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o. PREFACE

This study explores the history of the language of a manuscript traditionally re-
ferred to as Tonnies Fenne’s Low German Manual of Spoken Russian (Pskov
1607), or Tonnies Fenne’s phrasebook for short.

I shall be arguing that the phrasebook is not, as many scholars have assumed,
the result of the efforts of a 19-year-old German merchant, who came to Russia
to learn the language and who recorded the everyday vernacular in the town of
Pskov from the mouths of his informants. Nor is it, as others claim, a mere
compilation by him of existing material. Instead, I contend that the manuscript
must be regarded as the product of a copying, innovative, meticulous, German-
speaking, professional scribe who was acutely aware of regional, stylistic and
other differences and nuances in the Russian language around him, and who
wanted to deliver an up-to-date phrasebook firmly rooted in an established tra-
dition.

I shall attempt to show how the scribe handled the sources at his disposal,
subjected the material to close scrutiny, and did not hesitate to rearrange,
straighten out, correct or update the data from his sources. The image that
arises from the investigation will be more complete than the image held thus
far. It will help to assign the phrasebook its proper place in the tradition of
Western conversation manuals, and illustrate how the linguistic study of the
phrasebook can benefit from the incorporation of the historical dimension of
the data.

At the same time, it should be made clear from the very outset what this study is
not. It is, first and foremost, not a full grammar of the variety of Russian as rep-
resented in the phrasebook. Also, it does not treat all aspects of the linguistic
data in the phrasebook in detail. Instead, it focuses on a selection of issues on
several levels that can be distinguished in both the contents and the physical
appearance of the manuscript. It is a philological study of the manuscript, seen
through linguistic eyes, shedding light on the data, on their relation to already
existing material, and on the attitude and input of the scribe. The main purpose
of this study is to paint a richer picture of the manuscript and the data con-
tained within.
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In one regard, this study departs from customary usage, especially among lin-
guists: I shall refer to the historical figure whose name is connected with the
phrasebook as Tonnies Fonne, rather than Tonnies Fenne (see §1.2.3). Although
the original manuscript, which I have closely examined in the course of my in-
vestigation, leaves room for doubt, the choice for ‘Fonne’ does justice to the
work of those who have managed to establish his identity. It should, so to speak,
set the record straight in this regard.



1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 Codicological context

Tonnies Fonne’s manuscript is held at the Royal Library in Copenhagen at shelf
mark Thott 1104 4%, and currently consists of 251 leaves (or 502 pages). The
manuscript shall be referred to in this study as E.

1.1.1 Contents
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Figure 1: “Anno 1607 den 1 septemb. zur Pleschow geschrieben” (F 1 2-3)

The manuscript under investigation in this study is a phrasebook. Page 1 of the
phrasebook informs the reader that it was written on 1 September 1607 in the
town of Pskov, Northwest Russia (see Figure 1).' It is linked to circles of North-
ern German merchants originating from towns that belonged to the Hanseatic
League, and its explicit aim was to be used as a means of learning the Russian
language. As such, the phrasebook is mostly bilingual, in Low German*and
Russian.

The arrangement of this 17"-century phrasebook is not very different from that
of modern-day phrasebooks: it presents the user with long lists of vocabulary,
gives a small grammatical compendium and contains handy phrases. A com-

' On dating the manuscript, see also §1.1.3 below.

> Or, to be more precise: Middle Low German (Mittelniederdeutsch). The High German of the
same period is called Early New High German (Friihneuhochdeutsch). For simplicity’s sake, the
two language varieties will be referred to as Low and High German or, if that distinction is ir-
relevant, simply as German.
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plete listing of the manuscript’s contents can be found in Appendix A. The gen-
eral breakdown of the document is as follows:

* INTRO Introductory part — 12 pp.
* LEX Lexical part
LEX-GEN Vocabulary: general - 77 pp.
LEX-TRADE Vocabulary: trading - 23 pp.
* GRrRAM Grammatical part - 131-184; 49 pp.
* pHRAS Phraseology
PHRAS-GEN Phraseology: general - 187-272; 83 pp.
PHRAS-TRADE Phraseology: trading — 273-464; 190 pp.
* PROVERB Proverbs, riddles and sayings
PROVERB-MISC Miscellaneous proverbs - 14 pp.
PROVERB-INDECENT Indecent proverbs, riddles, swear words, bywords
and turns of speech - 10 pp.
= RELI Religious texts - 10 pp.
* poLIsH Polish texts - 12 pp.
* NUM-LET Numbers and letters - 19 pp.

The introduction (INTRO) comprises a number of rhymes, emblematic texts and
formulaic introductions as well as the Lord’s Prayer in a mixture of Latin, High
German, Low German, Russian and Church Slavonic. The Russian is written
using Cyrillic script as well as in Latin transliteration. A typical page from IN-
TRO is reproduced in Figure 2. See §2.3 for a more detailed discussion of INTRO.
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Figure 2: Rhymes in INTRO (F 4)
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The approximately one hundred pages that follow INTRO cover the lexical part
(LEX) of the manuscript, and contain long lists of vocabulary. These lists are di-
vided over two sections: the first and largest section (LEX-GEN) lists words of a
general nature, the second (LEX-TRADE) focuses on more trade-related vocabu-
lary.

Figure 3 below reproduces a typical page from this part of the phrasebook.
Each page is divided into three columns: the left column lists Russian words in
Cyrillic script, the middle column renders the same word in the Latin alphabet,
and the rightmost column gives its Low German equivalent. Each category of
words is given a proper heading, such as Namen der mahnte vnd dage ‘Names of
the months and days’, Van lendern vnd steden ‘Of countries and cities’ and Van
tamen derttenn ‘Of tame beasts’ (LEX-GEN), or Van allerley dutscher wahr ‘Of all
kinds of German wares’ and Van sidengewande ‘Of silken cloth’ (LEX-TRADE).

Figure 3: F 55, a typical page of LEx

The following part, GrRaM, is mostly indistinguishable from LEx: pages are also
divided into three columns, listing the Russian words in Cyrillic, their translit-
eration in Latin script and their Low German equivalents. A handful of pages -
explaining some grammatical notions - have a different layout (see Figure 4).
GraM explicitly addresses derivational suffixes, comparatives of adjectives, and
the conjugation of verbs, and gives a list of prepositions, adverbs, conjunctions,
and verbs. The grammatical notions in this section are treated in a very concise
manner and do not reveal any information about the language of the other parts
of the phrasebook.
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Figure 4: F 132, explaining the morphology of names of
countries and peoples, and the plural of nouns and adjectives (GrRAM)

GraAM is followed by the phraseological part, PHRAS, the most important and
voluminous part of the manuscript. As was the case with LEX, it is divided into
two parts. The first section (PHRAS-GEN) contains phrases on general issues, the
second (PHRAS-TRADE) deals with trade-related issues. The typical layout of a
page is illustrated by Figure 5 below.

Figure 5: ¥ 246, a typical page of PHRAS

A typical page in PHRAS is made up of one column only, and gives a Russian
phrase in Latin script, followed by its equivalent in Low German (indented).
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Apart from a few rather isolated cases, the Cyrillic alphabet is not used in this
part of the phrasebook. At the end of PHRAS-GEN, pages F 262-269 constitute a
clearly alien body in the text. More information on this in §2.1.

The following part, PROVERB, contains proverbs, riddles and sayings, and is in-
distinguishable in appearance from PHRAS: one column with Russian phrases in
Latin script, followed by their Low German equivalents. It is worth noting that
the Cyrillic alphabet is used for both the Russian phrases and their German
equivalents for a number of indecent phrases (again, see §2.1).

The final three parts comprise a number of religious texts (ReLI), Polish reli-
gious texts and letter samples (PoL1sH), and numbers and letters (NUM-LET).

1.1.2 Text edition

The manuscript entered the collection of the Royal Library in Copenhagen from
that of Baron Otto Thott after his death in 178s. It was first described in Adolf
Stender Petersen’s 1917-18 inventory of the library’s Slavic manuscripts.? A four-
volume edition of the manuscript was published between 1961 and 1986 under
the general editorship of Louis L. Hammerich and Roman Jakobson: Ténnies
Fenne’s Low German Manual of Spoken Russian. Pskov 1607 (henceforth TF).
The edition contains a facsimile reproduction of all the pages of the manual (TF
I, 1961), a transliteration and translation into English of the text of the manu-
script (TF 11, 1970), and two dictionary volumes for the Russian and German
lexical material, respectively (TE 111, 1985; TF 1v, 1986).*

The edition - especially the transliteration offered in the second volume - has
been the basis of most research on the phrasebook by scholars in different fields.
Yet despite its exemplary nature, the available edition proved unsatisfactory for
this study. Among other things, the black-and-white photographs of the facsim-
ile edition do not adequately render smaller details, and the transliteration
emendations and philological information — which will play a crucial role in the
philological approach taken in this study - are either silently resolved or re-
duced to footnotes. Therefore, the material contained in the manual was digi-
tised and stored in a database. This database was then checked against the
original manuscript in Copenhagen and enriched with palaeographical infor-
mation. An electronic text edition was distilled from this master database and
published on the Internet in 2006 (Hendriks and Schaeken 2006, revised edi-
tion 2008a).

3 See Stender-Petersen 1918 as well as TF 1: 6.
4 L.L. Hammerich devoted a few paragraphs to the discovery and subsequent edition of Fonne’s
manuscript in his memoirs (Hammerich 1973: 425f).
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At this point, a word of caution is appropriate. The organisation of this elec-
tronic text edition differs from its paper predecessor in one important regard.
The original edition numbered items, based on content. Item numbers typically
refer to the combination of a Russian word (in both scripts) and its German
equivalent (LEX, GRAM), or to the combination of a Russian phrase and its Ger-
man equivalent (PHRAS, PROVERB, RELI). The electronic edition uses individual
lines as the basic unit of reference, which allows for more precise citations. To
avoid confusion, the shift from items to lines as the basic unit of reference is re-
flected in their notation. In older literature, the second item on r 246, for in-
stance, would be indicated by 246.2° (with a full stop separating page and item
number). Here, the same item will be referred to as ‘r 246 5-8" (using a space
rather than a full stop as a separator), indicating that the Russian and the Ger-
man phrase of this item span lines 5-8 on page 246 of k.

Unless stated otherwise, all citations from the phrasebook are based on the elec-
tronic text edition. English translations for phrases in r have been taken from
TF 11, as have the normalised transliterations. Deviations in the transliteration
originate from corrections on the basis of later literature or my own analysis.

1.1.3 Dating the manuscript

The text of the manuscript provides a number of clues as to when it may have
been written. Most importantly, it contains two full dates. The first date is
1 September 1607 (F 1 2; see Figure 1 above), the second is 9 June 1609, the date
on which the manuscript was passed on to one Hinrich Wistinghauszen (F o 12-

14).
5 R R

or : Q @fl ’1%/&({ ﬁ‘p\f\'ﬁwi
M¢/ fﬂ? {;m/‘ Gent Va ‘W)b‘v’“e |

T ——

Figure 6: “Ao:: 1609 d(en) 9 Juni: [H]{ab} Ich TF.
Disz Buch Hinrich Wistinghauszen Vorerdtt.” (F 0 12-14)

The year 1607 pops up again, around the crest of the partial coat of arms on F 7
(see Figure 7).
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Figure 7: The year 1607, figuring on 7

More dates are given in three Polish letters near the end of the manuscript (poL-
1sH): Easter Sunday 1566 (F 531) and 1571 (F 532; German version of the same let-
ter); 1571 (F 534) and 1566 (¥ 536; German version of the same letter); and finally
1566 (F 537 and 538; both in the Polish and the German version of the letter).
Bolek (2003: 215) discovered that these Polish letters fully coincide with those in
a 1539 Polish-German phrasebook called Ksiigzeczki polskie; the dates may have
been taken from reprintings of this work from 1566 and 1571 by a Konigsberg
printer (Bolek 2003: 215).

Another method to pinpoint the manuscript in time and place are the water-
marks of the paper. The 1961 facsimile edition discusses two watermarks, la-
belled a and b, with a occurring on pp. 135-146 only and b occurring elsewhere
in the manuscript (TF 1: 7f.). Examination of the manuscript has revealed a third
watermark, which we shall call watermark c. It is approximately 43 mm wide, 47
mm high, and occurs 28 times throughout the manual, as opposed to 29 in-
stances of watermark b and only 4 of watermark a (on two bifolios). Watermark
c is closely related to b and occurs in the same gatherings. An image of the wa-
termark is reproduced here by means of an electron radiograph made at the
Royal Library in Copenhagen (Figure 8).
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0 1 2 3 4 5

Figure 8: Watermark ¢

The reason why watermark ¢ may so far have been overlooked, is probably its
location: unlike watermark b, which is always on one leaf, watermark ¢ is con-
sistently located in the fold of a bifolio, i.e. spread over two leaves. In two cases,
only half of the watermark is present, as the other half of the bifolio is missing.’

In 1960, the editors of TF 1 contacted the Forschungsstelle Papiergeschichte,
Zentralarchiv fiir Wasserzeichen of the Gutenberg-Museum in Mainz. Accord-
ing to the information provided by the Forschungsstelle, the paper showing wa-
termark a is from Augsburg and dates from between 1596 and 1643. The only
conclusion reached as to watermark b was that “das Papier aber wohl aus
Schwaben [ist]” (viz. Augsburg or Memmingen) (TF 1: 8, quoting from corre-
spondence with the Forschungsstelle).

In 2006, I contacted the Deutsches Buch- und Schriftmuseum at the German
National Library in Leipzig, which took over the archives from the Forschungs-
stelle. A staff member of the section Papierhistorische Sammlungen undertook
a renewed attempt to identify the paper. Consultation of the various collections
held there, including collections not available in 1960, neither confirmed nor
disproved the earlier conclusions.® This means that there still is no further evi-
dence confirming the origin of the paper containing watermarks b and c.

5 This concerns the leaf originally attached to 507-508 (viz. 495-496), and 553-554.
¢ E-mail from Ms Andrea Lothe (25 September 2006).



INTRODUCTION 25

The years 1607 and 1609 fit well with the biographical data of Ténnies Fonne
(see $1.2.2 below); I assume that they tell us when this particular manuscript was
made. There are no codicological arguments that compel us to assume that we
are dealing with a more recent copy in which these dates were retained.

1.1.4 Pages and gatherings

Apart from the flyleaf of the manuscript, the 251 leaves of the manuscript are
numbered in “Arabic numerals of the same form as those used in the text, thus
probably by the scribe of the [manuscript]” (TF 1: 9). A flyleaf is followed by
paginated leaves, with numbers running from 1 to 566, numbering the recto and
verso sides of each leaf. Missing page numbers indicate missing leaves. Apart
from the original pagination, the facsimile shows another, less frequent pagina-
tion. This pagination is of a more recent date, and will be ignored.”

The original pagination is quite regular; only two things stand out. First, the
digit 1 in page number 417 is not present in the manuscript. It must have been
drawn into the facsimile reproduction. Second, the missing digit ties in with
another phenomenon, occurring slightly later in the manuscript. From F 490
onwards, most page numbers have been emended by the original scribe. The
pattern is a consistent decrease by ten: for instance, 494 first was 504, 500 was
510, etc. In most cases, only the middle digit had to be changed; between 490
and 499 the first digit too had to be changed from a 5 into a 4. There is no obvi-
ous motivation for the renumbering.

The original edition lists information on the gatherings of the manuscript (Tr 1:
9-10). These gatherings show an almost regular pattern of 8 leaves (or 4 bifolios)
per gathering, with a number of deviations, concentrated at both ends of the
manuscript. This description is generally accurate, but needs correction in two
regards. The concluding gatherings are documented as follows:

“1leaf, pp. 553-54.

(1 leaf, pp. 555-56, missing).
5 leaves, during rebinding folded up so that they now constitute 1 sheet, pp. 557-
66.” (TF I: 10)

“[W]e cannot from the present exterior state conclude whether pp. 565-66 also
originally constituted the last leaf of the book.” (TF 1: 10)

In fact, the leaves containing pp. 553-566 constitute one gathering of 6 leaves, of
the structure illustrated in Figure 9 below. As it shows, leaf 555-556 is missing.

7 This pagination is applied in pencil rather than in ink, and in a distinctly modern hand. The
manuscript reveals yet another, third pagination, not yet present in TF 1, which can also be ig-
nored.
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The original bifolios were separated and rearranged during rebinding: the leaves
are now attached to 3 narrow strips of paper in the fold of the gathering, also
shown in the figure. Leaf 553-554 contains one half of watermark ¢, with the
other half missing entirely (see $1.1.3). The other leaves do not show any water-
marks.

$E8-£6¢
Q55-£58
095-655
295-19%
t9%-€9%
995-59¢
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Figure 9: Organisation of the last gathering of ¢

The combination of the presence of the previously overlooked watermark ¢ and
the observed structure of the last gathering allow us to say something about the
presence of additional leaves. The missing part of the watermark must have

been present in the original gathering. The two possible locations of the other
half of watermark c are:

* the missing leaf 555-556;
* anow missing leaf 567-568.

Both options presuppose that one or more leaves followed leaf 565-566. In the
first case, one bifolio (containing pp. 553-554 and 555-556) would constitute a
gathering by itself. Assuming that leaf 565-566 was the final leaf of the manu-
script, this would mean that an odd number of leaves constituted a gathering. It
is difficult to imagine how 5 leaves could have constituted a gathering by them-
selves, i.e. without assuming the presence of at least a leaf 567-568.

The second option assumes that the original gathering consisted of 8 leaves.
In this constellation, the missing leaf 555-556 would have formed one bifolio
with 565-566. Leaf 553-554 and a leaf 567-568 — both containing one half of wa-
termark ¢ - would have been the outer bifolio of the gathering.

The second option is more plausible than the first one: a 2-leaf gathering
(option 1) would be unparalleled in the manuscript, whereas an 8-leaf gathering
(option 2) is the regular size throughout the manuscript. Whichever option
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holds true, the conclusion of the editors must be rejected: at least one leaf must
have followed leaf 565-566.

Although several leaves of the manuscript are missing, and rebinding has led to
minor disruptions of the original binding, examination of the page numbers,
watermarks and gatherings does not indicate that the leaves have at any point
been rearranged. I assume that the current binding of the manuscript reflects
the original order of the leaves.

1.2 Historical context
1.2.1 The Hanseatic League and Northwest Russia

By the early 17" century, the Northern German cities that belonged to the Han-
seatic League had been trading with Russia’s Northwest over the Baltic Sea for
many centuries. The League maintained an active presence in the Russian cities
of Novgorod and Pskov, which it reached through the nearby non-Russian cit-
ies of Reval (Tallinn), Narva and Dorpat (Tartu).?

Historically, the most important town in Russia for the Hanseatic League
was Novgorod, host to one of the League’s only four major branch offices (Kon-
tore). Novgorod was an independent city-state until its incorporation into the
Grand Duchy of Moscow in 1471. After Grand Prince Ivan 111 closed down the
Novgorod office - the Court of Saint Peter, or Peterhof - in 1494, Pskov tried to
take over the role of Novgorod as the most important centre of Hanseatic trade
in the area, until it too came under control of Moscow, under Grand Prince Va-
silij 1 in 1510. Although the Court of Saint Peter in Novgorod reopened in 1514,
it never regained its former position.

Later in the 16™ century, the Livonian War (1558-1583) delivered another
blow to the activities of the Hanseatic League in Russia’s Northwest. After the
war had ended, attempts to revive the Hanseatic trade were little successful.
Only in 1603 did tsar Boris Godunov accede to pleas delivered by a Hanseatic
delegation to Moscow; in the same year - in the middle of the Time of Troubles
(1598-1613) - the Liibeck Court (Liibecker Hof) in Pskov reopened, only to be
tully destroyed in 1609.

In order to communicate with the Russian authorities and trade partners, the
German side actively trained people in the language of their counterparts. This
tradition goes back as far as the late 13" century: in a 1268 draft for a German-
Russian trade agreement, the Germans requested that their children, as sprake-
lerer ‘language learners’, be allowed unrestricted access to the Novgorod land in
order to learn Russian (Bruchhéuser 1979: 660).

% See, e.g., Angermann and Endell 1988 for more information on these trade relations.
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At the German courts, professional interpreters and translators offered their
services and enjoyed special protection under the agreements between the Han-
seatic League and the Russians, but it is clear that knowledge of Russian did not
remain restricted to this small group. There were others, too, who could profit
from knowledge of the language, such as merchants, for whom an active knowl-
edge of the language of their trading partners was an asset the importance of
which it is hard to overrate.

As a result, a lively language industry must have existed in towns such as
Novgorod and Pskov, where native Russians took it upon themselves to take
foreigners into their homes and teach them their language (cf. Angermann and
Endell 1988: 96). Several phrases in Fonne’s phrasebook have been seen as an
illustration of this practice:®

(1F)  Posallui ospe batzke vtzitza mne povaszum
preemo govorit, da roszudi mne ruskyie sloua
kack bui builo preemo, a tzto tebe dati mne dovet-
dotza, ¥ ias tebe to oddam.
Ich bidde dy leue vader lehre my vp iuwe
sprake recht spreken, vad vnderrichte mj
bidde ich, de ruschen worde recht tho vorstahn,
vnd watt dj van my tho kumptt datt will
ich dy geuen vnd betahlen. (F 197 1-9)
IToxxanyit, octie 6auke, yunca MHE 10 BaléM
IPSIMO TOBOPUTH, ia POCCYAN MHB PYCKIe CI0Ba,
Kak 65l 6bLIO IPSIMO, @ 94TO Te6B Jatu Mub foBenéTcs,
u A3 TeO6s TO OTmaM.
‘Please, [master] (dear) father, teach me to speak
correctly in your language, and teach me (, please,) to
understand the Russian words correctly, and what I should
give you, I will give (and pay) it to you.’

The recently edited correspondence between the foreigner Roman Vilimovi¢
and his Pskov teacher Pétr Ignat’evi¢ from the 1680s provides a first-hand look
into how the teaching of language students could take place in daily practice
(see Stefanovi¢ and Morozov 2009).”

o See for this view, e.g., TE I1: 1x, Pickhan 2001: 502, and Stefanovi¢ and Morozov 2009: 25.

*° The subtitle of the edition of this correspondence is “Pskovskij arxiv anglijskogo kupca 1680-x
godov” (“The Pskov archive of an English merchant from the 1680s™). In his review (forthc.),
Jos Schaeken makes a strong case for the identification of Roman Vilimovi¢ with Robert Bruce
(1668-1720). The Scotsman Bruce, of noble descent and neither English nor a merchant, was
born in Pskov and later in life became the first commandant of St. Petersburg (1704).
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1.2.2 Tonnies Fonne: the person

The first line of page 1 of the manuscript contains the single mention of the
name which has given the manuscript its common title. The editors of Tr read
the line as “Tonnies Fenne gehordt diit boek”, and consequently referred to the
person as Tonnies Fenne, who, they figured, was a Baltic German merchant,
and on whose activities in Pskov L.L. Hammerich speculated in an article that
appeared between the publication of TF 1 and Tr 11 (Hammerich 1967).

- \h" : v 2 ‘ (A\ f\
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Figure 10: The single mention of the name which gave the phrasebook its name (F 11)

In 1973, Pierre Jeannin, on the basis of archival records, revealed the existence of
a Tonnies Fonne, a German merchant from Liibeck (Jeannin 1973b). As a result
of his discovery and the research that followed (Erpenbeck 1993, summarised in
Klueting 1993), we now know quite a bit about his life.

Tonnies Fonne was one of seven children of Hans Fonne, a Liibeck citizen
and a merchant dealing in Russian goods, member of the Novgorodfahrerkom-
panie. Tonnies Fonne, named after his paternal grandfather, was born in or
around 1587. He became a Liibeck citizen on 6 November 1617, and got married
in the same month. His marriage produced at least one child, baptised in Saint
Peter’s Church in Liibeck in March 1619. After 1619, Fonne resurfaces for the
last time in 1627, when he and his siblings sold the family house in the Konigss-
trafe after their mother had died.

More relevant than these general facts about his life are Tonnies’s activities
in Russia and in cities on the Baltic coast. He must have followed in his father’s
footsteps as a trader: records show that he stayed in Pskov in the winter of 1607-
o8 and in Narva later in 1608. Ténnies - around 20 years old at the time -
proved to be somewhat of a reckless young man: he was involved in a number
of brawls and incidents, both in Pskov and in Narva. He faced a judge for these
incidents on several occasions in Narva, then under Swedish rule. A description
of one of the more colourful incidents was given by Dirk Erpenbeck (1993:
557f.): At an official reception in Narva on 24 October 1608, Tonnies was so
dismayed by the music that the next day he forcibly took the double bass from
the musicians, took it to the town square and hung it from the pillory (Pranger).
The instrument did not survive the incident, and a few days later, Fonne was
fined 50 Reichstaler, a sum which included the replacement of the bass.

The incidents described were not beneficial for Tonnies Fonne’s career as an
active merchant in Russia. At the same time, the entire area was going through a
time of war, unrest and other threats to a prospering trade environment:
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“Russia was going through the Time of Troubles [1598-1613], civil wars, peasant
revolutions, Polish interventions, and rapid changes of rulers and impostors. The
dramatic events of Pskov’s recent history still left their vestiges in the life and the
different social and political trends of the townspeople. Moscow’s gradual sup-
pression of Pskov’s autonomy was still in fresh memory, as well as the menace of
Polish occupation and Stefan Batory’s siege of Pskov in 1581. The danger of fo-
reign intervention was constantly felt in the city.” (TF 11: xxv-x%V1)

In fact, the Liibecker Hof in Pskov was destroyed by foreign troops in 1609, and
a big fire in August 1610 left Narva largely devastated. The editors of TF 11 have
already noted that any reference to the Time of Troubles is absent from the text
(TF 11: xxvi). More than that, the text of ¥ hardly refers to events or circum-
stances which can help situate the document in time and place but in a very
loose way. This can be seen as something characteristic of the genre: a phrase-
book was meant to be quite generic, not fixed in time and space, or linked to a
specific person.

Whether it was the incidents or the unrest and chaos which must have domi-
nated daily life, Tonnies Fonne most probably left the area and settled back in
his hometown of Liibeck. The biographical data of Ténnies Fonne fit well with
the dates mentioned in the manuscript (see $1.1.3). The link is further com-
pounded by the identification of “Hinrich Wistinghauszen”, to whom “T.F.”
transferred the manuscript in 1609 (see F 013-15), as a member of the Wist-
inghusen family, with which the Fonne family maintained close relations:
Hinrich Wistinghusen had become a Liibeck citizen in August 1608, with Jost
Wistinghusen as one of his guarantors; Jost, in his turn, had had Ténnies’s fa-
ther, Hans Fonne, as a guarantor when he became a citizen in July 1603 (Jeannin
1973b: 52f.). Tonnies Fonne may have given Hinrich Wistinghusen the manu-
script after he had returned to his hometown and no longer needed the phrase-
book.

There is no reason why the “T'énnies F[o]nne” of the manuscript should not be
identified with the historical figure of Ténnies Fonne. Whether he is the author,
compiler, copyist or - as the first line on page 1 states — merely the owner of the
manuscript has been a topic of discussion. I shall return to this question at the
end of this study.
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1.2.3 “Tonnies F[o]nne”: the name

Since Jeannin’s publication in 1973, historians have, broadly speaking, switched
to Fonne, whereas linguists have stuck to the initial reading Fenne." A number
of factors may have contributed to this. The first is the fact that linguists, more
than other scholars, are interested in the linguistic data rather than the histori-
cal setting of the manuscript: to them, the choice between Fenne and Fonne may
be rather arbitrary. In this situation, accepted usage and fear of confusion im-
pede the switch to Fonne. In the words of Gernentz et al.: “In der Sekundarlite-
ratur hat sich der Name Fenne so eingebiirgert, dal ein Ubergang zu Fonne nur
verwirrend wiirde” (Gernentz et al. 1988: 80).

Some scholars who opt for Fenne additionally defend their choice by pointing at
the manuscript, an argument which is voiced by, again, Gernentz:

“Der Buchstabe zwischen dem F und dem ersten # in der Namensangabe der Hs.
ist zwar, wie der Faksimiledruck zeigt, schwer lesbar, aber ein o ist er offenbar
nicht.” (Gernentz 1988 et al.: 80)

The letter under discussion in greater detail:

Fenne (F11)

Usually, e and o are indeed clearly distinct, as the following examples illustrate:

r-l. I. (’
pledonika (¢ 6310)  pledonika (F 63 10)

But the ductus of the two letters is not that different, and as a result, it is some-
times hard to tell the letters apart. This is shown by the following letters from
the manuscript:

" A few examples: the historical publications Angermann and Endell 1988, Harder-Gersdorff
1990, Pickhan 2001, and Stefanovi¢ and Morozov 2009 all use Fonne; the linguistic publications
Schaeken 1992, Mzel’skaja 1995, Bolek 1997, and Zaliznjak 2004 all use Fenne.
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¢ #

Pentele (¢ 47 24) molok (F 82 5) rosbjit (F 182 11)*
i : l
f +
ne (F 308 13) su0iovo (F 428 14)

Ulrich Obst concluded the following:

“In der Tat ist [...] der zweite Buchstabe des [...] Familiennamens von Fen-
ne/Fonne sehr verblaf$t und kann anhand des Facsimiles allein nicht sicher identi-
fiziert werden. Beide Lesarten, sowohl die als e wie auch die als o, sind méglich.”
(Obst 1989: 250)

Even close examination of the manuscript does not allow for a confident con-
clusion. On the basis of the historical proof, the electronic text edition tenta-
tively gives the name as “F[o]nne”. As I pointed out in the preface, I intend to
do justice to the historical figure, and shall consistently use the name Tonnies
Fonne.

1.3 Philological context
1.3.1 Phrasebooks as a genre

An environment where the need for the ability to understand and speak the
language of one’s counterpart was felt most acutely was trade. This gave rise to
the genre of merchant phrasebooks, of which Tonnies Fonne’s is a representa-
tive. By the early 17 century, the genre had established itself firmly: the oldest
merchant phrasebook known today dates back as far as 1424. It was compiled by
a Master George of Nuremberg and targeted Italian merchants who wanted to
learn High German (see Gernentz et al. 1988: 21-23).

The genre of merchant phrasebooks, in its turn, is part of a strong Western
European tradition of learning foreign languages through the use of phrase-
books, vocabularies and language primers. Whereas in its initial stages the lan-
guage to be learnt was usually Latin, the decline of that language as the lingua
franca in the late Middle Ages gave rise to material for languages such as Italian,

 The three examples in this line are from LEX, the Latin script e and o (2x) correspond to e and
o (2x) in the Cyrillic entries.
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French, Dutch, Spanish, Low and High German, Polish and Russian. Well-
known representatives of this tradition are the Livre des mestiers (mid-14" cen-
tury) and Noél de Berlaimont’s Vocabulare (1527).

In the 16™ and 17" centuries, the Hanseatic League, which had been trading with
Novgorod and Pskov for centuries, received company of other parties who be-
came interested in Russia, its language, and its customs: diplomats, travellers,
and explorers started to visit Muscovy on a regular (and often regulated) basis.
Foreigners’ accounts documenting these visits are Sigmund von Herberstein’s
Rerum Moscoviticarum Commentarii (first published in 1549), Giles Fletcher’s
Of the Russe Common Wealth (1591) and the travel notes of the Amsterdam
burgomaster Nicolaes Witsen (published as Moscovische Reyse, 1664-1665 in the
19608).

Between fifteen (Falowski 1994: 2) and twenty (Volkov and Mzel’skaja 1995:
41) Russian phrasebooks by foreigners are known today. The most important of
these — varying in quality, age, size, and place of origin - are, in chronological
order:

» the Anonymous Ein Rusch Boeck.. (manuscript, mid-16™ century,
Pskov; Low German and Russian; 94 leaves; edition and analysis Fa-
fowski 1994, 1996);

* Einn Russisch Buch by Thomas Schroue (manuscript, between 1582-1591,
Pskov; High German and Russian; 113 leaves; edition Fatowski and Wit-
kowski 1992, Falowski 1997);

* a phrasebook by Laurentius Schmidt, the municipal secretary of Reval
(fragments of a manuscript, 1551; Low German and Russian; 23 lines;
edition Johansen 1954);

* the Dictionaire Moscovite by Jean Sauvage (manuscript, 1586, Novoxol-
mogory (present-day Arkhangelsk); French and Russian; 620
lines/lemmas; edition Larin 2002);

* A Dictionarie of the Vulgar Russe Tongue, attributed to Marc Ridley
(manuscript, late 16™ century; English and Russian; 152+90 pages; edi-
tion Stone 1996);

* Fonne’s phrasebook;

* the notes by Richard James known as his Slovar’-dnevnik (manuscript,
1619-20, Arkhangelsk; English and Russian; 144 pages; edition Larin
2002);

* Heinrich Newenburgk’s Russisches Elementarbuch (manuscript, 1629;
High German and Russian; 34 leaves; edition Giinther 1965 and 1999);

* the conversation manual known as the Kopenhagener Gespréichsbuch
(manuscript, mid-17" century; Russian only; 54 half pages; edition
Serensen 1962);
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* the Trondheim Russian-German MS Vocabulary (manuscript; copy
from the 1680s; High German and Russian; 111 leaves; edition Lunden
1972);

* Johannes von Heemer’s Wordt Boeh van neder-duijts in russe sprach
oversettet (manuscript, 1696; Dutch and Russian; 40 pages; edition Giin-
ther 1965 and 2002);

* Heinrich Wilhelm Ludolf's Grammatica Russica (printed book, 1696;
Latin and Russian; 9o pages excluding preface and appendices; edition
Unbegaun 1959).

1.3.2 Initial assessment of Fonne’s phrasebook

Given the fact that the creation of language-learning materials was a tradition,
and that the circumstances under which they arose were comparable, similari-
ties between various phrasebooks are hardly surprising. As Siri Lunden puts it:

“The fact that a great many of the words recorded coincide in the vocabularies
written in the same period is not surprising; if such manuals were to be of any
use, they must contain the everyday words, the ‘basic lexical fund’ of the language
that was necessary to the foreigners.

Nor is the similarity of the pattern astonishing, though at first it seems
amazing that widely different people like the French captain Jean Sauvage, the
British chaplain Richard James, or the North German merchant Ténnies Fenne
should produce manuals along the same lines. But thematic vocabularies, ‘No-
menclatores’, have a long tradition in the history of learning, and constituted an
integral part of the teaching of Latin in the schools of the Humanists.” (Lunden

1972: 22)

From the very onset, scholars have been aware that Ténnies Fonne’s manuscript
too draws upon this tradition. In the preface to the facsimile edition (TF 1), the
editors speak of “a common model” (19) and “borrowed framework” (25), and
of a “traditional pattern of Russian-German manuals and of Hanseatic bilingual
textbooks in general” (22), and they even allow for “migratory components that
found their way from one compilation into another” (25). At the same time, the
editors stress that, in their opinion, the influence of the tradition should not be
overstated. They mention the “Pskov background of Fenne’s native informants”
(24), who “must have been both old residents and various newcomers” (25) as
well as the “great amount of new observations and original records” (25) which
have found their way into the manuscript. In the second volume of the edition,
this independence is stressed even stronger. The editors of this volume mainly

¥ Although the terms niederdeutsch and Nederduits historically have a broad variety of different
meanings, Erika Giinther’s consistent reference to the language of this phrasebook as “nieder-
deutsch” is misleading.
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speak of Fonne as a “foreign inquirer” (TF 11: X) who “no doubt communicated
freely and largely with the Russians” (xxiv) during his “field work” (viii). Talk-
ing to his “native informants” (x), Fonne used his “rare gift in observing the
sound shape of Russian speech” (xix) and together with the informants con-
ducted a “joint search for German-Russian semantic equivalents” (x). And
“[m]ost of the sentences occurring in the Manual are actual specimens of Rus-
sian speech recorded by Fonne directly from natives” (xvii). All in all:

“Tonnies Fenne was the scribe and the owner of the manuscript [...] There is no
reason to doubt Tonnies Fenne’s authorship of the book, but it is evident that he
did not compose all of it independently. He relied on several sources, not only for
the religious texts and the Polish texts, but also for part of the vocabulary and the
commercial conversations” (TF II: xxii)"

Over time, this image is one that stuck. Some scholars may have suspected that
the phrasebook relied heavily on earlier material, but the discussion remained
limited, as there was not much material available that could back up any suspi-
cions or claims. Even when the influence of earlier material in phrasebooks was
acknowledged, some scholars were convinced that the migratory nature of
chunks of texts should not be overrated:

“The instances [of migratory components in phrasebooks] are numerous, - just
as a comparison of 2o0th-cent. textbooks and dictionaries would reveal much mo-
re ‘migratory material’ than the authors would like to acknowledge” (Lunden

1972: 22)

Thus, the dominant view since the mid-1970s includes the image of Toénnies
Fonne arriving in Pskov, finding a number of informants to teach and help him,
and collecting his data - either new or existing, spoken or written -, independ-
ently and unspoilt by Russian literary linguistic norms.

1.3.3 Two older phrasebooks

The introduction of TF 1 includes references to a small number of 19™-century
fragmentary descriptions of two other Hanseatic phrasebooks, both slightly
older than Fonne’s: the Anonymous phrasebook known as Ein Rusch Boeck...
(abbreviation: ), the other Thomas Schroue’s Einn Russisch Buch (s). The edi-
tors of TF 1 point at striking similarities between Fonne’s phrasebook and these
earlier manuscripts, especially in their formulaic introductions, the headings,
and the beginning of the vocabulary lists (see Tk 1: 18-22). In fact, these descrip-
tions were what prompted their comments about the manuscript’s “common
framework”, “borrowed items” and “migratory components”. Unfortunately, at

* Note that the origin of the Polish texts has been traced by Bolek (see above, §1.1.3).
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the time of publication of TF 1, these older phrasebooks could not be traced:
owned by the Prussian State Library in Berlin, they had been brought to safety
in the Second World War, but were considered lost in the turmoil of war.

The exact relationship between the manuscripts remained unclear until, in the
1980s, the phrasebooks were rediscovered in the Jagiellonian Library in Cra-
cow,” and subsequently edited by Slavists from that city. The Polish editors very
quickly realised that the similarity between the three phrasebooks went far be-
yond a mere thematic similarity and a “common model”. The following two
phrases from the three phrasebooks clearly illustrate this:

(2F)

(25)

(24)

(3F)

(35)

(34)

5 See Whitehead (1976, 1980), also Stone (1990: 341-344), and Bolek (2003:

Sam ti ne vedaies tzto ty skasis: boltaies.

Du west suluen nichtt wat du bladderst.
‘CaM ThI He BBIaellb, 4TO ThI CKaXKelllb: 6oTaenp.’
“You yourself do not know what you say: blather.’

Szam thy newedayes stho thy sattayes. p
Du weist selber nicht was du plapperst. p.

Ty sam newedajesch tzto boltajesch/
Du weist selbest nicht wat balderst/

Koli tvoi tovar priveszon ¥ ty pridi komne
ftmoie podvorie, da skasi mne, ia chotzu kak
budet prigose stoboiu torgovat.
Wen djne wahre gekomen is so kum in
myne herberge vnd segge idtt my an, ich
wyll alf redlich ist mjitt djf kopslagen.
‘Komnu TBOJI TOBap NpUBe3€H, U ThI IPUAY KO MHE
B MO€ ITOABOPDBE N1a CKAXXN MHE; a X049y, KakK
OymeT npuroxxe, ¢ TO60 TOProBaTh.’
‘When your goods have arrived, then come to me
in my inn and tell me. I want to trade with you
decently.’

Kolly thuoje thowar prysszoll: prjuesszon Ity prydy

komuy offmoye potuorye Ja gotzu kack budeth prigof3y
stoboy thurguwath. p.

Wann deine wahr kumbitt, so kum zu mir, IThn meine herberge
Ich will mit dir kaufschlagen als es redtlich ist. p

Kolli twoie towar pridith Inno pridy kome-
ne na moJe podwory. Ja chotzu kack pri-
gosno stoboi torgowat.

Wenner dyne war kumpth so khum tho mi
Thn mine Harbarge. Ick wiill mitt dy kop-
schlagenn Alse redeliick Is.

(F 230 5-6)

(s 64r 6-7)

(A 86V 8-9)

(F 276 1-6)

(s3v22;411-4)

(a59v9-14)

213).
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These two phrases are not isolated. In fact: the editors conclude that the per-
centage of phrases in Schroue’s phrasebook that also occur in Tonnies Fonne’s
runs as high as 8o (Falowski 1997: 10). If we take Fonne’s phrasebook as point of
departure, and include the Anonymous phrasebook in the equation, a rough
statistical look at the data yields the following figures:

* Ofatotal of 685 entries in PHRAS-GEN, 201 phrases can also be found in
s (29%). If we include phrases that only correspond to a phrase in 4, the
number of corresponding phrases rises to 235 (34%).

* In PHRAS-TRADE, the overlap between F and s is considerably higher: of
a total of 991 entries in F, 709 are also attested in s (72%). If we also take
into account the small amount of exclusive correspondences between
and A (29 instances), the percentage rises to 74.

" PROVERB-MISC contains 86 entries, of which 16 correspond to s (19%);
an additional 5 correspond to A alone (24% in total).

" PROVERB-INDECENT contains 47 phrases, of which only 1 phrase is at-
tested in A.

= Of the 12 phrases in RELI, 6 were attested elsewhere (5in s, 1in a).

Thus, of the total sum of 1,821 phrases in F, 1,001 phrases are also attested in s, A
or both. It is mainly due to the overwhelming number of corresponding phrases
in the trading sections of ¥ and s (72%), that the overall percentage of non-
original phrases in the main phraseological sections in F is at least 55%.

These numbers allow for a number of important conclusions. First and fore-
most we must conclude that a majority of the phrases in Fonne’s phrasebook
has been proved not to be original. Fonne’s and Schroue’s phrasebooks are
more closely related to each other than either of them is to the Anonymous
phrasebook. The idea of a loose “common model” must be abandoned in favour
of that of a strong textual relation between the manuscripts. In other words: the
three phrasebooks ultimately share the same protograph.

1.4 Linguistic context

1.4.1 The language of Pskov

The language spoken by the native inhabitants of early 17"-century Pskov was a
dialect of Russian. Historically, the Old Pskov dialect (drevnepskovskij dialekt)
was a very interesting one: it belongs to the Old Novgorod dialect (drevnenov-
gorodskij dialekt) “in its broader sense” (Zaliznjak 2004: 4-7), which was mark-
edly different from all other varieties of East Slavic.

' The overlap of lexical items in LEx with those in s has not been separately investigated.
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The main source of information on the Old Novgorod dialect is the corpus
of more than one thousand birchbark letters (BBL) that have been unearthed in
Novgorod and elsewhere since the first letter was found in 1951.” Birchbark
documents are usually not of an official nature, but are everyday notes and let-
ters, spanning a period from approximately the early 11" to the end of the 15"
century. Interesting from a linguistic point of view is the fact that the vast ma-
jority of these letters is written in the vernacular, rather than in Church Slavonic
or more supraregional varieties of Russian.

A description of this vernacular dialect can be found in Zaliznjak’s revised
2004 edition on the subject. Salient characteristics include:

1. NOM.SG. of masculine o-stems ended in -e (Jsane, xnrbe);

2. absence of the so-called second palatalisation (xwz- ‘whole’ instead of
urn-; Ha pykm ‘on the arm/hand’ instead of regular Old Russian Ha
pyum);

3. absence of the so-called third (or progressive) palatalisation in the root
of the word for ‘whole, all’: 6vx- (regular Old Russian svc-);

4. generalisation of Old Russian soft endings (such as the GeNn.sG. of a-
stems -, rather than -ur);

5. (only in Pskov) reflection of Proto-Slavic *#/ and *dl as kI and gl rather
than regular East Slavic [;

6. (only in Pskov) Sokan’e (the merger of etymological /s’/ and /$/, and /z’/
and /z/);

7. the more widespread phenomenon of cokan’e (the merger of etymologi-
cal /c/ and /¢/).

The attention for the Pskov dialect is not restricted to its historical varieties:
many dialectologists take an active interest in the contemporary dialects of the
region as well. The regular publication of new volumes of the still unfinished
Pskovskij oblastnoj slovar’ s istoriceskimi dannymi (pos, 1967-) testifies to this
lasting interest. The inclusion of historical data, as indicated by the title, shows
that elements that historically define the dialects remain relevant today. A rela-
tively recent result of the lasting attention for the Pskov dialects is the discovery
of -e — which, apart from isolated relics, was long believed lost - as a still-
present Nom.sG.M. ending (see Honselaar 2001: 178f).

1.4.2 The language of Fonne’s phrasebook

Fonne’s phrasebook, from the same general dialect area as the birchbark letters,
postdates the youngest birchbark letter by more than a century, but shows many

v Compared to the number of BBLs found in Novgorod, the numbers of letters found in other
cities are meagre. So far, a total of 8 BBLs were discovered in Pskov.
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of the dialect traits that are so characteristic of the Old Pskov dialect. See, for
instance (4F) and (5F):
(48) Iatebe ne vinovate [...]

Ich sy dy nicht schuldig [...] (F 292 14, 16)

‘I Te65 He BUHOBaTE
‘T am not in debt to you’

(s8) Ty sebe fftom tovari obotzkles: otzkles [...]
Du heffst dy vp der wahre vorteldt [...] (¥ 38810, 12)
“T'sl cebe B ToM TOBaph 0004YKIECH: OUKITECH
‘You have made an error in reckoning on these goods’

In (4F), the adjective vinovate ‘in debt’ shows the typically Novgorod NoM.sG.M.
ending -e. In (5F), the linguistically interesting words are obotzkles and otzkles
‘miscounted’, morphologically corresponding to Modern Standard Russian
obouéncs and ouéncs, from the root *¢vt- ‘count’. Obotzkles and otzkles have the
same NOM.SG.M. on -e as vinovate, but additionally show the Pskov reflex -ki-
for earlier -tl-.®

The dialectal elements in the language of Fonne’s phrasebook are promi-
nently used by Zaliznjak, mostly in order to confirm words and constructions
found on birchbark, as the following examples taken from Zaliznjak 2004 illus-
trate:

* The GeN in Iestli vtebe solonich mechoff prodasnich ‘Have you any salt
bags for sale?” (F 376 18) has a parallel in the GEN.sG. conody in [...] uno y
mebe conody 6wvinio [...] (BBL 363) (2004: 159).

* The use of do6po as a conjunction meaning ‘so that, in other that’ (BBL
129) is confirmed by the phrasebook (200).”

* The construction 8 cio Hedmwio ‘this week’” (BBL 752) fully matches scro
Heoronwo/fftzu nedlu (F 34 11) (252).

» The rare word monodoze ‘malt’ in BBL 847 and 689 is confirmed by the
entry monoodoz/molodog ‘malt’ (F 64 8) (287).

* The construction uckamu na koeo ‘take someone to court’, with an acc
rather than a Loc, in BBL 724 also occurs in Fonne’s phrasebook: dobro
tj tovo opeet na mene ne iszis ‘so that you may not again sue me for it’ (

3612) (354).

*® In the Latin script, the manuscript uses tz for both /c/ and /¢/ (see §5.2.1); it is impossible to
say whether obotzkles and otzkles, apart from the dialectal features mentioned, also show the
effects of cokan’e.

 On the use of the synonymous conjunctions do6po and damy see §7.3.
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In general, Zaliznjak qualifies Fonne’s phrasebook as a priceless source of in-
formation (“bescennyj istocnik”, 2004: 14) on the spoken language of Pskov at
the beginning of the 17" century.

1.5 Research context: state of the field

The publication of TF 1 and TF 11 in 1961 and 1970 attracted the attention of
scholars from a range of disciplines. Historians delved into the archives and
succeeded in revealing more about Toénnies Fonne and his background (see
§1.2.2). Ethnographers and historians also quickly realised the value of the
manuscript, and data from it were brought into the ambit of the study of Rus-
sian-German commercial and cultural contacts.>

1.5.1 Linguistic research

To linguists, Fonne’s phrasebook offers an enormous advantage as well as a
huge danger. The advantage and the danger concern the same aspect of the
manuscript: it was made by a foreigner.”

The attractiveness of using foreigners’ accounts of Russian in linguistic research
was first stressed by a group of Soviet lexicologists and lexicographers centred
around B.A. Larin. In the late 1930s and the years immediately following the
Second World War, they had turned to these sources, claiming that they more
reliably reflect the East Slavic vernacular than other sources, which were influ-
enced by Church Slavonic (see Larin 2002: 5-20).”

Linguists from these circles quickly started to examine the lexical stock of
Fonne’s phrasebook in individual publications,” and started to include the ma-
terial in dictionaries such as pos and the Slovar’ russkogo jazyka x1-xvir vv.
(SRJA XI-XVII).

But in the eyes of many, the non-nativeness of the data, the diversity of presup-
posed informants, and the use of the Latin script either made the data unreliable
or at best non-informative. Reviewers pointed out that the language of the
phrasebook was not Russian but “near-Russian” (Gardiner 1972: 718), and that
the interpretation of the text is a dangerous undertaking. The value of the

2 Xoroskevi¢ 1966b; more recently Harder-Gersdorff 1990 and 1998, Pickhan 2001.

* The editors of TF 11 were of course aware of the non-nativeness of the scribe. In fact, this had
led them to indicate uncertain transliterations with ‘(?)’ and of perceived errors with ‘().

22 Krys’ko points out that the political situation in the Soviet Union played a role in the use of
these secular documents as well: at the time, everything Old Russian - let alone Church Slavonic
- was suspect (Krys'ko 2007: 107).

* See the bibliographies in Mzel’skaja 2003 and Bolek 2003 for a list of relevant studies and pub-
lications.
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phrasebook for linguistic research, several reviewers judged, would remain lim-
ited:

“Such a text is not only the result of an untrained foreigner’s attempt to fix on pa-
per his progress in the study of the language (with the attendant difficulties in the
perception of sounds and phonemes in addition to those of spelling, translitera-
tion and translation), but reflects a variety of language which may be influenced
by that of foreigners.” (Gardiner 1972: 718)

“One should not [...] expect too much information from the text on the phonetics
or syntax of seventeenth-century Russian or of the Pskov dialect.” (Gardiner 1972:
718)

“Unfortunately Fenne’s spelling does not throw much light on problems of dia-
lectal phonology or morphology.” (Leeming 1972: 115)

Whether for these reasons or others, the research into phenomena belonging to
areas other than the lexicon of Fonne’s phrasebook remained fairly limited.>
This changed once Zaliznjak became involved with the corpus of birchbark let-
ters and research into the Old Novgorod dialect generally took an upturn.

Zaliznjak had already used data from Fonne’s phrasebook as early as 1986,
but made a firm case for its reliability as a source for birchbark research in his
1998 article entitled “Iz nabljudenij nad ‘Razgovornikom’ Fenne” (“Observa-
tions on Fenne’s ‘Phrasebook’™). In the article, Zaliznjak charted the local char-
acteristics of F and examined the reliability of the data. If the data are taken at
face value, he argues, individual words and their morphology, but also syntactic
constructions that had seemed strange or downright wrong to the editors of TF
11, fit the Northwest Russian data extraordinarily well.» The following topics are
addressed in Zaliznjak’s article:

* phrases with an infinitive predicate (e.g., Besz glaskoff tebe ne vidett ‘be3
r1askoB Te0h He BunbTh / Without spectacles you cannot see’, F 231 15-
16);

* constructions with a discongruent predicate (e.g., Tuoi tovar mnie polu-
bilos: prigoditze “Toit ToBap MHB momo6mioch: mpurogntcsa / Your
wares have pleased/will suit me’, F 286 15);

>4 The most notable exceptions include investigations of the NoM.sG.M. ending -e (Jakobson 1971
(1966), Zaliznjak 1986, Schaeken 1992), polnoglasie (Miirkhein 1979), sokan’e and Sokan’e
(Gluskina and Bol’sakova 1988), initial v-/f- in cases where Old Russian dialects typically have
initial u- (Gluskina and Bol'Sakova 1988), and the historical change e > o (Le Feuvre 1993).

> This is something which had earlier been suspected by Helge Poulsen in a review of TF 1
“[B]ut in evaluating the manuscript one must give attention to the question if peculiarities,
which at first sight seem to be mere idiomatic blunders, actually ought to be evaluated as dialec-
tal phenomena” (1972: 214).
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" NOM.SG. -Ama in words for baby animals (e.g., teleta “rensra / little calf,
F 486 4);

* GEN.PL. forms of the type nt00uii;

* NOM.PL. adjective endings;

* the following lexical items: svienesnymo, eonvisnuewiii, 3aenadumu, 36a-
maii, U3He8NCMU, USYMUMUCS, KOCAMU, Nexamu 6o 0eHveax (Ha OeHb-
2ax), nrveamu/nezamu, Mon0002s, HA3HAMbOAMb, HOMHA/HOMHS, HIVIMND
HUYe20, OKOMB Me2HYmMuU, N0600HO, NOMYUBAMU/NOMH1e8amuU, NOMbIKA-
mu, po3naska/posnase, COCAAMU, XPenamu, WasUmucs;

» several other individual observations.

Zaliznjak concludes that in almost all these cases, the data of Fonne’s phrase-
book are actually more reliable than the editors of T 11 had supposed: “In al-
most all cases, the interpretations proposed in this article lead to the recognition
of Fenne’s notation as more reliable than has been assumed before” (274).

The incorporation of Fonne’s phrasebook into the research of the Old Nov-
gorod dialect, has proved to be very fruitful, and Zaliznjak’s approach to the
data has had a twofold effect. On the one hand, it has allowed the data from the
phrasebook to be used to reliably confirm phenomena attested (or suspected) in
birchbark letters, as the numerous references to Fonne’s manuscript in Zaliz-
njak 2004 and other publications show (see above). On the other hand, a suc-
cessful match of a lexical item or linguistic phenomenon in Fonne’s phrasebook
with something found in a birchbark letter can confirm or improve the inter-
pretation of the data in the phrasebook and, therewith, its usability as a linguis-
tic source.

1.5.2 Philological research

The rediscovery of A and s (see $1.3.3) spawned several strands of investigation,
incorporating the tradition of phrasebooks to which Fonne’s so clearly belongs.

In the rhetorically titled article “Czy Tonnies Fenne zastuguje na miano pionie-
ra slawistyki?” (“Does Ténnies Fenne deserve the title of pioneer of Slavistics?”),
Anna Bolek strips Tonnies Fonne of his title as the pioneer of Slavistics and as-
signs it to Thomas Schroue instead:

“Until recently, the phrasebook which came about in 1607 in Pskov and has been
ascribed to T. Fenne was considered the oldest German compendium for the stu-
dy of the Russian language [..]. In the light of the newest investigations, its
suspected author (or, rather, compiler), whom modern researches so loftily as-
signed the title of pioneer of Slavistics [...] has to step down from this pedestal
and yield the position to another, no less enigmatic German, Thomas Schroue,
whose name occurs on the recently rediscovered Ein Russisch Buch with the date
of 1546.” (Bolek 1997: 63)
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Bolek concludes that Fonne’s phrasebook is a more refined, and philologically
and formally more elaborate version of Schroue’s phrasebook (“wersja udosk-
onalona, filologicznie i formalnie bardziej dopracowana”, 65). Neither Fonne
nor Schroue can be considered the author; they were merely successive compil-
ers (kolejni kompilatorzy) of existing data, or perhaps even just sponsors of
these manuscripts (63).

Another strand of research is linked to the name of the Russian historian Anna
Xoroskevi¢. In the late 1960s, she was one of the scholars who enthusiastically
started using the edition of the manuscript for historical and historical-
economic research (see, e.g., Xoroskevi¢ 1966a, 1966b, 1967). In 2000, she took
up the conclusions by Bolek and set out to trace the origin of the material back
in time. She projects the ultimate protograph back to the last third of the 13™
century (see Xoroskevi¢ 2000 and §3.1.2 below).

Some of the Russian lexicographical and lexicological research also takes the
new data offered by Schroue’s and the Anonymous phrasebook into account. In
her 2003 monograph, Mzel’skaja acknowledges the conclusions drawn by the
Cracow Slavists (15, 197f.), but otherwise mostly treats the three related phrase-
books as self-contained works and sources of lexical information in their own
right.

Of the more linguistically oriented research, the work of Vadim Krys’ko should
be mentioned, who uses material from Fonne’s phrasebook as well as from the
Anonymous phrasebook (see, e.g., Krys’ko and Salamova 1998).

1.6 Conclusions

It is clear, as we saw in $§1.3 above, that in its structure and contents, Fonne’s
manuscript depends on earlier sources. But if this is the case, it must depend on
them linguistically too. This obvious fact has received too little attention. And
although Bolek touches upon the subject by listing a number of morphological
and syntactic traits where s and F most typically diverge (see §4.2 below), she
neither discusses the origin of these divergences nor their implications. Espe-
cially historical linguistic research - both relating to birchbark documents and
to other areas — would benefit from more clarity about the question of to what
extent the language of Fonne’s manuscript depends on earlier sources and to
what extent it does in fact reflect the spoken language of early 17%-century
Pskov.

The main point I intend to assess in this study is how the qualification of
Fonne’s phrasebook as a priceless source of information (“bescennyj istoc¢nik”,
Zaliznjak 2004: 14) on the spoken language of early 17"-century Pskov holds up
in light of the historical and philological depth of the linguistic data in Fonne’s
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phrasebook, thereby deepening and broadening the picture that currently exists
of the language reflected in k.

The main question shall be answered gradually, by exploring a number of is-
sues on various levels of the manuscript. First, I shall treat the manuscript as the
product of a scribe (chapter 2), followed by a discussion of the manuscript as a
copy, rather than as an original work, including its relation to the earlier An-
onymous phrasebook and Schroue’s phrasebook (chapter 3), and undertake an
attempt to obtain more clarity about the copying process (chapter 4). The inves-
tigation and attempt to explain the differences with Schroue’s phrasebook in
particular (both structural and occasional) - elaborated in chapters 5, 6, and 7 -
and the exploration of the relation between the German and Russian data in
both manuscripts (chapter 8) will eventually shed more light on a range of is-
sues: the interpretation of certain passages in the text, the modus operandi of the
copyist (or copyists), the linguistic situation in 17*-century Pskov and changes
that were occurring in the language of that time.

The findings from chapters 2 to 8 will be evaluated in the concluding chapter.
There I shall return to the question of the position of Fonne’s manuscript in the
tradition of Hanseatic phrasebooks and to the image of Tonnies Fonne as a
young, talented student of the Russian language.



2. THE SCRIBE AND HIS WORK

In this chapter, we shall take a look at the scribe and the manuscript as the fruit
of his work. First, I shall address the issue on the number of scribes that have
actually worked on the manuscript. This will be followed by an exploration of
scribal habits, especially pertaining to the application of correction and emen-
dations, and to the indication of synonyms. Finally, I shall discuss the form and
contents of INTRO.

2.1 Number of scribes

On the 499 pages of Fonne’s phrasebook, we find two languages (Russian and
German) and two alphabets (Cyrillic and Latin). We also find three different
scripts: in the Latin alphabet, a Gothic script is used for the transliteration of the
Russian material as well as for section headings and most of INTRO, and a cur-
rent script is used for the German equivalents of the Russian words and phrases.
The variation in the use of the alphabets and the scripts is illustrated by the
sample pages included in §1.1.1.2 The variation also led to claims and conjec-
tures about the number of scribes that have had their hand in the creation of the
manuscript, as the following quotes show:

“Fonne arbeitete insbesondere zu Beginn eng mit seinem russischen Lehrer zu-
sammen, was Unterschiede in der kyrillischen Handschrift des Kopenhagener O-
riginals verdeutlichen.” (Pickhan 2001: 502)

“Ich gehe davon aus, dafl Fenne dieses Buch mehr oder minder vollstindig ausge-
riistet mit russischen Wortern, teilweise mit Sdtzen und Gesprachsmustern ent-
weder bekommen hat oder ihm - besonders im Wérterbuchteil - das russische
Belegmaterial, die Transliteration und einige Uberschriften der grammatischen
Abschnitte nach einem Muster von einem russischen deutschsprechenden Ge-
wiahrsmann vorgeschrieben wurden[.]” (Prowatke 1985: 69)

“Der junge Fenne wollte und sollte diese Sprache aber erst erlernen, er war also
noch gar nicht im Besitz von Sprachkenntnissen, die es ihm gestattet hitten, vor-
erst selbst zu schreiben. [...] Ganz besonders deutlich wird das im Wérterbuchteil.

*6 As far as the language varieties are concerned, the situation is slightly more complicated than
depicted here; see Appendix A. Note that s does not contain any Cyrillic at all, and A only very
little (cf. Falowski 1996: 11-13).
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Der fotomechanische Nachdruck verstarkt den Eindruck des Betrachters, daf3 das
russische Material mit seinen exakten kyrillischen Buchstaben und die dazu geho-
renden transliterierten Angaben wohl kaum mit der Handschrift des sich an-
schlieflenden niederdeutschen Materials identisch sind.” (Prowatke 1985: 69)”

Close examination of the manuscript, especially regarding the organisation of
the material and the intimate relation between the alphabets and the scripts, in-
dicates that the manuscript is, in fact, the work of a single scribe.

The organisation of the data shows that Russian and German are intimately
connected. More specifically, several times, words in LEx show up in the wrong
column. This is illustrated by the following lines from page F 42.

L ol

it w;'&wf\ﬁ;»f Fren,

Figure 11: F 42 12-20

In line 13, the Latin-script equivalent of n¢'Hu”* ‘astronomer’, lunnik has ended
up in column 3 rather than column 2. Its German equivalent sternkiker occurs
in column 2 rather than the usual column 3. The same happens in line 19, were
seredne and middelmetich, corresponding to Cyrillic cepedne, have been
swapped. Note also the use of the Gothic script for middelmetich and the cur-
rent script for seredne: both are atypical for their language, but typical for their
column. More examples of this phenomenon can be found in F 42 5, F 140 11, F
142 6 (columns 1 and 2), and in F 52 9, F 115 12, F 150 4, F 150 5, F 162 12 (columns
2 and 3).

In pHRAS, there is one instance where within a phrase, Russian and German
have changed position: in F 428 10-16, the German phrase precedes rather than
follows the Russian phrase.

7 Prowatke refers to pages 51, 115, 145, 151, and 183 of the facsimile edition.
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Where columns were swapped in LEX, the source must have been copied line
by line. In other cases, the colour of the ink reveals that a column-by-column
approach was followed:

* 31— The last four lines are darker than the preceding lines, with the
colour of the ink getting progressively lighter from column to column
(left to right).

= Fr105 - Columns 1 and 2 of line 10 are darker than column 3, which has
the same colour as the rest of the text. This suggests that column 3 of
that line was written before columns 1 and 2.

= £ 159 — The colour of the ink shows that lines 1-4 and 9-13 were written
before lines 5-8, which were copied column by column, with the ink
getting lighter in each column.

* F 163 - Judging from the ever lighter colour of the ink, the scribe first
filled the first 13 rows of column 1, then the same number of rows in
column 2, followed by 14 rows of column 3. He then dipped his pen and
finished the page; all remaining words are darker but reveal no further
information.

Not only the organisation of the various parts of each entry, but also their ap-
pearance shows how closely they are related, for example when it concerns the
intrusion of the Cyrillic alphabet in Latin-script text and the other way around,
as is shown in Figure 12.

K rigokone  peyrdelon
(/ Q e inirtd

38 B Z ' ~ e,

72 « ; Ve

‘E.efﬁo b vey o

bﬁ' (._..-f"; 1A= AAA

1 "*‘{/(T /Q’ Vsl o ¢
L‘VTOEQe D _C‘ wpo e

Ny S SHT™ """S"VJ 2

? o
un 41 MU .

’ A £ a

Figure 12: ovedolone (¥ 59 16), céeptzo” (F 70 11), klubosoie (¥ 114 5), (Hzum (¥ 209 20)
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In all examples, one or more letters are out of line with the alphabet of the rest:
the Cyrillic 0 in dovedolone, Latin tz in ceeptzo®, Cyrillic 6 in klubosoie (all from
LEX), and Cyrillic @ in G&¥zum (from pHRAS). More examples can be added:

* LEX: spielo (F 67 2), pukavitza (F 112 21), miexi (F 103 16);
* GRAM: 0adut (F 146 19), popukudat (E 169 13);

"  PHRAS: 0afo (F 190 3);

" PROVERB: opta (F 485 5).

In these cases, the use of Cyrillic in Latin script and the other way round, are
inadvertent mistakes. However, uses of the Cyrillic alphabet that are the result
of a very conscious decision can be found elsewhere in the manuscript. In one
case in PHRAS, the Cyrillic alphabet is used to indicate when two closely related
phrases should be used: one should be used “Komu go6po” (‘When it is good’, F
236 1), the other “Komu xypo” (“When it is bad’, F 236 3). On several pages in
PHRAS-TRADE, the Cyrillic alphabet is used for the Russian part of the phrases (¥
444-45), and in PROVERB-INDECENT for both the Russian and the German part
of each phrase (F 488-489, F 492 1-5), obscuring their obscene nature. This prac-
tice is illustrated in the following example:

(68) YoPHa mera mectpa nmmspa He 6bma.
E"He cBaprTe cripuHKesae OyHTe KyTe fie
1 HUXTD BUTD. (F 489 6-8)
Yépna, mbra, mecrpa mmszia He 6ba.
Eine swarte, sprinkelde bunte kute, de is nicht wit.
‘A black, spotted, motley cunt is not white.’

A ri | & /a7 14 o ) o ¢l & 175 Ao
st etk (M THIQK HE T OAX |

C HE (m&Xpm< (MpUHI(CAo L TyHme tyme
> N Lﬁ \-f‘& \ ; :

(" HuXmd anmd .
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Y Pe Loy 1L

P 4

i S L
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Figure 13: Cyrillic for Russian and German (¥ 489 6-8)

It is hard to explain the complex of the mixing up of columns - both of columns
1 and 2 (Cyrillic and Latin transliteration) and of columns 2 and 3 (Latin trans-
literation and German) -, the alternation of the line-by-line and the column-by-
column approach, the inadvertent use of the Cyrillic alphabet in otherwise Latin
text, and the unexpected use of the Gothic and the current scripts if one as-
sumes that more than one scribe wrote the main parts of the manuscript.

There is one part where we may be able to identify the hand of another scribe.
This is the alien body at the end of PHRAS-GEN (F 262-269), which is markedly
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different from the preceding and following text. As far as the exterior appear-
ance of these pages is concerned, the ink on these pages is distinctly darker, and
especially the current script used for the German phrases looks decidedly difter-
ent, as Figure 14 shows. The alien character of the text is reinforced by, among
other things, the stilted style, the subjects that are discussed (partially address-
ing diplomatic issues), and the use of High German rather than Low German.
At the very least, we are dealing here with a different writing event, possibly we
are dealing with a different hand altogether. It is important to note that this dif-
ferent hand remains confined to the alien body.28
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Figure 14: The alien, High German body (¥ 265)

Excluding the alien body, I conclude that the coherence of the material in its
organisation and appearance shows that the manuscript was compiled by one
scribe only. This scribe knew German and Russian, and knew how to read and
write in the Latin and the Cyrillic alphabets.*

*8 The pages are part of a gathering which spans pages F 255 to F 270. The continuous pagination
shows that they must have been present when the pages were numbered and the manuscript
was first bound.

* The use of the Cyrillic script to obscure the obscene nature of some phrases from the prying
eyes of casual users means that the supposed user of the phrasebook - if this was not the scribe
- was clearly meant to read Cyrillic as well. See §5.2 for a more thorough discussion of the Cyril-
lic data in F.
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2.2 Scribal habits

Leafing through the manuscript - or even the facsimile edition - one cannot
help but be struck by the regularity of its appeareance. With the exception of the
alien, High German body (F 262-269), there are hardly any disruptions: page
after page, long wordlists (LEx and GrRaM) and phrases (PHRAS, PROVERB, RELI)
follow, in a remarkably regular shape and without major disruptions when it
comes to layout and arrangement, ink colour, et cetera.

The impression this leaves is that of a scribe who put a lot of effort in the
production of this phrasebook. Zooming in on the text itself, this impression
grows stronger. The scribe’s conscientious modus operandi can be seen in at
least two phenomena: the application of emendations and corrections, and the
careful indication of synonyms in the manuscript.

Emendations and corrections are applied very carefully, in a number of ways:
letters have been changed into other letters, letters or words have been deli-
cately struck out, inserted secondarily - either on the line or supralinear -, and
every so often insertion marks are used to indicate the position where one or
more words should be entered in a phrase. The following examples illustrate
these techniques.
In the lexical entry below, the jin in Martjin was corrected from initial Mar-
tim, as the manuscript shows.
MaPtu" Martjn (F 48 16)
LN e Y

. 9/{ ‘4
M KT (or V'fﬁ%
A ('fr : & a "f’ll
In the following examples, letters were inserted on the line: in promesznika

‘mpoMexxHuKa' (F 297 11), this is the case for the letter z, in tainoia ‘raitHoe’
(¢ 2571) for i:

9 'l' _-é j - 3
I/(mw&liﬂ i ar.

f’mw. g,c’mtom

o

Figure 15: promesznika (¥ 297 11) and tainoia (¢ 257 1)

In another lexical entry, initial ksuna was struck out by the scribe and replaced
by k§'uuna ‘merchant’:
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K¢4Ha K¢ IMHa kuptzina (¥5310)
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Insertions could be added supralinear. In Tj ne rosumeis ‘Tl He posymbemnp’
(F 216 6), the negative particle ne was added by means of an insertion mark, and
in epeyuna — gretzina ‘rpeunna; buckwheat’ (F 64 18) an r was added in the Latin
transliteration of the word.
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Figure 16: T ne rosumeis (¥ 216 6), gretzina (F 64 18)

In the same phrase where we find promesznika (see above), the words to be in-
serted, promeszi nas, are not directly over the position in the phrase where they
belong, but in the line above. The manuscript clearly shows that the words and
the position in the phrase are marked by an identical insertion mark.

(7F)  Podi dabuit promesznika kottoroi promeszi nas promeszitzaiet
besz promesznika nam stoboi ne torgovat.
Gahe vnd krich ejnen mekeler, de twischen
vns mekele sunder mekeler kopslage wy
miytt dy nicht. (F 297 11-15)
[Toan KO6BITH IPOMEXHNUKA, KOTOPOIT IIPOMEXXH HAC IIPOMEX<H>IYAeT.
Be3 mpome)xH1Ka HaM ¢ TOOOIT He TOProOBaTh.
‘Go and find a broker who is to mediate between us. Without a
broker we [, you and I, cannot trade together] (do not trade with you).’
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Occasionally, superscript numbers indicate that letters, words, or entire phrases
should swap position. The following phrases show how this procedure worked
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out for words (8) and phrases (9). Note that in (8), the number of words in-
volved in the reordering runs as high as 6.

(8r) Iatovar kupil, da mnie 3 iovo 4 ne 5 kupit 6 lutze 1 buil 2,
nakad mnie ffnom budet.
Ich hebbe wahre gekoftt vnd idt wehre
behter dat ich se nicht gekofft hadde, den ich
werde dar schaden vp hebben. (¥ 395 7-11)
A ToBap Ky, a nyde 6b11<0> MHE €BO He KYIUTb,
Hak</>aj MHE B HEM Oyper.
‘I bought the goods, but it would have better for me not
to buy them, (because) I shall have a loss on them’
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(9F) Ne smeiatze tj menz. Bespotte my nichtt. 2 (F199 8)
He cmBatbea(!) Tor mera(l).
[Don’t laugh at me.] (Don’t make fun of me.)

(9¥’) Ne perenoszi tj menze. Belache my nychtt. 1 (F1999)
He nepeHocu ToI MeHH(!).
[Don’t make fun of me. (Don’t laugh at me.)

,.rae(yu t‘t f 'HHHMM: % wu-é:hs 0,{‘%3‘ “2,
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The application of emendations and corrections leaves the impression that the
words and phrases contained in the phrasebook are the product of careful con-
sideration: apparently the scribe cared to correct himself if he spotted a mistake.

The scribe’s care for the external appearance is also shown by the careful in-
dication of doublets, or synonyms. The synonymous words are separated by co-
lons and indicate that two (or more) different morphological forms, words, or
expressions can both be used. More than 450 of these doublets occur through-
out k. They occur in the sections with word lists (i.e., LEx and Gram), but pre-
dominantly in those with phrases (in particular pHRAS and PROVERB). The
examples below illustrate the principle for LEx (10F) and PHRAS (11F, two pairs
of synonyms), respectively.*

(10F) mTHLA: T0'Ka ptitza: pottka (F 76 4)

3 The same method is also used in s. On synonyms in F, s, A, and other phrasebooks see
Mzel’skaja 2003: 60-62).
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(11F) Podi borse: skoro kak vorota ne samknuty: saperli.
Gahe balde datt de porte nicht geslahten wertt. (¥ 254 6-7)
[Toxu 60p3b: CKOPO, KaK BOPOTA He 3aMKHYTBI: 3aIlepyIiL.
‘Go quickly [/ soon] that the gate will not be closed [/ they will not lock the gate].’
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2.3 INTRO

Fonne’s phrasebook starts with a lengthy introductory section, INTRO, and con-
tains texts in a number of languages, among them Latin, High German, Low
German, Russian, and Church Slavonic. Equally diverse are its contents. On the
flyleat we find the invocation Soli Deo gloria and the notice which tells us that
Tonnies Fonne passed on the manuscript to Hinrich Wistinghusen. This is fol-
lowed, on F 1 by the declaration of ownership (Ténnies F[o]nne gehordt diit
boek, F 1 1), the time and place of origin (F 1 2-3), a psalm verse (Initium
Sa{p}ientice timor Domini; Psalm 111:10, F 1 5), a number of phrases that stem
from the Roman poets Marcus Manilius (f 1 6) and Ovid (¥ 1 7-10), followed by
a traditional incantation warning off any would-be thieves (¥ 1 11-14). Pages F 2
and F 3 contain religious phrases. The phrases on r 3 stem from Saint Augustine
(F 3 1-6), the motto of the Order of Saint Benedict (F 3 7), and the works of Saint
Bernard of Clairvaux (¢ 8-11). F 4 and F 7-8 (lower half torn out) contain High
German verses in a decorative layout (see Figure 2), warning the reader and giv-
ing pieces of worldly wisdom (e.g., Dem bosenn tuhe baldt widerstandtt. / Lasz
es nicht nehmen vberhandtt ‘Oppose evil betimes. Do not let it get the upper
hand’, ¥ 52-53). Additionally, F 7 contains the upper part of a coat of arms,
which figures a lute player in its crest (see Figure 7).”* All the elements of INTRO
that have been discussed — which are not specifically related to the manuscript
as a phrasebook - until this point are lacking in the related phrasebooks, s and
A.

* The coat of arms remains unidentified, although the crest does not match that of the Fonne
family (Erpenbeck 1993: 554n.).
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Advice of a more practical nature follows on F 13 and 14, showing the phrase-
book’s nature as a practical tool for the reader as a learner of the Russian lan-
guage and as a foreigner in Russia who should always remember that he is
German:

(128) Du most ock den gangk tho den dutschen lahten
datt werdtt dj kamenn tho groten bahtenn
Deistu datt vaken vnd drade
so kumpstu tho der sprake gerade (F131-4)
‘You must refrain from visiting the Germans.
That will be of great benefit to you.
If you do that often and speedily,
Then you will come straightway to the language’

(13F) Wiltu in Rufllandtt de sprake lehren
so laht dj van den ruflen nicht vorfohren
Holdtt dy na der dutschen wise,
vndt esche vaken frische spise. (F141-4)
‘If you want to learn the language in Russia
Then do not let yourself be led astray by the Russians
Hold fast to the German way of life
And demand often fresh food’

In contrast with the non-specific introductory matter, these practical pieces of
advice, which introduce the manuscript as a phrasebook and language-learning
tool for German merchants, are not unique for Fonne’s phrasebook. Similar
passages can be found in other phrasebooks, especially in A, which introduces
the manuscript and serves the reader with advice for almost 8 pages (a 1r-5r); s
has a small introduction, consisting of slightly over 3 pages (s 1r-2v, and a few
lines on s 3r; s 1v is blank).

The first statement introducing the material offered by the phrasebook follows
on F 22 (see §3.3.2), and INTRoO is concluded by a Liber ad lectorem (k 23) and the
Our Father (¥ 24; also on 4 5v). Of these texts, it is this Liber ad lectorem, an in-
troduction for the reader, which is the most interesting: it is unique among the
phrasebooks, and may very well be of the scribe’s own making. After a general
opening statement (F 23 1-5), we find comments on the spelling system of Rus-
sian, and instructions on how to pronounce a number of letters and sounds. Its
contents have so far received little attention. As I shall return to this Liber ad
lectorem a number of times throughout this study, it seems useful to quote the
instructions here in full:

(148) [...] vad wor du finst B vedi sprick vth
vor ein v. oder f. vnd nicht vor ein w. Vnd wor ein
ft steit schriff ein f. Vnd wor ein x oder {Z stejt
1if$ vor ein sg doch pronuciere dat g. nicht vehle, sundern
ejn wejnich bj(n)nen mundefi, vad wor ein 3 ode s



THE SCRIBE AND HIS WORK 55

vor. ansteyt dat pronuntiere is. Vnd wor ein 1

steyt dat schriff scha doch sprick idt nicht gahr scharp
vth. Vnd wor ein 1 stejdt schriff vnd lif$ stz.

ee. s3. 8. po. geldt eyn so vehll

alse dat ander. Allejne wen du wilt van Godt-

lichen, vnd keysers oder hern dingen schriuen willt

so bruke . s. y. ¢. Wen du auerst van hellischen

vnd geringen dingen schriuen wilt so schrifft

dat €. 3. . e. Sunst werstu mit diflem boeke

nicht tho rechte kamen. Vor ein ¢ sch sclova. lif$ sc. (F 23 5-19)
‘And where you find a 8 vedi

pronounce a v or an fand not a w and where an

[f stands write an f. And where a i or /Z stands

read sg but do not pronounce the g very much but

a little inside the mouth, and when a3z ors

stands before pronounce that is, and when a w

stands write that scha but do not pronounce it very sharply.
And when a uy stands write and read stz.

€€. s3. y§. Po. the one of these is equivalent

to the other. But if you want to write of Divine

and Imperial or noble matters,

then use ¢. s. y. . But when you want to write of hellish
and trivial matters then write the

€. 3. § 0. Otherwise you can’t use this book

properly. For an ¢ sch sclova read sc.’

The overall impression of INTRO is that the scribe put a lot of effort in filling the
introductory part of the phrasebook with traditional sententiae and wisdoms, as
well as introducing the manuscript as a phrasebook according to what must
have been the tradition of the genre. The introduction is larger in size and more
diverse in content than that that of s and A. Coupled with the effort and care
that has been put into the appearance of the section - especially F 3-4 and the
coat of arms on F 7 - this betrays the attitude of the scribe, who must have
wanted to make the introduction look beautiful and impressive.

2.4 Conclusions

The conclusions for this chapter can be brief. The coherence of the material
must lead to the conclusion that the manual was compiled by one scribe only,
fluent in both the Cyrillic and the Latin alphabets ($2.1). The regularity of the
many pages, the meticulous application of corrections and emendations, and
the careful and consistent method of indicating synonyms, point to the scribe’s
efforts to give the phrasebook a rather polished appearance (§2.2).

The efforts put into the manuscript by the scribe also show in the introduc-
tory section, which is more elaborated than in comparable phrasebooks. The
section combines rather generic Latin and German elements with specific texts
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identifying the manuscript as a Russian-German merchant phrasebook and giv-
ing the user advice on how it should be used (§2.3).



3. THE PHRASEBOOK AS A COPY

As we have seen, the scribe put a lot of energy into the general appearance and
shape of his manuscript. At the same time, the majority of the material in
Fonne’s phrasebook is not original. This raises the question of how the scribe
handled his sources. In this chapter, therefore, I shall discuss the manuscript as
a copy rather than as an independent work. First, I shall investigate the origin of
the material by looking at the relation with the older phrasebooks (s and a), and
the variety of German used in these earlier sources. After this, the discussion
will focus on the composition and organisation of the phrasebooks. This will be
done by zooming in from the highest level - the organisation of the phrasebook
as a whole - to the level of individual items and how they are organised, and
will finally be on the level of words.

3.1 Origin of the material

Having established that most of the material in Fonne’s phrasebook is not
original, but was copied from earlier sources, the linguistic dependence of the
phrasebook on these older sources can be established by comparing the data in
Fonne’s phrasebook with those in s and a. The availability of text editions of
these two older phrasebooks makes it possible to explore philological issues that
touch upon this relationship. The phrasebooks s and a, which in this study have
only been cursorily introduced, will be presented in more detail here.

3.1.1 Schroue and Anonymous

Of the two available related phrasebooks, Schroue’s phrasebook shows the larg-
est number of correspondences with Fonne’s phrasebook. s contains 227 pages,
slightly less than half the number of pages in r. Its historical and philological
context is the most complicated of all three phrasebooks. A factually coherent
picture was first given sixty years ago by Mixail Alekseev (1951), and the issue
was more recently taken up by Anna Xorogkevi¢ (2000). The most relevant
facts:

» The text is dated 1546 (s 1r).

* The German part of the phrasebook is in High German.

» The Russian is written exclusively in the Latin alphabet.

* The phrasebook is part of a convolute which includes two other works.
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* This convolute can be dated to the period 1582-1591 (Fatowski and Wit-
kowski 1992: 12).

* The 1582-1591 copy we have is probably a copy of a text from 1546 (Alek-
seev 1951: 108 = 1974: 27).

* A Thomas Schroue was mayor of Dorpat (present-day Tartu, Estonia)
and died somewhere between 1498 and 1501. He was a speaker of Low
German, and probably did not know Russian at all (Falowski and Wit-
kowski 1992: 12).>*

* The 1546 text was probably copied from a text dating from before the
death of Thomas Schroue (Alekseev 1951: 110 = 1974: 29).

Although the historical figure of Thomas Schroue bears no relation to this copy,
other than his name occurring in it, we will follow accepted usage and refer to
this copy as Schroue’s phrasebook.

Copying a text is not without danger, especially if the copyist does not know
Russian. A cursory examination of the text already reveals that this was the case
for the scribe who compiled this manuscript. As a result, the text is highly dis-
torted, especially on the graphical level (e.g., the confusion of similar looking
letters, such as v, u, n and r). The editors reach the following conclusion:

“In comparison to other historical texts of the same type ([references to TF 1-1v
and A]), the manuscript now published shows many phonetic and grammatical
deformations, as well as contortions distorting the meaning of individual phrases.
They may have appeared at the various stages of the development of the text and
been caused by a variety of circumstances. These certainly included imperfect
knowledge of Russian by German authors, lack of knowledge of the Cyrillic al-
phabet and the principles of rendering the Russian language with that sign sys-
tem, the lack of attention of successive copyists, as well as the imprecise nature of
noting down utterances heard from Russian informants or dictated in Hanseatic
scriptoriums” (Falowski 1997: 10)

With the Anonymous phrasebook we face a different picture. With 188 pages it
is the smallest of the three phrasebooks. The manuscript is not dated, but can be
attributed to the mid-16™ century on the basis of palacographical and linguistic
arguments (Falowski 1996: 165). We have seen that the number of phrases
which correspond to phrases in one or both of the other phrasebooks is rela-
tively low. And although exact correspondences can be found, often the corre-
spondences are much looser. At the same time, the text is not as distorted as
that of Schroue’s phrasebook: “Die Worter und Satze sind auf3erordentlich kor-
rekt, ohne ernstliche Fehler und Deformationen, aufgezeichnet” (Falowski 1994:
10).

3 See also, apart from the cited references, Stone 1990.
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3.1.2 Stemma

In 2000, Anna Xoroskevi¢ proposed a stemma for the three phrasebooks, re-
produced here as Figure 17. It is mostly based on a number of salient lexical
items: the terms used to indicate the weighing-house and a number of words
referring to coins and money. In her view, the material ultimately goes back to
the last third of the 13™ century.®

i 1607 ron, Wenne

X T.1lipos.e,
Ny nocne 1582 . TOE

XV, 1566-1571
Jononxnenue

30-50-e roaw
XVls.

KOHel \—
XV e,

= AHOHUM

: O 14091424

nocnenuas tpets X111 B.

30-90 rompr XV B.

Figure 17: Stemma including the three phrasebooks r, s and a (Xoroskevic 2000: 91)

This study does not aim to retrace this stemma in full detail. Rather, I will try to
shed some light on the branch of the stemma that links the two most closely re-
lated phrasebooks - Fonne’s and Schroue’s. Xoroskevi¢ dates the common
source for these two phrasebooks to the end of the 15" century (Xoroskevi¢
2000: 85-91; also Bolek 2003: 215).

 This would make the material over a century older than the High German-Italian phrasebook
by Master George from 1424, the oldest merchant book known today (see §1.3.1).
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3.2 Low German and High German

The many striking similarities between the phrasebooks of Schroue and Fonne
gave rise to the assumption that they are textually related. At the same time,
there is one striking difference that needs an explanation: whereas Fonne’s
phrasebook almost exclusively uses a variety of Low German, Schroue’s phrase-
book uses High German throughout. It is clear, however, that the language of
the common source for both phrasebooks is Low German. The editors of TF 1
already noted that Schroue’s High German is a translation from Low German:

“This High German text has evidently been translated from a Low German text
corresponding to that of the Fenne manuscript: e.g. beuten [s 3r 9, see (19s) be-
low] is not a genuine High German word but a transposition of the Low German
verb buten; the same is true of the verb [behufet] [s 3r 8].” (TF 1: 20n.)

