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ACADEMIE BULGARE DES SCIENCES
LINGUISTIQUE BALKANIQUE LXIV (2025), 1

Bilyana MIHAYLOVA (Sofia), Ivan P. PETROV (Vienna)

EMOTIONS AND INTELLECT: REPRESENTATIONS IN BALKAN
LANGUAGES

The articles in this issue of the journal Linguistique balkanique are from
papers presented at the international scientific conference Emotions and Intellect:
Representations in Balkan Languages and Cultures which took place at Sofia
University from January 22 to 24.

The aim of this scientific forum was to discuss different approaches to the
study of the concepts of emotion and intellect as represented in the languages and
cultures of the Balkans and the neighbouring regions.

Both our emotional and rational dimensions form essential parts of our
inner world, attracting the attention of diverse civilizations throughout history. Our
understanding of this non-material world is mainly based on the way it is represented
in human language in its oral or written forms. Moreover, literary traditions show
a unique interest in these issues, whether they are perceived in a religious (i.e.
theological) perspective or as part of the perennial poetic narratives.

The conference embraced a broad historical timeline, spanning from Classical
and Late Antiquity through the Medieval period to Early Modern and contemporary
times.

In recent years, the intersection of emotion studies and linguistics has gained
significant attention, with researchers exploring how language shapes emotional
experiences and vice versa. Studies have shown that language plays a crucial role
in emotion perception, regulation, and expression, influencing how individuals
interpret and communicate their feelings. Researchers have found that different
languages encode emotions in unique ways, affecting how speakers of those
languages experience and describe their emotions. Today some researchers challenge
traditional views of emotions as merely biologically determined, emphasizing instead
the critical role of language and culture.

The first two articles are dedicated to etymological research, aiming to find
the origins of two Balkan words and to establish the semantic changes attested in their
history. The diachronic analysis reaches back to the Indo-European linguistic roots.
Searching for the etymology of Albanian dro ‘to be afraid, to fear’, BorisLav PETROV
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first examines the explanation attempts that have been made so far. He proposes
that the Old Albanian dro originates from the -ie/o- present stem of the Proto-Indo-
European root *dreh,-, meaning ‘to run away’, which yielded Gk. dmodidpdokw ‘to
run away, to flee’ and Ved. \dra- “to run’.

In her paper BiLyaNA MIHAYLOVA examines the Modern Greek noun Aoytdpa
and the related verbs Aoytapilo/Aaxtapilm, combining the meanings of ‘desire’ and
‘fear’. Analyzing their morphological structure and semantic evolution over time,
the author concludes that the substantive Aaktépo/Aoytdpa/ is derived from Ancient
Greek Aoxtéa ‘kick’ with the addition of the augmentative suffix -dpo, while the
verb Aaxtopilm/Aaytopilo is a denominative formation.

The articles of ANETA DIMITROVA and ALESSANDRO MARIA BRUNI deal with
issues related to Old Bulgarian (Old Church Slavonic). Dimitrova’s paper focus on a
specific syntactic problem: the rendering of the so-called declarative infinitives after
verbs meaning ‘to think’ in the Preslav translation of John Chrysostom’s preaching
series On the Statues. The author concludes that the deviations from the grammatical
structure of the source text in the Preslav translation are an interesting characteristic
feature of translator’s idiolect and most importantly — of the language of 10%-century
Bulgaria.

Bruni examines the textual transmission of the participle bysest-/bysost-
in the Old Church Slavonic translation of the Homilies (Aoyot) of Gregory of
Nazianzus the Theologian. Unlike the traditional method, which relied solely on
analysing the oldest existing 11th-century Old East Slavic copy for the participle’s
linguistic analysis, the author explores the entire manuscript tradition. This broader
analysis encompasses 18 testimonies dating from the 14th to the 17th centuries. For
the first time, this study treats variant readings as essential evidence for uncovering
the participle’s original meaning. It reveals that the participle describes a dynamic,
process, an ongoing situation rather than merely expressing a future time reference
in the strictest sense.

ANASTASIA PETROVA examines how different senses — such as taste, smell,
sight, and touch — interact through metaphorical associations. She explores the
intrinsic nature of synaesthesia and examines how its various expressions can be
captured through linguistic means. Petrova argues that similar perceptions across
these modalities, as reflected in the linguistic material of modern Balkan languages,
give rise to unique metaphorical transfers. Systematic cognitive research into
the phenomenon using corpus data could reveal the cross-modal nature of many
figurative schemas in Balkan languages.

Yovka TisHEVA and MARINA DzHONOVA examine how the internal structure
of events determines their lexical aspect by applying Vendler’s classification of
verbs and Dowty’s modification tests in Bulgarian. Their paper analyses emotional
predicates, dividing them into Subject Experiencer and Object Experiencer verbs,
and finds that their aspectual differences correlate with the way the Experiencer role
is marked. The analysis of the two authors shows that transitive and intransitive fear-
type verbs express stative events, whereas frighten-type verbs denote caused change
of emotional state.
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MARTIN STEFANOV investigates how intellectual capacities and emotions are
conceptualized through animal-related idioms in Bulgarian, Serbian, Croatian, and
Slovene. He employs cognitive metaphor theory and cluster linguoculturology to
reveal that the same basic conceptual models are used across these South Slavic
languages.

