Translating the Subtleties. The Philosophical Categories in the Symeon Collection
(Symeon’s Miscellany)

Dimka Gicheva-Gocheva, Diana Atanassova

Our work on the Old Bulgarian translation of the philosophical and theological
categories in the Symeon’s Miscellany (Simeonov Sbornik) began in the autumn of 2016 — the
year of the 2400 anniversary of Aristotle’s birth. We are still in the very beginning of a
research, which might take years to be properly accomplished, and the primary results shared
in this paper should be considered rather as a program for a future study and work hypotheses,
not as indisputable conclusions.

It the autumn of 2016 we realized that it is no longer so difficult to start a study on this
thought-provoking topic due to several important favorable circumstances, to which we are
greatly indebted.

First, there are three excellent volumes of the Symeon’s Miscellany' at the disposal of
the scholarly community. The Old Bulgarian translation and the studies done so far are
published in the first volume, the dictionary and the indexes are in the second volume, and the
Greek original is in the third volume.

Second, what is of great help for all interested in the problem: we have an excellent
translation in modern Bulgarian of The Book of Salvation (Cnacumenna xuuea)? — which is
the Greek original of the Symeon’s Miscellany.

Third, the Bulgarian translations of the most important texts of the classical Greek
philosophy, and especially of the treatises of Aristotle, published in the recent decades, are
also considerable. Moreover, all these publications®, which have appeared in the past quarter
century, are supplied with meticulous notes and abundant commentaries, and possess
extremely rich indexes of thousands of terms, categories and concepts. Precisely the ones,
which have been fundamental not only for the classical Greek and Byzantine philosophy of
the remote past, but are an immanent part of the philosophical and theological discourse of the
present day as well.

This has been one of the most motivating stimuli for our research, which, let us
reiterate it once again, is still in the initial status. When we study translations from classical or

Byzantine Greek into Old Bulgarian made centuries ago, we usually encounter two aspects of

! Cumeonos coopnux 1991; 1993; 2015.

2 Cnacumenna xuuea 2008.

3 See Moan [Jamackun 2014, Xpuctos 2008, Xpucrosa, Xpuctos 2013, Xpuctos 2014, Xpucrosa-Illomosa
2016, Xpucrosa-Illomosa 2016, [JlanoBa 2011, Nnuesa 2014.
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the question how: firstly, the how of the linguistic rendering, the how of the translation
techniques used for one term or another. Morphemic imitation of the structure of the
translated word, coining of new words, semantic rendering of the sense, accompanied with an
explanation of the meaning, etc. This is the most obvious first step of every study in this field.
The second aspect is that of evaluating the how: shall we praise or, on the contrary, express
regrets in respect of the translator’s work. What engenders and causes the positive or negative
evaluation of the techniques used by the Old Bulgarian translators centuries ago, which some
contemporary scholars do not hesitate to express*? What are the conceptual premises for some
of their judgements, especially when they are not favorable towards the writings of the past,
and particularly to some of their translations available in Old Bulgarian?

Besides these two inherent aspects of the question how, a third one has arisen in the
last three decades in Bulgaria. We have a long, in fact millennium long tradition of translating
old Greek and Byzantine texts into Old Bulgarian, but with respect to the philosophical and
theological terminology used nowadays, are we obliged to follow the patterns of the past, the
forms of the language, suggested by this millennium long tradition? This question is not only
ardently debated theoretically, but has also had practical implications for the translation of
some of the most important treatises of Aristotle. Among these newer publications there are
some which present Aristotle to the Bulgarian readers as Aristoteles latinus. Aristotle speaks
to our reader using words such as substantia, accidentia, subiectum etc., because of the strong
conviction of some of our respectable scholars that especially the six logical writings,
comprised in the Organon, should not follow the linguistic matrix of the Old Bulgarian
equivalents of the most important terms and categories, but stick to their Latin translations.
Thus, these theoretical disputes and practical issues of present-day academic and cultural life

have made the research on the Symeon’s Miscellany both urgent and rewarding.

