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It would be preposterous to claim that thousands of copyists had the same tics nerveux.
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B. M. Jlypbe

MMOYEMY UMEHHO CUPUMCKHUI?
KOJIMYECTBEHHBIN BAMECOBCKHIM MOJAXO0/J K BO3MYIIIEHUSAM _
TEKCTOBOTI'O IIOTOKA B CJJABAHCKHUX PEIIEH3USX ITABJIOBBIX TOCJIAHUI

Jloka3bIBaeTCsl HAJIMYUE HEKOETO «BOCTOYHOTO» BIIMSHHS HAa OYCHb PAHHIOI PENAaKIMIO CIIaBSHCKOTO IepeBojia
IISITH TIaBJIOBBIX NocnaHuii. Hanbonee ectecTBEeHHOI HHTEpIIpeTanuei 3Toro Gpakra siBIsSEeTCs] BEIBOA 00 HCIIOJIb30BAHUH
JUIsl TIEpeBOJia TaKUX TPEYECKUX PEeAaKIMi, KOTOpble ObUIM pacnpoCTpaHeHsbl 3a npezaenaMu BuzaHTuiickod umnepun.
Kpome TOrO, OTMEHAroTCS HEKOTOpBIE CIIEABI NMPAaBKH 3THUX CIABIHCKHX IIEPEBOJIOB C TIPEYECKOTO IO CHPHHCKUAM
IepeBoiaM — aHAJIOTMYHO TOMY, YTO ceifuac BBIABICHO Il MEJIIBKUTCKUX IepeBosoB HoBoro 3aBera ¢ rpedeckoro Ha
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apaOCKuii, KOTOPBIC TATHPYIOTCS, IPUOIU3UTEIBHO, TOH ke 3M0X0i. [T0CKONIBKY OTMEUEHHBIC YePThI CBOMCTBEHHBI KaK
| («apeBHel»), Tak u |l («mpecnaBckoit») peaakiusM AMOCTONA, MOXKHO IMPEIIOI0KHUTh, YTO OHH BOCXOIAT K UX
00IIeMy apXeTHIly, TO eCTh JOJDKHA ObLIa CYIIECTBOBATh KaKas-TO €lie Ooiee «IpeBHsAM» pemakius nepeBoaa. M3
BOCTOYHBIX BEpPCHil, HE CBSI3aHHBIX C CHPHUHUCKOW KYJIbTypo#, 0cOOyI0 OJHM30CTh K CIABSHCKOMY JEMOHCTPUPYET
IpeBHeHmas pHoIcKas pelakuus, IPeACTaBIoNas co00H MPsIMOI MEepeBO ¢ TPEYECKOTO SI3BIKAa. JTO MOKAa3BIBACT
OIM30CTh CIABSIHCKOM BEpPCHU K PEOaKIsIM TPEUeCKOTO OpPHTHHAJA, MMEBIINM pPacHpOCTPaHEHUE Mpexae apabCcKux
3aBoeBannii VI Beka.

Takxke mpencTaBICH KOJIMYCCTBEHHBIH METOJ CpPaBHCHHS TMPABAONOIOOMS JBYX KOHKYPHUPYIOIIMX THIIOTE3,
KacCalolIMXCsl TEKCTYaJlbHOTO TIOTOKAa CHJIBHO KOHTAMHHUPOBAHHBIX Tpamuliid. MeToj HUMEeT CICIyIoIue
MpeBapUTEIbHBIC YCIOBHS U orpaHudcHus: (1) o0Iee KOIMIECTBO COMOCTABISIEMbIX TUIIOTE3 JOJIKHO OBITH 3apaHee
CBEJICHO K JABYM: CHCIU()UICCKUN UCTOYHUK KOHTAMUHAIIMNA TEKCTYAIBHOTO MOTOKA OO0 MMEN MECTO, TH00 HeT; (2) B
MIpeUIOKEeHHOHN  (TpocTelimeld) MoAau(UKAaIMK METOJa HalaraeTcs IOTONHUTEIHHOE YCIOBHE: IpeanoiaraeMbIi
HMCTOYHUK KOHTAMHUHAIIMH JOJHKCH OB 00J1aaTh BEICOKAM ypoBHEM (BbIIIe 0,5) OTHOMEHMS CUTHAT/TITYM.

KuioueBble ciaoBa: CnasHckuii Homerid 3aBet, IlaBnoBbl mocnaHusi, BocTOuHble Bepcun HoBoro 3aBera,
cupuiickuii HoBrrit 3aBer, a¢uonckuii Horrit 3aBer, 0afieCOBBI anmocTepHOPHBIE MPaBAOIOAOOHOCTH, HHAYKTHBHAS
JIOTHKA.

Caenenust 00 aprope: Bamum Muponosuu Jlypbe, NOKTOp (DMIIONIOTHYECKUX HAYK, BEAYIIMHA HAYYHBINA
corpyanuk Hay4Ho-yueOHON naOopaTopuy MEKIMCIUILUIMHAPHBIX  IMIUPHYCCKUX — HccnenoBanuit, Cekxrop
HCTOPHYECKHX HccieaoBaHnii HanmoHambHOTO MCCiIeqoBaTeNnbCcKOro YHUBEpcuTeTa «Bhicias mikona S5KOHOMHKNY B
[Mepmu — ¢dunman HarponanbHOTO HCCle10BAaTELCKOTO YHUBEPCHTETA «BhICIIas ITKOIa SKOHOMHKI .

KonrakrHass uapopmanusi: 614070, Poccus, Ilepmcknii kpaii, 1. Ilepmb, yn. Crymendeckas, 38, HarnmoHambHBIN
HCCIIeI0BaTENbECKIN YHUBEPCUTET «BhIcIast mkoia S5kKoHOMUKH» B [lepmu — ¢rmman HannoHaIbHOTO UCCIIeIoBATEIBCKOTO
yHUBepcuTeTa «BhICIIas MIKoIa SKOHOMUKIY; TeL.: +7 (342) 205-52-50, e-mail: info@hse.perm.ru.

1. Introduction?

The knotty problem of the origin of the earliest Slavonic recensions of the Apostolic epistles
(Bo6puk 2013: 209—273)2 will not be discussed below in extenso. Instead, | will provide a series of
facts so far overlooked and propose a quantitative way of their evaluation.

In 1879, Grigorij Aleksandrovich Voskresenskij (1849—1918) published his monograph
dedicated to the history of the Slavonic Apostolos (Bockpecenckuii 1879). His study has been
limited to five epistles: Romans, 1 and 2 Corinthians, Galatians, and Ephesians—those preserved in
the Interpreted Apostolos of 1220, his basic manuscript. Then, in 1892—1908, he published the
whole material he studied according to 51 Russian manuscripts of the twentieth—sixteenth
centuries® (Bockpecenckuii 1892; Bockpecenckuii 1906; Bockpecenckuii 1908).

Voskresenskij’s work has been recently continued by Iskra Hristova-Shomova*. She collated
the variant readings of 27 Bulgarian, Serbian, and Russian manuscripts starting from the unique Old
Bulgarian 11"-century manuscript of the Apostolos of Enina® (preserved in a rather poor condition).

! The author is very grateful to the colleagues from different fields who have helped him at various stages of
research: Alyona Chepel, Irina Gritsevskaya, Iskra Hristova-Shomova, Elena Ludilova, Dmitry A. Morozov, Florent
Mouchard, Alexey Ostrovsky, Yana Pen’kova, Alexey Sapkov, Nicholai Seleznyov, Alexander Simonov, Tedros
Abraha, Alexander Treiger, Vevian Zaki.

2 With additions by Tatiana Pentkovskaya (ITentkosckas 2015: 420—421). Cf. (Faynrosa 2013) (Russian tr. from
Czech of a 1971 paper, with additions by E. Blahova), and (Anekcees 2013). Independently from Zoe Hauptova (her
just mentioned 1971 paper) and on another ground, the very idea that the earliest Slavonic recensions of the Apostolos
go back not to a single Greek text but different Greek recensions was formulated by Olga Nedeljkovi¢ (following an
unpublished thesis by F. Pechuska, 1933): (Nedeljkovi¢ 1972).

3 Thereafter (Bockpecencknii 1892; Bockpecenckuii 1906; Bockpecencknii 1908) often quoted without specific
references.

4 Cf. (Xpucrosa-1llomosa 2004). Volume 11 (2012) deals with the liturgical calendars and the synaxaria. | am
extremely grateful to Iskra Hristova-Shomova for having sent me these two volumes as a gift.

5 Cf. (Mupues, Xonos 1983). All other preserved Bulgarian manuscripts of the Apostolos belong to the Middle
Bulgarian period or later.
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The South Slavic manuscripts were not taken into account by Voskresenskij. Moreover, Hristova-
Shomova did not limit herself to the epistles from Romans to Ephesians but studied the Apostolos
as a whole. However, the list of variant readings provided by Hristova-Shomova is far from being
exhausting and by no means replaces Voskresenskij’s critical edition for the five epistles. It is
especially useful as an addition to the apparatus of VVoskresenskij.

In his analysis of the variant readings, VVoskresenskij specified a number of those that affect the
meaning but are apparently unexplainable with referring to the ordinary phenomena for the
Slavonic translations from Greek (differences in translation techniques and errors of Slavic
translators, editors, and scribes; variant readings in the known Greek manuscripts). However, I
noticed that a large part of such difficult variants—that I will define below (section 3.3) as a
specific kind of contamination of the manuscript tradition called “perturbation”—is attested to in
Oriental, especially Syriac readings unknown in Greek.

The present study has a very precise purpose without aiming at an exhaustive explanation of all
the problems related or purportedly related to this fact. This purpose is the following: after having
described the phenomenon, to propose a quantitative evaluation of the hypothesis that these various
readings reveal the existence of a so far unnoticed (group of) source(s) of contamination of the
earliest Slavonic manuscript tradition.

2. The Readings Looking Syrian
2.1. The Slavonic Variant Readings

Let us begin with a review of the readings that | managed to connect, in one or another way,
with some Syrian/Syriac material.

The variant readings of the Slavonic text were first discussed in (Bockpecenckuit 1879) and
published (according to a larger number of manuscripts) in (Bockpecenckuii 1892; BockpeceHckuit
1906; Bockpecenckuii 1908); then, some additional variant readings were published by Iskra
Hristova-Shomova in 2004 (Xpucrosa-IlTomosa 2004). VVoskresenskij discerned four recensions of
the Slavonic translation. These recensions (in the terms of statistics, clusters of manuscripts) are so
sharply distinct that the fact of their distinctiveness is observable even without any specific
quantitative methods®. Voskresenskij’s classification has been confirmed in later studies with a
unique exception: the Apostolos with commentaries (Tolkovyj Apostol “Interpreted Apostolos”) is
now considered as a separate recension distinct from Voskresenskij’s recensions I and 11’

Historically, multiple collations with the (different recensions of the) Greek text contributed to
divergence of the Slavonic recensions.

5 1 mean the quantitative methods based on the cluster analysis applied to the Slavonic Apostolos by Ralph M.
Cleminson (Knemuncon 2013: 31—61).

"1 retain Voskresenskij’s designations for these recensions thus avoiding the modern terms implying their
historical interpretation (“Ancient” for I, “Preslav” for I, “Athonite” for IV, and “Chudov”—especially misleading if
the corresponding recension is Southern Slavic, as Iskra Hristova-Shomova believe,—for I11). However, my using of
Voskresenskij’s ordinal numbers is unconnected to any presumption concerning the relative chronology of the
corresponding recensions. The separation of the Tolkovyj Apostol to a specific recension has no practical value for my
study and, therefore, will be ignored. It will turn out that the features we are studying are specific to the recensions I, I1,
and that of Tolkovyj Apostol, whereas drastically reduced in recension IV, and barely perceptible in recension I11.
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For the Greek variant readings, Voskresenskij consulted systematically the editions by Mill,
Scholz, and Tischendorf® (Millius, Kuserus 1710; Scholz 1836; Tischendorf 1872), who took into
account many readings of later Greek manuscripts, Oriental versions, and Greek and Latin Fathers,
which were not repeated in the apparatus by later editors who were aiming at reconstructing the
earliest Greek text. Generally, Voskresenskij’s knowledge of the variability of the Greek text
exceeded that of the readers of modern standard critical editions. Of course, the total number of
Greek variant readings is even greater, and its real extension could be figured out from preliminary
works for the future Editio Critica Maior®.

At the initial stage of the present study, | will simply enumerate the variant readings that look
somewhat “Oriental” and, especially, Syriac. Then, we will start to think how to interpret them. As
a prerequisite for a review of the relevant readings in the Oriental versions, we need to have at hand
a general map of the routes of the Pauline epistles throughout the Christian Orient.

2.2. The Pauline Epistles in the Oriental Versions

Some Oriental versions, especially Syriac, Armenian, Ethiopic, and Coptic, go back to Greek
texts available in the Late Antiquity. No wonder, they preserve some variant readings that are not
necessarily extremely ancient but, at least, already unavailable in the Byzantine Church after the
seventh-century Arab conquest of the most of the former Christian Empire.

For some reasons discussed elsewhere ((Louri¢ (forthcoming a), Louri¢ (forthcoming b)), I
consider Syrian literary traditions especially important for the earliest Slavonic writing including
the New Testament translations. This is why my predominant attention will be focused on the
Syrian data (available either directly in Syriac or in Arabic translations from Syriac).