The editors of the volume thank the authors of the articles, whose contributions
have provided a wealth of linguistic insights and investigative strategies. The guest
editors also express their profound gratitude to the editorial board of the journal
Linguistique balkanique for agreeing to publish the contributions of the conference.
The organization of the Forum was part of an Alexander von Humboldt reintegration
program at the Institute for Balkan Studies and Center of Thracology at the Bulgarian
Academy of Sciences.

The financial support of the Bulgarian National Scientific Fund (contract Nr
KII-06-MH®/42 —26.09.2024 r.) was provided for the organization of the conference
in accordance with the Memorandum of August 2020 between the Alexander von
Humboldt Foundation and the Fund. No financial means received through the
framework of this contract were planned or used for the publication of the articles in
the present journal issue.
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Alessandro Maria BRUNI (Naples)

THE TEXTUAL TRANSMISSION OF THE PARTICIPLE BYSEST-/
BYSQST- IN THE OLD CHURCH SLAVONIC TRADITION OF THE
HOMILIES OF GREGORY OF NAZIANZUS*

Abstract. The present paper offers fresh insights into the textual transmission of
the occurrences of the participle bysest-/bysost- in the Old Church Slavonic (Old Bulgarian)
translation of the Homilies (Adyot) of Gregory of Nazianzus the Theologian. The study of
this very rare and quite obscure verbal form, deemed to be one of the most challenging
issues in the grammatical description of the Old Church Slavonic language, represents
an outstanding question in Palacoslavistics. In contrast to the traditional approach, which
bases the participle’s linguistic analysis solely on examining the oldest extant 11™"-century
Old East Slavic copy, the author explores the entire manuscript tradition, consisting of 18
testimonies dating from the 14% up to the 17t centuries. The adoption of this methodology
leads to innovative results; first, it demonstrates that the participle survives not only in the
East Slavic, but also in the South Slavic (Middle Bulgarian) tradition; second, it identifies a
paradigm form which had previously escaped the attention of scholars, supporting V. Jagi¢’s
reconstruction of the participle’s nominative singular. Third, this study considers for the first
time the variant readings as a key asset for investigating the participle’s original meaning,
understanding its description of a dynamic process, an ongoing situation, rather than the
expression of a future time reference in the strictest sense. Accordingly, a different view with
regard to its significance may confidently be offered: rather than representing a future form
of the verb byti “to be”, as had been previously assumed, this participle can be seen to have
been used as an expression for a developing process, similar to the verb byvati (“to become”,
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“to happen”, “to occur”, “to be”).

Keywords: Old Church Slavonic (Old Bulgarian) language; manuscripts; textual
criticism; historical linguistics

1. In the grammatical description of the Old Church Slavonic (hereafter OCS)
language a certain degree of uncertainty still remains surrounding the interpretation
of a very rarely attested participle, whose origin, tense and lexical meaning have not
yet been unequivocally established. Among academics in this field, it is commonly
referred to by the form bysest- or bysost- because of the incomplete inflectional
paradigm and of the existence in the sources of both an athematic and a thematic
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form. For more than a century its study has been the subject of a fierce debate among
linguists, the overwhelming majority of whom consider it to be a remnant of a future
participle, allegedly built by adding the Indo-European *-s- formant to the stem of
the verb byti (“to be”), as found in some languages such as Greek and Lithuanian
(Miklosich 1876: 768; Jagi¢ 1906: 35; Leskien 1919: 213; Van Wijk 1931: 228-229;
Vaillant 1948: 237; Cenumies / Selischev 1952: 174; Ky3uenos / Kuznetsov 1961:
132; I'epmxukos / Gerdzhikov 1973: 149; Jlo6pes / Dobrev 1982: 109; Patri 1990:
312-317; Bubenik 1997:83)!.

However, different approaches are also known to exist. According to Meillet
(1965: 240-241) the bysest-/bysost- should be regarded as a vestige of the Indo-
European “desiderative”. In Aitzetmiller’s (1978: 199) opinion it should not be
interpreted as a future, but as a past active participle. In his view it was originally
formed from the aorist of the verb byti (“to be”’). On the other hand, Whaley (2000:
21), who expresses deep skepticism that the Slavic language inherited from Proto-
Indo-European a specific morpheme for marking futurity?, maintains the participle
denotes a change-of-state. The longstanding problem of establishing the participle’s
tense and lexical meaning remains completely open for discussion. It is therefore
quite evident that the conflicting views held by scholars underline how much work
has still to be undertaken before any irrefutable answer can be reached?.

The present paper aims at offering a number of remarks both on aspects that
have so far been insufficiently looked into and on new data that have hitherto escaped
the attention of Slavicists. The investigation focuses on the participle occurrences in
the OCS version of the Homilies (Aoyol) of Gregory of Nazianzus the Theologian
(ca. 329-390), which were translated from Greek in Bulgaria between the end of
the 9™ and the first half of the 10% century by at least two anonymous authors*.
This homiletical corpus can be demonstrated to be of crucial relevance to the issue
here under discussion: it not only contains a fifth of the bysest-/bysost-’s inflected
forms which have come to light until now, but also presents a number of hitherto
unconsidered variant readings. As will be shown, the philological analysis of this
fresh material enables our understanding of the participle to be sharpened and new
light to be shed on its paradigm, usage and semantics.

