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THE PRIMARY CHRONICLE 
IN THE JUDEAN CHRONOGRAPH (1262)

Recently, the time of the completion of the Judean Chronograph, which is the only defi nitely 
dated historical collection in Old Rus’ian literature, has been reconsidered based on a number of 
textual arguments. Th e purpose of this paper is to answer the question of whether the proposed 
revision is reasonable. It is also necessary to determine whether the compiler of the Chronograph 
was familiar with the Primary Chronicle since the dating of the Chronograph depends on the 
answer to this question. Textual criticism methods are applied here to address the problems 
of textual relationship. Scientifi c novelty. In the pages that follow, I off er a detailed analysis of 
quotations from the Primary Chronicle in the Judean Chronograph conducted for the fi rst 
time. Conclusions. Th e author of the Chronograph knew the Chronicle well and quoted it both 
verbatim and in microcitations. Th e textual evidence does lead to the year 1262, so we have no 
reason to revise the traditional date of the compilation of the Chronograph. 
Keywords: medieval chronicles, Old Rus’, textual criticism, translations fr om Greek into Old 
Church Slavonic.

Th e Judean Chronograph (other names of this compilation in scholarly literature are the 
Jewish Chronicle, the Chronograph of 1262, and the Archivsky Chronograph) [1, 649; 2; 3, 
LXIX, LXXXVII] is one of the important witnesses of the Old Rus’ian lite rature. While 
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the text of the Chronograph is preserved in the 15th- and 16th- centuries Archival, Vilnius, 
and Warsaw copies [4; 5; 6], 1 its common archetype attributed to a much earlier time. 
Some of its sources belong to the oldest translations from Greek into Old Church Sla-
vonic, so it is important both for pre-Mongol and post-Mongol studies. What is especially 
valuable for Ukrainian scholars is that the Chronograph impacted the Galician-Volhy-
nian Chronicle, so the problems of the history of these texts are interrelated. It is general-
ly considered that the compilation was created in Halych, although this is not the only 
possible provenance of the text proposed in the scholarly literature [7, 24—27, 30—32; 
8, 95—96; 9, 14—15, 17, 50; 10, 4; 11; 12; 13, 26; 14; 15; 16, 67—68, 82; 17, 75]. 2

1 For the digital text of the Archival manuscript, see the Cyrillo-Methodianum website, created 
under the supervision of Anna-Maria Totomanova: http://histdict.uni-sofi a.bg/chronograph/
clist. Bulgarian colleagues prefer the name Archivskii Chronograph, and unfortunately, the text 
of the Vilnius copy is neglected. 

 Ukrainian «літопис» (“litopys”) as well as «хронограф» (“chronograph”) translates into 
English as “chronicle”, but both types of writing were distinguished in the Old Rus’ian literature. 
Th e genre of “chronograph” implies a compilation of fragments or collections of fragments of 
various biblical books, apocrypha, and some Byzantine chronicles translated into Old Church 
Slavonic. In turn, “litopys”-chronicles represented a form of original historical narrative written 
in Old Rus’ian with elements of Old Church Slavonic.

2 Th e assumption is hindered by some manuscript evidence. In the Old Halych and Old 
Volhynia dialects, like in Modern Ukrainian, /o/ and /a/ were strictly distinguished, whereas 
in the Chronograph, at least in its biblical part, regular examples of <o> changing into <a> 
and vice versa are found (in all 3 manuscripts). Earlier, the author of this paper qualifi ed the 
phenomenon as “akanye” (аканье), sometimes with hypercorrect <o>^ [18, 27]. However, this 
defi nition appears to be incorrect, while the examples under question are in a stressed position: 
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Akanye. As noted by Sergei Nikolaev, the features of the text 
have a crucial bearing on the history of the creation of the Judean Chronograph. He wrote to me: 
“In East Slavic languages, we rarely fi nd [o] in place of the etymological *a in stressed position. 
Th e two areas which do demonstrate such a development are Central and Northern Belarus. 
Th e change of [a] into [o] before [w] has been recorded in a number of dialects around Polatsk, 
as well as in a wide area in Central and Northern Belarus between Hrodna and Mahilyow. See: 
[19], map 28 «Halosnyia na mescy nacisknoha “a” u pazicii perad [w] — d[o]w, kaz[o]w, pr[o]
wda and so on» («Галосныя на месцы нацiскнога “а” у пазiцii перад [ў] — д[о]ў, каз[о]ў, 
пр[o]ўда i iнш.»). It can be assumed that originally any stressed /a/ was pronounced in these 
dialects as a weakly labialized (“слабоогубленный”) sound like English (RP) [ɒ] (spelled as 
<o>). While this sound regularly changed into [o] before [w], in other positions, it was restored 
into the usual [a]. In all probability, it is this phonetic pattern which is refl ected in the above-
mentioned “errors” in the copies of the Chronograph. See the only example where we fi nd a 
change of O to A in an unstressed position: Ex.39.10 ѡблAженiѥ / ѡблOженiѥ. Also, in post-
tonic position (A to O): Ex.5.23 вълОжю / вълАжю, Ex.16.21 растОӕше сѧ / растАӕше 
сѧ, Ex.30.35 вОрѧщего / вАрѧщего, Ex.33.9 стОнѧше / стАнѧше, Ex.40.5 кОжениѥ / 
кАжениѥ. Th us, it is most suitable to locate the protograph of the Judean Chronograph in 
modern Central (between Hrodna and Mahilyow) or Northern (around Polatsk) Belarus”.

 Also, «akanye» is typical for the North Belarusian dialects (Polatsk in the Great Duchy of 
Lithuania, etc.), whereas in the South Belarusian lands, some of which were part of medieval 
Volhynia, this phenomenon is absent. On the South Belarusian features on the example of the 
Moscow-Academic Chronicle, see: [20, 205].
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It is believed that the Judean Chronograph was compiled in the 13th century. Usual-
ly, scholars date it to 1262 [2; 21, XVII—LVI, LXI—LXIX; 22, 124—125], but the 
date depends on how one reads the famous “Legend of Sovij” and the “Lithuanian” 
fragment which follows. Th is fragment evokes some episodes of Lithuanian history, 
including a description of pagan gods and lamentation over the customs of burning the 
dead and sacrifi ces. Of particular interest are the chronological calculations at the end 
of the fragment, where the scribe reports the number of years that elapsed between the 
founders of «еллинских» (pagan) times — the “accursed Sovij” and Abimelech — and 
the time of the completion of the Chronograph.

