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ANNOTATION. The article presents a general overview of the known linguistic
versions of the Kievan Caves Paterikon, and concludes that the chronology of their
origin does not correspond to the general line in the development of the linguistic
situation in the East Slavic lands of the Lithuanian-Polish Commonwealth. The
information presented below about two unknown Ruthenian translations of the
Paterikon significantly changes the overall picture, which, after taking them into
account, becomes much more logical and chronologically consistent. Each of the
two Ruthenian versions newly introduced into scientific circulation is characterized
in terms of its textual volume and the composition of the Paterikon stories contained
in it, and the sources used for its creation.
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The Kievan Caves Paterikon is the earliest original East Slavic literary work of
the Paterika genre, the main part of which dates back to the first third of the

13th century’. This detailed narrative on the most influential Kiev monastery

' For more details (including the editions), see: KousiBckast Enena J/leonngosHa, bauutsikoBa
Mapuna EsrenbeBHa, ,KueBo-Tleuepckuii marepux’, in: Kupunn (pea.), I[IpasocragHas
aHyukaonedus, T. 33, Mocksa: IlpaBoc/iaBHasi SHIUUKIONEAUS, 2013, C. 91-96; IciueHKO
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as the main - for centuries - Rusian religious and cultural center remained
popular during the Middle Ages throughout the entire East Slavic territory:
in Kievan, Lithuanian-Polish, and Muscovite Rus.

In its classic 15th-century form, the Paterikon consists of 38 discourses by
different authors (some of them anonymous), while only 24 of them constitute
the historical core of its text, later supplemented by 14 new discourses (as
well as the Life of St Theodosius of Kiev, which also became an integral part
of the Paterikon in some of its versions)>.

Below, I will first give a survey of different textual and linguistic versions
of this Paterikon, and then introduce two neglected Ruthenian versions, with
a brief discussion of their importance for the linguistic development of this

particular text in the form of conclusions.

1. ALREADY-KNOWN OLD CHURCH SLAVONIC, POLISH,
AND RUTHENIAN VERSIONS

All discourses of the Kievan Caves Paterikon were originally written in Old
Church Slavonic, which served as the only literary language in both Kievan
and Muscovite Rus, while in Lithuanian-Polish Rus it was supplemented by
the Ruthenian (Early Ukrainian = Early Belarusian) language in the mid-
15th century3. In ecclesiastical writings, Ruthenian was only occasionally
used as a language of instruction for the laity (lingua ad homines), while
Old Church Slavonic continued to function as the only liturgical language
(lingua ad Deum)*.

Irop, Kueso-Ileuepcvkuti namepuxk y aimepamypHomy npoyeci kinys XVI-nouamky XVIII cm.
8 Yxpaini, 2-e BUJaHHs, XapKiB: AKTa, 2015.

> For an English translation, see: Heppell Muriel (trans.), The Paterik of the Kievan Caves
Monastery with a Preface by Sir Dimitri Obolensky, (Harvard Library of Early Ukrainian
Literature. English Translations, vol. 1), Cambridge (MA): Harvard University Press, 1989.

3 TemuwnH Cepreii IOpbeBuy, ,O BpeMeHH U yC/IOBUSIX CTAHOB/IEHUS PYChKOI MOBBI B KaUeCTBe
nuTepaTypHoro si3sika‘, in: Csipreit MikanaeBiu 3anpyzcki, [enHansp Ananacasiv LisixyH
(pea.), Hosae caoea y 6enapycicmoiybl. Mogaznaycmea: Mamapbwisast V MixcHapodHaza
kaHepaca 6enapycicmay (20-21 mas 2010 20da), (beaapycika = Albaruthenica, kH. 32),
Minck: YeTbipe yeTBepTH, 2012, C. 47-53.