2. The study of bysest-/bysost- is characterized not only by the paucity
of sources in which it is attested, but also by the fact that it is apparently limited
to a specific period of the literature of Slavia Christiana. The list of occurrences
originally drawn up by Cpe3nesckuii / Sreznevskiy (1893: 209) and Jagi¢ (1906: 35)
was recently supplemented by Miltenov (2009: 159-167; 2024: 92-93,168-169) with
some previously unknown entries as well as with the addition of Greek parallels to
each textual passage. The present day’s documented checklist includes 45 records
which are distributed as follows>:

(a) as far as the Bible is concerned, it comprises 31 passages from the
translation of the Major and Minor Prophets flanked by Theodoret of Cyrrhus’
Commentaries (CPG 6208) and 1 from the second OCS complete version of the
Book of Daniel,
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(b) as to the theological literature it includes 9 instances from the OCS
translations of the Homilies of Gregory of Nazianzus (CPG 3010) and 2 from
Constantine of Preslav’s version of the First Oration against the Arians by Athanasius
of Alexandria (CPG 2039);

(c) moreover, the participle is to be found in a liturgical hymn (the Canon
for the Prophet Jeremiah in manuscript RNB, Sof. 202, 11 century) as well as in
the OCS translation of the so-called Soterios, a Byzantine miscellany, which is to be
found in the Old East Slavic copy of the Symeonic Florilegium (1, fol. 159v)°.

All these texts represent translations undertaken from Greek between the late
9t and the early 10™ centuries by exponents of the Preslav literary school (Eastern
Bulgaria, reign of Tsar Symeon, ca. 893-927 C.E). However, the bysest-/bysost-
forms have been generally believed to have solely survived in later East Slavic
copies, only a few of which date from the second half of the 11% century, while the
majority are from the 15% and the 16™ centuries. Nowadays there is no evidence of
the use of the participle in question either in earlier Cyrillo-Methodian versions, or
in original works of the literature of Slavia Christiana; moreover, no cases of the
participle’s occurrence in South Slavic manuscripts have been detected todate.

Consequently, from a quantitative point of view, the use of bysest-/bysost-
appears to be a rather isolated, if not an entirely marginal, phenomenon in the OCS
language, possibly restricted to a very specific literary milieu of Old East Bulgarian
origin (Preslav). Nevertheless, in today’s debate its occurrence in the manuscripts
is commonly considered to reflect archetypal readings (Mwunrenos / Miltenov
2009: 160). This is something scholars have taken for granted but curiously not
demonstrated. Furthermore, as far as the participle’s inflectional paradigm is
concerned, only genitive, dative, accusative, locative and instrumental forms
have hitherto been traced in the sources, while the nominative case was putatively
reconstructed as *byse (m.s.), *bysesti (f.s.), *byse (n.s.) (Jagi¢ 1906: 36; Kyznenon
/ Kuznetsov 1961: 128). Likewise, the supposed finite form of the verb (the alleged
sigmatic finite future) was assumed to appear as *bySo, *bysisi, *bysiti, *bysimii,
*pysite, *bysetti (Jagi¢ 1906: 35-36; KysnemoB / Kuznetsov 1961:128; Bubenik
1997: 83). Therefore, there are still many open issues requiring further research. In
order to gain further insight into this challenging grammatical problem, there is little
doubt that a much closer look into the Slavonic tradition of the Homilies of Gregory
of Nazianzus is today more than necessary.

3. Every attempt to compile an inventory of the various forms of bysest-/
bysost- in the OCS version of the Homilies has up to now been exclusively based
on the earliest extant testimony of the translation, namely on the 11%-century Old
East Slavic manuscript P (Cpe3nerckuii / Sreznevskiy 1893: 209; Jagi¢ 1906: 35;
Muntenos / Miltenov 2009: 159-167). The remainder of the very abundant East and
South Slavic manuscript tradition has been completely ignored. Recent progress in
research into its text-critical features enables us to obtain a more nuanced picture of
the transmission of bysest-/bysost- within this corpus’.

The currently available list of the occurrences may be complemented not
only by a new entry, a tenth instance of use of bysest-/bysost (in Homily 40, Chapter
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31), which has eluded the attention of scholars, but also by a comprehensive analysis
of the existing variant readings in manuscripts, until recently totally disregarded.
These are not only the abovementioned codex I, but also the 18 testimonies E F G J
K LM Menl Men2 NO QR SU VY Z dating from the 14™up to the 17" centuries,
containing relevant material for investigating the participle bysest-/bysost-8. The results
of the new data collation are shown below in Tablel.