1. The Importance of the Symeon’s Miscellany with regard to the formation
of the Bulgarian philosophical language

This precious Miscellany, compiled in the so-called Golden age of Bulgarian culture
and the literacy during the reign of king Symeon the Great, has tremendous value. The content

and the structure of this encyclopedic compilation, its language and style, its appearance and

4 Example of positive evaluation is the quoted in this paper general assessment of the translation of the Symeon’s
Miscelany in the study of Prof. Christov and Dr. Christova (p. 5 below - Xpucrosa, Xpucros 2013). Example of
a negative one: Xpucros 2008.



distribution, its influence and legacy, have received attention from the best Slavic studies
scholars®. In order to be brief, let us refer to two estimations in recent works.

Firstly, in the conclusion of the Introduction to their translation of the Book of
Salvation (into modern Bulgarian), Prof. Petya Yaneva and Sergei lvanov summarize the rich
variety of the encyclopedia. The Miscellany impresses with the amazing thematic scope of
answers to general and specific questions — from fundamental dogmatic problems, posed by
the Old and the New Testament, through issues with which every educated person should be
familiar, to some everyday life and style matters. Prof. Petya Yaneva and Sergey Ivanov stress
the fact that the number of the quoted writings and authors is respectable. Moreover, besides
the explicit ones, there are plenty of hidden quotations from numerous ancient writers —
geographers, historians, philosophers.

“This variety tells a lot about the multifaceted interests and tastes of the medieval
reader and rejects the opinion of the limited role of these collections in the medieval
intellectual and spiritual life. People were interested in the highest Christian dogmatic and
liturgical practice, but also in ancient philosophy, in literary theory, in geography, in human
nature, but in precious stones as well; in the garments of priests and the symbolics they carry;
in medicine; in the female character and many other topics. At the same time, the extreme
difficulty of some of these texts testifies that in the society there were individuals possessing
immense erudition and capable of understanding them. In Bulgaria there had been people,
who not only had been capable to understand, but also to translate them. That is why this
collection is among the proofs that the so-called Golden age during the reign of king Symeon
in Bulgaria is not a mirage, fancied by scholars, but reality, which includes our territories in
a broader cultural areal...®

With respect to the formation of the Bulgarian philosophical and theological language,
the Symeon’s Miscellany is an extremely important source because from f. 222 to f. 237 a
range of philosophical issues is discussed as answers to questions 29 and 30. This section of
the writing includes clarification of terms, categories and concepts from the classical Greek
and/or the Christian philosophy. This part of the encyclopedia is a real thesaurus for the
historians of philosophy and theology, conceived and expressed in Greek, because:

1. the entries are many; 2. the terms are not just mentioned, but are properly defined

and their meaning is explained; 3. the provided explanations of their meaning and sense are

5> See Bemuesa 1991; unexos 1991; MBanosa 1991; Kouesa 1991; Kyes 1991; Maspoxunosa 1991; Munuepa
1991; Xpucrosa 1991 and Cumeonog cbopnux 1, 2, 3.
8 Cnacumenna xnuea 2008: 12.
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heterogeneous and point to different philosophical ancestors: some of them have Platonic
and/or Avristotelian origin; others are part of the Neoplatonic conceptual and linguistic
universe; a third part has strictly Christian genealogy.

If we add to these three features of the philosophico-theological section of the
Symeon’s Miscellany the question of how these entries have been rendered into Old Bulgarian
by the translator(s) millennium ago (in the three aspects of the how, mentioned above), we
will realize that this segment of the writing represents a considerable challenge for scholars
from several disciplines and demands profound interdisciplinary research.

