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1 Introduction and the Description of the Manuscript
Jouko Lindstedt (Helsinki)

Ljudmil Spasov (Skopje)

Konikovsko evangelie (Konikovo Gospel) was a name given by Jordan Ivanov (1917: 267;
1931: 181–185) to an early Modern Macedonian Sunday Gospel, printed in Greek letters in
Solun/Thessaloniki in 1852 (or 1853). Konikovo,1 nowadays  in Northern Greece, is the
home village of the presumed translator, Pavel Božigropski (ca. 1800–1871, see Ristovski
1989). Ivanov produced a facsimile of the title page of the book and transcribed a short passage
from it, and on the basis of the information he gave, the Konikovo Gospel is repeatedly
mentioned in Slavic studies as a vernacular Gospel translated by Pavel into his native dialect
(recently e.g., in Ivanova 2002, 48). However, as will be shown in Chapters 3 and 5.9 below,
such a printed book never existed, except for the first few pages, and Pavel Božigropski was not
the translator of the Macedonian (or, as he called it, “Bulgarian”) text, but only its last editor.
 A  longer,  though  unreliable  transcription  of  the  few  printed  pages  was  given  by  A.  P.
Stoilov (1917) in the obscure periodical Obšt podem; this publication is much less quoted in
Slavic studies than Ivanov’s short transcription. Shorter and even less reliable transcriptions
were also included in the articles by Stoilov (1922) and Šaldev (1931) describing the life and
work of Pavel Božigropski. The language of the Konikovo Gospel was studied by Jordan N.
Ivanov (1973), but he was only able to use Jordan Ivanov’s and Stoilov’s transcriptions because
the printed pages that had been kept in the Ethnographic Museum of Sofia had been lost during
the Second World War (Ivanov 1973, 128). In Chapter 3 of this book, we will for the first time
publish a complete edition of the printed pages according to a copy kept at the Czech National
Museum in Prague.
 However, the primary object of this volume is a significantly older bilingual Greek and
Macedonian manuscript Bibl. Patr. Alex. 268 which  was  the  basis  of  Pavel’s  work,  but
remained totally unknown to scholars until 2003. The manuscript is anonymous and undated,
but  as  will  be  argued below,  it  must  have  been written  at  the  end of  the  eighteenth  or  at  the
beginning of the nineteenth century. It is the oldest known text of greater scope that directly
reflects the living Slavic dialects of what is today Greek Macedonia. It is also the oldest known
Gospel translation in Modern Macedonian. We have chosen to use the traditional name
Konikovo Gospel for this manuscript as well, although we do not claim that the writer came
precisely from the village of Konikovo. As the manuscript certainly reflects a Lower Vardar
dialect, the name is not seriously misleading, and it will continue to honor Pavel Božigropski
who, though not the original translator, preserved the manuscript for us.
 The first to take notice of this unique manuscript at the end of 2003 was Mika Hakkarainen,
who was carrying out research at the library of the Greek Orthodox Patriarchate of Alexandria,

1 Although the antepenultimate stress Koníkovo would be expected, an initial stress, with penultimate full reduction
typical of the dialect, Kónikvo, was heard by us in the nearby village of Griva in 2006. In Konikovo itself there seem to
be no Macedonian speakers these days; according to Šaldev (1930, 66), they all left the village between 1912 and 1928.
The old name of the village Konikovo is still known in the region, even by some speakers of Greek. Before being
renamed , the village was for some time called .
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Egypt, on behalf of the Academy of Finland’s Centre of Excellence “Ancient and Mediaeval
Greek Documents, Archives, and Libraries”, led by Prof. Jaakko Frösén (cf. Frösén &
Hakkarainen 2005).2 A joint Finnish-Macedonian research project, led by Prof. Jouko Lindstedt
(University of Helsinki) and Prof. Ljudmil Spasov (University of Skopje), has produced this
edition and study of the manuscript. The Konikovo Gospel has been discussed at three scholarly
meetings: at a roundtable at the International Seminar of Macedonian Language, Literature, and
Culture (Ohrid 2005) and at the common workshops of the Finnish and Macedonian research
teams in Ohrid in 2006 (with field work in Greece) and in Helsinki in 2007.
 A great number of scholars and institutions have helped us in our work, and we hope we
have not forgotten anyone on our separate page of Acknowledgements at the beginning of the
book. But most of all we want to express our gratitude to His Beatitude Theodoros II, Pope and
Patriarch of Alexandria and All Africa, for his supportive attitude towards all Finnish scholars
visiting Alexandria as well as for his kind permission to study and publish manuscript 268. We
hope that this publication of a bilingual Greek and Slavic manuscript will contribute to
cooperative relations between the two neighboring nations living in South-eastern Europe.

The manuscript

The Bibl. Patr. Alex. 268, as studied in situ by Jouko Lindstedt in January 2007, is a relatively
large manuscript on paper bound in full leather over wooden boards. Several folia have been
lost; there are 39 folia preserved. The binding is original but damaged.
 The pages are approximately 320 mm high and 233 mm large and contain two text columns,
whose breadth varies between 85 and 90 mm and height between 255 and 260 mm (excluding
the margins). The general layout of the pages is reminiscent of a printed book. Red ink has been
used in titles and initials. The pages typically contain a header margin with pagination and a
running header in Greek, two columns of text with 28 lines of text in both, and a footer margin
with separate catchwords for both columns. The pages have been prepared for writing with a
ruling pattern containing 32 horizontal lines with a space of somewhat less than 9 mm between
them. The text in the columns is written on the ruler lines 3 through 30, the upper margin is
limited by the lines 1 and 2 and the lower margin by the lines 31 and 32. There are also ruling
patterns for the left and right margins, likewise limited by two ruler lines each.
 The  manuscript  is  a  beautiful  book  damaged  by  much  use.  There  are  numerous  stains  of
candle wax and oil. The bottom right-hand corners of the folia have been worn out from turning
the pages. There are also wormholes as in most manuscripts in the library.
 Tuija  Kantell,  a  book  conservator  who  has  studied  and  repaired  the  manuscripts  in  the
Patriarchal Library, describes the binding as follows:

General description

The Bibl. Patr. Alex. 268 is bound in full leather over wooden boards with blind tooling and metal fittings. When
studied for the first time in the autumn of 2003 the boards were damaged and the cover was practically loose, spine
leather had a large loss and the tailband was lost. The sewing supports were broken and the sewing was
disintegrating. The manuscript has obviously been used as the folia have ingrained dirt from handling, oil and
candle wax stains and the centre folds of the last quire and the sewing have both been repaired.

In spring 2004 the manuscript was repaired and resewn using a simple linkstitch thus preserving the original sewing
structure remaining attached to the cover.

2 Although no Slavist had given any attention to the Alexandrian manuscript before Hakkarainen informed us about it, it
had already been described in a library catalogue by Moschonas (1945, 245) as containing text “in vernacular Greek
with a translation into vernacular Bulgarian” (“ ”).
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Technical description

The manuscript has been sewn on five thick raised cords and sewing has later been repaired using thin double
thread. The endpapers are made of quite poor quality paper and have no flyleaves. A sheet has been folded, hooked
around the last quire and sewn through the fold. Both leaves have been pasted down, one underneath and the other
on top of turn-ins. The front one is damaged and has only a strip remaining on top of turn-ins at the foredge. Book
block edges are trimmed and have no detectable decoration.

The boards are 5 mm thick and made very likely of softwood, as the vertical grain is quite strong. The outer edges
have an inside bevel and large squares, the spine edge has been cushioned on the outside. Sewing supports are laced
through boards once and pasted underneath. The spine has lost its shape and has no backing. A single lining of fine
fabric covers the spine overall and extends onto the top of board. The adhesive used has degraded, but judging from
the remnants seems to have been paste.

The endbands are stuck-on and sewn around the folded edge of the spine liner using red thread forming a front
bead. They are sewn the width of the spine liner extending onto the boards and green thread has been used to attach
the liner to boards through small holes. The headband has the remnants of a bookmark, made using the red endband
thread.

The binding is covered with dark red leather (possibly goatskin) that has been polished crushing any grain. The
wide turn-ins are trimmed and the corners overlap. Both the front and back covers have identical blind tooling and
the spine is also tooled. A small hand tool, a corner tool of similar floral design, a simple ornamental roll and a two-
line fillet were used in the tooling.

The design has two concentric frames: an inner one tooled with the roll and the outer one that has two fillet lines
filled with the roll; the framers are linked diagonally with the roll. The spine edge has an additional fillet line and
also three triangular shapes not corresponding to the placement of bands. A central round decorative element is
made with repeats of the small tool and the frame corners have impressions of the corner tool. Turn-ins have been
tooled using the roll and the spine has six fillet-lined panels decorated with a single hand tool impression.

The binding originally had two hook and catch plate type fastenings on the front board, but the leather straps have
broken off.

 The text in both columns is in Greek letters. The left column contains a Sunday Gospel
(evangeliary) in vernacular Greek and the right column its line-by-line Slavic translation into an
Aegean Macedonian dialect of the Lower Vardar type. The main titles spanning both columns,
as well as a two-column calendar instruction on page 69, are in Greek only. Two hands can be
distinguished in the text: the first one has written both the Greek text and its original
Macedonian translation, the second one has made changes and corrections in the Macedonian
translation  (and  only  rarely  in  the  Greek  original).  The  color  of  the  ink  of  the  second  hand
varies a lot, perhaps showing that he read the manuscript keeping the inked pen ready in his
hand.
 On the preserved folia, there is text on 74 pages which have been paginated by the first hand
as 1–10, 28–81, and 111–120. In this edition we will make use of this original pagination. There
are also two blank non-paginated pages between pages 41 and 42 and two between pages 69
and 70; we have conventionally labeled these blank pages as 41b, 41c, 69b, and 69c. The
original pagination starts with the recto pages odd-numbered, as in modern books, but after the
missing pages 11–27 the new recto page is even-numbered as 28, its verso page odd-numbered
as  29  and so  on  till  page  81  (verso).  After  the  next  lacuna,  the  new recto  page  is  again  odd-
numbered as 111. This means that in the two lacunae, there must have been either pagination
errors or an odd number of blank non-paginated pages.
 The manuscript consists mainly of quires of eight folia each. The preserved continuous
middle part (pages 28–81) consists of the three quires 28–45, 46–61, and 62–79; folium 80–81
is not part of any preserved quire. The centerfolds are pages 35–36, 53–54, and 69–69b. The
pages 41b–43 and 70–73 are separate bifolia that have been sewn (41b–43) or glued (70–73)
between the pages of the quires. We cannot be certain of the reason, but it  is to be noted that
pages 42 and 70 contained in these bifolia are the title pages of new liturgical cycles in the
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evangeliary; the writer perhaps wanted to avoid a situation in which a mistake on these title
pages would have required rewriting the whole quire.
 In the first part of the manuscript, pages 4–5 are the centerfold. If the manuscript originally
began with a complete quire, there were two folia before the folium 1–2 which is now the first.
If they included a title page, it has unfortunately been lost. Of these two lost beginning folia, the
latter was the counterpart of the folium 9–10, which is preserved, and the former, the very first
in the manuscript (perhaps an empty cover page or a bastard title), was the counterpart of the
lost  folium 11–12,  the  last  one  in  the  first  quire.  If  there  was  a  whole  quire  between the  first
quire and the preserved middle part of the manuscript, its pagination must have been 13–27,
which would mean only 15 numbered pages – the shift of the even-numbered and odd-
numbered pages described above occurred here.
 In the short end section preserved, pages 116–117 are the centerfold. After the last preserved
folium 119–120, there is a small piece left of the lost folium 121–122 which was the
counterpart of the preserved folium 111–112. If the quire was complete, the last pages would be
123–124. The last text page now preserved (120) contains the end of the lection for Palm
Sunday. The Kulakia Gospel (ca. 1860, see Mazon & Vaillant 1938) has two lections after this
in  its  aprakos  part,  viz.  the  Great  Saturday morning service  and evening liturgy;  these  would
roughly correspond to four pages of text. The size of the binding shows that there cannot have
been such a menology part in the end as in the Kulakia Gospel. Therefore, it can be assumed
that the last page was numbered 124, and the whole manuscript originally contained perhaps
136 pages or 68 folia: 8 quires of 8 folia each, and at least two bifolia. The preserved 39 folia
would thus represent 57 per cent of the original manuscript.

The dating and authorship of the manuscript

The manuscripts in the Patriarchal Library of Alexandria have been catalogued twice, first in
the 1880s and then in the 1920s after the library was moved from Cairo to Alexandria (Mika
Hakkarainen, personal communication). Manuscript 268 has a call number, on its inside front
cover, only from the latter cataloguing. The present first and last pages have library stamps
from 1926. We also know that the cataloguing information in Moschonas (1945, 245) was
collected in the 1930s; it reports the state of the manuscript and the number of pages in it
precisely as is the case today. The manuscript must therefore have arrived at the library at the
very end of the 19th or at the beginning of the 20th century, not later than in 1926. The stamps
show that the first and the last pages were lost before 1926, and Moschonas’s information from
the  1930s  shows  that  those  middle  pages  that  are  now  missing  were  already  missing  at  that
time. It is therefore improbable that the missing pages could ever be found in Alexandria.
 The paper of the manuscript is watermarked, but the mark is difficult to discern and has to
be combined from its barely visible parts on the two empty folia after the pages 41 and 69. We
cannot  publish  it  here,  but  a  tentative  sketch  drawn by Mika  Hakkarainen can  be  seen  on  the
Internet.3 Neither  we  nor  any  specialists  we  have  consulted  have  been  able  to  find  it  in  any
watermark album. However, it can be said that the general style of the watermark and the layout
of the manuscript itself point to the last quarter of the 18th century. Word forms with a
preserved h in the manuscript also point to the 18th century (see sect. 5.4.25).
 A terminus ante quem for the manuscript is given by the pages printed according to it,
including the corrections by the second hand, in 1852 (or 1853, see Chapter 3). A terminus post
quem is  given  by  the  Greek  text  in  the  manuscript  that  is  copied  from  a  vernacular  Greek
translation published in 1710 (see Chapter 4).

3 http://www.helsinki.fi/~jslindst/268/watermark.jpg
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 The second hand in the manuscript can be identified as that of Pavel Božigropski (ca. 1800–
1871, see Ristovski 1989), a representative (protosingel) of the Jerusalem Patriarchate in
Thessaloniki, who prepared the manuscript for print. The handwriting of the second hand is
very similar to Pavel’s in the Church Slavonic Apostle he copied in 1841 (Sofia, rkoven
istoriko-arhiven institut 39). For example, this becomes evident on the first page of the Apostle
where Pavel has completed his title  with  a  later  addition  ,  written  in  what  are
practically Greek letters:

 The first hand, the original translator of the Konikovo Gospel, was not Pavel. The form and
appearance of the manuscript, as well as the traces of frequent use it carries, show that it was
not originally a manuscript for a typesetter, but a liturgical book to be used in the divine service.
It had a long history before Pavel started to revise it, and judging by the title page of the printed
version  (Chapter  3),  Pavel  did  not  necessarily  even know who had written  the  manuscript.  In
all, the manuscript must be several decades older than the pages printed in 1852/1853, and as
noted above, its watermark and general layout point even to the end of the 18th century. Thus, it
may be an older document of the Modern Macedonian language than the Lexikon Tetraglosson
by Daniil of Moschopolis (1802). Unfortunately, the first hand in the manuscript cannot be
identified as any historical person known to us (cf. Chapter 5.9).

About this edition

Chapter 2 of this volume contains parallel editions of the Greek (2.1) and Macedonian (2.2) text
of the manuscript. The Macedonian text has been transcribed in Latin letters conserving as
much as possible the original graphemic distinctions that are or might turn out to be
linguistically relevant. The transcriptions and their commentary have been prepared in Helsinki
by Martti Leiwo and Maria Basdekis (the Greek text) and Jouko Lindstedt and Max Wahlström
(the Macedonian text). In addition, the Macedonian text has also been transcribed in Cyrillic
letters, both according to the first-hand and the second-hand version (sect. 2.3). The aim of
these transcriptions is to produce readable and dialectologically reliable versions of the text.
The Cyrillic transcriptions and their commentary were prepared in Skopje. The basic Cyrillic
transcription of the first-hand version was made by Mito Argirovski (Skopje), Marija eva-
Aleksi  (Prilep) and Violeta Krsteska (Prilep), whereafter the overall transcriptions of the first
and second hand versions and their commentary were written by Marija eva-Aleksi , Elka
Ja eva-Ul ar (Skopje), and Ljudmil Spasov.
 The Finnish team has produced the text editions 2.1 and 2.2 and the Macedonian team the
text edition 2.3 independently, and both teams are alone responsible for their own readings and
descriptive solutions, but in reading difficult places in the Macedonian text the two teams have
readily rendered significant help to each other.
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 Chapter 3 contains an edition of the few printed pages of the Konikovo Gospel according to
a copy kept in the Knihovna Šafa íkova of the Czech National Museum in Prague. The edition
has been prepared by Jouko Lindstedt and Max Wahlström.
 Chapter 4 is a study of the Greek text of the manuscript by Martti Leiwo.
 Chapter 5 contains ten studies of the Macedonian text by Finnish and Macedonian scholars.
It first contains the following sections: on graphemics by Max Wahlström (Helsinki);
phonology by Juhani Nuorluoto (Helsinki); dialectology by Maksim Karanfilovski (Skopje),
Ljudmil Spasov and Bor e Arsov (Skopje); morphology by Ljudmil Spasov and Bor e Arsov;
lexicology by Marija eva-Aleksi  and Elka Ja eva-Ul ar; and onomastics by Elka Ja eva-
Ul ar. The map of Macedonian dialects was drawn by Marjan Markovi  (Skopje), and the map
of the Enidže Vardar dialect was originally drawn by Maksim Karanfilovski and edited by
Marjan Markovi . The historical and cultural background of the Konikovo Gospel is discussed
in three separate studies by Victor A. Friedman (Chicago), Jouko Lindstedt, and Ljudmil
Spasov. The interpretations and conclusions presented in each study are of the individual
authors only – the editors of the volume (Lindstedt, Spasov, and Nuorluoto) have not attempted
to conceal divergent opinions.
 There  is  a  bibliography  at  the  end  of  the  book,  compiled  by  Katerina  Miti  (Skopje)  and
Max Wahlström, followed by a complete facsimile of the manuscript, photographed by Mika
Hakkarainen (Helsinki). There are no indexes because a complete KWIC (key words in context)
index of the Macedonian text by the first hand, prepared by Max Wahlström in the Microsoft
Excel format, is accessible on the Internet.4

4 http://www.helsinki.fi/~jslindst/268/koni-kwic.xls
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Index of lections

The numbers refer to the first page of each lection according to the original pagination in the
manuscript.

Eastertide (Pentecostal) Period of the Movable (Lunar) Cycle

 Easter (Holy Pascha) 1

 Easter Evening 3

 Monday after Easter 4

 Tuesday after Easter5 6

 Wednesday after Easter6 9

 [pages missing]

 [End of] the V Sunday after Easter (of the Samaritan Woman) 28

 VI Sunday after Easter (of the Blind Man) 29

 The Ascension of Our Lord 34

 VII Sunday after Easter (of the Fathers of the First Council) 36

 Pentecost Morning 38

 Pentecost Liturgy 39

The Fixed (Solar) Cycle

 Monday after Pentecost (of the Holy Ghost) 42

 I Sunday after the Holy Ghost (All Saints’ Day) 44

 II Sunday after the Holy Ghost (II Matthew) 45

 III Sunday after the Holy Ghost (III Matthew) 46

 IV Sunday after the Holy Ghost (IV Matthew) 48

 V Sunday after the Holy Ghost (V Matthew) 49

 VI Sunday after the Holy Ghost (VI Matthew) 50

 VII Sunday after the Holy Ghost (VII Matthew) 52

 VIII Sunday after the Holy Ghost (VIII Matthew) 53

 IX Sunday after the Holy Ghost (IX Matthew) 54

 X Sunday after the Holy Ghost (X Matthew) 56

 XI Sunday after the Holy Ghost (XI Matthew) 57

 XII Sunday after the Holy Ghost (XII Matthew) 59

 XIII Sunday after the Holy Ghost (XIII Matthew) 60

5 From Luke (24:12–), though erroneously marked as John.
6 This lection is missing from the Kulakia Gospel, but the Gospel passage can be found in its Menology part, No 85.



The Konikovo Gospel

16

 XIV Sunday after the Holy Ghost (XIV Matthew) 62

 XV Sunday after the Holy Ghost (XV Matthew) 64

 XVI Sunday after the Holy Ghost (XVI Matthew) 65

 XVII Sunday after the Holy Ghost (XVII Matthew) 68

 New Year of the Fixed (Solar) Cycle, I Sunday of Luke 70

 II Sunday of Luke 72

 III Sunday of Luke7 73

 IV Sunday of Luke 74

 V Sunday of Luke 76

 VI Sunday of Luke 78

 VII Sunday of Luke 80

 [pages missing]

The Lenten Period of the Movable (Lunar) Cycle

 [End of] V Sunday of the Great Fast (of St. Mary of Egypt) 111

 Lazarus Saturday 111

 Palm Sunday Morning8 116

 Palm Sunday Liturgy 118

 [pages missing]

7 Erroneously marked as II Sunday of Luke.
8 This lection (Matthew 21:1–11, 15–17) is missing in the Kulakia Gospel.
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1 Voved i opis na rakopisot
Jouko Lindstet (Helsinki)

Qudmil Spasov (Skopje)

Konikovsko evangelie (KE) pretstavuva imenuvawe dadeno od strana na Jordan
Ivanov (Ivanov 1917, 267; Ivanov 1931, 181-5) za najranoto sovremeno makedonsko
evangelie pe~ateno so gr~ko pismo vo Solun, vo 1852 (ili 1853 g.). Konikovo9,
denes (Ditik'o) vo Severna Grcija, e rodnoto selo na pretpostaveniot
preveduva~, Pavel Bo`igropski (okolu 1800-1871, v. Bla`e Ristovski (Ristovski
1989)). Ivanov ima objaveno i faksimil na naslovnata stranica na knigata i ima
transkribirano kus izvadok od nea i, vrz osnova na informacijata od negova
strana, KE e poznato vo slavistikata kako evangelie na naroden govor, prevedeno
od strana na Pavel, na negoviot roden govor (od ponovo vreme, sp. na pr. kaj Ivanova
2002, 48). Vpro~em, kako {to e poka`ano vo Glava 3, vo 5.9 i ponatamu, pe~atenata
kniga na ova evangelie nikoga{ i ne postoela, osven prvite nekolku stranici, a
isto taka, Pavel Bo`igropski ne e preveduva~ na makedonskiot (ili, kako {to
veli toj, „bugarskiot“ tekst), tuku edinstveno negov posleden redaktor.

Podolga, ne mnogu verodostojna transkripcija na nekolkute pe~ateni stranici
e dadena od strana na A. P. Stoilov (Stoilov 1917) vo ne mnogu poznatoto mese~no
spisanie Ob{t podem. Ova izdanie e mnogu pomalku spomenuvano vo slavistikata
vo odnos na kusata transkripcija na Ivanov. Pokusa i duri i poneverodostojna
transkripcija e isto taka vklu~ena vo statiite na Stoilov (Stoilov 1922) i [aldev
(Šaldev 1931), kade {to se opi{uva `ivotot i rabotata na Pavel Bo`igropski.
Jazikot na KE e prou~uvan od strana na Jordan N. Ivanov (Ivanov 1973), no toj ja
upotrebuva transkripcijata na Jordan Ivanov i na Stoilov, bidej}i pe~atenite
stranici {to se ~uvale vo Etnografskiot muzej vo Sofija se zagubile za vreme na
Vtorata svetska vojna (Ivanov 1973, 128). Vo Glava 3 od ovaa kniga nie za prvpat
objavuvame celosno izdanie na pe~atenite stranici spored kopijata od ^e{kiot
naroden muzej.

Kako i da e, glavniot predmet na ovaa kniga e eden zna~itelno postar
dvojazi~en gr~ki i makedonski rakopis, zaveden vo Bibl. Patr. Alex. 268 {to
pretstavuva osnova na trudot na Pavel, a be{e celosno nepoznat za naukata s# do
2003 godina. Rakopisot e bez avtor i ne e datiran, no, kako {to }e se obideme da
objasnime ponatamu, toj mora da e napi{an kon krajot na 18 ili na po~etokot na 19
vek. Toj pretstavuva najstar poznat tekst od pogolem obem {to neposredno gi
pretstavuva `ivite govori na Ju`na Makedonija. Toj isto taka e najstar poznat

9 I pokraj toa {to Kon'ikovo pri imenuvaweto se ozna~uva so akcent na antepenultima, nie slu{navme
inicijalen akcent so redukcija (elizija) na slogot vo penultima, tipi~en za ovoj dijalekt, sp.
K'onikvo, vo bliskoto selo Griva, vo 2006 g. Samoto Konikovo se ~ini deka makedonskite zboruva~i go
imaat napu{teno. Spored [aldev (Šaldev 1930, 66) site tie go napu{tile seloto me|u 1912 i 1928
godina. Staroto ime na seloto Konikovo e s# u{te poznato vo oblasta, duri i od strana na nekoi gr~ki
zboruva~i. Pred da bide preimenuvano vo (Ditik'o), seloto izvesno be{e vikano  (St'iva).
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evangelski prevod na sovremen makedonski jazik. Nie sepak re{ivme i ponatamu
da go upotrebuvame ve}e prifateniot naziv Konikovsko evangelie za ovoj rakopis,
iako ne e poznato deka pi{uva~ot (avtorot) poteknuva od seloto Konikovo.
Bidej}i rakopisot jasno poka`uva eden dolnovardarski govor, ne postoi seriozna
pri~ina da mu go smenime imeto, a isto taka na takov na~in prodol`uva
oddavaweto po~it na Pavel Bo`igropski, koj, i pokraj toa {to ne e vistinskiot
preveduva~, go so~uval ovoj rakopis za nas.

Prviot {to go zabele`a ovoj unikaten rakopis na krajot na 2003 g. be{e Mika
Hakarajnen (Mika Hakkarainen, Helsinki), koj istra`uva{e vo bibliotekata na
Gr~kata pravoslavna aleksandriska patrijar{ija vo Egipet za specijalisti~kiot
centar „Stari i srednovekovni gr~ki dokumenti, arhivi i biblioteki“ na
Finskata akademija na naukite, {to se rakovodi od prof. Jako Fresen (Jaakko
Frösén, Helsinki) (v. Frösén & Hakkarainen 2005).10 Pridu`eniot finsko-makedonski
istra`uva~ki proekt, rakovoden od strana na prof. Jouko Lindstet (Jouko
Lindstedt, Univerzitet vo Helsinki) i prof. Qudmil Spasov (Univerzitet „Sv.
Kiril i Metodij“ vo Skopje) ja izdade ovaa kniga i go prou~i rakopisot.
Rakopisot na KE be{e tema na tri nau~ni sredbi: trkalezna masa na Me|u-
narodniot seminar za makedonski jazik, literatura i kultura (Ohrid 2005) i na
rabotilnicite na finskite i makedonskite istra`uva~ki timovi vo Ohrid 2006
(koga se odr`a i istra`uva~ka ekspedicija vo Grcija) i vo Helsinki vo 2007 g.

Golem broj na nau~nici i institucii ni pomognaa vo na{ata rabota, pa se
nadevame deka nemame nikogo zaboraveno vo oddelnata stranica na priznanijata
na po~etokot od knigava. No, pred s#, sakame da ja iska`eme na{ata blagodarnost
na Negovoto Bla`enstvo Teodor II, Papa i Patrijarh na Aleksandrija i na Seta
Afrika, za negovata poddr{ka kon site finski nau~nici {to ja posetija
Aleksandrija i, isto taka, za negoviot qubezen blagoslov za prou~uvawe i
objavuvawe na rakopisot 268. Se nadevame deka ova izdanie na dvojazi~niot gr~ki
i slovenski rakopis }e pridonese vo gradeweto dobri odnosi me|u dvata sosedni
naroda {to `iveat vo Jugoisto~na Evropa.

Rakopisot

Bibl. Patr. Alex. 268 e prou~en in situ od strana na Jouko Lindstet vo januari, 2007 g.
Toj e rakopis od relativno golem razmer ukori~en vo ko`a postavena vrz drveni
plo~i. Nekoi od listovite se zagubeni; so~uvani se 39 lista. Podvrzijata e
originalna, no e o{tetena.

Stranicite se pribli`no visoki 320 mm i {iroki 233 mm i pove}eto sodr`at
tekst vo dva stolpca, ~ii granici se dvi`at me|u 85 i 90 mm i se so visina me|u
255 i 260 mm (bez marginite). Op{tiot izgled na stranicite potsetuva na
pe~atena kniga. Vo naslovite i po~etnite bukvi e koristeno crveno mastilo.
Stranicite voobi~aeno sodr`at gorna margina so paginacija i po~etno zaglavie
na gr~ki, dva stolpca tekst so 28 linii na dvete strani i dolna margina so oddelen
povrzuva~ki zbor za dvata stolpca oddelno. Stranicite se podgotveni za
pi{uvawe preku obrazec {to sodr`i 32 horizontalni pomo{ni linii so

10 Iako dosega nitu eden slavist mu nema posveteno nikakvo vnimanie na ovoj aleksandriski rakopis
pred Hakarajnen da n# izvesti za nego, toj be{e zaveden vo bibliote~niot katalog od strana na
Moshonas (Moschonas 1945, 245) kako tekst {to sodr`i „naroden gr~ki jazik so prevod na naroden
bugarski jazik“ („  “).
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rastojanie me|u niv, ne{to pomalku od 9 mm. Tekstot vo stolpcite e pi{uvan na
tretata do triesettata pomo{na linija, gornata margina e ome|ena so prvata i
vtorata linija, a dolnata margina so trieset i prvata i trieset i vtorata linija.
Postoi obrazec i za levata i desnata margina, pri {to sekoja od niv e ome|ena so
po dve linii.

Rakopisot pretstavuva prekrasna kniga, o{tetena od mnogu upotreba. Postojat
mnogu damki od vosok od sve}i i maslo. Dolnite desni agli na listovite se
zakinati od listaweto na stranicite. Se zabele`uvaat i dupki od crvi, kako i kaj
pove}eto bibliote~ni rakopisi.

Tuja Kantel (Tuija Kantell, Helsinki), konzervatorkata na knigata {to go ima
prou~eno i reparirano rakopisot vo Patrijar{iskata biblioteka, ja opi{ala
podvrzijata na sledniov na~in:

Op{t opis

Bibl. Patr. Alex. 268 e ukori~en vo ko`a postavena vrz drveni plo~i so bezbojna alatna obrabotka i
metalni dr`a~i. Koga rakopisot be{e prvpat prou~en vo esenta, 2003 g., plo~ite bea o{teteni i
koricata be{e prakti~ki nezacvrstena, nedostasuva{e golem del od ’rbetnata ko`a, kako i
dolniot ’rbeten konop. Podvrzuva~kite konci bea skinati i podvrzijata be{e rasturena. Naj-
verojatno, od mnogu upotreba na rakopisot listovite bile izvalkani od fa}awe so racete, od
maslo i od vosok od sve}i, pa glavnite prevoi na posledniot tabak i podvrzijata bea reparirani.

Vo proletta, 2004 g. rakopisot be{e repariran i odnovo so{ien so ednostaven konec, so {to e
so~uvana originalnata podvrzuva~ka struktura zaka~ena za koricata.

Tehni~ki opis

Rakopisot be{e so{ien na pet debeli podignati kanapi i {ieweto podocna be{e reparirano so
koristewe na tenok dvoen konec. Krajnite podvrzuva~ki listovi se napraveni od sosema
nekvalitetna hartija i nema po~eten i kraen prazen list. Eden list hartija be{e previtkan,
zaka~en okolu posledniot tabak i so{ien preku prevojot. Obata lista bea zalepeni, edniot
odozdola, a drugiot na vrvot od svitokot. Predniot kraen list e o{teten i ostanato e samo malo
del~e na vrvot od svitokot na predniot agol. Rabnite agli na knigata se sredeni i se bez
zabele`liva dekoracija.

Plo~ite se debeli 5 mm i najverojatno se izraboteni od meko drvo, so ogled na toa {to
vertikalnite `ilki se mo{ne cvrsti. Nadvore{nite rabovi na koricite imaat vnatre{no
zakosuvawe i koricite se pogolemi od listovite. ’Rbetnite rabovi bea oblo`eni odnadvor.
Pot{ivkite se edna{ podvrzani preku kraevite, a ozdola se zalepeni. ’Rbetot ja ima zagubeno
negovata forma i nema pozadina. Edine~na postava od fin materijal celosno go pokriva ’rbetot i
se {iri kon vrvot na plo~ite. Upotrebeniot adheziv se uni{til, no sudej}i od ostatocite, izgleda
deka toa bilo lepilo od ni{este.

’Rbetnite konopi se zaka~eni i pri{ieni okolu previtkaniot kraj na ’rbetnata linija, pri {to e
koristen crven konec so koj se oblikuvani nadvore{nite ispaknatini. Tie se so{ieni po
{iro~inata na ’rbetnata linija i se protegaat vrz plo~ite, dodeka zelen konec e upotreben da ja
prika~i celata ’rbetna linija vrz plo~ite niz mali dup~iwa. Na gorniot ’rbeten konop se gledaat
ostatoci od vrvka za obele`uvawe na stranici napravena so crveniot konec od ’rbetniot konop.

Podvrzijata e prekriena so temnocrvena ko`a (mo`ebi kozja ko`a), koja{to bila polirana i so
toa se uni{teni `ilkite na nejzinata struktura. [irokite svitoci se skrateni, a krajnite agli se
preklopeni. I prednata i zadnata korica imaat ednakva alatna obrabotka, a i ’rbetot e isto taka
alatno obraboten. Pri alatnata obrabotka se upotrebeni mala ra~na alatka, agolna alatka so
izgled sli~en na cvet, ednostaven ornamenten valjak i dvojno dleto.

Dizajnot ima dve koncentri~ni ramki; vnatre{nata e obrabotena so valjakot, dodeka
nadvore{nata ima dve dvojni pravi linii. Me|u niv postoi pletenka obrabotena so valjakot.
Pletenkite od vnatre{nata ramka dijagonalno se soedineti so liniite na aglite. ’Rbetniot rab
ima dopolnitelna linija i tri triagolni formi {to ne soodvetsvuvaat so mestoto na ’rbetnite
konopi. Centralniot trkalezen ukrasen element e napraven so povtoruvawa so malata alatka, a
aglite na ramkata imaat otpe~atoci od agolnata alatka. Svitocite se obraboteni so koristewe na
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valjakot i ’rbetot ima {est ~etvoroagolnika ograni~eni so linii ukraseni so edinstven
otpe~atok od ra~nata alatka.

Podvrzijata originalno imala dve zacvrstuvawa na kuka i zacvrstuva~ka potisna plo~a vrz
prednata strana, no ko`nite remeni se imaat potkr{eno.

Tekstot vo dvata stolpca e napi{an so gr~ko pismo. Leviot stolbec sodr`i
nedelno evangelie na naroden gr~ki jazik, dodeka desniot stolbec paralelno
pretstavuva slovenski (makedonski) prevod na makedonski egejski govor od
dolnovardarski tip. Glavnite naslovi {to se protegaat nad dvata stolpca, kako i
dvostolbnoto kalendarsko upatstvo na 69 stranica, se samo na gr~ki jazik. Vo
tekstot se razlikuvaat dve race: prvata raka gi ima napi{ano i gr~kiot tekst, i
negoviot prvobiten makedonski prevod, a vtorata raka gi ima napraveno
promenite i popravkite vo makedonskiot prevod (dodeka mnogu retko od nejzina
strana e intervenirano vo gr~kiot original). Bojata na mastiloto na vtorata
raka mnogu varira, {to mo`ebi uka`uva deka ~itatelot na rakopisot dr`el vo
raka podgotveno namasteno pero.

So~uvanite listovi sodr`at tekst na 74 stranici, pri {to sekoja od niv e
obele`ana od strana na prvata raka kako 1-10, 28-81, i 111-120. Vo ova izdanie nie
se koristime so originalnata paginacija. Postojat, isto taka, dve prazni ne-
obele`ani stranici me|u 41 i 42 stranica i dve me|u 69 i 70 stranica. Nie
uslovno gi ozna~ivme ovie prazni stranici kako 41b, 41c, 69b i 69c. Originalnata
paginacija po~nuva so desnite (rekto) stranici numerirani neparno, kako vo edna
sovremena kniga. No, po zagubenite stranici 11-27, novata desna stranica e
numerirana parno kako 28, nejzinata obratna stranica (verso) ima neparna brojka
29 i natamu se do 81 stranica (verso). Po slednata praznina, novata rekto
stranica e neparno numerirana kako 111. Ova zna~i deka kaj dvete praznini mora
da bile napraveni gre{ki vo paginacijata, ili imalo neparna brojka na prazni
neobele`ani stranici.

Rakopisot se sostoi glavno od tabaci, sekoj od po 8 lista. So~uvaniot sreden
sleden del (stranici 28-81) e sostaven od po 3 tabaka 28-45, 46-61, i 62-79; listot
80-81 ne e del od nitu eden so~uvan tabak. Sredinite na tabacite se na stranicite:
35-36, 53-54, i 69-69b. Stranicite 41b-43 i 70-73 se oddelni dvojni listovi {to
bile so{ieni (41b-43) ili zalepeni (70-73) me|u stranicite od tabacite. Nie ne
mo`eme da bideme sigurni zo{to, no treba da se odbele`i deka stranicite 42 i 70,
sodr`ani vo ovie dvojni listovi, se naslovni stranici na nov liturgiski ciklus
vo evangelieto. Pi{uva~ot verojatno sakal da ja izbegne mo`nosta pri
eventualna gre{ka na ovie naslovni stranici, da bide primoran da gi prepi{e
celite tabaci.

Vo prviot del od rakopisot, stranicite 4-5 se sredinata na tabakot. Ako
rakopisot originalno po~nuval so cel tabak, postoele dva lista pred listot 1-2
{to sega e prv. Mo`ebi tie sodr`ele nepovratno zagubena naslovna stranica. Od
ovie dva zagubeni po~etni lista vtoriot bil prodol`eniot del na listot 9-10
{to e so~uvan, a prviot, sosema prviot od rakopisot (mo`ebi bil prazna naslovna
stranica ili vnatre{en naslov), pretstavuval prodol`en del na zagubeniot list
11-12, posledniot od prviot tabak. Ako postoel cel tabak me|u prviot tabak i
so~uvaniot sredi{en del od rakopisot, negovata paginacija mora da bide 13-27,
{to bi zna~elo 15 numerirani stranici ‡ ovde se gleda zamena pri
obele`uvaweto na parnite stranici i neparno numeriranite stranici, kako {to
e opi{ano prethodno.
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Stranicite 116-117 se sredi{ni vo krajniot tabak. Po posledniot so~uvan list
119-120 postoi malo par~e od zagubeniot list 121-122 {to bil prodol`en del na
so~uvaniot list 111-112. Ako toa bil celosen tabak, toga{ poslednite stranici
bile 123-124. Poslednata so~uvana 120 tekstualna stranica go sodr`i krajot na
~etivoto za Cvetnici. Po ova, vo nedelniot del (aprakosot) od Kulakiskoto
evangelie (okolu 1860, v. Mazon i Vaillant 1938) ima dve ~etiva, a toa se: utrinska
slu`ba za Velika sabota i ve~erna liturgija; ova mo`e pribli`no da
soodvetstvuva na ~etiri tekstualni stranici. Goleminata na podvrzijata
poka`uva deka na krajot ne postoel minej, kako vo Kulakiskoto evangelie.
Ottamu, mo`eme da zaklu~ime deka poslednata stranica bila numerirana kako 124
i deka celiot rakopis vo original mo`ebi sodr`el 136 stranici ili 68 lista: 8
tabaka, sekoj od niv od po 8 lista, i barem dva dvojni lista. Spored toa, so~uvanite
39 listovi }e pretstavuvaat 57 procenti od originalniot rakopis.

Datiraweto na rakopisot i negovoto avtorstvo

Rakopisite od aleksandriskata Patrijar{iska biblioteka bil dvapati
katalogizirani: za prvpat vo 80-tite godini na 19 v. i potoa vo 20-tite godini na
20 v. otkoga Bibliotekata bila prenesena od Kairo vo Aleksandrija (Mika
Hakarajnen, usno soop{tenie). Rakopisot ima edinstveno katalo{ki broj od
vnatre{nata strana na koricata od poslednoto katalogizirawe. Sega{nite prva i
posledna stranica imaat bibliotekarski pe~at od 1926 g. Isto taka, znaeme deka
katalo{kata informacija kaj Moshonas (Moschonas 1945, 245) e napravena vo 30-tite
godini na 20 v. i taa izvestuva za sostojbata na rakopisot i za brojot na
stranicite, onaka kako {to toj izgleda i denes. Rakopisot bi trebalo da bide
stignat vo Bibliotekata sosema na krajot od 19 v. ili na po~etokot na 20 v., ne
podocna od 1926 g. Pe~atot poka`uva deka prvata i poslednata stranica se
zagubeni pred 1926 g., a informacijata na Moshonas od 30-tite godini na 20 v.
poka`uva deka onie sredi{ni stranici {to se sega zagubeni, bile zagubeni i
toga{. Sosema e neverojatno zagubenite stranici da mo`at nekoga{ da bidat
najdeni vo Aleksandrija.

Hartijata na rakopisot e obele`ana so te{ko vidliv voden pe~at i toj mora{e
da bide sostaven preku kombinirawe na odvaj vidlivi delovi na dveta prazni
lista {to se nao|aat po stranicite 41 i 69. Ovde ne sakame da go objavime, no
provizornata skica, nacrtana od strana na Mika Hakarajnen, mo`e da se vidi na
mre`ata.11 Ne mo`evme da go najdeme vo nitu eden album na vodeni pe~ati, nitu
toa mo`ea da go storat specijalistite so koi se konsultiravme. Kako i da e, treba
da se ka`e deka izgledot na vodeniot pe~at i op{tiot izgled na rakopisot sami po
sebe uka`uvaat na poslednata ~etvrtina na 18 v. Distribucijata na h kaj nekoi od
zboroformite, isto taka uka`uvaat na 18 v. (v. del 5.4.25).

Do terminus ante quem za rakopisot mo`eme da dojdeme vrz osnova na stranicite
pe~ateni spored rakopisot, vklu~uvaj}u gi i korekciite od vtorata raka
napraveni vo 1852 g. (ili 1853 g., v. Glava 3). Do terminus post quem e dojdeno preku
gr~kiot tekst vo rakopisot {to pretstavuva prepis od naroden gr~ki prevod,
objaven vo 1710 g., v. Glava 4.

11 http://www.helsinki.fi/~jslindst/268/watermark.jpg.
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Vtorata raka vo rakopisot mo`e da se identifikuva kako Pavel Bo`igropski
(okolu 1800-1871, v. Ristovski 1989), pretstavnik (protosingel) na Erusalimskata
patrijar{ija vo Solun (Tesaloniki), koj{to go podgotvil tekstot za pe~atewe.
Na~inot na pi{uvawe na vtorata raka e mnogu sli~en na rakopisot na Pavel vo
crkovnoslovenskiot apostol, prepi{an vo 1841 g. (Sofija, CÍrkoven isto-
riko‡arhiven institut 39). Ova se gleda, na primer, na prvata strana na
Apostolot, kade Pavel ja dopolnil svojata titula so dodavawe na ,
prakti~ki napi{ano so gr~ki znaci:

Prvata raka, prviot preveduva~ na KE, ne e Pavel. Formata i izgledot na
rakopisot, kako i tragite od ~estata upotreba i fa}aweto so racete, poka`uva
deka toj prvobitno ne e podgotvuvan kako rakopis za pe~atewe, tuku pretstavuval
liturgiska kniga {to se upotrebuvala vo bogoslu`bata. Toj postoel dolgo vreme
pred Pavel da po~ne da go redaktira i, sudej}i od naslovnata stranica od
pe~atenata verzija (Glava 3), ne mora da zna~i deka Pavel voop{to znael koj go
ima napi{ano rakopisot. S# na  s#, se ~ini deka rakopisot e nekolku decenii
postar od pe~atenite stranici vo 1852/1853 g. i, kako {to e spomenato prethodno,
negoviot voden pe~at i op{tiot izgled na rakopisot uka`uvaat na krajot na 18 v.
Mo`ebi se raboti za postar dokument na sovremen makedonski jazik od
^etirijazi~nikot (Lexikon Tetraglosson) na Daniil Moskopolecot (1802 g.). Za
`al, prvata raka na rakopisot ne mo`e da bide identifikuvana so koja i da bilo
istoriska li~nost {to nam ni e poznata (v. Glava 5.9).

Za ova izdanie

Glavata 2 na ovoj tom sodr`i paralelno izdanie na gr~kiot (2.1) i makedonskiot
(2.2) tekst od rakopisot. Makedonskiot tekst na prvata raka i na popravkite na
vtorata raka e transkribiran so latinski znaci, pazej}i gi kolku {to e mo`no
pove}e originalnite grafemski osobenosti {to se, ili mo`ebi se jazi~no va`ni.
Dvete transkripcii na gr~kiot i makedonskiot tekst, kako i komentarite kon niv
se podgotveni vo Helsinki od strana na Marti Lejvo (Martti Leiwo) i Marija
Basdekis (Maria Basdekis) (gr~kiot tekst) i Jouko Lindstet i Maks Valstrem (Max
Wahlström) (makedonskiot tekst). Vo prodol`enie, makedonskiot tekst e trans-
kribiran i so kirilski bukvi, so verzijata na prvata raka i verzijata na vtorata
raka (2.3). Kirilskata transkripcija i komentarite kon nea se podgotveni vo
Skopje. Celta na ovie transkripcii e da se sozdadat ~itlivi i dijalektolo{ki
verodostojni verzii na tekstot. Osnovnata kirilskata transkripcija na prvata
raka najnapred e podgotvena od Mito Argirovski (Skopje), Marija ^i~eva-
Aleksi} (Prilep) i Violeta Krstevska (Prilep), dodeka celosnata kirilska
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transkripcija na prvata i vtorata raka i komentarite kon nea gi podgotvija
Marija ^i~eva-Aleksi}, Elka Ja~eva-Ul~ar (Skopje) i Qudmil Spasov.

Finskiot tim gi izraboti delovite 2.1 i 2.2, dodeka makedonskiot tim go
izraboti delot 2.3, nezavisno eden od drug. Ottuka, dvata tima se samostojno
odgovorni za nivnite re{enija pri ras~ituvaweto i opisot, no pri ras~ituvaweto
na te{kite mesta vo makedonskiot tekst dvata tima me|usebno mnogu si pomagaa.

Glavata 3 sodr`i izdanie od nekolkute pe~ateni stranici od KE spored
primerokot {to se ~uva vo bibliotekata na [afarik (Knihovna Šafa íkova) vo
^e{kiot naroden muzej vo Praga. Ovoj del e podgotven od Jouko Lindstet i Maks
Valstrem.

Glavata 4 pretstavuva istra`uvawe na gr~kiot tekst od rakopisot na Marti
Lejvo.

Glavata 5 sodr`i deset istra`uvawa na makedonskiot tekst na finskite i
makedonskite nau~nici. Toa se: studiii posveteni na pravopisot od Maks
Valstrem, fonologijata od Juhani Nuorluoto (Juhani Nuorluoto, Helsinki), dija-
lektologijata od Maksim Karanfilovski (Skopje), Qudmil Spasov i Bor~e Arsov
(Skopje), morfologijata od Qudmil Spasov i Bor~e Arsov, leksikologijata od
Marija ^i~eva-Aleksi} i Elka Ja~eva-Ul~ar i onomastikata od Elka Ja~eva-
Ul~ar. Kartata na makedonskite dijalekti e avtorstvo i izrabotka na Marjan
Markovi} (Skopje), a kartata na enixevardarskiot govor e avtorstvo na Maksim
Karanfilovski i izrabotka na Marjan Markovi}. Istoriskoto i kulturnoto
okru`enie na KE e razgledano vo tri oddelni studii od Viktor A. Fridman
(Victor A. Friedman, ^ikago), Jouko Lindstet i Qudmil Spasov. Inter-pretaciite i
zaklu~ocite poka`ani vo sekoja od studiite im pripa|aat na nivnite avtori, ta
ottuka redaktorite na tomot (Lindstet, Spasov i Nuorluoto) nemaat namera da gi
izbegnat razli~nite mislewa.

Na krajot od knigata e dadena bibliografija podgotvena od Katerina Miti}
(Skopje) i Maks Valstrem i e pridodaden celosen faksimil na rakopisot, snimen
od Mika Hakarajnen. Vo knigata ne postoi indeks, bidej}i celosniot indeks na
KWIC (key words in context) na makedonskiot tekst, podgotven od Maks Valstrem vo
forma na Majkrosoft eksel (Microsoft Excel format), e dostapen na mre`ata.12

12 http://www.helsinki.fi/~jslindst/268/koni-kwic.xls.
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Spisok na ~etiva (peewa)

Broevite se odnesuvaat na prvata stranica od sekoe ~etivo (peewe), vo soglasnost
so originalnoto numerirawe na stranicite vo rakopisot.

Pedesetnica. Period na podvi`niot (lunaren) ciklus ‡ po Veligden

Veligden (Voskresenie Hristovo) 1

Veligdenska no} 3

Ponedelnik po Veligden 4

Vtornik po Veligden13 6

Sreda po Veligden14 9

 [nedostasuvaat stranici]

 [Krajot na] V nedela po Veligden (na Samarjankata) 28

 VI nedela po Veligden (na Slepiot) 29

Voznesenie Hristovo (Spasovden) 34

 VII nedela po Veligden (na Otcite na Prviot sovet) 36

Utro na Pedesetnicata (Duhovden, Duovden) 38

Slu`ba (liturgija) za Pedesetnicata (Duhovden) 39

Nepodvi`niot (solaren) ciklus

Ponedelnik po Duhovden 42

 I nedela po Duhovden (site Svetii, Si Sveti) 44

 II nedela po Duhovden (Matej II) 45

 III nedela po Duhovden (Matej III) 46

 IV nedela po Duhovden (Matej IV) 48

 V nedela po Duhovden (Matej V) 49

 VI nedela po Duhovden (Matej VI) 50

 VII nedela po Duhovden (Matej VII) 52

 VIII nedela po Duhovden (Matej VIII) 53

 IX nedela po Duhovden (Matej IX) 54

 X nedela po Duhovden (Matej X) 56

 XI nedela po Duhovden (Matej XI) 57

 XII nedela po Duhovden (Matej XII) 59

13 Od Luka (24:12-), iako po gre{ka e obele`ano deka e od Jovan.
14 Ova ~etivo nedostasuva vo Kulakiskoto evangelie, no ise~okot od evangelioto mo`e da se najde vo
negoviot minej, br. 85.
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 XIII nedela po Duhovden (Matej XIII) 60

 XIV nedela po Duhovden (Matej XIV) 62

 XV nedela po Duhovden (Matej XV) 64

 XVI nedela po Duhovden (Matej XVI) 65

 XVII nedela po Duhovden (Matej XVII) 68

 I nedela od Luka 70 Nova godina od nepodvi`niot (solaren) ciklus

 II nedela od Luka 72

 III nedela od Luka15 73

 IV nedela od Luka 74

 V nedela od Luka 76

 VI nedela od Luka 78

 VII nedela od Luka 80

 [nedostasuvaat stranici]

Period na Velikite posti od podvi`niot (lunaren) ciklus

 [Krajot na] V nedela od Velikite posti (na Sv. Marija Egipetska) 111

Lazarova sabota 111

Utro na Cvetnici16 116

Slu`ba (liturgija) za Cvetnici 118

[nedostasuvaat stranici]

15 Pogre{no e obele`ano kako II nedela od Luka.
16 Ova ~etivo (Matej 21:1-11; 15-17) nedostasuva vo Kulakiskoto evangelie.
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2.1 Transcription of the Greek Text

Martti Leiwo, Maria Basdekis (Helsinki)

2.2 Basic Transcription of the Macedonian Text

Jouko Lindstedt, Max Wahlström (Helsinki)

On the following pages we present a parallel line-by-line transcription of the Greek and
Macedonian texts of Bibl. Patr. Alex. 268. The texts have been only sparingly normalized, and
they have been provided with an ample commentary in the footnotes. One of the main functions
of the footnotes in the Macedonian text is to show the changes and corrections introduced by
the second hand in the manuscript (Pavel Božigropski, as shown in the Introduction). The sign
II stands for the second hand.
 In the Greek text, abbreviations have been spelled out. When it has not been possible to
identify an accent sign either as an acute or as a grave, we have normalized it according to the
traditional rules.
 The Macedonian text has been transcribed into Latin letters. Because the Cyrillic
transcription presented in Section 2.3 aims at a precise phonological and dialectological inter-
pretation, the transcription here follows the original text rather mechanically. The major
intervention concerns the connected or separate spelling of words, which has been normalized
mainly according to the rules of Modern Standard Macedonian. Thus, instead of négu négu
vidóa we write négu né gu vidóa ‘they did not see him’ (p. 8). Notice that since most mono-
syllables are accented in the original, a monosyllable without an accent in the transcription
often (but not always) indicates a space introduced by us.
 A detailed study of the graphemics and orthography of the Macedonian text is presented in
Section  5.1.  Here  it  should  be  only  noted  that  our  transcription  of  Macedonian  contains  the
following features of transliteration:

The dialect of the manuscript most likely distinguishes the phonemes /a/ and / /, but they are
both written a reflecting the original  (alpha) in the manuscript, although etymological
information would have made it possible to choose between the two vowels in most cases.
Thus, sâm may represent either /s m/ ‘I am’ or /sam/ ‘-self’.

Although the different ways of writing /e/, /i/, and /o/ in Greek letters are otherwise not
distinguished, the letter  (upsilon) is always transcribed as y, as its use may be interesting at
least from an orthographic point of view. It seems that it is used mainly when a Macedonian
word containing /i/ translates a Greek word that happens to be written with an upsilon. Its
use in the transcription does not entail the assumption that the dialect had preserved Proto-
Slavic y.

Two accent signs (acute and circumflex) are distinguished as in the original so as to not beg
the  question  whether  they  had  different  functions  or  not.  No  grave  accent  is  used  in
Macedonian, however, since in most cases it would have been difficult to distinguish it from
the acute and it certainly does not have any separate function in the original text.
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 usually means a voiceless affricate, as was often the case when languages other than
Greek were written in Greek letters, and it is always mechanically transcribed as c or
(depending on the presence of the “palatal arc”, see below). In those relatively rare cases
where dz or dž is meant, the voiced reading is indicated in the footnotes.

Both main forms of the sigma (  and ) are transcribed as s or š (depending on the presence of
the “palatal arc”), but it should be noted that the first hand uses the variant  not only in a word-
final  positions,  as  in  Greek,  but  sometimes  also  at  the  end  of  prefixes  and  at  other
morphological junctures that imply voicing assimilation (see Sect. 5.1). Some of the most
interesting instances of this morphophonemic use are pointed out in the footnotes.
 The manuscript makes use of two graphemic devices enhancing the Greek alphabet in order
to mark a syllable-initial /j/, some other palatal consonant, or a hushing (as opposed to hissing)
sibilant or affricate. These two devices are distinguished in the transcription, although their
functions overlap. One of them is what we call a “palatal arc” – an upwards-opening
subscripted arc, usually written under a vowel letter and, in most cases, containing an iota sub-
scriptum inside the arc. We always transcribe it with a há ek, either as a free há ek ( ) when it
represents the phoneme /j/ or the palatality of the previous consonant, or else as a diacritic
above  the  consonant  sign  (preceding  or  sometimes  following)  when  the  arc  clearly  marks  a
hushing sibilant or affricate (š  ž  ). Sometimes a single instance of the arc pertains to
consonants on both sides of it; in such cases both consonants have been provided with a há ek.

The other graphemic device with this function is an “iota ligature”, i.e., the letter  connected
to the following vowel letter with a vertical stroke approximately in its middle, in a manner
reminiscent of Church Slavonic graphemics. We always transcribe this kind of iota as j, even
when  its  function  is  clearly  to  mark  a  hushing  sound.  A  special  case  is  the  word nedel’a
‘Sunday’ written in capital letters in the titles: it contains a type of capital alpha that is clearly
modeled on the Church Slavonic small jus, which is why we transcribe the word as NEDELJA.
 The phoneme /j/  after a vowel can also be marked by an iota with a dieresis ( ) which we
transcribe as ï. The second hand uses this sign in more positions than the first hand does.
 The index of the Gospel lections in the manuscript is presented at the end of the introductory
first chapter of this book. The exact Gospel verses are marked at the lection titles in the Cyrillic
transcription of Section 2.3. A complete KWIC (key words in context) index of our
transcription of the first hand in the manuscript is available in the Microsoft Excel format at
http://www.helsinki.fi/~jslindst/268/koni-kwic.xls
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[p001]

1

-
, 2

, 
. 3

. 4 (
)  ( )

, 
5 .

-

1 Abbreviated if not otherwise mentioned.
2 A couple of times written with spiritus asper  but mostly written .
3 The spiritus under circumflex is blurred.
4 l. . Written throughout the text if not otherwise mentioned.
5 l. . Regularly written with spiritus lenis (concerns also  etc.)
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[p001]

Ot Ioánna.

Utpérvu béši1 ré -
ta2, i ré ta3 béši4

sôs Bóga, i Bóg béše5

ré ta. Vóa béše utpér-
vu sôs Bóga. Sîte ra-
bóti6 zardí nîz lakardíata
sá inía, i bîz négu né sa
iní níkue ut kólku sá inía.

Uf négu béše7 živót8: i zivó-
tut

1 II bése (the palatal arc deleted and the final vowel changed).
2 II récta (the palatal arc deleted).
3  in the article corrected from something else.
4 II béše
5 Sic! With -e even by the first hand. II bése (the palatal arc deleted).
6 Written  at the line break;  at the end of the line corrected from 
7 II bése (the palatal arc deleted).
8 II zivót (the palatal arc deleted).
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[p002] -
. -

, 
. -

,
. 

-
, 

1. 
, -
. -

-
2.

3 -
. 

, 
. 

4 -
, (

) 
. -

5, -
, 
, -

. -

, ,
-

1 No accent over .
2  superscripted.
3 N. B. synt. Regular in the text. Written either  or .
4 No accute over 
5 1) An acute-like vertical stroke over . 2) l. . Written throughout the text in the same way (3 times).
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[p002] tut1 béše sfétut ná ljú-
ditu2. I sfetílutu uf temní-
nata sféti3, i temnínata né gu
rasbrá. Sá iní edín u-
vék puštén ut Bóga, í-
mitó mu Ioánn. Vóa duïdé
ná martyría dá martyrísa zar-
dí sfetílutu, dá verûvat sîte
zardí nîz4 négu. Né béše ón sfe-
tílutu, amí dá martyrísa zardí
sfetílutu. Béše vîdelutu i-
stínckutu tóa štô prosfetûva sé-
kuï uvék štó íde ná sfétut.
Ná sfétut béše: i sfétut
zardí nîz5 négu sá iní: amí
sfétut né gu puzná. Ná
sfóïte mu duïdé, i sfóïte mu
né gu priáa6. I kólku gû
priáa7 ná nîh dadé puvé-
lja dá sá ínat éda Bó-
žiï, síré 8, ná tîe štó verû-
vat ná ímito mu. Tîe štó9 néto
ut kráv10, néto ut sakánitu
ná snágata, néto ut sakáni-
tu uvé ku, amí ut Bóga
sá rodía. I ré ta sá i-
ní snága i sá zasidé uf nâs,
i vîdohmi11 slávata mu,
slá-

1 Sic! For živótut
2 The vowel signs in the first syllable are here interpreted as a ligature -jú- in view of later instances that are clearer.
3 II sféte
4 Somebody has tried to change  to  (nîz > nîs) by writing the new letter over the old one.
5 Somebody has tried to change  to  (nîz > nîs) by erasing the upper part of the letter.
6 The accented  corrected from  by the first hand.
7 The accented  corrected from  by the first hand.
8 II sanki
9 Above  both a macron-like stroke and an acute.
10 An  has been erased between  and the comma.
11 II vîdohme
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[p003]  ( ) 
, 

. -
’ , -

, 1 -
2 . -

-
, -

. -
 ( -

) -

3 -
4

5.
.

6 -
-

, 7 8

, -
9

10 11 ,
, -

, 12 -
, 

13 ,
14

1 N. B. morph. This form is used regularly in the text.
2 l. .
3 Without accent.
4 l. .
5 l. .
6 l. .
7 l. .
8 N. B. synt.
9 This form regularly used throughout the text.
10 Frequently abbreviated
11 Comma erased probably by a second hand.
12 Full stop erased.
13 This accentuation is frequent in the text.
14 l. .
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[p003] sláva katû ná s n edinoróden
ut Tátkutu, Pálen1 dárba2

i istína. Ioán3 martyri-
sá zardí négu, i vikná i ka-
žá: vóa é deká íde pû
méne sá iní prét méne: za-
štó mí béše pónapréšen. I ut
ispolnénitó mu nîa4 sîte pri-
éhmi, i zimáhme dárba vrâs
dárba. Zaštó zákonut sá da-
dé zardí nîz5 Moÿséa, amí
dárbata i istínata sá i-
ní zardí nîz6 Iisûs Hristós.
Sfetó u i Velíko u Nedé-

u Páski ná Ve ér-
niju7.
Ot Ioánna.
Béše dóckana ná tóa
dén právniut ut séd-
micata, i béa vrá-
tite zatforéni, támu déka bé-
a U enícite sobráni zardí
stráhut Iudéïcki,8 duïdé Iisûs,
i zastaná pûsréde, i véle ná
nîh, mîr ná vâs.9 I ká kažá
váa lakardía, mû pukažá
rácité mu i rebruto10 mu,
i U enícite sá zaraduváa
ká-

1 II Páln (cf. a similar case on p. 76).
2  superscripted, therefore the acute above  is uncertain.
3 A second  added above the last letter by II.
4 The last letter has been inserted later.
5 Somebody has tried to change  to  (nîz > nîs) by erasing the upper part of the letter.
6 Somebody has tried to change  to  (nîz > nîs) by erasing the upper part of the letter.
7 -iju hardly legible.
8 A cross has been added later before the comma (as in the Greek column); it also appears in the printed version (see
Chapter 3).
9 A cross has been added later after the full stop (as in the Greek column); it also appears in the printed version (see
Chapter 3).
10  in - added superscripted. No accent.



The Konikovo Gospel

36

1. ’.
2. 18.

[p004] 3

, -
. 

, , 
4

5 ,
, -

6 -
, -

, ’
, 7 . -

8 9 ,
10

11 12

, 
13 -

, -
-

, 
’. .

.
-

-
, 

, 
. -

, 14

1  for ,  superscripted over , abbreviated through ut the text unless otherwise mentioned.
2  for ,  added as a superscript over , abbreviated through the text unless otherwise mentioned.
3 Full stop erased.
4 l. . Written in the same way throughout the text unless otherwise mentioned. Full stop erased.
5 N. B. synt.
6 Full stop erased.
7 l. . More often written incorrectly than correctly in the text.
8 Accents superscripted over first .
9 l. .
10 Full stop erased.
11 Frequently written with spiritus asper.
12 Two accents over : accute and circumflex, one of which is a correction.
13 Last letter unclear.
14  superscripted.
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[p004] ká vîdoa Góspuda.1 I Iisûs
pák mû kažá: mîr ná vâs:
ká má puští Tátku, i áze
pûštam vázi2. I ká re é vó-
a, duïná ná nîh, i re é:
zimáïte Dûh Sfetíi.3 I ná
kógutu gréhuvite prósti-
te, sá prusténi, i ná kógu zá-
prite sá zapréni.4 I omâ
štó sá véliše bliznák, edín ut
dvanáïste, né béše sôs nîh,
kóga duïdé Iisûs. Mû
vélea úbo5 drûzite Uce-
níci6: vîdohmi Góspuda.7 I ón mû
re é: akû né vîdam ná rácité
mu nisjánite út karfíite, i
akû né kládam prástut mi ná ni-
sjánite ut karfíite, i akû
né kládam rákata mi ná rebru-
to8 mu, né ke verûvam.
Punidélnik ná Vilígden.
Ot Ioánna.
Bóga níkuï nékuï pât
né gu vidé: edinoródni-
ut S n, štó é uf pá-
zvata ná Tátkutu, ón gû ra-
zre é. I váa é martyrí-
ata ná Ioánna,9 kóga puštîa
u-

1 A cross has been added later over the full stop (as in the Greek column); it also appears in the printed version (Ch. 3).
2 II na vás, and a vertical stroke added after the words. The  has been corrected to  by erasing its upper part which
shows that the similar corrections of niz into nis on the two previous pages are probably by II, too.
3 A cross has been added later after the full stop (as in the Greek column); it also appears in the printed version (Ch. 3).
4 A cross has been added later after the full stop (as in the Greek column); it also appears in the printed version (Ch. 3).
5 II sankî
6 Sic! For enici
7 A cross has been added later over the full stop (as in the Greek text); it also appears in the printed version (Ch. 3).
8 No accent. The  of - - = b has been corrected from .
9 We read a comma here on the basis of the Greek text and the small initial in the next word, but the sign looks more
like a full stop and has been so interpreted by the typesetter of the printed version (Ch. 3).
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[p005] -
1 , 
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-
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,
-

. -
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, -
-

1 l. .
2 l. .
3 l. . More often written incorrectly than correctly in the text.
4 This is the normal syntax of the pronoun.
5 l. .
6 Second and third letter difficult to discern. l. .
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[p005] ifútitu1 ut Ierusalím Pó-
puve i Lev te2, dá gû pítat
tí kói si. I omologisá3, i
né sa utfarlí: martyrisá, i
re é óti né sam ázi4 Hristós.
I gû pitáa: štó si úbo5,
Ilía li si tý? i véle né sam,
Profítut li si, i otveštá6,
né. I mû vélet: kói si ú-
bo7, dá dádime ótvet8 ná
tîe deká ná puštîa: štó
véleš zardí sébesi. Re é
áze9 sâm glásut ná tóa deká

víka vnátre uf pustíni: is-
pravéïte pátut Gospodýnuf,
kâk re é Isa a Profítut.
I pušténite béa ut Fari-
séïte. I gû pitáa: i ka-
žáa, zaštó úbo10 krástiš,
katû né si tí Hristós, né-
to Ilía, néto Profítut.
Ioán11 otvestá12, i re é:
áze krástam uf vóda: amí

tóa stóe pûsréde ná vâs,
tóa štó vîe né gu puznáva-
te. Vóa é štó íde pû mé-
ne, tóa štó sá iní prét
méne, ná tóa štó áze13 né sam
dostó-

1 First written ufútitu but corrected. The catchword u- at the foot of p. 4 has remained uncorrected.
2 Written 
3 II ispovedâ
4 II ás : the final -  has been erased, and so has the upper part of the  to make it a final sigma  (cf. similar corrections
of niz and vázi above).
5 II sankî
6 II otgovorí
7 II sankî
8 II karsalák < Turkish kar k
9 II ás : the final -  has been erased, and so has the upper part of the  to make it a final sigma 
10 II kogatakâ
11 II Ioánn
12 Sic! With -st-; II otgovorí
13 II ás : the final -  has been erased, and so has the upper part of the  to make it a final sigma 
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[p006] -
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,
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1 l. .
2 1) l. . Written throughout the text in the same way.



The Konikovo Gospel

41

[p006] dostóen dá utvárzam rémenut
ná skórnatá mu. Vîe sá inía
ná Vi avarán utsprótiva ná
Iordána1, támu deká Ioán2

krástesi3.
Ftórnik ná Vilígden.
Ot Ioánna4.
NÁ tóa vrémi5 Pétar
staná i tar é6 tá duïdé
ná gróbut: i sá na-
vidûva7 i gléda sámi rízi-
te deká léžea: i sá varná
názat8, i sá údesi9 uf sé-
besi10 tóa štó sá iní. I étu i
dvá ut tîe deká ódea tóa
dén ná inó11 sélu, i tóa štó
é daléku ut Ierusalím
séiset12 stáda, ímitó mu
Emmaús. I vîe zburûva-
a megjû nîh zardí sîte vîe
deká sá inía. I támu deká
zpurûvaa13 i sá utbíraa,
i sám Iisûs nábliží i óde-
ši14 sôs nîh. I ó ité mu sá
zapíraa dá né gu puzná at.
I mû re é štó sa lakardíite
vîe štó zburûvate idín sôs
drûg tûka deká ódite,
i sté

1 Last letter uncertain, inserted later between  and the comma.
2 II Ioánn
3 Sic! Palatal arc missing; II krástese.
4 Actually, this is from Luke 24:12–35 (as in the Kulakia Gospel).
5 Corrected to vréme  > ) by II; for the last vowel, some third alternative has been tried, too.
6 se added later after this word (for the imperfect ending -eše ?)
7 II navedê
8 Difficult to read, first written in another fashion.
9 Sic! For údeši ; II údese
10 Written  at the line break.
11 II ednó
12 Sic! No palatal arc.
13 Sic! In this word the spelling - zpu- is more frequent in the manuscript than - zbu-, and it will not be
separately noted in the remaining commentary.
14 II ódeše
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1 N.B. morph. This form is regularly used throughout the text.
2 Unclear accents above .
3 Unclear accents above first .
4 An acute missing over .
5 - .
6 - .
7 - .
8 l. .
9  corrected to .
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[p007] i sté poílni1. I otveštá2 e-
dínjut ímitó mu Kleópa,
i mû re é: tí sám ká sédiš
uf Ierusalím né znáiš tî-
e deká sá inía vnátre úf
négu ná vîe déna. I mû vé-
le kóe3, I óni mû kažáa:
rabótite štó sá inía
zardí Iisûsa Nazorêut, tóa
štó sá iní uvék Profítin
sýlen i ná rabóti, i ná la-
kardíi prét Bóga, i ná
sîte ljúde. I kâk gû prida-
dóa Vladícite i napré-
šnité ni ná sádba umré-
šna, i gû krastosáa. I nîe
sá nadévame óti vóa é štó kî
otkíne Israíla: amí sôs
vîe sîte trí déna sôs
vóa dén íma vóa dén, ut-
kâk sá inía vîe. Amí
i nékue4 žéni ná zatre-
sóa, tîe štó utídua rá-
nutu ná gróbut. I ká
né naïdéa Snágata ná Iisû-
sa, duïdóa i kažáa kâ vidóa
i vidénie Aggélcku, i tîe Ág-
gele vélet zá négu óti é žîv.
I.

1 II kahárni
2 II otgovorî
3 II kói
4 II nékuï
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1 Two accents over : accute and circumflex, one of which is a correction.
2 l. .
3 l. . Written regularly  in the text.
4 l. - .
5 Two last letters uncertain.
6 Second letter  corrected .
7 Last letter unclear.
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[p008] I utîdua nékui ut tîe deká
béa záïno1 sôs názi ná gró-
but, i naïdóa taká kâ ka-
žáa i žénite amí négu
né gu vidóa. I ón mû re é:
ô bezúmni i téški ná sár-
citu deká dá verûvate ná tî-
e sîte štó zpuruváa Profíti-
tu. Né trebúvaše dá i páti2
vîe Hristós, i dá flézi uf slá-
vatá mu. I ká zafatí ut
Moÿséa, i zaminá ut sî-
te Profíte, mû râsre-
é3 rabótite deká sá pi-

sáa zardí négu ná sîte pi-
sánie. I nábližía ná
Sélutu deká ódea: i ón sá
iní kâk ódi pónádalé-

ku. I gû silía, i véle-
a: óstani sôs nâs, zaštó umra-
knúva, i pumína dénut, i
flezé vnátre dá ustáne sôs nîh.
I kôga senná4 ón sôs nîh,
zimâ hlébut, i gû blago-
slovî, i se é i mû dávaše. I tó-
gaï mû sá otvoría ó ite, i
gû puznáa: i ón sá iní ne-
vidén ut nîh. I kažáa megiû
nîh,

1 II záïdno
2 II tegla or téglja
3 Written  at the line break, with a palatal arc under . There is also an arc without a iota subscriptum added
under 
4 II sedná
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[p009] nîh: né béši li sárcitu ni
isgurénu uf nâs kóga nî zburû-
vaše1 ná pátut, i kóga nî raz-
re úvaše pisániite2. I óni
ká stanáa tóa ás3 sá varnáa
ná Ierusalím, i naïdóa
sobráni idenáïste, i drú-
zite deká béa záïno4 sôs
nîh. Deká vélea5 óti Gósput
voïskresná6 istína, i sá javî ná
Símon. I vîe dváta deká duï-
dóa prikažúvaa rabótite
deká sá inía ná pátut: i kâ
gû puznáa támu deka7 sé eši8

hlébut9.
Sréda, ná Vilígden.
Ot Ioánna.
Ná tóa vrémi10 stóesi11

Ioán, i ut U ení-
cité mu dvá. I kâ
vidé Iisûsa deká ódeši12,
véle: vídi étu jágnitu Bó-
guvu. I gû úa dváta mu U-
eníci deka13 kažá, i utí-

dua pû Iisûsa. I Iisûs ká pu-
zná, i kâ i vidé deká ó-
dea pû négu, mû véle: Štó
pálate, i óni mû kažáa: Rav-
ví,

1 Corrected from zpurûvaše by superscripting 
2 II pisánieto
3 II saât
4 II záïdno
5 II vélia
6 II vozskresná
7 No accent.
8 II sé eše
9 Corrected from hlébud
10 Later correced to vreme by II (from  to , with no accent; a third alternative has been tried as the last
letter).
11 Sic! For stóeši; II stóese
12 II ódeše
13 No accent.
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1 l. . Written erroneously throughout the text.
2 A vertical stroke after full stop.
3 Fifth and sixth letter corrected .
4 l. .
5 Second  superscripted.
6 Last  corrected.
7  corrected .
8 1) Second accent unclear. 2) l. . Frequently written like this.
9 l. . Without accent.
10 Written with small , although the noun is a personal name.
11 l. .
12 Two accents over : accute and circumflex, one of which is a correction.
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[p010] ví, (tóa štó kî káži razre-
énu, Didáskale) déka

živûvaš? I mû véle: eláïte i vi-
déïte, duïdóa i vidóa déka ži-
vûva, i ustanáa tóa dén pri né-
gu: i béše kadé déset saá-
te1 ut dénut. Béši2 Andréa
brátut ná Símon Pétar, idín
ut dváta deká úa ut Ioá-
na táa lakardí a, i utídu-
a pû Hristós. I vóa práven
naïdé sfóut si brát Sí-
mona, i mû véle: naïdóhme
Messía, tóa štó kî ré i3
razre énnu Hristós. I gû
dunesé ná Iisûsa, i Iisûs
ká gû vidé: kažá, tí si Sí-
mon Sýnut ná Ionâ: tí kî sá
naré iš4 Kifâ, tóa štó kî ka-
ži Pétar. I ná utréšniut dén
pâk pusaká Iisûs, dá ispánni5
nádvor ná Galiléa: i naóda6 Fí-
lippa: i mû véle, éla pû mé-
ne. I Fílip7 béše ut Vi -
saïdá, ut Grádut ná Andréa i
Pétar. Fílipp naïdé Na ana-
íla, i mû véle: tóa deká pisá
Moÿséa uf Zákonut i Profî-
ti

1 II saát
2 In - the initial letter first erroneously written ; II Béše
3 II ré e
4  and š share the same palatal arc.
5 II ispádne
6 II naóg a (thus with a palatal arc used by the second hand).
7 First written with two ’s but the latter has been deleted.
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1 -
2 This form is regular in the text.
3 First letter uncertain.
4  corrected.
5 l. . Written throughout the text in the same way.
6 l. . Written throughout the text in the same way.
7 First accent uncertain.
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[p028] mu Žénata, i utíde ná Grá-
dut, i véle ná ljúditu. E-
láïte dá vîdite edín uvék
deká mî kažá sîte kólku i-
nîh: dá né e vóa Hristós. Ispan-
náa1 úbo2 ut Grádut: i íde-
a ná négu. I megiû vóa gû
mólea U enícité mu, i
mu vélea, Didáskale3 jádi.
Amí ón mû re é: áze ímam
jáste dá jádam, tóa štó vîe
né gu znáete. Vélea úbo4 U-
enícite megiû nîh: dá né

mû dunesé nékuï dá jádi5? Mû vé-
le Iisûs: móï6 jásti7 é, dá í-
nam vóljata ná tóa štó mâ pûští8,
i dá sfáršam rabótata mu.
Né vélite vîe, óti óšti9 etíri
mésice íma dû žétvata? já deká
vî vélem: krenéïte ó ite vi
góre, i vidéïte nívite, de-
ká sâ béli blízu zá žétfa.
I tóa štó žnîe, zéva pláta,
i béri10 i plót ná žívot
vé ni11, dá sá radûva záïno12

tóa štó sée, i tóa deká žní-
e. Zaštó váa rabóta, i-
stíncka é lakardíata, óti drûg é
štó

1 Not replaced with *ispadnáa by II. Perhaps overlooked because of the line break.
2 II sanki
3 The second  added as a superscript; the last letter corrected from 
4 II sanki
5 II jáde
6 II móe
7 II jáste
8 Two accents.
9 II óšte
10 II bére
11 The first letter  has been blackened, but then  has been written again by II.
12 II záïdno
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1 Two accents over : accute and circumflex, one of which is a correction.
2 N.B. morph.
3 The accent mark impossible to discern.
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[p029] štó sée, i drûg štó žníe. Ázi
vâ puštíh dá žníete tóa, zá-
tóa štó né sa ma íhte: drûzi
sá ma ía, i vîe duïdóhte i
flegóhte uf mákata mu. I ut
Grádut tóa mnógu ut Sama-
rítitu veruváa ná négu,
zardí lákardíata ná Žénata, de-
ká martyrisá (i kažá) óti mî ka-
žá sîte kólku iníh. Ká duï-
dóa úbo1 Samarítitu ná négu,
gû mólea dá ustáni2 ná nîh,
i ustaná dvá déna. I mnó-
gu póveki3 veruváa zardí la-
kardíité mu. I ná Žénata véle-
a: óti véki4 né verûvame zardí la-
lakardíite5 tfóïte6: zaštó nîe sá-
mi úhme i vîdohme, óti vóa
é istína Spâsut ná Sfétut
Hristós.

NEDELJU. 6.
Slepóm7.
Evággelie Útreni,
Voskrésno, 8.8
Ná Liturgíi.9
Ot Ioánna.
NÁ

1 II sanki
2 II ustáne
3  is written separately from the rest of the word, but there is only one accent; II póveke
4 II véke
5 Read lakardíite (dittography due to the line division).
6 II tvóïte
7 Hardly legible owing to the correction by II: na Slepi ot (thus with a palatal arc used by the second hand).
8 This refers to the 8th matins (as in the Kulakia Gospel), but no matins part has been preserved.
9 II Liturgíata.
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4 l. . Written regularly in the same way.
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[p030] NÁ tóa vréme1, Kâ zaminûva-
še Iisûs vide2 uvék štó bé-
še slép ut ká sa rodí.
I gû pitáa U enícité mu,
i rekóa: Didáskale, kóï sogre-
ší, vóa ilí Tátkité3 mu, dá sá4 ró-
di slép. Otveštá5 Iisûs: nétu vó-
a isgreší6, néto Tátkite7 mu: amí
sá rodí slép, dá sá jávat
rabótite Bóguvi8 ná négu. Ná mé-
ne trebûva dá ínam rabótite
ná tóa deká má puští, dúri é
dén: íde nókja kóga néto
níkuï né móže dá rabóti.
Kôga sâm ná Sfétut, sâm víde-
lu ná Sfétut. Vîe re é, i plju-
vná dóle9 i napraví kál ut
pljúnkata mu, i pumažá kálta
ná ó ite ná slépjut. I mû
re é: ódi sá ísmiï ná Gúrna-
ta Siloámcka, tóa štó kî
re i10, pustén, utîde ú-
bo11 i sá ismí, i sá varná
gledáke12. Kumšíïte ú-
bo13 i tîe deká gû glédaa
pónápre14 óti béši15 slép, vé-
lea: né e li vóa deká sédesi16

i próseši17. Drúzi vélea
óti

1 First written erroneously but corrected; II further corrects  to 
2 Accent mark missing.
3 II rudítelite
4 The first hand has first begun to write the word ródi too early.
5 II Otgovorí
6 II sogreší
7 II rudítelite
8 The last letter seems first to have been 
9 II dólo (probably a hypercorrectism for dólu).
10 No accent; the word kî at the end of the previous line connected with it by a line-ending hyphen; II re e
11 Written  at the line break; II sankí
12 II gledáki
13 Written  at the line break; II sanki
14 II pónápret
15 II béše
16 Sic! II sédese
17 II prósiše
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1 Two acutes: both over  and .
2 Second letter  corrected from what seems to be an .
3 l. .
4 Last letter  superscripted.
5 l. .
6 l. . Second last letter or letters unreadable and corrected .
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[p031] óti vóa é, drûzi1 vélea mû
miása2, i ón véleši3: óti ázi
sam4. Mû vélea: i kâk úbo5

sá utvoría ó ité ti. Otve-
štá6 ón, i re é idín uvék štó
gû vélet7 Iisûs, napravî
kál, i kladé návrâs ó i-
té mi, i mî re é: ódi ná
Gûrnata Siloámcka, i sá ís-
miï, i utîduh i sá ismîh, i pru-
glenáh. Mû rekóa: i déka é
tóa, mû véle: né znâm. I dune-
sóa ná Fariséite tóa, deká
béši8 idnó vrémi9 slép. I kôga
napravî Iisûs kálta, i ut-
forí ó ité mu, béše Sá-
buta10. Pâk úbo11 gû pitáa
Fariséite, kâk puglenná12, i
ón mû re é: kâl kladé ná-
vrâs ó ité mi, i sá ismîh
i glédam. I nékui ut
Fariséite vélea: vóa u-
vék né e ut Bóga, zaštó
né úva Sábutata, drû-
zi vélea: kâk móži13 uvék
gréšen dá íne takvízi
nisjáne, i béše taráf me-
gjû nîh. Vélet pâk ná slépiut14

tí

1 First written , then the  has either been blackened or corrected to an 
2 II corrects mû miása into û miása, probably to be read as one word umjása
3 II véleše
4 No accent; the word ázi at the end of the previous line connected with it by a line-ending hyphen.
5 II ti (sic!).
6 II Otgovorí
7 II vélïat )
8 The first hand has first started to write a word with an initial -; II béše
9 II vréme
10 Written  at the line break.
11 II sanki
12 II pugledná
13 II móže
14 Can also be read slépjut, with a ligature; II adds a palatal arc: slépi ut
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1 1) No space left between ’ and , written as one word. 2) Spiritus lenis missing above  in .
2 1) l. . 2) The only occasion in the text where ,  is written like this.
3 Without accent.
4 l. .
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[p032] tí štó véleš zá négu, zaštó utforí
ité ti1, i ón re é: óti Pro-

fítin é. Né veruvá2 úbo3

Iudêite zardí négu, zaštó bé-
ši4 slép i puglenná5, dûri ká vi-
knáa Tátkite6 ná tóa štó pu-
glená7. I i pitáa, i rekóa:
vóa li é S n vi, deká véleti
óti slép sá rodí, kâk ú-
bo8 séga gléda. Tátkité9 mu
mû10 otveštáa11 i rekóa: znáemi12

óti slép sá rodí, i óti
vóa é S nnut13 ni. Amí séga
kâk gléda, né znáïme, ilí kóï
utvorí ó ité mu, nîe né zná-
ime: vóa íma bói négu pi-
táïte: vóa zá sébesi kî
vî káže. Vîe rekóa Tátki-
te14 mu, zaštó sá bóea ut Iudé-
ite: zaštó i pónápret sogla-
sîa Iudéite óti kóï omolo-
gísa négu ká é Hristós, dá gû
térat ut Sóborut15. Zá tó-
a rekóa Tátkite16 mu, óti bóï
íma négu pitáïte. Vikáa
úbo17 ftóru18 uvékut dé-
ka béši19 slép, i mû rekóa: slá-
vi Boga, nîe znáïme óti
u-

1 zaštó utforí ó ité ti replaced with zaštó utforí ti ó ité by II.
2 II veruváa
3 II sanki
4 II béše
5 II pugledná
6 II ruditeli
7 II pugledná
8 Written  (sic!) at the line break; II sankí
9 II ruditelite
10 Deleted by II.
11 II otgovoria
12 II znáeme
13 II corrects the second vowel to , though that is what the first hand seems to have written, too. Either the vowel
letter was unclear or it was an  by mistake.
14 II ruditelite
15 II adds a second accent mark: Sóbórut
16 II ruditelite
17 II sanki
18 II vtóru
19 II béše
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1 Frequently written with spiritus lenis.
2 N. B. synt.
3 N.B. morph. Unclear whether  or .
4 Usually written with  in the text = .
5 N.B. morph. l. .
6  corrected .
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[p033] uvékut vóa é grésen1. Ot-
veštá2 ón, i re é: akû é
grésen3 né znâm: idnó sâlde
znâm, óti uttámu deká béh
slép séga gléda4. I pâk mû
rekóa: štó ti iní, kâk ut-
forí ó ite ti5. Mû otveštá6:
pónápret vî kažáh, tá7 né
úhte: štó pâk sákate dá ú-

ete? ilí sákate i vîe dá sá
ínite u eníci ná négu. Is-

pcúa gu úbo8, i rekóa: tí si U-
eník ná négu, amí nîe smé u e-

níci ná Moÿséa. Nîe znáemi9

óti Bóg zpuruvá sôs Moÿséa:
amí vóa né gu znáïme ut déka
é. Otveštá10 uvékut i mû
re é, vóa é údnutu, óti
vîe né gu znaïte ut déka é,
i utforí11 ó ité mi. Amí zná-
ime óti gréšen Bóg né slú-
sja: amí akû é nékuï štó ésti
Bóga: i íne vóljata mu
négu gû slûsja. Ut kráïta ná
sfétut né sa ú, óti nékuï
dá utforí12 ó i ná nékuï štó dá
sá rodí13 slép. Akû né béši14 vóa
ut Bóga, né móžeši15 dá íne
níštu

1 Sic!
2 II otgovorí
3 Sic!
4 II glédam
5 Deleted by II.
6 II otgovorí
7 II dá
8 II sankí
9 II znáeme
10 II Otgovori
11 II utvorí
12 II utvoré (sic!).
13 II róde
14 II béše
15 II móžiše
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1 l. . Frequently written in the same way.
2 N.B. morph. Usually  in the text.
3 N.B. morph.
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[p034]
níštu. Otveštáa1, i mû rekóa:
tí sát sôs sé sá rodí uf gré-
huvite, i tí ná ú iš2, i gû
izvadía nádvor. ú Iisûs, ó-
ti gû izvadía nádvor: i kâ gû
naïdé, mû re é: verûvaš tí ná
Sýnut Bóžie3. Ón otveštá4, i
mû re é: tá5 kóï é Gospodýne dá
verûvam ná négu? I Iisûs mû
re é: i gû vidé, i tóa daka6 zpu-
rûva sôs tébe tóa é. I
ón re é: verûvam Gospodýne:
i mû sá puklonní7.

ITVARTUK
Ná Voznesénie.8
Evággelie Útreni,
Voskrésno, 3.9
Ná Liturgíi10.
Ot Lukî11.
Ná tóa vrémi12, kôga voï-
skresná13 Iisûs ut mér-
tfite14. Zastaná pûsré-
de ná U enícité mu, i mû vé-
le: mîr ná vâs. I katû dá sá
uplašía mósne15 i dá sá putré-
sat, mû sá íneši16 dá glédat
Dûh. I mû véle: zaštó sté
syg-

1 II Otgovoría
2  and š share the same palatal arc.
3 II Bóžii
4 II otgovori
5 II dá
6 II deka
7 II poklonní
8 Number three ( ) added probably by II, but later erased.
9 This refers to the 3rd matins (as in the Kulakia Gospel), but no matins part has been preserved.
10 II Liturgíata
11 II Lukâ
12 II vréme (  replaced with ).
13 II voskresná (at the line break: voï-skresná corrected to vos-kresná).
14 II mértvite
15 Sic! Read mošne
16 II íniše
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1 l. .
2 Full stop missing.
3 Without accent.
4 l. .
5 ... ..
6 N. B. synt.
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[p035] syghisáni1? i zaštó pómisli
sá ka úvat ná sárcata vi?
Vidéïte rácité mi i nózite
mi: óti sâm áze sâm: fatéïti
ma2? i vidéïte ma3 zaštó Dûhut
snága i kóski néma kâk glé-
dati4 méne deká ímam. I ká re-
é vóa, mû pukažá rácite

i nózite. I katû dá né ve-
rûvaa óšti5 ut rádustá mu, i
dá sá údat, mû re é: ímati li
néštu zá jadéni6 tûka. I óni mû
dadóa idín kumát ríba pe é-
na, i pîta ut mét. I zimâ prét
nîh i jadé, i mû re é: vîe sá
tîe štó vî zpuruvâh, óšti7 kô-
ga béh sôs vâs, óti kâk trebú-
va dá sá ispálnat tîe sîte štó sá
napísani ná zákonut8 Moÿséuf,
i ná Profítitu9, i ná álmitu10

zardí méne. Tógaï mû utforí úmut
mu dá rasbérat11 Pisánietu. I
mû re é: óti taká12 é napisá-
nu13: i taká trebûvaše dá pá-
ti Hristós: i trétiut dén
dá voïskréni14 ut mértvite. I dá
sá prupovéda ná ímitó mu poka-
jánie i ostavlénie ná gréhuvite ná
sîte

1 Written , to be read sinhisáni; II zacudéni
2 II me
3 II me
4 II glédate
5 II óšte
6 II jadéne
7 II óšte
8 II zakónut
9 II Profítite
10 II almite
11 First written rasbérap
12 Corrected from kaká
13 II napisáno
14 II voskréni
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[p036] sîte jazíci, ká zafatí ut Ieru-
salím1. I vîe sté mártyre ná
vîe. I étu, ázi deká pûštam ta-
uvánitu ná Tátku mi ná vâs, i vî-

e sidéïte uf Grádut2 Ierusa-
lím, dûri dá sá ublé ite

la utusgóre. I isvadí nád-
vor dûri ná Vi anía, i sî kre-
ná rácite i i blagoslovî.
I támu deká ón i blagoslóveši3,
sá utdilí ut nîh: i sá nóseši4 gó-
re ná Nébutu5. I óni ká mû sá
puklonnía, sá varnáa ná Ie-
rusalím sôs rádus guléma. I
sá naódea uf Cárkvata, péea
i blaguslávea Bóga, Amín.

NEDELJU. 7.
Sfetîh. Ótec.
Evággelie Útreni.
Voskrésno, 5.6
Ná Liturgíi7.
Ot Ioánna.
Ná tóa vrémi8, Krenná
Iisûs ó ité mu ná Né-
butu9, i re é: ô Tát-
ko, duïdé saátut, Próslavi S n
ti, i dá tá pruslávi i S n ti. Ká
mû

1 II Ierusalím (this is what has probably been written by the first hand, too, but the ink has spilled over - - at the end
of the first line).
2 II Grádud (sic!).
3 II blagoslóveše
4 II nósïše:  replaced with  in the middle syllable,  replaced with  in the final syllable.
5 II Nébuto
6 This refers to the 5th matins (as in the Kulakia Gospel), but no matins part has been preserved.
7 II Liturgíata
8 II vréme (  replaced with , apparently meaning ).
9 II Nébuto
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1  has been erased.
2 N. B. morph.
3 l. .
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[p037] mû dadé puvélja ná séka snága,
dá dáde živót vé ni ná sîte kól-
ku mû dadé. Vóa é živótut vé -
niut, dá puznávat tébe sámiut
istínckiut Bóg, i tóa štó puští
Iisus1 Hristós. Ázi tá pruslávih
ná zémljata, rabótata štó mî da-
dé dá ínam ja sfaršíh. I séga
ô Tátko, tí ma próslavi prí tébe
slávata, deká ímah uf tébe póná-
pret durí né sa iní Sfétut. Javíh
ímito ti ná tîe ljúde deká
mî dadé ut Sfétut: tfóï2

béa, i mî i dadé, i uvá-
a lakardíata ti. Séga3 pu-
znáa zaštó sîte kólku mî dadé
ut tébe sá. Zaštó4 lakardíite
štó mî dadé, mû dadôh, i óni i
zéa, i puznáa istína, zaštó ut
tébe ispannáh5, i veruváa za-
štó tí má puští. Azi zardí vîe
sá mólam6, né zardí Sfétut
sá mólam7, amí zardí tîe štó
mî dadé, zaštó sá tfói8.
I móïte sîte tfóï9

sa, i tfóite10, mói: i sá pru-
slávih uf nîh. I né sam vé-
ki11 ná Sfétut, amí vîe sá
ná

1 No accent.
2 II tvóï
3 First written probably Ségi
4 Under , a broad o has been written.
5 Not corrected to ispadnáh by II.
6 II mól ïam, i.e., a palatal arc has been added below, but also the letter  has been superscipted. This seems redundant,
but notice that the palatal arc could not have been typeset anyway.
7 II mól ïam (see the previous footnote).
8 II tvói
9 II tvói
10 II tvóite
11 II véke
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1 l. .
2 Two accents over the last : accute and circumflex, one of which is probably a correction.
3 l. .
4  - ... - ..
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[p038] ná Sfétut, i ázi ídam ná té-
be1. Tátko Sfetíi, úvaï2 uf í-
mito ti, tîe štó mî i dadé, dá
sá idnó katû i nîe. Kôga
béh sôs nîh ná Sfétut3, ázi i
úvah uf ímitó ti: tîe deká

mî i dadé i uvâh, i níkuï
ut nîh né zaginá, sâlde Sýnut
ná zaginátitu, dá sá ispólni4 Pi-
sánietu5. Amí séga ídam ná tébe,
i zpurûvam vîe ná Sfétut, dá í-
mat rádusta móeta6 sfarséna7

ná nîh.

Ná Útreni.
Sfetóju Pentikóstiju8.
Ot Ioánna.
Ká zamrakná úbo9 ná tó-
a dén právniut ut Sé-
dmicata10, béa vrá-
tite zatforéni, támu deká bé-
a U enícite sobráni zardí
stráhut11 Iudéïcki, duïdé Iisûs i
zastaná pûsréde, i mû véle: mîr
ná vâs. I kâ re é váa la-
kardía, mû pukažá rácité mu12

i rébrutó mu13, i U enícite
sá zaraduváa ká vîdoa Góspuda.
I

1 Written  at the line break.
2 The word also has an erased acute above the  in the second syllable.
3 Something else first written instead of 
4 The s ( , as is usual in this prefix) added later, superscripted.
5 II Pisánieto
6 II móata
7 Sic! For sfaršéna
8 II na Sfetói Pentikósti
9 II sankí
10 II Sédmicada (sic!).
11 II stráhot
12 II si
13 II mo (sic!).
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1 l. . Frequently written in the same way.
2 - .
3 l. .
4 Without accent.
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[p039] I Iisûs pák mû re é: mîr ná
vâs: kâk má puští Tátku1, i
ázi púštam vás. I ká re é vó-

a, duïná ná nîh: i re é, zi-
máïte Dûh Sfetíï. I ná kógu2 gré-
huvite próstite, sá prusté-
ni: i ná kógu záprite, sá za-
préni.

NA LITURGIA3.
Ot Ioánna.
NApukóšniut4 dén gulé-
miut ná Práznikut5, stóe-
ši6 Iisûs, i vikná: i re-
é, akû mû sá píe ná nékuï, néka

dóïde ná méne, i néka píe. Tóa štó
verûva ná méne, kâk Re é Pisá-
nietu7, reki8 ut vôda žíva kî
té at ut sárcitu mu9. I vóa gû
re é zardí Dûhut štó kî zé-
mea10 tîe štó verûvat ná négu: zaštó
óšti11 né béši12 dadén Dûh Sfetíi13,
zaštó Iisûs óšti14 né sa pruslávi.
Mnógu úbo15 ut kalabalákut
ká úa vîe lakardíi, vélea: vó-
a é istína Profítut. Drû-
zi vélea vóa é Hristós. i drû-
zi vélea: da né ut Galiléa
íde

1 II Tátko (but the corrected last letter is difficult to discern).
2 II kógo
3 II LITURGIAta
4 The palatal arc is under the i ( ). II corrects the haplology: NA napokóšniut
5 II Práznikot
6 II stóeše
7 II Pisánieto
8 Without accents (except for a spiritus asper before ).
9  corrected from something else ( ?).
10 The vowel after  unclear; II zémaa
11 II óšte
12 II béše
13  corrected from something else.
14 II óšte
15 II sanki
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1 Two accents over : acute and circumflex, one of which is a correction.
2 Second acute over third letter.
3 Third letter  corrected .
4 . morph.
5 Last letter uncertain, corrected .
6 Last letter  superscripted.
7 . morph. / synt.
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[p040] íde Hristós? Né re é li Pisánie-
tu1, zaštó ut sémitu2 Davíduvu3, i ut
Vi leém Sélutu4, támu deká
béši5 Davíd, Hristós íde. Ta-
ráf úbo6 sá iní ut kalaba-
lákut zardí négu. I nékuï ut nîh
sákaa dá gû fátat: amí níkuï
né sprustré vrâs négu ráci. Duïdóa
úm7 isme íïte ná Vladícite
i Fariséïte: i óni mú rekóa za-
štó né gu dunesóhte? Otveštáa8

isme íïte: néto níkuï pát ta-
ká zpuruvá nékuï uvék, katú
ká zpuruvá vóa uvék. Fa-
riséite úbo9 mû otveštáa10:
da né sá prilažáhte11 i vîe.
Da né nékuï ut Napréšnite ve-
ruvá ná négu, ilí ut Fariséi-
te. Amí vóa Kalabalák štó
né puznáva Zákonut12, é pruklét.
Mû véle Nikódim, tóa štó bé-
ši13 utíšel nókjata14 ná négu,
béši15 idín ut nîh. Da né Zá-
konut16 ni sádi17 ná uvékut,
akû né úe pónápret négu, i
dá puznáe štó íne. Otveštáa18

i mû rekóa: da né si i tí ut
Galiléa, isglédaï pûdróbnu19

i

1 II Pisánieto
2 II sémito
3 II Davídovo
4 II Séloto
5 II béše
6 II sanki
7 Sic! Probably úbo was not completely written; II sanki
8 II Otgovoría
9 II sankí
10 II otgovoría
11 Unclear; after the first letter , both  and  written one over another; penultima accent; Greek:  ‘were
misled’; II izblazníhte
12 II Zakónut
13 II beše
14 II nókta
15 II beše
16 II Zakónut
17 II sáde
18 II Otgovoría
19 II podróbno
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[p041]i vîdi, zaštó Profítin ut Gali-
léa né staná. I Iisûs pâk
mû zpuruvâ: i re é ázi sâm sfé-
tílutu1 ná Sfétut: tóa štó íde2 pû
méne, né ke3 ódi4 uf temína-
ta5, amí kî íma sfetílutu
ná živótut.

1 Two accents.
2 The first letter  may have been corrected from 
3 II mistakenly corrects né ke into néka
4 II óde
5 Sic!
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[p042]

Ot Ioánna.
R é Gospót1, Gledáïte dá
né póúdite2, níkuï ut
vîe malé kite: za-
štó vî vélem nîhnite Ággeli ná
Nebesá3 glédat dáïma lícitu
ná Tátku mi, štó é ná Nebe-
sá4. Zaštó Sýnut uvé ki duïdé:
dá spási5 zaginátutu6. Štó vî sá glé-
da, akû sánkim7 nékuï uvék dá í-
ma stó ófci, i dá zagíne i-
dná ut8 tîe: né ustáva devitdi-
séttu9 dévet, i ódi10 pû planinîte,
pála zaginátata. I akû pugódi11

dá

1 II Gospód
2 II póhúlite
3 II Néboto
4 II Néboto
5 II spáse
6 II zaginátoto
7 II zaré
8 The accent is difficult to discern. It seems that the first hand erroneously wrote a palatal arc under stó on the previous
line (because što is a much more common word in the text), and when he tried to erase the arc, the ink spilled and
covered the accent above the preposition ut.
9 II devitdésette
10 II óde
11 II pugóde
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2 N. B. synt. compare to .
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[p043] dá ja náïde, istína vî vélem, óti
póveki1 sá radûva ná táa, k_l-
ku2 ná devittisét3 i dévet, štó né
zagináa. Taká é vólnu4 prét
Tátku vi, štó é5 ná Nebesá6,
dá zagíne idín ut malé ki-
te vîe. I akû gréši7 brát
ti ná tébe, ódi i gû karaï8
megiû tébe i ón sâm: akû tá
slûsja, i9 dubí brát ti. A-
mí akû né ta slúsja, zémi sôs té-
be óšti10 idín ilí dvá: dá sá uve-
rûva séka ré  ut dvá, ilí i trí
mártyre. I akû né slúsja i tî-
e, káži gu ná cárkvata, i
akû né slúsja i ná cárkvata, í-
maï gu katû ut drûg jazík i Gjum-
ruk íata. Istína vî vélem: kól-
ku akû várcite11 vrâs zémljata, kî
sá varzáni ná Nébutu12: i kólku
utvárzite13 vrâs zémljata, kî sá
utvarzáni ná Nébutu14. Pâk i-
stína vî vélem, óti akû symfoní-
sat dvá ut vâs vrâs zémljata zá
sékue15 rabóta deká kî pûsákat
kî mû sá íne ut Tátku mi Ne-
bésniut. Zaštó déka íma dvá,
ilí trí isbráni16 uf ímitó mi,
támu

1 II póveke
2 The second letter is unclear but has an acute; II kolku
3 II devitdesét
4 II ogódno (for ugódno)
5 Corrected from kí (  > ).
6 II Néboto
7 II gréše
8 II káraï
9 II go
10 II óšte; adds an arc (without a iota subscriptum) under the initial 
11 Read rdzite
12 II Nébuto
13  superscripted.
14 II Nébuto
15 II sékua
16 II sopmráni, for sobráni (erroneously corrects - - = b to - -).
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1 Two first letters  corrected from something that could be a . Two accents over : acute and circumflex, one of
which is a correction.
2 Second hand: An  superscripted on the left side of first letter .
3 Second hand: An  with a little circle over it superscripted on the left side of first letter .
4 Second hand: An  without accent mark superscripted on the left side of first letter .
5 l. . Frequently written in the same way.
6 Third letter difficult to discern.
7 Second last letter difficult to discern.
8 Last letter unreadable due to a letter correction.  probably corrected from  or vice versa.
9 Only one accent.
10 Only one accent.
11  looks like a .
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[p044] támu sâm i ázi1 pûsréde ná nîh.

NEDELJA. 1.
Ná sîte Sfétci.
Ot Mat êa.
R é Gospót2, ná U ení-
cité mu. Sékuï uvék ú-
bo3, štó martyrísa uf4 mé-
ne prét ljúditu, kî mar-
tyrísam i ázi5 zardí négu
prét Tátku mi Nebésniut.
I kóï sá utfárli6 ut méne prét
ljúditu, kî sá utfárlam7 i ázi8 ut
négu prét Tátku mi Nebé-
snjut. Tóa štó ljúbe Tátku ilí
máïka póveke ut méne, né e dustóen
zardí méne, i kóïtu ljúbe S n
ilí kérka póveki9 ut méne, né
e dustóen zardí méne. I kóïtu
né zémi10 krástut mu, i dá dóïde
pû méne, né e dustóen zardí mé-
ne. Tógaï otveštá11 Pétar, i
mû re é, étu, nîe deká ustavîhme
sîte, i duïdóhme pû tébe: štó ú-
bo12 kî sá íne. Mû véle Ii-
sûs: istína vî vélem, zaštó vîe
štó duïdóhte pû méne, ná prirogé-
nitu13, kóga sédni14 Sýnut u-
vé -

1 II áze
2 II Gospód
3 II sankí
4 II na
5 II áze
6 II utréce
7 II utrécam
8 Palatal arc missing; II áz
9 II póveke
10 II zéme
11 II otgovorí
12 II sankí
13 II prirodénitu
14 II sédne
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2 l. . Written throughout the text in the same way.
3 Third letter difficult to discern.
4 l. , and below
5 Without accent marks.
6 . . synt.  +gen.
7 Last letter difficult to discern.
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[p045] vé ki ná trónut ná slávata mu,
kî sédnite i vîe ná dvanáïset tró-
nuve, dá sádite dvanáïsete1 jazí-
ci ná Israíl. I sékuï štó usta-
vî kûki2, ilí brátja, ílí3 séstri,
ilí Tátku, ilí Máïka, ilí Žena,
ilí Déca, ilí Nîvi, zardí ími-
tó mi, stó káta kî zémi4,
i kî nasléduva i žívot
vécni5. I mnógu právni kî
sá ínat napukóšni6: i napu-
kóšnite právni.

NEDELJA. 2.
Ot Mat éa.
NÁ tóa vrémi7, ká ódeši8

Iisûs blízu ná mó-
ritu Galiléïcku, vi-
dé dvá bráta, Símona štó
sá véle Pétar, i Andréa b-
rát mu, deká fárlea mréži
uf móritu: zaštó béa ri-
báre. I mû véle elâïte pû
méne, i kî vá ínam ri-
báre9 ná ljúde10. I uf ásut
óni ustavîa mréžite, i utí-
dua pû négu. I ká utîde
pónaka, vidé drûzi dvá brá-
te11

1 subscripted
2 corrected from something else.
3 Two accents.
4 The two last letters corrected from something else.
5 Sic! Palatal arc missing.
6 Something has been deleted above the 
7 II vréme > ).
8 II ódeše
9 II lováce
10 II ljúdete
11 II ta
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[p046] te1 Iákova Sýnut ná Zevedé-
a, i brát mu Ioánna, vná-
tre uf sáïkata záïno2 sôs Ze-
vedéa Tátku mu, deká kár-
pea mréžite, i i vikná. I
uf ásut óni ustavía i sáï-
kata i Tátku mu, i utídua
pû négu. I Iisûs ubarná sâta
Galiléa, u éki pû Só-
boritu3, i propuvédaše Evág-
gelietu ná Cárstfutu, i isle-
kúvase4 sékakva bólka, i sé-
ki5 marâs ná L júdutu6.

NEDELJA. 3.
Ot Mat êa.
R é Gospót7: Sfetílnikut
ná snágata é ókutu, akû8

úbo9 ókutu ti é ístu,
i sáta ti snága sfetlíva kî
bîde. Amí akû10 i11 ókutu ti é
šiïrécku, sáta ti snága kî
bíde témna, i akû12 úbo13,
vîdelutu14 štó é uf tébe, é te-
mnína, kólku kî é temnínata.
Níkuï né móži15 dá rabóti16 dvá17

Gospodáre18: zaštó ilí idínjut kî
umrázi, i drûgjut kî vozljúbe:
ilí

1 II bráta
2 II záïdno
3 Written  at the line break; II Sóborito
4 Sic! For islekúvaše
5 II sékoï
6 First written údutu; II júdito
7 II Gospód
8 II ako
9 II sanki
10 II ako
11 II e (sic!).
12 II ako
13 II sankí
14 II vîdeluto
15 II móže
16 II rabóte
17 II ná dvá
18 II Gospodára
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1 A dot between the words.
2 Two acutes.
3 The two last letters are blurred.
4 l. .
5 l. 
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[p047] ilí edínjut, kî zápre, i drúgi-
ut kî poûde, né móžite
dá rabótite ná Bóga, i ná
imánitu. Zardí tóa vî vélem:
nîm pi aléte zá živótut vi, štó
dá jádite, i štó dá píete, nétu sná-
gata vi dá ja ublé ite: živó-
tut né e póveki1 ut jástitu, i
snágatá vi ut rûbata. Smi-
sléïte pilíštata, što létat ná
vétarut, óti néto séjat, néto
žníjat, néto bérat, uf ham-
báritu, i Tátku vi Nebé-
sniut i hráni2: i vîe né déli-
te mnógu ut tîe. Kóï ut vâs
štó pi ále móži3 dá4 prikláde
nékuï aršín ná bó ut5 mu. I
zardí rûbata štó sá grížite?
nau éïte pûdróbu, cvetínja-
ta6 ná báh ata, kâk rástat, né
sa má at, níto prédat. I vî vé-
lem, óti níto Solomón sôs sáta
mu sláva sá uble é katû
idnó ut vîe. I akû bílkite
ná báh ata, štó sá vóa dén,
i útre i klávat uf fûrnata,
Bóg taká i stolisûva, kól-
ku póveki7 vázi8 malovérni.
Ním

1 II póveke
2 II hráne
3 II móže
4 First letter corrected from something else.
5 II bo jut
6 The first hand has first started to write -, then corrected it to -.
7 II póveke
8 II váze
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[p048] Ním sá grižéïte úbo1, dá vélite,
štó dá jádime, i štó dá píeme, i štó
dá sá ublé ime. Zaštó vîe sîte
jazícite i pálat: zaštó Tátku
vi Nebésniut znáe ká vî trebú-
vat vîe sîte. Amí pérvu sakáï-
te Cárstfutu2 Bóžie, i prá-
vinata mu, i vîe sîte kî vî
sá artardísat.

NEDELJA. 4.
Ot Mat êa.
NÁ tóa vrémi3, Kâ fle-
zé Iisûs uf Kaperna-
úm, duïdé ná négu Sót-
nik4, i gû móleši5. I véle-
ši6: Gospodýne, Détitó mi lé-
ži7 uf dóma raslablenu8, i
sá má i9 lósju. I mû véle Ii-
sûs: áze kî dóïdam dá gû islekú-
vam. I otveštá10 Sótnikut11,
i re é: Gospodýne, né sam dustó-
en, dá dóïdiš uf dóma mi: amí
ré i sâlde lakardía, i kî sá is-
lekûva Détito mi. Zaštó áze12 sâm
uvék pût puvélja, i ímam

pût méne vóïnici: i vélem
ná vóa, ódi, i ódi13: i ná
drûg

1 II sanki
2  = st corrected from 
3 II vréme  > ).
4 II giózbasiata (read j-).
5 II móliše
6 II véleše
7 II léže
8 No accent; II raslableno
9 II má e
10 II otgovorí
11 II giozbasíata (read j-).
12 Palatal arc missing.
13 II óde
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2 l. .
3 Without accent.
4 bbr.
5 l. . Regularly written in the same way.
6 bbr.
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[p049] drûg, éla, i íde: i ná ezmi-
kjárut mi, íni vóa, i gû íni1.
I ká ú2 Iisûs, sá za udí, i
re é ná tîe štó ódea pû négu:
istína vî vélem: níto uf Isra-
íl né naïdóh tólku guléma véra,
i vî vélem, óti mnógu ut ísgre-
va i ut záot kî dóïdat,
i kî sénnat3 záïno4 sôs Avraám,
i Isaák, i Iakóv, ná Cár-
stfutu Nebésnutu, I Sýnuvi-
te ná cárstfutu kî sá isvádat
nádvor ná temnínata nadvornéšnata:
támu kî é plakánitu, i karcá-
nitu ná zábitu5. I re é Iisûs
ná bimbašíata6: ódi, i kâk
veruvâ, dá tî sá íne, i sá isle-
kuvâ Détito7 mu tóa ás.

NEDELJA. 5.
Ot Mat êa.
NÁ tóa vrémi8, Ká zami-
nûvaše Iisûs ná Sélutu
Gergesíncku, gû sretó-
a dvá nadvorní evi, štó ispágja-
a nádvor ut grobístata, dívi
móšne9, tólku, deká né móžeši10

dá zamíne níkuï ut pátut tó-
a11

1 II íne
2 ú possibly corrected to something else.
3 II sédnat
4 II záïdno
5 II zábite
6 II giozbasiata (read j-).
7 II Détitó
8 II vréme  > ).
9 A letter has been erased between  and .
10 II móžiše
11 Erased by II (see the following note).
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1 N. B. morph.
2 l. . Frequently written with spiritus asper.
3 bbr.
4 N. B. morph.
5 l. .
6 N. B. morph.
7 wo accents.
8 N. B. morph.
9 Sixth letter corrected.
10 bbr.
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[p050] a1. I uf ásut viknáa2, i vé-
lea: Iisûse Sýne Bóžiï, štó ima-
me3 dá ínime nîe sôs tébe? duï-
dé tûka dá ná má iš4 pónápret
ut vrémitu5. I dale 6 ut nîh,
ímaši7 b ulúk8 ut právci mnógu
štó pásea. I démonite gû mó-
lea, i vélea, akû ná isvádiš,
dáï ni ízin dá ódime uf b uljú-
kut ut právcite. I mû re é: o-
déïte9, i óni ispannáa10 i utí-
dua11 uf bjuljúkut ná právcite,
i uf ásut sá zatar é sát bju-

úk ut brégut uf móritu12,
i sá udavîa vnátre u vódite13.
I pastíritu begáa i utîdua
ná Grádut, i kažáa sâta ra-
bóta, i rabótite ná nadvor-
néšnite14. I uf ásut sât Grát15

ispanná16 i pusreté Iisûsa: i
kâ gû vidôa, gû molîa dá
ispánni17 ut sýnorito18 mu, i
kâ flezé vnátre uf kórabut,
zaminá, utíde ná sfó ut
mu Grát.

NEDELJA. 6.
Ot Mat êa.
NÁ

1 II corrects pátut tóa into tói pát (the correction was written on the previous page, -a on this page has been deleted).
2 A letter ( ?) has been erased between  and 
3 No accent.
4 Only one palatal arc under i = 
5 II vrémito
6  of  =  written above the ; II daleko
7 II ímaše
8 Only one palatal arc; to be read b’ul’úk
9 The diaresis seems to have been deleted and added again.
10 II ispadnáa
11 II utídoa
12 II mórito
13 II vódata
14 Palatal arc under  = i
15 II Grád
16 II ispadná
17 II ispádne
18 II sýnorite
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4 Last letter/letters blurred because of correction.
5 N.B. morph.
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[p051] NÁ tóa vrémi1. Kâ flezé
Iisûs vnátre uf kó-
rabut, zaminá i duïdé
ná sfó ut mu Grát. I uf á-
sut mû duneséa idín Rasslá-
blen2, kladén góre ná ódar:
i kâ vidé Iisûs vérata mu,
véle ná rassláblenniut3: í-
maï undisáni4 sýnko, tî sá pruštá-
vat gréhuvite. I já, i néku-
i ut Knižóvnicite vélea:
megjû nîh, vóa hûli. I kâ
puzná Iisûs pómislite
mu, re é: zaštó míslite5

vîe lóšu uf sárcata vi. Kóe
é pólésnu, dá ré am tî sá
prostúvat gréhuvite: ilí dá
ré am: stáni tá ódi. I dá pu-
znáite, óti Sýnut uvé ki í-
ma puvélja ná zémljata dá pruštá-
va gréhuve, tógaï véle ná ras-
slámblenjut6: stáni i zémi óda-
rut ti, tá ódi uf dóma ti. I
staná, i utîde uf dóma mu.
kâ vidôa L jûdititu7 sá pu u-
día, i slávia Bóga, deká
dadé takvázi puvélja ná
Ljúditu8.

1 II vréme  > ).
2 Written  at the line break.
3 The second  has been corrected from something else.
4 II umdisáïne
5  has been corrected from a vowel whose acute accent is still visible.
6 Sic! Written - - instead of - -
7 Sic! II juditite;  in the ju ligature perhaps added by II, too?
8 II Ljúdito; no catchword at the foot of the page.



The Konikovo Gospel

98

. ’.
´. 27.

-

-
.

[p052]
. ’.

.
. 1

, 
, , -

, , .
, 

, , -
, 

, , ,
, 

.
-

,
-

. 

