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Abstract

This study investigates the necessity of revising Church Slavonic liturgical texts, drawing
upon the author’s extensive theological background and a thorough literature review. By
employing linguistic entropy as a diagnostic tool, I assess the structural and stylistic
consistency of these texts in their role as instruments of spiritual communication. Church
Slavonic, despite its historical and theological significance, presents significant challenges
due to semantic discrepancies and stylistic irregularities that may obscure meaning and
affect comprehension.

In this research, linguistic entropy is calculated based on the probability of word placement
errors, measuring disorder within the textual structure. While additional linguistic factors
such as punctuation inconsistencies and grammatical errors may contribute to the overall
entropy, they are not quantitatively assessed in this study. The primary objective is to
establish a systematic framework for evaluating word-level disorder in liturgical texts,
providing a foundation for further refinements in textual analysis.

The results indicate a substantial degree of disorder in Church Slavonic texts, with an
average entropy of 8.57%, derived from frequency analysis of misplaced words and
structural inconsistencies. Given that additional linguistic factors may increase this
percentage, addressing these inconsistencies is crucial to enhancing the comprehensibility
and effectiveness of Church Slavonic as a liturgical language. Ensuring precision in sacred
texts is paramount, as linguistic ambiguity can significantly affect both theological
interpretation and liturgical practice.

Keywords: Church Slavonic, Liturgical Texts, Entropy, Stylistic Revision, Linguistic
Errors, Spiritual Communication

1. Introduction to Church Slavonic

The subject of this article may not be new to the field of theolinguistics,
practical theology and linguistics. However, the results of the research presented
in it are highly relevant. They are based on my personal theological experience as
well as an analysis of the practical material and theoretical concepts in the existing
literature. I began reading Church Slavonic prayer texts as a young man, and then
spent 11 years as a church conductor, which brought me even closer to liturgical
literature. I immersed myself in Church Slavonic texts for the next 12 years as a
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deacon and presbyter. I strongly believe that the theoretical and practical
principles described here will be the basis for making appropriate adjustments to
Church Slavonic texts in all local churches where this language is used in worship.
This is important not only from a practical point of view, but also from a
theological point of view, as St Ephrem the Syrian observed: “As the body without
the spirit is dead, so knowledge without action is idle” [1].

The topic of this article was deliberately chosen. Back in the days of my
university studies in International Information, I liked to study systems analysis.
It was then that I became convinced of the applicability of the concept of entropy
not only to the exact sciences, but also to other fields, to information. For me,
entropy acts as a key diagnostic criterion for the orderliness of any system,
allowing us to judge its integrity. In the context of a language system, especially
when it comes to liturgical literature as an instrument of spiritual communication,
the concept of entropy becomes key. The assessment of the entropy level of
Church Slavonic liturgical texts allowed me to draw conclusions about the
effectiveness of this dialogue and to examine the adequacy of the information
perception of the adherents of a particular denomination.

Church Slavonic is the common cultural heritage of all Slavic peoples who
have used or use it as their liturgical language. Today, Church Slavonic is used as
a liturgical language by several local Orthodox Churches in countries such as
Bulgaria, Serbia, Montenegro, North Macedonia, Poland, Russia, Belarus,
Ukraine, Moldova (partially), Slovakia and the Czech Republic. The Russian
Ortho-dox Church Abroad also actively uses Church Slavonic.

It is significant that during more than a thousand years of the existence of
the Church Slavonic language, the liturgical texts have undergone many revisions,
both connected with the need to correct errors and caused by the requirements of
time. Every language is a living organism that changes over time, it is a natural
process. In the case of Church Slavonic, it is important to stress that it never
became an instrument of oral communication, but remained a written language:
liturgical, scientific, and literary (until a certain time). Nevertheless, it has had a
major, if not decisive, influence on all the modern East Slavic languages,
especially Ukrainian, Russian, Belorussian, Serbian, and Bulgarian. It has itself
undergone many changes due to the influence of national languages of
communication, or, to put it in historical terms, ‘prosta mova’ [2]. The term
‘prosta mova’ (in English ‘plain language’) relates to the phenomenon of diglossia
in Old Rus, and things were different in Southern Rus and Moscow Rus. It should
be understood that ‘prosta mova’ did not correspond 100% to the living language
of the 17th century, as there were several dialects, depending on the geographical
location of the region of the Old Rus. Moreover, the term itself should not be taken
literally, as it derives from the Latin ‘lingua rustica’. The differences between
‘prosta mova’ and dialectal colloquial speech were very clear in South-West Rus.
Ivan Uzhevych’s grammar of 1643 contrasts ‘lingua sclavonica’ with ‘lingua
sacra sclavonica’. There is also the concept of ‘lingua popularis’, which at that
time was the Ukrainian dialect. In Pamvo Berynda’s dictionary of 1627, the
language ‘ruska’, which is synonymous with ‘prosta mova’, is contrasted with
‘Volyn’ and ‘Lithuanian’. Thus, ‘prosta mova’ is opposed to both Church
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Slavonic and dialectal Ukrainian or Belarusian [3]. In the end, it remained on its
own, retaining the status of ‘lingua sacra sclavonica’. Over the centuries, the
Church Slavonic language finally established itself as a language of divine
communication, a means of prayerful communication, and an instrument of
liturgical communication, as it remains today.

