DONALD OSTROWSKI

THE NACAL'NYJ SVOD THEORY AND
THE POVEST” VREMENNYX LET

The Russian scholar A. A. §axmat0v, in a series of articles and chapters in books,
proposed that the Novgorod I Chronicle (Novg. I)! and the Compilation (Cox)
of 1448 ultimately derive from a hypothetical text he termed the Nacal’nyj svod
(lit. ‘Beginning Compilation’), composed no later than 1095 (Saxmatov 1897,
1-58; 1900, 1-9; 1908a; 1908b; 1908c, 248-259; 1947, 119-160). Saxmatov
hoped that by comparing the readings of Novg. I with those of the Povest’
vremennyx let (PVL), where their texts coincide (see Addendum), he could
determine the readings in this lost source text for the PVL. Such a determination
would allow him to approach the readings in the PVL not only on the basis of
the extant copies of later redactions of the PVL but also on the basis of copies
that testify to a pre-existing text. That way, when he found a disagreement among
the copies of the PVL, he could use the readings of the Nacal’nyj svod (NSv)
as a touchstone to determine which reading was the primary one. In practice,
however, his edition of the PVL adopts only a few readings according to the
Novg. I, because its relationship to the PVL is more complex than Saxmatov
had hoped.

Correspondences in text between Novg. I and the PVL are exant in only three
copies of the Younger Redaction of Novg. I (HITJImn). The HITJImn contains
a number of readings that are secondary in relationship to, and apparently
derivative from, the PVL itself. Other readings of HI1JImin may ultimately be
primary but only insofar as they represent PVLa better than extant PVL copies
do. In brief, Novg. I does not provide the shortcut, in the sense of being a quick
and sure determiner of primary readings, that Saxmatov initially hypothesized
for it. It does have certain value, nonetheless, in helping to establish what some
of those primary readings might be.

The NSv Theory in its Present Incarnation

Saxmatov’s NSv theory has found present-day supporters, including A. Gippius
(2002), A. V. Nazarenko (2002), A. Timberlake (2001), O. V. Tvorogov (1976),
and T. Vilkul (2003, 2004). Until recently, L. Miiller has not been a proponent
of using the hypothetical NSv to evaluate variants of the PVL. In his translation
of the PVL into German he constructed a virtual Rus’ian text to translate
from, choosing not to translate from any of the existing editions (Miiller 2001,
XX-XXII). In creating his hypothetical Rus’ian text of the PVL, he did not
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O. Hau. cs.

O IIBJI 1 pea.

IIBJI 2 pex.

Cs. Be.

Apxerun o

Bazu. cs.
Kuesckuit
KOJAeKC

HIl/Tcr HIT/Imn

Figure 1. Ludolf Miiller’s stemma.

use readings from HIIJImu. Subsequently, however, he was convinced by the
arguments of Gippius and Nazarenko, and in 2006 published an article in this
journal detailing changes in his translation of the PVL that resulted from his
acceptance of their arguments in regard to NSv (Miiller 2006, 401-436). In
addition, in 2006, Gippius finished his doctoral dissertation on the Testament of
Volodimir Monomax. In it he devoted a chapter to discussing the relationship
of the copies of the PVL to the NSv (Gippius 2006, 143-293). In the present
article, I explain as best I can my reservations in regard to the NSv theory,
and reaffirm an alternative way to understand the relationship of these texts
and their MS copies that coincides closely to the understanding I had in mind
when I prepared the paradosis of the PVL for the HURI 2003 publication. This
alternative way is better, in my judgment, for explaining the textual evidence.

For purposes of this discussion, I will begin by examining the stemma that
Miiller (2006, 411) provides in his Russian Linguistics article and the stemma
that Gippius (2006, 205) provides in his doctoral dissertation. These stemmata
represent different applications of Saxmatov’s NSv theory.
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According to Miiller’s stemma (see figure 1), the hypothetical NSv (which
he dates to the period 1091-1095) is the common source in a free reworking
(as shown by his use of a dotted line) for the hypothetical 1% redaction of the
PVL (dating according to him ‘before April 1113”) and in a free reworking for
the hypothetical Svod Vsevoloda (dated to the period 1115-1130). The Svod
Vsevoloda (Cg. Bc.), in turn, is a common source directly for the hypothetical
Older Redaction of the Novgorod First Chronicle (dated to the 13™ century)
and in a free reworking for the hypothetical Vlady¢nyj svod (dated to 1167).
The Vlady¢nyj svod (BngH. cB.), in turn, is a direct source for the hypothetical
Younger Redaction of the Novgorod First Chronicle (dated to the 15" century).
Moving back to the upper part of the right half of the stemma, we can see
that he proposes the 1% redaction of the PVL is a source in a free reworking
for the hypothetical 2" redaction of the PVL (dated by him to 1116). The 2"
redaction of the PVL is, in turn, a direct source for the hypothetical Apxetun o
— that is, the protograph of all the reconstructed and extant copies of the PVL
— (dated by him to the first half of the 12" century). Apxetun a, in turn, is a
common source directly for the hypothetical § (the exemplar that German Vojata
used before 1167), directly for the hypothetical JITPA (the protograph of the
Laurentian, Trinity, Radziwill, and Academy copies of the PVL, dated by him
to the period 1177-1193), and directly for the hypothetical Kievan Codex (dated
by him to 1200). f3, in turn, is a source for the hypothetical Vlady¢nyj svod, both
directly and as the basis of a free reworking of it. ITPA (which he also refers
to as the Vladimiro-Suzdal’ Compilation of 1177/1193) is a common source
directly for the hypothetical JIT (the protograph of the Laurentian and Trinity
copies of the PVL, dated by him to 1305) and directly for the hypothetical PA
(the protograph of the Radziwill and Academy copies of the PVL, dated by
him to after 1212). The Kievan Codex, in turn, is a source of contamination
for PA and directly for the hypothetical UX (the protograph of the Hypatian
and Xlebnikov copies of the PVL, dated by him to ca. 1300). From these 12
hypothetical constructs derive 9 extant MSS (A, H, K, JI, HAk, P, C, Tox, X)
and 1 MS fragment (T, attested to in typeset plates prepared for publication).?

In Gippius’ stemma (see figure 2), A represents NSv (which he dates to
around 1091). B is equivalent to Miiller’s [IBJI 1 pen. (but whereas Miiller
dates it to 1113, Gippius dates it to 1114—1115). C represents the Compilation
of Mstislav Vladimirovi¢, while C; represents the archiepiscopal compilation of
the 1160s (equivalent to Miiller’s Vlady¢nyj svod). D is the Sil’vestr redaction
of the PVL (dated to 1116) and is equivalent to Miiller’s IIBJI 2 pen. D;
represents D contaminated by E. E according to Gippius represents the ‘princely’
(knsorceckuil) or Mstislavov exemplar of the PVL (redaction of 1117). The
closest equivalent in Miiller’s stemma is the Kievan Codex of 1200. F is the
archetype of the Laurentian group, equivalent to Miiller’s JITPA. G is equivalent
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Figure 2. Aleksej Gippius’ stemma.

to Miiller’s JIT. H is equivalent to Miiller’s P. J is equivalent to Miiller’'s K
(actually Mm). K represents the southern Rus’ source of 1479.

Gippius (2002, 73, 85) used the siglum v to designate the protograph of UX.
Thus, v was equivalent to what Gippius is designating E in this stemma and to
what Miiller is calling the Kievan Codex.

The Problem

One of the claims for these stemmata is that they help to explain how JIT and
HITJImn maintain the primary readings of NSv against an agreed reading of PA
and UX (Miiller 2006, 404). Without the contamination of PA by the Kievan
Codex (in Miiller’s stemma) or E (in Gippius’ stemma), cases of J =T # P =
A = H = X or, more often, of JI 2 P = A = 1 = X would have to be decided
in favor of the agreed upon reading of PA + HUX since any disagreement from JI
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and, where we have evidence for it, T can be attributed to a secondary reading
introduced in JIT (in Miiller’s stemma) or in G (in Gippius’ stemma). But with
the contamination of PA by the Kievan Codex (Miiller) or E (Gippius), then any
secondary reading can be attributed to the influence of the Kievan Codex or E,
respectively, which in turn allows JI or JIT to carry the primary reading of the
PVL and of NSv. The fact that there are cases where HI1JIma can be found to
be in agreement with JTor IT when I =T #P=A=U=Xor, I #P =
A =H = X, support, according to proponents of the NSv theory, the contention
that the cross-branch agreements of PA and UX in these particular cases are the
result of later contamination.

To make the description of the problem a little clearer, we can consider a
hypothetical example and two hypothetical diagrams (figures 3 and 4) to explain
it. Let us say that the reading green appears in JI and T, or just JI when T
is not extant, and in HITJImu. In contrast, the reading blue appears in P, A,
H, and X. The proponents of the Nacal’nyj svod theory would agree that, in
general, the branch that JI and T represent is closer to the branch that P and A
represent than either branch is to the branch that M and X represent. Thus, on
first sight, when P, A, H, and X are in agreement on the reading blue against
the reading green of JI and T or just JI alone, then the primary reading, the
one that most likely derives from the archetype would seem to be blue. But,
according to the Nacal’nyj svod proponents, first sight is deceiving. In their
view, what has actually occurred is contamination by the branch that U and X
represent on the branch that P and A represent, so that green is the primary
reading, and blue a secondary reading that originated in [UX] (see figure 3).
They point to the agreements of readings in JI with readings in the Younger
Redaction of the Novgorod I Chronicle as evidence that a reading such as green
in the hypothetical example derives ultimately from the archetype of the PVL
and from the Nacal’nyj svod.

It is my contention, in contrast, that better explanations exist for these agree-
ments in each instance; in most cases that the Novgorod line is contaminating
the Laurentian branch. Figure 3 represents in a simplified form the relationship
of branches if the Hypatian branch contaminated the Radziwill-Academy branch
showing how green could be the primary reading.® Figure 4 shows the same
relationship if the Novgorod line contaminated the Laurentian branch showing
how blue could be the primary reading.

I will begin with two cases from the PVL that are the reverse of each other in
terms of which copies carry the historically or contextually correct reading. I do
so in order to demonstrate that we cannot rely on exterior considerations alone
to determine primacy of readings. Instead, we need to consider the copying
practices of the scribes and assess the likelihood of any particular scribe’s
willingness to attempt to correct an error or fix a rough reading in his exemplar.
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Havaneubiit cBog <green>

ITBJIo <green>

[JITPA] <green> [UX] <blue>

Ve
HII/Imn <green> JIT <green>  PA <blue> WX <blue>

Figure 3. Hypothetical stemma No. 1 (contamination of Hypatian branch on Radziwill-Academy
branch).

Then I will propose modifications in the stemmata of Miiller and Gippius for
purposes of testing our respective explanations against the evidence.

Hauanbueiit ceog <blue>

IIBJIo <blue>

<green>

A [JITPA] <blue> [UX] <blue>

HIT/Tmn <green> ]IT\<green> PA <blue> UX <blue>

Figure 4. Hypothetical stemma No. 2 (contamination of Novgorod line on Laurentian branch).
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The first case involves PVL 60,26/NPL 113,21-113,22 where, s.a. 955, Ol’ga
goes to Constantinople and the name of the reigning emperor is given:

PVL 60,26
5k Torpa | Gph MmaNemb Whmbckuu.
M BR TOrAA [ph KO[CTANTHNGE CN'h AEWNOB™.
5k | TOMA (Ph KOCTANTHHE (H'h AEWHORH.

KR > P

]
¢ —
u Bk 'rolaa|up|, KOCTANTHN'E. CN'h A€|WHTOR.
A — N —
M Bk TOFA (iph KOCTANTH. CHNh A€O|NOBL.

