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This article investigates to what extent features of the “Cynic-Stoic diatribe” (a dialogical mode
of exposition encountered in polemical-didactic writings, which originated in Hellenistic
Greek) are reflected in the writings of Iosif Volotskii (Joseph of Volokolamsk), most notably
in his main polemical treatise against the so-called “Judaizers”, known as the “Prosvetitel”
(“Enlightener;” henceforth: P). The phenomenon of the diatribe will first be briefly introduced,
both as regards its Greek origins as well as its transfer into Old Church Slavonic and its further
development in Orthodox Slavic writings from the 10 century onwards. Next, some attention
will be devoted to Iosif’s background and the context of P.Some of the main features of the
diatribe in P will then be presented and their use will be compared to Slavic translated texts
as well as their Greek originals. It will be shown that the features of the diatribe in P.occur in
an attenuated form and thus can be considered a residue of the diatribal mode of discourse
organization. At the same time, some of these features clearly serve a pragmatic purpose of
subjectivizing the discourse. This latter issue will be discussed on the basis of terminology
developed by Fr. Récanati (1997), H. Clark (1996) and others.

Keywords: diatribe, Iosif Volotskii, historical pragmatics, parenthetical verbs, subjectification.

The Cynic-Stoic diatribe

The Cynic-Stoic diatribe is a dialogical mode of exposition, consisting of a set of
rhetorical devices typically used in texts of a polemical-didactic character. The diatribe
originated in Hellenistic times, most notably in the works of popular philosophers such as
Bion (c.335-245 BC) and Teles (fl. c. 235 BC), and became increasingly popular in Roman
times, most notably through the works of Epictetus (c. 50-135 AD). Diatribal texts are not
to be classified as a separate genre, though, but rather as a mode of discourse organization
that can be encountered in texts of various genres. Typically, diatribal discourse is char-
acterized by a dramatically performed discussion with an imagined interlocutor, whose
views are strongly refuted as being logically flawed, morally inconsistent, heretical, etc.
The diatribe remained popular in the Greek-speaking world over several centuries and
was implemented in Biblical and Patristic writings, too, most notably by the apostle Paul
in his epistle to the Romans and the church father Chrysostom in many of his homilies.
Through the widespread translation of these writings into Slavic from the 9"/10® century
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onwards, the diatribe entered the Orthodox Slavic realm many centuries after its initial
use in Hellenistic times'.

The main impulse to the study of the diatribe in Biblical texts was given by R. Bult-
mann’s [Bultmann 1910] analysis of Paul’s Epistle to the Romans. Follow-up studies, such
as the one by S. K. Stowers [Stowers 1981] and A.]. Malherbe [Malherbe 1980], also con-
centrate on Paul’s epistles. The implementation of the diatribe by Greek-speaking Patristic
authors has so far been investigated rather scantily? Yet, in Patristic writings, the diatribe
was deemed especially suitable to enter into a crusade against the various heresies that
were around at the time by the intermediary of a fictitious opponent. The main charac-
teristic of diatribal style, viz. the dramatic performance of a lively dialogue with a ficti-
tious interlocutor, results in two levels of communication that need to be distinguished in
the light of their discursive and rhetorical functions. One is the fictitious level, on which
the author addresses his heretical opponent. The other is the real-life level, on which the
author addresses his actual audience, e. g. a preacher addresses his hearers in church or
the author of a book addresses his intended readership. This is important to underline,
as censoring, reproving utterances are not intended for the actual audience, but for the
fictitious, heretical interlocutor. To demarcate the two levels, parenthetical verbs are often
used, most notably ¢#oi(v) in Greek and peue or peuewu in Slavic. This will be discussed
in more detail below, e. g. on the basis of example (14).

Even though the Greek Patristic sources have been understudied in regard to the use
of diatribal strategies, research into its implementation in Slavic cannot be left in abeyance
until a full study of the phenomenon in Greek is on its way. The main linguistic manifesta-
tions of the diatribe in Greek and Slavic are presented in tabular form (Table 1).

Table 1. Diatribal formulae in Greek and Slavic

Greek Slavic Function
AL “but..” " i(;a;agiarrl; ;);‘ 2(1) I‘;;(:)I;t;igiction”, the objection of the
7{ 00v “what then?” T 0B (to introduce a false conclusion)
un yévoiro “far be it from me” | ne BRAHM (to rebut a false conclusion)
opac “don’t you see?” BHAS AM / BHAHILK AM | (addressed to the imaginary opponent)
(@) &vOpwme “(0) man” CAORBYE (addressed to the imaginary opponent)
eimé por “tell me!” phLH MH (to elicit a response from the imaginary opponent)
parenthetical groi “says (he)” | peve / peverum (to demarcate the opponent’s “contradiction”)

! Tts most conspicuous exponents that have been identified so far are the 1073 “Izbornik” [Kakridis
2020] and Chrysostom’s homilies in the “Codex Suprasliensis” [Dekker 2021a] and the “Zlatostruj” collection
[Dekker 2021d]. The authoritative nature of Biblical and Patristic writings ensured a successful uptake of
the diatribal style in a wide variety of original Slavic works as well. Consequently, the diatribe surfaced e.g.
in the writings of John the Exarch, most notably in his “Hexaemeron” (including its original parts) [Dekker
2021b], but also in some of the homilies attributed to him [Dekker 2021c].

2 Studies which address the use of the diatribe in Severian of Gabala and Anastasios Sinaites were
conducted by K.-H.Uthemann [Uthemann 2005: 381-418; 2015: 333-367]. For more information on
the diatribe, see [Capelle, Marrou 1957], which is a somewhat older, but full account of the diatribe in
its Hellenistic and Patristic setting. For more recent applications of the concept to the epistles of Paul, see
Ch. Song [Song 2004] and J. King [King 2018].
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It should be noted that these Greek formulae have been selected from the most ‘classi-
cal’ exponents of the diatribe, such us Epictetus, the apostle Paul, etc. This does not mean
that a text is only diatribal if all abovementioned features occur in it. In fact, some dis-
tinctly diatribal texts show only some of these formulae, most notably parenthetical pyoi/
peue/peuewsu, and are still exponents of the diatribe.

It should be specified at this point that the ultimate aim of the present investiga-
tion is not rhetorical, but linguistic. Whereas D. Goldfrank [Goldfrank 2020] has laid the
groundwork for a rhetorical investigation of Iosif’s works, I want to examine the linguis-
tic manifestations of the Cynic-Stoic diatribe. This does not include a detailed analysis
of each line of argumentation from a rhetorical perspective. Rather, I investigate to what
extent the prototypically diatribal formulae are used in their original function, from a
pragmatic perspective; in other words, I investigate how much of their original pragmatic
functionality, as seen in Greek, was left intact in Iosifs original Slavic compositions. C. Ilie
[Ilie 2018: 92] succinctly formulates a relevant distinction between rhetoric and pragmat-
ics, viz. that “pragmatics focuses on language as it is used by human beings, whereas rheto-
ric focuses on human beings as they use language”. In that light, the rhetorical function of
the diatribal formulae, though important, remains in the background.

The historical background to Iosif’s polemical writings

P3 is not explicitly dated. Its exact year of writing is still a matter of debate, as all
evidence is circumstantial. A.I. Alekseev [Alekseev 2019: 325] adduces indirect evidence
for his thesis that the main core of the Long redaction of P, consisting of 13 chapters, was
written in 1499-1502 and three more chapters were added between 1502 and 1506. The
Short redaction consisting of 11 chapters is considered to be secondary. I shall, therefore,
investigate the text of the Long redaction.

The immediate historical background to the emergence of P is the rise of a social and
religious movement, which its Orthodox opponents in retrospect came to designate as
eres’ zhidovstvuiuishchikh “heresy of the Judaizers” The movement initially gained ground
in Novgorod, and afterwards in Moscow, too. The exact nature of the heresy remains
somewhat unclear, because P is the main source of information about the Judaizers. Their
own “heretical” writings have not survived, as the heretics were persecuted and eventually
eliminated from the Russian lands. The polemical tone of P has given rise to the suspicion
that the Judaizers’ point of view might have been rendered in a skewed and prejudiced way.
Goldfrank [Goldfrank 2018: 555] notes that P “cannot and should not at all be considered
[a] reliable source for the dissidents”.

