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FUTURE CONSTRUCTIONS IN THE MEDIEVAL SOUTH
SLAVONIC TRANSLATIONS OF VITA ANTONII MAGNI

Abstract. This paper aims at systemising the observations on the constructions used for express-
ing Future tense in the three known Old Slavonic translations of Vita Antonii Magni by Athansius
Alexandrinus. The text was first translated in the early Old Church Slavonic period, while two oth-
er (Middle Bulgarian) translations were written in ca. 14" century. This makes the text suitable
for observing the different strategies for expressing Future tense, both regarding the translation
technique and its dynamics on a synchronic level, i.e., vis-a-vis other translations from the peri-
od, and from a diachronic perspective, i.e., paying closer attention to the discrepancies between
the three translations themselves. The paper focuses on the Future periphrastic constructions used
in the three Slavonic translations of the Life of St Anthony the Great by Athanasius of Alexandria.
The approach is based on the relation with the Greek Vorlage, thus analysing closely the situation
attested in the Greek original. Observations are made regarding the usage of the periphrases in the
Slavonic texts adducing comparative material for similar phenomena from other early (Preslavian)
and Middle Bulgarian texts. Some examples provided, as well as those from other texts, might sug-
gest that the Old Church Slavonic periphrases were used not only to express Future tense per se, but
for every non-Indicative (or non-factual) Present.

Keywords: Anthony the Great, Hagiography, Old Church Slavonic translations, Future tense, Peri-
phrastic Future, Conjunctive, Optative, Non-Indicative forms

F uture tense and its expression with periphrastic constructions is a widely
explored topic in the Paleoslavonic field'. Nevertheless, focusing on specific
authors or works could always provide a new perspective or extend our scope
of understanding?’.

! As a point of reference and previous literature, cf. H. BIRNBAUM, Untersuchungen zu den Zu-
kunfsumschreibungen mit dem Infinitiv im Altkirchenslavischen. Ein Beitrag zur historischen Ver-
balsyntax des Slavischen, Stockholm 1958; cf. also A. [IaBunos, bedewse epeme, [in:] Ipamamuka
Ha cmapobeneapcku e3ux, ed. VI. fypunanos, Codust 1991, p. 301-307; V1. XAPATIAMITUEB, Badeuse
epeme, [in:] [I. VIBAHOBA-MMPYEBA, VI. XAPAJIAMIIVEB, Vcmopus Ha 6vneapckus e3uk, Bemiko Tbp-
HOBO 1999, p. 140-147; K. MupuEB, Mcmopuuecka epamamura Ha 6vneapckus esuk, Codusa 1978,
p. 221-230; T. CniaBoBa, Cmapobwneapcku esux, Codus 2018, p. 288-296.

* Cf. for example the paper by T. Slavova on the Future tense constructions in the Didactic Gospel
by Constantine of Preslav: T. CiaBoBA, M3passeare na gymyp 6 Yuumentomo esanzenue Ha Kon-
cmanmun Ilpecnascku, bPe 2, 2016, p. 50-58.
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As generally accepted, Old Church Slavonic (OCS) did not have separately
marked grammemes for expressing Future tense. Except probably for the relict
E'hIWALYL/EsIwAs, nothing has been left from the (P)IE sigmatic future, thus
nearing Slavic more to the situation of, say, the Germanic branch. This might
explain grammatical development of periphrastic constructions with semantically
close verbs (i.e., werden + inf. vs. BwiTH (B&AR) + inf.) in some subbranches later.
Such areal approach, though, is out of the scope of the present paper. The present
text aims at presenting and systemising the different Future constructions attested
in one specific text, that has undergone several translations in different periods.
This would help both in drawing some diachronic observations about the devel-
opment of future tense and understanding a bit more the translation techniques
used in the researched texts. Furthermore, it could help us better understand
the relations between the translations of this single text, as is the case study pre-
sented below.

The relations between Old Church Slavonic renderings of the Greek Future
forms show a variability (especially in the earliest Slavic texts) that has been inspir-
ing many suggestions about both the translation techniques in different diachronic
layers and the very status of the Future tense in the system of the Old Church
Slavonic verb. This is further fostered by the fact that all Slavic languages, their ear-
liest attested relative making no difference, have additionally elaborated systems
including the category of aspect. It is not the purpose of this paper to enter the field
of the Slavic aspectology, but as a point of reference, I will follow the terminology
more or less accepted traditionally by communis opinion in Slavistics and summa-
rized by, e.g., B. Comrie’.

Multiple translations are one of the key characteristics of medieval South Sla-
vonic literacy’. One of the many texts that have undergone several translations
among the South Slavs is the Life of St Anthony the Great (BHG 140, PG XXVI:
835-978, SCR 400°, VA onwards). St Anthony’s life is regarded as a foundational
text of Christian ascetic literature and, in a way, the predecessor of the rich liter-
ary tradition that emerged after it. It was written towards the end of the 4™ cen-
tury, soon after the death of the ‘father of all monks’

> B. COMRIE, Aspect, Cambridge 2001 (1% ed. 1976), p. 12. More about the Slavic-style aspect,
cf. V.S. TOMELLERY, Slavic-style Aspect in the Caucasus, SuvL 69, 2010, p. 66sqq with some discussion
on previous scholarship. Cf. also J. LINDSTEDT, Understanding Perfectivity, Understanding Bounds,
[in:] Temporal Reference, Aspect and Actionality. Typological Perspectives, vol. I1, ed. PM. BERTINET-
1O, V. BiancHI, O. DAHL, M. SQUARTINI, Torino 1995, p. 95-103 with further literature. For Old
Church Slavonic aspect and summary of the previous literature on the topic, cf. J. Kampnuis, Verbal
Aspect in Old Church Slavonic. A Corpus-Based Approach, Leiden-Boston 2020 [= SSGL, 45].

* Cf. MHozokpamHume npesoou 8 10IHOCIABTHCKOMO cpedHo8eKo6ue. [JoKnadu om mexoyHapooHa-
ma xongeperyus Cogpust, 7-9 ronu 2005 e., ed. JI. TACEBA, P. MaprTi, M. MorueBa, T. [IEHTKOBCKAS,
Codust 2006.

> ATHANASE D’ALEXANDRIE, Vie d’ Antoine, praef., trans. G.J.M. BARTELINK, Paris 1994 [= SC, 400].
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As one of the foundational text for the Christian monastic movement, the Vita
was translated into most of the languages of the Christian Orient. Among the Slavs,
it is known in three independent translations. The First translation was accom-
plished in the Preslav school during the First Bulgarian Empire (ca. 10™ century,
based on a pre-metaphrastic version of the Greek text)®. One of the main charac-
teristics of this translation is the omission of chapters 51-60. The other two that
followed are Middle Bulgarian, exemplifying the specific traits of translations from
this epoch (both are congruent with 14™ century literary production). The Sec-
ond translation is attributed to the Tarnovo school; this is the most widespread
version of the Vita in the Middle Ages. The last one discovered’, so-called Third
translation, is extant in just one manuscript in the Museum of the Serbian Ortho-
dox Church (MCIII] 43). Although peripheral?, this translation seems to be the
most accurate, remaining true both to the Greek text while keeping a high degree
of smoothness and comprehensibility in the Slavonic text. A. Dimitrova supposes
that the there might be a certain relation between the Second and the Third trans-
lation as certain passages and phrases are the same. The Third one, moreover, fol-
lows a different branch of the Greek tradition, namely the “metaphrastic vulgate”
(as per Bartelink)®. Additionally, P. Petkov'® adduces two more Slavonic versions
of VA (version B" and C" in his terminology) close to the First translation. In this