Th e scholarly discussion concerning the dating of the Judean Chronograph began 
with Mikhael Obolensky’s “Preface” to the Chronicle of Pereyaslavl-Suzdal (1851) and 
continues to this day with, among others, the papers by the staff  of Oleksiy Tolochko’s 
department at the Institute of History of Ukraine (2014—2024). 3 It seems that all pos-
sible arguments were already exhausted by those put forward by Obolensky and those 
proposed by his critics, especially Francis Th omson [1] and Tolochko [24]. 

Obolensky’s main points are sound. Th e compiler of the Judean Chronograph gives 
only the number of years from Abimelech and Sovij to the time when «създаша сѧ 
кънигы сиӕ» (“these books — i.e. Chronograph — were written”). But it is possible to 
fi ll the gap in the calculations if we keep in mind that the most famous Abimelech is as-
sociated with the patriarch Abraham. 4 Th e interval «отъ адама» (“from Adam”) «до 
авимелеха» (‘to Abimelech’ = “to Abraham”) can be supplemented according to the 
chronology of the Primary Chronicle, where “from Adam to the Flood — 2,242 years” 
and “from the Flood to Abraham — 1,082 years”, which is 3,324 years. Add to this the 
“3,446 years” from “the accursed Sovij”and Abimelech (= Abraham) to the comple-
tion of the Chronograph — and this gives us the date: 6770 years from the Creation of 
the world, or 1262 A.D. Th e only thing that Obolensky did not bother to do is to 
prove that the compiler of the Judean Chronograph really knew the Primary Chronicle. 
Ho we ver, the knowledge of the “Nestor Chronicle” by every Old Rus’ian author was as-
sumed by default by the 19th century scholar. 5

Modern researchers have directed their criticism precisely at this weak point. Th om-
son pointed out that our knowledge of the sources of the Judean Chronograph is far from 
perfect. At the same time, the chronicles available to the Old Rus’ian authors (e.g., Hamar-
tolos, Malalas, etc.) give very diff erent data on the life span of the biblical characters. Th us, 
the calculations may lead not to the “1262” year but to a broad period from the mid-12th 
to the late 13th century. 6 Tolochko emphasized that 1) the compiler of the Judean Chro-
nograph did not rely on “Nestor’s chronology” and might not have known the Primary 
Chronicle at all; and 2) since according to the Bible and the Greek chronicles Abraham 

3 See the yearbook Ruthenica (Kyiv) since 2014; and [13]. Review on the latter: [23].
4 Although, it should be taken into account that the “Legend of Sovij” mentions “Abimelech” 

without further clarifi cation, while there are several biblical characters with this name.
5 Other names of the Old Rus’ian Primary Chronicle are the Tale of Bygone Year and the Nestor 

Chronicle. Obolensky used the latter.
6 According to his meticulous calculations, from 1144/45 to 1299/1300 [1, 649].
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met Abimelech only in the land of Canaan, it is necessary to add about 75 years from the 
day of his birth to his arrival in Canaan, which is “3224 + 75 = 3299”. Consequently, the 
creation of the Judean Chronograph to be moved to the 14th century [24]. 7

Even though the sources of the “Legend of Sovij” and the “Lithuanian” frag-
ment have been repeatedly discussed in the scholarly literature, 8 the relationship of 
the Judean Chronograph with the Primary Chronicle is still obscure, which means 
that Obolensky’s arguments remained by and large unproven. Only recently, a tex-
tual study of the “Lithuanian fragment” and some other has revealed borrowings 
from the Primary Chronicle into the Chronograph [26], 9 completely unnoticed by 
previous researchers.

7 Th e same opinion was expressed by Tolochko in [13, 22]. Quite contrary, other section of this 
book (by Tolochko and Kyrychenko) states: «до Хронографа 1262 р. увійшли лише перші 
10 книг хроніки Малали. Проте в ГВл містяться цитати... з ХVІІ... та ХVІІІ книг... 
Отже... автор ГВл мав і повний текст Малали... автор ГВл працював не власне з текстом 
хронографа 1262 р. (italics mine — T.V.), а з тими матеріалами, які ввійшли до складу 
його. Іншими словами, він мав доступ до скрипторію, де виготовляли хронограф. Ця 
обставина лише стверджує нас у припущенні, що над ГВл працювала та сама група лю-
дей (чи особа, що паралельно (або дещо раніше) укладала Іудейський хронограф» [13, 
79]. ‘Th e Chronograph of 1262 includes only the fi rst ten books of the Chronicle of Malalas. 
However, the Galician-Volhynian Chronicle contains quotations... from the 17th... and 
18th books of Malalas... Th us... the author of the Galician-Volhynian Chronicle had the 
unabridged text of Malalas at his disposal... the author worked not with the text of the Chro-
nograph of 1262, but with the materials prepared for it. In other words, he had access to the 
scriptorium where the Chronograph was produced. Th ese circumstances only confi rm our 
assumption that the same group of people (or one person) worked on the Galician-Volhynian 
Chronicle and the Chronograph at more or less the same time’. Here, we are talking about the 
1260s, not the 1330s. Tolochko and his colleagues fail to explain the inconsistencies in their 
book [13]. However, the last thought is consonant with the words published a dozen years 
earlier: «Правда, автор Галицко-Волынской летописи работал не только с Ид. /= Judean 
Chronograph — T.V./: в его тексте прослеживаются заимствования из опущенных в Ид. 
последних книг Хроники Малалы. Не исключено, что над текстом Галицко-Волынской ле-
тописи и над текстом Ид. работал один и тот же человек или одна и та же «команда»” 
[16: 83]. ‘However, the author of the Galician-Volhynian Chronicle worked not only with 
the Judean Chronograph. Its text reveals borrowings from the last books of the Chronicle of 
Malalas omitted in the Chronograph. It is possible that one person or “team” worked on both 
the Galician-Volhynian Chronicle and the Chronograph.’

