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The article examines the translation of Byzantine texts with logical content in the
Preslav School in the 9" and 10" centuries. The way in which 90 Greek terms are
rendered, referring to the ontological foundations of logic and above all those with
a specific logical meaning, is studied. Slavonic equivalents related to terms in prop-
osition and their hierarchy, propositions themselves as bearers of truth and falsity,
logical operations, syllogism and definition are put to examination. There was no
norm at that time and the Preslav translators put immense effort to render these most
complex and unusual texts. Completely understandable under these circumstances
they were not always consistent in word usage. That is why the Preslav translators
used 204 Slavonic words and word combinations thus more than doubling (226%)
the terminology of translation. A comparison is made of the practice of translation
within the school and sceptical remarks are made about the existence of a unified,
preconceived and agreed upon register of terms in it. The grounds for this are that
out of 42 logical terms in John the Exarch, only 16 match those in the Miscellany of
Tzar Simeon and out of 57 terms in the Constantine of Preslav’s translation of the
orations against the arians by Athanasius of Alexandria, also only 16 match those in
the Miscellany of Tzar Simeon and in the translations by John the Exarch.

The article also studies the question of the persistence of the tradition and compares
the first translations of the 9" and 10" centuries with those of the “Dialectic” by
John Damascene and the “Areopagitics” in the 14" c. It is concluded that the Serbi-
an translators of the 14" c. were quite independent from their Preslav predecessors
using only 59 of their terms (29%) and have introduced 138 new ways of rendering
the Greek originals. This testifies to the limited uniformity of Slavonic philosophical
tradition through the centuries. Therefore, the applicability of Preslav translation
forms today needs a conscious appreciation and balanced approach. In this way it
can be recognized and properly appreciated.

The translators of Byzantine theology of the Preslav Literary School in the
9" and 10™ century? faced challenges, the severity of which is difficult to im-
agine today. First of all, it is the underdevelopment of the Bulgarian and more

1 This publication is related to the project ‘Bogomilism in History and in the Present Day’
sponsored by the National Science Fund of Bulgaria (KII-06-H80/8 08.12.2023). The opi-
nions expressed in it are those of the author and do not necessarily reflect the view of the
Fund.

2 This is the second significant literary center in the Slavonic world. It was established after
893, around the time when the Bulgarian capital was moved from Pliska to Preslav, presu-
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generally the Slavic languages of that time. While the language of the Greek
originals has more than a thousand-year history in which terminological usages
understandable to the reader have been established, the Slavic tradition is just
beginning to build them. In this regard, the Preslav translations played a special
role, which in part has not lost its importance today. Even if we leave aside
the not indisputable versions® of the “Preslav redaction of the oldest transla-
tions”, of the existence of “Preslav lexicon”,* and of some particular “Preslav
theological register”,’ the translators had to find the way among the diverse
forms of lexical-morphological and semantic term formation and to convey
the sophisticated meaning of the original. This has not always been successful.
Some of the terms they used were forgotten in history. In other cases, they have
imposed as conventional formulas not the most suitable modes of translation.
Secondly and related to the above, the translators of that time were faced with
texts of increased difficulty — those belonging to high Byzantine theology, rich
in theological and philosophical terms. The use of philosophical language in
a theological context is not unambiguous. It changes the terms meanings and
sometimes even their semantic function, turning them into mental symbols.
The translators’ knowledge in the field of theology or still less in philosophy
was hardly comparable to the authors they were translating. Accordingly, it
was not at all easy for them to convey the transformations of philosophical
language within theology — to that layer of it, which the tradition calls “Chris-
tian philosophy”.

I'will try in this paper to present some of the challenges the first translators
had to face, which caused homonymy, variability and finally non-acceptance
of the majority of their solutions by the later tradition. Being especially rich
with philosophical and logical terms, the so called “Philosophical treatise” in
Tzar Simeon’s Miscellany (the earliest copy of which is dated 1073)° will be

mably in the “Saint Panteleimon” monastery, to continue the activity of the school in Pliska,
which hosted the disciples of holy brothers Cyril and Methodius at the end of 885 (or the
beginning of 886) after their expulsion from Great Moravia.

3 Based on linguistic arguments, these versions did not receive general recognition and were
doubted by other linguists denying the existence of both a “Preslav lexicon” and a “Preslav
redaction:” R. Stankov, Eshhe raz k probleme tak nazyvaemoy ,,preslavskoy leksiki,
Palaeobulgarica 45/2, 2021, 65-84, esp. 65-68.

4 D.Ivanova MIRCHEVA, Starobilgarskite knizhovni sredishha kato ,,ezikovi shkoli”, Véaprosi
na bdlgarskiya knizhoven ezik do Vizrazhdaneto, Sofia 1987, 177-187, esp. 185-186. See
also Y. MiLteNov, O treh lingvisticheskih kriteriyah lokalizatsii drevneyshih slavyanskih
rukopisey: kriticheskiy obzor, Trudy Instituta russkogo yazyka. Lingvisticheskoe istoch-
nikovedenie 1, 2021, 233-245. Y. MiLteNov, Preslavskite leksikalni markeri. 1. Opit za
vévedenie, Palaeobulgarica 44/2, 2020, 54-79.

5 P.Penkova (ed.), Sveti Atanasiy Aleksandriyski, Vtoro slovo protiv arianite (v starobdlgarski
prevod), Sofia 2015, 58-79.

6  The Old Bulgarian translation of the so-called Salvific Book (a Byzantine anthology) made
on demand of the Bulgarian king Symeon at the end of the 9" c. or the beginning of the
10" ¢c. Along with other theological texts, it also includes more abstract “philosophical”
content. Those are excerpts of the works of St. Maximus the Confessor (Qu. 29 [426],
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used to provide the general context against which the “philosophical” usages in
John Exarch works’ and in the translation of the Orations Against the Arians®
will be compared. To check to which extent they were adopted by the later
tradition, they will be compared to the 14" c. translation of the “Philosophical
chapters (the Dialectics)” — the first part of the “Fount of knowledge” by St John
Damascene’ and the Corpus Dionysiacum in the Slavonic translation by Starets
Isaija.'® All these treatises besides the general philosophical terms contain also
such of logic, which are relatively rare in theological texts. Rendering them is
even more difficult for a translator of spiritual literature. Nevertheless, the study
of logic took an essencial part in the higher education of Byzantium. The Vita
Constantini by St Clement of Ohrid testifies that the the great Apostle to the
Slavs during his studies in Constantinople was a student of Leo the Philosopher

Qu. 30 [429-430]) and of Theodor of Raithu (Qu. 29 [428]). The translation of these high
examples of Christian philosophy lays the bases for the philosophical language of the Ortho-
dox Slavonic tradition. Quotations in the text below are to the edition Simeonov sbornik
(po Svetoslavoviya prepis ot 1073 g.). Tom 3: Grdtski izvori, P. Yaneva (ed.), Sofia 2015.
The abbreviation I use in the paper is SM. For my more elaborate analysis of the texts see
A. CHrisTovA — L. CHrisTov, Ponyatiyna struktura i lingvistichna harakteristika na katego-
rialno-logicheskite termini vdv Filosofskiya traktat na Simeonoviya sbornik, Bdlgarski
filosofski pregled 3, 2013, 15-61.

7  The references to the De fide orthodoxa (JoE Th.) are to the edition Des HI. Johannes von
Damaskus "ExOcoig dxpipic tiic 6pfodocov miotews in der Ubersetzung des Exarchen Jo-
hannes, (Monumenta linguae slavicae dialecti veteris, V.1-V.4), L. Sadnik — R. Aitzetmiiller
(ed.), Wiesbaden 1967-1983 and to the Hexaemeron (JOE Hex.) — Das Hexaemeron des
Exarchen Johannes, (Monumenta linguae slavicae dialecti veteris, [-VII), Graz 1958-1971.
On terminology in John Exarch translations see T. ILiEva, Terminologichnata leksika v Yo-
an-Ekzarhoviya prevod na ,,De fide orthodoxa*“, Sofia 2013. T. ILiEva, Nomina abstracta
s terminologichna funktsia v Yoan Ekzarkhoviya prevod na De Fide Orthoxa, Preslavska
knizhovna shkola 19,2019, 50-74. T. ILieva, Teologo-Filosofskata terminologichna leksika
v starobalgarskata knizhnina i neinite kontinuanti v savremenniia ezik, Preslavska knizhovna
shkola 15,2015, 119-139. A. M. Totomanova — . Christov (red.), Terminologichen rechnik
na Yoan Ekzarh, Sofia 2019.

8  The references to the First oration against arians (Ath. c. ar: 1) are to the recent critical edition
Alexandrinus. Oratio I contra arianos. T. 1. Editio textus, A.-M. Totomanova — T. Slavova
— I Christov et al. (eds.), Sofia 2022; to the Second (Ath. c. ar: 2) — Sveti Atanasiy Aleksand-
riyski, Vtoro slovo protiv arianite, Penkova (ed.), op. cit. (cf. Athanasius of Alexandria,
Oratio Il contra Arianos. Old Slavonic Version and English Translation, V. V. Lytvynenko
(ed.), Turnhout 2019), and to the Third (Ath. c. ar. 3) — Sveti Atanasiy Aleksandriyski (Ve-
liki). Treto slovo protiv arianite (izsledvane i izdanie na teksta), Sofia 2016 (cf. Athanasius
of Alexandria, Oratio Il contra Arianos. Old Slavonic Version and English Translation,
V. V. Lytvynenko (ed.), Turnhout 2021).

9  The references to the Philosophical chapters (Dial.) are to the edition: Die Dialektik des
Johannes von Damaskus in kirchenslavischer Ubersetzung, (Monumenta linguae slavicae
dialecti veteris, VIII), Wiesbaden 1969.