4 TemuuH Cepreii IOpreBuy, ,PyHKIMOHNPOBaHNE PYCHKOI MOBBI M1 HepapXusl LIepKOBHBIX
TexcToB', in: Studia Russica, t. 23, Budapest: ELTE, 2009, p. 226-234.
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In contrast to Muscovite Rus, which remained monolingual in its ecclesiastical
writings (where Old Church Slavonic continued to be used), the Ruthenian
lands of the Lithuanian-Polish Commonwealth, due to obvious Western
influences, gradually switched to a much more complex linguistic system,
with four different languages functioning simultaneously in the local Church
literature, two of them being endogenous by origin and written in Cyrillic - Old
Church Slavonic (liturgical in function) and Ruthenian (secular in function),
while the other two - Latin (for a highly educated audience) and Polish (for a
more general readership) - being exogenous and written in the Latin scripts.

According to this, all the linguistic versions of the Kievan Caves Paterikon can
be classified into two groups, quite different in terms of their real or potential
geographical distribution: East Slavia in general, or only Ruthenia (the East Slavic

parts of the Lithuanian-Polish Commonwealth and the Hungarian Kingdom).

East Slavia: Old Church Slavonic redactions

The rich literary history of the Kievan Caves Paterikon is evidenced by the
large number of editorial revisions. I list them below in chronological order,
indicating the time, and, when possible, the place of their origin:

*the non-extant 13th-century original (Vladimir on the River Klyazma
and Kiev);

Arsenian redaction, 1406 (Tver);

Theodosian redaction, the second quarter of the 15th century;

Main redaction, extant in manuscripts starting from the late 15th to the
early 16th century;

First Cassian redaction, 1460 (Kiev);

Second Cassian redaction, 1462 (Kiev);

Joseph Trizna redaction, 1647-1656 (Kiev);

Sophronius redaction, 1655 (Kiev);

Innocent Giesel’s printed edition (Kiev, 1661).

5 Temcinas Sergejus, ,Jezyki kultury ruskiej w Pierwszej Rzeczypospolitej, in: Marzanna
Kuczynska (ed.), Miedzy Wschodem a Zachodem: Prawostawie i unia, (Kultura Pierwszej
Przeczypospolitej w dialogu z Europq: hermeneutyka wartosci, t. 11), Warszawa: Wy-
dawnictwa Uniwersytetu Warszawskiego, 2017, s. 81-120.
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Although the majority of these redactions enjoyed a wide geographical
distribution across East Slavia, they were produced in Kiev or by Kievan
bookmen elsewhere (the exact places of origin of two of them remain

unknown), except the Arsenian redaction, which was compiled in Tver.

Ruthenia: Polish, Ruthenian, and secondary
Old Church Slavonic translations

Other linguistic varieties of the same Paterikon are restricted to a single Polish
printed version, two or three partial manuscript translations from Polish into
Ruthenian, and two secondary manuscript translations from Polish into Old

Church Slavonic:

Polish printed edition by Syl'vestr Kosov (Kiev, 1635)5;

Two or three Ruthenian translations, made from the Polish printed edition
and extant in several manuscripts from the second half of the 17th and the
18th century (only 12 discourses, including the Life of St Theodosius)7;
Two secondary Old Church Slavonic translations, the first made from the
same Polish edition printed in the 17th century (the place of origin of this

