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THE EXTENT OF THE EARLY OLD CHURCH
SLAVONIC TRANSLATION OF THE PENTATEUCH
PRESERVED IN CROATIAN GLAGOLITIC
BREVIARIES AND MISSALS: THE BOOK OF GENESIS
IN THE BREVIARIES

The article focuses on particular problems that arose during work on a new edition of the Old
Church Slavonic (OCS) Pentateuch preserved in Croatian Glagolitic breviaries and missals. It
describes the peculiarities of the material in the Book of Genesis as attested in pre-15" century
breviaries. The article provides specific examples of passages in which the Old Testament (OT)
text of the Pentateuch was not included in the Slavonic Prophetologia, which contained the
carliest preserved OCS translation of OT texts. These consist of (1) abridged OT genealogies
that had to be shortened in the breviaries; (2) abridged non-Prophetologion passages included
in breviaries in the shortened redaction; (3) unabridged non-Prophetologion passages for which
a new, ad hoc translation was included in the breviaries. The article offers several examples of
the breviary text as it will appear in the forthcoming edition. It presents the edition of the text
with variant readings from all available manuscripts.
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1. INTRODUCTION
Considerable portions of the Church Slavonic version of the Pentateuch
have survived in the form of biblical pericopes in Croatian Glagolitic brevia-

ries and missals (BAKMAZ, 2004: 140, 143-144). These literary monuments
contain roughly 1,300 Old Testament (OT) verses. Since the beginning of the
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20" century, various scholars (NAHTIGAL, 1902; VAJS, 1910; MICHA-
JLOV, 1912) have claimed that some parts of this Slavonic text are linguisti-
cally antiquated and may, to some extent, represent the earliest known version
of the Old Church Slavonic (OCS) translation of the Bible, made by members
of the Cyrillo-Methodian mission to Great Moravia (see also NAZOR, 1985;
BADURINA STIPCEVIC, 1997; BAUEROVA, 2000; CERMAK, 2004;
STANKOVSKA, 2016; STANKOVSKA, 2017). However, this hypothesis
remains unproven, as the exact origin of the biblical text preserved in the Cro-
atian Glagolitic tradition cannot be definitively determined, nor can it be said
which parts may be considered evidence of the oldest surviving translation.

Only thorough, systematic textual examination and comparison of all the
verses studied can yield reliable conclusions regarding the genuine origin of
biblical translations in liturgical books (see STANKOVSKA 2016). To this
end, the surviving text of the Pentateuch in all known variants must first be
made available as a new critical edition. Thus, the goal of our current project!
is to publish the parts of the Pentateuch preserved in Croatian Glagolitic brev-
iaries and missals, as the actual form and origin of the source text for Penta-
teuch pericopes (or those of the Old Testament in general) in the breviaries
and missals has only been speculated. The earliest Slavonic translation of the
Prophetologion (the Old Testament Lectionary readings, Rus. parimejnik) is
currently considered the source of most of the pericopes.? In preparing a com-
prehensive edition of the Pentateuch in the Croatian Glagolitic manuscript
tradition, these old questions have re-emerged with a new vibrancy. Against
this backdrop, to fill the gaps in our knowledge, the edition currently being
prepared will include roughly 20 missals and 20 breviaries, as well as some
text fragments from other documents.

In the 20™ century, scholars distinguished two textual groups of brevia-
ries and missals (PANTELIC, 1967: 69; TANDARIC, 1980: 137; CERMAK,
2003: 62—63; SIMIC, VELA, 2021: 125-126):

1. The northern, Krk-Istria group of texts (which is older; the earliest
manuscripts date from the second half of the 13" century). It contains
biblical texts translated into OCS from the Greek (based on the Prophe-

' A Critical Edition of the Pentateuch in Croatian Glagolitic Medieval Sources, project GA21-
136008, funded by the Czech Grant Agency.

2 The critical edition of the oldest preserved OCS Prophetologion (RIBAROVA, HAUPTOVA
1998) was consulted.
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tologion version, as was initially noted by Nahtigal® and Michajlov*)
with minimal redaction. Some non-Prophetologion portions of the text
are translated from the Latin original.

2. The southern, Zadar-Krbava group (more recent; the earliest manu-
scripts date from the second half of the 14™ century) contains biblical
texts from the northern group, yet redacted according to Latin brevia-
ries; some parts are translated from Latin, and the vocabulary has been
greatly Croatised (BADURINA STIPCEVIC, 1997; CORIN, 1997).

Rather than reflecting two lines of development, this division reflects a
single line in which the original translation from the Greek (the text of the
Prophetologion), which is included in the breviaries and missals, was only
later amended and redacted to be more in line with Latin texts. Some texts
that did not appear in the northern group were additionally translated in the
southern group.

One of the oldest breviaries used for the planned edition of the Pentateuch
text is the 1396 Breviary of Vid of Omisalj (BrVO; Austrian National Library,
Vienna, shelfmark Cod. Slav. 3°) from the northern group, supplemented by
the Vatican lllirico 5 breviary from the southern group (BrVat; Bibl. Apostol-
ica Vaticana, Rome, shelfmark Borg.-Illir. 5), as well as several other brevia-
ries from both groups (see the list of manuscripts cited at the end of the arti-
cle). Parts of the edition currently being prepared are included in this article to
illustrate problems associated with the research.

