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Foreword

Contemporary Perspectives on
Ukrainian Philology and Linguistics

This double number of Harvard Ukrainian Studies is a milestone in the nearly
two-decade-long history of the journal, the first such issue devoted exclusively
to Ukrainian philology and linguistics broadly conceived.

The articles gathered here present a spectrum of current American thinking
on the language, linguistic history, and philological culture of Rus”and Ukraine
from the eleventh century to the present day. Apart from the ubiquitous Rusian
or Ukrainian thematic reference, the broad range of subject matter, distinct
traditions, and different analytical models represented in the individual contri-
butions appear to militate against cogent and nontrivial generalization. Nonethe-
less, closer consideration reveals a number of recurrent methodological and
analytical issues concerning categorization (polarity versus gradience), context,
authority, intention, and valuation (including historiography) that merit com-
parison. Received opinion is challenged in paper after paper, from the very title
of the Primary Chronicle in the first (ITosbctb BpeMensHbIXb J1ETH or [ToseTh
BpeMeHD H 15T ?), to the typology of Modern Ukrainian nominal declension in
the last.

The contributions are arranged chronologically and topically into four
groups: (1) the language of the Primary Chronicle (Horace Lunt, Dean Worth),
(2) the language and rhetoric of early modern Ruthenian religious culture
(Harvey Goldblatt, David Frick), (3) Potebnja and language (Boris Gasparov,
George Shevelov, Henrik Birnbaum), and (4) the Ukrainian language in
diachronic and synchronic perspective (Christina Bethin, Michael Flier, Henning
Andersen).

There could be no more appropriate object of study to begin the collection
than the Primary Chronicle, our principal source for the history and culture of
Kievan Rus". Horace Lunt and Dean Worth approach the material from comple-
mentary perspectives. Lunt addresses the abstract and highly contentious prob-
lem of the “text,” that is, the presumed protograph reconstructed from extant but
considerably younger witnesses. Reviewing issues of form and content, the
authority of later copies, scribal accuracy, the inclination of successive scribes
to edit the text for stylistic effect (including modernizing or archaizing) or
clearer expression, the introduction of regional variation, and the function of
Slavonic and East Slavic doublets, he charts a methodological approach for
future reconstruction that indicates the errors or negligence of previous scholar-
ship and makes a firm demarcation between what can be established with
certainty and what must remain tentative, ambiguous, or unresolvable. Worth
elects to study the evolved variant itself in his analysis of the grammatical and
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pragmatic behavior of a single syntactic construction, the dative absolute, in the
first part of the Hypatian Copy (ca. 1425). He demonstrates that the fundamental
properties of this construction in this particular text are not at all identical with
those of Old Church Slavonic and proposes a pragmatically based gradient of
narrative advancement, in which grammatical and discourse factors are shown
to affect the ultimate realization of the dative absolute construction.

In the Ruthenian sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, rhetoric is the
handmaiden of religious reform and reaction. Goldblatt focuses on the thematics
and rhetoric of VySenskyj’s Epistle to the Renegade Bishops to clarify the
relationship (collateral rather than lineal) between that work and an alleged
abbreviated version with similar anti-Uniate concerns. He continues with a
detailed analysis of the structural and thematic organization of the Epistle,
including commentary on the specific circumstances that provoked this response
at the end of the sixteenth century. Frick examines the lines of authority in the
establishment of a Ruthenian lexicon for sacred philology, noting how the
rhetorical arsenal of praise and blame could be utilized by all sides to gain
support for one particular perspective and undermine the opposition.

Oleksandr Potebnja, the father of modern Ukrainian philology and linguis-
tics, is himself the subject of three very different studies on his attitudes towards
language as reflected in his thought, his own usage, and his linguistic analysis.
Boris Gasparov demonstrates how Potebnja’s view of language synthesizes
seemingly irreconcilable characteristics of Romanticism and Positivism by
contextualizing static and dynamic aspects of word and sentence creation.
Potebnja’s practical views on language creativity are examined by George
Shevelov in the context of translation polemics. Shevelov juxtaposes two
relatively contemporaneous translations of the Odyssey, one by Peter Ni§€ynskyj
anda “reply inkind” by Potebnja, and shows how Potebnja’s choices, as opposed
to Nis€ynskyj’s, helped to elevate the status of literary Ukrainian. Henrik
Birnbaum offers a brief sketch of Potebnja as a linguist, emphasizing his
Romantic-idealist lineage and his focus on the evolution of syntactic patterning
in East Slavic.

The three linguistic contributions are concerned with diverse aspects of the
history and structure of Ukrainian, but all make use of structuralist description
to reach new conclusions about the material at hand. Christina Bethin applies
metrical phonology and a theory of syllable structure to account for the distinct
development of sequences of consonant-liquid-jer-consonant (symbolically
TR'BT) in Ukrainian and Belarusian as opposed to Russian, cf. U kryvavyj, Br
kryvavy, R krovavyj. Michael Flier suggests that the consequences of alternative
phonological interpretation and change represented in two phonological isoglosses
are responsible for three morphological isoglosses in Southwest and Western
Ukrainian dialects, traditionally viewed in isolation (genitive plural in third-
declension nouns, vowel anaptyxis in final sonorant clusters, and velar infinitive
innovation). Henning Andersen proposes a reanalysis of the traditional nominal
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system from four declensions to three plus the plural, in accordance with
generalizations based on phonological and morphological conditioning.

On behalf of the Editorial Board, I wish to extend our gratitude to all the
contributors for their participation. We trust that the articles contained in this
special issue of Harvard Ukrainian Studies will help to stimulate further
discussion and new research in all areas of Ukrainian philology and linguistics.

Michael S. Flier



Lexical Variation in the Copies of the Rus’ Primary Chronicle:
Some Methodological Problems

HORACE G. LUNT

The Primary Chronicle or “IlosbcTs Bpemens u s1bTn,” as ane of the earliest
East Slavic original works, is a major source of data on the history of the East
Slavic languages. Yet discussion of many topics, in particular the vocabulary, is
often clouded by conflicting assumptions as to what materials are pertinent and
precisely how they are to be treated. In order to separate out a number of
problems, we must first be clear just what we mean by the PVL or Primary
Chronicle.

During most of this century, the terms refer to the five manuscripts that
contain the PVL heading.! Particular attention is paid to the oldest copy, the
Laurentian manuscript of 1377 (hereafter L), supplemented by the Radziwilf (R)
and Academy (A) copies of c1500, but great importance is attached also to the
second-oldest copy, the Hypatian manuscript of c1425 (H), supplemented by the
much younger Xlebnikov copy of ¢1575 (X).2 The numerous differences among
copies, ranging from orthographic minutiae to important stretches of text, have
long since been classified to show that when the two oldest copies disagree
(L=H), L generally goes with R and A, while H usually agrees with X:
(LRANHX)).?

Much of the variation is minor and can be disregarded; for many purposes, we
can speak of the PVL as atextin the same sense one speaks of the Gospel of Mark
(or the Gospel according to Saint Mark). There are questions about the antiquity
or original status of certain phrases* (compare Mark 1:1: does it define Jesus
Christ as the son of God or not?) and whole passages® (does Mark end at 16:8,
and if not, is the “short” one-verse or “long” twelve-verse ending to be
accepted?), as well as many dilemmas about individual words® (did the crowd in
Mk 15:8 appear or shout?).

In view of the ubiquitous differences, what are we to consider the text? Much
of the scholarly literature, even some very specialized studies, operates with the
tacit assumption that L is the PVL, other evidence being of subordinate value.
In fact, L is often obviously faulty’ and editors and interpreters rely on the other
witnesses, preferably H. Nonetheless, virtually all studies of the PVL for the past
eight decades take the PVL to be—unless otherwise specified—the Laurentian
text into the year 1110 (excluding 240.23-256.23, the “works of Volodimer
Monomax”), plus the Hypatian text from that point in 1110 through 1117. Since
L lacks a number of folios and some individual passages, R becomes by default
the definitive witness—for the simple reason that it is the text that is found in
PSRL 1:28.14—43.10. Thus, Tvorogov’s summary word-list of the PVL (1984)
has three parts, L (22-162), R (163-172, for words from 28.14-43.10), and H
(183-210, for words from PSRL 2). This ignores a second traditional assump-
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tion, viz. that it is comparison of all five witnesses that makes it possible to
reconstruct the original PVL (at least in large part), whereby evidence from H,
X, R, and A may be favored (in approximately that order) over that of L.}
Therefore Barbara Grober is right to include all five in her 1977-86 listing
(though she does not always specify which item occurs in which source or
sources).’ She points the way to the total material that must be evaluated in order
to see what sort of preliminary problems need solving. '

Given contrasting words, how can we decide which is original? Are there
definite rules for substitution? The contrasts ordinarily can be viewed as usual
vs. unusual, whereby one is specific, regional, archaic, or perhaps unfamiliar,
even incorrect. Scribes surely made their decisions on the basis of appropriate-
ness: does this word fit in this sentence? If not, it should be changed. To what
extent can modern scholars recreate the attitude of individual copyists?!!

Let us look at a passage where lexical variation is attested.

A reader of the entry for 1074 in the Primary Chronicle learns that Isaakij, a
monk of the Caves Monastery, would brave the bitter cold of winter, standing
through matins on the cold stone B npa6orssX B uepeBbAX B npoTtonTansX (L
195.15), and his feet would freeze to the stone.!2 The reader might well look for
npaboru- in Sreznevskij’s Materialy dlja slovarja drevnerusskogo jazyka, and
will find “npabomibEn” defined as ‘Gammak’ and illustrated by the 1074 passage
that is defined as taken from the entry for 6282 in the ITos[ecTh] Bp[eMeHHBIX]
afer], and a very similar sentence from the ITar[epuk] neu[epckuit]. It also says
that the Radziwilt copy of the PVL has BB oyThJ1bi* 60TEX, and provides a cross-
reference to “mopblubHb”’. Sub 60TH, Sreznevskij’s definition is ‘Gammak,
yepeBuK; bota’, and the Radziwilt sentence is given in full.13 Sub nopbisHs the
definition is longer—‘a baS§mak fashioned (rayteii) from a single piece of
leather’—the familiar passage slightly different (B mopbLIBHAXB BB
IIPOTONTaHLIX'b), but parenthetically juxtaposed to the six words as cited above
from L, while the source is the Nikon copy (Nik) of the PVL. It appears, then,
that the PVL has three words that denote different sorts of slippers, all occurring
in a single context. But where R has one syntagm, Nik has two, and L three. More
recent lexicographers disagree on just which words to attribute to the PVL.14In
Tvorogov’s word list (1984) one finds only “[npabomns]” (with brackets
indicating that the nominative is hypothetical), while L'vov’s ambitious 1977
book about the lexicon of the PVL treats only “npa6owustia”. 15 Grober includes
both “6oTu” and “npaGoinbHb”.

The most important variable for language historians is the well-known fact
that any manuscript is a product of its age. For every detail, the question must
be asked: does this belong to the original text (of 1117 or earlier), or to the latest
scribe (e.g., 1377, c1425), or to an intermediate copyist? On the whole,
agreement of L and H points to the old language. L. tends to reflect antiquity of
phonology and morphology better, while H (according to my working hypoth-
esis) is more reliable for text.'® Such general tendencies, however, do not apply
to all individual cases; every item must be examined separately. We must start
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with the maximal evidence and cautiously seek to distinguish older items by
ascertaining changes and innovations."’

