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KAGAIIEP I'AP TIX MHTHP
TWO SLAVONIC TRANSLATIONS OF CHAPTERS 25-27 OF
GREGORY OF NYSSA'SDE HOMINISOPIFICIO

vY4ha LUOG ETOTION,
ob Bpdua-

obmw yap &dVvvoohe.
1Cor.3: 2

In the 14" century Gregory of NyssaBe hominis opificib was translated into
Slavonic by an anonymous scribe. In the courser@bgring an edition of this
translation, a comparison with John the Exarchigigaranslation of the same
text forced itself upon us. John took up three thap of Gregory’'s
anthropological treatise to supplement Bagyoslovie an abridged translation of
John of Damascu®e fide orthodoxa In a previous article we confronted the
Greek text with both the translations of chapte(2® obraz 27, Bogoslovie
51), and, before we proceed to our present set-upyave to call to mind our
findings, complemented with new examples from clieEpt25 and 27. We
asserted the following:

“AN. [= 14th c. anonymul se distingue dele [John the Exarch] par son approche
‘homologue’, c’est-a-dire par sa forte tendanca adngruence formelle et a une formulation
essentiellement indépendante du contexte. Cett®eatpp s’exprime notamment par un usage
fréequent du calque morphologique (...) TandisAyu’ essaie de transposer dans le slavon
avec les caractéristiques formellesé{is, Wortlauf) tout I'éventail sémantique des mots
grecs, la volonté de concordance formelle semibém@ére ae Dans son choix des pendants
slaves pour les mots grecs polysémiques, il partadsignification de ces mots dans le
contexte donné o¢veuis, Sinn). Plutdt que de reprendre la structure signifieati
polysémique du grec, il tente de I'exclufe.”

Some new examples:

! Iept xataokevic avlpomov - CPG 3154. See &8s, La traduction slavonneSince
volume iv of theGregorii Nysseni Oper@aeger, Langerbeek al, since 1921, Leideet al)
has not yet been published, we have to rely ordht#gon of FORBES De conditiong1855).

2" Exfeolc akpprc the ophoddEov miotewg - CPG 8043. The Exarch’s translation
of the Gregorian fragments is accessible to ushe edition of 8DNIK, “Bruchstiicke”,
Anzeiger fur slavische Philologi#0/11 (1979): 163-187 and 12 (1981): 133-169. Other
editions are Bodjanskij’sCtenija v Imperatorskom Ob&stve istorii i drevnostej rossijskich
pri Moskovskom universitet&n. 4. Moskou 1878), and the edition of the texMakarij’s
Velikije MineiCetii (Sorokin 1901).

% See 8Ls, Deux traductions.

* SELs, Deux traductions150-152.
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25.5 Gr.yewpyob - yewpylog - 1@ yenmove
EX. BGMbN(O)MO\f ABAATEAK — 3¢MBbNAMO A'BAA — SGMbNO\JO\J'MS TPONABHHION
AN. ZEMAEABANTEAL — ZEMAIGAEA CTBS — ZEMAKTPS,ANOM

25.13GR. thc p1A0c0010C 27.2 GR.31G1070G
EX. RCIA ¢AHBCKBIA BARRAM EX. BecB,A,0RANO
AN. Arosoms,A,pTeMb AN. ABWECAORI¢

27.4 GR.apopoia 27.9 GR.T0 YVOPLUAOTUTOV
EX. 3BA0 0BA3BCTRO EX. €Ke KcTh 3NAKMBE
AN. Bezbwsyz\z'l'e AN. ZNAeMBHLLEE

27.9 GRr.angpyaletarl (said about the womb)
EX. poAHTD (context-bound)
AN. ¢b,A,BA0RAETH (CONcordant stem: Epyov - A'BA0)

“La traduction dAN. présente une concordance nominale plus imporigueecelle de JE,
parce que le choix du matériel lexical est presgu@urs indépendant du contexte.) La
préférence dee pour ’Ausdrucksvariatiorest connue et on ne rencontre qu’a peine chez lui
des pendants fixes.”

Whereas the anonymous translator consequentlylataassoyoc, for example,
by caoro®, the Exarch regularly produces context-sensitirandiations, not
uncommonly inclined towards a greater explicitness:

25.9 GR.1® mPocTUKTIKD Ady@
EX. NoReA'BNbEMb
AN. NOREA'BNNBIMb ¢AOBOMb

25.10GR. veaviav abtov dvopdlel 6 Adyos.
EX. NOTO nmenojem EBNIAHIE.
AN. FONOLLIS BO TOrd HMENSETL CA0RO.

25.10GR.... &V OALY® ... O A0y05 ETPUYHONGE;
EX.... BB MAAE CBKAZA (TOK CAOBO?
AN.... Bb MAAB ¢A0B0 ¢'BT8¢ HCMORBAA?

25.12GR. BeBardoor zov Adyov
EX. o0\ ¢TARHTH H oj'rspb,a,wrn CAOBO oyvewmzx
AN. HZR'BCTHTH ¢A0Bo

® SELS, 0.c: 153. See the example @ipé - AU / NABTH - TEAO.
® See also &.s, La traduction 169.



We continued:

“Au niveau de la phrase(...) AN. conserve la structure syntaxique du grec — sut@ut
syntaxe du verbe et de la phrase, et dans une reamelsure la syntaxe nominale et des cas —
et cherche a reprendre la syntaxe souvent hypotectll essaye d’atteindre une équivalence
numerique et positionnelle avec le modele greqrécede souvent a la simplification de la
structure grammaticale et de [larticulation infotima par un réarrangement (souvent
paratactique) de l'information, I'abandon ou I'eigpkion de mots. Chez lui, les constructions
grecques sont souvent remplacées par des toursiaess, correspondant au sentiment
linguistique de I'époque.”

and

“On observe également chez des réductions aniveau du textenotamment par I'abandon
de phrases ou de propositions du texte sourcejdgsass manifestement comme superflues
ou trop lourdes (...). Il y a aussi des ajouts et élegrts importants par rapport au texte
original (...)™

This is illustrated by the following example (chap®25,3): in the Exarch’s

translation, an adnominal genitive becomes an adbleclause, a parenthesis is
left out, information is rearranged, a verb is atdmd the passive voice
becomes active. The anonymous translator, on ther diand, usually preserves
the verbal and, to a smaller degree, the nominatkagyof Greek (the use of an
adjective instead of an adnominal genitive, fornnepke, constitutes a slight

deviatior?). Furthermore, he tries to maintain the originatavorder:

GR. @Ara xai mapd OV EX.NB M BB BpeMIA, #rAA  AN. Nt v &b c'r/(A)c'/woe'
700 7wdOovs KAlpOv, Ol Hev  H PACITIALLIA, KeNBI BpEME, KENb $B0
YOVOIKEG EMNKOAOVLOOLY PPA,A,AXO\J‘ MAAYROLHA ¢ NOCATA0BAXS phlAAROLE
fpnvovootl THV Gdtkov ET NEMPARDABNAAIO wcoxym— NEMPAREANAMO  NA  NieMb

abT® YhHoov AENHA GMO\)'; C8 A,

(obmw yap €15 TNV TOV omission — Né¢ 880 Bb BbIRAHLIHX(b)
YIWVOUEVOV otKovopiav chOTPeNTe BbeIPAXO\" —
amEPLETOV)

0 0¢ ovuPovredel 7d pev  ONB  Keé CBRETORAALLE H  WHN Ke Cb.B'BTO\\yeTb AKE W
nEPi abToV yivoueve  (Sadnik: relims) MABYATH,  NEMb BbIBAEMA MABYATH,
clonav: undeé yap elvar  Ne BO  A0CTOMNO [IPHIATHE  NH B0 BbITH  CABZAMb
daxpvv & CAbZB, AWC(TO)HNA,