Compared with the numerous studies devoted to the general historic, cultural,
linguistic, literary, paleographic, ornamental etc. merits of the Symeon’s Miscellany, the
segment with the philosophical and theological categories has received relatively less
attention so far. One recent study should be taken into account as groundbreaking. This is the
article Conceptual structure and linguistic characteristics of the categories andlinguistic
terms in the Symeon’s Miscellany by Dr. Adriana Christova and Prof. lvan Christov’. The
study is preoccupied with the lexico-morphological and syntactic formation of the terms. It is
to be followed by a monograph, which will clarify the significance of these terms as concepts
in the thinking of several important philosophers, starting of course with Aristotle - the most
important thinker to have exerted powerful influence on the Byzantine compilers of this
segment of the encyclopedia. In the conclusion to their rigorous study founded on the idea of
the ontological dominance of the terms in the philosophical chapter, Prof. Christov and Dr.
Christova state that they have demonstrated all the types of lexico-morphological and
syntactic formation of the terms. The overwhelming majority, accounting for 90% of the
overall number of terms, are terms-words. The study shows the formative prefixes and
suffixes. The evaluation of the work of the translator(s) is highly positive and rejects some
negative assumptions: the translation is not literal and does not imitate the morphemic
structure of the Greek terms, which are not calqued without genuine understanding. On the
contrary - the translator has very often substituted one type of substantivized linguistic unit
with another, belonging to a different part of speech, because the intuition of the mother
tongue and the contextual meaning of the text have prompted it. Prof. Christov and Dr.
Christova have also pointed out that the number of the Old Bulgarian suffixes and suffixoids

is twice bigger than that of the Greek ones.

" Xpucrosa, Xpucros 2013.
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The application of the strictest quantitative linguistic methods and the scrutiny of the
conceptual analyses bring Prof. Christov and Dr. Christova to the following conclusion:

,, From the point of view of the history of philosophy we have to admit the depth of the
text. It contains a sketch of the fundamental ontological categories elaborated for the needs of
the Orthodox theology. The Old Bulgarian translator faced a serious challenge, but his efforts
constituted a high initial achievement of the national philosophical culture. A part of the
terms used by the translator create a permanent lexical layer sustaining the contemporary
philosophical usage in Serbian, Bulgarian and Russian. Some examples are: Bu445 (gidog),
POo4B (yévog), cBoncTBO (i010THS), KCTECTBO (p01g), MLLEHMKE (otépnoig), ObiTuke (Trapig,
10 elval), PazoyMb (Aéyog), Mbpa (uétpov), KadybCTBO (woidtHG), KOJMYLCTBO (T0odTHS),
TOXAbCTBO (tawtdtng) etc. That is why this translation occupies a prestigious place not only
in the Bulgarian, but also in the Slavic philosophical tradition. 2.

We support the conclusion of the two colleagues and could add to their list many other
important ontological terms omitted by them because of the already mentioned controversy:
the theoretical disputes and the translational practices of the past three decades in Bulgaria
surrounding the dilemma of how. How to translate the classical Greek logical categories and
ontological concepts: according to our millennium long tradition or in conformity with their
Latin equivalents? At the top of this mountain of controversies is the debate how to translate
ovoio — as ,,cowynocm” OF 6umue, OF as ,,cyocmanyus”. There are at least ten more
ontological concepts whose translation may be inspired nowadays by the achievements of the

translators of the Symeon’s Miscellany.

2. Immanent difficulties in the analysis of the philosophical categories

Even when the section of the Symeon’s Miscellany (f. 222-237) with the philosophical
and theological categories is read only in the original, without tackling the issue of translation,
the study is thought-provoking for the historian of philosophy. In the first place, there are
fundamental terms of the classical Greek philosophy which have triadic nature. Many of them
have three facets - logical, linguistic and ontological. The difficulties of their proper
interpretation and translation derive from the impossibility to separate this unity of the three

aspects in any other language.

8 Xpucrosa, Xpucros 2013:45.
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Another problem arises from their genealogy. Some of them belong to the most
inherent conceptual kernel of the Platonic, and especially of the Aristotelian thinking. These
are the ontological pillars odcia, @voig, yévoc, €idog as well as all the terms listed in the
conclusion of the study of Ivan Christov and Adriana Christova, quoted above.

