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ROBERT ROMANCHUK (Tallahassee, FL, USA)

EFROSIN OF KIRILLOV AND AN INTERPOLATED
PRINCELY GENEALOGY IN THE ZADONSHCHINA

The copy of the Zadonshching made in fall 1475 by Efrosin, monk of the
Kirillo-Belozerskii Monastery (Kir.-Bel. no. 9/1086, ff. 123-130v) is the ear-
fiest and the shortest complete text — that is, one neither damaged materially
nor consisting only of excerpts — of the famous fifteenth-century Muscovite
epic of the Battle of Kulikovo Field (1380)." Efrosin is known primarily as an
editor of texts, and the precise nature of his redaction of the Zadonshchina
has been a matter of considerable (if oblique) debate. Thus, Rufina Dmitrieva

considered that Efrosin epitomized a long ur-Zadonshchina (reflected more -

or tess faithfully in three later copies: Muz. no. 2060 [mid-sixteenth century],
Sin. no. 790 [mid-seventeenth century], and Und. no. 632 [1660s]),> charac-
teristically abbreviating passages and neglecting altogether the text's second
half, which includes the attack of the Rus’ reserves, the rout of the Tatars,
and an encomium to the dead; while Aleksandr Zimin held that the Kirillov
‘monk transmitted essentially the whole Zadonshching as it existed in the late
fifteenth century — i.e., a short redaction, maximally close to oral perform-
ance or even transcribed by Efrosin himself — and that this short text was only
expanded into a long redaction (and given a “second half”) in the 1530s. Fur-
ther, Zimin argued that Efrosin incorporated into the epic various bookish

1. Kir.-Bel. no. 9/1086 is described in M. D Kagan, N. V. Ponyrko, and M. V. Rozhdestven-
skaia, "Opisanie sbornikov XV v. knigopistsa Efrosina," Trudy Otdela drevnerusskoi literatury
35 (1980): 105-44; its comporent parts have been dated in S. N. Kisterev, "Kodikologicheskie
nabliudeniia nad efrosinovskinn sbomikom s "Zadonshchinoi"," Arkhiv russkoi istorii, no. 3
(1993). The best editions of Efrosin’s Zadonshchina are D. S. Likhachev and L. A. Dmitriev,
eds., Stovo o polku Igoreve i pamiatniki kulikovskogo tsikla: K voprosu o vremeni napisaniia
"Slova” (Moscow: Nauka, 1966), 548-50, and B. A. Rybakov and V. A. Kuchkin, eds., Pamiat-
niki Kulikovskogo tsikla (St. Petersburg: Russko-Baltiiskii informatsionnyi tsentr BLITs, 1998),
88-94. Both give the old folidtion (the reader should add one folio for the new numbering). Fac-
simile editions are found in Pavel Simoni, Zadonshchina po spiskam XV-XVII stoletii.
Zadonshchina Velikogo kniazia gospodina Dimitriia Ivanovicha i brata ego kniazia Volodimira
Andreevicha po Kirillobelozerskomu spisku 1470 gg, vol. 3, Pamiatniki starinnogo russkogo
iazyka i slovesnosti XV-XVIII stoletii (Petrograd: RAN, 1922), plates i-xvi; Aleksei Shmarinov,

" ed., Na pole kulikovskom: Rasskazy russkikh letopisei i voinskie povesti XII-XV vekov (Moscow:
Mdlodaia gyardiia, 1980), 175-88 (incomplete).

2. For the most recent dating of these copies, see Rybakov and Kuchkin, eds., Pamiatniki , .

124-25, 65-96, 110-11.
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elements, including reminiscences of Josephus Flavius’s History of the Jew-
ish. War and the “Judgments of Solomon”; these “literary” passages are like-
wise found in ail other — later — complete copies of the Zadonshchina.®

