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of Athanasius of Alexandria’s Orations Against
the Arians'
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Abstract: The article discusses the uncommon definite forms (with pronominal
declension) of the possessive adjectives formed with -og-, -5 and -un/-bu in the Old
Bulgarian translation of Athanasius of Alexandria’s Orations Against the Arians,
carried out by Konstantin of Preslav in 906. The translation survives only in Russian
manuscripts ranging from the 15" to the 18" centuries. The Russian origin of the
manuscripts raises the following question: have the definite forms of the possessive
adjectives discussed here been the result of the spreading of the manuscripts in a Russian
environment? Although rare, definite forms of possessive adjectives ending in -og-, -b
and -un/-su have been found in Old Bulgarian and Middle Bulgarian texts. This means
that although uncommon, these forms were part of the Old Bulgarian language and the
bishop Konstantin of Preslav could have used this declension model. The author argues
that the uncommon definite forms of the possessive adjectives Bo:kuH, 0Tbwb, AOYXOBS,
CBNACORE, XpbeTors are part of the translation strategy of bishop Konstantin of Preslav
to distinguish between God the Father, God the Son, the Holy Spirit, and Christ the
Saviour, on the one hand, and created beings, on the other hand.
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255



Asmop

Old Bulgarian adjectives can be of two forms: short and long (with pronominal
declension), corresponding to indefinite and definite meanings, respectively. The long
and short forms of the adjectives have different syntactical functions and have different
declensions. In general, the long form (also known as definite, or with pronominal
declension) is used attributively, whereas the short form (also known as indefinite
or simple) is predicative. Possessive adjectives, formed from nouns by means of the
endings -0B-/-¢R-, -MN-, -b < *-jb, -bN-b and -un/-bH < *-pjb hold a special place. From a
semantic point of view these adjectives contain to the greatest degree characteristics
such as concreteness and specificity, and precisely because of their visible lexical
definiteness, they did not need any definite forms. Therefore these possessive
adjectives have only indefinite forms, including the cases when they are used with the
meaning of definite ones. A. Vaillant points to a few exceptions from this rule, such as
geAH()X 15 Jo 21:11 Codex Zographensis, Savvina Kniga (evangeliarium), Codex
Assemanianus (geani Codex Marianus); soxnnxs pespixs Codex Suprasliensis 457.23;
keeaperas Mk 12:17 Codex Zographensis (kecapora Codex Marianus); kpbgb XpHCTORAR
Codex Suprasliensis 483.23 (Vajan 1952: 145, 157).

My research has revealed that the definite forms of the possessive adjectives
by means of the endings -og-, -b and -un/-bu are very common in the Old Bulgarian
translation of Athanasius of Alexandria’s Orations Against the Arians, carried out by
Konstantin of Preslav in 906.2 The exploration draws upon all ten Russian manuscripts
ranging from the fifteenth to the eighteenth centuries.® For example, in the text of
Oration I (Vaillant 1954) we can find the following five possessive adjectives, which
have 27 definite forms used attributively:

soxkuH (20): pazoyma soskuiaro f. 60°23 tiig mepl 00D, BoKHAAMN ospaza f. 27°5
00 00D, BokHAro ecTherA f. 20°25 10D OgoD, Boskuraro ecrheria f. 2125 tod OgoD,
BokHAAr0 cAoRece f. 53212 tfig T0D AGYOL dikooovvNg, Bokuiaro caogece f. 12°14 tod
00D LOYOV, Bo:kMATO cAoBece . 559 TOD B0 AdyoV, BokHAZro caogece f. 58%25 oD Heod
Aoyov, Bkinks iennrd f. 12°22 1ig Oelog ypoetic, sokunxa knura f. 26°16 tdv Beimv
Ypap®dv, Bokunxs Kkhurs f. 31°17 tdv Oeiov ypaedv, sokun kinrd/khnra f. 54°8 ta
Beio Loy, f. 57°7 @V Beiov ypapdv, f. 59°10 11 ... Oeiag ypapiig, Einxs nueaniu f.