Some of the other philosophical terms in this section are either never mentioned by
Plato and Aristotle in classical Greek philosophical texts, or although appearing in some texts
as words, their usage is peculiar, non-terminological, every-day and technical. They have
become ontological concepts much later. In the history of the late pagan and early Christian
philosophy there is clear evidence about several humble words which have remained
unrecognized as possible philosophical tools for centuries, and whose dialectical strength was
appreciated only in Late Antiquity. There are concepts which have Neoplatonic origin, and in
the Symeon’s Miscellany they come close to the definitions proposed by Plotinus in the
Enneads, book VI, chs.1-3, or the Introduction (*Eisagoge) to the Categories of Aristotle by
Porphyry. Undoubtedly, vmootacig — cobbCTBO — unocmaca (unocmac) is one such concept.
In modern Bulgarian, it is translated as unocmac in Christian writings, and as xunocmasza in
the case of pagan philosophers adhering to the Neoplatonic school. Only a further detailed
analysis may prove or refute the conjecture that the Byzantine philosopher, who wrote these
chapters of the Symeon’s Miscellany, followed the thinking of Plotinus, book V, ch. 1. Of
course, in the Symeon’s Miscellany, this essential Neoplatonic concept is appropriated and
follows the conception model of the Cappadocian Fathers®.

The third group of concepts has explicit Christian and theological origin, and in the
first place among them is npécwmov — amue - auye (muye). This is the great conceptual
novelty of the early dogmatics of the 3" and the 4™ centuries, which became widespread after
381 AD and after the changes in the Creed, approved at the Second Council of
Constantinople.

Another cluster of questions arises around the definitions and the explanations of the
concepts dtov, Stapopd, cuuPePnroc and the predication of yévoc and gidoc. Are there hidden
quotations from Porphyry’s Eisagoge in the Book of Salvation, and if there are such tacit

borrowings, to what extent are they applied?

® More on this topic see in the studies of Philip Merlan (Merlan 1967); G. W. H. Lampe (Lampe 1978); W. H. C.
Frend (Frend 1984); D. Gocheva (I'ouesa 2014); Pauliina Remes and Svetla Slaveva-Griffin (Remes, Slaveva-
Griffin 2014). For full references see the bibliography.



Let us give an example with regards to Swpopd - pazanubke - pasauka (6ud08o
paznuyue in the contemporary translations in modern Bulgarian). To whom stands closer the
Byzantine philosopher when he defines it like that: Awagopd 8¢ €0t T0 Katd TAEWOVOVY Kol
dapepovTOv @ €idel &v T@ Ti 0Tt Katnyopovpevov. Does the Byzantine philosopher remain
faithful to Aristotle, who vastly uses this conceptualization not only in the Metaphysics, but in
all the biological treatises as well, or does in this case the Byzantine author of this part of the
encyclopedia adheres much more to the Neoplatonic paradigm of thought?

There are many similar general questions, which might receive proper answers only
after profound study. For the purposes of the present paper, let us confine ourselves to the
statement that they exhibit the discussed section of the Symeon’s Miscellany as an extremely
interesting sketch of topics in philosophical, theological, linguistic and literature terms and

concepts with millennium long history.

3. Exemplifying the subtleties

Let us focus on two conceptual pairs, discussed in two chapters: Ilepi mocod kai

nocottog O KonmubctBb M 0 Mbpembinxb; Tlepi mowod kai mowdtntog O KaubcTBb U O

TBOPUTBbHEEMb

Symeon’s Miscellany, 3 (CumeoHoB coopHuk, T. 3, ctp. 1076-1079)

ITept moc0D Kol TOGOTNTOG O konnubctBb M 0 MbpembInxb

[Tocor év gotv avTO TO HETPOV KOl O
e ¥ HETP KonnubctBO 0ybo HCTb cama Ta Mbpa

apOpdc, 0 petpdv Kai 0 ApOUdV, TOGA O TO
MBPALLITUR 1 UbTOYLUTUR® KOIMKOXE HEXe
@ apOpd Koi petp®d Lmokeipeva fyovv Ta
, .. , e . | oAb UMCMeHbMb U MBPORR MOABAOKUTL:
petpovpeva kai apdpovpeva. Tov 6& TocmdV

