Slovo o polku Igoreve: The Text Critical Arguments
Donald Ostrowski

Doubts about the authenticity of tisdovo o polku Igoewe (hereafter the Igor' Tale)
have keen expressed since its first publication in 1B@Iince 1940, those who Ve
expanded the most time and effort on demonstrating it to be a fabrication are André Mazon,
Aleksandr Aleksandrovich Zimin, and Edward Leé¢fhan. Whildraditional scholarship has
viewed thelgor' Tale as an authentic text (non-decgplithat was composed in the late™ 2
or early 14 century another tradition has deloped that argues the textw a forgery (i.e.,
intentionally deceptie) composed in the i'@century Sill others hae recently proposed it to
be an authentic text (although unintentionally deeeptivritten at a later time in the pre-
modern period, perhaps in them_LC‘Sentury or gen early 18" century.

One problem is the manuscript in which tger' Tale was supposed to be located:he
circumstances of its diseery are unclear According to Aleksei lanovich Musin-Pushkin,
he acquired it in a chronograpkhfonograj from loil (Bykovskii), archimandrite of the
Spase hierarchical houseafkhiereiskii don) in laroslavl. The manuscript that Musin-
Pushkin claimed to va acquired is not ne extant; it was presumably lost in the Moseo
fire of 1812. Before the publication of 1800, which mayehbeen made from a cgpf the
original, a handwritten cgp(apparently not from the manuscript but from aycopit) was
made. Ithas been named the Catherineyc@ihough it is doubtful this copwas made for
Catherine II, and was diseered in 1864. The oddities of the publication of ther' Talein
1800 hae raised questions among the doubters, and the absence of a manuscript has raised a
guestion whether such a manuscripgreexisted. Thuspngoing questions of researchvba
included who claims to lva drectly seen the manuscript and what do/tsey about it?

Other guestions concern the relationship of the three full copies (Sinod. 790, Muz. 2060,
and Undol. 632), tew incomplete copies (Muz. 3045 and\® 1.4.1), short version (K-B
9/1086), and extract in a Kirillo-Belozersk Monastery reading service (K-B 382/639) of

1 For a survey d the early history of the skepticism, see BdavL. Keenan,Josef Dobovsky and the Origins of
the Igor' Tale (Cambridge, MA: Harvard Ukrainian Research Institute and the Davis Center for Russian and
Eurasian Studies, 2003), 4-12.



Zadonshchinavith each other and with tHgor' Tale. The question whether K-B 9/1086 is a
short redaction that preceded the long redaction or an abriggsidrv of the long redaction
is one of the issues in the text critical workZadonshchinand has immediate refance for
the relationship oZadonshchinao thelgor' Tale. If the long redaction is secondary to a
short redaction that K-B 9/1086 represents, then wdt@®mposed the long redactiorould
have had to hae independent access to a gab thelgor' Tale since readings from it appear
in the Long Redaction that do not appear in the short redaction.

As maly as 65 smilar passages exist between the long versiataoonshchinand the
Igor' Tale, such that it is lilely that one borrowed from the otifeDifferent answers to the
direction of borraving have been proposed. Roman Jakobson, Rufina Petrovna Dvajtrie
and Olg Viktorovich Tvorogov, for example, hae sen thdgor' Tale as primary in relation-
ship to theZzadonshchinaopies. Zimin and those who consider it to be atPrd@qtury com-
position see thdgor' Tale as secondary in relationship Eadonshchinacopies. M.A.
Shibae& and Aleksandr Grigdevich Bobros propose thaZadonshchinavas coomposed at the
same time as thigor' Tale (or at least by the same authoPresented on the next three pages
are five of the stemmata that ¥ keen devised to represent the possible relationships.

2 For these similar passages, see @ldgdrakho, “Paallels between Slovo and Zadonshchina
<http://clover.slavic.pitt.edu/qdjb/2009_aaass/strakhgarallels.pdf>, Cf. A. A. Gorskii,"Slovo o polku
Igorewe” i “Zadonshchina”: Istocdnikoveddeskie i istorik-kul'turnye poblemy (Moscav: Rossiiskaia
Akademiia nauk, 1992), 32—-69, where he listed 51 parallel readifigin discussed 23 parallel readings
(fragmenty. A. A. Zimin, Slovo o polku lg@we (St. Petersburg: Dmitrii Bulanin, 2006), 105-134.
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Source: Roman Jakobson and Dean S. Worth, 8dfonijas Tale or the Russian-Tatar Battle on thalikowvo
Field (The Hague: Mouton, 1963), 13.

