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(1)	 the introductory card and the references to other segments of the car-
totheca;

(2)	 the identification of texts through reference numbers;
(3)	 the presentation of a brief state-of-the-art;
(4)	 the presentation of bibliographical details.

Consecutively, I discuss the following two elements related to the user’s ap-
proach towards the cartotheca:

(5)	 an approximation of his last visit to (certain?) index cards;
(6)	 the open-ended character of the cartotheca as a work-in-progress tool 

for future research.

(1) The hagiography section introduces each main entry, viz. a saint, with an 
introductory card: this card contains references to the different segments of 
the cartotheca, which refer to different translated anonymous (acephalous, viz. 
thomsonindex.org/card/18390) or authored texts, conceived as separate entries 
on their own as well. For example, the entry “Thecla” contains references to 
the current (number 1) and three other segments: 1. Acta Pauli et Theclae; 
2. Symeon Metaphrastes; 3. Agapius Landos, Liber aestivalis; 4. small cards 
synaxaria (see Figure 1).

Figure 1. Card thomsonindex.org/card/19606.

The first and last segments represent the anonymously preserved textual data 
on the saint in Greek and medieval Slavonic. These different text versions 
are divided into a ‘large cards’ and a ‘small cards’ segment. The second and 
third segments refer to authored texts or at least texts with an attribution to 
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its (pseudo-)author in the Greek literary reception. Since not all texts have an 
equally elaborate textual reception, this is a highly variable aspect of the cards, 
depending on the entry.

The ‘small cards’ segment10 contains “evidence” on data Thomson planned 
to investigate later.11 Concerning the cards of this case study, they contain 
information on shorter or additional texts, viz. the Synaxarium text, eulogies 
or other fragments containing data on the entry. Thomson mentions “excerpts 
found elsewhere, eg. in the Synaxarium” as a ‘detail’ within the microstructure 
of an individual entry in the guide.12

(2) With the introduction of a new text, Thomson mentions reference num-
bers to directories for hagiographical literature, accompanied by the feast day 
according to the Orthodox church calendar. In the case of Thecla and the text 
“Acta et miracula Pauli et Theclae”, those are “CANT 211, iii”, and in pencil 
“BHG 1710” and “BHG 1715”, followed by “[24 September]” (viz. thomsonin-
dex.org/card/19608), “BHG 1718” and “BHG 1716a” (viz. thomsonindex.org/
card/19618). On the cards on the text attributed to Symeon Metaphrastes, the 
opening reference to the text is “De sancta, gloriosa ac victrice martyre Thecla 
Iconiensi (BHG 1719) [24 September]” (viz. thomsonindex.org/card/11706). As 
expected, the Vita Euthymii in the author index cards on Cyril of Scythopolis 
is referred to as the “vita S.P.N. Euthymii (BHG 648; CPG 7535) [20 Janu-
ary]” (viz. thomsonindex.org/card/2572-2575), and in the author index cards 
on Symeon Metaphrastes – as “Vita et res gestae S.P.N. Euthymii hegumeni 
in eremo Sanctae Curtatis (BHG 649) [20 January]” (viz. thomsonindex.org/
card/11640). To have an overview of all texts that relate to a certain saint and 
of all vital information to identify texts and their transmission, it is necessary 
to have access to various segments of the card index.

(3) The textual corpus of the entries is presented in a brief overview. In a sen-
tence or two, Thomson usually contextualises each translation and adds the 
latest status quaestionis, sometimes complemented by an opinion of his own 
(or taken from an unidentifiable source). To illustrate, I give two examples.

The first example concerns the two small cards on the holy sister saints of 
Pythia Therma: one contains information on the Synaxarium text, the other is 
the introductory card with a reference to another card segment, viz. the author 
cards of Symeon Metaphrastes. Although the saints are not mentioned in the 
author cards of Symeon Metaphrastes for unknown reasons, the introductory 
card states the following declaration only: “vide also: Symeon Metaphrastes for 
two separate translations” (viz. thomsonindex.org/card/21398). Unfortunately, 

10	 This division into two segments, literally based on the size of the cards, is not explicitly 
mentioned in his article (see Thomson, A guide, op. cit.), but it is mentioned in the intro-
duction to his Checklist of Slavonic translations (see Thomson, Checklist, op. cit., 43). 

11	 See Thomson, Checklist, op. cit., 43. 
12	 See Thomson, A guide, op. cit., 28. 
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the source for this declaration is missing, so it is challenging to specify its exact 
origin and nature, viz. argued fact found in the consulted secondary sources or 
hypothesis proposed by Thomson himself. The directories for hagiographical 
texts in the medieval Slavic manuscript tradition do not provide clear answers: 
the monograph of Oleg V. Tvorogov, focusing on the East Slavic manuscript 
tradition, mentions a Passio in one unique text witness, without a title or in-
cipit, and a Synaxarium text with seven witnesses.13 The oeuvre of Klimentina 
Ivanova, focusing on the South Slavic manuscript tradition, categorises the 
textual data into two versions rather than translations – viz. 1a and 1b instead 
of 1 and 2.14 In his Checklist of Slavonic translations,15 Thomson again men-
tions the existence of two translations. However, without having access to the 
source material he based this declaration on, it is impossible to tell whether 
he had in mind other text witnesses, unknown to Ivanova and Tvorogov, or 
whether someone or he himself demonstrated that the unique East Slavic text 
witness contains a different translation to the one attested in the South Slavic 
text witnesses.

The following example from the author index card on the Vita of Euthymius 
the Great by Cyril of Scythopolis perfectly illustrates how Thomson did not shy 
away to pose his opinion, when he felt the necessity to express it (see Figure 
2). After listing the earliest dated South and East Slavic text witnesses he poses 
two statements. A first statement concerns the missing preface in Slavonic, 
which “probably” was missing “in the MS used for the translation” as well. It 
is not clear whether this is his own statement or a conclusion from previous 
scholarly investigation of the text. This statement is followed by a second one, 
concerning an early dating and location of the translation in the eleventh centu-
ry16 and Rus’, which as a “suggestion” Thomson considers “totally groundless.” 
Since two sources are mentioned in connection to the formulated hypothesis on 
the origin of the translation, we can conclude that both the first statement and 
the reaction to the previously proposed “suggestion” included in his second 
statement are Thomson’s own contributions to the understanding of the textual 
transmission, as suggested by the collected data. He argues his position by 
including the argumentation of the one mentioned source Afinogenov17 on the 

13	 O. V. Тvorogov, Переводные жития в русской книжности XI–XV веков: Каталог, 
Moscow–Saint-Petersburg 2008, 84. 

14	 K. Ivanova, Bibliotheca Hagiographica Balcano-Slavica, Sofia 2008, 199–200. This dec-
laration makes even more sense, when considering the fact that the desinit of 1a is only 
deceivingly different from that of 1b, because the copied text simply starts two lines earlier. 
Both incipits and desinits closely resemble one another, excluding lexical variation that may 
or not have originated from different Greek originals. Further text-critical investigation 
should be able to point this out. 

15	 See Thomson, Checklist, op. cit., 80 and 86. 
16	 For future reference, Thomson abbreviates centuries by adding a round bracket preceding 

the number of the century: “(11” stands for the eleventh century. 
17	 D. Afinogenov, Утраченные византийские источники в древнеруссой словесности, Slav-

ica Slovaca 43/1, 2008, 29–44, via https://www.ceeol.com/search/article-detail?id=176926 



247

Showcasing St. Thecla with the Help of ThISTL

index card, which consists of a list of Russisms attested in the text. Thomson 
reacts to one of these arguments by adding an asterisk: this asterisk refers to 
a note in the lower left corner of the card, which contains an explanation as to 
why the given word(s) are not a valid argument for this hypothesis according 
to him.18 One can, therefore, accept that Thomson did much more than merely 
collect data on texts and their previous scholarly interpretations.

Figure 2. Card thomsonindex.org/card/2572.

(4) The bibliographical details consist of three to four elements: the name 
of the author, a key word of the title of the work, possibly a roman number, 
signifying a particular volume of the work, and one or more page numbers.

