
 

 

 

 

 

 

Translation and Circulation of Romanian and Slavonic 

Biblical Books in the Romanian Lands 

 

  
A Textual Analysis of the Sixteenth Century 

Apostolos and Psalter Texts  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Constanța Burlacu 

Merton College 

University of Oxford 

 

Thesis submitted for the degree of 

Doctor of Philosophy in Medieval and Modern Languages 

 

Trinity Term 2022 

  



1 

 

Translation and Circulation of Romanian and Slavonic Biblical Books in the Romanian Lands 

A Textual Analysis of the Sixteenth Century Apostolos and Psalter Texts 

 

Constanța Burlacu, Merton College 

Doctor of Philosphy in Medieval and Modern Languages 

Trinity Term 2022 

 

This thesis is concerned with the early rise of old Romanian as a written language, as 

represented by the textual traditions of biblical books translated from Church Slavonic. My 

primary sources are limited to sixteenth-century manuscript and printed books of the Apostolos 

and Psalter texts in Romanian and the relevant primary sources of the Slavonic tradition. In 

answering the questions of why and how the earliest Romanian writings appear, I argue that the 

philological study of the source tradition of the texts, that is, the Slavonic tradition, as well as of 

the textual varieties identified in the Romanian primary sources, can help us understand better the 

way in which Romanian came to be used as a literary language. 

After a brief Introduction to the sources and method of philological analysis, Chapter one 

investigates the history of book production and circulation in the Romanian lands between the 

fifteenth and sixteenth centuries and gives some essential historical context to the cultural 

dynamics defining the voivodeships of Moldavia, Wallachia, and the principality of Transylvania 

at the time. 

Chapters two and three analyse in depth the textual traditions of the Psalter text first, and 

then that of the Apostolos: each chapter identifies the source tradition of the respective text and 

provides an affiliation diagram of the Romanian sources. 

Chapter four explores the translation and revision techniques employed in rendering and 

subsequently altering the text of the Apostolos and the Psalter. 

The Conclusions draw together the information from the previous chapters and survey the 

prospects for further avenues of investigation. 
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Introduction 
 

The study of the old Romanian language and literature is a field of many surprises and 

unexplored paths of investigation. Although the textual corpus we refer to is limited – by now all 

early written Romanian texts have been listed bibliographically and examined philologically – the 

approach to studying it can change completely our understanding of old Romanian, its linguistic 

development, the cultural environment within which it was first set down in a written form, its 

social and national significance in terms of identity. The key questions I attempt to address in this 

dissertation are why and how the first literary texts in Romanian came into being, where by literary 

I mean non pragmatic literature. It is well known that the first books written and printed in old 

Romanian were religious, mainly translations from Church Slavonic (although, depending on the 

kind of book, other languages also served as a source). However, what prompted such translations, 

which sources were used for the initial translations and later during the revision processes, and in 

which manner these texts were rendered into Romanian are all topics which received only partial 

scholarly attention, mainly during the second half of the twentieth century. Since then, however, 

our approach to textual criticism has evolved, as has our historical knowledge of the Romanian 

lands in the late medieval and early modern period. Additionally, significant work has been 

published on the textual tradition of the same religious books but in languages other than 

Romanian, in particular on the Slavonic tradition. With these tools at hand, I have wanted once 

more to bring into focus the earliest Romanian texts, that is, texts produced in the sixteenth 

century, and study in greater detail their production and circulation. In order to do so, I have 

centred my research on the tradition of the Psalter and Apostolos texts; first, because of the 

primary role they play in the Christian context; and second, because of the availability of these 

texts in old Romanian. In structuring my dissertation, I have dedicated one chapter to the historical 

background of book production in the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries, followed by two chapters 

devoted to the textual tradition of the Psalter first and then to that of the Apostolos. My fourth and 

final chapter examines the topic of translation and revision methods and techniques employed in 

rendering biblical books into old Romanian. 
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By way of introduction, I would like to contextualize the expression old Romanian. Old 

Romanian is usually periodized between the appearance of the first written texts in Romanian, that 

is, the beginning of the sixteenth century and 1780, when the first grammar of Romanian was 

printed, initiating a long period of normalization and standardization of the Romanian literary 

language. The expression old Romanian, therefore, is linked to that of literary language, that is, to 

the idea of a language being used in written literature. However, in the sixteenth century and even 

later, up to the beginning of the nineteenth century, literary expression varied in accordance with 

the provenance of the author, with the varieties of Maramureș, Transylvania (Ardeal area), 

Wallachia, Moldavia and Banat being the dominant ones (Ivănescu 2012: 80-125). Linguistic 

variation and fluctuation, therefore, are two aspects which define the nature of old Romanian as a 

literary language. Additionally, the period from circa 1532 to 1780 has been further divided into 

two by Gheție (1982a: 67): an initial phase between 1532 and 1640, when textual witnesses to 

main variants of old Romanian language start circulating, and which hints at the existence of a 

literary language preceding the sixteenth century; and a second phase between 1640 and 1780, 

during which we see the consolidation of the dialectal variants through the activity of the printing 

press and a mutual linguistic influence across these variants. This last period, therefore, is also 

characterized by an initial movement towards linguistic unification of the literary norm. Gheție’s 

periodization of the development of old Romanian establishes the time framework of this 

dissertation, dedicated to the first of the two periods and to the very first appearance of old 

Romanian as a literary language. 

Sources 

The biblical texts on which I have decided to focus my philological work are the Psalter 

and the Apostolos. My decision has been influenced by the fact that these texts are represented 

both in manuscript and print, and so embrace in full the tradition of book production in the 

sixteenth century in the Romanian lands. I will therefore introduce the primary sources I have used 

throughout my dissertation as well as give an overview of the tradition of these two texts in the 

Romanian and Slavonic languages. 
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Romanian Sources of the Psalter and their Tradition 

There are seven witnesses of the Psalter text in old Romanian from the sixteenth century. 

Three manuscripts which present the phenomenon of rhotacism of /n/ (intervocalic /n/ is changed 

to /r/ in words of Latin origin): Hurmuzaki [1500-1525], Voroneț [1551-1558] and Scheia [1571-

1578] Psalters. Additionally, there are three non-rhotacized printed editions of 1570, 1577, and 

[1588] related to Deacon Coresi’s typographical activity based in Brașov between 1559 and c. 

1583; to which another non-rhotacized manuscript is added – the Ciobanu Psalter [1573-1585]. A 

few more examples of psalms are to be found sporadically in other types of religious books: psalm 

151 in the Bratu Codex, psalms 1, 2, 3, 16, 24, 50, 53, 106, 116, 129, 140, 141 in the Euchologion 

printed in [1568], psalm 50 in the Romanian Liturgicon printed in [1570]. Usually, to this group an 

additional eighth version is associated, which is the edition of a Romanian Psalter text, lost today, 

that supposedly was printed by Coresi in 1568.  This is usually referred to as the Săulescu Psalter, 

since the only known information about this book comes from a glossary Săulescu composed in the 

nineteenth century, allegedly based on this very copy. Nonetheless, since there are no surviving 

copies of the book, the study of this version is inaccessible. Additionally, the glossary composed 

by Săulescu is not completely trustworthy, the scholar, in fact, used to counterfeit past 

documentary data in order to meet his ideological position on the history of Romania, true heir of 

the Latin civilisation. Lastly, there is another fragment of a Romanian Psalter, which is associated 

either with the Săulescu Psalter or to a yet unknown edition (Gheție and Mareș 1994: 122-24; 

Mareș 1966; 1982b: 228-44). These last two potential sources will not be taken into account in this 

dissertation. The sigla for the other above-mentioned sources are: PH, PV, PS and PCb for the 

Hurmuzaki, Voroneț, Scheia and Ciobanu Psalters; PC, PC1 and PC2 for the 1570, 1577 and 

[1588] printed editions. Of the seven sources, four are bilingual (PV, PCb, PC1 and PC2), and 

three are monolingual (PH, PS, PC). 

Most of the Psalter books surviving to the present time are dated to the second half of the 

sixteenth century, except for the Hurmuzaki Psalter, which has been dated back to the first two 

decades of the century. Nonetheless, the study of their affiliation shows that time played a minor 
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role in the development of the tradition of the Psalter in old Romanian. For example, it has been 

noticed that the [1588] bilingual Psalter has similar readings to the Hurmuzaki Psalter from the 

very beginning of the century, to which in its turn even a late seventeenth century Psalter text, 

Dosoftei’s editions from 1680, presents some similarities. On the other hand, the Scheia Psalter 

turns out to be close in time to the 1570 and 1577 issues of the Psalter text, but different from the 

Voroneț Psalter copied some twenty to fifteen years earlier. Time, therefore, does not guarantee 

textual affinity between the versions. Nor does the place where they were produced. For example, 

both the Hurmuzaki and the Scheia Psalters are supposed to have been copied in Moldavia, yet the 

two texts present some striking differences, so that it is not possible to think that there was just one 

translation circulating within the region. 

Even though some sources are fragmentary, their content fits within the Greek and 

Slavonic tradition of the Psalter text. The psalms, therefore, are numbered up to 151, divided in 20 

kathismata, and followed by the ten biblical canticles, with the exception of the Hurmuzaki Psalter, 

which stops at the first few words of psalm 151. Additionally, PS present the Athanasian Creed at 

the end of its text, a text to be probably related to the arrival of the Reformed churches in 

Transylvania (Gheție 1973). Both the Ciobanu and the Voroneț Psalters are fragmentary, with the 

first missing the first 47 Psalms and the second the first 76. Additionally, there are missing textual 

passages in PH, PS, and PC2. 

Each textual example I refer to in chapters two and four indicates clearly the source text it 

belongs to. However, because of the textual proximity of PC, PC1 and PCb, these tend to be cited 

once only, usually following the orthography of PC. 

Introduction to the Slavonic Tradition of the Psalter 

Allegedly, one of the first texts translated by Ss. Cyril and Methodius during their mission 

to Great Moravia in the second half of the ninth century was the Psalter, between the years 863 and 

869. In Vita Methodii chapter 15 it is reported: пьсалтъірь бо бѣ тъкмо и еванг҃лиѥ съ апс҃лъмь и 



10 

 

избьранъіими слᲂужьбами цр҃квьнъіими съ философъмь прѣложилъ пьрьвѣѥ1 (Vaillant 1968: 53); yet 

no manuscripts survived from that time. The first written witnesses to the Church Slavonic Psalter 

come from the eleventh century, that is two centuries after the Saints’ mission, and are quite low in 

number. However, even based on these few manuscripts, it has been demonstrated that at the time 

there existed two distinct redactions of the Psalms, which were enriched by the commentary 

tradition on the Psalms – first, with the translation of the Pseudo-Athanasian (composed by 

Hesychius of Jerusalem) Commentarius Brevis in Psalmos at the end of the ninth beginning of the 

tenth century, followed by the translation of Theodoret of Cyrrhus’ Interpretatio in Psalmos in the 

tenth century. In both cases the Psalms have not been translated anew, but the text of the 

commentary was added to the existing translations (Thomson 1998: 797-801). To this initial 

development of the Psalter’s tradition, at least other three versions were added around the 

fourteenth century – an important period in Slavonic literary history for the substantial editorial 

work its religious books were exposed to. Scholars such as Francis Thomson and Catherine Mary 

MacRobert write about redactions, that is, Redactions I and II going back as early as the eleventh-

century sources and Redactions III, IV and the redaction of the Norov Psalter found in manuscripts 

from the later fourteenth-fifteenth centuries. Additionally, in parallel to these, there are the already-

mentioned commentaries of Hesychius of Jerusalem and of Theodoret of Cyrrhus (MacRobert 

1998a). For a matter of continuity with the scholarly literature addressing the textual tradition of 

the Psalter in Church Slavonic in this thesis the text’s redactions will also be indicated as RI, RII, 

RIII, RIV and the Norov Psalter. The sigla for the commentated redactions are Ps-A for Psaudo-

Athanasian and Th for Theodoret of Cyrrhus. 

The textual tradition of the Psalms in Church Slavonic was, therefore, exposed to a 

continuous revision process, which eventually resulted in distinct textual redactions. They, 

however, should be seen as a continuum, for each redaction relates to the others and is the result of 

an action of improvements, alterations, and corrections of the already available renderings of the 

Psalms. The reasons behind these changes vary – sometimes it depends on the existing 

 
1 For together with the philosopher [Cyril] he [Methodius] translated initially the Psalter, the Evangelion 

together with the Apostolos and with a selection of liturgical texts.  
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discrepancies between the original sources, other times it is subject to the approach a certain scribe, 

or a scribal centre applied to translation.  All in all, to talk about redactions means to identify a 

group of manuscripts that share certain textual peculiarities, such as interpretative textual variants, 

vocabulary and grammatical features, which are distinct from other manuscripts having at the basis 

the same text (MacRobert 1993a). What is more, the subdivision of Psalter MSS into redactions or 

manuscript families also increases our knowledge about the circulation and the use of these books. 

For instance, the early East Slavonic Psalter manuscripts point to the fact that up to the fourteenth 

century Redaction II was more widespread than Redaction I. On the other hand, Redaction III, 

called also the ‘Athonite’ redaction, is better attested in the South Slavonic manuscripts, which is 

thought to reflect its provenance (MacRobert 2008: 340). 

During the second half of the sixteenth century eight editions of the Psalter were printed – 

the already-mentioned monolingual edition of 1570 (Romanian) and the bilingual editions of 1577 

and [1588], to which five editions of the Psalter in Church Slavonic are to be added, printed in 

[1568-1570], [1572-1573], [1576], 1577, and [1580]. Their textual tradition belongs to Redaction 

III of the Slavonic Psalter. To this end, I checked the textual examples provided by MacRobert as 

distinctive of each redaction (1998a) and verified that the Brașov printed editions adhere to the 

readings of Redaction III. Another method of verification has been to collate the text of the 

bilingual sources, manuscripts included, to that of the Tomić Psalter – a good example of 

Redaction III. There are few differences between the texts,2 which is further evidence for 

considering the Slavonic text of the Psalms circulating within the Romanian lands as belonging to 

Redaction III. Additionally, I was able to compare the texts of Psalm 77 as found in the editions of 

[1572-1573], [1576], and [1580] with that of the bilingual Psalter of [1588] – all sources feature 

 
2 For example, in ps. 140:9 the Tomić Psalter has съкрышѫ, typical of the Athonite Redaction, 

while the Romanian texts have съставишѧ, a reading to be found in earlier as well as later Slavonic 

redactions. Similarly, in ps. 118:39 in PC2 and PCb we find сѫдбы, which is typical of RIV and 

found also in the Norov Psalter and the tradition of the Theodoret’s commentary, while the Tomić 

Psalter as representative of RIII as well as the RI and RII have повелѣнїа. There are, therefore, 

some instances, few in number, when the Slavonic text of the Psalms as found in Romanian printed 

and manuscript books represent readings which are closer to RIV and the Norov Psalter, rather 

than the Tomić Psalter and RIII. This aspect would deserve further investigation. 
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the same text, although there are some orthographical variations, especially when it comes to the 

use of the nasal characters (such as in verbal constructions in third person plural aorist), the use of 

jat’ or е, as well as the alteration between omega and omicron. However, when compared to the 

sixteenth-century Serbian editions of Mileševa or Venice (1544, 1557 and 1546, 1561, 

[1569/1570]), it can be noted that the southeastern rather than the southwestern writing system is 

followed. It is not clear, in fact, whether Coresi used a printed or a manuscript source for his own 

printings, and what made him change the spelling of some words throughout the various editions of 

the Psalms.  

For the textual analysis in chapter two, my main points of reference, in terms of Slavonic 

primary sources, have been the facsimile edition of the Tomić Psalter (Джурова 1990) as well as 

the Slavonic text found in the bilingual texts PV, PCb, PC1, and PC2. Additionally, I have 

consulted regularly Jagić’s edition of the Bologna Psalter (Jagić 1907) and Češko’s edition of the 

Norov Psalter (Чешко et al. 1989). Unless otherwise stated, all textual examples referring to 

Redaction III of the Psalter are taken from the Tomić Psalter, and no orthographic standardization 

has been applied. Textual examples referring to Redactions I, II, and IV are usually taken from 

secondary literature, which is consistently mentioned in the chapter. When reference is made to 

specific Slavonic manuscripts, these are usually indicated by the name they are known in 

secondary literature. The same is true for their sigla (such as found in MacRobert 1998a). 

Romanian Sources of the Apostolos and their Tradition 

The textual tradition of the Apostolos in Romanian in the sixteenth century is reduced to 

two manuscripts, Bratu (bilingual, Church Slavonic-old Romanian) and Voroneț Codices, a printed 

edition issued by Coresi in [1566-1567], and a manuscript fragment, the Iorga Apostolos. These 

will be referred to as CB, CV, AC and AI. 

Of these texts, only AC presents an almost complete text of the Acts of the Apostles and 

the Catholic Epistles, while CV preserves only ten chapters of the Acts (from chapter 18:14 till the 

end), the Epistle of James, the First Epistle of Peter, and part of the Second Letter of Peter (up to 

chapter 2 verse 9). CB is also fragmentary – chapters 1-20:32; 23:1-11; 25:12-19; 26:1-5; 26:12-
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28:31 of the Acts; the Epistle of James, the First Epistle of Peter (chapters 2:1-10; 2:21-3:9; 4:1-

11), the Second Epistle of Peter (chapters 1:1-2:9; 3:1-18), the First and Second Epistles of John, 

the Epistle of Jude, and part of the First Epistle to the Corinthians (chapters 5:6-7:35). 

The fragmentary nature of the above-mentioned material allowed me to analyse in full 

only a few textual passages of the Apostolos, namely: a) Acts of the Apostles chapters 18:14 to 28 

for CV, CB and AC; b) Epistle of James in its entirety for CV, CB and AC; c) 1 Corinthians 5:6-

7:35 for CB and AC; d) Galatians 3:23-4:9 and 5:19-6:5 for AI and AC. 

Introduction to the Slavonic Tradition of the Apostolos 

Any scholar working on the textual tradition of the Apostolos in Church Slavonic would 

need to go back to Grigorij Aleksandrovič Voskresenskij (Воскресенский 1879, 1892-1908), who 

in the nineteenth century established four redactions of the text, a classification still valid today and 

to which two more commentated redactions alongside Ivan Fedorov’s 1564 printed text can be 

added (Cleminson 2017). The first redaction, known as the ‘Archaic’ or ‘Cyrillo-Methodian’ 

redaction, represents the oldest textual tradition of the Apostolos. This edition is present both in 

continuous manuscripts as well as short lectionaries (Aprakos MSS), used for liturgical purposes. 

The Apostolos with commentary represents a sub-redaction of the first redaction (a famous textual 

example is Apostolos Christinopolitanus). These are followed by the Preslav redaction, which 

Voskresenskij identifies as strictly a Russian redaction and numbers as second. Later this redaction 

was traced back to the Preslav tradition of the Second Bulgarian Empire, and so was established as 

deriving from the south-east of Bulgaria. The second redaction is followed by a second 

commentated redaction, which presents a new independent translation (Besters-Dilger 2014). The 

third redaction, of limited circulation, is today present in two witnesses only (Čudov New 

Testament, surviving in facsimile only, and Pogodin 27). Redaction number four or the Athonite 

redaction is the result of a general revision process which took place on Mount Athos in the 

fourteenth century and affected all liturgical books (Psalter and Tetraevangelion included). The 

textual witnesses of this redaction fall within two groups, one of South Slavonic and one of East 

Slavonic provenance (Клеминсон 2013). 
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The study of the Slavonic tradition of Apostolos received some amount of scholarly 

attention (Бобрик 2013), but less than the study of the Psalter or the Gospels. It has been difficult, 

therefore, to have access to a clear stemma codicum dividing known textual witnesses into 

redactions, as provided, for examples, by MacRobert for the tradition of the Psalter (1998a). The 

Slavonic material used in the dissertation varied according to the sources currently available and in 

accordance with the passages analysed. For the chapters from the Acts of the Apostles (chapters 18 

to 28) I have used the Slavonic version present in CB and in the version of the 14ishop14 princeps 

– first printed Apostolos in Church Slavonic (Târgoviște, 1547). Both witnesses belong to the 

fourth redaction of the Slavonic Apostolos. All textual examples are cited in accordance with the 

orthography of the editio princeps. For the analysis of the Epistle of James, instead, besides the 

two above-mentioned sources, a collated edition of the Epistle has been used.3 On this occasion it 

has been possible to collate the Romanian material not only against the Slavonic text of the fourth 

redaction but also, when needed, against that of the first and the second redactions. The textual 

examples cited from the Epistle of James follow the standardized orthography employed by 

Cleminson in his personal collated edition of the Epistle. As far as the few excerpts from 1 

Corinthians and Galatians are concerned, only one Slavonic source has been used – the already 

mentioned editio princeps issued in 1547. Additionally, Merk’s critical edition of the New 

Testament in Greek and Latin has been consulted, when necessary, alongside Luther’s 1545 edition 

of the New Testament in German for the passages from the Corinthians and Galatians. 

Aims and Methodology 

My first step was that of collecting the needed material in a digitized format (pdf files 

provided by the Romanian Academy Library as well as pictures taken during a fieldwork residency 

in Bucharest in 2019). Next, with the use of Transkribus, an AI-powered text recognition and 

transcription tool based, I extracted the linguistic content of these sources and compiled a collated 

textual corpus of my primary sources. Since the Voroneț Psalter lacks the first 77 Psalms, I 

compiled a collated edition of only the second half of the Psalter, that is, of Psalms 77 to 151. In a 

 
3 Material provided by Ralph Cleminson via personal correspondence.  
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similar fashion, of the Apostolos, I studied only those passages where all three Romanian sources 

(CB, CV, and AC) are available. 

A collated version of the primary sources helped me identify the variant readings they 

present and investigate their affiliation. Additionally, a direct access to the paralleled corpus made 

it easier then to compare it further with other traditions of the same biblical text, primarily the 

Slavonic tradition. The use of Transkribus has been crucial at this stage, for it allowed me to train 

transcription models fitting the old Romanian materials and fine-tune these in accordance to the 

challenges of each handwritten or printed source. The automatic transcriptions obtained via 

Transkribus have then been checked manually, modified in case of transcription mistakes and 

changed to the point of having as clean of linguistic data as possible (for example, accentuation is 

ignored in the main, while word division is inserted artificially). The employment of Transkribus in 

dealing with rare handwritten and printed material has a high potential, and could change our 

approach to working with old Romanian materials. As of now, the general transcription models for 

old Romanian handwritten and printed materials have a Character Error Rate (CER, a measure 

used in Transkribus to calculate the quality of a transcription model) of about 5% (Burlacu and 

Rabus 2021). With such CER one in twenty characters is mis-transcribed. In the long run, using 

Transkribus would allow us to access in an efficient manner the linguistic content of the earliest 

linguistic witnesses of old Romanian and render it accessible to the broadr scholarly community. 

The linguistic data, therefore, were collected via a diplomatic transcription of the primary 

sources instead of following the rules set by the interpretative phonetic transcription. I explain 

below the reasons for doing so, with an overview of the current approach to reproducing old 

Romanian texts produced originally with the Cyrillic script. The first consideration is 

terminological. The word transcription, in textual criticism, means the action of transcribing or 

copying a piece of text from one repository to another. This can be, for example, the action of 

transcribing few pages of a manuscript, being it done now or five hundred years ago. Within the 

action of transcribing there is the action of transcribing by transliteration, where a text A is once 

more copied into a text B, but this time with the use of another alphabet. In case of old Romanian 
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texts, transliterating would define the action of transposing a text originally written with Cyrillic 

characters into a text with Latin letters. 

In articles about critical editions of old Romanian texts or the introductions to these, the 

expression ‘transcrierea interpretativă fonetică’, that is, interpretative phonetic transcription is 

often used.4 By this is meant the action of transliterating with Latin letters a piece of text written 

originally with Cyrillic letters and ‘interpreting’ the text in question in accordance with what we 

know about the phonetic development of Romanian language throughout the centuries and in 

accordance to the current orthographic rules of Romanian.  

The solution of the interpretative phonetic transcription was first suggested by Russo 

(1912), and received further theoretical consideration in the 1960s (Mareș 2015: 112-17). In the 

years when many aspects of modern Romanian orthography were still being discussed and decided, 

in fact, the topic of reproducing old Romanian texts written with Cyrillic letters was at the centre of 

Romanian scholarship. The habit at the end of the nineteenth century was that of providing an old 

Romanian text either in transcription with Cyrillic letters (see for example Gaster’s Chrestomathy 

of 1891) or both with transcription and diplomatic transliteration with Latin letters (as for example 

Sbiera’s work on the Voroneț Codex). Nonetheless, the idea of rendering the original text with 

Latin letters soon made its way into Romanian scholarship. After Russo’s Critica Textelor și 

Tehnica Edițiilor, in the 1960s, further editorial principles for critical editions of old Romanian 

books were defined. First, in 1962 the Principles of transcription of Romanian texts from the 16th 

to the 18th centuries (M. Avram and Dimitrescu) were published. Additionally, scholars such as 

Andrei Avram and Diomid Strungaru published various articles addressing the issue of interpreting 

certain Cyrillic letters whose phonetic value varies within and across the texts (A. Avram 1964a, 

1964b, 1964c, 1964d, 1964e; Strungaru 1961b, 1961a, 1962). Based on this, scholars were required 

to: a) either provide a transliterated version of the text taken under analysis, if the publication of a 

facsimile was not possible; b) or publish the facsimile copy of the text alongside an interpretative 

phonetic transcription of the original. 

 
4 Not to be confused, of course, with the International Phonetic Alphabet. 
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Amongst the various reasons given for an interpretative phonetic transcription was the 

accessibility of the text to a wider group of readers; to which was added the argument that the 

editor/scholar’s work is that of conducting a study upon the text rather than doing a mere 

photographer’s work on the primary source. 

