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Old-Bulgarian poems — Azbuchna molitva (‘Alphabetic Prayer’) noted to be written
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the ninth century and is attributed to Constantine of Preslav. In this article its text
is given after its earliest copy, MS Syn. 262, as it is the only representative of the ver-
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with St Gregory the Theologian’s alphabetic acrostic (as published in PG 37) which
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KepoRbaKO\ MH« MBICAL H 0YMB AAKAD

W YheThHAR NPECRATAR TPOHLLE -
Cherubic reasoning and mind provide me with,
O, venerable you, most holy Trinity."
(Constantine of Preslav)

In the late ninth century, Constantine of Preslav, one of the most prominent
earliest Old-Bulgarian writers, translated a set of catenae (in combination
with homilies?) related to the liturgical Sunday Gospel readings, added his
own introductions and conclusions to each of the orations as well as a whole
oration of his own, to form the codex know as Didactic Gospel (Uchitel'noe
Evangelie)®. In his introduction to the whole book, he also inserted a prayer to
the Holy Trinity which he wrote in dodecasyllabic verses forming an alphabetic
acrostic (thirty-six verses after each Glagolitic letter except for the jers* plus
a final doxology®). He named it ‘a measured prologue about Christ’ (Ilpoaors
o X% OVMBPEND).

The peculiarities of the original Byzantine dodecasyllable — known to its
contemporaries as iambs (lappot®) — according to the scholars who dedicated
studies to it, are the exact number of the syllables, caesura after the fifth or the

! Translation is mine and I tried to keep twelve syllables per verse. In Orthodox Christianity
cherubs are awe-inspiring formidable creatures while on the West they usually have gentle and
innocent child-like representations. Constantine of Preslav had certainly the first in mind. For
an English translation of the whole poem see for example Butler 1999-2022.

2 See for instance Gorskij, Nevostruev 1859: 423-424. Kotova (2022) and Petrov (2022) find
the previously unknown Greek parallels of parts of orations nineteenth and twentieth, respec-
tively, in St John Christostom’s homilies. See also Mitov (2022).

*  The monument is dated usually to 889-893 (cf. Arhim. Antonij 1885: 7; Gallucci 2001: 3-4;
Spasova 2005; Tihova 2012: XII; Slavova 2017: 3) and the literature cited there.

*  These are » and & (Glagolitic & and = respectively). They were pronounced in the ninth
century, but later some of them were not, others transformed into other vocals. (In later times,
according to the rules of the Church Slavonic grammar, the jers just marked the softness or
hardness of the consonant before them).

> On the acrostich in this poem see for instance the recent studies of MacRobert (2019) and
Kojceva (2019) and the literature cited there.

¢ For the labels of poems given in their headings in Byzantine manuscripts see Rhoby 2015.
Paul Maas (1903: 278), in the very first sentence of his famous study, states that the type of verse
in his focus is known as Byzantine iambic trimeter.
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seventh syllable, particular stress patterns before the clausula and at the end
of the verse as well as specific visual prosody.

The purpose of the present article is to check to what extent the metri-
cal principles of the so-called Byzantine dodecasyllable are followed in
Constantine of Preslav’s Alphabetic Prayer. It begins with a brief review of
the previous studies. Then the poem is analysed in juxtaposition to St Gregory
the Theologian’s alphabetic acrostic which has been considered to be its rhyth-
mical model (even though the latter is much shorter and quite different in its
content and intention).

Previous studies on the meter of Azbuchna molitva

The meter of Azbuchna molitva has interested scholars since the very first
study dedicated to the poem in 1900, even though the main focus has been
on the acrostich and, initially, also on the authorship of the work. Alekse;j
Ivanovich Sobolevskij (1900: 314) determined it to be a twelve-syllable “politi-
cal” verse with caesurae only after the fifth syllable and paroxytone clausulae.
Ivan Franko (1914: 162, 163) counted various syllables per verse (from 8 to
12, which is definitely due to the fact he did not count the jers, as required by
the rules of his contemporaneous Church Slavonic), and defined the meter as
ten-syllable trochaic structuring of epic Slavic folk songs. Emil Georgiev (1938:
114-123), in his profound study of the prayer, saw a twelve-syllable meter with
specific caesuring but underlined that it did not follow the Greek rhythmical
system, that there were no paroxytone verse endings and no iamb in it.” Rajko
Nahtigal (1942: 51-52) was definite that the work was written in the Byzantine
iambic trimeter in twelve-syllable verses with caesura after the fifth or the
seventh syllable, but considered its prosody Slavonic.® Kujo Kuev (1974: 119,

7 Herised the question of prosody but quickly passed it away since, as, he argued, Byzantine
Greek had lost the difference between long and short vowels and there had been no such dif-
ferences in Slavonic. (And yet, Czech and Serbian languages do keep such differences up to
nowadays.)

8 Nahtigal’s main contribution is the reconstruction of the acrostich; he also corrected the
length of some verses and some places of the caesurae. The precise quotation about prosody
is, “Vendar starocerkvenoslovanski verzifikator ni ne mene dolZin in kratéin v kvantitativen
oziru, ne mesta naglasa v ritmi¢nem metri¢no izrabil, to je ustvaril svojo slovansko prozodijo.”
‘However, the Old Church Slavonic poet did not use metrically neither the alternation of length
and shortness in quantitative terms, nor the position of accents in rhythmical terms — he created
his Slavonic prosody’
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128, 132), who dedicated a whole monograph to the Alphabetic Prayer, noted
its twelve-syllable verses with caesura after the fifth, sixth® or seventh syllable,
underlined that its structure is related to the Byzantine dodecasyllable and
had as its model St Gregory the Theologian’s alphabetic acrostic. It is worth
mentioning here that all these scholars proposed their own reconstruction of
the text to approximate it to their understanding of its meter.

Ivan Bogdanov (1980: 60), as it seems, held rather Sobolevskij’s view in his
short description of the rhythmical peculiarities of the Alphabetic Prayer as he
stated twelve syllables per verse caesured only after the fifth syllable and saw
all the deviations as exceptions caused by semantic reasons or copyists. Ivan
Dobrev (1993: 239-257) analysed the place of the caesura to demonstrate that
this type of dodecasyllable with asymmetric alternation (5+7 or 7+5) differed
significantly from the dodecasyllable of the Bulgarian folk songs (6+6); he
added to the analysis of his predecessors the count of accents per verse.'” The
most recent scholar — and probably the most profound - of early Old Bulgarian
non-liturgical poetry, Krasimir Stanchev (1986: 646, 652), summarised the
view accepted in scholarship that the work was composed of twelve-syllable
verses with a caesura after the fifth and rarely after the seventh syllable. He
emphasised that this rhythmic peculiarity was adopted from Byzantine poetry
as “a medieval modification of the ancient iambic trimeter” which meant a
twelve-syllable line with a caesura after the fifth, sixth or seventh syllable (with
the clarification that neither a different caesuring nor a syllable count of more
than twelve syllables was a deviation from it).

