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Preface

The master’s thesis is generally considered to be the climax of the study program and for my part, this is
true. In the first year, we learned all the rules of the Ancient Greek and Latin grammar, after which we came
to know everything about Greek palaeography in the second year of the bachelor. And that is the point
where the Paleo-Slavonic studies turn up. During the courses on reading and deciphering Greek
manuscripts, | discovered several parallels with the Slavonic culture. For that reason, | decided in my third
bachelor to take a course on Old Slavonic, in which | was introduced to the beautiful world of that language,
mostly used to translate Greek texts. This cultural cross-fertilization intrigued me so much that attending a
continuation course on Slavic philology became a must for me, because | wanted to acquire a better
understanding of the Greek and Slavonic languages in connection with their transmission in manuscripts.
After these two courses, the two languages and cultures gradually gained more attention in my research.
In this entire process, Dr llse De Vos supported me and encouraged me to explore an underrepresented
field of study. Thanks to her, | chose to work for a master’s thesis on a subject combining Greek and Old
Slavonic in some way. When | contacted Dr Lara Sels for the first time, she was very surprised to hear about
this, and she proposed a very interesting topic on which | could further extend my academic skills. Prof. Dr
Andrea Cuomo was also enthusiast to go along with the story and support my ideas. Many thanks to them
to mentor me and give some feedback in this challenging process. For academic assistance to this thesis, |
also want to thank Dr Grigory Vorobyev, who helped me a lot in providing answers to my palaeographical
guestions. Next to this, | also wanted to express special thanks to my mother, Nancy, who always supports
me and believes in me for which | feel very grateful.



Summary

Vanaf de missiegeschiedenis van de heiligen Cyrillus en Methodius in de negende eeuw is de Griekse invloed
op Slavische teksten niet meer weg te denken. Door hun bekering tot het orthodox-christelijke geloof
gingen de Slaven zich meer en meer laven aan de Byzantijns-Griekse cultuur en deze in grote mate
overnemen. Een voorbeeld hiervan is hun vertaalpraktijk van christelijke (liturgische, homiletische,
hagiografische, theologische ...) werken, die qua taal en stijl zo nauw aansluiten bij de Griekse brontekst dat
de Slavische versie moeilijk zonder het Grieks verband begrepen kan worden. Daarom focust deze thesis op
de Griekse en middeleeuws-Slavische filologische, taal- en vertaalkundige context van de Brief aan de
Romeinen (CPG 1025.4), geschreven door de vroege kerkvader Sint-lgnatius van Antiochié. Het was één van
zijn zeven brieven die hij als bisschop van Syrié in de tweede eeuw schreef aan verscheidene vroeg-
christelijke gemeenschappen in een periode waarin het Christendom zijn opkomst maakte. In dat verband
werd hij ook naar Rome gevoerd om er ter dood veroordeeld te worden. In zijn brief blikt hij al vooruit op
zijn nakende dood. Ignatius wil niets liever dan sterven voor zijn geloof en een martelaar worden. Zijn
corpus van brieven werd vaak gekopieerd en geregeld voorzien van herwerkingen en nieuwe aanvullingen,
maar de Brief aan de Romeinen kent een andere overleveringsgeschiedenis, omdat die opgenomen werd
in zijn martelarenakte (Passio Ignatii, BHG 813). Als hagiografisch verhaal werd het gekopieerd naar het
Slavisch en deze context is bepalend om de functionaliteit van de tekst te begrijpen.

Voor de Griekse traditie licht ik er één manuscript uit dat nu in de bibliotheek van Turijn wordt
bewaard, de zogenaamde Taurinensis (Tor. BNU C.I.10; Diktyon 63833). Tot nu toe was dit nog niet
onderworpen aan een uitgebreid paleografisch en filologisch onderzoek, waar mijn thesis aan tegemoet wil
komen met een beschrijving van de schriftkenmerken en een datering van het manuscript tussen het einde
van de negende en het begin van de tiende eeuw. De Slavische vertaling, die ik onderzoek in twee vroege
manuscripten (Athos Chilandaricus 644 en Vindobonensis Slavicus 33), kent op zijn beurt vele gelijkenissen
met de versie van de tekst in het Turijns manuscript. Daarom loont het de moeite om de relatie tussen
beiden vanuit een tekstkritische hoek te onderzoeken. Samen met de Latijnse oude versie zouden deze
tekstgetuigen een gemeenschappelijke voorouder kunnen hebben. Deze hypothese wordt in mijn thesis
bevestigd door te bestuderen waar de Taurinensis afwijkt van de Griekse traditie, maar wel dezelfde
lezingen heeft als de Slavische en oude Latijnse tekst. In vroeg onderzoek werd de teksttraditie van de
brieven van Ignatius verdeeld in verschillende ‘recensies’, namelijk de korte, midden en lange recensie.
Nochtans passen noch de Taurinensis, noch de Slavische vertaling precies in één van die hokjes, omdat deze
getuigen selectief elementen uit de midden en lange recensie combineren. In deze sectie beschrijf ik hoe
toevoegingen en weglatingen een rijkere interpretatie genereren in relatie met het hagiografische
kaderverhaal. Er tekende zich ook een patroon in de Slavische vertaling: het manuscript Athos
Chilandariucus 644 vertoonde zeer vaak de primaire lezing, omdat het dichter stond bij de Griekse tekst die
als vertaalexemplaar diende. Het andere Slavische manuscript (Vindobonensis Slavicus 33) hechtte vooral
belang aan het tekstbegrip van de lezer en gaat vrijer om met de Griekse brontekst door meer te focussen
op de context en de tekstuele interpretatie.

Daarnaast viel tijdens het lezen van de Brief aan de Romeinen het veelvuldig gebruik van
samenstellingen op. De vorming hiervan bespreek ik aan de hand van een historisch-taalkundig perspectief.
Om een beter zicht te krijgen op de mechanismen achter de Slavische vertaalpraktijk in de Brief aan de
Romeinen is een gedetailleerde studie over samenstellingen in de Griekse taal immers noodzakelijk. Deze



aanpak kende zowel een morfologisch, fonologisch als syntactisch luik, waarin ik telkens de Griekse
samenstelling in al zijn facetten probeer toe te lichten, omdat die aspecten allemaal samenwerken om het
woord zijn betekenis te geven. De Slavische vertaling neemt meestal de verschillende constituenten apart
over als calques. In vier gevallen voorziet het een parafrase of kiest de vertaler voor een term die bekender
in de oren klinkt. Zo heeft het Oud-Slavisch dus mogelijkheden om zijn taal te spiegelen aan die van hun
Griekse voorbeeld, maar tegelijkertijd innoveert het ook door er vanop afstand naar te kijken.



1. Introduction

1.1 Subject and aims

Ever since the missionary activities of Cyril and Methodius in the ninth century, Greek orthodox texts left
their marks on the further development of the Slavonic culture to such an extent that the Greek(-Byzantine)
cultural and linguistic influence has to be taken into account when reading Slavonic translations. The case
study comparing the Greek and Slavonic versions of Saint Ignatius’ Letter to the Romans, the central theme
of this master’s thesis, serves as another example of the Slavonic reception of Greek texts.

The main focus of this research is the Greek and Slavonic versions of the Letter to the Romans (CPG
1025.4), attributed to the so-called Apostolic Father® Saint Ignatius of Antioch, a second-century bishop of
Antioch. The Letter was addressed to the community in Rome after Ignatius, sentenced to death, had to
travel to Rome. Written first in Greek, the Letter has known a broad reception in other traditions, among
others Syriac, Arabic, Latin, Coptic Armenian and Georgian®. The texts in these languages have been subject
to much scholarly attention (often from a theological point of view). In contrast, the Slavonic translation
was partly investigated in the article of Sels (2023).

Nevertheless, the Letter to the Romans has distinctive characteristics which caught my attention.
First, his letter is transmitted in three recensions: a short (only preserved in Syriac), a middle (henceforth
MR) and a long recension (henceforth LR). Among the corpus of seven letters of the middle recension,
conventionally considered to be written by Ignatius to various ecclesiastical communities, the Letter to the
Romans differs from the others since it is the only letter embedded and transmitted in the Martyrdom of
Ignatius (or his Passio (BHG 0813)) — given its content related to Ignatius’ visions on martyrdom.
Furthermore, it is the sole letter of Ignatius to have been translated into Slavonic that we know of, precisely
because it was translated along with the Passio (Sels 2023: 96). This raised some questions about the Greek
original text and its Slavonic translation.

This thesis aims to investigate how the palaeographical, philological and linguistic relationship
between the Greek source text and the Slavonic translation works in the case of Ignatius’ Letter to the

! Clayton (2005: 5-8) explains that the phrase instituted by modern scholarship refers to early Christian writers and
writings from the period in which early Christianity based on the New Testament writings developed into the later
patristic period. The writings of the Apostolic Fathers are not included in the New Testament canon, but they give us
insights in how the early generations of Christianity assembled collections of texts that had an authoritative status
concerning belief, theology and ethics. Clayton (2005: 8) briefly sketches the history of the term. He begins with the
French scholar Jean-Baptiste Cotelier (1629-1686), who used the expression of Apostolic Fathers in his edition, titled
Patrum qui temporibus apostolicis floruerunt, Barnabae, Clementis, Hermeae, Ignatii, Polycarpi opera edita et non edita,
vera et supposita, graece et latine, cum notis (1672; with reprints in Antwerp and Amsterdam in 1698, 1700 and 1724)
to denote the Apostolic authors who were “friends or disciples of the apostles of Jesus”. Clayton (2005: ibid.) continues
with modern scholars who do not attach importance to their relation to the apostles, but rather focus on a tradition
of texts circulating among churches from the end of the first century into the middle of the second century. In general,
according to this definition, the following works are considered belonging to the apostolic tradition (without having
official ecclesiastical approval or authorization): Epistle of Barnabas, 1-2 Clement, Didache, Epistle to Diognetus,
Epistles of Ignatius, Epistle of Polycarp, Martyrdom of Polycarp, Shepherd of Hermas, and the fragments of Papias. For
a general introduction on Ignatius and the Apostolic Fathers, see Altaner (1961: 97-109), Kraft (1966: 295), Drobner
(2007: 45-52), Quasten (1966: 40-76), Clayton (2005) and Foster (2007). On the language of the Apostolic Fathers, see
Bentein (2018).

2 For a synoptic view of the transmission history in the different traditions except the Slavonic one, see Given (2022:
484).



Romans. | will explain which methodologies | use to approach these components in section 1.2. Firstly, the
Greek and Slavonic palaeographical approach will be discussed (section 1.2.1). To start this research, |
needed access to the reproductions of Greek and Slavonic manuscripts and editions of the Letter to the
Romans, which | explain in sections (1.2.1.1-2). | primarily focus on the so-called Taurinensis (Torino, BNU,
C.1.10 — Diktyon 63833) because, unlike the other eight Greek manuscripts that transmit the Passio (BHG
0813), the Taurinensis displays remarkable closeness with the Slavonic manuscripts, especially with the
witnesses of the earliest South-Slavic version. These involve the Codex Athous Chilandaricus 644
(henceforth H.644), an early fourteenth-century paper codex in Serbian orthography and the Manuscript
of Vienna (Wien, ONB, Vindobonensis slav. 33; henceforth V.33), a late fourteenth-century rendering also
in Serbian orthography (Sels 2023: 118). Once | had this material, it was necessary to transcribe the letter
as specified in section 1.1.1.3. A further elaboration on the description and elements of the Taurinensis
manuscript will be provided in section 2. The question of how the palaeographical context of Ignatius’ Passio
can give an insight into the Slavonic context of translations has a central place.

These preparatory steps were the starting point from which my philological and linguistic analyses
departed. In the philological section (3), a more detailed account of the place of the Taurinensis within the
Greek tradition and the probable text source of the Slavonic manuscripts used will be given. The question
about which relationship the Taurinensis has to the old Latin version is also addressed. In this respect, Sels
(2023: 120) observes that the Greek Taurinensis has wordings paralleled with the Latin translation which
according to Funk-Diekamp (1913: LXX-LXXI) and Bihimeyer (1970: XXXVIII) are precious for the Greek
constitutio textus. So, to compare the Greek and Slavonic renderings with the old Latin version and to list
my philological observations, | made a document with an interlinear collation (see appendix), to which |
refer throughout this entire thesis. The premises on methodology of philology and linguistics will be
considered in sections 1.2.2 and 1.2.3. Afterwards, a section on the situation of the letter follows (section
1.3). Herein, | will discuss what we know of the person Ignatius (1.3.1), his corpus of letters and their
transmission history (1.3.1), a brief outline of the content of the Letter to the Romans (1.3.3) and the
relationship between the Letter to the Romans and the Passio Ignatii (1.3.4). It establishes the background
of modern scholarship against which | will further elaborate my observations in the philological section (2).

Furthermore, the linguistic section (4) shows the formation of the Greek compounds in the Letter
to the Romans and the translation of these compounds into Old Slavonic. A methodological introduction is
writtenin 1.2.3.

Finally, in section 5, | provide an analysis of two noteworthy instances in which Greek phrases are
not literally translated, for which | provide a methodological explanation in section 1.2.4.

Overall, my work aims to contribute to the understanding of the dynamism of the transfer of
cultural models in the Christian Middle Ages between various ecclesiastical communities, demonstrating
that the coherent use of different methodologies (palaeography, philology, translation studies, and
linguistics) is the key to opening the doors to a profound knowledge of a world that is still too unexplored.

1.2. Methodology

1.2.1. Discussion of the palaeographic approach

The science of palaeography has as its subject the reading, dating and locating of handwritten documents
because each handwriting has its own unique characteristics (Bianconi 2014: 267-270). So, a manuscript



has to be considered in its entirety (often in combination with codicology which studies the composition of
a manuscript) and in correspondence to the context in which the manuscript functioned. Dating the
handwriting of the manuscript can help reconstruct the transmission history of a text, but the discipline of
palaeography is more than a dating instrument. It complements the codicological study to examine whether
the manuscript was recomposed, taken from its original context and functioning in its new setting.

Greek palaeography studies in a broad sense “all the handwritten expressions in Greek characters,
regardless of their support or their language” (Bianconi 2014: 297). In this wide history of Greek writing,
there are several types of classification to identify several types of script. The most general distinctions is
the one between book scripts (mainly used for copying of books, often more regular and better stylised)
and documentary scripts (used for writing documents, frequently containing many ligatures). Furthermore,
a distinction is made between formal (posed and calligraphic) and informal writing, and between majuscule
(bilinear) and minuscule (quadrilinear) writing (Bianconi 2014: 297-301). In the case of the Taurinensis, the
script can be classified at first sight as a book hand with formal and minuscule writing (a more detailed
account is given in section 3).

Slavonic palaeography, in turn, is more complicated, since the Slavonic writing system does not
exist of one alphabet (Cleminson 2014: 310). The West Slavs, the Croats and the Slovenes converted to Latin
Christianity. As a result, they followed the Latin alphabet and literary tradition, “so that their palaeographic
history is part of the wider cultural development of western Christendom as a whole” (Cleminson 2014:
ibid.). The other part of the Slavs converted to Eastern Christianity and were oriented towards the Byzantine
Greek culture, with Constantinople as the capital. As a consequence, two Slavonic writing systems (i.e.
Glagolitic and Cyrillic) were created in the ninth century. Glagolitic was the earliest script invented by the
Greek missionary Cyril and based on Greek phonetics, but not on Greek letter forms. Cyrillic, on the other
side, is partly based on Glagolitic for phonetics and letterforms, but it mainly derives from Greek and arose
at the end of the ninth century (Cleminson 2014: ibid.). Both manuscripts H.644 and V.33 are written in
Cyrillic script. In the field of Slavonic palaeography, Cleminson (2014: 310-314) admits that the terminology
to make distinctions in script types is not well-defined. The meaning of a certain term depends on the
period. In general, a classification between ustav, poluustav and skoropis’ is made, traditionally
corresponding to uncial, semi-uncial and cursive, but not entirely equivalent to their Greek or Latin names
or to the meanings given in earlier scholarship. Cleminson (2014: 311) defines ustav as “a relatively formal,
regular script largely confined [but not necessarily] between two lines”. Furthermore, Cleminson (2014:
312) defines poluustav as “a quadrilinear script, less regular and ‘geometrical’ than ustav, with many more
ligatures and superscripts, but there is no unanimity among scholars about precisely where the line should
be drawn between the two”. Ustav was in use for all Cyrillic manuscript books up to the middle of the
fourteenth century, whereas poluustav developed from ustav around the end of the fourteenth century,
but the two scripts never had any functional difference (Cleminson 2014: 311-312). Lastly, skoropis is used
toindicate the cursive script from the thirteenth century onwards, because no distinction in hands for books
or documents written in Cyrillic script was made before. Since there is a lot of scholarly debate what is ustav
and poluustav, | will not go further in detail on this differentiation, but probably both manuscripts H.644
and V.33 are witness of the process evolving from ustav to poluustav.

Finally, the layout is equally important as the letterforms, as it provides information about the
production, which type of text is dealt with and the use of a particular book. All these aspects support each



other in reading the manuscript. Cleminson (2014: 313) adds that Slavonic manuscripts even imitate the
layout of their Greek models. In manuscript H.644, due to the black-and-white microfilm, colours cannot
be distinguished, but the title is written in a decorative, large majuscule script and the text of the martyrium
begins with a decorative initial N covering the first six lines. In manuscript V.33, in turn, the scribe used red
ink to indicate the title of the martyrium. Unlike in H.644, the title in V.33 is not fully written in decorative
and large majuscules, only the first two letters, covering two lines. The main text also begins with a
decorative, large majuscule covering six lines. These characteristics, typical for the Greek layout, can be
discerned at the beginning of the martyrium, but not in the letter, since the latter was not perceived as a
separate entity. In section 1.1.1.3., | will discuss how the reading of the manuscript is digitally rendered in
a transcription.

1.2.1.1. Choice of the Greek manuscript

Usually, letters are preserved and transmitted within an epistolary collection, although not every
manuscript can include every letter or in the same wording (Pérez Martin 2021: 684). The same holds true
for Ignatius’ letters of the LR, since the Letter to the Romans in this tradition is accompanied by the other
letters of the LR in five Greek manuscripts®. In this respect, Ehrman (2003: 214-216) acknowledges in the
introduction to his edition that the “Romans had a separate history of transmission” and that the other
letters of the MR were transmitted in different collections of letters®. Brent (2007: 8) also confirms that the
Letter to the Romans “had an alternative manuscript tradition”, and for this reason, the letter has been
edited separately from the other six letters for a long time. Ehrman (2003: 212) acknowledges that the
Letter to the Romans was not edited before 1689, when the French intellectual Dom Theodoricus Ruinart
(1657-1709) published the Acts of the Martyrs on the basis of the eleventh-century manuscript Par. gr. 1451
(Colbertinus 460) (Diktyon 51068). Sels (2023: 95) further notices that the Letter to the Romans became
incorporated in editions® of the ‘genuine’ corpus of Ignatius’ letters based on the Antiochene version of the
Acts of Ignatius and its accordance with the Latin version® of the Letter to the Romans.

3 According to IRHT’s Pinakes, last consulted on July 26 via Pinakes | Mivakeg - Notice : Ignatius Antiochenus, Ad
Romanos (cnrs.fr). These include the thirteenth-century MS Vat. gr. 859 (Diktyon 67490), the fifteenth-century MS
Laur. Plut. gr. 07.21 (Diktyon 16044), the tenth-century MS Monac. gr. 394 (Diktyon 44842), the tenth-century MS BNF
Par. gr. suppl. 475 (Diktyon 53218) and the eighteenth-century MS Marc. gr. 11.174 (coll. 1061) (Diktyon 70343). These
letters of the LR are separately edited by Funk-Diekamp (1913: 83-269).

4 As found in the manuscript Laur. Plut. gr. 57.07 (Diktyon 16376; eleventh century), which transmit the so-called MR.
On the basis of this manuscript, Isaak Vossius (1618-1689) was the first to publish the collection of letters of Ignatius
in 1646.

5 cfr. Zahn (1876: 54-69), Lightfoot (1889: 183-234), Funk (1901: 252-263), Funk-Diekamp’s LR (1913: 258-269),
Bihlmeyer (1970: 96-101) and Ehrman (2003: 268-283).

6 James Usher (1581-1656) discovered in England two Latin manuscripts with the seven ‘genuine’ letters as described
by the fourth-century Christian writer Eusebius in his Ecclesiastical History 3.36,5-10, but in a shorter form than the
longer recension known until the seventeenth century. Usher edited (1644) this Latin text of the seven letters of the
Ignatian corpus and claimed this version translated from Greek to be authentic, which is now referred to as the MR.
Usher claimed the LR to be a falsifying of the Arians. Two years later, Usher’s observations were validated by Isaak
Vossius’ edition of the six Greek Ignatian letters of the MR (see footnote 5). Concerning Ruinart’s, Usher’s and Voss’
contributions, see Vinzent (2019: 366-370). For Usher’s political impact on the Reformation and Counter-Reformation
by editing Ignatius’ letters, see Ford (2007). For more details on the so-called Arian forgery of the LR, see Gilliam (2017)
and footnote 27.
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As far as now is known (according to the IRHT’s Pinakes’), nine Greek manuscripts transmit the
Passio Ignatii. According to Funk-Diekamp (1913), Bihimeyer (1970) and Ehrman (2003), four of these Greek
manuscripts® are treated in the edition of Ignatius’ Letter to the Romans. The other five manuscripts® are
not included in any edition (neither of the Letter to the Romans nor of the Passio). Based on the description
of these nine manuscripts in the catalogues, Ehrhard (1937: 155-159; 240-245; 390-398; 509-512; 1938:
130-131; 1952: 782-783) does not specify whether they include the Letter to the Romans, only in the
catalogue of the manuscript Athen. EBE Gr. 1027 (Diktyon 3323; twelfth century), Ehrhard (1937: 156)
mentions that the final part is missing, and the text of the martyrium ends in the middle of the Letter to the
Romans. In turn, recent studies!® on the Passio Ignatii always include the Letter to the Romans in its
martyrium, since the hagiographical account wanted to be verisimilar and authorial by including historical
and theological details. MacDiarmid (2022: 215-217) adds that the martyrologist demonstrates his
knowledge about Ignatius and his letters and his ability to build Ignatius’ portrait by including the Letter to
the Romans. More information about the transmission history and the relationship between the Letter to
the Romans and the Passio Ignatii will be provided in section 1.3.2-3.

Among these nine Greek manuscripts, | primarily focus on the so-termed Taurinensis (Torino, BNU,
C.1.10; Diktyon 63833). The three mentioned editions include this Greek manuscript. Nevertheless, it
escaped scholarly attention: there does not exist a proper description of the manuscript, and it is seen as a
less good source for the Greek tradition because the reading shows many deviations in word order and
word choice compared to the other manuscripts. However, Sels (2023: 111, 119-121) develops the
hypothesis that the Taurinensis and the Slavonic translation came from a common ancestor, and that this
ancestor deserves more attention within the Greek tradition as well, as it features remarkable parallels with
the old Latin translation. Consequently, it is worth looking more closely at this manuscript to verify this
hypothesis.

1.2.1.2. Choice of the Slavonic manuscript
In total, seventeen manuscripts, dated or datable between the fourteenth and the sixteenth century,
preserve the Slavonic version of Ignatius’ Passio and are known in South Slavic and East Slavic redactions
(Sels 2023: 97-100). As mentioned earlier, | examine two early South Slavonic manuscripts, involving Codex
Athous Chilandaricus 644 and the manuscript of Vienna (Wien, ONB, slav. 33). Based on the collation of Sels
(2023: 101-114), these two manuscripts transmit a text version that is the most close to the archetype of
all Slavonic manuscript witnesses.

Both manuscripts date to the fourteenth century (respectively from the early and late fourteenth
century) and preserve not only the earliest renderings of the text, but also the most pristine (i.e. the texts
variants that are the closest to the archetype). The scheme (see figure 1) as provided by Sels (2023: 119)

Pinakes | Mivakec - Notice : Hagiographica, Ignatius ep. Antiochenus m. (S.), Passio seu Acta Antiochena (cnrs.fr) (Last
accessed on 27/04/2024).

8Sina’, Movr tng Ayiog Akatepivng, gr. 0519 (Diktyon 58894; eleventh century); Jerusalem, Motplopxikr BLBALOBAKN,
Hagiou Saba 018 (Diktyon 34275; late eleventh century); Par. BNF, gr. 1451 (Diktyon 51068; eleventh century); Torino,
BNU, C. I. 10 (Diktyon 63833; end ninth or beginning of the tenth century).

% Par. BNF, suppl. gr. 1273 (Diktyon 53937; eleventh or twelfth century), Ambr. gr. A.063.inf (Martini-Bassi 798)
(Diktyon 42187; eleventh century), Ambr. gr. D.092.sup. (Martini-Bassi 259) (Diktyon 42573; eleventh century), Athen.
EBE Gr. 1027 (Diktyon 3323; twelfth century), Istanbul, Natplapxikr) BLBAL0BNKN, Hagias Triados, 088 (Diktyon 33586;
ninth or tenth century).

10 See especially MacDiarmid (2022: 204-234), Lookadoo (2023: 205-214).
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illustrates this statement, since the manuscript H.644 belongs to group 1 and the manuscript V.33 to group
3. Moreover, these groups are part of different branches, representing the South Slavonic redaction of the
text. The East Slavonic text variants, on the other hand, date to a later century and have probably consulted
other Greek or Latin manuscripts as a source. | do not take into account the Metaphrast translation'?, since
this is beyond the scope of my thesis. The Greek Metaphrast tradition is very large with more than sixty
manuscripts dating from the eleventh to the seventeenth century, according to IRHT’s Pinakes, and only
twelve are included in the edition of Funk-Diekamp (1913: LXXVII-LXXX), which does not give a
representative view. Therefore, a discussion of the relationship between the Pre-Metaphrast and
Metaphrast versions profits from a separate research with a philological, linguistic and stylistic approach
that also could elaborate on the relationship with its Slavonic translations. The relation, however, between
the Pre-Metaphrast and Metaphrast text variants in the Greek tradition has not yet been mapped for this
topic, nor in relation to Slavonic translations'2.

1 This term refers to the translation or rewriting (metaphrasis) made by Symeon, who lived in the second half of the
tenth century and edited together with his redactional team in Constantinople a liturgical collection (menologium, see
footnote 31) of 148 Greek saint’s lives and martyria (Hggel 2002: 9). Because of his redaction work, he obtained the
name “Metaphrastes”. His writings were very popular in the Byzantine world (Hggel 2002: ibid.). For a general
introduction to the life, works and reception of Symeon Metaphrastes, see Hggel (2002) and (2021: 270-281) and
Papaioannou (2021: 502-512).

12 Hpgel (2002: 89) indicates this gap in modern scholarship. lvanov and Turilov (2021: 666) remark that while Slavonic
translations of Metaphrastic texts are known, scholars are mainly interested in the rich quantity of Slavonic pre-
Metaphrastic hagiographical accounts, since some of these Pre-Metaphrastic Byzantine-Greek hagiographies are only
preserved in Slavonic and are studied to give an insight into the Greek lost original. In the case of Ignatius’ Letter to the
Romans, Sels (2023: 96) remarks that the Metaphrastic version of Ignatius’ martyrium contains an abridged variant of
the letter (BHG 815, incipit’AptL Tpaiavol ta tfi¢ Pwpaiwv BaociAeiag okfjmtpa maparapovtog ...; Slav. ). Furthermore,
Sels (2023: 101-108; 114-115) compares the Slavonic prefaces of the Pre-Metaphrast and Metaphrast version. She
arrives at the conclusion that the latter used the former as a starting point for a rewriting or translation in line with the
Greek Metaphrast version. The Slavonic Metaphrast text only exist in one sixteenth-century manuscript written in
Bulgarian orthography (viz. Athous Chilandaricus 431), containing a miscellany of lives and homilies with Ignatius’
martyrium on f. 271r-281r. Even though the preface usually tends to be more formulaic in letters, the observations
cannot be generalized for the entire letter, but it gives nevertheless an indication of several rewriting practices. For the
formulaic character of Ignatius’ prescripts and postscripts in relation to the letters of Paul and the Greek tradition, see
Bauer (2018).
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Figure 1: scheme illustrating possible relationships among the Slavonic versions based on the Taurinensis (Sels 2023:
119).

1.2.1.3. Transcriptions

Transcriptions represent a text as witnessed in a particular text carrier, like manuscripts in this thesis. |
transcribed the fragments of the manuscripts containing the Letter to the Romans in an analogue way. My
transcription is based on photo reproduction of the three manuscripts and not on an autoptic analysis.

For the present dissertation, | chose a diplomatic transcription (see appendix) since the form in
which the manuscript reproduces the text can influence how the text was conceived by a reader. The
principal value of this kind of transcription is the ability to check and search for detailed information about
the orthography and layout as an instrument for additional analysis. My transcription did not intend to
provide an edition. Additionally, | indicated the lines where the manuscript was illegible with dots between
brackets since | did not want to reconstruct parts of the manuscript without supporting evidence.

| tried to render most of the available information about the manuscript text in my transcriptions.
It includes, in the case of the Taurinensis, the preservation of the punctuation, the layout (in two columns
without a hyphen to indicate that a word continued at the following line) and the medieval Greek
orthography. However, the fact that transcriptions cannot recreate all details of the various silhouettes of
handwritten letter forms facilitates the use of standardised letterforms. As a consequence, tachygraphic
signs (i.e. signs attributed to frequently recurring combinations of letter forms used to save time) and
ligatures (i.e. letterforms sharing a common stroke) | wrote in full without indicating where these special
forms were used. Besides, in the transcription of the Taurinensis, | wrote abbreviations (e.g. nomina sacra)
in full without putting the missing characters between brackets. In the transcriptions of the Slavonic
manuscripts, by contrast, | transcribed the nomina sacra in their abbreviated form since it is difficult to
reconstruct the word form without normalising the language. For example, the letters jer and jor (b and b)
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of Old Church Slavonic (henceforth OCS) could be used in strong or weak positions®? in a word, depending
on the following syllable. This position determined whether the half-vowel could disappear in a weak
position in Church Slavonic redactions or this half-vowel could turn into a full vowel when in a strong
position. However, a half-vowel in a weak position could also be maintained in Church Slavonic redactions.
Therefore, it is artificial to decide or reconstruct missing letterforms when a word appears in its abbreviated
form (e.g. nomen sacrum).

There is another point to remark. At the lines where the abbreviated forms influenced the perceived
meaning or translation of the text, | showed in the document with interlinear collation (see appendix) that
the abbreviation led to confusion as in the example of line 1 of the preface. Here, the editions write the
Greek conjunction kai, whereas the Taurinensis transmits mvebpatog as a nomen sacrum with only Tvg.
This symbol is very similar to the symbol used to indicate kai and make clear that a misinterpretation
happened between both signs in their abbreviated forms.

Furthermore, | chose to render the orthography as faithfully as possible. In the following paragraph,
| will discuss a couple of characteristics of the orthography used in the three examined manuscripts. The
scribe of the Taurinensis is very inaccurate and his transcription is stained by several iotacisms (i.e. due to
the phonological similarity of the sound /i/ in the orthographically represented letterforms , n, €t, ot, v,
they were often conflated) as onwniotal for cwmnnonte (§2.3) shows. Further, the omega (w) and the
omicron (o) were often intermingled (e.g. dfiwpakapiotwv in the Taurinensis for dflopakapiotwy, §10.1),
as well as the epsilon (g) and alpha-iota (at). These alternations appear consistently throughout the entire
letter, but they complicate sometimes the interpretation, as in e.g. paragraph 7 line 2, where the
Taurinensis writes yéveaBal. This form (in normalisation yéveoBe) is also used in Funk-Diekamp’s edition,
whereas BihImeyer adopts yivecBe. The difference between the imperative in aorist (yéveobe) or present
tense (yiveoBe), however, leads to another understanding of the text. The former urges the reader (in this
case the Roman community) to stand on Ignatius’ side when he is to be devoured by the wild beasts to fulfil
his wish to attain God. He equalizes his will to God’s — against Satan’s, who will try to prevent his martyrdom
and his attainment to God by corrupting the minds of the Romans. The focus in the aorist tense lies on the
fact that they have to support him at one crucial moment, i.e. his martyrdom. The use of the present tense
(ylveoBe), by contrast, implies that the Roman community always has to choose for Ignatius’ (and thus
God’s) side and always has to reject the Satan, not only now in the case of his martyrdom. It creates a more
general meaning, associated with the basic principles of Christianity. If we interpret the written form
véveoBal as an infinitive (viz. as the Greek counterpart of the Slavonic BbITH in H.644), then the explanation
becomes somewhat more complex. The formula aa ne is a conjunction and is accompanied by a definite
verb form (here nomarakTs). This construction substitutes an imperative (in this case fonBeitw), on which
the infinitive sbITH depends. These features changes the syntax of the sentence to “let none of you who are
present assist him [= Satan] to rather be on my side”. In this sense, there is not such a sharp contrast
between what the Romans have to do. Rather, the phrase points out that Ignatius wants to keep the Devil
far away from him. If the Devil or the evil, as Ignatius sees it, is on his side, its powers will prevent him to

13 Weak positions are based on a trochaic pattern of syllables (with alternating strong and weak positions) and include
positions where the jer/jor stands at the end of the word or precedes a vowel. In weak positions, the jer/jor can
disappear in Church Slavonic redactions due to the lack of stress on that syllable. In Old Church Slavonic, by contrast,
every syllable conventionally needs to have a vowel or half-vowel such as jer or jor.
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become a proper martyr and attain to God. So, probably the scribe of the Taurinensis felt yéveaBal rather
as an imperative in the aorist tense, but the Slavonic translation, attested in H.644 renders an infinitive
(BbITH).

Regarding orthographic characteristics of the two Slavonic manuscripts, they are written in Raska-
spelling, which is typically referred to as a Serbian spelling variant of OCS. A change in nasalisation took
place in which the &-t% has been replaced by oy-to and the a-ta by e-te (this phenomenon is also known as
bezjusov). The following examples clarify the alternation more completely: narunato (§5.7 in H.644 and V.33,
with maintaining of the jotation) for OCS nAYHNAKR; MOCTPAK AN for OCS MOCTPAK AT (§4.10in H.644 and V.33;
from the verb MoCTPAAATH “to suffer”, which has another stem in the presens); Terocts (§4.5 in H.644 and
V.33) for OCS TarocTb. In the case of the passive/reflexive particle, the change becomes visible since ¢a had
been replaced by c¢, which | consistently added to the verb form as an enclitic particle (e.g. NakA3Atoce §5.3
in H.644 and V.33 for OCS naka3ak® ¢A). But if it stands before the verb, | transcribed the two parts separately
(e.g. §5.4 where H.644 has OBEL{I0y'TCe and V.33 has ce¢ wsp’kujoyfrb).

Furthermore, the difference between jer and jor (b - ) had been lost, which can be seen in
V. 33 in which & does not appear at all. In H.644 both jer and jor are still in use (eight attestations in total).
In endings, jor appears (etymologically correct) in the preface line 1 with sronocHr® in H.644 (whereas V.33
has &ronocugb for the nominative, masculine, singular); in §2.8 jor appears as well (also etymologically
correct) in 85 (H.644), whereas V.33 renders Bb. The same preservation of & (jor) occurs in H.644 in
prepositions (§3.4 N3, §7.4 BB and §8.5 ¢arib), as well as once (§8.7) as an internal vowel WB‘)'A}KGNI) (from
the verb orzgpseTH with an alternative preteritum stem oTzgpzike-, which is here used to build the passive
preteritum participle).

In both manuscripts, when standing in weak positions jer has sometimes disappeared or has been
replaced by paerok, which | indicated with a quotation mark (‘). This punctuation mark is used consistently
throughout the text of the manuscripts, but not always in the same position in the two manuscripts (e.g.
§4.11 mup’hoy 1 coyteT’hoy in V.33 and coyteTno without paerok in H.644 for OCS mupboy (“wordly”) and
coyteThhoy (“vain”)).

Similar to the overall use of b, there is a preference for i instead of &1 which is neither found in
H.644 nor in V.33. The following examples also show that the substitution is not limited to a specific
category of words since it happens with adverbs, substantives and verbs. In §2.5 both H.644 and V.33 render
nakel for OCS nakal (“again”); in §4.4, H.644 as well as V.33 write 3oyl for OCS 3mpal (“teeth”); in §7.1 both

III

in H.644 and V.33 PACKBITHTH is found for OCS PACKBITHTH (“steal”); and finally, in §9.4, ArBbl is attested in
H.644 and V. 33 for OCS awsal (“love”). Moreover, there was a conflation between u and bl (e.g. §5.1
PHCOABRBI in H.644 and PBICOABRBI in V.33; §4.4 BB'E?HNLT in H.644 and 3BBPHNH in V.33; §5.9 kocTbiv in H.644
and KocTHH in V.33).

In addition, there is no Middle Bulgarian nasal shift, since there is no manuscript evidence for a
confusion between a-m, which mainly appeared after /j/ due to the syncretism of /e/ and /g/ in colloquial
speech.

As concerns punctuation, | made the distinction between the upper dot ('), the middle dot (:), a low
dot (.) and a comma (,). These punctuation signs differ from the modern use and are adapted in editions to

present-day system of punctuation. In the Taurinensis, however, the upper dot (dvw/teAeia otyun)
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indicates that a larger unity has been completed (i.e. full stop). The middle dot (uéon otwyun) marks the
completion of a more independent syntactic entity of meaning, whereas commas suggest that the unit is
not yet completed. For example, the Taurinensis transmits “évtéA\ope mdoLy, OTL éyw €kwv UMép Beol
amoBvrokw™ (§4.1). The phrase évtéAhope naowv (“I give instructions to all”) is separated from its direct
object-clause Ot éyw €kwv UTEP Beol Amobvnokw (“that | am willingly dying for God”), but it has to be read
in continuation with the following information. The middle dot after dmoBvrokw signals the completion of
a syntactic unit or an idea. Indeed, the main clause has been completed and afterwards follows a negative
conditional clause (éavmep UUElG pun kKoAUowtal), also terminated with a middle dot. Finally, the low dot
(bmooTwyun) is used to separate two independent but related clauses. The use of punctuation marks in
Greek manuscripts, however, is not clearcut and can change from periods and form (poetry, prose etc.). So,
in general, punctuation marks can be used interchangeably for one another and therefore it is hard to
separate their functions. Besides, from the ninth century onwards, the punctuation system started to evolve
using less signs, so the use of this extant methods signals an early date and to a script written in minuscule
Greek (see section 2).

The punctuation in the Taurinensis differs from that in H.644 and V.33, in which the Slavonic
manuscripts do not write the lower dot. Only H.644 uses the upper dot very often, whereas V.33 in these
instances does not write a punctuation mark (§2.4) or replaces it by a point on the line or comma (§2.7).

1.2.2. Discussion of the philological approach

In this section, philology has to be understood as textual criticism in the broad sense of the word. This
subdiscipline focuses on the identification of variant readings and the understanding of the transmission
history of a text. For this thesis, it means that (1) | point out where the Taurinensis has variant readings
relative to the editions (of Funk-Diekamp and Bihlmeyer) and other Greek manuscripts when included in
the apparatus, (2) | comment on the mixed use of the MR and LR in the Taurinensis and (3) | compare the
two Slavonic manuscripts with the Taurinensis first to discern the parallels and the differences between the
text of the Taurinensis and the Slavonic tradition, and second to distinguish between primary and secondary
readings within the Slavonic tradition. To attain these three goals, | collected all data in an Excel spreadsheet
with an interlinear collation. The data included the digitally transcriptions of the three manuscripts, which
| provided myself (viz. Taurinensis, H.644 and V.33), the edition of Funk-Diekamp with the Greek and Latin
text, Bihlmeyer’s edition of the Greek text and Ehrman’s translation. In general, collecting this information
is a preliminary step to the process of establishing a stemma and making a critical edition, according to
Andrews (2020: 160-175), but this is beyond the scope of this thesis. Nevertheless, this work can be of help
for other scholars who want to make an edition and therefore, the spreadsheet is included in the appendix
of this thesis. In the following paragraphs, | explain the terms collation and interlinear collation with respect
to its similarities and differences.

According to Macé (2014: 331-332), the best way is to make collations of the entire text attested in
all manuscripts, but due to limitations of time or practical reasons, making a partial or sampling collation
serves as a good alternative. Because of limitations in scope and time, | chose to provide a sample of the
entire text of the Letter to the Romans but only in the two Slavonic manuscripts, that are considered to be
the best manuscripts from a text critical point of view, since they stand the most closely to the archetype
(as explained in section 1.2.1.2).
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A collation compares the textual data collected from the manuscripts containing the same texts.
After the transcription, a reference text is chosen and all deviations from these texts are listed separately,
together with an indication what kind of variant it is (see figure 2). Instead of following these basic
principles, | always included the entire text and did not use a reference text, since the aim of the thesis was
to compare and discuss the two Slavonic manuscript witnesses in relation to their Greek source text. Indeed,
I marked the variant readings with different colours (according to the category of variation) and commented
on them so that the interlinear collation remains understandable for other scholars using this document.
The comment field enabled me to provide an easily searchable file using terms such as LR and MR
consistently so that the comments were the first step to come to an overall conclusion about style, linguistic
and philological analysis and translation theory. However, | did not list the variants separately annotated
with signs and abbreviations to indicate omissions, inversions, corrections etc. in the manuscript text as
usual when collating texts, according to Macé (2014: 332). Furthermore, in the space for remarks, | included
the critical apparatus from Bihlmeyer’s edition, since it was the most extensive. Finally, | complemented
the fragments of the LR in the edition of Funk-Diekamp which were not translated in the edition of Ehrman
with my own translation, indicated with an asterisk (*). That is why my document with interlinear collation
(see figure 3) deviates from the consensus (to the extent that there is one) in making collations.

A B e D E F i i J K CMNO P QR[S [T/ U VW X Y
- Text Type Weight AlBlc|] D E|F |6 H |k
L or. Origin
> Ref. Text Variant type | context | irreversible |irreproducible| length total ac|si| [pc| [pe P
'v 8 auroB: auToBey suff. 1 0 0 ol2[0Jo] = [ |1 0
12 9 Exe Exen gram. 0 0 0]? 0 [*]0 0
1 10 yap om 1 1 ofz[ofo] = [~ ]o 1
14134, |11 oubaior ol Toudaior | add. | anicle 0 ] 1 o[7[o[1 o] * [0
15 154. |12 ouBE odte suff. 1 0 0 ol?[o[1 [~ [~ [0 1

61|13 gaoiveg__| acc. 0 ( 0 i N T 1
B v ‘
184, |14 OvYX@PNOKQ om. 1 1 2 4 ? o|2|ofof * ‘ *lof * [o ofo 0|
yiveran ‘
191, |15 Enedn yap | add. 1 0 1 2 7 __[0[2[0]0 1 0 1
5 1.41.1. |16 peravofoer | gram. | phonetic 0 0 0 0 0 1[2[0]0 o[~ [0 0
20 143444 [17 om 1 0 2 3 7 [ol?[o[1 1 1 1
211181, [18 om. | 1 0 1| 2 7__|o]7|0]0 o]~ [0 [
114451, | 19 om. 1 1 2 4 o |o]|?[o]o] * ‘ o| * |0 0
GyaBospyrioag ‘
1.14452. | 20 o yEW inv. 1 1 2 4 0 of2|ofo| = | = fo] = [o| = [o]o] * |of
ayaboepyrioa |
s . |_phonetic 0 0 0 0 0 |
A7.1 1 Exope jram. _phonetic 2 - - = 1|2]o]1] = | * 1 ofof *
17 2 op gram 1 0 0 1 0 0 2 9 |of0
1.201. |22 i om. 1 0 1 2 0__Jol2[ofo] = [~ (o] = |1~ [o[o] * [0]
124, (23] «pivere xpiveral gram. |_phonetic 0 0 0 0 0 12lola = [ To[ = [o[ = 0[] ®

Figure 2: example of a “[t]able of collations of Florilegium Coislinianum” (Macé 2014: 335).