It should be noted that the linguistic situation of Old Rus should be defined,
in the strict terminological sense, as a situation of Church Slavonic-Rus diglossia.
Diglossia, as Ferguson understood it [4], is a way of coexistence of two language
systems within one language collective, when the functions of these two systems
are in an additional distribution, corresponding to the functions of one language
in a normal non-diglossic situation. In this case we are talking about the
coexistence of a bookish language system associated with the written tradition and
a non-bookish system associated with everyday life. No society within a given
language collective uses the bookish language system as a means of spoken
communication. This circumstance distinguishes the situation of diglossia from
the usual coexistence of a literary language and a dialect.

2. Historical Development and Challenges

The ontology of the Church Slavonic language, combined with its exclusive
attachment to the written text rather than spoken communication, has necessitated
periodic adjustments throughout its historical development. Today represents one
such period, where increasing semantic and stylistic discrepancies between
Church Slavonic and contemporary Slavic languages raise the need for a careful
textual review and refinement. Rather than advocating for a radical reform or the
replacement of Church Slavonic with national languages, this study highlights the
importance of enhancing textual clarity while preserving the linguistic and
theological integrity of the tradition. Historically, Church Slavonic has undergone
multiple revisions to address inconsistencies and improve textual coherence, and
the present research contributes to this ongoing scholarly effort. Many scholars
and representatives of the Orthodox hierarchy, especially of the Russian Orthodox
Church, have loudly proclaimed this at the beginning of the twenty-first century
[5].

Discussions on the implementation of national Slavic languages into
liturgical practice have been going on since the end of the 19th century [6].
However, the present article is not an attempt to justify the necessity for Slavic
Orthodox churches to switch to national languages, but rather to present linguistic
arguments and techniques by means of which it is possible and necessary to carry
out a modern revision of Church Slavonic texts, making them stylistically correct
and semantically sound. The need for this has long been demonstrated by the
presence of many errors in the texts: stylistic, semantic, and structural [7]. [ will
try to point out the most important ones and give illustrative examples, as well as
propose my own variant of correcting the linguistic insufficiency of some texts
taken as examples.

Despite multiple revisions over the centuries, many Church Slavonic texts
continue to contain structural inconsistencies and semantic inaccuracies that can
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obscure meaning and hinder correct interpretation. These textual discrepancies
highlight the need for a systematic and scholarly approach to textual refinement.
However, discussions on this subject have often been marked by strong
ideological divisions. Instead of focusing on the linguistic and stylistic aspects of
textual errors, debates frequently shift into theological arguments concerning the
preservation of tradition. Some voices within clerical and scholarly circles
perceive textual revisions as modernist intrusions rather than necessary
clarifications [8, 9, 10]. This study aims to provide a neutral, academic analysis of
textual inconsistencies, demonstrating that linguistic refinement does not
compromise the theological essence of Church Slavonic texts but rather enhances
their clarity and accessibility.

3. Objective of the Article

In the case of this article, due to the abundance of theological material, only
texts from books such as C)Kfrwﬂ)('z. (2000), Bandunra (2009) and Ga¥meknnik (2004)

will be analysed. The C)K'l‘t(’ﬂX'L (in English Octoechos) is a liturgical book

containing the texts of altered prayers in eight voices for each day of the week. It
was first compiled at the beginning of the VII century. In the VIII century it was
edited and completed by St John Damascene. The Octoechos printed in Cracow
in 1491 is the first Slavonic printed book [11]. The Randuun (in English Orthodox

Prayer Book) is a devotional book for home prayer, containing the Canons and
other prayers and services of the day. The Ga¥éruni (in English Service Book) is

a liturgical book for the divine service of the priest and the deacon.

My analyses are based on many years of experience reading and studying
Church Slavonic liturgical texts. This expertise allows me to identify key stylistic
and semantic inconsistencies that contribute to linguistic entropy, which in this
study is understood as a measure of word placement disorder and structural
inconsistencies within the text. The analysis focuses on errors affecting textual
coherence and readability, rather than grammatical or punctuation issues, which
remain beyond the scope of this research. The main categories of errors affecting
linguistic entropy include: (a) un-successful calques from Greek; (b) omitted
fragments or words from Greek; (c) distorted stylistics patterns in Church
Slavonic texts; (d) archaic structures that disrupt textual clarity and deviate from
established stylistic norms.

Regarding borrowings from Greek, there are several excellent works [12,
13, 14] with detailed descriptions of semantic and phraseological cripples, as well
as missing fragments or words from Greek, so we will not dwell on them in detail.
Suffice it to give an illustrative example of prayer number 9 of the morning
service, in which the word ‘sin’ has been ‘dropped’ due to the inaccuracy of the
translation.