Practice has shown that sometimes these details are not sufficient to easily 
retrieve the mentioned source without the help of the complete bibliography 
provided by the guide itself in a different segment,19 which is currently in the 
process of being digitised. The same challenge arises with the use of manuscript 
references, which contain their informal titles or nicknames used in academic 
writings instead of their signature number and current location. For example, 
the Vita of Euthymius (BHG 648) is preserved in “(14 [viz. fourteenth century] 
Serb Gračanica menologium” among others, which in most directories would 

(retrieved January 9, 2025).
18	 An asterisk is also used in other index cards to explain or correct a certain statement.
19	 See Thomson, A guide, op. cit., 30. During the workshop on Byzantino-Slavonic hagiography 

in Francis J. Thomson’s Card Index (ThISTL) (see note 1), all participants unanimously 
agreed on the importance of digitising the bibliographical cards as well to further facilitate 
user-friendliness of all sections of the cartotheca.
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be referred to as ZIIIc22.20 Though a minor detail, this might create addition-
al challenges in retrieving the correct text witnesses, especially for younger 
scholars, who might not be familiar with these nicknames (yet).

(5) A first element related to the user’s approach concerns the question of the 
dating of the last updates to the cartotheca. This important question was 
brought up during the discussions at the workshop in Leuven. From what can 
be told regarding the index cards of Catherine of Alexandria, the last sources 
added are the diplomatic edition of Mariana Dimitrova21 from 2011 on index 
card thomsonindex.org/card/19905 and an article of Simeon Stefanov22 from 
2013 with a specific focus on the medieval Croatian reception of the text on 
index card thomsonindex.org/card/19904. Two follow-up articles of Stefanov 
from 2016 and 201723 on the subject are not mentioned. In the bibliography 
concerning the Vita of Euthymius the Great, the last addition is an article by 
Afinogenov from 201524 on card thomsonindex.org/card/2573.

Most interesting are the last updates in the different index cards, devoted 
to Thecla. The fac-simile edition of Dan Zamfirescu from 201525 is included 
on card thomsonindex.org/card/19622, where Thomson discusses the second 
translation of the Acta.

Definitive answers cannot be given based on just a few case studies, so future 
investigations will further narrow down an exact dating ante quem. However, 
general cautiousness is always recommended in any case, since some publica-
tions might not have reached him,26 or – understandably – there is simply too 
much ground to cover for one individual scholar.

20	 ZIIIc22 is a menologium for the months of December through August. It is dated ca. 1340–
1380, preserved in Serbian Raška spelling and most likely originates from the monastery 
Gračanica, but is now kept in the Archive of the Croatian Academy of Sciences in Zagreb 
(see Ivanova, Bibliotheca, op. cit., 173). 

21	 М. V. Dimitrova, “Ягичев Златоуст”. Средновековен български паметник със слова 
и поучения от края на ХІІІ – началото на ХІV век, Sofia 2011. 

22	 S. Stefanov, Наблюдения върху езика на житието на св. Екатерина в хърватската 
книжнина от XV в., Старобългарска литература 47/1, 2013, 174–85.

23	 S. Stefanov, Tекстове за св. Екатерина в хърватската книжнина от XIV–XVIII в., 
Годишник на Софийския университет „Св. Климент Охридски“, Факултет по 
славянски филологии 101, 2016, 155–171. S. Stefanov, Може ли да се говори за 
риторически ритъм в житието на св. Екатерина от Ягичевия Златоуст? Филологически 
форум 3.2/6, 2017, 99–111.

24	 D. E. Afinogenov, Славянский перевод Жития преп. Евфимия Великого: наблюдения 
о языке и авторе, Вестник Волгоградского государственного университета. Серия 
4: История. Регионоведение. Международные отношения 3, 2015, 38–42.

25	 D. Zamfirescu, Marile minee de lectură de la Tărnovo ale patriarhului Eftimie: Ediţie 
facsimilată de pe manuscrisele de la Dragomirna şi putna, Bucharest 2015.

26	 We know that Thomson used to visit the highly specialised library of the Bollandists for 
hagiography in Brussels until at least 2019, and most likely covered all high ranking jour-
nals and perhaps the more difficult to access volumes in the field, but it is unclear whether 
he would have known about publications in national or less familiar journals for studies in 
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(6) The second element discusses the nature of the index cards as a work-
in-progress that could be altered and complemented throughout time. A few 
aspects deserve separate attention. New cards with newly found textual material 
could easily be introduced, without disrupting the structure of any individual 
entry, or cards could be put in a new order based on new data. Usually, enough 
space is left blank on an individual card, in case new bibliographical details 
are found and are to be added. The most remarkable element of this aspect 
concerns the additions in pencil, often preceded by a note to the author himself 
to “check” a certain source, before adding it definitively in pen onto the card.

For example, index card thomsonindex.org/card/20584 mentions an excerpt 
of a eulogy on Euthymius the Great and Sabas, interpolated in the sermon of 
John of Euboia on the Annunciation read on September 9: this is a discovery 
made by Matvey I. Sokolov,27 who is mentioned as the primary source on the 
backside of the card, thomsonindex.org/card/20585. In the upper corner of the 
card, one finds the instruction to check the text as found in the Great Menologia: 
“check VMC Dec 1–5, 552–578”.28 With this note, Thomson brings the eulogy 
on Euthymius the Great and Sabas, as preserved in the Great Menologia of 
Makarij on December 5,29 in connection with this excerpt.

Another striking example of his cartotheca being a work-in-progress, is 
the added bibliography of a more recent article on the legendary character of 
Thecla and her story.30 Instead of being mentioned on the introductory card of 
the ‘large cards’ segment,31 it is mentioned in pencil on the top of an index card 
of the ‘small cards’ collection, which besides this addition solely focuses on 

Old Church Slavonic, such as the Годишник на Софийския университет „Св. Климент 
Охридски“ [Yearbook of the University of Sofia “Sv. Kliment Okhridski”] (see above, for 
Stefanov).

27	 М. I. Sokolov, Материалы и заметки по старинной славянской литературе [2 вып.]. 
Вып. 1, Moscow 1888, 184 note 2.

28	 Indeed, a yet unidentified eulogy on Euthymius and Sabas is interpolated in the Sermo in 
conceptionem Deiparae of John of Euboia, as attested in the first volume of September 
(VMČ Sept i–xiii 1868, 447–449). Sokolov was not able to connect both VMČ texts, since 
the first volume of December was published 13 years later (VMČ Dec i–v dates to 1901), 
nor did Afinogenov know about the excerpt of the eulogy in the September volume (or at 
least he did not refer to it). 

29	 Euthymius the Great is celebrated on January 20 according to the Orthodox church calendar, 
while the Palestinian monk Sabas is celebrated on December 5. This eulogy is not included in 
the directories for the manuscript tradition of hagiographical texts by Ivanova (see Ivanova, 
Bibliotheca, op. cit., 447–449) or Tvorogov (see Tvorogov, Переводные жития, op. cit., 
53), since it is not preserved in any other manuscripts, thus Afinogenov (see Afinogenov, 
Утраченные византийские, op. cit, 41). 

30	 On index card thomsonindex.org/card/21938, one reads (in pencil): “NB Her martyrdom 
is legendary vide Rączka, Męczennica, 137–165 (2012)”. See J. Rączka, Nieumęczona 
męczennica. Konstruowanie męczeńskiej legendy św. Tekli, U schyłku starożytności – Studia 
źródłoznawcze XI, 2012, 137–166. 

31	 For example, Thomson adds bibliographical details to articles on more general topics on 
the introductory card of Catherine of Alexandria thomsonindex.org/card/19902, such as the 
“Slavonic translations of her vitae”, or “on her in Russian folklore.” 
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the topic of the Synaxarium text. It seems as if those were the index cards at 
hand, when Thomson came across the article, so he decided to jot it down on 
this card, until he had the opportunity to get to his ‘large cards’.

This aspect bears its own challenges in interpretation as well, since the ab-
sence or omission of certain data cannot always be explained straightforwardly 
as (un-)conscious steps in the archival process. For example, Thomson could 
have postponed updating or including a certain card and perhaps was not able 
to get to his intended update in the end, or perhaps he lost sight of it. On the 
introductory index card of the holy sister saints of Pythia Therma, Thomson 
refers to the author cards of Symeon Metaphrastes with “vide also: …”, how-
ever, after verifying the large author cards of Symeon Metaphrastes, no text on 
these saints is mentioned (see above in the discussion of ‘general observation 
number (3)’, example 1). In such cases, two explanations can be put forward. 
It is possible that a set of cards were taken out to work on, which has been 
documented for the cards on Gregory the Great. It is also possible that these 
translations are mentioned on the small author cards, which are in process of 
being digitised.32

Cards on saint Thecla

thomsonindex.org/card/19606
As mentioned before, the first or introductory index card on “Thecla” presents 
four different segments. The first segment contains information on the hagio
graphical text of Thecla, referred to as “Acta Pauli et Theclae”: however, on 
the following index cards, where it is acknowledged as the title in the upper 
corner of the individual cards, this reference appears slightly adjusted as “Acta 
et Miracula Pauli et Theclae”.

