THE SLAVONIC TRADITION OF THEQUAESTIONES
AD ANTIOCHUM DUCEM
THE CONFLATED NATURE OFCOD. PRAGENSIS SLAX F 15

Within the overabundant and extremely complex t@xttradition of the
SlavonicQuaestiones ad Antiochum ducé®PG 2257; hencefortiQAD)* there
Is one place where one can find order and consgtdive text witnesses from
the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries, kept in fessian State Library in
Moscow — four from the collection of the Trinity Mastery of St Sergius
(F.304), one from the Moscow Theological Academylection (F.173) —
present us with a particular variant of the SlagoQAD. This version has a
stable tradition and matches a particular Greek wethess almost perfectly,
both in its structure — the number and sequencthefquestion-and-answers
(QAs) — and in its readings. It has 120 out ofdhginal 137 QAs and it closely
reflects the collection of QAs found in the Gregkd. Oxoniensis Bodleianus
Auct. F.4.07 (Misc. 106) of the early sixteenth tcey, ff. 198-256, which in
previous research has been referred to as M97.5H@¥e is an overview of the
Slavonic manuscripts, henceforth called the T group

! See the recent publications by |E0s — O. GRINCHENKO, The Quaestiones ad
Antiochum Ducem: Exploring the Slavonic Materiad Byz 84 (2014), pp. 105-143; W.
VEDER, Der ‘zweite sudslavische Einfluss’ aus der Sicht Dextiberlieferungin Die Welt
der Slaven59/1 (2014), pp. 95-110; F. JHOMSON, Byzantine Erotapocritic Literature in
Slavonic Translation with Special Attention to timeportant Role Played by Anastasius
Sinaita’s Interrogationes Et Responsionesthe Conversion of the Slgus Byz 84 (2014),
pp. 391-392. A preliminary list of 110 Slavonic texitnesses has been published by K.
KUEv, Ivan Aleksandrovijat sbornik ot 13480fija, 1981, pp. 219-244.

2 Cf. DE VOos— GRINCHENKO, Quaestionefsee note 1], p. 11&he manuscript was owned
by a soldier named John Say and acquired by théeBmdLibrary in 1618 through a gift by
Thomas Cecil, Earl of Exeter (1542-1623) — cf. H. @xg, Bodleian Library Quarto
Catalogues I. Greek Manuscript®xford, 1969 (repr. of 1853), Misc. 106, coll.16882 (F.
MADAN et al, A Summary Catalogue of Western Manuscripts in tbdldtan Library at
Oxford vol. 11/1, Oxford, 1922n° 2906); P. J. EDWICK, Bibliotheca Basiliana Universalis: a
study of the manuscript tradition, translations altions of the works of Basil of Caesarea
IV, 2 (CC Bibliotheca Basiliana Universa)isTurnhout, 1999, p. 903 (siglum k5333).



T??  Cod. MosquensjsRGB F.304 (Troice-Sergieva Lavra) 122,"™86., East
Slavonic orthography, ff. 22275 (Kuev [see note 1] nr. 15).

T®  Cod. Mosquensis, RGB.304 (Troice-Sergieva Lavra) 166,™6., East
Slavonic orthography, ff. 20@55’ (Kuev nr. 48).

T°® Cod. Mosquensis, RGB.304 (Troice-Sergieva Lavra) 750,"6., East
Slavonic orthography, ff. 11458 (Kuev nr. 23).

T Cod. Mosquensis, RGB.304 (Troice-Sergieva Lavra) 190, 1418, East
Slavonic orthography, ff. 20250 (Kuev nr. 22).

MT Cod. Mosquensi®RGBF.173, 50, 18-16" c., East Slavonic orthography,
ff. 1'-43'°

COMMON CHARACTERISTICS OF THESLAVONIC T GROUP AND97

The Greek tradition of th€AD shows much variation in the structure of its
corpus, which originally contained 137 QAs: wher#as order of the QAs is
relatively stable, their number varies greétljn most witnesses, a certain
number of QAs fell out. This is also true of theusture of 97 — its corpus of
120 QAs with some transpositions (viz. QA25 afteh20 and QA120 after
QA131) is unique within the Greek tradition. Howgvehe Slavonic
manuscripts reflect this unique structure with omie minor deviation (viz. the
omission of QA97-101 in *f), as is clear from the following table.

% Descriptions and digital reproductions of thesenusaripts are available online on
http://old.stsl.ru/manuscripts. Four additional meisses to this version of tligAD can be
found here as well, vizodd. Mosquenses, RGBL13, nrs 512, 522, 529 and 645. However,
these manuscripts — all of the™éentury and previously kept at the Dormition Mdrag of
St Joseph of Volokolamsk — have a text that depemdthat of 72, viz. they do not bear
independent witness to the text. For the presditleaithey have been excluded from the
collations. As far as can be guessed from the lolestriptions in Kuev [see note 1] — viz.
from the indicated titles, incipits and number cAL)- some twenty mor®AD witnesses
may belong to this group.

* See |. [ Vos, The Manuscript Tradition of the Quaestiones ad dattum Ducemin R.
CEULEMANS — P. DE LEEMANS (eds),On Good Authority. Tradition, Compilation and the
Construction of Authority in Literature fromntiquity to the Renaissandg.ectio Studies on
the Transmission of Texts and Idedf Turnhout (in press).

® Contrary to what is suggested in the listing of SQ#ontained in the T witnesses i D
VOs — GRINCHENKO, Quaestionegsee note 1], pp. 110-111, QA17 is missing in all T
manuscripts (so also ir"Tand T°), and QA120 is not found after QA119 ir*&nd T° but
always after QA131.



