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Silk in the Slavonic Scriptures

Silk was known in Europe from antiquity, but there was no domestic production until
the age of Justinian®: silk was imported from the East. Consequently, silk is designated in
European languages by loan-words, neologisms or resemantisation — in Slavonic, ¢RHAA,
CHPHICB, KOMIPHNA, LUHK' / CMICB, WIBAKB, LUMAN, hodvdb, etc. The present article examines the
Slavonic words for ‘silk’ in the limited context of the Slavonic version of the Bible.

In Greek, the words for ‘silk’ reflected the sources from which it was obtained: Pro-
copius, writing in the sixth century A.D., refers to “N pérabe [...] #iv mdhar ugv "EXveg
unducy éxdAovy, Tavv 0t anpuciy dvopdlovary” (De bello Persico, 1.20). In other words, they
first obtained it from the Persians, and designated it accordingly (unducév); then, as their
commercial activities extended further to the East, and they began to deal with silk-traders
among the Seres, a people inhabiting the present-day Punjab (Cleminson 2021), they be-
gan to call it onpucdv. It would appear, though, that by Procopius’ time the basic designa-
tion was ¥ pétaba. This is a loan-word. It is first attested in Latin in the second century
B.C., before silk was known to the Romans (Marx 1904-190s, I: 81; II: 377), and survives
in Italian (as matassa), meaning a ball or skein of wool (or indeed of anything else that can
be wound up). This meaning already existed in antiquity: Isidore of Seville says “Mataxa
quasi metaxa, a circuitu scilicet filorum; nam meta circuitus™. If something of this sense
persisted in the Greek word, then the oldest Slavonic name for ‘silk} ¢Ruaa, could be a
calque of péraba in the same way as cRHTO¢ is a calque of eiAntéy (Afanasyeva forthcoming).

The first attested use of the word ¢HAa is by John the Exarch of Bulgaria in his Bo-
goslovie, at the very end of the text, in a section relating to exempla of the resurrection

1

By Ssilk} here and throughout, we mean the thread produced by the domesticated silk-
worm, the larva of Bombyx mori. Wild silks, produced by the larvae of other moths, were known in
Europe much earlier — the locus classicus is Aristotle, Historia animalinm 5.19.6, for an exposition of
which see Forbes 1930 — but the two commodities were regarded as distinct from the earliest times.

> Etymologies 19.29.6. Though worthless as an etymology, this does indicate how the word
was understood. Strictly speaking, a meta was one of the markers of the circuit, for example in the
hippodrome, which had to be gone round. Since both silken cloth and silken thread were imported
into the Graeco-Roman world, it may be surmised that the merchants distinguished the latter as #

(onpuch) pérabe, and that the word eventually acquired the meaning of silk as such.
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(nprkaasm w gBeTANMH) for which no Greek original is known (though it is manifestly a
translation): in the oldest manuscript (Moscow, GIM, Syn. 108, f. 209v), CBMOTpH vpbBH HiKe
MeeBe CRHAOY TowHTh. This manuscript was written at the end of the twelfth or beginning of
the thirteenth century in the East Slavonic area, but it is probable that the word ¢uAa in
such a context is a South Slavonicism, reflecting the earlier history of the text.

In the East Slavonic area only we find the word wbaia, which is a borrowing from
Old Norse®. Its first attested use is probably in the Canonical Responses of John Prodro-
mus, written during his tenure of the metropolitan see of Kiev (1076/7-1089) and pre-
sumably translated into Slavonic immediately*. The thirty-third of these begins: OnbMmbke
ALHE MOAOBAKTE HiKE BOrY OTAYweNbIe v'uépflérélvrb OBAATHTHCA B pH3BI PASAHTNBIA (var. add:
H B3] LLIEAKORBIA..., as the editors say, “MecTo Boobwe Becbma TemHoe”. It is moreover un-
fortunate that the Greek text survives only in a very late and abbreviated form, in which
this passage is not present, but Pavlov (1873: 20) points out a partial correspondence to
the beginning of section 10 of the Greek: Kai todg iepopévovg 8t omovddlew ipartiow éx
uetdéng, 7 &x Mvov elpyaouévol...