10 Das Corpus des Dionysios Areiopagites in der slavischen Ubersetzung von Starec Isaija
(14. Jahrhundert), (Monumenta linguae slavicae dialecti veteris, LV-LVII, LIX (LV 1-3,
4.1-3, 5)), Freiburg i. Br. 2010-2014.
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and Photius the Great “in dialectic and all philosophical knowledge”.!" Although
we do not have more specific data about his training, there is no doubt that dia-
lectics played an important role for his activity as a missionary — for his ability
to build convincing arguments and to receive the recognition of the Gentiles.
His students form the basis of the literary schools in Pliska and Preslav, and we
can expect also some knowledge of logical terminology on their side, the more
so that some of them have studies in the Magnaura school in Constantinople.

Much more specific is our knowledge of the teaching of logic in late
Byzantium. According to the testimony in Vat. gr. 241 (13" ¢.),'? besides the
Aristotle’s treatises 34 commentaries were recommended for reading, written
by 15 commentators from the 1* to the late 13™ c. In the most part they are
dedicated to logic — 20 of them (59%), written by 10 authors.'* The most popular
commentators were Christians. They wrote 9 of the recommended texts: John
Philoponus (490-570) — 5; Leo Magentenos Metropolitan of Mytilene (13™
c.) — 4 commentaries. Although the Epitome logica by the monk Nicephorus
Blemmydes (1197 — after 1269) is not on the list, it should also be mentioned
among the influential texts of the time. Indicative of the teaching of logic in the
following 14" century, when the Slavic translations of the Areopagitics and the
Dialectic by John Damascene date, is a testimony of patr. Philotheos Kokkinos
in his biography of St. Gregory Palamas. According to him, St. Gregory Palamas
during the time of his studies in Constantinople showed exceptional abilities in
the field of logic and was invited to deliver a speech before the imperial court
on the Organon of Aristotle."

Under such a rich cultural context, inherent in higher education in Byzantium
and the interest of people with a spiritual calling in such secular knowledge
like logic, we might expect some degree of familiarity of the Slavic translators
with the logical terms. On the contrary, the shortcomings of their translations

11 B. Angelov — Kh. Kodov (eds.), Prostranno zhitie na Konstantin-Kiril filosof, (Kliment
Ohridski. Sdbrani sdchineniya, t. IIT), Sofia 1973, 91.

12 https://digi.vatlib.it/view/MSS_Vat.gr.241, fol. 6r (accessed on 7. 1. 2023). Published by
Michael Hayduck in his Introduction to Commentaria in Aristotelem graeca, vol. XVIII,
pars 3, Stephanus De interpretatione, Berolini 1885, p. V.

13 Alexander of Aphrodisias (2"-beg. 3" c.); Themistios, nicknamed Euphrades (317—c. 388);
Ammonius Hermiae (ca. 435/445-517/526); Simplicius of Cilicia (ca. 480-560 CE); John
Philoponus (490—570); David the Invincible (6 c.); Michael Psellos (1018-1081); Theodore
Prodromos (1100—c. 1165/70); Michael of Ephesus (12" c.); Leo Magentenos, Metropolitan
of Mytilene (13" ¢).

14 D. G. Tsames (ed.), Koxxivov, Eig tov fiov tod dyiov I'pnyopiov Ilalaud, keiuevov kol
uerappooig, Thessaloniki 1984, s. 52: “Gregory was considered to be so good in the phys-
ical, logical, and generally all the Aristotle’s teachings, that he who was greatly admired in
the manifold wisdom and sciences... I mean the Great Logothete [Theodore Metochites],
organized a speech of Gregory before the king about Aristotle’s logical treatise (Tfjg Aoyikiig
Aptototéhovg Tpaypateiag), and hearing what came from his tongue, he was so struck by
the young man that he could not contain himself and could not conceal his astonishment,
but struck immediately turned to the king with the words: ‘if Aristotle himself had been
present here, he would have listened and given him no small praise.’”
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would mark the level of their education according to the standards of their
time. In other publications of mine, I expressed some skepticism regarding the
medieval Slavic translations of philosophical terms and about the applicability
of their solutions today.'® Let us now try to assess the medieval Slavic tradition
of translation of logical terms.

It is common practice when analysing texts of logical content to begin with
terms and their subordination in the hierarchy of genus and species. At the top
of this hierarchy are the categories — the highest genera, which are at the same
time forms of being, forms of thought and forms of language. I have written
about the Slavic translation of texts where categories are considered forms of
being and forms of language in other publications!'® and will now examine their
logical function — as highest forms of thought.

Logical aspect of categories

The categories (katnyopio/oraaroaansie) are the supreme genera to which every
utterance or name (FAACB PeKBLIE HMA — QOVT] Tiyouv npoonyopia),” is raised,
i.e. any meaningful talk. For the speech to be meaningful, it should express the
genus-species structure of the existing things. At the core of this genus-species
structure are the categories. The first in the list of categories'® is oboia (¢ALITbIE,
tecTheTro) followed by other 9 categories § oraaroAANHH — 0 kaTnyopiot: TO
o0V / 1] TOGOTNG (KOAHYLETRO), TO TOWOV / 1 TO1OTNG (KATYBETRO), TO TPOC TL
(rexke KB KoMOY'), TO TOD (KBAE), TO TOTE (KBrAA), TO TIOETV (TROPHTH), TO TAOYEWV
(eTpapaTH), TO KeToBon (AekATH), TO ExeV (MMBTH).

Among the categories, the substance occupies the first place. In a certain
sense, it is the highest genus (po,u) NATE POABNBIN / NPBPOALNBIM POAD — T0
yevikdtatov yévog).!” According to the outers (i.e. the Hellenic philosophers),
from it takes start the diaeresis (pagaas — Swaipeoic) of the lower genera and
species.?’ This should not be taken literally, as if substance is a genus for the
other categories. It heads the genus-species hierarchy in sense of analogy giving
the model for other categories. Further, what falls under different categories
is heterogeneous (MNopoAbHOKE — £tepoyevig),? and what falls under the same
categories is homogeneous (eannopoAbHoke — OLOYEVES), and in the latter case it
is explicitly said that this applies to substance, and by analogy to the other nine

15 See I. Christov (ed.), Greek-Church Slavonic Dictionary, Foundation “Heritage of the
Zograph Monastery”, Sofia 2019, 6 and the bibliography in n. 1.

16 See I. Curistov, Theology of Greek Fathers in the 10" ¢. Preslav Literary School’s Recep-
tive Texts, Patrologie und Okumene. Theresia Hainthaler zum 75. Geburtstag, Freiburg
— Basel — Wien 2022, 152-163, esp. 155-159. Curistova — CHRrisTOV, Ponyatiyna struktura
i lingvistichna harakteristika, op. cit., 19-23.

17 SM 234d,10-17 (d,2-4).

18 SM 234d,14f.

19 SM227b,26-c,2 (b,7-c,1); 227d,17-21 (d,4f); 227b,18-20 (b,5); 227b,29-¢,2 (b,8-c,1).

20 SM227a,6-12 (a,2f).

21 SM235a,17-21 (a,4f).
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categories (RAHKOKE CRTh MO CRLITHIEME TAKOKAE K H 9 HIEXB 0 OPAATOAANHIKD
— 660 0TV VIO TV 0VGiaY, Opoimg Kol £l Tdv dAhmv 0 katnyopidv).? If in
some sense the substance as a genus has priority over all others, it is because
the unity of being is embedded in it — the other categories express secondary
aspects of being by analogy with substance. Now let’s trace how the main
elements of the genus-species hierarchy were transmitted to Old Bulgarian.
In such a rich cultural context, inherent in higher education in Byzantium and
the interest of people with a spiritual calling in knowledge, we might expect
some degree of familiarity of the Slavic translators with its language. On the
contrary, their insufficient knowledge is a marker of their education according
to the standards of the time.

For comparison here, as after each section devoted to logical concepts, I will
give a table of their similar translations from the 14™ century?. The statistics
will be presented at the end of the paper.

The Preslav translations The 14% c. “philosophical”
tradition
Yévog SM: pors Dial.: popn
JOE Th.: poA CDS: popb
YEVIKWTATOG SM: nave pOABNBIH, NPEPOABNBIH Dial.: poapirtyum
CDS: -
Slaipeoig SM: PABABAB, PAZATRTEHbIE Dial.: paZABAIEHHIC
JOE Th.: PAZATBAB, pABABACHBIC CDS: PAZABAIEHHIE, PAZAOYvEHHIE
Slaupeiv SM: pagABARNTH Dial.: ®ABAITH, pABABAHTH, pAZABAINTH
CDS: ABAHTH, PABABAHTH, PABABATH
£TEPOYEVNG Ath. C. Gr.: cToyiK ACEBILIBIE, CTOYKAPOABNE Dial.: nnopopbib
JoE Th.: HNOPOALN CDS: -
Exewv SM: HwBTH Dial.: umaTh, umkTH, MpHIETH
Katnyopia SM: oraaroAanbie Dial.: NANBFAAMOAANHIE, OPAATOAANHIE,

MOKAZANHI
CDS: oraaroaanHe

KeioBal SM: AexaTH Dial.: acxartu
Opoyevng Ath. c. ar.: moxAeOABNB; TBYBND Dial.: BBKOYTIOPOALHE

SM: Koy MIbHOPOABN, HEAHHOPOABN CDS: BbIOYTIOBBITBHb, KAHNOELIThNE
ovaia Ath. c. ar. 1ecTheTRbI€, CTBCTRO, CRTHOTRO Dial.: coynymerso

SM: cARLITBIE, KCTHCTRO

JOE Th.: c/IJIbCTRO, CRLITHCTRbIE, KCTHCTRO CDS: coyLIbCTRHIE, COTLIBCTRO
TIAOXEV SM: erpaparh Dial.: CTPAANTH
TOLETV SM: TRopHTH Dial.: kavbeTRORATH, TROPHTH

