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ABNO KANHHEELNOK

RECENT DESCRIPTIONS FROM THE SOVIET UNION
OF EARLY SLAVIC MANUSCRIPTS

DONALD OSTROWSK!

In the 1950's, after a lull of thirty years, specialists in the Soviet
Union resumed publishing descriptions of early Slavic manuscripts. The
French scholar Wladimir Vodoff surveyed the initial phase of these publi-
cations to 1968.1 The present article surveys those descriptions--not
only in catalogs, but also in books and articles--that have appeared

since then.

Problems of resources, limited time, historical circumstances and short-
age of qualified personnel have acted to restrict the number of manu-
scripts described thus far in the Soviet Union, as well as the degree to
which any particular manuscript has been described. When manuscripts are
not described, or described inadequately, they are in effect lost both to
scholarship and as treasures of historical heritage. Without such infor-
mation that a thorough description provides it is extremely difficult and
time consuming for a researcher to locate copies of any particular source.
If the researcher overlooks significant copies, the risk increases that
analysis of the source may be faulty. The editor who publishes a text
without taking into consideration evidence from all the significant
copies, not only is more likely to produce a faulty edition but also is
more likely to lead others astray unintentionally. Finally, without ade-

quate descriptions those scholars who study the history of the codex, or

(*) | would like to express deep gratitude to Patricia K. Grimsted,
Lubomyr Hajda, Edward L. Keenan, Hugh Olmsted, S. V. Utechin, William
R. Veder, and especially Daniel C. Waugh for reading drafts of this
article, making many valuable stylistic and substantive suggestions
and bringing to my attention items that | would have overlooked other
wise. By the phrase ''early Slavic manuscripts'' | mean those copied
before the eighteenth century.

"La publication des catalogues de manuscrits slaves et des inven-
taires d'archives en U.R.5.5.," Journal des savants, January-March,

1970, pp. 29-52.



manuscript book, are often deprived, through no fault of their own, of
some very valuable information.2 Any serious research on early Slavic
culture, history, or literature begins with adequate manuscript descrip-

tions.

when | began examining early S$lavic manuscripts, | established for myself
as a researcher ten distinguishing characteristics that | felt were indis
pensable for me to know about each manuscript. It might not be complete-
1y inappropriate, therefore, for me to apply these distinguishing charac-
teristics as criteria in order to evaluate descriptions that have come

from the Soviet Union.3

1. The most important component of a manuscript description is identi-
fication (as thorough as possible) of the contents of a manuscript. It
is useful when the description provides the folio numbers of the begin-
ning and end of each item, the title of each written work more or less
exactly as it is given in the manuscript, and the beginning (incipit) and
ending (explicit) words of the text. Many nineteenth-century Russian
descriptions gave no foliation or only the beginning foliation (sometimes
only the recto number even when an item began on the verso of the folio)."

Such practice made for imprecision in determining how much of a work was

(2) About the importance and problems of manuscript work, see, c.g., the
insightful essay of Paul Oskar Kristeller, ''Tasks and Probiems of
Manuscript Research,'' Codicologica, vol. 1, 1976, pp. 84-90; for the
study of manuscripts as archeological objects, see L. M. J. Delaissé,
“"Towards a History of the Medieval Book,'" Codicologica, vol. 1, 1976,
pp. 75-83; for the fontological aspects of descriptions, see A. H.
Anbumy, ""MCTOUHMKOBegUECKME ACMEKTH HAy4HOro OAWCAaHWA pywonuceit,''
TTvobnemn HAQYUHO20 ONUCAHUA DYKONUCEU U FarCuMunvbHrozo u3danusa namam-
HUKO8 NuUcCtMernocmu, BeecowaHas Hayumas xondepenyur, Jenunepad, 14-16
geepann 1979 <, Tesucm Oownados, Leningrad, 1979, pp. 6-7.

w

For stightly different views concerning what is important in a manu-
script description, see "MHCTPpYKNMA ANA COCTABNEHMA KaTanoros ApeBHWUX
cnasaHckux pykonuceit,' Slavia, vol. 32, 1963, pp. 240-250; and 4. C.
NMuxaves, Texcmonozus Ha mamepuane pPYCcrou aumepamypm X-XVII es. ,
Moscow-Leningrad, 1962, pp. 109-112. See also Q. . Muxaues, ''3agaum
COCTABNEHWA METOOUK ONMCAaHWMA CNAaBAHOPYCCKUX pykonnced,' Apweoepagu-—
veckul ewezo0nurx 3a 1972 200, Moscow, 1974, pp. 234-242 and C. M.
KawtaHos, Ouepru pyccxoti dwnaomamuru, Moscow, 1970, pp. 218-243 on
codicological aspects.

(4) See, e.g.., A. E, BuxTopoB, ONUCU DYKONUCKNT COOPANUM 6 KHUEOXPAHUA—
wyaxr ceeeproli Poccuu, St. Petersburg, 1890; and K. Kanadigosmu and M.
Crpoes, Ofcmosmenpuoe ONUCaRUE CAABAHO—POCCULICKUL pyHOonucell, XpaHsy—
uxesa s Mockee e Gubnuomexe ., Toncmozo, Moscow, 1825.



included, especially since incipits and explicits were almost never given.
Sometimes an arbitrary modern designation for a work is given instead of
the title in the manuscript. But inconsistency in designation creates
difficulties in determining which redaction, or even which work, is lo-
cated there.® Of course, one would like to see identification of the re-
daction according to a published version of the text. But, given the
state of published editions (although this has been improving), the de-
scriber of a manuscript cannot always identify redactions accurately.
Therefore, an incipit with exact title could help a future researcher,
who is investigating a particular source, to determine at a glance to
which group the copy belongs. While omissions of felio numbers, exact
titles, incipits, and explicits are merely inconvenient for researchers
who are able to examine the manuscripts de visu, for scholars who do not
have ready access to the manuscripts these omissions can be extremely

frustrating.

It is also useful when the description identifies a work as a transla-
tion, especially if that work is published elsewhere in the original lan-
guage. Since estimates of the amount of translated literature in Early

Rus' run as high as 95% of the total literary production, it is important

to devise a system of identifying translations. For example, texts could
be compared with the repertories for Greek and Latin texts compiled by

the Society of Bollandists in Belgium.5

(5) For example, in a recent catalog of the Synodal Collection at the
Historical Museum in Moscow, the compiler cites a fifteenth-century
copy of the Life of Leontij of Rostov (T. H. NpoTacbesa, Onucanue
pyronuceii Cunodanvrozo cofpanus, vol. 2, 1974, p. 59). Besides the
fact that the foliation is not clearly given, she does not provide
the incipit. V. 0. Kljucevskij identified six redactions of the
Life of Leontij, only one of which he assigned to the pre-sixteenth-
century period (B. 0. Knmwuesckuit, [Jpe8HepyCCKUA HUMUA CEAMIL KaK
ucmopuueckull uemounurx, Moscow, 1871, p. 4). Is the Synodal copy re-
presentative of that redaction, or of one of the other five? With-
out incipits we have no way of telling besides looking at the manu-
script (my thanks to Richard Bosley of Yale University for pointing
out this example to me). While working on the Decisions for the Coun
eil of 1503, | was able tentatively to place the Uspenskij copy of
the Great Menology closer to the Carskij copy than to the St. Sophia
copy on the basis of the incipit provided in Archimandrite losif's
[Todpotnoe oezaasneHue BequKux Yempux-munel BCEPOCCULICKO20 MUMPONOUNIA
Maxapusi, Moscow, 1892, col. 476.

o
o

Bibliotheca hagiographica graeca, updated and enlarged by F Halkin,
3 vols., Brussels, 1957 (Subsidia hagiographica, 8a): Auctarium,



2. Formal identification of the manuscript including present and former
code numbers, approximate date of compilation, format, and total number
of folios.

3. References to previous descriptions and catalog listings.

b,

Information concerning the type and approximate date of binding,

evidence of previous bindings, and so forth.”

Brussels, 1969 (Subsidia hagiographica, 47); Bibliotheca hagio-
graphica latina antique et mediae aetatis, 2 vols., Brussels, 1898-
1901 (Subsidia hagiographica, 6); Supplement, Brussels, 1911 (Subsid-
ia hagiographica, 12§T Migne's compilations might also be helpful:
Jacques Paul Mlgne, Patrologiae cursus completus. Series latina, 221
vols., Paris, 1844-1864; A. Hamman, Supplementwm, 5 vols., Paris,
1958-1974; and Jacques Paul Migne, Patrologiae cursus completus.
Series graeca, 161 vols., Paris, 1857-1866. Francis Thompson is cur-
rently compiling a guide to early Slavic translations from Greek.

See Francis J. Thompson, ''A Guide to Slavonic Translations from Greek
Down to the End of the Fourteenth Century,' in Crassxcra naneoepadusn
u Ounsomamuxa, Loxnadu u coOOuyeHUA Om CeMuHnapa no CAABAHCKA Naneo-
epagun u Sunnomamuxa, eds. Fopana Benuesa, et al., Sofia, 1980, pp.
27-37. A recent introductory survey of the Byzantine manuscript herj
tage is E. 3. IpaHcTpem, ''Bu3aHTUiiCKOE PYKORMMCHOE Hacneaue M ApesHAsR
CRaBAHO-pYCCKaR mMTepaTypa,'' /Tymu usyuenus OpeeHepyCCKoll sumepamypet U
nucomenrocmu, Leningrad, 1970, pp. 141-148. See also her valuable
work in pinning down translations of John Chrysostom's compositions
into Stavonic and their locations: E. 3. lpaHctpem, 'Moann 3naTtoyceT
B APeBHel pyCCKOW M KKHOCNAaBAHCKOW nuceMeHHocTu (X1-XIV es.),' Tpydu
Omizaa Opesnepycexoti aumepamypn (TOUPTT) , vol. 29, 1974, pp. 186-193;
anc I. 3. lpamncTpem, 'MoanH 3naToycT B ApeBHeR PYCCKON W IOKHOCANABAHC-
Kor- mcemeHHocTn (XI=XV BB.),'"" TOOPJ, vol. 35, 1980, pp. 345-375.
For a provocative essay on the question of what was being translated
and why, see Francis Thompson, 'The Nature of the Reception of Chris-
tian Byzantine Culture in Russia in the Tenth to Thirteenth Centuries
and Its Implications for Russian Culture,'" Slavica Gandensia, vol. 5,
1978, pp. 107-139. For a detailed analysis of the scientific litera-
ture, see lhor SevCenko, "Remarks on the Diffusion of Byzantine Scien
tific Literature Among the Orthodox Slavs,! Slavenic and East Europe—
an Review, vol. 59, 1981, pp. 321-345,

Besides articles by S. A, Klepikov ("'M3a ucTopumu pycckoro xyaoxecTBseH-
Horo nepenneta,' Hauea. Hccnedosamus u mamepuasm, vol. 1, 1959, pp.
98-166; '"OpHameHTaneHble yKpaweHWs NepenneTos woHua XV nepBoit nonosuHsl
XV1l sekoe B pykoncax 6ubmmoTeku Tpoumue-Cepruesa MoHacTsipn,'' Banuckxu
Omdena pyronuceil IV, vol., 22, 1960, pp. 57-73; and fn. 47 below)
very little has been published on Slavic bindings since the outstand-
ing work of Simoni: N, K. Cumonu, Onum cloprurxa ceedenuti no ucmopuu
U mexHure KHuzonepensemmoeo xydowecmea Ha Pycu, npeuMyyecmeenno 8 oo-
nempogckoe epems, ¢ XI no XVIIT cmonemue emmouumenvuo. Texcmmr — ma—
mepuantt  cHumxu (= TIaMATHWKM APEBHEN NUCBMEHHOCTM M WcKyccTBa, vol .
122), St. Petersburg, 1903. One hopes that the posthumously pub-
]lShed work of E. Laucevicius (XV-XVIT a. knygu irisimai Lietwvos



5. General information concerning the numbering of folios (for example:
how many foliations; which one is being followed; blank pages; pages

omitted in numbering; numbers used twice or more; and so forth).