Let us examine the whole sentence about Isaakij’s fortitude in the PVL
variants and also later versions of the passage, the Patericon (in a late sixteenth-
century copy of the redaction of 1462), in the Nikon ¢hronicle (c1560) and in
contemporary Russian and Ukrainian.'®

Lav 195.15-17 (1074)

erga xe npncntlame 3uMa H MpaBPI JIIOTHHU CTAHAILLIE

B NpaGoNIHAX B YePEBbIAX B MPOTONTAHLIX 1AKO TPHMMEp3HAlLeTa HO3L ero
I" KaMEHH U HE OBUXKaAIlIE HOorama JOHIOEXE 6)1101axy 3ay1pemo

Hyp

erga ke npucrbialle 3uMa ¥ MpasH JIOTHH U CTORIIE
B MpaGOIIHAXD B YEPEBbUX'b U B MPOTOMNTAHBIX 1AKO INpPUMBpPh3HAILIE HO3H €ro
Kb KAMEHH M He IBUTHAILIE HOTrama [OHAEXe (Iomxy 3ayTpeHIOI

Xleb

erga ke npucrbiime 3uMa U MpasH JIIOTHH cToRIlE

B MPabOILHAX Bb YPBBbHX Bb IPOTONTAHEIX KO MPUMpB3HALIEe HO3k ero
K'b KAMEHH 1 He IBUTHALIlE HOrama [OoHZAeXe QIOAXy 3ayTpeHIo

Radz, Akad

erja ke TIpHUCIeRile 3UMa M Mpa3d JIIOTHH U CTORIUE

BB YTJIBIX GoTex IAKO IPHMEP3HYTH Horama

K KaMeHH U He [IBUTHALLIE CA HOTaMa [IOH/IEXKe OTIIOMXY YTPEHI0

Caves Patericon (Abramovy¢ 1930, 187)
erja ke npucrmhpalle 3UMa UM MpasH JIOTHH TO CTOAllle
BB IUIECHHIAX pa3fpaHBIX IAKO MHOTaX/[bl IPUMep3axy Ho3k ero

Kb KAMECHH U HE NMOABU3AIIC HOraMH [TOHACKE d)noaxy YTPEHIOY

Nikon Chronicle, PSRL 10, 106

erga ke mpucnbaite 3uMMa M Mpasiu JIOTBIM CTOALLE

Bb NOPBIIBHAXD B APOTONTAHbIXBh M KKO TpuMpb3aamie Ho3k ero
Kb KaMeHH U He IBMXKallle HOraMma JOHOEXKe (Ioaxy 3ayTpeHIO

Lixalev (Romanov) 1950 331

Korpa xxe mpucneBasa 3MMa U MOpPO3bI JIIOTBIE,  CTOSJ

B 6alIMaKax ¢ IPOTONTaHHbIMH IOAOIIBAMY, TaK YTO NPUMEP3aJId HOTH
K KaMEHHOMY IIOJTy, W He [BUrajl HOT'aMH, TMOKa HE OTIOIOT 3ayTpPeHIO.

Maxnovec’ 1989 118

Koy X npucniBajia 3uMa i MOpO3H JIIOTi, TO CTOAB BiH

y nmpo6GOCHAX, y YepeBHKax y POTONTAHMX, TaK LI0 TNPHMEP3ajM HOT'H HOro
10 KAMEHA, 1 He NBHraB HOraMH, OONOKM [He] ONCIIBAIOTH 3ayTpPEHIO.
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Close examination reveals many little discrepancies among the first six texts,
but except for the first part of the second line, the variations will not trouble a
translator; the overall message remains the same. The disagreements we inter-
pret in terms of orthography and phonology, of morphology and syntax, and of
phraseology and vocabulary in this little sample are typical of the sort of
disparities to be found in the study of copies of any text. We may safely assume
that a scribe making a new copy of an extant work intended to reproduce the
message provided by the model. He could modify spelling and minor grammati-
cal details in accordance with what he believed was correct, and introduce small
shifts of linguistic expression for clarification. Faced with obvious errors,
obscurities, or items he found inappropriate, he would attempt to set things right
by changing a word, phrase, or sentence.!* Modern scholars must decide which
variations are minor and attributable to the idiosyncrasies of individual scribes,
and which we believe reflect purposeful decisions made by editors. Editorial
decisions may well include change of text, that is to say revisions that affect not
only language and style, but may well include major or minor changes in
message.?

How are we to classify the lexemes in the second line of the sample text?

The phrase BB npaGowwHAXB is unique to this passage, which (with the rest of
the PVL entry for 1074) was incorporated into the Caves Monastery’s Patericon
(hereafter Pat).2! The second term in L, if we take the ending seriously, is an
indefinite adjective derived from 4depeBo in the special sense ‘hide from (an
animal’s) belly’, while H B yepeBsuxb and X B 4pbBbHX may represent the noun
yepesbe (OCS uphsue) ‘footwear, shoe’.22 The participle nporomsTads ‘worn
out’ isunproblematical. L then has noun + adj! + adj?. Yet, as has been repeatedly
noted (cf. L'vov 87-88), the latter elements appear to be a gloss defining the first
(noun! defined by noun? + adj).23 The editors of Pat replaced the whole phrase
with B mylecHunax pasgpaHbIX, using a rare noun meaning ‘sandal, slipper’ (cf.
OCS mecubup) and a less specific adjective.2* The Nikon chronicle chose an
apparently native word for a simple (and perhaps flimsy) kind of footwear, very
likely originally *mbprusb,25 while retaining the adjective. The RA tradition
chose to substitute B yTiBIX GoreX, using an adjective meaning ‘leaky, with
cracks or holes’ that usually was used for vessels,26 and a new noun, 6ort: the first
attestation of the up-to-date loan from the west, a borrowing from French botte
(or Late Latin botta) that was known in 14th-c. Czech, and from 1415 in Polish.2’

What about the sense of the passage? If Isaakij had almost anything covering
his feet, it is unlikely that they could have frozen to the stone. Vaillant suggested
that B mpabonmaxs was a fixed adverbial unit, an idiom meaning ‘with bare
feet’ (1974 604); surely he is right.®® The precise meaning was obviously
unknown to early copyists, and the “B1” seemed to point to some sort of foot-
covering.?” The context forbids proper shoes, so a primitive kind of footwear was
posited and added as an explanatory gloss, which later needed to be updated.
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The gloss obliges lexicographers to include adjectival uepesbu (for L) and the
noun 4epesse (for H). Grober indeed has two entries, uepesuu and *uepeswus,30
but she wrongly attributes the -paxB (Which she incorrectly assigns to RA as well
as L) to the noun, and imprudently opines that only an adjectival form can be
correct here. Now, we must insist that the difference in form signals a difference
inmeaning and therefore a difference, however minor, of text. We must deal with
this troublesome detail;  have indicated my view above, namely that the original
had only Bbnpaboiunsaxb, a very early revision added a gloss (noun + adj.), a later
stage modified a single letter (“a” [that is, “1a” or “4”]).31 In terms of message,
I suggest that there were two stages: originally, Isaakij would stand in bare feet;
this was reinterpreted to state inadequately shod. The precise wording of this
revised message differs in the six medieval versions I have cited.

Consider this part of the message in the two modern versions. Maxnovec’ has
kept closely to the attested wording of H (the basis of his translation), apparently
inventing a new noun 1po6ocHs, carefully explaining in a note that it means a
light slipper worn on bare feet. Lixacev and his collaborator, B. A. Romanov,
specify (redundantly?) that it was the soles of the slippers that were worn out.

In what way are the two modern versions different from the pre-1600
alternatives?

Primarily, I submit, in intent. Maxnovec’ and LixaCev-Romanov are self-
consciously rewriting the sentence (and the whole text) in Contemporary
Standard Ukrainian or Russian, systems they consider different from the old
language of the manuscripts; they explicitly label their work translation—
nepek.Jian, nepeson. They have in mind a specific ancient wording that they are
interpreting for modern readers.

The scribes of 1377 to the 1550s, as I suggested above, likewise intended to
set down the message anew—the message as each scribe understood it and
deemed appropriate to transmit. There is, to be sure, ample evidence that many
scribes agreed that their duty was to reproduce the model before them; some did
socarefully and accurately, so that the difference between copies is insignificant.
But many (indeed probably most) scribes were inattentive and sloppy, and they
made all sorts of mechanical errors (incorrect letters, omissions or repetitions of
syllables or words, metatheses). Alert and intelligent copyists would attempt to
repair errors; indifferent scribes could make a poor text worse. The intent to
correct the text means that a scribe could act as a copyeditor, clarifying the
message by using different forms or words eliminating out-of-date or too foreign
elements. The aim was not translation, a contrast of a new medium to the old
medium, but improvement, clarification.

We see the changes as a gradual modernization of some elements, even
though certain pervasive archaic features, such as the simple preterites, are
retained. In order to classify the details in a plausible historical sequence, we
need to establish regional and temporal categories.
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The hypothetical original text is assumed to exemplify the common East
Slavic written language that may be called Rusian. The language of the actual
copies is not so easily characterized. By 1377, the spoken East Slavic dialects
surely contrasted a (north-)eastern type, Early Russian, to a (south-)western
zone of Early Ukrainian, but the conservative written language generally
avoided distinctively regional features. It is possible, however, to discern
complexes of orthographical, morphological, syntactical and lexical details that
allow a distinction between Early Russian on the one hand and “Ruthenian”—
conventionally known as “West Russian” in Russian scholarly tradition—on the
other. After 1400 the contrasts rapidly become more visible, and copies of older
texts are more markedly Muscovite versus Western, the latter (i.e. Ruthenian)
being ever more identifiably Ukrainian or Belorussian. The Laurentian copy
belongs to the Russian tradition; the Radziwilt, Academy, and Xlebnikov copies
are clearly from the West; the Hypatian appears to be a northern (Russian) copy
of a model written in the Ruthenian tradition. The PVL text is unquestionably
part of the heritage of all East Slavs. Innovative details of specific copies,
however, may belong rather to Ukrainian and/or Belorussian than to Russian
linguistic history.*

Different historical strata can be found in the illustrative sentence cited above.
The early language, which can still be considered a dialect of the last stage of
Common Slavic, still had the grammatical category of dual (expressed by an
array of conjugational and declensional forms), and two simple preterit tenses,
the aorist and the imperfect. The dual had surely disappeared in spoken East
Slavic by 1300. Some noun-forms, particularly for words denoting paired
objects, retained the formerly dual desinences, but they functioned syntactically
as plurals. Dual verb-forms simply disappeared. Some copyists, however,
reproduced obsolescent or obsolete forms accurately; L (and to some extent H)
retains the old forms fairly well. Thus in 195.14 L has the highly-marked
perfective imperfect ctaname, correlated with the even more specific dual
perfective imperfect npumep3snaiinera with the dual noun Hoz} as its subject,
expressing one repeated but perfective action in the past (‘would stand, take his
place’) as a condition that could result in another perfective act (‘would freeze’).
HX have an ordinary imperfective imperfect for the first, cromme,* the
perfective stem for the second (but with an inappropriate desinence),”® but a
perfective (e apurHame) where L has imperfective (e apuxaure).*® Pat and
Nik have eliminated perfective imperfects entirely.

The modern translations call our attention to a major stabilizing feature of the
medieval written language, the conjunctions. Eraa ‘when’ is ubiquitous in OCS
and medieval texts, while non-interrogative kornaa, though well attested, is of
relatively low frequency.?” Koraa occurs just twice in the PVL, in one sentence
uttered by Olga (58.25, 26),% and even there the first example is replaced in RA
by erna.® Konu appears only marginally in the early period.*” It is precisely this
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sort of fundamental structural word that differs widely from dialect to dialect but
belongs to a small set of items that can be approved or proscribed. Writers and
copyists surely saw this kind of item, along with such egregiously non-native
forms as 3emuis for genitive singular and nominative-accusative plural or myxa
for gen. sg. or acc. pl., as significant indicators of the appropriate style for
educated writing. An East Slav apprentice who had mastered such morphologi-
cal noun forms, the simple preterits, and the general usage of erna, 1ako, ugexe,
IOHIEXKe, HXKe, Ja, Hb/Ho, and aie, and who remembered to use a handful of
outstandingly bookish words (such as a3, abbe/abue, riaroJaT, Makbl) was
well on the way to an active command of written Slavonic. The elimination of
the structural Slavonicisms marks a radical change; it is no longer mere stylistic
updating and improvement, but a shift in language.