Paragraphe 6
Line 1
Translation Neither the ends of the world nor the kingdoms of this age will benefit me in the least.
Greek edition Funk-Diekamp 0052y pe dobehfost téx ob kéopou 008¢ ai Baokeiat tob aifvog tobTou.
Greek edition Bihlmeyer 0062y pe dbehfos T ob kéopou 008¢ ai Baokeiat tob aifvog tobTou.
Latin edition Nihil me fuvant, quae sunt mundi huius, neque regnum temporale.
008ev pe ddelost i o
c.1.10 KSopou” 0062 at Bacthelat tob aifivog TobTou”
H. 644 HHKHIEKE MOA3H HE CTEOPETL MHPA C€ro” HH lL( ELIR CEro MHpA™
v.as [ e T
Critical apparatus e HgM : poL 6T 22
népata LSFSmAm : teprivii GHTM
Observations The Taurinensis has the variant reading tepmvé, shared with the Metaphrast version (against népata). This variant reading of Taurinensis is rendered in the Slavonic translation by kpacwa (OCS kpacowb, which is the

common translation for the Greek Teprvés in its figurative meaning).

Figure 3: fragment of the interlinear collation document appended to this thesis.

In other respects, | followed the guiding principles about collations. All variants (e.g. orthographical,
punctuational, abbreviated forms etc.) are incorporated into a collation file. In this connection, Macé (2014:
331) nuances that “[e]ven though those features will not necessarily be interpreted as differences later on,
it might be useful to know whether one word was abbreviated or not in a specific manuscript in order to
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understand the process of variation”. That is the reason why a diplomatic transcription is very useful, as
explained in section 1.2.1.3 (together with a list of several variants). While collating the data, it is very
important to identify the sources to be able to trace back the fragment of the transcribed manuscripts
(Macé 2014: 332). As identification markers, | used the references to the paragraphs of the editions, since
they had the same subdivision. Furthermore, | divided the sentences (main clause, subclauses or long
drawn-out phrases) into lines and these lines | split into cells of cognitive units. For this last subdivision, |
often relied on the punctuation from the manuscripts to simplify the comparison. | was not able to split
every word into one cell, since | also incorporated the Latin text, which displays another word order than
the one in Greek and Slavonic. For the reason behind the inclusion of the Latin text, see section 3
“Philology”.

1.2.3. Discussion of the linguistic approach

The section about linguistics will focus on the discussion of compounds, combining a morpho-phonological
and syntactical approach from an historical-linguistic perspective, even though | do not elaborate on the
possible Proto-Indo-European hypotheses on compounds or their relationship.

The definition and status of compounds still is a contested topic®. Tribulato (2015: 13-16) stresses
that it depends from the perspective, synchronic or diachronic, to which view is mostly preferred. In this
thesis, my starting point are the Greek and Slavonic compounds, as they are found in the examined
manuscript witnesses of the Letter to the Romans and which consist of two or more simple lexemes (i.e.
the smallest unit of lexical meaning that can function independently and cannot be further subdivided)
comprising a compound lexeme. Languages as Ancient Greek use stems in the formation of compounds®.
The constituents are, thus, simple or complex stems (i.e. “uninflected parts of independent words that do
not themselves constitute independent words”*®). | do not take into account forms with a prefix and a
verbal base nor nouns derived from them. Moreover, Tribulato (2015: 20) formulates that the first element
of Greek compounds can include an adverb, a preposition, a nominal or verbal stem and particles like the
alpha privativum. For the present analysis, | only concentrate on the first constituent being an adverb and
a nominal stem. Furthermore, the combination of approaches is necessary, according to Tribulato (2015:
14-16), since a too rigid classification develops from only one perspective. For the morphological
description, the linking vowel will be briefly commented on and the phonological part problematises the
accentuation of compounds. The syntactical approach investigates the structure and relationship of
compounds, since this has an influence on the traditional classification of the studies compounds. In total,
seventeen compounds are subject to investigation of which ten occur in the pre- and postscripts of the
Letter to the Romans and of which eight are formed with d€loc as their first constituent. The study of Greek
compounds on its own is very diverse, but the narrow definition of my scope enables me to compare (and

14 Tribulato (2015: 18) points out that in ancient Greek scholarship, by contrast, not many attention was given to the
definition of compounds or to theorization, since the distinction was limited to ouvBeolg (“putting together,
composition”) and mapaBeoig (“juxtaposition”). For more information see Debrunner (1917: 16-17), Lindner (2011:
29) for Dionysios Thrax’ definition in his Grammar and the edition of Lentz (1867) for the discussion of Herodian’s
compound examples (sections 3.2.35.11-14 and 3.2.47.20-21).

15 Ralli (2009: 457) argues that languages (e.g. Greek) with a stem-based inflectional morphology have the
characteristic to exclude inflectional or derivational markers from the first constituent.

16 | jeber and Stekauer (2009: 5).
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not generalize) the formation of compounds with the Slavonic translation as found in the individual
manuscript witnesses H.644 and V.33.

1.2.4. Discussion of the approach to translation studies

In section 5, | will elaborate on translation studies. Since the activity of copying manuscripts is an act of
rewriting, the copying of a text into another language can also be approached within the same concept.
Words and phrases have to be transferred (from “transferre”, the Latin word for “translation”) from the
one language into another or from one manuscript into another. During this task and the copying
afterwards they can be simplified, specified, omitted etc. That gives every manuscript witness its unique
character. This individual nature is related to variant readings (from a philological perspective), but also to
a cultural perspective in which the translations could reflect the ideology of an empire and makes the
original texts available to a larger audience, which can serve among others religious and educational
purposes (Constantinou 2021: 21). For the early Slavonic translations, the scribes translated Greek texts or
copied already existing Slavonic translations to convert the Slavs to Christianity. The language that was
needed to do this was still developing both from the spoken language and the Greek language that shaped
the written idiom from the beginning (Cermak 2020: 9-13). As a consequence, the focus of early translations
laid on the reader(ship) for people to understand those texts and to become acquainted with the ideas in
it. Both H.644 and V.33 are copies of such early translations and display different individual linguistic
characteristics. The goal of this part is to show the attitude of the scribes within the transmission history of
the two Slavonic manuscripts (or in other words, within the receiving culture). Two remarkable fragments
will exemplify how the scribe or copyist of V.33 made changes and stepped away from the very literal way
of translating to make the sense behind the text less complex. Every adaptation gives an insight into the
interpretation of the one who read the Letter to the Romans.

1.3. Situating Saint Ignatius’ Letter to the Romans
In this part, | introduce the figure of Ignatius, his corpus of letters and their transmission history, the
content of the Letter to the Romans and its relation to the Passio Ignatii.

1.3.1. Figure of Ignatius

To start, | mention some background on Ignatius himself, inferred from his corpus of letters, since nothing
is known about his life except from what he wrote in his letters and what later traditions transmit. He was
a second century?” bishop of Antioch of Syria (Letter to the Romans 2.2, éntiokornov Zupiog), who was sent
to Rome to be executed in the Colosseum. For what reason he was sent to Rome and how the situation was
in Antioch when he left remains material for discussion. Ehrmann (2003: 208) summarizes the traditional
and common opinions in recent scholarship. The traditional assumption made by Lightfoot (1889) and
Camelot (1969) involves that Ignatius was responsible for the Antiochene church because it continued to
endure persecution. When the oppressions had come to an end, Ignatius encouraged several churches to
send congratulatory letters and delegates to felicitate the community. However, modern scholars point to
the fact that Ignatius uses words to refer to situations of internal conflict within the Antiochene community,

7 Brent (2006; 2016) investigated Ignatius’ background and found many parallels with the literary phenomenon of
the Second Sophistic, with a critical response provided by Lechner (2018).
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rather than hostilities from non-Christian adversaries. Indeed, Ignatius emphasizes his concern about
Christian heresies and the various theological convictions (Jewish-Christian, Gnostic), although other
scholars as Hammond Bammel (1982) and Schoedel (1985) rather stress that Ignatius refers to a conflict
over leadership in the church.

Ignatius says that he is condemned (Rom. 4.3, éyw katdkpttog). He also wants eagerly to attain to
God (Rom. 4.1, &veotwv Beol émituyxelv) becoming a true disciple of God (Rom. 4.2, tote €copal pabntng
AaANB®¢ Incol xplotold) by finding his death in the arena and suffer like Christ in His passion. Ignatius
thereby explicitly urges the Roman community not to intervene in his favour so that his wish to become a
martyr would not fall apart (Rom. 2). His condemnation and enthusiastic attitude towards his prospective
death seems to limit the reason why he was sent to Rome. Ehrmann (2003: 209) prefers the explanation of
Davies (1976: 175-180) that Ignatius as a common practice “was being sent as a ‘gift’ by the Syrian governor,
a criminal donated for the violent hunting games of the Roman ampbhitheatre”. Brent (2007: 110-111),
however, arguments that Ignatius was sent to Rome at command of the chief administrator of Syria,
because he did not have the jurisdiction to sentence Ignatius to death.

1.3.2. Corpus of Ignatian letters and transmission history

What becomes clear from the previous paragraph is the fact that in his Letter to the Romans, he reflected
on his death and future martyrdom. Therefore, the theme and tone differ from his other letters. What is
part of the so-called Ignatian corpus still is a very contested debate, certainly in relation to the question of
authenticity, which | further explain in the following paragraphs. Ignatius is believed to have written the
Letter to the Ephesians (CPG 1025.1), the Letter to the Magnesians (CPG 1025.2), the Letter to the Trallians
(CPG 1025.3), the Letter to the Romans (CPG 1025.4), the Letter to the Philadelphians (CPG 1025.5), the
Letter to the Smyrneans (CPG 1025.6), and the Letter to Polycarp (CPG 1025.7). Ehrman (2003: 205-206)
reports his travel story: on his journey to Rome, Ignatius travelled over land through Asia Minor. At certain
points he resided for a short time as e.g. in Smyrna, where he met the city’s bishop Polycarp and several
delegates of other churches in the region, to whom he wrote the first three letters of the list. The main
theme was Ignatius’ command to strive for church unity, to eliminate heretical teachings and to stay faithful
to the bishops ruling over their community. There, he also wrote his Letter to the Romans, in which he
exhorts Roman Christian society to do nothing against his condemnation and his fight with the wild beast
in the arena. Only then he would be able to attain to God (Rom. 4.2) by undergoing a similar suffering as
Christ and to become a true disciple of His. After his stay at Smyrna, he went to Troas, where he wrote the
last three letters of the list, with the same themes as before (i.e. unity of the church, heresy, the agency of
the highest church leaders).

Because of these three recurring topics, Ignatius’ letters attracted scholarly attention from the
historical and theological perspective to investigate the state of affairs of early Christianity in the second
century. Deducing this information from the sources has been complicated, since there has been a strong
debate amongst scholars to decide which of the circulating recensions (i.e. short, middle or long) was
authentic. Firstly, | will explain the differences of the short, middle and long recension, and secondly, | will
give a brief summary of the debates concerning the authenticity of the letters. The short recension is only
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attested in Syriac, published in 1849 by William Cureton?® (1808-1864), and consists of “an abridgement of
the letters to Polycarp, Ephesians, and Romans (with a paragraph from Trallians) constructed from the MR
for monastic purposes” (Schoedel 1985: 3). The MR is found in Greek, Latin, Syriac, Armenian, Arabic and
Coptic. In Greek, only one manuscript (i.e. Cod. Plut. 57.7, see footnote 5 of this thesis) transmits the corpus
of letters in the MR, except from the Letter to the Romans. The latter is detached from the other letters and
embedded in the Passio Ignatii (also referred to as Acts of Ignatius). Lookadoo (2023: 20) remarks that, as
a consequence, more manuscripts transmit the Letter to the Romans in the previously mentioned traditions
then the other epistles in the MR. Finally, the LR consists of an extended version of the seven letters of the
MR, together with six supplementary letters, which include the Letter from Mary of Cassabola to Ignatius
(CPG 1026.7), and Ignatius’ response to her (CPG 1026.8), letters to the Christian communities of Tarsus
(CPG 1026.9), of Antioch (CPG 1026.10), and of Philippi (CPG 1026.12), and lastly, a letter addressed to Hero
(CPG 1026.11), who succeeded Ignatius as bishop of Antioch (Ehrman 2003: 210). These versions of the LR
“also came to be associated with the letters of the MR as preserved in Greek, Latin and Armenian” (Ehrman
2003: ibid.). The existence of these recensions caused a major discussion about the question which of these
letters were authentic. The consensus in modern scholarship reads (Brent 2007; MacDiarmid 2022: 148-
203) that they are inclined to follow Lightfoot’s arguments to recognize the MR as authentic. Brent (2007:
20) takes historical accounts from Eusebius of Caesarea and Malalas into account as well to reinforce this
claim. In the section on philology, | will provide a more detailed overview, where | focus on the Taurinensis
as an example of the conflation of the MR and LR (or of the fact that the labels MR and LR are actually
inadequate to capture the complexity of the whole textual tradition of the Ignatian corpus).

1.3.3. Content of the Letter to the Romans

The Letter to the Romans has the following structure: first, Ignatius greets the Church in Rome (preface).
He then exhorts the Roman community not to prevent his martyrdom (§1-2), but instead to pray for him to
be a true Christian (§3). This true discipleship of Christ means for Ignatius to attain to God (§4-5). In this
way, Ignatius wishes to die with the same sufferings as Christ and afterwards, Ignatius confesses his desire
only for Christ and no longer for the earthly world (§6-8). Next, he concludes his letter with greetings and
requests (§9-10).

1.3.4. Relation between Ignatius’ Letter to the Romans and the Passio Ignatii

Since the Letter to the Romans is incorporated into the Passio Ignatii, it is worth looking closer to the
surrounding context in which the letter was transmitted. | first explain to which hagiographical subgenre
the passio belongs and then, | briefly sketch the content and themes of the Passio Ignatii as found in the
Taurinensis.

The Passio Ignatii belongs to the genre of hagiography?®®, which has several subgenres such as

18 Sels (2023: 96) mentions that Vinzent (2019) has paid attention (again) to Cureton’s argument that the short
recension was anterior to the MR and therefore, authentic.

1% Hggel (2002: 20-21) stresses that the term hagiography is an umbrella term to which many definitions has been
proposed. The discussion of what definition is preferable is beyond the scope of this thesis, but in this thesis, | use the
definition of Delehaye (1991: 3) as a starting point. He very easily explains hagiography as “I'ensemble des monuments
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martyria, encomia, vitae, miraculae, translation of relics and hymns (Kazhdan 1999: 141; Talbot 2008: 862;
Cross 2007: 729). Hggel (2002: 22) only makes a distinction between the hagiographical encomium? and
the martyrium for the purpose of his book, but does not provide other subdivisions. He describes a
martyrium as “a dramatic narrative, representing the trial and execution of a (Christian) person by the hands
of a persecutor” and emphasizes that it is not a synonym for vitae or lives, since the biography of the person
in the martyrium is not central to the story?l. Within the subgenre of martyria, there are several categories
of martyrdom accounts. Delehaye (1955: 121-141) classifies six groups of martyria regarding criteria of
historicity and veracity. These six groups, however, can be reduced to three (Cross 2007: 14). The first group
concerns the trials of the martyrs in which the records were officially noted in shorthand, afterwards
transcribed and stored in an archive. The second type includes the stories of eyewitnesses reporting the
arrest, trial and their execution, either based on official documents of a trial or on a certain number of
historical aspects. These secondary accounts are mostly called passio (with a Latin term) or martyrion (using
the Greek word), as in e.g. the Passio of Felicitas and Perpetua. To a limited extend, they also contain
supernatural elements, since these features did not appeal to the audience of the earliest versions. Later
versions of these originally sober accounts, however, were supplemented with miraculous and other
apocryphal or fictitious embellishments (Cross 2007: 14). The insertion of fictional elements diminishes the
boundary with the third category, dealing with largely or purely legendary narratives, without historical
verifiable information. Cross (2007: ibid.) gives the examples of martyria about Saint Catherine of
Alexandria and Saint George. Talbot (2008: 863) concludes that the first two groups were of fundamental
kind and that the Acts of the martyrs were “[o]ne of the earliest forms of hagiographic composition”.

The Acts of Ignatius®* belong to the second type. It is presented as an eyewitness account
(a0tomTng, Ant. Mart. 7) of Philo of Cilicia, deacon at Tarsus, and the further unknown Syrian Rheus
Agathopus describing the trial and execution (Clayton 2006: 14). Both persons were believed to travel with
Ignatius, since he mentions them in his letters to the communities of Smyrna and Philadelphia. Just as there
is a huge variation within hagiographical subgenres, Lightfoot (1889: 368-377) also distinguishes in his

écrits qui se rapportent au culte des saints”, focussing on Christian saints. For a more detailed account, see van
Uytfanghe (1993: 148-149). He defines the word more extensively and in a broader sense with four components but
without theological standards. For a general introduction into Byzantine hagiography, see Talbot (2008: 862-872).

20 The hagiographical encomium is a genre about the praise of a saint, centred around a rhetorical approach instead
of a narrative structure. Its style and language are defined by the rules of classical rhetoric and the narrated events are
often based on existing martyria (Hggel 2002: 22). In the case of Ignatius, John Chrysostom also wrote an encomium
(Homily on the Holy Martyr Ignatius, PG 50: 587-596, with a translation provided by Mayer and Neil 2006: 101-117).
In the case of the manuscript of Istanbul, Hagias Triados, 088 (Diktyon 33586), this oration follows the Passio Ignatii
according to Ehrhard (1937: 511). For more details on the content of the text, see MacDiarmid (2022: 204, 222-234).
21 Hggel (2002: 22) acknowledges that Delehaye (1921; 1966) provides the “broadest and fundamental exposition of
the martyrion genre”.

22BHG 813, CPG 1036, inc.’AptL Stadsfapévou thv Pwuaiwv dpxfv Tpaiovod ...; Slav. Nogo NPEIRMBLUOY BAACTb PUMBCKZIR
Tporanoy ... [with variants]. Sels (2023: 96) lists the editions of the Antiochene Acts: Migne (PG 5, 979-988, Cureton
(1849: 190-195), Zahn (1849: 301-306), Lightfoot (1889: 477-495), Funk-Diekamp (1913: 324-339); together with the
edition of the letter in Cureton (1849: 39-56), Zahn (1876: 54-69), Lightfoot (1889: 183-234), Funk (1901: 252-263).
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edition five different kinds of martyria about Ignatius, i.e. the Antiochene, Roman?, Bollandist?®,
Armenian® and Metaphrast?® Acts. These last three are a combination of the Roman and Antiochene Acts
(Lightfoot 1889: ibid.).

These martyrologies, except the Antiochene and the Roman ones, are believed to be written several
centuries after the events it reports. What they all have in common, however, is the fact that each
martyrium emphasizes other aspects in the remembrance or portrayal of a saint. The core story remains
the same, but there is space for communities to rewrite the memories of the martyr, depending on which
elements they find the most important or the most suited to their audience or local tradition. Since there
are five martyrologies of Ignatius known, it means that there was a competition between communities to
be approved as the authoritative and authentic version of the saint’s memory. The circulation of these
diverse martyria and the competition associated with this process of rewriting have implications for the
devotion and later remembrance of Ignatius, from a theological as well as from a cultural perspective
focussing on the influence on the portrayal of a saint. It was in this competitive atmosphere that the
martyrologist wanted his version to transfer the authoritative and verisimilar report of Ignatius’ memory
by including the entire Letter to the Romans and presenting it as an eyewitness statement (MacDiarmid
2022: 209-210).

Among the seven letters, the Letter to the Romans fits the best in a martyrium, since the letter has
Ignatius’ reflections on his (approaching) death as main subject and the narrative of the passio stresses the
way in which the martyr dies. In total, the Letter to the Romans counts ten paragraphs, whereas the
martyrium only has seven of comparable length surrounding the letter completely. For these two
characteristics, the martyrdom account is of major importance for the interpretation of the letter and its
reception. Just as the rewriting of the MR into the LR has implications on propagating authority and
promoting the strategy of those who remember the saint, so has the rewriting of the martyrium
implications on which elements are emphasized in the letter (MacDiarmid 2022: 204). The concept of
rewriting and the relationship between the MR and LR will be expanded in the philological section (3). So,

23 The Roman Martyrium takes place in Rome, where Ignatius’ body is said to be preserved. The account focusses on
the violent and torturous execution, commanded by the emperor Trajan. This version is probably from a later date
than the Antiochene Acts and is independent from the latter, since many details are contradictory (the main facts as
the travel to Rome, the conversation with Trajan and his martyrdom at the amphitheatre, however, correspond). Sels
(2023: 96) writes that the Slavs did not know the Roman martyrium of Ignatius (BHG 814).

24 Lightfoot (1889: 371) explains that in these Acts, there is no fusion of the Antiochene and the Roman Acts; rather,
this martyrium shows “a corrupt rendering, first of the Antiochene, and then of the Roman account, running off
occasionally into paraphrase”.

%5 This version is known from an Armenian translation and is a fusion of the Antiochene and the Roman Acts, since
the compiler combined nearly all events of both stories in a coherent way (Lightfoot 1889: 371-375).

26 The Metaphrast martyrium displays a more free treatment of the Antiochene and Roman Acts with higher literary
purposes. This account was very popular in Greek manuscripts (with 63 witnesses, dating from the eleventh until the
seventeenth century, according to IRHT’s Pinakes, last consulted on 24 July 2024: Pinakes | Mivakeg - Notice :
Hagiographica, Ignatius ep. Antiochenus m. (S.), Passio metaphrastica (cnrs.fr)). Sels (2023: 96) remarks that it
“contains an abridged variant of the Letter to the Romans (BHG 815, inc.”ApttL TpaiavoD ta ¢ Pwpaiwv Bacileiag

okATTpa aparaBovTog ...; Slav. Oyixe TPAMAnoy[NX] PUMCICATO LLPTRA CKVITPbI NprEem’ Loy ...)”. The Greek Metaphrast text
was first edited by Jean-Baptiste Cotelier in 1672 (see footnote 5), but Laurentius Surius (1523-1580) published the
Latin version in Cologne already in 1570.
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for these reasons, it is important to consider the Letter to the Romans in its context of transmission within
the Passio Ignatii.

Among those different versions of martyria, the Taurinensis transmits the Antiochene Acts, which
are also translated into Slavonic. The martyrium begins with a description of Ignatius’ desire for martyrdom
(81) and then introduces emperor Trajan at his stay in Antioch after his triumph march over the Scythians
and Dacians. There, he meets Ignatius and starts a dialogue with him about the demons departed from the
servants of God, which depend entirely on the word Bgodopog. Ignatius questions these statements and
defends his beliefs, after which Trajan sentences him to be brought to Rome as a prisoner (§2). Ignatius
joyfully sets off his travel and sails to Smyrna to see Polycarp, with whom Ignatius had been a disciple of
Saint John the Apostle (§3). On his way, he met several other churches and representatives in person or by
reading (and replying to) their letters. These signs of affection towards him and his approaching martyrdom
encouraged him to write to the Church of the Romans (§4). After this introduction, Ignatius’ Letter to the
Romans is subjoined in its entirety. Thereafter, the story continues with the points he reaches while
travelling to Rome (§5) to finally arrive in the Amphitheatre in Rome, where he was thrown before the wild
beasts as a spectacle and found his death (§6). As a last sign, Ignatius appears in a vision after his death.
Consequently, the eyewitnesses, grieving about the loss of Ignatius, instituted the yearly veneration of the
martyr on the twentieth of December (§7). In conclusion, the Antiochene Acts focus more on the
conversation with Trajan?’ and his condemnation. Both events happened in Antioch, the central place
where also the martyr’s relics are kept and venerated and where probably the acts first circulated®
(Lightfoot 1889: 369).

2. Palaeography

2.1. Description of Taurinensis

2.1.1. Writing style, layout, components and date

Ehrhard (1937: 195-197) describes the Taurinensis in his catalogue of hagiographic-homiletic year
collections. The manuscript is a fragment of a year collection which covers the major part of the orthodox
church year (see footnote 33). Both hagiographical accounts (commemorating saints in the second half of
December, April and in the second half of July and August, starting with the passio of Saint Ignatius on
December 20 and ending with the Martyrium of Euplus on August 11) and homilies (for the nativity of Christ,
for Easter and Lent) are included. The manuscript has 142 folio’s in total. Each page is divided into two
columns and counts 36 lines. The damage of the manuscript® is not mentioned by Ehrhard, but it is clearly

27 For a detailed account on the depiction of emperor Trajan in the different martyria, see MacDiarmid (2022: 217-
220).

28 Smith (1986: 28-34) is reluctant towards the Antiochene Acts, since he believes that the martyrium reflects the
fourth-century dispute between Nicene and Homoian Christians in Antioch. Therefore, Smith argues that the Homoian
community not only wrote the letters of the ‘long recension’ and found Ignatius’ remnants, but also composed the
Roman Acts in Alexandria to declare him to be an Homoian defender. MacDiarmid (2022: 205) counterarguments that
the neighbourhood of Antioch is almost not accounted for in the text and further argues against a shared authorship
between the Roman and the Antiochene Acts, because the text of the latter does not include elements of the ‘long
recension’.

2% The damage is caused due to the fire in 1904 of which Funk-Diekamp (1913: LXX) reports that in the lower margins
is very little information legible, since the library in Turin was ruined by a fire and this manuscript suffered damage by
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visible (see figure 3) and makes some parts of the text difficult to read. No scholia or interlinear glossae are
found in the Martyrium of Ignatius. On f. 12r, lines 11-12, traces of rasurae are noticeable.

Figure 3: folium 10r with fragment of a reproduction, showing lines 19-36.

The manuscript begins with an oration of Theodoros Stoudites (759-826) about Christmas’ eve (In
patriarchas et prophetas or Ei¢ tiv mapauoviv [t@v Xptotouyévwv]*?). The text ends on folio 8v on the first
column, and on the second column of folio 8v, the Martyrium of Ignatius begins. Ehrhard (1937: ibid.)
identifies the defective state of the Taurinensis, since the text of Ignatius’ Martyrium is only preserved and
transmitted until émBupiav on folio 12v. Afterwards, from f. 13r-18v the Passio Anastasiae®! is found. The
writing style is the same for these three texts. Furthermore, the fact that the Passio starts at the second
column of the verso-side provides another argument for dating the Martyrium together with the
surrounding text, as opposed to the observations of Passini (1749: 174-175). Ehrhard (1937: 195) dates the

fire and water. Indeed, the fire of 1904 had a major impact, since it destroyed around 25.000 printed books and 1.500
manuscripts and damaged the surviving ones. For more general information on the fire of 1904 and the restauration
of the manuscripts in the National library of Turin, see Porticelli (2020), Cachia (2020) and Elia (2020). The Taur. C.1.10
is not explicitly mentioned in these articles.

30 BHG 2356t, inc. To0 mapdoaoic dwothpog HALOBoAelv puéAlovtog ... Ehrhard (1937: 195) mentions that the
Taurinensis begins in the middle of a text of which he does not have references, but ensures that this text was the first
lecture on Kuptakn T@v mpomnatopwvy (i.e. a moveable feast day celebrated on the second Sunday before Christmas
and commemorating the ancestors of Christ and Saint Mary, the grandmother of Theotokos). Furthermore, Fatouros
(1992: 28) discusses Theodore Stoudites’ works and includes the manuscript references to this work. The text is only
found in the Taurinensis and in the eleventh-century manuscript Par. gr. 755 (kept in BNF, Diktyon 50338) on folio
372r-380v. For a description of the Paris manuscript, see Ehrhard (1938: 225-226). For a description of the work of
Theodoros Stoudites, see Kalamanos (2016: 507-509), but the text is not edited.

31 pgssio of Saint Anastasia of Sirmium, celebrated on December 22 (BHG 76 y-z; inc. Katd toU¢ katpoug (tod
napavopou kal aceBolc) AlokAntiavol 1ol Bachéwg ...). Ehrhard (1937: 195) mentions that the hagiography is
transmitted in the Taurinensis on folios 13v-18v and that the beginning of the Passio is missing. In general, there are
31 witnesses of this Passio (according to IRHT’s Pinakes, last consulted on 25 July via Pinakes | Mivakeg - Notice :
Hagiographica, Anastasia v. m. Romae (S.), Passio 2 (cnrs.fr)). Delehaye (1936: 250-258) published an edition, based on
MSS the eleventh-century Vat. gr. 866 (kept in the Vatican Library, Diktyon 67497) and the twelfth-century Chig. R.VI.
039 (gr. 31) (kept in the Vatican Library, Diktyon 65218) and he also gives an introduction to Saint Anastasia (Delehaye
1936:151-171).
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manuscript in the late ninth or the beginning of the tenth century. He also emphasizes that the date of
Ignatius’ Martyrium to the thirteenth century by Passini (1749: 174) is erroneous, although Funk-Diekamp
(1913: LXX), Bihlmeyer (1970: XXXV, 96), Ehrman (2003: 216), Schoedel (1985: 4) and Sels (2023) also take
over Passini’s incorrect date. Ehrhard (1937: 195) stresses that “die Ausschmickung” supports his
argumentation. Indeed, the script has round characteristics, sometimes with a thickening at the end of the
stroke, which reminds of the bouletée minuscule. Furthermore, there is no indication of an imitation script
of the thirteenth or fourteenth century, since the use of capital letters mixed with minuscule letters is not
found. On the basis of these characteristics, the script is no imitation of the thirteenth century and has to
be dated earlier.

2.1.2. How does the Taurinensis fit in the transmission history of the Passio Ignatii?

Hogel (2021: 31-32) states that most hagiographical accounts are preserved and transmitted in
hagiographical collections within liturgical manuscripts, dating from the ninth to the fifteenth century.
There are generally four sorts of liturgical collections in which hagiographical text can be found, including
year collections (with special attention to those described by Ehrhard), menologia®? and collections with
homilies and encomia (viz. homiliaria and panegyrika) (Hggel 2002: 39).

Only the Taurinensis, the Codex Athen. gr. 1027 and the Sin. gr. 519 consist of year collections,
but the majority of the manuscripts transmitting the Passio Ignatii is part of a larger menologium?*. The
other two Greek manuscripts (viz. Ambros. gr. A 63 and Ambros. gr. D 92 sup.) are categorized by Ehrhard
(1938: 130-131; 1952: 782-783) respectively as half year panegyrika and collections different from
menologia, but neither the text of the Passio Ignatii nor his feast day are mentioned.

The Taurinensis transmits the Passio Ignatii together with other saints celebrated at the end of the
month December, among which Anastasia (see footnote 27) and the Ten Martyrs of Crete3®. These saint’s

32 The term menologium (Greek unvoAdylov) indicates in general a collection of information organized chronologically
according to the days of a month for an entire year. In the orthodox church in specific, menologia refer to collections
typically comprising texts of feast days for the fixed church year and ordered chronologically starting on September 1
and ending on August 31 (Hggel 2002: 40). Furthermore, Hggel (2002: 41) clarifies that a menologium usually differs
from a year collection, since the first needs one book per month, requires more books to execute liturgical obligations
and was related to a rich institution or person. At the same time, a menologium offers the most complete version of
the liturgical practice.

33 Year collections span over the entire church year and incorporate texts on saints and for the dominical and Marian
feast days. These texts are all ordered according to the fixed church year, but several liturgical text in these year
collections are organized in line with the movable church calendar, such as the liturgies about Easter and Lent. As a
consequence, the two sorts of texts follow each other in a seemingly illogical way, because every year the two systems
would have been set up differently. Due to the combination of liturgical texts for fixed and movable events in one
volume or two, a year collection consists of the most assembled hagiographic-homiletic collection and provides
evidence of liturgical practices from smaller churches and monasteries. For that reason, all manuscripts have different
selections and combinations of saints and homiletic orations (Hggel 2002: 40).

34 Istanbul, Hagias Triados 88 preserves a menologium for the month December and the manuscripts Hieros. Sab 18,
Par. gr. 1451 and Par. suppl. gr. 1273 transmit menologia covering three months of the orthodox year (in this case,
December until February).

35 passio Martyres X in Creta, BHG 1196, inc. Expfiv pév tév npdfewv t®v dyabdv dvSpiv épyw ...; celebrated at
December 23. De’Cavalieri provides an introduction to the topic (1946: 7-28) and an edition (1946: 29-40), but he does
not edit the Taurinensis (only Hieros. Sab 18, Par. gr. 1451 and Oxfor. Bodl. Laudensis 69).
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lives are accompanied by the liturgical orations (i.e. a discourse written for and read during a liturgical
ceremony) about the birth of Jesus Christ on December 25.

2.1.3. The transmission history of the Slavonic translation

Due to the early date of the Taurinensis (viz. late ninth or beginning of the tenth century), the text of the
Passio Ignatii (and therefore also the Letter to the Romans) is not transmitted as a corpus alienum, since
the script characteristics of Ignatius’ Martyrium do not differ from the texts before or after. Moreover, this
manuscript witness stands closer in time to its Greek original and the Latin translation, but in parallel, it is
chronologically further removed from the copies of the Slavonic translation. This dating does not affect the
preliminary conclusion of Sels (2023: 118) who concludes that the Passio Ignatii was translated into Slavonic
at the latest in the thirteenth century, but probably earlier, as the earliest manuscript witness dates to the
early fourteenth century.

The Passio Ignatii is in H.644 (f. 70r-76r) surrounded by a compilation of saint’s lives and sermons
for the months of September to March (viz. a part of a year collection). The manuscript V.33, in turn,
transmits the Passio Ignatii (f. 116v-120v) in a menologium consisting of a selection of saint’s lives for
December (Sels 2023: 98).

3. Philology
In this section, | focus on the philological evaluation of the differences between the Slavic versions and their
Greek model by checking the editions (Funk-Diekamp, BihImeyer and Ehrman) to see how the history of the
Taurinensis and its relationships with other Greek versions and with the Latin version can help us
understand the history of Slavic translation itself.

A preliminary remark is the fact that the Taurinensis omits the end of paragraph one and the
beginning of paragraph two. Moreover, the manuscript V.33 omits regularly a couple of phrases. In this
respect, Sels (2023: 99) concludes that all the witnesses of group two, the group to which V.33 belongs,
have large textual gaps due to a material deficiency in their common ancestor. In these cases, the
comparison to the Slavonic witnesses will be limited solely to H.644.

3.1. The Taurinensis within the Greek tradition

3.1.1. Different recensions

The transmission history of both the Letter to the Romans and the LR of Ignatius’ letters testify that
collections of letters did not stand firm. But even within a letter, the text was not fixed in premodern
cultures as the Byzantine one, which transmit texts through (the copies of) manuscripts. These elements
set, therefore, the perfect atmosphere of a rewriting culture (Constantinou 2021: 6). Rewriting is thus not
a literary genre, but “a mode employed for the production of texts belonging to all major premodern
genres”, including epistolography and hagiography (Constantinou 2021: 9). In the scholarship of Ignatius’
letters, the question of the different recensions and authenticity stood central, although Bauer (2018: 93)
argues that even the MR is a comprehensive revision of Ignatius’ original letters. Brennecke (2018: 253) and
Given (2022: 494), on their part, agree that there are traces of a redactional process of rephrase visible in
the MR (for Ignatius’ Letter to the Romans and Letter to Polycarp are the interventions not as profound as
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in the other letters). Hence, previous scholarship tended to project versions of texts disregarding their
functionality and use in Late Antiquity and the Middle Ages, since studies on Ignatius showed little interest
in the concepts of rewriting or multiplicity within a tradition. The Taurinensis provides a combination of the
MR and LR, which proves against the coherence as represented in the narrowed but traditional threefold
recension model. The text of the Letter to the Romans in the Taurinensis is mainly based on the MR, but
incorporates some of the characteristic expansions and textual variants related to the LR, which | have
categorized in the following groups: additions (with and without reference to the Bible), word order, articles
and particles, omissions and lastly, changes concerning wordform.

First, | discuss the expansions distinctive for the LR. Since Brennecke (2018: 256) points out that the
LR consists of a considerable amount of quotations and allusions to the Scriptures and Eusebius of
Caesarea’s Church History supplemented to the text the MR in which those quotations were not yet
available, | distinguished the additions to the MR with and without reference to the Bible. In this respect,
Constantinou (2021: 6) draws attention to the fact that medieval authors built their narratives on sources
comprising the Bible and writings of early Christian authors, since writing an original story matter was not
their primary interest. Therefore, it is not surprisingly that textual interventions to the Letter to the Romans
consisted of supplementing Biblical quotations, because they give an intertextual layer to the text indicating
the importance of the Bible as the reference work par excellence and they also reinforce the already existing
arguments (even to that extent that they claim authority and authenticity). For these reasons, it is worth
mentioning that every time (i.e. six cases in total) when the revision of the LR refers or alludes to the Bible,
the Taurinensis takes over this reading, whereas it does not adopt consistently all other augmentations
without reference to the Scriptures.

In §2.5, the participle tpéxwv reminds of 1 Cor. 9.24%¢ and this reading is found in the Greek LR, the
Taurinensis and the Metaphrast. In this sentence, Ignatius exhorts the Romans that if they keep silent, he
will belong to God¥, while if they do not keep silent, but rather want his flesh, he will be running®®. The
word tpgxwv refers to the passage of 1 Cor. 9.24-27 in which Paul tells about a running competition in which
only one athlete can win the prize. The apostle sees the contest as an exercise in self-control, with the sole
difference being athletes (without having a true goal) striving to obtain the transient, while Christians
pursue the imperishable. If Ignatius, thus, would continue running, he would stay as an athlete on the earth
and he would not be able to accomplish his mission to achieve immortality and belong to God.

In §3.6, the phrase T yap patvopeva npookatpa: Td 8 pn PAenopeva ai®via was added to oudev
devépuevov dwwviov'. It is a literal quotation from 2 Cor. 4.18%, except for the substitution of BAentopeva by
dawopeva, a variant reading distinctive for the Taurinensis. In this case, the texts deviates from the reading
of the Bible and creates a parallelism with the previous verb (devouevov) in the sentence. In his
commentary to the second Pauline epistle to the Corinthians, Harris (2005: 364) points out that the
difference between ta BAendpeva and ta pr BAsnopeva should be interpreted as a relative contradiction

36 QUK oldate OTL Ol &V oTASiW TPEXOVTEC TAVTEC PEV TPEXOUGDLY, €i¢ 8¢ AapBAvel T Bpapeiov; olTwe Tpéxete tva
KataAapnte.

37 ¢t Te yap olwmottal art’ épod, éyw yeviowue Beol” (§2.4).

38 ¢dv 8¢ £paoBiite TR oapkOC pou” TaALY Ecope Tpéxwv(§2.5).

39 uf) okomoUVTWY AU®V T BAemdpeva GAAX T& pf BAemtdpeva: To yap PAemdpeva nipdokatpa, ta 8¢ prf PAemopeva
aiwvia. (“Because our eyes are fixed not on what can be seen, but on what cannot be seen; for what can be seen is
transient, but what cannot be seen is eternal”, translation Harris (2005: 363).
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indicating that Paul was not strictly fixed on the things that could not be seen. Paul wanted to make clear
that he felt attracted to long-lasting future and present (not yet entirely fulfilled) realities. Harris (2005:
ibid.) further defines this antithesis as “a contrast between what is now seen by mortals and what is as yet
hidden from mortal gaze because of human mortality and temporality” and not as an spatial opposition
between time and timelessness. Thus, it not only creates a paradox that Christians focus their eyes on the
invisible, but this discrepancy distinguishes Christians, since they do not depend their actions and attitude
on the world of sense. Harris (2005: 365) discusses the content of the two categories according to Paul. The
first group of the things that can be seen (ta BAenopeva) include the death of Jesus, the corps, mortal flesh
and the external appearance, whereas to the second group (ta un BAendueva) belong concepts as the
power of God, the resurrection, the soul and the eternal burden of glory. This Biblical interpretation fits
Ignatius’ rhetoric perfectly. Before the discussed fragment in the Letter to the Romans, Ignatius said that if
he would be considered a Christian, he also could be called one and hence could be found faithful, when
he should be no longer visible to this world*. Schoedel (1985: 173) argues that in this complicated line
Ignatius wants to convey that he can only be a true disciple of God when he has died and the world no
longer sees him. While nothing that appears is positive, only Christ truly arises after his death and
proceeding to the Father. This thought implicates that Ignatius will disappear physically, when he dies, but
he will also be freed from suspicion of not being a true Christian. Indeed, in the visible world Ignatius only
appeared to be a Christian, but he could not prove he truly was.

The previous argument stating that quotations have an important role in adopting the LR readings
is reinforced by the example of §6.3. The sentence ti yap wdeAfital avBpwmog £av kepSRoeL TOV KOGLOV
Olov: TNV 6 Puxnv InUwBET- (“What profit does it bring a man if he wins the whole world, but damages
his soul?”) was added selectively to the MR rendering of the Taurinensis, since the following sentence of
the LR without reference to the Bible** was left out. The line of §6.3 is shared with the Greek LR and the
Metaphrast version alluding to Matthew 16.26%, even though the Taurinensis stays closer to this gospel’s
quote, since it substitutes the verb &moAéon by {nuwBeT but omits avtol before drmoAéon®. In the Bible,
Matthew writes in his gospel (16.21-27) about Jesus’ announcement about His trip to Jerusalem, His
approaching death and His advice to his apostles not to follow him so that they do not suffer the same fate.
Matthew reports that Jesus said that anybody who wants to preserve His soul, will lose it and anybody who
loses his life because of Jesus, will preserve it. With this argument, Jesus emphasizes that His disciples
should follow Him in duty and glory and warns them neither to deny Him and corrupt their soul with earthly
desires and possessions nor to decline a life in line with his precepts to prolong their temporal life. Instead,
he rather encourages them to choose for the eternal happy existence by following Him and accept to bear
the cross. In any case, Jesus will reward everyone according to their deeds, when He arises and returns with
the angels and the glory of His Father. This passage is thus particularly interesting for a martyrium, since
dying for Christ and the faith of Christianity would preserve the eternal life of the martyr. When the martyr
accepts that his physical body pertaining to his momentary life may be killed by persecutors, he retains his

40 ¢dv yap eVPeBR. Kal AéyeoBat SUvape” kal TOTe oTOC eVpeBijval. dtav KGouw A dpaivops- (§3.5).

“ This sentence reads tOv KUpLov 0BG, TOV ULOV To0 AANBwvol Beol Kkal matpdg, Inoolv tov XploTtov (§6.4).

42 ti yap wdeAnBrostal &vBpwrtog £ TOV kOopov BAov kepdrion thv 8¢ Yuxnv adtod {nuwoi;

43 In the previous section (Matthew 16.25), the form d&moAéon is used in the sentence 6¢ &’ &v dmoAéon TV Yuxnv
auTtol €vekev éuol elpnosl avutnv (“whoever loses his life because of me, will find it”). It is possible that the long
recension took an excerpt of this phrase and combined it with the following section (viz. Matthew 16.26).
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immortal soul constituting to his eternal existence and is recognized as a true disciple of God, which has the
highest possible value in Christianity. This is also the case in Ignatius’ Letter to the Romans: before the
quotation, Ignatius says that it would be better for him to die in Jesus Christ than to rule all over the world**
and afterwards, Ignatius admits that he seeks Jesus who died in our name and arose for us®.

The incorporation of the quotation from the gospel of Matthew has as a consequence that the
phrase of the MR (0 6& tokeTog pol €mikettal, §6.5) no longer fits into the logical evolution of the narrative
and is omitted. This is the only attestation of a deletion from the MR in the Taurinensis, a characteristic it
has in common with the Greek LR.