Realistically the principles of 1962, which many scholars disagreed with, were far too 

flexible and indeed impracticable, especially when it came to transliteration (it required both Latin 

and Cyrillic letters). Thereafter, each critical edition would define its own transcribing principles, 

based on the editorial possibilities available as well as on the peculiarities of the text in question. 

Once more, a comprehensive and all-encompassing scientific and editorial solution was lacking. 

However, it became clearer toward the end of the twentieth century that, while Romanian scholars 

would prefer an interpretative phonetic transcription, foreign scholars would rather advocate for 

the maintenance of the Cyrillic script or indeed for a faithful transliteration. Such was the nature of 

the dispute between Gheție and Kramer in the 1990s (Gheție 1994; Kramer 1995).  

My approach has been to collect and present the textual examples in accordance with the 

diplomatic transcription principles. I have, therefore, rendered faithfully the original texts, 

maintaining their distribution of superscripts, while intervening in word-separation when faced 

with scriptio continua. I have decided not to use hyphens in word separation, as it is done in 

modern Romanian, however, I tended to separate the postponed reflexive particle from the verb, 

both in Church Slavonic and in Romanian.When it comes to accentuation and punctuation, I have 

decided not to consider these in my current study (which is mainly philological rather than 

orthographical). What led me to opt for the solution of transcriptio was: a) the availability of an 

automated transcription tool (Transkribus), which could be trained to work with old Romanian 

material; b) working with sources representing different linguistic traits from within Romanian 

lands. This last point has been particularly significant. While most of the critical editions of 

sixteenth century texts focus on the tradition of one text or a group of texts closely related (for 

example, Toma’s work on Coresi’s Psalters in Romanian 1976), my intention is to work across 

different sources of the same biblical text. Applying the interpretative phonetic transcription 

method in this instance could lead to misrepresentation and therefore misunderstanding the primary 
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data, for the phonetic value of some Cyrillic letters of one text (mainly ѫ ъ ь ѣ ꙟ) is often different 

from another text, and sometimes even within the limits of the same text. For example, ꙟ can have 

different phonetic value: /ɨ/, /ɨn/, /ɨm/, /n/, and /m/; similarly, the value of jers ъ and ь is not always 

established – they vary from having no phonetic value to standing for /ɨ/ or /ǝ/ sometimes, 

however, they also replace other vowels, like /a/, /e/, /i/, /o/, and /u/. Additionally, there are not set 

writing rules to which all the texts here analysed conform. To minimise any degree of 

interpretation, the decision has been taken to remain as close as possible to the original examples. 

Another solution to this problem would have been to choose a diplomatic transliteration approach, 

but the development of current technologies made it easier to work with the keyboard layout 

available for Church Slavonic (Bunčić 2020) rather that set up a system of correspondence between 

Cyrillic and Latin letters and reach a perfect parallel between the two by employing diacritical 

marks. This would be a path to explore further, especially the option of developing an automated 

transliteration model for old Romanian text. 

Overall, the Cyrillic letters employed in the Romanian sources are similar to those we find 

in Slavonic texts: а, б, в, г, д, є, е, ж, ѕ, з, и, ї, і, й, к, л, м, н, о, ѡ, п, р, с, т, ꙋ, ᲂу, ф, х, ц, ч, ш, щ, ъ, 

ь, ы, ѣ, ю, ѥ, ꙗ, ѫ, ѧ, ѱ, ѳ, ѵ; plus two special symbols: ꙟ and џ, one standing for a mid, nasal 

vowel and the other having the value of /dʒ/.  

I would like to conclude this section on methodology by mentioning how I see the further 

employment of the collated corpus I have obtained so far in its Cyrillic vestment. One initial step 

would be to investigate the option of digital critical editions of old Romanian texts and their visual, 

palaeographical, and linguistic representation. Ideally, these texts would be available to scholars as 

well as anyone interested in a digitized format, paralleled by a transcription and transliteration of 

its content for further philological and linguistic investigations. Additionally, the field of Romanian 

Studies is still lacking a linguistic corpus of its early written tradition – the above-mentioned 

transcriptions/transliterations could and should form the key core of such a corpus. The avenues of 

investigation such a corpus could lead us to are probably uncountable, yet surely a faithful 

transcription or transliteration of the primary sources in the first place would allow us to study 
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further the early witnesses to Romanian script as a whole, its orthographic rules, and development 

throughout the centuries. 
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Chapter 1: The Romanian Lands and Book Production up to the 

Sixteenth Century 

1. Introduction 

Sixteenth-century Romanian literature has the peculiarity of combining in one time-frame 

various characteristics which in other European areas generally developed over a longer period. 

The oldest surviving textual witnesses in old Romanian5 come from the sixteenth century, giving 

the impression that over the span of a few decades original and translated Romanian texts all 

started to be written, copied, and printed at once. The vast majority of this material is religious and 

is not original, that is, it has been translated. In relation to these texts, one of the major questions in 

Romanian studies concerns the textual sources from which the first religious books were rendered 

into Romanian. To answer such a question, it is essential to investigate the different aspects 

involved in the translation process these books went through: the historical moment of their 

appearance, the geographical distances they have or might have travelled, their relationship to the 

sacred languages, their usage and distribution among the region’s social classes, their textual 

tradition and literary legacy. While most of the above-listed issues will form the central issues of 

investigation in this chapter, the question on textual tradition will be addressed more extensively in 

the subsequent three chapters, using the study of the Psalter and Apostolos texts as representative 

cases of the early developments of Romanian language and literature. 

This chapter aims at providing a historical background and an introduction to the cultural 

dynamics of Wallachia, Moldavia, and Transylvania in the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries which 

led to the initial use of Romanian as a written language. I shall first touch upon the state and church 

establishments of medieval Romania, then give a brief overview of the development of cultural 

centres within its territory linked to the Orthodox Church, and finally offer a more extensive study 

of the printing activity in Romanian and Church Slavonic in the sixteenth century. 

 
5 Modern scholarly literature writes about ‘old Romanian’ for materials before 1780 and ‘modern Romanian’ 

from the end of the eighteenth century on. I shall normally use the expression old Romanian when referring 

to some of its linguistic aspects. Otherwise, because my analysis focuses mainly on the sixteenth century, I 

shall use the general term Romanian, referring to the language as witnessed by its earliest literary sources. 
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1.1. Biblical Language: between Church Slavonic and Romanian 

The first translation of biblical books into Romanian is linked organically to the medieval 

culture and literature of these lands, in a period which Cartojan defined as ‘the Romanian soul 

embedded in the Slavonic language’ (Panaitescu et al. 1971). This fragmentary process started with 

some self-standing books, such as the Psalter, the Four Gospels Book (Tetraevangelion), the Acts 

of the Apostles and the Epistles (the Apostolos), which were circulating in the three Romanian 

principalities of Wallachia, Moldavia, and Transylvania in the sixteenth century, and which all 

seem to have been translated from a Slavonic original (Panaitescu 1965: 112-63). The Psalter and 

New Testament manuscripts which survived the passing of time, usually written on paper in 

semiuncial, were not used for display but rather for educational purposes and private prayer as well 

as during liturgical functions (Moldovanu 2009: 115-20), and probably copied in monastic 

scriptoria, if not directly by the beneficiaries themselves. Parallel to the practice of handwriting, 

during the second half of the sixteenth century, the printed text sees a sharp rise in published 

editions, which amplifies the efforts of the written tradition and to a certain extent influences its 

future course (the availability of the printed material gains it a certain level of textual authority and 

standardization over the handwritten texts). 

Another aspect to take into initial consideration is that the biblical material we work with 

most probably does not represent the first original translations of the fifteenth-sixteenth century, 

but had undergone one or more revision processes, different for each biblical book, against 

different collating sources over time. In this light, the attempt to reproduce an affiliation scheme 

linking the surviving books leads also to a natural opening into understanding what kind of 

material was circulating more generally in those regions in the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries, in 

Romanian as well as in Church Slavonic for those inhabitants adhering to the Christian Orthodox 

Church. Additionally, considering the religious and political dynamics of the sixteenth century, the 

arrival of Protestantism and Humanism in Transylvania, it is also essential to consider the 

circulation of religious materials in Greek, Latin, as well as Hungarian, German, Polish, Ruthenian, 

and Czech. 
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With the printing of the Bible in its entirety in Romanian (1688) and an increasing 

availability of biblical books both in Romanian and foreign languages, a change in liturgical 

practices took place in the Romanian Orthodox Church as well, where the Romanian language was 

slowly taking the place of Church Slavonic (Moldovanu 2009: 103-15). Indeed, the timescale of 

the translation of the Bible could be divided distinctly into two periods – before and after the 

second half of the seventeenth century. It is in the second of these periods that the Orthodox 

Church of Wallachia and Moldavia experiences an anti-Calvinist wave and starts actively 

promoting the use of Romanian as liturgical language. Metropolitan Varlaam of Moldavia in 1645 

issues a pamphlet against the Calvinist Church, Răspuns înpotriva catihismului calvinesc 

(Response against the Calvinist Catechism), and is one of the foremost supporters of Romanian to 

be accepted as church language. Two other important clergymen then follow, Metropolitan 

Dosoftei and Antim Ivireanul. Alongside the cultural revival promoted by the Orthodox Church, a 

group of laymen became more and more interested in exploring and learning about recent Western 

Renaissance thought and ideas and making them available in their own homeland. They were led 

by Șerban Cantacuzino, who also initiated the printing of the Bucharest Bible (1688). 

Consequently, the publishing of the Bible comes at a point when the Orthodox Church is willing to 

accept and support such publication, and there exist the right intellectual input through which the 

project can be accomplished. Understanding the reason behind the appearance of biblical books in 

Romanian in the period before this, however, is not easy, and over the course of the last century 

scholars have been advancing various hypotheses. Overall, the first translations of biblical books 

are seen as the result of an internal factor, i.e., to supply the Orthodox Church with something it 

needed because of ever-growing illiteracy in Church Slavonic, or the outcome of the influence of 

an external religious element, be it Bogomil, Hussite, Catholic, Lutheran, or Calvinist (Drăgulescu 

2006: 55-58). Once more, identifying the sources used for translating these religious books seems 

essential to understanding more about the cultural milieu in which they appeared, and vice-versa. 
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2.  State and Church in the Period Leading to the Sixteenth Century 

What is today referred to as Romania and the Republic of Moldova used to be three 

distinct states in the sixteenth century – the Voivodeships of Wallachia and Moldavia and 

Transylvania, which in 1570 acquires the status of principality, part of the Eastern Hungarian 

Kingdom. In order to have a better understanding of the book production and circulation across 

these territories, it is essential to present a brief historical introduction to the political and religious 

dynamics defining these lands between the fourteenth and the sixteenth centuries, that is, between 

their foundation up to the time of circulation of the first textual sources of the Psalter and 

Apostolos texts in old Romanian. 

2.1. The Voivodeships of Wallachia and Moldavia 

A good summary of the historical profile of these two regions is given by Daniel Urspung 

in the recent Handbuch zur Geschichte Südeuropas (Jens Schmitt et al. 2021: 273): 

Erste Phasen der Konsolidierung und aufblühender Hofkultur in beiden 

Fürstentümern, im Falle der Walachei unter Mircea dem Alten (1386–1418), in der 

Moldau unter Alexander ‘dem Guten’ (1400 –1432) und Stefan ‘dem Großen’ 

(1457–1504), fielen in die Zeit des definitiven Untergangs der meisten christlichen 

Reiche, Fürstentümer und Adelsherrschaften Südosteuropas. Während die orthodox-

altbalkanische Welt daher in ihrer bisherigen Form verschwand und unter 

osmanischer Herrschaft in Teilbereichen sehr rasch, zum Teil auch erst allmählich 

den neuen Begebenheiten weichen musste, entstanden in der Walachei und der 

Moldau zwei ‘neubalkanische’ Herrschaftsgebilde, die erst jetzt in größerem 

Umfang balkan-orthodoxe Herrschafts-, Verwaltungs- und Kirchen-Institutionen 

adaptierten und sie mit Elementen ungarischer Herrschaftsorganization und 

politischen Organizationsformen reiternomadischer Herkunft des eurasischen 

Steppengürtels verschmolzen.6 

 

The appearance of the two states, that of Wallachia and Moldavia, presents many shared 

traits, although the path leading to their establishment differs. Both states emerge in the fourteenth 

century (first Wallachia around 1330s under the guidance of Basarab, and then Moldavia in the 

 
6 The first phases of consolidation and flourishing of court culture in both principalities – in the case of 

Wallachia under Mircea the Old (1386-1418), in Moldavia under Alexander 'the Good' (1400 -1432) and 

Stefan 'the Great' (1457-1504) – coincided with the definitive decline of most of the Christian empires, 

principalities, and noble dominions of southeastern Europe. While the Orthodox Balkan world disappeared in 

its previous form and under the Ottoman rule, new circumstances has arisen, very quickly in some areas and 

gradually in others. As a result, two 'new Balkan' dominions emerged: Wallachia and Moldavia. Only at this 

point did they adopt the Balkan Orthodox ruling, administrative, and ecclesiastical institutional system and 

merged it with elements of the Hungarian ruling and political organisation, which had its origin in the 

equestrian nomadic system of the peoples from the Eurasian steppe belt (my translation). 
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second half of the same century under the leadership of noblemen from Maramureș, Dragoș and 

then Bogdan), and assume features resembling medieval feudal states. Additionally, both states 

appear at a time when there is a power vacuum in the respective geographical areas (Mongols to 

the East, and Hungarians to the West), and eventually establish a local church institution and 

manage to have it recognised by the authorities of Constantinople. Nonetheless, while the 

Voivodeship of Basarab is the result of uniting under his sole rulership the various local, minor 

political identities (knezats) in the struggle against the Hungarians, the establishment of the 

Moldavian Voivodeship is linked to the various conflicts led by Louis I of Anjou against the Tatars 

in the East and his initiative to appoint a nobleman from Maramureș to build a first feudal reality in 

the area for a better control over it (Alzati 1982: 135-136; 183-184). This led to a separate 

development of the noble class, known in Romanian historiography as boyars. Before Basarab, the 

Wallachian lands were divided in village communities, which had their own local regulations and 

were the sole possessors of the lands. Based on their responsibility of collecting tribute for the 

peoples of the steppe, the boyars rose as a class based on their role of tax-collectors. In Moldavia, 

instead, the initial presence of a military class appointed to the ruling of its lands made it so that a 

system similar to that of dominium eminens in the West developed, that is, where the voivode is in 

possession of all the lands of his state and the boyars are allowed to take charge of parts of it in 

accordance with the ruler’s will. 

The other element highlighted by Ursprung is the rise of Wallachia and Moldavia as 

Christian Orthodox states in the fifteenth century, at a time when the kingdoms surrounding them 

were being absorbed by the Ottoman empire. Indeed, a brief excursus on the faiths of the Bulgarian 

and the Serbian states shows how these two lost their power of influence in the Balkan area. 

Between 1363 and 1393 one after another all Bulgarian cities fall under the Ottoman occupation, 

with Tărnovo, capital of the Second Bulgarian Empire, falling in June 1393 and Vidin, last 

stronghold of the Bulgarian state, being captured in 1396 (Державин 1947: 5). The dynamics 

leading to the Serbian territory becoming pashalik of the Ottoman Porte are more difficult to 

summarise, enough it to say that after a long period of conflict (from the battle of Marica in 1371 

to the fall of Smederevo in 1459), by mid-fifteenth century the lands of Serbia have been almost 
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completely seized by the Ottomans. The only territories left free were those of Montenegro, which 

resisted till 1496. This last stronghold of freedom within the Balkan area is relevant for the history 

of book production and circulation within the Romanian principalities because between 1493 and 

1496 five books (Octoechos part I and II, Psalter, Euchologion and Tetraevagelion) are printed by 

the hieromonk Makarije, whose type and printing experience is then inherited by Wallachia and its 

first printing house in Târgoviște (Немировский 2008). The historical circumstances of the 

Wallachian and Moldavian Voivodeships, instead, led them to become vassal states of the Porte 

(1462 Wallachia under the rule of Vlad Țepeș and 1504 Moldavia after the death of Stephen the 

Great) but never pashaliks. 

This position of relative autonomy of Wallachia and Moldavia, at least in matters of 

internal affairs, influenced greatly the establishment and further development of the Orthodox 

Church. First, the Ottomans did not have the right to build mosques within the territories of 

Wallachia and Moldavia, and indeed the two states have never been considered part of the dar al-

Islam (the House of Islam or Pax Islamica) (Maxim 2011: 45-46). Second, their Churches and the 

financial support that the rulers of these two states provided across the Christian world (mainly to 

the monastic complex of Mount Athos as well as the monastery of St Catherine on Sinai and the 

patriarchate of Constantinople) made the position of Wallachia and Moldavia stronger within the 

Christian world, becoming a new point of reference. To make a step back, since the fourteenth 

century Wallachia and the very beginning of the fifteenth century Moldavia, both states had been 

under the direct authority of the patriarch of Constantinople. In 1359 a Metropolitan see is founded 

in Wallachia (Curtea de Argeș), while in 1401 the Metropolitan see of Suceava is installed by the 

Ecumenical Patriarchate in Constantinople for Moldavia. In 1370, another metropolitan see is 

founded in Wallachia with its centre in Severin, and at the beginning of the sixteenth century, the 

bishopric sees in Râmnicu Vâlcea and Buzău. In the East of the Carpathians there came into being 

the bishoprics of Roman and Rădăuți in the fifteenth century, and in the sixteenth century the 

bishopric of Huși. 

To finish this section dedicated to Wallachia and Moldavia, we should also mention the 

trade routes which crossed this space, for they also had a significant political, social, and cultural 
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impact. In Wallachia we have mainly the river route along the Danube linking the north-west of the 

state to the south-east and the Black Sea. In addition to this, there were two more roads which 

connected the west to the east: Severin to Baia de Arama, Râmnic, Argeș, Câmpulung, that is to 

the political centre of the state, and the route linking Severin, Craiova, Slatina, Pitești and then 

Târgoviște, Buzău and Brăila. The distribution of trade routes undoubtedly shaped the landscape of 

the Voivodeship, if not only for the distribution and collection of taxes, in addition to the 

contribution it had to the urban development of these lands. The trade was mainly managed by 

foreign merchants, first the Saxon tradesmen from Brașov, and later, under the ever-growing 

influence of the Ottoman power, by Ragusan merchants (Alzati 1982: 140-41). Moldavia, instead, 

had a main road connecting the north of the Voivodeship to the south, its main commercial cities 

being Belgorod (Cetatea Albă), Kilia and Brăila in the south and leading up to L’viv in the north. 

This was the former Mongol Road, which in the fourteenth-fifteenth century became known as the 

Moldavian Road. Later another road developed, which led from the Back Sea west to Brașov and 

then up north to Kraków. The connection to Poland, especially via the trade exchange with L’viv, 

was of utmost importance for the political forming of the Moldavian state in the fifteenth century. 

A series of documents survive witnessing the partnership between these two lands, where 

Moldavia had the status of a pseudo-vassal state with regards to Poland (Papacostea 2004: 3-5). 

Indeed, the study of trade and its history is incredibly interesting, for it gives us further insight into 

the social engagement of the time and the cultural exchange taking place in the region. Of the 

many studies currently undertaken in this field, of most interest to us are those reflecting on the 

connection between trade, ethnicity, identity, and literacy (Szende 2018, see chapter 4 'Language 

and Literacy'). For example, it is possible to note that there was a hierarchy of languages employed 

in these states – Latin tended to be used as lingua franca in the trade world in Transylvania for 

longer than in other European regions in the west (until the second half of the sixteenth century), 

which was probably due to its multi-ethnical and multilingual features (Hungarian, Saxon, 

Romanian, Slavonic), both very prominent in a relatively limited space. Additionally, language 

brought prestige to its users and was often vital for social ascent, be it Latin in Transylvania, or 

Church Slavonic and later Greek in the Wallachian and Moldavian principalities. 
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2.2. The Lands of Transylvania 

The area of Transylvania, that is the lands ultra silvam to the east of the Carpathian range, 

has been within the interest of the Hungarian rulers from the first settlements of the Magyars in 

Central Europe in the tenth century, and continued for much longer than the sixteenth century into 

the twentieth century during the Austro-Hungarian Empire. The aspect which is most interesting 

about these lands, and which had a lasting impact on their history, is their ethnic composition and 

social divisions. I shall attempt, therefore, to give a brief overview of the multi-ethnic feature of 

Transylvania up to the sixteenth century and draw a connection with its political organization and 

confessional differences. 

In his account of Hungary, Nicolaus Olahus (Oláh Miklós, 1493-1568), archbishop and 

primate of Strigonium (Esztergom), writes the following about the peoples inhabiting 

Transylvania: 

In hac sunt, quatuor diuerso genere nationes: Hungari, Siculi, Saxones, Valachi: inter 

quos, ineptiores bello putantur Saxones. Hungari & Siculi, eadem lingua vtuntur; 

nisi quod Siculi quaedam peculiaria gentis suae habeant vocabula: de quibus, in fine 

operis latius dicemus. Saxones, dicuntur Saxonum Germaniae esse colonae, per 

Carolum Magnum eo traductae: quod verum esse arguit, lingua vtriusque populi 

consonantia. Valachi, Romanorum coloniae esse traduntur. Eiusrei argumentum est, 

quod multa habeant communia cum idiomate Romano […].7 (Oláh 1763: 61-62) 

 

Olahus identifies four main nations inhabiting the Transylvanian lands and gives to each 

one of them a linguistic and a brief historical connotation – vlachs or Romanians, the majority of 

the population dwelling in the region, indigenous, and professing Orthodoxy; Saxons, known as 

Sași in Romanian, a German speaking group of people that came to the region around the twelfth 

century and was involved mainly with the economic life of the territory; Szeklers or Székelys, a 

group of people associated to the Hungarians, descendants of the nomadic groups migrating 

westwards from Central Asia, whom had the duty of protecting the Hungarian frontier from further 

nomadic incursions; and Hungarians, prevalently Catholics, usually holding the position of ruling 

 
7 There are four different kinds of nations: the Hungarians, the Sicilians [the Szeklers], the Saxons, and the 

Wallachians. The Hungarians and the Sicilians speak the same language, except that the Sicilians have 

certain terms peculiar to their race (of which we shall speak at length at the end of the work). The Saxons are 

said to be colonists of the Saxon Germania, brought over by Charlemagne, which is argued to be true, for the 

language of both peoples is in harmony. The Vlachs [Wallachians] are said to be colonies of the Romans. 

Their argument is that they have much in common with the Roman idiom […] (my translation). 
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class in Transylvania. These peoples had a precise geographical and social connotation in 

Transylvania, with the Hungarians overseeing the main political roles in the territory, living mainly 

in the west of Transylvania, the Szeklers’ land in the south-east of Transylvania (Terra Siculorum), 

and the Saxons’ land (Terra Saxonum) divided into seats (sedes) around the city of Sibiu-

Hermannstadt, the Bistrița region in the north and Burzenland or Țara Bârsei. The Romanians, 

instead, did not have a specific area dedicated to them, and rather represented the labour force of 

Transylvania, and even more so around the sixteenth century when a regime of serfdom was 

imposed in those lands (Alzati 1982: 24-25). 

The multiplicity of the ethnical components present in Transylvania had a deep impact on 

its institutional organization. The main constitutional norm on which such organization was built 

was the Unio Trium Nationum of 1437, an agreement of mutual aid between the three principal 

nations (Hungarian nobility, Saxons, and Szeklers) against the revolts of the peasants and the 

Ottoman attacks. The Unio led to the installing of a Council and Diet, the latter becoming the main 

governing body of Transylvania, which in the sixteenth century would have the task to appoint the 

country’s ruler. Besides its political significance, with the founding of the Unio Trium Nationum  

each nation became more independent in its internal affairs, an aspect of fundamental importance 

in the sixteenth century with the arrival of Reformation in Transylvania and its religious and 

theological impulses varying in accordance to the distinct linguistic and ethnical character of the 

peoples of the territory (Hungarians, Germans, Székelys, Wallachians)(Wien 2022: 29-43).  

Additionally, each group of people acquired a distinct ethno-territorial connotation. As mentioned 

before, the Romanians were perceived as a distinct ethnical group, which had no rights and no 

perspective of altering or climbing up the social scale unless a process of ‘magyarization’ was 

undertaken (such was the case of the Hunyadi family, house of Matthias Corvinus, king of 

Hungary and Croatia between 1458-1490). 

With the diffusion of the Reformation ideas throughout Western Europe, Transylvania 

underwent a period of great cultural change as well, influenced by the ethnic composition of its 

lands as well as by its political organization. From the 1540s, Transylvanian society was no longer 

divided between the Orthodox majority (Romanians) and the Catholic minority (Hungarians, 
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Szeklers and Saxons), but became open to new Christian values promoted first by the Lutheran 

Church and later by the Calvinist Church, and eventually the Antitrinitarian (Unitarian) movement. 

