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text as a whole can serve as the basis for any conclusions41.
The fact that there are as yet no reliable criteria for determining incontrover­

tible East Slavisms is illustrated by the lexical evidence adduced by Sobolevsky in 
favour of the alleged East Slav provenance of the works on his list. Of the works 
listed in both 1897 and 1910 in three cases the number of „East Slavisms“ has 
remained the same42, while in two cases it has increased43. However, in all the 
other cases it has decreased because he has rightly eliminated at least 22 words 
from his corpus of East Slavisms44. In fact at least another 20 words can be eli­
minated merely by reference to the Czechoslovak Academy’s Lexicon linguae pa- 
laeo-slovenicae45, and reference to other sources would eliminate even more46.

41 See Durnovo’s strictures against those who fail to do so: Vvedenie (note 8), p. 
104.
42 Viz. seven in the case of the Vita s. Macarii Romani, although only six of the 
words are the same in both lists; five in the case of the Physiologus, and three in 
the case of the Sermo panegyricus de translation reliquiarum S. Nicolai Barim, cf. 
Sobolevskij, Osobennosti (see note 2), pp. 59, 59, 58 and idem, Materialv (see note 
3), pp. 175, 173, 172.
43 Viz. from 11 to 20, in the case of the tale of Ahiqar, cf. Sobolevskij, Osobennosti 
(see note 2), p. 59, and idem, Materialy (note 3), p. 175, and from 12 to 13 in the 
case of Theodore Daphnopates’ Vita S. Theodori, cf. Osobennosti, p. 60, and 
Materialy, p. 173.
44 Viz. блтогъ, врндъкъ, выстръ, връстл, господарь, грамота, грамотнца, клюднтн, 
комара, кр8чнна, кр'Ьснти, л8гъ, лъолрь, охлбнтнса, позоровати, п8чннл, пЪшыдь, 
рсть, табло, 8рокъ, шило, шишка, as well as the phrases на8чнтн грамот^, ночесь, 
ова полы, овратн на ницс. With regard to на8чнтнсА грамогк and 8рок, he in places 
omits them, in others retains them.
45 Lexicon linguae palaeoslovenicae, Praha 1966 (to date [1989] vols. I—IV, fasc. 42 
have appeared), viz. Брони, cf. I, p. 145 (Брън1А); гладнтн, cf. I, p. 400; толка, c i  I, 
p. 405 (глъкъ); гобнно, cf. I, p. 410; досп*ктн, cf. I, p. 512; корыто, cf. II, p. 54; 
лагати (in the sense to rant), cf. II, p. 109; людинъ, cf. II, p. 165; м8ха, cf. II, p. 
237; нЪмець, cf. II, p. 452; обЪдлти, cf. II, p. 501; огородник*, cf. II, p. 514 
(огрлдьникъ); острогъ, cf. II, p. 573; пол-Ьно, cfJII, p. 147; пор8чнтнси, cf. Ill, p. 
180; пропасть, cf. Ill, p. 362; п-кстЗнъ, cf. Ill, p. 528; р8да, cf. Ill, p. 652; свадьва, 
cf. IV (fasc. 36), p.24; солъ, cf. IV (fasc. 40), p. 287 (сълъ).
46 E. g. the word карь as a  measure of weight is not an East Slavism, see I. Dobrev: 
Iz balgarskata istoričeskata leksikologija. Balgarski ezik 33 (1983), pp. 136-141, pp. 
137-138, neither is the word тавл’кга, see J. Reinhart: Vostočnoslavjanskoe vliiame 
V drevneserbskoj kormčej. Venskie d ok lad у к IX Meždunarodnomu s nezdu slavi s- 
tov у Kieve, Vienna 1983, offprint pp. 1-80, pp. 49-̂ 50. (In spite of the indication 
that this study is an offprint, it is not, as the Viennese Contributions never 
appeared). Even Miklosich’s evidence makes some alleged East Slavisms dubious, 
e. g. зоватн, see Miklosich, Lexicon, p. 232. If врлжбмшс is part of S. Slav 
vocabulary, see the Czech Lexicon linguae palaeoslovenicae, I, p. 219, why should 
ворожнтн be considered (apart from the orthography, of course) an East Slavism? 
H. Lunt and M. Taube: Early East Slav Translations from Hebrew? Russian Lin­
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4. The Disregard of Two Established Historical Facts 
A. The Presence of East Slavs in the Byzantine Empire
Even if it has been reliably established that a particular translation teems with 

