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The literature on medieval Slavonic and Byzantine historical and apocalyptic writings 

has recently been enriched through the publication of a six-hundred-page tome entitled 

Historical and Apocalyptic Literature in Byzantium and Medieval Bulgaria. The 

authors are two distinguished scholars: Vassilka Tăpkova-Zaimova and Anissava 

Miltenova. Both authors are well known to the scholarly community and have 

published widely both in their native Bulgaria and abroad. Parts of the material 

included in their recent book – the topic of the present review – have previously been 

published in Bulgarian under the title Историко-апокалиптичната книжнина във 

Византия и в средновековна България (Tăpkova-Zaimova & Miltenova 1996). 

In their new book, besides offering critical editions of the principal manuscripts of 

no less than 16 medieval manuscript traditions followed by translations of the texts 

into modern Bulgarian and English, the authors address the following issues:  

1) The reception of the Byzantine literary historical and apocalyptic works in 

medieval Bulgaria, their adaptation to the Bulgarian historical reality, to 

the ideological, political and cultural specifics of the Bulgarian state. 

2) Specific features of Bulgarian original and compilative historical and 

apocalyptic works in terms of form and content; chronology and 

periodization of the extant works; miscellanies of “prophecies” in the 

Southern Slavonic tradition; methods of compilation and composition of 

the text; dominant means of expression (p. 22).1
  

                                                            
1 Unless stated otherwise, all further page references in this review article refer to Tăpkova-Zaimova & 

Miltenova (2011). 
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Tăpkova-Zaimova and Miltenova have divided their book into several parts, some of 

which have been written jointly by the authors, while others are the product of 

individual work. The book begins with a co-authored preface in which the authors 

express their gratitude to some of the world’s leading scholars in the field of medieval 

Slavonic studies. The reader also learns that “[t]he original texts from Old Church 

Slavonic miscellanies included here have been edited and prepared for publication by 

Mariana Nikolova” (p. 7). According to the preface, the authors have strived to remove 

typographical errors from the edition and to bring the bibliography up to date.  

The preface is followed by lists of abbreviations of libraries and archives, secondary 

sources and manuscripts (pp. 9–13), principles of the edition, abbreviations and 

manuscript sigla (pp. 14–16).  

The introduction (pp. 17–57), written jointly by the authors, contains several 

subsections which provide a rich background for the topics treated in the book. The 

subsections deal with, amongst others, underlying concepts and problems, the origin 

and development of prophetic literature in Byzantium, periodization of historical and 

apocalyptic works in medieval Bulgarian literature and miscellanea of prophecies in 

the Balkan Cyrillic manuscript tradition.  

The introduction is followed by a chapter, written by Tăpkova-Zaimova, entitled 

“Mythology and Real History” (pp. 61–138). Like the introduction, this chapter also 

has several subsections, e.g. one on “Nations: Historical Reality and Myth”.  

The greater part of the book is taken up by a chapter entitled “Sources”, written by 

Anissava Miltenova. Miltenova presents critical editions, commentaries and 

translations into English and modern Bulgarian of 16 texts which fall within the 

categories of historical and apocalyptic literature, as defined earlier in the book. The 

chapter is divided chronologically into three parts which together occupy more than 

four hundred pages (pp. 139–564). The book ends with two indices – one geographical 

(pp. 565–567) and one of personal names (pp. 568–572) – and a bibliography.  

A salient feature of Tăpkova-Zaimova’s and Miltenova’s book is its focus on 

Bulgaria. As seen above, it is clearly expressed in the account of the issues which the 

authors set out to address (p. 22) that they intend to investigate “literary historical and 

apocalyptic works in medieval Bulgaria, their adaptation to the Bulgarian historical 

reality”. The authors find that “these cycles (of prophetic works – T.R.) are of special 

interest because they bear one of the most important features of Bulgarian literature: 

the original transformation of translated texts in the spirit of the patriotic and 

nationalistic idea” (p. 28). During the 11
th

–13
th

 centuries, i.e. in the period between the 

First and Second Bulgarian empires, when much of the Balkan peninsula had come 

under Byzantine control, “prophetic works were among the most typical aspects of 

literary life” (p. 42). The authors do not hesitate to describe the “purpose” of these 

texts in the following words: “[p]rimary is the patriotic purpose of the works, an 

expression of the Bulgarian national identity dominating the development of the 
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literary and cultural processes” (p. 43), and “[t]heir purpose was to resist the foreign 

domination through idealization of the Bulgarian past and stories of the rebellions 

against Byzantine rule” (p. 43).  

