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Abstract This article analyses within a pragmaphilological framework the communicative
function and linguistic form of birchbark letters no. 5 from Tver’ (Tv5) and no. 286 from
Novgorod (N286), both dating back to the 14th century. In the case of Tv5, we propose that
the letter can best be understood if we assume two instances of direct speech without any
markers of reportedness. With regard to N286, we will argue that what seems to be another
case of direct speech lacking an introductory verbal tag should in fact be interpreted as an
instance of the necessitive use of the imperative.

AnHotanmst CTaTbsl TOCBSIEHa MparMaHIONOrHUECKOMY aHATH3y OBYX OepecTsHbIX
rpamoT XIV B.—Ne 5 u3 TBepu u Ne 286 us Hoeropona. B nepsoM ciyuae Mbl peamnosa-
raeM, 4TO JOKYMEHT MOXET OBbITh JIyUlle ITOHST IPH BEIWICHEHHH B HEM IBYX BKJIIOUCHHH
npsIMOH peuH, BBOAUMOH 0e3 KaKHX-JIH00 MapKepoB LUTHPOBaHHsL. B Ne 286 ¢parmeHnT, ko-
TOPBIH MOT Obl OBITh HCTOJIKOBAH aHAJIOTHYHBIM 00pa3oM, ¢ OOJIbLIEH BEPOSITHOCTBIO TPaK-
TyeTcsl KaK cllyyal 9KCIPECCHBHOIO yNOTpeOJeHHs] HMIepaTHBA B JOKEHCTBOBATEILHOM
3HAQUEHMH.

1 Introduction

This paper offers a new interpretation of two birchbark documents—the letter most recently
found in Tver’, no. 5 (Tv5, where ‘“Tv’ stands fiir Tver’), and a much-discussed letter from
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Novgorod, no. 286 (N286, where ‘N’ stands for Novgorod). We will argue that the reading
of both texts in the latest edition (DND, 569 and 595f., respectively) does not fully explain
the communicative function of the letters and the contexts in which they must have been
written. In order to reconstruct a coherent and plausible scenario of what is communicated
in TvS and N286, we will propose that in both cases part of the letters must have a
referential perspective that has not yet been recognized.

The pragmaphilological approach we will take in this investigation is also discussed
in Schaeken (this volume). As in Schaeken’s article, we will utilize ‘function-to-form
mapping’. First we will analyze the communicative function of Tv5 and N286 and show
that previous reconstructions cannot be brought into line with their linguistic form; we will
then propose an alternative scenario of the events and circumstances that are presented
by the senders of the letters. As a consequence, this implies a reanalysis of the linguistic
form of TvS and N286.

2 Birchbark letter 5 from Tver’
2.1 Tver’ 5 according to the edition

Tv5 was found in 1996 during excavations in the city of Tver. The document
(22.5 x 3.6 cm) is dated both stratigraphically and extra-stratigraphically to the end of the
thirteenth or the beginning of the fourteenth century (DND, 569). Tv5 was first published
in 2001 by T. V. RoZdestvenskaja (2001, 187-189), and later in a slightly different reading
by A. A. Zaliznjak in DND (569) (see Fig. 1).
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Fig. 1 Drawing of Tv5 (Rozdestvenskaja 2001, 186)

Edition according to DND (569), normalized transcription and translation:

1 ® MAHULE -+ KO MAHE - LUIOHUrA AVBHE
ot iliice ke ilié Sjuiga dubie
from Ilijca-GeNn to  II’ja-DaT  Sujga-Nom oaks-acc.sG (coLL)

NMEPENMUCHIBAETE

perepisyvaets
overwrite-pPRES.3SG
2 a [Blueamn TH  AA3HAO - A30  AYBHE
a [blcely ti  lazils jazs  dubie
and bees-acc.pL  prc  gather-PEREM.SG I-Nom  oaks-acc.sG (COLL)
WHmaw no CROEH METH
otimaju po svoei meti

take away-PRES.1SG  On POSS.REFL-DAT.SG.F  mark-DAT.SG
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3 are [e]no COTECHIBAETE - TO MOH AVEO -
ate  [e]n® sstesyvaets to moi dubs
if he-NOM.sG.M  cut away-PRES.3SG  this-NOM.SG.N  my-NOM.SG.M  0ak-NOM.SG
BALLIE BOPTHKO OKPANOCA
vaSe bortniks okralssja
YOUI.PL-NOM.SG.M  bee-yard-NOM.SG ~ rob-PERF.M.SG.REFL

4 nepEmI - a N'bINE NOEAH camo CEMO
pervy a nyné/-» poédi sams sémo/-s
first-Nom.sG.M and now ride-iMp.2sG  self-Nom.sg.m  hither
{TEEPAH CEOIO EOpTE
utverdi svoju borts

confirm-IMP.2SG ~ POSS.REFL-ACC.SG.F  bee-yard-Acc.sG

‘From Tlijca to II’ja. Sujga is overwriting [the marks on] the oaks and has taken out the
honey from the hives. I am taking away the oaks on my own mark. Let him [even] cut
[it] away, it is [still] my oak. Your bee-yard has been robbed first. And now come here
yourself; confirm your [ownership of the] bee-yard.’!

Lexical notes:

— Dubie perepisyvati (line 1), literally ‘overwrite the oaks’, refers to the medieval practice
of putting marks on bee-trees as a sign of ownership (see Kotkova 1963; Anpilogov
1964, including many drawings of beekeepers’ marks; Galton 1971, 23, 43).

— Bcely laziti (2), literally ‘gather the bees’, is also attested elsewhere in Old Russian with
the idiomatic meaning ‘take out the honey from the hives’ (gsiHumame med u3 yaves,
DND, 221, 569).2

— The particle #i (2) is used to mark an utterance which the speaker/writer considers to
be of specific importance for the hearer/reader to know: ‘you should know that Sujga
has taken out the honey ...” (see DND, 196f.).

— The word méts (2) is a hapax in Old Russian. In North Russian dialects it is attested as
memw ‘mark, sign’ (memka, ommemxa; see DND, 221, 569).

— The word borts (4) is attested in Old Russian in two established meanings, ‘bee-tree’;
‘hollow tree in which wild bees are kept’ and ‘area, forest or lot in the woods with
bee-trees’ (S1. XI-XVII vv., 1, 1975, 300). In view of the use of the collective noun
dubie ‘oaks’ (1, 2), it is most likely that the second meaning applies to our text. On
bortniks, see the next section.

2.2 Alternative interpretation of Tv5

The edition in DND discusses two instances in line 3 where a variant reading of Tv5 had
been proposed earlier: First, the letter before n in aTe [€]no is only partially visible: it
might be e or s. If we are dealing with s, the reading a Te[c]no—i.e. the conjunction a
followed by a noun—might be an alternative. According to V. L. Janin (cf. DND, 569),

IRussian translation (DND, 569): ‘Ot Wnmiine! x Uibe. Illyiira nepenessiBaeT METKH Ha Ay0axX ¥ BBIHHMAJ
MeJ M3 yibeB. 51 otOupato nyObl o cBoer meTke. IlycTb [Haxe] OH cTechiBaeT, 9TO [BCE paBHO| MOH my0.
Bama naceka obokpazneHa nepoi. IToesxkalt ke Tenepb cam, yTBepaH [BiaaeHue] cBoer 60pThio.’

2There is one other birchbark document which deals with beekeeping; the very fragmentary letter N766
(late 13th—early 14th century) seems to mention the robbery of a bee-yard. The verb vydereti ‘pull out’ in
combination with the noun bcely ‘bees’ points to a similar action as in Tv5 (cf. Janin and Zaliznjak 2000,
63, with further reference to the beekeeping-laws in the ‘Russian Law Code’ (IIpasda Pycckas) and the
use of the same wording as in N766).
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tesvno can be interpreted as ‘(tree) mark, incision’ (3améc, 3apybka), which, in the opinion
of Zaliznjak, would not significantly change the meaning of the sentence: ‘“mepeBon nouru
He U3MeHUTCs (‘A uTOo 3aTEC OH CTECBhIBAeT, TaK 9TO BCE paBHO MoH ny0’)” (DND, 569).

Second, the word bortniks (obviously written by mistake without n) can mean not only
‘bee-yard’, but also ‘beekeeper’. The later meaning has been suggested by RoZdestvenskaja
(2001, 188), who proposes the reading ‘Bam OopTHHK momascst Ha Kpaxe nepsbiM’. In the
edition, this variant is qualified as ‘less probable’ (“menee BepositapiM”, DND, 569) without
further commentary.

We will return to these two cases of ambiguous word divisions and meanings, but let
us first try to reconstruct the communicative situation and the events presented in Tv5 by
analyzing those parts of the letter which are undisputed. The document reveals to us the
names of three persons and the issue that is at stake:

— II’ja, who is the addressee of the letter and the owner of a bee-yard. Note that the mention
of oaks makes it clear that we are dealing with a lot in the woods with bee-trees (forest
beekeeping; cf. Galton 1971, 17-31), not with movable man-made hives.

— Ilijca, who is the sender of the letter and obviously a subordinate of II’ja; perhaps he is
a steward or village elder.

— Sujga, who is ‘overwriting the marks on the oaks’, obviously not as a simple illegal act,
but as someone who claims his rights to the property. After all, in reaction to this, II’ja
is now asked to come over and to ‘confirm’ his ownership of the bee-yard.

