3/N THE PSALTEH' OF DiHITH[ THE OL'TAR'NIK
¢. 12th c.

Parchment codex, 145 folios, 135 X 110mm, text 105 x 80mm, 24-26 lines to
& page.

. All the gatherings are quaternions, with the exception of the thu'd which is a
binion, and the fourth, which comprises 6 folios. The penultimate folio of the last
gathering (No 19) is missing, which makes it impossible accurately to determine the
content of the last part of the manuscript, for the odes are also missing. One
might tentatively conjecture that the manuscript is entirely lacking its last part,
which as a rule would have comprised the odes. Indeed, the gap could be even
bigger, il one imagines that at this point, after the Psalms and the odes, certain
typica from the Divine Office were also included, as is the case with the other
Sinai Glagolitic Psalter (MS 2/N).

Between folios 141 and 142 three smaller bifolia have been inserted (14ia,
141b, 141c, and three blank folios), 85 x 68mm, text 60 X 50mm. Both the mate-
rial and the text of folios 1, 52, 144, and 145 are somewhat damaged.

The writing is rounded Glagolitic, in yellowish ink. The initial letter of each
Psalm is equivalent to four normal letters in height but does not project into the
margin, With minor e::n:aptinna, the strokes of the initials consist of double lines,
the space between which is filled with chain-like or spiral decorations. The larger
strokes of the initials are further embellished with stylised plant motifs. These
initials and the titles of the various texts are on a yellow ground.

As far as the orthography is concerned, this new Glagolitic monument differs
considerably from the well-known Sinai Psalter (MS 38/0). The use of the letters
(=I) and 8 (=H) is variable and inconsistent, and also, while the nasals € (=a),
3 (=Hh), » (=&),and € {= EK) are employed, there is also a tendency to make
them into vowels (mew, Teow, etc.). Another orthographic feature which helps to
designate the codex’s origin both chronologically and geographically is the indis-
criminate use of jer () and jor (z), though the latter is more prevalent: sagapapoyers
(fol. 26v), ezzapapeyerz (fol. 27¥), woys, amsz (fol. 134¥). The tendency to turn the
poluglas (reduced vowels) into vowels is another aspect of the orthographic ten-
dencies mentioned above — e.g. gums ~= Amx, KZrAs — worpa (fol. 16Y). All these
points indicate that this is a South Slavonic literary monument (see E. F. Karskij,
‘Cnasauckas XHpHAnosckas nancorpadus, Moscow 1979, pp. 313-23, and P. Djordjic,
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Cnpacnm jesnx, M. Srpska 1975, p. 48). The orthography in this manuscript
varies considerably, unlike that of the Sinai Psalter, which preserves the original
orthﬂgraphjr more authentically; and this, together with the extensive use of Cyril-
lic, chiefly in the h&admgu (ncassm, pssx, ® 4aws Or g AaBa elc.), persuades me
that it is of a later date than the Sinai Psalter.

Another important feature of this codex is the fact that its binding has sur-
vived; it is of the Byzantine type and may be the original binding. It comprises two
hnarda which are of the same dimensions as the pages, covered with leather.

The style of the handwriting and the orthography —which, as I have said, is
not uniform throughout the manuscript— indicate that two M’l‘!hﬂ copied this
codex. The first, scribe A, wrote folios 1v-2, 3r, 35v-141v, 1427-145v. His chief distin-
guishing nharacteﬂstm apart from his tall, upright, or nhghtljr fnrwm'd-ﬂupmg
script, is that he shows a marked preference for the letter * (=I). & (uﬂj 18
non-existent to begin with, and though he does subsequently use it, it is in very
rare and irregular instances.

* The second scribe, B, wrote lolios 2v and 3v-24r, and apart from his rounder,
forward-sloping script, he is chiefly characterised by his use of the letter & . He
uses P only as an initial letter and in a few other rare cases.