Let us compare, for example, two liturgical texts in the ancient Greek and
the Church Slavonic languages.
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Kvpie 6 Oedc nudv, 6 v o0 petavoiag deecwy toig avlpmmolg
OWPNOUUEVOS, KOl TOTOV MUV EMYVOOENC GUOPTNHOTOV Kol
efoporoynocemg, TNV TOL WPOENTOL Aowid petdvolav, TPOg
oLYY®PNOoLY VITOdEENG aVTOG, AEoTTOTA, TOAAOIG MUAG KOl LEYAAOLG
TEPIMENTOKOTAG TANUUEANLLAGLY, ELENCOV, KATO TO UEYO GOV EAEOG,
Kol koTd 10 TAR00G TV OL-KTIPU®Y 6oL, £EAAELYOV TG AvOounUOTO
nuov 6t oot nuéptopev... [15].

ITH KRE AR, MOKAAHIEAA OeTaRAEniE 1eAOKKRWMA Mfomiﬁmﬁ H Ko
Os‘mg'z. HAME MOZHAHIA rfrk}(um'z. A Aok pania, nfo’:om ABLA nOKaARiE
K nfoquﬂm MOKARARKIF, FAME KAKO, KO MHWIAA HKl H KEAHKAA MAALIMA
mrffkmeﬂm nomua%it no mnu]rkn MATH TEOHL, fi M0 MHOKETEY LFE,A,‘]O']"L

"TROHY"h WIHETH REZRAKWHIA HAla [16].

As can be seen from the example, the original translator simply used the
Greek semantic construction aeeowv 10i¢ dwpnoapevog, translating it as
noKAARIEAs Werakaenis 1eaokKKWMA Mfoﬁmuﬁ, but the Church Slavonic language is

an incongruity, since the verbal noun werakaenic has a broader connotation.

Someone may say that in the further fragment of the text it becomes clear what
the text is about. Yet such an argument is completely unfounded. The sacred text
of the recited prayer must have semantic impeccability. In this case it is enough
to remove the next sentence, and the whole semantic component collapses. The
text should sound like noksiniean Weragatnie rfrkxwﬁ'z. teaokkRW MR Mfommm

Following and repeated word rf'k)( should not cause any embarrassment to anyone.

[ write this as a person who has been reciting this prayer for years during the divine
service and constantly feels the discomfort associated with this semantic
incongruity. As will be shown above, the Church Slavonic texts have many more
and far more serious flaws that hinder their adequate perception and fluent
reading. The amazing thing is that the text of this prayer has been reprinted for
centuries and never corrected. I compared the version of this prayer with the 1602
version of the Service Book, and it turned out to have the same error [17]. This
means that this error has been in print for 400 years! The problem today is
attachment to the status quo and the relegation of the debate by opponents of
reform to the realm of obscurantism. Let us, however, turn to the subject of our
analysis and show how ridiculous such arguments are.

The above example of a semantic omission due to an incorrect translation
from ancient Greek into Church Slavonic is in fact only the tip of the iceberg,
which is very easy to spot when reading the liturgical text for the first time.
Unfortunately, there are many such errors, and they remain in liturgical texts for
centuries without being corrected. And if the problem of correcting the H‘:Mo/\orﬂﬁ

was at least somewhat solved in the 17® century [18], the (f)l«rru/m)('l. [19], Munia

and Ga¥mexuni still remain open. The Hfmo/tormi (in English Irmologion) is a
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liturgical book containing liturgical texts for singing in church. In the Russian
Orthodox Church tradition there are two types of Irmologion — liturgical,
containing the full verbal texts of the canons, and chanting, including only the
songs of the Sunday and feast canons, the Octoechos services of the Seven Days,
and other chants. The structure of the Irmologion is subordinated to the system of
8 voices; within each voice the Irmoses are arranged in the order of the nine parts
of the canon. The Munis (in English Minia) is a liturgical book containing the

propers for fixed dates of the calendar year. It is interesting to note that the title of
the book comes from the ancient Greek adjective punvaiog (‘monthly’), which in
turn is derived from the noun pnv (gen. unvog), ‘month’. The literal Greek word
Mnvaia is a plu-ral adjective of the middle gender. So Mnvaia Bifiia in English
is ‘monthly books’. It turns out that the Greek adjective plural of the middle
gender became a feminine noun of the singular gender in Church Slavonic. There
are the Monthly Minia, the Festive Minia and the General Minia.

In addition to pure translation errors, we often encounter so-called incorrect
syntax, which is often disguised under the ‘antiquity’ and stylistic ‘otherness’ of
Church Slavic, at least in contrast to Russian or any other modern Slavic language.
This, however, is a gross error in the approach to the evaluation of any liturgical
Church Slavonic text. The point is that ‘antiquity’ does not equal ‘chaos’ and
cannot be used to justify the ‘normality’ of the presence of stylistic entropy. Yes,
Church Slavonic texts have their own style, a certain poetic ancient archaicism,
but there is an ex-pressive systematicity and beauty to it. It is the departure from
this structure and the failure to observe the stylistic and semantic ancient rhythm
that is, in my opinion, the manifestation of chaos.