22 SM234d,2-10 (d,19).

23 See also I. CHristov, Grétsko-slavyanski leksikalni paraleli kdm filosofskite glavi v Simeo-
noviya sbornik i [zvor na znanieto, in: Sv. Yoan Damaskin, Izvor na znanieto, t. 1, Sofia 2014,
335-380. V. Lyrvynenko, Thematic Index of Selected Greek and Old Slavonic Ontological
Terms: Orations Agains the Arians, Epistle to the Bishops of Egypt and Libya, and Didactic
Gospel, (AOGANAZIA. Yubileen sbornik v chest na 75-godishninata na prof. Pirinka Penkova
Lyueyer), Balgaristika 40, 2020, 111-140.
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The Preslav translations The 14% c. “philosophical”
tradition
TO TOIOV SM: KaKoi¢, KATHCTRO Dial.: kaioe
moLoTNG SM: KaYhCTRO, KAKO AT, TROPHTRENOK Dial.: kavbeTRO

JOoE Th.: TROPHTEO, MPETROP, TROPHTEO KATHCTRO CDS: kavbCTRHIE, KATBCTRO

TO OGOV SM: KOAHYBETEO, MEA, HEAO Dial.: koanvbeTRO
mooodTng SM: KKOAHYHETEO, MEPHMOIE, PAZHOYHTOMOlE Dial.: koAHvbeTRO
TO TOTE SM: kBraA Dial.: koraa
70 o0 SM: kB¢, MEeTO Dial.: ras
TO TIPOG TL SM: teike 1B oMoy Dial.: ks veconoy
mpoanyopia SM: i, hapoKs Dial.: NApEveiHie
CDS: UMA, HMENORANMIE, Hapevetinie

pwvn Ath. c. ar.: raacs Dial.: raach

SM: raacs CDS: raacs

JOE Th.: raacs

1. Terms and their hierarchy

poA (YEVOQ)

The Old Bulgarian term for genus has remained unchanged in philosophical
usage even today.* Following Porphyry,” the Greek original delineates the
various meanings in which genus is spoken of,* in order to single out among
them the logical one. They call that which is divided into species, and when
they define it, they say that genus is what is predicated (oraaroAatcMmore —
KOTNYOpOLUEVOV) of “What is” (R NeMbKe hTO KeTh — €V T® Ti £6TL) of many
different kinds of things.*” Tts relationship with the species has the following
characteristics. First, the genus is more general than the species (while they are
more particular YAcTbNBALIE (7 POAORE — HEPIKMTEPG. eictv) and are predicated
of it (draaroAarRTb ¢A — Katyopodvtar).?® Second, the species is subordinated
to it (mopBrHNAkMoK — TattOpevov).” The division of the genus into species
takes place through the differentia specifica.

pazZAHvbi¢ (Srapopd)

Presenting the differentia, the “Philosophical treatise” notes two points. The
first makes it identical with the genus: it is what is predicated (oraaroAatemo
— Katnyopovuevov) of “that what is” (BB KokeMb ¥T0 K¢Th — &V TQ® Ti £0T1) in

24 poAB: POz (Bg, Ru, RS).

25 See Porph. Isag. 1,18-2,17: Porphyrii isagoge et in Aristotelis categorias commentarium,
(Commentaria in Aristotelem graeca, 4.1), Berlin 1887.

26 See SM 22782-20 (c,1-5).

27 SM227¢,13-21 (c,41).

28 SM 233d,12-15 (d,3-5); 227b,20-24 (b,61).

29 SM227b,24-26 (b,7); 227¢,27-d,2 (c,7-d,1).
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many different kinds of things.*® The second point, however, separates it from
genus: it is that which distinguishes from one another the objects of which it
is predicated (K¢Tb BEWITH Kike npftstBN/iréTb APOYTB GT'L ApoyTa: 0 NHXBKE CAMA
OPAAPOAAKMA KCeTh — O StaAAGTTEL AAMAA®V TO KaO™ @V aOT] Katnyopeitar).’!
The differentia is spoken of in three ways, and accordingly it is of three types:
generally (oBbLITE — KOW®G), properly (ocoBb — 10iwc) and in the most proper
sense (cRoOHTbNE — id1aitata).? General differentia is a separable concomitant
(pAZARTENBIH CBAYTAH — TO JWP1oTOV GLpPEPNKOC). By means of it the spec-
ification of one and the same separate existence (hypostasis) takes place. In
turn, the inseparable concomitant (NOTBARTAKMBIN CBANYAH — TO GYDPIGTOV
ovuPePnkog) is a differentia specifica in its own sense.* It distinguishes sep-
arate existences (hypostases) belonging to one species and substance,*® and is
called ad-substantial (otARWTHNO pAZAHTBIE — ETOVCLOONG d1popd).*® Finally,
the differentia specifica in the most proper sense forms the individual species
and is accordingly called natural (ecTheTRBHOK PAZAHTBE — QUGIKT] SLPOPE),
substantial (¢&RUIBNOIE PAZAHTBIE — 0VCLOING Slapopd), constitutive and spe-
cies-forming (RMAITROPENOIE pAZAHTBIE — CUGTOTIKT] Ko €ld0T010G S1apopd).”” On
the one hand, the correspondence of the types of difference of the most general
division of being into substance (¢cmwTbie — ovGin) and concomitant/accident
(eaoyvan — ovpPePnroc, 10) is clear. Its third type refers to the substance, while
the first two — to the concomitant2306,19-8,27 (b,6-c,6). It is characteristic that
the property distinguishing the concomitant from the substance is that it is not
substantial (¢czmLbNoke — 00GUDOES).** On the other hand, however, this third type
is also related to quality (kavbeTRo — mO1OTNG),” as an ad-substantial differen-
tia.** The reason for this hesitancy in determining the ontological grounds of
difference lies in the special status of quality, which we noted above.

BHAB (£100C)

Like the rest of the terms for the logical hierarchy so far, the Old Bulgarian term
for species has remained practically unchanged even today.*! As to its content,
Theodor of Raithu first separates its meaning in philosophy from its natural
meaning in language. This is not the appearance — the outlines (ovpbTenbe —

30 SM 229d,6-10 (d,31).

31 SM229d,10-15 (d,4).

32 SM229r15-17 (d,5).

33 SM 230b,22-25 (b,8).

34 SM230c,14-17 (c,31).

35 SM 230c,22-26 (c,6f). Cps. 229d,21-28 (d,6-8).

36 SM230a,28 (a,6).

37 SM230a,7-12 (a,11).

38 SM230b,19-¢,27 (b,6-c,6).

39 The quotation above, listing the characteristics by which this kind of difference is named,
concludes by saying that it is also a quality (koi Towdtng) SM 230a,7-12 (a,1f).

40 See 230a,27-b,2 (a,6f).

41 gups: Bux (Bg, Ru).
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oyfine) and the object’s image (o5paga — pnoper)),*” but the subjected to the genus
(MOABYHNIAIEMOK MOAT POAB — TO TAOCOUEVOV VO TO YEVOQ), i.e. that which is
subdivided by it (0T poAA poZABAREMOK — TO €K TOD YEVOUG SLatpodpevov).”
Species are more particular than genera (vAcTbNEHILE — pEPIKOTEPR), they are
not predicated of them, but genera are predicated of species.** Of one kind
KOYTILNORHABHO, IEAHNOBHABLNO (Op0€1OEG) are the things that are arranged under
one kind and have a common definition of the substance.*

¢ROHTBHHNO(1¢), cRoe (TO T010V)

Characteristic property is that which is present in a thing without constitut-
ing its substance or the definition of its nature (¢cRONTHNO KCTh BB NEMbKE KCTh
NECBBPBLIAIL KMOY CZRLUTHIA HAH CBNPOCTA BB KCTHCTRLNBIA K10 pAZOYME NPHIEMACMO
— 1816V goTtv, OTVL PHEV DILAPYEL, UT) CLUTANPODY 8& avTod THV ovsiay §i Shov
TOV TS eVoE®C avTod Adyov mapolappavouevov).* In this sense, its addition
does not come as a surplus (e icTh AHX0 — 00 Tep1TTEVEL), and its non-joining
— as a deficiency (NecTATBKA Ne TROPHTE — OVK £\leimer).*” Without affecting
the substance of individual things, it is a criterion for their distinction. Thus,
although we humans all live, move and be in the same way, each of us has some
characteristic property that distinguish us from other people.”® This property
is a principle of individuality. That is why it conforms to one nature and is
reversible with what it distinguishes (¢cBOHTBNO B0 HeTh KKE AHNOMOY KCThCTROY
CTPOHTH CA H BBZBPALITAKTH CA NA OVCTABBNOK — 1510V Yap €0TL TO pudl voeL
apudlov kai AvtioTpéPov TPOG TO OPLoTIKOV).*

NEOTBPBZAIEMOIE, NEMPBPBZAIMOIE, NEPAZAPABAIAIEMOIE, NEPACEIAIEMOIE, HEpACEKOMOLE
(t0 atopov)

Thus we have reached the limit of the logical division — the individual (the sin-
gle). It is not predicated of the species, because it is more particular (vAcTbNEBIE
BO KCTh BHAA — LEPIKOTEPQ Yap 0TV TOD £160V¢)* and being closed in itself,
it is not predicated of anything else at all.”' Its ontological characteristics are
not of something in-hypostasic, but as of an independent hypostasis or person
(Ne BBCOBAENO — OVK Evumootatov).”? We will talk about this specifically below
when we consider the concrete-existential aspect of ontological concepts.

