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The abovementioned volume is one
ofthe scholarly achievements within
the framework of the project “Crnos-
HOTO OorarcTBo Ha Yuumennomo
Eeancenue na Koncrautun Ilpec-
JABCKU: CTApOOBIATapCKO-IPBHLUKH
U TPBLKO-CTAPOOBITAPCKH PEUHHULIN
nngekcn” [transl.: The Vocabulary
of Constantine of Preslav’s Ucitelno
Evangelie (‘Didactic Gospel’): Old
Bulgarian-Greek and Greek-Old Bul-
garian word indices], funded by the
Bulgarian National Science (contract
KII-06-H50/2, 30.11.2020), on the
website of which this volume has also
been uploaded integrally, making it
entirely open access.” Together with
Prof. dr. Lora Taseva as the promotor
of this project, a team of specialists
has put in the effort to present this
vast volume, presenting excellent
scholarship on this well-defined and
captivating research topic. The team
in se comprises of the following

prominent scholars: prof. dr. Achim
Rabus, ass. prof. dr. Dobriela Kotova,
ass. prof. dr. Ekaterina Dikova, ass.
prof. dr. Petra Stankovska, dr. Ivan
P. Petrov, and PhD candidates Chris-
tina Davidkova and Georgi Mitov. The
central focus of the conference and
consequently its proceedings in this
miscellany is one of the most illustri-
ous oeuvres of the ninth-/tenth-cen-
tury Bulgarian author Constantine
of Preslav. The Didactic Gospel,
created towards the end of the ninth
century, consists of 51 preachings on
the Sunday Gospel readings for the
entire ecclesiastical year. Because of
its innovative and unique character
within medieval Slavic literacy, the
ocuvre keeps raising questions and
interest among palacoslavists, which
is proven again by this volume, among
many other related publications. This
conference proceedings consists of
twenty-two articles in total,’ catego-

1 L. Taseva — A. Rabus — I. P. Petrov (eds.), Constantine of Preslavs Didactic Gospel and
the South Slavonic homiletic texts (9"—13" centuries): Philological and interdisciplinary
aspects (proceedings of the international scientific conference in Sofia, April 25-27, 2023),

(Studia Balcanica, 37), Sofia 2024.

2 On the following link, all published materials concerning this research project including
this volume are enlisted, some even freely accessible: https://uchitelnoevangelie.eu/publi-

cations/?lang=en (retrieved July 4, 2024).

3 Not all conference papers have found their way to the conference proceedings: for more
information on the remaining six scholarly explorations on this inspiring work, I refer to
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rised in five thematic sections, with
seven articles presenting results of the
project itself.

In his contribution “KoncranTux
IIpecnaBcku U HETOBOTO TBOPYECTBO
B KOHTEKCTa Ha CTapoOBIrapckara
MHUCMEHOCT: U3KyCTBOTO Ha aKPOCTH-
xa” [transl.: Constantine of Preslav
and his literary activity in the context
of OCS literature: The art of the acros-
tic] (pp. 15-36), Roland Marti devotes
his attention to the acrostics of Con-
stantine of Preslav in his hymnograph-
ical works, of which more and more
have been discovered in the recent
past. By gathering all seven acrostics
mentioning Constantine’s name and
thus confirming his authorship for
these texts, Marti presents a transpar-
ent introduction to and overview of
the material and encourages further
explorations of the very specific and
still under-researched poetic textual
data. Furthermore, the author presents
a preliminary metrical analysis of
the two longer acrostics °2 and °6,
attested resp. in copies of the Lenten
triodion in the cycle of the third and
fourth odes in Sunday services during
Great Lent and in the canon of the
Birth of Christ. The author incorpo-
rates the complete texts, including
later corrections of their editor Georgi
Popov (p. 23), to whom he devotes
his article, while adding quantitative
data concerning the syllables. The

presented analysis confirms a thor-
ough knowledge of and affinity with
the Byzantine dodecasyllabic verse
system by the medieval Slavic author,
though revealing the discrepancies as
well, such as the varying position of
caesurae in acrostic °2, viz. following
the fifth to eighth syllable. Marti ends
his article with a close reading on
acrostic °2 as to explore its ‘lack’ of
structure and chaotic appearance of
themes in the text. His concluding re-
marks verify the ingenious mastery of
Constantine of Preslav and his ability
to create two separate poetic texts that
are formally and even thematically
connected to one another. In his clos-
ing suggestion for further exploration
of these acrostics, though short in
length, he aims at underlining the im-
portance of this opportunity in order
to correctly adjust our knowledge of
Constantine of Preslav’s literary qual-
ities as a translator and poet.

The first thematic section of the
miscellany introducing “TIpexu 1 koc-
BEHU M3TOYHUIM Ha Yuumeinomo
Eesancenue” [transl.: Direct and indi-
rect sources of the Didactic gospel]
consists of four separate articles (pp.
15-149). Dobriela Kotova opens this
section with her article on “YBoaute
U 3aKJIIYeHHsITa B Yyumennomo
FEeaneenue: N3TOUHUIM U BIBXHO-
BeHus” [transl.: The introductory
and concluding parts in the Didactic

the following two exhaustive reviews: U. I1. [TETPoB, MexayHaposiHa Hay4YHa KOH(DEPEHIHs
,.Yuntennoro EBanrenue Ha Koncrantun [IpeciaBcku u 10)KHOCIABIHCKUTE ITPEBOIH HA
xomuietnyHH TekcToBe (IX—XIII B.): dunonornyecky u MHTEPAUCHUIUIMHAPHU PAKYPCH,
25-27 anpun 2023 r. (npernen), Cmapobwvircapcka aumepamypa 67/68, 2023, 409-414.
E. luxosa, Yuntennoro EBanrenue na Koncrautun [IpeciaBcku B KOHTEKCTa Ha CPEAHO-
BEKOBHH F0)KHOCIIABSHCKH ITPEBOM HA XOMHJICTUYHH TeKCToBe (npernien), Palaeobulgarica/
Cmapobvreapucmuxa XLVIL/2, 2023, 155-164.
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gospel: Sources and inspirations]
(pp- 37-78). In the article, the author
focuses on the identification of the
indirect tradition within six specific
preachings of the Gospel with identi-
fied source texts, being: Chrysostom’s
In Matth. 49 (and 1 Kor. 2:9) for
Homily °16,* his In Matth. 50 (and
a citation from the Gospel of John)
for Homily °17, In Matth. 57 (and
Eph. 6:16) for Homily °18, In Matth.
71 (and seven Biblical citations) for
Homily °23, Gregory the Theologian’s
Oratio XL for Homily °22 and diverse
Biblical paraphrases, many of them
possibly inserted through the very
rhetorical Homily for Holy Saturday
on Christ’s funeral by Epiphanios of
Cyprus, for Homily °43 (pp. 45-70).
These sources correspond to the main
source for the core of the preachings
as well, with °22 as an exception,
while up until now the concluding
parts were considered as entirely
original texts. Using one particular
text as a fundamental source to create
his own adhortationes, Constantine
of Preslav deliberately and carefully
chose the passages from his source
that he wished to translate. However,
he also adapted his source texts by
introducing other source material and/
or by putting emphasis on other top-