Yet neither Zimin nor Dmitrieva were able to reach definite conclusions
about Efrosin's editing of the Zadonshchina. As distinct from her detailed
findings concerning Efrosin’s editorial work on Josephus, the Palaia, and the
Pilgrimage of Hegumen Daniil, Dmitrieva could not identify or reconstruct
the antegraph of Efrosin’s Zadonshchina and thus demonstrate the long ver-
sion's epitomization at the hands of the Kirillov redactor. Similarly, Zimin
was not able to prove that the bookish amplifications from Josephus and the
“Judgments” he detected in the Zadonshchina originated with Efrosin at
Kirillov; as compeliing as their presence in the texts may be (both Josephus
and the “Judgments” were indeed available at Kirillov’s library by the 1470s,
and both were copied and attentively redacted by Efrosin), these passages are
only circumstantial evidence for the Zadonshchina’s transcription and early

" editing at Kirillov, and its expansion in later decades.*

Some time ago, while working with Efrosin’s miscellanies at the Russian
National Library in St. Petersburg, I came across (in my opinion) probative
evidence that Efrosin made substantial additions to the Zadonshchina. As was
the case with Zimin’s bookish interpolations from Josephus and the “Judg-
ments,” the passage 1 wish to focus on in this article — a princely genealogy —
is present in Efrosin’s copy in Kir.-Bel. no. 9/1086 and in all other complete
copies of the Zadonshchina; like Zimin’s passages, the sources of the geneal-
ogy are well contextualized in Kirillov’s library and its history. However, my
evidence has two virtues that have not yet been (but conceivably could be)
demonstrated for Zimin’s passages: it is culled from a close — and closely
datable —- analysis of Efrosin’s own codices, and the sources in question are
reflected more than once in Efrosin’s text of the Zadonshchina itself. I may
therefore assign the princely genealogy’s appearance in the epic to Efrosin’s
hand with a high probability — and, by analogy, strengthen Zimin’s case for

3. Cf. R. P. Dmitrieva, "Priemy redakiorskoi pravki knigopistsa Efrosina," in "Slovo o polku
Igoreve” i pamiatiki Kulikovskogo tsikla (Moscow: Nauka, 1966); A. A. Zimin, "Dve redaktsii

. Zadonshchiny [K istorii teksta Zadonshchiny]," Trudy Moskuvskogo gosudarstvennogo istoriko-
arkhivnogo instituta 24 (1966). See also Zimin's edition: A. A. Zimin, ed., Zadonshchina. Drev-
nerusskaia pesnia-povest’ o Kulikovskoi bitve (Tula: Priokskoe knizhnoe izdatel'stvo, 1980): text

and translation of Kir.-Bel. no. 9/1086 and Muz. no. 2060 copies, and reconstruction of the long

redaction; and the recent publication of his lorg-unavailable monograph: A. A. Zimin, Slove o
polku Igoreve (St. Petersburg: Dmitrii Bulanin, 2006), which has finally seen the light of day
thanks to great efforts by the intellectually scrupulous Oleg Tvorogov. .

4. For the availability of Josephus and the “Judgments” (the latter incorporated intc the
Palaia) and Efrosin's work with them, see, e.g., Dmitrieva, "Priemy"; la. S. Lur'e, "Une légende
inconnue de Salomon et Kitovras dans un manuscrit du X Ve siécle,” Revue des Etudes Slaves 43,

. b
no. 1-4 {1964).
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the interpolations he identified; my evidence will also support Zimin’s
stemma of the Zadonshchina. As genealogy is a topic beloved of Prof. Nor-
man Ingham, recipient of this Festschrift, and moreover as sorting out the re-
dactions of the Zadonshchina will help shed light on the dating of the Slovo o
polku Igorevé — a problem that has engaged Norm for several years — I am
delighted to publish this evidence, for the first time, in his honor.

