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. Introduction

The formation of the religious and linguistic boundary between Slavia Latina and
Slavia Orthodoxa in Central and Southern Europe was a gradual and complex process that
began even before the formal schism of 1054 (Garzaniti 2007: 34). In some of the frontier
regions, where missionary efforts under the jurisdiction of Rome and those of Constanti-
nople alternated with varying degrees of success, this emerging division gave rise to a par-
ticular linguistic situation. While these areas adopted Old Church Slavonic (ocs), which
was created by Greek missionaries and, hence, was permeated by Greek loanwords and
syntactic models, traces of Latin impact can also be observed, albeit limited. Such influence
is particularly evident in the early medieval Moravian and Bohemian contexts (Reinhart
1986: 598; Vecerka 2010: 99).

The fragile textual landscape of early medieval ocs literature of Bohemian origin com-
plicates our understanding of these dynamics since almost all manuscript witnesses created
in the region in 0cs have been lost. More precisely, except for the surviving codex of Prague
Glagolitic Leaves produced in the Sdzava Monastery in the eleventh century (Genis 2020),
the majority of the Bohemian ocs literary monuments are preserved in much later South
and East Slavic copies. These codices’ chronological and geographical distance reflects a
complex process of transmission, redaction, and further interpolation according to local lin-
guistic norms across the broad landscape of medieval Slavia Christiana. Nevertheless, initial
challenges of working with these scattered and refracted textual corpora have led researchers
to several well-founded arguments suggesting that numerous Bohemian 0Ccs monuments,
including, for example, the Forzy Gospel Homilies of Gregory the Great, parts of the Second
Old Church Slavonic Life of St. Wenceslas, the Gospel of Nicodemus, and other works, are, in
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fact, translations from Latin'. The presence of their Latin counterparts contributes to the
compelling nature of these arguments as it allows to trace translation techniques and lexical
correspondences between ocs and Latin with philological precision.

In parallel with this research, a more radical line of inquiry has sought to extend the
translation hypothesis to other foundational texts of the Bohemian ocs literary canon
for which no Latin ‘originals’ survive. One of the most important and contested among
these monuments is the First Old Church Slavonic Life or Legend of Wenceslas (henceforth,
FSL as in Ingham 2006: so1). Composed in the seemingly “sober” and “non-legendary”
narrative style of ocs (Kantor 1983: 12; Folz 1984: 36)?, it serves as one of the earliest and
most valuable sources to reconstruct the life of Wenceslas 1 of Bohemia (d. 935) thanks to
a detailed account of the duke’s murder by his brother Boleslav (d. 972) and his accom-
plices, a feature that some scholars interpret as a potential marker of the legend’s histor-
ical reliability (Ttestik 1997: 225-248). The preserved manuscript tradition of the FSL is
both chronologically sparse and geographically distant from Bohemia. As the TABLE 1
(p. 67) indicates, the three known redactions® of the legend (the Croato-Glagolitic one
as well as the Vostokov and Menology Cyrillic versions) are preserved in South and East
Slavic manuscripts, copied centuries after the presumed composition of the source.

Despite the problematic nature of the manuscript tradition, the judgment of most
researchers on the provenance of the FSL is almost unanimous: the archetype of the text
is believed to be an 0cs product of tenth-century Bohemia (Pekat 1906: 15; most recent-
ly, Konzal 1988: 123, 126). This conclusion rests on both internal linguistic features and
external historical considerations. Thus, philologists have identified a range of lexical
and morphological traits, known as Bohemisms*, which localize the text of the surviving
manuscripts to the Czech milieu (Weingart 1934: 100-102; Vederka 1961). The available
historical evidence accords with this placement, suggesting that the legend was written
in ocs in the Pfemyslid realm at a time when Wenceslas’ cult was gaining initial rec-
ognition (Kubin 2011: 149; 2018: 399). Attempts to reassign its origin — whether geo-
graphically (to Kyivan Rus’ by Vondrak 1903: 442; to Croatia by Tiestik 1967; and even

1

As an entry point to the most recent research on these texts and their translation tech-
niques from Latin to ocs, cf. Cajka 2020; Spurna 2023; and Ziffer 2010, respectively. It should be
noted that the latter scholar opposes the common line of research that places the ocs translation
of the Gospel of Nicodemus in the Bohemian territories (cf. Vaillant 1968). Instead, Ziffer locates the
translation to the “Alpine Slavic” lands around modern-day Slovenia.

* It is worth noting that Denis Crnkovi¢’s thorough research of the FSLs isocolic structure
(Crnkovi¢ 2022) has recently opposed the argument of the apparently simple literary style of the text.

3> Throughout this contribution, I will use the terms ‘redaction” and ‘recension’ interchange-
ably to refer to “a regional variety of [0cs], particularly in its medieval form” (Bounatirou 2020).
For more on the problematic aspects of this notion, cf. Vepick 2022.

+  Still, there exists a more critical stance on the relevance of these Bohemisms. According to
Jan Podhorny, their number in the FSL is much smaller than in other monuments of the Czech-Sla-
vonic literary tradition (cf. Podhorny 1976).
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TABLE 1
Witnesses of the Fsz

Recension Manuscript Region of Dating
Provenance
Rum, Moskva, RSL, F. 256/ 436 i early 16® ¢
’ SHS i BHRD (Northern parts) Y ’
Vostokor Vif. Moskva, RSL, F. 556/95 Rus second quirter of the
(North-East) 17t ¢
(Cyrillic) .
Bars, Moskva, SHM, Bars 1466 Rus late 16%-early 17" c.
Arkh, Sankt-Peterburg, RASL, D 142 Rus’ seconcllé}? lcf of the
Sof, Sankt-Peterburg, NRL, Sof 1317 Rus’ first half of the 16™ c.
Usp, Moskva, SHM, Sin 986 Rus’ mid-16" c.
Tsar, Moskva, SHM, Sin 174 Rus’ 16%c.
Mil, Moskva, sHM, Sin 797 Rus’ mid-17% c.
Menology . -
(Cyrillic) Tul I, Moskva, RSL, F. 304/1 664 Rus mid-17" c.
Tul I, Moskva, RSL, F. 304/1 665 Rus’ mid-17% c.
Trin, Moskva, RSL, F. 304/1 792 Rus’ = qlf;ecr ol
Jar, Jaroslavl’ Museum, N2 15497 Rus’ first half of the 17™ .
Vat, Citta del Vaticano, BAv, Borgo .
. Croatia 1387
Illirico 6
Croato- Ljubl, Ljubljana, NUK, Ms 161 Croatia turn of the 14™-15™ c.
Glagolitic Nov. Vin 1, Novi Vinodolski, parish Croatia mid-1s® c.
Nov. Vin 11, Novi Vinodolski, parish Croatia mid-15% c.
Mos, Moskva, RSL, F. 270 51/1481 Croatia mid-1s® c.

to Eastern Germany by Timberlake 2014: 322) or chronologically (Barto$ 1953: 15-19)
— have not gained wide traction.