ics, having in mind his own audience
and their assumed background. This
exhaustive analysis further elaborates
how skilfully Constantine of Preslav
was able to encapsulate the some-
times dry and theoretical exegetical
preachings with an original twist to
it, while still tapping into an already
well-established Byzantine-Greek
tradition in homiletic writings and
rhetorical literary practices. Even
more so, on account of Homily °43
hypotheses on the intended audience
are laid bare again, viz. the missionary
task of both clergy and rulers to assure
a full conversion to and stability of
Christianity in the First Bulgarian
Kingdom (p. 68—69). Future analyses
of the remaining preachings of the
Didactic Gospel will further bring
about arguments in this still inspiring
topic concerning the oeuvre.’

Maria Spasova dedicated an ar-
ticle on “Tpamne3nara metadopa
B Yuumennomo Eseancenue na Kon-
ctanTuH IIpecnaBcku U HEWHUTE
BU3AHTHICKN M3TOYHMIM [transl.:
The table metaphor in Constantine of
Preslav’s Didactic Gospel (Ucitelno
evangelie) and its Byzantine sources]
(pp. 79-110). Through her previous
research on the 16 Homilies of Greg-
ory the Theologian in their Old Bul-

4 For future reference and to avoid unnecessary repetition, I refer to the homilies of the
Didactic Gospel by not rendering the word ‘Homily’ in cursive: when a certain Homily is
rendered in cursive, it concerns a homiletic text from another work.

5 Although certain homilies have already been the subject of such analysis in the preceding
stages of the research project, such as Homilies °19, °20 and °42. See: 1. P. PETROV, The
Greek sources of U¢itel’'noe Evangelie revisited: Sermon 20, Palaeobulgarica/Cmapo6oi-
eapucmuxa 46/2,2022,3-28. 1. KotoBa, Ci10B0 19 0T YUnuTeIHOTO €BaHTeIMe U HETOBUTE
rpbLKH u3Toununu, Palaeobulgarica/Cmapo6vicapucmura 46/1, 2022, 3-28. J1. KoToBa,
Opurunanto npousseneHue Ha Koncrantun IIpecnaBeku mau € 42 ¢10BO Ha YYHUTEIHOTO
eBanrenue? Cmapobwvreapcka iumepanypa 65—66, 2022, 99-126. J1. Kotosa, Buzanrtuiicku-
Te U3TOYHMLIM Ha YuuTenHoto epanrenue Ha Koncrantun [pecnascku, Cmapobwieapcka

350 aumepamypa 67-68, 2023, 13—46.
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garian translation the author noticed
a literary connection between Oratio
38 and Homily °13 of the Didactic
Gospel, both mentioning the table
metaphor. In this article, she brings
together attestations from the still
under-researched translation of the
Hexaemeron of John Chrysostom and
the complete Chrysorrhoas collection
(Zlatostruy). Through one particular
example in textual overlap, in Homily
°48 of the latter with Homily °13 of
the Hexaemeron, she connects both
texts in transmission by supposing an
overlap in the Greek source text for
both translated texts (p. 96). Although
the textual examples are ample, and
the author even provides in new data
in this regard, their complete rep-
resentation in the article (pp. 84-93,
97-100) leaves somewhat little room
for analysis, or the author refers to
previous scholarship for their analyt-
ical discussion (cf. Kenanov, Cgane).
The author concludes with a hypoth-
esis on the origins of the metaphor,
but also addresses the challenge of
her own conclusions, since research
on the textual transmission of the
three homiletic sources in their Old
Bulgarian translation remains to be
done. Only then can convincing hy-
potheses be stipulated on the account
of intertextuality in the earliest phases
of Old Bulgarian literacy. She also
instructs the further analysis of the
remaining preachings of the Didactic
Gospel, in order to establish to what
extent Constantine of Preslav inserted
this metaphor in his original writings.
Perhaps the quantitative data Spasova

provides in, serve ideally for future
statistical analysis on the appearance
of the metaphor including its different
nuances over the course of different
texts as well. The article ends with
a reference to Rule °19 of the deci-
sions of the sixth Ecumenical Council,
in order to indirectly argue the case
of the table metaphor as an already
well-established literary element in
Greek homiletic writing and its Slavic
reception.

A third article in this section is
provided by Georgi Mitov on the
topic of “Some aspects of the Slavon-
ic reception of Isidore of Pelusium:
An Isidorian letter in Constantine of
Preslav’s Didactic Gospel” (pp. 111—
132). The author presents an updated
status quaestionis on the Slavic re-
ception of the epistolary corpus of the
sophist and priest Isidore of Pelusium
(ca. 355-450) and its Byzantine con-
text. Next to the extant twelve letters
in the Symeonic florilegium, short
excerpts of his letters have been in-
corporated in Slavic text collections,
of which twelfth- or thirteenth-century
Kievan Rus’ Trojckij sbornik is explic-
itly mentioned, containing eighteen
letters. In this regard, the author also
mentioned the use of the exhaustive
bibliographical card index of the late
em. Prof. Francis Thomson, accessed
through the Francis J. Thomson
Legacy Project, which has evidently
already become an imminent and
principal reference tool for future
scholarship in the field of Palacoslavic
studies.® Another letter, viz. ep. 37, is
reported in one manuscript (Cod. Ste-

6  This project is founded by the Thomson heirs with the help of the staff of the Greek Studies
department of the Leuven University (KUL) and further supported by many collaborators.
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fanyk Scientific Library, MB 1268),
which according to previous research
contains textual similarities with the
letters in the Symeonic florilegium.
Besides misattributed works to Isidore
of Pelusium and copies from early
printed texts, the author concludes
that the medieval Slavic reception of
this epistolary corpus is rather limit-
ed, but preserved in different types
of collections. The article ends with
the identification of one other single
letter, viz. the excerpt from lib. 1V,
ep. 123/ ep. 1959, in Homily °35 of
the Didactic Gospel. Interestingly
enough, the examination of the textual
transmission pointed to the discovery
of incorrect attributions to the text,
the earliest dated copy preserving an
incorrect attribution to the source of
the text (p. 121). This analysis further
confirms the versatility and broad lit-
eracy of Constantine of Preslav, while
expanding our current knowledge on
the Slavic medieval reception of the
Isidorian letters.