Gernentz et al. later confirmed this: Low German elements shine through the
High German text on the orthographical level as well as on the levels of mor-
phology, the lexicon, and syntax (1988: 27, 39f.; see also Xoroskevi¢ 2000: 82,
Stone 1990: 347). If we posit a common source for both phrasebooks, the trans-
lation of the Low German text into High German must be of a later date. In
other words: the common source of both phrasebooks was still in Low German.

In addition to what Gernentz and the editors of TF found, actual relics of Low
German can be found in s, as (15) below shows:

(15s) Nadop botf8ka IBwjnom Ifikrjpjth dobbro ne vofizor,,
wetsse menn moeth. p. Man mus die thunnen mit
dem Wein Vast machen lassen, das sie nicht von einand[er] springen. p. (s 51v19-21)

(15F) Nadob botzka smodum skrepit dobro ne roszorutze.
Men modt de tunne mit dem mede
vaste maken, dat se nicht van ander springe. (F 391 6-8)

In (155), the Low German words menn moeth immediately precede High Ger-
man Man mus. It corresponds exactly with Low German Men modt in the cor-
responding phrase in r. Another example of Low German interference, slightly
more complicated, can be found in (16).

(16s) Touar vmenna offrjgu posszol nadop Imne sagym

Jechgath de war Is m¥y
Ich mus nach der wahre vorrejsenn, dan sie ist mir vf Riege gesanndt. p. (s 25V 13-16)
(16¥) Tovar otmenze ffkolivan poschol: schol cio”

nadob mnie sa ihim iechat.
De wahre is van my vp Reuell gesandt: gegahen
ich modt ehr na rejsen. (¥ 327 20-23)
Tosap ot meH: B KopiBaHb MOIET: <11>CIIEN;
HagoOb MHB 32 UM BXaTh.
‘My goods have been sent/have gone off to Revel; I must travel after.’
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In this phrase, the order of the two sentences that make up the German phrase
in s and r is reversed. The intrusion of de war Is mj in the Russian phrase of s,
corresponding to De wahre is van mj in r, shows that the order in F is the origi-
nal order (see §8.5.2); the words de war Is mj are another Low German relic in
S.

3.3 Composition**
3.3.1 Arrangement of sections

Fonne’s phrasebook is by far the largest of the three phrasebooks: page numbers
in the edition run to 566, but of these, 499 pages with text remain.” Schroue’s
manuscript counts 226 pages with text, the Anonymous phrasebook 183.3¢
Figure 18 below illustrates the composition of the three manuscripts with regard
to the textual length of the various parts.

300 T —— —— —m—m — o — e m e m
250 -
200+ - ————-—————"———~——"——~——~————"$;@- — — — — — — — — —

10 - —————————————————————— W -~~~ -

100 -
oL mm ... L || - |

INTRO LEX GRAM PHRAS PROVERB RELI POLISH NUM(-LET)
W (499) 12 100 49 273 24 10 12 19
M s (226) 3 49 15 153 o 6 o o
A (183) 8 71 1 99 o 2 o 2

Figure 18: Proportional comparison of the sections in F, s and A (in number of pages)

With the exception of PROVERB and poLIsH, all sections in F correspond to sec-
tions in at least one other phrasebook. But although the contents of the various
sections of the three manuscripts are comparable, the order in which they ap-
pear in the manuscripts is not. Overall, the organisation of Fonne’s material is
much more logical than Schroue’s, as was already briefly noted by Bolek:

“T. Fenne in turn, using essentially the same material as Th. Schroue arranged it
in a more thought-through manner. The sections follow each other in a logical

3 The remaining sections of this chapter closely follow Hendriks and Schaeken 2008b.

% There are 60 missing pages (F 5-6, E 9-12, F 15-20, F 25-30, F 143-144, F 173-174, F 185-186, F 271-
272, F 465-268, F 295-296, F 503-506, F 511-526, F 539-544, F 555-556), 2 torn-out pages (F 483-
484), as well as 7 blank pages (F ov, F 21, F 160, F 270, F 446, E 461, E 560).

36 s has 1 blank page (s 1v) and 1 duplicate leaf number (s 89 rv, s 89a rv), a has 5 blank pages
(A 61V, A 50V, A 51V, A 53V).
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order. [...] Within the sections the phrases are arranged in a different order than
in [s]” (Bolek 1997: 65)

The more logical organisation of the various sections is illustrated by Figure 19,
a graphical representation of the breakdown of Fonne’s phrasebook as discussed
in §1.1.1 above, compared with that of s and a.

Opverall, the order of the various sections of Fonne’s phrasebook, and the order
of clusters and phrases within those sections is very sensible: LEx precedes
PHRAS, it first treats general topics (LEX-GEN) before going into more specific,
trade-related issues (LEX-TRADE), and each cluster of words is given an appro-
priate heading. The arrangement of the phrases in pPHRAS is equally logical: sen-
tences of a more general type (mainly concerning social affairs; PHRAS-GEN)
precede phrases that are specific to commercial discussions and negotiations
(PHRAS-TRADE). PROVERB is closely linked to pPHRAS, and immediately follows it.
The remaining sections can be characterised as useful appendices to the main
body of the text.

Schroue’s phrasebook equally marks off each of the various parts of the
manuscript, but its textual structure is less systematic. Firstly, it does not keep
the lexical and phraseological subsections together: it contains two lexical sec-
tions and two phraseological sections. One phraseological section comes at the
very beginning, the other at the very end, with all other sections coming in-
between. The religious section is located between the first phraseological section
and the first lexical section, the grammatical section keeps the two lexical sec-
tions apart.
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Figure 19: Schematic comparison of the sections in r, s and A

The textual organisation of the Anonymous phrasebook is even less clear. The
lexicon and the phraseology are each divided over three different parts of the
manuscript. In general, A does not always clearly distinguish between the differ-
ent sections, such as the lexicon and the phrases (cf. A 11v 15-20, A 13V 20-24, A
18v 13-26, A 20r, A 20V 19-20, A 21I, A 27V 1-4, etc.),37 or the brief grammatical
section (A gor, Van Kleinen vockabulen) and the following pages of the second
phraseological section. Also, the list of numbers (a 37r 1-38r 2; F's part NUM-LET)
is actually more a part of the lexicon (preceded by the unit Van Gelde Vnder-
schede) than a separate section.®®

¥ The division of the lexical and phraseological sections of  and s is usually straightforward.
There is only one instance where a phrase in LEx has a counterpart in a different section in s
(pust kon segodni opotzinutt — latt datt perdtt van dage rowenn in F 80 18-19 and Pust koenn so-
godne opottsjine — Las das pferdt ruhen in s 103v 17, part of the second phraseological section).

3 The list roughly corresponds to F 545-554. In contrast with E, there is no list of letters in a; s
contains neither numbers nor letters.
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3.3.2 Arrangement of introductory statements

The introductory statements of the phrasebooks are another illustration of F’s
more rational organisation. The introduction of F (INTRO; 14 pages) at the be-
ginning of the manuscript is considerably longer than A’s (8 pages), and espe-
cially than that of s (3 pages). At the end of the section, the following statement
marks the beginning of the phrasebook proper:

(17F) Voima Sveetaia Troitza ia potzinall piszatt tu
ruschuiu knigu Gospodi Isus Christus Sin Bose§y
pridi komne da posobbi mne ti ruschigi retzi premo
vtzitza da pochvatitt i oposle preemo piszatt i day
mne svoiu milost sdorovie ffsvoiem ffstrachu sziti.
a tie ruschigi retzi vollodiett. Amin.
Ihm nahmen der hilligen drefoldicheitt
begunde ich dutt rusche boek tho schriuen. herr Iesus
Christus sohne gades kum my tho hulpe de rusche
sprake recht tho leren vnd tho vahten vnd darna
recht tho schriuen vnd giff my dine gnade here
mytt gesundtthejdtt in dinen fruchten tho
leuen vnd de rusche sprake mitt leue tho
gebrukenn. Amen. (F 22 7-20)
Bo umsa Cearasa Tpouna(!) A3 noymHan nucatb Ty
pyckyto kaury. l'ocnogu Vicyc Xpuctoc, Ceine boxeii,
npupu ko MuEB ja mocobu Muk T pyckuu pbun npsaMo
Y4IMUTBCSA A HOXBATUTD U OMOCTS MPAMO MMCATh 1 Aail
MHE CBOIO MUJIOCTD 3J0POBbE B cBOeM B cTpaxy(!) Kurwu,
a T pyckun pbun BonogbTb. AMUH.
‘In the name of the Holy Trinity I began to write this
Russian book. Lord Jesus Christ, Son of God, come to my
assistance to learn the Russian language properly and to
comprehend it and after that to write it correctly and grant
me Thy grace, (Lord,) with health in fear of Thee to live and
to make use of the Russian language (with affection). Amen.’

These lines are not the only introductory statement. Both phraseological sub-
sections, PHRAS-GEN and PHRAS-TRADE, are introduced with similar statements
(r187-188 and F 273):

(18r) Sdies ias bosieiu pomotziu potziu piszatt
ruskuiu retzi kak nemtzinu sruszinom
porusky govorit [...]
Hyr wyll ich mytt der hulpe gotts
anfangen tho schriuen de rusche sprake alse
de dutzschen myt den ruf3en behouen rusch tho
spreken [...] (¥ 1881-3,10-13)
3nBcb A3 60XKbero MOMOYbI0 MOY<MH>Y MICATh
pyckow pbub<io>, KaK HEMYIMHY C pyCMHOM
II0-PYCKY TOBOPUTS |...]
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‘Here, with the help of God, I shall begin to write
in the Russian tongue, how the German(s) should
speak with the Russian(s) in Russian’

Woimze sveetaia troytza

ias potzinu sdies piszat kak nadob nemptzinu
sruszinom torgovat [...]

Im namen der hilligen drefoldicheitt.

wyll ich hir anfangen tho schriuen wo de

dutschen behouen mytt den ruflen tho

koepslagen [...]

Bo nms Cesaras Tpouna(!).

A3 MMOYMHY 30BCh MUCATh, KaK Hano6bb HBMYMHY

C PyCMHOM TOPTOBAaTh,

‘In the name of the Holy Trinity. I shall begin here to
write how the German(s) should trade with the Russian(s)’

65

(F 273 12-14, 6-9)

Schroue’s phrasebook also has three sets of introductory phrases. The first is
located at the beginning of the manuscript (s 3r), the second and third precede
the religious section (s 64v-65r; i.e., after the first phraseological section) and
the second phraseological section (s 99r). Each can be linked to a phrase in F, as
the numbers indicate:

(19s)

(179)

(18s)

If3de Jagotzu iflbofiju pomotzju potf8ynath kack nadop
iffrusszymum turguwath da menetf8e tho war kupjth
vrufijna da mynetze thowar prothiff tho war kolly
Aspodu Bochgu Hube,

Itzunndt will ich mit der Hilffe gottes beginnen, Als man
mit denn Russen behufet zu kaufschlagen, die wahr

von denn Russen zu kauffenn, vndd zu beuten, wahr
gegen war wie es unserm Hergott geliebtt. p.

Iste Ja gottzu mylof3zjrdye bofizje ruflkym Jassjkum
pottsynath tacko menne aspodj boch ffmoye f3jrtze
pryfilath pottsynath BockBossoby Imne tho pottwattjth
premo ruflkaya kuyka pyssath da Issdorouo bes

strachu boflje wolodyjejth Imnogo dobbro ymeth.

Hier will ich mit der Hulff gottes die russische sprache
Anfahenn, vnndt so viell mir gott in das Hertze senndt
gott help mir sie zu vassen vnd ein recht russisch buch
zuschreibenn mit gesundtheit in der furchte gottes zu
brauchenn Manniche Liebe zeidt.

Issde Ja gottlne mylos sjodje boflje Pottsynath
Da Pysath kack nadup Ifrulymum gauwerjth.
Hier will ich mit der hulffe gottes beginnen vnd
Schreibenn, als man behuffet mit den Russenn zu
sprechenn, als hiernach volgdt. p.

(s 3r3-10)

(s 64v 21-651 8)

(s 99r 8-12)
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The main introductory statement in Fonne’s phrasebook, (17F), roughly corre-
sponds to the second such statement in s, (17s), which introduces the religious
part. The link between the statements is compounded by the presence of the
Our Father in Russian (without translation) in the main introduction of
Fonne’s phrasebook. This corresponds to the end of the religious part in
Schroue’s phrasebook, where at the bottom of s 67v we find: “Nu volgett das
Reussiche Vatter Vnser Auff dieselb sprache”.

The second introductory statement in Fonne’s phrasebook, (18r), corre-
sponds to the third statement in Schroue, which introduces the second phrase-
ological part of that phrasebook. The two remaining introductions can also be
matched (19) (cf. also TF 1: 19-21).

The introductory statements in the Anonymous phrasebook show fewer corre-
spondences with  and s. This is not surprising, given the looser relation of a
with the other two phrasebooks. Still, the one real introductory statement, lo-
cated at the beginning of the first lexical section, can be characterised as a short-
ened version of (17F) and (17s):

(17a) Hospody Blahoslawi Otze.
Gott der herr helpe zw dem Ahnfange.
Hospody boch posobbi mene potsinati da konsati Rus-
komu Jasicku Vtziti sa
Gott helpe mi Ahnfangen Vnd Enden Rusiische schprak
to leren. (A 9r1-6)*

Also, an echo of (19) can be heard in a loose phrase (German only) in the third
phraseological section of the Anonymous phrasebook:

(194) Hiernach vollgett wo man met den Ross-
enn schall kopschlagenn. (A 59r1-2)

Yet despite the more distant relationship, the similarities of A with r and s are
still striking. For example, after the introductory statements (17s) and (17A),
both phrasebooks continue with the same phrase, not in Fonne’s manuscript:

(20s) Aspoddi Iseus Christus sym bosie bomjluj nas grechnich. p
Her Jesu Christe du sohne gottes Erbarme dich vber vnns

% The next folio of s does not in fact give us the Our Father. Instead, the lexical section starts
right off with the heading Vonn gott vnd Himlischenn Dinngenn. The catchword Otze nas at the
bottom of page s 67v suggests that one of the folios disappeared before they were numbered and
bound (see Falowski and Witkowski 1992: 17).

4 After these introductions s and A continue with the same phrase: s 65r 9-11 Aspoddi Iseus
Christus sym bosie bomjluj nas grechnich (Her Jesu Christe du sohne gottes Erbarme dich vber
vhins Armen sunders) ~ A or 7-9 Isus Christus sine bosie pomilui nas gresnych (Jesus Chriistus
sone gades vorbarme die unser Armen siinders). The phrase does not occur in F.
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Armen sunders. p. (s 65r 9-11)

(204) Isus Christus sine bosie pomilui nas gresnych.
Jesus Chriistus sone gades vorbarme die unser Armen
stinders (A 9r7-9)

Also, the very first (rhymed) sentences of A can be matched with those in s,
again to the exclusion of :

(21s) Einn Russisch Buch binn ich genanndt,
Ihm deutschenn Lanndt gantz vnbekanndt, (s1ri-2)

(21a) Ein Rusch Boeck Bin Ick Genanth / mit ve-
len Ehrliicken liiden sey Ick Allto
wol nicht Bekhant (a1ri1-3)*

Several of the next rhymed sentences on pages s 1r, 2r and A 1r are also rather
similar:
(22s) geschriebenn [...] Lebenn

erdenn [...] werde
Lerenn [...] bekerenn (s1r, 2r)

(22a) geschrewen [...] leben
Erden [...] werd(en)
leren [...] keren (a1r)®

To conclude the examination of the introductory phrases, close textual corre-
spondences between the introduction of the Anonymous phrasebook and
Fonne’s manuscript - this time excluding Schroue’s phrasebook - can be found
on A 1r-1v and F 14, for example:

(23F) Wiltu in Rufllandtt de sprake lehren
so laht dy van den ruflen nicht vorfohren (F141-2)

(23a) Wultu Thn Rufllandt de schpracke leren/ so lathe die vor den
hungerigen Russen nicht vorferen/ (A1v 4-5)%

3.3.3 Content and arrangement of LEX

As I pointed out above (§1.5.1), the lexicon of F, s, and A has been studied in
considerable detail, including the vocabulary in the lexical sections; a relatively

# Cf. the very similar passage s 25 2-3, and Alekseev’s comments (Alekseev 1951: 107-109).

# Note that the rhymes in High German are rather imperfect, proving once again the Low Ger-
man origin of the material in s (see §3.2).

# The other correspondences are F 14 7-8 ~ A 1r 16-17; F 14 9-10 ~ A 1V 1-2; F 14 11-12 ~ A 1V 9-10;
F1413-14 ~ A 1V 11-12; F 14 21-22 ~ A 1V 13-14; F 14 25-26 ~ A 1V 6.
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recent work in the field is Mzel’skaja 2003. In this section, I restrict myself to a
few general comments.

LEX contains approximately 1,950 entries. It is subdivided into LEx-GEN, with
40 different chapters (running from Van den veer elementenn to Van schepenn),
and LEX-TRADE, with another 14 chapters (starting with Van allerlej pelterienn
and ending with Van allerlej lakenn). Although s normally contains fewer en-
tries per chapter, the way in which the lexemes are ordered is remarkably the
same. It is striking that the first lexical section of s (68r-88r; cf. Figure 19 above)
nicely corresponds to LEX-GEN (F 31-107), whereas the second section (s 95r-98v,
and also the first five lines of 99r) precisely covers LEX-TRADE (F 108-130). More
than half of the entries in LEx are also attested in s, and almost every single
chapter of F can also be encountered in s (see Gernentz et al. 1988: 63-76 for
some detailed comparisons).

The connection between r and A - the combined lexical sections of which
make up a considerable part of the entire document (cf. Figure 18) - is less ob-
vious than between r and s. Nevertheless, more than one third of the lexemes in
F can also be found in 4, frequently arranged in exactly the same order. Exam-
ples of such corresponding passages are F 189-190 ~ A 20v and F 259 ~ A 20V,
21V.

In conclusion: comparison with s and A shows that at least two thirds of the
vocabulary in F is not original.

3.3.4 Content and arrangement of PHRAS

The phrases which occur in both r and s do not correspond randomly. Even a
casual look at the concordance between r and s (see appendix B) reveals an
overwhelming amount of exact parallel sequences of corresponding phrases,
schematically illustrated in Figure 20 below.

|I|
» =
» PHRAS [ 484"

&

PHRAS 1B7-464

PHRAS 11997

TRADE ‘o8
PROVERE ¥¥4

INDECENT #5488

Figure 20: Parallel sequences in F and s

Speaking in broad terms, PHRAS-GEN (F) first runs parallel with PHRAS 11-GEN
(s), then with parts of PHRAS 1 (S). PHRAS-TRADE (F) first closely follows PHRAS 1
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(s), then matches PHRAS II-TRADE (s), and at the end again relates to parts of
PHRAS I (s). The majority of correspondences in PROVERB can be found in the
PHRAS I (S). These parallel sequences show the extremely close textual relation-
ship between the two phrasebooks.

At a more detailed level, disruptions to the regular pattern reveal the scribe’s
keen eye for the layout of his text. Three different categories can be distin-
guished.

The first category is constituted by sequences of corresponding phrases
which are disrupted by the last phrase at the bottom of a page in r. A typical ex-
ample is F 341-342, which follows the sequence of s 32rv, with the exception of
the last phrase on F 341:

F S

34116-19 32r 15-18

341 20-21 321 19-20

34122-23 (end of page)  32v5-6

3421-6 32r 21-24 (end of page)
342 7-10 32V 1-4

342 11-12 32v 7-8

Table 1: Typical order of phrases at the end of a page in F in relation to s

The phrase following F 341 20-21 (~ s 32r 19-20) does not match s 32r 21-24, as
one would expect, but corresponds to a phrase located on the next page of s (32v
5-6). On the next page, F picks up the order of s again - leaving out, of course, s
32v 5-6, which had already been used.

This deviation from the standard pattern is governed by a simple layout con-
sideration: the scribe of F never splits up a single phrase over two different
pages, a habit with no exceptions in the manuscript. In this particular case,
there was room in F for one more phrase after 341 20-21. If the next phrase in
the scribe’s source corresponded to s 32r 21-24, this phrase would have been too
long for the space left. The scribe’s solution to this problem was to select a
shorter phrase slightly further down his source, appearing as r 341 22-23. The
phrase that was omitted initially turns up as r 342 1-6, taking up six lines.*

The same layout consideration can be invoked to explain the second cate-
gory of disruptions of parallel sequences, in which the last phrase of a page in F

4 Other examples of this procedure can easily be found throughout PHRAS: F 201 22, F 285 18-22,
F 286 21-23, F 296 20-21, F 300 21-22, F 301 19-22, F 308 18-21, F 312 19-21, F 315 16-21, F 325 20-21,
F 331 20-21, F 336 21-22, F 341 22-23, F 352 22-23, F 364 21-23, F 366 20-23, F 367 21-22, F 384 21-23,
F 385 21-22, F 386 21-22, F 389 20-21, F 394 21-22, F 397 21-22, F 405 20-21.
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lacks a counterpart in s. For example, the phrases on r 456-457 closely follow
those on s 15v and 16r, with the exception of the last phrase on ¥ 456 (20-21):

F S

456 14-16 15V 15-16%

456 17-19 15V 21-23

456 20-21 (end of page) -

4571-3 15v 24-26 (end of page)
457 4-6 161 1-2

457 7-9 161 3-4

Table 2: A parallel sequence in F and s is disrupted by a missing phrase in s

In several cases, the phrases in r which lack a counterpart in s correspond to a
phrase in A, proving that they were copied from a written source. Examples of
this phenomenon are F 278 23-24 ~ A 75r 18-19; F 288 21-23 ~ A 83V 8;*° F 305 16-
20 ~ A 721 16-18.¥

The final category of disruptions is in a way the mirror image of the previous
category: this category comprises pages in r that have no correspondences in s
with the exception of the last phrase of the page, as illustrated by the following
table:

F S

213 15-16

213 17-18

213 19-20 (end of page)
214 1-2

214 3-4

67V 12-14

214 5-6 -

Table 3: A corresponding phrase shows up as the
last item on a page without further correspondences

Other pages showing this pattern are 237 22-23 ~ s 106v 5-6 and F 426 21-22 ~ s
101v 11. Of course, this final pattern of missing correspondences can be ex-
plained in different ways. All three sets of phrases combined, however, do make

# The missing lines s 15v 17-20 roughly correspond to F 452 3-4 and 5-6.

#¢ Italic page and line numbers indicate a rough rather than an exact correspondence.

4 Even in the case of F 456 20-21, which does not have a correspondence in a, a written source
will have to be assumed: the verb form menetzu shows traces of the conversion from earlier xo-
uy ... meHAmMbcA (see §7.4).
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clear how close the textual composition of PHRAS actually is to the correspond-
ing sections in s.

Again, the connection between the composition of F and A is less strong than
between F and s. Correspondences can be found throughout the text of A. In
PHRAS-GEN, there is a concentration of phrases which correspond to phrases
A 54-59, 86 and 91. Here and there, PHRAS-TRADE shows rough parallel se-
quences of sentences (e.g., F 273-277 ~ A 59-60, F 297-302 ~ A 68-70), but far less
frequently and systematically than in the case of F and s.

Although we have not systematically searched for exclusive correspondences
between s and a, it feels safe to conclude that there are only few cases in which
similar phrases in s and a are not shared by r.**

3.3.5 Conclusions

As far as the overall composition of the two most closely related phrasebooks, F
and s, is concerned, there are two possible explanations for the more sensible
and refined organisation of the material in . One explanation is that the state of
affairs in s is a distortion of a more logical composition of the common source.
This is a view held by Bolek and Xoroskevic:

“The not very logical arrangement, the occurrence of repeated sentences in the
phrasebook, and the absence of the Our Father promised in the text (s 67v) allow
for the assumption that Einn Russisch Buch unites the reflection of several phrase-
books previously functioning in different versions.” (Bolek 1997: 64)

“The inclusion of separate sections of the dictionary and the phrasebook of
Schroue (and the partial duplication of texts about trade matters in the first and
the last parts), the arrangement of these sections which is different from that in
the dictionary of Fenne, and the inclusion of three separate introductions suggest
that the maker of Schroue’s dictionary (or his helper) had at his disposal several
separate Russian manuals in the form of ‘books’, which were united by him or his
helper in one historical text.” (Xoroskevi¢ 2000: 83)

Another explanation for the difference between r and s is that r represents an
improvement over the common source: the retention of the various introduc-
tory sections in F and their more logical arrangement then can be said to be-
speak the scribe’s eye for composition and layout, and Fonne’s phrasebook as a
whole as a next stage in the development of the genre, a viewpoint also hinted at
by Bolek:

4 Examples are s 4r 17-20 ~ A 60r3-5; S 151 21-24 ~ A 80r 4-7; S 16V 15-16/31r 8-9 ~ A 72r7-8;
$33r6-7 ~ A 77r 7-8; S 41r 1-2 ~ A 851 7-8; S 631 20-24 ~ A 85V 16+17+18; S 106V 1-2 ~ A 54V 5;
S106V 9 ~ A 54V 11.
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“Both the arrangement of the material and the large volume of the phrasebook
[...] require us to see in this language compendium an improved, and philologi-
cally and formally more refined version.” (Bolek 1997: 65)

The layout considerations governing the disruption of parallel sequences, but
also the investigations and observations presented in the following chapters,
show that the scribe did not copy the material blindly and haphazardly, but that
he operated with care and precision. It is likely that the organisation of r in fact
does constitute an improvement over its immediate sources.

A final comment has to be made about the frequent repetition of identical
phrases in s. In the eyes of Bolek and Xoroskevi¢, these testify to the compila-
tory nature of the text, showing that the scribe did not master the material he
was copying (Bolek 1997: 64, Xoroskevi¢ 2000: 84). But duplicate entries do not
only occur in s: they can also be found in r.* There are indications that the
scribe was well aware of some of these at least (see §8.6.3). If their retention was
a conscious choice, the double occurrences of phrases can be regarded as the
reflection of a perceived independence of the various sections.

Of course, the two explanations for the differences in the overall organisation of
F and s are not mutually exclusive.

3.4 Textual correspondences
3.4.1Fands

The close correspondence between the phrasebooks of Fonne and Schroue is
not limited to the composition of the texts. The following examples, which can
easily be found throughout puRrAs, further illustrate the direct relationship be-
tween both manuscripts on the levels of orthography, grammar and syntax:

* Dobranitz (¢ 190 16) ~ Dobranithz (s 99r 6) (cf. TF 11: 128, n. 16: “Ukrain-
ian influence in secular greeting”).

* Doboszdorouie (F 190 17) ~ s 99r 14 Dabes drowe (for do6po 300posve,
both written without r).

* svoi polat (F 205 6) ~ swoj pollat (s 103r 8). In both cases, masculine
nonam is used for the feminine noun nonama.

4 Examples of phrases that are repeated literally or with some variation: F 189 9-11 ~ F 191 3-8 ~
F 274 1-5; F 214 17-18 ~ F 472 8-11; F 217 15-17 ~ F 277 10-13; F 219 4-7 ~ F 332 1-4, F 219 11-12 ~ F 390
21-23, F 225 13-17 ~ F 348 16-20; F 229 19-20 ~ F 472 3-4, F 257 1-4 ~ F 331 5-7. Note that repetition
does not only occur between PHRAS-GEN and PHRAS-TRADE, but also within PHRAS-TRADE: F 285
13-14 ~ F 322 13-14, F 288 16-20 ~ F 417 4-7, F 293 1-4 ~ F 316 15-22, F 296 20-21 ~ F 318 17-18, F 301
1-6 ~ F 336 17-20, F 305 6-8 ~ F 339 20-22, F 321 1-2 ~ F 384 6+10, F 336 10-12 ~ F 439 13-15, F 339
12-15 ~ F 349 18-23, F 356 1-5 ~ F 463 9-13.
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fftorg (r 208 21, ‘vp den markede’) ~ offturk (s 105r 20). Both forms lack a
LOC.SG. ending.

sprimka (¥ 279 9, ‘vp winst’) ~ Isprjmka (s 5v 4). In both instances an
INSTR would be expected.

The word nosoowo ‘Berrogno’ (cf. Zaliznjak 1998: 261-262) occurs for the
first time in F as povodno (E 279 19). In the corresponding phrase s has
pouodua (s 5v 11), where -du- has to be read as -dn- (as in numerous
other instances in s). There are 3 other cases of nosoowo in F, all without
d and with a single n (povono 280 7, 286 9, povonu 376 3), most probably
reflecting assimilation of dn > nn (Zaliznjak 1998: 262). In the corre-
sponding cases in s, the word is written in the same way (pouono 5v 20,
7V 21, POWONO 46V 24).

Moi aspodar velil mnie ottebe dengi ffzeet (¢ 309 5) has the German equi-
valent Mjn herr heffft my the-djgesandttvynd gehehten van dy dat geldt
tho entfangen. The words that are crossed out can be found in the corre-
sponding phrase in s: Meinn Her hat mich zu dir gesanndyt, das geldt zu
holenn (s 18r 26). See also §8.5.2.

The explicit addition including iestze at the end of F 311 17-18 (al. iestze
bolse sudit) corresponds to Towar Jefle bolfSe Sudjith (s 19r 22).

Sol dorogo biiil (¥ 320 13, for 6vi1a) ~ Soall dorogo bujll (s 22v 3).

snakon (F 320 21, for 3Hakom) ~ Iffnakonn (s 23r 10).

poliibitz j tj (v 334 6, nomobumc<s>, u mot) ~ pololubjitz Ithj (s 29r 8).
Cf. Glinther 1974: 790, Zaliznjak 1998: 272.

ias buit tebe (F 354 12-13, for 23 6v1 mebe) ~ Jas buth debbe (s 371 23).

tzob tovar (¢ 360 3, ‘(TF 1) u<m>06 mosap<y>") exactly corresponds to
tzoep thowar (s 4or 18-19).

Tuoi krasenina (¥ 37110, for meos) ~ Tuoy krafSimjna (s 45r 8).

ty mecha (¥ 377 2, 3 sack) ~ thj mechga (s 47v 17, Drej Secke). Here, of
course, the letter r is omitted in the numeral in both r and s.

nasch drusba (¥ 377 17, for nawa) ~ nas trusba (s 471 17).

da kotorum ty slubuies (F 407 4, ‘(TE 11) komopy<tw0>") ~ da kotoroym thy
IfSlubugjies (s 60V 12).

prismotritz: prigleditz (¢ 412 1, ‘(TF 11) npucmompumc<s> | npuens-
oumc<a>") ~ prifSimotritz: prygleditzs (s 62v 12).

mosit dielat (F 469 14, kan doen) notes the alternative infinitive (without
German gloss) spiraitze as a secondary addition at the end of the phrase
(cf. ¥ 210 21-22 spiraitze - twisten). The addition corresponds to the
reading of mossy spjratse (s 112r 3, kann Zwjitrechtich sein).

The German equivalent of ¥ 471 13-14 reads so erkendt-he-sine hefft he
noch de qwahle tho nehmen (~ s 39v 6 so hat er noch dem willenn zule-
ben. vnnd zuhandlen). The words that are crossed out in F cannot possi-
bly correspond to the Russian text (jino iestze ysumilsa ffzcet ~ s Imo JefSe
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om If§mueles). However, they occur in s a few lines further on the corre-
sponding page in a phrase that is not attested in r: Wenn ein Mann Ihn
Nottenn ist, so erkent er seine vorachtigenn freunde (s 39v 20-21). This
suggests that the direct source of  also included the phrase, but that it
was left out by the scribe.

3.4.2Fand A

The following examples illustrate the more distant relation of the Anonymous
phrasebook to r and s. It is further removed from them in the sense that phrases
often match only partially and that the correspondences are more indirect,
vague and associative:

The phrase Na velikum saluange bog dall pollno (¥ 195 21-22) is a combi-
nation of two separate phrases on A 27r: Dal boch polno in line 16 and Na
welicko salowange in line 20.

The phrase Ia chotzu stoboi sreditza (E 215 5) roughly corresponds to Jas
stoboi otom pomirymsa (a 76v 8-9). The next phrase in 5, Otzum tj na
mence varavis | Worumb luchstu vp mj (¥ 215 6-7) is thematically close
to the previous phrase in A, Mnoho ty Chwastajesch da Isesch | Du lawest
die sehr vnd liehst (A 76v 6-7).

Dolgo tj sziues poru tebe vmerett | Du leuest lange idtt is tjt dattu steruest
(F 256 16-17) corresponds to Dolgo ty syl na sem swete | Du hefst lange ge-
lewet Auf diesser Erd(en) (a 18v 16-17) and the next line pora tebbe vme-
rety | Ist tyth dat du sterwest. The preceding phrases in ¥ and A touch
upon the theme of sin (“sunde”), although different expressions are
used.

The phrase Pravo vbiitka mnie licho potzinat ia torguiu spributka da ty
takovos (F 297 7-10 ~ s 12r 24-27) is a free combination of two short
phrases in A: Prawo na vbytek chudo torgowat (a 61r 15-16) and Torgui
na pributeck (17-18).

The phrase 297 11-15 corresponds to A 68v 9-15 and deals with the need
of finding a broker to mediate in the trade. Interestingly, the concluding
part of the phrase in A, togo dla sto Ja ne snaiu gorasdo ruskogo Jasycka /
darumb das Ick nicht khan die Ruschische schpracke woll, is missing in .

In view of the sequence of phrases, las stoboi tebe rosplatilsa da tebe ne
vinovate (F 311 7-9 ~ s 191 13-15) can be matched with Jas tebe ne winowat
da nesnaJu toba (A 74v 14-15). Only tebe ne vinovate corresponds to the
textin A.

F 319 15-20 (~ s 22r 13-17) is a full phrase consisting of seventeen words.
It can be matched with A 8ov 9-10, which, however, only records the be-
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ginning of the sentence (¢ Otzum tj moi tovar roskladivais: perekladivais
.. ~ A Czemu perekladass towar).>°

» In view of the sequence of phrases, Moi tovar snakon ne nadob mnie iovo
klemit (F 320 21-23 ~ s 23r 10-11) corresponds to A 81r 10-11 and 12-13.
However, the correspondence between r and the two different sentences
in A is restricted to a few words only: Czemu ty na swoi towar Kleym ne
Polosyl and Nenadob wet snackom tzoloweck.

= F 328 10-12 matches A 83r 8-9, and F 328 16-17 matches A 83r 12-13. The
phrases in between do not correspond textually: cf. Tzto tebe fftom
tovaru stalo protoroff na dorogi (F 328 13-15) and Nonetza protoroff welick
day desat Rublow (a 83r 10-11). However, both show the word npomops
‘costs’, which is otherwise rare. The only other phrase in which npomops
is used in F is Protori mnie stalo veliky (F 319 21-22). This phrase, which
is not attested in s, vaguely alludes to A 83r 10-11.

* Whereas the last three phrases on r 329 accurately match the last ones
on page s 26r, the corresponding part in A (a 83v 6-7+8-9) only uses
some similar words (do6weamv, He éwpumv and nopyunuxs) in the
same theme.

* Ia tebee otovo spaszaiu: vgimaiu kak druga, vieri tj mnie (F 400 12-15 ~ s
571 3-4) corresponds fairly well with the first part of A 84v 11-12: Ja toba
beregu kack druga ... The second part of the sentence in A (... podi opet
nasady) is completely different but is attested elsewhere: Podi opaed na-
sad (F 214 21).

» The two phrases F 408 10-18 and 410 1-7 are combined in a single entry
in s 61v 1-16. In A, my chotzem tebbe dati wo twoJe rutze (A 69r 2) alludes
to my tebe dadim ffsuoiu volu da ruku (¢ 408 11-12 ~ s 61v 3), whereas da
skasi pramo ne wosmi po sulu da ne prodai duschu dyawolu (A 69r 2-3)
corresponds to F 410 1-2 and s 61v 5-7 (both reading 6mca instead of
0v460719).

3.5 Conclusions

In §3.2, Figure 17 reproduced the stemma devised by Xoroskevi¢. In her view -
as well as Bolek’s — the common source for the phrasebooks of Fonne and
Schroue dates back to the end of the 15™ century. There would be one (or two)
intermediate copies for s and as many as three (or four) for . In other words: to
get from s to ¢, one would need between five and seven steps. In view of the
strong philological and linguistic similarities explored in this chapter, one

5° There are more examples in A where only the first words of corresponding phrases in F and s are
attested: F 3211-2 ~ A 81V 1, F 322 20-23 ~ A 82I'3-4, F 323 1-4 ~ A 82r 5-6, F 328 1-4 ~ A 831 4, F 328 5-7
~ A83r5,F3321-4 ~ AS6I 1, F 332 9-14 ~ A 44 13-14, F 365 1-5 ~ A 731 3-4, E 393 7-13 ~ A 93r 6-7, etc.
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would have to assume that the one (or two) steps to s and the three (or four)
steps to r would all be unaltered copies of the common source dating to the end
of the 15" century, down to the level of spelling and arrangement of phrases.
This is unlikely. The observations from this chapter — which can easily be added
to — give rise to the hypothesis that s and r share a more direct common source.
In the simplest scenario, the relevant branch of the stemma need not look much
more complicated than the stemma in Figure 21 below.

S

(1582-1591,
igh German)

1546 (2),
Low German

Figure 21: Revised relationship between r and s

This scenario proposed here does not conflict with the supposed history of
Schroue’s phrasebook, which could look like this:

At the end of the 15" century Thomas Schroue, mayor of Dorpat, needed a
phrasebook. He copied or compiled it from several earlier sources, or had it
copied or compiled for him. The variety of German used was his native Low
German. The resulting manuscript was copied in 1546, and still included the
name of Thomas Schroue. A following copy - the copy we have been discussing
under Schroue’s name- was made between 1582 and 1591. On page s 1r, the
scribe paid homage to Thomas Schroue, whom he believed was the author, and
included the year 1546 of the source he copied. This scribe did not know Rus-
sian, but translated the Low German text of the source into High German.

In 1607, Tonnies Fonne needed a phrasebook. He copied or compiled it him-
self, or had it copied or compiled for him by a single scribe. For the main body
of the phrasebook, there were several Low German sources available, which
may have included the same 1546 phrasebook that led to Schroue’s phrasebook.
It is highly unlikely that the 1582-1591 manuscript, written in High German, was
a direct source of k. If the 1546 phrasebook was one the sources of k, the name of
Schroue which occurred in it was not copied into .

It is not surprising that the scribes of both s and r made use of existing mate-
rial. From a practical point of view alone, it would be illogical to start from
scratch rather than to use already existing material circulating in the same cir-
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cles of Hanseatic merchants. The relation between s, r, and A testifies to the fact
that, indeed, the use of existing material as the basis for the next generation of a
text must have been common. We saw that Ténnies Fonne too most probably
passed on his phrasebook once he did not need it anymore (see $1.2.2).

What did this shared source for r and s look like? As far as its organisation is
concerned, it was probably closer to s than to r: the scribe of ¢ did not have a
problem rearranging and reorganising the material on a smaller or larger scale,
as that is obviously what he did. Of course, the scribe of the 1582-1591 manu-
script may also have rearranged phrases, but if he did, he would only have been
able to base himself on the German equivalent of each Russian sentence, given
the fact that he did not know Russian at all.

On the level of the text, the common source was probably not as distorted as
Schroue’s phrasebook. The distortions in s can be categorised into those on the
surface level of the graphical representation, and those on the deeper level of the
language itself, the majority being graphical mistakes. As the scribe of s did not
know Russian, he certainly did not repair any surface-level errors, mistakes or
distortions that were already there, but probably only added more. Take, for
example, the Russian in (24) below: it is almost unintelligible without the ac-
companying German phrase and, in fact, the corresponding phrase in Fonne’s
phrasebook.

(24s) Imno thy pijprofiynays vboff

Du Hieschest zuuiel zu, schlagk etwas ab (s 12r 12-13)
(24F) Mnogo ty priproszivaies vbaff

Du eschest tho vele slae wadt aff. (F 296 12-13)

On the level of the language, on the other hand, things look different. Here, the
same lack of knowledge of Russian must have actually helped preserve the lan-
guage of the original. Ignoring any surface distortions — aided both by the Ger-
man equivalent and by the corresponding phrases in r — we see that s actually
reflects a quite normal Russian text.

Of course, the picture could be more complicated than has been painted here.
More steps could lie between s and ¢ than the mere two posited in Figure 21 —
although a figure as high as seven, as I pointed out above, is unlikely. Although
it is certain that the scribe of r, besides the common source, used one or more
other written sources for the main body of his text (some of which may have
actually looked more like A), and although it is likely that he used native Rus-
sian informants, the proximity of F and s — and hence that of ¥ and its source -
is clear on all levels of the manuscript.

In this chapter we have looked at the organisation of the phrasebook as a whole
and the organisation of individual phrases in it. In the next chapters we will
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examine the material on the level of the phrase and on the level of the language.
Using a philological approach, we will attempt to determine to what extent the
material was simply copied from the source (or sources) and to what extent it
was changed and improved. The premise for this approach is the assumption
that what we find in s is also what can be found in the unknown source of both
manuscripts, with all the caution this assumption demands.



4. EXPLORING TEXTUAL DEPTH

In the previous chapter we looked at the similarities between s and F, testifying
to the proximity of their shared source. From this chapter onward, we shall
mainly be focusing on the differences between the two manuscripts. Compari-
son of F and s reveals that these manuscripts differ from one another. Some of
these differences concern a single word, others concern entire phrases, and they
can be either isolated or of a surprisingly structural nature.

I will first introduce the types of differences that can be found between r and s.
The language of the latter manuscript is structurally closer to the common
source. The scribe as a copyist and as an agent of change will be the centre of
attention.

We shall see that the differences can be used to identify and confirm copying
errors on the part of the scribe of r. When differences are the result of conscious
intervention of the scribe, they can shed light on the linguistic validity and reli-
ability of the data, but they can also be used to reveal information about lan-
guage developments or the persistence of known dialectal and other characteris-
tics.

4.1 Isolated differences

In the following examples, we are most likely dealing with straightforward
copying errors, where the scribe of k left out a word present in the source text:

* In Ia ne sameril suoi tovar (¢ 335 10-14, Ich hebbe nicht auer de mahte
mine wahr vorlauet) the preposition 3a is most probably missing; cf. Ja
ne samerjll f8a fuoy thowar (s 28v 22-29r 3) and also Tj sa suoi tovar
samerivaies (F 279 19-23).

*  sa to|mence ne poveszui (¢ 378 5-8, darumb vorkerdt my nicht) should be
probably be read as sa to na mence ne poveszui; cf. Sa tho namenna ne
pouefSuj (s 48r 10-12) and also satim na menc ne poveszui (F 229 1-5), ne
poveszui tj namence (F 291 1-4), and ne poveszuiu tj na menc (F 326 8-12,
where na was inserted afterwards).



8o

INNOVATION IN TRADITION

The Russian phrase in F 223 1-4 probably erroneously leaves out the
equivalent of the German wedder; cf. opeth in the corresponding phrase
S 4V 26-51 2%

In the following cases, s seems to confirm readings in TF 11:

‘(TE 11) moBBIy<ir>’ for poveszuiu (F 326 8-12); cf. poneffuj (s 25r 7-10);
‘(te 11) kyn<utb>-nu’ for kupli (F 316 9-12); cf. kupjith (s 20v 15-18);
‘(Tr 11) MHOT<0>-7116" fOor Mnogl (F 420 14-17); cf. Imnogoll (s 111v 8-10);
‘(TE 11) denna<mov>’ for dielal (F 42115-19); cf. delath (s 112r 17-22).

In other cases, comparison with s must lead to a new interpretation:

‘(te 1) 3anosbpan(!)’ for Sapovedall (¢ 201 11-12, Idtt is vorbaden)
should probably be read as ‘3amosbpma<u>’; cf. Tho Jest sapowedan (s
100V 3-5).%

‘(T 11) Ham croBoput for na sgovorit in tzto promesznik na sgovorit (F
299 11-15, wat vus de mekeler affspryktt) should be read as ‘Ha<m> croso-
put’; cf. s stho promefSnjick mam Ifsgouwarjith (s 13r 18-22) and also tzto
tjy nam sgovoris (F 408 10-18, wadt du vnfS sprikst) ~ stho thj nam
Ifigouwerjs (s 61v 61v 1-16).

The addition isobj in ¥ 351 13-16 (after the sentence which contains the
verb sobjsai) should probably be understood as the perfective impera-
tive u306u<0v>, and not as a simple “correction for sobysai without the
appropriate initial i’ (Tr 11: 319); cf. the variants IffobifSaj: Ifobjit ‘uso-
Ovoxait: usobunsp’ (s 36r 7-9).%

‘(Te 11) mpuMbTU T<OT> oM’ for Primeti te dom (F 358 21-23, Merke dat
huefs) should, in view of Prjmetje the that podworje: pallath (s 40v 3-5)
and Prjmeth thj (s 51v 6-8), probably be corrected to ‘mpumbTn T<bBI>
moM’ or even ‘TpUMBTH <T>BI T<OT> JOM'.

‘(T 11) pykn (1) for rukj in Schupai rukj ffmech (¥ 372 7-10, Taste mjit
der handt in den sack) should be corrected to INSTR.SG. ‘pyk<o>ir’; cf.
Szupayj ruckoy off mech (s 46r 7-10).

‘(Tk 1) 3aKy<m>u (NOM.SG. 3akyns) for Sakunmi in Sakuni iesdet, da
tovaru sakupaiu, da iovo dorosaiut (F 386 1-4, De vorkoper rijden, vnd
vorkopen, de wahre vnd maken se duer) should be read as ‘saxy<m>Hu’

5! See §8.4.3 for a discussion of these and similar cases.
5> See phrase (108) in §7.3.
5> On the variable presence of prothetic [i], see §5.6.3.
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(NOM.SG. 3akynenv); cf. the corrupt passage Sakup mj (Die vorkauffer)
in the corresponding phrase in s (s 50r 8-10).%*

* °(trr 11) Ha(!)’ for na in dobro #a na obemce ne builo obidno (¥ 463 14-20,
datt vnf$ bejiden kejn vnrecht geschee) should be corrected to ‘Ha<m>’; cf.
S 46v 16-21 bobbre nam obemo nebude obedduo.

4.2 Language-conscious copying

In §3.3.4, we have seen that the scribe often copied whole sequences of phrases
directly from his source, veering from this approach in a number of cases to
prevent phrases from being split over page boundaries. This is a rather me-
chanical solution to something he perceived as a problem. Comparison of r and
s also reveals a more language-conscious approach. In (25), the long phrase in s
corresponds to two smaller phrases in r. It might well be the work of the scribe
of ¥, whose motivation in this case would have been that the split-up prevented
the phrase from being spread over two pages (see §3.3.4):

(258) Tyf8a Buoy thowaer samery wajes ne pouodua
Inne tho war na tuthz zeuo vyfleth me gotzjs thy
themy vbaujith Inne Ja inde turguju ackde Ludy
posakone prodaduth
Du vorlobest deine wahre sie dienet mir nicht, die wahre
Auf denn kauf zu kauffenn, wiltu den kauf nicht vor,
mindern, so kaufschlage ich ein Ander wegen, Da die
Leute die wahre vor ihren werd vorkauffenn. p (s 5v11-18)

(258) Ty sa suoi tovar samerivaies, ne isoide: povodno
mne tovaru na tut tzenu ffzeet.
Du vorlauest dijne wahre, idt en dendt my
nichtt: ick en kan se vor den koep nicht
annehmen. (F 279 19-23)
TbI 3a cBoIT TOBap 3aMEpuBaclllb, He M30Jife: TOBOTHO
MHB TOBapy Ha Ty BHY B35Tb.
“You overprize your goods, [nothing will come out /]
it does not suit me (/I am unable) to take [goods] (them)
for this price’

(25F") Ne vbafflis, tj tzenu, ino ia inde torguiu,
chdie ludi posakonu prodadut.
Wultu den koep nicht vorminneren so wll
ich eyn anderwegen koepslagen, dar de
lude vor de werde vorkopen. (¥ 280 1-5)
He y6asnuus(!) b BHY, MHO 5 MHAS TOPIYIO,
B IOV 110 3aKOHY IIPOAAyT.

54 See also SRJA XI-XVIL, 8.V. 3aKyneHv = 3akynujuks ‘TOT, KTO 3aKyIlaeT KpyIHbIe TAPTUI TOBa-
pa ans nepenpopaxu’, which nicely fits the meaning of Zakuni in F.
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‘If you will not lower the price, (then) I will trade
elsewhere, where people sell according [to the standard]
(at the value).”

There are more cases where two consecutive phrases in F reflect a longer phrase
in s, as in (26), or the other way round, as in (27):

(26s) Ja gottsu stoboy offaklath sa Lossjth thry griuen
tho tack kack Ja sthassalle
Ich will drej Marck darauff vorwetten, es ist also
wie ich gesagt habe (s 105V 4-7)

(26F) Ia stoboi osaklu to takkak ia schasale.
Ich wyll mytt dy wedden dat idt so is alse ich sede. (F 209 3-4)
4 ¢ T060I1 03aKTI<AXK>Y: TO TAK, KaK 5 CKasasle.
‘T will bet you that it is as I said’

(26F") Ia na tom saklad sal6szu tri griuena to tack.
Ich wjfll vm dre .# wedden datt is so. (¥ 209 5-6)
41 Ha ToM 3aKiaf, 3amoxy Tpy rpuseHa(!): TO Tax.
‘Twill lay three [grivny] (mark): that is s0™*

(27s) Vkogo neth Imno njchde Joua vif3eth, p.
Der nichts hat, der kan niergendt nichts bekomenn. p. (s 51r 18-19)

(278") Vkock neth Imno netf3§m Jamo plathjth. p.
Der nichts hat, der kan niergendt nicht bezalenn. p. (s 51r 20-21)

(278) Vkovo niet ino nichde iomu ffzeet:
nietsim iomu platit.
De nichtef3 hefft de kan nergens nicht krigen
de kan nergens nicht betahlen. (¥ 387 20-23)
Y xoBo HBT, MHO HEIIb éMY B3ATH:
HBYMM EMY ITATUTD.
‘If someone has nothing, then he cannot get anything
anywhere / he has nothing with which to pay’

Additional examples can be found in s 6r 3-10 ~ F 280 11-15 and 16-20, s 61 14-23
~ F 280 1-5 and 6-10, S 7V 7-10 ~ F 285 13-14 and 15-17, S 41r 3-15 ~ F 361 5-11 and
12-19, S 105V 4-7 ~ F 209 3-4 and 5-6 (one phrase in s, two phrases in ), s 63v 9-
10 and 11-12 ~ F 414 11-12, s 591 8-9 and 10-14 ~ F 404 6-11¥ (two phrases in s, one
in F).

55 On vbafflis ‘(TF 11) y6aBmumb(!) see §7.4.5, especially footnote 205.

56 On osaklu ‘(TF 11) 03akn<ax>y see $7.4.5, especially footnote 201.

7 The phrase in F, both Russian and German, lacks a negation present in s. This is an example
of a difference between s and r matched in both languages, on which see §8.3.
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4.3 Insertion of new phrases

In a few cases, E deviates from s in a way where innovation and free association
. 8
of the scribe of F may be assumed:’

» Tzto tack pachnett (F 204 20, Wadtt stinckett so) corresponds to Stho
kack pachane (s 103r 5). The next two phrases on F 204 continue the sub-
ject of ‘smelling’: Tzto tack nuchatt (¢ 204 21), Nuchai na tutt traffka (¢
204 22). Both phrases are missing in s. After this digression F resumes
the parallel sequence of corresponding phrases.®

=  Perevesi tj mence seres reku (¢ 228 10-11, Vor mj auer de beke) themati-
cally does not belong to the set of phrases on r 227-228, which deal with
invitations and guests. The sentence, which begins with Perevesi, was in-
cluded, so it seems, as a kind of association to the last word(s) of the
previous phrase: besz perewodoff: du (¢ 228 5-9, ~ s 571 5-9 bes verewo-
daff perewodu).*

*  Nichto isbohu ne dumall to vedait bog odin (F 230 15-17) corresponds to s
112r 6-8. The next phrases in ¢, which are not included in s, can be con-
sidered a string of lexical associations: Ne nadob mne oboronetza, bog
mnie oboronitt da praffda (¢ 230 18-21) alludes to lines 15-17 (isbohu; bog)
and also to 11-14, beginning with the word Nadob; Ne vpaddjvai: tor-
ropis: vrobe ot ioga da oboroni sebe otiogo (F 230 22-25) alludes to lines
18-21 (oboroncetza).

4.4 Structural differences

So far, the close relationship of r and s has been illustrated and explored on a
fairly compositional level. But how do the two phrasebooks hold up to each
other in terms of language? Bolek (1997: 67) lists a number of the most salient
morphological and syntactic differences between F and s:

* NOM.SG.M. ending -e in nominal and pronominal paradigms (more in s
than in F).

* Masculine [-participles in -e, sometimes with the typical Pskov devel-
opment of *dl, tl > *¢l, kI (leading to 6nt02ne from 6nrocmu (stem: 671100-)
instead of 6;17077) (more in s than in F).

58 Or, if a more complicated stemma is preferred: innovation of the scribe of ¢ or the scribe of a
version of the phrasebook that comes between the common protograph and r.

 On the -a in traffka in an Acc.sG. context, see §6.5.

¢ Etymologically, of course, the association is incorrect. The isolated Cyrillic word nepesesu at
the end of the line supports the claim that this word triggered the inclusion of this specific
phrase.
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GEN.SG. pronominal and adjectival ending -ovo as opposed to -ogo

and -oga (more in F than in s).

PRON.PERS.1SG. NOM ja ~ jaz (more cases of jaz in F than in s).
Initial [n] in the oblique cases of PRON.PERS.35G and 3pPL (more in F than

in s).

The use of PRON.PERS.35G and 3PL as PRON.DEM. (more in s than in E).
IND.PRES.35SG and 3pL endings without -# (more in s than in F).
The future tense construction xommmu + INF (more in s) ~ a synthetic

future tense (more in F).

IMP. constructions with a PRON.PERS.2SG. in postposition (more in s

than in F).

NOM.SG. nouns in -a as a direct object (more in F than in s).

Preposition y (in s) ~ om (in E).

A number of archaic or regional words present in s but not in .

Although we shall deal with most of these features separately in the following
chapters, it is important to give examples at this point, showing how these and
other differences take form in actual phrases:

(28s)

(28F)

(299)

Ja tebbe f3asscasszu dokull thj Imne denock ne saplateys

Kack saplattis Ja tepe obeth wiposto: wipustu,

Ich will dich lassenn setzenn so lange das mich betzalest

vnnd wan du mich betzalest will ich dich wied[er] los Lassen. p

Ias tebe sasaszu dokul tj mnie dengi ne platis,
kak plattis ias tebe opaet vjpuszu.
Ich wyll dy lahten setten, so lange du my
datt geldt nicht betahlst, vnd alfl du my
betahlst, wyl ich dj wedder vthlahten.
513 Tebe 3acaxxy, JOKY/Ib TbI MHE IeHBIM He IJIATHIIID;
KaK IUIaTUIIb, A3 Tebe ONATh BBIITyILY.
‘T will put and keep you in prison so long as you do not pay me
the money. (And) like you pay (me), I will release you again.’

"  PRON.PERS.1SG.NOM £ ~ 43 (2X)

"  PRON.PERS.1SG. DAT Imne ~ mnie

"  GEN.PL. denock ~ AcC.PL. dengi ‘menpri’ (in a negated sentence)
*  lexicon: sanaamumo ~ naamumo (2X)

= variation: wjiposto: wjipustu ~ vjipuszu ‘Beimyiy’

Ja thywar, suoy metjll Imne vtogo thowaru ny

priveth ny nalofyth.

Ich habe meine wahr vberschlagenn, das ich darauff nicht
gewinne oder vorliere. p.

(s 9ri3-16)

(¥ 288 16-20)

(s 31r 4-7)
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(29F) Ia suoi tovar smetill mnie vtovo tovaru
ne prinet ne naloszit.
Ich hebbe mjne wahre auerslagen, dat ich
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dar nicht vp winne och nicht vorlese. (F 339 12-15)

4 cBoit ToBap cMBTIIL; MHB y TOBO TOBapy

HU IIPUHATD, HU HAJTOXKNUTD.

‘T have evaluated my goods, (so that) I shall neither gain
nor lose on [those goods] (them).’

= position of PRON.POSS.: mosap coti ~ ce0il mosap

" PRON.PERS.1SG. DAT Imne ~ mnie

=  pronominal ending GEN.SG.M.: y 11020 ~ ¥ 11060

= epenthetic [n] in -(#)amo: npusmoe ~ npuramo

= The German of s and F are both adequate equivalents of the Russian phrase,
E reflects the repeated negating element.

(30s) Ja gottflu sthoboju premo turguwath ne omany
dobbro thy fomnoju vimeju poru rade opeth
turguwath kolly thy Ifiturarum prydys. p
Ich will mit dir recht kaufschlagenn, nicht mit betrogk
das du Auff ein Ander zeidt gerne wieder mit mir kauf,,

schlagest, wawn ich wahren habe, so dir dieneth. p. (s 451 1-6)

(30E) Ia preemo stoboi torguiu, ne voman, dobro tj
somnoiu vinuporu rad opzet torgovat, koli
ty stovarum pridis.
Ich will recht mjit dy koepslagen, nicht mit
bedroch, dattu vp ejn ander tidt gerne wedder
vmb mjt d my koepslagest, wan du mit

wahre kumpst. (F 37016-20)

S npsmo ¢ To6011 TOPrylo, He B OMaH, JOOPO ThI

CO MHOIO B nHy HOpy papj OIATb TOProBaTb, KON

ThI C TOBApOM NIPULENUID.

‘I (will) trade with you honorably, without deceit, so that
you may be glad to trade with me again any other time,
when you come with wares.’

= future tense: xouy ... mypeysamy ~ mopeyio

"  PERS.PRON.2SG INSTR 1100010 ~ 110601}

*  word order: xouy ¢ mo6010 npamo mypzysarms ~ IPAMO ¢ mo60ii Mmopzyio

= expression: omanj (INSTR.SG.? INSTR.PL.?) ~ 8 OMaH

*  NOM.SG.M. ending -e: pade ~ pad

= prothetic i-: uc my<e>apom > ¢ mosapom

»  The German phrase in s and k both reflect the word order of ¢ mo6oro npamo
~ npaAMo ¢ moboii.

*  Onlyin r the German phrase matches ‘komu Tbl ¢ TOBapOM HpUANIIB COI-
rectly.®

¢ Note the correspondence between s and F of INSTR.SG. mHo10 and the spelling of 3sG npudeuwss.
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4.5 Conscious innovation

The fact that s and r reveal many differences, both isolated and structural, is not
surprising considering the very practical nature of the genre: copies were com-
piled for individual use, and the available source, or sources, were adapted, cor-
rected and updated, and new information (either first- or second-hand) was
added. The structural differences of the kind listed by Bolek and illustrated in
the examples above show that the language of the phrases was thoroughly re-
vised. In fact, there is hardly a single phrase which was not revised.

The revision could lie in the removal of German-sounding constructions, or in
updating archaic or dialectal Russian forms with their more contemporary or
supraregional equivalents. Bolek does not discuss the origin or the implications
of the structural differences between s and r. It is clear that they are the result of
conscious linguistic innovation. But if, on a linguistic level, s is a more accurate
representation of the common source than ¢, who is responsible for these
changes? We have already established that the scribe of  not only knew how to
read and write Cyrillic (§2.1) and took a very conscious approach to both the
outward appearance and the composition and layout of the manuscript he was
making (chapter 2 and 3), but we must also assume that he knew Russian to
some extent (as could be inferred from the examples in §4.2 and $4.4). It re-
mains to be seen, however, whether the scribe’s knowledge of Russian allowed
him to revise the phrases, and whether the manuscript proves that he actually
did. Another question is how thorough his knowledge of the language was, and
what that means for the reliability of the representation in .

The answers to these questions are not obvious. It is clear that the selection
and revision of the available material were by no means flawless. In phrases that
are literal copies or revised versions of phrases in older sources we could be
dealing with copying errors (cf. §4.1); in revised phrases, non-native linguistic
innovation may have led to errors, and in newly conceived phrases, although
copying errors can of course be ruled out, the risk of non-native linguistic in-
competence is all the more imminent. To illustrate the kind of errors that can
arise, take the very first line of Russian in the phrasebook:

(17¥) Boums Cesaras Tponua. [...]
Voima Svetaia Troitza [...]
Ihm nahmen der hilligen drefoldicheitt [...] (F221,7,13)
‘In the name of the Holy Trinity’

Xoroskevi¢ noted that in his formulaic introductions, r refers to the Holy Trini-
ty, to which the Pskov cathedral was dedicated, a reference absent from
Schroue’s manuscript (2000: 83). If the invocation of the Holy Trinity is indeed
an innovation in F, it reflects an imperfect command of Russian in its use of the
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NOoM.sG. Ceamas Tpouya rather than the expected Gen.sG. Ceamoii Tpouyp: -
an error repeated in the third introductory statement (see 9F).

These linguistics errors are not surprising: they can be expected of people
dealing with a language that is not their own. And although native speakers may
have been consulted to make corrections and additions, the imperfections and
violations against the Russian language show that the assistance was only lim-
ited.

In the following chapters, the structural differences between s and r and their
linguistically conscious nature will be further explored, traced and interpreted.
These chapters will not give a full description and analysis of the linguistic phe-
nomena in Fonne’s phrasebook, but, instead, factual material will be used to
draw a better picture of its language.

The question that guides these explorations is: if the structural differences
can be confidently linked to the scribe of r, what are the implications of his lin-
guistic awareness for the appraisal of the data? On a purely practical level, the
focus on what can be proven rather than on what can only be guessed, means
that more attention will be paid to those phrases in F that are also attested in s
(or sometimes A) than to those whose earlier existence is uncertain.






5. SPELLING AND SOUNDS

In the previous chapters, I presented Fonne’s phrasebook in its historical, phi-
lological, and linguistic context, and discussed its composition, organisation
and layout. Among other things, we saw the careful composition of ¥, compared
to that of the related phrasebooks s and a. We also established the intimate rela-
tion of the phrasebook with Schroue’s phrasebook. The proximity of ¥ and s
makes it possible to hold the material of  up to the light, especially when the
differences are of a structural nature and could reveal more about the history of
the text and its consequences for the value and the usefulness of the data for his-
torical linguists of the data.

It is clear that the scribe thoroughly revised the original source (or sources) at
his disposal. The current chapter will discuss matters of writing and orthogra-
phy. To come to a full appreciation of the scribe’s modus operandi, the observa-
tions in this chapter rely on the original manuscript, for example in the form of
scribal emendations, revealing much more information about the revision proc-
ess than has thus far been noted.®

5.1 The fate of w

One of the emendations that can be found in a manuscript that has been so
carefully prepared, is so structural and comprehensive, and so telling of the me-
ticulous attitude of the scribe, that it deserves separate attention. It concerns the
removal of the letter w from the Russian data.

The letter w is a rare letter in the Russian part of Fonne’s phrasebook: it oc-
curs 50 times throughout the Russian data of the phrasebook. In all of these
cases, the letter represents the phoneme /v/. The related phrasebook of Thomas
Schroue uses w much more often; in fact, w for /v/ is highly frequent in s. Given
the close relation of both phrasebooks, what was the fate of w in ¥?

¢ The information that scribal emendations provide is to a large extent obscured in TF 11, which
most scholars have relied upon since 1970. The electronic text edition of F tries to do justice to
these emendations and other textual quirks and peculiarities of the original manuscript.
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The following examples illustrate the use of the letter w in Fonne’s phrasebook:

" LEX
cBE" - swiett ‘world’ (F491)
Morona mBo — molodo piwo ‘new beer’ (r857)
S -‘"w 5 i I ” 6 ‘ Yve 4 3
: ‘e - L 1 A Pl i
1 X : , :
baeiest Niiofods Frmy
Figure 22: Examples of the letter w in LEX
® PHRAS
wosmi ‘Bo3bMI’ (r19711)
iowo ‘€Bo’ (208 16)
priwol: priwesll ‘npusén: mpusesn’ (F 250 17)

f 1-#’1’{1&1--i ¢ Touw,
[y o

-
-~

St wif vitye(i
* BLNE St

Figure 23: Examples of the letter w in PHRAS

Manuscript evidence that has so far gone unnoticed, suggests that the relatively
rare occurrence of w in F is the result of thorough editing. In approximately 420
cases, a word which originally contained a w has later been changed: using a
sharp object such as a stylus, the letter was erased and replaced with another
letter, usually v. The following examples show how the results of this procedure:

" LEX
cBETD - sviett (< swiett) ‘light’ (F316)
Bofia — voda (< woda) ‘water’ (F317)

e Voda

Figure 24: Examples of w > v in LEx
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® PHRAS
Pripretivai (< Pripretiwai) ‘npunpsrsiBait’ (F 196 4)
Tzolloveck (< Tzolloweck) “aénoBBK’ (F2021)
suieti (< swieti) ‘cBBTH’ (F 225 5)
suoi (< swoi) ‘cBoir’ (F 234 14)
= 3.
; i ? :
wiyvefi 4 Y ol fomect.
- RSV i i .
r
-

-4 &
F Ay [ s
F 1 g
[ 141011 et
Figure 25: Examples of w > v and w > u in PHRAS

In 18 cases, w was replaced by something other than v: w > u (16x), w > ff (1x;
slawnoi > slaffnoi ‘cnaBHOIT, F 44 6) and w > ue (1x; swite > sueite ‘cBBTE’, F 208
3)-

The letter v occurs approximately 3,500 times in the Russian words and phrases
(in the Latin script), which means that in approximately 12% of the cases this v
was not original. These numbers point to a large-scale revision of the material
after it was originally copied. At the same time, the change of w > v is not evenly
spread throughout the phrasebook: 180 of the 420 cases occur in LEX, 230 occur
in PHRAS-GEN. In other words: there are hardly any reliable attestations in GrRaM
or the vast PHRAS-TRADE.

In most cases, the emendation of w into v was straightforward, as the exam-
ples in Figure 24 and Figure 25 show: the left part of the letter w was erased and,
if necessary, the remaining letters were linked up again. In other cases, the
emendation required more effort and creativity. Several additional techniques
can be distinguished. One of these is the reduplication of the preceding conso-
nant (approximately 10x). Examples:

posalwatt > posallvatt ‘moxxan<o>Batp’ (F 199 14)
otwetzat > ottvetzat ‘oTBbuaTD’ (F 226 10)

-Qa nffwwe-. oty “'f*a-ﬂ

Figure 26: posallvatt (F199 14) and ottvetzat (F 226 10)
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In twice as many cases (approximately 20x), no reduplication took place, but
the change w > v nevertheless left its mark on adjacent letters. Examples:

da gowori > da govori ‘ma rosopn’ (F1987)
dirsi swoi > dirsi svoi ‘mep>xu cBow’ (F21510)

O v ST
J il Botj'li f]-‘i : 1,1#11

Figure 27: da govori (¥ 198 7) and dirsi svoi (F 215 10)

Figure 27 shows that in govori, the left part of original w was changed into o,
original o was changed into g, and original g was removed. In svoi the same pro-
cedure was applied: under the initial letter of svoi, the left part of original w can
still be seen, as can original s, left of the word.

A third technique consisted in actually changing the neighbouring letters.
This can be seen in the emendation of iw into jiv (approximately 20x). Exam-
ples:

piwa > pjva ‘muso’ (F1953)
sastaffliwaiu > sastaffljvaiu ‘3acTaBnmsaio’ (r2017)

_ .-_,.“(—.g S 2l I
’.‘iy}mft 1MTa

LA

e
‘8 L .
Y dt
Figure 28: pjiva (F 227 18) and sastaffljvaiu (F 2017)
The emendations of this type reveal how important the removal of w was to the

scribe. It certainly was more important than the distinction between 7 (typically
for /i/) and j (typically for /y/), which was largely optional (see §5.2.4).

A final technique to remove w is striking out the letter immediately after writing
it:

v (53 TN
SR N
VIDWe Y Wi At
M i, 85 2
Figure 29: Emendation by striking out: dobro w vam fftzut ‘506po Bam B cyn’ (¢ 289 19)

This final technique is important, as it shows that it is the scribe of ¥ who is re-
sponsible for this change. In all other cases, w > v could have been applied at a
later stage, perhaps during a revision process by someone else, but the striking
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out of w shows that the source still contained wam, and that a mechanism of
self-correction was in place.

As was indicated above, the scribe chose to replace w with u 16 times. It is un-
likely that the choice for u was based on phonetic grounds. If it was, it would be
hard to explain why he chose to emend swiett to sviett (Figure 24), but swieti to
suieti (Figure 25), or why podworie was emended to poduorie in line ¥ 242 1, but
to podvorie a few lines down (¥ 242 6):

:ft‘(-'ﬂ-v e

¢ -

Figure 30: podworie > poduorie (F 242 1) and podvorie (F 242 6)

{ ? @
oduoie
Figure 31: Original, unemended podvorie (¢ 242 5)

For similar reasons, phonetic considerations cannot explain the retention of w
in the remaining 50 cases. On F 192, the scribe changed w into v at least twice,
and possibly three times in line 5 (voda, von and possibly in vjlei), but left woda
in line 3 untouched (see Figure 32).%

" Y » i 3 l 4
- I ~ : . L ; P
*}J‘f 1% 20 l?l) A Gou
= s PLC O o
4 o
cY &
~ 71 Wi i’ A

Figure 32: Vjlei voda von (¥ 192 5, < Wjlei woda won) and Lei woda (¥ 192 3)

% On the whole of F 192, v occurs 9 times in the Russian text; 5 or possibly 6 v’s were originally
w’s, 3 are not.
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A philological explanation of the change is much more likely. In light of the
high frequency of w for /v/ in s and the close relation between the two manu-
scripts, it is probable that the source (or sources) of r also used w as one of the
ways to render /v/. The many emendations show that the scribe initially used
both v and w. At some point, he must have made up his mind, and decided that
only v was to be used. This decision started a revision process, which we can
trace throughout the manual.

For some reason, the scribe became convinced that for Russian /v/, the Latin
spelling v was ‘right’ and w was ‘wrong’. This reason can be found in the scribe’s
native Low German, where the letters v and w represented two different sounds
(see Lasch 1914: 150-158). This conviction is reflected in the Liber ad lectorem,
the introduction to the reader (see §2.3):

vnd wor du finst B vedi sprick vth vor ein v. oder f. vad nicht vor ein w. (F 235-6)
‘And where you find a B vedi pronounce avoranfand notaw [...]

The revision itself must have been rather mechanical in nature, as is shown by
the erroneous correction of German witt solltt into vitt soltt ‘white salt’ in F 115
12 (Figure 33). Of course, witt should not have been emended to vitt, but as one
of the cases where the German translation ended up in the wrong column (see
§2.1), the scribe mistakenly emended it when he went through the column in
search of w.

Y
§ R, 27T .
?,'H-} “0 065~

Figure 33: Vitt solltt (¢ 115 12)

The scribe went to great lengths to delete the letter w from his Russian text. The
remaining cases were probably simply overlooked. The whole operation, which
must have cost him a lot of time and painstaking effort, shows both the rather
perfectionist approach of the scribe and the critical attitude towards his sources.

5.2 Two alphabets: Cyrillic and Latin

We have seen in §2.1 that in the text of  the Cyrillic and the Latin alphabets are
intertwined, showing that the scribe knew how to read and write Cyrillic, and
that it can be assumed that the material was compiled by one scribe only.

On the whole, the Cyrillic alphabet plays a minor role in . It is used in marginal
texts, such as the formulaic introductions of the various parts (¢ 22, F 187, F 273,
F 469 1-3), for prayers and religious texts (F 24, F 507-510), for the numerals (F
545-554) and for the alphabet (F 561-566). In the most voluminous and interest-
ing parts of the phrasebook - pHRAS and PROVERB - the Cyrillic alphabet is
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mostly absent. Exceptions are, as we have seen in $2.1, F 444-445 (PHRAS-
TRADE), F 488-489 and F 492 1-5 (PROVERB-INDECENT; indecent phrases, for
both Russian and German), as well as incidental words or letters (¥ 206, F 212,
F 213, F 224, F 228, F 236 (bis), F 242, F 243, F 245, F 301, F 327, F 296, F 418, F 429,
F 435 (bis), F 442, F 469, F 470, F 471).

The only parts where the Cyrillic alphabet is used consistently and through-
out are LEX and GRAM, spanning 150 pages in total. And although that consti-
tutes only 30 per cent of the 502 remaining pages of the manuscript, this is con-
siderably more than in the two related phrasebooks: Schroue’s phrasebook does
not include the Cyrillic alphabet at all, and in the Anonymous Ein Rusch
Boeck... it is restricted to a few rather isolated cases.*

5.2.1 Cyrillic and Latin correspondences

Anyone who wants to write Russian using the Latin alphabet, is faced with the
problem that this alphabet is not tailored to match the sound system of the lan-
guage. As a result, spelling systems using the Latin alphabet are often both im-
perfect and inconsistent. The scribe of r was faced with this problem as well.
This section will discuss the entries in LEx and Gram, which include data in
both the Cyrillic and the Latin alphabet, in order to reveal to what extent the
scribe was aware of transliteration difficulties and the way he handled them.

Table 4 below shows the correspondences of Cyrillic letters in LEx and GraM to
those in the Latin transliteration.

Cyrillic approx. # of  Latin Latin
occurrences  (regular) (exceptions)
a 1600X a (~100%) 0, &
350X b (99%) P
B 700X v (66%)
ft (19%)
u (9%)
w (3%)
r 300X g (99%) ch, k
I 450X d (97%) dd, dt, dtt, t, tt, td, g
e 1200X e (98%) 0, 0,1, ®, a, ie
K 175X sz, szV (78%)
8,8V (12%)
sz (4%)
s (4%)

% Cyrillic text can be found in phrases on a sr (without Latin transliteration), 34v and 46r (with
Latin transliteration) and as isolated words on A 23v, 41r, 51r (all without Latin transliteration).
% Here and elsewhere, Vrepresents any of the vowels 4, é, 7, 6, and i (see §5.3).



96

INNOVATION IN TRADITION

Cyrillic approx. # of  Latin Latin
occurrences  (regular) (exceptions)
3 250% s (83%) sch, 3, z, tz, is, isz
sz (15%)
n 1450X% i(97%) uiia
¥ (3%)
K 975% k (93%) n,p,q
ch (4%)
ck (3%)
n 950X 1 (92%) n
11 (8%)
M 550% m (99%) mm, n
H 1100X n (99%) nn
o 1925X% 0 (99%) a,u,0,e
I 650X p (~100%) b
p 1125% r (~100%) n
c 1025X s (89%) B,tz,z
sz (8%)
sc (1%)
T 1325% t (82%) th, ttz, ddt, d
tt (13%)
y 75X v (63%)
u (37%)
¢ 16X ff (38%) tf, pf
f (25%)
ph (25%)
X 150% ch (93%) X
g (6%)
it 300X tz (75%) s
ttz (5%)
g 175X tz (81%) s
ttz (14%)
I 125% sch (76%)
s (7%)
sh (7%)
sz (7%)
i} 30X stz (77%)
s (3%)
b 100% - e
BI 175% ¥ (61%)
i(24%)

ui (10%)




SPELLING AND SOUNDS 97

Cyrillic approx. # of  Latin Latin
occurrences  (regular) (exceptions)
b 375X -
10 50X u (52%)
iu (33%)%
i (8%)
A 325X & (41%)
ia (/ja/, 31%)
a (13%)
ia (other, 5%)
e (8%)
s 55X s (94%)
sz (6%)
i 28x i(93%)
w 125% 0 (99%)
B 250X ie (65%)
e (31%)
i(2%)
A 26X ia
X 1X -68
] 1X X
e 24X f (50%)
ft (50%)
8 450X u (94%)
v (6%)
w 50X ot (94%)
ott (6%)

Table 4: Latin correspondences for Cyrillic letters in LEx and GRAM

The table immediately reveals how consistently the Cyrillic and Latin entries are
correlated. Near-exclusive correspondences can be observed for Cyrillic letters
such as 6, m, H, n and p — each of which occur several hundred, or even over one
thousand times.

This extreme consistency also applies to the transliteration of Cyrillic vowels.
The Cyrillic letter a, for instance, occurs approximately 1,600 times. In only a
handful of cases (6 in total) does this letter not correspond to an a in the Latin
transliteration. Over 1,900 occurrences of Cyrillic o correspond to Latin o; the
number of cases in which it corresponds to another letter, such as a or u re-
mains under two dozen. Especially for the vowels a and o, the absence of varia-

% All for /ju/.

¢ Apart from two exceptions in LEX (xx(:7)sv in F 38 4 and E 38 8), Cyrillic s only occurs in
GRAM.

% The single occurrence x corresponds to the Latin entry iufs for éx ‘hedgehog’ (k76 9).
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tion in combination with the high number of occurrences is remarkable, given
the possible interference of phonetic reality in the form of vowel reduction.

It is clear that the scribe was guided by the idea that there should be a clear cor-
relation between the Cyrillic and the Latin alphabet of his wordlist.

5.2.2 Corresponding columns

Emendations in LEx and Gram show how the scribe actively sought to attain
and maintain this clear correspondence between the two columns. Quite regu-
larly, for example, emendations in one column are mirrored in the other:

Ul emM U!'V 4" ';, : s
Sl (" ¢ / Z . _‘( it +
Figure 34: memamnu* (< memannu*) and metatnik (< metalnik)
‘MeTaTHNK, tumbler, jongleur’ (F 54 16)
"‘.t\:'i "7 r ow ; w oy
oy b, eA) A

i'l'.* *_ g g & -3
.

Figure 35: povico (< pucv) and rjisz (< risz) ‘prich, lynx’ (¥ 108 3)
;.;'.Wﬂuﬂﬂ R
Tl Aannus Fale fom
- ot

If..r.i z'.“' !’ il

Figure 36: nno"nuxe (< nonamuuxe) and palottnik ‘nnorHux, carpenter’ (¢ 52 10)

In the three examples above, the emendation of both columns perfectly pre-
serves the correspondence between the two alphabets. Other examples which
show this attitude will be addressed later in this chapter. They are the emenda-
tion of medenoi into miedcenoi (F 115 7) (bringing it in line with mmwoano*; see
§5.2.4), of proszlaia into proschlaia (F 34 12) (corresponding to npo“nas), and of
ponaszum into ponaschum (k 155 10) (for both see §5.2.5).

5.2.3 Consistency in variation

Not only is there a high degree of consistency between the Cyrillic and the Latin
alphabets, the Cyrillic entries also show significant internal consistency.
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Words which end in a consonant are consistently written with either a hard or
soft sign (s, v) or with the final consonant in superscript. Also, the Cyrillic letter
u in its function as /j/ can be encountered both on the line and in superscript.
The relevant words of the randomly chosen page 73 illustrate this principle:

» Superscript consonant

TayHe" ‘raliMeHb, Siberian salmon’
/0 ‘cur, whitefish’

eeTe? ‘peteps, [eel basket] (creel)’
rigMe” 3BBpb ‘TyMeHb 3BBpb, wondrous beast’
cno" ‘crow, elephant’

fHOpO" ‘MHOpOT, unicorn’

Bep6/II0” ‘BepbOimof, camel’

no° ‘nocs, elk’

wie" ‘orneHb, deer’

o™ ‘noco, stag (pl.)’

pI¢ ‘prIch, lynx’

* Hard or soft sign

IViKou 3BEph ‘mvxoii 385pb, wild animal’
rngMe” 3B5phb ‘ryMeHb 3B5pb, wondrous beast’
TOTO" 3BEPD ‘3BBpb, lion’

T§PD ‘Typ, aurochs’

MenBBTh ‘mMenBBab, bear’

BOJIKb ‘BOTIK, wolf’

606pb ‘606p, beaver’

This scribal practice is applied consistently throughout the Cyrillic data. The
single exceptions are crmep™v (F 92 12) and psben (2x, F 120 15, 16). The examples
above show that the distribution of hard and soft signs need not be consistent
(cf. 2x 38mpv and 1x 36mpw), meaning that the hard and soft signs need not
have been distributed etymologically correctly.

Superscript letters can also be encountered for word-internal syllable-closing
consonants; no system seems to apply.

A number of Cyrillic letters are paired with another letter: w~ 0, 4 ~ 5, and ¢ ~
y. The members of the letter pair w ~ o are in complementary distribution. The
former letter is used exclusively word-initially, the latter word-internally and
word-finally. The only exceptions are the proper name Axumwnu ‘Anthony’
(F 47 25) and the word opo” ‘eagle’ (F 67 12).

The letter 4 is very rare and is used word-initially (24x) and twice in a iotated
environment: cunea ‘cvnbe’ (F 137 20), maamo ‘TadAth’ (F 176 16). The letter s is
more frequent and occurs approximately 330%, both word-initially (15x) and in
other positions.
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The distribution of the third pair, ¢ ~ y, is more complicated. In word-final
position, only ¢ is used. In other positions, a distinction must be made between
LEX and GRAM:

= word-initial

LEX Y (34%), 8 (7%)
GRAM §(22x), ¥ (12%)

=  word-internal

LEX §(296x%), y (6X)
GRAM §(89x), y (20%)

These numbers show that in word-initial position LEx and Gram do not prefer
the same letter: LEX prefers y (34x), whilst in GraM, § predominates. In word-
internal position, LEx and Gram both prefer & although in Gram y has a higher
rate of occurrence.

The consistent use of the Cyrillic alphabet, showing a high degree of compli-
ance with the etymologically expected spellings, and the consistent distribution
of various related letters indicate that the scribe was well-aware of Cyrillic writ-
ing habits.

A number of Cyrillic consonants in Table 4 show variation in their Latin corre-
spondences; still, a distribution pattern can usually be determined. A number of
these letters will be discussed here.

Cyrillic x corresponds to k in 93% of the cases. A much rarer correspondence
is ch (4%). In the vast majority of cases, this concerns Latin sch for Cyrillic cx. A
third correspondence is ck, which is used especially word-finally. Examples:

psckas — ruschaia (F497)
ITckos - Pschoff (¥ 50 10)
6ernok — belock (r8117)
HOTOJOK — potollock (F 96 12)

Cyrillic e is quite rare: it occurs only 24 times throughout LEx and Gram. Word-
initially it corresponds to f (12x), word-internally with ff (11x). Only one excep-
tion can be found: weunu™ (F 167 18) is transliterated as ofinit (cf. weu" in ¥ 95
12, transliterated as offin).

The Latin correspondences for Cyrillic 6 are slightly more complicated. The
table lists 4 different correspondences: v, ff, u and w. If we discard w for the
moment (see §5.1.2), the distribution lies as follows (including examples):

= word-initial

[f- if followed by a consonant (ffC-)
v- if followed by a vowel (vV-)
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Brose" — ffdovetz (F 4121)
Besakn™ 1Bbro™ — ffsekim tzvietom (F128 10)
BbIOIARO" — vibledock (F424)
BOPBaH:A KOXka — vorvania kosZza (F11223)

word-internal

-ff- between a vowel and one or more consonants (- VffC-)*
-v- (450x) or -u- (approximately 60x) between vowels (-VvV-/-VuV-) or between
one or more consonants and a vowel (-CvV-/-CuV-)

ne"ka - tzeffka (r5813)

wBuI"k1 - offtzinki (F1123)

ZepeBo — dereuo (F 6116)

6opopoBuiia — borodovitza (¢ 89 20)

ckanBa — skalua (F583)

3Be‘Ka — sveszka (F11718)
word-final

-ff following a vowel (-Vff) (approximately 65x)

Tep™n® — terpliff (F 4418)
HIpoTUBD — protiff (F156 13)

The distribution of Latin correspondences for y and ¢is also clear: word-initially
(approx. 75x), these letters correspond to v; in other positions, (approx. 450x),
u is used. Examples:

word-initial

YTpO — Viro (F3313)
yropb — vgor (F729)

word-internal

ngnHuK — dudnik (F5412)

cgTara — sutaga (F11310)
word-final

k06%18 — kobedu (F341)

KopM§ — kormu (F 106 10)

% This applies to 46 out of 50 occurrences of word-internal ff. The 4 exceptions are veroffeschnik
(eepose“nu*) ‘BepéBouHmk, rope-maker’ (¢ 537), prilaffok (npunaso®) ‘mpummaBok, counter’
(r 100 7), kudreeffa (ksdpsea) ‘kympsso, curly’ (¢ 136 1) and kudreeffei (ksopsse) ‘Kynpsasbii,
curlier’ (F 136 2).
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5.2.4 wand e, bt and u

Two pairs of Cyrillic vowels deserve special attention: w and e, o and u. Table 4
shows that e is typically transliterated as e (98%), w as ie (65%).”° The scribe
clearly considered v a letter in its own right (different from e), which also de-
served a different transliteration than e. The emendations shown in Figure 37
and Figure 38 support this assumption.

T "r!q!'"- r

o ‘G'_z;"m;mf» {"&Mﬁ j ,

add

Figure 37: wém2pmeimo and obertiett (P 130 6)

In Figure 37, the superscript numbers indicate that original wérmpmems should
in fact be read woepmmwmo ‘06BepTETH, to Wrap up’, which corresponds to the
transliteration obertiett. Figure 38 shows the same e ~ ie distinction in the trans-
literation: mwosHo" was first transliterated as medenoi, which was then changed
to miedcenoi: e was emended to i, and an extra e was inserted.