97 T group
1-16 1-16
18-23 18-23

26 26
25 25
27-51 27-51
55-77 55-77
79-96 79-96
97-101 97-101om. 1%
103-105 103-105
107-111 107-111
115-119 115-119
121-124 121-124
126-131 126-131
120 120
132 132
Table 1

The stability of the group’s characteristics ansl imndebtedness to a Greek
exemplar close to 97 can be shown at a textual kevevell. As an example, a
collation sample is presented below. The first toatains the reading of 97, the
second the reconstructed (and orthographicallydstaised) archetypal text of
group T, established on the basis of the transonptof the individual T
witnesses presented underneath; as a basis foracimmp, we also present the
Greek majority reading (GY)as well as the Slavonic text of the so-called
Lavrentiev sbornilof 1348 (L), the most important representative e bther
major branch within the Slavonic tradition, henc&faalled version L.

® The term “majority reading” is a generalisatios,igbasically represents the text as it is
found in thePG edition of theQAD (PG 28, 597-700) insofar as tHeG is in line with the
majority of the Greek text witnesses. The rendeohdghe Greek under “Gr” has no other
pretensions than to demonstrate that L follows lzroGreek text than T.

" We know that thé.avrentiev sbornik- a florilegium now kept in the Russian National
Library in Saint Petersburg as cod. F.1.376 — w@siexd in 1348 for the Bulgarian Tsar John
Alexander (1331-1371); a version of tB&D with 124 QAs is found on ff. 138.55. See the
edition by KUEv, Sbornik[note 1], pp. 244-287.

In previous research, the larger group of witnedis&ed to the L version of th@AD has
been called the “heterogeneous group”, as oppasttkt‘homogeneous group”, to which the
T witnesses belong; seeeY0s— GRINCHENKO, Quaestionegsee note 1], pp. 110-111. In



QA39,PG 28, 621.24-2%

97 oUTo Kal ol ToTol' 0V Ot ETepdv Tva, TPOTOV TAG eikOVaG aomdlovTal,
T Cuue n RBPLNHH NE MNOTO pAAH HEBICOKT0 OBPA3A HICONBI AOBBIZAKRTS

TO¢ CHLE U B’BP’NTH- Ne MNOrO pAAH NEIKOEN WEPA3S * HKONbI AOB’3AE"”

T2 CHLLE M BBPNHI" NE HNATO ‘)AA" NEKOET0 WEPA3A HICONBI" AOBBIZAKT

TSC Che U B’BPNHH N¢é UNOIMo ‘)A,A,I/I N'BKoero WBPABA HICONbI AOBBI3AHTDb

ToC cHLLE W B’B‘)NTM NE MNWIW pAAH NEKWETW WEPA3A HKWHbI AWBBI3ARTH

MT Che U B’BPNHH‘ Neé UNOIM0 PAAH NBKOENo WBPABA' HICONBI AOBbI3AHNTD

Gr oUtm Kal ol ToTol 00 dt ETepV TIva TpdTOV TAG eikOVag domalopeda,
L TAKO H B’EPNTH NE HNOT'0 NHICOEr0Ke WEBPA3A ABAE HKONAMB MOKAANEEM CA-

97 el un o1 T6Bov TOV TPOS TOVG Ayiovg, OV Eupavilouey

T PA3ES AIOEBEE PAAH HiKE KB CBATBIMMB FRKE' IABAIACM,

To¢ ‘)S\Bfls AWBRE pAAMT H™ KB CTHIMB: Iake ABAAM (ca) 1

T% PA3BT AlOBBE ‘)AA" HKE 1B CTHIMB" 1AKE ABBAAEMD (CA)

T°¢ PA3RE AWBRE PAAH HkKE KB ¢TMB* AKE ARAACMB

ToC PA3BTS AIOBBE PAAH HiKeE KB CTMB" AKE ABBAAEMb

M7 PASR AWBRE PAAH" HiKE KB oTMB A" ABAAE™

VEDER, Einfluss[see note 1], p. 103, L is said to belong to “vand)” while the text of the T
group is called “versiora’. Linguistic features as well as considerations\agning the
transmission of the text have led the authors te¥e that L represents the more ancient
layer within the SlavoniQAD tradition.

Another witness that belongs to the L group hasibeeluded in some of the collations
presented below, viz.*E Cod. MosquensjsRGBF.304 (Troice-Sergieva Lavra) nr. 20416
c., ff. 187-213..

8 For the Slavonic witnesses, our collation drawstengroundwork of William Veder, to
whom we wish to express our gratitude. It needbeatressed that the results presented in
this article are to some extent preliminary — thenber of collated witnesses is far from being
complete and not all QAs have yet been investigateiepth.

® Secondary readings that bring the T text morénim With the “majority Greek” / with the
Slavonic L version are typical of see LSeLs— I. DE Vos, On the Icons, the Cross and the
Donkey. Questions 39-41 of the SlavoqQciaestiones Ad Antiochum Ducem, inHC
DENDRINOS B. ROOSEN P.VAN DEUN (forthcoming).

19 The readingmsxe in the reconstructed T text is supported by a repdike, found in an
additional witness Pr, on which see below; the irepaike explains the East Slavonic variant
rake Of all T witnesses and can itself be explainecalppmmon confusion betweer andia
(Middle Bulgarian nasal change).

1 The addition of reflexivea to the verbagaaem in T®® and P2 is due to confusion with
demonstrativee (Gr. todto) in the phrase that follows.



Gr el un S mdBov dv (PG dv) dupovilopev:
L N 3A AHBORb AKe¢ RABABEMb

INDEPENDENTTRANSLATION ORREDACTION?

An important question that needs to be addressdéldaisof the nature of the
Slavonic T text, viz. the question whether we agalithg with an independent
Slavonic translation of th@®AD or with a mere redaction, viz. a revision of an
existing Slavonic text based on a comparison wireek version close to 97.
Contrary to what has been argued betéieportant parallels between T group
readings and readings from the other main bran¢heoflavonic tradition here
represented by L allow to suppose a common origchta consider the T text a
revision of an earlier version of the Slavo@AD. The complex problem of the
relation between T and the L version cannot betdeéh here in detail, though
some of the collation samples below may give a iimpression.