0 pév elot Swpopévo, o 8¢ ovveydy. | PEKPLE Mbpumata v HbTOMatkar
Awpiopévo, pév giol T G’ GAAYAmV | KOIMYbCTBA XE OBa CXTb PAZ/IOYUAEMA:

keywpopéva, og £mi déko. ABov N 1| oBa Xe CbapbXMMA: paznoyuaremara e

POWiK®Y" TADTO Yap KEXWPIOUEVE EIOTV O | o gy caOTb ceBe  pazioyuaiRTb:

aAMAoV Kol dpBueicOot Aéyovtar, i ur o
raKoXece TpWU [AECATM KaMblkb WM O

opkpot T Koi TAN0og petpnddot podio 1




TIVL TOWOVT®, (OTEP Gitog kol Ta Opola.
Yvveyf] 0, Ote €v €oTL TO WETPOLUEVOV,
domep E&v Evlov  ebplokeTon dimeyy Kol
tpimeyv 1 Abog, 1 Tt TolodTOoV KOl &V VILAPYOV
petpeitar, kol Swx ToDTO ALyeTOl OULVEXEG
nocov. Ilocov Ttolvov Aéyetan, 7tol Kol
ToGOTNG, APOROC Kol dyKog, Kol xpovog, Kai
0 Sootuato. Apudc v olov povég,
dvag, tprog kol ol €@’ €ENg apBuoi. "'Oykog
8¢ olov pupdv, péya, oToThp, TUAOVTOV Kol
0 Totodta. Xpovog 8& olov dpa, Nuépa Kai
urv, kod éviawtog. Altdotnuo 88 olov pijkog,

nmAdTog, Baboc.

AECAT  GOYyHUKMKM Ta 60 pazioyuyeHa
CoyTb OTb cebe M UbTOMa HaPWUYXRTb
CAALUTE HE MaNbCTBOMb WM MHOXbCTBB-M-

b-puma 60y A0y Th CNOyAbMb UMANWMHBEMb

TaubMmbXae akbl MWeHWUan  MpoKoke:
CbApbXallTara xe CAKrza FECTb
MbpumMore<A>KOXece  kaAMHO — ApbBO

obpbTateTb CAABBOR NOKBTR WMAN TPUM
NOKBTb MM KaMblKb WAMYBTO TakKbiMXb

MEAMHO  Chbl MBpl/ITb CA- cero

na

ABﬂAHapML{eTb CACBAPBXKMMata MBpa

4Yncao xe Hapn4eTb CApeKbLIE

PazHOUYbTOMOK W MHOXbCTBO U BPEMAK

pacrtokHnRE-4nNCio OV6O pekbLle

FEANHBHMLA AbBOMLA TpouLau MNpokam
yncna- Mbpa Xe pekblle Malb BENUKb:
CTaTMpb TanaHTb W Takarxzae BpbMA Xe
pekblle UYACb AbHb WM Mbcaub K abTor
AANbCTBO Xe pekblue Aabrota LWMpoTa

rNoyObIHN.

Symeon’s Miscellany, 3 (Cumeono coopuuk, T. 3, ctp. 1078-1080)

[Tepi morod kai mo1dTNTOg

[To6tng éotiv vodolog dHvapg olov &mi puév
TOV YEVOV 0l GLGTATIKOL O10pOopai, TOVTEGTL
AoykoTNG, OvnTotnC, dOavacia kol T dpota,
émi 8¢  dooudTov

AOYIKGOV  vOEPOTNG,

O kaubcTBb 1 0 TBOPUTBBHEEMB

KaubCTBO HCTb BbCRLUbHAR CUa- pekblle
0 poabxb oybo CbCTaBbHal POZAMUbka"
pekblue