T o7 752 A ; ,
; ’ - L 3} ‘ (—f‘ Fa .
Z)é" Ho ‘ % ﬁt[h‘dll(’z wdild .
M AA /X : I,
5 8 /‘*; { ir »
Figure 38: Mmmwoano" masw and miedcenoi taf$ (¥ 115 7)
The distinction between e and m does not remain restricted to LEx and Gram.
Similar emendations can be found on F 445, when the Cyrillic alphabet tempo-
rarily resurfaces in PHRAS-TRADE. In Figure 39 cmemunv (for etymological

cmwmun) was emended to cmmwmune, and in Figure 40 gmee* was emended to
smre™.

il

}:.' s - g .
i 'Il:v'c:;jrc-t w(fmnﬂb
‘t SRS k ‘_// AT

Figure 39: A c60" mosa’ cmromunv (F 445 1)

7° In clearly iotated cases — such as e"map® - ientar (F 118 18) ‘amber’, 3awee* - sascheiek (F 85 19)
‘nape of neck’ and senve cmprnvuee - selie streltzeie (F 123 5) — the letter combination ie has
been counted as e.
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¢l s Q o Catt
AX T Me ML HE WMPC
e S R, T 5t

Figure 40: 3a uucmo muot ne smmwe" (F 445 14)

Yet despite the concern of the scribe, the percentage of w’s transliterated as e is
quite high: 31% - as opposed to only one single case where a non-iotated e is
transliterated as ie: cma”6pe™ ‘crambper’ (F 129 12), transliterated as stambriet.
Etymological considerations strengthen this image: overall, the use of Cyril-
lic e and m in LEx and GraM is etymologically correct in 75% of the cases. If you
approach the same data from another angle: etymological /e/ corresponds to
Cyrillic e in 81% of the approximately 1,100 cases, and to  in less than 4%. The
400 cases of etymological /&/ correspond to m in 48% of the cases, to e in 46.”

Something similar applies to the transliteration of Cyrillic 4 and w:: u corre-
sponds to i in 97% of the cases, » with j in 61%. The letter o corresponds to i in
24% of the occurrences, but j only accounts for 3% of the occurrences of Cyrillic
u.

In a small number of cases (18x), Cyrillic o1 corresponds to ui. This occurs
exclusively after the labial consonants m, b, p and v and the consonant cluster

bl:

moimaP - muitar ‘tax collector’ (F533)
6b1* - buik ‘bull’ (®755)
noin - puil ‘dust’ (r 6414)
svinpmweau ko" - vuipregai kon ‘unharness the horse’ (F7918)
6smazo npobnviea™ - bumago probluiwat ‘(permit to sail through) [paper])’ (F949)

The transliteration ui also occurs in an emendation: sa6vimv ‘3a6bITB, to forget’
(F 175 10) corresponds to sabujit, from earlier sabjit (or sabit).

“bc‘t@j

i -A-‘jlf

Figure 41: sa6oimv and sabujit (< sabjit or sabit) (F 17510)

The exclusive occurrence of ui after labial consonants and the consonant cluster
bl and the explicit emendation from sabjit — with the ‘regular’ correspondence

7 Note also that all 4 emendations in ¥ (mentioned above) of these letters make etymological
sense.
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vl ~ j — to sabujit suggests that the correspondence » ~ ui can be attributed to
phonetic factors: to the non-native ear, the difference in pronunciation of /by/
and /bi/ must have been more distinct than, say, that of /ry/ and /ri/.

The overall numbers of the correspondences of e and m, u and w tell us that to
the scribe of F, the letter » must have represented ‘a kind of /e/’, and o ‘a kind
of /i/’. The distinction between the letters m and e, o and u was, to a certain ex-
tent, optional. This may be explained by his background as a speaker of Low
German, which does not distinguish between the sounds these letters represent.

5.2.5 Hushing sounds

A number of sibilant and affricate sounds in Russian must have been very diffi-
cult for the scribe to render in the Latin alphabet. One reason for this is the lack
of Latin letters conveying the specific phonemes behind the Cyrillic letters x, u,
4, w and w. A second explanation lies in the fact that the Pskov dialect was
characterised by Sokan’e: the conflation of etymological /s’/ and /§/, /z’/ and /Z’/
into /s”/ and /z”/ (Zaliznjak 2004: 52, Gorskova 1968: 170f.). Another dialectal
feature - much more widespread in the region than sokan’e - is the non-
distinction of etymological /c/ and /¢/, a phenomenon known as cokan’e (Zal-
iznjak 2004: 39, Gorskova 1968: 75f.). Additionally, the difference between these
sounds must have been difficult for the scribe’s non-native ears.

Let us take a look at the correspondences in LEx and GrRAM for a number of Cy-
rillic consonant letters: # and 3/s, ¢ and w (both for Sokan’e), y and u (for co-
kan’e) and finally uy (as a very specific Russian sound). The question of etymo-
logical correctness is not considered here; the purpose is merely to illustrate the
scribe’s approach to the data in his capacity as a transliterator.

The table below lists the most frequent Latin correspondences for the first
group of Cyrillic letters; the percentages in the third column indicate how many
cases this most frequent Latin correspondence covers.

K $7,3, sV, szV7*  90%
3 S 83%
s s 94%

72 All four letter combinations share the diacritical mark ~; this diacritic is in fact the main dis-
tinction of the Cyrillic letter in the Latin text (see §5.3). The reader is reminded that V can stand
for any vowel with the diacritical mark over it.
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C S 89%
1 sch 76%

Table 5: Correspondences for s, 3, s, c and w

To the scribe, # and 3/s were clearly different sound symbols, requiring their
own transliteration. Aberrations in Sokan’e environments are very few in num-
ber, e.g. menuxw - senich (F 41 9), ymo" mot - vsoll tj (¥ 79 20) and casens -
saszen (F 59 20-22, 3X). Similarly, w and c are distinct from each other. Aberra-
tions in Sokan’e environments include wcenw - oszen (¥ 36 7) and pscun - ruszin
(¢ 51 2) (and none with w corresponding to s), both of which are not rendered
with the prototypical sch.

A different picture emerges when we look at two other Cyrillic letters and their
Latin correspondences, interesting because of cokan’e: 4 and 4. The scribe does
not succeed in distinguishing these two letters in the Latin script at all: the pro-
totypical Latin correspondence for both letters is ¢z.7

I tz 75%
q tz 81%

Table 6: Correspondences for y and u

Finally, threre is the sibilant w4, of which the prototypical representation in LEx
and GRAM is stz (77%).

The scribe was clearly aware of the different nature of w ~ ¢, of # ~ 3/s, and of
u4, and tried to distinguish between each of these letters in his transliteration. At
the same time, he was unable to graphically express the difference between y
and 4, and between voiceless ¢ and voiced 3/s.

The most striking disctinction the Latin alphabet does not make is that be-
tween voiceless ¢ and voiced 3 and s: for all three, Latin s is the most frequent
correspondence (ranging from 83 to 90% of the cases). Examples:

= word-initial

3emia — semla ‘semns’ (F314)
cyxo - sucho ‘cyxo’ (r3118)

73 Another frequent transliteration for both Cyrillic letters is ttz, used in word-initial position.
Sumnikova (1964: 351) noted that in the Cyrillic entries, the etymological distinction between /c/
and /¢/ is upheld rather well: for /c/, F mainly uses u, for /¢/ mainly 4 (with y being used occa-
sionally).
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=  word-internal

Mbeap — mesetz ‘Mbean (F3113)
H130" - nisok ‘H130K’ (F 42 21)
nusaTh — lisat ‘usaTn’ (r16219)

=  word-final

ykcg® — vksus ‘ykeyc’ (F 8419)
yepe® ro” —tzeres god ‘depes rox’ (36 13)

Despite the shortcomings, the picture that emerges in this section is one of the
scribe as a conscientious transliterator of the various sibilant and affricate
sounds of Russian. Several entries and emendations strenghten this picture.
Take, for instance, two entries on ¥ 135: sumuiu “xupure, thinner, runnier’ (line
6) and wu‘wu “gue, cleaner’ (line 12). The Latin transliteration of these entries
can be entirely reproduced using the correspondences in Table 4: sZitschi and
tzisschi’* In two cases, a possible emendation shows that to the scribe, sz and sch
were clearly to be distinguished:

NS ) - | WegEe T o
B+ ofnic Vil

Figure 42: proschlaia nedila < proszlaia nedila (F 34 12)

ey

lonnsr>  Aouaffim

=

Figure 43: ponaschum < ponaszum (F 155 10)

The single most telling example of a complex, yet exact correspondence can be
seen in F 41 16, where we find the Russian equivalent for German denst magedtt
‘servant girl:

74 The conscientiousness of the transliteration is corroborated by the fact that the Latin conso-
nant cluster ssch only occurs once in the entire phrasebook. The Latin consonant cluster tsch
occurs in one other word only: nouagratschoi for nosaepa™cko" ‘HoBarpapckoit, Novgorod
(adj.)’ (r 120 15 and 17).



SPELLING AND SOUNDS 107
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Figure 44: cngma*wasn/slusZaschstzaia (F 41 16)

The entry in F reads cagma“was for the Cyrillic and sluszaschstzaia for the
Latin. Although the combination wuy is not etymologically expected, the trans-
literation of the Cyrillic letters, in all its complexity, corresponds exactly with
the prototypical correspondences.

5.3 The diacritic ~

The Latin transliteration of the text uses a diacritical mark which in the elec-
tronic text edition was rendered with the sign ~. The diacritic appears approxi-
mately 260 times, in the combinations 3, sZ or over the vowels g, ¢, i, 0 and u fol-
lowing s or sz (collectively indicated as s¥ and sz¥).”” Examples of its use are
doszd ‘noxap’ (F 31 16), musik ‘Myxuk’ (F 40 18) and Otloszi ‘otnoxu’ (F 194 7).

. 7 ~
C%'ojac’ O
NLoA (5
h: i 1“] e &

Figure 45: doszd (¥ 3116), musik (¢ 40 18) and OtloszZi (F 194 7)

The scribe may not have always added the diacritical marks in the Russian text
straight away. In some cases he probably did — whenever their ink colour can-
not be distinguished from that of the surrounding text. But at other times, the
diacritical marks leap out from the page by their distinctly darker colour, as is
the case on F 111, F 213 and F 219, where even the black-and-white facsimile re-
veals their salience. These diacritical marks were added later, either after the
scribe had finished a page, or during a later revision process.

75 There is one exception to this distribution: posaliiite ‘noxxanyitre’ (¢ 228 2). The position of
the diacritic must be considered a slip of the pen: the word noxanyii regularly appears as
posalui or posalui (see below).
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So far, the meaning of the diacritical mark has not been investigated. Minlos
considers them to be void of meaning:

“We do not consider the ‘circumflex’ (") over a letter to be distinctive; in particu-
lar, we consider, for all intents and purposes, sz and sz, s and § to be one graph-
eme and do not distinguish syllables of the type s and sa (with a for any vowel); it
seems sensible to do so until the application of this sign will be shown to be sys-
tematic, if only for a subsystem.” (Minlos 2001: 255)

Minlos’s observation must be adjusted in several respects. We have seen in
§5.2.5 that in LEx and GraMm the diacritic - in any combination, and without ex-
ception - signals the occurrence of s (or, in a few cases: xox) in Cyrillic. This
accounts for approximately 160 out of the 260 occurrences of ~. The approxi-
mately 100 occurrences of the diacritic that remain occur in pHRAS. There too,
an explicit link with s (or x#vx) is not hard to find. It can be found in the small
number of Cyrillic entries in PHRAS:

stipis — Kymm® ‘Irymmms’ (F21217)
Isziuetz — mKkuBeup ‘KUBeL; (F 224 17-18)
ffsieszszai — Bp3pBiKkxKa" ‘B3 B3KAIN (F 242 5-6)
$ZsZogl — JKOTTIb ‘CKETIT (F 24516)"°

What has escaped the attention of researchers so far, is that the 100 occurrences
of ” in PHRAS are not evenly spread throughout this section: 9o of them can be
found in PHRAS-GEN and the first 10 pages of PHRAS-TRADE (F 188-283); the re-
maining 9 instances appear rather isolated on pages F 432, F 472, F 480, F 482, F
491, F 494, F 497, F 499 and F 501.

In most of these cases, there is no Cyrillic entry to match the diacritic with.
Etymology has to provide further information. In approximately 75 cases, the
diacritic corresponds to an etymological /z/.”7 Out of the 340 reconstructed oc-
currences of /z/ for the combined page range F 188-283 and F 432-501, the dia-
critic is used in 22% of the cases.

The distribution seems to be lexically determined rather than anything else.
A small number of roots account for the majority of these 75 cases:
nosxcan-,® -nox-/-nex-,7 words related to sumo,® yué, 6ox-*" and cmymn-* to-

76 One counterexample: nesszit — He 3scumo (F 471 5).

77 In the remaining cases it corresponds to /s’/ (11x), /8/ (8x), /s/ (5%), /8¢/ (2x) and /Z’/, /z/, /c/
and /st/ (all 1x).

8 noxcanyii, noxanyiime, noxanosamu.

79 NOTIONHCU, 3ATI0NHCU, TIEH UL, OMIIONU, OOTIONCY, 3ATIONCUTICS, HATIOHCU, NOTIONHCATL.

8 Jcusem, HUmMv, HUus, OM*UBILIL, OHUTIOCh, 3ANHUBE, HUBEME, HUBOMOX, HUT, HUBEULD, HUBU,
HUBA, HUBYN, HUBOMHOE.

8 Goacwetl, 60x#ObL, 6ONHHA.

& cnymeum.
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gether make up 64 out of these 75 cases, although the diacritic does not appear

consistently in any of these roots.

with ~ without ~ total
noxcan- 19 10 29
-7105#-/-T1exHc- 18 9 27
Humo 15 10 25
yoHcé 5 3 8
-60%- 14
CTLYHe- 2 3 5
total 64 44 108

Table 7: Distribution of ~in a selected number of roots

Finally, the distribution of the diacritic is not evenly spread even within the
page range F 187-283 and F 432-501, as the table below shows for noxan-:

line
F19517
F196 8
F197 1
F198 7
F199 14
F 20113
F 2045
F 2048
F 2069
F2171
F218 19
F 2235
F 2241
F 226 16
F 227 14

with ~ without ~
Posallui
Posalui
Posallui
Posallui
posallvatt
Posallui

Posallui

Posallui
posalowall
Posallui

Posallui

Posallui

Posalui

posallui

Posalui

line
F2281
F2282
F 229 15
F 23714
F2391
F 2395
F2421
F 247 11
F248 2
F 269 6
F 28314
F 4329
F 4438
F 4948

with ~ without ~
posaluite
posalaite
posalui
Posilui
Posillui
Posalui
posalui
posalui
posalui
poszalovati
Posilui
poszalui
Poszalui

Poszalui

Table 8: Distribution of ~ in nosxcan-

Minlos’s observation is correct in the sense that the scribe did not need the dia-
critic to express in Latin what he would render in Cyrillic with . At the same
time, wherever it occurs, it should be interpreted at representing that letter. And
in many cases, the scribe was etymologically right in choosing it.

5.4 The alphabet of the source

The absence of the Cyrillic alphabet from the closely related s raises the ques-
tion whether it was present in the source shared by r and s. Most researchers



110 INNOVATION IN TRADITION

who have explicitly mentioned the topic, claim or speculate that the sources
used by the scribe of ¢ did not contain Cyrillic:

“Both the arrangement of the material and the large volume of the phrasebook,
but also the inclusion of Cyrillic insertions not present in Th. Schroue require us
to see in this language compendium an improved, and philologically and formally
more refined version.” (Bolek 1997: 65)

“In said case [wxomenge™], Fenne’s Cyrillic notation, so it would seem, simply
copies the Latin [okomegnuet] (as it happens very often in the manuscript)” (Zal-
iznjak 1998: 261)

“[...] Schwierigkeiten bei der Ubertragung des mit lateinischen Buchstaben ge-
schriebenen russischen Textes ins Kyrillische [...]” (Giinther 1974: 789)

“Die Nichtiibereinstimmung von r und v [in the entries 360po6opu™ and svorobo-
rin (F 66 20) in the light of Vasmer’s ceopobosuna (Vasmer 11: 596)] konnte ein
Lautwechsel sein, wire aber auch als Schreibfehler erklirbar, da in der deutschen
Schreibung der russischen Worter die Buchstaben r und v oft kaum zu unter-
scheiden sind. Diese Annahme setzt voraus, daf$ der Text von T. Fenne von einer
nicht-kyrillischen Vorlage abgeschrieben wurde[.]” (Giinther 1990: 893)*

Bolek talks about the inclusion (wlgczenie) and insertion (wstawki) of Cyrillic
entries in F, suggesting that these were not there in the original source. Zaliz-
njak’s observation can be read in the same fashion: the original source did not
contain Cyrillic, which was added by the scribe on the basis of Latin. Although
he does not provide evidence for his claim, some entries in LEx suggest that in-
deed the Latin alphabet influenced the spelling of the corresponding Cyrillic
entries, pointing to the secondary nature of the Cyrillic:

" X - iuf§ ‘©x, hedgehog’ (F 76 9) in the section “Van tamen dertenn’: iufs
shows traces of Sokan’e (see above), and was confused with the name roc
of the letter x;

"  netw™ nuemv - piet ‘whTh, to sing’ in the list of verbs: the Cyrillic entry
mimics the Latin entry, ‘transliterating’ ie back to ue. (¥ 16116);

* the Cyrillic entries pe“coxa (¢ 97 17) and wwmeusa (F 101 2) copy the un-
usual ei of their Latin equivalents reisoka ‘pbiuka, grill' and omeisa
‘omesxa, ploughshare’;

* the Cyrillic entries k0" pyou™ (¢ 78 1) and mo“ue™ (¢ 98 3) do the same
for the unusual notation oi in Latin kon rsZoitt ‘konp pxér, the horse
neighs’ and foitzett ‘TounTs, to whet'.

% Note that Giinther’s case in point is flawed: in 17™-century Russian, cséopo6osura (as in Vas-
mer’s dictionary) and ceopobopun(a) (as in F) were synonymous (see SRJA XI-XVII Vol. 23, s.v.
ceopobosura and ceopobopura/c60pobopuUHs).



SPELLING AND SOUNDS 111

Another indication that the source indeed primarily used the Latin alphabet are
a small number of mistakes in the Cyrillic. The corresponding Latin translitera-
tion, wherever present, does not copy these mistakes, which can be explained by
the similarity of # and u, of x and 1, and of 2 and u — when translating to Cyril-
lic:

» Cyrillic # for correct u: 6™ - bjjtt (¢ 56 10), epHsex - griu. (F 58 11),
Hc(bl)HoMD (F 508 12);

» Cyrillic # for correct k: npreaume nonu - pregaite koni (¢ 79 19);

» Cyrillic « instead of correct &: donno - dolgo (F 136 13), mopusro - torguiu

(F 145 7).

However, it is clear that the Cyrillic alphabet at times assumed primacy over the
Latin alphabet. One example showing the influence of the Cyrillic alphabet is
the Latin entry ievangli (F 93 4). It copies the unresolved sacred abbreviation
esa"enu for esancenue ‘Gospel’ on the same line. Another entry, xaneno” - ka-
lenon (F 114 20) - for correct kaneno" - kalenoi ‘kanenoit, charred’ — makes the
same mistake in both alphabets, confusing Cyrillic # and u. And the confusion
of k and # may also explain xpsnka - krupka (¥ 115 14) for kpynna ‘coarse’. Note
that these mistakes must have originated in Cyrillic, as Latin n and i, n and k are
ulikely to be confused.

Another argument for the leading role of the Cyrillic alphabet is the unidirec-
tional character of the transliteration: it is easier to predict the spelling of many
Latin entries from the Cyrillic than the other way round.

This applies to the entries xwumwu/sZitschi (¢ 135 6) and Hosa-
epa”cko/nouagratschoi (¢ 120 15, 17), discussed in §5.2.5. Cyrillic mw and cx
(mcumwmu and nosazpa™cxo®) regularly yield -tsch-, as sZitschi (¥ 135 6) and noua-
gratschoi (F 120 15/17) show. However, the road back is blocked: tsch could yield
ck, mud, or even mcx. The transliteration of the Latin cluster -stz- into Cyrillic
suffers from the same ambiguity, as the following examples show:

ngcna - lustza ‘mysxia, puddle, pool’ (r617)
kBacu — kuastzi ‘kBacipl, alun’ (F1245)
cunraro — stzitaiu ‘cunraro’ (r 145 6)
cuuTaTh — stzitat ‘camurars, to count’ (F 166 1)
cyectb — stzest ‘cyects, to reckon up’ (F 166 2)
wMa'IMKb — omanstzick ‘omanmuk, deceiver’ (F 46 6)
HieTIeTHbe — stzepetinie ‘menerunbe, small goods’ (F 121 10)
cBolHaMu Me” — svostzinami med ‘c BomuHamu Meqi, honey with the wax’ (F 116 15)

Generally speaking, the quality of the Cyrillic entries in LEx and GraMm is high,
so much is clear. The primacy that the Cyrillic alphabet at times has over the
Latin alphabet is also obvious. If the immediate source (or sources) of r did
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contain Cyrillic, the scribe copied it and probably did not hesitate to change it if
he thought this was necessary. If the sources did not contain Cyrillic, the scribe
of r must have had a very thorough knowledge of Russian and its writing tradi-
tion or have received external help.

The phrases in PHRAS, by contrast, only contain entries in one alphabet: the
Latin alphabet (on the exceptions see §2.1). The manuscript shares the use of
this alphabet with s and a.

The frequent confusion of v and 1, and n and r in Schroue’s phrasebook sug-
gests that its entries are based on a Latin original. Generally, the overall high
number of corrupted entries in Schroue’s phrasebook makes it implausible that
the scribe based himself on the Cyrillic alphabet. Therefore, we assume that the
source of F also contained the Latin alphabet. The assumption that the source of
F did not additionally contain the Cyrillic alphabet in the phraseological section
also seems safe. The practical nature of the genre makes it unlikely that each
Russian phrase in the vast phraseological section was written down twice: it
would have dramatically increased the volume of the phrasebook, as well as the
required time and effort on the part of the scribe - especially in the light of the
thorough revision of the material — whilst bringing few or no advantages.

5.5 Spelling regularisation

In chapter 3, we saw that F is more regular than s as far as the layout and the ar-
rangement of different sections are concerned. The replacement of w by v and
the consistent transliteration of the Cyrillic alphabet shows that extreme care
was given to the use of the alphabets, its letters and their correspondences. This
section makes the step from the level of individual letters to that of meaningful
words, and will reveal that the regularity that we find on the level of individual
letters extends to words as a whole. Spelling is more regular and consistent than
in s, and the consistent spelling of a word in r speaks of an attempt to remove
the variation present in the original sources.

5.5.1 Four examples of regularisation

One phenomenon that can be observed is spelling regularisation. The scribe of F
was of the opinion that the same word should be spelt consistently. Four exam-
ples of spelling regularisation in highly frequent words illustrate this point.

The first regularisation concerns the word mu: ‘you’. With 627 occurrences, it is
the second most frequent word in the entire phrasebook, after ne ‘not’ (801x).
Tt is regularly written tj. In 32 cases, tj was emended from earlier #, for in-
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stance in F 199 12 (Figure 46).% The spelling ti remains in another 28 cases. To! is
spelt as a separate word in all but 7 cases.®

i Ly
Figure 46: ty < ti (F 199 12)

Of course, mu is a highly frequent word in Schroue’s phrasebook too (583 oc-
currences). The spelling variation there, however, is much higher: it occurs as
thji/Thj (507%), -tj (39x), T§/tj (22X), Tj-/tj- (2X), -thj (5%), dj (2x), thje (1),
ey (1x), de (1X), the (1x), -tj- (1), -tey (1x).5¢

It would not be logical to assume that Schroue’s most frequent spelling,
thji/ Thj, was any different from that in his source. Since the scribe did not know
Russian, he merely copied the material (see §3.2.1). As for F, tj is a more faithful
transliteration of mu: than thj is. If you take into account the scribe’s thorough
knowledge of Cyrillic word images (as displayed in LEX), it is not unreasonable
to assume that he was the person who consistently changed the many occur-
ences of thy to tj, without leaving any trace. This effort could be seen as the re-
flection of a desire to let the Latin notation of the Russian material follow the
regular Cyrillic spelling, with clear Latin correspondences for Cyrillic letters.

A second highly frequent word is mosap. It occurs slightly under 400 times
throughout the phrasebook as a NoM.sG. and acc.sG. As such, mosap is by far
the most frequent substantival word form, followed at a considerable distance
by the GeN.sG. of the same word, mosapy (121x), and the Nom.sG. 602 (110x). In
the Latin alphabet, mosap is regularly written as fovar. Exceptions are tova (F
323 13) and tovari smokne ‘(TF 11) ToBap uaMokHe’ (F 370 2, cf. thowar If§mockne,
s 45r 2 and $§5.6.1). In s, the Nom.sG. and acc.sG. of mosap occurs as thowar,
themar, towar, thowaer, thewar, thowary, thouar, Thowar, dobar, Touar, de war,
thouaru, thouaer, Towar, dhowar, thowas, thobar, dowar, touars (NOM.SG.), tho
war, thowar, thewar, towar, thowaer, thowaru, thowarum, dowar, thowaer,
thower, thawar, thouar, -to war-, thjwar, dowaer, to ber, thowaeru.

% Here, as with other variation, the 32 cases are not evenly spread throughout the data: 30
emendations occur before F 260, the remaining 2 - both uncertain - on f 354 and F 443. The
emendation of i > j is otherwise relatively frequent and occurs throughout the manuscript; cf.,
e.g., ryiby < riby (¢ 223 1).

8 These 7 cases are F 219 11, F 232 1, F 269 5, F 280 11, F 386 13, F 390 21, F 488 12.

% A hyphen in these forms indicates that it is written attached to the preceding or following
word.
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Even if you account for variation and corruption introduced by the scribe of
s, the scribe of F must have considerably regularised the spelling of mosap when
copying the material.¥

The following example is the infinitive mopeosamu. It occurs 33 times and is the
third most frequent of almost 592 infinitives in the phrasebook: only xynumeo
(35%) and e3amv (50%) occur more often. Its regular spelling is torgovat; there
are 2 instances where it is written torguvat. In s, the same verb form occurs as
turguwath, thurguwath, torgowath, turguuath, tuguwath, turgunath, and tur-
guath.

This means that the scribe of r, again, considerably regularised spelling.
Most notably, he removed the possible dialectal influence of ukan’e ([u] for
etymological /o/, e.g. mypeysamv or mopeysamv for mopeosamv; see on ukan’e
Falowski 1997: 250-251 and Giinther 1963: 494) and brought the spelling more in
line with etymological expectations.*

The final example is the pronoun and conjunction umo. It occurs 183x in the
Latin script throughout the manuscript (7ox as a conjunction, 113x as an inter-
rogative pronoun). Its usual spelling is tzto. Exceptions are sto (5x), ttzto (4x),
ttzo and tzo (both 1x).
The word umo was emended in approximately 20 cases, usually from earlier
sto. The emendations are obvious, as Figure 47 and Figure 48 show.
£ ;
o i
‘i—--u- - -5'[1

Figure 47: tzto < sto (¥ 195 1) and tzfo with an erased s (¢ 208 21)

i
f#i‘."ég utt #‘-é-ﬁr
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Figure 48: £ze #ztz tzto (F 211 18) and st tzto with an erased s (F 217 18)

Judging by the strike-through emendations, the spelling sto must have been pre-
sent in the source. This is confirmed by Schroue’s phrasebook, which has the
following spellings for umo in its various functions: stho, -stho, Osto, stho, Stho,
sto, -tzoo, sto-, -tho, sthe, fSto, tho, sto-.

% See §6.6 for an in-depth discussion of the entire paradigm of mosap.

% The emendation M Mo‘keéa — Moszkva (¥ 50 8) shows that the scribe was aware of this phe-
nomenon. If the corresponding entry Moskauwa (s 75r 22) is representative of the source of F,
this also shows that ukan’e was a real characteristic of the language at that point in time.
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5.5.2 Etymology: connue and 602

In the examples in the previous subsection, the result of the regularisation
brings the words - in their Latin form - closer to their etymological spelling.
This also happens in the case of connuye, where there is significant reason to
doubt that etymological /1/ was actually pronounced. The following table lists all
instances of the lexeme connye in F and s:

F s

COTBHBIIO - solnszo (F 3112) Suafdza (s 68r 17)

ConHIIA - sonsa (F 32 4) Sunfize (s 68v12)

comHIa - solnsa (F 32 5) Sumfle (s 68v 14)

cornHIa - solnsa (F 32 6)

comHIa - solnsa (F 32 7) Sunfle (s 68v 13)
Sunfle (s 68v 15)

Son/sza (F 238 19)

sonsza (F 388 2) / Bufle (s 41v17) /

szolnsa (F 478 6) soutf8a (s 52v 12)

Table 9: The lexeme connue in F and s

s consistently spells the word connuye without /1/. ¥, on the other hand, adds the
etymological /1/, albeit not entirely flawlessly: in ¥ 32 4, the Cyrillic entry in-
cludes the [, yet the Latin entry does not. In another case, the / was added sec-
ondarily, yet not in the correct position: SonlsZza (r 238 19) (see Figure 49). And
in yet another case, the [ was not added at all. Nevertheless, the addition of / tes-
tifies to the scribe’s strong feel for the ‘proper’ spelling of lexemes.®

S b

ey (4 t(q il
¢
Figure 49: Sonlsza (¥ 238 19)

Another frequent emendation where etymological considerations play a role is
that of NoM.sG. boch into bog (for the highly symbolic word 60z ‘God”). It is
concentrated in PHRAS-GEN: 30 out of 46 occurrences of the word are emended.
% The emendation boch > bog, illustrated in Figure 50, shows that the Cyrillic or
etymological spelling 60z was considered more important than the probable

8 See §8.6.2 for a discussion of textual coherence in relation the entries with contnye on F 32-7.
9 The NOM.SG. 602 occurs another 64 times in PHRAS-TRADE, PROVERB, and RELI, without this
emendation.
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phonetic reality (cf. Modern Standard Russian [box] for 60z). The change of
bohu into bogu (k 189 4) fits the pattern as well.

2 () A
F('% ;(,/3 ’ﬂ;ﬁgg |

Figure 50: bog (F 189 19), Bog (F 190 1) and Bog (F 209 15)

5.5.3 -8tvc- and -8rwcmo-

Although the establishment of etymologically correct spellings was one of the
motivating factors behind spelling regularisation, it was not the sole factor. An-
other factor which played a role is that of word images: the same word (or
group of words) was preferably spelt consistently throughout the text, not nec-
essarily complying with its etymology.”

Consider the spellings of the similar roots -smwc- ‘weigh’ and -smwcmo- ‘message’.
The following tables display the occurrences of -swc- and -6mwcmp- in F and,
wherever applicable, the corresponding occurrences in s:

éwc ‘weight’
81C BBCD (F 445 8) -

61y (GEN.SG.)

61vcy (DAT.SG.)
swcumo ‘weigh’

81CUMD

81 CAM
81ceb!
81bULEH/BIVULEH

éwcey, ‘weigher
svcey

viesz (F 309 18)
vieszu (F 309 18)
vieszu (F 336 17)

vesZitt (F 58 4)
vescit (F 167 14)
vieszit (F 310 13)
vieszit (F 323 18)
viesit (F 345 4)
vieszet (F 310 2)
viesz (F 282 4)
vieszen (F 310 12)
vieschon (F 379 1)

viesetz (F 53 11)

wes (518v5)
wesy (s 18v 5)
-weiflu (s 29v 6)

wesjth (s 75v 13)

wef3jith (s 18v 18)
wef3jith (s 241 22)

wyBith (s 33r 23)
wef3jdth (s 18v 10)

weflen (s 18v 17)

' Minlos notes that in the distribution of fricative sounds, certain roots seem to be spelt consis-
tently in one way or the other: “It is easy to see that some roots are written in a certain way with
relative consistency. For example, [nosxanyit] is also written with the grapheme s, but the root
[nexc]/[nox] always with sz. It is unlikely that this system is governed by some phonetic phe-
nomenon; we are most likely dealing with ‘orthograms’ of sorts” (Minlos 2001: 4).
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smcel, (DAT.SG.)

érwcua nonama ‘weigh-house’

81vca
ewcuuil ‘weigher’
81bCUEBO

omerecumyp ‘weigh out’

viesetz (F 58 1)
viesetz (F 282 4)
viesetz (F 311 2)
vieszetz (F 345 4)
vieszetz (F 310 12)

vieszia (F 3111)

viestzovo (F 345 5)
viestzovo (F 381 20)
viestzovo (F 400 16)
viestzovo (F 428 2)

Wesetz (s 58v 12)

wyssetzs (S 191 2)

wildjitz (s 33r 23)
wyflzomu (s 191 2)

wefiryu (s 191 1)
wyst zogo (s 33v1)

weystzogo (s 571 15)

omerocumo otvescit (F 183 5) -
otvieszit (F 336 18) othwef3jdt (s 29v 7)
omeruLy otvieschu (¥ 301 2) ottwefSu (s 13v 22)
otvieschu (¥ 301 8) ottueflzjth (s 13v
36)
OMBILCULUD otvieschis (¥ 301 3) ottwef3js (s 13v 23)
nposmwcump ‘weigh away’
npostvco! provos < proves (F 282 4) -

Table 10: -6mwc- in F and s

E s
8wcmp ‘message’
ercmu (GEN.SG.) vesti (F 363 11) westy (s 42r 2)
8rcmb (ACC.SG.) vest (F 416 16) west (s 108V 16)
6rcmu (NOM.PL.) vesti (F 274 17) westy (s 3v 3)
vesti (F 274 19) westy (s 3v5)
erwcmuti (GEN.PL.) westi (F 275 1) -
vesti (F 275 4) westy (s 3v 10)
érwcmu (ACC.PL.) vesti (F 369 6) westhy (s 44v 12)
vesti (F 369 11) westhy (s 44v 17)
vesti (F 378 20) -
usHesrwcmu ‘unexpectedly’
ist isne vesti (F 228 1) Ifine westy (s 551 21)

noussrwcmumo ‘visit’
noussmwcmumu

nosmwcmumy ‘let know’
no61CMU

omemwcmuye ‘reply, message’
omeecmve (ACC.SG.)

isne vesti (F 359 15)
poisvestiti (F 265 14)
povestil (F 415 10)
ottvestie (F 206 13)

otvestie (F 333 2)
otvestie (F 333 15)

Iste westy (s 4or 11)

powestyll (s 64v 11)

ottwel3y (s 28r 2)
otwostje (s 28r 8)
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F s
otvestie (F 363 18) otwestie (s 42r 15)
otvestie (F 399 10) ottwestye (s 56V 12)

Table 11: -6mwcmov-in F and s

Table 10 shows that in -6mc-, the scribe almost consistently spells the etymo-
logical vowel /¢&/ as ie. For the root -swcmo-, however, he prefers e in every sin-
gle case, as can be seen in Table 11. Schroue’s phrasebook usually has e in both
roots, although the root -smc- is subject to more variation than -émwcmo-.

As in other cases, the levelling of the spelling must be attributed to the scribe
of F, as the emendation in Figure 51 shows: the form otveschu - in line with ott-
wefSu in s — was emended to otvieschu.

Figure 51: otvieschu from earlier otveschu (r 301 2)

The word form otvieschis ‘orBbcump’ (F 301 3; see Figure 52), one line further
down on the same page, is also insightful, but in another regard: the letter com-
bination sch. The sch of otvieschis is atypical for the /s’/ we find in omemwcuuiv;
the infinitive omsmwcumeo, for instance, also with /s’/, is written otvieszit (F 336
18) elsewhere in the manuscript, using more frequent sz for /s’/. The addition of
the lone Cyrillic letter ws on the same line shows, however, that sch is actually
meant to represent /§/, which means we are dealing with omsmuwuwo, rather
than expected omemwcuuv. The added Cyrillic letter also shows that the spelling
otvieschis is the outcome of a process of conscious deliberation of the scribe.
Two factors must have contributed to this result. The first is the influence ex-
erted by otvieschu ‘orpbury’, with sch, which occurs twice on the same page (r
301 2 and 8). The second factor is the difficulty the scribe experienced to come
to terms with the phenomenon of consonant alternation in 1ND.PRES. forms,
especially in this case, where the consonant alternation involved (/§/ ~ /s’/) con-
cerns exactly the consonants which are affected by the local feature of sokan’e
(see §5.2.5).

_ R S A
O{fmc{rfw, L

Figure 52: otvieschis. wt (F 301 3)
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Note that less frequent words do not necessarily escape the influence of word
images. An example of this are wyynaii and nowsynaii. The first is spelt schupai
in two different phrases (¢ 372 7, F 460 9). The first phrase has a match in s,
which has Szupayj (s 57r 7). For nowjynaii, s has postzujay (s 16r 19); ¥ spells the
word as poschupai (F 458 5), following the word image of schupai. He has even
emended the form poschupai, as the facsimile shows:
Sy
L
: o o A o |
¢ oAch
¢ M’ulﬂ (i1
LS

Figure 53: poschupai, with ch < 2 (F 458 5)

}

5.5.4 euie

Another example of the influence of word images is the spelling of recon-
structed normalised wy. Its typical transliteration in LEx and GraMm is stz. In
PHRAS, PROVERB and RELI it occurs approximately 100 times. It is spelt in a
number of ways: sz, stz, s, sch, sz, tz, ssz, z. The spelling stz only occurs a few
times. However, it is relatively frequent in the word ewe/ewsé: out of 39 occur-
rences of the word in PHRAS, it is written with stz 27 times:

iestze (21x)
iestzo (3%)
iestzo (2x)
iestze (1x)
iesze (10x)
ieszo (2x)*

In fact, the scribe made a deliberate effort to include the ¢, as can be seen in the
three examples in Figure 54, where ¢ was added secondarily.

e
. 5o

2 ! : -~
. Ffby 'ﬂgh’ﬁé / E.}t' 3¢
L’f_‘:! —L &{} s ! ' C',a !r::' T

Figure 54: iestzo (F 2211, F 275 15), iestze (F 275 16)

9> In Schroue’s phrasebook, the following spellings occur: Jefle (16x), Jessze (10x), Jefize (4x),
Jesse (4x) B8eo (1x), Jeste (1x), Jefle- (2x), Jef3a (1x), gesse (1x).
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The phrase in F 221 1-2 does not have a matching phrase in s. F 275 15-21 (from
which the other two examples come), however, does: s has Jessze both times.
We can assume that the source copied by the scribe of r did not have ¢ in these
cases; it was added for consistency’s sake.

5.5.5 Gand ch

Another point where F is much more regular than s is the notation of velars.
The editors of s note that this phrasebook renders the velars /k/, /g/ and /x/ in-
consistently; for /g/ alone, they find J, ck, ch, g, h and chg, whilst for /x/ the nota-
tions g, ck, ch, chg and chz can be found (Falowski 1997a: 13).

A look at the Russian data of F yields the following numbers: there are ap-
proximately 1450 words in which a /g/ may be assumed, and approximately 600
in which we assume a /x/. ¥ uses g for /g/ and ch for /x/ in over 90% of the cases.
Rather than embarking on an exhaustive statistical analysis of the data, one
group of examples will be used to illustrate the differences between s and
words starting in /x-/.

In the index of the edition of s, approximately 300 different attested words can
be found which are reconstructed as beginning with /x-/ (230 occurrences of
them being forms of xommmv). With only 18 exceptions, this /x-/ can be found
in the manuscript as g. F, although larger in size, actually has fewer words that
are reconstructed as beginning with /x-/: approximately 250. This lower number
is mainly due to the large-scale removal of the verb xommwmuv (see §7.4). And
whereas s uses g in approximately 280 cases (93%), F uses g in only 42 (17%),
listed in the table below.

F s
xapamos rapars - garatzia (F 93 6) gratia (s 84r 16)
xeacmambo gvastai (F 214 17) guasty (s 113r 1)
XB8ACMIUBDLIL Guastliue (F 229 19) Guast Ljue (s 59v 1)
Guastlive (F 472 3) Guastljue (s 106v 16)
xeocm XBOCT® - gvost (F 78 2) guost (s 78v 5)
X708 Brie® - ffgleff ‘B xy1eB’ (F 80 17)
re” - gleff (F 95 9) gleff (s 81v 14)
x00umbv xonu" - godit (F 161 14)
godill (¢ 207 21) godjle (s 104v 14)
godis (F 228 12) goddys (s 52r 14)
godis (F 485 11)
godit (¥ 389 2)
godile (F 486 5)
xodosamp (?) rogo" - godoiutt (F 80 1)
xonon xo71o1rb - golop (F 56 12) gollop (s 87v 20)
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F s
xop XOpb - gor (F 70 14)
xomymuna I$MIOTMHA - gumutina (F 79 14)

gumutini (F 393 2) gomutyny (s 53r 12)
XOMmwmo gotzis (F 226 12) gott3ys (s 41r 17)

gotim (F 266 3)
gotiti (F 267 1)
gotim (F 268 1)
gotim (F 268 16)

XomrvHove gotenie (F 265 5)%

XOpKU TOpKBHI - gorki (F 108 15) Gorcky (s 791 15)
xopouiuil xopoca - gorosa (F 139 15)

xpebmoesoii TPenbTOBO - greptovo (F 109 19)

TPENTOBO" TOPJIOND - greptovoi
torlop (F 110 4)

xpenamo rpemns - greple (F 78 6) greple (s 78v 9)
xpabpoii grabroi (F 264 8)
Xpamamo rpa*nts - gramlitt (E 78 5) grabe (s 78v 7)

rpa*muts - gramlitt (F 78 11)
rpa*mTs - gramlitt (¢ 78 13)
gramlat (F 163 4)

gramlutzi (F 486 18)

XpecmovAn xpecTus” - grestian (F 39 8)
xydoi rgou - gudoi (F 46 14)

gudo (F 217 11)

gudieh (F 225 9)

sgudim (F 412 2) I3gudym (s 62v 13)
xyi gy - gui (F 89 14) guy (s 85r 22)

rsu (F 492 2)

Table 12: Initial /x-/ as gin B

When we take a look at this table, we see that wherever a corresponding form in
s can be found, F’s g corresponds to a g in s. Note, also, that in 6 cases from LEX,
the entry in the Cyrillic column has x, deviating from ¥’s regular correspon-
dences ¢ ~ gand x ~ ch.

% The forms gotzis, gotim (3x), gotiti and gotenie are all related to the verb xommmo. 5 of these 6
forms are found on E 262-269, which constitute a foreign body in the text of F (see §2.1). The
form pogotite (¥ 265 13), not included in the table because /x/ is not initial, could be added to the
forms of xommwms with g. It looks like the scribe did not realise that, elsewhere in the phrase-
book, forms of xommmpw have ch- rather than g-.
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Like in other cases, the differences between the two manuscripts must be attrib-
uted to the scribe of ¢, which can be shown with emendations. In was emended
from earlier coou™. More examples can be found:

h greiszi ‘Tpbiten’ (F 213 8)
€h goverki ‘roB<o>pk¥®’ (F 473 2)
che goly ‘Tompim™™* (F 476 9)
ga chudi ‘xygsr’ (F 314 20)
xopu'/godit xoputp’ (with emendation of x < &) (F 16114)
chotim “xotum’ (with possible emendation of ch < g) (F 214 15)
roschulu ‘pacxymo’ (with possible emendation of ch < g) (F 4321)

o gty

5 5
{*‘.ﬁ* (‘ﬁt t’f
sy 03

) L -\ . 2 b ]
t}vﬁ i 5@’{{1&%@

Figure 55: €ho golj (F 476 9), gt chudi (F 314 20), chotim (F 214 15), roschulu (F 432 1)

I assume that in all 7 cases, the source of F contained a g. In the first 3 cases, the
scribe initially replaced the g with ch, but immediately corrected himself. In the
case of g# chudi, we see the opposite: he initially copied the g before realising
that xyooti should have ch instead. In xo0u™/godit, the Cyrillic entry was cor-
rected, but the Latin entry remained. And in the two final cases, the scribe first
copied the source, and carefully emended the forms when he noticed that gotim
and rosgulu should actually be written with ch.

The scribe was acutely aware of the difference between /x/ and /g/. He at-
tempted to render both phonemes in the Russian data correctly, an attempt
which by and large succeeded.

94 Cf. Golly (s 66r 4) in the corresponding phrase in S.
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5.5.6 Hushing sounds, again

We already saw how the scribe struggled to consistently distinguish the various
sibilant and affricate sounds of Russian in the Cyrillic and the Latin alphabet in
LEX and GRAM (see §5.2.5). I bring up the same topic once again, because emen-
dations in the spelling of these sounds also illustrate the principle of spelling
regularisation. They should be seen as part of the scribe’s effort to bring the Cy-
rillic and Latin entries into line with each other. Corresponding entries in s
show that differences (and emendations) are usually away from s and towards
etymologically more expected forms. Examples:

COJIHIIa HOIIO BT84y — solnsa poshlo fftutzu® (F326)
yKmHa" - vszinatt (F3322)
~ Wsenath (s 69r 14)
JOHKa — szonka (F 40 20)
~ sonka (s 72r 29)
urytin® — shutliff (F 45 4)
~ Sutljue (s 73v 5)
cMbI® — smuishliff (F457)
~ Smustliue (s 73v 11)
npombiuuie” — promuishlen (F459)
n3BO3M~ — svostzick (F5313)
mrapb — shar schar (r11214)
~ Szar (s 95V 7; sar elsewhere in s)
TOIIHO — toshno (F13815)
TomHe" — toshnei (F13816)
L o
3 "‘r
’}::

>:0 A A ‘f?
4 ¥ . p‘"r‘*' e

“oar b Ldr

Figure 56: Emendations sZonka (¢ 40 20), shutliff (¢ 45 7), and shar schar (¢ 112 14)

However, regularisation of the spelling of hushing sounds does not only occur
in LEx and GraM, but also in pHRAS (where there was no Cyrillic to guide the
scribe; see §5.2), as illustrated by the scribal corrections in the list below. The

% See also §8.6.2 for a discussion of this phrase in relation to textual coherence.
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correspondences with s show that the innovation and the concomitant hesita-
tion must be attributed to the scribe of F.

kak naszh stoboi prigovor buill ‘kak Hamr ¢ To60it mpurosop 6si1’ (< nasch)  (F 300 4)
~ nas sthoboy (s 13v 6)

da pokaszi suoi tovar ‘ma mokaxu coit Toap’ (szi < si) (F 372 11-12)
~ da pokaf3y thy suéy thowar (s 46r 11-12)

Ia suoi vbiitok bosziu milostiu ponapolnu

‘(TE 1) A cBOII YOBITOK 60XBI0(!) MUTIOCTBIO TIOHATIONHIO (SZi < si) (F 405 16)
~ Ja gottBu suoy vbuthock bof3ju mylostju If3polnith (s 6or 5)
ne szivet ‘He xuBer’ (szi < si) (F 473 18)

v - Bt A2 ]

Y. 7. 7%
A fg p;'m;;;(
AR

Figure 57: naszh (F 300 4) and pokaszi (F 372 11)

As a final point, consider the following occurrences of the verb form -scholl
-mén’: in all of them, ch in -sch- has been emended from something which can-
not be restored:

prischoll (F198 11)

prischoll (F2058)
~ possle (s 103r 13)

prischoll (F 228 13)
~ prifBoll (s 52r 15)

prischollll (F23617)

poscho (r20817)
~ possle (s 105r 16)°°

poscholl (F21214)

k] 4

i N g 2
-?1.‘1;(\;{' 7 & a;tt’xcgi' f& :

Figure 58: prischoll (F 205 8) and poscholl (¥ 208 17)

- -

These cases are in line with other examples of regularisation we have seen so far
in this chapter. The regularisation covered both highly frequent words (mui,
mosap, mopzosamv, umo) and very infrequent words (noujynaii); it could be

% The same line also has naszoll ‘namén’ (s: nassoll).
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based on considerations such as etymology (conxue, 602) and word images
(-8mc- ~ -8mwcemo-); and it covered words in which dialectal features can be ex-
pected to have played a role (/x/ and /g/, hushing sounds).

The numerous emendations confirm that the conscious regularisation is
largely - if not entirely — the work of the scribe of r. On the whole, the Latin no-
tation of the Russian material in PHRAS is looser than in LEx and GraM, which
may be attributed to the absence of the Cyrillic alphabet as a constant reminder
and guideline. At the same time, the scribe approached his task in a very me-
ticulous and thought-out fashion.

5.6 Phonological and phonetic phenomena

The phenomena that came under the influence of the spelling regularisation
explored in the previous section largely consider issues of orthography. Relat-
edly, this section will discuss the scribe’s influence on how a number of phono-
logical and phonetic phenomena and developments are reflected in the data,
especially those that are characteristic of the dialect of the town of Pskov. I will
investigate whether they show the same regularisation efforts of the scribe, and
how his general attitude plays a role here.

Of the many interesting phonological and phonetical phenomena that can be
studied on the basis of the data in Fonne’s phrasebook, only a small number will
be explored here. Some of them have over time been raised in the literature,
others have not. The choice of which issues to discuss was made on the basis of
how well they support the main task undertaken in this study, which is to ex-
plore how the philological relation between the phrasebooks of Fonne and
Schroue puts the data of Fonne’s phrasebook in a new light. Structural differ-
ences between the two phrasebooks and emendations in Fonne’s phrasebook,
which lay bare the input of the scribe, will enjoy special attention.

The image that emerges is that of a conscious effort on the part of the scribe
to remove traits that were perceived as too strictly local, yet at the same time
allowing supraregional elements from the spoken language to enter the text.

5.6.1 Prothetic vowels

A very salient characteristic of Schroue’s manuscript is the occurrence of
prothetic vowels such as [i] and [o] before specific initial consonant clusters:

ISbudyithse ‘coymetcst (s 64v 2), Ifigineth ‘cruner’ (s 66r 10), Ispor ‘cbop’ (s 69v
5), Isdoroua ‘3gopoBo’ (s 99v 17), Ilgrobum ‘crpebom’ (s 108v 4)



126

INNOVATION IN TRADITION

off duaret ‘BiBapsnp’ (s 24v 8), offzajmy ‘B3aiiMer (s 4or 13), offmesto ‘BmBcTo’ (S
5t 7), offzeras ‘Buepacy’ (s 62v 12), Offtornjck ‘Broprux’ (s 7or 7), ock komu ‘x

KoMy’ (s 89ar 30)%”

The differences between s and ¢ are explored below. The focus will lie on
prothetic [i], which allows for the clearest comparison. In Fonne’s phrasebook,
these prothetic vowels are virtually absent, illustrated by the following three ex-
amples of corresponding phrases from r and s:

(319)

(31F)

(325)

(32)

(339)
(33F)

Ja offzoras vydbe twoy thowar bude dobbro da monnjtza
IBgudjm Iimeflonn da Iflutonn,

Ia ffzeras tuoi tovar vidal buil dobro
ninetza schudim smeszon da schitron.
Ich sach gistern djne wahre de was gudt nu
if$ se mit quader vormengedt vnd vorvelschedt.
I Buepach TBOIT TOBAp BUAAT, ObUT JOOPO<IT>;
HbIHBYA € Xy[bIM CMBIIEH JJa CXUTPEH.
‘I saw your wares yesterday, they were good; now they are
mixed with bad and falsified.’

Ifrouenajem muy thowaer Ifithouarum stho nam
obeme ne bude objeduo.

Sroffnaiem my tovar stovarum, tzto nam obemsze
ne budet obidno.
Laht vns de wahre myjt wahre vorliken,
dat vns bejden keyn vnrecht gesche.
CpoBHsieM MBI TOBAp € TOBAPOM, YTO HaM 00EMs
He 6yzeT 06MAHO.
‘Let us compare wares with wares, so that there may be no
injustice to either of us.’

To Imne pereno Issabuth

To mnie preemo sabuill. Datt is my rechtt ernst.
To mHE npsaMo 3a 6bUIb
‘Tam really in earnest’

(s 22r 18-19)

(F3201-4)

(s37v16-17)

(F 355 9-12)

(s104v2)

(¥ 207 16)

The explanation prothetic [i] has received over time is very cursory. The trans-
literation volume of the edition of s offers a phonetic explanation in the form of
a reference to B.A. Larin, who attributes these prothetic vowels to the influence

97 s shares the feature of prothetic [i] with a, as the following examples show: Istym ‘c Tum’
(a 7r 1), Iswalom ‘c Banom’ (A 8r 7), Iskwos ‘ckBo3b’ (a 40v 18), Iskladati ‘cknamati’ (A 41v 16),
Ischronisa ‘cxponucs’ (a 57v 16), Isdorow ‘3mopos’ (a 59r 8), Is Kolicko ‘ckonbko’ (A 76r 7).
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of non-Slavic languages in the Russian North.** An explanation for prothetic [i]
along more morphological lines is put forward by Falowski in his grammatical
analysis of A: before initial c- and 3- prothetic [i] is a typical Pskov dialect fea-
ture, the result of the merger of the prepositions and prefixes c- and u3-/uc-, a
development also attested in Western Russian historical texts as well as Belaru-
sian dialects (1996: 32, also 1997b: 250f.). However, this morphological approach
does not explain the forms they aim to explain: words from a such as Iskwos
‘ckB03b (A 4or 18) and Isdorow ‘3m0poB’ (A 59r 8) do not contain the prefix c-.
Also, it does not explain the consistent use in s of prothetic [i] before initial
consonant clusters such as mu-, #H-, #0- and nw-: Imnogo ‘mMHoro’ (passim),
Imne ‘MHB (occurring hundreds of times), Ifnj “xun’ (s 103r16), Ifdath
Kpath’ (s 60V 24) and Ipsonno ‘NméHo’ (S 96V 23).

The edition of s states that “it should be stressed that prothetic [i] appears
almost exclusively in verbal formations; in nominal formations it has a sporadic
character” (Falowski 1997a: 18). This is misleading. Apart from words which just
happen to start with c- or 3- (not the preposition or prefix; some of them men-
tioned above), prothetic [i] also affects the preposition , as the following exam-
ples of this preposition in its meaning ‘with’ show:

Ifrusszymum ‘c pycunom’ (s3r4)
Igudjm ‘c xynpim’ (s 22r19)
Ifturarum ‘c ToBapom’ (s 45v3)
If winum ‘c BuHOM’ (s51v15)

The many occurrences of prothetic [i] in s and A leave no doubt as to its exis-
tence in the spoken language. It must have been present in the language around
the scribe of £ At the same time, prothetic [i] has no room in traditional forms
of written Russian. This consideration may have provided the scribe of ¥ with
the motivation to remove prothetic [i] from the data of his sources. The scribe
himself hinted at this in the Liber ad lectorem, containing, among other things,
pronunciation instructions for the user. On words starting in ¢- and 3- this text
reads:

vnd wor ein 3 ode s vor. anstejt dat pronuntiere is. (F 23 9-10)
‘And when a 3 or s stands before pronounce that is’

The explicit pronunciation instruction means that the scribe realised that writ-
ing and speaking are two different skills, each exacting their own rules and cus-
toms. The removal of prothetic [i] shows that the instruction was by no means a
dead letter for him. It also shows that the scribe was aware of the local dialect

98 Fatowski 1997a: 18, referring to Larin 1959: 37 (= 2002: 199).
9 Confirmed by entries in pos such as umen... “cM. mr1...” and neyn “Bap. enryH, unrys”.
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features (especially concerning pronunciation) as opposed to a less locally
marked written form of the language.

The scribe was aware that some words in their written form should start in ¢- or
3- and others in u3-/uc- — even though their pronunciation must have been vir-
tually identical.

Especially problematic in this respect are verbs (and their derivations) with
the etymological prefixes c- and u3-. This is a problem for the interpretation of
the data in all three phrasebooks (r, s and a). The editors of TF 11 were aware of
this, too:

“In some cases, e.g. isoidet mnie iovo tak prodat [reference to F 365 10], and other
instances of the same verb, it is questionable whether we have to do with the verb
nsority in standard spelling or perhaps with a supercorrect form of the verb coii-
i (TE II: XXi).'*°

I will not try to establish the correct distribution of verbs in ¢- or u3-, but, in-
stead, highlight the scribe’s struggle with the removal of [i], as it did not always
go smoothly. Traces of it can still be found here and there in the manuscript.
The editors of TF 11 already noted spellings such as ischrebi ‘crpe6n’ (F 194 8)
and isdorouo ‘3m0poBo’ (F 196 14), which they called “supercorrect” (TF 11: xxi).
The manuscript provides direct clues of the removal of [i]. The first clue is an
entry in LEX, where the word usso3usu* was originally copied as 3603u4u* in Cy-
rillic. The initial u protrudes into the left margin, and ussouju* is in fact written
with two capital letters (M3s603u4u*) which means that the scribe discovered it
should be there after all:

—-w. ;»o - wiclety
Fo,ﬂ fk“ "’\’k"‘”ithst{
J e JIOq e ﬂwp:r?
*'xi:t‘ﬁu“ wc ;1’;1;(-}
L‘/_ﬂ {; i ,

Figure 59: 3603uu* > ussosuu™ (¥ 53 12-14)

The second clue is a mismatch between the Cyrillic and the Latin columns in
LEX, which is rather unusual (cf. §5.2.1 and §5.2.2): in F 79 10 30“Mu y30a 3xoHu is
opposed to soimi vsda iszkoni ‘coiimu y3a ¢ KOHI .

100 Cf. on this issue also Falowski 1997a: 18 (on s), Giinther 1998: 183, 185, Krys’ko and Salamova
1998: 130, 132 (on A).
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LT -~
v v ( [ <503 ] <
! 20/“ s % Yo ;HL’HH:*’OI”ZZ l,’f?:i f’ﬁ%ﬂl
</ - yv \ ‘-’ 1 e
% “‘—"f? L ‘\-\;’Q“{,{# RN EE

Figure 60: 3xonu ~ iszkoni (¥ 53 12-14)

A final clue, from pHRAS, is the verb uso6umams ‘insult’, which occurs as
sobysai ‘<u>306ykair’ (where /i-/ was removed too enthusiastically) and as
isobj ‘M306u<p>""

(34F) Posalui ne sobysai tj mene szuoim tovarum.
da prodai mnie posakomu. isoby.
Ich bidde dj doe my kejn vnrecht, mit
djmner wahre, vnd vorkop se my vor de werde. (F 35113-16)
[Toxxanyit He <M>300¥XKall THI MEHsI CBOMM TOBAPOM
Za mpopait MHb 110 3aKO<H>Y. M306M<Ab>
‘Please do not do me an injustice with you goods and sell
them to me [according to the standard] (at the value).’

¥l 10 ST uiie Ol o D rors FrE it
ofalii u’e fofai + "tu’j%f:vg4) o ¢
ol e pffad Ggmens (3o Sovmnb,
‘ },‘I’QCH Mg %‘{ﬂﬁ"ﬂtﬂ‘ 1‘:{
LT s e U Lk
Figure 61: sobjsai and isobj (¥ 351 13-14)

o F e

(34s) Poflaluy ne Iobifay: IBobyt thj memne suojum
thouarum, [...] (s 36r 7-8)

The verb uckamo ‘search, seek’ also illustrates the scribe’s attempts to remove
initial [i] where it was prothetic and retain it where it was etymologically cor-
rect. The following table shows how, in s, the verb consistently reflects initial [i],
wherease in F, spelling is less stable, fluctuating between forms with and forms
without initial [i]:

F s
ucKkamo 3KaTb, skat (F 165 9) -
uugy istzu (F 209 9) Issu (s105v 9)
is7u (F 229 13) If8u (s 571 13)
is7u (F 299 13) -
iszu (F 290 17) Jsszu (s 101 12)
sszu (F 330 2) -
iszu (F 403 3) I8u (s 11r 10), Isszu

* On the reading u306u<0v>, see §4.1 above.
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E s
(s58v6)
umewy | iszis (¢ 361 2) Isszys (s 40v 22)
U ssy (F 281 12) -
sszy (F 330 6) IRy (s 261 6)
sszi (F 400 3) -
uckan 3Kaib, skal (F 145 15) -
iszkall (F 208 16) I8kale (s 1051 15)
skall (¥ 247 17) -
uck ‘claim’ isk (F 400 20) Istk (s 57v 6)

Table 13: uckamv and uck in r and s

On the whole, the scribe’s removal of prothetic [i] was thorough: for the adverb
Isde ‘3p®’ in s, we consistently find sdies ‘spbep’ in F (26 occurrences throughout
F). And in the correspondences of the highly frequent Imne ‘Mu%’ in s, there is
not a single case of i- in F (at over 500 occurrences). Nevertheless, i- shines
through the text every now and then:

Isdesli “xpemb-mn’ (r2117)
~ If3deslj (s 107v 9). Interestingly, the very next line in F contains sdu “xpny’,
corresponding to estdu (s 107v 11), where the prothetic vowel was removed.

iszotu ne vedaiet ‘caéty He BBraer’ (F 254 19)

Voimnogich goradoch ‘Bo MmHOTUX ropomox’ (F21514)

Isbohum ‘c 6orom’ (F 210 21)
~ If$bohum (s 1071 10)

isbohu ‘c 6oro<m>’ (r23015)
~ Isbogum (s 112r 6)

tovari smokne ‘(TF 11) TOBap M3MOKHe (F3702)
~ thowar Iffmockne (s 45r 2)

Is malimi kunami dengami ‘c ManbIMu KyHaMM: leHbTaMy ' (F28111)

Poisdarauo ‘nosgoposy’ (274 6)
~ pojifidoroua (s 3r 23)

A number of occurrences of ¢ um ‘with him’: ischim (¢ 227 11 ~ Isgjm, s 48v 14),
isyhm (¢ 362 17 ~ Iffjim, s 41v 12), isjhm (F 368 11 ~ Isgjim, s 45r 9), ischim (¥ 389
20 ~ Isgym, s s1r 12) and the rather odd form isihim (r 393 15 ~ Iigjm, s 53v 10)."*

The scribe’s removal of many instances of prothetic [i] — whether right or
wrong, from the point of view of the dialect of Pskov or a more supraregional

> Here, i was reinterpreted as the ending of fovar (see §6.6)

3 No correspondence in s, but a correspondence to Ismalymi dengami (a 751 16) in A.

4 The last form also occurs without the prothetic [i] as sihim (F 419 2; IfSgiim, s 110r 14). The
form snim ‘c auM’, including a prothetic [n], is also attested (see §6.4.3 below).
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form of Russian - adds a philological layer to this problem. Yet it seems that on
the whole, he was probably too rigorous, rather than too cautious.’*

5.6.2 Pskov -x71- and -271- (< *tl and *dI)

The clusters -x7- and -en-, reflecting Proto-Slavic *tl and *dl are a well-known
characteristic of the Old Pskov dialect. They are attested on birchbark (see Za-
liznjak 2004: 49), in historical Pskov texsts (see Karinskij 1909), in the phrase-
books of Schroue and Fonne, as well as in present-day dialects (see Honselaar
2001: 23, attested in one lexeme).

In the phrasebooks, the Pskov reflexes are restricted to the [ participle of a
small number of verbs and their derivations, such as secmu (8ed-), 6nocmu
(6n100-), and especially uecmo (um-), in combination with the Nom.sG.M. end-
ing -e (-ecv) or the Nom.sG.N. ending -0 (-ocv). Examples:

poblugl ‘mobmiorn’ (¢ 289 7), obotzkles ‘oboukmecy’ (F 388 10), roszotzkles
‘posouxiiecy’ (F 343 19)

dauechle ‘noserne’ (s 106v 13), blugle ‘6miorne’ (s s51v 4), ottoffkle ‘orouxie’ (s 23v

22), roffzozklos ‘posouxitecy’ (s 33r 13)

At the same time, the regular East-Slavic reflexes are found as well: we find bluil
‘6o’ (F 390 1), obsolsa ‘06uéncst’ (F 343 1).

The table below lists those cases where either s or r show the Pskov reflex and,
wherever applicable, the corresponding form in the other manuscript.

F s
bmocmu
6rocmu bluil (F 294 13) blugele: beuggle (s 11r 25)
bluil (F 390 1) blugle (s 51v 4)
nobmocmu poblugl (¥ 289 7) poblugele (s 9v 4)
secmu
dosecmu - dauechle (s 106v 13)
nepesecmu perevoll (k 278 19) pereuochle (s 5r17)
perenell ‘nepensn’ (F 348 8)*° pereuoll: pereuothgele (s 34v 12)
npusecmu privosll ‘npusési’ (F 275 13) pryuelle (s 3v 14)

15 The topic of prothetic [0] is not studied in detail here. The feature is not as prominent in s as
prothetic [i], but its absence in F is obvious. Here too, remains of it can be seen shining through
the text: osmynopy (¥ 247 12, F 366 1), contrasted with smynopy (7x). The form sca"xa/ffsanka
‘<o>BcAHKa (F 69 5) shows the hypercorrect removal of [o] (cf. correct wee: weca/oves: offsa (¢
64 7) and wesanozo/offtzanogo (r 81 6) elsewhere in LEx). The word wsmofnu*/offtornik (¥ 35
20) can be considered lexicalised (cf. SRNG 22, s.v. 08mopHuK).

6 Note that this is a different verb.
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F s
privell (¢ 289 2) priwechbe (s or 19)
possecmu rosvogel (F 441 19) -
bnacmu
npobnacmu - propleggele (s 93r 13)
uecmo
douectnocs dotzolsa (F 342 2) doetzles (s 32r 22)
dotzsolsa: doslo (F 341 22) dotzolssze: detzkles:
dofilo (s 32v 5)
dotzolsa (F 342 15) dotzkles (s 32v 11)
obuecmuvcs obsolsz (F 302 17) obotzkles (s 14v 4)
obsolsa (F 342 19) obotzkles (s 32v 15)
obsolsa (F 343 1) obotzkles (s 32v 17)
obotzkles (F 388 10) obotzkles (s 50v 18)
omuecmo otzol (F 322 9) ottBul: ottoflkle (s 23v 22)
omuecmocs dotsolsa (F 343 1) ottotzkles (s 32v 17)
ouecmocs otsolsz (F 302 18) ocklef3 (s 14v 4)
otzolsa (¥ 342 19) otzkles (s 32v 15)
otzolsa (¥ 343 1) otzkles (s 32v 17)
otzkles (F 357 22) -
otzkles (¥ 388 10) ottkles (s 50v 18)
npuqecmo pritzol (F 342 15) prytzkle (s 32v 13)
pritzol (F 342 19) prytzkle (s 32v 15)
pritzol: pritzkle (F 344 1) pritzBoll: pritzfile (s 38r 4)
pritzol [...] pritzkle (¥ 344 5-6) prisszoll [...] pritzkle (s 38r 8-9)
npu4ecmvcs pritzlos (F 342 11) prytzkles (s 32v 7)
pritztklos (¥ 342 13) (n.) prytzbles (s 32v 9) (N.)
pocuecmovcs roszotzkles (F 343 19) rof3zozklos (s 33r 13) (M.)
cuecmo stzol: tzitall'” (¥ 301 19) Bockle (s 14r 21)
cuecmocs sotzkles (F 343 8) Botzkles (s 32v 23)
yuecmo vtzkle (¥ 357 22) -
vtzol: vtzkle: vtegal (¢ 387 3) vtzkle: vtzboll (s 50v 3)

Table 14: Pskov reflexes -x71- and -271- (or the lack thereof)

The general tendency is clear: compared to Schroue’s phrasebook, Fonne’s
phrasebook contains fewer instances of this dialectal feature and more of the
more general Russian reflex *I. The 33 occurrences in s contrast sharply with F’s
meagre 12. The Pskov reflex was mostly simply replaced in r (as was the accom-

7 With tzitall < stzitall (possibly), belonging to cuumamo.
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panying NoM.sG.M. ending -e; see §6.4). In a number of cases, the relevant word
form was replaced with a different word, a synonym was added, or the dialectal
form with -x7- and the regular Russian form swapped positions to indicate a
preference for the latter.

Yet s shows variation too. A number of times two synonyms only differ in
the reflex of *tl and *dl (such as pritzfSoll: pritzfsle ‘npuuén: npuukne’ in s 38r
4).°® The disappearance of the Pskov reflexes from the text of ¥ gives the im-
pression that the scribe removed these very local forms to a certain extent. In
the case of their retention (e.g. as otzkles ‘ouknecy’), the large degree of dissimi-
larity with the regular Old Russian form (ouéncs) may have favoured the pres-
ervation of both variants, which could be explained pragmatically: the user of a
phrasebook that only recorded a non-local form such as ouéncs would be con-
fused if they encountered the very different variant oukzecw in their daily busi-
ness.

5.6.3 /uC-/

Gluskina and Bol'Sakova (1988) wonder whether F reveals any information
about a dialectal feature specific for the Pskov land: the pronunciation of the
initial phoneme in /uC-/ as [v] or [f] rather than as [u], e.g. in modern dialect
forms such as s6wmwk ‘yopiTox’ and smer ‘ymero’. They assume that this feature
is in fact represented in r. Their main argument for this is that for /u-/ ¥ uses v
in over 90% of the cases, which - despite the graphic instability of v and u in the
German writing tradition of the time — must mean something.

However, the scribe’s approach to the data considerably troubles this image.
The large-scale replacement of the original source’s w by v (see §5.1) means that
v can now reflect both /v/ and /u/. Yet, at the same time, F consistently distin-
guishes between /vC-/ and /uC-/ in word-intial position: ff- is used for /v/ in
/vC-/, whereas in /uC-/ /u/ is represented by v-. This initial v-, by the way, is not
once emended from earlier w-.

We have seen that in his approach, the scribe was guided by considerations
of etymology and word images. Could the consistency of  be the result of his
own input? As far as /uC-/ is concerned, this seems not to be the case: compari-
son shows that, barring a few exceptions, s also consistently uses v- to represent
/u/ in /uC-/. The representation of /vC-/ in s, on the other hand, is more di-
verse. We find spellings as diverse as off- (e.g. off duaret ‘BgBapsany’, s 24v 8), ff-
(ffladdjika ‘Bnappika’, s 71r 3), u- (ureth ‘BpAn’, s 51v 10) and v- (vjiaff ‘BbaBD’, S
59r 19). The answer to the question of the historical reflection of the dialectal
feature that Gluskina and Bol’Sakova’s investigate is more likely to be found in s

198 On doublets, see §2.2.
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than in r, and will have to take into account the representation of /vC-/. As an
investigation of the state of affairs in s falls outside the scope of this study, this
issue is not further explored here.

5.6.4 Pleophony

In East Slavic, Proto-Slavic *TorT developed into ToroT, a phenomenon called
pleophony (or polnoglasie, in Russian). The relation between pleophonic and
non-pleophonic forms has been discussed both for phrasebooks in general
(Mzel'skaja 2003: 105-132) and Fonne’s phrasebook in particular (Miirkhein
1979). Fonne’s phrasebook largely reflects this historical sound law in the expec-
ted fashion, with a number of roots showing the South Slavic reflex TraT, which
can be considered loans from Church Slavonic (cf. Miirkhein 1979).

So far it has not been noticed that the scribe of the phrasebook was aware of the
difference between pleophonic and non-pleophonic forms. Case in point are
three forms, from the introductory text, LEx and pHRAs. TF 11 lists them as fol-
lows:

vollodiett ‘BonogbTs’ (F2212)"
vrema ‘BpeMs’ (F15817)
Vereme roszitis ... ‘Bepems pospiticy’ (F 277 10)

The facsimile edition, however, shows a clear strike-through emendation in all

three cases:
B ettt .
£1eM . i Ve

i 28 G ¥ S

L

9 This form is used in INTRO; the Cyrillic version that is present on the same page in F, is re-
placed in TF 11 by the Cyrillic transliteration of the Latin-script text.
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The electronic text edition corrects TF 11 as follows:

sen00mwmo - vollodiett (F226,12)
~ wolodjejith (s 651 3)

eepems - vremae (F15817)

Vereme roszitis [...] ‘Bpems po3bITucey’ (g 277 10)
~ Verme rofojitjis (s 5r 7)

The emendations confirm a general observation by Mzel’skaja, considering the
advance of Church Slavonic non-pleophonic spems at the cost of the original
East Slavic pleophonic sepems (2003: 125f.). The scribe of r obviously preferred
epemsi over gepems. In a similar vein, he seems to have preferred the non-
pleophonic form of 8onodmwmy, at least in the Cyrillic version of the text in IN-
TRO, as the emendation shows. The result, however, is a half-correction: the hy-
brid enodmwme rather than expected Church Slavonic eéradmwmo. In the Latin
version of the introductory text, the word form sonodmwmu of the source (as re-
flected in s) is retained, probably out of oversight.

When talking about pleophony, another issue can be addressed as well. In the
birchbark corpus, a small number of forms reflect TroT where regular East Sla-
vic pleophonic ToroT would have been expected. Zaliznjak offers two expla-
nations for this phenomenon (2004: 4of.). The first explanation is the regular
development of *TorT into ToroT with a secondary drop of the first vowel. The
second is that of a direct development *TorT > TroT for at least some areas
where the Old Novgorod dialect was spoken. Analogically, *TolT and *TerT
would have yielded TloT and TreT.

The same kind of forms have been noted by Fatowski for the Anonymous
phrasebook. He favours the explanation where the first vowel was secondarily
dropped, in describing it as “the drop of the first (never of the second) letter de-
noting an unstressed pleophonic vowel” (1996: 27). Examples from a are Is-
chronen ‘ucx<o>poHeH’ (A 151 7), drewenna ‘f<e>peBeHHa (A 28v 12) and stregy
‘cr<e>pern’ (A 82v11).

Fonne’s phrasebook also contains a number of cases where the first pleo-
phonic vowel is absent, often alternating with forms showing regular pleo-
phony. The following table lists these cases, with the corresponding forms in s
where applicable.

F s

poprok ‘non<e>péx’ (F 456 17) poperok (S 15v 21)

stregit ‘cr<e>peruts’ (F 168 6) -

stregutt ‘ct<e>peryr’ (F 2111) stregu (S 1071 14)

dreffno ‘n<e>peBus’ (F 94 16) derewne (S 81r 15; same section)

vrochnutze ‘B<o>poxuytbest’ (F 169 5) -
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F S

vrochnutze ‘B<o>poxnytbcst’ (F 226 7) -
skronilsa ‘cx<o>ponmncst’ (F 244 5)"° i

Table 15: Absence of the first pleophonic vowel in ¢

It would be premature to accept these forms as proof of a direct or secondary
reflex TroT, for three main reasons. First of all, because other cases show that
not only the first, but also the second pleophonic vowel is susceptible to being
dropped:

terbi ‘rep<e>61’ (F789)

Torpliff ‘Top<o>nnus’ (r 318 6)
~ (Straf$ljiue) (s 21v 9) ~ Toropliw (a 79v 18)

Taorpliff ‘Top<o>mnus’ (F 427 5)

Secondly, vowels in similar, but etymologically non-pleophonic environments
are also sometimes absent (both the first and the second vowel). Examples are
posallvatt ‘moxxan<o>Barp (F 199 14) and kronovanie ‘k<o>poHoBaHbb; corona-
tion’ (F 266 16),™ and especially grasna (5x: F 192 11, F 205 10, F 222 7, F 245 14, F
492 12) and grasno (F 202 9) T<0>pasHo’."

But most importantly, the scribe was probably aware of the linguistic or per-
ceived instability of pleophonic - or similar — vowels. This awareness can be
inferred several times. First of all, in a small number of cases, the phrasebooks
of Schroue and Fonne deviate from each other as to the presence of a pleo-
phonic vowel:

Doboszdorouie ‘[lo6<p>0 310poBbe’ (rF19017)
~ Dabes drowe (s 99r 14)

derevo ‘nepeso’ (F 20419)
~ derwo (s 103r 4)

storony ‘CTOpOHBI’ (F29717)
~ sthony (s 12v 8)

storoni ‘CTOpOHBI’ (F2982)

~ sthromy (s 12v 13)

A second illustration is the word e<o>pasno. It does not only occur in F as
grasna and grasno (as seen above), but also as gorasno (¥ 205 16, F 412 10, F 464
5), garasno (F 298 15, F 356 23, F 457 7) and in Cyrillic as eapa‘na (¥ 492 1). This

v Cf. Zaliznjak 1998: 270 on the dialectal verb kponumuvcs ‘mpsitatbes, xoponutbes (Ark-
hangelsk; srNG).

" This may be influenced by German Krone ‘crown’.

"2 None of these cases correspond to s or A.
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variation is absent from s, which consistently spells the word without the first
vowel. In the 5 cases where s and ¥ correspond, the first vowel may have been
inserted by the scribe of .

In yet another case, two similar words — copox ‘40; timber’ and cpox ‘term’ -
were mixed up:

(35F) Koli tvoi sorok budet [...]
Wenner djne tytt komptt [...] (F 238 5-6)
Komnu tBOIT c<po>k Oyger |...]
‘When your time comes’

(354) Koli twoi srock budet [...] (A 92v1y)

(36E) [...] da doloszu srok.
[...] vod make datt timmer vull. (F 409 5, 11)
71 [TOTIOXKY C<O0>POK
‘and make the timber complete’

(36A) [...] da dolossu sorock polno (s 61v 25)

Given the instability of both the first and second pleophonic vowel in F, the
drop of vowels in similar but non-pleophononic clusters, and the scribe’s rela-
tive awareness of the matter, it does not seem safe to conclude that forms like
stregutt (F 211 1) and vrochnutze (F 169 5, F 226 7) point to a direct or secondary
reflex TroT of Proto-Slavic *TorT.

5.6.5 /j/

Zaliznjak describes a relatively rare phenomenon on birchbark: the letter ¢ rep-
resenting the sound [j] (2004: 604). His two examples are noeuxa(mu) ‘moexats’
(BBL 266; 1360-1380) and mpaseuyu (possibly, for mypasvuuv) (BBL 273; 1360-
1380) (Zaliznjak 2004: 604). Comparable is the confusion of [y’] and [j] found
in BBL 715 (1220-1240), which has aneeno (to be read as anvsns, for expected
aneenw) and apoxaueno (apwvxar(v)ns, for expected apxaneens) as well as the
change of the proper name I'opveu into FOpou in the 14™ century (Zaliznjak
2004: 92,104).

A similar phenomenon can be found in s: throughout the manuscript, j may
represent /g/ or /x/ and, conversely, g can stand for /j/, as the following exam-
ples show:

= /x/

xouy: Jotsu (s 11V 28), Jotzu (s 19V 14, S 57r 23, S 101V 5, S 107V 3), Jottsu (s 44r 9,
S 63V 23), jotzu (s 102r 12)

= g/

2on100He: Jolodne (s 100V 25)
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2y6a: Juba ‘ry6a’ (s 84v 10)

= Jjil

anocow: gallos (s 55v 13)

scHv: gafsny (s 59v 5)

euje: gesse (S 105V 17)

oblique cases of PRON.PERS. oH: gogo (S 57V 1), gej (s 88v 22), -geji (s 88v 36), -
gomu (s 53V 9), gaggo (s 11v 23), goga (S 30V 20), -gogo (S 44V 17), gogo (s 52v 7), -
gym (S 4r 6, 5 41 10, S 25V 13, S 25V 17, S 451 9, S 48V 14, S 49V 6, S 51r 12, S 53V 10, S
53v 18, s 88V 27, S 1057 4, S 10T 14), giny (s 171 10), gim (s 35V 18, s 25v 21), -gj (s or
25), gyoch (s 241 1), gjich (s 331 6, s 411 17, S 61V 23), -gjim (s 22V 21), gjm (S 33r 16),
gyich (s 331 6, 5 46V 16, S 59V 14), -gjimyj (S 49v 1)

This phenomenon is largely absent from k. In a small number of cases, it can be
found in k. These cases (18x g, 1x ch) are listed in the table below; correspond-
ing forms in s, although few in number, are listed as well.

F s
aup axipp/achir (F 122 12) Achjr (s 96v 16)
¢ 0<@>oumu sdoigimi (F 212 11)
HAN<0>6aHLIb saluange (F 190 7)

saluange (¥ 195 21)

saluange (¥ 229 9) saluange (s 57r 10)
saluange (F 258 10)

-umamo obgimat ‘06buMatp’ (F 171 2)

otgimai ‘orpumair’ (F 196 3)

peregimai ‘mepeumait’ (F 201 peregimay (s 101r 6)
17)

vgimaiu ‘ynmato’ (F 237 3)

gimaitze ‘umaetcs’ (F 246 5)

vgimaiu ‘ynmaio’ (F 400 12) vgymayv (s 571 3)
ux gich (¥ 213 5)

ch gich ‘ux’ (¢ 214 15)

gich (¥ 226 13) gych (s 21r 17)
moumu moygimi (F 212 5)

NPpUAMenbHo20 prigotelnogo (¥ 264 15)
pycckuu pscku”/ruschigi (F 22 9)

pscki”/ruschigi (F 22 12)

Table 16: /j/ as g, chin F
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The reverse phenomenon is attested as well: wempo* - ostroi ‘octporu, spurs’
(® 80 21; cf. Ostheochga ‘spur’ and Ostheochgy ‘spurs’, s 87r 16-17)."

In light of the scribe’s attention for the letter g in his sources, which he often
replaced with ch (see §5.5.5), it seems safe to assume that he can also be credited
with the replacement of ¢ with i (and i with g). It is interesting to note that the
phenomenon seems to occur mainly before /i/ (like in the birchbark attesta-
tions). The exceptions are saluange (probably lexicalised, along the same lines as
we saw in §5.5) and prigotelnogo.

5.6.6 /e/ > [0/

One of the changes particular to East Slavic is the development of /e/ (reflecting
Proto-Slavic */e/ as well as vocalised */»/) into /’o/ (i.e., an /o/ with a preceding
soft consonant). The oldest attestations on birchbark go back to the mid-12™
century. The conditions of the development varied from place to place; in Nov-
gorod, the development occurred independent of stress (Zaliznjak 2004: 69f.)

Up until the introduction of the letter ¢ in the late 18" century, it was hard to
comfortably express the word-internal result of this sound change, /’o/, in Cyril-
lic. One basically had to choose between indicating the /o/ (e.g., W Hozo ‘oT HErO’
in BBL 370, 1360-1380) or indicating the softness of the preceding consonant
(e.g., y Heeo ‘y Hero’ in BBL 271, from the same period). The scribe of F was faced
with this dilemma as well. In the Cyrillic script, we find both notations, both
outside and under the stress. Given the close relation between the Cyrillic and
the Latin script in LEX (see §5.2), the Latin entries follow suit:

nens — led ‘néx, ice’ (¥337)
Te'Ka - tetka ‘TeTka, aunt’ (F411)
6eposa — berosa ‘Gepésa, birch’ (F 6215)
opo™ - oroll ‘opérn, eagle’ (r 6712)
10" - lon ‘néx, flax’ (F1177)

Claire Le Feuvre (1993) investigated the /e/ > /’o/ change for both the birchbark
documents as well as for Fonne’s phrasebook, for which she notes:

“The e > o change is widely attested in Fenne’s Manuall.] [...] It should be noted
that ['o] is far more frequent in the second part [PHRAS, PROVERB], than in the
first part [LEX] [...] Other facts confirm the difference between the two parts, the
first of which is closer to the Muscovite literary norm, whereas the second one re-
flects more faithfully the local dialect[.]” (Le Feuvre 1993: 230)

" The interpretation ‘octpue’ (TF 111) must be rejected (cf. srRja X1-XVII, 8.v. ocmpoea). Note also
FOPeu — Turgi (¢ 48 13), rendered in German as Jurgen.
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In LEx and GRAM, this phonetic change can be observed in relative isolation,
without endings and the effects of analogical levelling of forms with /e/ or /o/
within a single paradigm cluttering the view. Comparison of the data of these
sections show that e in F quite often corresponds to o in s, as the following table
shows.