NPL 113,21-113,22
K: u 6k Torma mecapb KIMEHEMb YEMBCKBIH
HAk: wu 6k Torma necapp IMEHEMb Y€MBbCKHH
Ton: wu 6k Torma necapp UMEHEMb YEMBCKHH

Since the emperor at the time was not Tsimiskes but Constantine, the reading
Kocmsinmuns ceins Jleonoss might be considered a correction of the primary
but historically incorrect reading. Thus, in this scenario, JI maintains the primary
reading of the PVL and of NSv, and HIT1JImn maintains the same primary reading
of NSv, because the correction, which is made in the Kievan Codex (Miiller)
or in E (Gippius) occurs at a place in the respective stemmata where it can
influence PA and UX but not JIT or HITJImn (Gippius 2002, 93; Miiller 2006,
419; Nazarenko 2002, 131).

A case that is similar in principle, but reversed in terms of which witnesses
testify to the correct reading, occurs in PVL 111,23-111,24/NPL 152,10-152,11
where in the entry for 988, after Volodimir is baptized, he is either married or
betrothed to Princess Anna:

PVL 111,23-111,24
MO KPLINBH KE MPUEEAE LPLIO. | HA BPAVENKE.
no Kpelyiennn e nPUEE PO HA WEPOVVAHHE:-
No KPLPE|NTH Ke NPUBEAE LPUI NA WEPSVENTE.
O KPUINUK 3KE MPHEEAE | LIPUIS HA WEPYVENHE
no Kpcujeu'l'u e NPU|BEAE LPUIO NA OBPOYVENIE.

K> T A

NPL 152,10-152,11
K: MO KPEUIeHUH Xe TMPHBEIE [ECapHIlio Ha OpaucHHe
HAxk: [lacuna]
Ton: 1O KpelleHHH ke MPHUBEAE IIeCapHIi0 Ha OpaueHue

Here the expected reading is ‘marriage’ (bpauenue) since Volodimir had already
been ‘betrothed’ (06pyuenue) to Anna earlier in the narrative. The argument,



276 DONALD OSTROWSKI

then, is that the mistaken change of 6pauernue to obpyuenue occurred in the
Kievan Codex (Miiller 2006, 419) or in E (Gippius 2002, 95) and that this
mistake was adopted directly by UX and through contamination by PA. Thus,
as in the reading for PVL 60,26/NPL 113,22, JI maintains the primary reading
of PVLa and of NSv, while HITJImn maintains the same primary reading of
NSv. But now the situation of correctness is reversed. The contextually correct
reading is carried by JI and HITJImn whereas the contextually incorrect reading
is carried by PAHX, just the opposite of the situation in PVL 60,26/NPL 113,22.

Certainly, both mistakes and corrections can be introduced in an intermediary
copy, but in such cases one cannot use the status of contextual or historical
correctness or incorrectness alone as a test for whether a reading is primary or
secondary. Although it is possible the mistake was introduced in the intermediary
copy of the Kievan Codex or in E as the result of a confusion of the sound
and appearance of the two words, 6pauenue and ob6pyuenue, one may ask
why the scribe of PA would adopt a contextually incorrect reading from the
contaminating source to replace a contextually correct reading in his direct
source. Likewise, one could argue that the reading y&mscxuu of JI in PVL 60,26
is the secondary reading and that the scribe of JIT accepted the historically
incorrect reading of BinH. cB. because it harmonized with a similar reading in
PVL 72,21:

PVL 72,21
K HBANY NAPHLAEMOMY LRMb|cKHIO Lo rpevhckomy.

JI

P: Ko MWNS NAPHILAEMOM LIEMBCKHIO LK TPELIKOM

A: KO HWANS HAPHLLAEMOMS LIEMBCKTIO LK. | rpeukoms.

H: ko uwany nalph<u>aemomy. unmbckomy | upio rpkukomy.
X: Kb IWANNOY HAPHLLAEMOMOY uuMcKomo\( uapoy rpeulxomo\(.

P, A, U, X could be carrying the contextually incorrect primary reading of the
PVL in 111,24 as well as the contextually correct primary reading of the PVL
in 60,26 even given the stemmata that Miiller and Gippius provide. All one
need do is make two minor modifications in each stemma to bring them more
in accord with Hypothetical stemma No. 2 (figure 4). First, in Miiller’s stemma,
eliminate the dashed line between the Kievan Codex and PA. Then add a dashed
line between the Vlady¢nyj svod (Bngn. cB.) and JIT (see figure 1). In that way,
we can see that any cases of HIIJImn = JI =T #P = A = W = X or even
of HIlJImn = J # P = A = U = X can be attributed to a modification in
the hypothetical Vlady¢nyj svod (or in the hypothetical Svod Vsevoloda). That
modification is then passed on through contamination to JIT and directly to
HITJImn.
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Second, in Gippius’ stemma eliminate the line between E and H. Then draw a
line between E and G (see figure 2). Doing so allows us to explain the appearance
of the same secondary reading in JI and HITJImn without necessitating any cross-
branch contamination between X and PA.

Let us look at other cases of HIIJI = J 2 P = A = U = X to see if these
modifications in the stemmata of Miiller and Gippius hold up, and, in effect, to
test Hypothetical stemmata No. 1 and No. 2 (figures 3 and 4). For the purpose
of this testing, I will focus primarily on Miiller’s stemma and use mainly the
terminology of his sigla. But it should be understood that my findings apply
to Gippius’ stemma as well. So on what basis does one determine primacy of
readings?

The Null Reading as Primary

I examine first those cases with null readings (#). In PVL 116,18-116,20/NPL
156,4-156,5, we find the following readings:

PVL 116,18
BAACTh #e€ Za BR|NO rpekomb. Kypeynb wnaTh upwk Akaa.
AACTh 2ke Za BRNO rpel-:oMll KOpeoyHh. upun Akaa.
AACTh e Za BENO rpeomm Ko[peSun. upun Akaa.
BAACTh K€ Za | BRNO KopeyNb rpkkomm. u,pcu,'k | Akaa.
[lacuna]

XEZ T H

NPL 156,4-156,5
K: BIacTh ke 3a BKHO B KOpcyHb rpaj onsth tecapuk mhkist
HAk: Bmactp ke 3a BKHO Bb KOPCYHb Ipaj omsth napuid mkiis
Ton:  BHacTb ke 3a BKHO Bb KOPCYHb Ipaj onsth napuid akiis

Both JI and HITJImn have the reading onsms, while P, A, and U have a null
reading (¥). About this, Miiller (2006, 419) writes: “Urenue JI, oueBHIHO, SIBIISI-
ercst nepBoHauanbHbM.” Gippius (2002, 76) writes: “OtcyrcTByiomee B PA/U
CJIOBO onsimb HECET 31eCh BECbMa CYIIECTBEHHYIO HArpy3Ky, MOAYEPKUBAsI CIIEIH-
¢uueckuit xapakTep cBageOHOro napa Biamumupa, cocTosBIIEro B BO3BPAIICHHH
Bnagumupom rpekam ToJsibkO 4TO OTHATOro y HuUX KopcyHns.” I have written in
regard to this and similar situations that seeing the influence of the protograph of
Novg. I on JI “seems to be a better explanation” than either that JI contaminated
the protograph of Novg. I or that contamination occurred between UX and PA
(Ostrowski 1999, 20; Ostrowski 2003, XLV). Bugoslavskij (1939, 111), Lixacev
(1950, 80) and Saxmatov (1916, 148) chose onsame as the primary reading in
their respective editions of the PVL. Gippius provides a reason for the dropping
of onsams in both UX and PA, but one could also propose the opposite scenario
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— that onssime was added to make the giving of Korsun more in accord with the
PVL narrative that Volodimir had taken it from the Greek emperors and was
now giving it ‘back’ (onsims). Here onsime should probably not be understood
as meaning ‘again’ since Volodimir had not given Korsun to the Greeks before,
so he could not give it again.

Yet, some 30 years ago, A. Poppe (1976, 240-242) proposed that Volodimir
most likely, according to an agreement he had with the Byzantine emperors, took
Korsun from rebels who had sided with Bardas Phokas against the emperors. In
that sense, then, Volodimir was, strictly speaking, not giving it ‘back’ to them
since he took it from someone else, so the primary reading could have been
the null reading of P, A, U, and X. The point is that anyone reading the PVL
narrative with the null reading could come to the conclusion that Volodimir was
giving the city ‘back’ to those from whom he had taken it. But it would be very
difficult for anyone reading the PVL narrative with onsams to conclude that the
inclusion of that word was a mistake or somehow should not be there. And,
most likely, it would have required special knowledge on the part of the scribes
who would do the omitting. Such special knowledge would probably not have
been available to a Rus’ chronicler or scribe 150 to 200 years after the event.
What is more, for onsams to have been the primary reading and then dropped
in P, A, 1, and X would have required two decisions. First, the scribe of the
Kievan Codex would have had to have decided, for some reason, to omit onsime.
Second, the scribe of PA would also have had to make the same decision —
to omit onsims — because he would also have had the reading of JITPA, from
which he was copying directly. He would have been confronted with the need
to decide whether to include onsime from his direct exemplar, JITPA, or omit it
according to his contaminating copy, the Kievan Codex.

An almost diametrically opposite case to the preceding one occurs in PVL
118,6-118,8/NPL 157,6-157,7:

PVL 118,6-118,8
- 4 € - —
JI: n ce oyke nosk|xenn emb ® negkraa. a we ®|anan wn T MmvNKh.
- ¢ € —
P: u ce nogkmaemns ecmbs ® negkuraa cero.|a ne W anas U MYNK®

. [

—_ C .o
A: u ce noskikaemb ecmb W ne|ghuraca cero. a me W anak U MSVENTK®.

[4 - [ _
H: nxe ce noskikae|mb ecmb. W neBkraa cero. a ne|® anAh M MYNK®.
X: [lacuna]

NPL 157,6-157,7

K: H CE YyKeE nookxaemb ecMb OT Hep'kriac a He OT amocToNb HH OT
MYUYCHHUKD
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HAx: H CE€ YKE noOkkaeMb €CMb OT HEBETJAC a HE OT amnocTONb HH OT
MYUYCHHUKDb

Tom: H CE€ YKE no6kxkaeMb €CMb OT HEBErjac a He OT anocTONb HH OT
MYUYCHHUKD

Here P, A, and U read cezo whereas JI and HITJImn maintain the null reading.
If cezo were the primary reading, then it would be unlikely JI or JIT would
adopt the omission from the Bumn. cB. If the null reading were primary, then
that would seem to imply confluence between the KX and PA branches. Yet,
Gippius makes the point that the superscript c in weskrad should have a vowel
after it and that the vowel can be either an a (genitive singular) or an & (genitive
plural). Gippius (2002, 76-77) proposes that syntactically it should be plural. If
the vowel is a ®, then ‘the ignorant ones’ are the people of Rus’. If the vowel is
an a, then ‘the ignorant one’ is Volodimir. Gippius’ observation is a good one,
because without the accompanying cezo in P, A, and H, we would not know
whether singular or plural was intended (except in A, which adds the final a).
Saxmatov (1916, 150) chose the plural oms neehzaace whereas Bugoslavskij
(1939, 112) chose the singular oms neskuenaca cezo. Lixacev (1950, 81) chose
the singular oms negdeaaca but without the addition of cezo. In my paradosis,
I chose the singular oms neekenaca but with cezo. On the basis of Gippius’
argument, I accept that the primary reading is the plural form om®s neskenacs
carried by JI and HI1JImu, but I propose that a change to the singular occurred
independently in PA and U with the adding of the word cezo. A further change
then occurred in A with the bringing down of the superscript ¢ and the adding
of the final a:

o - ¢ o
W negkraa — ® ner'k(u)raa cero — ® nerkuraaca cero

None of this do I consider evidence for or against contamination.