The presence of the word WbAKOR® is part of the evidence for an East Slavonic origin
for the Ausgangstext of the Slavonic Book of Esther, which was “made most probably by a
scribe in the western East Slavic lands in the mid-1300s” (Lunt, Taube 1998: 7). It occurs
twice, at 1.6, BOBPBMb H Oy TPHNBMB H YhBEMb CHHMANBND BRBMH LUBAKORBIMH, H ACTTYT
NA PANBAX ¢peBpenbIXs, and 8.15, where there is something of a reprise of the vocabulary
of the former verse, U MAPABXAN BbINHAE B AHLA LIAPERA BB CRUT'S LAPCTEH H B YEpRH H
B OYTPUNE, H BENBLD ZANTS BEAMKD [NA TAARS €r0|, H OYLLILED LUBAKORD AGTITYKLNE'.
The earlier history of this text is highly problematic. It is uncertain when and where it was
originally translated, or even from what language: whether from a lost Greek intermediary
(Altbauer, Taube 1984) or directly from Hebrew (Lysén 2001). The question remains open
(Pereswetoff-Morath 2002: 71-79), but further arguments in support of a Greek interme-
diary have been advanced by Kulik (2008: 58-62). If the original was Hebrew, the word
here translated as WbAKORS was buts (Y12), and if Greek, Bdaowog, neither of which means
silk’, but rather ‘fine linen’

> Vasmer 1987, 1v:423-424. The unfounded conjecture found in some older etymological
dictionaries of the Scandinavian languages that the Norse word is a borrowing from Slavonic has
evidently been abandoned in more recent scholarship. Whereas s > §in Slavonic borrowings from
Old Norse is well attested (Sobolevskij 1910: 186-187), s > s in Nordic borrowings from Slavonic is
improbable.

+  Edited in Pavlov 1880: 1-20; the base text is from Gim, Cud. 4 (Varsonof ‘evskaja korméaja),
written at the end of the fourteenth century.

5 Pavlov 1873: 11. The gist of both passages is the same: that priests must wear the prescribed
clothing when performing their priestly duties, but at other times some latitude is permitted in ac-
cordance with the customs of the country.

¢ Asedited in Lunt, Taube 1998: 24, 46.
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The Greek word Bvooog (and the corresponding adjective fvoaivog) is used in the Sep-
tuagint to translate not only buzs, but also bad (72; but this may also be translated as Afvov
or left untranslated) and shesh (WW; particularly frequent in the book of Exodus). All of
these words refer to linen of high quality, and this is the correct meaning of Bvooog, which
is a Semitic loan-word in Greek. The word itself is well established?, but its precise mean-
ing does not seem to have been widely familiar in the Greek-speaking world: it appears to
have suggested the quality of the fabric rather than its material®. This leads to a confusion
with the other luxury fabric of ancient and mediaeval Europe, silk. This confusion, which is
endemic to the entire continent, is seen even in the Vulgate, where the distribution of ys-
sus/ byssinus (allowing for the occasional divergences between the texts) is almost the same
as in the Septuagint: but at Esther 8.15 the word is sericum. Up to early modern times “the
word was to English writers often a mere name to which they attached no certain meaning,
except that of fineness and value” (0D, s.v. byss'). In Slavonic, Bvooog is translated as Rvees
or BVecoNd, suggesting that it was not identified with any known material; evidence of the
same confusion is found in East Slavonic where gvees is glossed as tmpa (Sreznevskij 1893-
1912: 1592-1593 ), another word for ‘silk} borrowed from German or Swedish®.

