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bynaopu u nepesoj «lllaxname» dupaoycu

Annomayus: B craThe IONBEPTHYT aHATU3Y cTapewmuii mepeBoy «Illaxname» Oup-
noycu Ha apaOckuil si3p1k. Ha mpumepe nepeBona meaespa Ouproycu aBTop u3iaraet
CBOH COOOpaxkeHHsI 00 0COOCHHOCTSIX MEPeBO/a NEPCUICKUX COUMHEHUN Ha apaOCKuid
s3p1k. [lepeBom Ob11 ocymectBiern darx non Anu byrgopu Mcdhaxanu ¢ apeBHelTIe-
ro cnucka «lllaxname» ®dupnoycu u coxpanuics no Hamux gHed. IlepeBoguuk us-
OpaJst cTuiib cBOOOIHOTO MEpeBosia, U, COKPaTUB Ha TpeTh noamy dupaoycu, nepesesn
Ha apabCKuit 361K ocTaBmmecs nBe TpeTH. IlepeBon «lllaxHame» Ha apaOCKHH S3BIK
OCYIIECTBJICH MIPOCTHIM, OC3BICKYCHBIM U TJIABHBIM CTHJIEM. ByHJOpH B OCHOBHOM CO-
KpamaeT XyTObl M MaHEeTUPUUYECKHE OTPBIBKU U3 NpousBeneHus dupnoycu u B Oonee
YIIPOIIEHHOHN (opMe TpeIaraeT YuTaTessiM OCHOBHOM CIOKET MOAMBL. Apabckue me-
peBoasl «lllaxHame» W, B 4aCTHOCTH, TIepeBOj] byHI0pH CBHIETEIILCTBYIOT 00 HHTEpE-
ce apaboB M apabos3bIYHBIX YUTATEICH K HALlMOHAJBHOMY MEPCHACKO-TAIKHUKCKOMY
amocy. YTBEpXKJaeTcs, YTO TBOpeHHEe ByHIOpH MOTHOCTBHIO yIOBJIETBOPSIIO JKEIaHWE
apalos3BIYHBIX YHTATENICH MO3HAKOMHUTHCS C oMo DPuppoycu.

Knrwouesvie cnosa: «laxname» @upnoycu, nepeBox byHaopu, cMbICIOBON nepeBo,
A33zam, Pycram u Uchanausp
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Bundori and the Translation of Shahnameh by Firdawsi

Abstract: The article examines the earliest translation of Shahnameh by Firdawsi into
Arabic. Using the translation of Firdawsi’s masterpiece as an example, the author dis-
cusses the specific features of translating Persian compositions into Arabic. The trans-
lation was produced by Fath ibn Ali Bundori Isfahani from an ancient manuscript of
Firdawsi’s Shahnameh and has survived to the present day. The translator adopted the
method of free translation and abridged approximately one-third of Firdawsi’s verses,
while translating the remaining two-thirds into Arabic. The work was rendered into Ara-
bic in a simple, straightforward, fluent, and accessible style. Bundori mainly abridged
the introductory, rhetorical, and panegyric passages of Firdawsi’s work and presented
the basic plot of the poems to readers in a more simplified form. The Arabic translations
of Shahnameh, particularly Bundori’s translation, testify to the interest of Arabs and
Arabic-speaking readers in the Persian-Tajik national epic. The author argues that Bun-
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dori’s work fully satisfied the needs of Arabic-speaking readers who wished to become
acquainted with Firdawsi’s epic poem.

Key words: Firdawsi’s Shahnameh, Bundori’s translation, free translation, meaningful
translation, Azzam, Rustam and Isfandiyar

INTRODUCTION

It is well known that Firdawsi’s Shahnameh has occupied a worthy position among
other peoples and nations. The fact that it has continuously been narrated, quoted, and
translated by poets and writers of different nations confirms this point. At the beginning
of the seventh century AH, more precisely in 620/1223, the famous Arab writer and
jurist Fath ibn Ali Bundori Isfahani (1190-1245), at the command of the ruler of Syria,
Abul-Fath Isa ibn Abu Bakr ibn Abu Ayyub, translated Firdawsi’s immortal Shahnameh
from Persian into Arabic in a highly elegant, attractive, and fluent prose style.