THE SLAVONIC T REDACTION AND THEGREEK TRADITION

For the development of our present argument,irhgortant to situate 97 within
the larger context of the Greek tradition of @&D, which counts 250 witnesses
from the tenth to the nineteenth century and incitiive distinct branches can
be discerned (A to EY. As demonstrated elsewhere, 97 belongs to brant¢h B,

2 In DE Vos — GRINCHENKO, Quaestionegsee note 1]p. 113 it has been argued
prematurely that the “homogeneous group” / the @ugrbears witness to an independent
translation, distinct from that reflected in theetbrogeneous group” (cf. note 7).

13 Analysis of QA39 PG 28, 621.12-51), which is attested in ninety-se\@reek
witnesses, has revealed that branch A (at leaghi®IQA) consists of two sub-branches, viz.
Al and A2. The Arabic tradition of th@AD, the oldest witness of which was copied in 885
in the Monastery of Mar Saba — viz. thArgentoratensis, Bibliothecae Nationalis et
Universitatis or. 4226 @rabe 151), on which see G. HAF, Geschichte der christlichen
arabischen Literatur I: Die UbersetzungésT, 118), Citta del Vaticano, 1944, pp. 312-313 —,
as well as the Georgian tradition and a quotatromfQA39 found both in the anthology
appended to John of Damasc@atio de imaginibudll 59 (CPG 8045) and théoctrina
Patrum (CPG 7781) are related to sub-branch Al. A Latin traimstaof the same QA was
made on the occasion of the Synods of Rome in &l under the authority of Pope Gregory
Il to defend the practice of icon veneration. dishbeen preserved in the tenth-centDogex
Londinensis, Bibliothecae Britannicaeddd. 16413 (ff. 46', for an edition see L.



and more in particular to a small sub-group henéedagroup B*, after its
earliest witness, an Athonite manuscript of thetfinalf of the tenth century
referred to as 131 (see the stemfig, 1)."> However, 97 occupies a particular
position within this small group, as it is charadted by a large set of unique
variant readings as well as by traces of contamainatvith the A branch of the
Greek traditiort?

BOHRINGER Zwei Fragmente der romischen Synode von 769 im xCad@don, British
Library, Add. 16413in H. MorDEK [ed.], Aus Archiven und Bibliotheken. Festschrift fur
Raymund Kottje zum 65. Geburtst&gankfurt — Bern — New York — Paris, 1992, pp. 951

is related to sub-branch A2. See E 0s — B. ROGGEMA — T. FATARIDZE, A Multilingual
Approach to Text Editing: Exploring the Intercontestness of the Greek, Arabic and
Georgian Traditions of th€@uaestiones ad Antiochum ducem, in EYos— L. SLs — O.
GRINCHENKO (eds), Editing Classical and Medieval Texts with a Muttgual Tradition.
Proceedings of the ATTEMT Workshop held at Kingidle@e London, 19-20 December
2013 (OLA), Leuven (forthcoming)The main source of thBG edition of theQAD — the
eleventh- or twelfth-centuryaticanus Palatinus gi368 (ff. 202-256") — is to be situated in
branch D.

14 SeL.s—DE Vos, On the Icongsee note 9.

15131 =Cod. Athous Vatopedid38, first half 18' c., ff. 1-32 (QA1-2, 10-19, A2, QA3-9,
29-35, A19, QA20-25, 27-29, 35-48, 50-73, 79-97)-137 — the order of the folia has been
disturbed), see ELAMBERz Katalog der griechischen Handschriften des Athcstels
Vatopedi, Band 1Codices 1-102(Katdioyor Einvikaedv Xepoypdpwv Ayiov Opouvg, 2),
Thessaloniki, 2006, pp. 168-183. The other witne$eehis group, apart from 97, are 114 =
Cod. Florentinus Mediceus Laurentian@onv. Soppr.627, 18 c., ff. 80-92' (QA1-25, 27-
48, 50-137; see E.d8TAGNO— N. FESTA, Indice dei codici greci laurenziani non compresi
nel catalogo del BandiniFirenze — Roma, 1893, pp. 172-176) and 11G6od. Florentinus
Mediceus Laurentianyslut. 59.13, 18-16" c., ff. 165-211' (QA1-6, 8-25, 27-48, 50-137;
see A. M. BANDINI, Catalogus codicum graecorum Bibliothecae Laurerd@ntomus
secundus Firenze, 1768, coll. 517-524). The kinship of thénesses of group B' is
confirmed by a number of important common variastgh as the addition ebv mpog tovg
ayiovg after mobov in QA39 PG 28, 621.26) and the omission &f apya tadto Nyeicbo
EOlo kai in QA41 PG 28, 624.19).

18 variant readings found exclusively in 97 include taddition oféx tijg dopiic Tiic
aunélov afteroivog in QA34 PG 28, 617.19) and the abbreviation of the entire tjoiesn
QA41 (PG 28, 624.10-15), vizzivog yapv, motol Uev Emavteg, oTOPOVS AVIITOTOVS TOD
YPLoTOD TToloDpEY, TOV 0 GAA®mV 0O moloduev instead oftivoc 8¢ ybpwv ol motol Gmoavieg
OTOVPOVS UEV AVTITUTTOVS TOD GTAVPOD TOD YPLoTOD TOLOVUEY, THE 6& ayiag avTtod AdyYNS q
10D Kahauov 1 Tod omdyyov dvtitumo ob koataokevalouev. For a more elaborate list, see D
V0s— GRINCHENKO, Quaestionegsee note 1Jp. 117.

Some variants found in 97 point in the directiorcohtamination with sub-branch Al (on
which see note 13), such gsonyovuévag instead ok’ (the numeral “one”) in QA1RG 28,
597.38),100 avOpmmov &vekev instead ofov GvOpomov évéykar in QA14 PG 28, 605.37) and



An example — a sample from the collation of the eBravitnesses of B!
together with the Slavonic T redaction (QA 39 addl 4 illustrates the fact that
T also reflects the text of 97 in instances whaeelatter is at variance with the
other witnesses of the'B group (as is the case with the specific structire
97’s corpus of QAs, as mentioned above).