The only place in the Bible where silk really is mentioned is in the Apocalypse (18.12).
The early history of this book in Slavonic is almost as obscure as that of the Book of Es-
ther. The earliest manuscripts (N7 and possibly Rum) date from the fourteenth century;
the vast majority are East Slavonic™®. All either contain the commentary of Andrew of
Caesarea or show signs of being descended from manuscripts which contained it. Obvi-
ously the commentated text is not Methodian (since in translating the whole Bible one
would not translate a commentary for one book only), but it is uncertain whether it rep-
resents an independent, later translation, or the translation by Methodius (which, on the
testimony of the Vita Methodii, must be assumed to have existed) to which commentary
was subsequently added; in the latter case some revision to the text would typically have
taken place at the same time.

The relevant passage”, as written in an early manuscript, Rum, which has often been
taken as typical of that redaction found in most Slavonic manuscripts of the Apocalypse
(the ‘majority text’) reads:

7 The adjective fvoawog is found in the tragedians and in Herodotus.
% The modern application of the word byssus to the threads produced by the mollusc Pinna
nobilis may be seen as the culmination of this semantic process; they were not so named in antiquity
(see Jaroszynski, Kotlowska 2013).

°  Similarly, ibakor® in the Slavonic Esther may suggest an underlying fdoovog, and thus a
Grecek original.

**  For the purposes of this article we shall disregard the later manuscripts (after c. 1500), and
also the cycles of illustrations which they contain.

n

The sections are those of the commentated manuscripts, and may be numbered 229-230 or
227-228 in the Slavonic tradition. They do not correspond exactly to the modern division into chap-
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¢ico, M iRy TILN ZEMBCTHH BBZYBIAAKTE H BB | CIANTIOTH CA 0 NEH. RAKO BPEMENH H| XB NHICTO-
Ke KYTIVIETh KTOMY. B¢ | MENH ZAATNA H CPEBPENA. H KAMEH | A APATA. H BHCEPA. H BYCCA.
M NEpHPBL | M LLMICA - M YEPRACNH.(T) Vike B o1 | A'S M B NHLIM TATBIOTS. HZAHXA 1T |
BCHX'B IYTIAA M HMNHIE < | €A M BCAIOTO ADBEA PHNBHA. M BCAKOTO | CBEYAN CAONORA. H
BCAKOTO CBCYAN | W KAMENH. W MBAANA M KEABZNA | M MPAMOpA. H KOPHLIA. H AMONA. H |
PYMHANA. 1 MYPA H ARANA. H BH | NA H WATSIA. M CEMENH. M TILLIGHHUA | 1 CKOTA H WEELLb.

The corresponding Greek text reads:

el of gumopol THg Yiig Khavoovat kol mevBoovo & adT. TL TOV Yopov aiT@v 0vdElg
dryopdler odxéTt, Youov xpuaod xal dpyvpov kel MBov Tuulov kel papyapitov kel focov kel
mopddpag kel onplicod kol koxkivov. Tav yap év dvvaorele xal Tovpsf pSeipouévey Tep1TTy)
7 ToUTWY Wvi) xal xerdypyors. kel may Evhov Bivoy kol mav oxedog EheddvTivoy Kol TaY
oxedog ¢k MBov TiwwTdToL Kol YoAKoD kel G10Ypov Kol uepudpon, Kol Kivdpwuov kel
dpawpov kel Bupiduato kel udpov kel MPBavov xal olvov xal Ehetov kol cepiduhy kol aitoy
kol KTAYY kel TpdBartert™.