2 The most essential information regarding the translation of the Orations into Old Bulgarian
comes from the colophon found in most of our manuscripts (see Feder 2018).

3 A — RNB Pogodin Ne 968, year 1489; b — RGB, f. 113, Ne 437, year 1488; B — RGB, f. 209, Ne
791, 15" ¢.; T = RGB, f. 199, Ne 59, 15"-16" c.; JT — GIM Sin. Ne 20, years 1480—-1490; E — RNB Sol.
Ne 63, 16" ¢.; )K — GIM Sin. Ne 994, 16" c.; 3 —RNB Sofijsk. Ne 1321, 16" ¢.; 1 — GIM Sin. Ne 180, 16
¢.; K=RGB, F. 209, Ne 99, 18", The examples referred here follow manuscript A.
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9218 1@V Oeiv ypopdv, Boxkinxs nucAnn f. 13223 1@V Oeimv ypapdv, BokuH cAorécs f.
1525 1@v Beiov Loyimv, soxin caorees f. 54°6 Tdv Ogiov Loyiwv, BB cbinoxs Boxunxas f.
58°1 v vioig Oeod, BoxknuxD knuraxs f. 6321 toig Beiong ypopois

oTbwb (4): OTbrAAro cacTaRA f. 13°8 10D Tatpog 1610V, OTvAAre eeTherra f. 13°10
70D TOTPOC OVGIOG, ECTHCTRA OThraAM f. 21223 00Giag TOD TUTPOC, OTLYAAMO ECTHCTRA
f. 24°4 100 matpog ovoiog

AOXOBB (1) AoyXoRAHH sAlTS f. 52°6 10D Tveduortog yéprrog (BIEK AonNMro)

eanacorsd (1) CBIACOROYOYMA CAORECH f. 16°8 100 ocwrtiipog Loyov (BK xBoMX I'E
ancosowloy, JIOK3UK xgoymoy)

Xpberors (1) prc'roBMr‘o otua f. 4525 tod Xpiotod notépa (BIK3UK Kea, T'E
XPHCTORAAID).

The Russian origin of the manuscripts raises the question: have the definite
forms of the possessive adjectives discussed here been the result of the spreading
of the manuscripts in a Russian environment? This could be so because, unlike
the Bulgarian language in which the development of the definite article (including
among adjectives) has led to the loss of the pronominal declension of the adjectives,
in Russian the forms of the pronominal declension of the adjectives takes the upper
hand and only some adjectives in their special function have the indefinite (short)
forms (Ivanov 1983: 308, 312-313).

Are the uncommon definite forms of the possessive adjectives in Oration 1
Against the Arians due to the role of the Russian scribes or were they inherent part
of the Old Bulgarian protograph itself? I believe that evidence supports the second
hypothesis for several reasons.

First, the definite (pronominal) forms of the respective possessive adjectives
ending in -og-, -b, -bN-b and -un/-bu are not exhausted by the four examples provided
by A. Vaillant. In the classical Old Bulgarian corpus of texts (based on Jagi¢ 1879;
Jagic 1883; Sever’janov 1922; Meyer 1935; Slovnik 1-52; SS 1999; SBR 1-2;
Penkova 2008), there are at least nine more possessive adjectives (AA0RB, BOKHH,
BAAABITBND, NOCTIOABND, APOYKbNb, KECAPORS, 0BLYh, MHAALIL, XpbeToRB), among which
there are twenty four definite forms used attributively (some substantive):

Codex Zographensis: kecapors (2): Mt 22:21 RB3AMAHTE 0B KECAPOBAA KECAPERH
(ICGCAPGBA Codex Marianus, Codex Assemanianus), Lc 20:25 Rz3A2AHTE 0Y'BO KECAPER0E
(keeapera Codex Marianus), ogbwb (1): Jo 10:1 82 ABPZ 0BB7HH

