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The present paper addresses the problem of telling independent translations from
later retranslations. Though telling these apart forms part and parcel of the practice
of Paleoslavic text research, up to this date no effort has been made to formulate
a generally applicable methodology of going about this task. Sound intuition and
personal reading experience are still the standard to go by. In this paper an outline is
provided of what such a methodology could look like, suggesting and discussing a set
of basic criteria for distinguishing what we term parallel against retranslations. This
will be done based on the Slavonic Life of Eupraxia, for which alternate renderings
pointing to starkly different text versions have been registered. This paper will take
the cards on Eupraxia from Francis Thomson’s cartotheca as a point of departure
and start with a discussion of the translations identified on his EUPRAXIA cards.

Introduction

Having two or even more Slavonic translations of what would count as the
same Byzantine base text is quite a common phenomenon, so much so that
Lora Taseva dedicated a special volume to this intriguing fact of Slavic cultural
history in 2006.! Up to this point, however, most Paleoslavic research treated
translations, among them parallel translations, primarily as a factor to be taken
into account on coming to grips with the history and transmission of individual
texts.? Secondary® translations were hardly ever addressed as a phenomenon
in its own right, despite their obvious value in shaping our view of Slavic cul-
tural history, especially the ideological underpinnings of the cultural practice

1 L. Taseva et al. (eds.), Muocoxpamnume npegoou 6 FOICHOCIABAHCKOMO CPEOHOBEKO8Ue,
Sofia 2006.

2 T. RoséN, MeToasl U mpoOIeMBbl MPH AATUPOBAHUH U JIOKAIHU3aIIUd aHOHUMHBIX
LIEPKOBHOCTIABIHCKUX MEPEBOIOB, Slovo: Journal of Slavic Languages and Literatures 46,
1998, 103.

3 We use the term secondary translation as a cover for both parallel and retranslation, rather
than the seemingly more obvious term double translation, which in Paleoslavic studies has
been assigned a quite different meaning, viz. the translation of one source term by a chain
of two synonymous terms in the target language (cf. E. Hansack, Der Ubersetzungsstil des
Exarchen Johannes, Palaeobulgarica 1/3, 1977, 33-59, and idem, Zum Ubersetzungsstil
des Exarchen Johannes, Die Welt der Slaven 24,1979, 121-171).
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of translating. Secondary translations raise the principal question why they
were made at all. This is basically a question about the evolution, standards
and assumptions of a given literary culture. Secondary translations are equally
fit to test hypotheses about translation techniques, such as the application not
only of syntagmatic, but also of paradigmatic strict interlinearity in medieval
Slavonic translations.

Retranslations vs. parallel translations

The term secondary translation, though appearing quite straightforward at first
glance, may refer to quite divergent phenomena, which should be differenti-
ated accordingly.* A text may have been translated for a second time, because
its commonly known first translation was considered inappropriate. Inappro-
priateness may refer to a range of causes, which we will spell out later. For
these cases we suggest the term retranslation, presupposing a conscious act of
replacement of one text by another. Retranslations would thus represent the
most extreme end of text redacting and ought to be considered as redactions
rather than translations, accordingly.

In other cases, a text may appear to have been translated a second time by
accident, i.e. without knowledge of there already being a translation of the text
available. We suggest reserving the term parallel translation to this particular
case. The reasons for a parallel translation ought to be sought in the structural
prerequisites of a given literacy, rather than in its ideological underpinnings,
as in the case of retranslations. Parallel translations may be indicative of the
way a text corpus, like hagiography, emerged and disseminated within Slavonic
literacy.

In the admittedly unlikely case that the original translation is so bad that
the redactor decides to ignore it completely and provide for a completely new
translation instead, parallel translation and retranslation become formally in-
distinguishable. This, however, presupposes a translator of particular vigour
who sticks to his initial decision and is never seduced to have a surreptitious
glance at the original translation, whenever he encounters a particularly daring
and challenging part in his Greek original.

Parallel translations and hagiography

Though hagiography was most likely right from the beginning of Slavonic
literacy treated as a set of related texts, which would ideally take the form of
a fixed cycle of menologia with a standardized set of individual text entries,
the reality of hagiographic text transmission displays an enormous variety

4 R. MarT1, Mehrfachiibersetzungen als Sonderfall der Textiiberlieferung, in: Taseva et
al. (eds.), Mnocoxpamunume npesoou, op. cit., 23-34. L. Taseva, IlepeBox u pemakims:
SI3BIKOBBIE KPUTEPUH M jKaHpoBas crienuduka, in: Taseva et al. (eds.): Mnozokpamnume
npesoou, op. cit., 35-55.
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with respect to the composition of hagiographic collections, so much so that
individual hagiographic texts may be said to lead a life of their own. Even if
a large-scale centralized project of having the whole cycle of menologia trans-
lated in one big effort could reasonably be assumed, this could not effectively
have safeguarded against the occurrence of accidental parallel translations,
though it would certainly have helped reduce their total number by creating
a standard reference for any later compiler or translator.

We believe that the primary compilation of Slavonic menologia was a slow
and gradual and, accordingly, a weakly coordinated process, which offered
many opportunities for accidental parallel translations. The fact that even the
earliest testimonies of Slavonic reading menaia, i.e. the Codex Suprasliensis and
the Uspenskij Sbornik, appear not to form part of the same, uniform cycle of
reading menaia’® supports our intuition that there was in fact no early coordinated
hagiographic translation project. Michail N. Speranskij, though, presupposed for
his study of the September and October volumes of the Slavonic reading menaia
the existence of an original base translation of a Studite reading menaion, on
which all later Slavonic menaia would be based, which would run counter to
any expectations of parallel translations.® But firstly, his reconstruction covers
only 17 out of 30 days for September and 18 out of 31 days for October, which
would leave room for uncoordinated random additions, permitting the intrusion
of parallel translations in the slots which had to be filled in, any time later on,
starting possibly as early as the 10" century.’

Secondly, and perhaps more importantly, there is no way of excluding the
possibility of Speranskij’s reconstruction conflating two or even more independ-
ent translations of Greek reading menaia.® This is in line with Helmut Keipert’s
identification of a version of the Legend of the 40 Martyrs at Sebaste found in
the Codex Suprasliensis, in which two independent earlier translations were

5 I DoBrev, Aruorpadcekara pedpopma Ha Cumeon Metadpact u cbetaBbT Ha CynpachicKus
cbopuuk, Cmapodwvreapcka rumepamypa 10, 1981, 37. A. MILTENOVA et al., Mcmopus na
6vaeapckama cpeonosexosna aumepamypa [IBSL], Sofia 2009, 135.

6 M. N. Speranskl, CeHTA0pbCKasi MUHES-4eThs 10-MaKapbeBCKaro cocrana, M3eecmus
Omoenenus Pycckoeo Asvika u Cnogecnocmu 1, 1896, 244. M. N. SPERANSKI, OKTA0pbCKast
MHUHES-YeThs J10-MaKapbeBCKaro cocrana, Mszeecmus Omoenenus Pycckoeo Asvika
u Cnosecrnocmu 6, 1901, 57-87.

7  For the dates that are left blank in Speranskij’s reconstructed Slavonic protomenologion of
September and October, only the Life of St Menodora (10 September) can be indicated as
a possible candidate for a parallel translation (see footnote 8).

