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The Slavonic Versions of Hippolytus
of Rome’s Commentaries
on the Book of Prophet Daniel

Ivan I. lliev

The work of Saint Hippolytus of Rome (c. 170-235) covers certain spheres of
dogmatics, polemics, exegesis, homiletics and history, and his texts can be grouped in
several thematic circles. Among the numerous works of Hippolytus, in spite of some
scholarly discussions, the following texts are considered definitely to have come out
under his hand:

Exegesis:

1. Interpretatio cantici cantorum, CPG 1871, translated into Armenian and
Georgian, separate fragments of which have survived to this day in Byzantine Greek,
Armenian, and Syriac manuscripts. In the Slavonic tradition, the work is known from
three manuscripts. The first is a 16" century manuscript kept at the Holy Trinity — St.
Sergius Lavra (No. 730, Palaea with additional texts), the second — a 17%century
manuscript from the Moscow Synodal Library (No. 548), and the third, a codex con-
taining parts of this Commentary of Hippolytus, is a manuscript from the second half
of the 15" century at the Russian National Library — St. Petersburg, Pogodyn collec-
tion No. 81.! These texts are found in at least two catenae in South Slavonic tradition.

2. De Christo et Antichristo, CPG 1872, which is one of the well-known and
famous work of Hippolytus, enjoyed widespread reception in the Middle Ages and a
large area across in which it has been disseminated. It has been preserved in Georgian
and Ethiopian versions, in Armenian and Syriac fragments, as well as in Old Bulgar-
ian. Some parts overlap with Commentaries on the Book of Daniel and are shared by
the two works.

! Alekseev 2002: 40—122; Dimitrova 2012: 18. Fragments of the Commentaries are also contained
in manuscript 4/14, of 1456, f. 195b—200a (See Hristova 1996: 16); the South Slavonic copies are not
included in CPG.
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3. Commentarii in Danielem, CPG 1873, which closely corresponds and refers
to the Treatise on Christ and Antichrist, is also very popular and frequently translated
into many languages at various periods. It is an interesting peculiarity of the text that
the original Greek text® is frequently relayed in a fragmentary form and is controver-
sial in places, although it also exists in full in the collection of Vatopedi Monastery
on Mt. Athos (Vatopedi 290%), it has been preserved integrally in several copies of
the Slavonic translation. In addition, translations into Armenian and Syriac have been
also made.

4. Benedictiones Isaac et lacob, CPG 1874, which were unknown in Eastern
Europe but were translated among Caucasian peoples.

5. Benedictiones Moysis, CPG 1875, partially preserved in Greek alone.

6. De Dauid et Goliath, CPG 1876, preserved only in Georgian translation.

7. Individual fragments of commentaries on the Octateuch have survived in
Greek, but also in Arabic (/n Octateuchum, CPG 1880).

8. Commentaries on the Book of Kings, preserved in Greek and Syriac (Com-
mentarii in Reges, CPG 1881).

9. Fragments on the Psalms, known only in Greek (/n Psalmos, CPG 1882).

10. Commentaries on the Proverbs in separate fragments (Commentarii in
Prouerbia, CPG 1883).

11. Commentaries on Ecclesiastes, separate parts (In Ecclesiasten, CPG 1884).

12. A single fragment of a commentary on the beginning of Isaiah (/n initium
Isaiae, CPG 1885).

13. A Syriac fragment on Ezekiel (In Ezechielen, CPG 1886).

14. A commentary on the Gospel by Matthew preserved in separate parts in
Coptic, Arabic and Greek (/n Mattheum, CPG 1887 et 1888).

15. A commentary on John, fragments (/n lohannem, CPG 1889).

16. De Apocalypsi, CPG 1890 — there are separate fragments in Arabic and Syr-
iac; a translation into Old Bulgarian is known in numerous copies.

17. Capita contra Gaium (Apologia), CPG 1891).

Chronographic and polemic:

1. Comments on the calculation of Pascha, Greek and Syriac fragments (Com-
mentarium temporum Paschatis, CPG 1892).

2. Chronicle, translated into Latin, Armenian and Georgian, but not translated
into Old Bulgarian (Chronicon, CPG 1896).

3. Against all Heresies, a work written most probably at the time of Pope Zep/y-
rinus about which there are references in ®iAocopovpueva (1. 20), Eusebius of

2 Greek text after Richard 2000.
3 Richard 2000: 260. Richard 1970.
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Caesarea (Historia Ecclesiae, V1, 22), Saint Jerome (De viris illustribus, 61) and
Patriarch Photius (Bi3A0Orjkn, 121), preserved in separate fragments (Syntagma
contra omnes haereses, CPG 1897).

4. De universo, CPG 1898, known from fragments.

5. drooopovpeva — Against all Heresies ('EAeyxoc or Refutatio omnium
haeresium, CPG 1899) — the issue of the authenticity of Hippolytus’s authorship is still
open, although this work, ascribed to him by Eusebius and Jerome, is dated after 222.

6. De resurrectione ad Mammaeam imperatricem, CPG 1900, survived in Greek
and Syriac fragments.

7. De resurrectione et incoruptibilitate, CPG 1901, known from a single fragment.

8. A polemic work known as Contra Noetum, CPG 1902.

The dubious works (dubia) include:

1. Oratio de consumatione mundi, CPG 1910 — a text which is controversial
from the point of view of its authorship, but which is ascribed to Hippolytus and
which is very popular in medieval Slavonic tradition, also existing in Armenian trans-
lation.

2. Index apostolorum et discipulorum, CPG 1911, a work popular among the
orthodox Slavs, the first fragment of it is included in the First Miscellany of Tsar
Simeon (Izbornik of 1073).

Several chronicles, erotapocritical works, homilies and other commentaries on
the prophets are ascribed to Hippolytus along with these works.*

As mentioned above, the translation of Commentaries on the Book of Daniel — the
oldest and most comprehensive commentary on part of the Old Testament — is one of
the important works from the early period of Old Bulgarian literature. The work be-
came popular in the recently Christianized Bulgarian state probably because of the fear
of heresies, on the one hand, and of cataclysmic events, on the other. In the years around
the end of the 9" century thousands in Christian Europe expected the Apocalypse and
saw any coincidence with the commented prophets, natural disaster or curious phe-
nomenon in the heavens as an omen of the end of days. Book IV of the Commentaries
contains a reference to the birth of Christ on December 25, about which all Christians
were extremely concerned and Hippolytus is the first to give such information. Anoth-
er important subject is the chronology of kingdoms in world history and their role in
Christian eschatology. This popular subject is also contained in the excerpt from the
work included in the First Miscellany of Tsar Simeon known from a Russian copy of
1073 (Izbornik) (f. 162¢c-d—163a-b) — the most representative and significant 10" cen-
tury book dedicated to the faith, a symbol of the power of Christianized Slav rulers.