8 For example, Ilya Lemeshkin [2] scrutinized the text relations of the Judean Chronograph and 
the Chronicle of George Hamartolos and suggested that the “Legend of Sovij” was bound up 
with the Hamartolos narration about Farah and Abraham. Sergej Ivanov [25] revealed that 
the “Legend” was placed in the part of the Chronograph, which included the fragments of the 
Chronicle of John Malalas, accompanied by the Commentary of Nicetas of Heraclea on the 
Sermons of Gregory of Nazianzus.

9 Th e compiler included the composition of the “Legend of Sovij” with the “Lithuanian frag-
ment” in the 18th Sermon of the Chronograph (Cyrillic numeral .иі҃.: «Слово .иі҃.») [5, 27v-28r; 
4, 26d-27a; 6, 56-57]. Th e insertion from Hamartolos connected with it follows closely behind 
aft er a brief biblical quotation [5, 28r; 4, 27a-b; 6, 58].
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Tab. 1

the Judean Chronograph [5, 
28r-v; 4, 27а-b; 6, 57-58]

the Chronicle of Hamartolos 
[27, 81 and 58]

the collated text of the Pri-
mary Chronicle 

И по тѡм жит Фара лѣт .р҃. и .л҃ и 
е҃ и оумре 1 . живъ 2 же всѣх лѣт .с҃ 
и е҃ . бѣ же и тъи күміротворець 
ѿ каменіа . и древа , творѧ , и 
продаа .

[27, 81] и по томь житъ Фара 
лѣт .р҃.ле҃. и оумре живъ всѣх 
лѣт .с҃.е҃. бѣ же и тъ коумирот-
ворець ѿ камениӕ и древа 
творѧ и продаӕ .

[29, 91.29-92.2] се же Серухъ 
роди Фару 3 . Фара же роди 
.г҃. сн҃ы . Аврама и Нахора . и 
Арана 4 . Фара же творѧше 5 
кумиры . навыкъ оу ѡц҃а своег .

растоӕшеж тако времѧ въ .к҃. 
род даже и дотолѣ лѣт .҂г҃. и .т҃. и 
к҃. и д҃ лѣт ѿ Адама до Авраама , 

[27, 58] соут үбо ѿ Адама 
доже и до потопа лѣт .҂в҃.с҃.ξ҃в. 
а ѿ потопа доже и до раз-
мѣшениӕ столпотворе ниӕ и 
до оумертвиӕ Фалекова...

[29, 18.1-3] ӕко ѿ Адама до 
потопа . лѣт .҂в҃.с҃.м҃.в҃. 7 а ѿ по-
топа до Аврама 8 . лѣт ҂а҃.п҃в. 
(= .҂г҃. и .т҃. и к҃. и д҃.)...

[27, 81] растоӕше же тако 
времѧ въ .к҃. родъ . доже и 
дотолѣ 6 лѣт .҂г҃.тл҃в.

в’ та лѣта никтож прѣжро-
женых чл҃къ , ӕвлѧєтсѧ прѣжде 
оумретiа ѡч҃а . но ѡц҃ь преж 
чѧдъ сн҃въ своих . наслѣдникы 
имѣніи 9 своих ѡставлѧюще .

и никто же когда же пре-
жероженыхъ чл҃вкъ ӕвлѧ-
ѥтьсѧ сн҃ъ преже оумерт вiӕ 
ѻч҃а . но ѻц҃и преже чадъ сн҃въ 
своихъ 10 наслѣдникы имѣнии 
своихъ ѡставлѧюще .

see below [29, 92.13-15]

а никтож [не] 11 гл҃еть ѡ Авелѣ . 
ибо не своею см҃ртiю оумреть . 
но неволею . ѿ негож Фара . 
протівүѡбразна бв҃и преж-
постави 12 своею хитростію . 
съдѣла идола подобiа их же 
сътворил . испытанієм пріӕт . и 
тъи изоѡбразивъ ѿ своєг чѧда . 

а никто же да не гл҃ть ѡ Авелѣ 
ибо не своѥю см҃ртью оумре 
но невольною 13 . ѿ него же 
Фара противоуѡбразна бв҃и 
пре жепостави своѥю хыт рос-
тию сдѣлавъ идола подобьӕ . 
ихъ же створи испытаниѥмь 
приӕтъ . и тъ изъѡбразивъ ѿ 
своѥго чада . 

оумре бо Аранъ 14 пожаром . 
егѡж зажже Авраамъ . пожещи 
хотѧ идолы ѡц҃а своєго . вшедъ 
же Аранъ 15 из’нести ӕ хотѧ , 
и самъ съгорѣ . сего ради чюдив 
сѧ бж҃iю исписанiю . назнаме-
на гл҃щи...

оумре бо Аранъ пожаромь 
ѥго же зажьже 16 Аврамъ по-
жещи хотѧ идолы ѻц҃а своѥг . 
въшедъ же Аранъ 17 изнести 
ӕ хотѧ 18 сего ради чюдивъ 
сѧ би҃ю испiсанию назнамена 
гл҃щи...

[29, 92.10-15] приимъ Аврамъ 
ѡгнь . зажьже идолы въ 
храмин{ы}[ѣ] 19 . видѣвъ же се 20 
Аранъ 21 братъ Аврамовъ . 
рѣвнуӕ по идолѣхъ . хотѣ 22 
{оумьчати идолъ} [вымчати 
идолы] 23. [и] самъ {з}[съ]горѣ 24 
ту Аранъ 25 . и оумре пред 
ѡц҃мъ .  предъ сѣмъ бо не [бѣ] 26 
оумиралъ сн҃ъ предъ ѡц҃мь . но 
ѡц҃ь предъ сн҃мъ .

