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As a tribute to Kiril Kostov, one of the most inquisitive and astute
Bulgarian linguists, this article addresses an appropriately complex aspect of the
history of Modern Bulgarian — namely, the nature of the relationship between early
Modern Bulgarian literature and the tradition preceding it, based on the older
literary language,' — and aims to contribute to its elucidation.

The first texts written in Modern Bulgarian did not appear until the early
seventeenth century. These are the so-called damaskins, for the most part translated
literary texts of a religions and didactic nature. They received their name from the
sixteenth-century Greek clerical author, Damaskends Stoudites (7-1577), who
published in Venice in 1557-1558 a collection of thirty-six such texts entitled
Bipiiov ovopaldusvov Bnoavpdc "A Book Called Treasure’ (IleTkaHoBa-
Torersa 1965: 6~41). Damaskin collections, however, also could include works
by other authors, which were sometimes also attributed to Damaskends Stoudites.
Meant to be read in church as sermons to the parish, the earliest of the collections
that have been preserved consist of miscellaneous texts occasioned by festivals of
the Orthodox Church and ordered according to the church calendar (JemuHua
1985: 27). As time passed, the content of damaskin collections and their function in
society changed significantly: the more vacied they became, the broader their use
with audiences outside clerical circles Iletkanosa-ToTresa 1965: 105-214).
The popularity of the miscellaneous damaskin collections continued late into the
mineteenth century.

From a linguistic point of view, Bulgarian damaskins form two groups:
damaskins written in the older literary langnage and those written in Modern
Bulgarian. The relationship of the two groups to one another is by no means
simple. The most detailed textological study of the Bulgarian damaskin tradition
concludes that there are four groups of archaic texts and four groups of Modem
Bulgarian texts (Jlemuna 1968). The archaic damaskins contain three separate
translations of homilies from Treasure by Damaskends Stoudites (Jemuna
1968: 42-53). The earliest Modern Bulgarian damaskin homilies stemming from
Treasure were not translated directly from the Greek original, but derive from a
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previous translation of the Greek original into Middle Bulgarian, Both Demina and
Petkanova-Toteva see the so-called Sredna-Gora translation as the most important
of the archaic translations, in that many Modern Bulgarian homilies have been
traced back to it (ITetkanoBa-Toresa 1965: 56).

The Tihonravov damaskin, thoroughly studied and published by Demina
(Hemnua 1971), was attributed by her to the first group of Medern Bulgarian
damaskins. Demina classifies the homilies included into this damaskin collection
into three groups. Some (Nr. 22-30 and 41) are in Middle Bulgarian. The Modern
Bulgarian ones were subdivided into homilies that use the adverb of time mozasu
"then’ and reflect an earlier original (Nr. 2-17, 33-38 and 40) than those, in which
mozusa "then’ is used (Nr. |, 18-21,31,32 and 39; Jemuna 1968: 76-81, 1985:
261). '

The reconstructed Proto-Collection 1, reflected in the togazi section of the
Tihonravov damaskin, must already have contained homilies by other authors, also
mostly derived from archaic originals, which may or may not have had Greek
sources. Borjana Velleva, for instance, found an archaic version of St. Mary of
Egypt attributed to St. Sophronius, Patriarch of Jerusalem, in BA Nr. 154, a
fifteenth-century manuscript from the monastery Neamt in Northeastern Romania
and kept now in the Library of the Romanian Academy in Bucharest (Benuena
1696). She concludes that this archaic text is very similar to the one whose Modern
Bulgarian translation is included in the Tihonravov damaskin.

My focus here will be on the relations between the fourth group of Modern
Bulgarian damaskins and the archaic ones. Was the new translation represented in
these Modern Bulgarian damaskins made after a Greek or archaic original? I will
base my observations on the eighteenth-century SviStov damaskin, published by
Ljubomir Mileti¢ (MuneTtuu 1923), which belongs to the Modern Bulgarian
damaskins of the fourth group according to Demina’s classification
(HXemunal968: 60-63). Demina situates the fourth Modem Bulgarian damaskin
group in relation to the other Modern Bulgarian damaskins, and I will take her
conclusions as a starting point of the following discussion.

A number of homilies in the damaskin collections of the fourth Modern
Bulgarian group come from the same source as their counterparts in the damaskin
collections of the first group. Others may either have no counterparts in damaskins
outside the tourth Modern Bulgarian group or be present there in a new translation.
The new translation is characterized by the use of the adverb of time mozuzu "then’
and was presumably made at the end of the seventeenth century in a northeastern —
Moesian — literary centre (Iemn Ha 1968: 220, 227).

