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Abstract: The paper addresses the rendition of the words denoting humility in six Ukrai-
nian biblical translations of the 19th and 20th centuries. The author outlines the evolution of
the semantics of tapeinos in Ancient Greek, Bible Greek, and New Testament Greek, identify-
ing its contextual meanings in the New Testament. It is established that Ukrainian translations
of the 19th century tend to use smyrennyi ‘humble’ and smyrennia ‘humility’ (as well as the
outdated smyrnyi ‘humble, mild’, smyrnota ‘humbleness’, and smyrnist ‘humility, mildness’)
to render the positive and neutral semantics of tapeinos and its nominal derivatives, while the
translations of the end of the 20th and the 21st centuries mostly rely on pokirnyi ‘submissive’
and its cognates pokirlyvyi ‘submissive’, pokora ‘submissiveness, obedience’, pokirnist ‘sub-
mission’, though in some cases they also use sumyrnyi ‘humble, peaceable’ and the correspond-
ing noun sumyrnist ‘humility, humbleness’ (but not smyrennia). When used in the negative
meaning, tapeinos is rendered in modern biblical translations by prynyzhenyi ‘humiliated’, po-
nyzhenyi ‘base’, upokorenyi ‘subdued’ (occasionally by smyrennyi), whereas the translations
of the 19th century do not take into account the negative connotations of tapeinos, and there-
fore render it by smyrennyi.
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1. Humility is one of the main ethical values of Christianity, going back to the
biblical image of the world (ButTton 2005: 842). Despite the exceptional impor-
tance of humility in the system of Christian ethos, the essential meaning of this
concept is open to discussion (RicHARDS 1988: 253254, BurTton 2005: 863866,
KELLENBERGER 2010: 323). It can be explained, on the one hand, by the complexity
of semantics of words for humility in the Early Christian Greek literature, and on
the other hand, by its evolution in the context of both religious and other types of
discourse. Numerous studies emphasize the ambivalent character of the reception
of humility in today’s society (KELLENBERGER 2010: 321, HARE 1996: 235, DoBko
2013: 53). In particular, its perception as a moral virtue for modern human is called
in question (Burton 2005: 840). The authors who do regard humility as a value
define this concept as “an inclination to keep one’s accomplishments, traits, and
abilities” (RicHARDs 1988: 256), “not overestimating one’s worth or accomplish-
ments” (FLANAGAN 1990: 426), or “a disposition to avoid arrogance and boastful-
ness in spite of one’s (justified) high self-assessment” (STATMAN 1992: 434), etc.
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Notwithstanding the debatable axiological status of humility, its biblical origin and
construal as a value in the religious discourse of Christianity and Judaism is be-
yond doubt (see more in GREEN 1973, NELSON 1985, SCHLESINGER 1993, KORENEVA
2010, Koch 2013, KoNOVALENKO 2014).

The lexicon of humility in modern European languages was formed, for the
most part, under the influence of the sacral languages of Christianity: Greek and
Latin. One of the main factors in the establishment of semantics of words denoting
humility in European languages is their use in epochal biblical translations, which
had an effect on the development of national languages. In ancient translations of
the Holy Scripture, Greek words for humility were mostly rendered by their fixed
equivalents without accounting for the contextual meanings of the source-language
words (on the literalism of ancient translations, see more in GORBACHEVSKII 1996
Karpov 2003). For example, in the Vulgate, the Greek words zancivworis / tomei-
vogpoovvy were consistently rendered by Aumilitas, while in the Old Slavonic lan-
guage they were rendered by cuupenue / cmupennomyopue. It is worth noting that
the Greek words used to convey the semantics of humility have different contex-
tual meanings in almost every verse of the New Testament, which accounts for the
complexity of their accurate rendition in the translations without regard for all the
discursive factors involved. However, modern translations demonstrate a tendency
toward a careful selection of semantic equivalents for the source-language words
(see more in BEEKMAN—CALLOW 1994), inasmuch allowed by the lexical capacities
of the languages and the competence of the translator. While modern biblical trans-
lations do not have such a great effect on the development of the system of ethical
values and their verbalization as, for example, the King James Bible or the Luther
Bible do, we believe that studying the ways of rendition of the biblical lexis will
promote the establishment of its use in target languages as well as the clarification
of its semantics and elaboration of theological terminology in these languages (the
rendition of various other biblical words in Ukrainian-language translations has
been previously analyzed in MaTtskiv 2006, NimcHuk 2011, Moroz 2012, LoBa-
cHOVA 2015). The purpose of the present paper is to determine which lexical means
are used in Ukrainian translations of the Bible to render the words for humility and
to what extent they convey the semantics of the source terms. The study is based
on Ukrainian translations by the following authors: I. Khomenko (IK); I. Ohiienko
(I0); P. Kulish, I. Levytskyi, and 1. Puliui (KLP); O. Hyzha (OH); P. Morachev-
skyi (PM); R. Turkoniak (RT).