% A. SaANTOS OTERO, Die altslavische Uberlieferung der Vita Antonii des Athanasius, ZKg 90, 1979,
p- 98; 3. Butus, XKumue ceemoe Anmonuja Benuxoz npema cpnckum cpedro08eK08HUM PYKONUcama,
Beorpap 2015, p. 9-15; Kp. KocToBa, IIpasonuc u ¢ponemuka Ha npecnasckume mexkcmose, Benuko
ToproBo-Codus 2000. Cf. an overview of this and the other translations in I.P. PETROV, Theoria and
Optasia in the Old Church Slavonic Translations of the Life of St Anthony the Great, SCer 11, 2021,
p. 681sqq. For a detailed study on some syntactical structures in this translation together with couple
of other vitae translated in Preslav cf. A. lumntroBa, CunmakmuuHama cmpyxkmypa Ha npesooHa-
ma aeuoepagus, Codus 2012.

7 K. VIBAHOBA, Apxeoepagcku Genexku om kHueoxpanunuuwia Ha Feocnasus, EJ1 27.4, 1972,
p. 51-57; EADEM, JKumue Ha Aumonuii Benuxu, [in:] Cmapo6eneapcka numepamypa. Enyuxnone-
Ouuen peunux, ed. II. TIETKAHOBA, Coduist 2003, p. 174-175; T. HELLAND, The Greek Archetypes of the
Old and Middle Bulgarian Translations of the Life of Saint Anthony the Great, Pbg 28.4, 2004, p. 14.
For a more detailed study of the language of this translation, cf. A. [lumurroBa, Tpemusim npesod
Ha wumuemo c6. Aumonuti Benuxu, CJ1 47, 2013, p. 92-107.

8 Here the term ‘peripheral’ (cf. also A. IumuntrPOBA, Tpemusm...) is used with regard to the fact
that this translation is attested in only one copy in comparison with the widespread and the overall
popularity of the Second (most probably accomplished in Térnovo) translation.

° T. HELLAND, The Greek Archetypes..., p. 17.

10 T1. TIETKOB, CrassHckume npesodu Ha Kumue Ha c8. Anmonuti Benuku om ce. Amanacuii Anex-
canoputicku, [in:] Tpemu memdyrapoden KoHepec no 6wneapucmuxa 23-26 mati, 2013 ., Copust.
Kpwena maca ,,Kupunomemoouesucmuxa”, Copust 2014, p. 126-140.

' This version encompasses the copies transmitted among the Eastern Slavs, cf. II. TIeTkos, Cna-
ssmckume..., p. 130-131. T. Helland attributes this version to Nil Sorskij (T. HELLAND, The Greek
Archetypes...). The text of this version used here is from TSL 648, 342r ff.

12 Attested in only one witness — TSL 763 — and only in its first half (310-340b), after which the text
continues to follow the Second translation (II. IIETKOB, Crasstckume..., p. 131-132). According to
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paper, due to the need for further elaboration on their place in VA transmission
among the South Slavs, they are used cautiously and only when they provide some
different material.

The language of the three principal translations has been an object of partial
scholarly interest, mainly focused on specific aspects such as the infinitive con-
structions' or some lexical features regarding some monastic lexemes'. This
paper is dedicated to examining the future constructions attested in the three
Slavonic translations of VA, juxtaposing the translation techniques among them
while keeping in mind the diachronic perspective of the researched problematic.
Furthermore, the situation attested in the early period of the Old Church Slavonic
literacy and the tendencies observed in the texts of the Middle Bulgarian peri-
od are also examined. VA, with its three translations, provides a chance to have
a closer look at different processes of the language development, thus its choice
for a focus of the present study. Moreover, the data from these text would be of
use, I believe, for any future more general research endeavour in the diachrony
of the (Old) Slavonic Future constructions.

The linguistic features of the three translations and their lexical relations
remain an open and fluid field for research. One of the reasons for this is the lack
of a critical edition of the (South) Slavonic translations, or at least a diplomatic one
with parallels from each branch. When this task is accomplished, the observations
shared in this article may (or, hopefully, not) need modifications. Nevertheless,
until then, I shall use the texts of the translations attested in the witnesses avail-
able to me'. Additionally, I have checked the transcription of the passages when
this is possible'. Regarding the First translation, I also use as a point of reference

P. PETKOV, the form of the saint’s name here — lnpwnue — testifies to a South Slavonic provenance with
closeness to the popular Greek form of the name (ibidem).

* Mostly the First translations, cf. A. Jumutrosa, Cunmaxmuunama... Regarding the Third one:
EADEM, Tpemusam...

' Cf. VLIL IIeTPOB, L’horreur de la vie et exstase de la vie: nopsonauantu Genexmxu 6spxy excma-
muunama mepmunonozus 6 Kumuemo na ce. Anmonuti Benuku u cnassnckume my npesoou,
[in:] Sapere aude. Céoprux 6 uecm na npog. 0¢n Vckpa Xpucmosa-Ilomosa, ed. VI. TProOHOBA,
B. CaBOBA, IT. TIETKOB, VLI TTIETPOB, Codmst 2019, p. 115-128; IDEM, Nodg u voepos 6 XKumuemo
Ha c6. Aumonuil Benuku u 6 cmapob6vneapckama knuxcruna, Sla 89.4, 2020, p. 406-415; 1DEM, ITo-
mucnume (Aoyiopoi) 6 XKumuemo na ce. Aumonuti Benuxu u cnassuckume my npeéoou, @@ 13.1,
2021, p. 19-36; IDEM, /[6a mepmuHa 3a byxosﬂu sudenus 6 Xumuemo Ha c8. Aumonuii Benuxu
u cmapobenzapckume my npesoou, Pbg 45.1, 2021, p. 93-110. I.P. PETROV, Theoria and Optasia. ..
> The texts were kindly provided to me by P. Petkov, for which I express my gratitude.

!¢ The earliest copy of the First translation can be found in the Zographou Monastery collection,
N. 19 (dated to the 80s of the 14" century). I thank the brotherhood of the monastery for pro-
viding me with digitalized copies of this witness. For the Second translation this is the manuscript
N. 4/8 from the Rila Monastery collection (Panegericum Vladislavi from 1479), ff. 323r - 396. I could
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the edition by Kr. Kostova'” (based on another witness, Chlud 195, close to the
one used in this paper).

It should be noted that, of course, the Slavonic translation would have undoubt-
edly been influenced by the style and linguistic peculiarities of the Greek text. This
is methodologically an important point in working with the medieval Slavonic
translations — what were the linguistic and stylistic features of the Greek Vorlage,
and how far could their traces be found in the translated version? I believe this
question should be considered in dealing with each translated work, so below
I briefly summarize the situation attested in the Life of Anthony.

