ST. JEROME’'S HOMILIES ON LUKE’'S GOSPEL
IN CROATIAN GLAGOLITIC BREVIARIES

Ana Mihaljevi¢ - Milan Mihaljevi¢

DOI: 10.17846/CL.2020.13.1.51-82

Abstract: MIHALJEVIC, Ana - MIHALJEVIC, Milan. St. Jeromes Homilies on Luke’s Gospel
in Croatian Glagolitic Breviaries. Two St. Jerome’s homilies on pericopes from the Gospel
according to Luke occur in Croatian Glagolitic breviaries. The homily on L 11.4, which was
read on the third Sunday in Lent, has been preserved in 19, and the homily on L 16.1, which
was read on the eighth Sunday after Pentecost, in 22 breviaries. In some breviaries, the text is
shorter and divided into lections differently than in others. In the paper, we will compare the
texts from all breviaries, determine the differences between them, and describe the language
of both homilies. We will also compare the Church Slavonic text with its Latin original,
analyse the translation techniques, and try to determine when the text has been translated
from Latin into Church Slavonic.
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Abstrakt: MIHALJEVIC, Ana - MIHALJEVIC, Milan. Homilie sv. Hieronyma k LukdsSov-
mu evanjeliu v chorvdtskych hlaholskych brevidroch. Dve homilie sv. Hieronyma k periko-
pam z Evanjelia podla Lukdsa sa vyskytuja v chorvatskych hlaholskych breviaroch. Homilia
L 11.4, ktora bola ¢itand na tretiu nedelu pocas postu, sa zachovala v 19 a homilia k L 16.1,
ktora bola ¢itand na 6smu nedelu po Turicach, v 22 brevidroch. V niektorych breviaroch je
text krat$i a rozdeleny na ¢itania inak ako v ostatnych. V $tudii porovnavame texty zo vset-
kych breviarov, uréujeme rozdiely medzi nimi a popisujeme jazyk oboch homilii. Porovna-
vame tiez cirkevny slovansky text s jeho latinskym originalom, analyzujeme prekladatelské
techniky a snazime sa urcit, kedy bol text preloZeny z latin¢iny do cirkevnej slovanciny.

Klucové slova: homilie sv. Hieronyma, Evanjelium podla Lukdsa, chorvitska cirkevnd
slovancina, hlaholské brevidre, prekladatelské techniky

Introduction

St. Jerome has a special place in Croatian history and culture, and even more so in the Croatian
Church Slavonic and Glagolitic heritage. For Croatian Glagolites, he was a Croat. They venerated
him as the inventor of the Glagolitic script and as the translator of the Bible into the Croatian
language. The earliest known source of this belief is the response of Innocent IV to the bishop
Philip of Senj approving the Slavonic rite. Even though the belief had an obvious legendary origin
it was widely preserved and lasted well into the modern period (cf. Verkholantsev 2014, 53). Some
reflections of this legend appear even today.!

! For example Croatian daily newspaper Vecernji list printed an article on February the 13th written by
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Since St. Jerome died in the year 420, in the year 2020, the 1600th anniversary of his death, we
will analyze the translations of his homilies on Luke’s Gospel in the Croatian Glagolitic breviaries.
In Croatian Glagolitic breviaries there are only two St. Jerome’s homilies on Luke’s Gospel. The
first, which is a comment on Luke 11.14, was read on the third Sunday in Lent. It is originally
St. Jerome’s commentary on Mathew’s Gospel (12.22-27).% It has been preserved in 19 breviaries,
as shown in table 1.

L11.14|Vb, Vat, Pm Pad VO Drag |Vb, Mosk  |Ber,,
118d- |87a-87c|85c-85d|124b- |185d- |71c-72b|112¢c- |85b-86a|116¢c—
119d 125b 186d 113c 117¢

Met N1 Mav Vat19 Vatm Rom N2 Pt Bar Broz

106d- | 94b-94d | 80a-80c | 78c-78d | 78d-79b | 144r- | 87a-87d |90c-91a|177a- |169a-

107¢ 144v 177¢ 169¢

Table 1. Jerome’s homilies on Luke 11.14 in Croatian Glagolitic breviaries

The second homily is a commentary on Luke 16.1. It was read on the eighth Sunday after Pentecost.
The text is a part of the 6th chapter of St. Jerome’s letter N° 121a, addressed to Algasia. It has been
preserved in 22 breviaries, as shown in table 2.

L16.1 Vb Vat, |Vb Pm |Pad |VO |Drag (Vb Mosk |Ber, |Met

1 5 2 3 2/1
218c- | 164b- |209b- |156¢— |253b- |334d- |146¢c— |255d- |170c- |218c- |207d-
219b |164c |210a |[157a |253d |335c |147a |[256¢ |171a |219b |208b
N Mav |Vat Brib |Vat Rom |Dab |N Pt Bar Broz

1 19 10 2

177¢c— |150b- | 139b- | 52b— |[143c- |203r |64b- |[18la- |157c- |262a- |254a—
178a |150c |139c¢ |52c 143d 64c 181c |157d [262c |254c

Table 2. Jerome’s homilies on Luke 16.1 in Croatian Glagolitic breviaries

However, in six of them the homily is wrongly ascribed to St. Gregory the Great (Omilié Grégora
papi): Pm, Mosk, N, Rom, Brib, Dab. In Vat S the Gospel pericope is falsely attributed to John
instead of to Luke.

In this paper, we will compare the texts in all breviaries with one another, as well as with the
Latin original and try to determine when these homilies were translated into Church Slavonic. We
will also analyze the translation technique in order to determine how familiar the translator was
with the Latin as well as the Church Slavonic language. We have chosen the text of Vb, as basic
because it is the oldest, as well as the longest text preserved, and have compared it to the texts in
other breviaries. All noted differences will be given in the critical apparatus.

Slobodan Prosperov Novak under the title: Stvorio je glagoljicu kojom su pisali i puk i svecenici. [He created
the Glagolitic script, which was used by laymen and clergy.] (Prosperov Novak 2020, 30)

2 Cf. Hieronymus 1845, 79-80.

The list of sources with abbreviations will be given at the end of the paper.
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Comparison of the Glagolitic texts

Although both texts in all codices are divided into three lessons, they differ in length. Nine
breviaries have a shorter version of the first homily: in Rom the homily ends with the first sentence
of the second lesson of Vbl, in Vat,, one sentence before the end of the second lesson, in Pm,
Vat,, and Pt at the end of the second lesson, in Mayv, Bar, and Broz after two sentences of the third
lesson, and in Met in the middle of the third lesson.* Eleven breviaries have a shorter version of
the second homily. Again, the shortest text is in Rom, after that in Vat ; and then in Vat . In Rom
the text comprises a little more than a half of the first lesson, in Vat it ends after the first sentence
of the second lesson, in Vat it is one sentence longer than in Vat,,, while in Mav, Bar, and Broz
it has two more sentences.” Pm and Pad contain the whole second lesson, in Met and Pt the text
ends after the first sentence of the third lesson, while Brib does not have the last four sentences of
the third lesson. In all the other breviaries the text is equally long as in Vb,.

It was easy to see that the translation is the same in all of the codices. Textual differences
between them are neither numerous nor significant. They are often restricted to a single source.
Researchers traditionally divide Croatian Glagolitic liturgical codices into two groups (Tandari¢
1993, 31-35). The codices of the northern (Krk-Istria) group are more conservative. They have
preserved the older redaction from the 13th century, while the codices of the southern (Zadar-
Krbava) group have the text of the younger redaction which was carried out in the 14th century.
In the second group, we usually distinguish the subgroup that we call transitional and that consists
mostly of texts from Vinodol and Gacka regions (Badurina Stipéevi¢ — Mihaljevi¢ — Simi¢ 2010).
They usually have the younger variant of the text, but in some cases, they have preserved the
older variant. Sometimes some of them have both variants. However, stemmatological relations
between the preserved texts are very complicated, since the redactions are, as usual, mutually
entangled.® We will illustrate this with three examples:

(1)  Lat. Tunc oblatus est Christi daemoniacus essens
tbgda priveden’ bis(tp) i(su)su bésni Vb, Pad VO Mav Vat , / tagda priveden’ bistp ka i(su)-
subesni Vb, /i tgda prived(e)ns bis(tb) K’ i(su)su bésni Met / tagda privedens bi bésni Ber,
tagda prikazan’bébésnii(su)su- Pm/tagda prikazans bis(tb) bésnii(su)su- Vat, Drag/tagda
prikazans bé i(su)su besni Rom Vat,  / tagda prikazans i(su)su bis(tb) bésni Mosk / egda
prikazans bistb bésnii(su)su N, / tbgda prikazans bistp i(su)su bésni onb N, / tbgda prik(a)-
zano bis(tp) i(su)su Pt / tagda prikazans bist’ bésni i(su)su Bar Broz

(2)  Lat. opera Dei principii daemoniorum deputabant
déla b(o)zié - déla bésnaé mnééhu Vb, Pad VO Rom/ déla bozié déla besnaé mniéhu Vb, /
déla b(o0)Z¢é dala (!) besnaé mnééhu Met / déla b(o)zié - d(é)la bésna mniéhu Mav / dila
b(o)zié¢ dila bésnaé mnahu Ber, / déla b(o)zi¢ déla bésna mnéhu Bar Broz / mnéhu dela
b(o)zié dela bésna Vat,,
déla b(o)zié - bésnaé déla mnéahu Pm / déla b(o)zié bésnaé déla mnahu Drag / déla b(o)zié
bésna déla mnéhu Mosk / déla b(o)zi¢ bésnaé déla mnéahu N / dela bozé bésha dela m'néhu
Vat, / délab(o)zié bésna dela mnahu N,/ d(é)la b(o)zié besna d(é)la mn(éé)hu Pt / déla b(o)
zié bésnaé mnéahu Vat,

With the sentence sego rdi sudie v(a)mv bud(u)tv (Lat. Ideo ipsi iudices vestri erunt.).

It is interesting to note that Mav, Bar, and Broz have in both cases equally long text, which is not surprising
when we know that Mav was copied by young Blaz Baromi¢, who was later the editor of Bar, and that Broz
is in fact only a slightly revised version of Bar.

Cf. Reinhart (1990, 204): »Da vom Abschreiben von mehr als einer Vorlage auszugehen ist, wie dies bei
vielen ma. Hss. iiblich war, kann kein 100%-iges Stemma erstellt werden«.
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(3)  Lat. super uno peccatore poenitentiam agente

o edinombs grésnicé tvorecem’ pokoru Vb, Pm Vb,, Pad, VO / o ednomb gridnici tvorecimo
pokoru Drag / o edinom’ grésnicé tvorecémn pokoru Vb, / o edinoms gr(é)snicé tvorecimo
pokoru N, / o ednombp gr(é)snici tvoreé(e)mnb pokoru Mav / o edinoms grésnicé tvorecimo
pokoru Ber, N, / o ednomp gres$nici tvorecims pokoru Vat  / o edinoms grésnici tvorecimo
pokoru Pt o ednoms grésnici tvorecemp pokoru Bar Broz

o edinoms grésnicé kaiicem se Vat, / o edinomp g'résnici kaiicem se Mosk / o edinom’
grisnici kaii¢im se Met

o edinoms gré$'nice katicem’ se tvore¢imv pokoru Dab / o edinoms g'red'nice katicim’ se
tvoretimv pokoru Brib

Therefore, it is not possible to divide the codices into three clearly distinct groups. As can be seen,
sometimes the codices which are usually classified as southern, such as Pm and Drag, have the
same reading as the northern group. Similarly, the younger codices from the northern group have
sometimes the same reading as the representative codices of the southern group, for example Met.
In spite of that, we can clearly distinguish the older redaction from the younger one. The older
codices from Krk (Vb , Pad, Vb, and VO) have almost always the same reading, which we can
consider to be older. The same is true for Vat,, Mosk, and Pt, which are considered to be typical
representatives of the southern group. N, Vat, , Dab, Brib, and N,, which are usually regarded
as the members of the transitional group, behave as expected. Sometimes they have the older
reading,” and sometimes both readings, as is the case with Dab and Brib in (3).

Since the First Vrbnik Breviary was written at the beginning of the 14th century, or perhaps
even at the end of the 13th century, Jerome’s homilies could not be translated later than that date.
However, the texts of homilies in this breviary contain some errors which can best be explained
if we assume that they have been copied from an older Glagolitic protograph. For example, the
occurrence of mezdil ioboti instead of mezdii soboti (for Latin inter se) can best be explained by the
misreading of the Glagolitic letter @ (s) from the protograph as 8 (i). The same is true for the use of
the word ili ‘or’ instead of iZe "which’ in the sentence ili prizivaniem’ imene boZié izgonahu bési (for
Latin qui ad invocationem Dei eiciebant daemones), which is evidently the result of the misreading
of Il (2) as 11 (1). This means that we have to assume that Jerome’s homilies have been translated
even earlier, most probably immediately after the Franciscan reform of liturgical books and the
formation of the plenary missal and breviary in the mid-13th century. This is confirmed by the
occurrence of two coordinated absolute datives in the second homily which do not correspond to
Latin absolute ablative.® These two examples show that, at the time of translation, this construction
was still part of the translator’s active knowledge, while according to Johannes Reinhart (1993,
121) it was obsolete after the 13th century. The fact that they could not have been translated even
earlier, is testified by the occurrence of the absolute instrumental in (13a), which started to replace
the absolute dative as a translation equivalent of the Latin absolute ablative in that century.

