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Anisava Miltenova

TOWARDS THE SLAVIC TRANSLATIONS OF CAPITA

PARAENETICA ASCRIBED TO EITHER NILUS OF

ANKYRA OR TO HESYCHIUS OF JERUSALEM

It has been rightfully noticed many times that the medieval
Bulgarian literature was prevailingly monastic in character. In
other words, the greater part of both translated and original writ-
ings (no matter whether they belonged to the canonical monastic
readings or not) were created in monasteries, were intended for
monks and disseminated by monks. Any study of the First Bul-
garian Kingdom’s literary repertoire leads to the conclusion that it
was “a typical monastic library similar to those in the bigger Byz-
antine monasteries”1. This is based on an estimation of the medie-
val Bulgarian men of letters’ mentality and interests: they, in the
spirit of the Eastern Orthodoxy, translated and copied mainly
texts related to both the catechistic part of Christian literature (i.e.
the explanatory part which aims at preparing for Christianity and
at practicing it) and the paraenetic part of the same literature (i.e.
the didactic, instructive part)2.

The monastic literature from the early period is preserved in
fragments, so the conclusions concerning its scope and character
are made, to a greater extent, on the basis of the manuscript col-
                                                
1 Thomson 1999a: 117–118.
2 Survey in: Thomson 1999a: 107–139; Veder 2005а; Veder 2005b; Miltenova
2007; Istorija 2008: 203–212.
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lections of the Hilandar and Zograph monasteries on Mount
Athos (as, by the way, is the case with the rest of the Slavic literary
tradition)3.

The so-called florilegia4 take a major place in both Byzantine
and Slavic monastic miscellanies, especially of those related to the
Holy Mount of Athos. These anthologies include excerpts which
favour the spiritual perfection of the Christian – from the Bible,
from the writings of the Holy Fathers and ancient authors – as
well as wise phrases (ãíþìáé) and apophtegms (BðïöèÝãìáôá)
combined with short exegetical texts with instructions and rec-
ommendations. In the florilegia the respective texts are organised,
more or less consistently, according to a thematic or a structural
principle5. The complexity of their textological study is due to the
peculiarity of their content – they are comprised of numerous
fragments which are difficult to identify. The long and compli-
cated analysis of this paraenetic texts, the efforts to determine the
history of the translations and their transmission sometimes have
unexpected results in terms of their chronology and specifics. I
have recently reported some information concerning a few an-
thologies of wise phrases, which are closely linked to the First
Bulgarian Kingdom’s monastic literature6.

In the present research I propose some data concerning an un-

                                                
3 ̖΅ΕΑ΅Α΍Έ΍Ζ 1996: 337–346; ̖΅ΕΑ΅Α΍Έ΍Ζ 2004, 175–195, 303–306. New details
concerning the manuscript heritage can be found in the precious inventory of
the newly discovered manuscript collection at St Catherin’s Monastery on
Mount Sinai, made by Prof. Ioannis Tarnanidis (Tarnanidis 1988); this discovery
became the starting point for many new studies both in Byzantology and in
Slavic studies.
4 Richard 1964 (Reprinted in Opera minora, t. 1, Turnhout, 1976, N 1, coll. 475–
512).
5 Marti 1984: 126; Kuzidova 2003; Getov 2006: 1–2 and literature cited.
6 Miltenova, Getov 2001; Miltenova 2009.
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known Slavic translation of a writing comprised of maxims (sen-
tentiae) entitled: ÏðïDáíàãî wöЃà íàøåãî íèëà. w ðàçóì¥è ó÷åí·à

äøЃåïîëüçíàà. Inc.: Ñòðàaђ èìýè áæЃ·è. è ÷T ђòîìü êü âñýìü ñâýòDåëüñòâîìü

ñâýñòè ñâîåå áýñýäóè. Three copies of this translation are known to

me so far:
1. In parchment Ms 382 (453) in the Hilandar’s collection

(further on Hil 382) – from the late 13th–early 14th century7, Serbian
in origin; no jus signs, one-jer Rashka orthography – is preserved a
fragment from the text on ff 59r(a)-60v(c) (two-column text). This
copy is the oldest one in this group. Inc.: ....âüñà ðàçóìýâàè òëýí°íà
áë Ѓãî¬p æå äýëî íåòëýþùå. ëýíè ñå w èíýa ¬pëèêî æå àê¥ ñêîòü ñòâàðàþòü
÷ëЃâêà. äýëàè æå òàà. End: Î ãëàâèçíàõ æå ñëPâåñí¥èõü äøЃå íå ëýíè ñå.
õîùåøè áî ñóäèè íàìè ìýðàìè. ïî¡ìàëý èñï¥òàíü á¥èòèè<

2. In parchment Ms 72 in the Romanian Academy of Sciences,
Bucharest – Serbian in origin, 14th century8, ff 37r–43r: ÏðïîDáíàãî wЃöà
íàøåãî íèëà. w ðàçóìíèi ó÷åíèÿ äøЃåïîëüçíàà. Inc.: Ñòðàõü èìýè áæЃè· è
÷òTђîìü êü âñýìü ñâýDòåëüñòâîì ñâýñòè ñâî¬¬ áåñýäóè ñàìîìó áûòè áЃó
âýðóè âü íèõæå äýëà¬øè ïðT ђíî áýãàè ïîõâàëû ñòèäè æå ñå õóëû.

                                                
7 V. M. Istrin, who discovered the miscellany, supposed it originated in the 13th

century (Istrin 1896: 48). Sava Hilandarets accepted the same time of origin
(1897: 20–21). P. A. Lavrov linked the manuscript to the late 13th-early 14th cen-
tury (Lavrov 1899: I–ʒIV). He was the first to ascertain that it had content simi-
lar to the Izbornik of 1073. Identifying two folia from the V. Grigorovič collection
(nowadays kept in the Russian State Library in Moscow, ʂ 1702) as a part of
the miscellany. The major part of the scholars date the manuscript around the
border between the two centuries (see Matejic 1976: 32 – he classified the
monument as a Patericon and dated it back to the 14th century; Bogdanovič 1978:
150–151, N 382 – he classified it as a Zlatostruj; Ivanova 1979: 57–59 as well as
footnote 9 – she datedit back to the 13th–early 14th century; Matejic, Thomas
1992: 499 – defined the manuscript as Zlatostruj; Thomson 1993: 40, footnote 41,
proposed as more valid dating the 14th century).
8 Panaitescu 1959: 87–88.
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3. In paper Ms 310, in the Romanian Academy of Sciences, Bu-
charest – Walachian in origin, 16th century9, no jus signs, two-jer
orthography ff 101r–108r: ÏðïDáíàãî wöЃà íàøåãî íèëà. w ðàçóì¥ è

ó÷åí·à äøЃåïîëüçíàà. Inc.: Ñòðàaђ èìýè áæЃ·è. è ÷T ђòîìü êü âñýìü
ñâýòDåëüñòâîìü ñâýñòè ñâîåå áýñýäóè. End: w ãëàâèçíàõ æå ñëîâåñí¥èa
äøЃå íå ëýíè ñå. õîùåøè áî ñóäè íàìè ìýðàìè. ïîìàëý èñï¥òàíà á¥òè<

The three manuscripts are in close interrelation. G. Mihaila10

was the first to reveal the dependency of the manuscripts in the
Romanian Academy of Sciences (Ms 72 and Ms 310) with the Hi-
landar Miscellany. Later K. Ivanova published a full description
and study of the part from it which is identical to the Izbornik of
107311. In addition F. Thomson specified the place of the manu-
script and pointed out that Hil 382 and the manuscripts in Bucha-
rest had probably the same protograph; he also stated that the
three manuscripts present a separate branch of the Izbornik manu-
script tradition (the so-called First Symeon’s Miscellany)12. This
opinion was accepted unanimously by the researchers. The Hilan-
dar Codex (no matter all the lacunae which spoil the integrity of
many texts)13 is made of two separate manuscripts (ff 1–197 and ff
198–259) with separate pagination of the two parts. The first part
is a florilegia, and includes numerous excerpts from the Holy Fa-
thers’ writings, from early Christian and pagan authors which are
still deprived of detailed description, identification and critical
edition. Namely on some of them we focus in our recent publica-
                                                