One can debate whether or not a reference as Acta is a correct one at this 
point, since the original text evolved in the Greek textual transmission already 
from an Acta-text into a hagiographical text as a Passio or Vita of Thecla.33 
More significant here is the addition of “et Miracula.” This addition is explained 
by index cards thomsonindex.org/card/19616-19617 and 19618-19619, where 
the translation of the Miracula in Old Church Slavonic is introduced. Here, 
Thomson states that “[t]he Miracula [were] appended to the translated Acta 

32	 During the course of this case study, Lara Sels retrieved two small cards of Symeon 
Metaphrastes on the holy sister saints for me, containing exactly this missing piece of the 
puzzle. Through these not yet digitised cards an answer can be formulated on the question 
as to where Thomson gathered his information on the existence of two translations. Here, 
Thomson distinguishes two translations on the basis of Ivanova’s distinction of the text in 
1a and 1b, as indicated in her Bibliotheca Hagiographica Balcano-Slavica. Thomson adds 
the East Slavic manuscript to the 1b version/translation, based on a comparison of incipits, 
which he retrieved from the catalogues he consulted. For a reference to the sources, see the 
discussion of ‘general observation number (3)’ example 1 in this article. 

33	 For the discussion on the origins of the Greek text, see J. W. Barrier, The Acts of Paul and 
Thecla: A critical introduction and commentary, Leuven 2009, 21–27. 
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(BHG 1718 and 1716a). That these were appended to the original translation 
of the Acta is shown by the fact that the beginning of the first is found on f. 
2v of the (11 Russian fragment.” No secondary sources or arguments follow 
this statement, although their presence in the oldest dated manuscript has been 
the main argument for this hypothesis in previous scholarship concerning the 
miracles.34 He continues instead on the topic of their presence in multiple 
“variants,” a term I think he uses to not explicitly speak of textual versions 
(let alone translations) or simply secondary text witnesses, which is a shared 
feature with the Acta preceding the Miracula (see below). In other words, their 
textual transmission in the medieval Slavic manuscript tradition is presented 
as ‘one,’ as accepted and confirmed by previous scholars.

Even more so, the added “et Miracula” does not appear in the title “Acta et 
Miracula Pauli et Thecla” on index cards thomsonindex.org/card/19620 and 
19622,35 when excerpts and the second translation are discussed: this must 
have been deliberate, since the miracles are not a part of these literary traces 
of Thecla in medieval Slavonic translation. On the ‘small cards’ thomsonindex.
org/card/21938 and 21940 the title is reduced to “Thecla: vita e synaxario,” 
which seems to imply a yet unexplored discrepancy between the Synaxarium 
text and its related texts.

Furthermore, all four segments on this introductory index card represent the 
entire extant hagiographical corpus dedicated to Thecla in medieval Slavonic 
translation from the ninth until the eighteenth centuries.36

thomsonindex.org/card/19608
This first thematic index card opens with a summarising statement about the 
textual variation of the Acta in the Greek transmission, which is reflected in 
the Slavonic translation as well. As with the previously discussed statement on 

34	 H. Keipert, Zur Parallelüberlieferung des “Bdinskij Sbornik” (Codex Gand. 408), AB 93, 
1975, 269–286, here 280. D. Atanasova, Св. Текла във и през огледалото на апостол 
Павел, Старобългарска литература 33–34, 2005, 263–274, here 266. For the last state-
of-the-art, see А. Ivanov, On the hypothesis of a (second) Greek exemplar in the translation 
process to Old Church Slavonic of the Miracula Theclae, Старобългарска литература 
69–70, 2024, 86–128, here 88–89. 

35	 All front sides of the index cards up until this point were numbered as well, viz. “Acta et 
Miracula Pauli et Theclae (5)”, but on this last card the number, viz. 8, is missing. 

36	 However, one notices the absence of the seventeenth-century reworking of the text by Di
mitriy Rostovskiy, also known as Tuptalo, or a contemporary anonymous reworking of the 
original text with the sixteenth-century Polish version of Piotr Skarga. The author’s latest 
publication on the topic from 2021 would most likely not have been known to Thomson 
before his passing: D. Syroyid, The Church Slavonic Redaction of the Acts of Saint Paul 
and Thecla by Dymytrii Tuptalo, in: T. Nicklas – J. E. Spittler – J. N. Bremmer (eds.), The 
Apostles Peter, Paul, John, Thomas and Philip with their companions in Late Antiquity, 
Leuven – Paris – Bristol 2021, 175–191. Even more so, the text known from his Checklist 
of Slavonic translations as the Martyrium by Ado “(excerpt Historia S. Theclae virginis) 
(from Latin)” is not mentioned on this reference card either. See Thomson, Checklist, op. 
cit., 87. 
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the Miracles, no secondary sources are mentioned, which makes it challenging 
to reconstruct its exact origin. Presumably this statement reflects the primary 
sources in general, or their representation through directories.

The likewise complex Slavic textual transmission is mentioned here and 
confirmed by the presentation of the many attested titles and incipits on index 
card thomsonindex.org/card/19616 (see below). The different Greek versions 
preserved in Old Church Slavonic translation are also identified by their cor-
responding BHG numbers, although one of them had already been updated in 
a more recent publication on the Greek textual transmission.37

Following this summarising statement are details on editions of the Greek 
originals. For the original of the Acta, Thomson mentions the most recent 
critical edition of Léon Vouaux of 1913, based on the textual transmission as 
preserved in fourteen text witnesses, of which one represents the Latin, one 
the Syriac and one the Coptic tradition. For the additional ending, however, the 
published edition of Jean-Daniel Kaestli and Willy Rordorf from 2014 seems 
to be missing here, which contains not only the edition of the additional ending 
of the Acta,38 but also the edited texts of the Miracula.39

Concerning the Greek Miracula, he notes that they are “unpublished as 
such,” after which he refers to volume 85 of Migne’s Patrologia Graeca40 and 
the edition by Dagron of 1978 without identified page numbers,41 both added 
in pencil with an incentive note to “CHECK” (in capital letters) the references.

This brings us to the next problematic aspect in the scholarly representation 
of Thecla in its Slavic reception: the existence of not two, but three different 
Miracula. This is most likely the result of one Miraculum only being preserved 

37	 The Slavonic Passio Theclae corresponds to BHG 1710 and the additional ending of BHG 
1713e (not: 1715), as confirmed by Jean-Daniel Kaestli and Willy Rordorf in their published 
critical edition of the endings – and their preparation of a critical edition of the Greek Passio 
itself –, where they include the edition of the Bdinski sbornik / (here: Vidin florilegium) as 
an indirect witness: Fr. Vyncke – J. Scharpé – J. Goubert, Mučenije svetyje Thekli (Passio 
S. Theclae): Editio princeps e codice Gandavensi slavico 408 versioni graecae ex altera 
parte adiunctae collata interpretatione latina aucta commentario critico instructa, Orientalia 
Gandensia III, 1966, 45–89. See J.-D. Kaestli – W. Rordorf, La fin de la Vie de Thècle 
dans les manuscrits des Actes de Paul et Thècle. Edition des textes additionels, Apocrypha 
25, 2014, 9–101, here 12. The Miracula Theclae correspond to BHG 1718m/n, divided in 
three separate parts or miracles, but this adjustment postdates Thomson (see Ivanov, On 
the hypothesis, op. cit., 91, 93, 94 and 95 and also D. Syroyid, Some Observations on the 
Composition of the Medieval Slavonic Translation of the Acts of Paul and Thecla, Palaeo
bulgarica 47/2, 2023, 107–118, here 112–114).

38	 See Kaestli – Rordorf, La fin de la Vie, op. cit., 39 (II). 
39	 See Kaestli – Rordorf, La fin de la Vie, op. cit., 53–61, 61–67, 69–89.
40	 The carefully added page numbers 477–560 actually refer to Book 1, or the Vita Theclae, 

while he would rather be looking for equivalents in Book 2, or the Miracula Theclae, which 
can be found on pages 561–618.