R. P Dmitrieva’'s Stemma

K-B 9/4 \
Muz 2060 Undol. 632

Sinod. 790
BAN 1.4.1 Muz. 3045

o, = Zadonshchingarchetype)

B = Synodal Version

v = Undolskii Version

d = gmilarities of Sinod. 790 with Muz. 2060 and Undol. 632, not shared with K-B 9/1086

Source: R. PDmitrieva, “Vzaimootnoshenie spisk ‘Zadonshchiy i ‘Slovo’,” in “Slovo o polku Igogwe” i

pamiatniki Kulikowskogo tsikla, 262. Cf. A. A. Zimin, “Sporrye voprosy tekstologizadonshchiny Teksto-
logicheskaia skhema R. Jakobsona i ee modifikaRiigskaia literaturano. 1 (1967): 92.
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M. A. Shibaevs Semma
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feodal'noi Rossii. Sbornik statepl. 7, edited by S. N. KistevgMoscow: URSS, 2003) 56.



A. A. Zimin's Stemma
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The readings of thigor' Tale are closer to the readings in Sinod. 790 and Undol. 632
than to the readings in the other copi€sr example, the following comparison can been
seen as evidence of that proxinty.

117-1 (V= 51 on Strakhow list)
P1800: A un guBo csi, 6paTie cTApy MOMONOAUTN?
Ekall: A 4n guso cs, 6paTie cTapy IIOMOJOAUTH?

K-b 9/1086:Toro aaxe, | 6510 Hembno ctapoy nomoin|antucs (fol. 127-127)
Muz. 3045:ryTo 6pera crapy momol|rducs a mofomy utu zobwtjuu (fol. 72)
Muz. 2060:106po 651 6palre B To Bpems cTapy momondres a yaalrsl naedo nomsrratu (fol.
220)
TyTo cTapy momondres a molroay uru goberru (fol. 222)
Undol. 632:u B To Bpems cralpoy Hazobmo momomoak|ru. a oyzanelm || mnedn cpoux
nonsmats. (fol. 183-183)
TyTO |ppaTe cTapy moMonoAb|re, a Monogomy dectn | 106eTh. (fol. 187)
Sinod. 790z06pe TY 6paTe momomogeT a Mmomozomy uectu zobsrtu (fol. 40)
TYTa HOZODOE CcTapy MOMOMOZETH, & MOJOLOMY JTH gocTaTH (fol. 41V)

In addition, similar readingsxest between the K-B 9/1086 (K-B) cppf Zadonshchinand
thelgor' Talethat do not appear in gother coy of Zadonshchina

Three cases of similar readings of K-B 9/1086 anddbée Tale that
are dstinct from readings of Sinod. 790, Muz. 2060, and Undol. 632.

44-2 (no. 29 on Strakhawlist)
P1800:a Bb HUX'b TpEIelyTh cuHiu MIAbHLH,
Ekall: a Bb Huxb Tpeneny Cuniu monuin,

K-b 9/1086:a us nuxb naluors cukie moausn (fol. 125

Muz. 3045:non-extant

Muz. 2060w B Huxb Tpe|memyTs cilun monnu (fol. 218)

Undol. 632:a B | aux TpembmoyTea ciinmile monsiuen (fol. 177°)
Sinod. 7902 B Hu & Tpememy cHHNA MOHIS (fol. 38"

168-1 (no. 36 on Strakhayvlist)

P1800: ApocmaBHBIHD TAACH CABIMIMT b. 3€23UeH0 HesHAEMb, PAHO KBIUETH!