8  For quite a number of the Saints included in Speranskij’s reconstruction of the Slavonic
protomenologion there are indications for the assumption of parallel translations: (i) The
Miracle of Archangel Michael at Khonai (6 September), (ii) Eustathius, Theopist et al. (20
September), (iii) Cyprianus and Iustina (2 October), (iv) Tarachus, Probus and Andronicus
(12 October), (v) Carpus, Papylas and Agathonice (13 October), (vi) Nazarius, Gervasius
et al. (14 October) (see footnote 7). If the assumption of parallel translations should prove
correct in these cases, this would indeed provide a valid argument against the idea of there
having been a uniform base translation of the reading menaion as reference point.
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mixed.” Apparently, parallel translations of hagiographic texts abounded already
in the 10" and 11™ centuries. This short theoretical paper is not the place to enter
a detailed discussion of the cultural historical background for Slavonic parallel
translations. After the vibrant translation activities of 10" century Symeonitic
Bulgaria, a second wave of Slavonic translation activities falls within the age
of liturgical reforms in the fourteenth century in both Bulgaria and Serbia.'
As for hagiographic texts, future research has yet to show at which of the two
periods in question most parallel and also retranslations emerged.

Thus, parallel translations would have been a consequence of a commonly
felt need for translations of a particular text or group of texts at a given time
combined with a weak coordination of the common efforts to satisfy the need.
But it is not only weak coordination that accounts for parallel translations. At
least in some cases, parallel translations may be due to ambiguities about the
genre of the given text and the function it is supposed to serve. As for hag-
iography, a principal ambiguity arises from its inherent parallel function of
serving doxological needs within a saint’s cult on the one hand and its more
general didactic potentials as illustrations of ideal ways of life, on the other
hand. Thus, any saint’s life may principally be imbedded in two quite different
contexts: (1) within the liturgical context of the church calendar, which would
imply the text’s being included in a menologion under its appointed date, or
(2) within the context of Christian instruction or edification, as exemplified
by ascetic-theological miscellanies. For many hagiographic texts one of the
two functions predominated in such a way as to determine its major domain
of transmission. In cases with a predominant functional interpretation within
a collection that is not regionally restricted only one translation ought to be
expected, which, as the text tradition unfolds, becomes firmly associated with
its particular domain, so much so that it becomes easily retrievable for the oc-
casional introduction of the text in question into other domains of use. Thus,
the Life of Abraham of Qidun, owing to its assumed authorship of Ephrem the
Syrian, became early on a fixed element of the Slavonic Paraenesis rather than
the Menologion. This saint’s life was read as a model case of a hermit’s life
rather than a text in devotion to Abraham himself. Only occasionally has this
text been included in the devotional context of hagiographic collections, and
some such collections, instead of copying the text, simply refer the reader to
the Paraenesis, as in the case of the 14" century menologion/panegyrikon for
November from the monastery of Cetinje (ms. 20), which under the date for
St Abraham of Qidun has the simple reference uwu ¢ cmiue K ppemsd nucaro

9  H.Kewrert, Eine Ubersetzungskontamination im “Codex Suprasliensis”, in: J. Zaimov (ed.),
Ipoyusanus evpxy cynpacwickus cooprux, Sofia 1980, 18-35. H. Kepert, Nochmals zur
Kontaminationsproblematik in Nr. 5 des “Codex Suprasliensis”, Prace filologiczne 44, 1999,
275-280.

10 L. Taskva, [lapanennute npeBoau Ha BU3AHTUMCKK OOTOCIy)eOHM KHUTH KaToO H3BOP 32
MIPeBOJAYECKOTO U3KyCcTBO Ha bankanute npes X1V B., Cnucanue na bAH 5, 2014, 21-22.
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instead of the Saint’s Life.!! But in other cases, there appears to have been
an equal demand for the text as both devotional and edifying. A case in point
appears to be the Life of St Eupraxia, which is found in ascetic miscellanies
and in menologia alike. And, in fact, there are strong indications of this text
having been translated twice unbeknownst of each other. This is suggestive of
the Life having been translated once as part of the menologion and then once
again as part of an edifying Paterikon.'? Unfortunately, though, the distribution
of both versions, or rather translations over menologia and miscellanies does
not straightforwardly corroborate the assumption of a functional divide. As for
texts whose transmission is restricted to menologia, the assignment to different
dates in the church calendar may be considered a possible cause of parallel
translations, although we are for the time being not able to point out a suitable
example. Rather to the contrary: the Life of St Irene has been assigned once
to the 17" of April and yet again to the 4" of May, but no parallel translations
can be identified for this text.”’ In general, when dealing with widely different
versions of a hagiographic text, it is certainly commendable to take into account
the possibility of a pronounced functional divide within the tradition of the
text in question. Wherever such a divide can be established, the argument for
a parallel translation can be given additional support.

Up to this time only few cases of parallel translations of hagiographic texts
have been identified and established for sure, such as the 40 Martyrs of Se-
baste,'* St Anthony the Great,'* St Euphrosyna,'® St Eupraxia of Constantinople

11 K. IvanNova, Bibliotheca Hagiographica Balcano-Slavica [BHBS], Sofia 2008, 158.

12 M. PETROVA-TANEVA, The Bdinski Sbornik: A Study of a Medieval Bulgarian Book, (Unpub-
lished Ph.D. thesis, Central European University), Budapest 2003, 153.

13 V. Krys’ko — W. Hock, Myuenue Hpunot, Moscow — St. Petersburg 2024.

14 A. SoBOLEVSKU, Kumus ceéamuvix no opegnepycckum cnuckam. 1. Myuenue ce. Knumenma
Pumcrozo. 2. Kumue ce. Bacunus Benuxozo. 3. Myuenue 40 myuenuxos ¢ Cegacmuu.
[[MamsTHUKK qpeBHEH MUCBMEHHOCTH U MCKyccTBa, 149] Saint Petersburg 1903. S. Ivsic,
Ostaci staroslovenskih prijevoda u hrvatskoj glagolskoj knjizevnosti. Hrvatski glagolski
fragmenat “Mucenja 40 mucenika” iz 13. vijeka, in: Zbornik kralja Tomislava, Zagreb
1925, 451-508. D. IvaNova-MIRCEVA, Hemo3zHaT BapuaHT OT cTapoOBIrapckus NpeBoa
Ha “Maptiplov 1@V aylov kol £vooémv tecoapdkovta poptipov @V &v Xefaoteiq
poptupnodvteov’, Mseecmusa na uncmumyma 3a ovreapcku esux 17, 1969, 51-103. M.
CarALDO, Zur linguistischen Betrachtungsweise der Komposition des Codex Suprasliensis
(Die Passio der vierzig Mértyrer von Sebaste), in: Contributi italiani all'VIII Congresso
internazionale degli slavisti (Zagreb-Ljubljana 1978), Rome 1978, 23—60. KEipErT, Eine
Ubersetzungskontamination, op. cit. Kewert, Nochmals, op. cit.

15 T. Heranp, The Greek Archetypes of the Old and Middle Bulgarian Translations of the
Life of St Anthony the Great, Palaeobulgarica 28/4, 2004, 3—18. A. DimiTrovA, Tpetusit
MIPeBOJ Ha XKUTUETO Ha cB. AHTOHUM Benuku, Cmapobdwvieapcka aumepamypa 47, 2013,
92-107.