VA was written in the 4™ century by Athanasius of Alexandria, who demon-
strates a high literary culture, keeping closer to the Attic patterns, rather than
reflecting the Koine tendencies. On the other hand, his language in VA reflects
some features of the current state of the Greek language, such as the emerging
use of the uéAAw-constructions for future-oriented verbal periphrases and the rise
of periphrastic constructions of eipi and €xw with infinitives or participles. In VA,
the synthetic/simple future is still the most common one in the Greek text with
28 attestations (70% of all future forms in VA, cf. Chart 1)'%, in two occasions
Present tense forms seem to have been understood (by the Slavonic translators)
as carrying a future reference (here referred as Praesens pro Futuro). The péAw-
constructions are the second most used means of expressing future (22.5%),
although in 3 occasions the auxiliary is in Imperfect, thus rendering the whole
action in the past as Futurum Secundum. In this ratio, the occasions where péAAw
is used as attributive participle (i.e. mpog TovG peANdvVTag aivwvag 16.4) and thus,
rather as a full-meaning verb, are not included". There is one occasion where &xw
is used in a phrase with a future meaning. The overall situation with the means
of expressing Future tense is presented in Chart 1 below.

also examine the digital copy of the Vita in this manuscript thanks to the Digital Archive ‘Bulgarian
Manuscript Book’ of the Faculty of Slavic Studies of Sofia University and thanks to the brotherhood
of the Rila Monastery. The Third translation is consulted via its publication in an online corpus
by A. DIMITROVA: https://histdict.uni-sofia.bg/textcorpus/show/doc_55. Pictures of this manuscript
are not available to me.

17 Kp. KocToBa, IIpasonuc u gonemuxa. ..

¥ Intr., 7 (x2), 9, 10 (x2), 11, 17, 18, 19 (x6), 28, 31, 35 (x5), 40, 55 (x2), 71, 80 (x2). All attestations
were excerpted without the help of electronic tools.

1 Of all péAAw-constructions (25 in VA), 9 were found to express a Future meaning, i.e. 36% — in 24,
28, 40, 54, 57, 59, 82, 86.
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Praes. pro Fut.; 2; ”
5.0% &xw; 1; 2,5%

MENAW; 9; 22,5% “

Chart 1. Expressing Future in VA

Synth. Future; 28;
70,0%

In the following, the three translations of the Life of St Anthony the Great are
regarded primarily in those passages where all three texts are preserved®. The
Biblical quotations in the Slavonic text 1. have still not been an object of the need-
ed scholarly attention and 2., as per my observations, present more or less firm
stability in the tradition; therefore, they are not included in this study. Just as an
example (one of the few cases in VA where the future narkTh-constructions are
attested), here is what we encounter in chapter 2:

(0) xai £Eeig Onoavpov év ovpavoic. [2] Mt 19: 21
Tr.1. il AAETH AMAH cKPORHLIE HA HECEX. 1131
Tr.2. i Amamh (sic!) Amawn cKPWRHYIE HA HECEKh- 3161
Tr.3. i AarkTH AMALIH CKPORHIYIE NA NECH 3V

Here most of the early OCS monuments present a stable tradition with just a few
exceptions: with xomkmh as a verbum regens in Supr 338.3 and gwuamh in Cloz
1.400 (id.) and 1.725 (in a similar expression), but in Con. Aor. dei&n; (HauaTH
as an auxiliary in Mih) against a Con. Praes. €xn*'. This exact rendering of this

2 Tr.1 is characterized by a long omission of chapters mid. 51 - mid. 61, v. supra.
2! H. BIRNBAUM, Untersuchungen..., p. 69.
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synthetic Greek Future is also encountered in Euch 83b4, 91al9. In Sav, though,
the synthetic form nguHmewH is attested.

The Greek (synthetic) Future tense is rendered chiefly with the simple synthetic
Slavic Future, i.e., the perfective (by aspect), often prefixed, form of the verb. In time,
this tends to become a marker of the literary style, so we find such prefixed verbs
more often in the Middle Bulgarian period where the literary language is marked
with stiffer constructions reflecting more formally the Greek structures and also
striving for a greater quantitative correspondence with the Vorlage. In contrast,
periphrases are encountered in monuments that possess more features of the liv-
ing language of the epoch. As stated by scholars elsewhere, the simple forms were
also the grammatical means of rendering the Greek Subjunctive Aorist and some-
times the Optative Aorist. The other usual constructions of expressing Future found
in the Old Church Slavonic texts, i.e., with nakmn + Inf., xorkmn + Inf., nauaTh/
ghuaTH + Inf., moyn + Inf.? - the last two attested either in specific contexts or
quite sporadically. They are also encountered in other early translations, such as
the Didactic Gospel by Constantine of Preslav, where T. Slavova® finds two other
modal constructions used for rendering future forms — moypn** and gniTH + Inf.
The HauaTH/RBUATH-cOnstruction is attested just on few occasions in the earliest
translation of VA (v. infra). The situation in the Middle Bulgarian text shows an
already unified approach of translating those constructions. The periphrases that
were less attested in the older texts have already been substituted in the language,
aligning as well with the tendency of keeping formal closeness with the original
as much as possible.

Below, each of these constructions in VA is approached separately.

1. Simple Future (synthetic, Present perfective verb forms)

As mentioned above, this is the most commonly attested form in all three trans-
lations and the only one attested in the later Second and Third translations (i.e.,
without having an auxiliary verb or periphrastic construction in the Greek Vorlage).

(1) TadTa KTOHEVOL, EDPHOOUEV ADTA TIPO EaVTAV kel TotoDvTa v Eeviav év Tf
Y TOV mpatwv. [17]
Tr.1. cH npHWEPRTAALIE Tamo. NPEA HAMH TROPALIA WEHTAANHILR HAMK HA ZeMH
KPOThKhIXs. 120V
Tr.2. ¢id cTeKARWE, SRPEYIEMB Ta NJK HAMH TAMO MOAEA c& S HA Ha ZeMAN
KPWTKkIXk: 320V

22 T. C1ABOBA, Tendenyuu 6 (He)zpamamukanu3ayusma Ha cmapoOseapcKust efazon Mouu ‘moad,
6 cocmosinue com, BPe 3, 2015, p. 68-75.

# T. ClIABOBA, M3passeare Ha pymyp...

2 In the parts assumingly written by Constantine of Preslav himself, i.e. having no Greek original
for now. In some of those places, though, reading without prescribing a future meaning to those
constructions is, in my opinion, not impossible.
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~ o ~ A
Tr.3. cHA OFBW CTAKARIIE, OEPALIEMT WHA MR CWEOA TAaMO. TROPALIAL HAM'
MOCTHANHLLR E'h ZEMAH KPOTKhIHXk. 10V

(2) kai yeobe adTOVG Kai ytvopévoug dpavelg: [35]
Tr.1. i ofZpHTE cHA BIBUIA Beg REeTH. 127V
Tr.2. i ofZpHTe ciXh BeZ BReTH coyipe. 324v
Tr.3. i RHAHTE TEXS ERIBARLYIH, NERHAHMH. 191
(3) Ovk épioet yap, olte kpavydoet, 00d¢ dkovoEL TIG THG PWVAG AdT®V. [35]
Tr.1. HE PEVETR HH BWCKOTYHTK HH ScAKILIHTK KTo rad fixs 127v

Tr.2. HE R'RZZWRET" EW HH R'RZ'RNTETh, NHIKE OFcAKILIHTK KTO Madcd &ro 324v
Tr.3. HE BWZMAET BW HH E'BZ'BIHET . HHIKE CAKILIHTTS KTW rad ero. 191

