SPECULUM

Donald Ostrowski (Cambridge, MA)

Scribal Practices and Copying Probabilitiesin the
Transmission of the Text of the Povest’” vremennykh let

In the last issue of this journal, Tat’iana Vilkul wrote &iees article in which she
subjected the interlinear collated edition of Baest’ viemennykh I€PVL) that | com-
piled and edited to a thorough examination and critiealiation! Through her article, |
was led to Aleksei Gippius’ article ifRussian Linguistic§2002), which is equally as
thorough in discussing theweranslation of the PVL into German by Ludolf Muller and
also mentions my previous discussions about constructing a stemma for tRdrPie.
present article, | respond to a number of points raised in Lkl and Gippius’ arti-
cles. In particulgn focus on the understanding of scribal practices and copying probabili-
ties in the transmission of the text of the PVL.

Vilkul cites and discusses examples from some 375 separate lines of the collation
and my paradosis. She focuses primahbweve, on the line of text designateddstr’,
which represents my understandingoof- the text that the author of the PVL wrote.
Although the parts that Vilkul discusses represent only 5% of\ée7600 column lines
of text and ger 78,000 lines werall in the edition, her discussion still presents a substan-
tial amount of rich material. The attention to detail itki’ s aticle is impressie and |
welcome her concurrence on a number of my editorial chéités. evidence, nonethe-
less, does not whys support other contentions of hers where she came to conclusions
that differ from my avn. Basicallywe ae dealing here with tavdivergent approaches to
editing a text, and | continue to think the approach | used is the better of the two.

Vilkul begins her eauation by delineating three aspects to examine: (1) the princi-
ples on which the text is being edited; (2) tladue of the proposed stemma “to correctly

1 Tarbsua Bunxyn, “Texcronorus u Textkritik. U zeansuetit npoext ..." Palaeoslavicavol. 12, no.

1 (2004), pp. 171-203.

2 Asnekceit Tunnuyc, “O KpUTHKe TEKCTa U HOBOM IepeBoge-pexoHcTpykunn «IloBecTu Bpe-
MEHHBIX JIeT»,” Russian Linguistigsrol. 26 (2002), pp. 63—126.

3 | am dso grateful to her for pointing out\s®al inaccuracies in the edition.havealready incorporated
those corrections into the on-line version of the PVL, located at http://hudcercadu/ ostrowski/pvl.

The required corrections are vinver, far fewer than Vilkul claimsFor example, she cites as “problems of
inexactnesses and mistakes of the publication, connected with ignoringy¢hepglieograpl” the absence

of the second superscript letter in a different hand in the Radziwi}t &ep we stated in the “Principles of
Transcription™: “Corrections that are obviously in a different hand (most notably in R [i.e., Radziwilt]) are
omitted from the transcription without comment” (XIX ). Similarly her claiming the transcription does
not represent capitalization in the Khlebmikoopy to her satisfaction (pp. 197—-198) is also dealt with in
the “Principles of Transcription”: “Capitalization is used to represegelar decorate letters. V& indi-

cate only one k&l of capitalization.... [D]ecisions about whether a letter should be considered upper or
lower case are necessarily impressionistic. The letter in question is oftewlsatnierger than usual or of

a dightly different shape, but this larger or altermatform may on occasion be found elsewhere in the
same text in a position that the scribe wouldehbad no reason to emphasize through capitalization” (p.
LXXVII).

PalaeoslavicaX|111/2 (2005), pp. 48—77



Scribal Practices and Copying Probabilities 49

reconstruct the text of thBrimary Chonicl€’ (Ha«a.1vnaa aemonuey), and (3) the
accurag of the transmission of the various copies and reconstructions by previous edi-
tors. Mlkul is modest in her approach to the first aspect declaring that she does not “feel
prepared” to discuss these principlel fie uypcTByio cebsi TOTOBOH K IepBOMY
acmiekTy — TrTaobanbHolt olenke mnpuuamnmos Texkritik (8 wHTepmperanun
ABTopa) u npoekTa uzgeanbioro usganus’ (P. 172). Indeed, she seems reluctant to
discuss them in gndepth and more or less dismisses them out of hand. Azaanpée

she cites the principle that a shorter reading is preferable to a longer reading. Both she
and | acknowledge there are cases when a longer reading is pretuteshe finds such
“principles to be aliays only principles, and for each most indisputable principle one
finds a multitude of xeceptions” {ipuunUTBET — BCETAA TOMBKO TPUHIMIIHL, U Ha
KaX/BIii camblii 6eCcCIOpHBIN TMPUHIMIT HalieTcsd MHOXecTBO UCKiYeHuii) and
leading to “endless guments about what may be and what may not ®&*xpueunrie

CTIOPBI O TOM, UTO MOXeT OBITh U dero 6BITH He Moxet) (p. 172). Therefore, she
decides “to m@e o, to the second part’nfepeiiTu ko BTOpOit wacTu), the question of

the stemma.

In this moving on lies a crucial difference in our approaches. An edition such as this
one should indeed bevauated on the bases that Vilkul proposest Yhere is also
another criterion: the consistgnaith which the editor applied the enunciateditio
princeps Thus, a reiewer can question the editorial principles that an editor states he is
using, but she should bemicit concerning which principles she does and does not
accept and win By avoiding discussion of the editorial principles, theieaver risks
substituting her own unarticulated and xsm@ined assumptions for reconstructing the
authorial tet. | attempt to demonstrate this point in what feloby discussing in turn
the principles of editing, construction of the stemma, confluence (also called contamina-
tion), and control texts, all in relation to theaenples she cites. In each case, | present
my reasoning for the editorial choices | made, but also adkdge where | made, or
may hae made, an incorrect choice. In thisay | hope to advance discussion of the
issues imolved.

Principles of editing

First, for the comenience of the readgdiisted belav are the principles of editing as |
stated them in the Introduction to my edition.

1) Theshorter reading is preferable to a longer reading, unless one cautattiné shorter
reading either to scribal haplograpbr to ssme other physical cause. The rationale
underlying this principle is that a cgpt is more likely to hee added his own clarifica-
tion to a text than to a intentionally deleted ards from an already clear text to reak
it less clear Unintentional deletions through mechanical @ag errors occur relately
frequently Unintentional additions can also occur through repetitionatis/or phrases
(dittograply), but that occurs much less frequently and is more readily apparent. Thus,
additions tend to be intentional; deletions, mechanical.

2) The more difficult reading is preferred to a smoother readirnge@, again, where a
mechanical copying errorauld explain the roughness. The rationale is that a copyist is
more likely to hae fried to male a ough reading smoother than tovkarade a smooth
reading more difficult to understand.
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3) Theoriginal may hae cmntained mistakes. This principle, so obvious on #ue fof it,
was rot fully acknowledged until the early twentieth century with therkwof Dom
Henri Quentirt Acceptance of this principle alls us to account for subsequent
attempts by different cofists to introduce corrections at common places in the text the
are coping. Thecorrections may takvarious forms and can be explained only on the
basis of the recognition of error in the commaaneplar.

4) Commonreadings in copies from dirse geographical areas are more likely tweha
been in the original than a reading common to copies from only one ai@a, s is a
principle that text critics accepted only in the early twentieth century with ahe af B.

H. Streeter on the locations of Gospel manuscript copying.

5) Finally, ... a stemma, a genealogical relationship of the copies of a text, could be con-

structed on the basis of simple variants and then used to help determine thg pfimac
more complg variants.

The principles are based on thosediteped by Biblical textual criticsUnderlying
those principles is the fundamental means of reconstruction, which, in the words of the
Biblical scholar Bruce M. Metzgegis to “choose the reading which begpkins the ori-
gin of the others®

Both Gippius and Vilkul question whether principles oftwl criticism deeloped
in the study of the Bible are applicable to Rus’ chroniclésteNeitherof them, havever,
discusses in detail whthey think ary particular principle does not applwilkul agrees
that the principle of geographicalvdisity of MS copies is releant to the editing of the
PVL but that “contamination” neutralized thaveisity.” Yet such contamination is lim-
ited and easily isolated from the mainlines of \diion.

Gippius disagrees with the principle that, when no other factors\aiged, shorter
readings are to be preferred to longer readings. He argues that in chronicle copying the
copyists equally expanded and contracted the.&eret, the difference in this respect
between Bible copgng and chronicle copying is only one of degree, not of quality
Chronicle copies may be less stable than Bible copies, but the additions and deletions
only male establishing the relationship among chronicle copies easier than awtng
copies of Biblical texts, where changes, for the most part, occur at the phrase, word, and
morphological lgel. The traditions of transmission of both, inyaoase, are “closed.

Yet, even in regad to texts with an “open” tradition of transmission a stemma can be use-

4 Quentin bgan his comparisons not by judging whether a particular readag “eorrect” or a “mista’
but by initially weighting all “variants” equally Dom Henri QuentinEssais de critique xtuelle (Paris,
1926).

5 B. H. StreeterThe Four Gospels: A Study of Origifisondon, 1924), esp. pp. 78, 106, 108, 148.

6 Bruce M. MetzgerThe BEx of the Nev Testament: Its fRnsmission, Corruption, and Resation (New
York, 1964), p. 207.

7 Bunkyn, “Texctonorns u Texkritik,” p. 200.

8 lNunnuye, “O xputuke Tekcra,” p. 120 n. 4: Kaxercst 04eBUAHBIM, YTO K JIETOMUCSAM 3TOT
IIPUHOUII KPUTUKU 6ubelicKkNX TEeKCTOB He HpI/IMeHI/IM: JIeTOIINCh — He OBﬂH_[eHHOG IImcaHue, n
TekcT ee OB B paBHO]V/[ cTelleHn IoZABep>XeH COKpPallleHUsiM U pacCIpoCTpaHeHUsIM IIpu Iiepe-
mcke U pegakType’.
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ful and the principles of scribal copying can be fruitfully appfiggioth Gippius and
Vilkul, for example, on occasion use one or more of the principles (e.g., haplodregph
to homoioteleutonlectio dificilior, etc.) formulated by Biblical text critics. These prin-
ciples were degloped to understand the nature of the readings in the various manuscript
copies of the Bible and othey came to be the ay the are. Such principles are not
content or genre dependent, but copyist dependémdy are applicable to all our x¢s,
whether Biblical, chronicle, documentagpistolary and so forth. If one were to accept
Vilkul's and Gippius’ qualification, that cgpg is somehw content dependent, then one
would be led to the position that each genre haswts principles of copying, and that
each scribe copied differently depending on the form and asthteht of the wrk he is
copying.

Yet, such a position seems insupportable to me, and | doubt this is what either Gip-
pius or Vilkul is proposing. Instead, it seemsytlaee attempting to reconstruct an ideal
text that is “correct. Their primary criterion for determining correctness is philology
Thus, when faced with aw#irgence of readings in a particular passagey tetermine
which one is the philologically correct reading, then declare that reading to be the pri-
mary one. They tend to assume that the author of the archetype wrote toorrect”
readings and that subsequent scribes botched theroontrast, | am trying to recon-
struct, insofar as possible, thett¢hat the hegumen Sikstr wrote in 1116 (which | am
calling o). Whatthis difference in approach means in practice is a difference in editorial
choices as to what readings werexinin that sense, each reading has to be thought about
on its own terms. Whengn a doice between tavreadings, one that is philologically
correct and the other not, | looked at the characteristics of these readings and did not
assume that the author of the archetypeyd wrote impeccably or that ignorant, care-
less scribes ®alays introduced errors. Instead, | acknowledged that at times scribes tried
to correct errors thefound in their gemplars and that some of those errors can be traced
back to the authas’'text.

Construction of the stemma

Vilkul claims that my stemma “is ddoped from the conclusions of S. A.
Bugoslavskii....20 Gippius also asserts that my stemma “to a significant degree is based
on the stemma of Bugoslavskii and is able to be looked at as its immediate elabétation.
Here thg are mistalen for | had constructed my basic stemma before | read
Bugoslavskiis aticle and did so on the basis of the evidence of the M8imwitnesses.
Furthermore, | citedwailable lists of common readings as a wamence for the reader

9 See my “Introductiofi,in Powest’ vremennykh let: An Interlinear Collation andr®dosis edited and
compiled by Donald Ostrowski, with associate editor David J. Birnbaum, senior consultant Horace G. Lunt
(Cambridge, MA, 2003), ppXXX=XXXI .