Table 1.
Ne | Homily |Chapter bysest-/bysost- in ms P Variant readings in other mss
I 40 9 v sBILAYM POpbLLM 0T TPLIENHEA saiwapn Menl, Men2

Kol YWopévou yeipovog €k TG &ig
TodTOV pokpobupiog

...and becoming deteriorated by
the longsuffering shown to this

one...
II 40 14 [MBNE AMKD NBINELUBNKK: A BOy saiwaLTere I saiwapee Menl:
BBILALITE: gaILALIee Men2

"Epol 60¢ 10 mopdv, Oed to uéAov:
...give to me the present, and to

God the future...

I | 40 15 |u pBILALWTE O\EI‘BPI),A,HLIJHZ saiwAlere 1 : saiwape Menl,
Kol 0 péAAOV Blopoicato Men2:
...and secure yourself for the_
future...

IV | 40 31 |eAMAKe TOAKAE KCTh BEABI ne sBIRWE Menl, Men2

M NPHTAKATH HbTO BAAMBHXB!
NE BBILIA H NPUTAKARBLIE: CBNA-
BBABAN:

Eme1dn ti|g avTiig 0Tt duoyepeiag,
kol ktnoacai T Tdv dyaddv

0VY VIAPYOV, Kol KTNnOEV
dchoochot

...since it is equally difficult both
to obtain something from the
blessings one does not possess
and, once gained, to preserve it...

A% 41 2 |MKe 0T’ BAILALIAAM BEKA W BBIRAKLLIAM
NpHAXOMb N FGJIKLMOQRSUVYZ
v ék 100 pEMovTog aidvog
TPOGENPOLLEV

...which we borrow from the century
to come...
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VI | 41 11 |a AOYZHH BBILALICE NPk BBIBANL|IEE
\{K'B.A.'BUJA FGIKLMOQRSUVYZ
8¢ kol 10 PEMOV TPOEYVMOGOV
..and the latter also foreknew the
future...
VII| 41 11 |v AKBI ¢B CRUIMMMH . % ¢B BBIBALIHMH
BARIURLIHAMH CRLYIE FGJKLMOQRSUVYZ
Kol ™G opoot GuVOVTES TOIG.
€oopévolc.

...80 as to have an understanding of

future things as if they were already

\present...

VIII| 43 62 [nade ke cb MHpB nyfl;no\fujzuouno K BBIRATLIOWMOY N
NACTOALUHH KB BAILLALIHO\MO!

paAAOV O€ KOGLOV Kocui;

TOPOTEUTOVONY, TOV EVECTATA

@ uEAMOVTL

...or rather to abandon the world

\for another world, the present one
\for the future one...

IX 43 71 |¢B NEXOVAOMB MPHCCTRYOMB: 0 W_BbILLALIMME N
BAIUALIHHMB °

GOV 00K Gyevvel Tpopnteig ToD
puéAAOVTOC:
...with a not insigniﬁcant prophecy

about the future..

X 45 28 [Ne AKBI NEBBARLINO S°‘f saIRAbLIAre FS : BaIRLLIAM
BBILLALIAN * GJKLMOQRUVYZ : om. E
0K Ayvooivtog tod Bgod 0.
€o0ugvov

...not because God does not know
the future...

4. The above collected data permit a number of relevant observations to be
made. They can schematically be grouped into the following points, which show the
need to radically reconsider many of the previously expressed views regarding the
OCS participle bysest-/bysost-.

(a) As to the relationship with the source text, the bysest-/bysost- participle,
besides translating Greek future related forms such as péAhwv (present active participle
of uéA® “to be about to”, 6 examples) and éoopevog (future middle participle of
glul “to be”, 2 cases), is also used to render present participles (two instances in
Table 1: Ne I, IV). These are y(y)vouevog (present mediopassive participle of yi(y)
vopot “to become”, 1 occurrence) and vmdpywv (present active participle of Vépyw
“to be in existence”, “to be on hand”, “to be at disposal”), the latter preceded by
negation (ovy). This feature seems at odds with the mainstream assumption that
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bysest-/bysost- has only future time reference in OCS; this discrepancy inevitably
poses fresh questions demanding inquiry.

(b) With regards to the variety of OCS forms, manuscripts incorporate both
the athematic (bysest-) and the thematic (bysost-) participle. Moreover, they were
excitingly uncovered not only in the earliest codex P, but also in later testimonies,
one of which is of South Slavic origin. Accordingly, 15 examples of bysest- can
be traced respectively in P, I, Men 1, Men 2 (see Table 1: Ne I-VI and VIII-IX),
while bysost is to be found twice in P and in one instance in the Middle-Bulgarian
manuscript N (Table 1: Ne VII, IX, X). This indeed appears to be the very first case
in which bysest-/bysost- has been detected outside of the East Slavic tradition. As
such it provides conclusive evidence how the generally held view that the bysest-/
bysost- is absent from the South Slavic codices is in need of a complete overhaul.

(c) As to the participle’s inflectional paradigm, the newly traced form of
the neuter accusative singular byse (Table 1: Ne IV) provides indirect confirmation
for Jagi¢’s (1906: 36) reconstruction of the nominative singular of the participle as
byse (m.s.), bysesti (f.s.), byse (n.s.). This a logical consequence of the paradigmatic
identity of the neuter nominative singular and the neuter accusative singular of the
participles in the OCS language.