2. In the New Testament and Early Christian texts, humility as a moral and
ethical value is represented by the word razeivogpooiivy (7 occurrences in the New
Testament) as well as taneivwoig, which, although mostly used with the meaning
‘humiliation’ (see Acts 8:33, Phil. 3:21, James 1:10), can also denote humility, par-
ticularly, meekness /obedience to God (see Luke 1:48). The word tazcivoppooiivy
is not typical of ancient authors, whereas razeivwaig appears in Ancient Greek lit-
erature only in the pejorative meaning ‘misery’, ‘weakness’, ‘destitution’ (SzRam
2012: 328). In Early Christian and patristic literature, humility is represented by
three lexemes — tancivoppoaivy, tamevotyg, and tareivwais — the last of which is
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characterized by broader semantics and denotes, apart from the virtue of humility,
“a natural state of abasement of man as a created being” or “humiliation caused
by sin” (Szram 2012: 342; cf. LampE 1961: 1373-1375).

In the New Testament, humility is viewed, on the one hand, as ‘obedience to
God’, ‘subjecting one’s behaviour and thoughts to the will of God’, and on the
other hand, as ‘the humility of mind’, ‘humility before people’. In the latter mean-
ing, only the word tamervogposvvy ‘humility’, ‘humility of mind’ is used (see Phil.
2:3), which is defined by the authors as a “social value” (DicksON—ROSNER 2004:
459-460) and interpreted as “a proper regard and respect for each other”, “a self-
less concern for the interests and welfare of others” (BLack 1985: 302).

3. A whole array of words denoting humility, common in Early Christian liter-
ature, are derived from the adjective tansivdg, e.g. tomevow, tanecivwaig, TameIvo-
ppoavvy, tomevoppwv. In Ancient Greek of the classical period, razeivog and the
derivative words are widely used, though they mostly acquire negative connota-
tions. In its initial meaning, rameivog is used with the semantics of space ‘low’ and
‘bottomland’ due to its etymology: rozervog probably comes from zazog ‘lowland’,
‘depression’ (cf. Lat. tempus ‘temple’) (GEW 2: 854, DELG 4: 1093). In its meta-
phorical meaning, raze1vog is associated with a slave’s position and the absence of
civil rights and power, hence its use as a descriptor for people of low social status.
Thus, when used to characterize a person, rozeivog has the following meanings
in ancient texts: 1. ‘oppressed’, ‘relinquished of power’; 2. ‘miserable’, ‘petty’,
‘weak’; 3. ‘submissive’; 4. ‘depressed’, ‘sad’; 5. ‘mean’, ‘abject’, ‘foul” in the mor-
al sense (DRS 2: 1602, GRS 1991: 1226, LSJ 1996: 1756—1757). Obviously, all
the meanings above imply negative connotations.

As shown by many researchers, in classical works, rozeivog marks unfavour-
able living conditions, slavery and submission to other people, depressed emotional
state, humiliation, and absence of freedom (SHARBAUGH 2013: 209, VoLt 2003: 76,
Dickson 2011: 89, FouLcher 2015: 15—-17). The manifold contexts of its use can
be exemplified in the following quotes: 7o tarevov e kai dvededBepov ‘humiliation
and enslavement’ (Xen. Mem. 3.10.5); tazmeivoc thyais taic oikolev ‘oppressed by
his household miseries’ (Eur. Andr. 979); o0 ' 0ddénw tameivog ovd’ eixeis Ka-
roig ‘you still have not subjected and yielded to the evil’ (Aesch. Prom. 322); /jww
0¢ yovdzwv TV éudv tareivos @v ‘you grasped my knees, degrading yourself’
(Eur. Hec. 245); opodpa kol aypio. dovlwaig, tometvovs kol Gvelevdepouvg kal ui-
oavBpamovg morovoa ‘excessive and cruel subjection makes children wretched and
enslaved man-haters’ (PLaTto 1967: 791d).

Rare cases of positive connotations of tazeivog prepare the ground for its use
in the Septuagint and Early Christian literature. Particularly, in Laws by Plato we
come across a sentence, where zamervog denotes a moral characteristic opposite to
arrogance, impudence and bragging one’s wealth: “She [Justice], again, is followed
by every man who would fain be happy, cleaving to her with lowly (zazeivog) and
orderly behaviour; but whoso is uplifted (éxaipducvog) by vainglory (ueyatavyio),
or prideth himself on his riches or his honours or his comeliness of body, and
through this pride joined to youth and folly, is inflamed in soul with insolence
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(6Pp1g), dreaming that he has no need of ruler or guide, but rather is competent
himself to guide others, such an one is abandoned and left behind by the God”
(PraTo 1967: 1V 716a-b). In this passage, trameivig has the positive meaning of
‘submissive’, ‘one who yields to authority’. The concept of submission/obedience
is thus associated with orderliness, being aware of one’s position in society and
before the divinity. Humility acquires moral overtones, being counterposed with
Uppis, which in the ancient times essentially denoted arrogance before divinity,
losing one’s awareness of the position one has in the changeable world, thus in-
curring gods’ envy. To a certain extent, the semantics of tazervog in Plato is close
to its contextual meanings in the Septuagint and the New Testament.

