4, p. 69.
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Rus studies. Atthe other rtreme, Vstern warks on tet criticism male little
mention of Russian or Ukrainianork in the field, seemingly unare of tetol-
ogy’s first-place position.In what follows, | outline the deglopment of Wstern
textual criticism and Russian imperial, \Bet, and post-Soet textology, define
the diferences between the dwand demonstrate Wahese diferences déct the
editing of thePVL This discussion is not intended as a catalog of erroriailte
ogy—a task bgond the scope of this presentation and outside my inclination.
Nor do | wish to lege the impression that all xlogy-based editorial @rk is
flawed—there hae been somexeellent editions of early xs.”2 The dificulty is
that one cannot tell the tkfence between thexeellent and the flaed without
resorting to the original manuscript$his discussion then is intended to identify
the flavs and to preide clear gamples of the types of problems oraeds in
using editions of early East Sla texts.

The deelopment of modern teual criticism in Europe lgen with the
Renaissance, when humanists &tr@ uncover the works of the ancient Greek
and Roman writers, whether in poetphilosopty, law, or history. For the
humanists, it ws important to determine thgaet words that the ancient writers
used’3 The invention by Gutenbey of the reusable mold for making printable
characters and his irgeation of “of-the-shelf technology” to create a practical
printing press gve impetus to this task, because scholars in distant parts of
Europe could then discuss the sanmxé weord for word.”4

The importance of uneering the &act text spread to Biblical studiedJntil
the dispersion of the printing press, the task of standardizingdiging of the
Bible was etremely dificult. It was common practice for early Christianxte
critics and scribes, feeling themsedvimlued with the Holy Spirit, to alter the
words of their manuscriptxemplars, because théknen” what the correct wrd-
ing should b&> With the deelopment of printing, the Church (or other

72 Nasone's dition of the Pskv Chronicle comes immediately to min®slovskie letopisi 2
vols., ed. A. N. Nasono(Moscov and Leningrad, 1941, 1955).

73 John Anthow Scott, “Introductiort, Utopia. Sir Thomas Mer(New York, 1965), pp. ViVii.

74 See Eugene.Rice, Jr, The Pundations of Early Modern Eope 1460-1559New York,
1970), pp. 8-9.

75 On intentional changes by oggts that led to errpsee MetzgerTex, pp. 195-206.0rigen,
e.g., dismissed the reading “Jesus Barabbasiua bf “Barabbas” in Mt. 27:16-17 because he
believed an evil person could not be named “Jesusl etzger Tex, p. 152. EarlyHebrev scribes
were also knen to alter Biblical passages for theological reas®ee, e.g., John H. Hayes and
Carl R. HolladayBiblical Exegesis: A Bginner's Handbook(Atlanta, 1982), p. 33.
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authorities) could more easily disseminate a nonedtxt. Erasmuspublication

of a Greek Ne Testament became thextus eceptudor Protestant$® while the
Clementine reision of the Mlgate in 1592 became standard for CatholicBhis

split, as well as further splits within Protestantism, led to a competitiorxisf te
that eventually resulted in \Wstcott and Horg version of the N& Testament first
published in 18818 Although the Véstcott and Hort t& was a milestone in ratio-

nal text criticism, it was another senty years before Protestantsfiatlly
accepted a ersion of their tet as the norm in the Rised Standard &fsion
(RSV). Duringthe centuries between the publication of Erasmus’aed that of

the RSV humanists engged in fierce debates concerning proper methods of edit-
ing and emendationln the course of these debates, Biblical scholars established
certain principles of tdual criticism. Among these are the follong:

1) Theshorter reading is preferable to a longer reading, unless one caatattrib
the shorter reading either to scribal haplogyaphto some other pisical
cause. Theationale is that a cepst is more lilkely to have alded his wn
clarification to a tet than to hae intentionally deleted ards from an already
clear tet to male it less clear Unintentional deletions through mechanical
copying errors occur relately frequently Unintentional additions can also
occur through repetition of avds or phrases (dittograph but that occurs
much less frequently and is more readily appar&hus, additions tend to be
intentional; deletions, mechanical.

2) Themore dificult reading is preferred to a smoother readingept, agin,
where a mechanical cging error would eplain the roughnessThe rationale
is that a copist is more lilely to hare ried to male a ough reading smoother
than to hae made a smooth reading morefdifilt to understand.

3) Theoriginal may hae contained mistaés. Thisprinciple, so olious on the
face of it, was not fully ackneledged until the early twentieth century with
the work of Dom Henri Quentin? Acceptance of this principle alk® us to

76 Metzger Tex, pp. 98—103.

77 Metzger Tex, p. 78.

8 The Nev Testament in the Original @ek text revised by Brook Foss Westcott and Fenton
John Anthow Hort (Cambridge, 1881).

79 Quentins method of comparing manuscript copies by threes (“la comparaison des
manuscrits par groupes de troisssais p. 44) has been criticized bgmong others, Rand, Bédjer
and Seers (see “Wrks Cited”), and s rejected by Likhackes “mechanical. That is not our
concern herelt is, instead, he Quentinbegan his comparisons thatawants our attention, i.e.,
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account for subsequent attempts byedédnt copists to introduce corrections
at common places in thextehey are copying. Thecorrections may takvari-
ous forms and can bgm@ained only on the basis of the recognition of error in
the commonxemplar

4) Commonreadings in copies from\drse geographical areas are morelirk
to have keen in the original than a reading common to copies from only one
area. Ag@in, this is a principle thatxecritics accepted only in the early twen-
tieth century with the ek of B. H. Streeter on the locations of Gospel
manuscript coping .80

5) Finally, the idea arose that a stemma, a genealogical relationship of the copies

of a text, could be constructed on the basis of simpleants and then used to
help determine the primpof more compl& variants.

In Russia, the principles ofxmlogy developed almost xactly the rgerse of
those of tetual criticism. Thus, longerfuller readings tended to be accepteero
shorter dliptical readings. Smoother readings tended to be acceptedrougher
readings. Theaditor tended to “correct” the xeeither with or without ariant
support from other copies in an attempt to createxamg@ar that vas without
error. Preference \&@s gven to those copies of uts that originated in the Center
that is, in or near Mos@o And the stemma &s seen not as a tool for editing the
text, but merely as a possibleaw to represent the relationship of the copfes.