In particular, Luther’s ideas were accepted by the Saxons, and Calvin’s by the Hungarians. Already 

in 1524 there was a Lutheran community in Sibiu, while the intellectual activity of Johannes 

Honterus (1498-1549) in Brașov led the Diet of Alba Iulia of 1543 to recognise the Lutheran 

presence in the city and accept its religious autonomy – on this occasion Honterus wrote an 

Apology for the Reformatio Ecclesiae Coronensis he composed the previous year. This would lay 

at the basis of the of the ecclesiastic organization of the other cities embracing Lutheranism 

(Wittstock 1970). The following year the entire Universitas Saxonum, founded towards the end of 

the fifteenth century after the Unio, decided to adhere as one to the Lutheran Church and have it 

recognised as their state confession, which happened in 1550. On the other hand, the Hungarian 

nobility too developed an interest in the Lutheran Church, especially as means of political 

opposition against the Habsburg rulership and search for independence. However, the prominence 

of the German character of the establishment of the Lutheran Church in Transylvania dissuaded the 

Hungarian nobility from choosing a similar path, so that the Calvinist doctrine had a better 

reception among the Hungarian aristocracy. Consequently, while Sibiu became the new centre of 

the Lutheran Church, Cluj was the stronghold of the Calvinist Church. After some years of 

resistance, the Synod of Aiud in 1564 declares Calvinism as the third religion of Transylvania, 

giving it freedom of confession. At the same time, the Antitrinitarian movement, promoted by 

Ferenc Dávid and the Italian Giorgio Biandrata, also gained ground among the Hungarian 

noblemen, so that in the Diet of Târgu Mureș (Marosvásárhely) of 1572 the Unitarian Church is 

recognised as official in Transylvania. If the nations of the Saxons and the Hungarian noblemen 

adhered to one or the other (and at times to all of them in a lifetime), the Szeklers remained faithful 

to the Catholic Church, as did the Romanians to the Orthodox one. The political dimension of the 

spread of the Protestant churches, especially the Calvinist one, made it so that both the Catholic 

and the Orthodox churches suffered repression and persecution from mid-sixteenth century till the 

rulership of Stephen Báthory (István Báthory–- Voivode 1571-1576, Prince of Transylvania 1576–

1586, King of Poland and Grand Duke of Lithuania 1576–1586). The principal way of 
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implementing such repression was the annihilation of the ecclesiastic organization of these two 

churches, so that in 1556 the bishoprics of Oradea and Alba-Iulia were secularized and 

expropriated of their possessions. The case of the Orthodox Church deserves some further analysis, 

for its internal organization was extremely precarious, and the Calvinist clergy tried to impose in 

its place their own institutions. 

Little is known about the early ecclesiastical organization of the Orthodox Church in 

Transylvania. The common agreement amongst the historians is that the Orthodox clergy did not 

benefit from a hierarchy or any social status which would give them prominence amongst the 

Romanian population. The establishing of bishoprics for this region comes at a later date, while in 

the thirteenth to the sixteenth centuries the Orthodox community would reply on the presence of 

few monastic centres and occasional bishops who crossed these lands and would stop for a short 

period of time (Zach 1977: 49-50). A more stable ecclesiastical presence was offered by the 

monastery of Peri, in the north of the region, which received in 1391 from the Ecumenical 

Patriarch Antonios the nomination to stavropegion, and so was under the patriarch’s direct 

authority and independent from the local bishop (in this case from Halyč). Additionally, towards 

the end of the fifteenth century a bishopric is established in Feleac, not far from Cluj (three bishops 

are known: Daniil, Marcu, and Petru), but only briefly. In the sixteenth century the location of the 

bishopric see changes according to the residency of the bishop, so that in the second half of the 

century there is a bishop Ioan in the Prislop Monastery, followed by bishop Hristofor at the 

Geoagiu Monastery (in 1557). In the last three decades of the sixteenth century an Orthodox see is 

established in Alba Iulia, which was also the capital of the principality. From here we have the 

names of bishops Eftimie, Hristofor II, Ghenadie, and Ioan.   

While the bishop of the Orthodox community was changing location from one monastery 

to another, the establishment of the Calvinist church in Transylvania led to the creation of a 

Calvinist bishop for the Romanian people. Having the support of the Voivode John Sigismund 

Zápolya, the Calvinist church appoints in 1566 Gregory of Sângeorz (Szentgyörgy) as the new 

bishop of the Romanians. The Diet of Sibiu of the same year grants the new bishop with all the 

needed support to convert the Romanian population, threatening the Orthodox bishops, priests and 
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monks of exile in case of opposition (Alzati 1982: 105-06). Gregory was followed by two more 

bishops, Paul and Michael of Turdaș (1569 and 1577 respectively). In 1569 Paul of Turdaș 

summons a Synod which decided on the six founding points of the new Church: 1) the Holy 

Scripture was to be used as criterion of judgment in spiritual matters, while the ruler had the final 

say in human matters; 2) no Office or prayers for the Dead and to the saints was to be allowed; 3) 

priests would be allowed to marry a second time; 4) the priests were to preach about the 

fundamental teachings of the Christian faith on a weekly basis; 5) the faithful were required to 

attend service and listen to the teaching of the new Creed; 6) the priests would be required to 

celebrate in Romanian (Alzati 1982: 108-09). These guiding points for the activity of the new 

Calvinist church for the Romanian population are very important, for they explain, to a certain 

extent, the reasons leading to the printing of religious books in Romanian. Nonetheless, the impact 

of these new ecclesiastical institution was not lasting, for already in 1571 Stephen Báthory, 

catholic by confession, takes the place of John Sigismund, and immediately established the 

hieromonk Eftimie to guide the Romanian people. A year later, in 1572, Eftimie becomes bishop of 

the Orthodox Church under the appointment of the Serbian archibishops of Peč and Serbian 

patriarchs, Macarije (1557-1571) and Antonije (1572-1574), so that also the Orthodox 

ecclesiastical body of Transylvania receives a status of independence, also from the authorities of 

Wallachia and Moldavia. 

The history of the establishment of the Wallachian and Moldavian states, as well as that of 

Transylvania as part of the Hungarian Kingdom help us build the political and religious picture 

within which the first artefacts, written and printed in Romanian, come to light. Alongside the 

general historical perspective, however, it is now necessary to consider the relation between the 

rise of the Orthodox Church and its cultural output, especially as exemplified by the history of its 

books. 
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3. Centres of Book Production 

In this section I would like briefly to introduce the topic of book production in fifteenth-

century Wallachia, Moldavia, and to a lesser extent Transylvania. My focus is on the copying of 

Slavonic manuscripts and the first Orthodox scriptoria in the Romanian lands. I then consider the 

earliest literary witnesses of old Romanian.  

3.1. Church Slavonic and Literacy 

It has already been mentioned how the Wallachian and Moldavian churches acquired 

recognition from the Ecumenical Patriarchate in the mid fourteenth century and at the beginning of 

the fifteenth century respectively. The support these two churches receive from their respective 

rulers means that throughout the fifteenth century there is a true flourishing of monasticism in the 

lands north of the Danube. Voivodes such as Basarab I, Nicolae Alexandru Basarab in Wallachia, 

and Alexander the Good and especially Stephen the Great in Moldavia would lay the basis of many 

monasteries as well as city churches, which they would support financially throughout their lives, 

and which would become patronaged by their families after their death. There are many documents 

(documente de ctitorie, that is, the documents of foundation) referring the kind of relationship 

existing between the founder of a monastery/church and the institution itself, and listing the 

various donations granted to them – money endowment, lands, village communities, religious 

objects such as books, tapestry, and liturgical artefacts. It is interesting to note how at the same 

time the Wallachian and the Moldavian voivodes start an active policy of financial support of other 

Orthodox monasteries, outside their state borders, which makes them become the new defenders of 

Orthodoxy at a time when many other Orthodox rulers were weakened by the Ottoman power. 

Another element which associates the two states is the foundation of the very first monasteries at 

the turn of the fifteenth century – in both cases monks leaving their homeland, either because of the 

Ottoman invasions or in search of a life in solitude following the hesychastic teachings, settle in 

the Romanian Voivodeships and give rise to new monastic communities. In the case of Wallachia, 

Nicodim of Tismana founds a series of monasteries in the south-west of Wallachia, in what is 

known as Oltenia. This monk was of Serbian origin (from the Prilep area in Macedonia) and was 
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tonsured in the Serbian monastery of Hilandar. He reaches the Danubian area of Drobeta Turnu-

Severin and there founds two monasteries in what is today Bulgaria. At the end of 1360s he crosses 

the Danube into the Wallachian land and builds first the monastery of Vodița and then that of 

Tismana, the establishment of which is supported by the rulers of the time, that is, by Vladislav 

(Vlaicu) Vodă, Radu I and Dan I, and which receive donations up to the sixteenth century – there 

are 45 documents covering the period of 1370 till the rulership of Radu the Great (1495-1508) 

reporting the bequests these monasteries received from the Wallachian rulers (Păcurariu and 

Edroiu 2014: 392). There are many more monasteries associated with Nicodim and his disciples, 

which follow the rim of the Carpathian range and tend to stay within the confines of Oltenia 

(Topolnița, Coșuște Crivelnic, Gura Mortului and Vișina). In the case of Moldavia, it is said that 

three monks, Sofronie, Pimen, and Siluan, coming from either Mount Athos or the Tismana 

Monastery, founded at the end of the fourteenth century the Monastery of Neamț, which is 

entrusted together with all the existing monasteries to the care of one single hegumen, Dometian 

(Iorga 1925: 9-12; Tomescu 1942). During the rulership of Alexander the Great (1400-1432), 

Neamț Monastery becomes the main hub of artistic and cultural promotion within the Orthodox 

reality of the Romanian lands – many of the fifteenth century manuscripts we have access to today 

have been produced at the Neamț monastery, and were then donated to other surrounding 

monasteries. 

Another important cultural contribution was made by Gregory Camblak’s visit to 

Moldavia as envoy of the Constantinopolitan Patriarch to settle the conflict with the Moldavian 

ruler, Alexander the Good, over the establishment of the new metropolitan see. Camblak, born in 

Bulgaria before its fall into the Ottoman hands and metropolitan of Kyiv in the second decade of 

the fifteenth century, was an important intellectual and political figure of the Balkan and Eastern 

Orthodox Church. He is mostly known for his sermons and panegyrics, written in the rhetorical 

style of the Trnovo school (Яцимирский 1904: 466-70). His presence in Moldavia is important for 

two reasons: it shows the geographical relocation of the Balkan Orthodox Church (further to the 

North-East, away from the Ottomans) as well as the relevance of the Moldavian situation at the 

eyes of Constantinople at the beginning of the fifteenth century. 
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Besides the Neamț monastery, other important monastic centres were established at the 

beginning of the fifteenth century – Pobrata or Probota, Moldovița, Bistrița, Humor, Horodnic (for 

nuns) around the area or Suceava, but also Căpriana in the east (not far from Chișinău), just to 

mention as few. At the time of Stephen the Great (1457-1504) these monasteries see their 

possessions confirmed and enlarged, and new important monasteries are founded – most famously 

Putna, Voroneț, Tazlău, Dobrovăţ and Pătrăuți Monasteries. 

With the founding of such a high number of monasteries and urban churches (around 

Suceava in Moldavia and Câmpulung then Argeș and Târgoviște in Wallachia), the cultural output 

related to the activity of the Orthodox Church found an extremely fertile ground, with the fifteenth 

and sixteenth centuries becoming the timeframe within which the Slavonic feature of medieval 

Romanian culture reached its peak. It is assumed that initially many of the Church Slavonic 

manuscripts used for copying in the fifteenth century travelled to Wallachia and especially to 

Moldavia from Serbia, Bulgaria, Mount Athos as well as the Studion monastery in Constantinople 

(Brătulescu 1963: 497). This assumption is also confirmed by the fact that some manuscripts 

follow the orthographic rules of Serbian Church Slavonic (Resavian), while others are 

representatives of the Middle-Bulgarian writing norms (Tărnovo orthography). Orthography 

reflects also the local adaptation of these scripts to the Romanian reality during the fifteenth 

century, for a so-called Romanian Church Slavonic or slavonă românească, that is, a way of 

writing in Church Slavonic typical of the Romanian lands,8 is thought to have developed. The 

truth, however, is that while the religious manuscripts copied during the fifteenth century present 

some oscillation and conflation of the Resavian and Tărnovo norms (could and should this be 

considered an example of slavonă românească?), especially in Moldavia, towards the sixteenth 

century the copyists use prevalently the Tărnovo orthographical norm only (Knoll 2019: 266-69). 

While, however, little is known about manuscript copying in the fourteenth century in Wallachia 

and Moldavia (Lința 1972, identifies twenty MSS currently preserved in Romanian, of which five 

 
8 Different scholars assign to the expression slavonă românească a different connotation, some 

understanding by it the language used while writing any Slavonic text within the Romanian boarders, while 

others referring only to original texts written in Church Slavonic, and others still referring to pragmatic 

literature, which present linguistic influences derived from Romanian (Knoll 2019:267).  
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might have been copied within the Romanian lands), in the fifteenth century some scriptoria 

assume the task of providing all other monastic communities with liturgical and religious books. 

The continuous conflicts in which Wallachia was involved throughout the fifteenth century 

between the Ottoman and the Hungarian powers (Jens Schmitt et al. 2021: 294-304) probably did 

not allow the Wallachian monasteries to continuously produce the same high number of MSS as in 

Moldavia. Such, at least, appears to have been the case when looking at the bibliographical 

information available to us today. In his catalogue of Slavonic MSS preserved at the Romanian 

Academy Library, Panaitescu considers twenty-six books9 to have been copied in Wallachia in the 

fifteenth century, only two of which he suggests might have been copied in the Bistrița monastery, 

under the patronage of the Crăiovești family in Oltenia. Moldavia, instead, provides us with a fuller 

picture of the monastic centres engaged in book production and their further circulation. 

From its founding, Neamț Monastery became a thriving cultural centre for the Orthodox 

Church. First, we have already mentioned how at the beginning of the fifteenth century the 

presence of the patriarchal envoy, Gregory Camblak, strengthened the connection between 

Moldavia and Constantinople and to a certain extent the Bulgarian lands (Camblak was Bulgarian 

by birth). During his time in Moldavia (probably 1401-1404?) many of his sermons were copied 

and passed on in the Slavonic religious tradition (Яцимирский 1904: 466-70). A second period of 

cultural flourishing was between 1424 and 1449, when Gavriil Uric worked as a scribe at the 

Neamț Monastery, whom Pascal identifies as the copyist of twenty-three manuscripts known to us 

today (Паскаль 1989), of which: four are in Saint Petersburg, six in Moscow, one in Kyiv, one in 

Chișinău, then in Bucharest, one in Oxford, and another one in Russia (today lost). The second half 

of the fifteenth century represented a period when the experience of the Neamț Monastery was 

employed to adorn the newly built monasteries with the necessary books, a dynamic especially 

prominent at the time of Stephen the Great’s rulership. If we consider that any religious community 

would need about twenty different books in order to be able to follow the liturgical year (and more 

 
9 These are MSS numbers 68, 73, 215, 238, 254, 256, 257, 270, 271, 301, 303, 304, 305, 315, 316, 320, 321, 

330, 340, 341, 355, 414, 419, 421, 444, and 496. Most of them are Sborniks or Miscellaneous manuscripts, 

though we also have the Chronicle of Hamartolos (320, 321 and only one part in 330), a Nomocanon, and 

some liturgical books (Psalter, Apostolos, Liturgicon and Molitvenik). 
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for a monastic community) (Pelin 2007: 215), it comes as no surprise that for each new 

establishment of a monastic community a high number of books needed to be produced. Pelin’s 

bibliographical study of the manuscripts copied at the time of Stephen the Great is extremely 

valuable in making us understand: a) the type of books being copied; b) their distribution in the 

fifteenth century; c) their current location. For example, of the eighty-three manuscripts identified 

by Pelin (parts of one manuscript are preserved in two different institutions), twenty-four are 

Tetraevangelia and twenty-nine are Menaia; the first group owing its high number to its material 

worth (seventeen are written on parchment) and therefore little use and better preservation, and the 

other being preserved in so many copies because each cycle of Menaia was composed of twelve 

books (one for each month, although it is possible that one monastery was not in possession of a 

full cycle) and could be of different types: hagiographical or liturgical; varying in content and also 

in structure. Besides these two types of books, the list is completed by Psalters, Apostolos books, 

Octoechos as well as books of the Old Testament, Miscellanea (homilies of John Chrysostom, 

Gregory the Theologian, John Climacus), and the Syntagma of Matthew Blastares. Today, thirty-

seven of these manuscripts are stored in Romania, while the remaining can be found in Russia 

(Moscow and Saint Petersburg), Ukraine, Greece, Germany, Poland, USA, Austria, Hungary, 

Turkey (Pelin 2007). Another interesting aspect surveyed by Pelin is the final intended recipient of 

these books as attested by their colophons. Once more, the case of the Tetraevangelia serves as 

example. The following list indicates the place receiving the artefact and its year of copying:10 

Humor – 1473; L’viv – 1477, by boyar Mihul with his brothers; Putna – 1488–1489; Voroneţ – 

1490, Bacău – 1491, by Alexander, son of Stephen the Great; Zographou – 1492; Hotin – 1493; 

Huşi – 1493; Pătrăuţi – 1493, by Maria-Voichiţa; Borzeşti – 1495; Moldoviţa – 1498; Zographou – 

1502; Piatra – 1502; Metropolitan of Suceava – 1502–1503, Dragna; Hârlău – 1504; Putna – 1504–

1507. In the colophons to these MSS, while there is an indication of the recipient of the 

manuscript, there is no information about the place where the book itself was produced. However, 

further study, especially if combined with the information available about the copyists and their 

place of activity, might help us locate better the initial provenance of these manuscripts (although 

 
10 List taken from Pelin (2007:116).  
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scribes would also travel to different locations to execute their tasks, so that precise information 

about the place of copying might be hard to achieve). 

Another important centre for book copying was the monastery of Moldovița. In his survey 

of the Slavonic manuscripts preserved at the Dragomirna monastery, Iufu identifies forty-four 

manuscripts from Moldovița. Of these, five are dated to the end of the fourteenth century, twenty-

four to the fifteenth century, and eleven to the sixteenth century (Iufu 1963b). The study of the 

Dragomirna collection more in general would certainly cast further light upon book production and 

circulation in Moldavia – as of now the monastery has 167 MSS coming from the Moldovița, 

Voroneț, Putna, Solca, Sucevița monasteries and the bishopric of Rădăuți, and some of its 

manuscripts are truly unique in the history of Slavonic Studies – for example the collection of six 

Miscellaneous MSS, presenting hagiographical and homiletic texts, one of which refers to having 

been written at the Studion monastery in Constantinople – MS inv. 1813/724 (Iuffu 1966: 200-01; 

Mitric 2010). Of the manuscripts destined for the Moldovița monastery, three were copied in the 

bishopric of Rădăuți (Brătulescu 1963, numbers 33, 35 and 37; Iuffu 1966), which was another 

scriptorial centre. 

With the founding of the Putna monastery by Stephen the Great (1466), in the second half 

of the fifteenth century another important scriptorium starts its activity. The monastery relied 

initially on the Neamț scriptorium and scribes, though it soon acquired its own local importance, 

especially in the field of musicology (Moisescu 1983). Like Pelin’s survey of the manuscripts 

produced in Moldavia during the time of Stephen the Great, Székely gathers bibliographical data 

about the manuscripts copied at or donated to the Putna monastery between the end of the fifteenth 

century and in the sixteenth century. She identifies thirty-seven manuscripts (Székely 2007, 2011).  

This brief overview of the production of Slavonic books during the fifteenth century in 

Moldavia hints at the level of circulation of religious materials across the monastic landscape of 

Romania. Transylvania too must have been involved in this cultural exchange, although because of 

the lack of political support of the Orthodox Church, it is harder to follow its activity across the 

centuries. Geographically, the main Orthodox communities in Transylvania follow the west side of 

the mountain range, with the already mentioned Peri monastery, down to the Năsăud and Feleac 
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areas, then the urban areas of Sibiu and Brașov, and eventually the Hațeg lands further to the 

south-west and the area of Banat with its centre in the Bodrog monastery. A clear study of book 

production, circulation, and collecting in Transylvania is yet to be made, however there are some 

catalogues and short articles covering the material preserved in some most important institutions in 

Transylvania (Iufu 1963a; Lința 1980, 1985; Pistrui 1974, 1978). It appears that the Bodrog 

Monastery was one of the thriving centres for book copying, and that it had close connections with 

the Serbian lands. Additionally, Moldavia is once more playing a role, for many of the fifteenth 

and sixteenth century manuscripts found in Transylvania come from there. Most famously, Gavriil 

Uric copies around 1435/1436 a Tetraevagelion for Cânda Lațco, boyar of Hațeg (Iorga 1925: 13). 

Nonetheless, the study of Transylvania’s Slavonic MSS, their provenance and circulation are topics 

which require further research and scholarly attention. What is perhaps important to point out is the 

continuous exchange of religious books and materials taking place between Transylvania, 

Wallachia, and Moldavia. So how and to what extent were these scribes trained in the art of 

writing? 

Popescu investigated to the old schooling system in the three Romanian voivodships, and  

identified four possible educational institutions in the later medieval and early modern periods: a) 

monastic schools for religious and secular pupils offering basic training in Slavonic language, 

calligraphy, painting and church music; b) episcopal schools attended mainly by students of noble 

descent; c) schools for the ‘deacons’ training mainly scribes; d) confessional schools, usually based 

around monastic communities or bishoprics, founded by the Saxon, Hungarian or Polish 

communities (Popescu 2017: 113-14). Of these four, probably the monastic and the schools 

training scribes are the ones that interest us most. It is plausible to think that to a certain extent they 

conflate, and that in the teaching activities of a monastery, a section was mainly focused on 

training scribes. These would have developed in monasteries such as Neamț and Tismana in 

Moldavia and Wallachia respectively, and in the Peri monastery in Transylvania. The case of the 

Putna monastery is also quite interesting, for until the  mid-seventeenth century it is thought that 

there operated a school of Greek and Church Slavonic and that it covered the same subjects as the 

programme of the trivium and quadrivium in the West (Bârsănescu 1968). In the sixteenth century 
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some attempts are made on behalf of the voivodes to establish schools closer to their own ruling 

centre, and so also train chancellery scribes. Some very useful studies have recently been published 

on the study of pragmatic documents and literacy in medieval to early modern Romania (Goina 

2020; Jakó 2011). These show that: a) throughout the fifteenth century princely writing officers 

were laymen of high social ranking and because their position tended to be passed onto their heirs, 

chancellery writing was most likely a family business; b) up to the sixteenth century, monastic 

institutions relied on the princely chancellery in issuing legal documents ; c) the sixteenth century 

marks a change, for more scribes are available and religious figures are more and more involved in 

writing legal documents as well; d) besides internal documents being written in Church Slavonic in 

Moldavia and Wallachia, there are many documents in Latin, German, Hungarian, Polish, and 

Turkish, commissioned to foreign scribes hosted at the court. Suffice it to say that there is a growth 

in literacy in the religious and secular spheres, which came to draw closer in the sixteenth century. 

Another important centre for the Orthodox Church, especially in the sixteenth century, was the 

school of Șcheii Brașovului (in Transylvania), where Coresi printed most of his Slavonic and 

Romanian books. The close trade connections between Brașov and the Voivodeships of Wallachia 

and Moldavia made this school a true point of reference – some of its grammarians and teachers 

were invited to the Wallachian court to work permanently for the voivode or to lead diplomatic 

missions (Popescu 2017: 128-29), and the centre was financially supported by the two rulers. 

Finally, what was the legacy of Church Slavonic manuscripts produced in Romania? First, 

it is essential to improve our knowledge of the books preserved in Transylvania as well as in what 

is usually seen as minor rural institutions across Romania and Moldova. Second, it is imperative, 

now that some of these manuscripts have been catalogued and are known to scholarship, to start 

studying them as material evidence of history, that is, now that we have a list of objects, it is time 

to start telling their story. Third, it would also be interesting to combine the study of manuscript 

production with that, for example, of pragmatic literature, and so investigate further the theme of 

literacy and multilingualism in southeastern Europe. 
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3.2. Old Romanian and Textual Genres 

The first manuscripts written in old Romanian dated from the sixteenth century. It is 

plausible, however, that writing in Romanian, with Cyrillic or other letters (as witnessed by the 

Todorescu fragment, a Romanian source printed with Latin-Magyar letters), was practised already 

in the fifteenth century, although, no primary sources survive from the time. Some historical 

documents from the end of the fifteenth century inform us about the existence of ‘idiomate 

vlachico scriptus’ (Cartojan 1996: 85), which makes us assume that some form of writing in 

Romanian existed already at the time. Nonetheless, the first original text we have in old Romanian 

dates to 1521 – the letter of Neacșu from Câmpulung to Hans Benkner in Brașov warning him 

about the Ottomans’ crossing of the Danube and arrival in the Romanian lands. It is interesting to 

note how the opening and the closing of the letter, its most formulaic parts, are in Slavonic. 

Nonetheless, the main body of the letter is written in Romanian, and it is a clear witness to the 

established practice of writing in Romanian with Cyrillic letters. A greater number of pragmatic 

documents written in Romanian come from the end of the sixteenth century (Chivu et al. 1979), a 

time when the language started to be adopted in writing urban letters, especially in Moldavia 

(Goina 2020: 91-97). 

Of the sixteenth century manuscripts in old Romanian, we have mainly preserved books 

with religious content. The already-mentioned Psalter and Apostolos texts introduced in the 

Introduction chapter, form the corpus belonging to Holy Scripture. These are the Voroneț, Scheia, 

and Hurmuzaki Psalters on the one hand, and the Voroneț and Bratu Codices on the other. Because 

these sources have been described in detail elsewhere, I shall not dwell on them here. 

A second corpus of writings belongs to what can be described as Apocalyptical and 

Hagiographical literature. Its main representative is the Sturdzan Codex, written between 1580-

1620 in Măhaciu (Transylvania). The content of the codex is divided into two parts. The first part 

was copied by priest Gregory in Măhaciu and presents a series of legends and other excerpts with 

religious content: Legend of Sunday, homily ‘who is a good Christian’, Catechism, sermon ‘Dear 

brothers’, Legend of Saint Friday, fragment from a conspiration, Legend of Avram, fragment of 
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Liturgy, sermon ‘The Lord said’. The second part was probably copied before 1580 and is a second 

series of legends (often called Apocalyptic): Legend of Saint Sisinnius, The Descent of the Virgin 

Mary into Hell, Apocalypse of Saint Paul, Thoughts in the Hour of Death, Prayer for the extraction 

of the Devil. The most exhaustive study of the textual tradition of this textual source is provided by 

Chivu in ‘Localizarea și filiația textelor din Codicele Sturdzan’ (1982). Alongside the Sturdzan 

Codex, other codices are often mentioned, which, although belonging to the seventeenth century 

(the dating is still uncertain for some of them), are considered to belong to the textual tradition of 

the sixteenth century, the time where the texts found in the manuscripts in question are believed to 

have been composed. These codices are the Todorescu Codex, the Martian Codex, the Manuscript 

from Ieud and the Martian Catechism (Gheție 1975: 211-14) (Gheție 1975: 309-27). In addition to 

these, from the same period come some manuscripts which belong to popular, moralizing 

literature, namely translations of the Fiore di virtù (Roman-Moraru 1982). 