Nevertheless, the convoluted nature of the FSL's transmission history has led a few re-
searchers to hypothesize to different degrees that it could have derived from a now-lost Lat-
in prototext. Despite the provocative character of these theories, they did not receive much
reaction across the scholarly community. However, a further investigation of the linguistic
and stylistic character of the FSL can allow us to assess the plausibility of this hypothesis
critically and ultimately refine our understanding of how Latin and ocs literary cultures
might have mutually affected each other in early Pfemyslid Bohemia (before 1100).
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After outlining the scholarly theories regarding the possible Latin origin of the FsL
and presenting a methodology suitable to test these arguments, I examine this source for
the translation markers typically present in other Latin-into-ocs translations from the
same cultural milieu. As a result of this experiment, I argue that, even though the FsL spo-
radically exhibits certain features that could superficially suggest Latin influence, it large-
ly lacks the most reliable translation markers, according to Aleksandr Gris¢enko’s recent
evaluation thereof (Grishchenko 2022). Therefore, I sustain the commonly accepted view
that the legend is an original composition in 0cCs. At the same time, the very existence of
the scholarly debate on whether the FsL might have originated in Latin emphasizes the
broader issue of the complex and often opaque transmission history of medieval ocs texts.

2. ALatin Old Church Slavonic Life of Wenceslas?

Since the ecarly twentieth century, a number of scholars have developed various sce-
narios for how a Latin intermediary (whether a text or a person) might have served as the
basis for the FsL. Initially, Viclav Vondrak (1903: 153) observed that the ocs legend “clearly
displayed pronounced formulas typical for the Roman rite practiced by the German cler-
gy~ in the following passage describing Wenceslas’ virtue in the Vostokov and Glagolitic
redactions:

Aljie BRHA PABBI H AOMALLINAIR, M ALIE CTPANNHICH BCA, H ALIE TATS HNO 3HMOH CTPAKETS,
TO BCA WABBALLIE M KOPMALLIE. AL AW iKe KOTOphIM TOTHNB NPOAAND TPHAE K¢ NEMY, WHB
ueicdnaie Rebma (Vost. cited by Serebrjanskij 1929: 16).

If priests, servants, and if all wanderers, and if [they] suffer from the cold somewhere,
he clothed and fed them all. And if any so/d priest came to him, he ransomed him with
everything®.

Ne TBKMO 5O NHLIHMb H OYEOTHM H CTPANBNHMB H MIPOYHMb MHOPHMb, BIROKE ¢ NPEAL -
XOMb, AOBPA TEOPALLIE, U ON'EXb KH MPOAANH EEX0Y HCKOYTIORALLIE (Glag. cited by Vajs 1929:
38-39).

For not only did he do good to the poor and the indigent, and to wayfarers and many
others, as we have said, but he 7ansomed those who had been so/d (Kantor 1990: 62).

Based on that, Vondrak concluded that the compiler of the FSL must have been a rep-
resentative of Latin Christianity. Coupled with the Bohemisms present in the text, these

> For the sake of being more reader-friendly, I will cite the redactions of the FSL according
to the corresponding editions prepared by N. Serebrjanskij and J. Vajs in 1929, which I consider
relatively reliable despite their pitfalls outlined by B. Havrdnek (1931: 192-215). In the bibliog-
raphy, I also provide links to the available manuscripts. Unfortunately, not all of the preserved
witnesses are digitized.

¢ 'The English translation of the Vostokov redaction is mine.
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calques of Latin religious formulas pointed toward an author of Bohemian background,
who subsequently acquired competence in ocs (Vondrék 1903: 153, 155).

Building on these arguments, Viclav Novotny proposed that a brief account of Wen-
ceslas life in Latin, perhaps based on eyewitness testimony, had existed and was subse-
quently expanded and translated into 0Cs at the Sdzava Monastery in the eleventh century
(Novotny 1929: 27, 35). Ultimately, this premise sought to explain the irregularities in the
textual transmission of the FSL by positing a lost Latin source that would precede the ocs
version. In line with this argumentation and partly that of Rudolf Urbének (1947: 180;
1948: 286, most coherently summarized in Kalhous 2015: 76-85), Oldtich Kralik argued
for the existence of an unspecified Latin source that was written in Bohemia in the 980s
and served as the immediate basis of the FSL, whose composition the researcher dated to
the end of the tenth century (Krélik 1966: 146). Consequently, the hypothetical Latin in-
termediary would have postdated the earliest extant Latin life of the Bohemian duke, Cres-
cente fide. The concept of a ‘lost Latin legend’ was further elaborated by Dusan Tiestik, who
labelled a certain “Legend x” the archetype for the whole Wenceslas hagiographic cycle,
embracing both Latin and ocs monuments (Ttestik 1997: 248). In turn, this hypothesis
suggested that the FsL directly stemmed from the unpreserved Latin ‘original, which gave
birth to multiple branches of the bilingual cycle, hence its complicated intertextual rela-
tionships and convoluted transmission.