What, then, is the PVL? It is the concrete texts that might be labelled PVLL
or PVLH, the somewhat more abstract texts like PVLRA, and then the hypotheti-
cal pristine original *PVL. Ideally, we should assign words accordingly, so
BbOpabounaxs belongs to PVLLHX and *PVL but not to PVLRA, while 6otex
belongs only to PVLRA, The present state of our knowledge, however, requires
more practical measures; 1 favor clear (if clumsy) double listings, such as
“Gorex, see pprnpaboiuHaxs”’. More explicit definitions in terms of time and
region must, for the most part, be postponed until this sort of preliminary
classification has been completed.4!

What about identifying words and listing them in a practical and accessible
way? What sort of variation can we permit in identifying a lexeme?

For Tvorogov and for Grober, the old assumption that twelfth-century
bookmen were dealing with two different languages, Old Church Slavonic and
“Old Russian”—a foreign language of prestige and learning versus the local
vernacular (and/or an elaborated literary variant)—makes it desirable or even
necessary to posit different lemmas for certain variable lexemes. Tvorogov,
dealing only with a single manuscript for each section, carefully separates rpaab
‘town’ from its synonym ropoas, while Grober, faced with data from all five
witnesses, is not consistent: for the two hundred-odd passages with ‘fortress,
town, city’ she provides only a cross-reference (rpags s. ropoas), but for less
frequent doublets she has separate lemmas (e.g. xopoMuHa and xpaMHuHa
‘house’). The total evidence offers no empirical basis for deciding which
spelling occurred in each specific passage in the hypothetical original PVL text,
and therefore I maintain that the variant stems belong to one lexeme;42 the
mechanical lexicographic problems belong with a series of other editorial
dilemmas (particularly how to deal with multiple spellings of prefixes).43
Normalization of the fluctuating spelling, a task complicated by scribal lapses
{omission, addition, transposition of one or more letters), is usually possible on
the basis of the parallels in the surviving Rusian manuscripts from before 1120;
some problems will be mentioned below.44

We can safely assume that the bookmen working on the PVL in the early
1100s were familiar with the variegated lexicon of the inherited Old Church
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Slavonic texts, with items ranging from the elements preserved from the
pioneering translations in ninth-century Morava through the revisions and new
translations and original works produced in tenth- and early eleventh-century
Macedonia and Bulgaria. Thus, for example, because the OCS Codex
Suprasliensis sometimes uses pagu ‘for (the sake of)’, and sometimes its
“eastern” equivalent abkotra (not to mention 3apaau, pagsMa, absbma), it is not
surprising that both postpositions occur in the PVL. Pagu was normal (over 70
examples), while gk is found only in eight passages. Only six of the phrases
are attested in all five witnesses, and only once is there agreement, 24.3 mupa
akaa “for [to assure] peace’. Using capital letters to represent paaw, this pattern
is Irah.4> The other five are: IrahX (52.4), Lrahx (265.24), LraHX (186.1),
LrAHX (164.18), LRAHx (75.15). Further, MHOXecTBa pafiu paTHbIX ‘because
of the multitude of soldiers’ (it was impossible to sneak into the fortress) in X
contrasts to L’s MHOXKBCTBOMBb BOM paTHbIX (221.19),46 while the notion ex-
pressed by rpbxs pagu mammx (86.2, 111.5, 133.25) is worded at 215.22 3a
rpbxst Hawa in LHX, but rephrased in RA with npo.47

With local material as well, variation sometimes makes it hard to decide the
“original” wording. The noun sail is required five times in a section where L is
defective, but T is available for two of the instances. Older *rspr or *nbprats
competes with an adaptation from Greek, napycs. HX have only the former,
which RA keep only once, while T has one of each: raHX (31.13), TraHX
(31.16), -raHX (32.8, 110), -RAHX (32.14). I venture to conclude that mapycs
was probably not in the oldest version.49

More limited materials are harder to judge. For example, Volodimer was born
of Masnyu ksmounnb Ose3uner “Malusa, Olga’s stewardess (keeper of the
keys)’ in LRA (69.15), but munocteannb ‘Olga’s favorite” in HX.50 Different
editors chose different terms to describe the mother of the principal figure of the
PVL; we can only guess at what the criteria of appropriateness might have
been.S!

In 195.14 we saw 31ma u Mpasu JiioTHH, ‘winter (or cold weather) and fierce
frosts’; 223.16 has unhappy refugees na 3umb nep>xumn in LRA, but Ha Mopo3h
mepxumu in HX .52 Like 3uMa, Mpa3b/Mopo3b may mean ‘cold, cold weather’.
At 169.14, L speaks of fruits being frozen Mpazoms, but RAHX have ciianoro ‘by
frost’. These three passages account for all examples of both Mpa3s/Mopo3® and
ciana—a Church word (e.g. Ps 77:47). For Tvorogov, of course, csiana is not a
PVL word, but there is a legitimate question: might it not have been in the
original PVL as part of the citation-studded sermon on God’s punishments, and
Lavrentij (or a predecessor) “improved” it as he copied?33

Sometimes the linguistic differences are significant enough to make it
impossible to assign one wording confidently to the hypothetical *PVL. In ‘let’s
establish order’ (229.27) all three words vary: ga nopsizs L (ypan R, Bpsan A)
nosioxumMb LRA (ath pags yunnumb HX). Since *pbpant is otherwise
unknown, A’s variant can be taken as a Ruthenian spelling equivalent to the
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ypans of R (and of the phrase ypsams mosioxxuina at 38.12, where L is defective);
but which of the three remaining nouns for order is most appropriate?54 One
surmises that they may have designated somewhat variant legal specifications
¢1110, but the scribes no longer understood the subtleties. As for the introduc-
tory words, ga is common multipurpose bookish word shared with OCS, while
aTe is a North Slavic hortative particle.55 Very rarely, five variants appear, e.g.
at 170.9, where superstitious belief in sneezing is mentioned: 3akbixaHbio L,
Kkbixaupio H, 3aunxansio RA, ynxansio X.56

Even prepositions may vary, occasionally in potentially significant ways.
Thus in Svjatoslav’s declaration (sub 969) to his mother Olga that he doesn’t like
being in Kyiv, Lav has him say, xouro xutu ¢ Ilepeacnasuu B Qynan. This is
perfectly grammatical (‘I want to live with the Perejaslav[c]ians in Dunaj’), but
seems to indicate an otherwise unknown town called Dunaj where people
associated with Perejaslavec’ (or Perejaslav ?) are living. If L is indeed the
authoritative text, this passage needs to be studied seriously. Tradition, however,
prefers R’s easier variants (B Ilepecsiabim Ha JdyHau) ‘in Perejaslavec on the
Danube.’57

Since it is well known that vocabulary varies with region, the lexicon has
often been cited to demonstrate the origin of a text. And indeed certain
complexes of words can be shown to belong to certain texts and therefore present
a prima facie case for assigning them to a specific region. Now, the bookmen of
Rus’ obviously knew the OCS literature that was created by translation and
native South Slavic writers during the two centuries that precede the first items
that were demonstrably written in Rus’, ¢1050,38 for they adopted the language
as their own, rapidly assimilating some non—East Slavic elements and combin-
ing them with systematically utilized native elements. Unfortunately, a large
portion of the OCS heritage has been preserved only in East Slavic copies, and
we can only guess at what changes the Rus’ scribes have introduced. On the
whole, they seem to have been docile students, content to reproduce their
models. Thus the heterogeneous lections in the extensive Mstislav Gospel of
c1116-17 display a kaleidoscopically shifting OCS vocabulary, but virtually
nothing that can be demonstrated to be distinctively East Slavic. At the same
time, the first scribe of the Izbornik of 1073 surely introduced a couple of his own
words. In a clause at 33a21, one of many where he imposed his own pleophonic
morphemes, he wrote 1xe Bo#oy 4epenJii U Bb 0y AOpo6h 0y ThyIoy TBEX Tb (for
abets) ‘(a man) who draws (expected OCS upbnsia) water and pours it into a
cracked vessel’; for the kaap or meJisb of later East Slavic copies he substituted
the unique and surely East Slavic oymopo6s.3? Words that refer to concrete and
familiar objects often are subject to change.50 The scribe of the Izbornik of 1076
consistently (six times) replaced the kosbuers ‘coffer, chest’ (which could also
refer to the Ark of the Covenant or Noah’s Ark) with a new loan from
Scandinavian, naps, anarrower term the scribe-editor apparently deemed a more
suitable container for rich garments. In the same episode, the eunuch (KaxxeHuKb)
who served as a guide in a holy man’s vision becomes ‘a youth, very handsome’
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(ynoma, xpaceHD 3bJ10); the Byzantine eunuch in a position of dignity and
importance did not suit the Kievan’s views.

Striking examples that in all probability reflect conscious scribal or editorial
intervention in writing down a text are only a part of the story. The five witnesses
of the PVL show, at every step, much less obvious differences—the minor sort
of change that seems to have no little or semantic value. This category shades
into differences that may show shifts of attitude or evaluation. Often it is
impossible to discern whether we are facing conscious change or the very
common phenomenon of scribal lapse.

Scribal changes tell us only that the copyist felt something was inappropri-
ate—unknown, obscure, archaic, regional, stylistically unsuitable.®! A very
large number of contrasting forms seem to be matters of small stylistic differ-
ences. Different verbal stems may reflect local preferences we cannot possibly
recover (e.g. 49.13 na noxkassaeTh L, mokazaeTs HX, nokasyets RA ‘let him
show’.62 A number of examples involve aspect, e.g. 38.13 concerning the treaty
of 912 (where L is defective) “neither Greek nor Rus’ is to violate his oath”
KJIsTBH He ipecTynaT HX (mpectymuru RA), while at 52.29, as part of the text
of the 945 treaty, “not to deviate from it (the treaty)” He npecTymuTH (O HeTO L,
He npecTynaTy (He nepectynaT X) @ Toro. Contrasting prefixes surely reflect
shifting semantic nuances, e.g. 129.2 ypapuma LX, Bapuina H, csapuina RA
‘cooked, brewed up’; 149.18 unrest “ceased ycra L, npecta RAHX.63 A verb
may be opposed to a noun, e.g. Oleg asks the shamans about his fate (38.19), ot
4yero MH ecTh cMepTh L (ympetn RAHX)? Or an adjective, e.g. 161.2 ewe
Xupyuyo emy L (;xupy cyno emy RAHX) ‘while he was still living/alive’.64 Or
anoun phrase, e.g. 195.27 ‘he began to play the fool’ Ha4a yponscTBO TBOpHTH
L (ypombctBoBat RAHX).65 Or a verbal phrase, e.g. 191.29 ‘that he might
make him a monk’ ga6e1 1 cTBOpUITH YepHopualieMb LHX, vs. ‘that he might
tonsure him’ ga noctpuxets 4 RA. There may be conflicting modals, e.g. 66.16
‘the people are about to surrender’ npegaTy cs1 XxoTATE LRA (MMyTs NX) J1ro/ibe;
76.21 ‘T’ll have you as (lit. in place of) father; you will be a father to me” umbTn
1a xouto L (nauny RAHX) Bo otna mbero; 243.21 ‘we will/can still fight’
xouems L (Moxkems RAHX) c1 eme 6uTi.6 Noun phrases may compete, e.g.
yach and yuab. Both may mean ‘moment’, but ‘at that moment’ offers more
variations, 210.11 torb4acs H, Bb T yac X and B To unes L but ® To unHa RA;
210.16 ‘at that very moment’ 5T ke yac H, BB 75 ke uac X and @ ce YiHb Xke
L but ® cu uunHy xe RA. Connectives may differ, e.g. 179.2 6bcu ke LRA, but
6bcu 60 HX—presumably “and (I wish to point out a characteristic of demons)”
vs. “for (in explanation of demons’ characteristics with relation to the foregoing
events)”.67