3 Section numbers in thgor' Tale are gien according to Roman Jaksen, “Edition critique d$lovq” in in

La geste du prince lgor': Epopée russe du douziéme sigelpared under the direction of Henri Grégoire,
Roman Jakobson, and Marc Szeftel\WN¥ork, 1948), 38—78P1800” represents the edition of 1800. “Ekall”
represents the so-called Catherinianycopne does find a similarity in passage 131-2—-132-2 (StxaKPReral-
lels,” Nz 54) in thelgor' Tale with Muz. 2060 (¢Tpbasu. .. sa semato Pyckymwo”) that is closer than the read-
ing in Undol. 632. This reading is absent in Sinod. 790, which allows Zimin and others to claim thatit w
have been there if a better copf the exemplar of Sinod. 790 werextant. Inother words, Undol. 632 is the
outlier here and does not accuratelyveynthey reading in the reconstruction of Zimérdemma gven above.



Ekall: SlpocmaeHbiMb rrach cABINTE: 3e23ui4er HEZHAEMb, DAHO KBIYETH.

K-B 9/1086:Tonko | 4acTo BOpoHM TpatoThb. 2o|t3uny KOKYIOTH Ha Tpoy|er mazatoun (fol.
127'-128)

Muz. 3045:non-extant

Muz. 20600 w|gut BopoHs TpaloTh Tpymy ma umusckaro (fol. 220

Undol. 632:x0 | eauuer Bopontl rpao Tpy|un nagn unveckus (fol. 184)
Sinod. 79010 TOKO YATO BOPOHEL UTpalo TpyIy desopedcka wato (fol. 40")

178-1 (no. 61 on Strakhavlist)
P1800:0 Jluenpe cnopyTunio! TH npobu.ss ec KaMeHHBISI TOPEL
Ekall: o gue npecnopyTnumo! T npobuas ecl KaMeHHEIA TOPEL

K-B 9/1086:npobu.in ecu 6epesn xapaoy prusrs (fol. 128)
Muz. 3045mpoprina eci ka|menss rop (fol. 70)
Muz. 2060:mpupsina ecu | ropsr kamensis (fol. 220)

Undol. 632:popeiia ecu To xa|mennsie ropst (fol. 184")
Sinod. 790npoptrina € kamenbs ropet (fol. 41)

If these similar readings of K-B 9/1086 and thjer' Tale are coincidental readings (ddi
son, Dmitriva, and Zimin), then thg create no problem for the traditional scholarship or for
Zimin. For Jakobsen and Dmitvi@ K-B 9/1086 is merely an abridgement of thadon-
shchinaarchetype; for Zimin, K-B 9/1086 represents the “Short Redactiodaddbnshchina
which was later revised into the “Expanded Redactidh.these similar readings are not
coincidental and iZadonshchinas secondary to th&or' Tale, then the copyist of K-B
9/1086 had to hee independent access to a g@b thelgor' Tale (Tvorogo/). If the readings
between K-B 9/1086 and thgor' Tale are not coincidental, then it is vital to determine
whether K-B 9/1086 represents an early versiodaafonshchinahat was later expanded on
(Zimin) or it represents an abridgement of the archetype (Jakobson, Danitnd Tvoro-
gov). InJohn Fennel§ apinion: “This is the great question that has to be answéred.”

If the Igor' Taleis secondary and the al®smilar readings of K-B 9/1086 and thgor'
Tale are coincidental, then whe& compiled thelgor' Tale either had access to at least 2
extant copies (Undol. 632 and Sinod. 790afionshchingMazon) or had access to a non-
extant copy of Zadonshchindahat combined features of Undol. 632 and Sinod. 790 (Zimin).
If the Igor' Tale is secondary and similar readings of K-B 9/1086 anddgbg Tale are not

4 J. L. I. Fennell, “The Recent Contasy in the Soviet Unionwer the Authenticity of theSlovq” in Russia:
Essays in History and Literatured. by Lyman H. Legters (Leiden: Brill, 1972), 10.



coincidental, then wheer compiled thelgor' Tale had access to at least 3 extant copies
(Undol. 632, Sinod. 790, and K-B 9/1086)Z#donshchingKeenan) In that case, work on
thelgor' Talewould have keen done in three (not two) stages:

(1) ZadonshchinaKirillo-Belozersk. 9/1086 = St. Petersly sage (which would also
account for Hypatian Chronicle influence).

(2) Zadonshchin&inod. 790 = 1st Moseostage

(3) Zadonshchindndol'sk. 632 = 2nd Mosaeo stage.