QA39,PG 28, 621.32-33 and 41-42

T €KE NE MOIKAANRATH ¢CA HKONAMA U KPbC’I‘O\j"

97 TO 1] TPOGKVVELV TUG EIKOVUS KOl TOV 6TAVPOV,
131 TPOCKVLVELY TOV GTAVPOV Kol TAG eikdvag TV arylov

114 TPOCKVVELY TOV GTAVPOV KOl TAG EIKOVAG TAV AylwV,

115 TPOCKVVELV TOV GTAVPOV Kol TAG EIKOVAG TOV AylwV,

T BB EAHND 00 0T'B ABNHH RABARAET'B CA HMOY

97 &v il oOv T@V Npuepdv, Emeoaiveton ot

131 gv il odv @oivetol avtd avtoic dyeotv O mTveduol

114 &V ld ovV eaivetol avTd avToig dyeot TO Tvedua

115 €V A oVV QoiveTol avTd avToig dyeot TO TvedUAL

QA41,PG 28, 624.17-19

T MOKEMB OBS APBES PAZABAHTH H 0BPA3B KPLCThNBIH PAZOPHTH:

97 duvapeba T dvo EVAa ympicar Kai TOV TOTOV TOD GTEVPOD SLEAVGAL
131 duvéapeda T 600 A ywpioavieg kol TOV TOTOV T0D 6TALPOD SOAVCAVTEG
114 duvapeda Ta 500 A dopicavteg Kai TOV TOUTOV TOD GTOVPOD SIHAVGAVTEG
115 duvapeda T dvo EVAa dlaPNoAVTES Kol TOV TOTOV TOD GTALPOD Ol

Moaveavteg (Sic)

However, to state that 97 was the exemplar forSfagonic T redaction would
be misleading: some proper readings of 97 areefl@cted in T, which in these
instances follows the other witnesses of grodp'.Brhis is a clear indication
that both Slavonic T and 97 go back to a commoreksencestor, here called

the addition ofcai avtd poveo Aatpedowm afternpockvvion in QALS5 PG 28, 605.45). Note
also that 97 contains QAs 26 and 49, which areings# all other witnesses of the'B

group.



Grr"™ (see the stemmakig. 1'"), which apparently contained the readings
common to 97 and T but not those found only in 97.

QA39,PG 28, 621.20 and 21-23

T T'EMb MBNOKHLLEER NATPBTANHI OTPBIRBLLIOY CA
Gr¥" 50ev moAAGKIC TOD YapaKTiipog AE1avOEvTog
97 60ev TOALGKIG TOD YapoKTHPOC AAAOI®OEVTOG

131 60ev moALGK1g TOD YapaKTiipog AetafEvTog

114 00ev TOALGKIG TOD YopaKTHpOg AetavOévtog
115 60ev ToALGKLG TOD YapaKTHpOC AAELAVOEVTOC

T FAko:ke OYBO Hrakora XO'I‘A OYIVIP'B"I‘H IC?AIGBH AKb3AA I/IOCI/I4>OBA

GrP" Gomnep odv 6 Tokdp péAhmvy Tekevtay &mi 10 Skpov Tiig péBdov Tod ToeTe

97 GHomep ovv 10D 1okOP PEAAOVTOC TEAELTEY &ML TO BiKpov THC Porddov O iwom

131 domep ovv 0 loK®OP ALV TeELeLTaV €L TO dKpoV TG paPoov Tod iGN

114 domep ovv 0 loK®P péAhov televtdy £mi 1O dKpov TG PaPoov Tod imen@

115 domep ovV 0 tokOP péAhv TeElevtdy £l TO GKpov Tiic pavdov Tod (tiic a.c.)
oone

TwO ADDITIONAL WITNESSES PR AND P

As has been argued up to this point, archetypenTbeareconstructed from the
witnesses ¥, T, T°°, T°° and M. However, two more manuscripts that bear
witness to the same redaction deserve speciatiatteifhe first is a manuscript
kept in the Czech National Museum in Prague; dagd to the late fourteenth
century (thus antedating the T manuscripts) and dhly South Slavonic
witness. The second is an early eighteenth-cenRugsian codex from the
Transfiguration Monastery at Solovki, now kept ar§ Petersburg. The latter's
version of theQAD — which, apparently, is a descendant of the texind in Pr,
as will become clear below — has been publishelddsfir'ev in 1890.

Pr  Cod. Pragensis sla¥X F 15, late 14 c., Bulgarian orthography, ff. 148
173 (Kuev nr. 3)'8

7 Note that the location of T (viz. the reconstrdcggchetype of the T-redaction) on the
timeline, viz. around the 4century, cannot be but tentative. We will retuorthe question
of the dating of T further on. The position of & just above Tis not meant to imply an
indication of its date.

18 J.vasica—J.VAJs, Soupis staroslovanskych rukapidarodniho Musea v PrazBraha,
1957, pp. 224-228; A. ATIMIRSKIJ, Opisanie juzno-slavjanskich i russkich rukopisej



P Cod. Petrogradensi®RNB Solovki 129/1064ed. Porfirev 189), early
18" c., Russian orthography, ff. 40248

A first element that points to the problematic matwf Pr and P is their
structure, which deviates from that found in 97 dnth that they both have
thirteen additional QAs, presented in bold in thkofving table®®

97 & T Pr P
1-16 1-16 1-13
17 17
18-23 18-23 18-23
26 26
24 24-26
25 25
27-51 27-51 27-51
52-54 52-54
55-77 55-77 55-77
78 78
79-101 79-101 79-101
102 102
103-105 103-105 103-105
106 106
107-111 107-111 107-111
112 112
115-119 115-119 115-119
121-122 121-122 121-122
123 123 —
124 124 124
125 125
126-130 126-130 126-130

zagranenych bibliotek vol. | (Sbornik Otdelenija Russkogo jazyka i slovesnosisijekoj
Akademii Nauk 98), Petrograd, 1921, pp. 727-741. Images ofafédom this codex are
reproduced belowHigs 2-3 with the permission of the National Museum of der@, for
which we wish to express our gratitude.