It is common that substitutions reflect caution, using the broadest and least
specific terms to render the appropriate sense. The word may be trivial (e.g. 89.6
in LRHX Adam and Eve cbiuucra ‘sewed’ girdles from fig leaves, but in A
cpTBOpHcTa ‘made’) or exotic (205.14 Prince David, raiding the town nearest the
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mouth of the Dnieper, seized rpeksi ‘Greeks’ in LX, but *rppusnuks ‘ Greekers,
traders who deal with the Greeks’ in RAH—a term found nowhere else),%8 or in
between (28.5 6opsomucua [dual acc] RAH “stenographers’, ckopommuciia LTX;69
214.19 ksimvyanomt ‘shouters [who startle birds to fly up for hunters’] LRA,
smopeMb ‘people’ HX). There may be conflicting genders (185.19 masno
kosprkeKs LHX, kospuxkens RA ‘a little hardtack, a few little twice-baked
loaves’).70 A diminutive may be opposed to a nondimunitive (6.17 phusku paau
LHX, pexu panu RA ‘because of the (little) river’; 192.4 mbxoms [Is] LRA,
mbinskoms HX ‘hide [of a goat]’).”! In the case of mbcTsue ‘place’ we must
reckon with the complication that it may be opposed to mEcTo ‘city’ in the speech
of the scribes of RAHX. It occurs four times in a single passage referring to the
spot where Anthony, founder of the Caves Monastery, had his private cave, but
only at 158.29 do all five witnesses agree on mbcTeue Majyio, where the
dimunitive sense is reinforced by the adjective. In the other three (156.30, 31,
157.1) L has mkcTo, the others generally mbcTbiie.’2

The difference may concern the adequacy of a phrase (204.2 L for driving
away of demons 6bcomb RAHX, or demonic hate nenasuctu 6kcosckoe L), or
choice of clichés (65.24 ‘in great/heavy force’ B cuurh Besmk LRA, Taxeirh
HX), or even of meaning (170.23 are to we understood that Izjaslav simply
arrived in Kyiv, npuuenuno RAHX, or was he fleeing, no6bruuo 1.7).73

There are no sure criteria to guide our decisions; each case must be weighed
separately. Sifting through the data once again will be a long process, but the task
must be undertaken.

Harvard University
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NOTES

1. The name (“The Tale of Temporal [or Temporary] Years”) is probably an old scribal
distortion for [TosbcTe BpeMens u b1t ‘The Tale of Seasons and Years’ (see Lunt 1995), as
Karamzin seems to have recognized. The photocopy of a page bearing the words INosbcTu Bpemens
H J1bTh, OTH Hod 1 0T ero chinoss, Kako pasgbimma seMimo, u orekosrh cranack Pycckas
3emuis, in a hand stated to be that of Karamzin, is published in Vladimir Petrovi¢ Kozlov, Kpyxox
A. H. Mycuna-ITywkuna u «Ca080 o noaky Heopese» (Moscow, 1988), p. 134. The accompanying
text identifies the manuscript only as “the so-called Chronicle of Krivoborskij.”

2. L was published in vol. 1.1 of the Polnoe sobranie russkix letopisej (Leningrad, 1926), with
variants from R and A. The full text of R, with variants from A, was published in PSRL 38 (1989).
H was published in PSRL 2, 1908, with variants from X. A photocopy of X came out in the Harvard
Library of Early Ukrainian Literature, Texts: vol. 8 (Cambridge, Mass., 1990). The most practical
standard of reference is the column-plus-line of PSRL 1. A more recent standard refers to page-plus-
line of Dmitrij Lixa¢ev’s 1950 edition; unfortunately his eclectic text is not based on a consistent
methodology.

3. Sometimes a sixth witness is adduced—T, the lost Trinity manuscript often cited by 18th-
century historians, presumably an early 15th-century copy of a text close to L but with some
significant differences. It was “reconstructed” by Priselkov (1950).

4. Are the opening words Ce nostcru [NB plural] spemensrsix sibrs (like LT), or simply
[TorkcTs Bpemennnix 1bTH (like RAHX)? Are they followed by Hectepa uepropusua ®eogocnena
manacThipa nedepbekaro (like X), or is the personal name ‘Nestor’ omitted (as in RAH)?

5. Is all of the HX text for 1111-1117 really original? Should not the text describing identical
events in LRA be considered, even though it has been re-dated from the “March” reckoning for the
years to the “ultra-March” system?

6. Did the newly-arrived Prince Rjurik settle in Ladoga, as recorded in RAHX, in Novgorod,
as it apparently said in T, or is the matter not mentioned, as in L (20.5-6)? When stabbed by “the
accursed Neradec,” was Jaropolk lying in a cart (na Bo3k LRA) or on a sled or sledge (na cankax
H, na canex X), 206.8? Did Prince Vsevolod Jaroslavi¢, having passed away “become close to” his
(fore-)fathers (npu6suxu ca L 217.12), or was he—like other mortals—*“laid unto his fathers”
(npunoxu ca RAHX)?
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7. For example, at 135.1 the murderers of Boris return aku xyJsty umye ‘as though they have
blasphemy’ for the ‘praise’ xpasy of RAHX. At 26.21 the Rus’ prince Oleg is substituted for the
Byzantine emperor Leo: ko Ouirosu L; ko JIBosu RAHX. At 152.20 words of wisdom are attributed
to Cumons; RAHX Costomons. At235.20 the apocalyptic writer Methodius of Patara (TTaTapuucksiu)
becomes the Pope of Rome (nana puMcksin).

8. Tvorogov’s assumptions require him occasionally to list a word that should not be considered
as PVL vocabulary, and more often to omit words that surely were in the early text. Thus he
correctly lists moMoBUT®S as a lexeme in R, but gives no hint that it is almost certainly an error. It
occurs at 35.15 (in the 912 treaty—L is defective) in RA, but HX have umoBuTS ‘in possession of
property’, and the next sentence contrasts a man who is He uMoBuT (34.18). In the parallel article
in the 945 treaty (51.27) all five manuscripts have umosuts. The scribe who introduced the word
into a fore-text of RA surely knew momosuts ‘paterfamilias’ from the Gospel of Matthew, but it
is out of place in the treaty. ImoBuT® is known otherwise only from originally OCS texts.

On the contrary, from the 912 treaty Tvorogov’s principle excludes the noun nokoss ‘custom’
(HX 34.23 vs. RA 3akons; 37.21 AHX vs. R 3akons). This rare word is attested in old Rus’ legal
sources, and thus is of particular interest; 3akoH® is banal, for it was obviously common to all Slavs.

9. Unfortunately she includes the passages attributed to Monomax without specific marking
that these words do not belong to the PVL.

10. My discussion is based on an incomplete dictionary utilizing Gréber’s column-plus-line
references to PSRL 1, and the line-by-line juxtaposition of the witnesses prepared by Don
Ostrowski and David Birnbaum.

11. A. Moldovan (1994) confidently posits six laws: 1. words perceived as nonstandard
(nexHM>xHHI) or even [?] colloquial are replaced by the literary equivalent; 2. archaic OCS words
> normal Slavonic; 3. regional words > general; 4. words perceived as expressively marked >
neutral words; 5. transliterated Greek words > Slavic; 6. words denoting a concrete object > words
denoting a class of objects. He believes that he knows when a word is colloquial, regional, or
archaic. He further believes that his laws define changes that can go only in one direction. This is
illusory; scribal vagaries are not governed by such neat precepts. On the whole, Moldovan is stating
the obvious, that inappropriate items are replaced by what the scribe deems suitable. He seems
unable to distinguish between facts and hypotheses. He simply ignores items that do not fit his
theory, and his interpretations of the skimpy data he provides are dubious. He is poorly acquainted
with the non-Russian literature on these topics (and appears not to have understood the articles he
does mention).

12. References in this paper cite the Laurentian text location (see note 2), even though the
word(s) under discussion may be in another copy. Citations will not attempt to reproduce all
orthographic details of individual manuscripts.

13. Sreznevskij died in 1880, and his Materialy were published by his son and daughter. The
Slovar’ russkogo jazyka XI-XVII vv. (hereafter SRJaXI), which began to appear in Moscow in
1975, often merely reproduces Sreznevskij’s wording. In the case of R’s 6orex, however, SRJaXT
provides alemma “60Tsr” and a more cautious definition, ‘pom 06ysu’ (sort of footwear). The plural
form “npaGownu” is the lemma in SRJaX], defined ‘Bun o6yBu’ (kind of footwear); it is illustrated
by L’s text with R’s variant and by Pat, and has a cross-reference to “nopiusu”. In fact the lemma
(where the Nikon Chr. example is cited, along with other examples from after 1550), is not plural,
but “mopiweHs (nopbiubHb, MOpbUILHE)’. As for bas§mak, a borrowing from Turkic, the earliest
attestation in SRJaXT is after 1580.

14, Sreznevskij followed the practice of his day in labelling as “PVL” citations from sections
of the PVL text that had been incorporated in the mid-16th century Nikon Chronicle (and some other
later chronicles) with only moderate updating. More recent scholarship is careful to specify the
source of such citations, separating them from the data of LRAHX.

15. L'vov 1977 is useful for bibliographic information and for comparative data, but his analyses
are erratic and his methodology uncertain. (Filin’s 1949 Leksika russkogo literaturnogo jazyka
drevnekievskoj époxi (po materialam letopisej), vol. 60 of Ulenye zapiski Leningradskogo
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pedagogiceskogo instituta, was not available to me, though I have consulted it in the past. It is
alarmingly inaccurate with data and “interprets” on the basis of Marr’s eccentric linguistic dogmas;
it can safely be forgotten.)

16. Often we must call on outside materials to resolve questions; for example, in the hair-
splitting definitions of the Persons of the Trinity in the “Philosopher’s Speech”, LRA omit a phrase
(112.17) that in H reads (not quite comprehensibly) u 6e3navyanens, but X has u chGesHavaieH
‘and also unoriginate, co-minus-beginning’ using an originally OCS calque from Greek. At 21.22
LTRAH refer to ariver, but X has B Mopu; since this is a passage taken from the Chronicle of George
the Monk (Hamartolos), we can determine that only X is correct.

17. Like Grober, I exclude items from Novgorod chronicles, which were occasionally included
by Aleksandr Saxmatov (1864-1920) in his influential “reconstructed” PVL (1916).

18. Not every detail of the spelling has been reproduced, but significant differences have been
retained.

19. Let me emphasize that change is the norm for medieval copyists (and the earlier scribes who
produced the Greek manuscripts on which editions of the New Testament are based). The Jewish
rabbinical tradition that has successfully maintained an identity of biblical texts since the ninth
century (including precise replication of mistakes in the ancient model) is egregiously exceptional.
It is clear that the early Slavic biblical texts were far from sacrosanct; any scribe could modify any
detail perceived as out of place with regard to the message—which was to be found in Greek, not
native, manuscripts. Other texts, once translated, tended to be reproduced with considerable
fidelity; change on the whole meant deterioration, as careless or ignorant copyists introduced ever
NEw erTors.