16 M. PETROVA-TANEVA, XKutuero Ha cB. Eppocuna Anexkcanapuiicka B CTapOM3BOIAHUS YETH-
muneit HBKM 1039 ot X1V B., in: D. Atanasova (ed.), Aeuociasuxa. Ilpobnemu u nooxoou
6 uscneosarnemo na Cmanucnasosus wemu-munetl, Sofia 2016, 107-121.
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(or in Thebais),!” St Theodora of Alexandria,'® St Eustachius Placidus,' St
Condratius of Nicomedia,” and St Menignus,?' but many more parallel trans-
lations may still be awaiting their identification. A perusal of the entries of the
Bibliotheca Hagiographica Balcano-Slavica reveals variant texts for a signifi-
cant number of saints’ lives, many of them displaying very marked differences
which may possibly be taken as indicative of a parallel translation.?? It looks

17

18

19

20

21

22

PETROVA-TANEVA, The Bdinski Shornik, op. cit. D. STErN, The Double Life of St Eupraxia
within the Old Slavonic Tradition, in: A. Anguseva et al. (eds.), Vis et sapientia: Studia in
honorem Anisavae Miltenova, Sofia 2016, 493-513.

M. PetrROVA-TANEVA, HeusBecten n3rounuk Ha nzbopHuka ot 1076 r.: eqHa Hemo3Hara
CIaBSHCKA BepcUs Ha XKUTHETO Ha cB. Teomopa Anexcanapuiicka, Cmapobdwvicapcka
aumepamypa 47/1, 2013, 11-45.

O. V. GLADKOVA, [ukn acuoepaghuueckux mexcmog o Ce. Escmaghuu Ilnaxude 6 pycckou
cpedneserogotl rumepamype: ucmopusi cozoanus u onvim unmepnpemayuu, (Ph.D. thesis
(mokropckas mucceprarusi), Moscow State University 2015).

V. Jaci¢e, Zur Berichtigung altrussischer Texte, Archiv fiir slavische Philologie 6, 1882,
225-231. I. TotH, XKutne Kounpara, Studia slavica 21/3-4, 1975, 237-275. A. BojaDZIEV,
XKuruero Ha cB. Konapar — nbpBoHauajHaTa UCTOPUS HA HETOBUS CIABSHCKH TEKCT
1 Pa3BUTHETO HA CTApOOBJITapcKaTa NpaBolUCHA CUCTEMa C ToJIM ep, Kupuno-Memoouescku
cmyouu 10, 1995, 46-81. E. MIRCEVA, JKutnero Ha cB. Kogpar Hukomunuiicku (10 mapt)
B claBsiHCKaTa Tpaguuus, in: AnguSeva et al. (eds.), Vis et sapientia, op. cit., 559-571.
E. MIRCEVA, Cmapoussoonume u no8ou3eo0Hume cOOpHUYU — npegoou, pedaxKyuu,
KHUdicosHoe3uKosu ocobenocmu, Sofia 2018, 225-255.

L. Taskva, Die Viten des heiligen Menignos in zwei siidslavischen Ubersetzungen, BS! 76,
2018, 176-201.

BHBS registers incipits of variant texts but wisely abstains from classifying the variants
as either redactions or independent translations (see the foreword to BHBS on p. 11). The
same caution is, however, not observed with respect to parallel finds from Makarii’s Read-
ing Menaion (VMC). Thus, BHBS qualifies a sizable number of texts attested in VMC as
being (possibly) based on a translation different from the one(s) found in the South Slavic
tradition. The following list will give an impression of the overall extent of independent
translations as explicitly identified by BHBS: 1 The Miracle of Archangel Michael at Khonai
(6 Sept., BHBS 186-7) — 2 Phokas the Gardener (22 Sept., BHBS 219) — 3 Carpus, Papylas
and Agathonice (13 Oct., BHBS 245; the extant South Slavic versions look also rather like
independent translations) — 4 Nazarius, Gervasius, Protasius and Celsius (14 Oct., BHBS
246-7) — 5 Artemius (22 Oct., BHBS 256-7) — 6 Bishop Peter of Alexandria (25 Nov.,
BHBS 322-3) — 7 Sabbas the Sanctified (5 Dec., BHBS 337-8) — 8 Bonifatius and Aglais
(19 Dec., BHBS 365-6; the extant South Slavic versions look also rather like independent
translations) — 9 Agatha of Palermo (5 Feb., BHBS 463) — 10 Nicephorus of Antiochia (9
Feb., BHBS 465) — 11 Theodorus Tiro (17 Feb., BHBS 472 [text 3]) — 12 The 42 Martyrs at
Amoria (7 March, BHBS 480-1) — 13 Xenophon (26 Jan., BHBS 451-2) — 14 Pope Gregory
the Great (11 March, BHBS 486-7) — 15 Aninas Thaumaturgus (18 March, BHBS 491) —
16 John the Hesychast (31 March, BHBS 510) — 17 The Third Invention of the Head of
John the Baptist (25 May, BHBS 536-7). To these can be added a similar number of saints’
lives for which South Slavic versions are listed in BHBS which display a very pronounced
textual divergence such as to be suggestive of parallel translations rather than of variation
due to transmission or conscious redaction: 18 Menodora, Metrodora and Nymphodora
(10 Sept., BHBS 199-200) — 19 Eustathius, Theopiste, Agapius and Theopistus (20 Sept.,
BHBS 217-8) — 20 Cyprianus and Iustina (2 Oct., BHBS 234-5) — 21 Tarachus, Probus and
Andronicus (12 Oct., BHBS 244-5) — 22 Menas of Phrygia (11 Nov., BHBS 291-2) — 23
Apostle Philipp (14 Nov., BHBS 303) — 24 Amphilochius of Iconium (23 Nov., BHBS 316-
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like secondary translations were indeed quite a common phenomenon within
the Byzantine-Slavic hagiographic tradition, so much so that they seem to be
the rule rather than the exception.

Retranslation may have played an additional role when the earliest hagiog-
raphic translations, which probably originated in the mission of Cyrillus and
Methodius, were transferred to Preslav in the times of Symeon, so that for the
10" century the possibility of either parallel or retranslation must be weighed,
accordingly. The only other cultural event which has brought about a major
revision of the extant hagiographic repertoire, was the introduction of the
metaphrastic vitae into Slavonic literacy, though it begs the question whether
retranslation would be an appropriate term in this case given the tremendous
dissimilarity between the metaphrastic texts and the original vitae these were
meant to remodel. It may be safe to assume that metaphrastic and premeta-
phrastic texts were generally not considered as just two versions of the same
base text, but rather as different texts which just happened to fill in the same
functional slot within the hagiographic cycle of the liturgical year. So, trans-
lation of metaphrastic texts should be judged as a case of cultural shift rather
than a retranslation in its strict reconstitutive sense.

Telling parallel from retranslations

Great care should be taken to determine for any given text whether it presents
a parallel or a retranslation. Some general observations may provide useful
guidance.