indubitable East Slavisms, this is not proof that it was translated in Kievan 
Russia, only that it was translated by an East Slav. The presence of East Slav 
monks in the Byzantine Empire, principally on Athos and in Constantinople47, is 
well attested and it is an a ������  logical assumption that both their access to 
Greek works and knowledge of Greek were greater than in the case of their com­
patriots at home; indeed the complete ignorance on the part of Kievan writers of 
all Byzantine literature other than that which had been translated is convincing 
evidence that they did not know Greek48. That there was some knowledge avai­
lable of �	�����/  e. g. among merchants, need not be doubted. There must also 
have been interpreters in the chancellery of the Greek metropolitans of Kiev, not 
all of whom knew Slavonic. Thus Metropolitan Nicephorus I (1104-1121) begins his 
�������  in u���5���	����  with the lament:

F���� ���(� ������	�/� �(� A	��1	�� ���� ��	����	�� ������	�� ��� ������/� ������  
�(� �����	� ����	���(��� ������A�	�(��������� ���� �	����	� ����  — ;��	��� (���  
�����  — 2���� ���� 2��	�3� A���6���1	� ���� A		�� ��1	�� ��	������ ��������	� , as ��	  
A�	��	�� � �� �� ������ ��/� 2���� 2����� 6� ������ ������� ��	� �����	� 	������	�� ��� �	/  
���� �����6������� 1���	�	��� ���(���������� ���� ��� ����� ���	��-� )���	� �������(  
��� �	5���	�� ����(� A	����	� ��	� ��(�� �����	� ���(�%	��	�� ����� ��	� �����������/  
6���1	��		�	�� ��� �		�� ����	��1	����	������(���� 2������-q=

��������  12 (1988), pp. 147-188, p. 147, n. 3, comment drily: ���� ����	���� ���� �	������  
2����� ��� ����� )��1��� ��	5�	���(� ���2� �������������(� 2���� #�)� 1���A����(� ���  
�	��	1���)����� )��1� �	@��-

47 It is possible that some were at other centres, e. g. Jerusalem, Sinai, Olympus 
and Thessalonica, but there is no evidence for the Kievan period. The various 
theories cannot be examined here.
48 See F. Thomson: The Implications of the Absence of Quotations of Untranslated 
Greek Works in Original Early Russian Literature, Together with a Critique of a 
Distorted Picture of Baurly Bulgarian Culture. )��1���� '���	����  15 (1988), pp. 63- 
91, especially pp. 68-70. The sole possible — but notproven — exception is Hilarion 
of Kiev, see ��	��  Quotations of Patristic and Byzantine Works by Early Russian 
Authors as an Indication of the Cultural Level of Kievan Russia. )��1���  
Gandensia 10 (1983), pp. 65-102, pp. 65-66, 73.
49 Ed. Makarij (Bulgakov): Istorija russkoj cerkvi II. St. Peterburç 18893, pp. 
349-353, p. 349. The ascription to Nicephorus I has gone unchallenged, but 
recently it has been pointed out that Nicephorus II (fl. 1183-1201) cannot be 
entirely excluded, see G. Podskalsky: Christentum und theologische Literatur in 
der Kiever Rus (988-1237). München 1982, p. 93.
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What then is to be made of the entry in the Primary Chronicle under 1037 
which has traditionally been interpreted to mean that Prince Yaroslav I of Kiev 
(1010-1054) established a school of translators in that year? It states that 
Yaroslav56:

cospd nHcut многы h првклдддшб* w Грекъ нд GdOßtnbCKoe пнсмоь н спнсдшд0
КННГЫ МНОГЫ H CHHCKdd НМИе Жб ПОВчДфбСА* ßtpHHH ЛЮДЬб^ НДСЛДЖДДЮТСА