translation is unknown), and the second made in Kiev in 18238,

The translations into Polish and Ruthenian undoubtedly appeared as a

result of a certain linguistic “nostrification” of the Kievan Caves Paterikon,

¢ Reproduction of the Polish edition supplemented with a modern Ukrainian translation:
CinxeBnu Haranis OnexkcangpiBua, “Ilamepukon” Cunveecmpa Kocosa: nepeknad ma
docnidocenHs nam’smxu, Kyiv: Feniks, 2013.
7 Ilepery Bragumup Huxonaesny, ,,Cien ykpanHckoro nepeBoga Kuepo-Ileuepckoro mare-
puka‘, in: Bragumup Huxonaesnd Ileperu, Mccredosanus u mamepuanst no ucmopuu cma-
puHHOU ykpauHckoli aumepamyput XVI-XVIII gs., Bbin. 1, (C60pHuk Omdenenus pycckozo
asvika u cnosechocmu AH CCCP, . 101, BbIN. 2), Jlennnrpag: MsgarensctBo AkageMun
Hayk CCCP, 1926, c. 92-100; Idem, ,, KueBo-Ileyepckuii maTeprk B MOIBCKOM M yKPAUHCKOM
nepeBoge’, in: CaragsHckas ¢gunonoeus, Boi. 3, MockBa: Mi3garenscTBo AKageMrn HayK
CCCP, 1958, c. 174-210.
OssieBckas /lugust AnpdoHcoBHa, , THITONIOrO-TeKCTONMOrHYeCKUH aHAIN3 CIIMCKOB U
penaxkuwnii KueBo-ITeuepckoro marepuka’, in: Jlugust Ansdorcosua OnpiueBckasi, Cepreit
HuxonaeBuu TpaBHUKOB, /J|pesHepycckue namepuku: Kueso-Ileuepckuii namepuk. Bono-
konamckuii namepuk, Mocksa: Hayka, 1999, c. 298-299.
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with the aim of making the text accessible to educated Ruthenians who did
not have a sufficient knowledge of the Old Church Slavonic language.

However, the relative chronology of these translations is problematic, since
it contradicts the historical development of the local sociolinguistic situation,
because Ruthenian remained the main written language among the East Slavs
(and Lithuanians) in the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth until the mid-
16th century, when the Polish language began to take over this function. Why,
then, were the Ruthenian translations made not only later than the Polish one,
but directly from it (and not from Old Church Slavonic), as was established
by V. N. Peretz?

Theoretically, it could be assumed that the Ruthenian manuscript
translations of the Polish printed version were made fora broader (democratic)
local East Slavic audience, who did not have sufficient knowledge not only
of Old Church Slavonic, but also of Polish. In this case, however, a serious
problem arises, since before the widespread use of the Polish language among
the Ruthenians (and Lithuanians) in the Commonwealth, such people formed
an absolute majority among the local East Slavic population. So why did they
not produce a Ruthenian version prior to the expansion of Polish in the Grand
Duchy of Lithuania?

New manuscript evidence changes the general picture dramatically.

2. PREVIOUSLY UNKNOWN SEMI-COMPLETE RUTHENIAN
TRANSLATION OF THE ARSENIAN REDACTION

I recently came across a Cyrillic manuscript from the late 16th century,
originating from the Grand Duchy of Lithuania. It once belonged to the
Zhyrovichy Monastery (now in Belarus)? and contains, among other texts,
an unknown Ruthenian translation of a significant part of the Kievan Caves

Paterikon (St Petersburg, Library of the Russian Academy of Sciences, Pavel

9 Mopo3zosa Hagexza AdanaceeBHa, ,[IpeaBapuTenbHbIi CIIMCOK PYKOMUCEH, TPUHAZIe-
kaBiinx 6ubamnorexe YKuposuuckoro MmoHacteipst, in: Hagexxza ApanacreBHa Mopo3osa
(per.), CnassHckan nucomenHHocmb Benukozo kuscecmea Jlumoeckoeo. XapakmepHule
uepmul u cneyuguyeckue ocoberHocmu: c6opHuk cmameti (N 37), Vilnius: Lietuviy kalbos
institutas, 2014, c. 216.
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Dobrokhotov collection [f. 37], No 18, f. 247v-274v)*°. Some other Ruthenian
texts (translated from Old Church Slavonic and Czech) of the manuscript
have been published'.

The late-16th century codex clearly predates the 1635 Polish edition of the
Paterikon. A comparison of the newly discovered Ruthenian version with the
Old Church Slavonic redactions of the Kievan Caves Paterikon revealed that its
main part goes back to the Arsenian redaction (elaborated in Tver in 1406)*2,
which is the earliest of the currently known editions of the text's. This gives
us the terminus post quem for dating the newly identified translation, but it
is redundant: the earliest translations of Old Church Slavonic ecclesiastical
texts into Ruthenian do not predate the mid-15th century, and there is no
reason to assume that this particular case is an exception.

