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Vaillant3 confronted with the original by
Yuri Stoyanov4

The historical introduction (p. 10-54)
was written by Ivan Bozilov. His works are
well-known for his direct study of sources,
and, as he declares himself, for denounc-
ing historiographical inventions (p. 20). In
the introduction to Bopunos cuHoauk... |.
Bozilov gives us a summary of his ideas about
situation in Bulgaria in the early XIII c. and
presents few threads of the late medieval
Bulgarian history which were reflected in
Borils Synodicon. As it is impossible to write
history without at least some historiographi-
cal inventions, in the introduction we can find
a few preferred by the author. | discuss here
the idea that Boril cooperated with Nicean
basileus Theodore Laskaris in 1210-1211
(p. 22), an opinion that Bulgarian compiler
of the Synodicon used Panoplia dogmatika
of Euthymius Zigabenos (p. 31-32) and an
identification of persons listed in anathemas
76-78 of Palauzov manuscript (P. 23a, 8-10,
11-13,14-16) withbogomils (p. 33).

The hypothesis about Nicean-Bulga-
rian alliance in 1211 is based on asingle let-
ter of Latin Emperor Henry universis ami-
cis suis (to all his friends)a In this letter the
Emperor informs hisfriends from the West
about the victory over his four enemies. In
fact, if we read the letter carefully we cannot
find any evidence of the alliance. What we
find is that Theodore Laskaris’and Bulgarian

3 H.C. Puech, A. Vaillant, Le Traité contre
lesBogomiles de Cosmas le Prétre, Paris 1945, p.
343-346.

4 J Hamilton, B Hamilton, Y. Stoyanov,
Christian Dualist Heresies in the Byzantine World
¢. 650 c. 1450, Manchaster 1998, p. 260-262.

5 Henricus Imperator, Henricus imperator
universis amicis suis de quattor imperii hostibus
a se pervictis scribit, [in:] FLHB, vol. 1V, ed. M.
Voinov, V. Giuzelev, et. al., Serdicae 1981, p.
18-23.
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tsars actions are contemporary. The dis-
cussed hypothesis is just a logical conclu-
sion of the mentioned fact. But since Boril
entered conflict twice later we can explain it
another way: when Boril realised that Henry
was fighting with Theodore, he decided to
take advantage of the situation. Borils exact
aims remain hidden - neither he gained any-
thing, nor were any ofhis goals made clear in
any of the sources. The idea of the supposed
alliance, however, is commonly accepted in
historiography6

Many historians attempted to dis-
cover the place and the role of the synod of
Tarnovo in Bulgarian foreign policy. Some
of them, like I. Duicev, claimed that it was
a part of the big political project based on
the Orthodox alliance between Boril and
Theodor Laskaris, when others treated the
synod as an effect of the anti-heretical agita-
tion of Pope Innocent 1117 All these specula-
tions are nothing more than historiographical
inventions, and probably that is why they are
omitted in the introduction to this edition

6 B. 3narapcku, VicTopusa Ha 6barapckaTa
[Obp>kasa Mpe3b CProgHUTHL Brokose. Tomb 1.
BTopo 6barapcko uapcTBo. bbarapusa npu
AcrbHeBun (1187-1280), Cohus 1940, p. 290-
291; WN. Oyiiues, BOPUNOBUAT CUHOAMK KATO
UCTOPUYECKN W NUTepaTypeH nameTHUK,
Bu6n 7-8, 1977 p. 27; A. laHuesa-Bacunesa,
Bvnrapus n JlaTuHckaTa wumnepusa (1204-
1261), Copus 1985, p. 97-98; B. Mo3E/IEB, u.
Boxwunos, cTopna Ha cpefHOBeKOBHa bbn-
rapusa VIl -X1V B., Copusa 1999, p. 470; LV.A.
Fine, The late medieval Balkans. A critical sur-
veyfrom the late twelfth century to the Ottoman
conquest, Michigan 1994, p. 97-99.