For Miiller, if I understand his argument correctly, such choices as the
omission of words or phrases were not made rationally or thoughtfully by the
scribe of PA. Instead, Miiller seems to be saying that the scribe of PA followed
one exemplar and then the other randomly, abandoning correct readings when
he ‘depends on the protograph of X’ (Miiller 2006, 415). In my article on
scribal practices, I proposed a different way of looking at divergent readings
when a null reading is involved. In terms of usual scribal practice, a scribe,
when confronted with divergent readings in two copies, one of which is a null,
will tend to choose the reading from the copy that does not have the null. In
other words, the scribe will avoid adopting a blank (Ostrowski 2005, 60). Such a
proposal is in keeping with the common practice of scribes to incorporate both
of two divergent readings from exemplars into the manuscript they are copying.
Since a scribe cannot include both a word and its not being there at the same
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time, he would probably choose to include the word from one of his exemplars
(especially if that is his direct exemplar) rather than a null reading from the other
exemplar (especially if that other exemplar is a contaminating one). Admittedly,
it is possible for a scribe to choose, based on the contaminating exemplar, to
omit a word or phrase that is in his direct exemplar, but the probability in any
given case is that he will not.

A number of other cases of the null reading’s being primary when HITJImn =
JI# P = A =H = X occurs in the PVL. The following phrases can be found
in PVL 117,5/NPL 156,13:

JI 4+ HIJImn: 60 we 6sixy (HITJIMi: 65Xy He) NPHUSIIH c851mM020 KPEUeHHsI
P, A, H: 60 ne 6sxy (P: 6s1xy He; A: Osimie He) MPUSUTA KPEUIeHH ST

It is less likely that a scribe would remove a word like cesimuu from, than add
it to, a passage. Yet, if the word cgasmuu were in PVLo and thus in the direct
exemplar of RA, and if we accept the NSv theory, then the decision to remove
it would have had to have been made twice: once by the copyist of the Kievan
Codex, as testified to by UX, then by the copyist of PA in order to favor his
contaminating source over his direct exemplar. More likely, the null reading was
in PVLa, and ceamuu was added in the common source of HITJImi and JIT.
Faced with having to make a choice between a null reading in his direct exemplar,
JITPA, and the presence of the word cgsimuu in his contaminating source, the
scribe of JIT chose what he probably thought was the safer procedure — include
the holy word.

A similar case, but one that is a little more complex, occurs in PVL 117,12—
117,13/NPL 156,17-156,18. When Volodimir returns to Kiev, he orders the idol
of Perun to be beaten and thrown into the Dnepr River. After the idol floats
through the rapids, it comes ashore on a bank. PA + H (X has a lacuna) then
read: siko u 0o cezo dOne cnosemwv nepyna pkue. In contrast J1 + K, HAK,
Ton read: u ommonk npocay (K, HAk, Ton: npocavicst u) nepyus: pkue sikooice
(K, HAK, Tox: sixko) u do cezo dne (K, HAx, Ton: dru) caosems. One notices that
the appearance of both ommoa® and do cezo dne seems redundant. Bugoslavskij
(1939, 112), Lixacev (1950, 80) and Saxmatov (1916, 149) opted for the longer
reading with ommo.r&. In his translation, Miiller (Nestorchronik 2001, 145) chose
the shorter reading of PA + M. It might be argued by those who support the
contamination of PA by the Kievan Codex that the scribe of the Kievan Codex
did some editing and made the passage more elegant stylistically by eliminating
the redundancy. That would certainly be a legitimate argument in regard to a
modern editor. But, it has been my experience that Rus’ian scribes did not care
much about whether a passage was stylistically elegant or not. Instead conscious
editing on their part usually involved adding words even if some of those words
replicated what was already there. Such was the case for copiers of biblical texts
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as well. So, I suggest that the longer passage is a secondary reading found in
HITJImn and that the scribe of JIT, when faced with it in his contaminating
source (which in Miiller’s stemma may be Bngn. cB.) decided to opt for the
longer, more wordy reading.

A null reading in the other direction occurs in PVL 117,14-117,15/NPL
156,19. After ridding Kiev of all idols, Volodimir sends messengers throughout
the town that everyone is supposed to go to the river or risk incurring the prince’s

displeasure. The beginning of Volodimir’s admonition in our witnesses reads:

PVL 117,14-117,15
ayie | ne wepatpeThea KTO phik.
AljE Ne wr;pcup(e'rhc KTO ZaoyTpa Na phuk.
AE NHE WEPALPETCA KTO ZaoyTpa Na phuk.
e Ne | WEPALIEThCA KTO ZaoyTpa |Na phuk.
[lacuna]

KR A

NPL 156,19
K: amie KTo He oOpsmeTcs Ha pkirk
HAk: ame k10 He ob6psimercst Ha pRirk
Tox: ame KTO He obpstmercst Ha phirk

Here JI and HITJIma do not have the word 3aympa. JI also does not have the
word na before pky®. And HIL/Imn puts the word xkmo before ne obpsimemecs
rather than after as the PVL copies do. No mechanical copying error suggests
itself as a reason for the absence of saympa in HI1JImn and of saympa na in JI,
so the null reading seems to be primary and 3aympa a later addition. But this
passage is not solid evidence in support of the Kievan Codex— PA contamination
hypothesis. The word 3aympa could have been arrived at independently by the
scribes of KX and of PA. Just a few lines further on, the text, with all copies
agreeing, says: ‘On the morrow (raympusi), Volodimir went to the Dnepr with
the imperial priests and those from Korsun’ (PVL 117,19-117,21). Without the
3aympa interpolated into PVL 117,15, the reader might think the people were
ordered to go to the Dnepr immediately and wait a day for Volodimir and the
priests to arrive. The insertion of 3aympa clarifies an elliptical passage and,
therefore, seems to me a secondary reading independently arrived at.

Similarly, in PVL 117,26-118,1/NPL 157,2, when the people of Kiev are
being baptized in the Dnepr, the chronicler writes that either there was ‘joy’ or

there was ‘great joy’:
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PVL 117,26-118,1

JI: v Bawe cu BEAKTH pAAOCTH HA NBCH M NA Zeman. |
P: Bawe gupakTH pA'Ai:'rhlﬂet\uKe\(. TA' NA NECH. M NA ZEMAH,
A: Bawe BUAKTH pAAOCTH BEAMKS. TaKe |NA NECH M NA ZemAH.
H: ¥ BAWIE | BHAHTH PAAOCTH BEAMKA NA|NBCH M NA ZEMAH.
X: [lacuna]

NPL 157,2
K: u Osimie BUakTH pagocTh Ha HeOECH U HA 3eMbJIH

HAk: wu Ostie BumkTa pagocTs Ha HeOecH W Ha 3eMJIH
Ton: w Gsmie BUOKRTH pamocTh Ha HEGECH M HA 3eMITH

The additions of the word ge.uxa in M and of geauxy / seauxto maostce in PA are
probably secondary, but turning ‘joy’ into ‘great joy’ is an addition that could
well have been done independently by different scribes. As evidence I point to
a similar addition of the word seauxuu in PVL 118,12 in U and P:

PVL 118,12
JI.  WEo Xe B€ CTEO|pHEKIH NEO M ZEMAI.
P: NEO M PE. B3 BEAHKKIM COTEOPHEKIM NEO H ZEMAIK.
A: NBO M peve: |Eo M zemaw.
H:  HNBO M pve BE BEAMKKH CTEOPH|EKIM NEO M ZEMAI.
X: [lacuna]
K: HeOo peue O0ke CTBOPHBBIM HEOO M 3eMIIIO H

HAKk: He6o u peue O0Xxe ChTBOPHBBIM HEOO M 3eMJIIO U
Ton: HeGO u peue OOKe CHTBOPHBBIA HEOO M 3eMITIO H

Here the appearance of gequxuu in P should probably not be attributed to
contamination on PA because it does not appear in A. Instead, the only likely
explanation is an independent scribal interpolation in P and in M. Thus, it
supports seeing the addition of geauxy / geauxa in PVL 118,1 also as an
independent scribal interpolation.

In PVL 119,10-119,11/NPL 158,3, a quotation from Ex. 33:19 occurs. The
quotation is complete in JI, K, and Tou, but incomplete in P, A, and U:

PVL 119,10-119,11
NOMH|AYH KIOKE ALIE XOLHIO NOMHUAY|K. MOMHAOBA
MOMHAOYK ETOKE ALJIE XOLIK. MOMHAO|BA
NOMHUASIO €roKe Al XOUI. MOMT|A0BA
MOMHUAVIO €ro[:Ke XOLHIO. MOMHASEA
[lacuna]

XEZ T
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NPL 158,3
K: MPOPOKD MOMHJIYIO €ro alie XOMy MOMIIYIO TOMHJIOBA
HAKk: [lacuna]
Ton: TPOPOKD MOMIJIYIO €rOXKe amie XOMmYy MOMHIITYI0 MOMHJIOBA

We can ignore the rendering by JI of nomuayu for the first nomusyro as a scribal
accidental. But the question is whether the primary reading is the absence of the
second nomuayro in P, A, and U or its presence in JI, K, and Tox. Bugoslavskij
(1939, 113), Lixa¢ev (1950, 81), Saxmatov (1916, 151) and I (HURI 2003, 927)
opted for the shorter version (i.e., without the second nomusyw) as primary.
Even Byckov (Letopis’ 1872, 116), whose edition was of JI not of the PVL
as such, excluded it from his text and justified the exclusion on the basis of
P and A. Karskij (Lavrent’evskaja letopis’ 1926, 119), on the other hand, kept
the second nomusyro in the text unchanged in his edition of JI. Miiller put the
German equivalent ‘mich erbarmen’ into brackets (Nestorchronik 2001, 146).
The reading in LXX is: &\enm Ov G ghe®. The reading in the Parimeinik
(Ribarova, Xauptova 1998, 307) is: nomﬂoym ETONKE AULE nomﬂm(m. My reasoning
for considering the second nomusyro secondary was that if the null reading were
primary, then it would be easy for scribes to correct it according to the reading
in Ex. 33:19. A mechanical copying error, instead, might better account for
the reading in P, A, and H. Following this sentence in all texts is the word
nomuaoéa introducing the phrase ‘he had mercy on us in the baptism of life’.
Haplography resulting in parablepsis could account for changing the primary
phrasing nomualyro nomuslosa into nomunosa. It would be odd for Sil’vestr
to have rendered this quotation in an incomplete way when he wrote the PVL,
but it would not be unusual for scribes to engage in eyeskip, not noticing the
foreshortening even of a biblical quotation when copying. If the absence of the
second nomunayro is indeed an omission, then it is still not evidence for a Kievan
Codex—PA contamination since eyeskip is something scribes can and do engage
in independently at the same place in the text.

In PVL 119,19/NPL 158,9 occurs a case that provides evidence in support of
the hypothesis that JI or JIT is the contaminated copy, not PA:

PVL 119,18-119,19
NGAOSM'kKM NPOTHRY | AApOM's TEOW BhZAAMNLH | BRZAATH.
Ne oymEeMB NPOTH[BOY AAPOMB TEOHMB BHZAATH.
NGAOO\(M‘kGMh npol'ruES AAPOME TEOUM® [BO]ZAATH.
nepooymE[emb NPOTHBY Adpom™ TROH B'BZAATH.
[lacuna]

KR T
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NPL 158,9
K: U HetoyMEeMb NMPOTHBY TapOMb TBOHMb Bb3IaHHA
HAKk: [lacuna]
Ton: ® HegoymkeMb POTHBY JapoMb TBOHMb Bb3TAaHH

P, A, and U read s®s3damu while K and Ton read sw3danualss3daaru.
J1 has es3dasinbs e3damu. Both Saxmatov (1916, 152) and Lixa&ev (1950, 82)
chose the longer reading, of JI, as primary. Bugoslavskij (1939, 113), Miiller
(Nestorchronik 2001, 147) in his translation, and I (HURI 2003, 929) in my
paradosis opted for the shorter reading, of P, A, and . What we may have here
is a situation where the scribe of JI or JIT had a choice of two readings: 8s3damu
and gs3dasines. Instead of choosing between them, he includes both, a common
scribal practice. If that is the case, then it is likely the exemplar of HITJImn
(6 in my stemma, see figure 5 below) contaminated JIT (¢ in my stemma) than
that the Kievan Codex contaminated PA into dropping és3dasinbsi. The absence
of 883damu in HI1JImn renders unlikely the explanation that eyeskip might have
occurred here in PA and H.