Paragraph seven is remarkable for three Biblical references in three successive lines. The first one
of §7.7 complements dptov oupaviov' aptov {wii¢ (“heavenly bread, bread of life”) after &ptov Beol
B€Aw’(“l desire the bread of God”). It follows the Greek LR and the Metaphrast version. This addition can
be made for stylistic reasons, creating a tricolon with bread (&ptov), to highlight its importance, and the
repetition draws attention to the passage of John’s gospel (6.31-32,48)%, in which he discusses Jesus’ Bread
of Life Discourse (John 6.22-59). After Jesus’ miracle of providing food to around five thousand men with
only five loaf and two fish and his walk on the lake, Jesus spoke to the people that they should not seek for
perishable food, but rather, for imperishable food of the Son offering eternal life. They remembered Mozes
feeding bread to their ancestors, but Jesus corrected them that it was God who provided the heavenly
bread. He continued saying that he is the bread of life (&ptov {wiig), since their ancestors have eaten manna
in the desert and died. Anyone who eats His heavenly bread, on the contrary, will not die but will live
eternally. To do this, the Son sacrifices His body, because anyone who eats from His body has eternal life
inside and will be resurrected from death by Jesus. Ignatius, for his part, admits that he has no pleasure in
perishable food nor in pleasures of this life*” and therefore, he insists on seeking the everlasting life and the
bread of God. The Greek words tpodii pBopdg (“the food of decay”) probably reminded of a similar idea
from a passage of John (6.27)® and inspired the author(s) of the LR to insert these quotations to verify
Ignatius’ words and deeds with Jesus’ preaching.

The second Biblical reference seems also to be a commonplace for Jesus’ genealogy, originating
from David and Abraham (Romans 1.3, Matthew 1.1%° and Hebrews 2.16°°). The MR only transmits that the
bread is the flesh of Christ who comes from the seed of David®, whereas the Greek LR and Metaphrast
version change this into ol yevopévou €v Uotépw £k omépuatog Aauid kat ‘ABpadp and add tol viol tol

44 KooV pot armoBavelv eigIncolv XpLotov, f Bacelety TV mepdtwy THC VG (§6.2).

45 gketvov INT®’ TOV UtEp UGV artoBavovta” ékelvov BAw TV U AudG dvaotdvta (§6.5).

46"Aptov £K ToU oUpavol £8wkev auToic dayelv (John 6.31); ginev o0V aUTOIC O Incolic, ApAV duAv Aéyw UPIV, ol
Mwiofig 6£6wkev LUTV TOV dptov £k Tod oVpavod, AN 6 matfip pou Sidwaotv UUIv TOv Gptov €k Tol olpavod Ttov
AaAnBwov' (John 6.32); éyw it 6 Gptog tig {wiig (John 6.48). To this passage, Ignatius also refers in his Letter to the
Smyrneans 6.2-7.1, when he discusses the interpretation of the Eucharist. Besides, the reference to Mozes (MwUacfig)
giving manna to the people of Israel reflects Exodus 16.

47 oUy fiopat tpod i $Bopdc 0VEE iSovaic Tol Biou TolTtou (§7.7).

48 ¢pydileoBs pA thv Bpdotv TAV oAU pévnv AANA THY Bpdotv THV pévouoav i {whV aiwviov.

49 BiBAoc¢ yevéoewg Inoold Xplotol viod Aauid viol ABpady. (“Book of the origin of Jesus Christ, son of David and son
of Abraham”).

0 o0 yap SAmou ayyéhwv érmhappavetal, AAG onéppatog ABpadu émapBdvetal. (“[Jesus] does not lay hold of
angels, but he lays hold of the seeds of Abraham”).

51 8 éotL 0dpEInool Xplotod tol &k omépuatog Aauid (§7.8).
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Beo0 after’Inool Xplotol. The Taurinensis entirely takes over the former, while it only preserves to0 600
from the latter, suggesting that Jesus is God and not the Son. This is the third quotation of a Pauline letter,
which seems to have a more prominent role in the LR, since §7.8 in Ignatius’ Letter to the Romans is closely
related to “mepl ol viol adTtol Tol yevouévou €k omépuatog Aauld katd odapka” of the preface of Paul’s
Epistle to the Romans (1.3). Instead of rigidly imitating Paul’s phrase®?, the author(s) of the LR tries/try to
give an as accurate as possible description fusing some Biblical excerpts which contain the most detailed
evidence concerning Jesus’ origins. By elaborating on His genesis, there also appears a close parallel to Jesus
and Ignatius: both are descendants from Abraham, and finding historical similarities sets the way open to
draw parallels for the future. Indeed, Ignatius wants to die and to attain to God as an imitatio Christi.
According to the Christian theology, only God, who creates the human beings, knows who they are. Christ,
real God and real man, reveals to the humans who they actually are. So, the imitation of Christ (imitatio
Christi) is, on the one hand, essential to go to paradise. In this sense, imitation means that you become “like
Christ, who is God” by the grace of God. On the other hand, imitatio Christi means to properly live as a mere
human being, because if | imitate someone, | ontologically become like the one | am imitating. And, if Jesus
is a real God and the perfect prototype of men, | will become both God and a proper, perfect man. Hence,
all hagiographers of saint’s lives are stressing the imitation of Christ.

The last Biblical quotation in §7.9 comes from the Old Testament (2 Macc. 7.36%). After having said
that Ignatius wanted heavenly bread, he also expresses that he desires to drink his blood, which is
imperishable love and eternal life®*. These last words (kat dévvaoc {wr) pertain to the Greek LR and the
Metaphrast version. This example is very striking, since the passage in 2 Maccabees 7 is the earliest account
of a martyrdom of seven brothers and their mother, within the major story about the Jewish revolt against
king Antiochus. In the Letter to the Romans, Ignatius seeks in dying for God his personal salvation, but this
idea of the immortality of the soul was only introduced in the Hebrew Bible with 2 Maccabees, in which
every son formulates his expectation of immortality (Assmann 2012: 54-55). The last surviving son
articulates the statement in 2 Maccabees 7.36, after his mother conveyed her son towards martyrdom and
after which he will endure the most severe and violent torture of all the sons decisively and with his head
held high. The traditional Biblical notion, however, relies on the fulfilment of God’s promises within distant
history (viz. the future generations), not in the afterlife, whereas the martyr wants an immediate realization
both of being rewarded in the beyond according to God’s justice and of finding an eternal life for the soul.
This conception on martyrdom is intertwined with the aspects on apocalypticism, which Assmann (2012:
55) defines as “an absolute and impatient expectation of the end of the present world and the coming of a
new world”. Hereon, apocalypticists (including martyrs) place all their hopes, since arriving in a new world
will free them from suffering and oppression in their present situation. So, Ignatius is linked by the use of
this quotation to the earliest (prototypical) martyrs from the Bible, who in 4 Maccabees 8-18 are fashioned
into a model of piety. Indeed, Ignatius proves his piety to God and Christianity by imitating this example.

52 For the influence and authority of the Pauline style, language and letters on Ignatius and for Ignatius’ relationship
with Paul, see Lindemann (2005), Mitchell (2006), Daunton-Fear (2015) and Bauer (2019).

53 ot pév yap viv Apétepol ddsAdol Bpaxuv Umevéykavteg mdvov devaou Lwiig UTd SLaBrknv Beol mentwkaotv: oU 6¢
] To0 600 Kkpioel Sikala & mpdoTua Thg Untepndaviag anoion. (“These our brothers, after enduring a brief pain,
have now drunk of ever-flowing life, in terms of God’s covenant, but thou shalt receive by God’s judgment the just
penalty of thine arrogance”, translation Assmann (2012: 54)).

54 kot oA Beol BEAW TO alpa avtod. & oty dydmn ddBaptoc kai dévvaog wr (§7.9).
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Furthermore, this citation connects the discourse about the Eucharist and the immortal afterlife of the New
Testament (as found in §7.8-9) to the Old Testament, in which these topics is only prominently presented
in the Maccabean story.

To conclude, the use of quotations in the Letter to the Romans® makes the LR distinctive from the
MR. At the same time, it embeds the arguments more profoundly into the Christian theology and creates
an intertextual dialogue in which Ignatius becomes part of the larger tradition of martyrs. The semantic
importance of these citations can hardly be overestimated.

In a couple of cases, groups of words are inserted without explicit reference to the Bible. In §1.2
100 Be00 was appended after 6éAnua in the Taurinensis, which shares this reading with the Metaphrast
version, but not with the Greek LR. In §4.1 the adjective maocalg is added to taic ékkAnoioalg, maybe for
stylistic reasons (viz. parallelism) or clarification, because the continuation reads kal évtéAAope ntaowv (“we
gave instructions to all [the churches]”). The Taurinensis shares this reading with the Greek LR.
Furthermore, the verbform yeviioouot was placed between dneAetBepog and Incol Xpiotol (§4.10) to
indicate that if Ignatius suffers, he will not be immediately a freed person belonging to Jesus Christ, but
rather become one. In this respect, the emphasis lays on the process from starting point to end (viz. a
change of state and a new state of being), but not only on the end result as would be the case if a verb was
missing and éotwv or éotal would be presumed. In §4.11%°, the words koopwdv fj pdtawov were added to
specify that Ignatius is not without purpose and does indeed desire something (viz. die as a martyr and
ascend to God to be a true Christian), but nothing perishable as earthly and vain things. Here, the
Taurinensis follows the Greek LR, but it does not render év aUt® before 6ebepévoc. The last example of an
augmentation is found in §5.9%, where after cuotdoslg the words dvatopai Sapéong are added in the
list of horrible things to encounter (i.e. fire, cross, wild beasts, corporal torture and evil torments of the
devil). Indeed, in return for attaining to God Ignatius preaches to endure all these sufferings. In the same
passage, the Taurinensis also changes cuykorn to cuykoral, a variant reading shared with the Greek LR.

The previous example already introduced the next category of changes concerning word-form (five
cases) and word-choice (nine cases) to assimilate the rendering of the Taurinensis to the LR. Regarding to
word-form, there are no outstanding changes of meaning. In §3.1, the Taurinensis (together with the Greek
LR and the Metaphrast version) preserves ou&evi, indicating that the Roman community was not grudging
against anyone, while the Jerusalem codex and the Par. gr. 1451 transmit o0&¢va, articulating that they did
not have envy to something. In this case, the reading of the Taurinensis is more coherent, since the next
part reads dA\ouc é616a€ate also denoting persons. The example of §5.2 shows that the Taurinensis renders
the adjective otpatiwtikov as a complement to tayua (“troop of soldiers”), like the Greek LR and the
Metaphrast version. The other Greek manuscripts, in turn, attest otpatiwt®v as a complement to taypa in
the genitive case, without a distinctive semantic difference. In §7.2, there is no specific semantic distinction
between the dative case €uot (preserved in the Taurinensis, Greek LR and Metaphrast version) and the
genitive case £uol as a complement to yéveoBe to express “be on my side”. The last example of the change

55 0n more detailed studies about the use of Biblical quotations in Ignatius’ letters, see Foster (2005) and in the
Apostolic Fathers, see Gregory & Tuckett (2005).

56 vOv pavBdvw Sedepévog undév EmBULETV KOGULKOV F] HATOLOV.

57 ntlip kal oTaPOC Bnplwv Te GUOTAOELS, dvatoual, Slapéoel, okopmiopol 60Téwy, cuyKomal LeA®V, dAheopol dBAou
100 cwparoc.
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in word-form (§7.6) points to a difference between a participle Aéyov (transmitted in the Metaphrast
version) and the indicative mood AéyeL (preserved in the Taurinensis and the Greek LR). The former is
paralleled with the participle AaAoOv as a conjunct to its subject USwp 6& {&v, whereas the latter is the
main verb of the sentence and has a more accurate reading.

Relating to the changes in word-choice, five instances retain different textual interpretations, the
other four deal either with theological replacements (§4.4, §4.7) or synonyms (§4.3). Already in the second
line of the preface, the Taurinensis (and the Greek LR) substitute the reading of the MR (qyamnuévn,
“beloved”) with Aylacpévn (“sanctified”). These participles used as adjectives define the word “church”
(ékkAnola) and the semantic difference between loved by God and sanctified by God are of theological
nature. Nevertheless, they both show God’s positive attitude towards the church. The variant reading of
§1.1 probably originates from the polysemic meanings of a€L66ca (“worthy of God”, “worth seeing”) and
then was replaced by the unconfusing form &€lo6¢ata (“worth seeing”). Furthermore, the Taurinensis and
the Metaphrast version transmit akovta (§5.6), while the Greek LR reads €kovta. Although antonyms, the
meaning of this passage does not change considerably, since Ignatius’ persistence is firmly expressed in the
main clause. The former points out that Ignatius will force the wild beasts if they do not want to devour
him willingly, while the latter indicates that Ignatius will compel them if they do not consume him
reluctantly. So, in any way, Ignatius’ desire to be devoured is so immersive that he will do whatever it takes
to be devoured by the wild animals. In §6.1, the Taurinensis and the Metaphrast version have the reading
teprvad (“pleasant things”), whereas the Greek LR preserves népata (“borders”) so that the interpretation
of this sentences changes completely. The latter points to the ascetic attitude of declining power and
possession including the reign over the world, while the former goes even further in this ascetic attitude by
rejecting the pleasures of the world and rulership. Finally, in §7.4, the Taurinensis and the Metaphrast
version preserve meloBnte (“be persuaded”), whereas the Greek LR reads miotelooate (“believe”). The
reading of meloBnte seems more convincing in this context, because on the one part it constitutes a parallel
with un6& neioBnté in the previous phrase, and on the other, if the Roman community is persuaded by
Ignatius’ letter, they will also act according to Ignatius’ wish.

Only in two clearly readable cases (§1.4, §2.8), the Taurinensis took over the word order from the
Greek LR against that of the MR. In §1.4, the Taurinensis transmits ayannv Vv, together with the Greek
LR, whereas the MR and Metaphrast version render OpGv ayamnv. According to the Classical Greek
grammar, the differences between these two readings lay in the aspect. The former stands in the attributive
position and expresses a quality (“love of mine”), whereas the latter stands in the predicative position and
solely describes the word (“my love”) which has usually less emphasis. In §2.8, the Taurinensis probably
reads katnéiwoev 6 eoc, since only half the verbform is clearly readable. The Greek MR and the
Metaphrast version render 0 Bg0¢ katnéiwoev. Even though Ancient Greek does not have a fixed word-
order, stylistic and semantic differences can be noted between varying sequences. However, there are too
many parameters of what the author wanted to communicate, that | cannot draw decisive conclusions
about this fragment.

One instance, in which the Taurinensis (§2.7) reverses its word-order against the Greek LR and the
Metaphrast version, is very striking. The former renders év’Incol Xplot®, while the latter reads €év XpLot®
Inool (“in Christo lesu”). Similarly to the use of quotations, the LR suggests also here Pauline language, as
the TLG attests only 99 usages of Christ Jesus are found in the New Testament of which 93 belong to Paul’s
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Epistles and of which 50 record the prepositional phrase év with a dative case (viz. év Xplot® Inco0)®.
Additionally, in line seven of the preface, Sels (2023: 110) already noticed the inversion of word order in
the Taurinensis (Xplot® Incod), supported by a parallel reading in the Slavonic translation.

Concerning the category of articles and particles, | made a separate list, because the Latin and Old
Slavonic languages do not know the use of articles and the Old Slavonic displays an irregular use of particles.
These changes are not of primary interest when comparing the Greek text transmitted in the Taurinensis
and the Slavonic translation. Hence, they are only briefly discussed. In most of the instances where variation
between the manuscripts occurs, the particles in the Taurinensis follow the Greek LR (§1.2, §2.4, §2.6,
§5.10) and the articles in the Taurinensis comply with the Greek LR (§4.5, §5.10, §10.3). Only in two lines
(viz. §5.4, §9.3), the Taurinensis follows a reading against the Greek LR, respectively rendering kai against
a kat (LR) and o06¢ yap against ou yap (LR). The most remarkable findings were §1.3 and §1.5, in which the
Taurinensis follows partly the Greek LR which provide to in both cases against respectively an omission and
tol (in the codices of Jerusalem and Sinae, the Par. gr. 1451, the Monac. gr. 394 and the Metaphrast
version).

3.1.2. Variant readings distinctive for the Taurinensis

In this section, | discuss the variant readings that only occur in the Taurinensis. This analysis aligns with the
argument of Given (2022: 487) who proves using the Coptic translation that the MR in one language or
tradition is internally divers and complicated and not so straightforward as represented in editions. Similarly
to the previous part, | distinguished the following three groups of textual variants compared to the Greek
tradition transmitting Ignatius’ Letter to the Romans: word choice, word-order and word-form. Even though
not all readings display a remarkable semantic difference, they are significant from a text-critical
perspective. This observation also applies to the examples of the previous section.

To begin, in the first line of the preface, the conjunction kat was probably due to its abbreviated
form incorrectly interpreted as mveUpatog, with the very similar nomen sacrum mvg, as mentioned in the
introduction (1.2.1.3). As a result, the Holy Trinity is mentioned in an asyndeton, rather than God and Jesus
alone. Additionally, in a series of compounds expressing Ignatius’ praise to the Church of Rome, the hapax
legomenon a&gloayvog (“worthy of being consecrated”) is replaced in the Taurinensis by d€layaotog
(“admirable, astonishing”) in the fourth line of the preface. The aspect of consecration and holiness as
expressed in d€loayvoc is not present in afLayaotog and makes the meaning of the substitution less strong
in a religious context. In this respect, Schoedel (1985: 166) remarks that although the list of adjectives seems
exaggerated, Ignatius’ laudatory attitude relates with the key function of the city to let him attain to God
since the apostolic Church of Rome had to play a crucial role to favour Ignatius’ glorious march to death. In
continuation of the enumeration of compounds, in line five of the preface, the Taurinensis has the variant
reading xplotévupog (“in the name of Christ”), against xptotdévopoc (“in the law of Christ”). The alternative
of the Taurinensis shapes the adjective xplotovopog depending on ékkAnoia (line 2) to resemble the next
word natpovupog (“ in the name of God”). More information on the formation of compound words will be

8 Novenson (2012) studies the theological implications of placing Christ before Jesus and its use in Paul in relation to
the traditional language in ancient Judaism. Morgan (2020) examinates the pragmatics and semantics of the phrase
“in Christ” in Pauline Epistles concluding that Paul uses the phrase with richness and complexity to build his narration
of the relationship between God, Christ and the faithful through the instrumental and encheirismatic meaning of the
prepositional phrase év with dative case.
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provided in section 4.1. Furthermore, Christianity is not a matter of persuasion (metopoviig, §3.8), but rather
of greatness, while the Taurinensis reads that Christianity is not a work of satiety (mAnouoviig, §3.8). In §3.5
and §4.5 a similar change can be observed: in the former givatis substituted by e0peBiijvat in the Taurinensis
and in the latter yévwpat is also replaced by a form of gsupiokw, namely e0peBricwue. Moreover, the
Taurinensis changes the adverb “in a short time” (either cUvtoud or cuvtopwg in the traditional renderings)
into £tolud (“ready”) in §5.4. So, in this line, Ignatius does not pray that the wild beast would act quick with
him, but that they would be found ready for him. The reading of the Taurinensis, therefore, stresses more
the willingness of the animals to devour him, because they were sometimes terrified by the environmental
noises and enthusiasm that they did not touch their targeted victims (o0 Womnep Tw®v elthavopeva o0y
fPavto, §5.5). The reaction of the martyr (including Ignatius) to that situation would be to exhort them to
devour him quickly (& kal koAakeUow ouVTOPWCG Pe kKatadayely, §5.5). The other reading creates a stylistic
parallel with cuvtopwg on the next line (§5.5) and rather stresses the time span. In addition, in §10.2 the
Taurinensis transmits maBntov against moBntov so that it does not designate that the name of his
companion Crocus is dear to him, but rather that Crocus’ name is subject to suffering. Schoedel (1985: 191)
comments on the word moBntov that Ignatius uses the same formula in his Letter to the Smyrneans 13.2
and Letter to Polycarp 8.3. It is a common second-century compliment but it only has meaning when Crocus
had to carry the letter to Rome before Ignatius arrived there. In the same line, the word éneyvwkévat
(“observe”) is also replaced by aneyvwkéval (“give up an intention”) in the Taurinensis. For that reason, the
Taurinensis generates the interpretation that Ignatius believes that the Roman community has given up
their hopes in the preceding martyrs, whereas the other reading indicates that the Roman community
already knew the earlier martyrs. Finally, the Taurinensis reads pévovta (§10.3) against pe évta.

Concerning word-form, the Taurinensis uses seven times a form changed in inflection or
conjugation as evidenced in §4.6 by o06&v T0U o®UATOG pou against oUSE TO oWud pou and xplotol tol
Beol against tol Xplotol in the Greek MR and’Incoil Xplotol in the Greek LR. A line before (in §4.5), the
Taurinensis transmits Bapog against Bapug, although the other two forms (€pol against pot and urde
against un) differ mainly in expressing emphasis. In § 6.7, the Taurinensis preserves yapiontat against
xapionoBe and similarly the Taurinensis has the form mapdoynte in §2.6, although the verb mapéyxw has
many textual variations in this line as listed in BihImeyer’s apparatus. The last example of §9.1 demonstrates
that the article of genitive construction tfi¢ év Zupia £kkAnoiag, which functioned as a complement to the
verb pvnuovevete (“remember the church in Syria”), is changed into a dative case ti}. As a consequence,
this line can be read without a direct object, but with the phrase as an elaboration on the prayer mpooceuxf
in the dative case (“remember in your prayer, the one of the church in Syria”). In this respect, Schoedel
(1985: 189) remarks that in the concluding words of Ignatius’ letters, the encouragement to remember the
church in Syria is recurrent, to that extent that Ignatius cannot consider his own fate without associating it
to the church of Antioch.

Within the category of word-order, four shifts are found. In §3.2%, kdkeiva is brought forward to
clarify its role as subject of the final clause introduced by iva and as the antecedent of the relative clause
introduced by G. The punctuation, as discussed in 1.2.1.3, supports this argument. In §4.6, the Taurinensis
transmits &AnBeig (= &AnBMc), which defines pabntng (“true disciple”), after xpLotol tol B=00, against the

59 gym 8¢ BéAw, Kakelva: va Paifea f- & padntevovteg évtéAheoBat. (“I simply want also those things which you
command when you make disciples so that they stand firm”).
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reading of a\nbfg directly following pabntng. The textual variant of §4.9 is rather exceptional, since it
reverses the traditional sequence of péxpt viv into viv péxpt. Lastly, in the quotation of Matthew’s gospel
(§6.3), the Taurinensis places tov kocuov 6Aov after the verb kepdroel, whereas the LR reading puts the
accusative before kepdnon.

In Bihlmeyer’s apparatus, however, four incorrect variants of the Taurinensis are included. Already
in line two of the preface, the Taurinensis follows the traditional reading of ta mavta instead of amdvra.
Furthermore, in §4.2, the particle oUv does not come after napakaA® in the Taurinensis and in §6.1 renders
the Taurinensis e instead of pol. Bihimeyer also duplicates a syllable in §8.7 when he reads éunuicatat
instead of éunoioatal and finally, in §9.1 the Taurinensis has the regular reading pvipovelete (for
pvnuoveUete) instead of the variant pvipovetoetal.

3.1.3. Relation with the old Latin version

In this section, | compare the Taurinensis with the old Latin version (a.k.a. Latin MR), since Bihlmeyer (1970:
XXXVI) remarks in his edition that the corresponding readings of the Taurinensis and the Latin MR in
particular are noteworthy. This Latin recension, which is believed to reflect an ancient state of the Greek
text, is known through the so-called ‘Anglo-Latin’ version probably translated in the thirteenth century.
The codex 247 of Tours (thirteenth century) contains an annotation at the first two lines of the left
column on folio 483r in which is written that Robert Grosseteste, bishop of Lincoln, has translated this
letters from Greek into Latin®. This codex contains four spurious letters of Ignatius, only attested in Latin.
From this information, Lightfoot (1885: 76-78) concluded that (1) Robert Grosseteste® (c. 1186-1253) was
involved in the translation process, either as a mediator commissioning someone else to translate the
letters from Greek to Latin or as a translator himself and (2) that the four spurious letters of the Tours
codex were added to the collection of twelve letters in the Anglo-Latin version and the scribe of the Tours
codex took over this annotation about Robert. But Lightfoot was not the first to find about this Latin version.
Usher (footnote 6) noticed in the seventeenth century that medieval English writers like Grosseteste
(bishop from 1235-1253), John Tyssington and William Wodeford (both late fourteenth century) cited in
Latin a different version of Ignatius’ letters than his contemporaries. It not only was more abbreviated and
limited to a corpus of seven letters as mentioned by Eusebius, but it even corresponded to the plentiful
citations of Eusebius and Theodoret of Cyrrhus (Brent 2007: 6). In reaction to this discovery, Usher found
two Latin manuscripts®? preserving the so-called MR which he used for his edition and which Funk-Diekamp
also incorporated for their revised edition. The Letter to the Romans was also embedded in the Passio

60 “Has epistulas transtulit de greco in latinum magister robertus grossa testa linconiensis episcopus”.

61 Robert Grosseteste was a well-known scholastic intellectual and translated many Greeks books into Latin. In his
writings, he mentions Ignatius’ words, from which was concluded that Robert was the first one to use this Latin version.
The fact that this version knew only a limited spread in England supports the attribution to Grosseteste. For a general
introduction to his life and works, see McEvoy (1994) and (2000). For his scientific importance and his Greek
scholarship, see Cunningham and Hocknull (2016) and McEvoy (1998). For his contribution to the scholarship of
Ignatius, see Lookadoo (2020).

62 Codex Caiensis 395, an handwriting from 1444, donated by the intellectual Walter Crome. It is kept in the Gonville
and Caius College at Cambridge. The other is codex Montacutianus (now lost and of undetermined age) pertaining to
the library of Richard Montagu, bishop of Norwich. The Dublin codex 781 (D.3.11), kept in the Trinity College in Dublin,
is Usher’s notebook and contains a transcript of the Codex Caiensis 395 as well as interlinear notes of the variant
readings of the now lost codex Montacutianus.
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Ignatii. Furthermore, Funk and Diekamp (1913: LVI) note that the text is a word-for-word translation
retaining the same word-order as the exemplar so that we have a prove of a Greek codex translated with
Latin words as for example in §5.8 with {nA®oat rendered as its Latin loanword “zelare”. This feature
immediately stands out in a comparison between the Taurinensis and the Latin MR and can be exemplified
by various instances of which I illustrate three outstanding ones. In §8.3, the Latin MR transmits “per paucas
literas deprecor vos; credite mihi” as a literal rendering of &U OAiywv ypapudtwv aitolpe OpAC.
motevoatal pot (§8.3) from the Taurinensis. The Latin MR shows a pattern of not delivering the textual
expansions of the LR readings, as it becomes clear from this line. in which the Greek and Latin LR
complement pr mapattrionoOé pe to aitolpe LUAC (“I ask you not to deprecate me”) and “OtL tov’Incolv
S TOV Unep €pol mapadoBévra to miotevoatal pot (“Trust me that | love Jesus who delivers judgment
about me”). The same verbatim translation is witnessed in §4.2 and §4.4. In the first case, the Latin MR
reads “deprecor vos, non concordia intempestiva fiatis mihi” as a perfect equivalence of mapakaA® UG
un ebvola Gkatpog yéviaBal pot from the Taurinensis and the Greek LR. In this respect, these three sources
coincide with the Slavonic translation (discussed in section 3.2.3), as well as the fragment of example of
§4.4. Herein, the Taurinensis and the Latin MR are paralleled against the Greek LR. The Taurinensis
preserves oltog AL Beol kal 6U 660vTwv Bnpilwv dAnBoue’ tva kabapog Gptog eUpeB® tol Xplotod and
the Latin MR translates “frumentum sum Dei, et per dentes bestiarum molar, ut mundus panis inveniar
Christi”. These last two examples demonstrate that the relationship between the Latin MR, the Taurinensis
and the Greek LR is very striking. Only in two cases, the Taurinensis transmits a variant reading common to
the Latin MR (év’Incol Xplot® together with “in lesu Christo”, §2.7 and 100 Xplotol shared with “Christi”,
§4.4). The Latin MR, however, does not correspond to the variant readings distinctive for the Taurinensis
and although the Latin MR does not adopt any of the textual expansions of the LR, it generally corresponds
to the variant readings of the Greek LR®3. For shared textual alternatives, the counter is on six®.

This analysis showed that the Taurinensis from a text-critical perspective stands closely to the
rendering of the Latin MR (and Greek LR). Both the dating to the end of the ninth or the beginning of the
tenth century and the corresponding readings with the Latin MR help us to understand the origins of the
text of the Taurinensis. In previous editions of the Letter to the Romans with only a narrow selection of
incorporated witnesses, the attention was primarily drawn on the cluster of the Jerusalem and Sinai codices
and the Par. gr. 1451, probably originating from a common hyparchetypus (Funk-Diekamp 1913: LXXI). The
rigid categories of the different recensions and the variant readings of the Taurinensis let Funk-Diekamp
(1913: ibid.) to the conclusion that the Taurinensis was an outsider in the Greek tradition. These
classifications, however, provided a distorted picture, especially when the Slavonic translation is taken into
account (see section 3.2.3).

63 Relating to word-order, the Latin MR follows the Greek LR in three cases, i.e. the seventh line of the preface (Inco0
Xplot®; “lesu Christo”), §9.3 (eiut &€log; “sum dignus”), §10.3 (éotiv UUlv; “est vos”); As word-choice concerns, they
correspond in eight cases, namely §1.2 (BéAnua; “voluntas”), §4.1 (omission of the personal pronoun), §4.3 (€oty;
“est”), §5.6 (ékovta; “volentem”), §6.1 (mépata; “termini”), §6.2 (61d; “propter”), §7.9 (moua; “potum”), §10.2
(mpooeABovTwy; “advenientibus”) and two times regarding word-form (line 7 from the preface with ndaon €vtoAfj and
“in omni mandato” and §8.5 with aAnB&c and “vere”).

64 §1.4 and §2.8 have common word-order, §4.10-11 (yevrioopat, 5e5épevoc) and §5.2 (otpatiwtikoy; “militaris”) opts
for the same word-choice and the form AéyeL corresponds to “dicit” in §7.6.
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3.2. The Taurinensis and the Slavonic translation of H.644 and V.33

3.2.1. Different recensions

Concerning the quotations and omissions, the Slavonic takes over all the instances of the Taurinensis (§2.5,
§6.3, §6.5, §7.7-9) except one (§3.6), which also renders the LR, but does not translate a distinction between
dawvopeva and BAenopeva. Here, neither H.644 nor V.33 can inform us about their Greek model. Only in
§7.8, the Slavonic translation shows two differences. H.644 renders :xkugra (“alive”) which has no Greek
equivalent instead of the reading to0 Bg00, whereas V.33 follows entirely the reading of the Taurinensis,
translating the genitive “of God” with §a. Secondly, H.644 omits the Greek év Uotépw, but V.33 renders it
as noca'kike. For this line, V.33 has the primary reading.

The additions without a Biblical reference in the Slavonic translation (§1.2, §4.1, §4.10-11, §5.8-9)
also follow closely the readings of the Taurinensis, but some versions show little variation. In the second
case (§4.1), for example, H.644 adds the preposition kb probably to clarify the addressee of the letter. This
insertion is presumably secondary and has no semantic difference to the reading of V.33 rendering a3sb
MHLLIOY RCBMb u,PEBAMb. In the following two lines, not every Greek word has been translated: in §4.8, H.644
— as opposed to the V.33 reading mup’noy 1 - does not render the Greek KOopLkoOv f and only transmits niia
BBIOY'YH CBE3AND: NHYTOXE cOyeTHO MoxoTBTH (“I learn now, being in chains, not to desire anything vain”).
Subsequently, in §5.8, H.644 and V.33 only translate 6pat®v (and not kat dwpdtwv), but H.644 renders the
Greek punéév opat@v most literally with nuvecoxe in the neuter form and the depending dative BHAHMBIXb.
Here, the construction of a dativus cum infinitivo is used, since the optative {InAwaoal (used to express a
wish) was interpreted as an infinitive. The last example in this series (§5.9) shows that in H.644, the Greek
ouotaoelg is rendered as the dative plural 3BBpEMb, maybe due to the phonological confusion of Greek
iotacism. In this case the nominative plural cuctdoelg is meant, but the dative plural of the first declension
ends in -oig (with the same pronunciation). By contrast, V.33 has the nominative plural 3gBpunm like the
Taurinensis. Further in the sentence, the V.33 reading also renders the Greek cuykomnai and dAecpol more
closely, since it displays the respective nouns cbeevenria and cbMAenHia in the nominative plural (in contrast
to H.644, which renders the words in singular, i.e. cbesvenne and cbmasiuie and therefore stays closer to the
LR versions).

The Slavonic translation (§3.1, §5.2, §7.2, §7.6) has also the same changes in word-form as the
Taurinensis. However, in §5.2, H.644 uses the adjective Rounbckh defining vunb (“troops of soldiers”) and
stays close to the Taurinensis rendering otpatiwtikov taypa. V.33, on the contrary, has the substantive
wHMbl, @ synonym of Rouna ("soldier") and a translation for the Greek otpatuwtng ("soldier"), but preserves
peic’we instead of keke 1 vuNb. The reading of V.33 is thus secondary.

Concerning to word-choice, the picture of the Slavonic translation is more divided. In four cases
(81.1, §4.3, §4.7, §5.6), the Slavonic version cannot inform us about its Greek model-text. The Slavonic
translation (both H.644 and V.33) renders pocToruanmara (§1.1), but this word can be a rendering of d€Lo9ea
(in the sense “worth of seeing” and the Greek variant reading a¢lo6<ata). In §4.3, the word 3R'BpemMb can be
a translation for Boppadv and Bp&®ua, both derived from the Greek verb BiBpwokw (“to eat”). Further in the
paragraph (§4.7) is the variation between Xplotov and kUplov very common in nomina sacra that this
difference from the Taurinensis is less relevant in Slavonic. In the fourth example (§5.6), ékovta or dkovta
is omitted in H.644 and this line is not preserved in V.33. The other four instances (§4.4, §6.1, §7.4 and line
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two of the preface) follow the word-choice of the Taurinensis and the LR literally, even though V.33 has a
secondary insertion of the possessive pronoun mokemoy (“mine”) specifying xm}* (“Christ”).

For the two cases with a slightly different word-order, the Slavonic translation of §2.8 follows the
reading of the Taurinensis closely with H.644 rendering ciiosHAb 1 5 and V.33 transmitting cfiosHab Bb for
the Greek katnéiwoev 6 9ed¢. The other example (§1.4) renders both in H.644 and V.33 atsge RaLLe for the
Greek dyamnnv Uu®yv, but in the latter it is included in the final clause introduced by kaa as the subject of
the sentence, whereas the former places it in the main sentence as its direct object and repeats it with the
pronoun Ta (as equivalent for adtr) in the subclause. Therefore, H.644 stays closer to the Greek exemplar.

Instances in which the Slavonic translation renders a different recension (against the Taurinensis)
are also found. In the first line of the preface, the LR povoyevoic (“the only-begotten”) against povou (MR)
and both H.644 and V.33 translate it as reAHNOveAAr.

3.2.1. Relation with distinctive variant readings of the Taurinensis

The adoption of variant readings of the Taurinensis could indicate that the manuscripts transmitting the
Slavonic translation and the Taurinensis had a common ancestor. | maintain the same categories as in the
discussion of the variant readings distinctive for the Taurinensis (section 3.1.2).

In the first line of the preface, the variant reading of mveOpatog is omitted in H.644 and V.33. In
§3.5 and §4.5, the Taurinensis transmitted two times a form of the verb g0plokw, but it is only rendered in
§3.5in H.644, since V.33 does not preserve this line. In the other case, however, both H.644 and V.33 read
BOYAOY, probably as a conscious simplifying of the scribe, since the Greek eupeb® (§4.7) also was translated
as Boy A0, when there was no indication of a variant reading which could explain the translation better.
Therefore, the example of §4.5 tells very little about the Greek model-text. In the following two lines (§3.8,
§5.4), H.644 and V.33 provides perfect equivalents (Mno:xkbeTRA and roTogu) for the Greek mAnopoviig and
£tolud. Ignatius’ salutation in paragraph ten, by contrast, does not show Slavonic parallels to the Greek: in
§10.2, ebgatosacoie of H.644 supports rather moBntov than mabntov of the Taurinensis. The same holds for
§10.3, in which H.644 adopts me coyipa, corresponding to the Greek pe 6vta against pevovta of the
Taurinensis.

Concerning word-form, the changes in Greek are not always significant or distinguishable in
Slavonic, as in §2.6, §4.5, §6.7, §9.1. In the last one, the article tfj is not maintained as opposed to the
genitive construction. H.644 connects with the conjunction u the genitive phrase cypbeicoyto upﬁgb (“of the
Syrian church”) to gs MTRE BaLIeH (“in your prayer”) like the Taurinensis. V.33 in turn, renders noMHHAHTE Bb
MOAHTRS ACYPHHCICOYO u,PEBb, in which the genitive case serves as a complement to the verb nomunanTe
(“remember”). The compound adjective yplotovupog is retained in the Slavonic translation (H.644 reads
[XB]biM. umennToin and V.33 has xroumennTsin). In §4.6, only V.33 renders the genitive i1 TBaa analogous to
o06&v ol o@uatog in the Taurinensis, whereas H.644 preserves the accusative nu ™kao. In the same line,
the reading of Christ is insignificant, since the Slavonic uses a standard formula, which does not say anything
about the text used as a model for the translation. Finally, the position of dAn6fi¢ after Christ’s mention is
preserved in H.644 and V.33 (no uetuns). In §3.2 and §6.3, H.644 takes over the two variant readings of the
Taurinensis being the word order MPUWEPELLETD BCh MHPb corresponding to kepdnoeL Tov kdopov dAov and
WipgeruTs for InUuwBET), while V.33 only preserves WiernTs. So, the word-order has been taken over in
three of the four cases, since the reverse of uéxptL viv cannot be observed in the Slavonic single-word poceat
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(§4.9).

Instances in which the Slavonic translation does not follow the reading of the Taurinensis are also
attested. First, there are a couple of omissions of émypadfival (§2.3) of ékwv before Onép Beol (§4.1), of
nabou¢ (§6.8) and of mapwv (§7.4), which mostly indicate modifications to simplify the text. Furthermore,
in §7.2, the Slavonic translation renders the infinitive ssiTn for yéveoBe, as | already explained in the
introduction. Lastly, paragraph tenis very interesting, since it does not follow the Taurinensis in three cases.
In the Taurinensis, only the phrase éuol Kpokog is preserved and transmitted, as opposed to the phrase
£uol oUv moAAoTc kat GAAoLg Kpokog in the other Greek manuscripts and H.644 (1 ¢b HNEMH MNOrbiMH ICf)[O]ICb).
In the same line, H.644 transmits BbzAtBAeHok as a translation of moBntov against the reading of madntov
in the Taurinensis. Additionally, in the next line, H.644 opts for me coyLpA as a parallel to pe 6vta (and not
pévovta, the reading of the Taurinensis).

3.1.3. Relation with the old Latin version

Sels (2023: 120) notices that the agreement of the Taurinensis and the Latin MR also has implications for
the Slavonic translation. Therefore, a closer look to the relationship between these three resources is
necessary.

As already mentioned in section 3.1.3, the two examples of paragraph four (viz. §4.2 and §4.4)
showed the agreement of the Taurinensis, Latin MR and the Slavonic translation. Indeed, in §4.2, both H.644
and V.33 transmit MoAto BbI Ne BOYABTE MH NpHIA3ND Be30yM’Na corresponding to the Latin MR “deprecor vos,
non concordia intempestiva fiatis mihi”. The same applies to §4.4 in which the Slavonic translation (H.644
and V.33) renders verbatim the same phrases®, with just the reversion of order in pure bread. With this
accordance in mind, it is worth looking at the textual fragments which are not transmitted by or clearly
readable from the Taurinensis. In §1.5, the Slavonic translation (H.644 and V.33) displays a very literal
representation of the Latin MR®, with only a difference in interpretation of the objects-clause depending
on neoy A0BHO keeTh, Which | will explain in section 5.1. Despite the fact that H.644 only preserves half of this
line, the similarities between H.644, V.33 and the Latin MR are remarkable in §2.1. In the following line
(§2.2), in turn, the conformity is less strong in V.33 due to an omission (of Bo NHIKOAH:ke and Bp'lwle) and a
secondary corruption (of Takogo into Toro). H.644 has a faithful representation of the Latin MR®” with the
finite verb in future tense (periphrastic in H.644) and with both the Latin negation (“neque ... aliquando”)
and the Slavonic one (nH, nkoAHike and Ne) emphasizing and reinforcing the strong negation in the Greek
exemplar. In §7.3-4, the reading of the Taurinensis was very unreadable and even in H.644 some letters

65 H.644 transmits NLWENHLA CMb BRHIA H 3oyr3|_~.'|' BB’IS‘)I/INL'I' CMHAARCE AA XA'BBb PHCTD WEpeLoyce )EBM, whereas V.33 similarly
reads mLIENHLA KcMb BXHIA, H 30yBbI 3RBPUNH CBMHAAKCE. AA XABBB YHCTH WBpBLHoyce XO\} Mooy (with the secondary
addition of MomMoy), matching to “Frumentum sum Dei et per dentes bestiarum molar, ut mundus panis inveniar
Christi” of the Latin MR.

86 H.644 preserves Mnt ke Neoy AOBHO Keleike Ba OYAOYPHTH AL KKe BB Ne MOLIIEAHTE MENe and V.33 opts for MmN ke NEOY AOBNO
CTh Heke Ba OYAOYYHTH. ALJIE Ke BbIM Ne MoLpeAHTE Mene, in line with the Latin MR that renders “mihi autem difficile est
Deo potiri, siquidem vos non parcitis mihi”.

7 The Latin MR translates “Neque enim ego habebo aliquando tempus tale Deo potiendi” and H.644 provides the
reading K A3 B NHICOAHKE TAKOBO Bp'EME NE HMAMB HMETH- Hexke Ba OYAOYPHTI.

40



could not be read, but based on the preserved fragment of H.644 the resemblances are notable®,

The last example shows that in §4.7 the relationship between the Slavonic translation and the Latin
MR is even more clear than with the Taurinensis. The latter omits 8€00 in the final clause tva 61 Thv
opyavwv toutwy Bucia ebpeB®, whereas the former refers to God with “Dei”®, 5oy (H.644) ° and siknm
(V.33) 1. The missing reference to God in the Taurinensis could be an individual variant, which is not
reflected in the entire branch.

The accordance between the Slavonic translation and the Latin MR not only can give an insight into
the part of the Passio Ignatii missing in the Taurinensis, as Sels (2023: 120) points out, but it also shows that
the Slavonic translation, the Taurinensis and the Latin MR go back to a common ancestor.

4. Linguistic analysis

4.1. The Greek lexicon: compounds in the Letter to the Romans
This section examines the seventeen compounds in the Letter to the Romans from a morphological,
phonological and syntactical perspective.

4.1.1. Morphology

Compounds are usually built with a first and a second constituent. Tribulato (2015: 18-26) also states that
the formation of Ancient Greek compounds is based on stems. In my analysis, three first constituents are
construed with the adverb 0 (e.g. ebolkovountog in §1.3, ebxepéc in §1.4 and glolkovountog in §5.2),
while the other fourteen are built on a nominal stem (including six nouns and eight adjectives). Relating to
this last category, the (nominal) stem of the first constituent consists either of a root to which a derivational
suffix is added or of a vocalic stem (Tribulato 2015: 20). In the following cases, the derivational suffix -o- is
supplemented to the root of the stem: Beododpoc’® (preface, line 1), &fodeoc’®, dfompenng,
dfopaxdplotoc, and dflayactog (preface, line 4), d&d9ea (§1.1), Bnpopax®’* and Aeondpdoic’ (§5.1),
alopakapiotwy (§10.1). Only in &€layaotog (preface, line 1) and afiénawog (preface, line 4), in which the
root ended in a vowel and the second constituent begins with one, no suffix is found. In the majority of the
cases, however, the derivational suffix provided a vowel linking the two constituents of the compound. This
linking element became wide-spread and its use caused problems when the second component begins with
a vowel, especially because Ancient Greek avoids vocalic hiatus (Tribulato 2015: 24). So, many occurrences
in which vocalic elements were combined either caused an hiatus, an elision or a lengthening based on
historical linguistical evidence. The compound $A6UAov’® (§7.5) has a linking vowel creating a hiatus, since

68 H.644 represents the rendering ne raTe ItA Xa[...] ABHTE 3ARBICTH BB BACh AA Ne kHEe[...] and the Latin MR reads “Non
loquimini lesum Christum et mundum concupiscatis. Invidia in vobis non inhabited” (§7.3).