4. The word rareivog and its derivatives acquire new connotations in the Sep-
tuagint, the primary Greek translation of the Old Testament. The adjective razeivog
is mostly used in the Septuagint as one of the equivalents of Hebrew words ani and
anav, which have the contextual meanings of ‘humble’, ‘submissive’, ‘miserable’
(DawEs 1988: 338, DickSON—ROSNER 2004: 461, STRONG 1890: 6035). In the Old
Testament, humility is mostly understood as submissiveness and obedience to God
(DicksoN—RoOsNER 2004: 459). People who are pleasing to God are often character-
ized as destitute and miserable (tamcivoi / mpocic): they are the first to enjoy God’s
mercy and love (DAwES 1991: 38-39). In this meaning, zazsivdg is also used in
the New Testament (e.g. in Luke 1:52). One of the few key passages of the Old
Testament which contain certain analogies to the New Testament construal of hu-
mility is Zech. 9:9-10. It tells of the arrival of a humble king of the New Testament
who will enter Jerusalem on a donkey, instead of on a horse as a war triumpher.
In the Hebrew Bible, this passage features the word ani, while its equivalent in the
Septuagint is zpaic, a partial synonym of razmeivos as used in the New Testament.

J. Dickson and B. Rosner have found out that zazeivég is not fully equivalent
to the words ani (77 occurrences in the Old Testament) and anav (18 occurrences
in the Old Testament): a whole array of words are used in the Septuagint to render
the semantics of these Hebrew lexemes (cf. DicksoN—RosNER 2004). Hence, apart
from taweivog, ani is rendered by the adjectives wrwyodg ‘poor’, ‘abject’, ‘destitute’
(36 occurrences), wevyg ‘poor’, ‘needy’ (14 occurrences), apoais ‘quiet’, ‘meek’, ‘af-
fectionate’, ‘friendly’ (4 occurrences), and dofevyjg “‘weak’, ‘petty’, ‘abject’ (2 oc-
currences), while anav is rendered by mpaiic (7 occurrences), wrwyds (3 occur-
rences), and wevys (3 occurrences) (DicksON—ROSNER 2004: 462). In the Septua-
gint, the word razervog is used 11 times to render the Hebrew ani: in 9 cases, it has
the meaning of ‘abject’, ‘humiliated’, ‘oppressed’, whereas in the other 2 cases, it
has the meaning of ‘humble/obedient to God’. It should be noted that ani is posi-
tively marked only in 5 cases out of 77; apart from zazeivog (Ps. 17:2, Isa. 66:2),
it is also rendered by zpaiic in 2 cases (Zech. 9:9, Zeph. 3: 12 and with zzwyos in
1 case (2 Sam. 22:28) (DicksoN—ROsNER 2004: 462). The adjective anav, which is
cognate to ani, has positive connotations in 6 cases out of 18 but it is only rendered
by rameivog once, while at other times it is rendered by mpaic (DICKSON—ROSNER
2004: 476). Thus, in the meaning ‘humble/submissive to God’, razervdg is used
in the Septuagint only 3 times (19% of its general use in the Septuagint), while
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zpads is used in this meaning 7 times (64% of its general use in the Septuagint).
A humble person is viewed here as one ‘who obeys Lord’, ‘who is afraid of God’,
‘who follows God’s ways’. In the other cases, zaze1vdg has the meaning of ‘abject’,
‘needy’, ‘destitute’, and ‘oppressed’.

5. In the New Testament, tameivog appears in 8 cases: 2 times in the Gospels
and 6 times in the epistles (ALAND 1: 1242). Research has shown that its sense is
not exclusively positive since in some cases it rather has the neutral ethical mean-
ing ‘needy’, ‘poor’, ‘destitute’, instead of marking the virtue of humility (LEIVESTAD
1966: 45). In the Gospels, tamervog is featured in the word combination tazeivog
7] kapdig. ‘humble in heart’ (Matt. 11:29) and in the phrase xafsilev dvvaorag
aro Bpovwv kal Bywoev tomervods ‘He has brought down the rulers from their
thrones and has lifted up the humble’ (Luke 1:52), which is an allusion to Ezek.
21:31, Job 5:11, Ps. 147:6. According to Joseph Tayer, in Matt. 11:29, tameivog
means ‘poor in spirit’, ‘humble’, while in Matt. 11:29 it means ‘poor’, ‘abject’,
‘needy’ (TAYER 1886: 614). In the former case, the spiritual character of humility
is underlined by the lexeme xapdia, which is used throughout the Bible to mark the
mental seat of feelings, emotions, virtues, and vices. This use has its parallel in the
Septuagint, where zameivog is combined with the word wvedua ‘spirit’: ramervog
7@ nwvevpom ‘crushed in spirit” (Ps. 33:19). Contrariwise, the meaning of this word
in Luke 1:52 is ‘poor’, ‘abject’, ‘destitute’, ‘oppressed’, being firmly grounded in
its Septuagint use (Jork 1991: 48, CAMERON 1999: 97). The semantics of zame1vog
in Luke 1:52 is emphasized by the antithetic pair of tazeivoi — oi dvvaorai, with the
latter word meaning ‘powerful’, ‘lord’, ‘ruler’. Probably, rameivdg in this case
should be interpreted not in the negative but in the neutral meaning.