According to Bundori himself, he was born in Isfahan and raised there. In 1220,
Bundori entered the service of Abu Bakr ibn Abu Ayyub. When he was admitted to the
ruler’s court, he presented Firdawsi’s Shahnameh to the sultan as a gift. The sultan,
however, asked him to translate Shahnameh for him [7: 98].

Historical sources [9] and scholarly studies [8] indicate that during the first stage
of the movement to translate Iranian works into Arabic, Jabala ibn Salim was the first
person to translate the story of “Rustam and Sohrab”, that is, a part of Shahnameh or
the ancient Khwaday-Namag, into Arabic. During the second stage of the translation
movement, the first translation of Firdawsi’s Shahnameh into Arabic was completed in
the sixth century AH by Asir al-Mulk Nishapuri. However, since neither the complete
text nor fragments of these translations have survived to the present day [6: 93], it is
impossible to rely upon them or to discuss the language of those translations and their
influence on subsequent literary works. Consequently, Bundori’s translation, whose
text has survived, is considered the most valuable source for scholarly research into
Firdawsi’s Shahnameh.

The significance and value of this translation lie primarily in the fact that Bundori
used an ancient manuscript of Firdawsi’s Shahnameh as the basis for his translation.
Therefore, this translation makes a valuable contribution to identifying an authentic
version of the epic and resolving certain uncertainties concerning the textual history
and manuscript tradition of Firdawsi’s Shahnameh.

MAIN RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Evidence supporting this statement should first of all be sought in the history of the
rewriting of Shahnameh and its surviving manuscripts. Most scholars of Shahnameh
date the final completion of Firdawsi’s work to 402/1011 [12; 13; 14]. Bundori began
his translation in 1220 and completed it two years later [7: 99]. Thus, Bundori translated
Firdawsi’s immortal literary monument into Arabic 216 years after Firdawsi’s death. It
should be emphasized here that since the translation of Shahnameh was undertaken at
the command of Sultan Abu Bakr ibn Abu Ayyub, Bundori must have presented the rul-
er with a manuscript that was at least fifty or sixty years old. Consequently, the oldest
surviving manuscript of Firdawsi’s Shahnameh, compiled in 614/1217, is considered
the oldest manuscript of Shahnameh after the manuscript used by Bundori. The manu-
script used by Bundori has not survived to the present day; however, the translation



itself provides evidence that it was based on an ancient manuscript distinct from other
surviving copies.

This can be observed in the following couplet:

Uy a3 x00 Oemop mryn Humu 1miad, // ke womu mait qycty Oykmon iad [2, 8: 321].

The expression “middle of the night” appears in some manuscripts as tirashab and in
others as nimishab. If we turn to the oldest surviving testimony concerning Shahnameh,
namely Bundori’s translation of Shahnameh — (“Jill caatsl W& [7: 351] — the trans-
lation demonstrates that the correct form is nimishab (“middle of the night”). Similar
discrepancies and correspondences can be observed throughout the translation.

Bundori himself recorded the date of completion of the manuscript available to him
as 384/994: (“4mili 5 (mlad 5 o)) A LAl D (83 3 (A7 (“over a period of thir-
ty years, the last of which was 384/994”) [7: 276]. Zabihollah Safa, in The History
of Literature in Iran, also considers Bundori’s translation to have been based on this
manuscript, completed in 384/994, and regards much of the information contained in
Bundori’s translation as reliable. Regarding the disagreement over Firdawsi’s father’s
name, Z. Safa states:

«“His name (Firdawsi — N. Hamroboev) and the name of his father are given in
al-Bundori’s translation, which was made from Shahnameh into Arabic around
620/1223, as Mansur ibn Hasan. In other sources, such as Tarikh-i Guzida, Tazkirat
al-Shu‘ara, Atashkada, Majma‘ al-Fusaha... the name appears differently; therefore,
among these accounts, greater reliance can be placed on the account of al-Bundori,
which is earlier.” [14, 2: 458].

There is disagreement among scholars concerning the final manuscript of Firdawsi’s
Shahnameh, its date, and the manuscript upon which Bundori based his translation.
Since the date 384/994 is explicitly recorded in the introduction to Bundori’s translation
and, moreover, numerous scholars of Shahnameh have conducted valuable research in
this field, it is unnecessary here to enter into a detailed investigation of the antiquity of
the manuscripts and the discrepancies among the surviving copies of Shahnameh.