89 “ut per organa ista Dei sacrificium inveniar.”

70 AA TEMb CHCOYADL H KPBTRA KHRA BOYAY BOy- (with the variant reading of xuga “alive”).

1AM TEMH Cheoy AN RPLT'BA BERHIA BOYAOY.

72 First constituent Bed¢ consists of the root Be- (Beekes, s.v. 8edc).

73 First constituent a€iog consists of the root &€L- (Beekes, s.v. &€Loc).

74 First constituent Bnpiov consists of the root Bnpi- (Beekes, s.v. 8p).

75 First constituent Aéwv consists of the root Aéovt- (with original root Aéov-) (Beekes, s.v. Aéwv).

76 First constituent dAd¢ consists of the root duA- (Beekes, s.v. dpihog).
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the second element UAn originally came from a root (*swel- or *sel-)”’. Although the phonemes /w/ and /s/
(in the beginning of a word) have been lost in Classical Greek, they still left traces of their existence in later
stages of the Greek language. An example of a lengthening can be found in compounds with the second
constituent deriving from the Greek word 6vopua, like xplotwvupoc’ and natpwvupoc’ (preface, line 5). In
this matter, Tribulato (2015: 25) mentions that a prolongation of the first vowel of the second constituent
occurs, also known as the Wackernagel’s lengthening®. Instead of the expected yxpiotévupog and
natpovuuocg, as attested in the Taurinensis, the first omicron of 6vopa was lengthened to an omega
resulting in xplotwvupog and matpwvupog. That is the reason why the wordforms in the Taurinensis can be
linguistically explained as phonological confusions between similar sounds. In the case of
avBpwrniapeokioa®! (§2.1), the linking vowel is elided, since the expected form would be *&vBpwro-
apeokijoat similar to dvBpwmnoAoyia, where the linking vowel is present. The word Aeondpdolg forms the
exception of the rule, since we would expect to have Asovtonapdog, formed with the first component
Aeovro- like many compounds with the word Aéwv (e.g. Aeovtomodiov, Aeovtoeldr¢ etc.). The word
a&loemniteuktog (as well as a€lodyvog, mentioned in the editions) is an hapax legomenon created by Ignatius
and never attested elsewhere. These two compounds have an hiatus of which only the one in d€lodayvog
can be explained etymologically®?, because the second element of dfloemniteuktog comes from Emituyxdvw
and the prefix émi- does not have a lost (half-)vowel. So, it is remarkable that, if Ignatius creates a neologism,
he includes the linking vowel -o- establishing an hiatus. As becomes clear from the enumeration, the
connective vowel -o- is the most common. In this respect, Tribulato (2015: 22) and Ralli (2009: 455) remark
that in the course of time until now in Modern Greek, exclusively -o- was used as a linking vowel without
any semantic value, but solely functioning as a bridge between components and a marker to the method
of making compounds.

4.1.2. Phonology

As a general rule of accentuation in modern Greek editions, the accent can only be placed at the three last
syllables. Not every word, however, has its own accent, since certain word groups existing of three or more
words form a unit in terms of accent. These are distinguished as enclitics (i.e. words pronounced with little
stress and therefore, they attach to the previous word in a sentence) and proclitics (i.e. words pronounced
with little stress that are supplemented to the following word in a phrase). These diacritics to mark
accentuation were an Hellenistic invention, and separation of words was not applied or in a way different
from the modern approach, as evidenced by some inscriptions of archaic texts. Nevertheless, accentuation
was an important driving force for word separation, although the orthographic rules for writing Greek
compounds were highly dependent on the text transmission itself. In manuscripts, accents were not

77 Beekes, s.v. UAn.

78 First constituent xpLotdg consists of the root xpLot- (Beekes, s.v. xpiw). In my analysis, | interpret this first constituent
as Jesus’ title (viz. Messiah), rather than the adjective (“anointed”) where it originally comes from.

7% First constituent matrip consists of the root matp- (Beekes, s.v. matrp).

80 Tribulato (2015: 25) further explains that Wackernagel was the first to describe this linguistic change. Currently, this
phenomenon is seen as a compensatory lengthening, activated by the disappearance of PIE laryngeals (sounds
performed in the larynx or voice box) in Greek. In the case of évoua, the first vowel initially had *hs which caused the
preceding vowel to become an omicron in Ancient Greek and prolonged it.

81 First constituent &vBpwrog consists of the root &vBpwrt- (Beekes, s.v. 6vBpwmnog).

82 Beekes, s.v. Ayvac.
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systematically used until the seventh century AD and if they were applied, it was according to varying
instructions of grammarians, which could significantly differ from one another so that a variation to a large
extent could be observed (Tribulato 2015: 26-28). This short sketch problematises the judgement about
compounds solely based on the argument of accentuation. Despite this, Tribulato (2015: 27) singles out
three situations in which lexical units could be considered as compounds.

The first deals with the phenomenon in which the compound is interpreted as a new lexical unit
with an accent placed according to the general rules of Greek accentuation. This often applies when the
second element of the compound is an independent word in which the accent is positioned differently from
that of the autonomous word. To this category belong afl66cog, Aedmapdog, dNdUAov, since the
autonomous nouns are 8£o¢, napdog and UAN with the accent on their first syllable. In the compound, the
accent stands on the antepenultimate syllable when the last syllable is light.

The second group includes compounds in which the accent does not follow the general Greek rules
to oppose in accentual terms the distinction between active and passive interpretation of the second
constituent. An example is Bgodpdpog, where the accent is placed on the penultimate syllable, while
Beodopog would be equally possible. The latter indicates the passive understanding (“possessed by a god”),
whereas the former is the active equivalent (“bearing a god”).

The third and last class defines the compound adjectives in -ng with the acute accent typically on
the last syllable when the antepenultimate is light. Words like povoyevig, da€lompenng and s0xepng
illustrate this rule.

Notwithstanding this guiding principles, the main marker consists of morphological, rather than
graphical nature. The relation between words in Ancient Greek is expressed by inflection, but when these
“inflectional elements with the responsibility of indicating the relation between the constituents are lost”,
this unit probably corresponds to a compound (Tribulato 2015: 28). This criterion will be elaborated in the
next section.

4.1.3. Syntax

When the second constituent constitutes a word with three syllables or more, the general rules for
accentuation in Ancient Greek cannot help to distinguish it as a compound. The relation of dependency,
however, can be of great help.

In case of aflopakdplotog, afématvog, avBpwmnapeokioatl and Bnplopax®, the dissemination into
dependent entities clarifies their status. The first constituent &flo¢ mostly takes an oblique case in the
genitive to complete its semantics (e.g. Gflog énaivou, Glog pakapiotou). Moreover, the compounds with
second constituent formulating a verbal action normally have their internal argument (in this case their
direct object) in the non-verbal first component. This means that in a phrase, we expect avBpwnw or
avBpwmolg dpeokijoal (“to please a man or men”, with the direct object in the dative case) and Bnpiov or
Onpia paxopatl (“I fight against a beast or beasts”). These case endings are lost in the compounds, which
are also called “synthetic compounds” or “verbal compounds” (Tribulato 2015: 34). The subordinate
elements, however, introduced the syntactic criterion of determinatum (head or determiner) and
determinant (non-head or modifier). In sixteen of the seventeen examples, a determinative connection can
be discerned. For the eight compounds with G€Log, the adjective (“worthy of something”) is the head and
modifies the second constituent (e.g. a¢log énaivou “worthy of praise”). Likewise, in povoyevng, the first
part (Lovo, non-head) describes the second one (-yevng, head) with “only-born” as outcome. Similarly, the
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preposition €0 (non-head) in the first constituent determines its second element (head): ebowovopntog
(“well-arranged”) and elepyetovpevog (“being a benefactor", with its passive meaning “receiving
benefits”). In the example of ebepyetolpevoc, the adverb already belonged to the verb ebepyetéw (“being
proclaimed as an glepyetiic”, stemming from the noun lepyetiic®) on which the participle was formed.
For e0xepng, it is difficult to untangle both constituents to clarify its semantics. Furthermore, in the two
compounds yplotwvupog and matpwvupog, the second component 6vopa (head) explains the first
constituent (viz. name of the Messiah, name of the father). | have already mentioned the examples of
avBpwmnapeokijoal and Bnplopax® in which the second constituent is the head and in which the first
constituent completes its meaning. The compound Bgodopoc is built on the verbal stem of pépw (in this
case with ablaut resulting in ¢op-). The second constituent (head) has an active meaning and takes the first
constituent (non-head) as its object (“bearing God”). The same holds for the compound ¢tA60Aov, in which
the first constituent (head) defines the second (0An). The order in which the compounds are arranged is
from an historical perspective very important, as it informs modern scholarship about which principles of
word formation they applied and how they thought about their lexicon. Tribulato (2015: 45-46) discusses
and exemplifies that most languages have the tendency to present the head towards the right side of the
compound. The Ancient Greek language in specific has a system of right-headed compounds with several
left-oriented heads®. This also applies to my analysis with most forms having a right-headed construction,
but in some well-defined cases a left-headed one was found. The descriptive determinative compounds
€UOLKOVOUNTOG, EUEPYETOVUHEVOG, EUXEPAG and povoyevig are right-headed, since the first part describes
the second one with an adverb and since the head is situated in the second constituent (Smyth 1920: 252-
253). The dependent determinative compounds 80$h0pog, XpLOTWVULOC, TOTPWVULOG, avBpwrapeokioatl
and Bnplopax® are also right-headed and have an internal object to complete their meaning (Smyth 1920:
ibid.). The compounds with the head G€log as their first constituent, however, are left-headed, because
they need an obligatory complement to fulfil their semantic value (Tribulato 2015: 113). In this respect,
their function can be compared to that of prepositions and prepositional compounds. The syntactic order
of an adjective followed by a noun is not fixed and the corresponding syntactic formula (e.g. &G€Log émaivou)
does not need to be attested to create a compound (e.g. d€lémaivog). These mechanisms, therefore, did
not often lay at the base of the formation of compounds. The word $A60Ao¢ is also left-headed, but
Tribulato (2015: 334-335, 346) explains this first constituent does not have a verbal origin, but rather
derives from the adjective ¢ihog (“dear to”, mostly followed by a noun), after which it was re-interpreted
as deriving from the verb ¢p\éw (“loving”). Therefore, pAGUAo¢ is categorized as a compound with the
verbal sense in the first place (Vi compounds), as opposed to the example of BiBALOdNo¢ where the verbal
idea is expressed in the second position (V. compounds). Likewise, avBpwnapesokioat is also a V;
compound®,

The only case in which it is very difficult to find determiners is Aedmapdog. The meaning “leopard”
is not very transparent and tells more about the reception of the word than its constituents. The compound

8 This word is compounded with the adverb €0, the verb épyw and the agentive suffix -tn¢ (see Beekes s.v. eipyw).

84 For a detailed case study on the left-headed compounds of the kind of icd8¢eo¢, d€idAoyog and dmelpopdxog, see
Tribulato (2007).

8 The distinction between these two categories of verbal compounds has implications for historical linguistics, and

therefore, Tribulato (2015: 133-346) elaborates on this topic.
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Aeomnapdoc means “lion-panther” or “lion-cheetah”, even though it is difficult to pinpoint to its exact
meaning. Due to the coordination of two substantives (e.g. Aéwv and mapdog), Tribulato (2015: 65) refers
to this kind of compounds as “coordinating or hyponymic compounds”, since one constituent is a subtype
of the other. As a result of their connection, these compounds can also be looked at from a theoretical
perspective as having two heads. This type is very common in Ancient Greek, both with nouns (iatpopavrtig,
kKAauolyeAwg) and with adjectives (YAukUTLKpoG). It is remarkable that many names of animals use this kind
of compounding system (immoAektpuwyv, Asodpdkwyv, kapnlomdpdaAlg etc.). For Asdomapdog, Nicholas
(1999: 259) argues that “a napdocg (and a panther) was primarily a leopard, but probably also a cheetah; a
Aeonapbog was probably a cheetah, but possibly also a lion cub.” The word is first attested in Galenus’ De
atra bile, and found 71 times in total, according to the TLG corpus. There was also a distinction between
napdalic and mdpdog, the former being the erudite word and the latter being the vernacular colloquial-
term from Latin to refer to a cheetah. The compound Aeénapdog was more common than the learned
alternative AeomapSaAig with only one attestation, according to the TLG corpus. Besides, the alternative
Aeovtomnapdoc is first attested in the Alexander Romance, which Nicholas (1999: 258) dates in the fifth
century at the earliest. In the context of the Letter to the Romans, Ignatius mentioned the leopards to refer
to the guards or soldiers with who Ignatius travelled to Rome. In the same line, he also writes that during
his journey from Syria to Rome, he had been fighting against wild beasts (&mo Zupiag péxpt Pwung
Bnplopax®, §5.1). His reference to the leopards could be a specifying of the wild beasts in Bnplopax® to
indicate that his martyrdom would be the final struggle in a sequence of already encountered and still
present conflicts. Concerning the use of Bnplopax®, Schoedel (1985: 178) draws attention to a parallel with
Paulus’ Epistle to the Corinthians 15:32 and to the multiple usages in Ignatius’ letters, as exemplified by
Letter to the Ephesians 1.2 (Bnpopayxioat) and Letter to the Trallians 10 (Bnplopayfical). Besides, the
compound Bnplopaxéw is very popular in hagiographical accounts such as lives, passiones, martyria etc.
based on a lemma-search in the TLG corpus.

4.2. Slavonic compounds in the Letter to the Romans (H.644 and V.33)

The encountered Slavonic compounds have a morphological structure that is very similar to the Greek one.
The connective vowel mostly is -0-%, but in one case (W¥enmennTHH), it is -¢-, also common according to
Polivanova (2023: 21). Concerning the selection of first and second constituents, Sels (2009: 44) remarks
that Slavonic compounds, very often morphological calques based on fixed Greek counterparts, are
frequent. She gives the example of saaro-, 0y AOBb and AOB(o as fixed component for e0- and soro- for Bgo-
as well as -nochib for -dbpog. If we combine the last two elements, Beodopog is present, which is indeed
translated as ronocugs in H.644 and V.33. The forms with €0- are more complex. In Greek, three compounds
(ebolkovounTog, euxepég and ebepyetolpevol) are found, whereas in the Slavonic translation er‘ocT?oMNb,

8 |n the first line of the preface: BronocHgs (with first constituent soro “God”), ieamunovesaro (with first constituent reamno
“alone”). In the fourth line of the preface: AccTWAMBNHK in H.644 and A0CTOBHABNLIM in V.33, A0CTOABMBLNBLIM,
AOCTWBAKNBIH, AOCTOXBAAHNBIH, ,A,oc'ro‘.f/\oy?nznmn in H.644 and AOCTOOYMNBIM in V.33, A0CTOMNOYTHRbIM in H.644 and
A0CTOrbeT NbIM in V.33. These compounds all have aocto- (from pocTonns, “worthy”) as their first constituent. The other
compounds are XTonMmenHTbIM in V.33 (with first constituent XpHero “Christ”), preface line 5), pocToRuAnUMAR (§1.1),
BXr'ocT‘)oan (81.3, with first constituent saaro “well”), PBICOABRBI (85.1, with first constituent pue “lynx”) and
AOCTOBAKNMMDBI (§10.1).
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0y A0Bb and AoBponpHieMAtoLpe are more varying. The word oyAosb does not render ebxepég entirely, but only
the first element, maybe because the Greek compound was not transparent enough to the Slavonic
translator or scribe. As already mentioned in the section about variant readings, the Slavonic translation
takes over the textual variant ypiotovupoc of the Taurinensis, but H.644 renders it as “the name of Christ”
in which the adjective [X&]sin retains its case endings as inflectional markers, whereas V.33 renders it as a
compound with an hiatus (xTonmennTbIn). The adjective next to it (viz. matpwvupog), by contrast, is in both
Slavonic manuscripts represented as w¥enMmennThIH. Furthermore, there are eight compounds beginning
with pocto-in which only in AOCTOOYMNBIH an hiatus occurs. In this respect, Polivanova (2023: 34-35) mentions
that an hiatus in compounds can be observed when the first stem ends in a vowel and the second
component begins with one. All the compounds of the preface built with aocTo- have masculine endings,
despite the fact that they specify a feminine word (éxkAnocia/ upaKaRH). In this context, Sels (2023: 109-
110) notes that the copyists were confused by the masculine-looking endings of the compound Greek
adjectives, which have the same declension in the masculine and feminine gender. They nevertheless
represent the lectio difficilior and give an insight in how the translator or copyist understood these Greek
compounds. There are also two compounds (viz. A0cTWEAKNbIM and A0cTORHA'BNLIM) repeated in another
section of the letter. Sels (2023: 112) draws attention to the latter, in which there is no parallel found,
although both pocTorHABNLIM and pAocToRHAHMAIR render the aspect of visibility, but in a different form. H.644
even has the secondary reading AocTwAHBNHH With a clear transposal of -g- and second -aA-. Sels (2023: ibid.)
continues that even aocToRMABNLIM Of V.33 (with & instead of b) is probably a form deviating from the
archetypus, which she reconstructs as pocToRHABNBIM. Moreover, this reconstruced form can also explain the
transformed reading of H.644. In general, the Slavonic compounds, translated as calques from their Greek
exemplar, follow very closely the Greek syntactical structure of left-headed constructions (e.g.
AocToRHAHMAR), if present, and right-headed ones (e.g. xToumennTbIn). In this respect, the following example
is also very illustrative. The animal referred to as napdog became associated with the lynx (;mc) in Old
Slavonic, probably because the animal was more familiar to their society than cheetahs?’. A distinction has
been made between pmcb/pmcz, corresponding to mapdaAlg, and puc as counterpart for napSoc® in Old
Slavonic as well. Despite the meaning of the constituents, pucoabgsi is also a coordinated compound in the
Slavonic translation of Ignatius’ Letter to the Romans, consisting of puc (lynx or pardus) and abga (lion). The
formation of this compound resembles the Greek system to a large extent, although they could have also
opted for aconapas “leopardus” or aconponapspocs “leopardus, Aeovtomapdog”. In this case, the Slavonic
scribes rather chose to use a proper Slavonic form or Greek calque than a loanword.

Not all Greek compoundings are rendered as such in Slavonic. Paraphrases are a way to translate
Greek terms (Sels 2009: 48). This is primarily the case in vARKOMb oyropuTe (H.644) and Boproce cb 3RBPMbI

8 In this respect, Nicholas (1999: 270-277) remarks that also to late Byzantines (Paleologan period) the lynx was used
as the best example for what kind of great cat the map&o¢ might have resembled in the Balkan region. He came to this
assumption based on a passage of the Entertaining Tale of Quadrupeds (lines 21-22, 860-864) in which the vernacular
Modern Greek pficog (“lynx”, with Slavonic origin) referred to a map&o¢. Nicholas further nuances that connection of
the leopard to the better known lynx was not a stand-alone phenomenon, since the OCS lemma pzich was clarified with
the Latin gloss “pardalis” in A.G. Preobrazhenskii’s Russian-language Etymological Dictionary of the Russian Language
(1910-1949). It presumably originated from an earlier marginal note.

8 Kurz et al. (s.v. paich, pre) and von Miklosich (s.v. paich, pHc).
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(H.644), rendering respectively avBpwrnapeokiioal and Bnplopox®. The case endings are clearly visible,
which indicates the use of a syntactic phrase. The same goes for ¢blA6UAov which is translated as geym
AWBbRb in H.644 and as gelji AWBORbNL in V.33. The former uses a substantive combined with gelpu in the
genitive case to render “the fire inside me is not the love for material things” (v ¥k Bb MNE WPRBI BeLIH
AWBbRL). The latter, in turn, opts for the adjective awsorbNb (“loved”) depending on wrnk (“fire”) specified
by the genitive getpn, meaning “there is no fire within me loving material things” (MNBe¢Th BBM’NE WINb Bl
AHBORBND).

Sels (2004: 45) rightly remarks that “[i]n adopting the form the translator aims to transpose the
sense of the Greek word to Slavonic and in many cases, the meaning of these compounds is indeed
transparent.” Indeed, very often you cannot understand the Slavonic compounds without their Greek
exemplar, but the examples of the Letter to the Romans showed that H.644 and V.33 do not take over every
compound and in the case of the first element €0- or dIA6UAOG the picture is not uniform but innovative.

5. Translation studies

5.1. Passages not rendered literally
The Slavonic translation, testified in H.644 and V.33, renders the Greek text very faithfully, but in some
passages, the scribe introduced some innovative rewritings. This mostly applies to V.33, whereas H.644
tends to stick closer to the Greek exemplar. I illustrate this argument with two noteworthy sentences. The
first is found in §4.5%°. Probably the translator of H.644 got confused by the (ellitpic) Greek construction:
UNB&v TV Tol owpatdc pou. The Greek noun introduced by t@v was for a Greek audience evident enough
to be deduced from the context: a word as peA®@v could be expected with “the parts of my body” as
outcome. The scribe of H.644 considered the possessive pronoun pou as depending from the plural tiv
and not from to0 cwpatdg. He therefore, conformed the pronoun monxb also to the plural (“my parts of the
body”), whereas he left W nasTnl in the singular. So, the reading of H.644 is primary, because the use of the
plural mouxs reflects the Greek source text. In V.33, the genitive nabTh (depending from nuwecoke) is
rendered without the preposition W. V.33 simplified the Greek construction to a genitive singular (nAbTH
Mmote) which was no longer interpreted depending from the plural and tév. In both translations, the meaning
of "flesh" has to be read as "body". Furthermore, H.644 translates the Greek participle kowun6eig (in the
sense of a long sleep, i.e. the death) as oycbna, whereas V.33 omits it. Finally, the Slavonic translation of
H.644 and V.33 renders soyaoy for the Greek evpobricwpat. This modification also occurs in §4.7 and
suggests that the Slavonic translator or scribe consciously made the phrase more simple using a form of the
verb "to be" (zITH).

The following example comes from §6.2% and shows that V.33 innovates at several levels in
comparison to H.644. First, V.33 makes kaAdv sound more smoothly to adapt it to acywe (“better”) and not

8 The Taurinensis reads udAAov kohakslootat T& Bnpia. tva épol tddog yévovtal kail pndév katahinootv TGV tol
OWHATOG Hou” tva U be kupnBels. Bapog i evpediiowpe. H.644 renders nave ke oyAACKAHTE 3RBPH AA P‘)'S MH BOYAOYTb*
M AA HE WCTARETH NHYEC0KE I MABTHI MOHXbB AA NH OYChITA. TErocTh KoMoy BoyAS and V.33 translates nave ke 3gBpHie AA MK
MPOEL BOYAOYTh, AA NE WCTARETH NHYECOKKE MABTH MOKE, AA NH 110 CMP’TH KKOMOY' TErocTh BOYAOY.

% The Taurinensis transmits kaAov [...] [..]JoBavelv gi¢ Xptotdv Incodv [..] Bachelev TV nepdtwyv th¢ yic. H.644
represents the reading Aospo M1 ] OyMpETH Bb XA 1EA NEKEAH MH U,i)'I‘BOBA'I‘H KON 3eMA¢ Whereas V.33 renders aoyve MK
3a XA OYMPETH, NEKEAH WBAAAATH BCEH0 3EMACH.
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Aospo (“good”) as in H.644. The latter translates for its part Bac\evely TV epdtwv TH¢ Yiic more literally
with u@rrsomw KKONLLH 3eMA¢ ("reigning over the borders of the world") than V.33 rendering nekeAH WEAAAATH
Beeto 3eMAcH (“reigning over the entire world”). The verb in H.644 derives from the word "king" (u,'iscA‘fb), just
like in Greek (Bac\eug). It also takes konuu in the instrumental case as its complement just like TGv mepatwv
in the genitive case is used as a complement to BaciAevewv. The dative mu does not have a Greek equivalent
and is not rendered in V.33. Probably, it is a dativus ethicus that emphasizes the first person a little more.
V.33, by contrast, renders with the phrase wsaapaTH Reeto 3emacto ("over the entire world") a more free
counterpart of the Greek text, although the verb has no distinct semantic meaning, but rather functions as
a synonym to uirrsom’m .

The discussed fragments showed that the reading of H.644 is often primary, whereas the one of
V.33 focusses more on the contextual interpretation or innovation to provide an understandable text to its
readers. These were only but two examples, but it reflects the consistently recurring pattern of the scribal
attitudes to the original translation throughout the renderings of the Letter to the Romans.

6. Conclusion

The transmission history of Ignatius’ Letter to the Romans is very complex and therefore, this thesis aims to
answer the questions about the palaeographical context of the Taurinensis, and the philological relationship
between the Taurinensis and the Slavonic rendering in H.644 and V.33. It also investigates the linguistic
aspects of compounds and the reception of the original translation in H.644 and V.33.

First, the Taurinensis does not fit in the narrow categories of MR and LR and has several distinctive
textual variants. For that reason, the Taurinensis was considered a less precious witness and disregarded in
previous research. The palaeographical part showed that the Taurinensis has to be dated to the end of the
ninth or the beginning of the tenth century. This observation makes the Taurinensis a very early witness of
the Letter to the Romans. Furthermore, the philological section showed that the division in recensions does
not make sense, because the Slavonic tradition only renders a text combining fragments of the MR and LR.
It also illustrated the very close relationship with the Latin MR and the Slavonic translation, as transmitted
and preserved by H.644 and V.33. In most cases where a variant reading of the Taurinensis is significant,
the Slavonic translation also renders this textual variant, even though in some instances it displays a
corruption, omission or misinterpretation. In conclusion, the comparison between the Greek Taurinensis,
the Latin MR and the Slavonic translation confirms the hypothesis that these share a common ancestor. My
thesis could be the first step to further establish relationships between the Greek manuscripts transmitting
Ignatius’ Letter to the Romans and nuance our view on the textual tradition.

Concerning the formation of compounds, studied in the linguistic part, the Letter to the Romans
was extremely creative in the selection of compounds with &€lo-, which was translated with the calque
AocTo- in the Slavonic translation. The analysis showed that not every Slavonic compound was shaped
exactly like its Greek equivalent, either in construction (e.g. avBpwrmnapkfoat and vARKOMb OyTOAHTE) OF in
semantics (Aednapdog and PbICO)\bBbI). These conclusions already addressed the question of how a part of
the Greek lexicon was translated, but can be expanded on with a description of derivations like éktpwua in
§9.3 and its Slavonic counterparts (HBB‘)'be in H.644 and M3BPAT in V.33) to better understand the Greek
mechanisms of word formation and the system of translational calques.
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The section of translation studies did not only show the relatively literal approach of the original
translation, as testified in witness H.644 (which closely approaches the origins of the Slavonic text), but also
the secondary innovations of V.33, that point to a concern for context and understandability. The technique
of rewriting, whether in Greek or in Slavonic translations, was also applied to the Metaphrast version and
therefore, this thesis could pave the way for a more thorough investigation and understanding of
intertwining traditions.
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7. Appendices

7.1. Transcriptions

7.1.1. Diplomatic transcription of the Taurinensis

Folium 10r
ong aut® Bupag Tou pap
5 tuplou. ola tpdC THV €K
kAnoiav ermuotéAlel Pwual
wv uTtotetaktal
yvariog o kai Bsod®pog T
AAENUEVN €V LeyoAnoTL
10 TLTaTpog uPiotou nvevparogincol Xplotol
100 povou viol aUTtoD €KKAN
ola nyLaopévn kat e
dwTLopévn v BeAnuatt
1ol BeArjoavtog Ta mav
TO' A 0TV KOTA TLoTNV

15
kal dyannv’incod Xplotol tol B0l f

54



U@V ATLC Kal TpokadnTal
£V TOTW Ywplou pwHEwV
a€L0Be0g Aglompenng
20 aflopakaplotog agl
Enawog’ aflemiteu
KTOC" Aflayaotoq Kal
mpokadnueévn TG aya
25 TING' XPLOTOVUHOG
TATPOVUOC RV Kal Ao
nalope ev ovopoTt [..]
Xplotol Inool matpog Katd odpkov
kal mvelpa(’) nvouévolg ma
oalLg évtolalic avtod:
30 TMEMANPWHEVOLE TTAONG XAPL
ToG B0V Adlakpitwg
Kol amoSLALoHEVOUG
oo mavtog aAlotpiou
35 Xpwpatog, mAeiota év Be® kai matpi
Kal Kupil® AWV Incol Xplot® [....] AUWUWE
xaipew. Enel ebEapevog T

Folium 10v

Be® énétolywv L6l LUKV nieppapevog KaAov
Ta &€109ea mpoow @ d0vatl amo KO6ouou
Ta- w¢ Kal mAgov A Tpog Bedv. va eig alTov

toupunVv AaBetv. ede avateilw’ ovdEmote

pEvog yap év Xplot® Incol- €A
niilw LU domaoag

Yat éavrep SEAnUa

T00 Be0l - T00 GfLwdeivai
He el TENOG lvat n v

yap apyxn. e0OLKOVOUN

TOG €0TLV" €AVITEP XA

pLTOC EMLTUXW €i¢ TO

TOV KARPOV pou Avep
nodiotwg anoAaBelv
doPolpe yap tnhv ayannv
Op@V. U avTn He adt

KNoeL UKLV yap e0xe

pEG £0TLY TO Be0D Emutuy

€lv. édvrep oUte UUETG €av on

£Baokavarte oudevi.
GAAoug £616G€are’ &

YW 8¢ BéAw, KAkeiva:

va Baifea - & podn

tevovteg évieNAecBal.
pHovov Suvapunv pot ai

10 TeloBal EowOEv Te Kal £€w
Bev’ lva un povov Adyw.
AAAG Kal BEAW’ un tva po
vov Aéywe XpLoTLavog.
AAAG KOl eUPEB®” Edv

15

yap eUpeb®. kal Aéyeobal
SUvaue” Kal TOTE TLOTOG
gUpebfval. 6tav KOoUW
ur paivope: o6V dpe
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WTAoLTaL KPLTyovl
£pyw Exetal émypa
dfval €av te yap oww 20
niotot art’ éuod, €
YW yeviowpe Bgol’ £av
6¢ épaodijte tfig oap
KOG oU’ TLAALV €COLE
TPEXWV TAEOV O£ oL pr 25
napdoxnte 1o onovolo
Bfival Be®. wg €t Buaon
aoThplov EToLUoV €0ty (
va €V Ayann xopog ye
vopevol Gonte T matpl 30
é€v’inool XpLot®- OTL oV £mioko
mov uplag katnéiw
[...] eLpeBRvaL €ig 6U
[...] dvatoAfg peta
35

Folium 11r.
ddetai pe Bnpiwv tvat Bop
pav U v €veott Beol émttu
X€lv(') ottog AL Beod kat SU
0606vtwv Bnpiwv dAnBope’
va kaBapog Gptog elpe
0@ tol Xplotol” pdAAov koA
kevoatal Tt Onpia. tva
£uoL Tddog yEvovTal Kal
uNB&v kataAinoaotv Thv
00 CWHATOC Hou” iva 10
uN&e KupnBeig. Bapodcg
TwL e0pebiiow pe 16
te Eoope padnTNC xpLotold
100 B=00 GANOelc. Ote 00
6&v tol o®dpaTog pou 15
0 KOOopOoG OPeTal Anta
veloatal TOV KUpLov UTEp €
pol” tva S1a Thv dpydvwv
toUTwv Buoia ePed®

oUX wg Métpog kal Nadiog
20

VOLLEVOV ALWVLIOV TA Yap
dawvoueva mpookalpa:

tade un PAenopeva al

v’ 0 yap Be0¢ AUV Incolc
XpLotog év @ matpl Wv LaAAov
dévetal ol MANOO

Vg TO €pyov. AAAA peye

Boug €oTlv 6 XploTlavio

HOG. Otav unoital v

O KOOWOU” éyw ypa

dw naoalg talg £kkAn

olatg kal évtéNope nd

oL, OTL €yWw EKWV UTIEP

B0l dmobvnokw’ €av

Tiep UUETC ur) Kool

Tol TapakaA® VUGG

ur ebvola akoLpog YEVLo

Bat pot.

Tayua ol kat edyepyetol
HevoL xeipoug yivovtal
€v 6£ Tolg AdIkApaow
aUTOV. pdAAOV padntev
oue” GAN’ oU mapa tolito
Sebikaiope wvaiunv
TV Onplwv TV ot N
TOWMOOMEVWY. Kal eUX0
ME ETOLUA poL eUPeBET
val @ Kal KoAokeUow
OUVTOHWC HE Katada
YEW 00X WOTEP TLVV
St\awvopeva ol R av
TO* KAV aUTA 8¢ AKoOvTa
un BgAnon: éyw mpoaofn
QOWUE: CUYYVWHNV HOoL
gxetal Tl potL cupdaipet.
£yw ynvookw' viv Gpxw
HE HOONTHC elval pndév
pe InNADoal TV 6paTiv
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Slatdooope VUV €Kel

VoL AIOoToAOL €yw Kal

TAKPLTOG €KETVOoL EAED

Bepol. Eyw &€ viv puExpL 25
600A0og" AAN €av mabw.

aneAelBepog yeviiow

pat’lnool Xpiotol. kat dvaotiow

pe év a0t éAelBepog

vV pavBavw dedepévog 30
un&ev €mBUPETV KOoUL

KOV f patotlov’ amo up

tag pexpL Pwpng Bnplo

pox®, Sta yig kat BaAar

NG, VUKTOC Kal AUEPQG

Sebepévoc €ka Aeomap 35
dolg, O £€0TLV OTPATLWTLKOV

Folium 11v

o\eVELV TRV TIEPATWV

TG Vg Tl yap wdeAf

TaL AvBpwrmog” €av kepdn

OEL TOV KOOV OAov- TV

8¢ Yuxnv INULWOET: 5

€kelvov INT®’ TOV UTE

p NUGV danobavovta

£kelvov BEAW’ TOV 6L NUagG

avaotavta’ clyyvwrtE

pot, adeAdol’ ur éumo
énoutal pot fjoal pn 10
BeAnottal pe anoba
VeIV’ ToV Beol BéNovTa glval
KOOUW M xaplontal
adetal pe kabapov g
AaBeiv ékel mapaysvo

15

pevog. GvBpwrmog Beol Ecwpal

ETUTPEPATE POL NN

TV elvat tdBouc Tol Beod

pou” el Tic alTov év €au 20
@ €xel voelodro O B¢

Aw kot cupnaBeitw pot i

SWG TA CUVEXWVTA HE

Kol awpdtwv. (va’lncod Xplotod
érutuxw’ nip kal oTtaupoc.
Bnplwv te ouotaong

avatopal diatpéong
OKOPTINOWOL OCTEWV

OUYKOTIOL LEADV” AAEC

pot 0Aou to0 cwpatog

Kal koAdong tol Slafo

Aou € éuE épxécbw

oav’ povov iva’lnocod Xplotol €
TutuXw oUBEV e O

deAnoel Td tepnvd Tol

KOOUOU oUSE al Ba

ol\elal ol ai®voc tol

TOoU KaAOV [.....]o

Bavelv eic Xplotov'incoiv [..]Ba

nioBirat. oig ypddw U

Hiv. €pGv tol dnoBavelv

0 €u0C €pwg éoTavpwTal.
Kol o0k ot év €uu Ttp ¢t
AOUAoV' Udwp 6£ TV Kal Aa
Aolv év épol’ EowBev pot
Aéyel 8elipo mpoG TOV matépa
oU) RéopaL tpodii dOopdc
oU&E {6ovaic tol Blou Tou
Tou” Gptov Beol BEAw’ ap
ToV oUpaviov” aptov Lwiig

0 éotL 0ap€’Inool Xplotol tol Beol’ Tol
YEVOUEVOU €V VOTEPW €K
oTMéppatog Aauid kal 'A
Bpady. kai mopa Beol B
Aw TO alpa aUTod. 8 EoTLv
ayann adOaptog kat Agv
vaoG {wh’ OUKETN BEAW
Katd avBpwroug v’ tol
To &€ Eotal éav LUIG
BeAnottal. BeAnoartal

tva kal OpLg BeAnOsital

6L OAiywv ypappdtwy at
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0 dpxwv tol aiwvog tol -
Tou Slapraoal pe BoUAe

ToL kol TRy gig Bgdv pou yvw

[...Inv LadBiipal undeig

[....] TGV mapovr.. LUKV

BonBeito avt®" [..]aANovV € 30
po. yéveaBal toul....]Ji tol

[ceennee. JAnt[.]Incolv [..] k6o

[......]€ émBupel]....] Bac

[......] &v Opv un []Jatot

[.....] un6&’ Gv éym mapw 35
[ceeiennne ] tnoBet|...]

[....Jto0TOLG 6€ pdAAov

Folium 12r
£v Tfj mpooeuxfi LUQV T €V
Yupla ékkAnoiag. ATng
AVt €U0l TIUPEVL TR BE®
Xpfite. povog avthvIincolic Xplotog 5
£TILOKOTINOEL. Kal i VU@V
ayamnn- éyw 6£ aioxuvo
pe &€ abThv AédysaBal o06E
yap QoG elul wv. Eoxa
To¢ alT®V Kal EKTpwua; 10
QAN AAENUaL TG elvat. éav
Beol émutuyw [rasurae]
[rasurae]
aomnaletal UUAG TO EUOV
nivedpo Kol ) ayarmn Thv ék 15
KANoLV TV Seapevwv
pe glg 6vopaIncod Xplotol' ouy wg
napodevovta- kat yap atl
U poonkouoal poL Tf
06® Tfj KATA cApKaA. KO
T OAWV HE TipOfjyov’ 20
ypadw &€ LUV Ttalta anod
Jubpvne: 6L Edeciwv thv
aflwpakapiotwy’ €ott
6¢€ kal apa €pol Kpdkog to
nadntov pot évopa’ e 2
pL TV MpoeABWVTWV Pe

to0pe UPAGC. TioTeD

oatal pot Incolc 6 XpLotog U
Hiv TavTta pavepwoel.

OTL GANBEG Aéyw' TO aev

5&¢ oTOMA €V M 6 TTaTAP
AANB&C EAdAnoev ai
ticaoBal mepl €pod va
rutuyw’ ol Katd odp

Ko UiV Eypala, GG Ka

T yvwunv 0eol. éav it

oloatal’ pvipovevet|.]

Bplwv' Eppwaobdal eig TéNoG

év Umopovij Incol Xplotold aunv’
KOTopTioog Toivuv wg eiBouA
£70 TOUC &V PwUf TV &

6eld v dkovrag SLd T
£TUOTOARG
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anod Zuplag eig Pwpnv. €ig
606&av Beo0l. miotelw VUGG
AmeyvwkévaLl oig Kai 8n 30
Awoatal £yyug p.vovta

TAVTEeG yap €iowy [...Jlol Tol

B0l kal budv' olg

varnadol......... 1€ 35
Ot tadta [....]0 évvé
o KaAavO v ZeumTe

7.1.2. Diplomatic transcription of H.644

Folium 71v

21 HPNATHIE HiKe BrONOCHRL. MATHIO H BEAHPHIE
Mb OL[A RBINLLINIATO. HEA XCA HAHNOYEAAN THA 1ero.
UpKEH WerpieN WEH. M npocBLIeN’NEH RoAHo. BOAHE
LATO Bee ke 1. W BB HicA Xa BA NALIero. ke H e
AMTb NA MBCT' RBCH PHMBCIHH. AOCTWAHRNHH AOCTW
ABINBIH. AOCTWEAKNBIH, ACCTWXBAANBIH. A0CTO¥AOY
HENBIH, AOCTOHNOPTHRBIH. H NPEABCEACLIH AHOB RbIH,

Folium 72r
[KRIBIM. HMENHTBIM. WTEHMENHTBIH HeKe H LIBAOYTO
[B] HmeTica XA clia BKHIA. M0 NABTH H AXOY' CBEBIOYTIAG
NBIMb. BCEMbI 3ANORTEAMBI KT0. H HEMABNIENHIEM
[BA]rTHIO BRHIcr0. NEPACOYMNIENHHMb ILIEK A
N[H]reMb 10K Ate BCAKOIE LIAPOTHIK. MNOMO W X'E H
[€]5 PAS HALLIEMb. NEMOpOYHO PAAOBATHEE. TONIE:Ke
[MJoMoAHEBee BBH EA0YvHXD, ACCTORHAHMAR AHLA BA
WIA" IAKOXKE M BEL{IE NPOLIAXD MPHIETH: CRE3AND W K.
1eB TH NALLIEMb® NAA'BHOCE LIBAORATH BbI* H ALjI¢ RO

10 AR\ BIKHIA BOYAETH: CTIOBAIHOY MH BBITH A0 KON'LLA'
NAYETBIC’ 5O BATOCTPOHNb K. ALJIE Ke H BAMTb 0yA0Yv0y
AA KPBEH CBOH Bec MOPOKcA RhenpHMOy™ BOko 5o [ee] AlE
BE BALLIE AA NE TA M NPBWEHAHTL: BAMB 5O 0Y'A0Bb
1€ 1K€ XOLIETE CTROPHTH: MN'S e NEOYAOBHO K- Heike
BA OYAOYYHTH: Aljle e BB Ne NOLIEANTE MeNe: Ne Xoujr®
5O AA Bbl YABKOMb OYTOAHTE NH A3 5O NHIOAHKE TA

KORO BP'BMG Né MMAMb HMETH: Ie:Ke BA o\f/\oy?wr"l'.
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20

NH BbI ALIE OYMABYHTE A0 LLIE A'BAO HMATE SMAB-
HTE 0y'E0 W MeNe: A3b 0yBO BOYA0Y BRHH: ALjie AW XKe
MOPATHTE MA MO MIAKBI EOYAQY' TEKbI BeLjle MH XKe
HE MIOAAAHTE: IeiKe KPENOY' BBITH BRH: AOHATBKE WA’
TAPb FOTORb K- AA Bb AOE’EH AHKb BbIE’LIH: RbCroNT
O(I6RM W M 105" RAKO €N CHPYHCKATD CTIOBHAD ¢ B'B.
WEBeTHee Bb 3AMAAT W BBCTOKA™ AB(O I¢ €Ke 3AHTH
® MHpA Kb B0y AA Bb NIERO BBCHIAK" HHICOAHKE HE 34

BHAHTE NHKOMO\PKG' H I/IN'EXI) NAO\;’YHTG' A3’ Ke XOLI_IX

H 'I"EXI) Ad 'I‘E‘)b,A,H EOYAOYTB' €iKe O\f‘l’GLI.IG 3AMNOREAAHTE.

Folium 72v

10

20

THYHIO CHAOY' MH MpocHTe: nsbéﬁ'ryb e W U3BbNL.
AHNO AA NE THYHIO TAH Nb H Xotpoy* AA [.] Thuto u
[-.]noyroce x;)'rbuz\NMNb- N'B M WEPBTEND BOyA0Y Al

BO M 0B"ETeNb BOYAOY MOroy H PAATH: TWIAA H BB~
Nb WBPBETHeE IEPAA Bb MYPS BOYAOY BE: HH[.]