With regard to the classification of such errors, it is necessary to point out
the following, the most important from the point of view of the perception of the
text: lexical errors related to the mis-understanding of the Greek text; paronymic
errors related to lexical calques; syntactic errors related to the confusion of Greek
word forms or to the mistranslation of Greek syntactic constructions into Church
Slavonic; case errors related to the mistranslation of the nominative, genitive and
dative cases; errors of verb forms. In the case of syntax, it is necessary to highlight
the main pattern, which is manifested in a high degree of archaicism, which casts
a shadow on the adequacy of the perception of Church Slavonic content. The fact
of the presence of many errors only aggravates this situation. And yet, in my
opinion, the main unsolved problem remains the structural and stylistic disorder
of Church Slavonic texts, not their archaicism.

4. Analyses

At the same time, in the case of stylistic structuring of the text, this category
is the easiest to correct, does not require complex linguistic efforts, but has an
enormous impact on the perception of the Church Slavonic liturgical text. Based
on the research results, the presence of an average of 8.57% entropy in the overall
structural and stylistic system of the analysed texts is evident, or 0.370 in bit
equivalents. This measure reflects word placement inconsistencies and structural
irregularities in Church Slavonic texts. While additional linguistic factors such as
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grammatical and punctuation errors could potentially increase the entropy level,
they are beyond the scope of this study and re-main an area for future research.

For now, I would like to point out that this result is an average indicator that
reflects the general level of the problem. To calculate it, [ used Claude Shannon’s
formula, widely used in information theory:

H = =31 p(x)log, (p(x:),

where p(xi) represents the probability of a misplaced word within a given
sentence. This study focuses exclusively on word placement inconsistencies and
structural irregularities, without taking into account grammatical or punctuation-
related errors. The choice of this method is motivated by the need to establish a
clear, quantifiable measure of stylistic disorder while ensuring comparability
across different textual samples. Furthermore, I opted to present entropy results as
percentages rather than in bit values, as percentage-based representation provides
a more intuitive way to interpret the degree of disorder within a text.

Let us take an average sentence as an example to illustrate the approach
described and to familiarise ourselves with the logic of the methodology used.
One of the sentences analysed consists of 19 words, 3 of which are in the wrong
place, thus distorting the meaning of the sentence. Thus, in the case of this
sentence, the probability that the word is in the right place is 16/19 and the
probability that the word is in the wrong place is 3/19. Substituting these
probabilities into the Shannon entropy formula gives the following result:

16 16 3 3
H=- (B“’gz (32) + 25 log> (5))
or H ~ —(0.873(—0.298) + 0.158(—4.247))
orH ~ 0.184 + 0.670 or H ~ 0.854

So, the entropy of this set is about 0.854 bits. To convert this result into a
percentage, we must take the maximum entropy value as 1 (since the logarithm
on base 2 is used) and calculate it as follows:

percent entropy

100%

maximum antropy

In this case, the maximum entropy for a given sentence is equal to the base 2
logarithm of the number of words in the sentence. We have 19 words, so the
maximum entropy according to the formula log (19) is approximately 4.247 bits.
We calculate the percentage of entropy on this basis from the above formula:

0.854 0, 0
2225 100% =~ 20.1%

This means that the entropy of a sentence consisting of 19 words, 3 of which
are in the wrong place and distort its content, is approximately 20.1% according
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to the methodology used. This is the approach used in the case of the whole set of
texts analysed, from which the final figure of 8.57% is derived.

It should be noted that when we are talking about a complete distortion of
meaning, and not just confusion due to structural and stylistic disorder, the usual
formula for calculating entropy may not be sufficient. In the case of bitwise
algorithms from information theory, which only consider the probabilities of
different outcomes, we need to consider the meaning of the distorted words them-
selves. One such approach or solution to the problem at hand might be to consider
the importance or significance of the garbled words in each sentence. We can give
weight to the distorted words depending on the context and the distortion of the
meaning of the sentence. Remarks on this aspect of my analysis are presented at
the end of the paper.

Having explained the algorithm used to calculate the entropy of the
analysed Church Slavonic texts, let us proceed to the description of selected
examples of structural and stylistic disorder, the correction of which cannot be
delayed from the point of view of the adequacy of the perception of the text by
clergymen and other ecclesiastical or secular persons.

As a first liturgical resource, I suggest that we familiarise ourselves with
the fragments of the two-part Octoechos published in two volumes. Since there is
a great deal of linguistic material in these two volumes, we will limit ourselves to
the canons in praise of the Virgin Mary at the Small Compline of the first four
voices, of which there are 28 in total (7 in each voice). The Small Compline or
After-Supper Church Service (in Church Slavonic — nomé'ﬁe) is in the Byzantine

rite, the daily ritual of the divine service of the daily circle, performed in the
temple or in cells. It is not possible to analyse all the canons of all the voices
because it would take too much time and would not be necessary.

