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THE PLACE OF THE MIHANOVIC PSALTER
IN THE FOURTEENTH-CENTURY REVISIONS
OF THE CHURCH SLAVONIC PSALTER

mong the revised versions of Church Slavonic biblical and liturgical texts from
the early fourteenth century, the Psalter occupies a special place, because it
appears in two related but distinct revisions of approximately the same date. One
of these, variously known as the ‘Athonite Redaction’ or as Redaction III? is found
in Bulgarian manuscripts of the late thirteenth or early fourteenth century, notably
the Sopov-Karadimov psalter fragments in Sofia’, and the Mihanovi¢ psalter frag-
ments, HAZU IIT a 49 and NSK R. 4494/1, in Zagreb; Serbian copies* are extant
from the mid fourteenth century onward, and the redaction seems to have been
in widespread use in the South Slav lands: it was printed in the Cetinje Psalter®
at the end of the fifteenth century. The other early fourteenth-century revision
of the Church Slavonic Psalter is so far attested only in one manuscript, the Bulgar-
ian Norov Psalter®. In Thomson’s classification this is Redaction IV”.
As is shown in Karacorova’s contrastive studies® of the early textual tradition
and the fourteenth-century revisions of the Church Slavonic Psalter, Redactions

! E.B. YEmxo, O6 agonckoti pedaxiyuu cnassHCKO20 nepesoda Ncanmvipu 6 ee OMHOUWEHUU K Opyeum
pedaxuusim, [in:] A3vik u nucomeHHocmy cpedHeboneapckozo nepuoda, ed. E.B. Yemko et al., Mocksa
1982, p. 60-93.

2 E J. THOMSON, The Slavonic Translation of the Old Testament, [in:] Interpretation of the Bible, ed.
J. KrASOVEC, Ljubljana-Sheffield 1998, p. 815-820.

> Plus a fragment recently discovered in the Central State Archive in Constantinople, see
E. MycakoBa, Hosoomxpum gpaemenm om Ilonosus-Kapaoumos ncanmup, [in:] boeocnysebnume
KHU2U — NO3HAMU U HENO3HAMU, CO(bI/m 2008, p. 27-35.

* C.M. MACROBERT, Problems in the study of the Athonite’ redaction of the Psalter in South Slavonic
manuscripts, [in:] Studies of Medieval South Slavic Manuscripts. Proceedings of the 3" International
Hilandar Conference held from March 28 to 30, 1989 = IIpoyuasarve cpedr08eK08HUX jYHHOCTIOBEHCKUX
pyxonuca. 36oprux padosa ca III mehynapoone Xunandapcke korpepenyuje oopucare 00 28. do 30.
mapma 1989, ed. I1. VIBuE, Beorpag 1995, p. 195-213.

* 1. MAPTUHOBWE, [canmup ¢ nocnedosarem Lypha Liprojesuhia 1494, Cetinje 1986.

¢ Hoposckas ncanmuipv: Cpedneboneapckas pykonuco XIV sexa, I-11, ed. E.B. Yemxko et al., Codust 1989.
7 EJ. THOMSON, op. cit., p. 820.

& V1. KapauoroBA, Kom evnpoca 3a Kupuno-Memooduesckus cmapo6sneapcku npesood Ha ncanmupa,
KMc 6, 1989, p. 130-245; EADEM, Kom usyuasanemo na ncanmuprume pedaxuuu om XIV e.
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III and IV have much in common: they share not only a large number of individual
readings, but also recurrent instances of systematic lexical preferences, e.g. ckopo,
eAHN-, Toyie instead of earlier appo, Hu-, awoyTw/cniiTh/Bezoyma. The most obvious
difference between them consists in their relationship to the Greek text and to
the previous Church Slavonic versions. Redaction III has clearly been reworked
with reference to Greek, but the resulting changes are limited in type and extent;
behind them elements of the older Redactions I and II can readily be detected.
By contrast, Redaction IV reflects a much more radical attempt to align Church
Slavonic syntax and morphology with Greek: verbal rection tends to be influenced
by the choice of case in Greek’; the distribution of prepositional phrases is based
more closely on Greek usage than in Redaction III, including the systematic use
of conjunctions and prepositions to govern infinitives'; exe is regularly deployed
as the equivalent of the Greek definite article to introduce attributive prepositional
phrases and nominalized infinitives'; as far as possible, the word order of Greek
is reproduced, e.g. by treating the traditional postposition paau as a preposition'?;
reflexive verbs, rather than passive participles, correspond to Greek passive forms"’;
Slavonic prefixes are added to verbs, either in response to local norms or in strict
imitation of Greek', producing instances of double prefixation unusual in earlier
Church Slavonic, e.g. 27:3 chnoroygH, 48:18 ckHHZKIAETS, 68:11 chnoKphixs, 88:22
CRZACTRIHTS, 93:16 c'bnp'ﬁcwmw'h, 100:6 c'hﬁcap,wru, 78:13 BhZbHcNORRMEI, 96:9
np'kRwZEKIcH, 104:22 $npkmmapnTH, 118:15 nopazoymks, 143:6-7 uzgnocan. Similar-
ly, one-to-one correspondences between Church Slavonic and Greek lexical items
are imposed, such as the calques B'szgruicHTHeA rather than gsznecTHeaA T 1T 11T for
vyodoBat’, erenanne rather than gszanixanne I II III for otevaypog's; the general-
ized use of nzuezaru instead of nekonnuaruea I 11 or crskonnuaruea II1 for xeinev!”

(Bubneticku nectu), [in:] Hwemy oyuenuxs Hads oyuumenemv céoums. CO0pHUK 6 uecm HA npog.
0 Mean [obpes, unen-xopecnonoenm na BAH u yuumen, ed. A.-M. ToOTOMAHOBA, T. C/1ABOBA,
Codus 2005, p. 345-356.

® Hoposckas ncanmuipo. .., I, p. 72-74; VI. KApauorPOBA, Kom usyuasanemo..., p. 349-350.

1 E.B. Yemko, Kupunno-megpoouesckuii nepesod Ilcanmvipu u cpedHeboneapckue npasneHvie
pedaxyuu. Cmpykmypa cnoéa u pensyuoxHvie dnemenmol, [in:] Studia slavico-byzantina et
mediaevalia europensia, 1, ed. IL. IMHEKOB et al., Codus 1988, p. 224-226; Hoposckas ncanmoipo...,
I, p. 70-71; V1. KAPAYOPOBA, 0p. cit., p. 350; C.M. MACROBERT, Maksim Grek in linguistic context,
[forthcoming in:] Latinitas in the Slavic World, ed. V.S. TOMELLERI [PhS].

1 E.B. Yewko, Kupunno-mepoouesckuii nepesoo..., p. 225-226; Hoposckas ncanmuipo. .., I, p. 70;
W. KarauoroBa, Kem ewnpoca..., p. 154-156; EADEM, Kom usyuasanemo..., p. 349; C.M. Mac
ROBERT, 0p. cit.

2 Hoposckas ncanmoipo..., I, p. 71-72; V1. KAPAYOPOBA, op. cit., p. 350.

'3 E.B. YEewko, Kupunno-megdoouesckuii nepesoo..., p. 228.

" Ibidem, p. 220-222; V1. KapauoroBa, Kem 6vnpoca. .., p. 198; EADEM, Kom usyuasaremo..., p. 352.
1> E.B. YEmiko, Kupunno-megoouesckuii nepesoo..., p. 223; Hoposckas ncanmuipo. .., 1, p. 68.

¢In 11:6, 30:11, 37:9-10, 101:6, 101:21, but not 6:7, 78:11.

