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Chancellor Timofej Kamenevi¢
and the Russification of the Taiinaa maiinvix

Timofej Kamenevi¢-Rvovskij was a late 17"-century cleric, minor writer, and
eccentric historian, of whom very little is known —and even that little is problematic.
In particular, for the purposes of this article, he was the text reviser and copyist of a
distinctive manuscript of the Taiuinas maiinvix (henceforth 77), the East Slavic
version of the medieval pseudo-Aristotelian Secret of Secrets, which was translated
from the Hebrew version with major interpolations from Rhazes and Maimonides,
and of which we recently published a critical edition with an analytical glossary
[Ryan & Taube 2019].

In their authoritative entry on Timofej Kamenevi¢-Rvovskij in the Crosapw
KHUMICHUKOG U Knudcnocmu J{pesneti Pycu D. M. Bulanin and E. M. Matveeva assert
that in spite of the general agreement among historians that Kamenevi¢ (dates
unknown but late 17" — early 18" century) was a native of Moscow, a consensus
relying on the authority of Karamzin that he was ‘a Muscovite by birth’ (pomom
MOCKBUTSIHUH), there are several indications that he might be, like many of his
learned clerical contemporaries then living in Moscow, of Ruthenian origin (BbI-
xonueM u3 Jlutosckoit Pycm). Furthermore, in favour of a possible Grand Duchy
origin for Kamenevic¢, Bulanin and Matveeva point tentatively to some Polonisms
in his works, e. g. TUCT, BIIacHBIH, pok etc., some details of orthography like emm-
Hokrpenkas, and rhyming of myxu — npyru, reflecting a fricative pronunciation of
the letter r [Bulanin, Matveeva 2004].

In addition to the above-mentioned linguistic evidence which might support a
‘West Russian’ origin for Kamenevi¢, we must also consider the fact that he uses
Polish sources in his historical writings, e. g. Maciej Stryjkowski’s Kronika and
Caesar Baronius’s Annales ecclesiastici (translated into Russian in 1678 by Ignatij
Muromskij), and refers to Latin Fathers of the Church such as St Augustine of
Hippo and St Ambrose of Milan, neither well known in Muscovite Russia before the
17t century. However, all these sources became available in Ruthenian or Muscovite
Russian translations in Kamenevi¢’s lifetime, and indeed one pseudo-Augustine
text was translated by the cleric, writer, and translator Karion Istomin, who was
probably the errant monk Karion, an acquaintance of Kamenevi¢, who wished to be
married and was the target of Kamenevi¢’s Bozhii grad, described by Lidija Sazo-
nova as ‘very modest both in size and in talent’ [Sazonova 2006: 546]. The narrative
style of Kamenevic’s historical accounts is similar, according to Bulanin and
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Matveeva (basing themselves on Vadim 1. Lestvicyn [Lestvicyn 1875]), to that
found in Ruthenian books and sermons (B kHurax u npomosesax Jlurosckoit Pycu).

Bulanin and Matveeva note Kamenevic¢’s penchant for florid language, orna-
mental neologisms, and the use of calque and cryptography, as well as his idiosyn-
cratic syntactic style, all of which suggest that he was flaunting his supposed knowl-
edge of the classical languages and showing off his erudition by using transliterated
Greek words (e. g. monaxoc, aerep) and refined figures of speech [Bulanin, Mat-
veeva 2004]. Whether or not Kamenevi¢ was really competent in Greek, and where
he learned it, is open to question — we know nothing of his early life and educa-
tion — although he may have had access to the large library of Nikon’s New Jeru-
salem monastery.

Bulanin and Matveeva’s conclusions have been supplemented by subsequent
published research by O. L. Novikova on newly discovered manuscripts written by
Kamenevi¢, and his handwriting styles [Novikova 2018; 2019].

Our intention in the present paper is to examine the various claims about Timofej
Kamenevi¢’s origins, language, style and erudition on the basis of his self-pro-
claimed “transposition” (mpenoxwuriacs) of the Secret of Secrets from “the Belorus-
sian dialect” into the “[Russian]-Slavonic! idiom” (u3b Gbmopocwuickaro auanexra
... BO ClIoBeHCKYI0 phub), a text which he copied (from a somewhat Russified Mus-
covite manuscript, as we will demonstrate below), glossed and annotated in 1686.
This text is MS St Petersburg, Library of the Academy of Sciences, Archeographic
Commission Collection 97 (229) — hereafter MS A.

This Archeographic Commission copy was the subject of Varvara Adrianova’s
1911 study on the history of the text of the Gates of Aristotle (following the title of
Speranskij’s 1908 edition «Apucmomeneswi 6pamay, unu « Taiinas maiineix»; on the
two Russian titles in use for the Slavic Secret of Secrets see [Ryan & Taube 2019:
8—15]). In that study, Adrianova affirms [Adrianova 1911: 1] that the Slavic transla-
tion of the Secret of Secrets was made into the “Belorussian dialect” (napeune
oemopycckoe) towards the end of the fifteenth century by a person of Belorussian
origin, probably within the area where Belorussian was spoken, and thereafter in
Muscovite Russia the language of the text underwent Russification. She was well
aware [Adrianova 1911: 1 fn. 4]) of A. Krymskij’s claim, in a review of Speranskij’s
edition in Etnograficeskoe obozrenie, 1910, that the translator was a “Little-Rus-
sian” (sc. Ukrainian) Jew from Kiev and that the earliest witness (MS Vilnius 222—
272, now Minsk, National Library of Belarus, MS 096/276K) was only a 16"-cen-
tury Belorussian copy of an earlier Kievan translation, in which many glaring
Ukrainian features were observable, and considered that the first part of Krymskij’s
claim (the one about the translator) needed careful examination. Going a step fur-
ther than Speranskij, who in his edition [Speranskij 1908: 117—-18] contented him-
self with observing that the underlying text of MS A, like the rest of the Muscovite

I Kamenevi¢ uses in his works the expressions Cnasenopyckuii and CrastHopoccuiickuii for
‘Russian’. For example (cf. [Novikova 2018: 133]), in the title of his 1684 account Kuura, nmenyemast
HCTOPHS SJUTMHO-TPEIKast ¥ TPEKO-CIIOBEHbCKAs B TaMSITh IPEAOYAyIIIM POIOM, OT KOTO U B Kasl JIeTa
3a4acs Hallla cJIaBeHOPYCKasi 3eMJIsl U KTO B HEil MepBblil HauaT KHKUTH, as well as in the title of his
1699 historical account O Havyasne cJIaBTHOPOCCHIICKOTO HApO/Ia.
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copies he used, was a “West-Russian” text, in which some words and expressions
were replaced with Great Russian or bookish Church Slavic forms, Adrianova goes
on to compare Speranskij’s main text (MS V) with Kamenevi¢’s “transposition”
(MS A), as well as with a copy discovered by N. N. Petrov, MS Kiev, Duhovnaja
akademija, Muz. No. 837 (now lost), apparently written in Moscow circa 1598—
1605 (hereafter MS K).

Regarding the peculiarities of Kamenevi¢’s MS A, she notices [Adrianova 1911:
4] its numerous additions in the margins, most of which supply Russian glosses of
Belorussian forms, while a few provide explanations of incomprehensible words.
She also notes the many personal remarks to the reader, like ‘pay attention!’, ‘beware
these things!” etc. In these remarks she sees an indication of the vivid interest in
the text on the part of the copyist, who evidently tries to draw the attention of his
future reader to some instructive passages.

Adrianova affirms that MSS K and A are based on some “West-Russian” original
and do not present any significant difference in their make-up. In order to demonstrate
the closeness of A, K and V, she compares [Ibid.: 4-6] several excerpts from the
three witnesses. Her conclusions [Ibid.: 6] are that the language of A and K is so
different from that of all the witnesses used by Speranskij, that we should consider
them a separate, specifically Great-Russian branch of the text, which emerged in
stages. While already in Speranskij’s (17%-c.) MS U (Yunosnbckoe cobpanue 750)
there are some instances of replacing Belorussian forms with Russian ones, MS K
clearly demonstrates the tendency to give the text a Great Russian tint by carefully
removing “West-Russian” features, growing less careful only in the second part.
MS A, finally, goes further still. The copyist clearly states his aim in the afterword,
where he addresses his reader with the words:

For you, our most dear child, I have laboured much over these most philosophical
books and for the sake of more convenient comprehension [ have translated them
from the Belorussian dialect [dialekta], that is idiom [glagola], into the Slavonic
[slovenskij, here = Russian Church Slavonic] language [ré¢’], insofar as this was
possible for my poor understanding, except for strange terms which it was not
proper for me to discuss. And now, farewell.

However, few such strange terms, she states [Ibid.: 6], remained, and most of
them were replaced by the copyist in the margins with corresponding Great Russian
or bookish forms. The next step must have been the insertion of the glosses into the
text, but such a copy has not yet been found (Ibid.).

She then supplies [Ibid.: 7-9] a comparative table of “new words” in A and K,
replacing the Belorussian turns of phrase in copies of the Und. 750-type, a
comparison meant to demonstrate the gradual change of language on Great Russian
territory). The conclusion she draws from this table [Ibid.: 9] is that:

“in the overwhelming majority of cases the two texts translate identically the
corresponding expressions of the West Russian original. There is reason to think
that if these (innovations) are the work of the copyist of K, then the second (copyist,
sc. A) was using already available (sc. Great-Russian) material in the adduced
examples. He had (p. 10) in front of him a text which was already subject to the
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influence of Great Russian. One cannot but observe though that the original (sc.
exemplar) of A is closer than K to V and to the copies serving as variants in
Speranskij’s edition, preserving Belorussian forms which disappeared from the
latter. This observation allows us to assume that A and K are not directly related to
one another. MS K and the exemplar of A are independent of each other, but guided
by a common goal they modified the West-Russian text adapting it to the
understanding of the readers.”

She points [Adrianova 1911: 10] to the numerous marginal glosses in A contain-
ing Russian equivalents and explanations of “West Russian expressions” and char-
acterizes them as the original work (camocTosiTensHYI0 padoty) of the copyist. On
pages 11-13 she gives a list of readings in A with their glosses and explanations.
She summarizes [Ibid.: 13] the list by the statement that the copyist brought the
language of the Gates of Aristotle considerably nearer to the (Russian-)Slavonic
language (cnoBeHckyto phub).

Her conclusion [Ibid.: 13—14] is that the language of the Gates of Aristotle under-
went in Muscovy a significant reworking “for the sake of more convenient compre-
hension” (ymoSubitmaro paau no*nanust in K-R’s words). This process probably be-
gan soon after the text emerged in the territories of Great Russian dialects, yielding
copies such as Und. 750; towards the end of the sixteenth century it added to the
language a noticeable Great Russian colouration, found in the exemplar of A and in
K, while towards the end of the seventeenth century it led to an almost complete
obliteration of traces of the West Russian original, as can be seen from MS A.

If one adds to this [Ibid.: 13—14] the fact that a Great Russian copyist made (as
demonstrated by [Speranskij 1908: 77]) two additions to the text of the Gates of Aris-
totle, namely the Account of the making of this Book (Cxa3anne 0 COTBOPCHUU KHUTH
ces) and the Account of the Hellenic philosopher, the most wise Aristotle (Cka3anne
0 eJuIMHCKOM Quiocode o mpemyapom Apucrorene), together with the change in
language discussed above, we may reasonably conclude that this text aroused serious
interest among Russian readers. This summarizes Adrianova’s 1911 discussion.

While we subscribe to Adrianova’s suggestion of a gradual change in the
language of the text soon after its arrival in Muscovy, reflected in lexical and gram-
matical replacements found in many Russified copies of the 16" and 17" centuries
which are not necessarily copied from one another, we cannot agree with her
statement that the particular replacements and glosses in MS A are the work of the
copyist (though from her wording it is not absolutely clear whether she has in mind
Timofej Kamenevic-Rvovskij or possibly the anonymous copyist of A’s “original”
exemplar). We will show that many of (but not all) the Great-Russian words
replacing Ruthenisms in A appear also in a manuscript written in Moscow at some
time between 1579 and 1587, MS Oxford, Bodleian Library, Laud Misc. 45.