All this information can be gained from the opening and closing sections of the letter,
which we will call PART a:

A1 W MAMMLE - KO MAHE - LLIOUFA AVBHE NEPENUCKIBAETE | a4 [B]uensl TH Aa3uAO -
(lines 1-2)
A2 A N'BINE TOEAH CAMO CEMO \TBEPAH CBOK BOpTe (4)

The central section of the letter (PArT B) includes the two ambiguous readings discussed
above. According to the edition in DND, the communicative function of Part B should
be reconstructed as follows:

Bl A30 AYBHE Tumaw no cgoen meTu (2) refers to the measures which Ilijca is taking
in respond to the actions of Sujga: ‘I am taking away the oaks on my own mark’.

B2 ATE [€]NO COTECHIBAETE - TO MoM AYBO - (3) points to Ilijca’s justification of his
measures: ‘Let him [even] cut [it] away, it is [still] my oak’.

B3 BAIIE BOPTHKO OKpandca | nepenl - (3—4) expresses the assertion of a fact: “Your
bee-yard has been robbed first’.

This interpretation of the meaning of the text raises a number of problematic issues:

— B1: Since we are dealing with non-movable bee-trees, ‘take away’ (Wumaw) can only
be interpreted as ‘pick out, select; take possession of’, in this particular case by putting
one’s mark of ownership on the oaks (no cgoen mern). In view of a1, this would
suggest that Ilijca is repossessing the property by putting back his own mark on the
oaks which Sujga is ‘overwriting’ (nepenucmigaere). This, however, seems somehow at
odds with the laconic way in which B2 is formulated (‘Sujga can do whatever he wants,
it’s my oak anyhow’). More importantly, Ilijca’s own activities are at variance with what
he is asking in a2 from II’ja, namely to come over and get in control of the situation.

— B2: Ilijca’s justification of his acts to II’ja seems superfluous and sounds more like
the emotional reaction of an insulted person. Moreover, it is strange that Ilijca, who is
standing up for the interests of his superior, uses the words ‘it is my oak’. This phrasing
would be more natural coming from the owner, II’ja, not from a subordinate.
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— B3: The significance of the communication that II’ja’s property was robbed first is
unclear; what difference would it make to him personally in which order Sujga is
robbing other peoples’ bee-yards?

These issues cast doubt on the plausibility of the interpretation reflected in the translation
in DND. A more plausible scenario of what is communicated in Tv5 has to be found in
an alternative treatment of the two problematic instances in line 3 mentioned above: ato
[eln® and bortniks. In our opinion, in both cases the alternative readings that have been
proposed by Janin (cf. DND, 569) and Rozdestvenskaja (2001), respectively, should be
given preference over the interpretation in DND, not only because they can contribute to
a better understanding of the communicative function of the letter under discussion, but
also on the basis of independent lexical evidence.

The reading aTe [e]no as afv [e]ns presupposes a combination which is unattested
elsewhere in medieval Russian documents. Moreover, the proposed construction would
reflect a unique concessive meaning of are (‘myctp [maxe]’ in DND) and the earliest
attestation of the innovative form of the pronoun [jon] ‘he’ (“B rpamore mpencraBieHO
JpeBHeHIIee OTPaXeHHe MHHOBAUUMOHHOH hopMbl [joH] ‘on’”, DND, 569). On the other
hand, Janin’s (cf. DND, 569) alternative reading a Te[c]no yields a figura etymologica
with the following word coTechigaeTe, which semantically fits nicely into the context.
Although teseno is an unattested noun (which in the alternative reading would imply
a second hapax in the text, next to méts; see Sect. 2.1), the root and its meaning are
etymologically transparent (cf. 3améc ‘(tree) mark, incision’), and its word-formation finds
a close parallel in nssmeno ‘brand, branding iron, stain, marking’ (attested in N354 from the
mid-14th century, as well as in the masculine form namens in an inscription from Smolensk
dated to the end of the 12th or the beginning of the 13th century; cf. RoZdestvenskaja 2001,
187f£.).3

As for the word bortniks, the meaning of ‘bee-yard, apiary’ is only mentioned in
I. I. Sreznevskij’s dictionary (‘apiarium’, Sreznevskij 1893, 156), next to the meaning of
‘beekeeper’ (‘apiarius’). However, if we take a closer look at the contexts in which the
first meaning would apply, it turns out that here, too, the word bortnik®s refers to a person,
not a property. In SDRJa (I, 330, s.v. 6spmenuxs) the word is rightly cited only in the
established meaning of ‘beekeeper’.*

There is another word in Tv5 that is also not attested elsewhere in the meaning proposed
in DND, namely okrastisja, which occurs in the perfect tense form @kpanoca in line 3
with the supposed passive meaning of ‘to be robbed’ (‘Bama nacexka o6oxpanena nepBoi’
in the translation in DND). Elsewhere on birchbark, in N370 (second half of the 14th
century, see DND, 588-590), ‘to be robbed’ is expressed by the past passive participle of

okrasti: Okpaponn - W nNoro - kemu ‘we have been robbed by him’.

3The use of two words for what seems to be the same notion, méts and teseno, implies a semantic difference,
which in view of their context in Tv5 points to méts referring to the general concept, i.e. any distinctive
sign (‘mark’), and feswvno referring to the realization of a particular sign made by carving or gouging
(‘cut-mark’).

40n the role of the bortnik in medieval Russia, see Galton (1971, 22-24). Incidentally, in his Russian-
English vocabulary of 1618-1619, Richard James describes a bortnik (“bortnic”) as “a kinde of lesser sorte
of beare, with a whitish ringe on the necke, verie fierce and so calld because he uses to clime trees for honie
[...]—BHI MenBeast MeHbIIEH BEJMYHHBI, ¢ OEJIOBATBIM KOJIBLIOM Ha Illee, OH OUeHb CBHPEII, Ha3bIBACTCSI TaK
MOTOMY, 4TO OOBIYHO B30MpaeTcst Ha aepeBbs 3a MeaoM [...]” (Larin 2002, 269). The meaning of ‘honey-
bear’ seems to be unattested elsewhere and certainly does not fit in the context of TvS5. However, here too,
bortnik is considered an animate noun; perhaps, the connotation ‘someone who climbs trees for honey’
allowed for the transfer of the meaning of ‘beekeeper’ to ‘honey-bear’.
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In other early sources besides Tv5, okrastisja is only found in the well-known work
Bonpowanue Kupuxa (‘“The Questions of Kirik’); here it clearly has a (non-passive) intran-
sitive meaning which can be determined as ‘to be guilty of theft’ (SI. XI-XVII vv., XII,
1987, 342), ‘to fall into robbery, to be involved in theft’ (SDRJa, VI, 113): Aowce 6ydem
pe(u) mamvba geauxa, a He 0YA0HCAMb €€ OMAU . .., MO He OOCMOUMb Mozo CMAGUMU
Ovsikonome. H odice au oxpadems(c), a mo oynodxcame omau, mo docmoums (‘If, he
said, it is a major theft, and they do not settle it secretly, then it is not possible to ordain
him as a deacon. And if he is guilty of a [minor] theft, and they settle [it] secretly, then it
is possible’). Note the juxtaposition of the contrast ne oy.ootcames ee omau ‘they do not
settle it secretly’—oy.00tcame omau ‘they settle [it] secretly’ with the contrast mamwsb6a
seauxa ‘a major theft'—oxpadems(c), which for okrastisja implies the connotation of a
minor offence, committed, so to speak, in an involuntary way, with no real intention of
wrongdoing. In our opinion, a similar meaning for okrastisia may be applicable in the
context of Tv5: ‘to steal, to take away something from somebody thinking by mistake that
it belongs to you’.

The proposed interpretation is in agreement with the meaning of Modern Russian verbal
word formations containing the prefix o- plus the reflexive particle -sja, which refer to ac-
tions that are made by mistake; cf. ozoeopumscsi ‘to make a slip of the tongue’, onucamscs
‘to make a slip of the pen’, o60o3namecsi ‘to mistake a person for somebody else’. Accord-
ing to SDRJa (VI, 2000, 138, 150), a clear example in Old Russian is opisatisjalopwvsatisja
‘to make a slip of the pen’ (‘Cnuenatp omucky’), which is attested in documents from the
second half of the 13th and the 14th century.

Taking into consideration the most verifiable interpretation of the phrase a Te[c]no and
of the meanings of bortniks and okrastisja, and trying to reconstruct a communicative
situation which unites all discourse elements in a coherent way, we propose an alternative
reading according to which a30 Ayene Wumaw no ceEoeu meTu and TO MOH AVEO -
BALLIE BOPTHKO OKpPANOcA | nepehl have to be treated as renditions of direct speech coming
from Sujga:

‘From Tlijca to II’ja. Sujga is overwriting [the marks on] the oaks and has taken out
the honey from the hives, [saying:] “I am taking away the oaks on my own mark”. He is
cutting away the cut-mark, [saying:] “It is my oak. Your beekeeper has fallen into robbery
first”. And now come here yourself; confirm your [ownership of the] bee-yard.’>

In this alternative interpretation, the quote “Your beekeeper has fallen into robbery first”
has to be interpreted as Sujga’s motivation for his actions: he claims that the property
rightfully belongs to him because it was stolen from him in the first place by one of
II’ja’s beekeepers. The proposed reading makes a clear distinction between the referential
structure of the two parts of the letter:

— In ParT A, the sender of the letter communicates to the addressee the finding of an
undesirable action by an aggressor (a1) and the advice on how to counter it (a2).