20. A small lexical difference may signal a difference in point of view, perhaps therefore an
editorial matter. For example, a treacherous general tells Jaropolk in L no6trau 3a rpaas (77.20)
‘flee beyond the town’—a very specific piece of advice, even though it may not be clear to us—
but RAHX have a simpler u3 rpaga ‘from, out of the town’; the different advice affects the structure
of the next sentence, even though the overall effect is minor.

21. Sreznevskij’s nominative singular npa6oubHs is inappropriate for the -sixs desinence of the
attested form. The “restored” jer of mpaGomsns (e.g., L'vov 87, Grober) is unnecessarys; if the root
is bos ‘barefoot, unshod’ and the suffix -nja, the palatal § will result by assimilation to the palatal
-nj- of the suffix (whereas -bos-snja should remain unchanged).

22. This surely was the reasoning that allowed the phrase to be dropped from the revisions in
RA, Pat, and Nik. Formally, however, they could show suppression of the older gender distinction
in the plural of adjectives. Note that X has ups- for expected upbs-. This is probably a simple error,
but there is a remote possibility that a dialect somewhere had *¢prv- for usual *€erv-: thus where
a Rusian variant of a sermon by Ephraim the Syrian has upbpapa (Ap, ‘sandal-maker’?), a South
Slavic parallel has upsBapa (Bojkovsky 4:74, 77), but the text is not altogether clear.

23. Glosses to clarify an obscure word or phrase often were put in the margin, but copyists could
insert them in the text. The clearest instances in the PVL are introduced by pexiue ‘that is (to say)’.
Thus an obsolescent Slavic month-name is mentioned, Milb rpyaend pekiie HoA6ps (261.25)
‘Gruden,i.e., November’; Muslims worship 8 xpamt pexiue s porratu (108.10) ‘in the temple, i.e.,
the mosque’; Catholics use onpbcroku pekine ortatku (86.27) ‘unleavened wafers, i.e., oplatoks’.
In the latter two cases, it is probable that the unfamiliar word was originally in first position.
Commonly enough, later copyists will omit the difficult word entirely. Thus the Greek Chronicle
of George the Monk (Hamartolos) mentions a spectacular star “which they cailed Lampadia” (cf.
Adurog ‘torch’); the Slavonic is 10xe umenosaxy Jlammaauio, pekwe Biicransnny, with a gloss,
‘i.e., the Shiner’. The PVL changes the verb and eliminates the original noun, 102ke npo3riBaxy
Bnucranumo (LRA, H Bsmcranaumo). X changes the verb again and updates the syntax, roxe
Hapulaxy BimncranHuuero.

24, This is the phrase in the redactions of 1406 and 1462, but Abramovy¢ refers to still another
variant (at the end of fn. 3 to p. xiv), B kasiuraxs nporonradexs. This Byzantine term, ‘footwear
for soldiers’ (adapted from Latin caliga), is inappropriate here.
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25. See Vasmer, sub nopiteHs.

26. It describes a stove in another episode about Isaakij (196.13). When a fire is lit, the flames
flare out through the cracks; Isaakij covers the flames with his bare feet until the danger is past. (See
also notes 58-59.)

27. Notice that three lemmas have been invented. Sreznevskij posits a singular, 6ots; Gréber
invents the nominative plural form still plausible for writers of 1500, 6otu; SRJaXI writes the
modern 6otsi. This was very likely the form that would have been spoken by the scribes of R and
A; Sreznevskij’s proposal adroitly avoids the issue. As to the sense, “boots” were presumably rather
substantial, even though defined as faulty; they do not fit the context very well, in my opinion.

28. Compare Perm’ dialect HaGocuukax ‘barefoot’ (also Pskov and Novgorod nanpoGocs,
Hanpobocky, cf. Filin), Ukr. dialect Bpa6ycup, with forms of similar type from Kashubian, Polish,
and even SW Bulgarian (Hrycenko 192). As for the paradoxical sense, compare Eng. “He walked
in in his birthday suit”—i.e., naked.

29. The ineluctable question of normalized spelling is to be answered, I suggest, in favor of a
single word (as R propomnsx); since a space is present in all printed texts, a cross-reference is
desirable in a dictionary (“npa6out-, see BrNpaboHAXD”).

30. Her convention is to write “tense »” with “u”; I prefer the jer, which was normal for L and
H. She posits a plural rather than a singular noun; one might expect a dual in the old language, but
in any case the singular allows one to predict any regular case-form. Her use of asterisks to mark
invented forms is welcome; unfortunately, she does not use it consistently.

31. Tvorogov’s principles allow him to overlook this problem of conflicting variants, but I find
it puzzling that he lumps this example under the lemma yepesu (gender?, declension?) with the
accusative yepesu LX, yepesun N, yepesb A, upeBo R of 123.4. There the young tanner npetopxe
‘tore’ the “yepes*”’—presumably the hide from a bull’s belly. The form is unclear (R’s upeso
‘belly’ is surely inappropriate, showing only that the scribe was confused), and the meaning can
hardly be a finished piece of footwear. Prudence dictates a separate lemma; Griber posits *4yepess,
with an unjustified alternate *uepesue; I would venture *uepesbu.

32. They also expand the noun stone to stone floor.

33. Priselkov develops an elaborate argument that the common ancestor of RA is a compilation
of 1212 (1940, 82-85), and then discusses the value of lexical substitutions for the history of
Russian (86). His claim that “6oTe” replaced “npabomsu depepwr” (?) in 1212 is thoroughly
improbable, since the word was not known in Polish until after 1400. The phrase in R and A surely
came from a common ancestor, but it must date from a good two centuries after 1212. However,
not every substitution in RA is modernization; at 222.19, in a citation from Amos 8:10 the widely-
used and surely native 1aus ‘weeping, lamentation’ is replaced by ceTopanue, arelatively rare and
bookish synonym. (RA retain ntays in fifteen other passages, including one from Amos 5:1,95.1.)

34. Note that cromine, ctoame (Pat), and croamre (Nik) differ only orthographically, and
require no comment; they belong under the lemma of a regular stem (stoj-a-, croaru). What is
important is that they are morphologically separate from cranaue, from irreg. stan- ctatu.

35. Hosu in H (where the letters “n” and “b” are interchangeable) is a spelling variant of X’s
Ho3b, and probably nominative, requiring us to emend the verb to npumepaHaxy. Perhaps it could
be accusative, however, if we allow the dubious premise that the verb could be transitive and
thereby justify the singular ending -mre. This dilemma may be why RA have changed the syntax (but
not the message!), using the irregular plural norama.

Pat keeps the irregular nominative, but regularizes the instrumental to Horamu.

36. For a well-reasoned analysis of the usage of the perfective imperfects we require many more
extended narrative contexts of this type; unfortunately we have none in manuscripts of the 1120s
or earlier. Just how the factors of tense, aspect, and negation might have determined speakers’
choice here is a matter for speculation. Another complication is that the initial verb, npucnbaiue,
could be assigned to either aspect in the old language, as could the last, oTbnomxy. — The addition
of ca in RA seems inappropriate. Yet a lexicographer should record the forms, even if only to mark
them as dubious.
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37. Some approximate numbers from published glossaries (not taking account of certain usages
where the two might not be in competition), OCS Suprasliensis, 12:51; Rusian Izbornik of 1073,
11:187; Izbornik of 1076, zero:61; Sinajskij paterik, 1100, 8:101; Mstislav Gospel,c1117,21:214;
Uspenskij Sbornik, ¢1260s, 19:209.

38. The spelling Koraa is impeccably old and suitable for a lemma; ksraa is an OCS regional
variant, and its appearance in X shows the scribe’s attempt to follow Bulgarian spelling, and surely
has nothing to do with his pronunciation or what word he would use in his own speech. Gréber for
some reason marks her entry with an asterisk, *kwraa.

39. In the second, the preceding words, ‘and for the third time’ u TpeThee were emphasized by
addition of xe in an ancestor of HX. A later scribe inappropriately put a punctuation mark that led
to X's y TpeTie.exke Kbrla, and H’s u TpeThee.e ke Koraa; presumably this now might specify ‘on
the occasion when’.

40. Three in 1073, one in 1076, one in Sin pat, none in Mst, 14 in Usp.: again these are raw
numbers, without regard to function.

41. Even now we may venture a few. Surely 195.18 permits us to assign LHX’s nopapsamnna
‘kitchen’ to the original 12th-c. PVL, while RA’s nosaps1 is to be labelled a post-1400 Western
or Ruthenian innovation.

42. For discussion of salient examples, see Lunt 1992 44344, For 1 1th-c. tert, tBrt, t5it, L often
preserves the jer, as do manuscripts from the early 12th c., but usual spelling in LRAH is with “e”
or “o” (mBpxK-/nepX-, rupa-/ropa-, asar-/noar). X prefers the newly fashionable archaising
Bulgarian style (npbX-, FpBA-, ATBI-), occasionally, however, with errors (e.g. 4pbBbux 195.15,
for uphBbux, cf. note 22 above).

43. For example, 83.7 npeTpe6yete LRA, nepetpebyete X, neperepedyete H (one verb, three
spellings); 220.20 npe6pens pbky RAHX, but ne6pens L (is this to be classed with ipe- or a highly
plausible nepe-?) ‘wade/swim across’; 73.16 nchuenu L, ucch- N, usch- X, nceck- RA (Grober
puts this under ucchiw, in fact a rather rare type of spelling; I prefer nchk-).

44. The number of lexemes in my dictionary-in-progress, including dubious items like xyJ1a (n.
7), noMoBUTS (n. 8), and moBapHs (n. 40), but counting rpags/ropoas and the like as single words,
is somewhat under 5200, of which over a thousand are proper names and adjectives derived from
them.

45. In theory, if a phrase is attested in all five witnesses, contrasts that can be marked in plus/
minus terms may represent 32 possible patterns. Thus all five may agree on +, or ali on -. Or one
manuscript may have a plus vs. 4 with minus (or vice versa). A major pattern is RLA vs. HX, a fact
interpreted as the result of the redactions of the 1110s. When LH are opposed to RAX, it usually
shows linguistic innovation in the newer mss. R and A in practice are identical except for
orthography and minor individual scribal errors; they also are more innovating than X, the youngest
copy.

46. R MHOXKeCcTBOMB paTHbIX, AH MHOXecTBO (probably by omission of a superscript final -m)
parHbix omit the redundant noun sou.

47. Tpo is not otherwise attested in the PVL; the oldest occurrence is sub 1139 in L. 306.7, and
it becomes more common after 1200. In RA it is surely an innovation.

48. The jer is not attested, and the etymology is obscure, perhaps a Finnic purje, perhaps the
native root *per ‘fly’.

49. The notion is notrequired in canonical OCS texts, but scattered evidence suggests that bapo,
‘bnpuna, bapuso and also sbrpHio were used. The last appears in the Izbornik of 1076 (cf. U
siTpuno). The oldest ESI version of Acts 27:17, 40, the 12th-c. Xristinopol’ Apostol uses ragpuHa
(as do the oldest SSI copies), yet the Ostroh Bible (1581) has sbTpuo.

50. I am not attempting to reproduce all the orthographical variations. Here LHX unexpectedly
write olbzin-, while the usually innovating RA have the correct older stem-shape olpZin-.

51. A hint is provided when Rognéd’ refuses to marry Volodimer, saying, ‘I won’t take (his)
shoes off’ (symbolizing wifely submission): posyTu po6uun4a ‘the son of a slave’ (po6una) in
LRA clearly is contemptuous; posytu Bosogumepa in HX is emotionally neutral. (A corrector
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changed X’s text to an even more general #1u 3a ‘marry’.) Stewardess, then, perhaps was socially
less desirable than favorite. But which attitude belonged to the “original” PVL?