The examples given below will be marked by chapter and verse as they are in
our 2019 edition of the Secret of Secrets (rather than by folio number in the MSS, as
does Adrianova)?. Speranskij in his 1908 edition of the 77 did list some variants from

2 The following sigla are used (for details of the manuscripts see [Ryan & Taube 2019: 69-77]):
A= St Petersburg, Library of the Academy of Sciences, Archeographic Commission Collection 97
(229). 1686.
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several manuscripts but unfortunately not all, and his statement [Speranskij 1908: 66,
n. 1] that MSS V, A, S, S2 and U are almost identical must be taken as referring not
to their language but to their content and structure, and even the latter is not entirely
true, since he seems to have been using MSS S and S2 very sparingly, with many
pages of his edition never mentioning a variant from either.

* k%

The position of Kamenevi¢’s 1686 manuscript, MS A, within the group of
Muscovite copies of the 77 in terms of degree of Russification and of uniqueness is
far from being clear. While there are a few instances of a unique Russified reading
in A, most of them are shared with other copies, among them the late-16" ¢c. MS O,
and in still other instances A does not Russify a word that other Muscovite copies
replace by a Great-Russian equivalent.? From the automatic frequency analysis of
A’s distinct variant readings in our edition it transpires that their total amounts to
1177 (vs. 894 readings shared with other copies). This large number, however, is
mostly made up of cases where A differs from the other copies we used in the
spelling of the same word, sometimes corrupting it. In order to single out the cases
where a Ruthenian word is replaced by a Russian one, we had to resort to a manual
scrutiny, which apprised us that in only some 15 cases does A replace a Ruthenian
word with a Russian equivalent differing from the readings in O, Q, S, S2, and U.
Even these cannot be unconditionally qualified as unique contributions by the
copyist of A, given that 1. we do not know what was in the manuscript from which
Kamenevi¢ made his copy; and 2. we cannot be sure about the readings in S, S2 and
U, since we know them only through Speranskij’s edition, in which the variants are
supplied rather selectively. In contrast to this modest quantity of some 15 distinct,
perhaps unique readings in A, we observe 430 cases where A shares a reading
(mostly a Russicism) with O and Q, 40 cases where A shares a reading with O only,
another 177 cases where A shares a reading with Q, and 10 cases where A shares a
reading with U (with the reservation mentioned earlier about the selectivity of
Speranskij’s variants). In a large number of cases (we could not automatically count
them) MS A retains a Ruthenian word Russified in other Muscovite copies. We may
then classify A’s position with regard to Russification as follows (we give only
selected examples):

K = Kiev, Duhovnaja akademija, Muzej MS 837. End of sixteenth—beginning of 17th c.

O = Oxford, Bodleian Library, Laud Misc. 45. Last quarter of the sixteenth century.

Q = St Petersburg, Russian National Library, Q XVII 56. 17th century.

S = Moscow, State Historical Museum, Synodal Collection 723. Dated 1640.

S, = Moscow, State Historical Museum, Synodal Collection 359. 17th century.

U = Moscow, Russian State Library, fond 310 (Undol’skij coll.), no. 750. End of 17th century.

V = Minsk, National Library of Belarus, MS 096/276K (formerly Vilnius Public Library 222-272).
1560s.

MS K is known to us only through Adrianova’s 1911 excerpts.

MSS S, S,, U are known to us only through Speranskij’s 1908 variants.
3 In the examples that follow, the main text represents MS V unless marked otherwise.
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1. MS A preserves the Ruthenian form as attested in V, while other copies
Russify it:

TT2.3.14 yiemaers ‘excludes” A marg. gloss: mummurs — O, Q, U: npect8naers
TT2.4.8 npopru ‘jokes’ — O, Q: m8TkM

TT2.16.1 y eS80 ‘on your left’ — O, Q, U: o m8io0

TT3.1.1 crpaBeguBocth ‘justice” — O, Q, U: mpasna

MA4.1.4 g zanmeHo ‘for sure” A: a sanbs'Ho and marg. gloss: Bo npa®ny — O: a
Bbromo; Q: a Bbaaio

2. MS A has unique Russified form:

TT1.0.6 gourom u rermanom ‘of soldiers and high commanders’ A: cayrs u 60Ap
u BuTsZen O: BWHHOBD U M€TMAHOBD; (: BOMHOB® j €TMAHOY;

TT1:28 o6aun’ ‘recognizes’ A: mosua; 0, Q: momub”

TT3.2.9 gpipeito ‘carved’ A: Boipbsano; O, Q, U: Hamucano

TT48.1 miernr ‘letters” A: rpamotsi; O: emmeroin; Q: crmeToaui

RM7.18:4 110 110y™ “on account of” A: mo; O, Q: mo*mbp8

3. MS A shares Russified form with other Muscovite copies, including
the 16™-c. MS O:

TT0.43 ppocuins ‘you ask’ —A, 0, Q, S, U: mosmum

TT0.4.10 zampuearato ‘I adjure™ — A, 0, Q, S, U: zapbmaro

TT0.4.11 gyxopan ‘[may God] defend [us from it]’ — A, O, Q, S, Sy: coxpanu
TT112 pan'oer ‘shame’ — A: xyarbt; O: xoydasi; Q, S, U: x8ub

TT2.9.2 75110681 BCAKOMS CMUPEHHOMS MUP'H U JIACKOY CBOIO ‘promise peace and
love to all obedient men’ zba068u A, Q: o6bman; O: o6eman; 1ackoy A marg.
gloss: mo6oBb; O, Q: M060Bb

TT2.4.16 yagenmmn ‘the best” — A, O, Q: a8uu

TT2.4.16 gamxmm ‘the worst” — A: x8mapirin O: xoyamen Q: x8:mamen

TT2.134 mrgon8 csoto ‘your losses’ — A, O, Q: oy6LITOKS cBOM

TT2.15.1 pucarn ‘oath” — A, O, Q, U: KasTBHI

TT2:22.1 rporo mke ‘because’ — A, O, Q: Toro pan mxe

172228 7ymgoyerca ‘[God] will have mercy” — A, O, Q: ymusocepaures

TT2:23.7 qopcoyna ‘image” — A, O, Q, U: o6pazsb

TT3.15 yua8a ‘loving” — A, O, Q: mo06a

TT3.15 ypmo“ranks “favourite” — A, O, Q: BOZJIW0GJEHUKD

TT3.2.8 rosgurounen ‘more useful’ — A, O, Q: oyrogube

1T4.3.2 epTerumu ‘worldly” — A, O, Q: surenckumn

TT4.3.4 qem8 To paga ‘why the counsel’ — A, O: uem8 T0 MbIC/Ib; Q: TEME TOMBICT
TT4.3.18 cgerperon ‘worldly” — A, Q: surenckon; O: surbncron

TT4.532 poro mske ‘because’ — A, O, Q: Toro pajgu uske

TT4.5.12 ckapon ‘treasury’ — A: cokposuina; O: cbEpwBHILE; Q: COKPOBHIIE
TT4.5.13 panuTe ‘advises” — A, O, Q: npuaSMaeTsb

TT6.3.2 pan'onr ‘scandals’ — A, O, Q: x8uibt

TT6.6.2 gasermm “the best” — A, O, Q, U: mpenoGpoe
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TT7.21 g'6par ‘clad’ — A, O, Q, U: Boop8iens ‘armed’
TT7.2.15 ¢11068u ‘promise” — A, O, Q: o6bman

Not only does MS A share Russicisms with other Muscovite copies, but also
omissions and other textual modifications, including with the 16"-c. MS O. This is
an indication of their sharing a common, albeit indirect, Muscovite ancestor.

4. MS A shares omissions and textual modifications with other Muscovite
copies, including the 16%-c. MS O

TT03.1 g0 xpam8 ciieanomoy ‘to the Temple of the Sun” — A, O, Q, S: rpaa8 ‘to
the city [of the Sun]’

TT2.103 penia ‘fervour” A, O, Q omit

TT7.8.15 gaepraTcA 6M8 wanio caezbl ‘tears well up in his eyes” — wunio A, O, Q
omit

M02.2.8 4 1060 mpon8ienice ‘or diarrhoea’ — A, O, Q omit

MA48.1 wopuae Bb Hemornnl ‘[their] effect on the disease’ — A, O, Q omit
MA4.9.1 g rmoToMb macThCA APSTOME JEKAPIO & HE KaMKETCA W WHOY Jiekapu ‘and
then go to another doctor without telling (him) about that other doctor.” — Je€rapio
A, O, Q omit; erapu A, O, Q omit.

Having at our disposal the Hebrew version (and the Arabic original) of the
Secret of Secrets as well as of the four major interpolations: Rhazes’ AI-Mansuri,
Maimonides’ On Lethal Drugs, On Coitus and On Asthma, we are in a position
to go a step further than Adrianova could and make further distinctions, between
correct and erroneous equivalents and explanations, some of the latter being the
result of guesswork, while others resulting from faulty analogies. Thus, the ex-
amples of Russification adduced in sections 2 and 3 above represent the over-
whelming majority of instances where a correct equivalent is given by the copy-
ist of A (in most cases shared with other Muscovite copies). There are however
quite a few instances where the Russian equivalent given in the text of A is in-
correct. For certain terms A’s rendering is inconsistent (apparently depending on
the spelling in A’s exemplar), and here too there are instances of incorrect equiv-
alents shared with other Muscovite copies as opposed to unique ones.

As for the many marginal glosses in MS A, the picture here too is rather com-
plex, much more so than Adrianova’s three-way distinction between “transla-
tions”, “explanations” and “remarks to the virtual reader”. The majority of the
glosses consists of Great Russian equivalents for Ruthenian words, while some
supply an explanation for a Ruthenian word or for a bookish Russian word
deemed unfamiliar, or having a meaning here that is different from its regular
sense in Russian Church Slavonic. Here too, some glosses are correct while
others are not, some are unique while others are shared with other Muscovite
copies.
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5. MS A has a unique correct gloss of a Ruthenism

T70.2.3 mpoGasuts ‘preserve’ — A marg. gloss: MpoOJOJKAT

TT2.3.15 zamkopuTs ‘harms’ — A marg. gloss: BpeuTb

TT4.8.8 ipuca8xaers ‘it befits” — A marg. gloss: gocroun”

RM7.29.30 i mjonaas 661 10 upeB8 ‘and you should feel all over his belly” — A:
mymnaiab and marg. gloss: ocsisa’

6. MS A shares a correct gloss of a Ruthenism with O

1021 panp ‘advice’ — A, O marg. gloss: cobra
MO4.2.5 a1 ‘nevertheless’ — A, O marg. gloss: HO

The insecurity of Muscovite scribes, including Kamenevi¢, facing an unfamiliar
Ruthenian text can be demonstrated by a term inconsistently spelled, occasional-
ly corrupted, and sometimes glossed in A and in O. This is the Ruthenian word
noBenenue ‘conduct, regimen, regime’ (cf. Mod Ukr moBenenns ‘conduct, be-
haviour’) known also in Russian in various meanings (cf. Mod R nosenenue and
entry in SRJaXI-XVIIvv, s.v.).