Metrical analysis

I have decided to analyse the raw text of the earliest preserved copy (MS Syn.
262, ff. 1-3) in order to avoid the situation of drawing conclusions over a text
that does not exist except as a reconstruction. Besides, this manuscript, accord-
ing to text-critical studies, is the only one closest to the Glagolitic archetype,

®  The structure 6+6 is in the twelfth verse only, according to MS Syn. 262, if one does not

accept R. Nahtigal suggestion that instead of AeThrs... (‘is flying’) the line began, as he logically
suggested, with s. atTs (‘thirty years’).

1 He does not comment on the number of accents per line, but it is clearly visible there that

various isocollic patterns alternate together with the alternations of meaning as is the case in
rhetorical prose as well.



A Byzantine Poetic Form in a Ninth-Century Bulgarian Poem 67

while the rest of the copies' (about fifty in total) have no direct relation to it."?
I juxtapose this early Bulgarian text to St Gregory the Theologian’s alphabetic
acrostic (poem 1.2.30 after PG 37 col. 908-910)" which has been assumed to
be the rhythmical model of Constantine’s Alphabetic prayer by the majority
of the scholars, who dealt with its poetic meter, probably because it is cited"
straight after the end of the prayer.

I have been wondering whether to include at least some of the reconstruc-
tions but have decided not to, as they, even if convincing, remain in the sphere
of hypotheses. It is also a matter of personal choice which of the several recon-
structions of a verse to accept. One thing is sure - if any of those is indeed
true to the archetype, the percentage of the dodecasyllabic peculiarities, given
below, would be even greater.

1. Number of syllables

The term Zwolfsilber coined by Maas is certainly related to the most obvious
peculiarity of this most popular Byzantine meter. And the same peculiarity -
prevailing twelve-syllable verses — was noted by almost all the scholars who
analysed Azbuchna molitva. Here, I count, again after earlier scholars, the
number of syllables per verse in Constantine’s prayer (according to its text
in MS Syn. 262) and compare it with the number of syllables per verse in St
Gregory’s parenetical alphabet (according to its edition in Patrologia Graeca).

"' Only Cyrillic transcriptions came down to us.

2 See Kuev’s (1974: 168) graphic representation of the text-critical relations between the
manuscripts; for the textual evidence which emerged since then and their grouping see Veder
(2000: 78-80) whose edition of the poem includes variant readings of the lines according to the
respective groups of manuscripts, his reconstruction in Glagolitic and his translation in English
(Veder 1999: 61-88).

'3 There is another alphabetic acrostic, again a paraenetic one, by St Gregroy (though ascribed
to Ignatios the Deacon in various manuscripts), and it, together with 32 poetic and 2 more
prosaic ascetic-paraenetic alphabets of various times, is proven to be genealogically related to
the same St Gregory’s acrostic which Constantine quotes. For the similarities in both form and
meaning of all those Byzantine acrostics see Anastasijevi¢ (1905: 4) who also mentions other
Byzantine acrostic prayers (ibid.: 3).

" The exact quotation after MS Syn 262, f. 3r is: Aosyo KCTh 0T BA NMAYHNATH+ H A0 BA

KONBYABATH- IAKOKE (6ve €Teph BocAoRbLLb H rgHropn- ‘It is good from God to begin and to God
to end as that theologian and Gregory said’ (translation is mine; the ‘and’ in the Old Bulgarian
text points at a literary understanding of the name - ‘watchful’).
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The only intervention in the manuscript text I have allowed myself, which
is related to the number of syllables, is the addition of & in square brackets in
the places it was occasionally dropped out - three times in the pronoun ghct
(in lines 2, 39, 40), which otherwise is written with the jer (it is kept in the root
gbe- in lines 6, 13, 22, and 34), and once in the adjective vbeThna!® (compared
to vueTh in line 38).

Table 1. Number of syllables in the Old Bulgarian and in the Byzantine acrostic

Mponors o Kt oyurspern No. | Ipnyoplog o @eohdyog, Ztixwv | No.

CHKAZANHEA TTTO €RANBIGAHIA » of |1} dkpooTi ic TOV MAvTWY of

CBTROPEND KOCTANTHNBME HMKE syll. | ooyeiwy ékdoTov idppov syll.

H MPBAGKENHIE BBICTh+ TOMOKAE TéNoG Tapatvésews EXOVTOg

CBKAZANHIA* KRANFEALCKAAr0-- (Syn. (PG 37.908-910)

262, f. 2r-3r)

1 47w caoRoMb cHM // 1211 apyiv andvtev / 12
MOAK cA BOY v Kkal TENOG TToL0D OedV.

2 Ke g[n]cera TRAQH // 1212 piov 10 képdog, / 12
H ZHKAHTEAL - ¢kProdv kald’ fuépav.

3 BHAHMWIHMY / 12 |3  yivwoke mévta / 12
H HERHAHMBIHM TOV KaA®V T Spdpara.

4 Tajfxa/ 13 |4 Sewov méveobay, / 12
NOChAH HKHEOVLHAAMO <em Xelpov &’ e0TOPETV KAKWDG.

5 Ad EBABKHETH / 12 |5 ebepyet@v voule // 12
Bk CPhABLLE MH CAORO -:e— ppeioBat Oeov.

6 6k BoyaeTs / 12 |6 {tet ®eod oot / 12
HA oyenBXh BhCRMT XPNOTOTNTA XPNOTOG V.

7 Kugoyymuan / 12 |7 1oapg kpateicbw / 12
Bk ZANORKAKX S TH - kai Sapaléodw kah@g.

5 T also inserted in square brackets the proper letters at the beginning of the lines,

without which letter repetitions are senseless — I did this according to their sequence in the
alphabetic acrostich as Nahtigal proposed — and added in square brackets the most reasonable
reconstruction of the twelfth verse which is supposed to begin with #, the letter with number
value 30’ These insertions do not affect the syllable count but are made just for clarity and in
accordance with the accepted hypothesis that the earliest Glagolitic system reflected only non-
iotated nasal vowels (Stankovska 2018: 411-414 and the literature cited there). The same applies
to ¢ — it was first not iotated - but I promised no other interventions in the manuscript.
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8  Bkao Bo KTk / 12 |8 Bupov xahivov, / 12
CRETHALNHK S HKHZNH - un @pevav £&w méong.

9 Zakonn TRoHe/ 1119 fotn pév dupa, / 12
H CRETH CThZAM - — yA@ooa 8¢ otdBuny éxoL

10 [JHske Hipers / 12 |10 x\eig wot keiobw, / 12
ERNIEABCKA CAOBA - und¢ mopvevot YEAwG.