17 E.B. YEeuiko, Kupunno-megpoduesckuii nepesoo. .., p. 222.
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and of axkag™ to render movnpdg™® in place of awrw IITIIL; or the preference given
to xpams over ugskwiw I II IIT as a translation of vaog'. A tendency to use trans-
lations rather than loanwords is sporadically discernible, for instance the three
instances of nken-* rather than \raam- I II III and such isolated occurrences as
42:4 xpurarnnkoy for oaragro I IT 111, 44:8 macao for oakn I II eaen III. Redaction IV
also goes further than Redaction III in morphological and syntactic developments
such as increased use of the pronoun m*, the reduplicated stem aap- in aorist
forms?, the animate accusative of pronouns® and the dative case in correspon-
dence to Greek genitive®.

At the same time Redaction IV is not a totally new translation, independent
of what came before. Even in its imitations of Greek infinitival constructions it
sometimes betrays, through incoherence or inconsistency, its dependence on the
wording of Redactions I, IT and III, e.g.:

34:13 &v T® avTOVG TTapeVOXAELY oL
(BH)erpa onH oragHe TRogkax® I 1T III

RLHEMAA WHH WIARCTRORATH MT [V

In imitation of Greek an infinitive has been substituted here for a finite verb, but
the required concomitant change from nominative to dative subject has not been
carried through.

45:3 év 1@ tapacoeoBat Ty yAv kai petatiBeobat 6pn

(R'BH)EMAA CRMRLYIAETBCA ZeMAra H ngRaaramTwea ropw [ 1T 11T

BBHNEMAA ChAMRIPATHEA ZEMH H ﬂp'ﬁ/\Al'ArY\'l‘CA Moghl v

The first of two conjoined verbs has been changed to an infinitive, as in Greek, but
either the reviser has neglected to change the second verb, or the scribe has copied
a finite form from a conservative exemplar.

18 In 33:22, 36:19, 48:6, 77:49, but not 40:2, 93:13, 143:10.

¥1n 17:7, 26:4, 28:9, 44:16, 64:5, 67:30, 78:1, 143:12, but not 5:8, 10:4, 27:2, 137:2.

2 1n 70:22, 107:3, 151:3.

1 E.g. 77:6.

2 E.g 111:9, 115:3.

» V1. KaPAuOPOBA, Kom uzyuasanemo..., p. 348; C.M. MACROBERT, The variable treatment of clitics
in 14"-century South Slavonic psalter translations, [in:] MHozokpamuume npesodu 8 FOxcrocnassckomo
Cpednosexosue. Codpus, 7-9 ronu 2005, ed. JI. Tacesa, P. MapTu, M. MosuEsa, T. [IEHTKOBCKAS,
Codus 2006, p. 381-382.

*E.g. 28:6, 44:13, 77:61, 100:4, 105:22.
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106:6+13+19+28 év 1@ OAifecBar avTovg

(R'sh)erpaa Rsemxekuwa I ITTIT

106:6 BuHEMAA BETHRAKIWR 106:134+19428 RuNerpAd cKghBRTH Has V.

Conversely to the previous example, a finite verb is retained from earlier redac-
tions in the first instance, but replaced by an infinitive on the model of Greek
in subsequent iterations.

Perhaps because the Grecizing tendency in Redaction IV is so strong, less
scholarly attention has been given to the differences in native Slavonic usage
between it and Redaction III. Yet these are also systematic, and they compli-
cate the relationship between the two redactions. In some respects Redaction III
follows the tradition of Redactions I and II, while Redaction IV innovates, for
instance by preferring geanks> and mamo®® to geann and moy. At the same time,
however, Redaction IV retains consistently the verb csmacmhea as in I and II,
whereas Redaction III just as consistently replaces it with chmiTHTHCA. Both
redactions vacillate between the old loanword xpuer, found in I and 11, and the
calque nomazanwu, but in different distributions: in 104:15, 131:10+17 Redac-
tion IIT has nomazanwin while Redaction IV has xpuers, but in 88:39 Redaction IV
has nomazansin whereas Redaction III has xpucrs. Thus neither redaction can be
explained simply as a modification or elaboration of the other: they relate to pre-
vious tradition in different ways and, for all their similarities, they reflect diver-
gent Slavonic norms.

A direct textual relationship between Redaction IV and earlier versions,
unmediated by Redaction III, is also demonstrated by the number of early read-
ings which are reproduced in IV but are alien to III”. Some of these are standard
in Redactions I and II, reflecting either their Greek textual tradition or their shared
approach to translation and interpretation:

Revisions in III Early readings in IV

2:12, 7:3, 12:445, 27:1, 37:17, 49:22 pnmote

Ad HEKOTAQ Al Korpa®® 111

15:7 &9, 77:17 Etv ene naksl I 11

21:17 dpv&av Hekonawa npureozAnws 1 11

24:16 LOVOYEVIG EAHNOPOAS HHopw AN Cf. nnouap s T 11
34:16 énelpacay HCKOYCHIA mxunwx I IT

»1In 20:6, 46:3,47:2, 76:14, 85:13, 88:8, 94:3, 98:2, 105:21, 107:5, 110:2, 134:5, 137:5, 144:3, 146:5. This
form also appears sporadically in Redaction II.

%1n 35:13,47:7, 68:36, 121:5, 131:17, 132:3, 136:1+3, 138:8+10.

¥ Hopoeckas ncanmuipo..., I, p. 75-76.

* In the first four instances pa nekorpa has been inserted as a correction in the Norov Psalter.



The Place of the Mihanovic Psalter in the Fourteenth-Century... 79

41:2 oUTWG cHuE

44:10+14 TEMOKINLEVT NPRHENBLIPENA

44:14 £0w0eV R'BNRTPK

46:10 ol kpaTalol APhHARKNHH

72:6 doéPelav adTOV HEULCThEME CROHMb

75:6 UTTVOV AOTOV chH'k CROH

75:8 AVTIOTNOETAL NPOTHRF CTANET®

77:19, 118:23 kataAAAELY KAERETATH

80:5 kpipa cAALEA

87:9+19 100G YVWwOoTOUG ZHAEMAIEA

101:28 6 adTOG ThHKAL

105:29 mapwEuvav/mapopyloav? npornkrawa
113:5 ooi/oV Tes'k

117:2-4 81} oyBo

118:49 1@V AOywv/TOV AOYOV CAORECS TROHX S
118:129 ¢&npebvnoev? nenuimaem s

118:136 ¢pvAagav/épvlaga chxpanniuA

120:8 vOv ik

mako I 11
ng-koykpawena I 11
BhNATPR R A0y T 1T
kpknuun [ 11
HEYECTHER cROEX 11
cHOMs cROHMs T 1T
npomTHRHTeA I 11
faarn 111

cxas LII

ZHANNLLR cf. ZHanuia T 11
cams III
pazapanwr I 11
it TII

ik T 1T

caogo Troe [ 11
nznwira I 11
chxpannxs [ 11

ceak T1I

Others are peculiar to Redaction I or are even minority variants known only

from a few early manuscripts:

Revisions in III

16:14 ta katdAotma ocTan sk 11
19:8 GpHaoLY KoAECHHL,AX S

26:6 EKUKAWOX OBHA Xk 1T

63:10 T4 TTOLHATA TROPENHIA

67:26, 93:15 éxopevol Banzh 11

72:7 €ic 514001V B AWEKER

77:47 GUKAUIVOG cvKAMHNHE ]

101:28 ékhelyovotv ockRAkERT S 11
104:23 map@KNOeV NPHILAKCTRORA 11

Early variants in IV

Wakkw 1

wpFHHT minority reading in I 11
OBHA™S |

TRagH [

apk 1

Bk AWEERH I

upkhnuKe cf. yphhHuA variant in I
CKONUARTCA Cf. HeKONBYARRT e T
npuipe 1

The readings cited above are the more striking instances where Redaction IV

follows earlier tradition; an attentive reading of Karacorova’s studies will supply
further examples. The fact that some of these vestigial early readings are unusual
should not occasion surprise: very conservative versions of the Church Slavonic
translation, such as the Pogodin and Sofia Psalters, were still being copied in late
thirteenth and early fourteenth-century Bulgaria. In addition, the sporadic indica-
tions of diapsalmata in the Norov Psalter have parallels almost exclusively in Redac-
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tion I”; they might of course have been reproduced directly from Greek, but this
seems less likely, since they tend to be omitted from later Greek manuscripts®.