* Bibliography on the life and works of Saint Hippolytus, see in: Richard 1976, more particularly
about his work: col. 537-545.
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The question about the translation of the Old Testament Book of Daniel as a text
in its entirety and as excerpts has not been fully resolved in Palaeo-Slavonic studies.
There is an opinion that parts of the Book of Daniel are the first to have been includ-
ed in the prophetologion (tpodpnToAGYI0V, Old Testament readings for vespers) in
the initial Cyrillo-Methodian translation.’ Ivan Evseev compares the translation in the
prophetologion (which he ascribes to Constantine Cyril the Philosopher and terms it
as ,,Cyril’s translation) with the translation of the Book of Prophet Daniel included in
the so-called Arhivski Chronograph (f. 181, No.3, 279/658, Central State Archive of
Ancient Documents /PTAJIA/, Moscow) (which he calls a ,,Methodian translation‘)
and the text of this biblical book in the so-called prophetic books with commentaries,
which he calls a ,,Simeonic translation.“® Next, the translation of the Commentaries on
the Book of Daniel by Hippolytus of Rome is mentioned in the work of Ivan Evseev:’
he quotes excerpts from it among the lexical variants (variant readings) in his publi-
cation of the Slavonic versions of the biblical Book of Daniel, but the content of the
commentaries has not been analysed yet. The author comes up with the hypothesis that
this translation formed the basis of the so-called Old Testament Books of Prophets with
commentaries, translated in the 10th century. In the 20™ century and onwards Evseev’s
publication is criticized by Anatolij Alekseev, who underscores that his thesis about the
dependence between the Commentaries and the Old Testament Books of Prophets with
commentaries is unfounded.® Francis Thomson also supports the same opinion.’

The oldest manuscript containing a fragment of Hippolytus’s Commentaries are
the Pogodin Folia (also known as the Moscow Folia in Cyrillic-Glagolitic) from the
11"-12% century (hereinafter P), with preserved Glagolitic letters proving the early
date of the Old Bulgarian translation.'” Today the two parchment folios are kept at the
Russian National Library in St. Petersburg under No. 68. They are written on parch-
ment with dimensions 20.8 x 16.4, each with 27 lines per folio. The handwriting is
characterized as small uncial, with straight and compact inscription and a total of 15
Glagolitic letters. The most important linguistic peculiarities include: use of the two
Jers at their etymological locations, without vocalisation, pe is written instead of p,
contracted forms of imperfect tense endings are the rule. At one place the genitive
form nuvcoxke of the pronoun nuvbToxke is used as a nominative. These folia contain a
fragment of Book III of Hippolytus’s Commentaries on the fifth vision of the prophet
Daniel (about the huge tree) first identified by Grigorij II’inskij."

> Karachorova 2003: 101-105.

¢ Evseev 1905: IX—XXXVIII.
7Evseev 1905: XXXVIII-XL

8 Alekseev 1999: 160.

® Thomson 1998: 865-866.

19 Totomanova KME 2003: 177-178.
" Tinskij 1929: 86-118.
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The oldest dated Slavonic manuscript selectively containing a large part of Hip-
polytus’s Commentaries on the Book of Daniel is the famous Chudov 12 (State His-
torical Museum, Moscow), dated at the end of the 11" and the beginning of the 12
century (hereinafter C), published, described and analysed by Kapiton Nevostruev,
Izmail Sreznevskij and Ivan Evseev'?, which — the scholars are unanimous — is a
copy of an original created in Preslav in the 10" century and contains the portrait of
a ruler (perhaps Boris).'® It contains 127 folios (initially 138) on good quality parch-
ment, written in large uncial in two columns. It contains the following two works:
MnoAnTa enicicoyna caka3ANKT 0 XpreTocs 1 w antrxpuers from f. 2 to f. 68, from where
the Commentary begins — Toroke 0T% AANHAA CBKA3ANHIE 0 BUABNMK. A, and from f. 87:
BMABHHIE ETRBITOR AANHAX NPOPOKA. 0 WEPA3T W 0 TpbXs oTpourtXs. There are traces of
later interventions and marginal notes from the 14" — 15" century. The text features
tangible Russifications, the use of the jers is not consistent and Russian continuants
of the Proto-Slavic groups *tolt, *tort, *telt, *telt rarely appear but the Old Bulgarian
original is seen distinctively.

Manuscript No. 92 from the Antonievo-Sijskij Monastery is a later one, today in
the Arkhangelsk collection, Apxanr. /] 171 at the Library of the Russian Academy of
Sciences, St. Petersburg, from the end of the 15" — the beginning of the 16™ century
(hereinafter 4), dated by the watermarks of the paper that was used.' The manuscript
is in quarto format, including I + 428 + I paper folios, inscribed in semi-uncial with
elements of cursive. It contains Dialogues by Gregory the Great, Vita of the Sev-
en Holy sleepers from Ephesus, the Story about the Holy fathers slain at Sinai and
Raithu, Andreas of Caesarea’s Commentary on the Book of Revelation, Hippolytus’s
Treatise on Christ and Antichrist and Commentaries on the Book of Daniel. The last
two works are recorded in the short description of Aleksej Viktorov,'s but are not
mentioned in the contemporary academic description.'® The copies have not been
studied or published. The orthography is Russian; there are two letters for the nasals
with the letter for the front nasal replacing m; two jers, with jers in a weak position
being omitted in some places.

The Petrozavodsk manuscript, No. 74 (71), previously from the library of the
Petrozavodsk Archbishopric No. 11 is also created approximately at the same time.
It is dated at the end of the 15" — the beginning of the 16" century according to the

12 Nevostruev 1868: 2—4; Sreznevskij 1874: 4-35; Evseev 1905.

13 Uhanova 2012.

14 The watermarks (most of which are a bull’s head in different variants, from the 1480s and the
1490s, or from the very beginning of the 16™ century) were identified and placed at the disposal of this
author by Alexej Sergeev (a researcher at the Manuscript Department of the Library of the Russian
Academy of Sciences), for which I am extremely grateful.