(4) Kai yap m600g tdv Oeiwy kai Tdv peAAOVTwY avtii émeloépyetat, kol Oelroet
TAVTWG ouvaeOfvat TOVToLG, el AnNPXeTO HeT AVT®V. [35]
Tr.1. He BO AIOBKI EIKECTRAA N0 ERARIIHKL A RRNHAETH. A BKCKOUIETH Rhc'RKO
ChELKOYTHELIH CA ¢k NHMH AA BH ©THWAA (sic!). 127v
Tr.2. KEAANTE BW KKTENOE A BOVASYIEE TWH NPHERXWAHTH. il XWIIET E'hcAKO
CRYETATH cE cHMb AN A WATH ok nimR- 324V
Tr.3. skeAanie EW EATEHR], f ERARYIHKS EH EBXOAHT S, fi XOTENTEMB nave
EhMECTHTH cA A, AIE NOATH ¢k HEMS. 19V

(5) 611, 6vTog Tod Kupiov ued’ nudv, ovdev fuiv oi éxBpot mowcovaory. [42]
Tr.1. 1Ko cRYIH FEH 'k HAMH. HHYRCWIKE BPAZH HE ChTROPATH Hamh 130r
Tr.2. fdKo B ACTHNS Oy C'h HAMH, NHYTOKE NAML B'RCWRE CWTROPETH- 3261
Tr.3. @Ko RARLIOY MOy 'k HAMH, NHYCW BO HAM'K EPAZH CKTROPAT K. 22V

(6) Kai tig Seikel pot v 6806v; [49]
Tr.1. Ad KTO MH NOKAXKeTh NRTh 1331
Tr.2. i KTO NOKAKET' MH NoyTh 327V
Tr.3. KTo NOKAXKET Al NATH 26T

In VA, the perfective verbs are also used in translating the Conj. and Opt. of the
Aorist. This is a common situation in the oldest monuments, although there are
instances where the Conjunctive and Optative are translated using periphrastic
structures (same as the ones for Fut.). The older and the more recent translations
do not present strong discrepancies in rendering the Greek Future in the examples
above. It could be noted that in some instances (3, 4) the Middle Bulgarian trans-
lations use an additionally prefixed verb, probably as a marker of the perfective
aspect. This ‘Simple Future’ is assumed to be in the process of disappearing in the
Middle Bulgarian period®. It is notable that periphrastic Future constructions
translating Greek Conj. and Opt. were found neither in the Preslav translation
(Tr.1), nor the other two Middle Bulgarian ones (Tr.2 and Tr.3). In compar-
ison with other texts from the period, this situation is closer to the one found
in the later periods of the language.

» K. MupuEB, Mcmopuuecka..., p. 222.
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Example (4) is illustrative for translating to péAwv / ta péAovta with the
participle form the stem gxa-*. Similarly, the same morphological base is employed
for rendering various non-Indicative forms of yiyvopa, such as:

(7) &AN tva ouvepyog NIV ig TV katd Tod Staforov viknv 6 Kbplog yévnrat [34]
Tr.1. H&R NOMWIINHKS A4 ERAETK HAMb Fh. NA NOEKAKAENHE AHIAROAE. 1271
Tr.2. Hi @Ko Aa NOcI'KWNHKL HAMK HA FZKE HA ATAROAA NOBKAS Ik BoyAE- 324V
Tr.3. HR AA NOMOYINHKS HAMK EKE HA ATAROAA NOEKAA 18V

2. xorkrH + Inf.

a. corresponding to Greek péA\w + Inf.
i. In Participle construction

(8) Kai yap peMwv é00iety kai kowpdoBat, kal €mi taig AAAaug dvaykalg Tod ow-
patog Epxeabat, noxvveto, O TG Yuxis Aoy{opevog voepov. ITIoANdkig yodv
petd TOA®Y EAwV povax@v wEAwy éobiey, dvapvnobeig Tig mvevpaTikig
TPoQiG [45]

Tr.1. He BO XA XOTA [CTH A cNATH. A W HENOTPRRAKS TRAECHRIKS. A HRKHKIX S
PAZOYME MNOTAYIH. WEAS b MNOZEMH ANOKKI XOTA ICTH. BLCNOMENREE ALLIER-
NRA MHIPR 131r

Tr.2. AEW A XWTE @GeTH G cndTH A S ANKI HOYVIKAQ TRAECH], cTRIAKWE c¢
NOMKIUIAIIE ALIH MICARNOE. MNWIKHLER SEW C'h MHWSKMH HHKIMH MHHXKI XWTE
RCTH. BhenomKNSEE AXORHOYIO MHS 326V

Tr.3. AEW XOTA EcTH A cNATH. A W ANOH NAMH NAKTHRCT'RH NPHKOAHTH TLIjIALE
A AUERHKIH CRMBICATS BKCIOMHHAR. MHOTAMH EW ¢l MHOPKIMH ANKMH MHAXKI
XOTA HCTH. RRCIOMANRER AKORNRR NAYLR 241

(9) evBVG Edet€ev avT® Zapaknvois uéAlovtag 68ebety Tiv 680V Ekeivnv. [49]
Tr.1. Bk ckop'R NoKAZA €MOY CPALLHNKI XOTAIIE ATH NATEM S TRMS. 1331
Tr.2. 3Bie NOKAZA EMS cPALHHKI KWTEYIE WKCTRORATH NOYTEM OHEMb. 327V
Tr.3. ABie NoKAZA EMOY CAPAKHNKI, XOTAYLRA WECTRORATH MRTEML SHEM B 26T

(10) "Exaotog Tag mpdEels kai Té kivipata Ths yoxic, ©¢ uéAAovte dAAoLg
dmayyéAe, onpetwpeda kat ypagwpev- [55]
Tr.1. -
Tr.2. kiaito ARANTA A ARHIKENTA AU 3KO XWTELIE AQOVTh APOVTS RWZEKIIARATH,

NAZN;!MENO\"HMIx Al HanHCSHMB. 329V

Tr.3. KhikAo ARANTA A ARHZANTA ALIERNAY. KO XWTALIE AgoVTh Agovroy Eekijla-
RATH. ZHAMENSEMB A NHWEML. 29V

(11) MéMwv yap éoBietv moté [65]
Tr.1. xoTA Eo rdcTH HEKoaH 1351
Tr.2. XwTe BW @dcTH Anoraa 331r
Tr.3. xwra BW @cTH 32V

% Similarly in 14.7, 16.4, 24.9, 35.1, 5, 42.7, 44.2, 81.5.
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ii. In Impf. construction

(12) éuehe yap avt@ kai komidv [53]
Tr.1. -
Tr.2. XoTkwe BW A camb [ TPOYAHTH ce 328V
Tr.3. B'Rie BW TOMOY TPOYAHTH ca. 27V

(13) mavteg Euelhov kivduvevery. [54]
Tr.1. -
Tr.2. kel XWTRKS Koynno ofmgkmH. 328v
Tr.3. BscH XoT IR MOrLIEHRTH. 281

(14) kai ToLG 0pBarpovg Epelle PAdmteadat [57]
Tr.1. -
Tr.2. i SvH cRon Xwrkie RyEAHTH 328V
Tr.3. i £vn crofl XWTRIWE NOrofRHTH 28T

Most of the correspondences above cover the constructions of péAw (Impf.)
+ Inf. and péA\w (Part. Praes.) + Inf. The first is typical for rendering Fut. II (i.e.,
Future in the Past). Unfortunately, the examples of this usage (13, 14) are from
the chapters omitted in the First translation, which does not allow us to see
how they were translated in the Preslav period”. As for the other two Middle
Bulgarian translations, it could be observed that both perfective and imperfec-
tive verbs could have followed the imperf. of xomkmh. Here it is worth noting that
the combination with a perfective verb is more common in the earlier period
of the Old Church Slavonic monuments®. It is often stated that the xomkmH-
construction preserved its lexical nuance for a long time and its actual deseman-
ticisation started first in the Middle Bulgarian period®. In the instances above,
it is hard to determine the degree of delexicalisation both of péAAw and xork&mh.
No future forms with this auxiliary were found for rendering Simple Future tense
from the Greek text (ex. 16 presents a small exception, cf. below).