19 1. PorrIREV, Apokrifi‘eskie skazanija o novozavetnych licach i sobytijgzh
rukopisjam Soloveckoj bibliotekiin Sbornik Otdelenija russkogo jazyka i slovesnosti
Imperatorskoj Akademii nauk2/4 (1890), pp. 327-378.

20 On the problematic nature of Pr, see\Dos — GRINCHENKO, Quaestionegsee note 1],
pp. 125-126.



131 131 120
120 120 131
132 132 132
133 133
134-135
113-114
Table 2

Naturally, the question arises whether these QAsirgerpolations or whether
Pr and P reflect an older and fuller collectiontti@s subsequently been
abridged in T. Considering the link that undeniabkysts between the T group
and 97, both at a structural and at a textual Jawe first option is the most
probable: as Pr and P have the same textual feaasrd(and 97), one would
expect them to have the same structure as well. hjjpethesis that we are
indeed dealing with interpolations is supportecabyarginal note on f. 15@f
Pr (seeFig. 23, viz. underneath QA17, the first of the suppletagn QAs,
which in Pr is written in the lower margin.

’ / b "o
{mmé MGn'OG .

: *‘EMM a."zr“a "'nta - “Mm‘
~W ekt e “f"""’.??un

Fensdmu ‘.at'“ mt—uuwmp Caith.
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Fig. 2a: Pr, f. 150 (detail 1: lower margin)

The note read<i¢ g2 ,A,pXr‘% M3BOA'R wsprls'r%. Ta ¥bTH HAH NHLLIK 10 BBABRO — “This |
have found in another exempfarread or write these things according to the
notes.” This is a clear indication that the sciabér — who apparently was well
aware of the fact that his copy would not only éad but would also be used as

2L See also ALIMIRSKII, Opisanie[see note 18], p. 734. The scribe has used the term

n3goas in the meaning of “exemplar, antigraph” — cf. #ON MIKLOSICH, Lexicon
Palaeoslovenico-graeco-latinum emendatum auctien, 1862-1865 (repr. Aalen, 1977) —
origo, archetypon, aviiypagov, exemplar also b. TRIFUNOVIC, Azbunik srpskih
srednjovekovnih knjizevnih pojmgveBeograd, 1990 (1974), pp. 104-106 and M.
MACROBERT, What was the izvod Svetogorskii V. M. ZAGREBIN (ed.), Rus’ i juznye
slavjane. Shornik statej k 100-letiju so dnja rafge V. A. MoSina (1894-1987)Saint
Petersburg, 1998, pp. 272-283.



an model — copied QA17 from another version of@#D in the lower margin.
In all probability, he took the subsequent addaio®As from this “other
exemplar” as well, this time inserting them dirgatito the main text (and not,
as QA17, in the margins) without further mention.

Another striking piece of proof for the interpolateharacter of Pr is found on
that same folio 150 a considerable part of QA18 is also written ia thargins,
viz. on the left hand side of the main text ($eg. 2b); in P the fragment is
integrated in the running text. Collations showt tthés part of QA18 is missing
in 97 as well as in all T witnesses. This suggéss the added text has been
taken from the ,X,Poyr"b usgops” as well. The text version found in this other
exemplar henceforth will be called version X.
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Fig. 2b: Pr, f 15(‘5(detall 2: Ieft margln rotated)

To support our argument, collation samples are igeal/for both the marginal
addition and the fragment of QA18 that immediat@lgcedes it in the running
text of Pr.

QA18,PG 28, 608.34-37

Gr Aéym On €€ aiuatog Kol eAEYLATOC Kol YLUOD Kol YOANG:
— 97IT > 5 ~ 3\ ~ \ ~ Ve ~
=Gr fyovv €k Oeppod kol yoypod kai Enpod kol vypoD,
TOVTEGTIV €K TVPOG Kol DOUTOG Kol AEPOC Kol Y|G.
T PAANOAKR K€ OT'B IKPBRH H XPAKOTHNBI H PPBNBIA H KABTBIA KABTH,

PGIC'LLUG OTA TENAAAIM H CTOY,A,GNAAPO n COYXAAPO n MOICPAAPO,
CHP'B‘:’I) 0TA O'NA H BOADBI H B'Z;B,A,OYXA N 3EMAA.

Pr MAA Ke, W ICP'LBII/I H XPAKOTHNBI H PPBNBLIA, H KABTHIA KABPH.
peicLue W TOMAAM H cTMAeNAPo H chAPo H MOKpATo.
CHP’E‘:’I) W OMN'E M BOAbI, H B'LBXXA H 3¢eMAA

P TJit0 JKe. W KpoBe, U (ierMa, U YePHBIA, M JKEITBIA JKEITUH,
peKiie W TeIiaro u CTIeHaro, U c$xaro, 1 MOKparo.
cupbub W OrHA, ¥ BOJIBI, ¥ BO318Xa, U 3€MJIH.

L MAA Ke W ICP'Z;BG' H MA'BNA" H XHMA® H RABTYH



PGICLLIA W TONAA H C'I‘O\]‘,A,GNA' H CO\]‘XA H MOICPA'
€Ke €CTb WIN'E U BOAbI* H B'LSAO\]‘XA N 3EMAA

Marginal addition in Pr (inserted in the runningtts P):
QA18,PG 28, 608.37-40

Gr To pév yop aipo domep Oeppov (...), dfrov 811 &k T0d TVPOC” O
O YOUOG, MG VYPOC, TPOINAOV BTl €€ GEPOG: 1] O€ YOAN OO ENpa
TPOdMAOV AT YT|G-

97 om.

T om.

Pr KPBERL B0 1A TONAA, AREB I @ OrHE. XiMoc ke IAKO MoK,

RARE RAKO W 3'5387@. KB K KO COXA, MBS RAK W 36MAA.
XPAKOTHHA 1AKO CTEACHA, MPOIABACHT W BOAbL.

P KpPOBB y0O SIKO Terlia, siBb KO W OTHA. XMMa JKe SIKO MOKPO,
aBb aKk0 W BO31¥xa, )KeIdb ke, AK0 c¥xa, ABb IKO W 3eMIIH.
(hirerma xe sIKO CTEAENA. MPOABIICHO, KO W BOJIBI.