42 See 227¢,24-27 (c,6f).

43 SM227¢,27-d,2 (c,7-d,1).

44 SM233d,11-15 (d,3-5).

45 SM 235b,1-6 (b,1).

46 SM 230d,3-8 (d,1-3).

47 SM230d,25-231a,2 (d,7-231a,1).
48 SM226b,4-10 (b,1-3).

49 SM231b,8-12 (b,5).

50 SM 234a,5-14 (a,2-4).

51 SM227d,21-25 (d,51).

52 SM 235¢,23-29 (c,8-10); 228a,23-25 (a,6f).
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PAZABAB, pAZATRTENbIE (S10iPECIC)

Diaeresis (division) is that logical operation that structures the hierarchy of
genera and species. Thanks to it, the unity of the genus is divided into the plu-
rality of species (Na MNoro pazABARTH — £ig TOALY Stonpebijvar). That is why,
the division enters into the definition of the species. The different degrees of
generality are expressed by the concepts that follow.

OBbLUTEH, OBBLUTHNA (TO KOLVOV)

As you can see, the translation of kotvév as osbiuTeie is still in use today.>* Gen-
eral is that which is said of many things (oBbLITE 0 MNOMBIMX PAEMOIE — KOWV®G
KOTO TOALDV Aeyopevoy).>

RbCBYheT'BHLLE, ReBKo (KOOOLov)

This term is used in two senses. The first is synonymous with the above-pre-
sented term osbLUTEr, 0BbWITHNA and, like it, expresses the community in the
genus and species hierarchy.’® In this case it is opposed to the particular — the
more general is predicated with a wider scope (o0 BoAblH — €l TAE0V) than the
more particular, standing higher and the particular lower.”” The second meaning
is present in the attributive use of kaf6Aov — in this case it denotes the generic
substance of the subject. This is how one speaks of a generic man (Rebis ¢AKS
— 0 kaBohov GvOpomoc™). In this sense of the general it is opposed to — onseHLA
(6 Seiva), e.g. this here person (dibeHua vAks — 6 dgiva GvOpOTOC).%

PACTbNo(1e) (TO pEPKOV)

As you can see, this old Bulgarian term is still in use today.®® We have al-
ready mentioned the different degree of particularity in the genus and species
hierarchy.®! This term is opposed to oBbLITEH, 0BLIUITHNA (TO KOWVOV) and to
BbeBYbeTBHLLE, ReBico (kaOOAOL) in its first meaning.

ONbeHLLA (0 OETVa)

We have already noted that this term denotes the singular and is opposed to
BbeBYbeTBHLLE, ReBIco (kKaBOAoV) in its second meaning. In the given examples
it refers to the person.® L.e. it is related to the individual (oTBABARIEMBIM
— dwopiiopevog) man, and not of man as such (npocto vAREKSD — ATAODG
avOpwmoc).”

53 See 227d,11f (d,3).

54 osblwTete: oomo (Bg), odmee (Ru), omme (RS).

55 SM227d,19-21 (d,5).

56 See 233d,11-234b,3 (233d,3-234b,1); 234a,21-27 (a,6-8); 233d,12-15 (d,3-95).
57 SM 233¢,23-29 (c,71).

58 E.g.228c,1f(c,1); 228b,24f (b,7).

59 E.g.231c,16f (c,4). Cps. 227b,17f (b,4f); 236b,18 (b,5).
60 vacThNo(e): yacTHO (Bg), yactHoe (Ru).

61 See. 233d,11-234b,3 (233d,3-234b,1); 233d,12-15 (d,3-5).
62 SM231c,16-17 (c,4). Cf. 236b,18 (b,5); 227b,16-18 (b,4f).
63 SM 228b,11-14 (b,3-4).
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A table of the similar translations from the

Ivan CHRISTOV

14" century:

The Preslav translations

The 14% c. “philosophical”
tradition

avTioTpéeabal

SM: B'LZBPALI.I’FA'I‘H CA, OSPALU'T‘A’I‘H A,
C’LEPAI.LI']‘A'I‘H CA

Dial.: NPOTHRLOBPALIATH C¢,
CBMPOTHELOBPALIATH ¢

CDS: npoTHELOB)ALIATH C¢, CbPOTHRLOBALIATH
ce

Ath. c. ar.: paZBNGCTRbIE, PAZBHBCTRY,
PAZAACHbIE
JOE Th.: paganheTso, paZAHYbIC, pAZAHTENbIE

AMAQG Ath. c. ar.: npoeto Dial.: npoeto
SM: npocro, canpocta CDS: -
apupotev SM: eTponTH ca Dial.: MPHKAAABNO BbITH
Ath. C. ar: npHETABAIATH €A, FOAHTH ¢A, CDS: npHIAAAOBATH, TIPHKAAABCTEORATH,
CBYETATH CA, NBII0 BBITH, YTIOAOBAINTH €A, CBRAKAATH, CHCTPAINTH, OfTIPHIAAAHTH,
OYTAKRAATH OYTIPHIKAAABCTEHTH
T0 GTopov SM: HEOTBBZAIMOIE, NENPBPBZAIMOLE, Dial.: necticonmo
NEPAZAPABAIAIEMOIE, NepaCTIicateMole, Hepactiomote | CDS: —
AXWPLOTOG SM: HepAZATBIE, NEOOTBARYAlMD Dial.: nepazaoyviiin
JOE Th.: NeOTBARYBNS, NEPAGARTHND CDS: HEpAZABABHD
Y£VOG SM: pops Dial.: poan
JOoE Th.: oA CDS: poab
0 Seiva Ath. c. ar.: onzes Dial.: onbenua
SM: onbeHUA CDS: -
Slaipeaig SM: pAZABA, pAZAT etible Dial.: pazabatetimre
JOoE Th.: PABABAB, PABABACHBIE CDS: PAZABAIGHHIE, PAZAOYYENHIE
Slawpopd SM: pagativhie Dial.: pazansiie, pasbhineTgo

CDs: PABAHTHIE, PABBHBCTRHIE, PABBHBCTRO

S10p1{opevog SM: 0T ABARMBIN Dial.: -
(510pitw) CDS: -
eldomolog SM: BHAOTEOpENBIH Dial.: BHAOTEOpbHb
CDS: BHAOTROPHTEABHD, BHAOTROPhIL
£€i60g SM: gUA Dial.: gupb, CDS: RHAL
£NAeiTElY SM: HecTATBKA Ne TROPHTH Dial.: ockoy ABRATH
CDS: HEAOCTATHYBCTROBATH, 0CKOy ABHHIE
HMBTH
€vVumooTaTOg SM: Hike RBCOBAENB, BBCOBAENBIH, RBCOBHBIH Dial.: cheTaBBNb
JOE Th.: OYTIOCTACHND CDS: ¢beTABHTEABHD, ChCTABBND, Bb ChCTAROXD,
CbCTARD
émi mMAéov SM: 0 BoAILIH, 0 MHOZ'S Dial.: na MoKAMLIHXS
CDS: geupie
£mouoiwéng SM: 0cRIITHNB, NACRILITHNE Dial. ocoyipiberebhin
CDS: -
{SlaitoTa SM: cBOHTHNE Dial.: 0coBocROHCTRENE
CDS: -
5106 SM: cRoHTHNB Dial.: 0coBbHb, 0COBLCTRBN, CROH, CROHCTRLHE
Ath. c. ar.: ceomn CDS: 0coBbHb, CROH, CROMCTRBHE
T0 {dlov SM: cRoHTBHNO(I€), cROE Dial.: cRoHCTRO, CROMCTRBNOIE, 0COBNO
JOE Th.: ocoBbie CDS: -
{6iwg SM: ocosb Dial.: cRoMeTRbIE

CDS: -
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The Preslav translations

The 14 c. “philosophical”
tradition

KaBdAou

SM: BeAKS, BeBKO, CBNPOCTA, BbCBYbeTBHLLE

Dial.: coopbio, chBophirs
CDS: 1o Bhcems, o(b)oyap, chBOpbb, cbBbe(b)
MA

Katnyopeiodat

SM: orAAFOAATH ¢A

Dial.: NANBIAATOAATH, MOKA3ATH, MOKAZOBATH
CDS: HANBIAAMOAATH, HAPHLLATH, OPAAMOAABATH,
OPAAMOAORATH

TO SM: oraaroaatenmoe Dial.: reike NANBIAATOAKMOIE
KATNYOPOUHEVOV CDS: -
TO KOOV SM: 0BbLUITE, OBBLLITHNA Dial.: wxe osbluTE
JOE Th.: 1exke osblpe CDS: oBblIbCTRO
KOIV(G SM: oBbluTE Dial.: osblybiEH
AOYog SM: eAoRo, pagoynn Dial.: caogo
JOE Th.: MbicAb, NOMbICAS, oyretible CDS: PAATOAL, CAORO
HEPIKOG SM: YACTBNS Dial.: ® weeTH, vecThbNb
CDS: om(b)veeTH, PecThbib
TO HEPIKOV SM: wacThHo(1e) Dial.: vechhoe
CDS: wecThhoe
Opoeldng SM: KOyTIBHORHABND, 1EAHNORHABNE Dial.: BbkoyTIORHABHb, BbIOYTISEHABND,
e AHNORHABNb
CDS: BBKOYTIORHABHb, N0AIBOBHABND,
EAHNOBHABND
TO OPLOTIKOV SM: oyeragbHore Dial.: -
CDS: OnpEABAHTEABHNOE
ovaia Ath. c. ar. recTheTRbIE, 16CTHOTRO, CRTHCTRO Dial.: coyynergo
SM: ¢/RLIThE, KCTHCTRO CDS: coyLIbCTRHIE, COYLIBCTRO
JOE Th.: cZRLpIbCTRO, CARLUITBCTRbIE, IECTHCTRO
oloIwdng SM: cLpIbiD Dial.: coyyibergbib
CDS: 0coyLIbCTRHb, COYLIBCTREND
TEPIOOEVEV SM: Anxs BBITH Dial.: n3bosnAoRATH