Codex Marianus: ogbvb (1): Jo 10:1 8% ABOpB 0BbYHH

Codex Assemanianus: ogbvb (3): Jo 10:1 8B AROpB 0Bb7HI, Mt 7:15 K% BAMB BB
0AEKAMXB 0BbHHX'B (0Bb¥AXE Codex Marianus, Codex Zographensis), Jo 5:2 Na 0BbyIH
icwnBAl (oBbvH Codex Marianus, Codex Zographensis)
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Euchologium Sinaiticum: nuaaws (1): nomamm mirayizzs oysoteaLEs A . 49b

Glagolita Clozianus: XpbcTogs (2): XBo¢ BAAFORBCTBITROYKRTS POKABCTRO ...
BAAPORECTILLA XeBOE 13 MPBTRBING MopokAehbe 14a; BAAABITBND (1) CAMOTPBANRBNAA
TBOPA. A AbNECH BAAABITBNBA f. 13a

Psalterium Sinaiticum: ogbvb (2): ropaI AM Bb3INPACTE ChA BKO 0BBNH. T XABMH B0
ArNbUHK 0BbHI PS113:6, noaT™s 1 076 cTan® 08bvIX3 PsT77:70

Codex Suprasliensis: ap08s (1): aa0BAm nosBAA H3vese . 487.3

BOKHH (6): ke H BB 0 pABTBXD Bo:KHHXB . 213.5, NPHA KeNTR CH. Ne BPAKOY OBBLUITBN.
N Bo:KHHXB TAWUNB f. 242,22 PBRAALLIE CA 0 BOKHHX'B O\ PENHHXB f. 403.21, HAYBNB Ke 0T'B
MOCEA APOYTA BIKHIANO BPBXA MPopoks £. 478.5, BOKBIANO KYBLUTENBIA OBPATHTH KOLLITZR CAORO
f. 495.7, oraawaa ors Biknnxa ennrs £, 514.17

rocnoAbNb (1): TPACRLLITEM CA. 1AKO rocoAbNer NpHLLbeTRHIE f. 467.29

Aoy KB (1): PAAOVIELLIN CA CHMPBTH A POy KBNHH f.314.22

XpberTo(co)BB (2): BAAFOBBCTROBALLA. XPHCTOCOBOK M3B MPBTRBIMKB NopokAehHie f.
452.3, oy Note XCoBBH OBpA3D f. 460.15.

Similar definite forms of the possessive adjectives resurface in the works by
Bulgarian men of letters from the ninth - eleventh centuries, that have been preserved
in later Slavonic copies, such as:

Vita Constantini: xpnerors (1): xprerossmrz (in lieu of XBEMb HMeNe NAPHLIAEMO)
(Slovnik 48: 796, Kliment Ohridski 1973: 99)

Constantini Philosophi Tracratus de fide orthodoxa, a. 1348 (Napisanije o
pravéji véré) (manuscriptum Laurentii presbyteri, RNB F.1.376): orbwb (1): U3mrknnoe
Wyee noasue £. 96a (Slovnik 23: 625)

Evangelium Didacticum Constantini Preslavensis (U¢ite’noe Evangelie):
BoRHH (7): Ne AX M3BBCTHTHL KCTACTRO €N BOKHIAAT0 f. 76, sbirn Brraro Axpa f. 53d,
np'B,A,m’nc'm BiKbIAMO CTPAXA f. 61d, oy TR BAKHIAIO MOYKA f. 111a, CBMOT(ENHIA CAORECE
Bx%naro f. 207a, MpornoRBAHTE eia Baknaro £, 223c¢, nzn werherra Sxmare f. 223c¢ (Tuxosa
2012: 13, 116, 132, 231%*, 413, 446);, XpbCTORD (1): nBINE  XoBAAIO BBCIPLCEHHIA
nptABRApALeTH cAXBA . 231¢ (Tihova 2012: 462) The indefinite forms are found in all
Slavic manuscripts, including the Serbian ones.