2. A CASE STUDY

Contemporary scholarship on Croatian Glagolitic liturgical books can and
should encompass research on all available manuscripts. The upcoming edi-
tion will allow this by considering variant readings from the entire attested
corpus of Croatian Glagolitic breviaries and missals. To reach reasonable con-
clusions about the origins and scope of the Old Testament readings in the tra-

3 NAHTIGAL 1902.

4 MICHAJLOV 1912.

5 The published transliteration from Glagolitic into Latin script is used in this article (KA-
PPEL, JURIC KAPPEL, VELA, 2023). In some places, the extent of verses varies from those
in the edition, as we have attempted to not only accurately identify the cited biblical verses,
but also to note paraphrasings.
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dition, scholars must work concurrently with an extensive catalogue of brevia-
ries and missals (STANKOVSKA, 2016). The focus of this article, however,
will be more specific. As a case study of these problems, we will show some
of the peculiarities of the available material related to the Book of Genesis
as attested in pre-15" century breviaries. This is mainly due to the fact that
passages from Genesis in the breviaries have undergone numerous changes
and adaptations. However, they provide excellent illustrations of the types of
challenges encountered during work on this edition.

Let us now highlight some of these Genesis pericopes. Though the length
and structure of the various liturgical readings varies among the breviaries,
the documented text of the first five chapters of Genesis is textually unprob-
lematic. These five chapters are divided into two liturgical readings: sabbato
ante septuagesimam (Gn. 1:1-2:24) and feriis (ctenie v proste dni; Gn. 2,25~
5,31).% The entire surviving text of the first five chapters is also attested in the
Prophetologia, except for a few lines at the end of chapter 5 (Gn. 5:23-31)
which were not included in the Prophetologia; as a result, these verses in
BrVO, BrVb,, Ber3, BrN , and BrBer, are a loose translation of the OT text.

Chapters six through eleven are also unproblematic, though the liturgical
readings in several southern breviaries are organised differently (mainly to be
read on Dominica in sexagesima — Nedéle prédv mesopustoms, but some vers-
es between Gn. 6:22-11:32 are read as ctenie v proste dni in BrVat,, BrDrag,
BrMosk, BrN , BrN,, and BrMav) than in the other Croatian Glagolitic brev-
iaries we have dealt with. Nevertheless, the total length of the text remains the
same, even though only a few breviaries include the entire text of Gn. 5:32
to 11:32 without interruption or gaps (BrVO, BrVb,, BrVb,, and BrN ). The
text likewise mostly adheres to the Prophetologion translation of the Old Tes-
tament (except for verses Gn. 10:2-5 and 11:11-32, which are only roughly
translated in BrvVO, BrVb,, BrVb,, and BrN)).

Further complications arise from the beginning of Chapter 12 onwards. The
liturgical readings are again occasionally organised differently than in the other
brveiaries. Usually, Gn. 12:1 constitutes the beginning of the reading on Dominica
in quinquagesima — Nedéle mesopustna. Yet some breviaries, ¢.g. BrVat,, BrPm,
BrDrag, BrMosk, BrN,, and BrN,, again include the additional ctenie v proste dni.

¢ Some of the manuscripts begin the ctenie v proste dni with different verses: with Gn 1:27

(BrPm, BrDrag, BrMav), with Gn 1:29 (BrN,), with Gn 2:10 (BrVat,), or with Gn 2:11 (Br-
Mosk). They also vary in the end of the reading: they conclude with Gn 3:24 (BrVat,, BrDrag,
BrMosk), Gn 2:3 (BrMav), Gn 2:10 (BrMav), or Gn 2:17 (BrPm).
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Let us now concentrate on the appearance of loosely translated or paraphrased
Genesis text. The synoptic perspective on the entire known manuscript tradition
reveals that this phenomenon occurs routinely when a segment of biblical verse
is not attested in the OCS Prophetologion translations. This is particularly true in
Gn. 5:25-31; 8:1-3; 10:2-31; 11:10-32; 12:8-20; 13:1-10; 14:1-13; 14:21-25;
16:1-16; 17:20-27; 18:1-19; 19:1-28; 20:1-18; 21:3; 21:8-34; 22:19-24; 23:1—
20; 24:1-67; 25:1-26:33; 28:1-4; 28:18-29:27; 30:9-13; 31:17-55; 39:1-23;
40:1-23; 41:1-57; 44:1-34; 45:17-28.

These instances of loosely translated, abbreviated, or paraphrased text can
be usefully categorised into three heuristic groups based on the reason for
their loose translation, abbreviation, or paraphrasing.

2.1. Abridged non-Prophetologion genealogies

The first group includes occasions when there was a need to shorten the
Old Testament genealogies—the pedigree or ancestry of various individuals
in the OT. This text was often omitted from the Prophetologion version, so
there was a logical need to include a shortened version in the breviaries.

This is the case with e.g. Gn. 5:26-32. In an instructive comparison with
the Septuagint (LXX) text below, we can see how the information on the num-
ber of years a person lived (verses 28-31) has been omitted, and it appears
only at the end of the Croatian Church Slavonic text (Gn. 5:32 occurs only
in BrVO 133c1-5 /ed. KAPPEL, JURIC KAPPEL, VELA, 2023: 350/ in the
beginning of the biblical reading for another day). For liturgical purposes, that
information was simply redundant.