Secribe A, then, wrote the second page (1¥), part of the third (2r) and fifth (3r),
and scribe B wrote the fourth page (2¥) and continued from the seventh (4f) on-
wards; this frequent and abrupt interchange of the two scribes at the beginning of
the manuscript, together with certain gaps covering either whole pages or parts of

-pages —most of which were subsequently filled with notes— leads to the strong
suspicion that the two scribes worked on the codex umu]tanuuunly If, indeed,
one bears in mind the fact that the sequence of the text is not mtarrupted by the
gaps, then one must suppose that they were left deliberately to be illuminated
later on. When it became clear that the illumination was not going to be dome, a
reader, AzmTpx uuﬂpuﬂn, filled most of the gaps with l'us own notes,

Contents: The Psalms of Daﬂd (1-151)

| fﬂl. 1v-145%; The 150 Psalms of David

Ine. Basmmnz axxz xe u 4672... -
Des. ... gxtkKo AZIXaMIE A4 YRAMNTE PCotROA >4,
fol. 145¢-145v: Psalin-151, ex numeris, by David’s own hand
‘ Inc. Mcaa>m whxs mx ggarn mom ...
The end is dmged and illegible.

Notes:

fol. 1*:  (full page) agzs Axsrgx r¢kmmnxs oalnTapanns] | .

At this point, which is the end of a line, there is no indication that the text
continues. Over the surviving letlers e there was probably a Tuvaa indicating that
the word had been abbreviated. On searching through various Old Slavonic dic-
tionaries (Miklosich's and others), I have been unable to find any word beginning
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with e that could make any sense hm “The only relaﬂnt words which
could also be abbreviated and which were known substantives where Dimitri lived
are oantaph and oanragamnxs. In this particular case, the possibility that ¢4 are the
' first letters of a surname denoting the writer’s place of origin can be ruled out,
because nowhere else in his notes does Dimitri show any tendency to conceal his
identity. Apart from revealing his Christian name, he speaks of his cell under the
name of the Mother of God, and also his house (possibly meaning his monastery),
which seems to be dedicated to St Gregory. Consequently, albeit with eircumspec-

tion, it seems to me that the word’s restoration as canTagannxs currectljr renders
both the text and Dimitri's function.

BX HAMA OT<RORA M. CCEDHA N CCEAITANCO> ACOY>K4 | BIZAHIA HA POpR BEAMKA | M
EXZOEA TAACOMI HEAHKOMT® AT% BAMA TEROT W OYCAZ[HUIMTE M CCBAITREN AcE>-
AT OT|T COAOYHA M QSUITS MM XETo|EL 6e7s EAXAW ZER0x waolekrz sevx
gaxan 3ehox afankaz n miagkanys BACEY KA H BARaHUR [ ]| en wnips : u rsan
W wuigms ;7] | scTHeR W odcBoMx 1 n moxz Bjx wpznk 4PYHOY BONIZA BX | Kann
emokk 2 0 Aone akxel..] | n noxz nzz mmn ckann mx[a]] xxx A4 of..Je pagaphums |
nucaxs [....Jens memkpakr(z) | keanrl....Jx: oy cacarTo mcarigl....]

There follow the Greek, Latin, and Glagolitic alphabets {abemiarm} "Although the
manuscript is damaged at this point and the letters x & & ®» = b 4 € 2¢ and
45 are missing from the Glagolitic alphabet, rohwnuss Anmvgn uses them
in his notes. Consequently, this alphabet —which is very important because it is
accompanied by the Greek and Latin alphabets and can therefore help us to under-
stand the function of the Glagolitic script properly— comprises thirty-eight letters.
{Concerning the problems connected with the function of the letters of the Gla-
golitic alphabet and the tradition of the abecedarium, see Bor. Velteva, 'AGene-
aap’, and P. ll¢ev, ‘A3byxr crapoGusrapcku’, both in Kupnno-Meroanencxa Eu-
muxnoneans | (Bunrapera Ax. ma Hayx. - Mucr. 3a merepartypa), Sofia 1%5 pp. 20-
- ©, 34-49 respectively, incl. full relevant bibliography.)

fol. 2r: The Latin alphabet precedes the following note:

MCO>ACHITES 0 BAXUR A4 HE E[TAaTHTE 82 Kowaps © | T<ocnop>n Hecoyrecer Xcpmer>e
B<O>ME HAUM © N C<EA>TER Tap4|CHN 1 BCO>XE Hxe ¢ Zhamina asf.] | ors ammoma: o
Adniak ngcorpcoruk 1 W omexzak : TEH THAMIHA | M oYveTa RATUHE D 1 AMENCE | neex:
AA ME BIAAZATE €F | Rowags : mi uewdgare sg[z)|ea: pasa reoero coro: n adl....] | u
wznik H ngneno # BRKInl.] | nevaTz 4agx c<EAGTArO ACOYINCA> | NOMHAOYH F<otnog>n
CHMA AOMIN | W CKOTIMEX ASHE W HOWE. B | c<BA>TEHME [PlguropHems n B<orogoan>-
BeA> | OrHHI AW | XOOMZHIA cxxpa|nhku ; u goRZHEaNAE HXT RoM|oARME TA P<ocnoy>-
KN MAap|ezua,

There follows the first verse of the second Psalm in the same handwriting as

fol. 1v, i.e. that of scribe A.

fol. 3r: Towards the bottom of the page, aftEr the first pa.rt. of the eleventh verse
—which continues quite normally on fol. 3v— we read: :

W CROTIH: EZcrkeToy M EIC[NHTHEHM WOHOCTE ! MAAASNIUA | oyTHWH TIHETHME
Kpec|Tx NOMOLYE : €3 KPECTE k| pEHZHMT €CTE CncaCE>NNMCE> I BR|COMT NPOroHNTIAR &
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- Kfpe]evs | eakoznsx gomax : [ Jonx | noas]...] pcormpennm [....] | T
fol. 34v: Approximately the top third of fol. 34 has been cut off, and while fol. 34r
bears the text of Psalm 24 (verses 5-8), fol. 34 is blank, except for a briel note. The
- orthography and the style of the handwriting are the same as those of the person
who wrote the preceding notes. However, if the letters ¢ 4 x are remnants of the
word woans, then this must be an interpolation by a deacon named Ioan.

e I-III.|.II MCOPAN : MK D PACA>ER : M[CCBASTCRILCR> 1 PCOENOA>H oyeszum Azdx:
oaf..)|z paex TEon [E)emz agx:
fol. 1407: On the bottom half of the page:
FRI<O>pHE —with the letters sa above it— MOAMIPA TE B<Or>d : A4 BH NgH|woax
KX rgosoy Excrgk|ents aazapk: w Exexfphen i Taxo wagz aco> Ax | TA reo-

enoA>H : Ad BEekplenwn] | ot  cupaTH  mojewn s 4a norTHrMA : m||fr|1 0 ASCHARR W
cAoY|waTH raca>ex TRON | FAAr<oOrAmyIN

fol. 140¥ |nguakTe B<Ad>rocAoRAINH OULA M[OEM0: W BRANMN RPOTOKE : K mcH>aoc)pzas @ kino
me BIMCTE BaXASwk(n @ g2 []eo [ Juoy chmona npoka|xemnare : mzakn ounma monma
cjaxzan kKo e nZawkaz son Ton|Exe Hosk TEON SMZHK BAACEN O THOAM OTENOYETHIN
£ MHQOM|E TEEL MKO>AR F<OCMOAYH HECOYCE> XPCHICTE BCEAQEX|NTEAOY: A4 OTI-
moycTHwH Bea | PoRXTH Mot D ngkmAE Aaxe He | ovmpm z m Ad HE nogagoveTs e |
oymz Neg[o]ax mon: M TIEC M<O>A|A CCBAITIN NETPE: WS APEMHI|H KAOUL y<a>-
PATTEOY MIB<EENOYMloy. W A4 mu gagagkwm rokixeh | mom wa gemn W pamax
MH I FCOCMOAYH HECOYEE> XPCHET>E KPRNOCTE ceX> HCEXRCICE ] Ad moskxAs Ankrosa
B[SAZArO H BOGAGIA CA € | MHOKR I MCOPAR BCA CCEAITINWA | anh<E>AZH B agycar-
MECE>ATH | MCO>AR BECA CKBAITEHIA RATH{HAGKIH W BEA CCKAITIHM | TEOMM Np<o>-
PCOPKEH I H BEA [CEAITINM ANCOICTCOPAIH: K | MCR>UCEHHNKIN,

fol. 1417 azz A<x>mTosH nncaxs cf | we eymkia,

The strange thing here is that the text of the Psalm follows on directly from
fol. 140 to fol. 141v: fol. 140 —Psalm 144, verses 14-16; fol. 1417— Psalm 144, ver-
ses 17-21. This means that {in accordance with what has been said at the beginning
of this description) the scribe must have had some reason for deliberately leaving
half of fol. 140¢ and all of fol. 140 blank.