The translation in question must have been completed during the century
(from the mid-15th to the mid-16th century) immediately preceding the
1569 Union of Lublin and the corresponding transfer of the vast East Slavic
regions from the Grand Duchy of Lithuania to the Kingdom of Poland. This
chronology allows us to associate the considered translation with the East
Slavs of the Grand Duchy of Lithuania (and not the Kingdom of Poland).

° Brief descriptions of the manuscript: Konanes Anexcangp Unbnd, [Tokposckast Bepa ®e-
moposHa, Kykyurknaa Maprapura Bragumuposna, Hemopuueckue c6opruku XV-XVII ea.,
(Onucanue PykonucHozo omdena Bu6nuomeku Akademuu Hayk CCCP, 1. 3, BbiI. 2), (second
half of the 16th century), MockBa-/lenunrpaz: Hayka, 1965, c. 133-137; YIbSHOBCbKHIA
Bacwuns Ipunapxosuy, Kosekyis ma apxie enuckona Ilasna Jobpoxomosa, (Haykogo-006i0-
ko6l eudanHsa 3 icmopii Ykpainu, sun. 17), (No 35, late 16th century), Kuis: Akagemust
HayK YKpaiHu-IHCTUTYT yKpaiHcbKoi apxeorpadil, 1992, c. 86; Temunn Cepreii lOpbeBuy,
,HemnsBecTHbIi1 mepeBog yemckoro Jlyunuaapust Ha pycbKy MoBY (1563 I.) 1 ero ApeBHe i
cnmcok koHpa XVI B in: Senoji Lietuvos literatira, kn. 51, Vilnius: Lietuviy literataros ir
tautosakos institutas, 2021, p. 185-192.

1 TemuuH Cepreii IOpreBuy, ,PycbkoMoBHasi Bepcusi ApeBHEPYCCKOTO TOTKOBOTO KAHOHA Ha
[Tacxy u pyHKIMOHMPOBaHKE PycbKOi MoBHIY, in: Slavistica Vilnensis, 2020, vol. 65 (1),
p. 131-144; Idem, ,,C;10BO 0 COTBOpeHMM BCero CBeTa OT OYaTKa M Jo KOHLA“: PycbKoMOB-
HBIY epeBoy, (1563 r.) demckoro Jlyruaapust B crrcke koHua XVI B in: Senoji Lietuvos
literatura, kn. 51, Vilnius: Lietuviy literataros ir tautosakos institutas, 2021, p. 193-204.

2 [t has been edited: AGpamosuu Imutpuii MiBanosuu (peg.), [Tamepuk Kueeckozo Iewepcko-
20 MoHacmuips, ([TamsamHuku crassHo-pycckoli nucbmeHHocmu, KH. 2), Cankr-IlerepGypr:
Mmnepatopckast Apxeorpaduyeckast KOMUCCHS, 1911, C. 137-219.

3 For more details concerning this redaction, see: KousiBckast Enena /leonngosHa, Ouepku
no ucmopuu meepckot aumepamypwt XIV-XV ge., (bubnuorexa xxypaana /J[pesHas Pyce.
Bonpocbl meduesucmuxku, xH. 1), Mocksa: CBoii KpyT, 2007, C. 200-225.
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An examination of the spelling and linguistic and textual features of the
Ruthenian version of the Paterikon showed that this is a later copy of an earlier
(non-extant or still untraced) antigraph and made it possible to determine
the “Belarusian” (in contemporary concepts) character at least of the extant
manuscript, and, probably, of the translation itself. This is of particular
interest, since it testifies to the linguistic “nostrification” of the text (Kievan
in both origin and nature) performed by the Ruthenians of the northern (that
is, the future Belarusian) region of the Grand Duchy of Lithuania. Since the
main cultural center of this region was Vilnius, the translation in question
may be provisionally associated with this capital city.