" SELs, 0.c. 154.
8 bid.: 157
% Seelbid.;169.



brepBéchatl 6 TOV OSLPUOV NPEAOKHTH  Ke  /10,4,05A€Tbh WT(b)AOGKHTH ke ?bl,A,ANTe
kai tOv Opfjvov €1 1OV KpH'ib H naayb Rd H TMNAAYS  Rb  HCTHHNNOE
arnon TAOV 0uKpO®V  A0CTOHNOK RPEMIA  CAB3B, CABZAMbL  Bp'EME, 644

Kapov, Orav  meployelny  Kraa WSACA,A,oy'I’b OBbIETH Boy,A, €Th
10i¢ oA 10pKODOLY n PATBNHUH TPAAZ. PATNBIMH TPAAD,
OIS

As for the style, we noticed that taeaonymusapproach, i.e. his predilection for
formal correspondence and nominal concordance,n oftesults in the
preservation of the original rhetorical structu@naphora hyperbaton
annominatioetc.}’. The Exarch’s stylistic self-consciousness, onattner hand,
is knowr: some original stylistic devices are borrowed,eoshare dropped,
while new devices of his own diction appear, inawfsnt of the original.

As shown, we were able to point out some majoredifices in the way
translation was approached on the level of lexigalts, syntax, textual
segmentation, and style. However, our selectiorsahted examples could be
said to be more persuasive than representativéh®©whole, we lingered on an
anecdotal level and our conclusion remained allgeeral:

“Avec Jean I'Exarque et 'anonyme du ®ldiécle, nous avons les deux extrémes dans le
domaine de la traduction : d’'une part la traductimmalogue’, axée sur la langue cible, et
d’autre part I'approche ‘homologue’, axée sur legiae source’®

This binary opposition could almost be put on a path the tenacious
dichotomy between ‘free’ and ‘faithful translationivhich has been the
prevailing taxonomy in mainstream thought aboutgtation since antiquity. It
Is nevertheless clear that, in actual practicapnstlike this will cover different
meanings depending on what is opposed to themoiNgtdo they pave the way
for subjective value judgements in terms of ‘fitlelor ‘betrayal’, but they also
fail to do justice to the diversity that actualrtséations exhibit.

“The normative assumption that translation is eiflaghful or free (and that if it's faithful it
translates either individual words or individuahsances) has blinded us to the full range of
even individual translators’ actual methodologiagapertoires, let alone the collective
repertoire of all translators taken en masée”.

19 See RosT, Untersuchungen65-70.

1 See IAGREID, Rhetorische Stile.g. the summary: 68€eLs, Deux traductions158.

125e1 5, 0.c: 159.

13 See Cicero’s distinctionut interpres - ‘ut orator. “Occasionally attempts are
made tot introduce a third term (e.g. Dryden [168@75), but the overall polarity has long
remained between these two extrémeSHESTERMAN, Memes 12. ROBINSON, “Free
translation”,RETS 87-90, sees the beginning of a three-part taxgnewith Jeromesense-
for-sense(sensus de sensas a faithful middle grountdetweenword-for-word (verbum e
verbg and free, recurring e.g. in John Dryden’s (1631-1700¢taphrase, paraphrasand
imitation.

14 RoBINSON, “Free translation’RETS 89-90.



Descriptive Translation Studies

Having acknowledged some shortcomings in our presviapproach, we will
turn to the field of Translation Studies(TS, a discipline now generally
considered as autonomous. However, in 1985 Toullygstalified TS as ‘a

discipline-in-the-making ascribing its incompleteness, among other things
the want of a systematical descriptive branch asmherent toTS as a whole.
Ten years later, in his 1995 monograph, Toury éelinpelled to repeat his
observatiofr. The importance of interaction between the ‘piheoretical and
the descriptive branch diSwas also pointed out by Lambert and van Gorp:

“(...) the importance of descriptive studies for skation theory has not been sufficiently
recognized. This explains why the concrete studfrasfslations and translational behaviour
in particular socio-cultural contexts has often agmed isolated from current theoretical
research, and why there is still, on the whole,idewgap between the theoretical and the
descriptivle(:3 approach. (...) Indeed, our methodolagyhis respect too often remains purely
intuitive.”

As for the theory of translation, a major changdozius has to be taken
into account. The shift fromlangueto parole already marked a rift in the
basically linguistic trend (language as a code drahslation as ‘code-
switching™®). However, it was the introduction of a more fuaocélly and socio-
culturally oriented concept of translation thatule=d in a ‘dethronement’ of the
source text and a devaluation of the formerly d@min notion of
‘equivalence®. Situational factors such as the communicativepgpsg or
skoposof a translation and the expectancy norms of doeptor culture were
now being accounted for as important determinarsgrémslation strategies, and
thus for the specificity of the relation betweemr thource text and the target

15 Toury, Rationale 16-17, andp., Descriptive Translation Studie4-2. Striking is
the fact that a lemm@escriptive translation studies’ is lacking in tfarly recentRoutledge
Encyclopedia of Translation Studig998).

16 LAMBERT — VAN GORP, Describing Translations42.

7 See e.g. the historical overview bphb, Translating 1-13.

18 CHESTERMAN, Memes 30-33, and BwCETT, “Linguistic approaches'RETS 120-
125. See e.g. the typical opening words in Catkthguistic Theory 1, “Translation is an
operation performed on languages: a process oftgukiag a text in one language for a text
in another. Clearly, then, any theory of translatimust draw upon a theory of language — a
general linguistic theory.

19 See AN DEN BROECK, Concept of EquivalenceAlso KENNY, “Equivalence”,
RETS 77-80, ‘Proponents of equivalence-based theories of traioslausually define
equivalence as the relationship between the sagdeand a target text that allows the TT to
be considered as a translation of the ST in thst fplace’” Some scholars have drawn
attention to the circularity of the argumentati@ng. GIESTERMAN, Memes 10. The key
position of this notion of ‘sameness’ between seuext and target text has been contested,
particularly within the framework of the youngergat-oriented (functionalist, norm-based)
approaches.



text®. Influential in this respect are norm-based apghed’, drawing on Even-
Zohar's polysystem theofy The standards against which translations are
measured, i.e. the norms that govern the prevadorgept of equivalence in a
given socio-cultural context, are brought into fecu

“The norms that determine the particular concémquivalence prevalent at different stages
in history, or amongst different schools of tratmis, or even within the work of a single
translator, then constitute a valid object of engor descriptive translation studies.”

“Translations are facts of one system only: the gagysterit’. Therefore, a
translation should not solely be approached asreomimage of a source text,
but as a ‘new’ text as well, serving its own comigative purpose as an
element of a particular target system. It will i to comment on surface
textual-linguistic representations, although esshibig the particular relation
between source text and target text — e.g. by ipginbut optional shifts or
translational strategi&s— remains an important task in translation desionf’.

20 See SBHAFFNER “Skopos theory”, RETS 235-238. See also A4ON,
“Communicative / functional approacheRETS 29-33.

2L Toury, Nature and Role of Normandip., Descriptive Translation Studie53-69.
See BKER, “Norms”, RETS 163-165 and GeSTERMAN, Memes 33-40.

%2 Translation as a sub-system within the literaglypystem’, i.e. a differentiated and
dynamic conglomerate of systems, that, embeddddrger cultural and socio-economical
structures, undergoes constant change due to ahtehifts and contradictions (e.g. between
conservative and innovative, between centre andphmey). B/EN-ZOHAR, Polysystem
theory

23 KENNY, “Equivalence” RETS 77-80.

4 TouRry, Rationale 19. See alsoAMBERT - VAN GORF. Describing Translations46-
47, “(...) no translation ever accepts either T1 [= soutegt] or S1 [(literary) system of the
source text] as its exclusive model; it will inetaly contain all kinds of interferences deriving
from the target systein.