F s
Woddro (s 68v 5)
Tervio noroaus - teplo pogodia (F 3122)  Toplo pogodya (s 68v 23)

Benpo — vedro (F 3119)

BeTO* MbcAld — vetoch mesetz (F 32 11) Woetoch (s 68v 9)
cTgneHo — studeno (F 32 21) Studonna (s 68v 16)
rero — teplo (F 32 22) Topplo (s 68v17)
nens — led (F 33 7) Loeth (s 68v 22)
ceropHu — segodni (F 33 14) Sogodna (s 69r 6)
Buepach — fftzerras (F 33 17) Offzoras (s 69r 9)

cepena — sereda (F 35 21)
Be‘Ha — vesna (F 36 6)
ce‘Tpa - sestra (F 40 10)
Te'Ka — tetka (F 411)
Gepers — bereg (F 615)
kie” - klen (¥ 62 10)

Bepe® — veres (F 6213)

nernsl — peli (F 64 11)

MoOM KO" BbIIIpoce" —

moi kon viproszen (F 80 2)
cMeTaHa — smetana (F 81 22)
BapeHoe — varenoe (F 83 7)
neJyeHo — petzeno (F 83 8)
BepyeHo — vertzeno (F 83 9)

Seroda (s 7or 8)
Wossna (s 70r 20)
Sostra (s 72r 20)

Tothka (s 72v 5)

Berock (s 81r 9)

Klon (s 77r 29)

Weros (s 771 22)

Polly (s 77v 16)

Kon wipersom (s 87v 9)

Smotana (s 79v 14)
Warona mefia (s 79v 16)
PettfBona (s 79v 17)
Wertzona (s 79v 18)

crexonubTa — stekoltzeta (F 96 5) Stockoltza (s 81v 3)

cre'ya — stekla (F 96 6) Stocklo (s 81v 4)

Table 17: /e/ > /’0o/ - rhas e, s has o

If the situation in s is representative of that in the source of r, the scribe of F
must have removed the effects of /e/ > /’o/ from the text he copied. This would
be in line with the innovative nature of r. The elimination may have been
prompted by the use of the Cyrillic alphabet and the scribe’s relative familiarity
with Russian orthography and writing tradition. As a result, the entries in F are
more in line with their etymological and traditional notation. The result is also
that r is more conservative and less informative on a linguistic development
than s. Emendations in ¢ prove the hand of its scribe in this issue. They also



SPELLING AND SOUNDS 141

show that the replacement of o with e failed to satisfy him completely: he actu-
ally hesitated between etymological or traditional /e/ (graphically: e) and the
new pronunciation ['o] (0), as the following emendations show.

se‘Ha — vesna (Latin e < 0) (F366)
~ Wossna (s 70r 20)
cmexonyrma - stekoltzeta (Cyrillic e < 0) (F965)
~ Stockoltza (s 81v 3)
MwoHas komenvHa - miednaia kotelna (Cyrillice < 0) (F 113 8)
~ Kottelna met (s 89v 27)
kpsycex 60cks —kruszok voszku (Latin o < e or e < 0) (F 116 12)
70" —lon (Cyrillic 0 < e, or the other way around) (F1177)
umpko°neu no" - tzerkoffnei lon (Cyrillic o < e or e < 0) (¢ 117 8)
cupece nen - sirese lon ‘coipen; néx’ (Cyrillic e < 0) (¥ 117 10)
senonoe - selonoie (Cyrillic o < e, or the other way around) (F 127 11)
me*Ho 3enoHoe — temno selonoie (Cyrillic o < e or e < 0) (F12712)
wg{;‘“ %8 mMEUOAL DT A
3 i 1 L
iy v \ \ ‘:
7Y - i 5
P F :’U .:‘ A —+{~ ‘6_ *n.. : & A 1-{ y
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Figure 62: vesna (F 36 6), cmexonuroma (F 96 5),
kruszok (F 116 12), 10" (F 117 7), 3en10H0e (F 127 12)

In other cases, the scribe chose to retain the o from his sources, as the full corre-
spondence in this regard of r and s shows. This approach was especially popular
after sibilants (as it was in the Cyrillic tradition) and sparingly after etymologi-
cal /r’/ (which may have hardened, cf. Gor§kova 1968: 169, Zaliznjak 2004: 79f.).
Examples of this approach are listed in Table 18 below.

F s
XOHa — szona “kéHa’ (F 40 19) Sonna (s 72r 28)
Mayoxa — matzocha ‘Mauéxa’ (F 40 22) Matzoch (s 72r 32)
CeMoHD - Semon ‘CeMéH’ (F 48 10) Senon (s 85v 30)

Tpocka pbiba — troszka riba ‘rpécka-ppiba’ (F 725)  Torfikrjka (s 76v 11)
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F s
coro - solo ‘céno’ (F 94 18) Szola (s 81r 14)
xoTonb — kottoll ‘korén’ (F 97 5) Kottle (s 82r 7)™

Table 18: /e/ > o/ - ¢ and s both have o

The hesitation in the rendering of [e] and ['o] led to a third solution: the Latin
letter 0, already noted by Le Feuvre (see below). It is a rare letter, occurring only
63 times throughout the Russian data of the phrasebook. In LEx and Grawm it

occurs 10 times:

Mep3no — morslo ‘Mépano’
~ MorfSla (s 68v 20)
cMepTD - smortt ‘cMépn’
~ Smorth (s 73r 10)
crexo"Hu” - stockolnik ‘créxonprux’ (Cyrillic e < 0)
Belr'd — vosch ‘B, scales™
ne* - lod ‘ném’
Tpema’ - tropatt ‘rpémats’ (Cyrillic e < 0)
~ Thropath (s 83v 26)
nexko — lokko ‘nérxo’
nexkuu — loktzi ‘mérue’
HecuTd — nodscit ‘Hectn/HocuThb(?)’
HOTeNNTb — potdpit ‘Torerner(?)’ (6 < e, possibly)

(F335)
(F3911)

(F531)
(F582)
(F 6111)
(F1057)

(F1343)
(F134 4)
(F167 2)
(F175 15)

As can be seen, Latin ¢ is always paired with Cyrillic e. Correspondences in s
have o0, and a number of emendations in r speak of the scribe’s hesitation: cme-
ko"Hu* and mpena™ were emended from earlier crmoxo’nu* and mponumev, and

potdpit was probably emended from earlier potepit.
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"+ In this case, the o was probably not present in the source, but inserted by the scribe, who re-

placed dialectal xomze by more standard xomén (see §6.4).
5 Bwyc rather than TF 11 and 111’s 8mu45.
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arNd
Figure 63: cmexo"nu” (F 53 1), mpena™ (F 105 7), potopit (¥ 175 15)

The conclusion must be that the difference between ¢ and s is caused by the
scribe’s awareness of the development of /e/ > /’0/, and his efforts to address the
problem of its notation in several ways. In LEx and GraM, the entries occur in
relative isolation; the presence of Cyrillic, too, probably led the scribe to careful
consideration of the entries before writing them down, although he kept hesitat-
ing between the various options.

In pHRAS, the image we find is somewhat of a mixed bag. Again, we see that the
use of e and o in F and s does not match in this regard, suggesting that the inno-
vation of the scribe of ¢ did not remain limited to LEx and gram. To cite but
two examples: vernu ‘BepHy (F 286 3) ~ vornuth ‘BépHyTb (S 7V 13), and deve-
dem ‘BemeM’ (F 336 1) ~ weddom ‘Bemém’ (s 29r 23). But the reverse also occurs.
Compare, for instance, svorstaiem ‘cBépctaeM’ (F 284 7) ~ fSmersthaem ‘cBep-
craeM’ (s 6v 19). In s, the adverb euje/ewsé occurs exclusively with final /-e/, not
final /-o/. The scribe of ¥ generally shared this preference for /-e/ (32 cases). Yet
in 9 cases, F has /-0/ — 4 of these cases correspond to /-e/ in 5.

But with this phenomenon as with others, word image seems to have played a
role to a certain extent. Consider the words dewesviii ~ dewésuiii, suepaco ~
suépacv and neped ~ nepéo, in the tables below:

F
deszovo (F 285 1)
deszovoi (¥ 285 7)
deszovo (F 288 2)
deszevo (F 316 2)
deszovo (F 326 18)
deszovo (F 348 21)
deszovo (F 349 5)
deszovo (F 362 18)
desovo (¥ 374 3)
deszovo (F 393 7)
deszevo (F 401 20)

deszevo (E 408 5)

s

desszowo (s 7r 22)
desszouwe (s 7v 2)
desszewo (s 8v 2)
def3oua (s 20v 4)
desszowa (s 2571 15)
desszeuo (s 34v 23)
deflowe (s 351 12)
desszouwo (s 41v 13)
deflouo (s 46v 5)
desszouo (s 53v 1)
desszeu (s 58r 8) /
dessauwo (s 58r 11)
dessowo (s 61r 18)

6 In 30 strict correspondences, /-e/ in s corresponds to /-e/ in F 26 times, and with /-o/ 4 times.
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F

deszovo (F 411 11)

S

deszevo (F 424 5)

defleuwo (s 62r 24)

Table 19: Oewesvtii/ 0ewéewtii in F

F

ffzeras (¥ 241 15)

fftzeras (F 244 17)

ftzeras (¥ 289 6)
ftzeras (¥ 295 6)
ffzeras (F 312 2)
ffzeras (F 312 10)
ffzeras (¥ 320 1)
ffzeras (F 32112)
ffzeras (¥ 32113)
ffzeras (F 332 9)
ftzeras (¥ 350 7)
ftzeras (¥ 368 2)
ffzeras (¥ 401 9)
ffzeras (¢ 412 1)

ffzeras (F 418 6) / ffzeras (F 460 6)

BUepa‘ (F 444 1)
Buepa‘ (F 488 5)
Buepa (F 488 12)
ffzeras (F 464 1)
ffzeras (¥ 493 15)

offzora (s 9v 3)
offzeros (s 11v 17)
offoras (s 191 27)
offzoros (s 19v 6)
offzoras (s 22r 18)
offzoros (s 23v 8)
offzoras (s 23v 9)
offzoras (s 28r 22)
offzeros (s 35v 10)
offzoras (s 44r 13)
offzoras (s 57v 15)
offzeras (s 62v 12)
offzaros (s 53v 13)

Table 20: 6uepacv/6uépacv in r

E
peretoboi (F 208 7)
perett sudiu (F 210 9)
pered drugom (F 218 4)
pered nim (F 218 16)
pered neyu (F 218 17)
pered nimi (F 218 18)
perod bogum (F 235 8)
pered bogum (F 236 8)
Perot kim (F 290 4)
Perod ludimi (F 290 12)
peredt sudiu (F 294 14)
peret otzima (F 298 14)
perod polatoi (F 311 2)

Emendations in F

s
- (s107r9)
perodsudya (s 106 v 7)

peretkjm (s 9v 20)
perot Ludjm (s 101 7)
perodth fudya (s 11r 26)
peroth otzjma (s 12v 25)
perodt polathy (s 191 2)
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F Emendations in F

pered sudiu (F 330 1)
pered toboi (F 330 5)
peret bohum (F 331 1)
peretoboi (F 356 17)
peretoboi (F 356 18)

peret sudeie (F 371 19) e<o
perod kim (F 374 5)
perod sudiu (F 375 7) o<e

peretoboi (F 377 16)

perod sudiu (F 387 2)
perod sudiu (F 387 3)
perod sudiu (F 387 11)
peretoboi: potebze (F 400 2)
perod sudiu (F 4011)
perod sudiei (F 403 3)

peret otzima (F 404 15)
peret ludimi (F 412 6)
peretotzima (F 413 5)

s

peroth 8udju (s 26v 1)
peroth tebby (s 261 5)
pereth bohum (s 26v 23)
potelle ‘o Te6B’ (s 38v 4-9)
- (s38v 4-9)

perodt 8udje (s 45v 23)
pereth kjm (s 46v 6-7)
peroth sudy (s 47v 6)

po tebbe ‘o Te6%’ (s 471 15-21)
poroth sudju (s 50v 2)
peroth sudny (s 50v 3)
peroth sudju (s 50v 9)
potebbe (s 56v 2)

peroth 8uydu (s 57v 1)
perot gudje (s 11r 9-10) /
pereth sudy (s 58v 7)
peretotfijma (s 59v 3)
pereth Ludmy (s 63r 17)
perot ottfljma (s 63v 19)

peret ludmy (F 435 12)

Table 21: nepeo/nepéo in r

In dewesuniti ~ dewiésuiii, F mostly has /o/ and a few instances of /e/, without
much of a system. In suepace ~ 6uépacw, by contrast, the manuscript reveals an
obvious effort to remove the /o/. The same effort was made for neped ~ nepéo:
despite cases of nepéo, ¥ mostly has neped. The main exception here is nepéo cy-
ovto ‘before the judge’: the scribe’s initial choice is nepeod cyovio and nepeo cyov-
eto (he even emends perot > peret in F 371 19), but then changes his mind and
consistently uses nepéo cyovro despite general nepeo.

The use of the letter , which we have seen for LEx and GraMm, also occurs in
PHRAS (53 occurrences); about the use of this letter in ¥, Le Feuvre remarks:

“Fenne uses both <o> and <6> for ['o], and sometimes <0> for [0]: there is no
apparent distribution rule.” (Le Feuvre 1993: 230n.)

There is no basis for Le Feuvre’s claim that ¢ is used for /o/: in the majority of
cases (38 instances), 6 must be read /’o/ < /e/, indicating the softness of the pre-
ceding consonant wherever applicable. These cases are listed in the table below;
relevant emendations showing the scribe’s input are included as well.
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F Emendations in F S

lochall ‘néran™ (k193 15) o<e

nitzogo (F 193 17) 0<eori

tzolloveck (F 202 1) Salueck (s 101r 11)

tzollovekum ( 207 11) soluckum (s 104r 12)

ptzolli (r 207 17)

vodro (F 232 19)

obum®rl (F 241 12)

tzolloviek (F 245 14)

priwdl (E 250 17)

Smérdum (F 253 10) 6<e

vodra (F 259 5)

privosll (r 275 13) pryuelle (s 3v14)

perevoll (F 278 19) 6<e pereuochle (s 5r17)

tudrda (F 282 10) thworda (s 6v 5)

ffprok (¥ 300 3) offpnock (s 13v 5)

ftvodu (k 329 18) offodu (s 261 24)

dovél ( 37119) dowaell (s 45v 23)
dauechle (s 106v 13)

perevornul (F 37119) 0<e -

privol (r 384 11)
smddum (F 391 6)
voszut (F 415 18)
tudrdol (F 425 14) 0 < e, possibly
tzod ‘mén’ (¥ 426 12)
Torplift

‘rop<o>mmB’ (F 427 5)
berdg (F 427 21)

s0go (F 428 17)
striszona (F 451 12)
striszoni (F 451 14)
kraszony (E 456 10) 0 < %, possibly
odoszu (F 469 4)

vodro (F 474 9)

odosot ‘onéxér’ (¥ 477 16)
topit (F 486 15)

postra (F 486 18)

18

vnovo (F 492 13) 6<e

prywoll (s 49v 1)

Ifwynom ‘c BuHOM ’ (S 51V 19)
wessu (S 64V 17)

twordoll (s 64v 5)

kraflona (s 15v 12)

" See Zaliznjak 1998: 257 (TF 11: n1éxcarn).
"8 See Zaliznjak 1998: 274 (TF 11: 1éx#cum).
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F Emendations in F S
postra (F 493 7)

mod (F 493 15)
vnovo (F 494 10)

Table 22: /e/ > >0/ - rhas é

Emendations show the hesitation and input of the scribe at this point. Especially
telling are the emendations perevill < perevell (¢ 278 19) and tudrdol < tuerdol
(r 425 14) paired with s’s pereuochle and twordoll (see Figure 64). They suggest
that the scribe first removed o (reflecting /’0/, yet without indicating the soft-
ness) from his source, but then decided to add it again, now as 0.

§ .

k! ¢ ’51”’ 4" e > 0%
'“-:rifr Lo 'I*L”'&“*i'
Figure 64: Emended perevoll (F 278 19) and tudrdol (F 425 14)

The remaining cases of 6 do not reflect /’o/ < /e/, but also fail to convince as a

regular representation of /o/, as Le Feuvre sees it. These 15 cases are listed in the
table below.

F Emendations inF___s
s ‘scales’ na vosch na semolju
‘Ha BBC’ (F 28116) ‘Ha 3eMIII0” (S 18V 25)
svOschu ‘c BBcy (F 28118) 6<e
na skalua: vosz na stholua
< > < >
Ha cKanBa: BBC (F 344 19-20) Ha CKazBa’ (S 33r17)

noykprnum | povkrepiti (¢ 266 4)
b

meopey tvortza (F 256 4) 0 < e, possibly
00600 (?) dovedu: dovodum (F 330 10) doueddu (s 26v 9)
-710%#c- saloszu (F 209 5) sa Lossjth
‘3a0XKUTD’ (S 105V 4)
nal6szu (¥ 337 11) na lof3ydt
‘HaTOXUTSD (S 301 12)
-803- voszill ‘Bosurr’ (F 212 15)
-800- otvodit (¥ 36113) othwoddjth (s 41r 6)
otvodis (F 361 15) otwoddjs (s 41r 8)
-Hoc- prondszu ‘mponocy’ (F3315) 1o < ve, possibly  preuiflu (s 27r 7)

vynoszit (F 345 1) wuy nef$yth (s 33r 20)
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F EmendationsinF s
noszit (F 475 9)
smwc- ‘weigh’ | provos ‘mposbcp’ (F 282 4) 6<e

Table 23: /e/ > ’o/ - remaining cases of ¢

Most of these 15 cases are not very telling.

With the spellings vésch and vész, the scribe probably attempted to reflect
the word emwc (cf. the entry sews - vdsch in LEX, E 58 2), with /&/ rather than
/el . Pévkrepiti occurs in the alien, High German, body in the manuscript. Do-
védum was probably added by the scribe as well, and may well be incorrect. The
verbs with -70s-, -603-, -600-, -Hoc- may have been confused with their closely
related counterparts with -zesx-, -6e3-, -6ed- and -Hec-. Provés may be linked to
éwc or was confused by the scribe with -6e3-/-6803-. The only remaining case
where ¢ might stand for /o/ is tvértza, possibly influenced by tuérda ‘TBépmo’ (¥
282 10) and tudrdol ‘TBéppo-np’ (F 425 14). It is reasonable to assume, therefore,
that with 0, the scribe of F intended to represent /’o/.

The scribe was aware of the change /e/ > /’0o/ and employed various strategies to
faithfully record the Russian data, as discussed above. Overall, though, he seems
to have been less attentive to the phenomenon in pHRAS than in LEx and Gram.
A case in point are the n-participles, where in all but a few cases, ¥ follows s in
the choice between -on- and -en-:

F s

-éH- vteszonna (F 225 18) [treflna ‘TBcua’] (s 351 1-2)
poteszon (F 226 1) - (8 35V 15-16)
smiron (F 252 11) smyronn (~ s 101r 4-5)
poteszon (F 252 11) - (~ s 101r 4-5)
priveszon (F 276 1) priuesszon (S 3V 23-4r 4)
vstafflona (F 278 3) vsstafflonna (s 4v 18-21)
vstafflonona (F 283 2) vstafflonna (s 6v 9-18)
obrutzon (F 284 15) obruthflen (s 7r 12-15)
smeszon (F 320 2) IBmeflonn (s 22r 18-21)
schitron (F 320 2) I3utonn (s 22r 18-21)
priveszon (F 323 13) pryuefizonn (s 24r 19-20)
vstafflona (F 335 20) vstafflona (s 29v 19-20)

pereplafflona (F 34112)  pereplafllona (s 32r 6-8)
primetzona (F 367 14) primetf3ona (s 44r 7-8)

" 71F 11 and TF 11 interpret vosch as éwuyp (TF 11) and émuys (TE 111), which is unlikely. Cf. also
the doubts expressed by Mzel’skaja (2003: 183).
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F s
kuplon (F 373 5) kuplonn (s 109r 15-23)
solonich (F 376 18) Boloomoch (s 46r 20-21)
sgottoftlon (F 383 11) I3gottofflenno (s 49r 3-6)
poloszon (F 397 11) pollosszon (s 551 13-18)
postavilon (F 397 11) postano¥lon (s 55r 13-18)
vstafflona (F 416 11) vstafflonna (s 108v 12-15)
kraszony (F 456 10) kraflona (s 15v 12-13)

-en-  priveszen (F 27516) [prysszoll ‘mpumén’] (s 3v 18-22)
chitrene (F 305 9) gythrene (s 16v 21-22)
vieszen (F 310 12) weflen (s 18v 17-20)
schitren (F 339 16) If3chtrynne (s 31r 10-12)
smuitzen (F 339 16) I8mutzeny (s 31r 10-12)

privesana (F 416 15)"° [prywossu ‘pusésy’] (s 108v 16-19)

Table 24: /e/ > "o/ - n-participles in -on- and -en-

The weakened attention for the /e/ > /’o/ change in PHRAS can be considered a
natural consequence of the fact that in this section, there was no Cyrillic alpha-
bet which prompted careful consideration of the issue. Nevertheless, the scribe
of F was acutely aware of the sound change /e/ > /’0o/ and the lack of possibilities
in both Cyrillic and Latin to indicate both the quality of the vowel and the soft-
ness of the preceding consonant. He consciously addressed the problem of its
notation in several ways, both in LEx and GRAM, and in PHRAS.

5.6.7 ’a/ > e/

A phenomenon occasionally witnessed in birchbark documents, is the umlaut
of /’a/ to /’e/. Examples are soconpaweemvo (rather than socenpawaemo; from
BBL 68, 1240-1260) and memernv (rather than mamenv; from BBL 418, 1320-1340)
(see Zaliznjak 2004: 74f.). The same phenomenon - either following a soft con-
sonant or only between two soft consonants - is attested widely in the various
phrasebooks from the Russian North and Northwest. Among them are ¥, s, and
A, but also, for example, that of Johannes van Heemer (cf. Giinther 1963: 493).
As far as the three phrasebooks F, s and a are concerned, the following quotes
give a picture of the phenomenon for each of the phrasebooks:

“Nevertheless, the observations on the Russian orthography of Fenne already al-
low to draw conclusions about several features of that region of Russia where he
studied Russian and collected the material for the manual: [...] The pronunciation
of [e] instead of [a] in stressed position between soft consonants: 6o7e’ka — bo-

20 With a < e, possibly.
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letzka, [142]; nepeners - perenet, 180; HapBaHu* — narednik, 38; kK™3b — knef3, 38;
drugarett, 207, and similar cases” (Sumnikova 1964: 350, on F)

“The umlaut of ’a > e between soft consonants, in both stressed and unstressed
position. This phenomenon must have been widely spread in the period when s
came about, as testified by the frequency of notations such as Boletzka (6onsuxa)
91.28; vreth (8ps0) 51v.10 [...].” (Falowski 1997a: 17£., on s)

“This is the most distinctive phonetic trait, extensively documented in the spel-
ling of the historical text. The number of examples with the graphic realisation of
this trait both for stressed and unstressed [’a], independent of the nature of the
immediately following consonant (soft or hard), exceeds the number of cases
where the trait is not visibly expressed in writing by a factor of two.” (Falowski
1996: 33, 0N A)

If the situation in s is representative of that in the source of r, we see that, as was
the case with /e/ > /’o/, the scribe of r was aware of the dialectal or at least
unetymological nature of this feature. He actively moves away from it by intro-
ducing @ for /’a/ into the text, especially in LEx. In this section, we find a few
cases of /’a/ > /’e/ represented as Cyrillic e - Latin e, but mostly cases of & - @, as
well as the combination s - e. Examples, including corresponding entries from s
(all with e), are listed in Table 25 below.

F s

e/e IeHo — pettno ‘TATHO (F 80 20) Pettno (s 82v 24)
witoBeH1* — olouenick (F 97 12) Ollowennyck (s 81v 32)
ecTd — pest ‘ACTD (F 59 9) pestka (s 76r 9)

A/ Mono* mbcauns — molod mesatz (F3210)  Mollet Mesetza (s 68v 8)
na'Huna — patnitza (F 35 23) Pedtnitza (s 7or 10)
KHATMHA — knaegina (F 38 9) Knechgjnna (s 71v 18)
nAra - peta (F 89 7) Peta (s 85r 30)

combinati-  mbcaws - mesetz ‘moon’ (E 3113) Mersetz (s 68r 18)

on
BEIOIAMO® — vibledock (F 42 4) Wibbetke (s 73r 15)
BUHO ropstoe — vino goretzoe (F 84 13) Wino goretkoye (s 8or

32)

Table 25: /’a/ > /’¢/ variationin r— e in s

Emendations show the hand of the scribe in the introduction of 5 - @. Exam-
ples:

wonopamxa — odnorcetka (e < 2, possibly) (F903)
~ Odtneretka (s 86V 2)
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mpsic — trees (1< €) (F14214)

Figure 65: Emended odnoretka (¥ 90 3) and mpsc (F 142 14)

The issue continued to occupy the scribe in PHRAS, where emendations can be
found as well, listed in Table 26.

F Emendations in F s

gnatze (F 204 19) xe<e gutze (2, S 1031 4)
vneetza (F 217 22) @ < e, possibly

prokleett (¥ 249 2) e<?

dvoreeninum (¥ 253 10) e<?

spaechnut (F 282 19) @ < a, possibly

ffsaekoi (k 285 6) e<? offtzoky (s 7v 1)
detzeeti (F 321 8) ®e<? detzetky (s 23v 4)
operetza (F 360 17) e<? operetze (S 40V 11)
schreesnil (F 38113) ®e<?

smeneel (F 383 2) e<? Ismenell (s 48v 18)
ffzeet (¥ 422 1) e<? offeth (s s 12v 1)
ffzeekoie (¥ 452 11) e<?

gulenie (¥ 475 19) ;

Table 26: /’a/ > /’e/ emendations in PHRAS

On the whole, however, the introduction of @ in PHRAS was strongly connected
to individual words. A look at corresponding phrases in  and s shows that e is
especially encountered in a handful of highly frequent words:

e3sn (typically ffzeel, 7x; s typically vjiSell)
e3amv (ffzeet, 37x; s typically viifieth)
dousimo (doncet, 12; s typically doyeth)
obrmsa (obemee, 7x; s typically obeme)
onamp (opeet, 36x; s typically opeth)
npamo (preemo, 26x; s typically premo)
namo (peet, 4x; s opedt, peth, beth, pedt)
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a number of cases in -cs (13x)

The hesitation of the scribe and the role fixed word images must have played
are confirmed when we take a look at the various verbs in -namo. In PHRAS, we
tind otnett ‘otHATD (F 201 9) and vawtza (F 217 22, @ < e possibly), and pronetza
‘mpoHAThCA (F 431 2) vs. proncetza ‘id.” (F 433 15), while at the same time the 12
occurrences of the infinitive doname (typically doncet) contrast with the 9 oc-
currences of npunamo (8x prinet, 1x prinat™).

The awareness of the scribe of this dialectal feature can also shed light on an-
other phenomenon - the dialectal hardening and subsequent loss of /t'/ (see
Zaliznjak 2004: 79), for which Zaliznjak (1998: 269) sees proof in a single occur-
rence of ope for ‘ona<Tp>’ in E:

(378) Iatebe togo diela ne podarill, tzto tebe menza opae
odaruvatt. Darumb hebbe ich dy nichtt begifftigett
dattu my wedderumb soldest begifftigen. (F 223 22-24)
(¥ 11) { T€6 TOrO MBI He MOJAPUIL, YTO TeOh MEHS ONMA<TH>
OflapoBaTb.
‘The reason that I made you a gift, was not that you should
make me a gift in return’

(37s) Jatebbe thym delom nepodaryll stho tebbe menne
opet otdaruwath (s 26V 3-4)

Zaliznjak suggests that ope may have to be read as ons, rather than TF 11’s
ona<mv>. Most likely, however, we are dealing here with a scribal error. First of
all, the form onas is entirely absent from the more dialectal phrasebooks s and a:
s most typically has onamo as opeth - its scribe consistently spells the word with
e, and with a final ¢ or variant thereof.”* In the light of the introduction of the
vowel e in all corresponding cases of onamv (most typically opeet) by the scribe
of r, it seems unlikely that a word which had the scribe’s explicit attention (be-
cause of the vowel) would represent this dialectal feature.

In conclusion, it is obvious that the dialectal feature of the umlaut of /’a/ to /’e/
(which, given the phrasebooks of s, A and van Heemer, we must assume was
very much a linguistic reality) was something that the scribe was aware of and
actively tried to avoid by introducing @ as a spelling for /’a/. This observation

* Interestingly enough, prinat (¢ 267 4, the alien, High German body) was emended from pri-
net.
> Alternative spellings are opet, obeth, opedt, obedt, oputh, opedth, Opedt and Apeth.
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has implications for linguistic claims and should be incorporated in further re-
search on this topic.”

5.7 Conclusions

In this chapter, I have looked into a number of issues concerned with the spell-
ing of Russian in F, the sounds these spellings represent and how a number of
phonological developments and phenomena are reflected in the data.

The large-scale removal of the letter w to represent /v/, mostly in favour of v,
was a largely automated process. The explicit pronunciation instruction in the
Liber ad lectorem provides a clue as to the motivation behind the change, the
thoroughness with which it was performed speaks of the perfectionist approach
of the scribe.

Comparison of those data that are available in both the Cyrillic and Latin al-
phabet, shows that the scribe was a very conscientious transliterator. He was
clearly guided by the idea that both alphabets should be correlated or, in other
words, that the entry in the Latin alphabet should faithfully and reliably repre-
sent the Cyrillic entry. The distinction between similar historical phonemes
such as /&/ and /e/, /i/ and /y/ and the conscientious transliteration of the vari-
ous hushing sounds that was at least partially introduced when compared to s
confirms the image.

In his efforts to keep the various hushing sounds apart, the scribe used the
diacritic ~. The fact that this diacritic was often added secondarily shows how
important the ‘proper’ distinction between the sounds must have been to the
scribe. At the same time, the diacritic is not applied consistently, nor is it evenly
spread throughout the manuscript.

The data in LEx and GraM make it hard to ascertain the alphabet (or alpha-
bets) of the sources (or sources) used by the scribe. The absence of Cyrillic in
related phrasebooks speaks against its presence in the direct source (or sources)
of F, as do a number of strange errors. At the same time, it is clear that the Cyril-
lic entries sometimes have primacy over the Latin entries, as becomes clear, for
instance, from the unidirectional character of the transliteration. This presup-
poses the presence of Cyrillic, external help in combination with a sound
knowledge of the Cyrillic writing tradition. The situation for puRAS is clearer:
given the nature of the genre, its presence is unlikely, and the manuscript itself

3 One such claim was made by Baldur Panzer (1971: 94), suggesting that  in stressed and e in
unstressed positions in F (e.g. meko ‘MATKo’, peet ‘IATL vs. mesetz ‘Mecan’) could point to the
retention of Proto-Slavic nasal vowels in stressed positions. Also, Sumnikova (1964: 350), who
already pointed out that e frequently occurs in stressed position, including cases where Proto-
Slavic had a nasal vowel.
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does not provide any compelling reasons which force us to assume that the
source contained Cyrillic.

The spelling of words in F is considerably more regular than in s. Emenda-
tions show that this is the result of a considerable regularisation effort on the
part of the scribe of r. The regularisation was based, among other things, on
considerations of etymology and word images.

The efforts to regularise spelling show the scribe’s familiarity with Russian in its
more traditional written form as well as in the form of the living language,
which showed all kinds of innovations departing from tradition. This becomes
clear from a look at a number of dialectal phonological and phonetic features.
Dialectal features which were perceived as being extremely local or not con-
forming to etymological or literary ‘standards’ (e.g., -kI-/-gl-, prothetic i and o,
the notation of /j/, /’a/ > /’e/) were eliminated by the scribe of r — with varying
success. The scribe’s awareness of various ‘options’ springing from historical
phonological developments, some of them very delicate, is clear. This pertains
to pleophony (sepems vs. spems), but especially to /e/ > /’o/. There, he hesitated
between rendering linguistic reality (/o/, written o) and complying with Cyrillic
writing tradition (written e). In LEX, he chose the side of the tradition, helped by
the Cyrillic alphabet, in pHRAS, he veered more towards the side of linguistic
reality.

The emendations discussed in this chapter confirm, yet again, the image of the
intricate relation that s and r enjoy. The scribe did not hesitate to use his
sources as something to build upon. On an organisational level, the efforts of
the scribe were directed at the improvement of the overall internal consistency
of the material. Linguistically, the scribe’s interventions generally moved the
language away from clearly dialectal features towards more traditional or more
supraregional Russian. On the whole, we must conclude that the scribe was very
much aware of what he was doing and approached his task in a very conscien-
tious way.
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In the previous chapters, we saw that the scribe took a critical and conscientious
attitude towards his sources, and was not afraid to intervene in matters such as
the composition of the phrasebook as a whole, the organisation of individual
items, and surface-level phenomena such as the alphabet, the spelling and
sounds of words.

Starting from this chapter, the surface level will fade into the background
and make way for the exploration of matters that could show that the scribe had
a more in-depth knowledge of the language, starting with nominal morphology.
Can the same critical attitude as we have seen earlier also be discerned there?
Questions that will be central to the discussion are: What did the scribe do with
his sources? How did he intervene, and - if possible — can we determine what
motivated him to do so? Are they improvements, or do they betray an imperfect
command of the language? And, especially, what do these changes mean for the
linguistic evaluation of the source?

What will follow is not an exhaustive discussion of the nominal morphology.
Rather, I will highlight a number of phenomena that can shed light on the ques-
tions raised above, treating them in ascending order of complexity. The phe-
nomena discussed are the vacillation between the endings -0zo and -o060 in the
GEN.SG.M/N. of adjectives and pronouns (§6.1), variation in the forms of per-
sonal and reflexive pronouns (§6.2), the use of the reflexive pronoun ceoii
(§6.3), the typical Old Novgorod Nom.sG.M. ending -e (§6.4), nominative ob-
jects and Acc.sG.k. forms in -a (§6.5), and the paradigm of mosap, by far the
most frequent noun in the data (§6.6).

6.1 -020 vs. -060 (GEN.sG.M/N. of adjectives and pronouns)

The Gen.sG.M/N. ending of adjectives in the Old Novgorod dialect was -oeo
or -oea; pronouns had -o0z0/-ezo and -oza/-eza.** These are the endings we con-
sistently find in Schroue’s phrasebook, as Bolek notes, whereas in Fonne’s

4 See Zaliznjak 2004: 118, 120 (adjectives); 126-127 (pronouns). An earlier adjectival ending
was -aeo (ibidem)
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phrasebook the endings are less consistent: the more recent ending -o0so/-eso,
most probably originating from Moscow, protruded into the manuscript:

“In the light of the general orthographic instability in [s], the consistency in the
notation of the GeN.sG. ending of adjectives and pronouns is surprising. Without
exception we find here -ogo or -oga, e.g. bohatoga, rodnoga, mojogo/mojoga,
kogo. [...] T. Fenne is less consistent in his notation, and apart from the end-
ing -ogo we often see -ovo, e.g. bohatovo, moiogo/moiovo, ffseekovo, kovo. No
doubt, at the beginning of the 17" century, the new, most likely Muscovite forms
already permeated the speech of the inhabitants of Pskov.” (Bolek 1997: 66)

The state of affairs in Fonne’s manuscript, however, is not as straightforward as
Bolek suggests. First of all, we have to conclude that forms representing moea in
s systematically correspond to either mozo or moso in F, as illustrated in (38)
and (39). In other words: the dialectal endings -oza and -eza play no role of im-
portance in F.

(38E)

(38s)

(39¥)

(398)

Ne boroni ti mnie togo tzogo ias ottebe proszu.

Wejer my datt nichtt wadtt ich van dj bydde. (F 208 11-12)
He 60oponu Tb1 MHB TOTO, 4€r0 513 OT Te6sI IPOLTY

‘Do not deny me what I ask of you.’

Ne borony thj Imne toga tzoga ja vtebbe vtebbe
POProssw, (s 1051 7-8)

Blaggo tj menz ottovo tzelovieka spaszal [...]

Idt if§ gudt dattu my vor dem mahne gewarnet

heffst [...] (F3721, 4-5)
Braro, Tel MeHst OT TOBO 4esloBBKa criacan

‘It is good that you [saved me from] (warned me about) that man.’

Blago Menne othoga szoluecka spafile |[...] (s 46r1)

Also, the observation that Fonne is “less consistent” in his use of the endings
does not hold up to closer scrutiny. In fact, the distribution of -ozo/-ezo
Vs. -060/-e60 is very clear:

LEX

consistent -ozo/-ezo (very few cases)
GRAM

consistent -060/-e60;
PHRAS

until  310: consistent -0zo/-ezo0
F 310-326: mixed -020/-ezo and -080/-e60
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from r 327 onwards: consistent -080/-¢60'*

Exceptions to this distribution pattern are negligible. They include, for instance,
the alien body (¥ 262-269; inconsistent in its endings). The majority of excep-
tions seems restricted to a small number of words, and may be the result of the
influence of spelling regularisation of word images (see §5.5 above):

* cee00HA is consistently written segodni (LEX, 2X) or sagodne (PHRAS, 15X,
of which 9x after r 326);

* inovo ‘mHOBO (F 261 14) ties in with the 4 remaining occurrences of
inovo (occurring from F 348 1 onwards);

» 3 forms reflecting do6pozo (¥ 372 15, F 470 8, F 474 1); 0o6poso does not
occur at all.»¢

It is interesting to see the occurrence of inovo (with -ovo) on r 261, before the
onset of -060/-e60 on page F 310. The manuscript shows no sign of emendation
of any kind on the part of the scribe, so if we assume a linear production of the
phrasebook, the form inovo would mean that the scribe already knew that he
was going to spell inovo rather than inogo further on in the manuscript.

We must assume that the scribe at some point consciously decided to re-
place -o020/-ezo and -oea/-eza by -oso/-eso. After initial hesitation (F 310-326),
virtually no form was overlooked. The replacement was largely automatic in
nature (similar to the replacement of w by v discussed in §5.1 above). This is
supported by 9 occurrences of mnovo ‘MHOBO’, rather than mnogo ‘muoro’. All 9
occurrences can be found after r 326, which systematically has the Gen.sG.m.
ending -060/-e60, and contrast with regular mnogo ‘MHOTr0O’ (31 Occurrences).””
Although srNG lists mHo60, meaning ‘MHor0’, for the “Onexxckuit yesy ApxaH-
TeJIbCKOT IybepHMI” (SRNG 18, 5.v. MH080) — which shows that mHos60 as such is
not far-fetched — we must reject the assumption that mnovo represents linguis-
tic reality for Pskov, and treat it as the rather infelicitous result of the automatic
replacement by the scribe of word-final -ogo (in the source) with -ovo. This
conclusion is supported by the co-occurrences of mnogo and mnovo, by the cor-
respondence of phrases in F with those in s, and by a number of emendations.

5 Note that the break in pHRAS does not coincide with a thematic break, such as the transition
from PHRAS-GEN to PHRAS-TRADE. A question that remains unanswered is why large-scale re-
placement does not occur before F 310.

¢ The remaining exceptions are storonskovo ‘cropoHckoBo’ (E 329 14 ~ sthoroufSkogo, s 26r 21),
chudoga ‘xynmora’ (F 479 3) and slepogo ‘cnboro’ (F 480 9).

27 Mnovo occurs in 382 3, F 406 21, F 411 12, F 411 18, F 414 19, F 415 18, F 428 15, F 429 5 and F 464
3.
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First of all, in one case mnogo and mnovo co-occur in one and the same
phrase in r (with the corresponding phrase in s having Imnnogo and Imnogo):

(40F) Ia tebe ne difflu: veszuiu, tj rad chotil dorogo

prodat da mnogo prinet, da ia €k i rad deszovo kuplu

da mnovo prinu.
Ich vorkerdt dy nicht du woldest gerne, duer
vorkopen, vnd vehle winnen, vnd ich wil gerne
guden kop kopen vnd vehle winnen. (F 411 10-15)

A Tebe He HuBIO: BBIIYIO; THI paj XOTHI JOPOro

IIPOSATh [ia MHOTO IIPVHATb, fia 5 Paj JelIéBO KYIIIIO

fila MHOBO IIPVHY.

‘T do not take it amiss of you; you would like to sell dear

and profit much, and I like to buy cheap and profit much.’

(40s) Ja tebbe ne dyfflu wiessuju thy gottf3ys rade torgo
prodath da Imnnogo pryeth da Ja gottfiu rade dedeuwo
kupyjith da Imnogo prydth. (s 62r 23-25)

In all 5 cases in which a phrase with mnovo has a correspondence to s, that
phrasebook unambiguously has a form with -g- (i.e. Imnogo or Imnogu).
Emendations also show that we are dealing with a rather automatic replace-
ment: on F 437-439, mnogo was emended from earlier mnovo in 4 cases, and
nimnogo ‘HeMHOro from nimmnovo in 1 additional case. In the most plausible
scenario the scribe first replaced the -g- in his source by -v-, then decided that it
should be -g- after all, upon which (ni)mnovo was emended to (nz)mnogo 128

H (IR Q’%mﬁﬂ
m-tfagﬂ_ l_tft;n-ug’o

Figure 66: mnogo < mnovo (F 43713, F 438 5, F 438 11, F 437 17)
—

S ﬂ il
Figure 67: nimnogo < nimnovo (F 438 8)

8 Mnogo was emended from mmnovo in F 437 13, F 438 5, F 438 11 and F 439 17; nimnogo was
emended from nimnovo in F 438 8.
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A small number of forms merit further investigation at this point: toga ‘rora’
and tova ‘ToBa’. About these forms, Zaliznjak points out the following:

“We point out that Fenne (197, 388 [mistakenly for 366]) has toga and tova ‘roro’,
but these notations could reflect [toga], [tova] rather than [togd], [tova] (in which
cases the effects of akan’e cannot be ruled out).” (Zaliznjak 2004: 152)

On philological grounds, Zaliznjak’s careful reservation can actually be dis-
missed: the 4 forms toga (3x) and fova (1x), in (30)-(44), in fact do show the ar-
chaic -g, as will be argued below.

(41F) Ne sabuitt tj toga sloua |[...]

Vorgitt datt wordtt nicht [...] (F19717,18)
He 3a6yznp TbI TOTa C/10Ba
‘Do not forget that word’
(42F) Schorometza mnie toga. Ich vorscheme my des. (F2224)

CopomEThCca MEB TOTa
‘T am ashamed of this’

(43F) Koli tj mnie toga ne das [...]
Wan du my datt nichtt en giffst [...] (F 224 13, 15; thoga, s 281 14)
Konu Te1 MHB TOTA He malllb
‘If you do not give me that’

(44F) Ne strasz tova tovaru kupit [...]
Fruchte dj nicht de wahre tho kopen [...] (F 366 6, 8; thoga, s 431 12)
He crpams ToBa TOBapy KynmuTh
‘Do not be afraid to buy these wares’

Toga and tova contrast with fogo “roro’ and tovo ‘ToBo’, by far the most frequent
word in -oeo/-060 in the phrasebook (136 occurences). For the 3 occurrences of
toga, I assume that the source contained something reflecting moea. In one case
( 224 13, corresponding to s’s thoga) it is hard to imagine that it did not. The
scribe should have replaced toga by togo, as he did with the other occurrences of
toga at that stage of the manuscript, but accidentally overlooked these three in-
stances.

To explain tova (r 366 6), an extra step is needed. Given the form thoga in
the corresponding phrase in s, it is reasonable to assume that the source of F
reflected moza as well. At this stage of the phrasebook, the scribe should have
replaced this with fovo, as he did with other occurrences of moea. Instead, we
find the hybrid form tova. It can be explained by assuming a scribal lapse: the a
(present in the source) was not replaced by o, possibly under the influence of
the a in the similarly written word tovaru, which immediately follows fova.
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Taking the four cases together and considering the frequency of moza in
Schroue’s phrasebook, which can explain toga and tova in F, it is not necessary
to assume akan’e had any influence, which Zaliznjak suggests.

On a more general level, the replacement of -020/-ezo and -oza/-eza by -060/-es0
provides a peek into the considerations of the scribe. In this case, the replace-
ment represents a move away from traditional written Russian forms (-020/-e20)
or rather restricted dialectal forms (-02a/-eza) towards a form which was more
representative of the spoken language in its less local form (-060/-e60).

6.2 Personal and reflexive pronouns (forms)
6.2.1 PRON.PERS.15G. NOM: 5 and 53

In the Old Novgorod dialect, the NoMm of the PRON.PERS.15G., attested through-
out the corpus of birchbark letters, was either 3% or s. Both forms coexisted
side by side, without clear rules governing their distribution. The form a3 also
existed, but carried a distinct Church Slavonic character (cf. Zaliznjak 2004:
130f.).

In the administrative language of the first half of the 16™ century, as exam-
ined by Unbegaun, the regular written form was s3; in the spoken language s
must have existed alongside (Unbegaun 1935: 354f.). In texts from the second
half of the 17 century, Cocron hardly ever encounters 53 (1961: 133-135); for the
spoken language he considered the form s “la seule possible” (1961: 133).

The various phrasebooks paint a rather diverse picture. The 16"-century
Anonymous phrasebook records both forms: a3 (99x), & (138%) (Faltowski 1996:
49). The Kopenhagener Gesprichsbuch (mid-17" century) and the Trondheim
Russian-German Ms Vocabulary (late 17" century) show a similar, rather ar-
chaic image (see Serensen 1962: 84-85, Lunden 1972: 83-85). Schroue’s phrase-
book, by contrast, almost invariably uses s, which - one could argue - would
reflect the spoken language of the time rather nicely.»°

Despite being closely related to s, Fonne’s phrasebook does not mirror this us-
age at all. Besides the s of Schroue, it extensively uses 53, also in corresponding
phrases, as the following two examples show:

(45F) Ostansi domoi ias budu ktebe.
Bliff tho hus ich will tho dy kamen. (F 206 1-2)
Ocranbcu gomoii(!), A3 6yay x Teb6s
‘Stay at home, I shall come to you’

(45s) Ostany domo Ja bude ack tebbe (s 1041 5-7)

9 See also the discussion in Lunden 1972: 83-85, Kiparsky 1967 130-131.
13° According to the index of the edition, the form 13 only occurs 9 times.
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(46F) Ias tebe potekaiu kupi ty tovar otmenze, ias tebe

iovo prodam povono otlutzkogo ia ottebe ne
doimu otlutzkogo.

Ich rade dj koep de wahre van my ich wyll

dj de wahre vorkopen beter kop alf3 de

lude vorkopen, ich wyll van dj nicht nehmen

all my de lude gebaden hebben. (F 286 8-14)
A3 Te6 OTBIKAIO, KYIIU THI TOBAp OT MeHs, A3 Tebh
€BO IPOJaM IIOBOJHO OT JIIOACKOTO, A OT Tebe He
TOVIMY OT JIIOJICKOTO.
I [favour] (advise) you, buy the goods from me, I will sell [them] (the
goods) to you at a more suitable price than people sell at, I will not
take from you [what people do] (as much as other people have offered
me).’

(46s) Ja patekajo tobby kupy thy thowar vmenna Ja tobby
Jage prodam pouono otlutzkogo Ja vtebbj me dojomo
otluckogo (s 7v 20-22)

The NoMm of the PRON.PERS.15G. is a highly frequent form: with slightly under
800 occurrences for # and s3 combined, the only word more frequent is the par-
ticle of negation ne (801 occurrences). The ratio of 5 : 43 in PHRAS, PROVERB and
RELI is approximately 3:1 (in absolute numbers 585 : 192). Bolek explains the
prevalence of 53 by Fonne’s knowledge of Church Slavonic (1997: 66). However,
Church Slavonic, as I pointed out above, has a3» rather than 5139, a form which
does not occur in F at all. Another explanation seems necessary.

Apart from a few general trends and observations, it is hard to establish a lin-
guistic pattern governing the distribution of s vs. #3. Examples of such observa-
tions are that in combination with 6w1, only 53 occurs (3 601, 9%), and that in
combination with ¢ mo6oii/mo6orw, it is s which takes the upper hand (a(3) ¢
mob6oii/mobor: 34x A, 3x a3).*' The most eye-catching trend is that 3 is used far
more fregently in the collocations s1/43 mebe and s1/23 me6m than the overall 3 : 1
ratio. In these collocations, s is used 143 times, but 23 no fewer than 110 times, a
ratio of approximately 1.3 : 1. It is tempting to explain the alternation in terms of
contrasting focus or stress (cf. Zaliznjak 2004: 130), but to a large degree, the
variation seems random more than anything else.’”>I shall illustrate this by a
number of examples of 5 vs. #3. The first phrase, which includes 53 me6, stems
from F 257:

1 This could be a spelling or a sandhi issue, given the final s of [jas] and the initial s of [stoboj].
2 Other combinations can be added without any effort, such as ia chotzu (¥ 199 14, F 215 5),
which alternates with ias chotzu (¥ 201 21, F 204 7).
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(47F) Ias tebe skasu vernoia sloua [...]
Ich wyll dj ejn heimlich wordtt seggen [...] (F2571,3)
513 Te65 ckaxxy BbpHOe C/I0BO |...]
‘Twill tell you a [true] (confidential) word’

Figure 68: Ias tebe skasu vernoia sloua ( 257 1)

The phrase is repeated on r 331, but there the very same phrase has s me6w
rather than 53 me6m:

(48r) Ia tebe skasu virnoio slovo [...]
Ich segge dj ejn heimlich wordtt vorborgen (F 3315-6)
51 6B cxaxy BBpHOE CIOBO |...]
‘Twill tell you a [true] (confidential) word’

Figure 69: Ia tebe skasu virnoio slovo (¥ 331 5)

The two phrases that follow this second occurrence, continue the unpredictable
alternation:

(49F) Ias tebe virnoie slovu sopnu |[...]
Ich wyll dj ejn heimlich wordt tho ruhnen [...] (£ 331 8-9)
513 Te65 BBpHOE CNOBO MIENHY |...]
‘T will whisper you a [true] (confidentional) word’

(soF) Ia tebe to soptal [...]
Datt ruhnde ich dy tho [...] (F 331 11-12)
S 1e6% To ménTarn |...]
‘T whispered that to you™

3 s has Ja tebbe in all corresponding cases (s 27r 7, 11, 13).
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Figure 70: Ia tebe ... Ias tebe ... Ia tebe (F 331 5-11)

The unpredictability of the alternation is illustrated even by the variation in
consecutive, nearly identical phrases:

(s1e) [...] tam ia tebe suoi
tovar otvieschu [...]
[...] dar wyll ich
dj myne wahre affwegen |[...] (F 3011-2, 4-5)
TaM g Te6B cBoil ToBap oTBhIIY
‘There I will weigh my goods for you’

(52F) [...] tam ias tebe suoi
tovar otvieschu.
[...] dar wyll ich dy
mjne wahre tho wegen [...] (F 301 7-10)
TaM A3 Te0h cBOIL TOBap oTBhUIY
‘There I will weigh my goods for you’

Figure 71: ia tebe suoi tovar otvieschu (F 3011-2)
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and ias tebe suoi tovar otvieschu (r 301 7-8)"*

Evidence shows that the change of s (from the source) into a3, despite the lack
of a clear distribution pattern, was a conscious approach taken by the scribe of
r. This evidence is twofold. Firstly, the s of ias regularly stands out from the rest
of the text by its darker colour, suggesting that it was added secondarily.’ Sec-
ondly, we often find a large space between ia and the following word, with suffi-
cient space left to add an s. The combination of these two phenomena suggest
that the scribe quite regularly wrote ia, but intended to return to these points at
a later stage and add and reconsider the choice between ia and ias. When he
chose to add the s, this resulted in a distinctly darker colour of the letter, when
he chose not to, an atypically large space was the result. Examples of these
spaces are provided by the images in Figure 72:
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Figure 72: Ia tovo tzolovieku (¥ 227 1), Ia stzeloviekum srok (F 249 8), Ja pritzoll  try (¢
278 23)

What could have motivated the scribe? We have already seen that the most
typical form for the spoken language of the 17" century must have been s. Lun-
den, in her study of the Trondheim Russian-German Ms Vocabulary, launched
the following hypothesis to explain the frequent use of a3:

“[TThe document does not actually reflect the facts of the spoken language. The
scribe is proficient, and he is above all a scribe.”® He has learnt the traditional
forms of the pronoun, which he writes sometimes fully, sometimes with a supra-
lineal z; the whole word is to him only a grapheme to be copied beautifully and
clearly; the different spellings have no more to do with his linguistic habits than
the different graphemes for ja[.]” (1972: 85)

34 s has Ja tebbe suoje thowar ottwefSu (s 13v 21-22) and tam Ja gotsu dobbje ottuefizjth (s 13v
26).

15 This is not as visible in the facsimile edition as it is in the original manuscript, but see, e.g.,
215 8, F 215 14, F 234 10, F 311 7, F 327 16.

136 On the nationality of the scribe of the Trondheim Vocabulary: “He may be assumed to be a
Russian; if he is not a native, he must be an exceptionally well-trained foreigner; he writes much
better than the majority of Russians at the time” (Lunden 1972: 13).
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The same explanation could mutatis mutandis also apply to Fonne’s phrase-
book. It would not at all be far-fetched to assume that the structural difference
between s and F in the use of s versus a3 is in fact an innovation on the part of
the scribe of F - in line with other innovations we have seen so far. The intro-
duction of 53 into the text would have introduced a variation into the material
that the scribe must have been familiar with from dealing with the language
around him.

Influence of the traditional written form of Russian are the formulaic intro-
duction in Cyrillic on F 22 - which has S’ nouuna” nuca™ in the Cyrillic version
(r 22 2), yet ia potzinall piszatt in the Latin transliteration a few lines further
down on the same page (F 22 7) - and the high frequency of a3 in the few
phrases in PHRAS, PROVERB and RELI which are written in the Cyrillic alphabet:
the ratio of s : 43 in these phrases is 1: 3 (in absolute numbers, 3 : 9), the reverse
of the overall ratio 3 : 1.

\unm. j\ - - w
[t - }’\, 'Yy {1‘ Yo 5 /
/%*'f(omm( i > ;ﬂ-*:i}.ﬂ#i nﬂ,L 48 4]
G i ol ™ Al
Figure 73: I’ nouuna” nuca™ (¢ 22 2) vs. ia potzinall piszatt (¥ 22 7)
The introduction of a3 into the text suggests that the scribe considered this form

to be allowed besides, if not preferred over s. This preference is implicit in
GRAM: 0N F 149, both forms of the pronoun are listed, with 53 presented first.
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Figure 74: 4°/ias and 4/ia (F 149 2-3)

The scribe of ¢, who was well-trained in the Russian writing tradition, must
have been familiar with both s and 53, the distribution of which, in the eyes of
the scribe, may have been more complex than a simple distinction between
written versus spoken language. The form s and s3 may have been in free dis-
tribution in some environments, and a combination such as ias tebe may have
been a word image that stuck. Whichever holds true, matters are subtler, and
philological examination of the material shows that it has more layers than one
would at first sight assume.
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6.2.2 PRON.PERS./REFL. GEN/ACC and DAT/LOC

In the Old Novgorod dialect, the forms for the Gex and acc of the 1sG and 2sG
PRON.PERS. and PRON.REFL. were MmeHe, mebe, and cebe. The word-final vowel of
these forms contrasts with the Modern Standard Russian equivalents mers, me-
651, ce6s. For the pat and roc of the same pronouns, maHm, mobw, cobmw are at-
tested in the Old Novgorod dialect; the o-vocalism of the latter two contrasts
with the e-vocalism of more recent me6, cebr.

The exact transition between the various sets of forms has not been com-
pletely clarified. As far as the birchbark corpus is concerned, Gen/acc forms
MmeHa4, meba, ce6a appear from the middle of the 14™ century onwards, whilst
DAT/LOC mebmw, cebmw are practically absent from the birchbark letters.”” The
form mens, according to Kiparsky, “wird im 16. Jh. ganz allgemein und im 17.
alleinherrschend” (1967: 131).

Tracing and explaining the transition from mebe/ce6e to me6s/ce6s is more
complicated, due to the existence of forms with o-vocalism, mo6e/mo6s and co-
6e/cobs, in the 14™ and 15" centuries, with the o being influenced by the par/Loc
forms. Naturally, this also impacts the transition from pat/Loc mo6m to mebm,
co6m to ce6mw. Unbegaun concludes that for the official language of the 16™ cen-
tury, e-vocalism was the rule for the Gen/acc as well as for the par/Loc (1935:
360). For the 17" century, Cocron follows Unbegaun: “Le vocalisme -e- était au
xv1I® siecle dominant dans la langue écrite comme dans la langue parlée” (1961:
135). Yet, according to Unbegaun, one should be careful and not regard me6mw
and ce6mw as ‘higher’ than mo6m and co6mw (1935: 360), as well as consider the
possibility that o-vocalism in non-Moscovian texts, e.g. from Rjazan’ or Nov-
gorod, had a dialectal background (1935: 359; cf. Cocron 1961: 136).*

What do we find in the various phrasebooks? In the Anonymous phrasebook,
the ratio of GEN mene (old) : mens (new) is approximately 5 : 1, for the acc the
ratio is 2 : 1. For the GEN of PRON.PERS.25G. and the PRON.REFL. combined, Fa-
fowski finds the old form meb6e (20x), the new me6s/ce6s (4x), but also the hy-
brid mo6s/co6s (15%). For the Acc the ratio, again, is different: me6e/ce6e (29x),
mob6s (9x), mobe (1x).

In s, the old and new forms of the PRON.PERS.15G. also show a different ratio
for the Gen and the acc forms. For the GeN, the editors put the ratio of menna
(new) : mne/mene/menne (old) at 75 : 46, for the Acc at 4 : 46. As to forms with
e or o (GeN/acc and DpAT/LOC): both e- and o-vocalism occur, although the

7 For this and the previous paragraph, see Zaliznjak 2004: 130-131.

8 For this paragraph, see Zaliznjak 2004: 130-131. On the various forms, their explanation and
their history, see, besides Unbegaun 1935 and Cocron 1961, also Kiparsky 1967: 132, Lunden 1972:
8sf., Sorensen 1962: 8s.
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forms with o (mo6-, co6-) constitute the minority of cases. For this paragraph,
see Fatowski 1997: 21.

Fonne’s phrasebook shows less variation in the forms under discussion than s.
Quite remarkably, GeN/acc and pat/Loc forms showing o-vocalism are entirely
absent.

The GeN and acc of the PRON.PERS.15G. is meHA. In GRAM only mens/mence is
written. The same Latin spelling, menc, is almost universally used for the acc
in PHRAS, PROVERB and RELI: mene occurs 130 times, mena only 3 times (F 291
2, F 330 6, F 400 20). In the GEN, the spelling mena occurs more frequently, rela-
tively speaking: mens is written mene (105x), mena (28x) and, once, Cyrillic
mens (F 444 3). The spelling mena is especially frequent in combination with the
preposition y: there are 25 cases of vmena (out of 28) versus 32 of vmence. The
difference between mene and mena seems to be a spelling difference only,
without a phonetic basis. In one case, vmene and vmena are even presented as
equivalents:

(53F) Gostite posiluite vimenza vmena sdies [...]
Ich bydde iw kamett tho my tho gaste [...] (F2281,3)
TCocTuTe mOXKaNyiiTe y MEHs: Y MeHs 31BCh
‘Please, be my guests [here]’

‘:\ i 5 . b : 3 3
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Figure 75: vimence: vmena (F 228 1)

The pAT of the PRON.PERS.1SG. in F is mHw. With 504 occurrences in PHRAS,
PROVERB and RELL it is highly frequent. It is written mnie (420x), mne (78x),
mni (1x) or, in Cyrillic, mum (5%).* The distribution of the spelling mne is re-
stricted: it is used mostly in PHRAS-GEN, occurring only 9 times in PHRAS-
TRADE, mostly in the beginning;'*> Gram has murm/mnie.

The Loc only occurs twice in the data, written as mne (¢ 200 8) and mnie (¢
360 12).

In the Gen of the PRON.PERS.25G. morphological variation, rather than spelling
variation, occurs. The ‘old” form tebe ‘Te6e’ predominates: it is used 101 times in
PHRAS, PROVERB and RELI; the new form febe ‘Te6s” occurs only 30 times in

%9 Cyrillic in lines F 187 8, F 444 15, F 445 2, F 489 13, F 489 17. In s, the most frequent spelling is
Imne; on initial i, see §5.6.1.
492761, F 276, 2, F276 7, F 277 1, F 279 20, F 295 1, F 322 8, F 341 20, F 359 17.
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these sections, and is also the only one listed in GrRam. However, the distribution
is by no means balanced. The form tebe is only used twice before r 395,
whereas tebe practically stops occurring from that same page onwards (only 9
occurences after p. 395).

The acc form mebe (written: tebe) occurs 88 times in PHRAS, PROVERB and
RELL; starting from p. 395, it occurs another 16 times. The form me6s is rare: it
occurs 5 times, with the first instance occurring on r 399; it is written tebe (3%),
teba (1x) and, in Cyrillic, me6s (1x). In GrRAM, only mebs/tebe is listed.

The pAT mebmw is much more frequent: it has 436 occurrences in PHRAS,
PROVERB and RELL It is written febe almost universally. Exceptional spellings are
tebie (6x),"> Cyrillic me6m (7x)," tebee (1%, F 326 9), tebi (1x in tebil ‘Te6B-1p’, F
310 3).

The Loc occurs very little: as tebe ‘Te6% (2%, F 237 6, F 330 1) and tebe ‘Te6s”
(1%, F 429 13).

Note that this means that before, roughly speaking, r 395, there is in many
cases no spelling difference between the GEN, paT, acc and roc of the
PRON.PERS.25G.: all are written tebe. The decision to start using GeN tebe rather
than tebe, starting on F 395, must have been a conscious decison on the part of
the scribe. It helped to disambiguate the Gex (febe) from the pat and acc
(tebe). The lone spelling tebe for the Loc confirms this: it occurs in ottebe ‘o
Tebs (F 429 13), mimicking correct — and highly frequent - ottebe ‘ot Tebs’
(with a GeN). The phrase repeats an earlier phrase, which has expected ottebe ‘o
Tebe’ (F 237 6).

The PRON.REFL. is far less frequent in PHRAS, PROVERB and RELI than the other
two pronouns discussed here.

The only form for the GeN is sebe ‘cebe’ (7x; 2x after F 395). GRAM, by con-
trast, has ce6s/sebe (F 150 12).

For the acg, like for the GeN, we find sebe ‘ce6e’ (14x; 1x after F 395), as well
as two instances of sebe ‘ce6s’ (F 209 18, F 500 3, the latter being in RELI).
Again, GraM differs from this usage: it lists only ce6s1/sebee (¥ 150 22).

The paAT is cebmw, occurring 42 times. It is written as sebe, with only two ex-
ceptions: sebie (F 211 7) and sebbe (F 397 8). GRAM has ce6mw/sebie (F 150 11).

The Loc is sebe ‘ce6F’, only occurring once (F 227 4).

This means that sebe is used for all oblique cases except INsTR, much like tebe
before r 395. Apparently, here, the scribe saw no need to distinguish between
the various case forms, which could find its motivation in its relatively low fre-
quency.

' F 20811, F 326 8.
“F 3841, F 396 1, E 402 17 (emended from tebe), F 413 12, F 414 15, F 416 16.
"SF 4441, F 444 4, F 444 6, F 444 16, F 489 13, F 489 17.
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6.2.3 PRON.PERS.15G/2SG. and PRON.REFL. INSTR.SG.

In the Old Novgorod dialect, the INSTR.SG. of the PRON.PERS.15G/25G. and the
PRON.REFL. Was M®H010, moboro, coborw (Zaliznjak 2004: 130). Modern Standard
Russian has mnoii, mob6oti, coboti, with the longer forms mwow, mobow and
co6orw being reserved for metric or stylistic purposes. For the 16™ and 17 centu-
ries, both Unbegaun (1935: 362) and Cocron (1961: 136) only found the long
forms.

The numbers in s lie approximately as follows: mHoti : mHorw at 17 : 5 (3.4 : 1),
mo6oii : mo6orw 52 :19 (2.7 : 1), 0601 : c00010 5 : 1. A prefers mHoii over mHorw (20
:7), as well as moboii/coboti over moboro/coboro (40: 3). Compared to s, the ratio
of short and long forms has shifted in k.

The ratio of mnoi ‘MHOIT : mnoiu ‘MHOI’ comes out as 28 : 7 (4 : 1). The two
forms are not evenly distributed over the data. Whereas before ¥ 370 mnoi pre-
dominates, both forms occur equally often starting from that page: 6x mnoiu vs.
5X MNoiuU.

71 cases of moboii contrast with 22 cases of mo6or (3.2 : 1). Again, F 370 can
roughly be seen as a turning point, but in the reverse direction compared with
mnoi ~ mnoiu: the short form toboi occurs as much before this page as it does
after (35 : 36); the long form toboiu occurs 17 times before F 370, but only 5 times
on or after that same page.

The reflexive co6oii/coboro does not occur very often. GrRamM has
ccobor/soboiu ‘c cobor’ (F 153 7), the following sections of the phrasebook have
soboiu (1x), seboi (2x) and soboi (3x). Especially the form seboi (F 201 3, F 244 1)
- transliterated in TF 11 as ‘c<o>60it’ — draws attention. The first time (F 201 3),
seboi occurs in a phrase which has a correspondence in s (100r 20-22). This
phrase has promesj sebbe ‘mpomexxn ce6e’, using the Gen rather than the INSTR.
If the case was changed by the scribe, the notation seboi - rather than soboi -
may have been given in by the e-vocalism of the source’s sebbe, the low fre-
quency of co6oii (relative to the much more frequent mo6oii) and the general
tendency to remove o-vocalism from the PRON.PERS.25G. and PRON.REEFL. of his
source.

6.2.4 PRON.PERS.3SG/3PL.: epenthetic [n] in oblique cases

In Modern Standard Russian, the oblique cases of the 3™ person PERS.PRON. 0H,
oHa, 0Ho, oHu have an initial [n] when used after prepositions. Well-known ex-
amples are Hem ezo ‘he’s not there’ (GEN.SG.M. e20) yet 6e3 Heeo ‘without him’,
and the INSTR.SG.E. eil ‘her’ yet ¢ neti ‘with her’. The use of this [n], however, is
subject to considerable variation, both in dialects (see, e.g., DARJA 11, map 66, on
the variation of the GeN.sG.E. following a preposition) as well as in the standard
language (see, e.g., Rozental’ 1997, §167.5).
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Historically, this [n] was not part of the pronoun. It is generally believed that
its origin is the final n of the Common Slavic prepositions *ven ‘B’, *san ‘c’ and
*kon ‘', which in combinations such as *ksn jemu was reanalysed as belonging
to the personal pronoun (*ko njemu) (Hill 1977: 3061.). From there, it spread to
cases where the pronoun was governed by other prepositions (Hill 1977: 3071t.).

In the birchbark corpus, forms with [n] are the rule. Zaliznjak explicitly points
out its absence, as a dialectal feature, in y ru (BBL 129; 2004: 128, 645) and
[n]p[u uxo] (BBL 193; 2004: 129).

In the various phrasebooks, the picture is more diverse. s does not have n-
(Bolek 1997: 66), whilst in A it occurs regularly (Fatowski 1996: 51). In F, initial
n- is frequent, as was already noted by Bolek (1997: 66), although she does not
further quantify her observation. The numbers lie as follows: in all of pHRAS, [n]
occurs in 25% of the cases where 3™ person PRON.PERS. occurs after a preposi-
tion: 33 out of 132 cases.'#

However, the pronouns with [n] are not evenly spread over all prepositions.
The table below shows all cases of a preposition governing a 3 person
PRON.PERS., in descending order of their total frequency.

preposition without [n]  with [n] total
3a + ACC/INSTR 32 o 32
om 22 1 23
y 14 5 19
C + INSTR 10 5 15
8 5 6 11
K 0 9 9
Ha 4 2 6
no + LOC 2 2 4
6e3 2 o) 2
onputp 2 0 2
no + ACC 1 o) 1
npo 2 o) 2
¢/u3 + GEN 2 o 2
00 1 o 1
nepeo o 3 3
total 99 33 132

Table 27: Prepositions governing a PRON.PERS.35G/3PL.

4 The ratio does not change when only strict correspondences between s and F are considered
(25 out of 99 cases).
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The table illustrates that pronouns with [n] never occur with 3a (e.g. sa iovo and
sa ihim), always with « (e.g. knemu), and irregularly with some other preposi-
tions. Two consecutive phrases from r 386 show the irregular insertion of the
[n] in very similar cases (the corresponding phrases in s both have vjiogo):

(54F) Podrutzisti mnie tovaru kupit viovo, on mnie
odnomu ne verit.
Wef borge vor my de wahre van ehme thokopen,
he gelouedt my allejne nicht. (F 386 13-16)
[Togpyunce ThI MHB TOBapy KynuTh Y €BO, OH MHB
OIHOMY He BEPUT.
‘Be bailsman for me to buy the goods from him, he does
not believe me alone.’

(s5F) Ia potzel stim tzeloviekum torgovat, da tovar
vnevo ne storgoval.
Ich begunde mjt dem mahnne tho
koepslagen, (F 386 17-20)
S mo4dan ¢ TUM 4e10BBKOM TOProBaTh, fja TOBAp
Y HEeBO He CTOProBaj.'¥
‘I began to bargain with that man but I did not [achieve
the bargain] (buy the goods from him).’

In one case, (56), we find a form with [n] as a synonym of a form without [n].
Note that in this case the pronoun is not governed by a preposition (see
Mzel’skaja 1983: 49).
(s6F) Tuoi lisitzi chori sportili satim ia gich: nich
ottebe ne kuplu.
Dine fof3e hebben de worme gegehten: v(or)doruen
darumb wil ich se van dj nicht kopen. (F 322 20-23)
TBou nmucunpl xopu <u>cnopTuny; saTuM A ux: Hux(!)
oT Tebe He KYILIIO.
“Your foxes are [spoilt by moths] (eaten / spoilt by worms);
therefore I will not buy them from you. ™

Although the insertion of forms with [n] could be the work of an unkown ear-
lier scribe (if one posits a more complicated stemma than proposed in §3.5), it
seems reasonable to assume that in this case, like in others, the scribe of F is re-
sponsible for the innovation. This innovation can be interpreted as a conscious
effort on the part of the scribe to move away from markedly local forms without
[n] to less dialectal forms starting in [n]. This motivation falls in line with what
we have seen so far.

s In both cases, the corresponding phrase in s has vjogo.
¢ s only has gjoch.
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6.3 PRON.REFL. c801i (use)

Unlike Russian, German does not have reflexive possessive pronouns, which
makes their use in Russian by a native speaker of German prone to errors.
Fonne’s and Schroue’s phrasebooks both employ the pronoun csoii extensively,
and in most cases, correct referral does not pose a problem, even in phrases
where multiple instances of the pronoun refer to different subjects, as (57) illus-
trates.

(s78) [...] da tj mnie priprovadis suoi tovar
da ias tebe suoi tovar na promenu priprovaszu.
vnd du leuerst my dyne wahre tho, vnd du ich
wyll dj myne wahre wedderumb tho leuern. (F 300 6-7, 14-15)
fia TbI MHB IPUITPOBAANILB CBOIL TOBAp, fia 513 Te6h
CBOJI TOBap Ha IPOMBHY IPUIPOBAXKY
‘And you will deliver your goods to me, and in return I shall deliver
my goods to you’

(s78) da thje Imne pryprowaddyjs 8uoy thowar I. Ja tebbe
Buoy thowar na promenu pryprouafizu. (s 13v 8-9)

Some smaller differences in the use of these reflexive pronouns can be found. In
the following phrase, r employs a slightly different construction than s; the use
of the pronoun is correct in both manuscripts:

(58F) Skasi mne tzto mnie svoiemu aspodaru ottvetzat.
Segge du my watt ich mjmnem heren
antworden schall. (F 210 6-8)
Cxaxxu MHB, 4To MHB cBOeMy ocriofiapio OTBbuaTh.
‘Tell me what I am to say in answer to my master.’

(58s) Schassy thj Imne stho mojumu aspodaru otwestay
Sage du mir, was ich meinem herren Antworten soll, (s 106V 3-4)

The Anonymous phrasebook has the same construction as ¥, and also reflects
ceoii: Skasy mene tzto mene swoiemu hospodaru otwetzaty (A 54V 6).

It is quite likely that the scribe of F was aware of the possibilities to vary between,
e.g., ceoti and meoii without a major difference in meaning. In the following
phrase, s reflects csoii, but r has meoii instead:

(s9F) Ne vosmi tj na suoi duschu oddai tj moi praemo,
da duschi tuoi ne potoppi.
Nim idt nicht vp dine sehle, giff mjn recht
wadt my gehordtt vand vordome djne sehle
nicht. (F 292 9-13)
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(59s) Ne wosszmy thy na woju dulu odday thj moje premoye
da dussze suope nepotoppy
Nim es nicht vf deine sehle, gib mir hehe recht was mein ist
vnnd vordome deine sehle nicht. (s 10V 19-22)

Only in a small number of cases, the use of a reflexive pronoun is at odds with
its German translation. One example is the following phrase from &, reflecting
ceoti rather than expected masoii:

(60F) Smetli mnie suoiogo tovaru smotrit na
suoiu luboff.
Mach ich djne wahre woll besehen. vp
mjn behag. (F3041-4)
CmBtb 1 MHEB cBo€ro(!) ToBapy CMOTpUTD Ha
CBOIO TTI060BB?
‘May I look at your wares at my leisure?’

(60a) Smejutli twoi towar posmotryti
Darf Ick wyne war besehen (a 77v 8-9)

The phrase has no correspondence in s, but the corresponding phrase in the
Anonymous phrasebook, (604), has the expected meoii, which could point to
conscious innovation on the part of the scribe of r. Conscious innovation may
also be assumed in the following phrase in ¢, which does have a correspondence
in Schroue’s phrasebook:

(61F) Otzum tj moi tovar smotzill: pomotzil.
Worumb heffstu djne wahre genettedt. (F 320 17-18)
O4éM TbI MOJ TOBAp CMOYM/I: IOMOYMI?

‘Why did you get [my] (your) goods wet [/moist]?’

(615) Vtflum tuy suoy thowar pomotzjle
Warumb hastu deine wahre genoteth. p. (s 231 4-5)

The clash of moi and djne in (61F) is not found in (61s), which has suoj ‘cBoir’
and deine. Another phrase, not corresponding to s, but showing emendations
instead, reveals the innovation of the scribe:

(62F) Torguiy tj tovo tovaru, na suoiu tzenu.
Kope de wahre vp mjnen kop. (F 349 12-13)
Topryit Tl TOBO TOBapy Ha CBOIO IIBHY.
‘Buy the goods at [your] (my) price’
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In this phrase, the pronoun csoii is at odds with the German translation mjnen
‘my’ (rather than djnen ‘your’). Several relevant facts show that this mistake is
the scribe’s own doing. Firstly, the whole phrase has no correspondence in s,
and interrupts a sequence of corresponding phrases between the two phrase-
books (see §3.3.4). Secondly, Torguij was emended from earlier Torguiu ‘Top-
ryto’. This points to the fact that the scribe initially started by writing a phrase
from the perspective of a first person singular. On second thought, he switched
to an imperative singular, even before writing ¢j, suggested by the lack of emen-
dation in this word. The confusion between first and second person singular,
however, remained, as is shown by the mistranslation of na suiou tzenu as well
as the emendation of the first letter of tovo from s, the initial letter of suoi.

A final example of the awareness of the scribe of the relatively complex
meaning of ceoii is the secondary correction of siner into miner in (63F); the
original siner may have been prompted by the same initial letter or sound of
suoi and siner:

(63F) Ia suoy bielki perebiral na suoi ruku ne na

tuoiu ruku.
Ich hebbe myn werk vorschaten na siner miner
handt nicht na dyner handt. (F 462 10-13)
A cBou 6b1KM epebMpain Ha CBOJI PyKy, He Ha
TBOIO PYKY.
‘I sorted out my squirrel pelts to my advantage, not to your advantage.’
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The scribe’s influence on the use of reflexive pronouns as such does not impact
the evaluation of the linguistic value of the material in the same way as some of
the other phenomena discussed in this study, but illustrates that the awareness
of the scribe of Russian grammar, as well as his difficulties in actively using it,
extended to syntactically dependent phenomena.

6.4 The NoM.sG.M. ending -e

A well-known feature of the Old Novgorod dialect is the Nom.sG.Mm. ending -e
for nominal and pronominal masculine o-stems (Zaliznjak 2004: 96, 99-102).
This ending contrasts with the zero ending -@ elsewhere in Slavic. To name but
one typical example: y6une ma nacvike u 6vicoHune MA U30 060pa ‘N3O MEeHS
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IIACBIHOK U BBITHAJ CO JiBOpa’ (BBL 415; 1360-1380), with two [-participles and
the word nacwimnok ‘stepson’ showing this particular ending. Honselaar showed
that the ending survives to the present day in the dialect of Ostrovcy in
Pskovskaja oblast’ (2001: 178f.).

It is not surprising that the same Nom.sG.M. ending -e can be found in the
phrasebooks of Schroue and Fonne. Its occurrence in F is documented by Zal-
iznjak (1986) and further investigated by Schaeken (1992), as well as by Le Feu-
vre (1993), but only in the context of the e > o change. In this section, the data
will be re-examined, especially in the light of the insights gained from compar-
ing them with those in Schroue’s phrasebook. This comparison will lend depth
to the investigation by Schaeken. I will show that the Nom.sG.m. ending -e was
consciously removed by the scribe of F, for which he employed a number of dif-
ferent strategies. The removal of the ending left its traces on the data, impacting
the linguistic value of the data.

6.4.1 s and F compared

The Nom.sG.M. ending -e occurs in both s and r. But there are some striking dif-
ferences, as Bolek observes:

“The ending -e can be encountered decidedly more often in s, especially where in
adjectives r has the general Russian forms without -e, e.g. brattka - bratk, druge -
drug, Paszynncke — paszinok, grebte — chrebett, Wethe - vetoch, Jollodne - gollo-
den, golle - goll, Neme - nem, rade - rad, and similar cases.” (Bolek 1997: 65)

“What speaks in favour of the archaic character of the text of Thomas Schroue is
the use of the [-participle in the form -le (approx. 250 cases), with an abundance
that may be unparalleled in any other historical text. T. Fenne retains these forms,
but in many cases they have been consistently replaced by a participle in -/, such
as [s] bule (14 occurrences), [¢] only buil/biil, [s] welele (6), welell (4), [¢] only
velel, [s] wolodele, [E] volodell.” (Bolek 1997: 65£.)

As we have seen in other cases, the difference between r and s is familiar: the
data in s reflect the more local and more archaic situation (i.e., NOM.sG.M. -e),
whilst many corresponding entries in r have the NoM.sG.M. ending -© typical
for the rest of Russian, making them less locally marked as a result.

A look at the data in their context conveys a better picture of how the ending
manifests itself. First, I will discuss the data from the lexical sections of s and r.
An extensive analysis of these data is not necessary to establish that they comply
with the general picture: the lexical section of Schroue’s phrasebook shows
more occurrences of -e than Fonne’s. The highest density of contrasting cases
can be found in the lists with adjectives used to describe people (s 73r-74r, F 42-
46), as illustrated by the following entries:

Wysokum Ljue Solueck (s 73r 30)
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Guastljue Solueck
Sutljue Solueck
Bohate Solueck
Muchmate Solueck

Sedate Solueck
Neme Solueck
Slepe Solueck
Bluchge Solueck
Sylue Solueck

BbIcOKg"n” [4(e)n(0)B(B)K] - visokumliff [tzelovek] ‘Bbicox<0>ymmB’
xBacTpn” [4e1(0)B(E)k] — chvastliff [tzelovek] “xBacTnus’

mryrn® [4(e)n(o)B(B)x] — shutliff [tzelovek] ‘uryrmms’

6orars u(e)n(0)B(h)k — bogatt tzelovek ‘6orar’

MO*HaTh — mochnat ‘MoxHat’

cegaTp - sedatt ‘chuar’
HBMB - niem ‘HEM’
cnems - slep ‘cnbr’
rg* - gluch ‘onyx’
cuned’d - silen ‘cunen’

(s 73r 31)

(s73v5)
(s73v10)
(s73v14)

(s74r 4)
(s 74r 15)
(s 74r16)
(s74r17)
(s 74r 20)

(F 45 21)
(F463)
(F454)
(F 4513)
(¥ 4318)

(F 4315)
(F439)
(F437)
(F438)
(F 4313)

As we shall see, the sections with full phrases (for r: PHRAS, PROVERB and RELI)
are much more interesting when it comes to the ending under discussion.
Again, two typical examples show the difference between s and F:

(64F)

(64s)

(65F)

(658)

Dovedi menz stzeloviekum dobrum tzto ia tebe
vinovat [...]
Auerbring idt my m¥t ejnem fromenn
mahnne dat ich dy schuldig sy
IloBeny MeHs ¢ 4enmoBBKOM HOOPBIM, UTO 5 Te6s
BMHOBAT.
‘Prove against me, through a reliable man, that I am in debt to you’

Doweddy thy menna solueckum dobrum stho Ja tebbe
wynowathe |[...]

Botzka slonum roszipalos, da lon vies smelsa:
smotzilsa: sgresnilsa.

Dat flaf3 ifd faht if§ geborsten van ander

vnd dat flaf§ if§ altomahle vorworen:

natt: vnd vnrejn geworden.
bouka ¢ néHOM pocchinanock, fa IEH BeCb <M>3MAICH:
<U>3MOYMICA: <U>3TPAZHWICS.
‘The vat of flax has burst apart and all the flax has become [crushed]
(entangled)/wet/(and) dirty’

Boetflka IfRolmom vofijpakas da Loem wes I8 meeles:
IBmottsyles: I3grefinyles.

(F3291-2,3-4)

(s 26r 9-10)

(F 391 9-13)

(s52ri-2)
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In (64), ¥’s vinovat ‘BuHOBaT” contrasts with s’s wjnowathe ‘BunoBate’. In (65),
the zero-ending and the reflexive suffix -cs in ¥ smelsa ‘<u>3msncs’, smotzilsa
‘<u>3moumncsa’ and sgresnilsa ‘<u>3rpsasamics’ correspond to the NOM.sG.M. -e
ending and reflexive suffix -co of If§meeles ‘mamsinecy’, I[Smottsjles ‘usamounnecy’
and IfSgrefSnjles ‘marpasamnecsy’ in s.'¥

6.4.2 Removal as innovation

Structural linguistic differences between s and r are the outcome of a con-
sciously applied innovation. So far, we have seen time and again that Schroue’s
manuscript reflects the situation in the shared source, whereas the data in
Fonne’s phrasebook reflect the innovation. Also, emendations showed that the
scribe of F should be credited with many of these innovations. It lies within rea-
son to assume that in this case, too, the data of F are more innovative than those
in s. Can this assumption actually be backed with facts? In other words: does
Fonne’s phrasebook show any physical traces of the removal of the NoM.sG.M.
ending -e? There are not many, but traces can in fact be found.

This is the case in the phrase below (no correspondence in s), where the words
svikli ‘cBbixnbnit’ and pryjvikli ‘npussikibii’ were emended from earlier svikle
1 ; s e ,

(or even swikle, ‘cBpikie’) and privjikle (or even priwikle; ‘ipuBbIKiIe’):

(66F) Ia svikli: pryvikli togo diela dielat.
Ich si datt werk gewondtlich tho doende. (F 236 12-13)
51 cBBIKIIBIN: IPUBBIKABINA TOro 1bna fbnaTh.
‘(I am an experienced one/] I am used to doing that work™+®

I R SR B
W :'-f-t"f « Lygyifde

If we accept this reading, the scribe of ¢ replaced the short forms cewvikne and

o

npusvikne by the long forms ceviknviii and npusvixnwii.* In another, very simi-
lar phrase in F and s, the scribe of r chose to maintain the short forms Ifwjkle
‘cBpikiie’ and powjickle ‘noswvikne’, as reflected in s, but leaving out the local end-
ing -e:

47 The scribe of F also removed - perhaps overzealously - the initial i- as part of his attempts to
get rid of prothetic i- (see §5.6.1).

8 On cevixn and npusvikn rather than cevik and npuswik, see §6.4.4 below.

4 Note the reading svikli: prjvikle ‘cbixnblit: mpuBbikiIe’ by the editors of TF 11 (and other pub-
lications, such as Schaeken 1992); the original manuscript, however, clearly reads svikli and
privikli.
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(678) Ia povadilsa: svikl: privikl stoboiu torgovat [...]
Ich si idt gewandt mjt dy tho kopslagen [...] (F 370 8, 11)
S IOBaWICS: CBBIKIL: IIPUBBIKII C TOOOI0 TOPTOBAT.
‘T have [got the habit/] become accustomed to trade with you™°

(67s) Ja powaddeles: IBwykle: powyckle sthoboy turguwath [...] (s 451 20)

Two entries from LEX can be adduced as additional, indirect evidence of the
scribe’s efforts:

noru6mrs/pogible ‘arm bedrouett; [is] wretched, grieved’ (F 43 16)
rockbmn® [4(e)n(o)B(E)x]/toskliue [tzelovek | ‘bemoyedstt; [is] worried’ (F 4514)
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Figure 76: nozubno - pogible (F 43 16), mockwnu® - toskliue (¥ 45 14)
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In these entries, the Cyrillic and Latin columns do not match: Cyrillic noeu6ns
‘morm6n’ and mockeau® ‘rockms’ (with a zero-ending) correspond to Latin
pogible ‘morn6ne’ and toskliue ‘rocknmuse’(with -e). This non-correspondence is
atypical (see §5.2 above), but can be explained by assuming that ¢’s source re-
flected noeu6ne and mocknuse. The entry podjble Solueck ‘morn6mne 4énoBsx’ (s
73v 17) in s confirms this for the first entry.* The scribe of F adopted the ending
-0 in the Cyrillic column, which is closer to the Cyrillic writing tradition, but
failed to apply the same change in the Latin column.”

The general pattern of scribal innovation in Fonne’s phrasebook, as well as the
direct and indirect evidence lead to the conclusion that the scribe of  con-
sciously removed the NoM.sG.M. ending -e from the text he copied.

For this, the scribe must have had a motivation. It is unlikely that the ending
simply disappeared from the vernacular (especially given the modern-day evi-
dence, see above). But to speakers of Russian — native and non-native alike - the
ending must have been highly salient, and perceived as distinctly local. For the

150 See §6.4.4 on the final consonant cluster -kl
' The reading of podyjble as ‘nombiit’ (by the editors of s) is improbable.
152 On nozubn rather than nozu6, see §6.4.4 below.
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scribe of F, this seems a plausible motivation for removal. At the same time,
more than 70 occurrences remain in the data, preferring rather specific envi-
ronments (Schaeken 1992); it is unlikely that a conscientious scribe simply over-
looked all of these cases (see §6.4.4 below).