There is clearly a problem here: Redactions III and IV, as well as displaying
both coincidences and divergences in their innovations, contain different sets
of readings retained from earlier redactions. Consequently there seems to be no
straightforwardly reliable way of deriving one version from the other on the basis
of internal evidence: each appears to relate to earlier tradition independently of the
other. For this reason, arguments for the priority of one or other redaction have
been based on the date of their manuscripts. Starting from the traditional dat-
ing of the Norov Psalter to the later thirteenth century, and from the dissemina-
tion of Redaction III in the fourteenth century, Cesko and Karacorova assumed
that Redaction IV came first®' and Redaction III was a subsequent modification,
a compromise between its radical Grecizing stance and older tradition. But the
Norov Psalter is now thought to date from the early fourteenth century®’, and
Thomson has argued that Redaction III preceded it*. His argument appears to
rely on Mosin’s dating* of the Mihanovi¢ Psalter fragment, which largely follows
Redaction III, to the late thirteenth century. However, Jagi¢ referred the Mihanovi¢
Psalter to the early fourteenth century®, and recently this dating has been revived
by Turilov*, on the grounds that the manuscript was written by the same scribe as
the first and main hand of the Norov Psalter. If this is the case, it undermines any
attempt to derive the chronological sequence of the two redactions from the dates
of these manuscripts; it also brings into sharper focus the problem of the textual
relationship between them.

The primary affiliation of the Mihanovi¢ Psalter to Redaction III is beyond
doubt: it exhibits not only the textual features which are shared by both the ear-
ly fourteenth-century revisions, but also the range of variants mentioned above
which set Redaction IIT apart from Redaction IV, both in those places cited above*

¥ C.M. MACROBERT, On the headings and marginal notes in the two Glagolitic psalter manuscripts
in S. Catherine’s Monastery on Mount Sinai, [in:] Philology Broad and Deep: In Memoriam Horace
Gray Lunt, ed. M. S. FLIER, D. J. BIRNBAUM, C.M. VAKARELIYSKA, Bloomington, IN 2014, p. 177-179.
% A. RAHLFS, Septuaginta, vol. X, Psalmi cum Odis, Géttingen 1979°, p. 77.

' E.B. YEmKo, O6 agonckoti pedaxyuiu. .., p. 86; V1. Kapauorosa, Kem swnpoca..., p. 133, 239-240.
32 Hopoéckas ncanmuipo. .., p. 48-49.

3 EJ. THOMSON, op. cit., p. 815.

V. Mo$n, Cirilski rukopisi Jugoslavenske akademije, Zagreb 1955, 1, p. 55-6, I1, p. 13-14.

3 V. JAGIC, Zwei illustrierte serbische Psalter (= introduction to J. STRZYGOWSKI, Die Miniaturen des
Serbischen Psalters der Koniglichen Hof- und Staatsbibliothek in Miinchen), DKAW.PhH 52.2, 1906,
p- Ixv-Ixxi.

¢ A.A. Typunos, boneapckue kHuxcHuxu panreeo XIV 6. mexcoy Toiprosom, Ceamoti 2opoti u Cesmoii
semneil, KMc 21, 2012, p. 236-239.

7 In 44:10+14 ngkucnbippena, 44:14 RBHATPS, 46:10 ApBKARNTH, 63:10 TROPENTA, 72:6 HEULCTHEM S
CROHM'h, 72:7 Rk AWEORL, 75:6 c'hNs CROH, 75:8 NPOTHRR cTANET, 77:19 KAeReTAWR, 77:47 cvKAMHNKI,
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where Redaction IV is conservative, and also in some places where the two redac-
tions innovate:

Revisions in III and Mihanovi¢ Psalter Readings in other redactions

79:6 YwULElG HanHTaewn 1T HaTpoReWH I, nackiwmaewn IV

104:20 d@fjkev ocTaRH nenoyeru I I ®noyern IV

104:22 100 moudedoat HaoyuHTH A HaoyunTk I aa Hakamerw II
£2Ke HaKazaTh [V

114:7 eONpYETNOEV BAAMO ChTROPH A0Eo chTRopH I IT BAro AkHCTRORA TV

118:127 Tomaglov nagia mv[m]na[n]sum [ II monazia IV

128:3 Zudakpuvay oyAdAHLA Zapaknwa LI oy pansnns IV

In addition, the Mihanovi¢ Psalter displays a peculiarly systematic use of cxmmTHTH
(ca), not only in the numerous places where other manuscripts of Redaction III
deploy this verb® but also in 64:8* and 67:5%.

As a witness to Redaction III, however, the Mihanovi¢ Psalter is unusual in two
ways. Firstly, it contains more inherited readings, especially from Redaction I, than
do most of the other witnesses to Redaction III*. In its partial retention of old
accusative pronominal forms it presents the appearance of an incomplete revision,
but there are also more substantive relics of early tradition:

Revisions in III and IV Early readings in Mihanovic Psalter

41:10 év @ ékOAiPerv TOV £XOpOV pe

EMAA CTRIKAET S MH Bpars 111 ® nevaan gpara I 11
BRNEMAA CTXRKATH Bparoy IV

72:28 72:28 tob &Eayyeihal

Ad BuZrEYR 111 e2ke nzgReTHTH IV Ad Henogkms I11
77:57 dméotpeyev
oBpaTHIWACA IIT WRpaTHILIR ca IV E'hZEpATHILR A I T

89:2 mpo T0D 8pn yevnOijval

80:5 crABa, 101:28 mhikae, 101:28 wekmpakxT, 104:23 npuineancmrora, 105:29 npornkrawa, 113:5 mer'k,
118:23 Kkaegemaax®, 118:49 caorecs TROHKS, 118:129 nenwimaers, 118:136 cw<xpa>nuws, 120:8 nunk.
* In 41:7, 45:4, 45:7, 47:6, 54:3, 54:5, 59:4, 63:9, 76:5, 82:16, 89:7, 106:27, 118:60; 82:18, also 75:6
BhZMATHWRCA; the reading nocpamaTsea in 82:18b is probably an anticipation of nocTuigaTea in
the second half of the verse.

¥ RBZMATRTHCA/RBZMRTATHCA [ I, RzmmTATReA IIT, chmarrrea IV,

O ernmarirTiaca TITIITIV.

1 C.M. MACROBERT, Problems..., p. 211.
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NPRKAE AAKE Mopams He BuimH [11 nPRKAE AAKe Mokl Ne Bhiwa I 1T
NYkAKAE E2Ke MWPAMS EsITH IV
89:2 mhaoBfjvat Ty ynv kai Tiv oikovpévny

CBZBAATHCA ZEMAH H Rbceaenkn IIT IV ChZAACA ZEMAR H Bheeaenaa 11T
54:14 yvwoTé pov

ZNAeMbIH MoH ITT Znanme mon IV ZNanHe moe [ 11

68:4 kpalwv Zornt IIT Zormys IV ghiva [ 11

101:10 81t Zane I1I rako IV nae I 11

101:26 kat’ &pydg

B'b HaYAT L EX S 11T Bk HAYAT K I 1T
E'h HauAawxs IV

42:2 kpataiwpa Apkkaga IIT IV kgknocrs I 11

44:12 ¢neBounoev

BhKAeAReT S IIT RhZoKenaeTn IV BhexoyeTs I 11

55:13 ai evxai moanTril IIT TV orkmu 111

64:8 bmootroetatl nocronTs 111 IV NPOTHER cTanemh I 1T
77:11 1OV e0epyeol®V Eaaropkrannn 11T TV garopamn I 11

77:38 & 45 SiagOepeiy pacTuakrn I IV noroygHTH I 11

78:5 ¢kkavOnoetat pagropurs III IV pampekern I 11

80:13 ta émtndevpata / tag Embvpiac?