Relation to the Latin original

Both texts of St. Jerome’s homilies on Luke’s Gospel have been translated from Latin into
Croatian Church Slavonic very faithfully, mostly a literal word-for-word translation. To show the
relationship between the original and the translation we will look at the first sentences of both

7

For example, N, Vat, and N, have in (1) and (2) the younger, and in (3) the older reading.
See paragraph Absolute ablative.

8
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homilies. The beginning of the first homily is cited in (1). In the example, there is only one word
that has no formal correspondent in the translation (essens), and all the other words have been
translated in the exact order and by their prototypical equivalent. The situation is the same in the
second homily. The beginning of the second homily is given in (4). Here, it is also visible that the
text follows the Latin original faithfully and that the word order of the translation is the same as
in the original. Same as in the first homily, there is also one word that has not been translated
(iniquitatis).

(4)  Lat. Quis sit villicus iniquitatis, qui Domini voce laudatus est.
kto est’ pristavnik’ - ize g(ospod)nims gl(a)s(o)ms hvalit’ se.

The tendency of faithful translation is visible in the rest of the texts as well. The translator translates
the words and structures by their prototypical formal correspondent or equivalent. There are,
however, some Latin constructions and forms that do not have a formal correspondent in Croatian
Church Slavonic. If there is no formal correspondent, the translators cannot translate the text word
for word, so it is interesting to see how the translators translate these features. The translation
solutions can show the level of translator’s knowledge of both Latin as the source language as well
as Croatian Church Slavonic as the target language, but it also reflects the concept of translation
from Latin to Croatian Church Slavonic.’ The translation technique can also indicate the period
when the text was translated.

Word order

Word order mostly follows the word order of the Latin original in all breviaries as we have seen in
(1) and (4). The deviations from Latin word order from the first homily are given in (5):

(5)  a.Lat. sunt perpetratae
svr$ena sut’
b. Lat. possessus a daemone
ot bésa odr’zimi
c. Lat. ut expulso daemone primum fidei lucem aspiciant
da izgnanim’ prézde bésom’ - slépi svét’ vidit’
d. Lat. sed cotidie completur in conversione credentium
to n(i)ne po vse dni v prébivanie vérnihs duh(o)vno isplenaet se
e. Lat. Omne regnum divisum in se desolabitur
vsako c(ésa)rstvo samo v sebé razdélatcei se zapustéet’
f. Lat. nec haberent in eo locum
i ne iméti vb¢nut’ mésta v nem’
g. Lat. quod recessio daemonum oboedientia sit in principem suum
éko otstupanie bésov’ posluhom’ knezi ihs bilo bi

In (5a), (5d), and (5g) the verb is moved to the end of the sentence, which is considered to be
the prototypical verbal position in Latin. The scribes often move the verb that is not at the end of
the Latin sentence to the end of the Croatian Church Slavonic sentence. That can happen for two
reasons. Either the scribes are under the influence of previous sentences where the verb was in fact

®  On translating from Latin into Croatian Church Slavonic see Mihaljevi¢ 2018 and Tandari¢ 1993.
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at the end of the sentence and therefore unconsciously move the verb to the end, or they consider
this position to be stylistically better and closer to the Latin norms, and therefore move the verb
deliberately.'® A similar thing happened with the position of prepositional phrase and the past
passive participle in (5b) and (5e).

In the second homily, there are even less aberrations from the Latin word order. They are given
in (6):

(6)  a.Lat. quod appropinquantibus Salvatori publicanis, et peccatoribus
eze priblizati¢im se mitarom’ i gré$nikom’ k' sp(a)siteltt
b. Lat. Frater quoque invidens senior
brat’ ubo staréi zavidliv’

In both examples, the translator moved the words so the nouns would be closer to their attribute.
In (7), some scribes changed the word order without any evident reason.

(7)  Lat. Ideo ipsi iudices vestri erunt.
sego radi sudie vadi budut’ / sego radi sudie buduts v(a)mp N sudie vasi sego radi budutp
Ber

2

Adjusting to Latin original

In younger breviaries, the tendency to adjust the text to the Latin original is visible.!! That is the
reason why the homilies in the younger breviaries follow the Latin original more closely. The
adjustment mostly happens at word order level as seen in (8)

(8)  a.Lat. insignia daemonibus assignatis
skazat se znamenié / Znamenié s’kazutt’ se N,
b. Lat. divisum in se
samo v sebé razdélatéei se / razdélatiée se samo v sebé Pm
c. Lat. qui cordis videbat occulta

' On similar actions in other bravieries see paragraph Adjusting to Latin norms.

' »Danas je medu istraziva¢ima hrvatskoga glagoljastva opéeprihvacena ¢injenica da se hrvatskoglagoljski
misali i brevijari dijele na dvije skupine, sjevernu ili kr¢ko-istarsku i juznu ili zadarsko-krbavsku skupinu.
Kodeksi prve skupine ¢uvaju obi¢no stariju redakciju prijevoda i arhai¢nije jezi¢no stanje, a tekst kodeksa
juzne skupine ovisan je o latinskome tekstu misala i brevijara.« (Badurina Stipéevi¢ — Mihaljevi¢ - Simi¢
2012, 261)

[Today it is an accepted fact among the researchers of Croatian Church Slavonic that Glagolitic missals
and breviaries can be divided into two groups - the northern or the Krk-Istria group, and the southern or
the Zadar-Krbava group. The first usually reflects the older redaction of the translation and its language is
more archaic, while the southern group depends on the Latin original more closely.]

While analyzing the translations of the texts of St. Thomas Aquinas Kovacevi¢, Mihaljevi¢, and Sudec
state:

»U odnosu na latinski izvornik stariji su prijevodi slobodniji i manje doslovni od mladih kojima je
vjernost predlosku sadrzajno i strukturno mnogo veca.« (Kovacevi¢ — Mihaljevi¢ — Sudec 2010, 420)
[The older translations are less literal and more freely translated in comparison to the Latin original then
the younger translations which follow the content and structure of the Latin original more closely.]
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ize taina sr(p)d(p)cp védése - / ize sr(p)d(p)c' tainaé vijase - Pm iZe sr(pdp)ch taina vijase -
Vat, izo (!) sr(bd)c(e)mbp taina viéde Drag ize sr(b)d(p)ch taina vizdase - N ize srdacp videse
taini - Ber, iZe srcem taina vizd(a)3e Pt

d. Lat. sic erit gaudium in caelo

taka radost’ est’ anj(e)l(0)ms b(o)zims / t(a)ko es(tp) radosts anj(e)loms b(o)zimp Mosk /
taka estp r(a)d(o)st’ anj(e)l(o)mp b(o)zims Vat

In (8c), only Ber, follows the Latin word order faithfully, while some breviaries (Pm, Vat,, Drag,
N, Pt) move the verb to the end of the sentence and change the order of taina and sr(v)d(v)cv.

In (9), in the Vb, the verb scire is not translated. In most breviaries that verb is translated as
vidéti/viditi, but in Bar and Broz it is translated as znati:

) Lat. cuius cum vellem scire rationem

hotél bim’' racun’ kogo est’ / hotél’ bim’ vidéti ra¢un’ Pm / hotel’ bimp vidéti ra¢uns kogo
estb Vb, / hotél’ bim’ vidéti racun’ gogo (!) est’ VO / hotel bimp racuns viditi kto estp Vat,
Mosk / hotel’ bimp vidéti racunsb koga estb Drag / hotel bimp viditi racuns kogo estb Vb,
Met / hotél bimp viditi racuns Rom / hotel bimp vidéti racuns N, / hotél bims viditi racuns
kogo e(stb) Mav / hotél bimp viditi racunsb kogo estb Vat,,/ hotil’ bimp racuns viditi K'to
e(stp) Brib / hotel’ bimp viditi racuns koga e(stp) Vat, / hotel’ bimp viditi racun’ Dab /
hotél’ bimp vidéti racunp koga e(stp) / Ber,/ hotél’ bimp vidéti racuns kogo e(stp) N,/
hot(é)] biny’ znati racuns koga e(stp) Bar Broz

In (10), some breviaries have literally translated the Latin text, while most breviaries and the basic
breviary translate the meaning, thus aberrating from the original word order.

(10)  Lat. qui non habent opus poenitentia
ne trébutt’ pokaénié / ne imutp délo pokore Drag Ber, Pt / ne tributits delo pokore Vat,  /
ne trébutts délo pokore Bar Broz

Adjusting to Latin norms

In some cases, the scribe changed the original text which mirrors the Latin original adjusting it
to what he probably regarded as the Latin norm. Therefore, he moved the verb to the end of the
sentence, as seen in (11).

(11)  a. Lat. qui tanta signa faciebat esse filium Dei
éko tolika znamenié tvorase s(i)np b(0)zi / s(i)nb b(0)Zi tvor(a)se Met
b. Lat. pax est hominum
mir’ est’ ¢(lové)k(o)m’ / mirp ¢(lové)k(o)mp estpb - Vat, Drag / mirp ¢(lové)k(o)mb e(stb)
Mosk N N,
c. Lat. quis sit villicus iniquitatis
kto est’ pristavnik’ / kK'to pristavnikp e(stp) - Ber,

In (12), the scribe changes the order of the noun and the noun in the genitive, which could also be
considered by the scribe to be the norm in Latin.
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(12)  Lat. Domini voce
g(ospod)nims gl(a)s(o)ms / gl(a)s(o)msb g(ospod)nimsp Vat, Drag Mosk Ber, Pt Bar Broz.

Absolute ablative

One of the problems when translating from Latin into Croatian Church Slavonic is how to
translate the absolute ablative."” In these texts, the absolute ablative is mostly translated by the
corresponding Croatian Church Slavonic construction of absolute instrumental, shown in (13a)
and absolute dative, shown in (13b):

(13)  a.Lat. expulso daemone
izgnanim’ prézde bésom’
b. Lat. appropinquantibus Salvatori publicanis, et peccatoribus
priblizati¢im se mitarom’ i gré$nikom’ k' sp(a)siteltt

In some examples, however, absolute ablative is translated by a finite sentence as in (14) or as
a participle form in the nominative as in (15):

(14)  Lat. Cumque minor facultatibus perditis, egere coepisset, et comedere siliquas
i egda mpnsi s(i)nb pogubi dostoénie - poce ésti korenié

(15)  Lat. Tullio interpretante
staréi tlpkutice

In the Croatian Church Slavonic text, there is one example of two coordinated absolute datives
although the corresponding Latin text does not have the absolute ablative but the noun and
participle in the genitive, shown in (16).

(16)  Lat. Tertiam quoque parabolam proposuit hominis habentis duos filios, et dividentis inter eos
substantiam.
tretu ubo pritc¢u prilozi - ¢(lové)ku imucu dva s(i)na - i razdél'Sumu mezdi ima dostoénie
iménié

The initial hypothesis was that the translator translates under the influence of the original Gospel
text, however, neither in the Latin nor in the Greek version of the Gospel can we find the equivalent
construction, since both texts have a finite sentence, as shown in (17).

(17)  Lat. Homo quidam habuit duos filios
Gr. &vBpwmés T eiyev 8o viovs; L 15.11

This shows that the absolute dative was still used in the period when the text was translated,
i.e. before the 14th century since this construction became obsolete after that period."” In this
example, the present participle form dividentis was translated by the first active preterite participle:
razdélSumu in the example where the participle is coordinated with another participle translated
by the present participle. The translator interpreted the verb divido as a verb denoting a short term

2° On the translation of the absolute ablative see Mihaljevi¢ 2019a.
13 Reinhart 1993, 121.
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activity and therefore does not translate it with a verb denoting a process but rather denoting
something completed.

Accusative with infinitive

Another problem while translating from Latin into Croatian Church Slavonic is the translation of
the Latin accusative with the infinitive construction. In (18), the translator does not translate the
infinitive esse and just translates filium Dei as nominative.

(18)  Lat. qui tanta signa faciebat esse filium Dei
éko tolika znamenié tvorase s(i)nb b(0)zi

In (19), the translator translates the Latin construction that does not include the verb esse.
The construction is translated faithfully, only the Latin genitive noun principii is translated as
an accusative form of the noun déla because of the different government of verbs in Latin and
Croatian Church Slavonic.

(19)  Lat. Pharisei vero opera Dei principii daemoniorum deputabant
pariséi vistinu i knezi déla b(o)zié - déla bésnaé mnééhu

In (20), in the First Vrbnik Breviary, the Latin infinitive of the verb to be (esse) is translated by the
participle of the verb fo have (imuce) while some breviaries translate the infinitive by the participle
of the verb to be (suce), which is closer to the Latin original and also shows adjustment to the Latin
original in younger bravieries.

(20)  Lat. ut confiteantur Spiritus sancti esse opus
da isp(o)védahu d(u)ha s(ve)ta - sie délo imuce / suce Vat, Drag Mosk N, Ber,

In the texts, there are no examples of Latin constructions nominative with the infinitive and
periphrastic conjugations active and passive, which can pose a challenge while translating from
Latin into Croatian Church Slavonic.