6.4.3 Removal strategies

In order to rid himself of the marked ending -e, the scribe of r had multiple
strategies at his disposal.

The first strategy was removing the ending. In the majority of cases this was as
straightforward as simply dropping word-final -e from an [-participle or adjec-
tive. We have seen a number of examples from LEx above, here are a few from
PHRAS:

godill “xopur (F 207 21)
~ godjile (s 104v 14)

vysakladall ‘Beisaxmamam’ (¥ 209 8)
~ wjiSakledale (s 48v 12)

davall (F2972)
~ dauale (s 12r 18)

dall (7 3083)
~ dale (s 17v 28)

vtesnill (F 225 20)
~ vteefinyle (s 351 3)

volodell (F37113)
~ wolodele (s 45v 19)

potenul (F37917)
~ potemnule (s 481 19)

saplatil (F3479)
~ Baplattjlle (s 341 18)

dumall (F 229 21)
~ dumale (s 60V 6)

dirsal (F3222)
~ djjeflale (s 23v 17)

vinovatt (F20319)
~ wjnowate (s 102r 8)

vinovat (F3851)

~ winowathe (s 49v 12)

In other cases, this particular strategy required the scribe to work around and
adapt the shape of the reflexive suffix -ca/-cv, insert a fleeting vowel, or remove
the typically Pskov reflex -xz- or -2z- (or combinations thereof):

Sdruszilsza ‘cppyxuncsy’ (r2091)
~ Issdrusjles (s 105 4)
ialsa ‘ancs’ (F 314 15)

~ Jeles (s 22r 3)
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saloszilsa ‘3amoxuwncs’ (r38217)
~ lofSyles (s 48v 9)

nadialsa ‘Hagbancs’ (F 414 19)
~ nadeyeljs (s 64r 18)

poscholl ‘nomén’ (r 208 17)
~ possle (s 1051 16)

proszol ‘mpommén’ (F 292 20)
~ profile (s 11r 5)

priszol ‘mpumén (F 32215)
~ prifile (s 24r 5)

naszol ‘Hamér (£ 364 6)

~ nafle (s 42r 12)
bluil ‘6miomr’ (F29413)
~ blugele: beuggle ‘6morene: 6more’ (s 11r 25)

Another strategy was to change the tense of a verb form, or change the short
form of an adjective into a long form, as we have already seen above:

ne pokorisza ‘He MOKOPUIIBC (F2101)
~ ne poroljes ‘He mokopuecs’ (s 106r 14)
molvis ‘Monsuib; redest’ (F3533)

~ fSolgale molujile ‘conrane: monsuine; Lugenhaftigk
sagest vand nachredest’ (s 36v 15)

ia velikoi kuptzina ‘a Benukoi kymunHa’ (¥ 3933)
~ Ja velicke kueptsyna ‘s Benuke kymanna’ (s 53r 13)

Another category of strategies employed by the scribe of ¢ relies on the use of
synonymous alternatives. In a number of cases, s includes two (or more) alter-
natives for a specific word, of which only one displayed the ending -e. In such
cases, the scribe of ¥ could choose to simply delete the form with that ending,
and retain the alternative:

oprafflu ‘onpasmio’ (F 203 13)
~ oprasjles opraulu ‘ompocumecs: onpasmo’ (S 101V 18-19)

otzol ‘oT4ém’ (F3229)
~ ottfull ottofikle ‘oTuén: oroukme’ (s 23v 23)

putal ‘mpitar’ (F 418 6)
~ puthall sottzjibe ‘iytan: coumne’ (s 110V 4)

saleszalsa ‘sanexancs’ (¥ 28513)
~ salefall: poruolojkes ‘3anexan: HpoBomIoOKIecy (s 7v 7)™

posnalsa ‘mosnancs’ (F 396 12)
~ pofinalfie: pofinales ‘mo3nancs: mosHanmecny’ (s 54V 18)

ne dotzsolsa: doszla ‘ne mouéncs: mouno’ (F 34122)

% In a highly similar phrase elsewhere in F, the verb was retained: provoloklos: saleszalsa ‘mpo-
BOJIOKJIOCH: 3aexxancst’ (F 322 13). Note the neuter gender of nposonoxnocy (see $6.4.4 below).
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~ dotzolssze: detzkles: dofSlo ‘nouéncs: mouKmech: fouUIO’ (S 32V 5)

Another solution was to reverse the position of two alternatives, placing the
unmarked variant at the beginning:

vtzol: vtzkle: vtegal ‘yaén: yuxie: yrsaram's (F3873)
~ vizkle: vtzboll ‘yuaxine: yuén’ (s 50v 3)

The following example is a bit of a special case:

ialles: ialsa ‘smecn: sincst’ (F 206 7)
~ Jassle (s 108r 1)

If the source of F also had the corrupt form Jassle as reflected in s (rather than
something which unambiguously pointed at szece or ancsa), we must conclude
that the scribe reconstructed the two alternatives himself. If the source con-
tained s7ecw, the scribe in fact added s7ca as an alternative.s

Sometimes, the ending -e disappeared as a result of more radical changes. In a
number of cases, a word with the ending -e was replaced by a synonym, and the
ending was removed at the same time:

teresv ‘Tepe3p’ (F 209 20)
~ tweressne ‘TBepesHe’ (S 105V 18)

kral ‘xpar’ (F 226 19)
~ vgrabjile ‘yrpabune’ (s 42v 14)

chodil ‘xomgnir’ (F 412 15)
~ profsle ‘mpourne’ (s 63r 3)

perenell ‘nepensn’ (F3488)
~ pereuoll: pereuothgele ‘mepesén: mepepérne’ (s 34v 12)

Poteral ‘notepsm’ (¥ 3656)
~ Promottfsyi: promutjles ¢ : mpoMbITUIIECH (S 42V 17)

protorguvalsa ‘ipoToproBancs’ (¥ 377 16)

~ otkupjles ‘oxymmnecn’ (s 471 16)

A similar approach by the scribe was not to use a different word, but to change
the construction altogether, as shown in the following three cases:

54 Also note the added alternative ymsean, which must have been taken from the following
phrase in the source (cf. ottegales, s 50v 10, and its absence in F 387 10-14).

55 We cannot exclude the possibility that the source had szcs, in which case we would be forced
to assume that the scribe of ¥ added, rather than removed, a NoM.sG.M. in -e. This would be
atypical, and in light of its removal in Jeles (s 22r 3) ~ ialsa ‘ancst’ (F 314 15) not very likely.
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(68F) Pomnis tzto tj mnie ffzeras govorill, ty chotil
mnie kuptzinu dabuit, kotori otmenz tovar
kupit [...]

Gedenkestu och wadt du gistern lauedest,
du woldest my ejnen kopmahn krigen,

de de wahre wolde van m¥ kopen [...] (F 401 9-11, 12-14)

[TomHuIb, 9TO THI MHE Buepach ToBOpmMI? Thl x0T

MHB KyIT4uHy ZOOBITH, KOTOPBIIT OT MEHS TOBAp

KYIIUT.

‘Do you remember what you [said to] (promised) me yesterday?

You wanted to get me a merchant who would buy the wares from me’

(68s) Pomnifily thy stho thj Imne offzoras Jalles gouweryll
thy Imne gottele kuopt3jn dabueth kotory gottsele
vmenna thowar kupyth da thy [...]

Gedenncke was du mir gesternn gelobet hast, Du
woltest mir einen kauffman zuwegebringen, der

wahre wolte vonn mir kauffenn [...] (s 57V 15-17, 19-21)

(69F) [...] daffno on mnie
poszulil tovar prodat, [...]
[...] altohandt

lauede he my de wahre thouorkopen [...] (F 359 10-11, 12-13)

JaBHO OH MHB IIOCYNIJI TOBAp MPOJATh.
‘[Long ago] he (just) promised to sell me the goods’

(69s) [...] da wettf3a onn
Imne pof3ulull, Jales thowar prodath [...]
[...] Abendts lobete ehr mir die wahre zuuorkauffen [...]

(s 40ri-2, 4)

Note that where words were replaced or constructions altered, we cannot be
fully sure of what prompted the change: was it the desire to eliminate the
NOM.SG.M. ending -e or a welcome side-effect of a change applied for other rea-

sons?

Of course, the various strategies could be combined:

ialsa ‘sncs’
~ Jales Imales ‘snech : uManecny’ (S 441 4)
ne dosuk mena sanel ‘Hefocyr MEB 3aHAT

~ nedosszugk Imne bule: samelo: “vefocyr Mub 6bI71e: 3anaAME’ (S 81 24)

roslesles: rosplatilsa: rosmoluilsa
‘po3mBaIech: POCIUIATUIICS: CMOJIBUJICS
~ rofSzozklos: rofSleefSles: rofiplattjles: rofipraujles
‘pO30UKIIeCh: pOo3/IE3/Iech: POCIUIATIIEC: POCIpaBIIech (S 33r 13)

(F 366 20)

(F 291 2)

(F34318)

The various strategies used by the scribe point to the fact that he did not me-
chanically remove the ending -e, but determined the best approach for each new
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form he encountered. This shows that he was working in a conscious and pre-
cise way.

6.4.4 Linguistic consequences

The large-scale removal of -e, a conscious effort on the part of the scribe of F,
compels the researcher to be very careful in drawing conclusions about the lan-
guage of the time, and to be aware of traces that the removal may have left.

First of all - and no different from what we find in the corpus of birchbark let-
ters — it seems that in the 16™ and 17" centuries the NoM.sG.M. endings -e and -@
were in concurrent use. Of the two variants, -e was a distinctly local ending and
-0 was more in line with less local or more official forms of Russian as well as
the language of the Church. This variation can be found in both s and r. In s,
the oldest phrasebook, we find 6vie next to 6vis1, senrvse next to senrvn and su-
Hosame next to sunosam (cf. also Bolek’s observations quoted above). The con-
clusion is further compounded by explicit synonymous alternatives in S:

ponaddjles: powaddjelfSe ‘moBagunecs: mosaguacs’ (sor1y)
ottfSull ottofSkle ‘otuém: oTouxe’ (s 23v 23)
dotzolssze: detzkles: doflo ‘moTuéncs: JOUKIECh: JOIITO’ (s 32v5)
pereuoll: pereuothgele ‘nepeBén: mepeserie’ (s34v12)
pritzfSoll: pritfile ‘mpuyaén: npuukne’ (s 38r4)
vtzkle: vtzboll ‘yaxne: yuér (ss50v3)
pofsnalfSe: pofnales ‘mosHancs: nosHanecy’ (s 54v18)
sapauedane: saklickanne: saklickann,: sapowedann

‘3amoBb/aHe: 3aK/IMKaHe: 3aK/IMKaH: 3al0BBaH (s 61r 16-17)

This situation had not changed meaningfully when Fonne’s phrasebook was
compiled: we still find sunosame and sunosam, npuuén and npuukne. Still,
there are decidedly fewer instances of -e in r. In 1992, Schaeken concluded that
the ending was retained best in [-participles preceded by a consonant cluster or
the reflexive particle -cs1/-cv, and that in adjectives the ending -e is basically re-
stricted to predicative contexts (1992: 292). There is no reason to fundamentally
revise these conclusions, as long as it is kept in mind that the data do not allow
us to conclude with certainty that the ‘retention’ of the ending is due to linguis-
tic circumstances.

It is not hard to come up with extra-linguistic explanations for the state of af-
fairs in r. One such explanation relies on the assumption that the scribe did not
always manage to recognise the ending -e. If it was word-final, it could easily be

56 The editors of s read ponaddjles: powaddyjelfle ‘gewont; used, accustomed’ as ‘moHagmecs:
noBaguics (cf. Modern Ukrainian nonadumu). On the basis of powaddeles: Ifswykle: powjickle
‘IOBafMIech: CBBIKIIE: IOBBIKIIE (S 451 20), the reading nosadunecs cannot be excluded.
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spotted; the subsequent removal was as easy as simply dropping it (see above).
But if it was followed by the reflexive suffix -cs#/-co and/or a consonant cluster
such as the local Pskov reflexes kI or gl, the ending became harder to spot, and
harder to remove without making mistakes.”” In the following case, for exam-
ple, only one of two forms (the ‘easier’ one) was stripped of its ending:

vprauilsa: sotzkles ‘ynpaBuncs: couknecn’ (¥ 343 8)
~ rofSpraujles: Sotkles ‘pocripaBuiecs: couxiecs’ (s 32v 23)

A second possible scenario presupposes that the scribe did in fact recognise the
ending, but chose not to remove it for practical reasons, namely out of consid-
eration with the user of the phrasebook. Take, for example, the high rate of re-
tention of the Nom.sG.M. ending -e in the frequent derivations of uecmv(cs),
such as couxnecv (¥ 343 8), occurring next to forms such as couéncsa. On first
thought, the retention seems odd: it goes against the general trend to remove
markedly local elements from the data, two of which (-x7- as well as -e) are pre-
sent in couxneco. But the main motivation behind the preservation of both may
have been exactly this combination of local characteristics. Had the ending -e in
a form such as couxneco been consistently removed - in favour of couéncs,
which additionally has a different form of the reflexive suffix - the user of the
phrasebook might have been unable to relate this form, which must have been
frequent in the streets of Pskov, to the quite different non-local form couéncs in
his phrasebook. With the accumulation of elements in couxnecw that would have
had to be changed, the scribe may have concluded that he had hit, so to speak, a
certain boundary. The retention of the local reflexes can then be explained as
serving a communicative purpose.

As a consequence of the removal of NoM.sG.M. -e, in all its complexity, future
research will have to consider the philological effects of the removal before us-
ing the data for linguistic analysis. After all, the removal left its traces on the
data, but is hardly ever directly visible without comparing the data with those in
s. In some cases, data will have be discarded from linguistic analysis or, at the
very least, used with extreme caution. However, a careful philological approach,
despite the problems, can lead to new insights, as will be illustrated here. The
first example concerns a small number of forms that have thus far been per-
ceived as erroneous. They can now be explained as failed attempts of the scribe
to remove an ending -e, as in the following entry in LEX:

7 For a similar set of cases where the reflexive suffix caused problems, see §7.4.5.
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6partks/bratk ‘brother’ (F4009)
W oA

Bamud g}:"“"%

Figure 77: 6patkn/bratk (F 40 9)

F's 6pamxka/bratk is directly matched by s’s Bratka ‘Ein bruder’, most probably
reflecting bratke (cf. s 72r 20). The editors of TF 11 read it as 6pamx<e>, and in-
deed it should be seen as a failed attempt to remove the ending -e, with an artifi-
cial form as its result. A more succesful attempt can be found elsewhere: brat (¥
478 1) corresponds to brattke (~ s 37r 20). Two adjectives in an unsual compara-
tive degree can also be explained by assuming that the -e was removed in F as a
form of hypercorrection:

(70F) [...] tovar
deszeffll togo ne budet
[...] de wahre werdt
nicht behter kop werden. (F 323 8-9,11-12)
[...] ToBap memeBn<e> TOrO He OyAeT
“The goods will not get any cheaper’

(70s) [...] thowar
deszeffle thogo ne bude. p. (s 241 15-16)

(71F) Prodaisli mnie tovar j tj mnie iovo suroffll:
skoro prodai [...]
Wultu my de wahre vorkopen, so vorkop se
my hastigen [...] (F 3411-2, 3-4)
IIponaemb-nu MEB TOBap, U Thl MHB €BO CYypOBIIb:
CKOpO Ipopait
‘If you are going to sell me the goods, then sell them to
me quick[er/fast]®

Figure 78: deszeffll (¢ 328 9), suroffll (¥ 341 1)

8 The reading in TF 11, suroffee ‘cyposbe’, must be rejected on the basis of the original manu-
script.
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A final isolated illustration is the case of smoluils, which must be interpreted as
the [-participle of cmonsumocs with a reflexive suffix -cs. The actual form
smoluils is a half-correction, somewhere mid-way between cmonsunecr and
CMOTIBUTICA:

(72F) Ia smoluils stim tzéllovekum.
Ich byn eins mjtt dem manne. (F 207 11-12)
A cmonmBUICH ¢ TUM 9€TOBBKOM
‘I made an arrangement with that man’

(72s) Ja smolwylys Istjym soluckum [...] (s 1041 12)

More structurally, the removal left its traces in a set of forms which show word-
final consonant clusters that are atypical for East Slavic. In East Slavic, I-
participles ending in consonant clusters such as *-ble, *-gls, *-klo, *-rlo and
*-zlv were simplified and lost their word-final -/ (i.e., *mogle became moe, etc.);
the [ was retained in the other genders, such as sG.F. moena and sG.N. moeno.

The same simplification can be found in Fonne’s phrasebook: npwes - priek
‘mpAar’ (¥ 79 21), srok ‘cpé€k’ (F 249 8), prives and privesz ‘npuses’ (F 274 17, F 290
1). But it also lists a number of forms in which the simplification of these word
final consonant clusters as we know it from other Russian dialects seemingly
did not take place, listed in the table below.

F s

6mocmu

nobnioen poblugl (F 289 7) poblugele (s gv 4)*°
sesmu

npueesn priwesll (F 250 17) -

npueésn privosll (¥ 275 13) pereuochle ‘nepe-

Berie’ (S 3v14)

80710b

807I0K7l volokll (k 214 13) -

omeonokn | otvolokl (F 432 4) -

-8bIKHYMb
CBbIKTI svikl (¥ 370 8) ilwykle (s 451 20)
NPUBLIKT privikl (¥ 370 8) powickle (s 45r 20)

-eubHymo
noeubn noru6mp/pogible (F 4316)  podyble (s 73 v17)

JHeup
corcéen szszogl (F 245 16) -

9 Of course, this would have been no6nwdn or nobnion, if not for the Pskov reflex gl (see §5.6.2).



NOMINAL AND PRONOMINAL FORMS

187

F s

330HymD

037671 Osabll (F 207 2) -
N3y

posnmwsncs | roslietzlsa (F 311 10) rofileef3les (s 33r 13)
MoUb

nepemoar peremogll (F 199 4) -

nepemoar peremogll (F 244 17) -
mepemp

cmeprn sterl (F 417 14) ifiterle (s 109v 21)
meub

nomexsn potekll (F 248 2) -
ymepemp

06ymépn obumorl (F 241 12) -

Table 28: Word-final -bl, -gl -kl, -rl and -zl in F

If one takes the data at face value, it is tempting to see in these forms in r the
reflection of linguistic reality. The [ in, say, potekll ‘morexnr’ may have been re-
tained or have been analogically restored under the influence of ¥ nomexna, N
nomexrno, etc., where it was regular.”® However, all safely corresponding forms
in s reflect the presence of the ending -e, as the table shows. I assume, therefore,
that the scribe simply removed the dialectal ending, yet did not simplify the
now word-final consonant cluster, which did not necessarily reflect linguistic
reality. This assumption is corroborated by a case in which the scribe did sim-
plify the cluster: privesz ‘mpuses’ (F 290 1) corresponds to prjwefSle ‘npusesne’
(sor22).

It cannot be excluded that, in a number of cases, intervention on the part of
the scribe led to unexpected results concerning gender agreement. Several of
these entries play a role in Zaliznjak’s discussion of non-congruential predicates
as an archaic feature in F (see 1998: 245f.), but they may have to be re-examined:

2161

ne velika promuszall ‘He BenMKO<ii>/BeMKO IIPOMBICETT
ne velike promuszal ‘He BenuKe mpombIcen’

~ neth veljke promufSlon ‘HbT Benmke npoMbllUIeHbe (S 59V 1)
moi serdetzna drug ‘Mot cepiedHO<IT> fpyT’

~ mojye druge veljke ‘Moe fpyre Benuke’ (s 30r 12-13)

(F22919)
(F4723)

(F 337 11-12)

1% Falowski summarily mentions prywykl ‘mpussiki’ (a s4r 2) and priwesle ‘mpusesine’ (a 59v 2),
under the heading “Retention of final clusters -kI, -zI” (1996: 36), but does not offer an explana-
tion.

' The Cyrillic transliterations are from TE 11 or, following a slash, as suggested by Zaliznjak

(1998).
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tzerdetzna druk ‘ceppedno<it> apyr’ (F 363 2-3)
~ druck veljky ‘npyr Bemuxmii (Bemuke) (s 41v 20)

torg rosna ‘Topr po3HO’ (F37717)
~ turck rofine ‘Tropr posue’ (s 471 17)

moi plates ... gotova ‘Mot 1aTex [...] roTOBa/TOTOBO’ (F 406 16)

~ moy plattes [...] gottoue: gottjeff ‘Mot mmaTex [...]
rorose: ToToB(?) (s 60r 23)
Mech [...] rosveszalos: rosdralos: rosdralsa ‘M’Bx po3Bsi3amoch:

PO3Ipanoch: po3ppancs’ (F39114)
~ Mech [...Jroffdrales ‘MEx posnpanecn’ (s 52r 8)

tovar provoloklos: saleszalsa ‘ToBap IPOBOIOK/IOCE: 3a/IeXancsa’ (F32213)
~ thowar salefSall: poruolojkes ‘ToBap 3ayexan: IPOBONOKIECH (S 7V 7)

tovar dobro biil ‘ToBap fo6po<it> 6puT (F 416 20)

~ thowaer dobbre bule ‘TroBap nobpe 6bi1e’ (s 1091 3)'*

The overall conclusion is that the scribe of r was acutely aware of the local na-
ture of the Nom.sG.M. ending -e and actively strove to eliminate it in many cases.
The wide range of strategies employed to accomplish this shows that his com-
mand of Russian was good enough to choose between multiple, and at times
complicated options when copying the material from his sources. Nevertheless,
the removal of -e was not always flawless, and left its traces on the data.

6.5 Nominative objects and Acc.sG.Fr. forms in -a

A typical syntactic feature of the Old Novgorod dialect is the regular occurrence
of constructions of the type s0da numu, where the direct object of an infinitive
predicate occurs in the nominative rather than the accusative case. In the birch-
bark corpus, evidence almost exclusively relates to a-stem feminine nouns in
the singular.'® In other contexts, like dependent infinitives and imperatives the
use of the accusative is the norm on birchbark."+

In his 1974 monograph on the use of nominative objects in North Russian,
Alan Timberlake discusses how this original situation changed and the nomina-
tive object spread to other contexts as well (as, for instance, infinitives governed
by modal predicatives like ado and mosHo, finite environments like xouy numeo
xon00Has 80da, and to prepositions requiring an accusative case, such as ou
udem Ha moeusna). In his view, this change occurred “through the reanalysis of
the nominative object rule from a syntactic rule of case specification to a mor-

> If one takes into account non-corresponding phrases, the combination velika vjgre
‘BermMKo<it> Buxpe’ (F 246 20) could fall into the same category.

' A notable exception is the use of NoM.sG. doyu (= douu) rather than acc.sG. douepu (BBL 40
from Staraja Russa; see Zaliznjak, Toropova, Janin 2005: 30); a 16™-century example of douu is
given by Unbegaun (1935: 129), quoted by Timberlake (1974: 62).

1% Paragraph based on Zaliznjak 2004: 156-157.



phological rule of syncretism” and is to be dated to the beginning of the 17" cen-

tury.'®s

Nominative objects can also be found in the phrasebooks of Schroue and
Fonne. Bolek remarked that their frequency in r is higher (1997: 67), an un-
quantified observation that is, in fact, borne out by the data. We will first look at
those phrases where a direct comparison is possible, before discussing the mate-
rial in its entirety. Throughout r, there are 14 cases of an acc.sG.F. direct object
in -a occurring in phrases which directly match a phrase in s (listed in Table
29). There appear to be no cases of the reverse situation, i.e. where s has an
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ACC.SG.E in -g, in contrast with r revealing -u in the corresponding phrase.

F

S

00HOpAOKA

6ouka

npasoa

various

T¥ vtesnill moi odnoretka. (¥ 225
20)

[...] nadob mnie dast odnoretka
schit. (F 460 1-2)
Nadob mnie ta botzka svarum
saliet [...] (¢ 282 10)
Nadob botzka smédum skrepit
[...] (F3916)
Posmotri botzka ladami y vtu-
orami [...] (F 425 14)
Skasi praffda ot tzista tzirtze [...]
(F3836)

[...] on tebe praffda ne skasal. (¢
400 09)

[...] ia iomu praffda skasu [...] (¢
402 11-12)
Vilei voda von ne tzista da pri-
nesz tzista (F 192 5)

Sciplota chotze kuritza vtzitt. (¢
230 1-2)
Nadob sonka ffgrosze dirsatt [...]
(F 230 11)

Perestaff kruska dobro kraska ne
roszibetz. (F 232 7)

Poteral ty fftum tovaru j golova
tuoia (F 365 6)

Thy vteefinjle moju odneratku.
(s35r3)

[...] nadoep Imne dath odnerecka
Byeth. [...] (s 38r15-16)

Nadoy Inne ta botka jfimala
Baljith [...] (s 6v5)

Nadop botflka Ifwinom
IBkrypyth [...] (s 51v 19)
Posmotry kottsky Laddamy: .I. v.
toramy [...] (s 64v 5)

Skaf3y praudu otf3ysta Syrtze [...]
(s 48v 23)

[...] onn tebbe praffy ne skaflzae.
(s 57r1)'%¢

[...] Ja jomu praudu schafine [...]
(s 58r16-17)

Wulej Wody woen prenossy
systa (s 101v 12)

Syplotta gottele kunythf3a
vthsyth. (s 64r 8)

Nadoep Zoncka offgrosse dyjrs-
sath [...] (s 111v18)

Pere Stahff krusskw. (s 103v 8)

Promottf3j: promutyles thy off
thom thowary I golluwa tuoya
[...] (s 42v17-18)

Table 29: Nominative objects in r

1% Paragraph based on Timberlake 1974: 104-112.

166

A has GEN.sG. prawdy (a 84v 9).
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The table shows that in 7 out of 14 cases, a form in -a in F is not matched by a
similar form in s. Instead, in s we find regular acc.sG.F forms in -u (odneratku
‘opHapAAKY, praudu ‘TpaBay’ (2X), krusskw ‘KpyXKy’) or GEN.SG.F. forms
in -y/-i (kottsky ‘6ouxw’, praffy ‘npasnsr, Wodj ‘Boppr).

In addition to these nominative objects, a form in -a pops up in a number
of corresponding phrases not as a direct object, but following a preposition re-
quiring an acc. These cases are listed in Table 30.

F S

ckanea Koli my tovar na skaluva po-  Kolly muy thowar na sthallu
loszim [...] (¥ 310 1) polof3ym [...] (s 18v 9)
Poloszi na pletze da poloszina  Polosszo¥ na pletze da
skalua. (¥ 323 5) ponef3y na schalua. (s 24r 9)
Veli tomu tzelovieku tovar na ~ Vollj thomu solucku thouar
skaluva, neszit: Prineszit [...] na schalua priuest [...] (s
(F 32316-17) 247 21)

Podi da sovu kasaki, da veli Prody da suoy dregeloff da

ihm tovar na skalua: vosz vest:  velly gjm Loem west: wesszy

privest. (F 344 19-20) pwest na stholua. (s 33r 16-
17; concordance 1); Velly
Ludym thowar na schalwa
prywesth. p [...] (s 36r 10;
concordance 2)

other [...] ¥ tf mnie na promena [...] Ity Imne winowatha na
vinovat [...] (F 394 5-6) promenu [...] (s 53v 21-22)

Table 30: AcC.sG.F. in -a following a preposition in r

Compared to Schroue’s phrasebook, r seemingly expands the use of forms in -a
after prepositions: the variation in s between na cxansy (1x) and Ha ckanea (3x)
has disappeared in favour of the latter, and s’s Ha npommny has made way for Ha
NpOMIvHA.

Additional to the corresponding forms above, the following list enumerates
the non-corresponding cases in F of nominative objects and Acc.sG.r. forms
in -a:

= Infinitive contexts

pb16a oBu” - riba louitt (r7219)
6gmaro npo6isiBa’/bumago probluiwat (F949)
ckopHA4n" mbagpa/skornzaetzitt miesdra (F1101)
Podi da veli matzka trinoska na vgon postauitt ia ribi varu. (F 194 14-15)
Tziplota chotze kuritza vtzit. (F 4721)'7

7 This phrase literally repeats an earlier phrase (¢ 230 1-2, listed in Table 29) with the same
form xypuua.
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[...] sim nam kapusta varit ‘uuM Ham Kamycra BapuTh? (F 481 4-5)
= Imperative contexts
30"MM Y372 3KOHN — soimi vsda iszkoni (F7910)
Malitz prineszi tzista voda ia ruka moiu. (F19119)
Lei woda ffumevalniko. (F1923)
[...] da satoppi gornitza (F1928)
Iemli venik da vypaszi gornitza. (F 192 14)
Iemli metla da vymeti iszbii. (F19216)
Otkroi okona da prikroi okontzina: stekoltzeta. (F1931)
Sagaszi svetzka. (F1936)
Nadei odnoretka. (F 194 8)
Poles von da ne roszibi gollova. (F2131)
Nenka dai dieta soska. (r 22818)
Iees da pei da bohum mollitze, da sobota pokin. (F 252 14)
Napisi kabala (r2639)
Sermega ne rosderi (F 48013)
Proglotti verba (F 486 15)
He nacepe nuspa (F 488 13)
* Present- and past-tense contexts
Malitz prineszi tzista voda ia ruka moiu. (F19119)
Ne very tj iomu on tebe praffda ne schasat. (F 214 19)'®

ia tebe ovetziu kosa dam sa tvoiu volokidu.
[...] ino svoie duscha otchrecha ogoroszaiet.
‘uno coe(!) myma(!) ot rpbxa oropoxkaer’
Iia IeBKa IT0Kas3asb eMg MI3aa
[...] da drusba my stoboi satsedim [...]
‘(TE 1) ga apyx6a(!) MbI ¢ Toboit 3acameM(?)’

(F 248 3-4)"®

(F 256 10-11)
(¥ 288 6-7)

(F 430 12-13)

BupanTel Buepa® KOpONNIIA Ha §IMIle (F 488 12)
= Prepositions
Nuchai na tutt traffka. ‘(Tr 11) Hroxait Ha(!) Ty TpaBka(!)’ (F 204 22)
Dai aspodi tebe na gora. ‘(TF 11) Jait Ociogn Te6 Ha ropa(!)’ (F 26110)
To dno stravilos, ne vmeet iovo opzt ffbotzka ffstavit

“To gHO cTpaBUIOCh, He yMbeT (TF 11)/yMbTb (Zaliznjak 1998)

€Bo omATb B 60uka(!) BcTaBUTD (F 426 4-5)
Kutza na kutza. ‘(Tr 11) Kyua na xyua(!)’ (F 439 10)
Golova na golova. ‘(TE 11) 'onoa Ha ronosa(!)’ (F 439 11)
Guba ffguba. ‘(T 11) I'y6a B ry6a(!)’ (F 439 12)

'8 Literally repeated, including npasoa, in E 400 9 (in a series of corresponding phrases; already
listed in Table 29).

1% Note the hybrid combination oseuvto xoxa; Timberlake lists the similar construction in
modern dialects conoma-ma ecto pacamarom and cusci eom maw kacd, with the oldest attesta-
tion dating back to 1724 (1974: 109-10).



192 INNOVATION IN TRADITION

The material gathered here shows that we are by no means dealing with the re-
stricted context in which the nominative object regularly occurred in the Old
Novgorod dialect, viz. that of non-dependent infinitives. The many contexts in
which the direct object in -a occurs include dependent infinitives, imperatives,
finite forms (present and past tense) as well as prepositions.

Given the nature of the source, we cannot a priori accept this increased
number of cases of the nominative object in F as the reflection of the early 17"
century reanalysis put forward by Timberlake, but have to consider the possibil-
ity of scribal influence first.

The following non-corresponding phrase shows that the hand of the scribe can
be discerned in the differences between s and r:

(738) Vipolloszi kruska tzista da prinesz pjva.
Spole de kannen reyn vndtt hale beer. (F 195 3-5)
(TF 11) Bemnonomy kpy>xka(!) 4icTo #a MpyHech MuBa.
‘Rinse the jug clean and bring some beer’

%ru*w— A8 ¥
ir"’ 4

‘:\{7 voflof ; M"‘H?‘f

Figure 79 Vjipolloszi kruska (¢ 195 3), witha<u

In (73F), the word kruska was emended from earlier krusku. The emendation
was applied immediately, before the scribe finished writing the word, as the
usual mark over the u is altogether absent.” He must have come to the conclu-
sion that svinonouju kpysxika was to be preferred over sunonowsu kKpysucxy.

Another emendation, involving the same word kruska, occurs in another
phrase:

(74F) Perestaff kruska dobro kruska ne roszibetz.
Sette de kanne wech datt se nicht entwey kame. (¥ 232 7-8)
(¥ 1) [epectaBb kpyxkKa(!), 1o6po He pocumbeTc<sa>.
‘Set the jug aside so that it may not break.’

(74s) Pere Sthaff krusskw. Setze die kannen hinwegk. p. (s103v 8)

Lfs’lnoﬁ—tl-
q’(’m, {-3-’ 'urfpi 1)"5':1’ f#ﬂf‘fd m’wm{-(r,;

E b‘bf‘aﬁ ﬁq"' .&:ttl&‘* 1 Vﬂ-‘:f - ‘16 r" "" {‘[ "“ M"‘y *s‘tulr
Figure 8o dobro kruska ne roszibetz (F 232 7)

v Alternatively, the original form could have been kruskn, which is unlikely.
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The last part of (74F), 006po (kpyxxa) ne pocusubemcs, does not occur in s.
In the first part of the sentence, s reflects xpysky, rather than F’s kpyxxa. The
scribe of ¥ may, like in the previous phrase, have replaced xpys#xky of his source
by kpyska. The second part of the phrase may have been copied from one of his
sources, or might be the scribe’s own addition. Initially, he may have distin-
guished both occurrences of kruska (the former being direct object, the latter
subject), but later noticed their formal identity and stroke out the second occur-
rence. The motivating factor behind this may have been stylistic: the scribe
judged the repetition of a word used earlier in the same sentence unwanted. In
other words: in his eyes, striking out the second kruska did not affect the
grammatical correctness of the phrase. This emendation shows that the result is
the outcome of conscious consideration: the scribe must have been convinced
that this was correct.

Having established that the scribe was aware of the difference between the end-
ings -y and -a in these instances, the cases listed above have to be approached
with caution.

In some cases, lexical influence may be discerned, meaning that acc.sG. -a is
systematically found in a specific lexeme. Take oonopsoxa, for instance: there is,
in fact, not a single ‘regular’ occurrence of odnops0ka in PHRAS. In all instances
where the word occurs as a direct object, the manuscript reflects oonopsaoxa (3x;
all listed above). The same form also occurs in a GEN.SG. context: ottuoi od-
noreetka ‘ot tBoN(!) omHopsanka(!) (F 225 22). This GEN.sG. odnoreetka is at-
tested in a non-corresponding phrase immediately following one where od-
noretka occurs as a direct object (F 225 20-21), and where the corresponding
phrase in s reflects oonopsoky (s 35r 3). The correspondences suggest that the
source of ¥ may have had variation between oonopsoxa and oonopsoxy as an
ACC.SG., with the former form predominating. This variation was then removed
by the scribe, who generalised the form in -a, odnopsoxa.

A similar lexical influence can be found for the word cxansa ‘scales’: Fonne’s
manuscript without exception has na ckanea. Four times this occurs in the con-
text of an acc (see Table 30; s reflects Ha ckansy once). Once the same form oc-
curs in the context of a Loc: Moi tovar na skalua “Moit ToBap Ha ckansa’ (E 300
21; corresponding to Moy thowar Jest na schalua in s 14r 3-4). Again, the varia-
tion that there was in s (3x Ha ckanea and 1x Ha ckaney in an Acc context, 1X Ha
ckaneéa in a LOC context) was removed in F.

Another case where forms in -a seem to be linked to a particular lexeme, is
6ouka. This form is used as a direct object 3 times (see Table 29 above), and fol-
lowing the preposition 6 once. B 60uka occurs in the non-corresponding phrase
To dno stravilos, ne vmeet iovo opeet ffbotzka ffstavit “To gHO cTpaBUIOCH, He
yMBTb €BO OIIATD B 60YKA BCTABUTD (F 426 4-5).
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Note that there is also innovation in the reverse direction: perett sudiu (¢ 210
9) versus perodsudya (s 106V 7), peredt sudiu (F 294 14) versus perodth fSudja (s
11r 26). This must also be seen as lexically determined: to the scribe neped cyovto
must have been a fixed combination.

In some cases — especially those having no correspondence in s — we have to
consider the possibility that, apart from lexical influences, we may be facing the
result of the scribe’s own inventiveness. Especially when it comes to forms in -a
following a preposition, the evidence for its validity is flimsy.

To start with the phrase Nuchai na tutt trafka ‘Ruck dat krudtt’ (r 204 22): it
is probably of the scribe’s own making: in an attempt to fill up a page after the
phrase Tzto tack pachnett “Wadtt stinckett so’ (F 204 20), he wrote down the
variations Tzto tack nuchatt “Wat ruckt so’ (F 204 21) and Nuchai na tutt
trafka.”

The three phrases Kutza na kutza ‘Hup vmb hup’, Golova na golova ‘Houedt
auer houedt’ and Guba ffguba “Top vmb top’ (F 439 10, 11, 12) also have no cor-
respondence in s, and are consecutive phrases which might be the scribe’s own
addition.

Then there is the phrase Dai aspodi tebe na gora | Godt geue dattu maogest an
den strandt lopen ‘God grant [you to be on] (that you may come to) the shore’
(¢ 26110). This is a non-corresponding phrase at the very end of PHRAS-GEN, a
part of the section which has very few corresponding phrases and comes right
before r 262-269, which are in a different hand. The phrase may have been the
invention of the scribe.”

The only form in -a after a preposition which is not philologically suspect,
occurs in j tj mnie na promena vinovat (¢ 394 5). F usually reflects Ha npommmy
(occurring 5 times throughout pHRAS), and furthermore has a clear correspon-
dence in s, which has na npommny. Na promena might be a conscious innova-
tion by the scribe of ¥, although it could also be a simple copying error.

The most unsuspect cases of nominative objects occur with infinitives and im-
peratives. The conscious innovation of the scribe is most obvious in the emen-
dation of kruska (2x) and by the correspondence Vjlei voda von ne tzista da
prinesz tzista (F 192 5) versus Wulej Wodj woen prenossy sjsta (s 101v 12). If we
add the Anonymous phrasebook to our considerations, we may add the corre-
spondence Pei voda (¢ 235 22) versus Pey wodu (a 54r 8), as well as da piju voda
¥ quasz ‘na Tibio Bofia 1 kBac (F 258 4; nvto as a 3PL) versus da wodu pyty ‘na Bo-

7 See §4.4.

72 The scribe may also have confused 2opa ‘mountain; (also) shore’ with 2ope ‘sorrow; misfor-
tune’: the phrase [lati Ocnoou mebmw Ha eope ‘May God grant it to your misfortune’ would make
a lot more sense within the context of a trade-related phrasebook.
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ny it (A 43v 18; using a different construction, with the INr. numu), showing
the same general tendency.

When it comes to nominative objects and Acc.sG.k. forms in -g, lexical influ-
ence and scribal inventiveness have had their influence on the text of F, for the
better and for the worse. In several cases, the correctness of the resulting forms
is doubtful, showing that the scribe — with all his awareness of delicate gram-
matical issues — did often not produce correct forms when he had to build them
from scratch.

In the light of Timberlake’s observation that the combination Passauy chelou-
zachaya ‘mosoBu cnyxauiast in Jean Sauvage’s 1586 Dictionaire Moscovite may
be “one of the earliest unmotivated uses of the nominative for object” (1974: 40;
see also Larin 1933: 49-50), the conscious innovation of the scribe of  in infini-
tival and imperative contexts — being some two decades younger than Sauvage’s
- could in fact be seen as confirming Timberlake’s observation of the early 17"-
century spread of nominative objects. The material in , however, should be
used with care.

6.6 Exploring nominal morphology: mosap
6.6.1 Introduction

By far the most frequent Russian noun in Fonne’s phrasebook is, unsurpris-
ingly, mosap ‘wares’: it occurs well over 600 times in various cases, leaving the
runner-up, 6oe, behind at no more than approximately 125 instances, almost ex-
clusively attested in the Nom.sc. Forms of mosap are not evenly spread
throughout the manuscript: they are essentially restricted to PHRAS-TRADE, with
one exception in PHRAS-GEN (fovar, F 245 10). Still, its high frequency makes
mosap a suitable candidate for a case study of nominal morphology.”?

The sheer volume of the data alone makes this a complex matter to present, and
is made yet more complex by the philological situation of the manuscript. Let us
therefore start by what is already available in terms of analysis: the interpreta-
tion reflected in the normalised transliteration of Tk 11 and the subsequent lexi-
cal categorisation in TF 111, with all the caution that the use of these data re-
quires (cf. Zaliznjak 1998: 237). On the basis of TF 111, the following paradigm
can be reconstructed:

SG PL
NOM ToBap (137x) / ToBa<p> (1X) -
GEN ToBapy (110x) / ToBap(!) (1x) -

73 The regular spelling of mosap as tovar was discussed in §5.5.1.
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DAT ToBapy (28x) / ToBap<y> (1x) -
ACC ToBap (241X) / ToBapy (24X) TOBapHI (5X)
INSTR ToBapoM (38X) / ToBapb (3x) -
LOC ToBapb (14x) / ToBapoM (3x) -

This paradigm is interesting for a number of reasons. First of all: there are no
plural forms of mosap, save for the lone acc.pL. mosapui. Secondly, the form
mosapy is classified as one of three cases: GEN.SG., DAT.SG., O ACC.SG., illus-

trated in (75)-(78).

(758) [...] ne smeiu ia tzenu
vtogo tovaru ne vbauit ne pribauit [...]
[...] ich dor den kop
van der wahre nicht vorminnern offt vor-
mehren [...] (¥ 283 2-3, 7-9; TF III: GEN.SG.)
He cmBio st 17BHY Y TOro TOBapy Hi YOaBUTb HY IIPUOABUTH
‘T dare neither lower the price (for the goods) nor raise it’

(76F) Ia suoiogo tovaru ne chitril tovar besz chitrosti.
Ich hebbe myne wahre nicht vorvelschedstt.
de wahr is sunder valscheydtt. (F 305 6-8; TF III: GEN.SG.)
41 cBOEro TOBapy He XUTPWUIL, TOBAp 6e3 XUTPOCTH.
‘T have not falsified my wares, the wares are without falsification.’

(77¥) Kdobromu tovaru ludi trutze: prilipaiutt [...]
Tho guder wahr sindt de lude genegedtt:
drengen [...] (F 287 1, 3-4; TF III: DAT.SG.)
K po6pomy ToBapy moau TpyTCA: IPUINIAIOT
‘People [cling / stick to] (are keen on/crowd to have/care for) good wares’

(78F) Ia tebe tovaru sam ottotzstu [...]
Ich wyll dy de wahre suluest afftellell [...] (F 343 4, 6; TF III: ACC.SG.)
51 Te6F TOBapy cam oTOUTy
‘T will count off the goods for you myself

And finally, we have the forms mosapom (written tovarum) and mosapm (writ-
ten fovari, with i for /&/). According to TF 111, mosapom (the form for the
INSTR.SG.) also turns up in contexts where one would expect a LocC.sG., whereas
the Loc.sG. form mosapm also turns up in an INSTR.SG. context, as illustrated in
(79)-(82).
(79F) [...] da menz suoim tovarum ne obisai.

[...] vnd bedruch my nicht mit diner wahre. (F 337 7, 9; INSTR.SG.)

Tla MeHsI CBOVIM TOBAapOM He 00VDKait
‘And do not cheat me with your goods’

(80F) [...] ty fftom tovarum ne
protorguvalsa [...]
[...] du bist mit der wahre
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nicht bekoepslagedt [...] (F 377 15-16, 19-20; LOC.SG.)
THI B TOM TOBAPOM He IIPOTOPrOBaJICs
“You have not let yourself be chated with these goods’

(81F) Besz meru ti proszis na tum tovari [...]
Ahne mahte eschestu vor de wahre [...] (F 319 9, 11; LOC.SG.)
bes MBpoI THI TpocKIIb HAa TOM TOBaph
‘You are asking a price beyond the limit for these goods’

(82F) Mnogl tj denoch sa suoium tovari sagodne
vlovil: dabuil.
Heffstu vehle geldes van dage vor djne
wahre gelosedt: gekregen. (F 420 14-17; INSTR.5G.)
MHoOr<o>-71b Tbl JIEHET 32 CBOEM TOBaph cerogHe
YIOBUIT: {OOBII?
‘Have you caught / gained much money for your
goods today?’

In this section, I present some observations on the various forms of mosap that
can be found in k. These observations are based on comparison of the data in r
with those in s, revealing structural differences between both manuscripts. In
many cases, the data in F can be explained as the result of interference on the
part of the scribe of ¥, prompted by a corrupt source. It is important to keep in
mind that I point out general tendencies rather than try to explain all individual
forms.

Direct evidence showing the linguistic awareness of the scribe of Fonne’s
phrasebook and proving that structural differences are the result of innovations
on his part has so far been found in emendations in the original manuscript. In
the case of the paradigm of mosap, this type of evidence can be found in two
different contexts: the replacement of the preposition 3a with #a (§6.6.2) and
the GEN.SG. mosapy (§6.6.3).

6.6.2 Replacing 3a with na

A few times, F and s differ in the choice between the prepositions #a and 3a. A
fairly typical example is the following phrase:

(83F) Ne meneies tj somnoi tovaru protiff tovaru
¥ ty inomu sa dengi prodai [...]
Wiltu m¥t my buhten wahre iegen wahre,
so vorkop se ejnem andern vorgeldt [...] (F 338 15-16, 19-20)
He mBHsAED THI CO MHOV TOBapy IPOTUB TOBapY,
U ThI I/IHOMY 3a NEHbI'N Hponai{
‘If you will not change goods for goods with me, then
sell to another for money’

(83s) Ne menejs sumnoy thy thowar na tho war Ity Imnomu
proday na dengy |[...]
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Wiltu nicht mit mir beutenn wahr vmb wabhr, so vorkauffs
einem vor geldt [...] (s 30V 13-14, 16-17)

An analysis is unproblematic here: both na dengj ‘na penpru’ (s) and sa dengi
‘3a meHbrn’ (F) are constructions requiring the acc. An analysis is equally un-
problematic in 3 similar cases that can be found elsewhere.”* In other cases, the
situation is more complicated, as in (84).

(84F) Ne suegi ottum: proto, da dai mnie sa tom
tovari kak ia ottebae proszil.
Dinge darumb nicht, vnd giff my vor de
wahre, alse ich van dy geeschedt hebbe. (F 417 17-20)
(TF 11) He 3BArM otoMm: mmpo to fa mait MES 3a(!) Tom
TOBapB, KaK s OT Te6s IPOCUTL.
‘Do not haggle about it, but give me what I asked
you for those goods.’

(84s) Ne Suoggy offtom: ottum: protho, da daj Imne, na tum
thowary stho Ja vtebbe prossyll, (s 110r 5-6)

As in the previous case, the preposition #a in s corresponds to 3a in r. Further-
more, there is direct evidence that the scribe of F is responsible for this change:
Figure 81 clearly shows that r initially had na ‘na’, which was later changed into
sa ‘3a’.

.
{aom

Figure 81: sa tom < na tom (¥ 417 17)

By extrapolation of (83) and (84), I assume that correspondences of #a (s) and
3a (r) are the result of conscious interference by the scribe of .7 If we restrict
ourselves to 3a mosap versus Ha mosap, 3 additional cases similar to (84) can be
identified, all within a range of 15 pages. The table below lists all 4 cases, with
the suggested transliterations in TF 11.

74 These 3 cases are: na kumany (s 12r 5) ~ sa dengi (F 296 4-5); na suoye tzenu na suay kumj (s
30r 11) ~ na suoiu tzenu; sa suoie dengi (F 337 10-11), na to (s 33v 14) ~ sa to ‘for the amount
which’ (F 345 21).
75 Sometimes, this change went beyond a change of preposition: compare na thom ‘Ha ToM’
(s 31r 16) with sa tovar ‘sa ToBap’ (F 339 23), where the anaphoric reference was replaced with
the noun mosap.
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F s

dai mnie sa tom tovari da day Imne, na tum thowar¥ (s 110r 5)
‘mait mu’h 3a(!) Tom TOBap® (F 417 17-18)

Mnogl tj denoch sa suoium tovari Imnogoll thy dennock sogodny na
sagodne vlovil: dabuil. suoyom thowary vloujle (s 111v 8-9)

‘MHOI<0>-JIb ThI JEHET 3a CBOEM
toBapB(!) cerogue ynosua / foben?’ (B
420 14-15)

Vsli tebe isoslo to sa suoium tovari ffzaet | Vssoly tebbe Issofflo, tho na suojum
‘<3>a cBoeM ToBaph(!)’ (F 422 1) thowarum offf3eth (s 112v 1-2)
Doszit ia tebe sa suoium tovari daval -

‘3a cBoéM ToBapB(!)’ (F 43118)7°

Table 31: 3a (F) vs. na (s)

At the time, the editors of TF 11 were not aware of the data of Schroue’s phrase-
book. This made their analysis significantly more difficult, to which the incon-
sistent transliterations of the phrases testify. They cannot decide whether the
preposition 34, the case ending -, or both were unexpected. The editors of TF
1 also struggled with the analysis, and ended up categorising all 4 cases of
tovari as INSTR.SG. If one includes the data of s, and accepts the innovative na-
ture of F, the data in F are relatively easy to explain.

In (83s), we encountered the construction Ha + acc, which made the re-
placement of na with 3a (3a + Acc) a simple task. In the 4 cases above, however,
we are dealing with na + Loc., e.g. na tum thowarj ‘Ha Tom tToBapd’. But the
preposition 3a would still require an Acc in these contexts, e.g. 3a mom mosap.
What we find in F, as a result of the scribe’s interference, are essentially hybrids:
the combinations such as sa tom tovari and sa suoium tovari are stuck midway
between Ha mom/c6oém mosapw and 3a mom/ceoti mosap, and hard to analyse
in a linguistically meaningful sense.”” A hybrid of a similar kind, involving a
personal pronoun rather than the noun mosap, can be found elsewhere in the
phrasebook: sa iom ‘3a ém’ (F 314 2; rather than something like sa nim ‘3a Hum’)
corresponds to s’s na Jam ‘Ha ém’ (s 20r 10).

This line of reasoning can be taken a step further. Take phrase (85):

(85F) Ia tebe tolko sa tovari ne dam kak tj moluis [...]

78 This occurrence is not included in TF 111, but is in fact similar.

77 8’s entry na suoyum thowarum (s 112v 1-2), rather than something like na suojum thowari,
should be considered corrupt. If the source copied by the scribe of F indeed contained the same
combination, F’s correspondence sa suoium tovari (¢ 422 1) should be seen as an attempt to rec-

tify this.
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Ich wyll dj souehle vor de wahre nicht geuen.

alf$ du sechst [...] (F 3141, 6-7)
(TF 11) 5 Te6 TONIBKO 3a TOBAPHI He AaM KaK ThI MOJIBUIIb
‘T will not give you as much for the goods as you say’

(85s) Ja debbe tolku na tuoy thowary ne dam kack thy
moluys [...]
Ich will so viell nicht gebenn als du sagest [...] (s 20r10-11, 14)

Corresponding to s’s na tuoj thowarj we find sa tovari in r. The phrase in F
omits the personal pronoun and is transliterated by the editors of TF 11 as 3a
mosapul, and tovari accordingly categorised as an acc.pr. in TF 11. The table
below lists all 5 occurrences of tovari marked as an Acc.PL. in TF 111:

F S

[...] tzto ia sa tovari malo proszil (¢ 312 | stho Ja na tho waru morle prof3yll (s

3) 191 28)

Ia tebe tolko sa tovari ne dam [...] (¢ Ja debbe tolku na tuoy thowary ne
314 1) dam [...] (s 20r9)

Isoslol tebe tolko sa tovari ffzeet [...] (¢ | IBof3loll tebbe tolko f3a thowar vifieth
376 8) [...] (s 4713)

[...] tzto iomu preemo sa suoim tovari -
ftzeet. (¥ 38117)
Malo sa tovari podaies [...] (F 43114)7® | -

Table 32: tovari as an ACC.PL. in TF III

Although the correspondences with phrases in s are not as clear-cut as in the
previous table, there is no need to strictly separate the cases in both tables from
one another. In all likelihood, all 9 cases in the two tables above are the result of
interference on the part of the scribe. In the light of the absence of any reliable
cases of mosap occurring in the plural (both in s and F), the analysis of the cases
of tovari in the table above as an Acc.pL. mosapwv: cannot be upheld. These cases
should be discarded from linguistic analysis. At the same time, they do give
more insight into the way the scribe treated his sources and to his less-than-
perfect command of Russian.

6.6.3 GEN.SG. mosapy and its expansion

The regular Gen.sG. ending for masculine o-stem nouns is -a. At the same time,
the GEN.sG. form mosapa is completely absent from Fonne’s phrasebook, which

78 Misread in TF 11 as tovar.
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features mosapy as a GEN.sG; this is in line with what we find in s and a."”® The
corpus of birchbark letters only has attestations of mosapa, like in Modern
Standard Russian.”® Still, mosapy is a perfectly plausible form. It is in line with
Zaliznjak’s observation that uncountable masculine o-stem nouns in the bir-
chbark corpus “also have -y” (2004: 96n.). The GEN.sG. mosapy can also be
found in the Gramoty Velikogo Novgoroda i Pskova (especially utoxezo mosapy
in letter 101, dated 1476-77), in the 16™-century data collected by Unbegaun (“le
génitif ToBapy est trés fréquent dans nos textes”, 1935: 117), and the 17"-century
data collected by Cocron (1961: 41).

Comparison of the data in Fonne’s phrasebook with those in Schroue’s yields a
number of cases where GEN.SG. mosapy in F - as analysed in TF 111 — matches
mosap in s. These cases are listed in the table below, grouped together accord-
ing to linguistic context.

F s
negated Ne meneies tj somnoi tovaru protiff ~Ne menejs sumnoy thy thowar na
predicate tovaru (¥ 338 15) tho war (s 30v 13)
tzto mnie tovaru ne prodas (F 357 19)  stho thj Imne thowaer ne prodayes
(s39r7)
ne mogu ia tovaru ottebe vykupit (f  ne mogo Ja thowar vtobby wykubjth
359 1-2) (s 39v11-12)
Otzum ty mnie tovaru ne priprova-  Ottum thy Imne thowar ne pry-
dis (r 374 1) prowadyjs (s 46v 3)
da ne priprovadis mnie tovaru (F 413  da ne pryprowaddys thj Imne tho-
1-2) waer (S 63V 15-16)
kotoroi tovaru ne smutit (F 415 21- kothori thowar na Ifimutjth (s 108r
22) 18)
(possible) kolko vmenz tovaru tzislum (F 279  kolcko vmenne thowaer Jesth (s 5v
partitive 5-6) 1)
mnogo tovaru (F 290 1) Imnogo tho war (s or 22)

Stobiii tj mnie tovaru na sto rubloff ~ Stoboy thy Imne, thowar na

privesos (E 418 1-2) stovubelloff prijwesses (s 110r 9)

79 For A, see Falowski 1996: 42.
¥ Tosapa occurs in BBL 107 (1180-1200), 249 (bis; 1380-1400), and 624 (1160-1180).
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F N

ellipsis Kdobromu tovaru ludi trutze: prili-  Vck dobberomu thouaru prilubaju
paiutt da otchudogo tovaru beszat da otgudoga [e] obegaju (s 8r 10)
ludi protz (¥ 287 2)

fixed ex- Ne meneies tj somnoi tovaru protiff Ne meneys sumnoy thy thowar na
pression tovaru (¥ 338 15) tho war (s 30v13)
chto biii somnoiu menel tovaru actho sumnoju memell tho war, na
protyff tovaru (F 338 17-18) thowaer (s 30v 14-15)

remaining | ToBap MpOTHB ToBapg/tovar protiff ~ thowar prothiff tho war (s 3r 5)
tovaru (F 273 4, 15)

steregi moiovo tovaru (F 327 1)"®

sthereggy thj moyogo thowar (s 25r
20)

Ot dobrogo tovaru (F 346 15) Oth dobbrogo thowar (s 34r 6)

Ne strasz tova tovaru kupit (F 366 6)  Ne straflis thoga thowar kupjth (s

431 12)

Table 33: ¥ mosapy ~ s mosap

To establish that this difference may well be retraced to interference of the
scribe of F, a digression is in order, after which I shall return to the table above.
Take a look at phrase (86), which, at first sight, is a wholly unremarkable
phrase: the combination ottovo tovaru ‘ot ToBo ToBapy is grammatically flaw-
less, and corresponds to s’s vtago tho waru.

(86F) Ostalesli vtebe skodok: ostatok ottovo tovaru.
Is dy nicht ey auerlop gebleuen van d(er) wahre. (F 3211-2)
Ocrarnecs 11 y Tebe CXOLOK: OCTATOK OT TOBO TOBApy?
‘Have you (not) some [remainder /] rest from those goods?’

(86s) Ofdtalfily vtebbe sodock: vi3atock vtago tho waru prodafino
Hastu nicht einen vbelkauf zukauffe, vonn der wahre. (s 23r 12-13)

However, r shows that tovaru was emended from earlier tovar. (i.e., tovar, fol-
lowed by a full stop), as the figure below shows.

o e
f’éﬁ”ﬂﬂ Zfllf’ﬂ/rn

Figure 82: ottovo tovaru < ottovo tovar. (F 3211)

¥ On the use of the GEN.sG. as the case for a direct object in combination with cmepeus, cf.
Krys’ko 2006: 228.
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This emendation is confirmed by a repeated instance of the same phrase later in
the manuscript (¢ 384 6 + 10), which has ottovo tovar, rather than ottovo tovaru,
as in (87).
(87F) Ostalesli vtebe ostatok: skodok, ottovo tovar

1 Heffstu eynen auerloep van der wahre. (¥ 384 6,10)
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Figure 83: ottovo tovar (¢ 384 6) and reversed translations

The repetition of this phrase in F is atypical for three reasons. First of all, literal
repetitions, although they do occur, are relatively rare for r. Also, the scribe
mixed up the German parts of two consecutive phrases (cf. Figure 83), which he
corrected by adding the numerals 2 and 1 to the translation of the phrases. Fi-
nally, the repeated phrase is the only phrase on that page in ¥ which does not
correspond to a sequence of phrases on pages 49r and 49v in s; the phrase is, so
to speak, out of place.

It is hard to ascertain how the situation we are faced with in (86) and (87)
came about. It would be tempting to see the emendation of oftovo tovar into
ottovo tovaru in (86F) as the elimination of an error in the source he was copy-
ing: the occurrence ottovo tovar in (87r) would then be the retention of this er-
ror in the source. However tempting this may be, correct vtago tho waru in
(87s) makes this improbable.

We could be dealing with a Verschlimmbesserung, or an improvement for the
worse. If we assume that the source copied by the scribe of k, like Schroue’s
phrasebook, reflected the form y moeo mosapy, ¥’s ottovo tovar in (87F) would
be such a disimprovement. The exact same phenomenon can be found else-
where in the manuscript: vtovo tovar (F 342 1-2) corresponds to s’s vtago
thowaru (s 32r 21). If we accept the possibility of an improvement for the worse,
the scribe would have copied mosap instead of mosapy 3 times, of which 1,
(86F), was corrected. To put these cases in a broader context, it has to be kept in
mind that the scribe did not simply copy the phrases from his sources. For every
single phrase, he had to keep an eye on a large number of different phenomena
which were subject to adaptation, correction or change. Copying a phrase was a
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multiply complex operation (see §4.2). The change of tovar into tovaru - i.e. the
changes listed in Table 33 — was one of these phenomena to be aware of. In the
case of ottovo tovar (2x) and vtovo tovar, the scribe may have been triggered
into action by the desired outcome rather than the initial situation. The trigger
worked in the opposite direction, and led to the ‘improvement’ of tovaru into
tovar. In the case of ottovo tovar (87F), the scribe may additionally have been
distracted by the fact that the phrase had to be copied from another sequence of
phrases in the source (see above). In ottovo tovaru (86F), the error was repaired.
Whichever scenario holds true, the emendation at least tells us that the scribe
was aware of this ending.

Now the influence of the scribe has been established, we return to the table, and
start looking at the linguistic environment of the phrases listed there. What
could have prompted the scribe of F to change the mosap in his source (as re-
flected in s) into mosapy? This is where the grouping of phrases into categories
is helpful.

The largest group encompasses contexts with a negated predicate, a likely
environment for a direct object to occur in the genitive case (cf. for the birch-
bark corpus, Zaliznjak 2004: 159).

Another group comprises thoses cases where mosapy occurs in a context
where a partitive interpretation is either obligatory or possible, such as mrozo
mosapy (F 290 1).

In other cases, the table shows that we are dealing with a different construc-
tion which requires a different case (s na mosap versus ¥ npomus mosapy), or
an elliptic context in s which is non-elliptic in ¥ (s 0a om xydoea [mosapy] obe-
2aw Versus E 0a om xy0020 mosapy 6exam 100U npouv).

In the remaining cases, Fonne’s manuscript reflects the form mosapy which
would have been the expected form in Schroue’s phrasebook as well (judging by
the preposition or the endings of the adjectives and pronouns).

All in all, there seems to be no case where F’s mosapy is less acceptable than
moeap. The expansion of GEN.sG. mosapy makes sense.

The expansion of the GEN.sG. ending -y is apparent in other words as well.
Fonne’s phrasebook has 7 instances of a GEN.SG. uenoswxy/uénosmwky,™ besides
9 cases of regular wenosmwxka. The 7 instances of uenosnwxy/uénosmwky only have 2
correspondences in s, which both show the ending -a expected for animate o-
stem nouns. Further occurrences of -y with animate nouns are svosniku
‘<u>3BO3HMKY (F 328 8; s Iffmafinick, 8v 12; A wosnicka, 83r 6) and bogu ‘6ory’
(F 47517).

¥ F 21918, F 2225, F2271(~ S 43V 17), F 244 13, F 3311 (~ S 26V 23), E 474 1 (2X).
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6.6.4 ACC.SG. mosapy
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In 24 cases, the editors of TE 111 analyse tovaru (or, twice, tavaru) as an ACC.SG.
Given the unlikelihood of a true acc.sG. form mosapy, we may be dealing with
the imperfect command of Russian of the scribe of r. The table below lists these
cases (grouped together, like above).

F s
nocmomprmey | ia pridu [...] tuoiego tovaru pos- | Ja Pride vttbbe tuoygtho waru
motrit (F 277 1-2) posmotryth (s 4r 21-22)
ia [...] priszol tuoiogo tovaru pos- | Ja [...] prifizoll tuoyogo thowaru
motrit (F 306 17-18) pofim tryth (s 17v 2-3)
Ias tuoiovo tovaru posmotru (F Ja tuojoga thowaru pofimotriu (s
3381) 30V 1)
My tovaru posmotrim (F 338 11) Muy thowaru pofimotrym (s 30v
9)
prischol ia [...] tuoiovo tovaru -
posmotrit (F 424 1-2)
negated predi- | ne isoide: povodno mne tovaru ne pouodua Inne tho war [...]
cate [...] ffzaet (F 279 19-20) vyBeth (s 5v11-12)
direct object prodai tj mnie tovaru sa tzisto (¢ | proday thy Imne thowar 8¢ 3jsto

29112)

ias tebe tovaru perepuszu (¥

293 2)

Ne meneies ty somnoi tovaru
protiff tovaru [...] chto biii som-
noiu menel tovaru protyft tovaru
(F 338 15-18)

¥ ty komu liibo tomu tavaru pro-
davai (¥ 340 16-17)

Ia [...] tovaru sam ottotzstu (¢
343 4)

Torguiy tj tovo tovaru (F 349 12)
Torgui tj tovo tavaru (F 349 14)
ty mnie tovaru priprovadis, ne
priprovadis tj mnie tovaru (¢

375 6-7)

Sakuni [...] tovaru sakupaiu (¢
386 1)

Podrutzisti mnie tovaru kupit (¢
386 13)

koiovo dni tj mnie tovaru pripro-

(s10v1)

Ja tebbe thowar pene pusszu (s 11r
14-15)

Ne meneys sumnoy thy thowar na
tho war [...] actho sumnoyu me-
mell tho war, na thowaer (s 30v
13-15)

Ity kumy lube thomu thowar pre-
daway (s 31v 15)

Ja [...] thowar flam ottotzf3uo (s
32v19)

Turguy thy thowaru (s 35r 18)
thy Imne thowar pryprowaddjs
ne priprowaddys thy Imne tho-
waru (S 47V 4-5)

Sakup my [...] thowar lakupaju
(s 50r 8)

Produetsyfftjs Imne thouaru
kupyth (s 50r 17)
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F S

vadis (F 426 8-9)
Pospeesli mnie [...] tovaru pripro- | -
vaditt (F 435 16)
Ffsak suoiovo tovaru chualit (¥ -

443 4)

remaining Ia moi dengi [...] fftovaru po- -

cases loszal. (¢ 282 15)
Otzum ty mnogo sueszis na moiu | VttBum thj Immogo Buef3ys
tovaru (F 317 1) omoyum thowary (s 21r 7)
bes meru tj sa tovaru proszis (¥ bes meru thy 3a thowar profiys (s
410 17-18) 62v 8-9)

Ia tovaru otteba odolsitza: odol- -

sus (F 432 15)
Otzum tj na suoiu tovaru veliku | -

tzenu saloszil (F 434 9)

Table 34: mosapy analysed as Acc.sG. in TF 111

Let us take a look at the cases, according to the various categories that are dis-
tinguished in the table above.

The direct object of nocmompromo, a verb of visual perception, can occur
both in the GEn.sG. and the acc.sG.; this variation is also documented by
Krys’ko, who cites examples from various phrasebooks as well as originally Rus-
sian documents (2006: 227). The cases of tovaru in the table above, should
doubtlessly be seen as GeEN.sG.; the same GEN.sG. can be found in the corre-
sponding phrases in s and are not due to an innovation on the part of the scribe
of 5.'%3

Innovation on the part of the scribe can be discerned in the phrase ne isoide:
povodno mne tovaru [...] ffzeet (¢ 279 19-20). The scribe may have replaced tovar
from his source, as witnessed by s, by tovaru, prompted by the context of a ne-
gated predicate; it constitutes another instance of the expansion of the Gen.sG.
mosapy in contexts of negation.

In 13 cases, F uses mosapy as a direct object (contrasted with many more in-
stances of mosap), a clear expansion when compared to the corresponding
phrases in s. If they are the doing of the scribe of ¢, one could wonder what
prompted him to do so. In a few cases, one may hazard a guess: in F 338 15-18,

®1In 2 cases, s and ¥ do not concur in the use of Acc.sG. or GEN.sG. in combination with
nocmompromv: Posmotri tovar na vierchu ‘Tlocmotpy ToBap Ha BBpxy (F 338 7) vs. Postmotry
thj thowaru na wyjrgu (s 30v 5), and, the other way round, posmotri vgomonu ‘nocmotpu yro-
MOHY (F 472 8) vs. posmotrj vgomon (s 113r 1).
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for instance, every other instance of mosap (3x) in the source was replaced by
mosapy as well; and in ¥ 375 6-7, tj mnie tovaru priprovadis, we find a negated-
predicate context with tovaru and priprovadis later in the same phrase. A more
structural motivation could be an expansion of the Gex in the meaning of un-
specified plural of objects (cf. Krys'’ko 2006: 223).

In 4 of the 5 remaining occurrences of mosapy listed in the table, the alleged
Acc.sG. form mosapy follows the preposition 6, Ha or 3a. None of these cases is
matched by s. If the general situation in s matches that of the source of F
(acc.sG. mosap) these cases of mosapy should be ascribed to the scribe of r.
What prompted him to change mosap into mosapy - other than the general
trend towards more cases of mosapy - is unclear.

6.6.5 LOC.SG.

The last case to be discussed is the Loc.sG. For the 16™ century, Unbegaun
summarily states that for the word mosap, the “locatif est en -5” (1935: 117).
Tosapmw is in fact attested in Fonne’s phrasebook as tovari (14x in T 111; with i
for /m/). Additionally, TF 111 also analyses 3 occurrences of fovarum as a LOC.SG.
This enumeration, however, does not do justice to the data. Conspicuously ab-
sent from TF 111 under mosap are a number of cases — at least 14 — in which
tovaru occurs in a LOC.sG. context. One example of such a Loc.sG. context:

(88F) [...] dobro
ty sebe fftovaru ne osmotrisza.
[...] datt dj dar nicht vp vorsehest. (F 4151-2, 4)
106po ThI cebe B TOBapy He OCMOTPHIIBCS.
‘So that you make no mistake about [the goods] (them)’

When we turn to Schroue’s phrasebook and the morphological analysis pre-
sented by its editors, and compare the instances of the Loc.sG. of mosap with
those in F, a rather complex picture emerges, especially when it comes to the
distribution of the same endings in both manuscripts.

The following table attempts to present a clear picture of the data of s and r.
It lists all cases of the Loc.sG. of mosap in s (in the analysis of its editors) for
which a corresponding form in F can be established. The table groups together
cases based on their ending in s and based on the difference between s and r.

endingins | s 3

-i/-j na tum thowari (s 23v 12) na tum tovari (F 321 17)
offtum thowary (s 27v 9) fftom tovari (F 335 5)
na thowary (s 34v 16) na tovari (F 348 12)
na suoyum thowary (s 39r 4) na suoium tovari (F 357 15)
offthonn thowary (s 41v 18) fftom tovari (¥ 363 1)
matum thowary (s 42v 1) na tum tovari (F 364 15-16)
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endingins | s E
offtum thowary (s 50v 18) fftom tovari (F 388 10)
offsuojum thowary (s 112v 13) ffsuoium tovari (¥ 422 5)
na suoyum thowary (s 112v 14-15) na suoium tovari (F 422 6-7)
na tuoy thowary (s 20r 9) sa tovari (F 314 1)
na tum thowary (s 110r 5-6) sa tom tovari (F 417 17-18)
na suoyom thowary (s 111v 8) sa suoium tovari (F 420 14)
off thom thowary (s 42v 17) fftum tovaru (¥ 365 6)
off thom thowary (s 42v 17) fftum tovaru (¥ 365 6)
off thowary (s 64r 15) fftovaru (F 415 2)
off thowary (s 109v 20) fftovaru (F 417 13)
offtom thowary (s 110v 7) fftum tovaru (¥ 418 9)
omojyum thowary (s 21r 7) na moiu tovaru (F 317 1)
offthom thowary (s 47r 15) fftom tovarum (F 377 15)

-um na moyum thowarum (s 36r 12) na moim tovarum (F 351 17)
na tum thowarum (s 21v 21) na tum tovari (F 319 9)
offtuojum thowarum (s 27v 19-20) | fftuoium tovari (¥ 335 1-2)
off suojum thowarum (s 48v 1) ffsuoium tovaru (¥ 382 8)
na suoyum thowarum (s 112v 1) sa suoium tovari (F 422 1)
offthom thouarum (s 35v 17) tim tovarum ‘(INSTR.SG.)

TUM TOBapoM’ (F 350 19)

-u na tho waru (s 19r 28) sa tovari (F 312 1)
vmoyomu thowaru (s 43r 1) omoiom tovari (F 365 15)
off towaru (s 112r 17-18) stovarum ‘c ToBapom” (F 421

15)
-0 offmoyam tho war (s 10v 9) ffmoium tovarum (F 291 17)

Table 35: LoC.sG. of mosap in s

For the sake of completeness, the table below includes the cases of mosap in a
LOC.SG. context in Fonne’s phrasebook that have not been listed before:
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fftom tovaru (¥ 328 13) -

na moio tovaru (F 351 1-2) namay thowaru (s 35v19) %
fftom tovari (F 429 6) -

sstarum tovari -

‘(TE 11) cTapoM ToBap®

(F 4313)

na moium tovaru (F 431 9) -

fftom tovarum (¥ 443 10) -

Table 36: Remaining instances of mosap in Loc.sG. context (F)

The most frequent ending in s is -i/-j (19x). Fonne’s manuscript mirrors s in
fewer than half of these cases (9x). The remaining 10 cases show a mixed pic-
ture. 3 times, F matches Schroue’s Ha ... mosapw with a construction with 3a (on
which see §6.6.2). In another 5 cases, 6 mosapm turns up as 6 mosapy, introduc-
ing the ending -u. The combination omojum thowary (s 21r 7) can be found as
na moiu tovaru in F (interpreted as an ACC.sG. construction in TE 111, see §6.6.4).
And finally, in one case thowaryj in s is matched by tovarum in k.

In Loc.sG. contexts, the ending -um of s generally does not survive in : it is
matched with Loc.sG. tovarum only once (F 351 17)." In three cases, thowarum
appears in F as fovari or tovaru. In one case, na was replaced with sa, resulting
in the hybrid sa suoium tovari (see §6.2.2 above). Finally, in offthom thouarum
(s 35V 17), the construction 6 + LoC.sG. matches an INSTR.sG. without preposi-
tion.

The 3 cases of -u in Schroue’s phrasebook are not matched by the same end-
ing in F at all.

Accepting the innovative nature of F, two issues need to be discussed at this
point.

The first is the Loc.sG. mosapy. Wherever s shows -y,  does not, and vice
versa. If the source copied by the scribe of r matches s, the scribe actually re-
moved -y from the combinations in s na mosapy, y moémy mosapy and e mosa-
py. Yet in other cases, mostly where s reflects 6 mosapm, it was introduced, re-
sulting in the same 6 mosapy that was removed elsewhere.

The other words showing a Loc.sG. in -y in F are 6epee, sepx (2x), sopom,
80CK, KPS, MX, poo, pom (perhaps), copok ‘timber’, cmpax, con3o, mope (2x),

¥4 Classified as an acc.sG. in s. Cf. also na moiu tovaru (F 317 1; in the table above) as well as na
suoiu tovaru (F 439 9).

%5 The editors of TF 11 interpret na moim tovarum as an INSTR.SG. This may be due to the
INSTR.SG.-like moim, rather than the more Loc.sG.-like moium we find elsewhere.
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yeon. The linguistically quite reliable Anonymous phrasebook also has one oc-
currence of mosapy. * But although the Loc.sG. ending -y is rooted in linguistic
reality, we might well be facing an overgeneralisation of mosapy - used more
than 170 times for the GEN and DAT.sG.

The second point is the ending -um. If the source copied by the scribe of ¥ con-
tained -um in the same cases as s, we must conclude that the scribe consciously
removed -um in LOC.SG. contexts: in only 1 out of 6 cases it was retained, in na
moim tovarum (F 351 17). At the same time, it occurs in 3 other cases: ﬂmoium
tovarum (¥ 291 17 ~ offmojam tho war, s 10v 9) and fftom tovarum (¢ 377 15 ~
offthom thowaryj (s 471 15); F 443 10, no correspondence in s).

Rather than the mosapom which the editors of Tk 11 and TF 111 read in this,
we may also be dealing with an overgeneralisation of the final -m of the pro-
noun preceding every single occurrence, and which may have led the scribe
astray. We find the same in ffsuioum slovum ‘(T 1) B cBoém cmosoM(!)’ (F 401
11) versus offzoogym flouj (s 57v 17) and in ffsuoium suknum ‘(TF 11) B cBO&M
cykHoM(!)’ (F 458 11) versus na suojum sucku (s 16r 24).

A broader tendency of the scribe to ‘level’ endings can be distinguished in
the INSTR.sG. forms tim dielim ‘tum gbn<o>M; [relieve me of] this business’ (r
205 18) and kakim dielim ‘kakum gBn<o>Mm; for what business’ ( 210 4, F 257
10).

At the same time, this -m must be seen in the light of many other unexpected
final -m’s in Schroue’s phrasebook, which the scribe of r had to come to terms
with, and which therefore enjoyed his special attention (see also §6.1). Take, for
example, the correct removal of -m in F as opposed to s in the following cases:
ne sadorosi suiogo tovaru (F 308 7-8) and da ne fSodoreos thj suojoga thowarrum
(s 14v 18); pili [...] da ne buili ‘v [...] na He 6N’ (F 202 6) as opposed to
pilym [...] ne buljm (s 101r 13); or novoy obrutzj ‘(Acc.pL.) HOBou ob6pyun’ (F
356 7) versus noujm obrufSj (s 38r 22-23).

In other cases, -m may have been removed too rigorously: Nichto isbohu ne
dumall ‘Huxkro ¢ 6or<om> He myman; Nema(n)dtt hefft my gott tho rade gega-
hen’ ( 230 15) versus Nichto Isbogum ne dumall ‘Niemannd hat mit gott zu
rathe gegangenn’ (s 112r 5-6); possibly due to incorrect interpretation, cf. mj
‘me’ rather than mjit ‘with’ in the German translation.

There are also cases where -m was added where it should not have been. We
have already seen possible cases of overgeneralisation, to which can be added
besz vhmom ‘6es ymom’ (F 386 10) as opposed to bes vma (s s5or 15), under the

¥ The ending -u, however, was rare in that phrasebook: “The ending -u, carried over from the
old thematic u-declension, occurs extremely rarely and is not at all conditioned by the ending
being stressed: (w) Sorocku 73a.9, (na) towaru 81a. 18, (w) torgu 83a.2” (Falowski 1996: 42).
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influence of vmom ‘ymom’ earlier in the same sentence. Also, comv and
munocme may have been perceived as masculine o-stem nouns, resulting in an
incorrect INSTR.SG., which in one case was corected:

Karabloff mno prischol ssolium ‘Kopabnés mao<ro> npumén(!) ¢ conpiom’ (E 362

9)
~ Karobellof Imnogo prijfSlo oliu (s 41v 5)
Mech szolium rosveszalos: rosdralos: rosdralsa ‘M’Bx ¢ CONbI0 PO3BSI3aNIOCh: PO3J-
panoch: posppancs’ (F 391 14)
~ Mech Ifoljiu rofidrales (s 52r 8)
Botzka szoliu ‘Bouka c conpio’ (F 391 19)
~ BottfSka Iffolum (s s52r 5)'%

sradeniem milostium boseiu ‘c pagbHyreM MMUITOCTbIOM 60Kbeto’ (F 264 10; NO cOr-
respondence in S)

No matter how the final -m’s in both Schroue’s phrasebook and Fonne’s can be
explained, the issue must have enjoyed the definite attention of the scribe. The
attention for this construction seems especially clear where offthom thouarum
in Schroue’s phrasebook (s 35v 17) corresponds to the INSTR.SG. construction
tim tovarum in Fonne’s (¥ 350 19). This philological fact has to play a role in the
explanation of the forms that are attested in the phrasebook.

6.6.6 Evaluation

On the basis of the comparison of the data of Fonne’s phrasebook with those in
s, and the discarding of strange cases in which non-native scribal innovation
may be assumed, the following paradigm of mosap may be reconstructed:

G PL
NOM TOBap -
GEN TOBapy -
DAT TOBapy -
ACC TOBap -
INSTR TOBapOM -
LOC toBapk (/ mosapy) -

We have seen in this section that the form GeN.sG. mosapy was subject to ex-
pansion, as a conscious linguistic innovation on the part of the scribe. This ex-

'’ The reading ‘6esympém’ in TF 11 has to be rejected, on the basis of the translation ‘sunder
sinne’ and bes vma in s.

® Ifolum in s may point to the fact that the perception of conv as an o-stem masculine noun
was already present in the source in some form.



212 INNOVATION IN TRADITION

pansion included cases of mosapy as a direct object which have previously been
categorised as ACC.SG.

Although the critical attitude of the scribe towards his sources may have re-
sulted in the elimination of many inconsistencies and fallacies in the source ma-
terial, the same attitude unmistakably introduced new errors into the material.
We have seen this in the replacement of #a by 3a, where the dependent nouns,
pronouns and adjectives were not changed accordingly to reflect the different
inflection caused by these prepositions. This same change of preposition puts
the occurrence of mosap in the plural in doubt. Another context where the
scribe was prone to errors and inconsistencies is the Loc.sG., especially where
this concerned the occurrence of -m, fitting in a larger pattern of final -m’s in s
and k.

6.7 Conclusions

In previous chapters, we saw that the copyist put a lot of careful effort in his
work and was concerned with rearranging and reviewing the material in his
sources, showing an awareness of what he was doing on the level of arrange-
ment and organisation of the data, on the level of alphabet, sounds, and spell-
ing.

At the end of this chapter we must conclude that the scribe’s delicate sensi-
tivity for details extends to the linguistic level of nominal morphology. The gen-
eral summary of what we find on this level can be brief: a conscientious copyist
was confronted with sources of which the morphological data were in part local,
archaic, and corrupt. As a result, he was forced to act.

Only a subset of the issues structurally addressed by the scribe have been treated
in this chapter, but the scribe’s approach is clear. If traits were deemed too local,
they were subject to removal. Examples are the Nom.sG.M. ending -e (§6.4), the
absence of [n] in oblique cases of the PRON.PERS.3G. (§6.2.4), or the o-vocalism
in GEN., DAT and Acc of the PRON.PERS.25G. (§6.2.2).

At the same time, the scribe had a hard time in addressing the tension caused
by variation in the language, caused by the difference between spoken and writ-
ten language, between local and non-local elements, by variation dependent on
syntactic context, or variation of some other origin. Examples of these are the
introduction of s13 into the manuscript (§6.2.1), the removal of the traditional
(or local) ending -ozo in favour of the spoken form -0s0 (§6.1), and the difficulty
of coming to terms with the use of the PRON.REFL. cg0ii. The same tension pro-
trudes in the unsteady wavering between mwoii (spoken or new) and mwow
(written or old) (§6.2.3).

The removal of local traits was not complete, either as the result of oversight
or of a conscious decision. One is tempted to think that the rigorous replace-
ment of forms like possezne by pozeén was a step the scribe was not willing to
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take: after all, given the scribe’s sensitivity for the material he was handling, it is
unlikely that he was not aware of the distinctly local character of a form like
po3seeene. This can be considered as an attempt to reconcile the intent to remove
local traits with the communicative aim of the material: poszseene and possén are
so different that a less well-trained non-native speaker could well have failed to
connect the two when confronted with the local form in the streets of Pskov.

When it comes to the scribe’s awareness of nominal morphology, the inves-
tigation of nominative objects in -a (§6.5) and mosap (§6.6) has shown that the
scribe was very aware of case endings as such. He obviously felt confident
enough to intervene in the material that he was dealing with.

Looking at mosap, we have seen that the scribe straightened out endings,
changed prepositions, knowing well that they required a different case (§6.6.2,
but also Ha ~ npomus in §6.6.3). He also changed the rection of prepositions,
and was somehow triggered into expanding the use of the GEN.sG. mosapy over
the Acc.sG. mosap, possibly based on considerations such as a negated predi-
cate, or partitive meanings. At the same time, the scribe clearly struggled to ap-
ply the correct endings in the right context.

A similar struggle can be seen in the case of nominative objects in -a. We
have seen that lexical influence and scribal innovation interfered with a bur-
geoning change in the language (i.e., the rise of -a in different contexts than that
of the direct object of infinitives), making it hard to determine the validity of
each individual form in -a. The scribe’s difficulty of coming to terms with this
matter is especially visible in phrases which are likely of his own making (for
example, as they have no correspondence in s and, as far as content is con-
cerned, can be seen as a variation on a theme), casting doubts on his ability to
produce adequate Russian phrases without an example as guidance.

The fact that the source text he was copying was corrupt, and that many
other phenomena in every phrase had to have his attention as well, must not
have been favourable to the outcome. This has its consequences for the linguis-
tic value of the data: concerning these points, they cannot be accepted as repre-
sentative of the Pskov vernacular of those days.






7. VERBAL FORMS

The discussion of morphological issues, which in the previous chapter con-
cerned nominal and pronominal forms and their use, continues in this chapter
with verbal forms.

7.1 IND.PRES.3SG/3PL. -1

In Modern Standard Russian, the 3sG and 3pL of the IND.PRES. end in -t (npu-
0ém), contrasting with Old Russian -t» (npudems). Judging from the birchbark
corpus, the Old Novgorod dialect alternates this ending -t» with a zero ending:
npuode. The zero ending is widespread in modern dialects in the Russian North,
such as that of Ostrovcy (Honselaar 2001: 168).

On birchbark, according to Zaliznjak (2004: 135-138), the zero ending only oc-
curs when the IND.PRES.35G/3PL. is not followed by enclitic forms of the
PRON.PERS. (including -c4) or the enclitic particle mu. The alternation be-
tween -f» and -0 in the environments where it does occur, depends on the type
of sentence (-@ is especially frequent in sentences expressing conditions or
aims; Sachmatov 1903: 117, 139) and verb class (-@ is more frequent after -e - i.e.
-e vs. -etv — than in other verb classes). Part of the occurrences of -tv are attrib-
uted to the influence of Church Slavonic formulae or the writer’s orientation
towards supradialectal forms. Outside the birchbark corpus - e.g. in chronicles
- the zero ending is virtually absent, suggesting that the ‘literary norm’ (xnux-
Has Hopma) required the ending -t». The ending -t» (rather than -f») makes its
appearance in the mid-14" century.