There are a number of variants in the Slavonic version of this passage that allow the
manuscripts to be grouped — not something that one would normally do on the basis of
such a small portion of text, but since the results agree with those of more comprehen-
sive text-critical studies of the book (Alekseev, Licha¢eva 1987; Griinberg 1996; Trifonova
2016) they may be taken as valid. In the majority text (corresponding to Griinberg’s fami-
lies d and ¢, which do not differ at this point; for the purposes of the present study, Nz Rogzz
Rum TSL6 TSL120 TSL121 TSL122 Vol)" onpikod is translated, not with any of the known
Slavonic words for ‘silk’, but by a hapax legomenon. Along with cimene ABAA (cBMene Rogrz
Rum TSL122), it is one of the distinctive readings of this text-type, presenting in two forms,
WHKA Rum TSL120 TSL121 TSL122 and cuka N1 TSL6 Vol).

This may be compared with the text of the Bosnian group of manuscripts (family ),
the closest of the other types to the majority text and, though without commentary, long
recognised as having been extrapolated from the commentated text:

7 ICXI’IbLI,I/I ZEMABNH BbZPHAAIO’T‘b H BbeNAAYETh C¢ 0 NeH, BKo BP"BMGN(‘: HXb NHKbTOKE Ne
K¥NUTL Kb TOMY. B?’BMGNG ZANTA H Cb?eB?bNA H KAMENHTE APA[‘A[‘O Hn SI’ICb?A W BHCONA H

ters and verses, in the present case including verses 11 and 12 and most of verse 13 of the eighteenth
chapter. Here and elsewhere diacritics are not reproduced.

" Schmid 1955-1956: 1, 197. The reading xhadoovat kel TevBigovo én” avtf, which underlies
the Slavonic, is from the variants in the apparatus, as is MBov: Schmid’s paradosis reads xAaiovat xal
mevBodow é¢’ tavtods and EGdov respectively. The reading oipikod of many modern editions stems
from Westcott and Hort’s editorial preference for ‘unclassical’ spellings (Westcott, Hort 1882: in-
troduction, 302-308, appendix, 151), which in the present instance is, to say the least, arbitrary.

% The reader should bear in mind that this article was written in time of pestilence, so that
access to sources, both primary and secondary, has been limited.
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I'IOPLKJJI/I?I)I H CI’IPHICA H YPLBMGNH'E N BbCAKAIN AP’BBA THNOBA H BbCAIKKATN CbCXAA CAONOBA H
BbCAKAIN CbCX,A,A W KAMENHS APAPA H MBAENA H )KGNBZLNA. H ICOPMLI,G H AMONA W ThMHENA
n XPHZMH H AHBANA H BHNA H OA'BE M CBMHUAAAA H MbLUENHLLE H CIKOTA H 0BbLb.

Here we find that the word, like some of the other obscurer commodities in this list,
remains untranslated. This is also true of another significant group of Russian manuscripts

(family &, which besides @, the text of which is given here, also includes Cud 151710 Und):

[mg.: cicz] W coynum ZeMHHH BZAPMIAAKOTE | M BCNAAYIOTH M0 HEH. IAKO BpE | MeNH MK
NHICTOKE IC0YTIO\ | €Th NE EL{IE BPEMENH ZANTA H | CPEBPA. H IKAMENH APATATO H | BHCEPA H
BHCCA. H ne‘xjmpu M | CHPHICA M PEPRACNHH. — cicH. | M BCAIORO AQERA BHNNATO. H BCA | KKoro
CCOY' AN CAONOBA. H BCAKO |10 CCOYAN W APEBA APATATO H M | AAHA H KEAB3NA H MPAMOPHA
| M KHNHAMOMOY' 1 4>|4MMAAMA | M MOYPA M AMBANA. M ONBRA. M | CEMHAAAA. H MLLIENULIA. W
O | Belib. H CKOTA.