A more radical version of the Latin origin theory has been articulated over the last
decade by Alan Timberlake (2012a; 2012b; 2014), who repeatedly argued that the FsL shows
direct correspondence with two Latin hagiographical models produced in Regensburg,
namely the Vita Haimbrammi and the Crescente fide. According to the scholar, several spe-
cific motifs recur across these works and the FSL. Among them are the dismemberment and
subsequent collection of a martyr’s body, the construction of a church to house and venerate
his relics, the saint’s nonresistance to death, and, finally, the dispersal and persecution of
the saint’s followers ( Timberlake 2012a: 122). Moreover, Timberlake considered the follow-
ing FSLs phrasing, where the narrator explains the Czech origin of Wenceslas’ father, Duke
Vratislav (d. 921), a clarifying addition that would seem unnecessary if the text had been
composed within Bohemia and for a Bohemian audience (Timberlake 2014: 322):

BB ke NA3Z BeAHKZ cAMBOK BB ke WBITO KNST BeAHKB HeAN-  Bucn (sic!) e Kene3 B Techxb
B_TeXax MMenems BopoTHCAAR  Boto wecThNB B Texexs Kkuebi  Muenem  Bparneaass  (Glag.
(Vost. cited by Serebrjanskij umenems  BpaTHeARD (Min.  cited by Vajs 1929: 36).

1929: 14). cited by Seregrjanskij 1929: 20).

The last element of Timberlake’s argumentation relies on the phraseology of the FsL
that may resemble Latin linguistic structures. Thus, following Aleksej Sobolevskij’s (1903)
and Ladislav Matéjka’s (1973) critical research of the ocs Life of'St. Vitus, he singled out
several assumed cases of “mistranslation” that might have sought to render Latin words
with inappropriate 0CS terms in the earliest Croato-Glagolitic redaction of the FSL. More
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specifically, these cases include an inaccurate rendering of the Latin word ‘vox” with the
metonymic sense of ‘speech’ or ‘teaching’ in the phrase “cTpanbnne npematue no Heackoy
raacoy” (Glag. cited by Vajs 1929: 37; for the argumentation, cf. Timberlake 2012a: 111) and
‘scio’ to refer to the process of perceiving emotions in “Na Berpiecangs PAZOVMIERE CTPAKD
8K (Glag. cited by Vajs 1929: 38; cf. Timberlake 2012a: 112). Taken together, these lin-
guistic and intertextual examples led Timberlake to hypothesize that the FSL was initially
composed in Latin in the tenth century, most likely at the Abbey of St. Emmeram in Re-
gensburg, and only subsequently became translated into ocs in the scriptorium of the Sa-
zava Monastery during the Slavic Renaissance a century later (Timberlake 2014: 314, 322).

As we can see, despite differences in rationalizing, all of the mentioned scholars con-
verged on the idea that Latin influence on the FSL was not merely indirect but structural
and involved either a translation or close adaptation from a Latin source. While some of
the provided evidence seems to be unable to explain this theory adequately’, the hypothesis
of the text’s Latin origin has not been systematically verified or contested. Given this lack
of academic reflections, a question remains: can we suggest that the FSL might have been
translated from a Latin prototext? And, if so, how do we prove or dispel this idea? The
following section will describe the methodology that this paper will use to detect Latin-to-
ocs translation features in the ocs legend.

3. Methodology: What to Look for?

In order to assess whether the FSL may have derived from a Latin Vorlage, this pa-
per adopts a twofold methodological framework. First, it adapts GriS¢enko’s hierarchic
typology of translation markers in Hebrew-to-ocs Biblical translations to the case of
the FSL. Second, it examines the text for the specific features of local translation prac-
tices typical for the eleventh-century Bohemian ocs literature as described by leading
specialists in the field, including Radoslav Vecerka, Katefina Spurnd, Miroslav Vepiek,
Véclav Konzal, and others.

Gris¢enko’s taxonomy is a five-fold system that can be used to identify translation
markers in OCS texts according to their evidentiary strength (Grishchenko 2022: 290).
For instance, he puts simple loanwords transcribed into Cyrillic script (especially proper
names) at the ‘weakest” end of the evaluative spectrum (group v). Conversely, the ‘stron-
gest” marker of translation includes neologisms that are not only loanwords from a foreign
language but also qualify as hapax legomena within the target-language corpus (group 1).
Hence, contrary to the transcribed loanwords, each hapax legomenon that was not adopted
into the regular lexicon of ocs and did not circulate widely in its literary tradition most
likely suggests a direct transfer through translation rather than its broad lexical diffusion.

7 For instance, the majority of the common hagiographical motifs mentioned by Timber-
lake may be considered as typical features of the genre that ultimately imitated passio Christi (for
more on the genre and its characteristics, cf. Rapp 2010).
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Between these two poles of validity, Gris¢enko describes three intermediate types.
Two such categories comprise foreign-language loanwords that, while not being hapaxes,
are attested only in a narrow set of texts from the same or a slightly later period. In turn,
their distribution may suggest various channels of transmission. Another group includes
individual semantic calques, which, although not revealing the language of the source
text per se, may reflect the conceptual and idiomatic structures of their intermediary. Yet,
Gris¢enko cautions that no single marker among these types can confirm dependency on
a specific source text. Instead, considered cumulatively, these categories offer some indica-
tions of a translation trajectory and invite comparison with texts demonstrably belonging
to the same network of textual transmission (Grishchenko 2022: 291-292).

While Gri$¢enko initially developed his taxonomy to analyze fifteenth-century East
Slavic translations from Hebrew, it can also serve as a useful heuristic framework for ex-
ploring possible lexical and semantic borrowings in texts that come from earlier periods,
including the rsL. However, one must apply this methodological model to the legend with
due caution: as we will see, the text’s tenth-century origin, its hagiographic rather than
biblical nature, and its survival in much later manuscripts, created in various geographical
milieus, causes significant diachronic and regional complexities that may hinder the detec-
tion of reliable translation features. Despite this methodological limitation, the suggested
framework remains a helpful tool for the initial identification of some potential cases of
interlingual rendition, which should then be subjected to further analysis since Gris¢enko’s
approach alone cannot confirm or rule out the hypothesis of the rsLs Latin Vorlage®.

Therefore, it is worth enhancing Gris¢enko’s approach with a search across the FsL
for lexical and grammatical features that characterize other Latin-into-ocs translations
produced in the Bohemian eleventh-century context, particularly at the Sdzava Monastery.
To this point, particular progress has been made in classifying these characteristics in the
Homilies of Gregory the Great and the Second Life of Wenceslas attributed to this milieu (cf.
Bldhov4, Ikonomova 1993; Mare$ 2000; Vepiek 2013; Spurnd 2023).