In support of their analysis, the authors write:  

As previously noted, due to the ‘low’ nature of the texts even when translating a relatively 

reliable Greek source, the anonymous author treated it rather freely [...]. The interpolations 

connected with a Bulgarian viewpoint on the events range from certain replacement or 

adding of toponyms [...] to amplification of entire paragraphs (p. 52). 

This reviewer does not wish to speculate about the intentions and possible 

“nationalistic” sentiments of medieval scribes. Suffice it to say that it is probably not 

entirely out of place to exercise caution in these matters. Many modern historians 

emphasize that the self-identification of medieval people with a particular state was 

quite different from that experienced by people in the 20
th

 century. Historian Jean W. 

Sedlar writes that, 

[i]n both ancient and medieval Europe, the distinctions of social class, rank, and religion 

were vastly more significant. No one in those days regarded the lower classes as bearers of a 

national tradition worth preserving, or thought that peasant customs and folktales should be 

taken seriously by educated people. Nationalism as an emotional force capable of binding 

together all social classes, submerging even religious differences and creating loyalty to an 

ethnic group or to an impersonal entity called a state, had yet to be born (Sedlar 1994:401).  

The potential value of a cautious approach is demonstrated by the fact that determining 

what should count as “Bulgarian”, and what should not, is not always easy. Tăpkova-

Zaimova and Miltenova encounter serious problems almost from the beginning:  

A crucial moment in studying the manuscript tradition of apocrypha with apocalyptic and 

eschatological subject matter are the connections and interrelations of Bulgarian literature 

with the literatures of other Balkan peoples beside the Byzantine. The connections with 

Serbian literature were especially productive. Many works and entire miscellanea containing 

prophetic cycles have survived in Serbian copies. In the 15th–17th cc. many literary 

phenomena have become common and belong to the characteristic features of both Southern 

Slavonic literatures, the Serbian and the Bulgarian. The prevailing amount of copies of the 

historical and apocalyptic works in question are preserved in Southern Slavonic manuscripts 

of the time of the Ottoman domination where the texts bear marks of multiple layers of 

Serbian and Bulgarian linguistic characteristics and intertwining of various dialect features. 

Moreover, due to the tendency toward unification of orthography in a wide territory in that 

age, quite a few copies exist, which cannot be located with certainty in either Western 

Bulgarian lands or in Eastern Serbia (p. 27). 

Throughout and beyond the medieval period, the written culture found in the territories 

covered by the modern Bulgarian state was a part of the community often referred to 

as Slavia orthodoxa. This cultural community was something essentially different 

from the earthly power. The population remained largely the same, but kingdoms 

waxed and waned, and even during periods of relative strength, territorial control was 

weak (cf. Fine [1983] 1999:166).  
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Even if one accepts the hypothesis that some form of “national identity” existed in 

medieval Bulgaria (something about which we know next to nothing), it is still 

relevant to ask exactly to which nation such an identity related. Even a quick glance at 

a historical map makes it evident that the borders of the political entities known at 

some time or another as “Bulgaria” fluctuated considerably over time (Hupchick & 

Cox 2001). During the First Bulgarian Empire (681–1018), “Bulgaria” covered large 

parts of the Balkan Peninsula, while after the Byzantine reconquest of 1018, it was 

wiped off the map for more than 150 years.  

In all fairness, it must also be said that Tăpkova-Zaimova and Miltenova 

occasionally use a number of other terms, apart from “Bulgarian”, to refer to their area 

of research: “Slavic world” (p. 22), “Southern Slavonic tradition” (ibid.), “Slavonic 

world” (p. 45), “Byzantine-Slavonic world” (p. 61), “Slavdom” (p. 76), “Slavic 

environment” (p. 553). The authors never explain their choice of terminology, nor do 

they comment on their alternating use of “Slavic” and “Slavonic”.  

As to the exact reasons why a medieval scribe chose to alter a toponym or the name 

of a person in a translation of a prophetic text, they are likely to remain largely beyond 

our reach. In some cases the reason was, perhaps, a very simple one: the scribe just 

substituted some unknown place name with a local one in order to make the text more 

appealing to his audience, or to please his abbot. 

In the opinion of this reviewer, the great value of Tăpkova-Zaimova’s and 

Miltenova’s book lies not so much in its analysis of the political or religious reasons 

that may, or may not, lie at the base of the textual traditions which they discuss. 