(d) As far as textual variants are concerned, in two instances the alternative
reading is represented by byvii, the past active participle from the verb byt (“to be”).
This clearly deviates from the original Greek text, which instead displays a present
and a future participle (Table 1: No [V, X@KIMOQRUVYZ) However, in the remaining
cases the manuscripts transmit readings not related to the verb byti (“to be”), from

9% <e

which bysest-/bysost- supposedly derives, but to the verb byvati (“to become”, “to
happen”, “to occur to be”). This holds particularly true for Homily 41, in which
the entire group of its Old East Slavic testimonies (FGIKLMOQRSUVYZ) reads
the present active participle byvajei in all three textual passages (Table 1: Ne IV-
VI). Moreover, this type of textual variant was shown to be attested in the South
Slavic tradition as well, as was found in Homily 43 according to codex N (Table 1:
Ne VIII). This evidence suggests an early origin of this reading: rather than being
attributable to the editorial activity of East Slavic copyists, it more likely emerged in
the initial phases of the textual transmission. Such a conclusion can be supported by
the South Slavic tradition of the Minor Prophets flanked by Theodoret of Cyrrhus’
Commentaries, which likewise also presents byvajei instead of bysest, a reading
which is thought to be only found in the Old East Slavic testimonies of this corpus
(Muntenos / Miltenov 2009: 162).

5. The undertaken analysis of the transmission of bySest-/bysSost- in the
testimonies of the Homilies seems to rule out that the participle can be interpreted as
having a past tense value. This can be inferred not only by looking at the source text
(present or future tense forms in Greek), but also at the participle’s variant readings
according to the East and South Slavic codices of this corpus. In this respect, special
attention should be paid to the use of byvajei as an equivalent of bysest-/bysost-,
which from a text-critical standpoint can be deemed to date back to the initial
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stages of the manuscript tradition. Such a view can be corroborated by a number of

supplementary linguistic remarks.

As already highlighted in scholarly literature, in the OCS language the
verb byvati (“to become”, “to happen”, “to occur to be”) does not only have an
iterative value but also describes an “ongoing situation™. Precisely with this
meaning it is used in the Cyrillo-Methodian translation of the “Apostle”, as can be
observed in 1 Corinthians 15:37 (see Table 2), in which byvajei, according to Codex
Christinopolitanus, renders yevnoopuevog, the future middle participle of yiyvouou

LIS

(“to come into being”, “to become™)!°.

Table 2.
Chapter | Verse byvajei
1 Corinthians 15 37  |teKe BN, Ne T'EAO BAIRAKLLICH BN, NB MOAO ZbpHo

Kol O onegipelg, 00 T0 oML TO YEVNGOUEVOV GREIPELS
GAAA YOUVOV KOKKOV

...and what you sow is not the body that is to be

but a bare kernel...

Moreover, the OCS version of the Gospel of Luke displays another participial
form deriving from the verb byvati when translating écduevoc, the future middle
participle of &iui (“to be”), and yu(y)vouevog, the present mediopassive participle
of yi(y)vopor (“to become™). In either case the translator uses byvaemoe, the
substantivized present passive participle of byvati (“to become”, “to happen”, “to
occur to be”) to render the dynamic process, expressed by the underlying Greek text,
which describes a situation that was going to happen, that was about to be done (see:

Table 3) !,
Table 3.

Chapter | Verse byvaemoe

22 49 | BHABRBLLE Ke Lke BBAXR B [HMb BBIRACMOE: PBLIA
100vTeg 0& ol Tepl ADTOV TO EGOEVOV EITOV

...when those around Him saw what was going to hap-
pen, they said...

Gospel of Luke
23 8 L NAABALLIE CA ZNAMGNI)G GTG‘)O BUA,BTH: 0TB Nero BAIRAEMO

kol ATV TL onpelov 10elv UI’ D TOD YIVOUEVOV
...and hoped to see some miracle to be done by him...

These examples may be claimed to support the idea that the various inflected
forms of the present active participle byvajei, to be found in the Homilies as textual
variants, are fully consistent with the meaning of péAlwv (present active participle
of péAAm “to be about t0”’) and of éo6pevog (future middle participle of eipi “to be™).
They can well illustrate a circumstance that is ready to take place, an imminent
action about to develop.
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On the contrary, the reading byvii (past active participle from the verb byti “to
be”), which appears twice in a number of later East Slavic testimonies (Table 1: Ne
IV, XGKIMOQRUVYZ) “should be understood as a secondary insertion into the manuscript
tradition of the Homilies. In the OCS translation of the Gospel of Matthew byvii
is coherently used for the translation of yevouevoc, the aorist middle participle of

yiyvopou (“to come into being”, “to become”). This is evident in chapter 18:13, in
which td yevopeva is rendered with byviisa (Table 4).

Table 4.
Chapter | Verse byvii (: byvajei)
Gospel of 18 31 RUABRBLUE Ke O\fso KAERPETH BBIRBLUA (: BBIRBAKRLIAR)
Matthew CBHARAAMLLA CH STBAO.