Q is unusual in that the commentary is given separately (on ff. 41v-125) from the text
(on ff. 1v-39), but paragraphs are numbered in each, so that the two can be correlated. This
is evidently the first step in the extrapolation of the biblical text from the commentated
version. The other manuscripts in this group have no commentary. Some of the variants
(W APERA APATANO, omission of n amona and W BHNA, and transposed ORelib H ckoTa) also
occur in the Greek tradition, and indicate (as does the hyperliteral ne elpe, odx 1) that
the text of this group has been heavily revised against a Greek text that differed from the
original Vorlage; it is not, however, an independent translation (Griinberg 1996: 66-71). It
has been suggested that the revision was a very early one (Alekseev, Licha¢eva 1987: 14 —
“HAIIOMHHACT PeAaKTypY [...] mpoBeaeHHylo B boarapuu B X B.”), in which case the reading
cuprika here and in Bosn is evidently primary, continuing the text as it was before the ap-
pearance of the distinctive variants of the archetype of the majority text (a corollary of this
is that the Cudov New Testament is not a single translation, and the Apocalypse therein
has a different origin from the Gospels and the Apostolos)™.

There is some mixing between this text-type and the majority text. 7SLz19 is a ma-
jority-text manuscript that has been corrected against a text of the Q type; MDA427 again
contains basically the majority text, but with the @ readings cpm | 1ea, Rrnnaro and cemuaa-
Ad; vMC and the closely related 75283 have double readings such as IKOPHLIA. M KKHNTAMOMY.
This suggests that the corrector of 75Z7z9 and the scribe of MD4z27, at least, regarded the
Q text as superior.

A further group which evidently arose comparatively early is that represented by Rogr
and So/ (both with commentary: family ). The manuscripts are Russian, but a South Sla-
vonic origin for the group is implied both by the spellings Tynnna and Tembtana, and by
its affinity with V7d, which shares some distinctive readings. Vid is the only one of the

4 Griinberg regards Cud as the manuscript furthest from the archetype of family & (Griin-
berg 1998: xiv).
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‘northern’ group of glagolitic breviaries that contains the relevant passage (Juri¢-Kappel
2004: 185). Although compiled on a Latin model, these breviaries used existing Slavonic
translations from Greek where available, with hardly any revision; the ‘southern’ group, by
contrast, were revised (progressively) against the Latin text (Stankovska 2006: 211-212).
That the same translation in different redactions appears in V7d and in the cyrillic Apoca-
lypses is further evidence for its antiquity. The passage in Rogz and Vid reads:

KynbLm ZeMHHH BB | ZPBIANOTS. W BB [ CIAATIOTH CA W NeH | 1AKO H rspemr"é HXB | NHKTOXE
NE ICYTIY [ 16T ICTOMY. BPEMeE | NH ZANTA H CPEBPE | NA M KAMENHIA | APATA H BHCEPA H BY'[CA. H
noﬁ)ypm M Oy | PHIGA. M PPERACNHIA = | CBIAZB | ViKe B CHAS M HLIM W | TABIOTH. HZAMXA
| tecTh BCHXB KT | AW M MMBHHE < | M Beero APBRA TYHNNA. | H BCEN0 Ccy AX CAONO | RA. H BCero
YA W | IAMENH APAMA. H | MEAANA H KEABZE | HA H MPAMOPENA. | H CKOPHLIA. H AMOA ||
M TEMBIANA W IKPH | KB AHBANA H | BHNA OA'BIA - H CBMH | AMAMH. M NLLENHLIH | M WRELLb:

I kupci zemalsci vzridatt’ i vsplatut se o nem’ éko brémene ih’ niktoze ne kupuet’ k
tomu. brémene zlata i srebra i kamenié dragago. i bisera i visina. i por’pori i sirika i
¢r'vlena. i vspkogo dréva tain’na i vsskogo slonova. i vspkogo spsuda do kamene draga. i
médena i zelézna i skorice i amom’. i tbm’éna i krizmu i livana i vina. i masla. i semidala.
i pSenice skota i ovsc.