CDS: -

TO cUUBEPRNKOG

Ath. c. ar.: npraoywbhoe

SM: cBAvAH, CBAVYTANDIE, Ay TIAIEMOIE,
CBAOYARRLUTEIE CA, CHAOYHEBLLIGH CA
JOE Th.: caumcTrbie

Dial.: npnaoyvan, coyrean
CDS: e(b)aoyran

OUPTANPODV SM: eBgpbLIATH Dial.: ennaspbuiarh
Ath. c. ar.: nenabhTH CDS: ebRpBLIATH, HCNABNIATH, HATABNHTH,
CBHCMABNIATH, ¢(b)ICONBYATH
OUGOTOTIKOG SM: ¢BeTARBNB Dial.: cbeTorABATEABND, ChCTORTEABND
oxnua Ath. c. ar.: ospagn Dial.: ospasn
SM: RHA'B, 0vpLTENbIE CDS: 3pAKD, HZBOBPAKENHIE, OBAHTHIE,
JOE Th.: OAPBIKHMOIE, 0BPAZ OB)AZORANHIE, OBpAZH
TAooEV SM: BBYHNIATH, NOABYHNIATH Dial.: Rb¥HHHTH, BEYHNIATH
CDS: BbpaTOfNHTH, BBYHNHTH, BbYHHNIATH,
CHTHNHTH, ChPHNIATH, OYCTARHTH, Oy CTABAINTH,
0yCTPOHTH
70 Ti 0Tt SM: Kot PhTO IECTb, KKe YHTO CTh Dial.: iexe KAICORO PhTO ICTh
JOE Th.: vbTo teeTh CDS: w0 ecTh
(PUOIKOG SM: 1¢ThCTRBNBIH Dial.: reeTheTRENL

JOE Th.: 1cTheTRBNS, CTHCTHCTRA

CDS: 16¢TheTRBNb
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The Preslav translations The 14™ c. “philosophical”
tradition
XWPLOTOG SM: pAZATRYEND, PAZAHTHND Dial.: PABAOYPhHb
CDS: -

2. The proposition

Besides forms of being, categories are also forms of thought. This is rooted in
the semantics of the word koatnyopia (oraaroaansie), which also means predica-
tion. The categories are the basis for connecting the subject and the predicate
in the proposition. They set the modes of logic being manifested in the copula.

The terms in the sentence look like this. The subject is translated as
NOABACKALLITER, NOABAEKAL (DTTOKEIIEVOV, TO), and the predicate as oraaroaatemore
(xatnyopodpevov). As for the types of statement of the predicate for the subject,
two classification schemes are presented in Simeon’s Miscellany:

First, according to its denotation, which depends on the denotation of the
subject and the predicate, and could be two kinds — more and equal, but it can
never be ad less (0 Mbhblun — én” Edattov),* because a term of a smaller scope
cannot be predicated to one with a larger scope.

a. it is ad more (0 BoAbIM — €Tl TAEOV), when more general [terms] are
predicated of more particular ones, because those standing above are
more general, and those below are more particular.®® In this case, they
are not convertible.*

b. ad equal (o parbiBHKE — niong) predication is when the terms are of
equal volume. In this case they are convertible®.

Second, predication can be positive or negative. This determines the quality
of proposition.

a. When the predication is positive, there is a positive statement
(NOR'BLUITANBIE, NAMORBLUITANBIE — KOTAQAGICE).

b. When the predicate is negative, we have a negation (oTB8ETS,
oTBRBIITANBIE — AOQac1c®). Both in case of positive statement and ne-
gation the translator has coined morpheme-to-morpheme calques which
are inapplicable in modern philosophical language.

64 SM 233¢,19-23 (c,6f).

65 SM 233¢,23-29 (c,7f).

66 See 233d,11-234b,3 (233d,3-234b,1).

67 See 234b,6-14 (b,2f).

68 See 233b,19 (b,5); 233b,4f (b,1); 233b,6 (b,2).
69 See 233b,11 (b,3); 233b,19 (b,4); 233b,16 (b.4).



Greek Philosophical and Logical Terms in the 10th c. Preslav Translations

The texts of Simeon’s Miscellany do not discuss the question of the quan-
tity of judgments. However, we have individual cases of the use of general
judgments. For example: every person is capable of laughing. As a term for
the subject’s quantification BRbe'BK, Bheh (0G) is used.”

A table of the similar translations from the 14" century:

The Preslav translations The 14% c. “philosophical”
tradition
ATOWAOIG SM: oTBRETS, OTBRELITANDIE Dial.: ®pevenne, Bptne
JOE Th.: oraetTS CDS: o’l‘{h)ywenm, or(b)ieTHie
£mi Aéov SM: 0 BOABLLIH, 0 MNOZ'S Dial.: na MuoxKAHLIHXE
CDS: geipe
ém EAaTTOV SM: 0 MbNBLUH Dial.: na MbhbLnKs
CDS: -
émiong SM: 0 pABBNBIHXB, 0 PARBHTIEMb, TBYHHO Dial.: pagbio, pABBIE, HA PABBNHXS,
0 ABBHHXD
CDS: -
KATAWAOIG SM: NANOR'BLUTANBIE, NOR'ELLITANbIE, Dial.: nanbperennite, npnptvhic

CDs: NANBQEYENHIE

Katnyopia SM: oraaroAanbie Dial.: HANBIAAMOAANHIE, OPAAPOAANHIE,
MOKA3ANHIE
CDS: oraaroAanHe

T SM: oraaroaatemMore Dial.: 1eke NANBPAAROAKMOIE
KATNYOPOUHEVOV
TaG SM: BbeAK'S, Rbch Dial.: gscakh, Bbeh

CDS: BbeaKb, Bbeh, BbCATHCKBIH

UTIOKEIpEVOY, TO SM: NOABACKALLTE, NOABACKAL CDS: nopbAekKelere

3. Verity in the relation of propositions

The Old Bulgarian reader was able to obtain some, albeit far from exhaustive,
information about the relationship between the propositions. In Simeon’s
Miscellany, one of the four possible relationships between them is presented —
the contradiction. It is present when two judgments are opposed (czRnpoTHEHIA
— Gvtikeipeva) in the form of a contradiction (¢ZRNPOTHROPEYbIE, OBAHYENbIE —
avtipaoic). The ontological basis for it are hexis and privation (no necTATBIOY
W 1o AMBNHER cRNPOTHRBNAR — TaL Ko otépnotv kal £&wv dvtiketpeva).” For
every statement there is a negation. In this sense, each of the two — the state-
ment and the negation are negative to each other, and they both constitute
a contradiction (MAETb ke ¢A G50 STBRETS H SBAHTENHI: AA RABMA 050 BBCEMOY
NAMOBBLUTANHI CARMNPOTHRD i OTBRETB — Aéyetal 68 AuEOTEP ATOPUGCIS Kol
avtipaoic, émel odv mhon kotapdoet dvtikeirtol dmdgaotc).” Therefore [the set

70  SM 234b,14f (b,4).
71 SM 2332,25-28 (a.8).
72 SM 233b,11-16 (b,39).
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of] negation (oTZRETB — ATOQOGIG), opposed to the statement ((NA)NORBILITANBE
— KOTAQUOLS), and statement opposed to the negation is called a contradiction
(camnpoTHRopBYBIE — AVTiPAOLS).”

In the logical tradition starting with Aristotle, the problem of truth is posed at
the level of proposition. It depends on whether our association of the subject with
the predicate corresponds to reality. But if formal criteria for truth are absent in
the proposition itself, such are present in the relation between the propositions.
In the contradiction, one necessarily deceives (AsraTh — yevdectan), and the
other tells the truth (HeTHNoy RBWTATH — AANOgVEW), because by rejecting one,
the other is confirmed; thus, in rejecting the statement, the negation is affirmed
(AA NOYKAA K EAHNOMOY ABPATH: & AOYTOMOY HETHNOY BELITATH: AA TIOPOYBENHIEM
OFBO K AHNOTO ApEra OCTARAAKTE CA* MOFOWEAAKMOY B0 NAMOBBLITANHIR:
OTBRBLITANHK CBCTABAAKTD ¢A — Kol Gvaykn TV piay yevdecOon kai v piov
aAnOevEV- Tf] OOV Gvoupécet THC [dG 1) £TEpa GUVIGTOTOL AVAIPOVHEVNC TP
TS KoTopdoems 1 anogactc cvviotatal).” That is why the truth relation is
included in the definition of this kind of logical opposition.”