Moreover, | will take into account all other Oriental versions to the extent in which they are
published’®. This is necessary for any study of the possible non-Byzantine background of the
Slavonic text. On the contrary, | will not pay any specific attention to the Latin and Gothic variant
readings, because, according to my own impression, Voskresenskij’s observations show that they
have no specific importance for understanding the Slavonic version.

In the two next sections, | will sketch, as briefly as possible, the data on the Oriental versions of
the Pauline epistles, which are to be taken into account in our study as possible witnesses to the
Greek variant readings that were lost or marginalised in the ninth-tenth-century Byzantium but are
present in the Slavonic.

My introduction will be written in a Syrian-centred coordinate grid. Thus, all the versions will
be classified into three categories: Syrian (Syriac and directly translated from Syriac), Syrian-
influenced (translated from Greek but in milieux with Syrian spiritual leadership), and non-Syrian
but possibly affecting some Syrian Christian tradition(s).

8 Voskresenskij has used as well, whereas less systematically, other scholarly editions accessible to his time.
Hristova-Shomova only seldom provides variant readings, normally referring to the text of Nestle—Aland, which is of
not too great value for the mediaeval period of the history of the NT text.

9 So far, only the Epistle of James is published in the Editio Critica Maior. For the epistles we are interested in,
see: (Aland 1995; Aland et al. 1991).

10 For a (somewhat outdated) introduction to the Oriental versions of NT (van Esbroeck 1998: 399—509).
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2.2.1. The Pauline Epistles in Syriac

The greatest part of the surviving Syriac translations of the Pauline epistles is subdivided into
two groups: the earliest translation within the Syriac Bible Peshitta (P) and the 616 CE Harqleian
recension (H) created as a literal translation from Greek. The Hargleian recension has a long history
of its own, and this is why we have sometimes to discern between its different manuscripts
(designed from H1 to H4).

Moreover, some material is preserved as quotations in early Syrian authors and translations
from Greek into Syriac, and, finally, some important material is preserved as scholia in some
manuscripts of H.

Among these authors, Philoxenus of Mabbog has a specific importance, because he provided,
in 508, a new translation of NT, which was later taken into account in H (Brock 1981). This
translation is available in short quotations only, but it will turn out to be of some importance for our
material (s. below, discussion of Rom 11:16).

All these materials are published in parallel by Barbara Aland and Andreas Juckel in the
appropriate volumes of their critical edition of NT in Syriac!! (Aland, Juckel 1991; Aland, Juckel
1995).

2.2.2. Direct Translations from Syriac: Sogdian and Arabic

Some parts of the Syriac text tradition are now observable indirectly: first of all, through the
medieval direct translations from Syriac. The relevant material is preserved only in two languages,
Arabic and Sogdian (almost nothing in two other Christian traditions that have translated from
Syriac, Uighur and Chinese).

The Sogdian manuscripts of the Pauline epistles are all found in Turfan, China, in 1902—1914.
The bilingual (Syriac-Sogdian) collection of the Pauline epistles (Turfan manuscript C23) is still
unpublished. The published lectionary C5 contains some short fragments from the Pauline epistles.
They were at first published in 1910 by F. W. K. Miiller and, then, republished using some new
manuscript fragments by Werner Sundermann (Sundermann 1974; Sundermann 1975; Sundermann
1981).

The whole published Sogdian material of the Pauline epistles is, however, limited to several
short fragments. The main source is still unpublished (manuscript C23).

The early Arabic translations of the NT are now at the initial stages of their study. As to the
translations from Syriac, two early translations are published, each in a unique manuscript.

A commented (although very briefly) translation made by the Melkite bishop (most probably,
of Damascus) Bishr ibn as-Sirr1 in 867 (thus according to the colophon) in the manuscript Sinai
Arabic 151 (ArSySin), where the Pauline epistles are preserved in full'? (Staal 1983), and an
anonymous translation preserved in a unique 892 CE St. Petersburg manuscript (ArSySpb) only
partially and with great lacunae. The date of the latter translation is unknown but, presumably, the
early ninth century as the very early!3 (Stenij 1901).

11 Quoted below without page indication.
12 On this manuscript, s. (Griffith 2013: 133—135).
13 No translation provided.
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2.2.3. Translations from Greek within Syrian-influenced Milieux: Armenian,
Caucasian Albanian, Georgian, and Nubian

These translations are, at least, one or more than one Arabic, the Armenian, one of the two
Georgian, and, albeit indirectly, the Caucasian Albanian (through the Armenian). It is still difficult
to judge about the Nubian.

An Arabic early (not earlier than the late sixth century, but, most probably, ninth century4)
translation contained in the ninth-century manuscript Vatican Arabic 13%°, was made from Greek
“but not only from Greek”, that is, keeping an eye on some Syriac version?.

| do not know whether this conclusion is applicable to the unique published (by Margaret
Dunlop Gibson) early Arabic translation from Greek'’ (Gibson 1894) (ArGrSin), but, anyway, |
take the latter into account, because its underlying Greek text was certainly acquired by the
translator outside the borders of the Byzantine Empire of his time (evidently, in Palestine or Sinai).

The early history of the biblical translations into the languages of the Caucasian/Armenian
Churches is now recoverable in a very tentative way.

The Armenian version of the Pauline epistles (Arm) does not have so far a critical edition. The
1805 Zohrab Bible remains our main reference®. Nevertheless, some liturgical readings from Paul
were found, in 1994, in the Caucasian Albanian translation. The Albanian version is still
insufficiently studied. According to its first and still the only investigator Jost Gippert, it represents
the Armenian text tradition at its earlier stage, where it is sometimes closer to the Syriac and the
Georgian'®. Unfortunately, the fragments of the partially preserved lectionary containing Pauline
epistles are very short.

The Armenian translation of NT goes back to the fifth century, when the Armenian Church was
theologically and culturally depending on the Syrian Church of the Iranian Empire—probably, in a
greater extent than on the Greek-speaking Church of the Roman Empire.

In Georgian, there are four recensions of the Pauline epistles going back to two different
translations from Greek?® (Childers 2013: 306—307). Thus, the recensions A and D are
substantially different, whereas the recensions B and C are somewhere in between (B is close to A,
and C is close to D). Normally, the CD text (GeoCD) represents the Byzantine Greek (and, thus,
provides nothing new for our purpose; s., however, an exception at 2Cor 1:7), whereas the AB text

14 Cf. criticisms by Sidney Griffiths 2013: 116, of (Kashouh 2011: 169) (who believes that the translation is pre-
Islamic and made in Nagran).

15 A digital copy is available on-line on the site of the Vatican Library (www.vatlib.it: 1). | have checked the
readings of this manuscript unsystematically.

16 As it was first demonstrated for the Gospels translation by Juan Pedro Monferrer-Sala (Monferrer-Sala 2013).
The same author has recently generalised his conclusion on the Pauline epistles: Monferrer-Sala 2015. For the Pauline
letters, see also an on-going study by Sara Schulthess, whose first results were presented in the paper “An Arabic
Manuscript of Pauline Letters: Vaticanus Arabicus 13” at a conference in Leuven, 24 April 2015 (a PowerPoint
presentation is available on-line: s. (wp.unil.ch: 1).

17 No translation provided. Another part of the same manuscript has been published later: (Krenkow 1926), but
with no fragments of the five epistles we are interested in. On this dispersed manuscript, s. (Géhin 2006: 38—40).

18 1 will quote the Zohrab Bible according to the electronic edition by (Gippert et al. 2008) at the Armazi Project
(TITUS Texts: Armenian New Testament) (itus.uni-frankfurt.de: 1).

19 For the photos of the bottom (Albanian) layer of the palimpsest and its editio maior accompanied with Syriac,
Armenian, and two Georgian translations of the relevant fragments, s. vol. 2 of the edition: (Gippert et al. 2008). As the
most up-to-dated short review of these Albanian materials could be useful (Gippert, Schulze 2007).

2 The problem of the original language of the earliest (4™ or 5" cent.) Georgian version of the Pauline epistles is
still not resolved definitively; Syriac and Armenian were also proposed. Anyway, recensions AB show many
agreements with Syriac P against GeoCD and the Byzantine Greek text.
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(GeoAB) is often in agreement with the Syriac against the Byzantine Greek?!. The exact origin of
both translations is unknown.

In Nubian, the Pauline epistles are preserved in small fragments of a lectionary?® (Browne
1994). I mention the Nubian in this section, because two of the three Nubian sixth-century
kingdoms were converted by the mission of the bishop of Nobadia Longinus, who was not a Syrian
himself but was a leader within one of the Syrian Churches. One can say that, in the sixth century,
the whole anti-Chalcedonian Church life in Egypt was leaded by competing groups depending on
one or another clan within the local Syrian diaspora (Lourié (forthcoming b)).

The translation is made from Greek and certainly not from Coptic. Since 2009, the
Palaeoslavists should never forget that the texts from Nubia, in whatever language, could be
extremely important for our understanding of the earliest literature in Slavonic. | mean, of course,
the short recension of the “Slavonic” 2 Enoch in Coptic, which was identified among the
manuscripts found in Nubia (Louri¢ (forthcoming b)). Thus, I had have to take into account the
fragments of the Pauline epistles in Nubian (but, alas, without finding out in them anything
important to our purpose).

Finally, the Syriac versions, after having been translated into Arabic, contributed to the creation
(in the fourteenth century or somewhat earlier) of the second Ethiopic recension of the NT (s. the
next section).

2.2.4. Translations from Greek into Coptic and Ethiopic

From the Coptic translations, only the Sahidic (Sah) and the Bohairic (Boh) are preserved.
Both are available in the critical editions by George William Horner (Horner 1905; Horner 1920a;
Horner 1920b)%. The edition of the earliest Sahidic manuscript of 2 Cor, Papyrus Bodmer XLII is
still in preparation®*. The Sahidic represents a very early recension of the Greek text. The available
Bohairic represents a post-Arab recension, even though it goes back to an old translation, too.

The Coptic texts are independent from the Syriac recensions and the Syrian Church traditions.
However, on the contrary, the Syrian Christian tradition we are interested in because of its possible
influence on the Slavic world was firmly established in Egypt and, in particular, in Alexandria (the
place of the revelation to Cyril, the principal character of the Legend of Thessalonica). Thus, the
Coptic parallels to some phenomena in the Slavonic texts are to be expected. We have already
known a huge piece of evidence, the Coptic version of the “Slavonic” 2 Enoch.

The Coptic tradition is also partially preserved in Arabic translations from Coptic, but these
translations of the Pauline epistles are not studied in any details (Kashouh 2011: 258—274).

The Ethiopic version of the New Testament® is available in three different recensions and
many mixed eclectic texts (including the missionary 1830 edition by Thomas Pell Platt (Platt

2L The critical edition of the four recensions: (Dzotsenidze, Danelia 1974).

22 This edition encompasses all the biblical fragments known in Nubian.

2 The Sahidic text contains some lacunae. Horner’s apparatus to his Sahidic edition provides (for the Oriental
languages, in translation) the parallels from several versions (normally the variants from Greek manuscripts, the
Bohairic, the Latin version according to different early manuscripts, the Armenian according to the Zohrab Bible, and
the Ethiopic according to the Roman editio princeps and the eclectic edition by Platt; s. (Platt 1830).

24 Sahidic on parchment, according to Wolf-Peter Funk; the edition is in preparation by Rodolphe Kasser. See
(Robinson 2013: 183, 190).

% As a general introduction, s. (Weninger 2003). For more details, s. (Zuurmond 2003; Zuurmond, Niccum 2013).
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1830)2°). Fortunately, the 1548 editio princeps published in Rome?’ by the Ethiopian monk and
scholar “Petrus Aethiops” (Tédsfa Soyon, together with his two fellow-monks from the famous
Ethiopian Laura Dibrd Libanos) was based on three manuscripts of the earliest recension thus
providing a relatively pure text of the earliest Ethiopian version, even though without meeting the
requirements of modern scholarship?. Recently, some Pauline epistles appeared in critical editions,
including four?® among the five that are in the focus of our attention.

The earliest Ethiopic version (EthGr) is a direct translation from Greek appeared in the
Aksumite kingdom, between the fourth and the sixth centuries.

The second Ethiopic recension (EthAr), as it was mentioned above, is heavily influenced with
the Arabic translations from Syriac (whereas perhaps also other Arabic versions). The third Ethiopic
recension was a product of intensive scholarship in the sixteenth century but without an independent
access to the Greek. There is no normally need, in our study, to distinguish between the second and
the third Ethiopic recensions, given that, in their peculiar readings, the two represent some—mostly
unknown to us—Aurabic recensions. Nevertheless, the readings proper to the third recension will be
specified when necessary.

2.3. The Slavonic Readings Looking “Oriental”: a List

The peculiar readings that could be explained with some reference to the Syrian/Syriac or other
Oriental data are presented in Table 1 (for the abbreviations of the versions, see previous section).

The table does not contain unique Slavonic readings (known from a unique manuscript only).
See a discussion of the relevance of the unique readings below (section 3.7).