BrVO 132d27-133al12 (ed. KAPPEL; LXX (ed. RAHLEFS, 1952: 7-8):
JURIC KAPPEL, VELA, 2023: 348-349):

Gn. Gn

5:26 sa ze matusalp o(tp)ck lamehove veéle 5:26 koi &€0noe Mabovcdro petd T

vs€h’ biv’sih prézde ego pozi - i bév’sih’ po  yevvijoor ovtov tov Aduey obo Kol

nem’ daZe i do nass - OKTOKOGL £T1) KOl £YEVVIGEV VIOVG Kol
Ouyatépac.

27 bisi bo vséh’ dni ego 1&t* -900- i -90- i 27 «xoi €yévovio mdoor oi Muépot

‘9- sp bo bé osmi ot prevago &(lové)ka - Mabovodra, 6 &noev, &vvéa Kol

osmago Ze véka obrazp bé - ttémze i mnozée £&Nkovta kol &vvokooio  £tn, Kol

vséh’ pozi anédave.

[28-31] lameh Ze s(i)nb ego biv’ -100- i 28 Koi &noe Adpey Oxktod Kol

-80- i -8 rodi noé - pri nemze bisi potopp  oydonkovta Kol Ekotov & Kol

- 0 nemze popréd’ poiduce skazem’ - ti ze ~ &yévvnoev vidv.
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29 kol énmvouace 10 dvopa ovtod Nde
Myov obtog Stovamoncel HUbC 6o
TOV Epymv MUAV kol nd tdv Avndv
OV YEP®Y MUV Kol and g Yic, Ng
kampacato Kvplog 0 @ede.

30 xai &noe Adpey petd tO yevvioo
avToV 10V Nde mevtarocto Kol EEKovta
Kol mévte € kol €yEvvnoey viovg Kol
Buyatépac.

31 kai éyévovto mdoal ol fuépot AdGpey
éntakdotla Kol mevinkovta Tpia £In, Kol
amébave.

32 Koi fiv Nde 816v mevioxociov kol
gyévvnoe tpeig viovc, TOV ZN, Tov XAy,
Kai tov '1aeeb.
Another example is the genealogy from Gn. 11:10-32, which is heavily
abridged in BrVO, BrVb,, BrVb,, and BrN  since it was liturgically insignifi-
cant. It is completely omitted in other breviaries for the same reason.

2.2. Abridged non-Prophetologion passages

The second group includes abridged passages or verses that were omitted
from the Prophetologia, yet had to be included in the breviaries. This may well
be evidence that most of the breviary text passages were composed in accord-
ance with the extent and vocabulary of the earliest Prophetologia (though not
their liturgical structure), and the verses not included there were inserted after
the fact in an abridged, ad hoc translation, most likely from the Latin. This can
be seen in the example of Gn. 12:10-20: the Krk (northern) redaction—likely
the original—has a shortened text (illustrated here by the BrVO reading, but
also found in BrVb,, BrVb,, BrVb,, BrPad, BrPt, BrRom, BrMav, BrMet, and
BrBer,), while the revised southern redaction of BrVat, includes a passage
translated literally:’

7 The text of the Vulgate (FISCHER 1983 was used for our comparison) is provided here only
for illustrative comparison with the text of BrVat,, not as a direct translation model (which
would be close to the Vetus Latina text).
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BrVO 140b17-140c12 (ed. KAPPEL, JURIC KAPPEL, VELA, 2023: 363-364):

Gn

12:10-13 egda Ze® bis(ts) glads’® vel[li'® v z(e)mli hanan|€iscé! - vnide'? avjram’"® v
z(e)mli elpet’sku' | i uboév® se eda kako'® dob|roti'” radi sarini'® umore|ts i - umisli
sestru se|bé" naricati G - sice ze | i samoi “?° liibeéi naricalti se?' - €ko da ™ umoret’*
ee” raldi - 14-20 hvalami* Ze ei su¢|| . ,im’ mnogim’* ks c(ésa)ru paraonu® - | €ko
krasna®’ est’ - prived|e G Ziti hote®® § neti”” c(ésa)rp | paraons - sice Ze eliptbs|ci c(ésa)
ri*® nari(ca)hu se - sb Ze c(ésa)r’ | paraons - muku priem’ ot b(og)a | ee radi - sp’!
strahom’ otpulsti G - ne prilépi*? se ei** - | 1 k” svoemu ima iménil blogatestvo mnogo
pridajve* - tako® otpusti € ¢pst’|no -3

¥ egda 7e| egda Vb, Vb,, k(a)da Mav;

? bis(ts) glads| bisi glads Vb, glads bis(ts) Ber,;

1% veli| om. Vb, Pt;

hananéiscé| hananéiscéi Vb,, hananeiskoi Met Ber,;
vnide| viide Rom;

avram’| avraams Mav;

elippt’skul elipataisku Ber, Pt;

uboév| uboé Ber,;

16 eda kako| eda kogda Ber;

dobroti| Iépoti Pad Met Rom Pt;

sarini| sarrini Mav Rom Pt sari zeni ego Ber ;