fol. 144v: full-page continuation of the previous note:

MEAOREATHHKEH W MOCTIHMKE|H BCA CCEAITIHIA ACOT>XOBZH: M ECA CCEA>TE|iiA

MIXEQAHZHIA TEOMA © A4 BI[CXOAMTE Mco>anTH 74 M rokxjxnare : u nongzuzaw

vk reoenoa>x: | Hame ngkAT B<ororMz Az W Hops | nengkerawnTs sxnHEpE 1 |

FAATOACHRYIE ; C<BAITCE> I CXEAITCED I (KEAITCE> I TCOLMOAE CARAOTIE : Ad MCO>-

AATE T4 MA A4 BXTMO|FAR ALARTH BeRAME BEZKO|HHEMT MONMT LAXE ELMX C|ETROPHAT :

OTX OHOCTH MO|Hm ACHAT HoWx WEro AZHE: | W HEHIE M<OXAX eA KX TEE® reoendp>n

Hjccoyee> XCOMET>E | MEO 62H | WEAQR | M MCH>AOCTHET M M<HIACOLQEIAR : gckmjx

MOHTIHEAWRIEHAE H|MA TEOL BX HCTHHA MCO>A|A TA D H NEOLA F<OtNOA>H A4 oye]-

ARHWHLLN M<O>ACHITER MOWK | H KHETH Y>> eTEYM M [cxun]joms n ccea>TenMx
ACOY>ECO>ME, :

A significant feature of the codex’s many notes is the unilormity of handwriting

and orthography. As far as the orthography is concerned, only & is used for the
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~sound /i/, which indicates a certain connection with scribe B, or at least that scribe
B influenced the orthography of the man who wrote the notes. S

Fortunately for scholars and researchers, the wntm of these numerous. Gingu-
litic notes somewhat exceptionally gives his namé and function. Indeed, he does
so twice, thereby allowing us to be certain of his identity: on fol. 1 by the phrase
agz axarpr rokwwsx oswraganrs, and on fol, 141 by the phrase azz acx>omrpan
nHeaxs ce. It is mﬂnﬁlgmfmant and revelatory of the Slavs’ early spiritual environ-
ment that the monk‘who wrote the notes bears the name Dimitri and has St De-
metrius otz coaoyna (fol. 17) as his patron saint. Of course, we know from the Life
of Methodius that St Demetrius’s memory was particularly revered by the two Thes-
salonican missionaries who created the Slavonic alphabet and introduced litera-
ture and Christian worship to the Slavs. Methodius’s biographer tells us that on
the feast of St Demetrius, 26 October, “u t<gA>Tol RITHOWHMIE TAHNIE €T KAHGOCTMA ~
CEOHMb BXIHICT, LXTEOQH NAMATE C<BA>T<A»re AnmnTpna” (ed. P. A. Lavrov, Matepunanu
N0 HCTOPHH BO3HHKHOBCHHMA ApesHchiedi cnassnckoli nucbmenHocTH, p. 77). This infor-
mation, of course, is supported by the Canon to St Demetrius, which is
attributed to Methodius, and which survives in an Old Slavonic text of the
Menaia in a Russian manuscript dating from 1096 (see R. Jakobson, ‘Metho-
dius’s Canon to Demetrius of Thessalonica and the Old Church Slavonic Hir-
mol', Shornik praci Fiosofické Fakulty Brnénské University X1V (1965), Rada
Uménovédna, F. 9, pp. 115-21). Here in this manusecript, however, we have one
of the oldest testimonies to the Slavs’ response to the Cyrillo-Methodian tradition
they inherited both on a monastic and on a secular basis. (For more about the cult
of St Demetrius of Thessaloniki amongst the Slavs, see D. Obolensky, ‘The Cult of
St Demetrius of Thessaloniki in the History of Byzantine-Slav Relations’, Balkan
Studies 15,1 (1974), 3-20, including further relevant bibliography.)