10 Bunkyn, “Texcromorns u Texkritik,” p. 172: “seasiercst passutnenm oGobuennii C. A. Byro-
cnasckoro” and she goes on to add th&tyrocnascknit 6611 B MSBECTHOM CMBIC/IE aHTATOHUCTOM
IllaxmaTosa...”

11 l'unnuye, “O kputuke Ttekcrta,” p. 71. Heobxogumo umers B BUAY, uTO cTemma Jl.
OcTpoBCcKOTO B SHAUYNMTENLHONW Mepe basupyercst Ha cTemme C. A. ByrociaBckoro m mMoxer
pacCcMaTpUBATBHCS KaK ee HelocpeAcTBeHHoe pasgBuTne.”
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rather than provide long lists in an Introduction thasMong enough alreadyut | never
intended my citing of those lists to be understood as indicatiygwteee the only basis
on which | formulated the stemmaé.cited Shakhmatofor 4 of the 5 lists: (1) a list of
readings/ITp # PA; (2) a list of common readindéX; (3) a list of readingXPA #
JIN; and (4) a list of reading& /T # UPA. My only citation of Bugoslavskii here was for
a list of readings ofIPA # MXI1.12

Both Vilkul and Gippius question the groupingldX with H1 in the samedmily.
In particular both of them point out that | merely cited Bugoslavskii in thigaré and
did not provide ay additional evidence of my own for this grouping, thinking that | had
followed Bugoslaskii's assertion “on faith” and his examples anliyet us first look at
the examples that Bugoslavskii cited.

1) 12,20JIPA: Cwxre; N Pwuxro; X: lacuna;H1: corresponding text not maintained here;
Co¢. I: Prcwre. Bugoslaskii had accepted Shakhmet® daim that the Sofiia | Chronicle
provides evidence for the reading in the archetypHhfAs is dear from my stemma that |
provided in the “Introduction” (p. XXXIX), | do not accept Shakhmasodaim. Thereforel
do not accept 12,20 as showing the proximitylaf to H1.14

2) 54, 28/TPA: 0; UXHL1: dpes.aane.

3) 58,77IPA: Ceeneadsn, UX: Coenreads;® H1: Conudesdn, Cod. |1 Coenmend. These
examples are merely alternate spellings of the same name and dowgirekimity of X
to H1.

4) 64,247IPA: u uerko zoda; UXHL: 6 6o caurn xpabps u aeroxsd xoda.l8 Bugoslavskii
presented the Sofiia | and Nikon Chronicles as confirming this readihd,do not accept
these chronicles as providing independent evidence for readings of the PVL.

5) 65,11/TPA: 0; UX: npuude; H1: npusede.

6) 66,19/IPA: 0; UX: w aredu; HL: aroduu.

7) 69,29/1PA: 0; UITH1: pora l pewe ce vopods aroul’

8) 70,20a—b/IPA: 0; UXH1: v ipnuu npomugy u ¢mpasucma ¢ Ho4kd W 6Cmynuilia
Ipnuu pyen.t8 Bugoslaskii presented the Sofiia | and Voskresenie Chronicles as confirming
this reading, but I do not accept these chronicles as providing independent evidence for read-
ings of the PVL.

12 “Introduction? pp. XXXVIIl , XL. For the abbreviations used in the present article, seevilst of

Abbreviations” (p. 29).

13 ¢. A. Byrocmascknit [C. O. Byrocnascnkbin], “«IloBecTh Bpemenusix met» (Crmcku, pesak-

1M, TePBOHAYANBHBIN TeKCT),” B KH, Umapunnaa pyceras nogecmn, Cmampu v uccaedoganua,

pea. H. K. T'yasun (M./J1., 1941),cTp. 18-19 Bugoslaskii numbered hisxamples 1 through 17ub
he actually provided 21 examples becats&l andlNz 14 have three examples apiec&incell is a direct
copy of X, | do not render its readings here except where, as in the edition, its text replacesthataté
that in his reporting of readings, Bugoslavskii normalizestb “¢” and drops final %”. | have restored
them here.

14 Where Bugoslavskii readg™ xre” for U, we read ‘<psurie>". Bugoslasskii reported the reading of

as agreeing witll here, but inX there is a gap in the text from 10,5 to 15,20.

15 Bugoslavskii reported the readingldXI1 as Ceunde.1nd.

16 Bugoslavskii left ofthe final wordrods in reporting the reading ¢fXIIH1, Cog. I, andHuk.

17 Bugoslavskii reported this phrase to b&inbut X has a lacuna in this part of the text.

18 Bugoslavskii left ofthe final wordpy ¢s in reporting the reading ¢f XTIH1.
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9) 98,4/IPA: 0; UXH1: ge.satu.

10) 107,10 JIPA: ©; WIIH1: u cayxéy.l® Bugoslaskii presented the Nikon and
Pereiaslal’-Suzdal’ Chronicles as confirming this readingit b do not accept these chroni-
cles as providing independent evidence for readings of the PVL.

11a) 112, 171IPA: O; UXH1: u éesnauaens.

11b) 116,4d1PA: 0; TH1: mn.a xe depxamy He 6% eduro chraauierue 8mpy HO Pa3HO,

X: gap in the text.

11c) 116,6/IPA: O; UH1: una xe winore paswo depxamn, X: gap in the text.

12) 121, UIPA: gpusze;, UXHL: togimun st 2.

13) 121 241PA: 0; UXH1: % amme 64988 ammoe 6499

14a) 126,101PA: 0; UXH1: na obmdn mo.rn. Bugoslaskii presented thetov Chronicle as
confirming this reading, but | do not accept thel Chronicle as preiding independentvé-
dence for readings of the PVL.

14b) 131,5b—IPA: 0; UXH1: awe 6o ... norutbaroms. Bugoslaskii presented the readings of
the Sofiia I, Voskresenie, and Wgorod IV Chronicles as confirming this reading, but | do not
accept these chronicles as providing independent evidence for reconstruction of the PVL.

14c) 135,12a-BIPA: 0; UXHL1: pewe 6o [HL: born] kmo udemp npeanemums axasa u pee
bmen ce aszwn udy. Bugoslaskii presented the Sofiia |,08kresenie, and Novgorod IV
Chronicles as confirming this reading, but | do not accept these chroniclesidngrinde-
pendent evidence for readings of the PVL.

15) 155,25/IPA: 0; : geepa.a e 10. The corresponding text éf1 is not maintained her€.
Bugoslaskii presented the Sofiia I, Sofiia llpSkresenie, and Tver’ Chronicles as confirm-
ing this reading, Wt | do not accept these chronicles as providing independent evidence for
readings of the PVLTherefore, | do not accept 155,25 as showing the proximii§>ofto
H1.

16) 175,141PA: 0; UXH1: uau eneepuyio.2t

17) 186,6/IPA: u boumewio;22 UX: u bouneuo; H1: 0. Bugoslaskii claimed that1X agrees
with H1 here in not having theavds « 6o.xnsuize, but UX do hare those vords. Therefore,
this example cannot be used to support the proximit>ofwith H1.

Thus, of the 21 examples Bugosakii cited, 4 =Nz 1, 3, 15, and 17) cannot be
used to support the proximity &fX with H1. The remaining 17>amples, havever, do
support that proximityin addition, | do not accept much of thei@ence he relies on for 8
of the examples.

To dspel that erroneous notion that | relied on Bugasta's conclusions | preide
here the other evidence on which | base my conclusiortith#é closer td1X than it is
to JIPA:

54,28JIPA cdyaracue, UXHL cndyarasue dpesaane.®d

19 Bugoslavskii reported this phrase to b&inbut X has a lacuna in this part of the text.

20 Bugoslasskii reported the reading ofIT as agreeing withl here, but inXIT there is a gap in thexe
from 155,24 to 155,26.

21 Bugoslavskii reported the readingldXH1 to be “u sesep uuo”.

22 Bugoslavskii wrote: fo.zpuie as the reading ifiPA.

23 Note that in presenting these examples vetgandardized the readings within each group according to
the best attestation, and generallyeéhaot provided variants that are not significant for determining rela-
tionship of copies. So, e.g., whellereadscdy.wrasue, PA hadsdy.casuwe. Wherell readscsdy . aragiue



54 Donald OstrowskKki

54,28 IPA: 0; UXHL1: dpes.sane.

55,6/IPA: 0; UXH1: npomuey.

55,20/IPA: én; UXH1: 6auue.

58,6JIPA: 0; UXH1: se.saau.

60,5/IPA: 0; UXH1: caoeto.

60,28JIPA: 3nu0, UXH1: 0

62,16/IPA: 0; UXH1: emmuwn.

62,17/IPA: suobueu (A: suobueun); UXHL: wesaobueur (H1: wes.aobuu).

63,7JIPA: 0; UXH1: so.er0.

64,24JIPA: O; UXH1L: 60 6o cann zpabopn.

65,11/IPA: O; UX: u npuude ku Kuesy, HL: u npusede (T: +x1) Kuesy.

66,2/3/TIPA: u pexe vous; UXHI1: 0

66,3/IPA: 0; UXH1: nodv 20podn.

66,9/1PA: 0; UXH1: ¢z cebe.

66,19/IPA: 0; UX: u usedu; H1: 1edu.

68,6 /IPA: ceu; UXHL: u mepu (U: ms).

69,29/IPA: O; UXHL1: pexe ce 2opodn aiou.

70,197TPA: csou 2uasee, UXHI: 2uass vawa.

70,20a—b/TPA: 0; UXH1: u 2pmur npomusy u cpasucmaca noaxa u ecmynuuia I pnyu
(H1: Q) pyco.

71, 7JIPA: 0; UXH1: eduworo.

71,10JIPA: srobumu; UXHL: zeasumu.

71,11/IPA: e.uy; UXH1: ©

75,5/TPA: épama; MHL1: O (X: e20)

75,10JIPA: ecu zomn.an, UXHIL: ce20 zomaute.

75,14JIPA: tn b0, UXHL: woxe o

76,15/IPA: 0; UXH1: Aponoarn.

77,11JIPA: spema euy (PA: nods wuaun), WXHL: 0

78,17JIA: O; P: Bouodu.atepa ¢ nexennmin, UXHL: ¢ nevenwmen (T 0) na Bosodusiupa.

79,21J7IPA: cmoums; UXHI1: 0

79,25J/IPA: O; UXHL1: Ilepyna.

81,10JIPA: npocmupaems, UXHL: omeepsaeme.

82,14JIPA: 0; UXH1: ¢ mauumn.

82,25/IPA: 0; UXHL: cexntpor u woxe s,

83,29/IPA: 0; UXH1: padu.atuu.

85,1/IPA: 0; UXH1: awe 4u borams ecme.

86,18J/IPA: 0; UXH1: nouusasuecs (HL: nosusasiue) sodors.

87,23/IPA: 0; UXH1: ucnepsa.

88,17J/IPA: 0; UXH1: v oxe ¢ wuasu.

89,25JIPA: g3ec.ur kazens, IXHI: 0.

92,19JIPA: 0; UX: u noudu (H1: u udu).

97,16JIPA: 0; UXH1: wapcmeosa.

98,4JIPA: 0; UXH1: ee.tatu.

98,19JI: gawe (PA: 0); UXH1: meoa.

dpesaane, X hassdyumacwe depesaane, K hascdywaswe xe dpesaane, T hassdywaswe dpesasne.
In a fav cases, | do provide a variant within a line when it is substantial enough.
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100,13/IPA: 0; UXH1: v podume.

100,2171PA: 0; UXH1: ce.

105,22/IPA: 0; XH1: u g¢ca (M1: lacuna).

106,4/TPA: Bouoduarupy, XH1: e.ny (M: lacuna).

106,22-23MPA: ¢ bstmpu scero arupa; XH1: O (U: lacuna).

107,26J/IPA: 0; UH1: wecapw (X: lacuna).

108,8/TPA: 0; MH1: ».uw (X: lacuna).