With the grey fill colour are marked the rows where the Slavonic variant reading is likely to be
explained from the Syriac text itself rather than the Greek text underlying the Syriac or other
Oriental translation.

For the distribution of the coinciding variant readings among the versions, s. Table 4 (legend: +
full coincidence; *+ full coincidence recoverable; + approximate coincidence; — another reading or
lacuna/loss of pages). One can see, from this table, that, after the Syriac versions, the ancient
Ethiopic one (EthGr) provides the greatest number of parallels. This version represents a pre-
seventh-century Greek text.

For the commentaries, see the next section.

% No translation provided. Cf. an evaluation by Zuurmond, Niccum, 2013: 231, n. 1: “Platt’s edition is even more
useless [than the Roman 1548 edition] for text-critical purposes, as it represents a thoroughly eclectic text, with many
later elements of Arabic influence”.

27 The most easily available edition (where a Latin translation is added, whereas not always very accurate) is Brian
Walton’s polyglot Bible: (Walton 1657). I will quote it where no critical edition is available (for Gal).

2 According to Rochus Zuurmond’s review of Tedros Abraha’s critical edition of the Epistle to the Romans, the
text “shows remarkably few differences from the Roman [1548] edition”: (Zuurmond 2003: 254).

2 Tedros Abraha 2001. No translation for the Ethiopic (Ge®z) text, but published is as well an Amharic
commented translation (andamta) together with an Italian translation of the latter. Theoretically, the Amharic
commented text could reveal some different textual and exegetical tradition than the Ge®ez one, but, in our case, | have
found nothing specific in the Amharic. The Epistle to the Ephesians is published within Uhlig, Maehlum 1993. Finally,
the two epistles to the Corinthians were recently published privately by Tedros Abraha 2014; the plural “versions” in
the title of this book means that there is a different translation of these two epistles (clearly depending on Syriac
Peshitta readings) that is published separately according to an unique manuscript (X = Comboniani S8). | am extremely
grateful to Fr Tedros Abraha who generously sent me a copy of this book.
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Table 1.
Bockpe-
= in032
Nr | Place cefg;gl " | Rec. (mss®) | Peculiar reading r;%ﬁ?ga(ls) Greek Otsh)zlarrlaocrieonrtal
page®
1 Rom 207 land IV Oy)Xe HE OyHOJBIETh | K TOMOY HE | ODKETL e
6:9 (cf., in1l, o0Oamaer KUPLELEL read as
bio HE w*
OY/IOBJISIETH)
2 Rom 225 I [2 mss] B UCTHHAR “in the B CTBIHIO glg or H #hazaa P
6:19 truth” ayloaopuov read as ~v.30o
~hrao
3 Rom 225 I [4 mss] B UCTUHAR “in the B CTBIHIO glg of H ~ww P
6:22 truth” ayloaopuov read as v1an
~hrao
4 Rom 225 I [9 mss 1 npuchis €rb [add] | u mpucems | kai 1O Coptic, Ethiopic
11:16 against 10] [no QOpopa
addition]
5 Rom 225 I [3 mss] BbTeBHIE ¢TO [add] BbTEBHIE Kol ol Philoxenus
11:16 [no KAGSoL ER N TN
addition]
6 Rom 210 land Il 10 YHUCJIY Bepe MPOTHBY / | KOTOL TNV R HAE K
12:6 MONIPHITY | GvoAoyiov
7 Rom 225 I [5 mss] KIBHARIA “those who | roHAIas TOVG Arm
12:14 course” “those who | didKovTOog EthGr
persecute”
8 Rom 207 | HHUKBIM ke Hac [add] [no AT Coptic
14:7 ceob oymuparer addition] £00T®
amoOvro-
KEL
9 Rom XI1204 | I [mostly oparue most [add] [no adehpotl s
15:15 South Slavic | “my brothers” addition] (many
mss], IV mss); cf.
paralle-
lism with
adehootl
pov in
15:14.
10 | 1Cor7: | 261 I [only 2 He 00 CTRIIUTBCA A2/ | He oV 6£600- Arabic
15 mss] He cThIIUT 00 ce A27. | paGOTHTH AoTol
00 ca
11 | 1Cor7: | 261 | [save 4 He UMbIN 0b b1 HYKHU un &xav Arm, Geo
37 mss] avayknv
12 1Cor 258 | and Il U CIISITH MHO3U JIOBOJIHU Kavoi A
11:30
13 | 1Cor 261 | €/1a BCH CHIIBI ICIOTh [no duvapelg s i P
12:29 [add] addition]

30 And Hristova-Shomova’s page when necessarily (marked XIII).

31 Indicated for minoritary readings of a given recension.
32 The common readings of P and H, unless otherwise specified.
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Table 1 (Continuation).
Bockpe- Normal Syriac or Other
Nr | Place | cemckmii | Rec. (mss) Peculiar reading - Greek .
reading(s) Oriental
1879
ae 00
OTHHYTb &l 6hmg
1Cor ame oy6o MppTBHuH He | [omin 1] VveKpol ~him < P
14 . 261 I , P
15:29 BBCTAIOTh MBPTBHU 00K e A (R )
HE €yeipovtat
BBCTAIOTh
A6* and Il
15 2(?0r 302 [Tolst; cf. MPUYIACTHHIB] €CMBI ecTe Sote Oriental
1.7 ecmsb b1, cTpacTeM parallels
ecmb B2]
Kol 6vpog
U IBBPH MH pot
16 22;10; 293 [ OTBBP3IINCA BenUITbH [no_ . avewy- Georgian
: addition] . .
[add] o r(ocmon)k pévng év
Kupim
17 | 2Cor 295 I,1land IV | 6marogarn nobeauten | Oplop- P
2:14 SIBJISIIOLLEMOY ¥ Hac Bedovtt o i
TBOPSILIEM
oy
18 | 2Cor 303 1 0yIoBaKOLIE IIbp3ateM Bappod- Qs aliak
5:8 pev /
Bappovv-
TEG
19 | 2Cor 303 1 ame [add] 60 110051 0061 60 n yop Ethiopic
5:14 0(0XK)Hs CIEPKHUTH 6(0ox)ust aydmm tod
Hac CHEPXKUTh | XpLoToD
Hac [no GUVEYEL
addition] NUGG
20 | 2Cor 296 Il [save 5 CMUpHBIIIAro cebe CMHUpHBIIA | TOD KOT- Ethiopic
5:18 mss] ro HAC aALGEov-
[om] cebe | tog fudg
£00TQ
21 | 2Cor 305% 11 [7 mss] B CJIOBECH MpaBeqHb B ciioBecH | v Ay P
6:7 uctuHbHb / | dAnOeiog ~Hr.aal
pkcHOTH-
BHB
22 | 2Cor 293 I (with SIKO IEMTUCTOIHIE SIKO 0y00 tal Armen.
10:10 | XIII 262 | tracesin Il peuere cOyTh TSKKBI | MOciaHia €mioToAal
and I11) [peuere in A7 and peue. uév, pnoiv
A1 and 8 mss in XIII] | Tskka [pooty =
i P,
H],
Bapeio

33 This particle (= yép) is added in one ms of P (P17) and, by another hand, in a manuscript of Aphrahat.

3 Karpinsky Apostle, recension |, but “[u]epbuko mpencrasnsers utenis 2-i pemaxuin [often witnesses to
readings of the 2" recension]” (Bockpecenckuii 1908: 111).

35 Only the variation of Slavic synonymic renderings of tfig aAn0siag is discussed.
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Table 1 (Continuation).
Nr | Pl Bockpe- R peculi di Normal Greek | Syriac or Other
r ace cefg;cgm ec. (mss) eculiar reading reading(s) ree Oriental
23 | Gal 317 I (main 051X Ke JIMLIEM (o P
1:22 reading®6) HE3HAEM OTHHOY/Ib TPOCAHT® read asgars
LEPKBAM HIOJIEUCKAM oo
24 | Eph 329 land Il B BB3pacTa niiog mg H1.4
4:13 (TenmecHOy00) | Mepoy TeJia HCIUThHE- ~izaa
HHIO XBOY
25 | Eph 330 | BCSIKO CIIOBO 3J10€ U3 | THHJIO GOmPOg s
4:29 OYyCT BalllUX JIa HE
HCXOJIUTh
26 | Eph 330 11V ObiBanTe nmojapaxare | pipnrtodi P
5:1 and oy60 mogo6uu Gry e >R
Pandecta of H
Antioch im0
(11% cent.)
27 | Eph 333 I [4 mss] n(oy)xom €Teim [add] | [no gv Ethiopic
5:18 addition] TVEDLLOLTL
28 | Eph 331 L IIL, IV C J1I000BHIO CIOYIKAIL | C UeT’€V- P
6:7 e IpUS3HBIO | volag o0
29 | Eph 327 | 1&Ke 0 MbHB exxe o Hac / | ta mepl P
6:22 Bac nUdV hala
24. The Slavonic Readings Looking “Oriental”: a Discussion

Nr 1 (Rom 6:9). “To prevail” instead of “to possess” (and synonyms); the latter is the only
reading of Greek, Syriac, and all other known to me versions (although some of them, as, e.g.,
certainly the Ethiopic, are not specific enough to provide a clear distinction between “to prevail”
and “to possess”). However, the exactly corresponding reading could be provided by the Syriac, if
only the ground stem of the same verb is read instead of the reflexive causative one that is present
in P, H, and various Syriac authors®’.

Nrs 2 and 3 (Rom 6:19, 22). Possibly, not a misreading but a variant reading in Syriac, where
supposed reading ~xe.ao would mean both “righteousness” and “truth”. This reading is confirmed
with the Georgian AB, where the spectrum of meanings of Lods® oo (Rom 6:22)% is the same
as that of the supposed Syriac word. Cf., in GeoCD, Lofjdoge “holiness”. Lacuna in ArSyrSpb.
All other versions have “holiness / sanctification”. However, at 6:19, even GeoAB has bo{jdog
“holiness”.

Nrs 4 and 5 (Rom 11:16). The addition of the second “saint” in the each phrase of the
sentence: &i 6¢ 1 dmopyn ayia, Koi T0 Opapa: Koi €l 1 pila ayio, kai ol kAadot. The three Slavonic
manuscripts containing the addition at the second part of the verse are among the nine manuscripts

% Including the main ms of rec. I, the Ochrid Apostle (12" cent.). From 39 mss used in Voskr1908 for the rec. I,
three are not preserved for this place and 15 contain the “normal” reading. Cf. (Bockpecenckumii 1879: 318):
“Oxpujckiit xxe Anoctons umMmbers HecoMHbHHYIO CBsA3b ¢b riaronuyeckumu namsataukamu” (“The Okhrid Apostle has
a certain connexion to the Glagolitic manuscripts”); this means that it witnesses to a very ancient Slavonic tradition.

87 Cf. (Payne Smith 1903: 579): \\\=r~, meaning c) “to take possession, take, occupy”, but x\e “to bear rule, bear
sway, have the mastery, prevail”.

38 | am very grateful to Alexey Ostrovsky for pointing me out this reading.
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containing it at the first part (XIII 195 adds the tenth such manuscript, the Bulgarian Slepchensky
Apostolos, 12" cent.).
Among the Oriental versions, we have the following parallels to the Slavonic with additions

(Table 2):
Table 2.

Greek Slavonic Syriac Coptic Coptic Bohairic | Ethiopic

with (Philoxenus) | Sahidic (EthGr)*®

additions
el 8 M atre 60 EW)XE TIEOAB | ICXE A€ 00 : AT
amopyn HAYaThK CTh. TAP OY22B. €1€ | TATAPXH OY2B. ‘;‘;’E} _71 ‘{"qm” )
ayio, Kol Y MIPUCHITH MKEOYMMM 1€ qOY2B ON Ot : ;D ekl :
70 Upapo | CTh OY22B NXEMKEOYDMDEM | pL.4 :
Kol €1 1) ¥ ale u iy ¢ 0Y0? 1CX€ OCPL 2 PG -
pila dyio, | KOpeHb CTb. .0m ~xao +TNOYNH OYaB. 1€ ?MB“HZ L L
Kad ot TO U ,hAsAD arda COYaB ON '
KAGOOL BbTBBHIE CTO .@¥alo NXENIKEX AN

Symptomatic is the absence of the parallels in the Arabic translations from Greek, the
Georgian, and the Armenian (not to say of the Syriac and Arabic from Syriac*®). The Syriac is
attested to only by Philoxenus of Mabbog*'. The parallelism between Philoxenus and Coptic and
Ethiopic recensions could be not accidental, because Philoxenus’ metropolia of Mabbog governed
the Syrian missions to the South Arabia (Nagran), the place of the further interference between the
Syrian and Ethiopian Christians®2,

Nr 6 (Rom 12:6). “According to the number of faith” instead of “according to the proportion
of faith”. Cf., e.g., in the Ethiopic translation from Greek, an idea of counting but still not
“number”: NAAN*® : 79I+ : “according to counting of the faith” in the early translation, but
(A>T = 727197F = “in the measure of faith” in later recensions. Similar readings are preserved
among the variants of GeorgianAB*: LsbffmMogo [another variant: Lsbovero “sign / miracle”]
dol Loefombmgdols “according to the measure/amount of his faith” (with the reading
Lobmdobs in the main text and LsBMIoLogd® in GeoCD, both having the meaning
“proportionally”). The same in the Armenian: puw swwnjt hwtwwnng “according to the measure
of faith”. The same in the Coptic Sahidic: xaTa nap ntTmctic “according to the measure of the
faith”, but not in the Bohairic: kaTa meonTen [variant oyeonTeNn] NTe dnagt “according to the/a
likeliness of faith” (clearly, an attempt of rendering xatd v dvoloyiav).