9 Panaitescu 2003: 55–58.
10 Mihaila 1977: 255–280; Mihaila 1987: 3–20.
11 Ivanova 1979: 57–96.
12 Thomson 1993: 40–50.
13 So far are known three fragments, additional to the manuscript, which are
kept in Russia – two are in the Library of the Russian Academy of Sciences in St
Petersburg (Dmitrievski 41 ˆ 13.7.1) and one is in the Russian State Library in
Moscow (Grigorovič Ms 19 /ʂ 1702/).
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tions14.
The present study deals with a writing which is a selection of

Christian ethical instructions (CPG 6583: Sententiae) grouped in
two parts (very often merging or interwoven): a) Capita paraenetica.
Inc.: Öüâïí V÷å 2åï‡ êáp ðü2ïí (CPG 6583a, PG 79: 1252-1262); b).
Sententiae abducentes hominem a corruptibilibus. Inc.: >Ïä{ò årò
BñåôÞí, ^ ôï‡ âßïõ öõãÞ (CPG 6583b, PG: 1240-1250). There are
more than 40 Greek copies (the earliest are from the 9th century)15

of this text (henceforth Capita paraenetica)16 as well as some Arme-
nian and Georgian translations. The copies, which vary according
to the quantity and the ordering of the phrases both in Slavic and
Byzantine manuscripts, appear not only with the name of Nilus of
Ankyra (ca 390–430) but also with the name of Hesychius of Jeru-
salem (ca 380– 433?).

The variation of the authorship directs us to the assumption
that the text was originally by Evagrius Ponticus (ca 345–399). As
soon as in the 6th–7th century a great number of Evagrius’ writings
(or parts of them) were ascribed to Nilus and Hesychius. It is a
well-known fact that Evagrius, in the spirit of Neoplatonism, fol-
lowing the teaching of both Macarius of Egypt and Macarius of
Alexandria, first systematised the ascetic writings of the Egyptian
monks17. At the Second Council of Constantinople (553) Evagrius’
                                                
14 Miltenova 2000, 319–324. Miltenova, Getov 2002, 305–320 (and the literature
quoted there); Miltenova 2008: 458–493; Miltenova 2009 (in print).
15 For a list of the manuscripts see Mennes 1971: 278–281, compare also the da-
tabase at: http://pinakes.irht.cnrs.fr/rech_oeuvre/resultOeuvre/filter_auteur/41-
09/filter_oeuvre/5257
The popularity of the wise phrases is proven by the fact that Patriarch Photios
mentions them at the end of a list of apophtegms and wise thoughts in his Bib-
liotheca at the spot where he speaks about ·ΑΝΐ΅΍ in 22 chapters (codex 198).
16 This designation is introduced with the first publishing of the wise phrases
(Fronton du Duc 1624).
17 Harmless 2004: 345–399.
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texts were condemned as popularising Origen’s ideology and this
is why a great part of his writings began being spread by means of
pseudo-authorship. Capita paraenetica fully corresponded to the
mystical trend in the monks’ perfection which was characteristic
for this author18.

Copies of the two parts of the writing – or at least of certain
fragments from it ascribed to Nilus of Ankyra – are included in
about one half of the known and described manuscripts. No tex-
tological research has been done on them so far. Some extremely
important details concerning the history of the text are presented
in A. Guillaumont and C. Guillaumont’s study on Practicus (capita
centum) by Evagrius19. Under the title Floriléges Évagriens scholars
group several Greek manuscripts, typical in composition, which
include question-and-answer texts, excerpts from the writings of
the Holy Fathers, apophtegms, short units of wise phrases etc.

The manuscripts most important for the present study among
those are: 1) Gr 126, Russian State Library, Moscow, 12th century, ff
124r-v 120r-125v: Title: Íåßëïõ ãíῶìáé âéùöåëåῖò. Inc.: Öόâïí σ÷å
èåïῦ êáὶ ðόèïí (PG 79, 1252 B–1261 C and 1240 C–1244 C)20; 2)
Theol. Gr. 167, Austrian State Library, Vienna, 14th century, ff
179v–184v: Title: Ôïῦ ὁóßõ Íåßëïõ ãíῶìáé âéùöåëåῖò. Inc.: Öόâïí
σ÷å èåïῦ... ((PG 79, 1252 B–1261 C and 1240 C–1249 B)21; 3). Vat.
Ottobon. Gr. 436, Vatican Library, from the year 1435 ff 170v–172v:
Title: Ôïῦ ὁóßõ Íåßëïõ ãíῶìáé âéùöåëåῖò. Inc.: Öόâïí σ÷å èåïῦ...

(PG 79, 1225 B–1257 А-B); 4) Vallic. Gr. 67 (E 21) 14th century, ff
170v–172v: Title: Ôïῦ áõôïῦ êåöÜëáéá äéÜöïñá ἑâäïìÞêïíôá å´. Inc.:

Öόâïí σ÷å èåïῦ... (PG 79, 1225 B–1257 B). A. Guillaumont and C.
                                                
18 Sinkewicz 2003: ʒVІІ–ʒL.
19 Guillaumont, Guillaumont 1971.
20 Papoulidis 1981: 491; Guillaumont, Guillaumont 1971: 272–274.
21 Hunger, Kresten, Hannick 1984: 268–275; Guillaumont, Guillaumont 1971:
275–277.
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Guillaumont found out that codices Gr 126, Theol. Gr. 167 and
Patm. 54822 to a greater extent have a similar composition23. They
relate them to one and the same branch in the manuscript tradi-
tion with a hypothetic protograph Ζ (early 12th century) originating
from an archetype (Ι) which, most probably, is much earlier24. To
this branch of Capita paraenetica and the surrounding sententiae we
may well add also the codex Vatop. 38, 10th century, ff 154r–159v:
Ãíῶìáé âéùöåëåῖò. Inc.: Öόâïí σ÷å èåïῦ... (PG 79, 1252 B 3 – 261 C
10 and 1240 C 1 – 1249 B 5; CPG 6583)25. The listed copies ascribe
the writing to Nilus of Ankyra (except for Vatop. 38, where it is
anonymous).

It is worth mentioning here that there is an apparent similarity
between these Greek miscellanies and the initial archetype of co-
dex Hil. 382 (together with Ms 72 and Ms 310 in the Library of the
Romanian Academy which are related to it). In the content of the
Greek manuscripts prevail the theological question-and-answer
writings and paraenetic excerpts from the Holy Fathers – John of
Damascus, Maximus the Confessor, Nilus of Ankyra, Hesychius of
Jerusalem etc. The first part of the Viennese manuscript Theol.gr.
167 from the year 1280 (ff 1–69) includes the Mirror (Dioptra) by
Philip Monotropus; the largest part in the second half (from the
late 13th century) is taken by the questions and answers of Athana-
sius of Sinai26. Next to them finds its place a mosaic of paraenetic

                                                
22 Sakkelion 189: 235; this codex does not include the text examined here, but
other excerpt with the name of Nilus.
23 Guillaumont, Guillaumont 1971: 278–279; final stemma of witnesses in: Getov
2006: 3–4.
24 Guillaumont, Guillaumont 1971: 369. According to the analysis of the whole
content the composition was probably spread in the 10th century.
25 I am very thankful to Dorotey Getov who directed me to this manuscript and
gave me a photocopy of its description: Lamberz 2006: 168–183.
26 Bibikov 1996: 150–151.
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texts – florilegia type – translated in the above mentioned South
Slavic manuscripts. It is logical to assume that the translation is
made from a Greek manuscript similar in composition, most
probably in a monastic environment.