The heresy emerged in close interaction with the heightened eschatological
expectations of the day, fed by the fall of Constantinople and the end of the 7" millennium
according the then current calendar. According to the Orthodox calendar, the theologically
significant year 7000 (reckoned from the creation of the world) was expected to dawn
in 1492. The vivid expectation of the approaching end of the world led to an existential

3 In its 16™ century copies, P does not have a title. It was known simply as “the book of the venerable
Tosif” [Alekseev 2019: 207, fn. 1], which shows its indisputable prominence as the major work written by
Tosif. Its extraordinary popularity is evidenced by the fact that P has come down to us in at least one hundred
manuscript copies. A complete critical edition is yet far from being realized. The first scholarly edition of P
was provided by L. IA. Porfirev in 1857 on the basis of seven manuscripts. For the present investigation, the
third edition, published in 1896, is used.
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crisis of values, which opened the door for various heterodox movements to gain ground
among both clergy and laity. The heterogeneous nature of these movements led Iosif to
posit various charges of — among other things — a Jewish, iconoclastic and anti-Patristic
nature (cf. [Goldfrank 2018: 556, fn. 39])%.

However convoluted the exact origins of the heretical movement may be, there must,
of course, have been a real-life reason why Iosif decided to write a polemical-didactic
treatise. The fact that there were (perceived) heretics is undisputable. The statesman
(grand-princely clerk) Fédor Kuritsyn is mentioned more than once in P, together with
protopope Aleksei and pope Denis. As such, the main proponents of the heresy were
Tosif’s real, not imaginary, opponents. I will leave the question unresolved as to the real or
perceived influence of Jews on Orthodox clergy and laity in Novgorod and (later) Moscow.
However, although it is probable that Iosif rendered the heretics’ teaching in a biased way
by means of literary framing, we can safely state that Iosif’s anti-Judaic polemic writings
were not just a literary form, as is sometimes claimed in older research about anti-Judaic
polemic in Christian literature in general (e. g. A. Harnack [Harnack 1883: 63-74], as cited
by Alekseev [Alekseev 2019: 330]), but were provoked by historical events (though not
necessarily by direct Jewish influence).

As was noted already above, the diatribe surfaces in polemical-didactic texts. Both
elements are very clearly present in P: its function is twofold. Although it is a polemical
treatise that denounces the ideas and practices of the heretical Judaizers, its name
“Prosvetitel” also betrays its function as a didactic “manual” of Orthodox doctrine,
intended for the instruction of Orthodox believers (cf. [Akekseev 2019: 331]). Thus, its
double objective is both didactic and polemical. This is important to maintain in order
to justify our analysis of P as a possible exponent of the Cynic-Stoic diatribe, which
always shows these two objectives, too. Alexéiev [Alexéiev 2015: 35] emphasizes that the
increase in polemical literature indicated that the polemical function of texts became
increasingly important. At the same time, he admits that the anti-Judaic writings were
intended for the instruction of Orthodox believers and, possibly, potential Jewish converts
to Christianity [Alekseev 2019: 330]. This underscores the fact that their didactic function
remained indispensable, too.” In fact, the treatise was probably never meant to be read by

4 Alekseev [Alekseev 2019: 334] decries the tendency that arose in “liberal” historiography to
characterize Iosif as a conservative inquisitor and Orthodox bigot and reassures his readers that nothing is
further from the truth. At the same time, he [Alekseev 2019: 152, 167] is unwavering in his conviction that
Tosif’s polemic is a phenomenon to be analyzed as profoundly medieval, rather than as part of a broader
humanistic reform movement in Early Modern Europe. The latter position is maintained by, e. g. C.G.De
Michelis [De Michelis 1993]. An opposite position, formulated by T.M.Seebohm [Seebohm 1977] and
recommended and summarized by M. Taube [Taube 2016: 44-45], maintains that the heretical movement
started within the Russian church without direct Western influence, but then became a “Bildungsbewegung”
in rationalistic circles of secular administration. Taube [ Taube 2019: 44] decries the fact that this interpretation
has been neglected by both Soviet and Western scholars. Alekseev [Alekseev 2019] is adamant that there
must have been a real, direct Jewish influence. Hosch [Hosch 1975] is far more critical of this perceived
influence. It seems to be a safe middle way to conclude that “there is as yet little consensus as to which
external teachings influenced it [i. e. the heresy of the Judaizers]: Rabbanite Jewish, Karaite, Waldensian,
Hussite, ‘Humanist, Bogomil, Strigolnicestvo; or if it was an overall Krise der Tradition” within Orthodoxy”
[Pereswetoff-Morath 2002: 103].

° Goldfrank [Goldfrank 2018: 555, fn. 39] also distinguishes a third function, viz. a (partially)
inquisitorial one: “Tosif’s doctrinal charges in Prosvetitel’ against the alleged heretics make sense as polemical
and pedagogical devices for a partially accusatory-apologetic, partially positive theological, and partially
inquisitorial treatise” He seems to draw some parallels of this latter aspect with the Spanish Inquisition,

392 Becmnux CIT6T'Y. A3vix u numepamypa. 2022. T. 19. Bown. 2



the heretical opponents, but by Orthodox believers who were to be warned against the
dangers of Judaizing influences. Although recognizing the twofold function of treatises
against the Jews, Alexéiev [Alexéiev 2015: 35] emphasizes the polemical function at the
detriment of the didactic one, because he overemphasizes the real-life encounter with Jews
in medieval Rus. Reference to the perceived Jewish influence is more probably a rhetorical
device that is used to discredit the heretical opponents. It does not necessarily refer to
real adherents of Judaism. This means that the didactic purpose of the text supersedes
its polemical purpose. In other words: polemical enactment only serves the purpose of
didactic instruction.

Tosif’s epistolary heritage consists of about 30 letters (“Poslaniia’, henceforth: Posl.).
Not all of them are polemical in character. Some of his polemical letters were written af-
ter and to some extent based on P [Alekseev 2019]. Although homilies and exhortatory
treatises may be more susceptible to display diatribal features, a diatribal constellation of
an epistolary enacted dialogue is not unheard of. One example are Chrysostom’s letters
to Olympias, in which he uses diatribal strategies to simulate a conversation. Thus, it will
prove useful to incorporate Posl. into the investigation, too, although, as we shall see, the
manifestation of the diatribe is less pronounced in Posl. than in P.

A final, brief remark about the language of losif’s writings. It can be situated along a
continuum between Russian Church Slavonic and vernacular Old Russian. The language
of P leans more towards Church Slavonic, Posl. show more elements of the vernacular.

The development of the diatribe in Slavic

The diatribe was firmly established in Slavic texts translated from Greek in the Middle
Ages. A significant array of diatribal elements has been proven in a number of Chryso-
stom’s homilies as preserved in the “Codex Suprasliensis” [Dekker 2021a]. Furthermore,
John the Exarch’s “Hexaemeron” and some of his homilies show distinctly diatribal for-
mulae, especially a variety of parenthetical verbs [Dekker 2021b; 2021c]. A similar array
of parenthetical verbs has been identified in the 1073 “Izbornik” [Kakridis 2020]. The
presence of diatribal texts in Slavic translation even led to further indigenous develop-
ments of diatribal style on Slavic soil, independently from the Greek originals, as is ev-
idenced by the later manuscript traditions of the “Zlatostruj” collection of Chrysosto-
mic homilies [Dekker 2021d]. They show a distinctly Slavic development in the use of
parenthetical verbs to distinguish the fictitious opponent’s voice, so that besides the 3sG.
AOR peue the 25G.PRES peuewsu also developed into a well-established diatribal formula in
Slavic. In the earlier research just mentioned, it has been established that there was a trans-
fer of Greek elements of discourse organization that were adopted in Slavic translation.
Thus, these typical diatribal formulae, translated from Greek, allow us to regard the texts
in question not just as dialogical in a general sense, but as heirs to the Cynic-Stoic diatribe.
Furthermore, we have observed their consolidation and further development in Slavic
manuscript traditions. The next stage of research is to investigate the presence of diatribal
features in original Slavic works. More specifically, the question is: How many elements

with all the negative connotations it carries (something even Archbishop Gennadij already did implicitly
in his time, though without mentioning the term, in his epistle to Zosima; see [Kazakova, Lure 1955: 378]).
Goldfrank’s approach smacks of a ‘progressive, Western bias, lecturing us about the primitive nature of
Tosif’s convictions (“still very much medieval’, [Goldfrank 2018: 549]).
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of this diatribal style are retained in original, i. e. non-translated, writing in late medieval
Rus,, of which Iosif’s writings are a prominent example?

losif’s writings were indeed largely original, for P was written to meet specific de-
mands of the then current situation, as the Orthodox church was seeking ways to respond
to the heresy of the Judaizers. This does not mean that P in its entirety is completely origi-
nal in the modern sense of the word. Iosif blends in a lot of quotations from Chrysostom
and other church fathers, which he often marks explicitly. He certainly belonged to a cul-
tural circle that was heavily influenced by Patristic writings. Thus, his use of diatribal ele-
ments does not come from anywhere.