The two Syriac translations have the same phrase ~¥wae= w.~ Whose main word can be
retranslated into Greek in both ways, as davoloyio as well as apOuog (Payne Smith 1879—1901: col.

% The words @ceh, : $4%0 : are accidentally omitted in the main manuscript of the critical edition by Tedros
Abraha. The same construction in the later Arabic-influenced Ethiopic recension (EthAr), whereas the wording is
slightly different; cf. (Tedros 2001: 108).

40 For this, only the translation of ArSyrSin is available; ArSyrSpb has a lacuna.

41 In his epistle to the Arab (Lakhmide) Christian chieftain Aba Ya‘fur, early 6" cent.; s., on this letter, (de Halleux
1963: 203—208). Published by (Harb 1967), for Rom 11:16 see (Harb 1967: 208).

42 On the Philoxenian legacy within the Syrian tradition behind the earliest Slavic writing, s. (Louiré (forthcoming
c)).

43 The main manuscripts has 0-1a0, but | quote with the etymologically correct spelling.

4 | am grateful to Alexey Ostrovsky for having attired my attention to these readings.
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2237). Thus, the Slavonic peculiar reading, if it has something to do with the Syrian material, is to be
explained as a possible correct alternative rendering of the Syriac word and not as a rendering of a
different Greek variant reading.

Nr 7 (Rom 12:14). The Armenian and the ancient Ethiopic (EthGr) versions coincide with the
peculiar Slavonic reading: ophutgkp quuhshsu atp, ophukgkp ki Uh whdwukp: / &4cPar- :
ARA : @loavhove @ @44, @ DA C9P : “Bless those who curse you (pl.); bless and not curse”, but
in EthAr different renderings of tovg dubkovtog are used: £0L-4hev- : “those who persecute you
(pl.)” and ehgPar-hoo- : @LA4hav : “those who torture you (pl.) and persecute you (pl.)”.

Nr 8 (Rom 14:7). Repeated “of us” in “For none of us lives to himself, and no one of us dies to
himself”. This reading is the normative one in the Coptic versions, both Sahidic (ayw MMN Aaay
MMON NaMOY Naq) and Bohairic (oywe mmon a1 MMON NaMOY Nag), although is absent in the others
known to me (including the Syriac, Arabic, and Ethiopic ones).

| have elaborated elsewhere on the possible relevance of such exclusive agreements with the
Coptic in the earliest Slavonic translations*®. There is, at least, one such reading in the Slavonic
Gospel translation, and an even greater example is the short recension of 2 Enoch as a whole.

Nr 9 (Rom 15:15). The reading was known to Voskresenskij in recension IV only (the
Gennadius Bible, 1499, retained in the printed Ostrog Bible, 1581), but is pointed out by Hristova-
Shomova in ten manuscripts (mostly South Slavic but including the Russian Christianopolis
Apostolos of the 12™ cent., which is the earliest among them). This reading is specific to the
Syriac versions, whereas the other Oriental versions corresponds to either ddeAgoi or omission of
this word.

Nr 10 (1Cor 7:15). No additional manuscripts with this reading in Hristova-Shomova. Instead
of “the brother or the sister is not under servitude in such cases”, two Slavonic manuscripts have
“not are ashamed”. The most of the Oriental versions follows the Greek text (lacuna in the Sahidic),
including Vatican Arabic 13: “there is no power (04als) in such things on the brother or sister™’.
However, other Arabic versions have explicative translations (but lacuna in ArSyrSpb). ArSyrSin:
2aiay ¥y sedar sl “is not compelled and not enslaved”, and—the most interesting to us—ArGrSin:
Ludl) o) axa U sa) il 5 “and not our brother is to be enslaved or contempted”. The last word could be
translated also as “to be low, ignoble” etc., which is evidently very close to the Slavonic “ashamed”.

It is hardly probable that the explicative translation of ArGrSin follows some Greek text where
some word has been added to o0 dedovAmtor. Both ArSyrSin and ArGrSin demonstrate the same
manner of an explicative translation. There is no reason to think that they followed some Syriac
translation unknown to us, even though such a possibility could not be excluded logically. The most
plausible explanation of this similarity is probably the common milieu of the two translations,
Arabic-speaking Melkites, where the translators would have tried to anticipate the same
understanding problems of their common audience. The Slavonic “peculiar” reading goes back to
such an explicative manner of translation attested to in some Arabic Melkite translations only.

Nr 11 (1Cor 7:37). “Peril, disaster” instead of “necessity”. The same reading in Armenian
(Juwlly “peril, danger”) and Georgian (the same word in slightly different spellings: «®gs AB,
mE3zs0 CD “disaster™).

4 This spelling in the apparatus of the critical edition (Tedros 2001: 113, n. 109).

46 See: (Lourié (forthcoming c)) and (Lourié (forthcoming b)).

471 quote this unpublished verse in full (f. 108r, | am very grateful to Dmitry A. Morozov for the following
transcription): 4 Ulea alull ) dsla (e (ol glalee Sa) o 29 e Gl 3Ol 3l (3 8 (e Y (3 IS s,

8 As Alexey Ostrovsky noticed to me, the meaning “necessity” occurs as well, even though it is secondary, as it is
detected by Ilia Abuladze: (Abuladze 1973: 429), s.v. m®gs, among other meanings: gobs3o®o “(state of) being in
need” (cf. 3JoMo “necessity”).
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Nr 12 (1Cor 11:30). Instead of “and quite a number (ikavoi) [of you] have died” the peculiar
Slavonic reading has “and many have died”. The Syriac translations do never have ikovog (~aaw In
Syriac*®) but always “many” (¢wisng): P aasmn <rtinwe, H <wting aasmia [Var, aasaa]. The
same in the Vulgate (multi) and the most of the Oriental versions: ArGrSin and ArSyrSin ()
(lacuna in ArSyrSpb), both Georgian (ds3sembo), Sah and Boh (respectively, fisioymunwe and
NxeoyMH® “a great multitude”), EthGr and EthAr (H#>7 :), with, however, an exception of Arm
that follows the Greek strictly: huly. It is not clear whether all these “many” render ikavoi*, or there
was, in Greek, another variant reading moAAoi at this place. Anyway, this is an example of a
Slavonic variant reading where the coincidence with the Syriac (and other Oriental versions) could
be accidental with a high probability (much higher than in the most of cases). Cf. another such
example in Eph 4:29 (Nr 24 below).

Nr 13 (1Cor 12:29). The reading of P against the reading of H. The same in GeoAB (s6vy
gmggewbo Bey doew 0ygbgb)®. This reading is specific to the Syriac and Syrian-influenced
Caucasian versions.

Nr 14 (1Cor 15:29). The Greek 6Awg is never attested to in P (whose text, for this verse, is
available also from Aphrahat, early 4" cent., and Babai the Great, early 7" cent., both in the
Sasanian Iran). In translations (from Greek) of Severus of Antioch (6" cent.) the Greek adverb is
correctly rendered with «~o, and, in H, with a calque from Greek «m\a\s. Cf., in ArGrSin, rendering
of 6hwg with 43, The same omission of &iwg in the Ethiopic and in the Georgian AB (whereas
GeoCD has gmgws = 6iwg). The Coptic Sahidic has pao “indeed” instead of 6Awmg (but it
reappears in the Bohairic: goxaxc).

Nr 15 (2Cor 1:7). Paul’s second person in “as ye are partakers of the sufferings” changed to
the first person in the peculiar Slavonic reading (“as we are partakers...”).

The textological history of 2Cor 1:6-7 in the Oriental versions is extremely complicated. In
Greek, in the second part of the verse 1:7 (611 ®g Kowvwvoi éote OV TaOUATOV, OVTOG KO THG
mapokAnoemg), the “partakers (kowvwvoil)” are always “you” (pl.) and never “we”: the verse has
éote and never éopev. Moreover, the “passions” meant are obviously those of Christ and not those
of Paul himself (cf. 1:5: 10 mabnquato 100 Xpiotod). This structure is rendered correctly by both
Coptic, the Georgian AB, and, of course, by the Syriac H. The other versions provide a reach
spectrum of readings.

The peculiar Slavonic reading stands firmly on éopev. It has only one exact Oriental parallel, in
the Armenian version:

ek n(p)w(fu) Ygnpny tlp ywpsupubugh, tnjuytu b duppapm (p)b(wb)u:

inasmuch as we are partaker(s) of the passions, so (we will be) and of the consolation.

The Armenian translation testifies two important things. Namely, that there was, in fact, a
Greek reading with éopev, and that this reading was, theoretically, available in some Syrian milieux
having an Iranian background.

We have not to wonder that the Syriac P apparently follows the Greek:

49, Cf. (Payne Smith 1879: col. 2704).

0 As it is the common opinion, shared, e.g., by the authors of the Greek retroversion of H: (Aland, Juckel 1991:
591; Aland, Juckel 1995).

51 But not in the Albanian, despite the translation “are all workers of miracles?” in (Gippert et al. 2008: VII—27)
(no continuous pagination in the book). The Albanian reads mecigay cexal mil'anunux nahaldr. As Alexey Ostrovsky
translated for me word by word, mecigay = really, cex + al = all/every + and/also, mil'anun-ux = power-PL, n-ahal-a-r
= NEG-be/PART-3PL, that is, “and really are not all powers?”, which is the normative Greek reading.
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+drdsans ard ( 0dur pahide - Euo (03 adhar ()
“... that as you are partakers of the passions, so you will be partakers of the consolation”.

It is interesting that this appearance is somewhat misleading. Normally (8 manuscripts out of
11 for this passage), this text is spelled without the vowel signs. In this case, wahas could be read
as plural gahae “partakers”, in accordance with the Greek. However, in the three manuscripts
where this word is vocalised, it must be read, both times, as a plural with the pronominal suffix of
1% pers. plur.: gah&e “our partakers / partakers to us”. The version H avoids such an ambiguity
using another form of plural: ~&na« “partakers”.

Among the Arabic versions, the unpublished version in the Vatican Arabic 13 follows the
Greek 2"-person text®, but the vocalised recension of P is preserved in ArSyrSph: LelS yi i€ () oK)
Laayl o jall (8 LIS 5l oS38 s Y1 & ““as you are our partakers in the pains, you will be our partakers in
the consolation also”. The same idea is conveyed by the peculiar Ethiopic version X (known from
the unique manuscript Comboniani S8 and sharing, according to the editor, many specific Peshitta’s
readings): thee : @Gu- : 1AJ°C : AAOP : prhovs @ APReP : (R4t 0 (heT19rE 2 ONPHRNET
Thorr : hoN = adé, @ 0&»h : OOTO»T = “And, behold, we know, as you are our partakers in
the passions and in the tribulations, you will be then our partakers in joy and in endurance”.

In another Arabic translation from Syriac, ArSyrSin, both kinds of first-person speech are
attributed to Paul: el & Lyl Gl oSla 1S 8 W oabily gl 3aY) b Lae oS58 53lai LS 4
“...as your partaking extends/communicates to us in the passions, and you are our partakers, so also
you are in the grace”. Here, both the partakers are “ours”, and the passions are with “us”. The
author of this translation, bishop Bishr ibn as-Sirri, prepared a commented philological translation,
and, therefore, he obviously tried to encompass the different readings of Syriac manuscripts
available to him but already unavailable to us.

In the Georgian recensions CD, “you” become not partakers to Paul personally (as in the Syriac
vocalised P version), but to his passions; the “passions” are no longer those of Christ, but of Paul
himself: ©056 bs®m 369dsms Fom Brygbmo, gaMgims Bmagdobol-39d0Ls “as you are partakers
of our passions, so of consoling”. In AB recensions, there is no “our” related to “passions” (s
without Bgbmy).

Both Syriac P (vocalised) and Georgian CD readings are interesting to us by preserving, in
some form, the 1% person plural.

Finally, an important witness is preserved in Ethiopic. Already Voskresenskij has noticed, from
a second-hand reference, that the Ethiopic witnesses for éopev (Bockpecenckuit 1879: 302). The
situation is not, however, as simple as that. The Ethiopic version, and only in a part of the
manuscript tradition, contains a lexically different derivate of the hypothetical *kowwvoi gouev:
“we became equal”: @hev : 0484 : H9av : 99U~ = 1I0C : &A1Y = “and as we became equal in
the passions, so we will be united also in our joy” (the main text of the critical edition by Tedros
Abraha = ed. princeps). Another part of the Ethiopic tradition, heavily influenced with later Arabic

52 1 would like to quote here the unpublished reading of the ms Vat. ar. 13, f. 120 (read for me by Nicholai
Seleznyov): | jall 8 138 glas¥) 81 )35 a0 LS () galad (pm aSiadla 5 oS0 e dal (pe @lld Lail | a5 US () 5 oS0a) e s 8 Ula 5

3 The edition have L&, which does not result into any meaningful sense. The manuscript, however (available
online at (e-corpus.org: 1), has the three diacritical points above the first two letters of the word without a specific
distribution of them among the letters, thus allowing both ng- and tf- readings. The editor failed to provide an exact
translation corresponding to his choice of ng- [*...as we have shared (?! — B. L.) your fellowship with us in sorrows,
while you were our partners, that thus you are also with us in grace” (Staal 1983: vol. 453, t. 41, 95)]. D. A. Morozov
considers the alternative reading to be correct, that is, L= in the meaning “extends, communicates”. Even in this case,
however, the text is only grammatically correct and understandable but still far from smoothness. | am very grateful to
Dmitry Aleksandrovich Morozov for these ideas and for his consultations.
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recensions (= ed. Platt), contains a you-reading but with two “our” applied to both “passions” and
“Jjoy”: @hoe : 0lghav: i hTavy : v~ P04 2 0F~ATL # “and as you became equal in our
passions, so you will be united also in our joy”.