108,9/IPA: 0; UH1: nepeoe (X: lacuna).

108,12J1: owawto (PA: awa.wro); MHL: oga.wro (X: lacuna).

109,19/IPA: 0; UH1: sedy (X: lacuna).

110,22/IPA: mobore; MH1: O (X: lacuna).

112,8/IPA: 0; UXH1: cobrcmeo.tin.

112, 17JIPA: O; UXH1: u fezmnaatens.

115,5/IPA: 0, UX: npexe (H1: npuude)

121, 1/TPA: smpubtze;, UXHL: toemunstzs.

121,16JIPA: exe, UXH1: ecine.

124,14/1IPA: msose; UXH1: 0.

124, 177TPA: O; UXH1: u ombnycmu (8ca) tpmabt ezo.

125,24/1PA: 0; UH1: nogean wuwgmo scary u (Positing haplographin X).

126,10/1PA: 0; UXH1: e obndn moatw.

127,17IPA: vuw; UXHI: 0.

130,15/IPA: do; UXH1: axe.

131,5b—/IPA: 0; UXH1: awe 6o ... notstbaiomu.

132, 7JTPA: 0; UXHL1: axo.

132,9/IPA: ceou.y; UXHI: 0.

132,12/1PA: 0; UX mo;, H1: moza.

135,9/IPA: dragoua; UXHL: gpaza.

135,12a—-b/IPA: 0; UXH1: peue 6o [H1: boen] wmo udems npednemums arasa u pewe
bren ce azt udy.

135,16a—f1PA: 0; UXH1: mn.aixe ... 3atvuny.

135,18/IPA: 0; UXH1: ye.

160,30/IPA: u nape«e waa eary; UXHL: 0.

161,14JIPA: 0; UXH1: cgou.

162,2JIPA: 0; UXHL: uimcaa despa.ra.

162,11/IPA: 0; UXH1: 8 «nmo 6563

163,25b—fIPA: O; UXH1: u ¢ #ums bnxa ... matymop ok awio.

164,13/IPA: fawe;, UXHI1: 0.

165,6/IPA: éaucmarowu; UXHL: cuaruyu.

168,8J/IPA: ka.aarwweca; UXK: sarawuweca;, AxT: 0.

168,20/IPA: 0; UXH1: k2 tnmn.

169,8/IPA: uzs, UXHI1: sasue.

169,8/IPA: 0; UXH1: ¢.tazoemp 20cnodn.

171,26/IPA: i, UXHI: cwopose.

173,17JIPA: 0; UXHL1: da.

174,23/IPA: 0; UXH1: 2uaroaawe (axo) aguan atu ca (ecms) 5 forn.

174,27JIPA: 0; UXH1: 3e.11.4u.

175,3/IPA: sweepenuwie; UXHL: gnpunyina.

175,147TPA: O; UXH1: u.au sneepuiso.
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175,23/IPA: O; UXH1: eny (K cymu).
176,16J/IPA: aneeu; UXHI1: ne.ry.

176,21/IPA: axa mo, UXH1: ssxema.
176,22J/IPA: 0; UXH1: 6o ecms.

177,17JIPA: v eatn ero, IXHI: 8o otnu enuroats.
177,23/IPA: 0; UXH1: ne.1us.

178,20/IPA: 0; UXH1: v 2adarwwa.

179,27/1PA: 0; UXH1: ecmo.

180,20—2V1IPA: npomusy aioucwean; NXHL: 0.
181,7JIPA: udowa; UXHI1: 0.

181,13/IPA: 0; UXHI1: onn xe pewe.

181,14/IPA: pexe;, UXHI1: 0.

182,16/IPA: O; UX: cu sca; H1: scu.

183,3/IPA: 0; UXH1: ¢z xenoto ynosaa 6orambcmeo s A4HOLb Ab.
183,25/1: scio; PA: esorw; UXHI: 0.

184,15/IPA: 0; UXH1: scezo.

If H1 derved directly from o, then it would preide the primary reading whefhP A
andlX disagree with each otheln that case, whicher readingH1 was in egreement
with would be the primary oneYet we find that not to be so. Whefl agrees withlIPA
againstl1X, then indeed it usually does carry the primary readiig/henH1 agrees
with X against/IPA, then it sometimes carries the primary reading, but inyncases
it does no&®

For purposes of constructing the stemma, | eliminated the following characteristics
from consideration as determiners: morphological similarities arerelifces, presence
or absence of prepositions, presence or absence of conjunctions, presence or absence of
enclitics, common syngms, and word orderAlthough each of these could indicate
relationship amongyS copies, thg could just as easily be the result of individual scribal
choice. | relied, instead, on substaatdfferences and similarities in content and mean-
ing. Thusthe relationship of copies that bexpkins such evidence is the arrangement |
have in my ¢emma (see belg page 57).

When I X#/IPAH1, then we should expect the readingl/bf to go back only as
far as , and the reading oflPAH1 then to dekie fromc.

WhenJIPA£MXH1, then the primary reading can be carried eithe/IR\A or by
MNXH1. We haveto decide on its own merits the claim of each reading to be primary.

24 Gippius understood my statement that “other readingEL#f may go back to a source text of the PVL”
(Ostravski, 1999, 14) to be a “compromise” with the stemhainuyc, “O kputnke Texcra,” p. 120 n.
5. Butall | meant was this: in cases whidi=/IPA, those agreed readings were most likelgiandmay
ultimately hae derived from a source text of the PVL.

25 Vilkul agrees thallXH1 does not alays carry the primary reading, which makes ifidifit to assert
that H1 derves drectly from a source text of the PVL, the nortant Nachal'nyi svod Bunxy,
“TexcTomorua n Texkritik,” p. 180.
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Relationship of MS Copies of the PVL

o

n (=H1)

T Ax

Vilkul further claims that | “accepted on faith” Bugosdkii’'s contention that shared
readings of1X andH1 are secondary:C. A. Byrocnapckuii cuen obujue 4TeHus
NX u H1 BTopuuHBEIMM caniikoMm mocmelnho, a J. OcTpoBekuit mpuHam ero
yTeepxenns ua Bepy.”20In this claim, she is mistak. First,l would like to asure
her that in general | try not to accept anything “aithf’ Second, the stemma | con-
structed does not indicate secondarinesd ®f11 against/IPA, and it is certainly not
the principle | folleved in practice in reconstructing This is clear from the follwing
examples, where, in each case, | accepted the readifhiy dfl. againsVIPA as primary:

112,8/IPA: 0; UXH1: cobrcmsoain.

116,4a/TPA: 0, UH1: mmar xe deprcamn we 85 eduno cnraaitenue snpy 1o pas(d)uo.
116,6JIPA: 0; UH1: una xe tinova.

121,1J/IPA: enprbtzs, UXHI: coenmunsizs.

26 Bunkyn, “Texcromorns n Texkritik,” p. 179.
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121,24/1IPA: 0; UXH1: e inmo 6498es anmo 6499
135,9/IPA: dracoua; NXHI: gpara.

160,30/IPA: u uapewe wara eary; UXHL: 0.

163,25b—1PA: O; UXHL: u ¢ nu.aan 6nxa ... madymop ok ¢,
164,13/IPA: 6awe, MXH1: 0.

165,6/TPA: 6aucmarowu; UXHL: cusarougu.

169,8/IPA: uzw; UXHI: satue.

169,8/IPA: 0; UXH1: 2 1ar04emp 20cnodn.

174,23/IPA: 0; UXHI1: tuarouaaive (ako) asuqy 4 ca.

17616 TPA: anegu; UXHL1: we.uy.

177,17J/IPA: v eatn ero, IXHL: 8o 0t nu enuroats.
178,20/IPA: 0; UXH1: u 2adarwa.

183,3/IPA: 0; UXH1: ¢ xenorw ynosas 6orampemeods ALHOL b Ab,

In the following cases, layethe reading oF1 X H1 equal status witAilPA:

171,26/IPA: 6n.aio; UXHI: cxoporo.
175,3/IPA: ewgepenwe; UXHL: enpunyia.

Vilkul seems to notice only those cases where | accepted the shorter readings found in
JIPA as primary and concluded that ways dismissed longer readingsiiiXH1 as sec-
ondary Yet, examples of when | accepted the longer readingdXmll are 112,8;
116,4a; 116,6; 121,24; 163,25b—f; 169,8; 174,23; 177,17; 178,20; and 1Bp&us
and Mlkul,27 on one side, and |, on the othare disagreeing merely on which readings
of UXH1 derve from o, not on whether anreadings o1 XH1 derive from o

While | took Bugoslaskii’s work into consideration in making my final conclusions,
| reached my own conclusions on the basis of Weeace at hand, which is contained in
the testimow of the edition itself.

Confluence

Vilkul writes that Shakhmatorecognized contamination betwebrh and MX in
that the “2nd redaction” readings B\ “penetrated” into the “3rd redaction” as repre-
sented bylX (p. 173). She claims she is only paraphrasing Shakhrsatmasic theses”
(p. 173 fn. 6). It is a ery loose paraphrase indeed as she does not gitevak of
Shakhmatw in which he says thisShakhmate does come close to saying whatkul
says he said in hiRazyskaniiaand in the Introduction to his edition of the PVBuULt in
those tvo places, he refers tBA as representing awerking of the first (or Sylestr)
redaction, an#X as representing the second (or Mstislav) redaéfion.

One notes that for there to be confluence, fmaichetype oP A, represented by
on my stemma, would ke had to hae been copied sometime between 1116, the date of
Shakhmatows first redaction represented flyon my stemma, and 1118, the date of

27 Tynmnyce, “O kpuTuke Tekcra,” p. 120, n. 4; an®Bunkyn, “Texcronorus u Texkritik,” p. 180
and fn. 30.

28 A, A. lllaxmaToB, Pasbickanua o dpesuetiunuz pyeckuzr demonuenitz ceodaz (CI16., 1908),cTp.
2-3; A. A. IllaxmaTos, pea., [logecmb speatennstz aem, T. 1. Bgodwaa «wacmu. Tewcm.
Ipuatevarua (Ilerporpag, 1916),ctp. II-I.
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Shakhmatows =cond redaction, the hyparchetype ofitheH1 line, represented byon

my stemma. It is, of course, possible for thygpdrchetype oA to have keen copied
between 1116 and 1118 and then be used in creating the hyparchetypH bin 1118,

but it is highly unlikely. By 1916, Shakhmatohad come to accept thRAIX often

carry “older readings” in relation tdl, whose readings he referred to as “later or cor
rupted”: “Bo muoruxb caydasxs P. A. WM. X. coxpaHunu crapbist 4TeHisd, CBOWCT-
peHHbIsi 1 CUILBECTPOBCKOI pelaKIlin, MexXAy ThMb kakb JI. npegcraBaserb
uTeHin mosAHbitmis umu ucmopuenunia’.2? Postulating confluence betweer and

X allowed him to designate either the readingafl1 X or the reading ofl as primary

as he sa fit. When he sa the reading offl as primary then he could claim that the
scribal corruption iPA contaminated1 X, and when he preferred the readingPofl1X,

then he could claim scribal corruption occurred somewhere alonf time. Although
Shakhmatows knowledge and skill usually served him well in choosing a primary read-
ing, his method often led to idiosyncratic choices. The concept of contamination between
PA andUX, thus, served as a posteto justification for particular choices made on the
basis of other considerations rather than as a means for helping determine those choices.
A stemma, the use of which Shakhmatejected, helps makthe editors dhoices, at the

very least, more consistent.

Bugoslarskii managed to complete his stemma-based edition of the PVL, but it has
not been publishet. Vilkul does acknowledge that my stemma goes beyond Bugo-
slavskii's demma in representing contamination where his represents ronely
stemma, | proposed that the contaminatory influence goes from the Laurentian branch to
the Hypatian branch. In particulan /I-type copy influencedX or its exemplar Vilkul
accepts that the secondary influence exists between the Hypatian branch and the Lauren-
tian branch but, following Shakhmatoshe asserts that it volves different copies —

PA, on me side, and1, on the other — and that the direction of influence is the other
way from the direction | propose. Most of the examples she civetvaganly morpho-

logical similarities. Such similarites can be explained as scribal coincidentats dtw
more scribes changing the same place in the text independently to conform to their under
standing of correct morphology). Thosevfeases cited by her thatvinive substantve
differences can better be explained by contamination betWeerd X. An example of

this occurs in the passage in 142,15-17 where the soldiers of Vaasfeghting the sol-

diers of Sviatopolk:

JI: npumuenywa cmonodaka ¢ dpyxunow Ku3epy U ebemynula Ha Aeds U whioatuea ¢
HUAY Aedn U LI Aamu Ha%d apocaaes.