HaunNanHio IIT naunnanun IV noxorems* I I1

Rather as in Redaction IV, these earlier readings are sometimes conservative or
minority variants:

Shared readings in III and IV Early variants in Mihanovi¢ Psalter

113:6 éoxiptrioate / EoKipTroAV

ghzhirpacTeca 111 IV, minority reading in I BhZhirgaxea I 11
101:23 év 1@ ovvaydnvat

(Rh)erpa crsgepRTHeA 1T 1T EMAd ChHBMATCA |
E'BHEMAA chEpaTHeA [V

108:3 ¢xVkAwoav ogHpowA IT IIT TV WEKIAR |

121:6 ¢pwtnoate Rsngocute 11 1T IV oymoanTe I

It may be mere chance that inherited readings in the Mihanovi¢ Psalter are also
found in Redaction IV, but the fact that some of them recur in the same distribu-
tion as in the Norov Psalter looks like more than coincidence:

2 A reminiscence, whether in Greek or in Church Slavonic, of 9:24 and 20:3.
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Revisions in III

41:2 oVTwg cHE
49:17 ¢E¢Pakeg BrpnKe
58:12 KATAYAYE HHZAOKH

60:2 Tiig 8ef0ewG [ov.. Tf) TPOTEVX{] HOV

MOAENHE MOE... MOAHTER MOER

64:11 u£bvoov oynon

69:6 XpovionG ZaKheHH

72:3 Qewp@dv Zpa

73:4 Eyvwoay pazoymEILR

74:9 T0UTO cHX

75:2 ywoTtog BEAOM S

86:3 dedofaopéva ehalnon
NP-RCAARBHA MAALIECA

89:3 elmag pekas ecH

96:2 yvO@QOG crhMpaKTs

98:9 TTPOOCKVVEITE NOKAOHHTECA
108:1 THv aiveoiv LoV XEAAR MOKR
108:2 ¢AdAnoav raawa

118:49 T® 80VAW paRoy TROEMOY
118:49 émMAmodg pe

OVM"hRANHE AAdAs MH ECH

127:6 1601G RHAHLIN

134:17 0082 yap £0TLV HH EO ECTh

Shared readings in III
86:7 év ool oy mere I IT 11T

131:4 toig kpoTagoLlg kpoTadgoma I ITI

72:1 wg Koaw I IT IIT
77:21 &vePaleto pagrukraca II I11

Early readings in Mihanovi¢ Psalter and IV

mako® I 11
nzgepwake [ 11
pazuapoywn I 11

MATERI MOER... MOAENHE Moe Cf.
MOAHTEF MOKR... MoAENHE Moe [ IT
Hanoun [ 1T

zamxman*t T 11

giaa 1T

nozHaws [

onw I II

ZNaems I 1T

nprkeaagno raaca I 11
pe 111

mpaks I 11
Kaanknmeea 11
XBaAkl moex I II
Ehzraaws I 11

paga TRoero [ 11

MR oynoganne Aan ecn 111
oyzpiwu I 11
nkers Bw 11

Once again, part of this common inheritance is conservative and even unusual:

Early variants in Mihanovi¢ Psalter and IV

gk Terk minority reading in T 11
ckpaniama I1

rako minority reading in I
pazapaica I

Of particular interest are the places where the Mihanovi¢ Psalter appears to

duplicate the patterns of distribution noted above in Redaction I'V:

4 Corrected in the Mihanovi¢ Psalter to cuug.
* The Norov Psalter also had this reading originally in 39:18.
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Revisions in ITI Early variants in Mihanovi¢ Psalter and IV

49:22 UNTOTE AA NHEKOT'AA eAd Korpaa T1T
77:17 €1 ene naksl I 11
104:15, 131:10 & 17 xpL1oTOG NOMAZANKIH xprers TII

Unfortunately the fragmentary state in which the Mihanovi¢ Psalter has survived*
makes it impossible to establish exactly how many early readings it shared with the
Norov Psalter.

The second and more remarkable peculiarity of the Mihanovi¢ Psalter is that
it shares some of the distinctive new readings of Redaction IV. The examples
of shared lexis and parallel grammatical innovation are limited in number, and
some may be due to chance, though it must be stressed that they are uncommon
in the textual tradition up to the fourteenth century:

Shared readings in I II III Revisions in Mihanovi¢ Psalter and IV

48:12 oxknvwpata ceaa I ITIIT CEAENHA

52:6 opog crpaxa x2 I ITIII EOAZNH

88:47 ¢xkavOnoetat pagropumiuca I I 11 PARAEKETCA
88:49 {nooetat noxuger [ 1T 111 KHRET
90:10 &yytel ngnerxnurs I ITIII NPHEAHZKHTCA
98:6 énmfxovoav oycasiwawe I 1T 11T NocAOY LIAALIE
106:7 wdrynoev nageae I 11 111 HACTARH
106:22 ¢Eayye\dtwoav

HenoREAATK I IT nogkaa™s 111
70:17 €8idakag naoyun ma I 1111
120:5 okémn oov

nokpoR's I IT nokgor™ TRoH 111
123:1-2 &i pny 6Tt rako ae ne I 11 ITT

BBZRECTATS / HZRBeTATS [V
NASUHAR MA ECH

MOKPORs TeRK
ALHE HE

Of more weight are the shared instances of approximation to Greek: standard
lexical equivalents, morphological calque, choice of number, case, preposition or
word order in direct imitation of Greek, and the use of nxe as a definite article:

*> The manuscript has the following lacunae: pss. 1-40:7, 50:21-end of 51, 67:20-33, 83:7-end of 85,
87:8-88:26, 91:8-95:8, 104:27-105:23, 108:8-109:3, 115:10-end of 117, 135:7 to the end.
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Shared readings in I II ITI

49:14 e0xdg oskrut I 11 11T

119:4 toig avBpa&iv

ropAlpHHMH Krasmn I IT IIT
77:22,105:24, 118:66 miotevoa

ATH Bigw T 1T III

106:34 xapmopopov npoperuTF I IT 11T
71:16 €1 dxpwv

Ha Bprxoy I 1T na gpsyw 111

72:21 vegpot xrpoga mora I IT IIT

88:32 4G £vTONAG oV

ZanogEAHH aonxs I 1T 11T

118:40 Td¢ ¢vTONdG o0V

ZanogEAHH TRonxs I 1T 111

118:136 TOV vOpoV Zakona Troero I IT 11T
119:7 énolépovy pe

BogRax®ea s MsNorw I ITIIT

100:6 év 60® Apwpw

no n&mH Nenogousnoy I IT ITT

118:51 éwg opodpa reawmu I 1T 1T
118:120 ék ToD QOPoV COV TAG GAPKAG OV
cTpack TRoeMk NARTh Motk I ITTII
44:17 &vTL TOV TATEPWYV OOV