Another instance of a primary null reading occurs in PVL 140,16-140,19/
NPL 174,14-174,15. 1 present the relevant passages in parallel columns for
comparison purposes:

PVL 140,16-140,19 NPL 174,14-174,15

SpocnaBy ke He BROymo oTbHH B Horkropomk e Torma SApociasb
CBMBPTH, Bapsizu OsiXy MBbHO3H Yy Kopwmsie Bapsiprs MHOTO, 60sicst paTH;
SlpocnaBa, ¥ HacHJIE TBOPSIXY U Havama Bapsisu Hacwime mksiti
Hosbroponpuems. HA MBIHCAMbBIX HCEHAXS.

[JT adds: u oswcenams uxs.]

Gippius suggested, and Miiller accepted, that the presence of the words ra
muiorcamuix dceraxs in HITJImn was sufficient to corroborate the reading of JI,
which includes u o«cenams uxs, as being the primary reading and the null reading
of U, X, P, and A as secondary. As one can see, the two passages are not the
word-for-word similarity that we have seen in our other comparisons. But enough
similarity in content exists to justify Gippius’ making his proposal. Bugoslavskij
(1939, 130), Lixacev (1950, 95) and Saxmatov (1916, 178) also accepted the
reading of JI as primary. As with other cases of a null reading in U, X, P, and
A, there does not seem to be a reason for the scribe of the Kievan Codex to
have omitted it or, if he had, for the scribe of PA to accept that omission. On
the contrary, it is more likely the scribe of JIT saw the phrase ra moiorcamsix
orceraxs in Bapn. cB. and decided to include u owcenams uxs in his copying of
the corresponding part of the text of the PVL.
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A final example of primary null reading occurs in PVL 161,17/NPL 182,5. It
involves the bequething of cities by Jaroslav to his sons. After giving Kiev to
his eldest son Izjaslav and telling his other sons to heed him, Jaroslav says:

PVL 161,17
CTOCAA|BY AAKY VEPNHIOB™.
CTOCAABR VEPNHIOE. |
CTOCAABY VEPNITOR™.
CTOCAABOY | VEPHHTOE™h.

ST
I T T

— B
cTocaaBoy vepnkrw. |

NPL 182,5
K: a CBSITOCJIABY JAl0 YEPHUTOBb
HAK: a cBiTOCNaBYy 4al0 UEpHHUIOBb
Ton: a cBATOC/NABY HAI0 YEPHUTOBD

Bugoslavskij (1939, 147), Lixacev (1950, 108), and Saxmatov (1916, 204) opted
for daro as the primary reading. Miiller (Nestorchronik 2001, 198) included ‘gebe
ich’ in angle brackets in the text of his translation. It seems to me the primary
reading is a cessmocaagy uepruzoss, an elliptical construction to be sure, but one
that is followed in the text by another elliptical one: a eceso10dy nepesicaagan.
The scribes of the common exemplar of HITJImx and of JI, or of JIT, added
daro to make the construction a little less elliptical. The agreement of JI and
HITJImn here does not necessarily indicate contamination since scribes could
have independently decided to insert daro at this point in the text.

Conscious Scribal Editing

One of the methodological issues that we need to consider involves conscious
editing by copyists. The question is, to what extent did the stages of copyings and
recopyings that resulted in the extant MS witnesses involve conscious editorial
decisions and to what extent were they just blind copying of whatever text
was in front of them? Timberlake (2001, 197) described the issue well: “On
some exceptional occasions, a chronicler might edit the chronicle, revising the
inherited text or interpolating external texts (chronographs, oral tales, homilies),
or comparing and compiling multiple versions of related texts. When a chronicle
was edited it was copied. Not all activities — composition, editing, compiling,
copying — occurred at all times, or to the same extent. Still, one individual
was responsible for the chronicle at a time, and that individual — the «scribe»
(etymologically, one who writes) or the «chronicler», to use broad terms — could
act not only as annalist but sometimes also as editor, compiler, and copyist.”
My impression, indeed one of the basic principles of my reconstruction of
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PVLao, after years of studying the various extant copies, is that each stage of
copying involved informed, albeit conservative, editorial decisions. I depend on
the scribes of extant copies or of their exemplars to tell me, through what they
chose to write down, whether or not they discerned a problem with the passage
they were copying. This issue begins with the very title of the work in question.
I have argued that the correct reading is ITosecmo gpemennvix akms not Ilo-
secmv épemer u abms. Although the latter may be the source of the former
(Lunt 1997), I do not accept that we should then emendate the title that appears
in all our copies. The reason for my rejection of this view is my acceptance
that the copyists of the PVL acted not only as copyists but also, on occasion, as
ad hoc editors, who attempted to correct their exemplar when they considered
something to be amiss in a particular passage. In this case, none of them gives
any indication that they had a problem with the title as stated, even if they were
aware of the other form of the title. We might draw attention to two modern-day
examples for comparison. In 1969, Bob Dylan issued an album with the title
John Wesley Harding. The allusion is to John Wesley Hardin, the gunfighter, but
Dylan got the name wrong. It would be hypercorrect, however, for anyone, in
referring to the album, to drop the final g, because the mistake of adding the g
to the title was made in the author’s text, and that is the way it stands. Likewise,
in 1983, the band Judas Priest recorded a song titled You Have Another Thing
Coming. This is a corruption of the phrase If you think that, then you have
another think coming. Again, the corruption is in the authorial text and now has
an established acceptance of its own. To be sure, pop albums and songs are a
different genre from 12"-century chronicles, but the principle of naming is the
same in both.

We can use the concept of the intelligent scribe to figure out which reading is
primary and why the variant readings are the way they are. For example, PVL
119,1-119,2 describes under the entry for 988 the reaction of the mothers whose
children Volodimir sent off for book learning:

PVL 119,1-119,2
MTPE e | vaAh CHXh NAAKAXY MO NHXh. |
wrpH | va ceol naakaxoy’ no w
MTPH KE VAAR CBO[UXH MAakaxSca no il
A MTPH K€ VAAK | CBOMX NAAKAKYCA MO HUK™ |
[lacuna]

XEZ T

NPL 157,20
K: MaTepH ke Yaj CHXb IUIAKaxXycs M0 HHXb
HAKk: [lacuna]
Tonm: MaTepw ke yaJ CHXb IUIAKAXbCS MO HAXB
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The distinction is between whether ‘the mothers cried for these [cux] children’
or ‘the mothers cried for their [cgoux] children’. Both Saxmatov (1916, 151) and
Lixacev (1950, 81) chose cuxs. Miiller (Nestorchronik 2001, 146) has ‘die Miitter
ihrer Kinder’, but decided on the basis of Gippius’ arguments that “arenune JI [...]
Kotopoe HaxoauT nonaepxky B HILJI, siBisietcs nepBoHauansHbiM” (2006, 419).
Gippius (2002, 77) argues that cgouxs is secondary because “coueTaHue «MaTepu
CBOMX JIeTeH» M B JpeBHEPYCCKOM Obl1o HeBo3MOXHO . According to Gippius
(2002, 77): “mepenucyHK MOTOPOIMIICS M TOHSUI 4ad® cuxs Kak OOBEKT IpH
riarosie (4ads cuxs nAaKaxycsi), 4TO H TO3BOJIMIIO €My 3aMEHHTh CUX® Ha C80-
uxs. B NEHCTBUTENBHOCTH ke 9TO COUETaHHE OTHOCHJIOCH K CYLIECTBHUTEIbHOMY
(mamepe uadws cuxs), a rAaroj ynpasisii popMOH MECTHOTO Majiexa ¢ mpeJo-
roM (naaxaxycsi no Huxs). B pesynbrate B urennu PA/M (mamepe uadws ceo-
UX® NAAKAXYCSL NO HUXB) ONUH M TOT e OOBEKT OKa3aJCs BBIPAXKEH JIBaKIBI,
4yTO U 001MyUaeT BTOpUYHOCTb 9TOro urenus.” While I accept Gippius’ linguistic
assessment, my conclusion is different concerning which reading is primary. The
combination mamepe dce uads ceouxs may be awkward but not impossible. The
evidence for this is its appearance in both A and H, so it is not just an erratic.
One also notices the dropping of the reflexive cs in JI after naaxaxy. Putting
these clues together, I suggest that ceouxs naakaxy csi was the primary reading.
As a result of the awkwardness of the syntax, the copyist of the protograph of
HITJImn attempted to smooth out the passage by changing ceouxs to cuxs. Then
the copyist of JI or JIT attempted to correct the passage further by dropping
the csi. Thus, I posit the following progression and, in doing so, invoke the
principle of lectio difficilior: cgouxs naakaxy csa — cuxs naaxaxycs — cuxs
nAaKaxy.

In order to accept the reverse direction of change (from cuxs to csouxs) that
Gippius et al. propose, one would also have to explain not only why the copyist
of the Kievan Codex hurried and thereby misunderstood the original syntax but
also why the copyist of RA would have adopted this awkward phrasing when
he would have had the contextually correct, less-awkward reading in his direct
exemplar.

In PVL 119,26/NPL 158,14, a phrase appears that continues a quotation from
Ps. 132:24: ‘He saved us from our enemies’. Then comes:

PVL 119,26

pekh|we M HAOAL C\('G'I‘Nkz(.

&

peEKLIE HAOA® CAO\(‘?KM"I‘G{\I;.

perie ® MAONOCASKUTEND.

W
pekwe ® HAOA'R CAVHKH|TEAR.
W

KR P

I\l
periie M HAOAOCAOVIKHTE. |
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NPL 158,14
K: PKyIIe OT HIOOJIb CYETHBIX
HAKk: [lacuna]
Tonm: pekyme OT HEOIb CYETHBIX

Miiller (Nestorchronik 2001, 147) had translated the continuing phrase as ‘das
heifit von den Gotzendienern’, from oms udoas cayscumean, but now he is
in agreement with Gippius that the German should be ‘von den eitlen Gotzen’,
from oms udons cyemnwvixs (Miiller 2006, 419). Both Saxmatov (1916, 152) and
Lixacev (1950, 82) chose udoas cyemnwixs as the primary reading. Bugoslavskij
(1939, 113) accepted udons cayscumeasw as primary. Gippius (2002, 78) refers
to the form udoaws cayscumenv as ‘unusual’ and, therefore, secondary: “He-
0oObIYHOE HAIMHUCaHHe udoascayxcumeav B Axkan. u Hmart. oObsicHseTcs: BTO-
PHUHOCTBIO 9TOTO UTEHHs MO OTHOIIEHUIO K udoas cyemuwvixs”. Once again,
I agree with Gippius’ assessment of the linguistics of the case but come to
a different conclusion concerning what it means in terms of which reading
is primary. And once again, I invoke the principle of lectio difficilior. If the
combination udoas cayscumenv (or udoascayxrcumensv) is unusual, then one
has a clear explanation why the scribe of the protograph of HITJImn would want
to change it to something more familiar — that is, to udoas cyemusixs. Then
the scribe of JI or of JIT adopted the change to a more familiar phrase. The
scribes of A and X also felt a need to smooth over a phrase that may have
seemed to them a bit jarring. Their solution, no doubt independently arrived at,
was to change udoas cayscumens into udoaocaysxrcumens. Thus, I propose this
progression:

UAONDb CILYXUTeNb
PVLa

UAONDb CYeTHBIXD UAONOCITY XUTeJb

HITTMma—JT) AX)

Note that if one accepts udoss cyemnwvixs as the primary reading, then the
likelihood that it would have been changed into udoas cayswcume.as in the Kievan
Codex is small. Even smaller would be the subsequent adoption of it by the scribe
of PA who would have the more familiar form udo.as cyemnsixs in his direct
exemplar.