41	 G. Dagron, Vie et Miracles de Saint Thècle: texte grec, traduction et commentaire, Bruxelles 
1978. The texts, as attested in the Slavic transmission as three Miracula, are published on the 
following pages and lines respectively of Dagron’s edition: 416.14–417.59; 417.59–418.97; 
418.98–421.
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in a restricted number of East Slavic text witnesses.42 Nonetheless, one notes the 
knowledge of three Miracula in the medieval Slavic reception in at least two 
earlier sources. One is the second September volume of the Great Menologia 
of Makarij or VMČ of 1868, containing the edition of the three texts.43 The 
second source is the work of Christian Hannick of 1981, known and used as 
a source by Thomson for these index cards,44 where Hannick discusses a Mira
culum second in row and introduces a new ‘second’ Miraculum with a different 
incipit, but presented under the same chapter, representing one single text (!):

(…) Das zweite Wunder Otročę etero ot pervyichъ grada togo mučimь byvaaše 
dĕmonomь nečistyimь i bĕ pitomo ženoju eteroju (Puer alter e primis civitatis 
huius torquebatur demonis impuris et nutriebatur a muliere altera), das ebenfalls 
in Moskva GIM Sin. 780 (169) f. 192r überliefert ist, scheint im Griechischen 
verloren zu sein.45

The final statement on this side of the card covers two different aspects: the 
legendary character of the saint, which is no further elaborated, because it 
does not affect the translations, and the missing translation of the fifth-cen-
tury Greek adaptation of the Acta as the Vita et Miracula, attributed to pseu-
do-Basil of Seleucia, “despite the fact that many of Basil of Seleucia’s works 
were translated”.

thomsonindex.org/card/19609-19610
The back side of the first index card offers the hypothesis on the origin of the 
translation, viz. in Bulgaria and during the tenth century. Since Thomson 
does not include a source, one would assume that this is his own estimation of 
the translation based on his investigations through the primary and secondary 
sources: however, he is not the first to suggest this hypothesis.46

42	 That is, 16 out of 38 text witnesses, preserving any Miraculum in medieval Slavonic trans-
lation. See Ivanov, On the hypothesis, op. cit., 93. 

43	 VMČ Sept xiv–xxiv 1868: 1386–1389.
44	 This work of Christian Hannick is mentioned on the following four index cards: thomson-

index.org/card/19611, 19612, 19614, 19618. See Ch. Hannick, Maximos Holobolos in der 
kirchenslavischen homiletischen Literatur, (WBS, 14), Vienna 1981, 104–106.

45	 See Hannick, Maximos, op. cit., 106. 
46	 Biserka Grabar suggested the tenth or at the latest the beginning of the eleventh century 

as the dating for the translation based on her analysis of the thirteenth-century Glagolitic 
fragment. B. Grabar, Apokrifna djela apostolska u hrvatskoglagoljskoj literaturi, (Nastavak 
iz Radova knjiga, 6) 3. Djela Pavla i Tekle, Radovi Staroslovenskog instituta 7, 1972, 5–30, 
here 18, 23. Cited from A. Nazor, Novija izdanja hrvatskih glagoljskih književnih tekstova, 
Croatica 45–46, 1997, 311–335. Christian Hannick cites this hypothesis in his overview 
of the texts (see Hannick, Maximos, op. cit., 105), while Adelina Angusheva and Diana 
Atanasova suggest the same dating in their own analyses. See A. Angusheva, Quare Thecla ad 
finestram stabat? The cult of St Thecla and the problems of early female sainthood, Kobieta 
w kulturze średniowiecznej europy, 1995, 189–194, here 191. See Atanasova, Св. Текла 
във, op. cit., 265. In her morpho-syntactical and lexical analysis of the text, preserved in the 
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The earliest text fragments, the eleventh-century Pogodin 63 and the thir-
teenth-century Glagolitic fragment 4, represent one of the main arguments, 
and are further discussed on separate index cards, accompanied by their own 
substantial bibliography. Thomson continues with a selection of “the earliest 
complete texts”, of which the South Slavic ones are dated to the fourteenth 
century and the East Slavic ones to the fifteenth. The selection seems slightly 
arbitrary, since there are other text witnesses that fit the same categories.47 I have 
not been able to reconstruct his approach in this selection process.

This index card ends and the following continues with a brief recapitulation 
of the translation quality, consisting of the recapitulation of a translation dif-
ference and a shared mistake, which as a result confirm the hypothesis of the 
textual transmission representing one and the same translation. Since he refers 
to the passage itself in the edited text,48 and not a commentary on it by the 
editors, this statement seems to have been constructed on the basis of a textual 
comparison between the copies in the VMČ and the edited Vidin florilegium 
text, presumably performed by Thomson himself. An additional argument for 
this thesis is the fact that the editors do not emphasise these two particularities 
in the text explicitly.49

A last statement on this card concerns details on the textual transmission, 
viz. the absence of the Miracula in a number of manuscripts, of which he men-
tions two, including a bibliographical reference.

Taking into account the ‘details’ as described in Thomson’s article of 1980, 
the order of elements is slightly different here. While index card thomsonindex.
org/card/19608 introduces the “nature of the translation” by juxtaposing it to 
the textual corpus and transmission in Greek, on the back side of index card 
thomsonindex.org/card/19609 the “date and location of the translation” are ad-
dressed. Towards the end of the text on this side of the index card, the “survey 

mid fourteenth-century German sbornik, Elka Mircheva speaks of “archaic” features of the 
translation, without suggesting a concrete timeline. See Е. Mircheva, Германов сборник 
от 1358/1359 г. Изследване и издание на текста, Sofia 2006, 94–95. 

47	 Thomson mentions the South Slavic manuscripts HAZU IIIc24, GUL408, Deč94, 
NBKM1039 and Plevlya48, but not Cetinje64 and the later discovered NIM24. For the 
East Slavic manuscripts, he mentions TSL666 and TSL755, but not Volokolamsk 192, 
Tikhonravov 65 and Vyazemskiy 98 and 140, to name a few. For detailed descriptions of 
all mentioned manuscripts here, see A. Ivanov, The first translation of the Passio Theclae 
in Old Church Slavonic: A new approach to critical text-editing in Palaeoslavic studies. 
(PhD dis., Ghent University 2023). 

48	 F. Vyncke – J. L. Scharpé (eds.), Bdinski Zbornik: an Old-Slavonic menologium of women 
saints. Ghent University Library Ms. 408, A.D. 1360, Bruges 1973, 79. 

49	 In the separate bilingual edition of the Passion of Thecla, the editors mark the mistake 
порѫганиѥ for the Greek πομπή instead of unattested πομπεία as a “slavice ac graece: non 
aeque valet ultraque versio” with square brackets [ ] (see Vyncke – Scharpé – Goubert, 
Mučenije svetyje Thekli, op. cit., 66–67), and the difference (omission of the adjective 
отврьстѣ for the Greek ἀνοικτῷ in this copy, elsewhere preserved) as a “slavice ac graece: 
altera versio omittit” with triangles in the upper lining frame of the phrase ┌ ┐ (see Vyncke 
– Scharpé – Goubert, Mučenije svetyje Thekli, op. cit., 63). 
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of later redactions” is slightly touched upon – or Thomson continues with the 
detail of the “nature of the translation” – by elaborating on the differences in 
translation on the basis of two preserved text witnesses.

thomsonindex.org/card/ 19611 & 19612-19613
Since the earliest two fragments are very important and heavily discussed 
in previous scholarship, two separate cards are devoted to them: Pogodin 63 
is introduced on the first index card, and Glagolitic fragment 4 on the second 
card (front and back). They follow the familiar structure of an opening state-
ment or introduction, a bibliography,50 and separate lists with existing editions, 
fac-simile editions and edited excerpts.

The introduction to Pogodin 63 seems to be focused on an attempt to answer 
the question of its provenance, based on what is known today. This inquiry 
starts with a hypothesis on the collection, of which the fragment would most 
likely have been a part: “Sreznevsky, Pamyatniki 40,51 considered the folia to 
be a fragment of a florilegium, but as Marty (sic), Handschrift 204,52 point-
ed out, they could be from a menologion.”53 It seems strong to interpret this 

50	 The works are numbered and even ordered chronologically. Unfortunately, I was not able 
to verify all details of the bibliography and as a result, I cannot reconstruct the data col-
lection process of Thomson. Since in the case of Pogodin 63 the exhaustive article of Toth 
from 1976 only presents a fragment of the editions and general bibliography mentioned 
by Thomson, I presume that he gradually composed the bibliography, collecting his data 
from different sources. One source of Toth, although a seemingly indirect one, is missing in 
Thomson’s cards, viz. V. Markov, К истории редуцированных гласных в русском языке, 
Kazan’ 1964, 93. See I. Ch. Toth, Житие Феклы, Studia slavica academiae scientiarum 
hungaricae 22/3–4, 1976, 233–269, here 233–234. Since the bibliographical details on the 
cards do not include the year of publication, a chronological overview of the state-of-the-
art requires additional effort. In the case of Glagolitic fragment 4, part of this exhaustive 
bibliographical list can be found in the manuscript description of Vjekoslav Štefanić from 
1969, another part in the bibliographical references of Christian Hannick’s overview from 
1981 (see Hannick, Maximos, op. cit., 105), whilst other sources are collected from else-
where. See Vj. Štefanić, Glagoljski rukopisi jugoslavenske akademije, Zagreb 1969, 43. 
In other words, this seems to reflect his arduous attitude in the extensive close reading of 
his sources. 