11 H ngoctms / 11 |11 Aoyvog Piov oot/ 12
AAPBI TROM NPHIATH - TavToG 1yeioBw Adyoq.

12 AeTHTL BO HBINEe / 12 112 pr oot to elvau / 12
H CAOR'RHLCKO MAEMA -r— T® dokelv DoppéoL.
[&. A& HwINE /
H CAOB'EHKCKO MAEMA |

13 K Kghipennios/ 12 |13 véelLta mavta, / 12
OBPATHLUA CA BhCH - npdooe §° & mpdooewv O£pug.

14 Aroptite TROHS/ 12 | 14 Eévov oeavtov ioOy, // 12
NAQELIH CA XOTAILE Kkai tipa Eévoug.

15 MHAocTH TRoKe/ 13 |15 &1’ edmhoeis, / 12
BE NPOCATH ZRAO m péhiota pépvnoo (aAng.

16 Hu mbik wwinke/ 12 116 mavt’ evxapiotws / 12
NPOCTPANO CAORO AAKAR - Sl 6éxeaBat Téx Oeod.

17 Ove Thes/ 12 |17 papdog dkaiov / 12
H NPRCTWIH AIWE TAEIOV § TUR) KAKOD.

18 Tpocatpovoymoys/ 12 | 18 ooV Bvpag Ektpife, // 12
NOMOYH © TERE -+ mAovoiwv 8¢ ur.

19 Poviyk Bo cBoH / 12 |19 10 pukpov ob uikpov, / 13
ropR BhZARI NPHCHO - Otav ék@épn péya.

20 GHaoy ngHraTHe/ 12120 HBpwv xahivov, / 12
H MOYAPOCTK OV TERE - Kal péyag €om 009oOg

21 Tl Bo AdkwHe/ 12 |21 @OAaooe oavtdy, / 12
AOCTOHHOMS CHAOY “— nTopa 8 dAAov pry yéla.

22 \(nocrack e/ 12|22 xapig 9BoveioBat, / 12
RRCAKOVI WRAHWH 10 @Oovelv §° aioxog péya.

23 Magaowa mae/ 11|23 yuxi Bbotto / 12

Z"WAOE™hl HZEARH «-e—

paAlov fj TO mav Oe®.
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24 XegoRhckoy mHe/ 12 |24 & tig puAd&er Tadta // 12
MBICAL H OYM'h AAIKAR -— Kol owdnoetat.
25 [W]0 yuer|k]namas/ 12
ng-ReTara TPOHILE
26 IMevaas moro / 12
HA PAAOCTE NPRAOIKH
27 Ikaomoyppsnoe/ 12
AAd HAVBHOY MBCATH -r—
28 Ywatca TRoras/ 12
Np-RAHBELRHAR ZRAO < —
29 IMecTukpHAAT L/ 11
CHAOY BLCMPHHM <
30 Iscrroyio HhibKe/ 12
Mo cABAOY OYYHTEAI rm
31 Hmenn iroe/ 12
H ARAoy nocakpoyia e
32 [H]Mek cwrRopioe/ 12
EEANKIEARCKO CAORO -
33 Xgadoy BwZAARe/ 12
TPUH Bl BHKRTER
34 [ X ]10xe nowrw / 12
EKCAKKH BRZAPACT T -
35 IOns H cTaghe/ 12
CROHMb JAZOVMOME -
36 [A|MZWK® HOBhe/ 12
XBAAOY BBZAAM MPHCHO -
37 Ouoy oy / 13
H NYERCTOYOY MOy AKOY
38 I8moyiKe vucrh / 12
H APLIKARA H CAABA
39 07w B[nk|cera // 12
TRAPH H ATKIXANHI <
40 B B[k]cA BRKIe/ 12
H HA B'EK®sI AMHN® —
Total: 33 x 12 syll. = 82.5% 23 x 12 syll. =95.8%

4% 11 syll. = 10%
3x13syll. = 7.5%

1 x 13 syll. =4.16%
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The numbers speak for themselves. In this non-reconstructed manuscript text,
the number of twelve-syllable verses is over 82%. The percentage of thirteen-
syllable verses is higher than in the Byzantine poem observed here, but all
three such verses would easily become dodecasyllabic if uncontracted forms
in them were contracted (mHBO\fLu@ro, TROKR, ny”s?TMﬁmoo\f).w

Yet the shorter verses — the four which count just eleven syllables — do not
have any counterparts in the Greek poem and are not particularly discussed
by Maas. This is, probably, why various scholars make various attempts to add
“reconstructed” syllables to them. But both - the shorter and the longer verses
in the Bulgarian poem - have counterparts in Byzantine poetry. The devia-
tions from the constant number of twelve syllables in it — between 10-11 and
13-14 - are explained as specific combinations of hemistichs of, respectively,
5/6+5/6 and 7/6+7/6."

Here, it should be noted, however, that while verse 9 has two more com-
pletely different readings (of fourteen and fifteen syllables) in the other copies
of the prayer, verse 11 has just one different reading with n ‘and’ preceding
ngHTH ‘to accept’ which certainly makes the twelve syllables. Verse 29 is also
highly variable, besides in regard to two words — LLlecTiipraaTs / LLecToipras
/ WectbipraaTs / LLecthipnaaTsixs ‘six-winged’ and gacngHuMms / ngHHMD
‘having accepted’ — but in all the variants it counts eleven or even ten syllables
and the same numbers apply also to verse 26, i. e. it counts always less than
twelve syllables.

Even though there is no way for us to be sure whether the eleven-syllable
lines are due to text corruption or were intended by their author, I propose to
hypothetically accept the latter and to closely look at the immediate context
of the respective lines. To begin with, verses 9 and 11 are part of a tetracolon
in which all four cola bear four accents each and the variation in the number
of syllables of the two subordinate cola is a way to diversify the otherwise
complete symmetry of the cola in this isocolon'® (the symmetry remains yet

16 Moreover, KHROVLIIAATO and Trokra appear contracted — as sHRALIAN/ wHRSLIATO and TROA

respectively — in the other copies of the prayer. In relation to verse 37 (the one containing
ngt’ETo\fo\fmo\f), all the variants except for the one in MS Syn. 262 read W8 H T8 H TTM8 Xx8
which also counts twelve syllables (for the variant readings see Veder 1999: 64, 68, 78).

17 See, for example, Bernard 2018: 36.

18 Almost all the characteristic features of the Byzantine dodecasyllable, actually, lead to the
construction of isocolon, which builds up the rhetorical (and not the metrical) rhythm: not only
the semantic completeness of the separate verses/cola but also their equal length (the number
of syllables), clausulae, ceasuring and a variety of features characteristic for particular types of
writings or authors. On the notion that the isocolic structure relates this meter to the rhetorical
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slightly modified by the alternation of cola with the same number of accents
but different number of syllables, which could be visualised in the following
way: 12 (4), 11 (4), 12 (4), 11 (4)). Next, the other pair of verses counting
eleven syllables, namely 23 and 29, are part of parallel isocolic periods (divided
by another tricolon) with a similar scheme - 11 (3), 12 (4), 12 (3) [...] 11 (3),
12 (4), 12 (3) - so, here, the subtle change in rhythm is intended rather to pair,
not to diversify. Nevertheless, it should be emphasised, that, on the one hand,
the archetype of this poetic prayer was most probably closer to the Byzantine
dodecasyllable than the text which came down to us in MS Syn. 262, and, on
the other, the author did not label it iamboi (as the majority of the Byzantine
alphabetic acrostics (cf. the numerous examples given in Anastasijevi¢ 1905),
but just measured prologue.