The study of the textual structure of the newly discovered version revealed
its heterogeneity. The main part is a translation of the Arsenian redaction of
the Paterikon, and contains 20 discourses in the following order (without
any numbering in the manuscript): Nos 1 and 10, 2-3, 4, 5-6, 29, 30, 31, 26,
32,33, 35, 12, 34, 36, 21-23 according to the generally accepted numbering
of the chapters in the Kievan Caves Paterikon. This part is preceded by the
epistles of St Theodosius of the Caves to Prince Yaroslav (in fact Iziaslav I, the
son of Yaroslav) of Kiev.

These are followed by an additional part, consisting of six texts on the
Kievan Caves Monastery (four of them are integral parts of the Paterikon),
extracted from the Lengthy version of the Plain Synaxarion'4, sometimes along
with an indication of the corresponding calendar dates: May 7, St Anthony of
the Caves (discourse No 7); May 3, the Assumption of St Theodosius of the
Caves (discourse No 8); undated (in fact May 3), the tale of St Theodosius’ life
(the same discourse); May 10, the tale about a monk leaving the monastery
(St Theodosius’ Vita); undated (in fact May 26), the tale of how the devil led
people out of the church (discourse No 12); May 23, the translation of the
relics of St Leontius of Rostov (not a part of the Paterikon, but thematically
related to it, since St Leontius was a monk at the Kievan Caves Monastery
before becoming a bishop of Rostov and Suzdal).

The Synaxarion contains one more entry in the same cycle (about the

monk Isaiah for April 27), but there is no need to include it here, since the

4 JloceBa Onbra Bukroposna, JKumus pycckux c6sameplx 6 cocmase dpegHepyccKuX Npoao208
XII-nepsoti mpemu XV eexos, MockBa: PykonucHsle namsaTHukH [IpeBHeit Pycu, 2009,
C.215-224.
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corresponding discourse (No 36) is present in the preceding main part,
translated directly from the Arsenian redaction of the Paterikon.

It is obvious that the translator into Ruthenian tried to supplement the
main part of the Kievan Caves Paterikon at his disposal by adding Synaxarion
texts which describe the Kievan Caves Monastery and go back to the Primary
Chronicle (under 1051 and 1074), as well as the life of St Theodosius of the
Caves.

Thus, the Ruthenian translator must have had access to a manuscript copy
of the Kievan Caves Paterikon in its Arsenian redaction, which contained only

the 20 discourses listed above, probably in the same order.

3. THE NEGLECTED FRAGMENTARY RUTHENIAN
TRANSLATION OF 1660 MADE FROM ONE
OF THE TWO CASSIAN REDACTIONS

Another, quite fragmentary, Ruthenian translation from Old Church Slavonic
was made from one of the two Cassian redactions by the Ukrainian Orthodox
priest Gregory Dmitrievych in Sharhorod (now in the Vinnytsia Oblast of
Ukraine) in 1660 (Moscow, Russian State Library, Vukol M. Undolskiy col-
lection [f. 310], No 527, f. 236v-240V; 241v-242V)*5.

The manuscript contains only six discourses from the Kievan Caves
Paterikon in a quite unusual textual form: two of them, about Moses the
Hungarian (discourse No 30) and Isaac (discourse No 36), are presented in an
abridged form, while the other four texts, about the monks Mark (discourse
No 32), Spyridon (discourse No 34), Prochorus (discourse No 31) and
Agapetus (discourse No 27), are reported in extremely short summaries.

The manuscript is known from at least the second half of the 19th century,

but has not yet attracted scholarly attention.

5 For a brief description of the manuscript: Yagonsckuit Byxkon Muxaitnosud, CragsHo-
pycckue pykonucu B. M. Yndonwbckozo, Mocksa: MockoBckuii [Ty6manbtii u PymsiHe Bekuit
My3ei, 1870, c. 380.
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4. CONCLUSIONS

The two newly introduced Ruthenian versions of the Kievan Caves Paterikon
change the linguistic history of its text dramatically, and lead us to three main
conclusions.