L KP'BRb BO RAKO TONAA IARB IAKO W OPNIA A XHMb RAKO IUIOICP'L
AR rAKO W BB3AXA" & KALTH RAKO coyxb. B'EAOMO RAKO W 3¢M A"
MABNb &Keé RKO CTOV A END- ,A,OEP'B IARE IAKO W BOAbI

It is clear that Pr and P follow T up to the pamfitinterpolation, while the text
added in the margin offers a text that is closevdwsion L. P clearly has the
same mixed character as Pr, on which it ultimadelyends, even if the traces of
the interpolation (viz. the marginal additions arades) have disappeared.

In spite of the fact that the addition in QA18nsleéed close to the reading of
L, we will argue — summarily here and more at lengifsewhere — that the text
found inserted in Pr does not belong to the L wersf theQAD (even if it is
bound to L by many corresponding readings). Tailate this point, a collation
from QA17 — the only QA to have been introducedrfrthe “other exemplar”
with absolute certainty — is presented here.

QA17,PG 28, 608.21-23

Gr [160gv &€ dfjhov 0Tt €V T® Koup®d Tod Bavatov ov
oLVATOBVIGKEL LETA TOD COUATOG 1) YOYN;
TIVEG YOp oUT® vopilovoty.

o7/ om.



Pr Wiema ¥ e REAOM, nx R BPEMA CBMPTH Né
c'LXMH?Ae B TEAW H ALLA, NBLTH BO TAKO NGHLIJXK

P COx¥1Y¥ recTh BEIOMO, SIKO BO BpeMA CMPTH He
co¥mupaeth ¢b Thiiomp Auia? BB 60 TAKO MHATE

L chﬁ'\,A,oy h\BrB RKO BB BP'BIUIA C'LMP'L'I‘ NO¢ Ne
O\ MHPAETH ALLIA ¢ TEAOMB: KAICO BO MNATb €TEpH.

T4 WICO\]‘,A,X RRB INCO RA BPGMA CM‘)’I‘H N¢
OYMHPAGT'L ,A,UJA ¢ T'BAOM RAKOKE MNAT GTGPH

It is clear from the example that the text of Frd &), though similar to the L
text (here represented by witnesses L afdatheres much closer to the Greek
than L. As a consequence, it cannot have beenatkfrom the latter, at least
not through simple transmission by copying, thatwghout consultation of a
Greek copy (cf. the calque-oymmpaters for cuv-amobvriokel vs simple verb
Oy MHPAKT'S in L; the marked word orde# T™kaoMmb AOYLLA AS in Greelueta tod
COUOTOG 1| YVYA VS Aoyiua ¢b TEAOMb IN L; wBLun Bo Tako NenbuuToyiRTs literally
renders Greekweg yap obtm vopiCovotv, While kako/mioke MbNATS teTepu in L
does not). Similar observations — viz. some overaih version L besides
notable differences and a markedly closer adherémade Greek — can be
observed in the other QAs present in Pr (and P)notitin T. If the “other
exemplar” is assumed to have had an L text (X =it)must have been
thoroughly revised by the scribe of Pr on the bas$ia Greek copy. A more
likely explanation for the unique features of PndaP) is provided by the
assumption that the “other exemplar”’ containedff@mdint redaction of th@AD
(X #£L).%2

On the basis of the evidence presented above,gihitnfie assumed that the
scribe of Pr followed the T redaction for the QAsttare present in T, while
drawing upon a not yet further defined version X (the version found in the
“other exemplar”) for the additional QAs. Howevérg situation is even more
complex: Pr and P have readings that deviate from Jome of the QAs that
are available in the T text. This allows for the asgtion that the scribe of Pr,
in compiling the text, in places preferred to falleersion X even if he had the

22 A close look at QA24 — one of the QAs missing it present in both L and Pr/P —
immediately reveals that the text of Pr/P cannethaeen derived from L (nor the other way
around) without consultation of a Greek copy: saeelings in L and Pr/P reflect different
Greek variants or a different reading of the Gréskt (e.g. Pmegtpona ~ dbomota vs L
ABROBBPBNA ~ SVO+TIOTA; Prpa3AHBAA ¢A ~ Y@VEVLOUEVOG VS L norpesens ~ ymvvouevog; Prieke
~ Omep VSL rako ~ domep).



T text at his disposal, or that he altered theioailgT text on the basis of version
X. The image that comes to mind is that of a scslteng in front of two
exemplars, now copying from the one, then from ttker and perhaps
occasionally mixing up both. To support this viengollation sample is offered
from QA41, which is present in T's corpus of QAs:

QA41,PG 28, 624.17-19

97/T . N , N N N «
Gr duvapeda T 6vo EVia yopicat koi OV TOTOV T0D GTOVPOoD SLIADGOL

T MOKEMB OB AP’BB’B PAB,A,'BAWI‘I/I W OBPA3D KPBCTHNBIW PA30PHTH

Pr MOKE AR'E WH'E ApERTE PAB’BAHBLLIG M OBpa3b ICP'I‘NI:II/I f&sopusme

P MOKEMb J[Ba OHBIA JpeBa pa3abauBuie u 00pa3s KPTHBIN pa3opHBIIIeE,

Gr ovvapeda o 500 E0Aa yopicavTes Kol TOV THOV TOD GTEVPOD SWAVCAVTES,
L MozKeMb WE'S APBET pa3eMLLE H WEpASD. ICPTNbIH pazopLLie:

T T MOXKE OB APERS pAZEMLLIE OBPA3DB KPTBHBIH PA30PhLLIE

The collation sample above provides several insigi) Pr and P have readings
different from T, viz. their text does not reflebe particulars of Gf " as does
the text of T: while both 97 and T have infinitiwerb forms fopicoat ~
pasABAnTH; Sladvoon ~ pasopurn), Prand P have participles, as does the majority
Greek reading ypicoveg ~ paspzbangiue; diddcavteg ~ pazopugiue) and the
Slavonic L witnessesyppicavteg ~ pasemiue; Stoahboavteg ~ pasopbiue); (2) Pr
and P deviate from the witnesses of version L @irthse of the verp\:smz\wm
instead ofpazamn, but they do have the same verps{tanTn and pazopurn) as
the T witnesses, albeit in a different form (viargriples instead of infinitives).
It remains to be established whether the agreenbemgeen the text of Pr/P and
T are due to a common textual history of versions &% or to a mixture of
X and T elements in these passages in Pr (aftl P).