Hexaemeron Ioannis Exarchi: soxun (1): NeAORBAHMBINXE MBICAHH BOKHHXB/
Babnxs £.110d (Aitzetmiiller 4)

Miscellanea Symeonis regis (Izbornik 1073): npoaor (1): NA 0yBHHCTRO 0CTPHTD
AKBI HPOAOBAIA HPOAN f. 172v (Simeonov sbornik 1: 538)

Mlscellanea Zlatostruy, saec. XII B. (PHB, F.m.1.46) soxkun (1): Taicoke ke
npvcmm u,lncm HMATD PhTENHIA B)KHHXZ icnnra £, 184r (Georgieva 2003: 301).

As a result, we are familiar with over forty definite forms of ten possessive
adjectives ending in -0B-/-¢&- (AA0R, MPOAOR, KECAPORD / KECAPERD, XPI)C'I‘OE'L), -b (MUAALLB),
-bN-b (RAAABITBNb, MOCMOABND, ,A,POYH‘\bNb) and -u/-bu (BoxuK, Beaun). This means that
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although uncommon, these forms were part of the Old Bulgarian language and the
bishop Konstantin of Preslav could have used this declension model.

Second, it is worth mentioning that definite forms of possessive adjectives ending
in -0g-, -b, -bN-b and -un/-bu have been found in Middle Bulgarian texts, for example:

Apostolus Christinopolitanus, saec. XII: xpberogs (1): X8zix3 (Slovnik 48: 796)

Tetra-evangelium Dobromiri, sacc. XII (RNB, Q.m.I.55; St Catherine’s
monastery on mount Sinai, Cod. Slav. Ne 43, Cod. Slav. Ne 7/N) geann (1): Jo 21:11
BeAHHX'D pbiBb; oBbyb (1): Jo 10:1 8% AR 0BbvHH (VelCeva 1975: 416, 361)

Tetra-evangelium monasterii Decani, sacc. XIII (RNB Gilferding 4): soxuu
(1): Mt 4:4 n3s oyers Baxmixs (Jagic 1883: 8)

Evangeliarium Bojanensis, saec. XIII (RGB, f. 87, Ne 8/ M. 1690): soxuu (1):
Mt 4:4 w3z oyeTh Buxn

Miscellanea Zlatoust, sacc. XIV (RNB, Q.1.1.56): 5oi&nu (3): NoR'ECTbNHHYE NEHZ
FAAEMBIXD voyAech Biknxb T. 70a, 1o ni)pvnuzx CALIM AXOMb BAKHHME ABHAKHMA, MAREAL
BAHHXb TAHND BbZRECTHTEAD BbIMETS f. 1086 (Dimitrova 2011)

Tetra-evangelium Georgii Terteri regis, a. 1322 (RNB, F.i.1.84): ogbvb (2):
Mt 7:15 BB OACKAMXD 0BLTHHX'B; o 10:1 ga AROPB WBbHH

Tetra-evangelium loannis Alexandri regis, a. 1356 (British Library, London,
Add.20): soxkun (1): Mt 4:4 u3z oyers Bikmmxs, keeapord (1): Mt 22:21 kecaporaa; oBbyb
(1): Jo 10:1 BB ABOPB WBYiH.