Another unresolved question concernsyvehy fabricator of thdgor' Tale, who would
of necessity hae had access to gnmanuscript cop of Zadonshchinawould have left it
unpublished sinc&adonshchinavas rot published until 1852. It means that abficator
would have passed wer publishing an authentic text that celebrates a Ratory to pass df
an inauthentic “pastische” (“une oeuvre récente en forme de pdstichdazons wordsp
that describes a Rudefeat.

Possible Authorship

Those who think thégor' Tale is a fabrication hae poposed various candidates as the
author Over the course of seral decades in writing about thgor' Tale, Mazon tabbed
three candidates in turn.

5 Keenan,Josef Dobowsky, 127, 161, 163, and 398eenan is ambiguous on the point ofathmany Mss of
Zadonshchin®obrovsky examined. Omage 127 of his book, after he wrote that “one can confidently assume
that Dobrasky saw’ the Kirillo-Belozersk cop of Zadonshchinahe wrote: “The record shws that Dobrasky

used and took notes on Sin. 790 and in particulawkhe Zadonshchindrom that cop, dthough he seems to
have kept the information to himséelfK eenan did not tell us ohe knows Dobrasky knew Zadonshchina
from that cog. His claim that Dobresky took notes on Sin. 790 turns out to be based auléyfconclusion of
Moiseeva's. Keenan did not say anthing there about Deskyis having access to Und. 632 oryaather copy

of Zadonshchina Then on page 395, he wrote: “Josef Dafskgy utilized at least two, and probablyveeal,
copies of theZadonshchinand the closely related Skazahiehis is where the ambiguity comes in because he
claimed on page 127 that Dokshy saw wo copies (K-B and Sin. 790) afadonshchinabut there is no state-
ment there that Dobwsky may hare ®en “seeral” copies (i.e., more than two) @adonshchinaSo i one
interprets “and probably geral” to apply toZadonshchinathen Keenan does not state that earliethe “and
probably seeral” applies to theSkazaniethen the parenthetical phrase is misplaced and should occur after
Zadonshchinathus: “at least tw copies of thezadonshchinand probably seral copies of the closely related
Skazanie.”

6 André Mazonle Slovo d’lgor(Paris: Droz, 1940), 41.



A. |. Musin-Pushkin vas Mazors first candidate. In contrast, Zimin proposed that
Musin-Pushkirs invdvement was limited to making three interpolations into tkelefore
publication. Musin-Pushkimoved from St. Peterslrg to Moscav in the 1790s, so he could
have had access to multiple copies &&ddonshchina He was vague about hisviolvement
with the first publication of the xé in 1800. Nor do we he evidence he was directly
involved with the preparation of it for publication.

Nikolai Nikolaesich Bantysh-Kamenskii (1737-1814) was Mazosgcond candidaté.

The possibility of his having been the authaswejected, among others, by N. K. Gudzii
(1950), who considered Bantysh-Kamenskii to be lacking in sufficient skill to fabricate a
12th-century tet.® Gudzii noted Bantysh-Kamenslsidfficulty in translating the te. Pre-
sumably he would not ka had difficulty translating the ¢ if he had composed or helped
compose it.

Zimin proposed Archimandrite loil (lvan Bgkskii) (1726—-1798), who also became
Mazons third and final candidat®Zimin claimed loil wrote it in the 1770s and that he must
have had access to a no-longettant coly of Zadonshchinahat combined elements of the
Undol'skii and Synodal ersions. Sinc&imin dismissed similar readings of K-B 9/1086 and
the Igor' Tale as coincidental, he thus absolved both Musin-Pushkin and loil of needing to
have acess to K-B. If loil had access to a no-longeant coly of Zadonshchindahat com-
bined elements of the Undskii and Synodal versions, then either loil degabit to conceal
the source of his falsification or it just disappeared of ws @accord since thenZimin
argued that Musin-Pushkin went forward with publication of the interpolated text only after
loil's death in 1798.

Aleksei Fedorovich Malinovskii (1762-1840) was directlyadred with publication of
the text of thdgor' Talein 1800, and he wrked in the arclvies in Moscav a long time. His
fragments lfumagi) show evidence of correspondence with at least 2 copiggadbnshchina

7 André Mazon, “L’auteur probable du Poéme d’ly@omptes rendus des séances de I'’Académie des Inscrip-
tions et Belles Lettresi0. 2 (1944): 219-220.