The reading cypuica is an error, for coypuics is minium (pb;0,), perhaps more likely
to be part of a scribe’s vocabulary than enpric, and a plausible item of Babylonian trade,
so not necessarily a reflexion of the gvpikot found in some Greek manuscripts. (It is also
found in the majority-text Rogzz, cither spontaneously or by contamination.) The confu-
sion had been prevalent since ancient times: “Aliud est autem sericum, aliud syricum. Nam
sericum lana est quam Seres mittunt; syricum vero pigmentum quod Syrii Phoenices in Ru-
bri maris litoribus colligunt” (Isidore of Seville, Etymologies 19.17.6). Perhaps more interest-
ing is the reading kpr:xma1 / krizmu (similarly XprzMn Bosn). This is the regular translation
of ubpov in the glagolitic tradition (Safatik 1858: 35), occurring only sporadically in cyrillic
manuscripts, which usually have mvpo. More extensive study would be required to deter-
mine whether this represents a survival from a very early state of the text or is the result of
an interpenetration of traditions in the Western Balkans.

In favour of the latter hypothesis are the similar affinities visible between the un-
commentated ‘calendrical redaction’ of the Slavonic Apocalypse, here represented by
Drag®, and 2Ber:

N icoynupn | ZeMHiH BBCNAAYATCA O NEU. IAKO €€ | NOCHMb Wh ieTom KOy ISR. €K Ho | ci
ZANTO M CpeBpo. M KAMENIE APANO H BH [ cep. W BHCh H BAPPENHLIZ. W CHPHKB. | H KOKHHNO. W
BBCBICO APERO A'BIO. M BE | CBCR KPACHA APERA. HME M KEABZ0. M | MAPMAPD. H KVMHHNb. H
QHMMIAND. 1 | MVA. H AHBANO M BHNA. M GAGA. H CMH | AAAD. H TILLIENHLIZR H WELLA H CKWTS.

5 Four other manuscripts of this group are listed by Ivanova (2016: 494-495), to which
should be added a fifth described by Iufu (1963: 456, N2 18).



Silk in the Slavonic Scriptures 261

kup’ci z(¢)m(a)lni vsi | vsplatuts o nei ék(o) eze ni|samp nests kto kupe zla|to ili srebro
kamenie drago. | i biser’ suk’ne bagrenice i s|uk’ i kokin’ i vsakoe drevo kr|as’noe. meds
i zelezo mram|or’ i kumiéms i tbm’€np muro | i livans vino i oléi smid|als i pdenice skotp

Both have a defective text (2Ber with a more serious lacuna), with shared omissions,
and both have lexical changes, in one case introducing a Greek word (conceivably via Lat-
in, cfr. kokcina, 1493), elsewhere apparently updating the vocabulary in line with changing
norms (€:ke NocuMb, sulk’ne, BarpsHLZR). The latter phenomenon is typical of the develop-
ment of the glagolitic text, and is taken further (though not on the basis of the text repre-
sented by 2Ber) in Mosk and 1.493, for example masti for muro and melkie muki for smidals.

It appears, therefore, that the prototype of the Slavonic version of the Apocalypse
did not translate the word for ‘silk’, but retained the Greek word, along with others in
this list for wares unfamiliar to the Slavs. Either Methodius could find no Slavonic word
for it in Moravia, or a later generation did not recognise the obsolete anpucév as a syn-
onym for uétaée. Nor did copyists realise that cnpuica was the same as ¢RHAX or LILAK.
The word was not in their active vocabulary, and was thus easily distorted to cniz (by
simple omission — cfr. 28+’ [suk’] 2Ber), and thence to wnka. The latter change is due to
the neutralisation of /s/ and /§/ in Old Pskov dialects (Zaliznjak 2004: 52, Sobolevskij
1884: 118-143, 149-150)™. Its persistence in manuscripts otherwise free of this feature is
explained by the fact that scribes copying from such an exemplar could normally cor-
rect from their knowledge of the norm — except for a word that occurred nowhere else.
Its meaning remained mysterious to readers and copyists of the Slavonic Apocalypse; it
is only late in the transmission of the glagolitic version, in 7493, that it is replaced by a
contemporary word with the correct meaning: dubalja.