It has long been known that Efrosin copied chronicle entries that describe
the events of several years (beginning with 1380) into the end of his text of
the Zadonshchina (Kir.-Bel. no. 9/1086, ff. 129v-130v).” He does not break
the text or add a new rubricated heading at f. 129v, which indicates that he
considered these entries to be an integral part of his Zadonshchina — and that
he considered the Zadonshchina a historical text, as distinct from a work of
belles-lettres, but that is a topic for another article. The source of these entries |
is Efrosin’s short Ruskoi Ilétopisets’ (sewn ca. 1475-8 into Kir.-Bel. no.
22/1099; the whoie text, apart from its start [f. 14v] and end [f. 15], was cut
out by Pavel Stroev and rebound into another codex, now Pog. no. 1554, as
ff. 13-19v),® which itself derives from the “Kirillo-Belozerskii Svod” or
“North Russian Svod” compiled at Kirillov in 1472, based on records of the
Rostov bishopric and partly preserved in the Ermolin Chronicle as well as
other short chironicles.” The only significant difference between these entries
in Efrosin’s Ruskoi létopisets’ and in his Zadonshchina is that the latter ver-
sions in most cases note the number of years that have passed since the Battle
of Kulikovo Field (e.g., “a year after the Zadonshchina,” “on the third year
after the Zadonshchina,” and so on).®

Yet to the best of my knowledge, it has never been noted that Efrosin alsc
copied an excerpt from a princely geneaiogy that opens the very same Ruskoi
[étopisets’ into the start of his Zadonshchina. (Shakhmatov hypothesized that
this genealogy was first edited and compiled into his proposed “Svod of

5. See Kagan, Ponyrko, and Rozhdestvenskaia, "Opisanie,” 120-21.

6. Kir.-Bel. no. 22/1099 is described and dated in ibid., 7-105. For the leaves cut out by
Stroev see Kagan, Ponyrko, and Rozhdestvenskaia, "Opisanie," 12, with bibliography.

7. For the bulk of the text of Efrosin’s létopisets’ see A. A. Zimin, "Kratkie letopistsy XV-
XVIUvv.," Istoricheskii arkhiv 5 (1950): 22-27; for the beginning and end see Kagan, Ponyrko,
and Rozhdestvenskaia, "Opisanie,” 11-12; on the "Kirillo-Belozerskii Svod" see la. S. Lur'e, "Le-
topisanie XV v. i Kirillo-Belozerskii monastyr," in Letopisi i khroniki. Sbornik. statei 1973 g.
(Moscow: Nauka, 1974); la. S. Lur'e, Obshcherusskie letopisi XIV-XV yv. (Leningrad: Nauka,
1976), 201-09. .

8. Cf. Simoni, Zadonshchina, plates xiv-xvi, and Zimin, "Kratkie letopistsy XV-XVI vv.,"
25, ) ,
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1448 an excerpt is preserved in the Sofiia First Chronicle, and it 1s found in
its entirety in the “young” recension of the Novgorod First Chronicle; Efrosin

first copied the genealogy into Kir.-Bel. no. 9/1086, ff. 521-523 at the start of

the 1470s, whence it was apparently compiled into the “Kirillo-Belozerskii
Svod” as well.Y’ The version of the genealogy from Efrosin’s Ruskoi lé-
topisets’ in Kir.-Bel. no. 22/1099 (f. 14v), written out vﬂiooz 1472 and fall
1475,"° begins:

Ilepsviu kn(n)se B Pycu Propuxw(.) Propuxosuy Hzops() Vropesud
C(emyrocnap(.) C(esa)rocnasuy Bioaumeps Benuxu(.) Bosodumeposuy
Apocnaew() Spocnasua Beensononas(.) Bceerononosuue Brnogumeps
Manomax(.) BriomimMeposna 10pun(.) ¥Opueruu Beeponons. (Here and
below, italics szm.v:

Compare the passage near the opening of Efrosin’s Zadonshchina in Kir.-
Bel. no. 9/1086 (ff. 123v-124):

Ton 60 Bewnn BosHb BOCK/alas CBOM 3NaThid MEPCTH HA YKUBHIL
CTPYHBI. MOALIE CAABY PYCCKBIMMb KH(s1)3eMb. ITepgomy ku(%)30 Popu-
ky. Heopro Popurosuu(io). u C(sa)rocnasy Spocnasumo. Apocnagy Bo-
JI0OUMEPOBUYID. BOCXBAIAN UXD HECMM Y TYC/EHBIMM OYMHBIMY CJIOBE-
cbl. THa pycckaro r(o)c(moam)Ha xH(s)3a Jmurpua Meanosuy(a). u Gpa-
T2 ero kH(x)3s Bononumepa Ounpeeruy(a).t'