оучбныа.
а. К прбклдддшд RA прблдгдшб — Ь. НК нд Сдовбньскын газыкъ н (К  omits) пнсма 
с. А спнсдшб - d .  RA omit — е. Н. ми, later altered to н(н)мн — f. НК пооучдютьсл 
- g .  HK add и
The traditional translation of this passage is some variant of:

he assembled тал у  scribes and they (or he) translated from Greek into 
Slavonic and they wrote (or copied) many books through which believing 
people are instructed and enjoy instruction.57 58

H. G. Lunt, however, recently pointed out that any such rendering is an unwar­
ranted, arbitrary translation of a passage which is hopelessly corrupt55. The hesi­
tation between the singular and the plural forms of the verb are of no great signi­
ficance since the use of the singular would be causative59. There remain, however,

56 The Primary Chronicle exists in the two basic variants of the Laurence codex 
(L) of 1377, ed. PSRL I, i-iii (1926-1928), and the Hypatius codex (H) of the 15th 
century, ed PSRL 2 (1908). Tne latter has many scribal errors, often corrected by 
the 16th-<:entury Khlebnikov codex (K). Two later copies of the Laurence version, 
the Radziwitt (or Königsberg) (R) and Moscow Theological Academy (A) codices, 
the dating of which is either late 15th or 16th century, contain a  text with many 
later readings. The two basic principles for establishing the original text are thus
a. the agreement of L with H /K; b. the agreement of H /K  with RA (in which case 
L has the later reading). The text given here is that in L, ed PSRL I, i, col. 151; 
for H see ed. PSRL 2, coll. 149-140. Orthographic variants are not given.
57 See, for example, the translations suggested in Povest1 vremennych let I—II, ed. 
V. Adrianova-Peretc, Leningrad 1950, I, p. 302; A Source Book for Russian 
History from Early Times to 1917, I, ed. G. Vernadsky, New Haven 1972, p. 27; 
Monument a Poloniae historica I, ed. A. Bielowski, Lemberg 1864, p. 700; L. Léger: 
La Chronique dite de Nestor (Nestorova ili pervonacaTnaja letopis). Paris 1884 (=  
Publications de l’Ecole des langues orientales vivantes, IIe série 13), p. 128; R. 
Trautmann: Die alt russische Nestorchronik Povest’ vremennych let in Übersetzung 
herausgegeben. Leipzig 1931 ( =  Slavisch-baltische Quellen und Forschungen 8), p. 
109.
58 H. Lunt: On Interpreting the Russian Primary Chronicle; the Year 1073. Slavic 
and East European Journal 32 (1988), pp. 251-264, p. 258.
59 The same entry for 1037 states that he placed the books which had been written 
in the Church of Saint Sophia южб создд сдмъ, ed. PSRL I, col. 153. Clearly he did 
not built it with his own hands. — Zykov, Zametki (see note 23), p. 12, n. 11, not 
merely suggests that Yaroslav played an active part in this translation activity, he
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three major problems:
a. the meaning of ��!���,��� caused difficulties as early as in the late 15th 
century, as is clear from the alteration to ��!�,�,�!�� which obviously means �	  
��������	�-  However, in the only passage in which the verb ���.����7 189� appears in 
the chronicle it clearly does not mean ��������	 60 61. If it does mean here ��� ��������	/  
then it is a ����@��	���	��� 61, the root meaning being ��� ������	�3
b. the meaning of ш Грскъ is either ����� ��	� '�		��/  viz. from Greece62, or A( 
��	� '�		��3  at all events it cannot mean ����� '�		�3

c. ��� /���:������� пнсмо cannot mean ����� )��1����/  as is shown by the later 
attempt in HK to make sense by altering it. As it stands it can only mean ��  
)��1����� 2������/  which it has been suggested could indicate a transliteration from 