How did these diferences occur and widid they devdop the vay they did?
First, Muscey was relatrely untouched by Renaissance humanisiAithough
humanism did reach Ruthenian territorgsearch on thexeent of that influence
on Muscay has shwn very little evidence of ap impact. What influence there
was dfected only a fe isolated indriduals. Symptomatidgs the fct that the

googo
not by judging whether a particular readingsax‘correct” or a “mista&’ but by initially weighting
all “variants” equally

80 B, H. StreeterThe Pur Gospels: A Study of Origiffsondon, 1924), esp. pp. 78, 106, 108,
148.

81 Examples abound,ub, for our purposes, one might point out that neither Shakknnato
Likhacher used their respestt 4emmata (constructed to shdhe relationship of copies of the
PVD) to edit the text of the PVL Another gample is N. A. Kazatva’'s ditions of works
attributed to \assian Btrikeer in N. A. Kazalova, Vassian Ritrikees i ego sodineniia (Moscav

and Leningrad, 1960), pp. 223—-281 and the corresponding stemmata, pp. 146, 163, 182, and 208.

In addition, in choosing a cgpiext for theSlovo otvetnoOtvet kirillovskikh startse and thePre-
nie s losifom ®otskim she qavepreference to copies made in or near Mastmthose made in
more outlying areas.
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writings of Aristotle did not bgin to be translated into Russian until the eigh-
teenth century Second, neither in Museg nor in the Russian Empireas there
a tradition, as such, of “leer” criticism of the Bible. When the first complete
Slavonic Bible was compiled in Negorod in 1499, it \as based in part on the
Latin Vulgate82 By invoking the Wlgate, compilers of the Sianic Bible may
have uinknawingly rejected, as Bruce Metzger suggested, some superior readings
from the Alexandrine tradition in Sianic lectionaries and Apostofs.

The printing press did ka an impact upon Musag by the seenteenth cen-
tury when “book correcting” became both figuvelly and literally a lrning
issue. Asn the West, a split in the Church occurredit lin the Vst the Protes-
tants were able to establiskalicenters of learnin§? In Muscory and the subse-
guent Russian Empire, in contrast, the religious dissenters maintained an animos-
ity toward “external learning,an atitude that preed barren for ne research. @
be sure, the Russian Church leaders had a broader agenda than just book correct-
ing. In the decisions of the Church Council of 1654, the introduction to the
Sluzhebnikof 1655, and nésions to theSkrizhal, one can find the outline of a
broad plan for “enlightening” society as a whétdn addition, those who dis-
agreed with particular aspects of this plan and opposed its implementation did so
for a wide \ariety of reason® This diverse opposition &s subsumed later under
the rubric “schimastics” or “Old Behlers” But our main concern here is not to
revisit the contreersies surrounding thRaslol but to understand the methods of
text editing that deeloped at this time.

Book correcting in seenteenth-century Musety became a matter of autho-
rizing a standard to bring the ligy and ritual of Muscey into greater confer
mity with the Orthodox Ruthenian and Greek ChurchBEise goal vas to mak

82 A. Gorskii and K. Neostruev, Opisanie slavianskikh ralpisei Moskvskoi Sinodal'noi bib-
lioteki, 3 wols. (Moscav, 1855-1917), bl. 1, § 1, p. 50; E. Whmer, “Zu den katholischen Quellen
der Gennadij-Bibél,in Forschung und Lehe. Festgruss dh. Stiropfer 1974(Hamhurg, 1975),
pp. 444-458.

83 Bruce Metzger“Suney o Research on the Old Sienic Version’ in his Chaptes in the
History of Nev Testament @&¢ual Criticism(Leiden, 1963), p. 96.

84 See, e.g., John Dillentmar, Protestant Thought and Nalr Science(Notre Dame, IN,
1960).

85 Catty Jean Potter“The Russian Church and the Politics of Reform in the Second Half of
the Seenteenth Century/Ph.D. dissertation, e Uniersity, 1993, pp. 11, 137-162.

86 potter “The Russian Churctpp. 162-166, 188—190.
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certain readings the norm, not to determine primary or earliest re&dibgs-
putes had occurredver the issue of whose readings to accept—the Muisxo
Ruthenian, or GreekSome Muscuites agued in &va of their texts on the basis
that God had gen assent to their kingdomver the other tw. After all, they
claimed, the Greeks had beerewun by the Trks, the Ruthenians by the Poles.
In 1627, for @ample, Muscuite censors declared to the Ruthenian archpriest
Lavrentii Zyzanii that the did not accept the me Greek tets because tlyehad
been corrupted by the Greeksitig among “nonbeliers; whereas the Mus-
covite Slavonic texts had been translated from old Greektdeand thus had
remained uncorruptet¥. Although Ratriarch Nilon declared in the 1650s that the
Muscovite books were being corrected according to old Greek manusttips,
may not hae been avare that the Printing Gite was “correcting” according to
recently published Greek service bo8Rsjor does he seem toveared. As
Geoges Floresky describes it:

The books were being “corrected” to meet practical needs and for immediat® use.
“standard editiofi,a reliable and uniform td¢, had to be immediately produced.
“Office” [chin] should also be fully andxactly defined.The concept of “correct-
ness” implied primarily the idea of uniformidy

Clerics in the Printing Gite thus established a dacto standard of unifer
mity that preailed in Russian teual work, initially in the editing of religious
texts for publication, then in scholarly publications as well, from tivergeenth
through the nineteenth centurieShis standard of uniformity &s characteristi-
cally summed up in the Council of 1667ronouncement about the Churgh’
recently publishe&luzhebnik

87 Geouii Florovskii, Puti russlogo bogosloviia (Paris, 1937), p. 63.

88 “Prenie litovskogo protopopa Laentiia Zizaniia s igumenom llieiu i sprshchilom Grigo-
riem po peodu ispraleniia sostalennogo Larentiem katikhizisd,i n Letopisi russki literatury i
drewnostej ed. N. S. Tkhonravoy, 5 vols. (Kyiv, 1859-1863), ©l. 2, p. 87.

89 Sijl'vestr Medwedey, “Izvestie istinnoe praslasnym i pokazanie stloe o neopravlenii
knizhnom i o procherhed. Segei Belokure, in Chteniia v Obshueestve istorii i devnostei pssi-
iskikh pri Moslkvskom univesitete 1885, bk. 4, § 2, p. 6.