In PVL 130,22/NPL 169,3, the reading of JI, HI1JImi, and Tale of Boris and
Gleb coincide, against an agreed reading of P, A, H, and X:
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PVL 130,22-130,23
weepT'hEWE B KOBE[ph. M ovku chekenma na zemaw.
B KOBpKE. wnpaTagwm cehenwa oymu na zemawo. |
B KOBpR wnpaTagwe | cBhenna oyxu na zemarwo.
B KOBhpk. wnpa|TaBwm u oymu cekenwa u na ze|maw

XEE T A

M
B KOBpR wnpaTagwe. |n oyxku cekenwa na zeaw

NPL 169,3
K: Bb KOBepb 00epThBmie U yxu cBkcuma H Ha 3eMITI0
HAxk: BB KoBepb 0bepThBine yxu cehcuma u Ha 3eMITIO
Ton: BB KOBepb 0bepThBiNe yxu cehchma u Ha 3eMITIO

This passage refers to the wrapping of Volodimir in a tapestry after his death
and the lowering of his body through the floor of the building he died in so
as to place it on a sleigh for transport to the burial place. Saxmatov (1916,
165) and Lixacev (1950, 89) chose obepmbewe. Bugoslavskij (1939, 122) has
obepmkeute in his text, but it would appear from the footnote variant 8-9
that he meant to accept onpsimasute/u as primary instead. Miiller (2006, 420)
originally considered onpsimasuie/u to be primary, but then was convinced by
Gippius’ argument that o6epmewe is the primary reading. Gippius’ reasons
for considering o6epmbeute to be primary are: “Urenune Jlasp. [...] BeicTymaeT
mexay TeM B H1, a takxke B Ckazanuu o bopuce u ['nebe. EcTh Bce ocHOBaHMsI
CUHTATh €ro NnepBUYHbIM, a obmee ureHde PA u X 0OBSCHSTH MepekoueHH-
eM PA Ha cBoOl BTOpOH HCTOUHHK (THIa V), OOHAapyKHBaoIMHUH cebs U maiee
B pacckaze o coObITHsX 9toro roma” (Gippius 2002, 96). Yet, as Miiller has
amply demonstrated, and as I was able to confirm for myself independently, the
Tale of Boris and Gleb derives from the PVL (Miiller 1956, 329-363; 1959,
274-322; 1962, 14-44; Mjuller 2001, 22-33; Ostrowski 2005, 62—65). Since
it is a derivative text, readings in it should not be used to determine primacy
of readings in the PVL. In addition, Gippius’ ‘second source (type v)’ for PA
is the equivalent of Miiller’s Kievan Codex, which I hold is not a source, con-
taminating or otherwise, for PA. There may be nothing inherent in the readings
onpsimasute/u and obepmEeuie to distinguish primary from secondary.

Two examples of how the principle of using scribes’ modifications to
reconstruct the PVLa text occur in PVL 172,24-172,27/NPL 190,14-190,16
in a digression on the power of the cross for those who believe in it:
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PVL 172,24-172,27
[4 M X X [4
JI: KPTMB EO KNAZE E EPA|NE MOCOBUTh. Eh BPANE KPTM™ |
corpaxsaemn EEpNUM A0ABE. | NOBEKAIOTE cyNOCTATHI NPOTH[ENBIKA.
c —_ M M E X
P: KpTMh | BO KNZMB M BREpHK AIOAE. Bh PANE NOBEAA. W
C
OrPAKAE|MH KPTM'h. NOBEHKAKRTHE COYNOCTATH MPOTHENKIH. |
[ —_
A: KpTMb BO KNZEMb W BRpHEIMB alo|pemnb. Bo Bpanexs noskaa. u
A
WIPAKEAEMH KPE|CTOMB. NMOBEKAIOTH ¢SNOCTATK NPOTHENKIA. |
C Y C
H: KpTM'h [ BO Fh KNAZEMB NOCOBUThE B EPANE|X'h. KPTMh
wrpaxenn Ekphnun veaorhun. noskkaoTs cynocTa|TH NPoTHENKIR. |
C M —_ m T X C M
X: KPTW BW T'h KNASE MOCOEM | B BpPANE. KPTW

e H T
OrpaKaemH B'kpNIH AIOAG. I'IOE'kl?KAIO ChMNOCTATHK MPOTHBNKA.

NPL 190,14-190,16
K: KpecTb 00 KHSI3eMDb Bb OpaHex KpecToMb 00
orpaxaemu BRpHuH moOkKawT cynmoctatsl IPOTUBHbISI
HAK: kpectb 60 KHs13eMb Bb OpaHexb nobesa KpecToMb
orpaxaemu BkpHuH mo6kKalOTh CYMOCTAThl IPOTHBHBIS
Ton: kpectb 60 KHsI3eMb Bb OpaHexb nobena KpecToMb
orpaxaemu BkpHHH OGKKAIOT CYmOCTATH TIPOTHBHBISI

Miiller (Nestorchronik 2001, 210) translated the first part of the passage as ‘durch
das Kreuz hilft Gott den Fiirsten im Streit’. M and X read I'ocnode before xwsi-
sems. 1 consider this reading to be a secondary scribal addition in an attempt
to amplify the text. Miiller (2006, 425) designated the double appearance of
6 Opanexs in JI as dittography as did Saxmatov (1916, 218-219) whereas
Bugoslavskij (1939, 157) and Lixacev (1950, 115) accepted it as primary.
I agree with Miiller and Saxmatov that the double 65 6parexs in JI is a secondary
reading but propose that it may result from a confluence of readings; that is,
of 85 6panexs in BamH. cB. (as passed on to K) and of nocobums 6w 6panexs
in PVLa (as represented in M and X). P, A, HAk, and Toxn read 8s 6panexs
nobeda. Miiller (2006, 425) states: “Crucok PA comepxutr utenne HITJT AT.
S ocTaBisl0 OTKPHITHIM BOMpPOC O TOM, nepeuwio v oHo u3 HILJI B PA wnnu
Haobopot.” It may represent neither the influence of HIIJImn on PA or PA
on HITJImx but an independent substitution of the word no6eda in PA on one
side and in HAkTox on the other for nocobums. It seems to me likely that the
appearance of nocobums (‘helps’) in JI, 1, and X derives from PVLa because of
the relatively unusual nature of the word. In contrast, the word no6eda (‘victory’)
is a common enough word when speaking of a struggle and it harmonizes with
the appearance of the verb no6&orcdamu (‘to conquer’) later in the same passage,
so that different scribes could have interpolated it independently.
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The second example from this passage involves the word e&poruu, which
appears in all copies but in various combinations. These various combinations
represent attempts by scribes to make the text clearer. The word ¢&poruu is an
elliptical expression meaning ‘faithful ones’. As is, though, it can be seen to be
only an adjective without an accompanying modified noun. The scribe of PA
thought something was misplaced, added the word .ir0due, moved the phrase to
after knsisems, and changed the case to the same dative plural that kus3em® is in.
The scribes of JI and X independently added sir0dse / arodue, while the scribe of
U added uesoskuyu all in an attempt to make the passage clearer. I propose then
that the primary reading was simply e&poruu as HI1JImiu has it. This passage is
an example of scribes being active in exercising their editorial prerogative when
they believe the reading of their exemplar requires it of them.

Long vs. Short Narratives

Miiller (2006, 404) states that “pacckasbl 0 kHskeHud Ousiera, Uropst u Onbru B
HoBropoacko# jgeTonucu 3HauuTeIbHO Kopoue, uem B [IBJI”. In itself, the shorter
narratives of HIIJImn do not distinguish primary from secondary. But Miiller
(2006, 404) goes on to add: “Tlpu stom ¢parmentsl [IBJI, oTcyTcTByIOImME
B HILJI, yacTo mpou3BOIAT BHEYAT/IEHHE BCTABOK, HAPYMIAIOMHX CMbICIOBYIO
CBSI3b.”

The ‘fragment’ of text that Miiller is referring to as an insertion appears
between PVL 58,9 and PVL 60,1. In PVL 58,9, in a passage that also appears
in HIJImn (NPL 113,3), the forces of Ol’ga defeat the Derevljany in battle
(H no6kduwa Hepesasinot), and in PVL 60,1, in a passage that also appears
in HITJImn (NPL 113,3), O’ga imposes a heavy tax on them: u 8s3.100tcu Ha
Hs danv msowceky. In the text that appears only in the PVL beginning in the
second half of PVL 58,9 and ending at the start of PVL 60,1, the Derevljany,
after being defeated in battle, repair to their cities. After besieging the towns
for a year, Ol’ga comes up with the strategem of asking for three pigeons and
three sparrows from each Derevljanian household in return for lifting the siege.
The Derevljany are overjoyed and supply the required pigeons and sparrows.
Ol’ga has her soldiers attach sulfer cloth strips to the birds, which then return
to their respective homes in the Derevljany towns and burn the buildings down.
Although the tale of the birds appears to be an insert, it does not indicate the
HITJImn account derives from NSv because no reading in the HITJImn (NPL
110,7-116,26) for the surrounding text (PVL 54,16-58,9 and PVL 60,1-64,13)
about Ol’ga is clearly primary in relation to any reading in the PVL witnesses.
If HITJImn derived from NSv, one would expect some indication of that within
the text itself, but there is none. Besides, the HI1JImn reading at NPL 110,7
begins 8 skmo 6453. B mo owce akmo pexowa dpysrcura ko Heopeek. In the
PVL, the equivalent reading in JI, P, and A begins ¢ s&mo 6453. B ce oice



292 DONALD OSTROWSKI

akmo pexowa dpyxcuna xo Hzopeek. In the PVL, 6 ce owce amo makes sense
since it is a continuation of the same year (6453) that begins at PVL 46,11.
In HITJImu, instead, the year entry 6452 immediately precedes the beginning of
the narrative for 6453, which makes the phrase ‘In that same year’ somewhat
mysterious. The wording & mo sce atmo in HIIJImn could not be part of the
original narrative because it is not a continuation of the same year’s narrative.
Thus, we can suppose that the phrase ‘in that same year’ in this section of
HITJImn most likely derives from the PVL narrative, and that the story of the
birds was dropped from the Novg. I account, not added to the PVL account.

Timberlake (2001) took issue with Bugoslavskij’s and my seeing a close
relationship between the Hypatian branch and Novg. I. Citing Bugoslavskij’s
examples “in which the southern and Novgorod traditions share readings as
opposed to the northeastern tradition”, Timberlake (2001, 214) points out
that “these (usually longer) readings are interpreted as additions made in the
hypothetical antigraph of the southern and Novgorod traditions.” Allowing that
“[i]n principle, it is of course conceivable that a textual tradition might enrich
the inherited text. In the case at hand, however, the differences involve words or
phrases or short passages that are typically lost, not added, in the transmission
of texts.” As an example of this loss of text in JIPA as against the adding of text
in KX and Novg. I, he focuses on a phrase concerning the deceiving of Ahab
that appears in PVL 135,12a-135,12b and in NPL 172,10-11:

PVL 135,12a-135,12b

J: 9
P: 0
A 0
v v
H: pe BO KTO U<A>ETh | NPENECTUTL AABA. M pe E'Reb | ce azh mAy.
X: pé’ BO KTO MAE NPEALCTHTH AxXA|BA. W pev shen ce azn maoy.