Such forms resurface very often (19 used ones) in the works of Patriarch
Euthymius of Tarnovo,* such as Vita of St. Hilarion, Bishop of Moglena: soxuu (3):
BAKiH I'I‘)I/ICNbIﬁ oyropnHics . 1641, npreTanmye sxinxs xorsuiv £ 174v; orbes (1): laapiwn’
xe n‘i)’lscw\'r‘e/\"c'rm weaAro ... NacABANMich T, 163r; rocnoabNb (2): No NALTH FHiee W MA?Te
BII€ po;‘kbc'r&o f. 165r, rrre Tsaw f. 167r; Eulogy for Sts Constantine and Helena:
BoxkHH (5): CoBWp" ke Bkilxs caoyrs £ 427r, skiaro tha f. 430v, TOAHKKI BAKTHXb cAOyTS .
436r, BXKiaro COYAX f. 436v, sxiaro cawga f. 438v; orbwb (1): wree TBao f. 4251.26; First
Epistle to the monk of Tismana Nikodim: soxuun (3): wr soxiaro manogenia f. 208,
Awpfii soxinxs papn f.210, soxiaro rigea f. 215; Eulogy for St. Michael by Potuka:
HakoBAb (1): Iacosasa aterRuua £, 171.25; 3espuna (1): SeBpHNEro pasm ... CBNBAENIA
f. 176.1; Vita of St. John of Rila: KECAPeRD (1): Waaw IKECAPWEH KECAPERAA f. 8.11; Vita
of St. Philothea Temnishka: orbvb (1): caoBo wrvee f. 86 and Liturgy of St. John
Chrysostom: oTbwb (1): wrvee camoTpeniie f. 373.29.

What is important is the fact that all copies of Patriarch Euthymius’s works are
from the Middle Bulgarian period or were copied with Ressava orthography; there

4 Drawing on the electronic version of The Dictionary of the Language of Patriarch Euthymius
RPE 1 and RPE 2 (https://histdict.uni-sofia.bg/evtdict/evt search/).
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is not a single one of Russian origin. It is well known that Patriarch Euthymius used
indefinite and definite forms of adjectives by observing rules that go back to the Old
Bulgarian language (Haralampiev 1990: 63—65); hence we can assume that his use
of specific forms of the respective possessive adjectives follows an archaic language
model.

But let us turn back to the possessive adjectives formed with the suffixes -og-,
-b < *-jb, -un/-bM < *-pjb in the text of Oration I Against the Arians, where there
exist twenty seven definite forms of the adjectives BoknH, 0Tb¥b, AWXORB, CBNAORD
and xpberors. A significant fact is that these definite forms can be found in all the
ten manuscripts with one exception — the indefinite form xpserora, which appears
in six of the manuscripts (namely, BIK3UK Xga). This is the reason why I tend to
think that all the discussed definite forms of the respective possessive pronouns were
present in the Old Bulgarian protograph of Oration I, and that the Russian language
environment only contributed to their preservation.

Yet, why did the bishop Konstantin use these forms in such a massive manner?
There is no other mediaeval Slavonic text with such a concentration except the other
two orations against the Arians: in the text of Oration II there are 27 definite forms
(23 of Bo:knm, 2 of oThvb, one form of METPOR and canacors, Penkova 2015: 311, 358,
361, 382; Lytvynenko 2019), whereas in the text of Oration III there are 17 definite
forms altogether (6 of soun and 11 of orbwn, Penkova 2016: 452, 502). What is
interesting is that the definite forms refer to the realm of the divine — God the Father,
the Holy Spirit, and Christ the Saviour. In the text of the three Orations Against the
Arians, there are dozens more possessive adjectives ending in the above-mentioned
suffixes, but they never get definite forms.