90 Florovskii, Puti, pp. 64—65; PotterThe Russian Churchp. 151. TheseGreek service
books had been published, among other placesyin Kviv, Sriatyn, \enice, and Whius (Potter
p. 129).

91 Florovskii, Puti, p. 59.
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Let them print it thus in the future, and fromwanon let no one dare add, rexs or
change aything in this sacred ark. Andeven if an angel should say athing dif-
ferently, do not believe Hm.92

As a result of this influence, rarely werariants reported A manuscript with a
full text, nicely written, preferably from Moseo(the center of Orthodoxyrom
their point of viev) was usually the basis for publicatioRussian scholars, in
turn, developed a tradition of guing in favar of the primag of Muscwite copies
over those from outlying areas and for accepting the readings of manuscripts with
fuller texts.

Pats of the Nilon Chronicle, for gample, contain morexéethan the equt
alent sections of theVL. Rybakov and Zenlovsky, anong others, hae nade the
argument that the sixteenth-century compiler of theoNikChronicle, wrking in
Moscaw, had access to sources about the earlier period that we dombane®3
According to this vie, the additions that the compiler of the Nk Chronicle
made constitute reliable information about the first' Rumcipalities centuries
earlier The fuller text from the Center px@iled. Anotherexample, this time of
just accepting the fuller x¢ is P G. Vasenk’s publication of theStepennaia
knigain 1913, in which he had a choice among four copies to use as the basis for
the edition. He chose RGB, Piskar&12 as his coptext, apparently for the sole
reason that it contained morextehan the other¥! Although the readings of
Sinod. 56/358, where it ddrs from Piskane 612, are primarythe fuller lut sec-
ondary readings pvailed in the publication.A third example is Nasongds publi-
cation of the Nwgorod | Chronicle (Bunger Redaction) using as gogext the
Commission cop which in a number of places has moret than either the dl-
stoi or Academy copie®. Yet, most of that additional x¢ is made up of sec-
ondary interpolationsOnce agin the longer readings ma, whereas the shorter
readings are refgted to the critical apparatus as inferiariants.

In the early twentieth centurpust before Wrld War |, this tetological tradi-
tion was challenged by S. A. Bugogskii in a small book that foreshaded Raul

92 Deianiia moskvskikh sobasv 1666 i 1667 godo(Moscaw, 1893), pt. 2, fols. 1%-16.

93 B. A. Rybalov, Drewniaia Rus'(Moscav, 1963), pp. 62-173, 182-1875. A. Zenlovsky,
“Introduction; The Nilonian Chonicle 5 vols. (Princeton, NJ, 1984-1988plv1, p. xxxvi. Lei-
bovich had incorporated this later information into hig t&f thePVL

94 See the introduction BSRL, vol. 21, pt. 1, pp. lI-VII.

9 Novgomdskaia pervaia letopis’. Ssfigo i mladshgo izvode, ed. A. N. Nasono
(Moscaw and Leningrad, 1950).
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Maas’ classic wrk Texkritik by fifteen year§® Bugoslaskii's ook has been at
times ignored and at other times ridiculdetevailing Russian and Saet opinion
about Bugosleskii has been that heas completely wronghead&dYet the prin-
ciples of stemmatics he describes are within the mainstreamtoalteriticism.
In contrast, when Likhackebegan his studies of tetual criticism in the 1920s
and 1930s, he adopted the anti-stemmaticiraents of Bédie?® Anti-stemmat-
ics, so contreersial an idea in the @st, wvas accepted without question in Russia
during the Swiet period, most likly because no tradition of stemmatigssted in
Russia in the first place.

For al practical purposes, this means that Russian antéeSeditions often:
do not report all substamé variants?® provide insuficient and unclear informa-
tion about the principles of editing us&¥;provide the reader no ay of judging
whether the editor has made the correct choices in editingxitf®tand tend to
create lgpothetical @emplars, redactions, compilationsvpdy zvedennig and
works in order to push back the date of composition and to create a “perfect”
text.102 Thus, although the manuscript copies may all testify to one particular
reading in the commonxemplar, the tetologist will imagine a theoretical

9 s. A. Bugoslaskii, Neskl'ko zamedanii k teorii i praktike kritiki teksta(Chernihis, 1913).

97 See, e.g., LikhacheTekstolaiia, 1st ed., pp. 46, 161-162; 2nd ed., pp. 51, 176-177.

98 For Likhache’'s rejection of what he calls “mechanical methods” ot &diting, se€Teks-
tologiia, 1st ed., pp. 6-20; 2nd ed., pp. 8-24.

99 Compare, e.g., Kazaka’s dition of thePrenie s losifom aotskim(in Kazalova, Vassian
Patrikeer i ego sodineniia pp. 275—-281) with myersion in Donald Ostreski, “A ‘ Fontological’
Investigation of the Muscate Church Council of 1503Ph.D. dissertation, Pennsynia State
University, 1977, pp. 493-516.

100 see, e.g., Lue and Rylov's edition of the letters of Andrei #rbskii and han Grozpi
where thg write: “we do not preide variants according to all copies of the lettelrfowever, we
do not limit ourseles only to the correction of clearly mistakreadings of the cgpexts accord-
ing to other copies of those same groups and typdev], but we also preide variants that are
characteristic for entire groups of copiesa. S. Lute and lu. D. Rylov, eds., Perepiska Ivana
Grozn@o s Andeem Kirbskim(Leningrad, 1979), p. 351ln fairness to Lue and Rykov, one
should point out this &as not entirely theiralult, as thg were obliged to conform to the editorial
policies of the “Literaturpe pamiatniki” series in which tHeerepiskawas published.

101 The best gamples of this practice are the yireis editions of th@VL itself.

102 gee, e.g., lu. K. Brinos, “‘Slovo inoe’—novonaidennoe proizdenie russk publitsistiki
XVI v. o borbe vana Ill s zemleladeniem tserkvi, TODRL, vol. 20 (1964), p. 361; and N. A.
Kazalova, Ocherki po istorii russki obshtiestvennoi mysliLeningrad, 1970), pp. 78-79hey
hypothesize a losEkazanie o sober1503 g, which the say was written near the time of the
Council of 1503, for no reason that | can see other than to claim that the author of a later source,
Slovo inoe must hae had access to reliable information about the Council by timgpfrom it.
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archetype from which thexemplar common to all the copies dess. Thepostu-
lated “correct” readings of this theoretical archetype thes pedcedence\r the
readings attested by the manuscript copiestead, it wuld be better to accept
the reconstituted commorx@nplar as being more or less identical with the
archetype, and that archetype to be more or less identical with the sudhor’
compilers version. Aswith almost ag generalization in teual criticism, there
are &ceptions. Br example, a number of ancient Latirokks are maintained in
copies that deve from only one or a fg ninth-century manuscripts (those being
presered as the result of the invation of Carolingian miniscule)All earlier
copies hae snce been lost.For such tets, one may be justified in trying to
reconstruct aypothetical ideal tet, since the liklihood of errors in both the cpp
that surwed to the ninth century and the single gop copies made in the ninth
century is great.In this case, it is diicult to distinguish between errors of the
copyists and errors of the authofFhis exception does not, kgever, aoply to the
transmission of theVL (see belw, p. LV).