=

sestru sebé| sebé sestru Vb, sestru sebi Pt;

i samoi ei| ne samoi Ber,;

S}

naricati se| nareci se Ber,;

*2 umoret’| add. i Vb, Vb, Met Pt, add. ga Mav, umrets Ber,;

ee| nee Ber,;

hvalami| hvalimé Vb, Vb, Pad, hvalimi Ber,, hvalim €k(o) Pt;

su¢im’ mnogim’| su¢i mnogimi Vb, Vb, BrVb, Pad Mav Ber, Pt;

%)
=

paraonu| paronu Met;

S
3

krasna| lipa Ber,;
?8 7iti hote| Ziti hoté Ber,, hote Ziti Pt;

$nel| s nell Vb ;

©

elipptsci c(Esa)ri| c(Esa)ri elipataiski Ber, Pt;

sb| om. Ber,;

w
&)

prilépi| prilépiv Vb, Vb, Pad Met Mav Ber,, prilipiv Pt;
* ei| nei Ber,;
3

hS

bogatestvo mnogo pridave| bogatastvo mnogo pridaste Vb,, bogotastva mnoga prida Ber,, bogatastva
mnogo pridavs Pt;
% takol i tako Vb,, om. Ber,;

36 &pst’no| Eestné Vb, Vb, Pt, Castna Vb,
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BrVat, 69b18-69¢28:

Gn

12:10 bists*’ glads veli | v z(e)mli hananéiscéi®® - i vnide avrjaamp® v z(e)mld elpat-
sku® - i stalve*! ondé preodolévatcu®? glajdu v z(e)mli**- 11 i** egda® blize b(é)se*
v|niti hote*” v’ elipats rece sar’ré* Zzené svoi* - poznahs €k(o) 1épa | esi Zena®® 12 i*'
egda®? uzret’ te* elpélane hotets™ reci™ Zena mu’® estsb | i ubilit’ me - i*7 t(e)be usta-
vets®® - 13 r’ci® | m(0)la te €k(0)* sestra mi® esi da®* dobro | mné b(u)dets® t(e)be r(a)

di i ziviti® || (eoel] vaénetp® d(u)$a moé v hv(a)la® tvod - | 07 14 i7 egda®® vsals b(€)

37 bists| bi Oxf, i bis(ts) Pm Vat,, N, Bar, add. Ze Vat,;
*% hanangiscéi| haldéiscé N ;
3 avraams| abrams Pm Vat,; Bar, abraams Drag, avrams N ;

4

S

etipatskul ejip(a)tsku Pm, elip(a)tskul Mosk, elipataisku Vat,;
4

stave| stranova Pm N, Bar, strava Drag, s’ta Mosk Vat ; N,;
4

b}

preodolévaticu| add. ze Pm;
z(e)mli| add. toi Pm Mosk, add. onoi Vat , N;

ilom. N ;

4

&

4

by

egda| kada Bar;
b(é)Se| add. abramb Pm, bé N ;
vniti hote| v’niti Oxf, hote vniti N, Vat

4

>

4

3

1> DOt v’niti N, vniti hoté Bar;

4

E3

sar’ré| saré N, sar’ri Oxf, sari Bar;
4

o

zené svoi| zeni svoei Oxf Bar, zené svoei N,;

1épa esi zena| lipa zena esi Oxf, 1€pa esi Mosk;
*liom. N, Vat, ;
5

o

egda| kada Bar;
%3 te| om. Vat,;

hotets| hote N;

reci| add. ék(o) Oxf;

mu| emu Oxf Pm Drag Mosk Vat, N, Bar, emu emu N ;
ilaN, Vat N, Bar;

ustavet| os’taveth Mosk N| Vat, | Bar;

n
iS

5

by

5

=N

5

3

5

3

5

°

r’ci[ rleri () N,;
€k(o)| k(a)ko Vat ;

mi| moé Mosk Vat,;

6

S

6

%2 dal om. Vat,;

6

b

mné b(u)dets| budets m’né Vat,, N, Bar, mné bude Vat, ;
ziviti| ziti Pm Mosk N| N, Bar Ziva Vat ;

vacnets| b(u)dets Mosk Vat  Vat N ;

hv(a)lu N,;

il om. N, Drag;

egdal kada Vat  Bar;

6

b

6.

&

6

=N

67

6

S
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$e% avraams’® v’ elipats’! - vidévse’ elipane Ze|nu ego k(o) b(é)Se krasna” velmi -
15 i™ vz|véstise” c(ésa)ru’® paraonu i vshv(a) |liSe @ pred nims”” - i poéta bis(tp) Ze|na
si€” v doms paraonove. 16 avrajamu’ vistinu dobro® b(é)se® ee r(a)di® - | 17 nakaza
ze g(ospod)p® paraona velmi®* | ranami®® i doms ego | 18 i prizva paraons avraama®’
i r(e)|¢e emu - ¢to ubo stvoru®® mné - 1% | poéto” ne r(e)ée mné®! &k(o) lepa® tvoé |
sié bila bi - 19 poéto 4% gl(agola)lp’™ esi® | sestru tvoi® - i°7 togo radi®® aze p|oéh’®