CNOBECbHOK CbMPbTbHOK:




dvteovoldtng, del kwnoio, €mni 0& TAV
cOUATOV YPAUA 010V AEVKOTNC, UEAAVOTC,
Eav0otng koi td tolodTa, Koi oyfina olov
TEPLPEPES, €00V, KAUTOAOV, TETPAY®OVOV Kol
0 Opolr Kol mOAv  Vypdtng, ENPONg,
Beppuotng, yoxpomg, pokakoTng, oKANPOTNG,
HavOTNG, TUKVOTNG Kol ol yopoi, oilov
0&0E, YAukvTng, SpvdTNC Kol T duola.
[Towgtne ovv £otv, kad fiv moldTnTeg
ovopdloviol TopOVOU®MS O UETEXOVTEG TA
avtic. 'Ex yap thg @povicems @pOviLog
Aéyeton O Exov TV epoéVNoY Kail Bepuog O
Exov Vv Beppomra. Aéyetar 0& mOALAKIG
kol abtn 1 moldtng moldv, domep kol TO
OGOV TOGOTNG, THC 88 mo1OTNTOC E100C 6TV
Koi 1 OOvaus, kol 1 évépyel dtiva ovK
glow peEv €vépyela, &yovot d¢ émmndeidtnTa
Kol dvvapy Quokny. Aéyetar yop 1M HEV
kot émmmdeomta, 1 0¢ xot’€Ey, Tyouv
gvépyelav. Kot’ émmdeiomrta pév, g dtav
elmopev 10 modiov OLVAUEL YPOLUATIKOV
givat, ko0o6TL Exel EmmdeldmTo MPOg TO
vevéaOat ypoppatikov. Kat’ EEwv 6¢, dg dtav
OV Mpepodvra

ginopev YPOLLULOTIKOV!

dvvatal petd TV Mpepiav TV TEXVNMV
évoeitacbor. "H @¢ €ml tod koOKKOovL TOD
oitov’'ToTO Yap 7N HEV oTAYLG 0TIV, Kab’ O
AmOCTELET OTAYLV OMEPOUEVOC, Evepyeilq O
oUK £€0TVv OTAYVG, GAAD oitog Kotd TO
yMopdv. ‘Evepyeig pév odte yoypdv, obte
Oepudv gotv, duvvauel 6¢ mavtwg, kab’o
duvatal yevécHal Yyuxpov HEV YUYOUEVOV,

Oepuov 0¢ Beppovopevov. Koi mwédwv 10

becbMm pbTbk-N MPOKark-oO 6ecnNbTbHBINXD

xXe CNOBECbHbINXb: pPOZOYy'MbHOK

CaMOBJ/1aCTbHOK NMPNCHOWbBCTbHOK O

Thnecexb e TBapb: pekble 6ObnoTa

YpbHOTa pPOYyCOCTb W TakKak'W BUAbL:

pekblle 06baO MnpaBo- npbBeaeHO Ha

YETBbPbTUU I'IO,[I,O6bHaI-a [Z1% Mnakbl

MOKpPOTa- COyxOTa: Tenaota CTOyAeHOo:

MAKOTa- KECTOKOK- pT:,D,'b KO'YACTOE'U

rNbHW-  pekblue THBEBbHOK:  CAaABKOKE:

BpunabKOE M MOA0ObHAA'KAULCTBO  0y60

HCTb no HeEMOYy>Xe Kaun  Apoyznn

HapPNYXTb CA: Cb nmveHe FEKOXe

MPUEMIIOLITE OTb HEro:oTb MY¥ApPoCTK 60

RKOXe  MMbl

MOYAPb HapuyeTb CA-

MOYAPOCTb'M TEMNDL MXeNMaATb TOMAOTOY™
Hapn4yeTb >Xe CA MHOrawbAdbl N CaMO TO

KaybCTBO KaKOk- RKOXe VIMEpa

YNCNOKaubCTBY Xe BMABHKECTD W CWaU

AbuCTBO:  HXe  He  CoyTb  oybo

AENCTBO MMYTH xe oy cTpOUM
CUNOYHECTLCTBBHOY R HapnyeTb 60 CA OBa
MO OyCTPOKHMIO OBO MO HPaBOYy peKbLue
no AbWCTBOY MO MOKOLUbHOYOyMOYy Xe:
Kako ce rrga peyemb ABTULLTR CUIOKR
KbHUXbHUKD  OBITM  MMaMMbXe  MMa
MOKOLUBbHOE HKOXE OBITU KbHIXbYMM: MO
HPaBOy  Xe  rKoXe