(1) A retranslation as an act of conscious replacement should ideally be reflected
in an altered tradition, with the first translation being primarily found in man-
uscripts up to a certain point in time, whereas the second translation ought to
prevail from this point in time onwards. This criterion may, however, prove
deceptive, since it does not consider the overall conditions of Slavonic text
transmission with its decentralizing effects.”® The better known and the more
firmly established a text tradition is, the less likely it appears that its constituent

7) — 25 Catherine of Alexandria (24/25 Nov., BHBS 319-20, 323) — 26 Pope Clement I (25
Nov., BHBS 321-2) — 27 Barbara (4 Dec., BHBS 333-4) — 28 Philemon and Apollonius
(14 Dec., BHBS 359) — 29 Eleutherius of Illyria and Anthia (15 Dec., BHBS 360) — 30
Ignatius Theophorus (20 Dec., BHBS 368-9) — 31 Anastasia of Sirmium (22 Dec., BHBS
372) — 32 Anthony the Great (17 Jan., BHBS 442-4) — 33 Martinianus (13 Feb.; BHBS
467-8) — 34 Alexius of Rome (17 March, BHBS 489-91) — 35 Mark the Evangelist (25 May,
BHBS 523-4) — 36 Marina of Antioch (17 July, BHBS 584-5) — 37 Adrianus and Natalia
(26 Aug., BHBS 618-9).

23 See in particular A. TuriLov, Traduzioni antiche e nuove nella civilta letteraria slava orientale
tra la fine del XIV e il XVI secolo, in: M. Di Salvo — G. Ziffer (eds.), Traduzioni e rapporti
interculturali degli slavi con il mondo circostante, Milano 2016, 56 for the vagaries of
replacive translations, especially cases where the replacive text is transmitted alongside the
text to be replaced within the same manuscript.
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texts were translated a second time by accident. We therefore also presume that
accidental parallel translations of hagiographic texts typically occur within
roughly the same period, when the first translation was not yet commonly known
and firmly established. The Life of the 40 Martyrs of Sebaste, both translations
of which can be shown to date back to the beginnings of Slavonic translations of
Byzantine hagiography because the contamination of both translations occurred
at a very early stage,”* seems to point in this direction. Thus, a significant time
gap between the first attestations of both versions is indicative of a retranslation,
whereas an almost simultaneous appearance of both versions is suggestive of
a parallel translation. It must, however, be emphasized that in most cases the
criterion of temporal proximity or distance is difficult to apply, as almost none
of the hagiographic translations can be straightforwardly assigned a particular
date of origin. Beyond that, one should also take care not to take this criterion
too strictly, although the underlying argument is fairly straightforward. The
longer a text exists and the wider it gets disseminated, the less the likeliness for
its remaining completely unknown within the narrow class of translators and
text redactors. However, a text which never found a wide circulation, may be
particularly hard to come by for any redactor-translator at any later time, so that
he could in theory be forced to make a parallel translation out of sheer necessity.

(2) We assume that retranslations must in some way or other be motivated,
though it must be admitted that it might prove a daunting task to pinpoint the
exact motives for a retranslation from the vantage point of a modern investi-
gator. Retranslations may be expected to be driven by a desire to provide for
anew text which markedly and principally differs from the original translation
which it is meant to replace. This provides for another criterion to tell both
parallel and retranslations apart. If one of two translations is to be classified
as a retranslation rather than a parallel translation, there should be a marked
difference in one or more of the following aspects: (i) quality of craftsmanship
of the translation (as the quality of the prior translation will be judged by the
re-translator on the basis of recent available copies, this includes also the gen-
eral state of corruption a prior translation has undergone up to the time of the
retranslation), (ii) a different approach to translation technique, (iii) concerns
about the quality of the original being used for the first translation.?> Where
it can be shown that one of the translations is replete with mistakes while the
other is not, or that one translation adheres to a principle of strictest literalism
while the other does exactly the opposite, or that both translations are based on

24 KEewperT, Nochmals, op. cit. MaRTI, Mehrfachiibersetzungen, op. cit., 29.

25 It must be noted here that for the re-translator or redactor (i), (ii) and (iii) are likely to be
conflated in his judgment that urges him to a revision/retranslation. In checking a text under
revision against a possibly widely divergent Greek text at his disposal he is likely to judge
the Slavonic text in terms of low craftsmanship or inappropriate liberties against the back-
drop of his Greek text, though the Slavonic text may in fact reflect an adequate translation
of a very different Greek original.
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markedly divergent versions of the original (slightly divergent versions may
be expected in any case of secondary translation, anyway), a good case can
be made for a retranslation. In all cases, where no such principal difference in
translation style can be identified — with certain allowances for random variation
in retranslations, of course — the default assumption should be that of a parallel
translation, especially if the preconditions for parallel translations are particu-
larly favorable, as we assume to be the case with hagiography. The case for
a parallel translation rather than a retranslation is significantly strengthened, if
it can be shown that both translations originate from divergent genre contexts.
If any two translations therefore differ from each other in an unsystematic, un-
principled and unpredictable manner, a parallel translation should be assumed
rather than a retranslation. A caveat must be placed here. Marked differences in
style and approach as such do not preclude the possibility of both translations
being parallel translations. As a matter of fact, we may expect any two trans-
lators to apply their specific technique and have their specific preferences of
dealing with features of the source languages, such as outlined by Dimitrova,
and we may also expect that the Greek original is likely to deviate somehow in
any case, so much so that we would also expect for parallel translations some
degree of difference in craftsmanship, style and original.* Thus, criterion (2)
actually works only one way, and that only if the differences are very pro-
nounced, indeed. It can be reliable for identifying retranslations, but it cannot
be used to positively identify a parallel translation.

(3) Retranslation presupposes that the first translation was known and available
to the re-translator and was accordingly used by him in doing his retranslation,
which means that at least a partial overlap of exactly matching passages for
both translations should be expected.?” Where this is not the case, the assump-
tion of a parallel translation is the more likely option. We even have a hard
criterion here. Any significant literal overlap which cannot be accounted for
in terms of default translation solutions with a high likeliness of occurrence or
a low potential for alternative solutions excludes the possibility of a parallel
translation. Lora Taseva identifies shared mistakes and shared non-synonymous
lexical replacements as the most indicative types of overlap, which would
straightforwardly force the assumption of retranslation.”® As was noted above,
we consider the case of a re-translator who would never consult an already
existing translation at his hand to make use of its better solutions, as highly
unlikely. We expect, in fact, partial overlap in most if not all retranslations.
Granted these assumptions, absence or presence of partial overlap might prove
to be a very strong indicator of either parallel or retranslation, with very few
cases falling through the grid.

26 A. DIMITROVA, ABTOPCKH H MPEBOJAYECKU CTHJ B cTapoObirapckara aruorpadusi,
Cmapobvreapcka numepamypa 4546, 2012, 165-177.