In the epistles, ramervog also features in varying contextual meanings. Thus,
in Rom. 12:16, the meaning of rameivoc can be established from its antithetic con-
traposition with za dynio gpovodvres ‘minding haughty things’, ‘proud’. There-
fore, zame1voc concerns the mental field as a characteristic of people whose behav-
iour and self-image are far from arrogant and conceited. In this meaning, zaze1vog
correlates with the use of ramervoppoavvy in Phil. 2:3. However, in the Second
Epistle to the Corinthians, romeivdg acquires slightly different connotations. Par-
ticularly, in 2 Cor. 7:6, it is used in the phrase ¢ maparxoldv Tov¢ TameIvovs 6 Ocog
‘God, who comforts the downcast/miserable/needy’. The context does not allow
one to define the meaning of rameivdg as ‘not showing arrogance and self-impor-
tance’. The semantics of zaze1vog in this case is likely to be closer to its Septuagint
use, where tameivog mostly marks a person oppressed by circumstances and de-
spised by other people whose only hope is God.

In Cor. 10:1, tameivog is once again used in an antithetic combination: xazo
TPOCWTOV UEV TATEIVOS &V DUV, arav ¢ Ooppd eic dudg ‘(1] who am humble
when face to face with you but bold toward you when absent’. In this context, the
word Bappd ‘bold’, ‘daring’ indicates the boldness and courage of the Apostle
Paul’s correspondence, while in front of the audience, he admonishes in a gentle
way, as he puts it himself. Hence, in this verse, tameivog denotes the characteris-
tic that is contrary to courage and boldness in communication and can be defined
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as caution in choosing one’s words and a reserved approach to exposing others’
vices. This contextual meaning of tameivoc is emphasized by the use of mpaitnc
‘meekness’, ‘timidity’, ‘obedience’ and émicixera ‘kindness’, ‘moderateness’, ‘de-
cency’ next to it.

In the Catholic epistles, rareivoc is used twice in contraposition with the word
orepripavog ‘arrogant, proud’ in the following phrase: O Gcog vmepnpavois dvri-
TAO0ETOL, TOTEIVOIS O dldwaty yapiv ‘God opposes the proud but gives grace to the
humble’ (1 Pet. 5:5, James 4:6). Here, the word rozervog marks a person whom
God favours and grants his mercy. Therefore, the opposition of dzeprpavog ‘arro-
gant’ — romervog ‘humble’ is construed not in the context of interpersonal relations
but from the viewpoint of one’s relations with God. God’s aversion for those dre-
pneavorg is underlined by the word dvrirdooerou ‘to rebuff, to put up resistance’
which here should be understood as a realization of the cognitive metaphor ‘God
is commander’. In this context, zameivol come up as a community that God consi-
ders his own people. Obviously, the meaning of rameivog in 1 Pet. 5:5 and James
4:6 correlates with its semantics in the Septuagint (see Prov. 3:34).

The third appearance of tazervog in the Catholic epistles allows for its inter-
pretation as an antonym to wlovaiog ‘wealthy’, which once again is closer to za-
mevog use in the Septuagint as an equivalent of ani ‘poor’, ‘oppressed’. In James
1:9, the antithetic wordplay helps to convey the thought that a humiliated person
should rejoice at the moments of his/her elevation, while a wealthy person has to
rejoice at the moments of his/her humiliation. In general, here razeivog acquires
the negative connotations ‘oppressed by living circumstances’, ‘unfortunate’, ‘hu-
miliated’” and is relinquished of the positive semantics of mental submission to
God or humility before people.

Hence, out of 8 occurrences of the use of razeivoc in the New Testament,
twice it has the negative meaning of ‘humiliated’, ‘oppressed’ (2 Cor. 7:6, James
1:9), which is typical of its use in the Septuagint, while in 6 other cases it has the
positive or neutral meaning ‘obedient to God’, ‘humble in one’s mind/ heart’, “un-
arrogant’, and ‘poor’ (Matt. 11:29, Luke 1:52, Rom. 12:16, 2 Cor. 10:1, 1 Pet. 5:5,
James 4:6).