Western tetual criticism is certainly not fl@less in practice After all, A. E.
Housman made a career out of findingulf in the t&tual work of his
contemporarie$?® Nonetheless, Vstern tetual criticism generally has the
greater achiements to its creditThere is, for gample, no definitie vasion of
the Slaonic Bible in the East Slac redaction, nor is there axteal history of the
Bible in that redactionBiblical work is thesine qua norfor textual work in the
medieval field, yet we hee little against which to check the Biblical quotations of
our sources.Work on the tet of the Slaonic Bible in the Russian Empireas
only beginning to get under ay just before \rld War I, kut then fell by the ay-
side. Recentlyscholars hae begun studying the Simnic Bible agin194 Yet, the
words of Robert FCasg/ and Silva Lake remain as true today as whenyheote
them wer 60 years ago: “the te& of the Slaonic still remains one of the most
obscure problems in the history of thettef the Nev Testament10°

It is one thing to identify the problem; it is another to define a soluton.
edition of thePVL based on a stemma, is, | beBea dep in the right direction.
And an edition that prades as much of thexeial evidence as possible is an

103 Housman, Application of Thought to &tual Criticism’ pp. 67-84.

104 An extensive hibliograpty of recent as well as olderank can be found in Anatolii A. Alek-
se®, Tekstolgiia slavianski biblii (St. Petersig, 1999), pp. 234—-249.

105 Robert PCasg and Silva Lake, “A New Hlition of the Old Slaic Gospelg, Journal of Bib-
lical Literature, vol. 55 (1936), p. 209.
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even better step because then the reader can decide for him- or herself what read-
ing is preferable.

Principles of Editing théVL

As | pointed out abee, the Hypatian line has been almost totally eliminated from
editions of thePVL. Its omission is based on thegament that the Hypatian line
represents an inferioderivative redaction and that, therefore, the readings from it
should not be mied with readings from the “superior” Laurentian redactitins
true that the Hypatian line she clear signs of ling been revorked. Butmost

of the ravorkings are in the nature of simple interpolations axplaasions of
detail196 They are easily recognizableThe ravorkings do not, for the most part,
affect the reliability of the Hypatian line as a witness to the archetypether
words, the Hypatian line has independent authohy, then, has its reliable
evidence been ignored?

The decision to eliminate one ofavairly equal traditions has been a com-
mon phenomenon in ¥gtern editorial practiceThe idea is to simplify the deci-
sion-making process.The olvious error in this practice has beenvidiy
described by Housman:

An editor of no judgement, perpetually confronted with a couplessfto choose
from, cannot bt feel in eery fibre of his being that he is a daykbketween two
bundles of hay What shall he do? . He amnfusedly imagines that if oneudle of
hay is remwed he will cease to be a doel So he removes it. Are the two MSS
equal, and do tlyebewilder him with their rval merit and &act from him at eery
other moment the mel and distressing &brt of using his brainsThen he pretends
that they are not equal: he calls one of these “the st and to this he resigns the
editorial functions which he is himself unable to disgleaf”

Responding directly to Housmaniomment (and to Ransl'aiticism of Bédiers
“method of despair”), Likhaclecharged that neither Housman nor Rand under
stood the concept of cppgext (osnavnoi tekst, and that the confused the cop

106 For lists of these modifications, see Buguskii, “Povest vremeniykh let” pp. 26—28 and
Shakhmate, Obozenie pp. 93-94.

107 Housman,M. Manilii Astronomicon bk. 1 (London, 1903), p. xxxiHousman elsghere
restated this idea more succinctly and with less rodomontade: “the indulgenceefdorl@ne
manuscript and dislié for another ineitably begets indiference to the author himsélfA. E.
HousmanM. Annaei Lucani Belli civiligOxford, 1926), p. vi.
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text with the source itself% Furthermore, he stated in his edition of BN “we
print not a ‘composite &’ ‘according to all copies’ and not gjmothetical recon-
struction of the original t& but a tet that really has reached us in the Laurentian
Chronicle”

At least three objections can be raised to Likhechg@atements on this mat-
ter. First, in matters of teual criticism it seems unlély that Housman and Rand
confused much of athing, let alone the cgptext with the source.Second, the
numerous alterations that Likhaehmade in the Laurentian cppoelie the asser
tion that he printed “a & that really has reached 'udNot only does Karskig
edition represent thexeof L better than Likhaches, ut also the lithographic
version of 1872 is closer to the manuscript than either edithord third, if we
were to construct a stemma solely on the basis of Likhaspeeferred readings,
we might come up with the stemma in figure 8.

Figure 8. Hypothetical Stemma for LikhagteEdition

a

e
N,
// L

A

)

Kh

That is, in cases where L needs correctionytheading is acceptedn the fav
cases when R and A do not represgrihen thed (i.e., H and Kh) reading is
taken. Thusthe agreements of RAHKh could be theoretically assigngaehod 3.
And L becomes the single most important withessifoClearly this stemma dis-
torts the relationship of the copies aswhdyy a comparison of all their readings.

It seems to me that the crux of thefeliénce between Housman and Rand,
on one side, and Likhacheon the otheris the diference between the concept of
a dynamic critical tet and that of a static criticalxg and the question of when to
use each concepAs Angiolo Danti wrote:

108 | ikhachey, Tekstolaiia, 1st ed., pp. 495-496; 2nd ed., pp. 505-506.