Another type of texts translated in the second half of the sixteenth century had legal 

content. In particular, from the north of Moldavia, we have the Glosses to the Syntagma of 

Matthew Blasteres and the Pravila (Nomocanon) composed by Lucaci at the Putna monastery 

(Gheție 1975: 242-47). 

The translation of canonical, popular, or moralizing as well as legal books is, therefore, 

contemporaneous, or at least their copying is. This points to a certain interest in having access to 

both what constitutes the basis of the Christian teachings (New Testament and the Psalms) as well 

as to the wider interpretative literature and folk stories developed around the scriptural canon, also 

in terms of the Christian law. It is interesting to note that in printing only the first category of 

books is promoted, while popular literature is replaced by the teachings and homilies of the Church 

Fathers and by the commentaries to the Holy Scripture. In fact, if we were to present schematically 

the books printed in Romanian in the second half of the sixteenth century, we would find the 

following: 
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Title of the Book Year of 

printing 

Place 

[Catechism] [1544] [Sibiu] 

Bilingual Evangelion [1551/1553] [Sibiu] 

   

Catechism [1560] [Brașov] 

Tetraevangelion [1561] Brașov 

Apostolos [1567/1568] [Brașov] 

Gospel Homiliary [1568] [Brașov] 

Liturgicon [1570] Brașov 

Psalter 1570 Brașov 

Bilingual Psalter 1577 [Brașov] 

Bilingual Psalter [1588] [Brașov] 

Nomocanon 1570-1580  

Gospel Homiliary 1581 Brașov 

   

Palea – Old Testament 1582 Orăștie 

The history of printing in the Romanian lands, both in Romanian and in Church Slavonic 

will be discussed more in detail in section four of this chapter. Nonetheless, it is clear that the 

printed books relied on an already existing tradition of translated books in Romanian, which brings 

us to investigate the initial reasons prompting such translations. In this respect, it is important to 

consider the cultural context, the period of elaboration and the geographical provenance of these 

texts. Much ink has been spilled in answering these questions and many hypotheses have been 

advanced. In terms of dating, since the earliest written witnesses to the Psalter text in old 

Romanian come from the beginning of the sixteenth century (Hurzumaki Psalter) and since the 

other sources have all been proved to be copies of earlier texts (Gheție 1982c, each chapter is 

dedicated to a particular religious book or textual source, and investigates in detail their tradition), 

it is safe to say that some translating activity started in the fifteenth century already. It would be 

difficult to posit an earlier period, since, as will be proved later, the translation of both the Psalter 

and the Apostolos text in Romanian is based on a particular redaction in Church Slavonic, which 

started to circulate on a wider scale among the Slavic Orthodox world in the fourteenth century 

only; and it is only towards the end of this century that this Slavonic version of the Psalter and the 

Apostolos also reached the Romanian lands. Later this redaction enjoyed a wide circulation among 

the Romanians, since Deacon Coresi used it for printing the texts in Church Slavonic. 
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What may lead to further knowledge about the cultural context that promoted the 

translation of the Scripture into Romanian, is the Romanian language as characterized by its 

various dialectal features. Here again, different hypotheses have been advanced. From the 

beginning of the twentieth century, thanks to Nicolae Iorga and then Ion Candrea, Alexandru 

Rosetti, and Petre Panaitescu, Romanian scholars accepted the argument that the first translations 

appeared in the Maramureș area and from there spread to Moldova, Wallachia and Transylvania, 

where, in Coresi’s printed editions, they lost the feature of rhotacism. In the eighties, however, Ion 

Gheție together with Alexandru Mareș advanced the idea of the Banat-Hunedoara area as the 

cradle of the first Romanian translations (for most of the texts) (Gheție 1975, 1982c).  Following 

this, it means that originally the texts were not rhotacized, and only when they were copied in the 

Northern areas of Moldova and Transylvania was the element of rhotacism introduced. In the case 

of the Psalter text, some lexical features point to the fact that the translation circulated widely and 

then was modified in the Moldovan region.  From here, arguably, it moved down to south-east 

Transylvania and after additional modifications was printed by Coresi in the second half of the 

sixteenth century (Gheție 1982b: 179-81). If the question of the source which Coresi used in his 

printing is ignored for the time being, the hypothesis advanced by Gheție and Mareș finds 

additional support if the geographical location of Orthodox monasteries at the time taken into 

account, as discussed in the previous section.  Important monastic centres developed in Caraș-

Severin, Gorj, Argeș (Câmplung), Dâmbovița counties of Wallachia, in Hunedoara, Arad, Cluj and 

Maramureș counties nearby and of Trasylvania, and in the North, in the Neamț and Suceava 

regions of Moldova. These started appearing from the end of the fourteenth century, and developed 

mainly during the fifteenth century (Vodița, Tismana, Cozia, Prislop, Feleac, Bistrița of Vâlcea, 

Neamț, Putna Monasteries among others).  In Transylvania as well there were some important 

Orthodox monasteries in Maramureș (Peri), yet because the Orthodox Church was not supported 

by the ruling class of the principality, its development in terms of property was very reduced in 

size, and so was its impact in terms of culture. For example, a Tetraevangelion survives from 

c.1404-05, allegedly written by St Nicodemus of Tismana at the Prislop Monastery, or a Liturgicon 

from 1481 and another Tetraevangelion from 1488 both copied at the Feleac Monastery in Cluj, 
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but otherwise written evidence in Church Slavonic from the fifteenth century is scanty.  In general, 

the Orthodox reality in Transylvania is usually limited to the local sphere of villages and to the 

Romanian population inhabiting them. As Nicolae Iorga wrote, the history of the Romanian 

Transylvania is ‘o istorie de sate și de preoți’, i.e., a history of villages and priests.  This is also 

visible from the fact that until the time of Stephen Báthory there was no established metropolitan 

see in the principality.  If we accept, therefore, that the circulation of Slavonic books went from 

south-western Wallachia to northern Moldova and the other way round, that is, travelling between 

the main monastic centres, the Romanian books may have circulated in a similar way, which fits 

the hypothesis that religious texts were first translated in Banat-Hunedoara from where they were 

transmitted to the other regions.  Once more, bearing in mind that the books in question are the 

Psalter, Apostolos, and Gospel texts, used extensively by the Orthodox Church in its services, and 

that in terms of content the Romanian versions follow closely the Slavonic tradition, it seems likely 

that they were first translated into old Romanian in an Orthodox context. 

Nonetheless, even if Transylvania did not have important Orthodox centres, in the 

sixteenth century, through the intensive printing activity in development there, it definitely became 

a point of reference for the Orthodox Church of both Wallachia and Moldova. All the printed 

editions of the sixteenth century surviving to the present time were issued by Deacon Coresi, who 

was the only typographer printing continuously both old Romanian and Church Slavonic books.  

By following the story of his printing activity, it soon becomes clear, however, why it is difficult to 

place the appearance of the first religious books in old Romanian within one particular cultural 

movement. 

4. The Sixteenth Century and the Printed Book 

I present here an in-depth study of sixteenth century printing activity in Wallachia and 

Transylvania. This is a concrete example where old Romanian and Church Slavonic are brought 

together, as they are used in parallel by the same typographers and in the same printing houses. 

The study of printing further provides historical evidence of the cultural landscape of the 

Romanian lands in a period of radical political and religious changes. 
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The Cyrillic printing tradition, and especially its origin, particularly reveal how dynamic 

and vast the cultural exchange was within the area of the three Romanian voivodeships, the Balkan 

area, and more broadly between southeastern and western Europe. Needless to say, because the 

printing press made book production easier and greater in number, their distribution was wider, 

which facilitated cultural interchange between these areas in the sixteenth century. Additionally, a 

language advantage shared by the Polish, Serbian, Bulgarian, Wallachian, Moldavian, and 

Ukrainian territories was the use of Church Slavonic for religious purposes, especially within the 

Christian Orthodox tradition. In this context the Romanian territories present a unique case for 

study. First, the appearance of Cyrillic printing in Wallachia (Târgoviște), which was third after the 

printing centres of Kraków with Sweipolt Fiol, and Cetinje with hieromonk Makarije, raises 

questions about the interaction between these three printing centres on the one hand, and the 

conditions that permitted its foundation on the other. Second, with the passing of time, the printing 

of Cyrillic books moved to Transylvania, in particular to Brașov, Sibiu, and later Alba-Iulia and 

Sebeș. Because of the strong bond between this region and Hungary, the printing of Cyrillic books 

might have been expected to diminish in favour of books related to the Western tradition, yet this 

was not the case. The way it developed took a peculiar path, that of employing Cyrillic letters both 

for Romanian and Church Slavonic languages. The availability of printed books made it such that 

throughout the sixteenth century the use of Romanian for religious purposes increased, and that 

there was more access to Church Slavonic materials within the three Romanian principalities. 

The approach used in this chapter is that of looking mainly at the books’ colophons, when 

available, in order to gather as much precise information as possible about the books, and to follow 

the secondary literature involved in studying watermarks, paper production, and trade in the 

Romanian territories. This information is then organised in order to reinterpret the cultural context 

in which the printing houses of Wallachia and Transylvania worked. Particular attention is given to 

the religious, political, and cultural interactions witnessed by the publishing activity in these 

regions, which is, thus, used as a tool for understanding further the social milieu of the Romanian 

lands in the sixteenth century. It should be noted that the information found in the colophons is not 

always worthy of trust. Such is the instance of the colophon of the Palia of Orăștie, that is, of 
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foreword to the first Old Testament texts (Genesis and Exodus) printed in Romanian. Here it is 

stated that the text was translated from Church Slavonic which in its turn is to be linked directly to 

the Hebrew tradition via an intermediary translation into Greek. Linguistically, however, it appears 

that the source text was not Slavonic but rather Hungarian and Latin, to be traced back to Gáspár 

Heltai 1551 edition of the Pentateuch and a sixteenth century version of the Vulgate . The 

information provided by the colophons, therefore, will be contextualised in accordance to the 

secondary literature addressing the topic. 

4.1. The First Wallachian Printing House: Hieromonk Macarie (1508-1512) 

The activity of hieromonk Macarie lasted four years only, during which this printer 

managed to publish three different books: a Služebnik or Liturgicon in 1508, an Osmoglasnik or 

Octoechos in 1510, and a Tetraevangelion or the Four Gospels in 1512 (Nemirovskij 1996, 

numbers 9, 10, 11). By analysing their colophons, it is possible to discover that these books were 

printed under the patronage of the Wallachian voivodes. Thus, the Liturgicon was produced under 

Mihnea the Wicked (1508-1509), the Octoechos under Vlad V the Young (1510-1512), and the 

Gospels under Neagoe V Basarab (1512-1521). Nonetheless, another important figure for the 

printing activity in Târgoviște was Radu IV the Great (1495-1508), who instigated the setting up of 

the typographical centre and provided a location for it. His reign is remembered for his ability to 

keep Wallachia autonomous from the Sublime Porte and the various reforms which he introduced 

to render the whole governmental system more centralised (Iorga 1928: 120-24). Especially, in 

terms of spiritual power, he tried to reform the Orthodox Church in Wallachia under the guidance 

of Metropolitan Niphon, former Patriarch of Constantinople (1488-1490 and 1499-1500). Patriarch 

Niphon, in fact, held a council with all the clergy and boyars of Wallachia in order to give new 

vigour to the Wallachian metropolitan see and confirm its hierarchical supremacy over the local 

Church. Soon the metropolitan see was moved from Ardeș to Târgoviște, which in those days was 

the capital of Wallachia. In this context the printing house had the duty of providing the local 

Orthodox Church with some of the most essential religious books to its activity, and in this way 

supporting the reforms promoted by Radu the Great. 
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Consequently, the printing activity came to be very closely associated with the temporal 

power of the voivodes, from whom the printers used to receive the order for publications and 

financial means by which to complete them (Bianu et al. 1903-1944, colophons: BRV I, no 1, 3; 

BRV IV, p. 165-67). For this reason, it is commonly accepted that the Wallachian printing centre 

was in Târgoviște, even though some scholars specified that it might have been in the Dealu 

Monastery, a few miles away from the capital (Panaitescu 1940: 66-67; Pascu 1921: 14-15); yet 

this hypothesis is not confirmed by the colophons written by Macarie (Bianu et al. 1903-1944: 

BRV I, no 1, 3; BRV IV, p. 165-67, see note 4). Nonetheless, considering that thirty years later 

another printing team worked in the same city, with the similar purpose of supplying the local 

Orthodox Church with religious books, it is plausible to refer the first Romanian printing centre to 

the city of Târgoviște, even though it is not yet possible to identify exactly its location. The overall 

idea is that, independently of the monastic system present in Wallachia, and, thus, of the existing 

scribal tradition, the typographical centres used to operate near the individual who provided them 

with financial means for their work, that is, the ruler. 

The capital may also have been easier to provide with the necessary printing material than 

other cities of Wallachia. Additionally, such a centre could be kept open only under the ruler’s 

close protection; the Ottomans, in fact, forbade any attempts at printing in all other countries of the 

Balkans under their domain.  This is the reason why, for instance, the printing centre in Cetinje, 

founded by Đurađ Crnojević, had to close after 1496. 

 Another interesting aspect of Macarie’s printing activity is the cultural exchange involved 

in his coming to Wallachia. First, there is the issue of his identity, still debated by many scholars. 

Some suggest that Macarie should be identified with the printer of Cetinje (active 1492-1496), 

others take a step further in time by relating him to metropolitan Macarie, who guided the 

Romanian Orthodox Church under Neagoe Basarab, and others conflate his identity with that of 

the Hilandar hegumen Makarije (1525-1533), author of the short geographical treatise on Dacia 

(Mioc 1963). Nemirovskij (2008: 122-25) tried to resolve this issue by comparing the prefaces and 

the epilogues which we have from both Makarije of Cetinje and Macarie of Târgoviște. His 

conclusion is that there is a strong relation between these two printers, especially in terms of the 
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content of the prologue to the Octoechos of 1494 and the epilogue to that of 1510. Additionally, 

the same iconography, representing three singing figures, is used in both printings of the 

Octoechos, even though the woodcuts are different; so that both for the colophons and for the 

engravings, it is clear that in terms of content there is a connection between the Romanian and 

Serbian traditions, yet the content is then adapted to the local tradition in terms of representation. A 

perfect example of this is the fact that the Romanian books follow the Bulgarian writing tradition 

after the Euthymian reforms (Tărnovo orthography) and therefore, unlike in Serbian, the use of the 

letters representing nasals leaps to the eye, as does also the use of diacritics. 

 Historically, these relations are confirmed by the fact that during Radu the Great’s reign 

the second canonical metropolitan of Wallachia was hieromonk Maxim (1508-1521), of Serbian 

origin, son of Stefan Branković, related to the Crnojević family of Montenegro. Additionally, 

Neagoe Basarab consolidated this relationship by marrying the sister of Maxim, Milica. As 

summarised by Mioc (1963: 429-40, note 7), the hypothesis that Makarije was probably a member 

of the group leaving Montenegro for Venice after the Ottoman invasion, and his subsequent arrival 

in Wallachia, could be explained by the political and familial links existing between Serbia, Crna 

Gora and Wallachia. In terms of printing activity, this aspect is extremely important, as it gives us 

a wider view over the cultural exchange among these regions. As we will discover later, Serbian 

and Venetian books served as models for later Transylvanian books; in its turn, Macarie’s 1512 

Tetraevangelion influenced both the Romanian practice, for example the Four Gospels printed in 

Sibiu in 1546, but also other lands around it, as can be detected in the 1552 Belgrade 

Tetraevangelion. 

4.2. Filip Moldoveanul in Sibiu; Mojsije and Dimitrije Ljubavić in Târgoviște 

The reason why Macarie’s printing activity was interrupted after 1512 is unknown, and we 

have to wait until 1544 to have another printed book within the Romanian sphere (Bianu et al. 

1903-1944, nr. 4). In 1544 in Sibiu, in Transylvania, Filip Pictor, known also as Filip Moldoveanul 

(that is, coming from Moldavia, here spelled in the Romanian way), printed the so-called 

Întrebarea creștinească, a Romanian translation of the 1529 Lutheran Catechism, probably based 
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on a Hungarian original (Gheție and Mareș 1994: 59-62). Unfortunately, there are no copies of this 

book, but we can be certain of its existence because of the written records mentioning it in both 

official documents of Sibiu and private letters (Bianu et al. 1903-1944: 21-23). With the 

appearance of the catechism, Transylvania entered a new cultural phase. 

The terms in which Transylvania experienced a cultural transformation, in fact, are those 

of having, by the middle of the sixteenth century, a group of people genuinely interested in the 

cultural development of the country, which was still within the sphere of interest of the church but 

went beyond the traditional boundaries of the various confessions and ethnic groups, following the 

general European humanist spirit of Renaissance. The fact that the catechism was printed in 

Romanian could be interpreted simply as a tool for propaganda among the Orthodox Romanians, 

yet it shows firstly the ability to accomplish such a task, that is, the intellectual and economic 

means for it, and secondly that there was a fervent cultural engagement with the overall intellectual 

atmosphere present at the time in Europe (Zach 2002). In this context the figure of Filip Pictor is 

very interesting. From local documents it is known that he used to be translator for the city council 

of Sibiu, working with both Romanian and Church Slavonic. Additionally, considering that the 

second book he printed was a Tetraevagelion in Church Slavonic (Borsa 1971: 123-24), it is 

reasonable to think of him as someone collaborating with different groups of people and interests. 

For example, from the colophon and the decorations of this book we learn that the printer was 

Филипъ Молдовѣнинъ/Filipŭ Moldověninŭ and that it was printed in 1546, but there is no mention 

of the place or the patron. However, because there are engravings with the emblems of both Sibiu 

(two crossed swords surmounted by a crown) and Moldavia (auroch’s head with the crescent moon 

on the left), we can imagine that the printing was executed in Sibiu, where we know Filip Pictor 

had already been operating at least since 1544, and where there had been a printing centre working 

with Latin letters since 1528 (Rother 2002: 28-33). Demény claimed that the reason for the 

presence of the Moldavian emblem in the Tetraevangelion was to underline once more the place of 

birth of the printer (Demény and Demény 1986: 60-61). However, it might also be that the printer 

decided to add it in order to sell the book in Moldavia as well, and so indicate with it a degree of 

patronage of the Moldavian voivode. 
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Recently another book has been assigned to Filip’s printing activity – the bilingual 

Slavonic-Romanian Tetraevangelion printed between [1551 and 1553] in Sibiu. Because the 

example which we have is incomplete, in Bibliografia Românească Veche it was erroneously dated 

to 1580 (nr. 25, p. 80) and attributed to either Coresi or Lorinț, two printers working in the second 

half of the sixteenth century. Nonetheless, it has been noted (Hervay 1965: 210-11) that the 

typeface used for the imprint is that employed by Filip for the Slavonic Tetraevagenlion mentioned 

above. Additionally, further research on the paper used for the bilingual book reached the 

conclusion that it was exclusively of Brașov provenance, dating back to the first period in which 

the paper mill worked (1546-1558) (Blücher 1967; Demény and Demény 1986: 297, 299-303). 

Consequently, even though it is not possible to know directly from the book’s colophon about the 

conditions in which it was printed, it is still possible to identify its antecedents by comparing it 

with examples of other books, and so to conclude that it was printed by Filip Pictor around [1551-

1553]. 

These three books together give an interesting perspective on the cultural impact which the 

Reformation had in Transylvania. First, it allowed the local language to come into use in a written 

form, an aspect ignored at the time by the Orthodox Church, bound as it was to the Slavonic 

tradition. What is more, it introduced an element of creativity and openness, new for the Romanian 

context. The position was not that of cancelling what came before the Reformation but giving it a 

different interpretation. In this way, for example, the Romanian translation present in the four 

Gospels printed around [1551-53] was based on a Slavonic original, yet had been double-checked 

with a German version of the text (Demény and Demény 1986: 68), merging in this way the two 

traditions. 

In parallel to the printing centre operating in Sibiu, another one in Târgoviște was working in the 

same period. Here, between the years 1545 and c. 1551, four books were supposedly printed: 

- a Euchologion or Molitvenik by Deacon Moisije with Dimitrije Ljubavić’s type; 

- an Apostolos printed by Dmitrije Ljubavić, known in Romanian as Logofăt, thus ‘the 

secretary’, Oprea and Petre (Bianu et al. 1903-1944: 23-31, 514-516); 
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- a Tetraevangelion for the Moldavian ruler Ilie Rareș (Bianu et al. 1903-1944: 513) printed 

again by Dimitrije Ljubavić; 

- and a Menaion printed in 1546 by the same typographer (Demény 1966). 

Two elements are interesting in these books. First, that the first two of them appeared in 

two editions, one mentioning the patronage of the Wallachian voivode and the other the Moldavian 

one. In other words, the same book was printed twice, altering in the colophon only the name of 

the voivode. As a result, Mircea the Shepherd (Wallachia) and Ilie Rareș (Moldavia) supported the 

printing of the Apostolos and Petru Rareș, Ilie’s predecessor, that of the Euchologion. This practice 

of changing names is particularly evident in the Euchologion, where it is said that Petru Rareș was 

son of Radu Voievod, who was, instead, the father of the Wallachian ruler Mircea the Shepherd, so 

that evidently in changing the names it was forgotten to modify also other information related to 

one or the other ruler. The same procedure was followed for the Apostolos, thus two versions of it 

were issued, one for the Wallachian ruler and the other for the Moldavian one; yet this time they 

are more accurate in terms of details. For instance, even though the colophon assigning the 

patronage of the book to Ilie Rareș is shorter than in its Wallachian parallel, there is the emblem of 

Moldavia, which shows also symbolically its association to that principality. The second 

interesting aspect is that with Deacon Moisije and Dimitrije Ljubavić once more it is possible to 

see the cultural exchange between the various Balkan Orthodox regions. From the fact that both the 

Moldavian and Wallachian churches needed the same books, we deduce that these two areas are a 

good market for books produced in Transylvania and in Brașov in particular (main trade hub 

among the three Romanian partners). What is more, Deacon Moisije and Dimitrije Logofăt were 

former apprentices of the famous Serbian printer Božidar Vuković, working in Venice, with whom 

Dimitrije was linked by family relations as well (Cazacu 1995). A further element suggesting this 

connection is found in the 1545 Euchologion where there is a monogram бо ⷤ (Bianu et al. 1903-

1944: vol. IV, p.1, the monogram is repeated six times in the book) which recalls the printing 

activity of Božidar Vuković. The Venetian printer, in fact, himself used this abbreviation, and it is 

possible that here it was used by Dimitrije Ljubavić as a homage to his teacher. 
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It is interesting to see how these two centres represented the cultural dynamics of the 

Romanian lands around the mid-sixteenth century. Whereas in Wallachia cultural life was still very 

much under the control of the Church and financially supported by the ruling family only, in 

Transylvania the situation was more complicated and livelier. More private individuals were 

interested in the printing business, whether because they wished to support the cause of the 

Reformation or because of the economic gain behind it. Additionally, the Romanian language was 

seen as a central tool for teaching people to understand the Word of God, which led to the idea that 

translating Holy Scripture into Romanian was necessary, important, and useful, both for the 

traditional Orthodox society, but also for the new reformed community emerging in those years. 

4.3. The Printing Activity of Coresi (1557-1583) 

The next printer operating in Transylvania, Coresi, combines in almost thirty-five years of 

activity all the elements mentioned above, working both within the Orthodox tradition and for the 

new Reformed Churches. He started his printing activity by issuing a Church Slavonic Octoechos 

in 1557 under the guidance of Oprea Logofăt, who was the main printer for that edition. The 

appearance of such a book in Transylvania, under the patronage and financial support of the 

Lutheran Johannes Benkner (Bianu et al. 1903-1944: vol IV, pp. 3-4), mayor of Brașov, is very 

surprising. Several questions arise: what interest could Johannes Benkner have had in financing 

such a book? Why was a book belonging to the Orthodox tradition published in Brașov instead of 

Târgoviște, where such a printing set-up already existed? For whom was this book printed? Why 

would an Orthodox printer work for a Lutheran patron? 

In order to contextualize better Coresi’s printing activity and in particular the nature of his 

centre, it is important to try to answer these questions. First, it should be recalled that since 1546 

there was a paper mill in Brașov producing local paper (Bacâru 1965) and that Benkner was its 

owner. There was, thus, a direct interest for him in having a printing activity in town that might use 

the paper which he produced. What is more, around 1557 the only printing centre in Brașov, run 

first by Johannes Honterus (1535-1549) and then by Valentin Wagner, stopped its activity because 

of the death of the latter, so that part of the paper had no other use locally beside the administrative 
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services linked with the city council. Second, in the neighbourhood of Brașov, in Șcheii 

Brașovului, there was one of the most important Orthodox communities of Transylvania, based 

around St Nicholas’ Monastery, which was under the direct protection of Wallachia. Consequently, 

between Șcheii Brașovului and Wallachia there was a continuous exchange of state and church 

emissaries (Panaitescu 1965: 137-39). Moreover, to what could be seen mainly as religious and 

cultural contacts, a commercial connection should be added as well. As Radu Manolescu pointed 

out (1965: 73-81), there was an intense trade exchange between Brașov and both Wallachia and 

Moldavia, where Brașov offered for sale more sophisticated and finished products, while 

Wallachia and Moldavia provided the town with raw materials. Consequently, a Church Slavonic 

printed book in Brașov could have been first used by St Nicholas’ monastery, and additionally 

could have easily circulated in Wallachia and Moldavia thanks to the various exchange routes 

existing among them. Nonetheless, in order to complete the picture, we should turn our attention to 

Deacon Coresi himself. Dan Simonescu argued that the reason why Coresi moved to Brașov was 

that an agreement existed between Pătrașcu the Good, voivode of Wallachia, and the Șchei 

community, that is, because of the already mentioned ties existing between the Wallachian rulers 

and the clergy of Saint Nicholas’ Monastery in Șcheii Brașovului (Binder and Huttmann 1971). 