6. In Ukrainian translations of the New Testament, the Greek tameivoc is ren-
dered by the following words: cmupennuii /cymupruii / cmuprui and noxipaueuii/
nokipruil. The adjectives cmupennuii / cymupnuii / cmupnuii are etymologically cog-
nate and come from Old Russian s»merens /svmirens, which were used synony-
mously and had the meaning ‘humble’, ‘meek’, ‘humiliated’, ‘tamed’. The varia-
tion in the roots swmer-/swvmir-, which can also be observed in the Old Slavonic
language, was caused by the blending of two different stems in the Late Proto-
Slavic period: semeérsns (Ukr. cuupennuii) ‘humble’ (from mera ‘measure’) and
svmirons (Ukr. cuupnuii) ‘quiet’, ‘meek’ (from mirs ‘peace’) (ESRJa 3: 688—689,
ESUM 5: 322). According to the SUM, the word cuupennuii has two meanings:
1. ‘one who is aware of one’s worthlessness’ or ‘showing no arrogance’; 2. ‘sub-
missive’, ‘meek’ (SUM 3: 404). In the second meaning, it overlaps with cuupruii
‘submissive’, ‘meek’ and cymupnuii ‘submissive’, ‘meek’, ‘full of mildness and
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submission’ (SUM 3: 405, 835-836). Obviously, only the word cmupennuii con-
tains the semes that indicate the mental character of humility, whereas cuuprui
and cymupnuu underline its result in action. With respect to the seme ‘submissive’
the words cmupennuii / cymupruil / cmuprnuii are synonymous to noxipausuti / noxip-
Huti, whose meaning is defined as ‘one who always submits, concedes in every-
thing, without making objections’, ‘obedient’, ‘subject to someone’ (SUM 7: 25).
The adjectives noxipausuii / noxipuuii come from Proto-Slavic koriti “tell off’, ‘hu-
miliate’, which in its turn comes from kors ‘offence’, ‘despise’ and cognate with
Latin carino ‘to ridicule’, ‘to disparage’ (ESUM 3: 20). Therefore, in terms of the
semantics of etymons, the Ukrainian words noxipausuii / nokipuuii are close to the
meaning of tareivéw ‘humiliate’.

All the lexemes that are used as the equivalents of the Greek ramervog in Uk-
rainian translations of the Bible are synonymously interconnected with relation to
the seme ‘realization of humility in action’, ‘subjection to someone’s authority’.
Contrariwise, the semes ‘to consider oneself worse than others’, ‘to be of humble
opinion about oneself” are only incidental to the adjective cmupennuii, which is
thus the most accurate equivalent of tazeivog used in the New Testament in the
meaning ‘humble in one’s mind/heart’, ‘unarrogant’.

As revealed by our comparative analysis of the Ukrainian translations of the
New Testament, different translators can use all of the above adjectives in trans-
lating the same verse, which indicates — apart from the variability and the lack of
stability in the use of Ukrainian equivalents of the Greek zameivog — the fact that
contextual meanings of tazervog are not always accounted for by the translators.
For example, in Matt. 11:29, the combination razeivog wjj kapdig. is rendered in a
different way in 5 translations out of 6:

NA: pdbete an’ uod, 6t mpailig eipt Kol Tamevog tjj kopoig,
I0: waBuiTkcs Big Mene, 60 S tuxuii i cepyem noxipausuti,
IK : wHaB4iThCH Bif MeHe, 00 5 JIATiMHUIH 1 cymupHuil cepyem;
OH: wnaBuiTkcs Big Mene, 00 51 mokipHMIA 1 cymupruii cepyem;
RT: waBuitecs Big Mene, 60 S narigHuit 1 nokipruii cepyem;
KLP: HaB4iTh cs Bit MCHE: 00 S TUXUH 1 cMupHull cepyem;

PM: wnaBuitkcs Big Mene, 60 S tuxuii i cmupennui cepyem.

In Luke 1:52, we encounter the same adjectives as in Matt. 11:29, though IK and
PK use cuupennuii instead of cymupnuii and cmupnuii, respectively. Therefore, in
this verse, the contextual meaning of razmeivos ‘needy’, ‘poor’, rooted in Hebrew
anav, 1s not reflected in Ukrainian translations.

In the other 4 occurrences of its use (in the epistles), razcivog has the mean-
ing ‘humble’, ‘unarrogant’, ‘one who does not think highly of oneself” and is ren-
dered in some of the translations by the words used in Matt. 11:29 and Luke 1:52,
for example, in 1 Pet. 5:5 and James 4:6. However, in several translations we come
across the words that are not, in our view, fully equivalent to zamervog in verses
Rom. 12:16 and 2 Cor. 10:1, e.g. cayxuanuii ‘obedient’, nacionuu ‘gentle’, ‘meek’
and cxpomuuti ‘modest’:
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Rom. 12:16

NA: un o dynAd @povodvteg GAAL TOIG Tamelvoic cuvamayOUevoL. ur| yivesOe gpod-
VIOL TTap” £0VTOLG;