So, out of more than seven hundred pages of liturgical texts, [ have analysed
all the canons in praise of the Virgin Mary at the Small Compline. There are 28
canons in the first volume of the Octoechos [18]. Each of them consists of 8
canons with 4 troparia. These are the main object of my analysis. Each troparion
or verse consists of an average of 21 words. There is usually one complete
compound or complex sentence, and rarely two. In total, we are dealing with about
900 sentences — troparia — which are contained in 28 canons. Structural and
stylistic errors are noted in the sentences on pages 28, 29, 32, 104, 113 (in five
troparia), 123, 124 (in two troparia), 125, 141, 142, 202, 231 (in two troparia),
246, 247 (in four troparia), 248, 307 (in two troparia), 308 (in two troparia), 327,
328 (in three troparia), 329 (in two troparia), 352, 378, 381, 401 (in two troparia),
418, 438 (in two troparia), 440, 459 (in two troparia), 461-462 (one sentence on
two pages), 478, 480 (in two troparia), 507, 551, 595 (in two troparia), 597, 615,
617, 635 and 638 (in two troparia). This gives us 68 garbled sentences out of the
896 available, or about 7.14%. Moreover, we are only talking about the divine
canons of Small Compline. In the case of other liturgical material, this proportion
is about the same, at around 8%.

At this point it is worth making the essential observation that there are
several subgroups of errors that introduce different levels of chaos into each
individual text. These errors can be divided into three subgroups: a. introducing
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poetic-rthythmic confusion, b. causing semantic confusion, and c. causing extreme
structural, stylistic and semantic confusion.

5. Most Common Errors and Their Examples

I propose to look at the most expressive examples of each of the three sub-
groups listed to demonstrate the influence of structural and stylistic inconsistency
on the distortion of meaning and the transmission of information. As an example
of the first sub-group, I propose the troparion of the 1st voice of the 9% song of
the canon on Tuesday at the Small Compline:

Grkrn  muk AEPKAII'M, nf{'”l\wm, k% aknorrn Thmk, nunk  Ko3riAf,
n / ~ / /v / n / /
wmrknmmpun\ M IOMMEAN T pACT frkmu’m, it g ra¥koKn

ﬁtfﬂfn@féwrlm, nfﬂ'mw roykm’wqm K% oS modi, cadkirn TA [19,p.104].

The very first glance at the present fragment of the canon is very
disconcerting because of the presence of the deutero-particle Amu'l'M in the third

place, which introduces a kind of chaos that has nothing to do with the archaic.
This is directly related to the proper noun nft"“l\'rm, which further breaks the

ideological context and introduces poetic-rhythmic confusion. The more deeply
one reads the text, the greater the confusion. The structural and stylistic
normalisation of the present sentence could remedy the situation:

Grkra  mutk, nf{‘"i\rrm, Afmﬁ']}f k% Aknorrn Thmm, nKink  RORAIARM,
n / ~ / /v / L) / /
wmrknmmpun\ ML IOMKIEAN (TP ‘:rkmaqm it g ra¥koKs

/ ~ /v / / ~ /
CO,L'kKAWL’_IH KA ,J,gmn MOEH, ﬂfoHw fAARHTH TA, KIEHEHOfO‘IHMP\.

The second option for remediation:

Gekrn  mnk, nf{"l\rrm, nuck  KoRfiAR, Amm/L'JX/ k% AkHOCTH  ThRAK,
L / ~ / /v / " / /
@eaknadnygma  mi - ndmusau rpacTl ffkmmpﬂ it g ra¥kOKs

roykm’mpﬂ K% ASIA MOFH, nfrirﬂw CARHTH TA, mmmo‘io"mm.

And the third:

Grkran  mnek, nf{'”l\rrm, nuek  Ko3riAR, AEPKA/L’_IX} k% AKHOCTH  TRMK,
L / ~ / /v / " / / / ~
wmrknAmoLpuA ML OMMEAN ¢ gLl frkmu’m i g ragkOK roykmmpn K% ASHi

/v / / / ~
MOEH, KIEHEHO‘)O‘IHMR, ﬂfoHW CAARHTH 'TA.

It should be noted that there may be several variants, all of which may be
equally correct. It should be noted, however, that we are not talking about a
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linguistic ‘modernisation’ of the Church Slavonic text in accordance with modern
Russian stylistics. In fact, the archaic and Old Slavonic rhythmicity is fully
preserved, while the meaning and content of the troparion are fully revealed. In
addition, the rhythmic reading has been completely corrected.

As an example of the second subgroup, I offer the troparion of the 2™ voice,
3" song of the canon on Monday at the Small Compline:

Hawdao rw"EfALFE/H'I'A KP'A BKETh K% 1eAoKERWAR, EVHHO nfmu’u'ﬂ'if: CTAN KE

Rﬁd anmAE ndkn kA km wda [19, p. 247].

In this example, the semantic confusion is evident immediately after the noun &f4,
because the verb kxiers that follows it is in no way related to the noun with the
preposition k% teaokkwars. It must be the naiao waM’JEIH'I'A K4 KR 1EA0KKKWMA
kxlerk, otherwise the verb kiers, which has entered the sentence, completely

violates the semantic logic of what has been said. This is how the sentence should
sound after the correction:

Hawdao '&UKPAL;JE'HTA KM K% 1eA0KEKWME ERIEOTR EVHHO ufmsqu'ﬂ'if: AN

A, ~ / oy /
e KU]A ﬂfHKE,&,E MAKH KM KA HAM'A.