Features of the Cynic-Stoic diatribe in Iosif’s writings

Let us now move on to the way in which the diatribe surfaced in terms of specific
linguistic elements in Josif’s writings. Goldfrank [Goldfrank 2020: 129] observes that the
main component of Iosif’s logical strategy was its “rhetorical efficacy”. The question is
now: to what extent does this rhetorical efficacy crystallize as “canonical’, prototypical
elements of the Cynic-Stoic diatribe? So far, no one has ever explicitly linked losif’s writ-
ings to the diatribe. Goldfrank [Goldfrank 2020: 119] identifies several features of Iosif’s
polemical and syllogistic reasoning in terms that remind one of the major features of the
diatribe, e. g. the question do you see or “the contradictions of his imagined opponents”
A closer look into possible parallels to the diatribe is thus justified (see Table 2, 3). I shall
first present the (potentially) diatribal features I have identified in P and Posl. in tabular
form. In the subsequent paragraphs I shall discuss the most significant observations on
the basis of these data.

It should be noted that the three last formulae are completely absent from Posl. The
reasons for this discrepancy will be discussed below. It can be stated at this point already
that those formulae that do occur in Posl. can more easily be used in a non-diatribal sense,
too. Therefore, although they were ultimately derived from the Cynic-Stoic diatribe, the

Table 2. Diatribal formulae in P, arranged by chapter (slovo)

Slovo — 1|/2|3|4 (5|6 |7 |8|9|10[11|12|13| 14|15 |16 |Total
Parenthetical verb
(diatribal) 1 2 2|2 1 1 1 1 11
Parenth.etlcal verb 9 1 2 12 4 1111 20
(quotative)
Buduwiu nu | spuwu au| 2 1 3 1)1 8
3puleuncon 41114413 [8|]9]|6]1 11713 1 1 1 54
Huxkaxosce | da He
6yaem‘b (etc.) 3121 1 5 1 1 313 20
Ymo oy6o 1 1)1 1 1 2|1 8
Yn(osmw)ue 11112 4
All formulae 2003 (5| 8|5 (14|14|15| 6 |5 (16| 4|3 |2 |3 |2]125
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Table 3. Diatribal formulae in P and Posl. compared

P Posl. Total
Parenthetical verb (diatribal) 11 1 12
Parenthetical verb (quotative) 20 9 29
Buduwiu nu | spuwiu nu 8 7 15
3pu/sunoo 54 20 74
Huxkaxooxce | da ne 6ydemw (etc.) 20 0 20
Ymo oy6o 8 0 8
Yn(osmw)ue 4 0 4

way in which Iosif implemented them in Posl. and, to some extent, in P, too, deviates
from their classical setting in Hellenistic, New Testament and Patristic texts, as well as
in translated Slavic texts. Before elaborating on this claim, we shall first turn to the other
major diatribal formulae which occur in both P and Posl.

Before proceeding, however, it is important to note that not all chapters of P show an
equal number of diatribal features. This allows us to make an additional statement about
the composition of P. As is evident from Table 2, the last five chapters have far fewer for-
mulae that originate in the diatribe than the rest of P. This is a significant argument in fa-
vour of Alekseev’s hypothesis that, although the Long redaction is primary, its final chap-
ters were added at a later point, at a time when the polemical aspect of the conflict with
the Judaizers was less pressing, and the didactic or devotional function had become more
prominent. The rhetorical character of the latter part of P is, therefore, less pronounced.

We can now proceed to a discussion of the major diatribal formulae. I shall start with
a rather typical and prominent feature that has been well identified as diatribal in Slavic
texts translated from Greek [Dekker 2021a; 2021b; 2021c], viz. the question opdg / suon
nu | euouwu nu “do you see,” used reprovingly in the sense of “don’t you see?” that occurs
15 times in losif’s writings under consideration. (Alternatively, the verb dpdw “to see” can
occur as an imperative (dpa) — on its own or in combination with other imperatives; cf.
example (5) below.) It is a well-attested diatribal formula in Chrysostom’s homilies, in-
cluding their Slavic translation in e. g. the Codex Suprasliensis (cf. [Dekker 2021a]):

(1) 'Opag, @ avonreTovdaie, TG ¢k tpootpiwv Tod Aoyov aloxbvny DUV TpokatayyeAlet
O mpo@r NG Stdt T dmeibetav Duwv;
BHAHIIM AH HEBBYBNBIN W KHAORHNE: KAKO ¢ MPEEA CAORECE: CTBIABNHI BAMB Npbikae
NOBEAOYH MPOPOKB: DCAOYLLIANHIA ABARA BALLIETO-
‘Do you see, o foolish [OCS: unbelieving] Jew, how from the opening of [his] word
the prophet announces beforehand shame for you because of your disobedience?’
(Supr. 325, 25-28).

The vocative makes it very clear that the utterance functions on the fictitious level:
Chrysostom obviously does not address his hearers in church as foolish Jews. This ficti-
tious level is an important diagnostic criterion for the diatribe. The preacher dramatically
performs a lively exchange with an imagined Jewish opponent. The addressee’s identity is
less obvious in the next example from P, where is seems that Iosif used the phrase Bugumm
nu to address his readers in a more general way:
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(2) WV nakbi: (AN RMB MACA BNYA; HAH IKPORb KO3ATHO Miito; No nom]m Br¥ mePTBX XBAN. Cama Bia

CbIH, KoToPOMX Br¥ geanTb NOKPETH ;KPM'BX [sic] XBAA'E BHAMLLM AH, IKAKO Qs 3a5 Cha
BBAAETS H CTaro AXA, 1 BeAHTS s nokptmy ;KG?TB)& XBAAE, & Ne mep’msx KKPORH 0w 1
IC03AT;
And again: “Shall I eat the flesh of bulls or drink the blood of goats? But offer unto
God a sacrifice of praise”®. Himself being God, to which God does he command to of-
fer a sacrifice of praise? Do you see that the Father here brings in the Son and the Holy
Spirit, and commands to offer them a sacrifice of praise, and not a sacrifice of blood of
bulls and goats?(S1, P68, R52)

This passage shows that the phrase suouwu nu is preceded by a Biblical quote by
which Iosif seeks to make his point that the concept of the Trinity was already present in
the Old Testament. This is a pattern of usage that surfaces in all hitherto investigated dia-
tribal texts, too. Evidence is adduced in the form of a quote and then suouwiu nu is used
to hammer home the validity of the author’s conclusion. Thus, an important function of
this diatribal formula has been preserved in spontaneous, original Slavic writing. Still, the
formula does not seem to occur in the context of an extended and dramatically performed
dialogue with a fictitious interlocutor. This would mean that the most fundamental crite-
rion for the diatribal use of this formula has not been met. We shall see that this applies to
other diatribal formulae in P, too.

The lack of dramatic performance becomes even more obvious in Posl., where the au-
thor uses the classic diatribal formula suduwu nu in a derived, non-diatribal sense. It does
not seem to function on a fictitious level at all. We can thus analyze the following example
as an ‘improper’ implementation of an originally diatribal feature, which now only serves
as a fixed formula, but without its original diatribal setting:

(3) Bumymm u, rocriofuHe, Koy 06eT 671arofaTy MpUIe] ICIUTBHITI, 1 OH ChBPBIINH-
He [sic] siBuCA ABpaaMy, TOrO pafiut ABJIAA eMy OlIarofaTh CBOIO, YTO OT CEMEHM eT0 XO-
TALA poaUTICA XPUCTOC.