> See BPOVK's definition, Concept 79, “All that appears as new with respect to the
original, or fails to appear where it might havedneexpected, may be interpreted as a $hift.
See also BKKER et.al, “Shifts of translation”,RETS 226-231 andvAN DEN BROECK —
LEFeEVERE Uitnodiging 95-100. GIESTERMAN, Memes 87-115, uses the process-oriented
notion ‘translational strategy’ instead of the protdoriented term ‘shift’, p.92:dne way to
look at strategies in more detail is in fact to $kem as kinds of changds..) Such a view
has led to a number of classifications of changkghvhave traditionally been thought of as
being from source to target text, as various kiofilsansfer operations or formal shifts

6 «“The different translation strategies evident in tiest itself provide the most
explicit information about the relations betweer #ource and target systems, and about the
translator’s position in and between therh AMBERT enVAN GORP, Describing translations
47. (HESTERMAN also stresses the relevance 1@ of contrastive analysis, in spite of its
rejection by some functionalists. Within the franoelvof norm theory the question of how
different translational norms are actually attainmegractice remains relevailemes 79-80,
85.



Distance as an obstacle

In scrutinising medieval translations we are, hosve\aware of the specific
difficulties that inhere in our subject. A firstgirlem is posed by the texts
themselves. Since we do not dispose of editionshwiare authorised by the
writer or the translator, it is only with the gresitt caution that we can speak of
thesource text othetarget text. Research departing from a branchefititten
tradition of the source text, other than the orsdusy the translator, cannot but
lead to wrong conclusions concerning the transkimwmpetence or methtd
A similar problem arises when one departs from sédany readings or scribal
errors in the translatiéh

A second obstacle is the fact that some elemenggpesour understanding
due to chronological and cultural distances. Thacexeferential meaning of a
word sometimes eludes us (e.g. some culture-boatidns, realia,.), but more
often we fail to notice the connotative meaningwafrds. Also the degree to
which concrete translational solutions, such adagggms or semantic calques,
were properly understood by the target audienctheoway they were perceived
— as familiar or ‘foreignising’ — often remains chse.

“The major difficulty in determining whether a pebme has been mistranslated is the fact
that it remains uncertain whether a Slavonic roahwll its cognates was being given the
same meaning as the equivalent Greek root wittpigmates

An additional problem in the Slavonic field is thearcity, at an early stage, of
original, untranslated texts as material for coriguer’. Even the degree to
which this ‘unnatural’ literary language was se felt as ‘foreignising’, in a
given period or by a given segment of the pubkrnnot readily be ascertained.
Another difficulty is the limited availability of@ra-textual information,
such as data about the translator, the communécatontext, the intended

2’ Exemplars of medieval translators not uncommonigpldyed lacunae and
abridgements. Ignorance of the specificity of tloeiree text often prompted scholars to
ascribe the omissions to the translator, see e®TBMEIER: Latin Adaptation 101-102.
Examples from the Slavic field inOMSAN, Sravnjavane289-294, anab., John the Exarch
45-46. See also@rEN, Problem 1-72.

8 See e.g. the remarks bydmson, John the Exarch47 and 58, Some of the
examples which have been quoted as instances nisJoiisunderstanding the Greek are also
the result of later scribal corruptidnand “To censure him for not coining a one-to-one
equivalent theological and philosophical terminojogot merely ignores the textological
evidence of the variants, which indicates that d@swnore uniform than hitherto suspected,
(...)". For John’sBogoslovie known to us only in relatively late copiesis not always easy
to discern precisely what goes back to the Exaictséif. The 14-century translation is less
problematic in this respect, because the text w#ee stay close to the putative time of
translation, exhibiting relatively few linguistiod textual differences among themselves.

29 THomsON, John the Exarch50.

%0 For the discernment of loan syntax, for instan@=R¥iZICKA, Lehnsyntax



audience, the reception of the text etc. We usumliye to make do with a broad
historico-cultural frame. The scarcity of medievaflection on translation, as
made explicit in paratexts, should also be takém azcount here. Our modern
preoccupation with context was not shared by mediesokmen:

“The participants in Orthodox Slavonic book cultwere more interested in truth than in
context. Explicit information about — or by — tréaters is very rare indeed. (...) Few
translators are known, fewer still are known froneit own words. We can assess their
achievements with modern tools of translation-asialybut we have little opportunity to hear
whattheythought they were doing, hotheyviewed the task of transferring the written word
from one language into anoth -

We indeed have to pay attention to the huge disci®p between the
world views and language conceptions of medievabkben and modern
scholars. Whereas the present translation analysiat to dispose of
terminology qualifying translations in terms ofdidy or betrayal, precisely this
distinction was crucial to medieval translatorsefmena such as the "4
centuryispravlenie knighave to be viewed in this context, the focus being
‘correctness’ and truth/orthodoXy While present-day functionalists tend to
minimise the importance of the source text as dstaik, to the medieval scribe
the often highly prestigious source language teas & receptacle of truth. That
is why 14" century Slavic bookmen fell back on the Greek msdehich were
believed to guarantee orthodoxy.

Franklin rightly reminds us.?.how easy it is to filter the past through the
potentially distorting prism of our own terminolddy; a truism, even for the
most current terminology, as, for instance, thedvovriter®’. Likewise, our
relativistic notion of meaning, as something whiohly crystallises in the
process of communication, contrasts sharply wite ttominant medieval
conception of absolute and unchangeable medning.

31 FRANKLIN, Writing: 207. The author mentions five utterances of etrdpslators
about their work, namely the one in thklacedonian FoliumJohn the Exarch’s preface, and
the statements of John the Presbyter, Konstantiredlav and Feodosii.

%2 The connection between linguistic corruption andtdnal error was emphasized,
see e.g. Konstantin Kosteneckijlgeatise on the LettersBlasphemy in the letters is the
enemy of Gdy GoLDBLATT, Orthography and Orthodoxyl 13, and Gregory Camblak in his
Encomium of Patriarch Euthymiusn the early translationsthey concealed in themselves
many errors and were not in agreement with the twogmas. Thereupon many heresies
arose from thefi) GOLDBLATT, Textual Restoratianl36-137.

33 FRANKLIN , Writing: 218.

34 FRANKLIN, Writing: 217-223. The activities of an author, translatampilator, ...
were not as strictly marked as they are today.iRstance, translations did not necessarily
present themselves as such. Our notion of authoredtivity and originality cannot be
mapped on medieval conceptions.

% notably because of the assumed existence of ainsict and unbreakable bond
between the word and its referent. Se®WsSON, Sensus675-677,D., John the Exarch39-
41,1D., Evolution:322-323. Also BESTERMAN, Memes20-21.



Description. The preliminary data.

We will now bring into focus the objects of our @asch from a target-oriented
point of view. We will outline the historico-cultaircontexts from which John’s
Bogoslovieand the anonymous translato@sobraz arose. Although the status
of the textsastranslations has firmly been established, the thaytexts present
themselves in prefaces and headings deserves tmntiah, as well as the
specificity of the source text copies used for tine translations. Furthermore,
we will discuss the choice of the material to banslated, the factors that
apparently affected this selection, and the newsdxenvironments in which the
translations were embedded.

A few decades after the introduction, together wite Writ, of writing, the
Bulgarian cities of Ohrid and Preslav flourishedcastres of a supra-national
Slavo-Byzantine culture. The first golden age ofgaman literature, under the
rule of the cultivatedhemiargos Symeon (893-927), witnessed an intense
literary activity, impelled by the needs of the pguChurch.