8 N. K. Gudzii, “Nevoiatrye dogadki prof. A. Mazona o veroiatnom avtore V@@ plku Igoreve’” lzvestiia
Akademii nauk SSSR no. 6 (1950): 495-497.

9 André Mazon, “Ivan Bykvskij, loil' L archmandrite et I'auteur dea Vérité ou etraits de notes sur la
Vérité” Revue des Etudes Slavé$ (1965): 59-88; idem, “Etapes d’un Mythe: ISédvo d’lgor', Epopée Russe
du XI1° Siécle,” Slavonic and East European Reviéd(1966): 35
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He was inolved in a bungled attempt to pas$ afforgery by Anton hanovich Bardin (d.
1841) of thelgor' Tale in 1815. Malinovskii claimed he paid Bardin in good faith for what
he thought was a genuinete He could just hae asily been paying him for maradturing

a forged copy of a fabrication. Lile Bantysh-Kamenskii, heever, he is mnsidered to be
lacking in sufficient skill to fabricate aTQbentury text, and also kkBantysh-Kamenskii, he
had difficulty in translating the e As Aleksandar Vasiljeic Solovjev wrote:

We e that the [Musin-Pushkin] circle (i.e., primarily Bantysh-Kamenskii,aiso

his assistant A..AMalinovskii) did not understand the simplesrl forms, did not
know the rules of Russian pleophgrid not comprehend such words as “shelomia,
boron., lada”; certain phrases theould not translate at all. The historical kvie
edge of the circle’ members was limited to what thdiad read “in @atishchev’'s
chronicle” and in Strittes genealogical tables. It is wlous that thg had not gen
read those chronicles that had already been publisheg.ré&fex only once (in the
edition of 1800) to the Nik chronicle (edition of 1767) and once to a comment of
Boltin’s.10

Nikolai Mikhailovich Karamzin (1766—-1826)as argued for by Klaus Trost primarily
on the basis of stylistic correspondences betweenlgbe Tale and certain works of
Karamzin written between 1789 and 1793, especially his short skoriesiia i luliia, Bed-
naia Liza and Ostrov Berngol'm1!

Prince Nikolai Aleksandrovich 'tov (1751-December 2, 1803) was suggested by
Charles A. Moser (1973% He thought Lvov was an @t candidate because, besides being a
an architect, artist, and scientist, as well as being a poet &imd) fzn interest in historye
was dso a “dilettante” and “unscrupulotis.Moser claimed lvov and I. N. Boltin
(1735-October 1792) avked on composition of thigor' Tale before 1792.L'vov, according
to Moser “somehav located [a copof Zadonshchinpearly and then destroyed or concealed
[it]” (153).

Josef Dobrusky, the Czech linguist who has been called the father wbr8&philol-
ogy, has recently been proposed bydfian. Orthe surface, Dobrovsky would seem an

10 A, V. Solov'ev [Solovjev], “Ekaterininskii spisok i pervoe izdanie S’ Slovo o polku Igoewe v perevo-
dakh kontsa vosemnadtsatogo vékeiden: Brill, 1954), 29.

11 Klaus Trost, “Karamzin und das Igorlied. Ein Beitrag zwnkoverse um die Echtheit des Igorliedes,
Anzeiger fur slavische Philologie(1974): 128-145.

12 Charles A. Moser‘The Problem of the Igor TaleCanadian-American Slavic Studig€1973): 135-154.
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obvious choice. One of the claims of those who defend the authenticity tjafielale is
that no one in Russia in the 1790s had theM@dge and ability to fabricate such ank.13
Dobrovsky, havever, had been in Russia briefly in the early 1798&enan proposed that
Dobrovsky made some notes in 1792-1793, therethem to Ivan Perfigvich Elagin. Later
Dobrovsky made some more notes and sent them to Elagin. When Elagin died in September
1793, according to Keenan, Elaginpapers must hee fallen into the hands of Musin-
Pushkin, who then must & made up the story of his obtaining the manuscript from loil.
When Musin-Pushkin called in Malinovskii and Bantysh-Kamenskii to help him editxhe te
for publication, according to this scenario, certain passages, called the “Malinovskii frag-
ments;, also composed by Dobrovsky (203), were added. When the text was published,
Dobrovsky, according to Keenan, either was disingenous or jugbtitee had written t* He
exhibited little interest in the publication. The explanation offered by Keenan is that
Dobrovskys keing on drugs and defing from some psychology malady {eee depress-
sion?) may hee aused it to slip his mind. This hypothesis has been brought into question
by Olga Srakhor on the basis of linguistic analysiShe posited that, if Dobrovsky wrote the
Igor' Tale, it should reflect at least some of his linguisticwseabout 1%- or 13th-century
Slavonic. But, after a close analysis of Dobsy’s views and a comparison of them with the
linguistic forms in thelgor' Tale, Strakhos concluded there is no correspondence between
them1®