. , ,

. 
, . -

, -

. 
2

. -
3

1 Without accent.
2 Abbr.
3 - .



The Konikovo Gospel

99

[p052]
NEDELJA. 7.
Ot Mat êa.
NÁ tóa vrémi1. Ká zaminû-
vaši2 Iisûs, utídua pû négu
dvá slépi, i vîkaa, i vé-
lea, Ó Sýne Davíduf, pumilúvaï
ne. I kâ stigná uf dóma, duïdóa
i slépite, i mû véle Iisûs, verû-
vate, kâk móžam dá gû3 ínam
vóa, i mû vélet: istína, Gospodýne.
Tógaï mû fatí ó ite, i mû véle:
sprutí vérata vi néka vî sá íne.
I mû sá utforía ó ite: i Ii-
sûs sôs zaplašuváni4 i puveljá5,
i re é: gledáïte néka da né gû
znáe níkuï. I óni kâ ispannáa6

nádvor gû raskažáa pû sâta zém-
lja táa. I kâ islegôa óni, é-
tu, i mû duneséa idín uvék ném
nadvornéšen. I kâ islezé bé-
sut, zpuruvâ némjut7: i sá
za udía ljúditu8, i vélea: ní-
kuï pát né sa vidé taká ná ródut
Israíluf. Amí Fariséïtu9 vélea?10

sôs nápréšniut ná démonitu vóa
isvágja bésuvite. I Iisûs u-
bikóli sîte Grádišta i Sé-
la-

1 II vréme  > ).
2 II zaminûvaše
3 II vi
4 II zaplašuváïne
5 II puvélja
6 II ispadnáa
7 II ném jut (adds a palatal arc).
8 II ljúdito
9 II Fariséïte
10 A question mark (;) despite the full stop (.) in the Greek text.
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1 Abbr.
2 - .
3 First letter blurred.
4 l.  .
5 Without accent.
6 Last letter blurred.
7 l.  .
8 The third letter is corrected from .
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[p053] lata éïki pû1 Sóbóri-
tu2, i propuvédaše Evággelie-
tu3 ná Cárstfutu4, i lekúvaše
sékakvi bólki, i lušotí-
i ná Ljúditu.

NEDELJA. 8.
Ot Mat êa.
NÁ tóa vrémi5. Vidé Ii-
sûs mnógu Ljúde: i i pu-
žalá6, i islekuvá ból-
nite mu. I kâ zamrakná, duï-
dóa U enícité mu, i mû vé-
let7: méstutu é pûstu, i saátut
séga zaminá: íspušti ljúditu8

dá ódat ná sélata, dá kúpat
zá sébesi mán i9. Mû véle Ii-
sûs: né trebûva dá ódat: dadéï-
te mu vîe dá jádat. I óni mû re-
kóa: nîe némami10 tûka, sâlde
pét hléba i dvé ríbi. I mû
véle duneséïti11 i tûka. I pu-
veljá12 Ljúditu13 dá sédat návrâs
trévata, i kâ zimá pét-
tu14 hléba i dvéte ríbi,
pûglenná15 ná Nébutu16, i bla-
goslovî: i kâ se é hlébuvi-
te17, i dadé ná U enícité mu,
i

1  = u exceptionally written as two distinct letters.
2 Two accents, possibly by different hands; II Sóbórito
3 II Evággelieto
4 II Cárstfuto
5 II vréme  > ).
6 II pužalï á (adds both  and a palatal arc).
7 II vélïat
8 II ljúdito
9 Read mándži
10 II némame
11 II duneséïte
12 II puvele
13 II Ljúdito
14 II pétte
15 II pugledná
16 II Nébuto
17 II hlébuvito



The Konikovo Gospel

102

. ’.
. 22.

[p054] .
, ,

, 
, 

. ,
,

1 . 
2

3

, 
, 4

.

. ’.
.

. -
5 -

, -
, -

. ,
6

, -
, . 

, 

-
. 

1 - .
2 l.  .
3 First letter  corrected from .
4 The spiritus under the circumflex is unclear.
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6 N.B. morph.
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[p054] i U enícitu1 ná ljúditu2.
I jadôa sîte, i sá nájadôa,
i krenáa komátitu3, štó ar-
tardisáa, dvanáïset kóšuve
pálni. I tîe deká jadôa,
béa dû pét hiliádi mâže,
bîs žéni i déca. I uf
ásut anagkasá Iisûs U-
enícite mu dá flézat uf

kórabut, dá zamínat pónápret4

utsréšte5, dûri dá ispûšti6 ljú-
ditu7.

NEDELJA. 9.
Ot Mat êa.
NÁ tóa vrémi8. Anagka-
sá Iisûs U eníci-
te mu dá flézat uf kó-
rabut, dá zamínat pónápret
utáde, dûri dá ispûšti9 ljúdi-
tu10. I ká ispuští ljúditu11,
sá ka í ná planínata sâm dá
sá pumóli12, i katû dá zamra-
kná, béše samícok13 támu. I
kórabut béši14 násret15 móritu16,
i sá zadévaše ut talázitu17

zaštó béše vétar násré-
šte18. I ná itvértata stráža
ut

1 II enícite
2 II ljúdito
3 II komátito
4  superscripted
5 II utsréšta
6 II ispûšte
7 II ljúdito
8 II vréme ( > ).
9 II ispûšte
10 II ljúdito
11 II ljúdito
12 II pumóle
13 Sic, without a palatal arc; II sám
14 II béše
15 II srét
16 II mórito
17 II dálgite
18 II sréšta
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1 l.  . Regularly written in the same way.
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3  written again and erased.
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6  corrected from .
7 N.B. morph.
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[p055] ut nókjata utîde Iisus1 ná
enícite, i ódeši2 uzgó-

re návrâs môritu3. I ká gû
vidôa U enícite, déka ó-
deši4 uzgôre návrâs móritu5,
sá syghisáa6, i vélea: óti é
vidénie: i ut stráhut mu
viknáa. I uf ásut mû
zpuruvá Iisûs, i re é imáï-
te gaïrét: jázi sam, ním sá bo-
áïte. I Pétar mû otveštá7, i

re é: Góspodi aku sî ti, pó-
veli8 ma9 dá dóïdam ná tébe uz-
góre ná vódata. I ón mû re-
é: éla, i ká slezé ut kó-

rabut Péter, ódeši10 ná-
vrâs vôdata, dá dóïde ná
Iisûsa. Amí ká vidé véta-
rut sýlen, sá uplaší, i ká fa-
tí dá potonûva, vikná i re-
é: Gospodýne, ótkini11 me. I

uf ásut Iisûs ká sprustré rá-
kata mu, gû fatí: i mû véle, ô
malovérne, óti kladé šubé.
I ká flezé ón vnátre uf kó-
rabut12, vétarut pavsá13. I tî-
e štó béa vnátre uf kórabut,
duïdóa i mû sá puklonía, i vé-
lea

1 No accent visible, an insect hole above 
2 II ódeše
3 II môrito
4 II ódeše
5 II mórito
6 II corrects sá syghisáa to sá sa uplasía (for sa uplašía – sa is unnecessarily repeated).
7 II otgovorí
8 II povéli
9 II mi
10 II ódeše
11 II ótkíni
12 First letter(s) unclear; II kórabut
13 II zapré
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[p056] lea: istína S n bóžiï1 sî. I ká
zamináa, duïdóa ná zémljata2

Genisarécka.

NEDELJA. 10.
Ot Mat êa.
NÁ tóa vrémi3, edín u-
vék dubliží ná Ii-
sûsa sá kláneši4 ná négu.
I véleši5, Gospodýne: požálaï

n mi, óti ná nóva mesi ína
besnûva, i lóšu sá má i6, i mnógu
páte7 págja uf ógenut i
uf vôdata. I gû dunesôh ná

enícité ti, i né možéa
dá gû lekúvat8. I otveštá9 I-
isûs, i re é: ô rôd bizvérne10

i rasvraténnii, dû kôga kî
bîdam sôs vâs, dû kôga kî vâ
tárpam, duneséïti mi gu tûa11. I
puvelé12 Iisûs sôs ljutína bé-
sut13, i izlezé ut négu,
i sá izlekuvá détitu14 ut tóa
saát. Tógaï utîdua U-
enícite ná Iisûsa sâm bi-

déïke, i rekóa: zaštó nîe
né možéhmi15 dá istérame
négu. Mû véle Iisûs: zardí
ne-

1  inserted later by the first hand.
2  superscripted by the first hand, using a tall variant of the letter.
3 II vréme ( > ).
4 II klaïneše
5 II véleše
6 II má e
7 II páta
8 Or lekûvat – two accents above 
9 II otgovorí
10 Unclear, but this reading is supported by the vocative  in the Greek text; II bizvéren
11 II tóa
12  corrected from something else.
13 II na bésut
14 II détito
15 II možéhme
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1  . Frequently written erroneously with spiritus asper.
2 Without accent.
3 Abbr.
4 l. -
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[p057] nevérstvutu1 vi: istína vî vélem,
akû ímate véra kólku idnó
zárnu synápuvu2, kî3 kážite4 ná
váa planína: prémestí sa5 ut-
tûa6 támu, i kî sá primésti7,
né ke bîde níkue8 rabóta
nemóžna ná vâs. Amí vôa
rôd né ispágja, sâlde sôs mól-
ba i sôs posténi9. I támu de-
ka10 živûvaa óni ná Gali-
léa, mû re é Iisûs: Sý-
nut uvé ki íma dá sá pri-
dáde uf rá i uvé ki. I kî
gû utépat. I ná trétiut
dén kî voïskrésne11.

NEDELJA. 11.
Ot Mat êa.
R é Gospót12 prikázna-
ta váa, omiása cár-
stvutu13 nebésnutu14, edín
uvék cár, tóa štó saká da
íne isâp sôs ezmikjá-

rite mu. I ká zafatí dá
slága, mû dunesôa edín štó
mû dlažúvaše déset hiliádi ta-
lánte15. I ká némaše dá i
pláti16, puveljá Gospodýnut17 mu dá
sá

1 II nevérstvuto
2 II synápuvo
3 II da
4 II ré ite
5 II se (  > )
6 II uttûva
7 II priméste
8 II níkua
9 II postéïne
10 No accent.
11 II voskrésne
12 II Gospód
13 II cárstvuto
14 II nebésno
15 The last letter is unclear; II talánta
16 II pláte
17 superscripted.
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10 11 -

1 N.B. synt.
2 N.B. synt.
3 l. 
4 l.  .
5 l.  .
6 Looks like a dot but is probably a hyphen.
7 N.B. synt.
8 l.  .
9 The spiritus under the circumflex is unclear.
10  written twice.
11 Two last letters  written as a ligature. No accent.
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[p058] sá prudáde, i ón, i žénata mu
i décata mu, i sâtu štó ímaše,
i dá sá pláte bór ut. I padná1

úbo2 ezmikjárut tóa mû sa pu-
klonnûvaše, i véleši3: Gospodýne,
pótarpí ma4, i dá5 tî i dádam
sîte. I sá umilostívi6 Gospodýnut
ezmikjárut tóa,7 i gû pustî,
i mû arizá i bór ut mu, i ká
ispanná8 nâdvor ezmikjárut tóa, naï-
dé edín ut družínata mu, tóa
štó mû dlažúvaše stó dynáre,
i ká gû fatî mû dadé zôr,9
i véleši10: dáï mi tîe déka mî
dlažûvaš. Padná úbo11 drugárut
mu ná nôzité mu, i gû môleši12,
i véleši13: pótarpí ma14, i sîte
dá tî i plátam. I ón néke-
ši15, amí utîde i gû kladé vná-
tre uf ha anáta, dûri dá plá-
ti16 bó u17 mu. I ká vidôa
družínata mu tîe štó sá inîa, sá
nažal áa18 mnógu, i duïdôa, i i
kažáa ná Gospodýnut mu, pû-
drôbnu sîte štó sá inîa. Tó-
gaï gû vikná Gospodýnut mu, i
mû véle: šiïrét ezmikjárin, áze tî
arizâh sât tóa bór  za-
štó

1 A letter has been erased between the first  and the following 
2 II sankí
3 II vélïše
4 II me  > )
5 corrected from 
6 II umilostiví
7 II na ezmikjárut tóa
8 II ispadná
9 II zôrt (the added  covers the comma).
10 II vélïše
11 II sankí
12 II môlïše
13 II vélïše
14 II me  > )
15 II néïkeše
16 II pláte
17 Sic! For bor ut
18 II nažalï áa
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1 Abbr.
2 Without accent.
3 l.  .
4 N.B. morph.
5 N.B. morph.
6 l. . .B. imperf.
7 Frequently written with spiritus asper.
8 l. .
9 - ...- .
10 - .
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[p059] štó mî sá molí. Né trebûvaše
i tí dá pužál aš1 družínata
ti, katû ká tá pužaljáh i já-
ze :- I sá nal utí Gospodýnut mu,
i gû pridadé ná má nici-
te, dûri dá dáde sát mu bór-
. Taká i Tátku mi Ne-

bésni ut, kî íne ná vâs, a-
kû né próste ut sárce sé-
kuï gréšbite2 ná brát
mu, štó mû greší.

NEDELJA. 12.
Ot Mat êa.
NÁ tóa vrémi3, mlát né-
kuï duïdé ná Iisûsa
sá klánneši4 ná négu, i
mû véle: Didáskale blagíi, štó
dubrô dá ínam, dá ímam ží-
vot vé ni. I Iisûs mû véle: štó
mî véleš blâg, níkuï né e
blâg, sâlde edín bóg, amí
akû sákaš dá fléziš ná živótut,
úvaï nará bite, mû véle,

kóe5? i Iisûs véle6, katû, dá né
ubíeš, dá né skûrviš7, dá né
utkrádiš, dá né lažóvnu marty-
rísaš. Timisûvaï Tátku ti, i
máï-

1  and š share the same palatal arc, but the palatality of  is confirmed by pužaljáh on the following line; II pužál ïaš
2 Written  with a palatal arc under . Notice the morphophonemic use of  as in prefixes!
3 II vréme  > ).
4 II kláïnneše
5 II kói (  >  – there seems to be a spiritus asper above the ).
6  corrected from something else.
7 Someone has tried to delete the word-initial 



The Konikovo Gospel

114

[p060] , -
. 

. , -
, ,

, 1, 

, -
. , 
, 2 -

. -

, -
-

3 . -
4

-
, 

, -
5 , 

, -
. -

, 6

.

. ’.
.

-

1 Third letter blurred because of correction.
2 .B. morph.
3 Abbr.
4 l. .
5 1) .B. synt.
6 The spiritus under the circumflex is unclear.



The Konikovo Gospel

115

[p060] máïka ti, i dá milûvaš kumšía-
ta ti katû sébesi. Mû vé-
le ón, vîe sîte i uvâh
ut mládustá mi: štó mi lí a
óšti1. Mû véle Iisûs, akû sá-
kaš dá sá íniš sfaršén, ódi,
pródaï, sâtu2 štó ímaš, i i
dáï ná sirumásitu3: i kî ímaš
imáni4 ná Nébutu5, i éla ódi
pû méne. I mládi ut, ká ú la-
kardí ata, sî utíde nažalján: za-
štó ímaše mnógu imáne6. I Ii-
sûs véle ná U enícité mu:
istína vî vélem, zaštó zengýnin
má nu kî fléze ná cárstvu
Nebésnu. I pâk vî vélem7,
pólésnu é kamílata dá
pumíne nîz ígleni úši,
a né zengínut dá fléze uf cá-
rstvu bóžie. I ká gû úa

enícité mu, sá za udía
mnógu: i vélea, kóï úbo8

môže dá sá spâse. I kâ i vi-
dé Iisûs, mû véle: vóa é ne-
móžn_9 ná ljúditu10, amí
ná Bóga sá sîte móžni.

NEDELJA. 13.
Ot Mat êa.
Re-11

1 II óšte
2 II sâto
3 II sirumásite
4 II imáïne
5 II Nébuto
6 II imáïne
7 II vélam
8 II sankí
9Last letter unclear because ink has spilled; II nemóžno
10 II ljúdito
11 A minuscule  in the catchword despite the majuscule on the next page.
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6 l. .



The Konikovo Gospel

117

[p061] REcé1 Gospót2 Prikázna-
ta váa, béše nékuï
uvék stupân, tóa

nasadí inó3 lôze, i gû
zagradí ókulu, i iskupá
vnátre uf négu štérna, i sozidé
Kûlla: i gû dadé ná íspolu
ná rabótnicite i sî utíde.
I kôga nabliží vrémitu ná
maksûlut, puští ezmikjárito mu
ná rabótnicite dá zévat ma-
úlito mu. I rabótnicite

ká fatía ezmikjárito mu, drûgi
bîa, drûg utepáa, i drûg u-
tepáa sôs kámeni. Pâk puští
drûzi ezmikjáre póveki4 ut
právnite: i inía i ná
nîh pâk taká. I nápokom
puští ná nîh S n mu, véle-
ši5: kî sá usrámat ut S n mi.
Amí rabótnicite kâ vidôa S n
mu, rekôa megju nîh: vóa é
miras íata6, eláïte dá gû uté-
pime7, i dá záprime mirázut
mu. I ká gû fatîa gû isva-
dîa nádvor ut lózitu, i gû ute-
páa. Kôga úbo8 dóïde Gospodý-
nut ná lózitu, štó kî íne ná
ra-

1 Sic! Palatal arc missing.
2 II Gospód
3 II idnó
4 II póveké
5 II véleše
6 The 5th letter is  used morphononemically, as in prefixes, which makes mirazdžíjata a more likely reading than
miras íjata
7 II utépame
8 II viké (sic!).



The Konikovo Gospel

118

 ,,
 ,,
 ,,
 ,,
 ,,
 ,,

. ’.
. 2.

.
.

[p062] . -
-

, 

, 
. 

-
1, -

, 2 -
3, 4

, 
.

. ’.
.
-

5 . 
6 , 

, -
. -

7 , 
,

8 . 
, -

, , ,

, 

1 - ... .
2 .B. morph.
3 .B. morph.
4 l. .
5 Without accent.
6 Abbr.
7 .B. morph.
8 1) l. .
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[p062] rabótnicite tîe. Vélet ná né-
gu: vîe lóšite kî i rasîpe
ut zlô1 na zlíni, i lózito mu
kî gû dáde ná íspolu ná drûzi
rabótnici, deká dá mû dávat ma-
úlut ná vrémito mu. Mû véle

Iisûs: nékuï pât né ste pe áli
ná pisánietu, kámenut tóa
štó poudîa máïstoritu2, vóa
sá iní, gláva ná kjúšitu:
ut Bóga sá iní vóa, i é
údno ná ó ite vášite.

NEDELJA. 14.
Ot Mat êa.
R é Gospót3 prikázna-
ta váa. Omiása c-
árstvu Nebésnu, edín4

uvék cár, tóa štó pra-
vî sfátbi5 ná S n mu. I pu-
ští ezmikjárito6 mu, dá vîkat
kalesánitu7 ná sfátbite8,
i nekjáa9 dá dóïdat. Pâk
puští drûzi ezmikjáre, i mû véle:
kažéïte10 ná kalesánite: é-
tu: deká ru ókut mi isgotfîh11,
júncite12 mi i ranétite sá

zakláni, i sîte sá gutóvi,
eláï-

1  has both an acute and a cirfumlex above it.
2 The first hand has begun to write -, then corrected the  to an  and written , perhaps having
realized that this is a plural.
3 II Gospód
4 II edín (the last two letters deleted and then written again).
5 II sfátbi, no difference in appearance ( ):  and something above it deleted, then  written again below.
6 II ezmikjárite
7 II kalesánite
8 II sfátbite, no difference in appearance ( ):  and something above it (possibly an accent) deleted, then 
written again below.
9 II neïkjáa
10 Palatal arc without a iota subscriptum.
11 II ogotfîh
12 Palatal arc without a iota subscriptum.
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[p063] eláïte ná sfátbate1. I óni ka-
tû dá sá lenía, drûg utîde
ná nîvata mu, drûg pû prag-
matíata2 mu3. I drûzite fatí-
a ezmikjárito mu, i i pcûa.
I ká i ú cárut, sá na-
ljutí: i puští vóïskata mu,
i rasipá ubíïcite tîe,
i Grádut mu gû raskupá.
Tógaï véle ná ezmikjárito mu,
sfátbata é gutóva4, amí ka-
lesánitu5 né béa dustóïni. Odé-
ite úbo6 ná pátištata, i kó-
lku náïdite kalesáïti i ná sfat-
bata7. I ká izlegôa nádvor ez-
mikjáritu8 tîe ná pátištata so-
bráa kólku naïdôa, lôši, i
árni: i sá napalní sfátbata
kalesáni. I Cárut ká fle-
zé dá vîde tîe, deká séde-
a ná trapézata, vidé támu
edín uvék, stó9 né nóseši10 rû-
bi zá sfátba. I mû véle: pri-
játile, ká flezé tûa, štó némaš
rûbi zá sfátba, i ón
mlakná. Tógaï kažá cá-
rut ná ezmikjárito mu: varcéï-
te11 mu ráci i nôzi, i krenéïti
gu

1 Sic! II sfátbite
2 II targováïne
3 Deleted by II.
4  possibly corrected from 
5 II kalesánite
6 II sankí
7 First  superscripted, may cover an acute over the first .
8 II ezmikjárito
9 Sic! Palatal arc missing.
10 II nósïše
11 Read rdzéjte
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1 Abbr.
2 l. . Regularly written in the same way.
3 Two last letters  written as a ligature. Without accent.
4 bbreviation for .
5 l. .
6 Abbr.
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[p064] gu, i gû kladéïte ná temnínata1

nadvornéšnata: támu kî bîde
plakánitu2 i karcánitu3 ná zá-
bitu4. Zaštó mnógu sa ka-
lesánitu5 amí mâlce izbrá-
nitu6.

NEDELJA. 15.
Ot Mat êa.
NÁ tóa vréme. Zakónnik
nékuï duïdé ná Iisûsa,
gû pitá, i gû dokima-
sûvaše, i véleši7. Didáskale:
kóe8 nará ba é póguléma
uf zákonut9? I Iisûs mû re é:
dá vozljúbiš Góspuda bóga tvo-
egó sôs sátu ti sárce, i sôs10

sáta ti dûsja11, i sôs sîte ti
pómisli. Váa é právnja
i guléma nará ba. I ftóra
katû ná váa é: dá vozljúb-
iš kumšíata ti katû sébe-
si. Ná vîe dvéte nará bi
sât Zákon12 i Profítitu ví-
sat. I ká sá sobráa
Farisêitu13, i pitá Iisûs.
I véleši14: štó vî gléda15 zardí
Hristós, ná kóï é S n? mû vélet,
na

1  superscripted, using the tall variant of the letter.
2 II plakánito
3 II karcánito
4 II zábite
5 II kalesánite
6 II izbránite
7 II vélïše
8 II kóa
9 II zakónut
10 The first letter is a tall C-like sigma.
11 II dûšja (adds a palatal arc but without a iota subscriptum).
12 II Zakón
13 II Fariséite
14 II vélïše
15 II sa gléda
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1 With a iota subscriptum.
2 Abbr.
3 Abbr.
4 Two last letters  written as a ligature.
5 l. .
6 l. .
7 l. . Frequently written in the same way.
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[p065] ná Davíd. Mû véle kâk úbo1

Davíd kôga profitevsûvaše sôs
Sfetíut Dûh gû véle Gospodín,
i véleši2. Re é Gospót3 ná Gospot4

móï: sédi ut désnutu5 mi dûri dá
kládam dušmánitu ti stápka ná
nózitu6 ti. Akû úbo7 Davíd gû
véle Gospodín, kâk é S n mu.
I níkuï né móžeši8 dá mû puvár-
ne lakardía: néto sme á níkuï
ut tóa dén pâk dá gû pî-
ta véki.

NEDELJA. 16.
Ot Mat êa.
R é Gospót9 prikázna-
ta váa. Nékuï uvék
sákaše dá sî óde, vik-
ná ezmikjárito mu, i mû pri-
dadé imánitó mu. I ná drûg da-
dé pét talánta, i ná drûg da-
dé dvá, i ná drûg dadé edín:
ná sékuï sprutí sýlata mu: i
sî utîde uf ásut. I tóa štó
zé péttu10 tálanta, ká utî-
de11 rabotí sôs tîe, i iní
drûzi pét talánta. Taká i
tóa, štó zé dváta, isdubî
i

1 II sankí
2 II véleše
3 II Gospód
4  superscripted; II Gospód.
5 II désnata
6 II nózite
7 II sankí
8 II móžïše
9 II Gospód
10 II pétte
11  corrected from 
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1 Without accent.
2 A word has been erased. Over the correction there is one vertical stroke, and three horizontal ones over it, probably for
erasing the accent.
3 l. .
4 Last letter corrected .
5 .B. morph.
6 l. .
7 l. 
8 Without accent.
9 .B. morph.
10 l. 
11 1) Without accent.
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[p066] i vóa drûzi dvá. Amí tóa štó
zé idínjut, ká utîde iskupá
zémljata, i zakupá srébru-
tu1 ná Gospodýnut mu. I nápokom
sôs mnógu vrémi2, i duïdé Gospodý-
nut ná tîe ezmikjáre, i íni
isâp sôs nîh. I duïdé tó-
a deká zé pétte talánta,
i dunesé drûzi pét talánta, i vé-
leši3: Gospodýne, pét talánta
mî dadé, vîdi, étu drûzi pét
talánta isdubîh sôs nîh.
I mû véle Gospodýnut mu. Áren e-
zmikjárin blâg i vérne, ná málce
sá iní uveruvân, kî tá namé-
stam ná mnógu: flézi uf rádusta
na Gospodýnut ti. I duïdé i tó-
a štó zé dváta talánta, i
véle: Gospodýne, dvá talánta
mî pridadé, étu drûzi dvá talán-
ta isdubîh sôs nîh: Mû véle
Gospodýnut mu: Áren ezmikjárin
blág i uveruváne: ná málcitu
sá iní uveruvân, ná mnógutu
kî tá naméstam: flézi uf4 rá-
dusta ná Gospodýnut ti. Duïdé i
tóa, štó zé idýnjut talánt,
i véle: Gospodýne, jáze tá puz-
nâh

1 II srébruto
2 II vréme
3 II vélïše
4  corrected from something else.
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1 l. 
2 l. .
3 Accent erased over .
4 Ninth letter  is unclear because of correction. Accent erased over .
5 Third letter probably corrected.
6 Abbr.
7 A correction/dot between  and .
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[p067] nâh óti sî uvék l jút, žní-
eš támu déka né si sejál, i is-
berûvaš támu déka né si raspo-
letál1. I katû dá sá uplašíh, u-
tîduh tá zakupâh talántut
ti uf zémljata: vîdi: ná deká í-
maš tfóïtu2. Otveštá3 Gospo-
dýnut mu: i mû véle, ô lóš ezmi-
kjárin i lenlíve4, znáeši5 otí žní-
am áze támu deká né sejáh, i
soberûvam támu déka né raspo-
letâh6. Trebûvaše úbo7 dá dá-
diš ná záem srébruto mi ná
saráfitu8: i ká kî dóïdes9 jáze,
kî zémeh móïto sôs fáïda.
Ziváïte úbo ut vóa talán-
dut, i gû dadéïte ná tóa štó
íma désettu10 tálante. Zaštó
sékuï deká íma, kî mû sá dáde,
i kî artardísa, amí ut tóa
deká néma, i tóa deká í-
ma, kî sá zémi11 ut négu. I
vóa nepotrébni ut ezmikjárin,
farléïte gu nádvor ná temnínata12

nadvornéšnata: támu kî bîde
plakánitu i karcánitu ná
zábitu13. I ká re é vîe:
vikná: i kažá, tóa deká í-
ma

1 II rastoríl
2 II tvóï
3 II Otgovori
4 II lenlív
5 II znáiš
6 II rastoríh
7 II sankí
8 II saráfite
9 Sic! II dóïdeh
10 II désette
11 II zéma
12 The  of the definite article superscripted, using a tall variant of the letter.
13 II zábite
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1 The use of the genitive could be dialectal. Historically the verb takes the dative.
2 Abbr. Cf. above no. 1. Historically the verb takes the dative or the accusative.
3 .B. morph.
4 Abbr.
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[p068] ma úši dá slûsja, néka slûsja.

NEDELJA. 17.

Ná Hananéa.
Ot Mat êa.
NÁ tóa vréme, Ké1 ispan-
ná2 Iisûs ná méstata
Týrcki i Sidôncki. I
étu idná žéna Hananeïka, deká
ispanná3 ut sýnoritu tîe4,
gû vîkaše, i véleši5: Gospodý-
ne, S n ná Davíd, pužálaï ma6,
kérka mi lóšu besnûva.
I ón né mû otveštá7 lakardía,
i duïdôa U enícité mu, i
gû môlea, i vélea: ispu-
ští a zaštó vîka pû nâs. i
ón otveštá8, i re é: jáze
né sam puštén, sâlde ná óf-
cite zagubénite ná kúkjata9

Israíluva. I óna ká duïdé,
mû sá puklonní, i véleši10: Go-
spodýne, pómoží11 mi. I ón mû
otveštá12: né e árnu dá zémi13

nékuï lébut ut décata, i
dá gû fárle ná ku ínjata. I
óna re é: istína Góspodi, zaštó
i

1 II Ka
2 II ispadná
3 II ispadná
4 II táa (tîe erased, táa added in the margin after the comma).
5 II vélïše
6 II me (  > ).
7 II otgovorí
8 II otgovorí
9  superscripted, using a tall variant of the letter.
10 II vélïše
11 II pomoží
12 II otgovori
13 II zéva
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1 l. .
2 Abbr.
3 l. .
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[p069] i ku encíneta jádat ut rán-
kite1, déka págjat ut trapé-
zata ná Gospodýnite2 mu. I ot-
veštá3 Iisûs i mû re é: ô
žéno, guléma é vérata ti,
néka tî sá íne ká sákaš, i
sá islekuvá kérka mu ut tó-
a saát.

1 II rácite (sic!).
2 II Gospodárete
3 II otgovorí
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1 Abbr.
2 Without accent except from spiritus lenis.
3 Second and third letter difficult to discern.
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[p070]

LUKI.

NEDELJA. 1.
Ot Lukí1.
NÁ tóa vréme. Stô-
eši2 Iisûs prí Giô-
lut3 Gennisarécki. I
étu dvé sjáïki4 déka stôea
uf Gjólut5: i ribáritu ká
islegôa ut sjáïkite is-
plaknûvaa mréžite. I Iisûs
flezé uf iná6 ut sjáïkite7,
tá-

1 II Luká
2 II Stoïse (II has started to write the correction above the latter line, but having written  there he seems to have changed
his mind and written  in the margin of the previous line).
3 II Gioli ut
4 II sáîki
5 II Gjólïut
6 II idnáta
7 II sáïkite
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1 l. .
2 Two accents over : acute and circumflex, corrected.
3 Last letter blackened.
4 Second last letter blurred.
5 Sixth letter blurred.
6 Abbr.
7 Abbr.
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[p071] táa štó béši1 ná Símon, i mû
sá molî dá gû utdalé e trô-
a ut zémljata: i senná2 i

eši3 ljúditu4 ut sjáïka-
ta. I ká pavsá5 dá zpurûva,
re é ná Símon: ódi póná-
dlabóku, i farléïte mréžite6 vi
dá fátite ríbi. I otveštá7

Símon? i mû véle: Didáskale,
sâta nókja sá ma íhme,
tá8 né fatíhme níštu: amí sé-
ga sôs lakardíata ti dá fár-
lam mréžite. I ká inía vó-
a, zatforía9 mnógu bís bróï
ríbi, deká mrézjata mu sá ras-
esnúvaše. I nákymnáa10 ná dru-

žínata mu déka béa uf drû-
gata sjáïka, i duïdôa, i napal-
nîa i dvéte sjáïki, tólku de-
ká sákaa dá putónat11. I ká vi-
dé vóa Símon Pétar, panná12

ná kulénata Iisûsuvi, i véle-
ši13: Gospodýne, íspanni14 ut mé-
ne, zaštó jáze sâm uvék gré-
šen. Zaštó i fatí pótres,
i vóa Pétar i drûzite sîte,
štó béa záïno15 sôs négu, zardí lô-
vut ná ríbite. Taká i Iá-
ko-

1 II béše
2 II sedná
3 II ïše
4 II ljúdito
5 II zapré
6  superscripted.
7 II otgovorí
8 II dá
9 The accent has first been written erroneously above . II zatvoría
10 II námignáa
11 The word-final  superscripted.
12 II padná
13 II vélïše
14 II íspadni
15 II záïdno
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1 The use of the genitive could be dialectal. Historically the verb usually takes the dative.
2 l. .
3 l. .
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[p072] kova i Ioánna Sýnuvite ná
Zevedéa, tîe štó béa urtá-
ci1 sôs Símon, i véle Iisûs
ná Símon: nîm sá bói, utsé-
ga náka kî lôviš ljúde,
žívi. I ká isvadía sjá-
ikite ná zémljata, i usta-
vîa sîte, i utídua pû négu.

NEDELJA. 2.
Ot Lukí2.
R é Gospót3, katû ká sá-
kate da vî ínat ljú-
ditu, taká inéïte i
vîe ná nîh. I aku milûvate
tîe štó vá milûvat, štó dár-
ba ímate, zaštó i gréšnite
milûvat tîe štó i milûvat.
I akû ínite árnu ná tîe
štó vî ínat árnu, štó dárba
ímate, zaštó i gréšnite vó-
a ínat. I akû zaïmûvate
ná4 tîe ut tîe štó ímate
niét dá i zémite pâk, štó
dárba ímate, zaštó i gréšni-
te ná grésni5 pucaïmûvat6, dá
vospriémnat rávnu7. Amî vîe
miluváïte dušmanito8 vi, i mû
i-

1 The second letter ( ) corrected from something else.
2 II Luká
3 II Gospód
4 Corrected from ut.
5 Sic! Palatal arc missing.
6 , to be read pudzajmúvat; II pozaïmûvat
7 II rámno
8 Accent missing.
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1 l. .
2 l. .
3 -.
4 First letter  has a shape resembling the letter y.
5 A correction above , probably an erased accent.
6 l. .
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[p073] inéïte árnu, i pucaïmuváï-
te1 i ním undisáïte níštu ut vóa:
i kî bîde plátata vi mnógu, i
kî sá ínite sýnuve ná vísniut,
zaštó vóa é blâg2 ná neblagudárni-
te, i siïréte3. inéïte se úbo4 i
vîe5 milostívi, katû ká é milostîv
i Tátku vi.

NEDELJA. 26.
Ot Lukî7.
NÁ tóa vrémi8, utîde
Iisûs ná idín Grát deká
gû vélea Na n: i záïno9

sôs négu ódea i U eníci
mnôgu: i kalabalák mnógu.
I ká nabližía ná pórtata
ná Grádut, étu i isvágjat idín
martóvic: i tóa béši10 sýn
edynorôden11 ná máïka mu, i óna vdu-
vîca: i narôd mnógu béše zá-
ïno12 sôs né a. I ká ja vidé
Gósput13, mû dumilé zá né a: i
mû véle: ním plákaš. I utîde
blîzu, i fatî ódarut, i tîe14

deká gû dar éa15 zastanáa,
i re é ná umrénjut: ô mláde
ná tébe véljam, stáni gôre. I
um-

1 , to be read pudzajmuvájte; II pozaïmuváïte
2  superscripted.
3 Sic! II siïrétite
4 II sankí
5 II vîa
6 Sic! This is actually the 3rd Sunday of Luke.
7 II Lukâ
8 II vréme
9 II záïdno
10 II béše
11 Someone seems to have tried to delete the initial - so that only  is left. If this is not purely accidental, it
may be a correction influenced by the Church Slavonic inorožden ‘unigenitus’.
12 II záïdno
13 II Góspud
14 II tîa
15 Read rdžéa. Corrected from dat éa.
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1 .B. synt.
2 Two accents over : acute and circumflex, corrected.
3 Abbr.
4 .B. morph.
5  is superscripted by a second hand above the erased word .
6 Without accent.
7 Abbr.
8 Abbr.
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[p074] umrénjut staná i senná1, i zafa-
tí dá zpurûva, i gû dadé ná máï-
ka mu. I strâh gulém i fatî
sîte, i pruslávia Bóga: zaštó
gulém Profítin staná ná2 rô-
dut ni, i zaštó Bóg puglenná3

ljúdito mu.

NEDELJA. 4.
Ot Lukî4.
R é Gospót5 Prikáznata
váa. Izlezé sejá ut
dá sée sémito6 mu, i tá-
mu déka séeši7, drûgu pan-
ná ná pátut, i sá istapká,
i pilíštata nebésnite gû ize-
dôa8. I drûgu panná9 ná pá-
tut10, i kâ isnikná sá isu-
ší, katû dá néma vlâga. I
drûgu panná11 vnátre uf12 tránitu13,
i katû dá izníknat záïno14 sôs
tránitu15 gû udavîa. I drûgu
panná16 ná zémljata árnata17 i
iznykná, i iní rôd štó18 ká-
ta. I U enícite19 mu gû
pítaa, i vélea: štó kî ká-
že prikáznata váa. I Iisûs
re é: ná vâs sá dadé dá puznávate
táï-

1 II sedná
2 The ink has spilled on  and II has written it again.
3 II pugledná
4 II Lukâ
5 II Gospód
6 II sémitó
7 II séeše
8 II iscopkáa
9 II padná
10 II kámenite (corrected also in the Greek column).
11 II padná
12 II vo (sic!).
13 II tráïnito
14 II záïdno
15 II tránito
16 II padná
17 II árna
18 Sic! Read sto
19 II enícité
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1 l. .
2 .B. morph.
3 , superscripted above the erased word, probably , by a second hand.
4 Abbr.
5 hird letter difficult to discern whether a  or a . Probably first written  then probably corrected .
6 Two accents over fourth letter : acute and circumflex, corrected. Last letter  is written under the second last letter 
due to lack of space.
7 = 
8 Two accents over fourth letter : acute and circumflex, corrected.
9 -  ... -
10 l. .
11  corrected , probably from .
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[p075] táïnite Móžie1 ná cárstvutu2, a-
mí ná drûzite zpurûvam sôs príc-
ti3, dá né vîdat gledáïke, i gle-
dáïke4 dá né vîdat5. I Prikázna-
ta é váa: sémitu6 é lakardía-
ta Bóžie7. I tîe deká sá se-
jáni ná pátut, sá tîe štó slú-
sjat: nápukom8 óde diávolut, i
krenûva lakardíata ut sárcito mu,
dá né verûvat9 i sá spásat. I drû-
zite déka sá sejáni ná pátut10,
sá tîe, tîe kôga úat sôs
rádus priimûvat lakardíata: amí
vîe kóren némat, i tîe uf
mâlce vrémi11 verûvat, i kôga dó-
ïde beljá utdale úvat. I tóa
déka panná12 uf tránitu13, sá tîe de-
ká úa14 lakardíata, i ut pe-
álbite ná sfétut, i ut imá-

nitu15, i ut naslaždénitu ná ži-
vótut sá udavûvat, i né ínat rôd.
I tóa déka panná16 ná zémljata ár-
nata17, sá tîe, tîe štó úa la-
kardíata bóguva, i ja úvat vná-
tre uf sárcitu18 árnutu i blá-
gutu19, i sôs tarpénitu20 ínat
rôd. Vîe ká ú eši21 vîkaše:
kóï íma úši dá slûsja, néka slûšja:
Re-

1 Sic! II Bóžii ( - > -)
2 II cárstvuto
3 Sic!
4 II slusáki
5 II slúsat
6 II sémito
7 II Bóžia
8 II nápukon
9 The letter between the first  and  is unclear; probably , but the pen stroke is very thick. II adds 
10 II kámenito (corrected also in the Greek column).
11 II vréme
12 II padná
13 II tráïnito
14  corrected from something else.
15 II imánito
16 II padná
17 II árna
18 II sárcito
19 II blágoto
20 II tarpénito
21 II ïše
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1 Fifth letter uncertain, could be an  or an .
2 l. .
3  superscripted.
4 l. = .
5 -  ... - .
6 Abbr.
7 Last letter blackened.
8 l. .
9 Abbr.
10 Without accent.
11 l. .
12 Abbr.
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[p076] NEDELJA. 5.

Ot Lukî1
R é Gospót2, nékuï uvék
béše bogátin, i sá uble-
úvaše carvéni i výssini

rûbi, i sá veséleši3 ná sékuï dén
sfétlo. I ímaše i idín siromâh
ímitó mu Lázar, i tóa béše far-
lén prêt vrátata mu pálen4 rá-
ni. I pytimísaše dá sá nájáde
ut rónkite deká págjaa ut tra-
pézata ná bogátinut, amí i ku-
ínjata ídea i lýžea ránite

mu. I duïdé vrémi5 i umré si-
romáut, i gû zéa Ággelitu6,
i gû utnesôa ná pázvata Avra-
ámjuva7: i umré i zengínut i sá
zakupâ. I vnátre uf pékolut ká
sá naôgjaši8 ná mákite: sî kre-
ná ó ite i vidé Avaraáma9 ut
daléku, i Lázara uf pázvi-
té mu. I vóa vikná, i re é:
Ô Tátko Avraáme puzjálaï ma10, i
pûšti Lázara, dá putópi11 krá-
ita ná prástut mu uf vôda-
ta dá rasláde jazíkut mi,
zaštó sá mâ am vnátre uf ó-
genut

1 II Lukâ
2 II Gospód
3 II vesélïše
4 II páln
5 II vréme
6 II Ággelito
7 An ink stain below the ju ligature; the j part may be a later addition.
8 II naôgjaše
9 Sic!
10 II me (  > ).
11 II natópe
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1 Two accents over fourth letter : acute and circumflex, corrected.
2 Two accents over fourth letter : acute and circumflex, corrected.
3 Two accents over fourth letter : acute and circumflex, corrected.
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[p077] genut vóa. I Avraám mû re-
é: ô édo, smýsli, zaštó tí

sî zé1 dubrínité ti2 ná živó-
tut ti, i Lázar tákožde zlíni-
te: i séga vóa sá môle, i tí
sá zjal úvaš. I návrâs sîte vî-
e, megjû váze i ná nâs îma
guléma própast3, zardí dá né
môžat tîe deká sákat dá za-
mínat, uttûa ná vâs, néto tîe
déka sá uttámu, dá zaminúvat ná
nâs. I ón re é: tî sá môlam
úbo4, ô Tátko, dá gû pûštiš ná
kûkjata Tátkuvata mi. Zaštó í-
mam pét bráte5, dá mû marty-
rísa6 vîe, dá né dóïdat i
óni ná méstutu vóa ná má-
kata. Mû véle Avraám: í-
mat Moÿséa i Profítitu7,
néka slûsjat nîh. I ón re é:
né, Tátko Avraáme, amí akû ó-
de nékuï ut umrénite ná nîh,
kî sá pukájat. I Avraám
mû re é: akû Moÿséa i Pro-
fítitu8 né slûsjat, nétu9 akû u-
žuvée10 nékuï ut umrénite kî
gû verûvat.

NE-

1 II ze (the acute deleted).
2 II te (sic!).
3 II dól or dél  or ).
4 II sankí
5 II brátia
6  superscripted, using a tall variant of the letter.
7 II Profítito
8 II Profítito
9 II n tu
10 II užovée
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1 Abbr.
2 Two last letters  written as a ligature. Without accent.
3 An accent has been erased bove .
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[p078] NEDELJA. 6.

Ot Lukî1.
NÁ tóa vrémi2, kôga u-
tîde Iisûs ná sélutu3

Gadaríncku, gû sreté
idín uvék ut Grádut, tóa štó
ímaše bésuve ut mnógu gudýni,
i rûba ná4 sa uble úvaše, i uf
kûki né zastanûvaše, amí ná gro-
bíštata. I kâ vídé Iisûsa, vi-
kná: i utîde i panná5 ná nózi-
té mu, i sôs gulém glâs re é:
Iisûse S ne Bóžiï višnago, štó
ímaš dá íniš sôs méne, tá mô-
lam6 nímo má má iš. Zaštó
nara á ná dûhut né ísti-
ut dá izléze ut uvékut: za-

štó mnógu gudýni gû dar é7: i
sá varcúvaše8 sôs syn íre9, i sôs
klápi gû úváa: amí ón sé-
eši10 varcuvánitu11, i sá isterûva-

še ut bésut ná pustínite mé-
sta. I Iisûs gû pitâ, i re é:
štó12 é ímitó ti? i ón re é:
legeón: zaštó mnógu bésuve fle-
gôa uf négu. I gû môleši13

dá né i puvélja dá ódat uf
dla-

1 II Lukâ
2 II vréme
3 II séluto
4 II né
5 II padná
6 II molïam
7 Read rdžé.
8 Read rdzúvaše.
9 Read sindžíre.
10 II sé ïše
11 Read rdzuvánitu.
12 II štó tï
13 II môlïše
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1 .B. morph.
2 l. .
3 Abbr.
4 Last  superscripted.
5 l. .
6 Abbr.
7 .B. morph.
8 Abbr.
9 l.  .



The Konikovo Gospel

153

[p079] dlabókutu. I támu ná planí-
nata ímaše stádu ut právci
déka páseši1, i gû môle-
a dá mû dáde ízin dá flézat
uf tîe, i mû dadé. I kâ
izlegôa bésuvitu2 ut u-
vékut, flegôa uf právc-
itu3: i kinisá stádutu4 tó-
a ut brégut uf gjôlut:
i sá udavî. I kâ vidôa pastí-
ritu5 tóa štó sâ iní, begáa,
i utîdua ná Grádut, i ná
nîvite, i kažáa gi6: I ljú-
ditu7 ispannáa8 dá vîdat tó-
a štó sá inî, i duïdôa ná
Iisûsa, i naïdôa uvékut
déka sédeši9, ut tóa štó is-
pannâa10 bésuvite, uble én,
i razumén ná nôzite Ii-
sûsuvi: i sá uplašía. I tî-
e štó gû vidôa gû rekôa ná nîh,
kâk bésniut utkinâ. I11

sfétut sât ut stránite
Gadaríncki molîa Iisûsa,
dá ispánni12 dá sî óde ut nîh: za-
štó ímaa gulém strâh: i ón
flezé uf kórabut, i sá var-
ná nácat13. I uvékut tóa,
ut

1 II pásïše
2 II bésuvito
3 II právcite
4 II stáduto
5 II pastírite
6 Sic! A mistake for gu?
7 II ljúdito
8 II ispadnáa
9 II sédïše
10 II ispadnâa
11 First written I / i, at the line break, the second i deleted.
12 II ispádne
13 Read nádzat
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1 1)  superscripted above . 2) Without accent.
2 Abbr.
3 Without accent.
4 Without accent.
5 Without accent.
6 l. .
7 Second and third letter blurred.
8 .B. synt.
9 l. .
10 l.  .
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[p080] ut tóa štó izlegôa bésuvi-
te, sá môleši1 ná Iisûsa, dá bí-
de sôs négu, amí Iisûs gû ispu-
ští, i véleši2. Várni se dôma
ti, i prikažúvaï kólku tî i-
nî Bóg, i utîde pû sât
Grât i prikažúvaše kólku mû
iní Iisûs.

NEDELJA. 7.
Ot Lukí3.
NÁ tóa vrémi4, uvék
Nékuï duïdé ná Iisûsa
ímitó mu Iáir, i vóa
béše Napréžen ut sôborut,
i panná5 ná nôzite Iisûsovi,
i gû môleši6 dá óde uf dô-
ma mu. Zaštó ímaše iná7 kér-
ka samorôdna, dû dvanáïset
gudíni, i óna umré. I tá-
mu déka ódeši8 Iisûs, kalaba-
lákut ut ljûditu9 gû stesnûvaa.
I iná10 žéna táa štó ímaše
te éni ut krâf dvanáïset gu-
díni, i pûar í sâtu mu imá-
ne pû ekim íïte11, i né mo-
žé ut níkuï dá sá izlekûva.
Ká nabliží zât négu, fatî
krá-

1 II môlïše
2 II vélïše
3 II Luká
4 II vréme
5 II padná
6 II môlïše
7 II idná
8 II ódïše
9 II ljûdito
10 II idná
11 Probably to be read ekimdžíjte
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1 1) Without accent.
2 Second letter blurred because of correction.
3 Abbr.
4 o has been blackened. Probably an  is written above o as regularly in the text, when , but it is not readable.
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[p081] kráïta ná rûbatá mu: i uf
ásut zastaná te énitu ná

kráfta mu. I Iisûs re é:
kóï é tóa deká mâ fatî, i
katû dá sá utre úvaa sîte, véle
Pétar i tîe deká béa sôs
Pétar: Didáskale ljûditu tá1

sténat i tâ2 stesnûvat, i vé-
leš kóï é štó mâ fatí. I
Iisûs re é: nékuï má fatí,
zaštó jáze pikasâh s la deká
izlezé ut méne. I ká vidé
žénata óti né gu lažá, duï-
dé putreséna, tá panná3 ná
nôzite Iisûsuvi, i zardí kóe
rabôta gû fatî, mû kažá
prêt sîte ljûde, i ká sa is-
lekuvâ uf ásut. I Iisûs mû
re é: ô kérko ímaï gaïrét, vé-
rata ti tá utkiná: ódi sôs
dubrô4. I kôga Iisûs óšti5 vé-
leši6 lakardíata: íde idín
ut pervosobórnikut, i mû véle,
óti umré kérka ti, nîm za-
dévaš7 Didáskalut. I Iisûs
kâ gû ú, otvéšta8 i mû re-
é: nîm sâ bóiš9 sâlde verû-

vaï10, i kî utkýne. I ká fle-
zé

1  superscripted, using a tall variant of the letter.
2  probably corrected from 
3 II padná
4 II dobrô
5 II óšte
6 II vélïse (the palatal arc deleted, perhaps by accident).
7 II zadévaï
8 II otgovorí
9 II bói
10  corrected from something else?
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[p111] désettu1, zafatîa dá sá2 ljûtat,
zardí Iákova i Ioánna. I
Iisûs ká i vikná, véle ná nîh:
znáïte zaštó tîe déka trá at
dá Puvéljat jazícitu3, i zapti-
sûvat: i gulémite i puvéljat
vîe. Amí ná vâs né ke4 bî-
de taká: amí kóï sáka dá sá í-
ne pógulém ut vâs, kî vî bîde
esmikjârin. I kóïtu ut váze
sáka dá sá íne prâven5, kî bî-
de esmikjârin ná sîte. Zaštó Sý-
nut uvé ki né duïdé dá mû í-
na6 ismét7, amí dá íne ismét8,
i dá dáde dûsjata mu utkupénie
zá mnozína.

SABUTA
Ná Lázar.
Ot Ioánna.
NÁ tóa vrémi9. béši10 né-
kuï bôlen Lázar ut
Vi anía, ut sélutu
ná María i ná Márta ná sé-
stra mu. I María béši11 deká
pumažá Góspuda m ro, i sôs kô-
site mu izbrisjâ nózite mu,
ná táa brát mu Lázar bé-
ši

1 II désette
2 Written with a C-like sigma.
3 II jazícite
4  corrected from , probably by the first hand.
5 II párven
6 II ínat
7 Written  as if containing a prefix.
8 Written  as if containing a prefix.
9 II vréme
10 II béše
11 II béše
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1 .
2 Abbr.
3 Abbr.
4 Without accent.
5 - ..
6 Two accents over : acute and circumflex, corrected.
7 Two last letters  written as a ligature.
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[p112] ši1 bôlen. Puštía úbo2 séstri-
té mu ná négu, i vélea: Gospodýne,
vîdi tóa štó milûvaš, ón buledû-
va. I Iisûs kâ gû ú, kazjâ:
váa bólka né e3 zá umréš,
amí é zardí slávata Bóžie4,
dá sá pruslávi5 S n Bóžie6 zardí
nîz né a. I Iisûs milûvaše Már-
a, i séstra mu, i Lázara.

Kâk ú úbo7 óti é bólen, tó-
gaï zastaná ná méstutu déka béši8

dvá déna. Ot9 vîe nápokom10 vé-
le ná U enícite11: néka ó-
dime pák ná Iudêa. Mû vélet

enícite: Didáskale, séga
tá sákaa Iudéitu12, sôs kámeni13

dá tá utépat, tá14 pâk ódiš támu.
I Iisûs otveštá15: né sa dvanáïset
saáte ná dénut? kóï óde dén-
nut16, né sa sopnûva: zaštó glé-
da vîdelutu17 ná sfétut vóa. Amí
kóï óde nókjata18, sá sopnûva:
zaštó néma vîdelutu19 ná sébesi.
Vîe re é: i nápukom20 ut vóa
mû véle: Lázar pri áteljut ni za-
spá: i ódam dá gû rasbûdam.
I U enícite rekôa: Gospodýne:
akû zaspá, kî stáni21. I Ii-
sûs

1 II béše
2 II sankí
3 Unclear.
4 Sic! II Bóžia
5 II prusláve
6 Sic! II Bóžiï
7 II sankí
8 II béše
9  corrected from 
10 II nápokon
11 Corrected from enícitu.
12 II Iudéite
13 II kámene
14 II dá
15 II otgovorí
16 Something deleted by the first hand between dén- and nut at the beginning of the new line; II dénta
17 II vîdeluto
18 II nókja
19 II vídeluto
20 II nápukon
21 II stáne
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3 1) l. . 2)  written above .
4 l. .
5 - .
6 l. .
7 - .
8 l. .
9 Without accent.
10 First written a spiritus lenis, corrected then to an acute above .
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[p113] sûs mû kažá zardí umréšut mu,
i ná nîh mû sá vidé, zaštó zardí
zaspánitu1 ná sónut véle. Tógaï
úbo2 mû kažá jáve3: Lázar
umré. I sá radûvam zardí vá-
ze, dá verûvate zaštó jázi4
né béh támu, amí néka ódime
ná négu. I omâ štó sá véleši5

bliznák, re é ná U eníci-
té mu: néka ódime i nîe dá ú-
mremi6 sôs négu7. Kôga úbo8

utîde Iisûs, gû naïdé deká í-
maše blízu etíri dní uf
gróbut. I Vi anía béši9

blízu ná Ierusalím dû pet-
náïset stádia. I mnozína ut
Iudéïte utîdua10 ná Már a i
ná María, dá i rastážat zardí
brát mu. Már a úbo11

kâk ú zaštó íde Iisûs,
gû prisreté: amí María
sédeši12 uf dôma13. Már a ú-
bo14 re é ná Iisûsa, Gospodý-
ne: akû béši15 tûa16 brát mi né
ke úmreši17. Amí i séga znám,
óti kólku pûsákaš ut Bóga,
Bôg kî tî i18 dáde. Mû véle
Ii-

1 II zaspánito
2 II sankí
3 II jávno
4 II jáze
5 II véleše
6 II úmrïme
7 II négo
8 II sankí
9 II béše
10 II utîdoa
11 II sankí
12 II sédïše
13 II kúkata
14 II sankí
15 II béše
16 II tûva
17 II úmreše
18 Deleted by II. Translates  ‘them’ in the Greek text.
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[p114] Iisûs: kî voïskrésne1 brát ti2.
Mû véle Már a: znâm óti kî
voïskrésne3 ná voïskresénitu4 ná
napokóšniut dén. Mû véle Iisûs:
jáze sâm Voïskresénitu5 i Živótut:
kóï verûva ná méne, i akû ú-
mre, kî živûva. I sékui u-
vék štó živûva i verûva ná mé-
ne, né umîra uf vékut, verû-
vaš vóa. Mû véle Már a: i-
stína Gospodýne: jáze veruvâh: óti
tí sî Hristós S n Bóžie6: de-
ká íde ná sfétut. I ká re-
é vîe7, utîde tá8 vikná,

María séstra mu skrýšnu, i
mû re é: Didáskalut é tûa9,
i tá vîka. Óna ká gû ú,
staná skóru, i utîde ná né-
gu. I Iisûs óšti10 né béši11

dóšel ná sélutu, amí béši12

ná méstutu déka13 gû prisreté
Már a. Iudêïtu14 úbo15 deká
béa sôs né a uf dôma16 , i ja
rastažûvaa, kâ vidôa Ma-
ría zaštó staná skôru i izle-
zé nádvor, utîdua pû néa, trá-
ea, zaštó ódi ná gróbut,

dá

1 II voskrésne
2  superscripted (  corrected to ), using a tall variant of the letter.
3 II voskrésne
4 II voskresénitu
5 II Voskresénitu
6 II Bóžiï
7 II vîa
8 II dá
9 II tûva
10 II óšte
11 II béše
12 II béše
13 The word-final  corrected from something else (perhaps a second ).
14 II Iudêïte
15 II sankí
16 II kuki ata (Sic! Palatal arc with a iota subscriptum used by II, though with an unnecessary  written on the line as
well).
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1 Accent under circumflex impossible to discern.
2 - .
3 Two accents over fourth letter : acute and circumflex, corrected.
4 l. .
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[p115] dá pláka támu. María úbo1

ká utîde támu déka béši2 Iisûs,
i gû vidé, panná3 ná nôzité
mu, i véleši4: Gospodýne, akû
béši5 tûa6 né ki úmresi7 brát8
mi. Iisûs ká ja vîde štó plá-
kaše, i Iudêitu9 štó béa záï-
no10 i plákaa, zabulé dûsjata mu.
I re é: déka gû kladóhte, mû
vélet, Gospodýne: éla tá11 vîdi. I Ii-
sû12 puští sâlci13. Vélea úbo14

Iudêitu15: vîdi kâk gû milûva. I
nékui ut nîh kažáa: vóa deká
utforí ó ite ná slépiut, né mô-
žeši16 dá íne i vóa, dá né ú-
mre vóa. I Iisûs pâk sté-
neši17 uf sébesi, utîde ná
gróbut: i beši18 péštera, i
vrâs né a léžeši19 kámen. I
véle Iisûs: krenéïte kámenut,
mû véle séstrata20 ná umrénjut
Már a: môže dá smárde, zaštó
íma etíri dní. Mû véle Ii-
sûs: né tî rekôh, óti akû verûvaš,
kî vîdiš slávata Bóguva21. Kre-
náa úbo22 kámenut uttámu,
deká léžeši23 umrénjut. I Ii-
sûs krenná ó ité mu gôre, i
re-

1 II sankí
2 II béše
3 II padná
4 II vélïše
5 II béše
6 II tûva or tôva, and a comma added after the word.
7 Sic! For úmreši; II úmrese
8 The first letter has been deleted and a  superscripted by II, but the original letter seems to have been a  as well.
9 II Iudêito
10 II záïdno
11 II dá
12 Sic!
13 Read ldzi
14 II sankí
15 II Iudêito
16 II môžeše
17 II sténeše
18 II béše
19 II léžeše
20 II séstrata mu
21 II Bózïa
22 II sankí
23 II léžeše
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5 First letter  blackened.
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8  written twice.
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[p116] re é: Tátko, blagudárem ti, óti1

má slusjáš2. I jáze znâm óti sékuï
pât má slûsjaš: amí zardí ljûditu
štó sto at3 ókulu rekôh, zardí dá ve-
rûvat óti tî mê puští. I ká re-
é vîe4, sôs gulém glâs vi-

kná: Lázare, íspanni5 nádvor. I
ispanná6 umrénjut, varcáni7 nó-
zité mu i rácité mu sôs lurí-
i8 i lícito mu sôs ríza var-
cánu9: mû véle Iisûs: utvarcé-
ïte10 gu, i gû ustavéïte dá óde. I mno-
zína ut Iudéite deká duïdôa
ná María, vidôa tîe11 deká i-
ní Iisûs, i veruvâa ná négu12.

NEDELJA.
Ná Vrábnica.13

Ot Mat êa.
NÁ tóa vrémi14, kôga na-
bliží Iisûs ná Ierusa-
lím, i duïdôa ná Vi s-
fagî ná Planínata Eleôncka,
tógaï Iisûs puští dvá U eníci,
i re é ná nîh. Odéïte ná Sélutu15

štó e prét vâs: i uf ásut kî
náïdite iná16 mágarica17 varcána18

i inó19 párle20 záïno21 sôs né a: otvar-
céï-

1  superscripted, using a tall variant of the letter.
2 Sic! The accent must be wrongly placed (cf. slûsjaš on the following line).
3 II stó ïat
4 II vâa
5 II íspadni
6 II ispadná
7 Read rdzáni
8 II podvéski
9 Read rdzánu
10 Read utv rdzéjte
11 II tóa
12 II négo
13 II na útrenni added between the lines.
14 II vréme
15 II Séluto
16 II idná
17 Accent unclear; II máska
18 Read rdzána. The middle  unclear, written again by II.
19 II idnó
20 II múle
21 II záïdno
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1 Above  a horizontal stroke that crosses with the accent.
2 .B. morph.
3 Without accent.
4 Abbr.
5 l. .
6 l. .
7 l. .
8 Abbr.
9 Abbr.
10 One  written above the third letter .
11 Two acutes.
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[p117] céïte1 i mî i duneséïte. I akû vî
káži2 nékuï néštu, ki3 kážite,
óti ná Gospodýnut mu mû trebû-
vat: i uf ásut kî i púšti4. I
vóa sâtu sá iní dá sâ pláti5
tóa, déka sá zpuruvâ zardí nîz
Profítut, deká véle. Kažéïte ná
kérkata Siónuva: étu, Cárut
ti deká tî íde krótka6, i vja-
hnát7 návrâs mágaritu8, i ná pár-
litu9 détitu ná pódjarémnicata10.
I kâ utîdua U enícite,
inía katû ká i puvelé Ii-

sûs. I dunesôa mágaricata11 i pár-
litu12, i kladôa gôre rûbite
mu, i gû ka ía návrâs tîe.
I póvekitu13 ljûde sî pustel úva-
a14 rûbite mu ná pátut, i
drûzi sé ea véïki ut dárvja-
ta, i pusteljûvaa ná pátut.
I ljûditu15 déka ódea nápret,
i tîe déka ódea pû nîh, vîka-
a, i vélea: Osanná16 ná S nut Da-
víduf: blagoslovén tóa štó íde uf
íme17 Góspuduvu: Osanná vô ví-
šnih. I kôga flezé vnátre uf
Ierusalím, sá putresé sát
Grát

1 Read otv rdzéjte
2 II káže
3 The accent cannot be discerned; II corrects the word to da, then deletes it, and finally writes da again.
4 II pústat
5 An erroneous translation of , wich means ‘is paid’ in Modern Greek, but ‘is fulfilled’ in the New Testament;
II pláte
6 II krótok
7 There seems to be an apostrophe between the word-initial  and the  ligature, or perhaps a spiritus lenis above the .
Cf. page 120.
8 II máskata
9 II múlito
10  superscripted, using a tall variant of the letter.
11 II máskata
12 II múlito
13 II póvekito
14 The last  erased by II but then added again at the end of the previous line.
15 II ljûdito
16 One  superscripted between the middle  and the following ; the same correction in the Greek text.
17 II ímeto
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1 Two last letters erased. Second hand:  above the erased letters.
2 l. .
3 l. .
4 l. .
5 Under  a dot that could be an  subscriptum.
6 Second letter blurred, it is  or .
7 Abbr.
8 Abbr.
9 A line separates  from the rest of the text.
10 Abbr.
11 .B. morph.
12 l. 
13 l. .



The Konikovo Gospel

173

[p118] Grát, i véleši1: kóï é vóa.
I ljûditu vélea, vóa é Ii-
sûs Profítut, deká é ut Na-
zarét ná Galiléa. I ká vi-
dôa Vladícitu2, i Knižóvnici-
te údbite, štó iní, i dé-
cata deká vîkaa uf Cárkvata, i
vélea: Osanná Sýnut ná Davíd, sá3

naljutía. I mû rekôa: úeš4 štó
vélet vîe? i mû véle Iisus:
istína? né ste pejáli5 níkuïpât, óti
ut ústite ná décata, i ut tîe
štó cícat sî sfaršíl hfál-
ba. I ká i ustavî izlezé nádvor
ut Grádut, utîde ná Vi a-
nía: i kuntisá6 támu.

NEDELJA
Ná Vrábnica. ná liturgía7

Ot Ioánna.
PÓnápret ut šes dní ná
Vilígden duïdé Iisûs
ná Vi anía, támu deká
Lázar umré, tóa štó gû voïs-
kresná8 ut umrénite. Mû pravîa ú-
bo9 vi éra támu, i Már a íne-
ši10 izmét: i Lázam11 béši12 idín ut
tî-

1 II véleše
2 II Vladícite
3 II has added sa again because the original sá is unclear owing to a stain.
4 Two palatal arcs, the first one under  and a the second one under ; can also be interpreted as eš
5 II pejále
6 Read kundisá
7 ná liturgía added later, but by the first hand;  superscripted.
8 II voskresná
9 II sankí
10 II íneše
11 Sic!
12 II béše
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1 Abbr.
2 l. .
3 l. .
4 l. .
5 First letter  has a shape resembling the letter y.
6 1) Accent also above .
7 Abbr.
8 - .
9 Abbr.
10

11 First letter difficult to discern.
12 Two accents over fourth letter : acute and circumflex, corrected.
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[p119] tîe déka sédea ná trapéza-
ta záïno1 sôs Iisûsa. María
úbo zivâ iná2 lítra nárda ré-
tku mnogocénu3, i pumažá nô-
zite ná Iisûsa, i sôs kósisite4

mu i isbrisjá: i kúkjata sá na-
palní ut myrésmata5 ná mýrotu6. Vé-
le úbo7 idín ut U enícité
mu, Iúda sýnut ná Símon Iskari-
ótut8, štó sákaše dá gû pridá-
de. Zaštó né sa prudadé vóa mý-
ro zá trístotíni dináre, dá sá dá-
de ná siromâsitu9. I vóa gû re é:
né óti ímaše gríža zá siromásitu10,
amí zaštó béši11 aramía, i dár e-
ši12 késitu13, i zapîraše tîe
štó klávaa. I Iisûs mû re é:
óstavi a zaštó gû uvá ná dé-
nut ná zakupánitu mi. Zaštó si-
romásitu14 i ímate sékuï pát sôs
váze, amí méne sékuï pát né
ma ímate. I mnógu sfét ut u-
fútitu15 nau ía óti támu é, i du-
ïdôa né sâlde zá Iisûsa, amí
dá vîdat i Lázara tóa štó gû
voïskresná16 ut umrénite. I Vladí-
ite17 inîa niét, dá utépat

i

1 II záïdno
2 II idná
3 II mnogocénnu
4 Sic!
5 II myrïsmata
6 II mýroto
7 II sanki
8 Another letter begun first instead the word-final 
9 II siromâsite
10 II siromásite
11 II béše
12 Read rdžeši; II dár eše
13 II késito
14 II siromásitu
15 II ifútito
16 II voskresná
17 Sic! For Vladícite
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1 Abbr.
2 l. .
3 Abbr.
4 Last  superscripted. Without accent.
5 Abbr.
6 l. .
7 l. .
8 Last  superscripted. Without accent.
9 Either  or , corrected.
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[p120]
i Lázara. Zaštó mnozína ut
ufútitu1 zardí Lázar sá2 paraki-

nisûvaa ódea, tá3 verûvaa ná Ii-
sûsa. Drûgjut dén mnógutu sfét
deká utîde ná Práznikut ká ú-
a, óti íde Iisûs ná Ierusalím.
Zivâa váïa4 ut hurmí, i iz-
legôa dá gû prisrétat, i vîka-
a: Osanna5: blagoslovén tóa
štó íde uf íme6 Góspoduvu7, cárut
ná Israíl. I Iisûs naïdé inó8 maga-
rénce, i senná9 vrâs négu, katû ká
é napisánu10. Ô kérko11 ná Si-
ón ním sá bôiš12, étu, Cárut
ti deká íde vjahnát13 návrâs
párlitu14 ná magarícata. I vîe
né i puznáa U enícite mu
utpérvu: amí kôga sá pruslavî
Iisûs, tógaï smislîa15, zaštó
vîe béa pisáni zardí négu,
i vîe inía ná négu. Sfé-
tut úbo16 martyrisûvaše štó bé-
ši17 sôs négu, óti vikná Láza-
ra ut gróbut, i gû voïskresná18

ut umrénite. I zardí tóa gû pri-
sretôa ljûditu19, zaštó ú óti i-
ní ón vóa nišján.20

1 II ifútito
2 The accent is unclear owing to a hole in the paper, but it seems to have been an acute.
3 II dá
4 II veïki
5 No accent.
6 II ímeto
7 II Góspoduvo
8 II idnó
9 II sedná
10 II napisáno
11 Corrected from kérka, unclear by whom.
12 II bôi
13 There seems to be an apostrophe between the word-initial  and the  ligature, or perhaps a spiritus lenis above the .
Cf. page 117.
14 II párlito
15 - - in the middle of the word covered by a stain, written again by II.
16 II sankí
17 II béše
18 II voskresná
19 II ljûdito
20 No catchword at the foot of the page.





179

2.3 Dijalektna transkripcija na makedonskiot tekst
(spored prvata i vtorata raka)

Mito Argirovski, Elka Ja~eva-Ul~ar, Violeta Krstevska, Qudmil Spasov,

Marija ^i~eva-Aleksi}

Principi na transkripcijata, bele{ki za izgovorot na glasovite i primenetite
pravopisni principi

1. Pred da gi objasnime primenetite principi na transliteracijata i/ili
transkripcijata sakame da dademe rabotni definicii na spomentite poimi. Pod
poimot transliteracija razbirame prenesuvawe na grafemite od edno pismo so
soodvetni grafemi od drugo pismo. Sp. džumbuš – d`umbu{. Pod poimot
transkripcija razbirame prenesuvawe na pi{uvan tekst so edno pismo so
soodvetni grafemi od drugo pismo pri {to se vodi smetka za izgovorot na
glasovite pretstaveni so ovie grafemi. Sp. džumbuš – xumbu{. Vo nekoi slu~ai
transliteracijata se sovpa|a so transkripcijata. Sp. pi{uvaweto na zborot

 (svetlo) vo na{iot tekst {to go preneuvame kako sfetlu, trgnuvaj}i od
dijalektniot izgovor.

2. Zatoa pri ras~ituvaweto na KE gi primenivme i transliteracijata i
transkripcijata so cel da dobieme soodveten kirilski tekst na originalnata
verzija napi{ana so alfavit. Ako be{e primeneta edinstveno transliteracijata,
toga{ }e se dobie{e ,,nerazbirliv“ tekst sostaven od niza na bukvi. Ako se
primene{e edinstveno transkripcija, toga{ }e se dobie{e tekst {to mnogu }e se
oddale~e{e od originalniot tekst. Zatoa go prifativme me{aniot princip.
Na{ata osnovna namera e da dolovime kirilska verzija na tekstot na KE pri {to
se poka`uvaat pravopisnite pravila primeneti vo ovoj tekst, potoa se
poka`uvaat negovite morfonolo{ki i fonolo{ki osobenosti.

3. Pri prenesuvaweto na gr~kite grafemi so kirilski grafemi vo KE
postapivme na sledniov na~in:

a ili a. Grafemata a ja upotrebuvame vo sekvencite + , odnosno + ,
odnosno + , odnosno + . Sp.: = krav. Ottuka proizleguva deka soodvetniot
zbor ne mo`e da bide pro~itan krav/f. Vo drugi slu~ai koga se sre}ava glasot a,
spored dijalektnite fakti, go ostavavme pi{uvaweto (transliteracijata) so a .
Sp.: Si(te raboti zardi ni(z lakardiata sa ~inia,  i  bi(z negu ne sa ~ini nikue ut
kolku sa ~inia. Trgnuvaj}i od dijalektnite fakti, znaeme deka barem vo del od
govorite zardi se izgovara zardi ili poradi elizija na a doa|a do fonetska
vokalizacija na sosednoto r. Od ovie pri~ini nie ne mo`eme da sugerirame
izgovor na soodvetniot zbor i da primenime transkripcija. Zaradi izbegnuvawe
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na homografijata za zamenskata pridavka sam i za prvoto lice prezent od
pomo{niot glagol sam (sum) koi vo originalot se bele`at kako  (sam), kaj

pridavskata zamenka stoi cirkumfleks nad a  (sam), dodeka kaj pomo{niot
glagol sam (sum) grafemata  ja predavame so a, bidej}i toa go sugerira i
izgovorot. Sp.: ` = oti sam jaze sam)

 = v
 = g.

 ja predavame kako -ng-. Sp.:  : Evangel’e
 +  = g’
 = d
 = e
 = z
 + palatalizira~ki znak pod redot = `

`
i

po samoglaska = j

i
j

me|u vokali = j
k
1 k’

palatalizira~ki znak pod redot k’
= l

2 l’
palatalizira~ki znak pod redot l’

palatalizira~ki znak pod redot q
= m

= b
= n

= dn3

palatalizira~ki znak pod redot n’
4 n’
ks
o
p
r
s
5 {

 palatalizira~ki znak pod redot {
 = t

= c
= y

 palatalizira~ki znak pod redot ~
 palatalizira~ki znak pod redot x
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i
 kako vtor del od diftongot = v
 kako vtor del od diftongot = f
= f
= h

ps

Digrafite  gi predavame spored sovremeniot izgovor. Sp.:  =
vreme, = vidi i  = oni.

Vo po~etokot na liturgiskoto ~etivo, sporadi~no se upotrebuva crsl.
grafema: 3. Ja predavame so ’a. Sp.: nedel’a.

Inicijalnite bukvi upotrebeni vo funkcija na brojki gi transliteriravme, a
nivnata brojna vrednost ja dadovme vo fusnota.

Pri transkripcijata na li~nite imiwa pi{uva~ite na KE ja imale predvid
gr~kata i crsl. tradicija. Zatoa, nie gi pi{uvame li~nite imiwa so translite-
racija, bidej}i sovremenoto ~itawe mo`elo da bide razli~no. Toponimite i
antroponimite {to imaat po~etna jota pred samoglaska i pri transkripcijata gi
predavame so , na pr.: isus ( ), oan(n), erusalim itn. Vakvata postapka e
sugerirana od avtorot na osnovnata transkripcija Mito Argirovski.

Vo dogovor so istra`uva~kiot tim, spiritusite, odnosno znacite {to se
pi{uvale spored tradicijata vo gr~kiot pravopis s# do 1978 god., odlu~ivme da ne
gi bele`ime vo transkripcijata so cel da se odbegnat zabuni pri ~itaweto.

Gr~kite interpunkciski znaci se predavaat so soodvetnite znaci spored
makedonskiot pravopis.

Zagubenoto g vo kratkata zamenska forma gi go bele`ime kako ’i.
Vo originalniot tekst sleanite glagolski formi ili negacijata pred glagolot

(pr. nego nego vide, nee i sl.) nie od prakti~ni pri~ini, vo duhot na sovremeniot
pravopis gi pi{uvame razdeleno.

Re{ivme ,,dvete race“ da gi predademe vo dva razli~ni teksta, so toa {to vo
tekstot od ,,vtorata raka“ intervenciite vo odnos na ,,prvata raka“ se zacrneti sp:
be{i (prva raka) : be{e (vtora raka).

Vo originalot posvojnite kratki zamenski formi se pi{uvaat sleano pri {to
ponekoga{ se upotrebuvaat dva akcenta za da se ozna~i ritmikata na sintagmata
(akcentskata celost), ponekoga{ dvata akcenta ne se bele`at, tuku samo prviot,
najverojatno se raboti za propust.

Sleano go pi{uvame prefiskot so glagolot, iako vo originalot se sre}ava i
razdeleno pi{uvawe. Poradi toa se slu~uva vo eden zbor da se bele`at dva, duri i
tri akcenta. I sprotivno na ova, koga go delime zborot, na pr. negu (ne gu),
akcentot ostanuva samo vrz negacijata.

Koga edna~eweto po zvu~nost ne se bele`i vo tekstot, nie taka i go predavame.
Sp: ne gu rasbra.
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str. 1

Ot Ioanna. (J I, 1-17)
(1) Utpervu be{i re~ta6, i re~ta be{e so (s7 Boga, i Bog be{e re~ta. (2) Voa be{e
utpervu so(s Boga. (3) Si(te raboti8 zardi 9 ni(z lakardiata sa10 ~inia, i bi(z negu ne
sa11 ~ini nikue ut kolku sa ~inia. (4) Uf negu be{e `ivot: i zivo-12

tut
str. 2
tut be{e sfetut na l’uditu. (5) I sfetilutu uf temninata sfeti, i temninata ne
gu rasbra (6) Sa ~ini edin ~uvek pu{ten ut Boga, imito mu13 Ioan. (7) Voa dujde na
martiria da martirisa zardi sfetilitu, da veru(vat si(te zardi ni(z negu. (8) Ne
be{e on sfetilutu, ami da martirisa zardi sfetilutu. (9) Be{e vi(delutu
istinckutu toa {to( prosfetu(va sekuj ~uvek {to ide na sfetut. (10) Na sfetut
be{e:14 i sfetut zardi ni(z15 negu sa ~ini: ami sfetut ne gu puzna. (11) Na sfojte mu
dujde, i sfojte mu ne gu priea. (12) I kolku gu ( priaa na ni(h dade puvel’a da sa ~inat
~eda Bo`ij, sire~16, na ti(e {to veru(vat na imito mu. (13) Ti(e {to neto ut krav17,
neto ut sakanitu na snagata, neto ut sakanitu ~uve~ku, ami ut Boga sa rodia. (14) I
re~ta sa ~ini snaga i sa zaside uf na(s, i vi(dohmi slavata mu

sla-
str. 3
slava katu( na Si(n edinoroden ut Tatkutu, Pal(e)n18 19 darba i istina. (15) oan20

martirisa zardi negu, ’i21 vikna i ka`a: voa e deka ide pu( mene sa ~ini pret mene:
za{to mi be{e ponapre{en.22 (16) I ut ispolnenito mu  ni( si(te priehmi,  i
zimahme darba vra (s23 darba. (17) Za{to zakonut sa dade zardi ni(s24 Mouuÿsea25, ami
darbata i istinata sa ~ini zardi ni(s26 Iisu(s Hristos.

Sfetoju i Velikoju Nedel’u
Paski na Ve~erniju27.

Ot oanna. (J XX, 19-25)
(19) Be{e dockana na toa den pravniut28 ut  sedmicata, i bea vratite zatforeni,
tamu deka bea U~enicite sobrani zardi strahut Iudejcki29, dujde Iisu(s i zastana
pu(srede, i vele na ni(h, mi(r na va(s. (20) I ka ka`a vaa lakardia, mu( puka`a racite
mu i rebruto mu (sic!), i U~enicite sa zaraduvaa

ka
str. 4
ka vi(doa Gospuda. (21) I isu(s pak mu( ka`a: mi (r na va(s! ka ma pu{ti Tatku, i jaze
pu({tam vazi. (22) I ka re~e voa, dujna na ni(h, i re~e: zimajte Du(h Sfetii30. (23) I
na kogutu grehuvite prostite, sa prusteni, i na kogu zaprite sa zapreni31. (24) I

oma( {to sa veli{e bliznak, edin ut dvanajste, ne be{e so(s ni(h, koga dujde Iisu(s.
(25) Mu( velea ubo dru (zite Ucenici32: vi(dohmi Gospuda33. I on mu( re~e: aku( ne
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str. 1

Ot Ioanna. (J I, 1-17)
(1) Utpervu bese recta, i re~ta be{e so(s Boga, i Bog bese re~ta. (2) Voa be{e
utpervu so(s Boga. (3) Si(te raboti zardi ni(z lakardiata sa ~inia i bi(z negu ne sa
~ini nikue ut kolku sa ~inia. (4) Uf negu bese zivot: i zivo

tut
str. 2
tut be{e sfetut na l'uditu. (5) I sfetilutu uf temninata sfete, i temninata ne
gu rasbra (6) Sa ~ini edin ~uvek pu{ten ut Boga, imito mu Ioann. (7) Voa dujde na
martiria da martirisa zardi sfetilitu, da veru(vat si(te zardi ni(z negu. (8) Ne
be{e on sfetilutu, ami da martirisa zardi sfetilutu. (9) Be{e vi(delutu
istinckutu toa {to( prosfetu(va sekuj ~uvek {to ide na sfetut. (10) Na sfetut
be{e: i sfetut zardi ni(z negu sa ~ini: ami sfetut ne gu puzna. (11) Na sfojte mu
dujde, i sfojte mu ne gu priea (12) I kolku gu ( priea na ni(h dade puvel'a da sa ~inat
~eda Bo`ij, sanki (sic!), na ti(e {to veru(vat na imito mu. (13) Ti(e {to neto ut krav,
neto ut sakanitu na snagata, neto ut sakanitu ~uve~ku, ami ut Boga sa rodia. (14) I
re~ta sa ~ini snaga i sa zaside uf na(s, i vi(dohme slavata mu

sla-
str. 3
slava katu( na Si(n edinoroden ut Tatkutu, Paln darba i istina.  (15) oann
martirisa zardi negu, 'i vikna i ka`a: voa e deka ide pu( mene sa ~ini pret mene:
za{to mi be{e ponapre{en. (16) I ut ispolnenito mu ni(a si(te priehmi, i zimahme
darba vra(s darba. (17) Za{to zakonut sa dade zardi ni(z Moÿsea, ami darbata i
istinata sa ~ini zardi ni(z Iisu(s Hristos.

Sfetoju i Velikoju Nedel'u
Paski na Ve~erniju.

Ot oanna. (J XX, 19-25)
(19) Be{e dockana na toa den pravniut ut sedmicata, i bea vratite zatforeni tamu
deka bea U~enicite sobrani zardi strahut Iudejcki, dujde Iisu(s i zastana pu(srede, i
vele na ni(h, mi(r na va (s. (20) I ka ka`a vaa lakardia, mu( puka`a racite mu  i
rebruto mu (sic!), i U~enicite sa zaraduvaa

ka
str. 4
ka vi(doa Gospuda. (21) I isu(s pak mu( ka`a: mi (r na va(s! ka ma pu{ti Tatku, i jaze
pu({tam na vas. (22) I ka re~e voa, dujna na ni(h, i re~e: zimajte Du(h Sfetij. (23) I
na kogutu grehuvite prostite, sa prusteni, i na kogu zaprite sa zapreni. (24) I

oma( {to sa veli{e bliznak, edin ut dvanajste, ne be{e so(s ni(h, koga dujde Iisu(s.
(25) Mu( velea sanki dru (zite Ucenici: vi (dohmi Gospuda. I on mu( re~e: aku( ne



The Konikovo Gospel

184

vi(dam na racite mu ni{anite34 ut  karfijte, i aku ( ne kladam prastut mi na
ni{anite ut karfijte, i aku( ne kladam rakata mi na rebruto (sic!) mu,  ne ke
veru(vam.

Punidelnik na Viligden.
Ot oanna. (J I, 18-28)

(18) Boga nikuj nekuj pa(t ne gu vide: edinorodniut Si(n, {to e uf  pazvata na
Tatkutu, on gu( razre~e. (19) I vaa e martiriata na oanna, koga pu{ti(a

~u-
str. 5
~ifutitu35 ut Ierusalim Popuve i Levite, da gu( pitat ti koj36 si. (20) I omologisa,
i ne sa utfarli: martirisa, i re~e oti ne sam37 jazi38 Hristos. (21) I gu( pitaa: {to
si  ubo, Ilia  li  si  ti?  i  vele ne sam, Profitut li si, i otve{ta, ne. (22) I mu(
velet: koj39 si  ubo, da dadime otvet40 na ti(e deka na pu{ti(a: {to vele{ zardi
sebesi. (23) Re~e jaze  sam glasut na toa deka vika vnatre uf pustini: ispravejte
patut Gospodinuf, ka(k re~e Isaia41 Profitut. (24) I pu{tenite42 bea ut
Farisejte. (25) I gu( pitaa: i ka`aa, za{to ubo43 krasti{, katu( ne si ti Hristos,
neto Ilia, neto Profitut. (26) oan otve{ta, i re~e: jaze krastam uf voda: ami toa
stoe pu (srede na va(s, toa {to vi(e ne gu puznavate. (27) Voa e {to ide pu( mene, toa
{to sa ~ini pret mene, na toa {to jaze ne sam

dosto
str. 6
dostoen da utvdrzam remenut na skornata mu. (28) Vi(e sa ~inia na Vi avaran ut
sprotiva na Iordani tamu deka Ioan krastesi44.

Ftornik na Viligden.
Ot oanna. (Lk XXIV, 12-35)

(12) NA toa vremi45 Petar stana i tar~e ta dujde na grobut: i sa navidu (va i gleda
sami rizite deka le`ea: i sa varna nayat46 i sa ~udesi uf sebesi toa {to sa ~ini.
(13) I  etu i dva ut ti(e deka odea toa den na ino47 selu, i toa {to e daleku ut
Ierusalim sejset48 stada49,  imito mu Emmaus. (14) I vi(e zburu(vaa meg’u( ni(h zardi
si(te vi(e deka sa ~inia. (15) I tamu deka zpuru (vaa50 i  sa utbiraa,  i  sam isu(s
nabli`i i ode{i so(s ni(h. (16) I o~ite mu sa zapiraa da ne gu puznajat. (17) I mu(
re~e {to sa lakardijte51 vi(e {to zburu(vate idin so(s dru (g tu(ka deka odite,

i ste
str. 7
i ste poilni52. (18) I otve{ta edin’ut imito mu Kleopa, i mu( re~e: ti sam ka sedi{
uf Ierusalim ne znai{ ti(e deka sa ~inia vnatre uf negu na vi(e dena. (19) I  mu(
vele koe, I (sic!) oni mu ( ka`aa: rabotite {to sa ~inia zardi Iisu (sa Nazore(ut, toa
{to sa ~ini ~uvek Profitin silen i na raboti, i na lakardii pret Boga, i na si(te
l’ude. (20) I ka(k gu( pridadoa Vladicite i napre{nite ni na sadba umre{na,  i  gu(
krastosaa. (21) I ni(e sa nadevame oti voa e {to ki( otkine Israila: ami so(s vi(e si(te
tri dena so(s voa den ima voa den, utka(k53 sa ~inia vi(e. (22) Ami i nekue `eni na
zatresoa, ti(e {to utidua ranutu na grobut. (23) I ka ne najdea Snagata na Iisu(sa,
dujdoa i ka`aa ka ( vidoa i videnie Angelcku, i ti(e Angele velet za negu oti e `i(v.

I
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vi(dam na racite mu ni{anite ut karfijte, i aku ( ne kladam prastut mi na
ni{anite ut karfijte, i aku( ne kladam rakata mi na rebruto mu, ne ke veru(vam.

Punidelnik na Viligden.
Ot Ioanna. (J I, 18-28)

(18) Boga nikuj nekuj pa(t ne gu vide: edinorodniut Si(n, {to e uf  pazvata na
Tatkutu, on gu( razre~e: (19) I vaa e martiriata na oanna, koga pu{ti(a

~u-
str. 5
~ifutitu ut Ierusalim Popuve i Levite, da gu( pitat ti koj si. (20) I ispoveda(,  I
ne sa utfarli: martirisa, i re~e oti ne sam jas Hristos. (21) I gu( pitaa: {to si
sanki,Ilia  li  si  ti?  i  vele ne sam, Profitut li si, i otgovori  ne. (22) I mu(
velet: koj si sanki, da dadime karsalak na ti(e deka na pu{ti(a: {to vele{ zardi
sebesi. (23) Re~e jas sam glasut na toa deka vika vnatre uf pustini: ispravejte
patut Gospodinuf, ka(k re~e Isaja Profitut. (24) I pu{tenite bea ut Farisejte.
(25) I gu( pitaa: i ka`aa, za{to ubo koga taka( krasti{, katu( ne si ti Hristos, neto
Ilia, neto Profitut. (26) oann otgovori (, i re~e: jaze krastam uf voda: ami toa
stoe pu (srede na va(s, toa {to vi(e ne gu puznavate. (27) Voa e {to ide pu( mene, toa
{to sa ~ini pret mene, na toa {to jas ne sam

dosto
str. 6
dostoen da utvdrzam remenut na skornata mu. (28) Vi(e sa ~inia  na  Vi avaran ut
sprotiva na Iordani tamu deka Ioann krastese

Ftornik na Viligden.
Ot oanna. (Lk XXIV, 12-35)

(12) NA toa vreme Petar stana i  tar~ese ta dujde na grobut:  i  sa navede( i gleda
sami rizite deka le`ea:  i  sa varna nazat i sa ~udese uf sebesi toa {to sa ~ini.
(13) I  etu i dva ut ti(e deka odea toa den na edno selu, i toa {to e daleku ut
Ierusalim sejset stada, imito mu Emmaus. (14) I vi(e zburu (vaa meg'u( ni(h zardi si(te
vi(e deka sa ~inia. (15) I tamu deka zpuru(vaa i sa utbiraa,  i  sam isu(s nabli`i i
ode{e so(s ni(h. (16) I o~ite mu sa zapiraa da ne gu puznajat. (17) I mu( re~e {to sa
lakardijte vi(e {to zburu(vate idin so(s dru(g tu(ka deka odite,

i ste
str. 7
i ste kaharni. (18) I otgovori ( edin’ut imito mu Kleopa, i mu ( re~e: ti sam ka sedi{
uf Ierusalim ne znai{ ti(e deka sa ~inia vnatre uf negu na vi(e dena. (19) I mu( vele
koj,  I (sic!) oni mu( ka`aa: rabotite {to sa ~inia zardi Iisu(sa Nazore(ut, toa {to
sa ~ini ~uvek Profitin silen i na raboti, i na lakardii pret Boga, i na site
l'ude. (20) I ka(k gu( pridadoa Vladicite i napre{nite ni na sadba umre{na,  i  gu(
krastosaa. (21) I  ni(e sa nadevame oti voa  e {to ki( otkine Israila: ami so(s vi(e
si(te tri dena so(s voa den ima voa den, utka (k sa ~inia vi(e. (22) Ami i nekuj `eni na
zatresoa, ti(e {to utidoa ranutu na grobut. (23 I ka ne najdea Snagata na Iisu(sa,
dujdoa i ka`aa ka ( vidoa i videnie Angelcku, i ti(e Angele velet za negu oti e `i(v.

I
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str. 8
(24) I oti(dua nekui ut ti(e deka bea zajno so(s nazi na grobut, i najdoa taka ka( ka`aa
i `enite ami negu ne gu vidoa. (25) I  on mu( re~e:  o( bezumni i te{ki na sdrcitu
deka da veru(vate na ti(e si(te {to zpuruvaa54 Profititu. (26) Ne trebuva{e da ’i
pati55 vi(e Hristos, i da flezi uf slavata mu. (27) I ka zafati ut M uyyuusea, i zamina
ut si(te Profite, mu( ra(sre~e56 rabotite deka sa pisaa zardi negu na si(te pisanie.
(28) I nabli`ia57 na Selutu deka odea: i on sa ~ini ka(k odi ponadaleku58. (29) I gu(
silia, i velea: ostani so(s na(s, za{to umraknuva, i pumina denut, i fleze vnatre da
ustane so(s ni(h. (30) I ko(ga senna59 on so(s ni(h, zima( hlebut, i gu( blagoslovi(, i se~e i
mu( dava{e. (31) I togaj mu( sa otvoria o~ite,  i  gu(  puznaa:  i  on sa ~ini neviden ut
ni(h. (32) I ka`aa meg’u(

ni(h:
str. 9
ni(h: ne be{i li sarcitu ni isgurenu60 uf na (s koga ni ( zburu(va{e61 na patut, i koga
ni( razre~uva{e pisaniite. (33) I oni ka stanaa toa ~as sa varnaa na Ierusalim, i
najdoa sobrani idenajste, i druzite deka bea zajno62 so(s ni(h. (34) Deka velea oti
Gosput vojskresna istina,  i  sa javi( na Simon. (35) I vi(e dvata deka dujdoa
prika`uvaa rabotite deka sa ~inia na patut: i ka( gu( puznaa tamu deka (sic!) se~e{i
hlebut63.

Sreda, na Viligden.
Ot Ioanna. (J I, 35-45)

(35) NA toa vremi64, stoesi (sic!) Ioan, ut U~enicite mu dva. (36) I ka( vide Iisu(sa
deka ode{i, vele: vi(di  etu jagnitu Boguvu. (37) I gu( ~ua dvata mu U~enici deka
ka`a, i utidua pu( Iisu (sa. (38) I Iisu(s ka puzna, i ka ( ’i vide deka odea pu( negu, mu(
vele: [to palate65, i oni mu ( ka`aa: Rav

vi
str. 10
vi, (toa {to ki( ka`i razre~enu, Didaskale) deka `ivu(va{? (39) I mu( vele: elajte i
videjte, dujdoa i vidoa deka `ivu(va, i ustanaa toa den pri negu: i be{e kade deset
saate ut denut. (40) Be{i Andrea bratut na Simon Petar, idin ut dvata deka ~ua ut
Ioana taa lakardija66, i utidua pu( Hristos. (41) I voa praven67 najde sfout si brat
Simona, i mu ( vele: najdohme Messia, toa {to ki( re~i razre~ennu Hristos. (42) I gu(
dunese na Iisu(sa,  i Iisu(s ka gu( vide: ka`a, ti si  Simon Sinut na Iona(: ti ki( sa
nare~i{ Kifa(, toa {to ki( ka`i Petar. (43) I na utre{niut den pa(k pusaka Iisu (s,
da ispanni nadvor na Galilea: i naoda Filippa: i mu( vele,  ela pu( mene. (44) I
Filip68 be{e ut Vi sajda,  ut  Gradut na Andrea i Petar. (45) Filipp najde
Na anaila, i mu( vele: toa deka pisa Mousea uf Zakonut i Profi(

ti...

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

str. 2869 (J IV, 28-42)
mu @enata, i utide na Gradut, i vele na l’uditu. (29) Elajte da vi(dite edin ~uvek
deka mi( ka`a si(te kolku ~ini(h: da ne e voa Hristos. (30) Ispannaa ubo ut Gradut: i
idea na negu. (31) I meg’u( voa gu( molea U~enicite mu, i mu velea, Didaskale70 jadi.
(32) Ami on mu( re~e: jaze imam jaste da jadam, toa {to vi(e ne gu
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str. 8
 (24) I oti(dua nekui ut ti(e deka bea zajdno so(s nazi na grobut, i najdoa taka ka (
ka`aa  i  `enite ami negu ne gu vidoa. (25) I  on mu ( re~e:  o( bezumni i te{ki na
sdrcitu (sic!) deka da veru(vate na ti(e si(te {to zpuruvaa Profititu. (26) Ne
trebuva{e da ’i teglja vi(e Hristos, i da flezi uf slavata mu. (27) I ka zafati ut
M usea, i zamina ut si(te Profite, mu( ra(sre~e rabotite deka sa pisaa zardi negu
na si(te pisanie. (28) I  nabli`ia na Selutu deka odea: i on sa ~ini ka(k  odi
ponadaleku. (29) I gu( silia, i velea: ostani so(s na(s, za{to umraknuva, i pumina
denut, i fleze vnatre da ustane so(s ni(h. (30) I ko(ga sedna on so(s ni(h, zima( hlebut, i
gu( blagoslovi(, i se~e i mu ( dava{e. (31) I togaj mu( sa otvoria o~ite, i gu ( puznaa: i
on sa ~ini neviden ut ni(h. (32) I ka`aa meg'u(

ni(h:
str. 9
ni(h: ne be{i li sarcitu ni isgurenu uf na(s koga ni ( zburu(va{e na patut, i koga ni(
razre~uva{e pisanieto: (33) i  oni ka stanaa toa saa (t sa varnaa na Ierusalim,  i
najdoa sobrani idenajste, i druzite deka bea zajdno so(s ni(h. (34) Deka velia  oti
Gosput vozskresna istina,  i  sa javi( na Simon. (35) I vi(e dvata deka dujdoa
prika`uvaa rabotite deka sa ~inia na patut: i ka( gu( puznaa tamu deka se~e{e (sic!)
hlebud.

Sreda, na Viligden.
Ot Ioanna. (J I, 35-45)

(35) NA toa vreme, stoese Ioan, i ut U~enicite mu dva. (36) I ka (  vide Iisu (sa deka
ode{e, vele: vi(di  etu jagnitu Boguvu. (37) I gu( ~ua dvata mu U~enici deka (sic!)
ka`a, i utidua pu( Iisu (sa. (38) I Iisu(s ka puzna,  i  ka ( 'i vide deka odea pu( negu, mu(
vele: [to palate, i oni mu ( ka`aa Rav

vi
str. 10
vi, (toa {to ki( ka`i razre~enu, Didaskale) deka `ivu(va{? (39) I mu( vele: elajte i
videjte, dujdoa i vidoa deka `ivu(va, i ustanaa toa den pri negu: i be{e kade deset
saata ut denut. (40) Be{e Andrea bratut na Simon Petar, idin ut dvata deka ~ua ut
Ioana taa lakardija, i utidua pu( Hristos.  (41) I voa praven najde sfout si brat
Simona, i mu( vele: najdohme Messia, toa {to ki( re~e razre~ennu Hristos. (42) I gu(
dunese na Iisu(sa,  i Iisu(s ka gu( vide: ka`a, ti si  Simon Sinut na Iona(: ti ki( sa
nare~e{ Kifa(, toa {to ki( ka`i Petar. (43) I na utre{niut den pa(k pusaka Iisu (s,
da ispadne nadvor na Galilea: i naog'a Filippa: i mu( vele,  ela pu ( mene. (44) I
Filip be{e ut Vi sajda,  ut  Gradut na Andrea i Petar. (45) Filipp najde
Na anaila, i mu( vele: toa deka pisa Mousea uf Zakonut i Profi(

ti…

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

str. 28 (J IV, 28-42)
mu @enata, i utide na Gradut, i vele na l'uditu. (29) Elajte da vi(dite edin ~uvek
deka mi( ka`a si(te kolku ~ini(h: da ne e voa Hristos. (30) Ispannaa sanki (sic!) ut
Gradut: i idea na negu. (31) I meg'u( voa gu( molea U~enicite mu,  i  mu  velea,
Didaskale jadi. (32) Ami on mu( re~e: jaze imam jaste da jadam, toa {to vi(e ne gu



The Konikovo Gospel

188

znaete. (33) Velea ubo U~enicite meg’u ( ni(h: da ne mu( dunese nekuj da jadi? (34) Mu(
vele Iisu(s: moj jasti e, da ~inam vol’ata na toa {to ma( pu({ti (sic!),  i da sfar{am
rabotata mu. (35) Ne velite vi(e, oti o{ti ~etiri mesice ima du( `etvata? ja deka
vi( velem: krenejte o~ite vi gore, i videjte nivite, deka sa( beli blizu za `etfa.
(36) I toa {to `ni(e, zeva plata, i beri i plot71 na `ivot ve~ni72, da sa radu(va
zajno73 toa {to see, i toa deka `nie. (37) Za{to vaa rabota, istincka e lakardiata,
oti dru(g e

{to
str. 29
{to see, i dru(g {to `nie. (38) Jazi va ( pu{tih da `niete toa, za toa {to ne sa
ma~ihte: dru(zi sa ma~ia, i vi(e dujdohte i flegohte uf makata mu. (39) I ut Gradut
toa mnogu ut Samarititu veruvaa na negu, zardi lakardiata74 na @enata, deka
martirisa (i ka`a) oti mi( ka`a si(te kolku ~inih. (40) Ka dujdoa ubo Samarititu
na negu, gu( molea da ustani na ni(h, i ustana dva dena. (41) I mnogu poveki veruvaa
zardi lakardijte mu. (42) I na @enata velea: oti veki ne veru(vame zardi
lakardijte tfojte75: za{to ni(e sami ~uhme i vi(dohme, oti voa e istina Spa (sut na
Sfetut Hristos.

NEDEL’U76 A ’77

Slepom.
Evangel’e78 Utreni,

Voskresno, i.
Na Liturgii.

Ot Ioanna. (J IX, 1-38)
NA

str. 30
(1) NA toa vreme79, Ka( zaminu(va{e Iisu(s vide80 ~uvek {to be{e slep ut ka sa rodi
(2) I gu( pitaa U~enicite mu, i rekoa: Didaskale, koj sogre{i, voa ili Tatkite mu,
da sa81 rodi slep. (3) Otve{ta isu(s: netu voa isgre{i, neto Tatkite mu: ami sa
rodi slep, da sa javat rabotite Boguvi82 na negu. (4) Na mene trebu (va da ~inam
rabotite na toa deka ma pu{ti, duri e den:  ide nok’a koga neto nikuj ne mo`e da
raboti. (5) Ko(ga sam na Sfetut, sammm videlu na Sfetut. (6) Vi(e re~e, i pl’uvna dole
i napravi ( kal ut pl’unkata mu, i puma`a kalta na o~ite na slepiut. (7) I mu( re~e:
odi sa ismij na Gurnata Siloamcka, toa {to ki( re~i, pusten (sic!), uti(de ubo i sa
ismi, i sa varna gledake. (8) Kum{ijte ubo i ti(e deka gu ( gledaa ponapre oti be{i
slep, velea: ne e li voa deka sedesi i prose{i. (9) Dru (zi velea

oti
str. 31
oti voa e, dru(zi83 velea mu( miasa84 i on vele{i: oti jazi sam (sic!). (10) Mu( velea: i
ka(k ubo sa utvoria  o~ite ti. (11) Otve{ta on, i re~e idin ~uvek {to gu( velet
Iisu(s, napravi( kal, i klade navra (s o~ite mi, i mi( re~e: odi na Gu (rnata Siloamcka,
i sa ismij, i uti(duh i sa ismi(h, i pruglenah. (12) Mu( rekoa: i deka e toa, mu( vele: ne
zna(m. (13) I dunesoa na Farisejte toa, deka (rast)be{i85 idno vremi slep. (14) I
ko(ga napravi( isu(s kalta, i utfori o~ite mu,  be{e Sabuta. (15) Pa(k ubo gu( pitaa
Farisejte, ka(k puglenna,  i  on mu( re~e: ka (l klade navra (s  o~ite mi,  i  sa ismi(h  i
gledam. (16) I nekui ut Fariseite velea: voa ~uvek ne e ut Boga, za{to ne ~uva
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znaete. (33) Velea sanki U~enicite meg'u( ni(h: da ne mu( dunese nekuj da jade? (34) Mu(
vele Iisu(s: moe jaste e da ~inam vol'ata na toa {to ma( pu({ti (sic!), i da sfar{am
rabotata mu. (35) Ne velite vi(e, oti o{te ~etiri mesice ima du( `etvata? ja deka vi (
velem: krenejte o~ite vi gore, i videjte nivite, deka sa( beli blizu za `etfa. (36)
I toa {to `ni(e, zeva plata, i bere i plot na `ivot ve~ni, da sa radu(va zajdno toa
{to see, i toa deka `nie. (37) Za{to vaa rabota, istincka e lakardiata, oti dru(g e

{to
str. 29
{to see, i dru(g {to `nie. (38) Jazi va( pu{tih da `niete toa, za toa (sic!) {to ne sa
ma~ihte: dru(zi sa ma~ia, i vi(e dujdohte i flegohte uf makata mu. (39) I ut Gradut
toa mnogu ut Samarititu veruvaa na negu, zardi lakardiata (sic!) na @enata, deka
martirisa (i ka`a)  oti mi( ka`a si(te kolku ~inih. (40) Ka dujdoa sanki (sic!)
Samarititu na negu, gu( molea da ustane na ni(h, i ustana dva dena. (41) I mnogu
poveke veruvaa zardi lakardijte mu. (42) I na @enata velea: oti veke ne veru(vame
zardi lakardijte tvojte: za{to ni(e sami ~uhme i vi(dohme, oti voa e istina Spa (sut
na Sfetut Hristos.

NEDEL'UA '
na Slepiot.

Evangel’e Utreni,
Voskresno, i.

Na Liturgiata
Ot Ioanna (J IX, 1-38)

NA
str. 30
(1) NA toa vreme, Ka( zaminu(va{e Iisu(s vide ~uvek {to be{e slep ut ka sa rodi (2)
I gu( pitaa U~enicite mu, i rekoa: Didaskale, koj sogre{i, voa ili ruditelite mu,
da sa rodi slep. (3) Otgovori isu(s netu voa sogre{i, neto ruditelite mu: ami sa
rodi slep, da sa javat rabotite Boguvi na negu. (4) Na mene trebu (va da ~inam
rabotite na toa deka ma pu{ti, duri e den:  ide nok'a koga neto nikuj ne mo`e da
raboti. (5) Ko(ga sa(m na Sfetut, sa(m videlu na Sfetut. Vi(e re~e, i pl'uvna dolo i
napravi( kal ut pl'unkata mu, i puma`a kalta na o~ite na slepiut. (7) I mu( re~e:
odi sa ismij na Gurnata Siloamcka, toa {to ki( re~e (sic!) pusten, uti(de sanki i sa
ismi,  i  sa varna (sic!) gledaki. (8) Kum{ijte sanki (sic!) i ti(e deka gu( gledaa
ponapret oti be{e slep, velea: ne e li voa deka sedese i prosi{e. (9) Druzi velea

oti
str. 31
oti voa e, dru (zi velea u(miasa i on vele{i: oti jazi sam. (10) Mu( velea: i ka (k ti sa
utvoria o~ite ti. (11) Otgovori on, i re~e idin ~uvek {to gu( vel'at Iisu(s, napravi(
kal, i klade navra (s o~ite mi, i mi( re~e: odi na Gu (rnata Siloamcka, i sa ismij, i
uti(duh i sa ismi(h, i pruglenah. (12) Mu( rekoa: i deka e toa, mu( vele: ne zna(m. (13) I
dunesoa na Farisejte toa, deka be{e idno vreme slep. (14) I ko(ga napravi( isu(s
kalta, i utfori o~ite mu, be{e Sabuta. (15) Pa(k sanki gu( pitaa Farisejte, ka(k
pugledna,  i  on mu( re~e: ka (l klade navra (s  o~ite mi,  i  sa ismi(h i gledam. (16) I
nekui ut Fariseite velea: voa ~uvek ne e ut Boga, za{to ne ~uva
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Sabutata, dru(zi velea: ka(k mo`i ~uvek gre{en da ~ine takvizi ni{ane86, i be{e
taraf meg’u( ni(h. (17) Velet pa(k na slepiut

ti
str. 32
ti {to vele{ za negu, za{to utfori o~ite ti, i on re~e: oti Profitin e (18) Ne
veruva ubo Iude(ite zardi negu, za{to be{i slep i puglenna, du (ri ka viknaa Tatkite
na toa {to puglena (19) I ’i pitaa, i rekoa: voa li e Si(n vi, deka veleti oti slep
sa rodi, ka (k  ubo sega gleda. (20) Tatkite87 mu mu (88 otve{taa i rekoa: znaemi  oti
slep sa rodi,  i  oti voa  e Si(nnit ni. (21) Ami sega ka (k gleda, ne znajme, ili koj
utvori o~ite mu, ni(e ne znajme: voa ima boj negu pitajte: voa za sebesi ki( vi( ka`e.
(22) Vi(e rekoa Tatkite mu, za{to sa boea ut Iudeite: za{to i ponapret soglasi(a
Iudeite, oti koj omologisa negu ka e Hristos, da gu( terat ut Soborut. (23) Za toa
rekoa Tatkite mu, oti boj  ima, negu pitajte. (24) Vikaa ubo ftoru89 ~uvekut deka
be{i slep, i mu( rekoa: slavi Boga, ni(e znajme oti

~u-
str. 33
~uvekut voa e gresen (sic!). (25) Otve{ta on, i re~e: aku ( e gresen ne zna (m: idno sa(lde
zna(m, oti ut tamu deka beh slep sega gleda. (26) I pa (k mu ( rekoa: {to ti ~ini, ka (k
utfori o~ite ti90. (27) Mu( otve{ta: ponapret vi( ka`ah, ta ne ~uhte: {to pa(k
sakate da ~uete? ili sakate i vi(e da sa ~inite u~enici na negu. (28) Ispcua gu ubo,
i rekoa: ti si U~enik na negu, ami ni(e sme u~enici na Mousea. (29) Ni(e znaemi oti
Bog zpuruva so(s Mousea: ami voa ne gu znajme ut deka e. (30) Otve{ta ~uvekut: i mu(
re~e, voa  e ~udnutu, oti vi(e ne gu znajte ut deka  e, i utfori o~ite mi. (31) Ami
znajme oti gre{en Bog ne slu{a: ami aku ( e nekuj {to ~esti Boga: i ~ine vol’ata mu
negu gu( slu({a. (32) Ut krajta na sfetut ne sa ~u, oti nekuj da utfori o~i na nekuj
{to da sa rodi slep. (33) Aku( ne be{i voa ut Boga, ne mo`e{i da ~ine

ni{tu
str. 34
ni{tu. (34) Otve{taa,  i  mu( rekoa: ti sat so(s se sa rodi uf  grehuvite, i ti na
u~i{91,  i gu( isvadia nadvor. (35) ^u Iisu (s, oti gu( isvadia nadvor: i ka ( gu( najde, mu(
re~e: veru(va{ ti na Sinut Bo`ie. (36) On otve{ta, i mu( re~e: ta koj e Gospodine
da veru(vam na negu? (37) I Iisu(s mu( re~e: i gu( vide, i toa daka92 zpuru(va so(s tebe toa
e. (38) I on re~e: veru(vam Gospodine: i mu( sa puklonni

^ITV RTUK93

Na Voznesenie. 94

Evangel’e Utreni,
Voskresno, ’.
Na Liturgii.

Ot Luki(. (Lk XXIV, 36-53)
(36) NA toa vremi95, ko(ga vojskresna96 isu(s  ut  mertfite. Zastana pu(srede na
U~enicite mu,  i  mu( vele: mi(r na va (s. (37) I katu( da sa upla{ia mosne i da sa
putresat, mu( sa ~ine{i da gledat Du(h. (38) I mu( vele: za{to ste

sin-
str. 35
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Sabutata, dru(zi velea: ka (k mo`e ~uvek gre{en da ~ine takvizi ni{ane, i be{e
taraf meg'u( ni(h. (17) Velet pa(k na slepijut

ti
str. 32
ti {to vele{ za negu, za{to utfori ti o~ite, i on re~e: oti Profitin e. (18) Ne
veruvaa sanki Iude(ite zardi negu, za{to be{e slep i pugledna, du(ri ka viknaa
ruditelite (sic!) na toa {to pugledna (19) I 'i pitaa, i rekoa: voa li e Si(n vi, deka
veleti oti slep sa rodi, ka(k sanki sega gleda. (20) roditelite (sic!)  mu otgovoria
(sic!) i rekoa: znaeme oti slep sa rodi,  i  oti voa  e Si(nnut ni. (21) Ami sega ka(k
gleda, ne znajme, ili koj utvori o~ite mu, ni(e ne znajme: voa ima boj negu pitajte:
voa za sebesi ki( vi( ka`e. (22) Vi(e rekoa ruditelite (sic!) mu, za{to sa boea ut
Iudeite: za{to i ponapret soglasi(a Iudeite, oti koj omologisa negu ka e Hristos,
da gu( terat ut Soborut. (23) Za toa rekoa ruditelite (sic!)  mu,  oti boj  ima, negu
pitajte. (24) Vikaa sanki (sic!) vtoru ~uvekut deka be{e slep, i mu( rekoa: slavi
Boga, ni(e znajme oti

~u-
str. 33
~uvekut voa  e gresen. (25) Otgovori on, i re~e: aku ( e gresen ne zna (m: idno sa(lde
zna(m, oti ut tamu deka beh slep sega gledam. (26) I pa (k mu( rekoa: {to ti ~ini  ka(k
utfori o~ite. (27) Mu( otgovori: ponapret vi( ka`ah, da ne ~uhte: {to pa(k sakate da
~uete? ili sakate i vi(e da sa ~inite u~enici na negu. (28) Ispcua gu sanki, i rekoa:
ti si U~enik na negu, ami ni(e sme u~enici na Mousea. (29) Ni(e znaeme,  oti Bog
zpuruva so(s Mousea: ami voa ne gu znajme ut deka  e. (30) Otgovori ~uvekut  i  mu(
re~e, voa  e ~udnutu, oti vi(e ne gu znajte ut deka  e,  i  utvori o~ite mi. (31) Ami
znajme oti gre{en Bog ne slu{a: ami aku ( e nekuj {to ~esti Boga: i ~ine vol'ata mu
negu gu( slu({a. (32) Ut krajta na sfetut ne sa ~u, oti nekuj da utvore o~i na nekuj
{to da sa rode slep. (33) Aku( ne be{e voa ut Boga, ne mo`i{e da ~ine

ni{tu
str. 34
ni{tu. (34) Otgovoria, i mu( rekoa: ti sat so(s se sa rodi uf grehuvite, i ti na u~i{,
i gu( isvadia nadvor. (35) ^u Iisu(s,  oti gu( isvadia nadvor: i ka( gu( najde, mu( re~e:
veru(va{ ti na Sinut Bo`ij. (36) On otgovori,  i  mu( re~e: da koj  e Gospodine da
veru(vam na negu? (37) I Iisu(s mu ( re~e: i gu ( vide, i toa deka (sic!) zpuru (va so(s tebe
toa e. (38) I on re~e: veru(vam Gospodine: i mu( sa poklonni

^ITV RTUK
Na Voznesenie. ’.
Evangel’e Utreni.

Voskresno, ’.
Na Liturgiata.

Ot Luka(. (Lk XXIV, 36-53)
(36) NA toa vreme, ko(ga voskresna isu(s  ut  mertvite. Zastana pu(srede na
U~enicite mu,  i  mu( vele: mi(r na va (s. (37) I katu( da sa upla{ia mosne i da sa
putresat, mu( sa ~ini{e da gledat Du(h. (38) I mu( vele: za{to ste

sin-
str. 35
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hisani? i za{to pomisli sa ka~uvat na sarcata vi? (39) Videjte racite mi i nozite
mi: oti sa (m: jaze  sam97: fatejti ma, i videjte ma za{to Du (hut snaga i koski nema
ka(k gledati mene deka imam. (40) I ka re~e voa, mu( puka`a racite i nozite. (41) I
katu( da ne veru(vaa o{ti ut radusta mu, i da sa ~udat, mu( re~e: imati li ne{tu za
jadene98 tu(ka. (42) I  oni mu ( dadoa idin kumat riba pe~ena, i pi(ta ut met. (43) I
zima( pret ni(h i jade, (44) i mu( re~e: vi(e sa ti(e {to vi( zpuruva(h, o{ti ko(ga beh so(s
va(s, oti ka (k trebuva da sa ispalnat ti(e si(te {to sa napisani na zakonut Mouseuf,
i na Profititu, i na psalmitu99 zardi mene. (45) Togaj mu( utfori umut mu da
rasberap100 Pisanietu. (46) I mu ( re~e:  oti taka e napisanu: i taka trebu (va{e da
pati Hristos: i tretiut den da vojskreni101 ut mertvite. (47) I da sa prupoveda na
imito mu pokajanie i ostavlenie na grehuvite na

si(te
str. 36
si(te jazici, ka zafati ut Ier salim102. (48) I vi(e ste martire na vi(e103. (49) I etu,
jazi deka pu({tam taksuvanitu na Tatku mi na va(s,  i  vi( e sidejte uf Gradut
Ierusalim, du(ri da sa uble~ite si (la utusgore104. (50) I isvadi nadvor du(ri na
Vi ania, i si( krena racite i ’i blagoslovi (. (51) I tamu deka on ’i blagoslove{i,
sa utdili ut ni(h:  i  sa nose{i gore na Nebutu. (52) I oni ka mu( sa puklonnia, sa
varnaa na Ierusalim so(s radus gulema. (53) I  sa naodea uf Carkvata, peea i
blaguslavea Boga, Amin.

NEDEL’U. ’ .
Sfeti(h Otec.

Evangel’e Utreni.
Voskresno, ’106.