6. MWatermarks {with folio locations) for manuscripts on paper. Cata-
logs have been notoriously chary on watermark information. Nineteenth-
century East Slavic descriptions rarely gave any indication of water-
marks. The date of a manuscript seems to have been calculated almost
solely on the basis of handwriting. Then, it was fortunate whenever the
manuscript was dated to the right century. Recent descriptions from the
Soviet Union have provided some information, but rarely with indication
of folio locations, or typicality of the mark in the codex (is it a rem-

nant of paper or a run?), or with any accuracy.®

7. Types of hand (with folio locations). Such information has been sub-
sumed for the entire codex under one or another general designation, such
as "semi-uncial' (noayycmas), or 'cursive" (cxoponucp) or some combina-

tion of the two. Indication of changes in hand is rarely given.?

bibiiotekose, Vilnius, 1976) will act as a stimulus to study of Slav-
ic manuscript bindings.

8

~

See Waugh's comments on the problems of accuracy in Soviet watermark
identification: Daniel C. Waugh, "'Soviet Watermark Studies--Achieve-
ments and Prospects,' Kritika, vol. 6, 1970, pp. 78-111. See also
the remarks of T. V. Dianova in ''MeTog BaTUpPOBXKW AOKYMEHTOB C MOMOWbID
BOAAHLIX 3HAKOB M NpuHuMNE NyGnukauuu dunurpaden,' Apxeozpaduuecrkuli
eweeodnux 3a 1974 208, Moscow, 1975, pp. 58-59, where she takes issue
with some of the parameters Waugh proposed for identifying watermarks.
Recent exceptions to the general Soviet insouciance in the filed of
watermark studies can be seen in the works of Amosov, Dianova,
Kastanov, and Kloss: A. A. Amocos, 'K sonpocy o BpemeHn npoucxoxaeH
ua muuesoro ceoaa Meana [posHoro,'' Mamepuasm u Ccoolyenus no goroam
Omdena pyxonuchoii u pedxoil xhueu, Leningrad, 1978, pp. 6-36; T. B.
fvarosa, 'K sBonpocy o spemeHn co3aaHuA pykonucu [IMcKapeBCKOro nevo-
nucua," Jemonucu u cporuxu. 1376 2. M. H. Tuxomupos u semonuceseder—
ue, Moscow, 1976, pp. 142-147; C. M. KawTaHos, 'Mo cnegam TPOMUKMX
KORUMHbIX KHUE XV 8. ,'" Sanucku Omdena pyxonucer: [EJI, vol. 38, 1977,
pp. 30-63 and vol. 40, 1979, pp. 4-58; B. M. Knocc, 'fleatenbHocTs
MUTPONONMYbLEN KHUronucHon macTepckol B 20-x--30-x ropax XVI seka u
npoucxoxaeHue HukoHoBCKoN netonmcu,'' [pes8uepyccroe uckyccemeo. Pyrxo—
nucHas xHuea, vol. 1, Moscow, 1972, pp. 333-335, where he corrects
the watermark dating of the toasaf Chronicle made by A. A. Zimin;
idem, "Hun Copckuit u Hun Nonee~--'cnucaTenn kHur,''' Jpesnepyccroe
ucrycemso. Pyxonuchasa xuuea, vol. 2, Moscow, 1974, pp. 155-156; and
idem, Huronoecwuil c8od u pyccrue snemonucu XVI-XVII eexos, Moscow,
1980.

€ (9) See H. H. Poaoe, Ckopomucanue unu ckoponmce? 06 yTouHeHun



8.

Arrangement of quires (or at least an indication of signature mark-

ings). Information about quires is rarely given; yet it is the basic

unit of analysis because codices were compiled and copied according to

the

pen

quire.

Inscriptions. While it is undesirable to report every stroke of a

or pencil, descriptions have tended to provide only those that have

TepmuHa) "' Benomozamenvume ucmopuvecrue Oucyunauns, vol. 2, 1969,

pp. 134-143 about the insufficiency of terminology i- describing
types of handwriting. The problem of differentiating between uncial
and semi~-unical was discussed in a report at the March 1973 session
of the Archeographic Commission: M., B. Kykywxkuna, '"06 onpegeneHuun
yCTaea v nofyycTasa npu onucaHuy pykormcen, ' which was summarized by
Vorob'ev: M. H. Bopobves, ''CoBewaHne No BONpoOCaMm ONMCaHUA ApesHe-
cnaBAHCKUX pykonuced,'' AE 3a 1973 200, Moscow, 1974, p. 323. General
problems of the identification of hands were discussed at a confer-
ence held in April 1971: M. A. Opnoea, ''KondpepeHuwn, nocesAueHHas
METOAUKE MAEHTUPMKALUM NOUEPKOB B APEBHEPYCCKON PYKOMMCHON KHure,''
AE 3a 1971 200, Moscow, 1972, pp. 393-398. See also the first five
articles in the second volume of [pesuepyccroe ucryccmso. Pyxonuc-—
Has whuea, Moscow, 1974, about the identification of handwriting in
early Slavic manuscripts: M. B. llenkuHa, ''BOBMOXHOCTb OTOKMAECTBNEHUS
nouepkoB 8 apesHepycckux pykormucax'' (pp. 7-13); H. H. Poaos, '06
UAEHTUOMKALUM MOYEPKOB CTapeiumx pycckux xHur (XI1-X11 seka)'' (pp. 14-
17); Nl. M. KocThxuHa, ''D HEKOTOPHX NPMHUMNAX OTOMAECTBNEHAA WM TUMIM-
3auMM NOUYEPKOB B PYCCKux pyxonmucax pyBewa XVI-XVI! sexos' (pp. 18-27);
N. N. Xykosckan, '"OxcnmTTepansHwe cnocobbl ONpeAeneHA pasHbix nouepkos'
(pp. 28-37); and U. C. dusmmnnosa, ''MaeHTUONKAUMA NUCLOB HA OCHOBAHMM
aHanu3a nucbMa ckopommcHex pykommcei’' (pp. 38-57). A recent paleog-
rapky album from the Historical Museum in Moscow--fl. M. Koc¢TicxuHa,
Hrw~o0e nucomo e Poccuu XVII &, , Moscow, 1974--contains 155 photocopy
samples of seventeenth-century handwriting (pp. 74-228), an analysis
of seventeenthrcentury semi-uncial (pp. 6-64), and a list of seven-
teenth-century scribes (pp. 66-72). For an attempt at finding common
principles in the identification of hands in Latin and Cyrillic
alphabets, see B. U, Maxyra, ''OTokpecTenedve pyku nucua B naneo-
rpadun M Koamkonoruu,'' BenomozamenvHe ucmopuuecrue Sucyunauns, vol .
7, 1976, pp. 272-289. For the praxis of identification see the works
of Kloess and Sinitcyna; bB. M. Knocc, '"0 cocTtase KonuiiHol KHWFM
MOCKOBCKOINO MU TPONOMMUbEro AOMa,'' BernoMmoeamenvrhe ucmopunecrkue OuUCuu—
naune, vol. 5, 1973, esp. p. 109, where gives a detailed breakdown in
cluding folio locations of all the hands in a codex; idem, "'fesTennb-
HocThb,'' pp. 329-333; H., B. CuHuubHa, KHukHeWi macTep Muwawn MegoBapy-
e, [pesnepyccxoe ucxkyccmgo. Pyxonuchas xHuza, vol, 1, Moscow, 1972,
pp. 286-317; idem, "OToxaecTeneHWE MONYEPKOB PYCCKUX PYKOMMCHBIX KHUT
xoHua XV-nepsoi nonoeuHu XVI| 8. u ero TpyaHoctw,'' [Tvobremn naneo-
epaguu U xoduxosceuu e CCCP, Moscow, 1974, pp., 89-113; and idem,
Maxcum I'vex 8 Poccuu, Moscow, 1976, pp. 12-43 (1 questioned the iden-
tification of the Russian autograph of Maksim/Michael Trivolis in
Kritika, vol. 15, 1979, pp. 17-30).



a direct connection with dating or attribution. An equitable balance in
selection of what inscriptions or markings to report would provide more

information concerning place of copying and history of the manuscript.

10. Remarks by the compiler of the description concerning any oddities
or special characteristics of the codex, for example, illuminations,
decorations, or more prosaic considerations of grease or dampness stains,
rulings, prickings, and so forth. Even a very preliminary analysis can

assist other researchers and stimulate ideas.

All to infrequently are we able to obtain the information we would 1ike
to have about a manuscript from a published description. However, it may
be possible to compile substantial data from various references to a manu
script. Places where information about manuscripts is published can be
broken down into four categories: (1) reports of archeographic expedi-
tions; {2) archeographic essays; (3) descriptions of individual manu-

scripts; and (4) catalogs of manuscript descriptions.

What is the status of descriptions by codicologists in the Soviet Union

in each of these categories?

REPORTS OF ARCHEOGRAPHIC EXPEDITIONS

These reports often appear in journals such as Tpydn Omdena OpesHeryCCKOU
sumepanypn ( TOURD) or Apxeoepaguuecwuni exeeoduux (AE). They usually con-
tain short, telegraphic descriptions providing minimal information. Their
purpose is to report the discovery of manuscripts and to serve as a de-
scription until {or in lieu of) the making of a full description. Any-
where from two to several hundred manuscripts can be "described' in such

a report.

In the past dozen years, as for the past three decades, the late V. 1.
Malysev was an active leader of archeographic expeditions, especially
into 01d Believer areas, most notably Ust'-Cil'ma, in search of manu-
scripts. His energetic work in this field is memorialized by the fact
that Pushkin House's Manuscript Division, which he founded over twenty-
five years ago, now houses more than 7000 manuscripts, most of which were

10

gathered on such expeditions. One can only encourage the following of

(10) See MalySev's reports on new acquisitions: B. M. Manwwes, ''Hosee
nocTynneHun B cobpaHne APEeBHEPYCCKUX pykonucel NywkuHckoro goma,''



Malygev's example in the searching out of early manuscripts.1

1

ARCHEOGRAPHIC ESSAYS

These essays often appear in introductions to publications of texts. The

information here is fuller than in archeographic reports, but less than a

full description, because the compiler may only be concerned about the

copy of the text that is being published. Usually, an archeographic

essay describes fewer manuscripts than a catalog does.