In addition, there is no direct evidence Dobrovsky had accessytoogm of Zadon-
shchina For example, no mention of yarcopy of Zadonshchinappears in his noteslhe
reference to thegor' Tale in his review of Karamzin'sHistory is based on reading it in
Karamzin. Dobrgsky does mention a manuscript in the Synodal Libnahich led Galina

13 pushkin claimed none of the “‘T&entury [Russian] writers had enough talent” to composégihre Tale,

except for Karamzin, but he was not a poet. Derith&id not even know the Russian languagend the rest
“did not possess as much poetry as one can find in lanadaament..”. A. S. Rushkin, Pdnoe sobanie

sochinenij 16 wols. (Moscav and Leningrad: Akademiia nauk SSSR, 1937-1959) 12: 147-148.

14 Keenan Josef Dobovsky, 421 and fn. 58.
15 Olga Srakhov, “The Linguistic Practice of the Creator of tlyor' Tale and the Linguistic éws of Josef

Dobrovsky,” Palaeoslavicall (2003): 36—67.See also herA' New Book on the Origin of thégor' Tale: A
Backward Step,Palaeoslavical? (2004): 204—-238.
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Nikolaevna Moisega 0 conclude, and Keenan to accept, that Debky had seen the
manuscript in which the Synodal gopf Zadonshchinavas. Asit turns out, there are 12
manuscripts in the Synodal Library collection that fit the description Dobrowsksy é\nd
even if Dobrovsky had seen Synod. 790, he did nottatte that he sa Zadonshchinan it.
Dobrovsky spent a relately short time in the Russian arebs, so he could not kia £en
evaything. Hisexposing a fogery later in Bohemia shows he was not interested in support-
ing forgeries ordbrications. Ithe had known something he had done while doodling in the
archives was being used as an authentic text, he probably would vetdraained silent.

Tatiana Fefer proposed Fewf Prolopovich was the author of thHgor' Tale in the early
18" century on the basis of similarity in wording and theme between it anaregliay
Vladimir and some of his otherosks1® She speculated that he wrote it for “someone in the
future, or ... amply for personal satisfaction” because “Faw$ talent, superior erudition
and critical mind could not possibly @ found their literary expression in his time” (111).
She made no attempt, wever, to explain hav he @uld hare had access tdadonshchinar
how his “forgery” would hae wound up in a chronograph in a laroslambnastery.

While the traditionalists gue that theégor' Tale is primary in relation t&Zadonshchina
and the skeptics argue that tlgor' Tale is secondary in relation tdadonshchinasome
scholars hee agued that thegor' Tale is not primary bt not a fabrication eitheBoth
Shibae and Bobro consider it to be an authentic work of tH& Quarter of the 18 century,
but attributed its composition to different authorShibae attributed authorship to Sofonii of
Riazanl’” and Bobre attributed authorship to Efrosin of the Kirillo-Beloozerskii
Monastery8 Both scholars argue that their respeetiandidate wrked on it while he as
working onZadonshchina In this way, they can explain readings iiadonshchindghat seem
to be secondary in relation to tigor' Taleand vice versa.

16 Tatiana Fefer“Did the ‘Heretic’ Feadin Prolopovit Write theSlovo o polku Igoeve?” Russian Liteature 44
(1998): 41-115.

17 M. A. Shibae, “Zadonshchina’, ‘Sleo o mlku Igoreve’ i K irillo-Belozerskii monastyy” in Ocherki feo-
dal'noi Rossii. Sbornik staterol. 7, edited by S. N. KistevdMoscow: URSS, 2003) 29-57.