The textual dependence of the passage in the Zadonshchina on the geneal-
ogy from the Ruskoi l¢topisets’ is apparent: Efrosin has even retained the
formulaic opening “pervyi kniaz’.” The only significant differences are the
removal of Volodimer the Great and the replacement of Sviatoslav I Igore-
vich with Sviatoslav 1I Jaroslavovich (probably carelessness on Efrosin’s
part). Without this bookish interpolation, the cola of what was certainly once
an “oral text” seem to come back into balance:

9. See A. A. Shakhmatov, Obozrenie russkikh letopisnykh svodov XI V-XVI . (Moscow: lz-
datel'stvo AN SSSR, 1938), 171-75. For Efrosin’s copy in Kir.-Bel. no. 9/1086 see Kagan,
Ponyrko, and Rozhdestvenskaia, "Opisanie,” 141-42 (with bibliography); for dating, see
Kisterev, "Nabliudeniia."

10. Not only is this genealogy apparently a source for the Zadonshchina, securely dated to
fall 1475, but the bestiary entries from the Palaia copied into the same section of Kir.-Bel. no.
22/1099 (at £. 31v) precede Efrosin’s copying of excerpts from John the Exarch’s Hexaemeron in

Kir.-Bel. no. /1086, ff. 201-220, also dated to fall 1475 (see Kisterev, "Nabliudeniia" v The

1472 date of the "Kirillo- wo_ONnaw: Svod" serves as the first terminus.
11. Cited from Kagan, mo:vino and Rozhdestvenskaia, "Opisanie," 11. Ty
12. Cited from Sirnoni, Zadonshchina, plate ii. ,

Efrosin of Kiritlov.and an Interpolated Princely Genealogy in the Zadonshchina 357

BOCKJIaZIas CBOM 3J1aThi4 NIEPCTHI Ha KMBHISL CTPYHEL.
TIOSIIE CNABY PYCCKBIUMB KH(S)3€Mb.
BOCXBAISA UXB [IECMH U TYCIEHBIMH GYMHBIMM CJIOBECEL.

Efrosin’s interpolation of this excerpt from a Kievan genealogy into the
Muscovy-centric Zadonshchina does not make any claim on behalf of the
Moscow grand princes to the “Kievan succession,” such as Muscovite scribes
were beginning to advance at about the same time — indeed, this “succession”
is implied by the genealogy in Efrosin’s Ruskoi létopisets’, which lists the
Rus’ grand princes from Riurik to Vasilii II {the Blind] and is interrupted be-
tween Vsevolod III and laroslav I with the words “Ot togo zhe Vsévoleda
Moskov’skyé kn[ialzi.”'® In the Zadonshchina, Efrosin is not providing
Dmitrii Donskoi’s pedigree, a point that Volodimer’s absence from the list
makes abundantly clear. Rather, he is using the genealogy as a historical
gloss; specifying the Kievan princes to whom “Boian” sang, just as the narra-
tor — presumably Sofonii Riazanets, named in Efrosin’s rubric — writes, or
perhaps sings, to the Moscow princes Dmitrii and Volodimer in the line that
follows (which I emend differently than does Zimin): “{Potom zhe napisa-
khom zhalost” i pokhvalu] na russkago g(o)s(podi)na kn(ia)zia Dmitria Iva-
novich(a), i brata ego kn(ia)zia Volodimera Ondréevich(a).”"*

1.