There is one partial exception to this, in the oldest Serbian manuscript, H474, without
commentary but descended from a commentated protograph:

W oynup | zem[ab]nm BBZPBIAAIOTE H RBCTIANTIOTCE W NHH. 1AKO BYE | MeNE HX HHICTOKe
KTOMOY' KOYTIHTb. BP'EMENE ZANTHA | H CEBPBHA. H KAMENHIA APATAAN. H BBICEPA. H BYCCA -
Mno| fcj)nyu. M YPBRAIHA H AKABTA. H BCAKONO APERA (J)I/INNA. | 1 BCAKOrO Chooy AX CAONWERA
* M BCAKOTO Cheoy AN W KAMENTIA | H MBANA. H KeABZNA. W MPAMOpA. KOpbILLE. M AMWHA | H
cj)yM'l’ANA. M MYpA. BHUNA H MACAA. CMHAAAA W TILLIE | NHLLE. M CKOTA H WELb

This is notable for the East Slavonic spellings CPI/INNA and 4)\;M’|‘ANA (against
which, however, compare on f. 366v THaQjp | ckbii¢ 2:18; the remaining spellings are “neu-
tral’, e.g. QIaTHPE 2:2.4, SyMiANA 8:3, 4), which suggest that the “maxeponusmn” (ic. 0 < 3,
¢ < v, Grkovi¢-Major 2000: 314) might actually be East Slavonic forms too, and raise the

¢ Oller (1993: 579) identifies ¢Hics as a South Slavonic form, but this is due to a misunder-

standing. Sobolevskij, whom he cites, does indeed include it in a list of “runmunbie >KHOCAABSIHM-
mbr” (Sobolevskij 1910: 184), but this is in the context of the Hilandar Typicon, where silk is not
mentioned: it is the pronoun cx#xs that is meant.
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possibility that this redaction belongs to the body of East Slavonic texts copied in four-
teenth-century Serbia (Miklas 1988). The translation of xoxxivov as KAbTa is inexplicable.
It cannot simply be that, wpbeAteHA having already been used, another colour was required,
for at 18:16, where there is no such motivation, wepipefAnuévy poovov xal toppupody xai
xbxxvov becomes WBABTENTH Bb rlopcj)'l")oy || 1 Byccons u Bb kabTAR (however, on f. 375, at
17:3, 4 we find the expected H’])bBAIGN'L).

And why is ovpucod translated as vppgatena? This at least is not wholly isolated. Silk is
not often mentioned in the earliest Slavonic texts, but there are two passages of Byzantine
canon law which refer to it and which were translated very early. These are Canon 45 of
the Council in Trullo and Canon 16 of the Second Council of Nicaea. Both are quoted in
the Sylloge of x1v° Titles, which was translated in the First Bulgarian Kingdom (Naydenova
2005-2006: 240 and the literature cited there) and is represented in the oldest Slavonic le-
gal text, the Efremovskaja Kormdaja (GIM, Syn. 227). The latter is also quoted in chapter 37
of the Pandects of Nicon of the Black Mount, of which there were two translations, the first
made in the eleventh/twelfth century and the second, of which there is also a ‘Euthymian’
redaction, in the thirteenth/fourteenth (Bogdanova, Lukanova 2009: 358)". It also men-
tions silk in chapter 23, in what is evidently Nicon’s own text. The origin of the first transla-
tion is a matter of unresolved debate, but it is undisputed that the earliest witnesses belong
to an East Slavonic recension; among the evidence cited for this is the lexeme wbAK in ch.
23 (Sreznevskij 1874: 296)". The relevant phrases® are:

Trull. 45 onpuces Kol ETépag TV Tololg TTOMG
B YhBAKNAXD H HIVEXB BCATHCKBIMXD PHZAXD