— In Parrt B, the sender elaborates on a1 in terms of a first-hand report of the events, by
quoting the reply of the aggressor in a ‘live’ dialogue taking place in the course of the
action: ‘What are you doing?—*T am taking away the oaks on my own mark”’ (B1),

‘Why are you doing it?—"“It is my oak. Your beekeeper has fallen into robbery first
(B2—3).

SRussian: ‘Ot Hmitupt k Wibe. [lyiira nepeaesbpiBaeT METKH Ha Ay0ax v BBIHMMaJ MeJ U3 yJIbeB, [roBOpsi]:
«51 oTOupato myObI IO CBOEH MeTKe». A 3aTéC CTechBaeT, [roBopsi]: «DTo MoH ay0, Bam GOPTHHK HepPBbI
cBOpOBaJ». [loe3xkal ke Tenepp caM, yTBepau [BraneHue] ceoer 6opThio.’
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If we look at Tv5 from a linear perspective, from the beginning of the letter to the end, the
discourse structure resembles that of later celobitnye (juridical petitions), which typically
involve a salutation, a statement of a problem, a narrative exposition, and a proposed course
of action (petition) (cf. Volkov 1974, esp. 22-30). In this way, the discourse elements of
Tv5 can be arranged as follows:

SALUTATION W uanuue - kKo uaue - (1)
PROBLEM LIOUrA AYBHE NEPENHCKIBAETE | 4 [Elueant T Aasnao - (1-2)
NARRATION 1 “A30 AyBue WHMAK No cBOeH meTH” (2)

2 a Te[c]no coTecniBaeTE - (3)

3 “TO MOM AYEO - BALIE EOPTHKO OKPAAOCA | nepemI -7 (3—4)
PETITION A N'BINE MOEAH CAMO CEMO YTEEPAH CEOK BopTe (4)

This structure is communicatively appropriate for the hierarchal relationship between
sender and addressee in Tv5. Ilijca is reporting to his superior in the most impartial
way, distancing himself from direct responsibility: he states the problem and simply cites
what he has heard; he does not intervene on his own, but asks his superior to take action.

2.3 Contextual and lexical parallels

A clear parallel of the conflict addressed by Ilijca on birchbark can be found in two
documents from the recently published ‘Court Book’ (Cydebnas xnuza, 1533-1540) of
the Vitebsk governor M. V. Kloc¢ko (Voronin et al. 2008, 238f., 255-260). In the trial
transcripts no. 136 and 146 from the year 1539, a real-estate lawsuit is recorded which
involves the same kind of property violation as attested in Tv5. The arguments brought
forward by both parties in the judicial hearings are quoted in a way which is strikingly
similar to what we read in TvS. In one passage, the plaintiffs complain in direct speech
about the suspect: ‘[...] and he ordered to overwrite (perepisati) our other bee-trees, and
he cuts off (vytesyvaets) our old marks, and puts on his own new ones’; also, elsewhere in
the transcript, about a specific oak: ‘It is our oak (7o ests dubs nass) and our old mark
is on it’. The defendant is quoted as follows: ‘It was my rightful oak and I found wild
honey (svepet) in it and your mark was not on it (a kleina vasogo na nemws ne bylo)’;
also, elsewhere in the report: ‘I am not overwriting your bee-trees (Ja vasyxs [...] bortej
ne perepisyvaju) [...] And as for that oak [...] (A $to sja dotycetv togo duba), of which
they assume, that it would be their bee-oak, it is my oak and I found wild honey in it and
I took that wild honey as my own one rightfully (kotorogo oni menujuts, Ze by to byls ixs
dubws bortenyi, ina dubs moi, a znasolse esmi v nemws svepets, i ja tote svepet jako svoi
vlaswnyi sobe probrals)’. Note that here too, like in the case of Tv5, the conflict about the
oak and the honey is not about an outright theft which might have taken place, but about
rightful ownership, about the question whether or not the honey was taken mistakenly by
the defendant Mixail for wild honey (kotorogo Mixailo menils svepetoms) and the oak for
one that did not belong to anyone. In other words, the defendant is at trial for an action
which in Tv5 is described as okrastisja.

Another contextual parallel can be found in the ‘Acts of Feudal Landownership and
Economy’ (Akmur ¢peodanvrozo 3emaesaadenus u xossiicmaa) of the 14th through 16th
centuries. In the record of a property ownership conflict from 1584, we read: °[...] they
cut away the marks of the monastery (znamjana monastyreskie stesyvajut) and put on their
own, and they take out the bees (i pcely derut) [...] And the beekeepers from Nagulinskoe,
Minja Zoxov and his companions, said that they [...] did not cut away the marks (znamjan
ne stesyvajut) and did not put on their own’ (Cerepnin 1961, 38).
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2.4 Absence of tagging direct speech

It might seem strange that the two instances of direct speech in the proposed interpretation
of Tv5 are not introduced by a verbum dicendi or semantically more specific speech-act
verb. Usually this is the case in other birchbark letters, where direct speech is most often
tagged by the verb molviti ‘tell, say’; cf., e.g., N8 ‘and tell him: “If you want to have the
cow...”” (Ad MonoBH em8 ok xovhwm | Kopok); N550 ‘you told Matej: “So much
money I have to collect”’ (MATKEBH €cH MONBH[A TonHKS MmNk emaTn ckora).’

However, there is another clear example on birchbark where direct speech also lacks
an introductory verbal tag, namely N697 (second half of the 14th century): ‘with regard
to the fact that you ordered me to take the horse from Putila, he does not give it to me:
“I do not owe Kuz’ma anything.”’. In the edition, Zaliznjak notes that the introductory tag
is left out because ‘he does not give’ (Ne AacTh) by itself already implies Putila’s words:
(“OTMeTHM, 4TO NPH NPSIMOH PEUH «He BUHOBaMb ecmb Ky3mB» HET BBOIALIETO IJaroJia:
OH OIYyIIEH, MOCKOJbKY He dacmb caMo Mo cede yKe MOAPa3syMeBaeT HEKOTOPYIO peub
Iytuna” (DND, 576). As a matter of fact, N697 and Tv5 reveal the same communicative
pattern: first an unwanted action is reported (Sujga is overwriting the marks on the oaks
and is taking out the honey; Putila does not want to give the horse), then the offender’s
justification for his action is quoted instantaneously. Note that in view of the words ‘you
ordered me’ (ecte mnk geakaun), N697 also seems to be written by a subordinate to his
masters.

The fragmentary document N697 features a second instance of direct speech, which
in this case is preceded by a verbum dicendi: ‘and saying in this way (a pka - Tak®):
“...”’. As one of the authors has already pointed out, this illustrates the optional character
of a verbal tag introducing direct speech under certain circumstances; the sender can
choose to leave out the tag if he thinks that the addressee is able to comprehend the
structure of the message on the basis of common ground knowledge of the situational
context, cf. Gippius (2004, 191): “[...] uMeeT MeCTO U3MEHEHHE PEeKUMa HHTEPIIPETALHH
TEKCTa, KOTOPOE aBTOP MJIM aKLEHTHPYET MPH MOMOIIH CHIENHAIBHOTO HHAUKATOPA, WM Ke
OCTaBJISIeT HEOOO3HAUEHHBIM, [10JIarasiCh Ha CIOCOOHOCTb aJpecaTa NPaBUJIbHO BOCIIPUHSTH
CTPYKTYPY COOOIIEHHSI HCXOs1 U3 CHTYATHBHOTO KOHTEKCTa”.

Another birchbark letter clearly demonstrates that the sender is conscious of the im-
portance of the communicative transparency of the message when reported speech is
introduced. In N962 (first half of the 15th century), the sender, named Oleksej, cites a
dialogue about a land conflict: ‘Show the letter, on the basis of which you gave it’ (noaoxu
- rpaAlMOTY No vomy ecn Aaganh) and, immediately afterwards, ‘“The elders ordered me
and I gave it’ (npukazaaum mu crapkwmu - n A3s Aagaas). Apparently, the writer was
not quite sure that the addressee would grasp the communicative structure because in the
second instance he inserted superscript tags to indicate the referents: ("™ ™®**™) ‘the

60ther cases of molviti introducing direct speech are N531, N665, N731, N794, N954, N962, and Staraja
Russa 30; see also prefixed vzmolviti ‘say’ in N531. Other introductory verbs tagging direct speech are:
(u)reci (N697, N724), povéstovati (N962), and glagolati (Church Slavonic: N916) ‘speak, tell, say’; otvécati
‘answer’ (N3, N142), vsprositi ‘ask’ (N154, N755; see also below, at the end of this section); izvétati ‘warn,
notify (of misconduct)’ (N531; cf. Zaliznjak 1986, 177), zapiratisja ‘deny’ (N877/572); prislati ‘send [i.e.
a person or letter to convey something]’ (N3; perhaps also N312; cf. Zaliznjak 2000, 98); perhaps also biti
celomw ‘petition, state in a petition’ (N102; cf. DND, 555). Note that what looks like direct speech in the
case of N510, N771, and Staraja Russa 11 is actually part of a specific text-type (cf. Gippius 2004, 223).
On the repertory of verbal and other tagging devices for reported speech in Old Russian, see Collins (2001,
5f., 83 [on biti celomw], 85f., 301).
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priest says’ over the first quote and (*****') ‘Oleksej’ over the second one. As the editors of
the preliminary edition of N962 put it: “ScHo, uTO BHayaje aBTOp IrpaMOTHI (HJIH ITHCEll,
€CJIM aBTOp MHUcaJl He caMm) [...] mpHBeJ uyxHe cIoBa 6e3 BCSKOro MpeaynpekaeHHs O TOM,
KTO 9TO FOBOPHUT. M JHIIb MO3MHEE pemmni BCe Ke 9TO ISl OOJbIIeH SICHOCTH YTOUHHTD
(Zaliznjak and Janin 2009, 4f.).