52. The next phrase is u ypausemu L ‘and wounded’, u ykapsemu RAHX ‘and reviled’. This
the only example of ypaHaTH; ykapaTH occurs twice more.

53. Problems in Biblical citations can only be mentioned here. In the same sermon, at 168.10,
there is a badly garbled phrase that in Isaiah 48:4 reads, xuJia xeJsrk3na Beis TBoA, ‘thy neck is an
iron sinew.” Neck in OCS is usually Bbiia, a word that did not survive in any of the languages, but
1 is attested (once, Supr). Our texts have

M Kerb3Ha BHA TBOA RAHX
mus XKesrb3Has TBoA L.

L lacks the two letters “sbr”; did Lavrentij omit them inadvertently or on purpose?

54. Cf. 230.26 nopaas nosioxuTh; with contrasting verbs in 237.2 nopaas crsopuru L, but
nosoxutd RAHX. The verb yunnutu is attested elsewhere in similar contexts.

55. The phrase is preceded by ITonau (+ x5 A) Kuiesy, ‘Come to Kiev’ (where RX exceptionally
retain the old prepositionless dative, common in LH). [Ta is imprecise; it could be a connective ‘and’
or final ‘in order to’—in either case intimately connected to the preceding verb. However, the verb
may be taken as imperative, with ga merely an emphatic element, ‘Do let’s make order!” ATp
excludes the first possibility and probably the second. Which word was in the hypothetical
*PVL?—The spelling ats does not occur in L (twice aTb, twice aT), and in four of the eight passages
where aTs is attested in one or more of the other four witnesses, L has ga twice, a3® once, and at
39.4 it is defective. H has the inappropriate nars at 39.4, and aTs in the other seven places. (At 39.4,
X has aTs, A aTh, and R a To: the SRJaXIsub aTh cites this passage from the First Sofia Chronicle,
a 15th-c. compilation; Tvorogov separates a and To.) Saxmatov, operating with the assumption that
L is to be preferred, puts L’s phraseology into his reconstruction (1916 288.14); in his view, then,
the 1116 editor replaced the general and bookish na by his native aTs.

56. Here Saxmatov (1916 215.20) chooses the RA variant, supported by a Novgorod chronicle
parallel. I find this decision extremely dubious; surely the older copies, L and H, are to be favored.
In the translated Chronicle of George the Monk (Hamartolos), keixanune occurs in a similar context
of superstition, but was misunderstood by some scribes, who substituted kniTanue (otherwise
unknown) or apixaHde (a known word, but inappropriate).

57. So, e.g. Lixatev. HX also have B Ilepesciasun, and Saxmatov 1916 79 posits an original
prepositionless locative, thereby implying HX have updated the construction in the usual way,
while Lavrentij’s with must be an inexplicable blunder. Yet HX agree with L on B [lyHan, as do two
of the Novgorod copies, so he posits original b. As far as I am aware, this preposition with a river-
name always specifies in the water, a problem Saxmatov did not address. Note that in modern
Slovenian Dunaj designates Vienna, while Donava is the name of the Danube (Dunav in SC, Bg,
OcCS).

58. Russian scholars continue to assume that there must have been translators and original
native writers in Kyiv in the 1030s if not earlier, although there is not a shred of supporting evidence.
Moldovan (1994, 69) does not understand that a challenge to an assumption cannot be refuted by
merely citing earlier authors who have shared the assumption (cf. n. 11). His remark that the
chronicle ties the beginning of East Slavic translations to the activity of Jaroslav the Wise is false,
because the text of the five witnesses is incoherent and provides no clear message, as I showed in
1988. Moldovan may choose to assume that the intent of the passage was to register the activity of
Kievan translators in the 1030s, but he is wrong to present his speculation as though it were fact.

59. The root is surely *dorb, reflected in such Russian dialect forms as nopo6ok, nopo6ss
‘basket’ (Filin), but apparently unknown elsewhere in Slavic. Kags (Gk kd.8og, Lat. cadus) ‘barrel’
was well known in Rus’ (cf. PVL 128.10, 11, 14), while *dslji or *dslji (Lat. doleus) appears in a
variety of texts (with older stem mbJibB-, AbJILB- later nesis-). Either is plausible for the original
Bulgarian translation, but it is possible that the Greek nifog may have been adopted, cf. B mucpape
(for *nmuet?) in the Life of Andrew the Fool, a text surely inherited from Bulgaria (pace Moldovan
1994) but considerably revised by Rus’ scribes and editors.
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60. The 13th-c. Serbian copy has substituted spsusBoy, surely an innovating shape of older
*sbpussb (SC vrc; vréma, vréva; Mac vrdva, vréka; Bg dial spbusa, Bpbuka) ‘(earthen) jug, jar’,
adapted from Latin urceus. The individual scribes chose a term that seemed best suited to the notion
expressed; only the Rus’ scribe found a truly local word. (I am grateful to the monks of Hilendar
Monastery and the Hilendar Research Library at Ohio State University for a photocopy of fol. 96v
of Hilendar Slavic manuscript 382.)

61. Changes that shift the point of view or the meaning are uncommeon (such as MUIOCTEHETIA
Vvs. KimoysHHLa, noted above) in the PVL, but they are in principle to be expected. Some changes
in the Izbornik of 1076, for example, show a clear secularization: in a tract on how a monk should
act, the word “monk” is regularly replaced by yesiopbkb. Further, numerous denunciations of drink
are directed at Mens “mead”—the favored beverage of the Rus'—though originally the texts had
puHO ‘wine’. The Rus’ editor follows his models closely, but not mechanically or passively; when
a change is desirable, he makes it.

62. All three stems are attested (along with nokasasatots) in the mid-12th-c. Uspenskij sbornik,
in texts that may well have been familiar to the authors of the PVL. Contrasting imperfectivizing
suffixes are not at all unusual, 185.28, ‘and (Lent) ends, comes to its end’ KoH4aBaeTh ke cs L,
konuaeT xe ca HX, but RA prefixed ckonuaers ca. Other suffixes may vary as well, e.g. 189.26
‘having blinked’ cbMbXapuBb L, chMbxkiss RAHX; both stems are attested elsewhere in early
Rus’. The imperfect ‘be winning, be gaining the upper hand’ appears in five passages, in which five
verbal stems compete, 0OgaiaTH, 0[10JIaTH, OBAJIATH, ONOJIATH, oforkeatH (plus, in one place, the
inappropriate perfective ogosrbrn). All five formations are plausible for OCS, though only
omosrkeary is attested. How are we to decide what was in *PVL?

63. None of the four prefixed stems of these two sentences is otherwise attested in the PVL;
what do we posit for *PVL?

64. The three-way contrast at 187.33, mo moeu cMpru ‘after my death’ (ILRA) vs. o moeMsp
xuBotk ‘after my life’ (H) vs. mo Mmoem outectsun ‘after my departure’ (X), results in part from the
context; in 187.28 the dying abbot Feodosij looks forward to the time after his departure from this
world, and the phrase after my departure recurs in line 30. The scribe of X kept this enphemism
where the original text was probably the direct reference to death. Why H substituted /ife remains
a puzzie.

65. At 196.4, RA has ypoactso TBops, affirming L’s phrase, but it is surely secondary and
perhaps a lapse for LHX’s ypojom cs TBopsa ‘pretending to be a fool’; RA has eliminated the
element of pretense.

66. The use of xorbrn as a future auxiliary, ‘be about to’, is affirmed both in direct speech and
in citations from the Bible and other originally OCS sources, but a number of passages offer no
criteria for separating a simple futuristic will from a stronger wish, want to. The future sense of um-
is relatively uncommon, but unmistakable. Hauyatu in this meaning is rare.

67. Bo, 6&, and 651 not infrequently compete, and sometimes one form is obviously mistaken.
We must not forget the possibility that all the witnesses might be wrong. Thus, oau 65 ... yyaTs
(26.11) is ungrammatical; either something has been omitted, or the second word must be 60. The
latter is obviously the answer, because the passage is a paraphrase from the Life of Methodius.

68. Original “sewed” in 89.6 is guaranteed by its presence in the four most reliable copies. The
exotic word in 205.14 is to be favored because of the agreement of H with RA, and the probability
(not Moldovan’s implacable rule number 1 [or would it be 3, or 47, cf. n. 11) that the unfamiliar
explicit term is likely to be replaced.

69. The former corresponds to the Life of Methodius, from which this passage is derived, but
it is notable that nuceius is not attested in OCS. The notion in Ps 44:2 was probably * Axponuuxiya
(Gs), replaced in the Eastern OCS redaction by ckoponucsua. Since, however, our knowledge of
this redaction is derived from Rusian copies (starting with Sinai 6, early 12th-c., cf. Altbauer), a
definitive answer eludes us.

70. Here the masculine (old -bk-a) was original, RA’s feminine with -bu- an innovation. The
nondiminutives KoBpurs and koBpura appear in later texts.
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71. Moldovan’s fourth law (n. 11) fits the first; to apply it to the second is to deny Saxmatov’s
principle that L is—other things being equal—to be favored.

72. At 156.30 A and X also have mbcto, RH mbetbue (one of the relatively rare cases where
A disagrees with R).

73. The chronicle speaks of flight in no fewer than 120 passages, often with contrasting
expressions. Frequently the old aorist 65ka is replaced by 6%b2xe or mo6bxxe, and many instances
with other competing prefixes occur. The detailed account of events in 1096 provide an extreme
example, 231.24: L has simply ‘they fled’ (4 no6troma), while the others have ‘rushed to flight’
u ycrpemua ca Ha 6brs AHX (which R carelessly modified to Ha Gepers, ‘to the shore’—surely
associating the verb with the Gadarene swine of Mt 8:32, Mk 5:13, L 8:23). As for ‘hasten, rush’,
yCTpLMHTH ¢4 occurs in five more passages where all copies agree. Sub 1096 (232.22), however,
the Polovcian invaders hurried about the monastery in search of booty (ycrpemuina c1 RAHX), or
else simply set out (noupgoma L).



The Dative Absolute in the Primary Chronicle:
Some Observations

DEAN S. WORTH

0. Introduction. We are usually taught that the Dative Absolute construction
(DA) is a subordinate clause, temporal or causal in meaning, the subject of which
is not, or at least should not be, identical with that of its superordinate main clause
(MC). As a first approximation, this is a reasonable definition, although more so
for Old Church Slavonic than for Old East Slavic (henceforth, in deference to the
Harvard tradition, “Rusian™). In fact, however, when one looks closely at a large
number of Rusian examples, the standard definition turns out to be neither
entirely accurate nor entirely adequate. Less than accurate, because the DA is not
always demonstrably subordinate to any other clause, the meaning of the DA is
not always either temporal or causal, and the interrelations of actants in the DA
and MC are more complex than the mere existence or not of coreferential subjects.
Less than adequate, because the texts contain DAs beyond the compass of the
standard definition, for example, those substituting for finite predicative clauses
in functions other than backgrounding. When examined closely, and from
viewpoints other than those of the standard taxonomies, the DA shows a complex
interaction of syntactic, grammatical, lexical, and pragmatic factors, some of
which have, as far as I know, hardly been investigated at all.! The purpose of this
article is to explore some of these factors in a preliminary way. The chosen corpus
is intentionally narrow, the app. 275 DAs in the first or Povest’ Vremennyx Let
(PVL) section of the Hypatian Chronicle (Hyp).?