The manuscript of the translation examined in the present study is preserved in the
Central Library of Kuwait University under the name of Said Fath and was published
in 1932 through the efforts, research, and textual editing of the Persianist and famous
Egyptian poet Abd al-Wahhab Azzam (1894—1959).

Abd al-Wahhab Azzam, a professor at the University of Egypt, had been fascinated
from his youth by the Persian language and culture, and particularly by the language of
Shahnameh. He had long wished to read it. When he learned that an Arabic translation
of Shahnameh was preserved in the Cambridge Library, he decided to edit and publish
it. In 1927, he travelled to London in search of the manuscript. During this journey, with
the assistance of the renowned scholar of Rumi, Reynold Nicholson, he obtained the
manuscript he was seeking. He subsequently used the assistance of Muhammad Qaz-
vini in Paris and obtained another manuscript, namely the Berlin manuscript. On the
basis of a comparison of the London and Paris manuscripts, he prepared and published
the text of the Arabic translation of Shahnameh. He then compared the manuscripts he
had discovered with the Persian original of Shahnameh and, through textual criticism
and analysis, presented a number of interesting observations. The results of this work
were included in the introduction to the translation he prepared. These services led to
Azzam’s recognition as one of the outstanding scholars of the Persian language and
literature in the Arab world [6: 95].



The manuscript preserved in the library of Kuwait University contains 18,500 lines.
If, on average, each line of prose translation is regarded as representing two poetic
couplets, Bundori’s translation covers approximately 37,000 couplets of Shahnameh.
If the total number of Firdawsi’s couplets is estimated at approximately 60,000, with
some variation, then Bundori omitted and abridged one-third of Firdawsi’s poetry and
translated approximately two-thirds of it [1: 118].

Regarding the language, method, and type of translation, it may be stated that Bun-
dori adopted the method of free translation in translating Shahnameh. Abridgement,
paraphrase, omission, and addition are frequently encountered in his work. In our view,
Bundori’s choice of free translation rather than an exact translation corresponding to
the scientific principles of translation had objective reasons, which can be demonstrat-
ed through the following points.

First, Bundori primarily wanted the translation of Shahnameh into Arabic to be pre-
sented in a simple, fluent, accessible, and attractive style. Therefore, he attempted to
avoid, as far as possible, the elaborate rhymed prose (saj‘) and rhetorical ornamentation
that were common in his period.

Second, the text of the translation demonstrates that, in addition to abridging and
omitting introductory and panegyric passages and adopting a semantic translation, Bun-
dori intended to present the central plot of Shahnameh to readers in a simpler manner.

Third, Bundori possessed considerable skill in abridging books. It is sufficient to
refer to the works he abridged, including History of Baghdad, al-Barq al-Shami, and
History of the Seljuks. Along with choosing free translation, Bundori also abridged
Firdawsi’s Shahnameh.

One of the renowned Iranian scholars, textual critics, and specialists in translation
studies, Azartash Azarnush, highly praised Bundori’s translation and identified its prin-
cipal shortcoming as its abridgement:

“From the perspective of translation, Bundori’s work is truly worthy of praise. In
selecting equivalents for the words of Shahnameh and rendering expressions corre-
sponding to Persian couplets, he demonstrates particular mastery in most places and
has, to some extent, made the task of establishing the Persian text of Shahnameh easier.
His greatest shortcoming, however, is that he abridged the book and omitted almost
everywhere Firdawsi’s personal and emotional statements, which constitute the mani-
festation of his poetic artistry...” [11].

Azarnush’s statement demonstrates that Bundori translated Shahnameh “in the best
possible manner” [11]; nevertheless, he did not preserve textual fidelity, which consti-
tutes one of the important principles of translation.

It should be noted that when Abd al-Wahhab Azzam edited the translation, he placed
the abridged sections of the work in parentheses and identified the material that had
been omitted. On this basis, Bundori’s omissions can be divided into several categories:

1. OMISSION OF SHORT CHAPTERS

Bundori omitted several short chapters, such as “Faridun’s Testing of His Sons” [2,
1: 144], “The Enchantress’s Testing of Sarv’s Sons, the Sons of Faridun” [2, 1: 144],
“Rustam’s Killing of the White Elephant” [2, 1: 382], “Rustam’s Journey to Mount Si-
pand” [2, 1: 388], and “The Beginning of the Story of Sohrab” [2, 2: 208]. First, these
sections are relatively short, and second, much of their content consists only of praise
and panegyric.
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2. OMISSION OF PARTICULAR EVENTS

Bundori also omitted certain events and episodes within chapters, such as the events
that occurred between Rustam and the Turkmen when Kay Qubad was being brought
to Mount Alborz [2, 2: 5].