I0:  ne BennuaiiTecs, aje HaCHiAYHTe CIyXHAHUX; HE BBaXKAKTE 32 MyIpux cede!;

IK: mpo BHCOKe He MyIpYHTE, palle 10 noKipHo2o CXUIsIHTECs; He OynbTe 3apo-
3yMiji Ha cebe;

OH: He Myapy#Te 3aBUCOKO, ajie HaciAyiTe cymupHux; He TiTHOChTECS B COOi;

RT: nHe Oynpre 3apo3yMiIMMU, CXWIAHTECH 10 siaeionux. He BBaxaiiTe cebe 3amy-
ApUMH;

KLP: Bucoko mpo cebe He nymaiiTe, a 10 cmupennux Haxwisitecs. He OyBaiite
Myzapi cami B ce0e.

2 Cor. 10:1

NA: Avtog 8¢ éya TTadhog mapoakodd VUdG dia Thg mpabtnTog Kol Emekeiog To
Xp16100, Og KATA TPOCHOTOV PEV TATEIVOS €V DUV, ATV 08 Bappd &ig DUES;

I0: A s cam, [laBno, Gmararo Bac JariJHICTIO i JTACKaBICTIO XPUCTOBOIO; 51, KOJIU
NIPUCYTHIHN c1yXHAHUU MK BaMH, a He OYBIIM Mi>K BAMH CMIUJIUBHI s CYIIpOTH
Bac;

IK: S x cam, [1aBmo, ocobucTo Giarar Bac JIATiTHICTIO 1 JIACKABICTIO XpHCTA, —
sI, KOJIM TIPUCYTHIN MiXXK BaMU, — nOKIpHUll, & KOJH BiJ Bac JaJcKo, CMUTHBHI
CYTIPOTH Bac;

OH: A 1, [TaBio, KoTpHii 0COOMCTO MOMIX BaMU CKPOMHUIL, @ 3209HO CYIIPOTH Bac
CMIJIMBHH, IEPEKOHYIO Bac MOKIPHICTIO 1 JJACKaBICTIO XPUCTOBOIO;

RT: Cawm xe 1, [1aBno, 6mararo Bac JaTiHICTIO 1 MOKIPHICTIO XPHUCTOBOIO; S, IO
TIPUCYTHIN MIX BaMU, HOKIpHUil, A BIJICYTHIM — CMUIMBUIA CYIPOTH Bac;

KLP: Cam xe s [1aBen O6nararo Bac JIaTiTHOCTIO i THXOCTIO XPHUCTOBOIO, a IO B Bidi
CMUpenHull MK BaMH, a, He Oyy4d M)XK BaMH, CbMUIMBUIA IPOTH Bac.

The use of the adjective ckpommuuii in 2 Cor. 10:1 can be explained with regard to
the context of the verse as it addresses caution and moderateness in exposing the
audience’s vices.

In RT, ramevog is rendered by zacionuii, which is mostly used as one of Uk-
rainian equivalents of zpaiig. Probably, the translator’s choice was determined by
the synonymic linkage between rozervog and mpaiic in the Septuagint and in the
New Testament. However, the use of cayxusanuii by IK in Rom. 12:16 and 2 Cor.
10:1, in our opinion, does not succeed in expressing the contextual meanings of
TOTEIVOC.

Although in 1 Pet. 5:5 and James 4:6, all of the five target lexemes are used
in different translations, just as in Mt. 11:24, and the translators do not always use
one lexeme in all 3 cases (except for OH and RT), e.g. IO uses cmupennuti twice
(1 Pet. 5:5 and James 4:6) and noxipaueuti once (Matt. 11:24), KLP uses cmupruii
twice (Matt. 11:24 and James 4:6) and cuupennuii once (1 Pet. 5:5), while IK uses
different lexemes in each of three occurrences: cymupnun (Matt. 11:24), cmupen-
nul (1 Pet. 5:5) and noxipausuii (James 4:6). Taking into account the identity of
verses 1 Pet. 5:5 and James 4:6 (which essentially cite Prov. 3:34), using different
means to render tazeivog in these cases does not seem appropriate.
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It should also be noted that the adjective razervoppwv ‘one of humble mind’,
‘humble’ (a cognate with tazervoppostvy ‘the humility of mind’, cf. Russian cuu-
pennomyopue), which is used in 1 Pet. 3:8, is partly rendered by the same linguistic
means as tazelvog in its positive /neutral meaning, particularly, noxipausuii (10,
RT), emupennuii (IK). However, in OH, we encounter an attempt (not a successful
one, in our view) to convey the internal form of tazeivoppwv by the word combi-
nation npu 300posomy 2nyz0i ‘of sound mind’ (cf. cmupennomyopsrii ‘of humble
mind’ in ST), whereas KLP renders tozeivogpwv rather inaccurately by the word
npusimaueuil ‘courteous’. Hence, it can be inferred that Ukrainian translations of
the Bible do not reflect the semantic difference between razreivog and tazeivoppwv.