- Another important detail for our acquaintance with Dimitri and the Slavonic
monastic tradition of his time is his capacity of eanraguwnkx — insofar, of course,
as my restoration of the word is absolutely correct, for, as I have 84id above, only
the first two letters (e4) have survived. This is & rare term in Slavonic vocabulary.
On the basis of a seventeenth-century Serbian text, Miklosich translates it as the
Greek lepeig or the Latin sacerdos (F. Miklosich, Lexicon Palaeoslovenico-Graeco-
Latinum, Vienna 1862-1865; of. P. Pl. de Meester, De monachico statu iuzta discipli-
nam byzantinam, Vaticanum 1942, pp. 280-1, including relevant bibliography).
However, this term —which literally means “one who serves at the altar”— seems
to have been very rarely used to characterise a priest in the Eastern Church. A
priest was a esawrennxs, and it would not have been easy for Dimitri, if in fact he
was a priest, to be 80 original as to replace this holy title which he received with his
tonsure with that of OARTAGANHKE.

On the other hand, in the eastern monastic tradition there does exist the cor-
responding term Pwpavdpng, which refers to the monk whose duty it is to serve at
the altar. It is noteworthy that this term is éncountered in the practice of Mount
Athos, while the Slavonic text which has preserved the term oasrTaganmez, and
on which Miklosich bases his definition, comes from the same geographical ar-
ea, Serbia. Although the Serbian text is of a much later date, its uniqueness —as
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far as I know, at least— permits one to conclude that it has preserved a local tradi-
tion within the Slavonic monastic tradition. Indeed, it mgj be that this local tradi-
tion dates back to the time of our own Dimitri, the owner and user of the Glagolitic
Psalter. It may also be that Dimitri avoids m&ntlumng lm cnpamty of priest out
of modesty and uses the title of his function.

If the above hypothesis is correct, then this detail q;s.jr be a further indication
that the Psalter is of South Slavonic origin. Of Mﬂﬂﬂ%ﬂ are still in the realms
of hypothesis, because the oanrapamuxz Dimitri, who used it and left us 2o many"
notes about his personal life, says nothing ahuut the monastery in which he lived:
All that may be gathered from the end of his first note (fol. 1 — damaged at this
point) is that he lived in a cell bearing the name of the Mother of God. The narrative
also reveals that this cell was on a great mountain inhabited by wild beasts, bears,
wolves, and foxes, and- it seems that Dimitri had to defend his flock as well as him-
sell from wild beasts. And so, while in his first note (fol. 17) he addresses his patron
saint Demetrius and mentions the presence of the wild beasts, in the second note
(fol. 2r) he writes a special prayer for the protection of his flock from the wolves.

The other notes, on folios 27 (from nomnasy recnoAn cuin somsn onwards), 3t, 1407,
and 1447, seem to constitute one continuous prayer. The invocation of St Gregory
(fol. 2r and 1407) is significant here, leading one to think that the phrase tuia somzn
might refer to several cells belonging to a monastery which had this saint as its
patron. Dimitri includes various set expressions in the prayer, which he seems to
have taken from other known prayers. Indeed, some of these phrases —such as
“mivars pagr ceararo povxa” (fol. 2F) and “cears, ceATI, cRATE rochoax camsors”
(fol. 144r)-— are strongly reminiscent of prayers usually spoken by a priest. This
allows one to suppose that Dimitri might also have been a hieromonk.

It is also interesting that other phrases in the notes recall prayers by Basil
the Great —for instance, “maspsnzua oyrkuwn...” (fol. 3¥)— or phrases from the New
Testament which had become common in the prayers of the Church —for instance,
“npupdre masrocacmenn oua moeres” (fol. 140v)— or traditional elements — for in--
stance, “W TEEE MOAR CEATIH NITOL, MWXE AOTMHIIN KAOYR UAORCTEOY MIKECHOYMOY
(fol. 140¥). Maybe, when all this has been carefully studied and the texts have been
found from which Dimitri borrowed in order to compose his own prayers (NB: a
study of the Glagolitic notes in the Sinai Psalter of Dimitri is already well under
way), it will be possible to examine more r:learly this particular example of the pro-
gress towards independent Slavonic creativity in the field of free ecclesiastical writ-
ing.