Kamenevic is rather inconsistent in his spelling of the word nosenenune, which
appears over forty times in the 77, however, so must have been his exemplar, if
we are to judge by the forms in V, where the spellings include noBenenue, nmopk-
nanwve, nmoBenanie and nmoBenanue. In A, one may add to these the spellings mose-
nbHie, nopbaenue and noBunbHie. These spellings may naturally lead to an under-
standing of the term as ‘saying, story, admission, vision, outlook” etc. No wonder
therefore that in many instances where the context apparently did not supply Kame-
nevic (or his Muscovite exemplar) with an unambiguous clue to the meaning, the
term is either erroneously glossed or replaced by an erroneous Great Russian equi-
valent. Let us see the range of different understandings of the term by Muscovite
scribes, including Kamenevic:

a. The term moBenenue ‘conduct’ appears in A, suggesting a correct under-
standing of its meaning in the given context, whereas other copyists Russify
it incorrectly:

TT5.0.0 \ oBeganin mocoabeTBUA UX'B ‘about the conduct of their embassies’ — A:
nosbpenin; O: cranin; Q, U: crazanin

TT7.0.0 v pnopemanin BoeBHOY ‘Of the conduct of war’— A: GD mnosejeHin
BoeBHWMDB; O: w BoeBHOEM crazaHin; Q: w BoeBHOE ckazaHui

b. In some instances, it is spelled in a manner that may have led the other
Muscovite copies to an erroneous replacement by ckazanue ‘expression,
saying’, yet it remains in A without comment (italics in the English translation,
here and elsewhere, indicate words not found in the Hebrew original):

TT4.5.30 1 mopbuania BuUTAMbCKaA ‘and the conduct of the knights’ — A:
nosbuanna; O: ckasania; Q: ckasanuma; U: ckasaHis;
TT7.1.3 opeganme BoeBHOE ‘military conduct’ — A: nobmania BoeBHBIA; O:

crazaHia paraa; Q: ckazauuia pajgubia; U: ckazaHia patHas
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MEKO.1.1 gamuearun co6b mosbaanic w msskersb ‘to write for him a regimen of
sex” — A: nosenbuie; O: ckasanie; Q: ckasanune

MK5.0.0 mopemanie ke uTo momobaeTsh ‘The regimen that is appropriate’ — A:
nosbpanue; O, Q: ckasanie

c. In some instances, moeaenue is replaced in A, just as in the other Muscovite
copies, by an erroneous equivalent, namely cka3anue ‘expression, saying’:

TT4.5.6 pogenenne” ‘in conduct’ — A, O, Q, U: crazaHieMd

TT4.9.12 yyerp noBegeHne wieaHia ¢Boero ‘clean in the manner of his dressing” —
A, O, Q: crazaniemn

RM7.18.0 w moBemanin mpemenu’ caiania ‘On conduct which changes the
temperament’ — A: o crasaniu; O, Q: w ckazanin

RM7.26.5 1 oy mpeMeHAIOTH TIOBbIAHIe €cTBH cBoeA. ‘and when they change
their conduct in matters of eating’ — A: ckasanue; O, Q: crkazaHus

d. In some instances A has a Great Russian replacement for the term different
from other Muscovite copies, here namely akmo ‘business’:

TT7.5.7 kopeHb MOBENEHU {51} BOEBHOTO XUTpoBaHiA ‘the root of the conduct of war
is cunning” — A: gbaa; O, Q: ckazanus; V: moBegeHbIH

e. Sometimes the term nosenenue, spelled somewhat differently, thus allowing
a different interpretation, is accompanied by an erroneous gloss:

MO0.0-1 w mopbmanin w TpSmoBoMb ‘concerning the regimen of the body” — A:
[ToBugbuun TpSmoBwMb and marg. gloss: o Buabui" ‘on sight, vision’; O: w
cKasaHin TpSmoBoM; Q: w cKasaHui TPOIOBOM'b

MA0.0-2 y8:xHpie moBbpamio z'pasio ‘necessary for the regimen of health® — A:
noBuabau0 and marg. gloss: pacy*nenio ‘for the reasoning’; O: ckasaniio; Q:
CRABaHUIO

MA21L11 {y nosbuania ‘of the regimen’ — A: W moBupbuua and marg. gloss: o”
no*uanis ‘of the recognition, admission’ (for that meaning in Russian cf. SRJaXI-
XVIIvv sub nosbaaru sub-entry 3); O: W crasania; Q: 0" ckasaHuI

MA2.2.10 5 moemamie qo6poe ‘and your regimen is good’ — A, O: a mobuenie; A
marg. gloss: a moBsrs ‘and the information™; Q: a mosbaerneMA3-512 Ho To'RO
CILXCTHCA Ha 00poe moBegaHbe ‘but simply rely on a good regimen’ — A:
noBezeHie and marg. gloss: u?BoJsierie ‘will, wish’; O: mosb ie; Q: mosbaeHme
MA3.7.10 crioyeTuBCA HA TIPUPOKEHIA M Ha 100pPOE moBegamie ‘by relying on nature
and a good regimen’ — A, O: mosbzenie; A marg. gloss: pa’cy*nenie ‘reasoning,
judgement’; Q: nopbnanue

MA4.9.2 g' mopemannu cBoe¥ ‘in his regimen’ — A: mosbaenin and marg. gloss: BB
copbrb ‘in his counsel/consultation’; O: mopbpbuin; Q: mosbaenui

4 Cf. the 12 different meanings of that word in SRJaXI-XVIIvv, s.v. 1. Becms, uzeéecmue; 2. Pac-
cKkaz, nosecmeoganue; 3. Pazeosop, beceda; 4. [Ipedomem eceobuux monkos, monsa; 5. Peuv, cnosa, 6.
Umsa cywecmeumenvroe (napuyamenvroe) (?); 7. Yrazanue, nacmasnenue; 8. Obvscunue, 9. Onuca-
nue, 10. [locnosuya, nocosopka; 11. Obpaszey, 12. [lepedaua I peu. tpaymdio mpazeoust’.
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MA4.10.6 yenaBugATH HOBBAAHIE JI0EH IPOrIEEY ‘ [country-dwellers who] hate the
conduct of city-dwellers’ — A: nenaBuna™ nmosexbuus and marg. gloss: He J06A"
Hakasanus ‘do not like the instructions/injunctions’; O: HeHaBUIA" ckasania; Q:
HEHABU/IIATD CKa3aHNuIA

MO222 i pemmea THY ke moseganue¥ ‘then follow the same regimen’ — A:
noBeseHneMb and marg. gloss: mosogo ‘direction’ (cf. SRJaX[-XVIIvv, s.v.).; O:
craszanieMb; Q: craszanic™

f. Sometimes it is the erroneous equivalent that is accompanied by a gloss,
equally wrong (probably referring to the reading of the Ruthenian form in the
exemplar):

RM7.26.6 rakoske mopbuanue ero murue ero ‘and so also his conduct with regard to
drinking’ — A: crasanme ‘saying’ and marg. gloss: :xkexanie ‘desire’; O, Q:
CRA3aHNE

g. Sometimes the term is accompanied by a gloss that could be considered a
legitimate synonym:

TT8.12.0 ogeneniio np’kom8 ‘the conduct of the king’— A marg. gloss: yps®y
‘rules, customs’

TT8.12.8 oepamie up’roe ‘the conduct of kings’— A: noseneniec and marg. gloss:
yps* ‘rules, customs’; O: ckasaHie

h. Sometimes A provides a correct Great Russian gloss, in spite of the spelling
being obviously wrong and misleading:

MO2.0.0 w moBemaHbl TOTO XTO MZBEIH WKOPMDB ‘On the regimen for one who has
eaten poison’ — A: o nmosumbuin and marg. gloss: o Bbaeniu ‘on the conduct’; O,
Q: w crasanin

MK1.2.2 regapbeTBO MM TOBEAAHbE ‘medicine or regimen’ — A: moBunbHuue €ro
and marg. gloss: Bbaenie ‘conduct’; O: mos*buia; Q: nopbuanus

i. Sometimes the spelling of the term and of the gloss do not allow us an
unambiguous interpretation:

MA2.2.5 posiko GBI TOBBIEHIE 06pO GbLT0 ‘provided that the regimen is good” —
A: nosugbuue and marg. gloss: nosbaanie

j-  Sometimes the gloss reflects a reasonable interpretation:

MO2.2.7 winske IPUBEIEIITH €10 K TTOBEAAHTI0 €ro ‘until you return him to his normal
regimen” — A: mosbaenuio and marg. gloss: kpbmo™ [to his normal] strength’ O,
Q: mo*BbHui0

Another term illustrating the difficulties of a Muscovite facing a Ruthenian
text is the term mopo6Huk ‘lecher, womanizer, debauchee, fornicator’ and its de-
rived abstract mopo6uutcTBO ‘lechery, womanizing’, appearing eight times in
the 7T. It stems from Old Polish porobnik [Reczek 1968]. In Modern Polish we
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find only the derived abstract porobstwo, porubstwo ‘promiscuity’. In the Historical
Dictionary of Belorussian (I'ChM) we read for mopobuuk two examples from V,
with the gloss pacnycknix ‘debauchee’. For the abstract nopoouutcTso (spelled in
the dictionary entry mopo0OuiicTBO, MOpOOUHTCTBO, MOPOOHUTCTBO, We are given
three examples from V, accompanied by the erroneous gloss mapabkxoycTBa
‘servitude’. Neither mopoOHuK nor mopoOoHUUecTBO are attested in Russian (both
are absent from SRJaXI-XVIIvv). While in some cases the word is simply copied
without comment or gloss, in other cases it is distorted and wrongly glossed.

Thus, in the first two examples, speaking of the qualities required of the
King’s First Minister and of his Seal-Bearer, we have the term without comment
or gloss, allowing the possibility that in a series of traits preceded by a negation
the meaning was somehow guessed by the Muscovite copyists.

TT4.5.23 ypo6pl HE OBIT WIOM, HE WiKHDPA, HE 1m0poGHEY ‘he should not be a
drunkard or glutton or lecher’.
TT4.9-9 nadel He OB wiou, HU TOPOOHUY ‘he should not be a drunkard or lecher’.

On the other hand, in the lists of physical traits and their significations in
Rhazes’ Physiognomy, where it is not always obvious whether a specific physical
trait signifies something good or bad, the copyists had to make a guess about the
meaning of the unfamiliar word, and, as expected, the results are mixed. The
word is either replaced by a wrong equivalent or glossed by a wrong gloss (or
both).

RM7.30.14 ey ¢ mopoOuuks — A: moewonuks ‘helper’ and marg. gloss: momo™; Q:
noGOpHUKD ‘supporter’

RM7.324 ¢ ¢ mopoGHUKD ‘he is a lecher” — A: moGopbHuKD ‘supporter” and marg.
gloss: sa‘rynuurs ‘defender, intercessor’

RM7.53.0 7gamena mopoGHuKo® ‘Signs of lechers” — A: mopwSnukoss and marg.
gloss: pabo® ‘of servants/slaves’; O: mopa6uukoss (? Neither spelling found in
SRJaXI-XVIIvv)

RM7.41.3 peiukoe 4peBO ZHAMEHOYETH MopoOHMTCTBO ‘a great belly signifies
womanizing” — A, O: mopwGHuuecTBo; A marg. gloss: pa‘ctBo ‘servitude,
slavery’.

RM7.43.2 mopo6uuaectBo — A: mopwornaectBo and marg. gloss: paferso ‘servi-
tude, slavery’; V: mopo6uncrtso

RM7.44.4 1a/BHE K€ TOHKBIM ZHAMEHOYETH MOPOOHH'cTBO ‘narrow hips signify
womanizing” — A: nmopwSnnuectBo and marg. gloss: pabory ‘servitude’; O:
opoGHUCTBO

Instances of guesswork abound in Kamenevi¢’s A. The following example is
a gloss testifying to the copyist’s lack of comprehension when the meaning is a
calque of Hebrew usage:

RM7.21.11 oy 3ke ¥ TOyK'D M KAILIA ¥ CJIMHA BCH Cill BOJITKG U cT8eHH ‘Grease and
fat and semen and saliva, all these are moist and cold.” — ramiaa A gloss: no”
‘sweat’
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Here the copyist could not possibly be aware of the fact that Hebrew 190, literally
‘drop’, is a euphemism for ‘semen, ejaculation’.

Similarly, terms for sexual activity, reflecting in Slavic the euphemisms of
Hebrew usage, remain impenetrable to the Muscovite copyist. For example:

TT7.29.4 g yemixe mpueTouTh MHOTO MOy:kecTBO ‘In this (season) it is good to have
much sexual activity’ — A: M8:kbeTBW and marg. gloss: kpbo’rs ‘strength’.
TT7.305 i pmenmuTu B HBY Moy:kectBo ‘And in this (season) reduce sexual
activity” — A marg. gloss: cury ‘power’.

TT7.324 y8kecTBoBaTH GoJine Huskeau B ek ‘(during winter) engage in sexual
activity more than in the summer’— A: wmy*crBoBatm and marg. gloss:
60"p'[cTBOBaTH] ‘show courage, fortitude’ (cf. SRIaXI-XVIIvv sub 6onpocTh> —
cmenocmu, myscecmaso ‘boldness, courage’).

Equally understandable is Kamenevi¢’s confusion when encountering
untranslated Hebrew words and expressions.

TT8.3.1 wopazb 6'Toyimas ‘the image of a maiden’> — A: 6'r8mub and marg. gloss:
sBbP u™ uno uro ‘wild beast or something else’.