27 MarTi, Mehrfachiibersetzungen, op. cit., 30-31.

28 TASEVA, [Tepesoo u peoaryusi, op. cit., 43—49.
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(4) Most research on individual texts will approach the issue of either parallel
or retranslation in an apparently intuitive manner. Thus, Maya Petrova-Taneva
in her effort to demonstrate that the extant versions of the Life of Theodora of
Alexandria are in fact parallel translations, quotes a number of passages, which
are all marked by a high quantity of differences between both versions, leading
her to the conclusion that we are dealing with a true parallel translation.?” Horace
Lunt, however, demonstrated on the basis of the Slavonic NT transmission that
variant readings can accumulate throughout a long transmission in a manner
that makes the extreme ends of a long transmission chain (in his case the Codex
Marianus against the Dobrilovo evangelie) formally indistinguishable from true
parallel translations.*® Thus, one could argue that our general intuition about
marked differences being indicative of parallel translations is misleading if
not downright wrong. But then, the quantitative criterion may prove to be not
so bad, after all. Firstly, the Slavonic NT transmission is a very exceptional
case in that it is a text which has been copied much more often than any other
Slavonic text. The explanation of marked variation testifying to a long and
diversified transmission would thus only be applicable to this text group,
but not or in a much lesser degree to texts with a less extensive transmission
history. Apart from that, there is ample documentation of all the intervening
stages of the NT history, and the same ought to be true for any two versions of
a hagiographic text. Thus, in any case where enough copies are preserved and
all extant copies testify to a strict divide between two starkly different versions
without any intervening stages, the most reasonable interpretation is that of its
representing a parallel translation. Later contamination, which is not a very
uncommon phenomenon in Slavonic text transmission, would then be the event
that could come in the way of identifying a true parallel translation (see below).
Notwithstanding these issues of transmission, the quantitative intuition can be
spelled out as a formal criterion, in the end. We assume different patterns of text
variation for both parallel and retranslations. True parallel translations, which
are being produced blindly, i.e. without knowledge of the other translation, will
typically display an even and uniform pattern of persistent variation between
each other throughout the whole text. Uneven patterns of variation between
texts are, on the contrary, in our view suggestive of retranslations or redactions.
In sampling passages that all show the same even distribution of persistent
and dense variation, Maya Petrova-Taneva made this structural point visible,
and I think she is right in doing so.’' Another distributional aspect is that of
predictable vs. unpredictable variation of equivalent lexical or other choices.
We consider as absolutely equivalent those choices which are neither driven by
any criteria related to space (region), time (period) nor style. Let us take one
quite inconspicuous case of lexical variation, viz. synonymous cvnodobue vs

29 PETROVA-TANEVA, Heussecmen usmounux, op. cit.
30 H. G. Lunt, One OCS translation or two? Die Welt der Slaven 28/2, 1983, 225-249.
31 PeTROVA-TANEVA, Heusgecmen usmounux, op. cit.
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nooobvsemeo (both regularly translating Gr. opoimpa). We assume that a retrans-
lator, having the previous translation, which is meant to be retranslated at hand,
will neatly follow its text and compare it to the Greek original he is using. If
this is so, he is likely to keep nooo6wcmeo in those places where he encounters
it in the first translation, and he will proceed likewise with cernodobue wherever
he encounters it. Little variation across versions ought to be expected here. In
the case of a parallel translation, though, the choice for either nodob6vcmeo or
cvnodoobue is random and unpredictable and the chances are equal for any oc-
currence of nodobbcmeo of translation A to be reflected by either nodobscmeo
or cvnododue in translation B. It is this randomness which in part accounts for
the perceivable effect of variation being evenly spread out over the whole text.

Before we end and summarize our criteria in a table, I would like to very
shortly address the issue of consistent and predictable vs inconsistent and
unpredictable variation. Any translator may be assumed to have his personal
preferences for certain words he uses as standard translation equivalents, which
will lend parallel and retranslations alike the air of systematic redactorial work.
Because of this, telling retranslations from parallel translations on the basis of
systematic vs random variation, as we suggested above, may not be as straight-
forward, after all, at least not for lexical variation. There is, moreover, one type
of lexical variation, which is quite regularly invoked to identify different text
versions, viz. the lexical divide between Ohrid and Preslav.’> As a matter of fact,
this divide, if indeed it is a dialectal divide, is of still less use than individual
lexical preferences in telling parallel from retranslations, in that it is — not unlike
the orthographic conventions known as recensions of Slavonic — more a matter
of local scriptorial copying practice than of true redactorial and translation
practices. Or to state it more bluntly, no one would care to take the trouble of
making a retranslation of a text in which the only thing he finds objectionable
is the use of a set of synonymous lexical items which differs from the usage
at his own scriptorium. Turning an Ohrid into a Preslav text is just a matter of
mechanically replacing one set of words by another set of words. It does not
even have anything to do with translating or redacting in its proper sense of
text emendation. But still, of course, systematic dialectal lexical differences can
give additional clues for the identification of either a parallel or a retranslation
by identifying two different localities for the extant versions, thus adding to the
plausibility of one’s hypothesis under the assumption that parallel translations
should never happen at the same place and that retranslations are unlikely to
originate from the same time and place.

32 Although this lexical opposition offers a good heuristic orientation, its applicability has
met some well justified criticism, most recently by the late Javor Miltenov whose untimely
death I deeply mourn; cf. J. MiLtENov, IIpeciaBckure siekcukaanu mMapkepu. 1. Omur 3a
BbBeeHue, Palaeobulgarica 44/2, 2020, 54-79 and idem, IIpecrnasckume nexcuxaniu
mapkepu, Sofia 2024.
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The table below lists the four basic criteria discussed above, which we
would like to be considered not so much as a useful tool, which may or may
not be used to identify parallel translations, but rather as a diagnostic kit which
must be applied in any analysis which claims to identify a parallel translation:

Retranslation parallel translation

(1) tradition complementary (replacement) parallel

(2) motivation A and B differ with respect to (i) A and B may, but need not differ
craftsmanship, (ii) translation tech- (though difference with respect to (iii)
nique, or (iii) choice of original is likely)

(3) significant overlap | to be expected excluded

(&) patterns of Patterned random

Variation variation hot spots evenly spread (no hot spots)
alignment of free lexical variants non-alignment of free lexical variants

A word on contamination

We somewhat pessimistically suggested above that contamination may po-
tentially foil any effort at telling parallel from retranslations. In a manner of
speaking, retranslation is in fact itself a contamination, in that it combines parts
of'the original translation with passages of retranslation. And what is more, the
motives for both retranslations and contaminations may often be the same, viz.
to create a ‘better’ text or fill in larger gaps in the original text. Thus, both con-
taminations and retranslations are in essence either emendatory or completory
and it is little wonder therefore, that retranslations indeed give the superficial
impression of a contaminated version of the text. The notable difference is,
however, that while in the case of contamination two full texts on which the
contaminated version draws, can usually be identified, in the case of a retrans-
lation the second full base text would be “missing”, as it were. There is thus
a formal difference between contamination and retranslation. Contamination
presupposes the existence of three versions: A, B, and the contamination of
these two (A/B). In retranslation no full version of B would ever exist. There
is only A and A/B, with B forming a fragment of the full text. Retranslations
can, however, always be interpreted as contaminations of parallel translations,
where either version A or B did not happen to have come down to us, as is ex-
emplified by Keipert with respect to the Legend of the 40 Martyrs at Sebaste.*
Since there is no way for us to prove that A or B never existed, the possibility
of a positive formal case against a retranslation being in fact a contamination
of two parallel translations, of which one was lost, seems to be excluded. This
is almost certainly true for completory retranslations, but with emendatory re-
translations things may still be different. First of all, we suppose retranslation
to be the method of choice for any redactor who finds fault with the original
translation on principled grounds. Contamination of extant translations is