Ek 0Lk TROHY® mkero I 1111

128:7 6 ta Spaypata GuAAEYWV
chEHpaEaH pxKkoraTH I 1T 111

Revisions in Mihanovi¢ Psalter and IV

MOATTERI
ArABMH

R'RPORATH
MASAONOCHR

HA BPheRXS
XTPOERI MOXR

ZANOR'BAH MOA

ZAMOREAH TROA
ZAKON'R TROH

BOopRXR MA

E's MXTH NENOPWUNEK
Ao ZRAA

W cTpaxa TEOEMo NALTH MOA
Bh MReTo WUk TROHXS

HKE QRKOATH C'hEHPAR

More remarkable still are readings common to the Mihanovi¢ and Norov Psal-
ters which derive from variants within the Greek textual tradition:

Greek variants in I IT IIT

55:8 owoelg / woelg crwnacewn I 1T IIT
57:6 apUaKoD Te QAPUAKEVOUEVN
OTh... OBAEANBNHKA OBAEAEMA |
PAPLAKODTAL PAPUAKEVOLEVT
OBARAEMA OEARARRLIHCA T

OBARAEM OEARAET heA 111

Greek variants in Mihanovi¢ Psalter and IV

H3(PHHNELLIH

OBARAETCA WEARAeMA IV
WEARAETCA 0BARAEMs Mihanovié¢
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61:9 fuav / YpdVv naws I 1T IIT RALIK
102:13 oiktelpet? / oiktipnoev
nomuaoveTs I IT ovipeapnrs 11T
118:39 évtoldg? / kpipata
nogeaknnma mrora I IT 111 CRABBI TROA

118:143 giotv cxmh / ecrw I ITIII omitted in Mihanovi¢ and IV
121:8 &) omitted in T TT III 8RO

$peapn Mihanovi¢ oywreapi 1€ IV

These are indicative of a revision based on a slightly different Greek text from
that used for Redaction III as otherwise attested*.

What is more, in the Mihanovi¢ Psalter the innovatory and Grecizing tenden-
cies extend beyond the variants which this manuscript shares with the Norov
Psalter, to emerge in a scattering of idiosyncratic lexical items, innovatory gram-
matical forms, choices of case, preposition or word order prompted by Greek,
and reflexive verbs in place of passive participles to render Greek medio-passive
forms:

Shared readings in I IT IIT IV Revisions in Mihanovi¢ Psalter

68:22 €ig 1O Ppdd pov

rapb morw [ IT T IV

88:41 kabeilec

pazopHas ecH I II IV nnzaomnan ecn 111
89:5 mapéABot mmmongers I I I IV
105:44 Tfig derjoewg

MOAHTRA I IT IIT moanTem IV

61:7 6tugo I ITIIT IV

47:14 Baperg poms T I T mackeern IV
59:4 ovvetapatag

chMATE A LITTV cwmmmn & 111

88:48 gktioag chzbpa I ITIIT IV

115:7 Stéppn&ag pacrpmza T IIT IV
90:9 kataguynv cov

npuekaupe Troe [ I1 III IV

103:14 1) SovAeiq T@V avBpwmwv

Ha cAoVKKER yaRKom I ITIIT TV
44:14 &v kpOOOWTOIG XPLOOTG

Tgkenil Zaamsi I IT IV

EPALLING MOE

NHZAOKH
NP RHAET N

MOAEHHE
1Ko

BOMATCTRO
CMXRTHAR A ECH
ChZAANS ECH
PACTPRZAAD ECH

NPUERKHIPE ceB'R

—
CAOVKER YAULCTRH

4 C.M. MACROBERT, The Textual Tradition of the Church Slavonic Psalter up to the Fifteenth Century,
[in:] Interpretation of the Bible, ed. J. KRASOVEC, Ljubljana-Sheffield 1998, p. 933.
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pachil Zaamwi [T Bk PACHAXh ZAATKIX S
118:68 &v 1} xpnototnti cov
BAarocTHER TRoeRw I 11 IIT IV E'h EAAMOCTH TEOEH

118:154 St TOV Adyov cov

cAoRece TROEMo paan I 1T 11T

PAAH cAoREce TROEMo [V ZA CAORO TROE
52:5 Bpaoel &pTov

Bk XA'kEa akero T I IIT

Bk AL XA'kEa IV E'b NHIPR XA'KEA
48:15 €Bevto

noaoxkennl ek I I IIT IV NOACKHILRCA
106:27 katendOn

norasipena gsicrs I ITIIT IV MOrAOTHCA

These readings peculiar to the Mihanovi¢ Psalter mirror the shared linguistic
practices which set it and Redaction IV apart from other versions, and raise
the possibility that this manuscript may occasionally preserve traces of revision
which have been lost in the Norov Psalter.

The problems of the textual relationship between the Mihanovi¢ Psalter and
Redaction IV as represented by the Norov Psalter thus replicate those for Redac-
tions III and IV: the parallels between them are too pronounced to be due to mere
chance, yet the versions are to some extent independent of each other both in their
inheritance from earlier tradition and in their innovations. How are these com-
plexities to be explained?

When considering how deliberate conflation or accidental contamination
has arisen between texts, it is important to keep in view the factors which shape
the specific textual tradition. In the case of the Church Slavonic Psalter, the first
point to bear in mind is that the redeployment of pre-existing translations was
intrinsic to the process by which redactions came into being: each new version
was a modification of an earlier one. Secondly, because the Psalter was so wide-
ly and frequently used, at each successive stage in the development of the text
familiarity with a pre-existing redaction was inevitable: the compilers, copiers and
early users of revised versions would initially have known the older, unrevised
wordings better than the corrected ones. To these circumstances must be added
more general considerations which bear on the revision of texts in manuscript: the
production of a complete new copy was expensive of time and material, but the
alternative option, correction of an extant manuscript, was laborious and difficult
to carry through systematically. Scribes conscious of the potential for error - the
part played by memory and inadvertence in the processes of copying or correction



88 C.M. MACROBERT

- might seek to control their text by consulting more than one exemplar, only to
introduce further contamination®.

Several different ways can be envisaged in which a mixture of variants from
different redactions might come to coexist in witnesses to the Church Slavonic
psalter tradition:

Type 1. When a scribe worked from an exemplar containing a pre-existing ver-
sion of the Church Slavonic text, but modified the text, more or less consistently,
either by inserting corrections or by emending as he copied on the basis of recur-
rent reference to Greek. This is likely to have been the process by which the Church
Slavonic version of Theodoret’s commentary on the psalms was produced in the
tenth century, since it reflects a different set of Greek variant readings from those
characteristic of Redaction I, but betrays the lingering influence of that redaction
in certain lexical inconsistencies*. A parallel consultation of Latin gave rise to the
Croatian Church Slavonic modification of Redaction I.

Type 2. When a scribe produced a copy of a new redaction by introducing
corrections, more or less consistently, into a manuscript containing an older ver-
sion of the text. Such an expedient might be adopted if the exemplar of the new
redaction was available only for a limited time on loan, or if the cost of an entirely
new manuscript could not be met. This practice is instantiated in the fourteenth-
century manuscripts Pe¢ 68* and Fn.1.3.%°, where it can immediately be detected
by large numbers of overwritten erasures.

Type 3. When a scribe chose to work from more than one Church Slavonic
exemplar, as explicitly indicated in the colophon to Sinai 9a°'. The concurrent use
of multiple exemplars may be signalled by alterations in mid word or mid phrase,
for instance in Sinai 9a* and in the Oxford Psalter>, by conflation of distinct textual
types, as in those East Slavonic manuscripts of the late fourteenth and early fifteenth
centuries which draw on the two Church Slavonic translations of commentaries

¥ R. Popg, On Contamination, Multiple Exemplars, and Establishing the History of Collated Texts,
[in:] Pycv u toxmnuvie cnasane. Cooprux cmameii xk 100-nemuio co OHs posoenus B.A. Mowuna
(1894-1987), ed. B.M. 3arpesuH, Cankr-Iletep6ypr 1998, p. 289-294.