51	 I. I. Sreznevskij, Древние памятники русскаго письма и языка (X–XIV вѣков) общее 
повременное обозрѣние, Sankt-Peterburg 1882. 

52	 R. Marti, Handschrift-Text-Textgruppe-Literatur: Untersuchungen zur inneren Gliederung 
der frühen Literatur aus dem ostslavischen Bereich in den Handschriften des 11. bis 14. 
Jahrhunderts, 1989, 162 (not 204!). As the author himself pointed out to me, the ‘erroneous’ 
page number can be explained by the fact that Thomson received a typewritten copy of 
the habilitation thesis in 1985 via committee member William Veder. See also R. Marti, 
Fact and fiction: On historiography, hagiographic topoi, myths and enigmatic readings in 
a hitherto unknown vita, in: Sels (ed.), Editing medieval texts from a different angle, op. 
cit., 3–18, here 12. 

53	 In fact, Roland Marti states the possibility of the fragment of the “Vita der Thekla” origi-
nally to have been part of a Prolog, a collection of short lives, which as a genre is generally 
situated much later in medieval Slavonic literature, but meant a menologium, as Thomson 
cites here. 
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statement as a substantiated hypothesis: Sreznevskiy labels the excerpt as an 
“отрывокъ изъ сборника” without any argumentation or discussion, while 
the interpretation of the term ‘collection’ as such does not necessarily exclude 
other types of collections than the florilegium. Even more so, as Roland Marti 
presents both options as feasible hypotheses. Concerning Glagolitic fragment 4, 
Thomson presents a state-of-the-art on its dating and on the generally accepted 
hypothesis according to previous scholarship that it most likely was part of the 
original menologium. To this hypothesis he replies that it is “possible but not 
probable,” clarifying his own stance on the matter as well.

Although the discussion of the earliest text witnesses is not discussed as 
a separate ‘detail’ of an individual entry in the systematic guide of Thomson, 
it can be considered as a part of the previous two ‘details.’ Their discussion 
helps to identify the “date and location” through their early dating and their 
appearance in a certain type of collection – be it a menologium, florilegium or 
something else –, which to some extent also narrows down the specifications 
of the “nature of translation” and its purpose.

thomsonindex.org/card/19614-19615
The fifth individual index card on the Acta et Miracula Paul et Theclae contains 
its extensive scholarly bibliography, relevant to any analysis connected to the 
topic in its medieval Slavic reception. This bibliography is neatly organised in 
six sections: 1) a generic bibliography on the repertoire in context; 2) a bibli-
ography on directories focusing on the textual transmission in the manuscript 
tradition; 3) a bibliography of manuscript descriptions; 4) a bibliography of 
the text and its appearance; 5) a “special” bibliography devoted to specific 
analyses of the text and 6) a bibliography dedicated to critical editions of both 
the Greek and the Slavic texts so far. Its structure and order perfectly reflect the 
description of this ‘detail’, as described in Thomson’s guide (see above). Only 
the ‘detail’ “translation(s) of the translation(s)” seems to be incorporated in the 
list of editions, since in most cases a translation accompanies the edition as 
an editorial decision. For example, Léon Vouaux includes a French translation 
alongside his edition of the Greek text.54

thomsonindex.org/card/19616-19617
On the current index card, Thomson presents the titles and incipits of the text, 
the latter presented in round brackets, of the first translation of the Acta. He 

54	 According to Thomson the edition includes a Latin translation on pages 80 to 89, but this 
is not the case: a French translation is incorporated on every following page of the edited 
Greek text on pages 146 to 243. See L. Vouaux, Actes de Paul et ses lettres apocryphes. 
Introduction: textes, traduction et commentaire, Paris 1913. He most likely thought of the 
accompanying Latin translation to the Slavic text, as edited from the Vidin florilegium in 
1966. See Vyncke – Scharpé – Goubert, Mučenije svetyje Thekli, op. cit., 45–89. No other 
translations are mentioned in the index cards included in this case study, so a more general 
conclusion on the matter is not possible yet. 
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introduces the primary data with a note that the translation “exists in variant 
recensions.” On the back side of this card he mentions fac-simile editions. 
Clearly the ‘detail’ of the systematic guide “nature of translation” continues 
here, now focusing on the Slavonic counterpart instead of the Greek as on in-
dex card thomsonindex.org/card/19608, and turns towards the ‘detail’ “title(s) 
and incipit(s).”

These “variant recensions”, as expressed by the different titles and incipits, 
can be retraced to the directory of the manuscript presence of apocryphal texts 
in Old Church Slavonic translation by Aurelio de Santos Otero.55 In fact, I am 
convinced that this directory has been the main source for the compilation of 
this section.

A main argument for this hypothesis is that most of these “variant” incipits 
are not found in the editions mentioned underneath, but rather in three separate 
copies, included in the directory of de Santos Otero. Summarised, the incipit(s) 
start from the following core: “When Paul goes (up) to Iconium (…),” con-
structed with a dativus absolutus-construction. The second incipit in the list 
adds the epithet ‘the great apostle of Christ’ to the subject ‘Paul’: according to 
the most recent data on the complete primary corpus of the Acta, this addition 
is exclusively found in text witness OLDP 185,56 or manuscript number 12 
in de Santos Otero’s directory.57 In the third incipit, Paul is accompanied by 
Barnabas, as known from the canonical Acts of Paul chapter 14: it is likewise 
attested in one single text witness so far, viz. Bol’shakov 314,58 or manuscript 
number 29 in de Santos Otero’s directory.59 In the fourth and last incipit in this 
list, the dativus absolutus-construction is dissolved into a simplified temporal 
subordinate clause, which is attested in manuscripts, preserving the damaskini 
version of the text of Thecla, known as the reworking by Joseph the Bearded 
in pre-modern Bulgarian of the year 1743.60 One text witness is mentioned in 
de Santos Otero’s directory as manuscript number 32.61 The editions mentioned 
underneath are of text witnesses that exclusively preserve the first incipit. In 
other words, the first case, viz. the addition, is considered a secondary reading 

55	 See A. De Santos Otero, Die handschriftliche Überlieferung der altslavischen Apokryphen, 
New York 1978, 44–51.

56	 Codex 185 of RNB f. 536 is an East Slavic menologium (or toržestvennik) from the six-
teenth century, as described by Ch. M. Loparev, Описание рукописей имп. общчества 
любителей древней письменности. Част 1, Sankt-Peterburg 1892, 333–347. See also 
Ivanov, The first translation, op. cit., 110. 

57	 See De Santos Otero, Die handschriftliche, op. cit., 46. 
58	 Codex 314 of the Bol’shakov collection at RGB (f. 37) is a ‘sbornik’ or collection in East 

Slavic spelling from the eighteenth century, with the text of Thecla preserved on folios 
158r–190r, as described by G. P. Georgievskij, Рукописи Т. Ф. Большакова, хранящчихся 
в имп. московском и румянцевском музее, Saint-Peterburg 1915, 276–282. See also Ivanov, 
The first translation, op. cit., 138.

59	 See De Santos Otero, Die handschriftliche, op. cit., 48–49.
60	 See also Ivanov, The first translation, op. cit., 143–145.
61	 See De Santos Otero, Die handschriftliche, op. cit., 49. 
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in the textual transmission of the Acta,62 while the latter two cases represent 
different texts, based on different Greek originals, which as a result should not 
be listed here.63

Another problematic aspect of this presentation is the second title (without 
accompanying incipit), which is not preserved in the textual transmission of 
the first translation either but is nonetheless presented here. Even more so, the 
title is repeated on index card thomsonindex.org/card/19622, when Thomson 
discusses the second translation in Middle Bulgarian. Within this title on the 
current card, Thomson adds the note “(and other variants)”: however, no other 
variants have been attested so far, nor are any attested in secondary literature.

thomsonindex.org/card/19618-19619
As mentioned before (see above in the presentation of index card thomsonindex.
org/card/19606) the seventh individual index card on Thecla introduces the 
accompanying Miracula in Slavonic translation. Following the first statement 
previously discussed, Francis J. Thomson introduces the topic of (number of) 
translation(s) again (see Figure 3, from the second sentence onwards):

Figure 3. Card thomsonindex.org/card/19618.