TT8.41 Gammu’, ce € apacuMb BEJIUKI® TOJTKO K€ MKE TIOTH <B> €{€}HIN a HE
rOpeR’b (IAK0> Mapa €eeeBa W HamepoBa ‘Bashmin (aconite).® This is one of the
greatest poisons’ except that it is perceptible in eating, and is not bitter <as> the gall
of the viper and the leopard.’® — A: ubam'mans with left marg. gloss: nrno‘rpa‘ickn
‘foreign’ [this form is not in SRJaXI-XVIIvv] and right marg. gloss: co’ra® wiu 0%
pa? ‘compound or image’; A: apacumb Beanknxb and marg. gloss: He npeBeIEHO
‘not translated’.

It is not clear whether this last remark signifies that he recognized apacum as an
untranslated foreign (Hebrew) word, or that it means: ‘I have not translated it’, since
in the afterword Kamenevi¢ speaks of his copy in terms of ‘transposition’ (or:
‘translation” — npenoxkumiacs). Surprisingly enough, he does not comment on the
transliterated Hebrew forms for ‘the gall of the viper and the leopard’.

Our Muscovite copyist should also be excused for ignoring some idiosyncrasies
limited to the works by the Kievan Jewish translator Zacharia b. Aharon, attested

5 Slavic 6rynunb, is an adjective formed from the Hebrew noun 192 [betula] ‘young girl;
Virgo’ — it is not clear why the translator chose not to translate this word. The Hebrew text has: 77v3
791 [na ‘ara megula) ‘a bare/uncovered maiden’. This corresponds to the Arabic Short-Form text (MSS
Suhaj 167 and CBL 4183) 5 slas 43 la ‘an unveiled girl’, representing an inadequate transliteration of
5 slas [mjlwh to be read majluwah] by Heb 191 [mgwlh to be read megulah]. The Arabic Long-Form
text [Badawi, 1954: 160]: 2l Ja ‘abeardless man’, though Ismail Ali, (in [Steele 1920: 257]), renders
it ‘black man’, perhaps reading s~ for 2 .

% The poison Bish, aconite. On this see [Ruska 1926: 96-7], where bish is part of the ‘Treasure of
Alexander the Great’; [Johnstone 1977: 67]. See OED, s.v. bikh; Hobson-Jobson, s.v. bish, bikh, says the
word is of Sanskrit origin ‘visha’.

7 Slavic apacums is the transliteration of the plural of Heb 07 (eres) ‘poison; drops (of poison)’

8 The Slavic is an almost perfect transliteration of the Heb 371 n17m1 ayoxr 7w, lit. “gall [mara]
of the viper [ef"eh] and the gall of the leopard [namer].
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only in the 77 and in the Logika (see [Taube 2016: 609]), for example BcsaecTBO
and paznpobeHcTBo, respectively ‘genus; generality’ and ‘species; individuality’.
For example:

MA449 1 carin He ueIbabOTH BCAYECTBO WHOM HEMOIIM HO PazipoO0eHBCTBO.
‘Such (sc. learned physicians) do not treat the species of that disease but the
individual (case thereof)’ — BeauecTBo A: B'cauecTBb and marg. gloss: B'ce” ‘the
whole’; pazmpodennerBo A: pa’mpodaen'crBo and marg. gloss: pa’caa‘ierie
‘weakening’.

Some Polish (and Ruthenian) usage also seems to baffle the cleric Kamenevic.
Thus in On Coitus, discussing the kind of atmosphere propitious for sex,
Maimonides, in the best tradition of physicians, recommends, among other
things, gaiety, laughter, coquetry etc. The word used by the translator of the 77
for ‘coquetry, flirtatious talk’ is:

MK1.2.3 peyn (ppuesnbm ‘flirtatious conversation” — A: pbum epues'Hbm and
marg. gloss: cioBa noJae’use ‘helpful words’.

The adjective ppueBnbn stems ultimately from German, cf. fieien (MHG vrien) ‘to
woo’, through Old Polish [Reczek 1968]: fiyjowny ‘kokieteryjny, nierzqdny,
rozpustny, zalotny’, i.e. ‘flirtatious, bawdy, dissolute, wheedling’. It does not appear
in the Historical Dictionary of Belorussian, although the forms ®pusips and ®pu-
sipka are adduced there from the work O noecexwv nebecnvixw in the same 16"-c.
manuscript of the National Library in Minsk (09/276K), glossed respectively
Tlanoboynix; cnaxycuik ‘lover, seducer’ and Ilarroboyriya, pacnycuiya ‘mistress;
whore’ (cf. similar meanings for Old Polish fryjer, fiyjerz, fryjarz and fryjerka,
fryjarka given in [Reczek 1968].° Yet Kamenevic¢ seems to be oblivious to all that,
glossing it with the expression ‘helpful words’ (unless we are perhaps witnessing
here an instance of prudery or censorship).

A similar example is the word (stemming from Old Polish)!° craposaru ‘to
concern oneself with’, admittedly a rare Ruthenian word, not attested in Russian
(absent from the SRJaXI-XVIIvv). In the HSBM, s.v., [32: 336], the following
example from the 77 is the only occurrence, glossed rusiciii ‘weigh, press; oppress’.

T77.20.8 4 e crap8ers HA* T060I0 ‘he does not impose himself on you’ — A marg.
gloss: u He ayra’Hyers ‘he is not sly’, ‘he does not cheat’.

Kamenevic¢ evidently did not know the meaning of crpasua ‘wastrel’, known
in Old Polish [Reczek 1968], and attested twice in our text, where A supplies guesses
based on the meanings of the corresponding Russian verb:

 One should also add here the etymologically related Modern (Western) Ukrainian dpaep ‘sweet-
heart, suitor, wooer, marriageable young man’, as well as Modern Polish frajer ‘sucker’ and Modern
Russian slang dpaep, dpaiiep ‘dupe, sucker; flashy dresser; non-criminal’ which has made its way,
through Yiddish 2y [frajer], into Contemporary Isracli Hebrew — X173 [frajer] ‘dupe, sucker’.

10 Cf. [Reczek 1968] (OPol) dictionary: starowno$é¢ dbato$¢, staranie “attention, care, effort’.
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TT1.2.1 erpasna ‘wastrel’ A marg. gloss: Bpa®norsopiia ‘hate-instigator’
TT1.25 erpasia ‘wastrel’ A marg. gloss: emyruna ‘disturbance, confusion, trouble’;
Q: copasna (‘administrator’).

Kamenevi¢ makes his guesses on the basis of the meaning ‘stir up trouble be-
tween, provoke to fight’ of Russian ctpaButu, well attested in his time (cf.
SRJaXI-XVIIvv, s.v.). The particular form cmyTtuna ‘disturbance, confusion, trou-
ble’ is not attested in SRJaXI-XVIIvv, but many other nouns from the stem cmyT are
well attested in Russian (ibidem). In the single occurrence of the verb crpaBuTn
in our text, Kamenevi¢’s guess is helped by the context, and he therefore has
two approximate equivalents, the second being closer to the meaning of the Ru-
thenian:

TT4.5.14 g erpaBur au Toro uro moowr™ oy Tebe ‘But if he spends what he has
gained with you” — A: uzr86ursb au, a corparut’iu; 0, Q: a uzr8ourim

In the case of the Ruthenian word 3aBaja ‘obstacle’ (stemming from Polish
zawada), rare in Old Russian (cf. SRJaXI-XVIIvv, s.v.) which occurs twice in the
TT, the copyist of A seems to know its meaning, judging by his correct gloss in
one case, but in the other case adds a questionable gloss, perhaps indicating his
knowledge of Greek:

TT8.8.4 4 zaajpl masekin W Hero ‘then obstacles will be far from him’ — A marg.
gloss: sagelkanus ‘delays, hindrances’.

Compare the surprising gloss:

MA4.105 7am'ske ce zaBama OoJmiaa ‘and this is a great obstacle’ — A marg. gloss:
rayno‘rs ‘stupidity’. Cf. Modern Greek Cofiéda stupidity’.

In instances where the Ruthenian term is distorted, the Muscovite’s copyist’s
confusion and resorting to guessing are understandable. Such is the case of the
term ¢oynco ‘pulse’. We do not have an explanation for its form (f instead of p)
but guess that it could be the contribution of the Kievan Jewish translator Zacharia
b. Aharon who may have seen the word spelled 10719 in a Hebrew medical text,
where it could be a Romance (Italian) gloss for the native Hebrew term p»57. The
word puls, well attested in Polish, is probably the origin of myncs, attested since
the early 17" century in Belorussian (cf. HSBM, s.v.), but not in Russian (not in
SRJaXI-XVIIvv; [Cernyh 1993] s.v.: ‘beginning of 18t ¢.”), as well as of Modern
Belorussian, Ukrainian and Russian mynbc. Here is how the distorted term is
treated by Kamenevic:

RM7.69 npixambe €ro m (poyibeo €ro cpeanee ‘his breathing and his pulse are

average’ — A: e81bco and marg. gloss: u kpbmocets ‘and strength’.
seeM7.7.2 hoysco u* maso ‘their pulse is faint” — A: e8abco and marg. gloss: nePeu
‘chest’.
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RM7.23.5 i1 (hoysico Beamkoe ‘and a strong pulse” A: e8ico and marg. gloss: skeny* u
mysh® ‘stomach and bladder’.!!

RM7.23.9 9y 6xmerb o8ico cepentee ‘and the pulse is average’A: e8bco and marg.
gloss: u™ yab Ta'Hb" ‘or private member’.

A somewhat similar case of distortion leading to false word-division, corruption
and resulting in failed guesswork, is the term for ‘henbane’ in Maimonides’ On
Lethal Drugs. Here too the rendering in Slavic, reflecting in all evidence the term
Jjusquiamo'? (cf. Fr. jusquiame, It. giusciamo), should be attributed to the input of
the Kievan Jewish translator Zacharia B. Aharon, who must have been searching
for variants or glosses to clarify the sense of the unfamiliar word 3298 [albang]
‘henbane’ found here in Hebrew (a precise transliteration of Arabic zill), and was
undoubtedly familiar with the form wmx°pwr which appears as early as the 10t
century in the collection of prescriptions called Sefer ha-Yagar ‘ Precious Book’ by
Shabbethai Donnolo,!3 as well as in the Hebrew translation by Nathan Ha-Meati
of Maimonides’ Medical Aphorisms (see [Bos 2020: 207]).

MO4.3.2 4 packo™ Jerka HCXUTPUTH <...> omknMae™ ‘and also it is easy to deceive
with «...»> henbane’ — A: 1omku mMaeMb and marg. gloss: oxu umae" ‘we have
soups(?)’; O: mexurpu’ omrkuManiemb; Q: mexurpu’ omruMmanue'; V: u ¢
XHTPOC'THIO II'KUMAEV,

It should be noted that the HSBM, considering only V, thinks this hapax legomenon
could be a verb, the meaning of which, however, remains unknown (perhaps
thinking of ‘scheme’?):

Hlknmaru 03zescr. (?) uc xurpoctuto mkumaem (cf. HSBM s.v.).

Another such case involving corruption in A (and perhaps in his exemplar) is
the adjective rutonpHbIN ‘material’, from Gr OAn ‘hyle’, ‘prime matter’, which is
transliterated as *71°77 in Maimonides’ Logical Terminology and appears as ritoinb,
ritonu, Tironiu in Zacharia b. Aharon’s translation of the Logika (see [Taube 2016:
614]). It is corrupted in A to ruutoIBHBIN ‘?rotten’ leading to an erroneous gloss.

TT8.1.3 g, mpuposkeHin ruio’HoMb ‘in material nature’ — A: r'HioapHbMB and
marg. gloss: THUIO" Xya0" To* ‘rotten as well as bad’; O: ritoaHO"

Even some Great Russian words, attested in Old Russian texts, seem to puzzle
the Muscovite copyist of MS A. Thus, in the chapter on urban warfare, where
Aristotle urges Alexander to make catapults (mopokoss) for throwing stones and
fire at the besieged city, Kamenevi¢ seems to ignore the military terminology,
although mopoxks is attested in Old Russian Chronicles and in the translation of

11 Cf. SRJaXI-XVIIvv, S.V. Kenyap’.

12 Deriving from late Latin iusquiamus, also attested in the Latin translations of Maimonides’ On
Lethal Drugs (ct. [Bos 2009]) rather than from the original Greek vookvapog, cf. English jusquiam,
Hyoscyamus (niger), henbane (OED).