12

(11)

(12)

Pyccras sumepamypa, 1966, no. 2, pp. 217-219; 1967, no. 1, pp. 195-
197; 1968, no. 2, pp. 201-204; 1969, no. 2, pp. 119-125; 1370, no. 1,
pp. 191-196; 1971, no. 1, pp. 137-142; 1972, no. 2, pp. 177-184;
1973, no. 2, pp. 196-201; 1974, no. 1, pp. 231-237; and B. N.
Bbyaaparur, 'Hoewe noctynnexus B cobpaHue ApeBHEpYyCCKMX pyKonwucedn
NywkuHckoro aoma,'' Pyccxas aumepamypa, 1976, no. 4, pp. 184-188.

For a brief survey of Maly;ev's work in collecting manuscripts,
+  B. KykywkwHa, ''Pykonucu BubnuoTekm Axagemmu nayk CCCP, coBpaHHuie
npu yuyactuu B. U. Manwwesa,' in Pyxonuchoe xacnedue OpesHeil Pycu no
mamepuanam yuwruncrozo doma, Leningrad, 1972, pp. 401-405. For a
list of archeographic expeditions of Pushkin House, Leningrad State
University, the Russian Museum, and Archive of the Academy of Sci-
ences from 1965 to 1974, see Ipesnexpanwmnue TyuruHcrxozo doma
sumepamypa 1965-1974 e2,), compiled by B. M. Mamsiwes, Leningrad,
1978, pp. 106-110; for a list of the archeographic expeditions of
the Library of the Academy of Sciences (BAN), see A. A. Amocos and
H. "M, By6uos, ''Hoswe nocTynnenus B OTgen pykonucen buBavwoTexkm AH
CCCP B 1955-1976 rr.' Supplement 1: '"OtueTw 06 apxeorpaduueckux
3KkcneanumMax u oB3opsl HOBLIX NOCTynneruit pykonuceir B OPPK BAH CCCP,
ony6nukosanHele 8 1961-1977 rr.," Mamepuaan u coobweHus no dordam
Omoena pyxorucei u pedxor xnueu, edited by M, B. KykywkuHa, Lenin-
grad, 1978 pp. 331-333. Various theoretical considerations based on
eleven archeographic expeditions of Moscow State University from
1971 to 1976 were summed up in an article: M. B. Noapeesa, ''Kom=-
nnexKcHele apxeorpagmueckme awcneauumu. lenu, meToanka, MPUHUMNL
opranusauwu,'' Hemopus CCCP, 1978, ¥ 2, pp. 103-115. Sixty-four manu
scripts from one of these expeditions were briefly described: T. A.
Kpyrnosa, ''KpaTkoe onucaHue pykonucei, HaipeHHsix 8 1973 r, Ha
TeppnTopun Mongasckolt CCP m Ogecckoi obnactu YCCP,'' M3 ucmopuu
gondos Hayunot Gubruomewu Mocrxosecrozo yuusepcumema, edited by Y. C,
Kapnosa, Moscow, 1978, pp. 152-158. For the First All-Union Con-
ference on Field Archeography,' see the reports: A. A. KypHocoe and
B. A. YepHux in Bonpocw ucmopuu, 1977, ¥ L, pp. 141-145; M. TI.
Muponenxo in AE 3a 1977 200, Moscow, 1978, pp. 370-373; and M. I.
MupoHenko and B. B. Mopoaos in Cosemcwue aprusw, 1977, ¥ 2, pp. 119-
121.

See, for example, the archeographic essays: 0. A. [epwasuHa,
Crxasarue Aspaarmus Manuypna, Moscow-Leningrad, 1955, pp. 64-92; A. A.
3umun and A. C. Jlypve, llocaanus HMocuga Bonaoyrxozo, Moscow-Leningrad,
1959, pp. 98-136 and 289-295; and A. A, 3umnn, Couunenus M. [epecee-
mosa, Moscow-Leningrad, 1956, pp. 78-120.
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V. A. Kuckin's essay on sixty-six copies of the Tale Concerning Mizail of
Tyer' is an outstanding example of an archeographic essay.!3 I1n addition

to the present code numbers, he usually provides for each manuscript a
brief designation (for example, ''Codex of Lives of Russian and Byzantine

Saints''), previous descriptions, some watermark information (but no folio
jocations or indications of typicality of the mark for that codex), a con
jecture on date of the manuscript, location of the Tale Concerning Mizail,
and some peculiarities of that copy. Sometimes he provides total number
of folios, type or types of hand (for example, 'The manuscript was writ-
ten with various hands, semi-uncial and cursive' or 'various hands'
(nouepru pasume), and an inscription or two. Infrequently, he will name
some or all of the other works in the codex, but only if they have some
direct relationship to Mixail of Tver'. or when they are not noted in a
previous description. Also KuCkin provides only the modern titles for

works, not the heading in the codex, nor incipits or explicits.

But, given the format of an archeographic essay and what Kuckin set out

to do, one should not fault him for the information that he does not in-
clude. Many descriptions in catalogs where one expects fuller informa-

tion are often not as thorough as Kuckin's is.

N. S. Demkova's archeographic essay on copies of three redactions of the

Life of Avvakum is sparse in comparison.lt

She gives code numbers, form-
er numbers [!1, format, location of the Life in the codex, approximate

date of the codex, and remarks. These remarks could have been the basis
for providing information of some value. Instead, Demkova often is con-
tent to state that the manuscript has been described elsewhere. Frequent
ly, this other ''description' provides only the same information that she

15

has just given. Very little is gained by having the other reference,

(13) B. A. Kyuxun, fosecru o Muxaune Teepcxaom, Moscow, 1974, pp. 33-7h.

(14) H. C. fJemkosa, Mumue npomonona AéeaxyMa, Leningrad, 1974, pp. 12-66.
Not all of this chapter is concerned with the manuscript copies.
After each section that describes manuscripts she has a longer sec-
tion discussing the relationship of the redactions. Only about four
teen of the fifty-four pages deal solely with the fifty-six manu-
script copies. Although she has more information (contents, hand-
writing) about some copies in the sections devoted to redactions, it
is not much.

(15) For example, she refers often to the article: B. W. Mannwes,
3aMeTKA O PYKOMUCHHX cnuckax KMTWA npoTonona AsBakyMa (MaTepuane ans



because only the minimum amount of information (essentially present loca-
tion of the manuscript, folio number of the Life within it, and some idea

of date) is given in both.1®

Two of the articles in a recent collection devoted to the Izbormik of
1073 contain archeographic information about manuscript copies of that
compilation.17 K, M. Kuev's article barely meets the promise in the
title of being merely '"observations' (nafiwdenus). For nineteen codices
he gives the current code number, format, number of folios, approximate
date of copy (without indication how the date was arrived at), type of
script, redaction, reference to fullest description, and comments con-
cerning what is known about where the codex was and when. The other
article, written by L. P. Grjazina and N. A. 3lerbaleva, contributes much
fuller information about one of the manuscripts that Kuev covers and
about eleven other manuscripts that Kuev does not cover. A comparison
of the descriptions of the manuscript (IBJl, Bornox. 496) that the two
articles have in common shows that in addition to the information Kuev
provides, Grjazina and SCerbaleva give the designation as it appears in
the codex, incipit of the codex, watermark information (although without
foliation or indication of typicality), the fact that fols. 1 and 196
are blank {these were not counted in Kuev's foliation), size of pages,
binding, inscriptions, the fact that the codex has thick cinnabar sigla

and vjas’ (a type of decorative lettering) in the titles, and citation

6uGmmorpadun),"! TOGR/I, vol. 8, 1951, pp. 379-397, but only repeats
the information given there (p. 14, ¥ 5; p. 15, ¥ 11, 12, 14; p. 16,
W 17, 205 pp, L42-43, W 2; p. 43, N 4, 75 p. L4, WF 10, 11). When
there Fs so much original research waiting to be published, one ex-
pects more than mere repetition from that which is published.

(16) Demkova does make one regrettable excursion into the realm of water-
merks, The ms, BAH, ApywwHus W 746, allegedly contains the auto-
graph of Avvakum from 1673 on fols. 189-285v. According to Dianova,
some of the paper of these folios contain a watermark dated by
Geraklitov to 1681. Could Avvakum have used paper that first made
its appearance eight years after he was supposed to have written on
it? Demkova could have challenged Geraklitov's dating or Dianova's
fdentification, [nstead, she chese to sidestep the issue by observ-
ing that such ''facts ., . do not help the dating" (aaHHwbe He
nomoraweT aaTtupoeke) (p. 21 fn. 19),

(17) K. M. Kyes, Apxeorpaduueckne HabmugeHuna Hag CBopHukoMm CumeoHa 8
CTApOCNaBAHCKMX nuTepaTypax,'' in Haboprux 1073 2, Céoprux cmameil,
Moscow, 1977, pp. 50-56; and N. N, lpsaumra and H. A, lep6auesa,
'K TekcTonorun Uaboprmka 1073 . (Mo pykonucam locypapcTeeHHoOM
Gubnnotexn CCCP um. B. W. Nennwa),'" ibid., esp. pp. 82-89.

11
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of the Imventory of 1573 concerning the codex. !t is clear that the sec-
ond description shows much more thorough analysis, and is thereby more

valuable for researchers.

At this point | might mention other recent examples of archeographic
essays. N. N. Pokrovskij provided extensive descriptions of three manu-
scripts that contain copies of the trials of Maksim Grek and lsasac
Sobak.1® L. A. Dmitriev provided very brief descriptions (code numbers,
designation, date by century, folio numbers of the studied text) of

more than 475 codices containing saints' lives.19 v, |, Buganov provided
brief information (designation, code number, item, type of hand, date,
format, total folios, and sometimes watermark information or brief com-

ment) of sixty-eight copies of Service Books .20

V. M. Zagrebin described
forty Serbian manuscripts in the Pogodin Collection of the Public Library
in Leningrad.2! T. S. Ivanova discussed the Tver' Collection in TsGADA.2?
G. V. Markelov and S. V. Frolov provided information about three manu-

scripts from the sixteenth century in Pushkin House.2® Ja. N. 3Zapov pro
vided descriptions, which are mainly valuable for their watermark informa
tion, of codices containing early copies of the Rule of Viadimir.2* N.B.
Sinitsyna described thoroughly over ninety codices containing works attri
buted to Maksim Grek.25 Archeographic essays appear in result publica-

6

tions of chronicles.? R. P Dmitrieva provided brief descriptions of

(18) H. H. Nokposckuit, Cydume crnucku Maxcuma I'pexa u Heaxa Cobawu, Mos-
cow, 1971, pp. 10-19.