Verbal forms

Most verbal forms are translated by their formal correspondent. There are, however, some forms
in Latin that do not have an equivalent form in Croatian Church Slavonic. The participial forms
are mostly translated by their formal correspondent since Croatian Church Slavonic has a very
developed participial system (active and passive participial present, first and second active
participial preterite, passive participial preterite)'*. The present participle is mostly translated by
the active present participle, shown in (21).

(21)  a. Lat. tacentia
mlbceéa
b. Lat. iudicantes
sudece

" Gadzijeva et al. 2014, 226-229, 247-250.
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c. Lat. dicentes

g(lago)lice

d. Lat. super uno peccatore poenitentiam agente

o edinom’ grésnicé katicem’ se

e. Lat. super uno peccatore poenitentiam agente

o edinoms grésnicé tvore¢em’ pokoru

f. Lat. Quae est ergo parabola ad clementiam discipulos cohortantis?
éze est’ prit¢a - K m(i)l(o)srditi ap(usto)li prizivatiée

g. Lat. homines ignorantes fraudulenta simulatione deludant
¢(lové)ki naznamenutéee hin'boti Ibsti smamets

There are two exceptions to this rule. The first exception is the form sciens which is translated by
the first active preterite participle: vidéve. The forms videns, sciens, audiens are often translated in
this way in Croatian Church Slavonic texts, probably due to the fact that they have the meaning
similar to the English present perfect.’® The second exception is cited in (16).

The perfect participle of the deponent verb in (22) is also translated by the first active preterite
participle, which is the prototypical translation of this participle of deponent verbs.

(22)  Lat. reversus ad patrem
vrativ se kb o(t)cu

The Latin word invidens, which can be both participle and adjective, is translated by the adjective
zavidliv’ in (23).

(23)  Lat. frater quoque invidens senior
brat’ ubo staréi zavidliv’

There is one passive participle that has been translated by active participle of the reflexive verb in
(24a). The same word is translated by its typical correspondent, a passive participle in (24b).

(24) a. Lat. divisum in se
samo v sebé razdélaticei se
b. Lat. regnum contra se divisum
c(ésa)rstvo razdéleno protivu sebé

The Latin present infinitive is translated by the corresponding form of the present infinitive, but
the translation of the perfect infinitive can present a problem for the translator, since there is no
corresponding form in Croatian Church Slavonic. In (25), the perfect infinitive is translated by
the present infinitive.

(25)  Lat. debet iam mundi venisse consummatio
imat’ ize miru priti skon¢anie

The potential form of conjunctive present in (26a) is translated by the indicative present, while
the conjunctive imperfect with irreal meaning is translated by the present of the verb vceti (an

5 Mihaljevi¢ 2020, 164.
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auxiliary verb used to form future tense) and the infinitive of the verb iméti ('to have’) in (26b). In
the sentence (26a), the present participle of the verb to be (suce) is added.

(26)  a. Lat. quare in me idem opus non eadem habeat et causam
pocto vb mné onozde délo sule - ne tuzde imat’ stvar’ -
b. Lat. nec haberent in eo locum, adversariae potestates, quarum inter se bellum, pax est
hominum
ne iméti ve¢nut’ mésta v nem’ protivne vlasti - ihze mezdti iobot (!) branie mir’ est’ ¢(loveé)-
k(o)m’ -

Prepositional phrases

Most Latin prepositions are translated by their prototypical equivalents: adversus and contra by
the preposition protivu, inter by mezdu/meZdii, ex and a by ot, cum by s. Prepositional phrases
with a and ad are sometimes translated as nominal phrases without the preposition.

One of the most well-known examples of the Latin and Italian influence on Croatian Church
Slavonic and the older stages of Croatian as well as the Chakavian dialect is the occurrence of the
preposition otw for introducing the topic of the speech. This phenomenon is shown in (26).

(26)  a. Lat. quid potestis dicere de corporum sanitatibus
¢to mozet’ reci ot téles’ zdravié
b. Lat. sin autem de apostolis dictum est
ace li Ze ot ap(usto)lp receno est'

The preposition in is mostly translated by its typical equivalents v» and na. The exception to this
general rule is the occurrence of this preposition in the sentences where the expulsion of the
demons is described. In these cases, this preposition is translated by the preposition ot» in (27a),
by the preposition o in (27b) or without the preposition in (27b) and (27¢)

(27)  a. Lat. Quod si expulsio daemonum inquit, in filiis vestris, Deo, non daemonibus deputatur
¢to bo ace izgonti démuni - ot s(i)nove vasihe b(o)g(o)m’ - a ne démunom’ - skazaet se
b. Lat. et si ego in Beelzebul eicio daemones, filii vestri in quo eiciunt?
ace azp bel'’zebulom’ izgont bési - a s(i)nove vasi o kom’ izgonet’
c. Lat. quod recessio daemonum oboedientia sit in principem suum
éko otstupanie bésov’ posluhom’ knezi ihs bilo bi

In the first homily, the preposition ad is mostly not translated. In the second homily it is translated
mostly by its prototypical equivalent ks.

The preposition super is in the second homily translated by the preposition o shown in (28). In
the (28b), the preposition coram is not translated. In (28a), in caelo is not translated but instead of
it the translator gives the translation of the corresponding part in (28b).

(28)  a. Lat. sic erit gaudium in caelo super uno peccatore poentitentiam agente
radost’ est” anj(e)l(o)mp b(o)zims - 0 edinom’ grésnicé katicem’ se
b. Lat. gaudium erit coram Angelis Dei super uno peccatore poentitentiam agente
radost” est” anj(e)l(o)mbp b(o)zims - 0 edinoms grésnicé tvorecem’ pokoru
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Dependent clauses

While translating dependent sentences from Latin into Croatian Church Slavonic, the translators
usually tried to translate the sentences without changing their structure.’® That is, however, not
always possible, and the two biggest problems are how to translate the conjunctive, which has
no formal equivalent in Croatian Church Slavonic and how to translate certain conjunctions the
meanings of which do not correspond with that of conjunctions in Croatian Church Slavonic.

The consecutive conjunction ut is translated by ékoZe in (29), which is more often used in
comparative clauses as a typical equivalent of the comparative ut, probably because of the Latin
ita that also often appears in comparative clauses. The conjunctive imperfect, which is sometimes
translated by conditional in dependent clauses, is translated as aorist:

(29) Lat. et curavit eum, ita ut loqueretur et videret
iiscéli ego - tako ékoze prog(lago)la i prozré

In (30a), the conjunctive present is translated as the indicative present and in (30b) as the imperfect.
The conjunction ut is translated as da, which is a typical consecutive conjunction.

(30)  a.Lat. Quod et tunc quidem carnaliter factum est ... ut expulso daemone primum fidei lucem
aspiciant, deinde in laudes Dei tacentia prius ora laxentur
eze bo t'gda télesno stvoreno est’ ... da izgnanim’ prézde bésom’ - slépi svét’ vidit’ - potom ze
na hvalu b(0)zitt mlbceca usta otvarafit se - i hvalet’ b(og)a s prilezaniem.
b. Lat. Si exorcistas ... interrogatione prudenti, ut confiteantur Spiritus sancti esse opus.
ize sté$nase v’ uproseni mudrost’ - da isp(o)védahu d(u)ha s(ve)ta - sie délo imuce

Conjunctive imperfect in the final sentence is translated by conditional in (31a), and as present in
(31b). In (31a) the conjunction ut is translated by its prototypical correspondent da. In (31b) the
conjunction ut is translated as da eda da.

(31) a. Lat. Quibus Dominus non ad dicta sed ad cogitata respondit, ut vel sic compellerentur credere
potentiae eius
im’7e g(ospod)s ne sl(o)vesem’ nb mislem’ otveca - da eda da i tako svr¥il’ bi e vérovati
vlastil svoel
b. Lat. quod appropinquantibus Salvatori publicanis, et peccatoribus, ut audirent eum
eze priblizati¢im se mitarom’ i gré$nikom’ k' sp(a)siteld - da poslusatit’ ego

Real conditional clauses are mostly translated faithfully: indicative forms are mostly translated by
their formal correspondent and the conjunction si is translated by the prototypical conditional
conjunction ace, shown in (32)

(32) a.Lat. Siergo sathanas pugnat contra se, et daemon inimicus est daemonis, debet iam mundi
venisse consummatio
ate ubo sotona borit se protivu sebé - bés’ bésu nepriétel’ est’ - i imat’ GZe miru priti
skon¢anie
b. Lat. Aliud est si membrorum quoque debilitates et spiritualium virtutum insignia daemo-
nibus assignatis

16 Cf. Mihaljevi¢ 2019b.
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ino bo est’ ate vb télesnih’ udéh’ slabosti s'vséma skazafit se znamenié

c. Lat. et si ego in Beelzebul eicio daemones

ace azp bel'zebulom' izgond bési

d. Lat. Si autem putatis, o scribae et pharisae

ate Ze mnite o kniZznici i pariséi

e. Lat. Quod si expulsio daemonum inquit, in filiis vestris, Deo, non daemonibus deputatur
¢to bo ace izgond démuni - ot s(i)novs vasihs b(o)g(o)my’ - a ne démunom’ - skazaet se

f. Lat. Sin autem de apostolis dictum est, quod et magis intelligere debemus, ipsi erunt iudices
eorum

ace li ze ot ap(usto)lp receno est' - eze i veCe razuméti imams - si budut' sudie ik’

The conjunction sin is translated by typical conditional conjunction ace with the addition of the
particle /i in (32f).

In (33), the conditional clause is not translated literally.

(33) Lat. Si exorcistas, qui ad invocationem Dei eiciebant daemones, coarcat interrogatione
prudenti
ili prizivaniem’ imene bozié izgonahu bési - ize sté$nase v’ uproseni mudrost’

In (34), the translator translates the indicative forms in a real conditional sentence by conditional
forms as if the sentence was potential. This happens probably because the translator wants to
highlight the fact that he believes that the meaning of the sentence should only be a possibility
and not a fact.

(34) Lat. Si sathanas sathanam eicit, adversus se divisus est.
ae sotona sotonu izgonil’ bi - protivu sebé razdélen’ bil’ bi.

Relative clauses are mostly translated faithfully and the relative pronoun is mostly translated by
the Croatian Church Slavonic relative pronoun iZe in (35).

(35)  a.Lat. Quod et tunc quidem carnaliter factum est
eze bo tgda télesno stvoreno est’
b. Lat. Quibus Dominus non ad dicta sed ad cogitata respondit
im’7e g(ospod)s ne sl(o)vesem' np mislem' otveca
c. Lat. quarum inter se bellum, pax est hominum
ihZe mezdd iobot (!) branie mir’ est’ ¢(lové)k(o)m’
d. Lat. quas Dominus perpetravit.
éze g(ospod)b stvori
e. Lat. Si exorcistas, qui ad invocationem Dei eiciebant daemones, coarcat interrogatione
prudenti
ili prizivaniem’ imene bozié izgonahu bési - ize sté$nase v’ uproseni mudrost’
f. Lat. qui Domini voce laudatus est
ize g(ospod)nims gl(a)s(o)ms hvalit' se
g. Lat. quae inventa pastoris humeris reportata est
éZe obrétena pastirevom’ ramomb prinesena est'
h. Lat. qui non habent opus poenitentia
ize ne trébudt’ pokaénié
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i. Lat. qui nolebant recipere poenitentiam peccatorum, et Publicanorum salutem

ize hotéhu priéti pokaénie

j. Lat. qua parabola ad clementiam discipulos hortaretur

éze K m(i)l(o)srditi u¢(e)n(i)k(o)ms ishozdase - i drugimi sl(o)v(e)si

k. Lat. qui non gubernationem villae, sed dispensationem universae domus ... significat

ize ne udr’Zzaniem’ sela - np obaritelb vsego domu ... znamenuet se

1. Lat. quae dominus possidet

éze g(ospod)b udrpzit’

m. Lat. quod appropinquantibus Salvatori publicanis, et peccatoribus ... murmurabant
Pharisaei et Scribaae

eze priblizati¢im se mitarom’ i grésnikom’ K’ sp(a)siteld ... r’ptahu pariséi i kniznici g(lago)-
lace

n. Lat. qui cordis videbat occulta

ize taina sr(p)d(p)cp védése - / ize sr(p)d(p)c' tainaé vijase - Pm ize sr(pdp)ch taina vijase -
Vat, izo (!) sr(bd)c(e)mp taina viéSe Drag iZe sr(b)d(b)cb taina vizdaSe - N, iZe srdacp videSe
taini - Ber, iZe srcem taina vizd(a)se Pt

o. Lat. Sin autem de apostolis dictum est, quod et magis intelligere debemus

ace li Ze ot ap(usto)lb receno est' - eZe i vee razuméti imams -

In (351), the original structure of the sentence is changed. The negative verb nolebant is translated
by the positive verb hotéhu. This is probably a consequence of the translator not understanding
the original. He probably believed that the penitence (poenitentiam) of the sinners (peccatorum) is
something that should be excepted.

The relative pronoun used at the beginning of the sentence (36) is translated by the personal
pronoun on (Che’).