This can be represented schematically as follows:

23 That is, if the scribe of Pr more or less faithfidopied text blocks from the one or the
other exemplar, not mixing up both.

4 That is, if the scribe of Pr blended featuresathbX and T within one and the same text
block. We will address this issue$aLs—DE Vos, On the Icongsee note 9] (forthcoming).
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From the above it follows that, from a text critipmint of view, the text of Pr
needs to be treated as a conflation — Pr is a ssttetwo different layers of the
QAD tradition and a distinction needs to be made (ersa$ possible) between
Pr' and Pf. For the additional QAs in Pr (and P) — viz. thesQhot available in
T — we may assume that they belong to version ¥ef‘other exemplar”, that
IS, to the extent that the scribe did not interfeith the latter’s text. For the QAs
in Pr (and P) thadre present in the T group it remains to be estaldishectly
which (parts of) QAs truly belong to the T redantiand which are influenced
by or belong to version X.

THE HYBRID NATURE OFP (Solovki 129/1064

It has already been pointed out that P dependsrowtile the marginal notes
discussed above identify Pr as the starting pointhe contamination, its
conflated nature is reflected in both the strucamd the text of P. The corpus of
QAs found in P closely follows that of Pr, with fesxceptions (sedable 2
above): for reasons that are unclear QA123 fell Q4120 is put between QAs
130 and 131; interestingly, P restores the coroeder of QAs 24-26, which
may be linked to an admonition found as a margiwé in Pr: on f. 152he
following phrase can be found, written in the upp&rgin as an addition to
QA25: “ﬂ;)"sfke ?hTH (¢H3H B'Ln;)% H WRE, 1 noto- M ape cia mako ¢’ — “First read this
guestion-and-answer, and after thaind if these things are s{viz. the
beginning of QA26, which, in Pr, precedes QAs 2d 2h]" (seeFig. 39).
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Fig. 3a: Pr, f. 152r (detail: upper margin)

QAs 134 and 135 fell out in P, which, however, tieas QAs 113 and 114 in
final position; these have been taken from a téxthe L-version, as already
noted by Vedef> From this fact, as well as from the replacemerthefT type
title found in Pr by a title of the L tyg8,it is clear that the scribe of P (or of one
of its ancestors) had access to an L text. Fugbertiny of P’s text proves that
the scribe had recourse to L on other occasiongedls To support this claim,
another collation sample is offered as an example.

QA1,PG28, 600.5-6

97IT o7 v ) ~ e Jé 5 4
Gr oV1e €1G €0TL T VTOoTAGEL AVOpOTOROPPOC,
¢ ol 'EAMvarv maideg pvbevovran,

T HHEKE IRAWN 16CTB CACTAROMD PAORBI00BPA3BNE,

AKOKE KAAHNBCTHH OTPOLLH BACHOCAORAT'D
-|_66 NH&Re ¢AUND ECTh C'LCTAKMO ‘I’F\KOOB‘)ABGN%' AKO0KE EA’AHUN’CTIH OT‘)OLU/I' BACNOC)\OBATI)'
T22 NH ¢AUND COCTA’E 21 ‘I’I\BKWOB‘)ABGN% RAK0KE GA TN CTHH W?OLI,I/I BACNOC}\OBA
TSC NH&Ke ¢ANND ¢CTE¢CTROMB YI\'CWWB‘)ABGN% RAIK0KE EAUNBCTHH WT‘)OL[I/I BACNOCAORATD’
T90 HIKE €AMI: GCTECTRWIIE PRKWWEPAZENS: IAKWIKE EAHNBCTIH WTPWLIH BACHWCAWRATL:
MT NHKe €AHUND GCTI)CTKOM YAICOOB‘)AZGN'L AKOKE EAMNBCTIH WT‘)OL[I/I BACNOC/\OKA
Pr NHKe €AHUND 6 C'LCTAKW "l’/\lCOWBPASGNb KO EAATN’CTTH OT‘)WLI,H BACNOC}\OBA

28 -

P YKe™" eJIMHB €CTh ChCTABOMb WikooOpasenb (~T)

AKOKE KUAOBCTiH oTpoubl (~L) 6acHOCIOBATE

Gr oDTE €lg £6TL TNV VTOGTAGIY GVOPOTOPOPPOG,
¢ ol 'EAMvov maideg pvbevovian

%5 VEDER, Einfluss[see note 1], p. 101: “In P sind Fragen 113-11r82 [erroneous for
133 —LS & IDV] aus Versiorb [cf. above note 7 £S & IDV] nachgetragen”.

26 The title Baasxenaro AQANACHIA APXHEIHCICONA A/\egANZA]JHmIcAFo K3 ANZTMO)(oy KBNA30Y" ... is
typical of both T and Pr (viz. of the “homogenegusup”), but in P we realce 6o cmivixw
oya naweeo Aganacia apxienckna Aneianopiuckazo ko Aumiwxy xrzio, Which reflects the
title of L. To judge from Kuev’s list [see note Ht least eight more East Slavonic copies,
dated from the ™ up to the 18 century, combine features of the T group with thi/pe
title, which suggests that they all have a condlatersion of th&AD as the one found in P.

27 &ereoma, Which was written aftemera”, is crossed out, andh is added.|..

28 yxe is obviously a mistake fomxe.