Here an interesting case is presented in (12) where Tr.2 shows a literal render-
ing of the Greek construction (Aor. of uéw ‘to be an object of care or thought™;
to set one’s thoughts on’ + Inf.) with misreading ué\w as péAw already used main-
ly as an auxiliary for Future constructions. The Third translation presents a slightly
different understanding of the phrase by rendering the meaning (car il avait soin
de prendre de la peine in Bartelink’s translation)* with a Dativus cum Infinitivo
construction with gmimH. This could also be accepted as evidence of a relatively

¥ Cf. with another Preslav monument - the Chrysorrhoas, where A. Dimitrova finds that most
of the time fjueAAe + Inf. is translated with gkawe + Dat. Cum Inf. (A. IuMUTPOBA, 3namocmpysam
8 npesodaueckama oeiinocm Ha cmapobwneapckume kuuxcosHuyu, Codust 2016, p. 94).

3 Ipamamuxa..., p. 305.

¥ Ibidem; T. CnaBoBa, Cmapoboenzapcku. .., p. 291-293.

% LSJ. Online edition: https://lsj.gr/wiki/Main_Page [1 V 2022].

3! Trans. G.J.M. BARTELINK, p. 277.
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earlier time of the Third translation when the tendency of ad litteram closeness
with the Greek Vorlage was not as strong and almost petrified as we usually find
it in the texts of the 14™ century™.

Similar misreading is also found in the following example:

(15) Ei 8¢ dnaf kod 10D mpoytvaakewy Auiv uélet, kabapedwpev T Stavoiq. [34]
Tr.1. duyre an ke i BBAKTH cé HAMD XOUIRT . OFYHCTHM CA OfMoM k. 1271
Tr.2. -
Tr.3. e AN, KAKO cE NYOPAZOVMERATH HAMT EXALT. Ad OVHIAEM S CKMbicas. 191

Here in Tr.3, the phrase was rendered similarly to (12) but with a Future form
of the auxiliary copula, thus: 1. keeping closer semantic connection with the
Greek pélw, and 2. keeping a clear lexical difference in translating péAAw and
HEA.

b. Corresponding to synthetic Greek Future

(16) ovk Toaowy &i mepumatioet [31]
Tr.1. e pazoymERTH nofipge AH. 126V
Tr.2. we RRAE Aljle WKCTRORATH XOuie. 324r
Tr.3. e BEA(A) dle XOLIETS NoWTH. 17V

(17)’Eme1diy xB2¢ eipyaoduny, ovk épyalopat onjuepov- 008¢ tov mapeABovta xpovov
HETP@V, TavoeTal TV £EfjG fiuep@v [18]
Tr.1. noneke Bvega Akaags N ARAAR Aflh HH MHHAEWIANO ANE YRTAI NRCTAHETH
BO C'h NPOVHMH AHkMH. 120V
Tr.2. fiko GHEAR RYAPA PAROTA, HE XWINS QABOTATH Afik. NHIKE NpKulkie RyRme
akpe npRemaneTs 320V
Tr.3. NONEKE RVEQA PAROTAX'N, HE JQABOTAK AME. HHIKE MHMHUIEWAANS AKTA HAVH-
HATH CTANET™S. A HAXOAALPRXR Al 10V

In the examples above (16, 17) the later translations render the Simple Future
form in Greek with a periphrastic construction. In ex. (17), only the Second trans-
lation uses a xorkmH-construction to render a Greek Praes. (pro Futuro). A pos-
sible explanation would be that the Greek Vorlage of the translator, unknown
to the critical edition of Bartelink, might have already replaced the Future form
here. Such correspondences, where a periphrastic construction is used to ren-
der a Greek simple Future form, are not unknown in the classical corpus of text,
where the translation technique did not strive for such a literal and formal close-
ness with the original, as is characteristic of the later period. This example also
presents the already advanced tendency in the 14™ century of eliminating all oth-
er periphrastic constructions in favour of those with xorkrn*’. Here, we might

2 This observation was expressed earlier by A. Dimitrova, cf. A. IumntroBA, Tpemusam...
# K. MupuEB, Mcmopuuecka..., p. 224.
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observe a rare occasion where the living language has gained over the literary
norm of ad litteram correspondence with the source text.

The xorkmH-expansion reaches even to the substantivised participles as could
be observed in the following example where a Greek Part. Praes. (with a clear
contextual future connotation) is rendered with a periphrastic construction only
in the Second translation:

(18) Kai mpoomotodvtat pavtevecsdar, kai mpoléyetv ta ued’ fuépag épydueva [23]
Tr.l. f rmopz.wu cA KAhXKO\{AlI.IE fi npoplw.\lps o AMexTs nghygopayad. 123r
Tr.2. A NPOTRAPAIOT c& RALXEORATH H NPYYKCTRORATH, [ZKE 110 ANEXK CAOVYATH c

XoTepaa. 321v
L \ R , —
Tr.3. i TROPAT cA RABWLCTRORATH. A NPOPHLLATH 10 AHEXh MHXOAALAA. 131

Once again, only the Second translation presents a periphrastic Future against
the Greek Present [pro futuro?].

The current texts that is the focus of this research and the manuscripts it is
attested in seem to indicate that xorkmh-constructions were used mostly as cor-
responding to Greek phrases with péAAw and only on few occasions in the later
Middle Bulgarian translations as correspondences to the Greek Future. As men-
tioned above (cf. 1. Simple Future), in the Slavic translations of VA, no xorkm-
constructions were found for rendering Greek Conjunctives or Optatives. How-
ever, this situation is diversified, should data from other texts be considered. For
example, in other texts of Preslav origin, the situation is more varying: e.g., in the
translation of Vita Niphontis (BGH 1371z) A. Dimitrova finds occasions when
XomkmH-constructions are used for translating Conj., final sentences with tva (iva
Aéyw 1O Yeddog aa xowoy amckio peyn), and mpog o + Inf. construction (mpog
10 pundéva BedoacOar e xora RHARTH)*. This type of usage is probably the most
interesting, as it reveals a translation that transmits Greek morphological features
expressed in the Slavonic text with lexical means, cf. the following example for
Constantine of Preslav’s Didactic Gospel where OCS translation follows Chrys-
ostom’s Homily®: ti &v 115 €imot Aotdopiag K'hTo MOKETh HLYIHCTH OKAERETANHIA
96¢11-13%; 1801 Tig &V Oy AOBk tecTh... REAKTT 187b12-13%.

3 A. InMmntroBA, Cunmakmuunama..., p. 61.

* II. KoTtosa, Crnoso 19 om Yuumennomo esanzenue u Hezosume 2pouku usmounuyu, Pbg 46.1, 2022,
p. 13. The exact correspondence here needs a longer explanation that could be provided on another
occasion, because the translator is freely combining and mixing the Greek construction on several
occasions in the passage.