13 See online Historical Dictionary of Hebrew: https://maagarim.hebrew-academy.org.il/Pages/
PMain.aspx? mishibbur=648001&mm15=000001000010%2000&mismilla=22
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Josephus, cf. SRJaXI-XVIIvv, s.v. mopoks? [17: 125], glossed Memamenvhoe,
cmenobumnoe opyoue ‘projectile, battering weapon’.

TT7.5.1 oyqunu co6b MOPOKOBs MHOTO BeJMKM® ‘make many great catapults’ —
A marg. gloss: mogkono® i muto® ‘trenches or shields’.

Guesswork seems to be Kamenevic¢’s resort also in the case of the word npacs
(from Greek mpacov pl. mpdca), a hapax legomenon appearing once in
Maimonides’ On Lethal Drugs, in a list of ingredients for a mixture that should
induce vomiting in someone who swallowed a poisonous substance. Hebrew has
here [Bos 2009: 109]: ‘cabbage seed, asafoetida, borax, which is nitre.” The Slavic
npach corresponds here to Hebrew p712 ‘borax’. The word npacs glossed Jlyk-
nopeti ‘a variety of leek’ appears several times in the SRJaXI-XVIIvv and subsists
to this day, yet Kamenevic glosses it ‘vitriol’.

MO4.1.53 11010 GBI TATH EMS8 CEMA KOTIOYCTHOE IBA ZOJOTHUKHU. & XPEHS ZOJIOTHUKD.
npac8 zoaoTHH — A: mpas8 soawrHu* and marg. gloss: Kymopocs ‘vitriol’.

Two particularly surprising explanations are the following:

TT7.23.7 pazaeers Obaoy ‘softens the white [phlegm]” — A: po’mue™ 6bay with
gloss above the adjective: kpo” ‘blood” and marg. gloss: cupb? mieko ‘i.e. milk’.
(We were unable to find evidence for miexo signifying ‘white bile’,‘phlegm’.)
TT7.23.2 mapwr ‘vapours’ (Hebrew owp ‘vapours, steams’) — A marg. gloss: 0
€°Th TOPHBI, cupbub Ta"Hbis AupHl Ha Juirh 1 Thie uPHINKE 10" HPXoauTD ‘that is
pores, i.e. secret holes on the face and the body from which sweat issues.’

This gloss equates Russian mopa (from German [or French?] pore ‘pore’, ultimately
from Latin porus and Greek mopog) with Russian mapa ‘vapour, steam, gas, breath’
(both are adduced in SRJaXI-XVIIvv, s.v.). A similar explanation is given in HSBM
sub nopa’: Opobnas aomynina NOMaswix 3aj103 HA NAGEPXHI CKYPbL H003€ll | HCbl-
6¢n ‘small hole of sweat-glands on the surface of the skin of humans and animals’,
with 17"-century examples. However, mapa is not glossed by Kamenevi¢, neither
in RM7.15.4, where it means ‘gas’ for Hebrew 1wy, nor in TT7.28.6 where it means
‘vapours’ for Hebrew o0°p. In MK2.2.4 mapsl ‘vapours’ rendering Hebrew 7K,
is glossed in A: Boruo‘ru ‘humidity’, while in MA1.1.1 mapsr ‘vapours’ for
Hebrew oKX “airs’, Kamenevi¢ writes ndpsl and adds 6 in the margin.

* k%

We now move to cases where Kamenevic explicitly refers to the text as puzzling,
by marking it in the margin with the word ctpanno ‘strange’. These cases deserve
special attention, for they include a variety of terms, not all of them foreign or
strange. Here we find not only words of Hebrew, Greek and Latin origin, sometimes
distorted beyond recognition by transliteration into Arabic and Hebrew script, but
also Slavic words, sometime corrupted. In many cases where a word is marked
‘strange’ in one occurrence, it is accompanied in another occurrence by an attempted
guessing, usually erroneous, of a Russian equivalent.
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In On Coitus, Maimonides cites a compound aphrodisiac ascribed to Avenzoar,
which includes among its ingredients ‘oxtongue flower, giant fennel and rocket’.
ME4.73 1igbrh 1azblka BOJIOBOTO U Kajaa* u oposke ‘oxtongue flower, kalakh and
rocket” — A marg. gloss: cTpa®

The Slavic form xana* here is a transliteration of Hebrew 793 [kalkh/kalakh],
itself a transliteration of Arabic IS [kalkh] ‘giant fennel’. Apparently the Kievan
Jewish translator did not know the meaning of this Arabic word transliterated into
Hebrew. No wonder Kamenevi¢ glosses it ‘strange’.

MO4.2.5 g huw' ‘opium’ — A: aeuwiins and marg. gloss: cTpal.

The Slavic here closely resembles Arabic ¢y sél [afyun]'4, while Ibn Tibbon’s
rendering *9X [ofi/opi/upi/ufi] suggests that the first vowel is [o] (though possibly
also [u]), but allows both [f] and [p] as legitimate readings of the consonant.
SRJaXI-XVIIvv lists apusan, glossed Onuym, with a single example from 1652.

MO4.1.8 g rapukw" u epanmrpa ‘agaric and erapigra,”'> — A: arapoKwHb U epanurpa
and marg. gloss: spu, crpato. The Slavic here reflects a transliteration of the
Hebrew transliteration of Romance terms. SRJaXI-XVIIvv lists arapuxsb, with an
example from 1679.

MO4.3.7 ko muanessb ‘the mucilage of psyllium (fleawort)' — A: KOXIIHIMEBD
and correction in left marg. to: -&'mu and marg. gloss: crpa’; O: kKormmINEBD; Q:
Ko“mmieMs; V: komuaness (Not in HSBM).

While the adjective mmmnuens is plainly an adaptation of the Romance form psy//ium
transliterated into Hebrew as ov?w [$ilium], the origin of xok/kox, apparently
‘mucilage’, not attested in Polish, Ukrainian, Belorussian or Russian, remains a
mystery (perhaps a misreading of cok ‘juice’).

The word mapynus appears three times in 77, all of them marked ‘strange’ by
Kamenevi¢: once in the pseudo-Aristotelian text proper (TT7.29.2), in a list of foods
recommended for eating in springtime, where the Arabic original has (=3l ‘lettuce’
while the Hebrew has n71mi7 ‘horseradish’; once in Maimonides’ On Coitus (MK2.4.2),
listed among foods to be avoided as harmful to sex, where the Arabic original has
(=il “lettuce’ while the Hebrew versions differ: some have Xonm or mons “lettuce’,
while others have n7mn ‘horseradish’; and once (MK6.2.8) in a section of unknown
provenance containing a list of the qualities of various foods added after the ‘Amen’
at the end of On Coitus, where it is listed among foods which fatten little, yet are
beneficial. The HSBM s.v. has only the first two, glossed maykoynima ‘mulberry’.

14 The unvocalized Arabic waw () is ambiguous here, permitting both [u] and [o].

15 epanurpa < Gr igpd mikpd, lit. ‘sacred bitter’. OED, s.v. hiera picra: ‘a name given to many
medicines in the Greek pharmacopceia. A purgative drug composed of aloes and canella bark, sometimes
mixed with honey and other ingredients.’.

16 [Bos et al. 2019]: ‘mucilage of fleawort’ (Plantago psyllium). Heb: 02w 97 ‘mucilage of
psyllium’.
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The SRJaXI-XVIIvv, s.v. gives the definition: KiryboBast Mmapynust — KOYaHHBIN ca-
nar-yiatyk, supplying a single testimony from 1705.

TT7.29-2 g map8ito — A: map8ius and marg. gloss: crpa’

Compare with:

ME6-2.8 poHRII™ MAJIO KOPMAIITH. OYTOHU CH COy™. TAKOOB MapSJIiA. U 1A0J0KO U
Haps ‘and of thin things which fatten and are little beneficial are lettuce and apple
and pomegranate’'’

Here A has no comment. Compare however the following:

MK2.4.2 coueBuIioy. ¥ TOPO*. ¥ IIIaHA® ¥ J1060a. U Mapyabio Ha'® Beumu. ‘lentils and
peas and spinach and orach, and above all lettuce.’
couesmioy ‘lentils’ — A marg. gloss: cokb; mmana* ‘spinach’ A marg. gloss:
crpa’; m06o0aa ‘orach, goosefoot’ A, Q: ne6ena; mapyanio ‘lettuce’ A: mypa-
Jabst and marg. gloss: erpa’; O: map8iio; Q: Mapy.uio.

¢

In the last example, the copyist’s remark ‘strange’ for ‘lettuce’ is justified by the fact
that the reading in A (or in its exemplar) is corrupted. Less justified is his remark
‘strange’ for ‘spinach’, since Ukrainian mmwunart, Belorussian mminar and Russian
mmuHaT seem close enough forms. Kamenevic’s gloss cok ‘juice’ for coueBuioy
‘lentils’ could be an attempt at etymologizing (a similar link is suggested in Vasmer-
Trubacev’s Russian Etymological Dictionary [Vasmer-Trubacev 1964—73] s.v. de-
yeBuna). Old Russian has coueBuia (and counBuna, cf. SRJaXI-XVIIvv, s.v.), while
in Modern Russian it appears as a dialectal form beside the general yeuesuna.

In the unidentified section at the end of the Maimonides’ On Coitus interpolation we
encounter another instance of an unfamiliar term, mHapaH3bl ‘pomegranates’,'®
corrupted already in A’s exemplar, and consequently marked ‘strange’ by Kamenevic.
The SRJaXI-XVIIvv has only napanxa, glossed suo anervcuna ‘kind of orange’.

ME6.2.5 s G10kM ¥ KUIOHK U Hapa{uslbl ‘apples, quince and pomegranates’ — A:
KugoHN U HapasHbl and marg. gloss: crpa” O: kuawHE, WHa pasandHaa; Q: Kujio-
HY WHA pa’JIndHaa; V: RWOJIuHa pas Hbil

The same corruption with the same resulting remark ‘strange’ appears also in the 77
proper, in a list of fruit whose consumption is recommended in the summer: 2°msn:
QXN QUM 20ART 22X ‘sour apples and pears and sour pomegranates’.
While apples are familiar enough, the word for ‘pomegranate’ was corrupted in
Slavie.”?

17 See SRJaXI-XVIIvv, s.v. Hap (only in a text of 1642 describing fruit of Georgia).

18 The word Hapau3b appears only once without corruption in the Slavic 77, in Maimonides’ On
Lethal Drugs (MK1.2.6), where it renders Hebrew 02172 °n ‘grenadine’, literally ‘pomegranate water’.
HSBM, misreading V and consequently corrupting it in its entry as Hapauss, glosses it rpanar (?) ‘pome-
granate (?)’. Kamenevi¢, rendering it HapasHb (perhaps corrupted already in his exemplar), glosses it
nyxu Tpa® ‘scents of herbs’. Cf. OED, s.v. orange: “C4. orange apple n. [compare Old French pomme
d’orenge (1314)] Obsolete (a) a pomegranate.”

19 Incidentally, the word 0°0aX ‘pears’ was rendered in Slavic as ‘plums’ for a reason still unclear.
We can point out that the cognate of Hebrew (and Aramaic) 03X [aggas] which appears here in the Arabic
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TT7.30.4 610k KUCJILIM U CAUBBL U Hapa{Hz} bl Kucabm ‘sour apples and plums and
sour pomegranates’— A: u Hapss'Hbm and marg. gloss: erpa; O omits; V: uHaa
pazuur"

Among the aromatics recommended by Maimonides in the On Coitus
interpolation as having aphrodisiacal qualities we find am6aps ‘amber’. This word,
stemming ultimately from Arabic e [ ‘anbar], is transliterated in the Hebrew
versions as 121 [ ‘inbar]. Neither Russian nor Ukrainian have it. In Kamenevic’s
copy it is corrupted, which explains his remark ‘strange’.

MK5.1.3 gmbapp ‘amber’ — A: mamb0eps and marg. gloss: crpa’; O: amGaps; Q:
nHOUPH ‘ginger’.

Another example of a corrupted reading in MS A (or already in its exemplar) is
found in the noun-phrase for ‘hazelnuts’, where the qualifying adjective neckoBbIii,
together with opexwu, signifying ‘hazelnuts’, literally ‘forest nuts’ (cf. HSBM s.v.
Opexsb JIeCKOBbIi — ssichbl apax ‘hazelnut’, with several examples beside 77)%° was
corrupted in A to nesroBsli, leading to the inevitable remark ‘strange’.