(36)  Lat. Qui locutus est eis parabolam
on ze rece imb pritéu

There are two examples of the conjunction unde given in (37) translated as otniidéze. From (37b)
it is visible that the Xenophon’s work Oeconomicus was not known to the Croatian Glagolites who
misinterpreted the word liber meaning ’book’ as the homonymic adjective liber meaning ’free. The
Glagolites translated the name Xenophon as istocnik’ equivalent of the Latin word fons.

(37)  a.Lat. unde et a villa villicus nomen accepit
otnidéze ot sela ime priét’- obaritels
b. Lat. Unde, et oixovouixés Xenophontis pulcherrimus liber est
otniidéze i obaritels éko isto¢nik’ prékrasnéi svobodn’ est’

There is one example of the relative clause with consecutive meaning given in (38). In this case
the conjunctive present is translated by indicative imperfect and the conjunction qui has not been
translated.

(38) Lat. Homo quidam erat dives, qui habeat villicum sive dispensatorem, hoc enim oikoviuog

significat.
¢(lové)ks eter’ b(o)gat’ imése pristavnika ili sppn’zatura se ze ime znamenuet
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In (39), the first conjunctive imperfect is translated as imperfect and the second is not translated.

(39) Lat. qua parabola ad clementiam discipulos hortaretur, et aliis diceret verbis
éze kK m(i)l(o)srditi u¢(e)n(i)k(o)ms ishozdase - i drugimi sl(o)v(e)si

This example is from the sentence that the translator probably did not understand as he considerably
aberrates from the original in order to make the sentence as understandable as possible. This
sentence is given in (40)

(40)  Lat. Dicebat autem, inquit, et ad discipulos suos haud dubium, quin parabolam, sicut prius
ad Scribas, et Pharisaeos: qua parabola ad clementiam discipulos hortaretur, et aliis diceret
verbis
g(lago)lahu ze néci ot u¢(e)n(i)ks ego - ize dvoéhu se ot pritce ékoze prézde k' kniznikony
i pariséom’ g(lago)lase - éze K m(i)l(o)srditi u¢(e)n(i)k(o)ms ishozdase - i drugimi sl(o)v(e)
si

There is one example in which the relative pronoun qui was translated by éko.

(41) Lat. qui tanta signa faciebat esse filium Dei
éko tolika znamenié tvorase s(i)nb b(0)zi

The examples of comparative clauses are given in (42). In (42a) the translator did not translate
the word quomodo by its formal correspondent, but chooses the typical comparative conjunction
ékozZe, thereby showing that he understands the sentence well. The word sic is translated by its
prototypical equivalent fako. In (42b) and (42c) the comparative conjunction ut is translated
by the conjunction da, which shows that the translator recognised the type of the sentence. The
conjunctive present in (42c) is translated by the present. The comparative clause in (42d) is from
the Our Father prayer.

(42)  a. Lat. sed quomodo concordia parva res crescunt, sic discordia maxime dilabuntur
ékoze primireniem’ male réci vecSe rastut’ - tako raznemireniem’ malim’ - ve&’$a rasirat se
b. Lat. Si autem putatis, o scribae et pharisae, quod recessio daemonum oboedientia sit in
principem suum, ut homines ignorantes fraudulenta simulatione deludant
ate ze mnite o kniznici i pariséi - éko otstupanie bésov’ posluhom’ knezi ihs bilo bi da
¢(lové)ki naznamenutéee hin'boti Ibsti smamets
c. Lat. ut in Oratione Dominica libera fronte poscatis
da v m(0)1(it)vi g(ospod)ni svobodnim’ obrazom’ vsprosite
d. Lat. Dimitte nobis debita nostra, sicut et nos dimittimus debitoribus nostris.
otpusti nam’ dI'gi nase - ékoze i mi otpu¢aem’ dlpznikonmy’ n(a)$imp

In (42b), the conjunction quod which introduces the declarative clause, typical for later stages
of Latin, is translated by the conjunction éko, which is often an equivalent of the Latin quia and
quod. The conjunctive present, not typical in these clauses, but used for expressing possibility, is
translated by the conditional.

Temporal conjunction dum is translated with the prototypical temporal conjunction egda in
(43), which is usually an equivalent of temporal cum
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(43)  Lat. dum illi expulsionem daemonum Deo assignant
egda onéhs izpgnanie bési znamenuet

The same Croatian Church Slavonic conjunction appears as a translation of cum in (44). The
conjunctive pluperfect is translated by the aorist in (44a) and (44b), and the conjunctive imperfect
by the conditional in (44c).

(44) a. Lat. Aliam quoque parabolam decem drachmarum uniusque perditae, et repertae cum
proposuisset
drugu pritéu rece im’ - ot deseti dragan’ - i edina pogibsaé - i tako zatvoreno egda prilozi
b. Lat. Cumgque minor facultatibus perditis, egere coepisset, et comedere siliquas
i egda mpnsi s(i)np pogubi dostoénie - poce ésti korenié
c. Lat. Cuius cum vellem scire rationem
hotél bim’ ra¢un’ kogo est’;

The conjunctive forms are translated by a corresponding indicative form. In (45) the conjunction
cum has not been translated and the conjunctive imperfect is translated by the conditional, which
is not typical for such clauses:

(45)  Lat. cuius cum vellem scire rationem
hotél bim’ ra¢un’ kogo est.

The causal conjunction quia is translated either by the causal conjunction zane as in (46) or by the
conjunction éko as in (47), which can have different meanings including the causal meaning. The
causal quod in (48) is translated by the typical causal conjunction eZe. In that case the conjunctive
perfect is translated with the imperfect.

(46)  Lat. quia frater eius mortuus fuerat, et revixit
zane brat’ ego mrptv’ bé i oZive - i zgibbl' bé i obréte se

(47)  Lat. quia sedebunt in duodecim soliis
éko sedut’ na dvot na ite préstolu.

(48)  Lat. patris voce correptus est, quod laetari debuerit, et gaudere
o¢imb gl(a)s(o)mp karaet se - eze veseliti se iméSe i radovati

Conjunctive forms in dependent questions in (49) are translated by the indicative present and
their conjunctions are translated by their prototypical equivalents: quis as kto in (49a) and de quo
as ot kogo in (49b).

(49)  a. Lat. quis sit villicus iniquitatis
kto est’ pristavnik’
b. Lat. cum vellem scire rationem, et de quo fonte processerit
hotél bim’ racun’ kogo est’ - i ot kogo istoc¢nika ishodit’

There is one sentence translated with the conjunction egda that the translator probably did not
understand, quoted as (50). He translates the conjunction cur as the temporal conjunction egda
as if it were the conjunction cum. This is maybe due to the illegible handwriting of the Latin
protograph.
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(50) Lat. Et cur esset proposita, statim intulit
i egda pololoZena (!) bése abie prinese .

Conclusion

There are two St. Jerome’s homilies on Luke’s Gospel in Croatian Glagolitic breviaries: the homily on
L 11.4 for the third Sunday in Lent and the homily on L 16.1 for the eighth Sunday after Pentecost.
The first homily has been preserved in 19 and the latter in 22 breviaries. The texts differ in length
and are differently divided into lessons. Both Jerome’s homilies on Lukes Gospel were faithfully
translated from Latin into Croatian Church Slavonic. The translation is mostly very faithful. There
are some exceptions to that general rule. Texts sometimes differ in word order. These differences
are mostly the result of some scribes’ tendencies to either adjust the text to the Latin original or
to what they consider to be the Latin norm. Younger texts adjust to the Latin original more often,
so they follow the original even more closely.”” The analysis of the translation technique shows that
the translator mostly translates the Latin text following the usual translation norms. By translating
the forms and constructions that have no formal correspondent in Croatian Church Slavonic,
the translator shows that he knows the most common means of translating these features. In the
second homily, there are some parts that the translator probably did not understand, such as
(37b), (40), and (50). These cases show the translators’ tendency to aberrate from the original in
order to make the text more understandable.

Due to the facts: 1. that in the texts the construction of absolute dative, that was obsolete after
the 13th century, is attested, 2. that the oldest breviary in which the texts have been preserved
is from the end of the 13th or the beginning of the 14th century, 3. that the errors in the oldest
breviary attest that it was copied from an earlier Glagolitic protograph, we can conclude that the
texts have been translated at the latest in the mid-13th century.

Sources

Bar - Baromic’s breviary (printed), 1493.

Ber, - Second Beram (Ljubljana) breviary, 15th cen.
Brib - Bribir breviary, 1470.

Broz - Brozi¢’s breviary (printed), 1561.

Dab - Dabar breviary, 1486.

Drag - Draguc¢ breviary, 1407.

Mav - Priest Mavar’s breviary, 1460.

Met - Breviary of the Metropolitan library, 1442.
Mosk — Moscow breviary, 1442-1443.

N, - First Novi breviary, 1459.

7" One might think that this happens due to the fact that younger generations acquire different grammatical
patterns than older generations, which is a known fact in bilingual communities visible when analyzing
the grammar of children of bilingual parents (for example Lightfoot 1979, Bowern 2008) and that the
grammar change proceeds via the stage of internal bilingualism (Kroch 1989, Fuf3 and Trips 2004), but
since both Latin and Croatian Church Slavonic were not spoken vernacular languages (CCS has never
been a spoken language and Latin was in this period considered to be only a language of Church, science,
and art), we cannot apply the same model to this situation. This situation is more probably the result of
different cultural circumstances.
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N, - Second Novi breviary, 1495.

Pad - Padua breviary, 14th cen.

Pm - Pa$man breviary, 14th cen.

Pt — The first edition of the breviary (printed), 1491.
Rom - Rome breviary D-215, 15th cen.
Vat, — Vatican breviary Illirico 5, 14th cen.
Vat, - Vatican breviary Illirico 10, 1485.
Vat,, - Vatican breviary Vat. Slav 19, 1465.
Vb, - First Vrbnik breviary, 13th/14th cen.
Vb, - Second Vrbnik breviary, 14th cen.
Vb, - Third Vrbnik breviary, 15th cen.

VO - Breviary of Vid of Omisalj, 1396.
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SUMMARY: ST. JEROME,S HOMILIES ON LUKE’S GOSPEL IN CROATIAN GLAGOLITIC
BREVIARIES. The aim of this study is to analyse the translations of Jerome’s homilies on L 11.4
and L 16.1 in Croatian Glagolitic breviaries. The first homily has been preserved in 19 breviaries,
and the second in 22 breviaries. Nine breviaries have a shorter version of the first homily and
eleven breviaries have a shorter version of the second homily. The translation is the same in
all codices. Textual differences between the breviaries are neither numerous nor significant.
Stemmatological relations between the preserved texts are very complicated, since the redactions
are mutually entangled. We can distinguish the northern group of codices from Krk (Vb , Pad, Vb,
and VO), characterised by the older redaction, from the typical representatives of the southern,
more innovative group (Vat,, Mosk, and Pt). The transitional group (N, Vat,, Dab, Brib, and
N,) sometimes has the older reading, sometimes the younger, and sometimes both readings. The
errors in the oldest preserved text, from First Vrbnik Breviary (beginning of the 14th century),
show that the texts have been copied from an older Glagolitic protograph. Both texts of St. Jerome’s
homilies on Luke’s Gospel have been translated from Latin into Croatian Church Slavonic very
faithfully. The homilies in younger breviaries follow the Latin original more closely. In some cases,
the scribe had changed the original text, which mirrors the Latin original adjusting it to what he
probably regarded as the Latin norm. The analysis of the translation technique shows that the
translator mostly translated the Latin text following the usual translation norms. By translating
the forms and constructions that have no formal correspondent in Croatian Church Slavonic, the
translator showed that he was familiar with the most common means of translating these features.
In the second homily, there are some parts that the translator probably did not understand. These
cases show the translator’s tendency to aberrate from the original in order to make the text more
understandable. Due to the facts: 1. that in the texts the construction of absolute dative, which was
obsolete after the 13th century, is attested, 2. that the oldest breviary in which the texts have been
preserved is from the end of the 13th or the beginning of the 14th century, 3. that the errors in that
breviary attest that it has been copied from an earlier Glagolitic protograph, we can conclude that
the texts have been translated at the latest in mid-13th century, most probably immediately after
the reform of liturgical books and the formation of the plenary missal and breviary.

research associate Ana Mihaljevi¢, PhD
Old Church Slavonic Institute
Demetrova 11

10000 Zagreb

Croatia

amihaljevic@stin.hr

senior researcher Milan Mihaljevi¢, PhD
Old Church Slavonic Institute
Demetrova 11

10000 Zagreb

Croatia

mihalj@stin.hr

CONSTANTINE’S LETTERS 13/1(2020), pp. 51 — 82 eee |69 |



ANA MIHALJEVIC - MILAN MIHALJEVIC

Appendix / Prilohy

Texts'®

I.L11.14 (BrVb, 118d-119d)

118d

om(i)lié s(ve)t(a)go" er(o)nima pr(o)zv(i)t(e)ra®® -2 tpgda® priveden’ bis(tp) i(su)su bésni -

slépi** - i némi* - i iscéli¥’ ego® - tako ékoze” prog(lago)la® i prozré® - tri*? znamenié vkupp®