3. OMISSION OF INTRODUCTORY AND DIDACTIC PASSAGES

In many cases, the translator omitted the openings and introductions to chapters in
which the poet speaks in his own voice and offers moral advice. For example, he omit-
ted the beginning of the “Story of Sohrab” [2, 2: 208], in which the poet speaks about
the death of young people, as well as the beginning of the “Story of Siyavush” [2, 2:
343], in which Firdawsi discusses poetry and eloquent speech.

4. OMISSION OF LONG LETTERS, SERMONS, AND TESTAMENTS

Bundori also omitted lengthy letters, numerous sermons, and testamentary passages.
5. MODIFICATION OR OMISSION OF RELIGIOUSLY PROBLEMATIC VOCABULARY

He also altered or omitted words that were incompatible with Islamic religious con-
cepts. For example, he replaced the word Ahriman with “Satan” or “the accursed one”.
He also omitted a passage describing Christ in the story of “The War of Rum ibn Barzin
and Nushzad” [2, 8: 426], because the passage was inconsistent with Islamic doctrine.

6. ABRIDGEMENT OF DESCRIPTIONS
OF BATTLES, JOURNEYS, HORSES, AND ANIMALS

Bundori abridged most descriptions of battles, journeys, horses, and wild animals,
and sometimes indicated the omitted material in parentheses. For example, after the
description of a wolf killed by Goshtasp in the land of Rum, he states:

“There are many descriptions concerning this matter which the author of the book (Firdaw-
si — Hamroboev N.A.) has provided” [7: 322].

Elsewhere, concerning the battle between Arjasp and Goshtasp, he says:

“Dagqiqi has related it, and the matter was as Jamasp the sage described in detail ... therefore,
we shall not prolong the discussion by repeating it” [7: 325].

In addition to abridging and omitting material, Bundori also added certain passages
to his translation from the works of authoritative historians such as al-Tabari, Hamza
al-Isfahani, and al-Mas‘udi. Among these additions are the sections concerning “The
Attribution of King Bahman to Benjamin” and the story of “Malik al-Khidr in the Time
of Shapur ibn Ardashir,” which he narrated from al-Tabari [11].

An analysis of Bundori’s translation from the perspective of the principles of trans-
lation and translation theory demonstrates that the translator’s alterations and additions,
omissions and abridgements, paraphrasing, and, ultimately, his failure to maintain tex-
tual fidelity and his departure from literal or accurate translation constitute the principal
characteristics of this translation.

Bundori’s omissions, abridgements, alterations, and additions, which indicate his
choice of free translation, can be observed through a comparison of his translation with
Firdawsi’s Shahnameh. For this purpose, we compared portions of Bundori’s transla-
tion with the text of Firdawsi’s Shahnameh published in the Akhtaran-i Adab series
by the Adib publishing house, which was prepared using several reliable manuscripts
and the latest established textual versions. The results of this comparison and analysis
are particularly interesting from the perspective of practical translation and are highly
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significant for understanding the translation of a classical literary text from Persian into
Arabic through the method of free translation.
An example of Bundori’s abridgement can be observed in the story “The Story of

Sudaba Falling in Love with Siyavush” in the following couplets:

Bapoman 6a uH HU3 sIK py3rop,

ban-y moamon myn Auiau mwaxpep.

Slxe py3 Koycu kait 00 nucap,

Hwumracra, xu Cymno6a oman 3u map [2, 2: 354].

The translator omitted this introduction, that is, the four lines above, and began di-

rectly with the story of Sudaba’s encounter with Siyavush and her falling in love with
him:

A sl ulae a3 s il W 5 1 JE [7: 155].
Later in the story, he completely omitted the following beautiful couplet:

UynoH mrya, kKu TyQTi Tapo3u HaxX acT, // Ba € memm otam Huxoma sx act [2, 4: 355].

Apparently, the reason for omitting, or leaving outside the scope of the translation,
those verses in which Firdawsi employed literary devices and demonstrated a high de-
gree of poetic artistry was simply his intention to abridge and simplify the text. A com-
parison of certain sections of Firdawsi’s Shahnameh with Bundori’s translation con-
firms this observation.