As for examples of direct speech lacking introductory verbal tags outside the birchbark
corpus, Zaliznjak (DND, 576) has already pointed out a passage in the First Novgorod
Chronicle, where we read under the year 1204: “[...] u cbrHa olia c¢b npbcrona a camb
UPMB CTa: «Thl €CH CIIBITb, KAKO MOKEIH UPSTBO AbPKATH, a3b ecMb L°ph»” (‘and drove
his father off the throne, and became Tsar himself: “You are blind, how can you hold the
throne? I am Tsar”.”).

Finally, it should be noted that other examples, taken from Russian trial transcripts
from the 15th century, are discussed by D. E. Collins (2001, 92-103; see also 167-171)
under the heading ‘free direct speech’ (also known as ‘zero quotatives’ and ‘null quotation
formulae’ in discourse analysis studies). The examples quoted are of a different kind from
those observed in TvS5 and N697, in the sense that the reported discourse provides strong
and overt cohesion effects which from a communicative point of view easily give the
writer the option to leave out specific tags for introducing direct speech without any loss
of clarity.

The following fragment (Collins 2001, 93), for instance, contains quotes from a dialogue
in which the answer to the preceding question remains without any overt signalling: ‘And
the judge asked (vsprosil) Stepanko on behalf of all the peasants, “To what good people,
longtime residents, among you is this known?” “Among us it is known to Osta$ Panin,
and to Fedko”’. As Collins points out, the testimony is presented in a question-and-answer
dyadic framework, in which the “represented speaker’s identity can generally be inferred
from the tag to the preceding question” (ibid.). In fact, this is precisely the case in N154
(early 15th century), where the quoted answer in direct speech is also tagged ‘secondarily’
by the verb vsprositi ‘ask’ which introduces the preceding question: ‘The people of the
law asked (Bocnpocuak) Omant about Filipp starting the dispute with Ivan Stojko. “I have
seen and heard what happened between Filipp and Stojko [...]”’ (see DND, 672).

It has not yet been noticed that there is a second case on birchbark which reflects
the same dyadic context as N154. In N755 (late 14th century; see DND, 636-638), an
eyewitness report in a juridical setting, both question and answer are phrased in direct
speech, like in the example quoted above, in which Stepanko is being interrogated by the
judge. The letter begins as follows: ‘This is all I have to say (TOAKO 34 MHNOK H CAOEh).
Oleksej summoned me into the barn because OstaSka was threshing the summer-rye’. Then
Oleksej’s question to OstaSka is reported: ‘Oleksej asked (gocnpocu) him: “Why are you
threshing without our peasants? After all, half the land and part of the crop belong to us”’.
The question is followed immediately by Ostaska’s reply, without an introductory verbal
tag: “My elder, Ivan, ordered me to thresh all of your corn.”’

7By assuming that the last sentence of N755 does not come from Ostaska, but from the anonymous reporter,
as is done in the edition (DND, 636f.), the presented discourse would lack communicative coherence with
the preceding clause. Also, taking into consideration that the report is not drafted as a letter, with the usual
initial salutation to the addressee(s), it remains unclear who the referent is of ‘your corn’. The alternative
interpretation given in the edition (“xoTst u mMeHee BepositHO”, DND, 637), according to which Oleksej’s
words in direct speech would also include the last sentence, is at variance with the obvious assumption that
Oleksej himself is a superior (“ctapocta (unu ynpasnsiomui) coceanero cena’, DND, 636); cf. ‘Oleksej
summoned (no3gane) me ..." and ‘half ... belong to us (namn)’ versus ‘My elder (ctaphurkn | mon), Ivan,
ordered me (Benkan mn) ... .
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Note that N154 reports about a judicial inquiry (“npotokos cymebHoro pasdupareis-
ctBa”, ibid., 672) and that N755 obviously belongs to the same text-type. The main com-
municative effect of the use of direct speech in both documents resembles that of medieval
Russian trial transcripts: “[...] p[irect] s[peech] can create an impression of deferring to
the interpreter. [...] By presenting reports as ps, the scribes relegated as much of the inter-
pretive work as possible to those who were the ratified interpreters, legally empowered to
dispense justice” (Collins 2001, 71f.). Although Tv5 is set up in a different way, as a letter
from a subordinate to his master, the same strategy of distancing and “self-suppression of
the reporter” (ibid., 71) is applied in the narrative part of the text (cf. the end of Sect. 2.2).

3 Birchbark letter 286 from Novgorod
3.1 Novgorod 286 according to the edition in DND

N286 was found in 1957 during excavations at the Nerev site (HepeBckuit packor, ycanupb-
6a E, kBagpat 1429), located in the medieval quarter known as Nerev End (Heperckuii
konen), on the Sophia Side (Codwmiickas cropona) of the city, north of the Kremlin (Ar-
cixovskij and Borkovskij 1963, 8, 12). The document (21.0 x 5.5 cm) is dated strati-
graphically to the 1310s-1360s (DND, 595). For additional historical evidence that further
pinpoints the date of N286, see below.

N286 was published in 1963 in the fifth volume of the Academy edition of birchbark
documents from Novgorod (Arcixovskij and Borkovskij 1963, 112—114). In later volumes,
several corrections in the reading of the text have been proposed (Zaliznjak 1986, 200;
1993, 151; Janin 1986, 242; cf. also Janin 1998, 71-81). The latest edition is by Zaliznjak
(DND, 595f.), who also takes into account earlier investigations by other scholars, most
notably A. A. Medynceva (Medynceva 1984) and W. Vermeer (Vermeer 1991, 340-349;
cf. also idem 1992, 419-423).

In this and the following section, we will not rehearse every detail that has been a
matter of discussion in previous literature on N286. We will only address those issues
which are relevant for our alternative hypothesis about the communicative structure of the
letter and the situational context in which it was written (see Fig. 2).

QEEAT B X A HNEE ARCAMHARIRTAR
. . Aﬂqd/\p\é\xmPt/\ﬁNN%ANm\/\qfeA%
S AENEH AU THRRRNEHANONGLOB RITAH CAUBHARIT i
{ éNHAONéCKH_{-EQZN\ H}manp\\LqM}élUHD\Néﬂth'{KNQé
Ui dyn Hg‘/rZH AROMBZAA ARG I N MENARECT SEOER
LRUNKERGEARK Eyrrg 0B N AMME H MO

J——

Fig. 2 Drawing of N286 (Arcixovskij and Borkovskij 1963, 113). See http://gramoty.ru for a photograph

Edition (according to DND, 595f.), normalized transcription and translation:

I (@) r)puropm KO  AMHTPOY  M(hI
(ot grigorii ks dmitru m(y
From Grigorij-GEN to  Dmitr-DAT ~ we.PL-NOM
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3p)[olpogk a TR
zd)[o]rové a ty
well-Nom.PL.M  and  you.sG-NOM
XOAH NE  BOHCA MHPO B3ank NA
xodi ne Dboisja mirs vzjalé na
£0-IMP.2SG not fear-imp.2sG peace-ACC.SG take-PERF.M.PL on
2 (o)[r]apon mexkk OPHA KNA3A (a  me)[N]a
(s)[t]aroi mezé jurija knjazja (a  me)[n]ja
old-Loc.sG.E.DET  border-Loc.sG  Jurij-GEN  prince-GEN.sG and I-acc
nocaank kopkatk HA  KAANO MOpE a
poslalé <k?> korélé na kajano more a
send-PEREM.PL  <to?> Karelia-paT.sG on  Kajan-acc.sG.N  sea-acc.sG and
3 (ne n)omEkwal NE  MCMNAKOCTH  KAANELLAMO N COBM
(ne p)omeésai ne ispaskosti  kajanscams ni sobi
not hinder-imp.2sG  not harm-imMp.2sG  Kajan people-DAT.PL  nOr REFL-DAT.SG
NPHCAOBHA BO3MH az
prislovija vozmi a-
ill repute-GEN.sG  take-IMP.2SG
4 ---u nou[malao AANKM AONECKHI
---i poi[mal]ls dani lonsskii
[if] collect-PEREM.SG  tribute-acc.pL  last year’s-ACC.PL.F
BO3MH 1 Mol
vozmi i moi
take-IMP.2sG  also  my-ACC.PL.F
a LN ST a NE  NOIAY K NOz
a  ucjujesi a ne poidu k no-
and hear-prEs.2sG and not go-PRES.1SG to No-
5 --1 T'hl TOFOAR  HAHW a Aoma 3AOPORO
--1 ty togodp  idi a  doma zdorovo
-- and you.sG-NoMm then go-iMp.2sG and at home-apv ~ well-NOM.SG.N
a  nNa meda  Eherki nepe-
a na menja véstobi pere-
and on I-acc News-GEN.PL
6 UMNA y[r]o A2KE BO3MOMKELLM  MOCOBAAI MmNk uumo
c¢inja<i> ¢[tlo aze  vozmoZzeSi posobljai mné (ims
send-iMp.2sG  what-acc  if can-PRES.2SG help-iMp.2sG  I-pAT  what-INSTR

‘From Grigorij to Dmitr. We are well. Make your rounds, don’t be afraid; they have made

peace on the old border of Prince Jurij.