(19) N. A. DMuTpues, Fumuiinme noSeCmU PYCCKO20 Ce8epa Xax NAMAMHUKU
sumepamypn XITI-XVIT es., Leningrad, 1973, pp. 271-292.

(20) B. 4. ByraHoei "'OnucaHue cnMcxos paspAaHex kHur XVII se.'' AF 3a
1972 200, Moscow, 1974, pp. 276-282.

(21) B. M. 3arpe6un, ''CepBckme pyxonucu us cobpanus M. N. NMoroguna,'’
AE 3a 1873 200, Moscow, 1974, pp. 188-199.

(22) T. C. UWBaHoBa, ''KonnexkuuAa rocynapcTBEHHBIX M YaCTHBIX AKTOB NOMECTHO™
BOTUMHHEIX apxusoB XVI-XIX 8B.," AF 3a 1973 200, Moscow, 1974, pp.
210-218.

(23) I B. Mapxenoe and C. B. ®ponos, ''CTporaHoBckue pyKonMcu 8 NywKkuHC KoM
nome, "' MlamsmHuxu Kyavmypet. Hoewe omxpumus. Thucomernocmp. Hexycemgo.
Apxeonozus. Exeeodnurx 1975, Moscow, 1976, pp. 70-72.

(24) A. H. lNanos, [pesnepyccrue xrAxeckue ycmaew XI-XV ee., Moscow, 1976.
(25) H. B. Cunuusna, Marxcum I'perx @ Poccuw, Moscow, 1977, pp. 223-279

(26) Ionnoe cobparue pyccrux aemovmcedi (IICPMI), vol. 33, 1977, pp. 3-9;
TCPJI, vol. 34, 1978, pp. 3-7



approximately 350 codices that contain the Tale About Peter and Fev-
roniia.2? Ja. S. Lur'e and Ju. D. Rykov provided various amounts of
information about more than 100 codices that contain parts of the Corre-

spondence attributed to {van IV and Andrej Kurbskij.28
DESCRIPTIONS OF INDIVIDUAL MANUSCRIPTS

A description of a single manuscript may appear as an article in a jour-
nal or sometimes as an introduction to a published text based on a sin-
gle manuscript. The information here is often the best available and

most extensive description of a particular manuscript.2®

tn this category, scholarship in the Soviet Union has produced an out-
standing example in the past few years--the description of the Uspenskij
Codex.3% This is an extremely thorough description as is clear from the
sub-headings: 'Concerning the manuscript and its publications' (pp. k-
7); "Composition of the manuscript! (pp. 8-10); 'Paleographic descrip-
tion and binding" (pp. 10-24), which includes subsections on: '"Binding"
(pp. 10-11), “The Parchment' (pp. 12-13), "Rulings for the text ' (pp.
13~14), "Quires, their composition and numeration'' (pp. 14-16), ''The
ink'" (p. 16), "Cinnabar'' (pp. 16-17), "Ornament" (pp. 17-19), "Analysis
of the handwriting' (pp. 20-24); also '"Time and place of copying of the
manuscript’ (pp. 24-25); and "Reproduction of the text' (pp. 26-28).
The table of contents of the book acts as a table of contents for the
codex. n addition, all the words and their forms that appear in the

codex are given in an indes {pp. 500-752).

Although | am not in a position to evaluate the accuracy of the descrip-
tion without access to the codex, | can certainly applaud an attempt at

such thorough work. First, it gives to researchers who do not have

(27) P. N. [fAmutpuesa, flosecmv o [Tempe u desponuu, Leningrad, 1979, pp.
147-208.

(28) A. C. Nypbe and 1. fl. Pukos, '"Apxeorpaduueckuii o63op,'' in Mepernucra
Heana Iposnozo ¢ Andpeem Hypberum, Leningrad, 1979, pp. 250-351.

(29) Examples of this type are: . H. Nywkapee, 'K Bonpocy o6 naaanun
cnnckun Hapckoro Coduitckonn | netonueu,' IlpoGaemn ucmouruxosederus,
vol. 8, 1959, pp. 432-44k4; K. H. CepbunHa, 'O nponcxoxaeHun cBopHuka
¥ 645 CuHopanbHoro cobpanma [OCYRapCTBEHHOrO MCTOPUUECKOro Myses,''
Bonpocy CoOYUaIbHO=eKOHOMUUECKULL UCMOPUU U ucmouurxosedenuss nepuoda

geodanuama 6 Poccuu, Moscow, 1961, pp. 237-241,

(30) Yenewcwuti c6opnux XIT-XIIT e6., publication prepared by 0. A.
Knasesckan, B, I, [flembAHos, and M. B, Jlanon under the editorship of
C. U. Kotkos, Moscow, 1971, esp. pp, 4-28.

13
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access to the codex an abundance of material to work with. Second, those
researchers who do not have access will have an easier task since they do
not have to break new ground in figuring out the make-up of the codex,
but can make adjustments as needed.3! In addition, the codicological
analysis of individual manuscripts contributes to our understanding of

their composition and of the times in which they were compiled.

A number of articles have appeared that analyze individual manuscripts.
A. A. Amosov analyzed the watermarks, handwriting, quires, and chrono-
logical layers in the ms. UFABA, ¢. 1196, on. 3, 4. 4a, a collection of
documents.32 G. M. Proxorov provided a detailed discussion of the ms.
MG, F.1V.2, which contains the Laurentian Chronicle.33 0. A. Knjazev-
skaja of a manuscript a Moscow University--2Ag80.3% She also gave a
brief report on her thesis work involving the Apostolos UM, Cuwog. N 73°
G. V. Popov provided an analysis of another Moscow University manuscript
g 2Ag78.36 V. Raudjaljunas devoted separate articles to describing
Ukrainian copies3? and the Cudov copy (IMM, Uyaocs. N 364)38 of the

(31) Although criticisms have been made of the description of the
Uspenskij Codex, it should be understood that these criticisms are
mainly concerning degree of sophistication. See, e.g., Angiolo
Danti, '"The Vision of Isaiah According to the Uspenskii Sbornik. A
Critical Analysis of the Text," Minutes of the Seminar in Ukrainian
Studies Held at Harvard University, W 9, 1978-1979 (forthcoming).

(32) A. A. Amocos, "KonuiiHan KHura AHToHueBa-Cuiickoro monacTwpn,'' AF 3a
1971 200, Moscow, 1972, pp. 276-282.

(33) r. M. Mpoxopos, '"Kogukonorunueckuit aHamma flaspeHTbeBCcKOW neTonucu,'
Benomozamenvnne ucmopuueckue ouctunaune, vol. 4, 1972, pp. 77-104.

(34) 0. A. Knasesckas, ''Pykormcet EsaHremus XIIl s. u3 cobpanua Mockosc-
Koro yHuBepcuTeTa,'' Pywonuchas u neuamias xxuea 8 gondax Hayunol

Gubnuomexu Mocroscroeo yHusepcumema, vol. 1, Moscow, 1973, pp. 5-
18.

(35) 0, A. Knasesckan, "06 ogHoit pywommecn X111 B. M3 POCTOBCKOA KHUIO-
nucHol MacTepckoit (rpaguko-naneorpaguueckoe onucanue) ' Hemopus
cAaBanCHUX A3nros u nucvmennocmu (Tesucn dowxnados), Moscow, 1973,
pp. 16-17.

(36) I B. Nonos, 'Muuesoe esavrenme ¢ 'asanucei 1514 1 .' u ero MecTo B
MOCKOBCKOM McKyccTBe nocnegHeit Tpetn XV u.,'" Pyxonuchas u neuamnas
xnuea 8 gondax Hayunoli Cubauomeru Mocxoecrozo ynusepcumema, vol. 1,
Moscow, 1973, pp. 19-40.

(37) B. Paymemmonac (RaudeliGnas), "YkpawHckue cnucku BToporo fMTosckoro
CtatyTa,' Aprusn Yxpauuwm, 1973, ¥ 4, pp. 69-76.

(38) B. Payasmmwnac (Raudelitnas), 'UmpoBckuit cnmcok Broporo JuToBckoro



Second Lithuanian Statute. V. F. Pokrovskaja provided a description of
the ms. NOMM, H. N. fuxaues ¥ 365 from the late fifteenth/early sixteenth
century.3? Amosov did a codicological analysis of a part from one manu-
script that contains the handwriting of Mixail Medovarcev.0 V. §.
Golysenko provided a detailed discussion of a Service Book (¥ 1), which
had been restored at the end of the eighteenth century, and a Gospel

(® 19) both from the early sixteenth century now located in the Institute
of Russian Language.*! Ja. A. Kim did a detailed codicological and
linguistic analysis that led him to date a parchment gospel in the Lenin

42 T, N. Kopreeva dis-

Library to the fourteenth or fifteenth century.
cussed the ms. M6, NoroguH N 1032.43  Proxorov analyzed the ms. XIHE,
W 816281 from Xarkiv Library.** And E. Ja Blagova provided information

about the ms. UM, Xnypos N 55,45

Recent'y, descriptions almost as thorough as the one for the Uspenskij
codex were provided for three other codices: a sixteenth-certury codex
that contains a translation into East Slavic of Liber ruralium commo-

dorum written by Petrus de Crescentiis (Pietro dei Crescenzi) in Latin in

CratyTa,' Tpyon Awxademuu nayx JiumCCP, Cepus A, OfwecTBeHHne Haykwu,
vol. 4, 1973, pp. 67-76.

(39) B. ¢. Nokposckan, JNetonucHuit ceoaq 1488 r. us cobparua H. N.
Muxauesa, [llamamnuru rxyavmype, Hoeme omrpmmus. [ucbmennocmn.
Hewyecmeo. Apxeonoeus. Fwezodnux 1974, Moscow, 1975, pp. 28-32.

(40) A. A. Amocoe, M3 ucTopum kopexkca cBopHuka fl. 193 ApxaHrenbckoro
coBpaHua PO BAH CCCP,'' PyxonucHue u pedxue nevamune xhu2u 8 goroax
Bubauomexu AH CCCP, Coprux nayunnx mpydos, Leningrad, 1976, pp.
34-42,

(41) B. C. lonewexko, ''fiBe pyxonucu XVI s. u3 cobpaHua WHCTUTYTa pycckoro
Aawka AH CCCP," Hemounuxu mo ucmopuu pyccroezo Asuxa, edited by C. WU.
KoTkos and B, f. feparun, Moscow, 1976, pp. 225-232,

(42) A, A. Kum, K patmpoexke Bonorogacworo eeaHnrenus Pywkonwcs BN, ¢. 354,
N 1)," Hemounurxu no ucmopuu pyccrozo astina, edited by C. U. KoTkoe
and B. A. feparuww, Moscow, 1976, pp. 232-248.