The last contribution in the section
on “Direct and indirect sources of
the Didactic Gospel” is provided by
Ekaterina Dikova with an article on
“AHTPONIOHUMHU U HHTEPTEKCTyall-
HOCT B Yuumennomo Eeancenue Ha
Koncrantun [pecnaBcku® [transl.:
Personal names and intertextuality
in Constantine of Preslav’s Didactic
Gospel] (pp. 133-149). As demon-

strated by the previous article, pa-
ratexts deserve scholarly attention
as well, since they at times tend to
mislead the reader. One of these para-
texts are titles or citations, which can
include or be preceded by the identifi-
cation of a source text and its assumed
author. The personal names of these
authors are the central focus of this
article. Such examples are: Biblical
citations from both the Old and New
Testament preceded by the name of
an apostle or prophet and non-Biblical
paraphrases with a reference to the au-
thor (cf. the Chronicle of Africanus),
but also the absence of an identified
source. As an additional example, the
author presents the case of a direct ci-
tation and paraphrase of John Chryso-
stom’s Homily °58 in the concluding
part of Homily °18. In this example,
she analyses the elaborate representa-
tion of an excerpt from Chrysostom,
through which Constantine of Preslav
enters into dialogue with his source
text material. This erudite and highly
intertextual rephrasing opens the door
(again) for the hypothesis on the ex-
pectations of the prior knowledge of
the contemporary readers or listeners
of the Didactic Gospel.’

A second thematic section, consist-
ing of five articles, is devoted to “The
translation of the Didactic Gospel in
a comparative plan” (pp. 153-179).
The opening article carries the title

More information can be found on the website, as well as the digitized cartotheca: http://
www.arts.kuleuven.be/grieks/thomson (retrieved July 4, 2024).

7  Asmore of a sidenote, the author also mentions the Database of Byzantine Book Epigrams
project (DBBE), stationed at Ghent University and functioning since 2010. Perhaps there is
a subtle nod there towards a possible exploration of creating a similar database for poetical
texts transmitted in Old Bulgarian: an idea definitely worth looking into in my opinion.
Updates on the project and the database itself can be found on the following link: http://
www.dbbe.ugent.be (retrieved July 4, 2024).
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“Eme pa3 o a3vike Yuumenvrnozco
Eeancenus Koncrantuna I[lpecnas-
ckoro® [transl.: Once more on the lan-
guage of Constantine of Preslav’s Di-
dactic Gospel], provided by Eleonora
Gallucci (pp. 153-180). Building onto
previous research, the author expands
her lexicological analysis on the basis
of the three synonym pairs TzicaMo/
TaeuER (Gr. LOVOV), NOCTHTH/AANBKATH
(cf. infra) and nacraips/nacroyxs (Gr.
mowunv), as to formulate concrete
hypotheses on the language of the
Didactic Gospel. Taking into account
the pitfalls and challenges of such
analyses, since certain semantic at-
testations might not reflect deliberate
choices and could be explained in dif-
ferent ways (p. 155), the author aims
to explore the transitional stage of the
contemporary language and style in
the works of Constantine of Preslav.
While TakaMo is predominantly attest-
ed in the beginning, TavHER seems to
gradually take over its role towards
the end of the Didactic Gospel. Con-
cerning the second pair a number of
problems arise. Firstly, the author
refers to attestations, which are not
included in the table (p. 161, con-
cerning examples from Homilies °12,
14, 47 and 50).% Secondly, throughout

her analysis it becomes clear that this
pair does in fact not represent a pair of
synonyms, but demonstrates nuanced
differences in the same semantic field
together with the root raaa- for the
Greek Mp- (‘severe hunger’), viz.
noct- for the Greek vnot- (‘fasting’)
and aA(a)k- for the Greek neiv- (‘need
for food”).’ Thirdly, the reference in
note 19 on page 161 concerning the
hypothesis of Tatyana Slavova'® on
a semantic shift for ‘fasting’ in the
Preslav redaction deserves to be in
the main text of the article, since to
me this hypothesis might benefit from
are-evaluation based on the currently
presented material. When discussing
the third pair of synonyms, the author
stumbles upon the appearance of both
readings in the same textual locations
throughout the textual transmission,
which makes it almost impossible to
make any conclusions on the matter of
semantic differentiation between the
two synonyms in the given context. As
to argue this pair, the author presents
an alternative hypothesis on the tex-
tual transmission opposed to the hy-
pothesis of the previous editor Mariya
Tihova,'' based on the macrostructure
of the Didactic Gospel. Despite the
challenges the author came across

8  The overlap in Homilies of the previous pair makes me believe that the author simply looked
at the previous table, containing the textual examples of the synonym pair TaKBM/TBYHER

(pp. 159-160).

9  During her analysis, the author received access to the latest analysis on the same lexemes in
this textual corpus, conducted and published by Ekaterina Dikova (cf. E. Dikova, Towards
the history of words for hunger in the Old Bulgarian corpus: On material from the so-called
Uchitel 'noe evangelie of Constantine of Preslav, Konstantinove listy 16/1, 2023, 22-33).

10 T. CnaBoBa, IlpecnaBcka penakiust Ha Kupuno-Metonuesus eBaHresIcKu npeBox, Kupu-

n0-Memoouescku cmyouu 6, 1989, 88—89.

11 M. TuxoBa, Cmapobvacapckomo Yuumenno esaneenue na Koncmanmun Ilpecnascku.
H30a0eno om Mapus Tuxosa ¢ demaiinno onucanue om Enena Yxanosea na nau-cmapus
npenuc (F'AM Cun. 262), (Monumenta linguae slavicae dialecti veteris, 58), Freiburg i. Br.

2012.
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during her work, she nevertheless
managed to address important aspects
and approaches of lexical investiga-
tions and made multiple suggestions
for other such case studies.