1) Linguistic metamorphoses of the Paterikon started not with the Polish
translation published in 1635, but as early as the mid-15th to the late 16th
century, when the text was first translated from Old Church Slavonic into
Ruthenian. This is completely in line with the general development of the
linguistic situation in the East Slavic lands of the Grand Duchy of Lithuania.
Nevertheless, the printed Polish version contributed substantially to the
linguistic history of the Paterikon, giving birth to new translations into both
Ruthenian and Old Church Slavonic.

2) The secondary translations into Polish and Old Church Slavonic
remained unique or isolated in the linguistic history of the Kievan Caves
Paterikon, while translations into Ruthenian (one of them being in fact an
adaptation) were made at least four times from different linguistic versions:
two Old Church Slavonic (the Arsenian and the Cassian) redactions, and the
1635 Polish translation. The Ruthenian versions were produced from two
different - Old Church Slavonic and Polish - versions (which is a unique case
in the history of this literary work).

The Ruthenian translations surpass all others both in their number and in
the number of linguistic originals used, and thus represent the mainstream
in the process of linguistic adaptations of the Paterikon.

3) The Ruthenian versions are incomplete, but the earliest one shows the
translator’s efforts to make his version as complete as possible by extracting
some missing texts from the Old Church Slavonic Synaxarion. The 1660
translation, however, shows the opposite intention, to reduce the number
of Paterikon discourses, and to abridge their text as much as possible. This
makes the Ruthenian versions the most diverse, and may be a natural sign of
the cultural polycentricity of the East Slavic lands of the Lithuanian-Polish
Commonwealth.

All linguistic versions of the Kievan Caves Paterikon show numerous
attempts by the East Slavic population to linguistically nostrify its text in the

dynamically changing social and linguistic environment, and illustrate the
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literary multilingualism of Ruthenian culture. Three out of four of its written
languages (Ruthenian, Polish and Old Church Slavonic) were actively involved
in the linguistic history of the Paterikon, and only Latin remained separate

due to its elitist nature.
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SERGEJUS TEMCINAS
Linguistic Metamorphoses of the Kievan Caves Paterikon
Summary

The two newly discovered Ruthenian versions of the manuscript of the Kievan
Caves Paterikon change the linguistic history of this text fundamentally and lead
to three main conclusions.

1) The linguistic metamorphoses of this work began not with the Polish
translation published in Kyiv in 1635, but as early as the middle of the fifteenth
century to the end of the sixteenth century, when it was first translated from Old
Church Slavonic into Ruthenian. This is fully in line with the overall evolution of the
linguistic situation in the Eastern Slavic lands of the Grand Duchy of Lithuania. Still,
the printed Polish version contributed significantly to the linguistic history of the
Paterikon, prompting new translations into both Ruthenian and Church Slavonic.

2) The secondary translations into Polish and Church Slavonic remained
unique or isolated in the linguistic history of the Kievan Caves Paterikon, while
the translations into Ruthenian (one of which is an adaptation) were made at
least four times from different linguistic versions: two Church Slavonic versions
(of Arsenii and of Kassian) and the Polish translation of 1635. The Ruthenian
versions are thus translated from two different languages, Old Church Slavonic
and Polish, and it is a unique case in the history of this literary work.

The Ruthenian translations of Paterikon outnumber all the others both in
numberand in the linguistic originals used for the translations, and are therefore
considered to be the main direction of linguistic adaptation of this work.

3) The Ruthenian versions are not inexhaustive, but the earliest one
demonstrates the translator’s attempts to make the text as exhaustive as possible,
borrowing some missing parts from the ecclesiastical Slavonic Synaxarion. The
1660 translation, however, shows the opposite desire to reduce the number
of narratives that make up the Paterikon and to shorten their text as much as
possible. This circumstance makes the Ruthenian versions the most diverse and
may be a natural manifestation of the cultural polycentricity of the East Slavic
lands of the Republic of the Two Nations.