2. Internal verse breaks (caesurae)

Maas postulated verse structures of the type 5+7 and 7+5 as most typical for
the Byzantine dodecasyllable.”” And these are the prevailing types in the two
alphabetic acrostics in focus. To clearly reveal this in the table below, I fol-
lowed Nahtigal’s manner to mark the pauses after the seventh syllable with
a double slash (//) while the ones which come after the fifth syllable — with a
single slash (/). All other positions of the caesura I mark with backslash (\).
Table 2. presents the same two texts given this time with the number of syl-
lables per hemistich. It is also clearly visible, that in MS Syn. 262, the caesurae
are marked by dots in more than half of the verses.

prose, including in the Byzantine theory, and for specific examples revealing that the Byzantines
ignored the difference between poetry and prose see Lauxtermann 1998: 21-22. The short cola
and the regular alternation of consonants brings about the energetic style of the dodecasyllable
(Bernard 2018: 22) and they both, according to three Byzantine rhetors, are inseparable part
of its versification system (Lauxtermann 1998: 28). The structuring in cola - according to the
complete thoughts they convey - is characteristic also for the rhetorical prose (ibid.: 21).

¥ Cf. the exact statistics in Bernard 2018: 27 and concerning other variants of hemistichs, see
note 16.
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Table 2. The internal verse breaks in the two poems
Mpoaors o Xk oy MEPENT... Cae- ZTiYwv 1} aKpOOTIXIG... Cae
sura sura

1 7% caorRoMb cHMs // 7+5 | 1 apyiv andvtav/ 5+7
MOAK Cr BOY Kai Téhog motod Oedv.

2 Ke &[u]cera mRAgH // 7+5 |2 Piov 10 képdog, / 5+7
H ZHKAHTEAR - ¢kProdv ka’ fuépav.

3 BHAHMBIHM / 5+7 |3 yivwoke mavta/ 5+7
H HERHAHMBIHMS TOV KaA®V Ta dpdpara.

4 Ta fxa\ 548 |4 Oewov méveabay, / 5+7
NOCKAH HKHEOVLIAATO - Xelpov 8’ edMOPETY KAKADG.

5 A4 BhABXNETH / 5+7 |5 ebepyet@v voule // 7+5
B'h CPBABLLE MH CAORO <o ppeioBot Oeodv.

6 I6:xe BoypeTh / 5+7 |6 et ©eod oot/ 5+7
HA ove'EXh RhCRM - XPNoTOTNTA XPNOTOG V.

7 EKugovynuars / 5+7 |7 noap kpateicbw / 5+7
Bk ZANOBKAKKS TH kai Sapaléodw kaldg.

8 Ekao Ko KTk / 5+7 | 8 Ovpov xahivov, / 5+7
CB'ETHARNHK™S 2KHZNH - Hn @pevav é&w méong.

9 Zakown TRoHe/ 546 |9 {otn pév duua, / 5+7
H CREThH CThZAM B yA@ooa 8¢ otdBuny €xoL

10 [J]Hzke nupems / 5+7 | 10 kAeig wot keioBw, / 5+7
ERNIEALCKA CAORA und¢ mopvevot YEAwG.

11 H ngocums \ 4+7 | 11 \oyvog Piov oot / 5+7
AAgBI TROM MPHIATH -+ TavTog fyeiobw Adyoq.

12 AeTHTh Bo NhiNke \ 6+6/ | 12 prj oot 1o eivat / 5+7
H CAORENKCKO MAEMA -— @ dokelv Loppéot.
[A. BTN HRINE / (5+7]
H CAORBHKCKO MAEMA]

13 K Kpsipennios/ 5+7 | 13 voel td mévta, / 5+7
OBPATHILA CA BRCH -— npdooe §° & mpdooety OEpLC.

14 AropHiE TROHS/ 5+7 | 14 &vov oeavtov (o0, // 7+5
HAPELIH CA XOTALIE < Kkal tipa Eévoug,.

15 ARHAOCTH TROkI®\ 6+7 | 15 81’ edmhosig, \ 4+8

o
Re NPOCATH Z'RAO “—

péAota pépvnoo Lang.
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32 [L]Idek cwmrogroe/
ERANKIEABCKO CAORO < re—

16 Hi mrsik nsinke/ 5+7 | 16 mévt’ evxapioTwg/ 5+7
NPOCTPANO CAORO AAKAR - Ol SéxeaBat Tk Oeod.

17 Ove Tuee/ 5+7 | 17 paBdog dikaiov / 5+7
H NPRCTWIH AWE TAElOV A TIpR) KakoD.

18 Mpocatpovoymoys/ 5+7 | 18 cogdv BOpag EktpiPe, // 7+5
NOMOLYH © TERE -+ mAovoiwy 8¢ pn.

19 Poyiyk Ko cRoH / 547 | 19 10 HiKpOV o0 pkpoV, / 6+7
rop'k R'hZAKI NPHCHO — Otav Ek@épn péya.

20 GHaoy ngHIaTHe/ 547 | 20 BPptv xakivov, / 5+7
H MOYAPOCTK OV TERE -ir— Kai péyag €on 00@og

21 T 5o pakHe/ 5+7 |21 @Vlaooe cavToy, / 5+7
AOCTOHHOMS CHAOY “i— TT®Opa §” dAAov pr| yéla.

22 \(nocmach see/ 547 | 22 xépig @Boveiobal, / 5+7
BRCAKOVIO WRAHIWIH < 10 @Boveiv §” aloxog péya.

23 Mapaowa mae 5+6 | 23 yoxn Ovotto / 5+7
Z"hAOR'hI HZBARH -— péAAov i To mav Be@.

24 XegoReKOY MiHe/ 5+7 | 24 @ tig uN&&et TabTa // 7+5
MRICAR H OV MR AAHKAR - Kai owdroetal

25 [W]0 vuer[n|naras/ 5+7
nprkeara TPOHLLE <

26 Mevaas moro / S+7
HA PAAOCTh MPKAGKH < —

27 Wkaomoy pphnos/ 5+7
AQ HAYKHOY MKCATH <

28 Yiopeca TROM®/ S+7
ng-RAHEKHAR ZRAO -

29 HlecThKpHAAT B\ 5+6
CHAOY R'BCMPHHM™

30 Mscrrovio Hitke/ 5+7
MO cABAOY OYVHTEAK -rm

31 Hmenn wroe/ 5+7
H ARaoy nocARAOVHE -

5+7
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33 Xgaaoy B'hzAde/ 5+7
TPUH B'h BHKRTEER o
34 [ X ]10xke nokms / 5+7
BhCAKSH BBZAPACT h -
35 ION™ H cTagrse/ 5+7
CROHMb PAZOYMOME -
36 [ A |[Mzwiks HORWe/ 5+7
XBAAOY E'BZAAI MPHCHO -+
37 6u,o\f thoy \ 5+7
H NPRCTOVOYMOY AKOY <rm
38 Bmoyie vhems / 5+7
H APKIKARA H CAABA
39 O B[k]cera // 7+5
TRAPH H ATKIKANHIA <
40 B B[k ]ca REKRIC/ 5+7
H HA B'RK'hl AMHNh -
Total: 30 x (5+7) = 75% (5+7) x 18 =75%
3% (7+5) = 7.5% (7+5) x 4 =16.7%
others x 5 =12.5% others x 2 =8.3%
=82.5%(5+7/7+5) =91.6%(5+7/7+5)

Statistics shows that, in terms of the internal verse breaks, the two poetic works
are a bit closer to one another than in relation to the first metrical feature
observed, and that the total percentage of the structuring, which is charac-
teristic for the Byzantine dodecasyllable (that is either 5+7 or 7+5) is 82.5%
in the Bulgarian and 91.6% in the Greek acrostic. The deviations account to
12.5% and 8.3% respectively, so they might be related to the specific genre of
the alphabetic acrostics, since the significance of the sequence of letters pre-
vails over the importance of adhering to other poetic principles. Once again,
the Glagolitic archetype of the Bulgarian work would have probably shown
slightly different percentages.