Rather, the book’s true value is to be found in the critical edition of the manuscript 

material, and in the commentaries to the texts. Miltenova’s efforts to disentangle the 

various layers of medieval texts, e.g., in the Slavonic translation of the Vision of 

Daniel (pp. 168–172), bear witness to her energy and vast erudition. 

A review is not complete unless the reader is made familiar with both the positive 

and the negative aspects of a publication. In the case of Tăpkova-Zaimova’s and 

Miltenova’s book, insufficient attention to detail and a poor English translation 

constitute serious drawbacks. The following comments touch upon a mere fraction of 

the errors found in the book. 

In a text which is brimming with abbreviations, names, dates and places written in 

various alphabets, it is essential for authors, translators and editors to check their 

sources and to adhere to strict rules. Unfortunately, in this respect, Tăpkova-Zaimova’s 

and Miltenova’s book leaves much to be desired. 

One of the first shortcomings to strike the reader is the lack of consistency found in 

the book. For example, the Izbornik Svjatoslava of 1073, a copy of a miscellany 

originally compiled for the Bulgarian Tsar Simeon (893–927), is nowadays primarily 

associated with Prince Svjatoslav Jaroslavič of Rus’ (1027–1076). In Tăpkova-

Zaimova’s and Miltenova’s book, it is referred to alternatively as “Izbornik 
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(Svetoslav’s Florilegium) of 1073” (p. 37), “Simeon’s collection (Svetoslav’s 

Florilegium of 1073)” (p. 48), and “Svjatoslav’s Izbornik” (p. 48). The reader searches 

in vain for any explanation, and the eponymous Svjatoslav is conspicuously absent 

from the index of names (cf. p. 572). The situation is worsened by the fact that another 

“Svetoslav” – also missing from the index – appears in the book (p. 109). The person 

referred to in the latter case is Svjatoslav Igorevič, a ruler of Rus’ who invaded 

Bulgaria in the late 960s (cf. Franklin & Shepard 1996:146).  

In many instances, the authors have allowed inaccurate or incomplete information 

to enter the finished product. Thus, the abbreviation “ЧОИДР” is spelled out as 

“Чтения в Обществе любителей древней письменности” (p. 11), whereas it should 

read “Чтения в Обществе истории и древностей российских”. 

In the list of secondary sources (p. 10), the abbreviation “BHG” is spelled out 

“Bibliotheca Hagiographica Graeca. Par Halkin, F. Bruxelles, 1957, 1-3.”, whereas the 

next item on the list, “BHGa”, by the same author, is presented as “Bibliothecae 

hagiographicae graeca (sic – T.R.). Auctarium. Par F. Halkin. Bruxelles, 1969”.
2
 In 

contrast to these long, although not entirely accurate, bibliographical data, the 

abbreviation “PG” is simply dismissed as “Patrologia Graeca” without any further 

information either in the list of secondary sources or in the bibliography. In all 

probability, the authors are referring to Jacques-Paul Migne’s Patrologiae cursus 

completus. Series graeca (Migne 1857–1866). It can be argued, of course, that this is a 

minor offence and that few of Tăpkova-Zaimova’s and Miltenova’s readers in the 

scholarly community are likely to be unfamiliar with Migne’s work, but in that case, 

for the sake of uniformity, Halkin’s “BHG”, no less well-known, should be treated 

equally briefly. 

Tăpkova-Zaimova’s and Miltenova’s book contains statements which contradict 

what may be considered established scholarly consensus: 

The Greek text of the so-called Sibylla Tiburtina (Tiburtine Sibyl) was composed in the 6th 

c. (on the basis of older texts). It comprises historical events and realia of the time of the 

division of the Eastern and Western Roman Empire (till the end of the 5th c. and the 

beginning of the 6th c.). As compared to the Old-Bulgarian work Story about Sibyl (original 

redaction made in the 12th–13th c.), it is clear that a Greek text close to the one published by 

Paul Alexander was used as source (p. 34). 