15 Viktorov 1890: 86.

16 Belova, Kukushkina 1989: 228.
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watermarks (hereinafter K). The text is written in semi-uncial, on 179 f. 4°, with di-
mensions 20 x 14. Cinnabar is used for the titles and the initials. There are numerous
marginal notes and separate glosses added in the margins by later Russian scribes.!”
The beginning of the manuscript includes Hippolytus’s work on the Antichrist, then
from f. 43 — the fourth vision of The fiery furnace; from 63v — the fifth vision about
Nebuchadnezzar ‘s madness; from f. 78v — the sixth vision about Belshazzar's feast;
from f. 81v — the seventh vision about Daniel in the lions ‘ den; 91v — the eighth vision
about The beasts from the sea and the Son of Man; f. 117 — the ninth vision about The
ram and the he-goat; f. 121 — the tenth vision concerning the Interpretation of Jere-
miah s prophecy of the seventy weeks; f. 128v — Daniel’s last vision about The angel s
revelation: kings of the north and south; f. 133 — twelfth vision; f. 151 — Daniel’s first
vision; f. 155 — commentary on the first chapter of the Book of Daniel about the Cap-
tives in Babylon and about the story of Susanna and the Elders; the manuscript ends
on f. 179v with a late 18" century addition about Hieronymus Abbas.'® The spelling
is Russian, one jus, & being replaced by oy, two jers.

Manuscript No. 486 from the Volokolamsk collection, former collection of the
Moscow Theological Academy, today kept at the Russian State Library in Moscow"”
(hereinafter M). It consists of 306 paper folios, in quarto format, written in large
semi-uncial by a scribe with a firm and well-schooled hand, with small changes in
the outline of letters. The Commentaries of Hippolytus are divided into chapters with
large ornated titles in cinnabar. There are 15 lines per folio. There are numerous
additions of the scribe in the margins, correcting his omissions, but there are also
later corrections from another hand in places. This manuscript traditionally includes
from f. 1r: KNUI'A AANHUAA [PPolKA BUABNTe MNMoAHTA. efina nanbl ancKXr MABKOBANIE.
ckA3ANIE W XpHET'E H W ANTHXPTE:, £.79r: W Tpe WTpoLIE KAKO B MLl WINBNA BREpIKENH
BbILLA. BUABNTE A.e., . 121v: Toro ke W BMABNIE. €. W CANE ke W AFREE M eMAN M3MNANB
BbICTb NABXOA0NOCOPB., f. 142r: W wec™BMb BUABNIH. H W 3ANACTIH PRI CAORO. A, £.152r:
W ceAMBMb BHAENHH M W BBMETANIH AANHAORTS IAKE BB IAMA KB ABROMb. CAORO. €., f. 167V:
TOro Ke CAORO W BHABNHH W ‘u’é’l‘bll)xe. 3BBPEXD =, f. 204r: W ACRATOM BHABNIM H WBbNE. H W
1€B3AE. 3. £, 210V: W AecATEMB BUABNHH. H W 0 ce,A,MnPMu,S, f. 2211: w nephROMBNAAECIATS
RHMABNIM M W u,f)nﬁ OYAKbCICBIN. W cesepbclcblﬁ. nf 227w BTOPBM HIAACCRATE BHABNIH. CAORO
w Tpe(X) u”‘)'l;x'z):- 8. f. 253Vv: ¢Taro HMNOAMTA W AANHAE RHABHNie np’z;soe:-? f. 259r: w nakng
MAICHMA u,f)m M cHOB. HOYABI. 'I'G])Xﬁi PPAAR: X1 £, 268v: W c¥eant v w oBoto CTAPUZR. BHA BN
BTOpOE: g1. Its content is identical to that of the Petrozavodsk manuscript (as the author
of the description Alexander Pigin has noted), but after the works of Hippolytus there
are several legal texts, including a Balsamon commentary on ecclesiastical canons

17 Pigin 2010: 199-200.
18 Pigin 2010: 201.
1 Tosif 1882: 90-91.
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and a Justinian law. The list of Moscow metropolitans also includes Metropolitan
Cyprian and there is an important marginal note at the end of this manuscript: B aTo
£33 (1519) NANKCANA BbICTb ICNUIMA ¢IA BB OBHTEAH MPETHCTHIA BAAABIYHLIA HALLIA SoroPoAnuA,
LECTHATMO M CAARNAMO €A Yenenia B2 yc'rpoeNTn MPENOAOBNATO OTLIA NALLIENO locko, MOREABNTEMB
NPEFECTHBHLLATO MOCTIOAHNA M OTLA MOEr0 MPYMENA AANHAX, YKOK MPBLUNATO YEPHBTHLLIKA
Ayibi Maaare. The marginal note clearly shows the year in which the manuscript was
written which makes this the single precisely dated copy of the Commentaries. Here
this copy is the main object of the current study.

The Commentaries on the Book of Daniel were also copied in a manuscript from
the collection of the Holy Trinity-Saint Sergius Lavra, No. 782, Russian State Library,
Moscow, from the middle of the 16™ century (hereinafter 7).% It is a miscellany written
in semi-uncial including 461 folios. It includes homiletic and hagiographical works.
Among these, the Treatise on Christ and Antichrist begins from f. 79 starting with: Chiro
OLLA. HINMOAHTA. KB 4)60-6-”1\3. MOAKOBANTE @Pﬁ’bcw‘% aniro ﬁ?lnca. AANHAA. T BARH O, [MoMbicAHBLLY
TH 110 HCTOROMY HAYYHTH CA NPEAAOKENBIA NAMB W TEBE PAABBI, BPATE MOH ABHMbIN q)eo,o,nz\e,
after which Commentaries on the Book of Daniel follow from f. 128v onward: CTro n})(o)
poica DAANHAA W BHABNIH ?GTBGP’I‘O(M). M chia pasphLLenie. The end of f. 209 and 210 is miss-
ing. The orthography is Russian, one jus, & being replaced by oy, two jers.

In addition to the already mentioned codices in which the Commentaries on the
Book of Daniel follow Hippolytus’s Treatise on Christ and Antichrist, the discussed
text on the Old Testament book is contained in miscellanies including a translation of
the Story of the Destruction of Jerusalem. Alexander Gorskij and Kapiton Nevostruev
assumed that the Greek story of the Late Middle Ages compiled in Constantinople
in 1398 was translated and copied in Novgorod in 1468, and was later divided into
chapters in 1503.%! In this context, the Commentaries of Hippolytus are also found
in several other copies, as for example No. 217, 16" century, Moscow Theological
Academy collection (former Volokolamsk collection), Moscow, State Historical Mu-
seum; No. 9 (675), 16" century, Cyrillo-Belozer Monastery collection, St. Petersburg,
National Library of Russia** and others.