N o t e s: 1 Istrin erroneously attributes this fragment to Gen.11.27 and 11.32 instead of 
Am.81.5-6 [22, 329]. Two words (“и оумре”) might be inserted from Gen. (cf. Gen.11.32 
“бышѧ же вси дн ҃ье фары в хараѡнѣ лѣт .с҃.е҃. и оумре ту фарра въ хараанѣ» [38, 155]), 
but the whole phrase still belongs to Hamartolos; 2 sic Arkh Wars; Vil жит; 3 L фара; 
4 L R A S1 err.: арона; T(N1) арама; N4 арала; 5 L твори; 6 sic Am.tr; Ам.s    до; 7 L err.: 
лѣт .м҃. и .в҃.; 8 L ѡврама; 9 sic Arkh Wars; Vil имѣнію; 10 sic Ам.s; Am.tr сн ҃мъ своимъ; 
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11 sic Arkh Wars; Vil om; 12 sic Arkh Wars; Vil прѣждепоставил; 13 sic Am.tr; Ам.s неволею; 
14 sic Arkh Wars; Vil аронъ; 15 sic Arkh; Wars аррана; Vil аронъ; 16 sic Am.s; Am.tr по-
жже; 17 sic Ам.s; Am.tr ара; 18 sic Ам.s; Am.tr om; 19 H храмины; all other copies храминѣ; 
20 L R A NK S1 N4 om; 21 L R A S1 N4 err.: аронъ; 22 L хотѣвъ; Chl N4 хотѧ; 23 H Chl 
оумьчати; L R A S1 N4 вымчати; N1 вымьцати; NK вынести; Chl and other copies идолы; 
24 H S1 N4 згорѣ; Chl изгорѣ; L съгорѣ; R A N1 NK сгорѣ; 25 L R A S1 N4 аронъ; 26 H om; 
sic Chl L R A T(N1) NK N4; K(N1) бы; S1 не үмираше бо

10 Th e Chronicle of George Hamartolos was published by Istrin [27, 81, 58] and Matvienko, 
Shchegoleva [28, 181—182, 154]. Scholars distinguish its two main editions: the Trinity or 
First Edition (Am.tr) and the Second one (Am.s).

11 On the manuscripts of the Primary Chronicle and early Novgorod chronicles, see [30, XX—
XXI; 31]. Th e principal manuscript here is Hpatian since Laurentian contains many errors. 
Th e quotations from the Primary Chronicle are labeled with column and line numbers 
(aft er the edition of the Laurentian copy [29]), as done by Donald Ostrowski in [30]. As 
for collated text, see [32] for some examples; we have brought together readings from the 
Laurentian and Hypatian branches of the Primary Chronicle, the Novgorod First Chronicle 
of the Younger Edition, and the Novgorod-Sofi an group (Novgorod-Karamzin, Sofi an First 
and Novgorod Forth chronicles). Many manuscripts have been published [29, 18, 91-92; 
33, 13, 79; 34, 137; 35, 46-47; 36, 78-79; 37, 66]. For manuscript acronyms, see the List of 
Abbreviations.

12 Unlike Obolensky, Tolochko noticed that the insertion from the Chronicle of Hamartolos 
in the Chronograph contains the number “3324”, which diff ers from the original “3332” in 
Hamartolos. However, he refuses to admit the infl uence of the Primary Chronicle, where exactly 
this sum occurs: 2242 + 1082 = 3324. He attempted to solve the problem by hypothesizing 
an «Antiochian era» in the Chronograph (minus 5500 years instead of 5508 according to 
standard recalculation dates from C.M. to A.D.) [24, 281]. But, as our sources show, it is not 
the case since the fi gure “3324” is by no means the only borrowing from the Primary Chronicle 
into the Chronograph.

End of Tab. 1

Let us refer to Table 1. Th e fi rst column presents the text of the Judean Chrono-
graph, the second one displays parallel fragments of Hamartolos, 10 and the third one 
shows excerpts from the Primary Chronicle. 11 Th e convergences of the Chronograph 
and Hamartolos are underlined; italics are used when the text of the Chronicle diff ers 
from both the Chronograph and Hamartolos; bold type is used where the text of the 
Chronograph coincides with the Chronicle.

As we can see, this passage is distinguished by microcitations from the Primary 
Chronicle. Also, there are larger borrowed words from the same source (about 420 cha-
racters long) in another part of the Chronograph (see Tab. 2 in the Appendix). Tex-
tual criticism helps here to answer questions raised by scholars. In particular, Tolochko 
poin ted out that the fi gure ”3324” does not match the original number of the years 
“from Adam to Abraham” in Hamartolos: ”3332”. However, it is very probable that 
”3324” was calculated by the compiler of the Chronograph from the Primary Chronicle 
(2242 + 1082 = 3324). 12 Such an assumption is supported by the presence of seve-
ral quotes from the Chronicle (see bold expressions in Table 1 and fragments β, δ, ε in 
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Table 2). 13 As the Primary Chronicle appears to be one of the additional sources of the 
Judean Chronograph, 14 Obolensky’s argument, in spite of having been questioned by 
Th omson and Tolochko, still stands. 

13 As for second (in fact, fi rst) borrowing, see the 15th Sermon (Table 2). Istrin considered 
the Judean Chronograph placed here as “an apocryphon, printed in the Palaea” [22, 328], 
but in fact, it is an exact quotation from the “Introduction” of the Primary Chronicle. Th e 
loan from Palaeas is excluded since the author of the Judean Chronograph deals with 
the text of his source much more accurately than Palaea’s compiler. Cf. the Chronicle and the 
Chronograph «зьдаша / зиждаша столпъ за .м҃. лѣтъ» versus Palaeas and the Introductory 
Part of the Ellinsky Letopisets «бысть оубо дѣлаему столпу .м҃. лѣтъ»; «по размѣшеньи 
же ӕзыкъ» — «по раздѣлении оубо ӕзыкъ», and so on. Besides, while the compilation 
in the Chronograph is simple (Gen.11.5-9 — borrowing from the “Introduction” of the 
Primary Chronicle — Gen.11.10-), Palaeas have a very complex composition, with inserts 
from the “Philosopher’s Speech” and the “Introduction” of the Chronicle (in this order) 
mixed in with other sources. 