In this statement, he oddly enough repeats the hypothesis on variation in 
translation of the Miracula, giving GUL408 as an example, while on index 
card thomsonindex.org/card/19610 he himself cites the “1360 S. Slav Vidin 
florilegium” (GUL 408) as one of two examples, which does not preserve any 

62	 See Ivanov, The first translation, op. cit., 280–282.
63	 See Ivanov, The first translation, op. cit., 138 and 142 respectively.
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accompanying Miracula. Most likely Thomson deviated here and actually had 
in mind the Miraculum, also referred to as MT3,64 as preserved in manuscript 
PBR1, also known as the German sbornik or florilegium of 1358 or 1359.65

I propose two arguments for this hypothesis. Firstly, the folio numbers of 
the mentioned manuscript are 27r–30r, which correspond to the correct folio 
numbers of MT3 in the German sbornik. Secondly, the bibliographical entries 
included in round brackets all discuss this particular Miraculum – except 
Christian Hannick, who mentions all, including this particular Miraculum on 
page 106. However, none of the sources mentioned speak about different trans-
lations or variations in translation concerning the Miracula: the use of баліѫ 
over врача in the German sbornik is merely mentioned as an “archaic feature” 
in the brief linguistic analysis of Elka Mircheva,66 which precedes the edition. 
This confusion is nonetheless not unexpected: the Vidin florilegium has often 
been regarded in previous scholarship as an example of a unique collection of 
texts, compiled from different sources and including different versions of the 
known translations of its texts.67

On the back side of the card thomsonindex.org/card/19619, the two Miracula 
are listed with the following components: corresponding BHG number, title and 
incipit (including variant readings, if attested) and a list of existing editions. The 
collected data is correct and correctly cited as well, though three remarks can 
be made on the basis of this overview. First, the same confusion as seen above 
is repeated here, in the list of editions of Miracula 2 (or 3, depending how the 
texts are presented). As a third source one reads the following:

“3. Mircheva, Sbornik 307–313         2006   1360 Vidin florilegium”

Again, the Vidin florilegium or GUL408 is mistaken for the German florilegium 
or PBR1. Second, considering that Thomson consulted the VMČ, it is remark-
able that he did not take note of the second Miraculum, published between the 
remaining two Miracula.68 The second Miraculum here even literally carries the 
title of the third, viz. “г҃е чюдо бывⸯшее въ ...”, but apparently this did not strike 

64	 See Ivanov, On the hypothesis, op. cit., 94.
65	 The page numbers to this reference on the card do not seem to be correct: Mircheva (see 

Mircheva, Германов, op. cit.) analyses the preserved Miraculum Theclae not on pages 34 
to 36, but on pages 94 to 96, and the diplomatically rendered text is found on pages 307 to 
313. 

66	 See note 46. 
67	 To name but one: Keipert, Zur Parallelüberlieferung, op. cit. See also М. Petrova-Taneva, 

Бдински сборник, https://www.sesdiva.eu/en/virtual-rooms/beginning-of-private-reading/
item/68-bdinski-sbornik-miscellany-from-bdin (retrieved January 9, 2025) for a literature 
overview on this topic. 

68	 Thomson mentions the Miraculum Primum, as published in VMČ xiv–xxiv 1868: 1386–
1387, as well as the Miraculum Secundum / Tertium in VMČ xiv–xxiv 1868: 1388–1390, but 
not the actual Miraculum Secundum in VMČ xiv–xxiv 1868: 1387–1388, clearly discernible 
from both remaining Miracula by its title. Also note that Thomson mentions other years of 
publication for the mentioned VMČ volumes, respectively 1869 and 1862. 
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Thomson as odd. A third remark touches upon the question of the date of the 
last updates to the cartotheca, since the edition of the text witness, referred to 
here as “Bulgarian Nat. Lib. 1039” on index card thomsonindex.org/card/19609, 
from the year 201869 is not included in the current bibliography section.

thomsonindex.org/card/19620

This index card is dedicated to the inclusion of Thecla in non-hagiographical 
collections or florilegia and thus serves as an example of the ‘detail’ on the 
“separate excerpts elsewhere.” As the entry of “Thecla” develops, one notices 
more clearly that in fact the different texts of Thecla are treated as separate 
entries, which then present their own separated ‘details.’ The first entries of 
“Thecla” are The Acta or the Passio, with a focus shift from the original Greek 
source text towards the Slavic reception, then the accompanying Miracula are 
discussed, after which this introduction of an excerpt is introduced, followed 
by the second translation of the Acta, and ultimately, the Synaxarium or short 
Vita. A noticeable difference in the order of the ‘details,’ however, with that as 
presented in the article from 1980, is a division of the bibliographical details. 
With each newly introduced text, the summarising statement is followed by 
most of the bibliographical data: only those on existing editions of the Slavic 
translations are mentioned separately, following the “titles and incipit(s).”

On this card, Thomson mentions the inclusion of a particular episode of the 
Acta in books known as Synodica. The episode tells the story of Tryphaena, 
to whom her deceased daughter Falconilla pays a visit in a dream: Falconilla 
urges her mother to ask Thecla to pray for her, so that Falconilla can be saved 
from her sufferings and be amongst the righteous. After describing the episode, 
Thomson mentions its presence in seventeenth and eighteenth-century ‘necro
logies,’70 accompanied by the bibliographical references. These references are 
divided in a list on manuscripts of such necrologies,71 and a list with general 
bibliographical references.72

69	 А.-М. Totomanova – D. Atanasova, Станиславов чети-миней. 1. Издание на текста, 
Sofia 2018. 

70	 His use of the term ‘necrology’ for the Synodicon is not entirely clear to me. While Thom-
son does not specifically mention why the text is included in these books, Evgeni Petukhov 
explains in his work that the episode is included as an example of the importance of praying 
in general and showing mercy to both Christians and those who have not been baptised (yet). 
Е. V. Petuchov, Очерки из литературной истории синодика, Saint-Peterburg 1895, 150. 

71	 Cf. “Petukhov, Ocherki 151” on the index card.
72	 Cf. “Petukhov, Ocherki 218”, where the author mentions that the excerpt from the Acta is 

one of only three hagiographical excerpts included in the Synodicon. 
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thomsonindex.org/card/19622

This ninth index card on Thecla is devoted to the second translation of the Acta 
and its scholarly discussion so far. The introduction contains the corresponding 
BHG number, the description of the manuscript, in which the text is preserved, 
the bibliographical entries mentioning the manuscript,73 its title and incipit and 
the bibliographical entry of its fac-simile edition.

Following the assumption that he most likely collected his data on the titles 
and incipits on card thomsonindex.org/card/19616 from the directory of de 
Santos Otero, it seems odd that the existence of a second text witness of this 
second translation, included in the manuscript list of de Santos Otero, is not 
mentioned in the cards.74

thomsonindex.org/card/ 21938 and 21940

The tenth and eleventh index cards on Thecla are from the ‘small cards’ collec-
tion and are devoted to the Synaxarium texts. The two separate cards represent 
two redactions, in which this short Vita of Thecla is preserved in medieval 
Slavonic. The structure of both cards is as follows: 1) a reference to the text as 
a “vita e synaxario”; 2) a list of bibliographical entries where the Synaxarium 
text is mentioned; 3) in the case of the first redaction a reference to the edited 
original in Greek; 4) the title and incipit75 as attested in the Slavic transmission 
and 5) existing editions.

73	 The page numbers of the article of Zlatka Yufu referring to the contents of the manuscript, 
viz. 311–317, are added in pencil, probably because he intended to double-check them, 
but they are indeed correct: Z. Yufu, За десеттомната колекция Студион (Из архива на 
румънския изследвач Йон Юфу), Проучвания по случай II Международен конгрес по 
балканистика, Studia Balkanica II, 1970, 299–343.

74	 See De Santos Otero, Die handschriftliche, op. cit., 46, where it is listed as manuscript 
number 10. The text in this manuscript has been analysed only recently and confirmed as 
a text witness of the second translation by Ivanov (see Ivanov, The first translation, op. cit., 
78–83). 

75	 In fact, titles and incipits on ‘small cards’ (see Catherine of Alexandria, Euthymius the 
Great, the sister saints and Thecla) all seem to be transliterated, while they are rendered in 
the original on ‘large cards’ (see Euthymius the Great and Thecla). Whether this indicates 
a deliberate change in approach at some point in Thomson’s work, is difficult to tell for 
now, but it also should not be overinterpreted either. It might just be a mere coincidence.