PAWN: npumuenywa emonoara ¢ (N emonocaus) 6ou kv 03epy 1 swemynuia wa Jed u
wdoaamu (U: wdouamsamu) wata apoc.iass.

X npumucHoOya CIMOROANY BOU KB 03€pOY U 8BCmMoynuia Ha 4ed u obacuruca aed c
BOU CMONOAYY U AHWSU NOMONGULA 6% 8004T U WIGAAMY HAYG APOCAEE.

29 axmaTon, logeecmy epetennsiz Jem, cTp. LIX.
30 The typescript ws presumed lost, but recently lurii Artamanocated it inOtzen pyxonuceit
NMJIN um. A.M. T'oprroro PAH ($ona 573, 0m. 1).
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Cunee (87.15-16): npumucHyuia Apocsag st 60U CEAMONOAKOBO BOUCKO KB 03€pY U
ewcmynuwa e 1eds u odoansamu wawae apocaees (@bdefg).

Cunpe (87.15-16):npucxywa (SIC) gou emonoaun k't 03¢py U Lemynula He J4eds u
abaoauiaca v odoangamyu wava apocaass (YCS).

Vilkul argues that: of.zoaruca ¢ wuaru seds IS in o, that the reading irX “is an
amplification on the basis df,” and that the phrase was dropped’ifi as the result of
haplograplg (due to the repetition ofeds), which then led through contamination to its
being dropped itil.

If one looks only at the mechanics of copying texts, then haplographld seem to
explain the lacuna il AlM. Yet if one looks at scribal practices as well as the meaning
and context of the passage, one obtains fardiit understanding. In terms of scribal
practices, it is highly unlikely that haplograplould be evidence of confluence. A
scribe generally copies the text in front of him and may add or change words according to
another cop. This other cop is the contaminating cgpbut is not the directxemplar. If
the scribe has the wordsa o61omucs ¢ numn negs” in his exemplar, it is unlikely he
would avoid copying these words becauseytid® not appear in the contaminating gop
A more likely explanation, although one still withwiqorobability, is that two scribes
independently engaged igeeskip at the same point in the text and that both coincidently
eliminated the same words.

MS copies ofCunbe testify to two traditions—one that is in agreement withh\ 11,
the other havingif o6romumaca” but without “c numu neas”. The sense of the pas-
sage argues against accepting the phrase about the ice breakiAg igr.as meaning
and context is concerned, the most likely explanation is that the phi@semica c
HUMK e/ was not ino. In this part of the PVL (under the entry for 1016), laresla
and his troops dve Sriatopolk and his troops onto a frozendaklf one accepts that the
ice bgyan to kreak up under Sviatopokroops (ag/1X have), then that raises questions
about what is being described heould we not expect them to Ve downed? Omwas
the lale so sallow that theg only found their mgement impededNould not the sol-
diers of both sides be affected by the ice breaking up? Dyditie in the water? If the
did so, then would not the chronicler tell us of such an unusual occurrence? Did Svi-
atopolk and his troops swim orade to the opposite shore (ily water?), for in the ne
sentence the chronicler tells us Sviatopolk fled to the Patssead of the ice breaking
up, it males more sense to read the passage as telling us that Sviatopolk and his troops
were drven out onto the ice where larosla troops @ined the upper hand. Thaty
Sviatopolk (probably with his retinue) was able to flee across the frozemidlescape.

| suggest that the phrases.io.sivwaca (in one of the traditions o€unee), u
obaouca ¢ wuatu aeds (in JI) and u obuostuca wed ¢ sou emonoauu U AIHOSU
nomonaotwa 8% sodaz (N X) represent an interpolaé pogressionCuise — J1 — X).

In addition, theo6.10.41uwaca of the Cunwe (YCS) does not refer to ice breaking ut b
to the soldiers of Sviatopolk (since it is 3rd-person plurabxeesorist), so that we can
understand theerb to refer to the weakening or giving way of Sviatopof&ices3! The

31 Cf. meanings ob6.ionmucain . V. Cpesuencknit, Mamepua.ivt 343 c.108apa dpesHe-piyccioro
A3BKe 00 nUChLAMerHb M nauamuuraed, 31T, (CII6., 1893-1912)r. 2, ctnb6. 527, and Cuosapt
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point is that (following the principle that additions tend to be intentional; deletions,
mechanical) it is more likely a scribe would change dhe.«ruwaca form referring to
soldiers to the.zo.11ucq form and add the ord .ied= to male the reference clear it is to
the ice than change thé.i0.22uca form referring to ice to thet.ie.e1uwacs form and
intentionally drop the wrd .z.¢d». A similar type of progression occurred in the accounts
of Aleksandr Neskii’'s victory over the Livonian Knights at Lag& Chud’. The early
chronicle accounts do not mention ice breaking up on tre lakthe Life of Aleksandr
Nevskiiappears a statement: “Therasw...such a noise from the breaking of lances and
clanging of swrds that one could think that the ice itself on the laks breaking” Il
OLicTL cbua 3/la, 1 TPYChL OT KOIIMA JIOMJIeHU:, M 3BYK'L OT CeHeHMid MedHaro,
KO Ke UM esepy ToMmepsbinio ApurHyTHC).32 And in later chronicle accounts, there is
mention of some people draing33 From that phrasing, it was a short step to the notion
that the ice brok up under the Lvonian knights when thyewere fleeing (as in Eisen-
stein’s film).

Finally, even if one were to decide that oé.10.11uea ¢ wuu eds IS primary and
that this phrase was omittedit\ 1 as the result of haplographt would not necessarily
be evidence for confluence betwdef andl since haplographis a <ribal accidental.
In other words, the scribe of the commoteraplar of P and A, on one side, and the
scribe ofU, on the other could have made the same scribal miséalh the same place
independently without its indicating influence or confluence of one branch on the other.

This passage appears in a discrete section of the PVL, following the change in hand
in the Laurentian codeat 116,24, where | proposed confluence occurs ftbinto JI. |
cited a number of amples, each of which is secondary in relation to the reading of
PAMNX: 116,18; 117,5; 117,12; 117,13; 117,15; 118,1; 118,7; 118,12; 118,13; 119,11,
119,17; 119,19; 120,26; and 161370 these examples, | can add the following:

136,13-141H1: ¢ mobore xumu, PAUX: ¢ mobor oy.atpem.

That the agreement dfH1 on the readingrxumu instead ofoy.«pemu is the result of
confluence is confirmed byunse here:ce mobor oypemu. Vilkul accepts that the
readingxumu is secondarylf it is indeed secondargs | Do think, then it is wedence

pyccroro asstka XI-XVII gs., rnasueiit pegaktop C. I'. Bapxyaapos, 26 Tr. (M., 1975-2005);r.

12, ctp. 86-87. My thanks to David J. Birnbaum for this and other valuable observations.

32 gege A. Zenkvsky, Medieval Russias Epics, Chronicles andales rev. and enl. ed. (Ne York, 1974),

p. 231; Hurue Anexcangapa Hesckoro,” mogroroska Tekcra B. WM. OxorHukosoit, B kH. [la-
AMAMAURY qumepamypbt dpesweti Pycu, 10 Bem. B 12 T1. (M., 1978-1994),cocTaBnenue u
obmas pegakius JI. A. Anmurpuesa u J. C. Jluxauera, [Boim. 3] Xl gexa, cTp. 432.

33 The Moscwv Chronicle Swod of the End of the 15th Century has the phrasest na esepe
uctomnota” (ITCPJI, 25: 135). The Sofiia | Chronicle and the Nikon Chronicle (which incorporates the
Sofiia | account) has the phraseitix soga motomu” (IICPJI, 6.1: cTn6. 314).

34 See my “Introductiofl,pp. XLIV-XLV . Gippius responded to my assertion that there exists confluence
betweerH1 and/I, but he did not address the issue ofyvelgreements ofI[H1 againsP AX occur only

in this part of the PVL. Instead, he discussed four caseBHif agreements (116,8; 118,3; 118,25;
119,25). But in each case he argued IHdf carried the primary reading on the basis of linguistic correct-
ness, a criterion | do not accept for establishing pymac
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that confluence did not occur betwdeA andl1X because their shared reading is pri-
mary The confluence most likely occurred betwéEnand/I.

In the end, | cannot agree withlRil’ s essertion that her “observations shthat the
proposed ..stemma is wrong”H menom uewepna).3®> She has not demonstrated that
agreements ofiX againstP AU are primarynor that agreements &fAIIX against/l are
secondary.

Control texts

Vilkul introduces certain “control texts” that she says willallas to dstinguish
primary from secondary readings in & copies of the PVIS8 In her viaw, if the read-
ings thatPAX share can be shown to be secondary in relation to the control texts, then
they must be the result of contamination between thelkanches, because it is urdli
the copyists would come up with the same inferior reading independently.

The control texts she utilizes are trae of Boris and Glel§Crazanue Bopueca u
I.1e6a), the Patericon of the Kievan Caves Monasteritee Life of Methodiug Kumue
Megodua), the translation of th€hronicle of Georgii Harmatolusito Slavonic, and the
Church Slaonic Bible. When the copies of the PVL provide different readings from
each otherlooking at a source text in each case should assist in determining the reading
in o. A sharp distinction needs to be maintainedyd@r, between source texts and
what Vilkul is calling “control t&ts” The Tale of Boris and Glepfor example, is not a
source text for the PVL but dees from the PVL accourt! Therefore, the readings of
the PVL can help decide differences between the copies dialddout not vice \ersa.
Although Vilkul acknowledges that thiale derives from the PVL, she promotes thde
back to being a determiner of primary readings in the PVL by asserting th@dl¢he
derives drectly froma.. Thus, in her vie,, wheneer the Tale agrees with a reading in one
of the PVL copies, that reading is primary.

Such a promotion of th&le to the status of determiner of primary readings in the
PVL is not justified. Vilkul provides a numerical breakdown of occurrences when the
Tale (in the Silvestr redaction — the closest to the PVL) agrees withlone (14), with
PAWX (20), with1X (11), withJIPA (6), withPA (4), with 1XH1 (2), and with/IH1
(1) against the othemSS (p. 174, fn. 9). Her breakdown of agreements would seem to
indicate the SiVestr redaction {unre) of the Tale occupied some kind of intermediate
position between the branches of the PVet, Ynost of these readings are morphological

35 Busky, “Texcronorus u Texkritik,” p. 183.

36 Vilkul proposes a “reservation” ingard to control texts: KouTposbHEle TeKCTE, B 0CO6EHHOCTH
JIPEBHEPYCCKOTO  TPOUCXOXEHUSA ... HeobA3aTeNbHO JOJKHEL aBTOMATUYECKH OTPAXATh
npotorpad IIBJI. Ho mpu coBmajseHun ux dYTEHUIl C YTEHUS MU KaKoOi-Tubo TPYIME CIUCKOB
BeJIMKa BepOATHOCTb, YTO OHM BocxoAAT k mpoTorpady” (Bunxyn, “Texcromorus u Texkritik,”
p. 174, fn. 8). Furthermore, she claimgor‘nacuo ofmieii TeHzgeHIUN, KOHTPOJELHBIE TeKCTEL
oTpaxalT uTenus nportorpada” (ibid., p. 177, fn. 19).So, although a “great probability” or “general
tendency” exists for the readings of the control text to represémiany gven case thg might not.