7 B. Kucenkos, BOpunoBuAT CUHOAUK KaTO
MCTOPUYECKN u3BOP, UM 19.6, 1963, p. 67;
n. Crejparos, HOB norneg KbM YHUAT a MeXK-
oy 6barapckaTa M pumckaTa LUbpKBa Mpe3s
X111 B., MKLL, vol. V: N3cnegsaHus B YeCcT Ha
npot.4.MCT.H. ToTw ToTes, ed. B. MNo3senes,X.
Tpengadunnos, Cothpusa 2001, p. 344.
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of Borils Synodicon, but since they gained so
much interest among historians, the lack of
a commentary on this subject is noticeable.
The idea that Panoplia dogmati-
ca was used during the composition of
Bulgarian Synodicon was once widely dis-
puted (first proposed it M. G. Popruzenko
in the late 19th c., the idea was accepted by
D. Obolensky). Then it was connected with
searching for the sources of anathemas con-
taining Bogomils dogmas which now we
know were mainly translated from the letter
of Patriarch Cosmas. I. Bozilov recalls this
idea with a different purpose in mind. He
is looking for answer to the question from
where the Bords Synodicon compiler took
information about Basil the Physician, con-
demned under Alexius Comnenus (anath-
ema against him is placed in P. 15h, 20 -
16a, 3). I. Bozilov correctly indicates that
the process of Basil the Physician was men-
tioned in the works of Anna Comnena, John
Zonaras, Michael Glykas and Euthymius
Zigabenos. I. Bozilov rejects the possibil-
ity that the Bulgarian compilers source
was one of the first three mentioned texts
with words: we could hardly suppose that
these three Byzantine works were available
for the Bulgarian writer. And he continues:
just one possibility is left: ,,Panoplia dogmat-
ica” (p. 31). The importance of Euthymius
Zigabenos work was noticed from the be-
ginning of modern historiography. It would
be pointless to enumerate here writers using
Panoplia dogmatica while describing his-
tory of Bogomilism or Bulgarian literature
in the times of Patriarch Euthymius. Maybe
this long lasting tradition led I. Bozilov to
exaggerate the role of Panoplia dogmatical
Supporting his supposition, he only no-
tices that Vladislav the Grammarian put
Slavic translation of the mentioned work in
Zagrebian Collection from 1469 (p. 31). Itis
very weak evidence and | do not find any-
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thing else in favour of I. Bozilov s opinion.
There are more than 150 persons
mentioned in the Palauzov manuscript of
the Synodicon (in the memorial part alone
I. Bozilov counts 144 persons!). Among
them, we find saints, heretics, Byzantine and
Bulgarian Emperors, their wives, Patriarchs,
episcopes, Serbian Kings, Romanian Voivodes
and boyars. The authors made a considerable
effort to identify them. In the introduction
I. Bozilov presented a detailed comparison
between the content of Bulgarian and Greek
lists of Byzantine Emperors, Empresses and
Patriarchs. Bords Synodicon, presents not just
a selection of the original list, but there are
a few persons added, whom we dont meet
in the Greek versions. In the Bulgarian fist,
Emperor Michael IlI, Leon VI, Manuel | are
not mentioned. The Bulgarian complier adds
instead Theodosius I, Honorius, Theodosius
Il and Marcian (p. 35-36). Analysing fists of
Bulgarian rulers and Patriarchs, the Author
points out not only persons included in the
document, but primarily the excluded ones.
The Author brings our attention to persons
like lvailo, Smilets or Patriarch Basil. The
analysis ofthe content, additions and missing
information about events and persons leads I.
Bozilov to formulate hypothesis about 8 steps
of composing Bords Synodicon (p. 41-46).
While analysing anathemas placed in
P. 23a, 8-10, 11-13, 14-16 I. Bozilov identi-
fies the heretics condemned there (Tychicus,
Aemilian, Luke and Mandaleus - the latter
two with some reservations) as bogomils (p.
33). Supporting the identification, he invokes
the work of D. Angelov. The citied opinion
is not at all justified. It is based on the fact
that two heretics among them (Moses the
Bogomil, Peter of Cappadocia) are undoubt-
edly bogomils, and others mentioned in the
same anathemas were not identified. But
few fines above we can find anathemas col-
lecting together such different heretics as
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Simon Magus and Arius (P. 22a, 20 - 22b, 2)
or Macedonius | and Apollinaris of Laodicea
(P. 22b, 8-9)! Surprisingly in the footnotes
we can find that the opinion criticized here
is abandoned, and Tychicus is suggested to
be a Paulician, whereas Aemilian, Luke and
Mandaleus are marked as unidentified (p.
329-330, 370).