¢ M. Tuxosa, Cmapobwneapckomo Yuumento esarzenue om Koncmanmun Ipecnascku. C demaiin-
Homo onucanue om Enena Yxarnoea na nati-cmapus npenuc (I'MIM Cun. 262), Freiburg i. Br. 2012
[= MLSDV, 58], p. 202.

7 T express my gratitude to D. Kotova for providing me with these two examples.



Future Constructions in the Medieval South Slavonic Translations. .. 171

Those instances could lead to the preliminary, cautious and slightly generalised
conclusion that the so-called periphrastic Future(s) in OCS might have been per-
ceived rather as non-indicative or non-factual presents, rather than pure, future-
oriented grammemes. As for the history of the VA translations, the lack of such
Optative and Conjunctive renderings might be regarded as a specific marker of
the unknown translator of Tr.1 or as a sign of a relatively later time of provenance.

3. HakThH + Inf.

(19) Obtw 8¢ Sraxeipevol, kai kad’ fuépav obtw {@vTeg, obTe AuapTioouey, obite
Tvog émbupiav opev, obte pnviodpév tivi, olite Onoavpicopev émi tig yig- [19]
Tr.1. cHUE KHRR A HE chMPRIIHM L. R NH W YECOM KE NOMKICAL HMALEH
AmETH. [Hmoyye navkmn Chlud 195 218d] HH KAATERI YHHHTH HHKAKOAIKE.

HH BOraTRAMb NA ZemH. 1211

Tr.2. GHUE Ke HAAEKELIE, B HA BsCAKl ANk CHILE SKHTEACTROVIOYIE, HHIKE chrgrRUIH-

Mb. NHIKE KOF ZKEAANTE AMEKTH R'heXWileMh. NHAE ZANHHAEMH © HEYECOro BOY AEMb.
. .

NHIKE CKPORHLILCTRSIOLHE N ZemaH 320V

- -
Tr.3. Tako BW NPHAEKRLYIE. A HA RRCRKS AHK TOMS KHRRLIE NE ChIPRUHM.

R - ,

HHIKE KOA NOXOTH WEIAIPEM S, NHHKE NA KOO NPONNRRAEM CA. NH CKPORHIA
,

CRTEOPHMs HA ZEMAH. 11r

(20) &vBpwmog €l kai o0, kol péANelg dobeveiv. [40]
Tr.1. vARK® Ko EcH. A KoAKTH MAWH NAYkNK EoaRZHH. (sic!) 129V [n KoakTH
HMAWH NHausHk Boakz'wn Chlud 195 225¢ 8-9]
Versio B: vaks Bo tcH il Aimawn goakTH. 373V
Versio C: vk &cH, i Thi Xoulewin BoakTH 338r
Tr.2. vaKkn Bo tcH Al T il XWLIEWH Bk HEAOYTh BWNACTH. 325V
Tr.3. vaks tcH @i T A xoewn goakmH. 21v

In example (19), the only deviance in translating the Greek synthetic form is
found in Tr.2, where the translator rendered Gr (obte Tivog) émbupiav €Eopev ‘nei-
ther will we have any desire about anything’ as nHiKkE Kok seadnie RMETH Bhewipte-
Mk ‘neither will we have (or: will we want to have) whatsoever desire’ The prefixed
perfective from of the auxiliary in the Slavic text allows no clear interpretation
of its function - as a modal or as an auxiliary verb.

In example (20), the Greek puéA\w-phrase is rendered with an nmkmh-
construction in the Preslav translation which could testify for the desemanticisa-
tion of péA\w in the original. What is interesting is the continuations of the phrase
in the earliest translation with navsus RoakzuH, which remains a locus obscurus
to me. Moreover, the Greek tradition does not supply a reading that would sup-
port such a translation. It seems that the common protograph of the Zographou
and Chludov witnesses had already had this phrase, which for now I will assume
as a mistake. However, it is tempting to search for a translation intention with
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something like a phrase with nauamh®. We see this phrase appearing in a somewhat
corrected form (i.e., without the unclear extension) in only one of the versions
of Tr.1. In the later translations, it is already replaced by a xomkmTH-construction,
which in my view is a full auxiliarisation of xorkmH.

On another occasion, the HarkTh-construction corresponds formally with the
one (i.e. with €xw) in the Greek text:

(21) mheiw kai Sumhaciova TOV kapaTov Exelg bopévety. [49]
Tr.1. MuoKaALIH cOYTOVES HMAWIH TPOV Ak NOAHEMATH 132V
Tr.2. MHWKAHUITH /i NgocTPaNNRHUITH TYoy Al Amdn TornETH. 327V
Tr.3. RAYWH cofoyEs TPSAS Amawn TehkTH, 261

In this case, though, it might be understood as a debitive construction and not
purely future-orientated. Combining €xw with an Inf. is a periphrasis attested
since the early stages of Greek; its future connotations, though, are to be found
in the later development of the language®. These nuances are sometimes pre-
served even in the later texts that were of interest for the early Slavic translators
who were rendering them ad sensum with different grammatical devices, e.g.,
Conj. Aor. again with nmkmh-construction (cf. Vita Niphontis*: eig kpiotv mopeln
H HA coyAs HMawH HTH and in some parts of the long Zlatostry: ti 8¢ &v eilmoig
o Hmawh pepn®?). This fluidity is also partially attested in one of the later transla-
tions of VA where an nakmh-construction stands for a Greek Optative:

(22) Kol mepi pev TG uoews avtdv Kai Tig Stagopdg moAvg &v in Aoyog: [21]
Tr.1. A W ecTheTRR Ke TRKS A PAZAHYHA MHOrA 0'RYh BRAETh. H AHRXS
EOABIIHY". 1221
Tr2. d o\{sw S Hemrk fixk A S pazanviH, B AAhromS noouzumu AMATH cAORO
Tr.3. i Eke © cRYPLCTRR A A QAZAHYIH MNOMW OFEW EcThy cASRW. 121

The Optative has already been a disappeared morphological feature in the spoken
Greek language of the time when the earliest Slavonic translations were being
accomplished. However, it was still a highly vivid feature used in the literary lan-
guage (which aimed at imitating the Classical pre-Koine models) and since the
first (and generally all early) Slavonic translations were made exclusively from
works pertaining to the high literary genres, it is not irrelevant to have in mind
how this grammatical feature fits in the translation paradigms. Its Old Slavonic
correspondences included constructions with nakrh, e.g., in different parts of

% Cf. the next paragraph (4.) about the nauarH-constructions.

¥ A. InMmntroBa, Cunmakmuunama..., p. 62, cf. note 79 for literature.
1 Ibidem.

A, InMUTPOBA, 3namocmpyam..., p. 224.
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the long Chrysorroas (Zlatostruy) where this was also the preferred way of trans-
lating both simple and péAAw-Future®. It could be claimed that the translators
were perceiving it as a non-indicative and, therefore, the same as the Conjunctive,
non-present-oriented verbal action, which at the same time was markedly differ-
entiated in its semantics from the past-oriented verbal forms.

4. nauaTH + Inf.