18 Aleksandr Bobre, “Problema podlinnosti ‘Sim o mlku Igoreve’ i Efrosin Belozerskif, Acta slavica
iaponica22 (2005): 238-298.
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One problem with the single-authof-both-works theory is the presence of certain pas-
sages that auld seem to suggest the author of one text did not understand what the author of
the other text wrote. In thigor' Tale we find two mentions of//k.1o.11ane. 112!

32-1 (Strakhwg, “Paallels,” Nz 25)
P1800:0 pyckas zemue! yxe za lllenomsinems ecu.

Ekall: O Pyckas semmnel Yxe za lllomomanemsb ecn

47-1P1800:0O Pyckas semnb! yxe ne lllenomsinemt ecu.

Ekall: O Pyckas zemnel yxe He nenomsaHems ecu.

The meaning of/e.i0.a1awe.a1% (OF wesoamrane s OF Hlo.ao.aane.ars) is not clear here. It

could mean a hill, a ridge of mountains, a ridge pole of a tent, the roof ridge of a house, a hel-
met, a place name, a persomame, or something else entirélBohdan Struminski sug-
gested “hill ridges” devied from co.1o.11ame.115.29 If wie.roaramears meanshill, then the
skeptics raise the question, what hill? One response by thedsslia the authenticity of the

lor' Tale is that there was a hill that was on the boundary betweentBialo territory in the
steppe and Kian territory. No ather source, haever, refers to such a hill. Another sugges-

tion has been that an attempt is being made here to distinguish between the flat steppe where
the Polovtsians Vie and the hilly terrain of Kie2! Thus, weorarnessn should be under

stood as a plural meanirmjls. If so, then that creates a problem because in one case (32-1)
the Rusland is already beyond the hills, but in the second case (47-1) presumably later in
time as the Rugprinces are moving further into the steppe, the' Ruxl is already not
beyond the hills.Zenkovsky, anong others, treats the second rendering (in 47-1) as a corrup-
tion of the earlier passage (32-1), which itself is already un@edrtranslates both passages

as “O Russian land! You are already far beyond the Rills.”

19 Max VasmerEtimologicheskii slovar' russko iazyka 4 vols. (Moscov, 1964-1973), 4: 424—425.
20 Bohdan Struminski, “Prenance and Transmission of tBeovoText,” Russian Raew47 (1988): 254, 257.

21 slovar'-spravobnik “Slova o polku Igeeve”, comp. V L. Vinogradwa, 6 vols. (Leningrad, 1965-1984), 6:
177-178.

22 sege A. Zenbvsky, Medieval Russias Epics, Chronicles, andales rev. ed. (Nev York: E. P Dutton,
1974), 172 and 174.
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In Zadonshchinave find a parallel phrasing

K-B 9/1086:3emitst ecu poyckast. Kalkn ecn Oblina gocenena 3a Lpe|mb 3a comoMoHo
(fol. 126)

Muz. 3045:not extant

Muz. 2060:pykas semst. To Ti € ka 3a comomolmomts npms (fol. 218)

Undol. 632:poyckas semma To | mepBoe ecn Ka 3a mapem | 3a comomono moberama. |
(fol. 178)

Sinod. 790385 pesdckas Tend 60 € koko 30 comomond' wapd'mobriramu (fol. 38")

To be aure, the meaning of this line ibadonshchinas at best elliptical. It might be under
stood to mean something éikthe Rus(or Riazal) land is as that which first occurred in the
time of Tsar Solomoh.This meaning could be seen to fit in with the notion that all of his-
tory is merely a recapitulation of biblical historyhe point is, havever, no matter whether
one thinks thdgor' Tale reading (either one) or théadonshchinaeading is primaryand
that one borrowed from the oth@ne has a problem in attempting to explainviibe bor
rower seemed to misunderstand the passage he is borrowing from if he composed both texts.
Those who heae dne tet critical work on thdgor' Tale are divided as to its authentic-
ity and its relationship t@adonshchinaThose who hee dubted the authenticity of the
Igor' Tale have been quick to raise tough questions about the text and that relationship b
slow to provide convincing answers. Those whovéaccepted the authenticity of thgor'
Tale have been quick to presume théaveprovided convincing answers to the text puzzles
but slow to accept that the questions may be tougher thandteewilling to acknowledge.