It is still unknown when these notes were written. It should be said right at
the outset that in cases such as this, when there are no clear chronological indica-
tions, every statement is made with caution. The opinions formulated will approach
the truth insofar as the apparent facts under scrutiny are an accurate uﬂactmn of
the truth. :

And so we find ourselves faced with the umque phanumanuu ni notes, and no
small number of them, written in Glagolitic script. In the early period from which
the classic monuments in this script survive (tenth-eleventh century) such a phenom-
enon is quite unknown. And herein lies their great importance. For Dimitri, who
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uses the Glagolitic Psalter as an official Church book for the week-day services,
appears to be so familiar with this script that he prefers it to Cyrillic even in his
personal notes. It is indeed interesting that not once does he write a Cyrillic letter
. by mistake although he includes the Greek and Latin alphabets. This could mean
that where he lived Glagolitic was still a living script in everyday use at that time.

Another very interesting feature of Dimitri's notes is the three alphabets men-
tioned above — at the end of the first page, he has written out the Greek, the Latin,
and the Glagolitic alphabets in that order. Although the manumript is damaged
at this point and the letters A, E, Z, ©, I are no longer le:g:ble, it js clear that the
first alphabet i the Greek and not the Cj'l'lﬂ]l.‘- because the A is followed by B, not E.
Concerning the Glagolitic alphabet, it is noteworthy that the writer knows that
both * and & represent the sound /i/, but prefers to use 8 himself. From the
fatter's position in the Glagolitic alphabet, before K, it se2ms that he considers it to
correspond to H (eta), which he places before K (kappa). (Concerning the use of
* and 3 and their correspondence to the Greek letters H and I (eta and iota), see
J. Vajs, Rukovét hlaholské paleografie, Prague 1932, pp. 65-6; ¢l. also E. F. Karskij,
CrnassHckas xrpiiosckas mancorpadma, Moscow 1979, p. 356.) On fol. 2¢ Dimitri
precedes his note with the Latin alphabet alone. The question we must ask is wheth-
er or not there was some specific purpose behind the writing out of these alphaheta
“and il so, what? -

We know, both from the Life of Cyril and from the Life of Methodius, that the
Glagolitic script was not accepted by the Latin clergy (XKurue Koncrantnwa, XV
and XVI, and ¥urue Medoaun, V1, ed. Lavrov, pp. 28 and 30, and 72 respectively).
In the Life of Methodius in particular the Slavonic script is discussed together
with the resistance of the Latin clergy, who maintained that “ne gocronrs mnroro-
POMOYXE WMZTIKOY HAKTH Boyross cmonxx, gagek Gegen n Foaxz w Aavwnz, no Huaavoezoy
nHEdnnw, 8K A KoaeTR rcocnop>un wanwea”.. Of course, it is well known that Pope
Adrian 1I, in a letter to the Princes Rostislav, . Svetopolk, and Kocel in 869-70
(ZM VIII; cf. Grivee, Konstantin und Method, p. 257, and Duthilleul, L’ Evangéli-
sation des Slaves, pp. 3-4) and Pope John VIII, in a letter to Prince “Sventopolco”
in 880 (Monumenta Germaniae Historica. Epistolae VII, pp. 223f), both condemned
- the false principle of Trilinguism and supported the use of Slavonic. But subsequent-
ly the fortunes of the Slavonic language changed, for Pope Stephen V in 885 and
Pope Gregory VII in 1080 condemned it in the name of the Church of Rome. Con-
sequently, there is every justification for indications of such oppression later on
when the two missionaries’ disciples and their successors were active.