In a second group of Greek manuscripts Capita paraenetica is
ascribed to Hesychius of Jerusalem (under the name of the same
author is included also in CPG 6583). Some of them are analysed
and published by J.-K. Orellius27; the text in his edition shows
some differences in relation to the text published by Migne (PG 79
1252–1261 and 1240–1248). According to M. N. Speranskij the
Slavic translation which is preserved in the Sviatoslav Miscellany
(Izbornik) of 1076 (Russian in origin) goes back to a Greek arche-
type closer to the text published by Orellius28. The publishers of
the Izbornik of 1076 foster this opinion and so put as appendices
namely the text printed in the mentioned edition29.

Systematisation of Slavic translations has not finished yet.
Nevertheless there are enough data on the basis of which one can
outline (at least as an initial stage) the history of this popular
paraenetic composition. Below I am going to summarise the
known evidence.

The first (probably the earliest) Slavic translation of Capita
paraenetica came to us in its earliest copy in the Izbornik of 1076
(Ermitažnoe 20 Russian State Library, St. Petersburg), Russian in
origin, ff. 62ʴ–79ʴ (without any end): Íàêàçàíè¬ ·ñyõè­ ïðåçâyòåðà
èåðñëìüT ђ. Inc.: Ñòðàõú âúèíó èìýè è áæzèþ ëþáúâü. è ÷èñòî êú âüñýìú

ñðäzöå. The Greek archetype is, as I have already mentioned, a

                                                
27 Orellius 1819: 320–349.
28 Speranskij 1904: 433. According to him in Melissa (a Greek miscellany) was in-
cluded another selection of the wise phrases ascribed to Hesychius.
29 Izbornik 1965: 710–718.
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combination of CPG 6583a and 6583b30. The text was interpreted in
detail at the reconstruction of the so-call Kniazheski izborink by W.
Veder31. The transmission of the translation which appeared in
Bulgaria in the 10th century could be traced in a number of Russian
and Serbian manuscripts from the 14th to the 17th century – Veder
divides them into three groups: 1) related to the so-called
Menayon Miscellany (Mineen izbornik)32, 2) to the “veritable”
Prince Miscellany (Kniazheski izborink) and 3) to the Miscellany of
John the Sinner (Izbornik na greshniya Ioan). These groups present
three successive stages of the reconstructed development of simi-
lar didactic compositions intended for instructing the Bulgarian
heirs of the throne. Veder hypothesises that the Menayon Miscel-
lany originated around the year 900 (for the princes Michail and
Petἄr), that the Kniazheski izborink was compiled at the same time
(for Prince Petἄr) and that the Miscellany of John the Sinner could
be dated back after the year 96033. The compilation of the miscella-
nies as a whole combines excerpts from already translated
preaching and hagiographic writings34 and in its turn becomes a
basis for new compilations enriched with parts from the Egyptian
Paterikon, Skete Paterikon, John the Climacus’ Ladder, John
Chrysostom, the Bible Book called the The Wisdom of Jesus Son of
Sirach and others. As a result from such “compilation of compila-
                                                
30 See also Speranskij 1904: 420–421 who calls them ̓΅Ε΅ίΑΉΗ΍Ζ and ̆Αῶΐ΅΍ re-
spectively.
31 Veder 2008: 8–10; 35–48.
32 Bulanin 1990: 161–178.
33 Veder 2008: 12.
34 Vita of St. Nyphon by Genadius of Constantinople (5th c. – 471), Zlatostruj, ex-
cerpts from the Simeon Miscellany (Izbornik of 1073), from the Skete Paterikon,
Vita of Theodora of Alexandria, questions and answers by Pseudo-Athanasius
of Alexandria, the sententiae by Menander, the Agapithus’ instructions for good
ruling (one of the most popular Byzantine “Mirrors” dedicated to ars guberna-
ndi) etc.
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tions” down to us came the Sviatoslav Miscellany (Izbornik) of
1076 which was copied by a Russian man of letters (yet it is good
evidence to the Old Bulgarian origin of the parts included in it)35.
The different lexical readings show the variety characteristic of
this type of literature. The writing either remains anonymous or in
its title there are various authors mentioned: Hesychius of Jerusa-
lem (in Ermitažnoe 20 Russian State Library, Izbornik of 1076; in a
miscellany of 16th c., Meleckij Monastery 119, Central Scientific Li-
brary, Kiev, and Ms 45, 15th–16th c., University Library, Saratov);
St. Nyphont (Ms Pogodin 1032, 15th c., Russian State Library and
Ms Voskresenskij 110, 16th–17th c., State Museum of History, Mos-
cow); St. Ephrem (manuscript T.p. 13, 14th c., Library of Russian
Academy, St. Petersburg and Ms 26, 14th c., National Library of
Serbia, Belgrade), and a fragment in Ms 1037, 14th c., National Li-
brary of Bulgaria, Sofia, bears the name Nilus36. No matter the dif-
ferences between the witnesses (mainly in terms of the number of
the sententiae), the reconstructed text of Capita paraenetica in this
Mediveal Bulgarian translation is reliable when comparing it with
the rest of the translations of the text.

In his research on the sentential literature M. N. Speranskij
views as part of the earliest translation a fragmental copy which is
found in a parchment manuscript Ms 93 (1–2) (ʂ. 2513 І–ІІ) from
A. N. Popov’s collection, Russian National Library, Moscow, 14th–
15th century, uncial in two columns. The text is on ff 67b–68c: Ñòzãî
ïðýïîDáíàãî wzöà ízøåãî èñèõèÿ ïðåçâèòåðà è¬ðëT ђìüñêààãî ïîó÷åíèÿ. Inc.:

Ñòðàõü èìýè áæzèè ëþá±âå. è ÷èñòî êü âñýìü. ñâýäýòåëüñòâî ñüâýñòíî

èìýè. This is an excerpt from Capita paraenetica, but large parts of

the text were omitted. At its end a paterikon text was added with-
out a separate heading. The manuscript – written by a man of let-
                                                
35 Veder 2005: 185–199.
36 Veder 2008: 35.
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ters with Serbian orthographic habits but directly from a Middle
Bulgarian protograph – comprises of the Skete Paterikon, parts of
Vita Constantini, the Vita of Andrew the Holy Fool, the Vita of
Theodora of Alexandria, the Dormition of Theotokos by John the
Theologian etc37.

In the Slavic manuscript tradition there are other two variants
of Capita paraenetica which are ascribed to Hesychius of Jerusalem.
The first one is attached to the collection of wise phrases Pčela
(̏έΏ΍ΗΗ΅, The Bee) in a few Russian manuscripts, with its main
representative Ms F.n.I.44, Russian National Library, St. Peters-
burg, 14th–15th century. It is published by Semenov38 with different
lexical readings after two other manuscripts (Ms 324/ 421 from the
Synodical collection, State Museum of History, Moscow, 16th c.,
and Ms 1066 from Pogodin’s collection, Russian National Library,
St. Petersburg, 16th c.). It bares the name of Hesychius in its title:
Ñëîâöà èçáðàíà ñòzãî èñóõèÿ ïðîçâóòåðà èåðëèTђìüñêàCђ. Inc.: Ñòðàõú ázæè
èìýè âñåãäà è æåëàíèå èìýè ê íåìó è ÷òî ñúâýäèòåëüñòâî èìýè êî

âñýìú. According to Speranskij the Greek archetype in its full form

is ̓΅Ε΅ίΑΉΗ΍Ζ (i.e. PG 79, 1252 B–1261 C and 1240 C–1249). The
scholar points out numerous arguments in favour of the hypothe-
sis that this was a separate translation, different from the one in
the Izbornik of 1076.