Nr 16 (2Cor 2:12). An addition “the great door” is to be read in Georgian AB (not CD): oo
3560 24956390m 39 oo MGBols Joge “and the great door is opened to me because of/for the
Lord”. No trace of this reading in Armenian, Coptic, known to me Arabic, and Syriac versions. A
peculiar reading of the second Ethiopic recension—going back to some (unknown to me) Arabic
recension—shares, however, the general idea of magnificence expressed with this addition of the
word “great”.

In the Ethiopic Versio Antiqua (EthGr) the second part of the verse 2:12 (xoi 6vpog pot
avewyuévng &v xopio) is missed, and the second and third recensions fill this lacuna (as a number of
other lacunae of the ancient translation), whereas operating with the word “way” instead of “door”.
One manuscript of the second recension (F = EMML 2198, 15" cent. acc. to the description but
later according to Tedros Abraha) reads @+h/+ : At : &9+ : e~k @ Ahcaka : “and is
revealed/opened to me the way of his kingdom to Christ”. Moreover, almost the same reading (only
with “Christ” instead of “to Christ”, with an omission of the preposition) is present in the first
recension’s manuscript P = Paris, BnF Eth 46 (AD 1419).

Nr 17 (2Cor 2:14). A somewhat difficult place T®d 6¢ 0ed®d yxapig @ mhvrote OprapPevovt
nuac év @ Xpotd (KJV: “Now thanks be unto God, which always causeth us to triumph in
Christ”) followed with the phrase, in the same verse, kol TV OGUNV THG YVOCE®G OTOD PAVEPODVTL
ov Mudv év movti tomw, has been first translated into Slavonic correctly, as it seems, in the
Elizabeth Bible (1751). Before this, even in the printed Ostrog Bible (1581), the Slavonic reading
was normally “Unto God be grace/gratitude, who makes us seen/manifest in Christ”, itself not
always syntactically clear (and, thus, allowing understanding “who makes seen/manifest the
grace”). The recension III (being a fresh translation from Greek) is an exception: GuoyemMy Hac
“who preserves us”. It is interesting that even this variant reading has an exact Oriental parallel in
the mainstream Ethiopic versions (EthGr = EthAr): HHAZ. : f0¢0t : “who [sc., God] always
preserves us”.

The Syriac P reading “who [sc., God] at all time a spectacle makes of us” (Q s=s s =1 Aaoa)
has a parallel only in the Bohairic: “this who manifests us at all time” (da1 €é00YON2 HMMON €BOX
ncHoy wBen). It is interesting whether this reading of Boh is in accordance with that of the
unpublished Sahidic Papyrus Bodmer XLII. A similar text in the Ethiopic x (that is often close to
P): HehF = HAG. : ahcafa = “who [sC., God] always reveals/makes shown in Christ”.

Syriac H is a correct rendering of the Greek: s« , with the marginal glosses in Greek: H1
Oprappevovtt H4 Opafevovt (sic!). The available editions of the Ethiopic present a text that
disagrees with any other version; Arm, GeoAB and CD, ArGrSin, and ArSyrSin follow the Greek at
the place.

Nr 18 (2Cor 5:8). The Syriac verb used renders both 8appsiv and nemo9eiv®*. Other languages,
especially Semitic ones, would confuse, more or less, these meanings, too. The latter meaning is
chosen in the Slavonic recension II. It is, of course, difficult to judge whether the Slavonic language
of the earliest period was equally apt for discerning between the two Greek words as it became in a
later period.

Nr 19 (2Cor 5:14). The Slavonic peculiar reading normative for recension Il implies
something like i at the beginning of the verse (as it was already pointed out by Voskresenskij).
Nothing similar in either Greek or Syriac manuscript traditions (both Syriac P and H having osass

54 Cf. (Payne Smith 1879—1901: col. 4433).
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i = 1N yop dydmn, with the possessive suffix “his”). The Ethiopic X also has @&¢s : hcata :
“and the love of Christ...”.

The exact parallel to the Slavonic is to be found in the earliest Ethiopian version from Greek
(EthGr)—mnot in all manuscripts thereof but in the best ones: A : &¢Z : hcaka = “If [or if really]
the love of Christ...”.

Other Oriental recensions do not contain the same reading but are somewhat relevant. ArGrSin
contains el s o) 3= “Truly that the love of Christ...”. The phrase ¢! &= (literally, “in truth
that...”) looks too heavy for rendering simply yép, and, therefore, it corroborates Voskresenskij’s
guess on the presence of both yap and «i.

Two different early Arabic translations from Syriac have: gl s U s Wily “And, indeed,
the love of Christ constrains us...” (ArSyrSpb) and gzl s ¥ “Because/since the love of
Christ...” (ArSyrSin). The same reading in the most of the Ethiopic manuscripts of the first
recension and all manuscripts of the second and the third: “Indeed (a0e® :), the love of Christ...”.

The unpublished Arabic version of the manuscript Vatican Arabic 13, f. 124r (made from
Greek but Syriac-influenced), has L=l oY) s o) dal (o« “Because the love of God brings us
together...”—with “the love of God” instead of “love of Christ” (“God” instead of “Christ” in
accordance with H and some Syriac patristic texts; moreover, the manuscript has here, on the top
margin, a subheading in Greek HATAITHTOY®(EO)Y = 1j dyémn tod 0eod “the love of God”™).

Nr 20 (2Cor 5:18). A reading without fudg is preserved by the ancient Ethiopic version
(EthGr): Ht@Am : Qhchta @ “who is recompensed by Christ” (with somewhat different wording
but also without “us” in some part of the manuscripts of the second recension), whereas the third
recension (EthAr) and x follow the Arabic (and other exact versions of the common Greek text):
HA®PZOT = 10w~ = QhChta @ “who brought us closer to him in Christ”. The presence or absence of
nuag / “us” redefines the object of the verb, which is either “us” or God (as in the ancient Ethiopic
and Slavonic I1). The verse seems to be not preserved in Sahidic Coptic. The Boharic, the two
Georgian, the Armenian, all Syriac, and ArSyrSin and ArSyrSpb follow the common Greek text.

Nr 21 (2Cor 6:7). “In the word of righteousness” instead of “in the word of truth”; cf. further
in the same verse: d1a t@v 6mlov ti|g dikarocvvng. The peculiar Slavonic reading represented with
a part of the manuscripts of recension Il leads to repetition, in the two cases, of the adjective
“righteous”. This is a possible disambiguation of the Syriac ~h=as uUsed in P (cf., however, above,
Rom 6:19, 22, where the same Syriac word has been presumably understood as “truth”), whereas H
uses another synonym that allows avoiding this ambiguity (~iiza ~x\=s). In P, however, the
adjectives accompanying “word” and “armament” are different: ~hac.mi <uis ..hraor Khl=ms.
Normally, the Oriental versions follow the Greek, but there are two important exclusions®®.

Bishr ibn as-SirT’s Arabic translation (ArSyrSin) runs as following: _dl 73w .., Jaudll A< “ip
the word of justice/rightfulness... in the armament of righteousness”, whereas other Arabic
translations render the Greek in an exact way, thus differing in the first phrase of our quotation; 4l
&l “in the word of truth” (both ArSyrSpb and ArGrSin as well as Vat. Ar. 13, f. 124v). The
learned bishop was certainly perplexed with such a deviation of the Syriac text he has translated.
Therefore, he adds the reading &~ as a variant and provides the following scholion: “That is, by the
right ( 4slall Aial) statement which has no corruption in it, in truth (&~k) he draws near to

% The same reading is the normative one for the four Slavonic recensions (the manuscripts containing “of Christ”
occur rarely). In Greek, it is omitted in the Nestle—Aland edition, but s. the apparatus of H. F. von Soden (von Soden
1913: 735).

6 Moreover, there are Ethiopic readings which have very little to do with any known text. No critical edition of
the Ethiopic text exists.
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everyone. Justice is truth (3=l Jaudll 5)” (Staal’s tr. with a correction).This gloss testifies that, for as-
Sirr1, “justice/rightfulness” and “truth” were clearly distinct words.

As-Sirri’s understanding of ~hxao coincides with our Slavonic reading exactly. Another
interesting parallel is not equally exact but still valuable®'. In the Georgian AB, we have: bo@gzons
F9835600F900bsams... LEFMM39woms LodsMomrolsems “with the word of truth... with the
armament of righteousness”, but the Ilatter word has a wvariant (in one manuscript)
F98356m0@900bsams “of truth”. I do not know any parallel to such variation in the second phrase
of our quotation, but it is possible that it is a trace of some uncertainties with the first phrase, that
would have eventually affected the whole sentence.

Nr 22 (2Cor 10:10). A number of manuscript, especially South Slavic ones, have exactly the
same reading as the Armenian version: siko EIKCTONHIE pedyeTe COyTh TEKKBI “because you (pl.)
say: the epistles are weighty...”. The other manuscripts of the recensions I and 11l contain only
“because the epistles are weightly...”, without any form of “to say” (contrary to rec. IV, Greek,
Syriac etc.). Voskresensky suggested a confusion in reading of Greek, gicwv instead of onoiv.
Nevertheless, he has noticed himself that the reading of the Ai7, the Gilferding Apostolos Nr 13
(14" cent., as well as the ms A1, from the same collection), is presented in the Armenian. In fact,
the Armenian version contains both peuere (“you [pl.] say”) and coyre (“are”): U:u]lgl:op,
pninppu Swuntup k...

Nr 23 (Gal 1:22). “Did not know me altogether” instead of “did not know me by
face/personally”. Here, both Syriac translations render the same Greek text, but H uses the Greek
loanword (~ea ias), Whereas P uses a regular Semitic word with the same meaning (uars).
However, the latter could have easily been misspelled as the composite conjunction formed by =
“with, in” (in various meanings) and @~ “even if, albeit, although”, that is, «a~=*. Such a
construction has probably never used in Syriac but is understandable and corresponds to the
peculiar reading of the Slavonic.

Nr 24 (Eph 4:13). Instead of “unto the measure of the stature of the fullness of Christ”, the
peculiar Slavonic reading has “unto the measure of the body of the fullness of Christ”. Both P and
H correspond to the known Greek text, and a number of early Syriac authors do the same, but two
manuscripts of H (H1 and H4) contain the following gloss to the word “of the fullness” (<\»axs):
~u e “of the body”. This gloss proves that the Slavonic translation corresponds to a text tradition
known in Syriac but quite marginal, in the two senses of the word. This reading is specific to one
of the Syriac versions.

Nr 25 (Eph 4:29). Instead of the normative compdg (here “unwholesome, corrupt”), the
Slavonic recension I has “hateful”. This corresponds to the whole Syriac tradition (“any hateful
word”): P e s La, H <huw <3\ Aas, and the similar or the same in many Syriac authors.
The same in the Ethiopic (it @ 17C : 49 : “no evil word at all”), the Armenian (wnnghkn “ill-
favoured, ugly”), ArSyrSin (4> “ugly”), and even the Latin Vulgate (malus); in Coptic, eeooy
encompasses the whole spectrum of meanings between ocampog and «axdg “what is
putrid/evil/wicked” (Crum 1939: 731). Like 1Cor 11:30 (Nr 12 above), this is another example of a
Slavonic variant reading where the coincidence with the Syriac (and other Oriental versions) could
be accidental with a high probability.

Nr 26 (Eph 5:1). Instead of “be imitators (piuntai) of God”, the peculiar Slavonic reading is
“be similar to God”, in perfect correspondence with the Syriac tradition: P asa¥s Or H <uss.
example of a Slavonic variant reading where the coincidence with the Syriac (and other Oriental
versions) could be accidental with a high probability (much higher than in the most of cases). An

57 Once more, | am grateful to Alexey Ostrovsky for attiring my attention on it.
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exact correspondence in the earliest Ethiopic version (EthGr) only: +eeax : hov: A9HAONC = “be
similar to God”, whereas a later recension has hov : F&A@. : ARILANKC : “be fitting / ready /
worthy to God”.

Nr 27 (Eph 5:18). Only the Ethiopic adds “Saint” to the word “Spirit”: @0%d.0 : $%a : (at least,
in the earliest recension, not in all manuscripts), thus witnessing, with a considerable probability, to
the existence of the same reading in Greek.