At times, the translator passes over a couplet whose meaning contains extensive ex-
planation and is embellished with simile and hyperbole, and instead provides material
that appears to be distant from the original text. Conversely, Bundori sometimes pro-
vides a relatively lengthy explanation for the translation of a single hemistich. This can
be observed in his translation of the following line:

Uy Cynoba pyu Cuépymn ounu, // [lypanaema ramry aunam oapaamun [2, 4: 356].

Bundori’s translation is [7: 155]:
“CLLOIE 5 Leesi g Cmad 5 b jliad alay ey e 7 A s alile alles JlS 7,

The same phenomenon can be observed in the translation of the title of the story
“The Seven Labours and King Mahmud’s Praise,” which was translated and modified
as follows [7: 341]:“cula )V J8 5 ¢ 50 (s = e Lo Glaty e o O saian (il S37,

The beginning of this story, namely the section “King Mahmud’s Praise”, together
with the first four couplets of the “First Labour”, amounting to a total of 29 couplets
from the beginning of the story [2, 8: 245-247], was completely omitted. The transla-
tion begins instead with the section “Isfandiyar’s Journey from Balkh toward Turan”
[7:341]:

NGB - JR V0= KYO I PR RS g e L
He then translated three couplets of the story and omitted the following verses:

bupagpmano eypoonu nawkap xama, // Huwacmano 6ap xonu woxu pama. The second
hemistich of the following couplet was also not translated:

31 MaH HalHaBaJ MoX 4y3 ry(Tu poct, / Ty oH KyH, KM a3 MOAMIOXOH ca3ocT [2, 8: 249].

Instead, an entirely different statement was given [7: 341]:

cde mlal a0 I Gl e & s Iuke Uil pee

When Isfandiyar asks Gurgsar about Kuhandizh, the safe road, and its inhabitants,
Gurgsar begins his answer with praise:
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UynuH noa nocyx Bapo L'yprcop, // Ku «32u vexnun, gappyx Uchaunép [2, 8: 249].

The translation of this couplet, like many other passages of praise, was omitted by
the translator.

A similar kind of abridgement and omission can be observed in the section of the
story of “Rustam and Isfandiyar”. For example, in the story “Isfandiyar’s Request for
the Kingship from His Father”, a passage beginning with the couplet:

[Mac Uchaunép on rau nuntan,// bapoBapa a3 napa on rax cyxas [2, 8: 327];
and ending with:
Cymnopam Typo adcapy taxtu o4,//Ku xactit 6a mapait cazoBopu 109 [2, 8: 330] —
that is, more than 34 couplets of the story — was abridged by the translator into three
lines [7, 3: 353]:
Alli e Cuall (e 4y il L 5 ashall Bl e alli Lo 5 s padl (el (B Le 5 4nili 5 ailalia 3y 240
“Aailil) 3 slall g Aaplall abll”,

Bundori’s translation also occasionally involves the omission of individual words
and phrases within particular couplets. The translator generally attempted to render a
couplet relatively accurately; nevertheless, omissions occur. This can be observed in
the following couplet:

Ku uyn mact 603 oman Uchaunép,//[Iuxam ramra a3 xonau maxpép... [2, 8: 321].
The translation is:

“osaga pals a4l sl (D A Gudae (e jladal Gyl 7

It is evident that the word “drunk” (mast) was not translated [7, 3: 351].

In the same story, the following couplets:

ban-y rydt, xk-«2i panyauga nucap,

3u TeTi Uil uyysa AWIH ToYBap?

Xama raHuy GpapMOHYy pOH CHIIOX

Ty nopii, 6ap ux — 6ap py3yHin maxox [2, 8: 322] —

were translated as [7, 3: 352]:
“Lliad b oA s 5 dleSa cnd cliled) men (17
Thus, in the first hemistich, the expression “suffering son” (ranjida-pisar) was not

translated, while the remainder was rendered through paraphrase.
Elsewhere, in the couplet:

Kwu ypoct 1o xacT 300yncuton, // Xamon bycry Fasunny Kobyncurow... [2, 8: 331].
The translator omitted the word “Kabulistan” and translated the passage as [7: 353]:
Clmd s A5 5 il By Al

The following couplet:

ba retit Typo Hect kac xamHabap/,
3u pyMuUBY TypuBy o3zoamapn [2, 8: 331] —

was translated by Bundori as [7, 3: 353]:
“asli 5 Alaba g ol Y s olos A Y 7,
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As can be seen, the translator rendered the above couplet relatively accurately and
even interpreted the word “azadmard” precisely as “Iranian” [15: 67]. At the same time,
however, he omitted the word “Rumi” from the translation.