The phrasebooks under consideration also record the zero ending. ™ In a, it oc-
curs a few dozen times for the 3sG — far outnumbered by forms in -t —, yet not at
all in the 3pL (Falowski 1996: 59f).%° In s, it is frequent, but the distinction as

¥ Contexts where according to Zaliznjak the zero ending does not occur will not be considered
in this section. Of course, these contexts, such as IND.PRES.3sG. forms of reflexive verbs, do oc-
cur in F. The ending is mostly written as -tza, -tze or -tz. The editors of TF 11 reconstruct this
as -mcs or -mc<s>, which seems reasonable.

90 In all phrasebooks, the difference between -to and -t» is lost, mainly due to the use of the
Latin script.
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found by Sachmatov could not be confirmed by its editors (see Falowski 1997
22).

In Fonne’s phrasebook, there are far fewer instances of a zero-ending
IND.PRES.3SG/3PL. than in Schroue’s, as has already been noted by Bolek:

“Oba zabytki [i.e. s and F] notuja réwnolegte formy 3 osoby 1. poj. i mn. czasu te-
razniejszego bez -t i z -t [...] czasownikow wszystkich koniugacji, chociaz formy
RS notuje znacznie czgéciej™'(1997: 66).

Let us take a look at what we find in r. First the IND.PRES.3SG.: PHRAS, PROVERB
and RELI have approximately 60 instances of a zero-ending between them,
against approximately 240 instances in -t. These 60 instances are distributed
over 35 different verbs, with usoiide (9x), nexu (7x) and cyou (5x) accounting
for one third of all instances.”* Similar to what we find in the birchbark corpus,
most 3s5G zero-ending forms end in -e (more than 40x). The exceptions are the
following: useonu (¥ 209 15), opoxcu (E 232 13), 6uou (¥ 429 17), xo0u (chode,
transliteration following TF 11; F 390 1), as well as the already mentioned nexu
(7%) and cyou (5x)."

For the 3pL, there are 11 instances of a zero-ending against 6o endings in -t.
The zero-ending forms are: bretza ‘6psa4a’ (F 201 22), obide ‘obuna’ (F 242 17),
viipaddu ‘Bemany’ (F 245 7), sziui “xuBu(?) (¢ 258 1), iede “bpsa’ (F 258 2), iedu
“Bu<sa>’ (F 258 4), kupe ‘kyns’ (F 31113), chote ‘xotst’ (4%).

There are no cases (in either sG or pr) of corresponding phrases where s has
a form in -t and r does not.

The difference between s and F is especially apparent in 6yde versus 6ydem.
Among the 50 instances of the 3sG of this verb in s, the ratio of 6yde versus 6y-
dem is approximately 39 : 11. The ratio 6yde : 6ydem in E, however, is 4 : 60. An
example of a typical corresponding phrase:

' “Both historical texts, s and E, have parallel forms of the IND.PRES.35G./3PL. of all conjuga-
tions with and without -, although they are signficantly more frequent in s.”

> The competing 3sG forms with the ending -t (u30i10ém, nexum and cyoum) occur 2x, 6x and
9% respectively.

93 Zaliznjak (1998: 237-8) mentions cydu in his discussion of the merits and fallacies of TF 1.
According to him, the editors of this volume of the edition wrongly analyse cyou as an impera-
tive in most cases, and he ‘transfers’ a number of these cases to the IND.PREs. One of the im-
peratives left alone by Zaliznjak, sudi (F 324 21), should be transferred as well; the context does
not warrant analysis as an imperative.
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(89F) Kaitze tebe budet togo tovaru ne kupiff tovar
deszeftll togo ne budet,
Dat werdt dj noch ruwen, dat du de
wahre nicht gekoftt heffst, de wahre werdt
nicht behter kop werden. (F 323 8-12)
Kastbcs Te6F GyAeT, TOro ToBapy He KyIuB; TOBAp
IelieBi<e> TOTO He Oyper.
“You will regret not having bought these goods;
the goods will not get any cheaper.’

(89s) Kajytze tobbe bude thago thowaru ne kupiff thowar
deszeffle thogo ne bude. (s 24r 15-16)

The form bude ‘6yne’ remains in only 4 instances. In 2 of these cases, it is fol-
lowed by the question particle nu, and by budet ‘6yzner’ (i.e., with -£) later in the
phrase.

(90F) [...] mne safftro iechat budell
vodra all ne budett.
[...] ich wyll (¥ 259 4-5, 6-7; no
morgen reysen idt werde weder oder nicht. correspondence in s)

MHB 3aBTpO BXaTb, 6yAe-Ib BEIPO a/ib He OymeT
‘T will travel tomorrow, whether it be good weather or not’

(91F) Budel|uvas tzenna vstafflona al ne budet.
Wil gj kopea maken oder nicht. (F 335 20-21)
Byge-nb y Bac LieHa ycTaB/IéHa ajb He Gymer?
‘Will you set a price or not?’

(918) Buddell vwas tzena vstafflona alle ne bude (s 29v19)

444.,-4-» R, I ity e s, B

ﬁeﬁ«vm mmt vﬂWmm ad e W@{
JJ’Z ruﬂ— M&Mﬁ*w @,hi{ :

Figure 84: Budel|uvas tzenna vstafflona (v 335 20)

Phrase (91F) enjoyed the explicit attention of the scribe: the manuscript shows
(see Figure 84) that uvas was emended from earlier was, and when, as a result of
the emendation, space was running out, the scribe tried to delineate word
boundaries with a vertical line. The resulting phrase must have been something
he was content with, including budel ‘6yne-np’. In the light of the explicit atten-
tion for this phrase and the scribe’s general preference for budet — which actu-
ally occurs later in the same phrase - the form bude cannot be attributed to
scribal oversight. The input of the scribe is even clearer in another phrase, (92F),
centring on the unexpected 3pL vosmet ‘Bo3bMAT , with @ < u:
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(92F) [..] daludi
otmenz na tut tzenu ne vosmeet |...]
[...] vad de lude
wyllen se nicht na dem kope nehmen, (F 403 7-8, 11-12)
(TF II) ja TI0AM OT MeHsA Ha Ty I/bHY He Bo3bMAT(!)
‘But people will not take them from me at the price’

e Ofihies

(928) [...] daludy vmenna na tu tzenu ne wofimo [...] (s 58v15)

The source of F must have reflected sosvmy, like wofsmo in s. The scribe initially
copied this as vosmut, adding the -t for the 3pL ending. The subsequent change
into incorrect vosmeat probably occurred under the influence of the vowel in the
infinitive ffzeet ‘B3aATH’ occurring later in the same sentence.

The addition of -m, like in 603vmy(m) above, occurs quite regularly:

prodadut (F 280 7, F 35212, F 376 3)
~ prodaddo (s 5v 20), prodaddu (s 46v 24), prodatu (s 36V 6)

prodaiut (F3629)
~ prodajo (s 4v 7), prodaju (s 41v 5)

kupcet (F 279 16, F 307 19)

~ kupe (s 5v 8, 517v 20)

The scribe must have been aware of the markedness of the zero ending in 3sG
and 3pL and must have actively tried to remove it from the data. At the same
time, it was probably introduced into the data in a small number of other cases,
where r deviates in lexicon (93, 94) or morphology (95) from s:

(93F) Tott tzélloveck pyr naresatt da gosti stane pottzvat.
De mahn wyll ein gastgebodtt anrichten vndtt
geste plegen. (F 2021-3)
(TF 11) ToT uénoBEK — VP HApsKATh [ja TOCTH cTaHe mof3Bath(!).
‘That man will arrange a party and invite guests.’

(93s) Te Salueck gottzu pyr na resath da gotzu posswath.
Der Mann will ein gastgebott thun vnd wil geste Ladenn, (s 101r 11-12)"*

4 This phrase in s is probably corrupt. On the use of crmamps as an auxiliary verb for the future
tense, and the reading nodssams vs. Zaliznjak’s suggested nom<u>esamo (1998: 262), see $7.5.6.



VERBAL FORMS 219

(94F) Kolli bog tzelovieka komne prinesze [...]
Wen my godtt eynen mahn touogede [...] (< npunecmu, ¥ 276 7, 9)
Konu 6or yenoBbka Ko MHE mpuHece
‘If God [brings] (brought) me a man’

(94s) Kolly boch thoga saluecka komny pryuedda [...]

Wen gott mir einen Man zufugte [...] (< npusecmu, s 415, 7)
(95F) [...] dobro tovar ffiei ne ismokne.
[...] dat de wahre darin nichtt
natt en werde. (F 28211, 13-14)

Zo6po TOBap B eil He U3MOKHE
‘so that the goods in it may not get wet’

(955) [...] dat thowar off Je ne Ismock. (s6vs)

Keeping the scribe’s awareness of the -t at the back of one’s mind, a number of
forms, in (96)-(100), deserve a closer look.

(96F) TSCTD KO" CETOHM WIIOIMHSTH — pust kon segodni opotzinutt -
latt datt perdtt van dage rowenn (¥ 80 18-19)
(TF 11) IycTb KOHb(!) CerojH1 OMOYMHYTh
‘Let the horse rest today’

(96s) Pust koenn sogodne opottsyne (s103v1y)

The phrase in s is flawless: nycmvs combines with a Nom subject and an
IND.PRES.3SG. (without -£). In F, the verb form is replaced by the infinitive ono-
uyuHymo ‘rest’, resulting in a construction where xo#v is no longer correct.
Another construction, discussed by Zaliznjak, is mum (emy, etc.) (He) ymrmmo
+ INE T (he, etc.) can (cannot)’. More specifically, he points out that it is more
frequent in F than the one occurrence identified by the editors of TF 11 (1998:

241-2):

(978) Besz dengi nikomu ne omett tovar kupitt.
Sunder geldtt kan nemandtt wahr kopen (F 245 10-11)
bes AE€HbI'I HUKOMY HE yM'ETb TOBap KyIIUTb
‘Without money, no one can buy goods.’

Zaliznjak identifies more than 10 additional cases of the same construction.
Most probably, the scribe knew how to actively use the construction. In two
consecutive phrases, the construction takes the place of a construction with
Henbed ‘HeNMb3s in s:

(98r) Isbohum ne omeett spiraitze.
Midtt godtt is qwatt twisten. (F 210 21-22)
(Zal) C 6orom He yMBTB CIIMpPATHCSL.
‘With God it is [impossible] (bad) to quarrel.’
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(98s) Iflbohum nelga pjratt3e, Mitt gotte ist
bose schimpftenn,. (s 1071 10-11)

(99F) Ne omeett mnie togo ffzeett ludi stregutt.
Ich kans nicht krigen de lude wachten. (F 2111-2)
(Zal) He ymBTH MHD TOTO B3ATb, IOV CT<E>PETYT.
‘It’s impossible for me to get it, people are watching.’

(99s) Nelga Imne offzet Lude stregu, Es ist bose
Zubekommen die Leute vorwarens, (s 1071 14-15)

In one of the additional cases identified by Zaliznjak, ¥’s omeet ‘ymbTp’ Ccorre-
sponds to omeje ‘ymbe’ in S:
(100F) Poloszi tovar redum, ino omeet iovo roszobrat.

Legge de wahre in de rege, so kan men

se van ander lesen. (ymromuv; F 353 20-22)

I[Tono>xu TOBap pAROM, NHO YMBTb €BO po306paTh.
‘Lay the goods in a row, then it is possible to separate them’

(100s) Polof3y thowar poredu Imno omeye Jogo rofirobrath. p.
Lege die wahre vf eine rejge so kann man sie vnterscheidenn. p (ymme; s 371 7-8)

Zaliznjak could be right in his analysis, in which case omeet reflects ymmmeo. Al-
ternatively, if ¥’s source also reflected ymme, the form omeet could also reflect
the addition of - to the IND.PRES.35G. ymme; a comparable zero-ending 3sG in F
is retained in roszumee ‘posymbe’ (F 246 6).

In sum, it has to be kept in mind that the scribe was aware of the markedness of
the zero-ending. The general trend that can be gleaned from the data is one of
elimination, of which in some cases the traces can be seen. The active elimina-
tion confirms the image of the zero-ending forms as being local or at least not
belonging to the ‘literary norm’.

7.2 Pluperfect

Unlike the aorist and the imperfect, the pluperfect was not alien to Old Russian
in its spoken form. Morphologically, it was formed by combining the I-
participle of a verb with 6w (6vina, etc.).”” In the semantics of the pluperfect,
several uses have to be distinguished. First of all, there is the classical pluperfect
meaning, indicating that an event in the past preceded another event in the
more recent past. This meaning of the pluperfect is characteristic for ‘literary’
texts, such as the chronicles. On birchbark, the pluperfect merely indicates that

5 For the introductory paragraph of this section, cf. Zaliznjak 2004: 143 (morphology), 175-177
(semantics).
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something took place in the past, without relating it to the present. The pluper-
fect can also be used to indicate an aborted action (prervannoe dejstvie), the
precursor of Modern Standard Russian constructions of the type on 6vi10 no-
wien, 0a pazoyman ‘he was almost on his way, but then changed his mind’. This
meaning of the pluperfected is not attested on birchbark, which Zaliznjak at-
tributes to the limited data, rather than to other factors.

In Fonne’s phrasebook, however, a number of instances of the pluperfect in this
latter meaning can be found. Two examples mirror the same use in Schroue’s
phrasebook:

(101F) Ia biil nadialsa mnovo tovaru slubka, da njnetza
ffzo na more potenul.
Ich hadde m§y vorhapedt vehle wahre van Lubke
vnd nu if8 se all tho sehwardt gebleuen. (F 414 19-22)
51 6p11 HapBsICA MHOBO TOBapy <u>3 JI1o6Ka, 5a HIHbYa
BC€ Ha MOPB TOT<O>HYIL.
‘Thad expected many goods from Liibeck, but now everything
sank at sea’

(1015) Ja buel Nadeyelys Imnogu thowaru Is Lubka da
nomytza off o na mory potable. p (s 64r18-21)

(102F) Tovar buil opal, da njnetza opaet sdorosaiet:
sdinitza: podinitza.
De wahre wafl aff geslagen vndt nu
werdt se wedder duer. (F 417 21-249)
Tosap 6611 onaz, fa HeIHbEYA OIATH <B>30POXKAET:
<B>3[0bIHETCA: MOABIHETCA.

‘The goods had fallen off, but now they will go up again.’

(102s) thowar bule vpale da nonnjtsa opeth Isdorofajeth
podymajtze: podjmutze: da bude opeth dorrogo. p. (s 110r 19-20)

In one instance, this use of the pluperfect occurs in a phrase in ¥ which has no
equivalent in S:

(103F) Tott tzeloviek buill obumérl da opet otsuuell.
De mahn was ge beswogedt vnd nu is he
wedder erqwicktt. (F 241 12-14)
Tort 4enoBBK GbIT 06YMEPT [1a OIATh OTKUBHIL
‘That man had swooned and (now he) has been revived again.’

In yet another instance, s has a simple perfect where F has a pluperfect:

(104F) Ia buil na tebe nadialsa a tj komnie ne prischol.
Ich vorleht my vp dj vad du quemest nicht
tho my. (F 42415-17)
51 6b11 Ha Tebe HambsICsA, @ THI KO MHB He IPUIIET.
‘T had placed my hope in you but you didn’t come to me’
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(104s) Ja na delayes na tobbe thy ne prissoll,
Ich vorlies mich Auf dich vandt du kamest nicht, (s 104V 4)*°

If we accept the innovative nature of F, the use of the pluperfect in (104F) may
point to the insertion of this tense in the context of an aborted action. The fact
that ten pages before, the exact same construction was used (6v11 ... HadwACH;
see phrase (101F) above), may have helped the insertion; if this is indeed the
case, this again is evidence of the close attention that the scribe of r paid to the
content of the phrases he was copying.

Finally, there is one case where a pluperfect in s does not match a pluperfect
in F:
(105s) OttBum thj Menne ne powestyll kack vtebbe buell

dobbroy thowaer prodafiny, kabbuy Ja wedall buell
Jasbu vtebbe kup¥ll. p. [...] (s 64v10-12)

(105F) Otzum tj menz povestil, kak vtebe biil dobroi tovar
prodasni, kabui ias vedal, ias bui ottebz kupil.
Worumb dedestu idt my nicht tho wehten, dattu
gude wahre tho kope haddest, hadde iktt gewust
ich wolde van dy gekofft hebben. (F 415 10-14)
Ouém TbI MeHst HOBBCTIL, KaK y Tebe 6611 fO6POIT TOBAp
npopaxHsiit? Kabsr 3 BBAa, 513 6bI OT TeOs Ky
‘Why did you not let me know, that you had good wares for sale?
If T had known it, I should have bought from you.’

If in this phrase we are dealing with the elimination of the pluperfect from the
source, it too may very well have been a conscious decision: if it was retained, it
would have been the only pluperfect in an irrealis context rather than that of an
aborted action.

Although there is no direct evidence to prove that these changes should be
attributed to the scribe of F, it is, at the same time, not unlikely given the inno-
vative nature of the manuscript and the linguistic sense the differences make.
However limited these data are, they might be seen as a reflection of the decline
of the morphological pluperfect in meanings other than indicating an aborted
action.

7.3 Differences in verbal forms between s and F

We have seen already (54.1) how the close relationship between the phrasebooks
of s and F can reveal copying mistakes or shed light on dark spots in Fonne’s

96 The phrase also occurs in A, which mirrors s: Jas na toba nadalsa a ty ko mene ne prischol ko
mene’ (A 75V 9).
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manuscript. In the two examples below, the conjectures of the editors of TF 11
must be regarded as correct: the reconstructed infinitives dmwnamo and cnpo-
cump fit the context better and are confirmed by s:

(106F) Otzum tj moltzis da ne govoris, tzto tebe stovarum
dielal, prodatli iovo chos al vsebe dirsis.
Worumb swichstu vnd sprickst nicht, wo du
idt mjit der wahre maken wilt, wiltu
se vorkopen, oder wiltu se suluen beholden. (F 42115-19)
(tF 11) O4éM ThI MOTYMIIIb a2 He TOBOPHILb, 4TO Te6B ¢ TOBapoM
mbma<th>? [Ipopath /i €BO XOLIb a/lb Y cebe fep>KMUIIb?
‘Why do you keep silent and not say what you want to do with the goods;
do you want to sell them or will you keep them yourself?’

(106s) Ottsum thj Moltys da ne gauwerys stho tebbe off
toware delath prodatly thy Jogo gottsys al Jogo
vssobbe djrsath (s 112r 17-19)

(107F) Podsim iest mne slouo ottebe sproszi ne velika:
ie mne nitzovo ottebe poputat.
Kum hir ich hebbe dj ejn wejnschen tho fragen
nichtt sehr grodtt. (F2311-4)
(¥ 11) IToxb cBM, ecTb MHE C/I0BO OT Tebe CIIPOCU<TDH> HEBETMKO:
e MHB HE4€BO OT Tebe IObITATh.
‘Come here, I have a wee bit to ask of you [/ I have something to question
you about] (not very much).’

(107s) Pottako sym Jest Imne slouo vtebbe sprossyth ne
veljka Jest Ja netso vtebbe poputhath, (s 112v 9-10)

In the example below, the source of r probably reflected the past participle
3anoswoan rather than the past tense sanosmwoarn, identified by the editors as
odd:

(108F) Sapovedall vesde nimtzini ne dirsatt.
Idtt is vorbaden allerwegen keyne dutschen tho hold(en). (F 201 11-12)
(tF 11) 3anopbaan(!) Be3ns HEMUMHBI He [Iep>KaTb.
‘It is forbidden anywhere to keep Germans.’

(108s) Tho Jest sapowedan estf3e rusjna ne vmeju nympt,,
syne dyrsath deflaule, .p (s 100V 3-4)

If indeed the sources of F reflected ornamo, cnpocume and sanosmwoan (like s),
the changes in F cannot exactly be called an improvement. The motivation be-
hind these discrepancies is unclear: are we dealing with a scribal error or a con-
scious change? As in the case of mosap (§6.6), we need to realise that the scribe
of F must have been dealing with a source, or sources, which were to a consider-
able extent corrupt. When reading a phrase in his source, the scribe had to in-
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terpret it. If he found that it contained a mistake, he had to correct it. Obvi-
ously, the scribe could perceive his source as corrupt when in fact it was not, in
which case his innovations are a form of overcompensation. This might have
happened in (106)-(108).

In the following examples, Fonne’s manuscript is arguably better than s’s:

(109F) Ia stoboi vprauilsa: sotzkles da tebe otplatil.
Ich hebbe mit dy gerekent vnd dy aftbetalt. (¥ 343 8-9)
5 ¢ To6oit ynpaBmics: coukech fa Te6h OTIIATIUL
‘Thave [squared /] settled accounts with you and paid you off’

(109s) Ja stoboy roflprauyles: 3otzkles,: da tebbe ottplatjth. p
Ich habe mit dir gerechnet vnnd habe dich bezaldt.p (s32v23,33r1)

(110F) Ia ffzeras tuoi tovar vidal buil dobro
Ich sach gistern djne wahre de was gudt nu (F3201,3)
I Buepach TBOIt TOBap BU/a, 6bUI 106DO.
‘T saw your wares yesterday, they were good.’

(110s) Ja oftzoras vidbe twoy thowar bude dobbro |...]
Ich sach gesternn deine wahr die war gutth, [...] (s 22r 18, 20)

(111F) [...] vtebe buil suetle: vidne den, da iasni glasi.
[...] du haddest den lichten dach vnd klare ogen. (¥ 40416, 18-19)
V Tebe ObII CBBT/IE: BUIHE IEHD [1a SCHBI I71a3bl.
‘You had bright daylight and clear eyes’

(1118) [...] vtebbe bube vidne: suetle denn da gafiny glafiny.
[...] du hattest den Lichtenn tagk vnnd klare augenn. (s 59V 4-5,7-8)

In some cases, a conscious change — not necessarily for the better — is more
likely:

(112F) Kak tuoi aszudar obedal ¥ tj mnie skaszi
ia sihim pogovoru, mnie do iovo diela iest.
Al djn herr gegehten hefft de middages
kost, so segge idt my ich will mjt ehme reden. (F 419 1-4)
Kak TBoIt ocymapb 06bmai, u Tol MHB CKaXxu,
s C M IIOTOBOPIO, MHB 10 €BO IbJ1a €CTh.
‘When your master has dined, tell me, I will have a talk with him,
[T have business with him]’

(112s) Kack tuoy Aspodar odt obedath Itj Imne sassy Ja I8gjm
pogauweru Imne vjogo debbo Jest
Waner deine Herren die Mittags Malzet gessen habenn [...] (s 1101 14-16)

The form odt obedath in s looks like an infinitive, but may also reflect a con-
tracted form of the IND.PRES.35G. of the perfective omo6moams ‘to finish lunch’,
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which goes well with the conjunction kax in the meaning ‘kax TonpKO, as soon
as’.” The scribe of ¢ chose to use a past tense of o6moams (an imperfective
verb), which may be motivated by the use of the present perfect gegehten hefft in
the German translation. In a similar vein, the past tense cpyousncs in the follow-
ing phrase - contrasting with an IND.PRES. in s — may have been influenced by
the present perfect in the German translation:

(113F) Pokroi tovar dat ne ruditze, koli tovar
srudilsa, yno ludi knomu ne idy.
Decke de wahre tho, dat se nicht vnrejn werde
wan de wahre bestauen: besoldt if3, so gahen
de lude dar nicht tho. (F 350 1-5)
I[Toxpoit ToBap fa-Tb He PYAUTCS; KOU TOBap
CPYAMIICA, VIHO JTIORM K HEMY He UA<Y>.
‘Cover the goods, so they may not get soiled; if the goods
are (covered with dust /) soiled, then the people do not
come for them’

(113s) Pocknoy thowar dat ne rudjtze poljtzj kolly
IBruditzy Imno Ludy ock Jomu ne Idu. p.
Decke die wahre zu das sie nicht vnrein werde, dann so die
wahre bestobenn oder besudlet ist, so wollen sie die Leute nicht
kauffenn. p. (s 35r 22-23, 35V 1-3)

Another area where the philological relation between s and r puts the linguistic
discussion in a new light, is the use of verbal forms in combination with con-
junctions of purpose. Through the centuries, the Old Novgorod dialect em-
ployed several such conjunctions. A specifically local conjunction for the Old
Novgorod dialect was damp (also: damu) ‘myctp, 4T06BI’, @ continuation of ear-
lier da mu, and occurring as an indivisible conjunction on birchbark from the
14™ century onwards, mostly combined with an iND.PRES. (Zaliznjak 2004: 199).
The conjunction damwv was gradually replaced by do6po, a process which
spanned a period from the 14™ to the 17" centuries (Zaliznjak 1986: 161-162,
2004: 200). In the Old Novgorod dialect, Zaliznjak argues, do6po was synony-
mous with damp, both in meaning and in use (1986: 161-162). Eventually both
damv and do6po were ousted by umo6v: — which was combined with a past tense
or an infinitive.

The two phrasebooks explicitly confirm the synonymity of damws and odo6po.
Both manuscripts contain a phrase where the two conjunctions are presented as
synonyms:

7 See, for example, the similarly contracted IND.PRES.35G. forms wedath (s 66v 7) and wedadt
(s 89va 26) from emoams.
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(114s) Nadoy Inne ta botka yf3mala falyth, da naryddjth thworda
dobro dat thowar off Je ne Ismock. p.
Ich mus die thonne dichte machen, damit die wahre darinnen nicht
nafd werde, (s 6v5-8)

(1158) Saffri mosnu dobro ti dennoch ne vjranis:
dat dengi ne vipaddu.
Doe tho den budell dattu datt geltt nichtt
uthlahtest vallen (F 245 6-9)
3aBpy MOIIHY, ZOOPO THI IEeHET He BBIPOHNIIID:
JATh [IEHbIY HE BBINATY.
‘Close the bag, so that you won’t let the money fall out
[/ so that your money will not fall out]’

Zaliznjak concludes that in early 17"-century Pskov, do6po was more popular
than damp, a conclusion which seems to be based on nothing else but its higher
frequency (1986: 162). Comparison of s and F actually bears out the conclusion:
it shows the decline of damws and the concomitant increase in usage of do6po
(and umobwr).

The numbers in s lie as follows: damv - 10x, do6po — 20X, umobwv/umo6
6x.% Of the 10 occurrences of damp in s, only 4 can be found in r. In 3 cases, we
find do6po instead, in 2 we find umo6, and in 1 case the sentence reflects a dif-
ferent construction. Phrase (116) shows how damp in s corresponds to do6po in
F; the other cases are s 4v 22-23 ~ F 278 7-8 and s 6V 5-6 ~ F 282 10-11.

(116¥) Okasis tj peredomnoi tzto tj mnie vinovate,
dobro ia na tebe ne iszu.
Bekenne du vor my watt du my schuldich
bist datt ich an dy nichten soke. oder datt
ich vp dy nicht sake. (F 290 16-20)
OxaXXuch ThI IIepefio MHOJL, YTO ThI MHB BUHOBATe,
BOOpo 51 Ha Tebe He UILYy.
‘Acknowledge before me what you owe me, so that I may not prosecute you.’

(116s) Ottkaf3js thj Imne peret donnoy stho thy Inne
wjnenathe dat Ja na tobby ysszu. p. (s 10r 11-12)

Two more cases of damw occur in highly similar phrases (117s) and (117s”). In F,
the repetition is eliminated, and the sole matching phrase (117F) shows umo6
rather than s’s damo:

(117s) Ne pore wolaiflj Imne frock da saplatty thj Imne moye
dengy kack Ja schoboy sieck polossiell dath ie na tobby perot
gudye ne Iffu. p. (s 11r 8-10)

9% Only 1 of this total of 36 occurrences occurs in a non-corresponding phrase.
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(1178”) Ne perewollotsy Imne pory da saplatty thi Imne
moy kumy kack Ja stoboy stock polof3yll dat Ja
na tobby pereth sudy ne Isszu. p. (s 58v5-7)

(1178) Ne perevolotzi mnie poru da saplati mnie

moy dengi, kak ia stoboi srok poloszil, tztob ia na
tebee perod sudiei ne iszu.

Vorthue my de tjtt nicht vad betaell my

myn geldt alf$ ich myjtt dj bestemmedt hebbe,

datt ichs vor dem vagedt, an dy nicht soke. (F 403 1-6)
(TF 11) He nepesonoun Mub nopy fa sannatu MEb
MOU IeHbIU, KaK 51 ¢ TOOOI CPOK TIOTOXKWII, YTOO 51 Ha
Te6s nepén cynbio He mupy(!).
‘Do not stretch me out the time but pay my money [at the
term which] (like) I set with you, so that I may not lodge a
complaint against you before the judge.’

Clearly, oamv was avoided in (117F) and other phrases, and replaced by other
conjunctions. At least as important is the fact that damo ... uwyy in (117s) and
(1175") sheds light on the unexpected use of the IND.PRES. in umo06 ... uujy in
(117F): when damw was replaced by umo6, the accompanying present-tense form
was left untouched, and not replaced by the required /-participle.

Comparison of s and F also throws light on other tense issues. Jamv and do6po
were usually combined with an IND.PREs. Zaliznjak states that damv “over time
became more independent and started to be combined not only with a present
tense, but also with several other forms of the verbal paradigm” (1986: 161),
which also applies to do6po (162). [Jobpo, for instance, could be combined with
an infinitive, exemplified by dobro ... ne leszit ‘nobpo ... He masutp’ (F 289 19-
20). Another possible combination is that with a past tense. For this construc-
tion, Zaliznjak (1986: 161-162, 2004: 199) only gives two examples from his
sources, both from F:

(118r) [...] nadob mnie iovo tak prodat, dat mnie
ftnaklad ne biilo.
[...] ich modt miyne wahre
so vorkopen, dat ich dar kejnen vorlust
vp hebbe. (¥ 393 8-9, 11-13)
Hago0b MHB €BO Tak IIpoaaTh, AaTh MHB
B HaK/Iaj He OBIIO.
‘T must sell [them] (my goods) so as not to sustain a loss
on them’

(119F) [...] dobro aa na obema ne builo obidno.
[...] datt vnf3 bejden kejn vnrecht geschee. (F 463 15-16, 19-20)
(TF 11) ;O6po Ha<M> 065Ms He 6bITO 0OMAHO
‘So that no injustice may be done to either of us’
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In both cases, comparison with s changes the picture. In (118s), s reflects the
construction dampv 6vt + I-participle (cf. Zaliznjak 1986: 161; 2004: 199), whereas
in (119s), F’s ne builo corresponds to the IND.PRES. nebude ‘He 6yze’ in s:

(118s) [...] nadoep Imne Jogo tack prodath dath Imne
offnaklath ne bulop. p.
Ich mus also vorkaufenn, das ich keinen vorlust auf meine
wahre Nehme. p. (s 2-3,5-6)
HagoOb MHB €ro Tak IIpoaaTh, AaTh MHB
B HaK/af He ObLIO 6.

(119s) [...] bobbre nam obemo nebude obeduo.
[...] das vns beiden kein vngleich geschehe. (s 46V 18, 21)
mo6po HaM o6BMa He Oyme 0O6MIHO

No other combinations of damw and do6po with a past tense were found in
other sources (such as birchbark documents). Taking this and the non-native
intervention in F into account, one has to be very careful in claiming that
damw/006po could in fact be combined with a past tense. More reliable, native
examples are needed.’*

The discussion of phrases and verbal forms in this section must lead to the con-
clusion that here, too, F shows traces of scribal innovation. Sometimes these in-
terventions turned out to be correct, in other cases their correctness is doubtful.
This innovation was prompted, in some cases, by the scribe’s interpretation of
the sources as corrupted — whether this judgement was correct or not. In other
cases, the scribe attempted to update the material, replacing one conjunction
(0o6po) with another (umo6), yet leaving the corresponding IND.PRES. un-
touched.

7.4 Future tense

The phenomenon where we see the hand of the scribe of F most clearly and ex-
tensively is the expression of future tense, which shall be described in this sec-
tion, focusing on the construction xouy + INE.>*°

7.4.1 Periphrastic future-tense constructions in Old Russian

In older stages of Russian, future tense could be expressed either through the
IND.PRES. of a perfective verb, or through several periphrastic constructions,

9 One reverse correspondence can be found in r: Ismock ‘M3mox’ (s 6v 6) corresponds with
ismokne ‘usmoxne’ (F 282 11).

200 The findings from this section were presented at the 18™ International Conference on His-
torical Linguistics (1cHL, Montreal, Canada, 2007) and the 14" International Congress of Slav-
ists (Ohrid, Macedonia, 2008), and published as Hendriks 2008.
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combining an auxiliary with an infinitive. The general picture given here is
based on Andersen 2006b.

For Old Russian in general, Andersen lists the following auxiliaries which,
combined with an infinitive, yield a periphrastic future tense: xouy ‘will’, umamo
(INE ummwmu) ‘have to, must, umy (INF samu), and various verbs with
IND.PRES.1SG. in -uHy (HauHy, nouny, yury) ‘begin’ (2006b: 71).

For the Old Novgorod dialect in particular, Andersen concludes that the
periphrastic future was formed using the phasal verb nouny (2006b: 76). The
other verbs are all dismissed for this function. In his view, umame and xouy be-
longed to the (Church Slavonic) high code in Russian, and can be assumed to
retain their original, modal meaning when encountered in Russian (Andersen
2006b: 73). The verb umy is very marginal in the Old Novgorod region, and is
only attested once in the birchbark corpus (2006b: 75). The most recent exam-
ple of the ‘nouny + INF’ construction that Andersen found in the birchbark cor-
pus, dates from the end of the 14™ or the beginning of the 15™ century (8BL 129).

In contrast with birchbark documents, s makes abundant use of a periphrastic
construction ‘xouy + INF which seems to have future-tense meaning (see also
§7.4.4 below). Comparison of corresponding phrases shows that it is used far
less in r. The following phrases exemplify typical correspondences between s
and E:

(120F) Ia suoi tovar prodam [...]
Ich wyll myne wahre vorkopen [...] (¥ 280 21-22)
‘4 cBoit ToBap mpogam’
T will sell my goods’

(120s) Ja gotflu suoye thowar prodath [...]
Ich will meine wahre vorkauffenn [...] (s 6r,11-12)

(121F) Ia sa sebe otvetzaiu |[...]
Ich wyll vor m¥ suluest antworden [...] (F 290 9-10)
‘s 3a cebe orBBUarw’
‘Tanswer for myself

(1215) Ja gotzu sa sabby otwefath [...]
Ich will mich vorantworten [...] (s 9v, 26; 101, 1)

Bolek already drew attention to this phenomenon, saying that “as a rule, the
rather numerous analytic future-tense forms of the type chotéti + INF in s corre-
spond to simple forms in ¥” (1997: 66). She does not further quantify her obser-
vation. First, therefore, we will have to determine how widespread the phe-
nomenon is, and what forms it takes.
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7.4.2 The removal of ‘xouy + INF’

If we limit ourselves to corresponding phrases, we find 147 instances of ‘xouy +
INF in s. In the corresponding phrases in , we find the construction only 27
times. In the remaining 120 phrases, we find a range of other constructions, as
the table below shows. The reverse situation — where ¥ would have xouy + INF,
but s would not - does not occur.

xouy (s) # of cases
present-tense form 90
DAT + INF 22
cmany 1
other 7
total 120

Table 37: Cases where s has xouy, but r does not

We can glean from the table that the construction xouy + INF in s mostly corre-
sponds to a simple present-tense form in F (as in the two examples above). The
second most frequent correspondence is the construction DAT + INE:

(122F) Mnie stoboi ne beszeduvat [...]
Ich will nicht mit dj tho doende hebben [...] (¥ 397 18-19)
‘MuB ¢ Tob0I11 He bechroBaTh’
‘T will have nothing to do with you’

(1225) Ne gottsu Ja stobuj bofleduwath [...]
Ich wil nicht mit dir zuthun haben [...] (s 55V, 1-2)

There is both direct and indirect evidence for scribal intervention in cases of
non-correspondence between s and r. The direct evidence takes the usual form
of scribal corrections in r. The phrases (123) and (124) suggest that the source of
F still contained the construction ‘xouy + INF’, which was adapted by the scribe
of .

(123F) [...] da €he ych rosdelim [...]
[...] vnd wylle(n)se van ander dehlen [...] (F 463 14, 18)
‘ma xe nx po3gbmum’
‘we are going to divide them’

(123s) [...] da gottym muy gjch rof3deljth [...]
[...] vondt wollenn sie von einander theilenn [...] (s 46v, 16-17, 19-20)
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We see that the scribe has struck out cho (presumably of chotim) and continued
with jich at the same place where s has the verb form gottjm.

In (124F) below, the scribe similarly started to write chotzu, changed his
mind, crossed it out, then started to write ia again, noticed his mistake, crossed
it out, and proceeded to copy the rest of the phrase, all in the same place where s
reflects xouy:

(124F) [...] daia eh i rad deszovo kuplu [...]
[...] vnd ich wil gerne guden kop kopen [...] (F 41111, 14-15)
‘ma s % # paj KeléBo KyIUIO
‘and I like to buy cheap’

(124s) [...] daJa gottBu rade defleuwo kupjth [...]
[...] vond ich wolte gerne gutten kauff kauffenn [...] (s 621, 24-25; 62V, 2-3)

Scribal corrections also provide us with indirect evidence of the same process,
shown in phrases (125)-(127). In each of these phrases, r shows a scribal correc-
tion, and in each case, the corresponding phrase in s shows the construction
‘xouy + INF. The corrections are then most easily explained by assuming that
the source of F still contained an infinitive, as part of that same construction.
(125F) [...] ia stim torguvaiu.

[...] mytt deme wolde ich gerne koepslagen, (F 276 8, 10-11)

‘st ¢ TBM Toprysato’
‘I trade with him’

(1258) [...] Ja rade gotflu Isgym turguwath. p
[...] Ich wolte gerne mit ihm kaufschlagenn. p. (s 41, 6, 8)

In (125F), the auxiliary xouy was removed, but torguvaiu still shows traces of the
infinitive: va was struck out, and u was emended from earlier o (from the infini-
tive, regularly written torgovat).

In (126F), the emendation is quite complex, as the image from the manu-
script also shows. The order of the two expressions in F has been reversed com-
pared to s, but we also see clear traces of the conversion from ‘xouy + INF to
‘DAT + INF:
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(126r) Mne ne 2 tebe 1 poklanitza, ia mnie stoboi tegatza.
Ich wyll my nichtt vor dj njgen, ich wyll
mitt dy tho rechte gahen. (F 208 13-15)
MHu% Te6F He IOK/IOHUTHCH, % MHE € TOOOIT TATaTHCS.
‘T will not bow down before you, I will go to court with you’

Mm" v viny Jatd. ""“Ifg i Al S
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(126s) Ja gottsu stoboy tegasthe Ja ne gottsu tebbe poklan?tze,
Ich will mit dir rechnen, Ich will dir nicht vorgnugenn. p. (s 1051, 12-14)

Finally, r has a phrase in which two constructions are presented as being syn-
onymous: one construction employs the perfective present, the other is ‘“xouy +
INF’. The corresponding phrase in s only has the latter construction.

(127F) Koli tj suoi saklat opeet ¥inet vines:
koli ty chotzis suoi saklat opeet vinet [...]
Wanner wiltu djn pandt wedder inlosen [...] (F 294 11-12, 15)
Kot ThI CBOII 3aK/Iaf] OIAITH BbHEAFES BbIHEIb:
KOJIY ThI XOYelIb CBOII 3aK/Iaj OISITh BBIHATH?
‘When [do /] will you redeem your pledge again?’

'5?":"'" ’\f.-'""",;) W!

(127s) Kally thy gottzys Suaje Backladt opedt wuyed polmo [...]
Wan ehr wiltu dein pfandt wied[er] losen [...] (s 11r, 24; 11v, 1)

The crossed-out infinitive vjinet ‘BoiusATh in the first construction could of
course be interpreted as anticipating the infinitive in the next construction, but
in all likelihood reflects the infinitive of the original.

7.4.3 Removal gone wrong

In the examples above, the process of conversion may have been bumpy, but the
resulting Russian phrase is grammatically unsuspect. However, the elimination
of ‘xouy + INF’ was not always that smooth: the abandonment of the construc-
tion left its traces, even where it has disappeared.

In quite a few cases, verb forms which seem odd or seven simply incorrect
can be explained by comparing the phrase in which they occur with s, as (128r)
below illustrates. In essence, this phrase is similar to the example with torguvaiu
in (125F). The corresponding phrase (128s) shows the construction xouy ...
nonaumosamy. The scribe meant to replace this construction with the present-
tense form nonaumyw, but treated the verb in -osamwv like a regular verb
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in -amv (such as uumamy), leaving us with nonaumosar instead, which this
time was not corrected:

(128F) Ia isvostzikoff ponaimovaiu [...]
Ich will forlude huren [...] (7 288 8,10)
(TF 11) S U3BO3YMKOB IIOHAMOBAIO
‘T will hire carters’

(128s) Ja gotflu Ifuosmyjkoff ponajmowath [...]
Ich will furleute Heurenn [...] (s 8v, 8-9)

A similar line of reasoning can explain the odd verb form nodymy in the follow-
ing phrase:

(129F) Ia ffperot ssuoim tovariszum, podumu [...]
Ich wyll my ersten mjt mjnem maschoppe bedenken [...] (F 363 17, 20-21)
(1 11) ‘4 Brepér ¢ cBoum ToBapuiém mopymy(!)
‘First I will consider with my companion’

—

(129s) Ja gotfu off piruo Ifluoym thowaryfljm podumath [...
Ich will mich erst mit meinem Mastkop bedennckenn

—

o] (s 42r, 14, 16-17)

The present-tense form podumu ‘mopmymy’, rather than podumaiu ‘mopymaro’
can be explained by assuming that the source of ¥, like s, reflected the construc-
tion xouy ... nooymamyp. The infinitive ending -f» and the preceding vowel a
were cut off from nodymampo, and replaced by -u, the prototypical ending for the
IND.PRES.18G.*™

The removal of “xouy + INF’ can also explain the strange verb forms mollitzu
and vizitzu in (130F):
(130F) Ia bhogu mollitzu da pristoino vtzitzu.

Ich will godtt bidden vnd flitigen lehren. (F1911-2)

(tF 11) 4 bory momnthcro(!) fa mpucroitHo yunrbcro(!)
‘I shall pray to God and learn diligently’

(130s) Ja gotzu boch mollitze da vtzjtze. p
Ich will gott bittenn vnnd Lerenn. p. (s 65r 22-23)

Confronted with xouy ... monumuvcs da yuumocs in his source, the scribe wanted
to remove this construction; but he failed to recognise the reflexive suftix -cs for
what it was. Rather than adding the first-person ending -y/-# before the suffix,
he instead deformed the suffix.

>t Another example is the verb form osaklu ‘(TE 11) osakn<ax>y’ of (16E): the scribe interpreted
his source’s equivalent of offaklath sa Lossjith as two synonymous infinitives (something like
‘3aK/ma<c>Th : 3am0KuUTh ) rather than as ‘3akman sanoxxuts’. He removed the second variant and
converted the ‘infinitive” offaklath into the perceived 1sG osaklu ‘ozaxiy’.
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Mistakes were not only made with the conversion of ‘xouy + INF’ to a present-
tense form, but also when conversion to ‘DAT + INF’ took place. This is shown in
(131), where the originally nominative subject remained unchanged:

(131F) Timnie to otnett : sapovedatt
Wultu my dat vorbeden. (F 201 9-10)
(tF 11) Ter MEB TO OTHATB(!): 3an0BBAATH(!)?
‘Will you deny: prohibit me that?’

(131s) Gottsys thj Imne tho Sapuwedath, p.
Wiltu mir das vorbietenn. p. (s 100V, 1-2)

The final example that will be given here, (132), shows another incomplete con-
version: the conversion of the first verb construction (xouy npodamv > npodam)
went well, but in the second ([xouy] 83amv > 603vmy) the infinitive was left un-
touched.

(132F) Ia suoi tovar prodam, da frutz dengi ffzaet.
Ich will myne wahre vorkopen vnd redtt geldtt nemen. (F 280 21-23)

(132s) Ja gotflu suoye thowar prodath da ffnuths kuny ffjsedth
Ich will meine wahre vorkauffenn vnd bahr geldt
daruon nhemenn, p. (s 6r,11-13)

The type of errors discussed above is by no means rare. Of the 120 cases where s
has xouy and ¥ does not, F shows morphological or syntactic mistakes in 29
cases, as shown in Table 38.

xouy > # of cases # of mistakes
present-tense form 90 25

DAT + INF 22 2
stanu 1

other 7 2

total 120 29

Table 38: mistakes made during the conversion of ‘xouy + INF’

The pattern is clear: xouy + INF was removed from the text. Of course, individ-
ual odd verb forms could be explained linguistically. Take, for example the
forms primetu and naredu and their suggested transliteration in (133F) and
(134F):
(133F) Ia tebe primetu kudi ty idis.

Ich will dymer achtt hebben wor du hen geist (F 211 16-17)

(tE 1) A Tebe mpuMBE <>y, Ky[bl ThI UJICIIb.
‘T will pay attention to you where you go.”

(134F) Ia stoboi sapovet naredu [..]
Ich will mit dy eyn verbundt maken [...] (F 406 5,7)
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(tE 11) A ¢ TO60I1 3aI0BEADL HAPAKS>Y
‘T will set up a contract with you’

Zaliznjak (1998: 269, 273) suggests that primetu and naredu, rather than
npummwuy or Hapsxy, might reflect npummmio and napsow, showing the influ-
ence of analogical levelling. Comparison with s, however, shows that the phrase
originally contained the construction ‘xouy + INF”:

(133s) Ja gottsu tobbe primetjth kuddy thy Ides
Ich wil dir nachsehen wo du hinn gehen wildt, (s 1081 11-12)

(134s) Ja gottBu stoboju sapowedth naredydt [...]
Ich will mit dir einenn bunnd machen [...] (s 60r 11, 13)

In the light of the presence of ‘xouy + INF’ in s and the absence of similar cases
of analogical levelling in E, Zaliznjak’s suggestion has to be discarded. Instead,
primetu and naredu do not reliably reflect either npummwuy/napsny or
npumrmio/ Hapsorw, but rather the same truncation procedure as we have seen
in (129).2°> They should be discarded from linguistic analysis; the best explana-
tion for the oddities as a group is philological.>*

The pattern can be extrapolated to cases where F shows a suspicious verb form
even without a direct correspondence in s. The criteria for this extrapolation are
that the corresponding German phrase shows willen, and that the odd verb
form can be explained by assuming the presence of the construction ‘xouy +

>

INF.

The verb forms voiovu and menetzu in (135F) and (136F) below illustrate this.
Voiovu is like torguvaiu and ponaimovaiu in (125F) and (128F), menetzu is like
molitzu and vtzitzu in (130F).

(135E) Ia protiff tebe voiovu.
Ich wyll iegen striden. (¥ 199 6-7)
(¥ 11) I mporus Tebe BoéBy(!)
I (shall) struggle against [you].’

(136F) S suknum ia stoboiu menetzu.

2 The editors of TF 11 noticed the conversion in a few cases. They considered the verb forms
sdaisli (F 409 14), rosvestu (F 442 5), priroveneis (F 458 18), nouuns (F 469 2), rosplodu (¥ 502 3),
and blagoslovu (F 502 4), as well as the construction mnie tebe rad sluszu ‘Mt Teba pap cnymy’
(F 399 5) to be blends of some kind. Since they had no access to s, they could not know the ori-
gin of the hypothesised contaminations.

>3 A small number of correspondences between E and s do not seem to fit the general pattern.
In all of these, s combines xouy not with an infinitive but with another present-tense form. For
example, s Ja [...] gottzu dobbe dam ‘s xouy Te6b mam’ (s 101r 15) corresponds to F Ia [...] tebe
dam (¥ 202 11). The other examples can be found in F 286 21 ~ s 10V 5; F 290 12 ~ s 10r 7 (2X); F
3131 ~ S 19V 14; F 402 15 ~ s 58r 23. These cases do not disturb the general picture presented here.
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Midt laken will ich mjt dj buhten. (F 456 20-21)
(tE 1) C cykHOM £ ¢ To6010 MeHATbCIo(!).
I shall exchange with you in cloth’

In the above cases, we are dealing with the conversion of ‘xouy + INF to a pre-
sent-tense form. The errors are mostly morphological in nature. In case of con-
version to the construction ‘DAT + INF, they are mostly syntactic. In (131F)
above, the nominative subject should have been converted to a dative object (or
the verb should have been conjugated in the IND.PRES.). In (137F), the conver-
sion to ‘DAT + INF’ was successful, but the resulting construction, retaining the
element pao, is still wrong:

(137F) Mne rad tvoi orudio isoruduvat: postrepatt.
Ich will dy gern djm warff besturen. (F 211 3-4)
(tF 11) MuB(!) pag TBO<E> Opyabé M30PYROBATH / HOCTPANATD
‘Tam willing to [put in order /] take care of your case.’

(137s) Ja Jotzu tebbe Issoruduwath rade,
Ich will dirs gerne werbenn, (s 107V 3-4)

7.4.4 Other constructions

Although the cases with ‘xouy + INF’ constitute the bulk of the errors in verbal
morphology, the attention of the scribe was not only focused on this particular
construction. Changes in other future-tense constructions can be found as well.

In (138), a ‘DAT + INF construction in s corresponds to an IND.PRES. con-
struction in F:

(138F) Samli tj sa ihim iechas [...]
Woultu darsuluest na reysen [...] (F3281,3)
(TF 11) Cam-1mu TbI 32 uM bxammn(!)
‘[Do] (Will) you travel after them yourself?’

(138s) Sammomull tobby 8agym jochgath [...]
Wiltu selbernn darnach reysenn [...] (s 25v17,19)

The inD.PrEs. form transliterated as mwxaww, rather than the expected mwoeww,
shows the same stem as the infinitive nwxams we find in s, and which was
probably simply copied.

In (139F), the scribe of F tried to repair a faulty construction in his source, re-
flected in s:

(139F) [...] tochdi mnie tebz rad sluszu.
[...] so
will ich dy gerne horen [...] (3995,7-8)
(tF 11) Tormet MEB(!) Tebs(!) pap cyury
‘Then I shall be glad to listen to you’

(139s) [...] thochdy Ja tebbe vade sslussjth.
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[...] so will ich dir gerne zu willen sein. (s 56r 4, 6)

Where s has Ja tebbe vade sslussjth ‘ich [will] dir gerne zu willen sein’, interpre-
ted as ‘s Tebs pagme cmyxutp’ by its editors, ¥ has mnie tebee rad sluszu. The
transliteration in TF 11 reads ‘MuB(!) Teba(!) pag cnymy’, with cryury based on
the German equivalent ‘ich [will] dj gerne horen’. The scribe of r intended to
replace the infinitive by a IND.PRES.15G., but presumably confused cryxumo
and cnywamo, and adjusted the German phrase. Still, sluszu should be read as
IND.PRES.15G. cnyxy rather than the non-existing *ciyuy. Even the corrected
reading ‘MHE Tebs pag cmyxy’, however, makes little sense; the attempt of the
scribe to improve upon the source failed.

7.4.5 Implications for the data

As the transliterations from TF 1 in the previous sections show, the editors
sometimes recognised that something was amiss. They indicated this with (!),
emended forms with brackets (<...>), and sometimes transliterated a form with-
out further comment, such as nonaumosaro in (128r). Of course, having no ac-
cess to the text of Schroue’s phrasebook, the editors simply could not explain
the odd forms. Now that we do have access to this text, we have been able to es-
tablish that ‘xouy + INF was consciously removed from the source texts, and
that occasionally other constructions also underwent change. This has its impli-
cations for the interpretation of the data. In some cases, the transliteration in TF
11 has to be adjusted, in others the verb form in the manuscript should be con-
sidered linguistically uninformative, in yet others a philological explanation will
have to be seriously considered before accepting the linguistic validity of a form.

A number of these forms, without pretension to exhaustiveness, are dis-
cussed below; some of them have already been mentioned above. In each cate-
gory the verb forms in phrases with a correspondence in s precede those from
phrases without such correspondence.

= Reflexive verbs

Ia ... mollitzu da ... vizitzu ‘(TF 11) 4 ... mommtbero(!) pa ... yantbcro(!)’ (F1911)
~ Ja gotzu ... mollitze da vizjitze (s 65r 22)

Ia ... ismoluitzu ‘(TF 11) A ... cMonBuThCro(!)’ (F 207 10)
~ Ja gottf$u ... smolwjitze (s 104r 10)

menetzis ‘(TF 11) MBHATb <X>Yellb’ (F 296 4; IND.PRES.25G.)
~ menetzell thy gotzys (s 121 12-13)

Ia ... na tebe salvatzu: salitzu
‘(Te 1) 41 ... Ha Tebe xan<o>BaTbcio(!) / xamutbcio(!) (F3301-2)
~ Ja ... gottfiu na tebbe faljitze (s 26v 1)

ia pairitzu ‘(TF 11) A maputbcio(!)’ (F 196 8)
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ias ... ne bositzu ‘(TE 11) 513 60>xuTHCI0(!)’ (F2181)
Pomiritzu stoboiu 2 ia 1 do smerti ‘(TF 11) IlomupuTscio(!) s ¢ To6010 Ko cMepTn’ (F 258 19)

Ia ... stoboi posnatzu: posnavatzu
‘4 ... ¢ Tob6oit mosHaTbcro(!): mo3HaBaThCIO(!) (F 396 12-13)

Na ... savetzeetzu: schavitzu torgovat [...] wasu™uo
‘(TF 11) <AI> ... 3aBBbuatbcio(!) / masuThcio(!) ToproBars’ (F 4351, 2)

o iy e { —K
et 010 Irt\}\“ﬁvw(’fhﬁ:t-t: %g(’o’b‘d’tf t(— < {m’;[%ﬁ

"
0¥t 1'!m111rt.% ¢ *‘F;‘“"L;ff’“} A

Figure 85: Na ... savetzeetzu: schavitzu torgovat [...] waseu™uio (F 435 1, 2)

Ia ... savetzeetzu torgovat.  3aes 3aseua™uro

‘(Te ) 4 ... 3aBBuarecio(!) Toprosars’ (F 4355)
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Figure 86: Ia ... savetzeetzu torgovat.  3aes 3aéeua™uro (F 435 5)

ia stoboiu menetzu ‘(TF 11) s ¢ To6010 MBHATBCIO(!)’ (F 456 20)

Verbs in -osams

Ne torgovaisli tj somnoi ‘(TF 11) He ToproBaens sy Tbl CO MHOIT’ (F 306 6)*°*
~ Ne gottsjs thj somny turguwath (s 17r 5)

torgovaisli somnoi ‘(TF 1I) TOProBaellb-/I¥ CO MHOIT’ (F 276 16-17)
~ Gottfsjs thy sonnoy turguwath (s 4r 13)

torgovaisli snim ‘(TF 11) TOproBaelib-11 ¢ HUM’ (F38411)
~ gottsys thy Ifigimy turguwath (s 49v 1)

Ias tuoi orudie isorduvu ‘(TF 11) 53 TBO<E> OpyHUE UBOP<Y>AY<I0> (F33314)
~ Ja thuoje orudje gottzu Ifforuduwath (s 28r 7)

Ia protiff tebe voiovu (TF 11) S mporus tebe Boéy(!)’ (F 199 6)

Ia isvostzikoff ponaimovaiu ‘(TF 11) 51 13BO3YNKOB TOHANMOBAIO’ (r 288 8)

a ... viidolguvy ‘(TF 11) 51 ... BBIFONTY<10> (F 3851-2)

Consonant alternation within present-tense conjugation

Ia tebe primetu (TF 11) 51 Tebe mpumb<a>y’ (F 21116)
~ Ja gottsu tobbe primetjth (s 108r 11)

*°¢ None of the forms mopzosaeusv received a ‘(!)’ in TF 11
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Ne vbafflis, ty tzenu ‘(T 11) He y6asmuius(!) Ts by’
~ e gotzys thy themy vbaujith (s 5v 12-13)

ias ... rad ... tebe ponarovu (TF 1) 513 ... paf ... Te6s MOHAPOBI>10’
~ ia ... rade ... tebbe ponoroujdt (s 30v 23-24)

Ia ... tebe daszadu ‘(TF 11) 51 Tebe <3>aca<K>y’
~ Ja ... gottfSu tebbe sassjdjth (s 57v 1)

Ia stoboi sapovet naredu ‘(TF 11) 5I ¢ To60I1 3a0BBAD HAPAK>Y
~ Ja gottfSu stoboju sapowedth naredjdt (s 6or 11)

ia budu da klemu ‘(TF 11) 51 6yny ma xne<it>my(!)’
ias tuoich siemen rosplodu ‘(TF 11) 513 TBOUX CEMeH POCIIO<K>Y

ia ... blagoslovu ‘(TF 11) 5 ... 611ar0CIOB<I>10’

239

(¥ 280 1)**

(F 339 5-6)

(¥ 4011)

(F 406 5)

(¥ 426 17)
(F5023)
(r 502 4)

Less straightforward relationship between present-tense and infinitive

stem

Kudi tj tovar poslas ‘(T 11) Kyznbl TeI TOBap mocin<e>Is’
~ Kuddy thy thowar gottzj pofSlath (s 25v 11)

Samli tj sa ihim iechas ‘(TF 11) CaM-1y1 ThI 32 UM BXaIup’
~ Sammomull tobbj Sagym jochgath (s 25v 17)

ia ottebe ne prinu (TF 11) 51 oT Tebe He MPUHY’
~ Ja vtebbe nj pryjedt (s 30r 12)

Ia ... ottebe ne prinu ‘(TF 11) f ... OT Tebe He IpUHY
~ Ja ... vtebbe primu (s 30r 17-19)

ia €hirad [...] mnovo prinu ‘(TF 11) s pap ... MHOBO npuHy(!)’
~ Ja gottfSu rade ... Imnogo prydth (s 62r 24-25)

tj ... mnie ffpol prines ‘(TF 11) T8I ... MES Bron npuHemn(!)’
~ tj Imogo offpoll prejmes (s 61r 19)

sdaisli iestze somnoiu ‘(TF 11) xpaenrb(!) u ere co MHOK’
~ gottfsy Jefle somnojo ... Istadt (s 62r 8-9)

Overgeneralisation of dampo

Ia ... to diela rosgadam (TF 11) 41 ... To gBno posragam(!)

(F 325 20)

(F3281)

(F 337 11)206

(¥ 33717)*7

(F 411 12)*°®

(F 408 5)*®

(F 409 14)

(F20514)

> Note that the addition of -I- in vbafflis (compared to s’s vbaujith ‘ybaButsp’) points to the fact
that the scribe was actually aware of the phenomenon of consonant alternation in the present-

tense conjugation, or had its imperfective counterpart yéasnsms in his mind.

206 ¥’s prinu versus s’s pryjedt has to been in the light of the addition of an epenthetic [n] in verbs
like npu(n)sameo (see §7.6).
>7 The replacement of correct npumy, as reflected in s, by npuny can be explained by the atten-
tion of the scribe for epenthetic [n] (see §7.6).
>9% See footnote 206.
209 See footnote 207.
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~ Ja gottzu tho dela rosgadath (s 103v 18)

ia ... to diela ... roszuszu: rosgadaiu: rosgadam
‘(TE 11) 51 ... TO ABI1O ... poccyXy: posragato: posragam(!)’ (F 368 7-8)"°
~Ja ... tho dela ... vofigaddaju: vofizufSu (s 44r 18-19).

=  Various

A’ ... nouung /ias ... potziu ‘(TF 11) -’ (¢ 187 4, F 188 1)™
~ Issde Ja gottfine mjlos sjodye bofSje Pottsynath (s 99r 8)

A3 nouumg ... nuca™ | ias potzinu ... piszat ‘(TF 11) I3 nouHy ... mucaTy’ (F 273 2,13)*?
~ Jagotzu ... potfSjnath (s 3r 3)

Ty suoi tovar ... prirovenes: priloszis ‘(TF 11) TbI cBOJI TOBap ... IPUPOBHUIIDL  (E 345 9)*
~ Gottfsjif8 thy suoj thowar ... priilofSzjith: prirononeth (s 33v 4)

na kovo tj perenetzis ‘(TE 11) Ha KOBO TbI IepeHATH denrb(!)’ (¥ 357 6)™
~ na kogo thy gotzjif8 perejietz (s 38v 16)

Ia ... podumu ‘(¥ 11) g mogymy(!)’ (F36317)
~ Ja gotfu ... podumath (s 42r 14)

Ia ... perebiru. rosbiru ‘(TF 11) { ... mepebepy: posbepy’ (F 41413)*5
~ Ja Jottsu .. porobyrath: RofSbjrath (s 63v 23)

A’ ... nouung nucamp ‘(TF 11) 513 IOYHY IIICATH (F 469 1-2)*°

We have seen in the previous section that conversion went wrong in (139F),
which is also the case in (140F):

(140F) [...] kak mnie isvorotzus ia tebe saplatzu.
[...] alse
ich vehle geldes kryge so wyll ich dy betahlen. (¥ 3253,7-8)
(TF 11) KaKk MHBIT U3BOPOUYCH, 51 TeOh 3arUTavy
‘When I [am in a little better situation] (get a lot of money) I will pay you’

(140s) [...] kack Ja Iworatsufd Ja tebbe saplatf3u [...]
[...] wan ich viell geldes bekomme, so will ich dich auch betzalenn [...] (s24v2,6)

z° Note that the incorrect poseadam was actually added here as a synonym for poszadaro.

* ¥ 11 does not transliterate these forms. The form nouuny (rather than correct nouny) is ex-
plained by the reflection of nouunams in s.

2> See footnote 211.

3 §’s prirononeth reflects ‘mpuposusts’. Cf. also priroveneis ‘(TF 11) nmpupoBHsiems (E 458 18).
24 A more realistic transliteration is nepensuuwv, as if it were the IND.PRES.25G of a verb
*nepeHauumo.

»5 Corrected transliteration: nepe6upy, posbupy, reflecting the vowel of the imperfective
nepebupamv and pozbupampv, as found in S. On the choice between perfective -6pamp and im-
perfective -6upamo, see §7.5.1.

6 See footnote 211. Corrected transliteration is nouuny, reflecting the vowel of a posited imper-
fective nouunamp from the source.
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The German equivalent of the verb ussopomumucs in both r and s reflects ‘to
get a lot of money’. More literally, it should be interpreted as ‘to get out of a dire
situation’ (cf. ussopom ‘(TcK.) BBIXOZ 13 3aTPyJHEHNUA in SRNG), or ‘to pay off
one’s debts’ (cf. the noun uzsopoms ‘noramenne gonra’ in SRjA XI1-xvi1i, vol. 6).
In s, the Russian construction is clear. In , it is less so. The editors of Tk 11 were
confronted with mnie, and decided to interpret it as mumwii ‘less’. However, this
does not fit the semantics of ussopomumucs, which has the element of ‘leaving
an unfavourable situation behind’. Most probably, what we are dealing with is
that the scribe of ¢ replaced s with mum, but left the iND.PRES. untouched; the
transliteration should be adjusted accordingly: ‘kax mub(!) nsBopouycn’.

Finally, there is the syntactic idiosyncrasy in (141F):

(141F) Ia mne podumaiu |[...]
Ich will my bedenken [...] (F 199 19-20)
(rr 1) S muB(!) mogymao |...]
‘T will think it over’

This phrase, which has no correspondence in s, may very well have originated
from s xouy nodymamv, as a contamination of a nodymarn and mHw
nooymamo.>”

7.4.6 Motivation of the scribe

The scribal corrections as well as the mistakes the scribe made show that the
removal of ‘“xouy + INF’ must have been very much on the scribe’s mind, and the
trigger to innovate must have been quite mechanical. Even the religious and the
highly formulaic parts flanking the main body of the text did not escape conver-
sion, to which the forms rosplodu and blagoslovu from RreL1, and the cases with
the verb nouamo or nouunamo from the formulaic introductions testify.

Yet despite the automatic execution on the part of the scribe, the conversion
in and of itself was a very conscious effort. This is shown by the elaborate emen-
dation in (126F), as well as by the addition of Cyrillic forms on ¢ 435 of the
manuscript (see Figure 85 and Figure 86 in the previous section). For some rea-
son or other, the ‘“xouy + INF’ construction had fallen out of favour.

One motivation behind the conversion of ‘xouy + INF into other constructions
relates to the question of whether xouy in this case is actually an auxiliary verb,
or whether it retains its lexical meaning ‘want, will’. After all, although ‘xouy +
INF’ was used as a periphrastic future construction in Church Slavonic, the con-
struction is considered alien to East Slavic (Andersen 2006b: 71). Also, and per-

*7 Also, the possibility of interference with the corresponding German phrase ‘Ich will my be-
denken’ cannot be excluded.
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haps more importantly, in all but a few cases the Russian construction ‘xouy +
INF’ in s shows a suspicious correspondence to the German construction ‘willen
+ INF . In fact, ‘xouy + INF may be no more than a literal translation of the Ger-
man construction.”® Both Bolek and Falowski have in fact suggested that the
abundant use of xouy in s and A may be influenced by the corresponding Ger-
man construction (Bolek 1997: 66-67, Falowski 1996: 62).

At the same time, the construction was not replaced (in imperfective contexts)
by the innovative constructions ‘6ydy + INF and ‘cmany + INF (Cocron 1961:
248), which would have been very simple in terms of conversion, but by a pre-
sent-tense form, which required more knowledge of the language. The con-
struction ‘cmany + INF’, favoured by the spoken language of the time (Cocron
1961: 248), was added only in one phrase. This phrase, (142), was already dis-
cussed in §7.1 as (93), but is reproduced here for the sake of convenience.

(142F) Tott tzélloveck pyr naresatt da gosti stane pottzvat.
De mahn wyll ein gastgebodtt anrichten vndtt
geste plegen. (F 2021-3)
(TF 11) ToT uénoBEK — VP HApsKATb [ja TOCTH cTaHe mop3Bath(!).
‘That man will arrange a party and invite guests.’

(142s) Te Salueck gottzu pjr na resath da gotzu posswath.
Der Mann will ein gastgebott thun vnd wil geste Ladenn, (s 101r 11-12)

Most likely, we are dealing here with a corrupt source. In s we find gottzu,
which has to be interpreted as IND.PRES.35G. xou<e>. The interpretation of the
second instance of gotzu, further down the sentence, is unclear: it, too, could
reflect xou<e>, but then the element of ‘guests’ (cocrmu) remains unexpressed.
The scribe of ¥ may have been confronted with the same situation in his source,
which first of all prompted him to write gosti and, secondly, to use the auxiliary
verb cmatne.

Furthermore, Zaliznjak rejects the reading nodssamv proposed in TF 11 (1998:
262). In his view, nodssame would have the wrong aspect (perfective, rather
than the imperfective expected after crmany), the wrong form (noozsamov rather
than nodossampv), and the wrong translation (plegen does not mean ‘to invite”).
He proposes the imperfective nom<u>esamv, which does not have any of these
problems. It is hard to tell whether Zaliznjak’s assumption is correct. The fol-
lowing observations will have to be considered: The perfective aspect of the in-

28 Low German, willen ‘want’, schollen ‘shall, will’ and werden ‘become’, could be used as auxil-
iaries to form an analytic future tense (see Sarauw 1924: 225; similarly Lasch 1914: 222f)). If one
wonders whether ‘willen + INF has a modal shade over it (see Giinther 1964: 61, Lunden
1972: 94), it is worthy of note that despite the introduction of new constructions in F, the Ger-
man phrases retain the verb willen.
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finitive in cmane nossamv could be explained by the original construction, xo-
uem nossamo. Given s’s posswath ‘mosBatp’, pottzvat may in fact be linked with
nozeamy (rather than with *nodsseamv). This is shown by another phrase from ¢
and s, highly similar to the one above:

(143F) Ias chotzu gosti potzvatt. Ich will geste laden. (F 201 21)
(TF II) 3 XO4y TOCTY O3BATh
‘T want to invite guests’

(143s) Ja gotzu gossy posswath, p.. Ich will geste Ladenn. p. (s 1011 10)

Here, potzvatt ‘nossaryp’ is translated with correct laden ‘to invite’, rather than
with plegen ‘care for; look after’. Zaliznjak’s proposed nomu<e>sampo is repre-
sented elsewhere in F as nonomuusamv: popotzjvatt ‘nomorumsarp; nodigen’
and popotzjvaiu ‘nonorumpato; plegen vnd nodigen’ in F 227 18-19.*° This sug-
gests that the scribe was confused between the verbs nomuesamo ‘care for; look
after’, nosvieamo ‘invite’ and nodsvieams ‘summon’.

A number of times, the interpretation nodsvigar in TF 11 will have to be re-
placed by nosvisamo, corresponding to s’s posswath ‘mosBatp :

(144F) Ia tebe perett sudiu potzjvaiu.
Ich will dy vor den vagedtt eschen. (F 210 9-10)
A Tebe nepex Cynbio MOA3BIBAIO (TF 1) / MO3BIBAIO
‘T (will) summon you before the judge.’

(144s) Ja gottzu tebbe, perodsudd pofluath (s 106V 7)
(145F) [...] ia iovo perod sudiu potzival [...]
[...] ich eschede ehm vor den vagedt [...] (F3872,6)

(TF 11) 51 €BO Tepéx CyAbIo MOA3BIBAT (TF II) / IO3bIBAJI
‘T summoned him before the judge’

(1458) [...] Ja Jogo poroth sudju pofluaell [...] (ss50v2)
(146F) [...] da menz,
perod sudiu potzival [...]
[...] vnd eschede my vor den vagedt [...] (F 387 10-11, 13)

Ia MeH: Nepéf Cyablo MOA3bIBa (TF 11) / MO3bIBAl
‘And summoned me before the judge’

(146s) [...] da
menna peroth sudju pofuall [...] (s50v 8-9)

These phrases at the same time show that the scribe was confused, that he
wanted to use a consistent spelling, and that his knowledge of Russian verbs was

9 In that phrase, the correspondence in s has pottfsjwath (not translated) and pottsiuaju ‘noti-
genn’ (s 43r 18, 19). See phrase (192).



244 INNOVATION IN TRADITION

quite thorough. He was aware of the various constructions and possibilities of
expressing future-tense meaning. His critical attitude towards his sources, as
well as the fact that he was not afraid to innovate, led to large-scale intervention.
And although the exact motivation of the scribe may not be fully clear, the
process itself is obvious and the traces left on the data are clear and tangible. In
all this, both the scribe’s feel for the language and his imperfect command of it
are obvious.

7.5 Verbal aspect

The editors of TF 11 noticed Fonne’s “hesitant search for expression of future” in
Russian, which should “undergo a critical examination” (Tk 11: xvii). It is not
entirely clear what they mean by “hesitant search”, but it is clear that the scribe
of F was aware of the semantic differences between members of aspectual pairs.

7.5.1 Verbal aspect and ‘xouy + INF’

The expression of future tense in Russian is intricately connected with the use of
verbal aspect. Therefore, it should come as no surprise that the conversion be-
tween future-tense constructions — such as ‘xouy + INF - as discussed in the
previous section also left its traces on the use of verbal aspect, especially where
conversion resulted in the use of a present-tense form.

Table 39 shows how the verbal aspect of 77 present-tense forms (out of a to-
tal of 9o; see Table 38) in F correlates with that of the infinitive following xouy
in s. These 77 forms constitute those cases where the infinitive in s could confi-
dently be assigned to the categories of perfective or imperfective verbs.>®

PERF (S) IMPEREF (S)
PERF (F) 42 1
IMPEREF (F) 7 20
unclear (¥)* 3 4
total 52 25

Table 39: Aspect of present-tense forms in r after conversion from ‘xouy + INF’

220 ] have excluded 13 cases. In 12 cases, the verb involved is kynumo; the other case concerns the
verb cxasamv. According to srja XI1-xVII, these are biaspectual verbs (see vol. 8: 127f. and vol.
24: 165ff.).

' This category includes 7 cases where the verb form in  is either wrong or so obviously con-
verted that it is difficult to confidently decide whether it is perfective or imperfective. These are
nouung/potziu (2x: ¥ 187 4/188 1, F 273 2/13), rosgadam (¥ 205 14), poslas (F 325 20), podumu (¥
363 17), perebiru (F 414 13) and rosbiru (F 414 13).
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A clear pattern emerges from this table. Typically, the aspect of the present-
tense form in r follows that of the infinitive in s. If the infinitive in s is perfec-
tive, then so is the present-tense form in F; if it is imperfective, then so is the
present-tense form in . The following two examples illustrate these categories:

(147F) Ia nimnuscha opotzinu.
Ich wyl ein weinig rowen (F 206 19; PERF)
Sl HeMHO>XXKO OIIOYMHY
‘T will rest a little’

(147s) Ja gottsu neymsofka opottsynet,
Ich will ein wenig ruhenn. p. (s 104r, 1-2; PERF)

(148F) Ia stoboi torguiu [...]
Ich wil [...] mytt dy kopslagen. (F 303 4-5; IMPERE)
S ¢ To601t TOPTrYIO
T (will) trade with you’

(148s) Ja gotzu turguwath stoboyou [...]
Ich will mit dir kaufschlagenn [...] (s 14v, 13, 15; IMPERF)

The pattern is only disturbed by a relatively small number of counterexamples: 1
case of PERF in F ~ IMPERF in S, 7 cases of IMPERF in F ~ PEREF in s, illustrated by
the following two examples:

(149F) Ne otzitaj ia same otzitaiu.
Worumb wiltu my ahne schuldt bedregen. (F 203 6-7; PERE)
He orumraii, 1 came or4mralo.
‘Don’t count it up, I will count it up myself

(149s) Ne otsytay Ja gotzu sam thy tajt. p.
Zelle nicht ab ich will Selbst abzelenn. p. (s 101V 9-10; yumamv, IMPERE)*>?

(150F) Prodaisli mnie tovar [...]
Wultu my de wahre vorkopen, so [...] (F 3411, 3; IMPERF)
IIpopaems-u MEB TOBap
‘If you are going to sell me the goods, then [...]’

(150s) Gottf3y thj Imne thowar prodath [...]
Wiltu mir vorkauffenn, so [...] (s 31V 20, 22; PERF)

Out of the 7 cases where an imperfective verb in F matches a perfective verb in
s, 5 concern one and the same verb: perfective npodamps in s, corresponding to
the imperfective 2sG npodaeww in r; this may be the reflection of some sort of
lexicalisation (see below in §7.5.2).

2 The Anonymous phrasebook has the phrase as Ne otzitai ty Ich Jas sam chotzu Ich ot tzesti
(a 771 7).
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Overall, the best predictor for the aspect of the IND.PRES. form in F is the as-
pect of the infinitive in s; conversion was rather automatic.

This does not mean that the scribe never made a conscious decision. In a few
phrases where there is some kind of conversion of future-tense expressions, an
aspectual decision can be assumed. In (151), perfective s xouy poso6pamo in s is
reflected as imperfective mumn po3bupame in ¥:

(151F) Mnie suoi tovar roszbirat [...]
Ich wyll myne wahre vnder schejden [...] (F 3205,7)”
MHu% cBoil TOBap po3éupars
‘I [am to] (will) separate my wares’

(151s) Ja tuoy thowar gotsu vosobrath |...] (s 22r 22)

And in (152) below, cam-nu mor nocvinaewv in F is matched with camomy-nv
mobr nocnamo in s:

(152F) Samli ty [...] al tovarisza
sa ihim poszilaies.
Wultu darsuluest [...] oder wiltu
djnen maschoppe ehr na reysen. (F3281-4)
aJIb TOBApMIIA 32 MM MOCBIIACIIH
‘Or are you sending your companion after them?’

(152s) Sammomull tobby [...] all thowarrjf3a
tobby sa gjym pofilath (s 25v17-18)

The editors of TF 11 spoke of a “hesitant search” for the expression of future
tense (see above). The facts presented in this section shed new light on a large
number of both imperfective and perfective iND.PREs. forms. Cases such as
(148E), where an imperfective present-tense form (mopzyrw) corresponds to a
clear future tense in German (wjl [...] kopslagen) could enhance the feeling of
this “hesitant search”.

Looking at the forms presented in this section, we have to conclude that in-
consistencies in the expression of future tense can to some extent be attributed
to retention of the original aspect when future-tense constructions were con-
verted (especially the abandonment of ‘xouy + INF’).

7.5.2 Other contexts

Whereas the process in the previous section resulted in a more or less automatic
choice between a perfective and an imperfective verb, related to that of the

> We find the same in Mnie tovar vjbirat ‘Mut ToBap BbIOMpaTh (F 304 9) ~ Ja gotfiu towar
sam wybrath (s sr 13).
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source, there are indications that the scribe was actually aware of the semantic
effects of the use of perfective and imperfective verbs.

First, a number of examples will give an idea of the differences between s and r
in this regard.

In the first phrase, samvikame in ¥ matches 3amuy in s, in the second F re-
flects pospywsun where s has pospywan, and in the last example, ¥’s npouty cor-
responds to nonpouty in s:

(153E) Iaidu svoi polat samikatt.
Ich gahe myjn steinhus tho thosluten. (¥ 205 6-7)
A uny csoit(!) monat(!) 3aMbIKaTh.
‘T am going to lock up my mansion.’

(153s) Ja Idw swoy pollat samnu. p (s 103r 8)

(154F) Otzum ty suoi tovar rosruszil [...]
Worumb heffstu djyne wahre vordehlet [...] (¥ 360 8, 10)
OuéM TBI CBOII TOBAp PO3PYLINT
‘Why did you divide up your wares?’

(154s) OttBum thy suoy tho war rof3usszall [...] (s 40r 24)

(155E) [...] tzogo ias ottebee proszu.
[...] wadtt ich van dj bydde. (F 208 11-12)
4éro 513 OT Tebs mpoury
‘What I ask of you’

(1555) [...] tzoga Ja vtebbe vtebbe
poprossw (s 1051 7-8)

More subtle, when it comes to language use, is the elimination of the secondary
imperfective ne kynnusan, as reflected in s, in favour of ne kynun in (156) and -
conversely - the choice of ckasane over ckasvigan in (157):

(156E) [..] ia
takova tovaru, peresze soge ne kupil.
[...] ich hebbe vor dufler
tidt sodahne wahre nicht gekofft. (F 399 13-14, 16-17)
S TakoBO TOBapY IHepexe CEr<o> He KyIMIL.
‘T have never bought such goods before now.’

(156s) [...] Ja tackoua
thowaru perefize oggo ne kupluwall (s 56r 17-18)

(1578) Ty skasuval mnie [...]
Du sedest my [...] (¥ 306 16, 19)
ThI cKasbiBal MHB
“You told me.

(157s) Ty shafllabe Imne [...] (s17v1)
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In one case, (158), F presents both secondary imperfective and perfective vari-
ants as synonymous:

(158F) [...] ino tebe sato silno sastafflivaiu:
siloiu sastafflu.
[...] so will ich dy dartho dwingen. (F 407 16-17, 22)**
MHO Tebe 3aTO CUJIBHO 3aCTaBIMBAI0:
CUJIOIO 3aCTABIII0
‘Then I [compel /] will compel you to it by force’

(158s) [...] Imno Ja tebbe
3a tho Byloy: Bylnu saftaffliu. (s 61r 8-9)

In a single case, the scribe’s awareness also protrudes in the German transla-
tions of a Russian phrase. In (159), perfective cmopeyem and future-tense wyll ...
kopslagen in F correspond to imperfective mopeyem and present-tense
kaufschlage in s:
(159F) [...] ino my stoboiu storguiem.
[...] so w¥ll ich mytt dj kopslagen. (F 30312, 14)
VHO MBI C TOOOIO CTOpryemMm
‘Then I will trade with you’

(1598) [...] muy sthoboju turgujum
[...] so kaufschlage ich mit dir (s 151 4, 6)

In addition to the example above, r and s differ in the use of perfective cmopeo-
samyp and imperfective mopeosamuv in 8 more cases. Where there is a difference
in the IND.PRES., F mostly reflects the perfective verb and s the imperfective; the
German translation in both manuscripts then typically reflects a future tense
with willen:

storguiem ‘cTopryeMm’ (F 298 10)
~ turgujum (s 12v 21)

Mpnie ne motzi storgovat ‘MHb He MOYM CTOPTOBaTH’ (F 298 20)
~ Imne motzj ... thurguwath (s 13r 6)**

bog tebe napomotz storgovat ‘bor Te6s Ha TOMOYb CTOProOBaThb’ (F3072)
~ boch debbe napomoths turguwath (s 17v 9-10)>*

storguiu ‘cTopryio’ (F3347)
~ turguju (s 291 9)

storguiu ‘cTopryio’ (F 365 10-14)

~ turguju (s 42v 22)

24 Cf. silne ne sastaffljvaiu ‘cunbab He 3acTaBmUBaI0 (F 201 7).

5 German translation: Ich kan nicht mjit dj kopslagen (¥ 298 22) ~ Ich kann nicht mit dir kauf-
schlagen (s 13r 8).

¢ German translation: godtt helpe dj tho kopslagen (s 307 3-4) ~ gott helfe dir zu kaufschlagenn
(s 17v11).
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Storguiom ... ne storguiom ‘CTOPTyéM ... He CTOPTyém’ (F 366 15)
~ Turgujum ... ne Isturgujum (s 43v 1-2)*”

In 2 cases, the difference is the other way round: r has imperfective mopzosamo,
s cmopeosamy. In both cases, the German translation in both manuscripts has a
present tense:

ne torguies ‘He TOpryelIb’ (F 35418)
~ ne Isturgujes (s 37V 5)
torguiu ‘Topryio’ (F 396 18)

~ storgujiu (S 54V 21)

The link that can be made between perfective crmopzosamv (Russian) and future
tense (German) on the one hand, and imperfective mopzosamv and present
tense on the other in F — and the absence of such a link in s, points to the cir-
cumstance that the scribe of F was aware of the semantic difference between
these two, and probably other such verbs.

Another category where the usage of aspect differs between ¢ and s is consti-
tuted by the aspectual pair damov ~ dasamo. ¢ has daeww throughout the manual
as daies (8x), but also repeatedly reflects dawv where s has daeww. This pattern
extends to prefixed verbs with the same root. This means the scribe knew and
used both forms, and in several cases for some reason preferred the perfective
over the imperfective, and went as far as to change it:

(160F) Koli tj mnie toga ne das [...]
Wan du my datt nichtt en giffst [...] (F 22413, 15)
Ko 51 MHB TOTO He fainb
‘If you do not give me that’

(160s) Kolly thj Imne thoga ne dayes |[...] (s 28r14)
(161F) [...] moyei tzeni tj ne das [...]
[...] du giffst mjynen kop nichtt [...] (F3082,5)

Moeit ITBHBI ThI He JAIlb
‘You do not give me the price.’

(161s) [...] moy
szeney thy ne days [...] (s 17v 27-28)
(162F) [..] ty
mnie rostu ne das.
[...] du giffst my keyne rente. (F 37113-14, 18)

»7 The German translation atypically has a present tense in both manuscripts: Koepslage wj ...
koepslage wj nicht (¥ 366 17-18; present tense) ~ kaufschlagenn wir ... kaufschlagen wir nicht (s
43V 3-4; present tense).
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Tl MHB POCTY He Tallb
‘You give me no interest.’

(162s) [...] thy Imne rostu
ne days. p. (s 45v 19-20)

(163F) Kak tj tovar prodaies svalumli: sgrobumli
tj iovo prodas al na rosnitzu.
Wo wiltu de wahre vorkopen, wiltu se im
hupen vorkopen; im summen: oder bi stucken. (F3391-4)
Kak TbI TOBap mpopmaeus? CBasoM jut: crpébom nu
TbI €BO MPOJALIB A/Tb Ha PO3HMILY?
‘Will you sell them all in a heap / altogether or by retail?’

(163s) Kack thy thowar prodayes sualumly: Ifigrobuly: thy
goga prodayes all na rofinitzu thy Joga prodas. (s 30v19-20)

(164F) [...] tzto mnie tovaru ne prodas.
[...] dat du my de
wahre nicht vorkoffst. (F 357 19-21)
4TO MHB TOBapy He HPOJALIb.
‘[...] not to sell the goods to me’

(164s) [...] stho thy
Imne thowaer ne prodayes (s 391 8-9)

More instances can be found where the manuscripts of s and ¢ diverge as to the
choice of the aspect. The following list of forms does not pretend to be exhaus-
tive, but gives a clear pictures of the differences that can be found:

narovitt ‘HapOBUTD (F 220 8)
~ vnarowjith (s 34r 1)

omanil ‘omaHmI (F 298 16)
~ manywall (s 13r 2)

tzulil ‘cymm’ (¥ 300 6)
~ pofuljlle (s 13v 7)

ne chitril ‘He xuTpUIT (¥ 305 6)
~ ne Isgjtriell (s 16v 17); ne, sythojljj (s 31r 13)

Privedetze ‘npusenetcs’ (F3244)
~ prywoditzje (s 22v 17)

ne veschuiu ‘He BBIIyIO’ (F 326 13)
~ ne pauefSuju (s 25r 11)

proszil ‘pocw’ (¥ 33511)
~ prossall (s 291 1)

vynel: viibiral ‘Bpiasin: BeIOMpar (¥ 350 8)
~ wujiell: wybrall (s 35v 11)

chotzet ... perekupat ‘xo4er ... mepeKynars’ (F 365 16)
~ gottfSe ... perekupjith (s 43r 2)

spaszal ‘criacam’ (F3721)

~ spafle ‘criacne’ (s 46r 1)
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stzol ‘cuér’ (F 384 21)
~ tzjitall (s 49v 20)

potzival ‘nossBar’ (387 2)
~ pofiuaell (s sov 2)**8

vjibrat ‘BpIOpatTp’ (F 40116)
~ wyipjrath (s 58r 1)

ne tzulil ‘ne cymr’ (r 4041)
~ ne pofSuljll (s 59r 3)

ne velil ... poputat ‘He BenbII ... OIbBITATD (F 498 8)
~ ne welell ... pudajith (s 66r 21)

ieffga ... velel kusat ‘Esra ... Benbn(!) xycatp’ (F 499 12-13)

~ wellell Jeffke Adam kusjth (s 66v 15)

If the differences in the list above can be attributed to the scribe of ¥, they could
be seen as illustrative of his feel for the semantics of Russian verbal morphology.
This conscious choice for verb forms of a certain aspect discussed in this sec-
tion, paired with the rather mechanical choice in future-tense expressions dis-
cussed in the previous section, shows the complex philological layers of the
data.