Nr 28 (Eph 6:7). Instead of serving “with good will/mental attitude”, the peculiar Slavonic
reading urges to serve “with love”. The same in P (sass) and ArSyrSin («alb), whereas H follows
the Greek literally (ms ~Xusid hoiae). The Ethiopic versions provide three variants, including
NAgPe @ “with love” in the 1548 editio princeps, but “from the whole your souls” (At : 1¢ahar:
:) in the main text according to the critical edition and a calque of the Greek pet’ evvoiog “with a
good mind” (N4AS : wqe :) in several other manuscripts.

Nr 29 (Eph 6:22). P against H in agreement with ArSyrSin (e W “what happened with me”).
Also in the Ethiopic (4? : “my news/story”), with no variants, and in a part of the Bohairic
manuscripts: enn eTaorn 1Mol “those which are to me” (another part having ©imon “to us”).

3. A Quantitative Interpretation
3.1. Introduction

One can easily say that the above results are corroborating our previous conclusion on the
earliest layer of Slavic Christian writing: that it was created as a result of a late seventh-century
Syriac Melkite but Monothelete mission having in background the Syrian anti-Chalcedonian
Church of the adherents of the patriarch of Antioch Paul Beth-Ukkame, who were firmly
established in Egypt (Louri¢ (forthcoming a)). This is not the purpose of the present paper,
however. In the present paper, we have to decide what meaning would have the number 29 itself: is
this number great or small? Or, in other words, whether its contribution to the hypothesis of the
“Paulist” background of the Slavonic writing is significant or not.

In a more formal language of the inductive logic, our question is the following. Regardless of
the a priori likelihood of the “Syriac” hypothesis on the origin of the Slavonic writing, what is its a
posteriori likelihood resulting from our investigation of the Apostolos? The notion of a posteriori
likelihood of a hypothesis allows taking into account the change of its likelihood resulting from
observations or experiences.

The inductive logic works with the mathematical formalism of the theory of probabilities and,
in particular, with the theorem of Bayes. The theorem of Bayes establishes the link between the
probabilities of the two events: that of the event A under condition that the event B occurred and
that of the event B under condition that the event A occurred. When we have made our 29
observations, some 29 events occurred. The likelihood of any hypothesis regarding the origin of the
Slavonic translation of the Pauline epistles under condition that these events occurred is different
from its a priori likelihood, that is, its likelihood before any observations.

From a practical point of view, there are insurmountable impediments preventing us from the
calculation of the likelihoods of hypotheses as such. We can compare, however, the likelihoods of
any two alternative hypotheses via their ratio.

In our case, the two hypotheses to be compared are, if we call them in the language of statistics,
those of accidental (hypothesis A) and of non-accidental (hypothesis NA) provenience of the
coincidences between the Slavonic and Oriental readings.
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The term “accidental” means, in the present context, that the coincidences between the 29
Slavonic readings in Table 1 and readings of Oriental versions have mostly two sources of origin:
(1) a genuine coincidence in the mode of thinking between mutually independent editors,
translators, and scribes resulting into identical or similar changes in the text, and (2) occurrence, in
the Byzantine Greek manuscripts used by the late ninth- or tenth-century translators into Slavonic,
of some readings that were not attested to in Byzantium, that is, very, if not extremely rare, and,
moreover—what would have been even more strange—preference to these readings from the side
of the Byzantine-oriented translators. These two constituents are to be summarised for giving the
total likelihood of the “accidental” hypothesis. This is nothing but the present consensus hypothesis
that the Slavonic translation of the Pauline epistles is performed and edited (several times) by the
circle of Cyril and Methodius and their direct and/or indirect disciples.

The “non-accidental” hypothesis could be understood in one of the two alternative ways
equally legitimate from a logical point of view but sharply different from a point of view of
historical interpretation. One of them is our hypothesis that the sources of the “Oriental” readings in
the Slavonic are Greek manuscripts accessible outside the Byzantine Empire together with Syriac
translations. Another one is the hypothesis that the presently commonly accepted view on the
history of the Greek text of the New Testament in Byzantium has very serious flaws, whereas, in
fact, the main source of origin of these peculiar readings is one of the major traditions of the late
ninth-century Byzantine Greek text.

The latter hypothesis means that our Greek manuscripts dated to the period up to the eleventh
century (whose readings are studied and mostly, if not completely, published) do not constitute a
representative sampling. One example is Rom 14:11, where the Greek reading t® xvpie (instead of
©® Oed®) is attested to in the 16™-cent. cod. Daventriensis only (Nr 47 in the edition of Scholz®® but
completely ruled out from the later critical editions). This is why it became known to
Voskresenskij®® and, therefore, it does not figure in our list of “peculiar” readings. However, its
very large accessibility in Greek in the middle of the first millennium could be realised from the
fact that it first appeared in Syriac not in Peshitta (where accepted is an ancient reading “and to
me”, ,\o; the same in the ancient Ethiopic) but in H (=.i=\ ; symptomatically, with the marginal
readings in mss H1 and H4 ~ o\ “to the God”), that is, in a direct translation from Greek ca 616.
The same situation in the Arabic eighth-century translation from Greek ArGrSin: <l “to the Lord”.

It would be reasonable to rule out such a historical hypothesis due to its extremely low a priori
likelihood®®, even though its a posteriori likelihood resulting from our observations will be the
same as that of our “Oriental” hypothesis. In any case, for the present study, we will be interested
only in discerning between the likelihoods of the “accidental” and “non-accidental” hypotheses,
without going any deeper into the historical interpretation of the results.

3.2. Basic ldeas for the Computation

Given: m = 29 observations (readings) somewhat favourable to the “non-accidental” (NA)
hypothesis.

%8 See (Scholz 1836: 196), who indicates the existence of the parallels in the Syriac and the Slavonic.

% See (Bockpecenckniil879: 228). Attested to in two mss of recension | according to Voskresenskij.

80 Such an evaluation of this likelihood is not self-evident, however, given the number of preserved but still
unpublished variant readings of the Greek manuscripts, which could be approximately realised due to the preliminary
works for the Editio Critica Maior. S., however, below (Table 3) two (from the total number of 48) Slavonic “peculiar”
readings checked against the totality of the preserved Greek readings, but still not found among them. Another
argument against the Byzantine origin of, at least, a part of the “peculiar” reading in Slavonic is the presence, among
them, of several reading hardly possible without looking at the Syriac.
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Show: In what extent these observations are favourable to the NA hypothesis against the
competing “accidental” (A) hypothesis.

In order to reach the maximum of objectivity, we can reformulate our task: What level of
accidentality is needed to make the two competing hypotheses, NA and A, equally likely? This
“level of accidentality” (= probability of accidental appearance, in the Slavonic, of the seemingly
Oriental readings) is a calculable magnitude. If we obtain it, every reader will become able to make
his or her choice between the two hypotheses, depending on what level of accidentality is, to his or
her taste, the maximum allowable.

The results will be presented as a function of the ratio of the two a posteriori likelihoods from
the variable representing the probability of accidental coincidence between the Slavonic and
Oriental versions against the available Greek text.

Thus, we have to describe the behaviour of the probability of accidental appearance of the
“Oriental” readings depending on the number of these readings (m = 29).

Three main parameters are necessarily to perform such calculation. One of them is our m: the
number of observations that needed to be interpreted. The second parameter is n: the total number
of the comparable observations (readings, in our case) in respect to whom the two hypotheses at
stake are somewhat selective (= the respective probabilities of such events must be different for the
two hypotheses). Such observations are not only those counted in the number of m, but also some
others, where the variant readings are of seemingly the same type (s. next section for the details) but
having no Oriental parallels.

Finally, we need to establish the parameter r: the probability of the “Oriental” readings
according to the hypothesis NA. The value of r could not be very close to 1.0, because some
contribution from the part of accidental readings is inevitable. Nevertheless, it must be substantially
higher than 0.5. This means that, according to the hypothesis NA, the “Oriental” readings must be
the major, even though not the only source of specific contaminations of the textual flow, which we
will call “perturbations” (s. next section). We will perform two series of calculations, for r = 0.8 and
r=0.9.

Otherwise, if we accept r near 0.5 or even lower, we would introduce implicitly an additional
supposition of a very high noise level in our text. Indeed, such a situation is possible, but it must be
treated in a much more sophisticated way and not in our method of rough evaluation.

In our present method, however, where we will take r substantially higher than 0.5, such a
situation (when the real value of r should be about 0.5 or lower) will look as an unambiguous
victory of A over NA. This is a limitation of our method, the price of its simplicity.

One can see that r is nothing but the signal-to-noise ratio.

Our limitation for the value of r results from the very nature of the competing hypothesis (A),
which implies that even our m observations belong to the noise.

Knowing n, m, and r, we will be able to find the value of g—the probability of the seemingly
Oriental readings according to the A hypothesis—corresponding to the condition of the equality of
the likelihoods of the two competing hypotheses. The lower this value of q is, the higher is the
likelihood of the A hypothesis in comparison to the likelihood of the NA hypothesis.

In general, there are no specific limitations resulting from the signal-to-noise ratio. There is
only a need of sufficient difference between the parameters r and g.

3.3. The Notion of Perturbation of the Textual Flow

The m “Oriental” readings reviewed above are a particular case of the phenomenon that I
would like to name “perturbation of the textual flow” (by analogy with the notion of perturbation in
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physics). Perturbation is, by definition, some change in a process caused by an impact from outside.
The notion is, therefore, depending on the way we discern between “outside” and “inside” of the
textual flow.

If the process we consider is the textual flow through different cultures and languages, we have
to deal with the heavily contaminated textual traditions having a low density of the flow (that is,
where the witnesses of the text are relatively far from each other)®!. Nevertheless, it is often
possible to have an idea of the sources of contamination involved. Some contaminations, however,
with a high or a low probability, could not be derived from the sources already known to us. | call
these contaminations “perturbations of the textual flow”. They witness to—with a high or a low
probability—that there are some sources of contamination that we have overlooked.

Formal definition: “perturbation” is an unexpected—from a preconceived point of view—
contamination of the textual flow.

Speaking logically, “contamination” is a notion implying an objective reality within the unique
actual world, whereas “perturbation” is its modal generalisation related to the possible world
observable from a preconceived viewpoint. “To be a contamination” is a predicate in the first
order predicate logic, whereas “to be (or “not to be”, or “unclear whether to be or not”) a
perturbation” are modal states in a modal logic, where “being a perturbation” is a modality. For
the sake of simplicity but in the same time, for increasing of the reliability of our evaluation, we
will treat the borderline cases as negative (as contaminations that are not perturbations).

For instance, we can be sure that any version of the New Testament in any language is
ultimately a translation from Greek. The sources of contaminations that are present in such text by
default are mainly the following: those specific to the translation in the language of this version,
various possibilities of translating into the corresponding language (various renderings ultimately
going back to the same Greek reading), and the variant readings of the Greek manuscripts that
would have been affected the version at any stage of either translation or editing. However, if the
text of our version A contains, e.g., some forms of the proper names different from that of the Greek
New Testament but specific to another ancient version B made directly from Greek, we have to ask
whether our version A is a translation of a translation rather than a direct translation from Greek.
Such contaminations could be named perturbations from a given viewpoint, namely, under the
supposition that version A was produced as a direct translation from Greek. From another point of
view—that version A was translated from version B, whereas it was the version B that was
translated from Greek directly—these contaminations are normal phenomena, that is, not
perturbations.

Our “Oriental” readings are certainly perturbations—from the point of view that the Slavonic
Apostolos was translated by Byzantines (and/or their disciples) from a Middle Byzantine Greek text.
They are not the only perturbations of our textual flow from the Greek to the Slavonic, however.

Now we need to decide which contaminations we have to consider perturbations, too.

It is already clear that the perturbations are those contaminations of the textual flow that are
potentially relevant for comparing the likelihoods of the competing hypotheses. Some of them
certainly belongs to the informational noise, whereas some others could be manifestations of an
impact of a previously unnoticed source (textual tradition).

3.4. The Total Number of the Perturbations of the Textual Flow (n)

81 Cf. especially: (Mink 2004; Spencer, Wachtel, Howe 2002).
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There are two main rules of identifying the perturbations and several additional rules. All these
rules are those of screening. The perturbations are those variant readings that remain after the
screening through all these sieves.

Main rules:

e The majority of the variant readings in the Slavonic manuscripts appeared certainly—and
not simply “possibly”—on the Slavic ground. All of them are irrelevant to us. These are differences
in spelling, in morphology (when they do not substantially change the meaning), the errors typical
for the Slavonic manuscripts, and, of course, various renderings of the same Greek word—which
are not to be confused with the various readings of the Greek manuscripts underlying the Slavonic
version.

e The Slavonic variants going back to different readings of the Greek manuscripts are, most
often, non-informative either—providing that the corresponding Greek readings be preserved in the
accessible Byzantine manuscripts. Such readings are equally compatible with both A and NA
hypotheses®?. There are no Byzantine readings theoretically inaccessible anywhere in the Christian
Orient.

Indeed, there could be difficult cases of the readings attested to in very late Greek manuscripts
only and, therefore, lacking from the scholarly editions but widely attested to in the Orient. This is
the problem of the representativity of the presently available selecting of the variant readings of the
Greek manuscripts, which has been tangentially discussed earlier (section 3.1).