Glagolitic into Cyrillic63.
In the light of the above Lunt suggests the translation:

compares him to Symeon of Bulgaria: an expression of wishful thinking rather than 
a valid parallel. — B. Panzer: Wie verständigten sich Waräger, Slawen und Byzan­
tiner? ,�	� ���2����	�� )�����	�  19 (1989), pp. 73-87, p. 79, claims that Yaroslav 
������ ���� &A	��	�*	�� ���� ����	�A	�� ��	�/� ����	��� ��	�� ����� �	�A��� ���-  Why he 
reached this conclusion we are, alas, not told.
60 Under 1097, ed. �)$%/  I, i, col. 264, The meaning is obscure and HK have 
прнкладашб, ed. �)$�%/  2, col. 238. Which form is the original is uncertain.
61 The renderings by modern scholars are clearly influenced by Czech �y	��X���  
and Polish ��*	�����z-  Ukrainian ��	������(  in the sence of ��������	  is a late form 
modelled on Polish and is not attested in tne )��1�(�� ������������{�������1(  XIV- 
XV  ��-  I-II, ed L. Humećka and I. Kernyckyj, Kiev 1977-1978. The idea that прб- 
кладаше is a West Slavism, thus J. Arrignon, L ’oevre religieuse de Iaroslav le Sage. 
=<<+;=<</� ��� ����Y����	-� %�� ���������������� �	� ��� $����	  ancienne, Paris 1989, pp. 
98-108, p. 103, raises the question: why would the chronicler borrow a West Sla­
vism for a common concept (and, having borrowed it, use it only once)?
62 It is used at least twice in this sense in the Primary Chronicle, see �)$%/  I, i, 
coll. 67, 121.

63 Thus Lunt, Interpreting (see note 58), p. 260, n. 28. Lunt, �A��-/  pp. 257-258, 
further considers that CHHCKd, which he considers a singular aorist meaning �	  
������� ���/  to be ���	�	���(� �������  and refers to the solution proposed by A. 
Šachmatov: Povest’ vremennych let I, %	������*�������� ����	������7	����� !�����+  
���� *�� ;=;W� ���/  29 (1917), pp. i-lxxx, 1-403, p. 192, who posited that (а) снн must 
be read with ими to give съ мнмн which (b) comes after прскладаше, while (c) CKd is 
the ending of Грекъ, itself (d) corrupt, viz. Гоьчьска to give (e) прбкладаше съ ними 
отъ Грьчьска, QED! Šachmatov does admit, however, �A��-/  p. 192, n. 14, that this 
is guesswork. In fact пмн makes very good sense as the first word of the next 
phrase. GtittCKd is an aorist, which does not, as Lunt, Interpreting, p. 257, thinks, 
mean �	� ������� ���/  but �	� �A����	�  and makes sense when an object ��	�  is sup­
plied, cf. Trautmann, Nestorchronik (see note 57), p. 109: o����� �����	A� ���� 1�	�	  
�&��	���A_� ���� 	�� 	�2��A���	-
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unsubstantiated hypothesis365 and the sole moot point is not whether it is an 
original Russian work, but whether it dates to the 15-6th or 16th century.

64. Prester John
The claim that this tale366 was translated in Kievan Russia367 is borne out by 

neither the linguistic nor the archaeographic evidence, which points to the fact 
that it was translated from Latin in Dalmatia or Bosnia368 in the 13-4th century369

65. Shahinshah
Although various Tibetan, Indian, Arabic and Persian parallels to the Slavonic 

tale370 of the twelve dreams of Shakhaisha ( =  Shahinshah) interpreted by Mamer 
have been quoted, the theme has not been traced in Byzantine literature and the