7.6 Epenthetic [n]: -(n)amev, -(n)umamo

A phenomenon which is in essence similar to ezo vs. Hezo (see §6.2.4), is the ep-
enthetic [n] in the infinitive and I-participle of prefixed compounds of the
verb -(#)amy ‘take’. The [n] is historically regular only in suame (< *von-jeti)
and cuamo (< *son-jeti), and spread from there. The analogical nature of this
‘new stem’ -Hamvp has led to ample lexical and stylistic variation, both in Mod-
ern Standard Russian (cf. nodssameo vs. noousams, omeamo vs. omuamp) as well
as in the various dialects.

The variation and expansion of the variants in [n] is also attested in histori-
cal documents. srja x1-xviI includes omaamu and omuamu, npusmu and npu-
Hamu, to mention just two related pairs, as separate entries. The variants with
[n] mostly include examples from the 1™ century. The birchbark documents
discussed in Zaliznjak 2004 predominantly use variants without [n] (3aamu,
HaAMU, OMvAMU, Nepesmu, NoTMu, NPUIMuU, yamu, Amu, smuc4), but the fol-
lowing verbs occur with [n]:

YHATHU (OYHAN®, BBL 446, 1380-1400);

CHATH (CHAMU, BBL 142, 1300-1320);

OTHATU (OMHAND, BBL 494, 1410-1420; WMHA(/IU), BBL 521, 1400-1410);
(possibly) mogaATH (1[00]H[A]m[a], BBL 353, 1380-1400).

8 On nossamv vs. noo(0)3eamo, see $7.4.5.
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Let us now turn to the phrasebooks. A exclusively uses forms with [n].*s, on
the other hand, uses mostly forms without [n], with a handful of exceptions:

vnello ‘yusano’ (s 45v13)
doneth (2x) (s 14r 14 and 16)
doreth (s17r15)
the doublet prjell: prynell ‘npusin: npunsmT (s 14v 21)
the doublet perejeth: pereneth ‘nepears: nepeHATs’ (s 44r1)
possibly peneualfsa ‘nepensnca?’ >*° (s5r1y)

As was the case with the PERS.PRON.35G/3PL., the scribe of F judged that, in
some cases, [n] should be added to the form found in his sources. The table be-
low lists the occurrences in PHRAS of prefixed compounds of -amw. Corre-
sponding forms in s are included in the table.

F s

8DAMb/BHAMD vnztza (F 217 22)

8bLAMb/6bIHAMD vinell (¢ 240 7)
vinel (¢ 250 8) wuyell (s 35v 11)
vynet (F 294 12) wuyed (s 11r 24)
vinel (F 42113) wujell (s 111r 11)

00Mb/00HAMD doneett (¥ 301 12) dojeth (s 13v 27)
donzet (¥ 301 19) thoydt (s 14r 21)
donett (F 302 3) doneth (s 14r 14)
donet (F 302 5) doneth (s 14r 16)
doneet (¥ 302 12) dojeth (s 14r 25)
donzet (¥ 308 19) dayeth (s 18r 20)
donet (F 310 3) doyeth (s 18v 10)
donzet (F 3213) dojeth (s 23r 16)
donet (F 343 11) dojeth (s 33r 3)
donzet (¥ 358 14) doyeth (s 39v 8)
donzt (¥ 394 7) doyeth (s 54r 1)
donzet (F 403 14) dojeth (s 58v 21-22)

3aamv/3aHAMb sanel (F 291 2) samelo (s 8r 25)
sanel (F 326 9) Bamell (s 25r 8)

HAsMv/HAHAMD naial (F 438 19)

OMBAMb/OMHAMD otnal (F 332 5) otyell (s 27v 3)

229 The verbs involved are 3ausmo, nepensmo, noousmo, npursmoe and yusmocs. Fatowski lists
podoymi ‘nopoiiMu’ (a 7r 13) under nodssams (1994: 172); the disruption of the pattern, however,
is unnecessary.

3% An # also occurs in wujnejs ‘BboiHemb’ (s 11r 24). Botnews (rather than ewi(ii)mewn) could be
due to the transition of svtnamo (ewvi(ii)my, evi(ii)mewv, etc.) > 8viHymob (8biHY, 8biHeULb, etC.).
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F S

otnett (F 201 9) -

nepesmuv(cst)/nepensmo(cst) | perial (F 344 9) -

perenell (F 348 8) pereuoll: pereuothgele
‘mepeBén: nepesérne(?)’
(s 34v11-12)

pereneltzi ‘nepensnicy’ (F 27819)  peneualfa (s s5r17)

no0sAMb/NOOHAMY podiatt (F 221 9)
npusMo/NPUHAMb prinati (F 265 4)
prinat (F 267 4)
prinet (F 303 16) pryedt (s 15r 10)
prinet (¥ 336 7) pryeth (s 29v14)
prinet (F 339 13) pryeth (s 31r 5)
prinet (F 349 18) pryeth (s 31r 5)
prinet (F 357 11) pryeth (s 38v 21)
prinet (F 383 17) pryeth (s 491 8)
prinet (F 411 11) pryeth (s 62r 24)
nposmo(cs)/npousmo(cs) proietza: pronetza (F 431 2)
pronztza (F 433 15)
PO3vAMb/PO3HAMD rosnett (F 226 13) vof3jith (s 41r 17)
YAMb/YHAMD vnelo: ielo vnello (s 45v 13)

‘yHsi10: 5110 (F 371 1)

Table 40: Infinitives and I-participles of amwv(cs) and its prefixed compounds in PHRAS

As the table shows, n- was added to compound verbs with -amws quite consis-
tently. The preference for epenthetic [n] is especially clear in the most frequent
verbs, do(n)amv and npu(r)ame: there, [n] is used without exception, contrast-
ing with the mostly n-less forms we find in s. At the same time, the use of [n] is
not universal, which is clear from the occurrences of, for instance, the verb ne-
peramo(csa). The explicit doublet proietza: pronetza ‘mposTbcA: MpOHATBCA
(F 431 2) suggests that the n-less stem was not perceived as unacceptable.

In two cases, it is reasonable to assume that a form in F reflects the scribe’s
own choice. The first such case is ¥’'s Ti mnie to otnett: sapovedatt “I'pl MHB TO
OTHATH: 3anoBBHaTh? (F 201 9) contrasts with s’s Gottsjis thj Imne tho Sapu-
wedath “Xouems To1 MHE TO 3anoBbaatb?’ (s 110v 1). The result of the interven-
tion of the scribe in the construction as a whole is obviously unfortunate (see
§7.4.3), but there is no reason to doubt the validity of the addition of omname.
The second case where the form in r reflects the choice of the scribe is tj na iovo
perenell ‘Tel Ha €Bo mepeHAT (F 348 7-8), which contrasts with s’s thj na Joga
pereuoll: pereuothgele ‘Tbl Ha éra nepeBén: nepesérne(?)’ (s 34v 11-12). Here, the
original verb nepesecmu was replaced with nepensames.



254 INNOVATION IN TRADITION

The simplex samv occurs as well. In sharp contrast with the compounds
with -namo, ¥ prefers forms without epenthetic [n] for the simplex, as the fol-
lowing table shows.

F S

ambv(cs) ialles: ialsa (F 206 7) Jassle (s 108r 1)
ialles (¥ 237 22) -

ialsa (¥ 249 5)

ialsa (F 249 8)

ialsa (F 278 1)

ialsa (E 314 15) Jeles (s 22r 3)

ialsa (¥ 366 20) Jales Imales (s 44r 4)
vnelo: ielo ‘yusno: amo’ (¢ 3711) vnello (s 45v 13)
Ialsa (¥ 373 1) Jalsse (s 109r 15)
ialsa (F 407 14) JalBe (s 61r 6)

nella ‘Hama’ (F 421 1) Jella (s 111v 22)

Talsa (F 433 08)
ialos (¥ 478 17) gallos (s 55v 13)

Table 41: the simplex amuv(cs) in PHRAS

The synonyms vnelo: ielo ‘yusano: sino’ (k 371 1) contrasts with s’s single vnello
‘yHANO (s 45V 13). Assuming that ielo was added by the scribe of F, it shows that
the forms without [n] must have been considered appropriate for the simplex.
The form nella ‘usana’ (F 421 1) corresponds to Jella in s, which could either be a
form of the simplex namu (attested in the Pskov area, cf. SRNG vol. 21, s.v. Hamp)
or, not unlikely, an overgeneralisation of the scribe, who, as we have seen,
added [n] in numerous compounds with the same verb.

The [n] does not only surface in the infinitive and [-participle, but every now
and then also pops up in the present-tense form of the same verbs. The table
below shows the present-tense forms of the derived compounds of -amus(cs) in
PHRAS.

F s

BbIHAMD et vines (F 294 11) gottzys [...] wujed (s 11r 24)
vynes (F 294 13) wuyneys (s 11r 25)
vymi ‘BeiMu’ (F 372 11) wuynny (s 46r 11)

JoHAmMb doimu (F 286 10) dojomo (s 7v 21)
Doimi (F 44114)

U3vAML isinet (F 480 3)

OMHAMD ottoimi (F 248 3)

ottoimi (F 25116)
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F s

nepexsamMb pereimit (F 251 18)
pereimi (F 251 19)
perenetzis (F 357 6) gotzyl3 pereyetz (s 38v 16)
pereimis (F 395 19) pereymys (s 541 24)
Podoimi (¥ 396 7) Podoymy (s 54v 14)

podoimet (F 430 8)
podoimu (E 435 8)

npuHAMb primes (F 297 2) primes (s 12r 19)
primu (F 375 5) primu (s 47v 4)
prinu (F 337 11) pryedt (s 30r 12)
prinu (F 337 17) primu (s 30r 17)
prinu (F 411 12) gottys [...] pridth (s 62r 23-24)
prines (F 408 5) preymes (s 61r 19)

Table 42: Present-tense forms of smw(cs) and its prefixed compounds in phras

Linguistically, the occurrence of [n] could be explained as a case of analogical
levelling: from the infinitive and the [-participle, where it had become regular,
the [n] could have spread to other forms, ousting the etymologically correct -m-
in the process. However, we have seen above that the scribe of F consciously
added the [n] where it was necessary. Given these efforts, it is simpler to assume
that he overgeneralised this rule. This is especially true in those cases where he
could not immediately rely on his sources to determine the correct conjugation,
for instance where the present-tense form replaced an earlier construction with
xouy + INF (see §7.4). This accounts for the forms perenetzis (F 357 6), prinu
(¢ 337 11) and prinu (F 411 12) in the table above. The forms prinu (¢ 337 17) and
prines (F 408 5) — corresponding in s with etymologically correct primu (s 3or
17) and prejmes (s 61r 19) — would then be the only basis for a claim that forms
like npuny and npunewv were part of the linguistic reality around the scribe.

7.7 Conclusions

In this chapter, a number of issues considering the morphology and use of verbs
have been explored.

We have seen that the scribe of ¥ was aware of the markedness of the zero-
ending IND.PRES.35G/3PL. (§7.1), and tried to eliminate it from the data in most
cases. The elimination shows that the scribe clearly felt that it did not belong to
the ‘literary norm’.

We have also seen that a morphological pluperfect was used to indicate an
‘aborted action’ (npepsantoe deiicmesue), a meaning which is not accounted for
on birchbark, but which is the precursor of Modern Standard Russian construc-
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tions of the type on 6vi10 nowén. The pluperfect used in another meaning was
probably actively removed from the sources at the disposal of the scribe of F
(§7.2).

The comparison of s and r also permits us to confirm a number of translit-
erations proposed in TF 11, especially where it concerns the hesitation between
past tense (-7) and present tense (-m1). At the same time, the phrases concerned
show that the scribe must have been dealing with a source that was corrupted to
a considerable extent, and that he tried to make the best of it (§7.3). On a more
structural level, the data from both manuscripts also allow us to reach conclu-
sions about the decline of the conjunction of purpose dampv, the rise of the syn-
onymous do6po and their eventual replacement by umo6wi, as well as about the
verb forms (present tense or past tense) associated with these conjunctions (also
§7.3).

The scribe of r was acutely aware of the various constructions and possibili-
ties of expressing future-tense meaning. The critical attitude towards his source
(or sources), as well as the fact that he was not afraid to innovate, led to the
large-scale removal of ‘xouy + INF, and the reshuffling of other future-tense
constructions. This operation left its traces on the data. Comparison of s and r
now allows us to identify these traces, and to reinterpret the data, propose new
transliterations or discard data from linguistic analysis (§7.4).

The usage of verbal aspect by the scribe of F has so far been called “hesitant”.
Comparison of s and ¥ now allows us to highlight both the automatic, mechani-
cal choice for the perfective or imperfective aspect — caused by the elimination
of ‘xouy + INF -, as well as the very conscious choice for one aspect or the other
made by the scribe (§7.5).

On a more morphological level, we return to a topic also addressed in the
previous chapter - that of epenthetic [n] -, but this time in a range of prefixed
verbs in -(#)amv and -(n)umamos (§7.6). The scribe tried to modernise the lan-
guage of his sources, by adding the [n] where it had become required, testifying
to his linguistic awareness. At the same time, his non-nativeness shows in the
fact that he overgeneralised the [n], especially where he could not immediately
rely on his sources to determine the correct conjugation

In verbal forms, the opposition of local” versus ‘non-local’, ‘archaic’ versus
‘contemporary’ is not felt as acutely as in the nominal domain. Nevertheless, the
general trend is confirmed: local forms are avoided, archaisms are removed. In
his attempts to improve upon his sources, the non-native intervention of the
scribe of F also produced some strange results, which can now be identified by
comparing the data of ¥ with those of s.



8. RUSSIAN AND GERMAN

In the preceding chapters, I have shown that the scribe who compiled Fonne’s
phrasebook took his task very seriously. Whether it concerns the organisation
of the manuscript as a whole, the organisation of individual items, issues con-
cerning orthography, spelling and sounds, questions concerning the morphol-
ogy and the use of nominal and verbal forms, we have seen that the scribe took
a very conscious approach to his sources. In doing so, he displayed his feel for
nuances in the Russian language. At the same time, the data show that he was
prone to making errors.

One thing that so far has not yet been discussed, is the most basic and intui-
tive unit of the manuscript: the phrase. Or rather: the phrase pair, the combina-
tion of a Russian phrase and its German equivalent. Can the meticulousness of
the scribe that could be uncovered on the other levels be found here as well?

8.1 Spot the differences

The approach taken in this chapter is similar to those in earlier chapters: what
do the differences between the Russian and German phrases in r and s tell us
about the input of the scribe. To give an idea of the differences we are dealing
with, take (165)-(167) below.

(165E) Ne dirsi ty visokumliue tzirtze.
Holdtt dy nicht hochmodig van herten. (F 20119-20)
He pep>xu TbI BBICOK<0>YMIUBE cepatie.
‘Do not keep yourself proud of heart.’

(166F) Vosmi denoch da dai mnie tovaru sa dengi kak sudi.
Nim datt geldt vnd giff mj wahre vor datt
geldt alse se werdt ifi. (F 417 1-3)
BospMmu fieHEr f1a fait MHB TOBapy 3a IEeHbIM KaK CyM.
‘Take (that) money, and give me goods for the money according
to what they are worth.’

(167F) Tzto mnogo boltaies, besz boltania govori.
Watt bladderstu veell, sprick sunder stamerent. (F 209 12-13)
Yro mHOro 60nTaemb? bes 601TaHbsI TOBOPHL.
‘Why do you chatter so much? Talk without gabbling.’
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At first sight these three phrases seem rather unrevealing. From a morphologi-
cal and syntactic point of view, the Russian is not very remarkable, and the
tenor of the phrases is not out of line with what one would expect in a phrase-
book of this kind. Only comparison with the corresponding phrases in s shows
that there can be major differences between the phrases:

(165s) Ne djrsse thy wisokumljue tzirtze. p.

Halt dich nicht hochmutigk von hertzenn. p. (s 101r 8-9)
(166s) Wossmy dennock vmenne da daj Imne thowaeru

sa denngey kack sudy

Nim geldtt vonn mir, vand gib mir wahre wiederumb

vor geldtt als es werdt ist p. (s 1001 7-10)

(167s) Stho thy boltaues Imnogo ty bes boltanya gouwerys
Was plapperstu viell, sprich sunder stammerndst, p. (s 106t 4-5)

Phrase (165) shows not a single difference between the two manuscripts: both
Russian and German are completely in line with each other, if one abstracts
from surface-level orthographical issues and the High German of s as opposed
to the Low German of r.*' Sentences of this kind — without any differences to
speak of on the levels of orthography, morphology, syntax as well as meaning -
are relatively rare. In phrase (166) we see that s’s vmenne ‘y mene’ as well the
corresponding German vonn mir are absent from Fonne’s manuscript. In other
words: a difference in the Russian phrase is matched by the same difference in
the German phrases. Differences of this kind shall be referred to hereafter as
‘parallel differences’. The Russian imperative construction 6e3 6onmaruvs eosopu
in (167F) corresponds to an indicative-present construction in (167s): moi 6e3
6onmanva 2osopuwiv. This contrasts with the German of both manuscripts,
which has an imperative construction. Note that in this particular case, the Rus-
sian and German of F are more in line with each other than in s. See below. The
difference in Russian is not matched by a corresponding difference in German.
These differences shall be called ‘non-parallel differences’.

Of course, the differences as discussed above as well as similar differences be-
tween the two manuscripts can be explained in multiple ways. We may be deal-
ing with a difference in the original sources of both manuscrips, with ¢ and s
each faithfully copying their own source. If, on the other hand, the source of
both manuscripts agrees on a particular issue (or if both manuscripts share the
same source), we could - broadly speaking — be dealing with a copying error or
with a conscious innovation by one of the scribes.

31 On this latter issue see §3.2 above.
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In this chapter we shall be looking at the parallel and non-parallel differences
as in (166) and (167) above, establish their nature, and try to ascertain what
caused the differences to arise, as well as the role of the scribe of k. I will argue
that, overall, the relation and mutual dependence between the Russian and the
German halves of phrase pairs tends to be stronger in F than in its source (or
sources), as a result of a conscious decision on the part of the scribe of r.

8.2 Relation between Russian and German: previous research

Sample phrase (166) above showed that a difference between r and s did not
only show up in the Russian phrase, but also in the German one. And in (167),
the Russian of rF matched its German equivalent better than was the case in s.

This indicates that the relation between both languages can be important.
And it is exactly this relation of the two interdependent halves of the data - after
all, each language accounts for roughly 50 percent of the data — that so far has
hardly been studied. Two important factors contribute to this. First of all, a
study into this aspect of Fonne’s manuscript only gains depth when the data are
compared with those in Schroue’s phrasebook, something which until recently
was not possible. But more importantly, linguists mainly studied the manu-
script from either a Russian or a German angle, and scholars in other fields usu-
ally used only one of the languages as a source of information.

The only work which from its very outset compares the German and Russian
data of Fonne’s phrasebook is an article by Ilga Brigzna (1988); however, the
scope of her study is rather limited. The largest part of Brigzna’s article (87-97)
is devoted to an exploration of German and Russian words denoting persons.
On the six pages that follow, the author briefly explores cases where the Russian
‘translation™* deviates from German (97-100) or should be considered wrong
(100-102).

A deviation is considered by the author as small a difference as the use of a
paraphrase, a different part of speech or a different sentence construction. This
means that ia dremlu ‘s ppemro; I am dozing’ (F 250 1; verbal predicate) and Ich
sy schleperig ‘I am sleepy’ (¢ 250 3; nominal predicate) are already considered
deviations, as are the bold-faced words in the phrase below:

(168F) Ia tovo tzolovieku vyrutzill, da pojom porutzilsa.
Ich hebbe den manne vth der besahte gelosett
vnd s§ borge vor ehm geworden. (F 227 1-3)
A ToBo uénopEky(!) BRIpyUMII, #a 11O €M MOPYUMIICA.
I freed that main (from jail), and stood him bond.’

%2 “in der Russischen Ubersetzung” (Brigzna 1988: 97).
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This definition of a deviation is rather technical, and contrasts with the state-
ment by Brigzna that the differences found by her reflect how things are ex-
pressed differently from one language to the other.” And although she states
that most deviations can be found in PHRAS (98), most of her attention goes out
to deviations and errors present in LEX. Despite this limited scope of Brigzna’s
article, her assessment of the scribe is positive:

“Zusammenfassend kann gesagt werden, daf} die Abweichungen, von denen die
Rede war, sehr verschiedenartig sind und sich schwer systematisieren lassen. Im-
merhin zeugen sie davon, dafl der Autor des Gesprichsbuches imstande gewesen
ist, mit seinen Kenntnissen der russischen Sprache geschickt und elastisch umzu-
gehen, wenn auch nicht immer vollstindig korrekt.” (Brigzna 1988: 100)

In order for her conclusion - which in and of itself does not appear odd in the
light of what we have seen in this study so far — to remain upright, the scope of
the investigation will have to be widened.

8.3 Parallel differences

First, we shall be looking at the category of parallel differences as described
above: differences in the Russian phrase between r and s which coincide with a
similar difference in the German phrase. The category of parallel differences can
be further subdivided as follows:

= the Russian and German of r have fewer words than S;

= the Russian and German of ¥ have more words than S;

= the Russian and German of r have different words than S;

= r and s have the same words in Russian and German, but in a different
order.

An example of the first category (¢ has fewer words than S) was given in phrase
(166) above: (166s) has vmenne and von mir, which do not occur in (166F). A
second example is (169):

(169F) Otzum ti mene chotzis vootzi omaniwat, ia
visu tzto tovar ne tzist, da sa tzisto tj mnie
iogo prodaies.
Worumb wultu my ansendes bedregen
ich sehe dat de wahre nicht reyn is, vndtt
du wilt se my vor rejn vorkopen (F 291 5-10)
OuéM ThI MEHS XOYelllb BO O4) OMaHbIBaTb, 5
BIDKY, UTO TOBap HEYJCT, /ia 3 YNCTO Thl MHB
€ro npoyjaelib.
‘Why do you want to cheat me to my face, I see that the

*» “unterschiedliche Ausdrucksmoglichkeiten in beiden Sprachen” (Brigzna 1988: 88).
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goods are not clean, and you are selling them to me for clean’

(169s) OtfBum thy Imne gottf3ys off glafRzach omamuwath
Ja vifu stho towar ne Bjst da sa st thj Imne
thoga prodayes szitele thy Ja slepe
Warumb wiltu mich vor Augenn blinndt machen, vnnd
betriegenn Ich sehe die wahre ist nicht rein, vnnd du
wildt sie mir vor reine vorkauffenn, meinestu das
ich blinndt sey. p. (s10ris-21)

The missing parts in both phrase pairs can be explained in several ways. One
explanation that cannot be excluded is that we are dealing here with a deviation
in the source as copied by each scribe. If, however, we are dealing with a source
that is identical on these points, other explanations must be sought.

For this, there basically are two options. The first option is that of a copying
error in either ¥ or s. However, a copying error which occurs in both Russian
and German is unlikely. So most probably we are dealing with a conscious in-
novation, which extended to both halves of the phrase pair. Conscious innova-
tions in the Russian part of the data are unlikely to stem from the copyist of s,
but very likely to come from that of k. In this particular case, he has chosen - for
whatever reason - not to copy the parts uumane moi, s cnne and the Low
German equivalent of meinestu das ich blinddt sej.”*

The second category of parallel differences is constituted by those cases where
the Russian and German of ¢ have one or several words more than s, as in (170)
and (171) below:

(170F) Ia buil na tebe nadialsa a tj komnie ne prischol.
Ich vorleht my vp dj vnd du quemest nicht
tho my. (F 424 15-17)
1 6511 Ha TeGe HamBsIICs, @ THI KO MHB He IPUILET.
‘T had placed my hope in you but you didn’t come to me.’

(170s) Ja na delayes na tobbe thy ne prissoll,
Ich vorlies mich Auf dich vandt du kamest nicht, (s 104V 4-5)

(171F) Ne naroui nikomu da skasi na obze
storoni preemo besz koluverte.
Voge nemande vnd sprik na bejden siden
recht sunder argerlist. (F2981-9)

34 A third possible example is F 208 5-6 ~ s 103V 9-10: sa dwerw ‘3a nBepbio’ and vor die thurin s
do not match anything in F; the correspondence between these phrases in s and F is approxi-
mate.

235 This phrase pair also contains a non-parallel difference, which is the use of the Russian con-
junction a in (170F).
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He napoBu Huxomy fa ckaxu Ha 065

CTOpPOHBI IPSIMO, 6€3 KOTIOBEPTHL.

‘Do not be compliant to anybody but speak on both sides
forthrightly, without evasion’

(1718) Ne ponarouy njykomu da sthaf3j thy na obe sthromy
promo
Wisse keinem nichts zu willenn, sondern sage vf
bejdenn sejtenn gleych recht. p. (s 12v 13-16)

In (170), s lacks both xo mumw and the High German equivalent of tho mj. In
(171) the same applies to 6e3 konosepmu and sunder argerlist. When we assume
that the source of both manuscripts was identical at this point, the explanation
of the difference as the outcome of a conscious innovation by the scribe of F is
to be preferred over the explanation of it as a copying error, which would leave
the parallelism unexplained.”*

The third category of parallel differences does not concern the appearance or
disappearance of words from one manuscript in relation to the other, but a
change of one or more words, in both languages. This even stronger shows that
the copyist considered the Russian and German halves of each phrase pair to be
interdependent: one half could not be changed without considering the conse-
quences for the other half.

An example of this kind of difference already appeared before, in the discus-
sion of the verb in §7.5.2. In (159), the perfective-present verb storguiem
‘cropryem’ corresponds to the future-tense construction ich wyll kopslagen in
German, whereas the corresponding phrase from s shows an imperfective pre-
sent in Russian and a present tense in German: turgujum and ich kaufschlage.
Thus, the change in one half of the phrase is reflected in the other.

A second example is (172) below, where the concept ‘I must’ of s corresponds
to ‘one must’ in F:

(172F) Nadob torguvat besz omanki.
Men modt kopslagen ane bedroch. (F 336 21-22)
Hapgo6b ToproBaTh 6€3 OMaHKI.
‘One should trade without deceit.’

(172s) Nadop Imne turguath omanky.
Ich begere zu kauffschlagenn Ahne betrugk. p. (s 301 24-25)*¥

36 More examples: F 208 1-2 ~ S 104V 18-19, F 290 12-15 ~ § 10T 7-10, F 208 1-2 ~ S 104V 18-19, F
208 5-6 ~ S 105T 5-6, F 333 1-7 ~ S 281 1-6, F 35113-16 ~ S 36r 7-9, F 404 6-11 ~ S 59r 8-9 and 10-14,
and, more complicated, F 336 5-6 ~ s 29V 3-5.

27 Apart from this difference, the Russian of s also lacks 6es, which is a non-parallel difference
(see below).
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This example shows a parallel difference whose origin must have been carefully
considered. This can be seen in the fact that the difference between ‘I must’ and
‘one must’ is achieved differently in the two languages: in Russian it is expressed
through the presence or absence of the pAT.sG. MHmw, in German by the choice
between the PRON.PERS. ich or men. So a scribe who would like to change from
one meaning to the other, had to apply different methods in the two languages
to reach his goal.”*

In all the cases of parallel differences we have looked at so far, the difference en-
tails a different meaning of the phrase. The copyist who added, removed or
changed words, was aware of what he was doing. The last subcategory of paral-
lel differences shows that the meaning of the phrase need not necessarily
change, as shown in (173).

(173F) la praemo stoboi torguiu, ne voman, dobro ty
somnoiu vinuporu rad opzet torgovat, koli
ty stovarum pridis.
Ich will recht myt dy koepslagen, nicht mit
bedroch, dattu vp ejn ander tidt gerne wedder
vmb mjt d my koepslagest, wan du mit
wahre kumpst. (F 370 15-21)
51 mpsAMo ¢ T06011 TOPryIo, He B OMaH, JOOPO ThI
CO MHOIO B nHy HOpy papj OIATb TOProBaThb, KOIN
ThI C TOBApOM NIPULENUID.
‘I (will) trade with you honorably, without deceit, so that
you may be glad to trade with me again any other time,
when you come with wares.’

(173s) Ja gottflu sthoboyu premo turguwath ne omany
dobbro thy fomnoju vimeju poru rade opeth
turguwath kolly thy Ifiturarum prydys. p
Ich will mit dir recht kaufschlagenn, nicht mit betrogk
das du Auff ein Ander zeidt genre wieder mit mir kauf,,
schlagest, wan ich wahren habe, so dir dieneth. p. (s 45V 1-6)

Here we see that not only does F’s npamo ¢ mo6oii correspond to ¢ mob6oro
npsamo in s, but the words are also reversed in German: recht mjt dj () corre-
sponds to mit dir recht (s). The parallelism shows that this difference must be
conscious. The scribe may have been linguistically motivated to have the words
switch position in one of the two languages. By mirroring this in the other lan-
guage as well, the linear link between the two languages remained intact. This
may have served a pragmatic purpose: a linear link makes it easier for a Ger-

2% More examples: F 204 7 ~ S 102V 5, F 391 6-8 ~ § 51V 19-21, F 320 5-6 (c6oii moeap, mjne
wahre) ~ s 22r 22-5 (meoti mosap, deine wahre).
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man-speaking user of the manuscript to read the Russian. The German equiva-
lent of a Russian phrase becomes somewhat like a gloss.

8.4 Non-parallel differences

A non-parallel difference, as discussed in the introductory section of this chap-
ter, is a case where a difference in one language between the manuscripts is not
matched by a corresponding difference in the other language. Phrase (167)
served as an example of this category. For the record: inclusion into this cate-
gory is restricted to differences which are important on the phrase level. That is
to say, it specifically excludes the orthographical and morphological differences
discussed in previous chapters.

There are many more non-parallel differences than parallel differences, and
they are, by their very nature, more diverse. The most striking cases will be dis-
cussed below. The translation of Low German to High German, of which s
bears the traces, may have caused many non-parallel differences in the German
phrases between the two manuscripts.® This section will, therefore, focus more
on the non-parallel differences that can be found in the Russian phrases.

8.4.1 The lexicon

A number of the non-parallel differences between r and s concern the Russian
lexicon: the same German words in s and F correspond to different Russian
words in both manuscripts. These differences are one of the aspects of the mate-
rial which over the years has enjoyed much attention. Mzel’skaja 2003, to name
a relatively recent example, meticulously compares several semantic fields in a
list of phrasebooks. Although she recognises the close textual relation of F, s and
A (see 170-198, especially 171 and 197-8), the differences are merely acknowl-
edged. She does not treat the changes and the processes which must have led to
these changes. Exactly because of the relatively well-researched status of the
lexicon, it shall not receive much attention in this study. Some observations,
however, are in order.

A structural difference between r and s is that the monetary unit kyna (pL. xy-
Hol) in s often corresponds to denveu in .2+ Other designations for money are

* See, for example, the correspondence of vordehlet (for rosruszil ‘pospymmr’) in E 360 10 with
vorzelth ‘miscalculated’ in s 4o0v 1 (rather than something like verteilt), as a result of a transla-
tion mishap.

24° See F 208 5-6 ~ S 105r 5-6, F 280 21-23 ~ S 6r 11-13, F 296 4-7 ~ S 12I 4-7, F 309 5-12 ~ S 18T 23-
28, E 315 9-15 ~ § 20r 26—20V 3, F 32117-21 ~ § 23V 12-15, F 337 10-16 ~ § 30T 11-16, E 390 17-20 ~ §
52r 19-22, and elsewhere.
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subject to variation as well.># These changes in F reflect a reform of the mone-
tary system and paint an adequate picture of the situation of the early 17" cen-
tury (see Fatowski 1997: 9, Xoroskevic 2000: 85f). It makes sense to ascribe these
changes to the copyist of k. This is confirmed by an emendation in r. The supra-
linear insertion of kunami in (174F) next to the original dengami suggests that
the source of F must still have reflected the old situation:

(174F) Is malimi kunami dengami kvelikogo tovaru ne chodi, ne
dabuvai soruma, ssy sebe tovaru posuoim kunam.
Mjitt ringem gelde gahe nicht vp grote wahre,
krich dy suluen keyne schande, soke dj wahre
na dynem gelde. (F 281 11-15)
C MasbIMu KyHaMmu: fieHbramu K Benukoro(!) ToBapy He Xofu, He
Ho6bIBalT cOpoMa, <I>1 ce6’h TOBapy 110 CBOMM KyHaM.
‘With scant money do not go after big wares, do not cover
yourself with shame, look for wares according to your money.’

v I} C7 7

‘J bl ’,: 4
g o faet{gga»t1tj g 5 oy,
e pialiive 'cé»c;zmptzz}‘fk‘efz-piigq Clovain we ofeli, e

e BNy 7y 7
011001 ;c_rg\mm,fm febe “Coyarr Z}t’fun-m' '{:t-f'ltﬂﬂt,

Similar lexical differences can be found elsewhere. They include the various
Russian words for ‘weighing-house’ and ‘scales’ ewcua nonama; erc, éwuyw
and ckanea in ¥, ckaneenuua; ckana, émce in s (see Mzel'skaja 2003: 182f. and
Xoroskevic 2000: 88.). Less structural differences include the following cases:

[tovar] iestze na dorogo ‘ewie Ha fopor<t>’ / [de wahr] is noch vp wege (F 275 16,
19-20)

~ [thowar] Jessze na puthy ‘eme Ha myTn’ /

[die wahre] ist noch nicht gekomen (s 3v 18-22)
vootzi ‘Bo ount’ / ansendes (F 291 5 8)

~ off glaflzach ‘B rmasax’ / vor Augenn (s 10r 15, 18)

It is interesting that the structural substitution of one word for the other does
not only occur with realia, but also with other parts of speech than nouns. The
replacement of the conjunction dams by do6po was treated above (7.3), and in
parts of the manuscript the adverb cum ‘hither’ in s corresponds to the synony-
mous cr00vl in F on a structural basis, just as s’s HomHa ‘now’” was in many cases
replaced by the synonymous #Hunmwua in r.>+* These changes can essentially be
compared with other structural changes, such as the replacement of the end-

>4 See F 201 22 dengi ~ S 101V 1 pennyisy, F 395 12-18 trj rubloff ~ s 54v 3-8 tej griuenny, and ¥ 396
1-6 due rubli ~ s 54v 9-13 due griueny.
2 On HomHa (or HomHs), see Zaliznjak 1998: 259.
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ing -020 by -060. We must assume that in the eyes of the scribe, the original
words for some reason needed fixing.
8.4.2 Tough call: mechanical error or conscious innovation?

In some cases, it is hard to tell what was the cause of a non-parallel difference,
as in phrase (175):

(175F) Dai mne noszzick na podirsania.

Lehne my ein mest. (F 204 14-15)
Hait MHB HOXXUK Ha IIOfjep>KaHue.
‘Lend me a knife.’
(1758) Day Imne na podorsama, Leihe mir dein Messer, p. (s 102v 20)

The relevant non-parallel difference in this phrase is the occurrence of Hosxux in
F and its absence in s, whereas the German in the two manuscripts has ein Mest
and dein Messer, respectively. This difference may have any of the following ex-
planations:

» adifference in the source, F and s both faithfully reflect their own sour-
ce;

* an identical and correct source for ¥ and s in combination with a copy-
ing error by the scribe of s;

* an identical but corrupt source for ¥ and s, with the corruption detected
and repaired by the scribe of r.

If we assume that the source was identical, it is hard to assess whether we are
dealing with a copying error in s or an innovation in k.

Two more examples where similar scenarios could apply. In (176), the Ger-
man PRON.POSS. djner (176F)/deiner (176s) corresponds to meoémy in F, yet
with moémy in s. In (177), F’s opeet corresponds to wedderumb, whereas the Ger-
man widder in s remains unexpressed in Russian:

(176F) Ktuoiomu tovaru ludi ne prilipaiut kupit [...]
De lude drengen sich nicht tho djner wahre
tho kopen [...] (¥ 327 9,12-13)
K TBOéMYy TOBapy MIOAM He MPWINIAIOT KYIINTD
‘People do not [stick] (rush) to your wares to buy’

(176s) Vckmoyomu thowaru Ludy neprylubayju [...]
Die Leute dringen sich nicht nach deiner wahre |[...] (s25v1,3)

(177F) Saglaedi: podtzerni: tj tovo, tzto ias tebe
saplatil, dobro tj tovo opaet na mena ne iszis.
Do idt vth datt ich dy betahldt hebbe, dattu
idt nicht wedderumb an my sokest. (F3611-4)
3aryay: IOYEpPHM THI TOBO, 4TO 53 Te6B
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3aIrvIaTni, H06p0 ThI TOBO OITATH HA ME€HA HE NIICIIb.
‘Note [/ underscore] the fact that I have paid you, so that
you may not again sue me for it.’

(177s) Saglath podtzerny thoga stho Ja tebbe staplatjll dobbro
thy toga namne ne Isszys. p
Da besche Aus das ich dir betzalt habe, das du nichts widder
Ann nnir suchest oder Manest. p. (s 40v 21-24)

Similar cases can be added.**® As the origin of these non-parallel differences
cannot be pinpointed to Fonne’s phrasebook with certainty I will refrain from
further discussion.

8.4.3 Clearer cases

As opposed to the phrases discussed in the previous section, there are numerous
examples where it is much more likely that it is indeed Fonne’s phrasebook
which is different from its source. We will see that the scribe’s input consisted
both of unwanted copying errors as well as linguistically conscious innovations
out of a wish to improve the material, and which in turn went both right and
wrong.

First, the copying errors; take, for instance, the following phrases:

(178k) Tolko tj iomu pridas [...]
So vehle giff ehm noch tho [...] (¥ 299 19, 21)
ToNBKO THI éMY NPUJALID
‘Give him so much in addition’

(178s) Tolcko thy Jomu Jeze prodays [...]
So woll gyff ihm noch tho [...] (s 131, 265 13r 1)

(179F) Ia tuoi oszudnik, bog tuoi oszudnik.
Ich sy din richter nicht godt if8 dyn richter. (F 398 10-11)
1 TBOI OCymHUK, Bor TBOII OCyIHUK.
‘Tam (not) your judge, God is your judge’

(179s) Ja ne was offzudnick boch was offzudnick. p.
Ich bin nicht ewr richter, sondern gott ist ewr richter. p (s 55V 15-16)

The Russian of (178F) lacks the equivalent of s’s Jefize ‘eme’, unlike the German
noch in both manuscripts. In (179¥F), the negation #e is missing. If we assume
that the source was identical, this source either did or did not contain eue and
He. If it did not, it must have been added by the scribe of s, which is unlikely

3 F 202 14-15 ~ s 101r 18 (s does not have do6po ‘sehr’), F 229 21-22 ~ 5 28v 16-17 (s does not have
HA noMoub), E 330 9-15 ~S 26V 8-13 (s does not have He), F 336 21-22 ~ s 30r 24-25 (s does not
have 6e3), F 337 17-20 ~ s 30r 17-19 (s does not have we).
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given his track record in matters Russian. It is far more likely, therefore, that the
source did contain these words, but that they were not copied by the scribe of r.
Seeing that this scribe did know Russian, and that the changes can hardly be
called a successful or logical innovation, we must be dealing with copying er-
rors.*

In other phrases, linguistic innovation is more likely than copying errors. A tell-
ing case is phrase (180):

(180F) Ia safflues stoboiu torgovat tj omansik.
Ich vorlauedt mit dy tho koepslagen du
bist ejn bedreger. (F 361 20-22)
4 1raBIIOCh € TO6O0 TOProBaTh, THl OMAHIINK.
I [stop trading] (promised myself not to deal) with you, you are a deceiver’

(180s) Ja safileus stoboy turguwath thy Jest oddym omanfjck
Ich vorlobe mit dir zukaufschlagen, du bist ein betrieger, (s 41r 20-21)

In (180s), the German du bist ein betrieger corresponds to thj Jest oddjm
omanfSjick “Tel ecTb ogvH oMaHIUK in Russian, an all too literal one-on-one
translation from German. The scribe of ¥ does not follow this, and prefers the
idiomatically more correct tj omansik “TbI - oOMaHIIMK .

The same conclusion must be reached in phrases (181) and (182). The nega-
tive particle #e in (181s) and the adverb Homma in (182s) do not correspond to
anything in the German equivalent of the Russian phrases. ¥ consequently
leaves them out. The meaningful non-copying of these words by the scribe of F
is more likely than their addition by the scribe of s:

(181F) Otzum tj komnie prischol besz politznoio: snameni
otiovo [...]
Worumb kumpstu tho my sunder wahrteken [...] (F 33216-17, 19)
Ouém b1 K0 MEB TpUIIEN 63 mommyHo&(!): 3HAMeHN
oT €B0?
‘Why [did] (do) you come to me without [an evidence /]
a token [from him]?’

(181s) Ottsuum thy ne komny pryfloll bes Ifnameny otJogo
Warumb kumbstu zu mir sunder warzejchenn vonn Thm (s 28v 6-7)

>4 Similar cases: F 223 1-4 ~ s 4v 26-5r 2 (F has wedder in German, but does not have an equiva-
lent of s’s opeth), F 301 19-22 ~ s 141 21-24 (F has no negation in Al iestzo tj tzitall, despite the
German oder heffstudt noch nicht gerekendt; s has all JefSze thy ne fSjtall), F 412 15-18 ~ s 63r 3-5
(¢ has Frundt in German, but does not have an equivalent of s’s Druske).

>4 There are more changes in this phrase, however less successful: £ adds nonuunoe (yet in the
uncalled for NoM.sG.), and, unlike is the case in S, om éso remains unexpressed in German.
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(182F) Ne dai bog tomu tak buit, kak tj menze
proklinaies, dirsi vsebe proklinku sam.
Godt geue datt so nicht thogeschen, alf} du my
flokest, beholdt djnen floeck vor dy suluest.
He pait bor Tomy Tax OBITb, KaK THI MEHSI
IPOK/IVHAENIb; IEPXKN Y cebe NPOKIMHKY CaM.
‘God grant it may not [be] (happen) as you threaten
me in cursing, keep your curse for yourself.

(182s) Ne daeth day boech tomu tack pudyth kack thj nomna
proklynayes dyef3y vllobbe proklincku lam. p
Gott gebe das also nicht geschehe als du mir fluchest, behaldt
deinen fluch selbst. p.

269

(F3781-4)

(s 48r 6-9)

The impression of the scribe of F as the agent of change grows stronger by look-
ing at (183). The German of (183F) includes the equivalent of pust tovar ninetza
leszit ffkutzu, absent from the German of (183s). At the same time, however, it
reshuffles and rephrases the Russian phrase (and adjusts the German accord-

ingly):
(183F) Otzum tj moi tovar roskladivais: perekladivais.
ty kupiffsy, togdi tj iovo roskladivai, pust
tovar ninetza leszit ffkutzu.
Worumb lechstu myne wahre van ander
wan du se gekofft heffst so legge se van
ander laht de wahre nu liggen im hupen.
OdéM TbI MOJI TOBAp POCK/IA/IbIBACIID: ePEK/Ia/[bIBACIIH?
Tbl KynuBIIN, TOTABI TH €BO POCK/IA/IbIBAIL; ITYCTh
TOBap HbIHEBYa 1eXUT B Ky4y.
‘Why are you separating [/ moving] my goods? When
you have bought them, then separate them; now let the goods
lie in a pile.’

(183s) Vtsum thy moy thowar roflkladdeuayes: perkladdeuayes:
pust thowar nomfythe lef3j offkutze kup¥yffzj tochdj
Jego rofikladeuay
Warumb legestu meine wahr vonn einender, kauffe sie
vorhinn, vnnd lege sie darnach voneinander. p.

(F 319 15-20)

(s 22r 13-17)*¢

In (183), both the Russian and the German were subject to change. In (184), we
see that the scribe of ¢ critically examined the German in order to determine

whether it was suitable as an equivalent for the Russian phrase:

246 Additional case: F 214 17-18 ~ S 1131 1-4.
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(184F) Ia tebe ne vinovate, ia vtebe saprus: poprus na
prasna tj menz kleples, ne snaiu ne vedaiu.
Ich sy dy nicht schuldig, ich vorsake idt d,
mytt varechte betjestu my, ich kennes
vnd wehtes nichtt. (F 292 14-18)
51 Te6 He BUHOBATE, 51 y TeOe 3aNPyCh: HOIPYCh; HAMPACHO
TbhI M€HA KJICIICIIb, HE 3HAIO0, HE B'EJIaIO.
‘Tam not in debt to you, I shall deny it before you; you accuse
me without reason, I know and wot it not.’

(184s) Ja tebbe, newynowathe Ja vtebbej saprus: proburg: na
prassna thy menne kleples ne Ismaju ne medaju
Ich sey dir nichts schuldigk ick vorsaket dj mit vnrechte
vorgebenns betzeugestu mich, Ich kennees nicht vandt
weif3 es nicht. p. (s 10V 23-11r 3)

In (184F), HanpacHo corresponds to mjitt varechte “‘unjustly’. In (184s), however,
it corresponds to mit vnrechte as well as with vorgebens ‘in vain’, which are pre-
sented as synonyms. The scribe of r straightens out the German phrase and re-
moves one of the alternatives. The word wanpacto can, in fact, mean both ‘un-
justly’ and ‘in vain’, but in combination with the verb xnenamo, the former is
the only meaning that should be expressed.

8.5 Motivating factors

The assumption that in §8.4.3 we are dealing with the product of an innovative
scribe, automatically raises the question as to what prompted these innovations.

The search for the motivating factors should take into account the modus oper-
andi of the scribe. In copying the data of his sources, the scribe time and again
took a phrase, examined the various constituent elements, decided what should
be changed and what should be retained and eventually wrote down the result.
He wanted the result to be correct. On the level of the phrase, this ‘correctness’
is made up of three elements: the Russian should be grammatically correct, the
phrase should make sense, and the German phrase should be a faithful reflec-
tion of the Russian phrase.

Ideally speaking, the source of ¥ would already meet all these criteria, or be
thought to meet them by the scribe. In those cases, the scribe would choose to
copy both halves of the phrase unchanged. But if the scribe judged that some-
thing was wrong, he was, as we have seen, not afraid to change the phrases.

8.5.1 Correction and elimination of errors

In some cases, the motivating factor is quite obvious. The replacement of muw:
ecmv 00uH omanuuk by mor - omanusux in (180) is such a case in which the re-
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sulting Russian is a clear improvement over that of its source, which sounds
very German. The scribe corrected what in his eyes was incorrect Russian.
Sometimes these changes are so elaborate that little or nothing of the original
phrase remains. The original phrase for some reason did not pass the criteria of
the scribe, but served as inspiration for the resulting phrase, which can be seen
as variation on a theme. An example of a short sentence where this happened is
(185), where the changes equally affect the Russian and the German phrase:

(185F) Voistinnu praffdu. In warhafftiger warheidtt. (F 209 17)
Bo nctunny npasny.
‘In very truth’

(185s) Proprauomo slaua Inn rechter warheit (s 1061 3)*¥7

We have already seen a few examples of such variation and innovation in §4.3.
In (181), the motivating factor is also quite clear. By leaving out e, the phrase
makes more sense. Looking at its meaning (on the basis of German), the first
half of the sentence really does not need a negation. The motivating factor is the
desire to form a sentence with a logical meaning.

A similar motive can also be posited for the difference between 6e3 60nma-
HbsT 2080pUD en 6e3 bonmanvsa eosopu in (167): on the discourse level, an im-
perative makes much more sense than the indicative present we see in (167s).

It is not always easy to separate the wish to have a phrase make sense and the
desire to use grammatically and idiomatically correct Russian as a motivating
factor for change. Take, for example, the following phrase from s:

(186s) Moy pylym offprogodt, ne bulym pyana, p
Wir truncken vberflussigk, viind wurden sehr truncken p (s 101r 13-14)

The Russian half of this phrase pair does not correspond to its German half. It
seems to have the negation we right where one would expect the conjunction oa.
Also, the Russian does not express the concept of sehr ‘very’ of the German half.
However, this is not the fault of the scribe of s: we are faced here with a corrupt
passage in the shared source. This becomes clear from how the scribe of r dealt
with this phrase: (186s), part of a sequence of corresponding phrases, corre-
sponds not with one, but with two phrases in F:

(186F) Mui pili ffprochatt da ne buili piani.
WYy drunchen na lusten vind worden nichtt
drunken. (F 202 6-8)
Mp! iy BIIPOXO/] a He ObUIN MbsHNA.
‘We drank as much as we wished and were not drunk.’

47 The phrases from r and s are part of a larger sequence of corresponding phrases, which al-
lows for them to be reliably matched as corresponding phrases.
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(186F7") My pili ffsavertt da biili grasno piani.
W7 drunchen auerflodig vind worden se drunchen. (F 202 9-10)
MBI i/t B3aBepTh Aa ObIIN I<0>PasHO IIbSHIL.
‘We drank excessively and were extremely drunk’

In (186F) the conjunction da and the negation ne were added to the Russian,
and sehr removed from the German phrase. The result was a grammatically cor-
rect Russian phrase, which was also firmly linked to its German equivalent. Yet
the scribe must have not been entirely happy with the result, perhaps for prag-
matic reasons: it is hard to imagine that one would drink excessively and not
end up being drunk. This led to the second phrase, (186F’), based on the same
phrase in the source. Like in (186F) it adds 0a, but unlike this phrase it removes
the negation, adds the concept of ‘very’ to the Russian phrase,** and alternates
enpoxod with esasepmo.

8.5.2 Harmonisation of Russian and German

In phrase (182) above, the adaptation is more arbitrary than in the other exam-
ples discussed above. The elimination of Homua from the Russian phrase in
(182F) leads to a closer link with the German phrase, but the addition of ‘now’ to
the German phrase would have had the same result. Still, the restoration of the
link between Russian and German can be assumed to be the motivating factor
behind the change. This, in turn, may have mostly had pragmatic reasons.

In the case of non-parallel differences, the German of F most typically is a
more faithful reflection of its Russian counterpart than in s. This should not al-
ways be attributed to the scribe of ¥, however. Most likely, the scribe of s also
took some liberty in translating Low German into High German.* Whichever
explanation holds true in any given case, the result is that r generally shows a
tighter link between Russian and German than s.

A simple case of this are phrases like (187) and (188), where F, unlike s, has only
one translation of 6panumcs:

(187F) Dospem my ffpervoi prigovar, dat mui oposle
ne branimsze.
Lahtt vns ejn vorbeschedt maken datt wi
na nicht kiuen. (F 320 9-12)
Hocmb<e>M MbI BIIEpBOJ IPUTOBOP Ja-Th MbI OIIOCTD
He OpaHMMCL.
‘Let us make an agreement beforehand, so that later we

48 Perhaps exactly because of his focus on sehr, the scribe made a mistake in exactly this word,
resulting in se instead of sehr. The spelling grasno is regular for ¥ (see §5.6.4).

49 See (16) in 3.2, where s reverses the order of the two sentences that make up the German
phrase; this difference must be ascribed to the copyist of S.
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may not quarrel.’

(187s) Dosspeom muy offy prygouor dath muy opofile
ne branuy.
Laf} vnns erst mit einander einigk werden, das wir vnns
darnach nicht kjfenn oder Hadernn. p. (s 22r 7-10)

(188r) Ty saperles: popererles: sapiraieltza moi deneg.
Du versakest myn geldtt. (F 209 10-11)
Thl 3aneprneck: non<ep>nech: sanupancsa Mou(!) feHer.
‘You have denied me my money.’

(188s) Thy sapreles: poperles: sapjrajeste: moye denock
Du vorlaugnest meine denige, oder mein geldt. p (s 105V 10-11) *°

Sometimes, the German of F and s amount to the same thing as far as the gist of
the phrase is concerned, but F’s German more closely follows the Russian phra-
se, as in the underlined parts in (189):

(189F) Koli vieszia polata iesze ne otominuta, j tj
tovar perod polatoi kladi, dokul vieszetz
polato otomine.
Wo de wage nicht vp gedaehn is, so legge
de wahre vor de wahge, so lange datt
de weger de wahge vpsludtt. (F 3111-6)
Konu BBcya monara emie He OTOM<K>HYTa, 1 Thl
TOBap Iepéx MO/IaTOl KIafM, JOKyIb Bhcerl
IIOJIATy OTOM<K>He.
‘If the weigh-house is not yet open, then lay the goods
before the weigh-house until the weigher opens the weigh-house.’

(189s) Kolly wefirju polata Jele ne ottumyjnuta Ity
thowar preodt polathy kladdy dokull wyssetzs
polato ottomyne
Wo die wage noch zu vinnd nicht Aufgethann so lege die
wahre so Lange vor die wage vndd las sie Liegen bis
der weger kumbtt, p. (s 191 1-6)>

In other cases, the difference between the German of r and s is not as innocu-
ous. In those phrases, the German of s has a hard time matching the Russian
phrase, even to the extent of seemingly representing a very different phrase. In

»° Similar cases: F 211 7 ~ $ 107V 9-10, F 296 1-3 ~ S 12 1-3.

' The German of (189F) also leaves out the element ‘not yet’, which is present in both the Rus-
sian phrase, iesze, as well as in both parts of (189s). This can be explained by assuming that the
source of F reflected the same situation we see in s. The words zu and nicht Aufgethann can be
considered synonyms. The scribe of F wanted to remove the least literal one, but inadvertently
removed not only the equivalent of zu and the conjunction vand, but also the preceding noch.
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these cases, it is likely that the link was restored by the scribe of ¥ rather than
destroyed by the scribe of s: even if the scribe of s is prone to paraphrasing sen-
tences, he must have been wary to venture too far from the source. Examples of
this:

(190F) Iest vmense sukna odnim tzuetum: odnim
litzum: vodin liek.
Ich hebbe laken van ejner farue, van
ejnem togen. (¥ 458 16-20)
Ecrp y MeHA cyKHa OfHUM LIBBTOM: OJHUM
JIULIOM: B OfVH JIVK.
‘T have cloths of one colour / of one pile.’

(190s) Jest vmenna suckna odnjm suetum odnjm litzum
off odnym ljcck
Ich habe mehr Lackenn vnnd vonn Andererfarbe. p. (s 161 16-18)

(191F) Ne podiui na tovo tzelovieku on peret bohum
lutze tebe budet.
Vor achte den mahnne nicht. vor gade werdt
he behter sin alse du. (F3311-4)
He nopusu na ToBo uenosbky(!), on nepen borom
nyde Tebe OymeT.
‘Do not scorn this man, before God he will turn out
to be better than you.’

(1918) Ne podiuy thy no thoga saluecka on pereth bohum lusse
tebbe bude. p.
Vorschmahe denn Man nicht, er wirdts vorwar befer
wissenn Als du. p. (s 26V 23-271 2)*

(192F) Ia tebe tut postaff sukno prodam sa tritzet

{dua } {duu }
lokot dasa {tri } lokti | besz {troich }lokot.
{sotiri } { sotiroch }

Ich will dy datt laken vorkopen vor 30 el.
{2} {2}
vndt { 3 } ellmjn { 3 }ellen.
{41 {41 (F 457 10-17)
51 Te6 TOT mOCTAB CyKHa IIPOJAM 3a TPUALIATD
JIOKOT [ia 3a ABa / Tpu / YéTHIpY NOKTH, 6€3 ABY / TpouX / 4€THIPEX JIOKOT.
‘T will sell you [that bolt of] (the) cloth for thirty ells
plus two / three / four ells, minus two / three / four ells.’

2 Similar case: ¥ 309 1-4 ~ s 18r 17-18.
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(192s) Ja tebbe tho posthoff suckna prodam sa trjtzeth lakoth
da 3a dua: try: Bottyry lockty bes dueju: Troch: sa,,
tyroch: lokot f8a lorock
Ich will dir das Lackenn wandes vorkauffen, 2.3 od[er] 4.
dergleichenn zwo, drey, oder vier ellenn, so viell du
desselbigenn bedarf hast. p. (s 161 5-10)*3

Still, these striking differences are the exception rather than the rule: most of the
differences are more subtle, as in the following phrases:

(193F) Pridi komne safftro ffpoldobedia [...]
Kum morgen tho my vmb halffwege thom
myddage [...] (F2951,3-4)
[Tpuan ko MuB 3aBTPO B ONK06BIbS
‘Come to me tomorrow in the mid-morning’

(193s) Bud: buydy thy kumy f3offtro off polda bedya [...]
Kum Morgenn vmb acht, oder zehen, zu mir [...] (s11v12,15)%*

(194F) Pribiitka mnie lutze vbutka.
Winst is my behter alse vorlust. (F 296 20-21)
[TpubbiTKa MHE /Tyde YOBITKA.
‘Proft is better for me than loss.’

(194s) Prybutky Imne Lusthe kack vbutkuj
Gwinnst ist allezeit besser dann vorlust. p. (s12v1-2)

(195F) [...] satim ty ingot opaet otmena kupis.
[...] darumb dattu wedder
umb van my kopest. (F 3052, 4-5)
3aTVUM ThbI MHIO[] OITATH OT ME€HA KYTH/H.HI)
‘So that you will buy from me [sometimes] again.’

(1958) [...] Batyjm thy Ihn gott opeth vme,,
nna kupys.

253 Similar cases: F 287 10-17 ~ s 8r 18-23, F 339 1-4 ~ S 30V 19-22.
¢ The corresponding phrase in A has do obeda “vor d(er) maltidth’ (A 67r 8-9).
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[...] das du ein Ander mahll mehr
vonn mir kauffest p. (s 16v 10-11, 13-14)

In some cases, as I pointed out above, it is impossible to prove to which of the
scribes the differences between s and ¥ should be attributed. In other cases, the
desire of the scribe of r to have a close, and if possible one-on-one link between
Russian and German can be attested in Fonne’s manuscript:

(196F) Moi aspodar velil mnie ottebe dengi ffzaet [...]

Myn herr heffft my the-di-gesandttvnd
gehehten van dy dat geldt tho entfangen [...] (3095, 8-9)

Mot ocioaps Berbn MHB OT Tebe TeHbIN B3ATH
‘My master ordered me to get from you the money’

(196s) Moy Aspodar velebe Imne vttebe kumy vyfieth [...]
Meinn Her hat mich zu dir gesanndt, das geldt zu holenn [...] (s 18r 23, 26)

In this phrase, the scribe of r originally copied the German phrase from his
source, and only then realised that the phrase did not fully reflect the Russian
phrase. To correct this, he struck out the words which had no equivalent in
Russian.
In (197), we can discern the different stages of the copying process:

(197F) Primeti te dom dobro tj iovo opaet posnaies: naides.

Merke dat huef3 dat du idt kanst wedder

kennen, finden. (F 358 21-23)

[TpumBTH T<BI> ZOM, JOOPO THI €BO OILITH TO3HAEIID: HAVIfELIb.
‘Note the house, that you may be able to recognise / find it again.””
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This phrase is identical to (197s) and largely identical to (1975°), another phrase
further down Schroue’s phrasebook:

(197s) Prymetye the that podworfe: pallath, done thy Jogo opeth

poflimayes, p. Nim einn gemercke von dem Hause
Auf das du es wieder kannst findenn. p. (s 40V 3-5)

(1975”) Prymeth thy togo soluecko dobbro Ity Jogo opedth
pof3nayes, p Nim ein gemercke vf den Mann, das du
ihnn wiederumb kennest. p. (~ s 51v 6-8)

*5 For the reading ‘TIpumbTu T<p1> oM’ or even TIpumMBTH T<BI TOT> IOM’ See §4.1.
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In (197F), posnaies: naides corresponds to kennen, finden. The manuscript
shows that naides is secondary, squeezed in at the end of the line. Its equivalent,
the verb finden, also shows traces of having been added later. Apparently, the
copyist did not think that finden was a fair equivalent of posnaies. He then pro-
ceeded as follows. First, finden was replaced by kennen, maybe under the influ-
ence of (197s”). Upon closer consideration, the scribe did not want to loose fin-
den completely. He added the Russian equivalent, naides, to the end of the line,
and then added the original finden back to the German sentence, leading to the
phrase we find in the phrasebook.
A variation upon this theme can be seen in (198):

(198F) Divia diela potzinat da chuda kontzat: tesolo.
Eyne sake ist licht anthofangen vndtt
swer tho endigen. (F 469 9-11)
JIuBbs KB/I0 IOYNMHATD, Ja XY[0 KOHYATD: TSKEIIO.
‘It is easy to begin a work but [painful /] difficult to finish’

(198s) Diuya pottzjnath da guda konsadt, Es ist
gutt anzufahenn, aber bose zuuolbringenn. p (s 104v 7-8)

In (198F), the German swer reflects only tesolo ‘Tsxéno’, not xyoo. It can be ex-
plained by assuming that the source contained the equivalent of s’s bose. The
scribe replaced it by the more idiomatic swer ‘heavy; difficult’. Upon realising
that this loosened the link between Russian and German, he added the Russian
equivalent of ‘heavy’, maseéno, to the end of the Russian phrase.

The attention for synonyms is consistent and occurs in various forms
throughout the manuscript. In (199F) below, two Russian synonyms correspond
to two German synonyms - not once, but twice. The German of (199s), by con-
trast, has only one variant in both instances:

(199F) Nadob mnie smuislet: peremuislet: kabui
mnie ne promoluitze: promachnutze: sa
tovar proszit.
Ich modtt my bedenken: besinnen dat ich
my nicht vorspreke: vorsehe, vor de wahre
tho eschende. (F 284 1-6)
‘Hamo6b MHB CMBICTUTD: IEPEMBICIUTD, KAOBI
MHE He IPOMOJIBUTBCSA: IPOMAXHYThCA - 38
TOBap MPOCUTB.’
‘T must think it over / consider so that I may not say
something wrong / make a mistake in asking for the goods.’
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(199s) Nadob Imme snuflbeth: promufljith kabbu Imne me
promalujtze: promachnutze so thowar prosszjth.
Ich mus mich bedenncken, das ich mich nicht vorspreche
vor die wahre zuheischenn. p (s 6V 23-24, 71 1-2)>°

Non-parallel differences which may be considered to be motivated by a desire
for equalisation of German and Russian can easily be found throughout the
manuscript.”” If they can indeed be ascribed to the copyist of F, they once again
confirm both his eye for detail as well as his active knowledge of Russian.

8.6 Further observations
8.6.1 Mistakes and near-mistakes

In the previous section we have seen several phrases where it is likely that the
scribe of F is the point where the differences between r and s originated. In a
handful of cases, the manuscript provides solid evidence, e.g. in (197). But there
are more cases where the manuscript actually provides some clues. These could
be termed mistakes or near-mistakes.

One of these near-mistakes is (200F) below, with an emendation in the German
part of the phrase. The Russian phrase almost fully corresponds to (200s) and
partly with (200s”). The emendation weahre werde may indicate that the scribe of
F also used his source’s equivalent of (200s”) when he was copying the equiva-
lent of (200s): in (200s”) wahre and werde are reversed, which could explain the
initial copying mishap:

(200F) Ia lisnovo ottebe ne prinu, posakonu ias
tebe tovar prodam.
Ich will nicht auerschérich van dj winnen
vor de wahre werde wil ich dj de wahre vorkopen. (F 337 17-20)
51 nMEEBO OT Tebe He MPUHY, 110 3aKOHY A3
Te6h TOBap MpozaMm.
‘T will not take excess profit from you; I will sell you the
goods [according to the standard] (at their value).’

(200s) Ja Ljfinoge vtebbe primu poflakumu Ja tebbe thowar
prodam, Ich will nichts vbriges Ann dir gewinnen, vimdt
Auf guttenn glaubenn Will ich dir die wahr vorkauffenn. p. (s 30r 17-19)>*

256 It is hard to tell whether the synonyms were added by the scribe of  or removed by the scribe
of s.

*7 Similar cases: F 296 14-19 ~ § 12 14-17, F 299 16-18 ~ § 13r 23-25, F 300 16-20 ~ S 13V 16-20, E
30115-18 ~ § 14T 9-12, F 307 1-5 ~ 8 17V 9-12, F 317 17-21 ~ § 21V 1-4, F 318 1-5 ~ § 21V 5-8, F 335 1-4 ~
S 27V 19-22, F 337 17-20 ~ S 30I 17-19, F 338 7-10 ~ S 30V 5-8, E 225 11-12 ~ § 32r 13-14.

% Note that the Russian of (200s) leaves out the expected negation ne, which can be found in
(200F). See §8.4.2 and footnote 243.
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(2008") Ja tobbe suoye thowar poflakomu prodam
Ich will dir meine wahre vor die werde vorkauffenn, (~s15r7-8)

Something along the same lines may be assumed in (201):

(201F) Ne bosis kriva. Duscha tvoia podinett.
Swere nicht varechtt vad verkep dem dine
sehle werdtt idt entgelden. (F 216 16-18)
He 60>uch kpuBo. [lyiia TBOS IOABIHET.
‘Do not swear unjustly. Your soul will have to pay (for it).”
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(2018) Ne bofiys krjua da duf3y ne toppy. p.
Schwer nicht vorgebens vnrecht, vnd vorthume dein sehll nicht. p. (s27v7-8)
(2015”) Dussa twoyea podjue, Die sehl wird es entgeltenn, (s 1001 11)

In this case, the German phrase shows the traces of yet another expression: da
bieszu duschi ne prodai | vnd vorkop dem duuell djine sehle njchtt (¢ 299 16-18,
also occurring at F 410 2, 5-6), which comes close to (201s). Both the combina-
tion of two remote phrases as well as the influence of yet another thematically
related phrase testify to the meticulousness with which the scribe assembled the
manuscript.

Not necessarily a case of a near-mistake, but interesting nonetheless is phrase
(202). The source of (202F) probably contained the Low German equivalent of
the Hunger vnnd deure zeidt we find in s, as an equivalent for the Russian 2o700.
Of these two, the scribe of ¥ removed the more literal Hunger:

(202F) Koli na sim suieti gollott, yno mnogo ludi
sgolloda primrutt.
Wen vp difler weldtt dure tjtt is so steruen
veele lude van hunger. (F 225 5-8)
Komu na cum(!) cBBTS ro/of, MHO MHOTO JIIOAMI
C TOTIOfiA IPUMPYT.
‘When there is famine in this world, then many people die
from hunger’

(202s) Kollj na sum suethy gollodt Imno Imnogo ludy
I3golloda primeryth.
Wenn vf dieser werlet ist Hunger vand deure zeidt, so
sterbenn da viell leute vonn Hunger. p (s 31v 5-8)
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Reasons why the scribe may have favoured the more biblical dure tjitt ‘famine™®
could include the desire to distinguish between ‘famine’ and ‘hunger’, or the
wish to avoid the literal repetition of Hunger, which may have been undesirable
from a stylistic point of view.

In a number of other cases it is clear that innovation by the scribe did not neces-
sarily mean an improvement. In (203) below, we must assume that the scribe of
F replaced the original ceoii ‘(here) yours” with moii, but forgot to replace the
original djine accordingly with mjne:

(203E) Otzum tj moi tovar smotzill: pomotzil.
Worumb heffstu djyne wahre genettedt. (F 320 17-18)
O4éM TbI MOJ TOBAp CMOYM/I: IOMOYMI?

‘Why did you get [my] (your) goods wet [/ moist]?’

(203s) VtBum tuy suoy thowar pomotzyle
Warumb hastu deine wahre genoteth. p. (s 231 4-5)*%°

In (204), the scribe tried to make sense of his sources, but failed to recognise the
construction kaxos ... maxos u. As a result, he mistakenly removed the conjunc-
tion u, and rephrased the German to reflect what he thought the Russian meant.
It is clear that in this case, s has both better Russian as well as German:

(204F) Podi somnoi ias tebe tovar roskladu y ty
iovo smotris kakoff okol takoff ffnutri.
Gahe mjitt my ich wyll dj de wahre van
anderleggen, vnd besuhe se van buten vnd
van bynnen. (F 295 12-16)
IToxu co MHOIL, A3 Te6F TOBap POCKIIafy, U ThI
€BO CMOTpHIIB: KAKOB OKOJI, TAKOB BHYTPIL.
‘Come with me, I will spread out the goods for you;
and look at them[: on the inside they are just as on the outside]
(on the outside and on the inside).’

(204s) Pody Bumnoy Ja tebbe thowar ne8kladdu, Ity Jogo fratris
kackoff ockell tackoff I offnuthy.
Gehe mit mir ich will di die wahre von einander legenn
vnnd besich sie, wie sie Auswendigk ist, also ist sie auch Inwendigk. (s 11v 8-11)

In (205F), the German phrase contains a part which is not matched in either the
Russian phrase or the corresponding phrase (205s):

> The expression teure Zeit ‘famine’ is used in Luther’s translation of the Bible (GeN 41).
*° The corresponding phrase in A also has mu ~ ceoii. For a discussion of the use of csoii, see

§6.3).
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(205F) Otzum tj mens draszis ia tebe ne durn: vrode
blagoi: vpir.
Worumb ouestu my ich sy djn geck nichtt datt
du my ouest. (F 2251-9)
Ouém Tb1 Menst spaxuins? 51 re6b He fypHb: Bpoah
61aroit: ynmpb.
‘Why do you tease me? I am not your fool [/ like
madman / freak] (that you should tease me).’

(205s) OttBum thi menne drasys Ja tebbe ne blagy: durry:

vpyg:
Warumb vbestu mich. Ich sey deinn geck oder narre. p. (s 28v 3-5)*

At the same time, these examples of innovation gone awry do not detract much
from the overall picture. They enhance the image of a linguistically competent
non-native copyist who took his task to approach his sources critically and if
possible improve upon them in the process of copying them into the new book.
He was obviously not afraid to do so, and in many cases succeeded in his goal.
Yet being the non-native speaker of Russian that this German copyist was, it is
only natural that his innovations are not always successful.

8.6.2 Textual structure: the case of connue

The lexeme connuye was already discussed in §5.5.2. The same is also very telling
of the textual structure of the phrasebook and the approach of the scribe. Take
the following sequence of entries from the lexical section of s:

Sunfize sofila die Sonne ist aufgangenn, (s 68v12)
CO<T>HIje <B>301II0

Sunf3e sofila salys, die Sunne gehet vnter (s 68v13)
CO</T>HIJe COLIIIO 3a JIeC

Sumfle Jefna, die Sonne scheinett, (s 68v14)
CO<JI>HIle ABHO (AICHO?)

Sunfle ne Jefna, die Sonne scheinet nicht (s 68v15)
CO<JI>HIle He ABHO (CHO?)

Of the four entries, those on lines 12 and 14 describe a situation where the sun is
out (or comes out), and those on lines 13 and 15 a situation when it is not (i.e.,
the sun has set or is at least not visible). In , the sequence of entries is organised
differently:

>t More examples: F 373 12-18 ~ s 109V 1-6 (German of F is slightly redundant); ¥ 403 7-13 ~ s 58v
14-20 (the copyist of ¥ attempted to reconstruct the corrupt Russian of his source, but failed); ¢
417 21-24 ~ s 110r 19-22 (German is less literal).
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COJIHIIa B3OIIO sonsa ffzoschlo de sunne is vpgegahn (F324)
COJTHIIE B3OII/IO
‘The sun has risen’

COTTHIIA ACHO solnsa iasno de sunne schinedtt (r325)
CONHIe ACHO
‘The sun is shining’

COJHIIa H0"710 BTgyy solnsa poshlo fftutzu de sume is achter de swerk(e) (F326)
COJIHIIE TIIOLIIO B TY4y
“The sun has gone behind the dark cloud’
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conHIla nouuto 3ame®  solnsa poshlo sales  de sune is tho gade gegahn (F327)

COJIHIJe IIOIITIO 32 JIeC
‘The sun has gone [behind the wood] (to rest)’

As can be seen, the scribe of  chose to group the synonymous (or almost syn-
onymous) entries together: the entries on lines 4 and 5 describe the situation
where the sun is out, the entries on lines 6 and 7 describe the situation where it
is not.

On a lexical level, it is not clear whether Jefna in s 68v 14 and 15 reflects scHo
‘clear, bright’ or s6H0 ‘clear, visible; obvious’. In the latter case, the use of sacno
in F 32 5 constitutes a non-parallel difference, as the German equivalent in F and
s is identical.

On the level of the entries, we see that the scribe of F did not copy the equiva-
lent of s’s Sunfe ne Jefna (s 68v 15), maybe because it was too similar to Sumfse
Jefna (s 68v 14), which he had copied as connua acro - solnsa iasno. Instead, the
scribe inserted the first part of a phrase we find in PHRAS:

(206F) Sonisza poslo fftutzu, da ninetza ne petzot.
De sunne schindtt nicht, is achter de swerke. (F 238 19-20)
CorHlle IOIIO B Ty4Yy fia HbIHBYA He MeYET.
‘The sun went behind a cloud, [and now] does not [scorch] (shine).’

This particular Russian phrase was probably selected because of the first part of
the German phrase, De sunne schindtt nicht, which is exactly the same as the
German equivalent of phrase that was skipped in s, die Sonne scheinet nicht. Af-
ter the scribe had copied the first half of the Russian part of (206F) as F 32 6, he
started paying attention to the relation between Russian and German. He then
chose to render the Russian part of ¢ 32 6 in German more literally as is achter
de swerke ‘has gone behind the dark cloud’, which is identical to the second half
of the German part of (206F).
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As far as emendations are concerned, we see that poslo (F 238 19) corre-
sponds to the emended form poshlo in r 32 6. Although (206F) does not have a
correspondence in s, the emendation in LEx shows that it was copied from a
source which reflected poslo: when the scribe was working on LEX, poslo was
emended with a h, whereas in PHRAS, it was not.

The occurrence of the entry on F 32 6 shows the coherence of LEx and PHRAS.
More precisely: the scribe was aware of the contents of pHRAS when he was
compiling LEx. This awareness extended so far that he could replace a lexical
item which to his eyes was not needed (s 68v 15) by a similar phrase which oc-
curred in an entirely different section.

8.6.3 Textual structure: removal of variation

The Russian of (207F) includes the word suepacw, which oddly enough does not
occur in the German equivalent, and does not appear in s, thereby introducing
a discrepancy between Russian and German in this phrase:

(207F) Ia vedaiu takovo tovar fftzetiroch mestach
prodasni, kakovo ty ffzeras otmena putal.
Ich weht sodane wahre vp veer steden tho kope
alse du van my gefragedt heffst. (F 418 5-8)
A BBHao TaKoBO<IiI> TOBAap B 4eThIpéx Mbcrax
IPOJAXHBIIL, KAKOBO THI BUEPACH OT MEHs IIBITAIL.
‘T know of such wares for sale in four places, such as you
demanded of me [yesterday]’

(207s) Ja wedau tack thowaer off satjroch mestoch prodassny
kack offa thj vmenna puthall sottzjbe,
Ich weis solcher wahre an vier orthen zukaufe, als du
vonn mir gefragtt hast, (s 110V 3-6)

The addition of suepacv is odd. Where, after all, would it come from? A similar
phrase further on in the manuscript, (208r), could be the origin of the addition.
This phrase corresponds to s 53v 13-15, which, like F, contains the concept of
‘yesterday’, both in Russian and German.

(208F) Iest vmenz takova sukna takim tzuietum, kakova
ty ffzeras otmenze putal.
Ich hebbe sodahne laken so dahner farue, alf3
du gisteren van my fragedest. (F 460 5-8)
EcTb y MeHsI TaKOBO CyKHa TaKUM L[BBTOM, KAKOBO
TbI BY€PACh OT MEHsI IIbITAIL.
‘T have such cloth of such a colour as you asked me
for yesterday’
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If this other phrase is indeed the source of the word suepacw, it means that the
copyist of ¥ had acquainted himself with the contents of his sources very well.
This impression is enhanced by two other phrases in r and s:

(209F) Ia suoiogo tovaru ne chitril tovar besz chitrosti.
Ich hebbe myne wahre nicht vorvelschedstt.
de wahr is sunder valscheydtt. (¥ 305 6-8)
41 cBOEro TOBapy He XUTPWUITI, TOBAp (€3 XUTPOCTH.
‘T have not falsified my wares, the wares are without falsification.’

(209s) Ja suogjo thowaeru ne Isgjtriell touaru Ja tebbe
bes schytrosty brodam.
Ich habe meine wahre nicht vorfelschet, die wahre will
ich dir sunder betrugk vnnd vnuerfelschet vorkauffen p. (s 16v 17-20)

(210F) Ia suoiovo tovaru ne chitril, moi tovar bes chitrosti.
Ich hebbe myne wahre nicht vorvelschet
myne wahre is sunder falscheidt. (F 339 20-22)
51 cBO€BO TOBapy He XUTPUII, MOIL TOBap 6€3 XUTPOCTH.
‘T have not falsified my wares; my wares are without falsification.’

(2108) Ja suajogo thowaru ne, sjthojly, moy thowaer
bes sytrosty. p. Ich habe meine wahre nicht
vorfelschet, Meine wahre ist vnuorfelschett. p. (s 31r 13-15)

Both phrases belong to a sequence of corresponding phrases. Whereas the
phrases in s, (209s) and (210s), are merely similar, their counterparts in F,
(209F) and (210F), are almost identical: The only difference between (209r) and
(210F) is that the latter has the proN.POss. moi and mjne. We must assume that,
upon encountering the equivalent of (209s) in his sources, the scribe of ¥ chose
to replace the second part of the phrase by that of (210s). The absence of moi or
mjne from (209F) is a relic of the original phrase that occurred at that point in
the source of ¥, which, as (209s) shows, did not have this PrRoN.POss.

Interestingly, of these two phrases in ¥, the one occurring first in the manu-
script is the one that has been adapted to match the other. If the leaves are still
in their original order, this would mean that the scribe at this point already
knew what was coming.

8.6.4 Textual structure: chiasms

Comparing r and s on the phrase level and including German in the compari-
son reveals once more how close the common source must have been to the two
manuscripts that have survived until today. An especially striking cohesion ef-
fect is revealed by a small number of chiasmatic correspondences: phrase pairs
where the Russian of one manuscript is more closely related to the German of
the other.
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In the first example, the German of ¥ has the word itz ‘now’, which is not fea-
tured in the Russian; the Russian of s, conversely, has nonnjtfia ‘now’, which is
absent from its German:

(211F) Mnie ne doszuck tebe popotzjvatt: tzestovatt
pridi vetzere opaet komne ias tebe rad popotzjvaiu.
Ich hebbe itz kejne tjtt dj tho nodigen: togern.
kum vp den auentt tho my ich wy dy gerne
plegen vnd nodigen (F 227 18-22)
MHB HefoCyT Tebe MOMOTYNBATD: YeCTOBATD;
puayu Bedep’h omATh KO MHB, 513 Tebe paj MOMOTINBAIO.
‘(Now) I have no time to entertain you [/ to do homge]
(/ to ask); come [again] (to me) this evening, I shall
gladly (take care of and) entertain you.’

(2115) Imne nonnjtfla ne dosuck tebbe pottfijwath
prirdy wetsery opeth kumny Ja tebbe uade pottsiuayu. p
Ich bitte dich kum Morgenn Auf denn Abennd zu mir
Ich habe keine zeidt dich zu notigenn zu mir zu komen. p (s 43r 18-21)

It is not easy to explain this chiasm. One explanation would be that the com-
mon source contained ‘now’ in both Russian and German. The scribe of r then
could have omitted it in Russian, the scribe of s in German. This is possible, but
would introduce the element of chance. Another explanation is that the asym-
metric correspondence in F was brought about by the fact that the source (as
reflected in s) was asymmetric in the first place, albeit a reverse asymmetry. If
this is true, we have to assume that the scribe first looked at the Russian and the
German phrase, and noticed that the element ‘now’ was not reflected in Ger-
man. He then copied the Russian phrase and, with the German in mind, left out
the element ‘now’. Then he took another look at both phrases in the source, and
started copying the German. Once again, he had seen the element ‘now’ in the
Russian text of his source, the element of which he was very aware. This may
explain how it ended up in the German phrase.

A second chiasm can be seen in (212), where opet in F is only matched in s by
wiederumb:

(212F) Goli my rodilsi na suiet da ehe goly nam opzet
otsvieta.
Nakedt kame wy in de weldt, nakedt
mote wy van der weldt. (F 476 9-12)
Tostbl MBI pORMI<I>CH Ha CBBT Jja TONIBI<M> HaM OILITh
oT cBbra.
‘Naked we [were born] (come) into the world, [and] naked
we must [in turn] depart from the world.”
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(2125) Golly muy prijdem na swyeth da golle muy idem Iffweth
Nackenndt komenn wir Auf die weldt, Nacken musser wir
wiederumb aus der weldt. p, (s 661 4-6)

8.6.5 Corruption of the source

Some other insight that comparison gives us, is that in the possible corruption
of F and s’s common source (see already §8.5.1 above). In this regard, s is par-
ticularly relevant. Its scribe had no knowledge of Russian, which seriously ham-
pered him in repairing a corrupt or illegible source, having only the German
half to go by. The manuscript therefore reveals information about the aspects of
how corrupt or illegible the common source of r and s may have been, showing
what the scribe of r had to deal with.

Take, for example, phrase (213). The German of (213F) is a more faithful reflec-
tion of the Russian phrase than that of (213s):

(213F) Kolko berkoffski tuoi vosk potenul.
Wo mannich schippundt hefft djn waf3
gewagen. (F 310 9-11)
Komnbko 6epkoscku(!) TBOJ BOCK HOTAHY?
‘How many berkovec did your wax weigh?’

(213s) Koliko tuoy woestk berkauwjith potenule
wo viell schief pfund hats in der wage gewogen, (s 18V 15-16)

Why does the German of s use wage ‘scales’ rather than wachs ‘wax’? A possible
explanation is to assume that the source was corrupt or illegible. The scribe of s
tried to make sense of the source, interpreted whatever it said as wage (waff and
wage have the same initial letters) and adjusted the rest of the German phrase,
resulting in the grammatically correct and not illogical phrase Wo viell schief
pfund hats in der wage gewogen ‘How many Schiffpfund did it weigh on the
scales?>%> The scribe of F, on the other hand, was able - based on the Russian or
of a second source - to form a correct phrase pair.

In (214) too we would have to assume either a corrupt source or a gross misin-
terpretation of the source by the scribe of s:

(214F) Ne bliidutzis torgovat, torgovat kak voiovat,
komu bog posobit.
Furchte dy nicht tho koepslagen, koepslagendt,
if$ alf$ veyden, weme godt helpedt. (F 419 14-17)
He 6oy 4nch TOproBaTh: TOProBaTh KaK BOEBaTh,
komy Bor moco6ur.

*62 In the two following phrases in s (s 18v 17-20 and 21-24), the Russian sock is also entirely ab-
sent from the German phrase.
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‘[One must trade without being afraid] (Don’t be afraid of
trading): trading is like warfare; there is someone whom God helps.’

(214s) Ne bljdessys thy turguwath, turguwath kack woyo,,
wath komu boch bossobby.
furchte dich nicht zu kauffschlagenn, kaufschlagenn ist einem
eine frewde, wann gott hilfftt. .p. (s 11r 18-21)

The scribe of s mistook his source’s equivalent of vejiden ‘fight” for Freude ‘joy’,
and adjusted the rest of the phrase accordingly so that it made sense.>®

In (215) it is the scribe of ¥ who must have reinterpreted his source, possibly on
the grounds of its corruption:

(215F) Kolko: potzumu: pomnogl ty sa tovar dal.
Wouehle heffstu vor de wahre gegeuen. (¥ 340 7-8)
Kos1bKo: 04éMy: TIOMHOT<Y>-/Ib ThI 38 TOBAp [ANI?
‘How much did you give [/ did you give much] for those goods?’

(215s) Puttflum: kolko: poImnogoll thy dall stha thowaer
vifledt all v3ebbe gotzys. togo tjrsadth. p.
Sage mir rechtenn ernst, was du recht vor die wahrenn
Nemen wildt od[er] wildt sie selbern behaltenn. p (s 31r 21-22, 31V 1-2)

In this case, the Russian of s is ungrammatical, especially the combination of
dall ‘par’ and vifSedt ‘B3sTh’ in the first part of the phrase. In fact, it looks like a
contamination of ‘How much have you given for the wares?” and ‘How much do
you want to take for the wares, or do you want to keep it for yourself?” From a
grammatical point of view, the German half of (215s) is slightly better. (215F) is
notably better, and shows an unremarkable Russian phrase and a correct Ger-
man equivalent.