Na Liturgii.
Ot Ioanna. (J XVII, 1-13)

(1) NA toa vremi, Krenna Iisu (s o~ite mu na Nebutu, i re~e: o( Tatko, dujde saatut,
Proslavi Si(n ti, i da ta pruslavi i Si(n ti. (2) Ka

mu(
str. 37
mu( dade puvel’a na seka snaga, da dade `ivot ve~ni na si(te kolku mu ( dade (3) Voa e
`ivotut ve~niut, da puznavat tebe samiut istinckiut Bog, i toa {to pu{ti Iisus
(sic!) Hristos. (4) Jazi ta pruslavih na zeml’ata, rabotata {to mi( dade da ~inam ja
sfar{ih. (5) I sega o( Tatko, ti ma proslavi pri tebe slavata, deka imah uf tebe
ponapret duri ne sa ~ini Sfetut. (6) Javih imito ti na ti(e l’ude deka mi( dade ut
Sfetut: tfoj bea, i mi( ’i dade, i ~uvaa lakardiata ti. (7) Sega107 puznaa za{to si(te
kolku mi( dade ut tebe sa. (8) Za{to lakardijte {to mi( dade, mu( dado(h, i oni ’i zea,
i puznaa istina108, za{to ut tebe ispannah, i veruvaa za{to ti ma pu{ti. (9) Jazi
zardi vi(e sa molam109, ne zardi Sfetut sa mmolam110, ami zardi ti(e {to mi( dade
za{to sa tfoj. (10) I mojte si(te tfoj sa, i tfojte, moj: i sa pruslavih uf ni(h. (11) I
ne sam veki na Sfetut, ami vi(e sa

na
str. 38
na Sfetut, i jazi idam na tebe. Tatko Sfetij, ~uvaj111 uf imito ti, ti(e {to mi( ’i
dade, da sa idno katu( i ni(e. (12) Ko(ga beh so(s ni(h na Sfetut, jazi ’i ~uvah uf imito
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za~udeni? i za{to pomisli sa ka~uvat na sarcata vi? (39) Videjte racite mi  i
nozite mi: oti sa(m: jaze sam: fatejti me, i videjte me za{to Du(hut snaga i koski
nema ka (k gledate mene deka imam. (40) I ka re~e voa, mu( puka`a racite i nozite.
(41) I katu( da ne veru(vaa o{te ut  radusta mu,  i  da sa ~udat, mu( re~e:  imati li
ne{tu za jadeni tu(ka. (42) I oni mu ( dadoa idin kumat riba pe~ena, i pi(ta ut met.
(43) I zima( pret ni(h i jade, (44) i mu( re~e: vi(e sa ti(e {to vi( zpuruva(h, o{te ko(ga
beh so(s va(s,  oti ka(k trebuva da sa ispalnat ti(e si(te {to sa napisani na zakonut
Mouseuf, i na Profitite, i na psalmite zardi mene. (45) Togaj mu( utfori umut mu
da rasberat Pisanietu. (46) I mu( re~e: oti taka e napisano: i taka trebu (va{e da
pati Hristos: i tretiut den da voskreni  ut  mertvite. (47) I da sa prupoveda na
imito mu pokajanie i ostavlenie na grehuvite na

si(te
str. 36
si(te jazici, ka zafati ut Ier salim. (48) I vi(e ste martire na vi(e. (49) I etu jazi
deka pu({tam taksuvanitu na Tatku mi na va(s, i vi(e sidejte uf Gradud Ierusalim,
du(ri da sa uble~ite si(la utusgore. (50) I isvadi nadvor du (ri na Vi ania,  i  si(
krena racite i 'i blagoslovi (. (51) I tamu deka on 'i blagoslove{e, sa utdili ut
ni(h:  i  sa nosi{e gore na Nebuto. (52) I  oni ka mu( sa puklonnia, sa varnaa na
Ierusalim so(s radus gulema. (53) I sa naodea uf Carkvata, peea i blaguslavea Boga,
Amin.

NEDEL'U. '.
Sfeti(h Otec.

Evangel'e Utreni.
Voskresno, ’.

Na Liturgiata.
Ot Ioanna. (J XVII, 1-13)

(1) NA toa vreme, Krenna Iisu (s o~ite mu na Nebuto, i re~e: o( Tatko, dujde saatut,
Proslavi Si(n ti, i da ta pruslavi i Si(n ti. (2) Ka

mu(
str. 37
mu( dade puvel'a na seka snaga, da dade `ivot ve~ni na si(te kolku mu ( dade. (3) Voa e
`ivotut ve~niut, da puznavat tebe samiut istinckiut Bog, i toa {to pu{ti Iisus
(sic!) Hristos. (4) Jazi ta pruslavih na zeml'ata, rabotata {to mi( dade da ~inam ja
sfar{ih. (5) I sega o( Tatko, ti ma proslavi pri tebe slavata, deka imah uf tebe
ponapret duri ne sa ~ini Sfetut. (6) Javih imito ti na ti(e l'ude deka mi( dade ut
Sfetut: tvoj bea,  i  mi( 'i dade, i ~uvaa lakardiata ti. (7) Sega puznaa za{to si(te
kolku mi( dade ut tebe sa. (8) Za{to lakardijte {to mi( dade, mu( dado(h, i oni 'i zea,
i puznaa istina, za{to ut tebe ispannah, i veruvaa za{to ti ma pu{ti. (9) Jazi
zardi vi(e sa mol'jam, ne zardi Sfetut sa mol'jam, ami zardi ti(e {to mi( dade, za{to
sa tvoj. (10) I mojte si(te tvoj sa, i tvojte, moj: i sa pruslavih uf ni(h. (11) I ne sam
veke na Sfetut, ami vi(e sa

na
str. 38
na Sfetut, i jazi  idam na tebe. Tatko Sfetij, ~uvaj uf imito ti, ti(e {to mi( 'i
dade, da sa idno katu( i ni(e. (12) Ko(ga beh so(s ni(h na Sfetut, jazi 'i ~uvah uf imito
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ti: ti(e deka mi( ’i dade ’i ~uva (h, i nikuj ut ni(h ne zagina, sa (lde Sinut na
zaginatitu, da sa ispolni Pisanietu. (13) Ami sega idam na tebe, i zpuru (vam vi(e na
Sfetut, da imat radusta moeta112 sfarsena (sic!) na ni(h.

Na Utreni.
Sfetoju Pentikostiju113.

Ot oanna (J XX, 19-23)
(19) KA zamrakna ubo na toa den pravniut ut Sedmicata, bea vratite zatforeni,
tamu deka bea U~enicite sobrani zardi strahut udejcki, dujde isu (s i zastana
pu(srede, i mu( vele: mi(r na va (s. (20) I ka( re~e vaa lakardia, mu( puka`a racite mu i
rebruto mu, i U~enicite sa zaraduvaa ka vi(doa Gospuda.

I
str. 39
(21) I isu(s pak mu( re~e: mi(r na va (s: ka(k ma pu{ti Tatku, i jazi pu{tam vas. (22) I
ka re~e voa, dujna na ni(h: i re~e, zimajte Du(h Sfetij. (23) I  na kogu grehuvite
prostite, sa prusteni: i na kogu zaprite, sa zapreni.

NA LITURGIA.
Ot oanna. (J VII, 37-53)

(37) NApuko{niut den gulemiut na Praznikut, stoe{i isu(s, i vikna: i re~e, aku (
mu( sa pie na nekuj, neka dojde na mene, i neka pie. (38) Toa {to veru(va na mene, ka(k
Re~e Pisanietu, reki ut vo(da `iva ki( te~at ut sarcitu mu. (39) I voa gu( re~e zardi
Du (hut {to ki( zemea ti(e {to veru(vaat na negu: za{to o{ti ne be{i daden Du(h
Sfetij, za{to isu(s o{ti ne sa pruslavi. (40) Mnogu ubo ut kalabalakut ka ~ua vi(e
lakardii, velea: voa e istina Profitut. (41) Dru(zi velea voa e Hristos, i dru(zi
velea: da ne ut Galilea

ide
str. 40
ide Hristos? (42) Ne re~e li Pisanietu, za{to ut semitu Daviduvu, i ut Vi leem
Selutu, tamu deka be{i David, Hristos ide. (43) Taraf ubo sa ~ini ut kalabalakut
zardi negu. (44) I nekuj ut ni(h sakaa da gu ( fatat: ami nikuj ne sprustre vra (s negu
raci. (45) Dujdoa um114 isme~ijte na Vladicite i Farisejte: i oni mu ( rekoa za{to
ne gu dunesohte? (46) Otve{taa isme~ijte: neto nikuj pat taka zpuruva nekuj ~uvek,
katu( ka zpuruva voa ~uvek. (47) Fariseite ubo mu ( otve{taa: da ne sa prila`ahte115

i vi(e. (48) Da ne nekuj ut Napre{nite veruva na negu, ili ut Farisejte. (49) Ami
voa Kalabalak {to ne puznava Zakonut, e pruklet. (50) Mu( vele Nikodim, toa {to
be{i uti{el nok’jata na negu, be{i idin ut ni(h. (51) Da  ne Zakonut ni sadi na
~uvekut, aku( ne ~ue ponapret negu, i da puznae {to ~ine. (52) Otve{taa i mu( rekoa:
da ne si i ti ut Galilea, isgledaj pu(drobnu

i
str. 41
i vi(di, za{to Profitin ut Galilea ne stana. (53) I isu(s pa(k mu( zpuruva( : i re~e
jazi sam sfetilutu (sic!) na Sfetut: toa {to ide pu( mene, ne ke odi uf temninata,
ami ki( ima sfetilutu na `ivotut.

str. 42
TO QEION KAI IERWN
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ti: ti(e deka mi( 'i dade 'i ~uva (h, i nikuj ut ni(h ne zagina, sa(lde Sinut na zaginatitu,
da sa ispolni Pisanieto. (13) Ami sega idam na tebe, i zpuru(vam vi(e na Sfetut, da
imat radusta moata sfarsena na ni(h.

Na Utreni.
na Sfetoj Pentikosti.
Ot oanna (J XX, 19-23)

(19) KA zamrakna sanki na toa den pravniut ut Sedmicada  (sic!), bea vratite
zatforeni, tamu deka bea U~enicite sobrani zardi strahot udejcki, dujde isu (s i
zastana pu(srede,  i  mu(  vele: mi(r na va(s. (20) I ka( re~e vaa lakardia, mu( puka`a
racite si i rebruto mo, i U~enicite sa zaraduvaa ka vi(doa Gospuda.

I
str. 39
(21) I isu(s pak mu( re~e: mi(r na va (s: ka(k ma pu{ti Tatko, i jazi pu{tam vas. (22) I
ka re~e voa, dujna na ni(h: i re~e, zimajte Du(h Sfetij. (23) I  na kogo grehuvite
prostite, sa prusteni: i na kogu zaprite, sa zapreni.

NA LITURGIAta.
Ot oanna. (J VII, 37-53)

(37) NA napuko{niut den gulemiut na Praznikot, stoe{e isu(s, i vikna: i re~e,
aku ( mu( sa pie na nekuj, neka dojde na mene, i neka pie. (38) Toa {to veru(va na mene,
ka(k Re~e Pisanieto, reki ut vo(da `iva ki( te~at ut sarcitu mu. (39) I voa gu( re~e
zardi Du(hut {to ki( zemaa ti(e {to veru(vaat na negu: za{to o{te ne be{e daden Du(h
Sfetij, za{to isu(s o{te ne sa pruslavi. (40) Mnogu sanki (sic!) ut kalabalakut ka
~ua vi(e lakardii, velea: voa e istina Profitut. (41) Dru(zi velea voa e Hristos, i
dru (zi velea: da ne ut Galilea

ide
str. 40
ide Hristos? (42) Ne re~e li Pisanieto, za{to ut semito Davidovo, i ut Vi leem
Seloto, tamu deka be{e David, Hristos  ide. (43) Taraf sanki sa ~ini ut
kalabalakut zardi negu. (44) I nekuj ut ni(h sakaa da gu( fatat: ami nikuj ne
sprustre vra (s negu raci. (45) Dujdoa sanki isme~ijte na Vladicite i Farisejte: i
oni mu ( rekoa za{to ne gu dunesohte? (46) Otgovoria isme~ijte: neto nikuj pat taka
zpuruva nekuj ~uvek, katu( ka zpuruva voa ~uvek. (47) Fariseite sanki mu( otgovoria:
da ne sa izblaznihte i vi(e. (48) Da ne nekuj ut Napre{nite veruva na negu, ili ut
Farisejte. (49) Ami voa Kalabalak {to ne puznava Zakonut, e pruklet. (50) Mu(
vele Nikodim, toa {to be{e uti{el nokta na negu, be{e idin ut ni(h. (51) Da ne
Zakonut ni sade na ~uvekut, aku( ne ~ue ponapret negu, i da puznae {to ~ine. (52)
Otgovoria i mu( rekoa: da ne si i ti ut Galilea, isgledaj podrobno

i
str. 41
i vi(di za{to Profitin ut Galilea ne stana. (53) I isu(s pa (k mu( zpuruva(: i re~e
jazi sa (m sfetilutu (sic!) na Sfetut: toa {to ide pu( mene, neka ode uf temninata,
ami ki( ima sfetilutu na `ivotut.

str. 42
TO QEION KAI IERWN
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EUAGGELION
TH DEUTERA THS A EBDOMADOS

META THN PENTEKOSTHN
HTOI TOU AGIOU PNEUMATOS

Ot Ioanna. (Mt XVIII, 10-20)
RE~e Gospot, Gledajte da ne poudite, nikuj ut vi(e male~kite: za{to vi( velem
ni(hnite Angeli na Nebesa gledat dajma116 licitu na Tatku mi, {to e na Nebesa
(11) Za{to Sinut ~uve~ki dujde: da spasi zaginatutu. (12)[to vi( sa gleda, aku(
sankim nekuj ~uvek da ima sto ofci, i da zagine idna ut ti(e: ne ustava devitdisettu
devet, i odi pu( planini(te, pala zaginatata. (13) I aku( pugodi

da
str. 43
da ja najde, istina vi( velem, oti poveki sa radu(va na taa, kolku117 na devittiset i
devet, {to ne zaginaa. (14) Taka e volnu118 pret Tatku vi, {to e na Nebesa, da
zagine idin ut male~kite vi(e. (15) I aku( gre{i brat ti na tebe,  odi  i  gu( karaj
meg’u( tebe i on sa (m: aku( ta slu({a119 i dubi120 brat ti. (16) Ami aku( ne ta slu{a121,
zemi so(s tebe o{ti idin ili dva: da sa uveru(va seka re~ ut dva, ili i tri martire.
(17) I aku(ne slu{a122 i ti(e, ka`i gu na carkvata, i aku ( ne slu{a123 i na carkvata,
imaj gu katu( ut dru(g jazik i  G’umruk~iata. (18) Istina vi( velem: kolku aku(
varyite124 vra (s zeml’ata, ki( sa varzani na Nebutu: i kolku utvarzite vra(s zeml’ata,
ki( sa utvarzani na Nebutu. (19) Pa(k istina vi( velem, oti aku( simfonisat dva ut va(s
vra (s zeml’ata za sekue rabota deka ki( pu(sakat ki( mu ( sa ~ine ut Tatku mi
Nebesniut. (20) Za{to deka ima dva, ili tri isbrani125 uf imito mi,

tamu
str. 44
tamu sam i azi pu(srede na ni(h.

NEDEL’A126 ’. 127

Na si(te Sfetci.
Ot Mat e(a. (Mt X, 32; 37-38; XIX, 27-30)

RE~e Gospot, na U~enicite mu. (32) Sekuj ~uvek ubo, {to martirisa uf mene pret
l’uditu, ki( martirisam  i  jazi zardi negu pret Tatku mi Nebesniut. (33) I koj sa
utfarli ut mene pret  l’uditu, ki( sa utfarlam i azi128 ut  negu pret Tatku mi
Nebesn’ut. (37) Toa {to l’ube Tatku ili majka poveke ut mene, ne e dustoen zardi
mene, i kojtu l’ube Si(n ili kerka poveki ut mene, ne e dustoen zardi mene. (38) I
kojtu ne zemi krastut mu, i da dojde pu( mene, ne e dustoen zardi mene. (XIX 27) Togaj
otve{ta Petar,  i  mu( re~e,  etu, ni(e deka ustavi(hme si(te, i dujdohme pu( tebe: {to
ubo ki( sa ~ine. (28) Mu( vele Iisu(s: istina vi( velem, za{to vi(e {to dujdohte pu(
mene, na prirogenitu129, koga sedni Sinut ~u-

ve~-
str. 45
ve~ki na tronut na slavata mu, ki( sednite i vi(e na dvanajset tronuve, da sadite
dvanaj(se)te130 jazici na Israil. (29) I sekuj {to ustavi( ku (ki131 ili bratja, ili
(sic!) sestri, ili Tatku, ili Majka, ili @ena, ili Deca, ili Ni(vi, zardi imito mi
sto kata ki( zemi132, i ki( nasleduva i `ivot vecni133. (30) I mnogu pravni ki( sa
~inat napuko{ni: i napuko{nite pravni.
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EUAGGELION
TH DEUTERA THS A EBDOMADOS

META THN PENTEKOSTHN
HTOI TOU AGIOU PNEUMATOS

Ot Ioanna. (Mt XVIII,10-20)
RE~e Gospod, Gledajte da ne pohulite, nikuj ut vi(e male~kite: za{to vi( velem
ni(hnite Angeli na Neboto gledat daima licitu na Tatku mi, {to e na Neboto  (11)
Za{to Sinut ~uve~ki dujde: da spase zaginatoto. (12) [to vi( sa gleda, aku( zare
nekuj ~uvek da ima sto ofci, i da zagine idna ut ti(e: ne ustava devitdesette devet,
i ode pu( planini (te, pala zaginatata: (13) I aku( pugode

da
str. 43
da ja  najde, istina vi( velem,  oti poveke sa radu(va na taa, kolku na devitdeset  i
devet, {to ne zaginaa. (14) Taka e ogodno pret Tatku vi, {to e na Neboto  da zagine
idin ut male~kite vi(e. (15) I aku( gre{e brat ti na tebe, odi i gu( karaj meg'u( tebe i
on sa(m: aku( ta slu({a, gi dubi brat ti. (16) Ami aku ( ne ta slu{a, zemi so(s tebe o{te
idin ili dva: da sa uveru(va seka re~ ut dva  ili i tri martire. (17) I aku( ne slu{a
i ti(e, ka`i gu na carkvata, i aku( ne slu{a i na carkvata, imaj gu katu( ut dru(g jazik
i  G'umruk~iata. (18) Istina vi( velem: kolku aku ( varyite vra (s zeml’ata, ki( sa
varzani na Nebuto: i kolku utvarzite vra (s zeml’ata, ki( sa utvarzani na Nebuto.
(19) Pa(k istina vi( velem,  oti aku ( simfonisat dva ut va(s vra (s zeml’ata za sekua
rabota deka ki( pu (sakat (sic!) ki( mu( sa ~ine ut Tatku mi Nebesniut. (20) Za{to deka
ima dva  ili tri somrani (sic!) uf imito mi,

tamu
str. 44
tamu sa(m i aze pu(srede na ni(h.

NEDEL'A. '
Na si(te Sfetci.

Ot Mat e(a. (Mt X, 32; 37-38; XIX, 27-30)
RE~e Gospod, na U~enicite mu. (32) Sekuj ~uvek sanki, {to martirisa na mene pret
l’uditu, ki( martirisam  i  jaze zardi negu pret Tatku mi Nebesniut. (33) I koj sa
utrece ut mene pret l’uditu, ki( sa utrecam i az ut negu pret Tatku mi Nebesn’ut.
(37) Toa {to l’ube Tatku ili majka poveke ut mene, ne e dustoen zardi mene,  i
kojtu l’ube Si(n ili kerka poveke ut mene, ne e dustoen zardi mene. (38) I kojtu ne
zeme krastut mu, i da dojde pu( mene, ne e dustoen zardi mene.  (XIX, 27) Togaj
otgovori Petar,  i  mu( re~e,  etu, ni(e deka ustavi(hme si(te, i dujdohme pu( tebe: {to
sanki ki( sa ~ine. (28) Mu( vele Iisu(s: istina vi( velem, za{to vi(e {to dujdohte pu(
mene, na prirodenitu, koga sedne Sinut ~u-

ve~-
str. 45
ve~ki na tronut na slavata mu, ki( sednite i vi(e na dvanajset tronuve, da sadite
dvanaj(se)te jazici na Israil. (29) I sekuj {to ustavi( ku (ki ili bratja, ili (sic!)
sestri, ili Tatku, ili Majka, ili @ena, ili Deca, ili Ni(vi, zardi imito mi sto
kata ki( zemi, i ki( nasleduva i `ivot vecni. (30) I mnogu pravni ki( sa ~inat
napuko{ni: i napuko{nite pravni.
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NEDEL’A. ’134

Ot Mat e(a. (Mt IV, 18-23 )
NA toa vremi, ka ode{i Iisu(s blizu na moritu Galilejcku, vide dva brata, Simona
{to sa vele Petar, i Andrea brat mu, deka farlea mre`i uf moritu: za{to bea
ribare. (19) I mu ( vele ela (jte pu( mene, i ki( va ~inam ribare135 na l’ude. (20) I uf
~asut oni ustavi(a mre`ite, i utidua pu( negu. (21) I ka uti(de ponaka, vide dru(zi dva
bra-

te
str. 46
te Iakova Sinut na Zevedea, i brat mu Ioanna, vnatre uf sajkata zajno so(s Zevedea
Tatku mu, deka karpea mre`ite, (22) i ’i vikna. I uf ~asut oni ustavia i sajkata i
Tatku mu, i utidua pu( negu. (23) I Iisu(s ubarna sa(ta Galilea, u~eki pu( Soboritu, i
propuveda{e Evangel’etu na Carstfutu, i islekuvase (sic!) sekakva bolka, i sekij
mara (s na Qudutu136.

NEDEL’A. ’137

Ot Mat e(a. (Mt VI, 22-33)
RE~e Gospot: Sfetilnikut na snagata e okutu, aku( ubo okutu ti e ~istu, i sata ti
snaga sfetliva ki( bi(de. (23) Ami aku ( i okutu ti e {ijrecku, sata ti snaga ki( bide
temna, i aku ( ubo vi(delutu {to e uf tebe,  e temnina, kolku ki( e temninata. (24)
Nikuj ne mo`i da raboti dva Gospodare: za{to ili idin’ut ki( umrazi, i dru (g’ut ki(
vozl’ube:

ili
str. 47
ili edin’ut, ki( zapre, i drugiut ki( pou (de, ne mo`ite da rabotite na Boga, i na
imanitu. (25) Zardi toa vi( velem: ni(m pi~alete za `ivotut vi, {to da jadite, i {to
da piete, netu snagata vi da ja uble~ite: `ivotut ne e poveki ut jastitu, i snagata
vi ut ru(bata. (26) Smislejte pili{tata, {to letat na vetarut, oti neto sejat, neto
`nijat, neto berat, uf hambaritu, i Tatku vi Nebesn’ut ’i hrani: i vi(e ne delite
mnogu ut ti(e. (27) Koj ut va(s {to pi~ale mo`i da priklade nekuj ar{in na bojut138

mu. (28) I zardi ru(bata {to sa gri`ite? nau~ejte pu(drobu, cvetin’ata na bah~ata,
ka(k rastat, ne sa ma~at nito predat. (29) I vi ( velem, oti nito Solomon so(s sata mu
slava sa uble~e katu( idno ut vi(e. (30) I aku( bilkite na bah~ata, {to sa voa den, i
utre ’i klavat uf fu(rnata, Bog taka ’i stolisu(va, kolku poveki vazi maloverni.

Nim-
str. 48
(31) Nim sa gri`ejte ubo, da velite, {to da jadime, i {to da pieme, i {to da sa
uble~ime. (32) Za{to vi(e si(te jazicite ’i palat: za{to Tatku vi Nebesniut znae ka
vi( trebuvat vi(e si(te. (33) Ami pervu sakajte Carstfutu139 Bo`ie, i pravinata mu, i
vi(e si(te ki( vi( sa artardisat.

NEDEL’A. ’ 140

Ot Mat e(a. (Mt VIII, 5-13)
NA toa vremi, Ka( fleze Iisu(s uf Kapernaum, dujde na negu Sotnik, (6) i gu( mole{i.
I vele{i: Gospodine, Detito mi le`i uf doma raslablenu (sic!), i sa ma~i lo{u141.
(7) I mu( vele Iisu(s: jaze ki( dojdam da gu( islekuvam. (8) I otve{ta
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NEDEL’A. '
Ot Mat e(a. (Mt IV, 18-23 )

NA toa vreme, ka ode{e Iisu(s blizu na moritu Galilejcku, vide dva brata, Simona
{to sa vele Petar, i Andrea brat mu, deka farlea mre`i uf moritu: za{to bea
ribare. (19) I mu( vele ela(jte pu( mene, i ki( va ~inam lovace na l’udete.  (20) I uf
~asut oni ustavi(a mre`ite, i utidua pu( negu. (21) I ka uti(de ponaka, vide dru(zi dva
bra-

ta
str. 46
ta Iakova Sinut na Zevedea, i brat mu Ioanna, vnatre uf sajkata zajdno so(s Zevedea
Tatku mu, deka karpea mre`ite, (22) i 'i vikna. I uf ~asut oni ustavia i sajkata i
Tatku mu, i utidua pu( negu. (23) I Iisu(s ubarna sa (ta Galilea, u~eki pu( Soborito, i
propuveda{e Evangel’etu na Carstfutu, i islekuvase (sic!) sekakva bolka, i sekoj
mara (s na Qudito.

NEDEL’A. '
Ot Mat e(a. (Mt VI, 22-33)

RE~e Gospod: Sfetilnikut na snagata e okutu, ako sanki okutu ti e ~istu, i sata ti
snaga sfetliva ki( bi(de. (23) Ami ako e okutu ti e {ijrecku, sata ti snaga ki ( bide
temna, i ako sanki vi(deluto {to e uf tebe, e temnina, kolku ki( e temninata. (24)
Nikuj ne mo`e da rabote na dva Gospodara: za{to ili idin’ut ki( umrazi, i dru(g’ut
ki( vozl’ube:

ili
str. 47
ili edin’ut, ki( zapre, i drugiut ki( pou (de, ne mo`ite da rabotite na Boga, i na
imanitu. (25) Zardi toa vi( velem: ni(m pi~alete za `ivotut vi, {to da jadite, i {to
da piete, netu snagata vi da ja uble~ite: `ivotut ne e poveke ut jastitu, i snagata
vi ut ru(bata. (26) Smislejte pili{tata, {to letat na vetarut, oti neto sejat, neto
`nijat, neto berat, uf hambaritu, i Tatku vi Nebesniut 'i hrane:  i vi(e ne delite
mnogu ut ti(e. (27) Koj ut va(s {to pi~ale mo`e da priklade nekuj ar{in na bojut mu.
(28) I zardi ru(bata {to sa gri`ite? nau~ejte pu(drobu, cvetin’ata na bah~ata, ka(k
rastat, ne sa  ma~at nito predat. (29) I vi( velem,  oti nito Solomon so(s sata mu
slava sa uble~e katu( idno ut vi(e. (30) I aku( bilkite na bah~ata, {to sa voa den, i
utre ’i klavat uf fu(rnata, Bog taka 'i stolisu(va, kolku poveke vaze maloverni.

Nim-
str. 48
(31) Nim sa gri`ejte sanki, da velite, {to da jadime, i {to da pieme, i {to da sa
uble~ime. (32) Za{to vi(e si(te jazicite 'i palat: za{to Tatku vi Nebesniut znae ka
vi( trebuvat vi(e si(te. (33) Ami pervu sakajte Carstfutu Bo`ie, i pravinata mu, i
vi(e si(te ki( vi( sa artardisat.

NEDEL’A. '.
Ot Mat e(a. (Mt VIII, 5-13)

NA toa vreme, Ka( fleze Iisu(s uf Kapernaum, dujde na negu jozbasiata, (6) i gu(
moli{e. I vele{e: Gospodine, Detito mi le`e uf doma raslableno (sic!), i sa ma~e
lo{u. (7) I mu( vele Iisu(s: jaze ki( dojdam da gu( islekuvam. (8) I otgovori
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Sotnikut, i re~e: Gopodine, ne sam dustoen, da dojdi{ uf doma mi: ami re~i sa (lde
lakardia, i ki( sa isleku (va Detito mi. (9) Za{to aze142 sam ~uvek pu (t puvel’a,  i
imam pu(t mene vojnici: i velem na voa, odi, i odi: i na

dru (g
str. 49
dru (g,  ela,  i  ide:  i  na ezmik’arut mi, ~ini voa, i gu( ~ini. (10) I ka ~u ( Iisu(s, sa
za~udi, i re~e na ti(e {to odea pu( negu: istina vi( velem: nito uf Israil ne najdoh
tolku gulema vera, (11) i vi( velem, oti mnogu ut isgreva i ut zaot ki( dojdat, i ki (
sennat zajno so(s Avraam, i Isaak,  i Iakov, na Carstfutu Nebesnutu. (12) I
Sinuvite na carstfutu ki( sa isvadat nadvor na temninata nadvorne{nata: tamu ki(
e plakanitu, i karcanitu na zabitu. (13) I re~e Iisu(s na bimba{iata: odi, i ka(k
veruva(, da ti( sa ~ine, i sa islekuva( Detito mu toa ~as.

NEDEL’A. ’ 143

Ot Mat e(a. (Mt VIII, 28-33; IX, 1)
NA toa vremi, Ka zaminu(va{e Iisu(s na Selutu Gergesincku, gu( sretoa dva
nadvorni~evi, {to ispag’aa nadvor ut grobistata (sic!), divi mo{ne144, tolku, deka
ne mo`e{i da zamine nikuj ut patut toa

str. 50
.145 (29) I  uf  ~asut viknaa146,  i  velea: Iisu(se Sine Bo`ij, {to imame (sic!) da
~inime ni(e so(s tebe? dujde tu(ka da na ma~i{147 ponapret ut vremitu. (30) I dale~
ut ni(h,  ima{i bjul’uk ut prafci148 mnogu {to pasea. (31) I demonite gu ( molea, i
velea, aku( na isvadi{, daj ni izin da odime uf bjul’ukut (sic!) ut prafcite. (32) I
mu( re~e: odejte, i oni ispannaa i utidua uf bjul’ukut149 na prafcite, i uf ~asut sa
zatar~e sat bjul’uk ut bregut  uf  moritu, i sa udavi(a vnatre u vodite. (33) I
pastiritu begaa i uti(dua na Gradut, i ka`aa sa(ta rabota, i rabotite na
nadvorne{nite. (34; IX 1) I  uf  ~asut sa(t Grat ispanna i pusrete Iisu(sa: i ka gu(
vido(a, gu( moli(a da ispanni ut sinorito mu, i ka ( fleze vnatre uf korabut, zamina,
utide na sfojut mu Grat.

NEDEL’A. ’ 150

Ot Mat e(a. (Mt IX, 1-8; IX, 2-9)
NA

str. 51
NA toa vremi. Ka( fleze Iisu(s vnatre uf korabut, zamina i dujde na sfojut mu Grat.
(2) I uf ~asut mu( dunesea idin Rasslablen, kladen gore na odar: i ka ( vide Iisu (s
verata mu, vele na rasslablenniut: imaj undisani sinko, ti( sa pru{tavat
grehuvite. (3) I ja, i nekui151 ut Kni`ovnicite velea: meg’u( ni(h, voa hu(li. (4) I ka(
puzna Iisu(s pomislite mu, re~e: (5) za{to mislite vi(e lo{u uf sarcata vi. Koe e
polesnu, da re~am ti( sa prostuvat grehuvite: ili da re~am: stani ta odi. (6) I da
puznaite, oti Sinut ~uve~ki ima puvel’a na zeml’ata da pru{tava grehuve  togaj
vele na rasslamblen’ut (sic!)152: stani i zemi  odarut ti, ta odi uf doma ti. (7) I
stana, i uti(de uf doma mu. (8) I ka ( vido(a Qu (dititu153 sa pu~udia, i slavia Boga,
deka dade takvazi puvel’a na L’uditu154

str. 52
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jozbasiata, i re~e: Gopodine, ne sam dustoen, da dojdi{ uf doma mi: ami re~i sa (lde
lakardia, i ki( sa isleku (va Detito mi. (9) Za{to aze sa(m ~uvek pu(t puvel’a, i imam
pu(t mene vojnici: i velem na voa, odi, i ode: i na

dru (g-
str. 49
dru (g,  ela,  i  ide: i na ezmik’arut mi, ~ini voa, i gu( ~ine. (10) I ka ~u ( Iisu (s, sa
za~udi, i re~e na ti(e {to odea pu( negu: istina vi( velem: nito uf Israil ne najdoh
tolku gulema vera, (11) i vi( velem, oti mnogu ut isgreva i ut zaot ki( dojdat, i ki (
sednat zaidno so(s Avraam, i Isaak,  i Iakov, na Carstfutu Nebesnutu. (12) I
Sinuvite na carstvfutu ki( sa isvadat nadvor na temninata nadvorne{nata: tamu
ki( e plakanitu, i karcanitu na zabite. (13) I re~e Iisu(s na jozbasiata:  odi, i ka(k
veruva(, da ti( sa ~ine, i sa islekuva( Detito mu toa ~as.

NEDEL’A. '.
Ot Mat e(a. (Mt VIII, 28-33; IX, 1)

NA toa vreme, Ka zaminu (va{e Iisu(s na Selutu Gergesincku, gu( sretoa dva
nadvorni~evi, {to ispag’aa nadvor ut grobistata (sic!), divi mo{ne, tolku, deka ne
mo`ej{e da zamine nikuj ut toj pat.

str. 50
(29) I uf ~asut viknaa, i velea: Iisu(se Sine Bo`ij, {to imame (sic!) da ~inime ni(e
so(s tebe? dujde tu(ka da na ma~i{ ponapret ut vremito. (30) I daleko (sic!) ut ni(h,
ima{e bjul’uk ut prafci mnogu {to pasea. (31) I demonite gu( molea, i velea, aku(
na isvadi{, daj  ni  izin da odime uf bjul’ukut (sic!) ut prafcite. (32) I mu( re~e:
odejte, i oni ispadnaa i utidoa uf bjul’ukut na prafcite, i uf ~asut sa zatar~e sat
bjul’uk ut bregut uf morito, i sa udavi(a vnatre u vodita. (33) I pastiritu begaa i
uti(dua na Gradut, i ka`aa sa(ta rabota, i rabotite na nadvorne{nite. (34; IX 1) I
uf ~asut sa(t Grad ispadna i pusrete Iisu(sa: i ka gu( vido(a, gu( moli(a da ispadne ut
sinorite mu, i ka( fleze vnatre uf korabut, zamina, utide na sfojut mu Grat.

NEDEL'A. ’
Ot Mat e(a. (Mt IX, 1-8; IX, 2-9)

NA
str. 51.
NA toa vreme. Ka( fleze Iisu(s vnatre uf korabut, zamina i dujde na sfojut mu Grat.
(2) I uf ~asut mu( dunesea idin Rasslablen, kladen gore na odar: i ka ( vide Iisu (s
verata mu, vele na rasslablenniut: imaj  ujdisajne sinko, ti ( sa pru{tavat
grehuvite. (3) I ja, i nekui ut Kni`ovnicite velea: meg’u( ni(h, voa hu(li. (4) I ka(
puzna Iisu(s pomislite mu, re~e: (5) za{to mislite vi(e lo{u uf sarcata vi. Koe e
polesnu, da re~am ti( sa prostuvat grehuvite: ili da re~am: stani ta odi. (6) I da
puznaite, oti Sinut ~uve~ki ima puvel’a na zeml’ata da pru{tava grehuve  togaj
vele na rasslamblen’ut: stani i zemi odarut ti, ta odi uf doma ti. (7) I stana, i
uti(de uf doma mu. (8) I ka( vido(a  L’u(ditite sa pu~udia, i slavia Boga, deka dade
takvazi puvel’a na L'udito.

str. 52
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NEDEL’A ’.155

Ot Mat e(a. (Mt IX, 27-35)
NA toa vremi. Ka zaminu (va{i Iisu(s, utidua pu( negu dva slepi, i vi (kaa, i velea, O(
Sine Daviduf, pumiluvaj ne 156. (28) I ka( stigna uf doma, dujdoa i slepite, i mu(
vele Iisu (s, veru (vate, ka (k mo`am da gu( ~inam voa,  i  mu ( velet: istina, Gospodine.
(29) Togaj mu( fati o~ite, i mu( vele: spruti verata vi neka vi( sa ~ine. (30) I mu( sa
utforia o~ite: i Iisu(s so(s zapla{uvani ’i puvel’a, i re~e: gledajte neka da ne gu(
znae nikuj. (31) I oni ka( ispannaa nadvor gu ( raska`aa pu ( sa (ta zeml’a taa. (32) I ka(
islego(a oni, etu, i mu( dunesea idin ~uvek nem nadvorne{en. (33) I ka( isleze besut,
zpuruva( nemjut:  i  sa za~udia  l’uditu, i velea: nikuj pat ne sa vide taka na rodut
Israiluf. (34) Ami Farisejtu velea? so(s napre{niut na demonitu voa isvag’a
besuvite. (35; X,1) I Iisu(s ubikoli si(te Gradi{ta i Se

la-
str. 53
lata, u~ejki pou(157 Soboritu (sic!), i propuveda{e Evangel’etu na Carstfutu, i
lekuva{e sekakvi bolki, i lu{otii na L’uditu.

NEDEL’A. ’ 158

Ot Mat e(a. (Mt XIV, 14-22)
NA toa vremi. Vide Iisu (s mnogu L’ude: i ’i pu`ala, i islekuva bolnite mu. (15) I
ka( zamrakna, dujdoa U~enicite mu,  i  mu( velet: mestutu e pu(stu, i saatut sega
zamina: ispu{ti l’uditu da odat na selata, da kupat za sebesi man~i159. (16) Mu( vele
Iisu(s: ne trebu (va da odat: dadejte mu vi(e da jadat. (17) I oni mu ( rekoa: ni(e nemami
tu(ka, sa(lde pet hleba i dve ribi. (18) I mu ( vele dunesejti ’i tu(ka. (19) ’I puvel’a
L’uditu da sedat navra (s trevata, i ka( zima pettu hleba i dvete ribi, pu(glenna na
Nebutu, i blagoslovi(: i ka( se~e hlebuvite, ’i dade na U~enicite mu,

i
str. 54
i U~enicitu na l’uditu. (20) I jado(a si(te,  i  sa najado(a, i krenaa komatitu, {to
artardisaa, dvanajset ko{uve palni. (21) I ti(e deka jado(a, bea du( pet hil’adi ma(`e,
bi(s `eni i deca. (22) I uf ~asut anankasa Iisu(s U~enicite mu da flezat uf
korabut, da zaminat ponapret utsre{te, du(ri da ispu({ti l’uditu.

NEDEL’A. ’.160

Ot Mat e(a. (Mt XIV, 22-34)
NA toa vremi. Anankasa Iisu(s U~enicite mu da flezat  uf  korabut, da zaminat
ponapret utade, du(ri da ispu ({ti l’uditu. (23) I ka ispu{ti l’uditu, sa ka~i na
planinata sa (m da sa pumoli, i katu ( da zamrakna, be{e samicok161 tamu. (24) I
korabut be{i nasret moritu, i sa zadeva{e ut talazitu za{to be{e vetar na
sre{te. (25) I na ~itvertata stra`a

ut
str. 55
ut nok’ata uti(de Iisus (sic!) na U~enicite, i ode{i uzgore navra (s mo (ritu. (26) I ka
gu( vido(a U~enicite, deka ode{i uzgo(re navra (s moritu, sa sinhisaa162, i velea: oti e
videnie: i ut strahut mu viknaa. (27) I uf ~asut mu ( zpuruva Iisu(s, i re~e imajte
gajret: jazi sam, nim sa bojajte. (28) I Petar mu( otve{ta, i re~e : Gospodi aku si( ti,
poveli ma da dojdam na tebe uzgore na vodata. (29) I on mu( re~e:
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NEDEL'A. '.
Ot Mat e(a (Mt IX, 27-35)

NA toa vreme. Ka zaminu(va{e Iisu(s, utidua pu( negu dva slepi, i vi(kaa, i velea, O(
Sine Daviduf, pumiluvaj ne. (28) I ka( stigna uf doma, dujdoa i slepite, i mu( vele
Iisu(s, veru(vate, ka(k mo`am da vi ~inam voa,  i  mu( velet: istina, Gospodine. (29)
Togaj mu( fati o~ite, i mu( vele: spruti verata vi neka vi( sa ~ine. (30) I mu( sa
utforia o~ite: i Iisu(s so(s zapla{uvajne ’i puvel’a, i re~e: gledajte neka da ne gu(
znae nikuj. (31) I oni ka( ispadnaa nadvor gu ( raska`aa pu ( sa (ta zeml’a taa. (32) I ka(
islego(a oni, etu, i mu( dunesea idin ~uvek nem nadvorne{en. (33) I ka( isleze besut,
zpuruva( nem’jut:  i  sa za~udia l’udito,  i  velea: nikuj pat ne sa vide taka na rodut
Israiluf. (34) Ami Farisejte velea? so(s napre{niut na demonitu voa isvag’a
besuvite. (35; X,1) I Iisu(s ubikoli si(te Gradi{ta i Se

la-
str. 53
lata, u~ejki pou ( Soborito, i propuveda{e Evangel’eto na Carstfuto, i lekuva{e
sekakvi bolki, i lu{otii na L’uditu.

NEDEL’A. '.
Ot Mat e(a. (Mt XIV, 14-22)

NA toa vreme. Vide Iisu(s mnogu L’ude: i 'i pu`alija, i islekuva bolnite mu. (15) I
ka( zamrakna, dujdoa U~enicite mu, i mu( vel’at: mestutu e pu(stu, i saatut sega
zamina: ispu{ti l’udito da odat na selata, da kupat za sebesi manci. (16) Mu( vele
Iisu(s: ne trebu (va da odat: dadejte mu vi(e da jadat. (17) I oni mu ( rekoa: ni(e nemame
tu(ka, sa(lde pet hleba i dve ribi. (18) I mu ( vele dunesejte 'i tu(ka. (19) 'I puvel’e
L’udito da sedat navra (s trevata, i ka( zima pette hleba i dvete ribi, pu(gledna na
Nebuto, i blagoslovi (: i ka( se~e hlebuvito, 'i dade na U~enicite mu,

i
str. 54
i U~enicite na l’udito. (20) I jado(a si(te, i sa najado(a, i krenaa komatito, {to
artardisaa, dvanajset ko{uve palni. (21) I ti(e deka jado(a, bea du( pet hil’adi ma(`e,
bi(s `eni i deca. (22) I uf ~asut anankasa Iisu(s U~enicite mu da flezat uf
korabut, da zaminat ponapret utsre{ta, du(ri da ispu({te l’udito.

NEDEL’A. '.
Ot Mat e(a. (Mt XIV, 22-34)

NA toa vreme. Anankasa Iisu (s U~enicite mu da flezat  uf  korabut, da zaminat
ponapret utade, du(ri da ispu ({te l’udito. (23) I ka ispu{ti l’udito, sa ka~i na
planinata sa(m da sa pumole, i katu( da zamrakna, be{e sam tamu. (24) I korabut
be{e nasret morito, i sa zadeva{e ut dalgite za{to be{e vetar na sre{ta. (25) I
na ~itvertata stra`a

ut
str. 55
ut nok’ata uti(de Iisu (s na U~enicite, i ode{e uzgore navra (s mo (rito. (26) I ka gu(
vido(a U~enicite, deka ode{e uzgo(re navra (s morito, sa sa uplasia,  i  velea: oti e
videnie: i ut strahut mu viknaa. (27) I uf ~asut mu ( zpuruva Iisu(s, i re~e imajte
gajret: jazi sam, nim sa bojajte. (28) I Petar mu( otgovori, i re~e: Gospodi aku si( ti,
poveli mi da dojdam na tebe uzgore na vodata. (29) I on mu( re~e:
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ela, i ka sleze ut korabut Peter, ode{i navra (s vo(data, da dojde na Iisu (sa. (30) Ami
ka vide vetarut silen, sa upla{i, i ka fati da potonu (va, vikna i re~e: Gospodine,
otkini163 me.  (31)  I  uf  ~asut Iisu(s ka sprustre rakata mu, gu( fati:  i  mu( vele,  o(
maloverne, oti klade {ube. (32) I ka fleze on vnatre uf korabut164, vetarut
pafsa. (33) I ti(e {to bea vnatre uf korabut, dujdoa i mu( sa puklonia, i ve-

lea
str. 56
lea: istina Si(n bo`ij si(. (34) I ka zaminaa, dujdoa na zeml’ata Genisarecka.

NEDEL’A. ’. 165

Ot Mat e(a. (Mt XVII, 14-23)
NA toa vremi, edin ~uvek dubli`i na Iisu(sa sa klane{i na negu. (15) I vele{i,
Gospodine: po`alaj si(n mi, oti na nova mesi~ina besnu(va, i lo{u sa ma~i, i mnogu
pate pag’a  uf  ogenut (sic!),  i  uf  vo(data. (16) I gu( duneso(h na U~enicite ti,  i  ne
mo`ea da gu( leku (vat166. I otve{ta Iisu (s, i re~e: (17) o( ro(d bizverne i rasvratennij
(sic!), du( ko(ga ki ( bi(dam so(s va(s, du( ko(ga ki( va( tarpam, dunesejti mi gu tu(a167. (18) I
puvele Iisu(s so(s  l’utina besut, i izleze ut negu,  i  sa izlekuva detitu ut toa saat.
(19) Togaj uti(dua U~enicite na Iisu(sa sa(m bidejke, i rekoa: za{to ni(e ne mo`ehmi
da isterame negu. (20) Mu( vele Iisu(s: zardi

ne-
str. 57
neverestvutu vi: istina vi( velem, aku( imate vera kolku idno zarnu sinapuvu, ki(
ka`ite na vaa planina: premesti sa ut tu(a tamu, i ki( sa primesti, ne ke bi(de nikue
rabota nemo`na na va (s. (21) Ami vo(a ro(d ne ispag’a, sa(lde so(s molba i so(s posteni.
(22) I tamu deka `ivu(vaa oni na Galilea, mu ( re~e Iisu(s: Sinut ~uve~ki ima da sa
pridade uf ra~i (sic!) ~uve~ki. (23) I ki( gu( utepat. I na tretiut den ki(
vojskresne168.

NEDEL’A. ’.169

Ot Mat e(a. (Mt XVIII, 23-35)
RE~e Gospot prikaznata vaa, omiasa carstvutu nebesnutu170 edin ~uvek car, toa
{to saka da  ~ine isa(p so(s ezmik’arite mu. (24) I ka zafati da slaga, mu( duneso(a
edin {to mu( dla`uva{e deset hil’adi talante. (25) I ka nema{e da ’i plati,
puvel’a Gospodinut mu da

sa
str. 58
sa prudade, i on, i `enata mu, i decata mu, i sa(tu {to ima{e, i da sa plate bor~ut.
(26) I padna171 ubo ezmik’arut toa mu( sa puklonnu (va{e, i vele{i: Gospodine,
potarpi ma, i da ti( ’i dadam si(te. (27) I sa umilostivi172 Gospodinut173 ezmik’arut
toa, i gu( pusti( (sic!),  i mu ( ariza i bor~ut mu, (28) i ka ispanna na(dvor ezmik’arut
toa, najde edin ut dru`inata mu, toa {to mu( dla`uva{e sto dinare, i ka gu( fati( mu(
dade zo(r  i  vele{i: daj  mi  ti(e deka mi( dla`u(va{. (29) Padna ubo drugarut mu na
no(zite mu,  i  gu( mo(le{i, i vele{i: potarpi ma,  i  si(te da ti( ’i platam. (30) I on
neke{i, ami uti(de i gu( klade vnatre uf hapsanata, du (ri da plati bo~u (sic!) mu. (31)
I ka vido(a dru`inata mu ti(e {to sa ~ini(a, sa na`al’aa mnogu, i dujdo(a, i ’i
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ela, i ka sleze ut korabut Peter (sic!), ode{e navra (s vo(data, da dojde na Iisu (sa. (30)
Ami ka vide vetarut silen, sa upla{i, i ka fati da potonu (va, vikna i re~e:
Gospodine,  otkini me.  (31)  I uf ~asut Iisu(s ka sprustre rakata mu, gu( fati:  i  mu(
vele, o( maloverne, oti klade {ube. (32) I ka fleze on vnatre uf korabut, vetarut
zapre. (33) I ti(e {to bea vnatre uf korabut, dujdoa i mu( sa puklonia, i ve-

lea
str. 56
lea: istina Si(n bo`ij si(. (34) I ka zaminaa, dujdoa na zeml’ata Genisarecka.

NEDEL’A. '.
Ot Mat e(a. (Mt XVII, 14-23)

NA toa vreme, edin ~uvek dubli`i na Iisu (sa sa klajne{e na negu. (15) I vele{e,
Gospodine: po`alaj si(n mi, oti na nova mesi~ina besnu(va, i lo{u sa ma~e, i mnogu
pata pag’a  uf  ogenut (sic!),  i  uf  vo(data. (16) I gu( duneso(h na U~enicite ti,  i  ne
mo`ea da gu( leku(vat. I otgovori Iisu(s, i re~e: (17) o( ro(d bizverne i rasvratennij
(sic!), du( ko(ga ki( bi (dam so(s va(s, du( ko(ga ki( va( tarpam, dunesejti  mi  gu  toa. (18) I
puvele Iisu(s so(s l’utina na besut, i izleze ut negu, i sa izlekuva detito ut toa saat.
(19) Togaj uti(dua U~enicite na Iisu(sa sa(m bidejke, i rekoa: za{to ni(e ne mo`ehme
da isterame negu. (20) Mu( vele Iisu(s: zardi

ne-
str. 57
neverestvuto vi: istina vi( velem, aku( imate vera kolku idno zarnu sinapuvo, da
re~ite na vaa planina: premesti se ut tu(va tamu, i ki( sa primeste, ne ke bi(de nikua
rabota nemo`na na va(s. (21 NB.) Ami vo(a ro(d ne ispag’a, sa(lde so(s molba i so(s
postejne. (22) I tamu deka `ivu(vaa oni na Galilea, mu( re~e Iisu (s: Sinut ~uve~ki
ima da sa pridade uf ra~i (sic!) ~uve~ki. (23) I ki( gu( utepat. I na tretiut den ki(
voskresne.

NEDEL’A. '.
Ot Mat e(a. (Mt XVIII, 23-35)

RE~e Gospod prikaznata vaa, omiasa carstvuto nebesno edin ~uvek car, toa {to
saka da ~ine isa (p so(s ezmik’arite mu. (24) I ka zafati da slaga, mu( duneso(a edin
{to mu( dla`uva{e deset hil’adi talanta. (25) I ka nema{e da ’i plate, puvel’a
Gospodinut mu da

sa
str. 58
sa prudade, i on, i `enata mu, i decata mu, i sa(tu {to ima{e, i da sa plate bor~ut.
(26) I padna sanki ezmik’arut toa mu( sa puklonnu (va{e, i veli{e: Gospodine,
potarpi me,  i da ti( ’i dadam si(te. (27) I sa umilostivi Gospodinut na ezmik’arut
toa, i gu( pusti(,  i  mu( ariza i bor~ut mu, (28) i ka ispadna na (dvor ezmik’arut toa,
najde edin ut dru`inata mu, toa {to mu( dla`uva{e sto dinare, i ka gu( fati( mu(
dade zo(rt i veli{e: daj mi ti(e deka mi( dla`u(va{. (29) Padna sanki drugarut mu na
no(zite mu,  i  gu( mo(li{e,  i  veli{e: potarpi me,  i  si(te da ti( ’i platam. (30) I on
nejke{e, ami uti(de i gu( klade vnatre uf hapsanata, du (ri da plate bo~u (sic!) mu. (31)
I ka vido(a dru`inata mu ti(e {to sa ~ini(a, sa na`al’jaa mnogu, i dujdo(a, i ’i
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ka`aa na Gospodinut mu, pu(dro(bnu si(te {to sa ~ini(a. (32) Togaj gu( vikna
Gospodinut mu, i mu( vele: {ijret ezmik’arin, jaze ti( ariza(h sa(t toa bor~ za-

{to
str. 59
(za){to174 mi( sa moli. (33) Ne trebu(va{e i ti da pu`ala{ dru`inata ti, katu( ka ta
pu`al’ah i jaze. (34) I sa nal’uti Gospodinut mu i gu( pridade na ma~nicite, du(ri da
dade sat mu bor~. (35) Taka i Tatku mi Nebesn’ut, ki( ~ine na va(s, aku( ne proste ut
sarce sekuj gre{bite na brat mu, {to mu( gre{i.

NEDEL’A. .175

Ot Mat e(a. (Mt XIX, 16-26)
NA toa vremi, mlat nekuj dujde na Iisu(sa sa klanne{i na negu, i mu( vele: Didaskale
blagij, {to dubro( da ~inam, da imam `ivot ve~ni. (17) I Iisu(s mu( vele: {to mi(
vele{ bla (g, nikuj ne e bla (g, sa(lde edin bog, ami aku ( saka{ da flezi{ na `ivotut,
~uvaj naraxbite176, (18) mu( vele, koe? i Iisu(s vele, katu(, da ne ubie{, da ne sku (rvi{,
da ne utkradi{, da ne la`ovnu martirisa{. (19) Timisu(vaj Tatku ti, i

maj
str. 60
majka ti, i da milu (va{ kum{iata ti katu( sebesi. (20) Mu( vele on, vi(e si(te ’i ~uva (h
ut mladusta mi: {to mi lipsa  o{ti. (21) Mu( vele Iisu(s, aku( saka{ da sa ~ini{
sfar{en,  odi prodaj, sa(tu {to ima{, i ’i daj na sirumasitu: i ki( ima{ imani na
Nebutu, i ela odi pu ( mene. (22) I mladijut, ka ~u lakardijata, si ( utide na`al’an:
za{to ima{e mnogu imane. (23) I Iisu(s vele na U~enicite mu: istina vi( velem,
za{to zenginin ma~nu ki( fleze na carstvu Nebesnu. I pa (k vi( velem (24) polesnu e
kamilata da pumine ni(z igleni u{i, a ne zenginut da fleze uf carstvu bo`ie. (25)
I ka gu ( ~ua U~enicite mu, sa za~udia mnogu: i velea, koj ubo mo(`e da sa spa (se. (26)
I ka( ’i vide Iisu(s, mu( vele: voa e nemo`ni177 na l’uditu, ami na Boga sa si(te mo`ni.

NEDEL’A. ’. 178

Ot Mat e(a. (Mt XXI, 33-42)

str. 61
REce (sic!) Gospot Prikaznata vaa, be{e nekuj ~uvek stupa(n, toa nasadi ino lo(ze, i
gu( zagradi okulu, i iskupa vnatre uf negu {terna, i sozide Ku(lla: i gu( dade na
ispolu na rabotnicite i si( utide. (34) I ko(ga nabli`i vremitu na maksu (lut,
pu{ti ezmik’arito mu na rabotnicite da zevat maksulito mu. (35) I rabotnicite
ka fatia ezmik’arito mu, dru(gi bi(a, dru(g utepaa, i dru(g utepaa so(s kameni. (36) Pa(k
pu{ti dru (zi ezmik’are poveki ut pravnite: i ~inia i na ni(h pa (k taka. (37) I
napokom pu{ti na ni(h Si(n mu, vele{i179: ki( sa usramat ut Si(n mi. (38) Ami
rabotnicite ka ( vido(a Si(n mu, reko (a meg’u ni(h: voa  e miras~iata180, elajte da gu(
utepime, i da zaprime mirazut mu. (39) I ka gu( fati(a gu( isvadi(a nadvor ut lozitu, i
gu( utepaa. (40) Ko(ga ubo181 dojde Gospodinut na lozitu, {to ki( ~ine na

ra-
str. 62
rabotnicite ti(e. (41) Velet na negu: vi(e lo{ite ki( ’i rasi(pe ut zlo(182 na zlini, i
lozito mu ki( gu( dade na ispolu na dru(zi rabotnici, deka da mu( davat maksulut na
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ka`aa na Gospodinut mu, pu(dro(bnu si(te {to sa ~ini(a. (32) Togaj gu( vikna
Gospodinut mu, i mu( vele: {ijret ezmik’arin, jaze ti( ariza(h sa(t toa bor~ za-

{to
str. 59
{to mi( sa moli. (33) Ne trebu (va{e i ti da pu`al’ja{ dru`inata ti, katu( ka ta
pu`al’ah i jaze. (34) I sa nal’uti Gospodinut mu i gu( pridade na ma~nicite, du(ri da
dade sat mu bor~. (35) Taka i Tatku mi Nebesn’ut, ki( ~ine na va(s, aku( ne proste ut
sarce sekuj gre{bite na brat mu, {to mu( gre{i.

NEDEL’A. '.
Ot Mat e(a (Mt XIX, 16-26)

NA toa vreme, mlat nekuj dujde na Iisu(sa sa klajnne{e na negu,  i  mu(  vele:
Didaskale blagij, {to dubro( da ~inam, da imam `ivot ve~ni. (17) I Iisu(s mu( vele:
{to mi( vele{ bla (g, nikuj ne e bla (g, sa(lde edin bog, ami aku ( saka{ da flezi{ na
`ivotut, ~uvaj naraxbite, (18) mu( vele, koi? i Iisu(s vele, katu(, da ne ubie{, da ne
sku(rvi{, da ne utkradi{, da ne la`ovnu martirisa{. (19) Timisu(vaj Tatku ti, i

maj
str. 60
majka ti, i da milu (va{ kum{iata ti katu( sebesi. (20) Mu( vele on, vi(e si(te ’i ~uva (h
ut mladusta mi: {to mi lipsa  o{te. (21) Mu( vele Iisu(s, aku( saka{ da sa ~ini{
sfar{en, odi prodaj, sa(to {to ima{, i ’i daj na sirumasite: i ki( ima{ imajne na
Nebuto,  i ela odi pu ( mene. (22) I mladijut, ka ~u lakardijata, si( utide na`al’an:
za{to ima{e mnogu imajne. (23) I Iisu(s vele na U~enicite mu: istina vi( velem,
za{to zenginin ma~nu ki( fleze na carstvu Nebesnu. I pa (k vi( velam (24) polesnu e
kamilata da pumine ni(z igleni u{i, a ne zenginut da fleze uf carstvu bo`e. (25)
I ka gu( ~u(a U~enicite mu,  sa za~udia mnogu: i velea, koj sanki mo(̀ e da sa spa(se.
(26) I ka( ’i vide Iisu(s, mu( vele: voa  e nemo`no na l’udito, ami na Boga sa si(te
mo`ni.

NEDEL’A. '.
Ot Mat e(a. (Mt XXI, 33-42)

str. 61
REce Gospod Prikaznata vaa, be{e nekuj ~uvek stupa(n, toa nasadi idno lo(ze, i gu(
zagradi okulu, i iskupa vnatre uf negu {terna, i sozide Ku(lla: i gu( dade na ispolu
na rabotnicite i si( utide. (34) I ko(ga nabli`i vremitu na maksu(lut, pu{ti
ezmik’arito mu na rabotnicite da zevat maksulito mu. (35) I rabotnicite ka
fatia ezmik’arito mu, dru(gi bi(a, dru(g utepaa, i dru (g utepaa so(s kameni. (36) Pa(k
pu{ti dru(zi ezmik’are poveke ut  pravnite: i ~inia i na ni(h pa(k taka. (37) I
napokom pu{ti na ni(h Si(n mu, vele{e: ki( sa usramat ut Si(n  mi.  (38)  Ami
rabotnicite ka ( vido(a Si(n mu, reko (a meg’u ni(h: voa  e miras~iata, elajte da gu (
utepime, i da zaprime mirazut mu. (39) I ka gu( fati(a gu( isvadi(a nadvor ut lozitu, i
gu( utepaa. (40) Ko(ga vike dojde Gospodinut na lozitu, {to ki( ~ine na

ra-
str. 62
rabotnicite ti(e. (41) Velet na negu: vi(e lo{ite ki( ’i rasi(pe ut zlo( na zlini, i
lozito mu ki( gu( dade na ispolu na dru(zi rabotnici, deka da mu( davat maksulut na
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vremito mu. (42) Mu( vele Iisu (s: nekuj pa (t ne ste pejali na pisanietu, kamenut toa
{to poudi(a majstoritu, voa sa ~ini, glava na k’u{itu: ut Boga sa ~ini voa,  i  e
~udno na o~ite va{ite.

NEDEL’A. ’ 183

Ot Mat e(a (Mt XXII, 1-14)
RE~e Gospot prikaznata vaa. (2) Omiasa carstvu Nebesnu, edin ~uvek car, toa {to
pravi( sfatbi184 na Si(n mu. (3) I pu{ti ezmik’arito mu, da vi(kat kalesanitu na
sfatbite185, i nek’aa da dojdat. (4) Pa(k pu{ti dru (zi ezmik’are, i mu( vele: ka`ejte
na kalesanite: etu: deka ru~okut mi isgotfi(h juncite mi i ranetite sa zaklani, i
si(te sa gutovi,

elaj-
str. 63
elajte na sfatbate186. (5) I oni katu ( da sa lenia, dru (g uti(de na ni(vata mu, dru(g pu(
pragmatiata mu. (6) I dru(zite fatia ezmik’arito mu, i ’i pcu(a. (7) I ka ’i ~u carut,
sa nal’uti: i pu{ti vojskata mu, i rasipa ubijcite ti(e, i Gradut mu gu( raskupa. (8)
Togaj vele na ezmik’arito mu, sfatbata e gutova, ami kalesanitu ne bea dustojni.
(9) Odejte ubo na pati{tata, i kolku najdite kalesajti ’i na sfatbata187. (10) I ka
izlego(a nadvor ezmik’aritu ti(e na pati{tata sobraa kolku najdo(a, lo({i, i arni: i
sa napalni sfatbata kalesani. (11) I Carut ka fleze da vi(de ti(e, deka sedea na
trapezata, vide tamu edin ~uvek, sto188 ne nose{i ru(bi za sfatba. I mu( vele: (12)
prijatile, ka fleze tu(a, {to nema{ ru(bi za sfatba, i on mlakna. (13) Togaj ka`a
carut na ezmik’arito mu: varyejte mu raci i no(zi, i krenejti-

gu
str. 64
gu, i gu( kladejte na temninata nadvorne{nata: tamu ki( bi (de plakanitu i karcanitu
na zabitu. (14) Za{to mnogu sa kalesanitu, ami ma(lce izbranitu.

NEDEL’A. ’.189

Ot Mat e(a. (Mt XXII, 35-46)
NA toa vreme. Zakonnik nekuj dujde na Iisu (sa, gu( pita,  i  gu ( dokimasu(va{e, (36) i
vele{i. Didaskale: koe naraxba190 e pogulema uf zakonut? (37) I Iisu(s mu( re~e: da
vozl’ubi{ Gospuda boga tvoego so(s satu ti sarce, i so(s sata ti du({a, i so(s si(te ti
pomisli. (38) Vaa  e pravn’a i gulema naraxba191. (39) I ftora katu( na vaa  e: da
vozl’ubi{ kum{iata ti katu ( sebesi. (40) Na vi(e dvete naraxbi192 sa(t Zakon i
Profititu visat. (41) I ka sa sobraa Farise(itu, ’i pita Iisu(s. (42) I vele{i: {to
vi(193 gleda zardi Hristos, na koj e Si(n? mu( velet,

na-
str. 65
na David. (43) Mu( vele ka (k  ubo David ko (ga profitefsu(va{e so (s Sfetiut Du(h gu(
vele Gospodin, i vele{i  (44) Re~e Gospot na Gospot moj: sedi ut desnutu mi du(ri
da kladam du{manitu ti stapka na nozito ti. (45) Aku( ubo David gu( vele Gospodin,
ka(k e Si(n mu. (46) I nikuj ne mo`e{i da mu( puvarne lakardia: neto smeja nikuj ut
toa den pa(k da gu( pi(ta veki.

NEDEL’A. ’.194

Ot Mat e(a. (Mt XXV, 14-30)
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vremito mu. (42) Mu( vele Iisu (s: nekuj pa (t ne ste pejali na pisanietu, kamenut toa
{to poudi(a majstoritu, voa sa ~ini, glava na k’u{itu: ut Boga sa ~ini voa,  i  e
~udno na o~ite va{ite.

NEDEL’A. '.
Ot Mat e(a. (Mt XXII, 1-14)

RE~e Gospod prikaznata vaa. (2) Omiasa carstvu Nebesnu, edin ~uvek car, toa {to
pravi( sfatbi na Si(n mu. (3) I pu{ti ezmik’arite mu, da vi(kat kalesanite na
sfatbite, i nejk’aa da dojdat. (4) Pa(k pu{ti( dru (zi ezmik’are, i mu( vele: ka`ejte na
kalesanite: etu: deka ru~okut mi ogotfi(h, juncite mi i ranetite sa zaklani, i si(te
sa gutovi,

elaj
str. 63
elajte na sfatbite. (5) I oni katu ( da sa lenia, dru (g uti(de na ni(vata mu, dru(g pu (
targovajne. (6) I dru(zite fatia ezmik’arito mu, i ’i pcu(a. (7) I ka ’i ~u carut, sa
nal’uti: i pu{ti vojskata mu, i rasipa ubijcite ti(e, i Gradut mu gu( raskupa. (8)
Togaj vele na ezmik’arito mu, sfatbata e gutova, ami kalesanite ne bea dustojni.
(9) Odejte sanki na pati{tata, i kolku najdite kalesajti ’i na sfatbata. (10) I ka
izlego(a nadvor ezmik’arito ti(e na pati{tata sobraa kolku najdo(a, lo({i, i arni: i
sa napalni sfatbata kalesani. (11) I Carut ka fleze da vi(de ti(e, deka sedea na
trapezata, vide tamu edin ~uvek, sto ne nosi{e ru(bi za sfatba. I mu( vele: (12)
prijatile, ka fleze tu(a, {to nema{ ru(bi za sfatba, i on mlakna. (13) Togaj ka`a
carut na ezmik’arito mu: varyejte mu raci i no(zi, i krenejti-

gu
str. 64
gu, i gu( kladejte na temninata nadvorne{nata: tamu ki( bi (de plakanito i karcanito
na zabite. (14) Za{to mnogu sa kalesanite, ami ma(lce izbranite.

NEDEL’A
Ot Mat e(a (Mt XXII, 35-46)

NA toa vreme. Zakonnik nekuj dujde na Iisu (sa, gu( pita,  i  gu ( dokimasu(va{e, (36) i
veli{e. Didaskale: koa nara~ba e pogulema uf zakonut? (37) I Iisu(s mu( re~e: da
vozl’ubi{ Gospuda boga tvoego so(s satu ti sarce, i so(s sata ti du({a, i so(s si(te ti
pomisli. (38) Vaa  e pravn’a i gulema nara~ba. (39) I ftora katu( na vaa  e: da
vozl’ubi{ kum{iata ti katu( sebesi. (40) Na vi(e dvete nara~bi sa (t Zakon  i
Profititu visat. (41) I ka sa sobraa Farise(ite, ’i pita Iisu(s. (42) I veli{e: {to
vi( sa gleda zardi Hristos, na koj e Si(n? mu( velet,

na-
str. 65
na David. (43) Mu( vele ka (k sanki David ko(ga profitefsu(va{e so(s Sfetiut Du(h gu(
vele Gospodin, i vele{e  (44) Re~e Gospod na Gospod moj: sedi ut desnata mi du(ri
da kladam du{manitu ti stapka na nozite ti. (45) Aku( sanki David gu( vele
Gospodin, ka (k  e Si(n mu. (46) I nikuj ne mo`i{e da mu( puvarne lakardia: neto
smeja nikuj ut toa den pa(k da gu( pi(ta veki.

NEDEL’A. ’.
Ot Mat e(a. (Mt XXV, 14-30)
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RE~e Gospot prikaznata vaa. Nekuj ~uvek saka{e da si( ode, vikna ezmik’arito mu,
i mu( pridade imanito mu. (15) I na dru(g dade pet talanta, i na dru(g dade dva, i na
dru (g dade edin: na sekuj spruti silata mu: i si( uti(de uf ~asut. (16) I toa {to ze
pettu talanta, ka uti(de raboti so(s ti(e, i ~ini dru (zi pet talanta. (17) Taka i toa,
{to ze dvata, isdubi(

i
str. 66
i voa dru(zi dva. (18) Ami toa {to ze idin’ut, ka uti(de iskupa zeml’ata, i zakupa
srebrutu na Gospodinot mu. (19) I napokom so(s mnogu vremi, i dujde Gospodinut na
ti(e ezmik’are, i ~ini isa (p so (s ni(h. (20) I dujde toa deka ze pette talanta, i dunese
dru (zi pet talanta, i vele{i: Gospodine, pet talanta mi( dade, vi(di,  etu dru(zi pet
talanta isdubi (h so(s ni(h. (21) I mu( vele Gospodinot mu.195 Aren ezmik’arin bla(g i
verne, na malce sa ~ini uveruva(n, ki( ta namestam na mnogu: flezi uf radusta na
Gospodinut ti. (22) I dujde i  toa {to ze dvata talanta, i vele: Gospodine, dva
talanta mi( pridade,  etu dru(zi dva talanta isdubi (h so(s ni(h: (23) Mu( vele
Gospodinut mu: Aren ezmik’arin blag i uveruvane: na malcitu sa ~ini uveruva(n, na
mnogutu ki( ta namestam: flezi uf radusta na Gospodinut ti. (24) Dujde i toa, {to
ze idin’ut196 talant, i vele: Gospodine, jaze ta puz-

na(h
str. 67
na(h,  oti si( ~uvek qut, `nie{ tamu deka ne si sejal, i isberu(va{ tamu deka ne si
raspoletal. (25) I katu( da sa upla{ih, uti(duh ta zakupa (h talantut ti uf zeml’ata:
vi(di na deka ima{ tfojtu197. (26) Otve{ta Gospodinut  mu:  i  mu (  vele,  o( lo{
ezmik’arin i lenlive198, znae{i199 oti `niam jaze tamu deka ne sejah i soberu(vam
tamu deka ne raspoleta (h. (27) Trebu(va{e ubo da dadi{ na zaem srebruto mi na
sarafitu: i ka ki( dojde 200 jaze, ki( zemeh mojto so(s fajda. (28) Zivajte ubo ut voa
talandut201, i gu( dadejte na toa {to ima desettu talante. (29) Za{to sekuj deka ima,
ki( mu( sa dade, i ki( artardisa, ami ut toa deka nema, i toa deka ima, ki( sa zemi ut
negu. (30) I voa nepotrebnijut ezmik’arin, farlejte gu nadvor na temninata
nadvorne{nata: tamu ki( bi(de plakanitu i karcanitu na zabitu. I ka re~e vi(e:
vikna: i ka`a, toa deka i

ma
str. 68
ma u{i da slu({a, neka slu({a.

NEDEL’A. ’.202

Na Hananea.
Ot Mat e(a. (Mt XV, 21-28)

NA toa vreme, Ke ispanna Iisu (s na mestata Tircki i Sido (ncki. I etu idna `ena
Hananejka, deka ispanna ut  sinoritu ti (e203, gu( vi(ka{e, i vele{i: (22) Gospodine,
Si(n na David, pu`alaj me, kerka mi lo{u besnu(va,204 (23) I on ne mu( otve{ta
lakardia, i dujdo(a U~enicite mu, i gu( mo(lea, i velea: ispu{ti a za{to vi(ka pu ( na(s.
i205 on otve{ta, (24) i re~e: jaze ne sam pu{ten, sa(lde na ofcite zagubenite na
kuk’ata Israiluva. (25) I ona ka dujde, mu( sa puklonni,  i  vele{i: Gospodine,
pomo`i 206 mi. (26) I on mu( otve{ta: ne e arnu da zemi nekuj lebut ut decata, i da gu(
farle na ku~in’ata. (27) I ona re~e: istina Gospodi, za{to

i-
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RE~e Gospod prikaznata vaa. Nekuj ~uvek saka{e da si( ode, vikna ezmik’arito mu,
i mu( pridade imanito mu. (15) I na dru(g dade pet talanta, i na dru(g dade dva, i na
dru (g dade edin: na sekuj spruti silata mu: i si( uti(de uf ~asut. (16) I toa {to ze
pette talanta, ka uti(de raboti so(s ti(e, i ~ini dru (zi pet talanta. (17) Taka i toa,
{to ze dvata, isdubi(

i
str. 66
i voa dru(zi dva. (18) Ami toa {to ze idin’ut, ka uti(de iskupa zeml’ata, i zakupa
srebruto na Gospodinot mu. (19) I napokom so(s mnogu vreme, i dujde Gospodinut na
ti(e ezmik’are,  i ’i ~ini isa(p so (s ni(h. (20) I dujde toa deka ze pette talanta, i
dunese dru(zi pet talanta, i vel’je{e: Gospodine, pet talanta mi( dade, vi(di  etu
dru (zi pet talanta isdubi(h so(s ni(h. (21) I mu( vele Gospodinut mu. Aren ezmik’arin
bla(g  i  verne, na malce sa ~ini uveruva(n, ki( ta namestam na mnogu: flezi uf
radusta na Gospodinut ti. (22) I dujde i  toa {to ze dvata talanta, i vele:
Gospodine, dva talanta mi( pridade, etu dru(zi dva talanta isdubi(h so(s ni(h: (23) Mu(
vele Gospodinot  mu:  Aren ezmik’arin blag i uveruvane: na malcitu sa ~ini
uveruva(n, na mnogutu ki( ta namestam: flezi  uf  radusta na Gospodinut ti. (24)
Dujde i toa, {to ze idin’ut talant, i vele: Gospodine, jaze ta puz-

na(h
str. 67
na(h,  oti si( ~uvek qut, `nie{ tamu deka ne si sejal, i isberu(va{ tamu deka ne si
rastoril. (25) I katu( da sa upla{ih, uti(duh ta zakupa (h talantut ti uf zeml’ata:
vi(di na deka ima{ tvoj. (26) Otgovori Gospodinut mu: i mu( vele, o( lo{ ezmik’arin
i lenliv, znai{  oti `niam jaze tamu deka ne sejah, i soberu (vam tamu deka ne
rastorih. (27) Trebu(va{e sanki da dadi{ na zaem srebruto mi na sarafite: i ka ki(
dojdeh jaze, ki( zemeh mojto so(s fajda. (28) Zivajte ubo ut voa talandut, i gu( dadejte
na toa {to ima desette talante. (29) Za{to sekuj deka ima, ki( mu( sa dade, i ki(
artardisa, ami ut toa deka nema, i toa deka ima, ki( sa zema ut  negu. (30) I voa
nepotrebnijut ezmik’arin, farlejte gu nadvor na temninata nadvorne{nata: tamu
ki( bi(de plakanitu i karcanitu na zabite  I ka re~e vi(e: vikna: i ka`a, toa deka i

ma-
str. 68
ma u{i da slu({a, neka slu({a.

NEDEL’A. ’.
Na Hananea.

Ot Mat e(a. (Mt XV, 21-28)
NA toa vreme,  Ka ispadna Iisu(s na mestata Tircki i Sido (ncki. I etu idna `ena
Hananejka, deka ispadna ut sinoritu, taa gu( vi(ka{e, i veli{e: (22) Gospodine, Si(n
na David, pu`alaj me, kerka mi lo{u besnu(va, (23) I on ne mu( otgovori lakardia, i
dujdo(a U~enicite mu,  i  gu( mo(lea, i velea: ispu{ti a za{to vi(ka pu ( na(s.  i  on
otgovori, (24) i re~e: jaze ne sam pu{ten, sa(lde na ofcite zagubenite na kuk’ata
Israiluva. (25) I ona ka dujde, mu( sa puklonni, i veli{e: Gospodine, pomo`i mi.
(26) I on mu( otgovori: ne e  arnu da zeva nekuj lebut ut decata, i da gu( farle na
ku~in’ata. (27) I ona re~e: istina Gospodi, za{to

i-
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str. 69
i ku~encineta jadat ut rankite207, deka pag’at ut trapezata na Gospodinite mu. (28)
I otve{ta Iisu(s i mu( re~e: o( `eno, gulema e verata ti, neka ti( sa ~ine ka saka{, i
sa islekuva kerka mu ut toa saat.

str. 70

EK TOU KATA

LUKI
NEDEL’A. ’.208

Ot Luki. (Lk V, 1-11)
(1) NA toa vreme. Sto(e{i Iisu(s pri G’o(lut Gennisarecki. (2) I etu dve {ajki deka
sto(ea uf G’olut: i ribaritu ka islego(a ut {ajkite isplaknu (vaa mrezite (sic!). (3) I
Iisu(s fleze uf ina ut {ajkite,

ta
str. 71
taa {to be{i na Simon, i mu ( sa moli( da gu( utdale~e tro(a ut zeml’ata: i senna i
u~e{i l’uditu ut {ajkata. (4) I ka pafsa da zpuru (va, re~e na Simon: odi
ponadlaboku, i farlejte mre`ite209 vi da fatite ribi. (5) I otve{ta Simon? (sic!)
i mu( vele: Didaskale, sa(ta nok’a sa ma~ihme, ta ne fatihme ni{tu: ami sega so(s
lakardiata ti da farlam mre`ite. (6) I ka ~inia voa, zatforia mnogu bisbroj
ribi, deka mre`ata mu sa ras~esnuva{e. (7) I nakimnaa na dru`inata mu deka bea
uf dru(gata {ajka, i dujdo(a,  (’)i210 napalni(a i dvete {ajki, tolku deka sakaa da
putonat211.  (8)  I ka vide voa Simon Petar, panna na kulenata Iisu(suvi, i vele{i:
Gospodine,  ispanni ut mene, za{to jaze  samm ~uvek gre{en. (9) Za{to ’i fati
potres, i voa Petar i dru (zite si(te, {to bea zajno so(s negu, zardi lo(vut na ribite.
(10) Taka i Ia-

ko
str. 72
kova i Ioanna Sinuvite na Zevedea, ti(e {to bea urtaci so(s Simon, i vele Iisu(s na
Simon: ni(m sa boj, utsega naka ki( lo(vi{ l’ude, `ivi. (11) I ka isvadia {ajkite na
zeml’ata, ’i ustavi(a si(te, i utidua pu( negu.

NEDEL’A. ’.212

Ot Luki. (Lk VI, 31-36)
RE~e Gospot, katu( ka sakate da vi( ~inat l’uditu, taka ~inejte i vi(e na ni(h. (32) I
aku milu (vate ti(e {to va milu (vat, {to darba imate, za{to i gre{nite milu (vat ti(e
{to ’i milu(vat. (33) I aku( ~inite arnu na ti(e {to vi( ~inat arnu, {to darba imate,
za{to i gre{nite voa ~inat. (34) I aku( zajmu(vate na213 ti(e ut ti(e {to imate niet
da ’i zemite pa (k, {to darba imate, za{to i gre{nite na gresni putzajmu(vat, da
vospriemnat ravnu. (35) Ami( vi(e miluvajte du{manito (sic!) vi, i mu(
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str. 69
i ku~encineta jadat ut racite, deka pag’at ut trapezata na Gospodarete mu. (28) I
otgovori Iisu(s i mu( re~e: o( `eno, gulema e verata ti, neka ti( sa ~ine ka saka{, i sa
islekuva kerka mu ut toa saat.

str. 70

’

EK TOU KATA

LUKI
NEDEL’A. ’.

Ot Luka  (Lk V, 1-11)
(1) NA toa vreme. Sto(jse Iisu(s pri G’o(qut Gennisarecki. (2) I etu dve sajki deka
sto(ea uf G’ol’ut: i ribaritu ka islego(a ut {ajkite isplaknu (vaa mre`ite. (3) I
Iisu(s fleze uf idnata ut sajkite,

ta
str. 71
taa {to be{e na Simon, i mu( sa moli( da gu( utdale~e tro(a  ut  zeml’ata: i sedna i
u~i{e l’udito ut {ajkata. (4) I ka zapre da zpuru (va, re~e na Simon: odi
ponadlaboku, i farlejte mre`ite vi da fatite ribi. (5) I otgovori Simon? i mu(
vele: Didaskale, sa(ta nok’a sa ma~ihme, da ne fatihme ni{tu: ami sega so(s
lakardiata ti da farlam mre`ite. (6) I ka ~inia voa, zatvoria mnogu bisbroj
ribi, deka mre`ata mu sa ras~esnuva{e. (7) I namignaa na dru`inata mu deka bea
uf dru(gata {ajka, i dujdo(a,  (’)i napalni(a i dvete {ajki, tolku deka sakaa da
putonat. (8) I ka vide voa Simon Petar, padna na kulenata Iisu(suvi, i veli{e:
Gospodine,  ispadni  ut  mene, za{to jaze sa(m ~uvek gre{en. (9) Za{to ’i fati
potres, i voa Petar i dru(zite si(te, {to bea zajdno so(s negu, zardi lo(vut na ribite.
(10) Taka i Ia-

ko
str. 72
kova i Ioanna Sinuvite na Zevedea, ti(e {to bea urtaci so(s Simon, i vele Iisu(s na
Simon: ni(m sa boj, utsega naka ki( lo(vi{ l’ude, `ivi. (11) I ka isvadia {ajkite na
zeml’ata, ’i ustavi(a si(te, i utidua pu( negu.

NEDEL’A. ’.
Ot Luka. (Lk VI, 31-36)

REe~e Gospod, katu( ka sakate da vi( ~inat l’uditu, taka ~inejte i vi(e na ni(h. (32) I
aku milu (vate ti(e {to va milu (vat, {to darba imate, za{to i gre{nite milu (vat ti(e
{to ’i milu(vat. (33) I aku( ~inite arnu na ti(e {to vi( ~inat arnu, {to darba imate,
za{to i gre{nite voa ~inat. (34) I aku( zajmu(vate na ti(e ut ti(e {to imate niet da
’i zemite pa(k, {to darba imate, za{to i gre{nite na gresni pozajmu(vat, da
vospriemnat ramno. (35) Ami( vi(e miluvajte du{manito vi, i mu(
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~i-
str. 73
~inejte arnu, i putzajmuvajte i nim undisajte ni{tu ut voa: i ki( bi(de platata vi
mnogu, i ki( sa ~inite sinuve na visniut, za{to voa  e bla (g na neblagudarnite, i
sijrete. (36) ^inejte se ubo i vi(e milostivi, katu( ka e milosti(v i Tatku vi.

NEDEL’A. ’.214

Ot Luki(. (Lk VII, 11-16)
NA toa vremi, uti(de isu(s na idin Grat deka gu ( velea Nain: i zajno so(s negu odea i
U~enici mno(gu: i kalabalak mnogu. (12) I ka nabli`ia na portata na Gradut, etu i
isvag’at idin martovic: i toa be{i si(n edinoro(den na majka mu,  i  ona vduvi(ca:  i
naro(d mnogu be{e zajno so(s neja. (13) I ka ja vide Gosput, mu( dumile za neja: i mu(
vele: nim plaka{. (14) I uti(de bli(zu, i fati( odarut, i ti(e deka gu( darxea215

zastanaa, i re~e na umren’ut: o( mlade na tebe vel’am, stani go(re. (15) I
um-

str.74
umren’ut stana i senna, i zafati da zpuru(va,  i  gu(  dade na majka mu. (16) I stra(h
gulem ’i fati( si(te, i pruslavia Boga: za{to gulem Profitin stana na ro(dut ni, i
za{to Bog puglenna l’udito mu.

NEDEL’A. ’.216

Ot Luki(. (Lk VIII, 4-15)
RE~e Gospot Prikaznata vaa. (5) Izleze seja~ut da see semito mu,  i  tamu deka
see{i, dru(gu panna na patut, i sa istapka, i pili{tata nebesnite gu( izedo(a. (6) I
dru (gu panna na patut, i ka( isnikna sa isu{i, katu ( da nema vla(ga. (7) I dru(gu panna
vnatre uf tranitu217, i katu( da izniknat zajno so(s tranitu gu( udavi(a. (8) I dru(gu
panna na zeml’ata arnata218, i iznikna, i ~ini ro(d {to219 kata. (9) I U~enicite mu
gu( pitaa, i velea: {to ki( ka`e prikaznata vaa. (10) I Iisu(s re~e: na va(s sa dade da
puznavate

taj-
str. 75
tajnite Mo`ie (sic!) na carstvutu, ami na dru (zite zpuru (vam so(s pricti220 (sic!), da
ne vi(dat gledajke, i gledajke da ne vi(dat. (11) I Prikaznata e vaa: semitu e
lakardiata Bo`ie. (12) I ti(e deka sa sejani na patut, sa ti(e {to slu{at: napukom
ode djavolut, i krenu(va lakardiata ut sarcito mu, da ne veru(vat i sa spasat. (13) I
dru (zite deka sa sejani na patut sa ti(e, ti(e ko (ga ~uat so(s radus priimu (vat
lakardiata: ami vi(e koren nemat, i ti(e uf ma(lce vremi veru(vat, i ko(ga dojde bel’a
utdale~uvat. (14) I toa deka panna uf tranitu, sa ti(e deka ~ua lakardiata, i ut
pe~albite na sfetut, i ut imanitu, i ut nasla`denitu na `ivotut sa udavu(vat, i ne
~inat ro(d. (15) I toa deka panna na zeml’ata arnata, sa ti(e, ti(e {to ~ua lakardiata
boguva, i ja ~uvat vnatre uf sarcitu arnutu i blagutu, i so(s tarpenitu ~inat ro(d.
Vi(e ka u~e{i vi(ka{e: koj ima u{i da slu({a, neka slu ({a.

Re-
str. 76

NEDEL’A. ’.221
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~i-
str. 73
~inejte arnu, i pozajmuvajte i nim undisajte ni{tu ut voa: i ki( bi(de platata vi
mnogu, i ki( sa ~inite sinuve na visniut, za{to voa  e bla (g na neblagudarnite, i
sijretite. (36) ^inejte se sanki i vi(a milostivi, katu( ka e milosti(v i Tatku vi.

NEDEL’A. ’.
Ot Luka(. (Lk VII, 11-16)

NA toa vreme, uti(de isu(s na idin Grat deka gu( velea Nain: i zajdno so(s negu odea i
U~enici mno(gu: i kalabalak mnogu. (12) I ka nabli`ia na portata na Gradut, etu i
isvag’at idin martovic: i toa be{e si(n edinoro(den na majka mu,  i  ona vduvi(ca:  i
naro(d mnogu be{e zajdno so(s neja. (13) I ka ja vide Gospud, mu( dumile za neja: i mu(
vele: nim plaka{. (14) I uti(de bli(zu, i fati( odarut, i ti(a deka gu( dar`ea zastanaa,
i re~e na umren’ut: o( mlade na tebe vel’am, stani go(re. (15) I

um-
str. 74
umren’ut stana i  sedna, i zafati da zpuru(va,  i  gu(  dade( na majka mu. (16) I stra(h
gulem ’i fati( si(te, i pruslavia Boga: za{to gulem Profitin stana na ro(dut ni, i
za{to Bog pugledna l’udito mu.

NEDEL’A. ’.
Ot Luka(. (Lk VIII, 4-15)

RE~e Gospod Prikaznata vaa. (5) Izleze seja~ut da see semito mu,  i  tamu deka
see{e, dru(gu panna na patut, i sa istapka, i pili{tata nebesnite gu( iscopkaa. (6)
I dru(gu padna na kamenite, i ka( isnikna sa isu{i, katu ( da nema vla(ga. (7) I dru(gu
padna vnatre vo trajnito, i katu( da izniknat zajdno so(s tranito gu( udavi(a. (8) I
dru (gu padna na zeml’ata arna, i iznikna, i ~ini ro(d {to kata. (9) I U~enicite mu
gu( pitaa, i velea: {to ki( ka`e prikaznata vaa. (10) I Iisu(s re~e: na va(s sa dade da
puznavate

taj-
str. 75
tajnite Bo`ij na carstvuto, ami na dru (zite zpuru (vam so(s pricti, da ne vi(dat
gledajke,  i slusaki da ne slusat. (11) I Prikaznata e vaa: semito e lakardiata
Bo`ia. (12) I ti(e deka sa sejani na patut, sa ti(e {to slu{at: napukon ode djavolut,
i krenu (va lakardiata ut sarcito mu, da ne veru(vat i sa spasat. (13) I dru(zite deka
sa sejani na kamenito sa ti(e, ti(e ko (ga ~uat so(s radus priimu (vat lakardiata: ami
vi(e koren nemat, i ti(e uf ma(lce vreme veru(vat, i ko(ga dojde bel’a utdale~uvat. (14)
I toa deka padna uf trajnito, sa ti(e deka ~ua lakardiata, i ut pe~albite na
sfetut, i ut imanito, i ut nasla`denitu na `ivotut sa udavu(vat, i ne ~inat ro(d.
(15) I toa deka padna na zeml’ata arna, sa ti(e, ti (e {to ~ua lakardiata boguva, i ja
~uvat vnatre uf sarcito arnutu i blagoto,  i  so(s  tarpenito ~inat ro(d. Vi(e ka
u~i{e vi(ka{e: koj ima u{i da slu({a, neka slu({a.

Re-
str. 76

NEDEL’A. ’
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Ot Luki(. (Lk XVI, 19-31)
RE~e Gospot, nekuj ~uvek be{e bogatin, i sa uble~uva{e carveni i vissini222 ru(bi,
i sa vesele{i na sekuj den sfetlo. (20) I ima{e i idin siroma (h imito mu Lazar, i
toa be{e farlen pre(t vratata mu palen223 rani. (21) I pitimisa{e da sa najade ut
ronkite deka pag’aa ut trapezata na bogatinut, ami i ku~in’ata idea i li`ea
ranite mu. (22) I dujde vremi i umre siromaut, i gu( zea Angelitu, i gu( utneso(a na
pazvata Avraamjuva (sic!): i umre i zenginut i sa zakupa(. (23) I vnatre uf pekolut
ka sa nao(g’a{i na makite: si( krena o~ite i vide Avaraama (sic!) ut daleku, i Lazara
uf pazvite mu. (24) I voa vikna, i re~e:  O( Tatko Avraame pu`alaj me, i pu({ti
Lazara, da putopi krajta na prastut mu uf vo(data da raslade jazikut mi, za{to sa
ma(~am vnatre uf o

gen-
str. 77
genut voa. (25) I Avraam mu( re~e: o( ~edo, smisli, za{to ti si( ze224 dubrinite ti225

na `ivotut ti, i Lazar tako`de zlinite: i sega voa sa mo(le, i ti sa `al’uva{. (26)
I navra (s si(te vi(e, meg’u( vaze i na na(s i(ma gulema propast, zardi da ne mo(`at ti(e
deka sakat da zaminat, ut tu(a na va(s, neto ti(e deka sa ut tamu, da zaminu(vat na na(s.
(27) I on re~e: ti( sa mo(lam ubo, o( Tatko, da gu ( pu({ti{226 na ku(k’ata Tatkuvata mi.
(28) Za{to imam pet brate, da mu( martirisa vi(e, da ne dojdat i oni na mestutu voa
na makata. (29) Mu( vele Avraam: imat Mouuÿsea i Profititu, neka slu({at ni(h. (30)
I on re~e: ne, Tatko Avraame, ami aku ( ode nekuj ut umrenite na ni(h, ki ( sa pukajat.
(31) I Avraam mu( re~e: aku( Mouuÿsea (sic!) i Profititu ne slu({at, netu aku( u`uvee
(sic!) nekuj ut umrenite ki( gu( veru(vat.

NE-
str. 78

NEDEL’A. ’ 227

Ot Luki(. (Lk VIII, 27-39)
NA toa vremi, ko(ga uti(de Iisu(s na selutu Gadarincku, gu( srete idin ~uvek ut
Gradut, toa {to ima{e besuve ut mnogu gudini, i ru (ba na sa uble~uva{e, i uf ku (ki
ne zastanu(va{e, ami na grobi{tata. (28) I ka( vide Iisu(sa, vikna: i uti(de i panna na
nozite mu, i so(s gulem gla(s re~e: Iisu(se Si(ne Bo`ij vi{nago, {to ima{ da ~ini{
so(s mene, ta mo(lam nimo ma ma~i{. (29) Za{to nara~a na du(hut ne~istijut da
izleze ut ~uvekut: za{to mnogu gudini gu( darxe228: i sa varyuva{e so(s sinxire,  i
so(s klapi gu ( ~uvaa: ami on se~e{i varyuvanitu, i sa isteru (va{e ut besut na
pustinite mesta. (30) I Iisu(s gu( pita (, i re~e: {to e imito ti? I on re~e: legeon:
za{to mnogu besuve flego(a uf negu. (31) I gu( mo(le{i da ne ’i puvel’a da odat uf

dla-
str. 79
dlabokutu. (32) I tamu na planinata ima{e stadu ut prafci deka pase{i, i gu(
mo(lea da mu( dade izin da flezat uf ti(e,  i  mu( dade. (33) I ka( izlego(a besuvitu ut
~uvekut, flego(a uf prafcitu: i kinisa stadutu toa ut bregut uf g’o(lut: i sa udavi(.
(34) I ka( vido(a pastiritu toa {to sa( ~ini, begaa, i uti(dua na Gradut. (sic!) i na
ni(vite, i ka`aa gi229: (35) I l’uditu ispannaa da vi(dat toa {to sa ~ini(, i dujdo(a na
Iisu(sa, i najdo(a ~uvekut deka sede{i, ut toa {to ispanna (a besuvite, uble~en,  i
razumen na no(zite Iisu (suvi: i sa upla{ia. (36) I ti (e {to gu ( vido(a gu( reko(a na ni(h,
ka(k besn’ut utkina(. (37) I sfetut sa(t ut stranite Gadarincki moli(a Iisu(sa, da
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Ot Luka(. (Lk XVI, 19-31)
RE~e Gospod, nekuj ~uvek be{e bogatin, i sa uble~uva{e carveni i vissini ru (bi, i
sa veseli{e na sekuj den sfetlo. (20) I ima{e i idin siroma (h imito mu Lazar, i
toa be{e farlen pre(t vratata mu paln rani. (21) I pitimisa{e da sa najade ut
ronkite deka pag’aa ut trapezata na bogatinut, ami i ku~in’ata idea i li`ea
ranite mu. (22) I dujde vreme i umre siromaut, i gu( zea Angelito,  i gu( utneso(a na
pazvata Avraamjuva (sic!): i umre i zenginut i sa zakupa(. (23) I vnatre uf pekolut
ka sa nao(g’a{e na makite: si( krena o~ite i vide Avaraama ut daleku, i Lazara uf
pazvite mu. (24) I voa vikna, i re~e: O( Tatko Avraame pu`alaj me, i pu ({ti Lazara,
da natope krajta na prastut mu uf vo(data da raslade jazikut mi, za{to sa ma(~am
vnatre uf o

gen-
str. 77
genut voa. (25) I Avraam mu( re~e: o(  ~edo, smisli, za{to ti si( ze dubrinite te na
`ivotut ti, i Lazar tako`de zlinite: i sega voa sa mo(le, i ti sa `al’uva{. (26) I
navra (s si(te vi(e, meg’u( vaze i na na (s  i(ma gulema dol, zardi da ne mo(̀ at ti (e deka
sakat da zaminat, ut tu(a na va (s, neto ti(e deka sa ut tamu, da zaminu(vat na na(s. (27) I
on re~e: ti( sa mo(lam sanki,  o( Tatko, da gu( pu({ti{ na ku (k’ata Tatkuvata mi. (28)
Za{to imam pet bratia, da mu( martirisa vi(e, da ne dojdat i oni na mestutu voa na
makata. (29) Mu( vele Avraam: imat Moÿsea i Profitito neka slu({at ni(h. (30) I on
re~e: ne, Tatko Avraame, ami aku( ode nekuj ut umrenite na ni(h, ki( sa pukajat. (31) I
Avraam mu( re~e: aku( Mouuÿsea i Profitito ne slu({at, nitu aku( u`ivee nekuj ut
umrenite ki( gu( veru(vat.

NE
str. 78

NEDEL’A. ’.
Ot Luka(. (Lk VIII, 27-39)

NA toa vreme, ko(ga uti(de Iisu(s na seluto Gadarincku, gu( srete idin ~uvek ut
Gradut, toa {to ima{e besuve ut mnogu gudini, i ru (ba ne sa uble~uva{e, i uf ku (ki
ne zastanu(va{e, ami na grobi{tata. (28) I ka( vide Iisu(sa, vikna: i uti(de i padna na
nozite mu, i so(s gulem gla(s re~e: Iisu(se Si(ne Bo`ij vi{nago, {to ima{ da ~ini{
so(s mene, ta mo(l’am nimo ma ma~i{. (29) Za{to nara~a na du (hut ne~istiut da
izleze ut ~uvekut: za{to mnogu gudini gu( dar`e: i sa varyuva{e so(s sinxire, i so(s
klapi gu ( ~uvaa: ami on se~i{e varyuvanitu, i sa isteru (va{e ut besut na pustinite
mesta. (30) I Iisu(s gu( pita (, i re~e: {to ti e imito ti? I on re~e: legeon: za{to
mnogu besuve flego(a uf negu. (31) I gu( mo(li{e da ne ’i puvel’a da odat uf

dla-
str. 79
dlabokutu. (32) I tamu na planinata ima{e stadu ut prafci deka pasi{e, i gu(
mo(lea da mu( dade izin da flezat uf ti(e,  i  mu( dade. (33) I ka( izlego(a besuvito ut
~uvekut, flego(a uf prafcite: i kinisa staduto toa ut bregut uf g’o(lut: i sa udavi(.
(34) I ka( vido(a pastirite toa {to sa( ~ini, begaa, i uti(dua na Gradut, i na ni(vite, i
ka`aa gi: (35) I l’udito ispadnaa da vi(dat toa {to sa ~ini(, i dujdo (a na Iisu (sa,  i
najdo(a ~uvekut deka sedi{e, ut toa {to ispadna(a besuvite, uble~en, i razumen na
no(zite Iisu(suvi: i sa upla{ia. (36) I ti(e {to gu( vido(a gu( reko(a na ni(h, ka(k besn’ut
utkina (. (37) I sfetut sa(t ut stranite Gadarincki moli(a Iisu(sa, da



The Konikovo Gospel

218

ispanni da si( ode ut ni(h: za{to imaa gulem stra (h:  i  on fleze uf  korabut, i sa
varna nayat. (38) I ~uvekut toa,

ut
str. 80
ut toa {to izlego(a besuvite, sa mo(le{i na Iisu(sa, da bide so(s negu, ami Iisu(s gu(
ispu{ti, i vele{i. (39) Varni se do(ma ti, i prika`uvaj kolku ti( ~ini( Bog, i uti(de
pu( sa(t Gra(t i prika`uva{e kolku mu( ~ini Iisu(s.

NEDEL’A. ’.230

Ot Luki (Lk VIII, 41-50)
NA toa vremi, ~uvek Nekuj dujde na Iisu (sa imito mu Iair, i voa be{e Napre`en ut
so(borut, i panna na no(zite Iisu(sovi, i gu( mo(le{i da ode uf do(ma mu. (42) Za{to
ima{e ina kerka samoro(dna, du ( dvanajset gudini, i ona umre. I tamu deka ode{i
Iisu(s kalabalakut ut l’u(ditu gu( stesnu(vaa. (43) I ina `ena taa {to ima{e te~eni
ut kra(f dvanajset gudini, i pu (ar~i sa(tu mu imane pu ( ekimxijte231, i ne mo`e ut
nikuj da sa izleku(va. ( 44) Ka nabli`i za(t negu, fati(

kra-
str. 81
krajta na ru(bata mu: i uf ~asut zastana te~enitu na krafta mu. (45) I Iisu(s re~e:
koj e toa deka ma( fati(, i katu( da sa utre~uvaa si(te, vele Petar i ti(e deka bea so(s
Petar: Didaskale l’u(ditu ta stegat i ta(232 stesnu(vat, i vele{ koj  e {to ma( fati
(46) I Iisu(s re~e: nekuj ma fati, za{to jaze pikasa (h si(la deka izleze ut mene. (47)
I ka vide `enata oti ne gu la`a, dujde putresena, ta panna na no(zite Iisu (suvi, i
zardi koe rabo(ta gu ( fati(, mu( ka`a pre(t si(te l’u(de, i ka sa islekuva( uf ~asut. (48)
I Iisu(s mu( re~e: o( kerko imaj gajret, verata ti ta utkina: odi so(s dubro(. (49) I ko(ga
Iisu(s o{ti vele{i lakardiata: ide idin ut pervosobornikut, i mu ( vele, oti umre
kerka ti: ni(m zadeva{ Didaskalut. (50) I Iisu(s ka( gu( ~u, otve{ta i mu( re~e: ni(m sa(
boi{233 sa(lde veru(vaj, i ki( utkine. (51) I ka fle

ze

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

str. 111 234

desettu, zafati(a da sa l’u(tat, zardi Iakova i Ioanna. (42) I Iisu(s ka ’i vikna, vele
na ni(h: znajte za{to ti(e deka tra~at da Puvel’at jazicitu, ’i zaptisu(vat: i
gulemite ’i puvel’at vi(e. (43) Ami na va (s ne ke235 bi(de taka: ami koj saka da sa ~ine
pogulem ut va(s, ki( vi( bi(de esmik’a(rin. (44) I kojtu ut vaze saka da sa ~ine pra(ven,
ki( bi(de esmik’a(rin na si(te. (45) Za{to Sinut ~uve~ki ne dujde da mu( ~ina ismet236,
ami da ~ine ismet, i da dade du({ata mu utkupenie za mnozina.

SABUTA
Na Lazar.

Ot Ioanna. (J XI, 1-45)
NA toa vremi. (sic!) be{i nekuj bo(len Lazar ut Vi ania, ut selutu na Maria i na
Marta (sic!) na sestra mu. (2) I Maria be{i deka puma`a Gospuda mi(ro, i so(s
ko(site mu izbri{a( nozite mu, na taa brat mu Lazar be-

{i
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ispadne da si( ode ut ni(h: za{to imaa gulem stra(h:  i  on fleze uf  korabut, i sa
varna nayat. (38) I ~uvekut toa,

ut
str. 80
ut toa {to izlego(a besuvite, sa mo(li{e na Iisu(sa, da bide so(s negu, ami Iisu(s gu(
ispu{ti, i veli{e. (39) Varni se do(ma ti, i prika`uvaj kolku ti( ~ini( Bog, i uti(de
pu( sa(t Gra(t i prika`uva{e kolku mu( ~ini Iisu(s.

NEDEL’A. ’
Ot Luka (Lk VIII, 41-50)

NA toa vreme, ~uvek Nekuj dujde na Iisu (sa imito mu Iair, i voa be{e Napre`en ut
so(borut, i padna na no(zite Iisu (sovi, i gu( mo(li{e da ode uf do(ma mu. (42) Za{to
ima{e idna kerka samoro(dna, du( dvanajset gudini, i ona umre. I tamu deka odi{e
Iisu(s kalabalakut ut l’u(dito gu( stesnu(vaa. (43) I idna `ena taa {to ima{e te~eni
ut kra(f dvanajset gudini, i pu (ar~i sa(tu mu imane pu ( ekimxijte, i ne mo`e ut nikuj
da sa izleku (va. ( 44) Ka nabli`i za(t negu, fati(

kra-
str. 81
krajta na ru(bata mu: i uf ~asut zastana te~enitu na krafta mu. (45) I Iisu(s re~e:
koj e toa deka ma( fati(, i katu( da sa utre~uvaa si(te, vele Petar i ti(e deka bea so(s
Petar: Didaskale l’u(ditu ta stegat i ta( stesnu(vat, i vele{ koj e {to ma( fati  (46)
I Iisu(s re~e: nekuj ma fati, za{to jaze pikasa(h si(la deka izleze ut mene. (47) I ka
vide `enata oti ne gu la`a, dujde putresena, ta padna na no(zite Iisu (suvi, i zardi
koe rabo(ta gu ( fati(, mu( ka`a pre(t si(te l’u(de, i ka sa islekuva( uf ~asut. (48) I Iisu(s
mu( re~e: o( kerko imaj gajret, verata ti ta utkina: odi so(s dobro(. (49) I ko(ga Iisu(s
o{te veli{e lakardiata: ide idin ut pervosobornikut, i mu( vele, oti umre kerka
ti: ni(m zadevaj Didaskalut. (50) I Iisu(s ka ( gu( ~u, otgovori i  mu(  re~e: ni(m sa boi
sa(lde veru(vaj, i ki( utkine. (51) I ka fle

ze

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

str. 111
desette, zafati(a da sa l’u(tat, zardi Iakova i Ioanna. (42) I Iisu(s ka ’i vikna, vele
na ni(h: znajte za{to ti(e deka tra~at da Puvel’at jazicite, ’i zaptisu(vat: i
gulemite ’i puvel’at vi(e. (43) Ami na va(s ne ke bi(de taka: ami koj saka da sa ~ine
pogulem ut va(s, ki( vi( bi(de esmik’a(rin. (44) I kojtu ut vaze saka da sa ~ine parven,
ki( bi(de esmik’a(rin na si(te. (45) Za{to Sinut ~uve~ki ne dujde da mu( ~inat ismet,
ami da ~ine ismet, i da dade du({ata mu utkupenie za mnozina.

SABUTA
Na Lazar.

Ot Ioanna. (J XI, 1-45)
NA toa vreme. be{e nekuj bo(len Lazar ut Vi ania, ut selutu na Maria i na Marta
na sestra mu. (2) I Maria be{e deka puma`a Gospuda mi(ro, i so(s ko(site mu
izbri{a ( nozite mu, na taa brat mu Lazar be-

{e
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str. 112
{i bo(len. (3) Pu{tia ubo sestrite mu na negu,  i  velea: Gospodine, vi(di toa {to
milu (va{, on buledu(va. (4) I Iisu(s ka ( gu( ~u, ka`a(: vaa bolka ne e  za umre{, ami e
zardi slavata Bo`ie, da sa pruslavi Si(n Bo`ie zardi ni(z neja. (5) I Iisu(s
milu (va{e Mar a, i sestra mu, i Lazara. (6) Ka(k ~u ubo oti e bolen, togaj zastana na
mestutu deka be{i dva dena. (7) Ot vi(e napokom vele na U~enicitu: neka odime pak
na Iude(a. Mu( velet U~enicite: (8) Didaskale, sega ta sakaa Iudeitu, so(s kameni da ta
utepat, ta pa(k odi{ tamu. (9) I Iisu(s otve{ta: ne sa dvanajset saate na denut? koj
ode dennut ne sa sopnu (va: za{to gleda vi(delutu na sfetut voa. (10) Ami koj  ode
nok’ata237, sa sopnu (va: za{to nema vi(delutu na sebesi. (11) Vi(e re~e: i napukom ut
voa mu ( vele: Lazar prijatel’ut ni zaspa(:  i odam da gu( rasbu(dam. (12) I U~enicite
reko(a: Gospodine: aku( zaspa, ki( stani. (13) I Ii-

su(s
str. 113
su(s mu( ka`a zardi umre{ut mu, i na ni(h mu( sa vide, za{to zardi zaspanitu na sonut
vele. (14) Togaj  ubo mu ( ka`a jave: (15) Lazar umre.  I  sa radu(vam zardi vaze, da
veru(vate za{to jazi ne beh tamu, ami neka  odime na negu. (16) I oma( {to sa
vele{i bliznak, re~e na U~enicite mu:238 neka odime i ni (e da umremi so(s negu. (17)
Ko(ga  ubo uti(de Iisu(s, gu( najde deka ima{e blizu ~etiri dni uf grobut. (18) I
Vi ania be{i blizu na Ierusalim du( petnajset stadia. (19) I mnozina ut Iudejte
uti(dua na Mar a i na Maria, da ’i rasta`at zardi brat mu. (20) Mar a ubo ka(k ~u
za{to ide Iisu(s, gu( prisrete: ami Maria sede{i uf do(ma239. (21) Mar a ubo re~e na
Iisu(sa, Gospodine: aku( be{i tu(a brat mi ne ke umre{i. (22) Ami i sega znam,  oti
kolku pu (saka{ ut Boga, Bog ki( ti( ’i240 dade. (23) Mu( vele

Ii-
str. 114
Iisu(s: ki( voiskresne241 brat ti. Mu( vele Mar a: (24) Zna(m oti ki( voiskresne242 na
voiskresenitu243 na napoko{niut den. (25) Mu( vele Iisu (s: jaze sam Voiskresenitu244

i @ivotut: koj veru(va na mene, i aku( umre, ki( `ivu (va. (26) I sekuj ~uvek {to
`ivu(va i veru (va na mene, ne umi(ra uf vekut, veru(va{ voa. Mu( vele Mar a: (27)
istina Gospodine: jaze veruva(h: oti ti si( Hristos Si(n Bo`ie: deka ide na sfetut.
(28) I ka re~e vi(e, uti(de ta vikna, Maria sestra mu skri{n’u,  i  mu( re~e:
Didaskalut e tu(a, i ta vi(ka. (29) Ona ka gu( ~u, stana skoru, i uti(de na negu. (30) I
Iisu(s o{ti ne be{i do{el na selutu, ami be{i na mestutu deka gu( prisrete Mar a.
(31) Iude(jtu ubo deka bea so(s neja uf do(ma245 i ja rasta`uvaa, ka( vido(a Maria za{to
stana sko(ru i izleze nadvor, uti(dua pu( nea, tra~ea246, za{to odi na grobut,

da-
str. 115
da plaka tamu. (32) Maria ubo ka uti(de tamu deka be{i Iisu(s, i gu( vide, panna na
no(zite mu, i vele{i: Gospodine, aku ( be{i tu(a ne ki umresi (sic!) brat mi. (33) Iisu (s
ka ja vi(de {to plaka{e, i Iude(itu {to bea zajno i plakaa, zabule du({ata mu. (34) I
re~e: deka gu( kladohte, mu( velet, Gospodine:  ela ta vi(di. (35) I Iisu ( (sic!) pu{ti
sa(lyi (sic!)247. (36) Velea ubo Iude(itu: vi(di ka (k gu( milu (va. (37) I nekui ut ni (h ka`aa:
voa deka utfori o~ite na slepiut, ne mo(`e{i da ~ine i voa, da ne umre voa. (38) I
Iisu(s pa (k stene{i uf sebesi, uti(de na grobut: i be{i pe{tera, i vra(s neja le`e{i
kamen. (39) I vele Iisu (s: krenejte kamenut, mu( vele sestrata na umren’ut Mar a:
mo(`e da smarde, za{to ima ~etiri dni. (40) Mu( vele Iisu(s: ne ti(
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str. 112
{e bo(len. (3) Pu{tia sanki sestrite mu na negu, i velea: Gospodine, vi(di toa {to
milu (va{, on buledu(va. (4) I Iisu(s ka ( gu( ~u, ka`a(: vaa bolka ne e  za umre{, ami e
zardi slavata Bo`ia, da sa pruslave Si(n Bo`ij zardi ni(z neja. (5) I Iisu(s
milu (va{e Mar a, i sestra mu, i Lazara. (6) Ka(k ~u sanki oti e bolen, togaj zastana
na mestutu deka be{e dva dena. (7) Ot vi(e napokon vele na U~enicite: neka odime
pak na Iude(a. Mu( velet U~enicite: (8) Didaskale, sega ta sakaa Iudeite, so(s kamene
da ta utepat, da pa(k odi{ tamu. (9) I Iisu(s otgovori: ne sa dvanajset saate na denut?
koj ode denta ne sa sopnu(va: za{to gleda vi(deluto na sfetut voa. (10) Ami koj ode
nok’a, sa sopnu (va: za{to nema vi(deluto na sebesi. (11) Vi(e re~e: i napukon ut voa
mu( vele: Lazar prijatel’ut ni zaspa(:  i  odam da gu( rasbu(dam. (12) I U~enicite
reko(a: Gospodine: aku( zaspa, ki( stane. (13) I Ii-

su(s
str. 113
su(s mu ( ka`a zardi umre{ut mu, i na ni(h mu ( sa vide, za{to zardi zaspanito na sonut
vele. (14) Togaj sanki mu( ka`a javno: (15) Lazar umre.  I sa radu(vam zardi vaze, da
veru(vate za{to jaze ne beh tamu, ami neka  odime na negu. (16) I oma( {to sa
vele{e bliznak, re~e na U~enicite mu: neka odime i ni (e da umrime so(s nego. (17)
Ko(ga sanki uti(de Iisu(s, gu( najde deka ima{e blizu ~etiri dni uf  grobut. (18) I
Vi ania be{e blizu na Ierusalim du( petnajset stadia. (19) I mnozina ut Iudejte
uti(doa na Mar a i na Maria, da ’i rasta`at zardi brat mu. (20) Mar a sanki ka(k ~u
za{to ide Iisu (s, gu( prisrete: ami Maria sede{e uf kukata. (21) Mar a sanki re~e
na Iisu (sa, Gospodine: aku ( be{e tu(va brat mi ne ke  umre{e. (22) Ami i sega znam,
oti kolku pu (saka{ ut Boga, Bog ki( ti( ’i dade. (23) Mu( vele

Ii-
str. 114
Iisu(s: ki( voskresne brat  ti.  Mu( vele Mar a: (24) Zna(m  oti ki( voskresne na
voskresenitu na napoko{niut den. (25) Mu( vele Iisu(s: jaze sa(m Voskresenitu i
@ivotut: koj veru(va na mene, i aku( umre, ki( `ivu(va. (26) I sekuj ~uvek {to `ivu(va
i veru(va na mene, ne umi(ra uf vekut, veru(va{ voa. Mu( vele Mar a: (27) istina
Gospodine: jaze veruva(h: oti ti si( Hristos Si(n Bo`ij: deka ide na sfetut. (28) I
ka re~e vi(a, uti(de da vikna, Maria sestra mu skri{n’u,  i  mu( re~e: Didaskalut e
tu(va, i ta vi(ka. (29) Ona ka gu( ~u, stana skoru, i uti(de na negu. (30) I Iisu(s o{te ne
be{e do{el na selutu, ami be{e na mestutu deka gu( prisrete Mar a. (31) Iude(jte
sanki deka bea so(s neja uf ku}ata i ja rasta`uvaa, ka( vido(a Maria za{to stana
sko(ru i izleze nadvor, uti(dua pu( nea, tra~ea, za{to odi na grobut,

da-
str. 115
da plaka tamu. (32) Maria sanki ka uti(de tamu deka be{e Iisu(s, i gu( vide, padna na
no(zite mu, i veli{e: Gospodine, aku ( be{e to(va, ne ki umrese brat mi. (33) Iisu (s ka
ja vi(de {to plaka{e, i Iude(ito {to bea zajdno i plakaa, zabule du({ata mu. (34) I
re~e: deka gu( kladohte, mu( velet, Gospodine:  ela da vi(di. (35) I Iisu ( (sic!) pu{ti
sa(lyi (sic!). (36) Velea sanki Iude(ito: vi(di ka (k gu( milu (va. (37) I nekui ut ni (h ka`aa:
voa deka utfori o~ite na slepiut, ne mo(`e{e da ~ine i voa, da ne umre voa. (38) I
Iisu(s pa (k stene{e uf sebesi, uti(de na grobut: i be{e pe{tera, i vra(s neja le`e{e
kamen. (39) I vele Iisu (s: krenejte kamenut, mu( vele sestrata mu na umren’ut Mar a:
mo(`e da smarde, za{to ima ~etiri dni. (40) Mu( vele Iisu(s: ne ti(
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reko(h, oti aku ( veru(va{, ki( vi(di{ slavata Boguva. (41) Krenaa ubo kamenut ut tamu,
deka le`e{i umren’ut. I Iisu(s krenna o~ite mu go(re, i

re-
str. 116
re~e: (42) Tatko, blagudarem ti, oti ma slu{a{248 (sic!). Ijaze zna(m oti sekujpa(t ma
slu({a{249: ami zardi l’u(ditu {to stojat250 okulu reko (h, zardi da veru(vat oti ti( me(
pu{ti. (43) I ka re~e vi(e, so(s gulem gla (s vikna: Lazare, ispanni nadvor. (44) I
ispanna umren’ut, varyani251 nozite mu i racite mu so(s lurii i licito mu so(s riza
varyanu: mu( vele Iisu(s: utvaryejte gu, i gu( ustavejte da ode. (45) I mnozina ut Iudeite
deka dujdo(a na Maria, vido(a ti(e deka ~ini Iisu(s, i veruva(a na negu.

NEDEL’A.
Na Vrabnica 252.

Ot Mat e(a. (Mt XXI, 1-11; XXI, 15-17)
NA toa vremi, ko(ga nabli`i Iisu(s na Ierusalim, i dujdo(a na Vi sfagi( na
Planinata Eleo(ncka, togaj Iisu(s pu{ti dva U~enici, i re~e na ni(h. (2) Odejte na
Selutu {to e pret va (s:  i  uf  ~asut ki( najdite ina magarica varyana i ino parle
zajno so(s neja: otvar

yej-
str. 117
yejte  i  mi( ’i dunesejte. (3) I aku( vi( ka`i nekuj ne{tu, ki253 ka`ite, oti na
Gospodinut mu mu( trebu (vat: i uf ~asut ki( ’i pu{ti254. (4) I voa sa(tu sa ~ini da sa(
plati toa, deka sa zpuruva( zardi ni(z Profitut, deka vele. (5) Ka`ejte na kerkata
Sionuva: etu, Carut ti deka ti( ide  (sic!) krotki, i vjahnat navra (s magaritu, i na
parlitu detitu na pod jaremnicata. (6) I ka( uti(dua U~enicite, ~inia katu( ka ’i
puvele Iisu(s. (7) I duneso(a magaricata i parlitu, ’i klado(a go(re ru (bite  mu,  i  gu(
ka~ia navra (s ti (e. (8) I povekitu l’u(de si( pustel’uvaa ru(bite mu na patut, i dru(zi
se~ea vejki  ut  darvjata, i pustel’u(vaa na patut. (9) I l’u(ditu deka  odea napret, i
ti(e deka odea pu( ni(h, vi (kaa, i velea: Osanna255 na Si(nut Daviduf: blagosloven toa
{to ide uf ime Gospuduvu: Osanna vo( vi{nih. (10) I ko(ga fleze vnatre uf
Ierusalim, sa putrese sat

Grat
str. 118
Grat, i vele{i: koj  e voa. (11) I l’u(ditu velea, voa  e Iisu(s Profitut, deka e ut
Nazaret na Galilea. (15) I ka vido(a Vladicitu, i Kni`ovnicite ~udbite, {to
~ini,  i  decata deka vi(kaa uf Carkvata, i velea: Osanna Sinut na David, sa256

nal’utia. (16) I mu( reko(a: ~ue{ {to velet vi(e? i mu ( vele Iisu(s: istina? ne ste
pejali nikujpa (t, oti ut ustite na decata, i ut ti(e {to cicat si( sfar{il hfalba.
(19) I ka ’i ustavi( izleze nadvor ut Gradut, i uti(de na Vi ania: i kundisa257 tamu.

