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Draskhanakerttsi (p. 68), without any reference
to the literature. The lack of the “Byzantine per-
spective” is also visible in parts devoted to Per-
sian and Arab victories over the Byzantines - the
author repeats outdated hypothesis concerning
the alleged impact of the “dissatisfaction” of Syr-
ian and Egyptian Monophysites or Jews on the
defeat of Byzantine Empire in the two Middle
Eastern provinces (p. 74-75, 88). It is much
more surprising if we consider that one of the
main researchers of these issues, who created
new hypotheses rejecting these interpretations,
is a Russian scholar dealing with Byzantium,
Mikhail V. Krivov™>.

> M.B. KPUBOB, OmHouterue cuputickux mMoHo-

Despite the remarks made above, the work
of Arsen Shahinyan should be considered as one
of the most important recent studies of the his-
tory of medieval Armenia. It will be particularly
helpful for researchers working on relations of
the Byzantine Empire with Sassanid Persia and
the Arab Caliphate, mainly due to its original
attitude towards the history of the Caucasian
countries of the 6 to 9" centuries based on Ar-
menian, Persian and Arab sources.

Blazej Cecota (E6dz / Piotrkow Trybunalski)

pucumos « apabckomy 3asoesanuio, BB 55,
1994, p. 95-103.

TATAHA CJIABOBA, Cnassuckusam npeéod Ha Ilocnanuemo na nampuapx
Domuii 00 kuaz bopuc-Muxaun [Slavic translation of the Letter of Patriarch
Photios to Prince Boris-Michael], YHuBepcuteTCKO M33aTeNCTBO ,,CB. Knument
Oxpupcku, Copus 2013, pp. 344 [= Victopus u KHIGKHUHA].

The monograph by Tatiana Slavova, released
by the University of Sofia Publishing House as
the thirteenth volume of the series “Vicropus
U KHIDKHMHA', provides an extensive multi-fac-
eted study of the Slavic version of the letter that
the Constantinople Patriarch Photios sent to the
then ruler of Bulgaria, Boris I (Michael), in the
ninth century (probably between 864 and 866)
regarding the latter’s adoption of the Christian
religion. This document, preserved in a number
of manuscript copies, has been translated over
the centuries into a number modern languages
(including Bulgarian, Greek, French, English,
and Russian), it has had many editions, and
has been a subject of numerous published stud-
ies (the unflagging interest it continues to pro-
voke among scholars is evidenced by the fact
that many publications on the topic have been
written and released in the last thirty years).
This publication includes a critical edition of
the Slavic version of both parts' of the letter,

! The letter by Photios consists of two parts, the
first devoted to the Christian dogmas, while the
second discusses the responsibilities of a Chris-
tian ruler to his subjects (cf. Introduction to the
edition, p. 5).

developed based on examination of 8 complete
Ruthenian copies of the text dated from the six-
teenth until eighteenth centuries, as well as four
abridged ones and one old print dated 1644. The
edition itself has been set in an appropriate his-
torical context and enriched, in addition to the
textological investigations, with the study of the
language of the text, which constitutes the only
source that makes dating the translation possi-
ble.

The publication consists of eight chapters,
which is complemented by a list of abbrevia-
tions, a list of references, and an abstract in the
English language.

In the first chapter, entitled Poxonucnama
mpaduyus [Manuscript Tradition] (p. 9-28), the
author focuses first on the existing Slavic edi-
tions of the letter and manuscripts on which
they were based, presenting their archeographic
data in detail (p. 9-20), followed by the codico-
logical characteristics of the manuscript PTB,
®. 178, Ne 3112 (the oldest complete copy of the
text of Photios, made in the first quarter of the
sixteenth century), which served as the basis of

2 The author mentions it in the Introduction, p. 8.



300

BOOK REVIEWS

its publication (it is important to note that the
copy had not been previously published or even
examined) and the most important orthographi-
cal features compared with the other seven com-
plete Ruthenian copies of the text of the letter
(TIM, Cun Ne 235/384; PTB, @. 113, Ne 522;
PT'B, ©. 113, Ne 488; PI'b, ®. 113, Ne 489; PI'b,
@. 113, Ne 506; PI'b, ®. 310, Ne 588; I'VIM Cun
Ne 996) (p. 20-28).