>
v

>37

edinom™ ¢(lové)cé® svrena® sut’™ - slépi® vidit® - némi* g(lago)lets*' - bésni*? ot bésa®

Texts are transliterated in accordance with recent publications of the Old Church Slavonic institute in
Zagreb. We have transcribed the letter jat (B) as é, the letter sta (%) as ¢, the letter ju (J0) as @, and the jer
letters Stapic¢ (1) and apostophe (%) as b and ’ respectively. The letter ¢ has most often the value of [¢], but it
can also represent the groups [$¢], [$¢] or [$t]; é has the value of [é] or [ja] (after a vowel); il is [ju]. All the
other letters are transparent.

s(ve)t(a)go ] om. Vat

pr(o)zv(i)t(e)ra ] pr(e)zbit(e)ra Drag

om(i)lié s(ve)t(a)go er(o)nima pr(o)zv(i)t(e)ra - ] eronima proz(vitera) Rom eronima N, eronima
prozvi(tera) Ber, eron(i)ma prozv(itera) Bar Broz

tbgda ] tagda Mav Vat,,

tpgda priveden’ bis(tp) i(su)su bésni - ] tagda prikazan’ bé bésni i(su)su - Pm tagda prikazans bis(tp) bésni
i(su)su - Vat, Drag tagda priveden’ bistp ka i(su)su besni Vb, tagda prikazans bé i(su)su besni Rom Vat, |
i tgda prived(e)np bis(tp) K i(su)su bésni Met tagda prikazans i(su)su bis(tp) bésni Mosk egda prikazann
bistb bésni i(su)su N, tagda privedens bi bésni Ber, tpgda prikazanp bists i(su)su bésni onb N, tbgda
prik(a)zanp bis(tp) i(su)su Pt tagda prikazans bist’ bésni i(su)su Bar Broz

slépi ] slipi Drag Ber, Pt praec. i Vb, i slipi Rom Vat, i slépi Met Mosk N, slépp Bar Broz

-i] om. Vat,

némi ] nimi Pm Rom Ber, Pt i nimi i gluhi Vat, nimp Bar nems Broz

iscéli ] isceli Vb, Met Vat, Ber, Pt

ego ] add. v’ tb ¢as’ Met i N,

ékoze | éko Pm Drag Rom Mosk N, N, ék(o) Vat_ Pt Bar Brozk(ako) Mav om. Vat,  Ber,

prog(lago)la ] add. nimi Pm Drag g(lago)la Rom Mosk Vat,  Vat , progovori Mav progov(o)ri Broz
prozré | prozri Drag Vb, Rom Met Ber, Pt prozre Vat,

Tri ] véri Rom add. ubo Vat

vkups ] kupno vkup Pad Vb, Met vkops (!) Ber,

edinom’ ] ed'noms Mosk ednoms N, Bar Broz

¢(lové)ce | ¢(lové)ci Pm Drag Vb, Met Mav Ber, Pt Bar Broz

svrSena | s'tvorena Vat, Pt

svrSena sut’ ] s'tvori N,

slépi ] slipi Vat, Drag Rom Met Vat, Ber, Bar Broz

vidit’ ] videts Drag Rom Mos

némi | nimi Drag Vat, Ber, Pt Bar Broz

g(lago)lets ] g(lago)lits Rom Mosk govorits Mav gov(o)ret Broz

bésni | besni Vb, Pt

bésa ] besa Vat , Pt
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odr’zimi izbavlaet se* -** eze bo* tgda® télesno* stvoreno est* g(ospode)ms - to n(i)ne po vse
dni® v prébivanie®! vérnihs** duh(o)vno® isplenaet se®* ~ % da* izgnanim™® prézde® bésom™®
- slépi® svét'® vidit® - potom ze® na** hvalu® b(0)zit*® mleceéa® usta® otvaraat® se - i hvalet’

b(og)a s prilezaniem™” -

* odr’zimi izbavlaet se ] izb(a)vi se Pm Drag izbavi se Vat, odrzimi izb(a)vi se N, odrzimi izbavi se Pt add.

sadé Vat

bésni ot 1lgjésa odr’zimi izbavlaet se - | besni izb(a)vlait se ot besa od’rZimi - Rom bésni ot besa odrzimi
iscelaet se - Met bésni izb(a)vi se ot besa - odr’zimi Mosk besni odrzimi iz’bavlaet se ot besa Vat, bésni
odr’zimi ot bésa iz’bavlaet’ se - N,

* bo] om. Rom Mosk Vat, N,

¥ tgda ] tagda Vat, Drag Vb, Rom Vat, Ber, Bar Brozegda N,

* télesno ] telesno Drag Vb, Rom Met Vat, Ber, N, Pt telesné N|

9 est’ ] om. Met

** povse dni] om. Vat, om. po Ber,

prébivanie ] prebivanie Pm Vat, Vb, Rom Met Mosk Vat,, Vat, Ber, N, prebivanii N, Bar Broz prebiv'nie
Mav prebivaniems Pt

*2 vérnihs ] verniho Vb, Rom Met N, Vat,, Ber, N, ver'n(i)ho Mav

> duh(o)vno ] d(u)h(o)vné Pm N, d(u)h(o)v(s)nb Rom Mosk duhovne Vat

* isplbnaet se ] isplnit se Vat, Vb, ispunaet’ se Vat, is’plnit’ se N,

da] na Rom Ber, ¢teno drugo naPt

izZgnanim’ | izagnanimp Vat, Rom N, Bar Broz izagnanim’ Vb, izagnaniemp Mosk izagnan(i)m’ N
iZgn'nimp Mav izagnanims Vat,,izignanimp Vat,  izagnanie Ber,

prézde ] prije Pm prie Drag Vb, Met prezde Rom Vat, Ber, prée Mav prizde Pt prié Bar Broz

* bésom’ | besom’ Vb, Met Ber, Pt

* slépi ] slipi Drag Vb, Vat, Ber,

svét’ ] svet’ Vb, om. Mos

' vidit’ ] videtp Vat, Drag Ber,

02 gyét vidit’ - | vidits - s(vé)tp Pt

¢ ze] om. Ber,

na ] nb Pm Rom Vat, n" Met

¢ hvalu ] hv(a)li Drag

¢ hvalu b(o)ziti ] hv(a)li b(o)zie N,

¢ mlbceca | ml¢ecaé¢ Pm Drag Pt mlcecihp Vat,

usta ] ustp N,

otvara(t ] otvrzat’ Mos

s prilezaniem’ | s prileZniems Mav s priléZaniems Bar Broz

45

51

55

56
1

57

60

64

68
69

70
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I(su)sb Ze vidévp’! mislenié” ik’ - rece” imp -7 vsako” c(ésa)rstvo samo v sebé razdélaticei’ se””
zapustéet’”® - narodi” Ze vzboése se - i* isp(o)védahu® i* -#* éko* tolika® znamenié tvorase s(i)np
b(0)zi* ¥ pariséi® vistinu i knezi® déla® b(0)zié - déla bésnaé mnééhu ~' im’ze” g(ospod)s ne

sl(o)vesem’ np”* mislem™ otveéa® - da eda® da i”” tako svr¥sil™ bi e* vérovati'® vlastit'®' svoe(1!®?

' vidévs ] vidiv' Pm Vb, vidive Rom Vat, Ber, videvs Mosk

mislenié ] milen¢é Met mislenie Vat,

reCe | praec. i Rom N, Vat, Ber, Bar Broz

imp - ] finis Rom nims - N,

75 ysako | vseko VO vs’ko Met vs(a)ko Mosk vskoe Mav

76 razdélaicei ] razdélatice Vat

samo v sebé razdélaticei se ] razdélatice se samo v sebé Pm samo v sebé razdél se Pad samo protivu sebé
razdélatice se Vat, Mosk N, samo protivu sebé razdélaticei se Drag Ber, samo v sebi razdilatici se Vb, sami
(1) v sebi razdéla¢ se Met samo protivu s(e)bé razdélaticei se N, samo v sebé razdélai¢’ se Mav samo
protivb sebi razdelatiCe se Vat, samo protivu sebi razd(é)laticei se Ptsamo protivu s(e)bé razdélatice se Bar
Broz

zapustéet’ ] zapustietb Drag Ber, Z’pustéetp Mav zapusteetn Vat, |

narodi | nrodi Mav

i] om. Vat

¥t isp(o)védahu ] ispovedahu N, Pt

% i] om. N, add. s(i)na bozié Vat

iisp(o)védahui- ] om. Mav

éko | zane Vat,, ere Vat, |

tolika ] velika Pm Drag velié N,

% b(0)zi ] bozji Vb, b(o)zii Vat,

tvorase s(i)nb b(0)zi - | s(i)nb b(0)zi tvor(a)se Met tvorse s(i)nb b(0)zi - Mav tvorade - Vat

pariséi | add. ze Pm Vat, N, pariseji Vb, parisei Met Mosk Vat, Ber, p(a)risei Pt

% knezi | kneza N, add. iho mnéhu Vat,

% déla ] dela Vat , Vat, dila Ber,

déla bésnaé mnééhu ~ ] bésnaé déla mnéahu ... Pm bésnaé mnéahu - Vat, bésnaé déla mnahu - Drag déla
besnaé mniéhu - Vb, dala (!) besnaé mnééhu - Met bés'na déla m'néhu - Mosk bésnaé déla mnéahu - N, d(é)
la bésna mniéhu Mav dela bés'na Vat, bésna dela mnéhu Vat, dila bésnaé mnahu Ber,bésna dela mnahu
N, besna d(¢)la mn(éé)hu Pt déla bésna mnéhu - Bar Broz

im’ze ] ihze Vat,, kémpb Broz

* np ] na Pad VO Vat, Drag Vb, Mosk N, Vat  Ber, N, Pt Bar Broz

mislem’ | mislémpb Drag Ber, smislomp Mosk misliti Vat |

% otveca] otvéta N,

% da eda ] om. Met eda Bar Broz

i] om. Vat,

% svrsil' ] svrsili Vat, stvoril Met N,

» e]iVat,

1% vérovati ] verovati Drag Vb, Mosk Vat, Ber, N, verov’ti Met verota (!) N, vérov’ti Mav verov(a)ti Pt
vlastit ] vIstit Mav

svoeli ] ego Pm Vat, Drag N, Ber, Pt Bar Broz

72
73

74

77

101

102
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- ize taina sr(p)d(p)cp védése'® -1 ate!® sotona sotonu izgonil’ bi'®® - protivu'®” sebé'®® razdélen’”
bil’ bi - kako"! stalo''? 1** bi c(ésa)rstvo ego -'**
Ne mozet'** grad’ i c(ésa)rstvo razdéleno'® protivu sebé''® stoéti''” - ékoze''® primireniem’"

121 124

rastut’?? . tako'?® raznemireniem’?* malim’ -'% ved&$a'? radira(it se'?” ~ ace'?®
B nepriétel’ est’ - i'*? imat’ Gize'*® miru'** priti
139 ylasti - ihze'*® mezda'*! iobot ()4

1 126

male rééi'® ve&se
ubo sotona'® borit se protivu sebé' - bés’ bésu
skont¢anie'* - i ne iméti"* vb¢nut’¥” mésta'*® v nem’ protivne

1% védese ] vidide Vb, viése Bar

ize taina sr(p)d(p)cp védése - ] ize sr(p)d(»)C tainaé vijase - Pm iZe sr(pdb)cb taina vijase - Vat, izo (!) sr(pd)-
c(e)mp taina viése Drag ize taina srdacp viéSe Met taina srdacp vidése Mosk iZe sr(p)d(p)cb taina vizdase
- N, ki taina srd(p)cp vid(é)$e Mav finis Vat ki taina srdacp vidése Vat, ize srdacp videse taini - Ber, ize
taina sr(pd)ca viéde N, ize srcem taina vizd(a)se Pt ki taina sprd(»)cp viéSe Broz

ace ] cti ako Mav ako Vat, Broz

izgonil’ bi ] izbgnal’ bi VO

protivu ] praec. i Vb, proti Vat,

sebé | sebi Pm Drag Vb, Met Pt sebe Vat, Ber,

razdélen’ ] razdilens Pm Vb, razdelen’ Met r'zdélen» Mav razdrusens Vat, razdelens Ber, razdilen Pt
protivu sebé razdélen’ bil’ bi - ] om. Mos

kako ] praec. to Vb, k(ako) Mav

stalo ] ostalo Ber, N,

2 finis Pm Vat, Pt

114 Ne mozet’ | ne moretb Mav

razdéleno ] razdeléno Ber,

16 sebé ] sebi Drag Vb, Met sébé Ber,

17 stoéti | stati Mav Bar Broz

1% ékoze ] éko N, kako Broz

" primireniem’ ] premereniems Mosk preméreniems N, primereniems Ber,

male réci ] malo ri¢i Drag male ri¢i Vb, Ber, Bar Broz maze (!) ri¢i Met male re¢i Mosk male rice Mav
veCse | veksa Vat, Drag Mosk N N, vek$e Mav Ber, Bar Broz