To gain a better appreciation of the retationship of the Svidtov damaskin
and the first group of Modem Bulgarian damaskins, I compared two Svistov
homilies with a first-group genealogy (Elevation of the Cross and St. Sabbas) with
their Tihonravov counterparts. The comparison revealed a dramatic difference in
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the approach to the protograph: whereas in Elevation of the Cross the Svistov
damaskin embraces a conservative approach, keeping closely to the text, in St.
Sabbas it makes many emendations to it. Judging from the eleven-page facsimile
reproduced by Miletic at the end of his edition of the Svistov damaskin, several
different scribes contributed to the damaskin (Munetuu 1923). The different
authorship may account for the radically different treatment of the text in the two
anatysed homilies. Whatever their paths may have been (a matter that deserves
further attention), these two texts go back to the same initial translation. Their
histories are different, but the genealogy is identical: these homilies represented in
the first and the fourth group of damaskins stem from the same source.

Now let us turn to the set of homilies in the damaskins of the fourth
Modern Bulgarian group that have no counterparts in the first Modern Bulgarian
group. On the basis of the comparison of St. Mary of Egypt, Epiphany and
Assumption® in the SviStov damaskin (Munetuu 1923: 259-268, 191-197) with
the corresponding texts in the Kiev and the Krnino archaic damaskins, respectively
(Yrpunosa-Ckanoecka 1975: 17-30, Hnuercku 1972, 2: 4978, 310-
336), it can be argued that the SviStov damaskin includes in this category homilies
translated from the so-called Macedonian archaic translation, of which the Kiev
and the Krnino damaskins are representative. This conclusion contradicts Demina’s
opinion, which is based on comparison between the titles of St. Mary of Egypt in
the Svistov damaskin and in Manuscript Nr. 318 of the Belgrade National Library
(Memuua 1968: 170). Demina considers that St. Mary of Egypt in the Svistov
damaskin is not connected in any way with the Macedonian archaic tradition.

My inquiry leads me to believe that the Kiev and the Krnino damaskins,
without being the direct sources of the compiler of the Svistov damaskin, yet
contain similar versions. In support of this conjecture, I can cite numerous
resemblances; and also, besides smaller incongruities, two instances of longish
repetitions in the Kiev and the Krnino damaskins that find no parallel in the Svistov
damaskin (Yrpunosa-Ckanoscka 1975:29 ~MuneTuny 1923, 267-268;
Mnuescku 1972, 2: 72 ~ Munetwuu 1923: 103). There is also a different
treatment of quotations from the Holy Scripture in the Krnino and the Svistov
damaskins (Mnuescku 1972,2: 316-318, Munerunu 1923: 194-196).

The overall impression, corroborated by a number of facts, is that the
Svi§tov damaskin contains a translation made after an earlier and more precise
copy than the one preserved in the Kmino and the Kiev damaskins. I also found
some, albeit fewer, errors in the SviStov damaskin that were not shared by the
Krmino damaskin. Some fragments, available in either the Krnino or the Kiev
damaskins, were eliminated from the SviStov damaskin at a time that is difficult to
define: it could have happened before the translation into Modern Bulgarian,
simultaneously, or following it. Such considerations place between the Svistov
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damaskin on one hand, and the Krnino and Kiev damaskins on the other, at least
two intermediary manuscripts.

These preliminary results make it clear that this line of research deserves
additional inquiry. In order to gain further insights into the relationship of the
fourth-group Modern Bulgarian damaskins with the archaic ones, I compared
Svitov homilies with their counterparts in the three known archaic damaskin
translations — the so-called Macedonian, Sredna-Gora and Mount-Athos
translations (Temuua 1968; 34, 42-53, Ilerkanosa-ToTera 1965: 48-50)
— using as representatives the sixteenth-century Krnino damaskin (MnueBckn
1972) for the Macedonian translation, the seventeenth-century Adzar damaskin
(BAH 24.432) for the Sredna-Gora translation and the seventeenth-century
Bucharest damaskin for the Mount-Athos translation® (BA Nr. 146). Since the
homilies Annunciation and The Birth of Jesus® are included in all three archaic
translations as well as the SviStov damaskin, they are an appropriate basis for
comparison. Its conclusions are summarized below.

Hkk

First, it appears that the three archaic translations display coincidences of
wording that may (but need not) carry over to the SviStov damaskin and require
further exploration. The examples below show that coincidences range from the
almost literal repetition of entire sentences (as in examples 1 and 2) to lexical
reminiscences (as in examples 3 and 4), sometimes (as in example 4)
misunderstood by the Modern Bulgarian translator, but nevertheless preserved:

. M napyea My W mBaHAgeceTb Thx CUMN IYUIEBbHBI AETO FM MMa chKn ynombks
(MunetTuu 1923: 75) ~ Rlaapord emé il ARMNAAFCETR cHAR AIERHBIXS HYHKE HAW
gncakn vare (BA Nr. 146: 16) ~ Tawe A4poRd M ARA MAlAfcerh cHARl ATERMEIE.
ewe  dmamh  owedkn vaes  (BAH 24.4.32: 13) ~ 4 papomd ey
ARAHAAETH |cHARI| ALLERHKE WIKE YK AMATH Eheakh vaks (ManeBeky 1972,2: 1)

o ’ ’ r P r
2. B’ pp’koenyTy nucAHIe TpH MMETA AHreAbCKbl Ca HamépsaTh: Muxaunb u
ot ¥ . - S F ' o P
Fappinms u Pagauns (MuneTnu 1923 175) ~ Ifdke nn (prognd wauif nucawin,
. L LA 2 Fl ' -
TPH TRYIO HaleHd Arracsk WEpETAIeT|ce, Muxaian, Targiian, 0 Padaian (BA Nr.
=t 1 1o ) r > Y e~} ;o ’
146: 12) ~ B QproEHBI NHcANTH. TPH THKMO 1MENA W]ArTAW SEPETAIOT|ce. MHEAH AR,
o 1 ] ; — i r
rasgivan. nlpadanas (BAH 24.4.32: 7%) ~ mielprornugsiniumgs[nncdnin - mon [mnegae
HaenalWrpkTaom|ces amxaliab, Fagpiian, nipadarian (Mnuencxu 1972, 2: 5°-6)
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3, Cerd méto Wb 4a 3amodéHa OpHBOTo nhTaie Hma Aa cméeh W mécroto
(Mnnetuu 1923: 173) ~ xous$ npneniskSmiTn (BA Nr. 146: 6) ~ chkiKoyndio
(BAH 24.4.32: 4) ~ xou$ cnrwkoynumn (Manverckn 1972,2: 5)

4. samb CcHUKWTE BUISHIA, OETO ri eamb [Mamiuns, ¢ apxasrens [aBpidnt ru
pasap’apame (Munertuu 1923: 176) ~ pazggkwame (BA Nr. 146: 12Y) ~
pagprsme (BAH 24.4.32: 7) ~ gagptuni (Mnuescxu 1972, 2: 6)

The number of such examples can be increased without much effort. They
question a key assumption unanimously adopted in damaskin scholarship: namely,
that the three archaic traditions are independent translations, each stemming
directly from the Greek text. In view of their evidence, the plausible explanation
appears to be that these are in fact three revisions (recensions) of a single
translation. In other words, the relations between the archaic damaskins are simifar
in principle to those between the Modern Bulgarian ones of the first three groups,
as described by Demina.

This is an important discovery that demonstrates that the Bulgarian lands
between the sixteenth and the eighteenth century were a unitary cultural space that
allowed free information flow in all directions. It sheds new light on the unanimous
interest of Bulgarians in the writing of Damaskenés Stoudites, who was for them
the best-selling author of the period. It has been pointed out before that this interest
distinguishes Bulgarians from their Balkan neighbours and from the Orthodox
Slavs outside the Balkan area (ITetkanopa-Torersa 1965: 50-51). The old
multiple-translation model of penetration of Damaskends Stoudites” works into the
Bulgarian lands implies a close integration of the Bulgarian and Greek cultural
spaces, but disunity and lack of communication inside the Bulgarian cultural space.
The new single-translation model evinces a booming cooperation and cultural
exchange inside the Bulgarian cultural space, sparked by the absorption of a Greek
artifact.

* k&

Second, whenever the three archaic versions diverge, the SviStov damaskin
may agree with either of therm. The following illustrations show such cases.

Svistov and AdZar convergence:
5. erH ru Borb Mpié ma ru momunosa ot Thxuata rpegocre (MuAe THU 1923: 173)

~ gk Auine 1 gagn (BA Nr. 146: 7) - paan rgspdcmn uxs (BAH 24.4.32: 4) ~ za)
rpmanite] liys (Mauescku 1972,2: 7)



238 Olga M. MEADENOVA

6. Mapria mbceua Ta ce 3084 aprie, KaTd aa peqemh TrmMy (MuaeTuy 1923: 176)
~ ipmh dll.|h |Iapl‘|qdi’l‘|l:£ dp'l‘loc fakolme A4 peveais Eann (BA Nr. 146: 13) ~
Mdp oiE ANgs ratemlee. apTiE pm we Thk'an (BAH 24.4.32:77) ~
Alqh|MA§1'I‘h]I|MEHS!"I‘hICEIdp’I‘Iw Akewelengpbmine (Mnuesckn 1972, 2: 6%
Svistov and Kmino convergence:

7. wh é kpuBD T, amu 66rb, NéT0 My ndan méapyrata Eea (Munetuu 1923
174) ~ neaplacne €nes (BA Nr. 146: 7) ~ noagaxie rug (BAH 24.4.32: 5) ~ nopplra
tees (Mauescku 1972,2:7)