Let us now glance at the corresponding place in the later manuscripts of
the long redaction: Muz. no. 2060, Sin. no. 790, and Und. no. 632. The mid-
sixteenth-century Muz. no. 2060 has the following list at ff. 215v-216:

13. Cited from Kagan, Ponyrko, and Rozhdestvenskaia, "Opisanie," 11. Note, however, that
Efrosin seems to foreground the Muscovite “Kievan succession” inadvertently: he has copied
only the first pértion of the genealogy, which continues with the rubrics “A ot togo zhe Vsevo-
loda Rostov’skia kniazi”; “A ot togo zhe Vsevoloda Tfér’skia kniazi”; “A ot togo zhe Vsevoloda
Belozer'skia kniazi.” See A. N. Nasonov, "Letopisnyi svod XV veka (po dvum spiskam)," in Ma-
terialy po istorii SSSR. Il. Dokumenty po istorii XV-XVII w., ed. A. A. Novosel'skii (Moscow:
Izdatel'stvo AN SSSR, 1955): 320-21.

14. There is a lacuna in Efrosin’s text here (which indicates that the Kir.-Bel. no. 9/1086
copy'of the Zadpnshchina is, at least in part, an apograph of an already edited text); I fill it, like
Zimih, with material from Sin. no. 790: ¢f. Likhachev and Dmitriev, eds., Slovo, 551 (f. 36v). In
his translation (only), however, Zimin emends the previous ling with a later passage from Sin.
no..790 (f. 37): “1 pomianem p&smi i guslenymi buinymi slovesi na russkago gospodina kniazia
Drmitria ., . (my back-translation: cf. Zimin, ed., Zadonshchina, 29). Zimin’s emendment does
not follow mH,BZ: s punctuation (I assume that the eye-skip occurred at a punctuation 535 nor
does it attempt to deal with the preposition na, which my version does (albeit poorly).
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Tot GOIOH BOCKJIANUIE rOpa3fibis CBOS HEPCTHI HA JKUBBIA CTPYHBI U
positre KH(%)3eMb PYCKUMB CII(A)Bbl: nepeys ciagy m.mmzxsé\ KH(1)310
ruesckomy Heopw Piopuxosuu(io), 2 — BENHKOMY KH{A}310 W:mnsama
C(esiyrocnasuu(o), mpennow — Apociagy Borodumeposuwio.

At f. 37, the mid-seventeenth-century Belarusian Bwsvcmoavﬁ Sin. no. 790
offers:

Torps 60 Aen moxXBansl Remy OYMHBIU HAKNAZACTh CBOM OElNbli pyLs
HO 3J70THI CTPYHBI, MOAIIC PYCKMM KHA3EM HOXBaNy: HepEOMY KHA3IO
pyckomy Ha semnu Kuesckou Pypuxy, BEIHKOMY KHS3IO mw%ohxzon%
CserocnaBelvy, eruxomy kuasio Epocnagy Bonodumeposuyy.

Finally, the somewhat younger Und. no. 632 has the following variant at
ff. 172-172v:

+ Tot GospuH BOCKIajOIIE ropa3Hasi CBOK NMEPCTHl HA MUBBIA CTPYIIhI
(sic), noswa pyckum ku(s)zem cn(a)By: nepgomy Ku(s)310 KUEBCKOMY
Heopio bapuxosuyio, U BEIIMKOMY KH{31)310 w:mbﬁ_mtv\ BcecnagbeBnyio,
u genuxomy Kkn(s)si0 HApocnagy Bonodumeposuyio.

* The progressioen from Efrosin’s list to the variants w,o::a :.,. ﬁ.:m EM“HM-
scripts of the long redaction is as evident as %& of ﬁ.:m qmsmuémm_‘o: og m
same passage from Efrosin’s Ruskoi [étopisets’ into his Nm&cxmwnfxﬂ ost
tellingly, the formulaic “pervyi” (and, in two of three cases, the m._«: wﬂo?S
kniaz’”) that opened the princely genealogy and was n.%%@ into Kir.- el. d%.
9/1086 is retained: in Sin. no. 799 it is attached to WE:W s name, while the
name of his son has dropped out; the other two manuscripts, ENEA&«M Smo“
to Igor’ Riurikovich — or some variant of his name, or some trait — as »_._.M.mﬁr

while the dynastic founder Riurik himself has been forgotten. The little-
known and out-of-place Sviatosiav II Iaroslavovich rm.m been, c:amamﬁm:mm_udr
replaced by Volodimer the Great, a focus of Muscovite d@mo:am of legitima-
tion."® Volodimer’s name, which must have entered the protograph of a.ﬁ
long redaction while both Riurik’s and Igor’ Riurikovich’s names were still

15. Cited from Likhachev and Dmitriev, eds., Slovo, 541.

16. Ibid., 551. , ‘

17. Ibid. , 536. - \

:\w. See the essays in Jaroslaw Pelenski, The Contest for the Legacy of Kievan Rus chcﬁmﬁ
Col.: East European Monographs, 1998).