37 An extensie literature exists concerning whether the PVL dsrifrom theTale or the Tale from the
PVL. See Paul A. Hollingsworth, “Rulership and Suffering inéreRus’: The Cult of Boris and Gleb,
Ph.D. dissertation, Unérsity of California, Berkelg 1987, pp. 43-47, for a swey d the arguments.
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or insubstantial variants and, thergpsovide no basis on which to determine priypat
readings®

135,6—7Cunee (80.22): awran wasky 3.4a me cmeapsems, JI. anzan 6o wasky 3aa we
cmeopsaems, PAL areau (Al aweau) 6o waeky 34a we meopamn; W [antan bo 1] wasry
344 we cmeopamn, X arian bw wakoy sae ne comeopaem; H1: aveeqs bo werosnky
we cmeapaems (AxT: cemeopaems | emeopaemy) 34a.

135,12b/1XH1: musaca; Cunos (81.3): mabusaca;, PAV: munumbea.

140,27-28J1: c¢ndums mu Kuesn, PAUX: enmdums 8 Kutean; Cunne (86.10): mu
endump 8 Korean.39

1413 IX+Cunwe (86.12): woe(0):opodeus, PAW: nogropodyesw.

142,13/1+Cunpe (87.13): cemynuvwaca | coemynuwaca, PAUX: cosorynvwaca | creo-
Kynusuieca.

143,171+Cunbs (88.2): pyen; AUX: pycu; P: poy.

In Vilkul' s references one substamtiagreement of the Silestr redaction of thélale
with /IH1 against? A X occurs and te substantve agreements of the Suéstr redac-
tion with /T against? AN X occur:

134,5/TH1: ¢cuw oyrepecks | comun yropeckn; PAUX+Cunve (78.27): oyepuns.
142,26/1+Cunps (88.1):0; PAUX: .unoxcemso.
143,9/1+Cune (88.7): k% (Cunbe: 0) dpyxunn ceoen; PAVX: 0.

To these last tw one can add three more such caseB=afunss£PANX:

140,19/1+Cune (86.4): u xewawis u (JI: uz); PAUX: 0.
141,2/1+Cunwe (86.12):0 PANX: u no épamy (PA: épamu).
141,25/1+Cunes (87.4): waxamu; PA: 0; . naumu; X: umu.

We, thus, hae five @ases wherdl and Cunbe are in substante ggreement against the
others. “¢t, to get an accurate understanding of the relationshipiaf.e to the PVL,
we should look not only at cases of agreementofire with JI but aso at cases of
agreement of'unve with the others agnst/I. In nine cases, substavei agreements
place the SiVestr redaction in proximity tt AV X andPAVXH1 againstl:

134,9/1: u unnt ompors; PAUXHL: ompors; Cunnss (80.7): u ampor .

134,10/1: ce.uy; PAUXH1+Cusnes (80.7):0.

134,12 J1: v mw.aip we;, PAUX: tuasy omeeprowa | omeepisite npousr mntr xe, HIL:
omeeprwrwa (AxT: omeeprn) 1aaey ero npour, muwar xe, Cunee (80.8): vuasy u om-
8EPLOLLE KD OALI® 4 M b Wb,

140,27/1: ¢u; PANX+Cunne (86.9):0 (P: a).

141,19-20/1: 0; PANX+Cunos (87.1-2):pycu u newennres v (Cunbs: 0) uswstde npomuay
(P: adde.zy x; A: addx) aroburro.

142,15 J1: cmonoaxa ¢ dpyxuroiw, PA: emonoara ¢ sou;, UX: cmonoaun | cmonoasqu
gou; Cusnbe (87.15):e0u cmonosym.

38 Readings ofCunne are fromCepriit Byrocmascwkuii, Yepaino-pycori naar’ amru XI-XVII e.s.
npo kuazie Bopuca ma Niiba (Kues, 1928),cTp. 72-93.
39 TheH1 version of theTale of Boris and Glelends at 137,9.



64 Donald OstrowskKki

142,20/1: u dnduu; PAUX+Cunee (87.17):0.
143,4J1: vauenearn, PAMX+Cunbe (88.4):0.
143,241 no ul epug;, PAVX: no n tpueen; Cunns (88.16): no octudecams 1pugens.

In two casesCuues is closer td1X than it is to/IPA.
137,7e-hJIPA: 0; UX+Cunps (85.11-14):ax¢ xe u (Cunbs: 0) coso.utont pexe a3n

equieu norwtbeau nocarmwroca no (Cunoe: ako) padyw xe ca ewvrerde (Cunps: erda)
wpadems wa 6u naryba mwar xe cumdamn cecero nymu (X: mpyde; Cunbe: 0)

1.100b0 U CBOEA HEHECTNY HACHINAMNbEA,
141,1JIPA: ce captinags; UX+Cunbp (86.11): ce captass apoc.aass.

Therefore, we can say that the &#tr redaction of thdale is substantiely closer to
PANX than it is to/l or anJI-type copy. But there seems to be no correlation between
primagy of readings and the reading foundinnbe.

In one place wher€unce is in agreement witlk against the others, Vilkul gues
for the primag of that agreementYet there are good reasons for thinking that agreement
is secondary.

135,6/1: nocutaaearu; HL: caearn eymp; X+Cunep (80.22): caemiu butearom, PAV: 0.

According to Vilkul, the reading a£+Cunne should be accepted as primary because of
the “symmetrical construction” of the wider passa@jecu 6o wa 3.10¢ nocwtaae.aru
butearome, anteant Ha baaroe caeauiu Owearomy. If the symmetrical constuction
nocut saeatu bugarms | caenru utearomy IS primary then we hae ro explanation for
at least three different scribes independently destroying the symesetiyin a diferent
way.

Three Independent Mistakes Hypothesis

cieMiy OBIBAIOT b

(X+Cunps)
TMOCHITae MU 0 cneMu CyTh
(“n) (PAN) (H1)

If, on the other hand, we takhe lacuna iPA as primarythen we hae an explanation
for scribes subsequently trying to restore the lost symmBtiythey do so dfferently.
The scribe of/l or its xemplar choosesiocurzaesiu; the scribe ofH1 tries e rru
cymb; and the scribes &f andCunbs independently come up withee.wiu bagaioms
(or perhaps the scribe &f borrovs fromCuneg), all in an attempt to correct what yhe
perceve o be an eror in their respecte exanplars.
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Three Independent Corrections Hypothesis

0
(PAIN)
MOCEITAeMI ciemMn GLIBAIOT b cleMn cyTh
() (X+Cumbs) (H1)

The three-correctionsypothesis has a much higher probability than the three-rastak
hypothesis of representing scribal practice.

Thus, in no case canunse be used as an adjudicator of primac o. In order to
understand the relationship Gfinne to the PVL, one needs twauate methodically the
agreements and €gfrences in readings with all the main witnesses not with just orye cop
or another.

The Patericon of the Kievan Caves Monastemhich was compiled in the 13th cen-
tury, at least 100 years after the PVL, is also not a source text for the PVL. The parts of
the Caes (Ileuepcknii) Patericonthat coincide with the PVL may dee from a com-
mon source, which Shakhmatoalled the Caes Chronicle {leuepckas merormmcs).20
Although a Caes Chronicle probably existed, his postulation of what that chronicle con-
tained remains conjectural and may not be as Shakkirdaszribed it. Since, as with
Cunwe, there is no correlation between primaxf reading and the reading Ihar, it is
highly unlikelyITaT and the PVL devie from a common source.

As with Cunss, Vilkul cites a number of cases of morphological coincidences,
which themselves are not evidence of relationships among ¢8pies:

157,971 eary exe wa nompeby n; X exe bn wa nompeby; PA: eary nompebuasa; V. ey
wa nompeby; lat (17.23): axe (eaty uxe) wa nompeby.

159, 2J/IPX+Tat (19.1): 6srcme; AV: Guen.*?

193,20/IN: usw | uso ececaasa; PAX: za ececaaeq; IlaT (186.21): npo (O: use;, T: u)
KHA3A BCecAasd.

193,21JIX: ¢ #oun | @ wou; llat (186.21-22)8% wouyu (T: 0); PAU: nowwie | wouiuio.

196,16J1X: usamse; llat: u exudm (uszamaze); PAU: u camse.

And, as withCunre, Some substante readings of the Gas Patericon (Ilat) show a
closer proximity to/lI than to the other copies.

196,7/1: wa uw, PAUX: O; IlaT (188.9): 1a wuzx.
196,23/1+l1aT (188.20): .110e20; PAUX: naiwero. Vilkul argues thatuocezois the correct read-

ing becauseBor He MoxeT «HAUMM; At Medepckoro cxumunka u 6ecor” (Bunky,

40 A A. IMaxmaros, “Kueso-nmeuepckuii Hatepux u Iledepckas meromucs,” Hzeeemus Om-
degenua pyccroro asmka U caogecHocmy Hoauanepamopcrotl Axadewtuu wayr, 2 (1897), cTp.
795-844.

41 The readings fotlar come from /murpo A6pamosnd, Kuego-llewepcvruii Ilamepur (Knes,
1930).

42 As Vilkul pointed out, | should he reconstructed ax” i nstead of a&” here foro.



66 Donald OstrowskKki

“TekcTomorus n Textkritik,” p. 176). If so, then that does not explain the “incorrect” read-
ing of PAUX. If as die says, there is contamination betwBeénandl1X, then two separate
scribes would hae had to mak the “incorrect” choice ofwiocero — wamrero, first in
whichever branch she sees as the contaminating branch, then by the scribe in the branch that
copied the mistak when the “correct” reading was before him in his direeelar The
simpler and more likely explanation is the migtatas ino. and was corrected by the scribe
of JI's exemplar and inllat to “moero” as making more sense. Here the principldaiftio
difficilior should preail.

196,24-291+[1aT (188.20):0f PAUX: wa zpucma.

197,18JI: émeme; Ilat (189.3): bmmeme; PANX: 0.

197,23-24/1+llaT (189.6): avyyusxe u ca.aiu ecine, PAUX: auuxe u caatu buicme cxgepuu
u 341U 8b eudmuuu u abue normbowa émecu om wmero. The presence of the phrase
cxeeprn ... om wero could support Ykul's daim of contamination betwedhA and X,
because it could ka been added by a scribe whonsi in a MS other than the one heaw
directly copying from. Yet, as she points out, this phrase is generally considered primary:
“Bee uceaenoBaTenn cunTatT nepsoHadanbHeiM” (iDid.). For this phrase to be used as
evidence of contamination betwe&r andX she would hee © show that it is secondary
Otherwise, we can conclude only that and X independently testify to the phrasedn
not to confluence between branches.

212, 1/1+l1aTt (82.16): 0 dwazs ure, PAUX: dwa.itu.

2122 J1. o dzeunrs cunwant ceourn, llat (82.17): ¢ cuosor csoux drosumz, PAUX: o
cmrb (Al enox) esourn dilesubT.

212,6J1+l1at (82.20-21):nodpyxwio; PAUX: xewm.

2128 JI+l1at (82.23-24):¢ awbeu wexu cobor npebusacma, PAUX: g robsu wusacma.

21223 JI+llaT (83.5): wrwen; PAUX: umgou.

21229 JI+llat (83.9): 6dsa za ne; PAUX: 6dnnueis.

2132-3 JI: uxe u no ociecmsuu meoesn om cea xusnwy aroauwucd, [ar (83.10-11):
uXe U 10 oMecmauUy €8ee Al 0M €ea XU3HYU AOAUMBLCA, PA u}f{e/mme no
oMmecmayl ero HMoAamea, MX UXKE (X: +u) no owecmsuy €20 ModdcAd.

213,12/T+[Tat (83.16-17):¢ muwunm, PANX: 0.

213,18-19/1+[1at (83.21):¢ cuosecman knuxubiz seceayscsa; PANX: 0.

213,28-291+[1at (83.29): nodebaca xumuw ero, PANX: 0.

None of these examples shows that confluence necessarily exists betweal 11X,
because none of the reading®dfl1X is demonstrably secondary in relation to the read-
ings of JI+l1arT.

In addition, we also find a number of cases when the readibgofis in closer
proximity toPANX than to/I:

158,3/I: 0; PAUX+ITat (18.10-11):uutene a1,

158,8/1: ¢w ueymencarn; PAUX+ar (18.14): ueyrens | ury aenn.