A noticeable peculiarity here is, however, the fact that Constantine of
Preslav used the caesuring 7+5, this subtle alternation of rhythm, to mark
both the opening (the first two verses) and the conclusion of his poem
(its penultimate verse), which reveals his profound knowledge - and well-
crafted skill - not only in the most used Byzantine poetic measure but also in
Byzantine rhetoric.
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3. Clausulae

Specialists in Byzantine poetry accept the prevailing paroxytone clausulae -
that is an accent on the penultimate syllable at the end of the verse* — as one
of the characteristic features of the meter.”! But when it comes to accentuation
in Old Slavonic texts, extreme attentiveness is needed, first, because accents
are systematically reflected in the graphics only after the fourteenth century
(often with variations within the same manuscripts), second, because of its
instability - it moves to various syllables in the forms of the same words and
takes different positions in different dialects including within the same lan-
guage. It is not by chance that accentuation theories related to Old Slavonic
are far from being unshakable.??

I have nevertheless decided, as a kind of experiment, to underline only
those last words which seem irrefutably paroxytone. These are mainly two-
syllable words like o, cAoro, naena, AakAL even the vocative A, and certain
three-syllable words like gncm®, xoTaLpe. I take the risk of making some mis-
takes in order to get at least some approximate idea of the extent to which this
peculiarity accords with the respective characteristic feature of the Byzantine
dodecasyllable. Below, I mark paroxytone words not only at the verse ends,
as Sobolevskij and Georgiev did, but also the words at the ends of hemistichs
because the latter are not less important than the first for the specialists in
Byzantine poetry.

% Bernard, for instance, turns our attention to the fact that a particular poem belonging to

the genre of iambs on iambs quotes only paroxytone examples as final verse words (Bernard
2018: 18).

21

The actual scheme that Maas (1903: 290) derives is that the paroxytone verse endings are
the rule, proparoxytone — rareness and the oxytone ones — exception. A later Byzantine rhetor
(Joseph Rhacendytes) points out that for the iambic verses it is best to end with a penultimate
accent as noted by Horandner (1995: 288), and Bernard (2018: 22) comments that this same
recommendation for a paroxytone on the sixth feet is a uniquely clear and explicit medieval
recognition of this crucial feature of the most used meter. The rule is known even before Maas
(cf. Bouvy 1886: 155-157).

22 In fact, there is only one hypothetic reconstruction particularly related to the Old Bulgar-
ian accent. It tackles it in relation to a later period, to the fourteenth century, besides on the
basis of even later monuments and does not exactly determine the distribution of accents (see
the profound studies by the best specialist in comparative historical accentology related to Sla-
vonic — Dybo 1971: 194; 1977: 93-114). (My personal opinion is that accents are not marked
in the earlier manuscripts namely because of the different Slavonic accentuation and with the
view to providing freedom for any local pronunciations related to word stress.)
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Table 3. Words bearing penultimate accents before internal and final pauses of verses.

Tpoaorns o X oy MEPENTS... Ztiywv 1} GKPOTTIXIG..
1 dzn caoroMb cHMB? // L apxiy andvrwv/
MOAK A BOY Kkal TENOG 010D OedV.
2 e g[1]cera mRAGH // 2 Piov 1o képdog, /
H ZHKAHTEAR ékBlodv kad’ fuépav.
3 BHAHAKIHAS / 3 yivwoke mavta /
H HERHAHMBIHMS - TOV KaA®V T Spdpata.
4 Ta Axa/ 4 dewvov méveaBal, /
NOCThAH FKHEOVLPAAIO -t Xelpov &’ eOTOPETV KAK®DG.
5 Ad BRAKKHET / 5 ebepyet@v voule //
Bh CPABLLE MH CAOBO -— uipeioBat Oedv.
6 16:xe BoyAeTh / 6 (fteL Ozod oot /
HA oycr'kys BRCEM® - XpNoTOHTNTA XPN|OTOG MV.
7 Kugoyymums / 7 1 oapt kpateichw /
B'h ZAMORBAKXS TH - kai Sapaléodw kah@g.
8  Akao Bo lcTh / 8  Bupov xahivov, /
CR'ETHALHHK S 2KHZNH - ur| epevav £&w méong.
9 Zakonw TEOHe/ 9 fotn pév bppa, /
H CRRTR CThZAM - YA@ooa 6¢ otdBuny £xot.
10 [JHzke Hipers / 10 KAeig ool keioOw, /
EBNMEARCKA CAORA - unde mopvevot yéAw.
11 H ngochrs / 11 \bdxvog Biov oot /
AdphI TEOI NPHETH -— mavtog yeiobw Adyog.
12 & akTH NRINE / 12 pn oot o givan / 1¢) Sokelv
H CAORRHKCKO MAEMA - vroppéol.
13 R kphipennios/ 13 voel ta mavTa, /
ORPATHLUA CA RhCH - npdooe 6 & mpdooely B,
14 AwAHK TROH®/ 14 &évov oeautov ol //
HAQELPH CA XOTALIE - — Kkai tipa §évoug.

23

It is quite tempting to enlist cuus among the paroxytone words, but here it is more likely
an enclitic as suggested also by the count of accents in Dobrev (1993: 241).
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15 MHACTH TROKIe/ 15 61’ edmAoels, /
BE NPOCATH ZRAO péhiota pépvnoo GaAng.
16 Hu arbik niinke/ 16 mavt’ evxapiotwg /
NPOCTPANO CAORO AAMKAR -— Ot SéxeoBal Tk Oeod.
17 Ove Enee/ 17 p&pdog dikaiov /
H NPRTTRIH AWWE TINETOV 1 TLT KakoD.
18 Mgocaloyoymoys/ 18 cogdv B0pag ExtpPe, //
NOMOYH © TERE -+ mAovoiwv 8¢ ur.
19 Poyuk B cROH / 19 10 KpOV oL piKpoy, /
rogrk B'hZAKI MPHCHO -— Otav Ek@épr pnéya.
20 Guaoy NgHRTHe/ 20 OPpw xakivov, /
H MOYAQOCTh OV TERE --— Ko péYac éo’n GO(PéC
21 Twi B0 Aawwne/ 21 @bOAaoos cauTodv, /
AOCTOHHOM™s CHAOY < ntdpa §” dAlov pn yéla.
22 \(nocmack Kee/ 22 xaps 9BoveioOar, /
RRCAKOVH L RAHIWIH < 70 @Boveiv &’ aloxog uéya.
23 Mapaowa mae/ 23 yux Bvorto /
Z"hAOE'hI HZEARH paAlov fj To mav Oe@.
24 Xegormckoy mHe/ 24 O tig puNaEer TadTa //
MBICAR H OYMs AATKAR < Kai cwdnoeTaL
25 [W]0 vuer|s]|narae/
ng-ReTara TPOHLE
26 TMevaas moto /
HA PAAOCTh NPRAOKH -
27 Ikaomoyppknos/
Ad HAYKHOY MBEATH -
28  YiopAeca TRoMe/
NP-RAHBKHAR ZRAO -—
29 IecThkgHAAT B/
CHAOY R'BCMPHHM' -
30 IMscreovio NBINEe/