A second article in this section on
the topic of “Jlekcukara B XoMuIe-
THYHATE TEKCTOBE Ha KOHCTAaHTHUH
[IpecnaBcku B ,,lIpeciiaBCKU™ KOH-
tekct” [transl.: Lexical Features of
Constantine of Preslav’s Homilies in
“Preslav” context] is prepared by the
late Yavor Miltenov (pp. 180-214).
This article connects perfectly with,
and even expands on the material of
the previous article by Eleonora Gal-
lucci, whilst providing in an exhaus-
tive overview in textual data on the
matter. Firstly, the author elaborates
on the previously mentioned conflict-
ing dynamic in writing, reminding the
reader of the fact that Constantine
of Preslav is known as one of the
pupils of Methodius, which explains
his conservative style, and of the
contemporary rising literary centre
of Preslav, naturally influencing his
style. Secondly, Miltenov adds the
element of the author’s idiolect to the
discussion as to explain rare lexemes
or hapax legomena. Thirdly, instead of
discussing synonym pairs he proposes
to look for lexical resemblances in
other contemporary works, clearly
defined and overlapping with the Di-
dactic Gospel in time and space. This
method presumes a thorough lexical
investigation of all possible “Preslav”
texts and the works of Constantine
of Preslav, in order to extract the
vocabulary one wished to avoid or
preferred to use from a certain mo-
ment onwards. The article consists
of 23 such chosen lexemes and an

exhaustive list of their attestations
in contemporary works associated
with the literary centre of Preslav.
Those are: BBLIMER, BBILIALITHH, AOBPA
ABTBAB, ABAR and ATBABMA, ZACKONHIE,
KOAHMOI™S, KOYPEABKS, KBZHb, NATIBAA,
NE 0y, 0CTPOYIATH, MOHM, MOPOAA, NPHTOY/
BIKATH (CA), PONBIPHE'B, TBBATH, CR'BNE,
CBNACCKATH, TH, Tphena and Tpbens,
TBWTHEB, XABRHNA and tkwTa. Even
though Miltenov urges to await further
lexicological analyses until the word
indices are ready and accessible for
the wider audience, in order to pro-
pose any concrete hypotheses about
the vocabulary of Constantine of Pre-
slav, he is already able to confirm the
undeniable influence of the author’s
literary environment on the basis of
these collected data.

A third article in this thematic
section represents a collaboration
between Lora Taseva and Alessan-
dro Maria Bruni, and carries the
title “I'pbIIKO-CIIaBIHCKUTE JICKCHU-
KQJIHU ChOTBETCBUS KATO KPUTEPHIL
3a arpuOyIusi Ha cTapoOBITAPCKU
npeBonu” [transl.: Greek-Slavonic
lexical equivalents as a criterion for
authorship attribution of Old Church
Slavonic translations] (pp. 215-234).
In this article, the authors propose
a new quantitative based method
for authorship attribution, or rather
a new confirmation tool, following
— if possible, multiple — previously
executed qualitative analyses. In the
current case study, the method is test-
ed on two texts with a known author,
those are the Didactic Gospel and
the First homily against the Arians
of Constantine of Preslav, and four
additional contemporary, but anony-
mous homiletic texts in translation:
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Funeral oration for Basil the Great
by Gregory the Theologian (Oratio
43), Homily °3 on the Dormition of the
Theotokos by John of Damascus and
the Homily on the Transfiguration of
the Lord by Proclus of Constantinople
in its two translations. As indicated
in the introduction, the conditions for
this analysis are not entirely balanced
out concerning all six texts, such as
differences in quantity of textual data
or the lack of discerning semantics of
equivalents in the Greek original and
their Slavic corresponding text, but
this is to be expected in a larger-scale
data analysis. In defining the statisti-
cally measured relation between the
amount of shared Greek lexemes and
the amount of their corresponding
resemblances in the data set of two
compared texts, the analysis con-
firmed a highest percentage of corre-
spondence between the two authored
texts, proving the effectiveness of the
method. Moreover, hypothetical sug-
gestions can be formulated concerning
the other texts in relation to one anoth-
er and their likeliness of (not) having
been written by the same author, or in
the same literary centre. Moreover, the
analysis statistically confirms that the
two texts in translation of the Homily
on the Transfiguration of the Lord
concern different translations, and
Oratio 43 presents highly individual
translation traits against all other texts
presented in this analysis.

Petra Stankovska presents the
fourth article in this thematic section
on “Evangelni citaty v autorskych ¢as-
tech Poucného evangelia Konstantina
Preslavského a jejich srovnani s citaty
v Besédach Rehote Velikého na evan-
gelia [transl.: Gospel quotations in the

author’s parts of Constantine of Pre-
slav’s Didactic Gospel and their com-
parison with quotations in Gregory
the Great’s Homilies on the Gospels]
(pp. 235-250). Taking into account
the similarities in genre, since both
works represent examples of Biblical
exegesis in homiletic writing, even
more so, knowing that they share else-
where unattested lexemes, Stankovska
proposes a systematic comparison
in lexical characteristics of the two
abovementioned works. For this case
study, the author focuses on Biblical
citations and their rendering according
to the Slavic translations of the Gos-
pels. Ten of these citations overlap
completely in rendered text in both
works and, thus, occupy the centre of
this predominantly lexical analysis:
Matth. 6: 12,22: 39, 25: 24 and 25:40;
Mark 12:30 and 12:31; Luke 9:26
and 14:11; John 1:29 and 20:23. The
analysis pointed out that the examples
in both works are diverse and do not
always exactly preserve the rendering
as known from the Slavonic Gospels,
excluding reoccurring examples that
reveal the author’s familiarity with the
translated Gospels or those particular
passages. Remarkably enough, both
works preserve renderings known
from later redactions of them as well,
which are interpreted here as pre-
slavisms. Another interesting aspect
is the lexical or morpho-syntactical
overlaps between the Latin translation
of particular citations from the Gospel
and the Homilies on the Gospels: such
as Tese camoro for fe ipsum in Matth.
22:39 (against Gr. @G GEAVTOV) O 0T'B
cera for ex his in Matth. 25:40 (against
Gr. genitivus possessivus TOOTOV).
However, since no conclusive hypoth-
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eses can be formulated on this limited
set of data, they are not incorporated
in the concluding paragraphs of this
article. Perhaps in a follow-up inves-
tigation this aspect of translation will
be analysed further in depth.

