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3. The reviewer is also not without sin, which simply confirms the truism I 
stated at the beginning. In citing my translation of a phrase dealing with the battle 
on the Seret River, which he considered a mistake, Waugh omitted the verb 
which helped to determine the meaning of the entire phrase and without which 
both Slavic and English texts are meaningless. Consequently, "bivshimasia . . . o 
reku Seret' . . ." is indeed "fought . . . for the river Seret," or one step further, 
" fough t . . . for the possession of the river Seret," as I had stated in my translation, 
and not a mistake as stated by the reviewer. 

In looking over the translation once again and comparing it with the 
Hypatian text, I could find no omissions—especially of important names—which 
the reviewer accused me of passing over in silence, but actually never named. If 
this and similar generalizations made by the reviewer were supported by concrete 
examples, both I and future investigators would profit greatly, since this would 
have been an original contribution to a better understanding of the chronicle. 
Unfortunately, this was never done. 

4. As far as Waugh's remark that Teofil Kostruba's Ukrainian translation 
was more faithful to the original than my own is concerned, I would like to make 
the following observations: (o) Kostruba and I worked on two different variants 
of the GVC, of which neither is the original (despite the reviewer's statement to 
the contrary), since the thirteenth-century protograph never reached us. Kostruba 
based his translation primarily on the sixteenth-century Khlebnikovsky text of the 
GVC, while I used the fifteenth-century Hypatian text, (b) The translation of 
any text from Church Slavonic into another Slavic language is by nature a dif
ferent process than that involving a translation into English. In the first case, both 
the vocabulary and syntactic constructions are often so similar that one can do 
without changes of grammatical constructions and consequently without brackets. 
I think that the reviewer will agree with me on this point. 

And as far as the reviewer's remark that the publication of the translation 
was a bit premature is concerned, I agree with him only inasmuch as I believe 
that he is entitled to his own opinion in this as in all other matters. 

GEORGE A. PERFECKY 

La Salle College 

PROFESSOR WAUGH REPLIES: 

Yes, most books are imperfect. While it is the purpose of a review to indicate, as 
mine did, what is good about a book, the review should also point out imperfec
tions. The reviewer should not, of course, criticize the author for what he did not 
intend, but neither should the author attribute to the reviewer statements he did 
not make. 

I nowhere indicated that I wished "to see a literal translation of the GVC" 
or any kind of "running commentary on the literary devices found in the text." 
You have not answered the objection regarding your extreme use of bracketed ex
pressions ; the examples I cited speak for themselves. I am well aware of the 
section "Commentary to Translation" (in which, incidentally, you should have 
inserted some of the "Notes" that follow it—for example, nos. 130, 135, 146) ; I 
did not object specifically to any of the passages explained in that commentary. 
Regarding literary devices, it is true that parallelisms may be difficult to reflect 
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in translation; the choice of indirect over direct discourse is quite another matter. 
Regarding Kostruba's translation, I should, of course, have written "his original," 
since I am well aware that we do not have "the original." However, the point is 
that a reader wishing to consult a translation of the GVC into a modern language, 
in which the literary sense of the text comes across (here variant readings are 
not entirely to the point), would do well to consult Kostruba. I did, of course, 
state that I recognize the difficulty in comparing English and Slavic translations 
of a Slavic text. I referred to Panov's translation first of all by way of compliment 
rather than reproach. My pointing out your failure to mention it was for two 
reasons: (1) apparently you were trying to provide references to the various edi
tions and translations of GVC; (2) although incomplete and in places unsatisfac
tory, the Panov translation nevertheless includes very large portions of the text. 

Regarding specific examples of translation, you have not answered my objec
tion to your rendering of "nemogu." In the sentence dealing with the Seret, I did 
not "omit" the verb. One can take the phrase in isolation and translate it as you 
do, but to me that was incorrect for several reasons: (1) the campaign was against 
Halych, to which the army marched after the battle on the Seret; (2) the word 
bitisia does not take an object, nor does it normally occur in conjunction with o 
in the meaning you supplied; (3) there are many examples in old Rus'ian texts 
of the use of o with the accusative meaning "near, on"—examples which often 
occur precisely in such a context, where an army is engaged in some activity near 
a river; and (4) the chronicler, who had just used "na rettse Serete," presumably, 
like you, wished to vary his language while saying the same thing. 

You apparently did not read carefully my remarks concerning the "Notes" to 
the text. I did not, as you suggest, accuse you of omitting names in your transla
tion. What I did say is that you comment on some figures and fail to comment on 
others, but do not indicate why you chose those you did. For example, one wonders 
why you expand at length on some of the Rus'ian princes but see no need what
soever to comment on Mongols and Tatars mentioned in the text. Had you sought 
to provide even rudimentary information on them, presumably you would not have 
identified Nogai as " [Khan]" in the text of your translation (an identification, 
one suggests, that probably was lacking in the original, since the chronicler knew 
better) and again in your index as "Tatar khan" (pp. 95, 154), when in fact 
Nogai was not and could not be khan of the Golden Horde. Yet you chose at 
random to gloss the chronicler's references to a thousand boats or a hundred 
thousand dead as an "obvious exaggeration" (notes 47, 143) ; you inform us that 
the chronicler's "by God's will Danilo's retinue took flight because of their sins" 
"quite obviously cannot be taken seriously" (p. 41 and note 67). 

As far as Hrushevs'kyi and Pashuto are concerned, the problem is not so 
much in citing them—indeed, more than others they have commented on the text— 
but rather in presenting their commentaries in places as though they were inde
pendent sources or based on such sources, even though often that is not the case. 

Finally, regarding my opinion that your translation was premature (or better, 
to use Ingrid Bergman's line, "born backwards"), I might merely suggest that one 
would expect a translation to be made not before, but after, completion of the 
critical text in the project of which the translation is to be a part. However, I am 
aware of the considerations which governed the decision to do otherwise. 
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