Do you see, lord, how, having come to fulfil the promise of grace, He manifested him-
self perfectly to Abraham, showing him His grace because from his seed Christ was to
be born?(Posl. p.142)

This example clearly shows that the 25G form suduwu nu is addressed to the letter’s
addressee, viz. Archimandrite Vassian, who is addressed as eocnodune “lord, sir” through-
out the letter. Thus, losif adopted a well-known diatribal formula, but detached it from
its original diatribal setting and used it in non-layered discourse, i. e. consisting of the
real-life level only. The fact that this letter is of a polemical character may have served as
an incentive to use a diatribal phrase. We must, of course, keep in mind that a letter is a
completely different genre than a homily or a theological treatise. Nevertheless, the dia-
tribe was used in letters in Antiquity, too, e. g. by Chrysostom in his letters to Olympias. In
this way, the two levels are conflated. This also happens in homilies, where it is sometimes
left implicit or ambiguous (on purpose) whether an utterance is addressed to a fictitious
opponent or to the actual hearers in church. Thus, the two functions of the diatribe (po-
lemical and didactic) are held closely together.

A final word about this diatribal formula is to show an anomalous example:

6 Psalm 50:13, 14 (in Slavonic 49:13, 14).
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(4)  3priwn an, ko ¢ThIMB AXOMB BA3NTH Hi PA3PBLUATH i WCTABAATH MPEXH W AGPKATH.
Do you see that [they are to] bind and loosen by the Holy Spirit and to forgive sins and
retain [them]? (S12, P469, R347)

This instance is rather unusual; I have encountered only one more example in a dia-
tribal context, viz. in a homily by Grigorij Camblak [VMC 1915: 888]. It cannot be consid-
ered a normal Slavic diatribal formula and we need a specific explanation for it. The author
may have intended to write 3pu “see!” but then changed his mind and turned it into a ques-
tion 3puwu nu. This reflection leads us to the next feature that occurs frequently (54 times)
in P, viz. the imperatives 3pu and eusov. Their use in translated texts can be traced back to
the Greek diatribal formula dpa ‘see!” Their rhetorical function is roughly similar to that
of suduwiu nu, i. e. it tends to occur after a quote, to hammer home the conclusion that the
author draws from the quote. In the following example, after two lengthy Biblical quotes,
intended to show that a law and a covenant are actually one and the same thing, this state-
ment is once again explicitly made following 3pu:

() 3pm, AKO K 3AKOND H 3ARBTH éAHNO B
See that a law and a covenant are one! (S3, P124, R93)

3pu and suxov are far more frequent in P than suduwu nu, but at the same time their
function is less prototypically diatribal. They may be considered diatribal-like formulae
only in a derivative sense. At the same time, their function is profoundly determined by
pragmatic considerations that map the dynamic interplay between the heretical oppo-
nents and the Orthodox readers of the treatise. Using Récanati’s [Récanati 1979] termi-
nology, formulae like these belong to a double “margin’, not to the “proposition™. Similar
underlying ideas behind this terminological distinction can be found in slightly different
wordings in various authors’ theories, e. g. Clark [Clark 1996], who posits the existence
of two different “layers of action”. Applied to the diatribe, it means that a fictitious and a
real-life layer overlap simultaneously in the discourse. Layer 1 is intended for the reader-
ship of the book (or, in the case of a sermon, for the hearers in church). Layer 2 serves
to uphold the fiction of an imagined, heretical interlocutor. Thus, the second margin,
or Layer 2, is conducive to a felicitous transmission of the proposition. A formula like
suoUWU U OF 6UKOD is a metalinguistic utterance, showing that the proposition follow-
ing it is to be taken for granted. At the same time, it is more than a metalinguistic com-
ment, as it indicates that the following proposition cannot be the subject of any further
discussion. These formulae can be considered a manifestation of the diatribe if they are
addressed to a fictitious interlocutor, with a side glance at the reader of the treatise or
hearer of the homily.

In all hitherto discussed examples, the author raises a claim as to the validity of the
proposition. This shows the twofold character of utterances like this: it refers to itself and
to the situation in the world; it has both a subjective and an objective dimension. This
potentially makes it meet the demands of diatribal discourse. Thus, the imperative 3pu
does not add anything to the propositional content of the ensuing proposition, viz. a law
and a covenant are one in our example (5). It does, however, position the proposition
vis-a-vis the context in which it is uttered. Thus, the margin is “un indicateur par lequel

7 The term “margin” can be taken quite literally in some medieval manuscripts, where 3pu is actually
inserted into the margin by a later scribe to mark passages deserving attention or approval.
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Iénoncé... se pose de fagon explicite comme affirmation” [Récanati 1979: 138]. What is
more, “on indique que cette affirmation... nest pas susceptible détre discutée” [Récanati
1979: 140]. This is exactly the function of phrases like 6uouwu nu and 3pu in the diatribe.
The fictitious opponent’s opinion is brusquely repudiated and the audience is reminded
that the Orthodox statement is beyond doubt, so that the dispute is considered to be
settled (“ils ont pour fonction de rappeler des vérités établies” [Récanati 1979: 140]).
The status of the utterance is indicated in the margin by a metacommunicative marker;
it is an authoritative declaration. A declaration is only felicitous if the speaker is invested
with the appropriate authority. On the fictitious level, the author shows his superiority
by his valid reasoning. On the real-life level, the author uses his position as an Orthodox
cleric to ensure his readership’s uptake. On both levels, the margin serves to underline
the authoritative status of his utterance. It hammers home a final “settlement” of the
preceding discussion. The above discussion is applicable to both suduwu nu and 3pu. Al-
though the former sounds slightly less rigid than the imperative, yet its function is very
similar®. The (imagined) opponent’s position is ridiculed, so that the Orthodox reader is
not supposed to come to any other conclusion than the one preconceived by the author.

Moving to a discussion of the next formula: the use of the vocative unosmue in Slavic
diatribal discourse is obviously dependent on the Greek diatribal formula (@) &vOpwme
‘o man’ It occurs three times in P as part of a quote from the epistles of the apostle Paul.
However, it occurs only once in an original section, in reply to an opponent’s objection
that there is no need to go to church, because one can also pray at home:

(6) Ame Ke KTO PAETh, RAKO K BB AOMY MOMOAHTHCA MOrY, nyeAbLuAeLuu ceBe, vAve. [ToMoAnTHEA
Yo & AOMY BB3MOKNO: CHLLE Ke MOMOAHTHCA, RKOKE R LI,PICEI/I Ne BB3MOKNO, HAEKE OLERD
MHOKECTRO, MA'Bme iie EAMNOALLIBNO KB Er‘o\f BCBIAAETCA, 1 EAHNOMBICATE, H CBIAACIE, N AHB-
BE CBOY'3%. Nes BpeMA WHo, ALOBHMHTE, He PALH TOYTH0 BB CTPALUNEHLLK | WHB BOMAb, NO H
AFran MPHIAAANOTS BAws, i APXM'PAH MOAACA.

But if anyone says that he [literally “that I’]° can also pray at home, you deceive yourself,
o man! It is possible to pray at home: but it is not possible to pray in the same way as in
church, where there is a multitude of fathers, where a song is sent up to God with one
accord, [where there is] like-mindedness, harmony, and a bond of love. And in that
time, o beloved one, not only men cry out that most fearful cry, but also angels fall
before the Lord and archangels pray(S7, P309-310, R224).

8 In Greek diatribal texts, both the imperative dpa and the question (o0y) 6pdc are rendered by the
same verb opdw “to see” The distinction in Slavic may have to do with the semantics of spromu “to watch, to
look” as opposed to sudmmu “to see” The former can more easily be used as an imperative, i.e. a command
to “watch,” whereas “seeing” cannot be forced on anyone by way of a command. The opponent or reader
either sees it, or he does not.

