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Chapter 6 

Epilogue: 
An Outlook on Future Research 

As we have seen, there is a definite relationship between the continuous and the com
mented manuscripts. This relation is most obvious in the abstracts, which are common 
to these two groups of manuscripts. At the same time, morphological and lexical featu
res of these two groups of Apostolus MSS are shown to be common to the Epistle text 
and the Abstracts. We have also seen in a number of cases, that continuous texts could 
be made from commented, by leaving out the commentary, as probably is the case with 
the Apostolus K from the set I used for this edition. The firm links that exist between 
these two textual types of Apostolus MSS leave the third group of manuscripts, the 
Lectionaries, in an isolated position. Since this type of MSS does not contain abstracts, 
we can only use the Epistle text to draw conclusions from. Concerning the Epistle text 
itself, however, we have to bear in mind that the present edition is based on no more 
than 20 manuscripts, often read from editions, of which the readings could not all be 
checked against the original—I mention D (the Commented Apostolus of 1220) as an 
example of a highly dubious witness. Obviously, access to the original and availability 
of reliable documentation of this and other manuscripts is one of our primary deside
rata. Besides, it will be necessary to expand the number of witnesses. This involves 
the reading and transcribing of more continuous, lectionary and commented Apostolus 
manuscripts than I have done up to now. The textual basis needs to be expanded too: 
the other parts of the Lectionary (the periods from Great Lent to Pentecost and the 
weekdays from Pentecost to Great Lent) and the non-lectionary parts of the Apostolos 
still await treatment. This means that all conclusions we might draw from the pericopes 
here presented are based on and valid for barely one third of the total textual contents 
of the Apostolos: in other words, we have to be very careful regarding the scope of 
our conclusions and have to be aware that they have only a limited value. A quick 
glance at the apparatus of the pericopes here presented makes it clear that variations in 
the text of the commented or the continuous group represent, in most cases, editorial 
interventions upon the wording in the lectionaries. This is most clearly to be observed 
in the continuous F A L W and the commented manuscripts D C Tf P30. It is equally 
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clear that an inverse interpretation of dependency can be excluded. 
As already said, the also continuous manuscripts H K M T do not manifestly belong 
to this or an other group. Remarkably, these manuscripts also lack—at least partly— 
the abstracts, which are a common feature of the continuous and commented textual 
types. As far as can be concluded from the available evidence, M and T never had any 
abstracts, H only contains them for the catholic Epistles and in K only six out of ten 
possible abstracts are preserved. This leaves many questions to be answered, e.g. how 
to explain the existence of a minority of continuous Apostolos MSS without Abstracts, 
and why the manuscripts H and K provide them only for a part of the Epistles. 
Keeping in mind all these restrictions (the limited number of manuscripts, the limited 
amount of text, the fact that we are working with a constantly changing text) some 
conclusions can, nevertheless, be formulated: 

1. Three groups of Apostolos manuscripts can be distinguished, which, apart from 
their external features, show specific lexical and morphological features: the 
Lectionary, Continuous and Commented MSS. 

2. Textual variation in the continuous and the commented groups of MSS most 
often consists in editing the lectionary text, so in the MSS used for this book 
and in this part of the lectionary there is a directionality of development to be 
observed from the lectionary towards the continuous and the commented texts, 
and not inversely. 

3. Continuous and commented texts without abstracts do not fit well into the above-
formulated textual groups. They form varying alliances with the lectionaries 
and/or other groups. 

4. Apart from the above-mentioned "floating" manuscripts, variations remain well 
within the respective groups of manuscripts. This could mean that a commented 
manuscript may be expected to have been copied from a commented original, a 
continuous from a continuous and a lectionary from a lectionary. 

The consideration that the pericopes presented here barely constitute one third (or even 
less) of the complete Apostolos text should remind us even more of the fact that the 
pericopes presented in this volume are part of a work in progress. Consequently, as I 
have already said before, the text of the lectionary Apostolos pericopes which I present 
now is subject to constant changes. As an example I would like to point to Rom. 6, 21 
(Sun. Week 4), where after all I would think it a better choice to print KMM in the text 
and 'relegate' (COToptiM to the apparatus as the apparently secondary form. 
Future research on the text of the Slavic Apostolos should in my view concentrate on 
the following points: 

1. Research into the exact nature of the commented manuscripts regarding the con
tents and structure of the commentary. Until now, I encountered the Christino-
politanus with an ordering of the comments as marginal notes, the Apostolus 
Fekula 28 with commentaries ascribed to S. John Chrysostom interwoven with 
the Epistle text, the manuscripts Tf and P30 also with integrated commentary 
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and the Tolkovij Apostolus of 1220 with unknown structure and contents of the 
commentary (See for details "Description of the Manuscripts", above). It is obvi
ous that there is an urgent need for more commented Apostolus MSS to become 
accesible. Besides, the contents and the nature of the commentary in these ma
nuscripts can no longer be ignored and should consequently be investigated. 

2. Research into the exact nature of the additions conditioned by the structural type 
of text in the beginning of pericopes (most frequent are words such as EpàTkitë 
or so). See e.g. ICor. 1, 26 (Sat. Week 12). Are these words really additions 
in the lectionary or have they been in the translation right from the beginning? 
This bears upon the important question as to whether the lectionary text of the 
Apostolus was the oldest Slavic translation or still had a predecessor—possibly 
a continuous one—from which the lectionary was extracted. 

3. Checking the above-mentioned conclusions from the pericopes here presented in 
other parts of the Lectionary (Easter, Lent, weekdays and the fixed feasts) and 
in more manuscripts (again, especially manuscripts of the commented type are 
needed). 

4. For the parts of the Apostolus which do not form part of the Lectionary the same 
procedure should apply. Finally, a complete Apostolus text of the continuous 
form should be produced, together with the text of the Gospels and the Revela
tion forming the complete Old Slavic New Testament. 