Additionally, it should be reminded that generally the Ottomans viewed negatively such cultural 

enterprises as printing, so that continuing his activity in Târgoviște might have proved increasingly 

difficult (Hervay 1965: 205; 1972: 28). Another hypothesis is that of a personal interest which 

Coresi might have followed in settling in Brașov. After the publication, under Oprea’s 

responsibility, of the Octoechos, Coresi went back in 1558 to Târgoviște to work on a Festal 

Triodion with ten other collaborators (Gheție and Mareș 1994: 152), and then around 1559 he 

returned to Brașov, where he published Luther’s Catechism in Romanian. In Brașov he had other 

collaborators (Tudor, Mănăila, Mihail for translations and others), however, from then onwards he 

was the main master of the press and the only one who worked without interruption on Romanian 

and Church Slavonic books for more than three decades. Consequently, it may be that after the 

publication of the Octoechos, Benkner offered him an opportunity to work on his own, providing 
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him with financial and material assistance – paper, for example –, on which then to base his 

printing activity in Brașov and from which both of them could profit. 

In order to develop further the hypothesis advanced above and give more substance to the 

context in which Coresi worked, it is worth investigating the religious aspect involved in his 

activity. As has already been mentioned, Johannes Benkner was a Lutheran Saxon and, in fact, the 

second book which Coresi printed under his patronage was a translation of Luther’s 1529 

Catechism. The decision to release such a book was taken, in fact, by Benkner and some other 

Lutherans, who wanted to impart the reformed values that were spreading in Western Europe. 

Additionally, up to 1565, the year of Benkner’s death, of the other four books Coresi printed three 

were in Romanian (Tetraevangelion in 1561, Nomocanon [1560-62], Apostolos [1566-1567]), 

which confirms once more the general spirit in which the Protestants used to act, that is, teaching 

about Christianity in the language used locally by the vast majority of population, distancing 

themselves from the traditional Latin, Greek, Hebrew and to a certain extent Church Slavonic. 

Nonetheless, all these three editions were part of the Eastern Orthodox tradition and, according to 

Mareș’s survey, based on and translated from Church Slavonic originals (1994: 67-101). 

Consequently, these books could have been of use to both Romanians willing to convert to 

Lutheranism, and Orthodox Romanians who found Church Slavonic difficult to understand. What 

is more, another element suggesting that Coresi collaborated with the Orthodox community is that 

the fourth book, a Church Slavonic Tetraevangelion printed in 1562, which was published under 

the patronage of Benkner for Doamna Chiajna, widow of Mircea the Shepherd, voivode of 

Wallachia until 1559. It is not possible, therefore, to claim that when Coresi was working with 

Benkner he served the Protestant cause only, just as it is not possible to agree with Panaitescu 

(1965: 115-31), who argued that Coresi moved to Brașov for the Șchei community and, thus, that 

he worked for the Orthodox Church only. A possible solution would be to think of his activity as 

independent, working mainly to order, sometimes out of his own initiative and at other times for a 

particular patron. Based on this aspect of his activity, we can subdivide it into five distinct periods. 
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4.3.1. Brașov and Târgoviște (1556-1558) 

As has already been pointed out, in Brașov Coresi worked with Oprea Logofăt and they 

printed an Octoechos under the patronage of Johannes Benkner (12 June 1556-14 January 1557). 

The typeface used for this edition is that of Dimitrije Ljubavić, which later was to be associated 

with the publications issued in Brașov but intended for Wallachia (Hervay 1965: 210-11). An 

interesting element can be found in the colophon (Bianu et al. 1903-1944: vol I, p.4), where 

Benkner is mentioned as the sponsor, followed by the list of the three rulers reigning in 

Transylvania (Isabella Jagiellon and her son John Sigismund Zápolya), in Wallachia (Pătrașcu the 

Good), and in Moldavia (Alexandru Lăpușneanu). The fact that these rulers are mentioned in the 

colophon suggests that the book was potentially destined for all these three territories. The Festal 

Triodion, printed in Târgoviște the following year (1558), was published under the patronage of 

Pătrașcu the Good, but completed under his successor Mircea the Shepherd (Bianu et al. 1903-

1944: vol IV, p.167). Here again the typeface employed is that of Dimitrie Ljubavić and the 

language is Church Slavonic. 

4.3.2. Collaboration with Benkner (Brașov 1559-1565) 

The originality of this period of Coresi’s activity is that he started printing in Romanian 

with a new typeface (Hervay 1965: 210-11). The association with Benkner was of double nature. 

On the one hand it supported the Lutheran propaganda amongst the Romanians, especially after the 

1556 Diet which the Reformed Church held in Transylvania (Gheție and Mareș 1994: 38), and on 

the other hand it gave a Romanian version of some of the most fundamental Christian writings to 

all the faithful. This last aspect can be seen from the example of the Nomocanon, a book belonging 

to the Eastern Orthodox tradition, still printed under the patronage of a Lutheran. To this period 

should also be related the [1566-1567] Apostolos (Bianu et al. 1903-1944; Blücher 1967: 421-26; 

Гусева 2003: nr. 40, p. 362), published not directly under Benkner’s patronage, but that of 

someone from his family (Gheție and Mareș 1994: 91-92). 
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4.3.3. Brașov (1566-70) 

This period is peculiar because there is no constant patron for whom Coresi printed books, 

and it looks as if he worked on his own initiative, publishing for each kind of book two versions, 

one in Romanian and the other in Church Slavonic. This applies to the [1568-70] Psalters and the 

[1568/1569] and [1570] Liturgicon. It is interesting to note here that in both the Church Slavonic 

Psalter and the Liturgicon the БОЖ acronym mentioned above is inscribed in one of the books’ 

frontispieces (Bianu et al. 1903-1944: vol I, nrs 33 and 34; Gheție and Mareș 1994: 176-85). Its 

presence in the Liturgicon could be explained by the fact that the edition issued by Coresi is a 

faithful copy of Božidar Vuković’s 1519 Liturgicon (Gheție and Mareș 1994: 178). Additionally, 

because the Psalter was printed around the same period and under similar conditions, thus on 

Coresi’s own initiative, their association in terms of ornaments is to be allowed. 

Nonetheless, during this period Coresi worked also on specific projects. In 1569 he printed 

a Festal Menaion during the period of Alexandru II Mircea and the Wallachian bishop Evtimie 

(Cleminson 2000: nr 25, p. 21), laying the basis for a further collaboration with Wallachia during 

the 1570s. About a year earlier he published a Kyriakodromion11 for the Calvinist Miklós Forró 

(Gheție and Mareș 1994: 102), which contained 59 sermons written in the Calvinist spirit, and 

ended with a Romanian Prayer Book (молитвеник роумѫнеск), which combined some traditional 

Orthodox prayers with those of 1559 Gáspár Heltai’s Agenda (Gheție and Mareș 1994: 118-19). 

Because the paper is of Cluj production, it was suggested that the publication was not issued in 

Brașov but either in Cluj, Alba Iulia, Aiud, or Abrud. Additionally, in 1570 Coresi printed another 

Romanian Psalter for Pavel Tordași, the second Romanian Calvinist bishop of Transylvania 

succeeding Gregory of Sângeorz. The Psalter, together with the [1570] Liturgicon, was one of the 

books the bishop wanted the Calvinist priests to buy during the Council of Cluj organized for 

January 1571, as he wrote to the mayor of Bâstrița on 9th December (Pall 1960). 

In general, the third period of Coresi’s activity was partially linked with the Calvinist 

propaganda amongst the Romanians, also because at that point John Sigismund, ruler of the 

 
11 The Kyriakodrómion is a collection of homilies read in the Orthodox Church on Sundays and fesivities, 

known in Romanian as Cazanie, Tâlcul evangheliilor or Evanghelie cu învățătură. 
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Transylvanian principality, was a Calvinist himself; partially it kept its link with Wallachia; but 

most of all it started to have an independent character. The fact that Coresi, for instance, decided to 

print a Psalter and a Liturgicon both in Church Slavonic and Romanian meant that he had good 

prospects of selling them, which might be the reason why for none of these editions the place of 

publication is mentioned. In this way, in fact, a book was not related to a specific place and thus 

government and could be sold everywhere. 

4.3.4. Collaboration with Alexandru II Mircea (1571-1577) 

 After John Sigismund Zápolya’s death in 1571, Stephen Báthory, promoted a partial 

confessional tolerance in Transylvania: ‘episcopii și preoții să urmeze datina care a fost și sub 

domnitorul răposat’(Gheție and Mareș 1994: 39).12 In this way, in 1574 the Orthodox hierarchy 

resettled in Transylvania and a new period of collaboration started between Coresi and Wallachia. 

For the following six years, in fact, Deacon Coresi printed only in Church Slavonic, with only one 

bilingual Church Slavonic-Romanian Psalter falling outside this category. In particular, he 

published three Psalters and a complete Octoechos divided in two volumes. Not only were they in 

Church Slavonic, but they were all printed on behalf of the Wallachian voivode Alexandru II 

Mircea and his son Mihnea. An interesting feature of these books’ colophons is that once more 

there is no mention of their place of publication, which led some scholars to further speculate about 

Coresi having his printing activity moving from one place to another. At the beginning of the past 

century some scholars suggested that they were printed in Târgoviște. Nonetheless, given that the 

books were printed on Brașov paper only and that the printer had been working in that city for 

some years already, Gheție claimed more than once that the printer must have remained in 

Transylvania during the 1570s.  

4.3.5. The last period of Coresi’s printing activity (1578-1583) 

In the last period of his life Coresi was not only engaged in different collaborations, but he 

also worked in different cities around Transylvania. In 1578 he printed a Lenten Triodion under the 

patronage of the Wallachian voivode Alexandru II Mircea and his son Mihnea (Bianu et al. 1903-

 
12 'the bishops and priests should follow the tradition they followed under the deceased ruler’ (my 

translation). 
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1944: nr 21, pp. 58-59). A year later he published a Tetraevangelion in collaboration with the 

monk Mănăilă, which perhaps was an act of rivalry on Coresi’s part against another printer 

working at that time, deacon Lorinț. In 1580 he worked for the Transylvanian Orthodox bishop, 

Ghenadie, for whom he printed a Festal Menaion, claiming that the compilation of the book, the 

so-called Sbornik in Church Slavonic, was made on Božidar’s model (Bianu et al. 1903-1944: nr 

28, pp. 81-85). The colophon of this book is very detailed and it says that the book was printed in 

Sas-Sebeș –a locality nearby Sibiu, where the paper was produced –, additionally it presents the 

arms of the Báthory family. However, a year later Coresi returned to work for the mayor of Brașov, 

Lukas Hirscher. He printed in Romanian a Gospel Homiliary, called Evanghelie cu învățătură, 

which was associated with the Protestant spirit (Gheție and Mareș 1994: 112), even though it 

follows the Orthodox tradition in its contents (and in particular Ivan Feodorovič’s Gospel 

Homiliary printed in 1569). His last book was a Church Slavonic Tetraevangelion, printed in 1583 

in collaboration with Mănăilă for the Wallachian ruler Petru Cercel. 

Coresi’s last period of activity was very diverse and dynamic. He was working in the two 

main cities of Transylvania, Sibiu and Brașov, he never interrupted his collaboration with the 

Wallachian voivodes, and he had the means to publish something on his own initiative, if needed. 

It is hard to summarize his activity and the immense contribution which he made to the Romanian 

literary tradition and culture, but some features should be highlighted. 

The way in which Coresi used to create collaborations shows that there already existed a 

structure of cultural and economic exchanges into which he then inserted his activity. As a 

consequence, his printing enterprise consolidated this system, giving it more opportunities for 

interaction within itself and more reasons for growth. In particular, he gave the means to both the 

Lutheran and the Calvinist Churches to continue with their propaganda and he continued working 

for the Orthodox Church, so that it could maintain its tradition in Transylvania, Wallachia, and 

Moldavia. Additionally, through him these traditions came to be linked to each other, opening the 

way to a closer cooperation. In this way, for example, it was possible to publish two Gospel 

Homiliaries (1569, 1581), which were addressed to the Orthodox Church, yet were issued in 

Romanian under the influence of the Reformed Churches. What is more, because Coresi’s interest 
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in the Romanian language was very prominent, he provided the Orthodox people with useful tools 

for learning the content of the Scripture both in their native language and in Church Slavonic, 

besides acquiring literacy in both language. This is the case with the 1577 bilingual Psalter, called 

Psalter with answers (translation), because it alternates one line in Church Slavonic with one in 

Romanian. This distribution of the text was probably thought to facilitate the learning of Church 

Slavonic, with the aim of eventually understanding the Scriptural readings prescribed by the church 

(Munteanu 2013). With Coresi, therefore, there is both innovation and tradition. He experimented 

with the material which he had available and made it possible for the Romanian language to arise 

as such, without a particular affiliation to a specific religious tradition. 

4.4. Minor Printing Activities in Transylvania: Călin, Lorinț, Lavrentie and Șerban 

In 1565, when Coresi was still working with Benkner, Călin printed another Church 

Slavonic Tetraevangelion in Brașov. Probably he was one of Coresi’s collaborators, who at a 

certain point had been asked by Benkner to publish another edition of Coresi’s [1561-1562] 

Tetraevangelion. It may be that the copies of the previous edition were not enough, so that Benkner 

found himself in need of more. However, it is interesting to notice that around 1565 Coresi was not 

engaged with another project, it is, therefore, surprising that it was not he who printed the 

Tetraevangelion. In the absence of additional information, it is not possible to make further 

conclusions; it would be enough to note that there were other printers able to work with Cyrillic 

letters, and therefore that there was room for competition.  

 Deacon Lorinț was an example of this. Probably he learned printing from Coresi, and in 

1567 he published his first book independently. It was a small Octoechos, printed on behalf of the 

mayor of Brașov. An interesting decoration of the book is the emblem of Wallachia (Гусева 2003: 

nr 39, pp.327-329), which suggests that the edition was expected to be sold in the Wallachian 

voievodeship or to the Șchei community. However, the period in which Lorinț was most active, 

overlapping with Coresi’s activity, was under Christopher Báthory’s reign in Transylvania (1576-

1581). He printed, most likely, in Alba Iulia, publishing a Psalter between [1577-1580], another 
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Octoechos in 1578 and a Tetraevangelion the following year. Very little is known about Lorinț’s 

personality and his relationship with Christopher Báthory. 

For many years deacon Lorinț was confused with another printer, the hieromonk Lavrentie 

(Iorga 1930: 3), from whom we have a Tetraevangelion published in 1582 in Bucharest and 

probably another one printed in Brașov sometime after that year (Гусева 2003: nrs 86 and 88, pp. 

637, 357). However, as Hervay pointed out in his table (1965: 210-11) and can be seen by 

comparing the facsimile folia provided by Guseva, the typefaces used by Lorinț and those used by 

Lavrentie are different, in particular Lavrentie’s typefaces are completely different from all the 

others met so far. It may be that, as Coresi used to do, Lorinț used different sets of types depending 

on the books he issued, nonetheless the coincidence of having different types and names (Lorinț 

and Lavrentie) is a strong argument for considering them as two distinct figures. 

 The last Transylvanian printer working by the end of the sixteenth century was Șerban, son 

of Coresi. His first book was printed in 1582 in Orăștie, near Sibiu. On behalf of the Calvinist 

Ferenc Geszti, successor of Miklós Forró, Șerban published in Romanian the first two books of the 

Pentateuch, Genesis and Exodus (Bianu et al. 1903-1944:nr 30, pp. 93-98). The books were 

requested by bishop Mihai Tordași and their publication was supported by the Báthory family as 

well (Гусева 2003: nr 84, p. 594). Șerban, therefore, completely inherited his father’s printing 

activity, both in terms of press, typefaces, and collaborations. After the publication of the so-called 

Palea, he released two more issued of the Liturgicon (Гусева 2003: nrs 103 and 106) and probably 

a Psalter, ending his activity around [1588]. 

 With the exception of Șerban’s publication in Romanian of the first two books of the 

Pentateuch, all the other editions mentioned in this section are in Church Slavonic and belong to 

the Orthodox tradition, which gives another reason to consider Coresi’s activity extraordinary. He 

is, in fact, the only printer who engaged equally with printing both in Romanian and Church 

Slavonic with Cyrillic letters. Nonetheless, the relevant aspect of these minor printings is that they 

appeared in parallel with Coresi’s activity and that they bear witness to the further development of 

the typographical tradition within the Romanian lands. 
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4.5. Purpose of the Books Printed in Romanian 

I have dedicated some space to the appearance of the first manuscripts in old Romanian 

(see section 3.2.), and I have mainly focused on their genre as well as the initial place where they 

could have originated. I have intentionally left untouched the question of the cultural reasons 

prompting such initial traditions. Why was the text of the Psalms, Gospels, the Acts of the 

Apostles, and the Epistles the first translated? And if it is the result of Protestant propaganda, why 

has the Orthodox-Slavonic tradition been taken as a model? No clear answer has been given to 

these questions. In my attempt at providing an answer I will analyse two aspects: first, the printing 

tradition of the Psalter text as a case study of the simultaneous circulation of Romanian and 

Slavonic texts; second, the texts of the colophons to the books printed in Romanian. Although in 

both cases the material taken into account derives from the printed rather than the manuscript 

tradition, I believe that understanding the first can cast further light onto the second. 

4.5.1. Psalters Printed in Church Slavonic and Romanian 

The sequence in which the Psalter was published during Coresi’s printing activity is the 

following: [1568-1570] a Church Slavonic edition, 1570 an old Romanian edition, followed by 

three Church Slavonic publications in [1572-1573], [1576] and 1577 (the first and last one of these 

followed by Appendices), two bilingual issues of 1577 and [1588], followed by a last Church 

Slavonic edition of [1580]. It is impressive that out of around twenty-five books published by 

Coresi, eight were editions of the Psalter, five of them in Church Slavonic. The striking element is 

that the typographer was working in Brașov, stronghold of the Lutheran Church after 1540, as well 

as in Sebeș close to Cluj, a centre of primary importance for the development of the Calvinist 

Church in Transylvania, and yet he was publishing in Church Slavonic evidently for the Orthodox 

Church.  In relation to his activity in the city of Brașov, Coresi’s activity has been often divided 

into different periods, depending on the patronage he was offered. The first period is considered 

Lutheran, since Johannes Benkner, involved with the city council of Brașov between 1518 and 

1565, invited Deacon Coresi to settle in the city and supported his printing activity from 1559 till 

his death. Benkner adhered to and supported the Lutheran cause, so that under his patronage books 
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like the Catechism, the Four Gospels Book, and the Nomocanon were printed in Romanian, with 

the intention to lead to concrete actions that could fulfil the directions given by Johannes Honterus 

in his Constitutio Scholae Coronensis and the later Reformatio Ecclesiae Coronensis on religious 

education and church matters.  With the appointment of the first Calvinist bishop to the Orthodox 

people in 1566 the kind of books printed in Romanian changed in line with the Calvinist position. 

In [1566-1567] an Apostolos was printed, then a Kyriakodrómion. The latter book was created 

under evident Calvinist influence, condemning the ecclesiastical hierarchy, the veneration of saints 

and the practice of prayers for the dead, among other things. The edition ends with a Prayer Book 

which has the following sections: Introduction, Prayers, Baptism, Marriage, Holy Communion, 

Liturgy, Evening Prayer, Morning Prayer, Songs from the Psalter and the Gospel Book, Funerary 

Service, which were partially translated from Gáspár Heltai’s Agenda.  After this period and the 

death of the main supporter of the Calvinist cause in Transylvania, Prince János Sigismund 

Szalopyai, a final Orthodox period started for the Wallachian typographer. The Romanian Psalter 

of 1570, therefore, was issued under the influence of the Calvinist Church, while the bilingual 

edition of 1577 was printed during the period of restoration of the Orthodox Church in 

Transylvania under the guidance of the Catholic Prince Stephen Báthory. However, even though in 

some respects it is possible to divide Coresi’s printing activity in three main periods, Lutheran, 

Calvinist and Orthodox, it is also true that in the printing of books in Church Slavonic never 

ceased, which, beside an economic gain Johannes Benkner might have aimed for, were not of 

interest to the Lutheran and Calvinist Churches. In many ways, the subdivision of Coresi’s printing 

activity into periods simplifies his work too much, and excludes an element of independence the 

typographer had, especially after 1570. For example, the issue of 1570 is linked to the figure of 

Pavel Tordași, the second Calvinist bishop to the Orthodox community of Transylvania. Together 

with the Psalter, he also supported the printing of a Romanian Liturgicon, aiming at substituting 

Romanian for Church Slavonic in liturgical services.  Nonetheless, both these books were preceded 

by a Church Slavonic version of them, printed between 1568 and 1570, exactly as happened with 

the issuing of the Romanian Four Gospels Book in 1561, followed the year after by a Slavonic 

version. It appears then that, even though Coresi used to work for different sponsors, he never 
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favoured one religious cause above others, and always continued to work for the other Orthodox 

communities inside and outside the Transylvanian principality.   

Succinctly, it could be said that: 

- undoubtedly the Lutheran and the Calvinist Churches played a role in promoting the 

introduction of Romanian as official language of the church, and this is reflected in the 

book production they supported. However, while some of these books clearly had a 

Protestant content, others were in line with the Orthodox practice, for example the Psalter 

or the Liturgicon; 

- working towards the establishment of Romanian as liturgical language did not mean also 

providing new translations of religious books, nor of those books that were already 

translated, for example the Apostolos and the Tetraevagelion;  

- the later bilingual editions were no longer part of a Protestant programme, but potentially 

continued a practice common to the three principalities of having bilingual Psalter texts, as 

for example the Voroneț and the Ciobanu Psalters, used most probably for teaching Church 

Slavonic. 

To conclude this section, the Romanian tradition of the Psalter text started in the fifteenth 

century, when the Slavonic Psalter was circulating within these lands and a strong monastic reality 

started to develop. It is possible that it was at this time that the early translation of the text into old 

Romanian appeared, yet the only witnesses come from the sixteenth century mainly from the 

second half of the century. After the 1550s the Romanian Psalter text is reproduced in manuscript 

and printed format in Wallachia, Moldova, and Transylvania for the benefit of the Orthodox 

population. In the meantime, however, the reproduction of the Church Slavonic version never 

ceased, as Coresi’s printing activity witnesses. 

4.5.2. Books Issued in Romanian and their Colophons 

The texts of the colophons to the editions of books printed in Romanian offer us a very 

interesting range of information about the how and the why of their production, besides, in some 

instances, the traditional information about who printed the text, when and where (three aspects I 

will not consider in depth here). 
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The colophon to the 1570 issue of the Psalter in old Romanian presents the ‘traditional’ 

reasons offered for having any biblical text in a vernacular language – the importance of 

understanding the Word of God. This reason is usually supported by the citing of two passages 

from the New Testament. The first being taken from the Gospel of Matthew 24:15, ‘whoever reads, 

let him understand’, the other is cited from the First Epistle of the Corinthians 14:19: ‘yet in the 

church I would rather speak five words with my understanding, that I may teach others also, than 

ten thousand words in a tongue’ (KJV).  

Psalter, Coresi, 1570, Brașov, f. 204v Translation in English 

Кꙋ мила лꙋ доумнезеꙋ еꙋ дїа|кѡнь кѡреси · дѣка 

възꙋю| къ маи тоате лимбиле аꙋ кꙋ|вѫнтꙋль лꙋ 

доумнезеꙋ ꙟ лимба| лѡⷬ · нꙋмаи нои рꙋмѫнїи 

навъмь | ши хс ҇зисе · маѳеи · ч҃ѳ҃ · чине | четѣще 

съ ꙟцелѣгѫ · ши павель | апⷭль ꙟкѫ скрие ла 

кориѳь · рн҃е · | къ ꙟтрꙋ бесѣрекѫ маи врътѡсь | 

чинчи кꙋвинте кꙋ ꙟцелесоуль мї|еꙋ съ грѫескь ка 

ши алалци съ ꙟвъ|ць декъть оунтꙋнѣрекь де 

кувин|те не ꙟцелесе ꙟнтралⸯте лимби ⁘ 

With God’s mercy, I deacon Coresi saw that 

all nations have the Word of God in their 

language, only us Romanians do not. And 

Christ said in Matthew 99: ‘may the one who 

reads understand’; and the apostle Paul 

wrote to the Corinthians 145: ‘in church it is 

better to say five words that I understand and 

teach the others, rather a thousand ill-

understood words in other languages. 

The colophon to the bilingual edition of 1577, however, adds to the text of the above 

passage some more information, which already leads us to interesting considerations. 

Psalter (bilingual), Coresi, 1577, [Brașov], f. 

315v 

Translation in English 

:~ дерепть ачѣѧ фра|цїи мїеи преоуцилорь · 

скрисꙋ вамь ачѣ|сте ѱълтири кꙋ ѿвѣть · 

дѣмь скось де | ꙟ ѱълтирѣ сръбѣскѫ пре лиⷨбѫ 

рꙋмънѣ|скѫ · съ вѫ фїе де ꙟцелегѫтꙋрѫ · ши 

гръ|мѫтичилорь · ши вѫ рогь ка фрацїи мїеи | 

съ четици ши бине съ сокотици къ веци ве|[де 

ин]шивѫ къ е кꙋ адевѫрь · в лѣто зп҃е 

For this reason, my brother priests, I wrote for 

you this Psalter with answer, which I rendered 

from a Serbian Psalter in the Romanian 

language; may it be of understanding to you, 

and to the scribes. And I ask you, as my 

brothers, to read [it] and to meditate well [upon 

it], for you will see that it is true. In the year 

7085 (1577) 

In this colophon deacon Coresi addresses directly the group of readers the Psalter was 

printed for – priests and scribes. He explaines that the Psalter with answer, that is, the bilingual 

texts of the Psalms where every single versicle in Church Slavonic is followed by its Romanian 

counterpart, is meant to help understanding (съ вѫ фїе де ꙟцелегѫтꙋрѫ) the text better. He also 

mentions the source and target languages, that is, Serbian and Romanian, where by Serbian is 

meant Church Slavonic, as explained later in chapter four. It is, therefore, to be assumed that this 
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particular type of bilingual Psalter was designed to be used for teaching, that is, for learning either 

Church Slavonic or Romanian as well as the biblical content of the Psalms in either language. 