Thus, at first glance, a potentially valuable indicator found in these translations is the
use of rare or unusual grammatical constructions, especially those mirroring Latin verbal
forms that are not native to 0cs. The examples often referred to in this regard are Slavon-
ic counterparts of the futurum perfectum indicativi activi (most commonly known as fu-
turum II) and participinm futurum activum, whose occurrence in 0CS may suggest a close
syntactic alignment with Latin (Konzal 1994; Hauptové 2008: 96-97; Spurnd 2023: 152).
However, due to their complete absence in the FSL, possibly linked to the historical-narra-
tive purpose of the text, it seems impossible to use these forms in the analysis.

¥ For instance, Jozo Vela has convincingly demonstrated the limited evidentiary value of

speculations about a potential Latin origin of certain South Slavic ocs texts with a complex trans-
mission history, particularly when such claims are based solely on the presence of loanwords from
the donor language (cf. Vela 2023).
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As opposed to grammar, the use of hendiadys represents a more promising trait, par-
ticularly when this stylistic figure appears to serve a gloss-like function. According to Kon-
zal (2015), this strategy of rendering a single term from a foreign language by ‘doubling’ it
in 0Cs may indicate a translator’s attempt to approximate a concept not fully present in
the target lexicon. Notably, cases of hendiadys that rendered Latin words appear particu-
larly often in the translated Second Life of Wenceslas (Bléhova 1993: 430-431; Spurnd 2023:
139-140) and Homilies of Gregory the Great. In fact, Johannes Reinhart calculated circa
370 (sic!) occurrences of this figure in the latter source (1986: 599). Therefore, if found in
the FSL with a comparable frequency, hendiadys may potentially indicate the FSLs stylistic
proximity to these OCs translations and, in turn, serve as possible proof that the legend
could have been rendered from Latin as well. However, as we will see in the subsequent
section, it is only possible to cautiously speculate on its occasional presence in the text, so
this criterion should be approached with due limitations.

Apart from hendiadys, specific morphological features can also help identify traces of
local translation practices. As Vecerka has noted, ocs texts produced in Bohemia in the
eleventh century, particularly in the Sdzava milieu, exhibit a higher degree of Bohemiza-
tion than the literary monuments created in the region prior to that period. Among the
evidence of regional influence, he lists

the typically Czech first-person plural verb ending -2y, the loss of final -z in the third
person singular and plural of the present indicative, the expanded use of the prefix po- to
form future tenses, increased use of the supine, a preference for prepositionless locative
constructions, and the nominative singular -z ending in masculine and neuter present ac-
tive participles, which contrast with the -y ending in standard ocs (Vederka 2013: 14)°.

As will be shown later, none of these features is present in the legend, apart from the
prefix no-.

In what follows, I will shortly discuss the presence of translation markers (from the
most evident but weakest loanwords to exotic hapax legomena), hendiadys, and elev-
enth-century forms of Bohemization in the FsL. As I will point out, these lexical and mor-
phological units appear in the text sporadically and do not provide sufficient evidence for
the Latin origin of the legend.

4. Loanwords from Latin

The issue of Latin loanwords adopted in Bohemian Church Slavonic literary monu-
ments has been repeatedly addressed by Czech researchers (most recently, by Vederka 2006:

> Apart from these features, Vecerka also mentions phonetic developments of the spoken
ocs such as the “contraction and depalatalization of vowels (e.g., 4 > a between non-palatal con-
sonants; more on depalatalization in the Bohemian context, cf. Komdrek 1960), the emergence of
fully syllabic r and I, and the fricativization of the occlusive g into v, a feature also found in southern
Russian dialects”
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243-244; Bocek 2010: 33-142; Jamna 2015: 49-97, 147-170). Based on their lists of Latinisms,
it is possible to identify lexemes of this kind in all of the three redactions of the Fsr. Still,
their number remains relatively small in each version of the legend*. Predominantly, these are
nouns: ONBTAPb (Vost., Min., Glag., cf. Serebrjanskij 1929: 20, 28; Vajs 1929: 43, borrowed from
the Latin a/tar and used instead of more conventional KyBTRENHICE/ TPEELNHKE), CAOYKBEA
(Vost., cf. Serebrjanskij 1929: 16, from the Latin officium instead of a more traditional Grecism
AM’I‘OY?ﬁHh&), MbLLa (Glag,, cf. Vajs 1929: 36, 39, from the Latin missa for the same Grecism as in
the previous example)", koeTeas (found in the Nov. Vin 1 Ms of Glag,, cf. Vajs 1929: 43, from
the Latin castellum but with the meaning ‘ecclesia; instead of more common uzka1), and nons
(Vost., cf. Serebrjanskij 1929: 15, 16, instead of utepsn or the Grecism npesgvTeps)™.

Representing the ‘weak’ markers of Gris¢enko’s classification, these Latinisms lack rel-
evant diagnostic value for our analysis. More precisely, they demonstrate traces of intensive
and persistent contacts with the Latin religious environment and church-related material
culture (Del Gaudio 2014: 64-65), particularly through German-speaking neighboring
communities. As Vecerka (1978: 340) aptly noted, terms of Latin origin relating to reli-
gion, administration, trade, architecture, nature, medicine, and other important spheres of
daily life typically entered the ocs literary register via spoken language. Therefore, it seems
unlikely that the listed lexemes could have been directly adopted from a supposed Latin
‘original’ of the FsL.

In addition to these ‘weak’ loanwords, the FSL contains semantic calques borrowed
from Latin, such as the mentioned derivatives of the theological pair MPOANTH — HCKOYTIHTH
for Latin vendere and redimere, which was also used in sacramental contexts in other ocs
monuments”. Another illustrative case of the same kind is the term Boxun pas (from Latin
servus Dei), used to denote ‘clergyman’ instead of a traditional figurative noun phrase with
a more general meaning ‘person/human being™*. Interestingly, as the following examples
demonstrate, this semantic adaptation occurs only in the East Slavic redactions of the FsL*:

10

According to Jamn#’s estimations, there are 29 foreign words found in the ¥SL (Jamnd
2015: 117). Most of them, including ennekons (found in Vost. and Min., with a variation suekoyna
found in the Glagolitic redaction), AMtagoAs (all three redactions), and others, are Grecisms.