NPL 172,10-172,11
K:  peue 60 6Orp KTO HIET MpPENbCTUTH axaBa U peue O'kchb ce asp Uy
HAK: peue 60 60rb KTO HIET MpPENbCTUTH axaBa U pede O'kcb ce asp Uy
Ton: peue 60 6Orb KTO HAET MPEJICTHTH axaBa U peue 6'kew ce asp umy

According to Timberlake (2001, 214-215), the “quote makes sense if one already
knows the context, which deals with spirits sent to incite evil, [...] [b]ut given
the context without this phrase, it is hard to understand why a chronicler would
add this quotation out of the blue, as would be required under Bugoslavskij’s
hypothesis.” He goes on to indicate that this phrase also appears in the Tale of
Boris and Gleb. Citing §axmatov, Timberlake (2001, 215) states that the Tale “as
a whole was assembled in connection with the translation of Boris and Gleb’s
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relics in May 1115, and its factual narrative about the martyrdom of Boris and
Gleb is based on a stage of the Kievan chronicle dating to no later than 1115.”
Thus, in his view, holding “the belief that the northeastern tradition is older than
the southern and older than Novg. I, one would have to hypothesize three events
in rapid succession: creating the common text of the Primary Chronicle; editing
and enriching specifically the southern tradition; and then using the revised
southern tradition as the basis for the Skazanie.” He concludes that “[t]here is
not enough time to do all that by May 1115, particularly if the middle event
is dated to the 1120s” (Timberlake is referring here to Bugoslavskij’s dating of
the common protograph of KX and Novg. I ‘before 1125’). Timberlake (ibid.)
proposes instead a “[m]ore likely” scenario in which the Ahab passage was
in NSv and “in the first redaction of the Primary Chronicle (hence it appears
in the Hypatian chronicle), but was subsequently deleted from the northeastern
tradition (by Silvestr or some later scribe).” Timberlake (ibid.) explains that “[t]he
reason why the southern and Novgorod traditions share readings as opposed to
the northeastern tradition is that both have preserved older readings where the
northeastern tradition has deleted phrases.” He sees these as “shared archaisms,
not shared innovations” and dismisses such “shared archaisms” as “grounds for
positing a close genetic affiliation” (ibid.).

The implication of Timberlake’s argument is that when the situation U =
X = HIlJImn # JI = P = A arises, then we should accept the shared reading
of M, X, and HIIJImn. As ingenious as his argument may be, I find that I am
not ready to accept it. First, I have followed the principle that text, in general, is
consciously added and mechanically deleted. There are exceptions, to be sure,
but the default scenario means that if we believe a passage was consciously
deleted, then we need to supply reasons for our thinking so. No reason for the
deleting of the allusion to Ahab and the demon in JIPA is apparent here. Second,
the context for adding the allusion to Ahab and the demon, even if derived
from Harmartolos, would have been clear to almost any monk, especially a
literate one who was charged with copying (and editing) a chronicle manuscript.
Finally, insertions into the text of the PVL in the protograph of the southern
tradition do not necessarily mean that those insertions occurred later in time
than the copying of the protograph of the northeastern tradition. Since these two
traditions or branches of the PVL are separate, one does not derive from the
other. So the event that led to KX and Novg. I could have preceded in time
the event that led to JITPA without one having any impact on the other. When
the textual evidence does not corroborate the dating framework of Saxmatov
or tentative dates assigned by Bugoslavskij, I do not feel obliged to change the
textual evidence to fit the framework or tentative datings, but would prefer to
change the framework and tentative datings to fit the textual evidence.
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The stemmata of Miiller and Gippius do not allow for proximity of readings
of U and X with those of HIIJImn. Elsewhere, I identified 124 cases where
HIlJImn = U = X £ J1 = P = A; that is, where M and X share a discrete
reading with HITJImn against JI, P, and A (Ostrowski 2005, 52-56). Yet there
seem to be only 16 cases of HIIJImn = JI # P = A = U = X that is, discrete
agreements of JI with HI1JImx against P, A, U, and X. To be sure, in constructing
the stemma, one should not count the number of shared readings but weigh them.
When one weighs them, however, one is inexorably led to the same conclusion —
namely, the readings of U and X are closer than JI is to the readings of HITJImi.
The weight of the readings in those 16 cases does nothing to negate the weight
of the readings in the 124 cases, and, indeed, as I have tried to show, most of
those 16 cases support the idea of contamination of the protograph of HITJImun
on JI and speak against the contamination of the hypothetical Kievan Codex
on PA.

The Lectio Singularis as Secondary
In addition, Gippius, Miiller, and Nazarenko, as the result of the positing
of a hypothetical contaminator, the Kievan Codex (in Miiller’s stemma) and
the Princely redaction of 1117 (in Gippius’ stemma), and the respective
contamination by these hypothetical constructs on PA, even when HITJImn does
not provide agreement with a reading in JI or JIT, then proceed to accept as
primary the reading in JI when JI # P = A = U = X (that is, when HITJImn
carries no corresponding text). I will deal with the examples that Miiller and
Gippius provide of their preference for the reading of JI against an agreement
of P, A, H, and X when no corresponding text appears in HITJImur.

In PVL 10,5, P, A, U, and X have the line ne csetmol, He mexkkmo o cemo
ekmol, which does not appear in JI or T:

PVL 10,5

JI: NPUXOAMELIO €My KO LPIO. HKO|HE CKAZAOTH.

T: mpHXOAMBILIO eMy H KO LapIo SIKOXKe CKasaloTh

P: npoxoAHBLI®O €moy Ko upld He cBRmi. | NO TOokMo w cekhm
HIKS' CRAZOVIOTh.

A: npumémS em8 | Kb LpK Ne cBEMK. NO TOKMO W cemb Bhmi.
HKOMKE | CKAZSIOTh.

H: npuxoAMELII €My Kb upio | ne cBhME. HO TokMO W ce|mb BhM
HKOMKE CKAZAK|Th.

X: npufoﬂlmlo EMOYy Kb Upl, He cBhmi ||

Gippius (2002, 89) characterizes the passage as “‘cuHTakcuc ¢ppasbl rpaHuya-
mui ¢ abcypaom” and concludes that the words appearing in P, A, and H, and
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(partially) in X that do not appear in JI and T must, therefore, be secondary.
Miiller, who had included this phrase in his translation (Nestorchronik 2001, 9) as
a parenthetical expression, then agreed with Gippius that it must be secondary
and that the Kievan Codex contaminated PA (Miiller 2006, 413). Saxmatov
(1916, 9) recognized a difficulty with the syntax and added the word xomo-
poeo before ne cwetmer to make the meaning clearer. Bugoslavskij (1939, 36)
included the phrase as it is from P, A, and H. Lixacev (1950, 13) followed JI
in not including the phrase at all. If, as Gippius and Miiller argue, the phrase
He cveBMmbl, HB Mekemo 0 cemb ¢Bmobl itself must be secondary because its
syntax ‘borders on the absurd’, then what that involves is the scribal editor
of the Kievan Codex adding a parenthetical phrase, whose syntax ‘borders on
the absurd’ to the text. Subsequently, the scribes of X, not to mention U
and X, as well as IT and E, copy it without any attempt to correct it or make it
smoother. In addition, the scribe of PA incorporates it (through contamination)
and the scribes of P and A also copy it down without any attempt to correct it
or make it smoother. Such a complex scenario seems highly unlikely. Gippius
and Miiller would be on more substantial ground if they were to argue that
the phrase ne csekmol, HB& meksmo 0 cemv ¢kmor was a colloquialism that
appears ungrammatical to us but was acceptable and understandable at the
time. Languages are full of such colloquial expressions that syntactically and
grammatically would not pass technical inspection by some scholar 900 years
later. One can think, for example, of the expression I should of stood in bed,
a Yiddish idiom popularized in American English by the fight promoter Joe
Jacobs. The syntax of this expression borders on the absurd and the grammar
is nonsensical, yet native English speakers know what it means: ‘I should have
stayed in bed’. If we are dealing with such an idiom here, then that would explain
the willingness of subsequent scribes to copy the phrase in tact.

In response to a query of mine about this passage, M. Flier provided the
following analysis: “I don’t see a major problem here. There is a modal meaning
of ‘able’ that correlates with perfective, so the [ne] cwekmbr is not simply ‘we
won’t know’ but rather ‘we can’t know’ = we can’t understand (cf. Russian [re]
notimy ‘I don’t understand’, lit. ‘will not understand’). Therefore, the whole
construction looks to relate something on the order of ‘If Kyi had been a
ferryman, then he would not have gone to Tsar’grad. But lo, Kyi was head of
his clan and [precisely] when he came to the tsar’, we cannot determine, but one
thing/this we do know, as they say, that he received great honor from the tsar’’
Note how the passage contrasts Kyi [as] mere ferryman (and therefore no global
traveler) and Kyi as statesman, an analogous contrast to detailed knowledge of
the timing of the trip and the result of the undertaking. I prefer the readings
with ce ‘lo’ to those with ceu / cuu ‘this’ because the writer is not contrasting
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two people with the same name so much as underscoring the fact that this Kyi
was no slouch: he was the head of his clan, after all.”*

If the phrase’s absence in JIT is not an attempt to correct an awkward phrasing,
no matter whether it is a grammatical or non-grammatical idiom, then how do
we explain that absence? The phrase itself occupies almost exactly one line of
text in manuscript. Although haplography due to similar beginnings, middles,
or endings is not operative here, what is possible is a damaged exemplar either
at the top or bottom of the folio thus dropping a line. If that was the case, the
phrase would not have been missed by the copyist of JIT. Although a damaged
or missing folio may seem unlikely, note that X drops the end of the phrase after
He cetmul as a result of the next folio having been lost.

In PVL 47,1, in the list of envoys and the person each of them represents for
the Treaty of 944, JI includes the combination ITpacméns Beproes, which does
not appear in P, A, H, or X:

PVL 46,29-47,1
B<OMKO>Eh. MCTPh. AMUN<O>AO<EH>.| <npacThNb. BEPNOB.
HETAMh. F'YNAPOEh>
B'BHCKOES. HKO|Eh. HCTPO AMHNAOER. HTEAI.. FOYNAPEEh.
BhHCKOBh. HKO|Bh. HCTPh HMHUNAOEL. HATBAMs. I'SHAPEBh.

=

'h
BOUCTORBh. | HKOE'h HCTPh KAMHNAOE. | RTLEAIMs M{NAPEBR™
BOUCTOBh HKOEBh. MlCTpG RMHNAOBL. HMTBArNk. NOYNAPEBK.

XE T

Bugoslavskij (1939, 63), Lixacev (1950, 34) and Saxmatov (1916, 52) followed JI
in including ITpacm®ns Beprogs. Miiller also included Ipacméns Bepross in
his list, but stated that since “[n]Jur in L, darum schwach bezeugt” (Nestorchronik
2001, 56 fn. 6). Nazarenko (2002, 131-132) took issue with Miiller’s saying the
reading was ‘weakly attested’ and argued in favor of the primacy of the reading
on the following basis: “KpaiiHe TpyaHO npeacTaBUTh ceOe, Ha OCHOBAaHHH KaKHX
HCTOYHHKOB cocTaBuTeNd cBojxa 1305 r. wim, Tem Oojee, «JIaBpeHTeH MHHX»
MOTJIM BHECTH Takoe NoOaBJieHHe (MMEHa BBITJISOST BIOJHE ayTEHTHUHBIMH) .
Miiller accepted Nazarenko’s argument and attributed the null reading of P, A,
H, and X to contamination of the Kievan Codex on PA. Although copying such
lists is not always done accurately and one can imagine that the copyist of the
Kievan Codex could have skipped the names ITpacm&ns Bepross as a result
of the same ending, -06s, of the preceding name, amunodoss, it is difficult
to imagine why the copyist of PA would have chosen to adopt the eyeskip
of the hypothetical Kievan Codex when he would have had the testimony of
Hpacmtns Beprogs in his exemplar. Despite that, we do not know the source
of JI's inclusion of ITpacm&nes Beprogs into the text, and unless we posit an
independently parallel eyeskip at the same point in the text for the scribes of
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both PA and the Kievan Codex, we must consider the reading of JI a lectio
singularis and, therefore, a secondary interpolation.