Another characteristic of the translator’s method is that, in order to clarify the mean-
ing, he sometimes added expressions of his own that were not present in the original.
In practice, these additions can help readers form a clearer understanding of the events
and circumstances of the story.

For example, in translating the following verses, in which Isfandiyar complains to
his mother about his father’s behaviour, he employs this method:

...YUynun rydpt 60 momap Mchanaép,

Ku “bo man xame 6ax kyHaj maxpép...”
...burysm 6an-y on cyxanxo, Ku ryQr,

“3u MaH pocTUX0 Habos HYxXyDT...” [2, 8: 321].

In translating these verses, the translator adds the following statement in Isfandiyar’s
voice:

“Alilaall gaan Sael gl 5@l 50 aie ) Y7 —
that is, “I will not be satisfied with anything less than the crown and throne from him
(my father), even if he gives me all the kingdoms™.

Clearly, this sentence is an addition by Bundori and does not appear in the text of

Shahnameh [7: 352].
Similarly, the translator renders the following couplet:

Yii nexkymap a3 nappawepu dxcaén // ba newu naoap-oap xamap 6ap muén? [2, 8: 322],
as [7: 352]:

“Aigpe amar 5 Aaa ey o)y (s o VIS SELs Al gl ()5S o e Gl e pE ) 7

The phrase “szes zosee 5 o230 gosce”, meaning “protecting and guarding his
family and territory”, does not occur in Shahnameh and is an addition by Bundori.

Elsewhere, in translating the following verses, in which Goshtasp asks astrologers
about Isfandiyar’s destiny:

Ku «Vpo OyBaj 3UHIAroH# 1apo3?
Hummnazn 6a xyOuBy opomy HO3?

ba cap GapHHXaJ] TOYM IIOXAHIIAXT?

Bap § no#i nopaja 0exuBy mexian? [2, 8: 324].

Bundori adds the phrase [7: 352]:

AT s e 08 5.7 -
to the translation of these verses.

Likewise, Bundori translated the following couplet:

Ty 60 woxu Yun yyii yaney nabapo // A3 on Homoopon dbapanees capo [2, 8: 332],
as [7: 352]:

“Lofall Gala s as )l cala @l alli 5 2lBY1 Gilaal ¢ e of @by 330 7,

In other words, Isfandiyar tells his father that “It is better for you to fight the enemies
of your territory and hasten to battle the kings of Rum and China”. The expressions
“luag e 1dIaldse” and “addl palz e 1J 507 are additions by the translator.

Although in the commentary to the edition of Shahnameh used in our study the
phrase “from China and Khalukh” (Zi Chin-u zi Khallukh), that is, a variant reading of
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the passage, is provided, and it is known that Khalukh was one of the cities of ancient
Turkestan and belonged to the territory of King Goshtasp himself, the above expres-
sions remain additions by the translator and do not occur in the variant readings of the
Shahnameh text.

As noted above, Bundori essentially chose the method of paraphrastic or semantic
translation, and this approach has certain advantages in translation. Moreover, seman-
tic translation is sometimes accompanied by omission, abridgement, and modification,
which gives the translation a distinctive character and occasionally results in an inaccu-
rate rendering of the original text.

This can be observed in the translation of the following couplet:

Uynus rydrt 60 momap Hchannép // Ku “bo man xame 0ax xynan maxpuép” [2, 8: 321].

Bundori translated this couplet through semantic paraphrase and abridgement as [7:
3517:
“oll Ll 1857,

that is, “He complained to his mother about his father,” while omitting the expression
“he treats me badly.”
In translating the following couplet:

Hy py3y ny mab 6ona a3 yom x(B)apn // bapu moxpyénam (nun) opom kapa. [2, 8: 323],

the translator again employed paraphrase [7: 352]:
“Aadliall 53 flaall e olif 2 3Y 45) 27,

Here, “/[y py3y 0y wab 600a a3z yom x(8)apo”, -po 060 “mynosumu nadap oap
wapoodxypii 6a mynooumam uyo”. However, in translating the second hemistich, he
made an interpretive error, because Firdawsi’s intended meaning is completely diffe-
rent, as can be seen in the complete passage:

Hamryn nemmm I'ymrrocn Medanngp,
Xame Oy 60 poMHIITy MaiTycop.