8 B.A. IToroprenos, Tonxosanus Peodopuma Kuppckoeo na Icanmuvipy 8 dpesHe-60seapckom nepeso-
de. Paccmompenue cnuckos u uccnedosanue ocobennocmeii Icanmviprozo mekcma, Bapurasa
1910, p. 113-116; J. LEPISSIER, Les Commentaires des Psaumes de Théodoret, Paris 1968, p. 3-4,
304-306.

% C.M. MACROBERT, Two for the Price of One: the Psalter MS Pe¢ 68, OSP, New Series 22, 1989,
p- 1-33.

%0 C.M. MACROBERT, The historical significance of the Frolov Psalter (Russian National Library, F.n.1.3),
WS 42,1997, p. 34-46.

51 E.B. YEemko, O6 agorckoii pedakyuu..., p. 61.

2 C.M. MACROBERT, What was the izvod Svetogorski?, [in:] Pyco u toxcHole cnassne..., p. 274-275.

> C.M. MACROBERT, The Textual Tradition of the Oxford Serbian Psalter MS e Mus 184, TIK, 25/26,
1994, p. 147-148.
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on the psalms®, or by a clear switch from one textual tradition to another within
a single manuscript®. It implies the existence of competing redactions, or at least
uncertainty on the scribe’s part about the authority of the versions available to him.

Type 4. When readings from a different redaction, typically a more recent one,
were added to a manuscript on an unsystematic basis, as an afterthought by the
scribe himself or by a subsequent reader. This might be done either by erasure and
correction, e.g. in the psalter manuscripts Sinai 7 and 8 and the Athens Psalter™, or
by marginal or interlinear glossing, as in the two Sinai Glagolitic Psalters®.

Type 5. When a scribe copying a new version of the text reverted sporadically
to an older version which he knew by heart. Interference by memory probably
explains the occasional variants characteristic of Redaction II which can be detect-
ed in manuscripts primarily affiliated to Redaction I, e.g. the fourteenth-century
commentated Sofia Psalter®®, or to Redaction III, e.g. the Munich Psalter*®.

Type 6. When revisers worked independently but against a similar linguistic
background, on similar, typically literalistic, translational principles, or from the
same Greek textual tradition, and so might arrive at the same wording by pure
coincidence. This possibility has to be kept in view in evaluating some of the more
literal variants in the manuscripts under consideration in this study. For instance,
where the Mihanovi¢ Psalter has ecme for 81:6 éote rather than gxaeme I IIT IV, or
both it and the Norov Psalter have ciicemea for 79:8 cwbnoopeba in place of cncenn
BxAeMns I III, these are not necessarily borrowings from Redaction II, since they
are typical of the fourteenth-century approach to translation. For the same reason,
there is no need to assume that the Norov Psalter took nauaaa for 138:17 ai dpyai
directly from the Sinai Glagolitic Psalter in preference to the usual Church Sla-
vonic translation gaapsiuscTeri in Redactions I 1T and I11.

> C.M. MACROBERT, The compilatory Church Slavonic catena on the Psalms in three East Slavonic
manuscripts of the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries, Sla 74.2/3 (2005) (CyrilloMethodiana 2005 ad
honorem Zdenka Ribarova et Ludmila Pacnerova), p. 213-238.

> C.M. MACROBERT, Alphabetic suspension in Glagolitic and Cyrillic manuscripts, Slo 56/57, 2007,
p. 324-327. E.B. YEemko, O6 agonckoii pedaxuyuu..., p. 86-91, suggests that a change of exemplars,
from Redaction V to Redaction III, can be detected in the Kiev Psalter, but this is doubtful, since
the latter part of this manuscript contains variants alien to Redaction III, see C.M. MACROBERT,
The impact of interpretation on the evolution of the Church Slavonic psalter text up to the fifteenth
century, [in:] Congress Volume Ljubljana 2007, ed. A. LEMAIRE [= Supplements to Vetus Testamentum,
vol. 133], Leiden-Boston 2010, p. 431.

¢ C.M. MACROBERT, On the role of memory and oral tradition in the early transmission of the Church
Slavonic psalter text, [in:] Xpucmusncka azuonozus u HapooHu espeanus. COOPHUK 6 Hectn HA CMm.
H. ¢. Enena Koyesa, ed. A. MyTEHOBA, E. ToMOBA, P. CtaHKOBA, Coduist 2008, p. 341.

7 C.M. MACROBERT, On the headings..., p. 179-183.

*8 For examples, see V. KAPAYOPOBA, 0p. cit., p. 185-188, and the use of gesoyma in 34:7 and 19, which
is characteristic of Redaction II.

> E.g. the typical Redaction II reading in 62:2 kako ngocmpemce.
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The outcomes of these different processes can be distinguished from each other
when direct evidence for Type 2, 3 or 4 is available, in the form of scribal comment
or detectable correction. Types 1 and 2 may also be distinguishable from Type 4
in quantitative terms, because they are likely to produce a preponderance of readings
from the newer target version. The same consideration may apply to Type 3, but only
if the scribe has given clear priority to one version among those on which he draws,
or has made a clean change from one version to another in the course of his work.

However, once the manuscript in which the conflation or contamination took
place was re-copied, any type could result in a text which mainly follows one redac-
tion but contains sporadic readings from another. So Pope suggests that doub-
let readings are indicative of Type 3%, and they are indeed a feature of the early
fifteenth-century compilatory catenas on the psalms from the Jaroslavl’ and Barsov
collections and the related Luck Psalter of 1384°'; but he concedes that doublets
might also appear when a manuscript containing glosses of Type 4 was copied by
a scribe who incorporated them into the text. The operation of Type 5 could like-
wise give rise to doublet readings, if a scribe wrote a word or phrase from memory,
then realised that his exemplar contained a different wording, and added it rather
than make a correction. Possible examples of this kind occur in the Luck Psalter®;
their interpretation as instances of Type 5 contamination relies on the information
provided in the colophon, that the scribe wrote in haste and the fear of death.

Where a combination of the processes enumerated above was in operation, the
outcome was liable to be correspondingly complex. For instance, the scribe of the
Bucharest psalter probably worked from two manuscripts, a commentated version
of Redaction I from which he reproduced the Church Slavonic translation of the
pseudo-Athanasian commentary, and the newly introduced Redaction III of the
simple Psalter. It is hardly surprising that the resulting text of the psalms them-
selves is an unpredictable mixture of the two redactions®, nor that occasionally
variants typical of Redaction II have crept in®, presumably because this version
was still familiar to the scribe from liturgical practice in the early fourteenth cen-
tury. The alternative interpretation put forward by Karac¢orova®, that the readings
in this manuscript which are typical of Redaction III crept in by Type 5 contamina-
tion, relies on the assumption that Redaction III was already so well established by
1346 that the scribe of the Bucharest Psalter could have known it by heart, and so
begs the question of dating.

% R. PorE, On Contamination..., p. 290.

¢ C.M. MACROBERT, The compilatory Church Slavonic catena..., p. 222-223; EADEM, The textual
peculiarities of the Luck Psalter of 1384 (Acquisti e Doni MS 360, Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana,
Florence), RS. New Series 8 (54), 2010, p. 106.

2 C.M. MACROBERT, The textual peculiarities..., p. 107-110.

% EADEM, Problems..., p. 201, 211.