The readings we are interesting in are “peculiar”: the differences they represent are meaningful
but unexplainable with a reference to any known Greek manuscripts. They are unexplainable in an
obvious way on the Slavic ground either, even though their Slavic origin is not to be excluded.

The total number of such readings could not be especially great. For instance, in our selecting
which ultimately goes back to about 23,000 Greek words (the total word number of the epistles
from Rom to Eph), the part of the 48 perturbations is about 1.7 - 10™. In a good and well-preserved
translation from a known original, the perturbations would be impossible even theoretically. And,
indeed, in our material, recension Il (a new translation from Greek) is not too far from this ideal.
These “irregular”—or, at least, apparently irregular—readings are those to whom the a posteriori
likelihoods are certainly selectively sensible.

The above are the main principles to be applied for selecting the perturbations. They are not
completely rigorous but sufficient to provide statistical representativity (we do not need to exhaust
all the readings classifiable among the lists of n and m, even though the more complete our lists are,
the more reliable our comparison of the likelihoods is).

62 Nevertheless, with such tools as the future Editio Critica Maior it will be possible to make the method more
selective with taking into account such readings as Rom 14:11 discussed above (section 3.1). The reading t® kvpio was
more likely available outside the post-Arabian Byzantine tradition than within. Presently, without considering them, we
increase the relative likelihood of the A hypothesis. It is, therefore, safely for our purpose of evaluating the relative
likelihood of the hypothesis NA. As an attempt of a more selective approach than the mine, one could mention Olga B.
Strakhov’s paper (Strakhov 2015). She demonstrates (for Lk 24:43 and 24:36) that some mainstream early Slavonic
readings correspond to those Greek readings that, even though being attested to in Byzantium, were rare and, therefore,
hardly presenting in the manuscripts used by the translators into Slavonic. However, the following conclusion by the
author is not as natural as it appears in her demonstration. The fact of a large distribution of the same readings in the
Latin is not sufficient to prove that they penetrated into the Slavonic from the Western rite, because, in both cases dealt
with, their distribution in the Syriac is no less large; cf. (Kiraz 1996: 508, 511).
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There are some other types of variant readings that are non-informative and should be ruled
out.

Additional rules:

¢ Short conjunctions (especially u “and”) and particles, whose additions and omissions are too
frequent in the Slavonic manuscripts. The probability of an accidental change is, in their case,
always too high, even if the hypothesis NA and not A is true.

e For the same reasons, we have to exclude those Slavonic readings, whose difference could
be explained through a variation, in Greek, of the pronouns “you (pl.)/we” fueic/OuelS, MUAV/OUGDV,
nuiv/ouly, nuag/dudc, regardless of whether the corresponding Greek readings are actually attested
to in the preserved manuscripts. Such variations, in Greek manuscript traditions, are typical due to
the iotacism and are not specifically related to either Byzantine or non-Byzantine milieu.

e A more delicate problem is the permutations (changes in the word order). Not all Oriental
versions preserve the word order of their original. For instance, the Syriac Peshitta translation does
not follow the Greek in this matter, whereas another translation into Syriac, H follows®. If we
consider a hypothesis where some Oriental influence on the translation from Greek is implied, it is
hardly possible to make informative such variant readings as permutations, and it is much safer to
factor them out.

e Finally, I have ruled out the unique readings (the variant readings known from unique
Slavonic manuscripts), because the rules of statistics are not directly applicable to them. This is not
to say that the unique readings have no value for the studies of translations. Indeed, they could be
very valuable (s. below, section 3.7)—but normally not for the calculations based on the theory of
probabilities.

3.5. The Method of Calculation

In the following, I will limit myself to the most necessarily formulae only®.

The likelihood of a hypothesis is defined as a specific kind of probability. It features the degree
of rigour of the logical inference when the latter is depending on accidental events. If a hypothesis
h1 is much more likely than a hypothesis hz, this means that

(1)  Plelhib-c])) Plel hab-c]
where e is the result of an observation under the condition ¢ and with background knowledge b,

which could be potentially depending on the competing hypotheses hi and hy. This direct inference
likelihood is a completely objective value.

8 Cf. (Brock 1977). Other analogous chapters of this monograph, which are dedicated to other languages’
limitations in the same respect and written by eminent scholars as well, still preserve their importance. Cf. also an
interesting study indirectly related to the Slavonic New Testament: (ITeutkoBckas 2005).

8 For the details, s. (Hawthorne 2014). Cf. a good introduction to the inductive logic by Lolita B. Makeeva
(Makeeva 2014). Cf. also (JIypse 2014).
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It is preferable that both b (background knowledge) and c¢ (conditions of observation) were
independent of a given hypothesis (otherwise, the computations become much more difficult).

For making the comparison possible, the hypotheses are to be compared under the same b and
c. This is not completely trivial.

The background knowledge, in our case, includes the textological data and nothing more. This
is the same for both A (“Byzantine’) and NA (“Oriental” or “Syriac”) hypotheses. In other words,
we have, for the time being, to forget the names of Cyril and Methodius and the hagiographical
legends about the origin of the Slavic writing.

The conditions of observations, in our case, could be different were we considering the
statistical clusters of manuscripts (called in textology “recensions’) as separate sets. However, our
observations are, in fact, independent from the recensions: we are always considering the whole
totality of manuscripts without specifying any subsets (recensions) within.

The formula (2) is a simplified definition of the likelihood of a given hypothesis hy:

0 wamq=ﬁﬁ%ﬁﬁxma_m”

More precisely, this is only posterior probability of this hypothesis, without taking into account
its prior probability. The prior probability is not an objective magnitude. It is the likelihood of a
hypothesis before any observations are performed. It heavily depends on such things as scholarly
opinions. We are not interesting in comparing such likelihoods, and, therefore, we reduce our
discussion of the likelihoods of hypotheses to the posterior (a posteriori) likelihoods only.

The comparison of two a posteriori likelihoods of hypotheses is the following ratio (3):

P[en
P[en

b’ qra-gr

) h -b-c”J_ r"(1—r)""

where r is the probability of “Oriental” readings according to the hypothesis NA, whereas ¢ is
the same probability according to the hypothesis A.

We need to trace the behaviour of g near the points where the value of the ratio (3) becomes
close to 1. This means that we have to solve for the variable q the following polynomial equation

(4):

q (-9 _
G ey

The denominator in (4) depends on the value of r, which is to be chosen by ourselves. Thus, the
denominator is a constant for given values of n and m. Let us design it a. Then, the equation (4) can
be rewritten in a more traditional equation style (designing the variable g as x) as following (5):

Xm(l— X)n—m _
a

(5) 1

The values of a will be calculated for r = 0.8 and r = 0.9.
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Then, the real roots of the polynomial equation (5) belonging to the interval ]O, 1[ (the real
numbers between 0 and 1 excluding 0 and 1) will be found. These roots will be the probability
values corresponding to the equal likelihoods of the hypotheses A and NA. One of these roots, as it
IS easy to see, corresponds to x = r and is useless to us; it will be rejected for the obvious grounds.

The range of values of q corresponding to the ratio (4) substantially greater than 1, where
“substantially” means that it exceeds 1 by several orders, corresponds to the situation when A is
more likely than NA, and, vice versa, the ratio (4) substantially lower than 1 means that NA is more
likely than A.

After having solved the equation (5) for the variable x, we thus obtain a tool allowing to us to
judge, what situation is more realistic. Indeed, if the preponderance of the hypothesis A implies that
the values of g must be unrealistically great, this would be a strong argument against this hypothesis
and in favour of the competing hypothesis.

3.6. The (Apparently) Non-“Oriental” Perturbations

To proceed further, we need to find n. In fact, this means that we need to find the readings
whose amount will be equal to n — m.

These readings are presented in Table 3. They were chosen according to the rules described
above (section 3.3).

In two cases, 1Cor 10:9 and Gal 4:7, we were able to check all the readings preserved in the
Greek manuscripts, because these places were among the test passages investigated by the team of
the Editio Critica Maior (the numbers of the corresponding manuscripts are indicated in the
brackets after the Greek variant readings). It is somewhat significant that the peculiar Slavonic
readings were not found among more than 600 Greek manuscripts where the corresponding places
are preserved and legible.

Table 3.
Bockpe-
CeHCKHit Rec. . - .
Nr | Place 1879 (Mss®) Peculiar reading Normal reading(s) Greek
1 Rom | 207-208 | I B MOJI0OLCTBUH TTbHBHA oOpasa glkovoc
1:23 Thaa genosbka
2 Rom | XIIT 175 | I[10 mss] | mo Bcew/Becsikow mmocTacH | BesAirbMb 00pasomb /| Kotd wavTo
3:2 o Bceu BUHD TPOTOV
3 Rom | XIII 175- | | [5 mss] JIApOBAIILR CA UM BbpOBaILR CA UM émotevinocov
3:2 176
4 Rom | 228 I [3 mss] ot BbpsI ¢ThiA [from the HC XBBI Incov / Incov
3:26 holy faith] Xpro10d / Incovv

8 Or Hristova-Shomova’s page (XIII) when necessary (but, even then, the number of variant readings according to
(Bockpecenckuit 1892; Bockpecenckuit 1906; Bockpecenckuii 1908).
% Indicated for minoritary readings of a given recension.
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5 Rom | 212 LIV [=B7 | mo mpo3pbHauro “according | mo mpemioKeHHIO Kot Tpobecty
8:28 in 1] to the foresight” [rtpoBiw confused
with
npobewpim]®’
6 Rom | 230 I [3 mss] cBoren no6pbu [add A18]/ | cBoren macouuh [N0 | Tfj idig haig
11:24 6m3bu [add Al7, A20] addition]
maciunb [cf. above ibid.:
€ig kaAMELaOV]
7 Rom | 225 1 [12 msS] | WCIUTbHEHH ILIO HCITBIIHEHH BCETO TEMANPOUEVOL
15:14 Pa30yMBHBIX paszoyma mhong [thc]
YVOOEMG
8 1Cor | 261 I [save 11 aIe e BCb MU are xe Mup [No glte KOGOG
3:22 mss] addition]
9 1Cor | 281 Il [save 6 Ica [add] X(pucT)a X(pucr)a / r(ocmo)ma | Xpiotov (525) /
10:9 mss] / B(or)a Xpioto (38) /
[no addition] KOplov (43) / Bgdv
(16) / om (5)
10 | 1Cor | 271 | [save 13 | amie jm KTO He [no addition] €l 0¢ 115 Ayvoed,
14:38 mss] pazoymbieTh. siko 6(0XK)us ayvoeiton
coyth 3anosbau [add]. a [insertion repeats
He pa3oyMbBaleTh. 14:37 811 xvpiov
£€0TIV £VTOAN]
11 | 2Cor | 296 I [5 mss] OT Tieyaau 60 MHOTBI OT Teyaau 60 MHOTBI | €K YOp TOAATIC
2:4 ceparoy H TOyrbI [OM] OAlyeng kol
CepALoy ovvoyig kapdiag
12 | 2Cor | 299 I [5 mss] [om] ce ubHb Bpema [no omission] 60V ViV Kopog
6:2 0JITOTIPIATHO, ce HBIHb EVTPOGOEKTOC,
JICHb CIIaCeHiA idov vov Nuépa
copiog
13 | 2Cor | 304 Il [save 1 B ¢(€)paInX HAIIUX eCTh B ¢(€)paIuX HaIIAX €V T0ic kapdiong
7:3 ms] and As ecre NuU@v éote
(I'rec.)
14 | 2Cor | 305 IT and As, c(e)paue (heart) oyTpoba T4 GTAGYYVOL
7:15 Ay (I rec.)
15 | 2Cor | 293 I [2 mss: Bb BUbHMe arina [add] B BUIbHMS sBICHUS | €ig OmTociag Kol
12:1 A6, A7] rHA [om] amokalOyELg
Kvpiov
Table 3 (Continuation).
Bockpe-
Nr | Place cefg;‘;' " Rec. (mss) Peculiar reading Normal reading(s) Greek
page
16 | Gal 318 I [4 mss npuyactHUK 0(0)Kuu Hacbauuk 6(o)kuu | KAnpovopog 0god
4.7 incl. Al], n(oy)xom [*0e0D dia HCh XBb o1 Inoov
(cf. Il [save 6 TveLpoTog ?] Xpiotov ete. (100
3:29) mss] Cf. 3:29: post nacinbauunm mss), other
(xAnpovopor) Al add readings 527 mss.
6(0)xuu a(oy)xom®e
17 | Gal 316 I [4 mss], HPKBH BaM XOTATh [TpenbcTHTH XOTATE | €KKAETGOL VUGG
4:17 Il [save 1 “(they wish) to you “(they wish) to 0élovov
ms], 111, IV | churches” (sic!) deceive”

87 The common reading of recension Il is o Bosu “according to the [sc., disposition of the] will”.
% The two readings are present together in A; = Apostle of Okhrid, 12 cent.
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[save 3
mss]
18 | Eph | 333 1 [12 ms, B eanHo ThJo [Asy mbio] B 1€uH a(0Yy)X £v évi Tvebpott
2:18 incl. A; “into the unique body [As1
and Aazi] erroneously affair]
19 | Eph | 334 I [3mss+ | ects Hecn(a)cenue [read ecTh 6oy £€0TIv domTio
5:18 Izbornik as an inexistent word
1076], Il *dowtmpio]
[save 1 ms]

Notes to Table 3:

Rom 11:24. In the word “good” is repeated with the second mention of the “olive tree”: “For if
thou... wert graffed contrary to nature into a good olive tree: how much more shall these, which be
the natural branches, be graffed into their own [good add] olive tree?”