NEDEL’A
Na Vrabnica
na liturgia258

Ot Ioanna. (Jo XII,1-18)
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reko(h,  oti aku ( veru(va{, ki( vi(di{ slavata Bozja. (41) Krenaa sanki kamenut ut
tamu, deka le`e{e umren’ut. I Iisu(s krenna o~ite mu go(re, i

re-
str. 116
re~e: (42) Tatko, blagudarem  ti,  oti ma slu{a{.  I jaze zna(m  oti sekuj pa (t ma(
slu({a{: ami zardi l’u(ditu {to stojat okulu reko (h, zardi da veru(vat oti ti( me(
pu{ti. (43) I ka re~e va(a, so(s gulem gla (s vikna: Lazare, ispadni nadvor. (44) I
ispadna umren’ut, varyani nozite mu  i  racite mu  so(s podeveski i licito mu so(s
riza varyanu: mu( vele Iisu (s: utvaryejte gu, i gu( ustavejte da ode. (45) I mnozina ut
Iudeite deka dujdo(a na Maria, vido(a toa deka ~ini Iisu(s, i veruva(a na nego.

NEDEL’A.
Na Vrabnica.

na utreni
Ot Mat e(a. (Mt XXI, 1-11; XXI, 15-17)

NA toa vreme, ko(ga nabli`i Iisu(s na Ierusalim, i dujdo(a na Vi sfagi( na
Planinata Eleo(ncka, togaj Iisu(s pu{ti dva U~enici, i re~e na ni(h. (2) Odejte na
Seluto {to e pret va(s: i uf ~asut ki( najdite idna maska varyana i idno mule zajdno
so(s neja: otvar

yej-
str. 117
yejte i mi( ’i dunesejte. (3) I aku( vi( ka`e nekuj ne{tu, da ka`ite, oti na Gospodinut
mu mu ( trebu (vat: i uf ~asut ki( ’i pustat. (4) I voa sa(tu sa ~ini da sa( plate toa, deka
sa zpuruva( zardi ni(z Profitut, deka vele. (5) Ka`ejte na kerkata Sionuva: etu,
Carut ti deka ti( ide krotok, i vjahnat navra (s maskata, i na mulito detitu na pod
jaremnicata. (6) I ka( uti(dua U~enicite, ~inia katu( ka ’i puvele Iisu(s. (7) I
duneso(a maskata i mulito, ’i klado(a go(re ru(bite mu,  i  gu(  ka~ia navra (s ti (e. (8) I
povekito l’u(de si( pustel’uvaa ru(bite mu na patut, i dru(zi se~ea vejki ut darvjata, i
pustel’u(vaa na patut. (9) I l’u(dito deka odea napret, i ti(e deka odea pu( ni(h, vi(kaa,
i velea: Osanna na Si(nut Daviduf: blagosloven toa {to ide uf imeto Gospuduvu:
Osanna vo( vi{nih. (10) I ko(ga fleze vnatre uf Ierusalim, sa putrese sat

Grat
str. 118
Grat, i vele{e: koj  e voa. (11) I l’u(ditu velea, voa  e Iisu(s Profitut, deka e ut
Nazaret na Galilea. (15) I ka vido(a Vladicite, i Kni`ovnicite ~udbite, {to
~ini,  i  decata deka vi(kaa uf Carkvata, i velea: Osanna Sinut na David, sa
nal’utia. (16) I mu( reko(a: ~u(e{ {to velet vie? i mu ( vele Iisu(s: istina? ne ste
pejale nikujpa (t,  oti ut ustite na decata, i ut ti(e {to cicat si( sfar{il hfalba.
(19) I ka ’i ustavi( izleze nadvor ut Gradut, i uti(de na Vi ania: i kundisa tamu.

NEDEL’A
Na Vrabnica
na liturgia

Ot Ioanna. (J XII, 1-18)
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POnapret ut {es dni na Viligden dujde Iisu (s na Vi ania, tamu deka Lazar umre,
toa {to gu( voiskresna259 ut umrenite. (2) Mu( pravi(a  ubo vi~era tamu, i Mar a
~ine{i izmet: i Lazam (sic!) be{i idin ut

ti(-
str. 119
ti(e deka sedea na trapezata zajno so(s Iisu(sa. (3) Maria  ubo ziva ( ina litra narda
retku mnogocenu, i puma`a no(zite na Iisu(sa, i so(s kosisite260 mu ’i isbri{a:  i
kuk’ata sa napalni ut miresmata na mirotu. (4) Vele  ubo idin ut U~enicite mu,
Iuda sinut na Simon Iskariotut, {to saka{e da gu ( pridade. (5) Za{to ne sa
prudade voa miro za tristotini dinare, da sa dade na siroma (situ. (6) I voa gu( re~e:
ne oti ima{e gri`a za siromasitu, ami za{to be{i aramia,  i  darxe{i kesitu,  i
zapi (rase (sic!) ti(e {to klavaa. (7) I Iisu(s mu( re~e: ostavi ja za{to gu( ~uva na denut
na zakupanitu mi. (8) Za{to siromasitu ’i  imate sekujpat so(s vaze, ami mene
sekujpat ne ma imate. (9) I mnogu sfet ut ~ufutitu nau~ia oti tamu e, i dujdo(a ne
sa(lde za Iisu(sa, ami da vi(dat i Lazara toa {to gu( voiskresna261 ut umrenite. (10) I
Vladi~ite ~ini(a niet, da utepat

i-
str. 120
i Lazara. (11) Za{to mnozina ut ~ufutitu zardi Lazar sa262 parakinisu (vaa odea, ta
veru(vaa na Iisu(sa. (12) Dru(g’ut den mnogutu sfet deka uti(de na Praznikut ka ~ua,
oti ide Iisu (s na Ierusalim. (13) Ziva(a vaja263 ut hurmi, i izlego(a da gu ( prisretat, i
vi(kaa: Osanna (sic!): blagosloven toa {to ide uf ime Gospuduvu, carut na Israil.
(14) I Iisu(s najde ino magarence, i senna vra (s negu, katu( ka e napisanu. (15) O( kerka
na Sion nim sa bo(i{264,  etu, Carut ti deka ide v’jahnat265 navra (s  parlitu na
magaricata. (16) I vi(e ne ’i puznaa U~enicite mu utpervu: ami ko(ga sa pruslavi(
Iisu(s, togaj smisli(a, za{to vi(e bea pisani zardi negu, i vi(e ~inia na negu. (17)
Sfetut ubo martirisu (va{e {to be{i so(s negu,  oti vikna Lazara ut grobut,  i  gu(
voiskresna266 ut umrenite. (18) I zardi toa gu( prisreto(a  l’u( ditu, za{to ~u oti
~ini on voa ni{jan267.
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POnapret ut {es dni na Viligden dujde Iisu (s na Vi ania, tamu deka Lazar umre,
toa {to gu( voskresna ut umrenite. (2) Mu( pravi(a sanki vi~era tamu, i Mar a
~ine{e izmet: i Lazam (sic!) be{e idin ut

ti(-
 str. 119
ti(e deka sedea na trapezata zajdno so(s Iisu(sa. (3) Maria ubo ziva ( idna litra narda
retku mnogocennu, i puma`a no(zite na Iisu(sa, i so(s kosisite (sic!) mu ’i isbri{a: i
kuk’ata sa napalni ut mirizmata na miroto. (4) Vele sanki idin ut U~enicite mu,
Iuda sinut na Simon Iskariotut, {to saka{e da gu ( pridade. (5) Za{to ne sa
prudade voa miro za tristotini dinare, da sa dade na siroma (site. (6) I voa gu( re~e:
ne oti ima{e gri`a za siromasite, ami za{to be{e aramia, i dar`e{e kesito,  i
zapi (rase (sic!) ti(e {to klavaa. (7) I Iisu(s mu( re~e: ostavi ja za{to gu( ~uva na denut
na zakupanitu mi. (8) Za{to siromasite ’i  imate sekujpat so(s vaze, ami mene
sekujpat ne ma imate. (9) I mnogu sfet ut ~ifutito nau~ia oti tamu e, i dujdo(a ne
sa(lde za Iisu (sa, ami da vi(dat i Lazara toa {to gu( voskresna ut umrenite. (10) I
Vladi~ite ~ini(a niet, da utepat

i-
str. 120
i Lazara. (11) Za{to mnozina ut ~ufutito zardi Lazar sa parakinisu(vaa odea, ta
veru(vaa na Iisu(sa. (12) Dru(g’ut den mnogutu sfet deka uti(de na Praznikut ka ~ua,
oti ide Iisu (s na Ierusalim. (13) Ziva(a vaja ut hurmi, i izlego(a da gu( prisretat, i
vi(kaa: Osanna (sic!): blagosloven toa {to ide  uf  imeto Gospuduvo, carut na
Israil. (14) I Iisu(s najde idno magarence, i sedna vra (s negu, katu( ka e napisano.
(15) O( kerko na Sion nim sa bo(i, etu, Carut ti deka ide v’jahnat navra (s parlito na
magaricata. (16) I vi(e ne ’i puznaa U~enicite mu utpervu: ami ko(ga sa pruslavi(
Iisu(s, togaj smisli(a, za{to vi(e bea pisani zardi negu, i vi(e ~inia na negu. (17)
Sfetut sanki martirisu (va{e {to be{e so(s nego, oti vikna Lazara ut grobut, i gu (
voskresna ut umrenite. (18) I zardi toa gu( prisreto (a l’u(ditu, za{to ~u oti ~ini on
voa ni{jan.
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Imiwata na avtorite na transkripcijata se predadeni spored azbu~en red. Principite na
transkripcijata gi predlo`i M. Argirovski. Tekstot go transkribiraa: M. Argirovski (str. 1-10; 28-
41), M. ^i~eva-Aleksi} (str. 42-69; 111-120), V. Krstevska (str 71-81). M. ^i~eva-Aleksi}, E. Ja~eva-
Ul~ar, Q. Spasov celosno ja proverija i ja doteraa transkripcijata, potoa gi napravija i gi dodadoa
zabele{kite, a i ja podgotvija verzijata na vtorata raka.
1 Gr~kata bukva e prv del od crsl. prejotirani grafemi.
2 V. zabel. 1.
3 Vtorata raka sekvencata - ja predava so
4 V. zabel. 1.
5 V. zabel. 1.
6 Pred ~lenskata morfema e zapi{ana te{ko ~itliva bukva.
7 Vo dogovor so finskiot istra`uva~ki tim, go sledime bele`eweto na dvata znaka za akcentite:
akutot i cirkumfleksot.
8 Prvata raka pi{uva / (rap-/poti), pri prefrluvaweto na zborot od eden red vo drug.
Grafemata (p) na krajot od redot e popravena so  (m)
9 zard'i (< zaradi).
10 Povratnata zamenka se vo govorot glasi sa. V. Principi na transkripcija...
11 Vo originalot celava sintagma kako ritmi~ka celost e napi{ana sleano. Nie od prakti~ni pri~ini
vakvite sintagmi gi pi{uvame razdeleno. V. Principi na transkripcijata...
12 Vo originalot e ispu{ten palatalizira~kiot znak pod redot.
13 Vo originalot posvojnite kratki zamenski formi se pi{uvaat sleano pri {to se upotrebuvaat dva
akcenta da se ozna~i ritmikata na sintagmata (na akcentskata celost, odnosno na kliti~kiot izraz).
Vakviot na~in na bele`ewe e karakteristi~en za gr~kiot pravopis. Ponekoga{ ne se bele`at dvata
akcenta, tuku samo prviot.
14 Gr~kite interpunkciski znaci se predavaat so soodvetnite znaci spored makedonskiot pravopis. Na
pr.: gornata to~ka, na gr~k. {to se bele`i ( ), soodvetstvuva na makedonskiot pravopisen
znak dve to~ki {to se bele`i (:).
15 Poslednata bukva od predlogot niz ( ) e korigirana so  (z), verojatno od  (s)
16 Izrazot sire~ e napi{an razdeleno so akut nad sekoj zbor.
17 Vo originalot se zabele`uva deka ovoj zbor prvobitno bil napi{an kako (krave), a potoa
krajnoto (e) e izbri{ano. Vo transkripcijata vokalnoto r {to se bele`i kako  (ar) /  (ra) go
predavame so ar/ ra, so {to go ozna~uvame nefunkcionalniot temen prizvuk.
18 Vo transkripcijata vokalnoto l {to se bele`i kako  (al) go predavame so al so {to go ozna~uvame
nefunkcionalniot temen prizvuk.
19 Bukvata e ja davame vo zagrada za da poka`eme deka prvobitno na ova mesto postoela grafemata  (e),
a potoa taa bila pre~krtana od vtorata raka so ogled na toa {to mastiloto e ne{to posivo od ona {to
e upotrebeno od prvata raka.
20 Trgnuvaj}i od crsl. tradicija, toponimite i antroponimite {to imaat po~etna jota pred samoglaska
i pri transkripcijata gi predavame so crsl. deseteri~no I, na pr.: isus ( ), oan, erusalim itn.
21 Vakvoto bele`ewe ’i go poka`uva zagubenoto g vo govorot od kratkata zamenska forma gi za
direkten predmet.
22 Vo tekstot ovaa zboroforma se pi{uva razdeleno, a nie ja pi{uvame sleano spored sovremeniot
na~in, bidej}i se raboti za edna izgovorna celost.
23 Ja zadr`uvame pi{uvanata forma (  (vra (s), iako izgovorot e vars za da go za~uvame
cirkumfleksot od originalot. Vaka se postapuva sekade vo tekstot kade {to nad grafemata  (a) od
ovoj zbor e napi{an cirkumfleks.
24 Vo originalniot tekst se zabele`uva deka gorniot del od gr~kata grafema (z) e izbri{an, so {to
se dobila grafemata  (s). Ova e napraveno so cel da se obele`i obezvu~uvaweto na soglaskata na
krajot od zborot {to e odlika na zboruvaniot jazik. Na takov na~in se otvora patot za primena na
fonetskiot pravopis.
25 Pri transkripcijata na bibliskite imiwa ja koristime grafemata ÿ namesto gr~kata
26 V. zabel. 24.
27 Sekvencata ju se bele`i kako U.
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28 Vo grupata govori od ovaa zona temniot prizvuk kaj vokalnoto r se izgovara razli~no, od temen
vokal, pa s# do stemneto a.
29 Po to~kata podocna e dodadeno krv~e, koe, verojatno, vr{i dve funkcii: da go ozna~i krajot na
stihot, ili, pak, da pretstavuva znak za krstewe. Krv~eto se nao|a i vo pe~atenata strana so koja
raspolagame.
30 V. zabel. 29.
31 V. zabel. 29.
32 Ispu{ten e palatalizira~kiot znak pod redot.
33 V. zabel. 29.
34 Ovoj zbor vo originalot e napi{an ` . Od ova se gleda deka za bele`ewe na glasot { se
upotrebuva  (s) + crsl. ligatura `, pokraj drugite na~ini na bele`ewe na ovoj glas (v. Pravopisni
principi...).
35 Pi{uva~ot napravil avtokorekcija: najnapred za prvata samoglaska i ( ) vo ovoj zbor bila napi{ana
grafemata U (u).
36 Pi{uva~ot ja upotrebuva grafemata  Bidej}i se raboti za diftongoid [oj] go transkribirame so oj.
37 Vrz samoglaskata  (a) vo sintagmata  (nesam) nema nikakov akcent. Nie ja upotrebuvame
bukvata a zza da napravime razlika me|u zamenskata pridavka sam i formata za prvoto l. edn. od
pomo{niot glagol sum (e), ~ija dijalektna forma glasi sam. Sp. go i pr.: ` = oti sam jaze
sa(m. I vo slednite primeri vo koi pomo{niot glagol e napi{an kako  (sa (m)  cirkumfleksot nad
samoglaskata  (a) ne go bele`ime, a samiot vokal a go predavmae kako a.
38 Vtorata raka ja bri{e krajnata grafema  (i) i gorniot del od pretposlednata grafema  (z) za da se
dobie grafemata  (s), so cel da se poka`e formata jas  Sp. go pr. od zabel. 24.
39 V. zabel.: 36.
40 Od vtorata raka e pre~krtan zborot otvet i e napi{an zborot kar{alak, no kako
(karsalak) bez palatalizira~kiot znak pod redot.
41 Se gleda deka ima popravka na bukvi vo zborot od strana na prvata raka. Mislime deka najnapred
bilo napi{ano (Isa ea), a potoa  (Isa ia) so {to se dobil izgovorot [isa ija]. So promenata
na grafemata  (e) vo  (i), akcentskiot znak ostanal na istoto mesto.
42 Najverojatno se raboti za korekcija pri pi{uvaweto. Smetame deka najnapred e napi{ano
pu{tinite ( ), a potoa e ispraveno vo pu{tenite ( ).
43 Vtorata raka ja dodala sintagmata koga taka so {to se intervenira vo makedonskiot tekst i se
dobiva frazeolo{kiot izraz: ubo koga taka.
44 Ispu{ten e palatalizira~kiot znak pod redot.
45 Najnapred e napi{ano vr emi ( ), a potoa e izvr{ena prepravka na sledniov na~in: grafemata
(e) e pre~krtana i nad nea e napi{an digrafot  (ai), a nad grafemata (i) e napi{ano (en), potoa
ovoj digraf, najverojatno, e izbri{an od vtorata raka i pred nego e napi{ana grafemata  (e)  Me|u
po~etniot i krajniot zapis na leksemata vreme se javuva me|uzapis koj bil napraven so cel da se
imitira crsl. lik na frazata VvQ ono vr'm3.
46 Najnapred e napi{ano  (nandzot > nadzot > nayot), po {to se pre~krtani grafemite  i

e prepravena vo  so {to se dobila formata  (nayat).
47 Prvata raka pi{uva , a vtorata raka jotata ( ) ja preprava vo (d), pred nego nad redot vpi{uva
(e) so {to se dobila formata  (edno). Ova se potvrduva so faktot deka vo originalot spiritusot
doa|a po grafemata  (e)
48 Nedostiga palatalizira~kiot znak pod redot.
49 Stanuva zbor za edinicata mera, upotrebuvana vo makedonskite dijalekti kako stado (<stadion).
Sp.: gr. , lat. stadium.
50 So ogled na toa {to spored gr~kata otrografija glasot b se predava so digrafot  (mp), smetame
deka pi{uva~ot ili ja ispu{til grafemata , ili, pak, svesno ne ja napi{al so ogled na toa {to vo
mak. jaz. vo izgovorot p }e se ozvu~i od z vo ovaa pozicija.
51 Ovaa leksema vo originalot glasi  (lakrdiite)  Nie ednorodnata samoglasna grupa -ii- ja
transkribirame kako -ij-, vodej}i se od `iviot govor, no i vo soglasnost so prifatenite principi.
52 Prvata raka pi{uva poilni ta`ni, namurteni . Vtorata raka ovoj zbor go pre~krtuva i go stava
sinonimot kaharni.
53 Vo tekstot ovaa zboroforma se pi{uva razdeleno, a nie ja pi{uvame sleano spored sovremeniot
na~in, bidej}i se raboti za edna izgovorna celost.
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54 V. zabel. 50.
55 Vtorata raka za gl. pati go upotrebuva gl. tegl(j)a. Ova j go stavame vo zagrada bidej}i vtorata raka
me|u grafemite (l) i (a) vpi{uva edna horizontalna crta so {to gi spojuva ovie dve grafemi. Ova
n# potsetuva na stsl. bukva `. Mo`e da se pretpostavi deka pisarot pravi analogija me|u gr~k. i stsl.
nacrti, na sli~en na~in kako {to prviot pi{uva~ gi spojuva grafemata (i) i ligaturata U (u), za da go
dobie likot na stsl. bukva 2. Od semanti~ka gledna to~ka prvata raka, najverojatno, povedena od
gr~kata konstrukcija koja glasi  (na ta pati) da gi pati go upotrebuva stsl. glagol patiti so
vtori~na preodnost, iako glagolot e inherentno nepreoden. Vtorata raka go upotrebuva aktivniot
zbor vo dijalektot tegle, povrzan so frazeolo{kiot izraz tegli maki, najverojatno, zatoa {to toj bil
pojasen za lu|eto od zborot pati.
56 Iako kaj ovoj glagol prefiksot  (ras-) e napi{an so lunarna sigma (koja spored gr~kiot pravopis
mo`e da stoi edinstveno na krajot od zborot), razdeleno od glagolot re~e, nie pridr`uvaj}i se kon
na{ite pravopisni principi, ovoj glagol go pi{uvame sleano.
57 Ovaa glagolska zboroforma ja pi{uvame sleano spored na{ite pravopisni principi, iako vo
originalot prefiksot e akcentiran i e napi{an razdeleno od glagolot. Se raboti za ritmi~ka celost,
a ne za vlijanie od gr~kiot pravopis.
58 Ovaa prilo{ka zboroforma ja pi{uvame sleano spored na{ite pravopisni principi, iako vo
originalot prefiksite se akcentirani i se napi{ani razdeleno od prilogot vo pozitiv. So
prefiksot  (po-) se dobiva zna~ewe na komparativ. Se raboti za ritmi~ka celost, a ne za vlijanie
od gr~kiot pravopis. V. zabel. 57.
59 Prvata raka, glavno, ja bele`i asimilacijata nn < dn. Vtorata raka ja ,,vra}a“ formata -dn-,
prodol`uvaj}i go nagore vtoriot krak od gr~kata grafema  (n) i ja zaobluva pri vrvot za da ja dobie
grafemata  (d).
60 Ova e u{te eden primer za nesproveduvawe na edna~eweto po zvu~nost vo pi{uvaweto. Prefiksot e
napi{an sleano so glagolot i pritoa e istaknata morfolo{kata granica {to se gleda od faktot {to
prefiksot e napi{an so lunarna sigma  (s).
61 Vo originalot najprvin e napi{ano U U(  (zpuruvase)  a potoa vrz grafemata  (p) e natpi{ana
grafemata (m) V. zabel. 50.
62 V. zabel. 59.
63 Vtorata raka namesto grafemata (t) ja preprava vo (d) {to pretstavuva primer za
hiperkorektnost.
64 V. zabel. 45.
65 Dijalektno pala bara .
66 Za prvpat se sre}ava ozna~uvawe na j me|u samoglaskite i i a vo ovoj zbor, so pomo{ na
palatalizira~kiot znak pod redot.
67 Praven prvin , prilog.
68 Najprvin ova ime e napi{ano spored izvorot, t. e. so dve p, a potoa e korigirano so bri{ewe na
ednoto p.
69 Od originalniot tekst nedostigaat stranicite od 11 do 27.
70 Vtoroto a od zborov e staveno nad redot, poslednata bukva od zborot e korigirana od a vo e.
71 Plot plod . Obele`ano e obezvu~uvaweto na krajot od zborot.
72 Po~etnata grafema  (v) e iscrneta, a potoa na marginata e napi{ana povtorno od vtorata raka.
73 V. zabel. 59.
74 Nad ovoj zbor prvpat vo tekstot sre}avame dva akcenta. Pretpostavuvame deka pri~inata e vo toa
{to zborot e podolg od tri sloga i do izraz doa|a sekundarniot akcent poznat vo ova govorno podra~je.
75 Prvata raka go bele`i edna~eweto po zvu~nost tfojte, dodeka vtorata go poni{tuva tvojte.
76 Vo originalniot tekst stoi U. Pi{uva~ot se obidel da sostavi ligatura so gr~ki bukvi po
ugled na crsl. bukva 2. Ligaturata U voobi~aeno se javuva vo gr~kite rakopisi.
77 Bukvata  ima brojna vrednost 6.
78 Vo originalniot tekst stoi . Pi{uva~ot se obidel da sostavi ligatura so gr~ki bukvi po
ugled na crsl. bukva 1.
79 Pi{uva~ot napravil gre{ka. Namesto leksemata  (vreme), najnapred napi{al  (vrme) i koga
sogledal deka ja ispu{til grafemata  (e), petelkata od grafemata  (r) ja prepravil vo  (e)  i pod nego
na stebloto od  vpi{al nova petelka pri {to dobil ligatura od grafemite  i  Vtorata raka prvoto
 go poprava vo digrafot  (ai), ~ija glasovna vrednost e ednakva na e. Ova, verojatno, e napraveno so
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namera da go poka`e pravopisot i vrednosta na etimolo{koto ' vo ovoj zbor vo crsl. tekstovi. Ne e
isklu~eno i deka, mo`ebi, se raboti i za vlijanie od `iviot govor vo koj se upotrebuva {irokoto e.
80 Ne mo`eme da go prepoznaeme mestoto na akcentot.
81 Pi{uva~ot ja propu{til povratnata zamenka sa (= se) i po~nal da go pi{uva zborot rodi od koj gi
napi{al prvite dve bukvi, pa potoa se korigiral samiot i vrz bukvite  (ro) napi{al  (sa).
82 Namesto bukva , koja e posledna vo ovoj zbor, prvobitno bilo napi{ano U.
83 Prvata raka mno`inskata nastavka -i prvo ja predala so  (ei), a potoa samiot napravil korekcija vo

 (oi), so ogled na toa {to digrafot , naj~esto, mu slu`i za bele`ewe na mno`inskata nastavka po
ugled na gr~kiot.
84 Prvata raka go sledi sintaksi~kiot model vo gr~kiot tekst za gr~.  (tu omjazi) pi{uva
mu miasa. Vtorata raka ja bri{e bukvata m od od kratkata zamenska forma, a bukvata u ja povrzuva so
glagolot miasa i se dobiva formata umjasa. Makedonskata dijalektna forma na ovoj grcizam glasi
umjasa, dodeka formata mjasa e karakteristi~na za gr~kiot naroden jazik.
85 Pretpostavuvame deka prvata raka po~nala da pi{uva  (raste{i) so palatalizira~kiot znak
pod redot za da se obele`i glasot {. Potoa se avtokorigira, go bri{e segmentot rast-, nad nego
natpi{uva (mp) za glasot b i pi{uva be{i. Vo narodniot jazik e poznat izrazot raste{e so zna~ewe
'su{testvuva, postoi'.
86 Vo ovoj zbor glasot { grafiski e re{en kako s+`.
87 Vo vtorata raka ovoj zbor e zamenet so zborot roditelite so mala po~etna bukva, iako prvata raka
zborot tatkite go pi{uva so golema bukva.
88 Vtorata raka vr{i sintaksi~ka intervenicija: go poni{tuva udvojuvaweto na indirektniot predmet
i go koristi samo posvojnoto mu so zna~ewe na im. Sp. sovr. prev. na Jovan 9, 20.
89 Vtorata raka ovoj zbor go pi{uva so v, {to pretstavuva usoglasuvawe so slovenskata ortografska
tradicija.
90 Od vtorata raka e pre~krtana posvojnata kratka zamenska forma ti.
91 Upotreben e samo eden palatalizira~ki znak pod redot za bukvite ~ i {.
92 Se raboti za pisarska gre{ka od prvata raka. Vtorata raka korigira vo deka.
93 Ne go bele`ime vokalnoto r so a, bidej}i vokalot a ne e napi{an so akut, poradi toa {to, spored
tradicijata, akcentite nad golemite bukvi ne se bele`at.
94 Vo vtorata raka e dopi{ana bukvata G  koja ima brojna vrednost 3.
95 Vtorata raka prvoto  go poprava vo digraf  (ai), ~ija glasovna vrednost e ednakva na e. Ova,
verojatno, e napraveno so namera da go poka`e pravopisot i vrednosta na etimolo{koto ' vo ovoj zbor
vo crsl. tekstovi. Ne e isklu~eno i deka, mo`ebi, se raboti i za vlijanie od `iviot govor vo koj se
upotrebuva {irokoto e.
96 Prvata raka ovoj zbor go deli vo dva reda kako -/-  (voj-/-skresna), dodeka vtorata raka
istiov zbor go deli kako -/- (vos-/-kresna).
97 I pokraj toa {to vo originalot nad bukvata a stoi znakot za cirkumfleks, upotrebuvame znak za
kratkost na a, so {to sakame da napravime razlika me|u pomo{niot glagol sum, odnosno sam i
zamenskata pridavka sam, odnosno sa (m. V. zabel. 32.
98 Vo zborot jadene ne sme sigurni dali poslednata grafema e e ili i.
99 Upotrebena e gr~kata grafema  (psi) za dvojniot konsonant ps, odnosno pc vo zavisnost od stilot:
crsl. vs naroden izgovor.
100 Podocna ovoj zbor e popraven kako rasberat.
101 Vtorata raka ja bri{e bukvata j.
102 Bidej}i bukvata e ne~itliva, pretpostavuvane deka se raboti za grafemata U.
103 Zborot vie ima funkcija na pokazna zamenka.
104 Vo tekstot e napi{ano ut usgore, nie ovoj slo`en prilog go pi{uvame sleano, vodej}i se od
sovremenite pravopisni principi.
105 Bukvata  ima brojna vrednost 7.
106 Bukvata E ima brojna vrednost 5.
107 Prvobitno zborot bil napi{an kako  (segi), a potoa e popraveno vo (sega).
108 Ako se trgne od faktot deka vo gr~kiot tekst e upotrebena forma od pridavkata vo sr. r. mno`.
akuz.  a vo makedonskiot tekst e upotrebena imenkata istina vo funkcija na prilog, toga{ i
na dvete mesta, bidej}i se raboti za imenski formi, treba da se o~ekuva udvojuvawe na direktniot
predmet (upotreba na kratka zamenska forma i ~lenuvawe na imenkata). Sporedbata na gr~kata
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standardna verzija na Noviot zavet i na makedonskiot oficijalen prevod poka`uva deka ovde treba da
stoi prilog, sp.: , odnosno navistina. Se postavuva pra{aweto zo{to vo gr~kiot tekst e
upotrebena pridavkata vo sr. r. mno`. , namesto o~ekuvaniot prilog
109 Prvata raka upotrebuva l vo zborot molam. Vtorata raka pod bukvata l go stava palatalizira~kiot
znak pod redot, a nad istava bukva natpi{uva jota (j ), {to uka`uva na izgovorot na meko, a ne na
smeknato l. Verojatno se raboti za izgovor na palatalno l vo govorot na vtorata raka poradi, s# u{te,
aktuelniot proces na zatvrdnuvaweto na mekite konsonanti, no mo`e i da se pretpostavi vlijanie od
crsl. pismena tradicija.
110 V. zabel. 109.
111 Prvata raka najprvo go stavila znakot za akut nad samoglaskata a, a potoa popravila stavaj}i go
akcentot nad u.
112 Se raboti za gre{ka pri pi{uvaweto od prvata raka.
113 Vtorata raka ja bri{e bukvata ju (2) na krajot od zborot.
114 Zborot ostanal nedopi{an od prvata raka. Vtorata raka go pre~krtuva nedopi{aniot zbor i go
zamenuva so voobi~aeniot srznik sank'i
115 Zborot napi{an od prvata raka e te{ko ~itliv i zatoa go rekonstruiravme.
116 Se raboti za tur. dajma ‘ve~no’.

117 Vtorata raka go bri{e slogot kal- (napi{an kako ) koj potoa go isprava i go prepi{uva na
marginata kako kol-.
118 Od vtorata raka e izbri{an ovoj zbor i e napi{ano ogodno
119 Zborot e napi{an kako slus`, pri {to crsl. bukva ` e iskoristena namesto palatalizira~kiot znak
pod redot.
120 Prvata raka pi{uva (= i dubi, kade {to i e svrznik). So ogled na toa {to re~eni~niot
sostav vo ovoj slu~aj baral udvojuvawe na predmetot, vtorata raka pred grafemata (i) vpi{uva  (g),
dodeka ja preprava vo , so {to se dobiva kratkata zamenska forma go. Sp. go oficijalniot mak.
prevod na Mt 18,15 (vo Svetoto pismo, Skopje, 1991): si go pridobil brata si.

121 V. zabel. 120.
122 V. zabel. 120.
123 V. zabel. 120.
124 Za glasot y e upotrebeno {to e voobi~aeno pi{uvawe za glasot y vo gr~kiot jazik.
125 Popravkata na vtorata raka se sostoi vo bri{ewe na bukvite  (ismp = isb) i nivno zamenuvawe
so  (sopm) namesto  (somp = sob) {to, verojatno, pretstavuva gre{ka vo pi{uvaweto.
126 Vo originalot stoi 3.
127 Bukvata A ima brojna vrednost 1.
128 Od vtorata raka krajnata bukva i e izbri{ana.
129 Prvata raka pod vlijanie na gr~kata imenka ’povtorno ra|awe’ go upotrebil gr~kiot
koren gen-, a vtorata raka go isprava so makedonskata forma prirodenitu.
130 Sekvencata se e napi{ana pod redot.
131 Najverojatno ovde se raboti za avtokorekcija na prvata raka. Najnapred bilo napi{ano U( , a potoa
e prepraveno vo U(
132 Najverojatno ovde se raboti za avtokorekcija na prvata raka. Najnapred bilo napi{ano , a potoa
e prepraveno vo
133 Ispu{ten e palatalizira~kiot znak pod redot.
134 Bukvata  ima brojna vrednost 2.
135 Prvata raka se poveduva po gr~kiot original i sintagmata (lat. piscatores
hominum) bukvalno ja preveduva ribare na l’ude. Vtorata raka, imaj}i go predvid slovenskiot kanonski
prevod na Evangelieto, istava sintagma ja poprava vo lovace na l’udete, (izgovor: lovaccce, sp. stsl.
;lov'komQ lovQca). Ova e primer na transliteracija od crkovnoslovenska azbuka na gr~ki alfavit i e
indirekten dokaz deka vtorata raka go ima predvid slovenskiot prevod.
136 Se raboti za meko l, a ne za smeknato l spored crsl. pravopis, za da se ozna~i l2die.
137 Bukvata G ima brojna vrednost 3.
138 Najnapred e napi{ano bout, a potoa e popraveno vo bojut i e dodaden palatalizira~ki znak pod
redot.
139 Upotrebata na gr~k. ligatura stigma ( + ) pretstavuva korekcija na prethodno napi{anoto .
140 Bukvata  ima brojna vrednost 4.
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141 Za prvpat glasot { se predava so digrafot . Sp.: lo{u < .
142 Palatalizira~kiot znak pod redot e ispu{ten.
143 Bukvata E ima brojna vrednost 5.
144 Mo`no e prvoto  (n) da e napi{ano po gre{ka, a potoa e izvr{ena popravka i e pre~krtano  (n).
145 Na marginata od s. 49 zapi{ano e (a), kako {to e praviloto pri prefrlaweto na tekstot od edna na
druga strana. Ottuka i slednata strana treba da zapo~ne so (a)  No i prvoto i vtoroto  (a) se uredno
pre~krtani, dodeka to~kata (.) e zaboravena.
146 Kaj ovoj zbor ima i pisarska gre{ka, najnapred bilo napi{ano vniknaa, a potoa bilo korigirano vo
viknaa.
147 Upotreben e samo eden palatalizira~ki znak pod redot za bukvite ~ i {.
148 Mno`. od prase.
149 Sp. ja razlikata so prethodnoto pi{uvawe na istiov zbor b’ul’uk.
150 Bukvata  (stigma) ima brojna vrednost 6.
151 Spored pravilata na fonotaktikata na govorot, ovde na krajot od zborot se javuva j, nezavisno dali
se raboti za edn. ili mno`.: nekoj - nekoi. No, ovde e upotreben gr~kiot diftong  (oi), koj ja ozna~uva
morfemata za mno`ina za m. r. kaj imenskite zborovi. Ova zna~i deka se voveduva pravopisno pravilo
edninata da se razlikuva od mno`inata. Vakvi primeri se sre}avaat, re~isi redovno. Spored toa, vo
transkripcijata upotrebuvame -i.
152 Se raboti za gre{ka vo pi{uvaweto.
153 V. zabel. 136.
154 V. zabel. 136.
155 Bukvata Z ima brojna vrednost 7.
156 Vo transkripcijata go upotrebuvame nadredniot znak nad e : n#, za da ja ozna~ime kratkata zamenska
forma vo direkten predmet od li~na zam. nie.
157 Ova e edinstveno mesto kade {to samoglaskata u grafiski e predadena so dve bukvi. Pa taka vo
rakopisot ovoj predlog e zapi{an  (pou), dodeka na drugi mesta toj e zapi{an kako U koga stanuva
zbor za upotreba na mali bukvi.
158 Bukvata  ima brojna vrednost 8 .
159 Uka`uvame deka ovoj zbor se izgovara so glasot x, no pi{uva~ot vo nedostig od grafema za glasot x
ja upotrebil grafemata ~.
160 Bukvata  ima brojna vrednost 9.
161 Ispu{ten e palatalizira~kiot znak pod redot.
162 Pri korigiraweto na formata od prvata raka, vtorata raka zaborava da ja izbri{te zamenkata
(sa) od prvata raka i po gre{ka ja povtoruva i se dobilo: U (sa sa uplasia).
163 Nad ovaa glagolska forma vo imperativ stojat dva akcenta. Vtorata raka ja predava ovaa forma bez
da go izbri{e akcentot nad prvata samoglaska.
164 Prviot slog od ovoj zbor vtorata raka najprvin go pre~krtuva, a potoa na marginata go dodava
istiot slog {to prethodno go pre~krtal.
165 Bukvata  ima brojna vrednost 10.
166 Najprvin zborot e napi{an so akut, a potoa so cirkumfleks.
167 Vtorata raka nepotrebno vr{i popravka na ovoj zbor so formata toa. Bidej}i vo tekstot se raboti
za prilog za mesto tuka (dij. tua).
168 Vtorata raka go bri{e j i so toa i dava prednost na narodnata forma na zborot.
169 Bukvite  imaat brojna vrednost 11.
170 Vtorata raka vo duhot na makedonskata sintagmatika, ja izostava ~lenskata morfema vo sintagmata
carstvutu nebesnutu, pa taa stanuva carstvutu nebesno.
171 Se raboti za avtokorekcija. Najnapred e napi{ano (pandna ), a potoa  (n) e izbri{ano i e
napi{ana pravilnata forma (padna )
172 Vtorata raka go bri{e akcentot vrz penultima i stava akcent na ultima.
173 Predlogot (na) e otposle dodaden na marginata od vtorata raka.
174 Dodadenoto (za) e od na{a strana.
175 Bukvite  imaat brojna vrednost 12.
176 Mo`no e ovoj zbor da se transkribira i so -~-.
177 Poslednata bukva od zborot e te{ko ~itliva. Od vtorata raka ovaa bukva e popravena vo o.
178 Bukvite  imaat brojna vrednost 13.
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179 Prvata raka pravilno upotrebuva particip (glag. prilog vele{i), dodeka vtorata raka -i go poprava
so-e i so toa pravi li~na glagolska forma vele{e.
180 Mo`no e ovoj zbor da se transkribira i so -zx-.
181 Za prvpat prilogot ubo ne e voobi~aeno zamenet so sanki , tuku so prilogot vike 've}e'.
182 Akcentot e nejasen, odnosno postaveni se eden vrz drug i gravis i cirkumfleks. Ne e jasno po koj
redosled se staveni akcentite.
183 Bukvite  imaat brojna vrednost 14.
184 Vtorata raka e ne~itliva.
185 Vtorata raka e ne~itliva.
186 Se raboti za gre{ka vo pi{uvaweto od prvata raka, {to e popravena od vtorata raka.
187 Prvoto  (t) e natpi{ano od prvata raka.
188 Ispu{ten e palatalizira~kiot znak pod redot.
189 Bukvite  imaat brojna vrednost 15.
190 Mo`no e ovoj zbor da se transkribira i so -~-.
191 V. zabel. 190.
192 V. zabel. 190.
193 Po ovoj zbor vtorata raka ja dodava povratnata zamenka sa.
194 Bukvite  imaat brojna vrednost 16.
195 Vo gr~k. tekst pravilno se upotrebeni dve to~ki. Vo mak. tekst verojatno se raboti za gre{ka.
196 Ova e prvo mesto za vakvo pravopisno otstapuvawe koga se raboti za brojot eden. Inaku  vo tekstov
standardno se upotrebuva vo zborovite :  i dr.
197 Vtorata raka go pre~krtuva -tu.
198 Vtorata raka pi{uva lenliv.
199 Vtorata raka go pre~krtuva krajnoto i.
200 Poslednata bukva od zborot e ne~itliva.
201 Pod vlijanie na gr~kiot izgovor zborov e napi{an so bukvite -nd-, namesto so -nt-.
202 Bukvite  imaat brojna vrednost 17.
203 Vtorata raka ja bri{e pokaznata zamenka tie {to sleduva po zborot sinoritu, i po zapirkata ja
pi{uva li~. zam. taa.
204 Vo gr~k. tekst pravilno e upotrebena to~ka. Vo mak. tekst verojatno se raboti za gre{ka.
205 Re~enicata bi trebalo da po~ne so golema bukva, se raboti za gre{ka.
206 Vtorata raka go pre~krtuva prviot akut.
207 Vtorata raka vo ovoj zbor nepotrebno gi pre~krtuva bukvite n i k, i natpi{uva  (c), verojatno
smetaj}i deka se raboti za mno`ina od im. raka, a ne za leksemata ronka ‘tro{ka’.
208 Bukvata  ima brojna vrednost 1.
209 ^lenot -te e natpi{an nad zborot.
210 Gr~kata strana od tekstot uka`uva deka na makedonskata strana nedostiga u{te edno i {to mo`e da
bide ili svrznik ili kratka zamenska forma za direkten predmet.
211 Bukvata t e natpi{ana.
212 Bukvata B  ima brojna vrednost 2.
213 Se raboti za avtokorekcija: najnapred bilo napi{ano ut, a potoa bilo korigirano vo na.
214 Bukvata B  ima brojna vrednost 2.
215 Povikuvaj}i se na dijalektot ja pretpo~itame gornata izgovorna forma.
216 Bukvata  ima brojna vrednost 4.
217 Vtorata raka nad a natpi{uva (j). So ovaa intervencija zborot tranitu ‘trweto’ treba da go dobie
oblikot trajntu {to odgovara na izgovorot od dijalektot na vtorata raka, pri {to zaborava da ja
izbri{e bukvata i ( ) zad n. Formata trajntu, se dol`i ili na anticipacijata na mekosta na n’ {to e
ramna na -jn-, ili, pak, na metatezata i skusuvaweto na i ( ) pred sonantot n.
218 Vtorata raka go bri{e ~lenot od pridavkata.
219 Prvata raka pogre{no go pi{uva palatalizira~kiot znak pod redot, a toa ne go korigira vtorata
raka. Ovoj zbor treba pravilno da se napi{e ‘sto’.
220 Verojatno formata bi trebalo da glasi prit~i.
221 Bukvata  ima brojna vrednost 5.
222 Zborot zna~i ‘fino platno’.
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223 Vtorata raka, verojatno poradi izbegnuvawe na homonimijata na pridavkite palen i poln, ovoj zbor
go predava kako paln ‘poln’.
224 Vtorata raka raka go bri{e akcentot.
225 Vtorata raka posvojnata zamenka ti ja korigira vo pokazna zamenka te.
226 So eden palatalizira~ki znak pod redot se smeknuvaat i -st- i krajnoto s.
227 Bukvata  (stigma) ima brojna vrednost 6.
228 V. bel 215.
229 Napravena e gre{ka namesto gu (, e napi{ano gi.
230 Bukvata  ima brojna vrednost 7.
231 V. zabel. 176.
232 Najnapred e napi{ano ( (ti), a potoa e korigirano vo (ta) (.
233 Vtorata raka upotrebuva zapoveden na~in, odnosno gi bri{e bukvata i palatalizira~kiot znak
pod redot so {to se dobiva formata boi.
234 Kontinuitetot e ovde prekinat. Nedostigaat stranicite od 82-110. Stranicata zapo~nuva so tekst
od evangelieto po Marko 10,41-42, a prethodniot tekst treba da gi sodr`i stihovite Mk 10, 32-40/41.
Inaku ovoj tekst se ~ita na pettata nedela na predveligdenskiot post, na utrinskata liturgija (Mk 10,
32-45).
235 Avtokorekcija: prvata raka najprvo napi{ala , a potoa ja korigirala so
236 U{te eden primer za nesproveduvawe na edna~eweto po zvu~nost vo pi{uvaweto. Iako vo ovoj zbor
is- ne e prefiks, pi{uva~ot po analogija -is go pi{uva so lunarna sigma ( ).
237 Vtorata raka go bri{e -ta.
238 Se upotrebuva pravopisniot znak ,,dvoto~je” (:), za razlika od dosega upotrebuvaniot gr~ki
pravopisen znak ,,ano telija” ( ).
239 Vtorata raka ovoj zbor go zamenuva so kukata, bez da ja obele`i mekosta na vtoroto k vo zborot.
240 Vtorata raka ja ima izbri{ano kratkata zamenska forma za udvoen predmet {to e nepotrebna.
241 Vtorata raka vo zborot voiskresne ja bri{e bukvata i.
242 V. zabel. 241.
243 V. zabel. 241.
244 V. zabel. 241.
245 Za razlika od prethodno, vtorata raka zborot doma go zamenuva so zborot ku}ata, pri {to mekosta
na } ja bele`i dvojno: so pi{uvawe na ligaturata ` po vtoroto k, kako i so vpi{uvawe na
palatalizira~kiot znak pod redot.
246 Najverojatno se raboti za regionalen zbor so zna~ewe ‘misli, se’. Sp.: makedonskiot prevod na
Biblijata, ...mislej}i oti }e odi na grobot da pla~e.
247 Sli~no kako i so fonemata x, koja iako retko vo tekstot ja prepoznavame predadena na na~in kako
{to se predava i fonemata ~, odnosno so + palatalizira~ki znak pod redot, taka i fonemata y vo
tekstot e predadena podednakvo kako i fonemata c, odnosno . Distikncijata me|u ovie binarni
glasovni parovi po zvu~nost ja pravime ad sensum.
248 Upotreben e eden palatalizira~ki znak pod redot za smeknuvawe i na dvete soglaski s vo ovoj zbor.
249 V. zabel. 255.
250 Prvata raka glasot j go obele`uva so palatalizira~ki znak pod redot, dodeka vtorata raka ima
natpi{ano deseteri~no i (j ) za bele`ewe na glasot j, bez da go izbri{e palatalizira~kiot znak pod
redot.
251 V. zabel. 245.
252 Pod ovoj naslov, vtorata raka go dodava ispu{teniot del na utrenni.
253 Vtorata raka gi bri{e  (ki) i  (da), pa potoa povtorno dodava  (da).
254 Vtorata raka nepotrebno ja zamenuva ovaa gl. forma so 3 l. mn. i istovremeno go bri{e
palatalizira~kiot znak pod redot.
255 Najverojatno prvata raka natpi{uva  i na makedonskata i na gr~kata strana od tekstot.
256 Od prvata raka ovoj zbor e zama~kan, vtorata raka na marginata go dopi{uva istiot zbor.
257 Napi{ano vo originalot:  {to spored gr~k. pravogovor se ~ita [kundis'a].
258 Do ovoj naslov dopolnitelno, od strana na prvata raka e dodaden ispu{teniot del na liturgia.
259 Vtorata raka ja bri{e bukvata i.
260 Pi{uva~ot napravil metateza na slogovite vo ovaa sintagma, koja pravilno treba da glasi kosite
si.
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261V. zabel. 259.
262 Se o~ekuva zborot da e napi{an so akut vrz bukvata a, no poradi dupka vo hartijata toj ne se gleda.
263 Vaja ‘granka od palma’.
264 Vtorata raka ja bri{e poslednata bukva od zborot.
265 Interpunkciskiot znak vo zborot v’jahnat ima glasovna vrednost na /a/ i vo slu~ajov e zamena za
crsl. bukva Q, izgovorot e [v jahn'at].
266 V. zabel. 259.
267 Zborov go ras~ituvame ni{jan, bidej}i vo tekstot imame dvojno smeknuvawe na s: prvoto e so
palatalizira~kiot znak pod redot, a vtoroto e so crsl. ligatura `.
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3 The Printed Pages
Jouko Lindstedt (Helsinki)

Max Wahlström (Helsinki)

Before the Alexandria manuscript was found in 2003, the name “Konikovo Gospel” was used
for a much later printed version of the Macedonian text of this Sunday Gospel, edited by Pavel
Božigropski and printed in Solun/Thessaloniki by Kirijak Držilovi  in 1852 (or perhaps in the
beginning of 1853, see Sect. 5.9). Although several 19th-century and 20th-century sources
clearly state that only the first few pages were printed, Jordan Ivanov’s studies (1917, 267;
1931, 181–185) created the myth of a whole printed book, and this erroneous information has
been repeated in later scholarship. Moreover, the text has so far been studied only on the basis
of Ivanov’s and other scholars’ incomplete renderings, not from the original printed pages. In
this chapter the complete printed text (four pages) will be published and commented
philologically for the first time.

The book that never existed

The information usually given about the printed Konikovo Gospel is that it was translated by
Pavel Božigropski, who used his native dialect of Konikovo, and further, that it was printed in
Greek letters in Thessaloniki in the year 1852 (for recent examples, see Janeva 2000 and
Ivanova 2002, 48, but these are only some among many). However, no Slavists have ever
explicitly reported having seen the book. Ivanov writes nothing about the number of its pages.

Only now that we have the Alexandria manuscript at our disposal can we be certain that
Pavel Božigropski was not the translator of the Macedonian text, but only its last editor. Note,
however, that on the title page of the book, reproduced by Ivanov (see also below), Pavel in fact
does not claim to have translated the text. He only writes: PREPISANO I DIORTOSANO OT MENE
PAVEL IROMONAH, BOŽIGROPSKI PROTOSINGEL, RODOM VODENSKA (Eparhíja) OT SELO
KONIKOVO ‘copied and corrected by me, hieromonk Pavel, a protosingel of the Holy Sepulcher,
born in (the diocese of) Voden1, the village of Konikovo’. Ivanov and others after him thought
either that prepisano ‘copied’ was a way of saying ‘translated’ (although this action could have
been expressed with tolkuvano, for instance), or that Pavel must have been the translator
because he does not mention anyone else. Now that we know Pavel based the publication upon
a much older manuscript, it is reasonable to assume that he might not have known the translator
at all.
 Although the existence of this older manuscript was not known, some scholars have been
aware that what was published in 1852 was not a whole book of Gospel readings. Ristovski
(1989) gives this information in his concise biography of Pavel. But correct information would
have been available even to Ivanov: Šaldev (1931, 56) reports that Pavel only succeeded in
publishing the first four lections. And as pointed out by Ljudmil Spasov in Section 5.10 of this
volume, the famous historian Konstantin Jire ek at least doubted the existence of the book,
since he had seen only the title page and the opening pages.
 In the newspaper Caregradski vestnik from the year 1860, there is a small anonymous notice
(Anonymous 1860a) reporting that Pavel was at that time living in Craiova and that, when still

1 The present-day Edessa in Northern Greece.
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in Solun/Thessaloniki, he had translated as few as “five to six” Sunday Gospel lections.
Although the idea that Pavel was the translator thus seems to have arisen early (cf. also Section
5.9 below), it was clearly known in his lifetime that he had not succeeded in publishing the
book. In the same year, 1860, the newspaper reported that Kirijak Držilovi  (Držilen), who had
served Pavel in the publication attempt, had had to close his printer’s shop because he had
offended the Greek clergy by printing books in the Macedonian language (Anonymous 1860b).
Interestingly, though Pavel writes on the title page of the book that it is tiposano na bugarski
jezik ‘printed in the Bulgarian language’, we thus have an early use of “Macedonian” in
Caregradski vestnik about the language around Thessaloniki, and it deserves to be quoted:

, 
” – ‘Mr. Kirijak Držilovi  also intended to acquire

Bulgarian letters [=types] in order to print books in the Macedonian language for those living
here’ (ibid.).

Earlier publications

Two folios of the printed Konikovo Gospel, originally in the possession of A. P. Stoilov, were
preserved in the Ethnographical Museum of Sofia before World War II, but they were later lost.
Jordan Ivanov’s publication (1917, 267; 1931, 181–185) of part of their text is well-known to
Slavists, but it was Stoilov himself who published the texts in their entirety in 1917 in the short-
lived Bulgarian journal Obšt podem. This more complete publication is seldom quoted, but it
was used by Jordan N. Ivanov (1973, not to be confused with the earlier Jordan Ivanov) in his
analysis of the language of the Konikovo Gospel. He could not know that what he was actually
analyzing was the complex result of the linguistic and orthographic solutions of two different
writers, the first anonymous hand and the second hand (Pavel Božigropski) of the Alexandria
manuscript.
 These earlier publications are not without errors; Stoilov especially was annoyingly careless
in details, and Ivanov made several mistakes, as well. Neither of them noticed that on the fourth
page, the typesetter had used a special graphic device, turning the type for  upside down, to
indicate the hushing sibilants. There also exists another publication of the second Gospel lection
by Stoilov (1922), but this text is no better, and it was uncritically copied by Šaldev (1931).

Edition of the printed text

The present edition of the printed text is based on the copy preserved in the Czech National
Museum (Museum Regni Bohemiae, Knihovna Šafa íkova 75, D 152). It was identified by
Nadja Danova (2005, 120) in her study of the Greek publications of the Šafa ík collection, and
the Museum kindly sent photographs (reproduced at the end of this chapter) for the use of the
Konikovo research project.
 A handwritten text on the first page shows that the copy was originally bought or received
by the Macedonian scholar Konstantin Dimitrievi  Petkovi  (1826–1897) in Istanbul on 29
January 1853. Petkovi ’s life and publications have been studied by Ljudmil Spasov (2005, 93–
361). It can be assumed that Pavel Šafa ík received this copy of the printed Konikovo Gospel
from Petkovi  personally during the latter’s visit to Prague. The copy is now part of a convolute
binding.
 There is no doubt that the printed pages were based directly upon the Alexandrian
manuscript, including the changes introduced by the second hand (Pavel). However, as also
shown in the footnotes, there are some deviations from the manuscript, and these fall into two
groups. Most of them must simply be the typesetter’s mistakes, and it is interesting that several
can be explained by concrete details in the manuscript, such as the unclear handwriting of the
second hand. But there are also deviations that must be corrections – they resemble the
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corrections at other places in the manuscript,  that is,  corrections typical of the second hand. I
assume that these were introduced by Pavel while reading a proof copy. Although even this
version is full of strange mistakes and unnatural word divisions, an earlier proof probably
existed. This is the best explanation for the title of the second lection (see below), where we can
see both the correct Slavic expression and what looks like the typesetter’s earlier, totally
unsuccessful attempt to decipher the same faded place in the manuscript: when the correct
expression was written on an earlier proof, the typesetter added it but did not eliminate his
initial attempt.
 Overall, the typesetter does not seem to have understood much of what he was setting, and I
assume the earlier proof must have been catastrophic. This in itself may have discouraged Pavel
from continuing his project.
 It will be seen that the motto on the second page contains a Gospel citation (Matthew 11:
29–30) that is not found anywhere in the preserved part of the manuscript. The orthography (
for /j/) and the use of orthotonic possessive pronouns after the definite article, a phenomenon
unknown in the manuscript, indicate that this short passage is Pavel’s own translation.
Comparison with the Kulakia Gospel (Mazon & Vaillant 1938) shows that the lost part of the
manuscript could not have presented a model for this passage, either, since in the Kulakia text,
the passage is only found in the Menology part, which the Alexandria manuscript certainly
never contained.
 The orthography of the printed Konikovo Gospel was much less suited for expressing the
Macedonian phonemes than that of the Alexandria manuscript, which is why the transcription
presented here has been freely completed so as to reflect better the presumed spoken forms.
However, word-final devoicing of obstruents is shown here only when shown in the
original.The punctuation has not been corrected, although connected and separate spelling of
words  has  been,  which  at  times  is  very  odd  in  the  original.  The  phoneme  / /  [ ],  not
distinguished graphically from /a/ in the original (nor in the manuscript), has been written when
accented ( ) and in monosyllabic words. The reduction of the unstressed vowels in general is
indicated in the transcription only insofar as it has been indicated in the original text, and
syntactically unstressed disyllabic words (such as deka) have been mechanically accented as in
the original.
 Since this is an edition of a printed copy, not a manuscript, the original line division has not
been followed. In the footnotes, PB stands for Pavel Božigropski and MS for the Alexandrian
manuscript (Bibl.Patr.Alex. 268).
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[Title page = page 1]2

, 
.

.

,

,
 ( )

.

[a crowned, double-headed eagle with
 a scepter, an orb and a coat-of-arms

 depicting St. George]

3,
.

1852.

EVANGELIE
NA GOSPODA BOGA I SPASA

NAŠEGO IISUSA HRISTO, SIGA NOVO
TIPOSANO NA BUGARSKI JEZIK
ZA SEKOA NEDE A OT GODINA

DO GODINA SO RET.

PREPISANO I DIORTOSANO OT MENE

PAVEL IROMONAH,

BOŽIGROPSKI PROTOSINGEL,
RODOM VODENSKA (Eparhíja)

OT SELO KONIKOVO.

SOLUN,
ŠTAMPA KIRIJAKOVA D RŽILEN.

1852.

[Page 2]

‹‹ , 
4 5

, 
. 

, . ››

 –  11 – . 296.

”Zevájte járemot moj navr s vas, i
nau[ ]éjte se ot méne zaštó s m krótok i
smirén so s rcito, i i nájdete raát
na dúšite váši. Zaštóto járemot moj e
áren, i továrot moj e lésen.” 7

2 A handwritten Cyrillic text on the first page: K. D. Petkovi  29 janv. 1853 Carigrad
3 The - - in the second syllable of  is a hypercorrection due to the o>u reduction in the dialect.
4 Read  – an iota instead of a tau must be the typesetter’s error.
5 The accent shows that this is meant to be a separate word, although it is erroneously connected with the previous word
by a hyphen at the line division.
6 Actually verses 29 and 30.
7 This is the only Bible passage on these pages wholly translated by Pavel Božigropski. Cf. the version in the Kulakia
Gospel, 102: Zevájte járemut navr s vás, i ki s  naú iti ut méne šó s m krótuk in na s rcito íst; da ki s  nájditi
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[Page 3]

.

,
.8

Na svétij i velíkij den,
Pásha na liturgíjata.

[Page 3 continued, left column]

. . 

.9

. 
, .10

Premúdros prósti uslíšim svetágo
Evángelija mir vsem. Ot Joána svetágo
Evángelija, ténie vónmen.

11 ,
, .

. 
12 ,

. 

13. 
, . 

,
. 

, 
14 . 

15, 
16. 17

Utpérvu béše r ta, i r ta
béše sos Bóga, i Bog béše ré ta.
Vóa béše utpérvu sos Bóga. Síte
ra[b]óti zardí niz lakardíjata s iníja,
i biz négu ne s iní níkue
utkólku s iníja. Uf négu béše
živót: i živótut béše sfétut na
údito. I sfetíluto uf temnínata

sféte i temnínata ne gu razbrá. S
iní edín uvék puštén ut Bóga,

ímito mu Joán. Vóa dujdé na martiría
da martirísa zardí sfetíluto, da
verúvat síte zardí niz négu. Ne béše
on sfetíluto, amí da martirísa zardí
sfetíluto. Béše vídeloto

lesnutía uf váší dúši; šó [ót]i járimut mí i íst, i tuvárut mi i lésin (Mazon & Vaillant 1938, 310; transcription slightly
simplified).
8 The Macedonian title is not in the MS but has been added by Pavel Božigropski.
9 This initial Greek formula is not in the MS, but has been added by PB.
10 The initial formula is not in the MS but has been added by PB.
11 From this word on, the printed text is clearly based upon the Alexandrian MS and upon the corrections by the second
hand (PB) in it.
12 Sic! MS  at the line break, with the  at the end of the line corrected from a 
13 MS , but the correction is typical of PB.
14 The typesetter has not understood the  >  correction in the MS.
15 MS , but the correction is typical of PB.
16 MS , but the correction is typical of PB.
17 MS , but the corrections are typical of PB.
18 Sic! MS 
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18

. 
 [ ]19

-20 , 
. 

, , 
. 21 , 

, 

istínckutu tóa što prosfetúva
sékuj uvék što íde na sfétut. Na
sfétut [béše: i sfétut] zardí nís
négu s iní: amí sfétut ne gu
puzná[.] Na sfójte mu dujdé, I sfóite
mu ne gu priáa. I kólku mu priáa na
nih dadé puvé a da s ínat éda
Bóžij, sankí, na tíe što verúvat na
ímito mu. Tía što néto ut kr v, néto
ut saká itu na snágata, néto

[Page 3 continued, right column]

, 
22 . 

, 
, 

, 23

24 . 
, .25

. 
 [ ]26

27 28

, 

.

ut saká itu uvé ku, amí ut
Bóga s  rodía. I re ta s iní
snága i s  zasidé uf nas, i vídohme
slávata mu, sláva katú na sin
edinoróden ut Tátkutu, P l(i)n
dá[r]ba i istína. Joán martirisá
zardí négu, i vikná i kažá29[:] vóa e deká
íde pu méne s iní pret méne, zaštó mi
béše pónapréšen. I ut
ispolné ito mu nía síte [priéhmi] i
zéhme dárba vr z dárba[.] Zaštó
zákonut s  dadé zardí nis Mojséa, amí
dárbata i istínata s iní zardí nis
Iisús Hristós.

19 Words erroneously omitted, restored from the MS.
20 In the MS a period.
21 MS 
22 Typeset as one word. In the MS a hyphen at the line break: -/
23 It seems that in the MS  has been corrected to  by writing a broad stroke over the epsilon, but the
typesetter has interpreted the stroke as an iota.
24 The typesetter has not noticed the added above the line in the MS.
25 MS has 
26 Omitted, restored from the MS.
27 MS . A later correction by PB in the proof copy?
28 The MS has a period.
29 -ž- confirmed by the MS.
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.30

31

32.
Sfét[oj]u i Velíkoju Nedé u Páski na
Ve érnata

. Ot Joána.

, ,

 †, 
, , 

,  †33. 
, 

34, 
35 †. 

36

, 37. 
, , -

Béše dóckana na tóa den pr vniut ut
sédmicata, i béa vrátite zatforéni,
támu déka béa U enícite sobráni
zardí stráhut Judéjcki †, dujdé
Iisús, i zastaná pusréde, i véle na
nih, mir na vas †. I ka kažá38 váa
lakardíja, mu pukažá39 r cite mu i
rébruto mu, i U enícite s
zaraduváa ka vídoa [G]óspuda †. I
Iisús pak mu re é40: mir na vas: ka m
puští Tátku, i jáze41 púštam na va[s]. I
ka re é vóa, dujná na nih, i re é zi-

[Page 4, left column]

 †.42

, , 
 †,43

, 44,
, . 

 †45

májte Duh sfetíj †. I na kógutu
gréhuvite prostite, s  prusténi, i na
kógu záprite s  zapréni †[.] I Tomá što

 véliše bliznák, edín ut dva[n]ájste,
ne béše sos nih, kóga dújde Iisús. Mu
vélea sankí drúzite U eníci:
vídohmi Góspuda †[.] I on mu re é:
akú ne vídam na r cite mu nišánite

30 From the Greek column of the MS.
31 Sic! MS  with a palatal arc, i.e., sfetóju
32 The strange expression  has no counterpart in the MS. The whole lection title in the MS is
difficult to read. owing to the fading of the red ink. Presumably the expression is what the typesetter saw first instead of

; when the proofreader (PB) had written the correct expression in the proof, the typesetter added
it but did not eliminate the wrong letters.
33 In the MS † has been added after the period.
34 The acute does not appear in the MS.
35 Sic! MS 
36 MS  with a palatal arc = kažá
37 In the MS, the second hand (PB) has corrected vázi to na vas. The typesetter has noticed the addition of

 but not the less visible change of  to , made by erasing the upper part of the letter.
38 Ivanov reads kazá, but ž is confirmed by the MS.
39 Ivanov reads pukazá, but ž is confirmed by the MS.
40 MS kažá. A later correction by PB in the proof copy?
41 Ivanov reads áze, but j- is confirmed by the MS.
42 In the MS † has been added after the period.
43 The MS has a period and † added after it. The capital letter in the next word shows that the comma is the typesetter’s
mistake.
44 MS . Someone has corrected the word by writing a Cyrillic  in the left margin of the book.
45 The period is missing because in the MS, † has been added over it.
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, 
46 , 

47, 48 .

ut karfíite, i akú ne kládam
pr [s]tout mi na nišánite ut karfíite, i
akú ne kládam r kata mi na
rébruto mu, ne [e] verúvam49.

50 . .51

. Punidélnik na Vilígden.

. Ot Joána.

, 
, . 

.52

, . 
53, 54 ,

, )55

. 
, ; ,

, . 
56 , 

. 
57

, 
,58

59 ,
60 , 

, , 
61. , 

. 

Bóga níkuj nékuj p t ne gu vidé:
edinoródniut Sin, što e uf pázvata na
Tátkutu, on gu razre é. I váa e
martiríjata na Joána[,] kóga puštíja
ifútitu ut Jerusalím Pópuve i

Levíte, da gu pítat ti koj si. I
ispovedá i ne s  utfarlí: martirisá,
i re é
óti ne s m jas64 Hristós. I gu pitáa: što si
sankí, Ilíja li si ti? i véle ne s m,
Profítut li si, i odgovorí ne. I mu
vélat: kój si sankí, da dádime karšal k
na tíe deká n  puštíja: što véleš zardí
sébesi. Re é jas65 s m glásut na tóa
deka víka vn tre uf pustíni:
ispravéjte p tut Gospodínuf, kak re é
Isája Profítut[.] I pušténite béa
ut Fariséjte. I gu pitáa: i kažáa66,
zaštó kogataká (úbo) kr stiš, katú
ne si ti Hristós, néto Ilíja, néto
profítut. Joán odgovorí, i re é: jáze67

kr stam uf vóda: amí [tóa stóe pusréde na
vas,]68 tóa što víe ne gu puznávate. Vóa e što

46 MS . Someone has corrected the word by writing a Cyrillic  in the left margin of the book.
47 Accent also missing in the MS.
48 Sic! MS 
49 Ivanov reads nék poverúvam, but our reading is confirmed by the MS.
50 Sic! Read  as in the MS.
51 From the Greek column of the MS.
52 A period has been typeset because the comma in the MS looks like a period.
53 Separate spelling because the correction by the second hand in the MS looks like two words.
54 Word division unclear in the MS.
55 A whole line in the MS has been typeset twice.
56 MS 
57 MS 
58 The MS has a period; notice the capital first letter of the following word.
59 A period present in the MS is missing, but between the words there is a wider space that presupposes a punctuation
mark.
60 µ , written by the first hand, has been replaced with by the second hand in the MS, but since the
former word has not been erased, both have been typeset.
61 Written with a capital initial in the MS.
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, ,
62

. 
63 ,

.

íde pu méne, tóa što s iní pret méne,
na tóa što já[s] ne s m dostóen da utv rzam
rémenut na skórnata mu. Víe s iníja
na Vitavarát utsprótiva na Jordána,
támu deká Joán kr steše.

. .69

Ftórnik na Vilígden.

.70 Ot Luká.

71, 
. -

Na tóa vréme Pétar staná i tar éše ta
dujdé na gróbut: i s  navedé I gléda
sámi rízite déka léžea: I s  varná
náz[a]t, i s údeše uf sébesi tóa
što s iní. I étu i

[Page 4 continued, right column]

, 
, 

. 
72. 

, 
. 

73

. 

, . 
74 75 , 

76

77

dva ut tíe deká ódea tóa den, na ednó
sélu, i tóa što e daléku ut
Jerusalím šéjset stáda, ímito mu
Emaús. I víe zburúvaa me ú nih
zardí síte víe deká s iníja. I támu
deká z[b]urúvaa i s  udbíraa, i sam
Iisús nablizí ódeše sos nih. I

ite mu s  zapíraa da ne gu
puznájat102. I mu re é što s  lakardíite
víe što zburúvate idín sos drug
túka déka ódite i ste kahárni. I
o[d]govorí edíniu[t] ímito mu Kleópa, i
mu re é: ti sam ka sédiš uf
Jerusalím ne znáiš tíe deká s

62 Sic! The typesetter was unable to read the correction by the second hand in the MS (  with a palatal arc = jas).
63 MS  (about this name, see Sect. 5.7).
64 j- confirmed by the MS.
65 j- confirmed by the MS.
66 -ž- confirmed by the MS.
67 j- confirmed by the MS.
68 The typesetter skipped the first of two MS lines with a similar beginning.
69 From the Greek column of the MS.
70 The MS has , but Luke is correct.
71 The MS should probably be read , but owing to the unclear corrections in the MS, the typesetter misread the
word.
72 N.B. the diacritic: the typesetter imitated the palatal arc in the MS by turning the type for  upside down.
73 N.B. the diacritic.
74 When the second hand in the MS replaced otveštá with otgovorí, the  was erased by mistake, and this is now
reflected in the typeset text.
75 MS 
76 N.B. the diacritic.
77 N.B. the diacritic.
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78 . 
, 

79

, 
, 

, . 

, 
. 

 [ ]80

. 
, 
. 

, 
, 81

. 
82

, 
. 

83

84

85. 
86 , 87

iníja vn tre uf négu na víe déna. I
mu véle kói, I óni mu kažáa103:
rabótite što s iníja zardí Iisúsa
Nazoréut, tóa što s iní uvék
Profítin sílen i na rabóti, i na
lakardíi pret Bóga, i na síte úde. I
kak gu pridadóa Vladícite i
napréšnite ni na s dba umrésna, i gu
krastosáa. I nie s  nadévame óti vóa e
što i otkíne Israíla: amí sos víe síte
tri déna sos vóa den íma [vóa den] ut
kak s iníja vía. Amí i nékuj žéni n
zatresóa, tíe što utídua ránutu na
gróbut. I ka ne najdéa Snágata na
Iisúsa, dujdóa i kažáa104 ka vidóa i
vidénie Angélcku, i tíe Angele vélat
za négu óti e živ. I utídua nékui
ut tíe deka béa záj[d]no sos názi na
gróbut, i najdóa taká ka kažáa105 i
žénite amí négu ne gu vidóa. I on mu
re é: o bezúmni i téški na s rcitu
taka da verúvate na tíe síte što
z[b]urúvaa Profítito. Ne trebúvaše
da i tégle víe Hristós, i da fléze uf

78 N.B. the diacritic.
79 N.B. the diacritic.
80 Two words of the MS have been omitted, perhaps to avoid repetition. The original Greek in the MS is: 

.
81 MS 
82 MS , but the typsetter did not notice the  added by the second hand above the line.
83 N.B. the diacritic.
84 MS 
85 MS , but the correction is typical of PB.
86 The ending is unclear in the MS.
87 MS 
88 Sic! Thus also in the MS.
89 N.B. the diacritic.
90 N.B. the diacritic.
91 N.B. the diacritic.
92 N.B. the diacritic.
93 MS  (the reduction has been corrected in two syllables, probably by PB).
94 MS 
95 The MS probably has , but the accent is barely visible.
96 MS 
97 Sic! MS 
98 The MS probably has , but the correction in the prefix (by the second hand) is difficult to discern.
99 N.B. the diacritic.
100 Without an accent in the MS.
101 MS 
102 -j- confirmed by the MS.
103 -ž- confirmed by the MS.
104 -ž- confirmed by the MS.
105 -ž- confirmed by the MS.
106 -ž- confirmed by the MS.
107 Instead of rceto ni, Stoilov (1917, 642) reads cár etóni [?!].
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. , 
88, 

. 
89

. ¨ , 
, , 

, .
, 

, . 
90, 

91 .
92

93

, 
. 

94 95

96, 
, 

. 97

98 , .

99

100

101.

slávatá mu. I ka zafatí ut Mojséa, i
zaminá ut síte Profít[i], mu razre é
rabótite deká s  pisáa zardí négu na
site pisanie. I nabližíja na Sélutu
deká ódea: i on s iní kak ódi
pónadaléku. I gu silía, i vélea: óstani
sos nas, zaštó umraknúva, i pumína
dénut, i flezé vn tre da ustáne sos nih.
I kóga sedná on sos nih, zimá hlébut i
gu blagosloví, i se é i mu dávaše. I
tógaj mu s  otvoríja ó ite, i gu
puznáa: i on s iní nevidén ut nih.
I kažáa106 me ú nih: ne béše li

rceto ni107 izgurénu uf nas kóga ni
zburúvaše na p tut, i kóga ni
razre úvaše pisánieto. I óni ka
stan[á]a tóa saát s  varnáa na
J[e]rusalím, i najdóa sobráni
idenájste, i drúzite deká béa zájdno
sos nih. Deká vélija óti [G]ósput
voskresná istína, i s  javí na Símon.
I víe dváta déka dujdóa prikažúvaa
rabótite déka s iníja na p tut: i
ka gu puznáa támu deká sé eše
hlébot.
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Photographs of the printed pages

Courtesy of the Czech National Museum

(Museum Regni Bohemiae, Knihovna Šafa íkova 75, D 152)
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4 Study of the Greek Text
Martti Leiwo (Helsinki)

The Greek text is a translation of the New Testament koiné into vernacular Greek. Since,
through the centuries, such translations have been strongly opposed by the Greek Orthodox
Church,  a  short  history  of  the  earliest  efforts  is  appropriate  before  I  deal  with  the  text  of  our
manuscript.
 During the reign of Alexios I Komnenos (1081–1118), a Jew called Tobia ben Eliezer, from
Kastoria, Macedonia, made the first commentary in the “spoken dialect”. It dealt with the
Pentateuch (Xanthopoulos 1902, 323). However, it did not create any serious flow of successive
commentaries or translations, and the next religious text written in vernacular was published
over a hundred years later, in 1263. It was a translation of the Book of Jonah, and included
many Hebraisms (e.g., ..., 1.4).
However, these early commentaries and translations remained single efforts which did not have
much effect on the use of the vernacular in religious contexts.
 Things changed, however, in the 16th century, and in 1536 Ioannis Kartanos translated in
Venice the Old Testament and the most important parts of the New Testament into the
vernacular. On the first page of his publication he wrote: 

. As we can observe, the ingress was addressed in
koiné, but the main text was written in vernacular. The publication induced severe criticism, and
a monk working on the Holy Mountain called Pachomios Rousanos even stated that the
language used was barbarous,  (Xanthopoulos 1902, 324). One of the main
arguments was that it was not proper to think that people did not understand the holy Bible
without a translation. However, the importance of Kartanos was crucial for the succeeding
works. In 1547 the whole Pentateuch was translated into vernacular by an unknown Jew
(Hesseling 1897; Belleli 1890). This was followed by a popular version of the Book of Job, also
by an unknown Jew. Thus the Jews of Anatolia and the Levant were the real promoters of the
Greek vernacular, romaiká, and it seems that many of them even adopted vernacular Greek as
their common language at this time (Xanthopoulos 1902, 325).
 The  ideas  of  the  Enlightenment  forced  their  way  very  slowly  into  the  Greek  Orthodox
Church, but in 1629 Cornelius Haga, the ambassador of the Netherlands at the Sublime Porte,
who was a zealous Protestant, wrote to Patriarch Kyrillos Loukaris and urged him to begin the
translation of the New Testament. Loukaris had good connections with the Protestants, and, as
an  enlightened  person,  agreed  to  the  request.  The  task  was  given  to  a  monk  from  Gallipoli
called Maximos Kalliergis, later known as Maximos Kallioupolitis. He started the work
immediately, in 1629, and the translation was completed in 1632. It was not published at that
time, however, due to Maximos’ death on September 24, 1633. Five years later, in 1638, it was
finally published by the Pierre Aubertin printing house in Geneva with an issue of 1,500 copies.
The book was bilingual with the original text alongside the translation.
 The translation was instantly denounced by the Greek Church authorities, but in 1703 it was,
nevertheless, revised by a monk called Seraphim from Mytilene. The revised translation was
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printed in London by Beniamin Mottaeus. In the foreword Seraphim fiercely attacked the
attitudes of the Church (Kakoulidi 1970, 14). The response soon followed. Patriarch Gabriel III
of  Chalcedon wrote  in  1704 that  “not  a  single  priest  or  layman may buy,  possess  or  read  the
translation into vulgar language made originally by Maximos Kallioupolitis, and revised in our
days by the monk Seraphim of Mytilene” (Gédéon 1888, 106). One volume was even burned in
the hall of the Patriarchate in Constantinople. The ban was short, however, and in 1723 the
vernacular was permitted again by Patriarch Hieronymos III, even if the attitude of the Church
authorities remained very negative. In the meantime a new translation had been published in
Halle in 1710 by Anastasios Michail of Naousa (died in Russia after 1722). The text is almost
identical with that of Seraphim, but some verbal morphology was fitted to more contemporary
usage.
 The Greek version of our manuscript has its place in this tradition. The text has some clues
that unveil its origin quite well. The use of the parentheses in this manuscript comes from the
first translation of Maximos. This practice was followed by all the early translators, and our text
does not deviate much from that of Maximos, but it is not identical. Instead, some orthographic
details connect the text more closely with the 1710 translation. For example, in line 6 starting
from the beginning (p. 002) we read: , 

. Maximos and Seraphim wrote  and , but the 1710 translation had
 and   which  are  the  readings  in  our  manuscript.  In  the  same  clause  the  verbal

phrase is  in Maximos,  in Seraphim and in 1710, but there is
a nu telikón in our manuscript – . The nu telikon is often written in our
manuscript and there are there are several other details that are different from the 1710 version.
The last translation of this lineage, which was printed in Chelsea by the publisher Ioannis
Tillingos in 1810 is almost identical to the 1710 version, even if the title of this translation
informs  us  that  the  version  is  “ ,  ,  -

. , ”.
 This version is, with all probability, the one that has served as the model for our manuscript.
Most of the differences from the 1710/1810 version are changes in verbal morphology as well
as in pronouns. There are also many errors in the accentuation made by our scribe. He had
difficulties especially with spiritus marks, but also his knowledge of the difference between an
acute and a grave seems a little shaky, and sometimes he does not write the accent at all. He
made other mistakes as well.  A good example is the clause in John 20,19 on page 3 which is
clearly a lapse. The original New Testament text runs alongside the translation. Our copyist
obviously  took the  first  words  from the  original  and then  continued from the  translation.  The
original has ..., and the translation had 

... The copyist started from the wrong
column and continued to the translation: -

. It is rather less probable that the change was made on purpose, as in that case we would
expect other changes as well, but there seem to be very few of them. Sometimes the scribe has
dropped some phrases, as on p. 7, l. 22, where the original had 

 but the manuscript has . A fluctuating orthography is also
typical of our scribe, and he sometimes writes, e.g., -  and sometimes -  for the feminine
nominative/accusative plural. However, the orthography with -  is favoured in the
translations.
 There seem to be only three cases which can connect our manuscript to the 1810 translation
rather than to the 1710 version. First,  on p. 5 l.  2 the earlier versions have a small difference:
1710 has , but the name is written with a trema on  in 1810,  which is also the
choice in our text. Secondly, on p. 3 l. 1 and on p. 57 l. 11–12 there is the variant  in 1710,
but  in 1810 and here. Thirdly, on p. 6, l. 12 our manuscript follows the orthography of
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1810 , whereas  is the form in 1710. Luke 24,12 originally has .
These are small details, and they cannot be taken as hard evidence for the 1810 translation
being the model. In fact, the question is complex, as our writer has made quite a number of
small changes to the text of the translations, but as far as I know there are no other translations
belonging to this textual tradition that could have served as the model for our manuscript.
 All of the differences cannot be listed in this connection, but I give examples of the general
type of changes made in our manuscript. Comments will follow after the examples:

 p. 2  l. 9  1710/1810,  MS.

 p. 3 l. 4  1710/1810,  MS.

 p. 5  l. 11  1710/1810,  MS.

l. 14  1710/1810,  MS.

 p. 6  l. 2  1710/1810,  MS. The same change is made on, e.g.,
p. 7, l. 5, but the former form is accepted on, e.g. p. 7, l. 8.

l. 13  1710/1810,  MS.

l. 15  1710/1810,  MS.

 p. 7 l. 23  1710/1810,  MS.

 p. 9 l. 25–26  1710/1810,  MS.

 p. 10 l. 10–11  1710/1810,  MS.

l. 20  1710/1810,  MS.

 p. 42 l. 15  1710/1810,  MS

l. 18  1710/1810,  MS.

l. 19  1710/1810,  MS.

 p. 48 l. 4  1710/1810, 

l. 6  1710/1810,  MS and in Matt. 6,33.

As regards verbs, the general tendency is clear. Old forms or forms that have become to belong
to the low register, are substituted with more neutral ones: , , , -

, , ,  as compared to , , ,
, , ,  in the MS that are more contemporary.

 The change of the aspect from the imperfect to the aorist is one of the idiosyncrasies of the
scribe. Here are three examples with their textual context:

1. ’ ,  ( ) 
, .

2.
 ( ) 

.

3.
, , 
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 ( ), 
.

A reason for this change may be purely individual, as, e.g.,  (1.) is very strange here. The
shouting of John the Baptist clearly belongs more to the imperfect aspect than to the perfect, as
he stayed in the desert for a long time and kept saying this. Other changes are unusual as well,
since the imperfective aspect is prominent in every case, even in (3.) it is more to the point, as
the women were in a state of horror for a long time, not just suddenly frightened.
 As regards the use of pronouns, the change from  to  has, again, to do with
register. The former is medieval in origin (Horrocks 1997, 227), but it is still used by some old
persons.  It  belongs,  however,  to  spoken  language,  and  is  very  marked,  so  the  change  was
understandable even in the 19th century. The other change is a stylistic modification, again, to a
more modern expression, since  was already obsolete in this idiom in the 19th century (for
clitic pronouns generally, see Horrocks 1997, 208–212):

4.  ( ) , 
, .

We can see from the examples that the writer of this text has made changes that are less marked
in his own time and their register is more neutral than the original forms in the translations. The
changes are not, however, remarkable, and they do not have much effect on the whole, which is,
basically, a Greek vernacular of the 17th century learned monk Maximos Kalliergis/Kallioupo-
litis, who had a long vernacular tradition at his disposal. This is not the place for an in-depth
analysis of the language of the translations, but those interested in vernacular tradition can
consult G. Horrocks, Greek. A History of the Language and its Speakers,  1997,  with  many
examples, starting from the Byzantine vernacular.
 The major change in the tradition of translations happened in 1830, when a new and totally
different translation was published in London. I think that we can say without doubt that our
copyist did not know this translation.
 We have thus seen that the Greek text follows quite accurately the translations of
1710/1810, and that some small details seem to show a connection with the 1810 translation.
An educated guess, therefore, would be that it was written after 1810. To what extent the new
translation in 1830 replaced the old one, we do not know, but after 1830 various new
translations were made, and it is hard to believe that a very old one would be used after 1830.
For a more accurate dating we need extralinguistic information.
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Sources:
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5.1 Graphemics

Max Wahlström (Helsinki)

In this section, I will investigate the graphemics of the Macedonian text of the Konikovo
Gospel. The whole manuscript is written in the Greek alphabet, which, while still in use today
in its main features, is almost 3,000 years old. Since the birth of the Greek alphabet and the later
invention of polytonic orthography, Greek phonology has undergone great changes. These
changes have meant that many features of the traditional writing system have become obsolete
in Modern Greek.1 However, for centuries, the uninterrupted written tradition has preserved the
archaic writing system virtually unchanged. Hence, the Greek text of the Alexandria
manuscript, which is based on the 1710 vernacular translation of the New Testament (see
Ch. 4), makes use of the Greek writing system in all its complexity.

The Slavic target language of the translator of the Konikovo Gospel differs significantly in
its phonology from Modern Greek. In addition to the archaic nature of the Greek writing
system, these phonological differences contributed to the fact that an attempt to write a Slavic
language with Greek letters was a complicated task. And there was the added fact that no
established tradition to write Slavic in Greek letters existed at the time this manuscript was
created. These historical circumstances distinguish the complex of problems that is the focus of
this study.

Below, I will first present a concise table of the grapheme-phoneme correspondences in the
Konikovo Gospel with a survey of additional graphemes, letter combinations, and punctuation
in the manuscript. The first section should also be helpful to those who want to read the original
manuscript. In the following section, a fuller analysis of the more complex graphemic solutions
is given. The third and fourth sections treat the accentuation and the connected and separate
spellings in the Konikovo Gospel; also, since there is another textual layer in the manuscript,
the  graphemic  solutions  of  the  second  hand  will  be  assessed  in  a  separate  section.  In  the
conclusions, the influences on the writing system and patterns governing it will be summarized.

5.1.1 The grapheme inventory

In  this  section,  the  graphemes  of  the  Konikovo  Gospel  will  be  given.  The  diacritics  and  the
punctuation will be briefly touched upon, as well. The historical Greek graphemic
interpretations have been adopted as the basis for this study. As an example, the grapheme xi

> is analyzed as a single grapheme, whereas stigma < > is treated as a letter combination of
the graphemes sigma and tau < >, even though from a synchronic graphemic point of view,
the way they function is identical, since xi and stigma represent the phoneme sequences /ks/ and
/st/, respectively. The more complex use of the graphemes and other symbols that has bearing
on phonology will be discussed in the later sections.

1 In attempts at periodizing the development of the Greek language, the fall of the Byzantine Empire in 1453 is
sometimes considered the beginning of Modern Greek. However, in some late medieval texts of the 12th and 13th
centuries, the language is already recognizably Modern Greek (Mackridge 1985, 2–3).
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The picture given in the following table is only an approximation of the graphemic
correspondences between the phonemes and the graphemes. Nevertheless, it does offer an
accurate picture of both the advantages and disadvantages of the writing system the translator
used.  As  can  be  seen,  the  script  has  a  way  of  denoting  palatal  and  palatoalveolar  nature  of
phonemes, but it  lacks means of distinguishing between certain phonemes, such as /a/ and / /
and the voiced and voiceless affricates. The table uses as its starting point the phoneme
inventory introduced in Section 5.2.

Table 5.1

Phon-
eme

Graphemic
realization

Phon-
eme

Graphemic
realization

a k’  ; with an iota ligature
l

b l’  ;  with an iota ligature
c m

with an arc n
d n’  ; with an iota ligature
dz o  ; 
dž with an arc p
e  ; r
f s
g š with an iota ligature or with an arc
g’  ; with an iota ligature t
h u
i  ;  ;  ;  ; v
j  ;  ; an iota ligature ; an arc z
k ž with an iota ligature or with an arc

In  addition  to  the  graphemes  presented  in  Table  5.1,  the  author  of  the  manuscript  used  the
Greek graphemes < >. The grapheme < > represents the sequence /ks/, and the grapheme

>, the sequence /ps/. We cannot be sure whether the grapheme < > was pronounced like the
Greek voiceless dental fricative or in some other way. These three graphemes occur almost
exclusively in personal names and toponyms whose Greek equivalents are written with one of
these graphemes (on onomastics, see Section 5.7). There is also one Cyrillic Church Slavonic
grapheme used in the text, namely, the little yus < >.  This  grapheme  occurs  only  in  the
capitalized word . Here,  is probably pronounced [l’a].

The translator used several Greek letter combinations of which the most frequent are the
glyph “ ” representing the digraph < >, which yields the phoneme /u/, and the glyph
stigma “ ”, which depicts the grapheme sequence < > yielding the phoneme sequence /st/. In
addition, the digraphs < > and < > are regularly written connected. In the lower case, these
four ligatures are generally used instead of the graphemes being written separately. Sometimes
it is difficult to tell whether two sequential graphemes should be interpreted as a ligature, since
the handwriting is often very dense. A number of other clear letter combinations are, however,
used, but they are more sporadic. These rarer ligatures include , , , , and

. There are other ligatures in the text formed, for example, by rho < > or sigma < > and a
vowel. However, in these combinations, the form of the vowel glyph is not altered.

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Voiceless_dental_fricative
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In addition to the ligatures already mentioned, the iota < > is sometimes written with a
horizontal stroke connecting it with one of the graphemes < > or the digraph > (for the
use of these ligatures, see the following section). Unlike the other ligatures, these combinations
do not have any Greek analogs. The probable model for the ligatures was the Church Slavonic
Cyrillic alphabet, where very similar combinations are used in almost identical functions.

For most of the graphemes used in the text, there is an example of an upper case allograph.
As in Greek, these glyphs appear when the grapheme begins a sentence or when it is used as an
initial for a proper noun. The Greek grapheme sigma < > has an allograph that in Greek writing
appears  when  the  grapheme  ends  a  word.  This  final sigma “ ” also has another, morpho-
phonologically motivated use, which will be discussed in the following section. There is an
alternative glyph for the grapheme tau < > as well. This taller glyph “ ” is used solely where the
scribe added tau when it had mistakenly been omitted. The grapheme rho < > is sometimes
written with a glyph similar to the one that forms the first part of the < > ligature shown above.

 The text has accents throughout and at least the acute accent and the circumflex are used.
Accentuation will be discussed in a separate section. Other diacritics include an upwards
opening arc written under a vowel. This arc indicates the palatal or palatoalveolar quality of the
preceding consonant. Inside the arc, there is often a dot-like sign that may be derived from the
iota subscriptum, which denotes an ancient long diphthong in Greek texts (Sect. 5.9).

Following the Greek example, the author of the Konikovo Gospel wrote the spiritus lenis
and the spiritus asper above every initial vowel as well as over the initial consonant rho < >. In
Modern Greek, these marks, which used to denoted smooth and rough breathing, were only of
etymological significance.

As for punctuation, the Greek model is used, with the question mark having the appearance
of the English semi-colon “;” and the colon appearing as a raised dot “ ”. Hyphens are used
extensively, since words are often divided between lines. For some reason, the scribe often used
a  hyphen  at  the  end  of  a  line,  even  when  no  word  is  divided.  This  may  have  been  to  avoid
empty spaces at the ends of the lines.

5.1.2 Complex graphemic solutions

The problems to which the complex graphemic solutions refer are twofold. On the one hand, the
Greek alphabet is lacking in ways to denote certain Slavic sounds that were clearly present in
the phoneme inventory of the dialect into which the translation was made. On the other hand,
the archaic Greek writing system has a great deal of redundancy, since many ancient diphthongs
have been monophthongized. This raises the question of whether some of these different
markings have significance for the interpretation of the Macedonian text.

Phonemes /a /

The grapheme < > denotes both /a/ and /. The hypothesis of the phonology of the Konikovo
Gospel (see Section 5.2) assumes that [ ] can also result from the reduction of the unstressed
/a/. The distribution of these frequent phonemes, however, is such that in the context of the
Konikovo Gospel, there is no major risk of confusion. Yet one minimal pair does exist. The
pronominal adjective sam ‘alone; by oneself’ is written in the same way as the verb m ‘am’.

Promisingly, in the beginning of the manuscript, these two words are written with different
accents.  When the  pronoun appears  for  the  first  time in  this  form,  it  is  written  with  an  acute
accent and the verb with a circumflex. Nevertheless, it soon becomes clear that the translator
did not make this difference intentionally, since in the only sentence in which the use of these
words could have caused confusion, he used the same accent on both words: Vidéjte rácite mi i
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nózite mi: óti sâm (pron. adj.) jáze sâm (verb) (p. 35 in the manuscript). Toward the end, the
circumflex is used exclusively for both words.

Differentiating between these phonemes is the most likely instance when phonologically
significant use of the Greek accents could have been anticipated. The initial observation that
this could have indeed been the case is probably explained by Greek orthography: when the
pronoun sam is used for the first time in the text, it is plural and is written , thus carrying
the historically long vowel < >, which does not, when final, allow the use of a circumflex on
the penultimate syllable. When soon thereafter the pronoun appears in the masculine singular as
sam, the scribe copied the same accent, although the circumflex would have been possible here.

Phoneme /b/

Although normally written with the digraph < > in a frequently occurring verb zburúva ‘to
speak’, /b/ is most often written with < > in this word: . It seems that the translator
pursued a progressive assimilation, common in the Greek language, perhaps in order to avoid a
sequence of three consonantal graphemes.

Phonemes /d g/

The grapheme < > represents the phoneme /d/, and < > stands for /g/. In Modern Greek, these
graphemes are pronounced differently from the sounds they represent in the Macedonian text,

> being a voiced dental fricative and < > in front of a back vowel, a voiced velar fricative. In
front  of  [i]  and  [e],  < >  renders  a  voiced  palatal  fricative.  In  the  Macedonian  text,  these
graphemes seem to represent almost exclusively alveolar and velar stops. There are at least
some instances, however, where it is unclear whether the velar stop is desired for < >, since it is
not known how proper nouns that are written essentially the same way in Greek and in
Macedonian were pronounced. In the case of Lake Genesareth, spelled ,
the Greek equivalent  is pronounced with an initial [j].2

The model for the use of the graphemes < > and < > probably comes from Church
Slavonic. In the Cyrillic alphabet, where the corresponding graphemes actually originate from
the Greek alphabet, they denote alveolar and velar stops.

Denoting palatal and palatoalveolar phonemes

The phonemes /  dž g’ j k’ l’ n’ š ž/ are treated under the same heading here, since the ways of
expressing their palatal or palatoalveolar character are essentially the same in the manuscript.
The palatal consonants /g’ k’ l’ n’/ are written with the graphemes < > and, when
preceding a back vowel, an iota ligature follows. The way these ligatures are compiled implies
a  Church Slavonic  origin.  The  phoneme <j> is  often  written  in  the  same way,  using  only  the
iota ligature. However, with palatal consonants, the author does not denote their palatality when
they precede a front vowel. As an example, the future marker k’i and the noun kuk’a ‘house’ are
written and , respectively. Perhaps the change of place of articulation of the velar and
alveolar consonants when followed by a front vowel was sufficient so that no additional means
were necessary to denote their palatal nature.

The palatoalveolar fricatives /š/ and /ž/ are also written with the grapheme denoting the
alveolar fricative and an iota ligature  that  follows.  Again,  this  is  the  case  only  in  front  of  the
back vowels. When the palatoalveolar fricatives precede a front vowel or another consonant, an

2 The first part of the name  is a Turkish loan word (< göl ‘lake’). This indicates that, normally,
in the Macedonian text, < > is pronounced as a stop, even when it precedes a front vowel.
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arc is written under the following vowel. The arc can also be written under the preceding vowel,
if the consonant is in the final position. There are fewer than ten instances when these hushing
phonemes are written with the arc when a back vowel follows. Also /l’/ appears ten times
written with the arc. The palatoalveolar affricates /  dž/ are written exclusively with the arc
under the adjacent vowel. Sometimes, albeit rarely, the translator even used double markings
for palatal and palatoalveolar sounds, thus adding both the iota ligature and the arc.

The phoneme /j/ can also be written with the arc under the following vowel. When /j/
belongs to the same syllable with the preceding vowel, it is always written with iota and a
dieresis < >. The same method is used in Greek to indicate a separate pronunciation of the iota.
Rarely < > is used, as in the name .

Phoneme pairs /c/ – /dz/ and / / – /dž/

As stated earlier, in addition to the missing distinction between /a/ and / /, another major
drawback of the writing system of the Konikovo Gospel is that the translator did not distinguish
between the voiced and voiceless affricates /c/ – /dz/ and / / – /dž/. All these affricates are
written with the graphemes < >, which in Greek is a voiced phonemic cluster. With the
hushing affricates, the arc is also added under an adjacent vowel. This inaccuracy can perhaps
be understood, since the voiced counterparts are quite rare in the text. Together they appear
only approximately twenty times in the text. For a native reader, this could have represented an
acceptable amount of ambiguity.

It  can  also  be  guessed,  why  the  translator  has  not  used  any  other  means  provided  by  the
Greek alphabet to express these differences in voicing. Although not present in Greek, the delta
– zeta sequence could well have been used here, considering that the grapheme < > denotes an
alveolar stop in the Macedonian text. It seems, however, that the tau – zeta sequence was used
to represent a voiceless affricate also in other Balkan languages when they were written with
Greek letters (Sect. 5.9).

Phoneme /e/

There are two ways of writing the phoneme /e/, either with the grapheme < > or with the
digraph < >. Of these two, < > occurs overwhelmingly more often. It is highly unlikely that
with these two possible ways of writing, any phonological differences would have been
intended. The distribution of the grapheme < > and the digraph < > does not seem to be
governed by any easily distinguishable rules. It is possible that, in some cases, the Greek
orthography could have influenced the scribe in such a way that one alternative appeared more
suitable than another.

Phoneme /i/

The phoneme /i/ is written with the graphemes < >. Here too, it appears that the choice
between different ways of writing is partly dictated by Greek orthography, since some words
are  written  in  the  same  way  throughout  the  text.  It  is  possible  that  Greek  grammar  has  also
influenced the scribe on the level of morphology, since in the Macedonian text, /i/ is often
written  when it denotes plural ending, but  appears only rarely when /i/ has other functions.
A frequent plural ending in Greek is also written .

For  the  use  of  < >,  there  seems  to  be  a  clear  explanation.  Usually,  when  < >  is  used  to
express /i/, there is a Greek translation equivalent that includes the vowel < > (Jouko Lindstedt,
personal communication). The words  ‘Son’,  ‘Lord’, and ‘force’ are
translated from , , and ,  which  are  written  with  < >.  This  seems  to  be  a
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plausible explanation for the choice made here, since the grapheme < > is otherwise rather
marginal in the Macedonian part of the manuscript.

Phoneme /n/

The phoneme /n/ is written with the grapheme < >. However, an allophone of /n/, [ ], can also
appear as part of the phoneme sequence expressed by the doubled grapheme < >, as in

, in which < > is pronounced [ g].3

Phonemes /s/ and /z/

As  indicated  earlier,  the  phoneme  /s/  is  written  with  the  graphemes  < >  and  with  the
ligature stigma “ ”, although xi < > and psi > are very rare in the text. The final sigma “ ” is
used when /s/ is word-final, but there is another function of < > as well. It seems to represent a
morphophoneme in some verbal prefixes. The verbs isbrišá (p. 119) and isp lnat (p. 35),
written  and  both contain the final sigma. Although not present in the text as
a separate word, the prefix is- originally had a voiced /z/. There are several similar instances in
the text, indicating that the scribe was aware of the morphophonemic status of the segment. The
final sigma “ ” in the second verb should be interpreted as a devoiced variant of the phoneme
/z/, and the first verb should be understood as carrying the unmarked voiced variant. Thus, it is
probable that the first verb should be pronounced izbrišá, because a voiced consonant follows.

Phoneme /v/

Normally, the phoneme /v/ is written with the grapheme < >, but the ancient diphthongs < >
and < > also yield the sequences /av/ and /ev/ containing the phoneme.

Devoicing and reductions

There are mainly two kinds of synchronic phonological processes visible in the writing system
of the Konikovo Gospel. First, the devoicing of some voiced consonants in voiceless or
otherwise restrictive contexts, such as in a word final position, is often written explicitly.
Second, as in the Lower Vardar dialects, in the manuscript in unstressed positions, the vowels
/e/ and /o/ tend to reduce to [i] and [u], respectively (see e.g., Markovi  2001, 23–24). Both
phenomena are represented in the writing system of the manuscript, but their extent varies.

With the exception of the special use of the final sigma, the author of the manuscript usually
wrote the devoiced consonants in the text. As  an  example,  in  feminine,  the  author  wrote  the
adjective Israíluva ‘of Israel’ with < >, since a vowel follows /v/, but the masculine form
Israíluf is written with < >, because the phoneme /v/ becomes devoiced at the end of the word.
However,  a  good deal  of  hesitation  is  evident  in  the  writing  of  the  devoiced  consonants.  For
example, the word ‘blood’ is written kr f on one occasion, yet on other occasion kr v, thus
revealing the underlying phoneme /v/.

Although research is still needed into the reduction of the unstressed vowels in the
Konikovo Gospel, it can nevertheless be presumed that the text is quite a reliable source for
research  on  this  phenomenon.  Yet  some  variation  exists  in  the  writing  of  the  same  words  in
similar contexts; and, then again, not much of course can be said about the likely /a/ > [ ]
reduction, since the translator did not distinguish between these sounds.

3 The pronunciation of the word  is not altogether sure, because the latter part of the biphonemic cluster
written with < > could be pronounced either as [g] or [g’], since a front vowel follows the grapheme < >. The same
ambiguity goes for < >, which is also followed by a front vowel.



5.1 Graphemics

263

For /e/ and /o/,  it  is clear that not all  unstressed vowels are reduced. How the reduction is
conditioned is not obvious. The word ‘father’, which has the phoneme /o/ at the end, is
normally written Tátku, but when the word is used in the vocative function, it is written Tátko.
This shows clearly that the reduction here at least cannot be phonologically conditioned. It can
be  assumed,  also  on  the  basis  of  this  same  example,  that  some  of  the  reductions  might  be
controlled by the morphological functions of the phoneme in question.

An interesting observation in Section 5.2 is that the reflex of the historical jat / /, which is
/e/, never reduces. This could suggest that the reflex of jat was pronounced differently, thus
forming a phoneme of its own. However, as the rest of the material shows, all reductions cannot
be phonologically conditioned. It could well be that a number of what we perceive as reductions
are actually lexicalized forms.

5.1.3 Accentuation

As mentioned earlier, the scribe of the Konikovo Gospel employed the acute accent and the
circumflex. Whether the grave is used is somewhat difficult to say, as the difference between
the acute and the grave is hard to discern from the text.  However, the grave is used in Greek
orthography only when the acute accent would otherwise be deployed on the final syllable, but
an accented word follows in the same sentence.4

The acute accent and the circumflex are used to denote word stress, as they do in Greek
orthography. The translator used the acute and the circumflex mostly according to the rules of
Greek orthography, which means that their distribution is not random. As stated earlier, it is not
likely that any phonetic differences were denoted by the different accent markings. It also
seems unambiguous that the accents denote word stress, since, with the exception of verbs, the
same lexemes have the accent systematically in the same place throughout the whole text. This
means that the stress is paradigmatic and does not shift, even if enclitic elements are attached to
the word. For the verbs in the Konikovo Gospel, the place of the accent is of crucial importance
in differentiating the aorist and present tense forms (see Section 5.2).

Some instances however contradict the observation that for the non-verbs in the Konikovo
Gospel, the stress is paradigmatic. Although words in the Macedonian text normally have their
accent on one of the three last syllables, there are nevertheless several words that are accented
farther from the end. Most of these have the accent on the fourth syllable from the end. In some
of these cases, the accent in the same lexeme changes place, depending on whether there is a
definite enclitic article attached to the word. It is possible however that this does not reflect the
actual reality of the stress in the target language, but rather the need of the translator to apply
the rules of the Greek writing system. In the Greek language (and thus in Greek orthography as
well), no stress can fall farther from the end than on the antepenultimate syllable of the word.

Second accent

Normally, only one accent is applied per word. However, there is one major exception to this
rule. In some nouns, when the accent is written on the antepenultimate syllable and a possessive
dative enclitic pronoun follows, a second accent is given to the final syllable. The two possible
explanations for this are both due to the influence of the Greek language. In Greek, if the stress
falls on an antepenultimate syllable and an enclitic word follows, thus forming one phonetic
word, then an additional acute is written on the old final syllable (Probert 2003, 148). This also

4 Whether the grave has ever carried any relevant information for Greek pronunciation is a matter of dispute. It is safe to
say, however, that if the grave has had any phonological significance, it must have been as early as the Hellenistic
period (4th – 1st century B.C.) (Probert 2003, 16–17).
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reflects the situation of spoken Modern Greek, in which in similar cases the stress shifts to the
old final syllable (Mackridge 1989, 38). In theory, this could be the situation with the dialect of
the Konikovo Gospel, since this kind of stress pattern is found in some southern Macedonian
dialects owing to the Greek influence on pronunciation (Ljudmil Spasov, personal
communication). The second possible explanation is that the scribe has merely followed the rule
of Greek orthography here.

In one frequently recurring phrase, 5 ‘his disciples’, the second accent
exemplifies the situation with an additional accent. This phrase occurs in the text sixteen times,
of which four are without the second accent. In other situations where Greek orthography would
require a second accent, usage is similarly inconsistent. In other places in the text, the translator
made mistakes with the accents by forgetting them or putting them in the wrong place in
comparison with the rest of the paradigm. However, the frequency of those mistakes is much
smaller than in the cases analogous to ‘his disciples’.

These circumstances would support the conclusion that the second accent is not a
phenomenon of the spoken language, but an example of hesitation between Greek orthography
and the reality of the target language, which does not have this kind of stress pattern. In
addition,  in  Greek  the  stress  cannot  fall  farther  away  than  the  third  syllable  from  the  end.  It
seems  unlikely  that  this  kind  of  stress  pattern  would  have  been  adopted  in  the  dialect  of  the
Konikovo Gospel where several words have accents on the fourth or the fifth syllable from the
end.

Monosyllables

Most of the monosyllables in the manuscript are accented. However, many of these
monosyllables are prepositions and clitic pronouns that are not normally stressed in Macedonian
dialects. Only the prepositions uf and ut are written without the accent, whereas prepositions
such as biz and za are regularly written with an accent. Almost all pronouns have the accent.
The dative clitic pronouns that appear in a possessive function as enclitics are not accented, but
when the same clitic pronouns appear in other places in the text, they do have accents. These
practices are clearly due to Greek influence; they can be observed in the Greek text of the
manuscript, where almost all prepositions and pronouns except the pronouns in a possessive
function as enclitics are accented, regardless of whether they are actually stressed in speech.

Many prefixes also are accented, a situation that cannot be directly explained by the Greek
influence. However, many of these prefixes are homographic with some prepositions, and, as
will be pointed out in the next section, the scribe did not always consider the prefixes to be part
of the words to which they belonged.

5.1.4 Connected and separate spellings

From the perspective of standard Macedonian, the author of the Konikovo Gospel made some
interesting decisions about whether to write words jointly or separately. The author wrote the
two-part preposition pusréde ‘amidst’ separately, , systematically throughout the text.
Some verbal prefixes he interpreted as separate words and gave them an accent. As an example,
the verb nabliží ‘(he) approached’ is written . However, toward the end of the
manuscript there seem to be fewer instances of separately written verbal prefixes.

5 These words are always written together. See the section entitled Connected and separate spellings for discussion.
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As opposed to the previous examples, there is one type of construction that the scribe
always interpreted as one word, even though it consists of two lexemes. When an enclitic
possessive pronoun follows a word, it is regularly written together with the head and left
unaccented. The previously introduced phrase enícite mu is of this type and appears written
together as . Here again, the Greek precedent is clear. In the manuscript,
analogous Greek constructions are written exactly the same way.

5.1.5 The second hand

The second hand, that is to say Pavel Božigropski, was a later editor of the Konikovo Gospel.
His changes and corrections to the text can be distinguished by means of ink that is of different
color than that used by the first hand and by his distinctively different handwriting. Since the
corrections to the text consist chiefly of restoring the reduced forms of the first hand together
with some recurring lexical changes, there is not enough material to reconstruct the writing
system Pavel Božigropski used. There are, however, some ligatures that appear only in his
handwriting. For example, unlike the first hand Pavel combined the graphemes < > and < >
occasionally. The shapes of some of his letters, such as “ ” and ” ”, differ substantially from
those written by the first hand.

Pavel used mainly the same graphemical solutions as the first hand, but less consistently. In
the word ‘centurion’, not typical of the first hand, he writes /j/ with < > (p. 48).
On the first page of the manuscript, Pavel tried to erase the arcs denoting hushing sounds.
However, in the rest of the manuscript, he left the arcs unchanged, and on page 70, he used the
arc even on his own in writing the phoneme /l’/. One of Božigropski’s regular interventions was
to eliminate the reduction in the word vrémi ‘time’. Somewhat mysteriously he not only
replaced the last letter, but also changed the first < > into < >: > . This is odd,
since there should not be any phonological difference between these two ways of writing the
phoneme /e/. One possible explanation is that two consecutive epsilons might have seemed
somehow “un-Greek” to him, although those two graphemes can in fact appear in the same
word in Greek. He may also have had in mind the Church Slavonic orthography of this word,
with different vowel graphemes in the first and second syllables.

5.1.6 Conclusions

The Greek alphabet and writing system is the obvious source for the majority of the graphemic
innovations in the Konikovo Gospel. However, the iota ligatures, the use of the graphemes < >
and < > to denote stops, and the grapheme < > demonstrate that the scribe had to be familiar
with the Cyrillic Church Slavonic script as well.

As noted above, the major shortcomings of the writing system in the manuscript are the lack
of means of distinguishing between the phonemes /a/ and / / in addition to the voiced and
voiceless affricates. Also the various instances where the restrictions of Greek orthography
forced the author to compromise between the target language and the Greek tradition increase
confusion and make the research into the text more difficult. The ways of denoting the hushing
and palatal sounds, however, are a major innovation, which contributes significantly to the
precision and clarity of the manuscript.

All in all,  it  can be said that the author of the Konikovo Gospel created a fully functional
and relatively unambiguous writing system. Instead of creating a whole new system from
scratch, the author resorted to the Greek written tradition. However, he used not only what
was needed as a minimum to write the Slavic language, but also adopted a number of redundant
elements in the existing writing system.
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Juhani Nuorluoto (Helsinki)

The present phonological survey describes the phonological structure of the local dialect used
by the primary scribe (the first hand) of the Konikovo Gospel. It is impossible to define
precisely the locality in which the text was written, since the material available about the central
part of the Aegean Macedonian dialect complex (and especially the Lower Vardar region) has
been poorly investigated. Moreover, in many cases the information available in the descriptions
of  the  Lower  Vardar  dialects  is  controversial,  often  leading  to  the  conclusion  that  not  all
possible localities have been investigated in situ but that the descriptions are based on emigrant
speech communities. I have thus not been able to identify the origin of the language type of the
Konikovo Gospel in every detail with any of the described localities. It must also be taken into
account that the text of the Konikovo Gospel was originally written approximately 200 years
ago, whereas the emigrant speech could only be recorded after the Balkan Wars. Thus, for
example, the Enidže Vardar dialect complex as it is described in this edition (see Section 5.3)
does not bear complete similarity to the structure of the language of the Konikovo Gospel, so
that the Gospel’s language cannot be ascribed to any particular location in the mentioned dialect
area. Certain similarities can be found in individual localities described in FO (1981), in the
overviews of Vidoeski (1998; 1999a; 1999b) and in the compilation devised by Markovi
(2001). Certain traits can be found in the edition of the Kulakia Gospel (Mazon & Vaillant
1938). Still, some features remain unique to the Konikovo Gospel text only.
 Thus, the main sources of information about the Lower Vardar dialect complex are the
historical phonology of Koneski (1983), the dialectologies of Vidoeski (1998; 1999a; 1999b)
and the descriptions of ten Southern Macedonian localities based on FO 1981. The information
provided by FO (1981, passim) implies that the westernmost and easternmost southern dialect
belts do not constitute the phonological basis of the dialect of the Konikovo Gospel. The basic
assumption is that the text of the Konikovo Gospel was written in the Lower Vardar region,
constituting an undefinable part of the Enidže Vardar dialect complex (see Sections 5.3 and
5.4). It certainly does not represent the neighboring Kukuš (see Peev 1987; 1988) or the Meglen
dialects (see Bojkovska 2006). Overall, I put considerable emphasis on dialect descriptions that
have been investigated in situ.  In our view these are more reliable than the descriptions made
outside the area due to the interference of the other Macedonian and Bulgarian dialects and the
corresponding standard languages. Thus there may be considerable discrepancies in
descriptions and localizations of the Konikovo Gospel in the sections dealing with
dialectological material in this edition.
 Since the original dialect of the location at the time of composing the Gospel was still
Slavonic-speaking, it is not entirely excluded that the phonological description given below
displays traits from the Konikovo village dialect. The corrections made by the second hand,
Pavel Božigropski, who certainly was a native of Konikovo, appear to undermine such an
assumption. There is, of course, the possibility that Pavel (who puts relatively little emphasis on
phonological or phonotactic issues in his corrections) used his corrections to serve a more
widespread Macedonian dialect basis. However, one must also keep in mind that between the
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texts  of  the  first  hand  and  those  of  the  second  hand  a  span  as  much  as  50  years  may  have
elapsed, which may be reflected in the language. In effect, the question of the original location
where the text was composed remains uncertain.1
 This section is arranged as follows: first there is inventory of the phonemes encountered in
the Gospel. Then the original pan-Macedonian phonological system (proto-Macedonian) relying
on FO (1981, 627, with some additional remarks) will be presented. The analysis itself consists
of three parts. First, the representations of the original pan-Macedonian diasystem will be
analyzed in regard to the Gospel. Second, the distributional and combinatory description of
phoneme sequences will be taken up. Third, some short basic outlines of stress patterns will be
discussed, largely with reference to the descriptions in other sections of this volume (see
Sections 5.1, 5.3 and 5.4).

5.2.1 Phonemic inventory

The text of the Konikovo Gospel contains the following phonemes:

Vowels: /i u e o  a/

Sonants: /v m l r n j l’ n’/

Obstruents: /p b f t d c s z dz  k’ g’ dž š ž k g h/

Remark: The status of /n’/ is controversial. It appears at least to be marginal and should,
perhaps, be given in brackets.

5.2.2 The inventory of phonemes in the Proto-Macedonian diasystem
and its correlates in the phonological structure of the Konikovo Gospel

The original phonemic inventory of Proto-Macedonian (PM) is described in FO (1981, 627) as
follows:2

Vowels:

i  y  u

e   o  
 a

Sonants:

v    m
 l  r  n
j l’ r’ n’

1 In my earlier tentative study of the Konikovo Gospel dialect (Nuorluoto 2003), I was sure that the language of the
Gospel represented the local Konikovo dialect. However, closer scrutiny, a more detailed overall history of the
manuscript and the role of Pavel Božigropski as editor (and not as its scribe and translator), as represented in this
volume (Sect. 5.9) indicate that the name of the “Konikovo Gospel” can be used to localize its language only with
reservations.
2 I use a slightly modified designation of certain phonemes.
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Obstruents:

p b (f)
t  d
c dz s z
t’ d’
k  g  h

This system should be conceived as a diasystem, i.e., a grand total of all possible phonemes that
may have occurred in the dialects upon which the modern Macedonian dialects are based.
 In addition to this scheme I am inclined to add the two syllabic liquids / /  and / / because
they must have existed prior to the emergence of / /. Koneski (1983, 32–34) also postulates the
two syllabic liquids in Old Macedonian (OM).This is justified because the main source of / / is
a denasalized / /, which still figures in the above system. Moreover, we cannot judge when the
other sources such as reductions, the influence of other Balkan languages or the oriental loan
words yielded / /. As a matter of fact, I am inclined to question the very existence of a unified
pan-Macedonian proto-system as will be evident below.

5.2.2.1 The PM /i/ always yields /i/. No examples are necessary.

5.2.2.2 The reflex of the PM /y/ is always /i/. For its graphemic representations, see Section 5.1.
No examples are necessary.

5.2.2.3 The PM /u/ is always represented as /u/. No examples are necessary.

5.2.2.4  The  PM  strong  / /  yields  /e/,  which  appears  not  to  be  reduced  to  /i/  even  when
unstressed. Examples are den (5), temnínata (2), ótec (36). For the reflex of / / in decomposing
/ / and / /, see Section 5.2.2.31. The “secondary”  appears as / /: né sam (5).

5.2.2.5 The PM strong / /  yields /o/.  There is no evidence of an unstressed reflex of ,  so we
cannot judge whether it is reduced to /u/ when unstressed. Only a few examples are available:
sónut (113), sóbrani (3). For the reflex of / / in decomposing / / and / /, see Section 5.2.2.31.

5.2.2.6 The reflex of the PM /e/ is /e/ when stressed. In unstressed positions, in the majority of
cases it is reduced to /i/. Examples are inó (61), iná (70), beši (1), but edinoróden (3), edín (4,
58), idenáïste (9), zimáhme (3), béše (1, 3x). The reduction in the open word-final position is
slightly controversial in the dialectological material. Vidoeski (2001, 142) postulates the
reduction for the entire Lower Vardar region, whereas Peev (1994, 89, referring to Dumev
1943, 36) rejects the existence of the reduction in the final open syllable, although his material
displays examples of reduction (cf. also Markovi  2001, 123).3 Notably the second hand nearly
always corrected this reduction (i > e).

5.2.2.7 The PM /o/ yields /o/ when stressed. In unstressed positions, it tends to be reduced to
/u/. Examples are níkue (1), úf kólku (1). This coincides with the description of the Voden
dialect (Markovi  2001, 123), for example.