122 rastut’ | rastoit’ (!) Met rastoitp (!) Mav

12 tako ] k(a)ko Ber,

raznemireniem’ ] razmireniem Pad Drag Vb, Met Bar Broz razuméniemp Vat, rzméreniemp Mav
razmireniemp Ber,

raznemireniem’ malim’ - | raz'vé malihp Mosk razméreniemp malémp N, raz'vé malimp N,

vecsa | veksa Vat, Drag Mosk N, Mav Ber, N, Bar Broz

ragiraiit se ] rassiratit se Pad Vb, N, raspirat se Vat, razsiratit se Met Mosk Bar Broz raz3iratt’ se Mav N,
razmiratt’ se Ber,

ace ] ako Mav Broz

sotona ] praec. i Mos

sebé | sebi Drag Vb, Met

bés’ bésu ] besi besu Met bess besu Ber, bésbu ()N,

i] om. Drag Mos

0ze ] om. VO {ire Mav Broz

miru | meru (!) Mos

skoncanie ] skoncanié Vat,

ne iméti ] ne méti VO ne imiti Drag ne meti Vb, ne imut’ i (!) Met ne imeti Mosk ne imati Ber,

vbcnut’ ] vacnutp Vat, Vb, Mosk N, Ber, N,

mésta | om. VO mesta Vb, Met Mav Ber, N,

protivne ] protivné Vat, protivnie Met N, N, Bar Broz

ihZe ] kiho Mav kéhs Broz

mezdt ] me Vat, Drag Vb, Met Mosk N, Mav Ber, Bar Broz

ioboti (!) ] sobot Pad VO Vat, Drag Vb, Met Mosk N, Mav Ber, N, Bar Broz

10-

=

105

106

107

10:

&

109

110

11

11

)

115

N

120

12

o

124

125

12

=N

12

N

12

&

12
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13

132
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134
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13
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143 145 2148

branie'” mir’ est’ ¢(lové)k(o)m’ -1** ate Ze'* mnite o kniZnici i pariséi'* - éko otstupanie'”” bésov
posluhom’* knezi'*® ihp'! bilo bi da ¢(lové)ki'*? naznamenutcee' hin'boti'™ Ibsti'*® smametp'™ -
¢to mozet™ reéi ot té]"%es’™" zdravié - éze'”® g(ospod)b stvori ~ ino bo'® est’ ate vp'®! télesnil’**?
udéh’’® slabosti s'vséma'®* skaza@t'® se znamenié ' ae azp bel'zebulom™* izgon’'*® bési'®’ - a'”°
s(i)nove vasi o kom™”! izgonet’ - sego radi sudie'’? vasi'”* budut’’* sinovs itidéiskih”* -'7¢ eze est’””
ikSorciste'”® - 1adi onéh™” ot zakona znamenuet™* - ili'8 ap(usto)1i*** ot nih’*** plemene rozdenih’**

' branie ] braniems Vat, Mosk Bar Broz

" mir’ est’ ¢(lové)k(o)m’ - ] mirp ¢(lové)k(o)mbp estp - Vat, Drag mirp ¢(lové)k(o)mbp e(stb) Mosk N N, finis
Mav Bar Broz

ace ze | ate li Mos

pariséi | parisei Vb, Met Mosk Ber,

otstupanie ] otstunie (!) VO

bésov’ ] besov’ Vb, Met Ber,

posluhom’ ] poslusahoms N|

knezi | kneza Pad VO Vat, Drag Vb, Met Mosk N, Ber, N,

ihb | om. Mos

¢(lové)ki | ¢(lové)ka Vat, Mosk N, ¢(lové)ke Drag

naznamenuicee ] ne znaticee Pad VO Drag Vb, N, Ber, ne znatice Vat, Met ne znatéi N,
154 hin’bot ] hin'bo (!) Drag

' Ipsti ] lasti Vat, Drag Vb, Met Mosk lasbti Ber, las'ti N,

smametp | smutet’ Vb,

mozet’ | mozete Pad VO Vat, Drag Vb, Met N, Ber,

téles’ ] teleso Drag Vb, Met Mosk Ber, N, tel(e)s’ N,

éze | eze Met

ino bo ] ibo Mosk N,

vb ] om. N,

télesnih’ ] telesnihp Drag Vb, Met Mosk Ber, N, telesnéhn N,

udéh’ ] udehn Vat, N, Ber, udihp Drag

s'vséma ] savséma Vat, N, savsima Drag Vb, Ber, s'vsima Met sav'sema Mos
skazalit ] skazut’ Drag Mosk N, Ber,

skazalit se znamenié - | znamenié s'’kazutit’ se N,

bel’zebulom’ ] belzebuboms N,

izgont ] izgonu Mosk Ber,

bési ] besi Met Ber,

a]iBer,

o kony’ | kimp Vat, Drag N,

sudie ] praec. si Vat, Drag N/ N,

vasi ] vam’ Vb, v(a)mp Met Mosk vamp N,

174 finis Met

17> itidéiskih’ ] iadeiskihp Vb,

sego radi sudie vasi budut’ sinovs itidéiskih’ - | sego radi sudie buduts v(a)ms s(i)now> itidéiskih> - N sudie
vasi sego radi buduts - sinovs itideiskihs - Ber,

est’ ] om. Ber, sutb N,

ik¥orciste ] ikSorciste Pad Vat, N, Ber, ikSurciste Drag iksorcista Vb, ek3or¢is'te Mosk ekSorcis'te N,
onéh’ | onihp Vat, Drag Ber,

znamenuet’ ] zn(a)mentiets N,

ili ] om. N,

ap(usto)li | ap(usto)le Vat, Drag Mosk N, N,

ot nih’ ] ot nihze N, ot onihs Ber, onihp N,

'% rozdenil’ ] rojenihp Vat, Mosk roenihp Drag Vb, N, roj(e)nihs Ber,
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- ili*® prizivaniem* imene bozié izgonahu bési'¥” - ize sté$nase's® v'*** uproseni'*® mudrost™*** .12

daisp(o)védahu'”* d(u)ha'* s(ve)ta - sie'* délo'*® imuce'” ~'% ¢to bo ace izgont démuni'®’ - ot s(i)-
novs vasihe b(o)g(o)m’ - a ne démunom™® - skazaet® se - po¢to vb?*> mné onozde?” délo*™ suce®” -
ne tuzde® imat’ stvar’ - onizde*”” ubo sami sudie vam'® budut’ - ne vlastiti - np*” ve&$inoti*’ - egda

onéhp?!! izpgnanie*'? bési** znamenuet vi*'** belzebula®® kneza bésove*® ~ ace li ze ot ap(usto)

1% ili ] ize Pad VO Vat, Drag Vb, Mosk Ber, N,

1% prizivaniem’ ] prizvaniems Vat,

17 bési ] besi Vb,

1% stésnage | i sti$nase Drag add. e Mosk i stésnase e N ste¥nase Ber, ste§nahue N,
% v" ] va Drag Vb, Mosk Ber,

0 uproseni ] oprogeni (!) Mosk uprosenii N, Ber,

¥ mudrost’ ] mudroms Vat, Drag Mosk N|

2 v’ uproseni mudrost’ - ] v’proseniemp mud’ros’ti N,

1 isp(o)veédahu | is’povedahu Ber, N,

d(u)ha ] d(u)hs Drag om. Mos

sie ] praec. i Ber,

délo ] delo Mosk Ber,

7 imuce ] sue Vat, Drag Mosk N, Ber,

% d(u)ha s(ve)ta - sie délo imuce ~ ] s(ve)to sie delo suce - N,
% izgon® démuni ] izgonu dimuni Drag izgon® demuni Ber,
% démunom’ ] dimunoms Drag demunoms Mosk edinombp Ber,
skazaet | skazuet’ Drag Mosk N, Ber, N,

2 vp ] va Drag Vb, Mosk Ber, N,

*® onozde ] onoe Drag Vb, ono Mos

*% délo ] delo Ber,N,

suce ] sucee Mos

%% ne tuzde ] ne tue Vat, Drag onoe Mosk onuzde N,

%7 onizde ] onije Vat, onie Drag oni ze Mosk Ber, N,

% yam’ ] v(a$)i N,

** np ] na Vat, Drag Vb, Mosk N, Ber, N,

*10 ve¢¥inot ] veksinot Vat, Drag Mosk N, Ber, N,

onéhs | onihp Vat, Drag Vb, Ber,

* izpgnanie ] izagnanie Vb, Mosk N, Ber, N,

* bési ] besi Vb,

24 vi ] ti Drag om. Mos

*% belzebula ] velzebula Mosk belzebuba N|

*1¢ bésovp | besov’ Vb, Ber,
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16?7 receno est’ - eze?'® i vece?" razuméti’?’ imamp??' - %4 si budut’ sudie ih’ - éko sedut’*? na dvot
na ite’* préstolu?* - sudece?” -bi-*** kolénoma®” iz(drai)l(e)voma** ~
Latin:

Tunc oblatus est Christi daemoniacus essens, caecus et mutus. Et curavit eum, ita ut loqueretur et
videret. Tria signa simul in uno homine sunt perpetrata. Caecus videt, mutus loquitur, possessus
a daemone liberatur. Quod et tunc quidem carnaliter factum est, sed cotidie completur in
conversione credentium ut expulso daemone primum fidei lucem aspiciant, deinde in laudes Dei
tacentia prius ora laxentur.

Iesus autem sciens cogitationes eorum, dixit eis. Omne regnum divisum in se desolabitur.
Turbe stupebant et confitebantur eum, qui tanta signa faciebat esse filium Dei. Pharisei vero opera
Dei principii daemoniorum deputabant. Quibus Dominus non ad dicta sed ad cogitata respondit,
ut vel sic compellerentur credere potentiae eius qui cordis videbat occulta. Si sathanas sathanam
eicit, adversus se divisus est. Quomodo ergo stabit regnum eius.

Non potest civitas et regnum contra se divisum stare, sed quomodo concordia parva res
crescunt, sic discordia maxime dilabuntur. Si ergo sathanas pugnat contra se, et daemon inimicus
est daemonis, debet ijam mundi venisse consummatio, nec haberent in eo locum, adversariae
potestates, quarum inter se bellum, pax est hominum. Si autem putatis, o scribae et pharisae,
quod recessio daemonum oboedientia sit in principem suum, ut homines ignorantes fraudulenta
simulatione deludant, quid potestis dicere de corporum sanitatibus, quas Dominus perpetravit.
Aliud est si membrorum quoque debilitates et spiritualium virtutum insignia daemonibus
assignatis. Et si ego in Beelzebul eicio daemones, filii vestri in quo eiciunt? Ideo ipsi iudices vestri
erunt. Filios Iudaeorum, vel exorcistas gentis illius, ex more significat, vel apostolos, ex eorum
stirpe generatos. Si exorcistas, qui ad invocationem Dei eiciebant daemones, coarcat interrogatione
prudenti, ut confiteantur Spiritus sancti esse opus. Quod si expulsio daemonum inquit, in filiis
vestris, Deo, non daemonibus deputatur: quare in me idem opus non eadem habeat et causam?
Ergo ipsi iudices vestri erunt, non potestate, sed comparatione: dum illi expulsionem daemonum
Deo assignant, vos Beelzebub principi daemoniorum. Sin autem de apostolis dictum est, quod et
magis intelligere debemus, ipsi erunt iudices eorum: quia sedebunt in duodecim soliis, iiudicantes
duodecim tribus Israel.
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S

ot ap(usto)lb ] ot ap(usto)l(o)ve Drag

eze ] ize Ber,

i vece ] vekse Mosk N, vece N,

razuméti ] razumiti Vb, Ber, razumévati Mos

imamp ] imamo Vat, Drag Mosk N,

sedut’ ] suditp (!) Mosk sédutp N,

na dvol na ite ] na dvoti na desete Pad na dvéd na sete VO na dvét na deste Vat, Mosk N, na d'vot
na deste Drag na dvoti na désete Vb, na dviti na desete Ber, na -bi- N,

préstolu ] préstolt Drag prestolu Vb, Mosk Ber, N,

sudece | sudéce Vb,

-bi- ] obéma na desete Pad obéma na dete (!) VO dvéma na deste Vat, -bi- Drag N, obima na desete Vb,
obema na des’te Mosk bi-te N, dvima na desete Ber,

kolénoma ] koléma (!) VO kolenoma Vb, Mosk N, Ber, N,

iz(drai)l(e)voma ] iz(drai)l(e)vima Vat, Drag Mosk Ber,
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Il.L16.1 (BrVb, 211d-212b)

211d 229

om(ilié) s(veta)go® er(o)n(i)m(a)*® prozv(i)t(e)ra -*' Raspacatelno est’ -**? kto est’? pri-
stavnik’ -** ize* g(ospod)nimb gl(a)s(o)mp>* hvalit’ se - hotél bim’ ra¢un’ kogo est®’ - i ot kogo®*
isto¢nika ishodit>? préobratiti**® kn(i)gi**' ev'nj(e)I'skie - i mezd(*** drugimi*** obrétaet®** se*** 246

eze* priblizatiéim?**® se mitarom™” i gré$nikom™® K sp(a)sitelt - da*' poslusatit’ ego - r'ptahu®?
pariséi*’ i kniznici®* g(lago)ltice®” - pocto®* 212 sa®” grésniki®® priemlet’ - i ést?® s nimi*®* - on**' ze