And they have sent me to Karelia to the Kajan

Sea. And don’t hinder, don’t do harm to the Kajan people, and don’t make a bad name for
yourself. If you have collected last year’s tribute, take mine also. And if you hear I am not
going to No..., then you go. And at home all is well. Send me some news. If you can,

help me out with something.’®

8Russian translation (DND, 596): ‘Ot I'puropus k Omutpy. [V Hac BcE B nopsake (?)]. A Tbl xoau
(T.e. coBepial CBOM 00X0bl), He OOHCSI—3aKJIIOUHIM MHP HO CTapoi rpanuue KHsss 0pus. [A mens (?)]
nocJiaiy K Kapesiam Ha KasiHo Mope. A Tbl CMOTpH He TMOMeNIait, He HAMAKOCTH KasiHIaM U cebe He 3amoJTyun
Xygmo# cnasbl. ECiiM ThI yske coOpast MpoLIIOroAHION 1aHb, COOEpH U 32 MeHs. A y3Haelllb, [UTO] s1 He moHzy
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Fig. 3 Reconstruction of the

conjecure o mopainine M HAK NA%/fV\MéNA [TQCA NNE

Notes on the conjectures:

— Due to a gap in the middle of the upper side of the birchbark (see Fig. 2), we find
two conjectures in the reading in DND: m(m 3p)[o]posk ‘we are well’ in line 1, and
(a me)[n]a ‘and they have sent me to Karelia’ in line 2. The reading ‘we are well’ was
already proposed in the first Academy edition (Arcixovskij and Borkovskij 1963, 113)
and is still preferred by Zaliznjak in the latest edition. We will discuss an alternative
interpretation (Janin 1998, 81) below, in fn. 10. As for (a me)[n]a, Zaliznjak (DND,
596) mentions the alternative reading (NmiNe)[u]a ‘now’, suggested earlier by Janin (cf.
Janin 1986, 242), but admits that the gap leaves little room for four complete letters
(“mpaBpaa, 9TH OyKBBl YMECTHIJIUCh OBI 3[€Ch JIMIIb ¢ HEKOTOpbiM TpynoM”, DND, 596).
A reconstruction of the lacuna, with letters taken from the same document, shows that the
length of the gap allows for at most three letters to be inserted (see Fig. 3). This makes
the conjecture (a me)[n]a indeed the most plausible one, especially if we consider that
the phrase ... nocaank kopkak Ha kaano mope obviously presupposes an introductory
conjunction and an object.

— Since the birchbark was trimmed a little bit too much on the left side, conjectures had
also to be made for the beginning of lines 1 through 5. For lines 1 and 2, these are
unproblematic. Janin’s reconstruction for line 3, (veé m)omkwar ‘don’t hinder’ (Janin
1998, 79), is quite obvious in view of the syntax and semantics of the clause. For
line 4, several conjectures have been proposed, all meaning ‘(and) if’: “Ha ctbike 3-#
U 4-F CTPOK SIBHO CTOSUTH KaKHe-TO CJIOBA CO 3HAYEHHEM ‘eCH’, ‘eCIH Kke': a(owce a)u,
a(oce r€c)u, a(au m)u ¥ T.I. Wik Oonee KopoTkue a()u, a(u)u” (DND, 596). It is
more difficult to reconstruct the beginning of line 5, where two different readings are
mentioned in the edition, which are considered equally plausible (“Hanbosiee BeposiTHBI”,
ibid.): k wo|(¢)[y] and Kk wol|(t). For both conjectures, a personal or a place name has
been suggested. In the first case, the possibility of the personal (nick)name Nosas (‘The
Nose’) can be corroborated by the attestation W opea k nocy ‘from Jurij to The Nose’
in N937 (end of the 14th century). In the second case, the underlying lexeme could be
Noja, which Vermeer (1992, 423; cf. also Janin 1998, 80) connects with B nou (loc.sg.)
‘in Noja’ in N278, a document that was written by the same person as N286 (see the
next section). Noja has been identified with the Finnish toponym Nuija (Xelimskij 1986,
259). We will return to the issue of k no|(e)[y] or k no|(i€) in Sect. 3.3.

Contextual notes:

— The question of the exact historical event to which the sentence ‘they have made peace
on the old border of Prince Jurij” (mupo g3ank na | (c)[T]apon mexh opua KNa3A,
1-2) refers has been raised several times in the literature (cf. Vermeer 1991, 344f.). There

[k Hocy (uau: x Hoe)], Torma Tol uau. A noma BCE B MOpsiAKe. A KO MHE KOE-4TO U3 BECTeH HepernpasJisii.
Ecim cMoxenib, moMoraii MHe ueM-HHOYib.’

9Vermeer (1992, 423) reconstructs k wo|(u) TH and, as an alternative, k no|(h) 1 Tw. Although these
two conjectures are morphologically and syntactically acceptable, in our opinion the graphic information
that can be obtained from the photograph most probably points to two letters before the pronoun Ti: the
curled right lower part of a letter that might be i€ or v, followed by the letter 1.
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is agreement that we are dealing with the border that was settled between Sweden and
Novgorod in the Treaty of Noteborg/OreSek of 1323. The southern part of the border
split the Karelian isthmus between the Gulf of Finland and Lake Ladoga in half; more to
the northwest, in the Lake Region, several place names were listed as key points in the
peace treaty (cf. Sawyer and Sawyer 1993, 67f., including a map of the reconstructed
boundaries). In view of the dating of the other documents that were written by the same
person Grigorij (see Sect. 3.2), it is likely that the passage points to the renewal of the
same treaty in 1351. This would make N286 the earliest document by Grigorij that has
survived on birchbark (DND, 595).

— The ‘Kajan Sea’ (kaano mope, 2; cf. kaanenamo, 3 ‘the Kajan people’) refers to the
Kainuu Sea, an old name for the northernmost part of the Gulf of Bothnia (cf. Julku
1982). It is mentioned in the Russian version of the Treaty of Noteborg/Oresek (cf. Valk
1949, 67f.; Janin 1991, 88f.) as the last and northernmost point of orientation of the
boundary; the territory to the southwest could be exploited by the Swedes, and to the
northeast by the Novgorodians (Janin 1998, 75-77; Sawyer and Sawyer 1993, 68).

3.2 Grigorij’s letters and notes on birchbark

N286 is part of a series of documents written by the same hand and by a person who
identifies himself in his letters as Grigorij. In DND (595-602), they are listed under section
I'56 Hucoma u 3anucu I'puzopusi. In total, ten of Grigorij’s documents over a period of
some thirty years have survived: three debt lists (including N403 which also consists of a
small Russian-Finnic glossary) and seven (fragments of) letters.

The ‘Grigorij block’ is closely connected with another series of documents—
Hepenucxa Cudopa, Cemena u I'puzopusi—listed under section I'5S7 of DND (603—-607)
and containing letters of correspondence between Sidor, Semen, and the same person
Grigorij. In this section, Grigorij is probably one of the persons mentioned in N260 (‘In-
struction from Ostaf’ja to Sidor [...] Take from Grigorij the half-ruble which he promised
Sidor’). He is also the addressee of N275/266 (‘Instruction from Sidor to Grigorij’), at the
end of which the name Dmitr appears. This name may also be reconstructed in fragment
N274, which was written by the same hand as N275/266. According to Zaliznjak, it is
possible that we are dealing with the same Dmitr who is the addressee of the letter under
discussion (DND, 603f.). In view of the fact that in the letter Grigorij writes to Dmitr
that ‘at home all is well’, Zaliznjak leaves room for the conjecture that Dmitr might be
Grigorij’s brother or another close relative who lives under the same roof (‘“Bo3amoxHO,
9to Opat I'puropus (unm qpyrod OJIHU3KHEA POACTBEHHHK, KUBYIIHHA C HAM B OJTHOM JIoMe)”,
DND, 596).

From Grigorij’s own writings and the social network he is part of, we are able to
gain a clear picture of his function and activities in Novgorodian society. He must have
been working as a tax collector in the northern hinterlands of Novgorod, especially the
Karelian region, but he seemed also to be involved in estate and household management.
Medynceva (1984) proposes that Grigorij was a muyn 6osipcxuii, a bailiff or, to put it in
modern terms, a ‘senior managing assistant’ of a major boyar and inhabitant of Nerev End
(cf. also DND, 601).

3.3 Alternative interpretation of N286

In order to show that the letter as presented in the edition reveals a communicative paradox,
we will first divide the text—Ieaving aside the opening formula—into two referential
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discourse units. In the first unit, Grigorij addresses Dmitr; he gives him a number of
advices and instructions, and asks him for some favors. This we shall call ParT b, because
it is Dmitr who seems to be at the center of the discourse:

D1 A Thi XOAM He EBouca mupo B3ank na | (c)[T]apou mexk wpua knasza (1-2):
Dmitr is told that he can proceed without fear; the coast is clear on ‘the old border of
Prince Jurij’. Although the causal relation between the exhortation and the rest of the
sentence is not expressed syntactically in an overt way, the communicative relevance of
the information about the peace treaty would remain mysterious if we did not assume
such a connection.

D2 4| (Ne momELIAl NE HCNAKOCTH KAANELLAMO NH COBH NMPUCAOEHA BO3MH (2-3): Dmitr
is obviously advised to operate carefully among the Kajan people and to keep up his
reputation.

D3 al]---n nou[malao Aann AoNeckHl Bo3mH 1 Mol (3—4): Dmitr is asked to collect
Grigorij’s tribute.

D4 A VUIKLWIK A4 NE NOIAY K HO|-- I Tl Torops MAM (4-5): Dmitr is asked to go to
‘No...” in the event Grigorij is not going there himself.

D5 4 Na mena Bherhi nepelunna u[Tlo (5-6): Dmitr is asked to send Grigorij ‘some
news’.