33 Kewert, Eine Ubersetzungskontamination, op. cit., 32.
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a less suitable emendatory tool for apparent reasons and may be expected to
be applied only where there is no access to a Greek source text. Though both
rely on mixing, retranslation may be expected to do so less than contamination,
the latter being based on mixing as its principal technique. A re-translator may
be assumed to focus primarily on the act of translating, taking only additional
glances at the original translation to adopt from it what he finds acceptable
according to his own translation standards against the backdrop of the Greek
original he uses. A redactor restricted to the technique of contamination and
lacking the authoritative reassurance of having the Greek original at his disposal,
is forced to systematically go through the parallel Slavonic texts and decide at
every step which variant to choose, though he may, of course, come to prefer
for one reason or other one of the two original translations above the other and
make it his baseline text. We therefore expect retranslations to be stylistically
somewhat more homogenous than contaminations. All things being equal, there
remains a degree of uncertainty about identifying a retranslation, which ought,
however, not to be given too much weight. Though contamination in Slavonic
manuscript transmissions may be common, the complete loss of versions is
probably less so, and the coincidence of both contamination and loss of one of
the original, i.e. uncontaminated versions is even less likely. The story of the
reevaluation of the textual history of the Legend of the 40 Martyrs at Sebaste
in the Codex Suprasliensis by Helmut Keipert teaches us to remain optimistic.**
If a lost second translation is being assumed, it can often be expected to turn up
eventually, even if it takes almost 20 years of looking for it, as Keipert did.*

Testing the tool kit on the Slavonic Life of St Eupraxia

In what follows, we intend to test the applicability and usefulness of our tool
kit on the Slavonic Life of Eupraxia, for which Maya Petrova has made a con-
vincing case of parallel translation.*® Ever since its publication by Jan Scharpé,
Frans Vyncke and Edmond Voordeckers in 1973 it has been maintained that
there existed three different Slavonic versions of the Slavonic Life of Eupraxia.®’
Helmut Keipert made this even several versions, which at least to me sounds
like more than three.*® The term ‘version’ is often applied as a general cover for
texts, whose relationship has as yet not been the object of closer investigation
and might be either retranslations/redactions or independent parallel transla-
tions. Francis Thomson, however, explicitly refers to translations on his cards.

34 KEIPERT, Eine Ubersetzungskontamination, op. cit.

35 KEwErT, Nochmals, op. cit.

36 PeTROVA-TANEVA, The Bdinski Sbornik, op. cit.

37 J. L. Scharpé — F. Vyncke — E. Voordeckers (eds.), Bdinski zbornik. An Old-Slavonic Me-
nologium of Women Saints (Ghent University Library Ms. 408, A.D. 1360), Brugge 1973,
35.

38 H. KerperT, Zur Paralleliiberlieferung des “Bdinski zbornik” (Cod. Gand. 408), AnBoll 93,
1975, 282.
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On the reverse of the first card of a set of two ‘small’ cards entitled EUPRAXIA
IN THEBAIDE he notes:* “Special on both translations: Stern, Translations
{...} [and] idem, Life {...}.” On the second card it says about the version of
the Bdinski Sbornik: “Another translation is found in a 1479 ms of Rila and
yet another in c16 Rus Mss,” which would add up to three translations. The
obvious question is, which card is correct: the first one, which implies a total
of just two translations, or the second, which adds a third one. The second card
clearly reflects Voordeckers’ earlier statement (for which see footnote 37 of this
paper), which is correct in identifying the text of the Rila ms. of 1479, which
is the Panegyrikon of Vladislav the Grammarian, as a different version of the
text found in the Bdinski Sbornik. But Voordeckers’ assessment, of the text
from RGB Troice-Sergieva Lavra f. 304, no. 678 from the 15"-16" century,
discussed by Dybo and Kuckin,* as yet another different version, although
it is not entirely wrong, is at least misleading as it implies that the kind of
variation that allows for this text to be classified as a different version from
the Bdinski Sbornik text is basically of the same kind as the kind of variation
that distinguishes the Rila text from the text of the Bdinski Sbornik. This may
have misled Thomson to qualify both versions as independent translations.
But, as Maya Petrova has demonstrated in her dissertation, there are indeed
only two translations.*’ RGB Troice-Sergieva lavra 304-678 is only a variant
of the text found in the Bdinski Sbornik, although a marked one, while Rila
4/8 is indeed a different translation. So, there are only two translations, a fact
which is reflected on the first card with reference to Stern, who derived his
knowledge from Petrova’s dissertation. It goes without saying that in editing
and publishing the cards, this kind of internal contradiction, which may point
to misunderstandings, must be identified and accounted for. In what follows we
investigate the problem of telling parallel from retranslations with reference to
the Slavonic Life of Eupraxia.

The transmission of this saint’s Life is marked by a sharp contrast between
two versions, which differ so markedly from each other that parallel translation
suggests itself.*> In applying our tool kit, we will be focusing entirely on the
relation between the version of the Bdinski Sbornik and the more common
south Slavic version as represented by the Rila manuscript mentioned earlier.

We will start with (1) the criterion of tradition. Here an uneven regional
pattern for the distribution of both versions can be observed, which we will
call versions A and B. Except for the Bdinski Sbornik, version A is attested
exclusively in manuscripts of Russian origin, while version B is only found
in manuscripts of South Slavic origin. Beyond that no obvious distributional

39 For scans of both cards see thomsonindex.org/card/20542, 20543, 20544, and 20545.

40 V.A.DyBo— V. A. KuckiN, bonrapckuii Tekct B pycckoii munee X VI B., Byzantinobulgarica
2, 1966, 279-301.

41 PeTrROVA-TANEVA, The Bdinski Sbornik, op. cit.

42  PeTROVA-TANEVA, The Bdinski Sbornik, op. cit. Stern, The Double Life, op. cit.
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patterns can be discerned. The testimonies of both versions display roughly
equal distribution over time and genres. The regional pattern of distribution of
Russian vs. South Slavic can, however, be treated as an indication of the relative
age of both versions. Russian manuscripts tend to preserve old versions, which
would be routinely associated with the Symeonitic period, i.e. the 10™ century.
South Slavic manuscripts in comparison tend to be more innovative. For them
a strong tendency can be observed to replace archaic versions by retranslations
or revisions, which are routinely linked to the reforms of Patriarch Euthymius
of Tarnovo, i.e. roughly the second half of the 14" century. On the face of it,
version A could then be judged to be older, dating back to the age of Symeon,
and version B would accordingly represent its Euthymian retranslation or
revision. The South Slavic Bdinski Sbornik would be the only remnant of the
Pre-Euthymian stage of the South Slavic transmission. This looks like a simple
and straightforward account according to which both versions could be linked
to well-established traditions. We would be dealing with an obvious case of
replacement of an older text by its revised version.

The story is, however, not as straightforward as it appears on first consider-
ation. As a matter of fact, the oldest testimony for the Slavonic Vita Eupraxiae
is found in GIM Chludov 237, for which a date of origin sometime between
1340 and 1354 has been established.”” The manuscript has been, accordingly,
qualified as a predecessor to the School of Tarnovo.* The same holds true
basically for yet another early manuscript testimony from roughly the same
period, viz. Cod. slav. 42 of the Austrian National Library at Vienna. Both
manuscripts predate the presumed beginnings of the Euthymian reforms in
the 1370s, and — which is the crucial point here — both manuscripts contain
the allegedly innovative version B. We are confronted with two options now:
either version B is like version A Pre-Euthymian and could then principally be
of roughly the same age as version A, or the Euthymian reforms with its char-
acteristic revisions and retranslations started earlier than has been assumed so
far, with the monastery of Paroria, from which Chludov 237 originates, being
one of the first sites for systematic text revisions to take place. The latter option
seems the more attractive, as otherwise the regional bias of the transmission
would be left unaccounted for, but we still must consider the possibility that
version B predates the 14" century and might be of the same age as version A.
So, the application of the criterion of tradition does not provide an unequivocal
answer, although a preference for retranslation rather than parallel translation
seems to emerge at this point.