365 He completely ignored the refutation of the idea that it was a translation by M. 
Speranskij: Povest’ о Dinare v russkoj pišmennosti. IO RJa 31 (1926), pp. 43-92, 
especially pp. 48-49, and his extravagant ideas are not even mentioned in the most 
recent succinct account of the tale by T. Troickaja: Povest’ о carice Dinare. 
TODRL 41 (1988), pp. 98-101. For the Georgian literature on the tale see L. Me- 
nabde: Izučenie drevnerusskoj literatury v Gruzii. Russkaja i gruzinskaja sredne- 
vekovye literatury, ed. G. Prochorov, Leningrad 1979, pp. 204-211, pp. 206-208.
366 The original translation has not survived. The earliest surviving form is that 
interpolated into the second redaction of the Alexander romance in the second 
redaction of the Chronographus helîenicus ас romanus of the 15th century, ed. 
Istrin, Aleksandrija (note 353) 169, pp. 131-242, cf. pp. 188-200. On the codices see 
note 316. It is found as an independent entry in codices from the 15th century on, 
e. g. 15th c. Serbian NLB 771, ed. M. Speranskij; Skazanie ob Indejskom carstve. 
IR JaS  3, ii (1930), pp. 369-464, pp. 461-464, but these already have a revised form.
367 A. Sobolevskij; К istorii zaimstvovannych slov i perevodnych povestij. IORJa 
10, ii (1905), pp. 140-145, and idem, Materialy (note 3), p. 190; Durnovo, Vvedenie 
(note 8), p. 109.
368 V. Istrin: Skazanie ob Indeiskom carst ve. Drevnosti. Trudy slarjanskoj kom- 
missii Imperatorskogo Moskovskogo archeologičeskogo obščestva 1 (1895), pp. 1- 
75, p. 61; idem: К istorii (note 7), pp. 181-185; Istrin, ibid., pp. 182-183, points out 
that of the three Russisms listed by Sobolevskij, Materialy (note 3), p. 190, one 
(шндд) is not a Russism and one (страда) is a later interpolation. See also note 7.
369 Earlier datings are based on the false premise that the second redaction of the 
Chronographus helîenicus ac romanus is of the 13th century. This need not be 
examined here, see note 316.
370 Differing redactions are preserved in S. and E. Slav codices. E. Slav codices go 
back to the 15th century, e. g. SPL Dormition Monastery .of St. Cyril of Beloozero 
22/1099; ed. A. Veselovskij; Slovo о dvenadcati snach Sachaisi po rukopisi XV 
veka. SORJa 20 ii (1879), pp. 1-47, pp. 4—10; S. Slav codices go back to the late 
14th century, e.g. c. 1380 Serbian Dormition Monastery at Savina (Montenegro) 
29; ed. P. Potapov: К literaturnoj istorii „Skazanie (sic) о 12 snach carja Sachaisi. 
SO RJa 101, iii (1928), pp. 120-129, pp. 124-129.
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and there is no doubt that the language is 14th c. Serbo-Slavonic392.

70. Palladius, �����������������
The translation of an excerpt393 from the prefatory ��������� �������� ���%�����  

���	�������  has been ascribed to a $������/  viz. East Slav, because it contains a 
����1����������������  instead of a �	����1���

	��	� �&�������	� !�����������/� ��	� 2	�	�� ��� �����������	�� ����� ��� � ��A�� - 
������	�� 	��	� '�������	� ����	-� � � � ���� 	��	� �(�	�����	��	� A��������	� !��C

���������� 	��	��4����A�����	� 394.
In fact it is merely an anacoluthic solecism, not the only one in the short ex­
cerpt393, the Bulgarian origin of whose translation need not be doubted.

(1898), pp. 149-152, p. 151.
392 The earliest Slav codices are of the 15th c., e. g. SHM Synodal 419 of 1452. The 
question whether or not Anthony was a monk at St. Paul’s Monastery, Athos, 
need not be examined here.
393 Earliest codex: 1076 florilegium, ed. Kotkov, Izbornik (note 24), pp. 623-625. In 
this codex the title Шлдднга has been omitted, so that it misleaaingly appears to 
be part of the preceding entry, see W. Veder: The „Izbornik of John the Sinner“: a 
Compilation from Compilations. ������� ���������������  8 (1983), pp. 15-37, pp. 18, 
21, 24, 28 (it is his entry no. 998). It begins with the words: Оурокъмь во 
въкоушаи.
394 D. Freydank: Interpretation einer griechisch-kirchenslawischen Übersetzung im 
Изборник von 1076. D	���������� �&�� )��2�����  12 (1967), pp. 38-48, p. 45. The 
offending phrase b: Лоуче во Ž“ оустдвъмв пнтн вино съ вбличдннюмь водьиоуоумоу 
питию (ed. Kotkov, Izbornik [note 24], p. 624), an incomprehensible rendering of 
the straightforward: :”QbTIHI�gPe�i� ••�hP� ^HgH–�HmIHhHcmP� hgd� QbhS� h—˜HI� ™HeH+ 
hHcmPd-