The multiple attempts of the East Slavs to linguistically nostrify the text and
adapt it to a dynamically changing socio-linguistic environment are evident
in all the linguistic versions of the Kievan Caves Paterikon and illustrate the
multilingualism of Ruthenian writing. Three of its four written languages
(Ruthenian, Polish, and Church Slavonic) were actively involved in the linguistic
history of this work, and Latin alone was left out because of its elitist nature.

KEYWORDS: Republic of the Two Nations; Cyrillic manuscripts; multilingualism;
Kievan Caves Paterikon.
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Kijevo Oly paterikono kalbinés metamorfozés
Santrauka

Dvi naujai i$aiskintos ruséniskos Kijevo Oly Paterikono rankrastinés versijos i$
esmeés keicia Sio teksto kalbine istorijg ir leidZia daryti tris pagrindines i$vadas.
1) Sio kiirinio kalbinés metamorfozés prasidéjo ne nuo 1635 metais Kijeve pu-
blikuoto vertimo j lenky kalba, o dar XV a. viduryje — XVI a. pabaigoje, kai kiirinys
pirma karta buvo i$verstas i$ senosios baznytinés slavy kalbos j rusény kalba. Tai
visigkai atitinka bendra kalbinés situacijos raida LDK ryty slavy Zemése. Vis délto
spausdinta lenkiska versija labai prisidéjo prie Paterikono kalbinés istorijos, pa-
skatinusi naujy vertimy tiek j rusény, tiek j baznytine slavy kalba atsiradima.

2) Antriniai vertimai j lenky ir baZnytine slavy kalbas i$liko unikalas ar izo-
liuoti Kijevo Oly Paterikono kalbinéje istorijoje, o vertimai j rusény kalbg (vie-
nas i jy yra adaptacija) buvo atlikti maziausiai keturis kartus i$ skirtingy kalbi-
niy versijy: dviejy baznytiniy slavy (Arsenijaus ir Kasijono) redakcijy ir 1635 m.
lenkisko vertimo. Taigi ruséniskosios versijos verstos i$ dviejy skirtingy - seno-
sios baznytinés slavy ir lenky - kalby (tai unikalus atvejis $io literattaros karinio
istorijoje).

Paterikono ruséniski vertimai lenkia visus kitus tiek savo skai¢iumi, tiek ver-
timams naudoty kalbiniy originaly skaic¢iumi, todél laikytini pagrindine $io ka-
rinio kalbinés adaptacijos kryptimi.

3) Rusénigkosios versijos yra nei§samios, ta¢iau ankstyviausioji rodo vertéjo
pastangas pateikti kuo i$samesnj teksta, paémus kai kurias trakstamas dalis i$
baznytinio slavy Sinaksario. Ta¢iau 1660 m. vertimas rodo prie§ingg norq — su-
mazinti Paterikong sudaranciy pasakojimy skaiciy ir kiek jmanoma labiau su-
trumpinti jy teksta. Si aplinkybé daro rusénigkas versijas pa¢iomis jvairiausio-
mis ir gali bati natarali Abiejy Tauty Respublikos ryty slavy Zemiy kultarinio
policentriskumo apraigka.

Visose kalbinése Kijevo Oly paterikono versijose matomi ryty slavy daugy-
biniai bandymai lingvistiskai nostrifikuoti jo teksta ir pritaikyti ji dinamiskai
besikeic¢ianciai socialinei ir kalbinei aplinkai ir iliustruoja rusény rastijos dau-
giakalbigkuma. Trys jos ra§omosios kalbos i§ keturiy (rusény, lenky ir baznytiné
slavy) buvo aktyviai jtrauktos j $io karinio kalbine istorijg, ir vien lotyny kalba
liko $io proceso nuosalyje dél savo elitinio pobudZio.

REIKSMINIAI ZODZIAI: Abiejy Tauty Respublika; kiriliniai rankras¢iai; dau-
giakalbysté; Kijevo oly Paterikonas.
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