LVI OSTROWSKI

there is a widespread disdain of the problems>dfige criticism, because the liter
ary tet is considered as an objei eertain source, which the scholar must
approach as foundThis point of viev is no longer acceptable.. [A] “critical” text
cannot be considered “canonitéldefinitive,” or the fruit of a scientific process of

a nromothetic kind.It is the fruit of a gpothesis based upon the entire series of data
found in the manuscripts, and is recognized as reliable as long aggb#idsis is

not substituted by a better conjecttftg.

Danti's agument is generally correct with the only qualification that at times a
static text based on anxéant coly may be justified.Many medieval works hae
been relatiely well transmitted through the manuscriptor example, the subse-
guent disceery of the authorial cop of the Tale about Rter and Ewoniia
shoved that no primary reading had been lost in the manuscript transnitSion.
Therefore, the choice of printing amtant coy with little or no alteration, as
M. O. Skripil' had done préously, was the best decisiddl The static tet was
justified.

Yet, mary other medigal works and most classicalxts hare ot been well
transmitted. Classicdéxts often reached the Middle Ages in a trickle of & fe
copies or een only one fwulty copy. Then the trickle turned into a torrent astse
were copied and recopied through the RenaissdAcEhe subsequent copies,
however, were no better and oftenonse than the relatly late common ancestor
For textual critics to be satisfied with one of the subsequent copiegenrtiee
corrupt ancestor auld be irresponsibleln the transmission of tHeVL an appar
ently similar but not identical, situation pveils. Noneof the tant manuscripts

109 A[ngiolo] Danti, “On a Dinamic §ic] Conception of Critical &ts; in VIII Medjunaodni
slavistcki kongres Zgreb 3-9. IX 1978. Ljubljana knigafemlta (Zagreb, 1978), p. 166See also
Danti’'s gt comments in his “O znaczeniu tekstu krytygwie Slavig vol. 66 (1977), pp.
395-398, reprinted in hifra Slavia orthodoxa e Slavieomana. Studi di ecdoticaed. Alda
Giambelluca Ksswa (Pdermo, 1993), pp. 189-19%Asher states a similar idea: “the reconstruc-
tion of tets, i.e., the arvia at the authors ‘approved’ or ‘definitive’ text must surely constitute the
first and most fundamental step in all literargrivwhatsoeer, dassical, mediel, and modern.
Literary criticism in the usual sense of the term is—at the best—an uastaigfeercise, and—
at worst—an absurdityif the text under discussion is itself corruptlot all scholars and students
are avare of this olious truth: J. A. Asher “Truth and Fiction: The 8x of Medievd
Manuscripts, Aumla, vol. 25 (1966), p. 8.And acgain Maas laconically:Aufgabe der &xtkritik
ist Herstellung eines dem Autograph (Original) méglichst naimekenden &xtes (constitutio
textus)” M aas,Texkritik, 4th ed. (1960), p. 5.

110 R. P Dmitrieva, Powest' o Rtre i Fewonii (Leningrad, 1979), pp. 105, 209-223.

111 M. O. Skripil, “Povest o Petre i Feronii (teksty), TODRL, vol. 7 (1949), pp. 215-256.

112 gee the description of this process bgsiyTexual Criticism pp. 13—14.
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adequately represents tR¥L per se.A gap of wer 260 years separates the pre-
sumed time of compilation from the earliest goBut, in the case of thRVL, in
contrast, we can distinguish between yisperrors and author errorClearly

then, we must attempt, through emendation, conjecture, and educated guess, to
recover the authors text (with whatever errors were in it) in a &y that eplains

the origin of subsequent readings, rather than impose what the author siweuld ha
written had he been perfect.

By using L as coptext and RA as control tds, we might come close to
their common xemplar 3 on my stemma), i we would hare dfficulty choosing
between readings where RA oppose There wuld be a fifty-fifty chance of
choosing the better reading, pided that we were not “tyrannized by the gop
text” But the resultant & would be midvay between anx¢éant copy and [3.
Instead, in order to attempt to reconstructRie, we reed to prepare a dynamic
critical text as the paradosis. This paradosis, in turn, must be more in accord with
the manuscript relationships than\poeis editions hee been.

How then should one proceed to create the paraddafsat criteria should
be used to select a gopext? Orshould there be a cggext at al? Shoulda
composite ersion be compiled, as Shakhmasnd Leibwich tried to do?If the
PVL were a wild or horizontally transmittedxtethen picking and choosing read-
ings from here and there among the manuscripts by means of editorial intuition
would probably be the best solutiomhe PVL, howeve, is essentially a ertically
transmitted tet. Thereforewe must at least consider the possibility of choosing
a opy text. Likhache seemed to suggest that a gdpxt be dhosen according to
its better “content” go sostavy) which leaes the editor free to correct mechani-
cal errorst13

Greg provided a better solutionHis recommendation concerns early pub-
lished editions of Shaspeares days, lut it can with equal alidity be applied to
the publication of manuscriptsGreg suggested that we maka dstinction
between substan® readings—that is, those “thatfedt the authos meaning of
the essence of hixgression”—and accidentals—"such & elling, punctua-
tion, word-division"—which afect “mainly its formal presentatiodl* Greg
pointed out that “it is only on grounds ofpeedieng, and in consequence either of
philological ignorance or of linguistic circumstances, that we select a particular

113 pD. s. Likhache, Tekstolayiia. Kratkii ocherk(Moscav and Leningrad, 1964), p. 86.
114 Greg, “Rationale of Cop-Text,” p. 21.
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original as our coptext.” Therefore, “it is only in the matter of accidentals that
we are bound (within reason) to follat, and that in respect of substaetiead-
ings we hae exactly the same liberty (and obkéition) of choice as has a classical
editor. . . 7115In other vords, “whenger there is more than one substaetiext of
comparable authorifghen although it will . . be recessary to choose one of them
as cop-text, and to follav it in accidentals, this coptext can be allwed no wer-
riding or even preponderant authority soarff as substame readings are
concerned1® The copy text takes care of the accidentals, and the editoesak
care of the substamg@ readings.