Since we will be interested in the nonstandard aspects of the DA, we make no
attempt to survey the substantial earlier literature, the most interesting of which
for our purpose is Belorussov 1899, Stanislav 1934, RiZicka 1961, Vederka 1961,
Kedajtene 1968, Andersen 1970, Gebert 1987 and Zivov 1995; see the survey of
this and more in Corin 1995. Finally, a demurrer: what is offered below are a
number of observations that are interrelated, especially by their common interest
in problems of narrative structure, but which make no pretense of being integrated
into a complete and coherent essay.

1. Anaphoric subject repetition. It is usual to divide DAs into those in which
the subject of the DA does not recur as subject of the MC (the “Greek” type, since
this prohibition was, at least in theory, imposed on the Greek genitive absolute on
which the Slavic DA was modeled) and those in which it does so recur, for
example [osngHoM e xxuBymu/M/ oco/6/(5). no ropam cum. u 6% nyTe us Bapar
BI'pbxe1 5-6 and KyesH ke npHitie Inno B cBoM ropos Kues. Ty 1. CKOHYa XKHUBOT
cson 8. From the point of view of discourse functions, the “non-Greek” type
places the DA subject as a participant in a sustained narrative: first Kyj comes to
his town Kyev (referring back anaphorically to the tale of the founding of Kyev)
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and then he dies. In the “Greek” type, the DA subject appears only in its own
backgrounded clause and then disappears. The “Greek” and “non-Greek” types,
however, are only polar opposites, and are bridged by a variety of other structures
in which the DA subject appears in the MC in anaphoric guises other than subject.
For example, in Ileuenbrom nayium Ha Pyce. nocsia nporusy uM bopuca 115,
the Pechenegs reappear in the MC as the anaphoric object um and will presumably
play a further role in the expected battle narrative, exactly as Kyj continues his
narrative role in the earlier example. The DA subject can recur anaphorically as
direct object in the MC, e.g. no6sto u u [XP omit] Bcumn drofiecbl MOUMH. 1
npurieabino Mouchosu. u He nocstymaero cbapaos. 82, as part of noun phrases,
SIKO Bofior0 06HOBJIeHHe Gy ie/T/. an(o)/c/(To)s10/M/ XKe y4aiu/M/ 1o BcesleHHEN
pbpoBatu B(or)y. p/x/ Xxe y4yenue u Mbl I'pennt mpuaxo/m/ 92, in a prepositional
phrase, asin B(or) He gacTb apABOJTY pagocTh. Bosioaumepy xke pasbosrbsunocs.
B ce Bpems G4ie y Hero Bopuc 115, etc., in all of which the discourse role of the
DA subject is in no way less important than in the “non-Greek” type, in which it
does not surface formally at all (Ty u_ckonua [sc. Kyj] >kuBoT cBou 8).

2. Partial subject overlap. The artificiality of the “Greek” : “non-Greek”
distinction is equally evident when one examines a type of DA which has a plural
subject in the DA, one component of which then serves as the singular MC
subject, for example, u onosraucTacs. ¥ cpasuBLINMAa/c/(a) moskoma. u moobau
Spono/n/x Osra 62. Similarly, a singular DA subject can reappear as one
component of a plural MC subject, e.g. ToMO3UTa MH. Ha POTHUBHAIO CETO
YOUULIIO FOPAAro U Ce eMy PeKIlno. i nongoia npotusy codk 131. It seems clear
that the discourse relations between the DA and the MC are not exhausted by the
mere constatation that their subjects are or are not identical.

3. Complex DAs. A structural taxonomy of DAs would distinguish those with a
single subject and predicate (depessisinoM xe npuiteabun/M/ 45), those with
multiple subject and single predicate (6riBLIIOKe CBCTYITY M Opanu kpbmuk 267),
those with single subject and multiple predicate (orkM ke GbioLLMC st € Tpafa 1
crpbagroumM Mexu co6oro 247), and those with multiple subjects and predicates
(tmmnd cymiu. u mopio ykportusmiocs 15). Contrary to what might be one’s
first impression, there actually is something of interest in these distinctions, since
the greater the number of predications, and the more complex these predications
are, the less easily they are interpreted as all equally backgrounded to some single
subsequent finite clause, that is, the more easily they can be interpreted as
stylistically driven substitutes for such finite clauses. Also, with any number of
predicates larger than one, the reader’s or listener’s tendency to assume an iconic
relation between the order of narrated events and that of the speech events
referring to them will give rise to possible sequential interpretation of the DA
predicates, that is, as events in a narrative chain (in the example above, one might
reasonably assume that the wind first died down and that the sea then grew calm).
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Diachronically, complex DAs can be seen as the precursors of constructions in
which entire sets of DA occur without any evident MC to which they might be
backgrounded, e.g. Emy e nopyuusiue [for nopyuusuno, DSW] no cmeptn
CBOIO BOJIOCTb. ad KHa3to [Januiosd. Tatapom xe 6bratomum. [JaHnusiosn xe
usbuBaton [for n3dusarouno, DSW] ux ceoum nosikom. u Osrosu Kypsckomy
Kpbnko 6usmmces [for 6usunocs, DSW]. uabM nosikoM. cpa3uBHinMcs ¢ HUMH
rphx paau Hamux. Pyckum nosikom no6bxensim GuiBiimM. ... 744 (s.a. 1224).

4. Non-standard DAs. The PVL part of Hyp contains a number of examples in
which the DA has a quite different syntactic function from those usually
catalogued. With verbs of speech and perception, the DA can represent a
predication functioning as a second object, either paratactically, as in c(o)s1HIIE
npbkmenuca. He 6bl/c/(Th) cBbBT/I0. HO akbl M(e)/c/(a)ub OBI/C/(TB). eroxe
HEBerJIacuu r(J1aro)moTh. cHbnaemy cyino153; u pagosaxycs ciassiie b(or)a.
ceMy e Tako 6piBbI0 274, or, more frequently, introduced by siko, as in onbma
2Ke NpHUIIeIMMAa ¥ BEAUBLINMA KO €My ellle XXUBY CYIII0. U S[IUH €10 U3BJICK
Medb 1 IIPOHB3E 10 Kb c(e)p/m/wio. 1 Tako ckonvacs 120; n HavacTa rekBaTHCA

Ha Onra gKO He eI eMy Ha IOraHbld ¢ HuMa 219; na c/pnnmTh SKO

Ounexcanapy MakunonsckoMy. onouusino [XP omosuusiyca] Ha Japbs. u
MOS0 MY M MOGHMBILIO 3¢MJTIO BCIO. O/T/ BBCTOK M JIO 3amajl. ¥ mobu

semmo Erunerscky 263, and in one example by a seemingly superfluous
conjunction ¥ and AKO: ¥ yBUAUBbIIE C€ OKaHbHBIM C(BS)TOIIOJIK. H AKO ellie eMy
OBIIIONTY. U nocsa g8a Bapsara. npukonsuesaty ero 120. The DA can also
substitute for a finite verb clause in dialogue, e.g. u p(e)/d/e uma. yto pagu
norybucte (XP nory6ucra) To/mKo 41(0)B(€)K. OHUMA Ke peKIMa. KO CH
nep>xath ro6uHy 166; a Bama Xe 3[€ MyKa IPUATH 0/T/ MeHe. a 1o cM(e)pTH
Tamo. onbMa JKe pekiIHMa. Hama 6(0)31 NOBIAIOTh. HE MOZKEIIM HAMa CTBOPHTH
Hu4TO XKe 167; p(e)/u/e uma AHb. uTo Bam 6(0)35 MosBATE. oOHEMa XKe peKblmMa
cratu Ham nipen C(BA)TociaBoM 167; 1 0HOMY I'71(aroJio)Iiio Ko MbHE yaapuia
y 6uso. Mub ke peknno npokomnax yxke 201. Note that three of these four
examples come from the single tale about Jan" and the sorcerers; one suspects that
this may be a linguistic trace of the tale’s exogenous origin. In examples like these
the concept of backgrounding, which is otherwise the only universal meaning of
the DA construction as a syntactic entity, gets bent somewhat out of shape: the
reprise encoded in the DA is a new, narrative-advancing event, not at all stativized
(see section 9 below), and the DA is not subordinated to any other clause; the only
contrast being between the DA’s announcement of a speech event and the
following clause’s quoting the speech of which the event consisted.

5.0. Defective or pseudo-defective DA constructions. Already at this time (i.e.,
1425 at the latest, and probably much earlier), one finds a number of defective DA
constructions. Some of the examples may be due to nothing more interesting than
scribal carelessness, but one suspects that there may be more coherent structural
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reasons for these “errors.” A number of attested historical changes suggest
themselves as structural motivations for defective constructions. For one thing,
the DA construction itself, as a subordinating device, was disappearing from
Rusian, a development that one might attribute i.a. to the increasing number of
texts unrelated to Greek prototypes, i.e. to the decreasing influence of Greek
syntactic patterns on the East Slavic textual practice. For another, the same period
witnessed the development of a gerundial system supplementing the inherited
system of participial expression of secondary verbal predicates, i.e., the syntactic
domain of secondary predication was expanding from the noun phrase to whole
clauses or sentences. Finally, the evolution of new autochtonous genres implied
the gradual decay of the restraints on literary form thathad formerly been imposed
by inherited, religiously oriented written genres, i.e., the “mixing of stylistic
levels” that becomes so obvious a problem in the sixteenth and seventeenth
centuries. The defective DA constructions fall into a number of categories, which
we list separately, in spite of the small number of examples in most of them, since
there is a possibility that this taxonomy may be useful for subsequent analyses of
later parts of the Hypatian Chronicle and of later texts. The most interesting errors
consist of what might be called “shifting” into or out of dative mode.

5.1. Shifting into dative mode. The scribe can conjoin a dative nominal subject
to a finite verb predicate, as in B ce xe BpeMs . yMpe Bosiecsiapy Besmikomy [XP
6ostecnasb BesUKbIM] B JIa1rbx 137, or can follow a nominative substantive and/
or participle by a dative substantive subject, e.g. Oner ke u bopuc. npugocra
YepHurosy. MpHslIe ofgosrbeile. a 3eMid Pyckon MHOTO 3714 CTBOPHMBILIH/M/
191; [Volodimer] une Yepuurosy. a Poctucnaes [lepesiciaBimo. 1 MUHYBIIH
BeJMKY N(b)HY // n nipuiteale npasaubu Henbm. o(e)Hs a/H/TUnAacXbL. M(eca)ua
anpuwia ka. 208-09, with a gerund-like non-agreeing participle MuHyBLIM
followed by the dative Besmiky a(s)uu and then the “correct” DA npuienie
npa3gabu Hegbsn; NB that npumemue is also historically incorrect. The
breakdown of the older Rusian short participle flection surely contributed to the
structural instability of the DA itself.