In terms of content, two of the surviving manuscripts from the Synodal collec-
tion, State Historical Museum, Moscow — No. 178 and No. 182 — in which we find copies
of the Menaia for January and July.”® Research of this version of the text is forthcoming.

In addition to these copies, there is also a short fragment kept at the National
Archives of Romania in Bucharest under No. 741 (15%-16% ¢.) which has been de-

20 Arsenij, Ilarij 1879: 203.

21 Gorskij, Nevostruev 1886: 114.

22 Viktorov 1890: 149.

2 Sreznevskij 1874, Protas’eva 1970: 196-198, 203-205.
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The Slavonic Versions of Hippolytus of Rome s Commentaries
on the Book of Prophet Daniel

scribed and published.? Its contents also emulate the earlier Slavonic copies.

From the existing five copies with transmission of the Old Bulgarian transla-

tion, the part of Hippolytus’s work known so far can be listed in the following manner
by chapters:

III. Nebuchadnezzar‘s dream of four kingdoms

I'V. The fiery furnace

V. Nebuchadnezzar‘s madness

VI. Belshazzar*s feast

VII. Daniel in the lions‘ den

VIII. The beasts from the sea and the Son of Man

IX. The ram and the he-goat

X. Interpretation of Jeremiah‘s prophecy of the seventy weeks
XI. The angel‘s revelation: kings of the north and south
XII. The Last vision about three kingdoms

I. Introduction. Captives in Babylon

II. Susanna and the Elders

The content of all witnesses is presented in Table 1.
The question of the manuscript tradition and the contents of the initial Old Bul-

garian translation of Hippolytus’s Commentaries on the Book of Daniel should be re-
solved by a review of the macrostructure of the individual copies and how they corre-
spond to each other. Comparison of the copies reveals both differences on macrostructural
level and variations at the rendition of the text.>® These are most generally as follows:

a) differences in the order of the chapters;
b) lack of text;
¢) common mistakes and reconsideration shared by the different copies. The

results from the preliminary comparison of the five copies and the parallels with the
Greek text can shortly be summed up as follows:

1.1

1. Omissions and additions.

Omissions: copies K and M lack the entire chapter three, as well as two identical
passages from I1.15.1 to I1.15.4 and from III. 3.1. to III. 5.2; copies 4 and 7 lack
chapters four and seven, and chapters nine and ten are without titles. In addition
to these major differences, there are sporadic lacks of lexemes at many places,
as for example: 11.3.1. é€v — C omitted, 4 unbma T uwbma; I1. 14.1. EABety — C
omitted, 4 lacking, K and M npunru; 111.2.5. HEYAS TEOPT)TNG — P BeAHKs, A
HP(O)?IC'Z), Kand M np(o)lnc'b BeAMKD, T' HP(O)PIC’L.

# Tliev 2014; http://www.slav.uni-sofia.bg/naum/lilijournal/2013/3-4/ilievi.
% The content of the individual copies can be seen in Table 1 which shows the order and sequence

of Hippolytus’s Commentaries on the Book of Daniel.
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1.2 Additions: rather rare: I1. 14.1. amtéoteidev ovvayayetv — C noyeTn CaBbpATH,
K norsAS NARXOABHOCOP u,T)b cosga\('r) M noreas NORXOABHOCOPB ﬁpb CBB)ATH.

1.3 Specific features of individual groups: K and M completely coincide in structure
and comprehensiveness and share common omissions, while in parallel 4 and T’
correspond in terms of comprehensiveness and shared lack of chapters.

2. Grammatical variation:

2.1 Variant readings indicative of time and place of translation or copying

2.1.1 In C there is prevalent use of the Dativus possessivus of the anaphoric
pronoun, as is in K and M, while the genitive is preferred in 4 and 7, but not consist-
ently: IL.1.1 mvevpa avtov — C aks remoy, 4 and T A% ero; but ovykQLo1g avtov C
carazanmA temoy, A and 7 ceasanie ema (emd). 11.19.4 x€100¢ o Paciréws — C pSioy
u,f)to, K and M pmkas u,?ro; 11.27.5 £0gog avThg — C wmpora temoy, K and M — wmpora
M.

2.1.2 The copies K and M feature only few uncontracted forms of the imperfect
tense, while in C they are more consistently preserved — 11.28.4 megwkeioOaL — C
Aekaaxoy, K and M Aekaxa.

2.1.3 All copies feature very frequent use of the ending -wa instead of -wa -
III.1.1 eloemogevovto — 4 ﬂP'I'H,A,OLIJA, Kand M MPHAOLLIA, T n;)'l'n,A,OLuA.

2.2 Morphological variant readings
2.2.1 Changes of grammatical number—II.1.1 ot oikoL @V dlxQTtaryrjoovTat

C AOMB RALLIL PASMPABAEND BOYAETD, A AOMbBI BALLA Pa(s)rpmz\enn BARASTL, 7" AOMbI BALLIA

PA3rPABACHH BEAO\{(T).

2.2.2 Changes of person - III.1.1 oUk €yvaoloav 4 ne norbaacta, K and M ne
MORBAALLA, 7' Ne MORBAACTA.

2.2.3 Change of verb form - II.1.1 ¢yéveto C RBIBENOY, A and T gacrars; 11.1.1
kaAéoal C NPH3BRATH, Aand T MPH30RHTE,

2.2.4 Non-systematic variants — II1.13.1. €mti T@ kovidpatt — 4 Na MA3ANE, K
no Ma3ANTE, M Na namazant, 7" na ma3ant. When not understanding the text the copyist
tries to lend it come meaning and makes deviations from the original text.