Of course, in this case, we are not dealing with the three alphabets referred
to by Cyril and Methodius's opponents; instead of the Hebrew we have the Slavonic
Glagolitic alphabet. One could, however, assert that we have here a solution to
the problem posed by the opponents of the Slavonic alphabet, after the positive
stand taken by Popes Adrian Il and John VIII. Thus the Slavonic script is not
only vindicated but also replaces Hebrew as the third religious language. The Slav
monk’s sequence is appropriate then — first Greek as the language of the great
missionaries and the foundation of Slavonic literature, and then Latin as the lan-
guage of papal power and possibly jurisdiction. Next to these holy languages he
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then places Slavonic, which was sanctified by the missionary work of the two broth-
ers from Thessaloniki. Their work was undertaken at the command of the Patriarch
of Constantinople, with which Pope Adrian was in agreement; as Constantine-Cyril’s
bmgmpher informs us, the latter blessed the Slavonic books and used them when
he conducted the holy liturgy (¥ wutie Koncrautina, XVII, ed. Lavrov, p- 64).
Let me now sum up my observations with a view to pinpninting as closely as
possible the time when this unique Glagolitic monument was written.
To begin with, it bears so many similarities to the well-known Glagolitic Sinai

" Psalter (MS 38/0) that one may with certainty consider this latter manuscript
to be its primary source. To be specilic, apart from the general points already noted,
a brief comparison with the known eleventh- and twelfth-century Slavonic Psalters
(Sinaiticum, Pogodin’s, the Bologna Psalter, and Cudov’s: the most recent photo-
graphic edition of the first, as we have seen, iz by M. Altbauer, Psalterium Sinaiti-
cum; the second and third have been published by V. Jagi¢, Psalterium Bononiense,
Vienna - Berlin - St Petersburg 1907; and the fourth by V. Pogorelov, Cudovskaja
Psaltyr® XII veka, St Petersburg 1910) shows that it accords perfectly with the
Sinai Psalter. It possesses all the details specified by Lépissier which led him to
assert that the original Slavonic translation of the Psalter was done from the tradi-
tional Greek text and that it was later modilied on the basis of the Latin text which
was in use in the West (J. Lépissier, ‘La Traduction vieux-slave du Psautier’, Rev.
des Et. Slaves 43, 1964, p. 72). My own conclusions derive from Lépissier’s observa-
‘tions, specifically the passages Ps. 9y, 17,, 17,, 7, 61,; here, and in many other
places, the writer pinpoints specific differences between the Sinai Psalter and the
other Slavonic Psalters, and between the Slavonic Psalters and the text of the
Septuagint. It 13 now up to specialists to conduct an extensive study of this Psalter
and to compare it with the other known Psalters, and thereby reach specific con-
clusions regarding its source and the linguistic and spiritual traditions which have
left their mark on this interesting literary monument. Its close resemblance to the
Sinai MS 38/0 on the one hand, and its simplified language on the other, indicate
to me that this Psalter helungl to the same tradition as, though it is clearly of later
date than, MS 38/0.

-~ However, the mﬂ.nuaunpt.’n imgmntm nmphfmatmnn and variants and its or-
thngraphy are clearly South Slavonic variations; and as we have seen, the informa-
tion contained in the notes written by the d'aprés nous Pruavdome agrees with this.
This detail rules out any possibility of the manuscript’s belonging to the Western
tradition, which in Croatia would mean that it was of a much later date. Conse-
quently, the use of Glagolitic in the South Slavonic region does not permit us to
venture beyond the twelfth century, because Cyrillic prevailed absolutely after
this and therefore there would be no justification for the use of a Glagolitic Psalter,
nor —and how much less so— for Dimitri’s notes in this defunct script.

. Consanant with this dating is the echo of the struggle for the establishment
of Slavonic as a holy script on an equal footing with Greek and Latin. For the prob-
lem of the Slavonic: language’s recognition by the Latin priests —which may
have worsened during the period when Cyril and Methodius’s disciples were being
persecuted and may have persisted into the time of their successors— obviously