5.2.2.8 The reflex of the PM / / is /e/. Interestingly enough, this /e/ appears to be reduced to /i/
in some positions, which is significant for the relationship of the reflexes of / / and / /.
According to Koneski (1983, 35), both PM phonemes merged after the denasalisation of the
latter PM vowel into /ä/ during the 12th and 13th centuries. As suggested by the material of the

3 The information given here by Markovi  is contradictory because on the same page he states that the reduction of
word-final /e/ and /o/ does not take place in Voden.
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Konikovo Gospel, this cannot have been the case in the dialect used by the primary scribe (cf.
mesi ína 56). The development in the dialect in question shows that the PM / / preserved its
low articulation, whereas the reflex of / / was raised. For the development of / /, see Section
5.2.2.10. Examples of the “regular” development of / / include édo (77), éda (2), pét, péttu
(53), Sfétci (44), ésti (33), žétvata (28), žétfa (28), déset (10), téški (8), gléda (6). In the
unstressed position: vréme (30, 64), dévet (42, 43), Sfétiut (65), but vrémi (passim), mésice (28),
ímitó (45, 78, 80), sémito (74), Détitó (48), mesi ína (56), devitdiséttu (42), devittisét (43). In
certain enclitics and when iotated, the PM / / yields /a/ or / /: jazíci (36), jazicítu (111), ma
(35), sá (1). According to the dialect description of Kroncelevo (FO 1981, 796), a similar
“special reduction” of /e/ can be identified.

5.2.2.9 The reflex of the PM / / is twofold: / / and /a/. According to Koneski (1983, 22), the
reflex / / occurs in the majority of Macedonian dialects with varying degrees of closure and
rounding depending on the dialect. Compared to the dialect material collected from the region
the possible stages of reduction are impossible to distinguish in the Konikovo Gospel, since the
graphemic structure does not reveal anything in this sense. Examples are pátut (9), sádba (7),
vnátre (5), pât (4), rákata (4), máže (54), mákata (29), sa ma íhte (29). According to Koneski
(1983, 128–129), the change of / / > / / is the rule in the Voden-Kukuš and Go e Del ev
(Nevrokop) dialects (see also Markovi  2001, 124). One should, however, consider with the
possibility that the reflex of the PM / / is /a/ in suffixal morphemes (Koneski 1983, 36; for the
reflex /a/ in suffixes and morphological categories in Furka and Kroncelevo, see FO 1981, 748
and 796). Slightly controversial, uneconomical and less plausible is Koneski’s (1983, 71)
reconstruction of the development in eastern dialects: / / > / / > /a/, where he postulates a
further reduction of unstressed /a/ > / /.

5.2.2.10 The PM / / yields /e/ in all positions. Thus, it is not reduced in the unstressed position
to /i/. However, it is impossible to determine whether the reflex of / / is distinct from /e/ < /*e/,
/* / in stressed positions, i.e., whether in the local dialect in question it had preserved its broad
articulation. Examples of the stressed position are béši (1), ré ta (1), uvék (2).
 There is ample evidence of the reflex /e/ in the unstressed position: begaá (50, 79), izlekuvá
(56), sejál (67), trebúva (35), veruvá (32, 40), etc. In dialectological terms, the situation in the
South appears to be different in some peripheral dialects such as Boboš ica, Nevrokop and
Serez-Lagadina in which an open e from  (æ) is preserved in accented syllables (Koneski 1983,
66). Moreover, Koneski (1983, 70-71) states that “  became e first in unstressed syllables and
then under stress” and “During the period between the 15th and 18th centuries, (= æ) was
eliminated from the dialects of Ce[ntral] and S[outhern] Macedonia”. This information is
significant because it seems to indicate that the process of reduction was completed prior to the
raising of .

5.2.2.11 The PM /a/ is represented as /a/ in the stressed position. In view of the fact that the PM
/a/ is in general reduced to / /  (or its allophones) in unstressed positions in the Lower Vardar
dialects, it is highly probable that this is also the case in the Konikovo Gospel. Vidoeski (1998,
23) states that different degrees of reduction are encountered in the southern dialects. This also
applies to the reduction of /e/ and /o/.4 However, exceptions to these rules may be found in
morphological endings, or the reduction may be dependent on the distance of the stress in
regard to /a/~/ /. Koneski (1983, 72), for example, states that the word-final open syllable is not
reduced in the Gevgelija dialect if it carries morphological information. Accordingly he

4 However, elsewhere Vidoeski (1999b, see maps between pp. 26-27) postulates the reduction of /a/ > / / only in the
locations east of Thessaloniki.
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postulates a “morphologically weak and strong position”, comparable to phonetically weak and
strong positions (see Section 5.2.3.2). As demonstrated above in Sections 5.2.2.6 and 5.2.2.7,
this hardly can be the case in the dialect of the Konikovo Gospel in which the vowels /e/ and /u/
tend to be reduced even in open final syllables. In effect, the designation of the vowel in
question with  may have offered the readers of the Gospel a certain degree of individuality in
their pronunciation.

5.2.2.12 The reflex of the PM /v/ is basically /v/. No examples are necessary. For combinatory
exceptions, see Section 5.2.3.10.

5.2.2.13 The reflex of the PM /m/ is always /m/. No examples are necessary.

5.2.2.14 The PM /l/ is represented as /l/. Whether it is phonetically palatalized before front
vowels, cannot be judged in graphemic terms. The dialectological literature suggests that a
phonetic palatalization takes place mainly in the eastern dialects (east of Thessaloniki; cf. FO
1981, passim).

5.2.2.15 The reflex of the PM /r/ is always /r/. No examples are required.

5.2.2.16 The PM /n/ is represented as /n/. Its possible phonetic palatalization cannot be inferred
from graphemics.

5.2.2.17 The reflex of the PM /j/ is /j/. It only occurs in front of vowels, as the second
component in diphthongs and in the word-final position. No examples are required.

5.2.2.18 The PM /l’/ has been retained, which is not the case in the majority of Macedonian
dialects in which its occurrence is marginal (Koneski 1983, 50). Examples are puvélja (2, 37),
ljude (7), voljata (28, 33). The lexeme Nedél u (3) may be Church Slavonicism. It is not
impossible that the orthographic lj sequence was pronounced as [l+j] in some cases.

5.2.2.19 The reflex of the PM /r’/ is absent in the Konikovo Gospel except in the word *mor’e:
móritu (45 2x, 50, 54, 55 2x). The overall situation in M dialects implies that it has been
depalatalized.

5.2.2.20 Some cases indicate that the existence of the reflex of the PM /n’/ as /n’/ is available in
the Gospel. However, its scope is relatively limited, and it appears to occur in a limited number
of instances. The examples nîvite (79) and Knižóvnici (118) show that the Proto-Slavonic /n’/
has mainly been depalatalized in our Gospel. However, /n’/ appears in some instances:
Ku ínjata (68), právnja (64) and cvetínjata (47). The phoneme /n’/ is marginal in Modern
Standard Macedonian and this seems to be the case in the Lower Vardar dialects, as well (see
FO 1981, passim). In some cases, the sequence nj may imply three different pronunciations,
which in Cyrillic could be designated as ,  or '. For these cases, see the Macedonian
Cyrillic transcription in this edition.

5.2.2.21  The  PM  phonemes  /p/  and  /b/  are  represented  as  such  in  the  Konikovo  Gospel.  No
examples are necessary.

5.2.2.22 The phoneme /f/ is marked in brackets in the PM phonological system, indicating its
marginality in the phoneme inventory. In the Konikovo Gospel the phoneme /f/ is instead
relatively frequent, occurring not just in foreign words and names. It occurs as the result of
several combinatory changes; see Section 5.2.3.10. Examples of foreign names and words are
Kifâ (10), Fariséïte (5).

5.2.2.23 The phonemes /t/ and /d/ are represented as such in the Konikovo Gospel. No examples
are necessary.
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5.2.2.24 The PM phonemes /c/, /s/ and /z/ have been preserved in the Konikovo Gospel. No
examples are necessary.

5.2.2.25 The PM phoneme /dz/ occurs in the Konikovo Gospel in two stems, provided that the
reading of the editors is correct: sâlci (115), varcáni (116), varcánu (116), utvarcéïte (116) and
varcána (116). There is also one occurrence of the adverb nácat (79). In historical terms, the
phoneme /dz/ occurs as the result of the second and the third palatalization of velars whereas it
in general was simplified to z (Koneski 56-57; see also in the Konikovo Gospel nózite 35).
Interestingly enough, the favorable phonetic environments mentioned by Koneski (1983, 57)
are -dzv and -ndz-, which is not the case in the Konikovo Gospel. Moreover, according to FO
(1981, passim) the phoneme /dz/ occurs predominantly in the neighborhood of the consonant
/v/. In the Konikovo Gospel, /dz/ appears to be common after the liquids. Its more common
occurrence in the Konikovo Gospel may be due to the Vlah influence (Ljudmil Spasov, p.c.).

5.2.2.26  The PM phonemes  / /,  /š/  and /ž/  are  displayed as  such in  the  Konikovo Gospel.  No
examples are necessary. For their graphical representations, see Section 5.1.

5.2.2.27 In addition to the original PM phoneme inventory the phoneme /dž/ has emerged
during the history of the Macedonian language due to foreign influence. It occurs in the
following examples: mán i (53), miras ijata (61), dar éa (73), dar éši (119), ekim iïte (80) and
morphophonologically conditioned nará ba (64).

5.2.2.28 The PM phoneme /t’/  yields /k’/,  which is written in various ways (see Section 5.1.).
The reflex /k’/ is typical of central dialects, including, apparently, a part of the Lower Vardar
dialect complex. Examples are póveki (29), véki (29), gledáke (30), né ke (41) kerka (44), kuki
(45), eki (46), éïki (53). For combinatory cases, see Section 5.2.3.8.

5.2.2.29 The PM /d’/ is represented as /g’/, being thus in accordance with the development of its
unvoiced counterpart (see Section 5.2.2.28). Examples are megjû (6, 31), megiû (8), naóda (10;
cf. the second hand: naóg a). According to Koneski (1983, 54), the original reflexes of *t’ and
*d’ should be št and žd (with some variants), whereas the reflexes k’ and g’ primarily occurred
in the North under Serbian influence and spread to the southern regions secondarily.

5.2.2.30 The PM phonemes /k/ and /g/ are represented as such. No examples are necessary.

5.2.2.31 The phoneme /h/ had largely been eliminated from the phoneme inventory of
Macedonian dialects during the 18th century, including the standard language. However, in the
Konikovo Gospel it appears as an essential part of the phoneme inventory. It occurs not only in
foreign words and names (e.g. hiliádi 54), but it also seems to appear frequently in most
quotidian words, regardless of position, Church Slavonicisms and grammatical categories:
vjahnát (117), hléba (53), hlébut (8), ná nîh (3), stráhut (3), Duh (4), gréhuvite (4), sa ma ihte
(29), inih (28), priehmi (3), zimáhme (3), vîdohmi (2). The consonant /h/ seems to be absent
from the word saáte (10), saátut (53). According to Koneski (1983, 81), the consonant /h/ is
basically preserved in the eastern dialect in imperfect and aorist morphemes. According to
Vidoeski (1999b, map 1 between pp. 94–95), the phoneme /h/ is well preserved in the majority
of Voden dialects in the word-final position and before a consonant.

5.2.2.32 It is not entirely clear whether the syllabic liquids / /  and / /  were  present  in  the  PM
phoneme inventory or whether they were accompanied by  and  ( l, r, l , r , l, r, l , r ).
Since their representations deviate from the development of / / and / / in the Konikovo Gospel
and in the dialects as well as in the Modern Standard Macedonian, it is justifiable to postulate
their existence in the original Macedonian diasystem. As to the PM / /, I have identified only



5.2 Phonology

273

one lexeme: sá ispálnat (35), pálni (54) and sá napalni (63). The reflex ol is apparently a
Church Slavonicism although it is also encountered in Modern Standard Macedonian:
ispolnénietó (3), sá ispólni (38).  There  are  far  more  examples  of  the  reflex  of  / / and they
display a twofold sequence: / r/ and /r /. The former is definitely the more frequent: sa utfárli
(5), utfárli (44), Cárkvata (118), sárce (59), sárcitu (8), cárkvata (43), sá varnaá (6, 9), tar é
(6), utvárzam (6). The second sequence appears in only a few lexemes: tránitu (74), krástiš (5),
prástut (4). The reflex er should be interpreted as a Church Slavonicism: itvértata (54), ut
mértvite (35), mértfite (34), Utpérvu (1), pervosobórnikut (81).
 According to Koneski (1983, 129), the syllabic / / and / / are decomposed to / l, r, l , r / in
the eastern dialects whereas the distribution depends on the phonological environment.
Vidoeski (1999b, map 1 between pp. 68–69) is more precise, drawing the isogloss r || r/
between Voden (only r) and Enidže-Vardar ( r/ ). As to the isogloss l || l/ , Vidoeski
(1998, map 2 between pp. 68–69) draws it somewhat further eastwards. The material available
in the text is too sparse to draw conclusions about the representation of the reflex of the syllabic
/ /.

5.2.3 Combinatory and distributional developments

According to Koneski (1983, 45), assimilative devoicing took place already in the 13th century.
In regard to the examples presented by Koneski, the dialect material displays a greater variety
of combinatory and distributional possibilities.

5.2.3.1 The neutralization of voicing correlation in the word-final position suggests that the
voiced consonants had undergone devoicing in this position. However, in several cases a voiced
consonant occurs in the word-final position but in our opinion these cases represent merely the
literary (Church Slavonic) tradition or morphophonemic orthography. Examples are
Gospodýnof (5), Daviduf (52), Grát (50, 73, cf. Grádut 50), mlat (59), kumat (35), prêt (35, cf.
prêt Bóga 7), pónápret (32), Gósput (9) názat (6), vrâs (3; cf. also vrâs dárba 3), but, also, for
example blâg (59, 2x). The voicing/devoicing assimilation seems to have taken place, although
it is not always evident in orthography (see Section 5.1). It also occurs in non-final position: cf.
Vilígden (4), ofci (42) Ftórnik (6), ftóru (32), cárstfutu (46, also cárstvutu 57).

5.2.3.2 Both apocope and syncope are extremely rare in the Konikovo Gospel. The only
examples of apocope are zárdi (1), kólku (1), tólku (49) and séiset (6). This is a very significant
observation in dialectological terms, since the dialectological material from Southern and
Eastern Macedonia usually suggests that the reduced vowels tend to disappear, yielding
examples such as žénta, détto, vulóvto, etc. (FO, passim; Koneski 1983, 71). Markovi  (2001,
123) also postulates the elision of reduced vowels in the forms containing a postpositive article
(type žénta, sélto, etc.). The syncope occurs in two lexemes only: šes (118), rádus (36, 75; cf.
radusta 38). This kind of syncope is very frequent in the Macedonian dialects, including the
southern dialects (FO 1981, passim).

5.2.3.3 The prepositions (v) (passim) and (s) (passim) yield uf and sôs, respectively.
Curiously, I have not been able to identify this development in any dialect description.

5.2.3.4 The assimilation of dn > (n)n is common in the Konikovo Gospel. In some cases dn has
been preserved. Examples are inó (6), záïno (8), ispánni (10), sénna (8), puglenná (31),
pruglenáh (31). In two stems the sequence dn has been preserved: Padná (58), padná (58) and
sédni (44). It should be noted that the second hand regularly corrected (n)n to dn. This
phenomenon is mentioned in some dialect descriptions (cf. Vidoeski 2000, 197). According to
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Mazon & Vaillant (1938, 68), it is encountered in Suho, Smrdeš, Boboš ica and Gali nik. In
any  case,  the  scope  of  this  phenomenon  in  South  Slavonic  must  be  broad  (see  FO  1981,
passim). I also refer to Mijo Lon ari ’s personal communication concerning the central South
Slavonic area and my own material from the Kajkavian dialect region in Croatia.

5.2.3.5 The “epenthetic” l should, according to the generally accepted view, not exist in
Macedonian (Koneski 1983, 49). However, in the Konikovo Gospel it is encountered in three
lexemes: zémlja (52), ná zemljata (37) and Rassláblen (51), ostavlénie (35).  The  two  last
examples may be Church Slavonisms.

5.2.3.6 Only one example testifies to the change of  > c r: carvéni (76). As a matter of fact,
this example also implies the former existence of a syllabic / / instead of the primarily
decomposed / r/, /r /, / r/ and /r /. Koneski (1983, 58) does not identify the reflex as r but cr,
which he correctly assumes to be the result of Serbian influence.

5.2.3.7 The change of -Csk- > -Cck- appears to be typical of the Lower Vardar dialects, and it
occurs in almost every Southern Macedonian dialect description (FO 1981, passim). It is also
characteristic of Krste Misirkov’s language, and, accordingly, it should be ascribed to the Postol
local dialect (Misirkov’s native dialect). In our material this change appears to be the rule:
instíncka (28), istínckutu (2), Aggélcku (7). Koneski (1983, 86) has registered this change
without, however, stating in which dialects it occurs. He considers it common to the South
(Koneski 1983, 87), and also to its occurrence in Greek toponymy. A similar change occurs in
other Balkan languages (Koneski 1983, 87).

5.2.3.8 The Proto-Slavonic sequence *kti yields /k’/: nókjata (55), nokja (30). The results of the
“new iotation” vary, depending on the consonant in question. Thus, *- e is represented, on the
one hand, as the sequence tj: bratja (45) and, on the other hand, as k’: kóski (< *kost e, 35);
thus, it is not entirely impossible that the Modern Macedonian nom. sg. koska is a back-
formation of the collective plural. The sequence *- e regularly appears in the text of the first
hand as n: imáni (60), posténi (57), sakánitu (2),  etc.  The  latter  case  occurs  in  the  South,  for
example in Strumica and Kukuš, cf. Koneski (1983, 51). It should be noted that the second hand
occasionally corrected these forms to -ïne. The form bratja is registered in many southern
dialects (Koneski 1983, 91).

5.2.3.9 There is enough evidence to show that the Proto-Slavonic sequence *stj is represented
as št: pûštam (4), puštîa (4), pušténite (5), pruštava (51), grobíštata (78). In Kroncelevo (FO
1981, 793) the reflex is . For the reflexes of the Proto-Slavonic sequences *zdj, *skj and *zgj,
no examples are available.

5.2.3.10 The spread of the phoneme /f/ due to combinatory changes is common but, at least on
an orthographical level, some vacillation can be found. The following examples illustrate the
situation:

tv > tf: zatforéni (3), tfóïte (29), utforía (52), utforí (31, also utvorí 32).

sv > sf: sfétut (passim), sfóïte (2), sfóut (10), sfátbi (62).

vl > fl (relatively consistent voicing dissimilation, cf. the preposition uf in Section 5.2.3.3):
flézi (8), flegóhte (29), flézat (54).

hv > f: zafatí (8, 36), fatí (118), fateïti (35). In the example hfálba (118), the initial h was
probably not pronounced.
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Koneski  (1983,  79)  views  the  spread  of  /f/  at  the  cost  of  /v/  or  /n/  as  a  sociolinguistic
phenomenon, typical of urban dialects. In our opinion the phenomenon in question represents a
more widespread change, which was typical of rural dialects, as well.

5.2.4 Accent

Koneski (1983, 18–20) draws some general outlines of the stress patterns in Macedonian. He
differentiates between two types of accents: In the East, the accent is morphologically
distinctive whereas in the West it is not. Thus, in the East, the distinction affects, above all,
verbal forms: zafáti (present), zafatí (aorist)  and záfati (imperfect). According to Markovi
(2001, 122), the accent in the Lower Vardar dialect is paradigmatic (a stable accent through the
paradigm), which does not completely coincide with the material from the Konikovo Gospel. In
Macedonian dialects the accented syllables mainly cover the last three syllables whereas in
tetrasyllabic words a secondary accent may occur (Koneski 1983, 19).
 On the basis of a brief accentological analysis we can conclude that the accent has a
distinctive function in differentiating tenses. Compare, for example, dáde (sg. 3 present,
8 occurrences) vs. dadé (sg. 3 aorist, 23 occurrences); jádi (sg. 3 present, p. 28) vs. jadé (sg. 3
aorist, p. 35); ré i (sg. 3 present, 2 occurrences) vs. re é (sg. 3 aorist, 23 occurrences).
 For more details of accentuation, see Sections 5.3, 5.4 and 5.5.
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5.3 The Enidže Vardar Dialect

Maksim Karanfilovski (Skopje)

In making an edition of the Konikovo Gospel, special attention must be paid to the Enidže
Vardar dialect complex. The reason is that the language of the Konikovo Gospel displays many
more similarities to this dialect than to other Macedonian dialects. Despite these similarities, the
language of the Konikovo Gospel also differs from certain traits characteristic of the Enidže
Vardar dialect, which suggests that the primary scribe (the translator or the first hand) and the
editor (the second hand) also made use of a more widespread dialect basis, absorbing elements
from the neighboring dialects, notably the central dialects.
 Thus, the similarities and differences of the Enidže Vardar dialect and the language of the
Konikovo Gospel will be presented briefly below in Section 5.4. References to dialectal traits of
the Konikovo Gospel will also be found in the sections dealing with its grammatical structure.

5.3.1 Location1

The town of Enidže Vardar (Mac. also Pazar, Gr. Janitsá) is located in the center of a fertile
plain that spreads from Voden (Gr. Édessa) to Solun (Thessaloníki) and descends from Mount
Pajak (Páiko) to the coast of the Egejsko More (the Aegean Sea, Egéo pélagos). The area
encompasses the hilly region between the towns of Enidže Vardar and Gumendže (Guménisa)
and the Pazar Plain (Pediáda tis Janitsás) as a part of the Soluncko Pole (Thessalonian Plain,
Pediáda tis Thessaloníkis). This is a predominantly agricultural region through which a number
of important rail and road arteries pass, linking the towns of Voden (Édessa), Lerin (Flórina),
Kostur (Kastoriá) and Ber (Véria) with the port city of Solun and, further south, with Athens.
The inhabitants of this region are primarily employed in agriculture, fruit farming, viniculture,
and trade as well as in various crafts and service industries.
 To the north, the Enidže Vardar dialect shares a border with the Gevgelija dialect. The
northern boundary of the dialect passes along the slopes of Mount Pajak and follows the course
of the Crna Reka (Kárpi) above the village of Barovica (Kastanerí), extending eastwards over
Bojmica (Aksiupólis) as  far  as  the  River  Vardar  (Áksios).  To  the  east,  the  dialect  shares  a
border with the Kukuš (Kílkis) dialect, extending to Lakes Ardžan and Amatovo (Áspros) and
from there following the course of the Vardar to its delta at the Aegean Sea, thus creating a
point of contact with the Solun dialect. In fact, we may consider the River Vardar to be the
eastern border of the Enidže Vardar dialect vis-à-vis Kukuš and Solun dialects, for there is no
Macedonian population in the territory between the River Vardar and the Ardžan Lake and the
former Amatovo Lake.

1 See Map 5.3 on the last page of this section. The following abbreviations for the localities mentioned in this chapter
are used: A. – Asarbegovo, Bar. – Barovica, V. – V»drišta, E.V. – Enidže Vardar, Il. – Ilidžievo, K. – Kufalovo, Ko. –
Kornišor, Kr. – Krušari, Kul. – Kulakija, Man. – Mandalevo, R. – Ramna, Pi. – Pilurik.
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 The western border of the dialect follows the slopes of Mount Pajak and extends along its
foothills from north to northwest to the River Meglenica (Meglenítsa).  This is the border with
the Meglen dialect. Following the course of the River Meglenica, the Enidže Vardar dialect
extends southwards, passing west of the villages of Kalinica (Kalí), Kolibite (Kalívia) and

igas, which is the border with the Voden dialect, and west of Golo Selo (Gimná), separating
it from the Neguš (Náusa) dialect. From here begins the southern border of the dialect, which
moves along the Bistrica River (Aliákmon) to the Loudias River and extends along the course
of this river to the Aegean Sea.
 The Enidže Vardar dialect encompasses the territory of the Enidže Vardar County in its
administrative borders, the greater part of the Gumendže district and part of the Solun district to
the east of the River Vardar. This area includes about 90 populated places with a total number
of approximately 100,000 inhabitants. At least half of this population is Macedonian.
 These population centers underwent drastic changes in the early 20th century, from the First
Balkan War in 1912 to the Greek-Turkish War in the 1920s, which caused large-scale
exchanges of populations among Greece, Bulgaria and Turkey. In this period, the Muslim
population of the area moved to Turkey, while a large number of Macedonians moved to
Bulgaria, some voluntarily and some by force, in accordance with the terms of population-
exchange agreements among Greece, Bulgaria and Turkey. To replace the Macedonians
expelled from the region Greeks moved from Asia Minor and Bulgaria and settled there. Thus,
the  Macedonian  population,  having  been  a  majority  in  this  area,  became  a  minority,  and  the
relocated Madžiri (Mikrosiates, Póntii) were settled in almost all of the villages. From then on,
a process of forced assimilation of the Macedonian population was underway, culminating with
the period of terror under the dictatorship of General Metaxas. World War II and the Greek
Civil War (1946–1949), in which Macedonians participated on a large scale, had tragic
consequences and caused new migrations.
 The dialects of the Lower Vardar have long been of great interest to Slavic dialectologists.
Such interest has been motivated primarily by the fact that this territory includes the native
region of the missionary brothers Saints Cyril and Methodius. This has led scholars studying
Slavic dialects to seek the origins of their language here. The late 19th century saw the
publication of Vatroslav Oblak’s study (1896) of the Solun villages of Bugarievo (Karavías),
Vatilak (Vatílakon), Vardarovci (Aksióhori), Gradobor (Pentálofos), Novo Selo (Neo Horúda)
and Suho (Sohós). This study gave a detailed description of the vocal system and morphology
of the dialect spoken in these villages. There followed the studies of two Polish slavists,
Mieczys aw Ma ecki (1934; 1936) and his disciple Zbigniew Go b (1960–61; 1962–63). The
latter completed his mentor’s work on the villages of Suho and Visoka (Óssa), providing a
comprehensive description and interpretation of the dialect phenomena in this region, including
archaic linguistic features.
 In  the  Republic  of  Macedonia  during  the  last  ten  years,  Kosta  Peev  has  written  and
published monographs on the dialects of the Lower Vardar, including those of Dojran (Peev
1979) and Kukuš (Peev 1987; 1988), while Stojka Bojkovska (2006) described the Meglen
dialect. In addition, Božidar Vidoeski published various studies on the phonology of these
dialects. Blaže Koneski and other authors also wrote on this subject. However, the valuable
work of these scholars still leaves room for a monographic description of the Enidže Vardar
dialect  and  the  dialects  around  the  towns  of  Neguš  and  Ber  as  well  as  for  further  studies  of
many specific issues. FO (1981) also contains valuable information about the language of
certain localities in the Enidže Vardar dialect area.



5.3 The Enidže Vardar Dialect

279

5.3.2 Phonology2

5.3.2.1

The vowel inventory of the Enidže Vardar dialect contains six phonemes: a, e, i, o, u, a. This
system is in fact the same as in the neighboring dialects of Gevgelija, Kukuš, Voden, Meglen
and Solun (Vidoeski 1999b), with six members, two degrees and three classes. It can be
presented as follows:

i a u
e  a  o

A significant feature of this vowel system is the reduction of the unstressed phonemes a, e, o.
Because of this reduction, the vowel system of the Enidže Vardar dialect has six members in the
stressed position only. In the unstressed position, the oppositions e : a, i; a : a; o : u are
neutralized and the vocal system has three phonemes:

i a u

5.3.2.2

The consonant system of the Enidže Vardar dialect consists of 26 consonants, the same number
as in all other Macedonian dialects (Vidoeski 2000): b, v, g, d, |, `, z, y, j, k, l, l', m, n, n', p,
r, s, t, }, f, h, c, ~, x, {. In the Enidže Vardar dialect, the inventory of sonants and
obstruents is as follows:

 Sonants Obstruents

m p b f v
n l r t d
n' l' j c y s z

~ x { `
} |
k  g  h

5.3.2.3

Consonant clusters in the Enidže Vardar dialect are usually formed in the same way as in other
Macedonian dialects with the main restriction being based upon a voiced/voiceless opposition.
Consonant clusters in the initial and medial position are mostly formed as a second constituent
sonorant; such groups are rare in the final position.

5.3.2.4

Scholars investigating the dialects of the Lower Vardar have focused a great deal of attention on
the stress in these dialects. Benjo Conev (1903, 25–27) was among the first to define the stress
of the Lower Vardar dialects as free, paradigmatically fixed and paroxitonic. Conev’s

2 The phonological structure of the Konikovo Gospel is described in Section 5.2. For the relationship between the
Enidže Vardar dialect and the Konikovo Gospel, see also Section 5.4.
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assessment was supported by Dimit r Mir ev (1901), who added some exceptions (nouns with
definite articles affixed and syntagmas of nouns with short pronouns: vi~irt'a, brat-m'i).
 In his research on the dialects of Voden, Meglen, Gevgelija, Dojran, Kukuš and Solun,
Afanasij M. Seliš ev (1918, 260) found that these dialects have a fixed stress in the paradigm,
which falls on one of the last two syllables.
 Writing on the Voden dialect, Vasil Dumev (1943, 8–42, 26–88) defined its stress as hetero-
syllabic, i.e., indefinite and mobile; however, the addition of the article and the declination for
gender and number do not influence the place of the stress if the word is not extended by more
than  one  syllable.  In  feminine  nouns,  the  stress  falls  on  the  second  syllable  from  the  end
(penultimate syllable) and it is, with some exceptions, fixed (Vidoeski 1999b, 105).
 Only words of foreign origin shift the stress to the last open syllable. Such feminine nouns
include apcan'a, arab'a, dalg'a, zamar'a, kasab'a, makar'a, maj'a, daml'a (K.), xumr'a (E.
V.), alax'a, budal'a (Il.); neuter nouns include baar'e, du{em'e, kav'e, libad'e, marab'e,
mi}ir'e (K.), mirgili{'e (Il.), skul’'o, sandarm'e (E.V.), xad'e, xipan'e, {ub'e (Ko.).
Other words include baj'a (A.) as well as tak'a and za{'o (of domestic origin).
 With some lexemes of foreign origin, the stress has been withdrawn from the last open
syllable: |'ubre, }'o{e, {'i{e, z'amba, s'ofra, t'ajfa, ud'aja (Peev 1979, 47). These
instances may be a sign that the tendency to withdraw the stress from the last open syllable is
still active. Pronouns following this stress pattern include tak'of and vak'of in their forms
for feminine and neuter gender, takv'a, takv'o, vakv'a, vakv'o and kak'of, kakv'a, kakv'o.
In these pronominal adjectives, the stress falls on the open last syllable; in the masculine
gender, it falls on the closed last syllable, while in the plural the stress falls on the penultima.
 The feminine and neuter forms of the numeral id'en, viz. idn'a, idn'o and adn'a, adn'o
also have the stress on the open ultimate syllable in Enidže Vardar. In Ilidžievo (Néa
Halkidóna) and Kufalovo (Koufália), despite the feminine and neuter forms of idn'a, idn'o,
plural forms with a stressed open ultimate syllable also occur (idn'i). When the definite article
suffix is added, the stress does not change: idn'ata, idn'otu, adn'ata, adn'oto.

5.3.2.5

The stress on the last closed syllable occurs frequently in the Enidže Vardar dialect. Masculine
nouns in which the stress falls on the word-forming suffix follow this pattern. Examples include
the suffixes -ar, -er, -ur, -ir, -an, -ak, -a~, -ah, -et, -en, -ik. Apart from these, numerous
other nouns, including many of foreign origin, have their stress on the last closed syllable. With
the  addition  of  the  plural  ending,  the  number  of  syllables  in  the  word  increases  but  the  stress
does not shift,  regardless of the number of syllables added to the word. In fact,  no more than
two syllables may be added, as for instance when affixing the definite article to plural forms. In
such cases, the elision reduces the addition of syllables to one. In any case the stress does not
shift in the entire paradigm of nouns ending in -ar: bi{k'ar – bi{k'arut – bi{k'ari –
bi{k'arto; bajn'ar  –  dva  bajn'ara  –  bajn'ari  –  bajn'arto; bu~v'ar – dva bu~v'ara –
bu~v'ari – bu~v'arto; vud'ar - vud'arut.
 Compound adjectives with stress on the last closed syllable include bilugl'af  –
bilugl'aviut – bilugl'ava – bilugl'avata – bilugl'avi – bilugl'avite.
 Pronominal adjectives with stress on the last closed syllable are limited to the masculine
gender forms of the aforementioned pronouns: tak'of, vak'of and kak'of.
 The only numeral to follow such a stress pattern is the masculine form of the numeral ‘one’,
id'en, id'ejnut. The stress falls on the last open syllable in feminine and neuter forms and
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remains so in the entire paradigm, including the plural: idn'a, idn'o, idn'i, idn'ata,
idn'oto, idn'ite.
 Adverbs have their stress mainly on the stem syllable, although there is a smaller group of
adverbs with the stress on the last closed syllable: vizd'en, idv'aj, idn'a{, naidn'a{,
tam'am, utt'am, na-v'am, na-t'am, na-s'on. Among the few prefixes with such a stress
pattern is pu: pukr'aj (pukr'aj V'ardar 'odi{a) (Il.).
 All masculine nouns without stress on their suffix have their stress on the penultima. As in
other nouns, the stress is morphologically fixed in all forms; the addition of any syllables by
adding  the  definite  article  or  forming  the  plural  does  not  influence  the  position  of  the  stress:
b'elik – b'eligut – dva b'eliga – b'elizi – b'elizite; b'iul – b'iulut – dva b'iula –
b'iuli – b'iulite. Nouns that do not have the stress on their suffix include those with the
suffixes -en -in, -an, -ec -ic and  -nik: v'aglin – v'aglinut – v'aglijna – v'aglijnta;
r'eman  –  r'emanut – r'emajna  –  r'emajnta; v'enic - v'enicut – v'enci - v'encite;
j'unic – j'unci; v'ar{nik – v'ar{nici; sul'arnik – sul'arnici; tl'a~nik –
tl'a~nici.

5.3.2.6

The majority of feminine nouns have their stress on the penultima. The stress position in these
nouns is also morphologically fixed; the stress does not shift when forming the plural or adding
the definite article. This is the case with disyllabic nouns: br'ada – br'adata – br'adi –
br'adite, gl'ava – gl'avata  –  gl'avi – gl'avite/glav'iti. Suffixes occurring with the
feminine nouns usually do not carry stress; the stress thus remains on the same syllable
regardless of the number of syllables affixed to the noun. Suffixes that belong here are -ba, -ka,
-arka, -a~ka: sf'adba, kr'a`ba, s'edba, var{'idba, pi~'alba, ~'udba, m'olba, `'alba,
b'amka, d'amka, br'i{ka, baj'a~ka, bun'elka, dr'enka, duma}'inka, du'ilka, `itv'arka,
izmi}'arka, livi~'arka, magi{n'arka, mis'arka, pisn'arka, glid'a~ka, gutv'a~ka,
krad'a~ka, la`'a~ka.  To  this  group  also  belong  the  ethnic  names  of  the  feminine  gender
ending in -inka: Vla'inka, Gark'inka. Likewise, feminine nouns formed with other suffixes
can be included here: Makid'onka, Bug'arka; hristij'anka, muslim'anka. Also personal
names of feminine gender derived from masculine names by the suffix -ka have the stress on
the penultima: Stuj'anka, Traj'anka, Tud'orka, Vas'ilka, Jurd'anka.
 Among the feminine nouns with stress on the suffix are those ending in -ina and -ica:
grad'ina, `igav'ina, ist'ina, itru{t'ina, kalav'ina, kartu~'ina, misi~'ina,
-vica, - nica, bardav'ica, biul'ica, virvir'ica, val~'ica, vudin'ica.
 Several diminutive feminine nouns ending in -i~ka have the stress on their penultimate
syllable: vratn'i~ka, la`'i~ka, lastav'i~ka, ~in'i~ka, stran'i~ka. Diminutive
formations ending in -i~ka do not shift the stress position of the form from which they derive,
most frequently a noun of feminine gender with stress on the penultima; therefore, most nouns
ending in -i~ka have the  stress  on  the  third  syllable  from the  end.  Examples  of  stress  on  the
second syllable derive from nouns with stress on the suffix (-nik, -ica.): varsn'ik, la`'ica,
lastav'ica. Nouns  with  the  stress  on  the  penultima  also  include kum'anda, nar'edba,
pr'avda, nipr'avda, slub'oda, gri'ota, gabir'ika as well as the feminine nouns ending in
a consonant: b'olis-b'olista, gnoj – gn'ojta, `'alus -`'alusta, p'omu{ – p'omu{ta,
r'adus –  r'adusta, p'esuk –  p'esukta. Personal names, apart from those ending in -k, also
have the stress on the penultima: D'ana, G'una, M'ara, P'etra, S'ofka, T'ana, T'ina,
C'ana as well as the polysyllabic A(a)liks'andra, A(a)ngil'ina, A(a)spas'ija, Bu`'ana.
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5.3.2.7

In the majority of neuter nouns the stress falls on the penultima. All disyllabic neuter nouns
ending in -e and -o (with -a in the plural) have a paradigmatic stress on the penultima: d'arvo –
d'arvuto – d'arva –  d'arvata; g'arlo – g'arluto – g'arla – g'arlata; vl'akno –
vl'aknuto – vl'akna – vl'aknata. To this group also belong the nouns 'oko – 'o~i, 'uvo –
'u{i. Trisyllabic nouns with a plural ending in -a behave similarly: vart'eno, kul'eno,
`il'ezo, kur'ito, ri{'eto. Nouns  formed  with  the  suffixes  -alo, -elo, -ilo have the
stress on the second syllable: vid'elo, sid'elo, bard'ilo, mutuv'ilo, kus'ilo, si~'ilo.
The suffix -i{te is stressed in the nouns bun'i{te, vitr'i{te, `in'i{te. Diminutive
formations ending in -ce keep the stress pattern of the basic form: 'okce – 'okcito – 'okca –
'okcata, m'ehce, n'epce, 'ufce, v'ince, kur'itce, kul'ence, uglid'alce. All diminutive
formations ending in -ence/-enca have the stress on the penultima: bra{n'enca (<br'a{no),
vil'ence, dat'ence, `drib'enca. Diminutives ending in -~e have the stress on the stem; in
the majority of nouns the stress remains on the penultima: br'at~e, br'eh~e, br'ek~e, v'ir~e,
v'arh~e, d'ol~e, tipc'ij~e. In a smaller number of nouns, the stress falls on the third syllable
from the end: v'etar~e, g'abir~e, d'evar~e, z'ala~e, kl'adin~e, 'obla~e, p'aja~e.
 Nouns ending in -e that  form their  plural  with  the  suffix  -ijna also  have  the  stress  on  the
penultima. This is the case with a number of nouns ending in -o with their plural in -ijna as
well as all nouns ending in -~e. The suffix -ijna occurs with stress on the penultima (Vidoeski
1986, 26). The plural forms of -ijna are thus exceptions to the rule to fix the stress
morphologically; on the other hand, they join the majority of nouns by taking the stress on the
second syllable (penultimate syllable): b'uklo – b'ukloto – bukl'ijna – bukl'ijnata,
v'edro – vidr'ijna, vr'eme – vrim'ijna, v'a`e – va`'ijna, vil'ence – vilinc'ijna.

5.3.2.8

Personal names of the masculine gender are mostly stressed on the penultima: A(a)l'eko,
B'o{ko, D'imo, D'im~e, \'or|i, K'osta.

5.3.2.9

Compound nouns have their stress on the second syllable. In the compound nouns stressed on
the closed last syllable, the accent falls on the second constituent of the compound:
baba{'arka – baba{'arkata (bolest kako sipanica), mladu`'enic, vartuv'eric,
vartuv'erka, bugur'ojca, igra'oric, igra'orka (E.V.), slancugl'edic (K., V.),
ugrijsl'ance, zajdisl'ance (R.), ugrisl'ance, zajsl'ance (Kr.), parab'aba, parad'edo,
paravn'uka. In  compounds  in  which  the  second  part  comprises  one  syllable  and  both
constituents of the compound are linked without a compounding vowel, the second syllable of
the first constituent part has the stress: Vil'igdin, Il'indin, Karst'ovdin, Pitr'ovdin,
\ur|'ovdin, Mitr'ovdin.

5.3.2.10

The majority of adjectives have the stress on the penultima of their masculine form. The stress
does not shift in the process of forming other genders and plurals or affixing a definite article.
In fact, the stress usually remains in the same place as in the corresponding noun. However,
there are some adjectives in which the stress shifts onto the suffix with which the adjective is
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formed. Such adjectives have the accent on the final syllable. A common feature of all
adjectives is the paradigmatic character of their stress pattern.
 A great number of adjectives ending in -in are actually formed with a reduced suffix -en:
'arin, bak'arin, v'alnin, vr'edin, gl'adin, gn'asin, gr'ozin, `il'ezin, `'itin, j'asin.
In the villages of Ilidžievo and Kufalovo adjectives with this stress pattern ending in -an also
occur;  this  is  a  result  of  the  different  effects  of  the  reduction  of  -an or /e/: aran, gl'adan,
l'esan, n'o}an, m'atan, p'alan, pr'esan, r'a`an, t'eman (Il.), l'i~an, gr'ozan (K.). To the
group  of  adjectives  with  stress  on  their  stem  also  belong  those  ending  in -in (without
reduction): g'askin, 'eftin, lis'i~kin, m'aj~in and m'ajkin, r'ibin, ~in'i~kin, b'abin,
kuk'o{kino (E.V.). In addition, the group of adjectives ending in -af have the stress on their
stem: g'arbaf, gulim'i~af, kr'astaf, l'igaf, 'ubaf, {t'arbaf (E.V.), r'agaf (K.). The
stress  falls  on  the  second  syllable  in  the  adjectives  ending  in  -uf (-ov): bl'anuf, vr'aguf,
d'abuf, d'eduf, i~um'enuf, 'orluf, t'atkuf, }'oruf, uv'ezuf, ur'euf, ur'izuf,
bu`'ikuf, ~ir'e{uf- Adjectives derived from personal names can be added to this group:
B'o{kuf, Bu`'inuf, Nik'oluf, Stuj'anuf, Tr'ajkuf, K'ostuf.
 Adjectives ending in -cki, -~ki, -{ki have the stress on the penultima: bi'olcki,
v'al~ki, guv'ecki, guspud'incki, zm'ijcki, kr'afcki, 'of~ki, til'e{ki, vul'ofcki.
The stress also falls on the penultima in adjectives ending in -ar, -al -uk: b'istar, 'itar,
m'okar, k'isal, t'opal, `'e`uk.
 The groups of adjectives with a mobile vowel that disappears in the process of forming other
genders and the plural form, such as -ar, -al, -uk,-in/-an (-en) as well as those in -cki, -~ki,
-ki, have  the  stress  on  the  penultima  in  the  feminine  and  neuter  singular  and  in  the  plural:
'arna – 'arno – 'arni; vr'edna – vr'edno – vr'edni; gl'adna – gl'adno – gl'adni.

5.3.2.11

With pronouns the stress usually falls on the initial syllable and remains in the same place
regardless of the enlargement of the number of syllables. Most frequent are pronouns with the
stress on the second syllable (penultimate syllable): j'aska; v'ija; n'ego; n'aska; n'eguf  –
n'eguva – n'eguvo – n'eguvi; n'ejna –  n'ejno –  n'ejni –  n'ejnata – n'ejnuto – n'ejnite;
n'ijni – n'ijna  –  n'ijno – n'ijnata – n'ijnuto – n'ijnite; n'ekuj; n'ikuj; n'e{to;
n'i{to; 'ona – 'ono – 'oni; s'ekuj; s'ata – s'ato – s'ati; t'ija; n'ija; ~'ija  –  ~'ijo –
~'ii.

5.3.2.12

Numerals also have the stress on the second syllable (penultimate syllable): ~it'iri, s'edum,
'osum, d'evit, d'esit, idin'ajsat, dvan'ajsat, trin'ajsat, ~itirin'ajsat,
pitn'ajsat, {isn'ajsat, sidumn'ajsat, usumn'ajsat, divitn'ajsat, dv'ajsat,
tr'ijsat, ~itir'ijsat (K.,V.) / ~itird'esat (Il., E.V.), p'ejsat, {'ejsat, sidum-
d'esit, usumd'esit, divid'esit, dv'esta, tr'ista, ~it'iri-stut'ini, pet-
stut'ini, {es-stut'ini, il’'ade, as well as the ordinal numbers: tr'eti, ~itf'arti,
p'etti, {'esti, s'edmi, 'osmi, p'arvi. The ordinal numbers div'etti, dis'etti,
div'etta, dis'etta, div'etto, dis'etto have the stress on the penultima in both Enidže
Vardar and Kufalovo, while in Ilidžievo the stress falls on the antepenultima: d'evitti,
d'esitti, d'evitta, d'evitto, d'esitta, d'esitto.
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5.3.2.13

Adverbs have the stress predominantly on the stem syllable, most often on the initial syllable.
The  majority  of  adverbs  have  the  stress  on  the  penultima: bl'izu, v'adin, v'e~ar, d'ejna,
d'olu, din'eska, k'oga, m'alce, n'advur, nad'olu, n'atra/n'atre, n'apkum, n'ogu,
n'o}e/n'o}a, n'azut, n'i~kum, na'opku, n'egdin, n'igdin, naz'emin, 'o{te/'o{ta, s'ega,
sn'o{ti, skr'i{um, sr'edin, t'ogaj, t'olku, tr'o{ka, t'uva, uzd'olu, uzg'ora,
utd'amna, 'utre, uf~'era, utk'ade/utk'ada.

5.3.2.14

Multisyllabic (disyllabic) conjunctions have the stress on the penultima: 'ama,'ako/'aku, d'ali,
d'il’mu, k'atu, 'oti, t'uku.

5.3.2.15

Nouns with the stress on the open and closed ultimate syllable have the stress on the penultima
with the affixation of the definite article as well as in their plural forms: skul’'oto,
du{em'eto, xad'eto, bi{k'arut, bi{k'ari, xad'ijna. This also happens with the
feminine and neuter forms and the plural forms of adjectives with the stress on the ultima in the
masculine (biluzl'iva – biluzl'ivo – biluzl'ivi).  Likewise, this is the case in the plural
forms of pronouns with stress on their ultimate syllable (vakv'ia, takv'ia), as  well  as  in
numerals to which the definite article has been affixed (id'ejnut, idn'ata/adn'ata,
idn'otu/adn'oto).

5.3.2.16

Monosyllabic masculine nouns keep the stress on the stem syllable through the whole paradigm,
regardless of any enlargement in the number of syllables. Thus, the forms with an article and
those in the countable plural have the accent on the penultima; the forms of the ordinary plural
have the stress on the antepenultima, and the plural forms with the definite article have the
stress on the fourth syllable: bor – dva b'ora – b'orut – b'oruvi – b'oruvite; brek – dva
br'ega – br'egut – br'eguvi – br'eguvite.

5.3.2.17

The only exceptions among masculine nouns are vol and rok, in which the stress is shifted to
the next syllable in the plural form: vol – dva v'ola  –  v'olut – vul'ovi/vul'ova –
vul'ovite/vul'ojti and rok  –  r'ogut  –  dva  r'oga – rug'ovi/rug'ova –
rug'ovite/rug'oviti. This exception is characteristic in the Lower Vardar dialects in which
these nouns do not display a morphologically fixed stress.

5.3.2.18

Monosyllabic nouns of the feminine gender are few, and their stress pattern is the same as in the
monosyllabic masculine nouns. They keep the stress on the stem: var  –  v'arta; gnoj –
gn'ojta; `al – `'alta.
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5.3.2.19

Monosyllabic adjectives also have a paradigmatic stress on the stem syllable. The forms for
feminine  and neuter  genders  as  well  as  for  the  plural  have  the  stress  on  the  penultima,  while
definite forms in the singular or plural have the stress on the antepenultima. Exceptions include
adjectives with elision in which the stress remains on the penultima: bel  –  b'ela  –  b'elo –
b'eli – b'eliut – b'elata/b'elta – b'eluto/b'elto – b'elite/b'elte.

5.3.2.20

Monosyllabic pronouns and conjunctions have independent stress patterns: jas, on, vas, nas,
men, tep, na-m'en, na-t'ep, sat; i, a, no. Some pronouns that have gender and plural forms
have the stress on the penultima and antepenultimate syllable: on – 'ona – 'oni, sat – s'ata –
s'ato – s'ati – s'atiut, ~ij – ~'ija – ~'ijo – ~'ii. Monosyllabic prepositions form stress
groups with the nouns without shifting the stress onto the preposition. zastan'a prit-
k'u}ata, pumin'a nis-s'elto, g-udr'i su-st'aput, sa-varn'a pu-nik'olku d'ena,
ispadn'a ud-v'oata, }i-si-d'ojde ut-t'am, }’om kat-t'atku-mi.
 Short pronominal forms are unstressed: a-vid'eh, gu-duns'ea, mi-ka`'a, ti-ka`'ah.

5.3.2.21

The stress on the third syllable from the end (the antepenultimate syllable) occurs in one group
of nouns of the feminine gender. Such are the diminutive forms of nouns with the stress on the
stem syllable. The addition of the suffix -i~ka does not shift the stress, whereas the addition of
the definite article to these nouns shifts the stress onto the fourth syllable from the end, both in
the singular and in the plural. Indefinite forms in the plural have the stress on the antepenultima:
v'osi~ka – v'osi~ki – v'osi~kata  –  v'osi~kite, k'oski~ka – k'oski~ki –
k'oski~kata – k'oski~kite. The nouns ending in the suffix -ina/-nica have the stress on
the antepenultima: bar'utnica, v'ilica, kl’u~'arnica, kuv'a~nica, pad'arnica,
p'arplica. In the plural, these nouns have the stress on the antepenultima, while in the definite
forms  in  the  singular  and  plural,  the  stress  falls  on  the  fourth  syllable  from  the  end:
bar'utnici – bar'utnicata – bar'utnicite. Some feminine nouns formed with the
suffixes -ina, -ija have the stress on the antepenultima: k'o~ina, m'ajkina, n'ovina, p'adina
(Il.). The stress falls on the antepenultima in some neuter nouns ending in -i{te: gl'avi{te,
r'a~i{te, k'al~i{te (E.V.), tr'evi{ta, k'arsti{ta (Il.). Personal names of the
feminine gender ending in -ica are stressed on the antepenultima due to the elision in order to
avoid the accentuation on the fourth syllable: Nik'oluvca (<Nik'oluvica<Nik'oluvica),
\'or|ivca (<\'or|ivica), P'etkuvca.
 Family  names  ending  in  -ovci, -evci have the stress on the antepenultima: M'ajnuvci,
T'e{uvci, X'ikuvci, Rup'anuvci, A(a)l'a~uvci (Il.). Only a small number of masculine
gender nouns have the stress on the antepenultima: j'azuvic, t'egavic, l'epavic (Kr.).

5.3.2.22

Stress on the antepenultima is rare among other kinds of words. It  occurs in some adjectives:
pr'ilipcki, str'umi~ki (Il., K.,E.V.), s'ekakuv – s'ekakva – s'ekakvo – s'ekakvi, with
some  numerals  such  as ~'etirsto, s'edumsto, 'osumsto, d'evitsto (K., V., Kr., E.V.)
and in the adverbs d'ockana, z'imuska, l'etuska, p'ovi}i, pr'eiska. As to the prepositions,
only the preposition okulu has the stress on the third syllable.
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5.3.2.23

Stress on the fourth syllable from the end occurs only in a limited number of nouns and
adjectives. In nouns, this pattern occurs when affixing the definite article to the plural forms of
the nouns with stress on their penultimate syllable in the basic form: b'elizite, b'iulite,
and with affixation of the definite article in the plural forms of monosyllabic nouns such as
b'oruvite, br'eguvite, b'ivulite, d'enuvite.

5.3.2.24

Comparative forms of adjectives have a double stress in the Enidže Vardar dialect: p'o-g'arda,
n'aj- g'arda, p'o-g'ardiut, n'aj-g'ardiut. Comparative adverbs taking double stress include
p'o-bl'izu, n'aj-bl'izu, p'o-d'olu, n'aj-d'olu, p'o-m'alce, n'aj-m'alce, p'o-n'atre, n'aj-
n'atre, p'o-g'ore, n'aj-g'ore. Syntagmas  of  an  attribute  and  a  noun  have  the  stress
individually: b'ela ku{'ula, b'elta ku{'ula, s'uva r'eka. Compounds of nouns designating
kinship or profession always have an individual stress: b'aba J'ana, b'apta J'ana, t'et-
L’'uba, d'edo Tr'ajo, pop Nik'ola. Compounds with the adjective sv'eti follow the same
model: sv'eti Il'ija, sv'eti Nik'ola, sv'eti \'or|i.

5.3.2.25

Short pronominal forms are always enclitic to the noun they follow: m'ajka-ti, m'ajka-mi,
br'at-mu, t'atku-mu, mu ka`'ah na-t'atku-mu, a-vid'eh  s'estra-ti. Some
conjunctions also form stress groups with the verb before which they stand: {o da-pr'avam?,
na-mu`'ah da-'odam, p'o-'arnu da-mu-gu-d'am na-br'at-mi (Il.).

5.3.3 Morphology3

5.3.3.1 Nouns

5.3.3.1.1 The following suffixes are used to form nouns designating persons in the Enidže
Vardar dialect: -ar, -a~, -ec, -in, -ik/-nik, -ak, -~ija, -ija, -tel, -ka, -ica, -ija. The
majority of these suffixes are used to form masculine nouns, while the suffixes -ka and -ica are
used in the formation of feminine nouns by adding them to the corresponding masculine nouns.

5.3.3.1.2 In the Enidže Vardar dialect, masculine nouns have forms for the singular and plural.
There is only one form to express all the former case endings. Of the old synthetic declension of
nouns, only the nominative form is preserved, which took over all the meanings and functions
of the vanished case forms. The vocative forms have nevertheless been preserved. However, the
vocative can also be expressed with the nominative form: Stuj'an! and Stuj'ane! Other
former cases can also be expressed with a nominative form: Mu-ka`'ah na-P'etre, gu-
vid'eh Tan'as, beh su-Stuj'an.

5.3.3.1.3 Masculine nouns end in a consonant, in certain instances in -a: vrat, grat, m'ozuk,
'umnik, kul'an, uc'et, ~'ekan; vujv'oda, sad'ija. The ending -a is common in nouns of
foreign origin: 'aga, kad'ija, kum{'ija. In personal names and kinship words, four groups of

3 The morphology of the Konikovo Gospel is described in Section 5.5. See also Section 5.4 for the relationship between
the Enidže Vardar dialect and the Konikovo Gospel.
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nouns are encountered: nouns ending in a consonant (Bu`'in, Stuj'an, Tan'as, zet, sin), in
-a (Dimitr'ija, Zahar'ija, Nik'ola, {'ura), in -e (D'im~e, M'ice, M'itre), and in -i
(V'ani, J'ani, \'or|i).

5.3.3.1.4 The common genitive-accusative form of this dialect does not have a separate ending
as it does in the western dialect region but it is linked to this region by the presence of the
preposition na before the noun, albeit only occasionally: gu-vid'eh (na) P'eno, gu-stritn'ah
(na) Stuj'an. The same applies to constructions with the preposition -na in feminine nouns: a-
vid'eh (na) Mar'ija, M'ira. This parallelism occurs most consistently in the village of
Ilidžievo in the constructions with personal names or pronouns: gu-vid'e  na-P'eno, a-vid'e
na-L'ina, a-vid'e L'ina, na-vid'e na-n'as, a-vid'e na-n'ea, na-vid'e nas, a-vid'e n'ea.

5.3.3.1.5 The vocative of masculine nouns in the Enidže Vardar dialect occurs without ending
or with the endings -e and -o: 'Ela bre st'arec, ej arg'at and ej arg'ate, m'ore gr'e{nik,
ej Stuj'ane, ra{it'ar  najd'en  kad'e  {'eti{  i  ra{it'aro. Very often forms with
endings occur: yid'aro, arg'ate, ra{it'aro, Stuj'ane. The  variation  in  the  use  of  the
vocative ending is especially frequent in and typical of personal names ending in a consonant:
Stu'jan – Stuj'ane; Traj'an – Traj'ane; Man'ol  –  Man'ole; Bu`'in  –  Bu`'ine. The
distribution of the endings -e and -o is now different order from the original state of affairs. It is
worth mentioning that the ending -e occurs only with personal nouns ending in a consonant:
A(a)nast'as, Duj~'in, Iv'an, Kustad'in, Tan'as. It also occurs in kinship words, more
frequently in monosyllabic nouns, though this is not the rule: brat, sin, zet, v'ujko, d'evar,
{'ura, sv'ekur. The same phenomenon is encountered in some names denoting profession and
vocation: d'askal, pop, sad'ija (Il.) –  d'askale, p'ope, sad'ie, car  –  c'are, duma}'in –
duma}'ine.
 The ending -o is used in multisyllabic nouns denoting profession, vocation or title: baj'a~ –
baj'a~o; vuluv'ar – vuluv'aro; guvid'ar – guvid'aro; gutv'a~ – gutv'a~o; kuv'a~  –
kuv'a~o; mlik'ar – mlik'aro. However, among them there is a certain number of
monosyllabic kinship words that in some places occur with the ending -e and in others with -o.
Thus, for instance, in the village of Kufalovo, the following doublets are encountered: m'a`o –
m'a`e and the multi-syllabic ~uv'eku – ~uv'e~e; sir'a~ko – sir'a~e. In Enidže Vardar,
vocatives in -o are found: ~uv'eko, {'uro – in contrast to vocatives with -e in other places
(~uv'e~e, {'ure), as well as sf'ato, z'eto in the village of Kufalovo as compared to sf'ate,
z'ete elsewhere. Nouns formed with the Turkish suffix -ija have a vocative in -o: gulimx'io,
falbax'io, luvx'io, jabanx'io, gajdax'io, tapanx'io.

5.3.3.1.6 The plural endings -i and -ovi in masculine nouns are common: ad'eti, b'elizi,
b'iuli, v'enci, g'osti, d'evari, z'iduvi, kr'apuvi, l'ebuvi, pl'uguvi, r'abuvi. The
ending -ovi in monosyllabic masculine nouns has become common in nouns with the old soft
stem: br'i~uvi, vr'e`uvi, |'ol’uvi,' e`uvi, k'o~uvi.
 A group of nouns ending in -n in the singular form their plural with the ending -jna/-jna. In
such cases, we are probably dealing with the collective-plural ending, which in these nouns has
become the only plural. There is no other plural form in these nouns: v'aglin – v'aglijna;
gr'ebin – gr'ebijna; |'erin – |'erijna; 'elin – 'elijna; k'opan  –  k'opajna; pl'amin –
pl'amijna; r'eman – r'emajna.

The collective plural can also be formed with the ending -ja (kr'ilja, l'ozja, p'erja) and
-i{te,  -i{ta (pat – p'ati{ta, gnoj – gnu'i{ta, vir – v'iri{ta, meh – m'ei{ta
(K.), kars – k'arsti{ta (K.), sin – s'ini{ta i zet – z'eti{ta (E.V.). Some of these
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nouns have a normal plural ending in other locations (z'etuvi, s'inuvi, k'arstuvi.). In some
cases  it  is,  in  fact,  the  ordinary  plural,  which  confirms  the  statements  of  André  Mazon  and
André Vaillant (1938, 91) as well as of Zbigniew Go b (1962, 180) and Kosta Peev (1979,
183) about the transfer of this neuter ending to the masculine plural.
 In masculine personal names and kinship words, the plural is formed with the ending -uvci
with  the  reduction  of  -ofci (-ovci): d'edufci, t'atkufci, v'ujkufci (v'ujci),
t'etinufci, k'umufci, {'urufci (i {uri); M'ajnufci, T'e{ufci, A(a)l'a~uvci,
M'el’uvci, Valk'anufci, P'etkufci, 'Ambufci. Certain personal names form the plural
with the ending -ifci (-evci): A(a)nxarl'iifci, Br'usifci, Gug'ulifci,
Samarx'iifci, \'or|ifci.
 In the villages of Kufalovo and Ilidžievo, several nouns form their plural with -a: sam'ar –
sam'ara; 'obluk – 'obluka; tab'an  –  tab'ana; tuv'ar – tuv'ara; paz'ar  –  paz'ara;
manast'ir – manast'ira; s'aat – s'aata (K.); ximb'u{ – ximb'u{a (Il.). Concerning the
origin of the endings of these nouns, it can be said that they have emerged by analogy with the
forms of the countable plural or with the reduction of e > a, although it remains unclear why
this phenomenon has not been extended to other masculine nouns. As to the territory, this
phenomenon is related to the masculine nouns with the plural ending -a in the vicinities of
Kukuš and Ser (Sérres).
 The forms of the countable plural of this dialect do not have any specific features compared
to  the  rest  of  the  Macedonian  dialects.  The  ending  for  the  countable  plural  is  also  -a, and it
functions with nouns related to a numeral: dva v'ola, tri  st'ola, mu-udr'ija dv'ajsat
st'apa, pet l'eba, tri-~it'iri d'ena.

5.3.3.1.7 Of the old case forms of feminine nouns, only the vocative has been preserved. The
vocative of the feminine gender nouns is formed with the endings -a and -e. The majority  of
female personal names form their vocative with the ending -o: N'iko, P'etro, L'ino,
A(a)spas'io, Mar'io, Tud'oro. Only in the village of Vadrišta do vocative examples occur
with the ending -e in names terminating in -ja (Marija, Aspasija): Mar'ie, A(a)spas'ie,
while other names have the vocative in -o as in other localities: Vil'iko, K'ato, M'aro.
 It is a frequent phenomenon in the Enidže Vardar dialect that the ending -o occurs in the
vocative of both feminine personal names and kinship words: m'ajko, }'erko, sn'ao, `'eno.
The ending -e is typical of the vocative forms of the names of married women formed from the
names of their husbands: \'or|ifce, Tan'aihce, 'I~ifce, R'istifce, Kustad'ijnce,
Tr'aivice. Some kinship names show similar behavior: sf'a}e, m'aj~ice. Feminine nouns
denoting the profession, nationality or a specific characteristic also form the vocative in -e:
baj'a~ke (in some localities also baj'a~ko (Kr.), gr'e{ni~ke and gr'e{nice, ra{it'arke,
but also ra{it'arko, duma}'inke, Vla'inke, Makid'onke.) Only the word daskal'ico
occurs in all places without exception. In addressing someone with a kinship word and the
name, the kinship word loses its ending and occurs in a shortened form: tet-L'ino, tet-
L’'ubo.

5.3.3.1.8 The plural of feminine nouns is regularly formed with the ending -i: m'ajki, `'eni,
s'estri, b'abi, gl'avi, r'eki, br'azdi, d'upki, ramn'ini, pi{t'eri, plan'ini, kn'igi,
str'eli, k'avgi.
 The nouns r'aka, n'oga form their plurals by following the old dual forms and in the
majority of localities, their plural is r'aci, n'ozi (or n'oyi in Ko., V.), while in one part of the
dialect it is r'ace, n'oze (Kr., R., Pi.). The dominating ending -i of these forms occurs by
analogy with other feminine nouns.
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5.3.3.1.9 Neuter nouns have also lost their declination, with the plural forms being the only
exception.
 Nouns ending in -o form their plural in -a: d'arvo – d'arva, g'arlo – g'arla, vl'akno –
vl'akna. Neuter nouns ending in -i{te also have their plural in -a: bun'i{ta, vitr'i{ta,
`in'i{ta, ma`'i{ta, starn'i{ta, |ubr'i{ta., as well as nouns ending in -ce, -ence,
which are predominantly diminutive formations: j'ajce – j'ajca, 'okca, m'ehca, p'erca,
uglid'alca, kul'enca, l'ica.
 Neuter nouns ending in -e and -~e and the majority of nouns ending in -ce, -ence form their
plural with the ending -ijna (-iwa): vil'ence – vilinc'ijna, pism'ence – pisminc'ijna,
pul'ence – pulinc'ijna, s'arce – sarc'ijna, ma~'ence – ma~inc'ijna. Some neuter nouns
ending in -o also form their plural with -ijna: v'edro – vidr'ijna, b'uklo – bukl'ijna, r'amo
– ram'ijna. The only  exceptions  to  the  rule  of  forming plural  forms of  neuter  nouns  are  the
nouns oko and uho, which have preserved the plural according to the old dual forms: o~i and
u{i.

5.3.3.1.10 In the Enidže Vardar dialect the majority of nouns that formerly occurred only in the
plural have now also developed a singular form: n'o`ica, vr'ata, n'o}va and n'oj}va,
j'asla. Only the following nouns are pluralia tantum: g'a}i, y'ivri, yary'ala, pl'ej}i, but
also pl'e{ki (K.).

5.3.3.1.11 Remnants of the case forms can still be encountered in the adverbs m'olkum,
n'i~kum, s'ilum, skr'i{um, pr'ostum,uduzg'orum pa-nad'olu sa-sfal’'uva (E. V.), na-
z'emin, udz'adin, u-str'edin; vn'atrin, uduzd'olan, uduzg'oran (Kr.).

5.3.3.1.12 In some nouns there is variation between the masculine and feminine genders. This
phenomenon is also familiar from other Macedonian dialects. This gender variation in the
Enidže Vardar dialect can be found in the nouns v'arut – v'arta; gn'ojut  –  gn'ojta;
`'arut – `'arta (quoted here in the definite form), but the nouns k'alta and k'arfta
occur only in the feminine gender.

5.3.3.1.13 In the Enidže Vardar dialect the category of definiteness is marked only with one
postpositional article derived from the old demonstrative pronoun ta, ta, to.
 Masculines ending in a consonant form their definite article with the morpheme -ot
(> -ut): l'ebut, ~uv'ekut, uv'ezut.

Feminine nouns ending either in a vowel or a consonant construct their definite forms with
the morpheme -ta/-ta (r'ekata, s'estrata, pr'opasta, pr'olitta, r'adusta,
`'alusta). The same applies to the masculine nouns in -a (vujv'odata, vlad'ikata,
sad'ijata) and to the neuter plural forms (bun'i{tata, jagn'ijnata, ma~'encata,
s'elata.).
 Neuter nouns construct definite forms with the morpheme -to/-tu. The occurrence of this
definite  morpheme in  the  plural  of  masculine  nouns  is,  according to  Stefan  Mladenov (1979,
274), the result of perceiving the plural as a collective formation. This opinion has been
accepted by Zbigniew Go b (1962–63, 182), who believes that this definite morpheme first
occurred in nouns with the plural in -e and then spread by analogy to other nouns. However,
this definite morpheme does not occur in the entire territory of the Enidže Vardar dialect. It
exists in the vicinity of the villages Ilidžievo, Kufalovo and Gumendže: ad'ejttu, ask'eritu,
arg'ajtu, alb'ajntu, al'ajtu, vamp'irtu, v'etruvitu. The morpheme -te/-ti is more
frequent: z'iduvite, k'ojnite, m'ostuvite.
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 Definite forms of feminine nouns in the plural are constructed with the same definite
morpheme -te/-ti in the entire Enidže Vardar territory: v'e|ite, v'ilicite.

5.3.3.2 Adjectives and pronominal adjectives

5.3.3.2.1 Adjectives in the Enidže Vardar dialect do not have any morphological features that
would differentiate them from adjectives in other Macedonian dialects. They possess gender,
number, definiteness and comparison. Their formation is the same as in other dialects, and their
use and functions in sentences are identical with their use and functions in all other Macedonian
dialects.

5.3.3.2.2 Adjectives are formed by adding various endings. Qualifying adjectives are formed
with many suffixes: -af, -uf, - lif, - in, -es, -lija.
 Relative adjectives are frequently formed with the suffix -uf: br'atuf, v'ujkuf, d'eduf,
z'etuf, t'atkuf, ~'i~kuf; i~um'enuf, j'asinuf, j'avuruf, m'artuf, ~ur'e{uf,
r'a`uf.
 The suffix -  for the former soft stems also occurs very frequently in its reduced form in a
number of surnames: A(a)nxarl'iif, A(a)x'iif, A(a)xim'itrif, Br'usif, G'ugulif.
 Adjectives derived from nouns denoting substances, plants, animals or feminine persons are
formed with the suffix -in (-en): bak'arin, v'alnin, `'itin, `il'ezin, l'enin, j'asin,
str'eblin, cark'ovin. The suffix -an, reduced from -en, occurs less frequently as a dialectal
variant: r'a`an, n'o}an (Il., K.).
 The possessive suffixes -i, -ji, -ki occur often: v'al~ki, z'ai~ko, kr'avjo, 'of~ko. More
frequent are the suffixes -cki (-ski),  -{ki,  -~ki: bi'olcki, vul'ofcki, magar'e{ki,
jagn'e{ki.

5.3.3.2.3 Adjectives in the Enidže Vardar dialect have two numbers, singular and plural, and
three  genders  in  the  singular  –  masculine,  feminine  and  neuter.  In  the  plural,  as  in  other
Macedonian dialects, gender differences have been been neutralized.

5.3.3.2.4 The definite forms of adjectives operate in the same way as with nouns. The article of
the  masculine  gender  is  -(j)ut or -ut,  -ot with  a  complete  transfer  of  softness  onto  the
preceding consonant: ml'adjut, gl'uvjut, {t'arbjut, s'ivjut; j'a}ut, j'asn’ut,
dib'el’ut. The definite forms of feminine adjectives end in -ta or, in the region with the
reduction in the final open syllables (Ilidžievo, Kufalovo), in -ta. A reduction of the vowel
before the definite morpheme often takes place, and even a complete elision is encountered:
b'elta, sul'enta, c'elata, t'emnata. The same applies to the definite forms for the neuter
singular and plural. The definite morpheme of neuter forms is -to/-tu: bak'arnuto,
~'uzduto, 'of~kutu, dl'agutu, l'enintu, 'eftintu, sk'apto- The definite morpheme
for plural is -te/-ti: k'onckite, ~'uzdite, c'elite, d'iviti, s'uviti, tf'arditi,
b'elti, sul'enti, v'alninti.

5.3.3.2.5 Comparison of qualifiers in the Enidže Vardar dialect is expressed by the particles po
and naj. As in all Macedonian dialects, they occur in front of the adjectives. A specific feature
is their independent accentuation. The particle po is used to form the comparative: 'on-aj po-
mlat, po-gart, po-j'akiut. The particle naj is used to form the superlative: naj-dib'elta,
naj-pl'itku, naj-str'amnu, naj-c'arniuit, naj-pr'esnata, naj-sul'enti, naj-'arnutu,
naj-m'aliti. Moreover, in the Enidže Vardar dialect some common nouns have a comparison
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form. These are nouns that have an adjectival meaning: to naj-bugat'a{ e, ut-tep po-
jun'ak n'ema (Ko.), po-bugat'a{, po-m'ajstor.

5.3.3.2.6 Pronominal adjectives in the Enidže Vardar dialect behave like other adjectives; they
do not possess any specific features compared to other dialects in regard to their inventory or
function.
 Possessive pronominal adjectives for the first and second persons are moj, m'oja, m'ojo,
m'oi – tvoj, tv'oja, tv'ojo, tv'oi – na{, n'a{a, n'a{o, n'a{i – va{, v'a{a, v'a{o,
v'a{i. Apart from these forms, definite forms also occur: m'ojut, m'ojta, m'ojto/m'ojtu
and m'ojte/m'ojti; tv'ojut, tv'ojta/tv'ojta, tv'ojto/tv'ojtu, tv'ojte/tv'ojti;
n'a{iut, n'a{ta/n'a{ta, n'a{to/n'a{tu and n'a{te/n'a{ti; v'a{iut, v'a{-
ta/v'a{ta, v'a{to/v'a{tu and v'a{te/v'a{ti.
 There are two possessive pronominal adjectives for the third person. Pronominal adjectives
expressing a masculine possessor are n'eguv, n'eguva, n'eguvo, n'eguvi and n'eguva, n'eguvu
(K., Il.): n'eguv kojn, n'eguva kub'ila, n'eguvo j'agne, n'eguvi 'ofci. These adjectives also
have a definite form: n'eguviut, n'eguvata, n'eguvuto, n'eguvite, n'eguvata, n'eguvutu.
A feminine possessor is expressed with the adjective n'ejni, n'ejna/n'ejna, n'ejno/n'ejnu:
n'ejni-j k'ojnut, n'ejni-sa 'ofciti, n'ejnu-j d'ejto. Characteristic of this pronominal
adjective is the concurrence of the forms in the masculine gender and plural. The form nejn,
which occurs in neighboring dialects, does not exist in the Enidže Vardar dialect. The same
applies to the pronominal adjective nijn, which is absent here, while the following forms are
found: n'ijni, n'ijna/n'ijna and n'ijno/n'ijnu as well as their definite forms, n'ijniut,
n'ijnata, n'ijnuto, n'ijnite and n'ejniut, n'ejnata, n'ejnuto and n'ejnite (utid'oa
na-n'ejnata k'uj}a, n'ijnata k'uj}a-j po-gul'ema).

5.3.3.2.7 The following pronominal qualifiers and pronominal adjectives of quantity occur in
the Enidže Vardar dialect: tak'of, takv'a, takv'o, takv'ia; vak'of, vakv'a, vakv'o,
vakv'ia; t'olkaf, t'olkava, t'olkavo, t'olkavi. These pronominal adjectives also have
certain definite forms: t'akviut, t'akvata, t'akvuto, t'akvite; v'akviut, v'akvata,
v'akvuto, v'akvite; t'olkaviut, t'olkavata, t'olkavuto, t'olkavite. Compare:
tak'of ~uv'ek ne ti tr'eba; t'olku n'ogu l'afi{ (Il.).

5.3.3.2.8 The interrogative pronominal adjectives in the Enidže Vardar dialect display two
types: kak'of, kakv'a, kakv'o, kakv'i and k'olkaf, k'olkava, k'olkava, k'olkavo,
k'olkavi. These adjectives have their definite forms as well, but they are not as frequent as
those of the indefinite adjectives: k'akviut, k'akvata, k'akvuto, k'akvite; k'olkaviut,
k'olkavata, k'olkavuto and k'olkavite. Compare the examples kak'of ~uv'ek bil to?
kakv'a  l'i~na m'oma za to d'ete? kakv'i-sa t'ija l’'uda? k'olkavu ti-j d'ejto?
k'olkava k'uj}a 'ima to? k'olkavi d'eca 'ima{?.

5.3.3.2.9 Only the following pronominal adjectives with indefinite meaning occur: s'ekakuf,
s'ekakva, s'ekakvo, s'ekakvi and, with the reduction of the final open syllable, s'ekakva,
s'ekakvu.
 In part of the dialect, the pronominal adjective sat, s'ata, s'ato, s'ate/s'ata, s'atu
occurs in the same form for the feminine gender and for the plural due to the merger of /a, e/
into /a/ with a reduction in the final open syllables: s'ato p'ole, s'ato-i n'ejno, s'ate k'uj}i
(E.V.); s'ata d'eca sa n'ejni, s'ata k'uj}a a-rastur'ija (Il.) This pronominal adjective was
formed after  the  loss  of  the jer and the metathesis of /v/ and /s/. In its contemporary form it
occurs only in the masculine gender with the definite article: s'atiut fas'ul (Il.).
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5.3.3.2.10 Numerical adjectives have gender, number and definite article suffixes. Masculine
adjectives derived from the numerals eden, dva, tri and ~etiri end in a consonant: parf,
p'arva, p'arvo, p'arvi. This phenomenon also takes place in part of the territory with the
reduction of the final open syllable: parf, p'arva, p'arvu and p'arvi (K., Il.); ftor,
ft'ora/ft'ora, ft'oro/ft'oru and ft'ori; tret, tr'eta/tr'eta, tr'eto/tr'e-
tu and tr'eti; ~'etfart, ~'etfarta/~'etfarta, ~'etfarto/ ~'etfartu, ~'et-
farti. The masculine adjectives derived from other numbers end in -i: p'etti, p'etta,
p'etto and p'etti; {'esti, s'edmi, 'osmi, d'evitti, d'esitti, idin'ajsti, dva-
n'ajsti, dv'ajsti, dvajsp'arvi, dvajsft'ori, tr'ijsti, ~itir'ijsti. Definite forms of
these adjectives are formed in the same way as with other adjectives: p'arviut, ft'oriut,
tr'etiut, p'ettiut, dis'ettiut, idin'ajstiut; p'arvata, tr'etata, {'estata,
dvan'ajstata; p'arvuto and p'arvutu.
 In some locations numerical adjectives derived from the number eden with inserted /n/
occur: pr'avna, pr'avno and pr'avni (A., Il.). Such forms occur in the neighboring dialects
(Solun, Kukuš) and are also encountered in the Kulakia Gospel as well as in some other
Macedonian dialects. According to Vidoeski (1962), the /n/ has been inserted under the
influence of the number eden or of the adverbs prvin, otprvin and others.

5.3.3.3 Pronouns

5.3.3.3.1 The basic form of the personal pronoun for the first person singular is jas throughout
the whole Enidže Vardar territory. In  addition,  the  enlarged form with  the  particle  -ka in the
majority of the dialect territory also occurs – j'aska, while in a limited part of the dialect
territory the form j'azika occurs (Enidže Vardar and Gumendže).
 As to the declension forms, the dative and accusative are preserved. In fact, the long forms
of the pronoun are similar, while the short forms differ from each other. The na-construction
appears regularly in the dative meaning, while it is found in the accusative function only
irregularly – with a tendency to become regular. This tendency is particularly obvious in
locations close to the River Vardar (Ilidžievo, Kufalovo). Long pronominal forms occur in a
complete form (m'ene) and in a short form (men) when they do not have an individual stress.
The short accusative form of the pronoun for the first person is ma/ma (in those parts of the
dialect in which the reduction occurs and in the final syllables), and the dative is mi. Examples
include: j'aska gu-vid'eh na-n'ego, j'aska mu-ka`'ah na-n'egu; m'ene ma-vid'e, na m'ene mi
ka`'a; na-m'en  ma-vid'e, na-m'en mi-ka`'a (Il.), na-m'en ne-mi-tr'eba  n'i{to, na-
m'en ne-ma-vid'e n'ikuj.
 In the first person plural, the pronoun nija is found. It is characteristic of this pronoun that
the  long form of  the  accusative  differs  from the  short  accusative  form.  At  the  same time,  the
preposition na appears here both in the dative and the accusative constructions: na-n'as  na-
vid'e, na-n'as ni-ka`'a, na-n'as  na-kan'ija  na-sf'adba. In the villages Kufalovo and
Ilidžievo, the long form of this pronoun also occurs enlarged with the particle -ka: n'aska (ni-
ka`'a i na-n'aska; ni-ka`'a i na-n'as).
 The personal pronoun for the second person singular is ti. Long forms for the accusative
and dative of this pronoun occur in the same manner as with other pronominal forms of other
persons. Only the short forms for accusative and dative differ from each other: ta/ta and ti;
cf. na-t'ep ta-vid'eh, na-t'ep ti-ka`'ah, na-t'ebe ti-ri~'e, t'ebe te-vid'ea, on ta-
vikn'a  na-t'ep/  on  na-t'ep  ta-vikn'a. An  enlarged  form  with  the  particle  -ka exists in
Kufalovo: t'ebika (t'ebika ta-vid'e).



5.3 The Enidže Vardar Dialect

293

 The pronoun for the second person plural is v'ija. Its other forms are similar to those of the
first person pronoun: vas va and vas vi: na-v'as va-vid'e, vi-ri~'e na-v'as and, parallel with
them, vi-re~'e na-v'aska and vi-ri~'e na-v'azika (K.).
 The third person singular of pronouns differs in gender. There are two possibilities for
expressing the third person. Two pronouns with some advantage to the pronoun derived from
the demonstrative ta, ta, to are found: on/to, 'ona/ta, to and 'oni/t'ija. It should be
noted that the form for the neuter gender 'ono does not occur; the form to performs its
functions. The personal pronoun on does not cover the meaning of 'ono. On the other hand, the
complexity in the coverage of all persons gives advantage to the pronoun to, ta, t'ija:
on/to mi ka`'a, on/to utid'e, to mu-ka`'a na-d'ejto, 'ona/ta gu-z'e to, }i d'oe ta,
'oni/t'ija mi-ka`'aa, 'oni/t'ija ma-vid'ea.
 The old declension forms for the dative and accusative have identical long pronominal
forms and differ only in their short pronominal forms: na-n'egu gu-vid'eh, na-n'egu mu-
ka`'ah, na-n'ea a-vid'eh, na-n'ea mu-ka`'ah, na-nih i-vid'eh, na-nih mu-ka`'ah. The
long accusative form of the pronoun has been generalized and the preposition na has spread to
these forms – not only in the dative but also in the accusative function. On the other hand,
gender and number has been neutralized in the short dative prononoun. The accusative short
pronominal forms for the feminine gender and for the plural occur without the prothetic /g/.
 Reflexive pronouns for every person are s'ebe sa and s'ebe si.  The long form of this
pronoun occurs independently, i.e., without a short form, only with some prepositions: prit
s'ebe, m'e|u s'ebe. However, most often the pronoun is replaced with the long form of the
corresponding personal pronoun for person and number: za-m'en si-rab'otam, za-n'ego si-
rab'ota, za-v'as  sa-b'orite, 'ona si-gl'eda prit-n'ea, za-n'ih si-~'inat  l'o{o. The
short  dative  form  occurs  in  some  places  instead  of  the  accusative  under  the  influence  of  the
reduction: 'ama d'ejtu si-nau~'il ka tr'eba, si-nau~'il n'ogu, si-varn'aa 'oni, to si-
`'eni, i jas si-uvat'ih tam, si-z'evat s'ega (Ko.), si-sub'iraa t'amu (Il.), si-varn'aa
nad'olu (B.). In other locations, the result of the reduction is different, and the difference
between the dative and the accusative pronoun has been retained: sa-varn'aa, sa-subr'aa, sa-
t'epat; si-'odat, si-z'evat, si-'igrat, si-tr'a~at.
 The short pronominal form si occurs very frequently with the ethic dative: n'ekuj si-gu-
u~'il d'ejtu  n'ogu, to si-ut'idi, ti izbig'ala-si, sk'oro da-si-'odi{, si-v'arva
n'azat. Definite forms of this pronoun do not occur in the territory of this dialect, nor do forms
with the short pronominal form si in compounds with kinship names of the type ma`a-si,
tatka-si, `ena-si. Such compounds appear with other short pronominal forms: t'atku-
mu, br'at-mu, `'ena-mu, m'a{-i.

5.3.3.3.2 The forms of the interrogative personal pronoun are koj, k'oja, k'ojo and k'oi. The
dative and accusative are replaced with nominative forms, the na-construction and short
personal pronouns: k'oj-i to? na-k'oj gu-vid'e ti? na-k'oj mu-ka`'a? na-k'oja ut-n'ih
mu-dad'e? na-k'oi d'eca i-vid'eta?
 The interrogative pronoun for objects is {o/{to: {o ti-ka`'a to, {o-vid'e tam (Il.),
{to ti-ka`'a ta-`'enta. The dative of this pronoun is preserved in the form ~um (~'um-
mu-jto, ~'um-mu-sa t'ija rab'oti, ~'um-mu-j ta rab'ota).
 The interrogative possessive pronoun has the following forms: ~ij, ~'ija/~'ija, ~'ijo/~'iju
and ~'ii. Examples include: ~'ij-sa t'ija d'eca, ~'iju-j to m'esto, ~'ija-j ta `'ena, ~ij
k'ojn-i to. The plural form is regularly almost similar to the masculine form ~ij, which is a
widespread phenomenon.
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 The constructions na-k'oj, na-k'oja, na-k'ojo and na-k'oi occur parallel with ~ij, ~'ija:
na-k'oj sa t'ija, na-k'oj i vo d'ete, na-k'oja-j to {ej, and so on.
 The  indefinite  pronoun  for  persons  in  this  dialect  is n'ekuj, n'ekuja and n'ekui (n'ekuj).
There is no particular form for the neuter gender, and nekuj in a way becomes universal.
Various factors have contributed to this process, starting with the phonetic factor and ending
with an equivalence of the masculine and neuter genders with words in an attribute position.
Old case forms have not been preserved, and therefore the dative and accusative relations are
expressed with the na-construction: mu-ka`'ah na-n'ekuj, vid'eh n'ekuj t'amu, vid'e n'ekuj?
gu-vid'ela t'amu n'ekoja `'ena, n'ekuj l’'uda ta-vid'eli, n'ekuj d'eta ka`'alo.
 The numeral ‘one’ also appears as the indefinite pronoun for persons. The masculine gender
is similar to the neuter and is expressed with the forms idn'o/adn'o. Apart from these forms,
forms for the feminine gender idn'a/adn'a and for plural idn'i/adn'i also occur: adn'o m'a{,
adn'o  d'ete  ta-vid'e, na-idn'a  `'ena mu-ka`'ah, idn'i l’'uda ma-vid'ea, adn'i l’'uda
mi-ka`'aa.
 The negative pronoun n'ikuj as well as the generalizing pronoun s'ekuj behave in the same
way as the pronoun n'ikuj n'e-ta vid'e, na-n'ikuj ne-mu-ka`'ah, n'ikua n'ema da ta-
z'ema; s'ekuj  za-s'ebe, na-s'ekuj ne sa-ka`'uva, s'ekuja  `'ena }i-ti-k'a`a  za-n'ea, na-
s'ekuj da-mu-k'a`i{, na-s'ekuj sto d'u{i idn'o 'ima{e idn'o 'oko.
 The indefinite pronoun for objects is n'e{to. Its negative counterpart is n'i{to: n'e{to
}i-ti-k'a`am, n'i{to ne ti-d'avam; to mu-ka`'a n'e{tu na-n'egu, n'i{tu ne ti-
s'akam; n'i{to ne m'o`am da k'upam ut-n'ego, to pikas'a n'e{to.

5.3.3.3.3 Two demonstrative pronouns occur in the Enidže Vardar dialect: vo, va, v'ija and
to, ta, t'ija. The masculine and neuter genders merge in the forms vo and to. Examples
include: to ~uv'ek, to d'ete, ta `'ena, t'ija l’'uda, vo ~uv'ek, vo d'ete, va `'ena, v'ija
l’'uda, na-vo ~uv'ek mu-k'a`ah, na-v'a mu-r'e~ih, na-v'ija  n'i{tu da-ne  d'ava{. The
distribution of the meanings between these two pronouns refers to space.

5.3.3.4 Numerals

The system of numerals in the Enidže Vardar dialect does not differ considerably from the
neighboring and other Macedonian dialects except at the phonological level.
 The most frequent form of the number ‘one’ is id'en, idn'a, idn'o, idn'i, with its definite
forms id'ejnut, idn'ata, idn'otu, idn'ita/idn'ata, idn'oto, idn'ite. However, in
Enidže Vardar and in the village of Ramna (Omalón) different forms for the number ‘one’ are
encountered: adn'o and adn'a, adn'i (adn'o m'a{, adn'o maj, adn'o d'ete), with the definite
forms adn'oto, adn'ata, adn'ite (adn'oto ut-nih ispadn'a, adn'ata a-z'e to). The
plural forms in fact do not have the meaning of a numeral but of a pronoun.
 The number ‘two’ occurs with two forms, dva and dve, and two definite forms dv'ata and
dv'ete (dv'ata, dv'eta). In Enidže Vardar, however, only dve occurs for all genders (dve
m'a`i, dve `'eni, dve d'eca, dve vul'ovi). In Ilidžievo and Kufalovo the forms dva v'ola,
dva k'ojna occur, but also dve vul'ova is encountered. The definite forms are dv'eta, dv'ata.
This leads to the conclusion that the variation might be a result of the old dual forms and the
tendency to generalize the numeral dve in all positions. A diversity of of dual forms also occurs
in the Kulakia Gospel, in which only the numeral dve is present. Forms of the old dual and of
the ordinary plural also occur with dve and other numbers: dve  d'ena, dve br'at}a, dve
m'ina, na tr'iti dni i na tr'ita d'ena, ~it'iri d'ena, ~it'iri s'aata i ~it'iri
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dni, pet der'eci, pet  l'ebovi, kak si nabl'i`ile 'osomta d'ena  i 'osomta dni,
dv'eti karagr'o{uvi, dve k'aici and others.
 Other ordinary numbers from ‘three’ to ‘ten’ are tri, ~it'iri, pet, {es, s'edum, 'osum,
d'evit, d'esit with the definite forms tr'ite/tr'ita, ~et'irite/~et'irita (p'etta,
{'esta, s'edumta, 'osumta, div'etta, dis'etta).
 Numbers from ‘11’ to ‘19’ are constructed in the same way as in other Macedonian dialects
with the difference being that in this dialect they occur due to the reduction in the forms
idin'ajsat, dvan'ajsat, trin'ajsat, ~etirin'ajsat, pitn'ajsat, {isn'ajsat,
sidumn'ajsat, usumn'ajsat, divitn'ajsat. Only in the village of Kornišor (Kromní) do
these numbers differ more significantly due to the different result of the reduction of /e/:
idin'ajsit, trin'ajsit, pitn'ajsit, usumn'ajsit. (Mazon & Vaillant 1938, 251–338).
 The numbers from ‘20’ to ‘90’ in the majority of locations of this dialect are dv'ajsat,
tr'ijsat, ~itard'esat (Il.) and ~etird'esit (E.V.), p'ejsat, {'ejsat, sidumd'esit,
usumd'esit, divid'esit. The same forms occur in Kornišor as dv'ajsit, tr'ijsit,
~etir'ijsit, p'ejsit, {'ejsit, sidumd'esit. Ordinary numbers are added to the tens by
the conjunction i, which leads to further changes in pronunciation and even to a complete
elision of the conjunction or of the other parts of the basic number: dv'ajsit i tri,
dv'ajstri, dv'ajs i dve, dv'ajsdve, dvaj{'es, dvajsidn'o, ~itard'esat i id'en.
 Hundreds in this dialect occur as sto, dv'esta, tr'ista, while numbers over ‘400’ occur
in two forms: ~'etiristo, p'etsto, {'esto, s'edumsto, 'osumsto ('osamsto – E.V.),
d'evitsto (K., E.V., Kr.,V.) and ~it'iri-stut'ini, pet-stut'ini, {es-stut'ini,
s'edum-stut'ini, 'osum-stut'ini, d'evit-stut'ini (Il.,Ko.).
 Apart from these forms, other numeral forms also occur, compare il’'ada and mili'un,
mili'ujna (Ko.).
 For denoting a certain number of persons, the speakers usually use the numbers together
with the noun du{i. Forms with -mina are not encountered, although they occur in the
Kulakia Gospel: dve or tri m'ina. Apart from these, in some locations there are numeral
nouns ending in -jca (-ica): dv'ajca, tr'ojca (K., V., Kr.). For an approximate number, the
speakers use a syntagma of two neighboring numbers: dv'a-tri, p'e-~is, pi~isn'ajse, dva-
tr'ijse.
 Diminutive forms of the numbers dva, tri do not  occur  in  the  collected  material.  In  the
Kulakia Gospel those diminutive forms ending in -~ki occur in dv'e~ki r'ibi~ki.

5.3.3.5 Adverbs

5.3.3.5.1 The majority of the adverbs have undergone certain phonetic changes: v'adin,
v'ano}, n'apkum, n'apkumta. The Enidže Vardar dialect belongs to the group of Macedonian
dialects which formally does not distinguish between adverbs and adjectives. In the majority of
the territory, adverbs derived from adjectives end in the same way as the neuter gender in -o:
bl'izo, dal'eko, d'olo, udd'olo, n'ogo, nad'olo, k'olko, t'olko, t'amo. In the part of this
dialect in which the reduction in the final open syllables is common, both the neuter gender
adjectives  and adverbs  end in  -u: bl'izu, dal'eku, d'olu, udd'olu, nad'olu, n'ogu, k'olku,
t'olku, t'amu (K., Il.). In addition m'alca (K., Gl.) and the adverbs with preserved old case
endings also occur: m'alce skr'i{um.

5.3.3.5.2 Most frequent are adverbs formed from adverb-like syntagmas of preposition and
noun: nas'ila, naj'ava/naj'ave, nas'on, nan'azut, naz'emin sp'ie, udn'azut, udz'adin,
ustr'edin (E.V.), n'advur, predv'e~ar, uf~'era, pugaz'e~ki, dugud'ina, pumi{'e~ki,
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ud'olo, uduzg'oran, uduzd'olan, pritv~'era, prikv'e~ar, uvz'emi, udgud'ina (Kr.),
puzg'ora, naist'inaj (Ko.), n'atre i n'atra, utz'emi gu-zim'a, udd'olu, uduzg'orun pa
nad'olu sa-sfal’'uva (E.V.), uduzd'olu, uduzg'ora, uzd'olu i uzg'ora (K.), nad'olu,
nag'ora (Il.). Adverbial formations from the old instrumental forms ending in -um are not very
frequent, but they occur in various locations: n'i~kum, m'alkum (Kr.), m'olkum (K.), s'ilum
(K.), nas'ilum (V.), kr'i{um (V.). Adverbial formations in -e~ki are rare: gaz'e~ki,
pugaz'e~ki and pumi{'e~ki .
 Typical of this dialect are the adverbial formations of demonstrative pronoun and noun,
especially when they designate time. Dominant are formations with the demonstrative pronoun
va, vo: v'adin, va-n'o}, va-v'e~ar, va-nid'el’a, va-gud'ina, vo-m'esic, va-z'ima, vo-
l'etu. In addition, adverbial formations with the pronoun *  are encountered: vizd'en  i
vizdid'en (A.).
 In  the  material  collected  from  the  region,  adverbs  are  formed  from  the  noun  and  the  old
demonstrative pronoun : d'eniska, n'o}iska, n'oj}iska (E.V.), din'es (E.V.), z'imuska,
l'etuska, prul'etuska, is'enuska. According to the informants, these adverbs refer to
previous, past actions, unlike formations in va, vo, which are more universal and occur more
frequently without restrictions with regard to time: v'adin beh na-P'azar and v'adin }’om
na-P'azar; l'etuska b'eme na-V'odin and vo-l'etu }’'ojme na-V'odin.
 The occurrence of adverbs of time with the prefixal *  is very common: sn'o{ti. The
following adverbs of time have nominal bases: d'ejne, n'o}e, 'utre, l'ani, g'ore, d'olu.

5.3.3.5.3 The majority of adverbs denoting place are derived from pronouns: kat, k'ada,
t'uka, t'uva, utk'ada/utk'ade, utt'uva, utt'uka, tam and t'amu, vam and v'amu,
utd'eka, d'eka (Kul.). The adverbs of time are also derived from pronouns: k'oga, s'ega,
t'ogaj, n'ekni. Examples of adverbs of quantity include k'olku, to'lku, t'onde (A. =
tolku, tolku malku). Examples of adverbs of manner are t'aka and tak'aja, v'aka. The
elision of the final vowel often takes place with some adverbs (kat, tam, vam, dek,
utt'am.), while others are enlarged with the particle -ka: t'amuka and t'amka, v'amuka.
Pronominal adverbs are also formed with the particles ne and ni: n'egdin, n'igdin (Il., E. V.),
(= nekade, nikade).

5.3.3.5.4 Adverbs derived from numbers are idn'a{ and idn'a{ka, id'en-pat, dv'a-pata,
tr'i-pata, p'et-pata, dr'uk-pat: U{ idn'a{ si dujd'e  d'oma i dr'uk-pat  ne  sa
vid'eja t'amu. P'arvin si dujd'eh jas, n'apkun dujd'e i 'ona; dup'arva kaj }’'ojme. The
form adn'a{ occurs in the village of Asarbegovo (Droserón).

5.3.3.5.5 Adverbs formed from verbs are very rare. Only a few examples ending in -nik/-ni}
have been found: lazan'i}ut, tar~an'i}ut (Kr.) and tar~an'ikut, nurkan'ikut (A.).
Adverbs ending in -ica,  -ana as  well  as  in  -{~imica, which can be found in neighboring
dialects (Voden and others), do not occur in the Enidže Vardar dialect.

5.3.3.5.6 With the exception of the aforementioned adverbs, the following adverbs are
interesting: 'o{te/'o{ta, tro and tr'o{ka, d'ockana, 'arno, idv'aj, d'uri, 'opko (E.V.),
na'opku, n'apkum and n'apkumta, y'astra ('utre y'astra), na-y'astrata, as well as the
Turkish loan words baj'a (‘much’) and tam'am (‘right’). Within a limited territorial
distribution, the following adverbs are also found: v'aka and na-v'aka ('ela  v'aka), v'i}am
(=ve}e), p'o-v'i}e (K.), dup'arva and pr'eiska (K., E., V.).
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5.3.3.5.7 In the Enidže Vardar dialect, only definite forms for the adverbs n'apkumta and na-
y'astrata and for compound adjectives constructed with a countable adjective (p'arviut
pat) could be found. Adverbs denoting quality and quantity have comparative forms: p'o-
v'i}e, naj-v'i}e, po-'arno, po-m'alce, naj-m'alce.

5.3.3.6 Prepositions

Prepositions in the Enidže Vardar dialect do not have any specific features. As in neighboring
dialects, they have undergone phonetic changes due to the reduction. As to their function,
meaning, position in the sentence and juxtaposition with other types of words, they do not have
any distinguishing features in comparison with other Macedonian dialects.

5.3.3.7 The morphology and morphosyntax of verb forms

The formation of verbs in the Enidže Vardar dialect is carried out with the same means
(prefixes and suffixes) as in other Macedonian dialects without any significant deviations.

5.3.3.7.1  In  the  formation  of  denominative  verbs  in  the  Enidže  Vardar  dialect,  the  suffixes  -e
and -uva are  most  frequently  used.  The  suffix  -e in this dialect occurs instead of -i in the
present in the majority of Macedonian dialects, while in the part of the dialect area with
reduction in the final open syllables, it occurs as -a: `'ale, t'a`e, k'arste; `'al’a, t'a`a,
k'arsta (Il., K.). The suffix  -uva occurs very rarely: vir'uva, glad'uva, lik'uva, tag'uva,
stram'uva. Other suffixes that occur in the formation of denominative verbs are -ee (bil'ee,
`iv'ee, uslip'ee),  -a (v'ika, 'igra, ~'e{l’a) and -sa (r'esa, kin'isa, kul'isa, kund'isa,
pik'asa, ujd'isa, uft'asa, ra|'osa, pcuv'isa, mul'esa.).

5.3.3.7.2 The formation of deverbative verbs has no particular features that differ from other
Macedonian dialects. These verbs are derived with the suffixes -ne and -uva with  a
simultaneous change of the verbal aspect. Thus, imperfective verbs are derived from perfective
verbs with -na (p'adne, s'edne, ugl'adne, ugl'uvne), and perfective verbs from imperfective
verbs with -uva: padn'uva, puapn'uva, sidn'uva, stan'uva.). Other suffixes with lesser
frequency are also used (-ote – tup'ote; -ka – sv'irka, t'ar~ka). This also applies to
many prefixes that may occur either independently or in combination with suffixes if the aspect
of the verb changes and alternations in the lexical meaning are inserted, matter that will be
discussed below.

5.3.3.7.3 For the derivation of imperfective verbs from perfective verbs, the suffix -uva occurs
most often as in all Macedonian dialects: zabran'uva – zabr'ava, zabir'uva – zab'ere,
karst'uva – k'arste, farl’'uva – f'arla, rud'uva – r'ode. The  verbs  with  a  stem  in  a
vowel are imperfectivized with the suffix -va: dub'iva, nav'iva, pukr'iva, prub'iva,
utkr'iva. Imperfective verbs are also formed with the suffix -a with the alternation of the
stem vowel: nab'ere – nab'ira, z'apre – zap'ira, p'otpre – putp'ira, udb'ere – udb'ira,
'udri – ud'ira, 'umre – um'ira. A similar formation also applies to the verbs formed with the
suffix -ja by changing the consonants /t/, d/, /n/ into /}/, /|/, /w/, respectively: z'ajde – za'o|a,
n'ajde – na'o|a, pr'ijde – pri'o|a, r'ode – r'o|a. Some of these verbs are formed with the
enlarged suffix -(j)ava: izm'eni – izmiw'ava, pr'osti – pru{t'ava, k'arsti –
kar{t'ava. In a few instances, a difference in aspect based on the differences in the basic
vowels occurs: 'otvuri – utv'ara, z'atvuri – zatv'ara (K.).
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5.3.3.7.4 For the derivation of perfective verbs from imperfective verbs, the suffix -ne is often
used to denote instant performance of the action (Koneski 1967, 390): ugl'uvne, ugl'adne,
isp'adne, naz'irne. Another way of forming perfective verbs from imperfective ones is the
use of prefixes; this leads to changes in the lexical meaning of the verb. Prefixes that occur in
the Enidže Vardar dialect do not differ in their features from the prefixes found in other
Macedonian dialects.

5.3.3.7.5 Verbs in the Enidže Vardar dialect fall into two groups. Verbs of the e- and i-groups
have merged so that i occurs in the stem in the second person singular, but e in the third person
singular. Thus, the situation in the Enidže Vardar dialect is similar to other Macedonian
southern dialects except for the existence of the a-group. Hence, this dialect coincides with the
Solun dialect in which the a-group is preserved (Peev 1979, 245; Oblak 1896, 105–109). In the
Enidže Vardar dialect, owing to reduction in the final open syllables, a further division takes
place. Two verb groups (the a-group and the mixed e/i-group) show up in the central part of the
dialect: pl'aka{ – pl'aka, str'uga{ – str'uga, y'irka{ – y'irka, v'idi{ – v'ide, v'eli{
– v'ele, d'ar`i{ – d'ar`e, d'adi{ – d'ade. In the peripheral part of the dialect close to the
river Vardar, i.e., the eastern part and the parts where the results of the reduction of the final /a/
and /e/ are the same, the difference between the verb groups is evident only in the second
person singular: gl'eda{ – gl'eda, pl'aka{  –  pl'aka, d'uma{  –  d'uma; p'uli{ – p'ul’a,
v'idi{ – v'ida. On the northern periphery of the dialect in which the reduction of the final /e/
yields /i/, a and i occur in the third person singular: v'ika{ – v'ika, z'eva{ – z'eva, `n'ii{
- `n'ii.

5.3.3.7.6 In the Enidže Vardar dialect the following present tense endings occur:

 Singular 1 p. -(a)m Plural 1 p. -me

2 p.  -{ 2 p.   -te

3 p.   -ø 3 p.  -(a)t

The Enidže Vardar dialect joins the majority of Macedonian dialects all of which have the same
endings. Among the Lower Vardar dialects, the Enidže Vardar dialect belongs to the same
group as the Voden and Solun dialects, with the vowel /a/ before the ending -m and thereby
differing  from the  more  northern  dialects  in  which  the  vowel  before  -m is /u/  (the Gevgelija,
Dojran and Kukuš dialects). In the part of the dialect with a complete reduction in the final open
syllables, the plural endings for the first and the second persons take the forms of -ma and -ta
(Il.K.,R.), while in the village of Kornišor, these endings are -mi and -ti.

5.3.3.7.7 The verbs of the a-group have the same conjugation in the present tense throughout
the entire territory of the Enidže Vardar dialect:

 Singular 1 p. gl'edam Plural 1 p. gl'edame

2 p. gl'eda{ 2 p. gl'edate

3 p. gl'eda 3 p. gl'edat

The reduction causes intra-dialectal differences only in the endings for the first and the second-
persons plural in the above-mentioned peripheral regions in which the endings -ma/-mi and
-ta/-ti occur.
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5.3.3.7.8 The verbs of e/i-group have the following conjugation:

 Singular 1 p. p'ul’am Plural 1 p. p'ulime

2 p. p'uli{ 2 p. p'ulite

3 p. p'ule 3 p. p'ul’at

5.3.3.7.9 The forms of the auxiliary verb sum (e) in the present tense of this dialect are:

 Singular 1 p. sam Plural 1 p. sne (sna, sni)

2 p. si 2 p. ste (sta, svi)

3 p. e (i, j, aj) 3 p. sa
The forms for  the  first  and the  second person singular  and for  the  third  person plural  are  the
same throughout the whole Enidže Vardar territory, while the forms of other persons differ
territorially according to the results of reduction in the final open syllables.

5.3.3.7.10 In the aorist, the following endings occur:

 Singular 1 p. -h Plural 1 p. -me

2 p.  -ø 2 p. -te

3 p.  -ø 3 p. -a

In the third person plural, /h/ does not occur in endings in any position.
 The Enidže Vardar dialect is again in the same group with the neighboring Voden, Dojran
and Gevgelija dialects, while it differs from the dialects of Suho and Visoka. In the Enidže
Vardar dialect, the verbs of the o-base become e-base: ri~'eh, pi~'eh, dujd'eh, dad'eh.
 The paradigms of the verbs in the aorist vary in the plural endings for the first and second
persons as follows:

a-group

 Singular 1 p. rasplak'ah Plural 1 p. rasplak'ame (-ma, -mi)

2 p. rasplak'a 2 p. rasplak'ate (-ta, -ti)

3 p. rasplak'a 3 p. rasplak'aa (-a)

e/i-group

 Singular 1 p. vikn'ah Plural 1 p. vikn'ame (-ma, -mi)

2 p. vikn'a 2 p. vikn'ate (-ta, -ti)

3 p. vikn'a 3 p. vikn'aa (-a)

o-base

 Singular 1 p. izgur'eh Plural 1 p. izgur'eme (-ma, -mi)

2 p. izgur'e 2 p. izgur'ete (-ta, -ti)

3 p. izgur'e 3 p. izgur'ea (-a)
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The verbs of the former o-base have the same paradigm:

 Singular 1 p. vid'eh Plural 1. p vid'eme (-ma, -mi)

2 p. vid'e 2 p. vid'ete (-ta, -ti)

3 p. vid'e 3 p. vid'ea (-a)

i-base

 Singular 1 p. mis'ih Plural 1 p. mis'ime (-ma, -mi)

2 p. mis'i 2 p. mis'ite (-ta, -ti)

3 p. mis'i 3 p. mis'ia (-a)

o-base

 Singular 1 p. brah Plural 1 p. br'ame (-ma, -mi)

2 p. bra 2 p. br'ate (-ta, -ti)

3 p. bra 3 p. br'aa (-a)

As for the occurrence of the aorist with imperfective verbs, the accent plays the main
differentiating role, and its place enables the same verb to form the aorist and the imperfect. In
this respect, the Enidže Vardar dialect belongs to the system of the eastern dialect region in
which the place of the stress makes this phenomenon possible: gre{'ih – gri{'ih; dar`'ih –
dar`'ah; jad'ih – jad'eh; met'ih – mit'eh.

5.3.3.7.11 The endings of the imperfect tense in the Enidže Vardar dialect are:

 Singular 1 p.  -h Plural 1 p.  -hme/-hne

2 p.  -{e 2 p. -hte

3 p.  -{e 3 p.  -a

As in the present tense, the stem vowel, is /a/ for the a-group and /i/ for the e/i-groups, which,
however, is reduced in two-vowel sequences to /j/: p'ij{e, m'ij{e, `n'ij{e, sm'ej{e. With
verbs  having  a  stem  ending  in  a  consonant,  the  elision  of  the  basic  vowel  is  very  frequent
('im{e, n'em{e.).
 Unlike the aorist, /h/ is preserved in the imperfect for the first and second persons plural. In
this respect, the situation is identical with the neighboring dialects (Gevgelija, Dojran, Voden,
Solun, Kukuš and Meglen). In all these dialects, the main factor for the preservation of /h/ in the
imperfect endings for the first and second persons plural is morphological, and /x/ serves to
avoid homonymy with the forms of the present tense. This does not happen in the third person
plural in which /h/ regularly disappears.

5.3.3.7.12 The singular forms of the imperative are formed as in other Macedonian dialects.
This means that the imperative of consonant stem verbs is formed with the principal vowel -i.
Examples are rare in which the vowel -i is omitted, as is the case with the verbs in other
dialects: dar{. Verbs with a vowel stem are of the a-group: v'ikaj, gl'edaj, z'idaj, t'ar~aj,
c'arkaj, ~'ekaj; stoj, sej, pej, pij, grej, tkaj. The  rest  of  the  verbs  from the e-group have
stems ending in a consonant, while in the imperative they end in -i: b'eri, bl’'uvi, v'ezi,
v'ikni, z'evi, k'a`i.
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 Plural forms of the imperative in the Enidže Vardar dialect are formed with the ending -jte
(-jta, -jti). Verbs of the a-group and verbs with an a-stem ending in the e/i-group have the
vowel /a/, while verbs from the e- and i-groups have the vowel /e/. In fact, the plural forms of
the imperative are formed from the aorist stem of the verbs to which the ending -jte is added.
This explains the stress difference between singular and plural forms. Accordingly, the first
person singular of the aorist can serve as a model for the formation of the plural imperative
forms, out of which, after the omission of the ending -h and the addition of the ending -jte, the
imperative plural form is obtained: vik'ah – vik'ajte; glid'ah – glid'ajte; zid'ah –
zid'ajte; tar~'ah – tar~'ajte; ~ik'ah – ~ik'ajte. The second type of verbs are those of
the e-group and i-stems with which the vowel /e/ occurs as a basic vowel: vid'eh – vid'ejte;
dad'eh  –  dad'ejte; jad'eh  –  jad'ejte. With  verbs  of  the i-stem, the basic vowel has been
previously replaced with /e/: nus'ih – nus'ejte; kup'ih – kup'ejte; kus'ih – kus'ejte.
 Imperative  forms for  the  first  and second person in  this  dialect  are  formed analytically  by
connecting the present tense with da and n'eka; in this respect, the imperative has no
differences from other dialects: da-'odi{ da-mi-z'eva{ ud-n'ajd'olnutu m'esu; 'u{te
idn'a{  da-n'e-ti-v'idam  da-prud'ava{; n'eka fl'ezi, n'eka si sl'u{a m'uzika, n'eka
sv'iri, n'eka s'edi (Kr.).
 It is also possible to form an imperative with the particle ajde and its short form aj: aj s'ega
s'ine n'osi-a sn'aata d'oma; aj k'a`i t'ate {o 'ima.
 Negative forms of the imperative are formed with the particle ne (ne pej, ne  v'ikaj, ne
s'edi) or with nim in front of the imperative forms: nim v'ikaj, nim n'osi. The form nim
comes from the imperative forms nemoj, nemojte. In the Enidže Vardar dialect, there is
neither a plural form of this marker nor is the imperative constructed with da.

5.3.3.7.13 The verbal l-form is formed from an aorist stem, and in that respect the
contemporary dialect coincides with the form used in the Kulakia Gospel. There, the l-verb
form is also constructed from the aorist stem with the exception of verbs ending in -oh: ka`'al,
stan'al, sed'ele, ~in'il, ~'ule and fl'egal – fliz'el, d'o{al – dojd'el. In the Enidže
Vardar dialect in which the o-base verbs have been transformed into e-base verbs in the aorist, a
group of verbs from the old o-base constitutes the only exception to the rule for forming the l-
form: v'i{al, d'o{al, r'ekal, s'ekal. However, the same verb forms developed according to
the contemporary aorist: vid'eh – vid'el, dujd'eh – dujd'el, ri~'eh – ri~'el, si~'eh –
si~'el. Other verbs construct l-forms in a normal way by using the aorist stem. In this respect,
the Enidže Vardar dialect differs from the neighboring western Voden dialect, while coinciding
with the neighboring eastern dialects of Solun and Kukuš: bran'il, budn'al, vjan'al,
var{'il, vik'al, grij'al, dar`'al, laf'il, lup'il.
 Endings of genders in the singular are the same as in other dialects: -la, -lo. Only in some
parts  of  the  dialect  with  the  reduction  in  the  open  final  syllables  are  the  endings  -la,  -lu:
dar`'ala, dar`'alo; stuj'ala, stuj'alo. The  plural  endings  in  this  dialect  are  -le in the
central part of the dialect area and -li in the part with the reduction in the final open syllables:
vid'ele, dar`'ale, rud'ile, smij'ale, stuj'ale, tkaj'ale, tar~'ale (E.V., V., Kr.),
dad'eli, dunc'eli, ispadn'ali. (K., Il., R., Ko.); see Mazon & Vaillant (1938, 193).

5.3.3.7.14 Verbal adjectives occur with the vowels a and e, while their distribution follows the
aorist pattern, i.e., all verbs that have the aorist with the vowel a also have a in the verbal
adjective, while all others have e in the forms of the verbal adjective: viz'an, grij'an,
zadar`'an, ispr'an, utkri'en, tuvar'en, farl'en, cip'en. Those verbs that have n in the
stem have  the  ending -t in the verbal adjective, as is the case in other Macedonian dialects:
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bran'et, `in'et, kan'et, ran'et, cin'et, and dupn'at, lign'at, padn'at, ispadn'at,
u`n'at. As to the genders in the singular and in the forms for the plural, there are no
differences by comparison with the other Macedonian dialects, except in the eastern part of the
dialect area in cases with a reduction in the final syllables: viz'ana – viz'ano – viz'ani,
pis'ana – pis'ano – pis'ani, tkaj'ana – tkaj'ano – tkaj'ani.
 Compared to the neighboring dialects, the Enidže Vardar dialect forms a whole with the
dialects of Voden, Meglen and Solun. At the same time, it differs from the Kukuš dialect in
which the accentuation appears on the stem syllable owing to the absence of the forms ending in
-t (Peev 1979, 261).

5.3.3.7.14 The verbal adverbs in the Enidže Vardar dialect are formed with the ending -}i, as in
the neighboring Solun and Gevgelija dialects. The basic vowels in this instance are also a and e,
and their distribution follows the aorist pattern. With aorist verbs ending in -a, the basic vowel a
occurs, while with all others it is e: vid'e}i, vik'a}i, vjav'a}i, dav'a}i, jad'e}i, kru'e}i,
kuv'a}i, kus'e}i, mit'e}i, plit'e}i. With a limited frequency, indeed in only in two cases,
are endings in -nik/-ni} encountered for verbal adverbs: tar~an'ikut si-a-v'ar{i
rab'otta, tar~an'ikut si-a-sk'ar{i n'ogata, nurkan'ikut 'odi (A.); tar~in'i}ut,
lazan'i}ut (Kr.).

5.3.3.7.15  The  verbal  nouns  in  the  Enidže  Vardar  dialect  are  formed  with  the  ending  -jne,
-jna/-jni. In accordance with the verbal adjective and the verbal adverb, the verbal noun in this
dialect follows the aorist pattern with regard to the stress and the basic vowels a and e:
vik'ajne, vjav'ajne, jad'ejne, kru'ejne, kuv'ajne, kus'ejne. The same verbal nouns in the
regions with reduction in the final open vowels are vik'ajna, jad'ejna, kus'ejna, mit'ejna,
tar~'ajna (Il., K.) and vik'ajni, tar~'ajni, smij'ajni, ud'ejni. (Ko.). Definiteness in verbal
nouns happens in the same way as in other dialects, yet displays the specific reduction features
of this dialect: vik'ajnto/vik'ajntu, jad'ejnto/jad'ejntu, kus'ejnto/kus'ejntu,
tkaj'ajnto/ tkaj'ajntu, ud'ejnto/ud'ejntu.