158,10 JI: 0; PA: v we waryupuaica saancmumy;, UX: u we worywn.an | ateryien
wars (Xo 0) srwemumuca ¢ nexepy (Xo 8 newepy evumemumuca); lat (18.15): u
HEe ALOVYULUA B NEHEPY B ALTHCIUMUCH.

159,471: @ ¢v cmounvesin, PAUX: emoanuesin™®; [lat (19.3): cmuasnier.

43 The morphology of this wordaries fromMs to MS (thus,P: cmoanceain; A: cmoanuearn, U:
cmounwseatn; X emasnnear), but none of these has the preceding wards that/I does.
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192,19-20/I: axo om cumya gocna, PA+llaT (185.23):ax0 om canya, UX: axo canue.

193,6JI: u wueuore; P. oue xutea; Al u oie xuea; VI. u e xusa eyuyu, X €10 ede Xued,
[TaT (186.9):¢20 eue (O: edea; JAHPC: eauro) xuea cyua (OT: 0).

193,1G JI: 0; PAUX: 2uaca nu nocayanud u 4anoro | adiotaxds 144 anmonuy u Me
fure; TlaT (186.12-13):¢2taca wu nocAYUAHUA U AHOLAXKOLL L.AALOAC AHMOHUE U HE
butemp.

193,21 JI: u npucaa; PAUX: uw npucaaer cmocaass Ilat (186.21): v npucaa
Ceamocaaen (T Hsacaes).

193,22J1: 0; PAUX: aumonuy xe npuwed ke wepuuroey u; llat (186.22): Awmonili xe
npuwed ¥ 9epruurogy u.

194, 3/1: mmacan, PAUX: mowaoan v yaros; llat (186.27):y.410.41 4 min.10.41.

194,19-20/T: 0; PAUX: u maxo no waay waywuwa u, lat (187.8-9):u maro no .ua.ry
HA4a TOOUMYU 8% UEPK 08D,

195,2J1: 0; PAUX+[Iat (187.15):u om npeaecmu ezo (N: 0).

195,6JI: 6utaw; PAUX+aT (187.17):0/

196,21)1: g newepn, PAUX+IlaT (188.18):0/

196,25J1: 0; PAUX+IIaT (188.21):5ac¢%.

197,8J1: 0; PAUX+IaT (188.28):ma.

197,1101: w m<ur>a et ams, PAUX+I1aT (188.30):0.

213,15/1: 0; PANX+IIaT (83.19): v wtupnekyio.

Vilkul provides one morexample that, although it does novake a surce or “con-
trol” text, does help makmy mint.

237,12/T; cua Bouoduatepa suyra Beesodoxwa, PAUX: cua Beesouoxa.

As Vilkul points out:*Peur nger 06 Msacnase Bonoaumepuue, cerve Monomaxa,

B PANX ommbra, obmuii mpomyck.” The question, heever, is determining where
the mistak occurred. Was it the result of contamination betwBdnand X, as Mlkul
supposes, or was the mistak o, which the scribe ofl or its exemplar corrected?t
may seem countentuitive o choose a mistakto be he primary readingYet, if we sup-
pose a scribe has the correct reading: (Bo.10du.1epa snyra Beesosoxa) before him
and he sees anwbusly incorrect reading in another manuscriptd Bcegoroxa), it is
difficult to concere why he would choose the ofously incorrect reading (confluence)
from the other manuscript, especially when it is clear from the chronicle heyimgop
which lIziasla is being referred to. Another possibility to be considered 3 svibes
independently made the same mistaby mincidentally dropping the @rds
Bo.uodu.uepa suyra from the passageubif that occurred it would not be evidence of
confluence between branches.

In the end, we must choose the reading that explains the others. If the longer read-
ing was inca, it would not explain the shorter readingBAI1X. But if the shorter read-
ing was ina, then that does explain the reading/béas a scribal correctionvilkul con-
cludes her discussion of the relationship of the PVL to thesRatericonwith the state-
ment that “the absence of contaminatio’@fl1X is not justified” (‘Taxum obpazom,
nonoxenne o6 orcyrereun kKonTammuuanun PAVX ne onparasisaerca”’).** But

44 Bunkyn, “Texcromorns u Texkritik,” p. 177. Ina footnote, Vilkul recognizes that and the “con-
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her examples do not sliahis at all. Instead of a common sourcelfierr and the PVL,
| hypothesize a confluence of a lafeitype copy and they branch on the composition of
[TaT. For example:

158,1JI: umu eduns, PANX: cmemu oduns; Illat (18.9): umu uw mawto cnemu eduns
(ITaT-T: ememu edunt).

The compiler ofllat or perhaps a later redactor (if T represents an earlier version) com-
bined theumu reading of/l with the ¢wemu reading of PAMX and added the ovd
maato. Further study is required to test this hypothesis.

TheLife of Methodiusin contrast, is indeed a source text for the PMit, the single
example Vilkul cites from only on®1S copy,*®is hardly decisie:

28,5/IX+Med (10810-11): ckoponucya; PAU: bopsonucua.

These synonyms are interchangeable by sanbe and do not affect the meaninghe
singleMS copy of the Life of Methodiushe cites is not definig, and other copies of the
Life could well hae had the readingopzonucia.

The translation of the&hronicle of Geaogii Harmatolus (I'A) into Slavonic,*® as
does thelife of Methodiuscounts as a source text for the PVL, but umnlikat Life, we
have large chunks of textual borrowing to analyze. Vilkul cites the following caseg-sho
ing a proximity of/I to I'A:

2,2JI+I'A (59.4): merywu; PANX: mexryuusa | mexywaa.

3,1/14I'A (59.10): <e>demy | afemy, PAUX: afemosu.

3,2JI: aswnganva; U'A (59.10-11):desonuva (C: auganna); PAUX: ounsanua. This case is
not really an example of proximity betwedinandI’A because only on®IS copy of T'A is
similar to JI. Yet the diference betweeldl andPANX here is only a dialectical choice of
spellings ¢ or o).

3,13/1: geauncxus; A (59.18):ecauverbia; PAUNX: gcaroa | ecaroa.

3,15/14I'A (59.19): <ue>uxio [ wexio; PAVNX: arexnt | rexcu.

14,16/1+4I'A (49.25): ucnucans sakoun ecmp, PAU: saxonnt uenucans ecmy, X: lacuna.

14,17/1+4I'A (49.26): bezax onnrur o, PAWN: fesar onunearn; X: lacuna.

14,22 JT+T'A (50.2): gecnaza; P geerra omuyd, Al secoma omuy, V. scera omunydn;, X:
lacuna.

15,171+I'A (50.3): npadnds; PA: npednan; U npednas — npadnds, X: lacunat’

15,17JI+I'A (50.13):eecnara; PA: omused, V. omunydy, X: lacuna.

16,2J1+I'A (50.16): wu; PAUX: u we.

trol texts” in these casestdry T nmozzepxusath u BTopudnble uTeHus” but then she articulates a clas-
sic error for determining primary readings—that olBl&S contain older readingsza‘pesneiiniue cnucku
MO/l 1ePXXUBAIOT HadYalbHBle, a 6onee HOBBIe — BTopuunbie uTenus” (ibid., p. 177, fn. 19).A textual
critic, in contrast, does not consider the age /aBdo be a criterion for determining primaof readings.

45 Yenencruil cboprur X=X se., usganue nogrorosunn O. A. Kusizesckas, B. I'. Jembsnos,
andM. B. Jlsmou, mog pepaxuueit C. M. Kotkosa (M., 1971)

46 B. M. UMerpun, Knutst eperenvunis u whpasusia Tewpiua Muuza. Xpowuxa [eoprus
Aurapmo.aa 6 dpesrear caasanopycexou nepesode. T. 1. Texcm (Ilerporpasg, 1920).

47 Vilkul pointed out that my edition reports only the correctiollito npednds but it should also hee
included the word that was being corrected — igedn.is.
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16,3/1: no u; I'A (50.17):x0; PAUX: 0.
21,24J1: geavaws, A (511.18)eeauenrs | eeavuat, PANX: eeauruats | seaur vt itn.

To these, Vilkul could hee alded:
22,213N1+I'A (511,20): usbmerymu; PANX: uzbpemu,

Of these 14 cases, 9 are morphological (2,2; 3,1; 3,2; 3,13; 3,15; 14,17; 16,2; 21,24, and
22,2/3); 2 irvolve word order correspondence (14,16 and 16,3); and 3 indicéeedif

word choices (14,22; 15,1; and 15,1 For the reasons indicated al@ (. 56), | focus

mainly on word choices, in particular those that result infaréiit meaning (rather than

just synonym substitutions)For comparison purposes, presented wekve the vord

choice similarities of'A andPAN X against/l for the same portion of text:

1,9 PAUX: cuanae wyauu womuwn (Xo xouwaruner) dunurug (PA: durua) sen, TA
(59.1-2): cuunaa kyauu cypua Komaruny u funusun acg; JIT na sca.

2,3PAUX: daxe | doxe do | ko kypunua, U'A (59.5): doxe u do xropunua;, JI. do xypunua.

24PAUX: cypumy (N: cypummn; X: cu<p>u<m>u) ausyu; ['A (59.5): cypmu ausuu; JI:
acypumucuy.

2,10PANX+TA (59.9): ecmposst naku varams | varams, JI: oempoes wekn varamen.

3,6 PAUX: daumtamusa wioaocu | wraaoeu gecaana (PA: geaacus); T'A (59.9):
dasaramusn arosocu decaaua; JI arara<mu>a ayeu ecaapa.

14,19-20PAW: vatyms omin | oun cgouxr u oburvan | obsenaz, U'A (49.27): vaiyme oub
ceouxs obsrwau; JI uvatymey om ceoux obsrwau; X: lacuna’®

14,21PAU+TA (50.1): k.tesemamu; JI: ok.aesemamu; X: lacuna?®

15,13PAN: urbo awe (U: +u) naneue; ['A (50.10): awbo awe u dauaecwe; JI: 1060 daaewqe;
X: lacuna.

15,21-22PA: c¢namy mako u winorua aayxu; XD cnams makoxe u ainorua xennt; I'A
(50.15): cnamu u arnoru xewnvt; JI cnamn u swenn.O

21,21PAUX+TA (511.16):¢ nmenparu (PA: +u) uswec(s)we; JI: usnecsnue.

Thus, we find 9 cases oford-choice coincidence #fAMX+I'A against/l as opposed to
only 3 of /I+I'A againsPANX. There are tw other cases that are less clear:

16,4J1: enunn.un, PAU + one coy of 'A: sewwu.n, X: secwenn.ur; 6 other copies of A
gecHb(e)Hpl i1 b.

48 Gippius used this passage asdence for the similarity of A with JT againstPAVX. Tummuyc, “O
kputuke texcrta,” p. 80. He focused on the presence:oh PAI, absent in botH'A andJI. But that
word does not change the meaning of the passage asdnest likely added by the author of the PVL.
More significant is the difference between theci, of PA+I'A and theom of JI.

49 Gippius cites the readingk.seaemamu in JI as being the same readingIiA and differing from the
readingx seeemamu that appears iPAN, but here he is mistak. I'unnnyc, “O xputuxe Texcra,” p.
81. Notethat | am not countingx.zecemamu as a different word fronk segemamu since thg do not
have sgnificantly distinctve meanings.

50 Gippius used this passage asdence for the similarity of A with JT againstPAUX. Tunmuye, “O
kpuTuke Tekcrta, P. 81. He focused on the presencemdixo / maroxe of PANX, dsent in botH'A
andJI. But that word does not change the meaning of the passageaandast likely added by the author
of the PVL. More significant is the absence®kozus in JI, which does alter the meaning somewhat, and
its presence iirA, which was not mentioned by Gippius.
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21,22]/IPAN: e prry, X+I'A (511.17):ew wiope | & wropu.

In this last case, lkul claims that the reading iR was a ribal conjecture for correct-
ing the PVL arwed at “no cmeicy” rather than from checkinigA. In this she is proba-
bly right, but she does not consider the possibility that the readinfjsvefe corrections
to the PVL made later by a scribgamiliarity withI’A. In fact, there is evidence that the
scribe of/lI or its exemplar directly used a later cppf I'A, which would explain the fe
similarities that Vilkul finds betweehA and/I. Inthe PVL at the bginning of the bor
rowing fromI’A occurs an unusual reading/in

1,2-3PANXTp: ¢ ¢ cuge noesgu paszdm.auiuta 3eaiqio.
JI: nepeue c<wee> woesu pazdm.auuia 3e41.4%0.