“Next to the Bible, the provision of liturgical bke (...) was the first prerequisite for setting
up the new Slavonic churches. The next stage wpsotade these churches with a means of
consolidating and spreading the new faith and &ériiting it against paganism and here¥y.”

“..., the choice and adaptation of that literaturenslated during the period of the first
Bulgarian empire were clearly dictated by the nesfdhe Bulgarian church and its mission
of evangelization®

Whereas translations tend to assume a periphedasenvile position in
the literary system of the recipient cultifrethis was not the case in the early
written culture of the Slavs. The absence of a nshayping system of original
literature allowed translations of liturgical andrg-liturgical text®, initially of
Cyrillo-Methodian descent, to model the conventiasfs writing®®, heavily
influenced by the Greek langu&fand the Byzantine literary mod&ls

36 OBOLENSKY, Byzantine CommonweaitB27.

3" THomson, Continuity 143.

% See WEN-ZOHAR, Position 124, andip., Polysystem theory300. Also DURY,
Descriptive Translation Studie272.

% For the overwhelming share of religious literatimehe early Slavonic sources, see
ROTHE, Sakrale Grundlagen

40 “To say that translated literature maintains a prigngosition is to say that it
participates actively in modelling the centre o folysystem. In such a situation it is by and
large an integral part of innovatory forces, and sisch likely to be identified with major
events in literary history while these are takingge! EVEN-ZOHAR, Position 120.

*1 For the influence of Greek on Old Church Slavos&e, amongst othersg¥ERKA,
Influence



We must see John the ExarcBegoslovieagainst this background. The
heading and prefadenmediately present the text as a translation, roeimy
the translator and the original author, John of Bseus: fipoaora ¢BTBOPEND
HWANOMb H?OSB 'I‘GP’LMI) GIQCAFXOMB B'LAPAPI)CICOMI), HEKe KCTh H'_‘HP’BAO;KI/INL
Kkhural cu”, and some lines farther downng*saoknuxa ¢Tro HwaNa
npe3govTepa Aamacknna” . The sources of the appendices to John's abridged
translation of theDe fide are not mentioned. The fragments are consecutively
numbered as chapters 49 to 54, linking up diresitit the chapters from thee
fide. However, it is clear from the present state skegch that chapters 50-52
go back to chapters 25-27 of Gregory of Nysdaés hominis opificié®. The
three thematically connected fragments deal witle tthoctrine of the
resurrectiofr.

Despite social and political tensions, a thrividdStavic letters and arts marked
the 14" century, that would end in the Ottoman dominancer dhe Balkans.
Contacts between Greek, Serb and Bulgarian culteratres were intense, while
hesychasm occupied the minds of Greek and Slav snalilt€’®. A reassessment
of the role of Church Slavonic and its relationstupGreek could be observed,
particularly in the movement associated with Eutlugnpatriarch of Trnovo.
LaBauve Hébert mentions a change in the ‘metalstguiradition’:

“While the Cyrillo-Methodian metalinguistic tradith was concerned with shaping and
establishing a Slavic vernacular for religious msgs, the Euthymian metalinguistic tradition
was primarily focused on ensuring that that verterdChurch Slavonic) enjoy equal prestige
with Greek.*’

The emancipation of Church Slavonic as a standarduage was believed to
emerge from an even closer proximity to the prestiig Greek. A heavily

ornated rhetoric, inspired by Byzantine modelsurilshed both in translations
and original works.

“However, by the XIV century the level of learnimg Bulgaria had risen to such an extent
that the same theological and philosophical isswbgch were exercizing the minds of

2 For the cultural heritage of the Greek-speakingdaand the influence of Byzantine
literary models, see, amongst otherspCENSKY: Commonwealth322 and further.

43 SADNIK,, "Exbeois. 2 and 18.

4 SADNIK, Bruchstiicke10/11 (1979) 163-187 and 12 (1981): 133-169.

%> In chapters 25-27, Gregory contends that the mhecof the Resurrection, or the
eventual ‘Restoration of man’, is confirmed by thecuracy of other predictions in the
Scriptures, and by the accounts of people beirgpdairom the death, not in the least Christ
Himself. Gregory refutes the apparent impossibitifya ‘Restoration’ by pointing to well-
known parallels in nature, and to the boundlessoks® Divine power.

% See e.g. BOLENSKY, Commonwealth336-340; laBAUVE HEBERT, Hesychasm
393-434; WHITE, HesychasmHEPPEL Hesychast Movement

*” LABAUVE HEBERT, 0.C: 41.



Byzantine churchmen were equally burning topicBirgaria. (...). The major dogmatic
movement in the XIV century was hesychasm and mbt were the works of its leading
exponents Gregory Sinaites and Gregory Palamas dimabtey translated, so too were the
mystical works of those fathers who had inspireghthamong whom was Gregory of Nyssa,
whoseDe hominis opificiovas among the translatior{.”

From this late medieval, ‘Euthymian’ recension of Byzantindture *°
arose the anonymous te@tobraz. Though the text does not present itself as a
translation, the original author and title are nwmed:o wepazs YA(0BE)KA™,
BA(A)&KeNAro rpHIopia, BpaTa ¢(Re)T(A)ro RacHAIA. A comparison with Forbes’
edition of theDe hominis opificioleaves no doubt as to the identification of
Gregory'’s treatise as the source text of @hebraz. This full translation was
probably produced together with a translation ofsiBa Homiliae X in
Hexaemeronboth texts forming a whole nam&estodnevni@r Hexaemerott.

The source text relevant to our present purpose¢basists of three chapters of
Gregory’s commentary on Genesis 1.26, probablytewitaround 379 as a
conscious addition to Basil’s homilies on creatilomthis work, betraying strong
Platonising tendencies, Gregory elaborates the éBemh God’s image in man
and the mystical ascéft Not only does Gregory exhibit a remarkable
familiarity with secular learningn the fields of music, medicine, physics and
cosmology, he also falls back on contemporary reto

However, the identity of John’s source text witle tone used by the
anonymusshould be put into perspective. It is most unlikilgt the Exarch’s
copy of the GreekDe hominis opificiopresented the text precisely as it was
conceived by Gregory of Nyssa in the eentury (not to mention the text as it
was retrieved by Forbes in his 1855 edition). Fenrtore, the exemplar used by
the 14" century translator probably deviated from the iogg Greek in some
aspects, as well as from John’s copy, while thesipdgy that one or both
translators used more than one Greek exemplar téenexcluded. Therefore,

“*8 THomsoN, Continuity 144.

9 OBOLENSKY, Commonwealth340.

*0 The translation of the title does not correspomdhie common Greek titld]ept
Kataokevfic avOpddnov. The incipit parallels that of msc (Lamb.3, cod. 63) in Forbes’
edition: Ilept €kdvog GvOpodmoL: TOL pokopiov Ypnyopiov a@deA@OL TOL  Gyiov
BactAgiov.

>l See 8Ls, Deux traductions 138, n. 11. It remains unclear if Gregory's tigat
already constituted a whole with Basil's text inetlsreek exemplar, and if they were
translated by the same translator(s).

®2 The very notion obpoimoig 6ed is an echo from Plato'Sheaetetuspreviously
picked up by Middle- and Neo-Platonism. TBbe hominis opificiotends to be called a
‘Christian Timaeus (just as Gregory'sDe anima et resurrectionBas been labelled as a
‘Christian Phaed¢). Gregory’s work has unmistakably been influendeg Plotinus and
Origenes. See among otherSHRIEin RAC 890-893 and GNEVET in DS 979-984.



some parts of the translations cannot be considasedifferent translational
solutions for the same source text problems.