M. N. Speranskij introduces in the scholarship a third transla-
tion when he publishes a 16th-century Russian copy: Ms 165/650
from the Synodical collection, State Museum of History, Moscow,
16th century, f 258r: Ñòzãî Íèëà. § ïðèòú÷ü åãî êî èíîêîN. à Ќ. ÍåâüçDðüæàí·å

áðàøåíú ïðåñýöàåU ïîñòú. According to the researcher close to this

copy are the following manuscripts: Ms 763 (1834) Trinity Sergius
                                                
37 The Miscellany, bound in two volumes, does not have a published descrip-
tion. I use the typed description made by B. M. Tihomirov.
38 Semenov 1892.



A. Miltenova136

Lavra, Russian State Library, Moscow, 15th century, Russian in
origin; Ms 171 (1674) from the same collection and library, 15th

century, Russian in origin; Ms 404, National Library, Belgrade,
burnt during World War II, 17th century, Serbian in origin.

The composition of the Greek archetype differs from the above
mentioned – in its initial part it includes phrases from ̓΅Ε΅ίΑΉΗ΍Ζ
ΔΕόΖ ΐΓΑ΅ΛΓύΖ (PG 79 1235–1240) and then phrases from both
̓΅Ε΅ίΑΉΗ΍Ζ (PG 79 1250–1261) and ̆Αῶΐ΅΍ (PG 79 1240–1250).
The style and the language of the sententiae also differ from those
of the early translation. The same text is found in Ms 74 in the Li-
brary of the Romanian Academy of Sciences in Bucharest, 1460–
1470, Moldavian in origin with Middle Bulgarian protograph, f
49r: Íåâúçäðúæàíè·å áðàøåíü ïðýñýöàåU ïîTђ íåâúçäðúæàí·å áë©äó

ïðýïèíàåU, as well as a later manuscript from the Synod Library in

Bucharest, Ms ІІ 280, 16th century, Moldavian in origin39.
Even from a cursory glance it is clear that this group of texts

goes back to a Middle Bulgarian translation of another Greek col-
lection. It was ascetically oriented and found place in miscellanies
with translations of authors related to the teaching of Hesychasm.

What is the place of the newly discovered translation of Capita
paraenetica found in Hil 382 (in Ms 72 and Ms 310 in the Romanian
Academy of Sciences respectively) among the ones enlisted above?

I already underlined that no major research on Capita
paraenetica has taken in consideration these three South Slavic
copies. As far as the composition goes, they omit – just as is the
case in the Kniazheski izborink – the first 24 alphabetically ordered
phrases which were tentatively named ̍ΉΚάΏ΅΍΅ ἤ Δ΅Ε΅ίΑΉΗ΍Ζ
(PG 79 1252 B –1260 C); then phrases 25 – 119 are consistently pre-
sented in them except for some minor omissions, additions of
separate words and only one transposition (phrase 50 was placed

                                                
39 Mircea 2005: 140.
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between phrases 56 and 58). The second part of the text, entitled
Èñèõ¥åâî ñëîâî in the mentioned copies, fully corresponds to

̆Αῶΐ΅΍ ἀΔά·ΓΙΗ΅΍ ΘῶΑ ΚΌ΅ΕΘῶΑ Ύ΅ὶ ΎΓΏΏῶΗ΅΍ ΘΓῖΖ ἀΚΌάΕΘΓΖ
ΘὸΑ ΩΑΌΕΝΔΓΑ (PG 79 1240 C – 1249 B) – phrases from 1 to 98. The
order and the segmentation of the sententiae are the same as in the
Greek copies in Mosq. Gr 126, Theol. Gr. 167 and Vatop. 38. The
preliminary comparison shows that the closest copy is the one in
Mosq. Gr 126; its detailed analysis and edition are yet to be done.
This Greek copy – which quite closely follows the publication in
PG – when juxtaposed to the text published by V. Semenov and in
the Izbornik of 1076 – shows some differences to them.

The Slavic translations present in W. Veder’s reconstruction of
the Kniazheski izbornik (henceforth K) and the oldest copy of the
text in Melissa or Pčela (henceforth P) are different from the trans-
lation under consideration (henceforth A) not only in volume but
also in language:
• 1–23 in А correspond to 25–49 according to PG 1252 ɪ–1253 A;

the same phrases correspond to 1–23 in P but in the translation
of P 29 and 30 as well as 39 and 40 are fused and in 12 there is
an addition; in К 36, 37, 38 and 46 are omitted.

• 24–30 in А correspond to 51–57 according to PG 1253 B; these
sentences correspond to 24–30 in P but there 49 and 50 fuse in
the translation; К omits 52, 53 and 55; under 31 in А is phrase
50; this transposition is typical only for А.

• 32–60 in А correspond to 58–88 according to PG 1253 C–1256
D; А omits 59 and 63; the translation in P corresponds to
phrases 31–59 but 80 is divided in two – 53 and 54, and 82 is
missing; К omits 66, 67, 68, 73, 75 and 88.

• 61–70 in А correspond to 89–98 in PG 1257 A–B; they corre-
spond to 61–71 in P; 96 is divided in two – 68 and 69; P ends
here but with other phrases as Semenov has already pointed
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out40; К omits 93.
• 71–89 in А correspond to the Greek text 99–116, PG 1257 A–B;

К translates selectively: 101, 103, 104, 107, 109, 119, 125, 127–
131 and 136–138.

• The second part, entitled Èñèõ¥åâî ñëîâî, translated fully in А
(1–98), is selectively presented in К: 2-4, 8, 10, 12, 22, 26–29, 40,
42, 47, 50–51, 53–55, 57–59, 63, 66, 76–77, 79, 78, 80–87, 89–91,
93–9841.
All this confirms the conclusion that A, P and K are separate

translations which are related to different Greek variants.
The earliest copy of Hil 382 (ff 59a–60c), as I pointed out, is

from the final part of the writing (and perhaps this is why it has
not been noticed yet) in Ms 72 (ff 37r–43r) and Ms 310 (ff 101r–
108r) from the Romanian Academy of Sciences. The text is fully
preserved, undamaged and the readings correspond quite ex-
actly to one another, which makes the reconstruction of its ini-
tial content easier. It is interesting that in the mentioned manu-
scripts the writing is placed in the same context as in the group
of the Greek manuscripts: Gr 126, Russian State Library, Mos-
cow, 12th century; Theol. Gr. 167, Austrian State Library Vienna,
14th century; Vatop. 38, 10th century. Capita paraenetica is found
surrounded by four texts: a) the so-called Florilegium Mosquense
(Hil 382 ff 60c–64c)42; b) Collection of aphoristic instructions for
moral perfection ordered after the Greek alphabet (Capita
alphbetica, CPG 6082) (Hil 382 ff 64c–66d)43; c) Short instruction
                                                
40 Semenov 1892: 90, n. 1.
41 For the juxtaposition see: Veder 2008: 43–48. I am grateful to the author for
presenting me with the results of his work before the actual publishing of the
K’íezhii izbor’nik.
42 The columns in the written margin are marked with a, b (on folio r) and c, d
(on folio v).
43 Miltenova 2009.
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concerning both gratefulness to God and prayer – it is an ex-
cerpt from Basil the Great’s homily about Iulitta the martyr (In
martirem Iulittam, CPG 2849, PG 31, 244 A 15–244 D 5) (Hil 382 ff
66d–67b) and d) Instruction on the Ten Commandments of God
(an excerpt from Constitutiones apostolorum, goes back to Di-
dache) (in Hil 382 is presented in a fragment: ff 67b–67c-d, with-
out an end)44. These writings enter the first part of Hil 382 (ff 1–
197) where the creators of the protograph followed the ar-
rangement of the Greek original. The four listed texts, together
with Capita paraenetica form a stable combination in the branch
of the Greek copies, marked with Ι according to the classifica-
tion of A. Guillaumont and C. Guillaumont as already men-
tioned.