Although L is the earliest#ant copy of thePVL, it is idiosyncratic in rgard
to accidentals, because the yisfs may hee been trying to “archaize” the
orthograply. R and A are wrse, because thecontain late-fifteenth-century
spellings. V¢ nmust eliminate Kh because of its sixteenth-century spellifgys.
is H (around 1425) much of an impement? Notreally, since it was revorked.
Yet most, if not all, of these workings hae dready been identifiedlf we were
able to eliminate the weorked parts, then aair copy of a good tradition vould
remain. Ifwe were able to check the accidentalaiasgt the other copies in much
the same way that substante readings are compared, then ayctgxt might be
based on H.The diference wuld be that in doubtful cases, the accidentals of the
copy text would be left as theare. With substantie readings we wuld follow
Greg’s avice to edit the coptext as a dassical editor should—that is, weould
try to recwer the original vording. Inthe end, the number of accidentals left to H
to determine areafrly few. Snce we hge gandardized the orthograpghpunctua-
tion, and vord dvision, H becomes the darilt only for types of accidentals not
already cwered, such as @rd order and someoxd endings.

Thus, | folloved these principles for creating my paradosis:

RAHKAKT are relatvely uncontaminated copies.

L is contaminated by N@. | in places between 988 and 1054.

Kh is contaminated by-type copy in various places.

The agreement of L with H is to be preferred to an agreement of RAKh.

The agreement of RAH is to be preferred to an agreement of LKhKAKT

115 Greg, “Rationale of Cop-Text,” p. 22.
116 Greg, “Rationale of Cop-Text,” p. 29.
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» The agreement of LRAKAKT is to be preferred to an agreement of HKh
because it cannot be the result of a contamination w§Nan L alone.

* When we hee determined the readings in the branch protogrgdpasdy, and
they agree, then, unless wevea ompelling etraneous reason to think the
copyists of 3 andy arrived a the same reading independentiy haveto accept
their agreed-upon reading asvimg been ina. For example, in thePVL, S.
Andrew discusses the saunas of thevijyorodians. Hdells us thg put some-
thing on their bodies before lashing themsslwith branches (8,22)n L and
t, that something is “tanning fluidkéact ycuuauemm), but in R, A, H, and
Kh, it is “soap” (ueiTens). Thestemma tells us that “tanning fluid” could not
be the reading dB because it is unli#dy the copists of bothd andy changed
“tanning fluid” to “soap” independentlylt is more likely the copist of €
changed the “soap” @ to “tanning fluid’ In contrast, wherd andy disagree,
then the stemma cannot pide an answerWe ae thravn back on our wn
resources to try to determine the primary from the secondary reading or
whether both are secondary

» A shorter reading is to be preferred to a longer reading, unless a clear case of a
mechanical cogng error that created the shorter reading can barshd
mechanical coging error such asyeskip occurs not infrequently in our
manuscripts. & ecample, in 11,20-11,20a, L and t veaaut the phrase
“mporbHaBbIle BOMOXH MXXe Dexe Tpeke MPUSIN 3eMITI0 CTOBBHBCKY”
because the ord immediately preceding that phrase is theordv
cnopbubcky—the same as the lastowd of the dropped phraseClearly the
copyist of € had allaved his ge to skip from the firstroebubcky to the sec-
ond crnorbubcky before continuing his cgng. Another example is the
phrase it monacteipbh u cena moxromra” dropped by H and Kh in 44,16
because ohomoioteleutorfi.e., words with similar endings)A third example
is in 70,20 where LRA omit the line1“I'peuin npoTuBy m cbpasucra cs
nbaka u octynuuma I'peuu Pycw” resulting from the repetition of theond
“Pycy” immediately before and at the end of this lidesimilar dropping of a
line occurs in 177,9 where RA omipéue uma fIub To kbim ecth Horb
cbasm Bb Geszbub” because of the appearance of therdv“6esabub”
immediately before this line.

» A reading attested to by all the copies is to be preferred ypexdorrect emen-
dation. Thusa garbled Biblical quotation that all copies attest to is preferable
to a quotation corrected according to our understanding of the best Biblical
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reading. Thigprinciple also applies to a reading that is testified to by copies in
both branches ainst the reading in one cpr one sub-branch onlyThe
example cited abee (. xx1x) from 218,20-218,24af/aing the reading “eight
hundred” wer “seven hundred” irvokes this principle. The eceptions to this

rule are those cases where pusitevidence eists that the change occurred
independently in the branch protographs rather than iAn example of where

| accepted the probability of independent branch changes occurs in 49,12,
where L readgprners whereas RAHKh read®nuTs (with y andoy as ortho-
graphical wariants ofs). Thewords are syngyms, ut kpnn8TH is much rarer
thank8nuTh.117 Since nwvhere else does L haxprn8TH where the othemss

have k8nuTH, we can be &irly certain that no intentional “archaizing” is occur
ring in L. Therefore, there is a reteély high probability that the cofsts of

the common xemplars of R and A, on the one hand, and of H and Kh, on the
other independently changed the rarer form to the more common form in this
case.

* Wherever possible | present the paradosis in early twelfth-century &tisog-
raply. Scholars hae a firly accurate understanding of what that orthogyaph
was from surwing twelfth-century manuscriptsOn occasion, we can better
comprehend in what ay scribes of later copies corrupted thet i€ we take
into consideration what the orthograpdf the text was that thg were attempt-
ing to change.

To demonstrate clearly lothis procedure operates in practice, we can ana-
lyze the heading to thexiethat appears in each of theefimain witnesses plus the
existing evidence of the fiinity Chronicle:

A R L
[TorscTh RPEM GNNb)I( ABTS. MORECTH RPEM eNNb)I( ABT? Ce norsCTH RpEM ANsz)l(
TEPNOPHZ A Ppewaocber<a>, TEPNOPHZY A Ppewaocbera A DKYAY €CThb TIOWIAA
MANACTBIPA TIETEPHCKAIO. MONACTBIPA TIETEPLCKATO, PYCKARA 7€M A. KTO B2 KHERB
DRI AA énomzm (>8C<KAM> DKoy AL é MO AA PO\[CCKAIA NATA TIEPREBE |<NA<>KHT>
ZEMAA KTO B NEH norA ZEMAA H KTO B NEH nora' H DKYAY PYCKARA ZEMAA
MEPROE KNAXKHTH. TepROE KNKHTH. CTAAA ECTh*

117 A, S. L'voy, Leksika “Povesti vemennykh let{Moscaw, 1975), pp. 255—256.
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t H Kh
ce HOBbCTH BpeMEeHbHbIX b MORBCThH EPEI\JI €NNbIX$ 1\1:. [TwescTH EP'BIUI €NNb)I( A‘I;r.
IBETBb OT'bKYZAY €eCTb IIOLLIa ‘I’GPNOPHZHA (i)eAOCbeEA NeCTePA 'I’GPNOPH7)L|A.
PYCKast 3eMJist KTO B'b HEeU I\JIANACTbIPA ﬂe‘fGPbCKAFO. (j)?UJCiGEA MANACTbI Pc/r\
II04a ImepBoe KH>KUTU U WKYAY €CThb TOLWAA P\fCKAIA ﬂePCl(AFO. WKOYy A0y €
OTBKYZY PYCKast 3eMJisd Z2EMAA [H XTO B NEH TOTAAS TTOLI AA PO\[KAA 775‘/\‘% H KTO
cTamna eCThb I'I‘BPB‘BG KNA)KI:IF]' CTAAA ECTb B N€EH I'IO‘fAAI'IEPEOG

T - c

KNAXB. H WKOY A0y PO\[KAA
¢

ZEMAA CTAAA €.