If we take a step back and look at the colophon to the Tetraevangelion printed in 1561, 

here again we find the desire to provide the reader with a better understanding of the Scripture as 

the guiding reason behind the printing of the book. 

Tetraevangelion, Coresi, [1561], Brașov, f. 254r Translation in English 

Кꙋ врѣрѣ татѫлꙋи ши кꙋ ажꙋторюль | фїюлꙋи 

ши коу сфръшитꙋль дх҇ꙋлꙋи | сф҇нть · ꙟ зилеле 

мърїеи лꙋ ꙗнъшь | краи · еꙋ жꙋпаноуⷧ ханъшь 

бѣгнерь де | ꙟ брашовь амь авꙋть желанїе 

пеꙟтроу | сф҇нтеле кърⸯци крещинещи тетроеѵⷢа | 

ши амь скрись ачѣсте сфенте кърци де | 

ꙟвъцѫтꙋрѫ · съ фіе попилѡⷬ рꙋмѫнещи | съ 

ꙟцелѣгѫ · кꙋмь грѫѧще ши сфт҇ꙋль | павель 

апⷭль кътрѫ коринтѣни ді҃҃ капе|те ꙟ сфънта 

бесѣрекѫ маи бине е а грѫи | чинчи кꙋвинте кꙋ 

ꙟцелесь декѫть і҃ |мїе де кꙋвинте не ꙟцелѣсе ꙟ 

лиⷨбѫ стїи|нѫ · дꙋпѫ ачѣѧ въ рꙋгѫмь тоци 

сфенⸯ|ци пъринци оаре влѫдичи оаре епⷭкпы | оаре 

попы · ꙟ кърора мѫмѫ ва вени ачѣ|стѣ кърци 

крещинещи кꙋмь маинⸯте съ че|тѣскѫ нечетинⸯдь 

съ нꙋ жꙋдече неⷱ съ съ|дꙋкѧскѫ · 

With the will of the Father and with the help 

of the Son and with the eternity of the Holy 

Spirit, in the days of the ruler Ianaș (John 

Sigismund), I, Johann Benkner, of Brașov 

had wished for the holy Christian books, the 

Tetraevangelion, and wrote these holy books 

of teaching; that it might be [useful] to the 

Romanian priests to understand. As also says 

Saint Paul to the Corinthians, chapter 14: ‘in 

the holy church is better to say five words 

with understanding rather than ten thousand 

unknown words in foreign languages.’ We 

therefore ask you all, blessed fathers or 

church leaders or bishops or priests in whose 

hands this Christian book will come, to first 

read [it], and not to judge nor to denounce 

without having read it.  

Similar to the example of the 1577 Psalter, in the colophon to the 1561 Tetraevangelion the 

targeted reading/acquiring class is mentioned: the Romanian Orthodox clergy, from its lower to its 

higher ranks. Additionally, the reason why the printing of such a (Christian) book is useful is that it 

might help the Romanian priests to understand (съ ꙟцелѣгѫ) God’s Word. 

When it comes to the printing of the Gospel Homiliary of [1568] and 1582 (Cazania I and 

II), a step further is taken, for in these two instances it is clear that the books are meant to be used 

as a learning tool for priests on how to interpret and therefore teach the Scripture. 

Gospel Homiliary and Euchologion, Coresi, 

[1568], [Brașov], f. 247r,v 

Translation in English 

[…] дерепть ачѣѧ амь скрⷭи коуⷨ амь пꙋтꙋ|ть · 

третеевангелоуⷧ · ши прѯиоуⷧ · рꙋмѫ|нѣще ⁘ дꙋпѫ 

ачѣѧ дѣка амь възꙋть же|ланїеа а мꙋлць преꙋци 

· де тълкоуⷧ еѵⷢлїилѡⷬ | коуⷨ съ поатѫ ши еи 

проповедꙋи , ши а спꙋ|не ѡаменилѡⷬ ꙟвъцѫтꙋрѫ 

[…] and so I printed as I could the 

Tetraevangelion and the Apostolos in 

Romanian. Then I noticed the desire of many 

priests to have the Interpretation of the 

Gospels, so that they may preach, and give 
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дꙋпѫ четитлоуⷧ | еѵⷢлїеи , аша амь афлать ачѣсте 

тълкꙋре | але еѵⷢїилѡⷬ · пре дꙋминечи преспре ань · 

| скоасе де ꙟ скриптꙋра пророчилѡⷬ ши апⷭли|лѡⷬ · 

ши челѡⷬ сф҇нци пъринци ши дѣкамь | четить , 

бине амь испитить ши сокотить | ши амь афлать 

къ тоате тълкꙋескь · а|деверѣзѫ ши ꙟнтърескь 

коу скрипꙋра | сф҇нтѫ , ши мїе таре плъкоурѫ 

[ши амь скрись кꙋ типарюⷧ воаѡ фрацилѡⷬ] – in 

manuscript 

роумѫнилѡⷬ · съ фїе пре ꙟвъцѫтꙋрѫ · ши | вѫ 

рогь ка фрацїи мїеи · съ четици ши | бине съ 

сокотици , къ веци ведѣ вои ꙟнши|вѫ , коуⷨ къ е 

мъргѫритарюⷧ ши комоарѫ а|скꙋнсѫ […] 

тоате че требꙋѧще а щи крещинилѡⷬ | че фрацїи 

мїеи · оунде чартѫ ачастѫ ка|рте пре влъдичи 

епископи · попи кълꙋгѫри | ши пре доⷨни · нꙋ 

чартѫ пре чеи бꙋни · че | пре ръи бꙋнїи съ нꙋ ѧ 

пре сине · ши карїи вѡⷬ | фи кꙋвинѫ чертаци · еи 

сѫ покѫѧскѫ | ши съ ласе ръꙋтатѣ ши съ ꙟм|бле 

кꙋ дерептате · аминь ⁖ 

the faithful a sermon after the reading of the 

Gospel. Thus, I discovered these 

interpretations of the Gospels for the 

Sundays of the year, taken from the writings 

of the prophets and the apostles and the holy 

fathers. And I read [them] and considered 

and pondered well, and I realised that they 

all offer interpretations, say the truth, and 

are strengthened with the Scripture. And I 

found them good (and I wrote it with the type 

for you, my Romanian brothers), that it might 

be of teaching. And I ask you, my brothers, to 

read and to reflect [upon it] well, for you will 

see for yourselves that it is a pearl and a 

hidden treasure […] all that needs to be 

known by the Christians of by brothers. And 

where this book blames the abbots, bishops, 

priests, monks, and rulers, it does not blame 

the good ones but the bad, and the good ones 

may not take it on themselves. May they ask 

for forgiveness and leave aside every evil and 

work in righteousness. Amen.  

In the colophon to the Gospel Homiliary of [1568] Coresi first makes reference to the other 

two books he printed, in Romanian, relevant to this issue, that is, the Tetraevangelion and the 

Apostolos. Then he clearly explains that the Gospel Homiliary is meant to be an aid for those 

priests who want to preach the Gospel. He then adds that not only is it a ‘referencing’ tool, but also 

a book full of wisdom, which offers further insight into how to lead a Christian life. The colophon 

to the Gospel Homiliary of 1581 sounds similar, although on this occasion we are offered further 

information about its provenance, and, therefore, the authority of the book. 

Gospel Homiliary, Coresi, 1581, Brașov, ff. 2r-3v Translation in English 

Картѣ че се кѣмѫ еѵⷢлїе кꙋ ꙟвъцѫтурѫ | де ꙟ 

тꙋспатрꙋ еѵⷢлистїе алѣсѫ · ши де ꙟ | мꙋлте 

доумезееши скриптꙋри · ши да|тѫ бесѣсѣричеи а се 

чети · ашижере ши ла дꙋ|мнезеещиле празниче · ши 

ла але алтѡⷬ | сф҇нци · спре ꙟвъцѫтꙋрѫ крещинилѡⷬ 

ѡа|мени , кътрѫ дерептарѣ · соуфлетꙋлꙋи | ши 

троупꙋлꙋи · ши кꙋ ажоуторюль лꙋ доумнезеꙋ 

типѫ|ритѫ ачастѫ сф҇нтѫ карте еѵⷢлїе коу 

ꙟвъцѫтꙋрѫ [...]  

дерепть ачѣѧ еꙋ жоупѫнꙋль хръжиль лоукачи 

The book which is called Gospel 

Homiliary, chosen for all of the four 

Gosples and from many godly writings, 

and given to the church to be read, for the 

feasts of both God and other saints; that it 

might be of teaching to the Christian 

people, [that it might bring] truth to the 

soul and the body. And with the help of 

God this holy Gospel with Homilies was 

printed […] 

Therefore I, mayor Lukas Hirscher, judge 
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жоуде|цоуль де ꙟ четатѣ брашовоулꙋи · | ши а тоть 

цинꙋтꙋль бръсеи · фоарте кꙋ инимѫ фїер|бинте ши 

кꙋ жале апринсѫ де моулть желꙋиѧ ла ача|стѫ 

лоуминатѫ карте · дерепть ачѣѧ ꙟ моулте пъ|рци 

амь ꙟтребать шамь къꙋтать пънѫ ѡ амь афлать | 

ꙟ цара роумѫнѣскѫ · ла архїмитрополитꙋль 

серафи|мь ꙟ четате ꙟ тръгѡвище · ꙗрѫ допѫ ча ѡ 

амь ѡ|бличить, ꙗрѫ еꙋ фоарте мамь боукꙋрать · 

ши кꙋ моу|лтѫ роугѫчюне чершꙋтꙋамь дела сфн҇цїѧ 

лоуи, ши | ми ѡ аꙋ тремись · ꙗрѫ еꙋ дѣкаѡ възꙋю 

ча ꙟвъцѫтꙋ|рѫ доамнезеѧскѫ ши коу фолѡсь 

сꙋфлетулꙋи ши | троупꙋлꙋи ꙗсте ꙟтрꙋ ѧ · ꙗрѫ 

инима мѣ се ꙟдꙋлчи | ши фѡарте сѫ сфътꙋии кꙋ 

лоуминатꙋль митрополи|тꙋль мареле генадїе · де ꙟ 

тоть цинꙋтꙋль ардѣлꙋлꙋи | ши аль ѡрѫзїеи · ши 

коу моулть клирось де преꙋци | челе требꙋѧ ачастѫ 

карте · ꙟкѫ ши кꙋ тоци сфѣт|ничїи мїеи · ши кꙋ 

воѧ тоутꙋрорь ачестора · ши кꙋ | воѧ 

митрополитꙋлꙋи марелꙋи серафимь · нои ѡ дѣ|демь 

лукореси дїаконꙋль, че ера мещерь ꙟвъцать 

ꙟ|трачесть лоукрꙋ · де ѡ скоасе де ꙟ картѣ сърбѣскѫ 

пре | лимба роумѫнѣскѫ · ꙟпреꙋнѫ ши кꙋ преуцїи де 

ла бе|сѣрека шкѣилѡрь , де лъѫгѫ четатѣ 

брашовоулоуи · |  

аноуме попь ꙗне ши попа михаи · дерепче къ вроумь | 

съ се ꙟмоулцѣскѫ ꙟ моулте пѫрци ши кипоури | 

коувѫнтꙋль лꙋ доумнезеꙋ · ши съ се адаꙋгѫ спре 

ꙟвъ|цѫтꙋра леџиеи крещинѣскѫ · дечи дѣка възꙋи 

къ е лу|крꙋ доумнезеескь · ꙗрѫ еꙋ ноу маи кроуцаи 

де ꙟ авѣ|ре чеми ера дърꙋитъ де думнезеꙋ а да ла 

ачесть лꙋ|крꙋ · че дедь лоуи ши оученичилорь лꙋи , 

де съ типѫ|рѣскѫ ачастѫ карте еѵⷢл 

of the city of Brașov and of the entire land 

of Bârsa, with a burning heart and 

flaming pity since long had longed for this 

enlightening book. Thus, I asked many 

fathers and I searched till I found it in 

Wallachia by metropolitan Seraphim, in 

the city of Târgoviște. And so I found it 

and I was very pleased, and with much 

imploration I asked for his Holiness for it, 

and he sent it to me. And I saw it and the 

number of godly teachings, useful to the 

soul and the body, that is within it. And 

my heart soothed and searched for the 

advice of the wise and great metropolitan 

Ghenadie, of the entire land of Ardeal and 

Oradea,  and of many priests of the clergy 

who needed this book, and of all my 

councillors, and with the will of all of 

these men and that of great metropolitan 

Seraphim, we gave this book to Coresi, 

who was an experienced master in this 

matters; so that he, together with the 

priests of the Șcheia church near Brașov, 

that is, the  priests Ioan and Mihai, might 

render it from Serbian into Romanian. 

For we wanted that the Word of God 

might multiply in many places and ways, 

and that there might be an addition to the 

teachings of the Christian law. And I saw 

that it was a work wanted by God, and I 

did not hesitate to give to him [Coresi] 

what was given to me by God, and so I 

gave it to him and his pupils, that they 

might print this Gospel book with 

homilies. First for the glory and praise of 

the Holy Trinity, one God, and for the 

teaching of the law of the Christian 

people. For I thought that this [the book] 

might be more accessible and easier to 

read and to be understood by the simple 

folk; and I took great care in having this 

book printed, so that it might be easier to 

understand, and to read with usefulness 

and encouragement, especially by those 

who will discover it. Therefore, may you, 

beloved by God Christians, receive with 

love and good heart this book.   
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As opposed to the above-mentioned books, the colophon of 1581 Gospel Homiliary seems 

to be addressed to the ‘simple people’ rather than the clergy, with the intention of providing them 

with a book they might already know but not understand, that is, which they probably know in 

Church Slavonic but which they would understand better in Romanian. It should also be noted that 

the long prologue of the Gospel Homiliary has been translated from the Church Slavonic edition 

printed in 1569 (Гусева 2003, nr 47), and only the second part reported here has been adapted to 

the information current to the Romanian edition (although part of it is paraphrasing the Slavonic 

source). The additional feature we find in this prologue, different from the Slavonic edition as well 

as from the colophons to the other issues in Romanian, is the reference to all those who 

acknowledged the printing of the book – representatives of the Orthodox Church in Wallachia 

(Seraphim) and Transylvania (Ghenadie), as well as other noblemen, equal to Lukas Hirscher. The 

effect sought was probably that of having the book recognised in full accordance with the 

Orthodox Christian teachings, even if rendered in Romanian. 

Reading the colophons bearing in mind to which books they belonged and when they were 

composed help us understand the maturity reached by Coresi in printing in Romanian. Indeed, the 

colophon of the Psalter and the Tetraevangelion express the desire of supporting mainly the clergy 

in understanding the word of God, thus, by printing the Psalms, Gospels, and the writings of the 

Apostles in Romanian. The movement of support of the clergy reaches its peak with the printing of 

the Gospel Homiliaries, which aimed at providing further reading to the priests and so help them 

teach and preach to the faithful. The example of the Gospel Homiliary of 1581 seems to address a 

wider readership and not only the Romanian clergy. Additionally, from the colophon a degree of 

enthusiasm transpires from Hirscher for having eventually found this book, typical of the Orthodox 

tradition, by the Wallachian metropolitan. Could it be that not only was there an attempt at 

converting the Orthodox Romanian to the Protestant confessions, but also a true interest in learning 

more about the Orthodox tradition itself? The colophon of the Gospel Homiliary seems to suggest 

that this was the case. 
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4.6. Conclusion 

The sixteenth century Cyrillic printing tradition in Wallachia and Transylvania was 

peculiar. Under the same writing system two languages were given space, Romanian and Church 

Slavonic, and with and through them two social and cultural elements developed, one linked to the 

Protestant tradition and the other to the Orthodox. Nonetheless, even though their aim seemed 

different and sometimes contrary in terms of Christian doctrine, throughout the century the result 

of their separate cultural activity was that of giving a great heritage of religious books to the 

Romanians that went beyond confessional disagreement. At a certain point, in fact, especially with 

deacon Coresi’s printing enterprise, these two elements come to be combined, producing 

something new. So that it would be possible to have a Romanian version of religious books 

belonging to the Orthodox tradition emerge under the influence of the Protestant Church (as the 

Gospel Homiliary of 1581). 

Another surprising aspect of the Wallachian and Transylvanian printing tradition is its 

impact on the development of the Romanian language. Coresi, in fact, used as originals for his 

printed editions  manuscripts coming from different areas (Maramureș and Northern Transylvania, 

Banat-Hunedoara, Northern Moldavia), and adapted them to the Wallachian literary language in 

order then to publish them (Gheție 1982c; Gheție and Mareș 1994: 291-304). It is probably not 

possible to speak yet about standardisation of the Romanian language, but it cannot be doubted that 

with his activity and that of other printers, the linguistic elements of the various regions of 

Romania started to ‘travel’, thus, to become known and recognised. 

In conclusion, while the topic leaves open many other tracks along which it is possible to 

continue further with this research, I would like to return to the introduction of this section. The 

brief historical and bibliographical survey undertaken here shows how the Cyrillic printing activity 

of the sixteenth century in Wallachia and Transylvania added to these regions a layer of cultural 

enrichment, which, overall, was in agreement with the Western development of literacy, and yet 

combined in itself the cultural inheritance received from the surrounding Balkan lands. 
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Chapter 2: The Textual Tradition of the Psalter in Romanian 

1. Introduction 

When studying the old biblical texts in Romanian, the question of the source text from 

which these were translated as well as that of the affiliation between the surviving textual 

witnesses comes to the fore. Alongside the necessity of studying how a certain text came into being 

and how it has been transmitted over time, there emerges an even more fundamental need for a 

suitable method of analysis of textual witnesses. Quite often, in fact, textual criticism and history 

of the textual tradition (as defined in Trovato et al. 2014: 65) have come to overlap in Romanian 

studies, leading to partial answers to the two questions. One of the main issues, in my opinion, lies 

in the fact that an explanation for most of the variant readings found at the collation stage is sought 

within the Romanian sources themselves (possible differences of interpretation, spelling, or 

copying), while the textual tradition of the translation’s source text is only occasionally considered. 

This is the case with the study of the Psalter text in old Romanian. Up to this point, it could be 

argued that scholars such as Gheție and in particular Mareș engaged in the history of the Psalter’s 

textual tradition, providing a stemma codicum of all historical witnesses, including those that 

disappeared, but left the problem of the source text mostly unsolved. The study of a translated text, 

however, cannot ignore the problem of its source text. The two questions, therefore, which will be 

studied in this chapter are the identification of the source text (tradition) of the Psalter in old 

Romanian, and the affiliation scheme which relates the sixteenth-century witnesses to the Psalter 

text. Additionally, this chapter seeks to explore possible approaches to textual criticism as applied 

to the case of the Psalter and its Romanian tradition. 

It will be recalled that the method of investigation applied for studying the textual tradition 

of the Psalter text in Romanian has involved: a full collation of psalms 77-151 as found in the 

Romanian sources and in the Tomić Psalter (Джурова 1990), an accurate comparison between 

these and the critical editions of the Norov and Bologna Psalters (Jagić 1907; Чешко et al. 1989), 

and a full survey of distinguishing and idiosyncratic textual readings across eleventh to fiveteenth-

century Slavonic MSS as present in many of MacRobert's articles (MacRobert 1989, 1993b, 1994, 
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1998a, 1998b, 2016). Where there is no indication of the source from which an example is 

mentioned, be it from primary or secondary literature, usually the orthography of PC is followed 

when citing an example in Romanian and that of the Tomić Psalter in Church Slavonic. 

1.1. Hypotheses on the Source Text 

Basing himself on Candrea’s statement that: ‘Concerning the Slavonic text which the 

translator of the psalms would have used […] it must have been a close version of the Serbian 

Psalter of 1346 of Branko Mladenović [...]’ (Candrea 1916: 112),13 Mareș investigates further the 

textual source used for the translation of the Psalter into Romanian (Mareș 1982a: 200-05). 

Mareș’s first step is to prove that the Slavonic text present in the Slavonic-Romanian bilingual 

Psalters (PV, PCb, and the editions of 1577 and [1588]) was not used originally for the translation 

of the psalms into Romanian. He gives four examples which show a divergence between the 

Romanian and its parallel Slavonic readings. While these readings are not found in the Romanian 

bilingual texts, they can instead be found in other Slavonic sources: 

1) ps. 47:4 въ тѧжестехь, in burdens, the reading found in PC1 and PC2 and in the Slavonic 

RIII more in general, is paralleled in Romanian by ꙟ фаптеле, in deeds, in PS, PC and PC1, 

that is, with a very different reading. This interpretation would point to a Slavonic source 

which either had a calque from Greek ἐν τοῖς βάρεσιν – въ варьхъ, that is, in palaces, 

which was read as въ тварехъ, in creations, or the Slavonic original had directly въ 

тварехъ. Both въ варьхъ and въ тварехъ, in fact, were readings typical of the earlier 

Slavonic redactions of the Psalter. Only in PC2 the reading was modified to ꙟ греимѣ, in 

the burden, according to its parallel Slavonic text, въ тѧжестехь. Although this example 

will be analysed later in section 3.2.1., it is interesting to note that both PC2 and PH, with ꙟ 

лꙋкрꙋлъ, in the work/labour, present a noun in the singular, while that is not the case in the 

Slavonic sources, which have a plural noun in the locative case; 

 
13 ‘Cât privește textul slav de care se va fi servit traducătorul psalmilor [...] trebuie să fi fost o versiune foarte 

apropiată de a Psaltirii sârbești dela 1346 a lui Branko Mladenović [...].’ 



72 

 

2) in ps. 90:6 while the Slavonic texts present a conjunction between the two nouns ѿ срѧщѫ 

и бѣса полоудн҇ьнаагⷪ, from the encounter and the demon at midday, in Romanian such a 

conjunction is missing in PV, PS, PC, PC1, PCb and PH: де тимпинаре дракꙋль де амїазъ 

зи, of encounter demon at midday. As such, the rendering in Romanian is defective and 

reads ungrammatical – one might expect дракꙋль to be in the genitive/dative case, as it is 

in PV: де тиⷨпирарѣ дракᲂулꙋи де амїаѕъ ѕи, from the encounter of the demon at midday.  

Once more, as above, the reading is modified in PC2: де тимпинѫтꙋри ши де дракꙋль де 

амїазѫзи, of encounters and of the demon at midday. It is interesting to note that in PC2 ѿ 

срѧщa in the singular becomes plural encounters, so that a direct correction with its parallel 

Slavonic text is doubtful; 

3) ps. 118:147 варихь, I went ahead/I anticipated, is rendered by аинте апᲂукаю, I took 

before/I preceded, in PV, PS, PC, PC1, PC2, where аинте would stand for the Slavonic 

prefix прѣд, in front. The reading прѣⷣварихъ is found in later manuscripts of RIII, in the 

Norov Psalter and becomes standard in RIV imitating morphologically the Greek verb 

προέφθασα. The same happens in the next verse, ps. 118:148, where it is initially rendered 

with варистѣ and then changed to прѣⷣваристѣ in later MSS of RIII and in RIV. The 

Slavonic text in the bilingual Romanian sources is actually a witness to this change, for 

while they have варихь in v. 147, in v. 148 the same verb presents the prefix прѣд- in 

прѣⷣваристѣ. Based on this, it can also be that the verb in v. 147 has аинте because of the 

influence of the verb in the following verse; 

4) in ps. 134:12 достоанїе, inheritance, is translated with the additional preposition ‘in’: ꙟ 

очине, in heritage, in PS, PC, PC1, and PC2, following the tradition of some earlier 

Slavonic manuscripts which have въ достоаниѥ. 

To go back one step, it is important to recall that the Slavonic text present in the Romanian 

bilingual texts belongs mainly to RIII, known also as the Athonite Redaction. A brief comparison 

between the bilingual sources, the Tomić Psalter, the photographic examples provided by Guseva 
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(Гусева 2003: ns. 44, 49, 55, 63, 65, 66, 71, 78) of sixteenth-century printed Psalters as well as 

with the Serbian Psalter printed in Cetinje in 1494 points to the fact that the sources can all be 

considered to be part of the Athonite Redaction. This indicates that RIII had a wide circulation in 

the lands north of the Danube in the sixteenth century and that it must have played a key role for 

the textual tradition of the Psalter in Romanian. Nonetheless, the translation of the psalms into 

Romanian must have happened at an earlier stage than the creation of the bilingual version 

(manuscript and printed). As a matter of fact, the parallel Slavonic text present in the bilingual 

versions has seldom been used for revising the Romanian text, and some translation errors or 

scribal mistakes have spread across part of the Romanian texts (pss. 17:43, 35:12, 48:18, 50:16, 

104:32 in the table below in PV, PCb and at times PC2) without having received further 

revision/correction.  

In his analysis of the Scheia Psalter, Candrea provides a few examples where the Slavonic 

text has been misinterpreted or misread in the Romanian text. When looking across the other 

Romanian sources, Candrea’s examples provide us with an interesting distribution of 

(mis)readings, which groups together a certain family of texts: PS alongside PC, PC1 and PCb. For 

example, in ps. 17:43 истънѧ иⷯ, I will destroy them, is analysed as и стънѧ иⷯ and translated as ши 

пърѣтеле лорь, and their wall , in PS, PC, PC1, PCb. Similarly, in ps. 35:12 нога гръдꙑнѧ, the foot 

of pride, is misread as многа гръдꙑнѧ , that is, much pride, the interpretation present in PS and the 

printed editions of PC and PC1. The table below reports the examples of Candrea (excluding pss. 