A table of the similar translations from the 14" century:

The Preslav translations The 14% c. “philosophical”

Ath. c. ar.: cRnpOTHED AGKAWITS

tradition
&AnBelEev SM: HerHioy RBLITATH Dial.: neTHHBCTROBATH
CDS: HeTHHBCTRORATH
Avaipeiv Ath. c. ar: pacanarh Dial.: ®umaTh, ®uieTn
SM: noroyBARTH CDS: or(b)ern, or(b)pamarh, ov(b)pagnrs,
MOTPBEAINTH, PAZAPOVLIATH, PAZAPOCUIHTH,
or(b)ieTH
avaipeoig SM: noroysAeHble Dial.: -
Ath. c. ar.: pacsinanbie CDS: or(b)ernie, or(b)paxenie,
JOE Th.: OTBBZANbIE PAZAPOVLUEHHIE
avTiKeIoBal SM: ¢RnpoTHED BBITH Dial.: coynpoTHenTH ce, COyTIPOUTHEBACKATH
Ath. c. ar.: ackamh canpoTHgoy CDS: npoTHRLAGKATH, COYTIPOTHRHTHCE,
COPIPOTHEBHE BHITH
AVTIKEIPEVOG SM: caRnpoTHRLNT Dial.: MPOTHBIHNb, COYTIPITHEBHL

CDs: COYTIPOTHEBH

TO GVTIKEIPEVOV

SM: camnpoTHBbIe
JOE Th.: CARNPOTHELHO(Ie)

Dial.: coynporugbAckaLeie
CDs: COYTIPOTHELHOIE

Ath. c. ar.: osBIvaH
JOE Th.: npaen

avtipaotg SM: cZnpOTHROPEbIE, OBAHTENbIE Dial.: coynporusbptvuic
CDS: -
amoaotg SM: oTZRETB, OTBRELITANBIE Dial.: ®pevennie, Bptrmie
JOE Th.: oT2RET2 CDS: OT(L)PGYGNMDG, oT(b)keTHIC
239 SM: HUBHbI, HpABT Dial.: nmberro

CDS: HMbCTRHEE, HMBCTRO

73 SM 233b,19-25 (b,4).
74 SM 233b,25-¢,6 (b,5-c,1).
164 75 See 233c,11-17 (c,31).
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KATAWaOolG SM: NAMOR'BLUTANBE, MORBLUTANBIE, Dial.: nanwperenmie, npuptmie
CDS: nanbperenmie

oTépNolg SM: AHLLIENBIE, NeCTATBKD Dial.: Awenme
JOE Th.: AHwenbte CDS: Anwenmie, opAHLLIEHHIE
ouvioTtaoBat SM: 0CTABAIATH CA, CBCTABARTH CA Dial.: cbeTABARTH ¢€, ChCTORTH ¢¢,
Ath. C. ar.: ¢BeTARNIATH ¢A, CBCTARHTH CA, CHCTORTEABHO TEOPHTH cé
CBOTATH CA, CBCTORTH CA CDS: cheTABHTHCE, ChCTABAIATHCE, CHHACTATHCE,

ChbCTORTHCE, KbKO‘{I‘I'S CTORTH, CbCTABAKEND BbITH

weLdeabat SM: ABraTH Dial.: AbraTH, cbABFATH
Ath. c. ar.: asraTh CDS: AbraTH, cbABFATH
JOE Th.: AaraTh

4. Logical operations

In the texts from Tzar Simeon’s Miscellany under consideration, two logical
operations are presented — conversion and definition.

BBZRALLITENbIE (AVTIETPOPT))

In conversion, the subject and the predicate change their places and thus a new
proposition is constructed. When the subject is a species and the predicate is
something proper to that species, the newly obtained proposition is true. This is
so, because the characteristic property by definition is that which is appropriate
to one nature (KexXe EAHNOMOY I6CTHCTROY CTPOHTH ¢A — TO G @OoEL apuolov)
and is convertible with the subject to be determined (1a oycTaBBNOK — TPOG TO
opiotikdv).” Therefore, the predication in this case is ad equal (o PABBNBHXD —
émiong) and the conversion is undoubted. For example, it is correct to say that
just as man has the ability to laugh, so the one who has the ability to laugh is
a man.”” This is also the case with relative propositions.” However, the con-
version is not correct in case of a predication ad more (0 BoAbLIM — €71 TAEOV),
which occurs when terms in the judgment are substance and hypostasis (Ne
BBZBPALUTARTD CA CAOBO" NE BO RABMAKE COBBCTRO CARLLITEH: TO AA H CZRLUTEH COBBCTRO
BOYAETh — OVUK GVTIOTPEPEL O AOYOG" 0D Yap £medn 1} VrOGTAGIS 0VGia, 3N Kod
1N ovoio vndoTaoic),” or when the terms refer to different levels in the genus
and species hierarchy.*

76 SM 231b,8-12 (b,5).

77 See 231b,2-8 (b,3-5); 230d,10-17 (d,3-5).

78 SM 232d,9-11 (d,31).

79 SM 228b,18-22 (b,5f).

80 SM 233d,11-234b,3 (233d,3-234b,1); 2342,9-14 (a,3f).
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A table of the similar translations from the 14" century:

The Preslav translations

The 14% c. “philosophical”
tradition

avTioTpéeabal

SM: BBIRPALITATH CA, OSPALIJ'T‘A’I‘H A,
C'LEPAI.LI'T‘A'I‘H CA

Dial.: MPOTHELOBPALIATH C¢,
CBMPOTHELOBPALIATH ¢

CDS: npoTHELOBALIATH C¢, CbPOTHRLOB)ALIATH
ce

Ath. c. ar.: eaerags, ynocracs
JOE Th.: \TI0CTACh, CACTARD

avTioTpoWn SM: EBZRpAUITENbIE Dial.: -
CDS: npoTHELOBPALLEHHIE, COyTIPOTHELOB)ALIEHHIE
apupotev SM: eTponTH ca Dial.: MPHKAAABNO BbITH
Ath. c. ar.: npHCTABAINTH ¢A, FOAHTH ¢A, CDS: npHIAAAOBATH, TIPHKAAABCTEORATH,
CBYETATH CA, A'BII0 BITH, 0YTIOAOBARNTH CA, CHIAKAATH, ChCTPAIATH, OfTIPHKAAAHTH,
OYTAKRAATH OYMIPHIKAAABCTEHTH
£mti MAéov SM: 0 BOABLLIH, 0 MNOZ'S Dial.: na MHoKAHLHXE
CDS: geupe
£’ éAatTov SM: o MbNBLIH Dial.: na MbHbLKs
CDS: -
émiong SM: 0 pARBNBIHXB, 0 PARBHTIEMb, TBYHO Dial.: pagbio, pABBIE, HA PARBNHXS,
0 PABBHHXb
CDS: -
AOYOG SM: cAoro, pagoyus Dial.: cAogo
JOE Th.: MblcAb, NOMbICAD, oyrehible CDS: raaroAb, ¢A0R0
TO OPLOTIKOV SM: oyeTarbHole Dial.: -
CDS: onpABAHTEABHNOE
ovaia Ath. c. ar. 1ecTheTRbIE, 16CTHETRO, CRTHCTRO Dial.: coyipnergo
SM: cRLITbE, KCTHCTRO CDS: coyLIbeTRHIE, COYLILCTRO
JOE Th.: cZRIIILCTRO, CARLUITHCTRbIE, IECTHCTEO
UmoaTAOIg SM: coBbeTRO Dial.: everags

CDS: ¢beTARD, ChCTABBCTRO

5. Definition and verbal description

OyCTARD, OTBATRTENbIE, pAZATReNbIE (OPLONOG)

oycTaR (6p0c)

The definition is a verbal formula that reveals “what is” a thing (vbTo KcTb — TO
i éot1).*! Because of the relation of 10 i €01t and ovoia, only the definition
reveals the substance (cf. AA ¢RIITHE 0fBO MOITBNO PAZAOYPENHIEMb TBKMO
OFKAZATH — TIV PEV 0VGiav Suvatov St opiopod povov tapactiicon).” E.g. the
definition of man, which fully reveals his “what is”.*

81 See Arist. APo. A.22 83*21, B.3 90°16, B.6 92:6, B.8 935f: Aristotelis analytica priora et
posteriora, Oxford 1968. Cf. Arist. Top. A.4 101°21f, A.18 10838-"1: Aristotelis topica et
sophistici elenchi, Oxford 1991. Met. Z.4 1029°21: Aristoteles, Metaphysica. Recognovit
brevique adnotatione critica instruxit Werner Jaeger. Oxonii 1978. To ti £€o1t, a term built
by substantivation of the Socratic question “ti éot1;” (“what is?”’) means “what we arrive
to by answering this question”. Such an answer is expected to be a definition. Thus, the
substance is denoted.

82 SM 228d,27-229a,1 (d,8-229a,1).

83 SM230d,17-22 (d,5f). Cps. 229a,10-13 (a,3), 229a,1-10 (a,1-3).
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The designation of substances by words (names) and their disclosure in the
definition are relatively independent of each other. Along with the meaning we
associate the definition with, names have meanings related to their everyday
use. This is a source of wrong predication. This is why another classification is
required for the ways in which the predicate is taken in the judgment.

a. we have synonymous predication (¢BHMENBNOE OTAATOAANBE — GUVAOVULLOG
katnyopia) when both the name and the definition of this name are in-
volved (M 0ycTAR cAMB T’ HMENBNBIM — TOV SOV 00 TOV TOD OvOpaTOG).*

b. the predication is homonymous (OUOVOLOG KOTNYOPIO — KAHNOHMENHTO
orAAMOAANBIE), when the name is taken, but by no means the definition.

noABNHcANBIE (VITOYPOPT])

In cases where a definition cannot be given, its replacement is the verbal de-
scription. For example, the single existence (the hypostasis) cannot be repre-
sented by a definition (oTBATReNHIEMb — 01" OptopoD), but only by a description
(TBYBER NOABNHCANHIEMb — 10 pOVNG DToYpaefc).* It does not have the logical
structure of the definition and does not claim to reveal the subject’s substance.