" Scholarship generally asserts that this term was ‘endemic’ for the Moravian area. For the
most recent discussions and literature on the topic, cf. Bocek 2010: 127-132.

" It should be noted that the etymology of “nons” remains a matter of debates in the schol-
arship. While the mainstream line of research accepts the Latin origin of this 0cs lexeme, alterna-
tive theories about its Greek roots also exist. The latter strand of argument is presented in Stankov
2016: 108-110.

B Cf. the corresponding entries of the sjs available at the digital database of Slavonic
dictionaries: <http://gorazd.org/gulliver/?recordld=31378>; <http://gorazd.org/gulliver/?re-
cordld=5691> (both accessed on 22.05.25).

*  <http://gorazd.org/gulliver/?recordld=32323> (accessed on 22.05.25).

5 The examples merely serve to show the discrepancies in the readings of the term among
the three redactions of the FSL, so I will not provide translations thereof for the sake of brevity.
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Vostokov redaction

1. [BAvECAARB] BBANBIA NAMH-
TALLIE H OA'BRALLIE 110 6VANABCKO-
MY 0yveNHIo, BOAbNBIA (sic!)'

pasbl  nuTawe  (cited by
Serebrjanskij 1929: 15)

2. Aye Bikna PABBI M AOMALL-
NAR, [...] W AL TA'E HNO 3HMOH

C’P?A?KX’T‘[), T0 RCA WA'BRALLE H

kopMaLue (cited by Serebryan-
sky 1929: 16).

-
3. Lpkem ke B oyeTponas mo
BOEMB MPAAOMB OB BeAMH,
BKHA pABbI COBPARD Wo BeEXB

3blica BOMUNY (cited by Sereb-
ryansky 1929: 16).

4. A MAAAENLLH M3BHLLIA €ro, A

—

BARHUA ‘ZABI)I ?ASI‘PABHLUA Hn3-

PNALIA A H3B paAN (cited
by Serebrjanskij 1929: 18).

Menology redaction

1. [BAvecAARD| Bakia PABbI K0p-
MAALLIE H3AMXA, H BAOBHLL Ne
AAAALLE WBHABTH NHICOMOY ke
(cited by Serebrjanskij 1929:

22).

Croato-Glagolitic redaction

1. BAORHLL iKe OBHABTH Ne AA-
AMILE, AAH OVEOPe M BOrATE
MHAOBLLE Bo[r]y PABOTARLIMMb
coyrae [...] (cited by Vajs
1929: 37).

[no corresponding fragments]

3.1 uPEBM Ke BB OYCTPOUAT RO
BCBXb PPAATEXD H BXPOTBopALue

HUMB, U BOKIA PABbI COBPAR W
BUBXB IA3BIKE (cited by Sereb-

bryansky 1929: 24).

4. AMAAAENLLA M3BHLLIA €r0 PAAH,
A BXia PABBI M HHLIMHX  T0-
PPABHELLE M BbIPNABLUE HX 3

3eMan (cited by Serebrjanskij
1929: 26).

3. LLpBicRMb ke BB oyeTponTEAD
BA EXb MPAABKD BEAMH Ao-
BAPb, H CAOYWKHTEAE BKHE B NHXb
OYTIPARH[TEAB] BEAMH KPACNO OT
Moruxa B3uich (cited by Vajs
1929: 39).

4. MaapenLe ke HM3AARMLLE,
KENH Ke MNOTHE MNHE MOYKH

H
BAALLE, CAOVKHTEAE Ke Bikme
naurnate (cited by Vajs 1929:
41).

According to Pastrnek (1904: 16), Isa¢enko (1943: 36), and Vasica (1958: 529-530), the

idiomatic phrasing BoxnH paB’ pertains exclusively to 0Cs texts of Western origin, such as the
Freising Fragments, Life of Methodius, and Zakon Sudnyi Liudem (Court Law for the People).
Although it presents itself in a limited number of texts coming from the same geographi-
cal area (hence, it belongs to the fourth category of Grid¢enko’s taxonomy), the mentioned
calque does not necessarily point to direct Latin-to-0Cs translation. Similarly to the case of
NPOANTH — HekoynTH, the geographical distribution of this expression may suggest that it
circulated as part of a broader ecclesiastical lexicon shared among Western communities of
Slavia Christiana, which was primarily shaped by Latin liturgical and administrative norms.

Let us now turn to a seemingly more substantial translation marker found in the rare
case of UMMHTYB, attested solely in the Vatican manuscript of the Croato-Glagolitic redac-
tion of the FSL, when the author of the legend locates Wenceslas’ burial place:

"¢ While the available digitized manuscripts appear to be univocal in transmitting this read-

ing (see Vif,, fol. s6r, and Rum, fol. 57r), there are some editions of the Vostokov recension that
prefer to consider this variant as a disseminated scribal mistake that incorrectly rendered the word
BXHa (cf. Turilov 1999).
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W noaoikue [RetpiecAaga] B LHMHTYS tro Bupa, o AGCNOY CTPANOY OATAPA OBOH) H AGCETE
AMAOY', HATBKE CEBE PEKAAD MOAOKHTH CB3bANRD ﬁplcgb (Ms Vat. cited by Vajs 1929: 43).

And Wenceslas was placed in the Church [alt. graveyard, cf. sjs 1994: 828"] of Saint
Vitus, on the right side of the Altar of the Twelve Apostles, where he himself had said he
would build a church (Kantor 1990: 64-65).

The Dictionary of the Old Church Slavonic language classifies this lexeme as a hapax
within the broader 0Cs corpus (75 1994: 828). Although the term’s vocalism might suggest
that it is a Grecism from xowyyplov®, its Latin origin from coemeterium remains equally
plausible, especially if we consider the fact that this codex originated in the late medieval
Franciscan liturgical environment (Ibler 2009: 225)".