If “ce,” which appears in L and t,as ina (see the stemma on pxxvil ), then
one would hare © explain wty it was dropped i® andy (or {). Thereis certainly
no reason to think that itag dropped independently in R, A, H, and Khis
more likely that ‘ce” was added is. The word “Hectepa” was added in Kh, and
thus cannot be used asdence for the name of the compiler of #\L

The phrase depuopusiia PeosocheBa MOHACTHIPA TMedepbckaro,”’
which appears in RAHKh, can be placedi3, y, and d, but not ing, from which
it was dropped.Haplograply due tohomoioteleutoroccurs in H after the ard
“semusa.” This was corrected with the n@inal gloss: it xTo B Hen movasmb
nbpebe kuskuTu.” The reading & Kuest naua” appears only in L; the
phrase & men moua(rs)” 1S in the other copiesTherefore, the mutation belongs
not in€ but in L. This mutation is of special interest to us because it appears in
the heading of all the publishedrgions of thé®VL, presumably for the sole rea-
son that L has itClearly, the manuscript\veédence testifies tog* ven mouans” in
a. Finally, RA drop the phraseu' orkyay pyckast semnsi cTaja ecThb,’
whereas it most li&ly appeared im, 3, y, and €. Therefore, the heading best
attested by thextant manuscript\edence is: floebcTh BpeMeHbHEIXb THTH
YbPpHOPHUIBLII A @eoaocmeBa MaHACTEBIpA IIevYepbCKaro OTBKYAY eCTb
IIoOIIbJ/gIa PYCbCKadA 3eMJIsl U KbTO BbL HEM IMoYall'b prBBe K'bHJA>XXNUTHU, U
OTKyAy pyckas semis ctana ecth.” When one compares this paradosis based
on application of a stemma with the preferred heading in other editions, one can
see a significant dérence.

What |Is the &4 of thePVL?

This discussion of editing principles leads us to the question of what we are call-
ing the Powest' viemennykhé&. How do we know which readings belong to the
archetype when we see theridt only do we hee o distinguisha from the cor
ruptions and mistads that were introduced latéut also we hee  distinguish it

from its sourcesThe issue bgins with the ery title of the vork. Ina recent arti-

cle, Horace Lunt conjectures that the phrasestcrts Bpbmens n abrh”
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came to be transformed intadebcTs BphMenbHEIXD 1HTH.” 118 Yet, the ais-
tence of an earlier form of the phrase does not mean that we need to emend the
text of thePVL itself. Sincemy concept of the i of thePVL s a, according to

the stemma, then whaer precededx is nota, but part of the tt’s urces. If

we emend the title to readptmens n 1bT” in Pite of the attestation of all
the tant manuscript copies, then wevlao explain hav and why the copyists

of B andy managed to change&pbmens u abTb” t0 “BpbMeHbHBIX'b A5 T
independently of each otheln other words, if “eptmens u ab6TH” 1S IN A, then

how does ‘Bptmennneixt abTH” Show up in both B andy? It is possible that

the copists of these tw protographs made the same change independently of
each otherand we do hee aher instances of similar coincidendBut there must

be a compelling reason for us to accept y@articular case that our cgists did

so. Sucla mmpelling reason is absent here.

Another possiblexplanation is that Siestr wrote ‘spbmens u 1BTH” N
his authorial @rsion. Therthat authorial grsion vas copied once and losthe
scribe of the copchanged &pbmens u 111" t0 “BpbEMenbHBIXD ThTHAN
all the other copies maintained the mistakeading.At least two problems arise
with this scenarioFirst, there is no cancing reason to think that Siéstr wrote
arnything different from what is in the commomeenplar of all the other copies.
Thus, the only apparent reason to suggest thaesi in contrast to the scribal
copyist, wrote ‘Bpbments u 1bT1” 1S for us to create a more “correctérgion.
This line of thought assumes that"&étr was somehe more correct than the
copyist, but we hae ro basis for making this assumptiorsecond, if an error
occurred, the more léky place is for it to hae accurred in translating the Greek
phrasekaipoig Kai kpovoug, into Slavonic rather than in cgopng the Slaonic
words from one manuscript to anothén ather words, it is unlilkely the change
occurred at the cging level. Subsequentopyists seem to ha had no problem
with this phrase since thelo not try to correct it in apway, dthough in numer
ous other cases thelo try to male corrections when theperceve their exemplar
as being in errorInstead, thg are comfortable with éptmenbueixs a1BTH,”
and do not percee it as being an errar To change BpbmenbHbixXb THTH” tO
“Bpbments n bTH” wWould, in my opinion, be aypercorrection and completely
unnecessary

118 Horace G. Lunt, Powest' vigmennykh" &"? o Povgst' viemen" i Et"?” Palaeoslavica vol.
5 (1997), pp. 317-326.
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A more plausible xplanation than these tw scenarios is that
“BpbmenbHbIXb TBETH” Was ind. Perhaps Sivestr made the change or perhaps
someone before him made It.we accept this as the case, then we need to postu-
late a change at only one point—that isgin This is simpler and»glains the
reading better than trying to account fowhbwo copyists came up with the
change independently or postulating a “correct” authoeasien and an “incer
rect” first copy. To be wre, it is interesting that, as Lunt pointed out, Karamzin
seems to ha poposed Bpbmens n 161" as the correct readingub that does
not really hae awything to do with what the compiler af wrote in the early
twelfth century That is, it does not “reinforce. the plausibility of the emenda-
tion” in a, dthough it could help support the contention thaptmenbubixb
m6Tb,” at some pree point, developed from ‘spbmens U 15TH.”