We can now move on to (2) the motivation for revision. If both versions
should be equal in terms of craftsmanship, translation technique and choice of
the original, chances are great that we are dealing with a parallel translation.

43 H. Mikras, Kpze ca otunuin napopuiickute pbronucu? Tsproscka KHud#coena wikona S,
1989, 31 and 34.
44 Mixras, Kwvoe ca omuwinu, op. cit., 35.
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In the opposite case, retranslation becomes a possibility, although parallel
translation is by no means excluded. As for the choice of the original, both
Slavonic versions represent indeed two different Greek versions, which are
easily identifiable by a marked variant right at the beginning of the text.* For
the remainder of the text the contrast between both Greek versions is, how-
ever, far less pronounced, than the variant incipit suggests. The translation
style can be qualified for both versions as moderate literalism, which allows
for more or less frequent minor deviations from the Greek original. Version B
shows itself to be somewhat more liberal in this respect. This fits in well with
the fact that version B, but not A, will occasionally opt for shorter passages
of an entirely free translation style, that does not reflect the formal properties
of its Greek original. So, a different translation style may be noted, although
this difference seems not to point to a principally different idea of translation.
This would confirm our preference for retranslation, although these differences
would still not exclude the possibility of a parallel translation. However, it is
not easy to see on what grounds the author of B could have rejected version
A, which offers an entirely acceptable translation in terms of average standard
Slavonic translations of hagiographic texts. Accordingly, it is difficult to assume
that B could be a revision of A that was driven by objections to its translation
style or quality. Rather to the contrary, we would expect that version B would
have been considered more objectionable than version A owing to the liberties
it takes ever so often.

The next criterion to apply is (3) significant overlap. The assessment of
overlap can be muddled up by contamination within the Slavonic tradition. We
are happily not bothered by contamination in the case of the Vita Eupraxiae
(although there is, in fact, contamination within the Greek transmission, which,
however, need not concern us here). Both versions are distinct and show not the
least sign of non-trivial overlap. At this point the scale seems to tip in favour
of a parallel translation. As criterion (2) is a negative one, which deploys its
distinctive force only in case of being no differences of craftmanship there,
translation technique or choice of original, it would not exclude a parallel
translation, anyway.

(4) Both versions A and B are in a state of constant variation in relation to
each other. This variation is of a kind that would discourage any attempt to
correlate both texts in terms of simple text transmission, as it proves almost
impossible to deduce any variant of A from B or vice versa by assuming any
kind of corruption or emendation. It will suffice here to give two examples.
Each consists of a sequence of just four words, and still both passages teem
with variant readings:

45  STERN, The Double Life, op. cit., 499-502.
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i) Amn MOYA P A'BAOMbB H CAOBOMb
B npEMoyApOcTH HENABHEND  CAOROMb H A'BAOMb
G kol 60QoOg &v AOy® Kol Epym

(i) A 1 BAAPOYHCTBNE MPABHTH  MPbybeicoe LIBCAPBCTRO
B BAAPOYBCTHR'E ¢TPOA M PHMBCTBH GKH3NH ABAA
G &boePdG O101KETY ¢ Popoikiic KataoTdeems To Tpdy ot

Both fragments give the impression of entirely independent texts. If A were
indeed a redaction or retranslation of B, or vice versa, it is difficult to under-
stand why each single feature of the base text should have been replaced by
something else. If B were the base text, why should anyone replace u moyapws,
which is a neat rendering of the Greek original, by npbmoynpocTtu ucruibHeHs?
If A were the base text, the opposite replacement would be obvious enough,
but why should the word order of cioBoms u nbnoms be changed? It should
be noted here that within the Greek tradition not the least variation is found in
either passage. From whichever angle you look at it, there is always a lot of
variation that appears difficult if not impossible to motivate from the perspective
of a re-translator, who had the other text literally in front of his eyes. It is this
constant truly random variation that is strongly suggestive of neither translator
having known the other translation.

But there is still more that deserves our attention in the short fragments at
hand. Firstly, version A is closer to its Greek source than version B. So, if we
would still stick to the idea of retranslation, the only reasonable conclusion
would be that version A is a retranslation of version B in an attempt to realign
the Slavonic text with the Greek tradition by applying the standard technique
of interlinear translation. This would indeed be the only conceivable motiva-
tion within the cultural-historical framework of the Slavic Middle Ages. This
conclusion would, however, conflict with the idea suggested by our cultural-his-
torical consideration under heading (1) that the Russian version A is likely to
be the conservative one, while version B is the one that can be linked to the
Euthymian reforms and should therefore be considered a retranslation of A.
That our initial assessment is probably wrong is further corroborated by the
lexical variation between both versions.

Although lexical variation of the Preslav-Ohrid type, as it was put on firm
empirical ground by Slavova,* is not a criterion that would allow us to tell a re-
translation from a parallel translation, it can still be useful for determining the
relative archaicity of any one text version. Generally, Ohridisms are considered
more archaic, whereas Preslavisms are, although not in all cases, replacive of
Ohridisms. A text that has Ohridisms rather than Preslavisms should accordingly
be considered more archaic, and we should certainly not assume that a text

46 T. Sravova, IlpecrnaBcka penakiys Ha KUPUIO-METOAUCBHS CTapOOBIrapCKU €BaHI€IICKH
nipeBox, Kupuno-Memoouescku Cnyouu 6, 1989, 15-129.
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of the Ohrid type could be a retranslation of a text with predominant Preslav
features. As the table below, however, shows, in version A, Preslav variants
predominate, while version B shows a more pronounced Ohrid profile:*

Greek Version A lexical source Version B lexical source
VNOTEVELY, VNOTEIQ | ankatu, anyto Preslav nocTuTH ce, Ohrid
nouoy ce
OOKKOG BRacsHOY0 Preslav BpbTULLHOE Ohrid
apura Preslav BpbTULle Ohrid
Bupwpodg BpaTapHuLmn Preslav [BepbHULA Ohrid
TOAAGKIG MHoOraum Preslav MHOXULE Ohrid
ATOOTEAAW NoyLeHbIMb Preslav NoCNaHHbIMb Ohrid
AUTTEW wrneyvanto Preslav WCKpb6MIO Ohrid
CKpb6UTH Ohrid WCKPbOHUTL ce Ohrid
KAnpovopéw npuyecTHa Preslav Hacnbayewm Ohrid
6ynewn poctomHa | Ohrid
6ynewm
ppéap KNagA3b Preslav PbBEHUKD EuchSin
Ohrid cToyaeHbub
vuppiog KEHUXD Ohrid EHUXD Ohrid
movnpog noykasaa Ohrid noykasaa Ohrid
TAnoiov 6n13b Preslav 6n13b Preslav
Twn XU3Hb Preslav XU3Hb Preslav
éNalov macno Preslav macno Preslav
TIg HbKbIN Preslav HbKbIN Preslav
povov Tbuunto Preslav Tbunto Preslav