5.3.3.7.16 The perfect tense is formed from the present tense of the auxiliary verb sum and the
l- form of the corresponding verb:

Singular 1 p. sam vid'el Plural 1 p. sne (sna, sni) vid'ele (vid'eli)

2 p. si vid'el 2 p. ste (sta, svi) vid'ele (vid'eli)

3 p. vid'el 3 p. vid'ele (vid'eli)

In the third person singular and plural, the auxiliary verb disappears. As to the meanings of this
tense, it occurs with the same meanings with which it is found in the other Lower Vardar and
Macedonian dialects in general: statement, supposition, indirect speech. The same applies to the
oral tradition of the region. Some examples may illustrate this situation: Id'en ~uv'ek
ut'i{al  za-r'ibi, 'ama `'enta-mu ne r'a|ala. K'u~ka im'ali i ta ne-si-k'u~i,
kub'ili im'ali, s'ata {t'iruvi. I va fat'ila da-pl'aka, s'alyi mu-kapn'ali na-n'egu
na-l'icitu i vo si putris'il (Ko.). – Ti si-gu-zabrav'ila s'orut. fat'ili, prav'ili
tri k'u}i~ki (Bar.). – Im'al n'ekuj car tri sin'i{ta. Tr'ite b'ili luvx'ii. 'Ama
'ono m'aliut pu~n'al pu-l'of, v'amu-t'amu, k'oa n'a{ol n'ekua b'ara. T'amu uf t'aa
b'arata im'alo n'ekua `'aba {o se pravuv'ala k'ako niv'esta. I se zaqub'ile. T'aa
b'ila k'ako samuv'ila (Kr.).
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5.3.3.7.17 The pluperfect tense is formed from the imperfective forms of the auxiliary verb sam
and the l-form of the verb. It is relatively less frequent in comparison to other tenses, but this is
not a feature of the Enidže Vardar dialect alone. Rather it represents a wider phenomenon in the
Macedonian language in general.
 Apart from the basic meaning of the pluperfect for denoting an action performed before
another action in the past as well as for indicating consecutiveness of actions, the pluperfect
tense frequently occurs only to denote past action in regard to the moment of speaking: Po
napr'e`nite gud'ini b'e{e fan'al  nar'odut s'ate f-A(a)m'erika. B'ea ustan'ali
g'oli `en'i (‘only women’). Du-idn'a b'abi~ka t'amu b'ea sid'eli (Bar.).
 The paradigm of the pluperfect is as follows:

 Singular 1 p. beh ustan'al Plural 1 p. b'ehme ustan'ale

2 p. b'e{e ustan'al 2 p. b'ehte ustan'ale

3 p. b'e{e ustan'al 3 p. b'ea ustan'ale

5.3.3.7.17 As in the other Macedonian dialects, the future tense is formed with the particle }e
(which in the Enidže Vardar dialect is }i) and the present tense of the corresponding verb:

 Singular 1 p. }i d'umam, }i p'ul’am Plural 1 p. }i d'umame, }i p'ulime

2 p. }i d'uma{, }i p'uli{ 2 p. }i d'umate, }i p'ulite

3 p. }i d'uma, }i p'ule 3 p. }i d'umat, }i p'ul’at

An elision of the vowel /i/ in the particle }i takes place in verbs with an initial vowel: }’'ojme,
}’'ojte, }’ust'anam.
 The negative form of the future tense is constructed with nema da and the present tense of
the corresponding verb. Examples include n'ema  da-v'ika{, n'ema da-v'ikam, n'ema da-
s'edam. Another way of expressing the negative future is the use of the ordinary negation (ne)
in front of the form for future tense.

5.3.3.7.18 The future-in-the-past tense is formed with the particle }i and  the  forms  for  the
imperfect of the verb indicating the tense:

 Singular 1 p. }i p'iih Plural 1 p. }i p'iihne

2 p. }i p'ii{e 2 p. }i p'iihte

3 p. }i p'ii{e 3 p. }i p'iija

The meanings of this tense denote the same actions as in the other Macedonian dialects. The
basic  meaning  of  this  tense  is  to  denote  actions  in  the  past  of  which  one  is  in  the  future  in
relation to another or to show other actions or in relation to another moment. Apart from this,
the tense also denotes an incomplete condition, an iteration or a supposition: ]i z'eva{e to
d'eteto }e mu-a don'ese{e kut'ijata, }i-mu-go d'onese{e i to.

5.3.3.7.19 The indirective forms of the future and future-in-the-past are formed with the particle
}i and the forms of the perfect tense, as in other dialects. The specific features have to do with
the construction of the l-form (the aorist stem) and with the position of the auxiliary verb sam:
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 Singular 1 p. }i vik'al sam Plural 1 p. }i vik'ale sne

2 p. }i vik'al si 2 p. }i vik'ale ste

3 p. }i vik'al 3 p. }i vik'ale

5.3.3.7.20 The complex forms with ima, nema (ima-series) are as familiar in the Enidže Vardar
dialect as they are in the other Lower Vardar dialects. They differ from the western dialect
region in the developed systemic forms. Most typical of the Enidže Vardar dialect are the
constructions in the present tense of the verb ima/nema and the neuter singular verbal adjective:
'imam  rabut'eno 30 gud'ini; n'emam vid'eno; 'imam ~u'eno; 'ima  rabut'enu uf-
A(a)m'erika (K.). Apart from these cases, forms with the auxiliary verb in the past tense or in
the imperfect occur less frequently: 'imah rabut'eno kaj-n'ego (E.V.); k'olku 'imih ud'enu
j'aska (Il.); sam im'al  rabut'enu (K.); takv'o  zak'on im'alu dad'enu (Ko.); to im'al
rabut'eno kaj-n'ih (E.V.). In the material from the villages of Kufalovo and Ilidžievo,
examples with the future and future-in-the-past tenses occur: }’'imam  rabut'enu dv'ajsat
gud'ini; }’'imih kup'enu d’'imih p'ari (Il.); }’'imam/}’'imih rabut'enu (K.).

5.3.4 Syntax4

It is a fact that the presentation of syntactic phenomena in a particular dialect is far more
complex than the presentation of phonological and morphological phenomena because syntactic
phenomena are not locally restricted.

5.3.4.1 Word Order

5.3.4.1.1 In the Enidže Vardar dialect, the order of attributive words is mostly the same as in the
other Macedonian dialects (Topoli ska 1995; Topoli ska 1997). In the collected material, the
usual order of attributive words before the noun is encountered most frequently: u~'enoto
d'ete, sk'api p'ari, c'arcka }'erka, pu  c'arckiti dv'ora, mlat mladu`'enic,
mal'e~ku s'elu, r'ibin soj.
 Only in certain cases do attributes occur after the noun, and these are accentuated syntagmas
in story-telling: takv'o vnim'anie l'o{o, m'om~itu n'ejnu  i  n'ejnitu m'om~i, 'oti
brat-mu li`'al su niv'estata n'ejna (Ko.), 'oti 'ima r'eka gul'ema, put-pl'o~ata
gul'ema sam (Bar.), go-vid'eh s'in-mu n'eguv (V.). Cases in which two attributes are divided
before and after the noun are even less frequent in our material: to 'pusto s'elo n'a{o
aram'ijcko s'elo-j (Bar.), }i mi d'adi{ v'etkite 'ali{ta tvoj (Kr.). The rare
occurrence of such instances in the collected material does not mean that postposed attributes
are rarer than in other dialects.

5.3.4.1.2 With compound verbal forms, the auxiliary verb usually occurs before the main verb:
ne-si-vart'el  n'ikak, si-r'ekal, bran'eto si-lign'ali, si-br'ali (Ko.). However, in
some cases the auxiliary occurs more frequently in a position after the main verb: n'ogu 'ubavu
naprav'il-si, izgrad'il-si-se, ujdis'ali-ste, bil’'a }i kup'il sam, ti mi z'el-si, ti
izbig'ala-si, ka-si-usp'al  sam, pa  zasmi'al-si, jas bil sam  partiz'an (Ko.). In the
indirective future, the auxiliary verb regularly comes after the main verb and only the future
particle remains in front of it: }i vik'al-sam, }i vik'ali-sna, }i vik'ali sta.

4 The syntax of the Enidže Vardar dialect will be compared with the syntax of the Konikovo Gospel in Section 5.4.
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 In the neighboring dialects, the auxiliary verb can also occur after the main verb, but it can
stand in front of it as well, which is the case in all the dialects included in this study. It can be
said that the usual order dominates, i.e., the auxiliary occurs before the main verb. This is the
situation in the neighboring Kukuš, Dojran and Meglen dialects.

5.3.4.1.3 The position of the negation is usual, i.e., it stands before the verb and the pronominal
forms that go with the verb: ne-znam j'azika, l'e}a vr'e}a ne-ja-b'ere, ne-m'o`i{ da-i-
n'ajdi{, n'ema{e  nar'od, ni  s'elo n'ema{e, `'enite d'oma n'i{to ne-m'o`at da-
pr'avat.

5.3.4.1.4 The position of short pronominal forms in this dialect is always before the verb, while
in  the  imperative  forms  they  come  after  the  verb.  In  this  respect,  nothing  is  unusual  in
comparison to the other dialects: jas go-vikn'ah d'ejtto, mu se-rasip'a  k'olata (E.V.),
vik'a}i mu se-fat'i gl'asut, si~'e}i si-gu-si~'e pr'astut, tkaj'a}i-si skar{'i
b'ardutu (Ko.) {o da-mu-pr'am, mu-dubul'ea n'oyite, vo yit }e-go-ist'urime, ka mi-
se-p'ie v'oda (A.).

5.3.4.2 Agreement

5.3.4.2.1 In the Enidže Vardar dialect a disagreement between the gender of the attribute and
the head occurs. Thus, the neuter forms of adjectives, numerals and pronouns in an attributive
position can stand before masculine and neuter nouns: ~in'i~kino lep, pr'esno lep,
'ar`uvo lep, `'e{ko lep (V., Kr., E.V.), m'andro ~uv'ek, zm'ijno 'otruv b'eluto kojn
(V.), 'ubavo den, v'edro den, b'elo i c'arno drop, idn'o sat (Kr.), m'aluto p'ars.
 Disagreement between the subject and the l-form does not occur very frequently in this
dialect. Some examples are nevertheless found in the collected material from the village of
Kornišor: d'ejtu si nau~'il, si  varn'al  d'ejtu, r'asnal pur'asnal  to  dat'encitu,
st'anal gul'emo. As can be seen, the subject here is in the neuter, while the l-form displays
the masculine form. In the material from other areas of our dialect region, the agreement is
regular: c'arut nar'edil da-mu-se dun'ese, 'arno 'ama ko d'o{al ret da-vi~'era, vo si
ispadn'al na-balk'onut, on mu nap'isal, i vo si misl'el (Kr.), on sa-varn'al uf~'era,
on dujd'el v'adin na-n'as, on sa-m'il (Il.), but also d'ejtu ri~'el (Il.).

5.3.4.3 Pronominal object

5.3.4.3.1 The pronominal object in the Enidže Vardar dialect is specific for its generalization of
the short pronominal form for the third person mu as the indirect object for all three genders and
the plural as well as the occurrence of the preposition na as an obligatory element for
expressing both indirect and direct objects.

5.3.4.3.2 The short pronominal form mu is generalized for all three genders and for plural forms
in the entire territory of the dialect: Mu  v'eli m'ajka mu na-m'omta; 'Ona tr'eba{e  da-
k'a`e  k'ada 'oda, uf-k'oja  fam'ilia, koj-mu i sf'ekurut, sfik'arvata, m'om~ito;
Na-sfik'arvata }i-z'evaa }i mu a  izg'oria {am'iata. (Il.). In this respect, the Enidže
Vardar dialect does not differ from the neighboring dialects or from the text of the Kulakia
Gospel.
 The presence of the pronominal form mu in the plural is encountered in the Kukuš dialect:
'idaa T'urcite, si-zim'uvaa {o mu-b'i{e  n'ijnoo del. Such examples also exist in the
Kulakia Gospel: mu-dujn'a  na-n'ih, mu-ri~'el  na-n'ih. In fact, the same situation occurs
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across the whole territory of the southern Macedonian dialects. There is no doubt that this
phenomenon has been influenced by the Albanian and the Aromanian languages (Koneski
1982a, 133).

5.3.4.3.3 The merger of long accusative and dative pronominal forms combines them with the
preposition na: go vid'eh na-n'ego, mu ka`'ah na-n'ego, a vid'eh na-n'ea, mu ka`'ah na-
n'ea. However, the preposition na does not occur regularly when the direct object is a noun: gu-
vid'eh  P'eno i gu-vid'eh  na-P'eno. The text of the Kulakia Gospel also displays the
generalization of the long pronominal form for direct and indirect objects combined with the
preposition na. On the  other  hand,  the  short  pronominal  form for  the  indirect  object,  i.e.,  the
accusative pronoun, occurs instead of the expected dative form. There are also examples in
which the short pronominal form is omitted: vika na nih, on r'ekal na-nih, mu ri~'el na-
nih, mu dujn'a na-nih.
 The confusion of the short pronominal forms in the Kulakia Gospel has no dialectal back-
ground. The omission of pronouns does have a dialectal background: mu rasp'itaa, da mu sa
r'ekle na-n'ego, i on a ri~'e  na-nih, i on i kupi savan, i gu utkuv'a, da mu zav'i su
s'avanut; da ri~'e na-nego, i ri~'e na-nih. In the Enidže Vardar region, only in the village
of Kornišor do several examples occur of confusing the short pronominal form in respect to
gender: mu-a-f'arli j'adejntu na-ku~'encitu, }e a-kl'ajte  p'ismutu, a-klad'ea
p'ismutu.

5.3.4.4 Reduplication of the object

The reduplication of the object as a grammatical phenomenon in this dialect does not differ
much from the situation in the other dialects. In the collected material, it occurs regularly and in
all expected positions of the direct and the indirect object: n'ekuj si gu-u~'il d'ejtu n'ogu;
s'ega n'egu gu-sl'u{at; v'ikni-gu ku~'encitu; mu-v'ika na-t'atku mu.

5.3.4.5 Repetition of sentence parts

The repetition of some words or whole parts of sentences is typical of the oral tradition of story
telling. Through repetition, the narrator intensifies the features of his individual style. The
repetition often depends on the situation, i.e. how much the narrator feels the need to be better
understood. The material collected in the Enidže Vardar territory does not differ much from
either the neighboring or the other Macedonian dialects.
 Repetition of the subject occurs most frequently in the presence of pronouns and definite
nouns: I t'a mu-v'ika, ta niv'estata n'ejna (Ko.); i  tie k'u}i~kite od-aram'iite
{o  b'ea prav'eni 'o{te st'oiva (Bar.). The subject also recurs in the predicate. This
usually happens when the narrator wants to explain the situation and define the subject more
precisely. In order to achieve this, the narrator duplicates the subject with a noun expressed with
a pronoun, or, if the subject has been expressed with a noun, then the noun is duplicated with
another noun: C'arut bil star, ~uv'ekut; to gu-vik'ali Samu'il. Samu'il, to
c'arut, st'ariut, ta mu-v'ika, niv'estata n'ejna (Ko.).
 The same motives cause the repetition of the predicate: to achieve better understanding, to
keep the attention on the action and to emphasize its duration. The verb aspect does not restrict
the repetition: I 'odi, 'odi i gu-dun'ese na-t'atku-mu (Kr.).
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 The repetition of the object is not as frequent in narration as is the repetition of the subject
or the predicate, though this is not usual: Klad'ea  n'ekuj beg, T'ur~in, na  s'eltu i to
b'egut prav'il k'u}a str'edi s'eltu.

5.3.4.6 Omission of sentence parts

The presence of connected speech is as common as in the other dialects of Southern Macedonia.
This usually happens when narrators omit parts of the sentence and leave something in-
completely expressed. The omission of different parts of the sentence applies to the subject,
reduplicated object, auxiliary verb, prepositions.: ]i-pr'ajme, ri~'e, ja m'oram da-a-n'osam,
'ama 'aku mi putp'isa{ ,,Pelister”, rastur'anut; Aj  na-d'olu, uftas'a ul'icata
kaj kalk'azut, plu{t'adut i pa v'ika.

5.3.4.7 Interrogative expressions

Interrogative expressions are formed with interrogative pronouns and adverbs as well as with
the use of intonation. The absence or the marginal occurrence of the interrogative particles
neli, dali, ali, li is characteristic. This is actually typical of the dialects of that part of
Macedonia and in a wider sense, and it is a well-known phenomenon in the Balkan languages
(Greek, Albanian, Aromanian; cf. Koneski 1982a, 121). In this respect, the Enidže Vardar
dialect is not an exception and fits completely into the system of dialects in which interrogative
expressions are formed without any interrogative word. This means that the interrogative
intonation is sufficient to form questions. Alternatively, interrogative pronouns and adverbs are
used: Ti, ri~'e, 'ima{ `'ena? P'arva-ti-j? 'Ima{ d'eca ut-t'a `'ena? Ud-v'a 'ima{?
K'oi i po gl'eda? N'e-mu nus'i? Ha, g'azda, {o si-~'udi{?

5.3.4.8 Expressing negation

The negative form is expressed in the Enidže Vardar dialect with the particles ne and ni, while
the intensive negation is formed with the particle i~: On k'oga 'odi ne-kup'uva ni lep, p'ari
si kl'ava. T'atku-mu ne-mu-p'ala{e n'i{tu (Ko.); N'ema{e nar'od, ni s'elo n'ema{e;
Ne  sa-vr'edni ni d'arva da-b'erat, ne-m'o`at  da-'orat; Manast'ir mu-prav'ija  i
n'i{to n'ema{e, ni da se-j'avi na-~uv'ek, n'i{to (Bar.); I pl'aka vo-ni na-g'arlo ni
na-z'ap (Kr.); V'adin i~ ne-~'ini vr'emito (K.).
 In the imperative, forms with ne or nim before the verb create the negation: ne-odi, ne-
ka`uvaj; nim-vikaj, nim-kupuvi.

5.3.4.9 Expressing possession

Expressing possession does not differ much in the Enidže Vardar dialect from the state of
affairs in the other Southern Macedonian dialects. As in the other Lower Vardar dialects, the
universal pronoun mu is substituted for the pronominal form si. It also expresses possession in
compounds with kinship names: mu-padn'a `'alus na-d'ejtu-mu; d'ecata a-videle m'ajka-
mu (= svojata majka); to mu-ka`'a  na-}'erka-mu (= na }erka si). Apart from the
possessive pronominal adjectives (n'eguv, nejn), constructions with dative forms of personal
pronouns are also possible: s'in-mu na-n'ego go-v'idih (Kr.). Nevertheless, this way of
expressing possession is still rare compared to the use of pronominal adjectives. More frequent
is the expression of possession with an adjective formed from a personal name: Mu-ka`'ah na-
Mar'ijniut ma{; Mir'opinta }'erka a-vid'eh (Il.). However,  even  in  this  case  the
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expression of possession with the preposition na is more frequent: a-vid'eh  }'erka-mu na-
Mir'opi; go-vid'eh s'in-mu na-'Ivan; mu-ri~'eh na-m'a{-mu na-M'ara.
 The preposition na is generally the most frequent grammatical indicator of possessive
relation, and this is not unusual in the group of dialects to which the Enidže Vardar dialect
belongs just as it is not unusual for the eastern dialect region: k'u}ata na-t'atku-mi; d'ejto
na-Tr'ajko; s'in-mu na-P'eno; n'ivata na-Tr'ajo; m'askata na-b'abata; k'ojnut na-
'agata; }'erkata na-c'arut. Contacts with other Balkan languages and their influence upon
our dialects have had an impact on the Enidže Vardar dialect as well. The result is the
preposition od (ud) parallel with the occurrence of the preposition na: d'ejtu ut-}'erka-mi-j
napr'edno; k'u}ata ut-t'atku-mi-j st'ara (E.V.); arg'atut ud-'agata; ud-Mar'ija
A(a)l'a~uva m'a{-mu b'i{a t'uka; ut }'erka-mi d'ejtu zn'aja n'ogu (Il.).

5.3.5 Vocabulary5

5.3.5.1

The lack of contact with the majority of other Macedonian dialects as well as with the standard
language has contributed greatly to the preservation of more archaic lexemes due to the
influence of other Balkan languages that were present in all of Macedonia until the Balkan
Wars. On the other hand, the absence of contact with the standard language and the lack of
education in Macedonian, i.e., a situation in which Macedonian has been replaced in education
by Greek, has led to the intrusion of a great number of Greek words in to everyday life. At the
same time, the realities of daily life and administrative communication as well as the influence
of the media have also contributed to the penetration of administrative and abstract vocabulary
along with terms and concepts from various fields of science.
 The vocabulary referring to the physical appearance of human beings, their physical and
psychological characteristics, hygiene and diseases, family and kinship relations, includes the
following typical lexemes: `abl'ina (‘dental crown’), zl'a{ka (‘gall’), 'ikra (‘the soft back
of the knee’), k'okal (‘bone and wrist, ankle’), kl’u~ (‘ankle’), kal'am (‘shin’), klip'alo
(‘eyelash’), `'apka (B.;  ‘the back soft part under the knee’), k'atni zap (‘molar’), k'u~uvi
n'okti (Kr.;  ‘cuticles’), 'o~nik, 'o~nici (K.;  ‘canine teeth’), 'umnik, tarbu{'ina (‘the
interior of the abdomen’), tr'anka (K.; ‘pupil’), sart (‘spin’), baba{'arka, bapta{'arka
(‘measles’), 'enya (‘anxiety’).
 Lexemes denoting profession coincide with those of other Macedonian dialects. More
specifically typical are: ispi~'ar (A.; ‘pharmacist’).
 In the vocabulary related to people’s daily lives – their homes, households, nutrition,
clothing and footwear – a great number of lexemes of Turkish and Greek origin occur.
Examples are basam'ak (‘step’), b'axa (‘chimney’), buar'e (‘the upper part of the room,
particularly the part around the fireplace’), bijl’'ur (K.; ‘porcelain’).
 The dialect vocabulary in the fields of agriculture and stockbreeding, domestic animals and
various tools used in daily life and in artisanship has a long list of typical lexemes of different
origin: ding'il’ (K.;  ‘part of a watermill’), darm'ojn (‘a kind of sieve’), dik'ajna (Kr.;  ‘a
plank with sharp blades for threshing’), `'egli (K.; ‘part of a yoke’), karpal'ok (K.; ‘a kind
of sieve’).

5 The vocabulary of the Konikovo Gospel will be presented in Section 5.6.
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 Among flora and fauna, the following lexemes are typical of this dialect: bl'ustur (K.;
‘sorrel’), diml’'us (K.; ‘mint’), vart'ika (K.; ‘a kind of flower’).
 The folk names for months differ partly in the order of months according to informants from
different villages: kulu`'ek i gul'emiut m'esic (‘January’), s'e~ko (‘February’), `itv'ar
(Il.: ‘July’; A.: ‘June’).

5.3.5.2

In the vocabulary of the Enidže Vardar dialect a number of lexemes with archaic stems occur.
Their frequency, however, is not so high that the Enidže Vardar dialect should be considered a
dialect with an archaic vocabulary. The majority of this vocabulary is also present in the other
Southern Macedonian Lower Vardar dialects. One of the lexemes with a wider occurrence in
the Southeastern Macedonian dialects is `ir. Meaning ‘acorn,’ this lexeme occurs throughout
the entire Enidže Vardar territory. The lexeme 'ikra, meaning  ‘calf  of  the  leg’  occurs  in  a
larger area of the Enidže Vardar region, while in the other areas, in a smaller part, the lexeme
`'apka occurs with the same meaning (B., V., Man.).
 The lexemes k'omka ‘Holy Communion’ and se k'omka ‘to receive the sacraments’ are
frequent in this territory.

5.3.5.3

Turkish loan words are frequent in the Enidže Vardar dialect. The absence of contact with the
standard Macedonian language has led to the preservation of a great number of Turkish loan
words which, in regions in which the standard language is in use for public communication,
have gradually disappeared. Turkish loans have partly disappeared even here, but this is due to
the influence of the Greek standard and colloquial language. Examples: boj (‘height, size’),
az'ar (‘ready’), |ol (‘lake’), |inl'uk (‘wage’), |inluk~'ija (‘day laborer’), i}imx'ija
(‘physician’), il’'a~ (‘medicine’), izmi}'ar ‘(servant’).

5.3.5.4

The contact of our dialects with the Greek language dates back further than the contact with the
Turkish language. The influence of Greek on the Southern Macedonian dialects became
stronger, especially after the Balkan Wars, with the establishment of Greek authority in these
territories. Since then, the influence of the Greek language upon the Macedonian dialects in this
territory has become so strong that in many cases it not only penetrates into family life,
especially in the case of mixed marriages, but also replaces the domestic dialect in everyday
use. This is particularly obvious with younger people who communicate with their
grandmothers  and  grandfathers  in  Greek  and  know  only  a  few  words  or  sentences  in
Macedonian. The middle-aged population is mainly bilingual and bridges the gap between the
older and the younger generations.
 The more archaic layer of Greek loan words is common to all Macedonian dialects, and it
predominantly contains vocabulary from the spheres of religion and everyday life. Examples
are d'askal, pc'ala, 'angil, 'ela, 'oti, dum'at, l'amja, mag'are, krum'it, pras,
trind'afal, 'eftin, k'utla, skul’'o, g'una, darm'ojn, z'unka, gur'ida, as  well  as  the
Greek prefix para-: parad'edo, parab'aba, paravn'uk and the ending -sa: arm'asa, mul'esa,
papuwus'al.
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 Greek loan words of more recent times are typical only of the Macedonian dialects of
Aegean Macedonia in which they have penetrated into the language due to the conditions in
which Macedonian dialects exist in Greece. The daily influence of the Greek language fills an
empty space, which under normal conditions of development would be filled by the standard
native language. The newly accepted Greek lexemes usually adapt themselves in gender or in
ending and acquire Macedonian definite articles. In other words, they comply fully with the
laws of dialectal syntax, morphology, and so on. Here are a few lexemes of this type:
astinom'ija (‘police’), dikast'irio (‘court’), epistim'io (‘university’), pr'oedro
(‘president’), avtok'into (‘vehicle’), tr'eno (‘train’), apod'ilato (‘bicycle’), and'ar
(‘Greek rebel’), kir'asa (‘to treat’).

5.3.5.5

The expressions considered phrasal verbs are so frequent and so well-known that they are often
not recognized as a distinctive feature of this dialect. Examples include mu padn'a `'alus (‘to
sympathize’), padn'a b'olin ut-sikir'acia (‘to become ill because of many problems’), da-
gu-f'anat za-kaba'at (‘to find someone guilty’), s'ekuj {o pr'avi gl'avata da-napr'avi
(‘the head is the most important; it is the source of everything’), {o  v'ikat, ~uv'ekut
'o~iti da-mu-isp'a|at, 'ama muab'etut da-n'e-mu isp'adni takv'o re~ (‘to be careful
with words, not to utter a bad word’).
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5.4 The Dialect of the Konikovo Gospel in Comparison with
the Enidže Vardar Dialect

Maksim Karanfilovski (Skopje)

Ljudmil Spasov (Skopje)

Bor e Arsov (Skopje)

In order to give the reader an impression of the area in which the Konikovo Gospel (KG) was
written (and perhaps edited), we include here a map of the divisions of the Macedonian
dialects. On this map, the circle in the Lower Vardar region represents the hypothetical area in
which the manuscript was originally written. The position of this circle is based on historical,
linguistic and dialectological data currently available (see, in particular, Koneski 2001 and
Vidoeski 1998; 1999a; 1999b).

Map 5.4 (by Marjan Markovi  and Max Wahlström)
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5.4.1 The inventory and distribution of the phoneme

At the outset we have to emphasize that the manuscript of the KG written and edited by the first
hand and the second hand does not exhibit a genuine distribution of the phoneme for the
simple reason that the alpha  is used for both a and . However, following the logic of the
southeastern dialect area, we can give the approximate positions in which the alpha renders .
These positions include:

in the reflexive pronoun: s ~in'ia;

in the clusters of r between two consonants and in the syllabification of r: z rd'i;

a back articulation of a as ƒ (approximating ) in the preposition na: na/nƒ/n» sf'etut;

a similar or the very same articulation can be postulated in the open word-final position,
puvel’ƒ(»), but it may also apply to a closed final syllable: ver'uvƒ(»)t.

According to the information given by Stojka Bojkovska (2006) for the Meglen dialect, the
etymological a is basically not reduced in the word-final position (cf. b'elka, v'o{ka). In the
same position in the Kukuš dialect, according to Peev, the phoneme » “in principle can occur in
all positions of the word – in the initial position, in the internal position or, in the southernmost
villages also in the word-final position”: b'i», k'amin», st'oluv» (Peev 1987, 44 et passim).
 In the instances mentioned, the second hand did not make any changes to the text by the first
hand.
 Thus,  we  can  infer  from  the  above  that  the  KG  manuscript  does  not  offer  unambiguous
information about the inventory and distribution of the occurrence of , meaning that we are
unable to localize the dialectological origins of the KG by using the occurrence of as  a
criterion.

5.4.2 The inventory and distribution of the vocalic r

We are certain that, between two consonants, the vocalic allophone of r is pronounced with a
stressed back vowel . The orthographic solutions of the KG imply that the vocalic r is
designated in two ways: (ar) /  (ra). We render them as r/r (cf. kr v, lak rd'iata).
The examples of the type pervosob'ornikut, utp'ervu do not exhibit a dialectal
pronunciation of the vocalic r, but represent the influence of the Church Slavonic literary
tradition.
 This kind of denotation implies the deconstruction of the vocalic r into sequences + r i r
+ , which is also the case in other Lower Vardar dialects (Bojkovska 2006, 28 et passim; Peev
1987, 44 et passim). The second hand continued this practice without any changes.

5.4.3 The inventory and distribution of the vocalic l

The vocalic l is  designated  as   (al),  but  we  render  it  as l to indicate the presence of a
vocalic non-functional element (cf. nap ln'i, p ln). However, it should be noted that the
vocalic l was  found  in  only  one  stem (p ln). In another instance the vocalic l had been
decomposed into ol (cf. ispoln'enit'o). In one instance, in the word-final syllable the
sequence ol (cf. p'ekolut) was identified. The second hand did not make any corrections in
these instances.
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 The conclusion is that in regard to the reflexes of the vocalic r and l we cannot ascribe the
language of the KG manuscript more precisely to the Enidže Vardar dialect because all the
Lower Vardar dialects exhibit identical reflexes of *† and *¦ *þ (Vidoeski 1998, 65–78;
Markovi  2001, 122–125).

5.4.4 The reduction of unstressed vowels

One of the most characteristic phonetic features of the southern dialects (in the belt Kajdar –
Voden  –  Pazar  –  Solun  –  Serez  –  Drama  –  Goce  Del ev  =  Nevrokop)  is  the  reduction  of
unstressed vowels. The reduction is strongest in the southernmost belt in the regions of Voden,
Lagadina, Ser, Drama and Goce Del ev. The low vowels /e a o/ are reduced in the unstressed
position to the corresponding high correlates, and the oppositions e : i, a : » and o : u are
eliminated in favor of the i, » and u, respectively (Vidoeski 1998, 65–78).
 The language of the first hand in the Gospel is full of reductions of clitics (cf. ut, pu) and
orthotonic words (cf. puka`'a, ~uv'ek). This is particularly evident in word-final syllables (cf.
p'ervu, b'e{i, sft'ilutu, str'ahut, n'egu, ed'in, ev'angel’etu, v'idohmi, na  k'ogu,
Davi'iduvu, s'elutu, pudr'obnu). However,  even  in  the  language  of  the  first  hand,  forms
with incomplete reductions are encountered (cf. b'e{e, vr'eme, ezmik’'arito). They are far
more common in the language of the second hand (cf. pis'anieto, n'ebuto, vr'eme, na
k'ogo, Davi'idovo, s'eloto, podr'obno). These reductions are especially frequent in the
verbal tenses (cf. v'idohm'e, b'e{e, kr»stese, s'e~e{e). The second hand made corrections
to the text in order to eliminate reductions.
 In  view  of  the  above,  we  can  conclude  that  the  tendency  by  the  second  hand  to  remove
reductions of the first hand represents a mixture of dialect features, which occasionally could
also be considered a stylistic means of extending the dialect basis of the language. Such a
stylization is particularly characteristic of the second hand.

5.4.5 The elision of unstressed vowels

Unstressed vowels after a stressed syllable in polysyllabic nouns have been completely
eliminated from the Enidže Vardar dialect. The loss is particularly apparent before the definite
article. The elision can be so strong, notably in the utmost southeastern region, that it triggers
several types of sound change: metathesis, new vowel sequences, assimilations, etc. (Vidoeski
1998, 65–78).
 In forms with the definite article, no elision takes place in the KG (cf. s'elutu – s'eloto,
r'acite, n'ozite, s'emitu – s'emito, temn'inata). Except for the forms zard'i and
utk'ak, no examples of the elision of vowels take place in the KG. This applies to both scribes.
As a matter of fact, the two exceptions mentioned could be interpreted as lexicalized forms.
Thus, we can conclude that the original translation by the first hand was done by an author who
originated from the southwestern part of the western belt of the southeastern Macedonian
dialects. The fact that the second hand did not make any corrections in this respect points to a
tendency towards stylization and extension of the dialect basis of the text.

5.4.6 n’, jn

In  the  KG,  a  depalatalization  of w > n occurs  in  the  text  by  the  first  hand.  Examples  are
undis'ani, zapla{uv'ani, kl'ane{i, post'eni, kl'anne{i, im'ani, tr' nit. As to the
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adjectives and nouns with the definite article, in the text of both scribes a palatalized n (n’) is
encountered: neb'esn’ut, edin’ut, umr'en’ut, b'esn’ut, cvet'in’ata, ku~in’ata. In
the case of the second hand a depalatalized  is encountered with the anticipation of the softness
with jn: ujdis'ajne, zapla{uv'ajne, kl'ajne{e, post'ejne, kl'ajnne{e, im'ajne,
t rgov'ajne, tr' jnito.
 This situation is typical of the entire Enidže Vardar dialect region, where depalatization of
n’ occurs, although predominantly with the anticipation of the type .

5.4.7 l, l’

In  the  language  of  both  scribes,  a  palatalized l (l’) occurs: l’'uditu, puv'el’a, ned'el’u,
l’'ude, v'ol’ata, ev'angel’e, pl’'unkata, z'eml’ata, l'’ube, bjul’uk, hil’'adi. The
examples of a palatal q are very rare: q'udutu, q'udititu, qut. In both hands, the
example g’'oqut is found.
 These kinds of examples, by both the first and the second hand, are typical of the entire
Enidže Vardar dialect.

5.4.8 f – v

The examples with f instead of the etymological v are common in the language of both scribes
in all positions: uf, kr f, fat'i, sf'eti, sfet'ilutu, sf'ojte, ft'ornik, tf'ojte,
flez'e, sf'etut, utfor'i, Dav'iduf, sf r{'il, hf'alba, ~uf'utitu, zatfor'eni.
The grapheme v is seldom encountered, and it probably was pronounced thus: kr v, utvor'ia.
There is no difference between the first hand and the second hand in this respect. Such
examples largely correspond to the situation in the Enidže Vardar dialect.

5.4.9 h

The phoneme h is preserved in all positions of the word and in sequences of words (Hrist'os,
hl'ebut, hil’'adi, n'ihnite, b'ah~a, sinhis'ani, vjahn'at, str'ahut, gr'ehuvite, Duh,
sirom'ah, na n'ih). It is also part of the aorist and imperfect endings (vidohmi, pri'ehmi,
zim'ahme, najd'ohme, ~in'ih, pu{t'ih, ma~'ihte, utiduh, ism'ih, b'eh, jav'ih, im'ah,
dad'oh, rek'oh). In some examples of the initial position (Hrist'os, hl'ebut, hil’'adi), we
assume the influence of the literary tradition. We consider unusual the forms of Turkish and
Arabic origin with an initial x before a vowel (hapsan'ata, hurm'i). In these instances, we
assume that the forms have been taken from some other texts.
 In the examples with x between two vowels, the first hand and the second hand show
differences; cf. po'ilni by the first hand, kah'arni by the second hand; p'o'udite by the first
hand, p'oh'ulite by the second hand. These examples demonstrate that the second hand made
use of x in the position mentioned under the influence of the literary tradition. Moreover, the
influence of the literary tradition on both scribes must be considered an explanation for the use
of x in  the  word-initial  position  before  a  vowel (hamb'aritu, Hanan'ejka). The example
vi{n'ih probably is a quotation from a Church Slavonic text. Another difference from the
Enidže Vardar dialect is the use of x in the forms with the definite article in cases in which the
etymological x occurs in the word-final position (str'ahut, gr'ehuvite).
 On the basis of the above, we can conclude that the use and distribution of x does  not
entirely correspond to the situation in the Enidže Vardar dialect. Rather the use of x is mainly
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based  on  the  Church  Slavonic  literary  tradition.  For  the  use  of x in the aorist and imperfect
endings, see sections 5.4.25 and 5.4.26 below.

5.4.10 y

In the Enidže Vardar dialect the phoneme y occurs in the word-initial position before a vowel
(y'irka) and before the consonants v and r (yver, yr»ny'ala). In the medial position it is also
encountered in the sequences -ny- and -ly- (biny'in, s'»lyi). A deviation from this
distribution is represented by the word zit and its derivates (e.g, z'ida). The conclusion is
that y is  a  phoneme,  but  it  also  can  be  considered  a  positional  variant  (allophone)  in  the
sequences -ny- and -ly-.
 Examples from the KG display the same distribution of y (s'»lyi, sozid'e), but it is also
encountered in other positions (n'ayat, v'»ryite, v»ry'ejte, v»ry'uva{e, v»ryuv'anitu,
v»ry'ani, utv»ry'ejte, otv»ry'ejte). This fact may point to the influence of other dialects
or foreign languages (such as Aromanian). On the other hand, the writing of such words as
utv'»rzam, v»rz'ani, utv»rz'ani with z instead y of may represent the influence of the
Church Slavonic tradition.

5.4.11 x

In the Enidže Vardar dialect the phoneme x is mainly encountered in words of foreign origin
(notably in Turkisms) in the word-initial position before vowels (x'e{ku, xam) and in the
sequence xv- (xv'aka).  It  also  occurs  in  a  medial  position  before  a  vowel (b'axa) and in the
suffix -xia (f»lb»x'ia). The change of the sequence zv- > xv-  (xv'i`da) is particularly
interesting. Koneski emphasizes that, in some cases, the change of ` > x took  place  after  a
sonant (Koneski 2001, 91 et passim).  Examples from the Enidže Vardar dialect show that the
change of ` > x took place in other cases, too.
 Examples from the KG show the same pattern as in the Enidže Vardar dialect (nar'axba,
sinx'ire, ekimx'ijte) with some exceptions where x written by the first hand has been
replaced with ` by the second hand (first hand: d'»rxea, d»rx'e, d'»rxe{i; second hand:
d'»r`ea, d»r`'e, d'ar`e{e). This situation must be seen as a tendency towards avoiding
localisms by introducing the Slavonic literary tradition instead. We therefore consider this
phenomenon a stylization.

5.4.12 }, |

The use and distribution of } and | in  the  KG do not  differ  from the  situation  in  the  Enidže
Vardar dialect. This applies to both scribes. Examples: n'ok’a, n'ok’jata, ezmik’'arut,
n'ok’ata, k’'u{itu, k'uk’ata, ki r'e~i, ki  k'a`i, ke ver'uvam, gled'ake, ke 'odi,
p'oveke, k'erka, bid'ejke; p'ag’at, g'olut, isv'ag’at, p'ag’aa, na'og’a{i, meg’u',
dr'u’gut, G’umruk~'iata, isp'ag’aa. Still, there are differences between the two scribes in
designating the phonemes in question (first hand: ne’'kaa, n'eke{i, na'oda, prirog'enitu;
second hand: nejk’'aa, n'ejke{e, na'og’a, prirod'enitu). These examples do not show
deviations from the Enidže Vardar dialect but they do point to certain forms encountered within
this dialect. Apparently, the editor (Pavel Božigropski) introduced changes in order to avoid
features that, in his opinion, were too local.
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 In view of the words of ecclesiastical (Gospel) origin such as ang'elcku, ev'angel’e,
Gerges'incku, we cannot be sure how | was pronounced. The pronunciation could have been |
(Church Slavonic tradition) or g (the vernacular).

5.4.13 Stress

As to  the  accentual  system,  the  Enidže  Vardar  dialect  belongs  to  the  group of  Lower  Vardar
dialects with a morphologically fixed stress. The accentual system of the KG is identical to the
Enidže Vardar dialect. Below, examples from the KG are shown in brackets.

In nouns, the stress tends to be placed on the stem syllable of the word. This means that the
derivational morphemes such as the gender, the plural, and the definite article do not change the
stem of the word (lexical morpheme). At the phonological level, the enclitic words form an
exception.
 In nouns, the following accentual systems are encountered: an open word-final syllable
(open ultima) (d»ml'a, idn'a; KG: idn'o, tak'a); a closed ultima (bi{k'ar, tak'of, uc'et,
vudup'at, {ir'ok, bilugl'af; KG: gul'em, ~uv'ek); penultima (}'o{e, bi{k'arut,
bi{k'ari, vudup'adut [N.B. the stress cannot fall on the definite article], {ir'oki [N.B.:
the stress cannot fall on a plural morpheme]; bilugl'ava, Vl»'inka, V'an~o, Nik'oluf,
d'olu; KG: vr'emi, pe~'ena, pej'ali); the antepenultima (k'oski~ka, {ir'okiut.
bilugl'aviut; KG: utr'e{niut, m'ertfite); the preantepenultima (k'oski~kite
[N.B.: the definite article and the plural morphemes do not influence the position of the stress]).

In this dialect, a secondary accent is found among adjectives with the definite article. This
applies above all to comparatives: p'o-j'ak»ta; KG: p'ogul'ema.

A syntagmatic stress is encountered in this dialect; cf. the following words: j'aska n»-
mu`'ah d»-'od»m, jas  n'e-gu s'ak»m, }i-mu-s»-sm'ej»t  d'ec»ta, mu-k»`'a  d»-'odi; KG:
biz-n'egu n'e sa-~in'i n'ikue; i-p'ak mu-rek'oa.

In the verbal forms, the stress is not phonetic, but rather a specific accentual morpheme is
found which has a morphological function (this morpheme differentiates the present tense from
past tenses). In the first and the second person aorist plural the stress is on the ultima (vid'e;
KG: dunes'e). In the first,  second and third person aorist plural the stress is on the penultima
(vid'eme, vid'ete, vid'ea; KG: dunes'ohmi, dunes'ohte, dunes'oa). In the verbal adjective
the  stress  is  on  the  ultima (viz'an, masc.; KG: pe~'en); the penultima (viz'ana, fem.; KG:
pe~'ena, viz'ano, neuter); and the antepenultima (viz'aniut; KG: zagin'atoto). In the l-
forms the accent is on the ultima (kapn'al, masc., KG: pej'al), penultima (kapn'ala, fem.,
kapn'alo, neuter; KG: pej'ali, plural). As for the present tense, the accent falls on the
penultima in all forms except the first and the second person plural (v'id»m – v'idi{ – v'idi
– v'id»t; KG: sl'u{am – sl'u{a{ – sl'u{a – sl'u{at). In the first and second person
plural the accent falls on the antepenultima (v'idime, v'idite; KG: sl'u{ame, sl'u{ate).
In the imperfect tense, the accent is on the antepenultima (v'ika{e, v'ik»hne, v'ik»the,
v'ik»a; KG: zbor'uva{e, zbor'uvahmi, zbor'uvahti, zbor'uvaa), except the first person
singular, where the accent is on the penultima (v'ikah; KG: zbor'uvah). With the verbal
adverb and the verbal noun the accent is on the penultima (vid'e}i; v»r{'ejne; KG: gled'ajke;
ujdis'ajne). In  the  imperative,  the  stress  is  on  the  penultima in  all  cases (v'idi – vid'ejte;
KG: v'idi – vid'ejte).

From the phonetic point of view, the stress is free, i.e., it may vary from the word-initial
syllable to the fourth syllable from the end of the word. In morphological terms the accent is
tied  to  the  corresponding  noun  (lexical  morpheme),  whereas  in  verbs  the  stress  is  a
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supramorpheme that represents an additional morphological signal on the endings of verbal
tenses.

5.4.14 The vocative

In the Enidže Vardar dialect the vocative of masculine nouns is formed without an ending
(Stuj'an) or alternatively with the ending -e (Stuj'ane). In the KG vocative forms with the
ending -e are encountered (e.g., Avra'ame, L'azare, Gospod'ine). It is characteristic of this
dialect that the vocative forms are often extended with the exclamation O (cf. O T'atko
Avra'ame).
 The vocative of female nouns is formed with the endings -o (m'ajko, }'erko, Bu`'ano)
and -e (sf'a}e, \'or|ifce). In  the  KG,  vocatives  in  -o are encountered (cf. k'erko). The
exclamation O! is also typical of the KG (o k'erko). The situation in the KG coincides in this
respect with the Enidže Vardar dialect.

5.4.15 The genitive-accusative form

In the Enidže Vardar dialect no genitive-accusative form occurs, but the form is common in the
western Macedonian dialect zone (cf. Da vi go pretstavam sina mi, Bla`eta;
poezijata na Racina). In the Enidže Vardar dialect the genitive-accusative relation is
expressed in a constructions both with and without the preposition na (cf. gu-stritn'ah (n»)
Stuj'an). In the language of the KG, whether with the first hand or the second hand, genitive-
accusative forms are encountered; cf. da v'idat i L'azara; vikn'a Lazara ut gr'obut, vid'e
Avra'ama. These examples should not be interpreted as the result of western Macedonian
influence but as stylizations, possibly quotations from Church Slavonic.

5.4.16 The plural in -ovi, -ijna

The masculine plural ending, besides other endings, is -ovi in the Enidže Vardar dialect with
its reduced variant -uvi (cf. b'oruvi, d'enuvi). In the KG, the ending given by both scribes is
-ove and in its reduced variant, -uve; cf. p'opuve, tr'onuve, gr'ehuve, k'o{uve, s'inuve,
b'esuve. In this case, we can assume an isogloss that combines the Konikovo dialect with the
neighboring Meglen dialects (Bojkovska 2006, 66).
 In the Enidže Vardar dialect the neuter plural termination of the nouns ending in -e and the
majority of nouns ending in -ce, -ence is -ijna (derived from -iwa) (cf. s»rc'ijna, j»gn'ijna,
ku~'ijna, vilinc'ijna). In the KG both scribes used the ending -in’a in the majority of cases
(cf. cvet'in’a, ku~'in’ata), which indicates a possible connection to one of the eastern
neighboring dialects. In the KG also the form ku~enc'ine(ta) is also found which could be
explained either as a mistake by the scribe (translator) or a deliberate stylization.

5.4.17 The comparative and the superlative

The comparison of qualitative adjectives is formed in the Enidže Vardar dialect with the
particles po- and naj- (cf. p'oml'at, n'ajpl'itku). What is characteristic of these formations
is their specific accentuation. Only the comparative is encountered in the KG (both scribes); cf.
p'ogul'ema, p'onapr'e{en.
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Adverbs  are  also  subject  to  comparison  in  the  KG,  cf. p'on'adal'eku, p'on'apret,
p'on'adlab'oku.

5.4.18 me > m

The vowel e in the short forms of the direct object occurs in the Enidže Vardar dialect in two
variants, a and (cf. m'ene ma vid'e, ne m» vid'e, n» n'as na vid'e, n» v'as v» vid'e, n» t'ep
t» vid'eh). The vowels in the KG present a somewhat different situation. The first hand makes
use predominantly of a/»; cf. k'a m'a pu{t'i; tatko, blagud'arem ti, oti ma sl'u{a{; j'aze
s m: fat'ejti ma i vid'ejte ma; ti ma pr'oslavi; p'ot rp'i ma. Forms with e also occur;
cf. pu`'alaj me; da ver'uvat 'oti me pu{t'i; otk'ini me; t'i m'e pu{t'i. The second hand
corrected some of the first hand forms in a/» with e; cf. j'aze s»m: fat'ejti ma i vid'ejte ma;
p'ot rp'i ma (the first hand); j'aze sam: fat'ejti me, i vid'ejte me;  p'ot rp'i me (the
second hand). This practice represents a stylization and a tendency to extend the dialect basis of
the text.

5.4.19 nija, vija

In the Enidže Vardar dialect the plural personal pronouns are n'ija, v'ija, 'oni/t'ija
(Karanfilovski 1992, 167–169). In the KG the following inventory of personal pronouns occur
in the plural: n'ie, v'ie, t'ie/'oni (I ot'idua n'ekoi ut t'ie dek'a b'ea z'ajdno, kum{'ijte
'ubo i t'ie dek'a gu gl'edaa, i v'ie ne d'elite mn'ogu ut t'ie). In the KG the pronouns
vi(j)e, ti(j)e are found in the function of demonstrative pronouns as well: i v'ie (personal
pronoun) st'e m'artire n'a v'ie (demonstrative pronoun). However, in the Meglen dialect the
system of personal pronouns in the plural is as follows: n'ie/n'i(j)a, vie/via, 'oni/t'ie/tija
(Bojkovska 2006, 75). Thus, the language of the KG (both scribes) differs from the Enidže
Vardar system, being rather similar to the Meglen dialect. In this respect, we can conclude that
the text of the KG preserves an autonomous feature that may represent the extinct Konikovo
local dialect (an isogloss that is similar to the Meglen dialect) or, alternatively, the KG text is a
stylization and extension of the dialect basis.

5.4.20 vo, va

The Enidže Vardar dialect possesses two demonstrative pronouns: vo, va, v'ija and to, ta,
t'ija (vo ~uv'ek, ta `'ena, t'ija l’'uda). In the text of the KG, written whether by the first
hand or the second hand, the following demonstrative pronouns are used: vo/v'oa, v'aa, v'oa,
v'ie; toj/t'oa, t'aa, t'oa, t'ie. These pronouns imply that the language of the KG
corresponds to that of the Enidže Vardar dialect in this respect. However, a caveat should be
made: in some instances, the language of the KG ignores the agreement in certain syntagmas,
notably in masculine singular syntagmas. In these instances forms such as v'oa and t'oa (v'oa
~uv'ek, t'oa ~as) occur.

5.4.21 Adverbs

The Lower Vardar dialects make use of adverbs that also occur in other Macedonian dialects. In
addition, the specific adverbs v'adin, v'ano}, n'apkum, n'apkumta are encountered. In the
KG, only n'apokom has been identified, notably without reduction. Other adverbs of literary
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origin are encountered (m'o{ne, mn'ogu, pudr'obnu). It is very important to note that in the
text  of  the  KG  (both  scribes)  there  is  a  comparison  of  adverbs (p'on'adlab'oku, p'on'ada-
l'eku) that may indicate a literary influence.

5.4.22 Prepositions

The prepositions of the Enidže Vardar dialect do not differ in any specific manner from those
encountered in the southeastern dialects. The prefix vrz is encountered relatively seldom and is
often replaced with na. However, this preposition often occurs in an extended form, n'avris. In
the  text  of  the  KG  the  use  and  inventory  of  prepositions  (by  both  scribes)  correspond  to  the
situation in the Lower Vardar dialects, but in some instances a stylization is visible and the
elimination of the reduction is common (vr»s, na vr»s, pusr'ede).

5.4.23 The Verbs of the a- and e-/i-classes (jadi{ – jade; dojdi{ – dojde)

The Enidže Vardar verbs are classified into two groups. The verbs of the e- and i- classes
comprise one group because the second person singular has generalized u in the second person
singular and the third person singular has generalized e in the stem. In this way, the dialect in
question has joined the other southern Macedonian dialects except for the a-group, which these
dialects had preserved. In the text of the KG a tendency is observed that is similar to the Lower
Vardar dialects with one exception: homogeneity in the paradigms of certain e- and u-class
verbs does not exist. The paradigm of the a-class verbs has been preserved, perhaps indicating
that the text of the KG absorbed elements from different parts of the Enidže Vardar dialect and
possibly from other neighboring dialects such as Kajdar or Voden.

5.4.24 The verb s»m (»)

The contemporary present tense forms of the verb sum (e) in the Enidže Vardar dialect are s»m,
si, » (e), sne, ste, s». In  the  KG,  instead  of sne, the form sme is encountered. This
circumstance points to a stylization and the use of variants encountered in the Lower Vardar
and neighboring dialects.

5.4.25 The aorist (vikn'ah, vikn'a, vikn'a, vikn'ame, vikn'ate, vikn'aa)

The aorist of the Enidže Vardar dialect contains the following endings: -h, -ø, -ø, -me, -te, -a.
Approximately the same situation is found in the KG with a caveat that the phoneme x is
preserved in the first and second person plural, i.e. -hmi i -hte. Moreover, the reduction of e
to i takes place in the first person plural ending. This may mean that, at the time the KG was
written the consonant x was  still  was  used  in  such positions  (Koneski  2001,  93),  whereas  the
reduction may point to the situation in the local Konikovo dialect. Thus, we may conclude that
the KG was originally written in the 18th century.

5.4.26 The imperfect (-h, -{e, -{e, -hme/-hne, -hte, -a)

The imperfect endings in the Enidže Vardar dialects are -h, -{e, -{e, -hme/-hne, -hte, -a. The
vowels in the stem endings have been generalized as follows: the a-class has generalized a and
the e/u-class has generalized u. In the text of the KG, the situation is somewhat different, since
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the first-person plural ending is -hmi, with the caveat that the second hand eliminated the
reduction, the ending thus being  -hme. The second hand also eliminated the reduction in the
second and the third person singular. The following examples should illustrate the situation:
s'e~e{i vs. s'e~e{e. Moreover, unlike the Enidže Vardar dialect, the stem vowel in the KG in
the e/u-classes is e. Accordingly, the following conclusions could be drawn:

the text of the KG (the first hand) represents local dialect features typical of the extinct
Konikovo dialect; or

the first hand was a native speaker of some other neighboring dialect of the Enidže Vardar
type or some of its subtypes, but he was not a native of Konikovo; and

the second hand deliberately introduced changes (e.g., by eliminating the reduction) to
stylize and extend the basis of the original dialect.

5.4.27 The l-form (-l, la, lo, le[i])

The verbal l-form is constructed from the aorist stem in the Enidže Vardar dialect. The
contemporary situation thus corresponds to the situation in the Kulakia Gospel. One verb group
constructs the l-form from the old o-class (e.g., r'ek»l, d'o{»l), but the remaining verbs
construct the form exclusively from the aorist stem. Such a system differs from the neighboring
Voden dialect in the west, but is in harmony with the neighboring Solun and Kukuš dialects in
the east (cf. vik'al, stuj'al and so on). In certain parts of the Enidže Vardar dialects the open
ultima exhibits reduction and the endings accordingly are -l», -lu (tr~'al», tr~'alu). With
the first hand in the KG the situation is similar or even identical to the Enidže Vardar dialect,
whereas the second hand made stylistic interventions by eliminating reductions; cf. pej'ali vs.
pej'ale. The reduction in the plural ending -li may point to a more eastern provenance within
the Enidže Vardar dialect.

5.4.28 The verbal adjective (-»n)

In regard to the verbal adjective, the Enidže Vardar dialect belongs to the same group of
dialects as the neighboring Voden, Meglen and Solun dialects. It differs from the Kukuš dialect
in which the stem is accentuated and in which the forms in -t are absent in favor of -n. In the
Enidže Vardar dialect the verbal adjectives exhibit the vowels a and e (grij'an, z»d»r`'an,
ispr'an; dujd’'n, izmi'en, f»rl'en). With verbs whose stems end in n, the verbal adjective is
formed with -t as is the case in other Macedonian dialects: br»n'et, r»n'et, lign'at. In the
eastern parts of this dialect, depending on gender and plural formations, the word-final vowel is
reduced (grij'an» – grij'anu – grij'ani). In other parts of the dialect, no word-final reduction
is encountered (dujd'ena – dujd'eno – dujd'eni).

In the KG (see Section 5.5.), the situation and function of the verbal adjective are similar to
the Enidže Vardar dialect. Examples from the KG are pu{t'en, pe~'en, izbr'an, v’jahn'at,
zagin'at, ran'et. The difference between the first hand and the second hand is in the
reduction, which affects the neuter singular: zagin'atutu, raslabl'enu vs. zagin'atoto,
raslabl'eno.
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5.4.29 The verbal adverb (-e}i/-a}i)

In the Enidže Vardar dialect the verbal adverb is formed with the ending -}e, with an addition
to the stem of the vowels a and e (vik'a}i, d»v'a}i; vid'e}i, j»d'e}i). This dialect differs
from other Macedonian dialects by the distribution of vowels according to the aorist stem. In
the central Macedonian dialects of the western type, in some verbs the vowel e occurs
(berej}i, molzej}i, piej}i), whereas in the Enidže Vardar dialect the vowel a occurs in these
verbs, i.e., these verbs belong to the aorist type with the vowel a (bir'ah – bir'a}i, m»ly'ah –
m»ly'a}i, pij'ah – pij'a}i).

In the text by KG’s first hand the endings -ki, -jki, and -jke occur with the addition of the
vowels a and e (gled'ajke, u~'eki, u~'ejki, bid'ejke). The forms in -jke dominate. The text of
the second hand does not differ in this sense. In morphosyntactic terms the following example
(from both scribes) is interesting: T'ogaj ut'idua U~en'icite na Is'usa sam bid'ejke, i
rek'oa. The use of the verbal adverb as the active participle in the present tense is a common
phenomenon in the 19th-century texts (cf. Marko Cepenkov: bidej}i \aolot ~oek). In
effect, the ending -jke, which does not belong to the repertoire of verbal adverb formation in the
Enidže Vardar dialects, does occur in the KG, cf. bid'e}i (Enidže Vardar), bid'ejke (KG).

5.4.30 The verbal noun (-jne, -jn», -jni)

In the Enidže Vardar dialect the verbal noun is formed with the ending -jne, i.e., -jn»/-jni (in
some parts with a reduction), which is added to the a- and e- stems (vik'ajne, t»r~'ajne;
vik'ajn», t»r~'ajn»; vik'ajni, t»r~'ajni).

In the KG, the following endings are in use: -ni, -ne, -jne (sak'ani, te~'eni, im'ane,
jad'ene, im'ajne, post'ejne). In  the  text  by  the  second  hand  the  ending  -jne dominates; cf.
post'eni (first hand), post'ejne (second hand).

The situation in the KG coincides with the situation in the Enidže Vardar dialect.

Conclusion

The above analysis describing the relationship between the language of the KG and the Enidže
Vardar dialect demonstrates that the micro-region in which the first hand composed the text
cannot be identified. Thus, we cannot say that his language represents the extinct local
Konikovo dialect. On the other hand, we can assume that this language belongs to the group of
dialects presented in Section 5.3, i.e., it is part of the Enidže Vardar dialect complex.
 The interventions by the second hand also do not represent any specific southeastern
Macedonian dialect, but rather point to revision and expansion of the dialect basis of the KG.
Moreover, these interventions should be considered a mix of southeastern, southwestern and
even central Macedonian features.
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5. 5 Review of Morphology and the Function of Morphological
Categories in the Konikovo Gospel

Ljudmil Spasov (Skopje)

Bor e Arsov (Skopje)

Nouns

Gender of nouns

m. Ending in a consonant (Bog, ~uv'ek,
`'ivut, den, st'adij) – for variation, see
Examples and Comments

Ending in a vowel (T'atku)

f. In a vowel (mostly in -a) (d'arba, ist'ina) In a consonant (re~/ r'e~ta,
r'adus)

n. In a vowel (-o, -e) (den, d'eti, 'oku) – for variation, see Examples and
Comments

Two-gender `'ivut, b'olka – for variation, see Examples and Comments

Examples1

Ut p'ervu be{i r'e~ta; re~ta be{e sos B'oga; Bog be{e re~ta; ~uv'ek; d'arba;
ist'ina; vr'emi (vr'eme); `'ivot v'e~ni [this two-gender noun is m. in KG]; `'etfa;
pl'ata; pl'ot; lak rd'ia/ta; Samar'it; k'al/ta [taa kal]; r'aka; n'oga; r'adus
gul'ema [this noun is f. in KG]; (na) napuk'o{niut den [den is m. in KG]; Zak'on/ut;
tron/ut; `'ivut v'ecni [this noun is m. in KG]; T'atku; M'ajka; @'ena; s'ekakva
b'olka [this noun is f. in KG]; v'ojnik; C'arstfu/tu; d'eti/t'o; 'oku/tu; I na
~itv'ertata str'a`a ut n'ok’ata ut'ide Is'us; m'a~nik; r'abotnik [this words is not
vernacular]; ut t'oa den; taland/ut; rod [a collective noun!]; ~'edo; grob'i{ta/ta [a
collective noun!]; kr'aj/ta [in KG f.]; st'adij; s lya/s lza; ~'udba; sirom'a/h

Comments

1. Because of the reduction of unstressed vowels in final syllables, the neuter nouns end in -i,
-u.

2. The noun `'ivut, which usually is of two genders is masculine in KG.

3. The noun b'olka, which usually can be of two genders in most dialects, is feminine in KG.

1 In this and later collections of examples, the forms in parentheses are by the second hand in the manuscript.
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Conclusions

1. In KG the gender of nouns cannot be identified with the gender of the nouns in the Lower
Vardar dialect area.

2. In KG the standardization of the gender of nouns is based upon the Slavic cultural (written
and oral) tradition.

3. Nouns of the cultural sphere conform to the Slavic tradition as to gender. E.g. d'arba,
ist'ina (f.); zak'on (m.).

4. As regards word formation (see Noun formation), in words of cultural provenance
word-formation suffixes are taken from the central dialects of the western dialect area
(m'a~nik-ø, r'abotnik-ø, stadi-j, ~ud-ba). The same method was used in the book Za
makedonckite raboti by Krste Misirkov (Misirkov 1903).

Number of nouns
Plural types

Simple m.: -i (~if'uti, t'atki,
k'ameni, m'a~nici),
-ovi/ -evi (p'opuve,
tr'onuve),
-e (ezmik’are,
sinx'ire)
-ci (pr'afci);
exceptions: l’'udi/ l’ude

f. : -i (v'odi, vr'ati,
s lyi, r'aci, no'zi)

n. : -a (~'eda, st'ada),
-iwa/ -iwe
(cvet'in’a);
exception: d'eca

Quantitative Only m.: pet tal'anta,
dv'a d'ena, ~et'iri dni,
dva 'u~enici, d'eset
hil’'adi tal'ante/
d'eset hil’'adi
tal'anta, petna'ajset
st'adia

Collective n. -ja (d rvja);
-i{ta (pil'i{ta)

Examples

sf'etut na l’'uditu; ~'eda; vr'ati/te; ~if'uti/tu; p'opuve; lev'i/te; s'ejset
st'ada; `'eni/te; Samar'iti/tu; t'atki/t'e (rud'iteli/te); r'aci/t'e; n'ozi/te;
planin'i/te; dvan'ajset tr'onuve; s'estri; D'eca; N'ivi; pil'i{ta/ta;
cvet'in’a/ta; v'ojnici; pr'afci [pl. of prase]; v'odi/te (v'odi/ta); dva
nadvorn'i~evi; dva sl'epi; d'eset hil’'adi tal'ante (d'eset hil’'adi tal'anta
[quantitative pl., stylization]); m'a~nici/te; gr'e{bi/te; nar'axbi/te; r'abotnici;
ezmik’'are; l'ozi/tu [collective meaning, simple pl.]; sos k'ameni [collective meaning,
simple pl.]; ub'ijci [central dialects]; p'ati{ta/ta; pet tal'anta [quantitative];
ku~enc'ine/ta; l’ude; sinx'ire; dv'a d'ena [quantitative]; petn'ajset st'adia; ~et'iri
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dn'i [central dialects or the literary language]; s lyi; dv'a U~en'ici; ~'udbi/t;e
d rvja/ta [collective]; Vlad'i~i; sirom'asi/te;

Comments

1. In KG, the collective plural form cvete with a grammatical singular meaning forms a
simple plural with the ending -iwa.

2. There are nouns in which the simple grammatical plural has a collective meaning (l'ozi,
k'ameni).

3. The example ub'ijci suggests influence from the central dialects.

4. The example ~et'iri dn'i suggests influence either from the central dialects or from the
written tradition. The same is valid for the examples t'atki : rud'iteli(te), in which
the choice of the form rud'iteli shows stylization by the second hand.

5. The plural form Vlad'i~i shows influence from the Church Slavonic written tradition.

6. Examples with a quantitative plural of the type dv'a d'ena, pet tal'anta suggest
influence from the Slavic written tradition, unlike the example dva U~en'ici, in which a
quantitative plural is leveled with the simple one as in the dialect.

7. The example v'odi(te) : v'odi(ta) suggests an intention by the second hand to give the
word the form and meaning of a collective plural v'odi(ta) (cf. vodje/vo|e in western
Macedonian dialects).

8. The collective plural of the type pil'i{ta is not typical of the Macedonian language.

Conclusions

1. In KG the number morphology of nouns cannot be identified with the number morphology
of nouns in the spoken dialect.

2. In KG, an attempt was made to standardize the number morphology of nouns according to
both the Slavic (written and oral) tradition and the western Macedonian dialects.

3. As to the word formation (see Formation of nouns), in words of cultural provenance the
ending -a of quantitative plurals from the central dialects of the western dialect area and
from the Slavic written tradition is used (cf. the example petn'ajset stadia, d'eset
hil’'adi tal'anta).

Definiteness of nouns (Definite article)

-ut/-ot Zak'onut, tr'onut
-ta r'e~ta, k'alta, pil'i{tata, v'odita
-tu/-to l’'uditu, ezmik’'arito, Faris'ejtu, s'inorito
-te vr'atite, `'enite, t'atkit'e, Faris'ejte (cf. Faris'ejtu), v'odite

(cf. v'odita), s'inorite (cf. s'inorito)
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Examples

Ut p'ervu be{i r'e~ta; sf'etut na l’'uditu; vr'atite; ~if'utitu; lev'ite;
`'enite; `'etvata; Samar'ititu; k'alta; t'atkit'e (ruditelite); r'acit'e;
n'ozite; r'adusta; Zak'onut; planin'ite; tronut; pil'i{tata; C'arstfutu;
D'etit'o; C'arstfutu Neb'esnutu [a double def. syntagm]; 'okutu; v'odite
(v'odita); ut s'inorito mu (ut s'inorite mu); d'emonitu; Faris'ejtu
(Faris'ejte); ezmik’'arito; mirasx'iata; p'ati{tata; kr'ajta; str'ahut
(str'ahot)

Conclusions

1. In KG, as in the southeastern group of dialects, only definite morphemes (def. articles) with
-t- occur.

2. In the choice of the forms of the definite morphemes, stylization is obvious in the avoidance
of the dialectal form of the article -to and its replacement with -te in the plural of
masculine nouns (Faris'ejtu : Faris'ejte, s'inorito : s'inorite).

3. The form v'odite (first hand) occurs in contrast with the form v'odita (second hand); the
second hand made an attempt to give it the form and meaning of the collective plural in the
choice of the defining morpheme (-ta).

4. There is a difference between the first and the second hand in the appearance of the definite
morpheme, manifest in the elimination of the reduction by the second hand (str'ahut :
str'ahot), which, on the other hand, is a method of stylization.

Noun formation

From verbs -ba (nar'axba), -a~ (s'eja~), -nik (m'a~nik), -ø (p'otres), -lo
(v'idelu, N.B. reduction o > u)

From adjective -ec (m rt'ovic, N.B. reduction e > i)
From nouns -stvo (c'arstvu), -nik (Zak'onnik) -ar (ezmik’ar), -xija/-~ija

(mirasx'ia), -ica (m'agarica), -arin (ezmik’arin)

Examples

mu dad'e puv'el’a [CMSL: povelba]; m'a~nik; gr'e{ba; nar'axba; c'arstvu; ezmik’ar;
r'abotnik; mirasx'ia/ta; Zak'onnik; ezmik’arin [variation in formation];
ku~enc'ine/ta [deminutive]; p'otres [a productive formation model]; d'arba;
m rt'ovic; sej'a~/ut; prik'azna/ta [vernacular] pr'icti [pri~i] [ChSl.]; bog'atin;
pervosob'ornik/ut [a compound, ChSl. influence]; v'idelu/to; m'agarica [similar to
the form in the central dialects of the Western region]; ~'udba [a productive formation
model]; hf'alba; Vlad'i~i [N.B.! unusual]; magar'ence
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Comments

1. The form prik'azna(ta) : pr'icti (pri~i) shows variation between the vernacular and
Church Slavonic.

Conclusions

1. Most word-formation models correspond to those of the southeastern Macedonian dialects.

2. The word-formation suffix -ba (for deverbal nouns) is very productive in the dialectal
language: gr'e{ba, nar'axba.

3. With nomina agentis most characteristic are the types ending in -nik (m'a~nik), -ar(in)
(ezmik’ar(in)), -a~ (s'eja~), which corresponds to the vernacular.

4. Church Slavonic word-formation models practically do not exist except for the form
Vlad'i~i, suggesting imitation of ChSl.

Special case forms of nouns

Oblique (a common case form with
persons), masculine only

L'azara

Vocative form with persons Avra'ame, L'azare,
Gospod'ine; T'atko

k'erko

Examples

da v'idat i L'azara; vikn'a L'azara ut gr'obut; I Is'us mu re~'e: o k'erko; vikn'a i
re~'': O T'atko Avra'ame; L'azare; Gospod'ine

Conclusions

1. Masculine nouns for persons are used in an oblique form as a dependent part of the syntagm.

2. A vocative form of masculine and feminine nouns is regularly used.

Adjectives

Sg. Pl.

m. Ending in a consonant (n'ov, s'ilen) or
-cki (Jud'ejcki), -~ki (~uv'e~ki), -ji
(b'o`ji)

f. Ending in -a (Silo'amcka, T'atkuva)

n. Ending in -o (~'istu(o)), or in -e
(b'o`je)

Ending in -i (s'ami, bez'umni)
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Types of adjectives

DESCRIPTIVE RELATIVE ORDINAL PRONOMINAL

Possessive
(sf'oj(te), tfoj,
moj)

Qualitative
(takv'izi)

gul'em, c rv'en,
t'emen

Ang'elcku,
~uv'e~ki,
T'atkuva

pr v(n)(iut),
~itv'erti

Generalizing
(s'ekakvi)

Examples

v'idelutu ist'inckutu; na sf'ojte mu dujd'e [substantivized]; pr'avniut ut
s'edmicata [ordinal]; Duh Sfet'ij; ne s m dost'oen; gl'eda s'ami r'izite dek'a
l'e`ea; po'ilni [N.B. comparative] (kah'arni); vid'enie Ang'elcku [N.B. relative]; o
bez'umni i t'e{ki na s'arcitu [substantivized]; j'agnitu B'oguvu; Is'usa Nazor'eut;
na utr'e{niut den; `i'vot v'e~ni [ChSl. influence in the form of the adj.]; G'urnata
Silo'amcka; ~uv'ek gr'e{en; takv'izi ni{'ane [pronominal]; ~uv'ekut dek'a b'e{e
slep; 'aku e gr'e{en; ut m'ertfite [substantivized] (ut m'ertvite); v'oa e `iv'otut
v'e~niut; ist'inckiut Bog; I m'ojte s'te tfoj sa, i tf'ojte, moj (I m'ojte s'te
tvoj sa, i tv'ojte, moj); T'atku Sf'etij [ChSl. tradition, probably rendered orally
[Koneski 1975)]; r'adusta m'oeta (r'adusta m'oata); pr'avnut ut S'edmicata
(pr'avnut ut S'edmicada); str'ahut Jud'ejcki (str'ahot Jud'ejcki); napuk'o{niot
den gul'emiut (na napuk'o{niot den gulemiut); s'emitu Dav'iduvu (s'emito
Dav'idovo); ut v'ie mal'e~kite; n'ihnite 'Angeli; l'icitu na T'atku mi [N.B. not
Tatkovoto lice]; T'atku mi Neb'esniut; i mn'ogu pr'avni ki sa ~'inat napuk'o{ni:
i napuk'o{nite pr'avni; 'okutu ti e ~'istu; 'okutu ti e {ijr'ecku; sn'aga ki b'ide
t'emna; C'arstfutu Neb'enutu; na temn'inata nadvorn'e{nata; Selutu
Gerges'incku; nadvorn'e{nite [substantivized]; S'inut ~uv'e~ki [relative]; dv'a sl'epi;
id'in ~uv'ek n'em nadvorn'e{en; r'odut Isr'ailuf; s'ekakvi b'olki [pronominal];
m'estutu 'e p'ustu; dvan'ajset k'o{uve p'alni; n'a ~itv'ertata str'a`a [ordinal];
v'etarut s'ilen; z'eml’ata Genisar'ecka [relative]; n'ova mese~'ina; n'ikua rab'ota
nem'o`na na; 'igleni 'u{i; uf c'arstvutu b'o`je; 'o~ite v'a{ite [pronominal]; k'oa
nar'a~ba 'e p'ogul'ema; 'aren ezmik’'arin bl'ag i v'erne; 'aren ezmik’'arin bl'ag i
uveruv'ane; m'estata T'ircki i Sid'oncki; uf dr'ugata {'ajka; s'inuve n'a v'isniut
[substantivized]; blag na neblagud'arnite [substantivized]; ~in'ejte se 'ubo i v'ia
milost'ivi [adj. as the nominal part of a verbal-nominal predicative] (~in'ejte se sank'i i
v'ia milost'ivi); z'eml’ata 'arnata (z'eml’ata 'arna); s rcitu 'arnutu i bl'agutu
(s rcito 'arnutu i bl'agoto) [double marking of definiteness as in Greek]; carv'eni i
v'issini r'ubi; p'azvata Avra'amjuva [relative]; gul'ema dol [dol is with a double
gender]; k'uk’ata T'atkuvata mi [relative]; Is'use S'ine B'o`ij v'i{nago [ChSl.
model]; d'uhut n'e~'istiut; pust'inite mesta [=opusto{enite, pustinskite];
gul'em str'ah; b'e{e Napr'e`en; Plan'inata Ele'oncka; b'e{e p'onapr'e{en
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Conclusions

1. Adjectives agree with nouns in number.

2. The syntagm gul'ema dol, an isolated example, may suggest either non-agreement in
gender or that the noun dol is feminine.

3. Models of the type `i'vot v'e~ni and T'atku Sf'etij manifest Church Slavonic
tradition and were probably rendered orally.

4. In word order, patterns with inversion dominate (noun plus adjective): Plan'inata
Ele'oncka, S'inut ~uv'e~ki itn. There are also many examples with a simple word
order: gul'em str'ah, n'ova mesi~'ina.

5. The pattern definite noun + definite adjective is frequent (ex. 'o~ite v'a{ite,
C'arstfutu Neb'enutu) in addition to the pattern definite adjective + indefinite noun
(n'ihnite 'Angeli, ist'inckiut Bog). Less frequent is the pattern definite adjective +
indefinite noun + definite adjective (napuk'o{niot den gul'emiut).

Comparison of adjectives

Comparative with po- (po'ilni, p'ogul'ema)

Superlative

Examples

po'ilni [comparative] (kah’arni); k'oa nar'a~ba 'e p'ogul'ema; b'e{e p’onapr’e{en

Comments

1. The adjective by the first hand is an attributive comparative po'ilni (from 'ilen
‘sad’, attested in folklore); the second hand replaces it with an adjective in the positive,
kah'arni.

Conclusions

1. In KG there are no examples of superlatives or forms with a similar function.

Adjective formation

From nouns with -ov (-uv) (T'atkuv, B'oguv), with -cki/-~ki (ist'incki,
~uv'e~ki),
with -en (s'ilen, 'iglen), -ji/-ij (b'o`ji, B'o`ij), -iv (m'ilostiv)

From verbs With -en (gr'e{en)

From adjectives With -i~ok (-i~uk)/-e~ok (-e~uk) (mal'e~o(u)k)
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From nouns with -ov (-uv) (T'atkuv, B'oguv), with -cki/-~ki (ist'incki,
~uv'e~ki),
with -en (s'ilen, 'iglen), -ji/-ij (b'o`ji, B'o`ij), -iv (m'ilostiv)

From numerals With -ti (~itv'erti)

From adverbs With -en (utr'e{en, nadvorn'e{en)

Unmotivated
(non-derivative)

with -ø (sl'ep, n'ov)

Examples

ist'inckiut; Ang'elcku; T'atkuvata; Dav'iduvu; nadvorn'e{nite; Neb'enutu;
v'e~niut; ~uv'e~ki; gr'e{en; utr'e{niut; B'oguvu; B'o`ij; s'ilen; Sf'etij;
milost'ivi; sl'ep; ~'istu; b'o`je; p'ustu; gul'em; mal'e~kite; n'ova; 'igleniv;
~itv'ertata; Napr'e`en

Conclusions

1. The model b'o`ji, B'o`ij and m'ilostiv suggests ChSl. influence.

2. There are few diminutive formations in KG.

3. In adjectives derived from adverbs and other words, an -n- is sometimes inserted
(nadvorn'e{nite, pr'avniut).

4. The ending -cki (for example, ist'incki) is typical and is a dialectal feature. The same
ending was later standardized by Krste Petkov Misirkov (Misirkov 1903).

Numerals

Exact number simple: dv'a, {es, st'o, hil’'ado; complex: dvan'ajset, p'et
hil’'adi, devitdis'ettu d'evet (devid'esette d'evet)

Approximate number du dvan'ajset gud'ini

Examples

ed'in ~uv'ek [indef. pronoun]; dv'a ut t'ie; in'o s'elu (edn'o s'elu); s({)'ejset stada;
tr'i dena; ’i najd'oa sobr'ani iden'ajste [=edinaesettemina]; i gu ~'ua dv'ata mu
U~en'ici; ustan'a dv'a d'ena; id'in ~uvek [indef. pronoun with reduction]; id'in kum'at
r'iba pe~'ena; id'in ut n'ih; st'o 'ofci; da zag'ine idn'a ut t'ie; ne ust'ava
devitdis'ettu d'evet [accent difference in the 1st and 2nd hand] (ne ust'ava
devid'esette d'evet); na dvan'ajset tr'onuve; da s'adite dvan'aj(se)te jaz'ici; st'o
k'ata [= stopati]; vid'e dv'a brata [ne dvajca bra}a]; vid'e dr'uzi dv'a br'ata;; pu
n'egu dv'a sl'epi [=dvajca]; dvan'ajset k'o{uve p lni; b'ea d'u p'et hil’'adi m'a`e
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[approximate number]; idn'o z rnu sin'apuvu (idn'o z rnu sin'apuvo); ed'in b'og; in'o
l'ozev; ed'in ~uv'ek car; i t'oa {t'o z'e p'ettu t'alanta [N.B.: -tu=article]; i ~in'i
dr'uzi p'et tal'anta; dujd'e i t'oa {t'o z'e id'in’ut tal'ant; dad'ejte n'a t'oa {t'o
'ima d'esettu t'alante; dv'e {ajki; nap ln'ia i dv'ete {'ajki; idn'a `'ena; p'et
br'ate; du dvan'ajset gud'ini [=dvanaesetina]; du petn'ajset st'adia
[=petnaesetina]; ~et'iri dn'i; ut {es dn'i

Comments

1. Gender agreement occurs when eden functions as an indefinite pronoun / indefinite article.
Cf. ed'in ~uv'ek, idn'a `'ena, in'o s'elu.

2. When eden is used as a numeral there is gender agreement. Cf. idn'o z rnu sin'apuvu,
ed'in b'og, in'o l'oze.

3. Examples like dv'a brata, dv'a sl'epi indicate that there is no agreement as to the virile /
non-virile distinction. Cf. CMSL dvajca slepi (slepci).

4. There is no virile / non-virile distinction with other numerals either. Cf. p'et br'ate.

5. In the examples with dva there is gender agreement with feminines in definite and in
indefinite form. Cf. dv'e {ajki, dv'ete {'ajki.

6. An approximate number is expressed analytically with the preposition do. E.g. d'u p'et
hil’'adi m'a`e, du dvan'ajset gud'ini, du petn'ajset st'adia.

7. When the syntagm is definite, numerals are definite: dujd'e i t'oa {t'o z'e id'in’ut
tal'ant, p'ettu t'alanta, d'esettu t'alante (CMSL: pette talanta); on the other
hand, when defining a set with one member, the numeral eden can be omitted, and the
definite form of the noun is used to avoid homonymy with the numeral functioning as an
indefinite article: ut'idoh t'a zakup'ah tal'antut.

8. In the example devitdis'ettu d'evet : devid'esette d'evet there are differences
between the first and the second hand both in vowel reduction and in the accent, which
shows stylization.

Conclusion

1. Stylization with numerals occurs in vowel reduction and in the accent:
devitdis'ettu d'evet : devid'esette d'evet.

Pronouns

Pronoun inventory

Sg. Pl.

Personal 1 r. j'aze, j'azi; 2 r. ti; 3 r. on, 1 r. n'ie ; 2 r. v'ie; 3 r.t'ie /
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Sg. Pl.

'ona, 'ono ; toj, t'aa, to(a);
pers.-reflexive: s'ebe, sa/s

'oni

Personal-objective
(functions/meanings:
interrogative, relative,
negative, generalizing
and indefinite)

k'oj, {t'o, n'a k'oj (n'ekuj,
s'ekuj, n'i{tu etc.); k'oj(tu),
{t'o, dek'a

k'oi, n'a k'oi (n'ekui/n'ekoi,
s'ekui/s'ekoi, n'ikui/n'ikoi)

Demonstrative vo /v'oa, v'aa, v'oa; toj/t'oa,
t'aa, t'oa

v'ie, t'ie

Generalizing
qualitative
pronoun
(universal
quantifier)

S'ekuj/s'ekoj; s t, s ta, s tu,
s'eka

s'ekui/s'ekoi, s'ite

Indef. pronoun
(indef. quantifier)

N'ekuj, ed'in, drug n'ekui/n'ekoi; edn'i , dr'uzi

Negative
pronoun
(negative relation
determinator)

N'ikuj, n'i{tu n'ikui/n'ikoi

Paradigms of personal pronouns

Sg. Pl. Sg. and
pl.

1 r. 2 r. 3 r. 1 r. 2 r. 3 r.

m. f. n.Nominative forms

j'aze,
j'azi ti on

t'aa
'ona

t'oa/
'ono n'ie v'ie

t'ie/
'oni

Accusative forms
(direct object) m'ene,

ma( )
t'ebe,
ta( )

n'egu,
gu

t'aa/
n'eja,

ja
n'egu,

gu
nas,
na( )

vas,
va(

)
nih,

’i
s'ebesi,

se

Dative forms
(indirect object)

na
m'ene,

mi

na
t'ebe,

ti

na
n'egu,

mu

na
t'aa,
mu

na
n'egu,

mu

na
nas,
ni

na
v'ie
na

vas,
vi

na
n'ih,
mu

s'ebesi,
si
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Sg. Pl. Sg. and
pl.

Other oblique forms
with prepositions that
express other case
relations

put
m'ene

na
t'ebe

uf
n'egu

na
t'aa,
za

n'eja

uf
n'egu

sos
n'azi

sos
v'ie

na
nih,
ut

t'ie

za
s'ebesi

Examples

V'oa b'e{e utp'ervu sos B'oga; Site rab'oti; ed'in ~uv'ek [indef. article]; na t'ie {to
veruvaat [3 r. pl.]; n'a nih [3 p.  pl. ]; re~'e id'in ~uv'ek {t'o gu v'el’et Is'us; (re~'e
id'in ~uv'ek {t'o gu v'el’at Is'us); uf n'egu; I k'olku gu; d'a gu p'itat ti k'oj si;
v'ie - {t'o dujd'ohte; I ot'idua n'ekoi ut t'ie dek'a b'ea z'ajdno; kum{'ijte 'ubo i
t'ie dek'a gu gl'edaa; ne e li v'oa dek'a s'edesi i pr'ose{i (kum{'ijte sanki i t'ie
dek'a gu gl'edaa ne e li v'oa dek'a s'edese i pr'osi{e); n'e gu pozn'a; zard'i n'egu; ’i
vikn'a [3 p.  pl.]; za{t'o m'i b'e{e p'onapr'e{en [1 p.  sg.]; ut ispoln'enieto mu [word
order: possession]; v'ele n'a nih; blagoslov'en t'oa {t'o ide; k'ak 'ubo sa utvor'ia
'o~ite ti (k'ak 'ubo ti sa utvor'ia 'o~ite ti); I j'a i n'ekui od Kni`'ovnicite; i
k'ojtu l’'ube s'in il'i k'erka; rebruto mu [word order: possession]; r'acit'e mu [word
order: possession]; k'a m'a pu{t'i; s'ekij mar'as (s'ekoj mar'as); na k'ogutu gr'ehuvite
s'a prust'eni i na k'ogu z'aprite s'a zapr'eni [oblique forms, reduced paradigm]; B'oga
n'ikuj n'ekuj pat; 'on gu razre~'e; v'aa e martit'iata; {to vi gl'eda zard'i Hrist'os,
n'a k'oj e S'in? [na koj = ~ij]; I Is'us mu re~'e [na u~enicite] [dialectal feature); j'aze
sam; J'azi zard'i v'ie sa mol’am [common form: nominative]; i v'ie ne d'elite mn'ogu
ut t'ie [CMSL: od niv]; ka vi treb'uvaat v'ie s'ite [koga vam site vi trebaat]; sos
v'ie [N.B.: common form: nominal]; U~en'icite mu [short pronominal forms have
possessive meaning]; am'i v'oa n'e gu zn'ajme; i mu re~'e, v'oa 'e ~'udnutu, 'oti v'ie n'e gu
zn'ajte; t'i sat so s'e sa rod'i; 'On otgovor'i, i mu re~'e [na u~enicite]; n'e
m'o`i{e d'a ~'ine n'i{tu [indef. ]; t'oa {t'o s'a ~in'i ~uv'ek [demonstrative]; sos
n'azi; v'idi 'etu j'agnitu [= demonstrative pronoun toa]; d'a n'e e v'oa Hrist'os; 'oti
drug e {to s'ee, i drug {t'o `n'ie [pronoun], pl. dr'uzi; 'oti n'ekuj da utfor'i 'o~i
('oti n'ekuj da utvor'e 'o~i); i v'ie st'e m'artire n'a v'ie [demonstrative pronoun: ovie];
n'a s'eka sn'aga [s'eka =seta); d'a puzn'avat t'ebe s'amiut [sam as a pronoun); v'oa
Kalabal'ak [no gender agreement]; s'a rad'uva na t'aa [oblique form, common]; 'odi i gu
k'araj meg’u t'ebe i on sam [1. for the word order – short pronominal form before the verb;
2. sam as a pronoun]; ist'ina vi v'elem; 'azi ('aze); 'az ut n'egu; i s'ekuj {t'o ustav'i; i
'imam put m'ene v'ojnici: i v'elem n'a v'oa [N.B. no agreement]; n'ikuj ut p'atut t'oa
[stylization; word order and agreement] (n'ikuj ut t'oj p'at); sos n'apr'e{niut n'a
d'emonitu v'oa isv'ag'a b'esuvite [m. gender]; d'a sa k'upat za s'ebesi
[personal-reflexive] [because of the reduction, the short form can be si both in the acusative
and in the dative. + s'a (s'a najad'oa - in all examples with reflexive verbs)]; Gospod'ine:
po`'alaj sin mi [there is no reduplication of the object]; prik'aznata v'aa [word order and
double definiteness]; s'atu {t'o 'ima{e; i kren'ej gu, i gu klad'ejte [word order]; ki
~'ine n'a v'as [has an acusative common form]; ut v'oa tal'andut [no agreement or a
double def. nominal phrase]; I k'a re~'e v'ie: vikn'a [v'ie=ova]; I 'ona re~'e; I 'ona k'a
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dujd'e; t'ie {t'o ’i mil'uvat; t'ie {t'o va mil'uvat [allomorph of vi]; mu dum'ile za
n'eja [accusative, common form]; o ml'ade n'a t'ebe v'el’am [instead of na tebe ti – na
tebe – simplified paradigm]; t'ie {to ~'ua [demonstrative]; I ~uv'ekut t'oa, ut t'oa
{to izleg'oa b'esuvite [=onoj od koj{to izlegoa; double definiteness marking]; i sos
kl'api gu ~'uvaa [isogloss connected with the Western dialects: a short form before the verb];
i gu m'olea da mu d'ade [isogloss connected with Western dialects: a short form before the
verb + mu for pl.]; v'erata ti ta utkina; i ut'ide pu sat Grat; n'a t'aa br'at mu
L'azar b'e{e b'olen [=nejziniot brat]; b'ea sos n'eja uf d'oma i ja rasta`'uvaa [a
short form] (b'ea sos n'eja uf ku}ata i ja rasta`'uvaa)

Comments

1. The definite object of a simple sentence is regularly reduplicated. The definite object of a
simple sentence does not reduplicate in periphrastic constructions.

2. Some facts of the morphological analysis suggest the possibility of more than one translator,
or hesitation in the choice of the forms, because various forms and various word orders can
be observed with the pronouns: s'a rad'uva na t'aa : I 'ona k'a dujd'e).

3. Forms for the 1 person singular occur in allomorphic forms: with reduction (j'azi) and
without reduction (j'aze).

4. The short pronominal form for the indirect object mu for masculine and neuter is also used for the
feminine, both in singular and in plural, which is a feature of the Enidže Vardar dialect (see Section
5.3).

5. The pronunciation of the reflexive pronoun sa is /sa/ – and analogously for the forms ma,
ta, va.

6. Rel. pronouns also function as connective words. Therefore, they will be mentioned among
the connective words in the section on conjunctions.

7. The pronouns t'oa and v'oa are used both for the masculine and neuter gender. Historically
this is due to gender mixing.

8. The demonstrative pronoun toj, t'aa, t'oa, t'ie is used for indefinite and remote space
definiteness as well as for indicating unknown (indef.) and known (def.) living beings and
objects (I ot'idua n'ekoi ut t'ie dek'a b'ea z'ajdno).

9. The demonstrative pronoun vo/v'oa, v'aa, v'oa, v'ie is used for close space definiteness as
well as for indicating known (def.) living beings and objects.

10. The pronoun dek'a occurs with a relative meaning.

11. The syntagm n'a k'oj is used in the function of a pronoun with a possessive meaning
(CMSL: ~ij).

12. The singular forms of the expanded forms from koj (n'ekuj, s'ekuj, n'ikuj) occur regularly
with reduction. With the pronoun s'ekuj, stylization by the second hand can be observed
(s'ekoj).

13. The plural form n'ekui/n'ekoi occurs only once without reduction.
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14. There is non-agreement in gender of the pronouns in the verbal and nominal phrase between
the masculine and feminine, when the form for neuter is used for masculine.

15. Sometimes there is non-agreement in number between the noun from the previous sentence
and the pronoun that refers to it: i 'imam put m'ene v'ojnici: i v'elem n'a v'oa.

Conclusions

1. The regulation of the syntactical use of the reduplicated object in KG (reduplication or
non-reduplication) is a syntactical rule. This method shows linguistic stylization (Spasov
2006, 46).

2. In KG there is hesitation in the choice of some syntagmatically used pronominal models.

3. For the possessive meaning there are no special forms. This function is typical of the
analytical forms of the type n'a k'oj.

4. Eliminating the reduction with some pronominal forms is a method of stylization by the
second hand, but it is not carried out consistenly.

5. In KG there are examples both with agreement and non-agreement of the pronoun with the
verb or the noun in the syntagms, which suggests hesitation in the method of stylization.

6. The inventory of the pronouns and pronominal forms does not reflect some specific lower
Vardar dialect or Enidže Vardar microdialect, but various forms are used, some more
frequently than others (Vidoeski 1999b; Karanfilovski 2000, 35-52; Drvošanov 1993;
Topoli ska 1995; 1997, passim).

Present tense

Present tense in independent use (imperfective verbs)

a-group

Sg. Pl.
1.r. sl'u{a-m 1.r. sl'u{a-me
2.r. sl'u{a-{ 2.r. sl'u{a-te
3.r. sl'u{a-ø 3.r. sl'u{a-t

Sg. Pl.
1.r. sa( ) nad'eva-m 1.r. sa( ) nedev'a-me
2.r. sa( ) nad'eva-{ 2.r. sa( ) nadev'a-te
3.r. sa( ) nad'eva-ø 3.r. sa( ) nad'eva-t

Sg. Pl.
1.r. prosfet-'uva-m 1.r. prosfet-'uva-me
2.r. prosfet-'uva-{ 2.r. prosfet-'uva-te
3.r. prosfet-'uva-ø 3.r. prosfet-'uva-t
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Sg. Pl.
1.r. is-v'a|a-m 1.r. is-v'a|a-me
2.r. is-va|a-{ 2.r. is-v'a|a-te
3.r. is-va|a-ø 3.r. is-v'a|a-t

Examples

da ver'uvat site zardi niz nego; toa {to prosfet'uva sekuj ~uvek; vie {to
zbur'uvate idin sos drug; ve}i ne ver'uvame; ne ~'uva sabutata [~'uva=slavi]; gu
t'erat ut soborut; gre{en Bog ne sl'u{a; jazi p'u{tam vas [p'u{tam=pra}am];
ama voa kalabalak {to ne puzn'ava zakonut; da sa uver'uva seka re~; {to l'etat
na vetarut; ’i kl'avat; Bog taka stolis'uva; 'imam put mene vojnici; ti sa
prost'uvat grehuvite; [sinut ~uve~ki ima puveqa] da pru{t'ava grehuve;
ver'uvate; da mil'uva{ kum{ijata; da mu d'avat maksulut; [tie] da [gi] v'ikat
kalesanitu na sfatbite; isber'uva{ tamu deka ne si raspolegal; sober'uvam tamu
deka ne raspolegah; da f'rlam mre`ite; aku zajm'uvate na tie; isva|at idin
mrtovic; zafati da zbur'uva; [tie] sa udav'uvat; i ja ~'uva vnatre uf srcitu; koj
ima u{i da sl'u{a; i ti sa`aq'uva{; da zamin'uvat na nas; aku Mojsija i
Profito ne sl'u{at; [~ovek] {to `iv'uva i ver'uva na mene, ne um'ira uf vekut;
[ti] ver'uva{ voa; vidi kak gu mil'uva; tatko, blagud'arem ti, oti ma sl'u{a{;

e-group

Sg. Pl.
1.r. zn'a-m 1.r. zn'a-i(j)-mi / zn'a-i(j)-me
2.r. zn'a-i(j)-{ 2.r. zn'a-i(j)-te
3.r. zn'a-e-ø 3.r. zn'a-at

Sg. Pl.
1.r. s'e-a-m 1.r. s'e-e-me
2.r. se'-e-{ 2.r. s'e-e-te
3.r. s'e-e-ø 3.r. s'e-j-at

Sg. Pl.
1.r. j'ad-a-m 1.r. j'ad-i-me
2.r. j'ad-i-{ 2.r. j'ad-i-te
3.r. j'ad-e-ø 3.r. j'ad-at

Examples

{to 'ide na sfetut; ne zn'ai{; ne zn'am; nie zn'ajme oti ~uvekuot voa e (nie
zn'aeme oti) ; gre{en; nie zn'aemi oti; jazi 'idam na tebe; aku v'ryite vrs
zemqata; {to da j'adite; {to da p'iete; {to s'ejat; {to `n'ijat; {to b'erat;
kak r'astat; nito pr'edat; da j'adime; da p'ieme; da ne gu zn'ae nikuj; `n'ie{ tamu
deka ne si sejal; `n'eam jaze tamu derka ne sejah; ku~encineta j'adat ut r nkite;
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izleze seja~ut da s'ee semito mu; netu aku u`uv'ee nekuj ut umrenite; jaze zn'am;

Conclusions

1. In the first hand, the first person plural in the present tense ends in -mi.

2. In the second hand, the ending -mi is replaced with -me.

e-group (CMSL i-group)

Sg. Pl.
1.r. v'ele-m 1.r. v'ele-me
2.r. vel'e-{ 2.r. v'ele-te
3.r. v'ele-ø 3.r. v'ele-t / v'ele-a-t

Sg. Pl.
1.r. m'a~-a-m 1.r. m'a~i-me
2.r. m'a~i-{ 2.r. m'a~i-te
3.r. m'a~e-ø 3.r. m'a~a-t

Sg. Pl.
1.r. blagud'ar-e-m 1.r. blagud'ar-e-me
2.r. blagud'ar-e-{ 2.r. blagud'ar-e-te
3.r. blagud'ar-e-ø 3.r. blagud'ar-e-t

Sg. Pl.
1.r. 'od-a-m 1.r. 'odi-me
2.r. 'odi-{ 2.r. 'odi-te
3.r. 'ode-ø 3.r. 'oda-t

Examples

i svetilutu uf temninata sf'ete; i v'ele na nih; tuka deka 'odite; v'elet za negu;
da ~'inam rabotite; idin ~uvek {to gu v'elet Isus (idin ~uvek {to gu v'eleat
Isus) [v'elet=narekuvaat, imenuvaat]; vi v'elem; i aku gr'e{i brat ti na tebe; da
s'adite dvanajsete jazici na; Israil; da rab'otite na Boga; nim pi~al'ete za
`ivotut vi; ’i hr'ani (’i hr'ane); {to sa gr'i`ite; ne sa m'a~at; da v'elite;
jazicite ’i p'alat; detito mi l'e`i; (detito) sa m'a~i lo{u ([detito] sa m'a~e
lo{u); dujde tuka da na m'a~i{; da 'odime; za{to m'islite vie lo{u uf srcata
vi; quditu da s'edat na vrz trevata; (edin ~uvek) da ~'ine na ’i isap; daj mi tie
deka mi d l`'uva{; (tie) ne ~'inat rod; sa m'a~am vnatre; voa sa m'ole; ti sa
m'olam ubo; ta pak 'odi{ tamu; koj 'ode dennut; mo`e da sm'rde; tatko,
blagud'arem ti, oti ma sl'u{a{; quditu {to st'ojat
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Conclusions

1. In the first hand, the third person plural of the present tense ends in -et. In the second hand,
the ending -et is replaced with -eat.

2. In the first hand, the third person singular of the present tense ends in -e, except for some
verbs in which it ends in -i: hr'ani, l'e`i, sa m'a~i, but it has a double form in ~'ini /
~'ine. In the second hand, the use of -e is consistent and the ending -i is replaced with -e in
the above examples.

The verb sum / e

Sg. Pl.
1.r. s m 1.r. sme
2.r. si 2.r. ste
3.r. e 3.r. sa

Examples

voa 'e; i st'e poilni; koga s m na sfetut; ti s'i u~enik na negu; nie sm'e u~enici
na Mujsea

Auxiliary, modal, copulative, and impersonal verbs

The verb ima

Sg. Pl.
1.r. 'imam 1.r. 'ima-mi / ima-me
2.r. 'ima{ 2.r. 'imate
3.r. 'ima 3.r. 'imat

The verb treba

trebuva (KG) : treba (CMSL)

Examples

voa den 'ima; na mene treb'uva da ~inam rabotite; {to pak s'akate da ~uete; ne
m'o`ite da rabotite; nie n'emami tuka (nie n'emame tuka); da se pl'ate bor~ut
[=da se plati / da bide platen dolgot]; da sa prud'ade [da bide prodaden]; aku
s'aka{ da flezi{ na ̀ ivotut; 'ima{ imani na nebutu; {to vi [se] gl'eda zardi
Hristos; [o] vie koren n'emat; ne m'o`at; tie deka s'akat da zaminat; kolku
pus'aka{ ut Boga, Bog ki ti ’i
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Conclusion

1. In the first hand, the first person plural of the present tense ends in -mi. In the second hand,
the ending -mi is replaced with -me.

Present tense in dependent use (perfective verbs)

a-group

Sg. Pl.
1.r. ist'era-m 1.r. ist'era-me
2.r. ist'era-{ 2.r. ist'era-te
3.r. 'istera-ø 3.r. ist'er-at

Examples

da ist'erame negu; da ne martir'isa{; da gu ut'epime

e-group

Sg. Pl.
1.r. k'a`-a-m 1.r. k'a`-i-me
2.r. k'a`-i-{ 2.r. k'a`-i-te
3.r. k'a`-i-ø / ka`-e-ø 3.r. k'a`-ø-at

Sg. Pl.
1.r. d'ad-a-m 1.r. d'ad-i-me
2.r. d'ad-i-{ 2.r. d'ad-i-t
3.r. d'ad-e-ø 3.r. d'ad-ø-at

Examples

da ne gu puzn'ajat; da ~'uete; da zag'ine; da sa ubl'e~ime; da d'ojdi{ uf doma mi;
da r'e~am; da fl'ezat uf korabut; da zam'inat ponapred; da d'ojdam na tebe; da ti
’i d'adam site; i site da ti ’i pl'atam; duri da pl'ati bor~ut mu; duri da d'ade
mu bor~; da fl'ezi{ na `ivotut; da ne ub'ie{; da ne utkr'adi{; [gi pu{ti
ezmi}arito] da z'evat maksulito mu; da z'aprime mirazot mu; da d'adi{ na zaem
srebruto mi; da izn'iknat zajno sos trnitu; aku vi k'a`i nekuj ne{tu (aku vi
k'a`e nekuj ne{tu); tie deka sakat da zam'inat; da ja ubl'e~ite

Conclusion

1. In the first hand, the third person singular of the present tense ends in -i. In the second hand,
the ending -i is sometimes replaced with -e, which can be an influence from the Eastern part
of the Lower Vardar dialect area.
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i-group

Sg. Pl.
1.r. iz-v'ad-a-m 1.r. iz-v'ad-i-me
2.r. iz-v'ad-i-{ 2.r. iz-v'ad-i-te
3.r. iz-v'ad-i-ø 3.r. iz-v'ad-at

Examples

aku na [ne'] izv'adi{; da k'upat za sebesi manxi; nema{e da ’i pl'ati (nema{e da
’i pl'ate); da ne sk'urvi{; da f'atite ribi; odam da gu rasb'udam;

Conclusion

1. In the first hand, the third person singular of the present tense ends in -i. In the second hand
the ending -i is replaced with -e.

Note: Perfective verbs have a separate i-group, while imperfective verbs only have two verbal
groups, a and e (i is merged with e).

Imperfect

Sg. Pl.
1. r. zbur'uva-h 1. r. zbur'uva-hmi(e)
2. r. zbur'uva-si/{e/{i 2. r. zbur'uva-hti(e)
3. r. zbur'uva-si/{e/{i 3. r. zbur'uva-a

Sg. Pl.
1. r. s'e~e-h 1. r. s'e~e-hmi(e)
2. r. s'e~e-si/{e/{i 2. r. s'e~e-hti(e)
3. r. s'e~e-si/{e/{i 3. r. s'e~e-a

Sg. Pl.
1. r. v'ele-h 1. r. v'ele-hmi(e)
2. r. v'ele-si/{e/{i 2. r. v'ele-hti(e)
3. r. v'ele-si/{e/{i 3. r. v'ele-a

Examples

site pri'ehmi; zim'ahme darba; v'elea; Jo'an kr'astesi (tar~'e{e); tar~'e; odea t'oa
d'en n'a in'o s'elu; I v'ie zbur'uvaa;s'a utb'ira; 'ode{i s'os n'ih ('ode{e); 'o~it'e mu
s'a zap'ira; d'ava{; [on] n'i zbur'uva{; razre~'uva{e ;s'e~e{i hl'ebut (s'e~e{e);
stoesi Jo'an, (stoese); 'ode{i; dujd'oa prika`'uvaa rab'otite; {t'o n'e sa ma~'ihte;
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s'edesi i pr'ose{; r'aste{i idn'o vr'emi sl'ep (be{e); n'e m'o`e{i d'a ~'ine;
blagusl'avea B'oga, Am'in; s'a kl'ane{i n'a n'egu; 'on v'ele{i

sum (e)

Sg. Pl.
1. r. beh 1. r. b'ehme
2. r. b'esi/ b'e{i/ b'e{e 2. r. b'ehte
3. r. b'esi/ b'e{i/ b'e{e 3. r. b'ea

Examples – sum (e)

utpervu b'e{i re~ta (utpervu b'ese re~ta); na sfetut b'e{e;
vratite b'ea zatvoreni; u~enicite b'ea sobrani; b'ea vr'atite zatfor'eni: b'ea
U~en'icite sobr'ani; b'e{e kad'e d'eset sa'ate ut d'enut; b'e{e sl'ep; Ak'u n'e be'{i
v'oa ut B'oga

Comments

1. In the KG there are two verb groups (a- and e-group), which is obvious in the paradigm of
the imperfect.

2. Writing with -si and -{i shows even pronunciation because, from the orthographic
principles of the first hand, we can conclude that a consonant before a front vowel is
palatalized in pronunciation, while the second hand writes a soft consonant.

Conclusion

1. The second hand prefers the ending -{e in 2 r. and 3 p.  singular, which is stylization in
order to normalize the written language.

Aorist

e-group, o-stem

Sg. Pl.
1. r. du-nes-'o-h 1. r. du-nes-'o-hmi
2. r. du-nes-'e-ø 2. r. du-nes-'o-hte
3. r. du-nes-'e-ø 3. r. du-nes-'o-a

Sg. Pl.
1. r. jad-'o-h 1. r. jad-'o-hmi
2. r. jad-'e-ø 2. r. jad-'o-hte
3. r. jad-'e-ø 3. r. jad-'o-a
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Sg. Pl.
1. r. sek-'o-h 1. r. sek-'o-hmi
2. r. se~-'e-ø 2. r. sek-'o-hte
3. r. se~-'e-ø 3. r. sek-'o-a

e-group, e-stem

Sg. Pl.
1. r. najd-'e-h 1. r. najd -'e-hmi
2. r. najd-'e-ø 2. r. najd-'e-hte
3. r. najd-'e-ø 3. r. najd-'e-a

CMSL i-group, i-stem; KG e-group, i-stem

Sg. Pl.
1. r. pu{t-'i-h 1. r. pu{t-'i-hmi
2. r. pu{t-'i-ø 2. r. pu{t-'i-hte
3. r. pu{t-'i-ø 3. r. pu{t-'i-a

e-group, a-stem

Sg. Pl.
1. l. puka`-'a-h 1. l. puka`-'a-hmi
2. l. puka`-'a-ø 2. l. puka`-'a-hte
3. l. puka`-'a-ø 3. l. puka`-'a-a

Examples

k'a ka`'a v'aa lakardi'a; m'u puka`'a r'acit'e; U~en'icite s'a zaraduv'aa; k'a m'a
pu{ti; dujna; I 'on m'u re~'e; M'u v'elea 'ubo dr'uzite Ucen'ici: v'idohmi
G'ospuda; 'on g'u razre~'e [=razubedi]; pu{t'ia; I g'u pit'aa; otve{t'a; P'etar
stan'a; t'oa {t'o s'a ~in'i; g'u pridad'oa; g'u krastos'aa; zatres'oa; ut'idua; n'e
najd'ea; ot'idua n'ekoi ut t'ie; k'a zafat'i [=po~na] ut Mojs'ej; m'u r'asre~'e
rab'otite; n'abli`'ia n'a S'elutu; g'u sil'ia [=prisilija]; senn'a (sedn'a); flez'e;
g'u puzn'aa; ni k'a stan'aa; s'a varn'aa; vosskresn'a ist'ina; g'u ~u'a dv'ata mu
U~en'ici deka ka`'a, i ut'idua p'u Is'usa; i ustan'aa; najd'ohme Mess'ia; p'ak
pusak'a Is'us; m'a pu{t'i [=isprati]; v'ie dujd'ohte i fleg'ohte uf m'akata mu;
~in'ih; n'ie s'ami ~'uhme i v'idohme; U~en'icit'e m'u, i rek'oa; Did'askale, k'oj
sogre{'i; isgre{'i (sogre{'i); k'al klad'e n'a vr s 'o~it'e m'i; m'u dad'e puv'el’a;
blagoslov'i; k'a se~'e hl'ebuvite, ’i dad'e n'a U~en'icit'e mu; jado'a s'ite; i kren'aa
kom'atitu; i s'a n'ajad'oa; artardis'aa; ed'in ~uv'ek dubli`'i n'a Is'usa; I g'u
dunes'oh n'a U~en'icit'e ti; k'oga nabli`'i Is'us n'a Jerusal'im; dujd'oa n'a
Vitsfag'i n'a Plan'inata Ele'oncka; Mar'ia 'ubo ziv'a in'a l'itra n'arda; Is'us
pu{t'i dv'a U~en'ici
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Comment

1. In the KG there are two verb groups (a- and e-group), which is obvious in the paradigm of
the aorist.

Conclusions

1. There is no difference between the first and the second hand in the paradigm of the aorist.

2. Stylization occurs in senn'a by dissimilation: sedn'a, which is stylization in order to
normalize the written language.

Imperative

paradigmatic imperative

a-group and e- and i-groups with a stem ending in a vowel

2 p.  sg. z'ima-j 2 p.  pl. zim'a-jte

e- and i-group with a stem ending in a consonant

2 r. sg. v'id-i 2 r. pl. vid-'ejte

periphrastic imperative

negative form

2 r. sg. nim und'isa-j 2 r. pl. nim undis'a-jte

imperative + imperative

2 r. sg. 'od-i pr'oda-j 2 r. pl. od-'ejte prod'a-jte

imperative (shifter verb) + adverb/noun

2 r. sg. 'od-i pon'adlab'oku 2 r. pl. od-'ejte pon'adlab'oku

optative imperative

n'eka odime na n'egu
i nie da 'umrime

Examples

zim'ajte D'uh Sfet'ij; isprav'ejte p'atut; 'ostani s'os n'as; v'idi 'etu j'agnitu
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B'oguvu; el'ajte i vid'ejte; 'ela [imperative] p'u m'ene; kren'ejte 'o~ite vi g'ore, i
vid'ejte; n'ivite; n'egu pit'ajte; ~'uvaj uf 'imito ti; Gled'ajte d'a n'e po'udite;
'imaj gu kat'u; Smisl'ejte pil'i{tata; st'ani t'a 'odi; Timis'uvaj T'atku ti; 'odi
pr'odaj, s'atu {t'o 'ima{; Od'ejte ubo; vary'ejte mu r'aci i n'ozi, i kren'ej ti; i g'u
klad'ejte n'a temn'inata; nadvorn'e{nata; pu`'alaj me; 'odi p'on'adlab'oku, i
farl'ejte; mr'e`ite; v'ie miluv'ajte; putzajmuv'ajte i n'im undis'ajte; n'i{tu ut
v'oa; ^in'ejte se 'ubo; Od'ejte n'a S'elutu

Comment

1. A very interesting examples is nim sa b'oi{ (first hand) nim sa b'oi (second hand), by
which the second hand manifests that the stylization has the intention of avoiding present
tense within the frameworks of “the infinitive imperative” and the use of an “infinitive
imperative” of a “pure kind.”

Verbal adjective

-n, -na, -no, -ni after stem vowels -a and -e pu{t'enite, pe~'en, izbr'an
-t, -ta, -to, -ti in verbs with the suffix -n- (stem

vowel -a)
v’jahn'at, zagin'at

Verbal adj. before the noun edinor'odniut Sin
Verbal adj. after the noun Sin edinor'oden
Substantivized verbal adj. mn'ogu sa kales'anitu, am'i m'alce izbr'anitu

Examples

Sin edinor'oden ut T'atkutu; edinor'odniut Sin; I pu{t'enite b'ea ut
Faris'ejte; ’i najd'oa sobr'ani iden'ajste; r'iba pe~'ena; t'oa {to ki re~'i, pust'en
[=praten]; r'adusta m'oata sf rs[{]'ena; da sp'asi zagin'atutu (da sp'asi
zagin'atoto); 'odi pu planin'ite, p'ala; zagin'atata; D'etit'o mi l'e`i uf d'oma
(D'etit'o mi l'e`i uf d'oma); raslabl'enu (raslabl'eno); mu dunes'ea id'in
Rassl'ablen; ka`'ejte na kales'nitu (ka`'ejte na kales'nite); juncite mi i
ran'etite sa zakl'ani; mn'ogu sa kales'anitu, am'i m'alce (mn'ogu sa kales'anite,
am'i m'alce); izbr'anitu (izbr'anite); 'ofcite zagub'enite; ~uv'ek gr'e{en; i
re~'e na umr'en’ut; in'a k'erka samor'odna; C'arut ti dek'a 'ide v’jahn'at na vr s
p rlitu

Comment

1. Reduction is eliminated (changing -u- to -o-) by the second hand. Cf. zagin'atutu and
zagin'atoto.
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Conclusions

1. The verbal adjective in the KG occur in an attributive position:

a)   Before the noun (edinor'odniut Sin),

b)   After the noun (Sin edinor'oden) (more often).

2. Substantivized adjective (mn'ogu sa kales'anitu, am'i m'alce izbr'anitu)

3. The verbal adjective is formed from both transitive and intransitive verbs:

a)   transitive (r'iba pe~'ena),

b)   intransitive (C'arut ti dek'a 'ide v’jahn'at na vr s p rlitu).

Verbal noun

Ending -we (second hand -jne)

from verbs of the a-group sak'a-ni(e), ujdis-'a-jne, v ryuv-'a-ni(e),
t rgov-'a-jne, nasla`d-'e-ni(e) (a ChSl.
model adopted)

from verbs of the e-group te~-'e-ni(e)
from verbs of the i-group zasp-'a-ni(e) (perfective stem)

Ending -nie

from verbs of the e-group pis'-a-nie (ChSl. model)
from verbs of the i-group ispoln-'e-nie (ChSl. model), utkup-'e-nie

(ChSl. model)

Examples

Tie {to n'eto ut kr v, n'eto ut; sak'anitu na sn'agata, n'eto ut; sak'anitu
~uv'e~ku, am'i ut B'oga sa rod'ia; ut ispoln'enieto mu; da sa isp'olni Pis'anieto
(da sa isp'olni Pis'anietu); ne m'o`ite da rab'otite na B'oga, i na im'anitu;
'imaj undis'ajne s'inko; i v'elea: 'oti e vid'enie; drug ut'ide na n'ivata mu, drug pu
pragmat'iata mu (drug ut'ide na n'ivata mu, drug pu t rgov'ajne); t'amu ki b'ide
plak'anitu i karc'anitu na z'abitu (t'amu ki b'ide plak'anito i karc'anito na
z'abite); ut nasla`d'enitu na `iv'otut; on s'e~e{i v ryuv'anitu; in'a `'ena t'aa
{t'o 'ima{e te~'eni ut kr f dvan'ajset gud'ini; da d'ade d'u{ata mu utkup'enie;
zard'i zasp'anitu na s'onut (zard'i zasp'anito na s'onut.); na d'enut na
zakup'anitu mi; Am'i v'oa rod ne isp'ag’a, s'alde sos m'olba i sos post'eni (Am'i
v'oa rod ne isp'ag’a, s'alde sos m'olba i sos post'ejne.); pokaj'anie i ostavl'enie
na gr'ehuvite.; 'ima{e mnogu im'ane ('ima{e mnogu im'ajne); 'imati li n'e{tu za
jad'ene ('imati li n'e{tu za jad'eni);
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Nouns derived from verbs (deverbal nouns)

j'ast-e(i)

Examples

'imam j'aste da j'adam; moj j'asti e da ~'inam v'ol’ata na t'oa. (m'oe j'aste e
da ~'inam v'ol’ata na to'a.)

Conclusions

1. Verbal nouns manifest three verb groups in the first hand (the a-, e- and i-groups), but two
in the second hand (the a- and e-groups).

2. Hardening of -w- with anticipated palatalization (-jn-) occurs only in the second hand.

3. The ending -nie occurs in loans from the ChSl. language.

4. The depalatalized ending -ni(e) is used by the first hand to form verbal nouns from
perfective stems.

5. There are no examples of plurals of verbal nouns, which is in accordance with the dialect.

6. An interesting example is pragmat'ia (first hand), interpreted as a verbal noun by the
second hand: t rgov'ajne.

Verbal adverb

from verbs of the a-group gled-'a-jke, slus-'a-(j)ki (allomorph)
from verbs of the e-group bid-'e-jke
from verbs of the i-group u~-'e-(j)ki (allomorph)

Examples

I Is'us ub rn'a s ta Galil'ea, u~'eki pu S'oborito;
I Is'us ubik'oli s'ite Gr'adi{ta i S'elata, u~'ejki pu S'oborito; T'ogaj ut'idua
U~en'icite na Is'usa sam bid'ejke, i rek'oa [verbal adv. as a present active participle],
cf. CMSL bidej}i be{e sam; da ne v'idat gled'ajke, i gled'ajke da ne v'idat (da ne
v'idat gled'ajke, i slus'aki da ne sl'usat. [sic])
V'ie ka 'u~e{i v'ika{e [verbal adv. transformed into a temporal sentence: cf. CMSL
Ovoj, u~ej}i vika{e] (V'ie ka 'u~i{e v'ika{e)

Conclusions

1. The verbal adverbs manifest three verb groups in the first hand (the a-, e- and i-groups), two
in the second hand (the a- and e-groups).
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2. The ending -jke dominates, while the ending -(j)ki that sometimes occurs as an allomorph
is from ChSl.

3. The use of the verbal adverb as a present active participle is frequent in the writings of the
19th century: cf. bidej}i \aolot ~oek (Marko Cepenkov).

4. The verbal adverb is often replaced by a finite imperfect form. We assume that its use in
colloquial speech was limited.

5. The type u~'eki is a loan from the Serbian ChSl. language.

Perfect

Perfect of imperfective verbs

Sg. Pl.
1. r. s m pej'al 1. r. sme pej'ali(e)
2. r. si pej'al 2. r. ste pej'ali(e)
3. r. (e) pej'al 3. r. (s ) pej'ali(e)

Perfect of perfective verbs

Sg. Pl.
1. r. s m sf r{'il 1. r. sme sf r{'ili(e)
2. r. si sf r{'il 2. r. ste sf r{'ili(e)
3. r. (e) sf r{'il 3. r. (s ) sf r{'ili(e)

Examples

n'ekuj pat ne ste pej'ali na; pis'anietu; `n'ie{ t'amu d'eka ne si sej'al; ne ste
pej'ali (ne ste pej'ale); si sf r{'il hf'alba; ne si raspolegal;

Comments

1. There are no examples in the third person singular and plural, and the reconstruction with
the auxiliary verb in these persons is only an assumption based on the present state of the
dialects in question.