Mo cARAOY OYYHTEAI -
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31 Hmenn o/
H ARaoy nocARAOVHE -

32 [LIdrE cwTROgIO/
ERANKIEABCKO CAOBO - ri—

33 Xgaaoy Ezpaiae/
TPUH B BRRTRE -

34 [ A ]HOxe nowrn /
RhCAKBH RhZAPACT B -e—

35 IOnw b emagme/
CROHMb PAZOVMOME -

36 [M]IAZwIKs HOBBe/
XBAAOY B'hZAAM NPHCHO -

37 Ouoy Enoy /
H NPRTTOVYOYMOY AKOY <

38 I6moyike YheTh /
H APhIKABA H CAARA - —

39 Omw E[k]cera //
TRAPH H ATKIXANHIA <o

40 B E|b]ea BEKRIe/
H HA B'EK'BI AMHH, -
WX -17=42.5% WX T =13=54%
[.x " 7 -18=45% /[.x " 7 -13=54%

The statistical results of the analysis reveal, before all, that Sobolevskij and
Georgiev were both right and not right - there are female clausulae in
Azbuchna molitva, but their percentage is neither 100, nor 0, but rather around
50, which is also the case in the Greek acrostic. Besides, even though not
entirely sure, the supposed lexemes in the Bulgarian poem are probably not
the only paroxytone ones and the actual situation in the archetype might have
been different. Quite similar is the distribution of paroxytone words just before
the clausalae in the two writings. If we turn to Maas postulates, we might
suppose some diachronic conditioning, because he calculated that the most
serious deviation of the rule was in earlier works and authors, and because
some recent investigations in early dodecasyllables - of the third to fourth



80 Ekaterina Dikova

century — prove that paroxytone endings are even the exception in them.*
So, is this just an imitation of the earlier tradition? The data in the Byzantine
paraenetic alphabets reveal that the peculiarity is rather characteristic for their
whole genre, no matter the time of origin (Anastasijevi¢ 1905: 20, 24, 34,
38-39, 41, 47, 48, 56, 58). It seems that Constantine of Preslav was not only
fluent in iambic trends but much aware of the subtle peculiarities of the sub-
genre of alphabetic acrostics or, at least, attentive enough to be able to apply
all his knowledge for high poetic purposes in his own language.

4. Prosody

Simply put, prosody is kept on the strong positions of the iambic trimeter
(that is, on the even syllables) - the even syllables seem to be graphically long
even in the latest poems labeled as idupot. Specialists in Byzantine poetry
underline the visuality of this feature and call it Augenpoesie (Rhoby 2011:
137) and Sheinprosodie (Bernard 2010: 16).> The presence of visual prosody
is accepted axiomatically by all the experts in the field*® but Lauxtermann is
most specific in determining it: the iambic trimeter is a dodecasyllabic verse
without resolution®” with anceps on the odd positions (their length does not
matter), long even syllables and brevis in longo at the end of the verse (which

# Another point in this respect is considered by Rhoby (2011: 140, note 134) who quotes the
scholarly opinion that about 48% of the lexemes in the late Greek thesaurus were paroxytone by
default. In addition, a linguistic factor that should be taken into consideration when observing
the development of paroxytone verse endings is that in the late Greek language, the enclitics
transfer their accent on the last syllable of their preceding word (Bernard 2018: 33).

»  See also Maas (1903: 301-303) who names it “historische Ortographie der Versification”
Lauxtermann (1998: 24, 33) emphasises that even though prosody might have been understood
by the Byzantines, the ancient metrics remains abstract for them. How much more this must
be true for the Old Bulgarian men of letters.

% Special attention is paid to “mistakes in prosody” in certain works by George of Pisidia by

Romano (1985: 4-6).

7 Probably because resolutions would break isosillabicity. And yet, some of the verses of 13
and 14 syllables may well be explained by the substitution of a visually long syllable with two
short ones. The exceptional verse 19 of St Gregory’s poem observed here is most probably of
this kind. Moreover, St Gregory the Theologian is one of the most cited earlier authors when it
comes to verses with resolutions (see for example Zagklas (2019: 4 and the literature given in
note 13 there)).
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means that even a short final syllable counts like a long one).?® One last nec-
essary clarification is that the dichrona - a, 1, v - are counted long or short
depending on the syllable they belong to.”

So, how do the two alphabetic acrostics accord with these principles? St
Gregory’s poem shows that 94 (83%) of its even syllables counted” are visu-
ally long (marked in bold below) and 19 (16.9%) of them (underlined below)
are not.

Table 4. Visual prosody in St Gregory's poem

Ipnyoplog o ®eoldyog, ZTixwv 1] AKPOCTIXIG...

apxiv amavtov / kat éAog molod Oedv.

Bilov 10 k€pdog, / éxProdv kab’ fHuépav.

yivwoke mavta / @V kaA@v Td Spdpata.

Sevov méveoBal, / xeipov 8 0TOPELY KaKDG.

{NteL Oeod oot / xpnoToéTNTA XPNOTOG (V.

1 oap§ kpateiobw / kai Sapaléchmw kaldg.

Bopov xakivov, / i epevav E&w méong.

1
2
3
4
5  evgpyet@v voule // ppeicbar Oedv.
6
7
8
9

fotn pev Sppa, / YA\@ooa 8¢ otabuny €xot.

10 KAeig ot keioBw, / unde mopvevot yéws.

% Here follows the exact quotation: “The pure form, so we are told, consists of iambs in the

second and the fourth positions, iambs or spondaics in the first, the third and the fifth positions,
and iambs or pyrrhics in the sixth position. In other words, the pure form is the iambic verse
of twelve syllables with anceps in the uneven positions and brevis in longo at the verse end”
(Lauxtermann 1998: 17). To be even more precise, the compulsory short positions are just the
third, the seventh and the eleventh, since, from the prosodical aspect, the iamb consists of a
short and a long syllable, the spondee — of two long ones and the pyrrhic of two shorts but in
this case, its second could be also long (because the sixth position could be also iamb), so such
a verse has the following schematic representation: U - U - U/ - U// - U - U -. The same
excerpt from the poem on iambs, attributed most often to Michael Psellos, is referred to also
in Horandner (1995: 286 including note 28) and Bernard (2018: 17).

»  Lauxtermann convincingly proves that the pure iambs (xaBapoi otixol) in Byzantine metrics

is a term referring to verses without resolution and that the Byzantines used it to designate their
dodecasyllable in order to distinguish it, on the one hand, from the ancient iambic trimeter, and,
on the other, to emphasise the genetic connection between the two (Lauxtermann 1998: 7-19).