Ke BHAHMO H BBY’NO* BHAHMA BO B?'EMGN’NA- aNe L]
AMMA RBYNA" Bb BO NALLIL I Xb Bb WILH c¢ NAYE IABA[]
€Tb* N¢ MHOKBCTRA A'BAO Nb BEAHPBCTRA K xiﬂ‘un\[Nb]
CTRO" KP'A NENARHAHMD 1 MY'POMb" A3b MHLLIOY Kb [..]
Mb uPEBAMb- H 3ANORBAAK REBMb AKO A3k M0 BOKH
XMMPAW ALj¢ Ke Bbi Ne Bb3BPANHCTE" MOAKO BbT Ne Boy'
ABTE MH NPURABNL BE30YM HA" NEABHTE MENE BpA

LLINO BBITH 3B'BPEMb HMHKE i Ba OYAOYYHTH: NLLIE
NHLLA KCMb BXRHRA W 3oysb'|' 3B'EPHN|_~.'|' CMHAARCE AA
XABBb PHCTh WEpeLoyce XEbI, MAYE Ke OYAACKAHTE 3
BBPH AA r‘p'é MH BOYAOYTh" H AA NE WCTARETh NHYECOKe
W NABTBI MOHXb AA HH OYCbITB. TEMOCTh KOMOY' BOYAY,
H ToPA BOY A0\ SPeNHKh ‘|y XBb 110 MCTHHE" 16FA K T8
A0 MO MHpb 0y'3pHT b MOMAHTE BA 3A Me. AA T'EMb
CHCOYAb H KPLTRA KHBA BOYA0Y son' NE KAKOIKE METpb
H NABBAb MOBEA'BRAI BAMbB® WHA ANAA. A3b Ke Wed
KENHKCh® WNA CROBOA’NA, A3b pABb AOCEAE: Aljte AH

Ke MOCTPAKAY CROBOAD BOYAOY Iy XEb* H BbCTANOY

W NIEMb CROBOAL" NHRA BBIOY'7H0 CRE3AND" NHYTOKe
COVKTHO MOXOTETH: W CHpHIE A0 PHMA BOpHOCE Cb 3B'E
PMb‘l’. M0 3¢AMH H 110 MOPH, NOLLIHEO H ABHHI, CBe3A

Nb Cb. A€CETHH" ‘)HCO(\I}.BL\.I IeKE 1 PHND BOMNBCKD HiKe

Folium 73r

[....]aneM/\rouJe " FOPLIM BBIBANOTH: [.]mm
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10

20

Ke H NAYE NAICA3AIOCE, Nb Ne T'EMH WIPARAANL
KCMb. MOAB3A HCMb 3BPEMb 0y TOTORANHME
MNB. H MAKCE AA MH OBELLIOYTCE MOTORH" HX:Ke

[ Ibckoprs Me crBeThIN: He rKkoxKe NBKBI
[.AJutece he icochoyLLIece: M Aljle NE XOTETh N

[a3 1] MIPHNOYKAOY' 1 vmva,A,wr Mbl A3b BEMb ¢™
MH HA TIOA30Y' K- NNRA NATHNAL ¥ENHICh Bbl

TH" NHPECOKE NE PEBNOBATH MH BHAHMBIXb: AA
EA0YH0 1y XA, Uil MPOMETHIO CHCTABD K€ H 3B'S
PEMb. PACTIAPANHIA. WAOYYENHIA. PACHNIANK

R KOCTBIN. CheBYENHE Oy A0RD: CbMABNHIE Beero
TBAECE U MOYKA AHIABOARA NA ME AA NPHHAETb.
ThYHI0 AA H ITA XA OYAOY?H: NHICHIEKE MOA3H

NE CTBOPETD ICPACHA MHPA G0 HH LIPTBBIIA ¢r0
MHpA* AOBPO MH I OyMPETH Bb XA 1CA NeKeAH

MH LIPTBOBATH KONLIM 3EMAE" KORA MOA3A A0
B'BKORBI ALLIE PHWEPELIETH B MHPb: A CROIO
,A,uioy WUIETHTD: TOMO HLOY SMbPLIAN MONHT’
CLIE 110 HA. TORO XOLUOY BbCKPLLIOYMOY' 3A Nbi mony
CTBITE MH BPATHE NE 3ACTOVTIAUTE MH KHTH-

NE MOXOT'EHTE Ne OYMPBTH MH XOTELIATO By
BHTH He WAAAHTE MHPOBH CEMOY NEABHTE e
CTb MPHIETHI" TAMO WbAb BARH PABKb BOYAQY. 10
BEAHTE MH M0APAKRATEAN BbITH BA MO0, HiKke
HMATbIEr Bb CeBE" A PA3OYMBIETH 1eMoyKe
XOLHOY' H A NOMOYCTHT MH® CREAN ChbAPLIKELIAR

Folium 73v

10

Me, BAACTEAHND MHPA CET0 PACKBITHTH ME XoLjie
Th, H BOAK MOK IAKE Kb sﬁy PACHINATH. H Kb €K [.]
W coynxs 3¢ AA Ne MOMATAKTH tentoy [...Je

NB BBITH CHpBYh BRI Ne PATE ITA XA [...]

ABHTE 3ABBICTb BB BACH AA Ne KHRE. .. ]

MOAKO BbI HE MOCAOYLLIAMTE Mene H [...]

CAOYLLIAMTE HX:KE MIULLIOY' KHED Kb BAMb: pATH
EMPETH: Mote PATENHIE POTIETO 1 M I Bb M

N'B WIHBI BeLIH AOBbRbL: BOAA KHEA H PALIHIA Bb [.]
ETpbropey Mk PAKTH PPEAH Kb WIloy™ Ne AHBAK N
MLIE TABHNRA" NH CAACTH KHTHEA C6r0. XABBOY B&KH
EMOY' XOLIOY™ XABBOY NESCHOMOY™ XABEOY' /KHEO

'I‘NOMO\f HiKe KCTb NAbTb I\f )((EA /AKHRA" BbIRLLAIM
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W cBMeNe ABABA H ABPAAMOBA M NHRO BiRHIE X0
LHOY' KKPbEb 1610 RAKe I¢ ABbT NeTABN’NA. H nimoc[.]
LM AKH3Nb: NE XOLIOY N0 YARTHEMOY :KHTHIM: B[]
AETh iKe TO ALHE BbI XOLIETE" MOXOT'EHTE AA H BbI 10
XOT'BHH BOYAETE MAAHMBI MHCMENBI NPOLLIOY RA
MMBTH BBpoY. I XC IABHTb BAMB TO IAKO HCTH

20 Noy' PAIOTH Ne AbKHEAR SCTA" Bb €T NeM ke WIlh
Mo HCTHN'E ¢B MAB: MPOCHTE AA OYAOY?HO" Ne 110 MALTI
BAMb HAMHCAXb Nb 110 BOAH BiKH" ALje NOCTPAKALY
BBCXOT'BAW €cTe. ALjte WRPBKEND BOYA0Y, BB3NENA
BHA'BAW KCTE" NOMHNAHTE Bb NMITES BALLEH: W cy'
pheicoyto LI,PI'EBl)' IAKE Rb MENE MEBCTO MACTBIPA APbk’
XA, EAMNB 1¢ Xb CBBAOAETD 10° H BALLIA AHBbI €10 A3’
Ke cThIRAOYCe W cHXb PAATHCE NEChM’ EO NHAOCTWHN'.

Folium 74r
MOCABANbI CHXb H3BPBMb: Nb MOMHAOBAND HCMb
[]5vTo BLITH Alpe Ba OYAOYYHO: LIBAOYIET BbI MOH AXB
H AKOBbI upEBb. MPHIEMLLIM Mé Rb HMe Ty XEBO, Né IAKO
Ke MHMOXOACLHIOY" NECOVLLIAR BO MH BAWKNIAE: NS
TeMb NALTHCKBIMb' 110 FPAAOMB Mé MPOBAKAAXOY.
MHLLIOY Ke BAMb W HZMHpNLT ch[n] recj:ec'BNMM AOCTO
BAKNHMBI* 1 Ke ¢b MNOK H ¢ HN'EMH MNOMbIMH |c‘°>
[o]ich - BbZAIOBAENOK MH HME: 1 nposoﬁabmnmu Me W
CHPHIE Bb PHMB* Bb CAAROY' BIKOY'HO R'EPOFO NOZHATH
BbI* HMKE BBZRECTHCTE BAMZb ME COVLUIA- BCH BO A0
CTOMNH COY'Th BIKH: H BAMb BCEAHTHKbI MOKOHTHIE,
NAMMCAXD BAM Bb KT ABMOY'CTA: MPbRER ACKETH

ICAAANBAD CGIC’I‘GBPA'

7.1.3. Diplomatic transcription of V.33
Folium 118r

HPNATH
HKe BroNocHBBIM. MHAORANBIMMB ReAHTHIEMb
WIIA RBILLMNIAALO. ICKA KAHNOYEAAAND CHA KT,
— —
UPKEH WERLJIENEH, H NIPOCRBLIIENH BOACH. BheXO
TER LLIAATO RYce. IeKe CTh M0 BB ICKB'S Ba NA
LLIErO. IAKE CBAHTE NA MECT'S BCH pHMBCKBIIE,
10 AOCTORHAENBIM. AOCTOABMLNBIN. AOBAKENIH,

,A,OC'T‘OXBAA"NI)IH. ,A,OC'T‘OOYMNI)II/I, ,A,OC'I‘OYI)C'I“NI)IH.



20

H [...] XTOMMENHTBIN. WEHMENHTHH. H0Ke H LIBAOYTO
Bb HME ICKA CHA WPA. N0 MABTBI H AXOY' ChBBKOYTIAK
NBIMMb, RCEMH 3AMOBBABMH K0, HCMABNENBIM

Mb BAMTHIO BKHIEH0, NEpACOYMNEHBIHMb. HLL
KeNbIMMb V) BeAKole TOYRere LLIAPOTBI. MNOO

Mb W XIS B3 NALLIEMb, NEMopovHO PAAOBATHCE.
MNOF0 BO MOAMEBbCE MRH 0Y'AOYYHXb, AOCTORBHAHMA
1A BALLIA AHLLA, IAKO 7K€ H ReLlIE TPOLLIAXD MPHIETH CBe
3AHB 3 XA. NAABIO e ¢ U LIBAOBATH BbI ALJIE ROAA
BRHIA BOYAETD. CTIOBACNOY MH EBITH A0 KON'LLA, NA
?eThKh 50 BAPOCTPOHHB IECTh. ALJIE K¢ H BAMTH

O AOY?H. AA RP'BEH CROH Ne RB3BPANBHO Bbeh MpH
HMOY, BOF0 BO ¢¢ KEAA AIOBORD BALLIA NPBWEHAHTS
M€, BAMb B0 0y AOBb IECTh IEKe XOLIETE CTROPHTH.
MI'B K€ Ne 0V AOBNO ICTh IeiKe B OVAOYPHTH. Aljie
e BbIH NE MOLIEAHTE MENE, e XOLIOY' 50 AARBIH ¥A0
BBICOMb OYTOAHTE. AA EOY OYTOAHTE IAKOKE H OYTA

Folium 118v

10

20

KA 16T€, NM A3b TOr0 Né MMAMb HMETH, IeXe BA
OVAOYYHTH. NH BbI M ALLE OYMA PHTE, Ay’ LLIE A'BAO
HMATE. AljIE BO 0YMALYHTE WV MeNe A3b BOYA0Y BRH,
ALJIE AH BbI H XOLIETE NABTH MOK. NIAKBI BOY A0V Té
ICbIH, BELIIE Ke MH Ne TIOAANTE, KE NOKPENOMOY
BbITH BBH, A0 HABKE WABTAPIA AABL AIOEBEBI AH
ICA BBIR'LLE. BLEMOKTE Wile BU W T, IAKO KNMA ACH
PHHMCKAARD CTIOBHAB Bb. wBpEeTHee Bb3aNant W &b
CTOIKCA. AOBYO HCTh KeKe 3AHTH ® MHPA Kb EOY. AA 0y
NIGPO BBCHIAK. KA 50 Bb MHPE BOYA0Y NHYECoKe BH
AMMO BEYHO. BHAHMAA 5O BYBMEN'NA. A Ne RHAH
MAR BEYNA, Bb BO NALUb iCh Xb Bb WIIH ¢ MAYE 1A
BARETD, Né MNOKBCTRA ABA0, Nb BEAHHCTRA

ICTh XPTHIANBCTEO, EMAA NENARHAHMO KCTh
MHPOMb. A3b MHLLIOY BCBMb LIREAMb. H 3AMOR'S

AAI BCEMb. AKO A3b MONHXb OYMHPAL, ALjlE BbIH

NE Eb3BPANHTE, MOAI BbI Ne BOYATTE MH MPHIAZHb
BE30YMNA, NEATHTE MeNe BPALLINO EbITH 3REpeMb.
HM'Ke 1CTh Ba OYAOYPHTH. MPLLENHLIA HecMb BRHR,

M 30EbI 3ETPHNH ChMHAAOCE. AA XABED YHCTH WEPTE
Lpoy'ce KoY MOKeMOY'. MAYE Ke 3RBPHIE AA MH TOBb Boy

,A,O\["T‘b, AA N¢ WCTARETD NHYEC0KE MABTH MOKE, AA

[preface]
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NH HOCMP’TH KOMOY‘ T¢ MCTb BO\I‘AO\I’, Th TA BO\I‘AOY
OY?GNHKI) e Xl(ib MOHCTHUNTE, KPA NH T'EAA MO0
MHPb OYS‘)HTB, MOMOAHTE A 3A Mé. AA T'EMH cbcoy
AH )KPI)'I"EA BAKHRA EOYAOY. Ne RK0Ke ﬂG'T‘Pb H ﬂA\l‘Ab
NOBEA'BRAH BAMb. WNAAMAA KCTA, A3b Ke WCO\f

RENHICh. WHNA CROBOANA, A3b ke A0CEAS pABb,

Folium 119r

10

20

Alj¢ AH CHOCT})A;!\(OY CBOEOA’NHICI) BO\I‘AOY IC Xéb,

n BbC'T‘ANO\f W NEEMb CBOBOAL, NN Bbl O\f‘r‘lo CB€3ANDb,
NH‘I’GCOMOY}KG MI’I‘)’NOY H CO\]‘IG’I"NOY I'IOXO’I‘"S’I‘I’I

w C\”)I/IIG A0 PHMA EOPOYCG Cb BB'EP’MH. Mo 3¢AMH H

no MOPH), Rb NOLHb U Bb ,A,ﬁb, CB€3AND Cb. THo ?blco
AbRbI. PGK’UJG W HMbI, HiKe H ,A,OBPO I'I‘)HIGMAIOLIJG,
[‘OP’U.IG BbIBATbL. WEHAAMH Ke MATE NAKA3ARCE,

Nb Ne¢ T'EMH WHPAB,A,ANI) leCMb. MOAb3A KCMb 3bBE
PGMb OYPO’I‘OBANBNN HMb MNE. U MAHCE A MH

ce WSP'ELI.IOY’I‘I) FOTORH. M NNFA NATHNAK OYYGNHICB
BbITH. NHYGCOMO\[}KG Ne¢ PGB’NOBA'T‘I/I BHAHMbI

Xb, AA OYAOYYW [ )((A. WINb K¢, U HPOHG'I‘HIG. b
CTABb Keé SK’EPHNH. PACHAPANMM. W/\OY?GNHI‘A.
PACHHANHI?\ IKOCTHH, ChbCETENHUIA OYAOBB. CbMA€ENH

I\ BCEMO TEAECE, HMO\]‘KA,A,HI'A BOARA NA M€ AA H?HHAG
Tb, TbKMO f(A Ad oy/\oywo. AO\]‘YG MH 3A f(A OYMP'E
TH, NEKEAH WBAAAATH BCEH 3¢MACH, ICARA BO 10
Ab3A YAEIQO\/‘ Alj¢ H BbCb MI’I‘)b H?HWB‘)'ELI.IG'I‘I),

A CBOKO ,A,LI']O\/‘ WL].IG'I‘H'I‘I). TOro I’IL].IO\f OY‘Mb‘)UJL\A[‘O 3A
Nbl, ’I‘OMO\f XOLIJO\f BbCKP‘C‘U_IO\fMO\f NACh ‘)A,A,H,
ﬂOﬂO\/‘CTH'I‘G MH S})A’I‘HIG Ne 3AC’I‘0\/‘HAH'I‘G MH KH

TH, AA BOY,A,O\f FIO,A,PA)KA'T‘GAI) Ba MOKI0, HiK¢ UMA
Tb KMo BbeeBS AA PL\BO\}‘M'EI@TB IGMO\}‘}KG XOLI_IX K AA
ﬂOﬂO\/‘CTH'I‘b MH, CR'EALI H Cb,A,Pl)?KGLI.IAI‘A M€, BAA
CT€AHND MHPA cero PACXI)I’I‘WI‘I/I M¢ XOLHETD, H

RBOAH MOH HKe Kb 8’5\[ ‘)ACI:IHA'T‘H. nase xe I'II/ILUO\f BA
Mb ﬂOCAO\/‘U_IAI/I'I‘G, H KLje KHBb Cbl H ‘)A?H) OY‘MP’B
TH, MOk PAYGNHIG HPOI'IG’I‘O KCThb, HNBCTh BBM’ NG

Folium 119v

WINb BELHH ABOBbNb. BOAA KHEBA H MALIMH Bb MH'E
Oy TPLRALY MH IAETb. PPEAH Kb wﬁoy. Ne BAWAH MH
L1e TABNNBI. NH CAACTH KHTHIA C6ro. XABBOY BXH

H XOL].IO\/‘. X/\AEO\/' NIE‘.NOMOY. XAL\BOY }KI/IBO'I‘NOMO\/'.

64



10

20

KeKe KCTh NABTD I¢ XA BA. BBIRLLAAIO MocAbike Werk
MeNe ABARA. H ABPAAMORA. H MHBOY BIH KMoy’ Xoujoy
IKPBRE 1610, AKE 16CTh AKBH Ne TABNNA. H NpHCHOY
LIBNA KH3Nb, HMETE MH BBPOY 1AKO I¢ Xb IABHTb
BAMb TO. IAKO HCTHNOY PAKTH NEABKHBA oyeTa,

Bb NIEMb ke WIlb MOHCTHNE CbIPAAAAD. NPOCHTE AX Oy
AOYPHTE. NE 110 MABTH BAMb NAMHCAXD Nb MOBOAHE0-
KHH, alpe noc'r‘pA;f(oy BhexoTBeTe. Atpte WRph

KENb BOY A0\ BLINENABHABCTE, NOMHNAHTE Bb MO
AMTB'S ACYPHHCKOV'H upﬁsb. fAKe Bb MeNE MBCTO
APBKHTB NACTHIPR XA, EAHNB BO 16 Xb ChBAAETS
H0. M RALLIA AHEBBI K10, A3b :Ke CThIKA0YCE W NHXb
FAATH, NBCMb NH AOCTOHNB iKé MOCABA'NHH CHXb

M H3BPATD, Nb MOMAOBAND HCMb AA BA OYAOYTH,
LEAOYIETE BbI MOH AXb. H AHBbI u?EBb. NpHIEMb
LUMXb Me REHME 16 XBO, NE FAKCO e MHMOXOAELIA.
NECOVLLIARA BO MH BAHKHAIA MOYTEMb MABTHCKbI.

N0 FPAAOMB. ME NPOBAKAAXOY.

7.2. Interlinear collation
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Line 1
Translation Ignatius, who is also called God-bearer, to the church that has obtained mercy by the greatness of the Father Most High and Jesus Christ his only Son

Greek edition Funk-Diekamp  lyvatiog, 6 Kol Oodopog, Tfi NAenpévn €v peyoAeldtnTL UYiotou 9ol natpog kat 'Incol Xplotod tod povoyevoic avtol uiod

Greek edition Bihimeyer lyvatiog, 0 kai Oe0dopog, Tfi AAENpévn v peyaleldtnTt notpog Uiotou kallnool Xplotol tod povou viol avtod
Latin long recension Ignatius, qui et Theophorus, misericordiam consecutae in magnitudine Dei altissimi, Patris lesu Christi unigeniti eius Filii,
Latin middle recension (L) Ignatius, qui et Theophorus, habenti propiationem in magnitudine Patris altissimi et lesu Christi, solius Filii ipsius,
C.1.10 lyvdrtiog 6 kai Beod®pog T NAenpévn €v peyainotitt natpog vYiotou nvelpatogincol Xplotol tod povou viol altod
H. 644 UrnaTuie HKe BrONOCHRB. MATHI M BEAHPHIEMb Of[A BBINLLNIAPO. FiCA XCA 16 HHOTEA A0 THA 16r0.
V.33 UrnaTuie HiKe EI‘ONOCHBB. MHAOBANBIHMb BEAHYHEMb WﬁA BbILLUMNRAAT. I¢ )((A EAHHOTEAAATO CHA K.
Critical apparatus 60>K
kat:mvg T
Observations "Apparently, the Greek tfj hAenpévn was too far removed from ékkAnaoia (in the next line) for them to be linked together in the translation. Instead of dativus fem. sing. [MuaogaNEH] to be read with UPBKBRH (ékkAnoia ), we have to read substantivized

dativus masc. plur, MHAORANBIMMB, “to those who have obtained mercy” according to the reading of group 3 (apparently read at the same level as Avwpévolg — memAnpwpévol - anoStiAlopévolg / CBRBKOYTIAINBIMMD — HCABHIENBIHMD — HOLB ACNBIME in
the last part of the preface). This, however, caused confusion, as év peyaleldtnt was translated as an instrumentalis neutr. geanvuiems (“by the greatness”), while dativus masc. plur. can hardly be distinguished from instrumentalis neutr. sing. due to
the orthographic particularities of the manuscripts. This naturally caused munosaHbiMmb to be read together with the instrumentalis geanvHieMb next to it, which is obviously non-sensical (“by the great-ness that has obtained mercy”). The variant
readings of groups 1-2 and 4-5 can be understood as attempts to make sense of it, in 1-2 by writing MuaccTHIR 1 ReAuvHieMb (“by the mercy and greatness of the Father ...”), in 4-5 by joining nomunosaHbiv to UrnaThie (“Ignatius, ..., who has obtained
mercy”)." (Sels 2023: 109)

"Note the Slavonic reading eamnnoveparo, “only-begotten”, which agrees with Greek povoyevoig of the so-called “long recension’ against pévou in the ‘middle recension’." (Sels 2023: 110)

The Latin middle recension has the perfect equivalent of the Greek Taurinensis .

Line 2

Translation the church that is loved and enlightened by the will of the one who has willed everything that is,

Greek edition Funk-Diekamp  ékkAnoiq nytaopvn Kal mepwtiopévn év Behfpatt Jeol tol mouoavtog T navra, & oy,
Greek edition Bihimeyer €kkAnola nyarnpévn Kai tedpwtiopévn v Berfpatt o0 Behrjoavtog Tl mavra, & gotwy,
Latin long recension ecclesiae sanctificatae et illuminatae in voluntate Dei, qui fecit omnia, quae sunt,
Latin middle recension (L) ecclesiae dilectae et illuminatae in voluntate volentis omnia, quae sunt
C.1.10 €kkAnolq nytaopévn Kal mepwtiopévn év Behfpatt o0 BeAroavtog T mavta’ & gotv

H. 644 LPIBH WeLyeH . H NPOCRELIEN"N'BH BOAEH. OAMELLIATO Beg Ke I¢.
V.33 uﬁlcgn WCBLHENEH, H NPOCR'BLIENTEH BOAEH. BbeX0 T'BRLLAAMO BHeE 1KE HCTh.

Critical apparatus

Observations

Line 3

Translation

Greek edition Funk-Diekamp
Greek edition Bihimeyer
Latin long recension

Latin middle recension (L)

Ayartnpuévn GHKLSmAmMM : Aylaopévn T(A)g, tetunuévn C
& avta GHKgM : anavra (sic) T 2??

The Taurinensis has also té& mdvta, but the tis difficult to read. Therefore, it does not differ from the other readings of the manuscripts.

"Groups 1-3 (A.1) have ocebipensu, “sanctified”, which agrees with Greek fytacuévn of the ‘long recension’ against the expected fyannpévn of the ‘middle recension’." (Sels 2023: 110)

The variant reading of the long recension fytaouévn is not taken over in the Latin middle recension.

according to the faith and love of Jesus Christ, our God;

katd miotwv Kai dydrnv Inood Xplotod, tol 9eol kal cwtfpog ARGV,

katd miotv Kot ayannvinool Xplotod, tod Beol AUdY,

secundum fidem et dilectionem lesu Christi, Dei et salvatoris nostri,

secundum dilectionem lesu Christi Dei nostri,



C.1.10
H. 644
V.33

Critical apparatus

Observations

Line 4

Translation

Greek edition Funk-Diekamp
Greek edition Bihimeyer
Latin long recension

Latin middle recension (L)
C.I1.10

H. 644

V.33

Critical apparatus

Observations

Line 5

Translation

Greek edition Funk-Diekamp
Greek edition Bihimeyer
Latin long recension

Latin middle recension (L)
C.1.10

H. 644

V.33

Critical apparatus

Observations

katd miotnv kai aydmnvincol Xprotod tod B0l AuGV:
w BBpE Hica XA BA Nawero.
1o BEPB IKR'S BA NALLIETO.

niiotwv kai TAAMCg Lightf. (cf. Eph. 14.1; 20.1) : > GHKLSmM Zahn Funk Hilgenf.
"Groups 1-3 (A.1) have no (var. 0) Bsps (“according to the faith”), which is more in line with the Greek ‘long recension’ (katd miotwv [kat dyamnv]) than with the ‘middle recension’ (kata dydmnv)." (Sels 2023: 110)

The Latin middle recension omits the long recension reading of niotnv kai which the Taurinensis preserves.

the church that is presiding in the land of the Romans, worthy of God, worthy of honor, worthy of blessing, worthy of praise, worthy of success, worthy of holiness,
ATLg kat €v Tonw xwpiov Pwuaiwv, a§Lo9¢eog, aglompemnig, ASLOpaKAPLOTOG, ASLEMALVOG,

fTg kat £v Tonw xwpiov Pwuaiwv, a€L06e0g, aglompenig, alopakaplotog, aflEnawog,

quae et praesidet in loco regionis Romanorum, Deo dignae, eminentia dignae, beatitudine dignae, laude dignae,

quae et praesidet in loco chori Romanorum, digna Deo, digna decentia, digna beatitudine, digna laude,

a§loemiteuktog, afiayvog
a€loemiteuktog, a€ldayvog
fide dignae, castitate dignae,
digne ordinata, digne casta

ATig kat £V TONW Xwpiou PwWHEWV AagLoBeog” dglompenng ASLOPAKAPLOTOG O§LEMALVOG agLeniteuktog” aflayootog
RKe H NA MBCT'E BBCH PUMbCKHH. AOCTWAHRBNHH AOCTWABNNLIN. ,A,OC'I‘WSX}KMMH, AOCTWXRAANBIH. AOCTOgl\O\{“r‘HBNbIH, ,A,OC'I‘OI/INO(H"I'HBBIM.
aKe NA MBCTE BCH PUMbCKbIE. AOCTORHABNBIH. AOCTOABMNBNBIN. A(OSX}KGNMH, AOCTOXBAAHNBIN. AOCTOOMNbIH, AOCTOYbCT'NbIM.

aloayvog Kg : aglayaotog T

"The enumeration in praise of the Church of Rome (ékkAnoiq/ upzkseH, feminine both in Greek and Slavonic) a€1é9eoc, aglonpeni, d€lopakdpLotog, afiénauvog, agloemnitevktos, d&layvog kal pokadnuévn Tfg &yamng, XPLOTOVOHOG, TTOTPWVUHOG,
(Av kai domddopat ...) — with the misleadingly masculine-looking endings of the compounds — led to confusion: the grammatically erroneous reading with the masculine endings of groups 1 and 3 (also reflected in group 5) has to be accepted in the
archetype — AOCTORHABNBIH, AXCTONBNILNbIH, AOCTOBAAKENBIH, AOCTOXBAABNBIH, AXCTOOYAOYPHBLHBIH, AOCTOPBCTHNLIH H NPBABCEAALIH AOBBEH, XDUCTOMMEHMTbIM, OTBYEUMEHNTBIN, FRike H LIBAOYHER — as it reflects the grammatical peculiarity of the Greek (and
the lectio difficilior) and hence the original translation. It makes the Slavonic text extremely confusing, as Greek mpokadnuévn and fiv have been translated with feminine endings: npsABCBAALIK and kwike. Even if an editor may be tempted by the
option of a grammatically correct text, the feminine endings of groups 2 and 4 must be considered the result of secondary correction." (Sels 2023: 109-110)

"In line 3 also the use of the simple verb ¢tanTa (~ kdBntay) for compound mpokd®ntat should be noted, a variant not registered in the Greek editions (while in line 5 we have regular npsazetaain, with prefix, for mpokadnuévn)." (Sels 2023: 110)

The reading chori of the Latin middle recension seems to be a literal equivalent for the Greek xwpiou. Furthermore, the nominative adjectives "digna" are dependent from the word "church" ("ecclesia" in the nominative) which is more clear in the
Latin middle recension, since the Latin long recension seems to allign these adjectives (in the genitive case) with the female genitive "regionis".

and preeminent in love, a church that keeps the law of Christ and bears the name of the Father;

Kat TG aydmnng, TATPWVUHOG, nveupatodopog,
Kat TG dydmng, TATPWVUHOG,

fundatae in dilectione et ) paternum nomen habenti, spiritiferae;

et praesidens in caritate, Christi habens legem, Patris nomen,

Kat TG aydnng TATPOVUHOG

H AIOE’KI:IM, W‘:"GI/IMGNI/I’I‘I)IH

H WS EHMENHTHH.

natpovupog HT
"Slavonic xpreTonnMenHTBIM corresponds to xpLoTévupog rather than to [xplotovopog] as echoed in the Latin of the ‘middle recension’." (Sels 2023: 110)

The Latin middle recension does not correspond to the variant reading of the Taurinensis (xplotdévupog).



Line 6

Translation this is the church that | greet in the name of Jesus Christ, the Son of the Father.

Greek edition Funk-Diekamp v kol domalopat év dvopatt 9eol navtokpdtopog kai'lnood Xplotol tod viod avtod”

Greek edition Bihimeyer fjv kal domadopat €v dvopattincod Xplotod, uiol matpog

Latin long recension quam et saluto in nomine Dei omnipotentis et lesu Christi Filii eius , qui est secundum carnem et spiritum ;
Latin middle recension (L) quam et saluto in nomine lesu Christi, Filii Patris; secundum carnem et spiritum

C.1.10 fjv Kal domadope ev ovopatt .. Xptotod Inool matpodg katd odpkav kat rvedpa(’)

H. 644 KeiKe M LIBAOVHO [B] HMeTTea XA cHA BKHIA. M0 NABTH H AX0Y' ChbBLKOYTIAENBIM.

V.33 1K€ M L'BAOYHO Bb HIMIE 1EKA CHA WPA. 110 NABTBI H AXOY CBRLKOYTIAKNBIMMY,

Critical apparatus

The Latin middle recension is close to the Taurinensis , except for "lesu Christi, Filii Patris", which is reversed in the Taurinensis to Xplotoi Incod and a rendering of son is omitted. The Slavonic translation, especially V.33 renders the Latin middle
Observations recension the most literal.

Line 7
Translation And | extend warmest greetings blamelessly in Jesus Christ, our God, to those who are united in both flesh and spirit in his every commandment, filled with the gracious gift of God without wavering, and filtered from every unsuitable taint.
Greek edition Funk-Diekamp  Tolg katd odpka Kal mvedpa nVwHEvoLg rdorn évioAf] adtod, TEMANPWHEVOLG TTAONG XAPLTOG B0V AdLakpitwg Kol armoSLIALoUEVOUG oo avtog aAoTpiou Xpwpar TAEToTa €v Be® kal matpl kat Kupi® AWV INcoT XPLOoTE AUWHWS XaipELY.
Greek edition Bihimeyer Kotd oGpKa Kat rvedpa Vwpévolg ridon evtoAf avtod, TemAnpwuévolg xapttog Bgol adtakpitwg, Kol droSLAlopévolg and navtdg dAlotpiou xpwpot MAEToTa €v Inood XpLot®, T Be® ARGV, AUWHWS XOULPELY.
Latin long recension adunatis in mandato eius, repletis gratia Dei inseparabiliter et ablutis ab omni alieno colore atque immaculatis, plurimam in Deo Patre et Domino nostro lesu Christo salutem .
Latin middle recension (L) unitis in omni mandato ipsius, impletis gratia Dei indivisimi et abstractis ab omni alieno colore plurimum in lesu Christo, Deo nostro, immaculate gaudere.
Kat amodLAopévoug amnd navtog allotpiou mAelota v Be® Kol matpi Kat Kupid) Npwv XpLot® Incol
C.1.10 fVopévolg rtdoaig EvtoAaic altol” TEEMANpWHEVOLG TIAoNG XApttog Beol Adlakpitwg  XpWHATOG, [....] AQuWHWE XaipELY.
NEpACOYMHIEHHHMb. ILBKAeH[H]ieMb
H. 644 RCBMbI 3ANORBAMbI K. M UCNABNIENHIEM’ [BIA\]FTHN s»?mero. THRAEKE BCAKOK LLAPOTLIN. MNOIo W g'B HiclB F,’L:’B NALLUEMb. NEMopoYNo pAAOBATHCE.
NG‘)ACOY’MN'ENMMM[),HLL’B)&GNMMMB W BCAKOH
V.33 BeBMH 3AMOBABMH K0, HEMABNENBIHMb BAMTHIO BKHIEH, ToyRele LLIAPOTHI. MHOPOMb W X' ics BB HALLIEMb, NEMOpOwHO PAAORATHCE,
Critical apparatus midon évitoAfj] GHKLCg : mdoaig évtodals TSm(A)Am
Incol Xprot® GKLSMAAmg : ~ HTCM (slecht leesbaar)
Observations "The plural gebmn 3anogtAbMH is paralleled only in codex Taurinensis (T) (mdooug évtohais), which, remarkably, also has the ‘long recession’ readings Ayiacpuévn (~ ocgipentu) in line 2 and katé niotw (™ no g'sp't) in line 3 mentioned supra.” (Sels 2023:

110)
"The remarkable inversion év XpLot® Incod (also typical of the Metaphrast text) is found in (the Jerusalem codex and in) codex Taurinensis as well as in Slavonic (o Xpuert Heoyet)." (Sels 2023: 110)

The Latin middle recension has the singular "omni mandato" (against the plural of the Taurinensis and the Slavonic translation of H.644 and V.33 ) and does not share either the inversion of év Xpiot® Incod (Taurinensis and Slavonic translation of
H.644 and V.33).

Line 1

Translation Since by my prayer to God | have managed to see your faces, which are worthy of God—as indeed | have asked to receive even more,

Greek edition Funk-Diekamp Enel e0§apevog T Fei €nétuyov LOeTv Lp@V 18 4§169ea npdowna, WG Kai mAéov ftoupnv AaBelv

Greek edition Bihimeyer ‘Enel e0§apevog T Je@ €nétuyov LOeTV Lp@V Ta d§Lodea npoowna, WG kat mAéov tovpunv AaBeiv

Latin long recension Deprecans Deum merui videre dignos vultus vestros sicuti plurimum optabam promereri
Latin middle recension (L) Deprecans Deum attigi videre vestras dignas visione facies, ut et amplius petebam accipere;
C.1.10 Enel e0§apevog T Bed EnéToXwv 1OV LUGV T& 8€L169ea Npdowna- WG Kai Aéov ftovpunv AaBelv.

H. 644 MNONKeKe [ﬂ]OMOAHBCG EKH. XAO\{YMXB AOCTOBUAHMAR AHLLA BALLIA® RAKO0KE H BeLHe MPoLIaAXb NPHIETH"

V.33 MHOMO BO MOAHBbCE MBH OVAOYPHXD, AOCTORHAHMAR BALLIA AHLIA, RAKOKE U BeLPE MPOLLAXD MPUKETH CRE3AND 3A )((A.



Critical apparatus a§LoBea GHT g (~ dignos )], a§loBéata K Met. (~ dignas visione L)
W¢ G Met. (~ ut L, sicuti 1)] olg g

Observations Variation in 1 and 3 can be understood as the result of simple textual transmission (with group 3’s [moanR3] as a secondary corruption of origal no[moanga] ~ émel ev§Auevog, and common variation in the word order of Anua Bawa),
while the readings of 4-5 point to external influence.

The original translation pocTornAHMAR seems to render Greek variant reading a§loB0éata (or a§loBea) in the sense “worth seeing” (dignas visione )
The two groups that are closest to the archetype, viz. group 1 and 3, do not have a literal translation of Greek they render “énétuyov i6€lv” / “I have managed to see” simply by “oyaoywnxa”, “I have attained”.

The Latin middle recension has the variant reading &§169a or a§loB¢ata with the interpretation of "worthy of seeing".

Line 2
Translation for | hope to greet you while in chains in Christ Jesus, if indeed it be the will of the one who has made me worthy to endure until the end.
Greek edition Funk-Diekamp ~ 8e6gpévog yép €v XpLotd Incod EANi{w LpaG dondoaodal, €dvnep 9éAnpa f Tod aEuwdivai pe eig Téog elvan
Greek edition Bihimeyer Sebepévog yap €v Xplot® Inocod €Anidw LpdG dondoacdat, £avmep 9éAnpa fj Tod a€wwdiivai pe eic téhog elvan
Latin long recension Vinctus enim in Christo lesu spero vos salutare, siquidem fuerit voluntas illius qui dignum me faciat usque in finem propositum meum consum
Latin middle recension (L) ligatus enim in Christo spero vos salutare. siquidem voluntas sit, ut dignificer in finem esse.
C.1.10 Sedepévog yap €v Xplot® Incod- EAni{w LPAG dondoacdat: gavnep OEAnpa i 100 d€lwdeivai pe i Téhog slvat’
H. 644 CBE3AND W X' T¢'B TH HALLIEMb: NAABHOCE LIBAORATH BbI* W AL BOARA BOYAETh' CTIOBAIENOY' MH BBITH A0 ICON’LLA"
V.33 CBE3AND 34 X'B. NAABH K €6 M LI'EAORATH Bbl. ALjI¢ BOARA BOY'AETb. CTOBAENOY' MH BBITH A0 KON'LIA.
Critical apparatus yap T g L] om. GHK Met.
BéAnua LS C g : BéAnpa tod Beol GHKT M
Observations The Slavonic archetype seems to render a Greek version without yap (Par., Hier., Sin., Met.; om. Slav) and with 8éAnua to0 Bgol (Par., Hier., Sin., Taur. [GrSho], Met.; goAta Bo:kHa Slav).
The Latin middle recension renders the Taurinensis very close, especially in the last part "ut dignificer in finem esse". It translates some words differently from the long recension (e.g. ligatus versus vinctus and dignificer versus dignum me faciat).
Line 3
Translation For the beginning is auspicious, if | can indeed obtain the gracious gift | need to receive my lot without any impediment.
Greek edition Funk-Diekamp 1 pév yap apxr eV0KOVOUNTOG EOTLY, £4vnep YdpLrog EmTiyw TOV KAfjpOV HoU (¢ mépag Aveunodiotwg
Greek edition Bihimeyer 1 pév yap apyn ebolkovountog ot £QVTep XAPLTOG EMTUXW TOV KAfjpOV pou dvepnodiotwg
Latin long recension Illa vero principia bonae conversationis sunt siquidem per gratiam meruero sortem meam usque in finem sine impedimento percipere.
Latin middle recension (L) Principium quidem enim bene dispensatum est, siquidem gratia mea potiar, ad hereditatem meam sine impedimento lucrari.
C.1.10 1 HEv yap apxn. eUOKOVOUNTOG E0TIV £4vnep YdpLrog Emiyw TOV KAfipOV pou dvepnodiotwg
H. 644 NAYETHK’ GO BAFOCTPOHND K. AL K¢ H BAPTH 0yAOYYOy K'BEH CBOH BeC Mopoica
V.33 NAYE€TbKb BO EXFOCTPOHNh KCTh. ALl¢ Keé H BA?"]‘[) OVAOVYH. )Kp'ﬁﬂlfl CBOH NEBb3BPANBNO
Critical apparatus £Qvrep xapLtog GHKT Lg M : éav mépatog S A, si finem etiam gratiae (per gratiam C) assequar Am C (Sm)
10 Tg(codd. cn): GHK M g (cod. m)
Observations The reading Ate e  BAPTH oyaoywoy corresponds to the reading édvnep ydpirog érutiyw, agreeing, as could be suspected, with the Greek witnesses of the martyrium (GHKT) and the Greek long recension (g).

Whereas the archetype renders an articular infinitive freely with a final clause, with the verb in 1 pers. sing., Aa ... BBCTIPHHMA, One of the Russian redactions keeps closer to the Greek by holding on to the infinitive MIPHIATH, alsoin
line with the Metaphrastan version of the text (see infra).

The Latin middle recension keeps close to the Taurinensis, by rendering "bene dispensatum" ("well-arranged") as a perfect corresponding form to ebotkovountdg and by rendering "hereditatem meam" for tov KAfjpov pou.



Line 4

Translation For | am afraid of your love, that it may do me harm. For it is easy for you to do what you want,

Greek edition Funk-Diekamp ~ $oBodpat yap thv dydannv budv i ot pe adikron UiV yap eUXepéc éoTv 6 9éAete molfjoat

Greek edition Bihimeyer doBolpat yap tv Uudv ayanny, i adt pe adikron UiV yap eOXepEG E0TL, 6 O¢éAete motfjoat

Latin long recension Timeo enim dilectionem vestram ne ipsa me laedat. Vobis enim facile est, quod vultis facere

Latin middle recension (L) Timeo enim caritatem vestram, ne ipsa me laedat. Vobis enim facile est, quod vultis facere;

C.1.10 doPolpe yap v dydmny LGV, un alTr pe ASKAoEL UiV yap elxepég oty

H. 644 BOK B0 [c¢] AtOBBe BALle AA HE TA Me NPEWBHAHTD: BAMB O OV A0Bb 1¢ KeKe XOLIETE CTROPUTH:
V.33 BOH BO C¢ KAA AWBBb BALLIA nP'EWEMAWI‘I) Mé. RAMb B0 0Y'AO0Bb HCTh HeiRe XOLHETE CTROPHTH,
Critical apparatus Op@V dydrnv GHKM ~ TLg

Observations The Taurinensis (C.1.10) follows the longer Latin and Greek recension (g) as concerns word order, which is litterally rendered in its Slavonic translations.

The Hilandar manuscript (H.644 ) renders a translation closer to the Greek, which has the object in the main clause (dydrnv UuGv - Atsge gaLe) and repeats this with pronoun (adt - Ta) in the subclause; whereas V.33 only mentions "your love" in
the subclause as its subject, which does not affect the meaning of the sentence. In the subclause of V.33, kaa could be seen as an alternative to aa ne, expressing a negative final clause.

The Latin middle recension tends to translate "love" with "caritas" against the long recension rendering "dilectio" (cfr. preface line 3 and infra, e.g. paragraph 2 line 7), but it follows the reading of the Taurinensis (together with the Greek long

Line 5

Translation

Greek edition Funk-Diekamp
Greek edition Bihimeyer
Latin long recension

Latin middle recension (L)
C.I1.10

H. 644

V.33

Critical apparatus

recension) in reversing the word order to dydnnv Up@v.

but it is difficult for me to attain to God, if you do not spare me.
£pol 8¢ 5UoKoAov EoTv
£pot 8¢ SUoKOAOV EoTv
mihi autem difficile est
mihi autem difficile est

MNB K¢ NeOy' A0BNO e
MNB ke NeOY"A0BNO HCTh

*X*X* missing in C.1.10

pun LS (A) g: om. GHK Sm Am (C) M

6 - ¢otv > T (homoeot)

10 Tg (codd. Cn) : to0 GHKg (cod m) M

o0 g0l émtuxelv
0 9ol Emtueilv
Deum promereri

Deo potiri,

0 Bg0l EmLTUXETV.
ek Ba oyAoyYHTH:
ek BA OYAOYYHTH.

£avrnep UUETG Un delonodé pou mpopdoet pliag oapkivng

£Qvrep UUETS un deionode pou

Tamen potero, si vos pe perceritis mihi occasione amicitiae carnalis.

siquidem vos non parcitis mihi.