186vtec obv ol chHvéovAoL aToD T& YEVOuEVE (: TH YIVOHEVQ)
glmnincav ceddpa.
...50, when his fellow slaves saw what had happened (: was

happening),
they were deeply grieved...

The occurrence in some testimonies of the alternative reading byvajostaja
(neutral accusative plural of the present participle of byvati “to become”/ “to
happen”/ “to occur to be”) can be explained by the influence of the corresponding
textual variant ta ywvopeva (neutral accusative plural of the mediopassive present
of yi(y)vopon “to become”), that is to be found in a number of Greek testimonies'?.

In the transmission of Homily 40 (Table 1: Ne IV) it is possible to firmly
establish that the reading ne byse (in P) dates back to the archetype, while ne byviisee
(in codices Menl Men2) is of secondary origin. In this specific textual passage, the Greek
present active participle of dmapym (“to be in existence”, “to be on hand”, “to be at
disposal™) is preceded by a negation (ody vVdpyov) and can be translated as “things
which (one) does not possess”, or “things which are not at one’s disposal”. The
present tense of the Greek original seems to be in conflict with the translator’s
choice to opt for bysest-/bysost-, which generally renders future or, more precisely,
future-related participle forms. However, this apparent incongruity can be clarified
by analyzing a similar example extracted from the OCS Old Testament. As shown
by Sreznevskiy (Cpe3neBckuii / Sreznevskiy 1893: 209), in the Book of Isaiah, the
participle bysest-/bysost- preceded by a negation translates the Greek substantivized
present infinitive 1o ) eivon (of eipi “to be”). As shown in Table 5, the anonymous
translator resorts to the use of the participle bysest-/bysost preceded by a negation
to express the semantic sphere of the lack of something. Consequently, the reading
ne bysesti (“not being available”) takes on a present tense value and typologically
appears to be very close to the translation strategy used in Homily 40 (ne byse
“[something] that is not in possession”).
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Table 5.

Chapter | Verse ne bysest-

Isaiah 50 2 Né BBILUALIH BOAE
4o ToD [N givall Bowp
...because there is no water-...

A similar approach is also to be found in a passage from the Book of Amos,
recently quoted by Miltenov (Munrtenos / Miltenov 2009: 161), in which the present
active participle of bmdépyw, once again preceded by a negation, is used in the context
of a periphrastic construction with the third person singular of the future (§otan) of
the verb &ipi (“to be”). Accordingly, the Greek original text is rendered into OCS by
means of a calque (Table 6), in which the third person singular of bodo!3 is followed
by the participle negative form ne bysesti.

Table 6.

Amos 5 5 |M BETHAR BOVAETH N¢ BBILLALIH
kol Baun Eoton mg oy vmdpyovoa
... and Bethel shall come to nothing...

Moreover, a further example is given by John the Exarch’s Hexameron,
where the Greek adjective dvOmapktog “not existing / non-existent” is rendered with
ne bysesti (CnasoBa / Slavova 2017: 354).

In light of the above, one can consequently infer that when looking at the
opposition between ne byse and ne byviisee within the text of Homily 40 (Table 1: Ne
IV), the first reading may be ascribed to the archetype, while the second appears to
be the result of a scribal error'*.

6. These fresh insights into the transmission of the bysest-/bysost- in the
manuscript tradition of the Homilies of Gregory of Nazianzus therefore enable the
following conclusions to be logically drawn.

From a methodological perspective this research has demonstrated how
introducing new evidence, resulting from in-depth philological and text-critical
analysis, is so crucial when a grammatical description of the OCS language is at
stake. The topic investigated here is extremely complex, one might even say elusive.
Since at least the late 19™ century, prominent scholars have been faced with the
longstanding issue of finding a way to interpret this rare and enigmatic verbal form,
whose origin, tense and lexical meaning is exceptionally difficult to establish with
a high degree of certainty. Broadening the research horizon to manuscripts dating
from more recent times was shown to be a major asset, an essential condition for
overcoming the impasse, in which the debate surrounding the participle seems to have
stalled. The previous approach, which envisaged the examination of only the oldest
extant manuscript, was shown to be not merely inadequate but even misleading. In
fact, the widely held assumption that the bysest-/bysost- is a uniquely distinguishing
feature of East Slavic manuscripts turned out to be completely unsubstantiated as
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a direct consequence of its discovery also in a South Slavic testimony of the OCS
version of the Homilies of Gregory of Nazianzus, the Middle Bulgarian codex N.
Furthermore, a previously undetected form of the participle, the neuter accusative
singular byse¢ preceded by negation ne, was shown to exist in the 11" century codex
P, offering strong support for Jagi¢’s (1906: 36) hypothesis that the paradigm of the
nominative singular should have appeared as byse (m.s.), bysesti (fs.), byse (n.s.).
The research’s overturning of broadly held opinions has undoubtedly facilitated
an improved perception of the diachronic and diatopic evidence, leading to a more
profound knowledge of the morphology, the occurrence and the spreading of this
distinctive verbal form in the manuscript sources.