° This deictic orientation of the verb form moed ‘I can’ raises interesting questions about the
distinction between direct and indirect speech, which cannot be determined according to syntactic criteria
in (Old) Church Slavonic and Old Russian (cf. D.E. Collins [Collins 1996; 2001]; S. Dekker [Dekker 2018:
74]). The only criterion is a switch of referential perspective, which is clearly given here, in spite of the
syntactic dependence of the subordinate clause, signalled by rako. This is, of course, nothing unusual in
Slavic, in analogy to the widespread use of Greek dm: introducing direct as well as indirect speech. For an
analysis of the development of jako recitativum in Russian Church Slavonic, see Th. Daiber [Daiber 2009]
and E. A. Vlasova [Vlasova 2016]. Daiber regards jako recitativum as a pragmatic marker of direct, but not
verbatim reported speech [Daiber 2009: 384]. This observation can be linked with the diatribal distortion of
the opponent’s voice for rhetorical ends: his position is rendered in a skewed way.
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In prototypically diatribal texts, vocatives like these function on the fictitious level,
being addressed to a fictitious opponent. Is that the case here, too? The opponent is in-
troduced in a 3sG form in the first phrase of our example, if anyone says that...'°. Clearly,
this is not the average Orthodox reader of losif’s treatise, but an opponent, who is then
directly addressed by the 2sG form npenvujaewsu cebe ‘you deceive yourself” and the
vocative uiue “o0 man.” This latter diatribal formula tends to have a rather brusque, re-
pudiating tone to it. The next vocative in this example is the more pastoral mo6umu-
ye “beloved one,” which is more appropriate for addressing Iosif’s Orthodox followers.
The difference between these two vocatives shows that the line between actual audience
and fictitious interlocutor can be thin, even within one and the same stretch of dis-
course. The pragmatic function of both vocatives is that they subjectify the discourse: the
proposition is explicitly embedded into both the polemic with this particular opponent
(be he fictitious or not) and the didactic instruction of the Orthodox readership. Both
functions are diatribal, although only the first vocative (usiue) directly derives from the
diatribal tradition. The most important feature is, however, the switch from a 3sG to a
28G form, by which the author as it were inserts himself into a direct exchange with his
opponent. We shall see a similar switch in examples (8) and (11).

The previous example (6) also shows that the heretics are explicitly introduced, be-
fore a dialogical exchange is performed on the fictitious level. This introduction can be
formulated by means of a general phrase like if anyone says that... (as in (6) and (8)), but
another frequently employed strategy is that the heretics are mentioned as such more
explicitly:

(7) Noé epe'rnuu CBMPOTHRATCA, HKE JKHAOBBCKAA Mow'bc'rséCroLue AAcKcea MAK npo'rononA 1 Aennca
rona A ¢erPA KEprLMNA 1 e,A,MNOMoy‘,A,peNu HMIB, r'AmLuux'b IAKO NWAOBNE oyso NI'E 3AIOND
Motrcewr APBRNTH H XPANHTH W e TRbI KPETH W ospdsswn No ci 0’50 CRTOME OPHA HXB AX
XWAATh, A NAAMENEMb, €rW pAKKENOLLA CeBE, B TO AX BMOPATS. Mo ke, ANABCKBIM B’B?mee
npeAAiems i ﬂPP?bCICbIX’L NWCASLYIAIOLLIE TIHCANTH, 7 RHAMM, 1Ko 3AKW Motrceor oy nIpazHHeA.
But the heretics, who think Jewishly, resist; I mean protopope Aleksei and pope Denis
and Feodor Kuritsyn and their confederates, who say that it is appropriate now to keep
and adhere to the law of Moses and offer sacrifices and be circumcised. But let them
go in the light of their fire, and let them burn in the flame which they have kindled for
themselves. But we, who believe the apostolic tradition and who listen to the prophetic
writings, see that the law of Moses has been abrogated [S3, P122, R91-92].

This is a maximally explicit strategy to denote the opponents; nothing is left to the
context. I have observed this strategy before, viz. in John the Exarchs “Hexaemeron”
[Dekker 2021b: 245]. First, the opponents are introduced; then, they are engaged in a fic-
titious exchange. A slightly more abstract strategy is to generalize the opponent:

(8)  Aupe AM icTo rAeTh, 1Ako NoegH oy‘sw H ABPAAMO\/‘ Ne 3AKK0ND, NO 3ARBTb AAAD ¢ BFb: [‘Ae'rb BO KB
Noeru: ¢é 235 BO3RHMKY 3ARETS MoH ¢ TOBOK i ¢ CEMENEMb TROMMB R RCEH 3EMACH: A ABPAAMOY
osp’lsaz\me I'IPG,A,AC’I"L & Ne 3AKONB: ANO BW 3AKONB, H HNO 3ARET'. Nw AA CABILLHTD TAKORBIH,
KW A 3AK0 A 3ABETH TO &CTb. Pe BO MHcANie, Ko TAeTh B 1ca ABPAAMoy BPH KO N 3A-
ICONB 1 3ARBTH EAHNO €.

10° A similar strategy had been known since the early stages of Slavic writing, though not necessarily in
connection with the diatribe, e. g. in the monk Khrabr’s (Hrabar’s) treatise “On the letters” (9%/10t" century):
«allle /M KTO PEYETh RKO... WBBTH pedeMb cuMb...» [Lavr. f. 104v.] (cf. [Vaillant 1968: 60]). In this instance,
Khrabr does not make the switch to 2sG direct address, though.
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But suppose anyone says that God gave Noah and Abraham not a law, but a covenant.
For He says to Noah: behold, I will establish my covenant with you and with your seed
and the whole earth. And to Abraham He gave circumcision, but no law: for a law is one
thing, and a covenant is another. But let such a one hear that both a law and a covenant
are the same thing. For the Scripture said, that God says to Abraham: [...]. See, that a
law and a covenant are one thing! [S3, P123-124, R92-93]

After a lengthy Scriptural quote, the fictitious opponent is enjoined to come to the
same conclusion (See!). This is a strategy which also occurs frequently in diatribal texts.
Yet, the passage as a whole cannot be classified as properly diatribal due to the lack of
dramatic performance. Importantly, in P the arguments from both sides are quoted, i. e.
not performed dramatically. This puts the exchange, strictly speaking, outside the scope
of the Cynic-Stoic diatribe. The opponent’s voice is first rendered in a subordinate clause
introduced by the complementizer rako. His voice is then given in free direct speech in the
next few phrases. Then again there is a metacommunicative phrase containing a 3sG form
(let such a one hear that...), which leaves no room for ambiguity that there is a change of
speaker. Yet, importantly, towards the end of the section quoted there is a change from
the 3sG to the 25G imperative see. This is a crucial switch that testifies to the existence of a
second, fictitious layer which is so typical for the diatribe.

A fundamental question should be raised on the basis of these examples, viz. when
these exchanges are not performed dramatically, which is a distinctive feature of the dia-
tribe, but are just quoted, to what extent can they still be dependent on the tradition of the
Cynic-Stoic diatribe? It may be claimed that these examples are rather to be analyzed in
the light of general theories in the field of dialogicality or orality, but not specifically of the
diatribe. However, the lack of dramatic performance does not mean that the abovemen-
tioned formulae completely fall outside the sphere of influence of the diatribe. The for-
mulae stem from the diatribal tradition as it was established in the Slavic realm by means
of the widespread translation of Patristic texts. Yet, it remains true that their pragmatic
functionality is less clearly embedded in a dramatically performed dialogue.

The objection might be put forward that the presence of an imagined, i. e. fictitious,
interlocutor, which is so central to diatribal discourse, is attenuated here, too, because Iosif
was writing against specific persons, whom he mentions by name. However, even though
they (had) existed in real life, these opponents function in the same way as an “imagined”
opponent, in the sense that the author presents them in a distorted, skewed way on the fic-
titious level. From a slightly different angle, the opponents can be called fictitious insofar
as losif probably never encountered them in real life and was thus free to present them in
a light that did not necessarily correspond to reality. Thus, in the context of the diatribe,
even an existing opponent is considered fictitious because he functions exclusively in the
secondary communicative situation (cf. [Kakridis 2019: 137]), i. e. on Clark’s Layer 2. In a
similar way, diatribal dialogues can be performed with Biblical characters or authors, e. g.
by Chrysostom or John the Exarch with the evangelists Matthew or John or the apostate
disciple and traitor Judas [Dekker 2021a; 2021c]. Therefore, investigating whether these
dialogues fall within the framework of the diatribe is justified.