£QIEp *HHF**

AlJI¢ e Rbi Né MOLIEAHTE MeNe:
ALE ke BbIH Né NOLIEAHTE MeNe,

Observations The Taurinensis follows here the long Greek recension (g) with the article 0. It goes with the previous clause Upiv yap e0xepeg éotwv and displays an articular infinitive construction, which is rendered in the Slavonic translations. However, an
accusative-with-infinitive clause was expected (viz. émutuyxelv). The article Tol belongs to 9eol (as a complement with émutuyelv), but it might be possible that the article in genitive was simplified to an accusative. As a consequence an articular
infinitive constructions was created.

Line 1

Translation For | do not want you to please people but to please God, as indeed you are doing.

Greek edition Funk-Diekamp ~ OU 9¢Aw yap Updg avipwnapeokiioat, aMa B apéoar, (oTEep Kal APEOKETE
Greek edition Bihimeyer 0OU yap 6w UpaG avipwnapeokijoat, dAa Bew apéoay, WoTep Kal dpEokeTe
Latin long recension Nolo igitur vos homini placere, sed Deo, sicuti et com placuistis

Latin middle recension (L)
C.1.10

H. 644
V.33

Critical apparatus

Non enim volo

He XoLp¥ Bo
Ne XoLHoy' Bo

vos hominibus placere,

A2 BbI YABKOMb 0YTOAWTE:
A BBIH YAOBEKOMb OYTOAWTE.

sed Deo placere,

AA BOY O\TOAHTE

quemadmodum et placetis.

fAIC0KE U OY‘PAﬁﬁAIGTE,



Observations This line is missing in the Taurinensis , but the Greek avBpwmnapeokijoat, dAa 9ed follows the long recension and is rendered in the Slavonic translation.

The Accusative-with-infinitive construction in Greek is rendered in an object clause introducued by apa in Hilandar and Vienna. It is not an unusual feature, and has no particular nuance to the Greek. It is interesting to see that the translator did not
translate the Greek construction very literally. It is a different approach in later Slavonic manuscripts (and it is certainly not surprising that the Metaphrast displays here an Acl-construction).

Line 2

Translation For | will have no other such opportunity to attain to God,

Greek edition Funk-Diekamp  oUte yap €yw £€§w mote kaipov totodtov, wote 9e0d Emtuyely,
Greek edition Bihimeyer oUte yap éyw £Ew MOTE Kapov Toloitov Oeol mtuyely,

Latin long recension Nec enim ego habui aliquando tale tempus ut Deum promeruissem
Latin middle recension (L) Neque enim ego habebo aliquando tempus tale Deo potiendi,

C.1.10

H. 644 NH A3 B0 NHKOAHKE TAIKOBO BP'SM{‘: N¢ HMAMb HMEBTH" KeKe EA QYI\OY'T'HTT.
V.33 NH A3b TOM0 N¢ HMAMb HMBTH, KeKe EA OYAO\'PHTH.
Critical apparatus o0 GHKM : oUte LCg

gyw £€w mote Lg, éyw moté £€€w GHg (codd. ¢ n ), moté éyw €€w K

Observations
In the edition of Funk-Diekamp, (ote belongs to the longer recension, as a parallel to the Latin tekst, but there are no further indications in the apparatus. This might show that the Taurinensis follows the middle recension.

In Greek, the infinitive-construction (9eod émutuxelv) depending on katpov is used and not the substantivised infinitive, as the Slavonic manuscripts render, in the same way as in paragraph 1 line 5.
Toro appears in V.33 (as well as in the other manuscript witnesses of group 2) as a secondary corruption of Takoso, which is the initial reading in H.644 (as well as in group 3 with the Rila and Zographou).

B0 NHKOAH:ke and Bpsme are not rendered in V.33 ; nuioan:ke seems to be a reinforced negation (corresponding with o08émnote, pundénote, oU6énw, punnw, (ob)nwnote, cinote, undap®g), H.644 seems to have 3 negations (viz. i, nHKoAK:ke, and we). The
Slavonic negations do not cancel each other, the three negations rather reinforce each other. The negation in the Greek source text is also very strong.

Line 3

Translation nor can you be enlisted for a better work —if, that is, you keep silent.

Greek edition Funk-Diekamp  oUte Upelg £dv cwwnronte Kpeitrovt €pyw Exete mypadivoat
Greek edition Bihimeyer oUte UETG £Qv olwmonte Kpeittovt £pyw Exete Emypadivat
Latin long recension Ergo si et vos tacueritis, meliori operi conscribemini

Latin middle recension (L) neque vos, si taceatis, meliori operi habetis inscribi.
C.1.10 oUTE UUETG €V onwrrottal’ KpLtyovt €pyw Exetal Emypadivol’
H. 644 NH Bbl ALH€ O'MABYHTE" AO\{‘Y’I.IJG ABAO HMATE:

V.33 NH BbIH ALHE OY'MA’PHTE, A0\ LLIE ABAO HMATE.

Critical apparatus

Observations The Greek verb émypadfivat is not rendered in the Slavonic translation, but the sentence is not without meaning, nor ungrammatical. It can be a simplification or it could be disappeared in an early stage of the archetypus, which we cannot trace
back. All witnesses of the South-Slavonic branch lack this infinitive.

The Latin middle recension follows the Taurinensis even word-for-word.

Line 4

Translation For if you keep silent about me, | will be a word of God;

Greek edition Funk-Diekamp ~ £dwv te yap ownronte an’ épod, £y yeviicopat 9eob
Greek edition Bihimeyer £V yap ownronte an’ €uod, €yw Adyog Beol”

Latin long recension Si enim tacueritis de me, ego efficior Dei;



Latin middle recension (L) Si enim taceatis a me, ego verbum Dei;

C.1.10 TE yap ownnottaL an’ épod, €yw yeviowpe Bgol"
H. 644 gMAI}?HTG oy'Bo W MeNe: A3b 0y'BO

V.33 50 0YMAbYHTE W MeNe A3b

Critical apparatus yap GHKLAAMSMC : te yap Tg > SM

£yw AOyog L(Am)C, Adyog yevijoopat SSm (loannes Mon. Zahn), €y yevrioopat z(A)gM
Observations The Taurinensis follows the long Greek recension with respect to ¢y yevjoopat 9eol and is the exemplar for the Slavonic translation (soyaoy 5&H). It does not correspond to the Latin middle recension.

Hilandar differs from Vienna in not rendering the Greek conjunction éav (awe). Here, Vienna is certainly a witness to the original reading of the Slavonic translation.

Line 5

Translation but if you desire my flesh, | will once again be a mere noise.

Greek edition Funk-Diekamp ~ €dv 8¢ €paodfjte Tiig copKOG pou TéA €copat

Greek edition Bihimeyer £av 6¢ £pacdijte T copKdg pou TaAw Ecopat

Latin long recension si autem dilexeritis carnem meam iterum ero

Latin middle recension (L) si autem desideretis carnem meam, rursus factus sum

c.1.10 £av 6¢ Tfig 00PKOG pou” TéAw Ecope

@

H. 644 ALHE AH Ke NAb MOK* NAKBI BOy' A0y

V.33 ALj¢ AH BbIH NALTbH MOK, NAKbBI BOY' A0\

Critical apparatus dwvn LSSM(Am)C loann. Mon, tpéxwv zAgM (cf. 1 Kor. 9.24)

Observations The Taurinensis follows the Greek long recension with tpéxwv and has the same reading as the Slavonic translations Teksi (running), which reminds to 1 Cor. 9,24. The Latin middle recension, in turn, renders "vox" ("voice").
The Greek verb ¢pacBfite has a more desiring connotation which is only rendered in H.644 . Probably, H.644 has the primary reading (lectio difficilior) and therefore, nopaviTe has been replaced afterwards to a more common form (xowere) in the rest
of the tradition (group 1-3).

Line 6

Translation But grant me nothing more than to be poured out as a libation to God while there is still an altar at hand,

Greek edition Funk-Diekamp ~ miAeTov 8¢ pot 100 omovdiodijvat 9e®, wg £tL Yuolaotriplov Etolpdy oty

Greek edition Bihimeyer mAéov &€ pot ol onovSLobijval Be®, WG £tL BuolaoTtrplov EToLoV EOTLY,

Latin long recension Multum enim mihi praestatis, si me offeratis Deo, cum iam altare paratum est,

Latin middle recension (L) Plus autem mihi non tribuetis, quam sacrificari Deo, dum adhuc sacrificatorium paratum est,

C.1.10 miAéov &£ pot 100 omovdLobijval Bed. wg €Tt Buonaotrplov EToLoV EoTv

H. 644 BELHE MH iKe IeiKe KPEHOy BLITH BBH- AOHABIKE rOTORb K

V.33 ReELPE Ke MH KeKe IIO}KPGNOMO\{ BbITH SEI/I, AOHA’B)KG

Critical apparatus 6¢ TL(SmAmM)gM > GHKSA(C)

napaoxnte T napdoxnobe GK, mapacyéobad (sic) H tribuetis L, mapéoxeobe g, napdoxeobe M
onovdioBijvar HKTgM omovSiacBijval G

Observations
The Taurinensis follows the long Greek recension (g) as concerns the word choice of oov816fjvar, but the form mapdoynte has other readings in nearly all other witnesses. In the Taurinensis, the active form was used. However, this is frequently

used like the active and therefore does not render a different meaning in Greek, nor in the Slavonic translation, which does in this case not explicitly follows the reading of the Taurinensis, since the negligible difference with the other readings.

The Latin middle recension follows the Taurinensis even word-for-word, even taking over a passive infinitive "sacrificari" instead of the Latin long recension which has "me" as the direct object of "offeratis". Grammatically, it is not a 1:1 parallel to the
Greek text, but it displays a functional parallel.

Only the edition of Funk-Diekamp does not have the negation (un). In its apparatus they clarify pot un Ign. Lt. Maybe the reading of Funk-Diekamp is based on the Latin recension, in which the negation also is absent.



Line 7

Translation

Greek edition Funk-Diekamp
Greek edition Bihimeyer
Latin long recension

V.33 omits €toluov €otiy, whereas it is rendered in H.644 , following the Greek source text.

The construction with articular infinitive differs in the conjugated verb: skpeHoy in Hilandar is used as a translation of onévbw (the verb »pbTh or »pbTH can be used to among others translate the Greek omévéw), whereas in Vienna noxpeHomoy is
used (with the preposition no-). The prefix no- mainly expresses the perfective aspect, but does not have another semantic meaning, hence indicated in blue.

The conjunction ponpkike is used in both Slavonic manuscripts. (aAoNbaeke and pouabke are interchangeable as a translation of wg €tu).

wa’maph in Hilandar is the nominative and renders literally the Greek Buctactriptov, while wabTapra a genitive is from the same base word (OCS oanTaph) and probably a second reading is (maybe due to the omission of rorogs i)

that by becoming a chorus in love, you may sing forth to the Father in Jesus Christ,

va év aydmn xopog yevopevol
va v aydrn xopog yevopevol
ut in dilectione chorus effecti

donte @ matpt év Xplot® Incod
Gonte T natpl v Incod XpLot®
cantetis Deo Patri in Christo lesu,

Latin middle recension (L) ut in caritate chorus effecti cantetis Patri in lesu Christo,
C.1.10 va év ayamnn Yevouevol Gonte @ natpt évInool Xplot®-
H. 644 AA Bb AKE’BH BbIR’LLH RLCMOUT O[J6RM W H 0B

V.33 AA Bb AEBEbI BbIR’LLE. BLCMOIETE WIIERH W T8,
Critical apparatus 'Inool Xprot® LSSmAAm, Xptot® Incod zgM

Observations
In this case the reading of aukn (H.644 and Rila-Zographou) in the nominative is primary, since it is a literal representation of the Greek xopog; auka (in V.33 and its group) is a secondary reading (in the genitive; "for the love of the choir")
The past participle -BblumM (nominative masculine singular) devoloped from the long form ending on -sbluen (short form is -sbLue like in the V.33). The ending as written in H.644 is a common but variable form, which has no further importance.
RLCMONT in H.644 is an imperative of the verb gacnbTi, while V.33 has the reading gscnoiere in indicative praesens (of the same verb gacnrirh). Probably, the reading of the imperative in Hilandar is secundary, since the final clause introduced by the
conjunction ga needs a main verb, expressed in the indicative (similarly in the Greek, the final clause introduced by iva needs a main verb, usually expressed in the conjunctive as in donte). But in this case, the confusion between € was u common,

and therefore the difference has not to be taken too seriously, hence indicated in blue.

The Taurinensis and the Latin middle recension are word-for-words equivalents.

Line 8

Translation saying that God has deemed the bishop of Syria worthy to be found at the setting of the sun, after sending him from where it rises.

Greek edition Funk-Diekamp 8t tov €miokomnov Supiag katngiwoev 6 9eo¢ eUpedijvan eig SUowv Ao avatoAiig petamneppapevos TV EQutod mabnudtwy puaptupa.
Greek edition Bihimeyer St ToV Emiokomov Zupiag katnéiwoey 6 9edg eUpedijvat eig SUowv Ano AvatoAfig LeTame P ApEVOG

Latin long recension quoniam episcopum Syriae dignum fecit Deus inveniri in occidente, ab oriente praemittens suarum passionum martyrem bonum,

Latin middle recension (L) quoniam episcopum Syriae dignificavit Deus inveniri in occidente, ab oriente transmittens.

C.1.10 611 TOV Emiokomov Zupiag katngiw... eUpedijvat €ig 80... avatoAfig petameppapevos

H.644 FAKO KMMA CHPYHCKATO (TIOBHAL 1 B, WB('BCTHCE Bb 3AMAAS W BbeTOKA

V.33 FAKO KMINA ACHPHHCIRAAR (TIOBHAD Bb. WEBPBeTHeE Bb 3AMAAS W BLCTOKA.

Critical apparatus katn§iwoev 6 9ed¢ TLAmMg, 6 966 katnéiwoev GHKM

Observations The Taurinensis follows the long Greek and Latin recension, against the readings of GHKM in the word order of katn§iwoev 6 9eod¢ , but they do not include the longer recension of tév éautod madnudtwy pdptupa.

The Slavonic translations renders the word order of the Taurinensis in its variant reading with firstly the verb followed by the subject.

H.644 (and its branch) render et while it is omitted in V.33 (and its branch).



Line 9

Translation For it is good for me to set from the world to God, that | may rise up to him.

Greek edition Funk-Diekamp ~ kaAov 10 Staludfvat ano K6opou rpog Jedv, va gig avTov dvateilw.
Greek edition Bihimeyer KoAOV 1O Sivart Amd KOoHOU TPOG BeodY, va gig avtov dvateilw.
Latin long recension proficiscentem de mundo ad Deum, ut in ipso oriar.

Latin middle recension (L) Bonum occidere a mundo in Deum, ut in ipso oriar.

C.1.10 KOAOV T S0Vt Ao KOGHOU TtpOG BedV. va eig avtov avateilw’
H. 644 AOBPO te €RE 3ANTH w MHpA Kb S’s\{‘ AA Bb NKEIM0 BbCHRAR
V.33 AOBPO 16CTh 1e5ke 3AHTH W MHPA Kb BOY. AA 0y NIEMO BBCHIAK.

Critical apparatus

Observations /

Line 1

Translation At no time have you been envious of anyone; instead you have taught others.

Greek edition Funk-Diekamp ~ Ou&émnote éBaokavate oUSevi, GA\\oug £616agate.

Greek edition Bihimeyer 0Ov&émnote £Baokdavate ouSevi, 8Moug €816agate.

Latin long recension Nunquam fascinastis aliquem, alios docuistis.

Latin middle recension (L) Nunquam invidistis in aliquo; alios edocuistis.

C.1.10 oUS€mnote EBaokdvate ovbevi. dMoug édLdagare’

H. 644 NHKKOAHKE NE 3ABHAHNTE HHICOMOY R e H HN’EXI) NAOY'PHTE

Critical apparatus oUSevi TCgM, oUSéva GH, in aliquo L

Observations The Taurinensis follows the long Greek recension in rendering oU8evi and the Slavonic translation follows here the Taurinensis with Hukomoy:xe with the dative case.

Line 2

Translation But my wish is that the instructions you enjoin on others be firm, when you make them disciples.

Greek edition Funk-Diekamp &y 8¢ 9éAw, iva kéketvo BéBata f, & padntevovieg éviéMeode.

Greek edition Bihimeyer £yw 8¢ OéAw, fva kékeTvo BéBata fy, 6 padntevovteg éviéNeode.

Latin long recension Ego autem rogo, ut secundum illa firma, quae docti estis,

Latin middle recension (L) Ego autem volo, ut et illa firma sint, quae docentes praecepistis.

C.1.10 £yw 8¢ BéAw, Kakeiva: iva BaiBea f- & paBntevovreg eviéMeabat.

H. 644 a3 Ke XOUS 1 TEXb AA TRPbAH BOY AT €Ke Oy'veL|Ie 3AMOBTEAAHTE.

V.3 .
Critical apparatus Kakelva ~T

Observations The Taurninensis has a reading in word order (kaxeiva) different from all other witnesses (including the Latin middle recension), which Hilandar renders with u Txs (omitted in Vienna).
Line 3

Translation For me, ask only that | have power both inside and out, that | not only speak but also have the desire,

Greek edition Funk-Diekamp  povov Suvapw aitelodé pol Eowdév te kal E§wdev, va uf) povov Aéyw, GG Kot BéAw,

Greek edition Bihimeyer povov pot Suvapy aitelode Eowdev te kai E§wdev, va pr) povov Aédyw, GG Kai FéAw,

Latin long recension ex omni virtute optetis mihi, _
Latin middle recension (L) Solum mihi potentiam petatis ab intra et ab extra, ut non solum dicam, sed et velim,

C.1.10 povov Svvaunyv pot aitelobat Eowbév te Kal E§wdev’ va pr) povov Aéyw. GG Kot BEAW”



H. 644
V.33

Critical apparatus

Observations

Line 4

Translation

Greek edition Funk-Diekamp
Greek edition Bihimeyer
Latin long recension

Latin middle recension (L)
C.1.10

H. 644
V.33

Critical apparatus

Observations

Line 5

Translation

Greek edition Funk-Diekamp
Greek edition Bihimeyer
Latin long recension

Latin middle recension (L)
C.1.10

H. 644

V.33

Critical apparatus

Observations

Line 6

Translation

Greek edition Funk-Diekamp
Greek edition Bihimeyer

ThYHH CHAOY MH MPOCHTE Ke H AA N¢ ThYHH AL Nb H XOLHoy™

The Greek £owBeév is rendered in Hilandar as nasSTps (for OCS nammps), but £§wbev seems to be a conflation of multiple forms in Slavonic: nsganaaoy (parallel to the structure of uas¥mpn) and something which ends in auHo, in the other witnesses of
the same branch the two words are replaced by a more perifrastic description (% BBHOYTPb and W gBNEI0AY in Rila; W BBNATpb and W gaNBEAAY in Zographou) to make it clearer/more transparant. But this passage remains unclear, probably it is a
mistake made by the scribe.

Except for the reversed word-order (mihi potentiam against 8Uvaunv pot) , the Taurinensis and the Latin middle recension have the same rendering, word-for-word.

that I not only be called a Christian but also be found one.

Omwg pn povov Aéywpat XpLotiavog, M\ kat eped®”

un va povov Aéywpat XpLotavog, AA\Q kol eUPeB®.

ut non solum dicar, sed etiam inveniar Christianus.
non ut solum dicar Christianus, sed et inveniar.

un tva povov Aéywie Xplotiavog,. G Kol eVPEBD

A .. THPHIO H.NOYTOCE XPTHIRNHNG' N H WE('BTENb BOYAOY A.

The Latin middle recension has the same reading concerning word-order as the Greek long recension and the Taurinensis , rendering Christianity after the verb of saying (against the Latin long recension).

For if | be found a Christian, | can also be called one and then be faithful—when | am no longer visible in the world.

yap evpedd, Kkai AéyeoBat Suvapal Kal TOTE TILoTOG Otav KOoUW 1 paivwpal.
yap eUped®, Kol AéyeoBat SUvapal KoL TOTE TLOTOG Stav KOO 1 paivwpal.

Si autem inventus fuero, et dici possum et tunc esse fidelis, quando mundo comparuero.

Si enim inveniar, et dici possum et tunc fidelis esse, quando utique mundo non appareo.
yap gupedR. Kot AéyeoBat Suvape’ Kal TOTE TILoTOG dtav KOouw 1 daivope:

B0 H OBpBTENb BOYA0Y MO0y H PAATH" TWIAA H B'E.Hb KPAA Bb MYPE BOYA0Y

A
KA BO Bb MHP'S BOYA0Y

elvat : e0pebijvar T
daivwpal G(g) : daivopat HT(LM)

In the Slavonic reading of Hilandar, the conjunction aue¢ (for the Greek £av) is omitted.
The Taurinensis has the variant reading e0peBfjvat for elva; the Slavonic translation found in Hilandar takes over the reading of the Taurinensis (meaning "and then to be found faithful") .
R (transmitted in Hilandar and group 2 with Rila and Zographou) as a translation for the Greek ¢aivopat is omitted in Vienna (and its branch); the negation is omitted in all versions; Either the negation was missing in the translation model, or it was

present in the translationmodel, but the scribe did not understand it and omitted it very early in the tradition. As a result, the reading of Hilandar has "when | shall be visible on the world", whereas that of Vienna transmits "when | shall indeed be in
the world".

Nothing that is visible is good.
006V pavopevov . Ta yap BAenoueva npdokaipa, ta 6¢ un BAemopeva aiwvia.
oU8Ev pawvopevov



Latin long recension Nihil enim de his, quae videntur, aeternum est. Quae enim videntur, inquit, temporalia sunt; quae autem non videntur, aeterna sunt
Latin middle recension (L) Nihil apparentia bonum est.

C.1.10 006V pevopevov T yap TpooKaLpa: T 8¢ pr) BAemopeva aid@via’

H. 644 NH?[.]Ke BUAHMO M : 50 Bp'EMENNA" A Ne [, RBYNA

V.33 NHY€CoKe RHAHMO . B0 Bp'EMGN’NA. A Ne B'BYHNA,

Critical apparatus BAendpeva : pawopeva T

Ta 8¢ pn BAemopeva aiwvia GHTE(M) (aus Il Kor. 4,18)
Observations The Taurinensis follows here the long Greek (and Latin) recension, which the Slavonic translation also renders. The Latin middle recension has a different reading, corresponding to the edition of Bihimeyer.

In the Taurinensis, we have the variant reading dawopeva and the Slavonic translation renders guanma (in parallel with the previous dpevopevov in Taurinensis , which is rendered with the same word guaHMo, @ common translation of the passive
present participle of daivw). The Slavonic translation does not distinguish between "to see" (Greek BAérw) and "to appear" (Greek daivw), which does not tell much about the Greek model text. | t is common for a passive participle present in
Slavonic to express the nuance of "being able to". guanmMa does not only mean "to be seen" but hence also "visible".

In the translation of the Greek BAenopeva, the Slavonic switches between the short form (guanma in Hilandar) and long form (guaumara in Vienna). The phenomenon of contraction is usual, in which the short form replaces the long. Probably the
longer form was primary, also because the Greek expresses the participle with article, denoting definiteness, which the long form expresses the same in Slavonic.

Line 7

Translation For our God Jesus Christ, since he is in the Father, is all the more visible.

Greek edition Funk-Diekamp

Greek edition Bihimeyer 0 yap Bed¢ UiV Incolc XpLotdg €v natpt v pdAov daivetal.
Latin long recension

Latin middle recension (L) Deus enim noster lesus Christus in Patre existens magis apparet.
C.1.10 6 yap Be0¢ UGV Incolic XpLotog €v T matpl Wv pdAov dpévetal
H. 644 Bb B0 NALLIb ith Xb Bb WIIH ¢¢ NAYE ABA[RA]ETH:
V.33 Bb BO NALLb ith Xb Bb WIIH €€ NAYE IABARAKETD,

Critical apparatus

Observations The similarities between the Taurinensis and the Latin middle recension are striking. (word-for-word)
Line 8
Translation The work is not a matter of persuasion, but Christianity is a matter of greatness, when it is hated by the world.

Greek edition Funk-Diekamp
Greek edition Bihimeyer
Latin long recension

Latin middle recension (L)
C.1.10

H. 644

V.33

Critical apparatus

Observations

0OV melopoviig to Epyov,
oU TMELOHOVAG TO E€pyov,
non solum in opere,
Non suasionis opus,

ol 10 €pyov.
He ABAO
Ne ABAO,

GG peyeBoug

GG peyéBoug

sed etiam in magnitudine.
sed magnitudinis

MG peyéBoug

Nb BEAHTHCTRA

Nb BEAHHCTRA

nelopoviig LSAmg Tim. : owwnfig poévov (uovng H) GH, mhnopoviig T

Xplotaviopdg GHTSAAmL : xplotiavog LSm(g)

£0Tlv 0 XploTlaviopdg,
£0TLV 0 XpLOTLAVIOHOG,
Christianitas enim est,
est Christianus,

£0Tiv 0 XpLoTlaviopdg.
i XpToiaus]eTro:

HCTh XPTHIANBCTRO,

Stav pofitol UTo koopou,

dtav pLofitat UTd KOoHoU.

quae oditur a mundo,

quando utique oditur a mundo.
Stav pnoitot Uo kéopou”

1efa € MYpOML:

KraAA KCTh MHPOMb.

The Taurinensis has the variant reading mAnopovifig (of satiety/abundance), which reading the Slavonic translation follows in rendering mnokbeTga (also indicating the meaning of abundance)

The Greek peyéBoug is translated similarly: Hilandar has geanvbeTga, whereas the reading of Vienna has reanncTra. Both stress the superiority, so there is no indication of this period to a relevant semantic difference, hence indicated in blue.



HeNABHAHMB (masculine present participle passive) refers to a not further specified christian. The Vienna reading nenagna MO (neutre present participle passive) refers to x]wumuwr&o. Here, the masculine is a secundary reading, since it is very likely
that the abstract term of "Christianity" is replaced by the person who believes in Christianity (i.e. a Christian). The scribe could have had Ignatius in his mind and therefore made it masculine.

Line9
Translation *Itis loved by God, (because it is not [made] by humans, but [originated] from God). He says that if you are from the world, the world would love in the same way.
Greek edition Funk-Diekamp dUeltaL mtapd OBeod. £k o0 KOOLOU ydp, PNoi, ToUTOU TE, O KOOUOG Gv Eilet TO iStov

Greek edition Bihimeyer
Latin long recension

Latin middle recension (L)
C.1.10

H. 644

V.33

amatur a Deo, quia non est ab hominibus, sed ex Deo. Si enim essetis, inquit, de mundo, mundus, quod suum est, diligeret;

Critical apparatus

Observations Here, the Taurinensis and the Slavonic translation do not include the long Greek/Latin recension.
Line 10
Translation *Now you are not from the world, but | chose you: stay in me.

Greek edition Funk-Diekamp  vuvi &€ oUk éote €k 00 kOopoU, dAX’ éyw E§eAeaunv Updc” peivate map €uol.

Greek edition Bihimeyer

Latin long recension nunc autem quia non estis de mundo, propterea odit dos mundus ; sed ego elegi vos : manete in me.
Latin middle recension (L)

C.I1.10

H. 644

V.33

Critical apparatus

Observations Here, the Taurinensis and the Slavonic translation do not include the long Greek/Latin recension.

Paragraph 4

Line 1

Translation | am writing all the churches and giving instruction to all, that | am willingly dying for God, unless you hinder me.

Greek edition Funk-Diekamp  Eyw ypddw maoaig taig EKkAnoialg Kal évtéMopat ndowy, OTLEKWV UTEP Beol amobvrokw, €Avrep VUETG U KWAUONTE.
Greek edition Bihimeyer Eyw ypddw naooug taig ékkAnotoig Kkai évtéMopat néoty, OTL €y EKwv UMEP B0l AmoBvriokw, £dvnep LPETG PA KwAvoNTe.
Latin long recension Ego scribo omnibus ecclesiis et omnibus mando, quia voluntarie pro Deo morior, si vos non praepedieritis.
Latin middle recension (L) Scribo ecclesiis et praecipio omnibus, quoniam volens pro Deo morior, siquidem vos non prohibeatis.
C.1.10 £yw Ypadw maoatg taig EkKAnaiog Kal EviéAope ndowy, Ot éyw anobvhokw €AQvmep UHETG un

H. 644 A3b MHLWOY ¢k |...JMb LPKRAMB: H 3AMOREAAN BeBMb RAICO A3b Smmpato- ALpe Ke Bbi Ne

V.33 A3b MNHLLoY RCEMb LI,PI’EBAMI). W 3AMORBAAH RCEMb. RAKO A3b OYMHPAR, AL{¢ BbIH N¢ )
Critical apparatus naoatg TSSFAAMCg : > GHLSmM

€y GHTM : > Lg(SmAAmMC)
Observations The Turin manuscript has the reading of macaug, together with the long greek recension (and T, S, Sf, A, C), but not with the Latin middle recension.
Hilandar has the preposition kb which Vienna omits, probably to be more clear. The insertion of kb is probably secundary and there is no difference in semantics.

Hilandar has the reading no Bsosn which is primary, since it renders the Greek Untép BeoD literally. Vienna's reading could be explained as secondary based on no oM. In the same phrase, €kwv is not translated in Slavonic.



The variation between gb3spannere and Bb35paNHTE is one between respectively aorist and praesens tense. The aorist of H.644 renders the Greek the most literally and is primary, while the present tense is a simplification, since the aorist is not very
idiomatic in a Slavonic text.

Line 2

Translation | urge you, do not become an untimely kindness to me.
Greek edition Funk-Diekamp  mopakaA® Updg,

Greek edition Bihimeyer TapakaA® VpAS,

Latin long recension Rogo itaque vos,

Latin middle recension (L) Deprecor vos,

un ebvola dkatpog yévnoBé pot
un ebvola Gkatpog yévnobE pot
ut non frustra sit in me dilectio vestra.
non concordia intempestiva fiatis mihi.

C.1.10 TApoKaA® UpaG un ebvola dkatpog yévioBat pot.

H. 644 MOAK BbT Né BOYA'BTe MH NPHIA3ND BE30YM HA®
Ne BOYABTE MH NpHIA3ND

V.33 MOAH Bbl BE30YM’NA,

Critical apparatus napakoA® + oy T(g)l 2?2?
Observations In the critical apparatus, Bihimeyer writes that the Taurinensis has mapakaA® oUv, but a closer analysis of a reproduction of the manuscript falsifies this suggestion.

The similarities between the Taurinensis and the Latin middle recension are striking. (word-for-word)

Line 3

Translation Allow me to be bread for the wild beasts; through them | am able to attain to God.

Greek edition Funk-Diekamp ~ &dbeté pe Bnpiwv eivat Bpdua, 85U Qv éottv Beod EmLTUYETV.
Greek edition Bihimeyer GoeTé pe Bnpiwv eivat Bpdua, 68U v Eveotwy B0l EMTUXEW.
Latin long recension Sinite me, ut bestiarum esca sim, per quam possim Deum promereri.
Latin middle recension (L) Dimittite me bestiarum esse cibum, per quas est Deo potiri.

C.l.10 Goetal pe Bnpiwv vat 68U Wv Eveott B0l rtuxetv(’)

H. 644 NeABUTE MeNé BPALLINO BbITH 3BBpeMb: HMHKE 1€ BA OVAOYYHTH

V.33 NEABHTE MeNe BPALUNO BbITH 3BEpeMb. UM iKe 60T BA 0YAOYPHTH.

Critical apparatus Bopdv M(Am) : Boppdv GHT, cibum L(AC), Bpdpa g : > SSfSm

£veoTL GHTM : éotwv L(AmC)g

Observations The Taurinensis has the variant reading of Boppdv, which is also derived from BiBpwokw like Bpopa. The difference is not clear in the Slavonic translation, since BPALLINO is a translation for Boppdv and Bp®ua. Therefore, this case does not entirely
prove the common ancestor of the Taurinensis as modell for the Slavonic translation.

The similarities between the Taurinensis and the Latin middle recension are striking. (word-for-word)
Line 4

Translation | am the wheat of God and am ground by the teeth of the wild beasts, that | may be found to be the pure bread of Christ.
Greek edition Funk-Diekamp ~ oltd¢ €ipt T00 Be0d Kot 85U 656vtwv Bnpiwv dArjBopat, va kaBapog dptog e0peb.

Greek edition Bihimeyer
Latin long recension

Latin middle recension (L)
C.1.10

H. 644
V.33

Critical apparatus

oTtdg it Tol Beod
Triticum Dei sum;
Frumentum sum Dei,
ottég AL B0l

MLLUENHLLA KCMb BRHIA
M LLIENHLLA FeCMb BRHEA,

100 XpLotod GHTLSmMM : Beod SSFAAMCg

Kai 8" 686vtwv Bnpiwv dArBopat,
dentibus bestiarum molar,

et per dentes bestiarum molar,
Kol 8L 686vTwy Onpiwv dArBope
H 30\y'Bbi 3RBPHNBT CMHAALOCE:
H 30Y'Bbl SB'BPHNH CbMHAALOCE.

va kaBapog dptog eLpeBR
ut mundus panis Dei inveniar.

ut mundus panis inveniar Christi.

va kaBapog &ptog eLPedD

AA XABEb PHCTH WEpeLpoy'ee
AA XABEb PHCTH WEpTLHoYce



Observations

Line 5

Translation

Greek edition Funk-Diekamp
Greek edition Bihimeyer
Latin long recension

Latin middle recension (L)
C.1.10

H. 644

V.33

Critical apparatus

Observations

Line 6

Translation

Greek edition Funk-Diekamp
Greek edition Bihimeyer
Latin long recension

Latin middle recension (L)

In this case, the variation between Christ and God is significant (hence indicated in orange). The Taurinensis renders tol XpLotoU together with the Latin middle recension (L), the Metaphrast version (M), the Jerusalem manuscript (H) and (G),
whereas the long Greek recension (g) has the reading of 800. The Slavonic translation follows the reading of to0 Xptotod in both Hilandar and Vienna, with in Vienna a secundary insertion of the possessive pronoun motemoy ("mine").

The similarities between the Taurinensis and the Latin middle recension are striking. (word-for-word)

Rather, coax the wild beasts, that they may become a tomb for me and leave no part of my body behind, that | may burden no one once | have died.

udAhov kohakevoate Ta Onpia,
udMov kohakevoate & Onpia,
Magis autem blandimini bestiis,
Magis blandite bestiis,

udAov kohakevoatal ta Onpia.

NATE Ke OYAACKAHTE SB'EPI/I
nave Ke BB’BPI/HG

va pot tadog yévwvtoa
va pot tadog yévwvtat

ut mihi sepulcrum sint

ut mihi sepulcrum fiant

va £pot Tadog yévovral
AA PO MM BOY AN Th!
AA MH TPOBb BOYA'Th,

Kal unBev kataAinwot v Tol CWUATOG Hou,
Kot unB&v katahinwot tiv tol cwpatog pou,
et nihil relinquant de meo corpore,

et nihil derelinquant eorum,

Kal unBev katahinoow

H AA N¢ WCTABETH NUYECOKE

AA Ne WCTABETD NHYeECoKe

va pn Twt

va pn Twit

ut non obdormiens gravis alicui inveniar.

quae corporis mei, ut non dormiens gravis alicui inveniar.

va pnde . Twt
AA HH KoMoy'
AA NHH KomMoy'

ol T

yévwvtal GgM : yévovtat HT

v TL(AmC)g : > GHM

un :pnde T

Bapug GHLAMCEM : Bapog TS(Sm)

yévwpat GHS(Sm)CM : elpebd L, evpebiiowpe T

The reading of Hilandar has 3BBpH (accusative plural) as object to OYAACKAHTE (imperative) like in the Greek source text, meaning "rather coax the wild animals", whereas Vienna omits the Greek koAakeUoatat and only renders 3BBpHIE (nominative
plural) as a translation of té& Bnpia. So, the reading of Vienna is clear and meaningful but secundary, since Hilandar matches the best with the Greek source text and is primary.

The Taurinensis has the readings €pot (against pot) and further unde (against pn), but this difference is insignificant in the Slavonic translation, hence indicated in blue.

Hilandar has the reading ® nabTsi Moxb; since W (oTb) has a genitive as its complement, nabTsi is the genitive from the feminine declension (of the i-stems, with the customary confusion between u and 1), and mokxs is a gentive plural. Probably
because the translator got confused by the (ellitpic) Greek construction: pn6&v tiv 100 owpatog pou. The Greek noun introduced by t@v was for a Greek audience evident enough to be deduced from the context (a word as peA@v could be
expected). The scribe of the Hilandar manuscript considered that the possessive pronoun pou was depending from the plural t@v and had to accord with this (meaning my parts of the body), whereas it stands with to0 cwpatog (the parts of my
body). So, the reading of Hilandar is primary, because the use of the plural mouxs reflects the Greek source text. In Vienna, the genitive (nabTn depending from Huuecoxe) is rendered (without the preposition W). So, the reading in Vienna is simplified
to a genitive in the singular (and thus secondary) in which the genitive was no longer interpreted depending from the plural and t@v in which nasTn Motee stands for the regular nasTsi MokeA. In both translations, the meaning of "flesh" has to be read as
"body".

In Hilandar, the participle oyebna (active, praeterium of the verb oycbnH®TH) is a translation of the Greek koyun®eig (in the sense of a long sleep, i.e. the death), but is omitted in Vienna. Here, again, Hilandar follows the primary reading.

The Taurinensis has the variant reading B&pog (against Bapuc). The Taurinensis substitues the adjective BapUg by the substantive Bdpog, the same reading which is rendered in the Slavonic translation (both Hilandar and Vienna) with Terocts (OCS
TAFOCTB).

In this phrase the Slavonic translation (both in Hilandar and in Vienna) render 6oyaoy for the Greek eUpebfiowpe in Taurinensis . In this respect e0peB( in line 7 (same paragraph, see below) is translated as soyaoy; there is no indication that there is a
variant reading (of yiyvopat) which could explain the translation better. So, the parallel in line 7 suggests that the Slavonic translator/scribe consciously made the phrase more simple with a form of "to be" (saiTh). It does tell very little about the
Greek model text.

The Latin middle recension has a different reading from the one of the Taurinensis. The latter renders "part of my body" (t&v 100 owpatdg pou) together with the Latin long recension and Greek long recension.

Then | will truly be a disciple of Jesus Christ, when the world does not see even my body.

oUTe 8¢ Eoopat wabntng dAnbiic'Incod Xpiotod, Ote Hou O KOoPOG BPEeTaL.
tote éoopan pabntic AANB®C Incoi xprotod, Ote Hou 6 KGopog Spetat.

cum corpus meum mundus non viderit.
quando neque corpus meum mundus videbit.

Tunc vere ero discipulus lesu Christi,
Tunc ero discipulus vere lesu Christi,



C.1.10
H. 644
V.33

Critical apparatus

Observations

Line 7

Translation

Greek edition Funk-Diekamp
Greek edition Bihimeyer
Latin long recension

Latin middle recension (L)
C.1.10

H. 644

V.33

Critical apparatus

Observations

Line 8

Translation

Greek edition Funk-Diekamp
Greek edition Bihimeyer

tote éoope uabntng xplotod tol B=ol GANBELS. dte 0 Kdopog Spetat’
1 TOTA BOYA0Y SPENHKD 1y XBb N0 HCTHNE' ref'a MHpb 0y'3pHTb"
THIA BOYAOY OYYENHKD I¢ XEb M0 HOTHN'E, 1efa MHpb O\3pHTb,

&An6fig nach xplotod tol Beol T > C
“Incod Xplotod LSAmg : tod Xplotod GHKSMACM, xptotod tod B0l T
0U6£ 1O oWpA : 0USEV T0D oWpaTog T
The Greek tote is rendered by Toraa in Hilandar and by Traa in Vienna. This variation, however, is insignificant (hence indicated in blue), since it is the same word with an internal vocal variation.
The variation in readings of Christ is insignificant, since the Slavonic translation does not render the exceptional formula of the Taurinensis . Now a standard formula is used and does not say anything about the text as model for the translation. Either
the Greek model used a standard formula, or the translator (or a scribe early in the tradition) replaced the less frequent formula by a fixed formula. Therefore, the variation is indicated in blue.
The Greek aAn6fig (written &AnBelg in the Taurinensis) is written with a prepositional phrase in the Slavonic translation (no nernng, "according to the truth", both in Hilandar and Vienna). This is a translation from an adjective in Greek to a
prepositional phrase with a substantive. This prepostional phrase was functioning as an adverb. To compare, in modern Russian, the adverb nouctnne exists with the meaning "truly".

The Taurinensis has the variant reading o08&v Tol o®patog (against oude td o®dpd). This is rendered in the Vienna manuscript with un T5aa motero (in the genitive), but not in Hilandar, where w1 mba0 mote (in the nominative is written).

The Latin middle recension does not follow the reversed word-order of the Taurinensis and it renders an adverb "vere", instead of an adjective. Remarkably, the adjective is omitted in the edition of Funk-Diekamp.

Petition Christ on my behalf, that | may be found a sacrifice through these instruments of God.

Attavevoarte ToV kUpLov UTEp €pod, va 61 Thv dpydvwv tolTwv Be® Buoia eUped .
Attavevoate tov Xprotov Unép épod, va 814 thv Opyavwy tolTtwy B=ol Buoia eped®.
Deprecamini Dominum pro me, ut per has operationes sacrificium inveniar.

Orate Christum pro me, ut per organa ista Dei sacrificium inveniar.
Antavevoatal tov kipLov UTép Epol’ va 61 Thv dpydvwy tolTwv Buoia

MOMAHTE A 3A Me. Ad H KPBTEA KHEA BOY™
MOMOAHTE T2 32 Me. Ad KPBTBA BRHIA

XpLotov GHKLSm(M): kUptov TSSFAAmMCg

The variation between Xptotov and kUptov is less relevant for the Slavonic translation (common trait), hence indicated in blue. The Latin middle recension differs from the reading of the Taurinensis (and of the Greek long recension).

Hilandar uses an instrumentalis singular (without preposition), whereas Vienna renders a instrumentalis plural (without preposition) as a translation for 61& tGv dpydvwv toUtwv. The latter is a perfect translation of the Greek phrase. The former, by
contrast, is a total transformation and places the instrumentalis singular (T5Mb) next to the nominative (cbcoy‘Ab from the normalised OCS lemma caempz). Hilandar's translation reads "in order that | become/be an instrument and a living sacrifice for
God".

In the Hilandar manuscript (and its branch), the word xuga is inserted without a Greek base and without appearance in Vienna (or its branch).

The Taurinensis omits the word for God; however, both Hilandar and Vienna tranmit this reference (either with a substantive sFy like in Hilandar or with an adjective sk like in Vienna). Since the Taurinensis is a witness of the same branch of the
Slavonic translation (and not a direct source), the missing reference to God in Taurinensis could be an individual variant, which is not reflected in the entire branch.