An alternative interpretation of this phenomenon can be developed from the obser-
vations of Josip Hamm, who stressed that all of the Croatian-Glagolitic codices containing
the FSL were composed several decades after the founding of the Emmaus Monastery in
Prague in 1347. Given that Croatian Glagolitic monks were active there, Hamm proposed
that they could have transmitted the veneration of Wenceslas and his legend southward.
According to this theory, either a certain Latin text was later translated into Glagolitic or
a translation was undertaken directly at the Emmaus Monastery and subsequently was car-
ried to the South (Hamm 1963: 47). In this context, the isolated use of UMMHTY'B could re-
flect alexical anomaly tied to the FsLs incredibly convoluted transmission history. Hamm’s
theory, however, has not gained significant traction in scholarship and should therefore be
approached with a high degree of caution, especially given that some researchers date the
initial stages of the prince’s veneration in Croatia as early as the late-tenth or the beginning
of the eleventh century (Kowalski 2021: 299).

The fact that unanTps did not become part of the common ocs lexicon may suggest
that it functioned as a loanword with localized connotations. However, despite its tempt-
ing uniqueness and semantic proximity to Latin religious vocabulary, we cannot classify
this word as a ‘strong’ first-level exoticism in Gri$¢enko’s typology of translation markers. If
we apply the logic of textual criticism to this case, we will see that, most likely, this term did
not exist in the ocs prototext of the legend. As I have mentioned, the isolated occurrence
of uMMHTY in the Vatican manuscript appears to be a lectio singularis. In contrast, the more
common term LPAKBI is used in the Ljubljana manuscript of the earliest Croato-Glagolitic
redaction* and in the two East Slavic recensions (cf. Serebrjanskij 1929: 20, 28), which
are generally dated to a later period. Despite the chronological and geographical distance,

7 Also available online: <http://gorazd.org/gulliver/?recordld=36728> (accessed on 22.05.25).
" Tam grateful to Vittorio Springfield Tomelleri for this observation.

" The Franciscan Order was involved in the dissemination of the Glagolitic literary culture
in Croatia (Sanjck 1991: 201-203).

> AsThave mentioned, the Novi Vinodolski Glagolitic copy contains the Latinism icocTeAs

(Vajs 1929: 43).


http://gorazd.org/gulliver/?recordId=36728

76 Olga Kalashnikova

these textual witnesses agree in their use of UpBKB, strongly suggesting that this lexeme
represents the more authentic word preserved from the FSL's prototext.

Hence, from the perspective of textual criticism, the appearance of uuMHTY in the sin-
gle manuscript of the FSL does not indicate a direct translation from a Latin textual Vorlage.
Instead, it should be interpreted as a secondary substitution, possibly influenced by the pref-
erences of the Croatian scribe (Vepiek 2006: 78-79), who was exposed to Latin or even Greek
ecclesiastical terminology that circulated in Western parts of the Southern Slavic milieu.

s.  Hendiadys

Havingdiscussed the insufficient evidentiary value of loanwords in the FsL, let us now
consider the legend’s possible use of hendiadys, which is here understood as a stylistic figure
that consists of two complementary or mutually reinforcing parts of speech used to express
asingle concept (most commonly, represented by adjective+adjective, noun+noun, or ver-
b+verb, as indicated in Burkhard ez 4/. 2000: 63-64). As the list below demonstrates, the
number of expressions that formally correspond to this definition and demonstrably share
the same Latin equivalent is quite limited and scattered across the redactions of the FsL*:

1.  Noun+noun:

a. Nava ke [BavecAaRB] oyMETH KNHMH [...] rKoKe AOBpbI enna wAn_nons (Vost. cited by
Serebrjanskij 1929: 15)** > may correspond to Latin sacerdos™;

b.  Tlorpesowua veeTnoe ero Tha0 Bavecaara [...], cal:km 5o emd [BoaecArrs] rorBHmeMs H (B
CTPAXOME (Vost. cited by Serebrjanskij 1929: 19)** > may render Latin reverentia™;

21

These interpretations are based on the corresponding entries of the electronic version of
the Dictionary of the Old Church Slavonic language (sJs), which typically associates each 0cs term
with a Latin equivalent.

» Comparc the phrasmg with the Menology redaction: [BavecAARB] Nava 0y MBTH KNHFAMb
[...] Akoxke efkns wAM ciiennmicn (Min. cited by Vajs 1929: 22). The reinforcing pair is absent in the

Glagolitic version.

»  See the corresponding dictionary entries for ennekoyns (<htep://gorazd.org/gulliver/ 2re-
cordld=3845>); nona (<http://gorazd.org/gulliver/?recordld=3054.4>); and cRaLpennics (<htep://
gorazd.org/gulliver/?recordld=33200>)(accessed on 21.05.25).

**  Compare with the Mcnology version: I‘Ior‘pesoum e YECTHOE TBAO ¢TI0 M BAAKeNNAMO BA-
YeCAARA [...], cAoykHTeAb Bo B Broy [BoaccAar] co BArorortiiems 1 ¢ crpaxoms (Min. cited by Vajs
1929: 27). The Ljubljana manuscript of the Glagolitic version provides a similar reading: Aly]um xe
€0 B3HAE K BO[P]y, eMoyiKke H cAOYKH € rorBHMeMb (but: 3 rogopennems (sic!) in the Ms Nov. Vin 1and
¢ AXHogirbMb in the Ms Vac) n ea crpaxoms (Glag. cited by Vajs 1929: 42).

*»  See the corresponding dictionary entries for rorBnmie (<htep://gorazd.org/gulliver/?re-
cordld=2744>); CTPAKD (<http://gorazd.org/gulliver/?recordld=33892>, accessed on 21.05.25).
Yet, the alternative lexemes of the Menology redaction and the Vatican and Novi Vinodolski
Glagolitic manuscripts have other Latin equivalents.



http://gorazd.org/gulliver/?recordId=3845
http://gorazd.org/gulliver/?recordId=3845
http://gorazd.org/gulliver/?recordId=30544
http://gorazd.org/gulliver/?recordId=33200
http://gorazd.org/gulliver/?recordId=33200
http://gorazd.org/gulliver/?recordId=2744
http://gorazd.org/gulliver/?recordId=2744
http://gorazd.org/gulliver/?recordId=33892
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. BoAecAAR Ke MOMANOYRCA KB Broy ¢o NAAvEMb H o RB3ABIXANMEMb (Min. cited by Sere-
brjanskij 1929: 28)** > may correspond to Latin gemitus;

2. Adjective+adjective:

Ne KMo Bo HHLIMMb 1 oyBoruMb [BAvecaars] AoBpa TRopalle (Glag. cited by Vajs 1929:
38-39)** > can reflect Latin pauper / egenus / egens | inops™;

3. Verb+verb:

Bech Hapoas wARTECE BEAMH CA KARMLIE H NAAKALLIECA W NeM (Vost. cited by Serebrjanskij
1929: 19)*° > here, lugere or plangere might be considered potential Latin counterparts™.