8. TFlptem éTer ceethl Joans JlaMackMib, 1WOTO nogentBa BbL GNArocCnoOBiETO CH
(Munetuy 1923: 174) ~ miwe (BA Nr. 146: 7) ~ ra]..] (BAH 24.4.32: 5%) ~
negerkiarre (Mnuescry 1972, 2: 4)

SviStov and Bucharest convergence:

9, u onG3y Op’Bo, AETO pasymEBa 316 H ﬁoﬁpé, cyryGy 6éom u étn (MuneTHH
1923: 77} ~ cofrﬁﬂo (BA Nr. 146: 18") ~ (BAH 24.4.32: 15 ~ lacuna) ~ ABOIHO
(Uanepcku 1972,2: 13)

10. AMn fa npocﬂ'{"re, OTBI pel{ﬁ Ma HacHJiMXa H wsnF30Xe BOHE OT CKOMOCATH HA

peuuTe, amu 12 néfa [a pa3Bpe3a NuTadiaTa Hawe (MHETeTHY 1923: 174) - He
Ad ik npoyrelie. Heo casko af npunsai Aa fzakigs Wlpeaa caous. GIeave A8 npina$
g pazpkminie nekoasi naam (BA Nr. 1460 7) — dnave npinAEMe  gazdEustfTH
azbickania (BAH 24.4.32: 5) — ngoveebxe ngiiia8laal@epngs EnnpolERialRAWEr
(Mnuwescxu 1972, 2: 4)

Such a distribution of the divergences and coincidences across manuscripts

can only be explained if we assign to the archaic source of the Modern Bulgarian
translation of the fourth group an early position in the tradition, one that precedes
the three separate recensions whose outcomes we observe in the AdZar, Krnino and
Bucharest damaskins. This conjecture is supported by another set of data, in which
the Svi§tov damaskin opts for a variant with counterparts in two of the archaic
recensions. Thus, there are examples of coincidences between the AdZar and the
Bucharest damaskins that carry over to the Svidtov:

i1, obsuaua Mapla He 6w Henpmac;'ma or rpisxorb AnamoBs (MUTETHY 1923

174) — ko A Magna welEE HenpuvecTHA ®irpkxs dasmaa (BA Nr. 146: 7) - rKe



ON DAMASKIN GENEALOGY 239

ABaa  Magiamn  nele nenpuvicrnas  rprkyh 3,5,&.44038 (BAH 24432: 5) -
(Unuescku 1972, 2: 4 — sentence omitted)

PR - P rd 2z - r LY P
Ilo6Gph i u 3a Ty za peuéms, 6T MHOTO épeck cé MOBANIHAaxa Ha TYH W HAif-
- T 1
TBp’ Ik or npéet wnosbur (MuneTuu 1923: 173) ~ soupolao € Aa Hlce pevemn,
¥ F r —
nontke muorne Epecn Rucrdurs W|cE, manndvebke mimoy npocTwiam vikn (BA Nr.
P 1. o~ T 3, n T ' P ) ¢ hos
146: 6) '~ AoEps B> € A4 M|TO pEpn MoNEKe MNWSTH EpreM EeTAWE OlcEMb
i v X — ), M ] .
HaHnavel @ npocrhi vake (BAH 24.432: 4) ~ posphieklilcelpeym-  ravofamworin
4 .
Epicnlﬁmcw'\milwlchlh (Mnuepcku 1972, 2: 3)

Another set of examples shows the Svistov damaskin agreeing with the

AdZar and the Krnino damaskin against the Bucharest damaskin:

13.

14.

aMH CMOTpH Ha CcéTHE Ha nospimeauie TONMHNTE BpeMéTto pma a0aM
(Munernu 1923: 174) ~ ofergon (BA Nr. 146: 7) ~ oyemorpiirs (BAH 24.4.32;
5) ~ewamompu (Mnuencku 1972, 2: 4)

A Subau '-]eTI:IpHTB CHIM HAPKYATE Ca KHBOT HBI GTH ChC TEXBEH M OXKHBEBAK Ub
ce utoskks (MuneTuu 1923: 75) ~ Apbrdielke ciiam vemaipn raiomlce s AmiaNwg
mKo ch|WHAH KHEETR H oyamp[.asms vaks (BA Nr. 146: 16-16") ~ Apoyruilce chianl
VETHPR PAIOTICE IKHROTHAIL ZAHKE chicHmbin xngire if|dmueader|ce (BAH 24.4.32:
13) ~  Alfmelinnie  cnawlveripp-  ratorler  kugéwih  mkolenlhimn ABETR
njSxnzamer|ce vake (Mmuescku 1972, 2: 11)

Yet another set groups the Svistov damaskin with the Krnino and the

Bucharest damaskins against the AdZar:

15.