The sense of the passage calls for the “three sons” to be dividing the land, so from where
does the scribe dI get the word “first”? The author of the PVL mayeaelescoped the
passage immediately preceding the word-for-word borrowing:

I'A (58.20-25) IIBJI
Ilo pasmbirenun oy6o U CTONIOY
Pas3poyIIeHUH IIPU3BAIIA ¢ € CHEE
Hoegu Best posMBIIAs OT HIL U
Ja/ATh UMb HATIMCAHNE CTPAHOY
CBOI0 MMEHA UMb, HX'BXE OT ofla
MpUAIIA, OTKOYAH COYTh KOXA0 NXb U

KOMOY/I0 CBOE KOMTBHO U CTApOCTHCTBO ITo motons 2 e (JI: nepsue)
MBCTO M BETBU U CTPAHBI M OCTPORU U cotnose Hoesu

PBKEI, KOMOYXAO UTO MPUTEXKUTD. passbania 3eMimo,
HACTBABCTBOYETH XKe NepebHeilb Cumb, Xamb, Adpers. U BCt
ey Hoeer Cute or Tlepcudu n BbCeTOKDL Cuatoeu: [lepcuda,
Barmoponoars... Bampu....

| propose that the: text took its3-¢ curwoge Hoegu from the beginning of this section in
I'A, but the scribe ofl noticed that ii"A immediately preceding theosd-for-word bor
rowing of the names of the lands, the phrasgsmueir, cun Hoessn occurs and mistak-
enly changed 3-to nepsue.

This preceding analysis of the relationship of the PVL tcCh®nicle of Harmato-
lus demonstrates that the readings carriedPBy1X are closer to the readings of the
source text than the readings/bfare. By presenting only those cases whérandT'A
are similay Vilkul provides a distorted we of that relationship. One must analyze both
the similarities ofPANX andI’A against/I, on the one hand, and df andI’A against
PAUWX, on the otherto provide an accurate representation.

The Bible, likewise, is a source text for the PVL, and comparison of the citations in
the PVL with the corresponding Bible passages may help us to determineypaimac
readings. W reed to ascertain, t@ver, the readings in the Bible that wouldviealkeen
available to the author of the PVL. The Ostrog Bible, which Vilkul takes as her Bible
copy of choice, was notailable in 1116; it is from 1581Vilkul justifies her choice of a
“rather late” Bible on the basis that the text of thev@té&c translation of the Bible “as
stable”. “ipusoxy Oubnelickue YTeHUs 110 AOBOALHO mozzHell OcCTpo>KCKoi
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BI/I6]II/[I/I, T.K. ApeBHHUe ClaBsiHCKHMNe IIepeBOJLI CB. ITucanns PacCChBIIIaHbBl 11O
MHOXXeCTBY MCTOYHMKOB U V[S,Z[&HM]?’[, TacTOo MamoAOCTYIIHBEIX, a TeKCT B NpUH-
1uie yCTOWYMB, B gaHHOM ciydae OcTpoxckas bubdiana HeckoilbKo pacxo-
autcs ¢ 1IBJI, naubonee 6nmnskuit 1IBJI papuant cm. B Ilapemeiinnke; gasnee
HATHYMe pasHouTeHuii oroopens.” L In fact, the readings of the Ostrog Biblealge
more than “somehat” from those of the PVL and the Prophetologion, compesati
speaking. Noall Bible readings were the same in the late 16th century as in the early
12th centuryand the readings in theaxious books of the Bible underwent significant
changes in East Slavic lands during this time.

Two cases taken from the Psalms should be enough te mgkoint. ThePVL and
Novgorod I Chronicle contain a fragment of Psalm 21:17, which | alsoagcording to
a 12th-century Sheonic Psaltertwo 13th-century Slaonic Psalters, the Gennadii Bible,
and the Ostrog Bible:

133,17JIPANXHL: v ¢(o)bope saobusstxt (N: sa0bubixe) oemde ua.
Psalm 21:17

Sinai 6:u c¢wbops suobuseizn ocmde 4.
Bonon:/f cwuenrn 3uobusvtas wemde a1a.23
Moroa: Cuuptarn 3a0bugptans wemde 4124
TeHHAANIT cHHLAT AYKaABHT 0dpbKaca a1a.2°
OCTpoOr: conits AyKkaebrs odepxauia 415.26

52

The reading of the 12th-century Psal@nai 6, is in agreement with that of the PVL and

of the Novgorod | ChronicleYet, the Ostrog and Gennadii Bibles in the same plage ha

a \ery different reading.Without the evidence of the 12th-century Sinai Psatiee

could be confused by the reading in the PVL and in the Novgorod | Chronicle, and might
not esen be avare that it is from Psalm 21. MacRobert and Thomsore hdentified 5
redactions of the psalteflt is clear that the author of the PVL is citing from redaction Il

51 Busxyn, “Texcronorns u Textkritik,” p. 176.

52 An Early Slavonic Psalter from Rysidited by Moshe Altbauer with the colloboration of Horace G.
Lunt (Cambridge, MA, 1978), p. P{5 Q p | 73, fol. &').

53 psalterium Bononiense: Intemgationem veterem slavicaredited by V Jagic (Vienna/BerlinC1I6.,
1907), p. 96.

54 psalterium Bononiense. %.

55 Gennadii Bible, fol. 383

56 The Ostroh Biblge1581: Repoduced in Commemoration of the Millennium of the Baptism odiifukr
into the Holy Orthodox Faith, 988—198®/innipeg, 1983).

57 Catherine M. MacRobert, “TheeXual Tradition of the Church Slanic Psalter up to the Fifteenth
Century’ in Interpretation of the Biblgedited by Joze KraSec, (Shefield, 1998), pp. 922—-924, 928; Fran-
cis J. Thomson, “The Slanic Translation of the OldéBtament,in Interpretation of the Bibleedited by
Joze KraSeec (Shefield, 1998), pp. 803—-825ViacRobert refers to them as redactions | (Archaic or South
Slavonic), Il (Russian), Il (Athonite), Nong and IV. Cf. Mary MacRobert, “The Greekektological Basis

of the Early Redactions of the Church\@laic Psaltef Palaeobulgarica vol. 14, no. 2 (1990), pp. 7-9.
Thomson refers to them as redactions I, Il (Symeonic), Il (Athonite), IV (Npemd V (Cyprianic). So
MacRoberts redaction IV is Thomsor’ redaction Y and MacRobers Norov Redaction is Thomsos’
redaction IV.
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whereas the Gennadii and Ostrog Bibles represent a later redaction ()\depeviding
on whether one uses MacRob&edi Thomsons dassification system).

Another case wolves Psalm 81:8, where all copies of the PVL andiktheopy of
H1 are in agreement, batkc andT of H1 have a dfferent reading.

101,15
JIPAUXK: &% genx cmparars.

AxT: b 6cnt a3btiynts.

In the Ostrog Bible we findzz scman assiuex. Although the stemma tells uses
gemxn cmparazs IS the reading iy, someone using the Ostrog Bible as the represen-
tive d the source ta& might conclude the reading afkT belongs too. If so, that con-
clusion would be mistaken because we find hothpaxa and 2zux+ used interchange-
ably to translaté&ovoc as early as a 10th-century Batgan redaction that accompanies
the translation into Church $ianic of Theodoret of Cyrrhus’ commentary on the
Psalms®

Vilkul uses the Ostrog Bible as though it accurately transmits 12th-century readings
for all books of the Bible.Yet the Ostrog Bible deves from the Gennadii Bible, which
itself drev heavily on the Latin Mlgate. InThomson$ view: “The resultant Biblical tet
is not merely defeate with mary minor omissions and errors, it is alsovausly
uniquely eclecti¢?? Vilkul’'s quotations from the Bible each present a different problem
depending on the book she is citinfihe reason there are different problems fanous
books is the Bible deloped in Slaonic translation not as a complete text but as separate
parts of the Bible and separate books — the Octateuch, the Prophets, the Psalms, the
Gospels, and so forth. Not until 1499 is therexa ¢ the complete Bible in East Sla
territory. Thus, one cannot agree with her assertion that fhefi¢he Bible “was stable”
during this period.

A case in point imolves Vilkul's dscussion of a citation in the PVL from Micah:

100,14-16

JI: mut gugaegoqre dore efpanmoss u da we ArHoru ecu by 8 MblCAUATD UDIOBATD.

PAWN: mut suf.aconte doate efpanmoss erda | eda we arornn ecu boemu 8 mutcyujaz
mutcauar urodogaz.

X: mut udauodie dodie efpanmoss HuvUM Ke AeHUU ecu 61 640k az loydosaz.

H1: guguconrns doarnt efpanmoets eda ainor ecu btmu 8 milcyulaxr ULHdogazs.

Micah 5:2-3:

Octpor: u mul gugicote doate efpaca eda a1as ecuy mut Ako xe butmu 8 Myl cYuLars
10y GUHBLT .

58 B. A. Horopenos, Touroeanua Pecdopumae Kuppcxoro na [Teanmupy ¢ dpesue-boarapck o
nepesode. Paccatomperue cnuckoe u uccaedosarue ocobennocmet ITcaamuiproro mexcma (Bap-
mwasa, 1910), ctp. 226-227; cf. J. Lépissiekes Commentaires des Psaumes de Théb(fearis, 1968),

p. 305. My thanks to Mary MacRobert for allmg me to consult with her on these passages and for point-
ing out the abee dtations to me.

59 Thomson, “Slgonic Translatior!, p. 664 (see also ibid., pp. 673, 658-664 for a discussiorutgfate
influence on the Gennadii Bible and subsequently the Ostrog Bible).
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She asserts that the: .u10:.4% reading ofPAM “contradicts the sense of the Biblical
text.”®0 She also points out that none of the other coptestly corresponds with the
reading of the Ostrog Bible either (insteade®t .:ta.s, JI hasu da we wrnoru; X has
wuwuar xe arenwn, andHL haseda 1102). Nonethelessaccording to hetboth JI and
X corvey the meaning of the Biblical text better and are, thus, more acceptable than the
reading ofPAU, which reading she sees as a corruption atdeace of contamination
of PA on M.

Yet, when we consult the Prophetologidiapuneitunk), we find both theue
arrors and thewe roe.s readings are attested in eapS6!

I'puropornuer: eda we winors ecu boemu (X mmm Xl BB.)
3axapeuHCcKHii: eda ne wtrors ecu buemu (1271r.)
[Tepdupbencruii: eda we oy ecu burmu (1378r1.)
Jobrorcknit: eda we atoran ecu bmu (1294-1320rr.)
JsmyHosckuii: eda we wiorawn ecu fnrmu (1511r.)
Credanosckuii: eda woran ecu burmu (XIV B.)

The Grigor@ichev and Loblkovskii copies of the Prophetologion are represerdati the
Bulgarian recensionugroz); the others, of the Russian recension, as defined by the edi-
tor Roman Brand®? Although the readingge .¢z0:.2% may not be “correct” in relation to
the readingpAlyoctog in the Septuagint, it does satisfy the grammatical requirements of
the sentence (masculine singular I-participle of b Vamoun”).%3 The .ua.1e reading
of the Ostrog Bible is attested in Brarsdpublication only in a later printed Bible, which
most likely was based on their common source, the Gennadii BHoleinstead of being
evidence of confluence betwe®Brk andl1, this reading is evidence that the author of the
PVL had access to a Prophetologion thativdoe ane of the ersions of the Bulgrian
recension.

Another case wolves Mlkul’ s datation of two Biblical passages relating to her asser
tion thatPA contaminated1X. The first passage is from the book of Isaiah:

168,10-1VIK: wua xeamanaea | xeamanwsa meoa, PAVX: wua xean3na ena maod.

Octpor: xuua xeamsrwa bt meoa (Isaiah 48:4).