To sum up, | would like to stress
that in publishing BopTOB cuHOAUK... the
Authors provided an excellent tool for fur-
ther work with the text. Broad introduction
(p. 10-86) gives readers knowledge about the
circumstances in which both Byzantine (p.
10-17) and Bulgarian (p. 17-25) Synodicons
appeared, detailed analysis of the translated
part of the Synodicon with comparison with
the original version, and commentaries about
the supposed Greek prototype (p. 26-37).
The introduction continues with a presenta-
tion of the Bulgarian part of the Synodicon
(p. 36-52) and the part of the introduc-
tion written by I. Bozilov ends with a table
comparing Bulgarian and Byzantine lists of
the Byzantine Emperors and Empresses (p.
52-54). Further on we find a comprehensive
study of A.-M. Totomanova and I. Biljarski
devoted to both Palauzov and Drinov MSS.
They discussed not just the appearance of the
copies, their content and their orthographi-
cal and palaeographical characteristic; the
Authors published all of the marginalia giv-
ing us knowledge about the late history of
MSS as well. Moreover they presented infor-
mation about liturgical use ofthe texts placed
in Palauzov copies, and Borils Synodicon
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itself. The critical edition of the main text
is placed on the pages 91-178. In the edi-
tion we can find original orthography with
all diacritics preserved. The table comparing
rubrics of Palauzov and Drinov copies put
on p. 179-195 was necessary to help us to
orientate in the text because the copies dif-
fer in the order ofthe passages. Subsequently
there are placed the Bulgarian horoses and
liturgical prayers (p. 196-276) and Greek
horoses (p. 277-295). This part was prepared
by A.-M. Totomanova, and by A. Dimitrova
(Greek part). It is followed by the Bulgarian
(p. 296-316) and English translations (p.
337-358; respectively by A.-M. Totomanova
and M. Paneva) with footnotes (by I. Bozilov
and I. Biljarski, p. 317-336) containing pro-
sopographical, historical, textological and
philological comments.

As apart of the project 'cTopusau uc-
TOpW3bM B MPABOCNABHbIA CNABSHCKN CBAT.
W3cnegsaHe Ha udeume 3a ucTopus (History
and Historicism in the Slavic Orthodox
World. Study of Historical Thought) under
which Bopunos cuHoguk...were published,
the scientific conference in Veliko Tarnovo
was organised between 29.04-01.05. 2011
TbpHOBrpag - AYyXOBEH W KHUXKOBEH LEHTbp
npes X111 B. (Tarnovgrad - spiritual and liter-
acy centre in X111 ¢.). A significant number of
papers was devoted to Borils Synodicon. The
hope ofthe Authors that their work will give
a new impetus to the study of this text (p. 386)
was fulfilled.

Jan Mikotaj Wolski (£.6dz)
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Urszula Woéjcicka, Literatura staroruska z elementami historii i kultury dawnej

Rusi [[peBHepyccKas M TepaTypa caieMeHTaMn UCTOPUN U KyNbTypbl [peBHei

Pycu], Bydgoszcz 2010, pp. 368.

Cpefn nNoMbCKOA3bIYHLIX NybnuKa-
LMW, MNOCBAWEHHbIX CPeAHEBEKOBONM Ky/ib-
Type BOCTOYHbIX CflaBfH, OYeHb TPYAHO
HaliTu y4yebHoe nocobue pAns CTyAeHTOB
PycCKoi hnnonormm u Apyrux cneymanbHoc-
Tel, cogepxaliee LenoCTHbIN 06pa3 anoxu.
MpeobnagatoT KpaTkMe 0630pbl BOCTOYHOC-
NaBAHCKOW MWCbMEHHOCTU C APeBHERL nx
BpemeH A0 coBpemeHHocTul MNpasaa, cyuiec-
TBYET TaKXe MOoSIbCKUiA NepeBos 06LWNPHOro
Tpyfaa Nepxapga MoackanbCKoro nog 3arnasn-
em Christentum und theologische Literatur in
der Kiever Rus’ (XpucTunaHcTBO U 60rocnos-
cKas imTepaTypa B Knesckoii Pycn), ogHako
ynomsaHyTas nyb6nukaums, cocpefoToyeHHan
Ha ApeBHeiLleM nepuoge PyccKol uctopum,
0XBaTbIBAKOLLEM BPEMS OT HAYaNaXpucTraHe-
TBa Ha Pycu oo HawecTBMsa MOHronoB (1237),
aZipecoBaHa He CTyAeHTaM (PUIONOrmyYecKux
N NCTOPUYECKMX (haKynbTeTOB, a npogeccu-
OHa/IbHbIM UcCnefoBaTeNAM-cnaBmucTam2

VIMEHHO No3TOMYy NepBbIM y4e6HbIM
nocobuem Mo [APEBHEPYCCKON nuTepaType,
KOTOpbIA npeanaraeTcs BHUMaHWIO NOMb-
CKOFO u4uTaTens, MOXHO CcyWTaTb HOBei-

1 Historia literatury rosyjskiej, ed. M. Jakébiec,
Warszawa 1976; B. Mucha, Historia literatury
rosyjskiej. Od poczetkéw do czasébw najnow-
szych, Wroctaw 2002.