It’s just one word, but what a difference it makes.
Finally, the third example, with an even more profound structural and
stylistic irrelevance, is illustrated by the following example:

EOAHgNLFAFwFA Ak nffrfrkme'ﬂ'in KEEr Ml'fA, A NOTONAAEMATW, fo,umﬁ

R

éent n‘a{"l\'rm Ki'a fi ria m'k')('z. HACK, A u"morméfrfm Xf'rﬁ, Ko fiichTeantoMmY

nrm-m’umpg HAC Han‘mmé\mim ﬁ'k'fﬂw [19, p. 246].

Here it is not clear what or who is being ‘worried’: the ‘world’, ‘sin’ or
‘God’? It should be remembered that the canons of the Small Compline, as well
as other prayers, are read rhythmically in liturgical practice. This does not, of
course, mean rapid. But the rhythm corresponds to a certain prayerful mood,
which is disturbed if the reader and listener do it attentively, wishing to understand
the meaning of what is being said. In the present example, to grasp the meaning,
one must pause for a long time and try to understand what is being said. The first
perception of the information leads to the idea of some kind of ‘God who has been
sunk by the sins of the whole world’. A rough translation of this text into English
should give the following result: “Out of the whole world, greatly agitated and
drowned by sins, you have given birth to the God and Lord of us all, O most pure
Mother of God, — Christ the Nurturer, who rightly leads us into the harbour of
salvation”. We are talking about ‘the God of the whole world’, the world that is

10
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‘drowning in sins’. That is the message. Let us now see what stylistic corrections
can be made to this crippled text to deal with it.

ﬁonu&'wqmrwm Ak /i noronaAeamarw nrirf'kLUE/H'I'H, REErW Ml’fa, nfﬁl\wm, fo,umﬁ
Gl KA A A mrk'}('l. HACR, u"mormé-mm )(Flrﬁ, Ko chiertTeanioms ﬂ'lH('['A,HHLFg HAC K’ﬁfﬂw

HAHfAKA/?/\IM’JA.

Apart from the elimination of the superfluous conjunction u, no other

changes have been made apart from stylistic corrections. Nevertheless, the text
has acquired a completely different semantic colouring. The Old Slavic archaism
and peculiar thythm are also fully preserved.

An interesting material within the framework of the chosen analysis is the
canon of The Order of Preparation for Holy Communion included in the Ranoumis.

The point is that this Canon is (or should be) the most read of all texts, and this
applies to both clergy and laity. In Orthodox tradition, its reading should be
accompanied by every believer who wishes to receive the communion of Christ’s
mysteries. Despite this ‘popularity’ among the faithful, it contains a great deal of
structural and stylistic chaos, represented mainly in the form of subgroups a. and
b., and in one place by subgroup c. Let us consider the most striking examples.

The first troparion of the first Irmos of the canon provides example of the
violation of the semantic structure of the phrase:

Xaken wugori ka'ﬂﬂ&’loqmrw a4 kSpern ai kAo TROE T3, RXI‘O?]’I")O/KHE

o LECN / / L ) / " T
TAH, fWTHAN KGOKK, H HEASI™ MHOTOWRMAZHAIN HtLII’kAEHIE [20].

Here we can clearly see how the semantic construction expressing the mystical
result of receiving the Eucharist, XA'EI;'L RHKO'T Krl;"lHYwLparw A HEASIR

Muorowu‘:iguux'z\ ﬁm]rkzu'ﬂ'is, is broken in two, causing semantic confusion. The

correct version should be as follows:
1/ ~ 1/ L ~ / " T
Xakkn sugowi ﬁ'k'mYmFArw i HEASTR MHOTOWRYAZIAIN fiekagnie g
KSAeTh mi A0 TROE ¢FOf A TTHAA K’follih, Rﬁro&’frfo'l;m .
Or in another version:

1/ ~ 1/ ” n / n T
A'KR'A AKHKOTA  K'KUHSWLHArW H  HEASIA  MHOTOWEPARHKIXA  HEI'KAEHIE,
Xak LT &

- / o~ / < Y RN / /
KAFOgT‘]OKﬂf FAH, AA Kx,&frl"l: MH '["EAO TRKOE ('TOE H 1THAA K"]OKB.

Both the first and second versions are correct. The present printed version is not.
The next example:

11
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Ro WeTaraeHie A4 KSAeTR Mi nffrffkmelﬂ'iﬁ nfs?wos A0 TEOE A KARTREHHAA K"]O/Kk,
AX'A WE CTATW (f)l;Lpf'H'l't, i kn wigns sKwsh, viskroankie, @ ;rrfm'rf'ﬁ f tKOfREIﬁ
Wy péuie [20, p. 563].