Ly py3y oy mab 6ona a3 yom x(B)ap,
bapu moxpyénam opom kapz [2, 8: 323].

In some manuscripts, including the Moscow edition, the word “nashud” (“did not
g0”) in the first hemistich has been corrupted or replaced by “beshud” (“went”). Simi-
larly, in the fourth hemistich, the word “mohruyonash” (“his moon-faced companions”)
has been changed to “mohruyash” (“his moon-faced one”), and this error may to some
extent have contributed to the translator’s misunderstanding.

Firdawsi’s intended meaning here is: “Isfandiyar did not go to his father and spent
two days and two nights drinking wine and keeping company with his moon-faced
companions” [16, 2: 412]. Furthermore, a father would never be described as “moon-
faced” in this context. Bundori apparently read “nashud” as “beshud” and understood
“the moon-faced one” to refer to the father, thereby making an error in the translation.

Similarly, the following couplet:

CesyM py3 I'ymrocn orox myn, / Ku dapsang uysanau rox mya... [2, 8: 323]

was translated by Bundori as [7: 352]:
i A Lay anliiS Guald”)
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that is, “Goshtasp understood what was in Isfandiyar’s heart”. Clearly, this specific
idea is not present in the couplet. Nevertheless, Bundori again employed semantic para-
phrase, which reflects the general meaning of the verse.

Abridgement and semantic translation can also be observed in the stories “The Birth
of Siyavush” and “The Story of Rustam Raising Siyavush”. For example, the following
couplet:

CaBopuBy THPY KaMOHY KamaH]l, // IHOHY pukeOy uuBy uyHy yaHj. [2, 2: 348]

was translated by Bundori as [7: 153]:
“adl (8 lall Clal pea 5 Adla)ll g A g Al Adde 57,

that is, “He taught him horsemanship and archery, as well as all the martial skills
appropriate to kings” [16, vol. 2, p. 417].

The translator rendered the first hemistich relatively accurately, while translating the
second hemistich through semantic paraphrase, which is clearly evident.

Similarly, Firdawsi’s following couplet:

3u noxay 3u O6enoxy Taxty Kynox // CyxaH rydany pasmMy poHIaH CHUIOX... [2, 2: 349]
was translated as [7: 153]:
“Jilaall & il e LSl 5,

It is evident that here too the semantic translation incorporates the general meaning
or intention of the poet.

Furthermore, by choosing free translation, Bundori expanded the scope of para-
phrase and sometimes expressed his own doubts and reservations concerning certain
stories and episodes. For example, in the story “Zal and Rudaba, the Daughter of Meh-
rab of Kabul”, he states:

“The author of Shahnameh has assumed and related that Rudaba lowered her hair so that
Zal could grasp it and climb up to the palace...” [7: 62].

At the end, he expresses his own doubt with the phrase:
“atle 3agall”)

that is, “the responsibility for this rests with Firdawsi himself” [7: 63].

From another perspective, Bundori’s abridgement increases the value of his work to
a certain extent. Although Shahnameh has been translated into many languages, Bun-
dori’s translation is unique in that it provides readers with an abridged version, mak-
ing the events of the book relatively easier to understand. In other words, for an Ara-
bic-speaking reader who wishes to obtain an overview of all the stories of Shahnameh,
this translation is sufficient to become acquainted with this great Persian-Tajik epic.

CONCLUSION

Thus, it can be stated that the Arabic translations of Shahnameh, particularly Bun-
dori’s translation, testify to the interest of Arabs and Arabic-speaking peoples in the
national Persian-Tajik epic. In this respect, Bundori’s contribution to creating a foun-
dation for Arabs and Arabic-speaking readers to become acquainted with this enduring
monument of Iranian cultural and literary heritage deserves praise and recognition. The
work of Bundori and other translators of Shahnameh into Arabic ultimately resulted in
the epic becoming recognized today as a major masterpiece of Persian-Tajik literature
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and an important source within the literary and cultural world of Arabic-speaking so-
cieties.
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