¥ Texcluded from counting the last syllables of each verse as they are long by position as well

as the second hemistich of verse 19 (the only one of thirteen syllables) since I am not sure how
to count syllables if indeed a resolution is applied.
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11 \dxvog Biov ool / mavtog fyeioBw Adyoq.

12 ur oot 1o givat / 7@ Soxelv vmoppéoL.

5 a

13 voéeLta mavta, / mpacoe §° & mpdooety Béug.

14 &évov oeavtdv {06y, // kai tipa Eévovg,.

15 &t edmhogic, /pahiota pépvnoo LaAng.

16 mavt’ evyapiotws / 8el déxeobal Tak Oeod.

17 papdog Sikaiov / mAeiov i Tipn kakod.

18  cop®v B0pag éktpiPe, // mhovoiwv Ot pr.

19 70 puKpoOVv 00 pikpoy, / 6tav Ek@épn péya.

20 UPprv xahivov, / kai péyag €on 6o@og

21  @Vlacoe ocavtdy, / mt@pa §* dAhov pn yéla.

22 xdpi ¢Boveiobar, / 10 pBoveiv §” aloxog péya.

23 oyt Bvotto / paihov ij to év Bed.

24 & Tig puhatel tabta // kai cwbfoeTa.

The analysis of the Slavonic piece runs into two obstacles. First, the manu-
script text has only one of the letters for 0 and i - the pairs o/w and /i (and
the respective Glagolitic 8/@ and &/%) are not preserved in it.* Second, the
Old Bulgarian language just emerged as a literary one in the ninth century and
did not have the long tradition of the Greek including in poetry. Could those
obstacles be possibly overcome?

I have checked a later and shorter translated poetic text first — a random
Synaxarion verse unit*> - with the hope that it would suggest what to look for
in the alphabetic prayer. Here, the jers should not be counted as they no longer
sounded in the fourteenth century.

31 Even if they were present in the original, the manuscript copying procedure, especially
if combined with dictation, would quickly erase the difference between the members of the
opposition.

32 The Synaxarion verses are in fact Christopher of Mytilene’s dodecasyllabic calendar (of the
eleventh century) which is a model for all the peculiarities of the Byzantine dodecasyllable (cf.
Eftymiadis 2014: 163-165). They have two South Slavonic translations dated to the fourteenth
century (cf. Taseva 2006: 170-171).
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Table 5. Visual prosody in Synaxar verses

Christopher of Mytilene’s dodeca-
syllabic calendar (eleventh century)
Eustratiades 154

Bulgarian translation, MS Zogr 80, . 2v
(fourteenth century)

‘O xpnotog fpv Evtpoémog tovg
TPOTOVG,

XO BAWTHM™S NPAROM™s EAMKIH HAB'h®
4-5,9-10

"E@edpe Xptotov kai téhovg i Elpovg.

OBP'RTE §a H MEVHRR KONYHNR®
8-9

Kai KAgovikog evkhed vikny éxet,

H KAEOHHK'h EAMOCAARNRAR NOEKAXR HMAe
2-3,8-9

Ztavpd kpepacdeic, ®g Xplotdg pov
néhat. (11 syll.)

HaA Kp'ka NORRWIENT [AKO 3KE XC MOH
AgeRaee  12-13

Eipktijv 10 o®pa kai mpo TG eipkTig
Exwv,

TRMNHILR TRAW A ngrkeite TRMNHLR
HMERe

Eipxt@v Avtpodtat Baot\iokog éx dvo.

T hMHHU A ﬁZEABH CA BACHAHCK™

OBOHXh* 12-13

The Greek source text shows a slightly lower percentage of deviations (the
underlined vowels in KAgdvikog, Xptotdg, Baothiokog ék) — just four visually
short syllables on even positions, besides, three of them in personal names.
The Bulgarian text, again, does not show the desired pairs o/w and n/i, but what
stands out even at first glance is that all, but one (sarsin),** adjacent vowels
appear on the borders between even and odd syllables. Could this peculiar-
ity — the exclusive use of adjacent vowels on the borders between even and
odd syllables — be some graphic imitation of the Byzantine visual prosody?

The analysis of Azbuchna molitva does not give a definite answer in this
respect, as the percentage of the adjacent vowels beginning with an even syl-
lable there is 57.1% (20 uses out of 35) while the ones with initial odd syllable
account to 42.8%. In addition, the positions of the first, fifth and nineth sylla-
bles is considered anceps for the Byzantine dodecasyllable (see note 28 above),
s0 it is more accurate to count 20 out of 29 uses on even positions (68.9%)
and 9 appearances starting on the odd positions which definitely need to be
short (31%).

3 The exceptional one falls on an anceps position (see note 28).
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Table 6. Visual prosody in Constantine’s poem

1 Azb CAOROMB CHMB // MOAK CA Eo\f S

2 Beg[n]cetn TRAPH // H ZHRAHTEAR < 4-5

3 BHAHMBIHMB / H NERHAHMBIHMB -e— 3-4,10-11
4 Ta Axa/ NOCBAH KHROVLIATO <

5 AX BBABXNETH / BB CPbABLLE MH CAORO -—

6 e BOVAETh / Ma OVCNBXB RLCBMB trem

7 H(on\fmmm; / BB ZANOBBABXD TH e— 3-4

8  ZBA0 BO KCTh / CRETHABNHKD KHZNH <re—

9 Zakonn TROH*/ H CREBTB CTHZAMB v

10 [J]H:ke HipreTs / €RNMEABCKA CAORA e

11 H MPOCHTh / AAPDI TRORA MPHIATH v 7-8,9-10 (11 syll.)
12 [& ABTB NBINE / H CAORBNBLCKO MACMA |

13 K KpbLIeNHI/ 0BPATHLLIA CA RBCH <re— 4-5

14 AWAHK TROH-/ NAPELHIH CA XOTALLE 2-3,4-5
15 MuaocTH TROR-/ Bé MPOCATE ZBAO e— 4-5

16 N MBNE NBINE -/ MPOCTIANO CAORO AAKAD ir—

17 Ove The-/ H NPECTBIH ALue < 8-9

18 ﬂgommwmy-/ MOMOLIH W TEBE e 3-4

19 Po\funs B0 CROH / rog8 RBZA BRI MPHCNO e— 4-5,9-10
20 CHAO\f ﬂ‘?mTH-/ H MOV AQOCTH 0V TEBE frem 3-4

21 Tl Bo AL/ AOCTOHNOMB CHAOY oo 3-4

22 Ynocrach #e+/ BHCAKOYH LBAHLLIH < 8-9

23 (I)AWLUA MA+/ ZBAOBBI HZBARH e—

24 KepoRBOKOY MH+/ MBICAD H OYMB ANKAD

25 [W]0 veer[n]Mame/ np“sc?ma TPOHLLE - 4-5,8-9, 10-11
26 [levann MOW / HA pAAOCTE MPBAOKH <e— 4-5