(43) T. H, Konpeesa, ''PykonucHbie CGODHMKM SHHWUKIONEAMUECKOro COCTaBa
XV! BekoB u cnaBaHo-pycckoe Boapowpenue (HekoTopwe HaBnmgeHun Hag
Tunonorvesd wanpa no cBopHuky 1032 u3 Noroaunckoro coBpanun) ' Huuea.
Heenedosanun u mamepuast, vol. 32, 1976, pp. 78-92.

(44) T, M. Npoxopos, '‘[lpesHeian PyKONUCL C NPOU3BEAEHUAMU MUTPOMONMTA
Kunpuana,'' ITamamuuxu Kyaovmypel, Hoeuwe omcpwmus. TTucbmeHHOCMD.
Hewycemso. Apreonceus, Eweeodnux 1978, Leningrad, 1979, ppp 17-30.

(45) 3. A. Bparosa, “3Wauenue Xnynosckoro cGophuka ¥ 55 ans wayueHus
COCTaBa APEBHEMWMX CMNABAHCKUX romuneTudecknin cGophukos,' AF 3a 1978
2008, Moscew, 1979, pp. 163-170.
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the early fourteenth century;“6 a seventeenth-century codex that contains
the Life of Archpriest Avvakum supposedly in his own hand;*7 and a late
twelfth- or thirteenth-century codex that contains East Slavic transla-
tions of the Greek saints' lives of Nifont, bishop of Constantia and

Theodore of Studite.t8

One should also note that two facsimile editions
with color plates of every folio in the manuscripts have recently come
out. The first facsimile is that of the Kievan Psalter of 1397.%2 The
second facsimile is of a seventeenth-century illuminated codex contain-

ing the Tale About Mamaj's Defeat.>0

The codicological analysis of individual manuscripts contributes to our
understanding of their composition and of the times in which they were
compiled. One would like to see thorough descriptions, and perhaps fac-

simile reproductions, of all the significant Slavic codices.

CATALOGS OF MANUSCRIPT DESCRIPTIONS

Catalogs are usually devoted to describing the manuscripts in a specific
collection, but other selections of manuscripts to describe are possible.
For example, M. N. Tixomirov described chronicle materials in Moscow

repositories.>!

(46) Hasupamenv, publication prepared by B. C. lomwwenko, P. B. BaxTypuHa
and M. C. dununnosa, under the editorship of €. Y. Korkoe, Moscow,
1973, esp. pp. 82-102.

(47) Mycmosepcruii c6opnurn. Asmozpagn couunenuii Aseaxyma u Envganusn, pre-
pared by H, C, fAemkoBa, H. &. [po6nexkoma, and Jl. K. CasoHoBa, esp.
pp. 139-162.

(48) Bmeonercuncxuit c6oprux, prepared by B, ¢. fly6posuHa, P B. BaxTypuHa
and B. C. lonswenko, under the editorship of C. U. KoTkos, Moscow,

1977, esp. pp. 7-59.

(49) Huescwas Heanmupe 1397 200a us Iocydapcmeennoii ITyGMunol GubAUOmeKU
umenu M, E. Canmnoea-ledpuna 8 Jlenunepade (QJIJI F6), Moscow, 1978,
with accompanying volume, . U. BaopHoe, Hccredosarue o Huescrou
TMeanmupu, Moscow, 1978, 171 p., 25,000 copies.

(50) Crxasanue o Mamaesom noSoume. Jhiyeeas pywonucb XVII eexa us coCpaHus
Tocydapcmeennoezo Hemopuuecnozo myses, Moscow, 1980, 272 p., 50,000
copies.

(51) M. H. Tuxomupos, Hpamrue 3amemcu O AemONUCHUX NPpouU3BedenustT 8 pyKo-—
nucHux codpanuaxr Mocxew, Moscow, 1962. See also his earlier article
"MeTonucHsie NaMATHUKKM CuHogansHoro (Bwe. NaTpuapwero) cobpaHus,''
Hemopuueckue aanucku, vol. 13, 1942, pp. 256-283. The latter item,
because of it relative brevity and stricter limits, ! would be more
inclined to classify as a archeographic essay.



D. N. Al'Sic has challenged the prevailing methods of describing manu-

scripts in collections.52

He has charged that the present arrangements
of descriptions within catalogs (either by shelf 1ist or by type of manu-
script) make for difficulty in locating individual works. Instead, he
proposes to arrange catalogs topically according to the themes of compo-
sitions found within the codices. But it seems to me that whatever dif-
ficulties Al'Sic is talking about can be remedied by better indexing;

and it does not really matter how the manuscript descriptions are ar-

ranged in the catalog.

In the late 1960's and early 1970's a number of catalogs of early Slavic
manuscripts in collections outside Moscow and Leningrad came out. The
year 1968 saw the appearance of the catalog for the M. N. Tixomirov Col-
lection in Novosibirsk.®3 The collection contains 648 Slavic manuscripts
that had been gathered by Tixomirov and donated to the Siberian Section
of the Academy of Sciences in order to promote the study of manuscripts
in Siberia. The catalog, compiled by Tixomirov and published posthumous-
ly, describes 500 of these manuscripts. For each manuscript, at the very
least, Tixomirov provides code numbers, designation, format, number of
folios, a watermark, type of script, and binding. The catalog also in-

cludes an alphabetical index of the manuscripts and the publication of

(52) A. H. Anbumy, "'BONpochH Teopuu M NPaKTUKWM HAyUHOrO OMUCAHUA
UcTopuuYecKuil ucTouHukos,'' AF sa 1969 200, Moscow, 1971, pp. 36-53;
ider, Mcmopuueckan KONANEKUUA SpMUMaXHOZO COOPAHUA DYKONUCEU.
Tamrmuuru XI-XVII e6. Onucanue, Moscow, 1968, pp. 32-36. See the
criticism of Al'Sic's catalog by Joan Afferica in ''Considerations
on the Formation of the Hermitage Collection of Russian Manu-
scripts,'' Forschungen zur osteuropiischen Geschichte, vol. 24,
1976, pp. 237-282 (republished with changes as 'K sonpocy o6
onpeaeneHun pycckux pykonucein M., M. llepBatosa B OpmutaxHom cobpatumn
Ny6nnuHon BubnuoTtexw um. M, E. Cantekosa-lleapuna,'' TOOPJI, vol. 35,
1980, pp. 376-393) and in the review of 7. K. BeryHos in
Cosemcxue aprusw, 1970, ¥ 4, pp. 112-114,

(53) M. H. Tuxomupos, Onucanue TuroMuUposcrozo CcoOpanusf pyxonuceti, Moscow,
1968, 194 p., 2100 copies. For further critical comments, see the
review by M. K. beryHos in Coeemcrue apacuen, 1969, W 6, pp. 122-124.
Concerning the circumstances of the gathering of some of the manu-
scripts and their transfer to Novosibirsk, see B. W. Manwuwes, ''06
O[HOM BAKHOM WCTourHmke Tuxomuposckoro cobpanua,'' TOIPI, vol. 32,

1977, pp. 395-401, and A. U. Poroe and H. H. Nokposckuii, ''Co6paHue
pyxonucei akapemuka M. H. TuxomupoBa, nepegaHHoe Cubupckomy oT-

aeneHun AH CCCP (r, HosocuBupck),' AE aa 1965 200, Moscow, 1966,

pp. 162-172. 17
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ten rare texts. In two respects the descriptions are disappointing.
First, the perennial problem of incomplete watermark information. Sec-
ond, the absence of a full (or in many cases the absence of any) contents
listing for the manuscripts. This absence could have been remedied be-
fore publication through revision by one or more of Tixomirov's students,

or by means of a supplement.

Three catalogs covering early Slavic manuscripts in the Ukraine came out
during this period. The first, compilted by the late M. V. Heppener and
his assistants, contains rather extensive descriptions of twenty-eight
manuscripts from the eleventh to the fourteenth century in the Central
Scientific Library of the Ukrainian Academy of Sciences in Kiev.%* The
catalog consists of a nine-and-a-half page foreword; seventy-seven pages
of manuscript descriptions; a list of abbreviations; a name index; a sub-
ject and geographical index; seven pages of bibliography (rare for works
published in the Soviet Union); résumés in Russian, German, French, and
English; plus thirty pages of reproductions, which run from good to excel
lent in quality. This is a book of sharp contrasts: the modest offset
format versus the number and excellence of the reproductions; the gener-
ous extent of each manuscript description versus the sparse indexes. The
descriptions themselves are much more in the form of short essays (re-
plete with extensive footnotes on each manuscript) than in the telegraph-
ic form of most descriptions. |In the foreword the component parts of
each description are listed (p. 5). One must agree with the sentiments
expressed clearly in the summaries (pp. 109-, 112, 115, and 118) and less
clearly in the Ukrainian original text (p. 11) that completion of the
work that this catalog has begun will involve describing other Slavic
manuscripts from the eleventh through fourteenth century in other cities
of the Ukraine as well as Ukrainian manuscripts from the fifteenth

century.

Two catalogs that appeared shortly thereafter helped to further the reali

(54) Cnoe'sucoxi pyxonucu XI-XIV cm. y dondax eiddiny pyronucie
Lenmpaabhol nayxoeot Gibniomewu Awademii nayx Yxpaiucowoi PCP
0en80, onuc, nydnirayii, compiled by M. B. Tennewep with the parti-
cipation of M. N, Biawp and H. B, Wybunceckuin, Kiev, 1969, 152 p.,
1000 copies. The fact that most of the manuscripts described here
are on parchment makes this the first of three outstanding catalogs
published in the last few years devoted almost exclusively to parch-
ment manuscripts.



zation of this sentiment. The first catalog presents brief information
concerning 631 documents in the collection of the Kievan Archeographic
Commission.35 The second catalog contains information about 1133 docu-
ments on parchment in the Central Historical Archive in L'viv.5¢ Most of
the L'viv documents are in Latin, but a sizable number are in Polish and
Ukrainian. In addition, documents written in Russian, Arabic, Greek,
Italian, German, French, and Czech are also described. Summaries of the
foreword in Russian, English, and French appear along with the following
indexes: documents cited, place of composition, the languages of the
documents, personal names, geographical names, and rare words. Extensive

and thorough indexes are extremely helpful when one uses such catalogs.

Two catalogs, both compiled by V. N. Sumilov, with descriptions of Musco-
vite documents have appeared in the last ten years. The first of these
covers fond 135 of the Central State Archive of Early Acts (UFAJA), an
archive that has not been as extensively described as its importance war-

57 The catalog is sparsely indexed (with only a personal name in-

rants.
dex and geographical index), but merely the appearance of this catalog
represents a giant step forward both practically and symbollically. The
other catalog describes documents in the Moscow Chancery Collection in
CGADA.5® It is better indexed with an extensive name index and a geo-
graphical, topographical, and ethnographic index. In both catalogs the
descript.ons themselves are not as extensive as in the Ukrainian cata-

(55) Hamanoz wonexuyii dowxymenmis Huiecbxoi apreoezpagiunoi xomicii 1369-
1899, compiled by A. N. fAawkeswu, N. A. Npouerko, and 3. C. XomyTeub-
xa, Kiev, 1971, 184 p., 2600 copies. Since this catalog was given
an extensive review by Omeljan Pritsak in Recenzija, vol. 3, 1972,
pp. 34-52, 1 will not comment further on it, except to remark on the
relatively large edition (2600 copies)--larger than any of the other
catalogs discussed here--and on the relatively poor quality paper.