6

o

valb b(€)Se| vnide N ;
7

S

avraams| abraamp Drag, avramp N, Vat, , ab’rams Vat j Bar;
7

v’ elipatb| v z(e)mll elpat’s’ku Vat N;
vidévse| add. ze Drag, vid(€)Se Mosk N, Vat,
b(&)3e krasna| k’rasna e(stb) Vat,j;

™ il om. N, Vat,;

vzvéstie| add. U N,;

c(ésa)ru om. Vat g;

7

S}

7

by

-
S

-
3

vzvéstiSe c(ésa)ru paraonu i vshv(a)lide i pred nimp| ishvaliSe c(€sa)ru paraonu Vat, ;
si€| abramla Vat ;

avraamu| abraamu Drag, i avramu N, abramu Ze Vat,,, avramu Vat
80" dobro| dobré Mosk;

81 b(é)3e| be N;

%2 r(a)di| cits Vat,;

83 g(ospod)s| add. b(og)s N, Vat,, N,;

velmi| velikimi Drag Mosk Vat, N, Bar, om. Vat,;

add. ze N,, abramu Bar;

19? 10°

ranami| add. vel’'mi Vat,;

ilom. N;

avraama| abraama Drag, avrama N, abrama Bar;
stvoru] stvori Drag Mosk N, N, Bar;

% i| om. Drag Mosk N, N,;

% poéto| add. Ubo N.;

mné| om. N;

lepal Zena Drag Mosk N, N, Bar;

% 4| om. BrN, BrBar;

gl(agol)s| gov(o)r(i)lb Bar;

3
kS

esi| si Drag N ;

tvod| svol Drag;

°7 il om. Mosk N, N;

radi| add. i Mosk;

azb poéhs| pohodéh’ N ;

©
3
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0 v zenu sebé - n(i)ne ubo se Zlena tvoé primi G'® i idi 20 zap(o)v(é)dé'" | paraons

muzems da otveduts | avraama'® i Zenu ego i vsa éze'® | imése'* -
Gn

12:10 facta est autem fames in terra descenditque Abram in Aegyptum ut peregrin-
aretur ibi praevaluerat enim fames in terra 11 cumque prope esset ut ingrederetur
Aegyptum dixit Sarai uxori suae novi quod pulchra sis mulier 12 et quod cum viderint
te Aegyptii dicturi sunt uxor ipsius est et interficient me et te reservabunt 13 dic ergo
obsecro te quod soror mea sis ut bene sit mihi propter te et vivat anima mea ob gratiam
tui 14 cum itaque ingressus esset Abram Aegyptum viderunt Aegyptii mulierem quod
esset pulchra nimis 15 et nuntiaverunt principes Pharaoni et laudaverunt eam apud
illum et sublata est mulier in domum Pharaonis 16 Abram vero bene usi sunt propter
illam fueruntque ei oves et boves et asini et servi et famulae et asinae et cameli 17
flagellavit autem Dominus Pharaonem plagis maximis et domum eius propter Sarai
uxorem Abram 18 vocavitque Pharao Abram et dixit ei quidnam est quod fecisti mihi
quare non indicasti quod uxor tua esset 19 quam ob causam dixisti esse sororem tuam
ut tollerem eam mihi in uxorem nunc igitur ecce coniux tua accipe eam et vade 20
praecepitque Pharao super Abram viris et deduxerunt eum et uxorem illius et omnia
quac habebat

2.3. Unabridged non-Prophetologion passages

Next—of great interest—are the pericopes that were not included in the
Prophetologia, but are rendered in a quite accurate translation in the brevia-
ries, typically from the Latin, yet occasionally with some Greek ‘contamina-
tions’, as will be described below.

2.3.1 Specific aspects of this are apparent in the example of Gn 17, the OCS
text of which shows some indisputable lexical and syntactic features of Latin.
Gn 17:22: i egda Ze iskon’cano bis(tv) slovo g(lago)liicago (BrVO 142¢19—

Gn 17:27: i vsi muzi domu ego ékoéevsg iténici - tako i kuplenici - i tuzdez(e)
ml’ci (BrVO 142d18-21, ed. KAPPEL, JURIC KAPPEL, VELA, 2023: 368),
the brevity of which corresponds to the Latin et omnes viri domus illius tam
vernaculi quam empticii et alienigenae, as opposed to the Greek kol ndvteg

1004 om. v;

1% zap(0)v(&)dé| i zap(o)v(8)dé Drag N, N, Bar;

192 avraamal abraama Drag, avrama N,, abrama Bar;

103 87e| ka Bar;

104§ vsa éze iméSe| om. N,
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ol Gvdpeg tod ofkov avtod Kol ol oikoyevels avtod Kol ol dpyvpdvntor €&
aAhoyevidv EBvayv, particularly the correspondence kuplenici - i tuzdez(e)ml ci
~ empticii et alienigenae (X% ot apyvpdvnrtot €& dAloyevdy £0vav).

2.3.2 The second example is Gn 17:15, which was omitted from the oldest
Prophetologia (Grigorovicianum and Zacharianum) and is attested only in
the Prophetologion Lobkovianum (fol. 159v18-19). In Lobk, it obviously
corresponds to the Greek Septuagint (o0 kAnOnoetar 10 dvopa avtig = He
HapedeTca UMA eH); in BrVO 142b17-20 (ed. KAPPEL, JURIC KAPPEL,
VELA, 2023C: 367), it is clearly translated according to the Latin (non voca-
bis Sarai = ne vzovesi sara).