MK4.7.2 wpexu JeckoBbin ‘hazelnuts’ — A: opbxu sesTwssl and marg. gloss: cTpal®

In the section on alchemy of the Slavic 77 we encounter once the word appb-
pucsh, ‘Aries, Mars’ as the alchemical name for iron. This transliteration from Gr
Gpng is commonly found in Old Russian in a variety of other forms, e.g. apew,
apuch (listed in Sreznevskij’s Materialy [Sreznevskij 1893—-1912] but not in
SRJaXI-XVIIvv). Kamenevi¢, in whose copy the word appears as appucs, has two
glosses, one of them showing his familiarity with the meaning ‘Mars’, but the other
betraying his poor knowledge of etymology by confusing ‘areo’ with ‘aero’.

TT8.2.7 % ap'pupuca ‘of Mars’ — A: ap‘puaca with left marg. gloss: aeP 1o €¢ Bo*y*
‘aer that is air’ and right marg. gloss: aPpuch spb?na ‘Arris is a star’; O: appuca.

The word in the 77 for waterlily (a.k.a as nenuphar) is Hemodaps, reflecting the
form 29791 [nilofar] found in some of the Hebrew witnesses (while others have 191171
[ninofar]).?! The HSBM gives only this one example, with the gloss (?) for meaning.
The word is unknown in East Slavic (cf. Belorussian rapmausik, Ukrainian nararts
and Russian kyBmmHka), though the word nenufar is attested in Modern Polish.

ME2.4.5 geodaps ‘nenuphar’ — A: mHumoeaps and marg. gloss: crpamo; O: Hexa-
¢dapn; Q: Hesaea?

original, ,.\.j [ijjds] may mean both ‘pear’ and ‘a variety of plum’, the latter current in Syrian Arabic
dialects. Considering that the presumed translator Zacharia b. Aharon’s name makes its final appearance
in a colophon of a text copied in Damascus in 1485 (for details see [Ryan and Taube 2019: 18]), we may
look for an explanation there, although in other instances Zacharia does not demonstrate knowledge of
Arabic.

20 SRJaXI-XVII lacks the adjective, but has the noun necka, glossed nocox ‘staff’.

2l The word comes ultimately from Sanskrit nilotpala (cf. OED), with the form nilufar appearing,
i.a. in Persian.
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The word in the 77 for the kernels of pine, nuHOBaps, transliterates Hebrew
"X [cinobar], in its turn transliterating Arabic _n siall [al-sanaubar] ‘pine
kernels’. For the Ruthenian who first wrote it down from the oral dictation?? of the
Kievan Jewish translator and for subsequent copyists it may have appeared to be a
familiar word denoting ‘cinnabar; red ink,’ cf. Polish cynober, Belorusian nisrao6pa
(but Ukrainian xinoBap, Russian kuHOBaps). It appears to be unknown to Kamenevic,
who in one instance marks it as ‘strange’, while wrongly glossing it ‘cinnamon’ in
another:

MK3.7.2 J& ipo 1ipHoBapeBo ‘kernel of pine’ — A: Idapw LpmwsapeBo and marg.
gloss: crpat

MK2.1.6 i nuroBaph Beaukin ‘and great pine nuts’ A marg. gloss: 1pHaMo" ‘cin-
namon’.

Another example of a word known in various meanings in both in Ruthenian
and Russian yet marked as ‘strange’ by Kamenevic is uepnymika, here ‘black cumin’
(cf. Pol czarnuszka ‘nigella, fennel’, R uepuymka, ‘nigella, fennel, black cumin’,
Ukr yepuymika ‘fennel’).

MK3.7.3 yeproymka ‘black cumin’ — A: gepuym'ka and marg. gloss: u ce crpa'”
‘this too is strange’.

The word for ‘theriac’ appears twice in the Slavic 77, both times in the somewhat
modified form tpusik, and although Modern Russian does have tepuak,? it does not
appear in the SRJaXI-XVIIvv nor is it to be found in the HSBM. Kamenevi¢ marks
the word ‘strange’ in one instance, while in another he supplies a detailed description
and an equivalent ‘in our usage’ (o Hamemy). The equivalent which he supplies in
the gloss, eupsictuxs, looks like a transliteration from Greek, from which the term
‘theriac’ indeed derives, but the specific form suggested, Onplactikog/ Onplactikov,
is not attested.

MA48.1 ppuiaks ‘theriac’ — A marg. gloss: cTpa't

MA4.8.6 ppura® ‘theriac’ — A, Q: Tpuiakb. A marg. gloss: cora® cTpaHHbIil COTBO-
PEHBIH €' caqoMb degoBbun' 1o HameMy eupsA‘THRD ‘a strange/foreign mixture
made with human fat, in our usage theriastic’.

The word 3apuuxsb for ‘arsenic’ in our text is a transliteration of Hebrew 7°177,
in its turn a transliteration of Arabic &£, [zarnikh]. HSBM, guessing,?* glosses
this hapax xamrToyHsl kameHb ‘precious stone’. Not in SRJaXI-XVIIvv No wonder
Kamenevi¢ marks the unfamiliar word ‘strange’.

TT8.2.4 7apHuxsb ‘arsenic’ — A: sap'Huxb and marg. gloss: eTpaito

22 For indications of such oral dictation both in the 77 and in the Logika cf. [Ryan & Taube 2019:
16—-17] and further references there.

23 Cf. Russian Wikipedia s.v. for description, spelled tepusik in Vasmer-Trubadev’s Russian
Etymological Dictionary, s.v.

24 The section in which the word appears discusses, i.a., the magical properties of precious stones.
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In a recipe for an aphrodisiacal massaging cream, Maimonides lists i.a. ‘euphor-
bia’, a.k.a. spurge. The form attested in our Slavic text, mapamuon, corresponds
(with a difference in the middle consonant that could be the result of oral dictation)
to Hebrew 11279 [parabion], a transliteration of Ar (s» 2 [farabiun] ‘euphorbia’.
HSBM glosses this hapax Bix 3énak ‘kind of herb’. Kamenevi¢ marks the unfamiliar
word ‘strange’.

MK4.9.1 japammo” ‘paramion’ — A marg. gloss: crpa®;

Among the ingredients of an aphrodisiacal electuary in Maimonides’ On Coitus
interpolation, the Slavic has 6arman®s ‘behen’, a.k.a ben, which Kamenevic¢
appropriately marks ‘strange/foreign herbs’.

MK4.1.6 Garmans Obabm u uepaenbm ‘white and red behen’ — A marg. gloss:
crpan'sie saaku ‘strange/foreign herbs’.

Among the seeds and spices recommended in Maimonides’ On Coitus inter-
polation, the Slavic has ranrans ‘galangal’, a.k.a. galingale, which Kamenevic¢
marks ‘strange’, although it appears in Russian texts from the 16% c. onward, see
SRJaXI-XVIIvv, s.v., glossed Jlexapcmeennoe pacmenue ‘medicinal plant’.

MK 2.34 pafipaas — A: raasransd ‘galangal’ and marg. gloss: erpa'; O: raarans; Q:
raratb.

Among the ingredients of an aphrodisiacal compound recommended in
Maimonides’ On Coitus interpolation, the Slavic has cbma ramenoBo ‘seed of
asparagus’. The adjective rageHoBo is a corruption of ranuBonoBo ‘of halivon’,
a derived adjective of the transliterated form of the Arabic name for asparagus
(0s8) [hilyaun]) which appears as 1791 [haliyon] in Hebrew. The transliterated
noun ranuBoHs ‘asparagus’ for the same Hebrew word appears in MK2.1.5, where
MS A omits it.

MK4.3.1 chma ra’emoBo ‘seed of asparagus” — A: rmaeHoBw and marg. gloss: crpa't

One of the ingredients of several aphrodisiacal compounds mentioned five times
in Maimonides ‘On Coitus’ is ‘skin’.?> The Slavic form cakankyp, sometimes
corrupted, is a twice-over transliteration of Arabic L s¥8u [sagangir] through
Hebrew mp1pd. Kamenevic is rather inconsistent in his treatment, though his version
is sometime corrupted. In the first instance (not corrupted) he copies the form
without comment. In the next two occurrences he marks the word ‘strange’, while
in the final two he ventures some infelicitous guesses:

ME4.6.3 1 pakoske MACO carkaHESPOBO mpocaasieHo B cu™ ‘And skink’s meat is also
famed for this” — A: caranbrSpwBw; O: carSHESPOBO; Q: cakyHKPYBO;

MK4.1.9 cagankoypoBa ‘of the skink’ A ca'ranbrS8poBa and marg. gloss: crpa’f
Q: caka u KypoBa; V: CAHKOYPOBD

25 Cf. OED: a small lizard, Scincus scincus (family Scincidae), common in northern Africa and the
Middle East, and formerly regarded as having medicinal value.
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ME4.73 cakakmpa ‘skink’ — A: caka’t8pa and marg. gloss: crpa’; O: cakank8pa;
Q: cararypa;

MK3.5.6 g gosrit bl OBLIA COJIb CAKAHKAPOBA. uHO Obl Jemmin ‘and if this is skink’s
salt so much the better’ — A, O: cakan'T8poBa; A marg. gloss: camoca’™®a ‘found
in natural deposits’ (cf. SRJaXI-XVIIvv, s.v. camocanka); Q: caka'ryposa; V:
ca'kRpoBa

MK4.3.2 nu6&/iA meveHaA ¥ WMOYEHA BO cakaHbkp8 ‘onion baked and soaked in
skink’ — A: BB caranbkp8 and marg. gloss: Bo’ka u® caxapy ‘vodka made
from sugar’.

Kamenevi¢ seems to have had difficulties with the forms appearing in Slavic for
‘raisins’. He marks as ‘strange’ the word cradumus, a transliteration of the Greek
ota@via ‘grapes’ apparently known to the Kievan Jewish translator,?® but he also
marks as ‘strange’ the Ruthenian word po3unku, a word well attested in the HSBM
(cf. s.v. po3siakn) and current in Polish, Ukrainian and Belorusian (for Old Polish
see [Reczek 1968]: rozynki, rozynki, Modern Polish rodzynki; Ukrainian poa3us-
ku; Belorussian paseinki). Apparently Kamenevi¢ knew only nztom.

MK4.5.2 cragpmria ‘raisins’ — A: craemnua and marg. gloss: crpa’
TT732.2 poguukn ‘raisins’ — A: posun'ku and marg. gloss: crpa’

In the alchemical section of the 77 Kamenevi¢ marks two words as ‘strange’,
one of them a corrupted form of the familiar word nmyna ‘Moon’, and the other the
foreign word capag Saraf.’?’

TT8.3.2 9 18Ha 061 BO wopaze capade ‘and the Moon should be in the image (sc.
sign) of Saraf” — A: sane and marg. gloss: eTpa'o ‘strange’; A: wopash capaeb
and marg. gloss: u ce (sc. crparo) ‘and this one too [sc. is strange]’

The additional value of Kamenevic’s glosses with Russicisms for Ruthenian
words, whether correct or erroneous, lies in their being early testimonies, sometimes
the earliest we have,?® of forms or meanings (or both) attested in later Russian texts.
Such are, e.g., the following glosses:

TT1.25 emyTuna ‘disturbance’ for crpasia ‘wastrel’

TT4.3.12 rrarena?? for Traua ‘weaver’

TT4548 gopro for sepro ‘blue’ (A’s variant of wko zepko)

TT5.18 morakoBeTBA TO €CTH MOATOBOPCTBA W *yJAbCTHUBCTBA for MOXJI66bCTBA
‘sycophancy’

26 Crapumu for ‘raisins’, from Greek otagideg, is still the Bulgarian word for ‘raisins’.

27 Sl: capadb < Arabic <)% [Saraf], ‘exaltation’. In astrology the exaltation of the Moon is in
the 3rd degree of Taurus. The word seems to have bothered all the translators; [Gaster 1908] has for
77w °27v32 ‘Shrfin Arabic’, Achillini’s Latin edition has: in gradu decimo celi, quod vocatur Seraph in
Arabico ‘in the tenth degree of the heaven called Seraph in Arabic’.

28 “Earliest testimony” is perforce a conditional qualification, allowing, indeed assuming “until an
earlier one is found”. This is particularly true for words beginning with the final letters of the Russian
alphabet, since the SRJaXI-XVIIvv has so far reached only the word ynoxs.