# E.g. ps. 34:19 Resoyma, ps. 39:8 Rk MARHZN'E KHHKNEME, PS. 62:2 KAKO NPocTPeTCE.

% V1. KarauoproBa, Kom swnpoca..., p. 243.
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Allowance has also to be made for the provenance and dissemination of specific
versions. For example, the fourteenth-century East Slavonic manuscript Typ.34 was
patently copied from the commentated version of Redaction I, which is not other-
wise attested from the East Slavonic area after the twelfth century; but it also contains
readings characteristic of Redaction II%. In principle this copy could be an instance
of Type 3, if we assume that the scribe worked from two manuscripts; but this assump-
tion seems unlikely — why should a scribe have chosen to make such a conflation?
- and unnecessary, since the scribe’s deviations from Redaction I can more plausibly
be explained as an instance of Type 5: given the peculiar difficulties of producing
a simple copy of the psalms from an unfamiliar commentated redaction, the scribe
was more than usually liable to revert to the version of the text most widely used and
known among the East Slavs up to the late fourteenth century, i.e. Redaction II.

In the South Slav lands, by contrast, Redaction I and Redaction II continued
to be used interactively at least up to the fourteenth century, giving rise to manu-
scripts of hybrid textual character, probably by Type 5 contamination®. This state
of textual fluidity no doubt contributed both to renewed interest in recognizably
conservative versions and to the demand for new revised texts securely based on
Greek. Consequently the mixture of features characteristic of Redactions I and II
which is observable in Redaction III is open to more than one interpretation. It
could be the outcome of deliberate conflation by Type 3%; but to undertake such
a complex process of revision, consulting more than one Church Slavonic manu-
script as well as the Greek text, would surely have been justified only by the wish
to reconcile competing authoritative versions®. At present we lack evidence that
Redactions I and II of the Psalter had such a status in the South Slav lands towards
the end of the thirteenth century; it is not even clear how far they were recog-
nized as distinct from each other. An alternative hypothesis is that Redaction III
is a product of Type 1: that it was copied from a pre-existing version in current
use — inevitably to some extent a hybrid - with systematic checking against Greek
and some linguistic normalization. Under this hypothesis the shared characteristics

% C.M. MACROBERT, A Missing Link in the Early Tradition of the Church Slavonic Psalter (the Tolstoy, Sluck,
Eugenius and Vienna Psalters and MS 34 of the Moscow Synodal Typography), WSJ 39, 1993, p. 63-65.
7 C.M. MACROBERT, On the role of memory..., p. 345-351.

5 This seems to be implied by the suggestion that Redaction II functioned as a ‘xopextus’ for the
fourteenth-century revised versions, see VI. KApauorPOBA, Kom 6vnpoca. ..., p. 183. Deliberate conflation
of earlier redactions is likewise posited for the Athonite revision of the Apostol, see V1. Xpucrtopa-
-IllomoBA, Crnysmebnusm Anocmon 6 cnassHckama pwvkonucHa mpaduuus, 1. Mscnedeane na
6ubnetickus mexcm, Codust 2004, p. 771.

% Type 3 conflation is more plausible as a stage in the genesis of Redaction V, which seems to have
been a compromise between the recently compiled and still authoritative Redactions III and IV with
some limited supplementary reference back to Greek, see E. J. THOMSON, op. cit., p. 823-825. For an
alternative view, based on selective material, of Type 6 convergence between Redactions IV and V,
see T.A. AGAHACBEBA et al., f3viko6vie UHHOBAUUL 68 Nepesodax, c6s3aHHbIX ¢ umenem Kunpuana,
Slov 1, 2015, p. 21-26.
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of Redactions II and III” can for the most part be explained either by reference
to a common Greek textual tradition or as instances of grammatical and lexical
trends which operated from the tenth century onwards.

But how do the Mihanovi¢ Psalter, apparently an early witness to Redaction III,
and the Norov Psalter, the sole representative of Redaction IV, fit into the picture?
Trivially they are both examples of Type 4: each has been sporadically corrected
in later hands and inks to Redaction III”!, thus corroborating the view that this
redaction predominated in the South Slav lands. Considered in isolation, each
could be an example of Type 2 or 5: either a manuscript containing an older ver-
sion was corrected, somewhat inattentively, to bring it in line with Redaction III, or
Redaction III was copied by a scribe who introduced older readings from memory;
Type 3 conflation, though possible in principle, is less likely, for the reasons set out
above. At the same time changes, systematic in the Norov Psalter, sporadic in the
Mihanovi¢ Psalter, were made to align wording more closely with Greek. Once
again these accounts presuppose some concurrent use of more than one Church
Slavonic version, plus consultation of Greek. They also depend on the assumption,
for which we lack decisive independent evidence, that Redaction III was already
in existence when the manuscripts were written’>

However, if the textual peculiarities of the two manuscripts are considered
together, the inadequacy of these interpretations becomes apparent: they fail to
explain the shared distributions of inherited material, innovations, and distinctive
Greek variants in the Norov and Mihanovi¢ Psalters. If it is conceded that these
patterns are not merely fortuitous, then we can infer that the two manuscripts
derive, whether immediately or at a small remove, from a common source, which
we may call Version X. To this stage in transmission we may refer:

- with confidence, the shared textual and linguistic features, both old and new,
of the Mihanovi¢ and Norov Psalters;

- with reasonable probability, the shared textual and linguistic features of Redac-
tion IIT and the Norov Psalter in places where the Mihanovi¢ Psalter is defective;

7 V1. KapA4OPOBA, Kom sonpoca..., p. 183-197.

' E.B. YEmIKO et al., Hoposckas ncanmuipy..., I, p. 80 on corrections mainly to the first 17 psalms.

72 The dating of Redaction III is a matter of ongoing debate: for instance, E. Kouesa, Kem cocmasa na
mpu pexkonucu om Hayuonannama 6ubnuomexa 6 Copus: Enuncku anocmon, Ilonos-Kapadumos
ncanmup u Coguticku anocmon (HBKM 882), CJI, 47, 2013, p. 280-283, argues that the textual
antecedents of the Sopov-Karadimov may go back into the thirteenth century, while K. [TABIMKAHOB,
Jlyxoenas u unonoeuueckas 0esmenvHOCHb UHOKOB CNIABAHCK020 NPOucxoxoeHnus 6 Bemuxoii
Jlaspe ceamozo Apanacus Agonckozo 6 XIV-XV sexax, [in:] Agon u cnasanckuii mup. Coéoprux
I. Mamepuanvt mexcoyHapooHoti HayuHot KoHdeperyuu, nocesujertoti 1000-1emuio npucymcmeus
pyccku3 Ha Ceamoii eope, ed. JK.JI. JIEBIHMA, Athos 2014, p. 73-80, suggests that the ‘Athonite’
revisions took place in the 1340s-50s. If Redaction III of the Psalter is identified with the ‘Athonite’
revision, the latter dating is difficult to reconcile with the attestation of this redaction in manuscripts,
particularly in the Bucharest Psalter of 1346.
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- conjecturally, the conservative readings of the Norov Psalter where the
Mihanovi¢ Psalter is defective, though these could alternatively be due to second-
ary contamination when the Norov Psalter was copied;

— also conjecturally, the idiosyncratic innovations in the Mihanovi¢ Psalter
where the Norov Psalter either innovates differently or reverts to the readings
of older redactions.

This leaves two sets of data in need of explanation:

- conservative readings in the Mihanovi¢ Psalter where the Norov Psalter inno-
vates independently of Redaction III: these might belong to Version X, or might be
secondary contaminations;

- conservative readings in either manuscript where the other agrees with
Redaction III, to which Version X seems to have been closely allied: these are most
numerous in the Norov Psalter, but also figure in the Mihanovi¢ Psalter.