LXX Kai einev 6 Oeoc 1 "APpadp Tapo 1} Yov Gov oV KAnOnoetat
10 dvoua avtiig Zdpa, AL Zdppa EoTal TO Svopa aOTHG.

Lobk pecrer b Bb ARPAAMOY' * CAPA KENA TRORA | NE NAPEYETCA HMA €H CAPA Nb
LVINZY

Vulgata dixit quoque Deus ad Abraham Sarai uxorem tuam non vocabis

Sarai sed Sarram

BrvO 142b17-20 rece Ze vistinu'® g(ospod)s b(og)p!”” kb | avraamu'® - sari Zeni
tvloee ne vzovesi'®” sara - na | sar’ra -

2.3.3 On the other hand, some passages are undoubtedly rendered according
to the Latin, but with some Greek features, mainly in their anthroponomy,
which had to correspond with the remainder of the biblical text. For example,
Nahor’s son Bethuel (who appears in Gn 25:20 and 28:2) is rendered vatuil in
BrVO 146¢6 and 166¢c16—17 (cf. RCJHR 2000: 274) according to the Greek
BabounA (vathuil), and not according to the Latin version Bathuel, although
the verses in Gn 28:1—4 are undoubtedly translated from the Latin version,
e.g. zeni tebé ot roda hananéiska ~ conjugem de genere Chanaan (X yovoika
€k T®V Buyatépov Xavaav); ne idi ~ sed vade (X dvaotog arodpabdl); valama
uica tvoego ~ Laban avunculi tui (< Aofov 100 4derpod tfic unTpdc cov).!°
The same may legitimately be said of Abraham’s name, which was usually

195 Symbol x means ‘(and) not’.
196 rege Ze vistinu| i r(e)de Vat, Pm Drag, i ree vistinu Vb,, r(e)de vistinu N,;
17 b(og)b| om. Vat, Pm Drag;

1% avraamu| abramu Pm, abraamuDrag N;

19 vzovei| add. vece Vb,

10 Some interesting examples of possible Greek contaminations in those verses are prizvave Ze
~ TPOOKOAEGGEVOC OE (X vocavit itaque); avraama déda tvoego ~ ABpoap 10D TaTpog Hov
(x Abrahae).
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rendered consistently as avraam (cf. RCJHR 2000: 14-15) throughout the
breviary, even in those non-Prophetologion passages that were clearly trans-
lated from the Latin (with some variant exceptions in e.g. BrMosk, BrOxf,
BrBar, BrOM, BrDrag and BrVat,,, where it is occasionally rendered as abram
or abraam). Personal names were clearly subject to the forced unification of
onoma throughout the entire breviary manuscript tradition.

2.3.4 We may, however, usefully compare the previous example with some
instances where the non-Prophetologion verse translation and the toponymy
correspond only to the Latin, such as in e.g. Gn 13:3, where toponyms such as
Bethel (N. sg. betelv; cf. vetilv, vetelo RCJHR 2000: 312) and Ai (L. sg. aemy;
without lemma in RCJHR) are rendered according to the Latin Bethel and Hai,
rather than the Septuagint Greek BaiOnA and Ayyar. This is likely because the
toponyms in question were mostly unique within the biblical tradition and
did not appear in the Prophetologia; consequently, there was no need to unify
them with the Greek variant. The primary text here is taken from the BrVat,
69d2-6, since—as is apparent in the comparison below—BrVO 140c12-19
(ed. KAPPEL, JURIC KAPPEL, VELA, 2023: 364) contains only a para-
phrased and condensed version of the verses Gn 13:1-10, without toponyms:

LXX Kol émopevdn 80sv HAOev, gic v Epnuov Eng Babnh, ng tod
TOTOV, OV MV 1] GKNVI| 0OTOD TO TPOHTEPOV, AV pécov BaBnh kol
ava pécov Ayyan

Vulgata Reversusque est per iter, quo venerat, a meridie in Bethel, usque

ad locum ubi prius fixerat tabernaculum inter Bethel et Hai
3 1 111 112 1 1 113 114

BrVvat, 69d2-6 i szvratl se ope:&: 0t|nudb i pf“}e ot pohf vd(L)ne v bft telb
daze k méstu - idéze | stvorils b(€)$e!'> krove prézde'' | mezdu!'’
beteloms'® i aemp

1 yzvrati se| vzvratise se Drag, vrati se abrams Bar;

12 opets| vaspets Bar;

113 pride| prids Mosk;

4 ot oN,;

1S b(&)se| bé N;

16 prije Drag, prie Mosk Bar;
""" med Drag Mosk N, N, Bar;

118 biteloms Bar;
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BrvO 140¢12-19 kIa&i'"® bo se' ima v’z|vratiti'”?' v hananéd - | (v) hananéi ze
kotoraii|cem se'? pastuhom’!'?* avrlamovom’ - i lotom’'** - izvol[i
se avramu'® i lotu - me|zdi'* sobot seloma | razluéiti

The upcoming edition of the text of the Pentateuch from the Croatian
Glagolitic breviaries and missals will attempt to take into account all variant
readings of the passages in question, whether they are paraphrasings, abridge-
ments, or complete (albeit sometimes loose) translations.