iamé Bore He ce BLIIGTH Ge3’ OaarosSuwedie AnrenoBy Ha mbawia?
(MunetTuu 1923: 173) ~ geg varorkipinia arfosa (BA Nr. 146: 6) ~ xgoark
garopkupenia arraw (BAH 24.4.32: 4) ~ gegn| sarogkyenielarraone (M AneBCKH
1972,2:3) :

U - I - e o %
. WIleme na w30ARM MyIIATe HAINH OT prUéTe gidBoabokd (MuneTry 1923: 173)

~ a4 ugeagn (BA Nr. 146: 6") ~ cromopnmn (BAH 24.4.32: 4%) ~ AANZEARNTL
(Maunesckw 1972, 2: 39

Coincidences of linguistic archaisms are especially important for the

purposes of this analysis. If coincidences of linguistic innovations can be explained
away as independent innovations, linguistic archaisms carry more weight as a proof
of the shared origin of manuscripts. In other words, linguistic archaisms can
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normally be interpreted as textological archaisms, whereas linguistic innovations
shared by a group of manuscripts may serve as a sign that this group of
manuscripts has undergone a common stage of revision®. Quotations 4, 6, 7, 8 and
9 are instances of linguistic archaisms preserved in the Modern Bulgarian
damaskin, doubtless as traces of the archaic original re-narrated and modernized by
its compiler. The list of linguistic archaisms that are at the same time textological
archaisms can be continued. I will only suggest one particularly clear example, in
which the compiler of the Svidtov damaskin has chosen to preserve the verb
neskpeTH to sacrifice’ unknown in Modern Bulgarian; he, moreover, has kept intact
the passive construction, thus displaying a connection to all archaic damaskins,
although in closer proximity to the Adzar and the Krnino than to the Bucharest
damaskin:

17. sKo Tacxa HAIA 3a HAc NoXpérb OseT XPHCTOC (Munetnu 1923: 177) ~ rj
ncga wawa Zaiue nexgeles Xe (BA Nr. 146: §) ~ 1Ko ndexs nhwa. galunl neskg B HL
rm x¢ (BAH 24.4.32: 8) ~ mkolnacxalnawa- ZAthHI‘IO?KpEHhIBIﬁ]ﬁ (MnueBCKY
1972, 2: 7

Even though shared linguistic innovations may be problematic as proof of
the common origin of two manuscripts, their importance cannot be overestimated.
Example 16 shows not only a lexical coincidence between the Svidtov, the
Bucharest and the Krnino damaskins, but also groups them together because of
their shared preference for the innovative A4 construction over the infinitive. This
constellation is not isolated. For instance, an impressive series of fourteen
infinitives in the AdZar damaskin corresponds to pa constructions in the Svistov,
the Bucharest and the Krnino damaskins (Munetnu 1923: 77, BA Nr. 146: 18,
EAH 24.432: 14", Unuesckn 1972, 2 12).7 In general, the AdZar damaskin
systematically makes more archaic grammatical choices than do the others.

' This does mot seem a particularly valuable observation at first glance.
Modern Bulgarian does not have an infinitive, which limited the options open for
the compiler of the Svistov damaskin. However, the compilers of the archaic
damaskins could select between archaism and innovation in this case, and their
choice sheds light on their ideological stance. They were making available to their
audience a Greek author, whose popularity was due at least in part to a conscious
choice of language understandable to his less educated contemporaries
(lMetkauosa-ToTera 1965: 16-20, 41). Tt has been claimed that the
appearance of the Modern Bulgarian damaskins was itself a response in kind to the
challenge issued by Damaskenés Stoudites. The fact that the compilers of the
archaic damaskin versions formed not a unity in this regard but a range with the
Adzar damaskin at one end, the Bucharest damaskin at the other, and the Krnino
damaskin somewhere in the middle, gives insight into the intellectual processes by
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which the Modern Bulgarian damaskins came into being. They can now be seen,
not as a clear-cut, revolutionary break with a unitary archaic tradition, but as an
atternpt to push innovation one step further beyond what was possible within that
framework.

The fact that the Sredna-Gora recension, an outcome of the efforts of the
most conservative strand of the Bulgarian cultural elite, was at the beginning of the
seventeenth century the - first to undergo a radical Modem Bulgarian
transformation,® takes on a new meaning. The archaic damaskin versions more
open to innovation were subjected to this process almost a century later. The
appearance of Proto-Collection IV, from which the fourth group of Modemn
Bulgarian damaskins stems, can be seen in this context as a sign of the victory of
the radical wing of innovators over the conservatives. This was the moment when
the fate of Modern Bulgarian was seated. The beginning of the eighteenth century
hecame the turning point at which the archaizing approach towards the creation of
the literary language definitively lost its position.

hkk

Let us now consider other characteristics of these groups of manuscripts
that come to the fore as a result of this comparison.