 Тatiana Anisimova recently sought to prove the thesis that the texts of all medieval Old 
Rus’ian chronographs and chronicles, including the Judean Chronograph, the Primary 
Chronicle, Palaeas, and Ellinsky Letopisets go back to some oldest proto-chronograph 
[44]. Unfortunately, her comparison of the texts is not valid. For example, she cites the 
text of Cosmas from the manuscript with text omissions [44, 185], although the edition 
of Cosmas came out long ago (1997). As a consequence, it seems to the reader that the 
Introductory part of the Ellinsky Letopisets and the Short Chronographic Palaea refl ect 
a partial convergence with the Palaea Interpretata, while we observe another partial 
correspondence in Cosmas. In fact, the Palaea Interpretata borrows from Cosmas 
more or less precisely, two Chronographic Palaeas closely follow the Palaea Interpretata, 
and the Ellinsky Letopisets does so in heavy abbreviation. Th e Judean Chronograph 
appears to be separate from Palaeas: for example, it has quite a diff erent set of lexical 
substitutions in Cosmas. Because of partial comparisons, Anisimova fails to notice that 
the boundaries of the insertions, as well as the way of borrowing, do not coincide in the 
Judean Chronograph and Palaeas. In particular, the texts of the Chronograph and “Intro-
duction” to the Primary Chronicle correspond to each other verbatim, whereas Palaeas 
are characterized by lexical substitutions and a number of abbreviations and duplications. 
I write at length about the texts in the story of the pandemonium [in process]. For now, it 
should be noted that the very nature of the compilations favored to supplement them with 
new sources. And if Palaeas have additional texts by Cosmas, Hippolytus of Rome, «Th e 
Philosopher’s Speech», and the manner of compilation is diff erent — texts of sources 
are broken into smaller fragments, which increased the number of duplications and other 
inconsistencies — then Palaeas and the Ellinsky Letopisets belong to a later stage of the 
existence of this plot in Old Rus’ian literature. In any case, compilations were not created 
in one center.

14 Where Tolochko writes that “...нет причин считать, что компилятор хронографа мог 
принимать во внимание или даже знать этот совершенно посторонний для него текст” 
(‘...there is no reason to believe that the compiler of the Chronograph could have taken into 
account or even known this completely extraneous text — i.e. the Primary Chronicle — T.V.’). 
“Гораздо естественнее предполагать, что в своих подсчетах он исходил бы из тех хро-
нологических выкладок, которые уже содержались в текстах, составивших хронограф5”
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As for the next questionable point (that Abraham could not meet Abimelech im-
mediately aft er Abraham’s birth, and we must add 75 years till their meeting in Canaan, 
cf. Gen.20.1-26), the matter is that authors of the biblical books and chronicles count 
ages from birth to death, and not from intermediate events. Besides, in general, medie-
val historians have a very complicated relationship with counting years. Let us illust rate 
it with the story of the Patriarch himself. 

While Abraham’s legitimate wife Sarah was for a long time barren, his slave Hagar 
bore him a son (Gen.16). Aft er God commanded circumcision, the patriarch did his 
bidding along with his entire household, including his son Ishmael, who was at the 
time 14 years old (and Abraham was 98, Gen.17.23-25). Later, a son by his wife Sarah, 
Isaac, was born (Gen.21.1-3). Seeing Ishmael hurting young Isaac, Sarah demanded 
the slave girl and her child to be thrown out. Th e next day, Abraham sent Hagar and 
Ishmael into a desert. In the Old Church Slavonic translation: «задѣ за плещи єи (to 
her, i.e. Hagar) ѡтрокъ . и поусти ю» (Gen.21.18). Th is implies that Hagar carried Ish-
mael on her shoulders although he was already more than 14 years old (in fact, 17-18). 15 
Especially impressive is the scene when the mother suff ered so much from the lack of 
water that she put her child far away from herself, “lest she should not see her son die”, 
and the abandoned child wept (Gen.21.14-16): «отроча въскрича въсплака сѧ». 
On the whole, Ishmael is depicted as a toddler who can not yet properly walk. Note-
worthy is that all these contradictions came within the frame of a coherent narrative 
(Gen.16-21), and neither authors, editors, nor readers were concerned about such a 
“minor” detail as Ishmael’s age.

To summarize, our textual study shows that the author of the Judean Сhronograph 
included the Primary Chronicle in his extensive range of sources. What is important 
for us, he used the fi gures from the Primary Chronicle in his chronological calculations. 
Th us, we must return to the traditional date of the Chronograph (the 1260s) and rule 
out the skepticism expressed by Th omson and Tolochko. Th is conclusion is extreme-
ly important because it confi rms one of the few accurate dates in the history of Old 
Rus’ian chronographic literature. 

 (‘It is much more natural to assume that in his calculations he would have proceeded 
from those chronological calculations which were already contained in the sources of 
the Chronograph5; and in note 5, he points of the various numbers in the chronicles, as 
Th omson had done before him’) — he is mistaken. Quite contrary to Tolochko’s opinion, 
the compiler of the Chronograph valued the Primary Chronicle so highly that he used it 
even though he had more detailed accounts of biblical history to work with and quoted it 
verbatim and in microcitations.

15 It took two years before Isaac was born (and Abraham was 100 years old) and at least another 
year or two for him to become capable of playing with children. All of this makes 17—18 years 
old Ishmael at the time of the expulsion.
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Appendix
Bold type indicates correspondences between the texts of the Judean Chronograph 
and Palaeas 16 and the “Introduction” of the Primary Chronicle. 17 We use underlining 
when the texts of Palaeas coincide with the “Philosopher Speech” and ita lics when the 
texts of the Chronograph and Palaeas diff er from the Primary Chronicle.

As we see, Table 2 is much more complicated than Table 1. First of all, the Primary 
Chronicle is represented here by two fragments, from the «Introduction» and from 
the «Philosopher’s Speech», which occupy the 2nd and 3rd columns. 18 Naturally, the 
Chronograph and Palaeas used sources beyond the Primary Chronicle.

All versions of the story of pandemonium ultimately go back to Genesis 11, but 
this episode is retold in a mass of texts. Old Rus’ian scribes had access to the Slavonic 
Genesis, the Chronicles of Hamartolos and Malalas, the Christian Topography by Cos-
mas Indikopleustes, and the Book of Jubilees (or the Little Genesis). 19 Authors working 
later than the beginning of the 12th century included ready-made compilations, among 
them fragments of the Primary Chronicle and the Palaea Interpretata. Sometimes 
scribes re-checked compilations against their sources, which led, among other things, 
to numerous duplicates that were not systematically eliminated by compilers.