The newly discovered translation A (which came down to us
in its fullest copy in Ms 310 in the Romanian Academy of Sciences
and is used below for the comparison) has the same linguistic pe-
culiarities as Florilegium Mosquense and the Instruction on the Ten
Commandments of God, found next to the same manuscripts
which I have dealt with in another paper45. Characteristic for this
translation is the striving for exact, even word-for-word rendering
of the Greek in spite of some errors in the Slavic copies. Complex
rhetorical figures, idiomatic expressions and metaphoric parallels
were all avoided here. Even a cursory glance when comparing the
translations shows that they were made at the same epoch, which
is also confirmed by their linguistic peculiarities.

                                                
44 Miltenova 2008; Excerpts from Constitutiones apostolorum and more precisely
from Book VІІ are included in a number of Byzantine writings of the type of
Florilegia, which means also in the questions and answers of Athanasius of Sinai
(PG, 89, 1860, col. 472–476). They are translated within the Izbornik of 1073 and
are included in the Kniazheski izborink as well as in the Izbornik of 1076; see
Veder 2008: 66–71.
45 Miltenova 2006: 320–326.
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The different methods for translation may be well illustrated
by the following examples46:

PG А
MS 310

К
Izbornik of 1076

ʆ
Ms F. n. І. 44

Attached to Pčela
(Melissa)

Ì[ åˆöñáßíïõ ôïqò
Bíèçñïqò ôï‡ âßïõ.
ô{ ãÜñ ÷üñôéíïí
Díèïò, ›ò
øçëáöLò, ìáñáß-
íåôáé.

Íå ðàDyè ñå w
ñâýòë¥õü æèòèÿ
ñåãî. òðàâí¥ áî
öâýòü äîíåëèæå
wñåçàåøè óâåäàåòü.

Íå âåñåëè ñ­
öâüòóøòèìè ìèðà
ñåãî. ÿêî òðàâüíûè
áî ¬ñòü öâýòú.
¬ëèêî áî èìü
âüðïåøè òîëèêî æå
óâ­äà¬òü.

Íå âåñåëè ñ­ w
êðàñîòý ìèðà ñåãî,
àêû òðàâíûè áî ¬T ђ
öâýòú. åë·êî è èìú
âüðïåøè òîëèêî
óâ­äàåòü.

¸í ôïqò ëõðïqò
åˆ÷áñßóôåé, êáp }
æõã{ò ô™í
Cìáñôé™í êïõößæå-
ôáé.

Âú ïå÷àëí¥aђ
áëЃãîäàðüñòâ¥èaђ
ïðýâýñà ãðýõîâ°íà
ëüã÷àåòü.

Âú ïå÷­ëüõú
áëЃãîäàðüñòâ· á Ѓà. è
ÿðüìú òè
ãðýõîâüíûè
îáëüãú÷èòü ñ­.

Âú ñêîðáåõú
ïîõâàë­è áЃà, äà òè
wáëåã÷èU áðåì­
ãðýõîâíîå.

Öåßäïõ ô\ò
ãëþôôçò.
ðïëëÜêéò ã@ñ
ðñïöÝñåé, Eðåñ
Eìåéíïí
êñýðôåóèáé.

Ùåäè ìíîãî åç¥êà,
ìíîãàùè áî
èçíîñèòü åæå áý
äîáðî òàèòè.

Ñúâ­æè ÿçûêú ñè.
ìíîãàøüäû áî
èçB ђýøòà¬òü. ¬æå
¬ñòü ëýïî òàèòè.

Ùàòè (!)

áåñïîñòàâíàãî ñâîåãî
ÿçûêà. ìíîãàæDђû áî
èçíîñèòü åãîæå ëýïî
òàèòè.

ÔÜò BñåôÜò
êñýðôå. ìÜñôõñáò
äS ôï‡ âßïõ
ðïëëïýò êÝêôçóáé.

ÁëЃàãàà äýëà òàè.
ñâDýòåëå æå æèòèþ
ñâîåìó ìíîã¥
èìýè.

Äîáðîòû ñâîÿ òàè.
ïîñëóõû æå æèòèþ
ìúíîãû èìýè.

Äîáðûÿ äýòåëè
óáî òàè, ñâýäèòåëè
æå ìíîãû âú æèòèè
ñúò­æè.

Ôáqò ÷ñåßáò ô™í
Cãßùí êïéíþíåé. äé<
áˆô™í ãÜñ óïé
êïéíùíßá ðñ{ò ô{í
Èå{í ãßíåôáé.

Ïîòðýáàìü ñòЃ¥aђ
ïðèwáùàè ñå. òýìè
áî òè ïð¶wáùåí·åì
êü áЃó á¥âàåòü.

Ïîòðýáèþ ñòû Ѓõú
ïðèîáüøòàè ñ­.
òýìè áî òè áóäåòü
êú áЃó
ïðèîáüøòåíè¬.

Òðýáîâàíèåìú ñòЃõú
îáýùàè ñ­. òýìú
áî îáüùåíèÿ òè êú
áЃó áûâàþòü.

Êüëáæå ô{í èõìüí.
ìáíßáò ãÜñ Tóôé
ðáô[ñ, ô{ ìÝôñïí
Tîåñ÷üìåíïò.

Óñòàâëýè ãíýâü
íåèñòâüñòâó áî åTђ
§Ѓöü áåçü ìýðè
èñõîäå.

Óòîëè ãíýâú. áýñ¹
áî ¬ñòü îЃöü. ¬ãäà
áåç ìýðû èñõîäèòü.

Óòîëè ãíýâú è
ÿðîñòü. áýñó áî òè
¬Tђ wЃöü.

                                                
46 Because of the limited volume of the paper here I give just some excerpts
from the text.
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¸í ôáqò íüóïéò, ôi
ðñïóåõ÷i ðñ{ ô™í
ráôñ™í êáp
öáñìÜêùí
êÝ÷ñçóï.

Âú áîëýçíåõü
ìëЃòâîþ êü âðà÷þ è
êü ëýêóþùîìó
áåñýäóè.

Âú ÿçûöý (!)
ïðýæå âðà÷­ èìýè
ìëЃòâó.

Âú áîëýçíåaђ
âðà÷üñòâî èìýè
ìëЃòâó è âðà÷à áЃà.

#Åñãïí åxíáé ôï‡
íüìïõ ôÞí
BíÜãíùóéí íüìéæå,
Ѓôáí ìåô@ ô\ò
ãëþôôçò } íï‡ò
ôñõã\óáé ôé
èÝëùí, Tí ôáqò
âßâëïéò TñãÜæçôáé.

Äýëó á¥òè çàêîíà
ìíè ïî÷èòàí·å. åãDà
åç¥êü ñü óìîìü
wáüåìàòè ÷òî õîòå
âú êíèãàõü
äýëàåòü.

Äýëî çàêîíüíî¬
ìüíè ÷üòåíè¬
êíèæüíî¬. ¬ãäà áî
óìú ñú ÿçûêúìü
êúòî õî÷åòü
èöýëèòè. òî âú
êíèãû âûèíó
ïîìèíàåòå ¬ãî.

Äýëî çàêîííî¬
êíèãû ðàçóìýè.
åãäà áî óN ñú ÿçûêîN
ïëîäú áëЃãú
wáúèìàòè õîùåòú,
âú êíèãàa äà
äýëàåòü.

$Ïôáí ëïéäïñçèiò,
óêüðåé ì[ ôß óïé
ô\ò ëïéäïñßáò
ðÝðñáêôáé Eîéïí.
år äS ïý
ðÝðñáêôáé, êáðí{í
åxíáé öåýãïíôá ô[í
ëïéäïñßáí íüìéæå.

ÅãDà óêîðåíü
áóäåøè. ðàñìîòðè
åäà ÷òî óêîðåí·à
äîTђèíî ñ°òâîðåíî åT ђ.
àùå ëè íýTђ ñ°òâîðåíà
äèìü óêîðåí·àìè.