29 SRJaXI-XVIIvv has only one example, from 1683.
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TT78.1 goprumu for csbrasmvu: sbprbiMu ‘light-blue’ (A’s variant of co wunma
ZEPKbIMU)

TT784 crysoBa’ for ckwaonopons (A’s variant of ckoymno6opo*)”

T17.94 emopranied! qnma ‘wrinkling face’ for emagocts ‘swarthiness’

RM7214 sgymnipt for BoskkM ‘sinews’

RM721.4 repeno'ku for mibksel ‘membranes’

RM7.24.2 qupu for npsimu “ulcers’

RM7.49.5 o 1a%no for sacmemno ‘amused’

RM7.504 1% for wearoctu ‘jaws, cheeks’

MAZ L8 b rura™ ‘mould’ for satoxannamu (A’s variant of 3a™xanuamu ‘decay’)
MA2.19 gT qjo,1atmia for W xuskksl ‘from the closet’

k%

Of great interest are the personal remarks abounding in the margins of MS A.
They may teach us something about Kamenevi¢ and his self-image, about the in-
tended reader and the image Kamenevi¢ has of his personality and of his desired
path, and of the relationship between the copyist and his reader. Let us stress that,
in contrast to Adrianova’s statements, the personal remarks in the margins of
Kamenevi¢’s MS A are not merely made for a virtual potential reader, but are ad-
dressed to a very specific person. This is Kamenevic’s pupil, apparently a young
Muscovite of aristocratic status, whose name, somewhat disguised, appears three
times in the text:

First, in the dedication at the beginning, addressed to paunmrenmbiimemy
MMCMEHD CPTBIXD MOAPAXKUTEI0 W ydTaTeNo0 BbHIY noOobaureneBuuro ‘to the
zealous imitator and reader of holy scriptures Crown, Son of the Conqueror’;

Second, in a marginal note to TT7.7.1 which speaks about the science of physio-
gnomy as being ‘more necessary to a king (1ipto) than to any other man’, on which
Kamenevi¢ remarks: u 1ol 3Han BbHYE xkenatemo cero mactmpbumin ‘and you
too should know, Crown, desirer of this, most fortunate’.

Third, in a marginal note to TT7.19.4 where the physiognomy of the arms is
discussed: MBIIIKK JONTiA alMKb JOCATHETH JUIAHIIO JIO KOJIEHA, 0yKa30y€Th Ha
HIEIPOCTh M 0yUTUBOCTh. U J00Opomymrie ‘Arms long enough for the palms to reach
the knees betoken generosity and virtue and good nature’. Kamenevi¢ remarks: 3pu
0 CeM, ce caMb Thl €cH, BbH ue o6 mcTene‘koposudio ‘See about this. This is you
yourself (i.e. the very picture of you), o Crown, son of the Victory-bearer[?]’

The addressee’s name is given in etymological cipher, by translating the Greek-
origin forms that make up his first name and patronym into Russian ones [proba-
bly = Stefan Nikiforovi¢]. We have not been able so far to make an identification,
but the adulatory remarks point to a member of the Muscovite nobility destined for
a distinguished career in the clerical or lay administration. Here are the remarks to
the reader:

30 This we assume to be ckymoGopoxb ‘thin-bearded’ corrupted to ckymoGopons, lit. ‘cheek-
bearded’. HSBM under ckynobopoplii cites just this one occurrence, glossing it ckyadapoow: (perhaps
‘with bearded cheekbones’). The SRJaXI-XVIIvv does have ckymoboponsiii and ckymoOpaibrii, but no
CKYJT000POIBIA.

31 Not in SRJaXI-XVIIvv.
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At the very beginning of the text, A precedes the title with the following words:

Ruwura Besenpemyapaa u n006(po)nosesHas yMoBH pazeSaurena HomS, sbhiao
noTpebHas HWMEHYeMa: TailHaA TalHBIXb. CIHcacd PSKOW CMHUPEHHAro
KEHbCEJINPA KAMEHEBUYA PAYUTEIHBAIIEMS TUCMEHD CPTHIX'D TOAPAKUTENO U
ynTaresio BbHIS mobobauTeneBudio B A060maMAaTHOE MPOYUTAHIE K MOZHAHIIO
B' HEW TUITEMBI® WOpazo® .pua’™ 1e ops maus Ke'.

‘A book most learned and beneficial to the discerning mind (and) very necessary,
named the Secret of Secrets, written by the hand of the humble chancellor Kamenevic¢
to the zealous imitator and reader of holy scriptures Crown, Son of the Conqueror
[?= Stefan Nikiforovi¢], for memory-loving reading towards the understanding of
the images inscribed therein, 1686, 25" day of December. [25.12.1686 (Julian)=
4.1.1687 CE]

TT0.5.8 pyt oMoz PSILE TBOEH YECTBOBATH IIPEMAPOCTH U MTPEBOZHOCUTH MEIPHIX'D
amuHb. ‘May the Lord help your hand to honour wisdom and raise up the wise,
Amen.” — A marg. gloss: moMmuu ‘remember’.

TT1.2.3 empriienie™ w meapoctu Tp&aHO 67 ‘The concept of liberality is difficult” —
A marg. gloss: zpu. zpu: cero u pazmbican ‘See, see: consider this also’.

TTL5.3 phnan wike yMb TO €CTHh BEPX'H Kak[0OMY cMbicay ‘Know that reason is the
source of all judgement.” — A marg. gloss: spu yma cu. ‘See your own intellect’.
TT1.5.16 3 pzbL cEro POJAMTES TPOZA, & UZb TPOZbI CIPABEIINBOCTD, & UZb CETO
COEMHAYEHIE, & CE POJUTH YECTH, & YECTh POAUTH npucrarie ‘and from this is
born awe, and from awe, justice, and from this consensus, and this yields respect, and
respect gives rise to affection.” uz’b rpozel cripaBeiIuBoCTb — A marg. gloss: spu
‘see’; a 46CTh POJUTD mpucrarie A marg. gloss: spu ‘see’.

TT4.5.36 nader Ob" HAGOmKEHD. HOO0OWMZHIBD. BEpSA peun G:iu. ‘he (sc. your
chief minister) should be religious and godfearing,?? trusting in the words of
God” — A: Bbp8a riioms 6:TiMmb and marg. gloss: 3pu ‘see’.

TT4.8:5 7aH'sk€ CI0BO HCXOIUTH Z OYMbICJA. & TOBOPEHIE €T0 €6 €¢ TEJIECTBIE WHOTO
cJoBa. a 1mmueMo wopaznb ero ‘because the word proceeds from the intention®* and
the speaking of it is the embodiment of that word and writing is its image’ — A
marg. gloss: oMHU THI 0 ce™ 0 Jo0ezHbM Mou ‘Bear this in mind, my dear friend.’
TT6.6.12 3 TocTaBM MpaBUTEIA HAM BUTEZN WiBEKa M'pa BepHA 1 HE Topaa ‘And
set a minister over your knights, a man wise and true, and not proud’ — A marg.
gloss: spu, cMOTpu, BHEMJIU, UCITOJIHE ‘see, observe, listen, do)’

TT7.5.8 i r8proBe cepupm u rambm. ‘and the Turks are bad-hearted and stupid’ —
A marg. gloss: momuu o Hu* ‘remember about them’.

TT7.7.1 geam, MiKe MOYIPOCTH CAA HOYRHAA [P0 OOJNIINK HUKETH UHOMS 1Jikoy
‘know that this science (sc. Physiognomy) is more necessary to a king than to any
other man’ — A marg. gloss: u Tl 3Hau BbHYE, KETATETO CETO, MACTAUBBUTITIN.
‘and you too should know, Crown, desirer of this, most fortunate’.

32 Lit. ‘heaven-fearing’, calquing Heb o"nw R,
33 Heb: ‘and the meaning of the utterance is its spirit and its words are its body’.
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TT7.7.6 o GumskHin pazyMHOMS ThITHTCA pazZAMO™ CBOUMD, WH iK€ €7 Oar'Th GiiA
‘Aman close to a reasonable man rejoices in his reason which is the grace of God” —
A marg. gloss: Buuman cem8. ‘Listen to this.’

TT7.13.4 7oyGBI™ MpaBbIM W PERIN, OyKazZb Ha pazoy" u BbpHocTh. ‘Teeth which are
straight and spaced are a sign of good sense and loyalty’— A marg. gloss: spu M.
‘Look at me!”’

TT7.15.2 yioskemo00e1pb ‘covetous’ — A marg. gloss: He xomu 061" cuiie? ‘Do not wish
to be like this!

TT7.16.8 X170 3K€ POCTPONEHD B CEIEHIN CBOEY, U CJIOBO €r0 MCIIOJHO, TOJBUZAETDH
P8KOI0 CBOEIO, rOBOPIAUH B Ya’ MO00HBIN, C€ 6° IOJIOH'D B PaZ8Me CBOEMb. I BEDEHD
B jenb* cou* ‘He who is calm when sitting, whose speech is rounded and who
moves his hand at the appropriate time when speaking, is accomplished in his
intellect and loyal in his deeds’— A marg. gloss: snau Takuxsb ‘Get to know such
people!”

TT719-4 MpmRKM TOJTIA AJMED JTOCATHETH JJAHII0 0 KOJEHA, OYKAZOYyETh Ha
MEAPOCTH U OyITHBOCTH. W 1o0poadiiie ‘Arms long enough for the palms to reach
the knees betoken generosity and virtue and good nature’ — A marg. gloss: 3pu o
ce¥, ce caMb, TH €cu, BbH1e moobauc|creseropouuio ‘See about that. This is you
yourself (i.e. the very picture of you), o Crown, son of the Victory-bearer(?)’.
TT7195 nnanbk goJaras ¢ TaglaMu JOJTUMH OyKazb Ha 9YHCTOE MaCTEPDHCTBO
pPSKOMIETHOE. ¥ cMBIIILIEHTA IPeKkaa ‘A long palm with long fingers is an indication
of neat craftsmanship and understanding of royal affairs.” — A marg. gloss: 3pu ca
Tl 6cu B Tako® ‘Look, you yourself are completely like this’.

TT7.20.9 cen o merunHoy Hapaz8mubummiu uro corBopu’ 61 ‘This (sc. the ideal
man of moderate character and of good nature) is indeed the wisest (man) that God
created.” — A marg. gloss: spu u Bo’yauBucs TBoPuS ‘Look and marvel at the
Creator!”

RM7.358 9 BeAKIN 1K€ HE NMATD MITHBOTO BDEHIA. M XOPOIIECTBA B JIUIBI CBOEMD.
1 waeX cBor*. He €° BOZMOKHO. a0bl woban ero 1o6pbia ‘And for anyone who
does not have a pleasant look, and beauty in his face and eyes,* it is impossible that
his qualities be good.”— A marg. gloss: Be'Mu mo*HaBa" TakoBH, U XpaHu’ 0" cu¥
“Try hard to recognize such (men), and beware of them!’

RM7.38.2 e za wecTh €M8 BeAKO poykopedie wiue ‘and all human deeds are of
little account to him’ — A marg. gloss: mo¥uu 4€rh 1ba™ peMe‘TBEHUKO" CBO-
umMb BehY ‘Remember to pay respect to all your craftsmen!’

RM7.39.1 X o/ Tuxin, ZHAMEHOYETh JEHOCTh. & GOPZBI ZHAMEHOYETh MS:ka 60pzZa BO
Beu* neqieX cpou* ‘A slow walk signifies laziness, while a fast (walk) signifies a man
who is quick in all his deeds.” — A marg. gloss: 3pu u BHEMJIH, CE €CTH TBOE I10-
nocrBo ‘Look and take heed, this is your likeness!”

RM7.49.3 h8ku ero raia’ku u ceipbl “his hands are smooth and moist’ — A marg. gloss:
3pu Ha“ ‘Look at us!’

RM749.5 ozpenne ero Beceso 1akoOb zacmemnto. ‘He has a merry gaze as if
amused.” — A marg. gloss: a3 ¢‘mp ‘That’s me!’

34 Hebrew (=Arabic): ‘one with an ugly face’. Latin: ‘Cuius facies est deformis’.
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MK3.5.8 c AROBS 1K€ MIPAKEHUIS U TIOCTAPHAKO" BAPEHBI" 1 TTPAKEHHM ‘an omelet of
this kind with boiled or fried parsnips’— A marg. gloss: kue®isHe saa" cuio Tpay
B' crosia* ‘The Kievans eat this herb at their tables.’