33:7 and 77:54) and adds the information about PC, PC1, PC2, PCb, PH, and PV, when available. 

The Slavonic examples follow the spelling of PC2, while the Romanian examples that of PC/PC1 

unless these are taken from PC2 and PH. When an example in the columns dedicated to PH and 

PC2 is underlined, it means that it shares the same (mis)interpretation as present in PS, PV, PC, 

PC1 and PCb. 

 

 



74 

 

Psalm Church Slavonic PS PV PC PC1 PCb  PC2 PH  Lacunae 

10:6 жоупелъ въпае  въпае пꙋџось PV PCb 

17:43 истънѧ иⷯ ꙗко  ши пърѣтеле лорь  ши здробескь еи ка  ши соуспинрꙋ лорꙋ 

ка 

PV PCb 

34:2 въстани ши стъ ши скоалѫ - PV PCb  

34:3 заври 

прѣⷣгонѧщїими мѧ 

апоукѫ ꙟнаинте 

гониторїи мїеи  

ꙟфиџе ꙟнаинтѣ 

гониторилѡⷬ мїеи 

ворръще пре 

ꙟраинтѣ чиꙟре мѧ 

гонѧще 

PV PCb 

35:12 нога гръдꙑнѧ моултѫ троуфѫ  пичорꙋль де трꙋфѫ пїчоареле 

троуфьшїееи 

PV PCb 

48:18 иде оумираѩ  мѣрџе де мѡаре  мѣрџе де моаре адекъ иде ва 

моури  

PV 

50:16 кръвни де стрѫмби  де кроунцїи  дела чеи стръмби PV 

57:10 рамна оумере  мере а оумерелѡрꙋ PV 

67:19 въселити ꙟ тине  аи весели а сълъшꙋи PV 

71:14 лихва де ръꙋ  - рреѡтатѣ PV 

72:17 ст҇ило сатꙋль  сфт҇а лоуминра  PV 

89:11 иꙁчьсти кᲂурѫ  кѹрѫцѣще нᲂумъра  

104:32 градь четъциле  гриндин гриндирⷩе PV PCb 

105:28 веелфегороу ꙟ елфе кодрꙋ елфегорꙋ елфᲂулꙋи дѣлꙋ  

 

It is interesting to notice how all these errors are usually found in PS, (PV), PC, PC1 and 

PCb, while by the [1588] edition they are mainly corrected (pss. 17:43, 34:2, 35:12, 50:16, 67:19, 

72:17, 104:32). The case of the Hurmuzaki Psalter is different: many of the errors present in the 

other Romanian texts are either not shared by this Psalter or can be explained by a vernacular 

understanding of the Slavonic text (pss. 50:16 and 71:14). It appears, therefore, that the version of 

the text present in PC2 has been revised against a parallel Slavonic text, though not all 

misinterpretations have been changed (pss. 48:18, 89:11). 

Mareș, therefore, following Candrea’s study of the Scheia Psalter, affirms that the 

Romanian translation of the psalms was based on a Slavonic text different from that present in the 

Slavonic-Romanian bilingual sources (Mareș 1982a: 204). His hypothesis on the Slavonic source 

text, although this time supported by textual examples, does not, however, differ in essence from 

that of Candrea. In his opinion either: a) the original translation was based on a manuscript which 

presented readings both from the ‘Archaic’ and the ‘Athonite’ redactions; or, b) the original 
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translation was based on a manuscript similar to Branko Mladenović's14 and then altered according 

to the Slavonic revised redaction (that is, RIII) during the creation of the bilingual sources. 

Nonetheless, from Mareș’s article, it is not clear which exact role the Slavonic sources might have 

played during first the translation and then the revision processes and, most importantly, how were 

they used. 

1.2. Hypotheses on the Affiliation Scheme of the Romanian Psalter 

Candrea and Mareș have also carried extensive studies on the affiliation existing among 

the Romanian manuscripts and printed copies of the Psalter. In 1916 Candrea published a thorough 

analysis of all the existing sixteenth-century Psalter versions, both manuscripts and printed books, 

compared to the Scheia Psalter (Candrea 1916). In his opinion, of the surviving manuscript and 

printed Psalters, the Hurmuzaki Psalter was the original manuscript of a translation of the text into 

old Romanian (1916: 47). This implies that at least two different translations of the Psalter were 

circulating within the Romanian lands at that time: one translation as represented by the 

Hurmuzaki Psalter, and a second translation of which the original version is missing, but which is 

represented by the other surviving sources of the Psalter in Romanian. Candrea wrote with regard 

to the Hurmuzaki Psalter: ‘This Psalter, as opposed to the previous two (Scheia and Voroneț 

Psalters), is not a copy of an earlier manuscript, but indeed the autograph of the translator from 

Slavonic’(Candrea 1916: 50);15 he indicates, however, that the language of the translator of the 

Hurmuzaki Psalter was very close to that of the Scheia and Voroneț Psalters, that is, to the 

language of the translator of the allegedly second translation from which the latter two manuscripts 

descend. His idea of the Hurmuzaki Psalter being the translator’s ‘autograph’ has been disproved 

by Ion Gheție (2005: 13-19). After Candrea’s study, however, his analysis went unchallenged for 

more than sixty years, until 1982, when Alexandru Mareș expressed his final views upon the 

affiliation of the Psalters (Mareș 1982b). In his opinion, originally there was only one first 

translation, which was then altered twice, so that two descendants developed, what he calls 

 
14 As a matter of fact, Branko Mladenović's Psalter or the so-called Bucharest Psalter is a late-fourteenth-

century manuscript which presents RI and RIII readings, see MacRobert's stemma codicum (1998). The 

manuscrip was studied in greater detail by Miklošič in 1872. 
15 ‘Această Psaltire, spre deosebire de cele două precedente (Scheiană și Voronețeană) nu este copia unui 

manuscris, ci însuși autograful traducătorului din slavonește’ (my translation above). 
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transitional versions A and B. From A and B, writes Mareș, two different paths might have been 

followed: either these two developed in two completely different traditions producing the 

Hurmuzaki and Voroneț Psalters on one hand, and the others on the other, via a further process of 

revision applied to the printed copies; or from the revision at stage A, which was the direct source 

of PH and PV, there followed another revision process that brought to the transitional version B, 

which in its turn resulted in the Scheia Psalter and the printed editions of 1570, 1577 and [1588] 

(Mareș 1982b: 258-61). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig.1. Mareș’s Stemmata Codicum of the Romanian sixteenth-century Psalters (1982b) 
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Probably the most surprising element of the Psalter’s textual tradition in old Romanian is 

that the edition of the [1588] bilingual Psalter shows textual affinity with the Hurmuzaki Psalter, 

especially at the lexical and syntactical levels, as does the Voroneț Psalter to a certain extent.16 

This aspect, although pointed out by Mareș in his 1982 article, does not receive an extensive study 

by him, so that the positions of PH, PV and PC2 in his stemma codicum seem quite speculative. 

Similarly, the composition of the vertex in Mareș’s scheme lacks strong textual arguments – Mareș 

does not rely on errors shared by the witnesses to show their affiliation, but rather on polygenetic 

errors and linguistic features shared by two or more witnesses. Nonetheless, Mareș’s philological 

work and reflections about the Psalter’s textual tradition in old Romanian undoubtedly allow us to 

pursue further with the investigation and identify the key issues in need of additional study: the 

relationship between the Slavonic and the Romanian traditions of the Psalter text, and the 

affiliation among the Romanian textual witnesses available today. 

It has already been pointed out how certain errors which circulate among PC, PC1, PCb, 

and PS have either been corrected in the later bilingual issue of [1588] or are not present in PH 

(section 1.1. of this chapter). The readings in PH are just different from the other sources. One the 

other hand, by comparing PH, PV, PS, PC, PC1, and PC2, Mareș points out how to a certain extent 

they are related to each other and that a common archetype of the Psalter in old Romanian should 

be supposed (1982b: 214-20). In particular, all the versions present the same common 

mistranslations of Church Slavonic expressions, which allow some correlations between the 

texts:17 

5) 9:30 ἐνεδρεύει, лаеть in Church Slavonic, i.e., to ambush, is rendered with латрѫ in PC, 

PC1, PC2 and латръ in PH, PS, i.e., with to bark. The wider context of the verse, 

however, allows for such a mistake лаеть въ таіныⷯ ꙗко лъвь въ оградѣ своеи, he lies in 

ambush as a lion in his den, and indeed лаꙗти has the same form in Church Slavonic to 

 
16 According to Mareș’s scheme, the few psalms present in the Euchologion printed by Coresi in [1568] 

present some affinity with the Hurmuzaki Psalter. The tradition of this witness, however, has not been taken 

into account in this chapter, for the primary source is not accessible and I would need to rely on secondary 

sources only. 
17 In addition to the information provided by Mareș, each example is given also in its Greek version, 

following the revised edition of the Septuaginta. 
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mean both ‘to lie in ambush’ and ‘to bark’. It is interesting to note that the verse goes as 

follows: лаеть въсхытити нищаго, he lies in ambush to snatch away the poor, and while 

the printed sources and PS have once more латрѫ, PH changes to веꙟрѣѕь, hunts; 

6) 50:9 ѵсопъ, hyssop, is a borrowing from Greek ὕσσωπος and defines a plant used by the 

Jews for rituals of purification. The Slavonic dative of иссопоⷨ has been interpreted in 

Romanian as кᲂу сопꙋнь (PH), кꙋ съпᲂунь (PC1, PCb), кꙋ съпꙋнꙋ (PS), thus as with soap 

(Gheție 1970), where the Slavonic word defining an unknown plant has been adapted to a 

more familiar concept of soap, the word for which happened to look like ѵсопъ. However, 

in the later in the [1588] edition of the Psalter the mistake has been corrected to кꙋ їсопь, 

thus with a borrowing through Church Slavonic.18 Similar to the example of жоупелъ, 

sulphur, being interpreted as въпае, flame, in ps. 10:6 we have seen above, one of the 

tendencies of the Romanian translators/revisors is to find an interpretation of unfamiliar 

Slavonic words and adapt them to Romanian; 

7) 68:20 стꙋдь мои, αἰσχύνην μου, is misinterpreted and translated as рѣчеле мїеꙋ in PC1, 

PH, and рѣле мїеꙋ in PS (here the copyist inadvertently missed on -че-), thus my cold 

instead of my shame. This misrendering, however, occurs in other parts of the Psalter 

(88:46, 108:29 in PH and PC2, 131:18 in PH) and seems to be due the vernacular 

understanding of стоудъ, cold; 

8) 71:14 ἐκ τόκου, ѿ лихвы, excessively, is rendered as де ръꙋ in PC1, де реꙋ in PS and де 

ꙟрреѡтатѣ in PH, that is, the Church Slavonic word is probably taken in its vernacular 

use as bad(ness); 

9) 77:67 τὴν φυλήν, колѣно was translated as knees, џенꙋкеле in PC1, џенрꙋкюлꙋ in PH,

џенꙋнкиле in PS, џенꙋнкеле in PV, instead of generations. Only in PC2 this then is 

modified to рѹда, generation. However, it should be noted that џенрꙋкю is the default 

 
18 Although the psalms present in the Euchologion [1568] are not analysed in this chapter, it is interesting to 

note that in this instance the Romanian version of psalm 50 has a direct borrowing from Church Slavonic– 

кꙋ иссопоⷨ. This example would separate the tradition of the psalms present in the Euchologion from that of 

the other witnesses. 
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translation of колѣно in the Psalter (PC2 excluded), and that in old Romanian, besides 

signifying ‘knee’, it could have also meant ‘neam’, generation, as pointed out by Candrea 

(1916: 234); 

10) 106:37 γενήματος, in Church Slavonic житень, i.e., of wheat, is translated as де вїацѫ, of 

life. This misinterpretation might either derive from the original Church Slavonic MS 

(having жительнъ or животьнъ) or from a wrong translation into Romanian. Once more, 

PC2 has a correct translation, де гръꙋ. 

Most of these mistakes come from a wrong understanding of the Church Slavonic original, 

which often is taken in its vernacular sense. Some Slavonic words, in fact, changed their semantic 

connotation over time and based on their geographic distribution. Such is the example of стоудъ, 

meaning shame, which in Bulgarian changes its meaning to cold (Miklosich 1862: 898). 

Consequently, although shared mistakes might seem like a good argument to put forward in 

support of the hypothesis that there is a common basis shared by the Psalters, in truth examples 5, 

and 7-10 show how the mis-renderings might have been committed independently at the 

composition stage of each Romanian text based on a wrong understanding of the Slavonic source. 

It is possible to suppose, in fact, that even though the translating and revision paths could have 

been different for each book, the resulting interpretations were the same, so that the hypothesis of 

two or more translations of the psalms into Romanian is not to be excluded. Only example 6 

indicates that PH might share the same translation of the palms into Romanian as PS, PC, PC1 and 

PCb. 

Mareș also mentions some examples in which the Romanian texts are different and tries to 

use the latter both to identify the Slavonic source text used during the revision process of PH and to 

study further the affiliation between the Romanian sources. Admittedly, the most distinct case in 

terms of different textual readings is that of the Hurmuzaki Psalter, which stands apart when 

compared to other versions. In this respect Mareș’s opinion is that PH was copied from a bilingual 

Slavonic-Romanian Psalter – a text close to the original translation and thus also the basis for PS, 

PV and PC1 –, and revised against an earlier, or more archaic Church Slavonic Psalter (1982b: 
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221). The continuous comparison with a Slavonic source, in his opinion, led the scribe to make 

many translation mistakes and, more importantly, to copy, by oversight, full or half words directly 

in Church Slavonic, leaving these as  part of an otherwise monolingual manuscript (Mareș 1982b: 

224-26). In this process of copying, revising, and altering, writes Mareș, the scribe proved himself 

quite inaccurate and ambitious (1982b: 227). There is no doubt that PH is an idiosyncratic 

manuscript, nonetheless, as will become evident throughout this chapter, quite often there are good 

reasons for it to have the interpretations it has, especially if the Church Slavonic tradition of the 

Psalter is taken into account. The translation present in the Hurmuzaki Psalter is frequently more 

interpretative, but also more faithful in rendering the Church Slavonic. 

In order to identify the other Church Slavonic version against which PH was revised, 

Mareș gives some textual examples (1982b: 221-23). However, the method he applies is 

questionable. For example, the Church Slavonic Psalters which Mareș considers are all identified 

with Redaction I, the Paris Croatian Glagolitic Psalter of 1380 (Par) and the Lobkowicz or Prague 

Croatian Glagolitic Psalter of 1359 (Pr), the Psalterium Sinaiticum (Sin) and the commentated 

Psalterium Vindobonense (Bon), or with the version present in PC1, i.e., Redaction III. At the time 

when Mareș wrote his analysis, in fact, he did not take into account the work which had been done 

on the various redactions of the Church Slavonic Psalter, and in particular the classification of the 

surviving Psalter texts into different redactions proposed by scholars like Jagić and Pogorelov at 

the beginning of the twentieth century. Accordingly, in light of the new studies on the Slavonic 

Psalter, the results of the study carried out by Mareș are inconclusive, since each Psalter in old 

Romanian has at least one example that can be traced back to one of the Church Slavonic Psalters 

mentioned above, and therefore it is impossible to affiliate it to any particular redaction and to 

draw any conclusions. For example: 

11) 21:22 ἐκ στόματος λέοντος  

деꙟ ррᲂстᲂул леꙋлᲂуи in PH can be traced to от ꙋстъ льва as it is present in Par and Pr. In 

PS and PC1 we have instead де ростꙋль леилорь and де гꙋра леилѡⷬ in PC2, which agrees 

with Redaction III and the Sinai Psalter от ꙋстъ львовъ if the translator thought of it as a 
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genitive plural. It should be noticed, in fact, that львовъ, which can be found in MSS of 

Redaction I, II and III, is a possessive adjective agreeing with ꙋстъ and rendering the 

original Greek genitive singular. In this way the translation present in PH is more 

accurate and could be attributed to RIII as well; 

12) 21:25 οὐδὲ ἀπέστρεψεν 

нече аꙋ ꙟторсь PH corresponds to ни отвратиль же есть (PC1, Bon), whereas нече ꙟторсе

in PS, PC1 goes with не отврати (Pr, Par). Mareș’s argument is that the compound tense 

found in Church Slavonic has been rendered in Romanian as well. However, in terms of 

verbs, it happens quite often that the two versions of the Romanian Psalter diverge, and in 

particular that PH presents compound verb tenses. In the revised Psalter PC2 the verb was 

rendered again as a compound one: нече ꙟторсꙋш-аꙋ; 

13) 54:19 ἦσαν  

фᲂуръ–3pr.pl. simple perfect –in PH as the translation of бѣахѫ (Sin, PC1) and ера –

3pr.sg./pl. imperfect–in PS, PC, PC1, PC2 of бѣ (Pr, Par). This example, like the former 

one, suggests that PC1 and PS had been influenced by a Croatian version of the Psalter, as 

witnessed by the Paris and Prague Psalters, while PH respected Redaction III. 

Nonetheless, it should be noticed that Mareș had as a starting point the idea that the 

translations of Church Slavonic past constructions into old Romanian was imitating the 

original source, which has been proved not to be always the case (M. Avram 2007: 93-

103);  

14) 61:4 ἐπιτίθεσθε  

ѕъчѣ веци in PH for належите (PC1, Sin, Bon) and къдеци in PC1, PS and PV for 

нападаете (Pr, Par,); where нападаете is typical of Croatian MSS. The translation offered 

in PC2 is ꙟпресꙋраци, i.e., to surround, to conquer; 

15) 131:6 ἐν τοῖς πεδίοις 

ꙟ къмпїи in PH, thus plural as for въ полихъ (Sin, Bon, PC1), whereas PS, PV, PC, PC1, 

PC2 and PCb have ꙟ къмпꙋль as въ поли (Pr, Par); 
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16) 133:1 ἐν αὐλαῖς  

ꙟ кꙋртѣ in PH, thus singular as въ дворѣ (Sin, Bon), and ꙟ кꙋрциле in the other 

Romanian texts as we find in their parallel Slavonic text and in Par and Pr – въ дворѣхь, 

i.e., plural. 

The latter examples suggest that PC1 and PS follow a Croatian tradition (especially ex. 14) 

or the tradition of the Paris and Prague Psalters, whereas PH either follows Redaction III or an 

earlier tradition close to Psalterium Sinaiticum. However, reaching this conclusion suggests that in 

principle the method used for the textual analysis is incorrect. It is, in fact, improbable that there 

was any Croatian influence on the Romanian Psalter text. These sources are written in Glagolitic, 

the circulation of which in the lands north of the Danube seems quite limited (Olteanu 1971). 

Further, some of the readings here cited, in particular 12, 15, and 16, can be found in other 

Redaction I manuscripts written in Cyrillic. Example 13, instead, needs further evidence in support 

of the idea that there is correspondence in rendering Slavonic past constructions in Romanian. All 

in all, the examples which Mareș provides are counterproductive to his argument, as quite often the 

translations present in PH follow Redaction III, that is, the Church Slavonic version present in 

PC1, and those in PS and PC/PC1 are somehow related to an earlier Church Slavonic Psalter 

version. 

On the other hand, Mareș gives three very interesting examples, which suggest that during 

the translation or the revision process of PH, the scribe might have consulted not only an earlier 

redaction of the Church Slavonic Psalter, but a commentated copy: 

17) The title to psalm 110 has лъᲂудамь дм҃лꙋ челъ вїꙋ, that is glory to the living Lord, typical 

of commentated Psalters, whereas PC1 and PS have аллилᲂуїа; 

18) 107:9 καὶ Εφραιμ ἀντίλημψις τῆς κεφαλῆς μου 

ши ефремъ крѣпо търїа капᲂулᲂуи мїеꙋ in PH, following ефремъ крѣпость глави моее, 

again something we find in commentated Psalters. Notice, also, the underlined word in 

PH, which the scribe copied from the Church Slavonic text and did not cancel, followed 
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by the Romanian translation tăria. In the other Romanian sources, we have ши ефремь 

ажꙋторю капꙋлꙋи мїеꙋ, translating ефремь застѫпленїе главы моеѫ; 

19) In 73:15 σὺ ἐξήρανας ποταμοὺς Ηθαμ 

PH has a double translation of the same versicle 1) тᲂу исꙋчиши апеле риꙋреле апътѡсе 2)

тᲂу сѣкаши риꙋреле єѳамꙋлᲂуи, which are subsequent on the same line. The surprising 

element is having апътѡсе, watery, which corresponds to the Church Slavonic 

наводьненъіѧ. This adjective comes from early Church Slavonic MSS (Redaction I and 

II) and could have been prompted by Theodoret’s commentary of the Psalter text 

(MacRobert 2010: 426). His commentary, in fact, enjoyed a revival in the fifteenth 

century in Eastern Slavonic MSS, which might be the reason why in a region like 

Bucovina there were such books. The translation present in PC1 and PS corresponds to 

the common interpretation we find in Redaction III, which is also the second translation 

of the versicle we have in the Hurmuzaki Psalter, тᲂу сѣкаши риꙋреле єѳамꙋлᲂуи  

The hypothesis of influence from a commentated Church Slavonic Psalter upon the 

Hurmuzaki Psalter is plausible, and further details will point to this. The commentaries on the 

Psalter text of Hesychius of Jerusalem (sometimes known as the pseudo-Athanasian commentary) 

and Theodoret of Cyrrhus had been translated into Church Slavonic early on, around the tenth 

century and since then they had been widely used among the Orthodox Slavs, especially the 

pseudo-Athanasian commentary (MacRobert 2010: 424-25). These could have reached the 

Romanian lands, Bucovina in particular, either via the Bulgarian monks who settled in the region 

towards the end of the fourteenth century, or from the neighbouring East Slavonic regions. Serbian 

influences should not be excluded either, especially in the Wallachian principality. From this point 

of view, the lands north of the Danube should be thought as a key part of the dynamic involving 

book circulation within the so-called Slavia Orthodoxa. 

In conclusion, although the study advanced by Mareș puts forward a possible affiliation 

scheme connecting the Romanian sources of the Psalter, it casts further doubts about the source 

text used for the translation of the psalms and indeed on the number of such translations. Even 
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though Mareș opposed Candrea’s opinion that the original Church Slavonic text might have been 

of a redaction similar to Branko Mladenović’s Psalter, his alternative hypothesis is actually very 

close to Candrea’s (Candrea 1916: 200-04; Mareș 1982b: 200-04). Ultimately, what Mareș 

suggests is that the original translation in old Romanian was based on a Church Slavonic version, 

the one most widespread at the time among the Slavs (no mention of redactions, but it should be 

assumed that it was RIII), and that the Hurmuzaki Psalter is the result of a revision of this 

translation against an earlier Slavonic version, that is, a fusion between Redactions I and III, as 

Branko Mladenović’s appears to be (Thomson 1998: 815). However, for both scholars the original 

text used for the translation is not material for research, or rather it is of secondary importance 

when compared to the question of textual affiliation among the Romanian manuscripts and printed 

books. This approach, in many ways, narrows down the possible options a researcher might want 

to explore in order to have a more complete picture of textual tradition of the Psalter in Romanian. 

For example, some differences in vocabulary between Hurmuzaki and Coresi’s 1577 Psalters could 

be a matter of the translator’s/reviser’s personal preference or could be based on the source text 

which they used. If the Romanian material is analysed without additional comparison with other 

textual traditions the second dimension described above is lost. It is necessary, therefore, to retrace 

the same path that led to the rendering of the Psalter in Romanian, that is, to identify its source 

text(s), and only then to reflect on the affiliation between its textual witnesses. 

2. The Romanian Psalters and Redaction III 

The most trustworthy method to identify the original Slavonic source is that of a 

comparative philological analysis between the Slavonic and the Romanian versions, especially 

once we have the Slavonic material broadly categorised and classified into different Redactions 

(MacRobert 1998a). In this respect, it is important to remind that all issues of the Slavonic Psalter 

in the Romanian lands during the sixteenth century, be these bilingual or monolingual ([1568-

1570], [1572-1573], [1576], 1577 – monolingual; 1577, [1588] - bilingual), adhere to Redaction 

III. The section above has already discussed how the translation of the Psalter text must have 

happened before the composition of the bilingual sources and how the Slavonic text paralleled to 
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the Romanian text has seldom been used for revision in PC1, PCb, and PV. Consequently, the best 

chance of identifying the Slavonic redaction used for translating the Psalter into Romanian is to 

look at those instances in which we have different textual renderings in Church Slavonic and 

compare them with their Romanian counterpart. 

2.1. Textual Variants in RI, RII, RIII and RIV and the Romanian Psalter 

MacRobert (1998a) draws a stemma codicum of fifty Slavonic Psalter manuscripts dating 

from the eleventh to the fifteenth centuries, showing their affiliation and most importantly their 

position with regard to the various textual redactions of the Psalter in Church Slavonic. Each 

redaction is identified by variant textual readings which are referred to textual variation within the 

Greek tradition of the psalms. The examples provided below rely on MacRobert’s work, to which 

the Slavonic as well as the Romanian variants are added for a better understanding of their 

connection and textual traditions. When the Romanian readings align, the examples are reported 

according to the orthography of PC, otherwise they are written as present in each source. The 

presence of a question mark indicates a hypothesised reading. 