Even though the Russian of (215s) looks like a contamination, it is unlikely
that the scribe of s contaminated two phrases at this point. This is explained by
the fact that we lack the source of the contaminations. Seeing that the phrase is
part of a series of consecutive corresponding phrases between r and s, we would
have expected the source of a contamination to show up in r as well. It is more
logical to assume that the common source was corrupt at this point, which was
recognised and repaired by the scribe of ¢ for his manuscript. The scribe of s
could not do so.

>3 The same may be assumed for durffenn ‘be allowed to’ (s 111r 15; instead of trauern) corre-
sponding to truren ‘fret’ (¢ 472 6) for Russian mysxump ‘grieve for’ in both manuscripts, as well
as for Ende ‘end’ (s 32r 13; instead of Ernte) corresponding to Arne ‘harvest’ (¢ 225 12) for Rus-
sian 6e3 omnnody (s) and 6e3 ompody: nnody ().



288 INNOVATION IN TRADITION

8.6.6 Reanalysis

In some cases, the comparison of F and s forces us to reanalyse the material.
One example is (216F), which shows a less than perfect correspondence of Rus-
sian and German :

(216E) Ia ne vedaiu tzei tot tovar bog vedi kupeitz vtogu
tovaru poschol protz.
Ich wedtt nicht wehme de wahre hordtt godt
wedtt wor de koepmahn van der wahre is
he is wech gegahen. (F 277 17-21)
(tF 11) 4 He BBpalo, uelt TOT ToBap; bor BBAE; Kymel y Toro
TOBapy IOILIEN IPOYb.
‘T do not know to whom these goods belong; God knows, (where) the
merchant of these goods (is; he) has gone away.’

The translation of the phrases in r reads as follows:

‘[...] God knows, the merchant of these goods has gone away’ (Russian)
‘[...] God knows where the merchant of these goods is; he has gone away’ (Ger-
man)

If we now include (216s) into the analysis, it becomes clear what has probably
caused this discrepancy:

(216s) Ja ne wedaya tey tot towar boch wedaju kudy kupf3y
na uthoga thowaru posszoll. p.
Ich weis nicht wem die wahre gehort, gott weis es
wo der kaufman von der ware gegangen ist. p (s 4v14-17)

The German phrases in s match their Russian counterparts as they should:

‘God knows where the merchant of these goods has gone’ (Russian)
‘God knows (it,) where the merchant of these goods has gone’ (German)

The phrases in r show all the signs of having being reworked from the original
phrase, which is reflected in s. I assume that first the German was rephrased: the
one subclause of the original was replaced by a subclause followed by a main
clause, at the same time adding the element ‘away’. Then the scribe tried to let
the Russian reflect the same situation. He added npouwv at the end, and then re-
moved xyowi, but did not replace it by the required 20r. This leads to the follow-
ing suggested transliteration: ‘bor BB, <rAb> KyIel y TOro ToBapy; IOIIENT
npoub’, which restores the link between German and Russian.

In (198), too, comparison of both manuscripts leads to a correction of the analy-
sis proposed in TF 11:

(217F) Proszi sa tovar kak sudi, jno ia stebe
stanu davat.
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Esche vor de wahre alse se werdt is, so wil

ich myt dy kopslagen. (F3521-4)
(tF 11) Ilpocu 3a TOBap Kak cyamu, MHO A3 Te65
CTaHy JaBaTh.
‘Ask for the goods what they are worth, then I shall

bargain with you’
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(2175) Proﬁy Ba thowar kack sudji Ja tebbe sthonde dauath. p.
Ich will bittenn, du wollest vor deine ware was recht ist, foddern, (s 361 17-18)

For ia stebe, the editors of TF 11 propose the transliteration 53 me6m. This mis-
spelling by the scribe of r would be unique for the manuscript. I assume that the
source of F, like s, reflected s me6mw, and I also assume that this is not a simple
case of wrong word division. The misspelling may have been prompted by the
German equivalent of the phrase. If you look at the German phrase in s, we see
that the final s mebm cmany dasamv from the Russian phrase remains un-
matched in s. In F, on the other hand, it receives the translation so wil ich mjit
dj kopslagen. This, however, is not a literal translation of the Russian text; it is
the regular equivalent of ia stoboi torguiu ‘s ¢ To60J Topryro’, encountered mul-
tiple times elsewhere in the text. As a result, the s in stebe may be interpreted as
the result of the scribe’s confusion with this construction.

8.7 Conclusions

In §8.2 we have seen that Brigzna assumes that the German phrases are original
and that the Russian phrases should be seen as translations. The interaction be-
tween German and Russian, as explored in this chapter, paints a richer picture.

Again, the many examples shown in this chapter lead to the conclusion that the
scribe is not a copyist in the sense that he blindly copied the material. He is as
much a copyist as he is a translator and interpreter of the data. He did not sit
still when, in his eyes, there was something amiss with the source. This not only
applies to the levels we have explored in previous chapters, but also to the level
of the phrase as a whole, which could be called the discourse level.

More specifically, we see that the scribe of F was aware of the close relation
between the two halves of the data. The parallel differences discussed in §8.3
show that he actively sought to maintain the relation between the German and
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Russian part of each phrase. And the treatment of non-parallel differences in
§8.4 shows that the link could even be strengthened or, if necessary, restored.
This sometimes led to the adaptation of the Russian, sometimes to that of the
German phrase. The motivating factors that prompted the scribe to not blindly
copy the data included both the correction and elimination of errors as well as
the harmonisation of both halves of the data (§8.5).

Incorporation of the effort of the scribe to maintain a detailed relation be-
tween the Russian and German of each phrase is useful and insightful in that it
lends depth to the material; at times it is even necessary to fully appreciate the
material.

So how should the influence of the scribe be evaluated? The data show that by
and large, the influence of the scribe was positive. Many imperfections of the
source were removed from the data. Yet it is inevitable that the innovations of a
non-native scribe are less than perfect. New imperfections were introduced.

By comparing complete phrase pairs in r with their correspondences in s,
these new imperfections can be traced and evaluated (§8.6). This provides in-
formation about the possible corruption of the source, and can in several cases
lead to a different analysis of the data than has been proposed so far.

The comparison also puts the scribe’s intention and his competences in a
broader perspective. From a pragmatic point of view, it is clear that the scribe
deemed it important not only that the endings were correct (although often-
times they are not), but also that the phrasebook was a text which made sense.
For the benefit of the intended non-native user, the data should be transparent.
It should be suitable for communication, and useable in day-to-day circum-
stances.



9. CONCLUSIONS

In this study I have explored the language of Tonnies Fonne’s Low German
Manual of Spoken Russian (Pskov 1607). My main aim, as stated at the end of
the introduction, was to determine how the reputation of Fonne’s phrasebook
(F) as a priceless source of information holds up to the historical and philologi-
cal depth of the text, given the fact that most of the material contained in the
phrasebook is not original.

9.1 The manuscript

The first two chapters of this book addressed a number of preliminary issues in
order to place the manuscript in its broader context. In chapter 1, I introduced
the contents of the manuscript, discussed the codicological, historical, philol-
ogical, and linguistic context of the manuscript, and gave a brief outline and
evaluation of the linguistic research conducted on the basis of F so far.

The explicit aim of the phrasebook, as stated in the introduction of the
manuscript, is to aid merchants in their attempts to acquire a sound knowledge
of the language and customs of their Russian trading partners. It has already
been known for a long time that the manuscript we are dealing with is not
unique, but that it represents a specific genre, namely that of bilingual phrase-
books, and that, within this genre, F is part of a larger group of German-Russian
phrasebooks that should be situated in circles of the Hanseatic League.

The manuscript dates back to the year 1607. This date is mentioned in the
manuscript several times. The different watermarks of the paper comply with
this date, as do the biographical data of the young merchant Ténnies Fonne
(born in or around 1587), whose name occurs on page 1 of the manuscript.

Fonne’s phrasebook is related to the phrasebook of Thomas Schroue (s) and
the Anonymous Ein Rusch Boeck... (a). Comparing the three manuscripts on
the basis of a concordance of corresponding entries revealed that at least 55% of
the phrases in F is not original, which automatically raised the question on how
the textual history of r affects the language of the manuscript, especially given
the extensive scholarly use that has been made of the phrasebook as a source of
information on the Old Pskov dialect.
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In chapter 2, I discussed the phrasebook as the product of the work of a
scribe. I arrived at the conclusion that it is the work of a single scribe, who was
responsible for the rendering of both the Russian data (in two alphabets) and
the German data. The scribe took pride in his work, as evidenced by the general
appearance of the manuscript, its regularity, the meticulous application of cor-
rections and emendations, and the elaborate introductory section.

9.2 The phrasebook and its sources

In chapters 3 and 4 the sources of the data stood at the centre of attention. The
chapters focused especially on the following questions

* What did the source (or sources) of r look like?
* What are the differences between r and its source(s)?
* How can these differences be explained?

The first two questions were addressed by making use of the close relation be-
tween the three phrasebooks r, s and a (and especially between the two most
closely related ones, F and s). Although earlier research had acknowledged their
relation, the connection between the manuscripts had never been studied. This
connection was explored in chapters 3 and 4.

Chapter 3 focused on the similarities of the phrasebooks. I discussed the lan-
guage of the phrasebooks, their overall composition, the arrangement of intro-
ductory statements, long sequences of matching phrases, and pointed out a
large number of close textual correspondences. This investigation led to the
conclusion that the manuscripts of F and s are very closely related indeed, and
actually may have used the same immediate source.

The scribe of s did not know Russian at all, which has led to considerable
corruption of the data from a source that itself must have already been cor-
rupted to a certain degree. But the scribe must have copied the Russian data
from his source rather mechanically. When we abstract from surface-level cor-
ruption, s represents a faithful image of the language of the common source
without any fundamental alterations.

Although caution is required, the assumption that the state of affairs in s is rep-
resentative for that in the immediate source of F turned out to be a very fruitful
point of departure for answering the remaining questions.

In chapter 4, I set out to investigate the differences rather than the similarities
between the two manuscripts. Some of the structural differences between r and
s were pointed out in Bolek 1997, but were neither quantified nor elaborated
upon. The differences between r and his source, as reflected in s, are, in fact,
twofold. They can be structural and pervasive, but also incidental and isolated.
Such incidental differences range from simple copying errors to language-
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conscious innovations. Comparison of s and r explains - sometimes in a
straightforward, sometimes in a very delicate and complex way — why E looks
the way it does. The differences between r and s, as introduced in chapter 4,
have been brought up throughout the following chapters in order to illustrate
specific phenomena.

Both on a broad, general level and on the level of the tiniest details, comparison
of s and r lends depth to the data of F, in the sense that it sheds light on what we
find in F. A pattern quickly emerged: it is very clear that in many cases, F is in-
novative. Time and again, emendations and corrections show, in combination
with the general textual coherence, that the state of affairs in s must have been
identical to that in the immediate source of r. This pattern is so strong that it
can be extrapolated, which also answers the third question: where the two
manuscripts differ, r has to be seen as an innovative source, even if there is no
direct evidence that proves the innovative nature in a specific issue.

9.3 The scribe and his sources

The investigations of chapters 5 to 8 help to answer a number of questions. A
natural question that comes up pertains to the issue of what the differences be-
tween F and s say about the scribe of k. The answer is clear: as far as language-
conscious innovation in the Russian data is concerned, the scribe of F is to be
held responsible for both incidental and structural differences between the two
phrasebooks. The exploration of these differences provided a clear insight into
the modus operandi of the scribe of ¢, a new method in the study of .

The image of an innovative scribe fits the findings from chapters 2 and 3.
There, we saw a scribe who had a keen eye for the outer appearance of the
manuscript, its overall composition, and the arrangement of individual items
and phrases, and who did not hesitate to take action when he thought it was
beneficial to his goal of producing a good phrasebook. The exploration of the
language of  showed that the resolute approach of the scribe extended to the
contents of the phrasebook as a whole and to the language of individual entries:
he was conscious of the language he was copying, and not afraid to change or
alter sentences if he thought this was necessary.

The scribe was triggered into innovation when he found that simply copying his
source was not an option. This judgement could concern a range of phenom-
ena: word order, inflectional endings, spelling, choice of words, entire phrases,
et cetera. The fact that almost every single phrase in r with a correspondence in
s, reveals a number of linguistically conscious changes, illustrates that copying a
phrase was a complex operation: for each phrase pair, it entailed an assessment
of the content, the order of the words, their morphology, their spelling, and the
relation between the Russian and the German halves of each phrase pair. Any of
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these elements could be subject to some sort of action on the part of the scribe.
We have seen that he could choose not to copy a phrase, or to copy it in an
adapted form. In the latter case, the scribe could even draw other phrases into
the equation that occur earlier or, in several cases, even later in the manuscript.
Words could swap position, be replaced by a synonym or alternative, or both.
Spelling variation was eliminated, based on etymology, word image, or align-
ment with previous (or, in several cases, following) mentions of the same word.
Phonological, morphological and other properties of endings, words, or entire
constructions were also critically examined: if they were deemed outdated or
too local, they were updated or replaced by a less marked form.

It is safe to say that the scribe of r was aware of a wide range of phenomena
in the Russian language, such as the traditional Cyrillic spelling of words, the
consistent transliteration into the Latin alphabet, case endings, the semantics
and use of verbal tense and aspect, differences between the written and the spo-
ken form of the language, and local and less-local language use. The changes the
scribe made reveal that he was not afraid, that he was convinced of his knowl-
edge of Russian and confident in his judgement on whether or not to copy a
specific feature unaltered. Of course, native Russian speakers may have helped
the scribe during this process, either pointing out these features or providing
him with other pieces of information. It is clear that the scribe was in control of
his material. An example was the regularisation of an infrequent word like
schupai (see §5.5.3). It is also clear that the scribe knew the contents of the vari-
ous sections of his sources before he commenced, as is shown by various entries
which anticipate entries that refer to material at a later point in the manuscript,
such as connuye nowno 6 myuy in LEX, anticipating an entry in PHRAsS (see
§8.6.2).

Several phenomena show that the scribe sometimes hesitated when forced to
choose between two (or more) options. One such phenomenon was the sound
shift /e/ > /’o/. Especially in LEx and GraM, and within these sections especially
in Cyrillic, the scribe wavered between rendering a word in its traditional form
(with e) and rendering its pronunciation with /’o/. Another example was the
variation between s and 53 that was introduced by the scribe, whilst at the same
time variation was removed from another PRON.PERs.: the newer form DAT
mebrw was preferred over older mo6mw. These phenomena showed how the
scribe struggled between his wish to act according to tradition (or: how it was
supposed to be) and his desire to do justice to linguistic reality (or: how it actu-
ally was).

9.4 The language of r

The linguistically conscious innovations by the scribe of r obviously influenced
the language of the phrasebook. As a result, knowledge of these innovations in-
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fluences the appraisal of the value of the material of ¢ for linguistic research. I
have shown that this can be explored by looking at the result of the scribe’s in-
novations.

On the whole, it must be said that the material was well thought through. The
changes have been applied consciously, often consistently, and often in line
with linguistic developments that we know took place. As a result, Fonne’s
phrasebook is of an overall better quality than Schroue’s. At the same time, it
would be surprising if changes by a non-native scribe — possibly reflecting lin-
guistic innovations in the local 17"-century Russian dialect — were flawless. And
indeed, they were not. In other words: the scribe made mistakes in the interpre-
tation and innovation of the material.

We saw that a number of factors contributed to these mistakes. The non-
nativeness of the scribe, already mentioned, is one of those factors. A second
factor amplified the first: the scribe was dealing with corrupt sources. He had to
make linguistic sense of what he found in these sources and determine whether
or not a given word, construction or phrase was right or not. Sometimes he suc-
ceeded, sometimes he did not. A third factor is, as we saw above, that copying a
phrase was a complex operation, which took its toll on the attention of the
scribe and the accuracy of his interventions. We saw that some of the changes
were applied rather mechanically, leading to changes showing up in situations
where they should not.

In its language, the phrasebook is not always consistent or, more precisely, it is
not a monolithic whole. Some internal boundaries can be distinguished, which
not necessarily coincide with the natural boundaries between the various sec-
tions of the manuscript. We saw a number of peculiar transitions which illus-
trate this concept: the sudden disappeareance of the diacritic ~, the transition
from -ogo to -ovo, the choice for v over w as the representation of /v/ (and the
subsequent large-scale removal of w), as well as choices in the domain of the
lexicon. We may assume that the scribe used not one but several sources, but
the internal boundaries could also be considered the result of the fact that the
manuscript must have been written over a longer period of time, maybe with
some intermittences. After a break, it took a while before the scribe felt at ease
again with the complexity of the task at hand.

At this point, I repeat a quote from Brigzna 1988, given in §8.2:

“Zusammenfassend kann gesagt werden, daf} die Abweichungen, von denen die
Rede war, sehr verschiedenartig sind und sich schwer systematisieren lassen. Im-
merhin zeugen sie davon, dafl der Autor des Gesprachsbuches imstande gewesen
ist, mit seinen Kenntnissen der russischen Sprache geschickt und elastisch umzu-
gehen, wenn auch nicht immer vollstindig korrekt.” (Brigzna 1988: 100)
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Although Brigzna based her conclusion on a very small investigation, we can
confidently say that it also applies to the phrasebook as a whole, and in a much
more structural way than she could have known when she wrote her article.

The findings of this study affect the appraisal of the manuscript as a reliable
source of information on the Old Pskov dialect. The qualification of the phrase-
book as a priceless source of information (Zaliznjak) and as the work of yet an-
other compiler (Bolek) are not contradictory, but complement each other.

It is now clear that the data of r should not be taken at face value without a cer-
tain degree of caution. The phenomena explored in this study show that the ma-
terial was thoroughly revised. As far as historical linguistics is concerned, re-
searchers interested in eliminating all influence of the scribe of ¥, had better
turn to s rather than to r. But comparing the two manuscripts, studying the dif-
ferences, and, in doing so, exploring the textual depth of the material leads to a
more complete image of the language of ¥, and introduces a new dimension in
the status of r as a priceless source of information, making it even more price-
less.

Most importantly, the principle that dictates that the material of ¢ - like that
of the birchbark documents - should be taken seriously, and that its linguistic
validity should be assumed, should be supplemented by the principle that for
any given word, expression, or phenomenon, the influence of an innovative,
non-native-speaker scribe should be expected, both when it can be proven and
when it cannot.

Variations in the lexicon, morphology, syntax and other domains of the lan-
guage of the various phrasebooks has often been presented as facts rather than
as developments. In this study we saw that many differences between r and s
can in fact be ascribed to the scribe of r. Examples of such changes that were
treated in the chapters of this study are the occurrence or non-occurrence of -t
in 3sG and 3pPL present-tense forms, the expression of future tense, the
NOM.SG.M. in -e, the pluperfect, and the use of the conjunctions do6po and
damp.

The structural comparison of r and s not only allows us to determine the
changes that were applied, but also allows the investigation of the motivation
behind them, for conscious changes were applied for a reason. In fact, if one
abstracts from incompetent non-native innovations, the exploration of these
and other phenomena can provide new insights into developments that had
taken or were still taking place in the language of early 17"-century Pskov, and
into variation that existed in the immediate environment of the scribe at the
time of compilation of the phrasebook.
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9.5 The scribe

In chapter 1, I discussed the person whose name is connected with the phrase-
book: Tonnies Fonne. He was introduced as a 19-year-old German who spent
the winter of 1607-08 in Pskov, probably as a sprakelerer. We saw that what
stuck in the minds of many researchers was the image of a young man as the
author of the phrasebook. Tonnies Fonne gradually acquainted himself with the
Russian language by compiling the phrasebook from earlier sources and making
extensive use of Russian native-speaker informants. Once he found himself
back in his hometown of Liibeck, he passed on the manual to a member of a be-
friended family.

The handwriting of the transfer formula of “ich, T.F.” (¢ 11) is in fact similar to
that of the rest of the material. But what are the chances that the manuscript
was in fact written by Tonnies Fonne?

The facts we know about the life of Ténnies Fonne portray him as a rather
wild young man, who spent some time in Pskov and Narva and more than once
managed to get himself into trouble before he returned to his hometown, prob-
ably for good (see $1.2.2).

The image of Fonne contrasts sharply with the image of the scribe that arises
from the manuscript. The appearance of the manuscript shows that we are deal-
ing with a meticulous scribe: it is very polished, very regular and betrays a keen
eye for detail. Further study of the material shows that the keen eye extends to
the contents. A good and detailed knowledge of Russian is obvious from the
very beginning of the manuscript, as the many structural differences between ¢
and s show. The emendations and corrections show that the phrases from the
sources were adapted by the scribe ‘on the go’.

It is highly unlikely that Ténnies Fonne was the person who compiled the
phrasebook.

Let us turn back to the introductory section of , its appearance and its contents.
Someone who compiles a phrasebook for their own use, is hardly likely to in-
clude the rich illustrations and rhymes that make up a large part of iINTRO. More
importantly, this also applies to the Liber ad lectorem, which advises the reader
about matters of spelling and pronunciation of letters and sounds (see §2.3). If
you compile a phrasebook for yourself, you do not need this.

The phrasebook is much more likely to have been compiled for T6nnies
Fonne rather than by him. The person who actually compiled it, maybe for a
considerable sum of money, used existing sources to deliver a polished, well
thought through, custom-made and up-to-date phrasebook. Updating both the
contents and language of the phrasebook meant staying faithful to the practical
and pragmactic aim of the genre of phrasebooks: elements, whatever their form,
which were no longer considered up to date, were removed or changed.
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If Tonnies Fonne can no longer be considered as the scribe of the manu-
script, then who was the scribe, and what was his background? The scribe of the
manuscript must have been a German with a sound knowledge of Russian. His
knowledge of Russian is shown by the many innovations, his non-nativeness by
the many quirks and mistakes he made. Based on the variety of Low German
used and the occurrence of some Estonian loans, Hammerich supposed that the
scribe grew up in a predominantly German town in the Baltics, such as Reval
(Tallinn) or Dorpat (Tartu) (1967: 264). This may very well be possible, al-
though it is unlikely that the scribe was a merchant himself, as Hammerich sup-
posed. The compiler of Fonne’s phrasebook may in fact have been a profes-
sional scribe, who at any rate was located in the circle of Germans that lived and
worked in Pskov for a longer period of time.

9.6 Innovation in tradition

Tonnies Fonne’s phrasebook was not mechanically copied from a ready proto-
type. Older sources were updated especially for this manuscript, but despite the
tremendous effort it must have taken to update the language of the sources, the
aim of the phrasebook does not seem to have been to serve as a prototype for a
new generation of phrasebooks. The phrasebook was explicitly dedicated to
Tonnies Fonne, who ordered and owned it, and passed it on to a member of the
Wistinghusen family in 1609. How the manuscript ended up in Count Otto
Thott’s collection is unclear, but the good state of the manuscript and the fact
that it has been preserved in the first place, suggests that it has not been used as
a practical language guide on the market square, or at least not much.

In phrasebook research, the migratory character of the material is often no-
ted and acknowlegded, but seldom explained. The question of exactly how the
data found their way from one phrasebook to another is often necessarily left
hanging in the air. The study of F and s reveals the scribe of r as the agent of
change. The scribe’s attitude of innovation and improvement, as an integral
part of the tradition and the genre to which the phrasebook belongs, is perhaps
more tangible in Fonne’s phrasebook than in any other comparable phrasebook
known today.
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APPENDIX A. TABLES OF CONTENTS (¥, s, A)

This appendix provides detailed tables of contents of Fonne’s phrasebook (),
Schroue’s phrasebook (s), and the Anonymous Ein Rusch Boeck... (a). The ta-
bles of contents follow the division made in §3.3.

The description of r is partly based on TF 1: 11-16. The explanations for s are
based on Falowski and Witkowski 1992: 15-18. The English explanations for a
are not literal translations of the original Low German headings and phrases,
but follow the High German explanations of Falowski 1994: 12-14.

1. Fonne’s phrasebook (F)

1. Introductory part (INTRO) (flyleaf, 1-4, 7-8, 13-14, 21-24; 12 pp.)

flyleaf recto: dedication, verso: blank

1 “Tonnies F[o]nne gehordt diit boek”

1-3 Latin verse

4 emblematic title page (High German)

5-6 missing

7-8 emblematic title pages (High German)

9-12 missing

13-14 rhymed introduction (Low German)

15-20 missing

21 blank

22 introduction (Russian in Cyrillic and Latin transcription, Low German)
23 explanation on transcription and pronunciation (Low German)
24 Our Father (Church Slavonic in Cyrillic)

25-30 missing

11. Lexical part (LEX) (31-130; 100 pp.)
Three columns:

Cyrillic - Latin transcription — Low German equivalent

1. Vocabulary: general (LEX-GEN)

31-32 Van den veer elementenn ‘Of the four elements’
32-34 Van winde vnd der mane ‘Of winds and the moon’
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35 Namen der mahnte vnd dage ‘Names of the months and days’

36 Van den veer tiden desz iahres ‘Of the four seasons of the year’

37 Van geistlichen standt vnd regimentt ‘Of spiritual rank and order’

38-39 Van weltlichen stande vnd regimentt ‘Of secular rank and order’

40-42 Van frundttschop vnd thobehoringe ‘Of kinship and family ties’

42-43 Van personen vnd gestaltt der lude ‘Of persons and the physical appearance of
people’

44-45 Van geschikeden luden guder artt ‘Of pleasant people of good character’

46 Van vngeschickten luden boser artt ‘Of unpleasant people of evil character’

47-48 Van menschen namen ‘Of personal names’

49-50 Van lendern vnd steden ‘Of countries and cities’

51 Van nationen der lude ‘Of the nationalities of people’

51-54 Van allerlei handttwerkenn ‘Of all kinds of crafts’

55-56 Van kriege vnd orlichs geschefftenn ‘Of war and military affairs’

57 Van allerley spellwark ‘Of all kinds of instruments’

58-59 Von mahten vndtt wichtenn ‘Of measures and weights’

59 Bredtt vndtt lank ‘Broad and long’

60 Van der erdenn ‘Of the earth’

60-61 Van waterenn ‘Of waters’

61-63 Van buschen vnd holte ‘Of brush and wood’

64-65 Van fruchten der erdenn ‘Of the fruits of the earth’

66-67 Van allerley awette ‘Of all kinds of fruits’

67-69 Von allerley viogelln wiltt vnd tam ‘Of all kinds of birds, wild and tame’

70 Van allerley gewormte ‘Of all kinds of creeping things’

71-73 Van fischen vnd ehrer artt ‘Of fish and their like’

73-74 Van wilden dertenn ‘Of wild beasts’

75-76 Van tamen derttenn ‘Of tame beasts’

76-78 Van perdenn ‘Of horses’

78-80 Van rustingen thon perden ‘Of equipment for horses’

81-82 Vonn allerley vitallie ‘Of all kinds of victuals’

82-83 Van allerley flesch ‘Of all kinds of meat’

84-85 Van allerley gedrenke ‘Of all kinds of drink’

85-89 Van menschen ledttmaten ‘Of people’s limbs’

90-92 Van bekledinge ‘Of clothing’

93-94 Van schriffwahrenn ‘Of writing materials’

94-101 Van huszgerade ‘Of household things’

102 Vann fuer ‘Of fire’

103-105 Van handttwerkes reschop ‘Of working equipment’

106-107 Van schepenn ‘Of ships’
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2. Vocabulary: trading (LEX-TRADE)

108-110
111-112
113-115
115-116
116-117
117-118
118
119-120
120-121
121-124
125-126
126
127-128
129-130

Van allerley pelterienn ‘Of all kinds of skins’

Van allerley ledder vnd huden ‘Of all kinds of leather and hides’
Van allerley dutscher wahr ‘Of all kinds of German wares’
Van solte vnd heringe ‘Of salt and herrings’

Van wasze vnd tallige ‘Of wax and tallow’

Van flasze vnd hemp ‘Of flax and hemp’

Van edelgesteinen ‘Of precious stones’

Van goldtt vnd suluer ‘Of gold and silver’

Van der ruschen muntte ‘Of Russian coin’

Van krudern vnd gewurtze ‘Of herbs and spices’

Van sidengewande ‘Of silken cloth’

Van linen wande ‘Of linen cloth’

Van allerley farue ‘Of all kinds of colours’

Van allerley lakenn ‘Of all kinds of cloth’

1. Grammatical part*** (GRAM) (131-142, 145-172, 175-184; 49 pp.)

Typically three columns:

Cyrillic - Latin transcription — Low German equivalent

131-132
132
133-138
139-142
143-144
145-148
149-155
156
157-159
159

160
161-172
173-174
175-184
185-186

derivational suffixes of substantives and adjectives
number

list of adjectives in positive and comparative degree
modal words and expressions

missing

conjugation

pronouns and their prepositional constructions
prepositions

adverbs

conjunctions

blank

list of verbs, single and prefixed

missing

list of verbs, single and prefixed

missing

»64 T shall stick to the term ‘grammatical’, introduced in TF 1, although it would be more appro-
priate to speak of ‘word derivation and word classes’.



310 INNOVATION IN TRADITION

1v. Phraseology (PHRAS) (187-270, 273-446, 451-464; 273 pp.)

One column:

Russian phrase in Latin transcription, followed by Low German equivalent (in-
dented)

1. Phraseology: general (PHRAS-GEN)

187-188 introduction (Russian in Cyrillic and Latin transcription, Low German)
189-261 domestic and social phrases
262-263 phrases on slightly different topics

N.B. 262-269 in a different hand and in High German rather than Low German
264-269 titles and samples of diplomatic correspondence
270 blank
271-272 missing

2. Phraseology: trading (PHRAS-TRADE)

273 introduction

274-445 general commercial phrases

446 blank

447-450 missing

451-460 phrases on cloth trade

461 blank

462-464 phrases on trade in squirrel pelts
465-468 missing

v. Proverbs, riddles and sayings (PROVERB) (469-482, 485-494; 24 pp.)

One column:
Russian text in Latin transcription, followed by Low German equivalent.
The Russian phrases and their Low German equivalents on pp. 488-489 and of

the first phrase on p. 492 are in Cyrillic.

1. Miscellaneous proverbs (PROVERB-MISC)

469-482 various proverbs

483-484 missing

2. Indecent proverbs, riddles, swear words, bywords and turns of speech (PROVERB-

INDECENT)

485-494 indecent proverbs, riddles, swear words, bywords and turns of speech
495-496 missing
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v1. Religious texts (RELI) (497-502, 507-510; 10 pp.)

497-502 story of the Fall (Russian text in Latin transcription with a Low German transla-
tion)

503-506 missing

507-509 Credo (Russian text in Cyrillic alphabet)

509-510 Prayer of the Virgin (Lk 1: 46-55; Russian text in Cyrillic alphabet)

511-526 missing

v11. Polish texts (PoL1sH) (527-538; 12 pp.)

527 Credo

528-530 prayers

530 Easter Carol with Low German translation
531-538 epistolary samples with Low German translation
539-544 missing

viiL. Numbers and letters (NUM-LET) (545-554, 557-566; 19 pp.)

545-554 numerals (Cyrillic words, Latin transcription, Arabic numerals)

555-556 missing

557-559 numbers (Cyrillic and Arabic figures)

560 blank

561-564 graphic samples of all Russian letters

565-566 names of these letters in Cyrillic spelling (565) and Latin transcription (566)

2. Schroue’s phrasebook (s)
1. Introductory part (INTRO) (1r-2v; 3 pp.)

1r German rhymed verses
v blank
2rv German rhymed verses

11. Phraseological part 1 (PHRAS I) (31-64V; 124 pp.)

3r-64V Phrases on trade

11. Religious texts (RELI) (65r-67v; 6 pp.)

65r-67v Religious texts (prayers, fragments of Biblical texts: Adam and Eve, Deluge)

1v. Lexical part 1 (LEx 1) (68r-881; 41 pp.)

68r Vonn gott vnd Himlischenn Dinngen ‘Of God and heavenly things’
69r Vonn Zeitenn Des Jahrs ‘Of the seasons of the year’
70V Vonn dem Geistlichenn Stanndt ‘Of spiritual rank’
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71V
721
731
74V
751
75V
75V
76r
761
76V
77t
77V
77V
78r
78v
79r
8or
8ov
81r

82v

82v
83v
83v
84r
84r
85v
86r
86v
87v
87v
88r
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Vom weltlichem Stande ‘Of secular rank’

Vonn freunnd vand Gesiebschafften ‘Of friendships and kinship’
Vonn Mannes Persohnenn ‘Of men’

Vonn Handwerckenn ‘Of crafts’

Vonn Sthedtenn ‘Of cities’

Vom Stedten Vnndt Landschafften ‘Of cities and landscapes’
Vom Gewichte ‘Of weights’

Vonn gewichte MafS vand Ellenn ‘Of units of weights and ells’
Vonn fischenn ‘Of fish’

Vonn Vogellnn ‘Of birds’

Vonn Holtz ‘Of wood’

Vonn Kornn ‘Of grain’

Vonn Viehe ‘Of cattle’

Vonn pferdenn ‘Of horses’

Vonn Wildwergk od(er) Wildwahren ‘Of wild game’

Vonn Vijtaljenn ‘Of victuals’

Vom getrencke ‘Of drinks’

Vonn der Sehe vundt Schieffenn ‘Of the sea and ships’

Vonn Hausgeradt vnd Derselben Zubehorunnge

‘Of household things and their accessories’

Vonn Haushaltunge vnd Derselben Zubehorung

‘Of housekeeping and its accessories’

Vonn Ejserwergk ‘Of ironwork’

Vonn Nehewergk ‘Of sewing work’

Vonn Dreschenn ‘Of threshing’

Vonn Schrejbwergk ‘Of writing work’

Vonn Mennschlichenn gliedtmassenn ‘Of people’s limbs’

Vonn Mannes Namen ‘Of personal names’

Vonn Betten Vnnd Ihrer Zubehorunge ‘Of beds and their accessories’
Vonn Kleydunnge ‘Of clothing’

Vonn Rustungenn zu Pferdenn ‘Of equipment for horses’

Vonn Kriege Vnd Seiner Zubehorunnge ‘Of war and its accessories’
Vonn Tantzen Singenn Vund Springen ‘Of dances, singing and jumping’

v. Grammatical part (Gram) (88v-94v; 15 pp.)

88v

Vonn kleinenn worten als Alhier Nacheinander volgen Ja Jas Jaell Is Ick
‘Of small words as follow’

vI. Lexical part 11 (LEX 11) (95r-98V; 8 pp.)

951
95v

Vonn Rauch Wahr als Hiernach Volgtt ‘Of tobaccos as follow’
Vonn allerlej wahren als hernach vollgtt ‘Of all kinds of wares as follow’
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96r Vonn Allerlej Kreude ‘Of all kinds of herbs’

971 Vonn Edlenn gesteinenn ‘Of precious stones’

971 Vonn golde vnndt goltwerck ‘Of gold and goldwork’
97V Vonn der Russisschenn Muntze ‘Of Russian coin’
98r Vonn Sejdenn gewandt ‘Of silken cloth’

98v Vonn allerley farben ‘Of all kinds of colours’

99r Vonn Allerlej Lackenn ‘Of all kinds of cloth’

vi1. Phraseological part 11 (PHRAS 1) (99r-1131; 29 pp.)
99r-107v Phrases: complimentary phrases, dialogues on everyday subjects
108r-113r Phrases on trade

3. The Anonymous Ein Rusch Boeck... (A)

1. Introductory part (INTRO) (1r-4v; 8 pp.)

1r-4v German rhymed verses, ending with religious/ethical pleas

i1. Religious texts (RELI) (5rv; 2 pp.)
5rv Biblical texts (about the Deluge, among other things)
6rv blank

111. Phraseological part 1 (PHRAS 1) (7r-8v; 4 pp.)

One column:

Russian phrase in Latin transcription, followed by Low German equivalent on
next line*®

7rv Conversations about various topics
8rv Conversations about trade

1v. Lexical part 1 (LEx 1) (9r-36V; 56 pp.)

Typically two columns:

Russian entry in Latin script - Low German equivalent*®

orv Van Gott vand hemmelschen dingen ‘Of God and heavenly things’
101 Van Geiistliichenn wesenn ‘Of spiritual creatures’
10V Van weldttliicker Oberiigkheiitt ‘Of representatives of secular power’

> The other phraseological sections of A have the same general layout as PHRAS I.
*¢ The other lexical sections of A have the same general layout as LEx 1. Occasionally, minor
deviations can be found; especially in the form of four columns, where the pattern is repeated.
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11r-12r

12v

131

131

13V
141-15V
16rv
17rv
18rv
19r-20r1

20V-21r

21V
221V
23r-241
24V

251
25V-261
26V-27V

28r-30v
31r

31V-32V

33r
33v
34r
34v-351
35V-361
36V

INNOVATION IN TRADITION

Van tiiden des Jars vnnd dagen werme Auch tunden ‘Of seasons, times of day,
units of time, and the weather’

Van Allerlei Watter ‘Of all kinds of water’

Again of astronomical and meteorological phenomena

De quatuor. Elementis

De 12 Mensibus. De quatuor Tempora auiui

Physical and mental properties of man

Van miinschen dat gantze liiff vnd sin wesen ‘Of the human body and its parts’
Van Kriiges Liidenn ‘Of people and military gear’

Continuation: physical and mental properties

Hiier wiil Ick schriuen van Vader vand moder Siister vand Broder vnd Friindtschap
‘Of kinship’

Women siick schal vnder Etinander Erbeiden ‘Politeness phrases, getting ac-
quainted’

Van Allerlei Namen Der miinschen ‘26 men’s names’

Van Allerlei Ampten vnd meisters ‘Of professions’

Van schriuers vand Briieffen ‘Of scribes, scripts, and the chancellery’

Van Biickeren ‘Of books’

Van Kleidungen ‘Of clothing’

Van Steden vnd slotten Lande vnde dorpen ‘16 country names, 21 city names’

Van Eten vnd driincken vnd bedarff Hefftt to Der nott ‘Of food, beverages and
preparing meals’

Vann Hus vand Hus Haltung ‘On the house, housekeeping, tools and appliances’
Van Allerlei Holtt vnd biischckenn vand Anderen bemen ‘Of trees, shrubs and
wood products’

Van wiilden tiiren vnd Anderen Viehe vnd perdenn ‘Of wild and domestic ani-
mals’

Of horses and horse-gear

Van varwen der pferde ‘Of equine coat colours’

Van Allerlei fiischcken Im watter ‘Of fish’

Van Allerlei voegel vnder Hemmel ‘Of birds’

Van Goldtt. siilber. Eiisern. Koper ‘Of gold, silver, iron, and copper’

Van Gelde Vnderschede ‘Of monetary differences’

v. Numbers (Num) (371v; 2 pp.)

Two times two columns, each pair consisting of:

Russian numeral in words — Arabic number

371v

De Ruschcke tall. tziislo ‘Numbers and numerals’
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vI. Lexical part 11 (LEX 11) (381-39V; 4 pp.)

38r Van Allerlei Erdt Beren vnnd Abest ‘Of berries, fruit, and vegetables’
38v Schterbens Leiifften vand Kranckheiten ‘Of diseases’

391 Van Schepenn ‘Of ships’

39V Van Edel Gestetinen ‘Of precious stones’

vii. Grammatical part (GRaM) (401;1p.)

(40r) Two times two columns, each pair consisting of:
Russian entry in Latin script - Low German equivalent

(40v) Lines with alternating Russian and German correspondences (multiple ent-
ries per line)

401-40V Van Kleinen Vockabulen: Als. Ick/ du/ He/ wi/ gi/ se/ vadd wo man Allerlei Nenen
schal ‘Pronouns, prepositions, adverbs’

vl Phraseological part 11 (PHRAS I1) (40V-46V; 13 pp.)

411-42V Various turns of speech, verbs, adverbs

43r Conversation about a journey

43V Flirting; conversation about Germans and Russians
441 Conversation about masters

44V-461 Von Rosstischenn Rechten ‘Of Russian law’

46V 3 aphorisms

1x. Lexical part 111 (LEX 111) (471-531; 11 pp.)

47T Van Allerley wiine vnd Bier ‘Of all kinds of wine and beer’

47V-48r Van Edelen Kreiiteren ‘Of noble herbs, spices, sweets’

48v-49r Van Seiiden Gezeiig ‘Of textiles’

49V-50r1 Van wandtt lacken ‘Of cloth’

50V blank

s1r Van Allerleie verwenn ‘Of colours’

51V blank

521-53r Van motten vnnde Lasten vnd gewiichtenn vnnd Allerlei kaufmanes war

‘Of measures and weights, and all kinds of wares’
53V blank

X. Phraseological part 111 (PHRAS 111) (541-94V; 82 pp.)

541-58v Conversations about various topics
59r-94V Hiernach vollget wo man mit den Rossenn schall kopschlagenn
‘Conversations about trading’






APPENDIX B. CONCORDANCE (7, s, A)

The matching phrases and entries presented in this study are based on a con-
concordance of corresponding entries of Fonne’s phrasebook (), Schroue’s
phrasebook (s), and the Anonymous Ein Rusch Boeck... (a). This appendix re-
produces this concordance, which was originally published as an appendix to
Hendriks and Schaeken 2008b. A handful of new correspondences were added
sinds 2008, marked by asterisks (*).

The concordance focuses on the phraseological section in F (PHRAS). Most im-
portantly, it does not include the many obvious parallel sequences in Lex. The
three entries from the lexical section (LEx) mentioned in the table, are merely
included because they atypically match entries in a phraseological section in s.
Although exclusive correspondences between s and A were not systematically
investigated, it feels safe to conclude that there are only few cases in which simi-
lar phrases in s and A are not shared by r.>

References to r are based upon the electronic text edition (Hendriks and
Schaeken 2008a), references to s and A on the respective editions of these
manuscripts. Page numbers in italics indicate a rough or partial textual corre-
spondence between the manuscripts. To some extent the distinction made be-
tween exact and rough correspondences can only be arbitrary.

F s A F S A
99r 8-12/
LEX (F 31-130) *99r 22-23 /
*99v3
*79 17 102117 189 9-11 (191 3r19-20/ 591 6-7+8
*7918 102118 3-8,2741-5)  99v13/ 99v
*8018-19 103V 17 20-21/ 1007 1
189 12-14 99V 15-16 20V 17
PHRAS-GEN (F 187-272) 189 15-16 99V 22 20V 11
189 19-20 20V 13
187-188 6671 12-15 / 1901 65113/

267 Examples are s 4r 17-20 ~ A 60r 3-5; 15 21-24 ~ 80t 4-7; 16V 15-16 / 31r 8-9 ~ 72r 7-8; 331 6-7 ~
77t 7-8; 41r 1-2 ~ 851 7-8; 631 20-24 ~ 85V 16+17+18; 106V 1-2 ~ 54V 55 106V 9 ~ 54V 11.
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F S A F S A

99v 18 203 4-5 101V 5-6
190 2 99r 19 20v7/59r3 203 6-7 101V 9-10 771 7-8
190 4 99V 19 27T 13-14 2038 101v 8
190 7 20V 8 2039 103V 3-4
190 9 1007 15 203 10-11 101V 14-15
190 10 10071 14 203 12 101V 17
190 12 99V 7 203 13-15 101V 18-102r
190 13 99r 13 20V 2/59r 4 2
190 14 20V 4 203 16-17 1021 5-6
190 15 991 15 20V 5 20318 102r 7
190 16 99r 16 20V 6 203 19-20 64r1-2/
190 17 991 14 1021 8-9
190 18 991 17 204 1-2 102r 19 33r 16-19
190 19 991 18 204 3-4 1021 20+21-
191 1-2 651 22-23 22/102v 6
191 3-8 (189 3ri19-20/ 591 6-7 204 5-6 102V 1-2 56V 6-7
9-11,2741-5) 99V 13/ 2047 s57r23/

99V 20-21 102v5
192 5-7 101V 12-13 204 8-11 102V 7-9
193 4-5 52V 19-20 204 12 102V 13
1941 58v 11 20413 102V 14-15
195 21-22 27T 20- 204 14-15 102V 20

21+16-17 204 16-17 103r 1

196 1-2 271 22-23 20418 103r 2
196 18-19 * 99v 10 56r 8 20419 103r 4
197 1-9 104V 9-10 204 20 103r 5
198 10 102V 10 56v 8 2051 103r 6
201 3-6 1001 20-22 2052 103r 7
201 7-8 100T 23-24 91V 9-10 2055 103r 10 58r7
201 9-10 100V 1-2 901 9 205 6-7 103r 8-9
201 11-12 100V 3-5 2058 1031 13 57V 10-11
201 13-14 100V 10-11 2059 1037 14 57v 12
201 15-16 100V 12-13 205 11 s7r22/
20117-18 101r 6-7 103r 18
20119-20 101r 8-9 20512 103r 15 58r 4
201 21 101r 10 20513 103r 19-20
201 22 101V 1 205 14-15 103v 18-19
202 1-3 1011 11-12 205 16-17 103V 11-12
202 6-8 101r 13-14 206 1-2 104r 6-7 86v 2-3
202 11-12 101r 15-16 206 7 10871 1
20213 101r 17 206 13-14 104r 8
202 14-15 101r 18 206 15-16 104r 3
202 16-17 101r 19-20 206 19 104r 1-2
202 18-20 101r 21 206 22 103V 9-10
202 21-22 101r 22-23 207 6 1041 4-5
203 1-2 101V 2-3 2077 103V 5
2033 101V 4 207 8 103V 6-7
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2079 104r 9 2117 107V 9-10
207 10 104r 10-11 76V 3 211 8 107V 11
207 11-12 104r 12-13 2119 107V 15
207 13-14 104r1 14-15 211 10-11 107V 16-17
207 15 104r 17 211 12-13 108r 6-7
207 16 104V 2 211 14 108r 16
207 19-20 104V 11-12 21115 65v9-10/
207 21-22 104V 14-15 108r 8
208 1-2 104V 18-19 211 16-17 108r 11-12
208 3-4 103V 1-2 21118 108r 13
208 5-6 1051 5-6 212 1-2 86V 11-12
208 7-8 1071 9 213 19-20 67V 12-14
208 9-10 1051 1-3 214 17-18 1137 1-4
(* 234 18-21) (472 8-11)
208 11-12 1051 7-9 214 21 84v 11-12
208 13-15 1051 12-14 2155 76v 8-9
208 16-20 1051 15-19 215 17-18 57V 21-22
208 21 1051 20-21 216 10-11 14V 1-3
2091 1051 4 216 16-18 27v7-8/
209 3-4 105V 4-7 1007 11
209 5-6 105V 4-7 217 15-17 57 7-8 84v 5-6
209 8 48v 12-13 / (277 10-13)
105V 8 219 4-7 271 19-21 5671
2099 105V 9 (3321-4)
209 10-11 105V 10-11 219 11-12 52V 3-4
209 12-13 1061 4-5 (390 21-23)
209 15-16 10671 1-2 220 8 3411
209 17 1067 3 223 1-4 4V 26-51 2
209 18-19 1061 6-7 223 5-9 5V 24—6r1 2
209 20-22 105V 17-19 223 10-13 9r 9-12
2101 54r 6 223 14-16 10r 22-25
210 2-3 10671 14-15 54v1 223 17-21 23r 20-23V 3
210 4-5 1067 16-17 54v 2 223 22-24 271 3-6
- 106V 1-2 54Vv5 224 1-5 26V 18-22
210 6-8 106V 3-4 54V 6-7 224 6-8 27V 1-2
210 9-10 106V 7-8 224 9-12 27V 13-16
- 106V 9 54V 11 224 13-16 28r 14-17
210 11-12 107r1-2 / 83v9/87rog 224 17-20 28r 18-21 40V 20-21
1071 3-4 224 21-22 28v 16-17
210 13-14 1071 5-6 55r 1 225 1-4 28v 3-5
210 17-18 1071 7-8 225 5-8 31v 5-8
210 19-20 107V 5-6 22511-12 321 13-14
210 21-22 10771 10-11 22513-17 34V 20-22
2111-2 107T 14-15 (348 16-20)
211 3-4 1071 16-17 / 225 18-19 351 1-2
107V 3-4 225 20-21 351 3-4
211 5-6 107v 7-8 226 1-4 35V 15-16
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F S A F S A

226 12-15 411 16-19 252 11-13 1017 4-5 911 15-16
226 19-21 42V 14-16 252 23-24 65v 16-17

226 22-23 52r17 256 16-17 18v 16-17+18
2271-3 43V 17-19 257 1-4 271 7-8

227 4-7 43V 20-23 (3315-7)

227 8-10 441 1-3 257 5-7 104V 16-17

227 11-13 48V 14-16 257 8-9 9471 4-5
227 14-17 48r 13-16 257 10 94r 8

227 18-22 431 18-21 258 1-9 43V 18-
228 1-4 56V 16-18 19+20-22
228 5-9 571 5-9 258 10-11 271 22-23
228 12-15 521 14-16 258 15-17 911 13-14
228 16-17 52V 1-2 259 4-7 331 22-25
228 21-23 551 21-23 259 11 99V 2

229 9-12 571 10-12 259 12 20V 19-20
229 13-14 57T 13-14 259 13 21V 7

229 15 571 19 259 14 20v 19-20 /
229 17-18 57V 11-12 21V 3

229 19-20 59v1-2/ 259 15 8ro/21v8/
(472 3-4) 106V 16-17 77V 16-17
229 21-23 60v 6-8 26118 60V 14

230 1-2 64r 8-9

230 3-4 60V 20-21 PHRAS-TRADE (F 273-464)

230 5-6 64r 6-7 86v 8

230 7-10 64V 1-4 273 2-16 31 3-10 59r1-2

230 11-14 111v 18-21 274 1-5 (189 3r19-20/ 591 6-7
230 15-17 112r 6-8 9-11,1913-8) 99v 13/

*2311-4 112V 9-12 99V 20-21

232 4-6 58v16-17 274 6-8 3r23-24/ 59r9

232 7-8 103v 8 1007 6-7

233 15-18 351 7-9 274 9-10 3vi1-2 59r11/
234 10-12 757 1-2 5971 13-14
*23418-21 1051 1-3 274 11-12 59715

(208 9-10) 274 17-18 3V 3-4 591 16-17
235 22-23 541 8 27419-22 3vs5-7/

236 5-7 86r 8 1007 3

236 10-11 54r1 275 1-3 3v8-9 8v6-7+8/
236 12-13 54r 2 59718

236 19-20 106t 8-9 275 4-6 3V 10-11

237 22-23 106V 5-6 275 11-12 3V 12-13 59V 1

238 5-7 92v 17-19 27513-14 3V 14-15 59v2-3/8rs
239 1-4 86v 14-15 275 15-21 3v 18-22 59V 4-8
239 5-6 5515 276 1-6 3V 23-4r1 4 59V 9-14
239 19-20 10071 12 276 7-11 4r 5-8

240 6-10 91V 15-16 276 16-22 47 13-16 8v3-5/
245 21 7V 9 59V 15-607 2
251 9-13 3r11-16 - 41 17-20 60r 3-5
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277 1-4 41 21-24 60r 6-9 / 286 1-7 7V 11-16 / 82r 11-13
62r 11-14 (3121-8) 197 2619V 4
277 10-13 5r 7-8 84v 5-6 286 8-14 7V 20-25 84r 4-5
(217 15-17) 286 15-20 8rs5-9 647 3-4+5
277 14 4V 10-11 286 21-23 10V 5-8
277 15-16 4V 12-13 287 1-5 8r10-13
277 17-21 4V 14-17 287 6-9 8r14-17
278 3-6 4v 18-21 287 10-17 8r18-23
278 7-10 4V 22-25 287 18-22 or 5-8
278 11-14 5r 3-6 288 1-7 8vi-7
278 15-18 5r 9-12 63r10-11 / 288 8-11 8v 8-11
931 1-3 288 12-15 8v17-18
278 19-22 5r 17-20 288 16-20 9r 13-16 /
278 23-24 75r 18-19 (417 4-7) 1097 11-14
279 1-4 5r 21-24 71t 1-2 288 21-23 83v 8
279 5-8 5V 1-2 289 1-5 9r 17-21
279 9-12 5V 3-6 289 6-14 9V 3-10
279 15-18 5V 7-10 289 15-18 Or 24—-9v 2
279 19-23 5V 11-18 289 19-22 10r 4-6 +
280 1-5 5V 11-18 26V 14-15
280 6-10 5V 19-23 290 1-2 or 22-23
280 11-15 6r 3-10 290 3-8 9V 20-25
280 16-20 6r 3-10 290 9-11 9V 26-10T1 3
280 21-23 6r 11-13 290 12-15 10r 7-10
2811-5 61 14-23 290 16-20 10r 11-14
281 6-10 61 14-23 2011-4 8r 24-27
281 11-15 75r 16-17 + 291 5-10 10r 15-21
75V 1-2 2901 11-16 10r 26-10v 4  65v 7-8
28116-17 18v 25-26 291 17-20 10V 9-12
281 18-21 74v 5-8 201 21-22 10V 13-14
282 1-3 6r 24-26 292 5-8 10V 15-18
282 6-9 6V 1-4 292 9-13 10V 19-22
282 10-14 6v5-8 292 14-18 10V 23—11r 3
283 1-11 6v 9-18 292 19-23 111 4-7 86v1
283 14-20 71 3-8 631 16-17 293 1-4 11r 14-20 / 791 8-9
2841-6 6V 23-71 2 (316 15-22) 20V 25-21r 6
284 7-11 6V 19-22 293 5-6 63V 15-16
284 12-14 7r 9-11 293 20-22 11r 21-23
284 15-18 71 12-15 294 9-10 751 14-15 /
284 19-25 71 16-21 931 4-5
2851-5 7T 22-25 294 11-18 111 24-11V 3
285 6-10 7V 1-4 294 19-22 11V 4-7 89v 16-17
285 11-12 7V 5-6 295 1-5 11V 12-16 671 8-9
285 13-14 7V 7-10 82r 2 295 6-11 11V 17-21 621 16—62V 2
(32213-14) [ 671 10-12
285 15-17 7V 7-10 295 12-16 11v 8-11 64v1-2/
28518-22 8ri-4 66V 12-13
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295 17-22 11V 22-26 66V 10-11 303 15-20 151 9-14
296 1-3 12r 1-3 8rii/ 303 21-22 151 15-16
78r 7-8 304 1-4 77v 8-9
296 4-7 121 4-7 304 5-8 161 26-28
296 8-11 12r 8-11 611 6-7 / 304 9-13 5r 13-16
65V 12-13 304 14-17 16V 1-4
296 12-13 12r 12-13 61r 8-9/ 304 18-21 16v 5-8
65v 16-17 305 1-5 16V 9-14
296 14-19 121 14-17 617 10-12 - 16V 15-16 / 72r 7-8
296 20-21 12V 1-2 61v1/ 31r 8-9
(318 17-18) 90r 14 305 6-8 16v17-20 / 77V 13-14
297 1-6 12r 18-23 61r13-14 / (339 20-22) 31r 13-15
67v 5-8 305 9-11 16V 21-22
297 7-10 121 24-27 611 15-16+17- 305 12-15 171 1-4
18 305 16-20 72r 16-18
297 11-15 68v 9-15 306 1-5 16V 27-30 72r 11-15
297 16-22 12V 7-12 306 6-10 171 5-9
298 1-4 12V 13-16 306 11-15 17r 10-13 731 11-12
298 5-8 12V 17-20 68r 6-9 306 16-21 17V 1-4
298 9-13 12V 21-24 68r 10-13 307 1-5 17V 9-12
298 14-19 12V 25-13r 5 62V 5-11 307 6-9 17v 5-8
298 20-23 131 6-9 68r 14-16 307 10-14 17V 13-16
299 1-4 137 10-13 68v 6-8 307 15-18 17V 17-19
299 5-10 131 14-17 68r19-20 + 307 19-22 17V 20-23
68v1-2 308 1-6 17v 27-18r 2
299 11-15 131 18-22 308 7-12 18r 3-7
299 16-18 131 23-25 308 13-15 18r 8-9
299 19-22 13r 26-13V 2 69r 8-11 308 16-17 18r 15-16
300 1-15 13V 3-15 67v 13—-68r 5 308 18-21 18r 19-22
300 16-20 13V 16-20 69V 6-11 309 1-4 18r 17-18
300 21-22 141 3-4 309 5-12 18r 23-28 90V 18-19 /
3011-6 13V 21-25 / 69V 13-15 921 3-4
(336 17-20) 29V 6-9 309 13-17 18v1-4 73v11-12 /
301 7-10 13V 26-141 2 69v 16-18 / 921 5-6
707 3-4 309 18-21 18v 5-8 78713
301 11-14 13V 26-14r2 707 5-6 310 1-8 18v 9-14 7471 9-12
/ 141 5-8 310 9-11 18v 15-16 741 13-14
301 15-18 141 9-12 7or 7-8 310 12-15 18v 17-20 747 15-16
30119-22 141 21-24 701 11-12 310 16-19 18V 21-24 74V 1-4
302 1-11 141 13-20 7071 9-10 310 20-23 191 9-12 74V 16-18
302 12-16 141 25-28 / 3111-6 19r 1-6
54r 6-7 3117-9 191 13-15 74V 14-15
302 17-21 14V 4-7 701 13-14 311 10-11 191 16-17 751 1-2
3031-3 14V 11-12 311 12-16 19r 18-21/ 75r3-5/
303 4-6 14V 13-16 52v15-18 8671
303 7-10 14V 17-20 311 17-20 191 22-23 75V 15-17
303 11-14 151 3-6 311 21-22 191 24-25 761 1-2
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312 1-8 191 26-19V 4 82r 11-13 321 6-7 231 18-19
(286 1-7) | 7v 11-16 321 8-11 23V 4-7 657 13-65V 2
312 9-13 19V 5-9 / 81v 12-15
312 14-18 19V 10-13 32112-16 23v 8-11 81v 16-17
312 19-21 20r 1-2 78v 5-6 32117-21 23V 12-15 81v 18-19
313 1-5 19V 14-17 78v1-4 3221-7 23V 16-21
313 6-12 19v 18-23 322 8-12 23V 22-25
313 13-16 19V 24-28 322 13-14 7V 7-10 82r 2
313 17-19 201 4-5 77r 17 (285 13-14)
313 20-22 2071 6-8 771 15+16 322 15-19 241 5-8
314 1-12 201 9-18 322 20-23 241 1-4 82r3-4
314 13-19 22r1-6 8or 11-16 323 1-4 241 11-14 82r 5-6
315 1-8 201 19-25 323 5-7 241 9-10 82r 7-8
315 9-15 201 26—20V 323 8-12 241 15-18 671 6-7
3 323 13-15 24r 19-20 82r 9-10

315 16-21 20V 10-14 78v 13-14 323 16-21 241 21-24 82r 14-15
316 1-8 20V 4-9 324 1-3 22V 15-16
316 9-12 20V 15-18 78v 15-18 324 4-7 22V 17-19
316 13-14 20V 19-20 641 16-17 324 8-16 22V 20-23r 3
316 15-22 111 14-20 / 791 8-9 324 17-21 24V 8-12 82vi1-2
(2931-4) 20V 25211 6 3251-8 241 25-24V 7
317 1-6 21r 7-11 325 9-12 24V 15-18
317 7-12 21r 16-20 325 13-16 24V 19-22
317 13-16 211 21-24 79V 6-9 325 17-19 24V 23-24
317 17-21 21V 1-4 325 20-21 25V 11-12 83r1-2
318 1-5 21V 5-8 326 1-7 251 1-6
318 6-11 21V 9-14 79v 18-8or 3 326 8-12 251 7-10 82v 9-10
318 12-13 21V 15-16 611 15-16 / 326 13-16 25T 11-13

67V 9-12 326 17-22 251 14-19
318 14-16 79V 16-17 327 1-4 25T 20-21 82v 11-12
318 17-18 12V 1-2 61v1/ 327 5-8 25T 22-25 82v 13
(296 20-21) 9071 14 327 9-15 25V 1-6
318 19-22 21V 17-20 327 16-19 25V 7-10
319 9-12 21V 21-24 327 20-23 25V 13-16 83ri1-2/
319 13-14 221 11-12 8ov 2-4 83r3
319 15-20 221 13-17 8ov 9-10 328 1-4 25V 17-20 83r 4
320 1-4 221 18-21 8ov 15-17 328 5-7 25V 21-22 83rs
320 5-8 221 22-25 328 8-9 8v 12-13 83r 6-7
320 9-12 22r 7-10 8or17-8ov 1 328 10-12 8v 14-16 83r 8-9
320 13-14 22V 3-4 328 16-17 25V 23-24 83r 12-13
320 15-16 22V 14 81ir 5 328 18-20 26r1-2 83r 14-15
320 17-18 23T 4-5 81r 8-9 328 21-22 261 3-4 83r16
320 21-23 231 10-11 81r 10-11+12- 329 1-5 261 9-12 83v 4

13 329 6-9 261 13-16 83v 4
3211-2 23r 12-13 81v1 329 10-13 261 17-20 83v 6-7+8-9
(384 6+10) 329 14-17 26r 21-23 83V 6-7+8-9
321 3-5 23r 16-17 81r 6-7 329 18-20 261 24-25 83v 6-7+8-9
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330 1-4 26V 1-3 338 1-6 30V 1-4
330 4-8 26r 5-8 338 7-10 30V 5-8 62v 14-
330 9-15 26V 8-13 15+16-174+20
330 20-21 26V 16-17 338 11-14 30V 9-12 631 4-7
3311-4 26V 23—27r 2 338 15-22 30V 13-18
3315-7 271 7-8 339 1-4 30V 19-22 61v 7-8
(257 1-4) 339 5-11 30V 23-31r 3
331 8-10 277 11-12 339 12-15 31r 4-7 721 3-6
33111-13 271 13-14 (349 18-23)
33114-16 271 15-16 339 16-19 31r 10-12
33117-19 271 17-18 339 20-22 16v17-20/ 77V 13-14
331 20-21 27V 17-18 (305 6-8) 31r 13-15
332 1-4 271 19-21 5671 339 23-24 31r 16
(219 4-7) 340 1-3 31r 17-18
332 5-8 27V 3-6 340 4-6 311 19-20
332 9-14 28r 22-28v2  44r13-14 340 7-8 311 21-31v 2
332 15-22 28v 6-13 340 9-10 31V 3-4
333 1-7 28r1-6/ 340 11-14 31V 9-11

107V 1-2 340 15-22 31V 12-19
333 8-11 28r11-13 3411-5 31V 20-24
333 14-18 28r 7-10 341 6-11 32r1-5
333 19-20 29T 12-13 86v 4+5 34112-15 32r 6-8
334 1-5 29T 14-17 34116-19 32r 15-18
334 6-9 29r 8-11 341 20-21 32r 19-20
334 10-14 291 4-7 34122-23 32V 5-6
334 15-21 291 18-22 342 1-6 32r 21-24 777 3-6
3351-4 27V 19-22 342 7-10 32V 1-4
33559 27V 9-12 34211-12 32v7-8
335 10-14 28v 22-29r 3 342 13-14 32V 9-10
335 15-19 28v 18-21 342 15-16 32V 11-12
335 20-21 29V 19-20 342 17-18 32V 13-14
336 1-4 291 23—-29V 2 342 19-20 32V 15-16
336 5-6 29V 3-5 3431-3 32v17-18
336 7-9 29V 14-15 671 1-2 343 4-7 32V 19-22
336 10-12 29V 16-18 631 14-15 343 8-9 32V 23-33r1
(439 13-15) 34310-13 331 2-5
336 13-16 29V 21-30r3  70r 9-10 - 331 6-7 771 7-8
336 17-20 13V 21-25 / 69V 13-15 343 14-17 33r 8-10
(3011-6) 29V 6-9 343 18-21 331 13-15
336 21-22 30T 24-25 344 1-4 38r4-7
337 1-3 29V 10-11 94V 1-5 344 5-8 38r 8-10
337 4-5 29V 12-13 94V 6-7 344 9-10 38r11-12
337 6-9 30r 7-10 63V 3-4 344 11-13 38r13-14
337 10-16 30r 11-16 344 14-15 361 3
337 17-20 15r 7-8 / 344 16-18 331 11-12

301 17-19 344 19-22 33r16-19 /
337 21-24 30r 20-23 367 10-11
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F S A F S A
3451-3 33r 20-22 353 1-6 36V 13-17
345 4-8 33r 23-33v3 353 7-11 36v18-21
345 9-10 33V 4-6 353 12-13 36V 22-23
345 11-14 33v7-9 353 14-19 37r1-6
345 15-16 33V 12-13 353 20-22 371 7-8
34517-18 33vio-11 79V 1-2 354 1-4 37r 9-12
345 21-23 33V 14-16 3545-8 371 13-15
346 1-4 33v17-19 354 9-10 191 7-8 /
346 5-10 33V 20-24 37r 16-18
346 11-14 34r 2-5 354 11-17 371 22-37V3
346 15-18 34r 6-7 354 18-22 37V 4-7
346 19-22 341 8-10 3551-8 37v 8-15
347 1-4 341 11-14 3559-12 37V 16-18
347 5-8 34r15-17 35513-17 37V 19-22
347 9-11 34r 18-20 355 18-22 37v23—-38r3
347 12-13 341 23-24 356 1-5 38r18-21
347 14-15 34r 21-22 (463 9-13)
347 16-21 34V 1-5 356 6-11 38r 22—-38v 3
348 1-5 34V 6-9 356 12-15 391 10-12
348 6-11 34V 10-15 356 16-22 38v 4-9
348 12-15 34V 16-19 356 23-24 391 1-2
348 16-20 34V 20-22 357 1-5 38v12-15
(225 13-17) 357 6-9 38v16-19
348 21-23 34V 23-24 357 10-14 38v 20-23
349 1-4 avi1-2/ 357 15-18 391 4-6

35r10-11 357 19-21 391 7-9
349 5-7 35r12-13 3581-7 391 16-21
349 8-11 351 14-17 358 8-12 391 22-39V 3
349 14-17 351 18-21 358 13-16 39V 8-10
349 18-23 311 4-7 721 3-6 35817-20 39r 13-15
(339 12-15) 358 21-23 40v 3-5/
350 1-5 35r22-35v3  72v10-11/ 51v 6-8

8ov 5-8 359 1-9 39V 11-17

350 6-12 35V 9-14 359 10-14 40r1-5
350 13-18 35V 4-8 359 15-22 40r 11-16
350 19-22 35V 17-18 360 1-7 401 17-23
3511-4 35V 19-20 360 8-11 40T 24—40V
3515-8 35V 21-36r 2 2
351 9-12 361 4-6 360 12-15 40V 6-9 84r 11-12
351 13-16 361 7-9 360 16-23 40V 10-17
35117-18 361 12-13 3611-4 40V 21-24
351 19-22 361 14-16 - 411 1-2 85r 7-8
352 1-4 361 17-18 361 5-11 411 3-15
352 5-9 361 19-22 361 12-19 411 3-15
352 10-17 36V 4-9 92V 9-10 361 20-22 41r 20-21
352 18-21 36V 10-12 362 1-4 41V 1-4
352 22-23 37r19 92V 3-4 362 5-8 411 22-24
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F S A F S A
362 9-12 4v 6-9/ 372 19-22 46r 17-19

41V 5-8 373 1-11 1091 15-23
362 13-16 41V 9-11 373 12-18 109V 1-6
362 17-22 41V 12-16 373 19-22 461 22—46V
363 1-9 41v 18-25 2
363 10-16 421 1-7 374 1-17 46V 3-15
363 17-22 421 14-18 641 14-15 / 374 18-21 109V 7-10

72v 4-7 3751-20 471 22—47V

364 1-4 42r 8-11 15
364 5-7 421 12-13 376 1-7 46V 22—47T 2
364 8-10 421 19-21 376 8-12 471 3-6
364 11-14 421 22-25 376 13-17 471 7-10
364 15-20 42V 1-6 376 18-19 461 20-21
364 21-23 431 16-17 376 20-23 477 11-14
3651-5 42V 7-10 731 3-4 377 1-14 47V 16-48r5
365 6-9 42V 17-20 377 15-23 471 15-21
365 10-14 42V 21-24 378 1-4 48r 6-9
365 15-23 431 1-8 89r3 378 5-8 48r10-12
366 1-5 431 9-11 378 9-10 48r17-18
366 6-10 431 12-15 379 3-4 76r 7-8
366 11-14 431 22-24 379 5-6 761 9
366 15-19 43V 1-6 379 7-8 761 11-12
366 20-23 441 4-6 379 17-20 48r 19-22
367 1-6 43V 7-11 3821-2 87v 12
367 7-9 43V 12-13 382 8-11 48v 1-4
367 10-13 43V 14-16 382 12-15 48v 5-7
367 14-16 441 7-8 382 16-20 48v 8-11
367 17-20 441 9-11 382 21 48v 8-11
367 21-22 441 22-23 3831-5 48v17-22/
368 1-6 441 12-15 1107 1-4
368 7-10 441 18-21 383 6-10 48V 23—49r 2
368 11-15 45T 9-13 / 591 19-23
368 16-22 44V 1-6 383 11-15 491 3-6
369 1-24 44V 7-28 383 16-19 491 7-10
370 1-7 451 1-7 857 10-13 383 20-23 491 11-14
370 8-14 451 20-26 87v 15-16 384 1-5 491 15-18
370 15-21 45V 1-6 384 6+10 231 12-13 81v1
3711-5 45V 13-17 (3211-2)
3716-9 451 14-19 3847-9 491 20-21
37110-11 45r 8 384 11-15 49V 1-4
37112-18 45V 18-22 384 16-20 49V 9-12
37119-22 45V 23-25/ 384 21-23 49V 20-21

106V 13 385 1-4 49V 13-17
372 1-6 461 1-6 385 5-8 49v 18-19
372 7-10 461 7-10 385 9-15 49V 22—50T 3
372 11-14 4671 11-14 385 16-20 50r 4-7
372 15-18 4671 15-16 385 21-22 52r 18
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F S A F S A
386 1-4 50r 8-10 394 21-22 55V 6
386 5-9 50T 11-14 3951-6 54T 14-18 67V 3-4
386 10-12 50T 15-16 395 7-11 541 19-23 93V 10-11
386 13-16 50T 17-19 395 12-18 54V 3-8
386 17-20 501 20-22 395 19-22 54T 2454V 2
386 21-22 53v 7-8 396 1-6 54V 9-13
3871-9 50V 1-7 396 7-11 54V 14-17
387 10-14 50V 8-13 727 9-10 396 12-16 54V 18-19 +
(436 4-7) 551 1-2
387 15-19 51r1-5 396 17-23 54V 20-25
387 20-23 51r 18- 397 1-2 55r 3-4
19+20-21 397 3-7 551 9-12 841 1-3
3881-5 41v 17-18 / 397 8-10 551 7-8 /
52V 11-14 106V 14-15
388 6-9 50V 14-17 397 11-17 55T 13-18
388 10-13 50V 18-21 397 18-20 55V 1-2 84r 13-14
388 14-16 50V 22-23 397 21-22 55T 19-20
388 17-21 511 6-9 398 1-4 55V 3-5 84r 15
38910-14 51r 14-17 3985-9 55V 7-10
389 15-19 511 22—51V 2 398 10-11 55V 15-16 46V 3-4
389 20-21 51r 12-13 398 12-15 55V 17-19
390 1-4 51V 3-5 39816-19 55V 23-561 2
390 5-8 51V 9-11 398 20-23 561 7-10
390 9-13 51V 12-14 399 1-3 55V 20-22 /
390 14-16 52r 12-13 107V 12-13
390 17-20 521 19-22 399 4-8 561 3-6
390 21-23 52V 3-4 399 9-12 56V 11-13 84v 7-8
(219 11-12) 399 13-17 561 17-21
3911-5 51V 15-18 399 18-21 561 22-25
391 6-8 51V 19-21 400 1-8 56V 1-6
391 9-13 52r 1-4 400 9-11 571 1-2 84v 9-10
39114-18 52r 8-11 400 12-15 571 3-4 84v 11-12
391 19-21 521 5-7 400 16-19 571 15-18
391 22-23 52v 7-8 400 20-22 57V 6-7
3921-4 52V 5-6 4011-5 57V 1-4
392 5-8 52V 21-53r 2 401 6-8 57V 13-14
392 9-14 53r5-9 401 9-15 57V 15-22
392 19-22 531 10-11 40116-18 58r1-3 947 13-14
393 1-6 53r12-15 + 40119-22 58r8-9/ 941 16-17
53r 18-19 58r 10-13
393 7-13 53V 1-6 931 6-7 4021-5 581 4-7 94115
393 14-18 53V 9-12 402 8-10 58r 14-15 44r 17
393 19-20 53V 16-17 93V 6-7 402 11-14 58r 16-19
394 1-4 53V 18-20 402 15-21 58r 20-58v 4
394 5-12 53V 21-54T 5 403 1-6 11r 8-13 /
394 13-16 54r 8-10 58v 5-10
394 17-20 541 11-13 403 7-13 58v 14-20
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F S A F S A
403 14-16 58v 21-22 412 19-20 63r 6-7
403 17-20 58v 23—59r 2 413 1-4 63v 15-18 87r5-6
404 1-5 591 3-7 413 5-8 63V 19-22
404 6-11 59r 8-9+10- 414 11-12 63v 9-10+11-  87r 11-13

14 12
404 12-14 591 17-18 414 13-14 63V 23-24
404 15-19 59v 3-8 7671 5-6 414 15-18 64r1 3-5
404 20-22 59V 21-23 414 19-22 641 18-21
4051-3 59v9-11 4151-4 64r14-17
405 4 59V 12-13 4155-7 64r 22-23
4055 59V 14 4158-9 641 12-13
405 6-9 59V 15-18 415 10-14 64V 11-15
405 10 59V 19 415 17-20 64V 16-18
405 11 59V 20 415 21-24 108r 17-108v
405 12-15 60r 1-4 2
405 16-19 60r 5-7 416 1-5 108v 3-7
405 20-21 60V 3 416 6-9 108v 8-11
406 1-4 60r 8-10 416 10-14 108V 12-15
406 5-8 60r 11-14 416 15-19 108v 16-19
406 9-12 60r 15-18 416 20-23 109r 3-6
406 13-15 60r 19-22 417 1-3 109r 7-10
406 16-20 60r 23-60V 417 4-7 9r 13-16 /

2 (28816-20)  109r11-14
406 21-22 60V 4-5 417 8-12 109V 11-15
407 1-2 60V 9-10 417 13-16 109V 20-22
407 3-8 60V 11-16 417 17-20 110r 5-8
407 9-12 60V 17-19 417 21-24 1101 19-22
407 13-22 61r 5-13 418 1-4 110r 9-11
408 1-2 61r 14-15 418 5-8 53v13-15/
408 3-9 61r 16-23 85r 1-6 (460 5-8) 110V 3-6
408 10-18 61V 1-16 69r1-7 418 9-13 110V 7-11
408 19-22 61r 1-4 418 14-17 110V 12-15
409 1-11 61V 21-621 5 418 18-22 110V 16-19
409 12-22 62r 6-16 419 1-4 110r 14-18
410 1-7 61v 1-16 69r1-7 419 5-9 110V 20-111r
410 8-11 61V 17-20 2
410 12-16 62r 17-22 419 10-13 111r 3-6
410 17-20 62v 8-11 419 14-17 111r 18-21
4111-9 63r 8-16 85v 19-22 419 18-19 79V 16-17
411 10-15 62r 23-62v3 85r17-18/ 420 1-5 111r 22-23

85v1-2 420 6-7 111r 13-14

411 16-22 62V 17-23 420 8-13 111V 3-7
412 1-5 62V 12-16 420 14-17 111v 8-10
412 6-9 63r17-19 420 18-21 111V 15-17
- 63r 20-24 85v 16+17+18 420 22-23 112V 7-8
412 10-14 63v 3-8 4211-4 111V 22-112r
412 15-18 63r 3-5 85v 11-13 2
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F S A F S A
4215-9 1121 9-12 457 1-3 15V 24-26
42110-12 111r 7-9 457 4-6 161 1-2
42113-14 111r 10-12 457 7-9 161 3-4
421 15-19 1121 17-22 457 10-17 161 5-10
421 20-22 112V 5-6 88r1 457 18-19 161 11-12
422 1-4 112V 1-4 457 20-23 161 13-15
422 5-10 112V 13-18 88r 4 458 1-4 161 16-18
422 11-15 112V 19-22 458 5-7 161 19-20
423 1-3 761 14-15 458 8-10 161 21-23
424 15-17 104V 4-5 75V 9-10 458 11-15 161 24-25 / 78r 11-12 /
425 14-18 64v5-8 187 10-14 80v 20-81r 2
425 19-21 64V 9-10 * 459 19-20 111V 13-14
426 21-22 101V 11 460 1-4 38r15-17
427 11-14 81v 2-4 460 5-8 53v13-15 /
428 10-16 751 8-9 (418 5-8) 110V 3-6
434 9-12 70V 15-17 463 9-13 38r 18-21
436 4-7 50v 8-13 721 9-10 (356 1-5)
(387 10-14) 463 14-20 46V 16-21
438 5-7 70V 13-14
4395 1067 12 LEX (F 469-494)
439 13-15 29V 16-18 63r 14-15
(336 10-12) 469 9-11 104V 7-8
440 13-14 661 5-6 469 14-17 112r 3-5
* 440 19-20 107v 14/ 4715-7 38v 10-11

111V 13-14 471 8-12 39V 22-24
44112-13 108r 3 47113-17 39V 4-7
452 3-4 15V 17-20 47118-21 52v 9-10
452 5-6 15V 17-20 472 3-4 59v1-2/
452 11-12 72V 1-2 (229 19-20) 106V 16-17
452 13-14 77V 10-11 472 5-7 1111 15-17
452 15-16 77V 10-11 472 8-11 1131 1-4
453 1-4 77V 12 (214 17-18)
453 5-6 77V 12 472 12-13 88r 13-14
453 20-21 15V 7 474 12-13 88r 12
454 15-16 81r 14-15 476 6-8 6611/
454 17-18 81r 14-15 661 2-3
- 15T 21-24 8or 4-7 476 9-12 661 4-6
455 12-14 151 28-29 476 13-14 7vi-2/
455 15-16 15V 1-2 43V 13
456 1-2 15V 3-4 476 15-16 7V 1-2
456 3-4 15V 5-6 478 1-2 37r 20-21
456 5-6 15V 8-9 478 3-5 40V 18-20
456 7-9 15V 10-11 478 11-14 551 5-6 83r16
456 10-11 15V 12-13 478 15-16 55V 11-12 46V 1-2
456 12-13 15V 14 478 17-18 55V 13-14
456 14-16 15V 15-16 * 487 9-12 90V 12-13
456 17-19 15V 21-23
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F s A F s A
* 499 1-4 66v 7-8
RELI (F 497-502, F 507-510) * 499 12-16 66V 15-17
*50112-18 66V 18-23
* 497 2-11 661 7-8 *508 3-4 5t 10-11+12-

* 498 7-19 6671 21-66V 6 13




APPENDIX C. LIST OF NUMBERED PHRASES FROM F

The table below contains a list of all numbered phrases from Fonne’s phrase-
book and the page and line numbers they cover. It is not a full index. More spe-
cifically, words and phrases in running text, unnumbered lists, and tables are
not included here.

phrase no. lines phrase no. lines

(12F) F131-4 (147F) F 206 19
(13F) F141-4 (72F) F 207 11-12
(23F) F141-2 (33F) F 207 16
(14F) F 23 5-19 (38F), (155F) F 208 11-12
(17¥) F 22 7-20 (126F) F 208 13-15
(10F) F76 4 (26F) F 209 3-4
(96F) F 8018-19 (26F) F 209 5-6
(18F) F 188 1-3,10-13 (188F) F 209 10-11
(130F) F1911-2 (167F) F 209 12-13
(73F) F 195 3-5 (185F) F 209 17
(1F) F1971-9 (58F) F 210 6-8
(41F) F197 17,18 (144F) F 210 9-10
(135E) F 199 6-7 (98E) F 210 21-22
(9¥F) F199 8 (99E) F 2111-2
(9%) F199 9 (137F) F 211 3-4
(141F) F 199 19-20 (133F) F 211 16-17
(131F) F 201 9-10 (201F) F 216 16-18
(108F) F 20111-12 (42F) F 222 4
(165F) F 201 19-20 (37F) F 223 22-24
(143F) F 20121 (43F), (160F) F 224 13,15
(93F), (142F) F2021-3 (205F) F 225 1-4
(186F) F 202 6-8 (202F) F 225 5-8
(186F) F 202 9-10 (168F) F 2271-3
(149F) F 203 6-7 (211F) F 227 18-22
(175E) F 204 14-15 (53F) F2281,3
(153F) F 205 6-7 (2F) F 230 5-6
(45F) F 206 1-12 (107F) F2311-4
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phrase no. lines

(74F) F2327-8
(66F) F 236 12-13
(35F) F 238 5-6
(206F) F 238 19-20
(103F) F 24112-14
(115F) F 245 6-9
(97F) F 245 10-11
(11F) F 254 6-7
(47F) F2571,3
(90F) F 259 4-5, 6-7
(19F) F 273 12-14, 6-9
(3F) F 276 1-6
(94F) F2767,9
(125F) F 276 8, 10-11
(216F) F 277 17-21
(257) F 27919-23
(25F) E 280 1-5
(120F), (132F)  F 280 21-23
(174F) F 281 11-15

(95¥)
(75F)
(199F)
(46F)
(77¥)
(128F)
(28F)
(121F)
(116F)
(169F)
(59%)
(4F), (184F)
(127F)
(193¥)
(204F)
(24F)
(194F)
7%
(171F)
(178E)
(578)

F 28211, 13-14
F 283 2-3, 7-9
F 284 1-6

F 286 8-14
F2871,3-4

F 288 8, 10

F 288 16-20

F 290 9-10

F 290 16-20

F 201 5-10

F 292 9-13

F 292 14-18

F 204 11-12, 15
F2951,3-4

F 295 12-16

F 296 12-13

F 296 20-21

F 297 11-15

F 298 1-4

F 299 19, 21

F 300 6-7, 14-15

phrase no. lines

(51F) F 3011-2, 4-5
(52F) F 301 7-10
(148F) F 303 4-5
(159F) F 303 12, 14
(60F) F3041-4
(76F), (209F)  F3056-8
(195¥) F 305 2, 4-5
(157F) F 306 16, 19
(161F) F3082,5
(196F) F 3095, 8-9
(213F) F 310 9-11
(189F) F 311 1-6
(85F) F3141, 6-7
(81F) F3199
(183F) F 319 15-20
(31E), (110F) F 320 1-4
(151F) F3205,7
(187F) F 320 9-12
(61F), (203F) F 320 17-18
(86F) F 3211-2
(56F) F 322 20-23
(70F), (89F) F 323 8-12
(140F) F 3253, 7-8
(176F) F 3279, 12-13
(16F) F 327 20-23
(138F), (152F) F 328 1-4
(64F) F 329 1-2,3-4
(191F) F3311-4
(48F) F 3315-6
(49F) F3318-9
(50F) F 331 11-12
(181F) F 332 16-17, 19
(91F) F 335 20-21
(200F) F 337 17-20
(172F) F 336 21-22
(79F) F3377,9
(83F) F 338 15-16, 19-20
(163F) F 339 1-4
(29F) F 339 12-15
(210F) F 339 20-22
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phrase no. lines

(215F) F 340 7-8
(71F), (150F) F 3411-2, 3-4
(78¥) F343 4,6
(109F) F 343 8-9
(62F) F 349 12-13
(113F) F 350 1-5
(34F) F 351 13-16
(217F) F 352 1-4
(100F) F 353 20-22
(32F) F 355 9-12
(164F) F 357 19-21
(197F) F 358 21-23
(69F) F 359 10-11, 12-13
(154F) F 360 8, 10
(177F) F3611-4
(180F) F 361 20-22
(129F) F 363 17, 20-21
(44F) F 3666, 8
(67F) F370 8,11
(173F) F 370 15-21
(30F) F 370 16-20
(162F) F 37113-14, 18
(39F) F3721, 4-5
(80F) F 377 15-16, 19-20
(182F) F3781-4
(87F) F 384 6,10
(54F) F 386 13-16
(55F) F 386 17-20
(145F) F3872,6
(146F) F 387 10-11, 13
(27F) F 387 20-23
(5F) F 388 10,12
(15F) F 391 6-8
(65F) F 391 9-13
(118E) F 393 8-9,11-13
(8F) F 395 7-11
(122F) F 397 18-19
(179F) F 398 10-11
(139¥) F 399 5,7-8

(156F)

F 399 13-14, 16-17

phrase no. lines

(68F) F 401 9-11, 12-14
(117F) F 403 1-6
(92F) F 403 7-8, 11-12
(111F) F 404 16, 18-19
(134F) F 406 5,7
(158F) F 407 16-17, 22
(36F) F 409 5, 11
(40F), (124F) F 411 10-15
(101F) F 414 19-22
(88F) F 4151-2, 4
(105F) F 415 10-14
(166F) F 417 1-3

(84F) F 417 17-20
(102F) F 417 21-24
(207F) F 418 5-8
(112F) F 419 1-4
(214F) F 419 14-17
(82F) F 420 14-17
(106F) F 42115-19
(104F), (170F)  F 424 15-17
(136F) F 456 20-21
(192F) F 457 10-17
(190F) F 458 16-20
(208F) F 460 5-8
(63F) F 462 10-13
(123F) F 463 14,18
(119F) F 463 15-16, 19-20
(198F) F 469 9-11
(212F) F 476 9-12
(6F) F 489 6-8