It comes as a bit of a surprise that Tăpkova-Zaimova and Miltenova choose to refer to 

the Slavonic text as “Old-Bulgarian” while, at the same time, stating that the original 

redaction was made in the 12
th

–13
th

 c. It is, after all, accepted that the 12
th

–14
th

 

                                                            
2 In the bibliography (p. 577), F. Halkin is represented by the following entry: ‘Bibliotheca Hagiographica 

Graeca. T. II. Bruxelles, 1957. Novum Auctarium Bibliothecae hagiographicae graecae. Brussels, 1984.’ In the 

bibliography, thus, Halkin’s book from 1969 – mentioned in the list of secondary sources (p. 10) – has 

disappeared altogether and a new one appears which has not been previously mentioned. To boot, Tăpkova-

Zaimova and Miltenova furnish the latest addition with a faulty publisher’s imprint: ‘Brussels’ rather than the 

correct ‘Bruxelles’. Also no mention is made of the fact that all three of Halkin’s publications belong to a series, 

Subsidia hagiographica, in which they constitute numbers 8a, 47 and 65 (cf. www.worldcat.org). 
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centuries belong to the Middle-Bulgarian period (среднобългарски период) (Mirčev 

1978:59; Charalampiev 2001:44).  

Another characteristic of Tăpkova-Zaimova’s and Miltenova’s book is that it 

presents the titles of the historical and apocalyptic texts in English rather than in Old 

Church Slavonic and/or Latin, as many other scholars do (cf. Thomson 1999). Thus we 

find Vision of Daniel (p. 141ff) rather than Visio Danielis, and only later the reader 

learns what the text was actually called in medieval Slavonic manuscripts: Видѣниѥ 

Данила пророка (p.142). Similarly the reader finds Story about Sibyl (p. 469) rather than 

the original сл(в)о ѡ Сивилѣ (p. 483). 

It is reasonable, in the opinion of this reviewer, to expect that a book dealing with 

Byzantine texts should take great care to reproduce words and sentences in Greek as 

accurately as possible. Unfortunately, Tăpkova-Zaimova and Miltenova do not always 

live up to these expectations. Instead, the book contains copious examples of errors 

ranging from faulty breathings and accents to more serious mistakes as the selection in 

the following table shows. 

Page: 

 

Reads: Should read: 

24 Ἀποτελεματικιὴ Ἀποτελεσματικὴ 

32 ὄρασις ὅρασις 

168, note 12 θηράωομος – “name of a 

beast” 

(?) θηριώνυμος ‘named 

after a wild beast’ (Liddell 

& Scott) 

171, note 42 ἑστὶ ἐστὶ 

219 ὅναγρος ὄναγρος 

330, note 15 ἐξ ἑξ 

450, note 1 χρησμολογ;ίου χρησμολογίου 

478 υενεά γενεά 

Table 1. Examples of typographical errors in Greek. 

Moving beyond the four central languages of the book, Bulgarian, English, Greek and 

(Old) Church Slavonic (or Old and Middle Bulgarian, as the authors would have it), 

errors abound. The authors disregard the German practice of writing nouns with a 

capital letter: Archiv für slavische philologie (p. 10, should read Philologie). 

Montenegrin place-names look suspiciously Bulgarian: “Bijalo Polje” (e.g. on p. 12 

and 186, should be “Bijelo Polje”). There is still confusion as to the name of Ukraine’s 

capital city: is it “Kyiv” (p. 9), or “Kiiv” (p. 12)? Serbian names are frequently 

misspelt. Thus, one finds “Hrebeljanovic” (p. 45) on the same page as “Hrebeljanović” 

(p. 45, note 92). The rendering of Romanian fares little better, offering one faulty 

variant in the text ( radi i politica  izantin  tar le rom ne  n secolele    –XVIII, p. 
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45) and another in the bibliography ( radi i  politic   izantin   n   r le rom ne  n 

secolele XVI–XVIII (p. 581), none of which shows the correct spelling:  radi ia 

politic   izantin   n   rile rom ne  n secolele    –XVIII (cf. Worldcat).  

Furthermore, it is peculiar to find Turks and Turkic peoples being called “Türks” (p. 

26) and “Türkic peoples” (p. 184, note 12), or “Russians” being involved in siege 

warfare in the year 860 (p. 26).  

Tăpkova-Zaimova’s and Miltenova’s book contains examples in which quoted 

works are referred to only by author and page number, but not by year. If a particular 

scholar occurs only once in the bibliography, that problem is easily solved, but if the 

author is represented by more than one work in the bibliography the problem becomes 

more complex. The latter situation is the case, e.g. on p. 121, where F. Thomson is 

referred to only by name and page number: “(Thomson 162)”, “(Thomson 164)” and 

“(Thomson 167)” . In the bibliography (p. 584), the reader finds that F. Thomson is 

represented by four titles. Luckily for Tăpkova-Zaimova and Miltenova, only one of 

these works (Thomson 1985 – T.R.) contains the pages 162, 164 and 167
3
, but the 

reader should not have to go through the trouble of figuring that out. 