њãäà ò­
îêëåâåòàþòü
ðàçóìýè. åäà ¬
÷üòî äî òåáå âú
êëåâåòý òîè. àøòå
ëè íýñòü. òî ìíè
àêû äûìú
ðàñõîä­ò© ñ­
êëåâåòó.

Åãäà wêëåâåòàíú
á¹äåøè. áëþäè,
åäà òè ÷òî
ñúäýëàíî áûTђ
wêëåâåòàíèþ äîT ђèíî.

¸í ïyò Bäéêi, ôi
‰ðïìïíi
ðñüóöåõãå, êáp
ðñ{ò ôï†ò
Bäéêï‡íôáò ^
âëÜâç ìåèßóôáôáé.

Âü íèõ°æå wá¥äèìü
åñè êü òðüïýíèþ
ïðèáåãàè. è êü
wá¥äåùèì âðýäü
ïðýñòóïèòü.

њãäà îáèäèìú ¬ñè.
ïîäúáýãàè êú
òðüïýíèþ. è
òðüïýíè¬ òâîå
âðýäèòü wáèä­ù­
ò­ è óñòðîèòü.

Àùå íè ñúäýÿ
wêëåâåòàíèþ
äîñòîèíàãî, §
íèõæå wáèäó
ïðèåìëåøè, êú
òåðïýíèþ ïðèáýãàè,
è êî wáèä­ùèèìú
ïàêîñòü âîçâðàòèòü
ñ­.

Interesting are some rare words known from only a few Bul-
garian monuments, e.g.: ïðýâýñà ‘scales’ translates æõãüò ‘yoke’ and

‘scales47, cf. âú ïå÷àëí¥a ђ áë Ѓãîäàðüñòâ¥èaђ ïðýâýñà ãðýõîâ°íà ëüã÷àåòü (}

æõã{ò ô™í Cìáñôé™í) but ï°öè ñå w ñóäèíýõ ïðýâýñàõü (Ìåñßìíá ôï‡

Êñéôï‡ æõãüí); âüðîçü (probably from âüçîðú?) 'appearance' (âëÝììá,

                                                
47 The word is used to signify the Libra constellation in the translations of the
Erotapokriseis of Pseudo-Kaisarios, see ʂˆˏ˘ʺˑ˓ʵ 2006: 254.
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the same meaning in the Slavonic translation of the Vita of Theo-
dor Studites)48; the adjective òóãëèâú (ò©ãëèâú) ‘neglectful’ in the

phrase íå áóäè w äýëàí·è çàïîâýä°íýìü òóãëèâü (|ëßãùñïò) ap-

pears only in Sinai Paterikon but in a different meaning49; èñêóñú

‘temptation’ (ðåéñáóìüò) as an extremely interesting Bible allusion
ìë Ѓè ñå íå âüïàñòè âü èñêóñè (Tetraevangelia of Dobril of the year

1164, Russian State Library, Rum. 103; a 12th-century Sticharion
and some others)50. The verb ëèõîïèòàòè ñ­ ‘to overeat’ (ôñõöÜù) is

not present in the dictionaries known to me; ïå÷àòëýòè ‘to seal’

(óöñáãßæåéí) is used metaphorically: â°ñå äýëî ìë Ѓòâîþ ïå÷àòëýâàè (in

the Izbornik of 1076: âüñ­êî äýëî ìëЃòâîþ ïå÷­òüëýâàè) etc.

Other lexemes are found mainly in early monuments whose
translation is related to the Old Bulgarian period, for instance the
often appearing combinations áëàãà äýòýëü ‘benefactor’ (BñåôÞ), as

well as áëàãî äýëî (äýëÿ áëЃãàÿ, áë Ѓã¥õü äýëýõü)51; êîòîðèâú ‘quarrel-

some’ (ìÜ÷éìïò) (in the Izbornik of 1073 ʶ., the 13 Orations of Greg-
ory the Great etc); ãâîðú ‘bladder’ (ðïìöüëõî) (in Hexaemeron of

John the Exarch, Erotapokriseis of Pseudo-Kaisarios, Pandects of
Antioch, Melissa (Pčela) etc)52; óêîðèçíà ‘impudence’ (‹âñéò) (in

Pandects of Antioch, Efremovskaja Kormchaia etc.); óêîðåíè¬ òâîðèòè

‘to cause offence’ (from the êáèõâñßæù) (in the Ustužkaja Kormchaia,
the Ladder, Basil the Great’s instructions etc.)53 in the expression

                                                
48 Slovar’ 1989, II: 96; I thank to my colleague Mariya Yovcheva for this infor-
mation.
49 Sreznevskij 1893–1912, ІІІ: 1032.
50 Sreznevskij 1893–1912, І: 1122.
51 For the uses in monuments from the 9th-10th century see Miltenov 2006: 192–
193.
52 Bojadžiev 2005: 13–18.
53 Sreznevskij 1893–1912, ІІІ: 1181.
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åäà ÷òî óêîðåí·à äîTђèíî ñ°òâîðåíî åT ђ; âúñõëàùàòè ‘restrain, prevent’

(÷áëéíï‡í) (it is found in the Izbornik of 1073, the Slepče Epistles,
the Pandects of Antioch, Zlatostruj in a 12-century copy, Homiliary
of Mihanovič etc)54, often in imperative: âúñõëàùàè; the verb ïúâàòè

‘trust’ (èáññåqí) (in Codex Supraliensis, the Izbornik of 1073, the 13
Orations of Gregory the Theologian, the Pandects of Antioch etc),
the verb ùåäýòè (ù­äýòè) ‘protect oneself’ (öåßäåóèáé) (in Grig-

orovič’s Prophetologion, Lobkov’s Prophetologion etc); ïëèùü

‘noise’ (êñáõãÞ) (it is mentioned in Codex Supraliensis); the adjec-
tive òóæäü (ùóæäü), Bëëïôñßáò, in the expression òóæDàÿ áî

ïëýâåëü ãîðü÷àèøà) (in Psalterium Sinaiticum, Ohrid Epistles, Lo-

bkov’s Prophetologion, Codex Supraliensis etc) and some others.;
êîòîðà ‘quarrel’ in the expression ëþáèâú êîòîðý (öéëüíéêïò ‘quarrel-

some’); the verb íàñìèñàòè ‘mock’ (ãÝëïìáé) in the expression

íàñìèñàè ñå æèòåèñêîìó êîëó)55 etc. There are some specific render-

ing decisions, e.g. ñëàâà ‘glory’ translates äõíáóôåßá ‘power,

authority’; öâýòü ‘flower’ translates ñüäïí ‘rose’; ïüïðèùå translates

óôÜäéïí in the idiomatic expression æèòýèñêîå ïüïðèùå etc.