It is necessary, then, that we clarify the degme&hich the models of
both translators were similar. We previously paintut that the 1%century
translation goes back to one particular branchhef®Greek textual traditioh
We then demonstrated by means of examples fromt@hap that the Exarch’s
model could also be linked to this brafittBome new examples from chapters
25 and 27 show both translations following the saar@ant readings:

25.12GR. £de1 yap &V ETEPOIC GOHOCL TPOGENioAVTA* TOVG AVOPMOTOVS TG

27.2

27.3

Katd TRV OGvdotacly Bovpati, &V T® KaO  EQLTOV  GvOpodTm*
Bepatdoal TOV Ldyove.

Var. * tpocedicavtag q; * &v 1) 10lg copkl kad govtov abi
EX. Noa0B0 [Sadnik: liespodobd saawe HNEMI NABTNBIMMH TIPHOV B LLIE
[Sadnik: lies—S» (?)] 4ARKBI 0 BBCTANBNEEMb HO\J‘,A,GCG BZ (BOEH TINBTH
COBOK0 oic'mgwrn H O\J‘TBPLP,A,H'I‘I/I CAORO o\iqennm. )
AN. [loA(0)sawe Bo,' Bb HNBX(b) TBAeceX(b) WEBIKLLIHME HA(ORE)KWMb
€ke Bb BbCKP(b)ceNH HI0A0Mb, Bb CBOEH [IALTH Bb (€5 HZRBCTHTH CAORO.

GR. 810, TN)g oLVAVOKPACEMG*

Var. * viv avokpdosmg bimat
EX. NBINBLLILNHHMb ZAC’T‘BOPOMI)
AN. ?AcTBoPeNTeMb N(bI)NRALLINHMb

GR. ObKOVV 00OEV* EE® TOL E1KOTOC £OTL...
Var. * obk abirt

EX. AN NECTH KPOME ABMOTI...

AN. Npo4ee NE BbN'E noA,(0)BNAr0 c(Th)...

However, the following examples demonstrate thahbGreek copies were
indeed different in some points:

25.3

27.7

GR. Forbesmepl v 16KvVOQAyOV
EX. 0 'BAONMLIHK YAA0 CROE KeN'B
GR.var.q: ;J;Spi NV TEKVoPaylav
AN. W YEA0RA ENIS

GR. Forbeszi kawvov &r xai &v 1@ g avacsTdoems LOYo..
EX. TO YOMA0 AH KCTh, ALf/¢é U BB BBCTANBNBIH ANb...
GR.var.abimng: € om.

AN. 4TO HIOANO H Bb BbCKP(b)CENIA CAOR'E

>3 In his preface 6rees De conditione 98, distinguishes between two manuscript
‘families’; both Slavonic translations follow theayp abcikmnqrt(sigla Forbes). SeeEeSs,
Traduction 150.

>4 See 8Ls, Deux traductions150.

*> For the examples from chapter 26, seesSo.c: 150.

% Translation of MbORE and WLSON: 417, ‘For it behoved Him, when He had
accustomed men to the miracle of the resurrectioother bodies, to confirm His word in His
own humanity.



We formerly suggested that the younger translaboitdchave been influenced
by the Exarch’s worR’. It is not wholly unlikely that thanonymushad a copy
of John’'sBogoslovieat his disposal. However, even if John’s transhativas
known to him, the development of Church Slavonid #re changed concept of
translation probably would have restrained him freaorrowing. Verbatim
parallels, even partial, are scarce, apart fromesgootes from the Scriptures.
The texts do not provide us with arguments forgbssible acquaintance of the
14" century translator with John’s work, and influerafethe latter should be
ruled out.

Lambert and van Gorp, among others, pointed outdlerance for descriptive
translation studies of preliminary data such asateats®. Whereas the
anonymus as most medieval bookmen, does not preface oomamt his
translation, the Exarchijsrolog to theBogoslovids one of the rare utterances by
medieval Slavic translators about their w8rkThe subject has received much
scholarly attention, so we will not deal with itlahgtt®. _

John indicates that he translatgasivma pasn (...), & Ne TBYBI FAB
HeToRBIMXB paabMa (for the sake of the sense and not merely for the sé
the true lexem@%™, and that he uses the ‘equivalent’ or ‘homosemasghse’
instead of the ‘true lexenf& wherever this is necessary. However, the
tran%ISational problems he brings up in his prefaw@nly relate to the word
level”.

“Broadly speaking, the prefaces and colophons imalyword-by-word approach to
translation, or at any rate an approach which fesw small semantic units (...) rather than
large semantic structure®”

>" We previously drew attention to a small but inséirg parallel, namely the use by
both translators of the exclusiveonmz / ceonms for fjuétepog, no variant readings being
mentioned by Forbes; elsewhere in thd' téntury translatiorijpétepoc has consequently
been translated withaws. Possiblyceonms goes back to a lost Greek varianEL§ Deux
traductions 157, n.70.

°8 _AMBERT — VAN GORP, Describing Translations52

*9 Seesupra note 33.

% For a bibliography on the subject, semBKALSKY, Theologische Literaturl45.

®l SADNIK, "Ex@soic: 26-28, translation byAomsoN, John the Exarch4l.

%2 For the notionsistovoe slovd &tupoc A&k’ (the true lexeme / woydand the
alternative of fazum istovy] tozde moguS/ &tvpog oOpoddvapog dvvauls’ (the true
homosemantic / equi-valent sepssee RANKLIN, Writing: 210-215, HomsoN, John the
Exarch 40-41, and HNSACK, Kyrillisch-Mazedonische BlatB95-405.

%3 “NeBONB MKe MAB BB MNOMb RA3BILE KPACBNB, TO BB APVIEMb NEKPACBND,
MKe BB MNOMB CTPALLLNB, TO R ,A,PO\J'B’BMb NECTPALLIBNB, HKe BB HNOMb YbCTHNB, TO
BB APOVIEMb NEYLCTBNB. M €KE MMA MOMKBLCKO, TO BB MNOMb KENbCKO (...) H MAKI
MA€MB €AHNBCKBI: MANBTA TA €3HH, A CAOR'BNbCKBI: BCM RA3BILM", SADNIK, “Exfsoig. 24-
26.

®4 FRANKLIN,, Writing: 215.



A broader view of his task as a translator or @aut his intended audience are
lacking in the preface, but the Exarch does merdimadmonition by the monk
Doks, who confronts him with his duty as a priestranslate theucitelsskaja
svkazanijd®®. The implicit ‘translator’s intention’ then canno¢ separated from
the context in which the Exarch wrote, namely ie tervice of the young
Bulgarian Church:

“The immediate task facing the Bulgarian churclthi& IX an X centuries was the inculcation
of the basic tenets of the new faith and its asendnorality.”®

Another, previously neglected, difference betwdan tivo translations is what
we would call the ‘general strategy’ or ‘translatipolicy®’, i.e. the selection of
the material to be translated and the new textogirenments in which they
were integrated.

The Exarch did not select chapters 25-27 of Dleehominis opificioat
random. They responded to existing needs, whildgkieas a whole — a highly
erudite work on mystical theology — did not.

“Mystical theology was (...) beyond the capacity bé theophytes and of all of Gregory of
Nyssa’s works only three brief excerpts from B hominis opificicare found as the second,
third and fourth appendices to the adaptation bhJsf DamascusDe fide orthodox&®®

Five out of six of the appendices to tBegoslovie including the Gregorian
fragments, concern the doctrine of the resurrectome of the basic tenets of
Faitf®. In a period of consolidation of the Bulgarian athy they were
embedded in the first work of systematic theologyslated into Slavonic. As
Thomson rightly pointed out, it is hardly surprigithat precisely th®e fide a
‘sumrg?(? philosophica et theologich the patristic age’, was translated in this
period”.