Instead, | prefer Lurdg’ dternatve proposal—that is, “leee the attested
words, lut. . .insist on accurate translation, that is eithibe BRle of the ¥ars o
Time or The BRle of Rssing ¥ars” As Dom Quentin pointed out, we need to
accept the possibility that authors sometimes made rastalé can certainly
point out their mistas and ha they might have made them, bt he recommends
that we &oid the temptation to change the archetype to what a perfect author
would or should hee written.

A good example of this principle can be found in col. 5, line 22 of the te

5,22:
Laur: I'IAGIUIeNH A(I)eTEA NAPL]H €Xe CyTb CAORBNE
Radz I'IAGIUIeNH A([)F,TOBA NAPHL]AGIUIH HNOE'BP[]H €EXeE CO\[Tb CAORENE
Acad mnaemenH xe adeTORA NAPHLAEMHH NOPLH €X€ c8Th CAORBNE

Hypa MAEMENH e adeToRA NAP‘B<L]>A€IUI'BH NOPYH HiXE CYTb CAOBENS
Khle: naevené APETORA NAPHAEMTH NOPLH HXE CA CAWRENE

Byth: mnnemenu Aderora, Hapuu, exxe cyts CrnokHe.

Shakh nemene Aderora mapunaemun Hopunu, mxe cyts CrnosbHe.
Likh: nnemenn Aderosa, Hapuu, exxe cyTh cnosbue.

Ostr.  nmemenu xe Aderosa napuraemun Hopin, mxe cyts CnosbHe.

In that line, the Shkac tribe Noritsi is mentionedLaur, howeve, refers to the
tribe as the “Nartsi” Napyn). And both Bychlov and Likhache follow that
spelling in their publishedersions. Radzsays the tribe “is called anothexith”
(NapHyaemH HNoBBpYH), Which does not mak much sense in this conte
Acad Hypa, and Khle have “are called the Nortsi'ngpHyaemnn nopyH), which
malkes it clear that the reading dfaur is a parablepsis, a telescoping of
Nap[HyaemHH Noplyn into napyn due to geskip from the letterp in
NapHyaemuHH tO the letterp in nopyn. But should we then reconstruxtas con-
taining “Hopunu” as Shakhmate does?19 If we did that, haever, we would
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lose the reason for the parablepsis, since yieskip would hare o be from the
letter p in napHyAemHH tO the lettern in nopuyn (Nap[HyAemHH NopH]yH),

which is unlilely. It also would leare inexplained hav nopHyH was transformed
into nopy in both branches of the stemmia. other vords, because bo#kcadof

the Laurentiandmily and the tw witnesses of the Hypatiaarhily have nopyH,

we hae o reconstruct the “incorrectiopyn in a. Then we hae a eady epla-

nation both for the yeskip inLaur and for the attempt at correcting thetten

Radz

Creating the Bradosis

In constructing the substavei readings ofa, | followed, insoér as possible, the
indicated reading of the stemm¥W/hen the tw branches stood in disagreement, |
chose readings according to the principles mfui@ criticism described abe.
When | had no critical means of deciding priority in cases of stridgdveboth
branch readings within curly brasis. Inregad to orthograph | followed the
lead of Shakhmatoand presented @rds in the standard orthograpdf the time.

In contrast to Shakhmatol treat the refbeive enclitic cs as a separateosd, and

| expand the manuscript abkration LICPb into nbcaps instead ofrkcapn. By the
early twelfth centurywhen Silvestr compiled his te, that orthograph was
already changing,ut | resisted guessing Wahat particular monk may ke keen
using transitional orthographic formsThus, | maintainrpazs throughout
although Silestr may hse, on occasion, usedopozas. In regad to whata (as
indicated by théstrline) represents, we might say that orthographically it repre-
sents a pre-Silestr ideal type that mer existed, since no doubt heaw already
transitioning to later orthographic formsSubstantiely, it represents a post-
Sil'vestr, pre-earliest-common-ancestof-all-extant-copies &rsion since | hae
allowed myself conjectural emendations only when the stemma and manuscripts
do not clearly attest to a preferred readidgnd in proposing those, lept to the
principle of trying to gplain subsequent manuscript readingstrongly resisted
the temptation to try to create an ideal (i.e., without error) substait. The
paradosis then, in theseMeases, represents substeatieadings in a zone some-
where between the autheriext and the earliest common ancestor of théaet
manuscript copiesOtherwise, it coincides with a reconstruction of that earliest
common ancestpthe readings of which | equate with the author/comgiltest
(except in those & cases where, as | just stated, Véda pecific reason to think
they might differ).

googo
119 gee also Horace G. Lunt, “What the RRemary Chronicle &lls Us about the Origin of the
Slavs and of Shaic Writing,” Harvard Ukrainian Studiesvol. 19 (1995), pp. 339-340.
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Conclusion

The creation of a dynamic criticalxteof thePVL based on all the main witnesses
will benefit the study of the early history of eastern Europe and Eurasia by bring-
ing into question manof the long-acceptedub inferior readings of pxéous edi-
tions. Itwill also open the door to re-editing othektgethat are similar to the
PVL in transmission, it that hae keen edited inadequately hope this edition

will also lead to the input of all East 8ia chronicles and tés into machine-
readable form.Finally, it should pravoke dcebate, discussion, andwmehinking
about this gtraordinary historical and literary source.

Since the Renaissance, the basis of humanistic studies has been the prepara-
tion of the best possible editions of primary sourda®m Erasmus to Lachmann
to Housman, editors of s have made the main breakthroughs in humanistic
studies. Nw we ae on the threshold of a weera—an era of computearssisted
scholarship. Theomputer can do the tedious sorting processes more quickly and
accurately than anhuman being or team of humanshe computerthereby lib-
erates us for the job we can do better—that is, thinkidging the computer
along with a stemma for editing closed-transmissiatstallovs us to impree mn
previous editions of those x&s.

By providing an interlinear collation of thBVL, | am &ble to resole the
guestion of deciding whichaviants to report in a critical apparatus; the collation
reports all diferences. Bybasing my proposed paradosis on a stemmayé ha
provided what | belige o be the closest approximation of S#str's early
twelfth-century t&t. By establishing at the outset my principles oft tediting, |
provide a clear eplanation of hav the paradosis as constructedThus, scholars
have dl the evidence thg need to decide where thagree with my choices and
where thg think they can imprae ypon them.

Harvard Unversity
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