2 G. Podskalsky, Chrzescijanstwo i literatura
teologiczna naRusi Kijowskiej (988-1237), trans.
J. Zychowicz, Krakéw 2000. MNepBoe nsgaHune
KHUTU Ha HeMeLKOM f3blke: G. Podskalsky,
Christentum und theologische Literatur in der
Kiever Rus’ (988-1237), Miinchen 1982. Pyc-
ckuii nepesof: I Moackansckm, XpUcTUAHC-
TBO 1 6OrocnoBckas amTepaTypa B KueBcKoii
Pycn (988-1237 rr.), trans. A.B. HasapeHKo,
ed. K.K. AkeHTbeB, CaHkT-IMeTepbypr 1996 [=
Subsidia Byzantinorossica,!]

Wyt nybénvkauymio  Ypwynu Byiuunukoi,
npogeccopa YHuepcuteta um. Kasummexa
Benukoro B bbigrouwe, cneyuanmcra no nu-
TepaTtype gonetpoBckoi Pycu (X-XVIII BB.)3
W LpyrMM BOMpOCaM PYCCKOM CpeAHeBeKo-
BOM KynbTypbl. Kak coobuiaeT aBTop B npe-
OWCNOBMM K peLeH3upyemoli ny6navkaumm,
OHa fBNAETCA pe3ynbTaTOM €e MHOTFOMETHew
npenojaBaTenbCKOn ¥ UCCNefoBaTeNbCKOM
pa6boTbl. Cnefgys pacnpoCTpaHEHHOW B COB-
PEMEHHOM NWUTepaTypOBeAeHUN TeHAEHLMMN,
Byiuuuka npegnaraeT paccmarpuBaTtbh UCTO-
pVI0 PYCCKON KynbTypbl AONETPOBCKOrO mne-
prnoja Kak efuHoe Lenoe, 6e3 pasrpaHuyeHus
CpefHEBEKOBOW MWUCbMEHHOCTM U nuTepa-
TYPHbIX AocTuxeHuid nucatenein XVI-XVII
BB. [1OCKOMbKY B OTEYECTBEHHOW nevyaTu
NpaKTUYeCKN OTCYTCTBYHOT nyb6amkayum o6
NUCTOPUM N KynbType CpeaHeBeKoBOW Pycn4*
nccnegoBaTenbHULA pellnia nokasaTb ApeB-
HEpPYCCKYI0 NMTepaTypy Ha LWMPOKOM (hoHe
06, ECTBEHHO-NCTOPNYECKUX  COBBLITUIA 1
JOCTVKEHUIA KynbTypbl (M306pa3nTelbHOMO
NCKYyCCTBa M 3044ecTBa) [ peBHein Pycn.

3 [lononHeHveM K mpegfiaraemoil BHUMaHUIO
ynTaTens KHure ABAAeTCA APYron y4yebHUK
Ypuwynn Byi#unuKoii, KOTOpbI/ LLeNMKOM noc-
BALLEH pycckoii nutepatype XVIII ctonetus:
U. Wéjcicka, Literatura rosyjska XVII1 wieku
z elementami historii i kultury Rosji, Bydgoszcz
2008.

4 KpaTkuit ouepk uctopmu [pesHeii Pycu nonb-
CKOSA3bIYHbIV YMTaTE/lb MOXET HalTu mpexne
BCEr0 B Haya/ibHbIX rnaBax y4e6HbIX Nocobuii
no uctopun Poccun 1 YkpanHsl (L. Bazylow, P.
Wieczorkiewicz, Historia Rosji, Wroctaw 2010,
p. 9-71; W. Serczyk, Historia Ukrainy, Wroctaw
2001, p. 20-53), a TakXke B NepBOM TOMe Tpyfga:
A. Andrusiewicz, Cywilizacja rosyjska, Warsza-
wa 2004, p. 7-304.