For better understanding, the texts in Table 2 are divided into segments. Th e frag-
ments of the Primary Chronicle are labeled with letters and numbers of the Greek al-
phabet (α1.2, β2, δ), the non-annalistic sources of the Judean Chronograph are denoted 
as x1, x2... xn, and the non-annalistic sources of Palaeas — as y1, y2... yn. Th e Chronograph 
took from the Chronicle only a fragment of the “Introduction”, while the compiler of 
the Palaea Interpretata fi rst turned his attention to the «Philosopher’s Speech», and 
then proceeded to the text of the “Introduction”. Th e sequence of the fragments taken 
from the Chronicle in the Chronograph is as follows: β δ ε. It is noteworthy that the pas-
sage from the “Introduction” is surrounded by quotations from Gen.11, with x3 ending 
Gen.11.9 and x4 beginning Gen.11.10. In turns, all Palaeas have the sequence of frag-
ments borrowed from the Chronicle as: α β δ. Th e short fragment γ, with the account of 

16 Th e principal copy here is Kolom, but since Kolom has many errors, the edition (1892) is useful 
for comparing the Palaea Interpretata versions [42, 230—231, 243—244]. Th e collation here 
was made on the basis of such manuscripts: A — Aleksandro-Nevsky mid-14th cent.; K — 
Kirillo-Belozersky no.68/1145 15th cent., W — Wien no.12 15th cent., U — Uvarov no.85/286 
16th cent.; Т2 — Tikhonravov 1576; Ja — Jakushkin 17th cent.; S — Silinsky 17th cent.; Т — 
Tikhonravov 17th cent.

17 Th e principal copy here is H. I’ve put some erroneous readings H in curly brackets.
18 Th e “Introduction” and the “Philosopher’s Speech” in the Primary Chronicle are separated by 

dozens of follia, so it is not surprising that scribes treated them as independent texts.
19 Th e Jubilees was available to the author of the Primary Chronicle. Th e story about pandemonium 

compiles here from Gen.10 and 11, Hamartolos [27, 57-58], and the Book of Jubilees. In turn, the 
13th—15th Sermons of the Judean Chronograph contain Gen.9.19-11.4 — Cosmas [45, 23r-v] — 
Gen.11.5-9 — the fragment of the “Introduction” of the Primary Chronicle — Gen.11.10-. 
Th e composition of Palaeas is much more complex but also includes fragments of the Primary 
Chronicle and Cosmas and, additionally, some text going back to Hippolytus of Rome [46].
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Tab. 2 
the Judean Chro no-
graph

the collated text of 
the Primary Chro nic-
le, the “Introduc tion”

the collated text of the 
Primary Chro nicle, the 
“Philo so pher’s Speech”

the Palaea Inter pre-
tata and the Complete 
Chro no graphic Palaea 

[5, 24r; 4, 24с; 6, 48b] 
х1 Gen.11.1-4 и бѣ всѧ 
землѧ оуста едина… 
град . и сынъ . ємоуж 
бүдеть вер’хъ до нб҃се . 
и сътворим собѣ имѧ . 
прѣжде дажде не 
разыдемсѧ по лицю 
всеѧ землѧ: 

[33, 4.19-23; 29, 5.2-6] 
α1.1 и быс ӕзыкъ единъ 
. и оумножившивши-
мсѧ 1 чл҃вком на 
земли . и помыс ли-
ша создати столпъ 
до нб҃си . въ дн҃и Не-
ктана . и Фалека . 
и събравшесѧ на 
мѣстѣ Сенарь поле.

[33, 78.6; 29, 91.2-3] 
α1.2 и быша чл҃вци мно-
зи . и единогласни . 
[и] 2 рѣша другъ къ 
другу . [съ]зижемъ 3 
столпъ до нб҃се .

у1, у2 Cosmas [45, 
23r-v] with an nalistic 
microcita tions 4

х2 Cosmas [45, 23r-v] [33, 4.23-24; 29, 5.6-7] 
α2.1 здати {сти} 5 столпъ 
до нб҃се и {городъ} 
[градъ] 6 ѡколо его 
Вавилонъ .

[33, 78.7-10; 29, 91.4-
5] α2.2 и нача ша здати . 
и бѣ старѣишина 
имъ Невродъ 7 и реч 
бъ҃ се 8 оумножи шасѧ 
чл҃вци и по мысли их 
суєтны 9 . 

[39, 58а.9-13; 40, 
55v.22-24; 41, 65b.9-
13; 43, 57d.8-11] 
α2.2 и начаша зда-
ти столпъ . и бѣ 
старѣишина ихъ и 
началникъ соуѥть-
ному ихъ помыслоу 
именемъ Невротъ 

[5, 24v; 4, 25а; 6, 
50a] х3 Gen.11.5-9 
И снидѣ гь҃ бъ҃ видѣти 
града и стлъпа… и 
ѿтудѣ разсѣӕ их гь҃ 
бъ҃ по лицю всеӕ 
землѧ.

[33, 78.10-11; 29, 
91.6-7] α2.3 и сниде бъ҃ 
и размѣси ӕзыкы . на 
.о҃. и два ӕзыка .

[33, 78.11-17; 29, 
91.7-8] α2.4 Адамовъ 
же ӕзыкъ быс не 
ѡтѧтъ оу Авера. [33, 
78.12-13; 29, 91.8-12] 
α2.5 то бо єдінъ не при-
ложис къ безумью ихъ . 
рѣкъ сице аще бы 
чл҃вѣком бъ҃ реклъ на 
нб҃о столпъ дѣлати . то 
повелѣлъ бы самъ бъ҃ 
словом . ӕко же ство-
ри нб҃са и землю . и 
море . и всѧ видимаӕ 
и невидимаӕ .

[39, 58а.13-25; 40, 
55v.24-56r.1; 41, 
65b.16-с.2; 43, 
57d.13-25] α2.5 Аверъ 
же ѥдинъ [тогда] 10 
не преложис 11 к 
безумью ихъ . но 
рече сице . аще бы 
чл҃вкомъ бъ҃ реклъ 
столпъ на нб҃о дѣлати 
то повелѣлъ бъі самъ 
бъ҃ словомъ . ӕко же 
створи нб҃о и землю . 
и всѧ видимаӕ и 
невидимаӕ . 
у3 бъість же вьсѣхъ 
лѣтъ Аверовъ {.ф҃.} 
[.с҃. и .м҃. быс же Аверъ 
.е҃.и] 12 по Нои .