L NHEAHNND €CTb HMNOCTACHA PABYEMD SPAICOM
RAKO0KRE KHAOB ‘eTin O'I‘POLI,I/I BACNI)C'I‘BO\{‘K'I‘I)

T4 N0 €EAHND ECTb OYHOCTACHN NH PABPLCKBIM S?AICOM'L
RAK0Ke KHAORBCTEH O'I‘POU,I/I BANI)CTB\[H)’P'Z)

The collation above clearly shows that in the fpatt of the phrase P follows
the reading of the T group and xcfagomb vAogBKoospa3biE @and NOMMocTACHER
vAOREveMb 3pakomb as in L), while for the second part P borrows teading
from version L fuaoberrn oTpoun and notieaanniberun otpoun @s in T and Pr).
The text offered by P is a revision of the — alseadnflated — Pr text, which has
been infused with L readings and minor innovati@®me of which — as the
introduction of the Graecisiuierma for xparcoruna in QA18 — are probably due
to a comparison with a Greek version of the tekt).summarise, P is a heavily
contaminated text, consisting of the layers Pr X+ L, as visualised in the

schema below.
} '

It is certainly challenging and of some interestnestigate the textual history
of this remarkable hybrid. However, to use P asitmess to any particular
version of theQAD is not without peril. This observation retains afl its
relevance in light of Veder's assessment of P #éaxawitness: Veder writes
about the latter that its text is older than thatersiona’ (viz. the hyparchetype
of T® and 72 anda? (viz. the hyparchetype of’fand 7°) and that it “fiillt ihre
Auslassungen und erklart manche ihrer Verderbrjiggseof a' anda®- LS &
IDV]".?° To the extent that version L, part of the multdesd tissue of P, is most
probably older than, it is possible that P offensi@re ancient text — that is, in
places and always with the possibility of consib&aontamination.

unidentified
Slavonic _—
L source text

7
Gr9 /T N

A\ 4

29 VEDER, Einfluss[see note 1], p. 101.



HOMOGENEOUS

What has previously been called the “homogeneoospjrwithin the Slavonic
traditiort® has proved not to be homogeneous at all. On theary, it testifies
to the existence of two separate versions of taeddic QAD.

Redaction T — found in the five witnesses of thgrdup as well as in P(and
the corresponding text parts of its descendaninB)shown to be based on the
consultation of a Greek exemplar®Gr— is a nice example of the symbiosis of
the Greek and the Slavonic traditions. A betteraustnding of the version of
the QAD that was at the basis of redaction T will shed nligiet on the revision
process and on the textual layers incorporatedhenTt text. It is tempting to
situate the origins of this redaction on Mount Atha the vibrant fourteenth
century. The roots of the Greek branch of thisitiaad seem to be Athonite and
theterminus ante quem the dating of the earliest witness Pr (lat8 ¢4 — does
not contradict such a hypothesis. Moreover, thgulistic characteristics of T
and the close adherence to its Greek exemplar pwmiatlate rather than to an
early date’!

It would be premature to make firm statements @nrthture of version X of
the “other exemplar”. To our present knowledges thixt version is only found
in the interpolated parts of Pr (and P) — so iff Bind the corresponding
passages in P). It is clear that it is not an tedlarersion but one tied firmly to
the other branches of the Slavo@&D tradition. At the same time, it has its
own characteristics and particular choice of wagdnot found elsewhere in the
witnesses collated so far — that is, if Pr indefidre a faithful reflection of X.
As this remains to be established, the possibditpuld be left open that the
unique characteristics are proper to Pr itself aatdto X. The first task that
iImposes itself to begin answering these questi®nisa delineation of text parts

in Pr (and P) that clearly do not belong to reaarci, that is, the delineation of
Pr.

30 DE Vos— GRINCHENKO, Quaestionefsee note 1], pp. 110-111 apdssim
31 The question of the language and the translatchnique will be addressed in more
detail inSELs—DE Vos, On the Icongsee note 9] (forthcoming).



TO CONCLUDE

Cod. Pragensis sla¥X F 15 can be concluded to be an important warieghe
text tradition of the Slavoni©QAD: (1) Pr is the earliest witness to the T
redaction and in the text parts that clearly beltnd, viz. in PF, it seems to be
the most reliable witness from a genealogical pofntiew. (2) Where its text
deviates from T, Pr may be assumed to reflect ¢le df a ‘,‘A,Poyr'b M3ROAB”,
another exemplar mentioned by the scribe in thegmsr Whether Pr offers a
faithful rendering or an adapted version of thigeraplar's text (version X)
remains to be established. (3) Rrarginaliaallow for a glimpse of the scribal
compilation process and they identify Pr as thetista point of the new
conflated version found also in P in a form markgdurther contamination.

In spite of Pr's being a key witness to the SlagdpAD, its conflated nature
compels us to use it with utmost caution for tbeastitutio textu®f redaction T
or any other part of the Slavor@AD.

The more general conclusion to be drawn from tleeguting argument is that
it is necessary to studoththe Greek and the Slavonic traditions of @&D in
depth, as the latter cannot be understood prodetiiy repeated revision of its
text based on the consultation of Greek exempgan®t taken into account.
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SUMMARY

The late fourteenth-centu§odex Pragensis sla¥X F 15 (Pr) is considered a key witness to
the textual tradition of the SlavoniQuaestiones ad Antiochum duceas it contains an
almost complete set of questions-and-answers (188).Qt is argued, however, that this
corpus is the result of a conflation of two distiwersions of th&uaestionesviz. redaction T
and version X.

Redaction T, found in five witnesses from thd1%" c., is the result of a revision of the
Slavonic QAD based on the consultation of a Greek exemplar: beghstructure (viz. the
number and sequence of the QAs) and the textuatplars of the Slavonic T witnesses are
in almost perfect agreement with those of the Gr@elaestionesn Codex Oxoniensis



BodleianusAuct. F.4.07 (Misc. 106). Version X is much moragamatic; apparently, QAs
from this further unknown version of the SlavoQ&D were introduced in the Prague codex
to complement the T redaction’s corpus of 120 QAs.
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Fig. 1: Stemma B group and Slavonic T redaction



Fig. 2: Pr, f. 150— courtesy of the Czech National Museum, Prague



Fig. 3: Pr, f. 152— courtesy of the Czech National Museum, Prague