D6 Axe BO3MOKELIM NOCOBAAI MN'K uumo (6); Dmitr is asked to help Grigorij out ‘with
something’.

In the remaining discourse elements of the letter (PART G), Grigorij informs Dmitr about
his own circumstances and about their shared social life. Here, Grigorij is the subject of
the discourse:

G1 m(m1 3p)[o]poetk (1): Grigorij and the people who are with him are doing well.

G2 (a me)[N]a nocnank kophak Ha kaano mope (2): Grigorij has been sent up north
to the remote Kajan region, which in a straight line is some eight hundred kilometers
away from Novgorod.

G3 a4 Aoma 3A0poEo (5): Grigorij tells Dmitr that everything is fine at home.

Let us first try to establish the location from where Grigorij is writing to Dmitr on the
basis of the information he is providing himself (PArRT G). ‘At home’ in G3 surely points
to the place where Grigorij and Dmitr live: the city of Novgorod. In G2, the semantics in
combination with the perfective aspect of the verb poslati ‘send’ presuppose a directive
that was still a topical matter at the moment Grigorij was writing his letter. In view of the
knowledge Grigorij has about the situation at home (G3), he might still be in Novgorod
while writing to Dmitr about his new assignment and preparing for his long journey.
Alternatively, Grigorij might have written the letter on the road, shortly after having left
town and still having current information about the circumstances in Novgorod.

Both scenarios have already been proposed for a similar situation which occurs in N723
(mid-12th century): the passage Wwkah TH €bMb KYYhK®BY can be explained either as
‘T am on my way to Kuckov’ or as ‘I am about to go to Kuckov’ (“ITucemo mMorjio ObITb
HAIMKCaHO C JIOPOTH; HO BO3MOXKHO TaKKe, UTO «s1 MOIIeS» 03HAYAET 3AECh MPOCTO ‘s celuac
otnpasisiiocy’ ”, DND, 355). In another case, birchbark letter no. 10 from TorZok (second
half of the 12th century; cf. DND, 452), it has been argued by one of the authors (Gippius
2004, 200 and fn. 3) that in view of the situational context the phrase nowbkas neTph |
Kk Tese most probably should be interpreted as ‘Petr is about to go to you’.

As for N286, it remains inconclusive whether Grigorij wrote the letter in Novgorod
or on the road to the Kajan Sea. Taking c1 at face value as a separate message, and
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not assuming that G3 is merely a paraphrased repetition of G1, we have to assume that
these two utterances presuppose two different referential points. These points may be of
a spatial nature, meaning that Grigorij in G1 is referring to the place where he is and
where they are doing well, whereas in 63 he is talking about another place, namely home,
where everything is well, too. However, this does not necessarily have to be the case: the
two referential points may also be of a merely social nature, in the sense that Grigorij,
while still being in Novgorod and writing about his upcoming departure, is referring in
G1 to himself and his business partners, and in G3 to his family. Surely, Dmitr must have
belonged to the first social group, and obviously also somehow to the second one, because
the communicative relevance of 63 would be difficult to explain otherwise (see Sect. 3.2).'°

We shall now turn to PArRT D and first focus on the location of Dmitr at the moment
Grigorij is writing his letter. Since Grigorij is reporting to him about the situation ‘at
home’, this location cannot be Novgorod. Against the background of Dmitr’s function as
a tax collector (see the mention in p3 of dans ‘tribute’ and also Sect. 3.2 about Dmitr’s
social environment), the verb xoau in p1 should be interpreted as ‘make your rounds of
collecting tribute’ (“coBepmaii cBou o0xonpr”, as clarified in the translation in DND, 596;
cf. fn. 8). This is what he should do on ‘the old border of Prince Jurij’. The mention
of ‘the Kajan people’ in p2 seems to be a further spatial specification of the borderline
(see Sect. 3.1). Since xoau in D1 does not imply a movement in the direction of, but a
movement among the Kajan people, we have to assume that at the moment the letter was
composed, Dmitr must already have been in the same region where Grigorij was supposed
to work in the (near) future, i.e. the Kajan Sea.

However, it is only with great difficulty that we can connect the remaining information
provided in ParRT D in a communicatively coherent way with the reconstruction of the
different locations of Grigorij and Dmitr, as well as with the clear assumption that they
will be working in the same region:

— It is unlikely that Grigorij’s request about the tribute (‘take mine also’) in D3 is related
to collecting taxes in the Kajan region, because Grigorij is being sent there himself. It
is also hard to accept that the request refers to a different area: on the one hand, Dmitr
should do his work among the Kajan people; on the other, he is being asked to collect
Grigorij’s taxes somewhere else?

— A similar problematic question arises in the case of p4: again, Dmitr is asked to go
somewhere or to someone (‘No...”), in addition to proceed in the Kajan region.

— The lexical semantics and the imperfective aspect of the verbs in the two last requests
in p5 (‘send [nepelunna] me some news’) and p6 (‘help [nocosaal] me out with some-
thing’) do not give the impression that Grigorij and Dmitr will meet each other soon in
the Kajan region.

In principle, such an impression might be brought factually into accord with the information
which can be deduced from p3 and b4, as well as the rest of the letter. This would mean that

101nstead of the conjecture ‘we are well’ (m(w1 3A)[o]pork) in line 1, Janin (1998, 81) proposes the
alternative reading m(m B n)[o]posk ‘we are in Narva’. He assumes that Grigorij was present as a member
of the Novgorod delegation at the 1351 renewal of the Treaty of Noteborg/OreSek in Jur’ev (Tartu) and
was then heading for the Karelian isthmus. On his way, in Narva, he must have written his letter to Dmitr,
who was somewhere near the Karelian isthmus and waiting for a sign that the coast was clear. Although
we think that it is difficult to substantiate this very detailed scenario, the reading m(mt B8 n)[o]posk would
fit in our more general assumption that at the moment Grigorij wrote his letter, he was either in Novgorod
or had recently left town to go up north to Karelia; he might have traveled through Narva, which is two
hundred kilometers away from Novgorod. On the basis of the concrete evidence we have at hand, we prefer
to stick in our analysis to the conjecture as given in the latest edition.

@ Springer



A. A. Gippius, J. Schaeken

Grigorij is writing that he has been sent to the Kajan Sea, that Dmitr can already go ahead
with his work there too, but before doing so, he should first help Grigorij out with a couple
of things and also keep him posted. However, from a communicative point of view, the way
in which Grigorij composes his letter does not make much sense: right after the apparently
most important instruction, that he operate diplomatically among the Kajan people (p2),
he immediately, without any clarifying introductory words, switches over to a series of
requests (pD3-p6), which all seem to undermine or contradict the principal assignment.
Thus, there seems to be an apparent contradiction between the discourse elements p3—p6
and p2.

In our opinion, this paradox in the reconstruction of the course of events and the way in
which they are communicated can be solved best if we assume that one specific discourse
element has a different referential perspective which has not been recognized before: the
utterance in p2 does not refer to Dmitr, but to Grigorij himself: ‘... And they have sent
me to Karelia to the Kajan Sea: “don’t hinder, don’t do harm to the Kajan people, and
don’t make a bad name for yourself”. ...".

The proposed alternative reading gives the letter a clear communicative structure:

— After a brief general update about his own situation (G1), Grigorij informs Dmitr that
it is safe for him to proceed with his work as a tax collector (p1).

— Then Grigorij reports to Dmitr about the instructions he has been given himself, to go
‘to Karelia to the Kajan Sea’ (G2) and to make sure that he does not ‘hinder ... the
Kajan people ..." (p2).

— As a consequence of these new instructions, Grigorij is not able to fulfill the tasks he
was supposed to do and asks Dmitr to help him out, i.e., to collect his tribute (p3) and
to go to ‘No...” if he hears that he himself cannot make it there (p4).

— In the remainder of the letter, it seems that Grigorij addresses Dmitr more as a relative,
a friend, than as a business partner: he writes that everything is fine ‘at home’ (G3),
asks Dmitr to keep him informed by sending him ‘some news’ (p5) and to help him
wherever he can (D6).

— Thus, whereas the first part of the letter, starting with ‘we are well’ (G1), deals with
business matters, the closing section, beginning in a similar way with ‘And at home all
is well’ (G3), seems to be of a more personal nature.'!

In the alternative reading, Dmitr is not the one who is operating in the remote area of
the Kajan people. Nevertheless, he is definitely collecting tribute in the Karelian region,
somewhere ‘on the old border of Prince Jurij’ (p1). We propose that, whereas Grigorij is
leaving for or is already on his way to the northernmost part of the border, Dmitr is working
in the more southern region along the border. The toponyms mentioned in other writings
of Grigorij (N278, N130 and N403) indicate that this was the main area—the Karelian
isthmus—where he and his partners must have been working as tax collectors: “Jlaimuko-
na, Kypona, Kiononakma, Canpanakma, [Torust (IToruupl) otbickuBaoTcst Ha Kapenbckom
nepemerike, B 3agner Kopene, B Boropomunkom Kupbsikckom morocte. CienoBaTelbHO,
MMEHHO 9TOT Y4acTOK OblJI IO/ABEIOMCTBEH JaHHHKaM ['puropuio, Imurpy 1 Haymy” (Janin
1998, 81).

Against this background, the conjecture k no|(t) ‘to Noja’, reflecting the Finnish to-
ponym Nuija (see Sect. 3.1), would fit well in our proposed reconstruction of N286.