65 “YbCTBNBIN YARKD ,A,O\J’KC'L HPI)NOPI/IBLLI,L ﬂ‘)l/l/\G?KG MANB, () Re¢ARAR MH H MOAR

MPEAOGKHTH OVHHTEABCKAIA CBKASANHA, H BBCMOMHUNAA MH p€4e: MOMORH HbTO €CTh HHNO
ABAO PA3R'E 'OHENBA? AA EABMA Ké ecH c/\o\fmbsoxj‘ 'ro\f MNPHIAAB, TO W ¢ TH NO\j'}K,A,A
€CTh A'BAATH”,'SADNIK, "Exbeois. 6-8.

®® THomsoN, Continuity. 142.

®7 LAMBERT — VAN GORP, Describing translations52. Toury, Nature and Role of
Norms 86.

%8 THomsoN, Continuity 143.

% The other appendices to tBegoslovie chap. 49, under the headifgwré, partly
based on the chapt&fepi nictewg from the " EAAnvik®v Oepomevtikn modnudtov of
Theodoret of CyrusAsPh9,2); chap. 53Newrsnaago wpross (AsPh10/11), contains the
translation of a part of Gregory of Nyssa's dialegwith Macrina on the soul and the
resurrectionIllepi yuyfhg xoi avactdoews 6 Aoyog); there is no known model for chap. 54,
Prikladi 6 wstanii. It is possible that the Exarch wrote this lasaptier independently, see
SADNIK, Prikladi.

® Thomson also explains the abridgement as a camseidaptation of the text to a
new, recently converted publicH®Mson, John the Exarch37.



The 14" centuryanonymusranslated the text in full, presented as a whole
together with Basil’'s homilies on creation. Appdhgthere was an audience for
Gregory’s text in this period, not only due, perham the increased level of
learning, but also to the rising interest in myadtizvorks within the hesychast
movement. We should also mention the apparent popularithné deutlich
ersichtlichen Gruny of the hexameral literatufe Possibly, Gregory’s text also
profited from its connection to Basilldomiliag because homilies were still at
the very centre of the literary system.

Description. Micro-level analysis.

We will now proceed to the comparison of both ttainens with the source text
on a micro-level. Within the scope of the presatitle, however, we have to
confine ourselves to a representative fragment.Hatee chosen the elaborate
simile in chapter 25,7 (not wholly without considgons concerning the
content}>. We will not, as we previously did, compare isolateords. Rather
than laying down the units for comparisarpriori, we will define them in the
process of mapping the translation onto its sotexecounterpart.

“Thus, the analyst will go about establishing arsegt of the target text, for which it would
be possible to claim that — beyond its boundariéisere are no leftovers of the solution to a
translation problem which is represented by onehef source text's segments, whether
similar or different in rank and scope™the units of comparative analysis would always
emerge as coupled pairs of target- and source-sggmeeplacing’ and ‘replaced’ items,
respectively.*

In this way, we will try to reconstruct the trartgda decisions made by the
Exarch and the anonymous translator.

7. Kabdnep ydp T TN KATGAANA®G TIONVOLUEVT TO VHTILOV, TEMG HEV
anmoi®d te kai LYpO T GTORTL TO YdAo d1d THg ONARG EvTiOnoiv:

For as a mother who nurses her babe with due oaetime supplies milk by her
breast to its mouth while still tender and soft;

EX.: mKOXKe¢ B0 H MATH npowgo\f MAAAENBLLE H BAb emo\f AAKTh, 3A
MAAAA MACKBMb NAAARALIH,

Denwie auch eine Mutter angemassen dem Kleinkind aluch die Speise gibt,
indem sie fur das zarte (Kind) (sie) als Milch reijc

"L See supra, note 48.

2 See PDSKALSKY's bibliography on the subjecEheologische Literatur227-228.

3 Forees De conditione hominis256, with English translation by &RE and
WILSON, Select Writings415. The Exarch’s text with German translatiomgiigeen according
to the edition by SadnilBruchstiicke, AsIPh0/11: 172-174. The 4century text is taken
from our edition in preparation.

"4 Toury, Descriptive Translation Studieg9 and 89.



AN.: FAkoxke B0 NEBKAA M(A)TH, NoA,(0)BNE MHTANLIH MAAABN LAY, A0
NBYECoro o\fso MEICKBIM K€ H  MOKPOTNBIMb  §CTOMb  MA'BKO  ChCLLEMb
RbAAMAETD,
* ! ;
NHTARLIH MAAABN LA et sim. Ch,N nHTalHMH MA(A)A,(B)NUA
et sim. R,Z,B

The Exarch’s translation of this fragment shouklaavhole, be considered as a
replacing segment for its source text counterpdrere is hardly any room for
breaking down the sentence any further. The syintattucture deviates from
that of the source textuftnp] tOnvovpévn... Evtionoiy > [MATH] sAb AAKTS...
naaagabolpn: the Greek conjunct participle has become the marh, the Greek
main verb a conjunct particigfe 5w tfic enrfc is left implicit in MAekBMb
NAAARANLIH. 3A MAAAA (MAAAB Meaninganoiog as well asvimiog, vedg)
replaces thénald e xal bypd t@® otopati, a change that cannot be isolated
from the use ofiaaagaTH for evtionut, whereby the couple of near-synonyms
(amar® e kail bypd) is lost. In general, the diction is stripped bfthe frills of
the Greek original.

Establishing the replacing segments in th® ddntury translation brings
us to the level of words and, to some extent, ofppmemes {v- tinotv - Bb-
Aaraets) and small phraseséfog - A0 NE4ecoro; dud thg OMANG - CbCLLEMB).
These words or semantic units tend to take the gdaoe as their source text
counterparts, at the surface (word sequence) asasestructurally (syntax).
Lexically, the translator often uses fixed pendaims Greek words, with a
predilection for formal correspondence.

Kol 0KaTéPYaotov, @G Gv pn mepléaviein 1@ okAnpd thg Tpoefls 10 TOV
obhov amordv Te Kol Gydpuvostov, GAA0 TOlg '18iolg 080V6L KATAAEd VGO,
OVUUETPOV TE KOl KATAAANAOV TT) SLVAUEL TOL TPOCPEPOUEVOL ETOINCEV:

and when it begins to grow and to have teeth sthesgt bread, not hard or such
as it cannot chew, so that the tender and unpeactisms may not be chafed by
rough food; but softening it with her own teethesmakes it suitable and
convenient for the powers of the eater;

EX.: a AKo W30\J‘EA'I"BG'I‘I>, TAKO XA'BBA NAAAETH N¢ co\fxzx, N3 CAMA
CARURAWLIH,  AX  €MO Ne  BpeAUTH ARCNB*,  376a-b eAHNAKO  Ne¢
ONTROBAHRBLLI CRA*,

aber wie es Zahne bekommt, so (ihm) Brot gibt (amdar) nicht trockenes,
sondern (es) selbst kaut, damit es ihm nicht ddmif&sch verletze, das sich
noch nicht gefestigt hat,

> The Exarch’s habit to place the main verb at tegiiming of a sentence has
previously been pointed outt.6rsque le verbe principal grec ne s’exprime quagfih de la
phrase, JE recherche l'antéposition afin de favoriser la tegarencg SELS, Deux
traductions 155.