Apart from the paraphrased and abridged passages, another major chal-
lenge for our edition is the difference in the structure of the liturgical readings
in the individual surviving breviaries. The organization of each breviary takes
into account the exact day on which the biblical verses are to be read. We have
already mentioned that the verses read in most manuscripts on holy days of
the liturgical year (for example, Sabbato ante septuagesimam, Dominica in
sexagesima, and Dominica in quinquagesima) were designed in some brevia-
ries to be read simply v proste dni (that is, feriis) after certain Sundays. This
is the case, for example, with the verses Gn 15:7-17:22 in BrVat,, BrPm, and
BrDrag, which are to be read v proste dni (additionally, in BrDrag, fol 60b35—
d32, verses 17:1-22 are to be read v utori). On the other hand, BrN includes
verses Gn 17:17-22:10 in the ctenie v proste dni (BrN, 73¢35-75c12), while
BrN, includes verses Gn. 13:13-25:10 in this liturgical reading (with many
verses omitted; see BrN, 67d33-70a23). The new edition will have take this
into account.

An intriguing example of this is the BrMosk manuscript. It begins ctenie
v proste dni on fol. 66c26-35 with verses Gn 15:1-6, in a redaction similar to
that of the BrVat, manuscript (with verses 1-3 considerably shortened; see al-
so the BrVO redaction cited below). But then, at fol. 66¢35, the scribe returns
to verse Gn 13:17, which continues with a completely new translation (from
the Latin and with a largely Croatised vocabulary), which continues through

19 kljuci| prikljuci Mav;
120 kljugi bo se| i prikljuci se Vb,;
121y zvratiti| vratiti Met Ber,;

122 kotorajucem se| hotorajuéem se Vb,, kotorajucim se Vb, Pt, k’rajuéim se Met, pasu¢ims Ber,;
123 pastuhom’| p(a)st(i)rom’ Met Ber, Pt;

124 ayramovom’ . i lotom’| lotovom’ i avramovom’ Vb,; avramovoms i lotovoms Vb, Vb, Pad, avramov(o)
mb i lotovime Met Mav, avramovims i lotovims Ber,, avraamovims i lotovoms Pt;

125 avramu| Avraamu Pt;

126 mezdju| med Vb, Vb, Met Ber, Pt
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to verse Gn 20:7 (BrMosk 70a23). This translation does not consider the an-
tiquated Prophetologion translations, nor any existing breviary translation. In
the BrMosk manuscript, therefore, verses Gn 15:1-6 are read twice in two

different translations (in the left column, one can also see the transition from
Gn 15:6 to Gn 13:17):

BrMosk 66¢26-37: BrMosk 67a34-67b17:

15:1-3 Avraamu Ze va vremena 15:1 Ova ze re¢(e)naé mimosad’s-

ona tu- 35 e s’tvorena bé r(€)¢p g(ospods)na k avra-

zecu i placucu becedié rad- aamu ocito gl(agol)juci - Ne hotei se

i 4 bis(tp) k n(e)mu sl(o)vo g(o- boéti avraame - azp zacit(i)- ||

spods)ne uteSae i v’ 1 t(e)ls t’voi es(a)msb - i maz’da t’voé m’no-

s(b)né reki - 1ze izidets is’ te- gavel’'mi - 2 I r(e)Ce abraamsp g(ospod)i b(oz)e
30 bé tanas’lédit’ te - 51 vazv- ¢’to dasi m’né - Na azp poidu b-

a i v(a)ns r(e)ki v’zri na n(e)bo i ez’¢eda a s(i)ns nared’b(e)n(i)ka hize m-

¢tiz’- 5 oee ovb z’ damas’ka eliazarp - 3 I pr-

vez’di - aCe mozesi e iz’Cis’t- ir(e)¢e ab’raamp mani bo nési dals

i po m’nozas’tvu ihs b(u)dets se- séme i se s’luga moi os’tali b-

me t’voe - 6 I verova avraamb udetb moi - 4 I tudie s’tv(o)rena bé r-

b(og)u i eCb g(ospodp)na k n(e)mu gl(agol)juci - Ne b(u)
35 v’meni se v’ pr(a)vdu - I r(e)ce de ovb n-

emu (13:17) V’- 10 as’led’niks t’voi da ki izide ot

stani i proidi z(e)mlju dI’gineju ee ledai t’voihe nega imeti b(u)de-

ejuz- §inas’led’nika 5 [beginning om.] k’to mozets is’-

e dams t(e)bé - (13:18) Ganut’ ze Cis’ti z’véz’di n(e)b(e)skie i t’voe se-

avraams imenie || me iz’¢(is’)teno budets - I r(e)ée emu

15 t(a)ko b(u)dets seme t’voe - 6 Vérova
avraamp b(og)u 1 v’meni se emu v’ pra-
vidu-[...]
We may also usefully compare it with the redaction of the BrVO and other
breviaries (BrVb, BrVb,, BrVat,, BrN |, BrN,, BrBer,) and with the same “ba-
sic” text from BrMosk (included in the variant readings below):

BrvO 141b22—c9 (ed. KAPPEL, JURIC KAPPEL, VELA, 2023: 365-366):
Gn 15:1-3 avramu'” Ze vo vrémen-
a'? ta'” tuzecu i pla-
Cucu’3? becedié” ra-