3. Lexical variants
The lexical variants are the most numerous. There is a distinctive opposition

between the copies of 4 and 7, on the one hand, and K and M, on the other:

Greek C A K M T

IL1.1. avt00 renoy €ro - - ero

II. 14.1. év xcwoa BB 36MAH - RO CTPAN'E K CTPANE -

II. 14.1. améotetAev Moy ¢TH - nor'A'S NoReA'S -

II. 14.1. ovvayaryety CBELATH - cosgzx('r) CBEPATH -

II. 14.1. tomtagxag ICBNA3A - H MbCbTHBIA — MBCTBNBIA -
MBCTOMB IKN3A KHA3A
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I1. 14.1. fyovpévoug
I1.2.5. eixev
11.3.1. épOaoav

MI.13.1. €Ml TQ KOVIAHATL —

II1.13.1. ToU toixOoUL

III.13.1. ovvexkpoTOoLVTO

1I.14.5. émi tQ KovVIApaTL —

II1.14.5. toU toixov

II1.15.5. ématodov

CTAPBLUMNBL  ~ MPTAA
- KHBALLIE MMBALLIE
— AOCA3AALLIE A0ceiKe

NA MA3ANE MOMA3ANT
- CTBNE BANOMB

— CPUBACTA CA

- CT'BN'E RAMOMB

- BARHAONANW

NA MOMA3ANTE

CT'BNEB EAPM[)
CBHBACTA CA

NA MOMA3ANT
CTBNB EAPM'I;

BAAHAMA

MPTEAA —

MMBALLIE RHBALLIE
A0CEKE AOCA3NALLIE
NA MAMAZANE  NA MA3ANE

CTBNE EAPMI) CTENE BANOMB

CBBUBACTA CA CPHBACTA CA
NA MOMA3ANTS NA MOMA3ANNTE
CTBNB EAPMI} CT'BNE BAMOMB

BAATAMB RABHAONANOMA

Such a comparison makes it quite obvious that copies 4 and 7 are close, on the
one hand, and that K and M are similar, on the other, and we can distinguish two tradi-
tions originating from two hyparchetypes, with certain redaction peculiarities which
originated from a single translation.
The closeness of the two groups of texts can be discussed at comparison of some of their
parts and the content of chapters three, four and particularly five, which exist in more than
one manuscript and can be illustrated in the following manner and in a broader context:

A) Chapter III — Nebuchadnezzar‘s dream of four kingdoms

Greek text

C

A

T

I1.1.1 ¢£€otn 0
TVELUA AVTOD,
Kot 0 OTTVOG
avToL EYEVETO
ar’ avToL

69 oykace cA AXB
MOy’ M BB3BEHOY 0T'B
CBNA

384 ¥ikace cA AXD
€ro M RBCTARD W CHA

128V oyirace ca AN
€ro. M RBCTARD W CNA

II.1.1 kaAéoat
ETIOLOOVC Kol

69 MPH3BRATH
OBAANBNHKbBI H

384 MPH30RHTE MK
WBAR(B)NiKbI H

128v MPH30RHTE MK
WEARNHICHI H RABRbI,

TOUG HdYOUC Kal RBBABXBbLI H BABXRBbI, H H MOCTALLHX A
TOUG PAQUAKOVS | MocTALIMHXS MOCTALIH(X) YAPOASH | ApOATH M
Katl Tovg CA. YAPOAIA, 1 SRE3A07ET(B) LA SRE3A0VETLA
XaAdailovg 3B'E3A07BThLA

ILL.T €av ouv un | 69d atpe oyso ne 384 aupe ne 129 aupe ne

YvwolonTté pot to
EvOmviov kat v
oUYKQLOLV a0TO,
£1C ATIWAELV
éoeo0e kat

oL olikoL LUV
dlxpmayrjoovTat

MOR'BCTE MH CBNA. H
CBICAZANHIA HMOY'.
MOroy'BAI BbI H AOM
BALLIL PA3MPABAEND
BOy'AETH

MORBAHUTE MH CNA W
cicA3ANTe eMmY,
MOrZRBAN Bbl H AOMbI
BALLIA PA(B)[“)ABAGNH
BARASTD.

MORBAUTE MH CNA W
cca3anie emy,
NOrLIBAK Bbl H AOMbI
BALUA PA3MPABACHH
8EA0Y(T)

11.2.4 v7tO0 eTeQwV
yr) voovpeva

70c NeRBAOMAR
HNBMT

384V unbMH Ne
R'EAOMA

129v unbmu e
REAOMAA
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IL3.1 Tvacovv pmy | 71v aa ne oyso 384v Aa 8Bo e 129v Ax oyBW Ne
&v Tt TIROTIW NBICbIMb. NPAROMb. HUN'BMB NBKbIMB HMN'BMB NBKbIMB
N('L)PABOM’Z), NPABOMB,

It can be seen from the underscored examples that, although close to the other two, the
text of C has differences in some grammatical characteristics of the translation. On the
other hand, the 4 and T copies not only follow the general tradition, but are also closer
to the Greek original, as illustrated by the possessive dative in the earlier copy C, later
corrected in the other, more or less Russified copies. The text of copy C reveals a differ-
ent condition of the translation, which has been subsequently reconsidered, additionally
processed and edited by comparison with the relevant Greek text which does not differ
essentially from the source of the initial Old Bulgarian translation.

It can be assumed that the objective of the editorial changes is to avoid ar-
chaic and unfamiliar words and to approximate to the Greek text. The differences be-
tween the two groups are distinct at the level of lexis, grammar and even word-order,
and Chapter III of the Commentaries reveals interesting facts about the translation
when comparing the text of C with the identical texts of K and manuscript M:

B) The fiery furnace

Greek text C K M
H). 1 41 ETIOLNOEV 87V eBTROpH 05pATE | 43V CBTROPH TBA 79 ¢BTROPH TEAO 3ANTO
EIKOVQX XQuonv 3AMTB 3AATO
I1. 14.1. ev xwoa 87V BB 36MAH 43V Bo eTpaN 79 KB CTPANS BARHAONCTEH
BapuAwvog BABYAONBCT'BH BABVAON(3)¢TBH
1L 14.1. xat 87c nnoyern 43V W nor'EAS 79 1 NOBEAS NORKOABHOCOP
améore l)\€~\/ CBEBIATH VMATbI. NABXOABHOCOPB u,'?b ﬁ?b CBAEPATH OYTIATHI H
ovvayaxyew H ROKROALI M cosPA('r') OyNATBI H ROEROALI M MBCTBNBIA 79V
TOUG VTTATOVG, KBNA3A MBCTOMB BOEROAbI H MbCHTNBIA ICNAZA. H MPTEAA CRLIAA
OTQQTWYObC H C’I‘AP’BUJI/INI)I 7] IKN3A W MPTAA CSLIAA NAAD BAACTBMH. H BCA
}fat TO770(QX(X§, \ B):‘AAO\{‘LI.IAI'A NA Nz\f,'b BAACTBMH M BCA | KHAZA CTPANBI H NIPHHTH N
TWOl/) HEVOLG Kfll OCELLIENHIE OBPA3H. IKN3A C’:\P‘)ANNM/.\ MPHTH Werprenie TEAA
TUQAVVOUG KL NA WeljiNie TBAA