(56) Hamanoz nepeamenmnux Ooxumermie llenmpanphozo OepwasH020 1CmOPUUHO20
apxiey YFCP y Jlbeoei 1233-1799, compiled by 0. A. KynuuHcbkuit and
E. #. Pywvubkuit, Kiev, 1972, 675 p., 1400 copies.

(57) locydapcmeentnoe Opesrexpanuniye rapmili U pyxkonuceil, Onuct Ooxymex—
manvhux mamepuanocg gonda N 135, compiled by B. W, llymmunos, Moscow,
1971, 204 p., number of copies not given, The book describes 404
documents and is printed on excellent quality paper with several
well-produced illustrations. It is bound in a paper format.

(58) Huueu mockoscrux npurasos.e gondax HNAIA, Onuce 1495-1718 ee.
compiled by B. H. Uymunos, Moscow, 1972, 327 p., 1000 copies, It
|ists 3046 documents, is printed on poor quality paper, has no
Mtustrations and is bound in hard cover 19
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logs, but may be adequate for most purposes. One cannot help but wonder,
however, why no indication of watermarks is ever given for the documents
on paper. Even poorly identified, randomly cited, and approximately

dated watermark information, as in a recent publication of 302 Muscovite
documents from the early sixteenth century,>® is better than no informa-

tion at all.

Also in the early 1970's the catalog for manuscripts in the Synodal Col-
lection of the Historical Museum in Moscow was completed.®0 The descrip-
tion of these manuscripts had been begun by A. V. Gorskij and K. I.
Nevostruev in one of the outstanding catalogs of the nineteenth century.
T. N. Protas'eva completed the description of manuscripts that Gorskij
and Nevostruev did not cover. Protas'eva had at her disposal unpublished
material of Gorskij and Nevostruev, notes by V. 0. Kljuzevskij, and a
typescript catalog compiled by A. D. Sedelnikov in the 1920's, yet her
catalog leaves much to be desired.

Protas'eva has recently published a catalog of another collection for the
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Historical Museum. The Cudov catalog shares many of the insufficien-

(59) Axmm pyccrxoeo eocydapcmea 1505-1526 z2., compiled by C. b.
Becenoeckuit et al., Moscow, 1975, 435 p., 3700 copies. The ex-
tensive commentary, name index (31 pages), geographical index
(24 pages), and subject and terminological index (15+ pages)
facilitate use of this valuable addition to the published sources.
See the review of Daniel Kaiser in American Historical Review,
vol. 82, 1977, p. 1024.

(60) Onucanue pyrxonuceti Cunodanvnoeo cobpaHus (He sowedumx 8 onucaHue
A. B. Iopcroezo u K. H. Hesocmpyesa), compiled by T. H. NpoTacbesa,
2 vols., Moscow, 1970-1974, 211, 164 p., 1000 copies for first
volume; number of copies for second volume not given. See my re-
view in Kritika, vol. 12, 1976, pp. 1-15. | might add one typical
and significant example of difficulty in watermark identification.
In Makarii's Great Mevology for August (FrMM, Cunog. N 183), one of
the marks cited is ''Sphere, Briquet ¥ 39994, 1550.'" No indication
of typicality or how closely the mark in the ms corresponds to the
mark in the album is made. Since Briquet has only a little over
16,000 watermarks, he cannot possibly have one numbered 39,994.
But what mark is it? The designation ''sphere’ does not help be-
cause spheres were extensively used during this period. The mark
that Protas'eva wanted to designate was ''Sphere held by a hand' of
the type Briquet W 13994 = 1550. But a closer identification can
be made with Lixacev W 1667 = 1553 (which was taken from the Great
Menology for November).

(61) T. H. Npotacvesa, OnucaHue pyxonucel Yydoscrxozo cobparus, Novo-
sibirsk, 1980, 1700 copies.



cies of her earlier catalog: insufficient information about contents of
each manuscript; beginning folio, but not always ending folio for an
item; no incipits or explicits; scant watermark data (but more than in
her Synodal catalog); mere mention of type of handwriting; no information
about signatures; and inadequate indexing. For example, under 'Wsan
(MoanH) lposwwit, uaps''--eight entries, only six of which actually refer
to lvan |V, the other two refer to lvan 11 (N 71 and W 167); under
“Mocwml urymed Bonoukuit''-=one entry (W 294), but his Life also appears

in ¥ 308 and his letter to Vasilij t|! in ¥ 236). On the positive side,
the indexes are divided into name, subject, names that appear in the in-
scriptions, and geographical indexes. And, at last, we have some indica-

tion of what is in the Cudov Collection.

Another catalog about manuscripts in a Moscow collection appeared recent-
ly. This catalog, compiled by N. A. Kobjak and 1. V. Pozdeeva, presents
detailed descriptions of fifty-four manuscripts of the fifteenth and six-
teenth century recently acquired as the result of archeographic expedi-

2 For each manu-

tions by representatives of Moscow State University.6
script they provide its code number, designation, approximate date, for-
mat, size, type of hand (but not location), number of folios, watermarks
(but not location), decorative aspects, contents, inscriptions, binding,
and present condition. Incipits are plentiful and are given in a font
that has old script characters. For some of the manuscripts the compil-
ers provide brief remarks about peculiarities. |In addition, V. G.
Motovilov discusses in further detail the sixteenth-century bindings of
two of the manuscripts (pp. 179-180). The book has three indexes--names
of the compositions, personal names, and geographical names--as well as
forty-three plates with illustrations from the manuscripts. This catalog
does not provide information about foliation, quires, end folios for each
work, explicits, breakdown of the watermarks and handwriting, or biblio-
graphic references about the compositions. Nonetheless, this catalog is

clearly above average in amount of information provided.

(62) Cnasano-Pyccrue pyronucu XV-XVI serxos Hayunot Submuomewnu Mockoscrozo
ynusepcumema (nocmyvnenus 1964-1378 20dos), compiled by H. A. Kobsak
and U. B. Nospeesa, under the editorship of U. 4. Kosansuerxo and
B. A. YepHux, Moscow, 1981. 2090 copies.

21
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G. 1. Vzdornov has compiled an art book® that contains descriptions of
112 Stavic manuscripts mostly on parchment from the twelfth through the
early fifteenth centuries from Vladimir, Rostov, Ustiug, Riazan'. Moscow,
Tver', Kirillo-Belozersk Monastery, Trinity- St. Sergius Monastery,
Kostroma, Nizhnii Novgorod, Kolomna, Perjaslavl' Zalesskij, and so forth.
The descriptions are arranged topographically according to place of ori-
gin, then chronologically. The volume is lavishly illustrated with many
color plates, in most cases representing the actual size of the folio.
There is also an index to the manuscripts and a name index. Vzdornov

also supplies extensive bibliographic references for each of the codices.

The catalog recently compiled by Ja. N. §Capov on Slavic manuscripts in
Polish repositories slightly misrepresents itself in the title.b% As
§Eapov pointed out in the introduction, it does not attempt to describe
East and South Slavic manuscripts from Peremyél that were transferred to
the major Polish repository--the National Library in Warsaw. Neverthe-
less, it is still a valuable work, although it gives an appearance of
having been '"slapped together' rather quickly (see especially the writ-

ing in by hand of certain 0id Slavic letters).

In contrast to the haphazard appearance and inexpensive offset format of
§Eapov'< catalog, the catalog of parchment manuscripts in the Library of
the Academy of Sciences (BAH) is luxurious both in appearance and in

65

amount of information given. The compilers have provided us with exact

ness in detail, excellent reproductions, generous citing of incipits and

(63) T #. BagopHos, Hcryccmao wnuzu 8 Opesuelt Pycu, PYyKONUcHas xhuea
Cesepo~-Bocmounoti Pycu XII-nauana XV sexos, Moscow, 1980, 551 p.
25,000 copies.

(64) 9. H. Uanoe, BoCmMOUHOCAABAHCKUE U FHOC/ABANCKUE DYKOVIACHNE HHUEU
8 coCpanunx Ioavcroti Hapodwot Pecriybmuau, 2 vols., Moscow, 1976,
163, 202 p., 350 copies. For an inventory of 706 mss in the
Peremy$]l Collection, see the anonymous "PykonmcK rp.-KaTonMubkoT
Nepemcokot KaniTymu," in dnalecta Ordinis S. Basilii Magni/3anucku
wuna ce. Bacunis Besquxozo, Section 2, vol. 9, pp. 235-26hL, Rome,
1974 (also published in Toeocnoeis, vol. 37, 1973, pp. 194-213) .
My thanks to Professor Frank Sysyn of Harvard University for infor-
mation concerning this catalog. One should also look at 3capov's
article: "Biblioteka Polockogo Sofijskogo sobora i bibl{oteka
akademi] Zamojskoi," Kul'turmye svjazi narodov Vostocnog Evropy v
XVI v., Moscow, 1976, pp. 262-282, where he describes eleven codices
from the Zamoyski Collection now in the National Library.

(65) ITepeamennne pywonucy Fubauomerxu Arnalemuu Hayx CCCP. OnucaHnue pycerux



explicits, numerous references, 0ld Slavic type used to set off citations
from the 195 manuscripts, as well asea name index, a geographical index,
and an index of the works found in the manuscripts. This catalog repre-
sents one of the crowning achievements thus far of work in the field of

manuscript descriptions.

Another admirable achievement is the publication of descriptions of six
codices belonging to the fifteenth-century book master, Efrosin, a monk
in the Kirillo-Belozersk Monastery.®® A special archeographic team under
the aegis of the Academy of Sciences and the guidance of D. S. Lixacev
described these manuscripts according to the rules proposed by an inter-
national committee of Slavists and by Lixacev (see fn. 3 above). An in-
dication of the thoroughness of these descriptions can be conveyed by
pointing out that the description of one of the codices (FBfl, Kupunsno-
benoaepckoe cobpanue, ¥ 22/1099) is 98% pages long! For each codex the
compilers provide format, size of folios, dimensions of text, total foli-
ation (including designation of blank folios), paginations, quire marks,
a discussion of date, a clear attempt to identify all the watermarks and
which folios they appear on, all the hands and which folios they appear
on, binding, condition of maintenance, extensive information about in-
scriptions, previous descriptions and investigations of the codex, and
detailed description of contents (including titles as they appear in the
codex, iicipits, explicits, and publications of the item), In addition,
ample indexes are provided of the following: proper names, titles, in-

cipits (!}, geographical designations, and subjects in the compositions.

u caasancrux pyxonuceid XI-XVI eewos, compiled by H. 0. by6hos, 0. 1.
Jmxauesa, and B. ¢. MNokposckas, Leningrad, 1976, 235 p., 2400 cop-
ies. See the reviews of H. B. lenamarosa in Mcmopus CCCP, 1978,

¥ 1, pp. 199-201, and 0. A. Knsnzesckaa in AE 3a 1977 200, Moscow,
1978, pp. 340-342. The debt of this catalog to the outstanding work
of the archivist N. B. Tixomirov is obvious; cf. H. B. Tuxomupos,
""KaTanor pycckux u CRasBAHCKMX neprameHHex pykonmcei X!-X|1 sexos,
xpaHawuxca B Orgene pykonucen [ocypapcteexHoi Bubmmotekn CCCP mumerun
B. Y. Nenuna," Banucku Omdena pyrxonuceri, vol. 25, 1962, pp. 153-183;
vol. 27, 1965, pp. 93-148; vol. 30, 1968, pp. 87-156; vol. 33, 1972,
pp. 213-220. In Vodoff's article (see fn. 1 above) this series was
mistakenly attributed to M. N. Tixomirov.