Chapter two, Crassuckusm npesod Ha
IHocnanuemo na nampuapx Pomuii u He-
eosusm epouxu opueunan [Slavic translation of
the Letter of Patriarch Photios and its Greek origi-
nal] (p. 29-42), begins with the presentation of
the Greek original - the entire text in manu-
scripts dated from the ninth until sixteenth
century?, various portions of the text included
in different Greek (including books dated from
the twelfth, fourteenth and fifteenth centuries)
and a 1852 copy made by a Bulgarian monk
Dimitr Dipcev, known as Damaskin Veleski or
Damaskin Rilec, and then - a list of text missing
in the Slavic translation in relation to the Greek
original (a total of 5 lines) and Slavic supple-
ments of the Greek text (also a small number).
On the basis of a comparative textological study,
the author concludes that the archetype of the
Slavic text does not fully correspond to any of
the Greek copies included in the critical edition
of the original by Laourdas and Westerink?, but
its closest equivalent is the tenth century copy,
which served as the basis fora critical edition re-
leased in 1983 (Ambrosianus B4sup = Gr. 81).
In describing the technique of translation, the
researcher notes that the translation faithfully
reproduces the original, which was possible to
achieve through the use of calques of the Greek
language composites. With truly painstaking ac-
curacy, the author counts specific words, com-
pares their structure, and finally, after the pre-
sentation of the material (or rather in addition to
it), shows the reader a statistical summary of the
translation of the various types of forms.

* Theywere the basis for the critical edition: Photii
Patriarchae Constantinopolitani Epistulae et Am-
philochia, ed. B. LAURDAS, L.G. WESTERINK, vol.
I, Lipsae 1983.

* Cf. p. 31 of the monograph.

Examples of source texts presented in the
second chapter are only an introduction to the
principal presentation of linguistic material
in the third chapter — Esukom Ha cnasanckus
npesod na Iocnanuemo na nampuapx Pomuii
[Slavic language translation of the Letter of Patri-
arch Photios] (p. 43-121). It is the most compre-
hensive part of the monograph, whose prepara-
tion cost the author a lot of effort and patience,
not only while collecting the material, but also
(and perhaps: first of all) during its editorial de-
velopment. At the same time it should be empha-
sized that this chapter is very important for the
whole study of the Slavic text of Photios’s letter,
because only examination of its language (in the
absence of other direct evidence thereof) makes
it possible to collect information about when
and where the translation was made. Slavova
analyzes the language of the text comparing it
with the Greek original on several levels: mor-
phological, syntactic, lexical and related to word
formation, and some of the results she presents
in a table in the form of statistical data. As a re-
sult of in-depth study of the language of the let-
ter, the author manages to find links between the
Slavic translation of the work and the Bulgarian
literary language of the fourteenth century, and
representatives of the Tarnovo School of writing.

The author devotes the next chap-
ter, Texcmonoeusi Ha CAABAHCKUS NPeso0 HA
Iocnanuemo na nampuapx Pomuii 00 KHA3
Bopuc-Muxaun [Textology of the Slavic transla-
tion of the Letter of Patriarch Photios to Prince
Boris-Michael] (p. 122-145), to textological
characteristics of individual copies or groups
(deficiencies, supplements, errors, differences
in order, morphological and formative differ-
ences), the comparison of which statement
leads to the differentiation of two separate texts
archetypes, within which subtypes can be dis-
tinguished based on certain (non)regularities.
First, the description includes full copies, then
abridged ones, the old print, and finally - for
comparison - the Church Slavic copy by Dam-
askin Veleski. A summary of text extracts also
allows the author to determine the source which
Damaskin was using when working on his own
Slavic translation.