* 11, IV, VIII desny Urspriingliche Leseadesny.
* Zu lesen sicherwsse se, Gen. Ubereingestimmt misny:

AN.: ZO\L:SI)I K¢ HZPACTANLHOMS H&Ke H ‘)ACTGLIJOM&% HPHNOCH'I‘I) X/\'BSI) Ne¢
GBG/\ ¢ H_ TRbAbL, RKO AAX N¢ HPH‘)AZBITCG C8XOM8 MHLHE MAAA,bIXD
MGK K0¢ H_HNEWBOMY4¢NNO, Nb CROHMH \)‘Bbl Cb,A,POBbIBLUH CbM'BONO Ke H *

MoA,(0)BNO CIA0H npnnoceujwo* CbTBOPH
*#Ke H Ch,N k¢ om. R,Z,B

* Gr. passive voicetov mpocpepouévov, (= the child); Sl. active voice,
MNPHNOCELIAT, probably secondary reading for passiyanoceumroce

Since the Greek fragment as a whole echibits a edaskylistic pattern, e.g. the
recurring doublets of near synonyms, our first reksdition of the unit to be
compared is the complete sentence. We notice mﬁthree part parallelism
disappears completely in the Exarch’s translatie ¢AHNAKO Ne¢
r;]"T‘BPb,A,HB’LIJ_IA ¢k, @). He has also altered the inform tlon sequemestwo
mbers of the antlthesmu( arra), separated in the source text by the

negative final clause, are brought togeter.( n3). We can farther define three
smaller units for comparison:

a. ddovtopuovvTL.. akatépyactov [/ A AKo... csxa: the participial indirect
objectodovtopuodvtt 8¢ foN kai ab&avouéve IS reduced to the adverbial clause
A AKO W30o\BATBeTH, 19N and kai ab&avopéve are omitted as redundant.
Another reduction, though rather a stylistic thaseeantic one, isb tpaydv 1¢
KOl 0KaTtéPYaoTov tO Ne covXa.

b. &g av pun.. aydpuvaotov / A €Mo bAMRBLIN ¢A: IN JOhN's
negative final clause, the active voice replac ssive voice of the Greek,
the implicit subject being xrsss c;ftx%] to be compared with the Greek
abstract agent, a nominalised adjective + adnongealtive,t® oxinpd Tig
1poofic. The phrase can be considered as a metonym (#lgyqabstract noun/
instead of the thing /adnominal genitive/) that hast been retained in
translation. The same can be said of the subjetheoiGreek passive, again a
nominalised adjective + adnominal genitiv®, t@v odiwv amardv te xai
ayouvaotov, replaced by the concrete temaacnal and supplemented with a
participle to account for the meaning of the Grealectives,eannako Ne
O\f'T‘B‘)b,A,HB'bLIJA CRA.

C. GALd.. Emoinoev / NB... ¢hxkuBRAbLIH: the Greek clause was heavily
reduced, in size, rank and explicitness, to thejurmh participle Nz cama
¢akUBANLIM. Again we notice an inclination towards reduction.

In the anonymusstranslation the three-part parallelism has beessgrved
(MEBEA Ke H TRPbAbL, MEKKOE H NEWBOWHENNO, cbMEPNO ke H oA, (0)BNO),
though part of the assonance and rhythm of theinalichas been Iost The
metonyms are also preservedsxfMs nHiie, MAAAbIXD MeK Ko¢  H
NGWBO\I)“-IGNNO) It is not clear, however, if this retrieval dfet Greek rhetoric is a
conscrious effort to borrow the style of the fragimas a whole, or just the by-
product of a persistent pursuit of formal congrieendhe anonymous



translator’'s penchant towards the use of morpho&gialques is clearly felt
here: a-yopuvactov - NG-WBO\j‘LIGNNO, OUU- LETPOV  — Ch=M"BPNO, TO0 TPOO-
QEPOUEVOL — NPH=-NOCELIATO<Ce>.

elto katd mpoodnkny T Suvdpemg Emdidovong, mPooedlobiv  Tolg

AmaLOTEPOLS NPEUE TO VATILOV TPOGAYEL T1 OTEPEMTEPY TPOPT *-

and then as its power increases by growth she gliggdleads on the babe,

accustomed to tender food, to more solid nouristimen

* 1@ vnrie T TNV OTEPEMTEPAV TPOPT|V |

BCTH, MO MAAS OBO\IHH'N) H W KECTOKBIM XABBB 'KCTH; HONOTE Ke BAIRAIIN
EMON® U 3'BAO KeCTO o\go emo\f* BAbL AAETH emo\f* BCTH —
und’ so, nachdem die Kraft'zugenommen hat'und dad Kiunmehr) gewohnt
geworden ist, weiche Speisen zu essen, es langsaanj gewodhnt, auch hartes
Brot zu essen; nachdem es aber zum Jingling gemoralem auch sehr harte
Nahrung zu essen gibt —

* einemuist zu streichen.

AN.. TAaXe Mo ﬂ’lﬂAO}KGNTS CHA'B ﬂ’lﬁ,A,ABAfOLHH, RbOBbIYAHRLLSCE MGICZICI)IMH
MOMAAS MAA,A,GNLI,O\J’ I'I’)HNOCH'T‘I) TBPI},A{EHLU&?H) MHLYS .

Again, John’s translation of this fragment musicbasidered as a whole, as one
solution to the translational problem posed by $berce text sentence. The
Greekanaphora(npoo-, mpoo-, npooc-) is not retained, but compensatedza
npocOnknv IS left implicit. The Greek patrticipial construati® (thegenitivus
absolutus g dvvdpemcg Emdidovong, and the conjunct participlepocedicoiv)
are both translated bydativus absolutysorming achiasmugsubject — part. /
part. — subject). Whilepooedictev is complemented by a dative objecti¢
analwtépolg), the Exarch more explicitly complemenissaiicaiioy with an
infinitive clause pakakam sAH BeTH). On stylistic grounds, John translates
TPOGAYEL TT) OTEPEMTEPY TPOOT by OBO\l’LIH'I‘b H W KeCTOKBIH XA'BBB "B¢TH. He
does not reduce his original here,” but turnsanaplificatio anotherdativus
absolutusis added. He hereby creates assonance in the radeiples
(I'IPI/IB'Z;IB’Z)LIJH, WBBIKBLUION, BBIRBLLUN). The addition ¥NoT k... BeTH) enables
John to create a three-\E)art structure vaghphora (‘ketH, BeTH, BeTH) and
recurring stem§a,/-s¢).

In the 14" century translation, the prevalence of word-lesaigruence is
clear once more. Thenonymusliking for calques results in the preservation, a
least partially, of the repetition of the prefixpfo-6mMknv, npr-Aoikenis; npoo-
dyet, n‘)H-NocH'rb).

ovt® TNV avlponivny pikpoyvyiav 6 Kvptog olov 11 vAmiov atelég did
TOV Oavpdtov TpEe®V Kol TIOMVOOHEVOS, TPAOTOV HEV €V  UTEYVOOUEVT
vOo® TNV Thg Ovaotdoemg mpoolpidletal dvvouty, 0 péya pev fv 1@
KOTOpO®UATL, 0D UMV TOLOVTOV olov GmoTEIchal AEYOUEVOV:



so the Lord, nourishing and fostering with miracles weakness of the human
mind, like some babe not fully grown, makes firsalh a prelude of the power of
the resurrection in the case of a desperate disedseh prelude, though it was
great in its achievement, yet was not such a tthagthe statement of it would be
disbelieved.

EX.: TaKO &Ke M HABH(C)IQO\)‘N [l xova0cTh Mb KO H MAAAENBLLIA HO\}',A,GC’Z;I
MO M KPBMIA  TPbROE BB OTBYARNE  HARLYE  RA3€H0  RBLCPBCENHO
NPOTRAPRAETD CHAO\)‘Z: ¢Re  BEAIKO BRALLIE ijPABAeNMeMb (sic, instead of
OVTIPABAENHEMB?), NB NE TAKO AKO Ké N¢ R'BPOBATH MOBEAAEMON.