2. The second hand replaces the reduced -i with -e in the endings of the plural paradigm,
which is pure stylization.

Conclusions

1. The perfect of the Slavic type does not occur frequently and is often replaced by
sum-constructions (see below) with the same function.
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2. The perfect occurs in the perceptive function (witnessed action) and in the imperceptive
function (“distancing”), depending on the context. For instance, ne ste pej'ali is
perceptive, while `n'ie{ t'amu d'eka ne si sej'al is imperceptive.

3. According to the material at hand, the perfect of the imperfective verbs is derived from
imperfective stems, while the perfect of the perfective verbs is derived from perfective
stems.

 Pluperfect

Sg. Pl.
1. r. beh ut'i{el 1. r. b'ehme ut'i{li(e)
2. r. b'e{i(e) ut'i{el 2. r. b'ehte ut'i{li(e)
3. r. b'e{i(e) ut'i{el 3. r. b'ea ut'i{li(e)

Examples

b'e{i ut'i{el n'ok’jata (b'e{e ut'i{el n'okta)

Conclusions

1. The pluperfect occurs in only one example in this text.

2. In Southeastern Macedonian dialects, the pluperfect most probably occurs both in the
function of the perceptive (witnessed action) and the imperceptive (“distancing”).

Future

Sg. Pl.
1. r. ki(e) martir-'is-a-m 1. r. ki(e) martir-'is-a-me
2. r. ki(e) martir-'is-a-{ 2. r. ki(e) martir-'is-a-te
3. r. ki(e) martir-'is-a-Ø 3. r. ki(e) martir-'is-a-t

Examples

n'e ke ver'uvam; k'i otk'ine; k'i k'a`i rezre~'enu; k'i r'e~i; k'i s'a nar'e~i{ Kifa;
k'i 'ima sfet'ilutu; k'i s'a utv'arzani n'a N'ebutu; k'i martir'isam i j'azi; k'i s'a
utfarl'am i 'azi; k'i z'emi

Comment

1. The particle for the future tense }e occurs in the text as ki as a result of the reduction of -e
into -i. Cf. an example without the reduction: ne ke ver'uvam.
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Conclusion

1. There is no difference between the first and second hand in the paradigm of the future tense.

Future in the past

Sg. Pl.
1. r. ki(e) 'umreh 1. r. ki(e) 'umrehmi(e)
2. r. ki(e) 'umre{i(e) 2. r. ki(e) 'umrehti(e)
3. r. ki(e) 'umre{i(e) 3. r. ki(e) 'umrea

Examples

ki zem'ea t'ie {to ver'uvaat (ki zem'aa t'ie {to ver'uvaat); ne ke 'umre{i (ne ke
'umre{e)

Comments

1. In the KG, there are instances of this use, although it is not very characteristic of the
colloquial language.

2. The future in the past is formed both from perfective and imperfective verbs.
3. The particle }e occurs in the text both as ki, as a result of the reduction of -e into -i, and as

ke.

ima-constructions

Examples

Za{t'o d'eka 'ima dva il'i tri isbr'ani (Za{t'o d'eka 'ima dva il'i tri sopr'ani)

Comments

1. No typical ima-constructions occur in the KG.

2. A kind of ima-construction occurs in which an existential ima is combined with the verbal
adjective that agrees in gender and number with the noun (Koneski 1982a, 201).

sum-constructions

Sg. Pl.
1. r. ne sam sobr'an 1. r. ne sme sobr'ani
2. r. ne si sobr'an 2. r. ne ste sobr'ani
3. r. ne e sobr'an 3. r. ne s» sobr'ani
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Examples

b'ea vr'atite zatfor'eni; b'ea U~en'icite sobr'ani; gr'ehuvite sa prust'eni,
z'aprite sa zapr'eni [passive meaning]; ne b'e{i li s rcitu isgur'enu; ~uv'ekut v'oa
e gr'es[{]en; za{t'o ste sinhis'ani (za{t'o ste za~ud'eni); s'ite {to sa nap'isani
na z'akonut [passive meaning]; ki sa v rz'ani na N'ebutu; ki sa utv rzani na
N'ebutu; juncite mi i ran'etite sa zakl'ani [passive meaning]; I t'ie dek'a sa sej'ani
na p'atut [passive meaning]; b'e{e f rle'n pret vr'atata [passive meaning]; ne b'e{i
isgur'enu; ne sam pu{t'en; tak'a e napis'anu (tak'a e napis'ano)

Comments

1. In the examples ki sa v rz'ani na N'ebutu and ki sa utv rzani na N'ebutu, the
future in the past is used in a sum-construction (cf. CMSL ]e se vrzani na Neboto.; ]e
se odvrzani na Neboto) with a conditional meaning, as in the dependent clause: ak'u
v ryite.

Conclusions

1. Sum-constructions in the present tense expressing the past occur regularly in the text, unlike
the ima-constructions, which do not occur at all.

2. There is no semantic difference between the constructions with sum + verbal adjective and
constructions with sum + adjective, but, of course, there is a syntactical difference: in the
constructions with sum + adjective, the verb sum occurs as a copula within the verbal-
nominal predicate.

Periphrastic constructions with (se) ~ini + verbal adjective

sa ~in'i uveruv'an

Examples

sa ~in'i ed'in ~uv'ek pu{t'en [=ispraten] ut B'oga [passive meaning]; ak'u s'aka{ da
sa ~'ini{ sf r{'en; sa ~in'i uveruv'an; on sa ~in'i nevid'en ut nih

Conclusion

1. Constructions with (se) ~ini + verbal adjective compete with sum-constructions,
which is typical of the Southern Macedonian dialects.
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Adverbs

Advs. of time k'a, n'apokom, pr ven, 'utre, ut pervu, n'ikuj p'at, t'ogaj

Advs. of place t'amu, p'on'adlab'oku, dal'eku, p'on'adal'eku, n'advor,
utusg'ora, p'on'apret, d'eka

Advs. of manner tak'a, pudr'obnu, {t'o

Advs. of quantity and
comparison

t'olku, tr'oa, mn'ogu, b'isbr'oj, m'o{ne

Examples

'odi p'on'adlab'oku, 'i f rl'ejte mr'e`ite; mu s'a mol'i d'a gu utdal'e~e tr'oa ut
z'eml’ata; zatfor'ia mn'ogu b'isbr'oj r'ibi (zatvor'ia mn'ogu b'isbr'oj r'ibi); I
n'apokom sos mn'ogu vr'eme; I k'a n'e najd'e Sn'agata na Is'usa, dujd'oa; I v'oa
pr'aven najd'e sf'out si br'at [pr ven=najprvo]; Ut pervu besi r'e~ta (Ut p'rvu
bese r'e~ta); t'amu d'eka b'ea U~en'icite sobr'ani; i t'oa {to e dal'eku ut
Erusal'im; 'odi p'on'adal'eku [comparison + complex adv.]; d'a isp'anni nadvor; da sa
ubl'e~ite s'ila utusg'ora; 'imah uf t'ebe p'on'apret; n'ikuj p'at tak'a zpuruv'a
[tak'a – adv. of manner]; isgl'edaj pudr'obnu (isgl'edaj podr'obno); i 'utre ’i kl'avat
uf f'urnata; d'ivi m'o{ne, t'olku, dek'a n'e m'o`ej{i (d'ivi m'o{ne, t'olku, dek'a
n'e m'o`ej{e); [t'o p'alate, i 'oni mu ka`'aa Ravv'i d'eka `iv'uva{ [distinctive
function of the stress]; dujd'oa i vid'oa d'eka `iv'uva [distinctive function of the stress]; i
t'ogaj m'u s'a otvor'ia 'o~ite

Complex adverbs

utusg'ora, utp'ervu, n'ikuj p'at, p'on'adal'eku, p'on'apret, p'on'adlab'oku

Comparison of adverbs

p'on'adal'eku, p'on'apret, p'on'adlab'oku

Comment

1. Most complex adverbs are written separately in the original, but being phonetic words, they
are connected in the transcription.

Conclusions

1. There are loan-translations from the Greek text that represent stylization of the Biblical text;
cf. isgl'edaj pudr'obnu. In the contemporary translation, the traditional Slavic verb
ispitaj is used: Ispitaj i vidi deka prorok od Galileja ne se javil.

2. Deka occurs in two functions distinguished by the place of the stress (the
sense-differentiating role of the stress in the Eastern or Southeastern dialects). Cf. d'eka i
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dek'a. D'eka plays the role of an adverb. Cf. dujd'oa i vid'oa d'eka `iv'uva (cf. the
official translation of the Bible in CMSL: Tie otidoa i vidoa kade `ivee). Dek'a
functions as a relative conjunction. Cf. El'ajte d'a v'idite ed'in ~uv'ek dek'a m'i
ka`'a s'ite k'olku ~in'ih (cf. the official translation of the Bible in CMSL: Dojdete,
videte Go ~ovekot, Koj mi ka`a sè {to sum napravila). Yet it should be mentioned
that this is a matter of tendency and not a rule with no exception. Cf. I t'oa d'eka pann'a
uf tr nitu, s'a t'ie dek'a ~'ua lak rd'iata (cf. the official translation of the Bible in
CMSL: toa, pak, {to padna me|u trwe, se onie {to go slu{aat slovoto), where in
one sentence both d'eka and dek'a are used, functioning in both cases as relative
conjunctions.

3. The comparison of adverbs, which is a feature of the colloquial speech, is frequent. An
example is p'on'adal'eku.

Prepositions

simple uf, ut, na, sos, biz, pu/ p'ou, pret, za, du, vr s, pri, niz, zat,

complex zard'i niz, p'usr'ede

Examples

ut p'ervu; s'os B'oga; zard'i n'iz lakard'iata [zard'i n'iz=preku]; b'iz n'egu; n'a n'ih;
zard'i n'egu [=za nego]; 'ide p'u m'ene; pr'et m'ene; n'a rebruto mu; ed'in ut
dvan'ajste; uf p'azvata n'a T'atkutu; uf s'ebesi; ut Erusal'im; id'in s'os dr'ug; z'a
n'egu; s'os n'azi n'a gr'obut; z rd'i n'egu [z rd'i=za]; ~et'iri m'esice 'ima d'u
`'etvata; bl'izu z'a `'etfa [=gotovi za `etva]; 'ode{e n'a vr'as v'odata
[reduplicated]; fleg'ohte uf m'akata mu; t'i si U~en'ik n'a n'egu; da ver'uvam n'a n'egu
[dative]; pr'i t'ebe; j'azi 'idam n'a t'ebe [direction]; p'usr'ede n'a n'ih [cf. CMSL posrede
niv] [two prepositional syntagms: one consists of a complex preposition p'usr'ede, and the
other is 'na nih]; vr'as z'eml’ata; pr'et l’uditu; ut 'isgreva and ut z'aot [CMSL: od
Istok i od Zapad]; n'a t'oa vr'emi [CMSL: Vo toj ~as]; d'a 'odime uf b’ul’ukut ut
pr'afcite; i k'a stign'a uf d'oma [p. 52, line 28] [CMSL: i koga dojde v ku}i]; u~'ejki
po'u S'ob'orito [CMSL: prou~uva{e po nivnite sinagogi]; b'ea d'u p'et hil’'adi
m'a`e [for an approximate number]; uf ~'asut; n'a ~itv'eratat str'a`a ut n'ok’ata;
dubli`'i n'a Is'usa [dative]; ut ml'adust'a mi [temporal]; d'a pum'ine n'iz 'igleni
'u{i; I n'apokom s'os mn'ogu vr'eme [temporal]; vidi n'a dek'a 'ima{ tf'ojtu; S'in
n'a Dav'id [possessive]; ut t'oa sa'at [temporal]; S'inuvite n'a Zeved'ea [possessivity
with na]; pann'a vn'atre 'uf tr nitu (padn'a vn'atre vo tr jnito); fleg'oa uf
pr'afcite; ut br'egut uf g’'olut [direction]; nabli`'i z'at n'egu (place]; I mnoz'ina
ut Jud'ejte [genitive] ut'idoa n'a M'arta i n'a Mar'ia [n'a=kaj]; i vr'as neja l'e`e{i
k'amen; dujd'oa n'a Vitsfag'i; od'ejte n'a S'elutu; pustel’'uvaa na p'atut; k'i 'ima{
im'ajne n'a N'ebutu; s'os zapla{uv'ani ’i puvel’'a; ut'idua p'u Iis'usa; lakard'ii
pr'et B'oga; sobr'ani zard'i str'ahut Iud'ejcki; d'a martir'isa zard'i sfet'ilutu;
pr'i G’'olut Gennisar'ecki
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Comments

1. The difference between the first and second hand in the selection of prepositions uf and vo
manifests hesitation between the vernacular and the Slavic written tradition. Cf. the first
hand uf tr nitu, corrected by the second hand to vo tr jnito.

2. The preposition uf is widely used and replaces many traditional Slavic prepositions such as
kaj, kade. Cf. fleg'oa uf pr'afcite.

3. The preposition na is widely used and replaces many traditional Slavic prepositions in
syntagms denoting direction; e.g., kaj, nakaj. Cf. ut'idoa n'a M'arta i n'a Mar'ia.

4. In a spatial meaning, apart from na (cf. n'a gr'obut), the preposition vr'as (=vrz) occurs;
cf. vr'as z'eml’ata, i vr'as neja l'e`e{i k'amen.

5. The preposition na occurs frequently. It is used with a grammatical meaning (in dative
syntagms); cf. da ver'uvam n'a n'egu. It is also used in genitive syntagms (of origin and
affiliation); cf. t'i si U~en'ik n'a n'egu, S'in n'a Dav'id. The preposition na is also used
in adverbial syntagms with a temporal meaning (n'a t'oa vr'emi), in a spatial meaning with
verbs of movement (dujd'oa n'a Vitsfag'i), with verbs expressing modality (k'i 'ima{
im'ajne n'a N'ebutu) and with verbs expressing activity (pustel’'uvaa na p'atut).

6. Proof that the preposition na is practically reduced to a grammatical marker is its use with
other prepositions that specify the spatial meaning; cf. 'ode{e n'a vr'as v'odata.

7. Complex prepositions also occur in other combinations such as p'usr'ede n'a n'ih (cf.
CMSL posrede niv). Here we are dealing with two prepositional syntagms: one is
comprised of a complex preposition p' sr'ede, while the other is n'a n'ih.

8. The preposition za participates in adverbial syntagms; cf. bl'izu z'a `'etfa.

9. Complex prepositions are zard'i n'iz, p' sr'ede; cf. zard'i n'iz lakard'iata (cf. CMSL
preku), p'usr'ede n'a n'ih (cf. CMSL posrede niv). Complex prepositions are typical of
the Southeastern Macedonian dialects (Bojkovska 2006, 82-86; Topoli ska 1995 Vol. I,
105-126).

Conclusion

1. Functions of prepositional phrases:

Preposition Functions
uf space (uf p'azvata), direction (fleg'ohte uf m'akata mu),

temporal (uf ~'asut), familiarity (fleg'oa uf pr'afcite)
ut temporal (ut ml'adust'a mi), separation (partitive genitive) (ed'in ut

dvan'ajste), origin (ut Erusal'im), space (ut 'isgreva i ut z'aot;
CMSL: od Istok i od Zapad)

na grammatical function (dubli`'i n'a Is'usa, da ver'uvam n'a n'egu),
space ('ima{ im'ajne n'a N'ebutu, dujd'oa n'a Vitsfag'i,
pustel’'uvaa na p'atut), temporal (n'a t'oa vr'emi), origin (S'in
n'a Dav'id), affiliation (t'i si U~en'ik n'a n'egu), direction (j'azi
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'idam n'a t'ebe)
sos sociative (s'os n'azi n'a gr'obut), means (s'os zapla{uv'ani ’i

puvel’'a)
biz being without something (b'iz n'egu)
pu space direction (p'u m'ene), direction toward something (ut'idua p'u

Iis'usa)
pret definite space (pr'et m'ene), figurative (lakard'ii pr'et B'oga)
zat definite space (nabli`'i z'at n'egu)
za indication of the object of the action (z'a n'egu - see zardi), objective

(z'a `'etfa)
zardi causal/final (sobr'ani zard'i str'ahut Iud'ejcki), indication of the

object of the action (d'a martir'isa zard'i sfet'ilutu, zard'i
n'egu – see za)

du temporal (~et'iri m'esice 'ima d'u `'etvata), approximate number
(b'ea d'u p'et hil’'adi m'a`e)

vr s space (vr s z'eml’ata - see na)
pri space (pr'i t'ebe)
niz space (d'a pum'ine n'iz 'igleni 'u{i)

2. The stylization of the vernacular can be observed in the use of the figurative functions of the
prepositions; cf. lakard'ii pr'et B'oga.

3. Stylization is also present in the use of prepositions to express the object of the action; cf.
d'a martir'isa zard'i sfet'ilutu.

4. There is stylization present in the hesitation of the second hand as to the use of the
vernacular preposition uf and the literary preposition vo; cf. pann'a vn'atre 'uf tr nitu
: padn'a vn'atre vo tr'ajnito.

5. There is also stylization in the use of the preposition pri, typical of the written language; cf.
pr'i G’'olut Gennisar'ecki.

Conjunctions

coordinative

coordinating i, ta

opposite am'i

disjunctive il'i, n'eto - n'eto

subordinating

declarative 'oti, da

temporal ka, k'oga, dur'i ne, d'uri da, kat'u da

causal za{t'o, z'at'oa {to, 'oti
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subordinating

consecutive {to

conditional ak'u

concessive {to

final da

modal kak, kat'u da

relative dek'a, {to, kat'u ka, k'ojtu, koj

Relative comparative clause (Minova- urkova 1997, 266)

tak'a - kat'u k'a

Examples

Ut p'ervu b'e{i r'e~ta, i r'e~ta b'e{e s'os B'oga, i B'og b'e{e r'e~ta. [coordinating];
El'ajte d'a v'idite ed'in ~uv'ek dek'a m'i ka`'a s'ite k'olku ~in'ih [intentional +
relative]; 'i 'on s'a ~in'i k'ak 'odi p'on'adal'eku [modal]; I 'oni k'a stan'aa t'oa ~'as s'a
v rn'aa n'a; Ierusal'im [temporal]; dur'i n'e sa ~in'i Sf'etut [temporal]; Za{t'o
z'akonut s'a dad'e zard'i n'is; [causal]; am'i d'arbata i ist'inata s'a ~in'i [opposite];
T'ie {t'o n'eto ut kr'av, n'eto ut sak'anitu na sn'agata, n'eto ut sak'anitu
~uv'e~ku, am'i ut B'oga s'a rod'ia [disjunctive + opposite]; i b'ea vr'atite zatfor'eni
t'amu d'eka b'ea U~en'icite sobr'ani [relative]; ak'u n'e vidam n'a r'acit'e mu
ni{'anite ut k rf'ijte, i ak'u ne kl'adam pr stut mi n'a ni{'anite ut k rf'ijte, i
ak'u n'e kl'adam r'akata mi n'a rebruto mu, n'e ke ver'uvam [conditional]; k'oga
pu{t'ia ~if'utitu ut Erusal'im [temporal]; i re~'' 'oti n'e s m j'as Hrist'os
[indirect speech; declarative 'oti=deka]; jas s m gl'asut n'a t'oa dek'a v'ika vn'atre;
V'oa {t'o 'ide p'u m'ene [relative]; t'oa {t'o sa ~in'i pr'et m'ene, n'a t'oa {t'o j'aze
n'e s m dost'oen [relative]; t'oa {t'o 'e dal'eku ut Erusal'im; lak rd'ijte v'ie {t'o
zb'oruvate id'in s'os dr'ug; z'at'oa {t'o n'e sa ma~'ihte; Za{t'o v'aa rab'ota,
ist'incka e; i t'ie dek'a g'u gl'edaa p'on'apret 'oti b'e{i sl'ep [causal]; il'i sakate
i v'ie d'a s'a ~'inite u~en'ici n'a n'egu [disjunctive]; i v'ie sid'ejte uf Gr'adut
Erusal'im, d'uri d'a s'a ubl'e~ite [temporal]; I jad'oa s'ite, i s'a n'ajad'oa, i kren'aa
kom'atito, {t'o artardis'aa, dvan'ajset k'o{uve p lni; i kat'u d'a zamr kn'a,
b'e{e s'am t'amu [temporal]; ~'uvaj nar'axbite. d'a ne ub'ie{, d'a n'e utkr'adi{, d'a
n'e la`'ovnu martir'isa{ [declarative]; I 'oni kat'u d'a s'a len'ia [modal];
sf'atbata 'e gut'ova, am'i kales'anite ne b'ea dust'ojni [opposite = no]; I m'u v'ele:
prij'atile, k'a flez'e t'ua, {t'o n'ema{ r'ubi z'a sf'atba; s ta n'ok’a s'a ma~'ihme
t'a n'e fat'ihme n'i{tu (s ta n'ok’a s'a ma~'ihme d'a n'e fat'ihme n'i{tu); kat'u
k'a s'akate da v'i ~'inat l’'uditu, tak'a ~in'ejte i v'ie n'a n'ih; ^in'ejte se 'ubo i
v'ie milost'ivi, kat'u k'a 'e milost'iv i T'atku vi.; I t'oa d'eka pann'a uf
tr nitu, s'a t'ie dek'a ~'ua lak rd'iata; I k'ojtu ut v'aze s'aka d'a s'a ~'ine p rven,
k'i b'ide esmik’'arin n'a s'ite; k'oj 'ode d'ennut n'e sa sopn'uva
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The structure of the conjunctions

Simple i, da, 'oti, ak'u

Complex dur'i ne, d'uri da, zat'oa {to

Comments

1. The meaning of dek'a depends on the corresponding word in the main sentence; e.g., i b'ea
vr'atite zatfor'eni t'amu d'eka b'ea U~en'icite sobr'ani (cf. the official translation
of the Bible in CMSL: vratata, kade {to bea u~enicite Negovi sobrani be{e
zatvorena); El'ajte d'a v'idite ed'in ~uv'ek dek'a m'i ka`'a s'ite k'olku ~in'ih (cf.
the official translation of the Bible in CMSL: Dojdete, videte Go ~ovekot, Koj mi ka`a
sè {to sum napravila). Dek'a occurs as a predicate of a second degree, which in the
subordinate clause connects arguments of the objective, personal, locative and other types,
cf. CMSL {to, koj, koj{to, ~ij, ~ij{to, kakov {to, kolkav {to, kade {to, koga,
kako {to, kolku {to).

2. Deka occurs in two functions distinguished by the place of the stress (the sense-
differentiating function of the stress in the Eastern or Southeastern dialects). cf. d'eka and
dek'a. D'eka has the role of an adverb: dujd'oa i vid'oa d'eka `iv'uva (cf. the official
translation of the Bible in CMSL: Tie otidoa i vidoa kade `ivee). Dek'a has the role
of a relative conjunction; cf. El'ajte d'a v'idite ed'in ~uv'ek dek'a m'i ka`'a s'ite
k'olku ~in'ih (cf. the official translation of the Bible in CMSL: Dojdete, videte Go
~ovekot, Koj mi ka`a sè {to sum napravila). It should, however. be noted that this is
only a tendency and not a rule without an exception; cf. I t'oa d'eka pann'a uf tr nitu,
s'a t'ie dek'a ~'ua lakard'iata (cf. the official translation of the Bible in CMSL: toa,
pak, {to padna me|u trwe, se onie {to go slu{aat slovoto), where in one sentence
both d'eka and dek'a are used, in both cases as a relative conjunction.

3. The casual conjunction za{t'o is used parallel with the variant z'at'oa {to; cf. Za{t'o
v'aa rab'ota, ist'incka e : z'at'oa {t'o n'e sa ma~'ihte.

4. The conjunction ta is used relatively frequently; e.g., s'ata n'ok’a s'a ma~'ihme t'a n'e
fat'ihme n'i{tu. In such use it occurs in the Western dialect, and this is probably why
the second hand wrongly corrected it to d'a; cf. s'ata n'ok’a s'a ma~'ihme d'a n'e
fat'ihme n'i{tu.

Conclusions

1. As relative conjunctions, dek'a, {t'o, kat'u k'a, k'ojtu and k'oj occur.

2. The method of stylization is obvious in the hesitation as to the use of the conjunctions dek'a
and {t'o.

3. The use of the relative conjunctions (dek'a, {t'o, kat'u k'a, k'ojtu i k'oj) suggests that
in the first hand (the first translation), the text was translated by people from both the
Eastern and Western dialect zones. Cf. the use of {to in accordance with the Western
dialect zone (lakard'ijte v'ie {t'o zb'oruvate id'in s'os dr'ug) and the use of dek'a in



5. 5 Review of Morphology and the Function of Morphological Categories in the Konikovo Gospel

359

accordance with the Eastern (Southeastern) dialect model (jas s m gl'asut n'a t'oa dek'a
v'ika vn'atre). As a control text, compare the official translation of the Bible in CMSL
(tie zborovi {to gi razmenuvate me|u sebe; jas sum glas na onoj {to vika vo
pustiwata). Also consider the use of the relative conjunctions k'ojtu and k'oj; cf. I
k'ojtu ut v'aze s'aka d'a s'a ~'ine p rven, k'i b'ide esmik’'arin n'a s'ite; k'oj 'ode
d'ennut n'e sa sopn'uva; as a control text, compare the official translation of the Bible in
CMSL (i koj saka me|u vas da bide prv, neka vi bide rob na site; Koj odi dewe ne
se sopiwa), suggesting the possible influence of some Slavic (maybe Bulgarian)
translation in the contemporary language. This can be further evidence that the text of KG
was translated by several persons.

4. The conjunction am'i is multifunctional. It replaces the Slavic conjunctions tuku and no;
cf. T'ie {t'o n'eto ut kr'av, n'eto ut sak'anitu na sn'agata, n'eto ut sak'anitu
~uv'e~ku, am'i ut B'oga s'a rod'ia : sf'atbata 'e gut'ova, am'i kales'anite ne b'ea
dust'ojni.

5. The conjunction {t'o is multifunctional: it connects relative clauses (cf. V'oa {t'o 'ide
p'u m'ene), consecutive clauses (cf. I jad'oa s'ite, i s'a n'ajad'oa, i kren'aa kom'atito,
{t'o artardis'aa, dvan'ajset k'o{uve p lni), and concessive clauses (I m'u v'ele:
prij'atile, k'a flez'e t'ua, {t'o n'ema{ r'ubi z'a sf'atba : the official translation of
the Bible in CMSL: Pa mu re~e: Prijatele, kako vleze ovde, neoble~en vo
svadbena ruba, where the verbal adjective neoble~en is used as a condensed concessive
sentence part).

6. Of the coordinating conjunctions, i dominates the other Slavic conjunctions pa and ta.

7. The conjunction k'a is multifunctional and is used with the meaning of koga (CMSL) in
temporal clauses; cf. I 'oni k'a stan'aa t'oa ~'as s'a varn'aa n'a Ierusal'im. It is also
used with the meaning of {to (CMSL) in relative clauses; cf. ^in'ejte se 'ubo i v'ie
milost'ivi, kat'u k'a 'e milost'iv i T'atku vi.

8. As a connector (Minova- urkova 1997, 7), tak'a – kat'u k'a also occurs; cf. kat'u k'a
s'akate da v'i ~'inat l’'uditu, tak'a ~in'ejte i v'ie n'a n'ih.

Particles

assertion

negation ne, n'eto

question da, li, ne + li

command da, n'eka

intensifying i, am'i, 'ubo/sank'i, d'uri

separation s'alde

qualification I kak, 'ubo/sank'i

Stressing or defining some words or
sentences in the utterance

quantity
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assertion

demonstration 'etu

Marking word forms (ki) }e, da, neka, po-

Examples

I 'etu i dv'a ut t'ie; n'ikuj ut nih n'e zagin'a, s'alde s'inut na zagin'atitu; T'e {to
n'eto ut kr v, n'eto ut saka'anitu na sn'agata; i mu v'elet: k'oj si 'ubo, da d'adime
'otvet [intensifying] (i mu v'elet: k'oj si sank'i, da d'adime 'otvet); Il'ia li si t'i?;
v'ie n'e gu puzn'avate; j'as n'e s m; I 'o~it'e mu s'a zap'iraa d'a n'e gu puzn'ajat; I k'ak
gu pridadoa Vlad'icite [qualification]; v'idi 'etu j'agnitu B'oguvu; Mu v'elea: i k'ak
'ubo ti sa utvor'ia 'o~it'e ti [intensifying]; Mu rek'oa: i d'eka e t'oa [intensifying];
Am'i s'ega k'ak gl'eda; am'i v'oa n'e gu zn'ajme; am'i zn'ajme; N'e veruv'a 'ubo Iud'eite
[intensifying] (N'e veruv'aa sank'i Iud'eite); Vik'aa 'ubo ft'oru ~uv'ekut
[intensifying] (Vik'aa sank'i vt'oru ~uv'ekut); I isvad'i n'advor d'uri na Vitan'ia;
K'a zamrakn'a 'ubo na t'oa den (K'a zamrakn'a sank'i na t'oa den); i m u v'elet: k'oj si
'ubo da dadime 'otvet [indirect imperative] (i m u v'elet: k'oj si sank'i da dadime
karsal'ak); d'a n' e e voa Hrist'os; da n'e sa prila`'ahte; Da ne Z'akunot ni s'adi n'a
~uv'ekut; N'e re~'e li Pis'anietu (N'e re~'e li Pis'anieto); dujd'oa 'um isme~'ijte
(dujd'oa sank'i isme~'ijte); i d'a t'a prusl'avi i S'in t'i [imperative] ; S'ekuj ~uv'ek
'ubo {t'o martir'isa (S'ekuj ~uv'ek sank'i {t'o martir'isa); i mu re~'e, 'etu, n'ie
dek'a ustav'ihme s'ite; {t'o 'ubo ki s'a ~'ine ({t'o sank'i ki s'a ~'ine); i ak'u 'ubo
v'idelutu (i ako sank'i v'idelutu); Nim s'a gri`'ejte 'ubo, d'a v'elite (Nim s'a
gri`'ejte sank'i, d'a v'elite); I past'iritu beg'aa i ut'idua n'a Gr'adut; I uf ~'asut
s t Gr'at ispanna; n'eka odime na n'egu; i nie da 'umrime; mu v'elea 'ubo dr'uzite
(mu v'elea sank'i dr'uzite)

Comparison

1. i ak'u 'ubo v'idelutu : I taka, ako svetlinata (the official translation of the Bible in
CMSL).

2. Nim s'a gri`'ejte 'ubo, d'a v'elite : Pa zatoa ne gri`ete se i ne govorete (the
official translation of the Bible in CMSL).

3. I past'iritu beg'aa i ut'idua n'a Gr'adut : A sviwarite pobegnaa i, {tom dojdoa
vo gradot (the official translation of the Bible in CMSL).

4. I uf ~'asut s t Gr'at ispanna : I ete, izleze celiot grad (the official translation of
the Bible in CMSL).

Conclusions

1. 'ubo/sank'i is used as an intensifier and a particle for commitment but from the point of
view of the text, it is a connector contributing to coherence. In the official translation in
contemporary Macedonian, several different words are used in this function: i taka, pa
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zatoa, pak and zero particle (cf. mu v'elea 'ubo/sank'i dr'uzite U~en'ici : drugite
u~enici mu rekoa (the official translation of the Bible in CMSL)). Hence, 'ubo/sank'i in
KG is multifunctional.

2. i is used as an intensifier, yet from the point of view of the text, it is an initial operator. In
the official translation into contemporary Macedonian, several different words are used in
this function: i, a, i ete, etc.

3. 'Etu (=ete) is used as a presentation particle, but from the point of view of the text, it can
also function as a demonstrative predicate taking sentential arguments. It indicates the
strength of the linkage.

4. Am'i is used as an intensifier, but from the point of view of the text, it can be an initial
operator or a restrictive operator, which opens a position for a subordinate explanatory
clause. In the official translation into contemporary Macedonian, several different words of
the ChSl. tradition are used in this function: a, no, etc.

5. Other particles are used in the text as well. For instance: d'uri, n'e, n'eto, da, n'eka, li,
ne + li, s'alde, i k'ak, with a negative, interrogative, imperative, intensifying, separating
and commitment function.

6. Of the particles mentioned, the particle d'uri from conclusion 5 is particularly interesting.
Cf. I isvad'i n'advor d'uri na Vitan'ia. In the official translation in CMSL the
ø-particle is used in the corresponding place; cf. gi izvede nadvor ø do Vitanija. Also
interesting is the particle s'alde for separation; cf. n'ikuj ut nih n'e zagin'a, s'alde
s'inut na zagin'atitu. In the official translation in CMSL, the particle osven from the
ChSl. tradition is used in the corresponding place; cf. nikoj od niv ne zagina, osven
pogibelniot sin.

7. As form-formation particles in KG, ki (}e) (see the future tense), po- (see the comparison
of adjectives and adverbs) and da, neka (see the optative imperative) are used.

Exclamations

Examples

I Is'us p'ak mu ka`'a: m'ir n'a v'as!; O bez'umni i t'e{ki na s rcitu; j'aze s m:
fat'ejti ma[a]! (j'aze s m: fat'ejti me!); re~'e: o T'atko, dujd'e sa'atut; I s'ega o
T'atko, ti ma pr'oslavi; i re~'e na umr'en’ut: o ml'ade na t'ebe v'el’am; I v'oa vikn'a
i re~'': O T'atko Avra'ame [for vocative too]; I Avra'am mu re~'': o ~'edo; ti s'a m'olam
'ubo o T'atko [for vocative too] (ti s'a m'olam sank'i o T'atko); I Is'us mu re~'e: o
k'erko [for vocative too + Gospod'ine, L'azare]

Conclusions

1. The use of exclamations is limited.

2. As an exclamation, “o” is used in nominal syntagms with nouns denoting persons in an
addressing function (exclamation is a vocative sign); e.g., o ~'edo; o T'atko; o k'erko.
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3. Imperative utterances have an exclamatory rising intonation; e.g., j'aze s m: fat'ejti
ma(a)!

4. Other syntagms pronounced with a rising intonation acquire an exclamatory function as
well; e.g., I Is'us p'ak mu ka`'a: m'ir n'a v'as!

Notes

1. Not all of the forms quoted in the tables and comments can be found in the text of KG; some
have been deduced from the attested forms. A complete KWIC (key words in context) index
of the text of the first hand in the manuscript is available at
http://www.helsinki.fi/~jslindst/koni-kwic.xls

2. The letter a is in fact pronounced  in many positions.

Abbreviations

adj. adjective
adv. adverb
ChSl. Church Slavonic
CMSL Contemporary Macedonian Standard Language
def. definite
f. feminine
indef. indefinite
m masculine
n. neuter
p. person
pl. plural
sg. singular
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5.6 Vocabulary

Marija eva-Aleksi  (Prilep)

Elka Ja eva-Ul ar (Skopje)

The rich lexical material of the Konikovo Gospel, especially with regard to the origin of its
vocabulary, does not differ greatly from the material we have already encountered. This
pertains both to the known Gospel texts from the 19th century written in the vernacular with
Greek letters, as is typical of South Macedonian dialects, but also to the texts with religious-
moral content written in this period by cultural activists such as Kr ovski, Pej inovi , Sinaitski
and others.
 The vocabulary used in these texts can roughly be divided into two large groups: the
vocabulary of foreign origin and the authentic vocabulary or idioglossic lexical material. From
the alloglossic lexical material we can further categorize the following groups of words based
on their origins: Greek loan words, Turkish loan words, and lexemes of Romance and Hebrew
origin.

Greek loan words

Based on our assessment, the group of Greek loan words comprises around forty lexemes,
which are predominantly verb forms and nouns. In analyzing the lexemes of Greek origin, we
came to the conclusion that a large number of them entered the Macedonian translation of the
KG  directly,  i.e.,  they  appear  both  in  the  Greek  and  the  Macedonian  versions  of  the  text.
Identical words are used with slight phonetic-morphological adaptations in the Macedonian
text. This is important to emphasize because, despite the fact that there was an equivalent for
the corresponding Greek lexeme in the dialect, the translator of the first version still used a
Greek word. This choice leads to the conclusion that these lexemes entered the Macedonian text
in a literary manner and probably as a result of the desire of the first scribe to imitate the Greek
original, not only in orthography but also in the choice of relevant lexemes.
 To illustrate this point, we will use the noun demon ( 50, 52)
and the verb omologisa ( 5;  32) as examples. The
lexeme demon occurs in both the Macedonian and Greek versions of the text. However, in a
few  cases  the  noun bes replaces this lexeme in the Macedonian translation, especially in its
plural form besuvi, which is of Slavic origin and means ‘bad, evil forces’. The first hand used
the Greek verb omologisa ‘admit’ throughout the Greek and the Macedonian parts of the text
except in one case: in the Macedonian text this verb is replaced by a verb of Greek origin,
namely, the verb martirisa (

) This verb means ‘to bear witness’, an approximate
synonym for Ðmologî in the given context. Unlike the first hand, the second scribe intervened
in one place in the Macedonian part of the text: he corrected the verb omologisa to ispoveda,
which belongs to the Slavic Christian vocabulary as a representative of the Church Slavonic
verb ispov'dati, meaning ‘admit’. Unlike Church Slavonic, in which this verb has the definite
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meaning ‘admit, accept, comply with a certain belief’, in the KG this verb is used in its secular
meaning ‘admit’, as it is in the Gospel according to John 1,20: He admitted and did not deny.
 Other Greek loan words used in the Macedonian text of the KG and which entered the text
in a literary form are the following: anankasa (54) <  ‘to force somebody’; (i mu)
ariza (  58)  ‘to  make  a  present,  to  pardon  a  debt’; demoni (

 52) didaskal (  64) ‘teacher’; (i gu) dokimasu (va (
 64) ‘test, probe’; kalesanitu (  62) (mu na sfatbite) ‘guests’, i.e.,

‘the invited ones’, a substantivized verbal adjective from the Greek verb kalî meaning ‘to
invite’; kalesajti  i (  63), the imperative of the verb. We should certainly
mention here the lexeme klapi (  78), which in Greek is and originates from
Latin clava ‘stick, mace’.
 We have also identified the following lexemes as Greek loan words: karfijte (4) (

 NT ) ‘nails’; komatitu (  54) ‘part’; (mi) lipsa
(  60) ‘miss’; martiria (  2  4) ‘witnessing’; martire
( 36) ‘witnesses’. The first hand used the form miasa (  31),  which  comes
from the Greek verb  and is a perfective verb with a durative use, while the second
hand uses umiasa (  31)  which  is  still  in  use  in  the  Voden dialect  with  the  meaning
‘looks like, is similar to’. Further Greek loans are narda ( ) <  ‘Valeriana
officinalis’; parakinisu(vaa ( ) < î ’to motivate,
inspire’; David koga profitefsu(va{e (  65), cf. the Greek verb

 ‘prophesy, foretell’. This  last  verb  is  given  in  the  dictionary  of  M.  Argirovski
(1998) only as a noun.
 The first hand used the verbal form pafsa ( ) ‘cease’, while the second hand used
the form zapre. In standard Macedonian the verb papsa has both intransitive and transitive
meanings. As an intransitive verb, it is most frequently used to mean ‘exhaust oneself’; less
frequently it means ‘to become calm, cease’, as in the examples Moreto papsa and Do`dot
papsa (RMJ II, 131). The verb pati (8) < , meaning ‘suffer’, was replaced by the
second hand with the verb tegli in the first person present tegl’a. The Greek noun

was  rendered  by  the  first  hand  as pragmatiata (63), while the second hand
replaced this noun with trgovaine.

In the Macedonian text the Greek measure stada (6) :  is used. As a verb meaning
‘to coordinate’. the form simfonisat (43) <  is used in the Macedonian
part of the text. This verb is not registered by M. Argirovski in his dictionary, but we do find the
noun simfonija (Argirovski 1998, 265). The lexeme sinor, meaning ‘region’, but also
‘border, boundary’ in the KG, occurs in the context of ut sinoritu ti (e (68), which
corresponds to the Greek
 The verbal adjective used by the first hand sinhisani (35), formed through Macedonian
grammar from the Greek participle  was  replaced  by  the  second  hand  with  the
Macedonian lexeme za~udeni. In this context it should be mentioned that the verbal form used
by the first hand as sinhisaa (  55), from the previously mentioned Greek verb,
was not replaced by the second hand with the verb za~uduva, as would be expected on the basis
of the verbal adjective, but rather with the verb se uplasia, which corresponds to the Greek
verb  On page 47 of the Gospel we encounter the verb stolisu(va ( )
<  meaning ‘decorate’, as well as the verb timisu(vaj ( )  < , whose
translation is ‘to have respect’.
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 The following lexemes of Greek origin are nouns in morphological terms. They are vaja <
 ‘palm branch’; vissini <  ’something made of fine linen’; gurna1 <

‘bath’; taksuvanitu (36) <  ‘the promise’; talazitu ( ) used by the
first hand (54), ‘waves’; talante < ‘monetary unit’; furna (47)  <
‘oven, stove’.
 The lexemes omologisa (32), profitefsuva (65), stada (6), sumfonisat (43),
sinhisani (35) and talazitu do not occur in Argirovski’s dictionary Grcizmite vo
makedonskiot jazik (1998). We mention this because the dictionary was compiled mainly
on the basis of material taken from folkloristic and dialectological studies, which confirms our
supposition that the majority of the lexemes used in the KG entered the text in a literary way
and are not immanent to the to the live vernacular.

Turkish loan words

In the KG, particularly in the Macedonian part of the text, the second hand more often than the
first replaced lexemes of Greek and even of Slavic origin with Turkish loan words. This usually
took place because in the period the KG was written, Turkish loan words were in frequent use
in the vernacular, which meant they were closer to the people in many cases than the
corresponding Slavic words. This situation can be confirmed with the observation that in the
five centuries before the twentieth, Turkish was the language of highest prestige in this region.
 A great number of Turkish loan words in the KG can be roughly divided into several lexical
semantic groups: 1. professions, status and affiliation with an ethnic group; 2. places in which
some activity is carried out and parts of these places; 3. words that do not form a semantic class;
and 4. phrasal verbs. From a morphological perspective, we have also identified indeclinable
words.
 In the group professions, status and affiliation with an ethnic group, the following lexemes
are included: bimba{ija by the  first  hand (49) was replaced with jozba{ija in the second
translation. The lexeme bimba{ija denotes ‘commander of a thousand soldiers’, while the
lexeme jozba{ija denotes ‘commander of a hundred soldiers’. When the first hand wished to
denote a commander of one hundred people, he used the Church Slavonic lexeme sotnik
‘centurion’, while the second hand here too corrected the word with jozba{ija (48). For
denoting ‘publican, customs officer’, both scribed used the lexeme g’umruk~iata (43); for
physicians, ekim~ii (80); for servants ezmik’arite (57), but also isme~ijte (40). For a
rich man, apart from the Turkish loan word zenginut (60), which is a substantivized
adjective, the Macedonian word bogatin (76) is used. For someone who has an inheritance or
dowry, the lexeme miras~iata (61) is used, while for bankers, sarafitu (67) <

 ‘ ’. Ethnic affiliation is expressed with only one lexeme:
~ufutitu (Greek: 5 et passim), which denotes Jews.
 A particularly interesting example in this group is the lexeme kum{ijata, which even
today is frequently used in Macedonian colloquial speech to mean a neighbor. In the KG the
lexeme kum{ijata occurs  as  a  substitute  for bli`niot, in the well-known line sakaj gi
bli`nite svoi kako sebesi (Sveto pismo, 27). In  the  KG  it  appears  as da milu (va{
kum{iata ti katu( sebesi (60).

1 The form originates from Medieval Greek. Its primary form in old Greek was . The meaning of this
lexeme has not changed. Thus,  in Greek means ‘a naturally or artificially made hole in which water collects’ or
‘a special long trough of stone for cattle’ (Tegopoulos & Foutrakis 1993, s.v.).
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 Structural analysis of the words placed in this group leads to the conclusion that all nomina
agentis of Turkish origin include Turkish suffixes: -ci/-çi/- /-ç or -i/- . In Macedonian they are
expanded with the suffix -ja, forming the words ekim~ija, mirasxija, jozba{ija,
bimba{ija, |umruk~ija, etc. An exception is the lexeme izme}ar, which is formed with the
suffix -ar of Latin origin.
 In the second group, namely, places in which some activity is carried out and parts of these
places, the following lexemes are included: kulla (61), hambari (47) and hapsanata (58).
For indicating an angle of a room, the lexeme k’u{itu (62) is used, which is primarily of
Greek origin.
 In the third group we included Turkish loan words, not forming any semantic class. These
are bah~a (47) ‘meadow’; g’ol (79) ‘lake’; dalgite, a lexeme used by the second hand
unlike the first who uses talazitu (54) for ‘waves’; kalabalakut (39, 40 [x2], 73, 80)
‘crowd’. This lexeme is in use even today in the colloquial Macedonian language with the
meaning of ‘chaos caused by a crowd of people’. The noun kar{alak (5) ‘answer’ is used by
the second hand. The noun otvet, used by the first hand, is a deverbative from the Church
Slavonic verb otv']ati, which the first hand regularly writes in the aorist form otve{ta.
This verb is not replaced by the second hand with a Turkish loan word as is done in correcting
the noun otvet to kar{alak; instead, the second hand corrects the verb otve{tá to
otgovori.

The other Turkish loan words belonging to this group in the KG are ar{in ‘ell’; kaharni
(7) ‘worried’; lakardia which occurs as a substitute for ‘logos’ in the Biblical sense (
1, 3, 10, 28, 37, 38), but also for ‘word’ (  6, 7, 29, 37); mara(s (46) ‘disease’; ni{anite
(31) ‘marks’; maksöl ‘harvest, crop’; sinxire ‘chains’ (78); taráf (31, 40) ‘schism,
division into two parties’; hurmi ‘date-palm’. In the group of Turkish loan words we included
two lexemes of Arabic origin that have come into Macedonian via Turkish. The lexemes in
question are fajda ‘gain’ and {ube (55) ‘doubt’.

A  Turkish  loan  word  that  we  did  not  classify  with  any  of  the  groups  is  the  verbal  form
artardisaa. We will  pay  special  attention  to  this  verb  because  it  occurs  in  the  KG in  three
places and corresponds to the Greek verb  (which  in  the  KG  occurs  in  the  form

). It also appears as a translation of the verb  (54, 67). It is clear that the
verb artardisa has  two  meanings.  When  it  occurs  as  a  translation  of  the  verb
then the meaning of artardisa is ‘add’; when, on the other hand, this verb is a substitute for

 then the meaning is ‘profuse, overflow’, but also ‘multiply, increase’. This verb in
the form artardisa has not been registered thus far in any Macedonian text, but in the
dictionary of Škalji  (1957) we found the verb arterisa < artirmak, meaning ‘raise, impose’
(Škalji  1957 I, 152). The verb artardisa, which occurs in the KG, is formed from the stem
of the Turkish definite perfect, which consists of the common verbal stem + the temporal
particle -di (Jašar-Nasteva 2001, 112).
 Further on, we examine several phrasal verbs in which a lexeme of Turkish origin is
integrated. Thus, in the Macedonian text of the KG, we have identified as many as three
translations of the Greek expression , which consists of the verb  ‘to have’
and the substantive of neuter gender  ‘courage, confidence in oneself’. The three
translations are imajte gajret (55); imate niet (72); and imaj undisani (where the
second hand replaces undisani with ujdisajne). These translations can be classified as hybrid
formations comprised of the Slavic verb ima + nouns of Turkish origin: gajret, niet,
undisani and ujdisajne, where the last word is itself a hybrid formation of a Turkish stem and
a Slavic suffix of verbal nouns. In the standard language, the expression imajte gajret is
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often used in a hortative sense or as gajret, gajret, meaning ‘be brave’. The second
expression, da ima{ niet, is in use even today, most frequently in colloquial speech meaning
da ima{ namera, while the third expression, imajte undisani, or ujdsisajne, does not
occur in the standard language at all. This does not, however, exclude its existence and use in
Macedonian dialects. From the translation of this phrasal verb in the New Testament into
Macedonian as well from comparison with the Greek text, we can sense the meaning as being
‘to hope, to expect’. In the KG, apart from this phrasal verb, we also encounter the independent
use of the verb undisa with the same meaning of ‘to hope, to expect’,  a verb not part of the
standard language. The verb ujdisa (se) exists in the language, but it has the meaning ‘to make
an agreement, to negotiate’. In some situations it is used as an intransitive verb, although it is
primarily reflexive.

The expression mu( dade zo(rt (  58) contains the Turkish word of
Persian origin zor(t) ‘toil, misfortune, misery, poverty’. This expression is known in the
standard language as stava nekogo ili ne{to na zor(t). Remnants of the lexeme zor(t)
occur in the colloquial adverb of manner zorle ‘hardly, with difficulty’.
 The expression da mu dade izin (79) corresponds exactly to the Greek expression

 and it occurs in this form in standard Macedonian, meaning ‘go give permission,
to allow’.
 The expression ~ine isa(p corresponds in meaning to the modern pravi esap. In the Greek
part of the text we have , which does not correspond to
(rationem ponere) in the standard original Greek text of the New Testament. We therefore
consider it a loan translation of the Turkish verb esap etmek ‘calculate’ both in the Greek and in
the Macedonian texts of the KG.
 In the KG we also identified a small group of indeclinable words of Turkish origin. These
are the lexemes dajma, ami, salde (33, 38, 48, 53, 57, 59, 68, 110, 119) ‘only’ and sanki. We
believe that the adverb of time dajma ( 42), which is unfamiliar in the standard language,
was in frequent use in Macedonian in the 19th century. Here we mainly have in mind the use of
this adverb both in folkloristic records from Macedonian territory (Jašar-Nasteva 2001, 116),
and in the works of K. Pej inovi  (Koneski 1950, 42). As for the lexeme sanki in this context,
we can state that the first hand did not use it at all, but the second hand regularly used it as a
substitute for the word ubo.

Romance and Hebrew loan words

Within the frameworks of the alloglossic vocabulary, we identified a limited number of lexemes
of Romance and Hebrew origin. Of Romance origin are the following words: sku(rvi{
(  59) ‘to prostitute oneself’ klapi (  78)  from  Latin clava ‘stick, mace’;
litra; lurii (116) < lorum, which the second hand replaced with the lexeme podveski;
{terna (61); sajka (  46) ‘boat, canoe’, or {ajka with the same meaning (70, 71,
72); and legeon (78). Of all these words only the lexeme legeon is borrowed directly from
Latin and is preserved in the same form, unlike the others, which entered the Macedonian
language from Greek and in the process took on corresponding morphophonemic changes
regardless of their Romance origin.

The Hebrew loan words ravvi (9), messia (10) and osanna (118) meanwhile are part of
the Christian vocabulary that entered many languages due to the acceptance of Christianity.



The Konikovo Gospel

368

Slavic vocabulary

Idioglossic lexical material has been classified into several subgroups: Church Slavonic
lexemes, dialectal words and neologisms.

a) Church Slavonic lexemes

The following lexemes have been identified:

1. Verbal forms constructed with the prefix vQs-/vQz- such as: vozl’ubi, voskresne and the
verb poudi used by the first hand in contrast to pohuli by the second hand (42, 47, 62), a
translation of the Greek  ‘to scorn’;

2. Verbal nouns jaste (with its variant jasti) ‘meal’; ispolnenito (  3)
‘fullness’; prirogenitu (  44) ‘revival’. Under the influence of the Greek noun

 ’revival’, it seems that the first hand may have wanted to insert the Greek stem
- in the corresponding Macedonian form, thus creating prirogenitu. The second hand

corrected this word with the Macedonian form prirodenitu. Whatever the reason is, it is
obvious that the vowel e was reduced into i in the prefix pri- (Greek -, Latin re-,
Contemporary Macedonian pre-). Other  examples  of  the  reduction  of  this  prefix  can  be
observed elsewhere in the manuscript (compare: I kak gu pridadoa Vladicite, 7).
Because of the reduction, the prefix pri- in the lexeme prirogenitu/pri-rodenitu
becomes homonymous with the prefix pri- (Greek - -; Latin ad-; Contemporary
Macedonian pri-), which appears in the finite form priklade (47). We emphasize this in
order to confirm the formation of a loan translation by the first hand and its acceptance, with, of
course, the necessary interventions made by the second hand. In this sense, the lexeme
prirogenitu created by the first hand, can be considered a kind of unsuccessful partial loan
translation (Molnar 1985, 50) in which one of its constituent parts (gen-) is borrowed from
another language. Meanwhile, the lexeme prirodenitu, adopted by the second hand, is an
authentic structural coinage from a morphological-semantic point of view corresponding, in
every aspect, to the Greek model (regeneratio). On the other hand, even in the
Greek text of the KG, the lexeme , which  served  as  a  model  for
prirogenitu/pri-rodenitu, was not directly inherited from the original vocabulary of the
New Testament. Instead of this word, in the original text of the New Testament (Mt. XIX, 28)
the term is found in the Gospel; at the time, the term was accepted in Church
Slavonic in the form pakXbXtie. From  any  point  of  view,  the  word  is  a  semantic-
morphological loan translation.

3. Adjectives: edinoroden (  3); rasvratenij (  56) ‘licentious,
perverse’ rasslableno (  48) and rasslablen (  51) ’paralyzed’2;
samoroden (  80).

2 The adjectival form rasslableno (48, Mt. 7,6) translates the verbal adjective  in  the  Greek  text.  The
form rasslablen (51, Mt. 9,2) exactly corresponds to the Greek model . In the Greek language, the
adjective  ‘paralytic’ is derived from the verbal adjective ‘paralyzed’. In the places
mentioned, the Macedonian text follows the Greek text of the KG literally, thus deviating from the original text of the
New Testament where in Mt. 7,6 and of Mt. 9,2 a form of the adjective  is used. In any case, the adjective
rasslablen appears to be a kind of half calque with its first part raz- translated precisely according to the Greek
model - and its second part -slablen translated more freely, both from semantic and morphological perspectives.



5.6 Vocabulary

369

4. Nouns: pritci (  75), a word used in only one place, contrary to the regular use
of the lexeme prikaznata; otvet (  5); pervosobornikut (
81) sotnik (  48) ‘centurion’; re~ (  1), a word occurring only twice at
the  beginning  of  the  KG  as  a  translation  for  the  Greek  word ,  which  is  used  in  a
theological sense in the following context: Utpervu be{i re~ta, i re~ta be{e so(s
Boga, i Bog be{e re~ta. Thereafter, the Greek word  is consistently translated with
the Turkish loan word lakardija.

5. Of the indeclinable words within the context of Church Slavonic lexemes, we have identified
sire~, utpervu and ubo.

Among Church Slavonic lexemes, one adjective in the Macedonian text merits special attention:
the translation of the adjective ,  which  in  the  Greek text  of  the  KG occurs  in  two
contexts. In the first context, this adjective is used as an attribute for Jesus; in the second, it is
an epithet for an only daughter. The translator tried to make a distinction between the
theological meaning and the secular meaning of the Greek adjective. When  is  a
theological term, the translator used the compound adjective edinoroden, which follows the
spirit of Church Slavonic texts; while in the second context he made use of the adjective
samorodna, which may have been borrowed from later Church Slavonic (see Sreznevskij 1903
s.v. samorod nìi). Using a word that resembles the Greek prototype in its morphological
components, he did not find its best semantic equivalent.

b) Neologisms

Among neologisms, the lexeme tatkite ( , 30 et passim) used by the first hand
should be mentioned. The second hand crossed it out and replaced it with ruditelite.

c) Dialectal words

We consider the following lexemes dialectal words: zivajte (67) ‘take’; is~opkaa, an
intervention by the second hand and a replacement for the verb izedoa ( , 74),
which in the dialect also has the meaning ‘exterminate, peck out’; pala ‘to search’; tegli
used by the second hand as a substitute for the verb pati used by the first hand. The principal
meaning of the verb tegli is ‘to pull’, while the figurative meaning is ‘to suffer, to endure’. In
this category also belongs the lexeme umre{ ‘death’ ( ). This noun is formed from the
finite verb umre and the suffix -e` forming verbal nouns, mainly from imperfective verbs
(Koneski 1995, 47).
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5.7 Onomastics

Elka Ja eva-Ul ar (Skopje)

The onomasticon of the Konikovo Gospel is almost identical to the onomasticons found in other
Gospel texts translated into Macedonian, including those of the Middle Ages, the 19th century,
and those copied in the period following the standardization of the Macedonian language.
 We can divide the onomastic material excerpted from the KG into three large groups:
anthroponyms (we have subdivided the group of anthroponyms into two subgroups: male
personal names and female personal names); toponyms (monomial, binomial, and polynomial);
and ethnonyms. All names are organized in alphabetical order in the following manner: first is
given the name written in the Macedonian Cyrillic alphabet as transcribed in the Macedonian
translation of the Bible. This is followed by the English equivalent and the etymon of the name
with information about its meaning in the language of its origin as well as who or what is
denoted by the name in the contexts we quote. Every name is accompanied by a context in
which the personal name, the toponym or the ethnonym is found, first in the KG1, then in the
standard translation of the Bible in Macedonian.

I Anthroponyms

As will be evident from the remainder of this section, along with the basic nominative form, we
encounter other case forms of personal names, most often the accusative, as well as examples in
which the personal name becomes a possessive adjective by means of a suffix. Therefore, the
examples of personal names are referred to on three levels: on the first level, the personal name
is quoted in its basic form; on the second level, the personal name is in a case form; and on the
third level, the personal name constitutes the stem of the possessive adjective formed from that
name. In addition, in places, we use the letters A and B in order to separate the common signans
from the others related to the same signatum, i.e., under the letter A are listed the contexts in
which the name Jesus is found in this form, while under the letter B are listed all other
appellations used to denote Jesus in the KG.

a) Male personal names

1. AVRAAM : ABRAHAM <  Hebrew  ’Ab m, meaning ‘eminent father’ (Petrovski 2000,
35). The forefather of the Jewish people to whom God announced himself in Canaan and who
promised that he would be the Father of the great tribe of Israel. After this event, God’s name
was changed from Avram to Avraam (Stsl., 3).

1.1. Avraam L 16, 24: I Avraam mu( re~e: o( ~edo, smisli, za{to ti si( ze dubrinite ti
na `ivotut ti, i Lazar tako`de zlinite: i sega voa sa mo(le, i ti sa `al’uva{. // No

1 The contexts listed are by the first hand.
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Avraam re~e: ,,Sinko, seti se, deka ti si go dobil svoeto dobro u{te dodeka
be{e `iv, a Lazar zloto; sega, pak, toj se ute{uva, a ti strada{.“

1.2. Avaraama L 16, 22: I vnatre uf pekolut ka sa nao(g’a{i na makite: si( krena
o~ite i vide Avaraama2 ut daleku, i Lazara uf pazvite mu. // I vo pekolot, koga
be{e na maki, gi podigna o~ite svoi i go vide oddaleku Avraama i Lazara vo
kriloto negovo.

1.2. Avraame L 16, 29: I on re~e: ne, Tatko Avraame, ami aku( ode nekuj ut umrenite
na ni(h, ki( sa pukajat. // A toj re~e: ,,Ne, o~e Avraame, tuku, ako nekoj od mrtvite
otide pri niv, toga{ }e se pokajat.“

1.3. Avraamjuva L 16, 21: (21) I dujde vremi i umre siromaut, i gu( zea Angelitu, i gu(
utneso(a na pazvata Avraamjuva (sic!): i umre i zenginut  i  sa zakupa(. // Umre
siromaviot i angelite go odnesoa vo kriloto Avraamovo; umre i bogatiot i go
pogrebaa.

2. ANDREJ : ANDREW < Andréas – from Greek andreios, meaning ‘manly, brave’
(Petrovski 2000, 52). One of the twelve apostles, brother of the Apostle Peter (Stsl., 14).

2.1. Andrea J 1, 40: Be{i Andrea bratut na Simon Petar, idin ut dvata deka ~ua ut
Ioana taa lakardija, i utidua pu( Hristos. // A eden od dvajcata, {to bea ~ule za
Isusa i bea trgnale po Nego, be{e Andrej bratot na Simona Petra.

3. DAVID : DAVID < Hebrew d, meaning ‘favored’ (Petrovski 2000, 107). A prophet,
writer of psalms and King of Judea (Stsl., 93).

3.1. Davíd J 7, 42: Ne re~e li Pisanietu, za{to ut semitu Daviduvu, i ut Vi leem
Selutu, tamu deka be{i David, Hristos ide. // Ne e li re~eno vo Pismoto: deka
Hristos }e dojde do semeto Davidovo i od grat~eto Vitleem, od kade {to be{e
David?

3.3. semitu Daviduvu J 7, 42: Ne re~e li Pisanietu, za{to ut semitu Daviduvu, i ut
Vi leem Selutu, tamu deka be{i David, Hristos ide. // Ne e li re~eno vo
Pismoto: deka Hristos }e dojde do semeto Davidovo i od grat~eto Vitleem, od
kade {to be{e David?

3.3. Sine Davíduf Mt 9, 27: O Sine Daviduf, pumiluvaj ne // A koga Isus si ode{e
ottamu, trgnaa po Nego dvajca slepi i vikaa: ,,Pomiluvaj ne, Isuse, sine
Davidov!“

4. ZAVEDEJ : ZEBEDEE < Greek ‹ , Zebedaíos, meaning ‘Jehovah’s gift’, husband
of Sal  and father of the apostles James the Great and John (DNT 698).

4.2. Zevedèa Mt 4, 21: (21) I ka uti(de ponaka, vide dru (zi dva brate Iakova Sinut na
Zevedea, i brat mu Ioanna, vnatre uf sajkata zajno so(s Zevedea Tatku mu, deka
k rpea mre`ite... // Potoa, odej}i, ponatamu vide drugi dvajca bra}a: Jakova
Zavedeev i brata mu Jovana, vo korab so Zavedeja, tatkoto nivni, koi si gi krpea
mre`ite...

2 We believe that this was a lapsus calami.
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5. ILIJA : ELIJAH < lías – transliterated from Hebrew ah, meaning ‘my God is
Jehovah’ (DNT 709). Great prophet and religious leader of Israel in the 9th century B.C. (Stsl.,
157).

5.1. Ilía J  1, 25 (21) I gu( pitaa: {to si  ubo, Ilia li si ti?  i  vele ne s m,
Profitut li si, i otve{ta, ne. // (...) i go zapra{aa, velej}i: ,,Zo{to toga{
kr{tava{, koga ne si Hristos, ni Ilija, nitu prorok?“

6. ISAK : ISAAC < Isaák – transliterated from HebrewYitsch q, meaning ‘derider, one who
laughs’ (DNT 781). The second son of Abraham and the only son of Sarah (Stsl., 166).

6.1. Isaak Mt 8, 11:  (11) i vi(  velem, oti mnogu ut isgreva i ut zaot ki( dojdat, i ki(
sennat zajno so(s Avraam, i Isaak, i Iakov, na Carstfutu Nebesnutu. // I vi velam
deka mnozina }e dojdat od Istok i od Zapad i }e sednat na trpeza so Avraama,
Isaka i Jakova vo carstvoto nebesno,

7. ISAIJA : ISAIAH < saïas – transliterated from HebrewYesh‘yah, meaning ‘Jehovah's
salvation’ (DNT 714). One of the greatest prophets in the Old Testament. He lived ca.740–700
B.C. in the Southern Kingdom at the time of the rule of the four Jewish kings. Isaiah was also a
statesman who saved Jerusalem from the siege of the Assyrians (Stsl., 166).

7.1. Isaía Profítut J 1, 23: (23) Re~e jaze sam glasut na toa deka vika vnatre uf
pustini: ispravejte patut Gospodinuf, ka(k re~e Isaia Profitut. // Toj re~e: ,,Jas
sum glas na onoj {to vika vo pustiwata: izramnete go patot na Gospoda“, kako
{to veli prorokot Isaija.

8. ISUS : JESUS < soús, transliterated from Hebrew Y sh ‘a, contracted from Y sh ‘a,
meaning ‘Jehovah his help’ (DNT 766). The son of God who became a man, lived on earth and
died to save humanity and teach the love and power of God. He was born a Jew in Bethlehem
and lived in Nazareth at the time of the rule of Herod the Great when Jews suffered under
Roman occupation. As a consequence of the great sympathy felt for him by the people, Jesus
fell into disfavor with the Jewish authorities. He was sentenced to death by crucifixion. Three
days after his burial, he was resurrected (Stsl., 172–173).

8.A.1. isu(s Hristós J 1, 17: Za{to zakonut sa dade zardi ni(s Moÿsea, ami darbata i
istinata sa ~ini zardi ni(s Iisu (s Hristos. // za{to Zakonot be{e daden preku
Mojseja, a blagodatta i vistinata proizleguva od Isusa Hrista.

8.A.1. Iis s J 20, 19: Be{e dockana na toa den pravniut ut sedmicata, i bea vratite
zatforeni, tamu deka bea U~enicite sobrani zardi strahut Iudejcki, dujde Iisu (s i
zastana pu( srede, i vele na ni(h, mi (r na va (s. // A ve~erta istiot den, prviot od
sedmicata, koga vratata, kade {to bea u~enicite Negovi sobrani, be{e
zatvorena poradi strav od Judejcite, dojde Isus, zastana nasrede i re~e: ,,Mir
vam! “

8.A.1. Hristós J 1, 40: Be{i Andrea bratut na Simon Petar, idin ut dvata deka ~ua
ut Ioana taa lakardija, i utidua pu( Hristos. // A eden od dvajcata, {to bea ~ule za
Isusa i bea trgnale po Nego, be{e Andrej bratot na Simona Petra.
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8.A.2 Iis sa J 1, 36: (36) I ka( vide Iisu(sa deka ode{i, vele: vi(di etu jagnitu Boguvu.
// I {tom Go vide Isusa da vrvi, re~e: ,,Eve Go Jagneto Bo`jo!"; J1, 37: (37) I gu(
~ua dvata mu U~enici deka ka`a, i utidua pu( Iisu(sa. // Koga gi ~uja od nego tie
zborovi, obata u~enika otidoa po Isusa; L 24, 23: (23) I ka ne najdea Snagata na
Iisu (sa, dujdoa i ka`aa ka( vidoa i videnie Angelcku, i ti (e Angele velet za negu oti
e `i(v. // i ne go na{le teloto Negovo; i koga se vratija, rekoa deka im se javile
angeli i deka im ka`ale oti e On `iv.

8.A.3. nozite Iisu(suvi L 8, 35: (34) I l’uditu ispannaa da vi(dat toa {to sa ~ini(,  i
dujdo(a na Iisu(sa, i najdo(a ~uvekut deka sede{i, ut toa {to ispanna (a besuvite,
uble~en, i razumen na no(zite Iisu (suvi: i sa upla{ia. // I izlegoa da vidat {to
stanalo; pa koga dojdoa kaj Isusa, go najdoa ~ovekot, od kogo bea izlegle
ne~istite duhovi, kako sedi pred nozete Isusovi, oble~en i so zdrav razum; i se
upla{ija; L 8, 41: NA toa vremi, ~uvek Nekuj dujde na Iisu(sa imito mu Iair, i voa
be{e Napre`en ut so(borut, i panna na no (zite Iisu (sovi,  i  gu( mo(le{i da ode uf
do(ma mu. // I ete, dojde eden ~ovek, po ime Jair, koj be{e upravnik na sinagogata.
Pa koga pred nozete Isusovi, Go mole{e da pojde vo domot negov, ; L 8, 47: (46) I
ka vide `enata oti ne gu  la`a, dujde putresena, ta panna na no(zite Iisu (suvi,  i
zardi koe rabo(ta gu( fati(, mu( ka`a pre (t si(te l’u(de, i ka sa islekuva( uf  ~asut. //
@enata, {tom vide oti ne mo`e da se sokrie, so treperewe pristapi, pa kako
padna pred Nego, Mu ka`a pred siot narod zo{to se doprela i deka vedna{
ozdravela.

8.B. OTHER APPELLATIONS FOR JESUS:

8.B.1. Messía J 1, 41: I voa praven najde sfout si brat Simona, i mu( vele: najdohme
Messia, toa {to ki( re~i razre~ennu Hristos. // Toj prv go najde brata si Simona i
mu re~e: ,,Go najdovme Mesija, koe zna~i: Hristos!“

8.B.2. Ravvi J 1, 38: (38) I Iisu(s ka puzna, i ka( ’i vide deka odea pu( negu, mu( vele:
[to palate, i oni mu ( ka`aa: Ravvi (toa {to ki( ka`i rezre~enu, Didaskale) deka
`ivu(va{? // A Isus, koga se svrti i vide deka odat po Nego, im re~e: ,,[to
barate?“ Tie Mu odgovorija: ,,Ravi ({to zna~i ‡ U~itele): kade `ivee{?“

8.B.3. Spásut ná Sfétut J 4, 42: (42) I na @enata velea: oti veki ne veru(vame zardi
lakardijte tfojte: za{to ni(e sami ~uhme i vi(dohme, oti voa e istina Spa(sut na
Sfetut Hristos. // a na `enata i velea: ,,Sega ve}e ne veruvame od tvoeto
ka`uvawe, oti sami ~uvme i znaeme deka e On Spasitelot na svetot, Hristos.“

8.B.4. jagnitu Boguvu J 1, 36: (36) I ka( vide Iisu(sa deka ode{i, vele: vi(di etu jagnitu
Boguvu. // I {tom Go vide Isusa da vrvi, re~e: ,,Eve Go Jagneto Bo`jo!“

9. JAIR : JAIRUS < Iáeiros, meaning ‘he whom Jehovah enlightens’ (DNT 751). The head of
the synagogue in Capernaum whose daughter was resurrected by Jesus (Stsl 178).

9.1. Iair L 8, 41: NA toa vremi, ~uvek Nekuj dujde na Iisu(sa  imito mu Iair,  i  voa
be{e Napre`en  ut  so(borut, i panna na no(zite Iisu (sovi, i gu( mo(le{i da ode uf
do(ma mu. // I ete, dojde eden ~ovek, po ime Jair, koj be{e upravnik na sinagogata.
Pa koga pred nozete Isusovi, Go mole{e da pojde vo domot negov, (...)
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10. JAKOV : JAMES < Iák bos or Ia‘q b (DNT 751), meaning ‘one who attends somebody’,
follower (Petrovski 2000, 307). One of the apostles, son of Zebedee and brother of John. He
was beheaded under Herod in 44 A.D. (Stsl 178).

10.2. Iakova Mt  4, 21:  I  ka uti(de ponaka, vide dru (zi dva brate Iakova Sinut na
Zevedea, i brat mu Ioanna, vnatre uf sajkata zajno so(s Zevedea Tatku mu, deka
karpea mre`ite... // Potoa, odej}i, ponatamu vide drugi dvajca bra}a: Jakova
Zavedeev i brata mu Jovana, vo korab so Zavedeja, tatkoto nivni, koi si gi krpea
mre`ite...

11. JOVAN : JOHN < I ánn s – transliterated from Hebrew Y ch n, meaning ‘Jehovah-
given or Jehovah has been gracious’ (DNT 789). John the Baptist, preacher and prophet, born in
Judea. Son of the priest Zachary and Elizabeth, cousin of Mary, mother of Jesus. He preached
penitence in the desert and christening through penitence. (Stsl., 159).

11.1. Ioán(n)3 J 1, 6: (6) Sa ~ini edin ~uvek pu{ten ut Boga, imito mu Ioan. // Ima{e
eden ~ovek po ime Jovan, praten od Boga; J 1, 15: (15) oan martirisa zardi negu, ’i
vikna i ka`a: voa e deka ide pu( mene  sa ~ini pret mene: za{to mi be{e
ponapre{en. // Jovan svedo~e{e za Nego i vele{e zboruvaj}i: ,,Ovoj e za Kogo
rekov: Onoj Koj ide po mene, me isprevari, oti postoe{e porano od mene!“; J 1, 26:
(26) oan otve{ta, i re~e: jaze krastam uf voda: ami toa stoe pu ( srede na va(s, toa
{to vi(e ne gu puznavate. ,,Jas kr{tavam so voda, no me|u vas stoi Eden, Kogo vie
ne Go poznavate.“; J 1, 28: (28) Vi(e sa ~inia na Vi avaran ut sprotiva na Iordani,
tamu deka Ioan krastesi. // Ova se slu~i vo Vitavara, otade Jordan, kade {to
kr{teva{e Jovan.

11.2. Ioánna J 1, 19: (19) I vaa e martiriata na oanna, koga pu{ti(a (~u)~ifutitu ut
Ierusalim Popuve i Levite, da gu( pitat ti koj si. // I toa e svedo{tvo na Jovana,
koga Judejcite ispratija od Erusalim sve{tenici i leviti za da go pra{aat:
,,Koj si ti?“

12. JON : JONAS < nás – transliterated from Hebrew h, meaning ‘dove’. Father of the
apostles Simon Peter and Andrew (DNT 789–790).

12.2. Iona( J 1, 42: (42) I gu( dunese na Iisu(sa, i Iisu(s ka gu ( vide: ka`a, ti si Simon
Sinut na Iona< ti ki( sa nare~i{ Kifa(, toa {to ki( ka`i Petar. // I go dovede pri
Isusa. A Isus, koga go pogleda, mu re~e: ,,Ti si Simon, sin Jonin; ti }e se nare~e{
Kifa, {to zna~i Petar ‡ kamen.“

13. KIFA : CEPHAS < K phás – transliterated from Aram. k , meaning ‘rock’ (DNT 862).
The name given to apostle Simon Peter by Jesus (Stsl., 187).

13.1. Kifa( J 1, 42: (42) I gu( dunese na Iisu(sa, i Iisu(s ka gu ( vide: ka`a, ti si Simon
Sinut na Iona< ti ki( sa nare~i{ Kifa(, toa {to ki( ka`i Petar. // I go dovede pri
Isusa. A Isus, koga go pogleda, mu re~e: ,,Ti si Simon, sin Jonin; ti }e se nare~e{
Kifa, {to zna~i Petar ‡ kamen.“

3 The second hand, that of Pavel Božigropski, regularly added another n at the end of the name Joan, most probably in
relation to the etymon of this name.
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14. KLEOPA : CLEOPAS < Kleópas, meaning ‘very renowned’ (DNT 866). The name
Cleopas is a contracted form of the Greek name KleÒpatroj < kleÒj and pat»r, meaning
‘renowned through the father’ (Grim 242). Disciple of Jesus Christ (Stsl., 187).

14.1. Kleópa L 24, 18: (18) I otve{ta edin’ut imito mu Kleopa, i mu( re~e: ti sam ka
sedi{ uf Ierusalim ne znai{ ti(e deka sa ~inia vnatre uf negu na vi(e dena. //
Edniot od niv, po ime Kleopa, Mu odgovori i re~e: ,,Edinstven tu|inec li si ti
vo Erusalim, ta ne si razbral, {to stana vo nego ovie dni?“

15. LAZAR : LAZARUS < Lázaros – transliterated from Hebrew ’El‘ r, meaning ‘helped
by God’. 1. Friend of Jesus Christ and brother of Martha and Mary; 2. A poor man mentioned in
a parable in the Gospel of Luke (Stsl., 203).

15.1. Lazar J 11, 1: NA toa vremi.  (sic!) be{i nekuj bo(len Lazar ut  Vi ania, ut
selutu na Maria i na Marta (sic!) na sestra mu. // Be{e, pak, bolen nekoj si Lazar,
od Vitanija, od mestoto na Marija i nejzinata sestra Marta.

15.2. Lazara L 16, 23: (22) I vnatre uf pekolut ka sa nao(g’a{i na makite: si( krena
o~ite i vide Avaraama (sic!) ut daleku,  i Lazara uf pazvite mu. // I vo pekolot,
koga be{e na maki, gi podigna o~ite svoi i go vide oddaleku Avraama i Lazara vo
kriloto negovo.

15.2. Lazare J 11, 43:  (43) I ka re~e vi(e, so(s gulem gla (s vikna: Lazare,  ispanni
nadvor. // Koga go re~e ova, izvika so visok glas: ,,Lazare, izlezi nadvor!“

16. MOJSEJ : MOSES < M seús – transliterated from Hebrew M sheh. Great Hebrew
prophet and legislator (DNT 1002).

16.2. Moÿséa L 24, 27: (27) I ka zafati ut M usea, i zamina ut si(te Profite, mu(
ra(sre~e rabotite deka sa pisaa  zardi negu na si(te pisanie. // Pa, kako po~na od
Mojseja i od site proroci, im zboruva{e {to e ka`ano za Nego vo celoto Pismo.

16.3. Moÿséuf L 24, 44: (44) i mu( re~e: vi(e sa ti(e {to vi( zpuruva(h, o{ti ko(ga beh
so(s va(s,  oti ka (k trebuva da sa ispalnat ti(e si(te {to sa napisani na zakonut
Mouseuf, i na Profititu, i na psalmitu zardi mene. // Pa im re~e: ,,Ete,  toa e
ona za {to vi zboruvav u{te dodeka bev so vas, oti treba da se ispolni se {to e
napi{ano za Mene vo Zakonot Mojseev i kaj Prorocite, i vo Psalmite.“

17. NATANAIL : NATHANAEL < Nathana l – transliterated from Hebrew Nethan’ l,
meaning ‘gift of God’ (DNT 1004). One of the twelve apostles. The name Nathanael is found
only in the Gospel of John. In the other three Gospels, the name Bartholomew is used for the
same figure. Nathanael/Bartholomew preached the Gospel in India, Arabia, and Armenia,
where he was crucified head down. (Stsl., 251).

17.2. Naqanaíla J  1, 45: (45) Filipp najde Na anaila, i mu( vele: toa deka pisa
Mousea uf Zakonut i Profi(ti... // Filip go najde Natanaila i mu re~e:,,Go
najdovme Isusa, sinot Josifov od Nazaret, za Kogo pi{uva{e Mojsej vo Zakonot,
i Prorocite!“
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18. NIKODIM : NICODEMUS < Nikód mos – from Greek nik  ‘victory’ and d mos
‘people’, meaning ‘people's winner’(Petrovski 2000, 208). A Pharisee, a secret disciple of
Jesus, who helped Joseph of Arimathea take Jesus down from the cross and lay him in the tomb.
(Stsl., 272).

18.1. Nikodim J 7, 50: (50) Mu( vele Nikodim, toa {to be{i uti{el nok’jata na negu,
be{i idin ut ni(h. // Nikodim, pak, koj be{e oti{ol pri Nego no}e, a be{e eden od
niv, im re~e: (...)

19. PETAR : PETER < Pétros – from Greek pštroj, meaning ‘stone’. His original name was
Simon or Simeon (DNT 1154). Cephas in Arameic, he was one of the three favorite disciples of
Jesus Christ.  He led the apostles and was the first to preach among the pagans. He wrote two
New Testament epistles in Rome (Stsl., 313).

19.1.  Pétar J 1, 40: (40) Be{i Andrea bratut na Simon Petar, idin ut dvata deka
~ua ut Ioana taa lakardija, i  utidua pu( Hristos. // A eden od dvajcata, {to bea
~ule za Isusa i bea trgnale po Nego, be{e Andrej bratot na Simona Petra.;
Péter4 Mt 14, 29: (29) I on mu( re~e: ela, i ka sleze ut korabut Peter, ode{i na vra(s
vo(data, da dojde na Iisu (sa. // I Isus mu re~e: ,,Dojdi!“ Pa {tom izleze od korabot,
Petar trgna po vodata za da odi pri Isusa.

20. SIMON : SIMON < Sím n – transliterated from Hebrew sh ma’, meaning hearing (DNT
1289). See Petar.

20.1. Simon L 24, 34: (34) Deka velea oti Gosput vosskresna istina, i sa javi( na
Simon. // kade {to govorea deka Gospod navistina voskresnal i mu se javil na
Simona; Símon Pétar J 1, 40: (40) Be{i Andrea bratut na Simon Petar, idin ut
dvata deka ~ua ut Ioana taa lakardija, i utidua pu( Hristos. // A eden od dvajcata,
{to bea ~ule za Isusa i bea trgnale po Nego, be{e Andrej bratot na Simona
Petra.

20.2. Símona J  1, 40: (41) I voa praven najde sfout si brat Simona,  i  mu( vele:
najdohme Messia, toa {to ki( re~i razre~ennu Hristos. // Toj prv go najde brata si
Simona i mu re~e: ,,Go najdovme Mesija, koe zna~i: Hristos!“; Mt  4, 18: NA toa
vremi, ka ode{i Iisu(s, blizu na moritu Galilejcku, vide dva brata, Simona {to sa
vele Petar, i Andrea brat mu, deka farlea mre`i uf moritu: za{to bea ribare. //
I odej}i pokraj Galilejskoto More, gi vide dvajcata bra}a, Simona, nare~en
Petar, i brata mu Andreja, kako frlaat mre`a vo moreto, bidej}i bea ribari,

21. SOLOMON : SOLOMON < Solom n – transliterated from Hebrew She h, meaning
peaceful (DNT 1300). The son of King David and Bathsheba, the third and most famous king of
Judea (965–926 B.C.). Renown for his wisdom and power, as well for the longlasting peace of
his rule (Stsl., 427).

21.1. Solomon Mt  6, 29:  (29) I vi( velem,  oti nito Solomon so(s sata mu slava sa
uble~e katu( idno ut vi(e. // no vi velam deka ni Solomon, vo celata svoja slava, ne
se oble~e taka, kako eden od niv;

4 We believe that this was a lapsus calami.
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22. FILIP : PHILIP < Phílipos – from Greek phílos ‘friend’ and hippos ‘horse’, meaning
‘one who loves horses’. Apostle from Bethsaida in Galilee (DNT 1446).

22.1. Fílipp J 1, 45: (45) Filipp najde Na anaila, i mu( vele: toa deka pisa Mousea
uf Zakonut i Profi(ti... // Filip go najde Natanaila i mu re~e: ,,Go najdovme
Isusa, sinot Josifov od Nazaret, za Kogo pi{uva{e Mojsej vo Zakonot, i
Prorocite!“

22.2. Filippa J 1, 43: (43) I na utre{niut den pa(k pusaka Iisu(s, da ispanni nadvor
na Galilea: i naoda Filippa: i mu( vele,  ela pu( mene. // Na drugiot den Isus
namisli da otide vo Galileja i go najde Filipa, pa mu re~e: ,,Vrvi so Mene!“

23. TOMA : THOMAS < Th más – transliterated from Hebrew t m, meaning ‘twin’. One
of the twelve apostles who was also called Didymus. We know little of his history. He seems to
have been of a cautious, skeptical, thoughtful, and gloomy temperament, and held tenaciously
to what he believed (DNT 750).

23.1. Qom  J 20, 24: (16) I oma( {to sa vele{i bliznak, re~e na U~enicite mu: neka
odime i ni (e da umremi so(s negu. // A Toma, eden od dvanaesette, nare~en Bliznak,
ne be{e so niv, koga dojde Isus.

b) Female personal names

1. MARIJA : MARY < María – transliterated from Hebrew Miri m, from m  ‘to oppose, to
quit’ or from m rar ‘bitterly’ (Petrovski 2000, 188–189). Sister of Lazarus and Martha and a
devoted friend and disciple of Jesus, from whom she received the testimony that she had chosen
the “the one good thing, ” which would not be taken from her. Compared with her sister, Mary
appears to have been of a more contemplative mind and more occupied with the “one thing”
needed (DNT 944).

1.1. Maria J 11, 1: NA toa vremi.  (sic!) be{i nekuj bo(len Lazar ut Vi ania, ut
selutu na Maria i na Marta (sic!) na sestra mu. // Be{e, pak, bolen nekoj si Lazar,
od Vitanija, od mestoto na Marija i nejzinata sestra Marta.; J11, 19 I
mnozina ut Iudejte uti(dua na Mar a i na Maria, da ’i rasta`at zardi brat mu. // i
mnozina Judejci bea do{le pri Marta i Marija da gi ute{at za brata im.

2. MARTA : MARTHA < Mártha – transliterated from Aram. mar tha ‘lady, mistress’, sister
of  Lazarus  and  Mary.  She  seems  to  have  been  the  eldest  in  the  family,  as  she  is  always
mentioned first and generally portrayed as the matron of the house. She was more practical than
her younger sister (DNT 943).

2.1. Marta J 11, 1: NA toa vremi.  (sic!) be{i nekuj bo(len Lazar ut Vi ania, ut
selutu na Maria i na Marta (sic!) na sestra mu. // Be{e, pak, bolen nekoj si Lazar,
od Vitanija, od mestoto na Marija i nejzinata sestra Marta; Marqa J 11, 19–
21: (19) I mnozina ut Iudejte uti(dua na Mar a i na Maria, da ’i rasta`at zardi
brat mu. (20) Mar a ubo ka(k ~u za{to ide Iisu(s, gu( prisrete: ami Maria sede{i uf
do(ma.  (21) Mar a ubo re~e na Iisu (sa, Gospodine: aku ( be{i tu(a brat mi ne ke
umre{i. // i mnozina Judejci bea do{le pri Marta i Marija da gi ute{at za
brata im. Koga ~u Marta deka ide Isus, izleze pred Nego; a Marija sede{e
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doma.Toga{ Marta Mu re~e na Isusa: ,,Gospodi, ako be{e Ti ovde, nema{e da umre
brat mi“.

II. Toponyms

a) Monomial toponyms

1. VITSAIDA : BETHSAIDA < B thsaïdá – fem. proper noun transliterated from Hebrew
bayith ‘house’ and tsay d ‘hunter’ meaning ‘place for hunting and fishing’. A town in Galilee
near Capernaum (DNT 333).

1.1. Vi sajda J 1, 44: (44) I Filip be{e ut Vi sajda, ut Gradut na Andrea i Petar.
// I Filip be{e od Vitsaida, od gradot na Andreja i Petra.

2. VITAVARA : BETHABARA < B thabará – fem. proper noun transliterated from Hebrew
bayith ‘house’ and ‘ab h ‘crossing place, ferry’, meaning ‘house of the ford’. A town on the
river Jordan (DNT 333).

2.1. Viqavarán J 1, 28: (28) Vi(e sa ~inia na Vi avaran ut sprotiva na Iordani, tamu
deka Ioan krastesi. // Ova se slu~i vo Vitavara, otade Jordan, kade {to
kr{teva{e Jovan.

3. VITANIJA : BETHANY < B thanía – fem. proper noun transliterated from Hebrew
bayith ‘house’ and an yy h ‘depressed’, meaning ‘house of depression or misery’. a) A village
on the eastern slope of the Mount of Olives about 2 km east of Jerusalem; b) a place where John
baptized people (DNT 333).

3.1. Viqanía L 24, 50: (50) I isvadi nadvor du (ri na Vi ania, i si( krena racite i ’i
blagoslovi (. // I gi izvede nadvor od Vitanija, pa koga gi podigna racete, gi
blagoslovi.; NA toa vremi. (sic!) be{i nekuj bo(len Lazar ut Vi ania, ut selutu na
Maria i na Marta (sic!) na sestra mu. // Be{e, pak, bolen nekoj si Lazar, od
Vitanija, od mestoto na Marija i nejzinata sestra Marta.

4. VITLEEM : BETHLEHEM < B thleém – fem. proper noun transliterated from Hebrew
th Lechem ‘house of bread’. A town in Judea, the birthplace of Jesus Christ and of David, 10

km from Jerusalem (DNT 333).

4.1. Viqleém J  7, 42: (42) Ne re~e li Pisanietu, za{to ut semitu Daviduvu, i ut
Vi leem Selutu, tamu deka be{i David, Hristos ide. // Ne e li re~eno vo
Pismoto: deka Hristos }e dojde do semeto Davidovo i od grat~eto Vitleem, od
kade {to be{e David?

5. VITFAGIJA : BETHPHAGE < B thphag – fem. proper noun transliterated from
Hebrew bayith ‘house’ and pag ‘unripe’; meaning ‘house of green figs’. A village near Bethany,
east of the Mount of Olives (DNT 334).

5.1. Vi sfagi( Mt 21, 1 NA toa vremi, ko(ga nabli`i Iisu(s na Ierusalim, i dujdo(a na
Vi sfagi( na Planinata Eleo(ncka, togaj Iisu(s pu{ti dva U~enici, i re~e na ni(h. //
A koga nabli`ija do Erusalim i dojdoa do Vitfagija, pri Eleonskata Gora, Isus
isprati dvajca u~enici.
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6. GALILEJA : GALILEE < Galilaía – fem. proper noun; meaning ‘circle, circuit’. A small
district in Palestine (DNT 354).

6.1. Galiléa J 1, 43: (43) I na utre{niut den pa(k pusaka Iisu(s, da ispanni nadvor na
Galilea: i naoda Filippa: i mu( vele, ela pu ( mene. // Na drugiot den Isus namisli
da otide vo Galileja i go najde Filipa, pa mu re~e: ,,Vrvi so Mene!“

7. \olot (G’o(lut) see II. b) 5. below.

8. EMAUS : EMMAUS < Emmaoús – fem. proper noun, meaning ‘hot springs’. A village in
Judea, where Jesus Christ joined Cleopas and Luke in the first week after his resurrection (DNT
574).

8.1. Emmaýs L 24, 13: (13) I etu i dva ut ti(e deka odea toa den na ino selu, i toa {to
e daleku ut Ierusalim sejset stada, imito mu Emmaus. // Vo istiot den dvajca od
niv odea vo edno selo, po ime Emaus, koe be{e oddale~eno od Erusalim {eeset
stadii;

9. ERUSALIM : JERUSALEM < Hierousal m – fem. proper noun transliterated from the
Hebrew Ye sh m ‘dwelling of peace’. An ancient city with great political power (DNT 765).

9.1. Ierusalím L 24, 13: (13) I etu i dva ut ti(e deka odea toa den na ino selu, i toa
{to e daleku ut Ierusalim... // Vo istiot den dvajca od niv odea vo edno selo (...),
koe be{e oddale~eno od Erusalim...;

10. JORDAN : JORDAN < Iordán s – fem. proper noun transliterated from the Hebrew
Yardh n ‘the descender’. A river in Palestine, site of many events described in the Old and New
Testaments (DNT 777).

10.2. Iordáni J 1, 28: (28) Vi(e sa ~inia na Vi avaran ut sprotiva na Iordani, tamu
deka Ioan krastesi. // Ova se slu~i vo Vitavara, otade Jordan, kade {to
kr{teva{e Jovan.

11. NAZARET : NAZARETH < Nazarét – masc. proper noun transliterated from Hebrew
Nazareth. A town in Galilee famous for being the home of Jesus Christ in his childhood before
he began his public activity (DNT 1003).

11.1. Nazaret Mt 21, 11:  (11)  I  l’u(ditu velea, voa  e Iisu(s Profitut, deka e ut
Nazaret na Galilea. // A narodot odgovara{e: ,,Ovoj e Isus, prorokot od
Nazaret Galilejski.“

12. NAIN : NAIN < Naïn – fem. proper noun transliterated from Hebrew; meaning ‘beauty’.
A town in Galilee (DNT 1004).

12.1. Nain L 7, 11: NA toa vremi, uti(de isu(s na idin Grat deka gu( velea Nain:  i
zajno so(s negu odea i U~enici mno(gu: i kalabalak mnogu. // I se slu~i potoa da odi
vo gradot nare~en Nain; i so Nego odea mnozina Negovi u~enici i mnogu narod.
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13. SION : ZION < Si n – indeclinable masc., fem. or neut. proper noun transliterated from
Hebrew Ts n ‘sunny’. A hill in the south-eastern part of Jerusalem, site of the temple built by
King David (DNT 1291).

13.1 Sion J 12, 15:  (15)  O( kerko na Sion nim sa bo(i{,  etu, Carut ti deka ide
v’jahnat na vra(s parlitu na magaricata. // ,,Ne boj se, }erko Sionova! Eve, Carot
tvoj ide, sedej}i na osle...“

13.3 kerkata Sionuva Mt 21, 5: (5) Ka`ejte na kerkata Sionuva: etu, Carut ti deka
ti( ide  (sic!) krotki, i vjahnat na vra(s magaritu, i na parlitu detitu na
podjaremnicata. // ,,Ka`ete i na }erkata Sionova: ete, tvojot Car ide pri tebe
krotok, ka~en na oslica i osle, sin na podjarmenica.“

b) Binomial toponyms

1. BAWATA SILOAM : SILOAM POOL < Sil ám – masc. proper noun, meaning ‘sent’.
Siloam was the name of the pool and tower near the temple in Jerusalem (DNT 1289).

1.1.  Gýrnata Siloámcka J  9, 7, 11: (7) I mu( re~e: odi  sa ismij na Gurnata
Siloamcka, toa {to ki( re~i, pusten (sic!), uti(de ubo i sa ismi, i sa varna gledake. //
i mu re~e: "Otidi i izmij se vo bawata Siloam, {to zna~i: 'praten'!" Toj otide,
se izmi i dojde progledal.; J 9, 11: (11) Otve{ta on, i re~e idin ~uvek {to gu( velet
Iisu(s, napravi( kal, i klade na vra(s o~ite mi, i mi( re~e: odi na Gu(rnata Siloamcka,
i sa ismij i uti(duh i sa ismi(h, i pruglenah. // Toj odgovori i re~e: ,,Eden ^ovek, Koj
se vika Isus, napravi kal, mi gi nama~ka o~ite i mi re~e: 'Otidi vo bawata
Siloam i izmi se!' Otidov, se izmiv i progledav.“

2. GALILEJSKO MORE : SEA OF GALILEE, see II. a) 6. above.

2.1.  Móritu Galiléjsku Mt  4, 18: NA toa vremi, ka ode{i Iisu(s, blizu na moritu
Galilejcku, vide dva brata, Simona {to sa vele Petar, i Andrea brat mu, deka
farlea mre`i  uf  moritu: za{to bea ribare. // I odej}i pokraj Galilejskoto
More, gi vide dvajcata bra}a, Simona, nare~en Petar, i brata mu Andreja, kako
frlaat mre`a vo moreto, bidej}i bea ribari, (...)

3. ZEMJATA GERGESINSKA : COUNTRY OF THE GERGESENES < Gerges nós –
masc. proper noun. A district on the east side of the Sea of Galilee (DNT 365).

3.1. Selutu Gergesíncku Mt  8, 28: NA toa vremi, Ka zaminu(va{e Iisu(s na Selutu
Gergesincku, gu( sretoa dva nadvorni~evi, {to ispag’aa nadvor ut grobistata (sic!),
divi mo{ne, tolku, deka ne mo`e{i da zamine nikuj ut patut toa. // I koga
pristigna na drugata strana vo zemjata Gergesinska, Go sretnaa dvajca besni,
izlegle od grobi{tata; bea tolku lo{i {to ne smee{e nikoj da mine po toj
pat.

4. GADARINSKI KRAJ : DISTRICT OF GADARA < Gadar nós – masc. proper noun.
Gadara, town east of the river Jordan (DNT 352).

4.A. selutu Gadarincku, L  8, 26, 27: NA toa vremi, ko(ga uti(de Iisu(s na selutu
Gadarincku, gu( srete idin ~uvek ut Gradut, toa {to ima{e besuve ut mnogu gudini,
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i ru(ba na sa uble~uva{e, i uf ku(ki ne zastanu(va{e, ami na grobi{tata. // I
pristigna vo Gadarinskiot kraj sproti Galileja. A koga izleze On na suvo, Go
sretna eden ~ovek od gradot, koj ima{e besovi od mnogu godini, i ne oblekuva{e
ali{ta, i ne `ivee{e doma, tuku po grobovite.

4.B. stranite Gadarincki L 8, 37: (36) I sfetut sa(t ut stranite Gadarincki moli(a
Iisu(sa, da ispanni da si( ode ut ni(h: za{to imaa gulem stra(h: i on fleze uf korabut,
i sa varna nayat. (37) // I siot narod od Gadarinskiot kraj Go mole{e da so otide
od niv; za{to se bea upla{ile mnogu. I On vleze vo korabot i se vrati.

5. GENISARETSKO EZERO : LAKE OF GENNESARET < Genn sarét – fem. proper
noun transliterated from Hebrew Kinnereth, also known as the Sea of Galilee, in the land of
Gennesaret, a small crescent-shaped strip of country on the northwest side of the Sea of Galilee
(DNT 365).

5.1.  G’o(lut Gennisarecki, G’o(lut: 5, 1–2: (1) NA toa vreme. Sto(e{i Iisu(s pri
G’o(lut Gennisarecki.  (2)  I  etu dve {ajki deka sto(ea uf G’o(lut: i ribaritu ka
islego(a ut {ajkite isplaknu (vaa mrezite  (sic!). // Edna{ koga narodot se
pritiska{e kon Nego za da go ~ue slovoto Bo`jo, On stoe{e pokraj
Genisaretskoto Ezero. Toga{ vide dva Koraba, {to stoeja pokraj ezeroto;  a
ribarite, izlegle od niv, si gi plavea mre`ite.

6. ELEONSKA GORA : ELAION MOUNTAIN < élaion, Greek neuter noun, meaning
‘olive oil’, from elaía ‘olive tree’. The Greek name for the Mount of Olives (DNT 560).

6.1. Planínata Eleôncka Mt 21, 1 NA toa vremi, ko(ga nabli`i Iisu(s na Ierusalim,
i dujdo(a na Vi sfagi( na Planinata Eleo(ncka, togaj Iisu(s pu{ti dva U~enici, i
re~e na ni(h. // A koga nabli`ija do Erusalim i dojdoa do Vitfagija, pri
Eleonskata Gora, Isus isprati dvajca u~enici.

c) Polynomial toponyms

1. ZEMJA TIRSKA I SIDONSKA : COUNTRY OF TYRE AND SIDON – Tyre  <
Túros – fem. proper noun transliterated from Hebrew Ts r 'rock' (DNT 1400), a celebrated city
in  Phoenicia  on  the  eastern  cost  of  the  Mediterranean  Sea,  south  of  Sidon;  Sidon  <  Sid n  –
fem. proper noun transliterated from Hebrew Ts n ‘fishery’, one of the most ancient cities in
the world, a rich Phoenician metropolis situated on the eastern Mediterranean cost, north of
Tyre, now in Lebanon (DNT 1288).

1.1. mesta Týrcki i Sidôncki Mt 15, 21: NA toa vreme, Koa ispanna Iisu (s na
mestata Tircki i Sido(ncki. // I koga izleze ottamu Isus, zamina vo zemjata
Tirska i Sidonska.

III Ethnonyms

1. IZRAIL : ISRAEL < masc. proper noun, transliterated from the Hebrew Yisr l < Isra l,
‘wrestler  with  God’.  A  name  given  to  Jacob  after  wrestling  with  the  angel.  Israel  is  used  to
designate the Israelites or the children of Israel (DNT 783).
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1.1. Israil Mt , 19, 28: (28) Mu( vele Iisu(s: istina vi( velem, za{to vi(e {to dujdohte
pu( mene, na prirogenitu, koga sedni Sinut ~uve~ki na tronut na slavata mu, ki(
sednite i vi(e na dvanajset tronuve, da sadite dvanaj(se)te jazici na Israil. // A
Isus im re~e: "Vistina, vi velam, deka vie {to vrvite po Mene, pri povtornoto
ra|awe, koga Sinot ^ove~ki }e sedne na prestolot na slavata Svoja, }e sednete
i vie na dvanaeset prestoli i }e sudite nad dvanaesette Izrailevi kolena.

1. 2. Israila L 24, 21: (21) I ni(e sa nadevame oti voa e {to ki( otkine Israila: ami
so(s vi(e si(te tri dena so(s voa den ima voa den, utka(k  sa ~inia vi(e. // a  nie  se
nadevavme oti e On Onoj {to treba da go izbavi Izrailot; no i pokraj seto
toa, denes e ve}e tret den, otkako stana ova.

1.3. Israiluf Mt 9, 33: (33) I ka ( isleze besut, zpuruva ( nemjut: i sa za~udia l’uditu,
i velea: nikuj pat ne sa vide taka na rodut Israiluf. // Po izgonuvaweto na
besot, nemiot progovori. A narodot se ~ude{e i govore{e: ,,Nikoga{ takvo
ne{to ne stanalo vo Izrailot!“

1.3. Israiluva Mt 15, 24:  (24) i re~e: jaze ne sam pu{ten, sa (lde na ofcite
zagubenite na kuk’ata Israiluva. // ,,Jas sum praten samo pri zagubenite ovci na
domot Izrailev.“

2. JUDEJCI : JUDEANS < ancient Hebrew name, Greek Ioudaía (DNT 778). Inhabitants of
Judea, the southern part of Palestine. In some instances, the name Judea refers to the earlier
Kingdom of Judea; elsewhere, to the entire land of Palestine. (Stsl., 176).

2.A.1. Iude(ite// Iudeite J 9, 18: (18) Ne veruva ubo Iude(ite zardi negu, za{to be{i
slep i puglenna, du(ri ka viknaa Tatkite na toa {to puglena // No Judejcite ne
poveruvaa za nego deka bil slep i progledal, dodeka ne gi povikaa roditelite na
progledaniot, J 9, 22: (22) Vi(e rekoa Tatkite mu, za{to sa boea ut Iudeite: za{to
i ponapret soglasi(a Iudeite, oti koj omologisa negu ka e Hristos,  da gu( terat ut
Soborut. // Ova go rekoa negovite roditeli, oti se boeja od Judejcite; za{to
Judejcite se bea soglasile do bide isklu~en od sinagogata sekoj, {to }e go
priznae Hrista.

2.A.3. strahut Iudéjcki J 20, 19: (19) KA zamrakna ubo na toa den pravniut ut
Sedmicata, bea vratite zatforeni, tamu deka bea U~enicite sobrani zardi
strahut udejcki, dujde isu(s i zastana pu( srede, i mu( vele: mi(r na va(s. // A ve~erta
istiot den, prviot od sedmicata, koga vratata, kade {to bea u~enicite
Negovi sobrani, be{e zatvorena poradi strav od Judejcite, dojde Isus, zastana
nasrede i re~e: ,,Mir vam!“

2.B.1. ~ifýtitu J 1, 19 I vaa e martiriata na oanna, koga pu{ti(a (~u)~ifutitu ut
Ierusalim Popuve i Levite, da gu( pitat ti koj si.. // I toa e svedo{tvo na Jovana,
koga Judejcite ispratija od Erusalim sve{tenici i leviti za da go pra{aat:
,,Koj si ti?”

3. NAZAREEC : NAZARENE inhabitant of Nazareth (see Nazareth), spoken of Jesus.

3.2. Iis sa Nazoréut L 24, 19: (19) I mu( vele koe, I (sic!) oni mu( ka`aa: rabotite
{to sa ~inia zardi Iisu (sa Nazore(ut, toa {to sa ~ini ~uvek Profitin silen i na
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raboti, i na lakardii pret Boga, i na si(te l’ude. // I gi pra{a: ,,[to?“ Tie Mu
odgovorija: ,,Ona {to stana so Isusa Nazareecot, Koj be{e prorok, silen na
delo i na slovo, pred Boga i pred siot narod”;

3. SAMARJANI : SAMARIANS < Hebrew proper noun Sh me n < Samáreia, meaning
‘guard post’ (DNT 1275). Inhabitants of Samaria, a region in Palestine bordered by Galilee,
Phoenicia, and Judea. The city of Samaria was once the capital of Israel and later the capital of
the region Samaria. (Stsl., 407).

3.1. Samarítitu J 4, 39; (39) I ut Gradut toa mnogu ut Samarititu veruvaa na negu,
zardi lakardiata na @enata, deka martirisa (i ka`a) oti mi( ka`a si(te kolku
~inih. // I mnozina Samarjani od toj grad poveruvaa vo Nego po zborovite na
`enata, koja svedo~e{e: ,,Mi ka`a se {to sum napravila.“

4. HANANEJKA : CANAANITE < Hebrew male proper noun Kena‘n < Chanaán, meaning
short (DNT 1467). Female citizen of Canaan, the promised land given to Abraham and his
descendants. The country to the west of the river Jordan, to the north of Egypt, and to the south
of Syria. A part of this area was later called Palestine. (Stsl., 515).

4.1. Hananejka Mt 15, 21; (...) I etu idna `ena Hananejka, deka ispanna ut sinoritu
ti(e, gu( vi(ka{e, i vele{i: // I ete, edna `ena Hananejka, kako izleze od onie
krai{ta, povika kon Nego, velej}i:...

Conclusions

As is evident from the onomastic material given above, we can single out the following names
as  specific  to  the  KG:  the  several  different  appellations  for  Jesus  and  one  example  of
assimilation of a toponym, namely, the hydronym the Lake of Gennesaret, cited in this Gospel
as G’o(lut Gennisarecki. The center of the nominal group ezero ‘lake’ is replaced with a
noun of Turkish origin, |ol (Turkish l). Unlike the linearization immanent to the
Macedonian  standard  language  in  which  the  order  of  the  nominal  group  is  an  adjective  +  a
noun, here we observe the reverse order, noun + adjective, in the compound toponyms in the
KG,  which  is  characteristic  of  the  Gospel  texts  from the  canonic  period  as  well  as  of  Gospel
texts in the Macedonian Church Slavonic recension.
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5.8 The Konikovo Gospel and the Macedonian Identity in the
Late Eighteenth and Early Nineteenth Centuries

Victor A. Friedman (Chicago)

The Konikovo Gospel is a document of tremendous significance in the development of modern
Macedonian identity as we understand it today. At the same time, we must set this invaluable
work in its historical context in order to appreciate fully its sociolinguistic significance. In this
article, I attempt to do just that. While the document itself must be understood in terms of its
own time and place, its relevance for the present as well as its meaning in the past can best be
grasped if we begin with Slavic-Greek contacts during the middle ages, after the establishment
of Slavic states in the Balkans.

Before turning to that period and its consequences, however, we must stress immediately
that during that pre-Ottoman past the modern Balkan nation-state identities as we understand
them today did not exist. Moreover, we do not suggest that such identities “slumbered” during
the Ottoman period, to be subsequently “reawakened” or “reborn” around the time of the
Konikovo Gospel. Rather, the Konikovo Gospel represents a specific phenomenon in a course
of historical development which today includes a distinct Macedonian national identity, the
most  important  element  of  which,  it  can  be  argued,  is  precisely  language.  As  Monova (2002,
465–466) writes of the Aegean Macedonians of Tušim, a Macedonian-speaking village in the
Greek part of the Meglen whose residents fled en masse in 1948 (in the wake of the Greek Civil
War)  to  what  was  then  the  Peoples  Republic  of  Macedonia: "Mais pour tous, les vraies
retrouvailles se font avec la langue – celle qui fut dans leur pays d’origine la cause du rejet et
des persécutions, celle qui est dans l’Etat macédonien le dénominateur commun avec la
population locale. La langue devient ainsi un véritable lieu géographique, un territoire qui
définit le Macédonien en général et dans cet ensemble ces autres Macédoniens – les Egejci."
[But for all, real self-discovery is made by means of language — that which in their country of
origin was the cause of rejection and persecution, that which in the Macedonian state was the
common denominator with the local population. Language thus becomes a veritable geographic
location, a territory that defines the Macedonian in general, and within this group, these other
Macedonians — the Egejci.] So much for the present; let us now turn to the past.

Although Byzantium, in which Greek was the language of the state and of religion, favored
the creation of Slavonic ecclesiastical literature at the time of Constantine/Cyril and Methodius
in the ninth century, when Slavic-speaking empires represented a serious political challenge and
when competition with Rome over politico-religious jurisdiction was still taking place in a pre-
Schism (1054) Europe, the situation changed radically with the return of Byzantine control of
the Balkans in the eleventh century. According to Fine (1983, 220), citing Mošin (1963, 54–69),
the utter paucity of Slavic-language sources prior to 1180 in the regions controlled by
Byzantium can quite reasonably be attributed to a deliberate destruction of Slavic-language
books and manuscripts. The evidence that it was Byzantines and not Ottomans that erased the
evidence is the fact that Greek manuscripts dating back to the ninth and tenth centuries have
been preserved in Ohrid, and several hundred manuscripts from the second Bulgarian Empire
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have been preserved in Bulgaria. If the Ottomans and not the Greeks had been responsible, then
one would expect no such texts to have survived. In other words, the policy of Greek opposition
to literacy in Slavic in the Balkans has a long history, and while the origins of the Konikovo
Gospel are many centuries after Byzantine rule, it probably represents an opposition to such
policies, policies that were so effective that the knowledge of the Cyrillic alphabet had more or
less disappeared from southern Macedonia by the end of the eighteenth century, if not sooner
(Koneski 1967, 26).

As just indicated, the opposition of the Greek Church to Slavonic liturgy in Macedonia (and
elsewhere) goes back many centuries. The details of the ecclesiastical struggle for the control of
Macedonia need not concern us here (see Apostolski 1969, 63), but its general context and
results are important for our understanding of the sociolinguistic significance of the Konikovo
Gospel  that  is  the  focus  of  this  essay.  We know from both  internal  and external  data  that  the
Konikovo Gospel must have been written in what is today Greek Macedonia in the late
eighteenth or early nineteenth centuries, when that territory was part of the Ottoman Empire. At
that time, Ottoman citizens were identified by millet, a term which can be translated literally by
the English ‘nationality’ (moreover, millet was the gloss for Macedonian narod ‘nation, people’
used by Joakim Kr ovski in his writings in the early nineteenth century [Koneski & Jašar-
Nasteva 1989, 78–79]). In Ottoman Europe, however, a millet was a religiously defined
community. The principle millets of the southwest-central part of what was the Eyalet of Rumeli
in the early nineteenth century (and after 1865 the vilayets of Manastir and Selânik) were Türk,
Rum, Yahudî, Ermenî, literally ‘Turkish, Romaic, Jewish, Armenian’ but in religious terms
‘Muslim, Greek Orthodox Christian, Jewish, Armenian Christian.’ The main languages spoken
in that region, however, were Macedonian and Turkish, as well as Greek, Albanian, and
Aromanian, Judezmo, Romani, and also Armenian and Circassian (cf. K ev 1900, 116–117).
In this region Greek, like Turkish, was a language of commerce and religion (as well as the
home language in some southern regions and coastal towns), the dialects that today we call
Macedonian were, together with Turkish and Albanian (in the western part), the predominant
languages of the countryside. (The complexities and distributions need not concern us here, see

ev 1900.) The shift from religion to language as the source of identity among Ottoman
Christians was beginning precisely around the time the Konikovo Gospel was composed.

That the local population was aware of the difference between language and religion as the
source of identity can be seen in ethnic jokes from central Macedonia collected by Marko
Cepenkov in the mid-nineteenth century. The humor in these jokes depended on the dissonance
created by the fact that rural Macedonian-speaking Muslims identified as “Turks” but did not
speak  Turkish.  Even  if  these  jokes  resulted  from  the  expression  of  urban/rural  tensions,
however, their very focus on the disconnect between language and religion in the Türk millet
pushes our knowledge of the awareness of the difference between religion and language as
sources of identity back at least to the early nineteenth century, since we can assume that these
jokes were already in circulation in the Prilep marketplace and elsewhere prior to the time when
Cepenkov collected them (see Friedman 1995 for details).

Among the lacunae in our knowledge is the actual mode of use of the manuscript of the
Konikovo Gospel. As Lindstedt (2006, 238) makes clear, the document shows signs of frequent
use, but we do not know if those reading from the Konikovo Gospel used both the Greek and
Macedonian sides or only the Macedonian side in public performance. We know from practices
in other religions, e.g. the period of the Aramaic Targum (literally ‘translation’) of the Jewish
Bible, that it has sometimes been the practice to read the sacred scripture in sacred language and
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then in a language comprehensible to the congregation. On the other hand, however, we also
know that there have been times and places where only an incomprehensible sacred language
was permitted in sacred function (such has sometimes been the position of Latin in the Roman
Church or Arabic in Islam). Then again, the missionary activities of the Eastern Church in the
middle ages, like that of the Protestant church in the Reformation and again in more recent
missionary movements, to which can be added the decision of Vatican II, have favored the use
of the vernacular in all sacred functions. The fact that the Greek side of the text is in Vernacular
Greek rather than New Testament Greek suggests that it was also intended for public reading,
but we do not know whether or not that was its purpose in the Konikovo Gospel.

There is no evidence as to the identity of the original author of the manuscript of the
Konikovo  Gospel  aside  from  the  quite  reasonable  supposition  that  he  was  a  Christian  and  a
native speaker of a dialect that today we can call Macedonian, a dialect whose speakers have
called themselves Macedonians at least since the early twentieth century (Upward 1908, 202–
206).1 We do not know what he called his language. He may have called it našinski or some
variant thereof. The version published by Pavel Božigropski in 1852 calls the language
bogarski.

Since  we  do  not  know  exactly  how  the  Konikovo  Gospel  was  used,  it  would  possible  to
speculate that it might have had an intention like that of the famous Tetraglosson
( etirijazi nik) of Hadži Daniil of Moschopolis (Mac. Moskopole, Alb. Voskopoja), i.e. the
Hellenization of the indigenous non-Greek speaking populations of Macedonia. The purpose of
the Tetraglosson is made clear by Daniil in his preface (Daniil 1802, 7; English verse
translation from Wace & Thompson 1913):

Alvanoì, Vlákhoi, Voúlgari, Allógl ssoi khar te,
K’ etoimasth te óloi sas R maîoi nà gen te.
Varvarik n af nontes gl ssan, f n kaì th
Opoû stoùs Apogónous sas nà faín ntai sàn mûthoi.

Albanians, Bulgars, Vlachs and all who now do speak
An alien tongue rejoice, prepare to make you Greek,
Change your barbaric tongue, your customs rude forego,
So that as byegone myths your children may them know.

If  such  were  indeed  the  case,  then  the  position  of  the  Konikovo  Gospel  in  the  formation  of
Macedonian national identity would be no different from that of Daniil’s Tetraglosson. The
translator in question would have been using a bilingual form of the Gospel in order to teach his
Macedonian flock Greek, with a view to the general elimination of Macedonian. It seems
unlikely, however, that this was the Konikovo Gospel’s author’s intent, and it was clearly not
the intent in the 1852 published edition, which is only in bogarski.

1 “On the second day of my stay in Vodena I made an excursion with Mr. Kalopathakes to two villages [...] Vladova,
the first village, was reached after a two-hours' ride. [...] I sent out for a man who seemed to be a leading spirit in the
place, and he came into the guard-house and answered my questions freely... I asked what language they spoke and my
Greek interpreter carelessly rendered the answer Bulgare. The man himself had said Makedonski! I  drew attention to
this word, and the witness explained that he did not consider the rural dialect used in Macedonia the same as Bulgarian
and refused to call it by that name. It was Macedonian, a word to which he gave the Slave [sic!] form Makedonski...”
(Upward 1908, 202–206)
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While it can be argued that the very act of putting a non-Greek language in writing had the
potential to create a non-Greek consciousness based on that language, i.e. the opposite effect
intended by Daniil in his Tetraglosson,  in the case of the manuscript of the Konikovo Gospel
the changes introduced by the second hand, that of Pavel Božigropski, are of particular
significance, a subject to which I shall return below. It is Božigropski’s changes, combined with
what is known of texts such as the Kulakia Gospel (Mazon & Vaillant 1938) and the general
context of the ecclesiastical struggle (see above) that suggest that Slavic-speaking clerics in the
territory that eventually became Greece were well aware, in the terms of their times, of what we
can today call the ethnocidal and linguicidal consequences of Greek ecclesiastical (and, later,
political) policies; moreover, these clerics were attempting to counter them by translating
essential (holy) texts into the language that both they and their congregations spoke, namely
what we can call today Macedonian.

To be sure, we do not have any direct evidence that the original Konikovo Gospel had as its
intent anything more political than the Aramaic Targum, i.e. the attempt to render holy text in a
language comprehensible to the worshippers hearing it. But there are two very important
differences between the Aramaic of the Targum Arami and the Macedonian of the Konikovo
Gospel. In the case of the Targum, Biblical Hebrew, the holy language being translated, was
neither a vernacular language nor the potential vehicle of modern-day conceptions of the nation
state (see Zuckerman 2006 on the evolution of modern Israeli Hebrew). As noted above, the
time  at  which  the  Konikovo  Gospel  was  composed  was  a  time  when  the  Greek  Church  was
already actively attempting to Hellenize Slavic-speaking populations in its jurisdiction. In this
context, therefore, the Konikovo Gospel might well represent an act of resistance related to
those of other Slavic clerics and educators further north in what is today Bulgaria and the
Republic of Macedonia.