In PVL 142,16-142,17, in regard to the battle on the ice between the forces
of Jaroslav and those of Svjatopolk in 1016, a phrase that appears in JI and X
does not appear in P, A, and H:

PVL 142,16-142,17
E'hCTYTIHILA NHA AE€A'h. | H WEBAOMHCA € NHMH A€AS W|AANATH
HAYA HAPOCAAB™h.

=
=

A v
W BERCTSIMLIA NA A€, U WAANATH NA HA|POCAABh.

A
M BOCTSNMILA NA AE€. M WAOAATH NAVA HAPOCAAB. |
BRCTV|MHIIA NA A€As. M WAOAKEA|TH HAvA HPOCAAB.

XEE T
=

A A — A
H B'I:C'I'O\(‘I'IMLLIA NA A€, U OBAOMUCA NAE C BOH CTOMNOVYH I H MNWSH

X
MOTOMOWA B'h BOAA. U WAONATH NAYA I-Ap0|Cl\AEIs.

Bugoslavskij (1939, 132), Lixacev (1950, 96), Miiller (Nestorchronik 2001, 176)
and Saxmatov (1916, 180) all accepted the reading of JI, which implies that the
absence of the phrase u obaomucs ¢ Humu seds in P, A, and U is the result of
haplography due to the repetition of the word .1eds. Gippius (2002, 98) argued
that the haplography is evidence for contamination between the X branch and
the PA branch and Miiller (2006, 420) accepted his argument. I continue to hold
the view that the null reading here is primary, the reasons for which I stated
elsewhere (Ostrowski 2005, 59-61).

In PVL 236,7-236,8, a passage occurs that derives from the Revelations
of Pseudo-Methodios of Patara about the closing up of unclean people in a
mountain by Alexander of Macedon according to a commandment of God:

PVL 236,7-236,8
TY CTEOPUILACA BPATA | mEAANA- M Momazainaca C\(NKl\HlTé“-
COTEOPH BPATA MEAANAR. W NOMAZA COYNBKAM|TOM™ -
COTEOPH BPATA MEAANAA - M MO[MAZA CSNBRAMTOME -
cTEOpUIIA EBpaTa ME|A€NAR - U MomAZAIA CYNBKAHTO|Mb -

KT A
= = = = =

M
ChTEOPULLA BPATA M'kAGNAA, |M nomazalla ¢CXNKAUTW.

In this passage, JI differs from P and A, on one hand, and 1 and X, on the other.
In its passive construction, JI implies that God made the brass gate, while P,
A, H, and X, with their active construction, has Alexander of Macedon making
it. Saxmatov (1916, 294-295) and Lixacev (1950, 168) accepted the reading
of JI as primary. Bugoslavskij (1939, 202) accepted the passive voice of JI
for cmeopuwaca but the active voice of U and X for nomaszawma. Miiller, in
his translation, preferred the active voice readings of P, A, 1, and X: “Und



298 DONALD OSTROWSKI

man machte ein ehernes Tor und bestrich es mit Sunklit” (Nestorchronik 2001,
275). Gippius challenged Miiller’s preference, pointing out that the reading of
JI corresponds to the reading in the Slavonic translation of the Revelations.
Gippius (2002, 109) argued that this case is evidence for the contamination
of PA by v. Miiller (2006, 428) accepted Gippius’ argument. In my edition,
I followed Saxmatov and Lixagev in accepting the reading of JI, although this
overruled my stemma (HURI 2003, 1860-1861). I now think I was mistaken to
do so and that the active voice is the primary reading. The reading of JI does
indeed follow the passive voice and wording of the Chronograph version of the
Slavonic translation of the Revelations and not the active voice or wording of
the Synodal or Hilandar versions (Istrin 1897, 89-90):

Otkposenre Medoaus Ilatapckoro
XpoHorpad: cotBopHimacst oTb Bora Bpata Mk aHbIs ¥ MOMasaHa ObllIa CYHPKJIHTOMb
CHHOZ.: M 3aKOBalla a BpaThl kek3Hbl U 3aMa3aina a0yHKHTOMb
XuiaHA.: ¥ OKOBalle BPATH jKek3HBIM U 3aMasaliece CHHKbITOMb

Although in this passage JI coincides closely to the Chronograph version, in
other passages that derive from the Revelations, JI and the Chronograph version
do not coincide so closely. Both P. Potapov and V. M. Istrin proposed that
the compiler of the PVL used a no-longer-extant Slavonic translation (Istrin
1924, 380-381; Potapov 1911, 97-103). S. H. Cross (1929, 337-338) disagreed
and proposed that the compiler of the PVL was merely citing from memory.
Saxmatov (1940, 97) proposed that the compiler of the PVL combined the
two oldest Slavonic translations. None of these scholars seems to have looked
beyond the reading of JI in this passage, which they assumed to be primary.
While the choice of words would appear to indicate that the author of the
PVL followed the Chronograph version of the Slavonic translation and thus
adopted the passive voice construction, in fact, another possibility needs to be
considered. The reading of P, A, H, and X is closer to the first redaction,
version b, of the Greek text of this passage in the Revelations: xai Kateokevaoe
TOAAG OAKAS Kol Eméyploev adTag dovyitny (‘he constructed brass gates and
coated them with an indestructible adhesive’) (Istrin 1897, 18-20). If we posit
that P, A, H, and X carry the primary reading, then we can see that it derives
either from the Greek version or from an unknown Slavonic translation that
follows the Greek more closely than the known translations. Thus, I propose that
contamination does take place here but not between the PA and X branches.
Instead contamination is probably by a Chronograph-like Slavonic translation of
the Revelations on JI or JIT.

In the entry for 1096, when the army of Mstislav Volodimirovi¢ battles the
army of Oleg Svjatoslavi¢, Mstislav’s father sends Polovcjan troops to support
his son. Mstislav then puts a Polovcjan in charge of Volodimir’s Standard. The
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textual issue is the name of this Polovcjan. In PVL 239,20, JI names him Kynyii,
whereas P, A, H, and X name him Kymans:

PVL 239,19-239,23

JI: M BAACTE MCTHCAAB'R CTAMh EO[AOAHMEPL MOAOBYHNY uMeN3A| KYNYH

P: M BAA MCTHCAAB® CTAML | CBOM BenoAumeph.nonoBquS. HAMENE .
kSmans-

A: M EAA MBCTHCAAB® CTA|Ms CBOH BOAOAHMEPh * MOAOBVHNS MMANEMB
kS| mans -

H: n BBhAA MBCTH[CAAB CTAMh BOASAHMEPK | MOASEVHNY - HMENEMK
K\{MANY -

H M
X: M EAA MKCTHCAAER CTAFh CEOH EOAW]|MEPOY MOAOBYHHOY HMMENE
KOy MANOY .

JI goes on a line later to include the phrase 3ageds xynyu nbuwy®, which does
not appear in P, A, H, and X. Both Saxmatov (1916, 298) and Lixacev (1950,
170) follow JI in naming the Polovcjan ‘Kunui’ and in including the phrase
from JI about Kunui’s leading the infantry. Bugoslavskij (1939, 205) followed
the reading of P, A, U, and X in naming the Polovcjan ‘Kuman’ and in not
including the phrase about his leading the infantry. Miiller, in his translation,
also followed P, A, H, and X with “mit Namen Kumanu” (Nestorchronik 2001,
278). Gippius challenged Miiller’s acceptance of ‘Kuman’ as the name for the
Polovcjan, arguing that the scribe of the protograph substituted Kyman for
Kynyii, conflating the name of the Polovcjan with the ethnographic name Cumans
(‘Kymann’) for the Polovcjans. Then, according to Gippius (2002, 110-111):
“ITocKkoJIbKY, OIHAKO, B cliedylomed ¢pase TO K€ MMSI BCTPETHJIOCH elle pas,
TIHCell, OCO3HAB CBOIO OMMOKY, HO HE XeJjasi IPOTHBOPEUYHTD yKe HallHCAHHOMY,
IPOCTO MPOMYCTHJ 9TO BTOPOE YIOMHHAHHE, B PE3yJIbTaTe Yero MpeiiokeHHe
oKasajoch 6e3 HeoOxomumoro noajexanero.” Subsequently, in Gippius’ view,
the scribe of PA copied it from his contaminating source.

Although Miiller (2006, 429) accepted Gippius’ argument, I find that I cannot.
Even if one were to grant the scenario of the scribe of the protograph of UX
eliminating the phrase about Kunui’s leading the infantry because he did not want
to admit he made a mistake a line earlier in writing ‘Kuman’ rather than ‘Kunui’,
I do not see why the scribe of PA, who presumably had the correct reading of
JITPA in front of him, would choose also to cover up the mistake of the scribe
of the protograph of MX. In addition, we have to look at the name itself. As
Gippius noted, ‘Kunui’ may be a normal Polovcjan name, but so too is ‘Kuman’.
In PVL 279,6, under the entry for 1103, where there appears a list of Polovcjan
princes Kkilled in battle, the name ‘Kuman’ appears. One might even suggest that
this Prince Kuman is the same Kuman who assisted Mstislav Volodimirovi¢ in
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1096. One reason I think this might be the case is Mstislav’s entrusting the
Polovcjan with Volodimir’s Standard. Such a prestigious responsibility would
most likely be assigned only to someone of very high status, such as a prince
among the Polovcjans. I think we can reverse Gippius’ argument and propose
that it was the scribe of JI or JIT who made the mistake in writing ‘Kunui’ for
‘Kuman’, then tried to coverup his mistake by adding the phrase about Kunui’s
leading the infantry. So, this is yet another case (two cases, in fact) where the
lectio singularis of JI must be rejected.

There are many more cases of JI carrying the singular reading. In the entry for
1093 alone, I counted 127 cases of JI # P = A = M = X (Ostrowski 1981, 20).
Lixacev accepted 34 of those cases as representing the primary reading in JI. In
the other 93 cases, he considered the singular reading of JI to be secondary. In
other words, in 26% of the cases, JI, according to Lixacev, carried the primary
reading (in which case the contrary agreement of P, A, U, and X is explainable
by contamination), while in the other 74% of these cases, Lixacev considered
JI’s reading to be idiosyncratic.

The reading of JI is, thus, used to determine whether contamination between
the UX branch and the PA branch has occurred. If the reading of JI agrees with
PA, then no contamination is considered to have occurred. If the reading of
JI disagrees with PAUX and if the reading of JI is thought to be contextually
primary, then contamination is considered to have occurred on PA. If the reading
of JI disagrees with PAUX and the reading of JI is thought to be idiosyncratic,
then no contamination on PA is thought to have occurred. In effect, JI is given
a privileged status as determiner over and beyond all other MS witnesses to
the PVL. Or, as Miiller (2006, 404, 415) wrote: “B Bonpoce 0 nepBoHauaabHOM
yreHuHr JI Tenepb MMeeT TaKoH ke BecC, Kak BCe JPYTrHe CITMCKH BMECTe B3sIThE,
and “JI ©MeeT TakyIo e LEHHOCTb, KaK UeThIpe APYTUX CIHUCKa BMECTE B3SITHIX .
Miiller (2006, 404) does acknowledge, however, that “He Bce ocoOble uteHust JI
(B orimune ot UnXPA) sIBASIOTCS «IPaBHJIBHBIMH»: Peub MOXET HIATH H 00
oco0brx omuokax JI wmm JIT.” In my edition, I tried to give equal weight to all
the main witnesses to the PVL and not to privilege any one over the others.
I must admit, however, that I did tend to give more weight to an agreement
of JI and U against the others even when the others were in agreement among
themselves. So, when 1 = 1 # P = A = X, I chose JI = H.