The fifth and last article in the
thematic section “The translation of
the Didactic Gospel in a comparative
plan” is that of Ivan P. Petrov on
“IIpeBomauecKknuTe €eKBUBAJIEHTH Ha
rp. ayov B Yuumennomo Eeancenue
Ha Koncrantun [IpecnaBcku u cpen-
HOBCKOBHHATA OBJIrapcka KHWKHHHA
[transl.: The equivalents of the Greek
term dy®v in Constantine of Preslav’s
Didactic Gospel and other medieval
South Slavonic translations] (pp.
251-279). Through a diachronic
representation of the Greek lexeme
for ‘struggle’ or ‘battle’ in its ascet-
ic context, the author convincingly
argues the case for translation shifts
in the medieval Slavonic reception.
While originally the word is translated
as ‘struggle’ or ‘deed’ with nopARHra or
nopgHZANHEE, which closely resembles
the Greek in a literal way (ABHPNATH
— Tpéym TOV Ay®dva), a second trans-
lation with TPOYAB meaning ‘labour’
or ‘work’, but also ‘ascetic deed’
becomes more popular. This second
translation is attested often in the ear-
liest martyrological narratives, where
the focus lies on physical martyrial
trials. A third, less frequently attested
translation choice (cf. Scete Patericon

and Izbornik 1073, but also in two out
of the three attestations of dy®v in the
Didactic Gospel'?) is ‘fight’ or ‘battle’
with Bpanb, which seems to emphasise
the spiritual struggle every Christian
faces. Petrov also suggests a seman-
tic nuance in the use of noagura and
noABHZANMEE, viz. the first for a mo-
mentarily action and the second for
a condition or state of mind. It would
be interesting to put this hypothesis to
the test with the given examples and
a closer investigation of their context,
but the data are perhaps too scarce for
such an analysis.

A third thematic section, consisting
of two articles, is devoted to “Vuu-
mennomo Eeancenue B ciaBsHCKara
PBKOIMCHA U JIUTYPIUYECKaA TPaIu-
uus” [transl.: The Didactic Gospel in
the Slavic manuscript and liturgical
tradition] (pp. 283-318). The first
article in this section is provided by
Christian Hannick on “Yuumenvnoe
Esaneenue n ero TUTYpruyeckoe Mc-
nonb3oBanue” [transl.: The Didactic
Gospel (Ucitel 'noe Evangelie) and its
liturgical use] (pp. 283-296). In his
article, Hannick discusses how the use
of the Didactic Gospel in liturgy can
be retraced by analysing the copying
process and textual transmission in the
four extant copies, preserving the en-
tire text. Specific attention is given to
the discrepancies in the enumeration
of the homilies and in their names,
or how the homilies are referred to.

12 Although one of these two attestations is a combination of the word with the ‘“first’ transla-
tion: noABHZANHIE BpatH (p. 263-264). Petrov presents a two-fold explanation for this occur-
rence: or the translation is deliberate and is to be regarded as an attempt to strive a closer
resemblance in meaning with the Greek, or the translation is the result of a remainder of
a ‘translation draft’ in the copying process (p. 265). Perhaps it could also be interpreted
within the hypothesis of Constantine of Preslav as a representative of a transitioning stage
in Old Church Slavonic, as formulated by Gallucci and Miltenov (cf. supra).
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Especially in the oldest dated man-
uscript liturgical indications seem to
be lacking, which leads the author to
propose that this work was not orig-
inally created as a complementary
source to the short aprakos Gospel,
while such a function might have been
introduced in a later redaction. More-
over, Hannick points out that even
the more recent Serbian copies of the
text present differences amongst one
another, which deserve more scholarly
attention.

The second article in this thematic
section is presented by Cvetomira
Danova on “becena III ot Yuumen-
nomo Eeancenue na KoOHCTaHTUH
ITpecnaBcku B ChCTaBa Ha CPETHOOD-
arapcku Tpuonen nanurupuk ot XIV
B.” [transl.: Sermon III in Constantine
of Preslav’s Ucitelno evangelie (Di-
dactic Gospel) contained in a Middle
Bulgarian triodion panegyrikon from
the XIV century] (pp. 297-318). This
article could also be read together with
the previous one, for they both present
an opinion on the same aspects of the
text. Although the main focus of the
analysis is a newly discovered copy
of Homily °3 (on ff. 199v—-201a of
ms. Tihonravov °540, X1V, preserved
in RNB, Spb, representing a triodion
panegyricon; Tih540), she also com-
ments and explains the differences in
enumeration and textual reference,
mentioned in the previous article,
and attested in the textual transmis-
sion for this homily in particular
(pp. 300-301). In her textual analysis,
the author compares the text in Tih540
with that of the other known copies
including the Greek source text, and
presents an overview of similarities
and differences. She convincingly

concludes that this new copy shows
a closest resemblance to the oldest
dated copy, but also presents its
own variant readings against all four
remaining copies, without differing
too drastically from them either, thus
making it (part of) a separate branch
in the same textual transmission and
an important, viz. early, text witness
for the text in general.

A fourth thematic section introduc-
es the topic of “Pernerust Ha xoMuIMn
B IO)KHOCIABSHCKAaTa KHIKHUHA 10
u caen Yuumennomo Esancenue”
[transl.: Reception of Homilies in
South Slavic literacy since and follow-
ing the Didactic Gospel] and consists
of five articles. The first article, writ-
ten by Dieter Stern, is entitled “The
relationship between the Adhortatio
ad poenitentiam (Freising II) and Kli-
ment of Ohrid’s Homily on a martyr
or apostle” (pp. 321-337). Here, the
author entangles an already proposed,
but never extensively argued hypoth-
esis of shared intertextuality between
the abovementioned two texts. Stern
does so by explicating textual par-
allelisms in the thematic sections of
both texts and the order in which they
appear, although they consist of scarce
literal overlap on a word level. Special
attention is devoted to the sequence
of lexemes in the list of sins, which
have been juxtaposed to lists of sins in
other texts brought in connection with
the Freising context. A direct textual
relation between the two Slavic texts
cannot be confirmed through this ana-
lysis, but Stern argues that the order
of sins in the case of the Adhortatio
is to be interpreted as intentional, and
its reminiscence in Kliment’s Homily
as a sign of familiarity of the author
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with the Slavic homiletic practice
of the Bavarian mission. The author
further demonstrates this hypothesis
by discussing two perhaps more de-
fining lexical compounds than ever
previously considered: ‘body of tears’
slzna telese — slbzbna déla (probably
derived from téla), which has also
been attested in other homilies of Kli-
ment, and to a lesser extent ‘carnality’
pulti ugongenige — plpti ugozdenije
(p. 332).