UErom the photograph and drawing (Fig. 2) we get the impression that there is a graphic division between
these two parts: there is a small gap between them, which is atypical in comparison with the rest of the
letter, and the second part starts on a somewhat lower level on the same fifth line.
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Although Nuija seems to be a rather common place name (“IOBOJIBHO pacnpoCTpaHeH-
Hoii”, Xelimskij 1986, 259), it is mentioned together with Laidikola and Kurola in N278
(g nom ‘in Noja’), which makes it plausible that we are dealing with a place in the southern
region of Karelia. It is this region where we assume Dmitr has to operate and also has to
take over Grigorij’s tasks, as mentioned in p3 and p4. Both utterances may in fact express
a single message, meaning that p4 is a further spatial specification of p3: ‘If you have
collected last year’s tribute, take mine also; that is, if you hear I am not going to No[ja],
then you go’. This would imply that Grigorij is leaving open the possibility that he will
still be able to do his job in southern Karelia, perhaps after having fulfilled his duties
among the Kajan people; Dmitr will be given further notice (a yuowwm ‘if you hear’) if
Grigorij’s itinerary does not work out as planned.

How did it come that N286 was eventually, six hundred years later, recovered in the
city of Novgorod? Of course, there is always the default explanation that the letter was
not sent. However, its content gives a clear motivation for returning the letter as written
proof of the assignments that were given in it. This procedure applies to more cases of
birchbark letters with instructions, which were clearly sent out of the city, but have been
excavated in Novgorod (cf. Schaeken this volume). What first comes to mind is Grigorij’s
tribute which Dmitr is supposed to collect; he actually did so, and the revenues were
brought back to Novgorod (by himself or by a messenger), including the letter as proof of
Grigorij’s authorization.

Since we lack sufficient information about the contextual situation of Grigorij’s letter, we
cannot provide a watertight reconstruction in full detail of the course of events. However,
in our opinion, the basic assumption that the passage ‘don’t hinder, don’t do harm to the
Kajan people, and don’t make a bad name for yourself” refers to Grigorij and not to Dmitr,
is the only way to create a plausible general scenario of what Grigorij is communicating
to Dmitr.

3.4 Directive or necessitive use of the imperative?

In the previous section we have put the discourse element ‘don’t hinder, don’t do harm to the
Kajan people, and don’t make a bad name for yourself’ between (double) quotation marks.
This may suggest that we are dealing with yet a new case on birchbark, in addition to TvS,
of direct speech which lacks an introductory verbal tag (cf. Sects. 2.2 and 2.4): Grigorij is
quoting the words of his superiors who are sending him to the Kajan Sea. This would mean
that the imperatives ‘don’t hinder’ ((ne n)omkuwar), ‘don’t do harm’ (Ne ncnakocTn), and
‘don’t make a bad name for yourself” (hu coBH npHcAoBHA Eo3MH) have to be interpreted
as straightforward directives. From a communicative point of view, however, this is odd:
what would be the relevance of Dmitr knowing the reported speaker’s deictic reference
points? If it were in another context, e.g., in a text-type of a (quasi-)juridical kind, where
a conflict is at the center of discussion, be it in court or in reports which may possibly
end up as evidence in a trial, we could understand the communicative relevance of using
direct speech (cf. Sect. 2.4).

In our opinion, it is more plausible that in the case of N286 the discourse element
‘don’t hinder, don’t do harm to the Kajan people, and don’t make a bad name for yourself’
has a special emotive value. The three imperatives are not of a directive nature, but reflect
the ‘necessitive meaning’ (do.oicencmeosamensioe 3nauenue/maxaonenue, cf. Svedova
1974) of the imperative, which is a semantic transposition of the directive use and draws
attention to an unjust situation which has somehow arisen. The speaker voices his negative
attitude to the action that is imposed on him: “The imperative is used to express that
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the subject is forced or obligated to do the imperative action. This imperative use can
be paraphrased, depending on the context, with modal predicates that express necessity
such as dolzhen, nado (‘must’, ‘have to’)” (Fortuin 2000, 56). The stylistically colored
necessitive imperative is well-known in colloquial modern Russian; cf., e.g., Bce ywau,
a s cudu doma u pabomaii ‘Everybody has gone out, but I have to stay at home and
work’ (Svedova 1974, 107). The following two examples are taken from E. Fortuin’s
discussion of the necessitive combined with second person subjects which refer to the
speaker himself: Hecyceemnas swcapa, a mol cudu u 3anumaiicsi xax munenvkuti ‘The
heat is unbearable, but you [i.e. ‘I’] have to sit and study like a sweet child” (Fortuin 2000,
121); H 3a nopsidkom 6 keapmupe caedu, u cybbomuuxu npododu u ¢ obsizameasbcmeamu
no deopam xodu,—adymaeme, nezko odnoui-mo? ‘I have to keep the apartment tidy, and
I have to [do] voluntary work and I have to fulfill my obligations in various places, do
you think, that is easy for a woman all alone?’ (ibid., 111).

In his research on the meaning of the necessitive imperative in modern Russian, Fortuin
has already drawn attention to an example in the birchbark corpus: “UuTepecno oTmeTHTs,
YTO NOAOOHBIE NpeIokKeHus yxe ynoTpedsuch B XIV Beke ([DND, 588f.] naet npumep
6e3 nmogyexxamero U3 Hoeropoackoro tekcra)” (Fortejn 2008, 11, fn. 8). The reference
concerns N370 (see also Sect. 2.2), which is a letter ‘from all the peasants’ complaining
to Jurij and Maksim about their steward: ‘What have you given us for a steward? He
doesn’t stand up for us. He’s selling us out, and we’ve been robbed by him. And you
have to sit and can’t go away from him (o aexu Hu - | ®

W noro - nNe Wr3pe Aa). And
we have perished because of this. If he is to stay, we don’t have the strength to stay; so
give us a peaceable man’. The sentence is highlighted in the edition (“Ouenp uHTEpECHa
(dpasa a sedwcu [...]—CBOHNCTBEHHBIM HAPOAHOMY SI3bIKY HCIIOJIb30BAaHHEM HMIICPATHBOB
1Sl iepenaud (¢ HeomoOpeHHeM) uyskoro Tpebosanus [...]7°, DND, 589) and translated
into modern Russian retaining the second singular imperatives (aexasn and ne Wiesp€):
‘A cudu u He cmell om Hezo omwsexamy!’.

The stylistically colored necessitive imperative is appropriate in the context of N370,
where the peasants in strong words call on Jurij and Maksim to rid them of their steward.
In a similarly emotional way, in N286 Grigorij expresses to Dmitr his dissatisfaction about
the fact that he has now been sent to the remote Kajan Sea, instead of carrying out other
duties he had planned or anticipated. Against the background of the close relationship
which is presumed between Grigorij and Dmitr, it is communicatively not strange that
Grigorij wants to share his feelings about the new assignment in an expressive way; he
phrases his thoughts as if Dmitr should imagine himself how he would feel if he had to
fulfill such an onerous task.

In sum, we propose the following alternative reading of N286:

‘From Grigorij to Dmitr. We are well. Make your rounds, don’t be afraid; they have made
peace on the old border of Prince Jurij. And they have sent me to Karelia to the Kajan Sea.
[Can you imagine:] You [i.e. ‘'] shouldn’t hinder, shouldn’t do harm to the Kajan people,
and shouldn’t make a bad name for yourself! If you have collected last year’s tribute, take
mine also. And if you hear I am not going to Noja, then you go. And at home all is well.
Send me some news. If you can, help me out with something.”!?

12Russian: ‘Or I'puropust k IMUTpy. ¥ Hac Bce B MOpsiAKe. A Tbl XOAH, He OOMCS—S3aKJIIOUMIA MHP IO
crapol rpanuue KHsss IOpus. A MeHs nociami K kapesiam Ha KasHo mope. [Thl TOJBKO NMpelCcTaBb: Belb
Hy’KHO| He TIOMeIlaTh, He HABPEIHTb KasHIAM U cebe He 3amoslyuuTb XymoH ciasbl! Eciu Thl yxe cobOpai
MPOLUIOTOJHIOI aHb, COOEPH U 3a MEHs. A y3Haellb, yTo s He nouay K Hoe, Torga Tol uau. A goma Bce
B MOpsIAKE. A KO MHE KOe-4TO M3 BecTeH mepenpasisid. Eciu cmoskelb, noMorad MHe 4eM-HUOY b,
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4 Conclusion

The two case studies we have presented in this paper show that it is fruitful to examine
birchbark documents carefully with respect to their internal discourse cohesion and their
external communicative purposes. Such a pragmaphilological approach provides new and
more plausible interpretations of the linguistic form in which the documents are put on
birchbark.

We have argued that from a coherent discourse point of view, it has to be assumed that
parts of Tv5 and N286 have a referential perspective which differs from previous inter-
pretations of both letters. In the case of Tv5, the proposed reanalysis reflects instances of
direct speech without introductory verbal tags. These instances are strategically appropri-
ate in a discordant setting which resembles a juridical procedure. Our investigation in Tv5
also throws new light on the semantics of individual lexemes; the existence of the hapax
teseno, and the meaning of bortniks and okrastisja.

In the case of N286, our reanalysis of the referential perspectives of the different
discourse elements at first sight points to another instance of direct speech lacking an
introductory verbal tag. We have tried to show that on closer inspection the discourse
element under discussion displays a different semantic load. Here, we are dealing with
instances of second person imperatives which are used in a necessitive meaning in a
discourse which reflects an emotionally colored comment of the sender of the letter on
an undesirable instruction that has been given to him. This would make N286 the earliest
Old Russian document in which the necessitive imperative is attested.