TOoUG 7T €E0VOLOV
Kol TTAVTaG Tovg
AQXOVTAG TV
XwowV, EADELV €lg
@ dyKkalva g

£KOVOG

I 14.1. kat o 87dm 43v 1 nponorBANH(E) | 80 1 MpoNoRTALNHKD
KT]QUE EBoa &v NPONOR'EABNHICE ROMHALLIE I¢pBrico RBMHALLIE KPBITBIO
Loxvt RBANURAALLIE CHAOH

II. 14.1. fjv av 88V B Nbke vACH | 44a Bo ke rOAD 80a Bo ke oA
woavy
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II. 14.1. g pwvng
NG OAATILYYOC,
ovELYYOG TN Kal

90c raaca TPOYEB,
W THITOABI H POYCAH
M MHLPAADL M TTECND.

44 raa TPYBNbIM
CYPrUNG H PYCACND
CAMBYKHNB ke H

82 raa TPARBNBIH.
COUPIHM IKE M MARCACND
CAMBOYIHN Ke

Kteé(QO(C, H BbCA XbITPOCTH npery ANHLH cor’RNbl(x) H NPEPARANHLH M
oapporng kai MARCHICNHCKBIA BCAICOMY' pOAYMY' COPAACNBIM(X) BCAKOMA
ll)a)\m@iov Kal MY CHIHHY POAT MOy (CH)KHVHA
TIAVTOG YEVOULG

HOLOLKWV

II. 14.1. eigc v
KAULVOV TOV
TILEOG TNV
KALOPEVNV

80V R met:b WrNbM’
TOPALLIIO

44 B neLjib WrNeMb
TOPALLY

88v BB netyib orui
KEroMAAID

The hyperarchetype of copies K and M obviously lacked the beginning of the
text and it was restored with a new translation from Greek, reflected in the content
of the two copies. The lexemes a0 and ospa3s are synonymous at quite distant lev-
els, unlike the nouns roas and vaca, which are much closer in meaning in the sense
of ,.this hour* or the determined time for worship and are synonymous only at the
translation of copa.?® Consulting the Greek text is also given away by the translation
of TvpAavvoug as MawvHTeAH, also found in the Codex Suprasliensis and in other early
witnesses,”” while, on the contrary, a translation like gaapmwTe is not found.” The
examples quoted above show that the text of copies M and K has preserved some
word-for-word translations and Greek elements, as well as an added part whose or-
igin is yet to be determined, but this is valid solely for the beginning of the chapter
alone which has been probably lost. After this limited renovation in beginning the
text, the two copies totally overlap with that of C:

Greek text C M

II. 15.5. mpooekvvoLvv
) elkovL

89v MOKAANNAAKOY' CA OBPA30Y

80V MOKAANAXT ¢A WEpA3R

II. 16.1. wg av axovoT) e
™me pavng g

OAATILY YOG, OVOLYYOG
e kat kilaag,
oauporng te Kol
PpaAtnolov kal TtavTog
YéVOUug HOLO K@V

90C AA KBAE CABILLMTE FAANCD
TPOYBBL. H IHMOABI H POYCAH.
MHLIAAH. W BCNH K BbCA
XBITPOCTH MOYCHKNHNBIA

82 AA KA'B CABILLHTE MAACD
TPARBBH MHNOABIM MRCAH

W MULIAAH W ITBCNH, H BCA
XBITPOCTH MACHICHHHBIA

26 Dn 3:5; Petrov 2012: 14, 30-31.
2 Supr. 79.12; 449.29; Mt 18:34 in Codex Assemanius, Codex Zographensis, Codex Marianus,
Savvina Kniga, and Ostromir Gospel.
* The lexeme TOQAVVOG in this manuscript is encountered in such a translation for the first time.
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II. 16.1. €ic TNV KALLLVOV
TOV TIVUEOGC TNV
KXLOUEVTV

90d BB NeLyIb Keromoy oy Moy

BB Neljlb WPNK 81V ikeromaro

II. 18.1.00d¢ TO TV TN
KOHvoL KAtOPeEVOV
eldoteg Emnéav

91d NH OPNA MELIH KEMOMBIRA.
Ne Oy TAHLLIA CA

83V NK WINA nelpun
KBIOMBIMBIA NE Oy TAHLLIA ¢A

II. 24.6. €v T moot

101 B ornm ropALiIeH

92V BB WINH ropaLye

Katopevol
II. 24.7. oot 101V BBpbiHH nocAoyeH 93 gibpHin nocAmeAzeH (1)
pagTuees kKAnBwory HAPEIOY'TH ¢A HAPEIZRT ¢A

II. 28.6. oLV €0ONTL
Kat oogaPagolg
dleowbnoav

108c ¢a PH3AMH 1
BHYBMOMBIM CEXPANHLLIA CA

101 ¢ PU3AMH H BHYBMWIbI
C'LX‘)ANHLUA(C)

II. 29.6. émelOa
petnABov émi tag
TQOTIAG TOV &€Q0G Kal
T TVELHATA ATLVOL
€0TLV &V €O TN
KTioews vTAQYOVTA
Avépoug OpBog te Kat
vipetove, Puxog katl
Kavpa, Gag Kol
OKOTOG, THUEQAG TE KAl
VUKTOG Kl T Opox
avToIig

110v no Tomb MPEHAOLLIA NA
nPeM'BNGNMm BB3A0NXA H
AOYXBI €iKe COY'Th, CPEA0Y
3BAANHUR B’IS’I“)I/I ABIRAX POCHI
3MMOY" 3NOH CR'ETbH ThMoy
ABNH U NOLLIM K MOA0BbNAR
CHMb

103 no Toma HPI/I(I/I),A,OLIJA HA
npenrENenie BB3ARKA H ARI.
€Ke (ARTb 3AANBIA th'rybl
ABARAA PWCbI, 3HMOY H 3HOH
gB[Th] 103V TMA Afib W
NOLYIb M TOAOBNAA CHMb