Although there is some lexical mixing going on in both versions, which can
easily be explained in terms of ongoing lexical competition, it clearly emerges
that version A is predominantly Preslav, while version B displays a strong
Ohrid layer. Thus, our assumption that version A cannot be derived from ver-
sion B by retranslation is corroborated by these lexical findings. Moreover,
the strong penchant for Ohridisms of version B should obviously disqualify
it as a candidate for Euthymian retranslation. If we ignore our insights from
the application of criteria (3)—(4) for the time being, there would still be the
possibility of A being derived from B. A is obviously the lexically less archaic
text and its more strictly applied literalism would allow for it to be interpreted
as an attempt to emendate the perceived shortcomings of B. But in this case,
we would have to assume that the retranslation took place in the 10" century,

47 The words that have been selected for this table are recurrent items that reappear several times
throughout the text, so we did not consider it useful to identify the passages of occurrence
within the text.
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as version A has obviously been deselected from the hagiographic repertoire
of the Southern Slavs during the Euthymian reforms, and version B was given
preference then (for whatever reason).

So, what to do about the versions of the Vita Eupraxiae? As they do not
fit into our common frame of expectations, we should consider the possibility
that both are parallel translations from roughly the same early period. As the
Slavonic Vita was not very widespread, the possibility of having the same text
translated unbeknownst of the other already existing version seems a realistic
possibility, even if we assume that both translations originate from different
periods. But what about the replacive course of development which we observe
for the South Slavic manuscripts? It can be assumed that replacement would
equally apply to already existing parallel translations. If both versions were
already in existence before the 14" century, Euthymian reformers would have
to make a choice between either version A or B, and they decided in favour
of B. In this case we would, however, have to assume that the decision was
made without looking into the respective merits of each version, as version A is
obviously the better one in terms of the features that were most appreciated in
the 14" century.

Conclusion

In the end the question remains to be answered what our tool kit is actually
worth. In testing it out on the Life of Eupraxia, we observed a conflict between
our insights arrived at by applying criterion (1: diverging traditions), which
were supported by (2: divergent quality), and the opposite conclusion we arrived
at by applying (3: non-trivial overlap) and (4: ubiquitous random variation).
In case of a conflict like this the obvious thing to do is to weigh the criteria in
relation to each other. We are of the opinion that formal and text-immanent cri-
teria ought to range above external, cultural-historical criteria, i.e. the logically
interrelated formal criteria (3) and (4) should range higher than (1). It is true that
(2) could also qualify as formal and immanent in a way, but then its application
is restricted, as it can only exclude retranslations, but not parallel translations.

Patterns of variation, including overlap patterns (3) as well as ubiquitous
random variation (4), are in our opinion the key elements to make a case either
for or against parallel translations. We would even go one step further by giving
criterion (4) preference over criterion (3), although this may appear counter-in-
tuitive on the face of'it, as significant overlap seems to be the strongest indicator
of retranslation. But criterion (3) comes with two drawbacks, one practical and
one rather principal. First of all, identifying significant overlaps implies a clear
notion of what counts as significant overlap. An investigator would therefore
tend to provide the most unambiguous evidence to make his case watertight.
Applying rigorous criteria may lead to accepting ultimately only such evidence
which does not allow for further discussion, such as non-trivial shared mistakes
that are unlikely to be repeated independently within a line of transmission.
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Apart from the strenuous ordeal of sifting the entire text in the search of at least
one piece of good evidence, one can easily imagine that by far not every case
will yield evidence that meets the standard of unambiguousness. In this case,
the investigator must rely on criterion (4) as a last resort, anyway. Moreover, (4)
has one quite obvious advantage over (3). Owing to its ubiquitousness you do
not have to make any special effort to detect it. It is either there right in front of
your eyes, or it is not. What is more, in both cases a very clear-cut conclusion
can be drawn: (a) in case of ubiquitous random variation there can be no doubt
about parallel translation, as it is our belief that only parallel translation can
account for this kind of variation;* (b) in case of its absence, parallel translation
would be excluded, as ubiquitous random variation is a necessary outcome of
the process of parallel translation. Thus (4) is by itself sufficient to make a clear
case either for or against parallel translation. The same is, by the way, not true of
(3). Although significant overlap, such as shared non-trivial mistakes, provides
solid evidence of retranslation (if contamination can be effectively excluded),
its absence does not entirely exclude retranslation, at least not if we apply strict
standards for what may count as significant overlap.

It turns out that (4) ubiquitous random variation is the key element to tell
parallel from retranslations, but still, we are reluctant to let go of criteria (1)—(3),
entirely. Despite the seeming diagnostic value of (4) we would end up in cir-
cularity, if we relied exclusively on it. There would indeed be no possibility of
falsifying the results of our tool kit without the additional application of (1)—(3).
The key position of (4), however, would imply reversing the order of application
of our test criteria. The first thing to do in any case study would be to provide
an assessment of the variational patterns of the text as a whole. The Life of
Eupraxia may indeed leave the impression that determining ubiquitous random
variation is a straightforward thing to do, but not every case may be as straight-
forward as this particular one, so it would be wise to settle beforehand (i) what
counts as variation, and (ii) how much variation is enough for a case of parallel
translation. Lora Taseva suggested a percentage of 30% lexical divergence as

48 This comes, however, with an important proviso. If ubiquitous, random variation would
be a unique indicator of parallel translations against redactions/retranslations, we would
expect it to be restricted to literacies that are marked by translations, like Byzantine-Slavic
literature. For literacies that consist for their greater part of original texts, ubiquitous, random
variation between texts should be ruled out. If we should detect it to be also common in
e.g. Byzantine-Greek literature, it could not possibly count as a unique indicator of parallel
translations. We are aware of at least one such case of ubiquitous, random variation between
versions of the same text in Byzantine-Greek literature, viz. the Greek Life of Erasmus of
Formia. In this case, however, ubiquitous, random variation seems to derive from a transla-
tion of one of the Greek versions from Latin (see D. Stern, Die slavische Ubersetzung der
Mirtyrerakte des heiligen Erasmus von Formia, wahlweise Ohrid, Slovo 73, 2023, 101), so
we would be dealing with translational variation in this case, too. Without having done an
extensive survey of Byzantine-Greek hagiography, we assume from our own experience
that cases of ubiquitous, random variation are not typical of this branch of Byzantine-Greek
literacy.
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a cut-off point to seriously consider the possibility of parallel translation.* This
quantitative approach is certainly a convenient first step to decide whether the
case at hand is worth looking into, but we doubt whether it is capable by itself
to settle the question of parallel translation at hand, conclusively. At least, it
would have to be shown that (i) any variation exceeding the measure of 30%
is evenly disseminated throughout the text to make it ubiquitous, and (ii) that
variation is truly random, which means that it cannot be predicted on principled
grounds (like e.g. by identifying lexical preferences).*® Thus, in order to make
a strong case for parallel translation, the structural patterns of the distribution
of variant readings must be looked into in the first place.
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49  TASEVA, [Tepe6oo u pedaryusi, op. cit., 43.
50 The latter would exclude lexical analyses like e.g. the Preslav-Ohrid isoglosses, although,
240 as we have seen above, they may be helpful to settle issues of contextualisation.