In the fifth chapter, entitled Jamupane na
npesoda. Vicmopuuecku koHmekcm 3d nossama
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my [Dating the translation. The historical context
of its creation](p. 146-158), Slavova presents
current theories concerning date when the Slav-
ic version of the text was created, and - on the
basis of her own analysis of the linguistic charac-
teristics, she presents convincing arguments that
date the text no earlier than the late fourteenth
century®.

Chapter six (IIpunyunu Ha usdasare Ha
mexcma [Principles of text publication], p. 159-
160) presents the rules of text edition adopted
by the author. On the subsequent several dozen
pages, one will find an edition of the letter itself
(chapter seventh, VM3oanue na mexcma [Publica-
tion of the text], p. 161-245), which became the
basis for the above-cited manuscript PT'B, ®. 178,
Ne 3112, supplemented by lections of the other 7
full copies and the old print. Irregularities noted
in the body text and/or lections are commented
by quoting the Greek original based on the edi-
tion by Laourdas and Westerink.

In chapter eight (Peunux-undekc Ha
cnosogpopmume [Glossary-Index of words], p.246—-
325), the author provides an alphabetical list of
2,075 lexical units (excluding pronouns, numer-
als, conjunctions, prepositions, and particles)
attested in the Slavic translation of the letter by
Photios. Each dictionary entry from the source
contains a semantic definition, all word forms
attested in the primary copy, along with their

® According to certain researchers the Slavic
translation of the letter by Photios dated back to
the tenth century, or even the late ninth century
a cf. p. 146 of the monograph.

location (card and verse), and their Greek coun-
terparts (according to the critical edition by
Laourdas and Westerink).

The latest publication by Tatiana Slavova
is an excellent addition to her research on tex-
tology and history of language she has been
conducting for many years (with particular
emphasis on lexicology)® and certainly can be
a valuable and reliable source of information for
researchers in many fields. Not to be underes-
timated is also the author’s contribution in the
dissemination of knowledge about the ancient
history of the southern Slavs and their relation-
ship with the Byzantine culture. The critical edi-
tion of the text, which usually poses many prob-
lems of varying nature at the development stage
(such as selecting texts, comparison thereof, and
the necessity to resolve the problems of spell-
ing), is extremely transparent conceptually (and
thus readable), and probably will often serve as
a valuable material for further research.

Translated by Katarzyna Gucio

Agata Kawecka (E6d%)

¢ Cf. eg.: T. CIABOBA, Bnademen u aomu-
Hucmpauus npes  paunomo CpedHosekosue
6 Boneapus. Qunonozuuecku acnexmu, Codus
2010; TenkosHama nanes 8 KOHMEKCMA HA
cmapobovneapckama kHuxmHuna, Codua 2002;
Peunux Ha cnosoopmume 6 Apxaneenckomo
esaneenue om 1092 ., CO(’pMH 1994; Ilpe-
cnascka pedaxyus Ha Kupuno-Memoouesus
cmapobweneapcku  esaneencku  npesom, KMc
6, 1989, p. 15-129; Ilomazano no 6wvazapcka
ucmopuuecka nexcuxonozus, Codus 1986 et al.

IZABELA Lis-WIELGOSZ, O trwalosci znaczen. Siedemnastowieczna literatura
serbska w stuzbie tradycji [On Permanence of Meaning. The Serbian Literature
of the Seventeenth Century in Service with Tradition], Wydawnictwo Naukowe

UAM, Poznan 2013, pp. 336.

From the research point of view, the description
of the seventeenth century cultural space phe-
nomena in the Balkan Peninsula is quite compli-
cated and multifaceted. This is due to primarily
the dynamics of the events of that era, as well as
rich and yet extremely diverse source material,
which has survived into modern times. For this
reason, some researchers consider this age an

important time of change, which often results in
the overestimation of the events of this period.
On the other hand, some other scholars margin-
alize this century and do not see it as anything
groundbreaking. There is no doubt, however,
that many publications in the academic litera-
ture, on both philological, and historical aspects
of the seventeenth century Serbian culture were