If, as Vilkul asserts“(l'excTtonmorns u Texkritik,” p. 182), the primary reading here is
carried byPAMX, then this would provide evidence against the shared readings of
PANX being the result of confluence and could be considered evidence of confluence
between the hyparchetype HfL and/I (see abwe, “Confluence”) as | indicate in my
stemma, for the secondary reading is shareld byd/I.

60 Bunxyn, “Texcronorns u Textkritik,” p. 176.

61 Poman Bpaugr, putoposuwes [Tapu.aieiinur. B cauvenuu ¢ dpyouain napu.detiuukai,
HYOU AP, Boinyck 1, T. 168, ku. 1 (1894), ctp. -V, 1-90; Beimyck 2, T. 170, ku. 3 (1894), cTp.
91-178 andr. 193, ku. 2 (1900), 179-290pbimyck 3, T. 197, ku. 2 (1901), ctp. [v-vi], 291-308,
BRIT. 1, cTp. 5.

62 Bpauar, Ipuroposuwes Iapuaetinux, e 1, cTp. Il.

63 My thanks to David J. Birnbaum for alling me to consult with him on this passage in particular and
on some of the other passages in general.
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The second passage is from Genesis. The readings of théB¥In comparison
with the Ostrog Bible are:

89,17 JI: om n.uoda seaiav, PA: om nuodogs seunstr, IX: om nuaod zeumnsex, K om
14000 3CALHBLT.

Ostrog:om n.odosn zeraa (Genesis 4:3).

Vilkul points to the plural form dPAUX as being closer to the Ostrog Bible readifg.
If PAMX do carry the primary reading here, as Vilkul seems to be indicating, then that
argues against the notion that shared readings\@tX are the result of confluenceet,
ary conclusions based on a comparisons of the PVL with the Ostrog Bible alone are
inherently &ulty. The Septuagint has the gewmitidural form for fruit and the genite
singular forland as a nounomo Twv Koprwv ThHe Yic. None of the PVLMSSrenders
this grammatical relationshipxactly. JI has the corresponding egaent genitve sngu-
lar for the nourland (i.e., se.s1.2u), but renders the noufnuit as a genitie sngular (i.e.,
n.toda). PAVIX have the eqwalent genitve dural for the nourruit (i.e., eithern.iodos s
or n.edw) but have urnedland into a genitve dural adjectve (.e., sc.unsixn). All
these grammatical forms of the PWISS, howeve, can be found in early Slanic copies
of Genesis and of the Prophetologion, including édhe. .10+ 3e.unsizs reading of
N1X.%5 Thus, appeal to the $ianic translation of Genesis does not aid us in determining
the primary reading of this passage in the PVL.

Vilkul cites two other quotations from Genesis that appear in the PUtjrbdoing
so she ignores the history of the transmission of this text in thwerBlatranslation.
According to Thomson, the Octateuch, of which Genesis is the first book, went through
three redactions — a South 8ta(SS), an East Slavic (ES), and an Intermediate (I) redac-
tion. He sees the Gennadii Bible as representirggralyff of ES and the Ostrog Bible as
also representing ES butuiigg made corrections from $8Thus, in ag given passage
in Genesis, the Ostrog Bible may be rendering avatere reading and we need to under
stand \Wkul’s use of the Ostrog Bible from that perspeeti According to Wkul, JIPA
transmit the Biblical reading of Genesis 3:5 correctly because the readynigatiezor-
responds to the reading in the Ostrog Bible:

89,1-2

. omeepzemaca wuu gar u bydema ako u 6w
omsepaumec <o>4uro gar u boydema axo 6w

. omaepaemeca W garo U bydema axo 6w

D omampsocmaca wyu earw u bydema axo b

D omepmiocmact ouu sar u bydema ax b

D omeep3oemaca o4y éar U bydema axo borw

i v

OcTpor: emeepsymea oxu gawu, u bydeme axo ésu (Gen 3:5).

64 Busxyn, “Texcronorns u Texkritik,” p. 182.

65 A. B. Muxaitnos, Onsrm usyuenus mexcma xuuen Bumus npopoka Mouces 6 dpesie-
caagarckoar nepegode, dactb 1. Tapuaetinpii mexem (Bapmasa, 1912), ctp. 164; Bpauar,
Fpureposuwes [lapvaretinux, pein. 2, ctp. 132,

66 Thomson, “Slaonic Translatiorf,730-734.
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She sees the formmenpzocmaca | omepwszocmaca in X andK to be “a rather typi-
cal mistale of ribes” Bunxyi, “Texcromorus nu Texkritik,” p. 185). Yet, the Septu-
agint form of the verb “open” is the 3rd person dual aorist-future \gassi
810cv01x6ﬁ covtou, which is accurately rendered in $baic by either the root aorist with
the ending era / -ete) of J1 andA or by the productie arist with the ending ¢cra)
of XK. Early MSS of the Slaonic translation of Genesis attest to bethsepzemaca
and omenpzocmaca.®” This means that the “rather typical mistake” most likely did not
occur in copying the PVL but in the source text the author of the PVL used.

The copies of the PVL differ in their rendering therly in quoting from Genesis
12:1 The readings of the PMUSSare:

92,19/IPA: 0; UX: % noudu; H1: v udu.

Ostrog:z udu (Gen 12:1).
Prophetologionnpudu.58

Vilkul points out that the reading 6fXH1 is closer to the Ostrog Bible readinghe
absence of these wordsAiP A could hae keen from the result of a scribal haplograph
or derve from an earlier Bible\ailable to Sylvestr. The reading in the Prophetologion
testifies that the prefix as \ariable. V¥ may hare to await further research on thean-
ous redactions of the Octateuch before we can reacledimite conclusions about this
passage, keeping in mind,viever, that authors of this time generally cited Biblical quo-
tations from memory rather than from a particulat.t&o een if the null reading of
JIPA is not found in ap extant MS, that does not necessarily mean that\&gtr wrote
this passage without those wordsxin

Vilkul uses citations from the Prophets in an equally questionable way:

168,19-20J/IPA: mo¢ u maxoe (JI. my) wue obpamucmeca WXHL. mo u maxo wne

05pamucmecﬂ kol kv atum

Vilkul identifies this passage as being “a paraphrase of the Bibtigedssion” found in
Joel 2:12 Bunkyn, “Texcronorust u Texkritik,” p. 181) where the wrd ofpamumeca
also occurs.But we can consider this a misidentification on her part far reasons.
First, the PVL author quotes Joel 2:12 directlyva fi@es earlier in the text:

168,4-5/IPANXHL: obpamumecsa ko 4ium 6crb.ait cpou b BAUUMD.
Octpor: ebpamumeca kb wnn ecwin cpdient sawn.us (Joel 2:12).

Here all PVL witnesses are in agreemefecond, the phrase that appears in 168,19-20
is a refrain that occurs 5 times in Amos 4:6—10 (“you do not return to me” RSV):

Octpor: u ue ébpamucmeca ko wn (AMOS 4:6)
u He obpamucmeca kb 4 (AMOS 4:8)

67 Muxaiinos, Onwsrm usywenus mexcmae kwusu Bumus, ctp. 139. Copiesof the Prophetologion
testify variously toomepwiemmnca, omeppiemacd, and omgpwiymea. bpauar, I'puropoguswes Iapu-
wrelinuk, BHI. 2, cTp. 119,

68 Bpauar, [puroposuwee Mapu.weiinur, e, 3, crp. 280.
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u maxoxde ne abpamucmeca ke 4w (AMOS 4:9)
v maxoxde ne sbpamucmeca ke ann (AMos 4:10)

As is clear from this comparison, the wording of Amos 4:9 and 4:10 is closer to the PVL
rendering in 168,19-20 than is the wording of Amos 4:6 and 4:8. Yet, one also notices a
difference between the o u maxo of PAXHL1 (as well as thene « my of JI) and the
u makoxde Of the Ostrog Bible. This dérence indicates that the author of the PVL
probably used a redaction of Amosfeient from the one the compilers of the Ostrog
Bible used, and it raises the possibility that the redaction of Amos used by the PVL
author did not hee the x» .« phrase. Thus, the presenceref .«ixn in UXH1 could
be a correction by the scribe pin my stemma, whereas the scribelahaintained the
reading inoL.

Vilkul uses the Ostrog Bible to compare with other citations in the PVL seemingly
unaware of the problems wolved in doing soBuaxyn, “Texcromorus u Texkritik,”
p. 181). | saw ny task in rgard to Biblical quotations in the PVL, as indeed wsa
throughout the td, as one of reconstructing, aided by the stemma, the reading that the
author of the PVL wrote, not the reading thaisvelosest to the Ostrog Bible (or to one or
another redaction of a particular book, or to the most “correct” reading, of the Bilgle).
such, the stemma-preferred readings of the PVL can help us determine from which redac-
tions of the various Biblical books the author of the PVL\a&erihis readings.To be
sure, understanding of those various redactions of the Biblical books can also inform the
decision-making process of determining which reading is priméay, it is insuficiently
rigorous methodology to compare readings in the PVL only with thevabgui places in
the Ostrog Bible.Vilkul concludes that her citations from the Bible “contradict the thesis
of the primag of short readings” (p. 180), but it does not shihat at all, especially if
one is citing, as she does, a later redaction of the Bible instead of the redactions of the
various Biblical books that would ke leen aailable to the author of the PVL.

Conclusion

| would be remiss were | not to onceaagexpress my gratitude to Tat'iandkul
for her detailed ndew and esaluation of my edition of the PVL. In the end,hever,
most of her and Gippius’ disagreement with my conclusionsvaldrom different
approaches to text editing. Vilkul and Gippius at times embrace the approach eof deter
mining primary readings according to philological correctness, while | attempt to apply
the principles of tetual criticism (as | understand them) and choose the reading that
explains the othersThe mistakes that Vilkul found in my edition and the inaccuracies |
pointed out in her reew demonstrate, nonetheless, one of the central principles that |
applied — authorial texts contain errors.
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List of Abbreviations
o = Proposedparadosisof the PVL
A = Academy cop of the PVL

=
=
Il

Academy cop of the Novgorod | Chronicle

—
e
I

Chronicle of Gregory Hamartolus

N = Hypatian cop of the PVL

K = Commission copof the Novgorod | Chronicle
JI. = Laurentian cop of the PVL

H1 = Novgorod | Chronicle

IT = Pogodin cop of the PVL

[Tar = Kievan Caves Patericon
(/1) = MAMUJ, O6on. Nz 38 — copy of Kievan Caves Patericon
(H) = BAH 45.11.17- copy of Kievan Caves Patericon
(O) = PI'b, OUJP Ne 157 — copy of Kievan Caves Patericon
(P) = PI'b, Pymsum. Nz 305— copy of Kievan Caves Patericon
(C) = PHB, Co¢. N2 1363— copy of Kievan Caves Patericon
(TY = PHB, Cod. Nz 1365- copy of Kievan Caves Patericon
[MCPJI = [loanoe cobpanue pyceruz aemonuced
[IBJ/I = [logecmy epestennntr aem

P = Radziwi# copy of the PVL
RSV = Reised Standard Version
C = Synod cop of the Novgorod | Chronicle

Cunee = Sil'vestr Redaction of th@ale of Boris and Gleb
(a) = I'MM, Cun. Nz 182— copy of the Silvestr Redaction
(b) = PHB, IToroauu. Nz 645— copy of the Silvestr Redaction
(d) = PI'b, Tpoum. Nz 679— copy of the Silvestr Redaction
(e) = TUM, Cun. Nz 996— copy of the Silvestr Redaction
() = PHB, Q.1.1001 — cop of the Silvestr Redaction
(g0 = I'MM, Cun. Nz 807- copy of the Silvestr Redaction
) = I'M, Ycmenck. Nz 3— copy of the Silvestr Redaction
(C) = Sakhare copy of the Silvestr Redaction
(S) = PHB, Comnos. Nz 616(518)- copy of the Silvestr Redaction

T = Tolstoy copy of the Novgorod | Chronicle
Tp = Trinity copy of the PVL (according to typographic plates)
X = Khlebnikov copy of the PVL

HOUAP = Ymenus s Qbuecmae nemopun u dpesrocmeds pocculickur
npu Mocxoscioun ywusepcumeme, Moscav, 1845-1918.
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