Here the prepositional-adjective construction ko weTakanis nferfrkme'ﬂ'iﬁ has been
broken by another verbal construction with the main semantic verb to EwTs in the
future tense. The same applies to the construction i k% ®Azus &k, Although

this stylistic device is quite common in Church Slavonic texts, here it expressively
destroys the integrity of the sentence. The structural and stylistic entropy of this
sentence is as high as 20.63%. The correction of this troparion gives the following
result:

Ro erarani nffrfrkmfﬂ'iﬁ i kn wiAgus gEwSo g4 BSLeTR MA nfﬁ%f
~ n o / e / e wa / 2 /- L
ka0 TROE A RRTREHHAA RpOKH, TARKROANKYE, AXA e TArW  ORiyteie f

/v a /o T /-
f’l")M’['EH H lKOfREH W‘IYPK,MHIE.

When reconstructing the sentence, we put the two broken prepositional phrase
constructions back together and build a logical chain of events in the correct order.
Thanks to this, the following constructions s§a e Firdrw émye'u‘ie i :-rfm-w'ﬁ f

nmfm'ﬁ WY enic were also freed from the semantic burden associated with

incorrect structural stylistics, but at the same time retained the shadow of their
antiquity.

The next example is an unusual case in which stylistic errors and the
translator’s calque have led to the complete loss of the sentence’s meaning. Here,
the third stylistic subgroup of errors is combined with complete linguistic
inadequacy, and if at the beginning of the sentence its meaning starts to build up
into some logical sequence, by the end it is a complete nonsense. Let’s look at this
sentence:

Herdunmia u'zirr’nx-z‘, nfnm’u'ﬂ'is, Xf?“rri, xegmu'frrﬂux'z\ rmori}('l. tkttrk

TAHHOTER, A KSAET® M (KT8, A KHEOTH, A Rigrfrfa'rfr'ie, i % nfemfk'AH'l'w

W A oﬁmuomz’u‘iw ,;ouforx,rk’mu RARTReHHRALTA Xo,u'rmﬁc-mmﬂo, ¢ At

RAKE, MKW 44 cadkan TA [20, p. 566].

Here is its old Greek equivalent:

[nyn ayobdv 1 petdinyie, Xpioté, @V dbovdtov cov Vviv
Muotpiov: yevnnto pot g kal Lo kol drddeia, kol Tpog apeti|g
Osotépag mpoxomnyv kal €midoowv mpod&evog, pove Ayabé, Omwg
d0&alw og [21].

12
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We see how literally and clumsily the translator tried to convey the Greek archaic
by transforming it into the Church Slavonic version. And, unfortunately, how
badly he succeeded. We must admit that such and similar text fragments, in the
literal sense of the word, turn a living prayer into a reading ‘spell’, where meaning
gives way to mechanical reading, and the reader takes the form of an ‘expert’ of
hidden knowledge. Therefore, once again, without any in-depth analysis, similar
or equivalent fragments of Church Slavonic texts should have undergone
appropriate revision long ago. I hope that this article will serve as an appropriate
stimulus to this process. So, after some minor structural changes, we have the
following text:

0 / -/ < a / / /

Herowmies  wireys, Xfre,  npreayenie  TROrA  RegsaepTHMLA HetHk
TAHHETRE, A BSAETH A Xo,;i-mﬁcrrmuuo Rk, RHEOTR i negrrrfa'rrr'is,
K ﬂff!ﬂ’EAHTlo wE M O\I‘MHOFNEIH'IIIO RoRTReNHR AT A Aosforvk’rrtm, G AHHE KAKE,

) / ~
MKW A4 (AdRAD TA.

Or in another way:

Herdunna R'/irri)('z., XFTE’ nfmaqu’u‘if etk rrﬁon'x'z. EEStME/fTHMX'Z\
/ / v / ~ / " / .
TAHRETRS, YOALTARCTRENNO A4 KEAETH Avi eekrn, SKHROTH A Kegepderie,
K ﬂfﬂﬂ’k//hﬂm wE M o\"rMHomf/H'l'w ErRTReNHR AT A Aoufo,vk'frml, G AHHE EAKE,

o/ / ~
MKW AA (AABAK TA.

An identical situation can be observed in the case of the 3rd prayer after
Communion, which belongs to Symeon the Metaphrast and is found in the
Ga¥aernnis. The specificity of this prayer in Greek is that it is written in verse. The

translation of the last sentence is particularly confusing. Here is how the Greek
original looks like:

20 yap ddpyelg aylopog Kal Lovog

NU@V, dyads, Tdv yoydv Koi Aaurpodtng

Kol 60l TPemdVTOC, ¢ Oed Kol Aeomotn,

d6&av dmavteg méumopey kad’ Nuépav [21, p. 519].

And here’s the Church Slavic version:
7/ " / o~ " " ! w / s 7/ " 1/ ~
Tw ko ¢uan éeA A OeRALIENTE HALIIER, KA, ASwen A egkraoern, HoTeRR

o/ oy » A ~
aknonogdknw, fkw &Y mm]'k, (AARY KA ROREMAAEAE HA BEAKE Aftih [22].