First, the Krnino damaskin features an impressive number of efrors not
shared by the other archaic damaskins at my disposal. T will specifically cite one
example only, but number 21 is also relevant: '

18 ETo ¢ca Th3y 4eTHPpbITE %HBOT HEIY camn (Munetuy 1923: 76) ~ vernipn (BA
Nr. 146: 16" ~ verripu (BAH 24.4.32: 12%) ~ '-'E'!'Ep'hfl‘hlf (Mnuescku 1972, 2:
119

Such data corroborate the conclusions based on the comparison between
the SviStov, Krnino and Kiev versions of Si. Mary of Egypt, Epiphany and
Assumption. They indicate that the complementary Krnino and Kiev damaskins
must go back to a better initial source, deteriorated at a date difficult to specify. It
seems counterintuitive to assume that the Macedonian recension of which these
damaskins are representative was at the same time a deterioration of the protograph
it revised and moderately modernized. Modermization was an ambitious task that
must have been undertaken by a person of stature, who would have been unlikely
to misunderstand his text so often and so seriously. So I would tend to postulate the
existence of at least one manuscript generation between the initial translation from
the Greek and the Macedonian recension, and another one between it and the

|6 Bankarcko ezKo3HaHHe, KH. 2
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Krnino/Kiev damaskins. A clearer idea of the relations inside the Macedonian
group of archaic damaskins will be gained from the comparison of its surviving
representatives.

Second, the Adzar damaskin reflects a series of systematic differences
from the rest of the damaskins at my disposal. I assume that these differences
characterize the archaic Sredna-Gora recension as a whole, but to prove it, 1 will
need to expand my comparative basis to include other Sredna-gora damaskins.
Besides featuring the most archaic language of all, the AdZzar damaskin also
eliminates many passages, especially those that are repetitive or more abstract (see
examples 19 and 20). I have identified twenty-three such abridgments in the
analysed portion of the text. The addition of words and phrases without counterpart
in the other damaskins is much less frequent (see example 21). On the other hand,
the language of the Adzar damaskin is not uniformly and consistently more
archaic; there are, from time to time, instances that show it taking a more
innovative stance than the other damaskins (see example 22).

19. kor# n3bepé 106p6To OT WMGTO M 3M6TO OT AoGpéTo, TOrisn oHase cina 308é ca
nponssonénie (MuneTuy 1923: 76) ~ dradli RZEupAETE AoRger Wigadre fizade
Dladapare, mofa WHaa cHaa raeT|ce ngongeoatiie (BA Nr. 146: 16") ~ frAd MAETH
AlpETh  AcRpoe. WAl AzEnpdeTh  ® ZAAMO  AORQOE. TOI'A Rleraa &Ha, raeTler
nponzeoaérie (BAH 24.4.32: 13) ~ Wabxeligripat AsmpoelBlzad: Alzasllasages:
moltalwiibferiaa raer|celnponzmoatiic (Manencxu 1972,2: 11

20. 3apam’1 Ty# ce TOH mpoBOOM HA cnyxbara CHKPBBEHHOMY TAHHCTBY. CKpHTY
Géwm, goraé He Géwy cramany, ABIEHY 6l 3apamgn cnyxbata, WOTY U TOI
camci ne patymbeawe wa piborata, amd ce wOnemM, KaK mé Aa ToCTyryBsa
(MuneTny 1923: 176) ~ Gero pasu Wwh

' x .

L )

’ i’ LTS
b MOCAGHE EBIcTh HAlcABKENTE CKPRRENHOH
mannk. CnkphBennon ovEe npt v ) .

s ’ ]
AlEAY A b KObBEHHOH (2 4 Gh

L) Y s ? r ] r

C 9 ¢ ! il el NlcAatn vienAALIE|cE KaKe
adleabcii awomon Tamwk (BA Nr. 146 12%) ~ méro gAAM TH MocAdHE M
gkleaoynie CRKPhBENHOM  TAMNBCTRS. Irblie Mlchms  viewpdwelee Kake EiY
nocasymias (BAH 24.432: 7') ~ TOMO PAAH TRH nocHAdE of ER|nocASEHie
CREPREENOE TAHNETO. Crukpnimorgiwinphatelpdtacrra: npuociiom swlstalgosilee:

:

s ¥ » r » J, 1 '
W@Mw&mﬂmﬂmﬂmﬂﬂmslulmmlmﬂmm Kdico]
nocabmenwrn (Mnuepcku 1972, 2: 6)