It is not accidental that I mention the early modern (in the Balkan context) East South Slavic
clerics and educators together. At the time they were writing, they called their language

lgarski or slavjanob lgarski. As the divisions between eastern (Bulgarian) and western
(Macedonian) East South Slavic deepened, the differences that today serve as the bases for
separate languages and identities became foundational for what is now a situation quite
different from that of the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries. On the one hand, it is
anachronistic to impose twenty-first-century modes of thought on people writing on the late
eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries, especially when it comes to issues of language and
identity. On the other hand, it is equally inaccurate to deny that the kinds of motivations of
those writing at that time eventually served as the inspiration for the situation as we have it
today. What I am arguing for here is a viewpoint that neither imposes the present on the past
nor denies the relevance of the past for the present. Too often scholarship relating to the
formation of national identities attempts to do either the one or the other.

The dialect on which the Konikovo Gospel is based is part of a continuum that today we call
”Macedonian,” and what is more, modern-day speakers themselves call it makedonski.  As  I
noted above, we do not know how the original writer of the dialect referred to it. What we do
know,  however,  is  that  at  the  time  he  was  writing,  Modern  Greek  was  called  Romaïka,  i.e.
’Roman’, a reference to Byzantium as the second Rome. As Herzfeld (1986) has shown, the
shift to Ell nika ”Hellene” as an identity label took place in the context of modern West
European nationalism, among a people who found the pagan past to which it referred
embarrassing until contact with Western Europe caused them to think otherwise. And yet today,
no one has any problem using the label “Greek” to refer to everything from the language of
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Mykenai to that of Cavafy and Kazantzakis. Qualifying adjectives such as ”Homeric”, ”Attic”,
”Koin ”, ”New Testament”, ”Modern”, etc. are freely used when a time period needs to be
specified. The relative simplicity is due in part to the fact that the Attic Koin  wiped out all the
Ancient Greek dialects except the remnant or Doric preserved today in Tsakonian, and,
moreover, the very significant differences among, e.g. Pontic, Cappadocian, and Italian Greek
have not served for the development of separate national identities owing to specific
sociopolitical circumstances. As is the case with Chinese, it could be argued that a common
historical writing system divorced from actual pronunciation and endowed with historical
prestige has been an important element in this perceived unity. The case of Slavic, especially
South Slavic, is more complex, and arguably resembles that of modern Scandinavia in some
respects. Particularly at issue here, however, is the name of the language of the Konikovo
Gospel. It is without a doubt a dialect of what is today known as Macedonian. That a version
was published in 1852 under the name bogarski is of historical interest, but in the absence of
any concrete data we can only speculate on the term used by the original author. In any case, in
today's terms the language is Macedonian, just as Romaic is Greek – with the understood caveat
that here Macedonian is a modern term referring to an eighteenth or nineteenth century dialect
whose modern descendent is highly endangered owing at least in part to Greek government
policies (see K stopoulos 2000 for details).

As to the identity of the writer, it seems fair to say that he was a Christian and aware of the
fact  that  he  and his  parishioners  spoke  a  language  other  than  Greek;  as  I  was  once  told  by  a
woman in 1974 in the village of Višeni, now Visineá in the Kastoria (Mac. Kostur) region of
Greece: Velat deka sme g rci ama ne sme ’They say we are Greeks, but we’re not.’ The person
who uttered those words had been born at the end of the nineteenth century. Most of her
relatives in America identified as Bulgarians, but her baby brother identified as Greek. Identity
had been determined by who controlled the schools. People from Višeni now living in Australia
identify as Macedonians. In modern linguistic science, there is no question: the Slavic dialects
of the Kastoria (Kostur), Florina (Lerin) and Edhessa (Voden) regions, as well as regions to the
east, are Macedonian. That they were called different things at different times in the eighteenth
and nineteenth century is important for the historian of ideas and how they develop, but they do
not effect the classifications of the twenty-first century. As for the significance of the Konikovo
Gospel in the formation of Modern Macedonian national identity, it is reasonable to speculate
that by using the native language of his parishioners, the author of the Konikovo Gospel
contributed to their awareness of the following three facts: 1) that the language that they spoke
was not Greek, 2) that the language that they spoke was a language and not gibberish, 3) that
the language that they spoke could be written and used to preach the Word of God. That much
speculation is so reasonable as to be incontrovertible. From there it is not very far from
speculating that linguistic awareness could lead to other types of awareness, but the manuscript
of the Konikovo Gospel does not permit us to go beyond mere speculation.

It is here that we must return to the alterations introduced by the second hand, that of Pavel
Božigropski. For the most part, these changes consist of changing <u> to <o> and <i> to <e>
when  the  high  vowels  represent  the  reflexes  of  the  mid  vowels  as  a  result  of  the  raising  of
unstressed vowels characteristic of the Lower Vardar dialects of Macedonian (see Mazon &
Vaillant 1938, 37). The corrections are not consistent (e.g. vîdeluto for original vîdelutu (p.
112) which would be vidéloto in western Macedonia [here ’light’] or sfetut left unchanged for
western svetot [or sfetot] ‘world’). In a few places, the second hand has replaced what is
probably a Church Slavonicism (rather than a dialectal archaism) with a more colloquial form,
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either Slavic or Turkish, e.g. otveštá > otgovorí ’answer 3sg pres.’ (p. 7), ótvet > karsilak
(Turkish kar k) ’answer subst.’ (p. 5). The form otgovorí also implies an awareness of
morphophonemic orthography, such as was practiced in Church Slavonic and ultimately in
Bulgarian, as do changes to the spelling of automatic final devoicing, e.g. Gospót > Gospód
’Lord’ (p. 1), although in other places final devoicing is spelled and left unaltered, e.g.
Gospodýnuf ’the Lord’s adj. masc.’ (p. 6) left unchanged. Similarly, progressive devoicing of
/v/ is not indicated in words associated with Church Slavonic, e.g. cárstvutu (changed to
cárstvuto [p. 74]) but is spelled in ordinary words, e.g. zatforia (changed to zatvoria) ’they
closed’ (p. 71). Similarly the assimilation of etymological /dn/ > /nn/ is altered regularly, e.g. kî
sénnat > kî sédnat ’they will sit’ (p. 49), záïno > záïdno ’together’ (p. 46), etc. A number of
points come out of the forms as they occur in the original and in the changes introduced by
Božigropski.

First, with respect to the original, we must note that the Greek orthographic Macedonian
tradition is considerably more colloquial than the Cyrillic one. Works such as those of Hadži
Joakim Kr ovski and Kiril Pej inovi  are basically a colloquialized Church Slavonic (e.g.
Pej inovi ’s Utešenie grešnim or Kr ovski's Razli na pou itelna nastavlenija), whereas Greek-
letter texts such as the Konikovo Gospel are almost purely colloquial with the occasional
Church Slavonicism. We thus have an irony: the Greek destruction of the knowledge of Cyrillic
and the Church Slavonic tradition in southern Macedonia led to the production in the late
eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries of manuscripts on that territory that preserve for us
more consistently the specific peculiarities of the actual spoken Macedonian dialects of the
region. (The sixteenth-century Kostur Lexicon [Giannelli & Vaillant 1958] is a different type of
text that also preserves such evidence.)

Second, with respect to the alterations, we can distinguish five types:
1) simply correctional, e.g. bimbašíata > giozbasiata (Turkish yüzba  ’centurion’) (p. 49),

or replacing a Church Slavonicism with a colloquialism (see above)
2) morphophonemic vs. etymological orthography where the pronunciation would be the

same regardless of dialect, e.g. Gospót > Gospód ’Lord’ (p. 1)
3)  changes  similar  to  those  in  (2)  which  do  not  have  a  narrowly  defined  dialectal  base

zatforia > zatvoria) ’they closed’ (p. 71). Similarly the assimilation of etymological /dn/ > /nn/
is altered regularly, e.g. kî sénnat > kî sédnat ’they will sit’ (p. 49), záïno > záïdno ’together’
(p. 46),

4) changes specifically aimed away from the original dialectal base, mainly the spelling of
unstressed mid vowels

5) changes pointing to a West Central Macedonian model, e.g. úmremi > úmrïme (p. 113)
It is points (4) and (5) that are of particular interest in defining the position of the Konikovo

Gospel in the development of Macedonian language and identity. It is well known that when the
West Central Macedonian dialects were selected as the basis for the standard language in 1944–
45, there was already complete consensus among those participating in the codification
(Friedman 1993). It is also well known that this same base was proposed by Krste Misirkov in
1903, and while his original work was not available to Macedonians until 1946, the review
published by Teodorov-Balan (1904) basically summarized all of Misirkov’s arguments, and
that review was read by Blaže Koneski during his studies in Sofia prior to 1943 (B. Koneski,
p.c.). Moving further back in time, in 1857, Partenij Zografski advocated a unified Macedo-
Bulgarian literary language that would have a West Central Macedonian dialectal base (for
which he was attacked by those favoring an East Bulgarian base). Although Zografski was born
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in Gali nik, in the Western dialect area, Misirkov was born in Postol (Greek Pélla) in the lower
Vardar dialect region. As Lunt (1984, 125) points out, the reason standard Macedonian was so
easily accepted by the population and progressed so rapidly in its standardization was that a
West-Central-based dialectal koine was already in use.

To be sure, a number of works of the nineteenth and the first half of the twentieth century
show many non-West Central traits, and writers as recently as the 1920’s and 1930’s were not
always consistent in their treatment of competing dialect features (cf. Kramer 2008).
Nonetheless, Božigropski’s changes, and particularly his spelling of unstressed mid vowels and
the West Central confusion of the e- and i- conjugations points to a tendency to try to develop a
broader-based version of a Slavic language to be used in both reading and writing which,
ultimately, became standard Macedonian as we know it today. This is not to say that this
ultimate result is what the composer of the Konikovo Gospel or Božigropski had in mind at the
time, but what the composer of the Konikovo Gospel did do was give written form to his native
Macedonian dialect, and in all likelihood he did so to resist Greek and not to promote Greek.
What Božigropski did with his alterations was give us an indication that already at this early
stage there was enough communication among Greek-educated and/or Church Slavonic-
educated Macedonian-speakers (regardless of what they called their language) that they were
aware of each others’ dialectal differences and, moreover, even at this early date there seems to
have been a favoring of dialects that did not raise unstressed mid vowels, a favoring of
morphophonemic orthography (which was later modified under the influence of the same
phonemic principles that influenced Vuk’s reform of Serbian orthography), and apparently even
some specifically West Central influences (perhaps owing the prestige of Ohrid and Bitola
[Manastir]  –  and  possibly  also  Prilep  and  Veles  –  as  centers  of  learning,  administration,  and
commerce).

Our knowledge of the development of Macedonian language and identity in the late
eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries is thus significantly enriched by the Konikovo Gospel,
since it pushes back to this period the date at which tendencies that ultimately were at the base
of standard Macedonian first make their appearance. This is not to imply a specifically
unbroken connection from the Konikovo Gospel to 1944–45, the documentation that we have
attests to the fact that processes were complex, multidirectional, and even parallel. Nonetheless,
the Konikovo Gospel ranks with Kr ovski and Pej inovi  among the earliest works intended to
use colloquial Macedonian (as opposed to Greek or Church Slavonic) as a written language, and
it surpasses both those authors in its closeness to the colloquial, while the hand of Božigropski
points to an early attempt at a process that forms part of what today we call norm selection.

Greek opposition to Macedonian in Greece continues to this day, despite the availability of
Nova Makedonija at a news kiosk in Omonia square in Athens or the republication of the 1925
Abecedar in Thessalonica (Vinožito 2006). That same year, on 29 September also in
Thessalonica, at the inauguration of an exhibition of primers from all over the world by
collector Juris Cibuls of Latvia, a Macedonian primer published in the Republic of Macedonia
was removed by the organizers at the orders of the Deputy Mayor for Culture and Youth of that
city (J. Cibuls, p.c.). The fear that Macedonians experience in speaking their native language in
public, especially in the villages of the region where the Konikovo Gospel was produced, was
witnessed in 2006 by some of the contributors to this volume (see also HWR 1994). It is to be
hoped that by reclaiming this important part of the Modern Macedonian past in what is now the
Modern Greek state we can further the understanding of Macedonian history in general.
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5.9 The Translator and the Editor in their Historical Settings

Jouko Lindstedt (Helsinki)

The goal of philology is to understand texts in their historical contexts. In the case of the
Konikovo Gospel (KG), what counts as its text does not coincide either with the manuscript
Bibl. Patr. Alex. 268 (Chapter 2) or with the pages printed in Thessaloniki (Chapter 3). We are
dealing with two Macedonian texts connected only by historical accidents: the translator’s text
represented by the first hand in the manuscript, and the editor’s text, represented by the second
hand in the manuscript together with the four printed pages preserved. In a way, there existed
not one Konikovo Gospel but two – two texts and two distinct historical events – although the
second one was textually based upon the first. The translator and the editor were separated by a
half century or more; they probably did not know each other; and the text had a different
function for each of them.
 As  shown both  by  the  style  of  the  second hand (Ch.  1)  and the  historical  information  we
have on the printed pages (Ch. 3), the editor was Pavel Božigropski, a cultural and ecclesiastic
activist who was born around 1800 and died in 1871 (Ristovski 1989). The translator’s identity
remains  unknown  to  us,  but  we  can  at  least  try  to  understand  his  probable  goals  and  the
historical setting in which he was working.

1. Why Pavel Božigropski was not the translator

Since Pavel Božigropski is presented as the original translator of the KG in all biographical
articles published about him as well as in practically all books on the history of the Macedonian
and South Slavic Biblical translations, I have tried to collect here all the arguments showing that
this was not the case, although some of the arguments have already been presented in previous
chapters of the present volume:

i. Two distinct hands can be distinguished in the manuscript. The first hand translated the text
into Macedonian; the second hand changed and corrected the translation (see the footnotes
to  the  text  editions  in  Sect.  2.2  and  2.3).  The  style  of  the  second  hand,  and  only  of  the
second hand, matches the handwriting of Pavel Božigropski (Ch. 1). The pages that Pavel
arranged for print in Thessaloniki are textually based on these changes and corrections
(Ch. 3).

ii. The manuscript is a beautifully formed and bound large book, clearly intended for liturgical
use, not just to serve as a model for a typesetter.

iii. The changes introduced by the second hand do not respect the original design and
appearance of the manuscript, but they have been scrawled in a rather careless fashion and
actually  damage  the  book.  This  shows  that  for  Pavel,  the  book  did  not  have  the  same
function as for the original user.

iv. The manuscript has been damaged by much use in the liturgy. There are numerous stains
made by candle wax and oil. The bottom right-hand corners of the folia have been worn out
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from turning the pages. These external signs show that a considerable time had elapsed
between the making of the manuscript and its use at the printer’s shop in Thessaloniki.

v. Since the printed book was to contain only a Slavic text, there would have been no reason
to copy a vernacular Greek Gospel text into the manuscript or to write some of the titles in
Greek  only  or  to  add,  on  page  69,  before  the  beginning  of  the  New  Year  of  the  Church
Calendar, liturgical instructions in traditional Greek. Everything we know about Pavel’s life
and work (see Ristovski 1989 and the sources quoted there) shows that he was interested in
promoting the use of Slavic (both Church Slavic and the vernacular). He did not teach
among such native speakers of Greek who might have needed a vernacular Greek version.

vi. The red ink used in the titles of the manuscript could not have been imitated in the printing.
It shows that the manuscript was intended to be used in its own right.

vii. The text by the first hand makes use of two graphemic devices that could not have been
easily typeset, viz. iotated vowels (iota ligatures) of the Church Slavonic type and a “palatal
arc” placed under the line (see sect. 5.1 and the facsimiles). The second hand first erased
the palatal arcs in the beginning of the manuscript, but then gradually started using them
himself. On the printed pages, the palatal arc receives a typeset equivalent only in the right
column of the last (fourth) page.

viii.On the printed title page Pavel does not claim that he is the translator; he writes only that
the Sunday Gospel is prepisano i diortosano ot mene ‘copied and corrected by me’. Had he
wanted to say ‘translated’, he could have written tolkuvano, for instance. Earlier scholars
have probably thought that if there had been another translator, Pavel would certainly have
mentioned him, but now that we have the Alexandria manuscript at our disposal, it is
reasonable to assume that Pavel might not have known the translator at all. The manuscript
may have come into his hands by chance.

ix. The printed title page, evidently designed by Pavel, exhibits linguistic and orthographic
features that are alien to the manuscript. An illustration is the expression 

 (siga novo tiposano na bogarski jezik) ‘now
newly printed in the Bulgarian language’, where a gamma before a front vowel stands for
/j/. Though perfectly in accordance with Greek orthography, this manner of writing /j/ is
nowhere to be found in the manuscript, except for a few additions by the second hand.
Notice also siga ‘now’: the reduction of the first vowel shows that the stress fell on the
second syllable, but in the manuscript, we find only the variant séga (11 occurrences).

x. We do know of a Gospel passage translated by Pavel and written in Greek letters, and it
manifests features not known from the Alexandria manuscript. The passage in question is
the motto on the second printed page: , 

, .
,  – Zevájte járemot moj navr s vas, I

nau[ ]éjte se ot méne zaštó s m krótok i smirén so s rcito, i i nájdete raát na dúšite váši.
Zaštóto járemot moj e áren, i továrot moj e lésen (Matthew 11: 29–30). The writing of 
for /j/, the lexeme zaštóto ‘because’ (in the manuscript only zaštó), and the repeated use of
orthotonic possessive pronouns after the definite article are features alien to the manuscript.
The passage is not found in the preserved part of the manuscript. Moreover, comparison
with  the  Kulakia  Gospel  (Mazon  &  Vaillant  1938)  shows  that  the  lost  part  of  the
manuscript could not have presented a model for this passage either, since in Kulakia this
text is found only in the Menology part, which the Alexandria manuscript certainly never
contained. The passage was thus very probably Pavel’s own translation, and it  shows that
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had the KG originally been translated by him, it would have looked different, both from a
linguistic and from an orthographic point of view.

The sole primary sources that do not seem fit the picture are the two short articles in the
newspaper Caregradskij vestnik (Anonymous 1853a, 1860), which reported that Pavel had
translated some Sunday Gospels in Greek letters for publication. These articles were not written
by Pavel himself, but by an anonymous correspondent in Thessaloniki who appears not to have
known Pavel very well – otherwise he or she would not have introduced him rather vaguely as

, . ”1 in the first article. The focus in the articles
is on the fact that the “Bulgarians” living in the Thessaloniki area (Solunsko) could not read
Cyrillic texts, which is why they needed texts in their “Bulgaro-Macedonian language” written
in Greek letters. The articles were not primarily concerned with the question of authorship but
rather took for granted that, since Pavel planned to publish such a book (though he did not
succeed in his endeavor, as the articles tell us), he was also the book’s translator.

2. Pavel moves into the middle field

Although Pavel only succeeded in having the first four lections printed (Chapter 3), his
corrections throughout the manuscript show us how the editor’s text of the KG was to look. He
removed some dialectal features of the translator’s text, such as some of the reductions of the
unstressed vowels, and corrected the dialectal forms with the dn > nn assimilation, such as
ispanná ‘came out’, which he changed to ispadná. On the other hand, he replaced some Church
Slavonicisms with more colloquial variants: otveštá ‘answered’ became otgovorí, and the
discourse particle úbo was systematically replaced with sankí. Thus, some changes seemed to
remove  authentic  spoken  forms  and  others  to  introduce  them,  but  in  both  cases  Pavel’s  goal
must have been the same: to use a language that would be intelligible in a larger area. He was,
of course, familiar with the idea of writing in a vernacular interdialectal variety: the manuscript
he had received contained a vernacular Greek text in its left column, if by chance he had not
known of such a Greek version before, and Neofit Rilski had published his Bulgarian New
Testament in 1840, with a second printing in 1850 (Solak 1997, 31–37).
 The printed title page shows that the book was to appear in 1852 in Solun/Thessaloniki at
the printing shop of Kirijak Držilovi . However, the report in the newspaper Caregradskij
vestnik on 3 January 1853 speaks about the publication in the future tense: “

” (Anonymous 1853). On the other hand, the handwritten text on the first page
of the Prague copy (Chapter 3) shows that Konstantin Petkovi  acquired it in Istanbul on 29
January 1853. Of course, the correspondent’s article from Thessaloniki required some time to
reach Istanbul, so the end of 1852 still seems to be the most probable time of the publication,
although the first weeks of 1853 cannot be excluded.
 Pavel’s motives for publishing a vernacular Gospel in Greek letters were known to his
contemporaries. Jordan Ivanov was right in pointing out that there was no printing shop using
Cyrillic type in Thessaloniki at that time,2 but I think he was wrong in assuming that the use of
Greek letters was also aimed at obtaining the permission of the Greek clergy for printing a
“Bulgarian” text (Ivanov 1931, 181). The 1853 article in the Caregradskij vestnik states clearly
that even the “Bulgarian” priests of the Thessaloniki area did not know Cyrillic, so the use of
Greek letters by Pavel was a practical necessity. The situation is described in a like fashion in a
later article from 1860, by a correspondent in Thessaloniki (Anonymous 1860a):

1 ‘A certain monk of the same descent as we, called H[adži] Pavel.’ Pavel was a hajji (hadži, adži) because he had been
to Jerusalem.
2 Šaldev (1931, 51) points out that Kirijak Držilovi  did not even know the Bulgarian standard language.
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, 

. .”3

 Pavel Božigropski was an active participant in the Church Struggle and tried to promote the
use of his native language in the Orthodox Church in various ways (Stoilov 1917; Ristovski
1989). In all his own publications, with the sole exception of the KG, he used Church Slavonic
and Cyrillic letters. He certainly did not want to settle for anything less than the use of Cyrillic
in all functions, ecclesiastic and profane, among the Slavs of the Ottoman Empire. The
publication of the KG was for him a tactical move into the middle field, to gain readers among
those Slavic speakers – priests and ordinary parishioners – around Thessaloniki who did not
read Cyrillic but had not yet shifted their spoken language to Greek. He assumed that many
Church Slavonicisms were  not  even orally  known to  those  people,  so  he  had to  remove such
expressions used by the first hand in the manuscript.
 It would be anachronistic to assume that Pavel wanted to create a “Macedonian” Gospel as
distinct from a “Bulgarian” one. For him, there was only one battle line in the Church Struggle,
and it ran between the Greek clergy and the Slavic-speaking ordinary people. For the latter,
including those living in Macedonia, he used the standard name “Bulgarian.” However, he
decided to publish a Gospel lectionary in the local dialect and not to copy, say, Neofit Rilski’s
Bulgarian Bible. He must have been aware of the differences among the various South Slavic
dialects, and he must also have known that a publication in Greek letters would not be of much
use among the Slavs outside Macedonia, in “Upper Bulgaria” as it was often called at that time.
In that sense he was really editing a Macedonian Gospel. Interestingly, the article from 1860
reports  that  the  few  lections  Pavel  had  succeeded  in  publishing  were  actually  used  in  some
churches. The correspondent calls their language “ ” or

” (Anonymous 1860a).
 All in all, publishing the KG remained for Pavel a minor project motivated by ecclesiastic
politics. The problems in correctly typesetting the text (Chapter 3) may have discouraged him
from trying to have more lections printed. He did not like the hardships and difficulties of his
work in Thessaloniki.  When he was moved to Craiova in 1856, it  was after his own repeated
requests to be assigned another position, as shown by the letters of the Patriarch of Jerusalem
Cyril preserved in Pavel’s personal archive at the “Cyril and Methodius” National Library in
Sofia (B lgarski istori eski arhiv, II.A. 142–192, f.39).
 Ristovski (1989, 160) thinks that the KG “undoubtedly” served as a model for Evstatija
Kiprijadi who in 1863 translated the Gospel lections into Macedonian using Greek letters. This
translation, now known as the Kulakia Gospel, was edited and published by Mazon and Vaillant
(1938) precisely 70 years ago. Since the village of Kulakia (nowadays Chalástra) lies only 20
kilometers west of Thessaloniki, Ristovski’s assumption at first seems feasible. However, the
graphemics of the Kulakia Gospel represented a system that was clearly less adequate for
rendering Slavic speech than the system of the KG had been (see Picture 1). The translator of
the Kulakia Gospel did not understand, as the translator of the KG did, that the Greek  could
well stand for the Slavic /d/ and the Greek  for the Slavic /g/ without any additional diacritics
because the fricative sounds these letters stood for in Greek did not exist in Slavic. And what is
even more important, as already pointed out by Ivanov (1931, 198), the Kulakia Gospel is
textually wholly independent of the KG – it is a new translation.

3 ‘The priests do not know Greek, but write Bulgarian with Greek letters, and as regards other people, they live in
profound ignorance and cannot write Bulgarian even with Greek letters. At the grocer’s and other places, Bulgarian
words are written with Greek letters.’
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 It also seems that the Kulakia Gospel was translated from the official Greek text, not from a
vernacular version as was the KG. Compare some verses in the first lection (the transcription of
the Kulakia Gospel has here been simplified):

 Konikovo: Sîte rabóti zardí nîz lakardíata sá inía…
 Kulakia: Sáti zardi négo sa iníle… (John 1:3)

 Konikovo: …dá sá ínat éda Bóžiï, síré , ná tîe štó…
 Kulakia: …da mu bídat Gospodínovo sínóvi, da… (John 1:12)

 Konikovo: …sláva katû ná s n edinoróden ut Tátkutu…
 Kulakia: …sláva katú samoróden ut Tátko… (John 1:14)

The italicized words in the KG have no counterpart in the official Greek New Testament. They
translate explanatory words added in parentheses in the vernacular version, as exemplified by
the bilingual vernacular Greek-Albanian New Testament published in 1827 (Picture 2; more on
this New Testament below).
 Although there is no direct historical connection between the KG and the Kulakia Gospel,
the phenomenon itself of translating the Gospel into Macedonian written with Greek letters was
probably  more  widespread  than  could  be  assumed  on  the  basis  of  the  preserved  texts  only.
Before  the  manuscript  of  the  KG  was  found,  the  only  known  examples  besides  the  Kulakia
Gospel (from 1863) were the Boboš ica Gospel (from the 1870s, Mazon 1936) and the Trlis
Gospel (from 1861, Mileti  1920). There must have been others. Šaldev (1931, 62) tells us that
in Gumendže/Gouménissa, the cantor Risto Pop-Mitrev wrote down Slavic liturgical texts in
Greek letters in the 1860s because the local Slavic priests did not know Cyrillic. And we must
remember that what is known as the Kulakia Gospel is actually represented by two manuscripts,
the Paris and the Sofia manuscripts, which do not fully coincide textually (Mazon & Vaillant
1938, 14–15). Mazon and Vaillant published the Paris manuscript, but the dating 1863 comes
from the Sofia manuscript (Picture 1).
 However, the original text of the KG is clearly older than any of these, and we now turn to
the question of its origins.

3. The unknown translator and his liturgical book

We do not know exactly when the manuscript came into existence, but it is reasonable to
assume that it happened several decades before Pavel tried to publish the book in Thessaloniki.
It is difficult to believe that Pavel would have made his corrections on the pages in such a
careless fashion if he had valued the manuscript as the original translator did, or that he would
have failed to name the translator on the printed title page if he had known him personally. The
general design of the manuscript and the handwriting style of the first hand point to the end of
the 18th century, as does the general style of the watermark, though the watermark itself has not
been identified.4 The  Greek  text  is  copied  from  a  vernacular  New  Testament  that  was  first
published in 1710, not from the newer vernacular version that was published in 1830 (see Ch.
4). Of course, no part of this evidence is conclusive, but taken together it points to the beginning
of the nineteenth or the end of the eighteenth century.

4 As long as the watermark remains unidentified, a tentative suggestion is perhaps permitted. The letters “DM” that can
be seen in the watermark (http://www.helsinki.fi/~jslindst/268/watermark.jpg) may point to Demíd Demídovi
Meš áninov, who owned a Russian paper mill in Adiš evo, east of Kostroma, ca. 1778–1800 (U astkina 1962, 125–
126; Klepikov 1978, 74). Since the first hand clearly belongs to a person who knew Cyrillic and at least some Church
Slavonic, such a Russian connection is not unlikely.
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 The language of the translator is an interesting mixture of dialectisms and Church Slavonic
influences, but it also exhibits some efforts to introduce interdialectal features. The strong
reduction of unstressed e and o into i and u, respectively, is a widespread dialectal feature.
(There certainly existed an even more regular reduction of the unstressed a into , but this is not
shown in the text because a and  are always written with the same letter .5) The word-internal
assimilation dn > n(n), although found in various scattered places in the Macedonian language
area, is not typical of the whole Lower Vardar dialect area, and it is perhaps the most narrowly
marked dialectal feature in the text: iná ‘one (f.)’, inó ‘one (n.)’, záïno ‘together’, ispanná
‘came out’, puglenná ‘looked’, senná ‘sat down’. The second hand regularly corrected these
back to  -dn-. On the other hand, there are such clear Church Slavonic influences as the verb
otveštá ‘answered’, the discourse particle úbo, several religious terms, and even the use of
iotated vowels and the capital small jus (about which see Sect. 5.1).
 But most interestingly, there are some missing dialectisms whose absence may show efforts
to write in a kind of interdialectal norm. There are almost no examples of the elision of
unstressed vowels, a phenomenon typical of the Lower Vardar area (discussed in Sect. 5.3, 5.4);
the first hand regularly wrote sélutu ‘the village’ but never *séltu as would be expected on the
basis of the present-day dialects in the area. The only exception is the preposition zardí
‘because of’ (< zaradí). There are no examples of the lack of gender agreement of adjectives
(cf. Sect. 5.3.4.2). The interrogative and relative pronoun ‘what, which’ is što (perhaps to be
read o), not šo as  it  should  be  in  this  area  (as  in  the  early  writings  of  Krste  Misirkov,  see
Ristovski 1998). The phoneme /h/ is also preserved in more positions than is typical of the
dialect (Sect. 5.4). For these missing dialectisms, three kinds of explanations, and different
combinations thereof, are possible: they may exhibit the influence of the Church Slavonic
literary tradition; they may show that the translator knew other Macedonian dialects and took
them into account; or they may indicate that not all Lower Vardar dialectal features, such as the
loss of the gender agreement or /h/, were as widespread two hundred years ago as they are now.
 When analyzing the possible motives and goals of the translator, we should not forget that
the manuscript itself is primarily a Greek manuscript and only secondarily Macedonian. All the
main titles, running headings, and liturgical instructions are in Greek only, and the Macedonian
column is a line-by-line, almost word-by-word translation of the Greek column; the translator
has  varied  the  size  and  density  of  his  handwriting  so  as  always  to  keep  the  line  division  the
same. In this respect the Macedonian text only looks as though it is to help in understanding the
Greek text. But we must also take into account that the Greek text is in the vernacular; it is not
the official Gospel text of the Church. Had it been the official New Testament version, we
would have had to assume that the manuscript was read in Greek in the liturgy and the
Macedonian text was only auxiliary; but now we cannot know for certain.
 A very interesting parallel to the KG is the bilingual Greek and Albanian New Testament
printed in Corfu in 1827. It was originally translated by Vangjel Meksi (Evangelos Meksikos,
died ca. 1823) and later edited for print by Grigor Gjirokastriti who became the Archbishop of
Athens under the name Grigorios Argyrokastritis (Elsie 1991; Fiedler s.a., 38–39; cf. also
Mazon & Vaillant 1938, 13). This New Testament is the first extensive Albanian text in the
Tosk dialect. As can immediately be seen in the beginning of the Gospel according to St. John
(Picture  2  below),  the  Greek  text  is  the  same  vernacular  version  found  in  the  KG,  and  it  is
likewise printed in the left column.

5 The corresponding phoneme / / did have a sign of its own ( ) in some of the Aromanian texts of the time, and it was
also used by Daniil to write Macedonian (Ni ev 1977, 39), but either the translator of the KG did not know this device
or he could not use it because the iota subscriptum was part of his palatality sign.
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 Because the Bible translations into various Balkan vernaculars were supported by British
and Russian Bible Societies (for Bulgarian translations, see Solak 1997, 31–37, and Ivanova
2002, 34–42), it  was natural to take even the Greek text in the vernacular form. But it  is also
indicative of a sociolinguistic situation in which the katharevousa Greek was the High language
and the various Balkan vernaculars – Greek, Albanian, Aromanian, and Slavic – were all Low
languages that could be used in writing for evangelizing and various other purposes. This makes
the original KG and the Albanian New Testament of 1827 different from Daniil’s (1802)
famous Tetraglosson in which the Greek is the recommended language and the Albanian,
Aromanian, and Slavic columns are there only to help the speakers of these languages to learn
Greek (which, as Ni ev 1977, 13, points out, Daniil himself did not know very well).
 In the 18th and 19th centuries there was a tradition of writing different Balkan languages in
Greek letters – even Turkish for the Turkish-speaking Orthodox – and some graphemic
solutions  were  common  to  several  languages.  For  example,   was  used  to  mark  a voiceless
affricate also in Aromanian (Ni ev 1977, 39). It is used in the Macedonian column of Daniil
(1802, 1): nceto ‘the sun’ (Daniil 1802, 1), as well as in Petre Kavajof’s trilingual
(Classical Greek – Modern Greek – Macedonian) notebook from 1839 (Georgievski 2003). So,
the question of why  was not used (as it later was in the Kulakia Gospel) need not and cannot
be solved for the KG alone because  was part of an established tradition.
 An interesting line of development can be observed in what we have called the “palatal arc”
of the KG – an upwards-opening subscripted arc, usually written under a vowel letter and, in
most cases, containing an iota subscriptum inside the arc (Sect. 5.1). It is used to mark the
palatality of the previous (or sometimes the following) consonant, or to distinguish a hushing
sibilant or affricate from its hissing counterpart. I think its origins must be sought in the habit of
marking a synizesis, the fact that an iota belongs to the same syllable as the following vowel,
with an arc above the line. Daniil makes abundant use of this mark in all his languages,
including  Greek.  In  the  KG,  such  an  iota  in  a  synizesis  has  been  associated  with  the iota
subscriptum of  Greek,  and  the  arc  has  been  moved  under  the  line;  it  is  still  usually  under  a
vowel, not under the consonant to which it phonetically pertains. In the Kulakia Gospel of 1863,
we can then observe the next stage: the arc has been moved completely or halfway under the
consonant and the iota subscriptum has disappeared (Mazon & Vaillant 1938, 18–19). The KG
is thus connected to the Kulakia Gospel by a common graphemic tradition, albeit not by a direct
textual relationship.
 Using the traditional terms of Slavic studies, the KG is an aprakos, not a tetra. Although the
Greek text of the KG was copied from a published vernacular New Testament, and the idea
itself of using the local Macedonian vernacular in Gospel texts thus had its models in Greek and
perhaps  other  Balkan  languages  as  well,  there  may  have  been  no  models  for  this  kind  of
evangeliary in the vernacular. That being the case, the translator not only had to copy the Greek
text and translate it, but also to edit the book, arranging the lections in the right order and with
the right titles (and in a few cases he actually erred in the titles). The manuscript received the
size, design, and binding worthy of a liturgical book, and this shows that both vernaculars,
Greek and Slavic, were, for the translator, not only languages for preaching and evangelizing,
but also languages suited for divine service – though we cannot, of course, know in which of
the two languages the text was chanted.6
 The main difference between the historical settings of the translator and Pavel Božigropski
was that the Church Struggle between the Greek-speakers and the Slavic-speakers in the
Orthodox millet had not yet been exacerbated at the time when the translator was working. He

6 With respect to chanting, it deserves to be mentioned that in the KG, the verb pée ‘to sing’ also means ‘to read’: né ste
pejáli níkuïpât, óti ut ústite ná décata, i ut tîe štó cícat sî sfaršíl hfálba (p. 118).
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probably did not claim for his translation the same status as the official Greek Gospel had, but
he could believe that it was equal to the version in vernacular Greek and to other vernacular
texts possibly known to him.
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Picture 1: The Kulakia Gospel from 1863
(The Sofia manuscript, Ivanov 1931, 197; photo: Wikimedia Commons)
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Picture 2: A bilingual Greek and Albanian Bible, Corfu, 1827 (photo: Maria Basdekis)
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5.10 The Konikovo Gospel in Macedonian Cultural History

Ljudmil Spasov (Skopje)

In order to understand the significance of the Konikovo Gospel (KG) in Macedonian cultural
history, it is necessary to review the development of the Macedonian written language, both in
the earlier period between the 9th and 15th centuries, and in the modern period, during the 15th
to the 20th centuries. Accordingly, I have divided my study into three parts: the first deals with
the history of the Macedonian written language from ancient times until today; the second
concerns the life and work of Pavel Božigropski; and the third discusses the manuscript of the
KG.
 The first part provides information about the history of the Macedonian literary language
and reflects the attitude of Macedonian scholars on this issue. In reflecting this attitude, I do not
intend to initiate a serious debate with those having different opinions, especially some foreign
researchers.
 This first part reviews the development of the Macedonian written language up to its first
standardization in 1903 as well as the period up to its second, final standardization in 1945.

PART 1: A historical survey of the Macedonian written language

Introductory Notes

The history of the Macedonian written language is extremely complex because of the
Macedonian’s long literary tradition. The earliest form of the written language, known as Old
Church Slavonic, initiated the literary tradition in all Slavic languages. This tradition is closely
related  to  the  work  of  the  holy  brothers  Cyril  and Methodius  and the  first  translations  of  the
Holy Bible in a Slavic language, namely, Old Church Slavonic.
 The beginnings of written Macedonian coincided with the establishment of the Ohrid
Literary School and the works of its founder, Saint Clement of Ohrid. Within the literary
tradition of this school, the disciples instituted orthographic rules, made a selection of
grammatical and lexical features and, most importantly, supported the Glagolitic alphabet as the
oldest and most authentic Slavic writing system created by Cyril and Methodius. Saint Clement
of Ohrid was the most consistent supporter of the idea of preserving the Glagolitic alphabet and
a persistent fighter against the acceptance of the Cyrillic script as a more recent writing system
in the Slavic literary tradition of the time (Lunt 1952; Koneski 2001).
 Thus, the followers of the Ohrid Literary School laid the foundations for the Macedonian
recension of the Old Church Slavonic language between the second half of the 9th century and
the 13th century. This recension has had lasting impact on the Old Church Slavonic literary
tradition in Macedonia down to the present, despite the fact that its influence weakened after the
13th century when a second literary school known as the Kratovo-Lesnovo (Zletovo) Literary
School was established in North Macedonia.
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Summary:

1. The earliest period of the Macedonian written language, from the 9th century to the early
10th century, belongs to all Slavic peoples because it constitutes the beginning of the literary
tradition among the Slavs. Crucial for the development of the Macedonian written language
is that the Slavic literary tradition in the second half of the 9th century was established on
the foundations of the dialect of Macedonian Slavs from the vicinity of Salonika
(Thessaloniki), i.e., a dialect belonging to the Macedonian dialect complex.

2. Thus, the pan-Slavic literary tradition penetrated into Macedonian culture. On the other
hand, the process of standardization of the contemporary Macedonian language from the end
of the 19th century and beginning of the 20th century follows an opposite direction, i.e. the
Macedonian language was standardized on a contemporary (synchronic) basis. Hence,
contemporary Standard Macedonian is not directly connected to its oldest literary tradition.

Tradition versus anti-tradition in the development of the Macedonian written language

As mentioned above, the contribution of the Church Slavonic literary tradition to contemporary
standard Macedonian is indirect. Still, there are some traditional elements in Standard
Macedonian that give it certain linguistic features in common with the neighboring South Slavic
languages. For instance, Macedonian verbs in the third person singular of the present tense fall
into three groups – e, a, i – unlike the western dialect area, where they fall into two groups – a
and i. The third person singular of the present tense in standard Macedonian does not keep the
ending -t that is preserved in the western dialect area, and so forth.
 Hence, we can say that the earliest Macedonian literary tradition is part of the common
linguistic history of all written Slavic languages.

Slavia Orthodoxa vs. Slavia Romana

Slavic peoples, generally speaking, belong to two European cultural spheres: Slavia Orthodoxa
and Slavia Romana. Slavia Orthodoxa is based upon the Old Church Slavonic language, and
many Church Slavonic elements and literary traditions are part of the contemporary situation of
standard languages. For instance, the standard Russian language is a mixture of (Old) Church
Slavonic of South Slavic provenance and the Moscow dialect of the 15th and 16th centuries.
Later, especially in the course of the 19th century, literary (standard) Russian had a decisive
role in the formation of standard Bulgarian. Standard Russian helped the development of the
Slaveno-Serbian language and also had a role in the development of the Macedonian literary
language.
 Slavic languages belonging to the cultural sphere called Slavia Romana absorbed elements
from the Old Church Slavonic language too, especially in the first, medieval stage of their
development. In the course of their final standardization, however, they also acquired linguistic
elements from standard West European and Central European languages. More precisely,
Italian, French and German influenced their final formation. In addition, the Russian aristocracy
and intelligentsia of the 19th century imported much of the French language into Russian
culture, which influenced the contemporary situation of the standard (literary) Russian
language.
 After the reform of the Serbian language and the introduction of Vuk Karadži ’s
orthography in the first half of the 19th century, the standard Serbian (literary) language too
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became open to influences from non-Slavic standard European languages (Brozovi  1983;
Brozovi  & Ivi  1988).
 We can conclude that the standard Russian and Bulgarian languages today stand closer to
the Old Church Slavonic tradition than any other Slavic standard language.

Periods in the History of Macedonian Literary Language

In the history of the Macedonian literary language, several periods and sub-periods may be
distinguished:

1. The first, so-called canonical period designates the beginning of the general development of
Slavic  literacy,  from  the  second  half  of  the  9th  century  through  the  first  half  of  the  10th
century. This is the time when the disciples of Cyril and Methodius made the first
translations from Greek into Old Church Slavonic and disseminated these texts in multiple
copies. We are here concerned with those copies of Old Church Slavonic canonical works
that follow the language and style of the first translations.

2. The second period, namely, the 11th, 12th, and early 13th centuries, was a time when new
texts of a religious character were created. Authors also wrote various sermons dedicated to
the cult of such saints as Clement of Ohrid and rewrote canonical texts with altered
orthography and partly different morphology and syntax. Most of these texts originated in
the Ohrid Literary School and therefore are referred to as constituent elements of the
Macedonian recension of Old Church Slavonic.

Between the 13th and 15th centuries, the structure of the Macedonian language changed. Its
typical Slavic structure, characterized by morphological cases, shifted into a grammatical
structure of an analytic type. In this way, the Macedonian language became distinct from its Old
Church Slavonic foundation by the 15th century.
 In discussing historical periods in the phonology and grammar of the Macedonian language,
the time from the settlement of the ancestors of the Macedonian people on the territory of
Macedonia until the 15th century is referred to as the “old” period. The time from the 15th
century up to the present day is the “modern” period (Koneski 2001; Spasov 2005). The same
division is applicable to the development of the Macedonian literary language. Hence, the 15th
century until the present day constitutes the modern period of the Macedonian literary tradition.
The emergence of texts with secular contents written in the contemporary (dialectal)
Macedonian language in the 16th century indicated the establishment of the Macedonian
literary language. This language differed from the traditional literary language based upon Old
Church Slavonic since it beginnings.
 It should be emphasized that the Church Slavonic written tradition continued in Macedonia
after the 15th century (Koneski 2001, 178–80).

3. The third period in the development of the written language in Macedonia began at the end
of the 13th century and the beginning of the 14th century, a time when the Serbian recension
of the Church Slavonic language started to penetrate into Macedonia, especially northern
Macedonia. As to the structure and style, this version of the language shows little
resemblance to its Serbian model because it was mixed with the language of traditional
Macedonian literature.

4. The fourth period coincided with the beginnings of the contemporary Macedonian written
language or the Macedonian literary language. It emerged in the 16th century when texts
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with religious and secular contents, later known as the Damaskins, appeared, based on
vernacular dialects (Spasov 2005, 31–7).

5. The fifth period took place in the 18th century when the Russian recension of Church
Slavonic penetrated into the language of Macedonia along with the spread of printed books
from Russia.

6. The sixth period coincides with the first half of the 19th century when two styles of the
written language were in use: a. written language based on Church Slavonic mixed with
Russian, Serbian, and Macedonian recension as a high style (“a key of silver and gold
capable of reaching God’s truth” as T. Sinaitski formulated it);  b. a literary language on a
contemporary (multidialectal) basis (“a key of iron and steel capable of opening the heart of
the simple man,” according to T. Sinaitski) in the role of a low style (Koneski 1975; 1986a).

7. The seventh period coincides with the second half of the 19th century when Macedonian
intellectuals entered into a long discussion as to how the contemporary written (literary)
standard language of the Macedonians should look. There were two schools of thought. The
earlier was fostered by Macedonian intellectuals with a Slavophil orientation, such as Jordan
Hadžikonstantinov-Džinot, Rajko Žinzifov and, to some degree, Grigor Prli ev. They
claimed that the contemporary written language should be based, more or less, upon Church
Slavonic (predominantly of Russian provenance but with the traditional Macedonian
orthography of the juses),  or  it  should  be  based  upon  the  contemporary  Russian  literary
language with elements from the Macedonian vernacular. They also wanted to create a
single common literary language for all Slavs in the Ottoman Empire, with elements from
the Macedonian language (Partenija Zografski). This is also the period when the Russian
secular alphabet (graždanka) was introduced. In the same period, especially after Vuk
Karadži ’s reform of the Serbian alphabet and orthography, Macedonian intellectuals tried
to simplify Macedonian orthography. The later school of taught arose among Macedonian
intellectuals with a purely Macedonian orientation, such as or i Pulevski. They believed
that Macedonians as a separate South Slavic nation should have a separate literary language
(Ristovski 1996b).

8. The eighth period in the development of the Macedonian written language coincides with
the first standardization of the Macedonian language by Krste Misirkov in his book On
Macedonian Matters in 1903. The process of the final standardization of the Macedonian
language, however, was interrupted by the Balkan Wars (1912-1913), when the Kingdom of
Greece, the Principality of Bulgaria and the Kingdom of Serbia divided Macedonia into
three parts.

9. The ninth period in the development of the Macedonian written language was created by its
final standardization and the establishment of the standard contemporary Macedonian
language as initiated by the first Assembly of ASNOM (the Anti-Fascist Assembly of the
National Liberation of Macedonia) in 1944 when, on August 2 (Saint Elias’ day), delegates
declared contemporary Macedonian statehood.

Summary:

In the development of the Macedonian written language, the following periods can be
discerned:

1. The canonical period: 9th to 11th centuries.
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2. The Macedonian recension of the Church Slavonic language: 12th and 13th centuries.

3. The Church Slavonic written language in the Macedonian and Serbian recensions and of a
mixed kind: 13th to 18th centuries.

4. The beginnings of the Macedonian literary language (emergence of the so-called
Damaskins): 16th century.

5. The penetration of the Russian version of Church Slavonic and its mixing with the existing
domestic written traditions in language and style: 18th century.

6. The use of two styles, two written languages, low (vernacular) and high (Church Slavonic):
the first half of the 19th century.

7. Discussion of the form and basis of the contemporary written language for Macedonians:
second half of the 19th century.

8. The first standardization of the contemporary Macedonian language: the book On
Macedonian Matters by Krste Misirkov is published in 1903.

9. The final standardization of the contemporary Macedonian standard language in 1944 and
1945.

Macedonian texts from the late 10th and 11th centuries

There are no texts preserved from the canonical period of the Macedonian literary tradition,
including the first texts – the translation from Greek into Slavic of the New and Old Testaments
by Cyril and Methodius. The oldest preserved texts originate from the end of the 10th century
and the beginning of the 11th century. In Macedonian scholarship and culture, these texts are
referred to as Old Church Slavonic texts or canonical texts. Most of the texts were written in the
Glagolitic Alphabet. The Cyrillic texts of later date are in fact transcriptions of Glagolitic texts
that manifest the language and style of the canonical texts. Because they were usually copied
onto Glagolitic texts, two layers are discernible on the parchment: the first layer was a
Glagolitic  text;  then  the  parchment  was  varnished and written  over  in  Cyrillic.  Such texts  are
known as palimpsests.
 The Ohrid Literary School was linked to the activity of Saint Clement of Ohrid and to
manuscripts written in the Glagolitic alphabet. Saint Clement of Ohrid strove to preserve the
Glagolitic writing tradition. Therefore, the Glagolitic alphabet was connected to the life and
works of Saint Clement of Ohrid and it was one of the crucial features of his school.
 Tsar Samuil’s well-known inscription on the tombstone dedicated to his parents and his
brothers has been dated to the year 993. The inscription on the monument is in Cyrillic,
suggesting that the Cyrillic alphabet was in use in Macedonia by the end of the 10th century or
even earlier. Recent research, however, provides evidence that Samuil’s inscription may be
counterfeit,  a forgery written at the end of the 19th century with the intention of showing that
the Cyrillic alphabet had been in use since the earliest times in Macedonia. There are thus
serious reservations about the authenticity of the inscription (Pavlovi  1971).
 Toward the end of the 11th century and the beginning of the 12th, a great shift took place in
the Ohrid Literary School. Gradually, the Glagolitic alphabet became less important than
Cyrillic. In the 13th century, some texts of religious character written in Cyrillic contained
whole passages or separate words written in Glagolitic. By the 14th century, Glagolitic had
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become a secret alphabet. The Glagolitic alphabet gradually lost its former significance and was
replaced by Cyrillic.
 The language of the oldest Macedonian texts is close to the language and style of the
canonical texts written by the holy brothers Cyril and Methodius. In fact, these Glagolitic texts
manifest an older linguistic state than the Cyrillic Macedonian or Old Church Slavonic texts of
later  date,  evident  in  the  vocabulary  and  in  such  grammatical  features  as  the  use  of  the  first
sigmatic aorist forms as well as in the use of participles.
 In the texts of the 10th century, o has been substituted for jor and e for jer,  as in son and
den.  Here  we are  dealing  with  the jers in a strong position and their vocalization into o or e
respectively. This phenomenon in fact represents the oldest isogloss typical of the entire
Macedonian language territory. In other words, we can conclude that Macedonian linguistic
system began its separation from the Serbian and Bulgarian language systems in the course of
the 10th century. Simultaneous with the vocalization of the jers in a strong position was the loss
of the jers  in  a  weak  position.  For  instance,  although  the  writing ,  continued, the
writing of son, den was attested, too. On the other hand, the final jor was no longer
pronounced, which meant that it had lost its sound value. The oldest Macedonian texts are the
Codex Assemanianus (Glagolitic), the Codex Zographensis (Glagolitic), the Codex Marianus
(Glagolitic), the Psalterium Sinaiticum (Glagolitic), and the Euchologium Sinaiticum
(Glagolitic).

Texts by Old Church Slavonic scribes in copies of a later date

We know the majority of original Old Church Slavonic texts through copies made at a later
date. This means that their phonology and orthography may deviate significantly from the Old
Church Slavonic norm and the canonical texts, respectively.
 A scholarly analysis of these texts may distinguish innovations in orthography, phonology
and morphology. Thus, a relatively exact picture of the original language of the oldest Old
Church Slavonic texts can be obtained.
 Bearing in mind that the first religious translations derived from Greek originals, we can
suppose that the Greek written language had a very important role in the formation of the oldest
Slavic or pan-Slavic language. The influence of the Greek language is evident in syntax,
morphosyntax and style. At the same time, the oldest original texts to originate in Macedonia
manifest the linguistic and stylistic features of the Ohrid Literary School.
 At the end of the 9th and the beginning of the 10th centuries, two schools of writing
developed among the South Slavs (the present-day Bulgarians and Macedonians). The first,
very conservative, school was the Ohrid Literary School. It practiced and supported the
language and the style of the holy brothers Cyril and Methodius. This school had its influence
in Western Macedonia. The second school, which was very innovative in language and in style,
developed in Eastern Bulgaria under the name of the Preslav Literary School. Many innovations
are apparent in the texts of the Preslav Literary School. These involved distancing from the
oldest Slavic texts. It should be emphasized that the Macedonian recension of the Old Church
Slavonic language had considerable influence upon the old Serbian literary tradition.
 The well-known text by Crnorizec Hrabar “On Letters”, an argument in defense of the
Glagolitic alphabet and Glagolitic writing tradition, is one of the Old Church Slavonic texts. “In
Praise of Saint Cyril” is another well-known text from the 13th century. It is written on
parchment  and  is  known  today  from  a  copy  preserved  on  Mount  Athos.  Its  author  is  Saint
Clement of Ohrid. Another text is the Life of Saint Naum from the first half of the 10th century,
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probably written by the disciples of Saints Clement and Naum. The writers of this period wrote
all their texts in the spirit of the best medieval rhetoricians and stylists.

Texts from the 12th to the 14th centuries

Many linguistic features of this period are also evident in the literary tradition related to the
Ohrid Literary School, which was dedicated to the preservation of the language, style and
vocabulary of the oldest texts.
 However, there are many linguistic innovations in these texts, particularly in the sound
system, but also in orthography. These innovations reflected the development of the
Macedonian language system. We relate these texts to the Macedonian recension of the Church
Slavonic language. Apart from the vocalization of the jers, the loss of the morphological cases
and declination can occasionally be identified. There are also mistakes in the syntax of cases:
use of the genitive where the dative, for instance, would be appropriate; omission of the endings
for the instrumental and locative; and expression of the instrumental and locative relationship
by means of a preposition + the noun. In texts of a later date, a common form replaces all cases
except vocative.
 One of the most significant features of the orthography of these texts is the so-called
“confusion  of  the  nasal  vowels.”  The  explanation  was  sought  primarily  on  the  basis  of  the
following assumptions: 1) the new distribution of the juses resulted from the change of 5 and 3
into the sound / / and 2) the new distribution of juses reflected changes due to the assimilative
influence of palatalized (or originally palatalized) consonants, so that 5 < 3 after j (i.e., at the
beginning of a word or syllable), [, /, [t, /d, and in some texts also after ;, c, \, and
conversely 3 < 5 after l’, n’, r’, s’ and a labial + j (regardless of whether the epenthetic l was
preserved or not; Koneski 2001, 215–16). The confusion of the nasal vowels can be observed
both in Macedonian and in Bulgarian texts: it is an orthographic feature uniting Macedonian
and Bulgarian texts. The phenomenon is morphonological in character, however, and linguistic
differences between Bulgarian and Macedonian texts do occur; more precisely, there are
differences in the morphonology of the Bulgarian and Macedonian languages.
 In the texts written between the 12th and 14th centuries, there are also differences in the use
of jers, especially when they are in a weak position or in the middle of the word, i.e., when they
are  not  pronounced  or  written.  Sometimes  they  occur  in  the  middle  of  the  word,  but  on  the
border between morphemes. In some of the texts written in the Ohrid Literary School, a one-jer
orthography is in use. In the Ohrid Apostle, only the jor is used, while in the texts of a later date
written in northern Macedonia, only the jer is used. This feature is also typical of the Serbian
recension. Some of the texts from this period practice the orthography of the jers as
recommended by the Bulgarian Patriarch Evtimij in his orthographic reform.
 In addition to the traditional Ohrid Literary School, another school known as the Kratovo-
Zletovo or Kratovo-Lesnovo School emerged in Macedonia in the mid- to late 13th century.
The  term  is  used  to  refer  to  a  school  of  literary  activity  in  many  monasteries  of  northern
Macedonia.
 The orthographic reform of the Bulgarian Patriarch Evtimij suggested that the jor should be
written where the schwa sound / / is pronounced, as well as with prepositions and prefixes,
while the front jer should be used in the word-final position.
 Diacritical marks occur in the Macedonian religious texts of the 14th century. Accent marks
do not always show the true pronunciation because some are due to the influence of Greek
orthography.
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 During the 14th century, the influence of the Serbian recension of Church Slavonic became
stronger, especially through the Kratovo-Lesnovo Literary School in northern Macedonia. This
is  the  period  of  the  expansion  of  the  Serbian  state  under  the  leadership  of  King  Milutin,  the
predecessor of Emperor Dušan, who succeeded in forming a large Empire on the Balkan
Peninsula (Istorija 2000).
 In the Serbian recension of Old Church Slavonic, only the small jer is in use, and ou is used
instead of 5 and E instead of 3. There are several texts from this period. The Dobromir Gospel
is  a  text  from  the  12th  century,  in  which  the  confusion  of  nasal  vowels  can  be  observed.
Another text from the 12th century is the Ohrid Apostle. In this text, written in Cyrillic, there
are  also  parts  written  in  Glagolitic.  In  the  first  part  only 5 is in use, while in the second part
both nasal vowels occur. Still another text of the 12th century is the Bitola Triodion. This also
has entire lines written in Glagolitic or at least separate words. The Ochtoich is a text from the
13th  century.  Another  text  from the  13th  century  is  the  Gospel  of  Priest  Jovan,  in  which  the
schwa is in use instead of 5, E instead of 3, and i instead of x. Still another 13th-century text is
the Dobrejša Gospel, written in northern Macedonia with many orthographic features
characteristic of the Serbian recension of Church Slavonic. The Vranešnica Apostle from the
13th century is a manuscript preserved in the Croatian Academy of Sciences and Arts. With
respect to its language and orthography, it manifests features common to the Kratovo-Lesnovo
Literary School, i.e., a mixed orthography of Serbian and Macedonian recensions as well as
dialectal features of northern Macedonia.

Manuscripts and texts written between the 15th and 18th centuries

The establishment of Ottoman rule in Macedonia and throughout the region of southeastern
Europe changed the historical situation, and this influenced the development of the Macedonian
language and South Slavic literacy in general. (These changes, of course, also affected non-
Slavic Christian peoples in the region.) Conditions were henceforth inauspicious for the further
development of religious writing and this activity weakened significantly, allowing the
strengthening of Greek religious and cultural influence upon the culture of South Slavic and
non-Slavic peoples in the region because of the incessant activity of the Patriarchate of
Constantinople.
 The Serbian recension of Church Slavonic penetrated into Macedonia in the 14th century
and remained dominant in the Macedonian literary tradition until the 18th century when it
gradually vanished under the pressure of the Russian version of Old Church Slavonic. With
respect to orthography, however, traditional Macedonian writing was preserved in texts of
Church Slavonic character. Thus, the traditional Macedonian orthography of juses became
mixed with the traditional Serbian orthography. This meant that writers used nasals in newly
composed texts; jor and jer were also in use. In this period, the letter ' was introduced with the
sound value of / / and / /. This letter occurred for the first time in Macedonian in the Kodik of
the Treskavec Monastery in the 18th century.
 In this period of development of the literary language, scribes began to introduce elements
from the living vernacular language (dialects). At first spontaneously, then deliberately, they set
about introducing the Macedonian vernacular into the literary tradition in order to make the
written texts easier to read, listen to and understand.
 In  the  second  half  of  the  16th  century,  a  translation  from  Greek  of  the  sermons  of
Damaskinos Stoudites appeared, which entailed the acceptance of his idea that authors should
write for the common people in a simplified language closer to the living vernacular. In his
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original texts, Damaskinos had used the Greek vernacular, which deviated from the traditional
written Greek language based on Classical and Byzantine Greek. The Macedonian translation
followed the same model with respect to the traditional Church Slavonic written language.
These texts are in Church Slavonic with the inclusion of many elements of the vernacular. Later
this genre became popular throughout the whole region, and many works in the spirit of
Damaskinos were produced, to be called in later years damaskini, which included both sacred
and secular content and gradually introduced more and more vernacular elements into Church
Slavonic texts.
 In effect, it was the Macedonian translation of the damaskini that established the literary
Macedonian language, which in turn laid the foundations for the establishment of Macedonian
literature in the contemporary Macedonian language (dialectal and supra-dialectal) in the pre-
standard period.
 The damaskini literature became a cultural tradition among Macedonians, Bulgarians,
Albanians, Vlahs, Romanians and especially Greeks, and it was a significant cultural
achievement within the framework of the cultural movement throughout the whole of Europe
that came to be called the Renaissance of cultures and peoples.
 From this period, we have the following texts of importance:

1. Kaliman’s document: a legal text from the beginning of the 16th century, which included a
title deed to the Zograf Monastery on Mount Athos.

2. The Slep e Letters: a miscellany of letters from the 16th century.

3. The Letter of Archdeacon Luka: a text written in 1543 in which King Dimitar of Kratovo is
mentioned.

4. The Damaskin of Krnino: a Macedonian translation of the sermons of Damaskinos Stoudites
by the Pelagonian Episcope Grigorij from the second half of the 16th century.

5. The Tikveš Miscellany: a text from the 16th or 17th century written in the spirit of the
language and style of the Serbian recension of the Church Slavonic language with many
elements of the vernacular (contemporary supra-dialectal) language, with mixed sacred and
secular content.

6. The Kodik of the Treskavec monastery: a 17th- and 18th-century text containing written
records of the donors to the Treskavec Monastery, which is situated near the town of Prilep.

7. Many records and inscriptions exist either as separate sheets or as texts written in the
margins of manuscripts.

Summary:

In the texts written between the 15th and 18th centuries there is greater evidence of
incorporating the living vernacular speech (dialectal and supra-dialectal) than in texts of
previous periods.

Texts from the Modern Macedonian period

The modern period of the development of the Macedonian literary language began in the 16th
century with the appearance of the Damaskini, and lasted until the first standardization of the
Macedonian language in 1903. In the intervening centuries, Macedonian was subject to two
main cultural influences: the Church Slavonic was very strong in northern Macedonia and part
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of central Macedonia, while the Greek cultural influence dominated in southern Macedonia and
part of central Macedonia.

TEXTS IN THE MACEDONIAN LANGUAGE WRITTEN IN THE GREEK ALPHABET. During the period of
the Ottoman Empire, successor to the Byzantine Empire (Eastern Roman Empire), the Greek
cultural influence became very strong throughout southeastern Europe, especially in its southern
part. The Patriarchate of Constantinople, which continued to exert power under Turkish rule
after the fall of Constantinople in 1453, gave significant support to this cultural influence. Thus,
the Byzantine Greek language retained its role as the common language (lingua communis) for
all peoples who lived in the historical territory of the former Byzantine Empire. In this sense,
the Greek language (Byzantine Greek) was the second official language of the Ottoman Empire,
the first being Turkish. Both Turkish and Greek were prestigious languages in the Ottoman
Empire (Koneski 1993).
 The influence of Greek culture was particularly strong in southern Macedonia and in part of
central Macedonia, where the tradition of Church Slavonic writing practically came to a halt.
One consequence was that the Cyrillic alphabet ceased to be in active use: when people wrote in
Macedonian, they used the adopted Greek alphabet.
 Writers adopted Greek graphemes to express the sounds of Macedonian using combinations
of graphemes as well as additional signs to express such specific Macedonian sounds as }, |, q,
w, {, `, y, c, ~, x. Writers also created specific orthographic rules for the Macedonian
language when using Greek graphemes, which naturally differed from the Greek rules. Many
works were written in Macedonian with Greek letters. Some were of religious content,
including the first translations of the New Testament into contemporary Macedonian.

Summary:

The tradition of writing the Macedonian language using the Greek alphabet was of immense
significance to the development of the Macedonian literary language. In the areas of Macedonia
under Greek influence, where Greek letters were in use, the Macedonian vernacular was
incorporated into the writing process. In this way, the Macedonian vernacular played a
significant role in the development of the Macedonian written language because it escaped the
influence of Church Slavonic. In fact, this led to the establishment of the contemporary
Macedonian literary language on a synchronic basis. In the Macedonian texts written with
Greek letters, there are more Greek loan words than Church Slavonic words. The vernacular
modified religious terms according to its own rules of word formation. For instance, instead of
Bogorojca the term Bogojca was  used;  instead  of  the  Church  Slavonic `itel, the term
seda~ was used (Koneski 1975), and so on.
 The following texts are known from this period:

1. A  song  from  the  Kostur  region  recorded  in  a  small  miscellany  or  glossary  from  the  16th
century. This glossary is the first Macedonian-Greek dictionary and contains Greek
translations of 300 Macedonian words.

2. A quadrilingual dictionary (tetraglosson) by Daniil of Moskopole (Daniil Moskopolecot):
the first printed book including Macedonian vernacular material, published in Venice in
1802. The book is a miscellany of didactic sermons about ways of living. It is written in four
languages: Greek, Vlah, Albanian and Macedonian. The basis for the Macedonian text is the
Ohrid-Bitola dialect.

3. A Prayer Book written in the dialect of Struga in Greek letters.
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4. The Ohrid Dictionary: compiled in the 19th century with parallel Greek and Macedonian
items.

5. The Konikovo Gospel: edited by Pavel Božigropski, from the village of Konikovo (Dytikó)
(southern Macedonia, now in the Republic of Greece), and printed partly in Salonika in
1852; the first printed Gospel in the Macedonian vernacular.

6. The Kulakia Gospel: the manuscript of a Gospel written in a southern Macedonian dialect
from the vicinity of Salonika.

7. The Trlis Gospel written in a southeastern Macedonian dialect from the vicinity of Drama in
1861.

8. The Boboštica Gospel is a text consisting of parts of the New Testament written in
southwestern Macedonian dialect.

9. A speech by Grigor Prli ev delivered in June at the end of the academic year 1866. We
know the text in two versions: the older version using the Greek alphabet in the Ohrid urban
dialect, which never appeared in a published form; the later version transcribed in the
Cyrillic alphabet in the style of the Slavic literary tradition and published in the
Constantinople journal Vremja.

10. The Life of Saint Jovan Vladimir: the biography of a medieval Macedonian king written in
the Ohrid dialect, originating from the second half of the 19th century.

LITERATURE AND TEXTBOOKS IN THE 19TH CENTURY.  The  19th  century  saw the  production  of
secular works as well as religious literature. Opportunities for writing in the vernacular
expanded, as authors of secular texts needed a language closer to the living tongue that could be
understood by their readers. This applied to the whole territory of Macedonia, both to the area
under Slavic influence, including northern Macedonia and parts of central Macedonia where the
Church Slavonic alphabet was in use, and to the area under Greek influence, including southern
Macedonia and parts of central Macedonia where the Greek alphabet was in use.
 From the sphere of Slavic influence, the works of Joakim Kr ovski and Kiril Pej inovi  are
highly  valued.  They  are  rather  different  in  subject  matter  but  very  similar  in  their  use  of  the
vernacular. Both authors accepted the vernacular as the language for everyday use; or, more
precisely, they accepted the vernacular as the language of the “low” register, while regarding
Church Slavonic as the language of the “high” register appropriate for spheres of
communication about sublime philosophical and religious themes.
 The situation was similar to that which had prevailed in Western Europe, where Latin or
Medieval  Latin  was  in  use  as  the  high  register  while  the  vernacular  was  the  language  for
everyday  communication  or  the  low  register.  Such  was  the  situation  in  areas  that  are  now
France, Italy, Slovenia and parts of Croatia. In the Czech lands, for instance, German was in use
as the high register, whereas Czech was the language of folklore and family communication.
Russia is another good example: the aristocracy were educated in French and communicated in
French;  Russian  was  the  language  of  the  lower  classes  until  the  works  of  Puškin  affirmed
Russian as the language of culture (Koneski 1982a, 1982b; Brozovi  1983).
 In Macedonia and its neighboring countries, a cultural diglossia or bilingualism between
Church Slavonic and the vernacular existed. In Greece at that time, there were two literary
languages. The first, of a higher register, was called katharevousa, the language based on
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Classical Greek, while the second, called dimotiki, was based on the vernacular and represented
the low register.
 Joakim  Kr ovski  wrote  on  themes  concerning  the  lives  of  the  saints  and  the  life  of  the
Mother of God and described the events and miracles that they performed. Kr ovski published
two books in Budapest in 1817, written for the urban citizen of his day. He based his language
on dialects from the northeastern part of Macedonia (Kratovo, Zletovo, Kriva Palanka),
although he also used many elements from western dialects. The surname Kr ovski is probably
connected to the town of Ki evo in western Macedonia. Thus, western Macedonian dialects
were probably Kr ovski’s native dialects if he originally came from that area (Polenakovi
1973a; Koneski 1986a; Venediktov 1978; 1990).
 Kiril Pej inovi  came from northwestern Macedonia (Tetovo and its vicinity). He mainly
wrote sermons: one of his most famous appeared in the book Ogledalo (Mirror), printed in
Budapest in 1816. His second book Ute{enie gre{nim (Condolence of the Sinful) appeared
in Salonika in the Macedonian printing house of Teodosij Sinaitski in 1840 (Koneski 1956;
1968a; 1968b; 1986; Polenakovi  1973a).

Summary:

During the first half of the 19th century, the opinion prevailed that the vernacular constituted a
language of low register while Church Slavonic was the language of high culture or prestige.

The Macedonian language question in the mid-19th century

From the mid-19th century onward, Macedonian intellectuals addressed the issue of high and
low language registers. They discussed whether it was possible to establish a common literary
language that would be a mixture of the vernacular and Church Slavonic, a new literary
language based on the contemporary spoken language with its dialects.
 Further questions arose in connection with this issue. One was whether the new literary
language should serve the linguistic needs of Macedonians only, or whether there should be a
common literary language for all Slavs living in the Ottoman Empire (ancestors of modern
Macedonians, modern Bulgarians and modern Serbs from Serbia). Another was how distant this
new literary language should be from other Slavic literary languages – or how close, especially
to Russian, the language of the largest Slavic nation and the cornerstone of the Pan-Slavist
movement (Spasov 2005, 31–6, 37–48).
 In the same period, the Slavs living in Austria-Hungary were struggling for the cultural and
linguistic unity of southern Slavic peoples in the so-called Illyrian Movement. The ancestors the
present-day Czechs and Slovaks, meanwhile, also generated a movement for cultural
unification.
 As to the literary themes of this period, secular issues became popular in the second half of
the 19th century. There was consequently a need for a new and enlarged vocabulary to denote
new concepts resulting from the modern way of life (Lunt 1959; Friedman 1975; Friedman
1993).
 Jordan Hadži-Konstantinov-Džinot was among the first Macedonian intellectuals to
introduce into Macedonian words from Latin, Church Slavonic and Classical Greek that were
being used in other European literary languages as well. He also strove for a radical
simplification of the Church Slavonic orthography, which in his time did not have any
standardized rules. With respect to the grammatical structure of the written language, Džinot
supported the idea of using the grammatical patterns of Church Slavonic. This entailed a



5.10 The Konikovo Gospel in Macedonian Cultural History

415

restoration of the morphological cases in Macedonian and other Slavic languages. Džinot also
argued for the acceptance of those vernacular forms that were also known in Church Slavonic,
such as the prepositions vo and so. In this way, Džinot thought that the new Macedonian
literary language would become closer to other Slavic languages and thus serve as a means for
their unification.
 Džinot was one participant in the long debate that took place among the Slavs living in the
Ottoman Empire in the last third of the 19th century. Later, after the establishment of Bulgarian
administrative autonomy within the Empire, this debate became stronger among Bulgarian
intellectuals. Among Macedonian intellectuals this debate opened new questions after it had
become clear that cultural and political unification were ultimately impossible. In the last third
of the 19th century, Macedonians intensified the fight for the Macedonian national movement
(Koneski 1987, 7–39; Todorovski 1987, 170–90; Dimitrovski 1982).

Centralists (cosmopolitans) vs. fighters for the Macedonian national cause (nationalists)

In the second half of the 19th century, especially at its end, two attitudes prevailed among
Macedonian intellectuals. The first was that all nations, including Bulgarians and Macedonians
(or as or i Pulevski phrased it, all Slavic nations and among them Macedonians), ought to
have separate literary languages because they were all separate nations with their own customs
and cultural heritages living in their own lands (Istorija 2000).
 It should be mentioned here that Pulevski was the first Macedonian to define Macedonians
in the same way as any other European nation, following the usual 20th-century definition of a
nation as a linguistic and cultural community. His approach represented the national or
nationalistic attitude. Pulevski was thus the predecessor of Misirkov (Pulevski 1875; 1880;
Ristovski 1996b; Spasov 1985; 1997).
 The other position was that the Slavs living in the Ottoman Empire (modern Macedonians,
modern Bulgarians and some modern Serbs) should have a common literary language that
would emphasize their genetic unity. This idea had its basis in Pan-Slavism, a movement for the
cultural and/or political unification of Slavic peoples. This movement emerged as a solution to
the large multi-ethnic monarchies of Austria-Hungary and the Ottoman Empire, the so-called
prisons of Slavic and non-Slavic peoples. It should not be forgotten, however, that the largest
Slavic state, the Russian Empire, also imposed hegemony upon smaller Slavic and non-Slavic
peoples (communities) such as Poles and Ukrainians. At the same time, from the point of view
of the smaller Slavic peoples, especially those of Orthodox confession but also others, Russia
had the role of unifier. A similar unifying movement among the Slavs (modern Slovenians,
some Croats and some modern Serbs) existed in Austria-Hungary under the name of the Illyrian
Movement (Istorija 2000).
 The second position had two sides. From the Bulgarian point of view, it was hegemonistic
because Macedonians as a smaller nation would be forced to comply with a literary language
based on Bulgarian. From the Macedonian point of view, this stance can be defined as
cosmopolitan because Macedonian intellectuals demanded the creation of an “intermediate”
literary language. In this case, the founders of the language would take elements from both the
Bulgarian and Macedonian vernaculars, thus creating a common literary language. In any case,
none of the Macedonian intellectuals from the second half of the 19th century accepted the
imposition of the Bulgarian literary language based on the central (eastern) dialects of the
Bulgarian language (Venediktov 1990; Spasov 1997).
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Centralists (cosmopolitans)

Macedonian intellectuals striving for the creation of a literary language differed in the
proportions of linguistic elements from the Macedonian and Bulgarian vernaculars they
advocated. At the same time, they also differed as to whether to include more linguistic
elements from the Church Slavonic literary tradition or from the Russian literary language.
There were intellectuals among both Bulgarians and Macedonians who insisted on the
acceptance of more linguistic elements from the Russian literary tradition in the standardization
of a common literary language for Macedonians and Bulgarians (Koneski 1986; Spasov 2005).
 Grigor Prli ev argued for intensive inclusion of archaisms in the literary language. He even
wrote  a  grammar  of  Church  Slavonic  in  order  to  encourage  the  use  of  the  traditional  written
language in the writing practice of that time. Prli ev thought that the traditional Macedonian
literary language should take a significant place in the new literary language based on the oldest
Church Slavonic literary tradition that began in the territory of Macedonia (Koneski 1986;
Spasov 2005, 71–86; Koneski & Jašar-Nasteva 1972; Koneski 1975b; Ristovski 1999).

The debate about the new literary language in the 19th century among the Slavs of the Ottoman
Empire

In this period in Bulgaria, intellectuals were involved in long discussions about the new literary
language, especially whether they could accept linguistic elements that did not exist in either
traditional Church Slavonic writing or contemporary Russian, but which did occur in the
Bulgarian vernacular. Nationalist-oriented Bulgarian intellectuals believed that the new literary
language should absorb linguistic elements typical of the vernacular, manifesting its specific
nature. Hegemonistic Bulgarian intellectuals of Slavophile or Russophile orientation claimed
that the new literary language should express the community of the Slavic Orthodox peoples in
all areas (vocabulary, for instance) and especially in grammar. A way toward such a community
would be the acceptance of many linguistic elements from the Russian literary language since it
was much closer to the Church Slavonic literary tradition (Brozovi  & Ivi  1988; Venediktov
1978, 1990; Spasov 2005, 31–6; 37–48).
 Among the Macedonians who were striving for a common literary language for
Macedonians and Bulgarians, a long debate also took place on the language issue, especially
about which linguistic elements should be differentiated in the emerging common literary
language. One of the most important Macedonian intellectuals of the 19th century, Partenij
Zografski, claimed that common features from both Macedonian and Bulgarian should be
present in equal measure. He further argued that phonological and grammatical features of the
Macedonian language should participate with a higher percentage in the new common literary
language because, according to him, Macedonian was much more beautiful (more melodious)
than Bulgarian. Zografski’s first academic article was entitled “Thoughts on the Bulgarian
Language.”  In  this  study,  which  is  of  a  high  standard  in  terms of  academic  methodology and
constitutes the first contrastive analysis of Macedonian and Bulgarian in Macedonian linguistic
science, Zografski demonstrated the phonological and grammatical similarities and differences
between the Macedonian and Bulgarian linguistic systems (Zografski 1858; 1859; Dimitrovski
1983; Koneski 1981; 1986b; Petkovska 1989).
 Another Macedonian intellectual of the time, Rajko Žinzifov, employed a language in his
works that was a mixture of the Church Slavonic, Russian, Macedonian, Bulgarian and Serbian
literary languages. In some of his prose and poetry, however, Žinzifov also used western
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Macedonian linguistic features that emphasized Macedonian individuality (A. Spasov 2006;
Koneski 1986).
 There were also Macedonian intellectuals belonging to the national movement who strove
for the introduction of the Macedonian vernacular in the written tradition and for the
repudiation of various influences from other Slavic (South Slavic) languages. Konstantin
Miladinov (Dimitrovski 1982; 1983, 21-34; 1991, 61-82; 2000; Todorovski 2001) and Marko
Cepenkov (Koneski 1986) were among those advocating this approach (De Bray 1951;
Vidoeski 1977; 1996; Koneski 1949; 1981; 1982a; 1982b; 1993; Korubin 1990a; Minova-

urkova 1994; Polenakovi  1973a; Ristovski 1999; Spasov 1995; 2000; Koneski & Jašar-
Nasteva 1971).
 For  much of  the  second half  of  the  19th  century,  conditions  for  the  standardization  of  the
Macedonian language remained inauspicious. Moreover, the late 19th century saw
intensification in the ecclesiastical and cultural propaganda of Macedonia’s neighboring states
(Bulgaria, Serbia and Greece). At the same time, there emerged a very important spiritual
movement for the revival of the autocephalous status (self-governance) of the abolished Ohrid
Archbishopric, which had lost its self-governing status in 1767 (Istorija 2000). The movement
to revive the Ohrid Archbishopric was a significant step on the way to the establishment of the
contemporary Macedonian nation, especially because Orthodox Christian churches are also
national institutions.
 The following texts from this period deserve attention:

1. Mitarstva, by Joakim Kr ovski, printed in Budapest in 1817.

2. ^udesa presvjatija Bogorodici, by Joakim Kr ovski, printed in Budapest in the same
year.

3. Ogledalo, by Kiril Pej inovi , printed in Budapest in 1816.

4. Ute{enie gre{nim, by Kiril Pej inovi , printed in Salonika in 1840.

5. Nakazanie, by ur in Kokale, from the early 19th century.

6. A Collection of Aphorisms, by Jordan Hadži-Konstantinov Džinot, from the mid-19th
century.

7. Poems, by Konstantin Miladinov, from the mid-19th century.

8. Poems, by Rajko Žinzifov, from the mid-19th century.

9. The translation of the poem Serdarot by Grigor Prli ev.

10. Textbooks for elementary education by Partenij Zografski, Kuzman Šapkarev, or i
Pulevski and others.

N.B.: The common characteristic of all these textbooks was that their language was
predominantly contemporary Macedonian without many additions from the traditional literary
language. The compilers believed that children should first be educated in their mother tongue
and only later learn the planned common literary language for both Macedonians and
Bulgarians.

11. Scholarly studies dedicated to the Macedonian language and its dialects, Macedonian folk
literature, the Macedonian Church Slavonic literary heritage, Macedonian ethnology,
geography, and so on, written by Macedonians studying abroad, especially in Russia.
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N.B.: Some scholarly studies of the Macedonian people and their culture were written in
Russian and other foreign languages. The reason was that the majority of Macedonian
intellectuals studied in Russia, and some of them chose to continue to live and work there.

The late 19th century

The late 19th century saw the development of secular genres and literary styles in Macedonian.
The first short stories with secular content appeared, as well as many autobiographies such as
those by M. Cepenkov, G. Prli ev, K. Šapkarev and others. A polemical publication, Koj e
Kriv (Who is Responsible?), was written by Temko Popov (Stamatovski 1998) in the
contemporary Macedonian language – a language considered by Popov to be a sound basis for
the new literary language. We can conclude that this period was very important for the
development of Macedonian culture in general, and particularly for the development of the
Macedonian literary language. The works produced in this period served as preparation for the
standardization of contemporary Macedonian.
  At the end of the 19th century, when the Bulgarian literary language was definitely
established on an eastern Bulgarian basis, thus ending the long debate on this issue, in
Macedonia a strong Macedonian national movement that strove for the creation of a separate
literary language for Macedonians emerged. Some Macedonian intellectuals in St. Petersburg
established a Macedonian literary association, a predecessor of the modern Macedonian
Academy of Sciences and Arts. The members of the Association issued a national manifesto
partly dedicated to the standardization of Macedonian. They described all the cultural and
historical circumstances that argued for the formation of a separate Macedonian state, showing
that Macedonia could be viewed as an ethnic, cultural, geographical and economic entity
(Stamatovski 1970; Ristovski 1999).

Dictionaries

Macedonian lexicography has a long tradition to which many known and unknown compilers of
dictionaries have contributed. The first known dictionary of Macedonian dates from the 16th
century. It is a dictionary in the Kostur dialect which, in the spirit of the tradition prevailing at
the time, contains, along with vocabulary, poems, descriptions of nature and spiritual
phenomena significant to people of the period (Koneski & Jašar-Nasteva 1972).

At the very beginning of the 19th century, a priest from Moskopole named Daniil published
in Venice the first dictionary of the Macedonian language as part of his quadrilingual dictionary
(Macedonian, Greek, Vlah and Albanian). This is not a dictionary in the modern sense of the
word but a miscellaneous collection of material.

In 1848, a Macedonian intellectual, Konstantin M. Petkovi , compiled the first Macedonian-
Russian dictionary with equivalents in Greek, Latin, Croatian, Serbian, Polish, French and
English. Petkovi  was a disciple of the father of Slavic Studies, Ismail Sreznevskij, and a
follower of the Pan-Slavic idea, although he was of predominantly nationalist orientation. He
confirmed this attitude in the dictionary in which he employed orthography and an alphabet
close to contemporary Macedonian (Spasov 2005; Petkovi  1848a; 1848b).

Petkovi  was one of the most eminent Macedonian intellectuals of his time. He became the
Russian Consul to Lebanon, Dubrovnik and Montenegro. Apart from writing in Macedonian,
Russian and French, he made translations from Slovenian, and cooperated with Czech and
Croat intellectuals (Spasov 1977; 1990; 2005).
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Another Macedonian intellectual of Vlah origin, Rajko Žinzifov, also a disciple of
Sreznevskij, compiled a small Macedonian-Russian dictionary (Spasov A. 2006, 111–142).
 The Miladinov brothers were the authors of the first Macedonian-Croat dictionary included
in their collection of Macedonian folk poems in 1861 (Dimitrovski 2000).
 Marko Cepenkov, another industrious Macedonian intellectual from Prilep, compiled a
small dictionary of the Macedonian language in his immense collection of folk poems, tales,
customs, sayings and other ethnological material (Koneski & Jašar-Nasteva 1971).
 Kuzman Šapkarev also compiled a small dictionary of Macedonian words with explanations
in Bulgarian, as an appendix to his collections of oral traditions. His is considered the first
Macedonian-Bulgarian dictionary.

In 1882, Panajot Ginovski prepared a Dictionary of Mijak words (from the Mijak dialect;
Koneski & Jašar-Nasteva 1971). This is actually the first regional (dialectal) dictionary of
Macedonian.
 The most important achievements in the lexicography of the second half of the 19th century
are the two multi-lingual dictionaries compiled by or i Pulevski (Macedonian-Serbian-
Albanian-Turkish-Greek and Macedonian-Albanian-Turkish). These dictionaries, compiled in
the tradition of the quadrilingual dictionary of Daniil the priest, are more like miscellanies than
dictionaries in the modern sense of the word. They are significant achievements, however, the
latter especially, because they incorporate Macedonian national ideology, history, geography
and ethno-culture as well as the idea of the autonomy of the Macedonian language. Pulevski
says: “Thus Macedonians are also a people and their fatherland is Macedonia.” These books
include the first Macedonian-Serbian and Macedonian-Turkish dictionaries (Ristovski 1996).
 At  the  beginning  of  the  20th  century,  a  Macedonian  scholarly  and  literary  society  in
Petrograd, led by Dimitrija uposki, called for the immediate compilation of a dictionary of
Macedonian within the framework of the Macedonian national program of the society.
 Krste Misirkov, in his famous book On Macedonian Matters, published in Sofia in 1903,
called for the compilation of vocabulary from all Macedonian dialects. In his chapter on the
issue of the codification of the Macedonian language, he stated that the future dictionary of
Macedonian should provide a complete vocabulary of the Macedonian language (Misirkov
1903; 2003; Ristovski 1993; 1996a; 1999).
 In 1950, Blaže Koneski and Krum Tošev published the Macedonian orthography with an
orthographic dictionary. The Ministry of Education approved the publication of 50,000 copies.
Teaching assistants B. Vidoeski and R. Ugrinova helped with the compilation of an additional
orthographical dictionary of the Macedonian language.

Finally, between 1961–1965, under the editorship of Blaže Koneski, authors T. Dimitrovski,
Bl. Korubin, Tr. Stamatovski, B. Markov and K. Koneski compiled the first unabridged
dictionary of the Macedonian language with Serbo-Croatian explanations. This was the first
modern semi-monolingual dictionary of the Macedonian language (Koneski RMJ 1986). Since
that time, many dictionaries of Macedonian vis-à-vis other foreign languages have appeared in
the Republic of Macedonia and abroad. All take their point of departure from the vocabulary of
this dictionary. I would like to mention here of the Macedonian-English dictionary by H. G.
Lunt (Lunt 1952) and the Macedonian-Russian dictionary by R. Usikova (Usikova 2003). RMJ
was also the basis for the compilation of all dictionaries from Macedonian into other languages
spoken in the Republic of Macedonia.
 A new monolingual dictionary of the Macedonian language is in preparation; as of this
writing (2008), four volumes have been published by a group of scholars from the Krste
Misirkov Institute for the Macedonian language in Skopje (Tolkoven re nik 2003).
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The collections of folk poetry and prose in the 19th and early 20th centuries and their role in
the establishment of contemporary Macedonian

The second half of the 19th century witnessed intense activity in collecting and publishing
Macedonian oral traditions, in both poetry and prose. The Miladinov brothers along with
Kuzman Šapkarev, Stefan Verkovi , Marko Cepenkov and others published collections of
folklore. Some of those collections were published only later.
 This creative work was very important in the process of raising awareness of the linguistic
and cultural independence of Macedonians. In practice, these works helped affirm a
Macedonian  style  in  poetry  and  prose.  For  this  reason,  the  basis  of  the  language  of
contemporary artistic poetry can be seen in the Collection of Folk Poems compiled by the
Miladinov brothers, while the basis for the language of contemporary Macedonian prose lies in
the Collection of Macedonian Folk Tales compiled by Marko Cepenkov. This process of
development implied taking over and imitating their style. The poetry of Konstantin Miladinov,
for example, is written in the spirit of the folk poetry published in the Collection of  the
Miladinov brothers. Continuity in the creativity of the language thus developed – continuity
between oral tradition and creative art.
 The language of oral tradition, especially in folk poetry, differs significantly from everyday
language in many stylistic features. The language of Macedonian folk poetry is more archaic
than the colloquial speech, and there are many linguistic elements that differentiate the style of
colloquial speech from the creative language. For instance, the language of folk poetry very
often employs synthetic case forms (morphological case endings), unlike the vernacular in
which such forms do not exist at all. A typical example can be found in the genitive-accusative
case forms with nouns of masculine gender in the role of subject, e.g., Crna Arapina, popa,
stara igumena, bela kowa, etc. In the language of Macedonian folk poetry, the article has a
different distribution than it does in colloquial speech, e.g., Mom~e izleze trendafil
instead of Mom~eto izleze (stana) trendafil. In the third person singular, there are also
instances of non-agreement in gender, e.g., Stojan zasvirelo instead of Stojan zasvirel.
The vocative of masculine names is sometimes used as a subject, e.g., Eden be{e Care
Kostadine (Koneski 1971).
 The following texts are well known from this period:

1. A Collection of Macedonian Folk Poems compiled by the Miladinov brothers, a volume
published in Samobor in 1861 under the sponsorship of Bishop J. J. Strossmayer.

2. Collections of Macedonian Folk Poems and Tales compiled by Kuzman Šapkarev, published
in journals in Bulgaria and Constantinople.

3. A Collection of Folk Tales and Poems compiled by Marko Cepenkov,  first  published as  a
complete version in the 20th century.

4. A Collection of Folk Tales compiled by Stefan Verkovi , published for the first time in
Prague in 1932.

5. A Collection of Tales, Poems and Customs from South-Eastern Macedonia, published in
Paris in 1923.

6. A Collection of Folk Tales, Poems and Customs from South Macedonia, published in Paris
in 1922.
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In the course of the 20th century there appeared many other texts in the form of collections or
anthologies of folk poems, tales and folk customs.

The Macedonian literary language in the 20th century

THE FIRST STANDARDIZATION OF THE MACEDONIAN LANGUAGE (1903). At the beginning of the
20th century (1903), Krste Misirkov carried out the first standardization of the Macedonian
literary language. Hence, the period between the 16th and the 20th centuries is considered the
pre-standard period of the Macedonian literary language, while the period after the 19th century
is known as the standard period (Ristovski 1996a; Ristovski 1999; Koneski 1975; 1993;
Friedman 1993; Spasov 2006).
 Krste Misirkov’s On Macedonian Matters was  published  in  Sofia  in  1903.  This  was  the
period immediately after the Ilinden Uprising (August 2, 1903), which spread over almost the
whole of Macedonia. The Kruševo Republic, established at this time, also established the
foundations of contemporary Macedonian statehood.
 Misirkov’s book consists of five chapters with a presentation of the Macedonian national
program. These five chapters outline the political, economic, cultural and linguistic
preconditions for the formation of the contemporary Macedonian nation. One chapter deals with
the establishment of the contemporary standard Macedonian language (Ristovski 1966; Koneski
1993, 9–32).
 Misirkov adopted the following principles in standardizing the language:

1. The dialectal basis of contemporary standard Macedonian lies in the central dialects of
western Macedonia, i.e., in the dialects spoken along the Bitola-Prilep-Veles axis.

2. The orthography of the contemporary standard Macedonian language has its foundations in
phonetic-phonological principles.

3. The vocabulary of the contemporary standard Macedonian language should include all
Macedonian dialects.

From these principles, we conclude that Misirkov standardized the contemporary standard
Macedonian language on a non-traditional basis. We may also conclude that Misirkov took an
anti-traditional attitude towards both the Slavic literary tradition and his own Macedonian
Church Slavonic literary tradition. Misirkov claimed that there had been a long break between
the Church Slavonic literary tradition in Macedonia and the contemporary language situation.
Therefore, he said it was not necessary to make concessions to tradition.
 Misirkov  also  paid  attention  to  the  fact  that  the  phonetic  principle  had  been  in  use  in
Macedonia since the second half of the 19th century. Misirkov was also not satisfied with the
literary activity of the 19th century. He believed that when writers used contemporary language,
it was not premeditated but rather spontaneous. Misirkov was right when he claimed that the
contemporary written language was most clearly expressed in the texts of folk poetry and prose
in the 19th century. Misirkov, moreover, emphasized the need for an accelerated development
of Macedonian cultural institutions in every aspect as well as the need for the Macedonian
language to acquire the status of an official language.

PERIOD OF REGRESSION (THE BALKAN WARS, WORLD WAR I AND THE PARTITION OF
MACEDONIA, 1912–1918). The Balkan Wars between 1912 and 1913 interrupted the
standardization of Macedonian as part of the development of contemporary Macedonian
culture. As a result of the Balkan Wars, Macedonia was partitioned among three states: the
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Kingdom of Serbia, the Kingdom of Greece and the Principality of Bulgaria. These states
embarked on a process of forced assimilation of the Macedonian people. Thus, Macedonians in
Serbia became Serbs: their education was in Serbian, and Macedonian was considered a
southern dialect of the Serbian language or simply part of a folkloric culture. Macedonians in
Bulgaria, especially in Pirin Macedonia, became Bulgarians: their education was in Bulgarian
while Macedonian was considered a western dialect of Bulgarian. Macedonians in Greece
became Greek Slavs, and their lives worsened in every aspect. Many were forced to leave their
homes. The Greek state initiated large-scale exchanges of populations: Greeks from Asia Minor
and  further  a  field  were  settled  in  Macedonia  (and  were  known  as  Madžiri,  Prosfigi  or
incomers), while many Macedonians moved to Bulgaria within the framework of an agreement
between the Bulgarian and Greek states. In this way the ethnic map of Macedonia was changed
completely.

ABECEDARY. Under pressure from the League of Nations in Geneva to secure the rights of non-
Greek communities to be educated in their mother tongue, the Greek state published a
handbook called the Abecedary for the elementary education of Macedonian children in Greece.
Published in Athens in 1925, it was written in the Latin alphabet, although investigations show
that it  was first written in the Greek alphabet, which, as we know, had been in use for a long
period in the Macedonian literary tradition. The linguistic basis of the Abecedary was  the
speech of the southwestern Macedonian dialects or more precisely, the dialect of the town of
Lerin (Florina) and its vicinity. This handbook, however, was never put into practical use, as the
authorities never opened Macedonian schools in the Greek state (Koneski 1993, 9–32).

SCHOLARSHIP IN THE SERVICE OF POLITICS. Between the two world wars, a major academic
campaign was initiated in Bulgarian and Serbian scholarly circles in order to prove that
Macedonian was part of either the Serbian or Bulgarian languages. The Serbian scholar
Aleksandar Beli , for instance, tried to prove the Serbian character of the Macedonian language
in several studies. He claimed that the western Macedonian dialects were a continuation of the
old štokavian Serbian dialect, while the eastern Macedonian dialects were close to the
neighboring Bulgarian dialects. Bulgarian scholars, on the other hand, mainly tried to prove that
Macedonian dialects were a continuation of Bulgarian, placing them in the group of western
Bulgarian dialects.

THE MACEDONIAN LANGUAGE BETWEEN THE WORLD WARS. Although literary activity in
Macedonian decreased significantly in the period between the two world wars, the 1930s saw a
revival of Macedonian writing in Bulgaria and Yugoslavia, though opportunities for publishing
texts in Macedonian were very limited. Among the most important poets of the time was Ko o
Racin, who published his poetry collection Beli Mugri (White Dawns) in Samobor in 1939.
Ko o Racin also published many texts in both Croatian and Macedonian in the Zagreb journal
Kultura and other periodicals. In Sofia, Kole Nedelkovski published two poetry collections in
Macedonian, Pe{ po svetot (Walking the World) and Molskavici (Lightning). Kole
Nedelkovski played an active role in the Macedonian Literary Circle established in Sofia by a
group of Macedonian intellectuals. In the late 1920s, many plays written in Macedonian were
performed in Skopje and other towns in the Kingdoms of Yugoslavia and Bulgaria. All this
contributed to a further strengthening of Macedonian cultural and national consciousness and
helped in the establishment of a supra-dialectal written language. This involved a resumption of
literary activity, which had been extensive in the late 19th and early 20th centuries (Koneski
1993, 9-32).
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THE MACEDONIAN LANGUAGE DURING WORLD WAR II AND THE LIBERATION STRUGGLE.
Literary activity in Macedonian intensified in the years of World War II; Macedonian was in
use  as  an  official  language  of  the  Macedonian  army  and  in  the  administrative  government
established in the liberated territories. In the course of the Liberation War from 1941 to 1945,
the authorities opened schools in the liberated parts of Macedonia and made Macedonian the
language of education.

THE FINAL STANDARDIZATION OF THE MACEDONIAN LANGUAGE (1945). On August 2, 1944, the
delegates of the First Assembly of the Anti-Fascist Assembly of the National Liberation of
Macedonia (ASNOM) proclaimed Macedonian the official language of the Macedonian state.
On May 3, 1945, the Macedonian alphabet was adopted, while Macedonian orthography was
made official on June 7, 1945. This was the final standardization of the Macedonian language.

The following texts from this period are of particular importance:

1. Nekolku zborovi za makedonskiot literaturen jazik (A Few Words on the
Macedonian Literary Language), a chapter in Krste Misirkov’s book On Macedonian
Matters, published in Sofia in 1903.

2. Makedonska krvava svadba (Macedonian Blood Wedding), a play by Vojdan
ernodrinski performed for the first time in 1900.

3. Len~e Kumanov~e (Len e of Kumanovo), a play by Vasil Iljoski, staged for the first time in
1928.

4. Pe~albari (Migrant workers), a play by Anton Panov, staged for the first time in 1936.

5. Milion ma~enici (A Million Martyrs), a play by Risto Krle performed for the first time
in 1940.

6. Beli mugri (White Dawns), a poetry collection by Ko o Racin published in Samobor
1939.

7. Bogomilite (The Bogomils), an essay by Ko o Racin written and published in 1940.

8. Pe{ po svetot (Walking the World), a poetry collection by Kole Nedelkovski published
in Sofia in 1941.

9. Prolet i serenada (Springtime and Serenade), poems by Radoslav Petkovski published
in the periodical Lu~ in Skopje om 1938.

10. Newspapers, administrative materials and bulletins published by the Macedonian army in
the course of the Liberation War (1941–1945).

PART 2: Notes on the life and work of Pavel Božigropski in the context of the Konikovo
Gospel manuscript

Archimandrite Hadži Pavel (Gramatikov) Božigropski was born near Enidže Vardar in the
village of Konikovo (present-day Dytikó, Aegean Macedonia, Republic of Greece). According
to his biography, Božigropski was about 65 at the end of the Crimean War (Nikolovski Katin
1996, 259 et passim). Only Ristovski (1989) and Nikolovski Katin (1996, 262) use the
compound name Hadži Pavel (Gramatikov) Božigropski. Other authors, such as Ivanova (2002,
46, 48), use the name Pavel Božigropski. Ristovski (1989, 96–107) emphasizes that Pavel
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belonged to the family of Gramatikovci; according to his interpretation, this name denoted the
family’s high level of literacy and explains the fact that all “literate village people” originated
from it. He concludes from other sources (Ristovski 1989, 97) that Pavel was born around 1800
and points out that we know very little about the life and work of Pavel. The probable reasons
will be explained in due course.
 The facts known about the life of Pavel Božigropski can be summarized as follows:

Born ca. 1800.

Left without parents early in his life.

Suffered a family tragedy – his sister was kidnapped by bandits (Arnauts) and forced to
accept Islam (?).

Went to Mount Athos and became a monk, probably in the Zograf Monastery (?).

Became a teacher in the village of Patiška Reka near Skopje in Vardar Macedonia.

Left for Jerusalem.

Became a pilgrim (visited and paid homage to Christ’s grave).

Given the title of archimandrite.

In 1841 he compiled and the Apostle in Church Slavonic: Apostol ili dejanija i
poslanija svjatih apostolov (Apostle, or the Work and Epistles of the Holy Apostles).
He tried to have it printed by the printing house of Kirijak Držilovi  (Držilen) in Salonika.

Left for Russia.

In 1850, (see Polenakovi  1962/63) he became the Orthodox priest of the Jerusalem
Monastery devotees in Salonika.

In 1852, he published (?) in part or in its entirety the Konikovsko evangelie, nedelno
evangelie (the Konikovo Gospel, Gospel lectionary for Sunday services) in the printing
house of Držilovi  in Solun (Salonika) entitled “The Gospel of our Lord God and Savior of
Jesus Christ, now reprinted in the Bulgarian language for each Sunday of the year as they
come. Rewritten and corrected by me, Pavel, the Ieromonach, Jerusalem Orthodox
Patriarchy,  born  in  the  eparchy of  Voden in  the  village  of  Konikovo,  Salonika,  printed  by
Kiriak Držilen, 1852” (see Chapter 3 of the present volume).

Ca. 1856 (?) became the abbot of the monastery of Kaluga, Craiova, Romania.

In 1856 (?) he published the Apostle in Church Slavonic in Constantinople: Apostol ili
dejanija i poslanija svjatih apostolov (Apostle or the Work and Epistles of the Holy
Apostles).

In 1858 he published Svja{tenoje i bo`estvenoje evangelie Novago zaveta
(Ecclesiastical and God’s Gospel of the New Testament) in Constantinople.

In 1860, he returned to Constantinople.

In 1865, he was in Belgrade staying with J. Šafa ík, director of the Belgrade library.

In 1865, he visited Prague and met Bishop Riger (?).
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In 1866, he was in Voden where he opened a school in the Slavic language in Gumendže.

Ca. 1867 he left for Salonika.

In October 1867, he became abbot of the Lesnovo Monastery where he stayed for ca. 3
years.

Ca. June 1869 he became president of the new people’s community in Voden.

Ca. 1870, he was exiled to Salonika.

1871, he stayed in Jerusalem (Ristovski 1989, 107).

From June 1871, he stayed for two months in Constantinople.

1871 became president of the Bitola community.

Ca. October 1871, he died while traveling and was buried in Bitola or behind the altar of a
church in Vrtokop near Voden (Ristovski 1989, 107).1

The following facts about Pavel Božigropski and his activities should be emphasized in
connection with his contributions to the manuscript of the Konikovo Gospel.

1. He held the post of an Orthodox priest (1850) under the jurisdiction of the Jerusalem
Patriarch Cyril, as head of the church land and property of the Patriarchate in Macedonia,
residing in Salonika. Hence, the origin of the name Božigopski, denoting a monk who
belongs to the Jerusalem Church.

2. As the holder of this post from 1850, Božigropski became the chief representative of the
Jerusalem followers or taksidioti (Jerusalem Orthodox protosingel or cleric) in Salonika.
These taksidioti were traveling, educated monks dedicated to the education of the people
(hence, the addition to Božigropski’s name: the Grammarian). The word people was used to
signify the lower strata of society: demos. A line was thus drawn between the educated elite
and the illiterate mass. It was typical of the privileged strata of society to scorn the people.
These words exist in the language to cover this concept: mass, pack, vulgar, vulgaros, and so
on. The language of the people, according to Pavel and his contemporaries, is the
vernacular: dimotiki in Greek, bo(l)garski (Vulgaros) in Macedonian.

3. Božigropski had a competent, perhaps excellent knowledge of Church Slavonic. In
Constantinople in 1856 he published Apostol ili dejanija i poslanija svjatih
apostolov (Apostle, or Work and Epistles of the Holy Apostles, translated by him into
Church Slavonic in 1841), which was later published in a second edition. In 1858, again in
Constantinople, in the printing house of Aleksandar Egzarh (Exarch Alexander),
Božigropski published a Church Slavonic translation of Svja{tenoje i bo`estvenoje
evangelie Novago zaveta (Ecclesiastical and Divine Gospel of the New Testament). If
we compare these facts with the information that the Konikovo Gospel was published ca.

1 In the Bulgarian Wikipedia, however, we find slightly different information about the life and work of Pavel. For
instance, from 1866 to 1870, he was president of the Bulgarian community in Voden. At the same time for a short
period, he was abbot of the Lesnovo Monastery near Kratovo. Several times he was invited to lead the Salonika
Bulgarian community, but he did not accept the offer because of his age. In 1871, immediately after the establishment
of the Exarchate, at the request of the Exarch Antim I, he became president of the Bulgarian community in Bitola. Pavel
was a close friend of the Jerusalem patriarch Cyril, which probably contributed to the fact that the Patriarchate did not
recognize the schism imposed on the Bulgarian church.
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1852 by the printing house of Kirijak Držilovi  (Držilen) in Salonika with the Greek
alphabet used to convey the Macedonian vernacular, it becomes clear that the life and works
of Pavel Božigropski have been presented in philological studies with many inaccuracies.

PART 3: Translations of the Bible into the vernaculars of the Balkan peoples
in the Ottoman Empire

The Konikovo Gospel published by Pavel Božigropski has been hailed as a significant 19th-
century event for the development of the Macedonian language. In his History of the
Bulgarians, first published in 1876 and republished in 1978, Konstantin Jire ek mentioned
Božigropski in the context of strong “Hellenic/Greek propaganda” and the “Hellenization” of
the non-Greek population in the second half of the 18th century and later (Jire ek 1978, 346 et
passim). Jire ek stated that Božigropski was not a “Hellenized Bulgarian” but a fighter for “the
restoration of the fatherland.” Further on, he provided “evidence” for this claim by stating that
Božigropski published “a Bulgarian translation of the Gospel in Greek letters” in Salonika in
1852; however, Jire ek went on to say that he did not know whether the publication of this
“unique” edition was completed because he had seen only the printed title page and some
beginning pages (italics added). If, twenty-five years after the supposed publication of the full
Konikovo Gospel by Pavel Božigropski, Jire ek had seen only three or four printed pages of the
work, then it is hardly surprising that in 1931, Jordan Ivanov illustrated his study with only one
page of the work (in Macedonian only) apart from the book’s title page (Ivanov 1931, 181–84).
 Ivan Snegarov (1937, 32) stated that in 1863 Evstatij Kiprijadi translated Sunday Gospels
for official use in the dialect of the village of Kulakia (Halastra) near Salonika in Greek letters.
Later, in 1868, Ivan the Monk compiled a Miscellany of Church Sermons in the dialect of the
village of Visoka (Ossa), near Salonika, using the Greek and Church Slavonic alphabets. From
this, we may posit two hypotheses: first, that the KG played an inspiring role in the translation
of church texts into the vernacular; second, that these Macedonian translations coincided with
wider Balkan activity translating the Bible into the vernacular. Unquestionably, the two basic
translations of the Bible, into Greek and Slavic, originated from this Balkan area. The Greek
translation, along with the Hebrew and Latin versions, became part of the foundation of
European culture, while the Slavic translation inspired a cultural revolution among the Slavic
people. In the Western European cultural sphere, the newly standardized languages of German,
French, Italian, Polish, and others, gradually replaced Latin as the language of the Holy
Scripture. By contrast, the Eastern cultural hemisphere strictly followed tradition, and Biblical
Greek and Church Slavonic were considered irreplaceable (Krašovec 1998).
 By way of illustration, I will single out the translation of the Bible by the Ecumenical
Patriarch Gregorius the Fifth (1745–1821) into a “comprehensible” language as distinct from
the classical Greek translations. Athan Delicostopoulos, who has made a study of this
translation (Delicostopoulos 1998, 297–316), does not agree with using the vernacular
(dimotiki), but takes a middle position between dimotiki and the traditional Greek language
(katharevousa). Such an attitude formed an obstacle to the vernacular languages of southeastern
Europe becoming the language of the Bible. Dimotiki remained the language of low prestige in
the Greek environment, while the vernacular languages of the South Slavic Orthodox
communities had limited use and were considered “low”; they could thus not become the
language of the Bible, whereas Church Slavonic (since the 18th century in the Russian
recension) was irreplaceable. This prevented the acceptance of these languages as the standard,
national languages of Serbs, Macedonians, Bulgarians, Albanians, Vlah and Romanians.
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 Numerous translations into the vernacular languages of Slavic Orthodox peoples were
carried out in the 19th century (Thomson 1998, 605-921). It is a fact that the Synod of the
Russian Church did not accept these translations. The whole New Testament was only
published with the permission of the Synod as late as 1860–1862 (Ivanova 2002, 28 et passim).
The Ukrainian translation dates from 1906–1911. The Serbian translation by Vuk Karadži  was
published in 1847 in Vienna. By contrast, the Croats had their first printed translation in the
vernacular in the Glagolitic alphabet as early as 1483 (Misal…). Konsul published the Croatian
New Testament in the Glagolitic and Cyrillic alphabets in Tübingen in 1562–1563. The Slovene
priest Primož Trubar published a Protestant translation of the New Testament in 1582. A survey
of the literature (see Krašovec, ed. 1998, 1853-60) confirms that Protestant translations were the
earliest vernacular translations to appear in Europe, in accordance with Protestant priorities and
worldview.
 The Bulgarians’ situation was rather more complex than that of other Orthodox European
peoples. As is well known, Bulgarians and Macedonians together with some Serbs and
Montenegrins belong to a specific socio-linguistic group, known to linguists as the “Balkan
linguistic league,” along with other non-Slavic peoples such as Greeks, Albanians, Vlahs and
Romanians (see Lindstedt 2005, 294–97). The Ottoman Empire united these peoples in the
same way as the Byzantine or the Eastern Roman Empire had done.
 In her comprehensive study of Bulgarian translations of the Bible, Diana Ivanova gives a
survey of the historical circumstances surrounding the publication of new translations of the
Bible in the 19th century. Ivanova (2002, 32 et passim) concludes that the new wave of
translation began with the establishment of the British and Foreign Biblical Society in 1804.
This Society developed a wide-ranging campaign in southeastern Europe to promote
contemporary translations of the Bible. Ivanova also mentions (Ivanova 2002, 32), with
reference to other authors such as Stojanov (1964), Nestorova (1991), and Šopov (1974), that
the inspiration for the translation of the Bible and other religious texts was the outcome of
Protestant – or more precisely, Methodist – missions related to the campaign of the American
Biblical Association (established in 1816) to disseminate copies of the Bible throughout the
world. The American Council in “European Turkey” took part in this mission as well. American
missionaries founded their own schools for this purpose, one of which was located in
Constantinople (see Nestorova 1991, 78–88). In 1812 or 1814, the Russian Biblical Society was
established with the support of the British Biblical Society, which also had the objective of
publishing the Bible in the vernacular (Ivanova, 2002, 33). Together with the American
Council, these associations prepared and realized a program for publishing the Bible in the
vernacular languages of the Balkan Peninsula: in Modern Greek, Vlah (Aromanian), Albanian,
Turkish, Serbian, Romanian, Bulgarian and Russian. The translations of the Bible into modern
Bulgarian by N. Rilski, K. Fotinov and P. R. Slavejkov were carried out with financial and
other support from the British Biblical Society and the Mission of the American Council in
European Turkey (Ivanova 2002, 32–33).
 One of the first projects of the British Biblical Society was the publication of a sample
translation of the Bible into Modern Greek; this was completed in 1810 and was published with
a parallel text in Biblical Greek (Radkova 1981, 243). This fact confirms the cultural diglossia
in southeastern Europe and shows the distinctions between the Byzantine Greek and Church
Slavonic languages and the modern vernacular languages of the Greek, non-Slavic and Slavic
peoples of this region.

It can thus be concluded that the motivation for the translation and publication of the Bible
and other religious texts in the vernacular languages of southeastern Europe in the 19th
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century resulted from the Protestant missionary stance and the activity of the British, American
and Russian Biblical Societies and the American Council.
 The issue of the Macedonian translations of the Bible has been treated in Macedonian
scholarship from many different perspectives by numerous authors; see, for instance, Pop-
Atanasov (1995), Stoj evska-Anti  (1998), Mošin (1954), Koneski (1975), Topoli ska (1989),
Ugrinova-Skalovska (1994) and Velev (1996). In 2004, Aco Aleksandar Girevski (Girevski
2004) dedicated a book entirely to a study of the translation of the Bible in contemporary
standard Macedonian. While many of these authors mention the significance of the KG and the
role of Božigropski, none was able to give a thorough survey because only the facsimiles
presented by Jordan Ivanov (1931) were available to study.
 In contemporary Bulgarian scholarship, the KG is rightly designated a marginal
phenomenon from the viewpoint of its importance to Bulgarian culture. Diana Ivanova (Ivanova
2002, 48), for instance, points out that a number of Macedonian translations with Greek letters
appeared in the second half of the 19th century (the KG in 1852; the Trlis Gospel in 1861; the
Kulakia Gospel in two versions in 1863; the Gospel from Boboštica [Boboshticë] 1870–1880)
at  a  time  when  several  translations  of  the  Gospels  already  existed  (she  has  in  mind  the
Bulgarian translations, of course). Ivanova does not search for the causes of this phenomenon,
however. From a sociolinguistic point of view, even more interesting are the claims of El bieta
Solak about the Macedonian vernacular translations of the Gospel by the Aegean cultural circle
(Solak 1997, 46–7). Solak believes that these translations manifest the “artistic immaturity of
the language” and that is why they are of little significance except for the local population.
According to Solak, these translations did not play any role in the establishment of the literary
language (she evidently has in mind the Macedonian literary language). Further on she
concludes that, from a linguistic point of view, these translations are of secondary importance in
their relation to the central dialects of Western Macedonia upon which contemporary standard
Macedonian was founded. Solak identifies these translations as belonging to an alternative, non-
elite cultural model, which distances itself from “high” culture and is vulnerable to self-
destruction. She concludes that the “gap” created during the period of the second half of the
19th century would later “deepen” under the influence of political events and allow the
emergence “of new elites” that would manage to create a state (she has in mind the Macedonian
State).
 From the point of view of Bulgarian culture, Solak’s conclusion may be entirely warranted.
However, from the point of Macedonian culture, the late 19th century translations into
contemporary Macedonian vernacular with Greek (or mixed Greek and Slavic) letters within the
framework of the South Macedonian cultural sphere are of extraordinary importance for the
following reasons:

1. For the first time a Macedonian vernacular language, through the translation of the KG,
became a cultural idiom as a written language (the language of the Bible).

2. The translation of the KG motivated other Biblical translations (as discussed above).

3. The vernacular translations of the Bible opened the way for the creation of the literary
language based on a non-traditional, Slavic basis.

4. Linguistic synchrony became more important than linguistic diachrony.

5. Church Slavonic tradition had a limited influence on these translations as a uniting linguistic
factor (Koneski 1986, 200–201).
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6. As far as language is concerned, all Biblical translations from this circle represented steps
on the road to linguistic standardization, thus constituting a significant phase in the
development of the Macedonian literary language.

7. The abandonment of the influence of Church Slavonic orthography and the use of the
adopted alphabet opened the way for a phonemic orthography that was later accepted in the
standard Macedonian language.

Conclusions:

Concerning the language and the style of the KG, it should be noted that both the first and the
second translations manifest a system of orthographic rules as well as selectivity of grammatical
material. Consider, for instance, the regular reduplication of the direct object that does not exist
in the texts written in the contemporary language in the sphere where Church Slavonic tradition
predominates (Central and Northern Macedonia). Such reduplication rarely occurs in
Cepenkov’s or Misirkov’s works, where it is subject to normative limitations. The language of
the KG does not completely correspond to the local Enidže Vardar dialect, but manifests
stylization in the abandonment of localisms and the expansion of the dialectal basis towards the
south-west and central-west. In this sense, the KG text goes beyond the parameters of a simple
dialectal text.
 I cannot accept unconditionally the claim that the translations of the Trlis, Kulakia,
Boboštica and Konikovo Gospels into vernacular Macedonian with Greek letters are only a
minor episode in the main cultural stream that corresponds to the Church Slavonic tradition and
belongs to the Bulgarian cultural tradition in the strictest sense. If this were the case, the
question arises of why churches throughout Macedonia did not use the translation of the monk
Neofit Rilski, a Bulgarian translation of the New Testament printed in Smyrna in 1840 with the
recommendation and help of the British and Foreign Biblical Society. It is well known that this
translation played a tremendous role in contemporary Bulgarian culture, especially among
Orthodox Christians, in spite of the fact that the work is a Protestant translation and that Rilski’s
grammar of was used and partly accepted by such Macedonian revivalists as Jordan Hadži
Konstantinov-Džinot.
 By the first third of the 19th century, the nation-states of Serbia and Greece were already
established. The Bulgarian state was in the formative phase called the Bulgarian vassal
principality. Considering the model one state – one autocephalous church, there was no room
for the Jerusalem patriarchy (the Church of Jerusalem) represented by Pavel Božigropski. It was
a type of supranational entity contrary to the dominant tendencies of that time.
 An analogy could be drawn between the cultural processes in Western and Eastern Europe
to help explain the cultural activity of Pavel Božigropski and his followers, his devotees. There
is an analogy with the Protestant Reformation. If God’s will is the highest principle of justice,
then  God’s  justice  is  given  only  to  perfect  Christians,  and  so  devotees  and  grammarians  are
obliged to enable individuals to know God in an appropriate language. Therefore, it was
necessary to provide vernacular translations of the New Testament. An example may be found
in the work of Primož Trubar and his 16th-century Protestant translation of the Bible into the
Slovenian Dolenjska vernacular. With this example in mind, we should accept that the
translation of the KG – the first translation into modern Macedonian – was inspired (directly or
indirectly) by the same cultural motivation that prompted the translation and publication of the
Bible and other religious texts into the vernacular languages of southeastern Europe in the 19th
century. This activity resulted from the Protestant worldview and the work of the British,
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American, and Russian Biblical Societies and the American Council, which assisted translations
into modern Bulgarian, Albanian, Romanian, Aromanian and Turkish.
 The Macedonian religious literary heritage written in the vernacular with Greek letters
raised the Macedonian vernacular to the level of a Biblical language, thus preparing the way for
its standardization. Therefore, I consider these texts, especially the KG, to manifest a period of
language stylization in preparation for standardization.
 Finally, I would like to expose the theory that the printed version of the KG represents an
unrealized project more than a finished book. The reasons for this, as this section has
endeavored to explain, can be reduced to the general position that political conditions in the
19th century strongly delayed the creation of the contemporary Macedonian state.
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