It is difficult to blame the translator for not preserving the form of the verses
and the sublime poetry of the Greek lines. Nevertheless, there is already a
complete disorganisation in this context, characterised by a jumble of elements

13
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and a lack of clear structure. To support the views expressed, I would like to give
an example from my own experience, where a hieromonk with more than twenty
years of experience stumbled twice while reading aloud the prayers of
thanksgiving, illustrating the nature of the text and the verbal confusion present in
it. Only an indifferent eye and language will not stumble in this place or pause.
The need to edit the quoted fragment is self-evident. The text, after structural and
stylistic normalisation, re-gains its lost meaning:

Ti ko ¢efi ¢AMH, KAKE, u"’mmpelﬂ'is A kfmaoerh S HA/LLIHX'L, A TERR

/ o/ oy a A, / ~ / / /
aknonogdknw, fkw &Y A K/ll_llrk, cadkY Keil RORCKIAAEME HA KEAKK AEHA.

Thus, the original entropy of this sentence, at the level of 19.46%, is
reduced by minor structural and stylistic editing to 0. Of course, this is only one
textual level. When grammatical, punctuation and other translation inaccuracies
are considered, a higher level of entropy is revealed, which emphasises the need
for a deeper study and editing of liturgical Church Slavonic texts. The calculation
of such entropy requires the introduction of new parameters, such as the
importance of words. In this case, we can use the already extended formula that
multiplies the probability of each word by its weight before calculating the
entropy:

H(X) = =X, wip;log, (py),

where wi is the importance (specific weight) and p is the probability of occurrence
of each word. However, there are difficulties in applying such an approach, since
many algorithms based on formulas from information theory usually assume a
strict binary principle that does not consider the different levels and complexities
of translation errors. It is necessary to consider each sentence individually,
considering the meaning of each word and its contribution to the overall context
of the text.

In this context, the last example, which is by no means isolated, illustrates
the depth of the problem described. In some cases, errors can radically alter the
original meaning of the liturgical text. One of the most striking examples of such
a distortion is the 8th song of the 1st voice of the canon in praise of the Virgin
Mary at the Small Compline, which contains such a troparion:

Eomoqm'f'rm REINAOTHRIA AZ TekE Kroaknnw: ¢rome moan n':{fl\rrm,
t’l'eﬁﬂ'ﬂ MAOTH TKOEA OIf’MEf’I’KP/I'TH, A WKRHEATH Mok gSwy olf'MffL'JKM/HB’u
rf-k)(ﬂ [23] «Direct translation: The incorporeal One, to whom you

pray, is splendidly incarnate, Pure One, that He may put to death the
lusts of your [false pronoun instead of my] flesh and revive my soul
which has died through sins».

14
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This is not just a misprint, not just a confused letter, as is often the case in
the texts analysed. It is a whole pronoun that distorts the original semantic address.

In the phrase z-rfﬁz-m NAOTH TROEA ofrmf-rmirrﬂ the pronoun Troea is mistakenly
present and not ao¢a. It turns out that instead of ‘our’ passions, the text speaks of

‘her’ passions, i.e. the ‘passions of the Virgin’. What an extreme
misunderstanding! It is interesting that all this could be justified by an incorrect
edition of the volume analysed, but no. I checked this fragment of text in another
edition from 1981 [24], and there is the same error. It is difficult to say how long
this error was reprinted and in which century. Since the first Slavonic Octoechos
of 1491 does not yet contain canons of the Mother of God at Small Compline, and
the text of the 1692 Octoechos of the Trinity-Sergius Lavra does not allow for this
error [25]. I can assume that the error was made in later editions, beginning around
the 18" century.

6. Conclusions

Unfortunately, this is not the only example. Typographical errors that
change the primary message of a text are quite common. What is also interesting
in this case is that the usual formula for calculating entropy, based on bit
algorithms in information theory, does not fully reflect the phenomenon I am
interested in. It is a complete distortion of meaning, not just confusion. As has
been said, one such approach or solution to the problem might be to consider the
meaning or significance of the distorted words in each sentence, but that is the
subject of the next study.

This study contributes to the ongoing academic discussion on the
refinement of Church Slavonic liturgical texts by providing a structured analysis
of linguistic entropy and textual inconsistencies. While the subject of textual
revisions has been explored in the fields of theolinguistics and practical theology,
this research introduces a quantifiable approach to assessing stylistic and semantic
disorder. The findings demonstrate that structural inconsistencies in Church
Slavonic texts persist despite multiple historical revisions, highlighting the
necessity for further scholarly evaluation. Addressing these inconsistencies can
enhance the clarity and accessibility of liturgical texts while preserving their
theological and historical integrity. Future research may expand this analysis by
incorporating additional linguistic parameters such as grammatical structure and
syntactic patterns, refining the methodology for evaluating textual coherence in
sacred texts.

Changes and revisions of Church Slavonic texts over the centuries testify
to the living char-acter of this language and its important influence on the
development of East Slavic national languages. However, despite the numerous
revisions, the texts still contain errors which distort the meaning and make it
difficult to understand them correctly. It is important to take this into account and
to work actively to correct them. This will help to make the liturgical texts more
understandable and meaningful for the faithful, and to preserve the linguistic
heritage for future generations.
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