As mentioned above, tameivoc 1s used twice in the New Testament with the
meaning ‘oppressed’, ‘needy’, and “‘unfortunate’ (in 2 Cor. 7:6 and James 1:9). To
convey this meaning, translators mostly resort to words other than cymupennuii/
cymupnuit / emuprut and nokipaueut /noxipuuii. So, in 2 Cor. 7:6, apart from cmu-
pennuti (KLP) and noxipruii (OH, RT), the word npunuoicenuii is used (10, 1K),
while in James 1:9, we find cmupennuii in one translation only (KLP), with npu-
nuorcenuy ‘humiliated’ (OH), nonuowcenuir ‘abased’ (10), ynoxopenuit ‘subdued’
(RT), nusvroco cmany ‘of low estate’ (IK) being used in the others. These target
words accurately correspond to the meaning of tazsivog in the source text.

To summarize, the most frequent word that is used to render zameivog in its
positive and neutral meaning ‘humble in one’s mind/heart’, ‘unarrogant’ (in Matt.
11:28, Rom. 12:16,2 Cor. 10:1, 1 Pet. 5:5, James 4:6) is cmupennuii (10 occurrences
out of 32). However, 60% of its use 1s accounted for by the translations of the 19th
century (KLP and PM). It should be noted that in Russian translations, rozevog in
this meaning is mainly rendered by cuupennwvui ‘humble’, ‘meek’: particularly, ST
resorts to cmupennwiti (or its shortened form cuupen) in all of the 6 cases, while
KB uses cuupennwii/cmupen in 5 cases, and ckpomnsiii in 1 case (2 Cor. 10:1).
The second most frequent lexeme noxipuuii (8 occurrences) is primarily featured
in RT (63% of its general use): interestingly, in this translation, words with the root
cmup- are consistently avoided. In the other translations, romeivdg (in its positive
and neutral meaning) is rendered by cymupnuii (6 occurrences, with 5 of them in
OH), nokipausuii (3 occurrences), cmupruti (2 occurrences, only in KLP), cryxus-
nuti (1 occurrence), aaeionuti (1 occurrence), ckpomuuii (1 occurrence). The use
of cmupennuii (2 occurrences in KLP) and nokipnuii (1 occurrence in each of OH
and RT) to render tazervog in its negative meaning indicates that the contextual
meanings of the source word were not taken into consideration by the translators.

To verify the results, we have also compared the rendition of tazervoppocvvy
and razeivwaig (the derivatives of tazervdg) in Ukrainian translations of the New
Testament. The former lexeme marks a moral virtue and has the meaning of ‘hu-
mility of mind/heart’, ‘submission to God’, while the latter lexeme, apart from
‘humility’, also marks ‘humiliation’, ‘lowly position’ (just as tazervdg). The word
tamervoppoovvy is rendered in the translations as follows:

1) Acts 20:19: noxopa ‘obedience’, ‘submission’ (IO, IK, OH, KLP), noxip-
ausicms ‘obedience’, ‘meekness’ (RT);
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2) Phil. 2:3: noxopa (10, IK, RT), cymupricms ‘meekness’, ‘submissiveness’
(OH), cymupnuii pozym ‘humble mind’, ‘meek mind’ (KLP);

3) Col. 2:18: noxopa (10, IK, OH, RT, KLP);

4) Col. 2:23: nokxopa (10, 1K, RT, KLP), cymupra mydpicme “humility / hum-
bleness of mind’ (OH);

5) Col. 3:12: noxopa (10), noxipuicms ‘submission’, ‘submissiveness’ (RT),
cmupennicms ‘meekness’, ‘humility’, ‘humbleness’ (IK), cuupricms ‘meekness’,
‘submissiveness’ (KLP), cymupna myopicme (OH);

6) Eph. 4:2: nokxopa (10, IK), noxipnicme (RT), cymupna myopicme (OH),
cmuproma ‘meekness’, ‘submissiveness’ (KLP).

7) 1 Pet. 5:5: noxopa (10, RT), noxipausicms (1K), cymupra myopicms (OH),
cmupricmos (KLP).