A continued scrutiny of the treatment of Thomson’s works in Tăpkova-Zaimova’s 

and Miltenova’s bibliography reveals further inaccuracies. In the original of Thomson 

(1985), the author’s name is not “Thomson, F.”, as suggested in Tăpkova-Zaimova’s 

and Miltenova’s bibliography, but “Thomson, F. J.”
4
, and the medieval text discussed 

in the article is the Apocalypsis of Pseudo-Methodius of Olympu, not “Olimpu”.  

As has been said already, Tăpkova-Zaimova’s and Miltenova’s book contains two 

indices, one of place names (I) and one of people (II). Both indices contain vast 

amounts of potentially misleading information.  

The capital of modern Bulgaria began in the 8
th

 c. BC as a Thracian settlement, 

known as “Serdica” or “Sardika.” Its name later developed into “Sredets”. Still later, 

the town was re-christened “Sofia”, allegedly after a church dedicated to St. Sofia 

(Encyclopaedia Britannica). The connection between the three toponyms Serdica–

Sredets–Sofia is mentioned by Miltenova (e.g. p. 189), but not in the index. There the 

toponyms are treated as separate entities and Serdica is missing altogether. 

Julius Caesar (100–44 BC) is erroneously given the title “Emperor” while Emperor 

John Tzimisces (p. 109) is stripped of his title in the index (p. 570) and is, 

inexplicably, called “Tzimitzes”. He appears elsewhere in the book as “Tzimiszes” (p. 

72).  

                                                            
3 The quotation from Thomson (1985:167) is misspelt in the reviewed book. It should read “ р ь великіи 
Греческіи”, not “ р ь велнкіи Греческіи”. 
4 In fact, in the original, the title contains a misprint – Fpancis (sic) J. Thomson (Thomson 1985:143) – which is 

emended by Tăpkova-Zaimova and Miltenova. It deserves to be mentioned that Tăpkova-Zaimova was one of 

the editors of volume 4 of Търновскса книжовна школа, the publication in which Thomson’s 1985 article was 

originally printed (Davidov & al. 1985:4). 
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It is worth noting that the dates given after Caesar’s name refer to his life span, 

whereas in the case of Tzimisces they refer to his reign (969–976). The same is true 

for “Octavian August” (p. 571), i.e. Augustus – not to be found under “A” in the 

index, by the way –, who is given the innovative title of “Roman Epmeror” and the 

regnal years 27 BC–14 AD. Unlike the latter, the years provided for Jaroslav the Wise, 

a ruler of Rus’, refer to his life span (978–1054).  

To the more enigmatic entries in the index belongs the one for Emperor Caligula 

whose name is followed by parentheses containing the number “3741” (p. 568). 

Caligula’s reign lasted between AD 37 and 41, so the number in the index is obviously 

the result of a misprint (should read “AD 37–41”). As is well known, Caligula was 

originally a pet name, meaning “little boot”, given to the future emperor by his father’s 

soldiers. Judging by the index, however, this is unknown to Tăpkova-Zaimova and 

Miltenova, for the same emperor appears once more in the index, but now under his 

real name and with the dates of birth and death rather than the years of his reign: 

“Gaius
5
, Emperor (12–41)” (p. 569). Space does not allow this reviewer to comment 

on all the information found in the indices. Suffice it to say that some of it is highly 

peculiar. Thus, e.g., Pope Formosus (lived 816–896, in office from 891) is, for 

unknown reasons, listed in the feminine: “Formosa” (p. 569).  

Not everything about the indices is disappointing. The authors must be credited 

with occasional flashes of inspiration. After all, the index of persons lists not only the 

Antichrist (p. 568), but also God (‘Jehovah’, p. 570) and the Queen of Sheba (p. 572). 

When dealing with deities, however, Tăpkova-Zaimova and Miltenova demonstrate a 

strong Judaeo-Christian bias. How else can it be explained that Zoroaster (p. 62) and 

“Juppiter Capitollinus” (sic, p. 106) are missing from the index of personal names?  

Historical and Apocalyptic Literature in Byzantium and Medieval Bulgaria contains 

a numbing multitude of misprints. These range from simple cases where the printer’s 

gremlin has been at work, e.g. the use of different fonts and sizes in words like “Sofia” 

and “Belgrade” (p. 9f), simple errors such as “Pataresnis” for “Patarensis” (p. 53), or 

“bearerя” (p. 54), to more complex ones which confuse the reader. Thus, on p. 66, the 

reader is introduced to the “Chronicle of Manasius”, rather than to the “Chronicle of 

Manasses”. The nature of the error suggests two things: the translator has never heard 

of the chronicle in question, and is not familiar with English rules of transliteration. 