An example occurs in PVL 229,1-229,2 where Svjatopolk Izjaslavi¢ and
Volodimir Vsevolodovi¢ are angry with Oleg Svjatoslavi¢ for not joining them
in their expedition against the Polovcjans in 1095:
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PVL 229,1-229.2
Ii"l:lc MEKH UMHU NGNABMICTI&'?
I?nklc MEKHU HMA NeNABHlCTh.
Eklcl MEKHU UMA NENABUCTHA -
IS.'kIc MEKHU HUMH NENABUCTh - I

XY
= = = = =

4
Bl MEXKH HMA NENABUCTh.

Both JI and U carry the plural form umu while P, A, and X carry the dual uma.
Bugoslavskij (1939, 198), Lixacev (1950, 149) and Saxmatov (1916, 287) opted
for the plural umu. Miiller (Nestorchronik 2001, 268, fn. 3) also chose the plural
umuy in his translation and justified his choice on the basis that there were three
princes involved. Gippius questioned that choice drawing attention to a a parallel
construction in the entry for PVL 74,16-74,17 where the dual form is used:

PVL 74,16-74,17
J: u w To BB MK MMM | NENABMCTH. HPONOAKY NA WALFA.
P: w 7" B MeKH HMA NE<NABHCTh> |1 <H>pOCcTh HPONOAKS NA wara.
A: W TOMh BHCTh MEHH MMA NENABHCTh. | APOMOAKS NA wara.
W v w To. B MEXKH HMA NENA|[BHCTh HPOMOAKY NA Wak|ra.
X:n wl'roM Bid ME MMM NENABHCTH. HPOMOAKOY NA wara. |

NPL 124,14
K:  uorrork GsicTh MEeXH HMH HEHAaBHCTH SIPOIOJIBKY HA OJITa
HAK: u orrork GbcTh MEXY HMH HEHABHCTb SIPOIOJIKY HA OJIra
Ton: u orrork OGBICTD MEXY HMH HEHABHCTb SIPOIOJIKY HA OJIra

Miiller accepted Gippius’ argument about the parallel with PVL 74,16-74,17 and
decided the dual uma in PVL 229,16-229,17 was the primary reading. I think
Miiller was correct in initially choosing the plural form umu in PVL 229,16—
229,17 to be primary. One notes a couple of problems with PVL 74,16-74,17
as a parallel. First, the reference in PVL 74,16-74,17 is to two individuals,
Jaropolk and Oleg, whereas the reference in PVL 229,16-229,17 is to three
individuals. Second, the dual form uma in PVL 74,16-74,17 is carried by P,
A, and H, whereas the plural form umu is carried by JI, X, and HI1JImx. One
of the arguments that Gippius et al. have been making is that when HITJImn
is in agreement with JI against a cross-branch agreement of P, A, and H, then
we can expect that latter agreement to be the result of contamination from
the protograph of UX. In this scenario, the reading of X would be seen as a
correction of the obviously incorrect plural reading in UX. To be consistent,
they should be arguing that the primary reading in PVL 74,16-74,17 is carried
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by HITJImn = JI, which is the plural. As such, it should not be used as a parallel
for choosing the dual elsewhere in the text.

I accepted the plural umu of PVL 229,16-229,17 because JI and U carry
it as against the uma reading of P, A, and X. Since I am not bound by the
contamination of PA hypothesis, I can accept uma as the primary reading of
PVL 74,16-74,17 and suggest that the dual reading uma of P, A, and X was a
scribal error independently committed in PA and X by scribes familiar with the
Mmedicu uma HeHasucme construction. In my view, JI and U together carry greater
weight than P, A, and X together, but no single MS carries greater weight than,
or even equal weight to, the others combined. In addition, instead of choosing
the contextually correct reading as primary and dismissing the others as scribal
mistakes, I tried to choose the reading that would explain the others.

In any stemma of two or more branches, a lectio singularis is by definition
secondary. But with the NSv theory and the superstructure of hypothetical
copies that preceded and extraceded transmission of the PVL text, Gippius,
Miiller, and Nazarenko are, in effect, making the attempt to justify some of the
lectiones singulares of JI as primary. As in my discussion of those cases where
HlNMi=JI=T#P=A=HU=XorHllllMmi=JT#P=A=HU=X,
I cannot agree that JI alone always or usually carries the primary reading. It is
only on rare occasions, as in PVL 118,7 (described above), that I see it doing
so. The superstructure of hypothetical copies involved in the NSv theory (as
depicted especially in Miiller’s stemma) indicates that contamination can occur.
The question is when and where. Given the nature of the readings J = T #
P=A=HU=Xand Jl # P = A = H = X, I would have to say that it is
more likely JIT (in figure 1) or even at € in my stemma is the place where the
contamination occurred.

In my modified stemma (see figure 5), I have moved the line representing
contamination from 86— JI (HURI 2003, XXXIX) to 6— ¢ because by assigning
dates to the different events leading up to the creation of the extant MS copies,
Miiller led me to realize that the event leading to the creation of HITJImu (6 in my
stemma; Biga. cB. in his) could have occurred as early as 1167. The event leading
to the creation of JI and of T is generally agreed to be 1305, plenty of time for
0 to contaminate €. Otherwise, I have moved the sigla representing hypothetical
copies and extant MSS into an approximate chronological relationship if one
were to accept the provisional dating that has been assigned to them and
their equivalents. Thus, my o dates to 1116, the date of Sil’vestr’s colophon.
Bugoslavskij (1941, 36) provisionally dated the equivalent of vy to ‘before 1125°.
Miiller (2006, 411-412) provisionally dated the equivalent of 0 to 1167; of
to 1177-1193; and of & to after 1212. The equivalent of & has been dated to
1305, and of C to ca. 1300. JI is dated to 1377; T to 1408 (Serbina 1950, 3);
H to ca. 1425 (Lixacev 1891, 52-53); P to ca. 1487 (Kloss 1997, I); A to the
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Figure 5. My PVL stemma (modified to chronological approximations).

end of 15" century (Kloss 1997, J); X to the end of the 1550s/beginning of
the 1560s (Kloss 1998, G); C to the second half of the 13t — ca. 1330 (Kloss
2000, V; Gimon 2001, 59); II to the end of the 1610s/beginning of the 1620s
(Kloss 1998, H); E to the beginning of 18t century (Kloss 1998, K); K to ca.
1450 (Kloss 2000, VI); HAK to ca. 1445 (Kloss 2000, VI); and Tox to the 1720s
(Kloss 2000, VI-VII).
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If NSv existed, it probably would have had characteristics different from
the ones generally assigned to it. As it is presently described, readings in it
are dependent on two scribes changing the readings of the authorial text as
represented in their direct exemplars. One scribe (of the Kievan Codex) made
the change, the other (PA) adopted the change. Yet, the nature of those changes
makes it implausible that two intelligent scribes would have chosen to do so, such
as the adoption of a null reading replacing a word or phrase, when there is no
evidence of a mechanical copying error and when, on occasion, the word being
eliminated is a word with special sacred significance like cgassmuu. My proposal,
that such contamination occurred not here but elsewhere in the stemma, also
involves the notion of two changes in each instance (i.e., in 0 and in €), but the
nature of the changes is different. Thus, when a mechanical copying error cannot
account for a null reading, then we need to give attention to the probability that it
is primary, especially when the word involved could easily be arrived at by two
scribes independently or when the word being added has sacred significance.
These are, after all, monks who are our copyists. Nonetheless, the particular
monks who were assigned to copy texts such as the PVL were probably the
most capable ones.

One other possibility can be considered. Instead of contamination occurring
at only one place or the other — either on PA or on JIT — it is possible
that contamination occurred at both places. If one is inclined to accept that
contamination occurred on JIT but is uncomfortable with my suggestion that
simple scribal interpolations involving commonly used words that could have
been arrived at independently occurred in PVL 117,15 (with the addition of
saympa in P, A and H), in PVL 118,1 (with the addition of geauxy / geauxa
in P, A and H), and in PVL 118,7 (with the addition of cezo), as well as my
positing a damaged folio in PVL 10,5 (to explain the absence of ne csekmet,
H® mekemo o cemv ¢kmbl in JI and T), then one might accept these cases as
evidence of contamination between the PA and UX branches, without negating
other cases of contamination on JIT. Although my personal view is that such a
double contamination is unnecessarily complicated and that everything can be
explained by simple contamination on JIT, I hope at the very least I have been
able to convince the reader to keep an open mind in regard to the relationship
of the PVL to HITJImx and to the hypothetical NSv.
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PVL-NPL Correspondending Lines of Text

PVL
9,7-9,21
16,21-17,24
19,7-19,21
19,24-20,12
23,13-24,4
29,13-29,15
30,1-30,5
30,5-30,7
30,9-30,9
30,10-30,23
32,7-32,18
54,16-58,9
60,1-121,23
121,24-122,8
124,6-127,10
129,13-137.9
160,26-187,25

ADDENDUM

NPL
104,22-105,7
105,20-106,8
106,12-106,22
106,22-107,2
107,11-107,21
107,22-107,22
108,9-108,12
107,27-108,1
108,1-108,1
108,12-108,21
108,23-109,3
110,7-113.3
113,3-159,25
165,1-165,12
165,13-168,1
168,2-174,12
181,19-201,20

ABBREVIATIONS

Reconstructed archetype of PVL
Academy copy of the PVL

Vladycnyj svod

Ermolaev copy of the PVL
Hypatian copy of the PVL
Commission copy of the NPL
Laurentian copy of the PVL

Academy copy of Novgorod I Chronicle
Older Redaction of Novgorod I Chronicle
Younger Redaction of Novgorod I Chronicle

Pogodin copy of the PVL
Ioanoe cobpanue pycckux aemonuceii. T. 1-42—, 1846-2002-.
Radziwilt copy of the PVL

Synod copy of Novgorod I Chronicle

Svod Vsevoloda

Trinity copy of the PVL
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Ton Tolstoj copy of Novgorod I Chronicle
X Xlebnikov copy of the PVL

Ex. Book of Exodus

HURI Harvard Ukrainian Research Institute

HURI 2003 The Povest’ vremennyx let: an interlinear collation and paradosis,
compiled and edited by Donald Ostrowski, associate editor David
J. Birnbaum, senior consultant Horace G. Lunt, Cambridge
(Massachusetts), 2003.

LXX Septuagint

MS Manuscript

MSS Manuscripts

Novg. 1 Novgorod I Chronicle

NPL Hoazopodckas nepsasi aemonucs. Cmaputezo u maaduiezo u3go-
dos, Haconos, A. H. (pen.), Mocksa, Jleaunrpan, 1950.

NSv Nacal’nyj svod

Ps. Book of Psalms

PVL Povest’ vremennyx let

NOTES

1
2

Cf. ABBREVIATIONS.

Note: I have modified one of the sigla that Miiller used in his Russian Linguistics stemma. I use
H instead of his Hn to designate the Hypatian Chronicle copy. I have, however, adopted here his
capital T for the Trinity Chronicle copy, whereas I had used lower-case T in my stemma (HURI
2003, XXXIII). Likewise, his JITPA is equivalent to § in my stemma. His JIT is equivalent to € in
my stemma. And his UnX is equivalent to € in my stemma. In addition, I use the modified forms
HIUJIct and HITJImn instead of his HITJI ct. and HITJI ma. for stylistic reasons. Finally, my PVLa
is more or less equivalent to his IIBJI 2 pen.

This diagram is an adaptation of one drawn for me by Gippius on a napkin in the lobby of the
Hotel Alberto Aguilera in Madrid, Spain, on Saturday, October 21, 2006.

4 E-mail communication, February 26, 2007.
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