I1. 37. 2. ot apoopnc
TIVOG Kartx Beov
TIEOVOLAV
amoAvOévtacg

124 sXuems CTPONHIEMb
N'BKKOTOPOK) RHNOFO MOHEZBLLA

117v siXiems CT‘)OGN'I'GMI)
N'BIKOTOPOL) BHNOFO MONEIBLUA

The translation from Greek ends on folio 80r, with which the lack was cor-
rected, after which the text has not been corrected any longer, following the already
existing tradition. There is a telling example with the translation of the verb xaiw,
which is translated as xewrrn, xker®, xkexewm eleven times and just twice as rOpHTH,
ropi, ropuiun, and that is only in the beginning of the text of M. The most distinctive
difference is found in the case of the musical instruments — the first listing contains
the passage TG pwvng TG CAATILY YOG, OVELY YOS Te Kal Kldagag, oapPukng
kat PaAtneiov kat tavtog yévoug, which in manuscript C is initially rendered as
PAACD TPOYEB, H MHIOABI H POYCAH H MIHLIAAL H ITBCHB. H BBCA XBITPOCTH MaRcHIchHek B, while
in M it is PAN TPRENBIM. COYPrHH Ke M MRCACND CAMBOYKHND Ke H NPEPARANHLN H COPAACNBIN
BCAKOMAR POAT Moy (CH) KHV NG, however, there are no differences between them when
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they are mentioned the second time. Another interesting point is the use of the archaic
lexeme nocaoyx™ in the two copies C and M, which is evidence of one and the same
translation. The translation of the Greek verb ammoAvw (‘untie, release’) is even more
symptomatic with the use of the Old Bulgarian verb rone3NmTH, MoNe3NR, MONE3NELLIH,
which is found in Codex Suprasliensis®® and some other early codices (Izbornik of
1073, Uspenskij Codex, Hippolytus’s Treatise on Christ and Antichrist in manuscript
C on another two occasions (oyro3ners and ronesnoyaa) and others), in the sense of ,,to
save, free oneself'!, and in the text of manuscript M the word is encountered another
six times with different meanings, rendering a broad spectrum of Greek equivalents.
Mocaoyxs and ronesnaTy are some of the typical Preslav usages. The other visible dif-
ferences are mainly at phonetic or graphic level and do not reveal hesitation in the
rendition of the text. However, individual changes in the manuscript tradition can be

seen, for example, at comparison of Chapter Five of the Commentaries.

C) Nebuchadnezzar‘s madness:

avOowmog, Oip
0¢ Bedg

Greek text P A M T
MI.2.5. 0c mvevua | f. 1 nke s 391 AX® B0 124v nike AXB 141 AX® BW
0e00 &yLlOV €lXEV | BRuM KHBALLE BKIH KHBALLIE ¢bl BKin BKIN KUBALLIE
&v al}T@ R'B. NEMb. Bb NEMB HMBALLIE BB BB NEMB

COB'S
II1.2.5. vrto f. 1. BB BeBXB 391v &3 BeB(X) 124v &2 BeEXD 141v go Bet(X)
TIAVTWY TV H:Ke MOBHNBNK NORUN(B)NH Lffro MK MOBHNBNK NOBHUN('B)NIH
vToTETAYHEVWY u,fno BBLLIA BBLLIA CRTH u,f)ro tipto Bt
T PaciAel
IM1.2.5. péyag f. 1 BeAHKCD 391v np(o)pien 124v np(o)pren 141v np(o)pien
ﬂQoq)ﬁTT]C NAPETETh CA NA‘)(‘-’)GT A REAMICB NApEweT HAPETET CA
ovopaoo A
II1.2.6. f.l 391v 125 141v
MevvouOip MENOY. QM Cero Menmzjﬂ'm cero Menmcj)nm% cero Men}s’cj)n(wl) cero
TOUTOV HAPEIOLLIA® FeKe HAPBICOLLIA. €(K) HAEKOLLIA €:Ke HAPEKOLLIA, EkKe
vouaoty 0 KCTh PARKD IENOINS €T PAK €CTh YAKB BN,
g0 BKHK- Menoycj)b BKin. M(B)N& BKiN. MeNR B MHA YAKA
ayvnTIoTL B0 YARKB *A(0)KA 308Y(T). YAICD NAPHULAET 30BSTb.
avBowTog Tov HAPHUAIETS ¢A ErbINETheAbI(M) CA EPVIIETHCKbI EIVIIETHCKBIM
Oeov 10 YA 1Y TINTHCKbI - ke ETb P e T xKe B3
Hevvou kaAettar | Puus e s

» Found in Codex Suprasliensis 241.23 and 216.26, Euchologium Sinaiticum 67v 23 and 83a 23
and in Savvina Kniga in Mt. 18.16; see Slavova 1989: 100.

30 Supr. 238.16, 354.29, 401.6, 440.28.
3 Dobrev 2012: 75-100.
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I1.3.1. To Upog
avTov