This radical change of approach in analysing the transmission of the participle
has revealed itself not only to be extremely helpful, but indeed invaluable in enriching
our understanding of its usage by Old Bulgarian translators. The investigation into the
various variant readings to be found in 18 testimonies dating from the 14% up to
the 17% centuries (E FGJK LM Menl Men2 NO QR SU VY Z) has led to a series
of highly relevant data for linguistic analysis being extrapolated, until now completely
ignored.

In this light, special attention should be paid to the identification of a
semantically equivalent entity for bysest-/bysost-, whose meaning has been judged
so obscure that it has given rise to starkly contrasting interpretations ranging from
the future participle, to the desiderative and to the past active participle!>. A certain
amount of guidance in solving the intricate puzzle of establishing the participle’s tense and
lexical meaning is indeed provided by the substitution of bysest-/bysost- with byvajei.
In all probability, the attempt to establish a synonymisation with the present active
participle from byvati (“to become”, “to happen”, “to occur to be”) suggests that the
bysest-/bysost- may have been used by the anonymous translator of the Homilies
with an aim to describe a dynamic process, to illustrate an ongoing situation, to
render a change-of-state predicate, rather than to express a future time reference in
the strictest sense. As already argued by Aitzetmiiller (1968:14), the bysest-/bysost-"s
primary meaning would have been “becoming” (“werdend”). The shift to post-
temporality can indeed be explained in the light of grammaticalisation processes
of change-of-state verbs that transform them into future markers. Specifically,
“become” is a lexical entity that frequently undergoes such a development (Whaley:
127-130). This would perhaps explain why participles such as body, bodosti and
gredy, gredosti, or periphrastic constructions such as chotestaja byti, commonly
attested in the OCS language with a future tense value, were not here adopted for
the purpose of rendering the underlying Greek original in the textual passages of the
Homilies of Gregory of Nazianzus, examined above in Table 1.

The textual variants identified in later manuscripts therefore offer us a valid
interpretative key to tackle the thorny problem of how to understand the meaning
and use of the participle bysest-/bysost-. The illustrated case of its replacement
by byvajei, far from representing a mere accidental scribal error, should be rather
understood as an attempt by Old Bulgarian scribes to interpret its meaning in the
light of the translation techniques adopted in several Cyrillo-Methodian versions of
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the New Testament. In this regard, the hypothesis that the usage of bysest-/bysost-
was supposedly limited to a particular dialectal area, regional context, purportedly
in an Eastern Bulgarian scriptorium, cannot altogether be excluded. From a textual
standpoint it seems plausible to assume that the copyists’ attempt to identify an
equivalent expression for bysest-/bysost- was originally placed alongside the text as
part of a series of marginal notes (glosses) to be later integrated into the main body
of the work.

Investigating a greater volume of manuscripts enriches our sensibility in
gaining a more nuanced understanding of the meaning of the participle bysest-/
bysost-. Accordingly, a different view with regard to its significance may confidently
be offered: rather than representing a future form of the verb by#i “to be”, as had been
previously assumed, this participle can be seen to have been used as an expression
for a developing process, similar to the verb byvati “to become”.

The encouraging outcome from the present study inevitably invites further
inquiry to be undertaken in order to gain a more comprehensive picture of the usage
of the participle bysest-/bysost-. The approach and the methodology adopted in
making such progress in investigating the tradition of the Homilies of Gregory of
Nazianzus may hopefully be applied in further scholarly inquiry focusing on the
remainder of textual corpora, containing occurrences of the participle, whose textual
transmission still begs appropriate in-depth investigation!®.

ABBREVIATIONS

GIM = Gosudarstvennyj istoriCeskij muzej [= State Historical Museum], Moscow,
Russian Federation

GVSM = Gosudarstvennyj Vladimiro-Suzdal’skij istoriko-architekturnyj i
chudozZestvennyj] muzej-zapovednik [= Vladimir-Suzdal State Historical-
Architectural and Art Reserve Museum], Vladimir, Russian Federation

JaMZ = Jaroslavskij istoriko-architekturnyj i chudozestvennyj muzej-zapovednik
[= Yaroslavl Historical-Architectural and Art Reserve Museum], Yaroslavl,
Russian Federation

KhDNB = Kharkivs'ka derzavna naukova biblioteka im. V.H. Korolenka [= Kharkiv
Korolenko State Scientific Library], Kharkiv, Ukraine

LMAB = Lietuvos Moksly Akademijos Biblioteka [= Library of the Lithuanian Academy
of Sciences], Vilnius, Lithuania

NBKM = Nacionalna Biblioteka “Sv.sv. Kiril i Metodij” [= SS. Cyril and Methodius

National Library], Sofija, Bulgaria

RGB = Rossijskaja Gosudarstvennaja biblioteka [= Russian State Library], Moscow,
Russian Federation

RNB = Rossijskaja Nacional’naja biblioteka [= Russian National Library], St.
Petersburg, Russian Federation

ZNBS

Zonal’naja naucnaja biblioteka imeni V.A. Artisevic Saratovskogo
gosudarstvennogo Universiteta [= Zonal Scientific Library of the Saratov State
University], Saratov, Russian Federation
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LIST OF MANUSCRIPTS

E= RGBF. 38 Egor: 257, late 15" century
F=ZNBS Mal’c. 38, late 15™-early 16™ century