A table of the similar translations from the 14" century:

The Preslav translations | The 14% c. “philosophical” tradition

Katnyopia SM: orAaroAANBe Dial.: NANBPAATOAANHIE, OPAANOAANHIE, NOKAZANHIE
CDS: oraaroAanHe

Opwvupog SM: 1e AHNOHMENHTB, 16 AHNOHMENBNBIH Dial.: gbicoynbHMenbIb, 1eAHHOHMENBHE
CDS: BbikoynonMenibhb

Svopa SM: HuA Dial.: nme
Ath. c. ar.: Hua CDS: nme
JOE Th.: Hua
Oplopog SM: oycTARD, OTBATTENbIE, PAGATRYENbIE Dial.: NpEABAL, 0y¢TABL
CDS: onpEABAeHHIE
bpog SM: oycTars Dial.: NPBABAb, 0CTARL
CDS: nps oAb
ovaia Ath. c. ar. ieerbetgbie, teehetgo, cmThero | Dial.: coyubero
SM: ¢RIUITBIE, KCTHCTRO CDS: coyLIbeTRHIE, COULILCTRO

JOE Th.: czRIpIbeTRO, CRLUITHETBBIE, KCTHCTRO

mapioTacOat SM: oyicazath Dial.: -
CDS: -
GUVWVUHOG SM: CBHMENBNBIH Dial.: esumenbib

CDS: cbHMeNbHb

TO Ti 0Tt SM: Kote PBTO 16CT, KKE THTO KCTh Dial.: reike KAKORO ¥HTO HCTh
JOE Th.: vbTo tecTh CDS: wbTo ecTh
uToypapn SM: nopBNHeANbIE Dial.: mopsnucanmie
CDS: -

84 SM 234b,22-26 (b,71).
85 SM 234¢,9-13 (c,5).
86 SM 229a,13-17 (a,4). 167
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6. Ontological basis of definition

The most difficult challenge faced by the medieval Slavic translators were
the passages dealing with the ontological foundations of logic. Such texts are
extremely rare, as they almost never occcur in the translated patristic works.
An exception is a passage from the Greek scholia to the work “On the Divine
Names”. It concerns the relationship of definition with substance, entity and
essence:

<I.e. the [verbal] formulas (Adyot) are not independent from the natures>, because
the definite term (10 ®propévov) follows upon what the subject is by nature, being
both definition and hermeneutic formula (épunvevtikog Adyog) of the subjects’
substance (&pog T ovsiag TV mpayudtov) and what reveals the entity (10 i v
givar), insofar as entity has the same meaning like essence (10 ti éottv)."’

At the heart of this passage is Aristotle’s understanding of substance, entity
and essence. The latter two concepts are substantivized variant of the question
with which Socrates used to start his conversations and expected to receive
a definition in response — what is? (1i €otwv, in Latin “quidditas”). The term 10 ti
éotw (litterary that what it is) is a substantivized form of the Socratic question
and means what we receive as a result of asking it — knowledge of the subject’s
essence, i.e. its definition. The other term (o i fjv £lvon) is Aristotle’s answer
to the question of being, i.e. according to his interpretation, to the substance.®
It means literally “what it was to be” (in Latin “quod quid erat esse”). If the
imperfect fjv (was) is assumed to be in timeless usage, we get “what it has
always been”.® ILe. this formula fixes what the subject is in itself before and
independent of our knowledge.” It means the object of knowledge — an entity,
revealed by definition. This is what characterizes it first of all: 10 ti fjv glvat is
that the speech for which is a definition. In turn, Aristotle defines the defini-
tion through the entity: we have a definition (6pog, 0piopdg) when our verbal
formula expresses the entity. But provided that Aristotle defines the entity and
the definition through each other, does he not admit a tautology? Actually not,
as between them lies the boundary between the objective and the subjective.
The essence is objective (and therefore pre-reflexive and not articulated), the
definition is subjective (i.e. articulated and presupposes reflection). In a classical
way this is explained in the commentary of [pseudo]Alexander of Aphrodisias
(Michael of Ephesus): “10 ti v eivou is the object itself and its nature thought

87 Corpus Dionysiacum IV/1: loannis Scythopolitani Prologus et scholia in Dionysiui Areo-
pagitae librum De Divinis Nominibus cum additamentis interpretum aliorum, Berlin — New
York 2011, 304,2-4 (PG 301 C,41-44). The English translation is mine.

88 Met Z.4 1029°1 f. See Aristoteles, Metaphysica, Jaeger (ed.), op. cit., 132.

89 See Alex. in Top. 42,2-20: Alexandri Aphrodisiensis in Aristotelis topicorum libros octo
commentaria, (Commentaria in Aristotelem Graeca, 2.2), Berlin 1891.

90 Ps.Alex. in Met. 467,14-15: Alexandri Aphrodisiensis in Aristotelis metaphysica commen-
taria, (Commentaria in Aristotelem Graeca, 1), Berlin 1891.
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of in an interconnected, folded way, and as one”,*! while “the definition <which
gives us 10 ti éoTiv> is an understanding achieved by unfolding and counting
over of the constitutive parts of it.””*?

This makes clear the meaning of the Greek scholion to the “Divine names”:
the verbal hermeneutic formula is definition of the subject’s substance (8pog
i ovoiag),” because it explicates entity (10 ti v glvar) which is identical with
substance. The entity on its part has the same meaning like essence (t0 i £éoT1v),
not being identical with it, because it is of the same content but in a subjective
(i.e. in the articulated and reflexive) way, typical for human intellect.

Now let us turn to the Slavic translation of Starec Isaija. It is rather dis-
appointing insofar as it misses key parts of the original text and simplifies its
meaning. The omitted words are underlined.

<TovTéoTIV OVK ATAKTOL TV VUGEMY Ol AOYoL > EmeTar 08 TM KaTd PVOLY TO
OPIoUEVOV" OpOC Yap E0TL Kol O EPUNVELTIKOG AOYOG

THC ovolac TOV Tpaypdtmv, kol 1o i v eival dnAdv,

10D ti Qv £lvat @ ti éotvica dvvapévov.

C'I;I‘K’B‘r‘b Ne rsegb;mnn& r'%\c:rsﬁ cf\ogecA- ﬂOC)A'E,A,O\fIG'I" Ke no I%\C'I‘BNBMO\{‘

onP'BArennore~ I'I‘)’B/\b BO CTh H CICAZATEANOK CAOBO

COVLICTRA,

o8 164

L.e. the <verbal> formulas are not independent from the natures, because the term
defined follows upon what the subject is by nature, being both definition and her-
meneutic formula

of substance,

i.e. the essence.

There are no such omissions in the Greek manuscript tradition. Elder Isaija
seems to have simplified the meaning of the text. This may be held out of
concern for the Slavic reader, or it may be the result of his misunderstanding
or just an error due to fatigue or distraction. In any case, his translation moves
away from the Greek original and loses its depth and connection with Aristot-
le’s metaphysics.

The Preslav translations | The 14 c. “philosophical” tradition

Katnyopia SM: oraaroAanbie Dial.: HANBIAAMOAANHIE, OPAAFOAANHIE, MOKAZANHIE
CDS: oraaroAANHe

91 Ps. Alex. in Met. 467,9-11, Hayduck (ed.), op. cit.

92 Ps. Alex. in Met. 467,11 f., Hayduck (ed.), op. cit.

93 Cf. SM 228d,27-229a,1 (d,8-229a,1). Cf. SM 229a,10-13 (a,3).

94 Schol.7, 148r,36-38: D. F ahl-S. Fahl (eds.), Das Corpus des Dionysios Areiopagites in der
slavischen Ubersetzung von Starec Isaija, op. cit.
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7. Syllogism

A syllogism is a form of deductive argument where we justify our judgments by
stating the reason for connecting the subject with the predicate by introducing
a third (middle) term. Among the works of the Preslav School, we find the term
syllogism only in the “Hexaemeron” by John the Exarch. In the “Oration of the
Sixth Day” he incorporates a passage from the ninth homily on Hexaemeron by
Basil of Caesarea where he asserts that the wisdom of the creator has endowed
every creature with the ability to sustain its life, which is akin to the rationality
of humans. This argument is also against the claims of the human intellect,
insofar as the pursuit of syllogistic techniques is not superior to the natural
instinct of the animal: “The dog is deprived of a share of reason, but is gifted
with instinct with the same power like reason. What sages of the world have
invented with great difficulty, sitting on it all their lives, I mean the constructures
of syllogisms (t®v GLALOYIGUAY TAOKAS / oyMBILIABKMS NAeTeNHR), the dog
has learned by nature. When a dog follows the track of a hunted animal, if he
finds it dividing in different directions, he examines these different paths, and
what his actions lack is only a syllogistic utterance (T1v GUAAOYIGTIKT)V Q®VTV
/ raaca eaMBIcALNAAM). The animal, it <would> say, is gone here or there or
in another direction; it is neither here nor there — it therefore has gone in the
third direction. Thus, denying the false ones, he discovers the truth. What more
do they, who are solemnly sitting over the diagrams (éni t@v dwypoppdtov /
IkBNHrAMH), trace lines upon the dust and reject two of the three propositions
(tp1dv Tpotacewv / Tpun gBNpocs) to find the truth in the third one?””

There are five logical terms in this passage: GoALOYIGUOG / oyMBILARK
(syllogism), mpotacis / ganpecs” (premiss); (SVAROYIGTIKT GOVA™ / rAacs
¢BMBICABND), TAOKT / naeTenbie!® (constructure) u didypoppo / kanural® (di-
agram). The last three of these do not occur elsewhere in the translated texts
considered here. As can be seen from the table below, none of the first two was
adopted in the Slavic translations of the 14" century.

95 S. Giet (ed., tr.), Basile de Césarée. Homélies sur [ 'hexaéméron, 2™ ed., (SC, 26 bis.), Paris
1968, Hom. 9 4,43-58. Cf. JoE Hex. 244b8-c23.