Based on the above data, we can infer that the most frequent equivalent of ra-
rervoppoovvy in Ukrainian translations of the New Testament is noxopa (21 occur-
rences out of 35), not cuupennicms, as would be expected given that this word is
included in the common Old Slavic lexis and given the frequent use of cmupenruii
as the equivalent of tameivdg. Interestingly, it is only I. Ohiienko who consistently
uses noxopa as the equivalent of zazsivoppoaivy throughout the translation, which
is quite contrary to his way of rendering the adjective razeivog. In RT, we encoun-
ter cognate lexemes noxopa (4 occurrences), noxipricms (2 occurrences) / noxipau-
sicmb (1 occurrence): this translator also tends to use noxipuuii to render tameivog
(6 out of 8 occurrences of the general use). IK resorts to noxopa in 4 cases, along
with cuupennicmo, which is used only once. The greatest variation of target words,
however, can be observed in KLP translation, which features the forms that are un-
common in modern Ukrainian language: cuupricmo, cmuproma, cmupHuii as the
equivalents of zazmeivog. Besides, KLP and OH make an attempt to convey the in-
ternal form of the word razeivoppoovvy rendering it by cymupra myopicmo (3 oc-
currences in OH) or cymupnuii posym (1 occurrence in KLP) since the root gpo-
includes the semes ‘mind’, ‘wisdom’, ‘reason’ (cf. Ancient Greek gp#;v ‘mind’,
ppoviuog ‘reasonable’, ‘of sound mind’, ppoviuoe ‘sound mind’, ‘discretion’, ‘judg-
ment’, ppovnoig ‘thinking’, ‘reason’). The tendency toward calquing the internal
form of the lexeme zazcivoppoaivy is typical of Russian translations, e.g. in ST,
tamervoppoavvy is consistently rendered by cmupennomyopue “humility’, “humble-
ness of mind’ throughout the New Testament.

In Luke 1:48, the word tazcivwaoig in the meaning ‘humility’ is rendered either
by nokopa (10, IK, OH, RT) or cuupenus ‘humility’ (KLP, PM). Thus, noxopa
outnumbers cyuupenns, just like in the case of tazcivopposvvy; however, as men-
tioned above, the latter is rendered by various words, derived from the Old Slavic
roots svmer-/svmir-. In the other cases, tareivwoig used in the meaning ‘humilia-
tion’, ‘oppression’ is rendered by npuruocenna ‘humiliation’ (Acts 8:33 — 1O, IK,
RT, KLP; James 1:10 — OH, RT), nounusicenns ‘abasement’ (Phil. 3:21 — 10, RT;
James 1:10 — 10, IK), 3nesaea ‘despise’ (Acts 8:33 — OH). It is only in KLP that
cmupenns is used twice as an equivalent of razeivwoig in the negative meaning
(with the same being true for the adjective cuupernnuii).
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7. In conclusion, the translations of the 19th century (PM, KLP) tend to use
the words cuupernnuii and cmupenns (as well as the obsolete cvupnuii, cuuproma,
cmupuicmy) to convey the positive /neutral (and sometimes also the negative) se-
mantics of rameivog and its noun derivatives, while the translations of the second
half of the 20th and the beginning of the 21st centuries (10, IK, OH, RT) favour
the lexeme noxipnuii and its cognates nokipausuil, noxopa, nokipricms. However,
the latter also resort to the words cymupnuii, cuupennuii and the corresponding
nouns cymupuicms and cuupennicmo (but not cmupenns). Apart from several oc-
currences in OH and KLP, most translations do not discern between the Greek syn-
onyms tomevog/tanervogpwy and tareivwais/tarsivoppoatvy in selecting the tar-
get words to convey their positive/neutral meaning (contrary to the Russian ST
where these words are rendered by cuupernnuiii/ cmupennomyopuiii and cmupenue/
cMUpeHHomyopue).

In modern translations, razeivog and tareivwoig in the negative meaning are
rendered by other linguistic means, mostly in correspondence with the contextual
meaning of the source words, i.e. by the words npunusicenuii, nonusxcenui, yno-
xopenuti (and occasionally, noxipuuit) and npunusicenns, nonudicenms, 3Hegazd.
Contrariwise, KLP tends to disregard the contextual meanings of the above source
words, just like ancient translations do, e.g. the Latin Vulgate (humilitas) and the
Old Slavic Bible (cmupenue): therefore, we consistently encounter cuupennuii and
cmupenns as the equivalents of tareivog/tameivwaig used in the negative meaning.
The variability of Ukrainian equivalents of the Greek razeivdg in Ukrainian trans-
lations of the New Testament can be considered as indicative, on the one hand, of
the absence of fixed theological terms for humility, which are marked by the regu-
larity of use, and, on the other hand, of the ongoing search for properly selected
Ukrainian equivalents of the word razeivog and its derivatives in order to avoid
calquing the Russian equivalents.

Translations

IK = XoMEHKO IBan (niep.): Ceame ITucomo Cmapoeo ma Hosozo 3asimy. JIbBiB, 2007.

10 = Orienko Isan (niep.): bibnisa abo Knueu Ceamoezo ITucema Cmapozo i Hoeozo 3ano-
eimy. Kuis, 2004.

KB = BE305PA30B Kaccuan (niep.): Hoswuii 3asem. http://azbyka.ru/otechnik/Kassian Bez
obrazov/novyj-zavet-perevod-pod-red-ep-kassiana-bezobrazova.
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Kuwuis, 2003.
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Johannes (ed.): Novum testamentum Graece. Stuttgart, 2016.
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http:/www.ukrbible.com.
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ALAND = ALAND Kurt: Vollstindige Konkordanz zum griechischen Neuen Testament 1-2.
Berlin—New York, 1983.
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