22

=3

s(veta)go ] om. Vat,,

er(o)n(i)m(a) ] er(o)lima Pt

om(ilié) s(veta)go er(o)n(i)m(a) prozv(i)t(e)ra - ] om. Pm gr(é)g(o)ra p(a)p(i) Rom om(ilié) s(veta)go
grgura papi - Mosk o(milié) s(veta)go gr(é)gora p(a)p(i) - N, o(mili¢) s(vetag)o gr(¢)g(o)ra p(a)p(i) - Brib
om(i)l(ié) s(ve)t(a)go gr(é)g(o)ra papi - cté pra(vo) Dab om(i)lié s(veta)go eronima N,

Raspacatelno est’ - ] Raspacanie sice prilozi - Vat, Mosk Brib Raspacenice pripolozilb estb Drag Pt add.
vidéti Vat ,Ras’pacanie pripolozilb e(stp) Vat,  Bar Broz Raspacanice pripolozilb estp Ber,

% kto est’ ] om. N, gdo e(stp) Mav

#* kto est’ pristavnik’ - ] K'to pristavniks e(stp) - Ber, kto e(s)t(p) protivbniks Pt add. nepr(a)vdni Bar Broz
ize | ki Pm Vat, Mav Vat, Pt om. Bar

g(ospod)nims gl(a)s(o)mp ] gl(a)s(o)mp g(ospod)nims Vat, Drag Mosk Ber, Pt Bar Broz

hotél bim’ racun’ kogo est’ ] hotél’ bim’ vidéti racun’ Pm hotel’ bimp vidéti racuns kogo estp Vb, hotél
bim’ vidéti racun’ gogo (!) est’ VO hotel bimp racuns viditi kto estb Vat, Mosk hotel’ bimp vidéti racunp
koga estp Drag hotel bimp viditi racunb kogo estb Vb, Met hotél bimp viditi racuns Rom hotel bimp vidéti
racunp N, hotél bimp viditi racuns kogo e(stb) Mav hotél bims viditi racuns kogo estp Vat, , hotil’ bimp
ra¢uns viditi K'to e(stp) Brib hotel’ bimp viditi racuns koga e(stp) Vat,  hotel’ bimp viditi racun’ Dab hotél
bimp vidéti racunb koga e(stp) Ber, hotél’ bimp vidéti racuns kogo e(stp) N, hotil bimp racuns koga e(s)-
t(p) Pt hot(é)] bim’ znati ra¢uns koga e(stb) Bar Broz

i ot kogo ] ot koga Pm Vat, Drag Rom Mosk N, Brib Dab Ber, i ot koga Vat, Pt Bar Broz

ishodit’ ] ishoditi Vat, Mosk

préobratiti | préobratih’ Pm preobratiti Vat, Rom Met Mosk N, Mav Vat, N, Pt Bar preobraziti Vat,, preo-
brati Brib priobratiti Ber,

kn(i)gi ] praec. sie VO K'nige Brib knige Dab

mezdl ] met Vb, Vat, Drag Vb, Rom Met Mosk N, Mav Vat  Brib Vat, Ber,N, Pt

hotél bin’ ... drugimi ] illegibile Pad

obrétaet ] obréta Drag N, Ber, obretaet Vb, Met Brib N, obretae Rom ob'retatit’ Mos

drugimi obrétaet se | druzimi obrétaems Vat,,

i mezda drugimi obrétaet se - ] i mejt drugim’ obrét’ - Pm i met druzimi nphodi se Vat, ime (!) drugimi
obretb Dab i meti druzimi obrétaet se - Bar Broz

eze ] ¢a Vat

priblizati¢im ] priblizati¢em Pad

mitarom’ ] mitarem’ Pm Pad Vb, Vat, Mosk N, Brib Dab N, Pt mit’remp» Mav

grésnikom’ ] grisnikoms Drag Vb, Met gresnikomp Rom Brib Vat,

da ] d Mav

r'ptahu ] add. ze Pm Vb, Vat, Vb, Met Mosk Brib praec. i N Vat,, Bar Broz

pariséi | fariséi Pm pariseji Vb, parisei Rom Met Dab p'riséi Mav

pariséi i kniznici ] farizei i pisci Drag parisei i gresnici Vat, pariséi i pisci Pt Bar Broz

g(lago)lace ] govorete Mav om. Brib g(lago)lacé Bar gov(o)re¢é Broz

pocto ] <p>oclto VO

sa]sb Pad VOsN,

grésniki ] gresniki Vb, Vat, Dab grésnike Rom gri$niki Met gri$nike Mos

ést’ ] jistp Drag ji Vat,

% s nimi ] § nimi Pm Vb, VO Vat, Drag Vb, Rom Met Mav Vat, Pt Bar Broz § nimi Mosk N, Vat,  Brib Dab
Ber, N,

on ] praec. -¢t(enie) - Pad <o>n VO

23

=3

23

23

el

kg

23

G

23

-

23

3

23

&

23

o

24

S

24

24,

S

24,

iy

24

=

24,

&

244

>

24

S

24

3

24

=3

25

=3

25

25,

)

25,

@

25

h

25

@

25¢

-

25

N

25

&

25¢

°

26

CONSTANTINE’S LETTERS 13/1(2020), pp. 51 — 82 eee |77 |



ANA MIHALJEVIC - MILAN MIHALJEVIC

reCe imp pritéu - ot sto?? ovbc?* 2% | néka’** edina®® pogibsié*” - &z obrétena® pastirevom’”

ramomp?” prinesena®? est’”” - i*’* egda”® pololozena®® (!) bése?” abie*”® prinese?” 0** - g(lago)-
1% bo*? vam’?® - éko taka®®* radost’ est® anj(e)l(o)mp b(0)zimp*® #¥ 0 edinom’*® gré$nicé’’
katicem™ se - vete®' neze 02 -p- i -z- pravdnih’ -** ize** ne trébudt’® pokaénié ~** ¢t(enie) -*7

*? sto ] -r- Pm Vat, Mosk N, Mav Brib Vat, Ber, N, Pt Bar Broz

*®* oveC’ | ovac’ Pad ovacp Vb, Vat, Drag Vb, Rom Met Mosk N, Vat  Brib Vat, Dab Ber, N, Pt Bar Broz

4 finis Rom

*% néka ] nika Pm Vb, Met Dab

néka edina | nikotera ot nihp Vat, Mosk nika ot nihb Drag Brib néka edna Mav nika edna ot nihp Vat, Bar
Broz néka edina ot nihp Ber, nika edina ot nihn Pt

pogibsié | pogibsaé Pad Vat, Mosk N, Vat,, Brib Vat, Dab

éze ] ka Mav Vat, Broz

obrétena ] nas’ta (!) Drag obretena Vb, Brib Met Dab obreténa Mosk N, npsasta Vat, nasasta Ber, Pt Bar
Broz

pastirevom’ ] pstirevom’ Vb, i pastirovimp Vat, Mosk pastiromp Drag pastirovimp N, Dab Pt Broz
p'stirevimp Mav pastirevimp Vat,, N, i pastirovimp Brib Bar pastiromp Vat,

ramombp ] r'momb Mav om. Vat

prinesena ] prnesena Drag Met Mav Brib

est’ ] sutb Vat, Mosk bis(tp) Met

i]om. N

egda ] kda Mav kada Vat, Broz

pololozena (!) ] polozena Pm Pad Vb, VO Vat, Drag Vb, Met Mosk N, Vat, ,Brib Vat, Dab Ber, N, Pt Bar
Broz poloz(e)na Mav

bése ] bé Vat, Mosk N, biSe Drag Vb, Met Vat, Dab N, Pt Bar Broz

abie ] i tude Vat

prinese ] prnese Met Mav Brib

] add. g(lago)la bo prizivaets drugi svoe i raduet se o nei Vat

g(lago)la ] praec. ¢ti Met govoru Mav Broz

g(lago)la bo ] labo (1) Mos

vam’ ] om. Vat,,

284 ¢gko taka | om. Pad Mav

*% taka radost’ est’ ] t(a)ko estp radostn Vat, t(a)ka e(stp) rados’ts Brib

b(o)zimp ] bozjim’ Vb, b(o)ziimp N,

taka radost’ est’ anj(e)l(o)mb b(0)Zims - ] t(a)ko es(tp) radostp anj(e)loms b(o)zimp Mosk taka estb r(a)-
d(o)st’ anj(e)l(o)mpb b(o)zimp Vat,,

edinom’ ] ednomp Drag Vat, Bar ednom’ Met

grésnicé ] gr(é)$n(i)ci Vat, Mav gri$nici Drag Vb, Met gr(é)$nici N, gre$nice Brib gresnici Vat grésnice
Dab grésnici Pt Bar Broz

katicem’ ] kati¢im Vat, Met Pt kati¢im’ Drag Vb, Mosk N, Brib Ber, K'a¢im’ Mav

vece ] om. Vat,,

o] ot Met

vele neze o -p- i -z- pravdnih’ - ] vece neze o deveti deset’ i deveti pr(a)v(p)dnicéhs - Vb, VO pace neze o -p-
i -z- pr(a)vdn(i)céhp Vat, vece neze o devetn deset i devet’ pravadniceh’ Vb, pace neze o -p- i -z- prav(p)-
dnicehn Mosk vece neze o -p- i -z pr(a)v(p)dnicéhs N, Vat, N, vece nere o -p- i -z- pr(a)v(p)dnicéhp Mav
vele neze o -p- i -z- pr(a)v(p)dnicehs Brib vece nego o -p- i -z- pravdnicihp Vat  vece neze o -p- i -z prav(p)-
dnicihb Bar vece nego o p- i z- prav(p)dnicihs Broz

** ize | ki Pm Mav Brib Vat, Pt Bar Broz

** ne trébut’ ] ne trebuttp Vb, Brib Dab ne potrébutits Mav

ne trébutit’ pokaénié ~ ] ne imutp délo pokore Drag Ber, Pt ne tributts delo pokore Vat, ne trébutits délo
pokore Bar Broz

ct(enie) - | t(i) ze Pm ti ze Vb, praec. ti ze g(ospod)i p(o)m(i)l(ui) Vb, om. Met Mosk Vat,, Vat, praec. ti ze
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I*® drugu pritéu rece im’?”
prilozi** podob’stvo ee - bez
mb b(0)zimp*? - 0 edinomp>"!
¢(lové)ku imuéu dva s(i)na®'®
mpbnsi** s(i)np** pogubi dostoénie

301 302 303

i tako zatvoreno
2309

- ot deseti®® dragam’ - i edina pogibsaé - egda
3% jsplbnenié®® ~ tako®” g(lago)lti*® vam’' radost’ est™® anj(e)l(o)-
grésnicé*? tvore¢em™? pokoru *** tretu®® ubo® prit¢u prilozi*"” -
-1 razdél$umu’®® mezd** ima**! dostoénie iménié** -3 24 egda’®

328 . poce™ ésti**® korenié®™ svin'(i*** picu - i*** vrativ se kb o(t)-

Bar Broz
#% 1] om. Vat,Mosk Brib Dab
#im’ ] om. Vat,,
*® deseti] -i- Pm -i- Vat, Drag Mosk N, Mav Vat,, Brib Vat, Dab Ber, Pt Bar Broz deset’ Vb, desetp Met -i-ti N,
**' i edina pogibsaé - ] i edinu pogibsuti - Vat, i edina pogibsi¢ Drag Pt i ed'nu pogibsut Mosk i a- pogibsaé
Mavi edina ot nihb pogib%aé Brib i edna pogib$ié Bar Broz
zatvoreno ] zatvorena VO zatvorené N, add. e(stp) Vat,, Dab
** egda ] om. N kda Mav kada Vat, Broz
* prilozi ] om. Vat,
** bez’ ] brezb Drag prez’ Vb, be Met brez’ Ber,
* finis Vat,
37 tako | <t>ako VO
3% g(lago)ltt ] govoru Mav gov(o)ru Broz
* est’ ] budetn Vat, om. Drag b(u)detp Mos
*1 b(o)zimb ] bozjimp Vb, b(o)ziimp N,
311 o edinoms | o dinoms (1) VO
o edinombp grésnicé ] o ednoms gri$nici Drag o edinom’ gri$nici Met o edinoms g’ré$nici Mosk o ednomp
gr(é)snici Mav o edinoms gred'nice Brib o ednoms gresnici Vat, o edinoms grésnice Dab o edinomp
grésnici Pt o ednomp grésnici Bar Broz
tvoreCem’ ] tvore¢éms Vb, tvore¢imp Drag N, Ber, N,
tvore¢em’ pokoru - | add. t(i) Ze g(ospod)i .-. Cte(nie) ... Pm katicem se Vat, Mosk kati¢im se Met kati¢im’
se tvore¢imp pokoru - Brib tvore¢ims pokoru finis Vat, katicem’ se tvorecimp pokoru Dab
35 tretu | <t>retu VO praec. {(ten)i(e) i Met
*1¢ ubo ] om. Vat, Met Mosk
317 prilozi | prilozu Brib
imucu dva s(i)na ] imu¢umu -b- s(i)na Pm imucu dva s(i)ni Pad imu¢umu d’va s(i)ni Vat, Mosk Brib
imucu dva sini Vb, imu¢umu -b- s(i)niN, imucu -b- s(i)na Mav Dab Ber, N, Pt Bar Broz
razdél$umu ] razdélivsumu Vat, Mosk Bar Broz razdelsumu Vb, r'zdélSumu Mav
2 mezdt ] me Pm Vb, Vb, Met Dab Pt om. Vat, Drag Mosk Brib Ber,
' mezdt ima | meti nima N, Mav met imi Bar Broz
iménié ] iméné Vb,iménie Drag imeni¢ Vb, Met Mav Dab N, Pt
dostoénie iménié - ] im(é)nié dostoénié - Vat, imenié¢ dostoénié Mosk im(é)nie dostoénié Bar Broz
i]om. N
3% egda ] Kda Mav kada Pt Bar Broz
**¢ mpnsi | mansi Pm Drag Vb, Met N, Brib Dab Ber, N, Pt Bar Broz mani Vat, Mosk m'nsi Mav
7 s(i)nb ] om. Ber,
dostoénie ] imenié Met N, add. imenié Dab
poce ] pocnets N|
ésti ] jisti Drag Met Pt Bar Broz jésti Ber,
korenié ] korenie Drag Ber,
svin' ] svin'skutt Pm Vat, Mosk svin'nu Drag s'vinsku N, Brib svinsku Ber, Bar Broz
**i]om. VON,