2Cor 7:3. As Voskresenskij noticed, the reading without the copula at all is known in Greek but

not with the 3" pers. sg. form £oti.

2Cor 12:1. “The vision of the angel” instead of “the visions and the revelations of the Lord”.
This reading is attested to in two manuscripts of the 13"/14™ cent. (incl. As, so-called Karpinsky
Apostolos). | have no idea of its origin whatsoever.
Gal 4:17. This erroneous reading recognised already by Voskresenskij (éxkAnciot pro
ékiheioot) is known to me only in Slavonic. However, it is theoretically possible that it first
appeared as a scribal error in Greek or in an Oriental translation.

3.7. One Case of Unigue Readings
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Some unique readings (never included in Tables 1 and 3) could be not only non-accidental but
also interesting in some respects. E.g., 2 Cor 3:14 according to the Chudov New Testament (= rec.
I1): ocnemormra (instead of oxamenbina) momermmienus ux. It is obvious, as Voskresenksij has
already noticed (Bockpecenckuii 1879: 291), that this variant goes back to a different Greek variant
reading: énmpdOn misspelled as énnpdOn. This Greek reading is, however, absent from the editions
of the Greek New Testament available even to us, not to say of VVoznesenskij, although it is still
very probable, of course, that it will reappear in the Editio Critica Maior.

However, the reading émnpm0On is normative for both Syriac versions, as well as the Armenian
and ArGrSin. Its presence in H demonstrates that is was quite widespread in the Byzantine Empire
ca. 616 (when Egypt, where Thomas of Harqla was working, was still within its borders).
Nevertheless, it was certainly absent from the majority Byzantine text of the thirteenth century, the
date of the translation preserved in the Chudov New Testament.5®

This reading is the unique “perturbation” (in our sense of the word) that I was able to find in
the Chudov (111) recension of the Pauline epistles from Rom to Eph. It could be interesting for
evaluating the Greek New Testament manuscripts availability in the Second Bulgarian kingdom, the
Sitz im Leben of this recension.

3.8. The Quantitative Analysis: Preliminaries

The number of “non-Oriental” perturbations turned out to be somewhat disappointing: it is
considerably lower than that of the “Oriental” readings (19 vs 29) and apparently leaves no room for
calculations. Indeed, intuitively we can already say that it is not likely that 29 from 48 perturbations
(ca 60%) coincide with some “Oriental” readings accidentally. Nevertheless, there is a need of
performing a quantitative analysis even for such “intuitively clear” situations—for calibrating the
method.

Moreover, we will discuss as well, using the same quantitative method, a much less trivial
problem of whether the translator into Slavonic had have a look at some texts in Syriac.

We have to solve the equation (5) and to trace the behaviour of the function Rana(x) (6)—the
ratio of the posterior likelihoods of the competing hypotheses—in the neighbourhoods of the real
roots belonging to the interval x < ]0, 1[*°.

Xm (1_ X)n—m

(6) RA/NA(X) = = a_lxm (1_ X)n—m

Given that the powers of the polynomials we deal with are very high, the ratio of the
likelihoods, which is governed with the power law, will be very sensitive to a very small variations
of the value of g (or x in our equation (5)), that is, the supposed probability of the accidental
coincidences.

8 On the Chudov recension, s. the studies of Tatiana Pentkovskaya, culminating in her monograph TlenTtkoBckas
2009. Pentkovskaya considers the translation to be a work of a Russian translator but working outside Russia, in some
of “contact zones” influenced by South Slavs and even probably knowing himself some South Slavic language(s). This
is logically fragile construction. Hristova-Shomova considers the transanslation to be simply Bulgarian (Xpucrosa-
lomora 2004: 785—798). On can add that the third hypothesis—of a South Slavic translator working in a contact zone
with the Russians—would be plausible equally to the Pentkovskaya’s hypothesis.

0 These calculations are technically somewhat difficult because of high powers of the equations and functions.
The software used is Wolfram Mathematica 10.3.
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3.9. The Quantitative Analysis: Calculations
Let us perform our calculations under conditions (7.1) and (7.2):

(7.1)r1=0.9; a;' =2.1-10%°
(7.2)r2=0.8; a,* =1.2-10%°

The real roots of the equation (5) within the interval ]0, 1[ (and after having rejected the root x
=r) are the following:

rn=0.9;x=0.238
r,=0.8; x=0.382

These roots are the only real roots within the possible range of probability values, with
exception of the roots corresponding to x = r. One can see that, in both cases, the likelihood of the A
hypothesis is much lesser than that of the NA hypothesis. That of A would prevail only under
condition that, at least, more than every fifth or even every third accidental contamination coincides
with some reading of an Oriental version. This is unrealistic.

To figure out the shape of the power law connecting the ratio Rana and the presumed
probability of the accidental perturbations, it would be useful to consider some plots.

The plots on Figs. 1 and 2 provides general outlines of the corresponding functions. The two
figures differ mostly with the scale of R: the scale of the ratio of the two likelihoods is in millions of
times in the first case (where the NA hypothesis is put forward in a strong form: r = 0.9) and only in
dozens of times in the second case (where this hypothesis is put forward in a weaker form: r = 0.8).
One can see that our method would not work at all for week hypotheses (e.g., r = 0.6), because the
resulting ratios Rana would become too low.

The two plots are bell-shaped, with two symmetric branches tending asymptotically to zero.
The right halves of the plots pass through the value R = 1 at q = r. In fact, only the left halves are
informative, and only in the part corresponding to the neighbourhood of the first real root of
equation (5), which is symmetric to the point of the plot corresponding to the second real root at q =
r. This is why, for the practical purposes, we need large-scale plots such as those at Figs. 3 and 4.
These plots show how the power-law function works, and why the method of comparison of the two
competing likelihoods is reliable.

The plot of a power-law function contains two almost perpendicular parts connected with each
other through the inflection point at a very short period of x-axis. Our task does not consist in an
exact calculation of the ratio Rana, which would require an exact knowledge of both r and g. Our
task is limited to an evaluation of this ratio: whether it has such value that allows insisting that one
hypothesis is much more likely that the competing one.

If we can be sure that we are far enough from the inflection point, and our situation corresponds
to a plot section belonging to one of the two semi-perpendicular parts, we can be sure that one
hypothesis is much more likely than the another one. Otherwise—if we turn out somewhere near the
inflection point,—then, the method losses its reliability.

3.10. Looking at the Syriac?
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It would be tempting to perform some calculation to evaluate the likelihood of direct checking
of the Slavonic against the Syriac, whether the four rows of Table 1 marked with grey fill colour are
accidental or not. Such a calculation is, however, hardly possible—at least, without using some
sophisticated filters of information noise. The reasons are those explained above (section 3.2). Even
under the supposition that some corrections against the Syriac took place, we have no right to claim
that the probability of miscorrections resulted from this work is more than 0.5 among the other
perturbations of the textual flow. And, indeed, we would have, in our case, 23 perturbations’ but
only 4 among them are supposedly originated from miscorrections against the Syriac. In our case,
the signal-to-noise ratio is unacceptably low.

However, we have already obtained serious reasons for a high a priori likelihood of the
“Syriac” hypothesis. They are the following.

1. Non-Byzantine (“Oriental”) features of the Greek manuscripts used.

2. A similar and roughly contemporaneous method of translation of the New Testament from
Greek into Arabic in a similar milieu (the Melkites, whereas rather dyothelete than monothelete):
translation from the Greek but adopting some readings of the Syriac.

3. Attestation of the most of the “Oriental” Slavonic readings in either Syriac or direct
translations from Syriac (21 from 29).

4. Attestation (direct or indirect) of, at least, five of the “Oriental” Slavonic readings (marked
with grey fill colour in Table 4, column “Nr”) in Syriac exclusively’2.

Thus, our four cases of possible mistranslations from Syriac are positioned in such context,
where their non-accidental appearance is very likely, even though we are unable to perform the
adequate calculations of the a posteriori likelihoods.

4. Conclusions

4.1. History of the Textual Flow

Our conclusions will be limited to the topics discussed above at length, thus avoiding going
deeper into historical interpretation.

1. Some “Oriental” impact on a very early recension of the Slavonic translation of the five
Pauline epistles is demonstrated.

2. The quantitative evaluation of this conclusion was, in fact, an evaluation of its logical
strength. It was not a necessary mean to derive it from the collected evidences.

3. The most natural interpretation of the previous conclusion (1) is that the Greek originals
used for the Slavonic translation were those widespread outside the borders of the ninth-century
Byzantine Empire (cf. above, section 3.1).

"L The four rows of Table 1 marked with grey fill colour together with 19 items of Table 3. The remaining 24 rows
of Table 1 could no longer be considered as perturbations, because they could be explained as variant reading of non-
Byzantine Greek manuscripts.

2| exclude from this list Nr 18 (2 Cor 5:8) given that the corresponding double attente is by no means specific to
Syriac.
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4. There are some traces of additional editing of the translations from Greek against some
Syriac version(s), in the same manner as in roughly contemporaneous Melkite translations of the
New Testament from Greek into Arabic.

5. The “Oriental” tradition involved was one of the Syrian ones.

6. Both I (“Ancient”) and II (“Preslav”) recensions share the above features that, therefore, are
to go back to their common archetype, that is, an even more “ancient” recension.

7. Only the earliest Ethiopic version (EthGr) shows an affinity with the Slavonic material
comparable to that of the Syriac material (s. Table 4). This fact must be interpreted as an affinity of
the early Slavonic version with Greek recensions that were circulating before the seventh-century
Arab invasion.

4.2. The Quantitative Method

From time to time, | have permitted to myself occasional references to my earlier papers
dedicated to the Syrian Melkite monothelete mission to the Slavs in the late seventh century to
which | have attributed the beginning of the Slavic Christian writing, but such historical problems
remained, in general, beyond the scope of the present paper.

The quantitative method proposed in this paper is dedicated to comparison of two competing
hypotheses concerning the textual flow of a highly contaminated tradition.

The method has the following preconditions and limitations:

1. The total number of possible hypotheses must be previously reduced to two: that a specific
source of contamination existed or not.

2. In the present (simplest) modification of the method, the hypothesis about the presence of a
discussed source of contamination must additionally imply a high value of the signal-to-noise ratio
(> 0.5), that is, that this hypothetical source, if it actually existed, was the major source of

contaminations of a specific kind (defined above as “perturbations”).
R
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Fig. 1. Rana providing that r = 0.9.
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Fig. 2. Rana providing that r = 0.8.
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Fig. 4. Rana providing that r = 0.8, g  [0.2, 0.4].

Fig. 3. Rana providing that r =0.9,q € [0.2, 0.3].
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Tabl. 4
Nr | Place | SyrP SyrH | ArSyrSin | ArSyrSpb | ArGrSin | Arm | GeoAB GeoCD Sah Boh EthGr EthAr Others
1 Rom *+ s - - - - - - - - - - -
6:9
2 | Rom *+ *+ - - - - - - - - - - -
6:19
3 | Rom *+ *+ - - - - = - - - - - -
6:22
4 Rom — - — — - - - - + + + + —
11:16
5 Rom - - - - - - - - — + + + +
11:16 Syr Philoxenus
6 Rom + + - - - e + - + - e = GeoAB variants
12:6 only
7 Rom - - - - - + - - - - + - -
12:14
8 Rom - - — — — - — - + + - - -
14:7
9 Rom + + - - - - - - - - - - -
15:15
10 | 1Cor - - - - + - - - - - - - -
7:15
11 | 1Cor - - - - - + + + - - - - -
7:37
12 | 1Cor + + + - + - + + + + + + -
11:30
13 | 1Cor + - - - - - + - - - - - -
12:29
14 | 1Cor + — _ _ _ _ + _ _ — n T —
15:29
15 | 2Cor + - + + - + - + — - *+ - -
1:7
16 | 2Cor - - - - - - + - - - - - -
2:12
17 | 2Cor + - - - - - - - + - — - -
2:14
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Tabl. 4 (Continuation).

Nr | Place | SyrP SyrH | ArSyrSin | ArSyrSpb | ArGrSin | Arm | GeoAB GeoCD Sah Boh EthGr EthAr Others

18 | 2Cor + - - - — - - - - — - - -
5:8

19 | 2Cor - + + + - - — _ _ _ _ _ T
5:14 Vat. Ar. 13

20 | 2Cor - — - - — — — — — - + - -
5:18

21 | 2Cor + - + - — - + - - - - - —
6:7

22 | 2Cor - - — - - + - — — _ _ _ _
10:10

23 | Gal *+ - - - - - - - - - - - -
1:22

24 | Eph - - - - - - - - - - - - +
413 H mgg

25 Eph + + + — — + — — + + + + —
4:29

26 Ep + + - - - - - - - — + - -
5:1

27 | Eph - - - - - - - - - - + - -
5:18

28 | Ep + - + - - - - - - - + - -
6:7

29 Eph + - + - — — — — — + + + -
6:22
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