27 Ll,'EAOMO\f,A,’?I}.NO-/ AJ NAYBNOV MBCATH e

28 TAA TBOR:/ NPBAHBBNAR Z'BAO <t 4-5,9-10
29 LHlecThipHANTS +/ CHAOY RBEMPHHMD e 9-10 (11 syll.)
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30 LIchTxo\fw NBINEB -/ 110 CABAOY OYYHTEAI -irm 2-3

31 Hwmenn o/ H ABAOY MOCABAIVIA e 4-5,11-12
32 [RIR\es CATROPIO+/ ERANBIEABCKO CAORD -

33 XRM\W RBZAAR -/ ’T‘?LI,H RB BKBTRE e 4-5,6-7
34 [ ]H0xke noteTh / RbCAKBH BBZAJACTD — 3-4,8-9
35 Hns n ¢TagB+/ CROHMD PAZOVMOMb < 5-6

36 [A|R\ZBIKD NORD+/ XRANOY RBZAARA MPHINO 9-10

37 Ouoy THOY / H NpETTONMOY AKOY <

38 I'GMO\fme ¥bCTh / H AJBIRARA H CAARA <ir—

39 O7n g[n]cem // TBAPH H ABIXANHE «e— 4-5,11-12

40 Bo g[1L]ca RBIBI+/ H NA RBKBI AMHND <o

In addition, 6 of the odd-syllable positions (further 20% of the whole) are
between syllables 3-4, while there is none positioned between syllables 2-3.
Are the cases 3-4 compensating for the lack of cases 2-3? Indubitably, it is
difficult to compose such a combination from the very second syllable when
the poet’s main concern is to select a word beginning with a particular let-
ter to convey particular thought in the coherent text of a prayer. As already
demonstrated above, the importance of the acrostich prevails over the iambic
peculiarities. The modern translations of Azbuchna molitva further exemplify
that either meter or acrostich are easily lost in translation in the attempt to
convey the message of the source text.**

We should also bear in mind that the proper prosodic versification was
considered the most difficult part for the poets in Byzantium and they (at least
the better-educated ones) strived at keeping it according to their knowledge

3 There are three translations in modern Bulgarian. The earlier one, by Kyril Hristov of 1922

alternates ten-syllable and eleven-syllable rhymed verses with caesura after the fourth syllable
from the beginning, or before the fourth from the end, has no acrostich but is the best in con-
veying the emotion of the original poem. The second one, of Emanuil Popdimitrov of 1933,
offers isosyllabic ten-syllable verses without attention to caesuring but with acrostich, and the
last one of 1997, by Stojan Shishkov, is pretty much the same. And all this is for translations to
the same language yet of different time. In the English translation mentioned at the beginning,
both isosyllabicity and ceasuring are lost together with the very acrostich of the poem for the
sake of conveying the message of the source text.
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and skills.”» How much more difficult would it be to imitate prosody in a young
literary language which knows nothing of poetic alternation between long
and short vowels? And if we could only hypothesise on the possibility that
Constantine of Preslav was searching for a way to imitate the visual prosody
of the Byzantine iamb - and perhaps that some of this imitation, like the alter-
nation of o/w and n/i, were lost in the transliteration and manuscript copying
process — his other achievements are out of doubt.

First and foremost, his prayer accords with the principles of both Byzantine
poetry and rhetoric, besides to a degree that not only makes him able to pre-
serve their requirements in his target language, but also allows him to invent
new ways to respect them - even by exceeding models and breaking rules. I
mean that Constantine allowed adjacent vowels in his poem which are oth-
erwise prohibited by the rhetorical principles, all the rest of which he strictly
follows, particularly the principles related to the rhythm of the dodecasyl-
lable - apart from the hiatus, these are: compact structuring of verses/cola,
avoidance of pleonasm, of tautology, and of enjambment as well as an isocolic
arrangement.*

Conclusions

The results from the statistic study presented in this article prove that all the
Byzantine metrical requirements are met, as far as possible, which is visible
even in the transliterated text of MS Syn. 262, which has most probably lost
many of the features of its archetype (not only because of the transliteration
from Glagolitic to Cyrillic script, but also in the process of multiple manuscript

% See Bernard (2010: 108) as well as Hilberg (1900) who distinguish among Byzantine iam-
bographers classic representatives (as George of Pisidia), epigones (as Theodore Prodromos),
and amateurs (as the author of Xptot6¢ ndoxwv) - this division is mentioned numerous times
by many modern scholars.

% These rhetorical principles, contributing to the specific rhythm of the Byzantine dodecasyl-
lable, are related to the ideas of evpvBuia and yopydtng. They are not characteristic just for this
type of poetry (and are applied also in non-poetic genres) but are part of the complex of peculiar
triggers of rhythm in it according to the Byzantine rhetors — mainly, yet not exclusively, in the
Synopsis of Joseph Racendytes in the chapter dedicated to iambic verses (Walz 1832: 559-562).
This specific peculiarity — rhetorical principles related to edpvBuia and yopydtng in the Byz-
antine dodecasyllable - is studied in detail by Horandner (1995: 287-290) and Lauxtermann
(1998: 19-33).
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copying, besides in a foreign Slavonic land where local language features have
indubitably left traces).

Azbuchna molitva convincingly fits the tradition of the Byzantine dodeca-
syllable and more precisely in its branch of paraenetic alphabets. What has
been previously seen as deviation in this poem actually accords with its genre.
The conclusion to be drawn here is that Maas’s postulates should be better not
taken as a fixed system for all the Byzantine iambographers (and their non-
Byzantine followers®”) but rather as a stable basis requiring further elaborations
in relation to material explored after him. Systematisation of specific features
needs to continue, besides, not just from the chronological aspect (not just
seen in their development) but also from the perspective of the genre (some
specifics might be peculiar for a genre, apart from personal styles).

The Bulgarian poem, like the Byzantine paraenetic dodecasyllabic alpha-
bets, aims at presenting the sequence of the letters in an attractive memorisable
way. But it is also a kind of micro catechesis as it teaches neophytes to the
basic notions of the Christian faith, besides, to the extent of subtle philological
details like, for instance, in verse 22, the proper pronunciation of the realia
ynoctach (hypostasis)®® and its literal meaning (which would ensure a better
understanding of the notion by the neophytes at a later stage).

The most specific feature of the Byzantine dodecasyllable - its visual pros-
ody - is probably impossible to fully reproduce in a Bulgarian versification.
And, perhaps, for this reason, or just with the idea that it would uselessly
burden his perceivers, Constantine of Preslav named his poem not iambs,
but just measured prologue. There is certainly much more about this nineth-
century masterpiece that we could not possibly notice or understand. It should,
however, never fall in oblivion - because of its mastery and because of its deep
meaning.”

7 On “iambico” in the earlier Georgian poetry see Lomidze 2021: 46 and the literature quoted
there.

*  On the reconstruction of a mid-eleventh-century pronunciation of hypsilon in Byzantium
see Lauritzen (2009).

¥ The article is written within the frame of the project The Vocabulary of Constantine of Preslav’s

Uchitel'noe evangelie (“Didactic Gospel”): Old Bulgarian-Greek and Greek-Old Bulgarian Word
Indices financed by the Bulgarian National Science Fund (contract KII-06-H50/2 of 30.11.2020).
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