262

Amber IVANOV

Figure 4. Card thomsonindex.org/card/21938.

Only the first card shows signs of more recent updates (see Figure 4). The 
note in pencil, referring to a more recent article on the legendary character of 
the saint, has been discussed before (see the discussion of element (6) in the 
chapter General observations above). Two other sources that fit the subject 
matter of the card have clearly been added later. The first source is added in 
between the title and the list of bibliographical entries and is written in a more 
recent ink: it is preceded by the word “general”, identifying it as another list of 
bibliographical entries, but differing from the other sources mentioned below. 
This more ‘general’ entry, viz. “Petkov, Prolog 268”, presents the edition of 
the Synaxarium text in its Bulgarian Tărnovo redaction of the verse Prolog. 
Thomson most likely wished to check the page number, hence the note “check” 
in pencil.76 The second source is added on the top margin of the card: “Check 
Pavlova Prolog (1999) 64” (in pencil). This source concerns the diplomatic 
edition of one manuscript preserving the plain or prost Prolog,77 which in fact 
represents the other redaction of this text, as presented on the second index 

76	 This makes sense, since the page number indeed seems to be incorrect: the short Vita is 
rendered diplomatically on page 82, and its accompanying verse – on page 158 (with 
a modern Bulgarian translation on page 159). On page number 268, words starting with 
the letter L from the lexical index are shown, there is no connection to the texts of Thecla. 
See G. Petkov – М. Spasova, Търновската редакция на Стишния пролог. Текстове. 
Лексикален индекс 1. Месец септември, Plovdiv 2008.

77	 R. Pavlova – V. Zhelyazkova, Станиславов (Лесновски) пролог от 1330 година, Veliko 
Tărnovo 1999. Also in this case, we notice an error in page number, since the text of Thecla 
is found on page 41.
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card. Other similar bibliographical details that could have been added, but were 
not, are the edition of the ‘short redaction’ of the Russian Prolog by Krys’ko of 
201078 and the catalogue on Prolog texts by Chistyakova of 2013.79

Additional cards from the author index

thomsonindex.org/card/11706 (Symeon Metaphrastes)
This index card is devoted to the translation of the Metaphrastic version of the 
Acta. The information on the card is structured as follows: 1) the title of the text 
in Latin; 2) the corresponding BHG number and feast day of the saint; 3) an 
incomplete introduction to the text; 4) a reference to the edition of the original 
text and 5) its title and incipit (see Figure 4).

Figure 5. Card thomsonindex.org/card/11706.

The incomplete introduction starts in pen and continues in pencil, of which 
half even seems to have been erased at a later moment: Thomson clearly had 
the intention to check the statement, since he considered it incorrect. The only 
discernible element of the next line of text are the folio numbers of the text on 
Thecla in codex Hilandaricus 439: this codex, however, does not preserve the 
Metaphrastic text, but the Acta. He mentions this fact explicitly as a response to 
the allegedly contradictory statement of Ivanova on the matter. Unfortunately, 
this statement does not exist, or at least I have not discovered it. It has proven 

78	 V. B. Krysko, Славяно-русский пролог по древнейшим спискам: синаксарь (житийная 
часть Пролога краткой редакции) за сентябрь-февраль. Том 1: Текст и комментарии, 
Moscow 2010, 114–117.

79	 М. Chistyakova, Предварительный сводный каталог церковнославянских проложных 
текстов. Том 1: Сентябрь, Vilnius 2013, 344–347.



264

Amber IVANOV

difficult to retrace how Thomson came to such an interpretation, since the 
mentioned source does not mention the Metaphrastic text whatsoever. Perhaps 
he simply misread her description of codex Hilandaricus 439, which contains 
Metaphrastic texts for the first half of September, but not the second half.80 
Or he extracted this idea somehow from the article of Angusheva-Tikhanova 
from 1995, cited on index card thomsonindex.org/card/19608. In this article, 
the author mentions manuscript HAZU IIIb20 as the only copy preserving the 
Metaphrastic text in Slavonic translation,81 which is in fact also incorrect.

In the middle of the card, there is a note in pencil directed to himself, as 
a reminder to verify information on the topic with the scholar working on the 
text in 2017 to 2019.82 This note suggests that Thomson intended on returning 
to the subject later.

thomsonindex.org/card/8607 (Agapius Landos)
This index card is devoted to a text from the Liber aestivalis of the Greek author 
Agapius Landos, identified as a “revised translation of Symeon Metaphrastes’ 
vita of Thecla.” Thomson mentions its attestation in the copy preserved in codex 
688 of the Bulgarian National Library. The only source mentioned on the card 
is the manuscript description of Conev from 1923,83 after which a transliteration 
of the title and incipit follow.

On the last index card of Catherine of Alexandria, viz. thomsonindex.org/
card/19910, Thomson also mentions this damaskini reception for Catherine 
and explicitly mentions that it is found in manuscript “BNL 1060 of 1743” 
(…) “[a]mongst others.” Thanks to this card, we know that he had access to 
the work on the premodern Bulgarian reception of medieval literature by Don-
ka Petkanova from 1990.84 Therefore it seems odd he would not have known 

80	 See Ivanova, Bibliotheca, op. cit., 141: “[о]т началото до 14.09, за всеки ден за светците 
са поместени метафрастови жития, чиито текстове се срещат за пръв път в т. нар. 
„Хиландарски Метафраст“ от 1456 г. ZIIIc20 [sic: c should be b] (тук № 206).“ Ivanova 
does, however, mention the codex, containing the Slavonic translation of the Metaphrastic 
version of the Acta Theclae, in a previous article of hers: K. Ivanova, Агиографските 
произведения на Симеон Метафраст в състава на южнославянските календарни 
сборници, in: L. Тaseva (ed.), Преводите през столетие на Балканите: Доклади от 
международната конференция, София, 26–28 юни 2003, Sofia 2004, 249–267, here 
254, n. 10. 

81	 Angusheva-Tikhanova, Quare Thecla, op. cit., 191. This manuscript only contains Meta-
phrastic texts for the first half of September, as stated by Ivanova (see previous note).

82	 Thomson attended the XIII. Altslavistiktagung of Autumn 2017 (September 29–30), organ-
ised by the department of Slavic Studies at the University of Vienna, where I participated 
with a paper on the topic “[t]he Metaphrastic Martyr Act of Saint Thekla in “Hilandar 
Metafrast °2”. Thomson was also involved in my PhD project as a member of the doctoral 
advisory committee (DBC) at Ghent University 2017–2019. 

83	 B. Conev, Опис на славянските ръкописи в софийската народна библиотека ТОМ II, 
Sofia 1923. 

84	 D. Petkanova, Народното четиво през XVI-XVIII в., Sofia 1990.
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about the other copies, containing the reworking of Thecla’s Vita.85 However, 
general sources on the Liber aestivalis are lacking on the index cards of the 
author Agapius Landos, such as the book of Petkanova on damaskini from 
196586 or that of Bonju Angelov on the contemporary writers and intellectuals 
of Paisij Hilendarskij from 1964.87 This makes one wonder how Thomson fell 
upon this particular manuscript.

When comparing data with the other two texts mentioned as translations 
from the Liber aestivalis, one notices that the text of Thecla is in fact the only 
text in which the author Agapius Landos is explicitly mentioned in the title 
of the text itself. Another element of inconsistency here, is the missing refer-
ence to the text of Catherine in the cards on the Liber aestivalis, where one 
would perhaps expect it to be included as another text in the list. Moreover, 
the main interest of Thomson seems to be the idea of their being translated in 
Russian spelling: even in the case of the text of Thecla, Thomson mentions 
the description stating that the “origin of the MS is uncertain as the language 
has both Russisms and Serbisms.”88 However, in order to make any conclusive 
hypotheses on this approach a more detailed investigation of all texts included 
under the entry Liber aestivalis is necessary.

85	 This text is preserved in at least five text witnesses. See А. Ivanova, Метафрастовото 
житие на Св. Текла (BHG1719) у Агапий Критски (1641 г.) и Йосиф Брадати (1743 
г.), in: D. Atanasova – М. Antonova-Vapcarova (eds.), Климентови Четения за млади 
изследователи. Том 1 (Сборник с доклади от едноименната конференция), Sofia 2019, 
27–45. А. Ivanova, Метафрастовото житие на Св. Текла през късносредновековната 
епоха: първо критическо издание на йосифовото житие от 1743 г., in: Atanasova – An-
tonova-Vapcarova (eds.), Климентови Четения, op. cit., 46–67.