Further, both in the text (p. 25, footnote 20) and in the bibliography (p. 579), the 

famous British Byzantinist Cyril A. Mango appears to have passed on his profession to 

some previously unknown relative: “Mango, G.” At another point in the book, we 

encounter yet another unknown relative: “S. Mango” (p. 79).  

Many times, the insufficient proofreading results in an irritating lack of consistency 

in transliteration between the Cyrillic and Latin alphabets. Thus, on page 12, one finds 

“Svarichevski”, with < ch > for < ч > and “Veleshki”, with < sh > for < ш >. On the 

                                                            
5 Caligula’s full name was Gaius Caesar Germanicus (Encyclopaedia Britannica). 
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same page, however, one also finds names which have been left in their original 

Cyrillic: “Стојановић”. On the following page, the confusion is taken one step further, 

introducing different systems of transliteration almost side by side, e.g. “Šibenički” 

and “Kichevski” (p. 13). 

The authors have chosen to present Greek names in Latinised form, e.g. “Michael 

Psellus” and “Theodore Prodromus” (both on p. 65 in the text and on p. 571 and 572 

respectively of the index of personal names), but they have not fully succeeded: 

Manuel Holobolus, whose name appears right next to those of Psellus and Theodore 

Prodromus on p. 65, is spelt “Holobolos”, and information on him is altogether 

missing from the index.
6
 Yet another shining example of the authors’ muddled 

principles is found in the index (p. 572), where “Roman III Argyros” is followed by 

“Romanus Lecapenus”. 

To conclude this review, a few words on the English translation. As was said at the 

beginning, parts of Tăpkova-Zaimova’s and Miltenova’s book are based on material 

published in Bulgarian fifteen years ago. The new book, however, has been translated 

into English by Maria Paneva and Milena Lilova. This reviewer is not a native speaker 

of either English or Bulgarian and, thus, cannot safely venture into the details of 

Bulgarian–English translation. However, it should be clear to all that translating a 

book of this kind is a daunting task for any translator. He or she should, e.g., be 

familiar not only with English and Bulgarian, but also with the other languages that 

occur frequently in the book, viz. Greek and Old Church Slavonic. When reading 

Tăpkova-Zaimova’s and Miltenova’s book, it soon becomes clear that the translation 

would have benefited immensely from an overhaul by an English-speaking 

professional proofreader. As seen in the examples below, the text contains various 

syntactical errors, use of contracted forms, etc. Had the English been properly 

corrected, these could easily have been avoided.  

A lasting trace in this type of literature left the Arab attacks and the predictions of the 

victories of Byzantine rulers over them, as well as the siege of the Russians in 860 (p. 26). 

The popularity of the cycles of prophecies didn’t fade in the 16th–18th cc. right until the 

Russo-Turkish War of Liberation (p. 45). 

This apocrypha is deemed to has come into being in the 3rd c., in a Monophysitic 

environment (p. 554). 

In the preface, the authors state that the bibliography has been “updated substantially” 

(p. 7). At first glance, this appears to be correct: the bibliography does include 

literature published up to and including the first decade of the 21
st
 century. Upon 

further inspection, however, the bibliography reveals certain flaws. It is, e.g., stated on 

p. 39, footnote 78 that the only publication of the Slavonic text of the Christian 

                                                            
6 Manuel Holobolus was born ca 1245 and died sometime between 1310 and 1314 (Rosenqvist 2003:207). 
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Topography
7
 by Cosmas Indicopleustes was made in 1886. The authors appear not to 

be familiar with the more recent edition by Golyšenko & Dubrovina (1997). 

In theory, any new investigation or handbook that increases our knowledge of 

medieval textual traditions deserves to be enthusiastically welcomed by the scholarly 

community. However, while Tăpkova-Zaimova’s and Miltenova’s book clearly shows 

that the authors have invested a great deal of time and effort in its preparation, the 

general lack of accuracy diminishes the book’s value. It is suggested that the authors 

should have taken greater care to avoid doubtful or unclear statements and actual 

mistakes. As it now stands, Historical and Apocalyptic Literature in Byzantium and 

Medieval Bulgaria does not quite contribute to the field of medieval textual traditions 

in a way that it could, and indeed, should have done.  
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