€pBaoav éwg
TOU 0VQAVVOL

f. 1 BblcoTa Kero
AOCA3ALLIE A0
NBce

391v BblcoTA
€r0 AOCA3AALLIE
A0 NBce

125V BbIcoTA €ro
AOCAKE A0 NECe

141v BbIcoTa €ro
AOCAZAALLIE A0 NBce

1I1.3.1. k&t oL f. 1v 391v 125v 142

€lo Kal &ylog W [c]e ,A,oyr'ﬁ M ce AOYTA H M ce AOYTA H uce ASra

KaTéPN Ao CRETB CB'BTB NECT CR'BT'B ¢ NBe'B CR'BT'B ¢’ NECH

TOV OVEAVOD b NEce CBNIAE. W (126a) cnupe. CNHAE H

Kat épawvnoev CBNHAE H RBIBIAACH H BB3MAACH BO3rAACH

&v LoVl BB3MAANCH BEABMH REABMH e BEABMH
BEABMH

MI.3.1. 7teog f. 1v na 392 na missing 143 na

éT(lTlelX KNUTHMHE WIHTEMIH OMHUTEMbH

1L.6.3. Ti yao missing 395 6ya0sh 129v oy p08b 148 6y a08h

weAnoal PONb3EMb. ©TO PONHE3NEMb. ©TO ONB3NEMB. ¥TO

dvvaral MOAKETS GyeriTH MOKETh MOKETS

PaotAevg ups oyeTiTH Lfb. oyeriTH Lph

The above examples reveal the common hyparchetype of A and 7, as well as the
differences with copy M which, in turn, has parallels with P. The principal different
readings are at grammatical level, but the lexical variants should not be overlooked
either — nubAwle is not a synonym of skugaue, and further, although synonyms the
verbs napruaeTs ca and 3088T show a different interpretation of the Greek text. Another
interesting item is the verb AocALLITH, pocara, pocaxeln, which can be found in Codex
Suprasliensis,* and which has no analogue in other early codices. A shared mistake
such as the lack of 4>MM and the Russified spelling onuremia in 4 and 7 prove the com-
mon genesis of these two copies. The variation at Fs and 5 may be by chance, but at
the same time it could be indicative of a different protograph. Once again we should
pay attention to the verb roneanmTH, because it is present in an analogous context in
the three copies and without mistakes in rendition, lending an interesting nuance to
the meaning of wdeAéw (‘to help’) — helping oneself by liberating oneself. This is
one of the earliest usages of this verb with such a meaning in Old Bulgarian literature.
There is an important common mistake in the Old Bulgarian translation of the phrase
elo kal &yrog, Latin vigil, Hebrew @(Ir) — with Aoyra n kT (P, 4, K, M, T, in
C the part about the huge tree is missing entirely). The translation in this place was
made in this form because of a mistake in the Greek source with incorrect rendition
and confusion with the word {Qic® (rainbow or ‘Iris’, messenger of the gods**). The
translation of this verse into contemporary standard Bulgarian is the following: ,,...1,

32 Supr. 511.12.

3 Alekseev 1999: 160; SIS, IV:555.

3% LSI: http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/text?doc=Perseus%3 Atext%3A 1999.04.0073%3
Aentry%3Di%29%3Dris
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ero, ot Hebecara ciese Byauusat u Ceerusat. Karo u3Bnka BUCOKO...“* (,,and there
was a holy watcher, coming down from heaven. He cried aloud and said...**¢ In Rus-
sian: ,,u BOT, HHcIIEN ¢ Hebec boxpeTyromnuii 1 CBATHIH. BOCKIMKHYB TPOMKO. .. 7
What is meant is the angel Ir Vekadish — a watcher and a holy one. According to the
Babylonians, there were two heavenly categories of gods and goddesses identified
with the planets — supreme and secondary. Saint Hieronymus also included the advi-
sory deities in the second group and the angels, always on watch and ready to serve
the Lord himself, are such.?® This is the only case of such specific usage of the lexeme
Axra.* The translation, found in all copies, is inherent to the common archetype
of the Commentaries and unequivocally connects the content of the Pogodin Fo-
lia with the rest of the copies, thereby proving not only the archaic identity of the
translation but also the stability of the tradition.

D) The beasts from the sea and the Son of Man:

Greek text A K M T
1V.6.2. ovdev 408V HHwTOKeE 96V NHYecoKe BO 176V nuweoke 5o 171V nuvToxe
Yéo 6Awe BRie A'KeTh BBLIAR(L) LUMXB BBLLTH0 ABKe(T) BiKie AKeTh
PevdeTar 1| nHcanie (sic!) ax’ern nHcaNie UISNTS
yoaodn 97rnueanie

This example clearly shows that copy M has not only preserved the text of Hip-
polytus’s Commentaries most comprehensively (in terms of volume and order), but
also preserves rare archaic readings typical of the 10" century literary tradition, such
as the adverb saiubkw, which can be found in Codex Suprasliensis.** This part was
rendered incorrectly in the hyparchetype of 4 and 7, where the word is replaced with
Bokum, and the copyist of K created a non-existent gloss because of misunderstand-
ing, but as a result of his mistake the reading sawbk® (not so:kun) can be seen clearly
preserved in the hyparchetype of M and K. The adverb is used once again in the same
sense:

Greek text C K M
II. 31.4. ovx pato | 115¢ ne npuicoctioy ca | 57v ne nipricoen ca | e nphico 109 enar ca
avT@V TO KaOOAOL | gaLMI0 OPNb HMB BbLLLH WPNb H(X) BbLUBI Wb
TO TDQ

% Daniel 4:10-11 (Dn 4:10-11).

3¢ The Holy Bible, 1990: 860 (Dn 4:13—-14).

37 Wordproject: http://www.wordproject.org/bibles/ru/27/4. htm#0 (Dn 4:10-11).
¥ Valchanov 1975: 52-53.

3 SJS, 4: 555.

4 Supr. 30.1-2, 43.4-5, 338.13, 393 .4.
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The existence of salubks in the oldest known copy C (dated at the end of the 11
and the beginning of the 12" century) undoubtedly proves its presence in the initial
translation. Its value as a lexical marker*' not only proves the archaic origin of the
translation but also indicates its connection with the Preslav literary circle. Other
linguistic peculiarities including, as mentioned above, the distinctive verb roneanaTH,
can serve as additional arguments for the localization of the translation.

Two principal structural models of distribution of the work of Hippolytus
emerged in a Slavonic environment — one, in which the first chapter is the one about
the golden statue and the fiery furnace, as recorded in copies C, 4 and 7, and another,
in which the story about the three companions becomes first — K and M. The two
traditions differ mainly in the order of the visions, partly in content and in relation
to their linguistic characteristics. Thus, because of the different parts of Hippolytus’s
work which were copied in the manuscripts examined, the comparison at macrostruc-
tural level provides grounds to conclude that K and M are very close, on the one hand,
and that 4 and 7 — on the other, share many common readings and that their basis
being was formed by two archetypes originating from one and the same translation.
In a sense, the text of C is separate and does not coincide completely with any one of
the two groups in terms of content, but it preserves archaic linguistic characteristics
and provides important evidence of the initial translation. It seems at first glance that
there is also a separate fragment, preserved in the Pogodin Folia (P), which does not
provide enough information for comparison, but has also undoubtedly preserved the
missing part of the text of the hyperarchetype of copies K and M which does not exist
in them but has been recorded in the rest of the 4 and 7 copies. This means that there
has been a stable tradition of long standing in at least two branches, leading right
back to the initial Old Bulgarian translation from the Greek original which provides
grounds for its comprehensive research. The initial translation of part of the Com-
mentaries on the Book of Daniel was most probably made even in the last decades
of the 9" century in an East Bulgarian literary centre, supposedly complemented,
revised and expanded in the 10" century, which version has been subsequently dis-
seminated with insignificant changes. On Russian soil, a process of revision of the
text has begun in the Late Middle Ages, but it was neither consistent nor persistent,
and the changes are occasional in character and largely relied on the earlier version.
Copy M has best preserved the initial translation and most probably in its fullest
version, as well as the stages of its complementing, but this is the subject of a future
comprehensive analysis.

41 Miltenov 2006:104—117.
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