Ti ovv / umo oy6o “what then” is often used in the diatribe to introduce a heretical op-
ponent’s flawed conclusion, which is then rebutted by u# yévoiro “may it not happen.” This
specific combination is not encountered in P or Posl. The phrase umo oy6o does occur in

400 Becmnux CIT6T'Y. A3vix u numepamypa. 2022. T. 19. Bown. 2



P, though, and indeed as introducing an absurd conclusion. This flawed conclusion is then
not sternly rebutted, however, but invalidated by a positive statement:

9 Aospo ECTh H MOAE3NO B BCAKOMB MBCTS MOAHTHCA, H YACTO BB3ABIXATH W rpBeBXs: TAKO BO

H I(oynm\uo MOAALISCA, TPHLLIEAD AFram PRALLE: MATEA TROA F MATHA B3bIAOLLA A MIAMATH
n‘)e Bra. Aa o oyso KOPNMAIA BPG,A,M AOMOBNAIA MATEA; PTO AH Cf)‘\i)m"swsn Yok LLPICKbNOG
n‘)ec'roz\me REAHTANIA 1 MPe30pbeTEA Ferloaneno; Reaie $50 BAM0 éeTh «— MATEA, Alpe CMHpeN-
HBIM CLEMD 1 CBICPELLIENBIND AKOM 1 MbICATIO EAFOAAPHO BBIBAC.
It is good and useful to pray in every place, and to sigh often about [ones] sins: thus
also an angel came to Cornelius when he was praying, and said: your prayer and alms
have come up for a memorial before God.!! What then? Did the domestic prayer harm
Cornelius? Was it of any use to the Pharisees to stand in the temple, full of arrogance
and pride? For prayer is a great good, if it is [pronounced] with a humble heart and a
contrite spirit and a grateful mind [S7, P320, R232].

This formula umo oy6o is also a metacommunicative statement, functioning in the
margin, as it does not add anything to the proposition; it only indicates that the opponent’s
opinion is flawed. Therefore, it functions on the subjective level, i. e. not making a propo-
sitional, theological statement, but helping the readership to discern the “right” position
and demarcate it from the “wrong” one. Although we can thus distinguish the subjective
from the objective level, this distinction does not coincide with that between the fictitious
and real-life level observed in diatribal texts elsewhere, both Greek and Slavic. Again, the
formula itself is diatribal in origin, but does not function in a properly diatribal setting.

As was mentioned above, another formulaic expression that unequivocally originates
in diatribal discourse is the negated optative u# yévorro ‘may it not happen. Bultmann
[Bultmann 1910], Malherbe [Malherbe 1980] and Stowers [Stowers 1981] have clearly
shown the diatribal use of this formula by the apostle Paul, most notably in his epistle to
the Romans. Its function is to rebut the fictitious opponent’s heretical or morally flawed
objections to the author’s line of reasoning. Y. Kakridis [Kakridis forthc.] has identified
the “canonical” equivalent 0a e 60ydem® in the Slavic “Apostolos”, as well as, among other
things, the alternative nuxaxosce, encountered in Franciscus Skorina’s translation. Both
formulae also occur in P (2 and 12 times, respectively). Both instances of da ne 60ydemv
in P are preceded by nukaxoste, so that they can be seen as a combined formula:

(10) éaa O\fso CBIPOTHRNAA raeTh AR MolcedRH; NHIKAKW, AA Ne BOYAETh Cero BenMBeTial
Does then David say things contrary to Moses? No way, may this absurdity not be! [S3,
P129, R96]

More often, however, Huxakose occurs on its own. Its use is clearly inspired by the
diatribal formula 7 yévorro. The typical layering of diatribal discourse may or may not be
present. In the following example, the participants’ role in the discourse is rather explicit:

(11) Auje AH KTO |>e'r'b KAIK0 Ne R'EMbI, ?T0 % ridnoskie HorY Gr'o cne AN ”P‘)K'b CKA3AAB e MAA W AHLA
B&ia: nBo Myt np’m’b BGIUIAA rionoskie Horama Momma. U ,A,B,A,'b oyso HOBGA'EBAG MOKKAANATHCA
rioNosKito Nork BiKin. Agésr'un I'IPPICL cmzoye'rb HAICO 3EMAA € MONOKTE NOMb. e,A,A OyBW AEBAB Be-
AMTb 3¢MAH NMOICAONHTHCA; NHicalew:ke. NO €Fa cABILLIMLLIN: 3eMAA TioNo:kTe norama Monma, Ne MK
410 W 3eMAH Tok PAOLA 0 EAMNOH, EAKE F Mbl BCETA MWITHPAEMb.

1 Acts 10:4.

Becmnux CIIOT'Y. A3vix u numepamypa. 2022. T. 19. Bown. 2 401



If anyone says “we do not know what the footstool of His feet is”, another prophet
has said this, speaking from the face of God: “heaven is my throne, and the earth the
footstool of my feet”!2. For David also commands to worship the footstool of God’s
feet. Another prophet says, that the earth is the footstool of [His] feet. Does David
then command to worship the earth? In no way! But when you hear: “the earth is the
footstool of my feet,” do not suppose that he only speaks about the earth on which we
always walk. [S6, P228, R165]

The fictitious opponent is introduced in the rather explicit way we have already iden-
tified above. His objection is then rebutted by means of a Biblical quote from Isaiah, which
is reinforced by more references to David and “another prophet” A false conclusion is
then drawn, which is strongly rebutted by nuxaxwaice ‘in no way!” The fictitious opponent
is then addressed in 25G terms. This exchange implies that a layered discourse is acted out
on the fictitious level, which is the main characteristic of the diatribe.

Parenthetical verbs are a theoretically more fundamental feature of the diatribe, as
they illustrate (a) the relation between the real-life level and the fictitious level of dis-
course, and (b) the relation between the theological statements and the didactic strategy
by which they are conveyed to the readership (or, in Récanati’s terms, between the text
and the margin). They are formally less distinctive, though, because most parenthetical
verbs of speech are used in their ordinary quotative function. This concerns primarily the
38G aorist peue (cf. [Kamchatnov 2004]). Especially when it comes to Biblical or Patris-
tic quotes, which form the majority of quotes overall in P, it is obvious that the texts are
quoted to support the author’s line of argumentation:

(12) Tlakni peve: He KOCHHTE s WEBTORANIA, Hicoe WELTH KoohBHE MNAT, cu(ﬁ NE TOro pAAH éLjie
ne npine [ CSANTH, 110 3AKOCEAT &Th, KO €6 PAAH He MPIHAE, PEve, IAKO AOATOTEPLIHTE HA
NA, NEXOTA NEKCIA MOPSEHTH, HO RCA B MOKAANTE BMECTHTH.
Again he says: the Lord does not delay the promise, as some count of delay. That is to
say: the Lord has not yet come to judge, not because He delays, but He has not come,
he says, because He is longsuffering towards us, not willing that any should perish, but
that all should come to repentance13 [S9, P366, R267].

The use of parenthetical verbs in diatribal discourse is, however, to be distinguished
from their purely quotative function. Accordingly, Kakridis [Kakridis 2019; 2020] dis-
tinguishes “quotative peue” from “diatribal peue”. A diatribal parenthetical verb serves to
identify another voice that is used not to support the author’s own argumentation, as in
the quotative ones, but to identify a fictitious opponent’s voice that is blended in in or-
der to be rebutted by the author. What is more, a parenthetical verb can only be called
diatribal if its use is combined with the essential criterion of dramatic performance. The
parenthetical verb serves to demarcate the opponent’s performed voice from the speaker’s
own discourse. The verb itself is not part of the fictitious opponent’s dramatically per-
formed voice, but of the speaker’s own authorial voice. In this way, the fictitious level is
“interrupted” by a disambiguating element on the real-life level.

For Récanati [Récanati 1979: 146], “incidental” and “parenthetical” are synonyms.
In this way, the parenthetical verb is part of the margin. Récanati, following J. O. Urmson,
restricts himself to 15G.PRES parenthetical verbs that modify a proposition by adding the

12 Tsajah 66:1.
13 Cf. 2 Peter 3:9.
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speaker’s subjective stance. In the diatribe, 35G and 2sG forms are more relevant. The “im-
plied claim to truth” to which Récanati [Récanati 1979: 147] refers, applies to 1sG paren-
theticals, like I believe. In the case of the diatribe, however, when the fictitious opponent’s
voice is identified by a 3sG or 2sG parenthetical verb, what is implied is not a claim to
truth, but a distancing and disambiguating mechanism: the verb serves as a signal that the
author disagrees with the proposition and wants his readership to know that he is not ren-
dering his own voice, but that of his fictitious opponent. This is still in tune with the basic
observation that parenthetical verbs convey the speaker’s attitude towards the proposition
uttered (cf. [Récanati 1979: 148]).