96 JoE Hex. 244b19.

97 JoE Hex. 244c19f.

98 Bas. Hom. 9 4,50.

99 JoE Hex. 244c3f.

100 JoE Hex. 244b20.

101 JoE Hex. 244c17.
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The Preslav translations

The 14% c. translations

Slaypappa JOE Hex: kahHra Dial.: -
CDS: -
mAoKN SM: - Dial.: -
JOE Hex: naerenbie CDS: -
TPOTACIG SM: - Dial.: npBAbpEvenHie, MPEALOYYHHHIE,
JOE Hex: BBIPOCH NPEABTHHHEE
CDS: -
GUAAOYIOPOG SM: - Dial.: evspanmie
JOE Hex: oymbiatat CDS: ch(b)‘)ANHN, cyAorIeMol
GUAAOYIOTIKOG JOE Hex: caMmBIcAbNbIH Dial.: -
CDS: -
pwvn Ath. c. ar.: raacs Dial.: raacs
SM: raacs CDS: raach
JOE Th.: raaca

However, what is even more disturbing in John the Exarch’s translation is the
loss of logical context in the comparison of those dealing with logic diagrams
to the actions of a dog. His successors in the 14" ¢. chose the way of using
morphological calques, which makes the connection with the Greek original
more recognizable and thereby makes the specific meaning of the text more
understandable. Such Slavic words as oyMbILIAIAH, ¢BMBICABNE and RBNPOCE
have meanings far removed from the logical context. This also applies to the
translation of didypappo as kanura. In such a case, in the comparison of the
dog with the sages, the external, superficial aspect comes to the fore — in both
cases, one looks at some branching lines and chooses the one that leads in the
right direction. However, the analogy between the theoretical disjunctive syl-
logism, graphically presented by the sages, and the practical syllogism, which
the dog realizes and only does not have the opportunity to express it in words!'®?
is no more evident. An indeed it is strange that the Slavonic equivalences for
GLAAOYIGHOG and GLAROYIGTIKOG chosen by John the Exarch — oymbiuAian and
¢aMBIcAbNS do not preserve the close ethymological connection like the Greek
words. This engraviates doubts about his correct rendering the logical meaning
of the text of St. Basil.

A syllogism is a form of deductive argument where the conclusion follows
from two or more premises. It remains to consider the way in which medieval
Slavic translations treat the term conclusion (cupnépacua). This term occurs
only in the “Dialectic” by John Damascene. His translation with chgbkoynatenmie
has not only left no trace, but because of the subsequent development of the
language it has acquired a meaning that makes it completely inapplicable in
modern translations. As for its translation by cbspanHe, it is homonymous, be-
cause that is how the syllogism itself is rendered both in the Dialectic and in
the Slavonic version of the “Areopagitics”.

102 “what his actions lack is only a syllogistic utterance” / “Th4nbx aKbl [J1aca He UCIIOYIIAETH
ceMmbIciibHaaro” Hom. 9 4,43-58, JoE Hex. 244¢3f.
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The challenges the medieval Slavic translators had to face led them to in-
tensive elaboration of the Old Slavonic language. That is why to render the 90
Greek terms listed above, the Preslav translators used 204 Slavonic words and
word combinations thus more than doubling (226%) the terminology of transla-
tion. The translators of the 14™ c. have slightly diminished the number of Slavic
equivalents to 197. They have however inherited only 59 of them (29%) from
their predecessors and introduced 138 new ways of rendering the Greek terms.
This variety of translation was not so much due to their effort to differentiate
the complex meanings of the Greek original as to some inconsistency caused
by the undeveloped state of vocabulary of their native languages. There was
no norm at that time and they put immence effort to render the most difficult
texts of logical content. It was quite natural under these circumstances not to
be always consistent in word usage. In the 14" c. translation of the “Dialectic”
however there was some trend to reduce the variety of translation. Faced with
the challenge of rendering 82 out of 90 Greek terms translated in Preslav, it
reduced the Slavic equivalents from 204 to 118 (144% instead of 226%).

The question arises about the sustainability of the translation tradition and
to what extent it has preserved the ways of translation of the Preslav school.
Before that, however, we must ask ourselves the question of the unity of termi-
nology in the Preslav school itself. Out of 42 logical terms that we observed in
John the Exarch, only 16 (38%) match those in the Miscellany of Tzar Simeon
(BHAB, PAACE, HMA, KATHCTRO, AHLUENBIE, ABPATH, NePAZARTYBNG, NPARD, OBPAZD,
OTBRET, pAZABAB, PAGAHTBI, POAT, KKE OBbLIE, KCTHCTRO, CThCTRBNE). Out of
57 terms that we observed in the Constantine of Preslav’s translation of the
orations against the arians by Athanasius of Alexandria, only 16 (28%: BbcAK?,
BbCb, PAACK, HMBTH, HMA, KBIAA, KBAE, ABIATH, 0BpAZS, NPOCTO, PAZABAIATH, CROE,
CBCTABAIATH €A, CBCTARB, TROPHTH, tecTheTRO) match those in the Miscellany of
Tzar Simeon and in the translations by John the Exarch. This may raise doubts
about the coordination of the translation activity in Preslav.'® In any case, it is
controversial to talk about a unified — preconceived and agreed upon register
of terms in the school.

The Serbian translators of 14" c. proved to be quite independent from the
Preslav tradition using only 59 of its terms (29%) and have introduced 138
new ways of rendering the Greek terms. About 30 of the inherited terms (15%)
are stil in use even today in Bulgarian, Russian or Serbian: RMAB, Rbeh, RCAKD,
PAACH, HMA, HHOPOABNB, KAYBCTRO, KBIAA, KOAHYHCTRO, AGKATH, AHLLENbIE, MBCTO,
0BPAZ, OBBLITEE, MOABACKALLITER, NPOCTO, PAZABACHBIE, PABABAINTH, PAZAHTbIE,
POA, CAORO, CBHMENBNBIH, CACTABAINTH, CACTORNTH CA, CZRLUBCTRO, YACTBNO(€), PACTBH,

103 My sceptical notes about the unity of the Preslav translations of other specific terms — those
of Divine being are set forth in another publication: I. Curistov, Terminologiyata na Bozhi-
eto bitie v starobilgarskiya prevod na Pérvo slovo protiv arianite, Atanasiy Aleksandriyski,
Pdrvo slovo protiv arianite. T. 11. Izsledvaniya / Athanasius Alexandrinus. Oratio I contra
arianos. T. I1. Studia, Sofia 2022, 252-259, esp. 258-259.
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I A HNORHA NS, KAHNOMMENBHD, KCTheTRLIE. '™ This testifies to the limited uniform-
ity of Slavonic philosophical tradition through the centuries. Provided the long
distance of time (more that a millenium) it may be regarded as a remarkable
achievement but it should not be overestimated. The rest of 174 terms (85%)
are either forgotten or replaced by other terms some of which came from the
European tradition that influenced our national culture in Modern times,'® or
completely changed their meanings. Therefore, the applicability of Preslav
translation forms today needs a conscious appreciation and balanced ap-
proach.!% This is the correct way it to be recognized and properly appreciated.
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104 grpB: gHA, (Bg, Ru); Bbeb: Rech (Ru); Beates: eeicn (Bg), Beaicnii (Ru); raaes: raac (Bg), roaoe (Ru),
raac (RS); nma: nme (Bg), nma (Ru), ume (RS); HHOPOABNB: HNOPOAEH (Bg), MNopo,A,Nblﬁ (Ru); kavbeTro:
icavecTro (B, Ru); karaa: ora (Bg), koraa (Ru); koanwheTro: icoanvecTRo (Bg, Ru); AekaTH: Acka
(Bg), aekath (Ru), Aekarh (RS); AHLLeNbIe: AHLLENHE, AnLLenocT (Bg), Anwuenne (Ru); mrsero: macTo (Bg),
mecto (Ru, RS); OBPAZ’B: 0B)A3 (Bg, Ru); osburrete: o110 (Bg), ospiee (Ru), onpe (RS); mopzAckALLITEe:
nopAekaLporo (Bg), noaaexanee (Ru); MpocTo: MPocTo (Bg, Ru, RS); € PAB)A'R/\I@NHIG: (‘)AB)AGAGNHG (Bg,
Ru), aemerse (RS); PABABAINTH: (pAsAeAﬂM Ba), PABACAATH Ru), PA3ACILHBATH (RS); PAZAHYbEE:
pasanwre (By, Ru); poas: poa, (By, Ru, RS); caogo: caoro (Bg, Ru, RS); canmenniain: canmenen (Bg),
coMMANNDIT (RD); cBeTABAATH: ¢BCTARAM/ ¢BAcTARAARAM (Bg), cocTagAaTh (Ru), coctarsbaTh (RS);
CBCTORATH ¢A: cBeToA c¢ (Bg), cocroarnea (Ru), cacrojah ce (RS); eamtpberro: catpectro (Rg), cyipecTso
(Ru); vactbioed): vacTho (Bg), vacThoe (Ru); vAcTbB: vacTen (Bg), vacTibiii (Ru); 1eAHNOBHALNE:
eanNoRMAEN (Bg), eannoBHANLIA (Ru); reaAMNOHMeNbHB: eaNonMenen (Bg), oanonmannbiii (Ru);
1ecTheTRbN: ecTecTreN (Bg), ecTecTreNNbIN (R).

105 See I. Curistov, Sravnitelno izsledvane na prevoda na Aristotelovite filosofski termini na
latinski i v slavyanskata traditsiya, ARKHIV za srednovekovna filosofiya i kultura X1V, 2008,
335-376.

106 Being the editor of the six-volume edition of Aristotle in Bulgarian (Aristotel, Sachineniya
v 6 toma, Sofia, 2008-), I sometimes have to answer to criticism that we do not follow the
“medieval Slavonic terminology”. This is not possible for three reasons. First, as can be seen
from the above, this “terminology” is not uniform and has been adopted to a minor extent
by the modern languages influenced by medieval Slavic translations, such as Bulgarian,
Russian and Serbian. Second, Aristotelian concepts undergo a semantic transformation in
the writings of Church Fathers because of the spiritual context in which they are used. In the
medieval tradition of Bulgaria, Serbia and Russia, the Aristotelian heritage is not known as
such outside the writings of Christian authors. Today we have to distinguish the historical
Aristotle’s legacy from its Christianized versions. Third, the pursuit of the earliest possible
state of the language is under the influence of 20" century European philosophy and has
nothing to do with the Slavic tradition. Not to mention that in European philosophy itself
this is not a dominant trend.
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