The scholars dealing with the anti-Arian works by St. Athanasius found long
time ago that in them he distinguishes clearly between divine and non-divine,
including through linguistic exegesis. Following his Greek model, Konstantin of
Preslav renders the binary opposition divine vs. non-divine by using the paradigm
of the verb szITn “to be”. Out of the present forms for the 3™ person singular and
plural — emb “is” and ¢wTs - “they are”, respectively — he creates key theological
terms such as ecToRANHE TOD EIVOV/EIVOL, CRTHCTRO UGG, BBILLNA Yevvntoc. He uses
the latter together with the word ecTheTRo OVGiQ, already established in the language,
in accordance with a previously designed linguistic concept that corresponds to St.
Athanasius of Alexandria’s anti-Arian views (Slavova 2019). Byzantine studies pay
attention to the so-called triple principle, which takes into account who is referred to
and who is the speaker — St. Athanasius, the Arians, or the Holy Scripture (Penkova
2018: 118 and the works cited there). In view of this plan of the utterance, the definite
and indefinite forms of the possessive adjectives BokuH, 0Tbvb, AWXORB, CANACORD,
Xpberors in the text of Oration I Against the Arians can be described as follows:
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1. The definite forms of the adjective soxun are used in reference to God (f.
20°25, 2125, 5312, 12°14, 55%9, 5825, 1525, 54%6, 60°23, 27%5), God’s sons (f. 58°1)
and the books of God (f. 12222, 26°16, 31°17, 54°8, 57°7, 59°10, 9°18, 1323, 6321,
63°21) according to the Holy Scripture teaching, whereas the indefinite forms refer
to God (f. 19°24, 31°6, 51°14), God’s elect (f. 10*2, 10°3, 10%9), the Godly wisdom
(f. 35%17, 35°19, 3520, 35*21) and to the Son’s relation to the Father (f. 29*8, 55°11)
according to the Arians’ beliefs, Asterius the Sophis and Samosatene. The exceptions
to this model, comprising 33 forms, are only 5 (f. 20°17, 45°3, 46°22, 44%6, 45°13).

2. The definite forms of the adjective otbwb refer to God the Father (f. 138,
13°10, 21223, 24°4) according to the Holy Scripture teaching, whereas the indefinite
forms refer to the Arians’ perceptions for Logos and to the Son’s relation to the Father
(f. 1195, 14226, 14°1, 17°1, 27b10, 37°22, 60°4; 13°25, 18214, 19°1, 195, 199, 19°21,
20°18, 2025, 20°6, 21210, 248, 24°11, 25°18, 25°11, 26°4, 31°18, 368, 36°10, 36°5,
3817, 3827-38°1, 51223, 58°12), as well as in view of analogies with the nature
of human beings (f. 26*7, 2621, 33%4, 4322, 52:7). The exceptions to this model
constitute one third of all cases (f. 133, 2529, 33221, 41223, 42325, 45%, 487, 49°17,
50720, 59°13, 59°16, 5920, 61°2, 62°4, 62°5, 626, 62°3).

3. The definite form of the adjective poyxors refers to the Holy Spirit according
to biblical studies (f. 52°6). The other two forms are indefinite and are used in the
context of man and human flesh (f. 52225, 52°1).

4. The definite form of the adjective ¢anacors is used in reference to Christ the
Saviour according to the Holy Scripture teaching (f. 16°8), whereas the two indefinite
forms accompany the name Christ the Saviour through the eyes of the Arians (f. 9°7,
55°4). There is one exception to this model (f. 821).

5. The definite form of the adjective xpberorz is used in the context of the
Christian teaching about God the Father (f. 45°25), whereas the three indefinite forms
refer to the Christian faith and the name of Christ through the eyes of the Arians
(f. 8%5, 9°10, 9°12).

Therefore we can argue that the uncommon definite forms of the possessive
adjectives Bo:kuH, 0TbYb, AOYXOR, CBIACORD, XPhCTOR are part of the translation strategy
of bishop Konstantin of Preslav to distinguish between God the Father, God the Son,
the Holy Spirit and Christ the Saviour, on the one hand, and created beings, on the
other hand. The employed morphological instrument has turned out very appropriate
because in principle the definite form of the adjective separates what is modified
from the rest, adding to its individuality and uniqueness, so that it can be perceived
as singular. Such characteristics can be attributed to God and the divine, whereas the
definite forms come to additionally emphasize them. The translation strategy of the
bishop Konstantin of Preslav reveals that he has followed a conceptual scheme built
in advance, which met the high standards of the Greek original.
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