Now, to what extent are these features present in P and Posl.? There is a total of 29 quo-
tative parenthetical verbs (cf. Table 3); these do not interest us specifically, but they show
that the use of parentheticals as such was a relatively prominent strategy that Iosif used.
This makes the question whether he also used parentheticals to demarcate his opponents’
voices all the more pressing. I have listed 12 instances in Tables 2 and 3. We shall now look
at some of the most salient ones, to see whether their use also corresponds to the diatribal
and pragmatic functions discussed above.

(13) ... % NHke NNEB 0 EAHNOMB fG?GM’L &Ke ONM 3AB PAIO’l‘b e,A,A oyso Ne MOKALLIE, Pe Brb cfieTn
Arama B Eaa i COYLUMKB ¢ N, F EAN HE MMIBALLIE HENBIA CHABI 7 I'Iﬂ)lcm n npxnmcm €:Ke MOCAATH
HCTIOANHTH XOTBNTE cBoe; NG CAMB CHHAE, AW NECTAKATEAD H NHLIb, A RBPATBECA H NOCTPAAN H
i pexbITPH ATABOAX; Ne TIOBAET OV'E0 Br‘oy TaKo TROpHTH! Mbi xe ¥B0 AMAMBI CREABTEABCTRO
® Bakrenni Mueanin, 1o BeA BB3MOKNA coy BFy.

Iosif: ...of which we shall now speak about one thing, which they say wickedly.
Opponent: For could God, he said, not save Adam from hell and those that were with
him, and did He not have heavenly hosts and prophets and righteous men, whom He
could send to fulfil His will? But He came down himself as a non-possessor and poor
[one], and became a man and suffered and thereby overcame the devil? For it is not
proper for God to act thus!

Iosif: But we have the testimony from the divine Scriptures, that all things are possible
to God [S4, P145, R109].

It is to be noted that this exchange is, again, not fully diatribal in the prototypical
sense of the word. It is not a fully-fledged exchange on the fictitious level. The opponent’s
voice is introduced by a 3pL metacommunicative phrase (which they say wickedly). It may
be argued, therefore, that the subsequent sentence merely contains an instance of quota-
tive peue. However, there is again a significant switch from 3pL to the more abstract 3sG
form peue. It does denote a fictitious opponent’s voice, so it might be an intermediate
category, which I have termed “Quote (opponent)” earlier [Dekker 2021b], where the op-
ponent’s words are quoted, but not enacted dramatically. The next example illustrates the
problem rather sharply:

(14) HAkoke B NS MHOSH HOCT?AAAMA Nogropwu,u PAK epe'rmcos Aneketa npoTonona 1 AenHea
nona, ¥ qﬁer‘)A Kownu,nm R Beb, Wke TAICOKe M?bc'rsoyrownx'b HiKe MHOMA pagspmuenm n
soyecmme AZBIAALLA F & MNOTbI ¢pecH RMAAOLLIA, O NHX:KE NRFE pevers, &ke WHH NS TALOTS,
HAKO FINOLIH, peve, WCTABHLLA 3AMORTBAL BXito v HWYMICAA B GUAABCKAA 1 ATIABCKAA MHeANT,
F CAMOCMBILLAGNTEM 1 CAMOOYveNTEMB H3OWB'BTOLLA CEBS AKHTIE, H APBKATH NpeAANe PAKO.
Thus now, too, many have suffered. I mean the Novgorodian heretics: protopope
Aleksei and pope Denis and Feodor Kuritsyn and all those who think in the same way,
who have uttered a multitude of corrupt and daring words and have fallen into many
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heresies, about which we shall now speak. They say wickedly that monks, he said,
have abandoned God’s commandment and the prophetic and evangelical and apostolic
writings, and have designed a life for themselves according to their own minds and
teaching, and adhere to human traditions [S11, P407, R294-295].

We see a hybrid form between quotation and dramatic performance here. There is a
dialogue with opponents, but it is narrated, rather than performed. Thus, the numbers of
diatribal parenthetical verbs in Tables 2 and 3 need to be qualified by this caveat. The verbs
look diatribal, their use is certainly derived from the diatribe, but (in spite of the signifi-
cant switch from 3pL to 35G) they are not part of the heritage of the Cynic-Stoic diatribe
in its strictest sense, as it is delineated by dramatic performance.

Parenthetical peuewu is an innovative Slavic diatribal formula that gained increasing
popularity over the course of the developing manuscript traditions of Chrysostom’s homi-
lies in the Zlatostruj collection [Dekker 2021d]'%. There is one instance of parenthetical
peuew in Posl.!> The question is now, again: is it also diatribal?

(15) CkasbIBa My, TOCIOAMHE, HALIb C/IYTa, YTO €CMU, TOCIOANHE, K Tebe MICal O TBOEM
JejIoBelle, 1 THI, Jie, FOCIIOAVHE, TPOYETIIN TPAMOTY, ia II04e/l TOBOPUTIL: & Cpe3al MU
JieV, pedeniy, TOJIOBL.

Your servant told me, lord, that I, lord, have written to you about your man, and
allegedly you, lord, having read the letter, began to say: and he allegedly cut off, you
say, my head[Posl. p. 149].

Clearly, as we have to do with an epistolary genre here, the 25G referent is not a ficti-
tious opponent, but the letter’s addressee, in this case an unnamed prince. Thus, although
parenthetical pedemm is of diatribal origin in the Slavic realm, it is not used here in a
diatribal sense. Thus, a feature of the diatribe was generalized into a discursive marker
beyond its original setting.

One final observation: according to the rendition in the modern Russian translation,
there is an instance of parenthetical diatribal cxax&7s in the phrase ﬂ;])uu cicak¥Th, which is
translated as mue omsemsam: npopoxu (S1, P63, R48). This is, however, an unusual form for
a diatribal verb. A closer look reveals that the phrase is to be interpreted differently, viz. the
prophets will tell us. An exact parallel to this construction is found further on in S1: “Who
is the rock? The divine Paul will tell [us]. For he says: the rock was Christ” (P77, R59). This
underlines the importance of investigating the original, rather than a modern translation.

Concluding remarks

The main diatribal characteristic which we have substantiated in Iosif’s writings is
the frequent switch from third-person to second-person forms. Initially, the heretics and
their views are described in 3sG or 3pL terms. Subsequently, a switch is made and one of

14 The use of a 2sG instead of a 35G form makes the discourse even more lively and dramatic. As was
shown in Dekker [Dekker 2021d], this was a distinctly Slavic innovation: it constitutes a further development
of the diatribe that occurred independently from the Greek sources, which used predominantly the 3sa.
PRES ¢n0i(v). In theory, diatribal peue could also represent a 2sG.A0R form instead of a 35G.AOR one, thus
forming a parallel to the use of 25G.PRES pewewiu. This is not very likely, though, as peue is also widely used
as a quotative marker for e.g. Biblical quotes, where the use of a 2sG form is outright impossible.

15 There are five more instances of pevewu in P (S7, P301-302, R218-219), but although they identify
the opponent’s voice, they are not parenthetical and, therefore, not, properly speaking, diatribal.
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the heretics (or an abstract specimen of the heretics) is addressed directly in a polemical
vein. We have also seen that some iconic features of the diatribe are implemented in an
attenuated way. The author had no doubt encountered these in translated texts, had in-
ternalized some of the most distinctive diatribal formulae, but did not apply them in the
same way as they originally functioned in the works of the Cynic-Stoic philosophers and
the Biblical and Patristic textual traditions. Thus, losif had appropriated the most distinc-
tive diatribal forms, but not their pragmatic and discursive functionality. This observa-
tions runs to some extent counter to Goldfrank’s [Goldfrank 2018: 566] claim that “Tosif’s
clever syllogisms were largely of the rhetorical type that a super-smart person can master
by imitation.” That may be true in general, but when we limit our view to the diatribe, we
see that losif’s imitation and appropriation of the Cynic-Stoic rhetorical and linguistic
strategies was but partial'®. Thus, looking back on the use of diatribal elements in P and
Posl., they can be described as an iconic residue at best; they do not necessarily function
in the way they were envisaged in their original Cynic-Stoic setting. This indicates that the
formulae themselves had gained ground in the Orthodox Slavic realm, but not necessarily
their corresponding discursive functions.