It should be noted, however, that these instances do not offer convincing evidence of
the systematic use of hendiadys as a potential translation technique. First, none of the pre-
served Latin legends of Wenceslas” hagiographic cycle contain matching formulations that
could confirm a Latin counterpart behind each ocs pair. Furthermore, what may appear
as a gloss-like hendiadys with a potential semantic overlap with a Latin term could simply
be a standardized synonymic embellishment as the “boundaries [between these stylistic
figures] are not always fixed” as Reinhart aptly stressed (1986: 599).

The case of nuymMb 1 oyBoruMb is particularly illustrative in this regard because it
closely mirrors biblical expressions of the Book of Psalms that were initially translated from
Greek. For example, the original of Ps. 40:2 (“paxdplog & cuviwy éml wrwydy kel mévyra”™?)
has a well-established 0cs calque: “BAxens paA3SMERAAR Na HHLIA H oyBora” (as noted by
Bogoljubskij 1878: 42). Psalms 39:18, 69:3, 73:21, and 85:1 show the same conventional use of
the pair. Given that the Greek-to-0cs translation of the Book of Psalms, dating back to the
mission of Constantine and Methodius, would have been familiar to any medieval reader
trained in ecclesiastical literature, it is far more plausible that this dual expression in the FsL
was drawn from the long-standing biblical tradition rather than it glossed a Latin prototext.
Moreover, the centrality of the Bible in medieval hagiographic writing allows us to further
assume the author’s familiarity with this text, further weakening any hypothesis that relies on
this construction as evidence for Latin-to-0cs translation of the legend.

*¢ 'The pair is absent in the Vostokov and Glagolitic versions.

7 Cf. naavh (<htep://gorazd.org/gulliver/?recordld=29945>); and gB3pBIXANMIE (<http://
gorazd.org/gulliver/?recordld=1974>, accessed on 21.05.25).

*% The two Cyrillic versions do not have these pairing elements in the corresponding paragraphs.

*  See the entries for nnub (<htep://gorazd.org/gulliver/?recordld=16807>); and oysors
(<http://gorazd.org/gulliver/ ?recordld=35529>, accessed on 21.05.25).

3 The Menology redaction uses only ¢a naakatue here (Vajs 1929: 28), the Croato-Glagolitic
version does not have this paragraph at all.

* Cf. kawth ¢a (<http://gorazd.org/gulliver/ ?recordld=5970>); and naakamh ¢a (<htep://
gorazd.org/gulliver/?recordld=29933>, accessed on 21.05.25).

#  <https://www.bibbiaedu.it/GRECO_LXX/at/Sal/40/> (accessed on 21.05.25).


http://gorazd.org/gulliver/?recordId=29945
http://gorazd.org/gulliver/?recordId=1974
http://gorazd.org/gulliver/?recordId=1974
http://gorazd.org/gulliver/?recordId=16807
http://gorazd.org/gulliver/?recordId=35529
http://gorazd.org/gulliver/?recordId=5970
http://gorazd.org/gulliver/?recordId=29933
http://gorazd.org/gulliver/?recordId=29933
https://www.bibbiaedu.it/GRECO_LXX/at/Sal/40/

78 Olga Kalashnikova

AsThave noted earlier, research has shown that hendiadys appears frequently and sys-
tematically in eleventh-century ocs translations from Latin. If the FSL's use of this figure
were to exhibit similar frequency and functional logic, this would offer a stronger basis for
arguing its stylistic proximity to such translations. However, the sparse and ambiguous na-
ture of the examples discussed above fails to meet this threshold. In the absence of consis-
tent usage, textual parallels in Latin sources, and unambiguous cases of semantic glossing,
the few possible instances of hendiadys in the FSL remain inconclusive. Rather than sup-
porting the theory of a Latin ‘original, they point instead to the broader intertextual con-
ventions of medieval hagiography, shaped by biblical rhetoric and fixed stylistic patterns.

6. Traces of Eleventh-Century Bohemization

The final element under consideration is the presence of regional morphological fea-
tures attested in Latin-to-0Cs translations produced in Bohemia in the eleventh century.
As mentioned in the methodological section, Vecerka systematically catalogued them in
his 2013 study. While the FsL does preserve a small number of carlier Bohemisms®, both
lexical and morpho-syntactical ones, it predominantly lacks the traces of later Bohemiza-
tion with only one exception.

According to my examinations, the only potential instance of such kind may be the
use of a future tense formed with the prefix no- in the Vostokov redaction when it narrates
about the evil-doers’ malice towards Wenceslas:

B 1 ke NoLb CHMAOLIACA pATNHUM BB 'WEBBICHING AROp, W BB3BALIA 055 BoaecAdR,
M COTROPHLLA 3AbIH TOH CBRETS NenpuAanens. FAkoxe n n Maamy caspaca na X[puer]
A MbICAALLIE, TAKOKE H WHHH 3AHH TICH, TEM CA TOAOBALLE, CBRBLIA, KAKO BbILLA YBHTH
POCTIOAMNA ¢BOER0. PBLLIA ske: ‘TTOHAETH NA 3M0y'TPENNION, TOMAA MoAOBHM ¢ro” (Vost. cited
by Serebrjanskij 1929: 17).

That same night, warriors came together at Gnévysa’s court and summoned Boleslav, and
they made that evil and hostile counsel. Just as [the Jews] gathered at Pilate’s, thinking

[evil] against Christ, so too did those evil dogs, being like them, conspire how they might
kill their lord. And they said: ‘[ Wenceslas] will go to Matins, then we shall capture him™*.