(23) kai dyeohe, 611 00 TéEXVN AOYWV Ta TIap” HUIV 07Ty, AAAA TTioTIG 8t dydmng THG elg
1oV XploTov évepyovpévng: fivtiva £av oxointe kai OpelG, oVKETL TAG Sl Adywy
anodeifeig (noete- GAN adtdpxn TV €ig TOV Xpiotov mioTwy fynoecbe. [80]
Tr.1. i Ad OVZPHTE [AKO NE XKITPOCTh CAORECHAA Kk NACK ECTh. A E'RpA AIOBOENAL
K X0y ARACTROVAH. Roke Ae i Bl AMATH A HAYKHETE, K TOMOY 2Ke ® CAORECT
OfKAZ'h NE NAYKHE' ACKATH. H& AOROANA fazke Bk Xa B'RpR HavkhkTe snkrh ch 139v

Versio B: i oFZpHTE. 1dKo Ne XHTPOCTh CAOBENAA B HACTS ECTH HO B'Rpa ALERE
PAAH K X ARHCTRSIOYIH. 13Ke ALE A BRI NAYHETE AMETH, K TOMR ofKe He
® cAORECS OVKAZANTH BERAETE AMETH. HO AOROANO CThAEQHATH fimame 391r
Tr.2. i OFZHTE 1AKO HE KOV AGIKBCTEO CAORECHOE OF HA IE. EB'RpA AKEORTIO fizke B
Xa ARHCTRSEMA. 103Ke HRKAKO ALIE NOTHMETE A BRI, HE K TOMS KE ® CAORA NMOKAZANTE
EhZhIIeTe. His AORWANS &3¢ Bk XA KPS Rhznen$ere. 334v
Tr.3. i OfZgHTE. Ko HE KWITPWCTTR CAORECK, MKE O NACK CRTh. HA BRpA AIOB-
RE PAAH [KE Bk X4 |l A'KEMAA, RoKe Ale A BRI NQTHMETE, KTOMOY HE ® CAORECK
CKAZANTA BBZKIWIETE. HR H AORWANO, EXKE O Xik gEpR BhaknnTe. 40r-40v

This type is less attested in the classical Old Church Slavonic corpus, though find-
able as well in other early translations such as the Scete Patericon®, cf. E:23 mako
BO MOLIH HAYRHEM™ HA HERO B'hZAETETH 0UTw yap Suvnowueba mpot 1ov odpavov
otfival; 3:4B:6 H KHTH NAYUKNET'R 'k TOEOKR AOYX'k CEATHIM Kal OIKET TO Tvedua
1o O¢od év ool. In Constantine of Preslav’s Didactic Gospel, T. Slavova identifies
only 4 such constructions (among 60 periphrastic Futures in total) in the translat-
ed parts alone*. In Symeon’s Miscellania® (Izbornik) of 1073, those forms are also
attested, cf. 71a10ff u moyH HAYBHEWH BOAKLUIEE NPHIATH OT'hpAKAENHIE Kol SuVIjon
TAeloVOG TUXETV Avéoewg; as rendering an Opt. 47c8f npHws A AORBALNBIHME ChlI

2 Ibidem, p. 310; for specific parts of the Zlatostruy, cf. ibidem, p. 89, 95, 102, 110, 115, 123, 134, 142,
151, 161, 176, 180, 184, 188, 196, 200, 204, 214, 220, 224, 228, 239, 242, 247, 259, 264, 271, 280, 286,
290, 296, 310.

# Used through the edition of W. Veder: The Scete Patericon. Introduction, maps and indices by
W.R. VEDER. Patericon Sceticum. Greek text. Latin translations of the 6" c. English translation of the
Slavonic textus receptus, ed. ].G. VAN DER TAK, W.R. VEDER. Skitskij paterik. Slavjanskij perevod
v prinjatom tekste i v rekonstrukcii glagoliceskogo archetipa izdal W.R. VEDER, Amsterdam 2012.

4 T. CnaBoBA, Cmapobenzapcku. .., p. 51.

* Cumeonos cooprux (no Ceemocnasosusi npenuc om 1073 e.), vol. 1L, Ipvuyku uzeopu. Ipvuyxu
mexcm u uscnedsawe I1. STHEBA. CnassaHcKu mekcm, npeesie0an u céeper 00nsaHumenHo A. MUHYE-
BA, [IB. PATTEBA, II. TOoCEBA, I1. SIHEBA, Codust 2015.



174 IvaN P. PETROV

CAMs MBH'ETH HAYKNETS Kb BOMOHAYAAKHOVOYMS MPHEAHKENHR EANAVOWG ikavov
gavtov oindein mpog Beapxiknv ophiov; 55b8fF  nupaTH ca HE MOYH HAUBHET
ovd¢ mAvbivat dSvvatad.

It is often claimed that in this construction, the ‘auxiliary’ nauamn always pre-
served its lexical meaning®. In the example above (23), the reading of Tr.1 could
be understandable: using nauaTh-constructions in this context might instead be
expressing an action starting from the moment of speaking and continuing fur-
ther. This semantical hue is not so clear in the examples from other early texts,
though (cf. supra). It is noticeable that the same construction is used in render-
ing ¢av + Opt. Aor. (¢av oxointe)?. Version B of Tr.1, on the other hand, already
replaces this periphrasis, using the primarily Northern Slavic gwimh + Inf. con-
struction in the éav-phrase, i.e., again a Slavic Future-periphrasis is rendering
a Greek non-indicative verbal form.

5. BmiTH (RRAX) + Part.

(24) AN w6 ka®’ HpEpav TpoodokdvTeg amobviokely, aktrpoveg écdueba [19]
Tr.1. W& KKl N0 RKCA ANH YAALEMT ofMgRTH. Ne BegRipe AMKNHA BRARM Y. 1211
Tr.2. Hi [KOKE HA B'heAKh ANL valoe Smp-ETH NeCTEmRATEAE ROV AE 320V
Tr.3. HAR 1Ko HA B'heRKTs ANB YARIPE OFMPRTH, BEZh chaikiTa BRAEMS. 111

This construction is usually regarded as a literal calque from Greek*® and is spo-
radically attested in the classical corpus. In the phrase above, it is the adjective
axktAuwv that actually triggers the use of a (present) participle. It is attested just
once in the classical corpus, in codex Suprasliensis (432:24), again translated with
a Part. Praes. phrase — neggkrui narknnra®. The translation in Tr.3 is probably due
to an erroneous reading.

In the Third translation, there is an occasion where the Third Future (Futu-
rum exactum) in its usual form of gmiTH + [-participium appears to be translating
a Greek conditional period, possibly keeping some grammatical closeness with the
Perfect form in the original:

(25) &AN’ év ToDTOLG EKaOTOG EXEL TNV Kpiowy, el THV TOTIY TETAPNKE, Kal TAG EVTOAAG
yvnoiwg épvakev. [33]
Tr.1. © cemn AMATH cRA Alle B'BOR ChEAAE. A ZANORKAH vicTh chxpann. 1271

16 II. VIBAHOBA-MWMPYEBA, Vcmopus Ha 6vneapckus e3ux, Bermiko TepHOBO 1999, p. 141.

¥ 'We could only guess whether this Optative in the Greek text was recognizable for the translator
who might have as well hear/perceived it as the Conj. Aor. oyoite.

® Ipamamuxa..., p. 308.

¥ Recko-statoslovénsk)? Index. Index verborum graeco-palaeoslovenicus, vol. I, Fasc. 5, Praha 2011, p. 290.