Tomas Mikulka provides in the
second article in this section “Kbm
ClIaBsiHCKAaTa pelerNiis Ha BU3aH-
TUHCKHUTE KaT€HU U3BLH CHCTaBa Ha
Yuumennomo Esancenue” [transl.: On
the reception of the Byzantine catenae
among Slavs outside the Didactic
Gospel] (pp. 339-364). In his investi-
gation of looking for similar homilies,
inspired by the same Byzantine cate-
nae as those in the Didactic Gospel,
Mikulka presents his observations
of the Homily on the Nativity of St.
John the Baptist, based on the edited
text of the Jagi¢ Chrysostom pane-
gyrical (Yagicev Zlatoust)." In his
observations, the author discusses its
relation to the Greek original source
text and translation techniques on the
one hand, and syntactical and lexical
characteristics of the Slavic text on
the other hand, in an attempt to argue
its early origin. Mikulka concludes by
praising the impending publication
of the word indices of the project,
which according to him will boost
comparative scholarship in homiletic
studies to unseen lengths. The article
is accompanied by two textual tran-

scripts: one of the text of the (trans-
lated part of the) compiled version of
the Homily on the Nativity of St. John
the Baptist, as attested in ms. Plevlya
°104 and codex °272 of the Library of
the Serbian Patriarchate, and the other
— of the Homily for the Presentation
of Jesus at the Temple, as attested in
ms. Cetin’e °50.

The third article in this thematic
section is provided by Aneta Dimitro-
va on the topic of “/IBa LsIIOCTHH FOXK-
HOCJIaBSIHCKH IPeBo/Ia Ha 311aToycTo-
BUsI COOpHUK AnOpuanmu” [transl.:
Two complete South Slavic transla-
tions of John Chrysostom’s series De
statuis] (pp. 365-386). At the centre
of attention here lies the collection of
homilies directed towards the citizens
of Antioch (CPG 4330) as preserved
in two distinct medieval Slavic ver-
sions, which have not yet been subject
to a comparative analysis against one
another, nor in relation to the Greek
source text material. These two ver-
sions are referred to in this article as:
1) the Preslav translation, attested in
exclusively East Slavic copies from
the sixteenth and seventeenth cen-
turies, of which so far fifteen copies
in total are accounted for; and 2) the
Athonite translation, preserved in
three copies. Awaiting the exhaustive
text-critical analysis of all copies, the
author argues the archaic character
of the first version according to at-
tested “marked” lexemes and archaic
morpho-syntactical characteristics.
Moreover, she lists translation errors
that could only have originated from
an incorrect or differing interpretation

13 A. IuMUTPOBA, ,, Aeuues 3namoycm . Cpeonosekosen 6vieapcki namemuux coC c108d
u noyuenusi om nauanomo na X1V eex, Copus 2011.
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of the currently known Greek source
text. After convincingly stating the
archaic character of the first version,
the author continues her analysis
in comparing the first to the latter
version. The comparison consists of
an analysis in structure, where the
latter version contains Homily °20 as
opposed to the first version, and an
investigation of linguistic traits, where
lexical variety is attested lavishly, and
some can even be brought in connec-
tion with different Greek renderings.
While certain traits can be interpreted
as a sign of independency of both
versions towards one another (more
correct vs more literal translation,
differing omissions), other traits are
considered valid arguments to state
that the latter version is a new trans-
lation, that has to some extent been
influenced by this earlier first version
(overlapping passages in translation).

Iskra Hristova-Shomova presents
a fourth article on “/IBata npeBojaa
Ha Crnosomo 3a Bwveedenue bozco-
poouuno ot I'epman Koncrantuno-
nonicku (BHG 1103)” [transl.: Two
translations of the Homily for the
Presentation of the Holy Virgin Mary
by German of Constantinople (BHG
1103)] (pp. 387—404). Presenting
a comparison of both translations
through a lexical analysis of selected
lexemes, the author confirms transla-
tion techniques typically associated

with these first and second, resp. Old
Church Slavonic and Middle Bulgar-
ian, translations. While both present
an accurate translation, although not
exempt from mistakes either, the
first usually takes into account the
more general meaning instead of the
specified meaning of a Greek word
in its context, or the latter follows the
Greek original more formally instead
of providing in a more descriptive
translation, adapted to Slavic syn-
tax or grammar. Hristova-Shomova
also states that the translator of this
homily might be part of the same
translation school, or even be the same
translator as the one of the Homilies
of Gregory the Theologian based on
three elsewhere unattested overlap-
ping translation choices (cf. ¢zBopa
— TOVAYLPLG, NHpEHE — SoUTLUOVOG,
form of gbpTH — (Y1 1)) BedPputog
/ myalo; p. 391, 392, 394). Next,
she concludes that the ‘Russian’ ver-
sion of the first translation presents
a relatively thorough redaction to
the text on lexical grounds without
interference of the Greek source
text. Some of the discussed lexemes
present very interesting cases, such as
the translation choice for the Greek
podoypovv in the transmission of the
first translation,'* the preservation of
MCTOPBNHKS MPABOCAABLNBIMME fOr the
Greek nnyn 1 0e6Pputoc ‘a from God
bursting/gushing (?) source’ in the first

14 While wnnzks ‘rose’ correctly translates the first part of this Greek compound, waps co-
lour’ translates the latter part (Gr. podoypovv ‘rose-coloured’ > pddov + ypdpa). I would
suggest an alternative possibility to these ‘different translations’ in both versions: while the
first translation preserves the one part and might have lost the other in the early stages of
textual transmission, the exact opposite could have occurred in the copying process of the
redacted version, going back to an original rendering combining both lexemes, rather than
this being an incorrect, or unique and deliberate translation choice (p. 393).
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translation,'> or the translation choice
of caapBsKrB ‘sweet’ for the Greek
dtewdéotartov in the second transla-
tion.'® Even with this concise lexical
case study the article demonstrates the
rich lexical material of the text, which
will undoubtedly lead to promising
new discoveries.