ISSN 0130-5247. Український історичний журнал. 2025. № 1 (580)

151Th e Primary Chronicle in the Judean Chronograph (1262)

α2.2 и наченьшимъ 
оубо {со}здати 13 
столъпъ . безлѣ пот-
нымъ ихъ помыш-
леньѥмъ... 
у4 … [45]

[5, 24v-25r; 4, 25а; 6, 
50a-b] β зиждаша 14 
ж столпъ за .м҃. лѣт . 
и не съвръшенъ быс 
. и сниде гь҃ бъ҃ вiдѣти 
град и стлъпа . и реч 
гь҃ . се род єдинъ . 
и ӕзык єдинъ . и 
смѣси бъ҃ ӕзыкы и 
раздѣли ӕ . на .о҃. и 
на два ӕзыка .

[33, 4.24-28; 29, 5.7-11] 
β и здаша 15 столпъ 16 . 
за .м҃. лѣт . и не 
свѣршенъ быс . и a 
сниде гсь бъ҃ 17 b видѣть 
{город} [градъ] 18 
и столпа 19 . и реч 
гсь се родъ єдинъ . 
и ӕзыкъ єдинъ . и 
смѣси бъ҃ ӕзыкы . и 
раздѣли на .о҃. и на 20 
два ӕзыка .

[39, 58b.11-18; 
40, 56r.6-9; 41, 
65с.17-d.5; 43, 58а.6-
12] β2 и быс [оубо] 21 
дѣлаѥму столпу .м҃. 
лѣтъ . и не свершенъ 
быс . и сниде гсь 
видѣтъ столпа и реч 
гсь се родъ ѥдинъ 22 
и ӕзыкъ ихъ єдинъ . 
и смѣси бъ҃ ӕзыки и 
раздѣли ӕ 
α2.6 на .о҃. и на ѥдинъ 
ӕзыкъ

[33, 4.28; 29, 5.11] 
γ (cf. Gen.11.8-9) и 
рассѣӕ по всеи земли .

[39, 58b.18-23; 40, 
56r.9-11; 41, 65d.6-
10; 43, 58а.12-17] 
α2.4 .в҃. 23 ӕзыкъ Ада-
мовъ . имже {до-
саду} [досюд] 24 гл҃ахү . 
тотъ не ѿӕтъ быс . 
{а} [оу] 25 Фалека сн҃а 
Аверова . 
α2.5 зане ту бо Аверъ 
не прело жисѧ 26 к 
безаконью ихъ .

[33, 78.17-19; 29, 
91.12-14] α2.6 {того 
рад сего} [сего ради 
того] 27 ӕзыкъ не 
премѣнисѧ . ѿ сего 
сут єврѣи . на .о҃. 
и єдинъ ӕзыкъ 
раздѣлишас …

[39, 58b.23-25; 
40, 56r.12-13; 41, 
65d.10-12; 43, 
58а.17-19] α2.6 сего 
ради того ӕзык не 
премѣнисѧ . тѣм же 
оубо [ѥврѣи] 28 про-
звашас : + у5, у6... [45]

[33, 12.36-13.1-2; 29, 
18.1-2] α2.7 ѿ Адама 
до потопа . лѣт .҂в҃.с҃.м҃. 
в҃. а ѿ потопа до авра-
ма . лѣт .҂а҃.п҃.в҃.

[33, 78.22-24; 29, 
91.17-19] α2.8 Ѿ Ада-
ма же до потопа лѣт 
.҂в҃.с҃.м҃.в҃. а ѿ потопа до 
разъдѣленьӕ ӕзыкъ . 
лѣт .ф҃.к҃.ѳ҃.

[39, 58с.8-15; 40, 
56r.17-21; 41, 66а.3-11; 
43, 58а.28-b.4] =α2.8 Въ 
лѣт .г҃.ѥ тысущи 29 въ 
.ѱ҃.ѥ и .о҃.ноѥ .а҃.ѥ . =α1.1 
во дн҃и Нектана 30 . 
и Фа лека раздѣли

Tab. 2 Сontinued
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бъ҃ ӕзыки . иже ра-
сплодишас на лици 
землѧ . ѿ треи сн҃въ 
Ноѥвъіхъ α2.8 ѿ по-
топа до раздѣлениӕ 
ӕзъік .ф҃.к҃. и .ѳ҃. лѣтъ ...
у7, у8... [46]

[5, 25r; 4, 25а; 
6, 50b] δ по раз-
мѣшеніи же ӕзы-
къ . бъ҃ вѣтром ве-
ликымъ раздрѫши 
столпъ .
и єсть ѡстанок єго . 
промежи Асура 
и Вавiлона . єсть 
въ высотоу и въ 
шiротѫ .҂е҃. и у҃. и .лг҃. 
лакотъ 31 .

[33, 4.29-32; 29, 
5.11-15] δ по раз-
 мѣшеньи же 
ӕзыкъ . бъ҃ вѣт-
ромъ великомъ 
раздруши столпъ . 
и есть ѡстанокъ 
его межи 32 Асура . 
и Вавилона . и есть 
въ высоту . c и въ 
шириню 33 . 
лакотъ .҂е҃.у҃.л҃.г҃.d

[39, 61с.22-d.2; 40, 
58v.25-29; 41, 69b.2-
9; 43, 60с.30-d.6] 
δ2 По раздѣлении 
оубо ӕзыкъ бъ҃ 
вѣтромъ вели кимъ 
раздруши столпъ . 
и єсть останокъ 
ѥго межи Асоура 34 
и Вавилона . на 
поли нарѣцаѥмѣмь 
Сенаръ . ѥсть же 
останокъ столпа . 
въ высоту и вшире . 
мѣра єг .҂е҃. и у҃ . и .л҃ . и 
.г҃. локоть .