Unless we assume that some of the readings which the Norov Psalter shares with
Redaction III independently of the Mihanovi¢ Psalter are instances of Type 6 coinci-
dence, they preclude the possibility that the Mihanovi¢ Psalter could itself have been
an exemplar for the Norov Psalter. A parallel conclusion can be drawn from the pres-
ence of Redaction III readings in the Mihanovi¢ Psalter where the Norov Psalter has
conservative ones; in any case the likelihood that the Mihanovi¢ Psalter, which lacks
such peculiarities as double prefixation on verbs and combinations of exe or Rsnerpa
with infinitives, could have been copied from the Norov Psalter is remote.

There is more than one way of envisaging the relationship between Version
X and Redaction III. One possibility is an elaboration of Thomson’s hypothesis,
which can be represented as follows:

Schema 1 )
Redaction III
Redaction I (1 Greek revision)

Version X

(2" Greek revision)

Redaction I / \

Redaction IV=Norov Psalter Mihanovi¢ Psalter

(3" Greek revision) (+elements of Redaction I)

This schema presupposes that Redaction III, a Type 1 revision starting from
some blend of Redactions I and II, produced a moderate approximation to Greek



94 C.M. MACROBERT

in the late thirteenth century; that Version X, a Type 2 copy of Redaction III using
a conservative manuscript of Redaction I with some further piecemeal revision
against Greek, is reflected in the Mihanovi¢ Psalter, which underwent some addi-
tional Type 5 contamination in the process of copying; and that the Norov Psalter
is in turn a Type 2 copy of Version X, also using a manuscript of Redaction I but
with more thorough and literalistic revision on the basis of Greek to produce
Redaction IV. So this view involves three successive stages of increasingly system-
atic revision against Greek, and implies that both the inconsistencies shared by the
Mihanovi¢ and Norov Psalters and those peculiar to the Norov Psalter alone result
from imperfect reproduction of Redaction III.

An alternative possibility is to take Version X as the starting point for change
in the late thirteenth or early fourteenth century:

Schema 2
Version X
Redaction I (1* Greek revision)
Shared exemplar Y Redaction I/II
Redaction I /
Redaction IV=Norov Psalter Mihanovié Psalter Redaction III
(2™ Greek revision) (+elements of Redaction I)

This schema assumes that Version X was a Type 1 revision starting from Redac-
tion I (perhaps with a small admixture of Redaction II readings) with thorough
but not slavish reference to Greek; that this gave rise to Y, a Type 2 copy using
a manuscript of Redaction I; that Y was the exemplar for both the Mihanovi¢ Psal-
ter, which stands close to it, albeit with some Type 5 reversions to Redaction I, and
for the Norov Psalter, another Type 2 copy but with further literalistic revision
against Greek; and that other manuscripts of Redaction III derived from a confla-
tion of Version X with older readings by Type 2 or Type 3 in the first half of the
fourteenth century. On this view, only two revisions on the basis of Greek have to
be posited”, but the first of these, in Version X, has to be reconstructed from the
combined witness of the Mihanovi¢ and Norov Psalters and Redaction III. Each

73 This position is consistent with the absence from Redaction III of distinctive variant readings based
on Greek, see C.M. MACROBERT, The Textual Tradition of the Church Slavonic Psalter..., passim.
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of these contains elements of Version X, such as the use of reflexive verbs with
passive function in the Mihanovi¢ and Norov Psalters, the instances of nomazansin
in the Norov Psalter and Redaction III; but each, including Redaction III, is an
imperfect witness to Version X because all of them have undergone types of con-
tamination or conflation.

This tentative conclusion raises further questions in turn. More attention needs
to be paid to traces of possible influence from Redaction IV in psalter manu-
scripts of the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries. Such influence has been detected
in Redaction V, the version of the psalms supposed to have been the psalter trans-
lation promoted by Metropolitan Kiprian and later incorporated into the Gen-
nadian Bible. Readings characteristic of Redaction IV also appear in some South
and East Slavonic manuscripts of the later fourteenth and early fifteenth centuries,
particularly the Serbian Oxford Psalter’* and the catenas on the psalms in the Jaro-
slavl’ and Barsov collections. More investigation of manuscripts from this period
may clarify the picture.

The other open issue is the identification of the ‘Athonite’ redaction of the Psal-
ter. Since the 1980s Redaction III has been regarded as Athonite in provenance;
but the evidence for this association is open to question, since it relies on general-
izing Popov’s interpretation” of the word izvod as ‘translation’ and by extension
‘(new) version, rather than its usual sense of ‘copy, manuscript”®. Moreover, inves-
tigations of the Athonite redactions of other Church Slavonic translations suggest
that their linguistic usage and approach to translation ally them more closely with
Redaction IV. Hristova-Somova finds that the Athonite revision of the Apostol is
characterized by the use of the animate accusative, reflexive verbs in passive func-
tion, nxe / exe as equivalents to Greek definite articles, particularly in combination
with infinitives, multiple prefixation on verbs in imitation of Greek, and increased
occurrence of the pronoun m”. Yet in the textual tradition of the Church Sla-
vonic Psalter these usages are more prominently attested in Redaction IV than
in Redaction III. Both Taseva’s summary overview of linguistic usage in early four-
teenth century revisions” and the more detailed analysis provided by Taseva and
Jovéeva” list nominalized infinitives and infinitival clauses among the distinguishing

7 C.M. MACROBERT, The Textual Tradition of the Oxford Serbian Psalter..., IIK, 25/26, 1994,
p. 152-154; EADEM, Maksim Grek in linguistic context.

7> T Tlonios, Hosoomxkpumo ceedetiuie 3a nepesoodecka 0etiHOC HA 0v2apcKume KHUMCOBHUUU O
Csema eopa npes nspsama nonosura Ha XIV 6., BE, 5, 1978, p. 402-410.

76 C.M. MACROBERT, What was the izvod Svetogorski?, p. 272, 280-281.

77 V1. XpucToBa-1lloMoBA, Crysce6Husm Anocmor 8 c1assHckama pekonucHa mpaduyus, 1. Vzcnedsane
Ha 6ubnetickus mexcm, Codus 2004, p. 771-777.

78 J1. TACEBA, E3uxom Ha kHuxHunama npes X1V sex, [in:] Micmopus Ha 6vnzapckama cpedH08eK06HA
numepamypa, ed. A. MunTeHOBA, Codust 2008, p. 569-574.

7 JI. TaceBa, M. MoBuEBa, Esukosume o6pasyu na amonckume pedaxmopu, [in:] Beneapcka
punonozuuecka meduesucmuxa. Coopnux. Hayunu uscnedsanus 6 wecm na npod. 0 Mean Xapa-
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features of the Athonite redactions, but in the Psalter these are occasionalisms
in Redaction III; they are deployed systematically only in Redaction IV. The use
of Redaction III of the Church Slavonic Psalter as a guide to Athonite translational
practice is therefore open to question and, if uncritically accepted, may lead to dis-
tortion in our picture of linguistic norms and trends in the early fourteenth century.
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Abstract. Modern scholarship on the textual history of Church Slavonic biblical translation recognizes
two distinct revisions of the Church Slavonic Psalter from the early fourteenth century, Redaction IIT
(sometimes called the Athonite’ redaction) and Redaction IV, known only in the Norov psalter manu-
script. Although they are both attested from the same period and in manuscripts of similar Bulgarian
provenance, these two redactions are in some respects systematically different in their linguistic cha-
racter, their approach to translational issues and their Greek textual basis. In the light of A.A. Turilov’s
observation that the Mihanovi¢ Psalter, possibly the earliest witness to Redaction III, is written in the
same hand as the greater part of the Norov Psalter, this paper examines the textual antecedents of the
two redactions and the importance of the Mihanovi¢ Psalter as a link between them.
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