My colleague D. Getov and I have made an attempt to cast
new light on both the content and sources of part of the texts in
Hil 382, Ms 72 and Ms 310 in the Romanian Academy of Sciences
and more precisely on the Florilegium entitled Ðàç¹ìè äЃøåïîëåçí·è
ñò Ѓ¥õü wöЃü. è âüíýøíèõú ô·ëîñîôü (Ãí™ìáé øõ÷ù5åëåqò Tê ô™í Cãßùí

êáp ìåãÜëùí ðáôÝñùí)56, placed next to the text under considera-
tion. Here I am going to briefly repeat our conclusion: the Florile-
gium which comprises 166 short instructions and sententiae
                                                
54 For an overview of the uses in the early translations see Miltenov 2006: 232–
233.
55 Sreznevskij 1893–1912, ІІ: 334.
56 Miltenova, Getov 2002: 305–320.
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(ãí™ìáé) was translated in Bulgaria in the 10th century. This trans-
lation came down to us in Hil 382 and in the manuscripts in Bu-
charest. The similar linguistic peculiarities of Capita paraeneteica
and their surrounding texts in the same manuscript (ff 1–92) imply
the impression that they were translated by one and the same per-
son at the same time. The chronology of this translation’s origin is
identical to the one of the Izbornik of 1073 which is seen when jux-
taposing the text of the Instruction on the Ten Commandments of
God, copied in Hil 382 in two different translations – once as a
separate work (ff 67b–67c-d, without an end) and once as part of
the questions and answers of Athanasius of Sinai57. The same con-
clusion is reached after comparing Capita paraeneteica with the
translation of the Kniazheski izborink (its earliest copy is in the
Izbornik of 1076). The time of the newly discovered translation,
which is under consideration in this paper, could be hypothesised
around the 10th century, the so-called ‘late Preslav’. It may well be
claimed that this translation preserved established (or preferred)
peculiarities of the paraenetic literature, which originated in the
Bulgarian monasteries in Eastern Bulgaria. Such a conclusion is
supported also by the analysis of the Capita paraenetica’s content.
An indirect clue towards the time of its translation is the calcula-
tion of the time when the Second Coming of Christ and the
Doomsday would take place; it is found in an excerpt with an es-
chatological interpretation baring the name of Hippolytus of
Rome, entitled: ÑëîB Ïîëèòà Ðèìüñêàãî § òëüêîâàíèÿ Äàíèëåâà (f 36b–

36d). In the text, placed close to the combination of five texts, it is
said that: ïîäîáà¬òü ÷àÿòè ïðèøüñòâèÿ ãЃíà âü ïðýïîëîâëåíè¬ ñåäüìû¬

òèñ¹ùå, i.e. in the year 992 ʶ. (if the coefficient is 5508) or in the year

1000 (if the coefficient is 5500). Calculations of this kind were

                                                
57 Miltenova 2008: 483–493.
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pressing in the last decades of the 10th century and spread in both
Byzantium and Bulgaria58. This circumstance to a certain extent
supports the assumption that not only the separate translations of
the texts (including Capita paraenetica) but also the composition of
this part of the protomiscellany as a whole (with its earliest copy
Ms 382 in the Hilandar Monastery) could be related to the late 10th

century and to be linked to the ruling of Tsar Petἄr (927–970).
In conclusion to the existing preliminary studies we could

draw the following history of the translations of Capita paraenetica,
possibly belonging to the works of Evagrius Ponticus:

1) In Bulgaria in the 10th century were made at least two
translations of this writing, one of which (with the name of Hesy-
chius) is included in the composition of the so-called Kniazheski
izborink; its earliest copy that came down to us is the Izbornik of
1076; the second translation (with the name of Nilus) was most
probably carried out in a monastic environment not later than the
days of Tsar Petἄr.

2) In Bulgaria, probably in the 14th century, was made a third
translation of the wise phrases according to another composition
of the Greek text which is included in the ascetic miscellanies.

3) The comparative analysis of the Old Bulgarian translations
of Capita paraenetica, on the one hand, and the text attached to
Melissa (Pčela) in Russian manuscripts, on the other, shows that
there are both similarities and differences in the translations. The
origins of the Slavic translation of Melissa, i.e. Pčela (which has
been considered Russian in origin but there have been opinions
opposite to that)59 cannot be regarded as a definitely settled mat-
ter. It requires new research based on new evidence from the
Slavic manuscript tradition. Another hypothesis is that Capita

                                                
58 Ševčenko 2002, 561–578.
59 Thomson 1999b, V: 337–338; Pichhadze, Makeeva 2008: 7–8.
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paraenetica was translated separately from Melissa, and later on
was integrated into it.
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̖΅ΕΑ΅ΑίΈ΋Ζ 1996: ̖΅ΕΑ΅ΑίΈ΋Ζ ̌. ̖Γ Ά·΍Γ ΌΕΓΖ ΅ΑάΐΉΗ΅ ΗΘΓ ̅Ι-
ΊάΑΘ΍Γ Ύ΅΍ ΗΘΓΙΖ ̕ΏάΆΓΙΖ – In: ̖Γ Ά·΍Γ ΌΕΓΖ, ΛΌΉΖ-
ΗήΐΉΕ΅-΅ύΕ΍Γ. ̇΍ΉΌΑέΖ ̕ΙΐΔόΗ΍Γ ̈Θ΅΍ΕΉί΅Ζ ̏΅ΎΉΈΓΑ΍-
ΎώΑ ̕ΔΓΙΈώΑ, ̋ΉΗΗ΅ΏΓΑίΎ΋ 29 ̒ΎΘ.-1 ̐ΓΉ. 1993. ̋ΉΗ-
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Η΅ΏΓΑίΎ΋, 1996, 337–346.
̖΅ΕΑ΅ΑίΈ΋Ζ 2004: ̖΅ΕΑ΅ΑίΈ΋Ζ ̌. ̕ΉΏίΈΉΖ ΅Δό Θ΋Α ̈ΎΎΏ΋Η΍΅ΗΘ΍-

Ύή ·Ε΅ΐΐ΅ΘΉί΅ ΘΝΑ ̕ΏάΆΝΑ. ̋ΉΗΗ΅ΏΓΑίΎ΋, 2004.

Abbreviations

Жʂʃʆ – Ж˙˕ˑаˏ ʂˆˑˆ˖˘ʺ˕˖˘ʵа ˑа˕˓ʹˑ˓ʶ˓ ˔˕˓˖ʵˮ˧ʺˑˆˮ
Тʅɮʇʁ – Т˕˙ʹ˩ ʅ˘ʹʺˏа ʹ˕ʺʵˑʺ˕˙˖˖к˓ˇ ˏˆ˘ʺ˕а˘˙˕˩
ʈʅʇʠʈ – ʈʴ˓˕ˑˆк ʅ˘ʹʺˏʺˑˆˮ ˕˙˖˖к˓ʶ˓ ˮз˩ка ˆ ˖ˏ˓ʵʺ˖ˑ˓˖˘ˆ
ʈАʃУ – ʈ˕˔˖ка Акаʹʺːˆjа ˑа˙ка ˆ ˙ːʺ˘ˑ˓˖˘ˆ
CPG – Clavis Patrum Graecorum
PG – Patrologia Greaca
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̙̖̈̌̍̄̕ ̏̈ ̖̌̕ ̎̄̅̌̍̈̕̕ ̖̘̏̈̄̔̄̈̌̕̕
̖Ω̐ ̖̓̄̔̄̌̐̈̌̍Ω̐ ̘̍̈̄̎̄̌Ω̐ ̖Ω̐
̄̓̒̇̌̇̒̏̈̐Ω̐ ̖̒̐̕ ̐̈̌̎̒ ̗̄̆̍̔̄̕