127 avramu| avraamu Vat,N,, abramu N,;

128 yrimena Vat, N, N,;
129 ta| ona Vat, Mosk N, N,;
130 i platucul add. Se Vb,, om. N;

B! beedié| add. svoego Vb,;
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25 di - bis(tv)"?? slovo g(ospod)ne
k nemu'” utésae i - i'* vi-

déniem ¥ v sné reki emu’’ - ||

1 4izeizidet’¥ is tebe - tb
naslédits te - 5 izvedp!*®
ze i'% - ven’1* g(lago)la emu'*! - vezri'#?
na n(e)bo i ¢ti zvézdi'* ate

5 mozesi icisti e'** - po mno-
zbstvu ubo'* ih’!46 budet’
séme tvoe - 6 i'¥” vérova av-
ram’*¢ b(og)u - i vméni se emu'® v’
pravdu - [...]

This is just one small example of a problem beyond simple reading or
spelling variations. These and other matters will be considered and thoroughly
assessed during the preparation of the planned edition.

3. CONCLUSIONS

From the examples provided above, we may conclude that the state of the
readings from the Pentateuch within the Croatian Glagolitic breviares is in
accordance with already known:

132 bis(ts)| bisi Vb, Vb,, add. k n(e)mu Vat, Mosk N, N, i bist Ber;

133 k nemul om. Vat, Mosk N, N_;
134

il add. g(lago)le Ber,;

13

&

vidéniem’| om. Vat, N, N,;
136 emu| k nemu Vb,, om. Vat, Mosk N, N,;
17 izidet’| om. Vb, Vb;

138 izveds| izvede Vb;

199 izveds Ze i| i vazva i Vat, Mosk N,, vazva i N ;

10 ven’| add. i Vb, Ber,;

141 gl(agol)a emu| r(e)ki Vat, Mosk N N,;

vbzri| zri Vat;

zvézdi| add. n(e)b(e)skie Ber,;

mozeSi i€isti e| mozesi iCisti Mosk, is’¢is’ti moZzesi e N,, mozesi e isCisti Ber,;
ubo| bo Vb, Vat, Vb, N, Ber,, om. Mosk N ;

ih’| add. e(stp) tako BrBer,;

147 i om. BIN,;
148

14

&)

14

bl

144

14

oy

14

>

avram’| avraams Vat, Mosk, abram’ N , abraams N,;

149" emu| om. Mosk
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1. The verses of the Pentateuch not included in the old translation in the
earliest Slavonic Prophetologia had to be retranslated when included in the
Croatian Glagolitic breviaries. This new translation was based on the Latin
text of the Pentateuch. Greek syntactic or lexical features are occasionally
apparent, but these instances are rare.

2. In providing the new translations, the scribes often resorted to para-
phrased or abbreviated readings of the verses in question. Often, whole verses
were omitted, significantly shortened, or rephrased.

3. The readings for particular liturgical days were often structured differ-
ently in each surviving breviary or group of breviaries; this led to marked
differences between manuscripts and their structure.

Our planned edition will record all these peculiarities and make them evi-
dent for further study. The basic idea of the edition is to publish the text of the
Pentateuch from the Croatian Glagolitic breviaries and missals to the fullest
extent possible. This approach will allow for more extensive research into this
tradition, vocabulary, and other linguistic devices. Since those paraphrased,
abridged, or repeated passages of the biblical text will also be included, the
edition will provide future scholars with detailed, accurate material for further
research.
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BrBar = Brevijar Blaza Baromiéa (Breviary of Blaz Baromic), 1493, paper, printed,
Venice.
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Sazetak
Jiti DYNDA, Petra STANKOVSKA

OPSEG RANOGA STAROSLAVENSKOG PRIJEVODA PETOKNJIZJA
SACUVANOGA U HRVATSKOGLAGOLJSKIM BREVIJARIMA I MISALIMA:
KNJIGA POSTANKA U BREVIJARIMA

Clanak se usredotocuje na pojedine probleme s kojima se treba suociti pri radu na kritickome
izdanju crkvenoslavenskoga teksta Petoknjizja sacuvanoga u hrvatskoglagoljskim brevijarima
i misalima. Cilj je rada na primjeru teksta Knjige postanka koji se nalazi u hrvatskoglagoljskim
brevijarima 14. i 15. stolje¢a pokazati problematiku prepoznavanja i obrade pojedinacnih ina-
Cica starozavjetnoga prijevoda. U ¢lanku se posebno navode i primjeri odlomaka teksta Knjige
postanka koji nisu potvrdeni u staroslavenskom parimejniku — liturgijskoj knjizi koja je sacuva-
la najraniji staroslavenski prijevod starozavjetnih tekstova. Navedene su tri vrste tekstova: (1)
skracena brevijarska inacica starozavjetnoga rodoslovija; (2) skraéeni, odnosno parafrazirani,
neparimejni odlomci; (3) neskraceni neparimejni odlomci, to jest odlomci koji su potvrdeni u
brevijaru u novome prijevodu s latinskoga. Odlomci su izdani s inacicama iz svih dostupnih
rukopisa.

Kljuéne rijeci: Petoknjizje; hrvatska glagoljica; brevijari; misali; parimejnik
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