Krga  peyemb

MIBYALUTROYMOY KbHUTBYUBR MOXETb MO




nowdiov évepyeiq pév obte Gpetiv AEYETOL | MABYAHMM XBITPOCTb MOKAZaTU- MW FAKOXE

Exew, obte kakiav, duvauetl 8¢ maviog, kad” | ZpbHb  MblueHnubHb ce 60 oBorAa

0 Ovvator oyelv. Aéyston dvvopug kol 1
KNacb HCTb HrZa CTBOPWU Knach Zbpha

ioyg, Kol O 6TPATOC.
AbuctBbMb  Xe  HbCcTb  knach  Hb
nblleHuuan Tonaoke AbUCTBBMb OyHO
HUKE TOMNO HUKE TOPALUTE CUIOKR XXe
BCAKO MO HEMOYXE MOXETb CTOY/AEHOK
oybo cToyaumMo: Tenao xe rpbremon
nakbl AbTWMWTb HWM A0OPOTHI VMBI HUK
ZNobbl CUMNOK Xe BbCAKO MO Heuxe

nMbTn HapnuakTb CA CKhAan MOWTb WU

BonlO

These two pairs of concepts are excellent illustration of the high difficulty of the

envisaged chapters and the philosophical sophistication of the authors of the Miscellany.

Concerning mepi mocod kai mocottog, O KOAMUbCTBE M 0 MbpemMbinxb, We may
note the following.

First, the grounds for distinguishing between them are highly speculative, in the most
positive aspect of the word ‘speculative’, as the supreme level of dialectics. Of course, the
distinction goes back to the famous treatises of Aristotle. We may compare at length how they
are defined and exemplified in the Categories (ch. 4 and 6) and in the Metaphysics (book
Delta, V, ch. 13 and book Lambda, ch. 5, 1071 a 27).

Second, the author(s) of the Symeon’s Miscellany conceive of this speculative
distinction in an even more speculative manner, defining it like that: TTocotng pév €otv odto
10 pétpov kol O apBpdc, 6 HeTpdV Kol O apOudv, mocao & ta T® ApOuUd Kol PETPD
vmokeipeva: fiyouvv ta petpodpeva kol apibpovueva. Konmubctso oybo kCTb cama Ta mbpa

MT:pALIJTI/II-a N YbTOYLUTNR KOJIMKOXe H>Xe NModb YMCMEeHbMb U MBpOI% MOoABNOXKNTL:

pekbwe Mbpumara 1 ybToMara. In an intentionally literal translation this will sound like

that: Quantity-ness is the measure itself and the number, which measures and counts those

things that might be subjected to counting and measurement: that is the measurable and the
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numberable things. Or a shorter explanation: quantity-ness is both the measure and the
measured, the number and the numbered (counted and/or enumerated).

Third, the usage of vmokeipneva — one of the specific Aristotelian terms with triadic
nature, is even more tricky. Obviously, in this case its meaning is neither grammatical,
syntactic (the subject in a sentence), nor logical (the subject in a proposition to which the
predicates are predicated). Here vmoxeipeva functions ontologically and means ‘the
measurable and the numberable things’, ‘those things that might be subjected to counting and
measurement’, everything which is susceptible to counting and measurement.

Fourth, in the next lines another important pair comes to the fore: the discrete and the
continuous. The Byzantine authors introduce the dychotomy between the divisible and the
indivisible, continuous things: Tdv 6¢ moc®v Ta uéV giot dtwpiopéva, T0 08 cvveyt. Further
on, the authors follow strictly Aristotle.

Fifth, the terms ‘number’, ‘magnitude’, ‘time’ and ‘distance’, or even better

‘extension’ (d1otnpa), are not defined, but are properly exemplified.