At first glance, the verb “noaosutn” may, indeed, seem to meet the criterion doc-
umented by Vecerka. However, its lexical ambiguity results in complications with such
interpretation. The Dictionary of Old Russian Language (11"”-14" cc.) records noAornTH with
the meaning ‘nooxorutscst’ (‘to hunt’ in the perfective aspect) (SDJ 2004: 76), which raises

% This topic has enjoyed much scholarly consideration, so it is not worth listing these carlier
Bohemisms here. For their extensive overview, cf. Vecerka 1961: 417-422. For their quantitative as-
sessment, cf. the note 4.

3+ 'The translation is mine.
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questions about whether the verb here reflects a future prefix no- influenced by the Bohe-
mian linguistic milieu or represents a distinct lexical unit rooted in East Slavic usage.

It is noteworthy that the verbal form noaogHM® is not attested in the other redactions
of the legend. Instead, one witness of the oldest Croato-Glagolitic version and the repre-
sentatives of the Menology redaction employ the variations of the more semantically and
contextually coherent verb oysumH (‘to kill):

Menology redaction

Bz T ke HOLIb CNMAOLLIACA PATHHLN HiKe Tin
3AIM CORBTHHUN BB [NERECeH ABOPS, NPH3RALLA
Kk ceBs BoACcAARA, HiKe COTROPHLLIA 3AbIM T W
henpiasnensin corETE. FAkoke i [THANTOY cHHAQ-
wacA Kupoge na X[Pm'r]z\ MBICAALLE 3AAA, TAKO-

Croato-Glagolitic redaction
(Vatican MS)

Nouyr ke MPHENTE, W CBPALLIE ¢ TH TIcH NA ABOph
ETEPA BPATA I'nbRHeH, W MPH3RALLIE Ke Boaecaagra,
H OYTRPAHLLE 3AAHE CR'BTH 0 T8 CROEMb, 'BICOKE
Mroasn o K[pner]s kako oyBHIOT H. PBLue K ces'b:
‘€rAA MOHAETH NA HOTPNIO, TATAA OVBHEMb’ ero’

Ke WNHM 3AH Tiu \]fn, TBMAKE CA MOAOBALIE, W (asin Vajs 1929: 40, notes 13-27).
CBRBLUALLA, KAKO BbILLA OYBHTH TNA  cROEM.
PBwa: ‘FAKko nompeTh Ha OyTPENNION K7 LIPKRH
[...], Toran ovBuemb ¢ro’ (cited by Serebrjanskij

1929: 25).

The partial agreement of these two widely separated textual families suggests that
oysHTH may reflect the original reading of the 0Cs prototext, whereas noaognTH may be
a feature of one of the branches of the East Slavic transmission of the text®. In this case,
the apparent eleventh-century Bohemism might not be a genuine trace of the legend’s
original linguistic environment but rather a regional interpolation introduced by a later
scribe. This example clearly illustrates the broader methodological difficulty of tracing
localized linguistic features through manuscript traditions that span multiple regions and
centuries. The transmission history of the FsL, marked by its passage through Croatian,
Bohemian, and East Slavic milieus, significantly complicates attempts to retroactively
identify stylistic or morphological markers of a specific origin and, hence, cannot provide
solid evidence in favor of the Latin-into-0Cs translation hypothesis.

7. Conclusion

To conclude, this exploratory and experimental article has demonstrated the limita-
tions of attempting to identify traces of translation in 0Cs texts that lack extant Latin

% Notably, the other Croato-Glagolitic witnesses use different verbs in this context: AATHMb
‘we will seize’ (the Nov. Vin 1 Ms, cited by Vajs 1929: 40) and aaumb ‘we will ambush’ (the Ljubljana
Ms cited by Vajs 1929: 40, note 27) .

3 The same logic can be applied to the peculiar case of AATHTH/ AaiaTH that might have been
a result of the South Slavic linguistic influence.



8o Olga Kalashnikova

exemplars. Predictably, such an endeavor often yields more conjecture than evidence. Al-
though features such as hendiadys, loanwords, and morpho-syntactic peculiarities occur
in eleventh-century Latin-to-0Cs translations composed in Bohemia, they are not consis-
tently or prominently present in the object of our study — First Old Church Slavonic Life
of Wenceslas.

As we have seen, the presence of Latinisms in the FSL does not point to a Latin ‘orig-
inal’ but predominantly reflects broader patterns of intercultural contacts or the adoption
of specific formulas common in ecclesiastical discourse of the Western Slavic communities.
Moreover, no direct influence can be conclusively demonstrated through the presumed
cases of hendiadys. For some instances of this kind, the legend’s stylistic profile reflects a
deeper dependance on biblical phrasing (typical for hagiographical texts) instead of bor-
rowings from an alleged Latin ‘original’ Neither is it possible to definitively establish trac-
es of morphological Bohemization typical for the eleventh-century literary monuments.
In our case, potential candidates thereof may be, in fact, traces of editorial interferences
linked to the convoluted textual transmission of the legend.

As such, the hypothesis that the FSL represents a translation from a now-lost Latin
legend must remain ultimately unproven.
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Abstract
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Convoluted Transmission without Translation: Reassessing Latin Influence in the First Old Church
Slavonic Life of Wenceslas

Although it is widely accepted that the First Old Church Slavonic Life of Wenceslas (FsL) is a
tenth-century Bohemian composition written in Old Church Slavonic (0cs), some scholars have
hypothesized a Latin original and subsequent translation. This article evaluates that hypothesis
by testing the FSL against features typically associated with Latin-to-ocs translation, including
loanwords, hendiadys, and morphological patterns. It argues that the FSL lacks consistent evidence
of translation from a Latin source. While most Latinisms attested in the text are more plausibly
explained as the result of cultural and religious contact with communities under Roman jurisdic-
tion, even those expressions that appear more suggestive fail to meet the criteria of reliable transla-
tion markers and are better interpreted as scribal interpolations introduced during the text’s ex-
ceptionally complex transmission. Similarly, the purported instances of hendiadys and Bohemian
morphological features are too sporadic and contextually ambiguous to support the hypothesis
of a Latin prototext. Cases of quasi-hendiadic synonymic reinforcement are more likely to reflect
broader literary conventions, and what has been interpreted as Bohemization may instead result
from local linguistic norms affecting the text at later stages of its transmission. The article there-
fore concludes that the FSL should be regarded as an original ocs composition with an unusually
complex transmission history.
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