̊ ̖̒̐̕ ̗̙̊̌̒̕ ̗̌̈̔̒̒̎̏̕Ω̐

̕Θ΋ ΐΉΏέΘ΋ ΅ΙΘή ·΍΅ ΔΕώΘ΋ ΚΓΕά Έ΋ΐΓΗ΍ΉύΓΑΘ΅΍ ΗΘΓ΍ΛΉί΅
ΐ΍΅Ζ ά·ΑΝΗΘ΋Ζ ΗΏ΅Ά΍ΎήΖ ΐΉΘάΚΕ΅Η΋Ζ ΉΑόΖ έΕ·ΓΙ ΔΓΙ ΔΉΕ΍έΛΉ΍
ΗΓΚέΖ ΕήΗΉ΍Ζ, Γ΍ ΓΔΓίΉΖ ΅ΔΓΈίΈΓΑΘ΅΍ ΘόΗΓ ΗΘΓΑ ̐ΉίΏΓ ΘΓΑ ̕΍-
Α΅ΐΘ΋ όΗΓ Ύ΅΍ ΗΘΓΑ ̊ΗύΛ΍Γ ΘΓΑ ̌ΉΕΓΗΓΏΙΐίΘ΋. ̒ΙΗ΍΅ΗΘ΍Ύά ΘΓ
ΎΉίΐΉΑΓ ΅ΑήΎΉ΍ ΗΘΓΑ ̈Ιά·Ε΍Γ ̓ΓΑΘ΍Ύό (ΔΉΕίΔΓΙ 345-399) Ύ΅΍ Ήί-
Α΅΍ ·ΑΝΗΘό ΗΘ΋Α ΉΔ΍ΗΘ΋ΐΓΑ΍Ύή Ά΍ΆΏ΍Γ·Ε΅Κί΅ ΙΔό ΘΓΑ ΘίΘΏΓ
Capita paraenetica. ̄ΔΓΘΉΏΉίΘ΅΍ ΅Δό ΈύΓ ΐέΕ΋: ΅) Sentemtiae. Inc.:
̘όΆΓΑ σΛΉ ΌΉΓῦ Ύ΅ὶ ΔόΌΓΑ (CPG 6583a, PG 79: 1252-1262) Ύ΅΍ Ά)
Sententiae abducentes hominem a corruptibilibus. Inc.: ͟ΈόΖ ΉἰΖ
ἀΕΉΘήΑ, ἡ ΘΓῦ ΆίΓΙ ΚΙ·ή (CPG 6583b, PG: 1240-1250). ̖Γ έΕ·Γ
ΆΕίΗΎΉΘ΅΍ ΗΉ ΐΓΑ΅ΗΘ΍ΎΓύΖ ΗύΐΐΉ΍ΎΘΓΙΖ ΎώΈ΍ΎΉΖ ΘΓΙ ΘύΔΓΙ
“florilegia” ΅Δό Θ΋Α ΔΓΏύ ΔΕώ΍ΐ΋ ΉΔΓΛή.

ΌΔΝΖ Έ΍΅Δ΍ΗΘώΑΉΘ΅΍, ΘΓΑ 10Γ ΅΍ώΑ΅ ΗΘ΋ ΐΉΗ΅΍ΝΑ΍Ύή ̅ΓΙΏ-
·΅Εί΅ ΉίΛ΅Α ΔΕ΅·ΐ΅ΘΓΔΓ΍΋ΌΉί ΘΓΙΏάΛ΍ΗΘΓΑ ΈύΓ ΐΉΘ΅ΚΕάΗΉ΍Ζ
ΘΓΙ έΕ·ΓΙ ΅ΙΘΓύ. ̊ ΔΕώΘ΋ ΅Δό ΅ΙΘέΖ ΔΉΕ΍Ώ΅ΐΆάΑΉΘ΅΍ ΗΘΓ ΏΉ-
·όΐΉΑΓ ̊·ΉΐΓΑ΍Ύό Isbornik ΔΓΙ έΚΘ΅ΗΉ ΝΖ Θ΍Ζ ΐΉΕΉΖ ΐ΅Ζ ΗΘΓ
ΔΓΏύ ΔΕώ΍ΐΓ ΕΝΗ΍Ύό ΅ΑΘί·Ε΅ΚΓ ΘΓΙ Isbornik ΘΓΙ 1076, ΉΑώ ΋
ΈΉύΘΉΕ΋ ΐΉΘάΚΕ΅Η΋ Δ΍Ό΅ΑόΘ΅Θ΅ ΔΕ΅·ΐ΅ΘΓΔΓ΍ήΌ΋ΎΉ ΗΉ ΐΓΑ΅-
ΗΘ΍Ύό ΔΉΕ΍ΆάΏΏΓΑ όΛ΍ ΅Ε·όΘΉΕ΅ ΅Δό Θ΋Α ΔΉΕ΍όΈΓ Θ΋Ζ Ά΅Η΍ΏΉί΅Ζ
ΘΓΙ ΘΗάΕΓΙ ̓έΘΕΓΙ. ̓΍Ό΅ΑώΖ ΘΓΑ 14Γ ΅΍ώΑ΅ ΗΘ΋ ̅ΓΙΏ·΅Εί΅
ΔΕ΅·ΐ΅ΘΓΔΓ΍ήΌ΋ΎΉ Ύ΅΍ Αέ΅ ΆΓΙΏ·΅Ε΍Ύή ΐΉΘάΚΕ΅Η΋ (ΘΕίΘ΋ ΗΘ΋
ΗΉ΍Εά) ΘΝΑ ΗΓΚώΑ ΕήΗΉΝΑ ΗύΐΚΝΑ΅ ΐΉ άΏΏ΋, Έ΍΅ΚΓΕΉΘ΍Ύή
ΗύΑΌΉΗ΋ ΘΓΙ ΉΏΏ΋Α΍ΎΓύ ΎΉ΍ΐέΑΓΙ, ΘΓ ΓΔΓίΓ ΔΉΕ΍Ώ΅ΐΆάΑΉΘ΅΍
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ΗΘΓΙΖ ΗύΐΐΉ΍ΎΘΓΙΖ ΎώΈ΍ΎΉΖ ΐΉ ΋ΗΙΛ΅ΗΘ΍Ύό ΔΕΓΗ΅Α΅ΘΓΏ΍Ηΐό.
̕ύΐΚΝΑ΅ ΐΉ ΅ΙΘή, ·ίΑΉΘ΅΍ ΐ΍΅ ΔΕώΘ΋ ΅ΑάΏΙΗ΋ ΘΝΑ ΆΓΙΏ·΅Ε΍-
ΎώΑ ΐΉΘ΅ΚΕάΗΉΝΑ ΘΓΙ έΕ·ΓΙ Capita paraenetica ΅Δό Θ΋ ΐί΅ ΐΉΕ΍ά
Ύ΅΍ ΘΝΑ ΕήΗΉΝΑ ΗΘ΋ ΗύΑΌΉΗ΋ ΘΓΙ ΗύΐΐΉ΍ΎΘΓΙ ΎώΈ΍Ύ΅ ΐΉ ΘΓΑ
ΘίΘΏΓ “̏έΏ΍ΗΗ΅” ΅Δό Θ΋Α άΏΏ΋. ̗ΔάΕΛΓΙΑ ΘόΗΓ ΓΐΓ΍όΘ΋ΘΉΖ
ΗΘ΋ ·ΏώΗΗ΅ Θ΋Ζ ΐΉΘάΚΕ΅Η΋Ζ όΗΓ Ύ΅΍ Έ΍΅ΚΓΕέΖ. ̖Γ ΔΕόΆΏ΋ΐ΅
Θ΋Ζ Ύ΅Θ΅·Ν·ήΖ Θ΋Ζ ΗΏ΅Ά΍ΎήΖ ΐΉΘάΚΕ΅Η΋Ζ Θ΋Ζ “̏έΏ΍ΗΗ΅Ζ”
(ΔΓΙ ΌΉΝΕΉίΘ΅΍ ΕΝΗ΍ΎήΖ ΔΕΓέΏΉΙΗ΋Ζ, ΅Α Ύ΅΍ ΙΔάΕΛΓΙΑ ΅ΑΘίΌΉ-
ΘΉΖ ΅ΔόΜΉ΍Ζ) ΈΉΑ ΐΔΓΕΉί Α΅ ΌΉΝΕ΋ΌΉί όΘ΍ ΅ΑΘ΍ΐΉΘΝΔίΗΘ΋ΎΉ ΓΕ΍-
ΗΘ΍Ύά Ύ΅΍ ΅Δ΅΍ΘΉί ΔΉΕ΅΍ΘέΕΝ ΉΒέΘ΅Η΋ ΐΉ ΆάΗ΋ ΘΓ ΑέΓ ΅ΔΓΈΉ΍-
ΎΘ΍Ύό ΙΏ΍Ύό ΔΓΙ ΔΕΓΎύΔΘΉ΍ ΅Δό Θ΋ ΗΏ΅Ά΍Ύή ΛΉ΍Εό·Ε΅Κ΋ Δ΅Εά-
ΈΓΗ΋.
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