Efrosin of Kirillov and an Interpolated Princely Genealogy in the Zadonshchiria 359

present, is unlikely to have been derived from the princely genealogy, a part
of Efrosin’s academic milieu at Kirillov.®

I will conclude with an excursus. The question of utrum in alterum here —
which came first, the short or the long Zadonshchina? - is of more than Just
specialist interest, as the answer is (of philological necessity) bound to the
question of the twelfth-century provenance of the Slovo o polku [goreve.
Simply put: according to all existing stemmata, if the short Zadonshching (as
represented by Efrosin’s text) has precedence, and was only expanded into its
long redaction at a later date, then the Sloveo must post-date that long redac-
tion, as it is far closer to it ~ in particular, it shares material with the second
half of the long Zadonshchina, not present in the short version.”® If, on the
other hand, the long Zadonshchina has precedence, and if Efrosin was re-
sponsible only for its epitome, then this particular objection to the Slovo’s an-
tiquity falls away. The reader may consult the following stemmata, kindly
provided to me by Donald Ostrowski.”' 1 do not discount the possibility that,
following a thorough examination of the texts of the Zadonshchina and their
sources, some scholar will build a better sternma 22

Florida State University

19. For this milieu see chapter 5 of Robert Romanchuk, Byzantine Hermeneutics and Peda-
gogy in the Russian North: Monks and Masters at the Kirillo-Belozerskit Monastery, 1397-150]
(Toronto: Univ. of Toronto Press, 2007).

20. For a detailed discussion see A. A. Zimin, "Tekstologiia Prostrannoi Zadonshchiny,"
Uchenye zapiski NII pri Sovete Ministrov Chuvashskoi ASSR 47 (1969).

21. These stemmata are slated to appear in the introduction to the publication of three of
Aleksandr Zimin’s articles in Studies in Russian History, edited by Russell Martin and Donald
Ostrowski. Dr. @strowski first distributed the stemmata on February 27, 2004 during his presen-
tation at the Bighth Annual Winter Workshop in Medieval and Early Modern Slavie Studies,
UCLA. They are based on those in J. L. L Fennell, "The Recent Controversy in the Soviet Uniion
over the Authenticity of the Slovo," in Russia: Essays in History and Literature, ed. Lymann H.
Legters (Leiden: Brill, 1972), 11-12, 15, which in tun are parily based on those in Likhachev
and Dmitriev, eds., Slovo.

22. Two recent, substantially documented proposals have been made by M. A. Shibaev,
""Zadonshchina", "Slovo o polku Igoreve" i Kirillo-Belozerskii monasiyr," Ocherki feodal’noi

3

Rossii 7 (2003) (the Zadonshching and Slovo were both composed at Kirillov Monastery in the

third quarter of the fifteenth century by Sofonii Riazanets) and Aleksandr Bobrev, "Problema
podlinnasti "Slova o poiku Igoreve” i Efrosin Belozerskii," Acta Slavica Taponica 22 (2005) (the

Zadonshchina and Slovo were both composed at Kirillov Monastery in the third quarter of the
fifteenth century by Efrosin).
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Roman Jakobson’s Stemma
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R. P. Dmitrieva's Sremma
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O. V. Tvorogov’s Stermma
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A. A. Zimin’s Stemma
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o = Archetype of Zadonshchina
{3 = “Short Redaction” of Zadonshchina
¥ = “Expanded Redaction” of Zadonshching
- & = Undol’skii Version .
€ = Synodal Version .
_ § = Protograph of Undol’skii 632
7 = similarities of Sinod. 790 with Muz. 2060 and Undol. 632, not shared with X-B 9/1086
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