¢ % - ’ 4 5 . v
21. cupbub uyn wbkok uu e AUYrano CALHIETO HE KATO HE 3H4e 0T WG € cridnano Tyl
r » P Fe
nrrysane, Ty ca 308é Ge3CI0BECHA cndea (Munetuu 1923:76) ~ enpil. caniwd
2 —-— r i a )}
k™o Ko ERICTh MoMpaveNie cAnl4, nocia neEers Blvers ERICTH NOAAVENTE. H CHE
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— r W 3 L) i
raerlce gezesomecnas caaga (BA Nr. 146: 17%) ~ onglive, ofcanimd WEKTO 1Ko Ehi
b ! e — ’ ' Y ¢ i ' T T o ) or
GekSARRTE cANyS, PEK'WE NOrWEEAb. ABTE HMEEECTR veco papgM el ackBaEwie fce
rateTlce Begeadrecna casga (BAH 24.4.32: 14) ~ cHptvnlcanimmmuikao|dikolanimn|
5 me e R . 2T a

garpakenie cangs: nowd|nerems [B|vro sntlzamroginie. Hicialrdior|ce ecaomEcHsi|cAdRs
(Havesckn 1972,2: 12}

22. A yGonénue e kord mepHink wiosbke HBmo (Munetuu 1923: 76) ~ o\"x&smh
(BA Nr. 146: 17) ~ noavkgrimers (BAH 24.4.32: 13") ~ weonmers (MnHeBCKH
1972,2: 11%)

The types of editorial changes that characterize the AdZar damaskin are
evidence of a concern with clarity that, however, excludes interference with the
grammatical structure while targeting the flow of argumentation and occasionally
vocabulary.

Third, the Bucharest damaskin, which is the only known representative of
the Mount-Athos recension, displays the most consistent attempt at modernization
in the framework of the archaic damaskins. It is a masterpiece of craftsmanship,
and deserves a much more complete textological analysis and perhaps even a
separate edition. It has very few errors, although the twenty-seven sheets currently
at my disposal have been bound by mistake in the. wrong order. The correct
sequence would be 1 to 7 (after which there is one sheet missing), 12 to 13, 8to 11
and 14 to 23. There are other missing sheets between 23 and 24 and a misplaced
chunk of text at the beginning of sheet 24, followed by 24 to 27.

These observations make it clear that each of the three archaic damaskins
analysed here have passed through their own editorial stages. This justifies the
conventional names for the three ensuing recensions, which I will preserve here:
the Sredna-Gora recension, the Macedonian recension and the Mount-Athos
recension. Further research is needed to decide whether or not any two of these
may be considered to have closer connections between them than with the third. At
this stage, it looks more probable that if that is the case, the innovative Macedonian
and Mount-Athos recensions have more in common with each other than either
with the Sredna-Gora recension. The Sviftov damaskin is a descendant of the
Proto-Collection IV, which included a Modern Bulgarian transformation of a
protograph, preceding all three archaic recensions, but not identical with the
autograph translation of the Greek text, as that would make it impossible to explain
some confusion that seems to point to a less than perfect archaic protograph,
sometimes improperly understood. I will only bring two illustrations to support this
claim:

4 n A r s s e
23. A yeT’BpTaTa cHNa Ta & moxot’, cupbub Aa kénMMe 3a GoGPG [a HH ce MOPEBbHE
OTéUECTBO LAPCTRO HebecHoe kdsyrams (MuneTuu 1923: 76) ~ Ysmrphmaa chaa
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bomh Keadnie of gB. AdlKEAMEAL B © BArOE. AAlMCEALEMB NPREATY HAWIENO WYRCTRA
ygheraia rae nenare (BA Nr. 146: 16") ~ Yemoprmalme € tHaa IKeadnie, pEKWE
HEMATH TMCEIAL AOEQOE. KEAATH NgrhES: OVACTES NMAWE, ypscrao menee (GAH
24432 13") ~  verepwrhielcinlcBTa:  aeadniac cigivi galaceademb] goRpaa:
Adleademblnpmoelnawe| Hvmerno (Mnuescku 1972, 2: 1M

24. W npieata cina i Ta € POXIECTLBHA, Cipéub 1eTo ca PdkbIa CEKHM unoBbK M 0T
uebéTo, a TOH ro cTépu Ta 6851 (Muneruw 1923 75} ~ Hinpﬂmm o\"so €
v 2 r ~— 3} '
goAlTEaNas ciad, ciiph. Tk gamadevice mheAkn vAKh, W HKE HE BMICTS, BRIZAETH 1l
7ok (BA Nr. 146: 16) ~ RInphra ofgo pomaAkcTRENAL ciaa €. pekue i|éwe pampdem|ct
p— 2, W T A

gheaks vawk. njeke nelef mmmaens i€ (BAH 24.432: 13) ~ Ainga sainfxelcSmh

K ! ] w o ”» ' T - 3 r = boee T

QoM LCTREHRIE|cHAB - cHpEvK[iKe|paraarT]ce Bheakn]vaKh Hlkpomk|aalielch, Brmielnk