5.2. Shifting out of dative into nominative mode. This is the reverse of the
Bousiecnasy phrase above; here, the scribe begins a DA construction with a dative
substantive, but switches to a finite verb predicate (one ex. only): Bosiogumepy
ke ce capina 95. Somewhat more frequent are constructions where an opening
dative substantive is followed, as expected, by a participle, but by a non-agreeing
one (usually nominative). Note that in these cases XP usually give the correct
dative participle, i.e. the scribe of Hyp or its protograph had a weaker control of
DA constructions than his colleagues working on X and P: u ce na ckaxkems ...
yero paju npospacs [Teuepbckpin MaHACTHIP. 6(0)romOOUBOMY KHA3I0 ApocsiaBy
. mobame [XP mobsnno] Bepectooe. u 11(e)pK(0)Bb cymyio c(Ba)T(b1)X an(o)/
¢/(T0)J1. ¥ NIOTIBI MHOT bl HAGAAILIIO. B B HUX Xke 65 mpo3ByTepb HMeHeMs JIapHOH
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143-44; B 5/1/(0) ... PocTucaasy chasuy s TMyTOpOKanu. u emmomy [XP
emmouno] Aanb Bb I'acor [XP y Kacors] 1 B sIHBEIX cTpaHax. cero xe y60sB xe
callpbun. nocnaua... 155; B ce xxe s15/1/(0) 651/c/(1h). Beepoony s1osb ahtonia
[XP ghrounio] 38bpuHbIa 3a BrilleropoaoMs. 3aMETABLIMM TEHETA H JIOIEMb
KJIMKHYBLUIKM. criafie ipepenuk 3mbu ¢ Hebech 205; 1 mosoxuina B u(e)pksd ...
[osouems ke ochaame [XP chasmem] Topousckun [XP B Topuecky].
NPOTHBAIIEM Xe ¢ TOpoKoM. u KphrKo 6opioluM. U3 rpaga youBaxy. MHOFH
212. The Hyp scribe is slightly less inattentative in two examples in which he
begins with a correct DA construction, but after one or two correct dative
participles, switches to the nominative: MaHacTbIpp [leuepscKbin. cTapbu Beux.
u 4(e)/c/Thio 6071e Bcux. DeloCheBU JKe JKUBYIIIO B MAHACTHIpL. U MpaBsLo
nobpoatresibHOe XUThe. H 4YepHBLILCKOe TMpaBHiIO. W mpuuMaioiie [XP
MpUUMAoNTy] BCAKOTO NMPUXOMAAIIEr0 K HEMY K HEMY XK€ W a3 nmpuaox 149;
HNzscnas u C(Bsi)Tocs1aB 1 BceBosto/1. B3eMille Ha IJIEIIH CBOS. ¥ MIOHECOIA H.
NpeABUAYIINM YepHOPU3bIIeMb. cBhILa JepaKaliie B pyKax. U [0 HUX IbIKOHHU C
KaHAMJIBL 1 1o ceMb Ipo3pyTepH 171, In one example we find a dative participle
followed by a nominative substantive, BceBosio/n/ ke mouae npoTHBy eMy. U
6nviBity Beeposto/n/. cbae Bopuc 8 Yepnurost 190. Finally, two miscellaneous
constructions with no evident systematic explanation, one with an isolated dative
substantive and no predicate at all, participial or finite: 3amopbnas uM. He
npecTynartu npeabsa 6patHa. HU cTOHATH pekb. H3sciiaBy allie KTO XOIHNETb.
o6unuTH cBoero Gpata... 150 [perhaps for U3zsacnaBy ke pekimno?], and the other
beginning with what looks like a dativus cum infinitivo and then switching (in
Hyp, not XP) to a nominative participle: [comparing a solar eclipse in Rus’ to
events in Antioch:] k/Iouncs BHe3arty. o BeceMy rpafy . 3a .M. I(b)HHH ABJIATHCA
Ha Bb3AyCh. HA KOHUX PUHIIOLMM. Bb OPYXKBH. 3/1aThIA ofiexa // umynm [XP
AMyIKM]. ¥ nosksl obossbiigonie/M/ [XP o6oamo sABJigeMbl]. B OpPYXKbIO
JBIKAIIIOCA. C€ XKe ABJisie HaxoxeHue AnTnoxoso 153-54,

6.0. Meaning. It is usually said that the DA construction is a temporal or (less
frequently) a causal modifier of its MC, the implication being that such meanings
are expressed syntactically, by the DA construction itself. The facts do not
support such a view. The only meaning that can consistently be attributed to the
DA construction itself is that of backgrounding, and even that, as we saw in
section 4 and will see again in section 10, is more a scalar than an absolute value.
In this section we will examine the DAs which do express temporal and causal
meanings, and try to determine what it is that triggers these meanings. It must be
emphasized, however, that even when such a meaning can be attributed to a given
DA, such attribution is not an absolute necessity, but is more in the nature of a
neutral or default interpretation, with other, less expected interpretations remaining
apossibility. For example, in mpegospkent/x/ 6pmark cbuk, mo6bxe Oner 193,
Oleg’s flight, while obviously subsequent to the battle’s having been continued,
was quite possibly directly caused by the prolongation of the battle and the losses
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suffered therein by his troops, but in the absence of specific information to this
effect, the normal interpretation of the DA, prompted by the temporal participle
npenoskert/x/, will be temporal.

6.1. Temporal meaning. A substantial number of DA constructions do indeed
convey a temporal meaning. As just mentioned, this meaning does not inhere in
the DA construction itself, i.e, it is not syntactic, but must be attributed entirely
tolexical factors and/or to the order of elements. Lexically, temporal meaning can
be expressed by the dative substantive subject (6bBbIIM Hoty 135), the dative
participle (HaueHwio Muxanmy whcapsctsoBaT 12), by another element of the
participial verb phrase (mpemomxent/x/ 6wmirt cbuk) or by an adverbial
modifier (urymeny 6o npecrasinoca npexe 203). Element order plays a role
because a temporal interpretation is almost always possible in aright-oriented DA
(i.e., one in which the DA precedes its main clause) such as C/ioBeHBCKY Ke
SA3BIKY ... XUBYINO Ha ynan. npupomnia o/1/ Ckyd. pekiue o/1/Kosap 9, but this,
again, results not from anything in the DA construction itself, but from the
reader’s or listener’s natural tendency to assume an iconicity between the order
of elements in the narrated and the speech events. Examples of the main groups
of temporal DAs are given below.

6.1.1. Temporal substantives. In the following examples, the temporal meaning
of the DA results from that of the dative substantive subject, combined with an
existential verb participle. The simplest cases occur with a purely existential
participle from 6r1TH and a substantive designating a time of day or year, a church
holiday, etc., e.g. a caM cTa ¢ APYKHHOO CBOEIO MO KPHJIOMA. U GBIBBIIN HOIIH.
6bl/c/(Tb) TMa. U TPOMOBE U MOJTBHBA M // noxab 135-36; u Gosrksuno eMmy.
n(b)HAM .. Ho ceMb ObIBIIY Bevepy u nosesrb usbHecTH ca Ha asop 176; u
IPYKHHY €ro. BCIo M30MILIa Bevepy CcyINo Toraa cy6otHoMy. a UTsiapesu B Ty
HOIIb JIeKally Ha cuHuny y Patn6opa. n He Bbaymy emy uto cs Hax Kutanom
CTBOPH B Ty HOb 218; a norpedeH 6v1/c/(Th) .au. A(b)Hb He(e)/n/t cymy Torna

Tp(a)/c/Teubu. u A(b)HN C TOr[1a YeTBEPrY BEJIHKOMY. BOHXKE TIOJI0KEeH
6b1/c/(TB) y rpo6k 207. Somewhat less purely existential (something of an event
as well as a change of state) are those DAs whose participles come from the
inceptive verbs cTaTu, HACTAaTH, NPUCITETH, TPUXOIUTH — IIPHUTH, as in [1(a)B(b1) 1
npuse Bonogumepro. crasim sechs. n npunae Bosopaps 241; u Bb3aana xsasty
B(or)y B T a(e)ub. 1 3ayTpa cybGorh HacTaBirk mpasgHoBaiia Jlazapeso
BBCKpeceHbe 267; ¥ peK CHIIE B HOLLM [TOXpaHuTe T'EJ10 Moe. IKOKe ¥ CTBOPHILIA.
pedepy ke mpucibp//umo. BcA GpaThs B3emile THJIO ero. ¥ MOJIOXKHINA U B
newepb 178-79; uusnoxu Ma B(or). u cmbpu M4 1o cemb XKe NPUXOIALTIO
BeJIMKOMY A(b)HH. ouse [(a)B(b1)n npusATH XOTA BIacTh Bacuikoy 241; u o/
T/une o/1/ Hero. ceMoMy ke A(b)HY NpUIIeN(B)IN0 H3HeMoratomy PegoCkeBH.
n npu3sa Crechana u 6pateio 178. Similarly, when the given period is passing or
has passed: Ty 60 cs1 65 n mocTbpurJia y 1(e)pkBH To. 4’k )BOIO CyLIH HCXOAALINIO
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xe ceMy JrbTy 1 noctasuina PeokTrcTa enu(c)k(omom Yepubrosy 274; uae
Yepnrosy. a Poctucsasp IlepesiciiaBimo. U MUHYBIM BesiMKY N(B)HH // H
npuwiennie npasanby nepbay. a(e)ns. a/d/Tunacxsl. M(ecs)ua . anpuas 208—
209 (missing MC). Incidentally, it would be interesting to correlate specific verbs
with the various temporal substantives. For example, in our material 65BBII-
occurs only with Beueps and Hos and ucxop - only with sibTo; unfortunately,
the number of examples is too small (four for 6bBBIL-, three for ucxopsw-) for
the data to speak convincingly.

6.1.2, Temporal verbs. Much rarer are DAs whose temporal meaning derives
from that of the participle as in uHAMKTA . en. HaveHuno Muxawuay 1(k)/c/
(a)pecTBOBATH. Hava cs Npo3siBaTH Pyckas 3emsia 12 (in which the temporal
meaning is fortified by the preceding temporal substantive HHIMKTa); IpuBese
MacTepbl. 0/1/ I'pbK. 3aUEHINO 3AaTH. AKO CKOHYA 3MXKa. YKPacH 10 HKOHaMH
106, or from a secondary member of the participial phrase, like u Tako y6seH 651/
c/(tb). U3scnasb c(bi)n Apocsiassib. npenosxent/k/ 6umirk ckuak. mo6bxe
Outer 193, or even in cases where neither the participle nor the substantive,
individually, has any temporal meaning, but where they together create a phrase
which does: 65 xe nsTo/K/. TOr 1a BLCXOAANIO ¢(0)JIHITIO M COBOKYITHIIIACA 060U
132.

6.1.3. Temporal adverbial phrases. Least interesting of all are DAs in which a
temporal meaning is expressed by a temporal adverb or prepositional phrase, e.g.
ce X cuObi/c/(Th)cs. urymeny 6o npectabimnoca npexke 203; 1 noMpola KOHH y
Boustonumeps [ XP BosioguMepa] Bou. 1 AKO e1ie // ABIIIOIIMMb KOHEMb. CIUPaXy
XB3bl ¢ HUX. ToJMK 65 Mop B kowbx 141-42; Uzacnasy torma B Typosh
KHsx o a C(ss)Tocaasy Bb Bostogumupt. a Beesosion Toraa y o(tb)ua 6 60
mo6um o(Th)u(e)Mb 150; 1 abbe ncrkrbBaxy npuxoAAILIKAN K HEMY. €IUHOIO XKE
eMy pa360srbBIIOCS . KOH'BL IPHATH. JIEXKALIO eMy B 60JIECTH. U IIPUAE K HEMY
anr(e)J. b 06pazt ®enoceept 180; u npucrt Oepoposa cy6oTa. MbcTHC1aBY
chasumo. Ha o6brb. u npuupe emy pherh 229. In none of these cases is the
temporal meaning specific to the DA construction.

6.1.4. Element order. Finally, almost any DA which precedes its MC is open to
a temporal interpretation prompted by the iconicity referred to above, but this
temporal interpretation is not at all obligatory. For example, in u useigonia
JpesiidHe MPOTHBY. U CHeMbllleMaca o6bMa MoJIKOMa HaKyIb. CYHY KONBEM
C(sa)Tocnas 46, it is obvious that the two cohorts had come to face each other
before the young Svjatoslav cast the symbolic first spear, and there is nothing to
prevent a temporal interpretation of the DA (‘when the regiments had come face
to face’, or whatever), but there is also nothing obligatory about such an
interpretation. The only obligatory interpretation is that the picture of the two
facing regiments is presented as static background to the narrative-advancing