TT7.35.1 1 grenneY Bo kHUra* Mke B' HU* peun cxaaakin amin ‘and reading books in
which there are things/words sweet to the soul”’ — A marg. gloss: u n06u untanic
kHu"” M*per* ‘and love reading learned books.’

TT8.13.89 poTo™ oycTaBHO XOAM HA MOJATS MAPIOBH CBOMY. W MOTEIIANCA C HUMH
MAPOCTil0 a HE TVLRIIOBBCTBOM. ‘and therefore go regularly to the chamber of your
wise men and take pleasure with them in wisdom and not in foolishness’ — A marg.
gloss: spu 1 BHEYM cero pat¥yma u aoou My*per* ‘Look and heed this sensible (piece
of advice) and love learned men.’

At the end of the concluding (added) section (TT8.14.7) of the 77, just before the
the Account of the Hellenic philosopher, the most-wise Aristotle, MS A has here an
ornamental drawing into which the name ©enops is integrated (its significance is not
clear), continued on the next folio with an afterword by the copyist and glossator:

Te0e pajiu, a0 HaM'b Ji00es Hbiiliee, 0 cuxb JOOOMPEMSAPHIXD KHUTaX'h MHOT'W
norp8aux'cs, u ynolubmaro paau no*nanus, noHyau s, u* 6baopo‘cuickaro aua-
JeKRTa, cuphub, TViA : MPEJOKHUIIACS BO CIOBECKYI0 phUb : €HKO 110 BO*MO™HOMS,
HaIe", MaJWyMIio, KpoMb CTpaH HBI* PeUeii : WKe HE TONIOKIY MOEMY, Pa’cy™e-
uuio. [o cn*, s'npa’crs8i;

‘For you, our most dear child, I have laboured much over these most philosophical
books and for the sake of more convenient comprehension I have translated them
from the Belorussian dialect [dialekta], that is idiom [glagola], into the Slavonic
[slovenskij, here = Russian Church Slavonic] language [r¢¢’], insofar as this was
possible for my poor understanding, except for strange terms which it was not
proper for me to discuss. And now, farewell.’

A’s personal remarks in the appended Account of the Hellenic philosopher, the
most-wise Aristotle (A biography of Aristotle abridged from Diogenes Laertius,
Lives and Opinions of Eminent Philosophers, book 5):

TT8.15.2 gyyenuks e 06 Ilnarona (uiocoea evH'ckaro mike Beb* mpeBzbie B
HAOYUEHIN TITATOHCKU® OYYHKOBD TPEMAPOCTiio W paz8Mo™ U BCAKUMHU
(UI0CO°CKUMU ¥ PUTOPLCKUMHE OyUEHIM U HAKAZAHIH.

‘and he (sc. Aristotle) was the pupil of Plato the Hellenic philosopher and he
excelled in learning all the other students of Plato in wisdom and intellect and in
all the philosophical and rhetorical arts and sciences.” — maTona A marg. gloss:
spu ‘See!’; Beb* npeBzbiie A marg. gloss: B'eu® ThI pePHy™ ‘You should emulate
them all’; nakazaniu A marg. gloss: spu w spu u skeja” ca¥ cuig® Bo JI0GOMYy/Ipin
ObITH HEO"CTYTIBHO ‘See, observe and desire always to be the same in philosophy.’
TT8.16:2 Heoycnmuo ectecTBo Oiie ObITie HE mMSum Hadvasa. ‘Immortal is the
nature of God, existence having no beginning.” A marg. gloss: spu i BHeMaH ‘See
and take heed.’
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TT8.16.5 g KAk JOKUICA HA 0P TTOCTEIA CBOEA CIIATH, ¥ OH'D IEPHKAID BH PSITh
cBoen 1a610k0 MeneHo€e. ‘And when he lay down on his bed to sleep, he would hold
in his hand a copper apple” A marg. gloss: spu ce” mpm*pa’ ‘See this wise man.’
TT8.17.2 Mor sruBSimu 10 Zrbaarn 66 MoBeaBHIA, YTO WHBIM TOJb HE COTBOPH” TI0
zakoHS u ¢ mouS:xkAeHIe" ‘living I can do unbidden what another will not do by law
and under compulsion’; mor8 A marg. gloss: spu pasy" ero ‘See his wisdom’; ¢
noHS:xIeHIeY A marg. gloss: 3pu 3pu u emorpu ‘Look, look and take note.’
TT8.17.4 y nakm Bompocu™ GeICTH W TI6OM*pE* ‘And again he was asked by some
philosophers:” A marg. gloss: spu kako Bonpomaio® i uiy” ‘Look how they (sc. the
philosophers) ask and seek.’

TT8.18.5 et eM8 u 6utu MeHA ‘tell him to beat me as well” A adds: Amuns and
marg. gloss: 1 Tel Tag* e ropopu ‘You, too, say the same!’

k%

From consideration of the scribal interventions listed above we can suggest a
small amplification of what is known about Timofej Kamenevi¢-Rvovskii and his
writing.

To deal first with his name. The family name Kamenevi¢ is not normal in Russia,
and is not the only family name Timofej used in inscriptions on manuscripts. On
occasion in written works he signed himself as ‘Petrov’ or ‘Kifi¢’, which are impre-
cise calques of ‘Kamenevi¢’ via the Greek and Aramaic forms of the New Testa-
ment names Peter and Cephas, both also meaning ‘rock’. Kifi¢ is an entirely ficti-
tious name but Petrov is widely found in Russia. ‘Kamenevic’ is less suggestive of
Muscovy than of West Russia, Ukraine, and Poland where variants of ‘Kamenets’
meaning ‘rocky place’ are common toponyms.

‘Rvovskii’, the second part of Kamenevic’s hyphenated surname (perhaps in-
tended to give it an aristocratic colouring), appears to be no more than an invention
by Kamenevi¢ based on his service as a young cleric in the St Basil’s Cathedral in
Moscow, the official name of which is ‘The Cathedral of the Intercession of the
Most Holy Theotokos on the Moat’ (‘Sobor Pokrova Presvjatoj Bogorodicy, ¢to na
Rvw’, rvovskii being a confected adjective from the last word rov).

As has been well described by Bulanin and Matveeva, and more recently by No-
vikova, Timofej had a penchant for grandiloquent and fantastical language. He was
the author of several unpublished historical and homilectic works?> and the copyist of
several other works and documents, including the 77, all signed with various Greek-
based etymological puns on his own name, with a similar pun on the name of the
dedicatee of his manuscript of the 77. He also liked using Greek words, invented
compound words, copious marginal notes and nota bene signs (usually the word zri

35 “Ckasanue o xononbeii Boiine” (1699).

Hctopus o navaie Pycckoit 3emuin u o co3nannu Hosropoma Hosropona // Ckazanust HoBropoaa
Benuxoro (IX—XIV BB.). CocraBneHue, nepeBoa, KOMMEHTapuu 1 BeTynutensHas crarbs 0. K. bery-
nosa. CII0.: [Tonurexuuka, 2004.

O npesrOCTSIX Poccuiickoro rocymapersa (1699),

Hcropus rocynapcersa Poccuiickoro,

IMocnanne k Kapuony Ucromuny (1680-81),

IToBecTh 0 cemu myapenax.
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‘see”), and had a fondness for the pretentious if imprecise title of kantselir (chancellor)
which in fact described him only in the historical Latin sense of ‘scribe’ (cancellarius).

It seems highly probable then that in fact Kamenevi¢’s real name was Petrov, as
Novikova has stated [Novikova 2018: 132], and not Kamenevic-Rvovskij, which was
a pretentious Ruthenian-sounding pen-name probably invented to suggest to readers
that he was one of the learned Ukrainians and Belorussians brought to Moscow by
Patriarch Nikon to assist with his church reforms. This fantasy is entirely consonant
with Kamenevi¢’s elaborate word games, use of Greek, use of Polish sources in
Russian translation, marginal notes, and mendacious claims to scholarship in his
dedication to the 77. The milieu to which Kamenevic apparently aspired was indeed
familiar with, and even enthusiastic about this mirror of princes thought to be authored
by Aristotle for Alexander the Great — Nikon himself wrote a copy in his own hand
(MS S2) and placed it in the library of the New Jerusalem monastery (it has a Biblical
curse in the margins on anyone defacing or stealing it); another copy of the same
period (MS S) belonged to Nikifor Semeonov, a learned cleric and ‘corrector’ at the
Moscow Printing House, the official publisher which may even have considered
printing it as a genuine work of Aristotle — a full list of the chapter heads of the 77
appears in the Ozcnasnenue xuue, kmo ux cnoxcun (‘Titles of Books and Who Wrote
Them’), a list of works available in translation and suitable for publication which
was compiled for the Printing House and printed there in 1665-6.

In fact Kamenevic had not produced a new, clarified, Russified version of the 77
as he claimed — some of his explanations of Ruthenian words are entirely wrong, as
are some of his glosses on obscure Russian words, and many more remain untranslated.
Many of the Russified corrections in his manuscript can be found in other Muscovite
manuscripts, in particular MS O, which was written in Moscow in the previous
century and is the earliest extant Russified copy. Like A it has marginal notes
(indicating Ruthenisms which have been replaced, also zri ‘see’ and manicules). The
manuscript from which MS O was copied is not known, but is probably part of the
chain of provenance of MS A. Only about fifteen of the Russified words in Kamenevic¢’s
manuscript are not found in other copies, and even those could have come from the
exemplar from which he copied, and which is so far unidentified and seemingly not
extant. It is clear that the process of Russification of the 77 began in the sixteenth
century, long before Kamenevic’s npenoowcenue.

Following his time in Moscow, in 1683 Kamenevi¢ became a hiero-deacon and
yemaswux (master of ceremonies) in the small Afanasievskij monastery on the river
Mologa, near the provincial market town of Mologa in the Jaroslavl’ guberniia, close
to its confluence with the Volga and some 400 km north of Moscow. This monastery
had been subordinated in 1680 to the much larger New Jerusalem Monastery, founded
in 1656 by Patriarch Nikon, which was quite close to Moscow and furnished with a
large library of manuscripts taken from other monastic libraries. Kamenevi¢’s own
monastery library possessed only thirty-three manuscripts, mostly liturgical
[Sinicyna 2005].

Was Kamenevi¢’s manuscript of the 77 written in the monastery at Mologa, so far
from Moscow, three years after Timofej arrived there? Who was the encoded dedicatee
of the 7T, so extravagantly flattered in the dedication and marginal notes? What
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manuscript was Timofej copying from, since no copy is listed as having been in the
very small library at Mologa? Did he read Nikon’s manuscript of the 77 (MS S2) in
the New Jerusalem Monastery library (comparison of the few variants from
Speranskij’s edition suggests that this was not in fact his source)?

These questions may never be answered, but whatever we may think of the
pretensions, fantasies, and ambitions of Kamenevi¢, his nperoocenue of the Taiinas
Taunwix does at least give us an insight into the methods and mistakes of a seventeenth-
century Russian writer, scribe, and editor, and adds to the number of words in the
Russian lexicon hitherto recorded only for later dates.

ABBREVIATIONS
TT — Tajnaja Tajnyh
DICTIONARIES

Hobson-Jobson — Henry Yule & Arthur Coke Burnell, Hobson-Jobson: A Glossary of Colloquial
Anglo-Indian Words and Phrases, and of Kindred Terms, Etymological, Historical, Geographical
and Discursive, London, 1903.

HSBM =I'CBM — T'icrapbr4ssl cioyHiK 6enapycckait MoBbl, Beir. 1-37. Minck 1982-2017.

OED — Oxford English Dictionary online at https://www.oed.com/

SRJaXI-XVIlvv — CnoBaps pycckoro s3bika XI-XVII Be. Bem. 1-31. Mocksa, 1975-2019.

Sreznevskij 1. I. (CpesneBckuii M.1.) Marepuaisl [uist ciioBapsi JPEBHEPYCCKOTO S3bIKa TIO MHCHMEHHBIM
namsitHuKaM. CI16.: Tunorpadus Umn. Axanemun Hayk, 1893-1912.

Vasmer — Trubacev 1964—73 — dacmep M. DTUMONOTHYCCKHUi CIIOBaph pyccKoro si3bika. [leperon ¢
Hemenkoro u gononHenus O. H. Tpy6auesa. Mockga: [Iporecc, 1964—1973.
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