86	 D. N. Petkanova-Toteva, Дамаскините в българската литература, Sofia 1965. 
87	 B. Angelov, Съвременници на Пайсий. Т 1–2, Sofia 1963. 
88	 Conev, Опис на, op. cit, 248. In this regard it should be added that none of the descriptions of 

the remaining four text witnesses mentions the presence of “Russisms” specifically, but rather 
a mixture of Church Slavonic with premodern Bulgarian elements, and Serbian (or “West-
ern”) influence. On the language of manuscript NBKM 1060, the damaskin of Joseph the 
Bearded from 1743, or the so-called prototype, one reads: „Език смесен: западнобългарско 
наречие със значителни църковнославянски и сръбски влияния.“ See М. Stojanov – Ch. 
Kodov, Опис на славянските ръкописи в софийската народна библиотека, Sofia 1964, 
338. On the language of manuscript NBKM 1062, or the damaskin of pope Todor from 
Vratsa of the year 1789, the cataloguers speak of: “[Е]зик смесен: църковнославянски 
и новобългарски с черти от западно наречие.” See Stojanov – Kodov, Опис на, op. cit. 
355). On the language of manuscript BAN 90, the damaskin of pope John from 1788, is said: 
„Език: смесица от църковнославянски и народен говор, със следи от западно наречие.“ 
See Ch. Kodov, Опис на славянските ръкописи в библиотеката на българската 
академия на науките, Sofia 1969, 232. Of the language of manuscript CIAI 179, known 
as a florilegium of Teophan of Rila from 1782, Bonju Angelov mentions the preserved 
note of the author himself, in which he admits “че той не е учил ортография, че писал 
книгата, защото това било от „велика полза“ (see Аngelov, Съвременници II, op. cit, 
125). Angelov also mentions the resemblance of his handwriting to that of Todor of Vraca, 
who might have been his teacher, which indirectly narrows down the linguistic characteristics 
of his writing as well based on geographic location (see Аngelov, Съвременници II, op. 
cit, 118). Although no broader linguistic analysis has been performed on damaskini of this 
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Conclusions

Based on the above case study the following can be concluded about Thomson’s 
card index. The first difference between the proposed macrostructure for the 
guide and the realised entry of my case study is the fluidity of certain ‘details’. 
Although the first index card focused on the “nature of the translation” in its 
relation to the Greek source tradition, the detail “date and location of the trans-
lation” is incorporated in the middle of the back side of this card. This is not 
an unexpected result, knowing that thematically both details are inextricably 
linked. A second difference seems a decision to discuss Synaxaria texts on the 
‘small cards’ (but this does not apply to all case studies).

The entry “Thecla” is divided into separate entries, representing the different 
texts, preserved in medieval Slavonic translation. Within these separate entries 
again two differences are pointed out in relation to the approach presented in 
Thomson’s article of 1980. First, the introduction of the two most important and 
oldest text witnesses preserving the Acta. They both receive a separate index 
card, reflecting their importance, as confirmed by the abundance of secondary 
literature as well. Second, they present a division in bibliographical entries: 
while the general bibliography is situated after the summarising statement on 
the “nature of a translation”, the bibliographical details of editions always seem 
to follow the “title(s) and incipit(s)”. As a result, separate attention is devoted 
to the availability or not of editions, which one can regard as an element of 
specific importance to Thomson.

Obviously, some entries have been rewritten at a certain moment. Two argu-
ments lead me to such a hypothetical proposition: the alphabetical ordering of 
bibliographical entries on specific index cards on the one hand, and the subtle, 
but nevertheless present adjustment of the title-reference to certain entries, 
depending on their content. In the case of Thecla, I refer to the omitted “et 
Miracula,” when excerpts and the second translation of the Acta are discussed, 
and the mere reference of “Thecla,” when the Synaxarium text is discussed. 
When only small corrections were to be made, he would use the white marker 
or simply cross out text.

Especially the inclusion of a high number of (much) older publications, 
which are often very difficult to access or even find, is a huge advantage in 
using the cartotheca for research of any kind. This in combination with the 
organised way Thomson managed to present this material is a tremendous 
accomplishment, that other scholars can only applaud.

One also must acknowledge certain omissions or lacking information in the 
card index. Whether particular pieces of information are missing either out of 

century, Donka Petkanova describes the preserved copies as different mixtures of innovative 
modern Bulgarian, with or Serbian or Russian influences, depending on the geographical 
area the damaskinar is working, and archaic tendencies in writing of individual copyists 
(see Petkanova, Дамаскините, op. cit., 221). 
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forgetfulness or lack of time, or because they got lost (but may still be retrieved 
in other segments of the cartotheca at some point), is impossible to determine. 
As with all kinds of resources, caution and a critical attitude remain vital.

An important task for any scholar who works with this cartotheca is trying 
to reconstruct where Thomson gathered his information: first, because the 
sources are not always clearly stated, and secondly, because sometimes his 
own interpretations of the collected data present a different view to these data. 
As an example, I refer to the retrieval of incipits from the list of text witnesses 
preserving the Acta according to Aurelio de Santos Otero. Thomson gathers 
all variation within the listed incipits, and as a result takes the work of de San-
tos Otero one step further. However, without having performed a text-critical 
analysis on these primary sources, this presentation is – of course, inevidently 
– slightly misleading, since two of the four incipits refer to different texts based 
on the Acta and should therefore not be included here. One error, the additional 
variation to the title (“Страдание ...”), could have been avoided, since Thomson 
later introduces this same different title as the title of the second translation of 
the Acta, as retrieved from the same text witness.

As a continuation to the work of Thomson, I briefly present the ‘post-car-
totheca’ literature review on the case study of Thecla. There has been quite 
some progress: 1) a first critical edition of the Old Church Slavonic Acta has 
been presented in 2023; 2) a transcript of the text as preserved in text witness 
Deč94 is digitally available;89 3) the later East Slavonic reception has been ex-
plored in articles from 2017 up until 2021;90 4) likewise for the later Bulgarian 
reception in 2019;91 5) the Miracula have been discussed text-critically and 
socio-culturally in 2023 and 2024;92 and 6) an analysis and critical edition of 
the Metaphrastic text have been published in 2019 and 2021.93

In conclusion, I can only encourage other scholars to make use of this en-
cyclopaedic reference tool. For both junior and senior scholars, the cartotheca 
will advance new investigations of texts in medieval Slavonic translation. 

89	 See A. Ivanov, The first translation, op. cit. See А. Ivanov, Мъчение на св. Текла. Lem-
ma on the website of the research project “Scripta Bulgarica: дигитална библиотека за 
старобългарска книжнина”: http://scripta-bulgarica.eu/bg/articles/mchenie-na-sv-tekla 
(retrieved on January 25, 2025).

90	 See D. Syroyid, Тупталова редакцiя житiя святоï Теклi, Украïнське лiтературознавство 
82, 2017, 89–97. D. Syroyid, Риторика тексту і риторика часу: «комбіноване» 
Мучеництво святої Теклі з Торжественника мінейного 1603 року, Записки наукового 
товариства iменi Шевченка том CCLXXII, Працi Фiлологiчноï секцiï, 2019, 21–
28. Syroyid, The Church Slavonic Redaction, op. cit.

91	 See A. Ivanova, Метафрастовото житие на Св. Текла (BHG1719), op. cit. See A. Ivanova, 
Метафрастовото житие на Св. Текла през късносредновековната, op. cit.

92	 See Syroyid, Some Observations, op. cit. See Ivanov, On the hypothesis, op. cit. 
93	 See Ivanov, The Translation in Church Slavonic of the Metaphrastic Martyr act of Saint 

Thecla in ‘Hilandar Metaphrast °2’: a preliminary analysis, BSl 77, 2019, 144–160. See 
Ivanov, A Modified Diplomatic Edition of the Metaphrastic Martyr Act of Saint Thecla in 
Church Slavonic, in: J. Fuchsbauer – E. Klotz (eds.), Studien zum frühen Slavischen und zu 
älteren slavischen Texten, (Schriften über Sprachen und Texte, 14), Berlin 2021, 197–239.
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A particular advantage to the younger scholar is the extensive material of 
especially the older resources. The presentation of the texts and the approach 
towards both primary and secondary sources can also cause the more advanced 
scholar to look at his material in a new light. Even more so, this cartotheca can 
and will be an opportunity for palaeoslavists, byzantinists and scholars of other 
disciplines alike to explore the Slavic reception of their texts.
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