The Slavonic translation renders two times soyaoy for the Greek eupeB@, although this is not a literal translation and there is no indication of a variant reading to clarify this choice of words.

| am not enjoining you as Peter and Paul did. They were apostles, | am condemned;
oUx w¢ Métpog kai Nabiog Slatdooopart UV €kelvol andatolol Inool Xptotod, Eyw
oUX wg Métpog kat MadAog Statacoopat Upiv. £Kelvol anmooTtoloL gyw



Latin long recension Non sicut Petrus et Paulus praecipio vobis. Illi enim apostoli sunt lesu Christi, ego autem minimissimus:

Latin middle recension (L) Non ut Petrus et Paulus praecipio vobis. Illi apostoli, ego condemnatus;
C.1.10 oUx w¢ Métpog kai Madlog Statdooope UiV, €kelvol ardotolol’ &yw

H. 644 NE RAKO0KE NETPb H NABbAL MOREA'BRAI BRAMb" WHA AMAA. A3b Ke

V.33 Né RAK0Ke METPb H NMAYAb MOREA'BRAI BAMb. WHA AI'I;\A KCTA. A3b Ke

Critical apparatus
Observations The Slavonic translation uses dual forms (idiomatic forms) to render the Greek plural (ékelvol andotohol) (since it is about Peter and Paul).
The insertion of iecta is a secundary specification of the elliptic construction with the addition of the verb "to be" (szrtH) in the dualis (since it has Peter and Paul as its subject).
The Taurinensis renders katdkpttog (against the edition of Funk-Diekamp, who, in this respect, refer to Pseudo-Ignatius' Letter to the Ephesians 12,1 where the same word is used).
The Greek katdkpttog (past participle) is rendered in Slavonic with a substantive (ocoy:kaenmica) based on the stem of the verb ocmanTh and suffix -ennics (which indicates the person who performs/undergoes the action).

The similarities between the Latin middle recension and the Taurinensis are striking. (word-for-word)

Line 9
Translation they were free, until now | have been a slave.
Greek edition Funk-Diekamp  €keivot éAeVBepot w¢ oot Ueod, €yw 8¢ uéxpLviv Sodhog.
Greek edition Bihimeyer £Kelvol ENelBepoL _ €yw &€ uéxpLviv Sodiog.
Latin long recension illi vero liberi sicut servi Dei, ego autem usque nunc servus.
Latin middle recension (L) illi liberi, ego usque nunc servus.
C.1.10 £kelvol EAelBepol. €yw 8¢ vOv péypt Sodhog
H. 644 WHA CBOBOA,’NA, A3b pABb A0CEAB!
V.33 WHA CBOBOA,’NA, A3b Ke AOCEA'B pABb,
Critical apparatus uéxpLvov : ~T
Observations The Slavonic translation uses dual forms (idiomatic forms) to render the Greek plural (ékelvoL éAeUBepol) (since it is still about Peter and Paul).
The Taurinensis does not follow here the long recension; the change of word order (viv puéxpt) in the Taurinensis is not rendered in the Latin middle recension nor in the Slavonic translation, since "until now" constitutes only one word (gocent).
Line 10
Translation But if I suffer, | will become a freed person who belongs to Jesus Christ, and | will rise up, free, in him.
Greek edition Funk-Diekamp &\’ édv ndbw, anelevBepog yevrioopatIncod Xprotod Kai Avaotroopat v aUtd EAeVBepog.
Greek edition Bihimeyer GAN €dv ndbw, anehelBepog yevriocopallnood Xplotod Kot dvaotrhoopat €v aUtd €AeVBepog.
Latin long recension Sed si passus fuero, libertus ero lesu Christi et resurgo in eo liber.
Latin middle recension (L) Sed si patiar, manumissus fiam lesu Christi, et resurgam liber.
C.1.10 AN’ €dv tdBw. yevijowpatlnood Xplotod. Kai Avootiowpe v aUtd EAeVBepog
H.644 ALJIE AH Ke BOYAOY Iy XBb H BbCTANOY' W NIEMb CROBOAL
V.33 ALpe AH BOY' A0 I¢ Xéb, H BbCTANOY' W NKEMb CBOBOAD,
Critical apparatus yevrioopat TLA(Am)Cg :> GHKM

Kat LS(Sm)A : > zAmCgM

Observations
The Taurinensis follows the Greek and Latin long recension and the Latin middle recension in retaining yevrjoopat. The Latin middle recension omits "in eo" and hence, differs from the reading of the Latin, Greek long recension and Taurinensis.



Line 11

Translation

Greek edition Funk-Diekamp
Greek edition Bihimeyer
Latin long recension

Latin middle recension (L)
C.1.10

H. 644

V.33

Critical apparatus

Observations

Hilandar renders nocrpaxaoy as (a common) translation for the Greek dBw; Vienna (and its branch) has cnoc’r?‘\ﬁw{, which has a more specific meaning or nuance of "to suffer together, to become a co-sufferer". Maybe the copyist related Ignatius
(who speaks in the first person) to Jezus (further mentioned in the phrase). In any case, H.644 has the primary reading (reflecting a simple but correct rendering of the Greek text), whereas V.33 has a context-driven interpretation or rendering.

The Slavonic renders the Greek anehetBepog as an adjective (cgosopb in Hilandar) and as a substantive (cBosop‘tHks in Vienna, in a similar way as in line 8 above), whereas in the following phrase the Greek é\elBepog is rendered twice in the same way
(as the adjective cRoBOAB).

In the meantime | am learning to desire nothing while in chains.

viv pavedvw, v autw Sedepévog, undév Embupelv kKooutkov i pdratov.

Kat viv pavBdvw Sedepévog pundev émbupely

Nunc disco vinctus nihil mundi concupiscere aut aliquid vanum .

Et nunc disco vinctus nihil concupiscere.

viv paveavw Sedepévog UN6EV EMUBUPETV KOOULKOV ) pdtatov’

Nﬁl‘A BbIO\'?H CBE3AND” NHYPTOKE COVHTHO I'IOXO'I"B'I‘H'
NHYGCOMOY}KG MI/IP ”0\{' H CO\II‘K-T’NOY

Nﬁl‘l\ Buova CBE€3AND, I'IOXO’I"E'I‘M

£rbupelv LSSmAAmM
KOOWKOV 1 pdtatov zgM
£vdedepévog G(SSmAAmM): edepévog zLCM

The Taurinensis follows the long Greek recension (koopkov fi patatov’), but it does not render év at®. The Latin middle recension follows the Greek middle recension and does not include those augmentations.

The Greek pun6ev is translated differently in Hilandar and Vienna: the first represents the Greek very literally. Greek negation un&¢ is used as an adverb instead of a conjunction and the phrase koopuév | pdratov is a complement generated by
€rBupelv (the accusative was more frequent in later times, earlier a complement in the genetive was common) has the meaning of "something earthly or vain"; Similarly Hilandar has the accusative form nuvroxe and coyierio (both neutre), meaning
"by no means something earthly/secular”, as a complement to noxor®TH, whereas the Vienna reading renders the phrase in the dative, which is the case that is exspected to complement verbs expressing a desire (like noxotsTi in this context). So, the

reading in Vienna is primary and has the expected object in the dative, whereas it is simplified to an accusative in Hilandar, which case was more common in later periods.

The Hilandar manuscript only renders pdtatov in translation (coyieTno), whereas the Vienna manuscript renders the entire phrase (Mup’hoy 1 coyteT hoy).

Line 1

Translation

Greek edition Funk-Diekamp
Greek edition Bihimeyer
Latin long recension

Latin middle recension (L)
C.1.10

H. 644

V.33

Critical apparatus

Observations

From Syria to Rome | have been fighting the wild beasts, through land and sea, night and day, bound to ten leopards,
Ao Zuplag puéxpL Pwung Onplopax®

Ano Zuplag péxpt Pwpng Onplopax®d

A Syria usque ad Romam cum bestiis depugno

A Syria usque Romam cum bestiis pugno

o Tuplag pEXpLPWUNG Onplopax®,

W cHpHte A0 prMA BOptoce ¢b 3BBPMBI.

W cypHie A0 pUMA BOpOY'ce b 3BBP'MH.

£vbebepévog 8éka Aeomdpdolg,
£vbedepévog §éka Aeomdpbolg,
vinctus cum decem leopardis,
vinctus decem leopardis,
Sebepévog 6éka Aeomdpdolg,
CRE3AND Cb. AECETHIO" PHCOABRDI

CBE3AND Cb. o PBICOABRBI.

81d yfig kat Bahdoong, vuKTog Kal AREPAS

814 yiig kat Bakdoong, vuKTOg Kol AUépag

per terram et mare, nocte ac die

per terram et per mare, nocte et die

81 yiig kat BaAdTTng, VUKTOG Kal AUEPQS

110 3¢AMH H N0 MOPH, NOLUHI H AbﬁHI'O,
Mo 3¢AMH H 1o MopH, Bb NOLb W Bb ,A,ﬁl),

The translation of the Greek passive Onplopax® is rendered periphrastically by the verb 6paTt ca (in first person singular) combined with a preposition and noun cb 38bpmbl. It has the meaning "fighting with wild animals" and renders all parts of the
Greek verb (not in a compound word, but in a phrase).

The translation of Greek vuktog kai fpépag in Hilandar differs from Vienna.The first renders the Greek very litteral with the genitives Howwmio 1 AbAvio (genitivus temporis like in Greek), whereas the Vienna manuscript has a preposition which renders
time-indication "during night and day" even more transparantly (separating this phrase from the previous 8t& yiig kat 8aAdttng, which can be misleading in the Greek sentence). Besides, the prepositions in Vienna provide a (stylistic) parallel to the
previous no 3eAM1 ¥ N0 MOPIO.



In Vienna the numeral 10 is represented by the corresponding letter, whereas in Hilandar the numeral is written in full. The letterTrepresents the number 10.
The Greek compound word Aeontdpdolg is rendered pbicoabgs in the Slavonic translation (attested in lexicon of Miklosich).

The similarity between the Slavonic translation of H.644 and the Latin middle recension is very striking, but this can also be a secondary adaptation. Hence, it is not sure that it proves something about the archetypus .

Line 2

Translation which is a company of soldiers, who become worse when treated well.

Greek edition Funk-Diekamp ~ © €0Twv oTpATIWTLIKOV TAYHA, ol kai eLepyETOVUEVOL XELPOUG YivovTal.

Greek edition Bihimeyer 6 £0TLV OTPATLWTLKOV TAYHA, ol kal eLepyETOVEVOL XEIPOUG YyivovTal.

Latin long recension hoc est cum militari custodia, qui ex beneficiis peiores fiunt.

Latin middle recension (L) quod est militaris ordo, qui et beneficiati deteriores fiunt.

C.1.10 6 éotv Taypa ol kal eLyepyeToUpEVOL yivovtar

H. 644 IeKE 1€ PHND Hxe [...nprremarorye - BbIBAKTb

V.33 peic’Lue , HiKe W AOBPO MPHIEMALOLYIE, BbIEAKTb.

Critical apparatus oTPATIWTIKOV TLEM : otpatiwt®dv GHK(SSmAAMC)

Observations The Taurinensis has the variant reading otpatiwtikov (following with the Greek and Latin long recension and the Latin middle recension), against the reading of otpatiwt@v. In Hilandar, the adjective gonnbeks (OCS Bounbek) is used, rendering the
reading of the Taurinensis . The Vienna manuscript has the substantive wumbl (OCS onma), which is a synonym of gonna ("soldier") and a translation for the Greek otpatuwtng ("soldier"). The reading of Vienna is secondary. perclue is a common synonym
for iexke ie ("that is"), so it is rather a reformulation that sounded better to the copyist.

The reading ropw of Hilandar is primary, since it is a nominative, masculine, plural (like the Greek xeipoug), functioning as a complement to smigaloTH, Whereas the Vienna reading has rop'uue (for OCS ropbuia).

Line 3

Translation But | am becoming more of a disciple by their mistreatment. Still, it is not because of this that | have been made upright.

Greek edition Funk-Diekamp
Greek edition Bihimeyer
Latin long recension

Latin middle recension (L)
C.1.10

H. 644

V.33

Critical apparatus

Observations

Line 4

Translation

Greek edition Funk-Diekamp
Greek edition Bihimeyer
Latin long recension

Latin middle recension (L)
C.1.10

H. 644

V.33

£v 8¢ tolg adkpacy alTdv
£v 8¢ 101G AdIKApaoLY UtV
In iniustitiis autem eorum

In iniustificationibus autem ipsorum

£v 8¢ tolg adkrpaoty alT@v.

[.JmH ke B

WBHAAMH Ke

uéAAov padntevopat,
udA\ov pabntevopat,
magis edoceor ;
magis erudior;
udAAov pabntevope’
NATE NAKA3AKCE,

nasve NAKA3Aloce,

The Hilandar manuscript is illegible (indicated with [...]) and Vienna omits the Greek a0tév.

May | have the full pleasure of the wild beasts prepared for me; | pray they will be found ready for me.

ovaipnv tdv Bnpiwv
ovaipnv tev Bnpiwv
Utinam fruar bestiis ,
Sortiar bestiis

wvaipnv v Onpiwv
MOAB3A KCMb BE’BPGMb
NOAb3A KCMb BBE'EPGMB

TGOV €UOL NTOLLACHEVWY,
TOV £poL ATOLHACHEVWY,
quae mihi praeparatae sunt,
mihi esse paratis,

TWV €U0l NTOLUACHEVWV.
Oy'rOTOBRANHMb MNB.
O\'MOTORANBNBIHMb MNB.

A\ o0 mapd tolto Sedikaiwpal.
AN’ o0 mopd TolTo Sedikaiwpal.
sed nec in hoc quidem iustificor.

sed non propter hoc iustificatus sum.
A&\ o0 mapd todto Sedikaiope”

Nb Né T'EMH WIPARAAND HCMb.

Nb N¢ T'EMH WIPABAAND KCMb.

& kat ebxopat Hot eLpeBfval
kai elyopal Hot eupeBijval
de quibus opto compendium mihi inveniri;
etoro promptas mihi inveniri,
kat ebxope Hot eupeBeival

H MALCE AX MH 0BpeLjioyTee

H MXWCG AA MH ce WBP"ELI_IO\{"T‘I)



Critical apparatus Kkat zL(SSm)M: & kai AAmCg
oUvTopd Smg, promptas L, cuvtopwg SAAm, étolpd zM

Observations The Greek ovaipnv is rendered periphrastically with noas3a teems (both in Hilandar and Vienna).

The Taurinensis has the variant reading €tolpd (against cUvtouad), which is rendered in Slavonic translation as retogn (both in Hilandar and Vienna). The Latin middle recension has "promptas" and stresses more the visibility. Only the phrase "in
promptu esse" has the aspect of readiness. Nevertheless, the similarities between the Taurinensis , the Latin middle recension and the Slavonic translation are striking.

The Greek passive form e0pebelva is rendered with ospepoyree and ce wisptiyoys (OCS osperH ca), in which the passive particle ce is attached to the verb, while it is written separately in Vienna. This variation does not change the meaning and is
therefore, insignificant.

Line 5

Translation Indeed, | will coax them to devour me quickly—not as happens with some, whom they are afraid to touch.

Greek edition Funk-Diekamp & kai kohakevow OUVTOHWG pe Katadayely, oUy Worep TV Sehavopeva ol fiavro.

Greek edition Bihimeyer & kai koAakevow OUVTOHWG pE KaTadayely, oUx Worep TV Sehavopeva oux fiyavro.

Latin long recension etilliciam, ut me lerius me comedant, ne sicut in aliis territae sunt et non eos tetigerunt;
Latin middle recension (L) quibus et blandiar cito me devorare, non quemadmodum quosdam timentes non tetigerunt.
C.1.10 G Kal KOAAKELOW OUVTOHWG HE KaTadayelv’ oUx WoTép TV SLhavopeva o) fiYavro-

H. 644 HXKE [...]bcopt Me cHBeTBIN: Ne raKoke NEKBI [, ]uece He IKOCHOV'LLIGCE"
V.33

Critical apparatus

Observations The similarity between the Latin middle recension, the Greek long recension and the Taurinensis is striking. (word-for-word).
Line 6

Translation And even if they do not wish to do so willingly, | will force them to it.

Greek edition Funk-Diekamp kv atd 8¢ un , £€yw mpooBlacopalt.
Greek edition Bihimeyer KV aUTd 8¢ un , £y TPOoPLAcopaL.

Latin long recension et siipsae , ego eis vim faciam .

Latin middle recension (L) Sed et si ipsae volentem non velint, ego vim faciam.

C.1.10 K&v abta 6& un . £€yw mpooPndowue:
H.644 W AljIe Ne XOTETh [a3 €] npuNoyk A0y K-
V.33

Critical apparatus £kovta L (volentem) g : axévta zM

B€An g : Behrfon z(M), velint L

Observations The Taurinensis has the variant reading reading akovta (against ékovta in the Greek and Latin long recension and the Latin middle recension), which is omitted in Hilandar (and Vienna does not render this passage). Furthermore, the Taurinensis
renders BeAfion, as well all the other manuscripts, except from the long Greek recension.

Line 7

Translation Grant this to me; | know what benefits me. Now | am beginning to be a disciple.

Greek edition Funk-Diekamp ~ ouyyvwunv pot éxete Tl oL CUPDEPEL, EYL YWVWOKW. viv Gpxopat paBntic slvat.
Greek edition Bihimeyer OUYYVWUNV HOL EXETE’ Tl HOL CUUDEPEL, EYW YVWOKW. viv dpyopot paBnTig eivat.
Latin long recension Ignoscite mihi: ego scio, quid mihi expediat. Nunc incipio esse discipulus.
Latin middle recension (L) Veniam mihi habete; quid mihi confert, ego cognosco. Nunc incipio discipulus esse;
C.1.10 OCUYYVWHNV poL EXETaL T pot oupdaipel. £yw ynvookw’ viv Gpxwpe paBnTiic slvar

H. 644 WPAAHT Mbl A3b R'BMb $T0 MH NA MOA30Y' l’é Nﬁh\ NATHNAK YPeNHKD BbITH:

v.33 [N oyvenmc ST,



Critical apparatus

Observations

Line 8

Translation

Greek edition Funk-Diekamp
Greek edition Bihimeyer
Latin long recension

Latin middle recension (L)
C.1.10

H. 644

V.33

Critical apparatus

Observations

Line 9

Translation

Greek edition Funk-Diekamp
Greek edition Bihimeyer
Latin long recension

Latin middle recension (L)
C.1.10

H. 644

V.33

Critical apparatus

Observations

Line 10
Translation
Greek edition Funk-Diekamp

The similarity between the Latin middle recension, Greek and Latin long recension and the Taurinensis is striking. (word-for-word).

May nothing visible or invisible show any envy toward me, that | may attain to Jesus Christ.

va'Inool Xplotol mtvyw.
va'Inood Xpiotod émtvyw.

ut lesum Christum merear adipisci.
ut lesu Christo fruar.

tva’Inood Xplotod émtvyxw’

AA BA0yeHo Iy XA

Ad OYAOYYH 16 XA,

unBév pe InAwoat TV 6pat®V Kai TV dopdtwy,
uUnBév pe INAwoaL TV Opatdv Kai TWv dopdtwy,
Nulli aemulor visibilium et invisibilium,
nihil me zelare visibilium et invisibilium,
InA\&oat
Neé pEBNOBATH

Né peR'NOBATH ,

unBév GHT(g) : undév Eus. Zahn Hilgenf.
Kat GHT : +tdv gSf

The Taurinensis follows the Greek and Latin long recension and the Latin middle recension in rendering t@v opatdv kai dwpdtwv, but omits tdv before awpdtwv, which is not visible in the Slavonic translation. The Latin translation "zelare" was
shaped after the Greek noun ZfjAog (Latin "zelus").

Hilandar renders mu for the Greek pe, while Vienna omits this pronoun. Furthermore, both manuscripts only translate opat®v (and not kat dwpdtwv). Hilandar renders the Greek most literally: nuwecoxke is in the neuter form and the depending dative
BHAMMLIXL (derived from the passive present participle, which has now an adjectival value). Here, the construction of a dativus cum infinitivo is used; the optative {nAwoau (used to express a wish) was interpreted as an infinitive.

Fire and cross and packs of wild beasts, cuttings and being torn apart, the scattering of bones, the mangling of limbs, the grinding of the whole body,
ndp kal oTaupodg Bnpiwv e CUOTAOELS, Aavatopai, Stapéoelg, OKOPTULOMOL OCTEWY,

np kal otaupdg Bnpiwv Te CUOTACEL, OKOPTULOPOL OOTEWY,

Ignis, crux bestiarumque constantia, confractio ossium,

Ignis et crux bestiarumque , dispersiones ossium,

ouykoral peAGv, dAeopot GAou tod owpatog
ouykormai peAdv, dhecpot GAou 1ol CWHATOG
dissipatio membrorum, interitus totius corporis
concisio membrorum, molitiones totius corporis,

abscisio, separatio,

Kot . Te oUOTAONG avatopai’ Stapéong OKOPTUNOUOL OOTEWV HEADV 6hou tol owpatog
* CbCTABb Keé H PACMAPANHIA. WAO\{‘I’GNHIA. PACHNANHIA KOCThIN. Oy AOBL" BCEM0 T'BAEce:
Ke, W . CbCTABD Ké PACTIAPANHEA. WAOY'YENHIA, PACHMANHIA KOCTHH, O\'A0Bb. BCEMO TEAECE,

ouoTAoeLS LS Eus. Hilgenf. Kriger : + dvatopai” Stawpéong GHT(Sm)AmgM, + Stapéong kat SFA
ouykorat Tg : ouykort) GHLM

The Hilandar manuscript has in the beginning a very different reading (urfiro nponethto) in which Ignatius' name and the cross is rendered in the dative, probably due to a misreading of 'and' (1) and 'fire (orn). The Vienna manuscript renders the Greek
words ntip kal otaupodg in the nominative (wrib ke, U npone'rme) and follows the Greek in this case closer. The Greek cuotdoelg is rendered in the Hilandar manuscript as the dative plural 3RTBpEMb (from OCS 3&1;yh), maybe due to the phonological
confusion of Greek iotacism: in this case the nominative plural cuctdoelg is meant, but the dative plural of the first declension ends in -oi¢ (with the same pronunciation). By contrast, the Vienna manuscript has the nominative plural 3gBpunm (from
OCS 38bpUHDB, Which shares the same base as 3REPL and the same meaning) as in the Greek text. Further in the sentence, the Vienna reading also renders the Greek text (cuykomnat and dAeopot) more closely, since it renders the nouns cbcedenuia and
cbMAehHEA in the nominative plural (in contrast to Hilandar, which renders the words in singular, i.e. cbevenne and cbMABNHIe).

The Taurinensis has the variant reading cuykomai (against cuykomnn), shared with the Greek long recension, which reading the Vienna manuscript also follows. Furthermore, the Taurinensis follows the long Greek recension rendering avatopadi,
Slatpéoelg, like the Metaphrast, G en H (but omitted in the edition of Bihimeyer and not transmitted in the Latin middle recension). The similarity between the renderings of cuotdoelg and congretationes (both in plural, against the Latin long
recension "constantia" in singular) is striking.

the evil torments of the devil—let them come upon me, only that | may attain to Jesus Christ.

o0 StaBdAou €U EpE uovov iva’inood Xpotod émtiyw.



Greek edition Bihimeyer kool koAdoeig ol StaBdlou €U épe epycobuwoay, povov iva'Incod Xplotod érmtiyw.

Latin long recension et damnatio diaboli, omnia in me veniant, ut lesum Christum merear adipisci.

Latin middle recension (L) malae punitiones diaboli in me veniant, solum ut lesu Christo fruar.

C.1.10 kot kohdong tod Staporou €U €ug £pyéobuwoay’ pévov iva'lncod Xplotod értuxw

H. 644 H MOVICA AHRAROARA NA M€ AA TIPHHAETE, Th?HI AA H ICA }(A Oy AOYPH

V.33 H MOYKA AHRABOARA NA ME AA TIPHHAETE, THICMO XA AA OYAOYTH.

Critical apparatus Kakat GHLS : kat kakat SfA, kat ndoat SmAm, kat TgM

Observations The Taurinensis has the reading of kai, shared with the long Greek recension. The Slavonic translation follows this reading (and does not render a translation of e.g. kakat or mdoat). This is a significant variant reading which shows that the branch of

the Taurinensis served as a model for the Slavonic translation.

The Slavonic translation has moyka (both in Hilandar and Vienna) in singular, although the Greek renders koAdoeLg in plural. There are two suggestions: (1) The Latin translation (together with the one in Syriac and Armenian) has the oldest text with
"damnatio" in the singular as a part of the previous enumeration and mdoaut as the subject (in the plural) of the verb épxéoBwaoav. Probably, Funk-Diekamp takes over the singular reading of kOAaotg and adapts the verb to the singular (é¢pxécbw),
since he has no other subject in the plural (like néoat). Something similar appears in the Slavonic translation. In this respect, the Slavonic translation may deviate from the reading in the Taurinensis, and it may stand closer to a more original reading
of the common group. (2) It is also possible that the Slavonic translator chose for a term in the singular with the meaning "overall torment" or "hell".

The Greek imperative £épxéoBwoav (present 3 plural) is in the Slavonic translation rendered as a wish introduced by aa, with a verb in the third person singular.

The Greek povov has two seemingly different translations: Hilandar renders Thvuto (OCS Tawuim) which is a common translation for the adverb poévov, since the Slavonic word also has the a limitive nuance. However, the word Thimo in the Vienna

manuscript has the same meaning as TavHtw and is also common used as a translation for pévov. There is no relevant semantic difference, hence the variation is indicated in blue.

The Latin middle recension uses different words to exrpess "attain to God": "attingo" (cfr. paragraph 8, line 6), "fruor" (in this line and in §5.8; §5.10; §9.4) and "potior" (paragraph 1 line 3), whereas the Taurinensis always opts for émtiyw.

Line 1

Translation Neither the ends of the world nor the kingdoms of this age will benefit me in the least.

Greek edition Funk-Diekamp ~ OU8év pe wdelrioeL & ntéparta 10U KOGHOU 006¢ ai Baoelat Tol ai®dvog TovTou.
Greek edition Bihlmeyer 0U8¢v pe woheAnoeL Td téparta Tol KOoUOU 0U8¢ ai Bachelow tod aidvog TouTou.
Latin long recension Nihil me iuvant, quae sunt mundi huius, neque regnum temporale.

Latin middle recension (L) Nihil mihi proderunt termini mundi neque regna saeculi huius.

C.1.10 0U8Ev pe 0deloeL Ta teprvi ToU KOGHOU' 006¢ ai Baoelat Tol ai®dvog TovTtou”
H. 644 NHICHEEKE NMOA3H Ne CTROPETD ICPACHA MHPA CEro NH Lli)’I‘BbIIA CEro MHpA*

V.33

Critical apparatus MUE HEM : poL GT ??

népata LSFSmAmg : teprivd GHTM

Observations
The Taurinensis has the variant reading tepmnv@, shared with the Metaphrast version (against népata as found in the Greek long recension and the Latin middle recension). This variant reading of Taurinensis is rendered in the Slavonic translation by
iepaciia (OCS kpacbiia, which is the common translation for the Greek teprvdg in its figurative meaning). The variant reading indicated in the apparatus of Bihimeyer is incorrect: the Taurinensis has pe.

However, the variant reading pot which apparently occurred in the Taurinensis , according to the apparatus of Bihlmeyer, is incorrect. The Taurinensis renders pe following the long Greek recension and the Metaphrast version. Remarkably, this
pronoun is not translated in Hilandar; the Vienna manuscript does not include this fragment.

The Slavonic word mupz is a common translation for the Greek aiwv ("century, age"), although mnps primarily has the meaning "world, peace". In this line, the genitives ol ai®vog and mHpa are used as a complement respectively to Baowelat and
LYTBLIR.

Line 2



Translation

Greek edition Funk-Diekamp
Greek edition Bihimeyer
Latin long recension

Latin middle recension (L)
C.1.10

H.644

V.33

Critical apparatus

Observations

Line 3

Translation

Greek edition Funk-Diekamp
Greek edition Bihimeyer
Latin long recension

Latin middle recension (L)
C.1.10

H. 644

V.33

Critical apparatus

Observations

Line 4

It is better for me to die in Jesus Christ than to rule the ends of the earth.

KaAOV €pol

KaAOV poL

Bonum est mihi

Bonum mihi
(-] ~
MH K
MH

€lg GHT : év M, in SfAAmI, 8wa Lg

'Incodv Xptotdv LSFAg : XpLotovIncotiv GHTSmAmM(I)

anoBavelv 81a Xprotov'inooiv,
anoBavelv igIncov XpLotov,
mori in Christo lesu,
mori propter lesum Christum,
[..]JoBavelv cic Xplotévincoiv
OyMPETH Eb XA IEA

XA OYMpETH,

fj BaotheV ey TV MePATWV THG VG-

| BaoheLeLv TV MepATWV TAG YAG
quam regnare in finibus terrae.
quam regnare super terminos terrae.
[]

NeKeAH MH

NEKEAH ,

The Slavonic translation attested in Vienna renders the comparative aoyve, whereas Hilandar renders posp0, more closely following the Greek kahov. The Vienna has a secondary reading, because of the variation on the Greek. The copyist opted for a

more logical and smoothly sounding rendering.

The variation in prepositions (Bb in Hilandar and 3a in Vienna) rendering the same Greek preposition €ig, expressing a direction, but here with the meaning of LSJ 1.2 "with verbs expressing rest in a place, when a previous motion into or to it is
implied". Ignatius first moves to the afterlife and then rests in the spirit of Jezus Christ or reaches into his spirit. In general, we see that the Vienna manuscript displays several times a reading in more fluent Church Slavonic than the primary reading of
Hilandar. This phenomenon is alos visible in this case: 3a xa is a very common formula in combination with an expression of dying. Furthermore, the representation of only xa in Vienna (instead of the more literal xa 1ca in Hilandar) is insignificant
here, hence indicated in blue. As a consequence of this omission, the variant word order of Jesus Christ in the Taurinensis is rendered in the Hilandar manuscript, but not in Vienna.

The Greek Baotha:’)etv thv epatwy TG yfig is rendered more literally in Hilandar by ufp'rscm'm KoUK 3emac (“reigning over the borders of the world"). The verb is derived from the word "king" (OCS wteagh), just like in Greek (cfr. Baot\eug). The
complement to upTrogaTH is provided by the instrumental konum, like in Greek the genitive tiv nepdtwv is used as a complement to BactleVeLy as a verb meaning "to reign". The dative mu does not have a Greek equivalent and is not rendered in
Vienna. Probably, it is a dativus ethicus that emphasizes the first person a little more. In Vienna, the verb "to reign" is translated by wsaaaaTh, which does not have a distinct semantic meaning in comparison with U}'I‘KOBA’I‘I’L These can be seen as
synonyms. Furthermore, Vienna renders Bceto 3emneto "over the entire world", a more free translation of the Greek source text, which we see more in the Vienna manuscript.

The Latin middle recension does not share the reversed word-order of the Taurinensis . Instead, it follows the reading of the Greek long recension.

*What profit does it bring a man if he wins the whole world, but damages his soul.

Tl yap eeleital dvipwrog.
Quid enim prodest homini,

woehfjtal dvBpwmnog
MOA3A PAOREKORBI
MOAB3A PABKOY

£av TOv koauov 6Aov kepbrjon,

si totum mundum lucretur,

€av KEpSNOEL TOV KOTHOV GAOV-

AL{e NPHWBPELHETD Reb MHpPb:
ALji¢ H BbChb MHPbL I'IPI/IWEP'EL].IG'T‘I),

v 6¢ Yuxnv avtod amoléon;
animam vero suam perdat?
mv 8¢ Yuxnv

A cBOH Aoy
A cROIO ALfioy

VG LSFSmAAm : + i yap woeleitat GvBpwrtog. £av oV kdopov dAov kepdrion, thv 8¢ Yuxnv avtol dnoAéon; GHTgM (nach Mt. 16,26)

kepdnoeL T after tov kGopov GAov

avtold >T

The Taurinensis follows the long Greek recension in rendering these lines (to which Bihimeyer refers in his apparatus criticus, but omits in his edition). The omission of a0to0 in the Taurinensis is also clear from the Slavonic translation, which does
not have (neither in Hilandar, nor in Vienna) a translation for attod.

In the Slavonic translation, there is a variation between kora (Hilandar) and kam (Vienna), where the latter has the primary reading, since it also renders so (for the Greek yap).

This line reminds to a quote from Mt. 16,26. However, it is remarkable that the Taurinensis with {nAwBel deviates from the source (&roA£on) which Bihlmeyer indicated in his apparatus. It seems that the Taurinensis reading stays closer to the
quotation from the Bible. The Slavonic translation follows this reading, rendering WiiernuTs (OCS oTa1¢THTH is the common translation of the verb {nuow).



Translation

Greek edition Funk-Diekamp
Greek edition Bihimeyer
Latin long recension

Latin middle recension (L)
C.1.10

H. 644

V.33

Critical apparatus

Observations

Line 5

Translation

Greek edition Funk-Diekamp
Greek edition Bihimeyer
Latin long recension

Latin middle recension (L)
C.1.10

H. 644

V.33

Critical apparatus

Observations

Line 6

Translation

Greek edition Funk-Diekamp
Greek edition Bihimeyer
Latin long recension

Latin middle recension (L)
C.1.10

H. 644

V.33

Critical apparatus

Observations

*| long for the Lord, the son of the true God and Father, Jezus Christ.

TOV KUpLoV o, TOV viov ol aAnBvol Jeol kai matpdg, Inoodiv tov XpLotov.

Dominum nam que desidero, Filium veri Dei et Patrem lesu Christi.

The Taurinensis does not follow here the long Greek recension.

That is the one | seek, who died on our behalf; that is the one | desire, who arose for us. But pains of birth have come upon me.

£Kelvov {NT® ToV UMép UGV dnobavovta Kot Avaotavra.
£Kelvov {NT®, TOV UMép UGV anobavovra: €Kelvov BEAw, TOV 8L pdg dvaotavra. 0 5£ TOKETOG oL ETTKELTOL.
Ipsum utique quaero, et illum , qui pro nobis mortuus est et resurrexit.
Illum quaero, qui pro nobis mortuus est; illum volo, qui propter nos resurrexit. llle lucrum mihi adiacet.
£KEVOV {NT®’ TOV UTEP HGV droBavovra B€Aw’ TOV 8L fpdg avaotavra’
TOro MY MBPLUIATO MONHT LS 110 KA. XOLHIOY' RBCIPBLLIOYROY
)
TOr0 HLHOY O'MbOLLAATO 3A Nbl, XOLHOY' BhCKp ¢ LLIOY'MOY

0 8¢ TOKETOG pot Emikettal > KTg(M)
The Taurinensis follows the Greek long recension in not rendering the phrase 6 8¢ toketdg pou émikerrat. Neither Hilandar, nor Vienna include this in the translation.

The Slavonic word nonut’cys has no Greek equivalent and is a clarification who was responsible for the death of Jezus (i.e. Pontius). The variation between the prepositions no and 3a is relatively insignificant, since they are both common translations
for the Greek Umep.

There is a genitive-dative variation respectively in Hilandar (Toro) and Vienna ('r‘oMﬂy). The genitive can be a complement to Xoupoy (infinitive xorBTH) since it is here animate (the Greek ékelvov refers to Jesus). However, in ancient texts, the dative is

more frequently encountered. Here, Vienna preserves a more archaic trait (cfr. paragraph line 11). Furthermore, there is a preposition variation in rendering the Greek &U' Audc: Hilandar has written  3a nbi, whereas Vienna the reading nacs pAAH has (in
postposition).

Grant this to me, brothers: do not keep me from living; ; do not wish me to die;

OUYYVWHOVETTE pot, adehdol’ un éunodionté pot gig {wnv ¢pOdoat, Inood¢ ydp éotwv n {wn TV MOTOV” un Ue droBavely,
oUyyvwte pot, adeddoi’ un éunodionté pot Lfoat, un e amoBavely,
Ignoscite mihi, fratres, ; ne mihi impediatis ad vitam lesus enim est vita fidelium Et ne me mori;

Ignoscite mihi, fratres; non impediatis me vivere, non velitis me mori.

oUyyvwte pot, adeddol’ un éunodnottal pot Zfjoat un pe anoBavelv’
nonSeThITe MK BpATHE N¢ 3ACTOVTIAHTE MH (KHTH" Ne Ne OYMP’B’T‘H MH
Mooy CTHTE MH BpATHIE Né 3ACTOVNAHTE MH AKHTH,

The Taurinensis does not follow the long Greek recension, since it omits the phrase Inooiig ydp €otv /) {wr) TOV TOTOV.

In Hilandar, the Greek 8gAfionte is rendered by noxotsute, which has a more desiring nuance. In this text, the verb noxoTtsTn was used to translate épac9fite (paragraph 2 line 5) and €émBupelv (paragraph 4 line 11; in contrast to émBupeite in
paragraph 7 line 3 where it translated with awsuTe). In these cases the Greek bares a more desiring nuance as well.
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Greek edition Funk-Diekamp
Greek edition Bihimeyer
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Line 9

Translation

Greek edition Funk-Diekamp
Greek edition Bihimeyer
Latin long recension

Latin middle recension (L)
C.1.10

H. 644

do not hand over to the world the one who wants to belong to God or deceive him by what is material. Allow me to receive the pure light;
davarog ydp €ottv ) dveu Xplotod {wn. 00 8£00 BENOVTY e elvat KOOHW M

TV T00 B0l BéNovTa Elval KOOMW M Adeté pe kabapov GG AaBeiv

Dei volens esse, mundo non placeam. Sinite me puram lucem percipere.
Dei volentem esse per mundum non separetis me, neque per materiam Dimittite me purum lumen accipere;
KOOUW N Gdetai pe kabapov AaBeiv

Ne WAAAHTE MHPORH cenoy NeABUTE

. Aadete pe kaBapov dwg Aaelv
undé& UAn é€amatrionte’

mors enim est vita sine Christo.

oV Be0l BéNovta sivat
XOTELIATO B0y BHTH-

Xapiontal T, xwpionte pe (deparetis me) L

The Taurinensis does not follow the long Greek recension, because it does not render the phrase 8dvartog yap éotw i dveu Xpiotod Zwi. It also does not follow the middle recension, since the Taurinensis omits un&& UAn é€anatrionte. The
Taurinensis further has the variant reading xapiontat (against xapionaoBe). This variation is not visible in the Slavonic translation in Hilandar, since it only renders the imperative-form.

The Slavonic cemoy does not have a Greek equivalent.

The Slavonic translation of the last Greek phrase is remarkable: the Greek imperative &¢eté is rendered as the imperative neauTe, but the Greek pe and ¢G&g are not rendered in the translation. We have the infinitive npuietsi as a complement to
tepsHTe (the infinitive displays the common confusions in sounds, is equivalent to OCS infinitive "npamn" and a perfect translation for the Greek AaBetv). The infinitive is congruent with vecrs (in the accusative), so the reading of Hilandar makes sense
and could be translated as "allow me to receive the honour (of this world)". But weeTs is not a very common translation for kaBapdg, since it means in the first place "rank, honour". (vHers is a common translation for kaBapog). This could be
explained if the original reading was vuets cBBTH (attested in the Slavonic Metaphrast), after which the word for light "ce8Th" was omitted and vuers was interpreted as vecTb.

when | have arrived there, | will be a human. Allow me to be an imitator of the suffering of my God.
£KET TTOPAYEVOEVOG GvBpwrog Beol Ecopal.

£KEL TIOPAYEVOUEVOG GvBpwrog Egopal.

Illuc perveniens, homo Dei

illuc adveniens homo ero.

WUNTAV €lval éBoug Xptotod tol Beol pou.
WunTAV elvat tod néBoug Tod Beod pou.

ut sim imitator passionis Christi Dei mei.
imitatorem esse passionis Dei mei.

EmTpéParte pot
EruTpeParte pot
Concedite mihi,
Sinite me

£KET TTOPAYEVOEVOG. GvBpwrog Beol Eowpat’ grutpédaté pot 100 Beol pou’
TAMO LIbAD BiRH YARKD BOVAON. MOBEAHTE MH Ba Morero.

o0 GHKM :>Tg

The Taurinensis follows the long Greek recension in omitting the article tol and rendering &vBpwrnog Beod (against the middle recension of &vBpwrog). Since the Slavonic language does not have articles, this variation is not visible in the Slavonic
translation, but the Slavonic translation of H.644 does render GvBpwrnog g0l of the long recension.

Hilandar renders the accusative-and-infinitive literally with TOAPAKATEALD BITH (in which the dative TOAPAKATEAI is congruent with mu, rendering a dativus cum infinitivo). Vienna, by contrast, renders a final clause in which the perfective presens of
53ITH (OCS BAAR) is used with noapakaTeas in the nominative as a nominal part of the predicate.

In Hilandar, as well as in Vienna, there is no translation for nta®oug, which slightly differs the meaning of the sentence from "be an imitator of the suffering of my God" to "be an imitator of my God".

If anyone has him within himself, let him both understand what | want and sympathize with me, realizing the things that constrain me.

£l TIC alTOV &V EauTd ExeL, , 0 B&\w, kai oupnaBeitw pot,
£l TG aVTOV év EauTd £xEL, , 6 BéAw, kal oupnaBeitw pot,
Qui eum in se ipso vult habere, intellegat, quod volo, et compatiatur mihi,

Si quis ipsum in se ipso habet, intelligat quod volo, et compatiatur mihi,

£l TIq alTOV €V auTd Exel 0 BéAw kai oupnaBeitw pou
HEKE HMATD I€M0 Bb CeB'R" H AA NOMOYCTHT MH*

€l6w¢ T& cUVEXOVTA pE.
€l8WE TG oUVEXOVTA pE.
sciens, quid sit in me.
sciens, quae continent me.
160G T CUVEXWVTA e’

eMOyRe  XoLHoy CR'EAH ChAPbKELPARA M€,



V.33 HEKE HMATD M0 Bb C¢B'R AA PL\BO\{NTBIGTB eMoyRe xouJX K AA NONOCTHTL MH, CRBABIM ChAPbRKELHAR ME,
Critical apparatus
Observations The imperative in Greek (vonodtw) is rendered as a final clause introduced by aa in the Slavonic translation (both in Hilandar and Vienna).

The similarity between the Taurinensis and the Latin middle recension is striking. (word-for-word).

Line 1

Translation The ruler of this age wishes to snatch me away and corrupt my mind, which is directed toward God.

Greek edition Funk-Diekamp 'O &pxwv tol aid®vog toltou Slapndoat pe BouAetat Kol TV LG tov Bgdv pou yvwpnv StadBeipat.

Greek edition Bihimeyer ‘O dpywv tol ai®vog toutou Slapridoat pe BovAetal Kal tv eig Bedv pou yvwpunv StadOeipat.

Latin long recension Princeps mundi huius diripere me vult et in iudicio Dei mei disrumpere.

Latin middle recension (L) Princeps saeculi huius rapere me vult et eam quae in Deum meum sententiam corrumpere.
C.1.10 6 dpxwv t0d aikvog toitou Slaprndooat pe BouAetat Kol TV €ig Bedv pou yvw...nv Stadbijpat

H. 644 BAACTEAHND MHpA Céro PACKBITHTH Mé XOLHET®, 1 BOAR MOK IAKE Ich B0y’ pACHINATH.

V.33 BAACTEAHND MHPA C€rMo PACXBITHTH M€ XOLHETD, H BOAH MOH KKeé Kb B'_O‘\f PACBINATH.

Critical apparatus

Observations /

Line 2

Translation And so let none of you who are present assist him; rather be on my side—that is, on God'’s.

Greek edition Funk-Diekamp ~ pn&eic o0V TGV mapovTwy VUGV Bondsitw av T UdAov €uot yéveobe, Toutéott ol Beod,

Greek edition Bihimeyer undeic obv TV mapévtwy UuGv BonBeitw abTe" uaAov épot yiveobe, Toutéotw tol Beod,

Latin long recension Nemo ergo de praesentibus vobis auxilietur ei magis autem mei adiutores estote, hoc est Dei.

Latin middle recension (L) Nullus igitur praesentium de vobis adiuvet ipsi; magis autem mei fiatis, hoc est Dei mei.