G =KhDNB 816067 (inv. A 64959), mid /second half of the 16% century
I = GIM Sin. 1043/ 31-m, year 1073

J=JaMZ inv. 15473, early 15% century

K =RNB K-B 82/207, second half of the 15" century
L=RGBF. 304 TSL 8, 14™ century

M = GIM Sin. 54, 14% century

Menl = GIM Sin. 990, 16™ century

Men2 = GIM Sin. 178, 16t century

N=NBKM 674, years 1350-1360

O=LMAB 55, 15" century

P=RNB Q.1.1.16, second half-late 11" century
Q=GIM Cud. 11, 14" century

R =LMAB 56, 16" century

S = GIM Sin. 43, 14* century

U= GIM Sin. 51, 16" century

V=GVSM B-5636/24, year 1551

Y=RGBF. 209 Ov¢. 81, 17% century

Z=RGBF. 209 Ov¢. 82, 16t century

NOTES

* This paper is part of a research project funded under the “PRIN 2022 grant scheme,
awarded by the Italian Ministry of University and Research (Project title: “The Transmission
of Old Church Slavonic Texts”/ CUP H53D23006810006).

I For an overview of the issue and a critical assessment of the various views see:
Birnbaum 1995: 85-88; Cnasosa / Slavova 2017: 353-355.

2 Generally speaking, one of the obstacles in interpreting the participle as a future
consists in the fact that the OCS language has no inflectional future. The latter is expressed
either with the present tense of some verbs (mostly of perfective, but also of imperfective
aspect) or with periphrastic constructions consisting of the verbs naceti (“to begin”), chotéti
(“to want”), imeéti (“to have”) followed by the infinitive.

3 According to Birnbaum (1995: 90) there is “no compelling evidence for or against
the existence of a Slavic sigmatic finite future”. Similarly, CnaBosa / Slavova (2017: 354-
355) also remains very cautious about drawing definitive conclusions on this very issue.

4 On this tradition see: Bpynu / Bruni 2004, 2010, 2021.

> Kuznetsov’s claim regarding the presence in a single Old East Slavic codex of
more than 80 participle forms is unfortunately not supported by a full catalogue of quotations
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(Kysnenos / Kuznetsov 1961: 131), but only with a couple of examples in which the participle
appears to be prefixed (si-bysest- in GIM, Cud. 184, late 15th century, f. 71 and 93).

6 Cum.coop. / Sim. sbor. 1991: 512.

7 A critical edition of the OCS version of Homilies 40 and 43 is available in Bruni
2010, while that of Homilies 41 and 45 is currently being prepared.

8 Each one of the above listed testimonies of the Homilies of Gregory of Nazianzus
was directly investigated on site by the author, with the exception of manuscript I studied via
a digital copy.

? See: MacRobert 2021: 180. On the non-iterative value of byvati see also: Meillet
1902: 56; OCCS / ESSYa 1976:158; Illeenera / Sheveleva 2016: 529.

10 Katluzniacki 1896: 160. A later Middle-Bulgarian copy, known as the “Apostle of
Slepce”, features the secondary reading sgste “being” (Mmeunckwmii / I’inskiy 1912: 38),
while the “Aposle of Ohrid” omits this textual passage (Kyns0akuu / Kul’bakin 1907: 43).

11" The reading byvaemoe is to be found not only in major OCS testimonies of the
Gospels such as Codex Marianus (SArug / Jagich 1883: 300 [Lc 22:49], 303 [Lc 23:8] and
Codex Zographensis (Jagi¢ 1879: 130 [Lc 22:49], 131 [Lc 23:8], but also in later Middle-
Bulgarian copies (banumko / Banishko 1981: 356 [Lc 22:49], 359 [Lc 23:8]; Jo6pomupoBo
/ Dobromirovo 1975: 268 [Lc 22:49], 272 [Lc 23:8].

12 For details see: NTG 1998: 1998: 51; Esanremue / Evangelie 2005: 100.

13" The special nature of bodp in the verb paradigm was emphasized by Trubadev
(3CCH / ESSYa 1976: 233-243), who considers it to be a kind of perfective present in the
role of future tense. On this issue see also Van Wijk’s view (1931: 229), according to which
bodp is on the one hand the perfective form of the imperfective byvajo “I will” (from byvati
(“to become™/ “to happen”/ “to occur to be”), while on the other the simple imperfective
future tense of esmi “I am” (from byt “to be”). On this problem see also: Jagi¢ 1882; Dostal
1954: 146.

14 Cases of substitution of Old Bulgarian archaisms with East Slavic innovations (e.g.
the replacement of bysinii by byvii) are listed in: CnaBosa / Slavova 2023, 45, n.7.

15 The participle’s ambiguous nature was particularly emphasized by Aitzetmiiller
(1968: 13).

16 This is especially true for the translation of the Major and Minor Prophets flanked
by Theodoret of Cyrrhus’ Commentaries which awaits to be investigated on the basis of the
entire manuscript evidence. Moreover, further attention should be devoted to Constantine of
Preslav’s version of the First Oration against the Arians, in which the participle is twice used
for the translation of yevntog (“originated”).
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