A fifth and last article in this
section is presented by Preslava
Georgieva on “EBaHI€JICKUTE IIUTATH
B ITbpBara Bepcust Ha IIpocTpanHoTO
KUTHE Ha cB. [eopruil AkparanTcku
(BHG 707)” [transl.: The quotations
from the Gospels in the first Slavic
version of the Life of St. Gregory of
Agrigento (BHG 707)] (pp. 405-427).
In the course of a structured overview
of the textual data on eight different
Biblical citations and paraphrases in
the Life of St. Gregory of Agrigento
in Greek and Slavonic in comparison
with the New Testament texts in both
languages, the author manages to
demonstrate the following conclu-
sions on Biblical reception in this
translated Life. While in most cases
the citations from the New Testament
have been adapted to the context of
the Greek Life, these paraphrases are
most often correctly translated in Old
Slavonic, except for the additional
features inherent to the language such

as a dual form. However, in the exam-
ples °5 and °6 (Luke 14: 26 and Luke
1: 38) certain branches of the textual
transmission of the translated Life
reveal knowledge and interference of
the Biblical passage by altering the
rendering as preserved in the New
Testament translation. Only in the
case of the first example the copyist(s)
was/were informed about this citation,
since the author introduced the inter-
textual reference in the text, which
then serves as an explanation for the
alteration in the Slavic transmission.
For the other example a similar ex-
planation is lacking.!” Although it is
but a preliminary analysis, based on
a selection of intertextual references,
the author already pointed out many
remarkable translation choices and
managed to conduct some explorato-
ry suggestions on the Slavic textual
transmission of this Life.

The fifth thematic section consists
of the five last articles, dedicated to
“JluruTaHA MOAXOAH KbM Yuumen-
Homo Eeancenue v Ipyru cpeHOBE-
KOBHH CJIaBSHCKH TeKcToBe” [transl.:
Digital approaches to the Didactic
Gospel and other medieval Slavic
texts] (pp. 430-529). A first article is
presented by Martin Ruskov and Lora
Taseva on the subject of “Cnenua-

15 One would expect the translation HeTovbNHKD BOrOBbPALIHH, as attested in the ‘Russian’ re-
daction of the first translation, as correctly assessed in the analysis (p. 394). In this case, it
would have been interesting to know how the concept was rendered in the remaining four
or more (p. 388) text witnesses of the first translation, and whether an explanation for this
rendering could be found in the textual transmission itself.

16 The Greek diedéotatov ‘most transparent, clear’ could have been mistaken already in the
Greek textual transmission as a result of phonetic similarity and confusion with a form of
the Greek word for ‘sweet’ 1160¢, Nd€ia, 116V, which would then explain this ‘unexpected’
translation choice in the second translation (p. 395).

17 Perhaps, in case of a consecutive nature of these two citations in the text, the copyist in se
might have been more alert now and noticed the Biblical reference by himself (p. 417).
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JU3UPaHU COPTYepHH WHCTPYMEHTH
3a Ch3/1aBAaHETO HA PEYHUIUTE KbM
Yuumennomo Eeancenue” [transl.:
Software support tools for the creation
of word indices to the Constantine
of Preslav’s Didactic Gospel] (pp.
431-452). On the basis of a select few,
well-chosen examples, the authors
demonstrate the many advantages of
the introduced software programmes,
in order to avoid repetitive tasks and
facilitate the process of creating word
indices of a textual corpus of this scale
and its multiple sources. However,
the philological work remains in the
hands of the experts and cannot be au-
tomatised by a computer programme,
as proven by the mere fact that five
of the eight steps are still to be exe-
cuted by the scholars putting in the
work manually. The three introduced
software programmes, specifically de-
veloped for the creation of these word
indices, viz. Extractor, Integrator and
IndexGenerator, present a practical
and efficient solution to the various
challenges of this multi-faceted cor-
pus in its source and target language.
Moreover, even the applicability of
these tools onto other data sets is con-
firmed. As a result, the creators intend
to distribute free access to these tools,
as the project reaches its end, which
is something the field of Palaeoslavic
studies can only look forward to with
eager.

Achim Rabus provides a second
article in this section on “Tolerating
imperfection: Uncorrected Transkri-
bus transcriptions in Church Slavonic
studies” (pp. 453-467). While Tran-
skribus so far has been used to train
models and test their accuracy against
manually corrected transcriptions,

this article provides an answer to the
question whether meaningful analyses
can be conducted on the basis of larger
data sets without these manually cor-
rected transcriptions. In other words,
how vast is the effect of the transcrip-
tion errors of this handwritten text rec-
ognition (HTR) tool, and in what type
of analyses is this effect stronger or
weaker? The test has been performed
on the basis of textual data from the
Didactic Gospel in both the HTR
transcription of the oldest text witness
against the one, corrected on the basis
of the edited text and emendations
implemented during the course of the
project. The quantitative analyses on
most frequently attested words and on
differences between subcorpora on the
level of word tokens both result into
at first sight minor discrepancies be-
tween the two data sets. However, in
order to assess these results correctly
and qualitatively, one needs to take
into account the type of errors that
occur on a regular basis, when a text
has not been provided of a manually
corrected transcription. Such errors
are: overgeneralisation of certain
lexemes as individual tokens, viz.
g3 and ne, while they can also func-
tion as prefixes in compound nouns
(p. 459), or interpretations of possible
lexemes as individual tokens, viz. k,
while they in fact represent suffixes in
preceding nouns (p. 463). The article
ends with a compassionate appeal
towards awareness concerning digital
data sustainability, not only by using
Transkribus models from the very
start of individual research projects
as a time-saving and cost-effective
method, but also by donating already
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existing data sets of manually correct-
ed transcriptions to the Transkribus
models for their further training.

A third article is presented by
Andrey Boyadzhiev on the topic
of “ITannexture Ha AHTHOX. Eltek-
TpoHHH TipounTn” [transl.: Pandects
of Antioch. Electronic readings] (pp.
469-491). The article presents a com-
prised overview and update of the
work-in-progress electronic edition
of the medieval Slavic Pandects of
Antioch. According to the content and
value of this text in translation certain
parameters have been chosen in pre-
senting this text in a certain way: for
example, the addition of word indices
is one of the pillars of the project be-
cause of the uniqueness of the lexical
characteristics of the text (over 740
out of 5600 lexemes are hapax legom-
ena, pp. 471-472). Every section and
function of the edition inserted so far
is introduced and provided of its cod-
ical structure in TEI: the juxtaposition
of the main text in Greek and Slavon-
ic, the formatting of citations and
their attributions, a concise apparatus
criticus added underneath the Greek
main text as notes, the formatting of
lemmata in the indices, and that of
grammatical information of lexical
attestations. The choice of not adding
an apparatus criticus to the Slavic text
is not clarified, but one can assume
that it has to do with the (much?) later
dating of the remaining text witnesses,
which introduces a number of new
challenges to the edition, and the fact

that it is not a central focal point in
this edition. A prominent improve-
ment against other digital editions or
projects is the explicitly added rubric
for citation of the edition, in order
to assure the correct bibliographical
rendering in future scholarship — an
element of electronic sources, which
has been a challenge in the past.
Fourth in this section is an article
on “Digital processing of patristic
texts in Croatian Glagolitic brev-
iaries” (pp. 493-514), provided by
Andrea Radosevi¢. At the centre of
attention in this article stands the
presentation of a major digitisation
project of the Croatian Staroslovenski
institut, based in Zagreb. This project
comprises the currently ongoing
elaboration of the digitised database
“Bibliography of Glagolitic missals
and breviaries readings” and the incor-
poration of the transliterated primary
sources and their descriptions under-
neath the section “manuscripts” in the
database.!® The goals of this project
are multifaceted, for a digital archive
bringing together all existing sources
and literature will further facilitate and
enhance scholarship. However, the
article keeps the reader wondering on
the status quaestionis of the project it-
self beyond all technicalities, such as,
which primary sources have already
been provided of transcriptions and
are thus searchable in the database,
what are the following steps or chal-
lenges the project is facing, and how
the databases have already initiated