Concerning mepi mo10d kai wodtntog, O kaubcTBh 1 0 TBOPUTBEHLLMB, We may note
the following.

First, we may once again go back to Aristotle’s treatises to look for the beginning of
the distinction: in the Categories (the pair is discussed at length in chapter 8, 8b25-11a37) and
in the Metaphysics (mowv is clarified in the philosophical vocabulary — book Delta, ch. 14 and
book Kappa, ch. 12,1018a 18, 1021a 12, 1022b 15, 1024b 6-9, 1068a 9, 1020b 1-16).

Second, the closer examination of the definition of the quality-ness reveals that
there are two stronger conceptual actors defining the definiendum: IToidtng €otiv évovoiog
Sovapic olov &ml pév TV Yevév ol cvoTatikal S10popoi, TOLTESTL AOYIKOTNG, OvnTdTNG,
abovaocio kol to Opota. KaubCTBO HCTb BbCRLUbHAR CUia: pekblle O poabxb OybHo

CbCTaBbHaR POZANUbH PEKbLLE CIOBECBHOK CbMPbTbHOE: 6ECHMPbLTHIE M NpoKata-

a) The first of them is dVvopug, which has the traditional meaning of ‘power’,
‘might’, ‘strength’, ‘force’ and the more unpopular mathematical meaning of ‘the diagonal in
a triangle with a right angle’. Precisely this geometrical meaning is used by Plato in the
Theaetetus, in the three untranslatable pages with the puzzle about the 17 right-angled
triangles (147c—-148e). But in the specific vocabulary of Aristotle, to which the author of the
Symeon’s Miscellany loyally adheres, it has the function of a modal category and means,

depending on the context, ‘possibility’, ‘potentiality, or potency’, ‘faculty’, ‘capacity’. We
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see that the Old Bulgarian translator has decided to stay faithful to the etymology rendering
€vovc10¢ SUVOUIC as BbCXRLLbHAR Chna.

b) The second actor is the ontological concept of cvotoatikai dwagopai - the
constituent differences, the differentiae specificae, which are immanent characteristics in
every existing thing. The examples that follow are easy to understand, because they are
suggested in a convincing dychotomy. Some of the qualities, which are mentioned, pertain to
creatures, who are endowed with reason and are mortal, i. e. the humans. Others of the
qualities are characteristics of creatures, endowed with reasohn and immortal, i.e. all bodiless
entities.

Third, the chapter, devoted to the discussion of the seeming paronims and synonyms
‘quality and quality-ness’ explicates the conceptual training of the author in the Aristotelian
modal paradigm 71 dvvopg kol 1 €vépyewn, which regarding the different contexts means
potency-actuality, or potentiality-actualization, or probability-realization, or predisposition-
fulfillment. It is amazing, but true: the word évépyeia never ever existed in the Greek
language and is among the hundreds of words and strange phrases coined by Aristotle. There
is a sentence in which six philosophical terms from the tools of the peculiar Aristotelian stock
are used: tiic 8¢ mowdTNTOg £160¢ doTIV KO , Kol 1) évépyela dtva obK gioty pev
gvépyewa, E€yovotr O¢  emnosotnTo kol dvvaply  euowknyv.  Aéyeton  yop 1 pEV
Kot mdedTTa, 1 08 Kot EEv, fiyouv evépyeiay.

KaubCTBY e BUAL KCTb U n AbUCTBO" HaXe He COyTb Oy60 ABNUCTBO-MMYTb
Xe OyCTPOUW CUNOYHCTbCTBBHOYHR: HapuyeTb 60 CA OBa MO Oy CTPOHHMIO OBO MO
HpaBoy pekblue No AbNCTBOY.

From the examples, offered afterwards, we may infer that the author of the Symeon’s
Miscellany is familiar with the treatise On the Soul (in Latin De anima), because the
anthropological and epistemological meaning of dOvapug as capacity and/or faculty of the

human soul (to see, hear, smell, touch, taste, learn and understand) is vastly engaged.
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