398 Cf. the impossible combination of two adnominal adjectives, one in the 
genitive, the other in the dative, (not to mention the scribal error which has 
turned the original dative plural of the noun into an instrumental singular!), so 
that OPT�hH� ^HThjI�c–IhPgQP�hnI�•Sb^H˜T^Hcj˜nI has become и прокынхъ съворъ 
ХОгЬслдвьнынмь философъмъ, ed. Kotkov, Izbornik, p. 625.
396 N. Meščerskii: К izučeniju leksiki „Izbornika 1076 g.“ . $�������� ������7	�����  
�	������������ �� �	������������/  I, ed. S. Volkov, Leningrad 1972, pp. 3-12, pp. 11, 
rightly denied the East Slav origin of the translation, but was scarcely correct in 
seeing a  Bulgarian example of a ����1�����������������  in the 11th c. Sinai psaltery 
in Psalm cxviii (Masoretic cxix), 72: пдчб тыслцж злдтд, ed. S. Sever’janov: Sinay- 
������� �� ��( � '. '������7	���������������G6  vela, Petrograd 1922 ( =  ��� �����������+  
�����1��������� ��*(��  4), p. 159, since the word should be in the plural, cf. ’T^T+ 
SjPd , and it is probably a scribal error for тыслц1Ь based on a  confusion of the Gla­
golitic letters for H and k.
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DOCTRINA CHRISTIANA
Untersuchungen, zu Kompilation und Quellen der sogenannten 

„Rede des Philosophen“ in der Altrussischen Chronik 
Von Hart mut Trun te, Bonn

Einleitung
Unter dem Jahre 6494 berichtet die Nestorchronik von einem Missionsversuch 

wolgabulgarischer Muslime unter den noch heidnischen Russen; dem folgen ent­
sprechende Bemühungen der lateinischen Kirche, dann des chazarischen Juden­
tums und schließlich der orthodoxen Kirche durch einen so bezeichneten grie­
chischen Philosophen. Das Bekehrungsgespräch geht in eine katechetische Predigt 
über, die der Literaturgeschichtsschreibung als „Rede des Philosophen“ bekannt 
ist. Von ihr sagte Gerhard Podskalsky 1982, sie sei „das theologisch gehaltvollste, 
wenngleich nicht unmittelbar auf russische Verhältnisse bezogene Stück“1 der 
Nestorchronik. Trotz der hier erkennbaren Hochschätzung fehlt zu dem Text 
bislang eine ausführliche Monographie, die folgende Fragen zu beantworten hätte:
(1) Wie ist die „Rede“ von der Gattung her einzuordnen, und welche Aufgaben 

erfüllt sie innerhalb der Chronik?
(2) Wann wurde die „Rede des Philosophen“ wo kompiliert? Ist sie das Werk des 

Chronisten, wie Šachmatov es 1940 wollte2, oder eher ein ursprünglich selb­
ständiges Werk bulgarischer Provenienz, wie es derselbe Gelehrte seit 1904 wie­
derholt vertreten hatte?

(3) Aus welchen Quellen wird die „Rede“ gespeist, und über welche Zwischen­
stufen sind die jeweiligen Aussagen in die „Rede“ gelangt? Hier macht sich das 
bisher weitgehende Fehlen spezieller Untersuchungen am meisten bemerkbar. So 
wird in der Ausgabe der Nestorchronik von Lichačev nur auf Bibelstellen und 
auf die Hamartolos-Chronik verwiesen, alles Übrige erscheint bei ihm unter der 
Rubrik „apokryph“3.

Was ich hier nachfolgend vortragen möchte, sind — diese Einschränkung ist leider 
nötig — vorläußge Ergebnisse einer noch nicht abgeschlossenen größeren Arbeit, so 
daß manche Frage wird offen bleiben müssen (eingehender habe ich mich bisher 
nur mit der Schöpfungsgeschichte beschäftigen können). An dieser Stelle möchte

1 Podskalsky 1982:211.
2 Šachmatov 1940:123.
3 Lichačev 1950:11,332-335.