302

312

313

314

318

319

322
323

324

328
329
330
331

332

CONSTANTINE’S LETTERS 13/1(2020), pp. 51 — 82 eee |79 |



ANA MIHALJEVIC - MILAN MIHALJEVIC

cu® priét** bis(tp)** o(t)cem’ ¥ brat**® ubo staréi*”’ zavidliv** - o¢imp®*' gl(a)s(o)mp karaet
se’? . eze veseliti se imé$e* i** radovati - zane brat’ ego mrptv* bé** i ozive®” - i zgibp* 2120
bé i obréte®® se ~**° ¢t(enie) ~*! Sie*? tri** pritée®* protivu®*® pariséom’ i kniznikom™* g(lago)-
lalp®” est’®8 - iz’ hotéhu®® priéti pokaénie® ** g(lago)lahu®® Ze*** néci** ot u¢(e)n(i)ks™* ego -

3 yrativ se kb o(t)cu | vrati se ka ocu Vat, vrati se kb o(t)cu Drag vrati se ka o(t)cu Vb, Mosk vrati se k' o(t)-

cuMet Ber, vratit se ka ocu Pt
% priét’ ] praec. i Vb, Met
*% bis(tp) ] bisi Pad Vb, VO
37 finis Mav Bar Broz
% brat’ ] praec. i Vat, Mos
*¥ staréi | stariji Vb, starii Met Pt s'tar’i Brib star’i Dab
zavidliv’ | add. bive Met N, zavit'liv ()N,
oc¢imp ] ot¢imp Vb, Vb,
karaet se ] karaet’ Ze se Brib
se imése | se imi$e Drag Vb, Met Ptimése se Mosk imese Brib
*i] om. Vb,
** mrptv’ | mrtave Vb, Met Brib Dab Pt
*¢ bé ] bistp Drag Ber, bévp Brib bése Dab om. N,
ozive ] ozivé Drag N, Pt ozivi Met
zgibel’ | zgibalp Pm Met
obréte ] obrete Vb, Met N,
i zgibl’ bé i obréte se ~ | pogibn i obrétens estb ~ Vat, Drag N, i zgibalo Vb, N, finis Pm Pad pogibs
iobretens es(tb) Mosk pogibs i obretens e(stp) Brib Dab pogibe i obrétens e(stp) - Ber, pogibs i obretensn
estp Pt
~ Ct(enie) ~ ] om. Vb, Met N, Pt- ¢ti- N,
Sie ] Se Vat, Mosk
tri ] -v- Dab
¢ pritce ] add. g(ospod)s Vb,
* protivu ] om. Vat, Mosk pritivu (!) Ber,
pariséom’ i kniznikom’ ] farizéemp i piscemsn Drag pariseombs i kniznikoms Vb, Met Mosk Dab pariséomp
i piscemp Pt
g(lago)lals ] govorils Brib
est’ ] add. g(ospod)b Vb, Met
ize ] ki Pt
hotéhu ] hotihu Drag Vb, Met Pt hotehu Brib Dab
priéti pokaénie ] add. gréhovs - i mitari sp(a)senie Vb, VO Vat, Mosk Brib Ber, N, priéti pokaénié grihovs
i mitari sp(a)senie Drag priéti pokaénié grihove i mitari spasenie Vb, Met pokaénié priéti gr(é)$niki
i mit(a)ri sp(a)s(e)nie N, priéti pokaranie g'réhov’ i mitari s’p(a)sénie Dab priéti pokaénié grihovs i m(i)-
t(a)ri sp(a)senie Pt
62 finis Met Pt
63 g(lago)lahu ] <g>(lago)lahu VO
** Ze ] om. Vat, Mosk
35 néci ] nici Drag Brib
ot u¢(e)n(i)ks ] kK u¢(e)n(i)koms Vat, Drag Brib Dab Ber, ka u¢(e)n(i)koms Mosk uc¢(e)n(i)k(o)mp N kb
uc(e)n(i)ks N,
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ST. JEROME’S HOMILIES ON LUKE’S GOSPEL IN CROATIAN GLAGOLITIC BREVIARIES

ize dvoéhu se ot pritce ékoze prézde®” k** kniznikom’ i pariséom™®
1(o)srditt ué¢(e)n(i)k(o)ms*’? ishozdase*” - i drugimi sl(o)v(e)si ~ otpucaite’™ - i*> otpustit’”® se
vam’' - da v m(0)I(it)vi*” g(ospod)ni svobodnim’ obrazom™”® vsprosite® - otpusti*® nam dlgi
nase®™ - ékoze i mi otpucaem’* dlpznikom’ n(a)$imp - &ze** est’ prit¢a - K m(i)l(o)srdit**®
ap(usto)li prizivatice®” - ¢(lové)kp™ eter’ b(o)gat™® imése®' pristavnika ili sppn'zatura®? se*?
7" ime*” znamenuet™* pristavnik’ - éko vlacee®” vsi udrzatelp*® est’ - otniidéze™” ot sela ime
priét*® . obaritelp* tako srebru* 404 87e g(ospod)p*® udrpzit’ spenzatur® est’

g(lago)lase 7° éze* K m(i)-

&ko*® Zitom’ i vsém

36

N

ékoze prézde ] éze préje Vat,Mosk ékoze prije Drag ékoze prie Vb, éze se prezdé Brib ék(o)ze prije Dab
38 I ] ka Mos

%9 pariséom’ | parisém’ (!) VO pariseomb Mosk Dab

K kniznikom’ i pariséom’ g(lago)lase - ] k piscems i farizeoms gl(agola)$e Drag K kniznikom’ g(lago)lase
i pariseoms Vb,

éze ] ék(o)ze Vat,Mos

uc(e)n(i)k(o)mp ] uceniks Vb,

ishozdase ] ishoése Vat, Drag Vb, N, Brib Dab Ber, is’hojase Mos

otpucaite ] <o>tpucaite VO

i] da Vat,Mosk om. Drag N Dab Ber,

otpustit ] otpustitit (!) Vb, otpustest’ (!) Brib

da v m(0)I(it)vi ] v m(i)l(o)sti Drag Mosk va milosti N, da v’ m(i)l(o)sti Brib Dab Ber, v’ m(i)listi (!) N,
obrazom’ ] om. Vat, Mos

vsprosite ] vprosite Drag Ber, v'sprositi e Dab

otpusti | otpustiti VO otpustitp Vat, Mosk N, Bribi

otpusti nam’ ] i otpustits v(a)mp Drag Ber, i otpustiti v(a)mp Dab

nase ] v(a)se Ber,

i] om. N, Dab

otputaem’ ] otpu¢aemo Vat, otpuéamo Dab

éze | <é>ze VO ékoze Mosk ék(o)ze Dab

K m(i)l(o)srditi ] om. Vat, Mosk N, Brib Dab

ap(usto)li prizivatice ] ap(usto)li prizivatci Vb, VO Vb, N, ap(usto)le prizivatic¢i Vat, Drag Mosk Brib Dab
Ber, ap(usto)li prizivat N,

8 finis Brib

389 ¢(lové)ks | <¢>(lové)kp VO

b(o)gat’ ] om. Vb, Vb, praec. bé Vat, Mos

imése ] praec. ize Vat, Mosk imige Drag Vb, imé N,

sppn’zatura ] spanzatura Drag Vb, Mosk N, Dab Ber, N,

se | sie Mos

** ze ] om. Vat, Mosk

** ime ] om. N,

znamenuet’ | znamenutb (!) Drag

vlacee | vla¢a ee Dab

udr’zatels ] udr’zitel’ Drag udrzitelo N, Dab udrzilels (!)Ber,

* otntidéze ] otkudé Vat, Mosk N, otkudi Drag otntideze Vb, otkudu Dab Ber, otnudeze N,
40 priét’ | priéti Dab

“ obaritelb ] obarovatelp Vb, Vb,

srebru ] srebra N

% ¢ko ] €k(o)ze Vat, N, Dab ékoze Drag Mosk Ber,

% ysém’ | vsimp Drag Vb, vsemp Dab

% g(ospod)n ] om. Vat, Mosk N, Dab

% sppnzatur’ ] spanzaturb Drag Dab Ber, N, spanzaturb Vb, Mosk s’panzaturs N,
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408 410

ko isto¢nik’ prékrasnéi*® svobodn™! est’ - ize ne udr’zaniem’ sela - np
vsego*’® domu staréi** tlekuti¢e*'* znamenuet se*'¢ 47

- otnidézZe i*”” obaritely 411

obaritelp*!?

Latin:

Alteram de Evangelio Lucae quaestiunculam proposuisti: quis sit villicus iniquitatis, qui Domini
voce laudatus est. Cuius cum vellem scire rationem, et de quo fonte processerit, revolvi volumen
Evangelicum, et inter caetera reperi, quod appropinquantibus Salvatori publicanis, et peccatoribus,
ut audirent eum, murmurabant Pharisaei et Scribae, dicentes: Quare iste peccatores suscipit, et
comedit cum eis? Qui locutus est eis parabolam centum ovium, et unius perditae, quae inventa
pastoris humeris reportata est. Et cur esset proposita, statim intulit: Dico vobis, sic erit gaudium
in caelo super uno peccatore poenitentiam agente, magis quam super nonaginta novem iustis, qui
non habent opus poenitentia. Aliam quoque parabolam decem drachmarum uniusque perditae, et
repertae cum proposuisset, simili eam fine complevit. Sic dico vobis, gaudium erit coram Angelis
Dei super uno peccatore poenitentiam agente. Tertiam quoque parabolam proposuit hominis
habentis duos filios, et dividentis inter eos substantiam. Cumque minor facultatibus perditis, egere
coepisset, et comedere siliquas, porcorum cibum, reversus ad patrem, susceptus ab eo est. Frater
quoque invidens senior, patris voce correptus est, quod laetari debuerit, et gaudere, quia frater
eius mortuus fuerat, et revixit: perditus erat, et inventus est. Has tres parabolas contra Pharisaeos,
et Scribas locutus est, qui nolebant recipere poenitentiam peccatorum, et Publicanorum salutem.
Dicebat autem, inquit, et ad discipulos suos haud dubium, quin parabolam, sicut prius ad Scribas,
et Pharisaeos: qua parabola ad clementiam discipulos hortaretur, et aliis diceret verbis: Dimitte,
et dimittetur vobis; ut in Oratione Dominica libera fronte poscatis, Dimitte nobis debita nostra,
sicut et nos dimittimus debitoribus nostris. Quae est ergo parabola ad clementiam discipulos
cohortantis? Homo quidam erat dives, qui habeat villicum sive dispensatorem, hoc enim oikovépog
significat. Villicus autem proprie villae gubernator est, unde et a villa villicus nomen accepit.
Oikovopog autem tam pecuniae, quam frugum, et omnium quae dominus possidet, dispensator
est. Unde, et oikovopukdg Xenophontis pulcherrimus liber est, qui non gubernationem villae, sed
dispensationem universae domus (Tullio interpretante) significat.

40

Sl

otntidéze i ] otkudé Vat, Mosk N, Dab otkudu Drag otnudeze i Vb, N, otkudu i Ber,
obaritelp ] obariters (!) Vb,

prékrasnéi ] prikrasnéi Vb, prekrasnéji Vb, prekras’néi Mosk prekrasnéi N,
svobodn’ ] svobodbnn Vb, svoboden’ VO svobodan’ Vat, svobodans Drag Vb, Mosk N, Dab Ber, N,
nb | na VO Vat, Drag Vb, Mosk N, Dab Ber, N,

obaritels ] redit(e)lp Drag reditel Ber, obatels (!) N,

vsego | vsemu Ber,

staréi ] starii Drag i stareji Vb, s'tarei Dab

tlekuti¢e ] tP'kuée Drag

znamenuet se ] znamenut’ se VO zn(a)m(e)nuetp N,

tlbkuti¢e znamenuet se - | tlpkuet’ se - N,
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