no longer existed in the thirteenth century, by which time the Slavs had irrevocably
entered the sphere of influence of the Ecumenical Patriarchate of Constantinople
“{see J. Tardanidis, ‘H dapdopwei 100 abroxepdlov Tijs Bwlyngmﬁ: E:mlqd\fa;
864-1235, Thessaloniki 1976). - :
The inserted section [ful. Mia-iiic] is a collection of vﬂnuuﬁ maﬂlcal prﬂ-
scriptions for poisoning, pains, injuries, etc. and was clearly written by a dlimt
scribe. He seems more experienced in the use of Glagolitic and his uﬂhogrdﬁﬁ_ilc '
style is quite different from that of the rest of the codex. He uses both * and'®
and is a talented calligrapher. Apart from the large initial letters of paragraphs,
which project into the margin, his text is ornamented with a head-piece in the form
of a chain decoration (fol. 141ar) and he also uses ligatures ( ® = ml ) and abbre-
viations and intersperses his text with Cyrillic letters. -
fol. 141aT Egaus BAKOTMHNA : | This is the heading, which is followed by the chain-
pattern head-piece. :
Osz guiz Ha Rpavz B3 |-rm¢:u ' r.wuumtll Eb EHHRER Ba0R]we |:nm phonk .
Be|anKare AnCTERL orolkoy : cETATKEWE : & KOpiHNE 6ro Rzak : | PhaokoRs exTAEKE WK |
pTgoMs arTH : | Aoyrs rasga Toi: Toa|cagnun ;| Braa xe na orgouams | KopnTL,
TO MEROYIPALTE €A KEID OCRTA BEAM[Karo: cRMA ECTX BX FA4|RAE: A4 Tore:
k: cxvax|wmwe En Buik AdvH: seon|TH: | Braa neex sdcmz oykers | an mazky

fol. 141a¥ gmm nere || makvzkcopmme: | Bras EaseTs wacomd>Koy | TANT Ka ATpoga:
AM OTOKE : AN RPOX0|Ad HERRASTE : To Ko|EsHuE TorapnTH | Ba BWNE : Tore waws|
tenwrs ;| H ro ekptorn ;| fipe ne gz a0 npolxosaes exogh To | yhaxs coax mapu|T
€X MEAOME : To|Xe BxAoxuTH B3 | npoxoax : | I ape ca kzEa gane|urrs: T AOKPHES |
HO AMCTEXE AOEO|KOPENTI CXTEQRUN : | Tome cxinatt wa hzen : || ‘

fol.141bT diyse worm 1z40MTx : | AW IZEHHETE | TOPERANA MOKA | T AQOMAZA RpEATA|TL ]|
Orork KoEHTRNE : Kapues|iwe NgHAaraTy : pugarek: | Hye alge wavanz BoakTH:
AW Padga: To ERao | vejankraTh Razus: a1kx Aeakniszwe naaTx | A® oy :
apHaoArTH: | A erpa wine TeweTE: | vo ZoAT icvspzwe: | THi ckTm: TRA0IME : | ex-
akurziie . gwca rijgari: | Adkvwgwo erpa ol Jer(L] ]|

fol. 141bY anka xTgoRA : an galeTs : TO pEARA ARKR | TH Apomazin] NgHEATATH : | Brgent:
ugpkmours cvgoy]noy xaoyaoy : [ Kowo eras BAACTE wgx|ex : ent | Kowmexo | 1 Kopa
#ro Exaonwrn | Bx dgex ;| Brag Amew ml[lm': To mm;guim Kopanxs r.l'r:}p:
wacmar: |

fol. 141c™ M coua ExKH SOEEAC RAATT D Tonaa || TE WA wNeTa : nAATE arptynm Pl AEMH|-
4% WO : MOAOMNTH | M4 TRMENH : NgEgolE NAATE TOME HA Wi|Mx AmmHUA" Tox: |
kamA | Braa xawsaers vacose<i>rx | To omanz sapues|we ex mnk: I: Ta |
BoaHETH : A8 sAnHA | senmers : | Hipe rasga onf.Jrusa || gEpeTx: To omtua | meTmi

fol. 141cY aavneaso: | AEHMA €2 0A0B0 | 401 ThMT e noma|zaTn: Braa ExArTE cToy|Atmnya :
ro gasvx | aligndman: T[40 vn mepmuigxonsi: merzwern| meaz: TR adax
colaz za unpxi ngHaalraTn clips mear - -

I do not know when or where these pmc}iptiﬂna were written, though it seems

reasonable to suppose that they were written in the Holy Land for Slav monks

who were not familiar with the conditions there. However, such a hypothesis can

be borne out only by a comparison between these pre#criptions and similar ones
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found in the Greek, Arabic, and other manuscripts from tha regmn Mnreo?er, |:t
is quite possible that they originated in the place where aAnmrgn the CALTAPANHKE
lived; as his notes indicate, such dangers were never very far away.
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