Future Constructions in the Medieval South Slavonic Translations. .. 175

Tr.2. Hi B'h cHYh K'hiKAO AMATH coV¥ Ak, dute BROOY chypdlH A ZANOREAH ACKPRHW
ChEAAE. 3241

Tr.3. HA Bk cHh Koo AMAT cRAS. AljlE RBOR ChEAOAS BERAETS. A ZanoR'RAH
oﬁ’cpﬂi@,uo ChXpANHAS. 18V

Concluding remarks

As a conclusion, it seems useful to assemble the general data and present the
ratios between the Greek Future forms and their Slavonic correspondences.

Of all 28 occasions of simple (synthetic) Future forms in the Greek text, two
are of the verb eiui®, they are not going to be considered below as they are con-
sequently translated with the corresponding form in Old Church Slavonic from
the stem gxa-. There is one single occasion where the Greek synthetical form is
rendered with xomkmH-construction (ex. 16 supra) in the two Middle Bulgarian
translations and one where a Present (pro Futuro) form is rendered in the same
way in Tr.2 (ex. 17). Moreover, there is a slight tendency that could be observed
on some occasions in rendering the simple Greek Future with a perfective verb
in Slavonic - namely, some of those verb forms are perfectivised with the pre-
fix Bwz-. The exact data is as follows: of all 23 translated Future forms in Tr.1,
excluding the two examples of eipi, 2 verbs were perfectivised with gsz- (ca. 9.5%).
In Tr.2, all 27 Greek synthetic forms were translated, from which, excluding the
two of eipi — 7 were with rnz-perfectives (28%), whereas in Tr.3 those were 5 out
of the 22 translated forms (without €iui), or ca. 23%. The ratios of the tree transla-
tions are presented in comparison below in Chart 2. This might be interpreted as
a confirmation of the overall tendency of connecting futurity with the prefixed
perfective verbs in Slavic®'.

Not surprisingly, the earliest translation of VA in Preslav presents the widest
variety of Future constructions rendering the Greek Future. This translation does
not show many occasions with such periphrastic constructions in the hypotaxis,
despite other early texts. The most attested way of rendering the Greek Future
(and Conjunctives and Optatives) is the perfective present form of the verbs.
In only two occasions is the Greek simple Future rendered with a periphrasis
using the verb nauamh, a construction which diachronically never met further
development among the South Slavs. From the other ways of conveying Future,
besides the peAAw-xomkrH strict parallelism (all 9 occasions in all the three trans-
lations), once an €yw-construction and, similarly, once a péAw-construction
were translated with umkmn (cf. Chart 3 infra).

* In chapter 10 and 28.
! Cf. J. KampHUIS, Verbal Aspect..., p. 151sqq.
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Translation 1;
9,50

Translation 3;
23,00

Chart 2. R'hZ-perfectives rendering Future (in %)

30
25
20
15

10

Simple future MEMw-construction €xw-contruction

M Perfective Present M xoTbTu-construction

M nmbTU-construction M HayATM-construction

Chart 3. Future constructions in Tr.1 in correspondence with the Greek text
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The next most commonly attested construction is the one with the verb xormn,
which almost always corresponds to Greek periphrastic constructions with péAw.
This is especially true for the Second and Third Middle Bulgarian translations,
where this construction has already completely replaced the other periphrases
with auxiliary verbs. This construction appears exclusively rendering the Greek
uéAAw-periphrases with the auxiliary in Impf. and Participle. Only the Second
translation of VA shows one occasion where the xorkmh-construction corresponds
to a simple Future tense form in the Greek Vorlage and one for Praes. pro Fut.
(see above and ex. 16, 17). The data for Tr.2 is presented in Chart 4. This also
applies to Tr.3 where the situation is similar (with exception of very few occasions
due to omissions in the Slavonic text).

35
30
25
20
15
10

Simple Future + Praes. pro HEANW-construction €xw-construction
Fut.

B Perfective Present B xoTbTn-construction nmbTM-construction

Chart 4. Future constructions in Tr.2 in correspondence with the Greek text

In addition to the data presented above, it could also be observed that only the
Third translation keeps a clear distinction between the xomkmH-construction and
BnTH + Dat. c. Inf,, using the former for translating the most frequently attest-
ed uéAw-Futures and the latter for phrases with the almost homonymous verb
uélw. This closely retained lexical discrepancy could speak of 1. a deep under-
standing of the Greek text and language, as well as 2. the tendency to stay as close
as possible to the Greek original. It could be cautiously supposed that this transla-
tion was of an Athonite origin. On a morphological level, the texts of the Athonite
redaction tend to distance themselves from some typical features of the Cyrillo-
Methodian translation techniques, especially regarding the Future tense. The
analytical forms are replaced with syntactic ones derived from verbs in a perfective
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aspect, so that the quantitative symmetry with the Greek original may remain the
same?. This is also partly applicable to the Tarnovo literary school.

The influence of the Greek periphrastic means in expressing the Future tense
is clear, while remaining debatable: we cannot claim for sure whether the Slavonic
constructions are calques or have emerged independently, though the data from
translations later than those of Cyrill and Methodius tend to show a tight formal
closeness between the Greek and Salvonic ways of expressing Future. Another
possibility is that both languages present the influence from a third trigger, such
as some Balkanic substrate or popular Latin (Future was rendered with habeo
+ Inf.), and so on. Again, what the data from VA presents, though, is a tight for-
mal closeness in translating the constructions.

In a further and more general perspective, the Old Church Slavonic Future
periphrases notably covered not only the Greek Indicative Futures but were ac-
tually employed for all others (mostly Aorist) non-Indicatives, i.e., Conjunc-
tives and Optatives. Thus, the widespread use of perfective verb forms could be
explained by the formal aspectual closeness of the aorist and the perfective aspect
in Slavic, insofar as both cover a finished action regardless of its position in time
(the Greek Aorist has a temporal value only in the Indicative). In time, this has
become a technique characteristic of the literary language.

A further reason for this fusion would be the modality expressed in the Greek
non-Indicatives, which seems to be transferable only through lexical means into
Old Church Slavonic and later in the following literary tradition among the South
Slavs. Those periphrases could have risen through language contact with the non-
literary Greek language of the period or independently coined in the proto-Slavic
language. In any case, the earliest monuments show a somewhat fluid variety
of phrasal verbs that could be used for expressing verbal action more or less ori-
ented in the future. What is particularly interesting is that this ‘primordial soup’
of periphrases developed differently in the subsequent periods and (Slavonic)
branches.

In the translations of VA, though, this diversity of periphrases is rather dimin-
ished even in the First translation, usually assumed to be accomplished in Preslav,
e.g., the small number of hskTH-constructions which are more numerously attest-
ed in other monuments of this circle. This could have at least two explanations:
1. The translation was done later in time, when the Future constructions employed
in the language started to differentiate and thus some have started undergoing
a grammaticalisation replacing the others that retained more of the initial lexical/
modal meaning. 2. The copies that have reached us have an archetype of a later
provenance where the more archaic (and presumably, diverse) constructions
were replaced.

52 JI. Tacesa, M. VioBuEgBa, Esuxosume 06pasyu na amownckume pedaxmopu, [in:] Beneapcka du-
nonoeuecka meduesucmuka. Hayunu uscnedeanus 6 wecm na npod. opn Mean Xapanamnues,
ed. A. JaBnzioB, Bemnko TppHOBO 2006, p. 221-240.
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