18 The project website consists of the bibliography database (bib.stin.hr), combined with online
transcriptions of primary sources (beram.stin.hr) and access to secondary sources on these

sources (izvori.stin.hr).
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and inspired scholarly investigations."
While most of the article is devoted to
the presentation of the website and the
expected benefits of the introduced
digital tools, little room is left for
the discussion of its impact on the
scholarly investigations on patristic
texts in Glagolitic breviaries.?® The
author, however briefly, demonstrates
possible explorations in stylistic,
linguistic and text-critical analyses,
and analyses on textual transmission
and reception. This preliminary study
promises to grow accordingly with
the digitisation project, as more texts
and functionalities will be added in
the future, and are awaited fervently.

The fifth and last article in this
volume is presented by Fabio Maion
and Jiirgen Fuchsbauer on the topic
of “The bilingual digital edition of
the Dioptra. An overview of the rare
lexis of the Slavonic and the Greek
text” (pp. 515-529). The lexemes
presented here are gathered from
books [ and IV of the Middle Bulgar-
ian translation of the Dioptra, since
these lexemes have been manually
corrected so far. However, thanks to
the elaborate search engine and further
development of the digital edition of
the Slavic Dioptra this lexical corpus
will promptly increase in the near
future. In the course of the current

analysis, a preliminary distinction of
five categories for these elsewhere un-
attested lexemes has been established,
as a way of identifying the various
processes of language evolution they
reflect. For example, the largest cat-
egory consisting of “lemmas formed
by derivational processes” (p. 524) re-
flects the highly derivational character
of the linguistic evolution in Middle
Bulgarian. New words are created by
combining (other) prefixes with verbs,
by adding suffixes for other mor-
pho-syntactical categories to already
existing words, to name but two strat-
egies. The following general conclu-
sions are extracted from the presented
material. First, the artificial character
of these neologisms has everything
to do with the growing discrepancy
between the written and spoken lan-
guage of the fourteenth century and
the eagerness of translators to stay as
close as possible to the Greek source
text in creating adequate translations
of certain terminology. Second, the
imbalance in quantity of recorded and
analysed hapax legomena in Middle
Slavic texts in opposition to the cor-
responding Greek neologisms serves
as an additional confirmation of the
necessity of this digital edition, which
represents a means to record these
many unique and unknown lexemes.

19 Other questions arise concerning the technical description of the project website itself in
this article, since a lack of transparency at times leads to confusion. For example, figures 3
and 6 in the article represent the same functionality of the website, but seem to somehow
highlight different aspects of the project, figures 2 and 5 also seem to both represent a for-
matting for the primary sources, but the texts themselves are formatted entirely differently.

20 However, other analyses within the framework of this project have been conducted and are
already published. I refer the reader to the most recent publication: A. RADOSEVIC — M.-A.
DurriGL, Beramska pjesmarica u kontekstu hrvatskoga srednjovjekovnoga pjesnistva, Cro-
atica Christiana periodica: casopis Instituta za crkvenu povijest Katoliclog bogoslovnog
Jakulteta Sveucilista u Zagrebu 91/1, 2023, 21-52.
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It comes as no surprise that most
authors refer to other articles in the
proceedings. In general, all authors
have benefited from each other’s
works throughout their own analyses.
Moreover, they present complementa-
ry analyses to one another, sometimes
even overlapping in their chosen
textual data (unovaps in Mikulka on
pp. 345-346 and Georgieva on pp.
419-420), but discussed from a differ-
ent perspective (Kotova and Spasova
on Homilies °16 and °18; Kotova and
Dikova on Homily °18), or presenting
complementary hypotheses on one
and the same topic (on the intended
audience by Kotova and Dikova on
pp. 68-70 and 142-143). At times,
even the preparation of presented tex-
tual data has been commented upon,
this way acknowledging the work
behind the scenes of the colleagues
within this project (p. 44 and n. 15 on
p. 137). The unmistakable value of the
soon-to-be-published dictionary-indi-
ces of the Didactic Gospel have been
mentioned more than once, even with
explicit suggestions for further analy-
sis (Gallucci on pp. 160—-161, in n. 27
on p. 164 and in n. 38 on p. 167, and
Mikulka on p. 354, among others),
demonstrating its importance for fu-
ture scholarship, especially in terms of
lexicography and translation studies.

In my opinion, all these aspects
together serve as proof as to why it

21 Cf. TuxoBa, Yuumenno esancenue, op. cit.

is essential to (re)discover a certain
text or its author and generate new
insights, even or perhaps especially in
the case of recently edited texts.*! This
edition, and consequently the promo-
tors of the project “The Vocabulary
of Constantine of Preslav’s Ucitelno
evangelie”, inspired a new generation
of researchers to continue scholarship
on the Didactic Gospel and brought
scholars from different backgrounds
and academic interests together in
order to gain a better understanding
of Constantine of Preslav as an author,
and his literary environment through
comparative analyses with contem-
porary texts. As always, the power
of an edition cannot and should not
be underestimated. Either way, these
conference proceedings certainly
satisfy the fellow scholar, enjoying
the many fruits of labour from this
wonderful research project, to which
the promotors deserve the utmost
acknowledgement, as do the redac-
tors of this voluminous miscellany,
Lora Taseva, Achim Rabus and Ivan
P. Petrov. I think I can speak for all of
us, palaeoslavists, that we are eagerly
awaiting their final end-product as
well, viz. the online accessible word
indices for Old Bulgarian-Greek and
Greek-Old Bulgarian.

Amber Ivanov
amber.v.ivanova@gmail.com