(66) M. A. Karan, H. B. MNMoHwpko, and M. B. PoxaecTeeHckan, ''Orucauune
cBopHukos XV s. kHuronmucua Edpocuma,' TOLPJ, vol. 35, 1980, pp. 3-
300. See the preliminary report about this project: M. A. KaraH,
H. B. Nonsipko, and M. B. PowgecTtsBeHckan, ''OnucaHue cBopHMKkos
Edpocuna XV s, ," AE 3a 1976 200, Moscow, 1977, pp. 318-319.
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What more can the researcher ask for than that such excellent work be
continued and, perhaps, that it be used as a mode! for the proposed
union catalog of early Slavic manuscripts currently being worked on by
specialists under the direction of S. 0. Smidt and the auspices of the

Archeographic Commission.

The project of a union catalog was proposed by M. N. Tixomirov at ses-
sions of the Archeographic Commission in October 196087 and April 1961.68
Tixomirov's proposal had been anticipated several years earlier by E. E.
Granstrem.®9 Tixomirov and Granstrem agreed for the most part on what
the description of each manuscript should contain: date, designation,
format and number of folios, material (paper or parchment), types of hand
writing, decorations, binding, bibliography of the manuscript and shelf
mark. They differed slightly about which inscriptions to include (Tixo-
mirov wanted only those that concern the time and circumstances of the
writing of the manuscript; Granstrem wanted also later notes, their con-
tent and date). Granstrem thought the manuscripts should be listed
according to language, then chronologically and alphabetically, while
Tixomirov thought a chronological-alphabetical arrangement with the lan-
guage indicated for each manuscript was better. The subsequent decisions
of the project consultants have followed Tixomirov’'s suggestion on ar-
rangement of the descriptions, while their wider inclusion of inscrip-

tions is more in accord with Granstrem's proposal.

(67) Tixomirov's talk and the response to it were first reported by
H. B. Wenamarosa, ''leaTensHocTs Apxeorpaduueckoit xommccum npu O0T-
peneHum uctopuueckux Hayk AH CCCP a3a 1960 r.," AE 3a 1960 200,
Moscow, 1961, pp. 368-369, and more fully by H. Bb. llenamaHosa,
"0 cocTaBneHWu CBOJHOFO KaTanora ApesHUX pyxonuced,'' Hemopuuecrkull
apxusg, 1961, ¥ 1, pp. 179-181. The talk itself was eventually

published in full: 'foxnaag M. H. Tuxomuposa 1960 r. o cocTasnexum
CBOAHOIO KaTanora gpeBHux pykonucewt,'' AF 3a 1971 200, Moscow, 1972,
pp. 368-372.

(68) For a summary of Tixomirov's talk at the April session and the re-
sponse to it, see 0. 0. Bem, Obuwee cobpaHne Apxeorpaduueckomn
komucewu, Bompocu ucmopuu, 1961, W 12, pp. 121-123, and H. b,
Uenamarosa, "'fleATenbHoCTs Apxeorpaduueckoit Komuccuu npu 0TaeneHwu
ucTopuueckux Hayk AH CCCP 3a 1961 rop," AE 3a 1961 203, Moscow,
1962, p. 469.

(69) E. 3. MpaHcTpem, "0 NOAroTOBKe CBOAHOIO NEUYATHOrO KaTanora
cnasaHckux pykommcen,'' Caasancxas gunonceun. CéopHux cmameti, vol. 2,
Moscow, 1958, pp. 397-418. Granstrem even provided a list of Slavic
mss from the eleventh to early twelfth century (pp. 412-418).



N. B. Selamanova compiled a preliminary list of Slavic manuscripts
through the fourteenth century for the catalog,70 and L. P Zukovskaja
compiled an index to accompany it.”’! Sessions of the Archeographic Com-
mission with the participation of leading archeographers in the Soviet
Union were He]d in 1971 and 1973 to work out the details of the cata-
log.72 Decisions made at these sessions were later given in the form of

instructions for describing manuscripts.”’3

More recently, M, N. Vorob'ev and A. |. Rogov have reported about pro-
gress on the preliminary list of fifteenth-century Slavic manuscripts,

which is to be part of the union catalog project.7” In their article

(70) H. B. WenamaHoBa, 'MpenBapuTensHLl CNMCoK CNaBAHO-PYCCKUX PYKOMUCEN
xpaHaumxca 8 CCCP,'" AF 3a 1965 200, Moscow, 1966, pp. 177-272.

(71) .. N. Xykosckas, 'MaMATHUKM PYCCKON W CRaBAHCKON NucbMeHHoCTH X|-X1V
88. B kHuroxpanunmwax CCCP,' Cosemcroe chassnosedenue, 1969, N 1,
pp. 57-71. See also J. N. Kywoeckan, ''3ameuannn o 'MpeasapuTenbHoM

cnmcke' u 'CBopHOM KaTanore' cnaBAHCKWX [peBHUX pykonuced,'' Bonpocn
AzvrosHanusr, 1969, ¥ 1, pp. 98-107.

(72) For the sessions of February 1-4, 1971, see H. 5. llenamavosa,
'"CoBewanne no cocTasnerun CBOAHOro KaTanora CNaBAHO-PYCCKUX pYKO-
mmced XI-XIV sg.," AE 3a 1971 200, Moscow, 1972, pp. 384-391 and
0. N. fuxauesa, 'Moarotoeka CBOAHOIrO KAaTanora CRaBAHO-PYCCKUX PyKO-
macel XI-XIV B.," Hzsecus Axademuu nayx CCCP, Cepus sumepamype u
Aswra, vol. 31, 1972, pp, 97-101. For the sessions of March 19-23,
1973, see M. H. Bopobbes, ''Cosewarre MO BOMPOCAM ONUCAHWA OpeBHe-
cne3sHcKux pykonuceit, 't AE 3a 1973 200, Moscow, 1974, pp. 321-328 and
B. 1. YepHbix, ''Bonpoch ommcaHus ppeBHux pykonuceit. CosewaHue B
Neranrpape,' Hemopus CCCP, 1973 W 5, pp. 223-225. For a brief
account of the preparation through 1972, see N. M. Xykoeckas, ''Pa-
6oTa  Hapn CBOAHBIM KATaNOroM CRNABRAHOTPYCCKMX PYKOMWCER U HEKOTopHE
BONPOCH METOAMKM uX onucawus,'' AF sa 1972 200, Moscow, 1974, pp.
243-247,

(73) N. N. Xykoeckas and H. B. WenamanoBa, ''MHCTPYKUMA NO OMWUCaHMUIn
cnaBAHO-pycCKux pykonucein XIi-XIV BB. anAa CBoAHOro kaTanora pykKo-
nuceit, xpaHAaumxca B CCCP," AF 3q 1975 209, Moscow, 1976, pp. 28-
40, and in a mimeograph publication of 250 copies (Moscow, 1974),
which includes forms for describing manuscripts (pp. 26-37) and a
list of abbreviations (pp. 38-43).

(74) M. H. Bopofres and A. U, Poroe, 'K Bwxogy 'lpessapuTensHoro cnucka
crnaBAHO-pycckux pykonucedt XV w., xpaHawmuxca 8 CCCP!' (gna Csogvoro
kaTanora pykonuceii, xpaHaumxcs 8 CCCP)," AE 3a 1977 200, Moscow,
1978, pp. 49-55. The decision to inventory fifteenth-century Slavic
manuscripts in the Soviet Union with a view to including them in the
compilative catalog was made in 1966 and the inventory was begun
shortly afterward. See WenamaHoBa, ''CocTasneHue 'CBogHoro Katanora

pykonucel, xpadaumuxca B CCCP, '" AE saq 1968 208, Moscow, 1970, p. 447,

Early reports of work on this project were given in ''0 paBoTe Hag
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Vorob'ev and Rogov make this statement about their procedure: 'Similar
attempts at exactness [in dating] create, unfortunately, too great a pos-
sibility for the appearance of a mistake'" (p. 52). What is unfortunate
is that their fear of making mistakes leads them to justify inexactness.
One might also question their means of establishing the exact date of
manuscripts 'only on the basis of a scribe's inscription'" (p. 53). Such
inscriptions should be checked against other, indirect indications, such
as watermarks, paleography, contents of manuscript, and so forth, because

scribes often copied without change any inscription in their exemplar.

Already the union catalog project has contributed much to the study of
early manuscripts. The two-volume handbook that came out as a result of
this project, while extremely uneven in the quality of its articles, is a
long overdue methods manual.?® The articles in the first volume give the
impression that they were composed rather hurridly and, as it were, off
the top of the head. lronically, this superficiality may be more appro-
priate for fulfilling the goal of the handbook, that is, allowing archi-
vists to become aware of what characteristics of a manuscript are con-

76

sidered most valuable and how to describe them. Other articles (espe-

cially in volume two) are rather detailed and could profitably be read

even by those who are already familiar with the respective topics.”7

npeaBapuTENbHLM CMIMCKOM CNABAHO-PYCCKUX pykonucel XV B., XpaHaumxca
8 CCCP," AE 3a 1971 200, Moscow, 1972, p. 392, and by M. B. Bynrakos,
YK paTuwpoeke oTgenvHbix pykonucedn UFALA,'' Coeemckue apeuew, 1972, N 4,
pp. 59-6k.

(75) Memoduueckoe nocobue, NO ONUCAHUK CAABAKO-DYCCKUX pyxonuceld ons
Ceodnoeo xamanoza pyxonucel, xpansuyuxca 8 CCCP, vol. 1, Moscow,
1973, Memoduueckue perxomendauuu ., vol. 2 (two parts), Moscow,
1976.