C.1.10 un8eig [....] Tiv mapodvrl..] budv Ponbeito avTt®: [..JoAov épot yéveaBat Toul....]JL tol

H. 644 Kb ek [] W coyipnxh 3¢ AA HE NOMATAKTS KMoy [...]e MnB BLITH CHPBYD BRHIO"

V.33

Critical apparatus £potl TgM : €pod GHL

Observations The Taurinensis is very difficult to read in this passage, as well as Hilandar (Vienna does not render this line).
The Taurinensis has the variant reading yéveoBau (the infinitive, against the imperative yiveoBe). These two forms are orally very close to each other. The meaning changes then to "let none of you who are present assist him to be on my side". The
Slavonic translation, attested in Hilandar, also renders an infinitive (sbiTh). This is also a clear argument to show the relationship between a branch to which the Taurinensis belongs and the Slavonic translation. This variation, however, was not
indicated in any apparatus, probably because the Taurinensis is hard to read, but the epsilon is clearly readible.
The Latin middle recension has the genitive "mei" against the reading of the Taurinensis and the one of the Greek long recension.

Line 3

Translation Do not speak about Jesus Christ but long for the world. Let no envy dwell among you.

Greek edition Funk-Diekamp
Greek edition Bihimeyer
Latin long recension

Latin middle recension (L)
C.1.10

H. 644

p Aahette Inodv XpLotov,

ur Aadette Inolv XpLotov,
Nolite dicere lesum Christum,
Non loquimini lesum Christum
| R JAnt[.]'Incodv

Ne PATE 1GA XA

KGopov 8¢ mpotiudte.
KOopov 8¢ émBupeite.
mundum honorantes.

et mundum concupiscatis.

[...] AroBHTE

Baokavia év UPIv P Katokeitw.
Baokavia év UPTv pr) KATolKeiTw.
Fascinus in vobis non habitet
Invidia in vobis non inhabitet,

3ARBICTH BB BACH AA Ne KHRE[...



V.33

Critical apparatus

Observations

Line 4

Translation

Greek edition Funk-Diekamp
Greek edition Bihimeyer
Latin long recension

Latin middle recension (L)
C.1.10

H. 644

V.33

Critical apparatus

Observations

Line 5

Translation

Greek edition Funk-Diekamp
Greek edition Bihimeyer
Latin long recension

Latin middle recension (L)
C.1.10

H. 644

V.33

Critical apparatus

Observations

Line 6
Translation

Taurinensis is very illegible, but according to the editions, the Slavonic translation of Hilandar renders the Greek very closely. The translation of émBupeite by nto6ute is not very remarkable in this context. The two other manuscripts belonging to the
same branch as Hilandar (viz. Rila and Zographou) correspond very well to the Greek. Rila reads "ne FanTe Ty §a, Mupa e atosuTe” and Zographou reads "iie FAHTE Ty Ka, MHpA e AtoBHTE".

Even if | urge you otherwise when | arrive, do not be persuaded; instead be persuaded by what | am writing you now.
unée €dv eyw LUAG TAPAKAA®D, nelobnte

und’ av éyw TapakaA® UUAS, TeloBnTé pot

neque, si vos praesens rogavero, consentiatis mihi.

neque utique ego praesens vos deprecor,

TouTtolg & paAov ,
touToLg 8¢ pdilov ,
His autem magis consentite,
His autem magis credite,
TouTtolg ¢ paAov

MOAH Rbl NE NOCAOYLLAHTE MeNe: nl.]

Y 3 ¢ oy 6t :

napwv > HT ?
neioBnte GHTLCM : Tuotevoate g(SmAAm)

0lg ypdidbw OV,
o1G ypddbw UMiv.
quae scribo vobis.
quae scribo vobis.

H [...] cAoyLIAHTE HXKe MHLLIOY

credere mihi.

The Taurinensis is in this passage very hard to read. Bihlmeyer's apparatus tells that mapwv is omitted in the Taurinensis, and it is not present in the Slavonic translation (although the reading of Hilandar does not render the Greek entirely). If the
readings of the other manuscripts (belonging to the same branch as Hilandar) are taken into account, the omission of the Greek mapwv as a variant reading is significant. It shows that the branch of the Taurinensis can have served as the model for the
Slavonic translation. Rila reads "n a3b alje KA Bbl, Ne nocAoyANTe Mene” and Zographou reads "n ass alpe KIAA BbI, N¢ TOCAOY'LUIAHTE MeNe”,

The Taurinensis has the reading nicBitat (normalised neioBnte), deviating from the Greek long recension which has nuoteoate. The Greek nioButat is rendered in Slavonic by TOCAOYLLIAHTE (probably Hilandar has the same reading, because cnoywaure
is clearly visible, but a preposition before the verb can be expected).

However, the translation of this line is remarkable in both Slavonic manuscripts: Hilandar does not render the Greek oig ypddw UiV in translation, whereas in Vienna toutolg is not rendered in translation.

For | write to you while living, desiring to die. My passion has been crucified and there is no burning love within me for material things;

TGv yap ypadw Ly, £pv ToU 6L Xptotov anobavelv. 6 £UOG Epwg EoTavpwral,

v yap ypadw Uiy, €p®v 00 drobaveiv. 0 €u0g Epwg éoTalpwral,

Vivus enim vobis scribo, desiderans mori pro Christo. Meus enim amor crucifixus est
Vivens enim scribo vobis, desiderans mori. Meum desiderium crucifixum est,
£p@v tol anobaveiv 0 &pog Epwg EoTapwrat.

pavto SMpETH MOK PATENHIE MPOMIETO ie:

MOk pATENHEE MPONETO KCTh,

Kol OUK £0Tw €v épot ip GAOUAov

Kot oUK €0ty €v épol tp GpAGUAovV”

et non estin me;

et non est in me ignis amans

Kat oUK EoTwv év Epu iip dLhoiAov

HNE Bb MNE WPRBI BELIM ARBBRb:
WUN'BCTH Bb M’N'E WINb RELLIH AHOBORBHNb.

AKHUBb Kb BAMb®

H IeL1e KHRb ChIH PATHO OYMPBTH,

{ov yap ypddw Lpiv > T (homoeot.)

In Taurinensis , there is an omission of {@v yap ypddw Upiv. The Greek Z@v (participle of {iw) is rendered as an adjective in Hilandar :ugb ("alive", congruent with the first person of nuuwoy), while Vienna renders :ugb et (a periphrastic construction
consisting of the adjective skusb and the active present participle of saiTu (with the translation "while | am still alive"). So, the Slavonic translation relates ZGv to the previous phrase and omits the phrase "yap ypddw Opiv".

The compound word ¢AéUAov is a Greek Patristic word (according to the lexicon of Lampe). The Slavonic translation renders geipn Atosbgb (in Hilandar) and geipn Arosogbib (in Vienna). The first is a composition of geiyn (for the Greek UAn, in the
genitive case) and no6bB8b (accusative, singular for dilog). Here, two substantives are combined, wheras in Vienna the same word for the Greek "material" is used (gein), together with the adjective AroBoRbHb.

instead there is living water, which also is speaking in me, saying to me from within: “Come to the Father.”



Greek edition Funk-Diekamp  08wp 6¢ LQv, &M\Opevov év £poi, £owBev pot Aglpo mpdg TOV natépa.

Greek edition Bihimeyer V8wp 6¢ (v Kot AahoDv v €pot, £owBév pot Sebpo mpog TOV MaTépa.

Latin long recension aqua autem viva alia manet in me intrinsecus mihi dicens: Veni ad Patrem

Latin middle recension (L) aliguam aquam, sed vivens et loquens est in me, intus me dicit: Veni ad Patrem.

C.1.10 06wp 6¢ Lwv Kol AahoDv év épol’ €owBév pot Selipo mpoG TOV Matépa

H. 644 BOAA KHEA H PALHI Bb [.] STpbIoAy MK rpEAH Kb Wiloy-

V.33 BOAA KHEA H PAKLIHH Bb MHS Oy'TPBHAOY MH . PPEAH Kb WIloy.

Critical apparatus Aéyov KCIM, Aéywv GHSm : AéyeL TLg

Observations The Taurinensis has the variant reading Aéyel (shared with the long Greek recension and Latin middle recension), which is also rendered in the Slavonic translation by rjiets (the 3rd person singular of the verb "to say").
Line 7

Translation | have no pleasure in the food that perishes nor in the pleasures of this life. | desire the bread of God,

Greek edition Funk-Diekamp  oUx iSopat tpodfi dOopag 008¢ Adovaig tod Biou toutou, dptov tod Bg0l BéAw, dptov oUpdviov, dptov {whc,

Greek edition Bihimeyer oUx fidopat tpodfi dBopdg 008¢ ndovaig tod Biou touTou, Gptov Beol BéAw,

Latin long recension Non comedam escam corruptionis neque desidero voluptates vitae huius. Panem Dei volo, panem caelestem, panem vitae,

Latin middle recension (L) Non delector cibo corruptionis neque delectationibus vitae huius. Panem Dei volo,

C.1.10 oux podii o05¢ idovalg tol Biou TovTou” dptov B0l BEAW’ dptov oUpdviov Gptov Lwfig

H. 644 Ne nHipe NH CAACTH KHTHIA cero. XA'BBOY BiKHEMoy Kouoy XABBEOY NEBCHOMOY" XA'BEOY' KHBOTHOMOY
V.33 Ne nHie NH CAACTH KHTHRA cero. XABBOY K0 XoLoy. XAABOY NENOMOY. XAAEOY' KHBOTHOMOV'.
Critical apparatus Gptov oupaviov” dptov {wiig zgM (cf. Joh. 6,31,32,48)

Observations The Taurinensis follows here the long Greek (and Latin) recension, rendering &ptov oupdviov” dptov {wfig (which refers to a Biblical quotation). The Slavonic translation also includes this phrase.

The Slavonic translation renders the Greek source differently: in Hilandar, the Greek fiopat is represented by atsato ("l love", which is semantically close to the Greek verb, but renders another nuance, i.e. of love, veneration and desire), whereas
Vienna renders sawau. This is an imperative and not a first person singular as in the Greek example. So, the reading in Vienna is secundary and probably caused by a illegibility (or a defective internal dictation) of nto6ato.

The complement to idopat is in the dative (tpodifj). In Hilandar, the genitive nuie is the object of atosate and further determined by Tathna (genitive, neutre, singular), just as in the Greek example of the Taurinensis ("I do not love food of
destruction”). In Vienna, by contrast, the complement to BarAH can be in the genitive, as is the case here with nuiyie and Tasw’nbl is an adjective, which is a secundary reading and the adjective replaces the genitive TABNHE.

The complement to xowpoy ("I want") is in the dative (xassoy) in both Hilandar and Vienna. However the variation between the adjective s»?wemy (Hilandar) and 6:kumio (Vienna) is rather insignificant, since it is the variation between the longer and
shorter form of the adjective (hence indicated in blue).

Although the Latin middle recension does not render the phrase of the "heavenly bread" and "bread for life", the similarities between the Taurinensis and the Latin middle recension are striking. (word-for-word).

Line 8
Translation which is the flesh of Jesus Christ, from the seed of David;

Greek edition Funk-Diekamp
Greek edition Bihimeyer
Latin long recension

Latin middle recension (L)
C.1.10

H. 644

V.33

Critical apparatus

6 €otwv 0ap€Inocol Xprotod,
6 ¢otwv 0apéInoold Xpiotod,

quae est caro lesu Christi Filii Dei,

quod est caro lesu Christi,
£otL 00p§ Incol XpLotol

16CTh MABTH Iy XBA KHRA®

16CTh MABTH I¢ XA

o0 viod > T

100 yevouévou €K oTEpuatog Aauid kai ‘ABpadu’
100 £k onéppatog Aauis,

qui natus est ex semine David et Abrahae;

eius qui ex genere David,

1ol yevopévou €K oTéppatog Aauid kal 'ABpadyt.
BbLIRLLATO W ¢'BMeNe ,A,E,K:KA H ABPAAMOBA"

BbIRLLAAIM W cBMeNe ABARA. H ARPAAMORA.

o0 uioD tol B=ol, Tol yevouévou €v UoTEE® €k omépuatog Aauib kal ‘ABpadu’ zgM



Observations

Line 9

Translation

Greek edition Funk-Diekamp
Greek edition Bihimeyer
Latin long recension

Latin middle recension (L)
C.I1.10

H. 644

V.33

Critical apparatus

Observations

Line 1

Translation

Greek edition Funk-Diekamp
Greek edition Bihimeyer
Latin long recension

Latin middle recension (L)
C.1.10

H. 644

V.33

Critical apparatus

Observations

Line 2
Translation

The Taurinensis here follows the long Greek recension (against the Latin middle recension), but has a variant reading by omitting ToU uioU. The same reading is found in the Slavonic translation (Vienna).

The gender of the relative pronoun (u:xe in Hilandar and ke in Vienna) introducing the relative subclause is remarkable. The relative pronoun definitely refers to the bread. Probably, the primary reading was the feminine relative pronoun u:xe, and
was soon replaced by the neutre iexe that together with reers could be read as something generic as "it means, in other words".

Hilandar renders »wsa which has no Greek equivalent.

Hilandar does not render the Greek &v Uotépw in contrast to Vienna, that renders nocatike.

and for drink | desire his blood, which is imperishable love.
Kol opa BAw T aipa abtod,

Kol oo BAw T aipa attod,

et potum volo sanguinem eius,

et potum volo sanguinem ipsius,

Kkal rope B0l BEAW T aipo abtol.

M 1HRO BiAHIE XOLJOY' [KPLED 1r0

M IHEOY BUIMIEMOY XOLHOY' EPLEE 1ero,

nopa LSSmMAAMCg : + B0l zM
Kat dévvaog Lwr) zgM (cf. Il Makk. 7,36)

6 éotwv ayann adOaptog

6 éotv ayann ddbaprog.

qui est dilectio incorruptibilis
quod est caritas incorruptibilis.
6 éotwv ayarnn ddpBaptog
FAKE K AHBLT NeTABN NA.

AKE KCTb AHBH NETABNNA.

Kai aévvaog {wn.
et vita aeterna.

Kat aévvaog {wn’
u npnoc[ i Ku3nb:
H NIPHCNOYLIIBNA KH3Nb,

The Taurinensis follows here the long Greek recension, in including kai dévvaog {wr) and the Metaphrast version in including 6o (against the Latin middle recension). The first refer to a Biblical quotation, which is also represented in the Slavonic

translation (both in Hilandar and Vienna).

The Taurinensis renders Beol (together with opa; "for drink of God"), which is also rendered in the Slavonic translation, but in different cases. In Hilandar, xotpoy has two complements in the accusative, i.e. nugo s:knie and KpbBb, whereas in Vienna,
the verb has two complements in the dative, i.e. nugoy sﬁmemoy and Kpbge.

The Greek dydrmn is rendered similarly in the Slavonic translation: in Hilandar, the nominative awebi is used (OCS AwBa1), whereas in Vienna the substantive is rendered by awsn, with the common confusion between bi and u.

1 no longer desire to live like a human; and | will succeed, if you also desire it.

OUkéTL BEAw Kot avBpwroug Tfjv,

OUkETL BEAW Kot avBpwroug Ly,

lam nolo secundum homines vivere ;

Non amplius volo secundum homines vivere;
0UKETN BEAW Katd avBpwroug Jfiv’

HE XOLHOY M0 PARTHOSMOY KHTBI H*

Belnonte : BéAnte g

tolto 6¢ £otay,
toto 8¢ éotal,
hoc autem erit,
hoc autem erit,
todto 8¢ éotal’

B[.JAeTb ke To

£Qv UUETS BEANTE.
£av UPETS Behnonte,
si vos volueritis.

si vos velitis.

£Qv UUIG Belrjottat.

ALJIE RbI XOLJIeTE"

The Slavonic xuTsl is an infinitive with the common confusion between u and bi. The extra u is added quite regularly and has no semantic value.

The similarities between the Taurinensis and the Latin middle recension are striking (word-for-word), although the form "volueritis" of the Latin long recension fits better to the Greek BeArjonte.

Desire it, that you may also be desired.
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Xplot@® ouveotavpwuat’
,

Christo crucifigor;

Velite autem,

BeAjoote GHTC : + 8& L + o0v M(Am)

@ 65€ oUKETL Eywy,
tva kal Upelg
iam ego non vivo,

ut et vos acceptemini.

va kot Upg
AA H BbI

énelbrinep {fj €v éuoi 8 XpLotog.

quoniam vivit in me Christus.

BOYAETE

The Taurinensis does not follow here the long Greek or Latin recension, but closely follows the Latin middle recension. (word-for-word).

The Greek BeArjoate and BeAn6iite is rendered in Slavonic with a more desiring nuance by noxorture and noxortim soyaere, while the more common/neutral translation would be the verb xorty. (cfr. paragraph 6 line 6 for the same translation).

Through just a few words | ask you: trust me!
8U OAiywv ypappdtwy aitodpat Uudg
8U OAlywv ypappdtwy aitodpat UGG

Per modica scripta rogo vos:

Per paucas literas deprecor vos;
8L OAlywv ypappdtwy aitolpe UUEG.
MAAHMBI MTHCMENBI NIPOLLIOY RA

un mopattrjonoBé pe

non mihi observetis,

TUOTEVOQTE HOL,
TULOTEVOOTE UOL,
credite mihi,
credite mihi.
ruotevoartai pov
HMETH BEpOY.

HM'BTE MH BBpOY

&t Tov Inooiiv QA Tov Unép €uod napabodévia.

quia lesum diligo, quoniam et ipse dilexit me et se ipsum tradidit pro me.

Ko

The Taurinensis does not follow here the long Greek recension, although the Vienna manuscript renders rako for the Greek 6t (but omitting the rest of the sentence). The similarities, however, between the Taurinensis and the Latin middle recension

are striking. (word-for-word).

The Greek ruotevoaté is rendered periphrastically in the Slavonic translation (both in Hilandar and Vienna) by umbTu Bbpoy ("have faith"). Although Hilandar uses the infinitive, Vienna renders an imperative with the person mu, like in the Greek

model. The Greek pot is not represented in Hilandar.

*Why shall you take vengeance to the Lord for everything for which you take vengeance on me?

Tl avtanobwow t@ Kupiw mepi naviwy

Quid retribuam ei pro omnibus,

~

L . .
WV avtaméSwké Mot

quae retribuit mihi?

Jesus Christ will show you that | speak the truth. He is the mouth that does not lie, by whom the Father spoke the truth.
aUToc 8¢ 6 Feo¢ kal matiip kai 0 kUptog Inoolg 6 Xplotdg dpavepwoet LIV Tadta, 8Tl AANBWE Aédyw.

'Incol¢ 8¢ XpLotog bavepwoet ULV tadta,

OTL AANBHOG Aéyw.

T0 adeudeg otopa,

v () O ot p GANBGG EAGANGEV.
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lpse outem Deus et Poter et Dominus lesus Chistus manifestabit vobis hacc orria, quia vru dico I

lesus autem Christus vobis manifestabit haec, quoniam vere dico, non mendax os, in quo Pater vere locutus est.
Incolic 8¢ XpLotog LV TaUTa GAVEPWOEL. OTL AANBEG Aéyw’ 10 Adeudeg otopa’ €V @ 0 At p GANB®G ENdAnoev’
IT6 XC¢ IABHTb BAMb TO IAKO HCTHNOY' PAHOTH Né AbKHBAR SeTA: Bb NEM’:ke WIlb 10 HCTHN'E CBMAb:
Ic ;(b IABHTH BAMB TO. IAKO HCTHNOY' PAIOTH HE ABKHEA OYCTA, Bb HIEMb K€ Wilb 10 HCTHIE ChIAAAA.

Upiv tadta pavepwoel GHTCM : vobis manifestabit haec L, pav. Opiv taita g
AANB®G GHL(SM)ACg : dAnBeg Tl, aAnBf M(Am), AAnB®G éAdAncev. HTL: ~ GA(C), &AnB@®¢>SmAm

The Taurinensis does not render the long Greek recension, but the middle recension, including & agudig otdpa,év @ 6 mathp GAnBGG EAGANCEV.
The variation between Ab:kHram and Ab:kHRA is not significant, since it shows the variation between the longer and shorter form of the adjective Az:kHR%.

Concerning word-order, the Taurinensis and the Metaphrast version have the same reading (not shared with the Latin middle recension, nor with the long recension).

Pray for me, that | may attain to God. | have not written you according to the flesh but according to the mind of God.

kat UpelG ouveL§aobE pot, va To0 okomtol TUXw év nveduatt ayiw. oU katd odpka UiV Eypada, GG Kot yvwpnv Bgod.
aitioooBe nept €pod, va érutoyw. oU katd odpka VPl Eypada, AAAG Kot yvwpnv Bgod.

Et vos simul condeprecamini mecum, ut laborem consequar in Spiritu Sancto. Non secundum carnem vobis scripsi, sed secundum dispositionem Dei.
Petite pro me, ut attingam. Non secundum carnem vobis scripsi, sed secundum sententiam Dei.
aiticacBat mepi £pod va oU Kotd oapka UKLV Eypaia, GG Kot yvwpnv Bgoi.
npocHTe Ad : Ne 110 MABTT BAMb HAMHCAXD Nb 110 BOAH BiH-

MpocHTE Ad 3 Ne 110 NABTH BAMb HATHCAXD Nb M0 BOAH BOAKHH,

£rutixw GHTLSMAMCM : + év velbpott ayiw gA

The Taurinensis does not follow the long Greek recension here, but the middle recension, rendering aiticacBat nept épod.

Hilandar renders the Greek verb in the final clause the most closely, since the first person singular (oyaoy+io) is used like in Greek (érutUxw). Vienna renders the second person plural (oyaoywhre) in the final clause, probably to make a correspondence
between the preceding imperative npocure (also found in the second person plural) and the verb in the final clause. In this respect, the addressed persons pray benefit themselves from their prayer (since they would themselves attain to God).

The Greek &ypaia is rendered in the Slavonic translation by nanueaxs (both in Hilandar and Vienna), while in paragraph 4 line 1 the Greek ypddw was translated by nuwoy (from nucarh). The formation of the aorist (Hanucaxb) is based on the verb with
the perfective aspect, and in this case the prefix serves to this perfective aspect (further it has no semantic value).

The Slavonic translation renders the Greek Beo0 with an adjective so:xkuu. This variation is rather insignificantly, hence indicated in blue.

The similarities between the Taurinensis and the Latin middle recension are striking. (word-for-word).

If I suffer, you have desired it; if | am rejected, you have hated me.

£av mdbw, Ayaroote’ £Qv anodokpacd®, £uLonoate.

£4v ndbw, . £av anodokipaco®, .

Si autem passus fuero, dilexistis me; sed si reprobatus fuero, odio me habuistis.
Si patiar, voluistis; si reprobus efficiar, odivistis.

£av dbw, nok....... LV acb®,

ALje MOCTPAKA0Y alpie WRPBKENL BOYAOY,

Ale nocTpaiRoy aLpte WRPbKEND BOY AN

gunpioatad (sic) T (but after checking the reproduction of the manuscript, it should be éunoicatat)



Observations

The two verbs of the main clause are rendered differently in the two Slavonic manuscripts. The sentences are styllistically structured in a parallel way. In Hilandar, the perfect tense is used (consisting of the so-called L-participle and the presens of
53ITH) for Bbexo™BAH 6eTe and BB3NeNARMABAH tecTe. This tense emphasizes the aspect of a completed action and the continuing results in the present of that action. However, in Greek an aorist is used, (expressing the aspect of a completed action), the
same tense as rendered in the Vienna manuscript with BbexoTere and Bb3nenaBHABeTe. Between these two ways of formulating, there are differences in nuance, but seen from a purely functional point of view, they are equal. It is difficult to chose
which reading is primary.
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In your prayer remember the church of Syria, which has God as its shepherd in my place.
MvnuoveUeTe év Tfj mPooeuXfj VUV i v Zupiq kkAnotiag,
MvnpoVeVETE év Tfj TPOCELXT] VUGV i v Zupiq €kkAnoiag,
Mementote in orationibus vestris illius, qui pro me recturus est ecclesiam, quae est in Syria.
Mementote in oratione vestra eius quae in Syria ecclesiae,
HVLHOVEUETE £V Tf) TPOCEVXT| UV i €v Zupia ékkAnoiag.
MOMHNAHTE Bb MTR'E RALLICH: TRNISISINENTIINGS
ACYPHHCKOVI0 LIPKKBb.

ATLg avt' £pol motuéve xphtal Td Kupiw Td eimovt
AT ave' pol mowpéve e Bed yphtat
Credite Domino di centi :
quae pro me pastore Deo utitur.
ATNG vt £pol TUpévL T Be® yphTe.
RAKE Bb MEHE MECTO MACTBIPA ApbK” XA,
NOMHNAHTE Bb MOAHTR'E RKE BB MEHE MTBCTO A PBARHTE NACTBIPEA /QA,
MvnpoveUete : pvipovevoetal T ??2? (but after check manuscript, it should be pvipovetete)
TG T

The critical apparatus of Bihmeyer indicates that the Taurinensis has the variant reading pvipovetoetat. After having checked the manuscript, the Taurinensis reads pvipoveUete, a reading that corresponds with the other manuscripts used for the
edition of Funk-Diekamp and Bihlmeyer. Furthermore, the Taurinensis does not follow the long Greek recension, since it does not include @ kupiw T gindvty, but T Be® instead.

The Hilandar manuscript renders the Greek Opdv (as Bawen), whereas the Vienna manuscript omits this possessive pronoun.

The Taurinensis has the variant reading tfj (against tfic). In Classical Greek, verbs with a meaning related to the mind/memory have a complement in the genitive. It is rather unlikely that a complement in the dative case appears (an accusative would
have been possible). As a result, the variation has to be interpreted as a complement to tf) mpooeuvxij ("in your prayer, that one in the church of Syria").

The variation between eyphcicoyro and acypHckoyto is insignificantly, since these are the same words, denoting the adjective "Syrian" . The adjective acypunckoyio usually has the translation of "Assyrian". On the basis of the other places where Zup-
appears, the primary reading is the one without the a-.

The Greek avt' épod ("instead of me") is rendered more explicitly in the Slavonic translation by the phrase gb mene MeTo ("to my place"). The combination of g meTo + genitive is a common translation for the Greek avti + genitive.

The Greek xpfitat is rendered in Hilandar by A‘mm' and in Vienna by ppbkus (OCS ppikath, "to hold"). The verb apbiknTs (OCS apbhikuTs) is in the indicative praesens 3 singular, but with apbik' the grammatical endings are syncopated, so it is not
transparant for me which form of the verb is meant here.

There is no significant variation between the Greek 8e® ("God", dative complement to xpfitat) and the Slavonic )?(A ("Christ"), because the reference to God differs not systematically. Hence, these words are indicated in blue.

Jesus Christ alone will oversee it [Or: be its bishop], along with your love

Eyw iyt 6 mowunv 0 KaAdg Kot LOVOG QUTAV EMLOKOTIAOEL

UOVOG ATV ETILOKOTOEL

et solus visitabit eam ,

Solus ipsi lesus Christus vice episcopi sit

Kal ) UpQV ig adtov ayamnn.
Kai f Updv aydmn.

et sit vestra in eo dilectio .

et vestra caritas.

Kat f) UpQV aydmn-

H BALLA AKBBI F€10°

Ego sum pastor bonus ;

uévog alTAV Inooic XpLotdg EMLOKOTIAOEL.
GAHMNB I¢ b CBBAIOAETS 10°

KAHWNDb BO I¢ )((I) CbBARAETD H. W BALLA AHBbI €10,

The Taurinensis does not follow the long Greek recension, but it does follow closely the Latin middle recension, which also renders Jesus Christ.
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The Taurinensis has the variant reading in including the name of Jezus Christ, which is also rendered in the Slavonic translation (both in Hilandar and Vienna). This is a significant variant reading. At the same time, the Slavonic teto could correspond to
the Greek phrase ei¢ aUtov (and thereby the reading would deviate from the Taurinensis which omits this phrase). But it is also possible that it is an more explicit addition.

But | am ashamed to be called one of them; for | am not at all worthy, as the least of them and a miscarriage.
€yw 8¢ kal atoyUvopat €€ aUTQV AéyeoBal
£yw 8¢ kal atoyvvopat €€ a0TOV AéyeoBbal

o0 yap eipe @élog,
006 yap elp Gélog,

aUTAV Kal EKTpwua.
alT@V Kal EKTpwpa.

Ego autem et erubesco ex ipsis dici; non enim sum dignus esse ultimus eorum aut purgamentum,

Ego autem erubesco ex ipsis dici. Non enim sum dignus, existens extremus ipsorum et abortivum;
0U8E yap GELOG elpL aUTOV Kal EKTpwHA’

A3’ Ke CTBIKA0CE w IAATH NBCbM’ B0 NHAOCTWHN’, CHXb

A3b Ke CThIRA\CE w FXA'I‘I/I, N'BCMb NHA,0CTOMND CHXb H s

0U8¢ ydp GHT : o0 yap LgAAmM
GEL0G L GHT : ~Lg

The Taurinensis has the variant reading o0& yap (against o0 yap in the long Latin and Greek recension). This variation, however, does not effect the Slavonic translation, because the negation is rendered within the verb and does not express an
emphasis. Furthermore, the Taurinensis does not follow the long Greek or Latin recension, since the Taurinensis displays the word order &§Log eipu (different from eiju &§Log in the long recension and the Latin middle recension). This variation in word
order (of the Taurinensis ) is not rendered in the Slavonic translation.

The Greek autd@v is rendered in the Hilandar manuscript by the demonstrative pronoun cuxs, whereas the Vienna manuscript renders the personal pronoun tixs (in both manuscript in the genitive plural). Furthermore, Hilandar renders raaTiee ("to
be called") with the passive particle c¢ (OCS ca), whereas Vienna omits this particle and renders the verb in the active voice. Due to the omission of the verb, | think that the modification of the pronoun also indicates a secondary reading. As a
supportive argument, the Greek aUt@v in the following phrase (refering to the same persons as in £§ aUT@v) is rendered in both Hilandar and Vienna by cuxs (the demonstrative pronoun). So, in general, Hilandar has the more primary reading,
although in the last part of the sentence the conjunction u has been omitted in Hilandar (and has been preserved in Vienna).

The Greek Gv £oxatog aut@v is rendered differently in Hilandar and Vienna. Hilandar uses nocasanbl, and Vienna transmits nocasa,'num, which is in fact the same (hence indicated in blue) ; both in Hilandar and Vienna, there is no equivalent for the
Greek participle v, probably because the Slavonic translator omitted it. Besides, in Hilardar, the Greek conjunction kat is also missing (whereas in Vienna the Greek kat is rendered by n).

The Greek word &ktpwpa ("miscarriage") is rendered in Hilandar by n3gparb, which is a shortened form of the OCS u3gparaks. In Vienna, nsgpars (OCS usgpars) is found. It was the preference of the copyist to put the concept of a "miscarriage” into
words. He could use the participle praeteritum with or without vocalisation, but in any case the use of the compositum (13 - gpar) is a calque of the Greek (€k - Tpwpa).

But | have found mercy to be someone, if | attain to God.

AN AAénuai TG elvay, £av Beol erutiyw.

AN AAénpat TG elvat, £av Bg0l rutiyw.

sed miserabilis sum nunc, donec Deum merear adipisci.
sed misericordiam consecutus sum aliquis esse, si Deo fruar.

AN AAénpadl TG elvat. £av Beol Erutixw’

Ba oyAoywH:
BA 0yA0yHo,

Nb MOMHAOBAND KCMb
Nb MOMAOBAND HCMb

[.]5¥To BbITH

The Greek AAénpat is rendered periphrastically in the Slavonic translation by nomuaogans teemb (both in Hilandar and Vienna).
The Greek infinitive-clause is omitted in Vienna. Probably this is a secondary omission, because it was seen as redundant or unclear.
The Greek conditional clause is rendered in Hilandar with a conditional clause intorduced by awe, whereas Vienna renders a final clause introduced by aa, which is probably a secondary reading.

The similarities between the Taurinensis and the Latin middle recension are striking. (word-for-word).



Line 5
Translation My spirit greets you, as does the love of the churches that received me in the name of Jesus Christ, and not just as one passing by.

Greek edition Funk-Diekamp  domddetol Updg td Epov nvelpa kai A Ayarn TV EKKANoLiv oV Se€apévwv pe i 6vopaIncol Xplotod, oU) w¢ mapodevovta

Greek edition Bihimeyer Adomddetol UUEG T Epov vedpa Kat A Ayarn TV EKKANoLOV Thv Se€apévwy pe €l 6vopaInool Xplotod, oU) wg mapodevovta’

Latin long recension Salutat vos spiritus meus et dilectio ecclesiarum, quae me susceperunt, sicut nomen lesu Christi habentes me, non quasi transeuntem,
Latin middle recension (L) Salutat vos meus spiritus et caritas ecclesiarum, quae receperunt me in nomine lesu Christi ut non transeuntem.

C.1.10 domnaddetol UUAG TO EpOV vepa Kal 1) Ayarn TV EKKANOLOV TV deapévwy pe €ig 6vopa’inool Xpiotod” oU) wg mapodelovta:

H. 644 L'BAOYIET BbI MOH AXE H AHBBI LPKRb. NPHIEMLLN Me Bb HMe 1" XBO, NE RAKOIKE M)A ELLI0Y
V.33 LLEAOYKTh BbI MOH AXb. H AKEBI LPIKRb. MPHIEMBLLHXL Mé Bb HME I¢ XBO, NE IAICOKE MHIMOXOAELIIA.

Critical apparatus

Observations
In Hilandar, NpHIEMLIK determines atosbl (OCS AtoB1) in the nominative, instead of upﬁsb (in the genitive plural; OCS u‘)bmm) as in the Greek example, in which tdv §e€apévwy is a conjunct participle to ékkAnotdv. So, the meaning in Hilandar would be
"the love of the churches; the love that received me in the name of Christ". In Vienna, the participle nputembLunxs determines uPExb as is the case in the Greek model as well. Here, the Vienna reading is the primary one. The secondary reading in
Hilandar could be caused by (1) an abbreviation of the ending (with superscript -x-), which is commonly attested or (2) the reinterpretation of the participle belonging to "love".

In the Slavonic translation, there is a variation in rendering the Greek participle mapo&etovta, which creates a contrast between Ignatius (whom the church has received; indicated with pe in the accusative) and someone indetermined who passes by
(indicated similarly in the accusative in Greek). In both Hilandar and Vienna, the Greek pe is rendered in the accusative me (OCS ma from the personal pronoun asw), but the passenger is rendered respectively with a participle in the dative
(mnmoxopctpoy) and genitive (mumoxoactpa). For indicating persons, the alternation of the genitive and accusative is common; the genitive could have caused the presence of the dative, since the genitive and the dative have an equivalent value in
Slavonic to express a possessive range. So, in this case the participle is seen as a possessive specifier by "soul/spirit" and "churches".

The similarities between the Taurinensis and the Latin middle recension are striking (word-for-word), although "non quasi" of the Latin long recension fits better the "o0x wg with participle" ("as if not") of the Taurinensis.

Line 6
Translation For even those that did not lie on my actual route went ahead of me from city to city.

Greek edition Funk-Diekamp  kal yap ai pr) mpoorikouoai pot tfj 08¢ KOTO TIOAWY [LE TUPORYalyov.

Greek edition Bihimeyer
Latin long recension

Latin middle recension (L)
C.1.10

Kal yap ai pr mpoorkouoai pot tfj 68®
et aspiciebant viam meam

Etenim non advenientes mihi in via,
Kat yap ai pi mpoorkoucai pot tf 66&

Tfj Katd odpKa,

quae secundum carnem,
Tfj Katd odpKa.

KOTA TIOAWV pE TipOrjyayov.
et pro civitate me deducebant.

secundum civitatem me praecesserunt.

KTl TIOAW pe Ttpofjyov’

H. 644 HECOV'LIARN BO MH BAHAKNIAE: N¥TeMb NABThHEKLIMb: 110 MPAAOMB ME MPORAKAAXOY.
V.33 NECOV'LHAR BO MH BAHKHAR MOY'TE¢Mb NABTbHCKbL N0 FPAAOMB Mé€ TPORAKAAXOY
Critical apparatus Tfj katd odpka > Ag

Observations The Taurinensis does not follow the long Greek recension, since it omits the phrase tfj kata cdpka.

The Greek apposition tfj katd odpka to tfj 06 is rendered differently in Hilandar and Vienna. The first renders the instrumental singular nabThekbiMb as an apposition to Moy TeMb, whereas the last renders an instrumental plural nabTbeichl as an
apposition to the instrumental singular noyrems. The Slavonic word represents the Greek phrase 6 katd odpka in one word (OCS nasThers). Vienna shows a secondary reading under the influence of the abbreviation with the ending in superscript (a
recurrent mistake).

The Taurinensis renders ripofijyov (in the imperfect tense of mpodyw "lead forward, escort"), whereas the editions render mporyayov (in the aorist tense of mpodyw "lead forward"). The Slavonic translation writes npogakAaxoy (in both Hilandar as
Vienna), which is the imperfect tense of npogaxpaaTh ("escort"). The alternation between the tenses does not tell anything about the Greek model text.

The similarities between the Taurinensis and the Latin middle recension are striking. (word-for-word).

Line 1
Translation | am writing this to you from Smyrna, through the Ephesians, who are worthy to be blessed.

Greek edition Funk-Diekamp ~ Tpddw &¢ piv Taita ano Tpvpvng 81 Edeoiwv OV a§lopakapiotwy.
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Mpddw && LIV Talta ano Zuvpvng 81 'Edeoiwv TV d€lopakapiotwy.
Haec igitur scribo vobis de Smyrna per Ephesios beatitudine dignos.
Scribo autem vobis haec aSmyrna per Ephesios digne beatos.

ypddw 6¢ LUV tadta ano Tpdpvng: 65U Edeoiwv TV aflwpokaplotwy’
MHLLIOY" K¢ BAMb W HZMHPNBT cH[H] tehecEMH AOCTOBAKRNHMbI®

The similarities between the Taurinensis and the Latin middle recension are striking. (word-for-word).

Along with many others, Crocus is with me, a name that is dear to me. | believe you know about those who have preceded me from Syria to Rome for the glory of God.

£otL 6¢ apa ™ Svopa, nept v arno uplag eig Pwpnv o1 86€av Beol TLOTELW UUES EMeyvwKEvVaL.
£otw 8¢ kal Gpa 0 pot dvopa. nepl v He ano Zuplag eig Pwpnv €i¢ 86§av Beol ToteLW UPAG Emeyvwkéval,
Est autem mecum mihi nomen. Ex his, qui de Syria ad Romam in gloria Dei, credo vos agnoscere,

desideratum mihi nomen. De advenientibus mecum a Syria in Romam ad gloriam Dei credo vos cognovisse,
Ue Ao Tupiag eig Pwpnv.  €ig 56§av Beol. motelw LUAG AMEYVWKEVOL

e W cHpHie Bb pHMb- Rb CAAROY' KOV REPOI MOZNATH BbI-

Est autem et simul mecum cum aliis multis et Crocus,
£otL 8¢ Kkai Gpa 0
1€ K€ Cb MNOK

pot évopa’ nept v

MH HMe: H

Kol GHTL : > gM(SmAAm)

nadntov T

npooeA8ovtwy L(Am)g : ipoeAOwvtwv GHTA, cuveld. M
Beol HTgM : ol Beol G

aneyvwkéval T

In the Taurinensis , only the phrase £upot Kpokog is preserved and transmitted, as opposed to the phrase "épot oUv toA\oig kat dA\oig Kpokog" in the other Greek manuscripts. The Slavonic translation, as found in H.644 , renders the long phrase (not
following the Taurinensis here).

The Taurinensis has the variant reading naéntév (gerundivum of ndoxw "to suffer") instead of to@ntov (gerundivum of noBw "to desire"). The Vienna manuscript does not transmit this paragraph, but the Hilandar manuscript transmits BbgatBA€HOK
as a translation of moBntov. Here, it does not follow the reading of the Taurinensis .
The reading of mpoeA@wvrtwv is a variant reading of the Taurinensis that does not correspond to the reading of the Latin (advenerunt) or the long Greek recension (pooeA86vtwv), which both express the aspect of approaching and arriving, whereas

nipoépyopal emphasises the aspect of advancing and making progress. In the Slavonic, nposo»‘mmww is found and means "to accompany, to escort", more focussing on the company with which you make a journey.

The Taurinensis and the Latin middle recension have the same reading concerning kai dua / "et simul", but furthermore, it does not share other variant readings with the Taurinensis .

Tell them | am near. For they are all worthy of God and of you. It is fitting for you to refresh them in every way.
oig Kai £yyug
01 Kol £yyog

ol¢ mpémov éotiv LV KaTd dvta avamnadoat.

ol¢ npénov UiV éotiv

. S T
TAVTEG yap elov délot Bod kat UPmdV*

TIAVTEG yap €lotv GELoL B0l Kat UuGV Katd ndvra dvanadoat.

quae mihi mandastis adhuc proxime constituto. Omnes enim digni sunt Deo, et apud vos me oportet in omnibus requiescere.
quibus et manifestatis prope me existentem. Omnes enim sunt digni Deo et vobis, quos decens est vos secundum omnia quietare.
oig Kai £yyug TAVTEG Yap €lOLV ...L10L To0 B0l Kol UGV oUg ... K... avanaio..

HMKe KbZB'EC’I‘HC’I‘G BAHZb BCH BO AOCTOMNH COV'Th BAKH* H BAMb BCEAHTBKbI MOKOHTHIE,

pe évra’ pévovra (sic) T
Beol Tg : tol Beol GH
Ul éotiv GHT : ~ Lg



Observations

Line 4

Translation

Greek edition Funk-Diekamp
Greek edition Bihimeyer
Latin long recension

Latin middle recension (L)
C.1.10

H. 644

V.33

Critical apparatus

Observations

The Taurinensis has the reading nAwoatat, probably because the scribe projected the alpha of the following syllable onto the previous one, since the form dnAwoatat does not make sense in Greek.

The Taurinensis has the variant reading pévovta (participle, accusative, masculine from pévw "to stay" without an indicated antecedent in the accusative), whereas the other Greek manuscripts have pe évta. The Greek phrase €yy0g pe 6vta (with
participle) serves as a direct object to the verb dnAwoete and replaces an accusative-with-infinitive construction. In the Slavonic translation of H.644 renders me coyiyia as a translation for pe évta (against the reading of the Taurinensis ).

Concerning anwbichl nokonTHie: probably, there were several corruptions resulting in this form. Originally, you had to read gsceanvbeies (as an adverb, cfr. Mikl. ~ in omnibus of secundum omnia / kat@ rtavta) nokonTw (quietare of requiescere /
avanadoat), but probably the fragment was not well understood by the scribe and he made some modifications.

| am writing this to you on August 24. Farewell until the end, in the endurance of Jesus Christ.

gypaa 6¢ Lpiv Tadta Tfj PO Evvéa Kahavd MV ZemTeUPpiwv. £ppwoBe ig Téhog v Umopovii Incod XpiLotod.

gypada 8¢ LUl tadta Tfj po évvéa Kahavd®Vv Zemteuppiwv. £ppwobe gig téhog év Umopovii Incod Xpilotod.

Scripsi vobis haec IX Kalendas Septembris. Incolumes estote usque in finem in patientia lesu Christi.
Scripsi autem vobis haec in ea quae ante novem Kalendas Septembris. Valete in finem in sustinentia lesu Christi.

L€ Utv tadta .. .0 évvéa KooV ZepmTepBpiwv’ €ppwobau gig TéN0G év Umopovf) Incol Xpiotol
NAMHCAXD BAMB I'IpbB’EIG ,A,G}KG'I‘I)T KAAANBADL CEKTEBPA"

SentepBpiwv (-Bpiou M) TLgM
The Hilandar manuscripts specifies the date "the day before the ninth calends of September" with 24 August.

The similarities between the Taurinensis and the Latin middle recension are striking, although "in ea" is not rendered in the Taurinensis.