(wie also eine Mutter so an ihrem Kind handeltleredo erweist' auch der Herr,
indem Er die menschliche Schwéache wie ein Kleinggl iKdurch (Seine) Wunder
saugt und nahrt, zuerst bei der durch Krankheiuggachten) Verzweiflung eines
Menschen die Macht der Auferstehung, was (zwar)Hagdseinrichtung etwas
Grol3es (wortl.: grof3) war, aber nicht so (groRR das Erzahlte nicht zu glauben
(ware).

AN.: CHue  4A(0B'B)4bCIcoe MAAO,A,(O\f)m'l'e [ocnoa)s, mKoke  NEKOEMo
MAMA/BNLLA  NECBRPBLUENA, HIOAECMBI MHTAE H  A0e, NPEKAE OBO Rb
OYAANNOMb NG,A,O\)'ZB BbCI;f(b)CGN'I'A MPOWEPAKAETE CIA8, €Ke BEAHKO glfso B’k
ch?ABAeNTeMb, Ne'880 f.159 || TAKORO RAKKORO* NER"EPORATHCE FA(AMOA)€MO.

* akoro Ch,N :rko R,Z,B

This passage indicates that sometimes the Exasth tednslates on the
level of words or smaller lexical units. With a feaxceptions, words can be
considered here as ‘replaced’ and ‘replacing’ sedmef the source text and the
target text. However, some details reveal the diffe approaches of both
translators, e.g. John’s addition or omission oftip@s ke, uév), and the
implied ateiéc. The change of one phrase towards a more exphcitconcrete
diction can be notice&ks orTau4arANE H4ABLE B3¢0 for &v aneyvoouévn voo.
Farther there is a shift from passive to active®@ninioteicdatr Aeyduevov — Né
RBPORATH I'IOB'B,A,AGMO\J‘ (compare theanonymus translation NEBBPOBATHCE
PA{APOA)GMO).

Once more, the 4 century translation falls back on morphological
calques: MAAo-,A,(o\f)m'l'e (compare XO\J’,A,OC'I‘I)) for pikpo-yuyiav and ne-
ChBPbLLIENA for a-terec.

It is clear that the Exarch’s translation exhilailiskinds of ‘translational shifts’.
John uses a variety of strategies to produce attdext that fesembles the
original in a way which is relevant {tis] aim(...) and the needs and cognitive
environment of the readgf. Following Chesterman’s classificatidnwe can
say that he uses a wide range gyintactic translation strategies, such as

® CHESTERMAN, Memes 35.
" CHESTERMAN, Memes 94-112.



transposition, or change of word class (G3), umiit$ (G4), phrase, clause and
sentence structure change (G5-7), cohesion cha(@®®) and rhetorical scheme
change (G10). He rarely turns to literal transhat{®1). Some of hisemantic
strategies are abstraction change (S5), distributbange (expansion and
compression) (S6), trope change (S9), and othemurabdns of various kinds
(S10). Pragmatic strategies are also important, especially the i@kptss
change (Pr2) and, to a lesser degree, the infommatange (Pr3) and coherence
changé (Pr6).

The only strategies described by Chesterman thay &p the 14 century
translation are the literal translation (G1) angnl@r calque (G2). Nevertheless,
one could assume a major ‘shift’ in this transkatiootably the one described by
Popovi: “All that (...) fails to appear where it might have been expééleie.
on target language grounds. It is true that thengmous translator does not
make many concessions in favour of the target lagguHowever, the radical
borrowing of source language elements had prob&ddy its ‘foreignising’
character by the time tHee hominis opificiovas translated, and most of these
elements adopted functions in the target languaggas to their functions in
the source language.

One of the most remarkable differences between tratislations seems
to be the ‘unit of translation’, a notion not asambiguous as it may seem.

“Considered from a process-oriented point of vidgwe unit of translation is the stretch of
source text on which the translator focuses atianti order to represent it as a whole in the
target language (Lorscher 1993: 20%).”

However, the mental processes that occur durimgléon remain unknown to
us, so we can only rely on the product:

“Considered from a product-oriented point of vidiwe unit of translation is the target-text
unit that can be mapped onto a source-text Ghit.”

8 The word is borrowed from Catford. The units anerpheme, word, phrase, clause,
sentence, paragraphHESTERMAN, 0.c. 97.

9 “something that affects intra-textual reference, ipsis, substitution,
pronominalization and repetition, or the use of mwectors of various kindslbid.: 98.

80 «“Whereas the cohesion change strategy listed undeth& to do with formal
markers of textual cohesion, coherence changes twade with the logical arrangement of
information” Ibid.: 111.

81 popovi, Concept 79.

82 MALMKJAER, “Unit of translation”,RETS 286. Not to be identified, as by Catford,
with translation equivalent. Different kinds of l@galence’ (formal, connotational,
functional) can exist on different levels (struetumeaning, function) and on different ranks
(morpheme, word, clause, sentence).

83 MALMKJAER, 0.C: 286.



Contrary to what we would expect from his preficthe Exarch does not
confine himself to the lower grammatical levelss Hinit of translation’ seems
to move up and down the scale of grammatical ras&sthat we can apply
Catford’s term ‘unbounded translation’ to John’s rkid The anonymus
however, apparently tries to segment the sourceiméx individual words or
small word groups and to render those segmentsabaetime. This approach
comes close to what Catford called a ‘rank-bouaddiation’, where the unit of
translation seems largely confined to one or arfmwks, low in the hierarchy of
grammatical units (words, but also morphemes amasais)’.

To conclude

Scholars have always tried to establish the deepetives for different
translational approaches. Foreignising translatltange been called instruments
for cultural innovatiof, while domesticating strategies have been corsitar
form of (imperialist or evangelical) conqu¥st

Other frequently mentioned factors are the prestijethe source
language, the fear of heresy, the respect for @daource text, etc. Though we
can assume that both John and @ahenymusrespected their source texts and
tried to avoid deviation from the truth they cadrighe general idea of what
constitutes an appropriate translation had chanigethis respect, the case is
illustrative for the history othe conceptof translation, as much as for the
history of actual translational practices.

Nida once remarked:When the question of the superiority of one tratsia
over another is raised, the answer should be lodkedh the answer to another
question, ‘Best for whom?'This brings us back to the quotation from StulPa
1Cor.3:2°, a food metaphor similar to that used by Gregbtsybe we cannot
say that the Exarch, in his translation of chap@3s27 of theDe hominis
opificio, was giving ‘milk’ to his neophyte audience, ba tertainly, fakoxe
Bo U MmaTH’, softened the ‘food’ by his translation, making suitable and
convenient for the powers of the eater’. Tmnymusmore erudite audience,
on the other hand, tolerated ‘more solid nourishiiméke an older child, whose
mother ‘h 3BA0 ;Kec'rmcmj-ro GMO\J’ BAb AAETh BCTH”.

84 Seesupra notes 66 and 67.

8 although Catford defines the notion ‘unit of trti®n’ somewhat differently, as
pointed out in note 82.AFORD, Linguistic Theory24-26.

% bidem

87 VVENUTI, “Strategies of translationRETS 242.

8 VENUTI, 0.c: 241, and Nba, who considers domestication a tool that effidient
assist the missionary, “Bible translatioRETS 22-28.

8 already used byHomsoNin a similar contextContinuity 143.



In conclusion, we wish to remark that, if a nornséa approach to translation
description is to be effective, we have to move yadfram the treatment of

translated texts as isolated elements, and setlgassto the examination of
larger corpora. The establishment of intertextuad &tra- and intersystemic
relations will contribute to our understanding bé tspecific norms that govern
the production and reception of translations invamy context. In this respect the
present publication does not come up to the maxd,can only be considered as
a point of departure.

Lara SELS
Universiteit Gent
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