If we briefly compare these findings to an earlier hybrid translated/original piece of
Orthodox Slavic literature, viz. John the Exarch’s “Hexaemeron,” some parallels stand out.
The original parts were written by John the Exarch himself; the translated parts were taken
from Patristic homilies. It is no surprise that the original parts do not show any (!) instanc-
es of spontaneous use of diatribal parenthetical verbs. The Exarch successfully translated
them into Slavic when prompted to do so by his homiletic sources, but apparently he had
not completely internalized their use or he did not consider this an appropriate strategy for
his own written discourse. In the same vein, the lack of truly diatribal parenthetical verbs
in Iosif’s writings does not mean that Iosif did not know or appreciate the use of peue,
peuvewu and similar verbs as a diatribal strategy!”. The prevalence of diatribal elements
in well-known Slavic texts translated from Greek (as demonstrated in earlier research by
Kakridis [Kakridis 2019; 2020; forthc.] and Dekker [Dekker 2021a; 2021b; 2021¢; 2021d])
was too strong for losif to have been unfamiliar with them. A passive reception of these
elements in translated works did not necessarily lead to their active implementation in
original works, though.

Yet, the influence of the Cynic-Stoic diatribe on Iosif’s original compositions cannot
be completely dismissed, either. For that, his use of iconic formulae that derived from the
diatribe is too prominent and obvious. Thus, the remnants of the diatribe in texts pro-
duced in 16"/17"-century Russia show the persistence of a popular discursive tradition
even far beyond the confines of its initial transfer into the Slavic realm by means of texts
translated from Greek.

One final remark about the composition of P. As was discussed when presenting Table
2, the last five chapters have far fewer formulae that originate in the diatribe than the rest
of P.This was considered a significant argument in favour of Alekseev’s hypothesis that
the final chapters of the Long redaction were added at a later point, at a time when the

16 The term “imitation” is not meant to imply that losif used a specific Greek model for his writings.
Rather, being well-versed in Patristic writings, he had internalized the diatribal strategies which he
encountered there frequently.

7 In a very strict sense, we cannot properly distinguish diatribal from quotative verbs because the
main precondition for diatribal usage (dramatic performance as opposed to mere quotation) has only
partially been met in Iosif’s written treatise (P), and even less so in his epistles (Posl.).
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polemical aspect of the conflict with the Judaizers was less pressing, and the didactic or
devotional function had become more prominent. The rhetorical and diatribal character
of those chapters is, therefore, less pronounced. Thus, investigating linguistic features that
testify to the rhetorical heritage of the Cynic-Stoic diatribe can help us fine-tune issues in
the realm of textual history, too. In this way, linguistics, rhetoric and philology can mutu-
ally inform each other.
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P — Prosvetitel’
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ITpusHaku «guaTpulbl» B mpousBegenusax Mocuda Bomonkoro*

s uurupoBanus: Dekker S. Features of the “diatribe” in the writings of Iosif Volotskii. Becrnnux
Canxm-Ilemep6ypeckoeo ynusepcumema. A3vix u numepamypa. 2022, 19 (2): 389-408.
https://doi.org/10.21638/spbu09.2022.212

B cTaTbe MCCIERYIOTCSA IPU3HAKN «KMHIKO-CTOMYECKOI AMATPUOB» (IMAIOTMIECKOrO CII0-
co0a M3/IOKEHNS AUCKYPCa, BCTPEYAOLIETOCS B TONIEMIKO-INAAKTUIECKUX TPYLaX) B COUN-
HeHusx Vocuda Bonoukoro. Inarpnbndeckyie TeKCTbI BBIAEMAIOTCA He CTONBKO KaK OIpe-
JIeTIeHHBIII KaHp, CKOIbKO KaK (opMa OpraHM3alMy AUCKYPCa, KOTOpas MOXeT BKIIOYaTb
B ce0s pAx xKaHpoB. [laHHas TeMa paccCMaTPUBAETCA MIPEVMYIeCTBEHHO Ha OCHOBAHVM I/IaB-
HOTO ITo/IeMideckoro Tpakrara VMocuda Bomokoro mpoTns Tak Ha3plBa€MbIX XITOBCTBYIO-
VX, U3BECTHOTO II0f] Ha3BaHMeM «IIpocBeTnTenb». B cTaThe onmcaHbl OCHOBHbIE YepTEI (e-
HOMeHa gyaTpu6sr. O6CYKAaeTCst Kak ee rpevdecKoe IPOMCXOKAEHNE, TaK I ee IIePeXOf; B 06-
JaCTh L}ePKOBHOC/IABSIHCKOTO S3bIKA I [jajIbHelillee pa3BUTIEe B IIPABOCTABHBIX CIABSTHCKIX
mpousBefeHnAX HaunHasA ¢ X B. [Ipu aToM Takxe yaensdercs BHuMaHue 6uorpadunu Vocuda
Bororkoro u ucropuieckoMy KoHTeKcTy «IIpocBetutens». [JleMOHCTPUPYIOTCS OCHOBHBIE
npusHaky guatpubel B «IIpocBeTnTene»; X ynoTpebieHme CpaBHUBAETCS KaK C IEPEBO-
JHBIMJ CTAaBSIHCKVMMI TEKCTAMI, TaK U C TPeYeCKUMI OPUTVHAIAMI TIOCIERHNUX. ABTOP HO-
Ka3bIBaeT, YTO IPU3HaAKM AuaTpubsl B «IIpocBeTuTeNe» IPENCTaBIEHDI B 0CTabeHHOI (op-
Me. Takyum 06pasoM, OHM MOTYT BOCIIPMHMMATBCS MUILIb KaK «OCTATOK» AUATPUOUIECKOro
crioco6a M3IoKeHN A KUCKypca. B To xe BpeMs HeKOTOpbIe U3 3TUX IIPU3HAKOB SBHO UTPAIOT
IIparMaTU4ecKylo Pojb ¥ CAyXKarT Lein cybbeKTuBaumu guckypcea. Ilpu obcyxpeHnn mo-
CJIEHEr0 BOIPOCA MCIIONB3YeTCsl TePMUHOIOrNs, paspaboranHas Op. Pexanaru u I. Kimap-
koM. Mocud ycBomn Hambornee xapakrepHble guaTpubudeckue GOpMbl, HO He UX Iparma-
TIYECKYIO U JUCKYPCUBHYIO QYHKIMOHA/IBHOCTD. TepMUH «IIOfpaXkaHye» He 03HAYaeT, YTO
Vocud ncrmonp3oBan ompeeieHHY0 IpedecKyio MOAeb A/ cBoux coumHeHmit. Ckopee,
XOPOIIO Pas3dupasach B CBATOOTEUECKVX MICAHNUAX, OH YCBOMI fUATPUONYIECKUe CTPATETN.
9To yKaspIBaeT Ha TO, YTO B IPaBOCIABHO-C/IABAHCKOM LIapCTBE IIOTY4NIN PaCIpOCTpaHe-
HILe Takye POPMYJIbL, HO He X AUCKYPCUBHbIE QYHKI[UI.

Kniouesvie cnosa: puarpuba, Mocud Bonoukmit, ucTopudeckas mparmMarika, apeHTe THIecKue
IJIaro7Ibl, CYOBEKTUBALIVS JUCKYPCa.

Crarps IoCcTynuIa B pefakimio 9 Hoabpsa 2021 r.
Cratbs peKoMeH0BaHa K nedary 14 despansa 2022 .

* Crarbs HanycaHa py nopzepsxke IIBeiiiapckoro HalMoHaNbHOro HayYHoro ¢gonzna (SNSF).
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Erratum

Pomanosa T. B., Xomenko A. 10. PynkunoHupoBaHue 37IeMEHTOB CEMaHTUYECKOTO IO/
COUUANLHAS 3HAYUMOCHb B PYCCKOM M aHITIMIICKOM A3bIKAaX II0 JAHHBIM C/IOBAPHBIX U
KOPITYCHBIX MCTOYHUKOB. Becmnux Canxm-Ilemepbypackozo ynusepcumema. A3vik u -
mepamypa. 2020, 17 (1): 49-73. https://doi.org/10.21638/spbu09.2020.104
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Romanova T. V., Khomenko A. Yu. The functioning of the elements of the semantic field
social significance in the Russian and English languages according to vocabulary and cor-
pus sources. Vestnik of Saint Petersburg University. Language and Literature. 2020, 17 (1):
49-73. https://doi.org/10.21638/spbu09.2020.104 (In Russian)
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