MHnuenckn 1972, 2: 11)

All three archaic versions of the text in excerpt 23 are clearer than the
Modern Bulgarian one in the Sviitov damaskin. It comes closest to the Bucharest
version, the only one that pravides an equivalent to xdzyeams. The confusion IS
provoked by the rendering as simply omévecmso ‘homeland’ of nphede Hawe
®7mergo "our first homeland’, which appears with variations in all three archaic
versions. I can propose the following explanation for this choice of wording: if the
archaic version that served as a source for the Modern Bulgarian Proto-Collection
VI contained a flawed version of a text similar to that in the Bucharest damaskin,
but with a neuter form of ngsgsws for the ordinal numeral (for which see BEP 6:

70-71, 75), the compiler of Proto-Collection VI conid have taken it to be a form of
the verb nopésne mu ce "to like, to desire’, which he uses in his text.

The least clear of the three archaic versions in excerpt 24 is the Krnino
one. The Sviftov damaskin, however, offers an even worse réading that makes no
sense, whatsoever in the second part. One can get an inkling of what might have
caused the problem by taking a careful look at the AdZar version, which has HERk
*was not’, written as one word and apparently interpreted to be a form of nese
*sky’, which by the eighteenth century must have already taken, in the vernacular
language, the form nefe, broadly used in Bulgarian today (BEP 4: 581-582).

Texts like 23 and 24, in conjunction with 4, 6 and 14 previously discussed,
go a long way towards convincing us that the Svi§tov damaskin was a product of
the transformation of the archaic damaskins, rather than a new, independent
translation from the Greek. Comparisons of the archaic damaskins, the Modern
Bulgarian damaskins of the fourth group and the Greek original are -needed to
determine the contribution of the Greek text in shaping the Bulgarian tradition at
stages following the initial translation. These comparisons will be the basts for
another publication.
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At present, we can conclude that: (1) the Sredna-Gora, Macedonian and
Mount-Athos archaic damaskin recensions go back to a common source, a
sixteenth-century translation from the Greek text of Treasure by Damaskenés
Stoudites; (2) an archaic manuscript preceding all these recensions was the
protograph transformed at the end of the seventeenth century by the compiler of the
Modern Bulgarian Proto-Collection IV; (3) as indicated by Demina, an archaic
manuscript of the Sredna-Gora recension served at the beginning of the
seventeenth century as the source of Proto-Collection I and later, during the
seventeenth century, the same recension provided the archaic protographs of Proto-
Collections Tand I (ITemuna 1968; 220).

NOTES

! This older literary language is Church Slavonic, and is influenced by Serbian
orthographic norms such as the replacement of the nasal vowels by § and ¢, respectively, or
the indiscriminate use of & for etymological » and w ([lemuBa 1985: 14-15). The
language of the archaic damaskins, as well as that of other pre-modern manuscripts
identified as forerunners of the Modern Bulgarian damaskins, which may have Bulgarian
orthography (Benuesa 1996), will be called here, for the sake of simplicity, Middle
Bulgarian. This umbrella term reflects the fact that texts in this archaic literary koine were
written and read in Bulgaria during and after the Middle Bulgarian period of its history,
which dates from the twelfth to the fourteenth century, and served as the foundation of the
subsequent literary language that arose in this territory, the language of the Modern
Bulgarian damaskins.

2 All three homilies go back to Damaskends Stoudites. The SviStov version of
Assumption ends in mid sentence after the ample discussion of the Old Testament images
that conjure and prefigure the Virgin.

* 1 am using the designation introduced by Donka Petkanova to refer to this
translation because she is the only scholar known to me who has expressed an cpinion as to
its localization.

4 Both homilies go back to Damaskends Stoudites. The first one is not represented
in the first Modern Bulgarian damaskin group, while the second is.

* It is not clear whether the confusion in the second half of the sentence (which
should read something like cbe THXb xupén n oxupksa ce 4noBbKb, a reading that
preserves all letters but in a different sequence) is due to a mistake made in Mileti’s
edition or was indeed part of the Svistov damaskin. If the latter is true, it is an indication
that the Svistov damaskin must have had a protograph because such an odd error may only
occur in the process of careless copying.

% For a discussion of the relationship of textological innovations/archaisms and
linguistic innovations/ archaisms see Mladen o va manuscript,

? Another illustration of an infinitive replaced by a aa construction is offered in
example 23 below.
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8 1 have felt uncomfortable all along using the term fransiation to denote the
process of modernization by which the archaic damaskin texts were transformed into
Modern Bulgarian ones. Now that we have seen that what the compilers of the
reconstructed Proto-Collections I and IV did was not so different from what the authors of
the Macedonian and the Mount-Athos recensions did, my reluctance is finally justified. 1
shall use the term fransformation for this process.
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