ε в’ лѣта многа хра-
ним ѡстанок єго:

[33, 4.32-33; 29, 5.15-
16] ε въ лѣта многа 
хранимъ ѡстанокъ 35

х4 Gen.11.10 И си 
бытiа Сiмова…

yn…+ [45] +

N o t e s: 1 H err.; all other copies: оумножившимсѧ; 2 H om; sic all other copies; 3 H зижемъ; all other copies: 
съзижемъ; 4 Th ere are many; for example, =α1.2 и рѣша другъ к другу [39: 57d.27; 40: 55v.18; 41: 
65а.19-20; 43: 111с.30-111d.3]; =α1.2. и съзижемъ столпъ [39: 58а.3-4;  40: 55v.20; 41: 65а.24-25; 43: 
111d.4-8]; 5 H err.; all other copies om; 6 H Chl городъ; sic L R A NK; 7 sic H Chl R A S1 N4 + NK (NK 
невротъ); L om и бѣ… Невродъ; 8 H Chl om; 9 L суєтьни; 10 A W S T Ja Pog тогда единъ; Syn Rum 
єдинъ тогда; 11 A K S T Pog Syn Rum приложисѧ; 12 A K S T Pog Rum быс же Аверъ .е҃.и [42, 229, 
note 5]; Syn Быс же Аверь по Нои пѧтыи; 13 A W K T Ja Pog Syn Rum здати; 14 Arch зиждаша, Vil 
Wars зиждаше; 15 R NK S1 N4 създаша; L созда; 16 L + то, NK + тъ, N4 + тъи; 17 a-b NK S1 N4 призрѣ 
гь҃ -; 18 H Chl город; L R A NK S1 N4 градъ; 19 L R A NK S1 N4 столпъ; 20 L R A om; 21 A W K T Ja 
Pog Syn Rum быс оубо; 22 Pog Syn Rum + и помыслъ; 23 Syn Rum И єдин; 24 A K S Ja досуда, T досюдоу, 
W досѫдѣ [42, 230, note 20]; Pog досюда; Syn досюдү; Rum досоуде; A W K T Ja + оубо [42, 230, 
note 19]; 25 A W K S Ja Pog Syn Rum оу [42, 230, note 21]; Т ѿ; 26 A S T Pog Syn Rum приложисѧ 
[42, 230, note 22]; 27 H Chl того рад сего; sic L R A; 28 A W S Ja + ѥврѣи; K + и еврѣи си [42, 230, 
note 25]; Pog (тѣмьж) оубо евреи; Syn Rum и ѿтолѣ єврѣи; 29 Pog=Kolom: .г҃.еи тысүщи; Syn Rum 
Въ второтысѧщноє лѣто. Th e sum in the Chronicle: .҂в҃.с҃.м҃.в҃. + .ф҃.к҃.ѳ҃. = .҂в҃.ѱо҃а. (2242 + 529 = 2771). 
Otherwise Am.57-58: .в҃.сѯ҃в. + .ф҃.лs҃. = 2262 + 536 = 2798; 30 Pog Нектана и брата его его (Фалека сн҃ү 
Аверовү); Syn Rum Нектана брат сн҃у Аверовоу; 31 Arch Wars лакотъ; Vil локотъ; 32 sic H Chl; L про-
межю; NK N4 промежи; S1 промежу; 33 Chl широтоу; R A ширинү; c-d L и - -; NK S1 N4 саженіи 
.҂е҃. и .у҃. и .лг҃. толикож и в ширинү; 34 Pog Syn Rum Am.s арүра (!); 35 Chl N4 + тъи, NK + тъ

End of Tab. 2
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the scattering of the people, is omitted in both texts. In all probability, the Chronograph 
did not preserve it because the dispersion of people was already covered according to 
Gen.11.8-9, and the Palaea Interpretata and Chronographic Palaeas because of Cosmas 
and Hippolytus of Rome [46].

It should be emphasized that the moving of the annalistic fragments from Pa-
laeas into the Judean Chronograph is impossible since the compiler of the Chronograph 
makes more extensive and precise use of the text of the “Introduction” of the Primary 
Chronicle. Cf., in particular, ε, absent in Palaeas, as well as β and δ versus β2 and δ2. 

It is particularly signifi cant for us that the author of the Chronograph quotes from 
the Chronicle literally, not limiting himself to microcitations, as he did in his chrono-
logical calculations (Table 1). Th e way the scribe handled the insertions leaves no room 
for doubt that the compiler of the Judean Chronograph was perfectly familiar with the 
Primary Chronicle. 

Abbreviations 
A — Moscow-Academy copy of the Primary Chronicle 
Ak — Academy copy of the Novgorod First Chronicle 
Am.tr — Hamartolos, First or Trinity redaction
Am.s — Hamartolos, Second redaction
Arkh — Arkhival copy of the Judean Chronograph
Chl — Chlebnikov copy of the Primary Chronicle
H — Hypatian copy of the Primary Chronicle
K — Comission copy of the Novgorod First Chronicle
Kolom — Kolomensky copy of the Palaea Interpretata 
L — Laurentian copy of the Primary Chronicle
N1 — Novgorod First Chronicle 
N4 — Novgorod Forth Chronicle 
NK — Novgorod-Karamzin Chronicle
Pog — Pogodin copy of the Complete Chronographic Palaea
R — Radziwill copy of the Primary Chronicle
Rum — Rumiantsev copy of the Complete Chronographic Palaea
S1 — Sofi an First Chronicle 
Syn — Synodal copy of the Complete Chronographic Palaea
T — Tolstoi copy of the Novgorod First Chronicle 
Vil — Vilnius copy of the Judean Chronograph
Wars — Warsawian copy of the Judean Chronograph 
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ПОВІСТЬ ВРЕМЕННИХ ЛІТ 
В ІУДЕЙСЬКОМУ ХРОНОГРАФІ (1262)
Хронологію Іудейського хронографа, який є єдиною точно датованою в давньоруській 
літературі історичною компіляцією, останнім часом переглядали, спираючись на різно-
манітні текстологічні аргументи. Мета статті — з’ясувати, чи спроба ревізії правомірна. 
Також необхідно отримати відповідь на питання, чи знав укладач Іудейського хроно-
графа Повість временних літ  (Початковий літопис), адже ця відповідь обумовлює да-
тування Хронографа. Для розв’язання проблем співвідношення текстів застосовуються 
методи текстуальної критики. Наукова новизна. Вперше детально проаналізовано ци-
тати, запозичені у Хронограф із Початкового літопису. Висновки. Автор Іудейського 
хронограф а був добре знайомий із Повістю временних літ, цитуючи її як дослівно, так 
і в мікроцитатах. Тож свідчення текстів дійсно ведуть до 1262 р. й підстав переглядати 
традиційну дату утворення Іудейського хронографа немає.
Ключові слова: середньовічні літописи та хронографи, Давня Русь, текстологія, перекла-
ди з грецької на давньослов’янську.