II Nic. 16 000 éx oNpIKQY DPATUATWY TemoIKIAuéVYY E0B7jTer 2vedEBUTS Tig
HH B PHPRAIENAAID CRUAHIA NOMBCTPENOI0 PHZOH AX NE OABRAIETS CA KBTO
(=Pand.37) HH® CRHABNA TKANBIA OBAATALLIE CA KKTO

Pand. 23 elTe apyvpody, 1| YpLaodv, 1] &V a1pikols DPATULT KATATKEVRTUEVOY
AH CPEBPBMb AW 3AATBMB CB LUEAKBMB® TBKANOK 0Y'CTPOKHO

Elsewhere the old confusion of fabrics recurs, for fiooog too is sporadically translated
as ?pbBeNA/?‘)bBeNHuA in carly texts (Jagi¢ 1913: 305). The reading of H474 is thus not a
chance aberration, but a regular, if uncommon, rendering of onpixée. The clue to the mys-

7" 'The second translation need not be considered here, as it consistently reads CYpheK’s, im-
plying that the original read (or was read as) gvpiés.

" Sreznevskij also finds the word in ch. 49, quoting St John Chrysostom’s Homily 72 on
Matthew, but here it appears to translate xpéxn. At this point the Euthymian redaction reads
CRHABN.

¥ Quoted from Benesevi¢ 1906: 175, 222 and Maksimovi¢ 1998: 217, 308.

** The Serbian manuscripts RNB, F.ar.L121 and Q.i.1.27 read BHCEPWMD, but the readings of the
Serbian redaction are generally inferior (Pi¢chadze 2006: 60).
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tery is probably to be found in 11 Nic. 16: a scribe unacquainted with the origin of silk could
easily copy *?pbRHNA CRHAA as YpbBENA CBHAA, thus inadvertently creating a new synonym.

It appears from the above that for the translators, copyists and readers of the Slavonic
Bible there was a general lack of comprehension where silk was concerned. In the book
of Esther, and in glosses elsewhere, we observe a confusion with fvooog/Bvees / Bvecons
that extends beyond the Slavonic Scriptures and indeed far beyond the Slavonic cultural
sphere. In the Apocalypse silk is equally unrecognised. For the Slavonic translators the
word presented a problem either in understanding the sources or in finding an adequate
translation. The Greek word was thus left untranslated, as cpuies, and as such it does not
seem to have conveyed very much to the reader, particularly at its one scriptural occurrence
in a list including a number of obscure and untranslatable commodities. This left it open
to textual corruption, and indeed it is the corrupt form wmka that is found in the majority
of manuscripts. Though only the most highly educated readers could have had any idea
of what it meant, it proved highly resilient, persisting in the Ostrog Bible and in the 1663
Moscow edition; only in the Elizabethan Bible of 1751 does the vernacular (but compre-
hensible) weaka finally triumph.
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Abstract

Ralph Cleminson

Silk in the Slavonic Scriptures

Silk, as an imported commodity in Europe, is designated cither by loan-words or neologisms
in European languages. There are several of these in Slavonic languages, notably csu4a in South
Slavonic and wa.x5 in East Slavonic. The use of the latter on two occasions in the Slavonic Book of
Esther is part of the evidence for the East Slavonic origin of the Ausgangstext of this book. However,
the word that it renders, cither 732 or Bdooog, does not mean Ssilk} but ‘linen’ (although confusion
between Biooog and silk appears to be endemic throughout mediaeval Europe). On the one occa-
sion on which silk really is mentioned in the Bible (Revelation 18:12), none of the established Sla-
vonic words for silk is used, but, in most manuscripts, the hapax legomenon wuxs or cuxs, evidently a
corruption of cupuxs for onpcéy, left untranslated. The occasional substitution of #psssens further
complicates the picture of how the word was, or was not, understood.

Keywords

Silk; Church Slavonic; Book of Esther; Revelation.