(76) The handbook has already had an effect upon descriptions. The re-
cent catalog from L'viv about music manuscripts (Homoainiiini pyrxonucu
XVI-XVIIT cm. Hamano?, compiled by Y. N. Acunoecbkuh and 0. 0.
fAsbobana, under the editorship of A. H. Wanos, L'viv, 1979, 101 p. +
11 illustrations) used M, V. Braznikov's schema for describing song
books, which had appeared in volume one. However, none of the 142
Ukrainian mss would be noted in the union catalog as presently con-
stituted, The L'viv catalog is in an offset format with poor qual-
ity illustrations. The descriptions are brief providing designa-
tion, date external form and condition, number of folios, size, type
of writing, character of the artistic form, glosses, and library num
ber. There are four indexes: name, geographical, subject, and list
of writers and artists.

(77) in particular. | have in mind these articles: C. A. Knenukos,



This consideration alone suggests that the issuing of a revised, improved
published edition might be proposed.

When completed, the union catalog of early Slavic manuscripts should be a

78  There

major contribution to archeographical and codicological studies.
have already been proposals for similar catalogs covering Latin, Greek,

Armenian, and other kinds of manuscripts in the Soviet Union.

CONCLUSION

While Soviet codicologists have made great progress in describing manu-
scripts, there remains much to be done: (1) describing collections and

manuscripts that have not been described before or described unsatisfac-

U0nucanue APEBHUX PYCCKWX obuxoaHsix nepenneTtor'' (pp. 51-64); B. M.
Knocc and A. C. Nypwe, ''Pycckue netormcum X1-XV Ba. Matepwans ana
onucanmna)' (pp. 78-139), and 0. B. Teoporos and B. A. Pubun,
MaTepuany k knaccudukauum Pycckoro xpadorpada'' (pp. 140-164). In
addition, the articles on parts of the Bible (Apocrypha and Apos-
tolos), and on church service books may be the first serious work
published on these topics since prerevolutionary times.

(78) Selamanova gave a report on this catalog at a conference held in
Erevan, October 25-27, 1977: H. B. llenamanoBa, ''0 'CBopgHOM KaTanore
pykonuceh, xpavauwuxcs 8 CCCP,'" Hongepenyusa no ucmopuu cpedHeserosol
nucsmernocmu u xnueu, Tesucm downados, Erevan, 1977, p. 14) and at a
conference held in Leningrad, February 14-16, 1979 (H. B. Wenamanoea
'"0 7oprotoeke CeopHOro katanora pykonucei, xpaHamwuxca s CCCP,"
ITpobnemnl HAYUHOLO ONUCAHUA PYKONUCel u Farcumunbrozo usoaHus namam-
HUKOB NUCDMEHHOCTU. Bececowanas Hayunaa xongepenyun, Jienumepad,
14-16 gespans 1979 2. Tesucw doxaados, Leningrad, 1979, pp. 49-50).
Among the other reports at this conference that touch on the same
themes | have been discussing are: Amosov on identifying watermarks
Al'Sic on the fontological aspects of descriptions; Vorob'ev on
fifteenth-century paleography; N. A. Dvoretckaja on describing the
Pogodin Collection at the Public Library in Leningrad; L. |.
Kiseleva on codicological methods in descriptions; 0. A. Knjazevs-
kaja on general questions of paleography in descriptions;

Kostjuzina and Djanova on describing the part of the Volokolamsk
Collection that is at the Historical Museum in Moscow; KukuSkina

on BAN descriptions; 1. V. Levockin on collections that have not

been described at the Historical Museum in Moscow; B. N. Morozov on

the completion of the describing of fond 188 at the Central State
Archive for Early Acts (UFABA); Serbina on descriptions of mss at

the Leningrad Section of the Institute of History (JIOWM); and T. V.
Spektorova on the problems of describing one ms from the fourteenth
century at Moscow State University. 27
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torily;”% (2) supplementing earlier descriptions with recent findings;80

(3) improvement of accuracy in identifying watermarks and more informa-
tion concerning their placement in the codices; (4) more accurate paleo-
graphic information, especially concerning changes in hand within each
codex; (5) attention to the way the codices were put together, that is,
more information concerning signatures, quires, and layers; (6) more
attention to the history of each codex;8! (7) more analysis and general
observations from specialists concerning the codices; and (8) publica-
tion of these basic reference works on better quality paper with stronger

bindings.

For most of East Slavic history manuscripts are our basic sources, not

only because of the texts they convey, but also as archeological objects.

(79) For examples of work being done in the neglected outlying areas,
see: E. W, fleprauesa-Ckon and H. H. Noxkpoeckuir, ''3agauu apxeo-
rpaduueckoro uayuenus Cubupw,'' Iymu usyverus OpesHepyccrol Jumepd-
mypwt u nucomernocmu, Leningrad, 1970, pp. 171-177; A. T [lybunckasn,
""MaTepuans YcTowckoin uetsepTu 1675-1700 rr. no ucTopum cesepHbix
yeapon,'' Cesepnuil arxeoepaguueckuti c6oprux, vol. 1, Vologda, 1970,
pp. 497-505; CesepHue nucyoswe xHuzu comuuum u naamexnuun XVI a.

(= Cesepnmii apweozpaguueckuii céoprurx, vol. 2), Vologda, 1972 (the
entire issue--14 articles--devoted to publication of documentary
sources with brief descriptions of mss); C. A. Monoe, ''PykonucHsie

W cTaponeuaTHele KHUrM M3 doHaoB 06eHbypkckoro obnacTHoro kpaesep-
uveckoro mysesn,' Kwnoypaipexuwi apreozpaguuecxkusi cooprurx, Ufa, 1973,
pp. 388-389 (briefly describes one seventeenth-century chronograph);
and B. A. 06opwuH, ''lokymenTu XV!l--Hauana XVII! sexka B8 pyKonuCHLIX
poHgax myaees Nepmckoit oBnactu (kpaTkuit o630p),'" Yoanvcxull apreo-
epaguuecnuil exeeodnux 3a 1972 200, Perm', 1974, pp. 111-120.

(80) A suggestion for future development of manuscript descriptions and
for facilitating information retrieval was made by Daniel C, Waugh
in a talk presented at the Institute of Russian Literature in
September 1975. Waugh proposed that all present descriptions be fed
into a a computer. Then changes, corrections, and additions could
be made more easily. Also this would make available to researchers
outside the Soviet Union such typescript catalogs as those that are
in the Manuscript Division at the Lenin Library (FBN). (A list of
those collections for which typescript catalogs exist can be found
in Patricia Kennedy Grimsted, Archives and Manuscript Repositories
in the USSR. Moscow and Leningrad, Supplement I: Bibliographical
Addenda, Zug, Switzerland, 1976, p. 89; see also N. B. TuraHoea,
"MoAroTOBKA KAaTanora-CcnpasouYHUKA PYCCKO-CRABRHCKWX pyKonuce
(PykonucHbie coBpanua FocyaapcteeHHol 6Gubmmotexkn CCCP um. B. U,
Nennna) ™ Mymu uzyuenus OpesHepyCCKHOl AUmepamypr U NUCLMERHOCTU,
Leningrad, 1970, pp. 148-160.) Waugh's proposal is clearly the
only long-term plan that makes any sense.



The thoroughness of descriptions of these manuscripts can be seen as an
adequate guage of the seriousness of literary and historical work being
done, Time and again it has been shown that not having examined the manu
scripts clesely or not having adequate descriptions at hand has led re-
searchers to faulty conclusions. The descriptions of the Uspenski j
Codex, the parchment manuscripts in BAN, and the Efrosin codices have set
high standards for any work on Slavic manuscripts presently being done or

planned not only within but also outside the Soviet Union.

(81) Extremely helpful for determining the past locations of extant manu-
scripts are the attempts at figuring out the compositions of monas-
tic libraries. See, for example: P. 1. AuuTpmnesa, ''CBeTckan
mTepaTypa B cocTaBe MOHacThpckux Gubnuotex XV-XVI Bs. (Kupunno-
Benosepcxoro, BonokonaMckoro MoHacTupedt u Tpouue-Cepruesoit naeput) "'
TR, vol. 23, 1968, pp. 143-170; B. H. ®nopsa, ''0 pexoHCTpykuum
c3cTaBa gpeBHepycckmx Bubmmotex,' pesuepyccroe uckyccmso. Pyxo-
nucHaa xHuea, vol. 1, Moscow, 1972, pp. 52-59; P. N. AmuTpuesa,
"'Bonokonamckue ueTbu cBoprukm XVI 8. ,'" TOOR/I, vol. 28, 1974, pp. 202
230; A. A. 3ummH, 'Wa uctopum cobBpaHnAa PYyKONWUCHBIX KHUT Wocudo-
BonoKonaMckoro MoHacTwpa,'' Sanucku Omdena pyxonucerl IR, vol. 38,
1977, pp. 15-19- N, B. Benosa and M. B. KykywkuHa, 'K uctopun
U3YUEHNA W PEKOHCTPYKUMW pYKonNUcHOro cobpanna AHToHueso-Curcxon
6ubnuoTeku," Mamepuann u cootuenus no pondam Omdena PYKONUCHOU U
pedroti xuueu, edited by M. B. KyxywkuHa, Leningrad, 1978, pp. 154-
187. See also the work of Rozov on bibliogeography, that is, codex
migrations: H. H. Posos, '06 uccnegoBanuu reorpapuueckoro pac-
N:-cTpaHeHun pYKONUCHOM kHuru To maTepuanam Coduitickol BuBnuotexm),'
1T, -« usyuenun OpesHepyCCrol Aumepamypn U nucomexrrocmu, Leningrad,

1573, pp. 160-170; idem, "MckyccTBo kHuru apesHen Pycu n 6ubnno-

reorpagus {no Hoeropoacko-TlckoBckum maTepuanam) ,' [pesnepyccroe

uckycemeo, Pywonuckas xnuea, vol. 1, 1972, pp. 24-51, Also helpful
in pinpointing places of codex copying is work on illuminations and
decorative headings and letterings: see, e.g., U. B. Unbuna,

Hexopamusroe ofopmienue Opesrepyccrux xnue. Hoszopod u llcroe. XII-

XV 6., Leningrad, 1978. Recently a non-Soviet scholar has done

extremely valuable work on nineteenth-century collections of manu-

scripts that subsequently were dispersed: f[. K. Yo (Daniel C.

Waugh), "K usyuenus ucTopum pyxonucHoro cobpasma 1. M. CTpoesa,'

TOIPA, wvol. 30, 1976, pp. 184-203, and vol. 32, 1977, pp. 133-164;

Daniel €. Waugh, The F. A. Tolstoi (ollection: The Slavie Manu-

seripts in the Collection of Count F. A. Tolstoi; Materials on the

History of the Collection and Indexes of Former and Current Code

Numbers, Zug, Switzerland, 1976; alse published as Craasancxue

pyxonucu coCpanus ¢. A. Toacmoeo. Mamepuasm ¥ ucmopuu cobparus u

yrasamemd CrmapuX u, Hoevx uugpoe, leningrad, 1980. And, finally, see

also b. A. I'papoea, B. M. Knocc, and B. U. Kopeykult, 'K uctopun

Apxanrensckol Gubmmuotexu A. M. TonuubHa,' AE 3a 1978 208, Moscow,

1979, pp. 238-253.
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