Open Access This article is distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution Noncom-
mercial License which permits any noncommercial use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium,
provided the original author(s) and source are credited.

References

Anpilogov, G. N. (1964). Bortnye znamena kak istoriceskij isto¢nik. Sovetskaja arxeologija, 4, 151-169.

Arcixovskij, A. V., & Borkovskij, V. I. (1963). Novgorodskie gramoty na bereste. Iz raskopok 1956—1957 gg.
Moskva.

Cerepnin, L. V. (1961). Akty feodal’nogo zemleviadenija i xozjajstva. Cast’ tret’ja. Moskva.

Collins, D. E. (2001). Reanimated voices. Speech reporting in a historical-pragmatic perspective (Prag-
matics & Beyond. New Series, 85). Amsterdam.

DND: Zaliznjak, A. A. (2004). Drevnenovgorodskij dialekt. Vtoroe izdanie, pererabotannoe s ucetom ma-
teriala naxodok 1995-2003 gg. Moskva.

Fortejn, E. (2008). Polisemija imperativa v russkom jazyke. Voprosy jazykoznanija, 1, 3-23.

Fortuin, E. L. J. (2000). Polysemy or monosemy: interpretation of the imperative and dative-infinitive
construction in Russian. Ph.D. dissertation. Amsterdam. http://www.hum?2.leidenuniv.nl/pdf/S&R/
fortuin_polysemy_and_monosemy_dissertation.pdf. Accessed June 12, 2010.

Galton, D. (1971). Survey of a thousand years of beekeeping in Russia. London.

Gippius, A. A. (2004). K pragmatike i kommunikativnoj organizacii berestjanyx gramot. In V. L. Janin,
A. A. Zaliznjak & A. A. Gippius (Eds.), Novgorodskie gramoty na bereste. Iz raskopok 1997-2000 gg.
Tom XI (pp. 183-232). Moskva.

Janin, V. L. (1986). Popravki i zamecanija k Ctenijam berestjanyx gramot. In Novgorodskie gramoty
na bereste (iz raskopok 1977-1983 gg.). Kommentarii i slovoukazatel’ k berestjanym gramotam
(iz raskopok 1951-1983 gg.) (pp. 220-251). Moskva.

Janin, V. L. (1991). Novgorodskie akty XII-XV vv. Xronologiceskij kommentarij. Moskva.

Janin, V. L. (1998). Ja poslal tebe berestu ... Izdanie 3-e, ispravlennoe i dopolnennoe novymi naxodkami.
Moskva.

Janin, V. L., & Zaliznjak, A. A. (2000). Novgorodskie gramoty na bereste (iz raskopok 1990-1996 gg.).
Paleografija berestjanyx gramot i ix vnestratigraficeskoe datirovanie. Moskva.

@ Springer


http://www.hum2.leidenuniv.nl/pdf/S&R/fortuin_polysemy_and_monosemy_dissertation.pdf
http://www.hum2.leidenuniv.nl/pdf/S&R/fortuin_polysemy_and_monosemy_dissertation.pdf

A. A. Gippius, J. Schaeken

Julku, K. (1982). Tuohikirjeen 286 ajoitus [The date of birchbark letter no. 286]. Faravid, 6, 117-120.

Kotkova, N. S. (1963). Nazvanija russkix bortnyx znamen—istoriko-lingvisti¢eskij isto¢nik. In S. I. Kotkov
& O. A. Knjazevskaja (Eds.), Issledovanija po lingvisticeskomu istocnikovedeniju (pp. 120-133).
Moskva.

Larin, B. A. (2002). Tri inostrannyx istocnika po razgovornoj reci moskovskoj Rusi XVI-XVII vekov. Sankt
Peterburg.

Medynceva, A. A. (1984). Pis’'ma Grigorija—tiuna bojarskogo (po materialam berestjanyx gramot). In
1. P. Rusanova (Ed.), Kul'tura i iskusstvo srednevekovogo goroda (pp. 53-75). Moskva.

RoZdestvenskaja, T. V. (2001). Tverskie berestjanye gramoty Nr. 2-5. In V. A. LapS$in (Ed.), Tverskoj
kreml’: kompleksnoe arxeologiceskoe istocnikovedenie (po materialam raskopa Tverskoj kreml’—I11,
1993-1997) (pp. 185-189). Sankt-Peterburg.

Sawyer, B., & Sawyer, P. (1993). Medieval Scandinavia. From conversion to reformation, circa 800—1500.
Minneapolis, London.

Schaeken, J. (this volume) ‘Don’t shoot the messenger’: a pragmaphilological approach to birchbark letter
497 from Novgorod’. Russian Linguistics, 35(1).

SDRJa: Slovar’ drevnerusskogo jazyka (XI-XIV vv.). Tom I-. 1988—. Moskva.

Sl. XI-XVII vv.: Slovar’ russkogo jazyka XI-XVII vv. Tom I-. 1975—. Moskva.

Sreznevskij, 1. 1. (1893). Materialy dlja slovarja drevne-russkago jazyka po pis’mennym pamjatnikam.
Tom 1 (A-K). Sanktpeterburg.

Svedova, N. Ju. (1974). O dolZenstvovatel’nom naklonenii. In G. A. Zolotova (Ed.), Sintaksis i norma
(pp. 107-121). Moskva.

Valk, S. N. (Ed.) (1949). Gramoty Velikogo Novgoroda i Pskova. Moskva, Leningrad.

Vermeer, W. (1991). Aspects of the oldest Finnic poem and some related texts (Novgorod birchbark docu-
ments 292, 56 and 403). In A. A. Barentsen, B. M. Groen & R. Sprenger (Eds.), Studies in West Slavic
and Baltic linguistics (Studies in Slavic and General Linguistics, 716) (pp. 315-359). Amsterdam.

Vermeer, W. (1992). Evfim’ja, Maskim and others: critical notes on Novgorod birchbark documents. In
A. A. Barentsen, B. M. Groen & R. Sprenger (Eds.), Studies in Russian linguistics (Studies in Slavic
and General Linguistics, 17) (pp. 383—434). Amsterdam.

Volkov, S. S. (1974). Leksika russkix celobitnyx XVII veka. Formuljar, tradicionnye étiketnye i stilevye
sredstva. Leningrad.

Voronin, V. A. et al. (2008). Sudebnaja kniga vitebskogo voevody, gospodarskogo marsalka, volkovyskogo
i oboleckogo derZavicy M. V. Klocko. 1533—1540. Moskva.

Xelimskij, E. A. (1986). O pribaltijsko-finskom jazykovom materiale v novgorodskix berestjanyx gramotax.
In V. L. Janin & A. A. Zaliznjak (Eds.), Novgorodskie gramoty na bereste (iz raskopok 1977-1983 gg.).
Kommentarii i slovoukazatel’ k berestjanym gramotam (iz raskopok 1951-1983 gg.) (pp. 252-259).
Moskva.

Zaliznjak, A. A. (1986). Novgorodskie berestjanye gramoty s lingvisti¢eskoj tocki zrenija. In V. L. Janin
& A. A. Zaliznjak, Novgorodskie gramoty na bereste (iz raskopok 1977-1983 gg.). Kommentarii i
slovoukazatel’ k berestjanym gramotam (iz raskopok 1951-1983 gg.) (pp. 89-219). Moskva.

Zaliznjak, A. A. (1993). Popravki i zamecanija k Cteniju ranee opublikovannyx berestjanyx gramot.
In V. L. Janin & A. A. Zaliznjak, Novgorodskie gramoty na bereste. Iz raskopok 1984—-1989 gg.
(pp. 123-180). Moskva.

Zaliznjak, A. A. (2000). Popravki i zamecanija k ¢teniju ranee opublikovannyx berestjanyx gramot. In
V. L. Janin & A. A. Zaliznjak, Novgorodskie gramoty na bereste (iz raskopok 1990-1996 gg.). Pale-
ografija berestjanyx gramot i ix vnestratigraficeskoe datirovanie (pp. 82—122). Moskva.

Zaliznjak, A. A., & Janin, V. L. (2009). Berestjanye gramoty iz novgorodskix raskopok 2008 g. Voprosy
Jazykoznanija, 4, 3—12.

@ Springer




<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (ISO Coated v2 300% \050ECI\051)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Perceptual
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts false
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 150
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 1.30
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 10
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 10
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 150
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 1.30
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 10
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 10
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 600
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 600
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e5c4f5e55663e793a3001901a8fc775355b5090ae4ef653d190014ee553ca901a8fc756e072797f5153d15e03300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc87a25e55986f793a3001901a904e96fb5b5090f54ef650b390014ee553ca57287db2969b7db28def4e0a767c5e03300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020d654ba740020d45cc2dc002c0020c804c7900020ba54c77c002c0020c778d130b137c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor weergave op een beeldscherm, e-mail en internet. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for on-screen display, e-mail, and the Internet.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
    /DEU <FEFF004a006f0062006f007000740069006f006e007300200066006f00720020004100630072006f006200610074002000440069007300740069006c006c0065007200200037000d00500072006f006400750063006500730020005000440046002000660069006c0065007300200077006800690063006800200061007200650020007500730065006400200066006f00720020006f006e006c0069006e0065002e000d0028006300290020003200300031003000200053007000720069006e006700650072002d005600650072006c0061006700200047006d006200480020>
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToRGB
      /DestinationProfileName (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
      /DestinationProfileSelector /UseName
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PreserveEditing false
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [595.276 841.890]
>> setpagedevice