2.1.1. Variants Shared by Redactions I and II and the Pseudo-Athanasian Commentary 

(and the Norov Psalter) 

Psalm Greek Church Slavonic CS Redactions Old Romanian 
26:12 εἰς χείρας въ рѫце RI RII Ps-A Nor  
 εἰς ψυχάς въ дш҃ахь Th RIII RIV  ꙟ сꙋфлетеле  

PH PS PC PC1 PC2 
44:18 μνησθήσονται помѧнѫтъ RI RII Ps-A   
 μνησθήσομαι помѣнѫ Th RIII RIV Nor  помѣнию PH 

поменирѫ PS PC PC1 

поменескь PC2 
89:5 ἔτη лѣтъ RI RII Ps-A  
 ἔτι єще Th RIII RIV Nor ꙟнкѫ 

PH PS PC PC1 PC2 PCb 
90:3 ῥύσεταί με иꙁбавитъ мѧ RI RII Ps-A  
 ῥύσεταί σε иꙁбавить тѧ Th RIII RIV Nor избъвите ва 

PH PV PS PC PC1 PC2 PCb 
118:49 τὸν λόγον … 

ᾧ 
слово ... ѡ немже RI RII Ps-A Nor кꙋвътᲂуль ... де че PH 

 τῶν λόγων … 

ὧν 
словесь твоихь ... о них Th RIII RIV кᲂувинтеле ... де ѧле 

PS PC PC1 PC2 PCb 
118:120 τῶν ἐντολῶν? повелѣнии RI RII Ps-A  

 τῶν κριμάτων сѫдобь Th RIII RIV Nor ѕиселе PH 

жᲂудекѫриле 
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PS PC PC1 PC2 PCb 
131:15 τὴν χήραν въдовицѫ RI RII Ps-A  

 τὴν θήραν ловитвѫ Th RIII RIV Nor вънатꙋль 
PH PV PS PC PC1 PC2 PCb 

Hab 

3:19 
ἐν ταῖς ᾠδαῖς въ пѣснехь его RI RII Ps-A ꙟ кънтъриле лоуи 

PS PC1 PC2 PCb 
 ἐν τῆ ᾠδῇ въ пѣсни егѡ Th RIII RIV Nor  

 

Only ps. 118:49 would point to an earlier Slavonic redaction for PH, although that is also 

the reading found in the fourteenth century Norov Psalter. Additionally, the reading in Hab 3:19 in 

PS PC1 PC2 PCb would follow an earlier Slavonic tradition as well. A question mark is posed by 

ps. 44:18, which has помѣнию first person singular, simple past in PH and поменирѫ third person 

plural, simple past in PS PC PC1. Neither помѧнѫтъ nor помѧнѫ (both in the present, third person 

singular and first person singular) in the Slavonic sources gives grounds for such verbal 

conjugation in Romanian and it probably goes back to the wider context of the verse.  

The other examples, however, point to a possible adherence to RIII, RIV, Theodoret’s 

commentary or potentially the Norov Psalter. The table below shows that most probably 

Theodoret’s commentary had no influence on the Romanian tradition. 

2.1.2. Variants in Theodoret’s Commentary 

Psalm Greek Church Slavonic CS Redactions Old Romanian 

10.4  ἀποβλέποθσιν 

τὴν οίκουμένην  
призираета 
вселеную  

Th   

  ἀποβλέποθσιν  призираѥта   RI + Ps-A RII 

RIII RIV Nor  
превиръ PH 

спре мишеи каꙋтѫ 
PC PC1 PC2 

34.24  μὴ ἐπιχαρείσάν μοι 

οἰ ἐχθροί μου  
да не порадуют ми 
ся врази мои  

Th, Dech   

  μὴ ἐπιχαρείσάν 

μοι  
да не пораⷣует ми сѧ  RI + Ps-A RII 

RIII RIV Nor  
се ноу боукоуре лаоуде ми 
сѧ 
PH 
съ нꙋ боукꙋри ми се 
PS PC PC1 PC2 

44.12  προσκυνήσουσιν  поклонѧть сѧ  Th   
  προσκυνήσεις  поклониши сѧ  RI + Ps-A RII 

RIII RIV Nor  
ꙟкинра те вери 
PH PC2 

ꙟкините 
PS PC PC1 

51.7  ἐκτίλαι...μεταναστε

ύσαι  
възьтръгнѫти ... 
прѣселити  

Th Nor   

  ἐκτιλεῖ?... 

μεταναστεύσει  
въстръгнѧ...прѣсели
т  

RI + Ps-A RII 

RIII RIV  
траџе те ва...моута тѧ ва 
PH 
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роупете...моутѫте 
PS PC PC1 

рꙋмпете ва...мꙋтате ва 
PC2 

 70.20  πάλιν ἀνήγαγές με  пакꙑ възведе мѧ  Th    
πάλαι ἀνήγαγές με  древле възведе мѧ  RI – Ps-A   

  ἀνήγαγές με  вьзвел ме ѥси  RII RIII RIV 

Nor  
скосꙋ маи 
PS PC PC1 

77.64  οὐ κλαυσθήσονται  не ѡплаканы 
бѫдоуть  

Th   

  οὐκ κλαύσθησαν?  не ѡплаканы бышѫ
  

RI + Ps-A RII 

RIII RIV Nor  
не плѫнсе фᲂурѫ 
PV PS PC PC1 PC2 PCb 

89.12  πεπαιδευμένους  наоучены  Th, Par Lob   

  πεπεδημένους  ѡкованыѫ  RI + Ps-A RII 

RIII RIV Nor  
ферекацїи 
PH PV PS PC PC1 PC2 

PCb 

118.17 ζήσομαι  живъ буду  Th   

  ζῆσόν με  живи мѧ  RI + Ps-A RII 

RIII RIV Nor  
ꙟвїи мѧ PH 

ꙟвїе мѫ 
PS PC PC1 PC2 PCb 

137.5  ἐν ταῖς ὁδοῖς  въ пути[х] твоих 
господи  

Th   

  ἐν ταῖς ᾡδαῖς  въ пѣснехъ  RI + Ps-A RII 

RIII RIV Nor  
ꙟ кънтечеле 
PH PV PS PC PC1 PC2 

PCb 

140.6  ἡδύνθησαν  оусладиша ся  Th   

  ἡδυνήθησαν  въꙁмогошѫ  RI + Ps-A RII 

RIII RIV Nor  
вънкᲂуръ PH 
къ пᲂутᲂуръ 
PV PS PC PC1 PC2 PCb 

 

2.1.3. Distinctive Variants in Redaction IV (and Norov Psalter)19 

 

Psalm Greek Church Slavonic CS Redactions Old Romanian 

16.3 ἑπείρασας? искꙋсил мѧ еси RIV  
 ἐπύρωσας раждегль мѧ еси RI + Ps-A Th RII 

RIII  

Nor 

 

ꙟфїербатꙋ мѧи PH 

ꙟфїербѫнтатꙋ маи 
PS PC PC1 PC2 

39.18 φροντίς г҃ь попеченїе мое RIV  
 φροντεῖ г҃ь приѧт ми RI + Ps-A Th RII 

RIII  

Nor 

дм҃ноу лоуатоу мѧ PH 

дн҃оуⷧ преѧще ми 
PS PC PC1 PC2 

47.8 συντρίψεις съкроушиши RIV Nor  

 
19 Here the Slavonic readings referring to RI + Ps-A Th RII RIII Nor have been take from PC2, 

which presents some minor orthographic differences with the older Slavonic MSS as well as with 

the Norov Psalter. 
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 συντρίψει съкрушить RI + Ps-A Th RII 

RIII 

 

здробитаꙋ 
PH  
фрънге PS PC PC1 PC2 

57.12 εἰ ἐστιν ὁ θεός аще еⷭ б҃ь RIV   
 ἂρα ἒστιν ὁ θεός есть оубо б҃ъ  

 
оубѡ есть б҃ъ  

RI + Ps-A Th RII 

RIII (PC2 PCb) 
 

Nor 

ѧсте ꙗть дм҃нѕеꙋ 
PH  
ѧсте доумнезеꙋ 
PS PC PC1 PC2 PCb 

95.13 τὴν γήν? землі RIV  
 τὴν οἰκοθμένην въселенѣи RI + Ps-A Th RII 

RIII Nor 
а тоатѫ лꙋмѣ 
PV PS PC PC1 PC2 PCb 

118.81 εἰς τὸν λόγον въ слово RIV   
 εἰς τοὺς λόγους на словеса RI + Ps-A Th RII 

RIII Nor 
пре кᲂувентеле 
PH 

ꙟ кꙋвинтеле 
PS PC PC1 PC2 PCb 

 

2.1.4. Distinctive Variants in Redaction III 

 

Psalm Greek Church Slavonic CS Redactions Old Romanian 

118.136 ἐφύλαξαν съхранишѫ RIII [ци]нрꙋръ PH 

фериръ 
PS PV 

пъзирѫ 
PC2 

  съхранихъ RI + Ps-A Th RII 

RIV Nor 
ферїи 
PC PC1 PCb 

147.3 θείς положивьи RIII пᲂусе 
PH PS PC2 
че пᲂусе 
PV PC PC1 PCb 

 τιθείς полагаѫ 
полагаѫи 

RI + Ps-A Th RII  

Nor 

 

 ὂτι τίθης ? ꙗко положи RIV  

Ex 

15.11 

ἐνδόξως прѣславно  RIII прѣслъвите 
PV PS PC PC1 PC2 PCb 

 ἐν δόξαις въ славѣ RI + Ps-A Th RII 

Kip Nor 
 

Deut 

32.36 

παραλελυμένους? ослаблѣвша (и въ 
плѣнь) 

RIII слъбиндь (ши 
ꙟмпрѫдаре) 
PV PS PC1 PC2 

слъвиндь PCb 
 παραλελυμένους 

καὶ ἐκλελοιπότας 
ѡслабѣвъшѫ и 
печалънъї (въ  
пленъ) 

RI + Ps-A Th RII 

Kip Nor 
 

Hab 

3.13 

τοῦ σῶσαι τοὺς 

χριστούς σου 

έλήλυθας 

спⷭти христи свое 
прешелⸯ еси 

RIII съ спъсещи оуншїи тъи 
венитаи PC1 PC2 PCb   
винитаи се спⷭщи 
христошїи тъи PS се 
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спъсещи христїи тъи 
веритаи PV 

 τοῦ σῶσαι τοὺς 

χριστούς σου 
спст҃и хрⷭты своѩ 
(помазаньникы) 

RI + Ps-A Th RII 

Kip Nor 
 

 

While tables 2.1.2. and 2.1.3. suggest that Theodoret’s commentary and RIV have 

probably had no influence on the textual tradition of the psalms in Romanian, table 2.1.4. confirms 

that it follows the tradition of RIII, in particular if PS, PC, PC1, PC2, and PCb are taken into 

account. PV presents many lacunae which do not allow a precise assessment, and the text of PH 

stops at psalm 150, so that the textual examples referring to the Canticles become irrelevant. As a 

matter of fact, a list of other examples, which indicates the variant readings shared by Redaction III 

and IV (and at times by the Norov Psalter) and which refer mainly to the text of the psalms, show 

that the Hurmuzaki Psalter does not have a complete adherence to Redaction III, and presents, 

instead, many interpretations which are in line with RI, RII and the textual tradition of the two 

commentaries to the psalms (pss. 42:2, 48:18, 69:3, 80:13). The table below shows the readings in 

Romanian and in Church Slavonic according to the list provided by MacRobert. All relevant 

examples will be discussed in detail in section 3.2.2. 

2.1.5. Variants Shared by Redaction III and IV (and the Norov Psalter) 

 

Psalm Greek Church Slavonic  CS Redactions Old Romanian 

34.18 ἐξομολογήσομαί 

σοι 
Исповѣм сѧ тебѣ вь 
цркв҃и 

RIII RIV Nor исповедескꙋ мѫ цїе ꙟ 
бесѣречи PH PS PC PC1 

PC2 
 ἐξομολογήσομαί 

σοι κύριε 
исповѣмъ сѧ тебѣ г҃и RI+Ps-A Th RII  

42.2 κρταίωμα дръжава RIII RIV Nor  циноутꙋль PS PC PC1  

цирѣрѣ PC2 
 ἰσχύς крѣпостъ RI+Ps-A Th RII вⸯрътꙋтѣ PH 
48.18 ἡ δόξα αὐτοῦ слава его RIII Kipr? Gen слава лоуи PS PC PC1 PCb 

слава са PC2 
 ἡ δόξα τοῦ 

οἰκοῦ αὐτοῦ 
слава домꙋ его RI+Ps-A Th RII 

Nor 
слава касееи лоуи PH 

65.7 τῷ δεσπόζοντι обладаѫщомꙋ RIII RIV Nor бирꙋторюлоуи PH PC2 

че цине PS PC PC1 PCb 
 τοῖς δεσπόζουσι обладаѭштиимъ RI+Ps-A Th RII  
69.3 λογιζόμενοι мыслѧщеи RIII RIV Nor че коуџетѫ PS PC PC1 PCb 

карїи кꙋџтѫ PC2 
 βουλόμενοι хотѧщии RI+Ps-A Th RII карии воръ врѣ PH 
80.13 κατὰ τὰ 

ἐπιτηδεύματα 
по начинанїоу RIII RIV Nor дꙋпъ ꙟнчепꙋтꙋль PS PC 

PC1 PC2 PCb 
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 κατὰ τὰς 

ἐπιθυμίας 
по похтемъ RI+Ps-A Th RII похтееи PH 

118.112 ἔκλινα приклониⷯ RIII RIV Nor плѣкь PH 

плекаю PS PCb 

плекаи PC PC1 PC2 

 ἒκλινε? κλῖνον? приклони RI+Ps-A Th RII  

151.4 ἐν τῷ ἐλαίῳ мастиѫ RIII RIV  кꙋ ᲂунтꙋра 
PV PS PC PC1 PC2 PCb 

 ἐν τῷ ἐλέει милⷭтиѫ RI+Ps-A Th RII 

Nor 

 

Deut 

32.11 

σκεπάσαι покрыти 
 

RIII Kip че коапере PV 
кѡпери PS PC PC1 PC2 

PCb 

 σκεπάσει покрыть RI+Ps-A Th RII 

Nor? 
 

Isa 

26.10 

οὐ μὴ μάθῃ не наоучитⸯсе RIII Kip че нꙋ се ꙟвъца PV 
че ну ꙟвъцѫ сѧ PS PC1 

PC2 PCb 
 πᾶς ὃς οὐ μὴ 

μάθῃ 
всѣкъ иже не 
наоучитъ сѧ 

RI+Ps-A Th RII 

Nor 
 

 

From the above five tables, it is possible to draw the conclusion that in the main the Scheia 

Psalter, the printed editions of 1570, 1577 and [1588] as well as the Ciobanu Psalter follow the 

Slavonic tradition of Redaction III. The Hurmuzaki Psalter presents many variant readings, some 

of which are to be traced back to a textual tradition different from Redaction III. 

2.2. Changes at the Morphological and Lexical Level in Redaction III 

Part of the revision process which led to the Church Slavonic Redaction III involved 

reaching a formal equivalence at a morphemic level to the Greek original (Thomson 1998: 797-

831; Карачорова 1989: 146-47). Additionally, an important innovation which took place during 

the revision process of the Slavonic text was the advancement of new lexical variation, which 

aimed once more at being as faithful as possible to the Greek original. These changes can be traced 

in the Romanian versions as well. 

20) 85:15 тръпѣливъ и прѣмилостивъ, patient and very merciful, of Redaction I and II was 

replaced with длъготръпѣливъ20 и многомилостивъ as calques of the Greek μακρόθυμος 

καὶ πολυέλεος, long-patient and very merciful. The Romanian translation overall has a loan 

 
20 In ps. 7:12 the rendering of μακρόθυμος undergoes a similar chance in the Slavonic sources; the Romanian 

versions follow the revised solution of дльготръпѣливъ–ꙟ лоунгꙋрръбⸯдѫторю (PS, PC, PC1 and PC2). 
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translation from Church Slavonic: ꙟлꙋнгꙋръб̾дѣтѡрю ши прѣмилостивъ (PH), and

ꙟлᲂунгьръбдѫторю ши мᲂултьмилостивь (PS, PC, PC1, PC2, PCb); even though it might be 

that in the Hurmuzaki Psalter прѣмилостивъ was taken from an earlier version because of 

the suffix ‘prea-’, which seems to be a borrowing of прѣмилостивъ. This is further 

supported by the fact that in ps. 85:5 πολυέλεος undergoes the same change between the 

first two redactions and RIII, and here PH follows the other Romanian variants by having 

мᲂултᲂу млⷭѧтивъ. It is not to be excluded, therefore, that in 85:15 PH is referring to a 

different Slavonic source; 

21) in pss. 21:21 and 34:17 the rendering for the Greek τὴν μονογενῆ is changed from 

иночѧдъ, only-child, to ѥдинородьнъ, one-born. The Romanian versions follow the latter 

example with оунь нъскꙋтꙋль, although in ps. 21:21 PS and PC1 have only нъскꙋтꙋ<л> 

without a word for ѥдино-, one;  

22) 148:9 плодовита, fruitful, was changed to плодоносна, fruit-bearing, calquing on the Greek 

καρποφόρα. In Romanian we find two different translations, which ultimately go back to 

плодоносна: че рроадъ адᲂуⷦ, (those) which bring fruits in PH, and плоⷣ пꙋртътоареле, fruit-

bearing, in the other versions; 

23) 75:8 in the ‘Archaic’ redactions we find the verb противити сѧ, to oppose, which is later 

changed to противѫстати, to stand against, in order to match better the Greek verb 

ἀνθίστημι (in the ps. ἀντιστήσεταί σοι). The translation in Romanian (PS, PC, PC1, PC2, 

PCb) is with a borrowing ꙟмпротивѫстацива (3rd pr. pl. fut.) to which the prefix ‘în-’ is 

added; 

24) in pss. 41:6 and 41:12 the Greek word was initially rendered as печальнъ, sorrowful, in the 

‘Archaic’ redactions and then changed to прискръбьнъ, miserable, in the later redactions. 

The Romanian versions PS, PC, PC1 and PC2 follow the later Slavonic redactions with the 

word скръбить; in fact, in other instances where the noun печаль is used in Church 

Slavonic the usual translation in Romanian is грижѫ, worry (85:7, 106:39, 107:13, 117:5, 
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118:53, 141:3, 142:11 among others), while скръб- is usually rendered with a borrowing or 

with бънать, grief/sorrow, in PH. It is interesting to note that in ps. 41:6 PH has гриже 

rather than бънатꙋ (which is the case in 41:12). This would suggest that a different source 

text was used while working at PH; 

25) in redaction I and II красота is the default translation for the Greek ὡραιότης, τερπότης 

and εὐπρέπεια in pss. 44:4, 26:4 and 25:8. In redaction III, however, the last term is 

calqued as благолѣпие, good-beauty, and so it is in Romanian – бꙋнръфрꙋмсецѣ in PH and 

дꙋлчефръмсѣце in PS, PC, PC1 and PC2, where благъ is rendered on a constant basis 

with good in PH or sweet in the other versions; 

26) the distinction between κακία and πονηρία was restored in Redaction III, which is rendered 

as зълоба, bad(ness), for the first term and лꙋкавство, deceit, for the second. Overall, the 

Romanian books follow this tradition, distinguishing between ръꙋ, bad, and

хикленшиг/хитление, wickedness (both terms have the same meaning in old Romanian, 

which in modern Romanian is viclenie).  

27) 34:17 τῆς κακουργίας was initially rendered with зълоба, wickedness, and then changed to 

зълодѣиство, evil-doing, for a closer resemblance to the Greek word. In Romanian, while 

most versions have рреꙋ(ль), bad/evil (PH, PS, PC and PC1), in PC2 the word is calqued 

on its Slavonic model ръꙋ лꙋкрꙋлⸯ, evil-work; 

2.3. Greek and Slavonic Grammatical Equivalence and its Rendering in Romanian 

A formal adherence to the Greek source text led to many changes at the syntactic level in 

the revised Athonite Redaction – while in RI and RII the Greek possessive genitive was rendered 

by an adjective, in RIII preference is given to nouns in the genitive or dative cases; to reach a 

formal syntactic equivalence with Greek, some case-based construction were changed to 

prepositional phrases; finite constructions to render a Greek infinitive was replaced by a 

corresponding infinitive construction in the ‘Athonite’ redaction and even more so in the Norov 

Psalter and RIV; second and third person aorist forms, which coincide in Church Slavonic, have 
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been replaced by perfect forms (Thomson 1998: 817-19; Карачорова 1989: 177-79; Тасева and 

Йовчева 2006: 225). The Romanian variants mirror mainly the textual dynamics of RIII, although 

in some instances it is difficult to assess with certainty which textual tradition has been followed, 

for some grammatical categories which exist in Church Slavonic do not have a one-to-one 

correspondent in Romanian.   

This is the case with expressing the possessor in possessive phrases in Romanian, which 

tends to be through a definite noun in the genitive form rather than an adjective of possession. In 

those instances, therefore, where there is a change from an adjective of possession in the ‘Archaic’ 

redaction to a noun in the genitive form in the ‘Athonite’ redaction (8:3, 9:7, 21:28, 22:3, 67:14, 

72:28, 75:11, 77:14, 77:61, 136:8) (Карачорова 1989: 179-80), it is difficult to say whether the 

Romanian versions model the latter or simply adhere to a Romanian-internal linguistic principle. 

This is mainly due to the fact that derivational adjectives of possession are not as productive in 

Romanian as they are in Church Slavonic, therefore, in all of the examples here mentioned, the 

Romanian versions express possession through a singular or plural noun phrase in genitive.21 

Psalm Greek Slavonic pre-Athonite → 

Athonite 

Romanian Lacunae 

8.3 ἐκ στόματος 

νηπίων 
младенечь → младенецъ тирерилорь PH PV PCb 

9.7 τοῦ ἐχθροῦ 

ἐξέλιπον αἱ 

ῥομφαῖαι 

вражьѣ → врагоу дракꙋлꙋи PV PCb 

21.28 πᾶσαι αἱ πατριαὶ 

τῶν ἐθνῶν 
ѩзъчъна → ꙗзъікъ лимба PH 

лимбилѡⷬ PS PC PC1 PC2 
PV PCb 

22.3 ἐπὶ τρίβους 

δικαιοσύνης 
правъіѩ 
правьдныѧ → правдъі 
правы 

дерептацилорь PH 

дерептате PS PC PC1 

дерѣптѫ PC2 

PV PCb 

67.14 πτέρυγες 

περιστερᾶς 
голѫбинѣ → голѫби порꙋмбоулꙋи 

PH PS PC PC1 PC2 PCb 

PV 

72.28 τῆς θυγατρὸς 

Σιων 
сиѡновъі → сїѡна сиѫнꙋлꙋи 

PH PS PC PC1 PC2 PCb 
PV 

75.11 ὅτι ἐνθύμιον 

ἀνθρώπου 
члч҃е 
чловѣчьско → члк҃а 
члв҃чьское 

ѡмоулꙋи 
PS PC PC1 PC2 PCb 

PH PV  

77.14 ἐν φωτισμῷ 

πυρός 
огньноⷨ → ѡгнѣ де фѡкꙋ 

PH PS PC PC1 PC2 PCb 

PV 

77.61 εἰς χεῖρας ἐχθροῦ вражі → врагоⷨ дррачилорь PH PS PC PH 

 
21 When present, the examples in Romanian are cited according to PH. If the source has lacunae, then the 

examples are cited following PC/PC1’s orthography. 
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PC1 

връжмашилѡⷬ PC2 

 

Only ps. 17:44 stands out: ἐξ ἀντιλογίας λαοῦ was initially rendered idiomatically in 

Church Slavonic by an adjective отъ прѣрѣканъа людъска, from human blame, and then replaced 

in Redaction III by a noun in the possessive genitive отъ прѣрѣканиа людии, from the blame of the 

people. In Romanian we have two different versions: де ворроава ѡаменилорꙋ in PH, thus having 

the noun in possessive genitive, and де ꙟпᲂутарѣ ѡменѣскѫ in PS, PC, PC1, PC2 and PCb, where 

we have an adjectival construction. 

While the change from adjectival constructions to genitive-dative phrases in Church 

Slavonic does not lead us to a better understanding of the Psalter’s textual tradition in Romanian, 

other examples of formal adherence at the syntactic level to Greek in the ‘Athonite’ redaction cast 

more light onto the issue. In ps. 65:6-7 ἐκεῖ εὐφρανθησόμεθα ἐπ᾽ αὐτῷ, τῷ δεσπόζοντι, for 

example, the participle of възвеселимъ сѧ о немъ обладаѭщимъ, we rejoice in him who rules, was 

altered to the dative обладаѭщомꙋ in Redaction III, leading to a syntactic failure of agreement 

within the sentence (Thomson 1998: 818). In PH the mistake is repeated, so that we have веселине 

времъ де елъ бирꙋторюлᲂуи (genitive-dative). However, in PS and PC/PC1 the mistake has been 

avoided as обладаѭщии is translated literally as the one that holds and not, for example, the 

holder, so that the translation is in line with the syntactic construction of the whole sentence:

веселимꙋне де ель че цине. Nonetheless, in PC2 reappears бирꙋиторюлꙋи as in PH. 

Another point of difference between the ‘pre-Athonite’ and the ‘Athonite’ redactions was a 

consistent introduction of dual forms in the attempt of following the Greek example of having a 

plural form for elements of dual nature. In ps. 44:3 въ ꙋстьнах твоихъ the plural form was 

modified to the dual въ ꙋстнꙋ твое. Overall, in Romanian PH renders the plural ꙟ ᲂустинеле тале, 

in your lips, and PS and PC1 have the singular ꙟ ростꙋль тъꙋ, i.e., in your mouth. Such is the case 

in ps. 50:17. In ps. 118:13 the Greek ἐν τοῖς χείλεσίν μου ἐξήγγειλα πάντα τὰ κρίματα τοῦ 

στόματός σου is rendered as ᲂустама моима исповедахь въсѧ сѫдбы ᲂусть твоих with my lips I 

declared all the judgements of your lips in Redaction III. The translation we have in PH seems to 
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follow the Greek distinction: кᲂу ᲂустнеле мѣле спᲂушꙋ тоатѣ џᲂудекариле рростьлᲂуи тъꙋ; whereas 

PS, PC, PC1, PC2 and PCb have in both instances ростꙋль in the singular. Even though in 

Romanian we do not have a variant to render the dual, it seems that there is an interpretative 

divergence between PH and the other Romanian sources: that is, while in the first case the dual is 

rendered with a plural form, in the second instance a singular noun is preferred. 

During the revision process leading to the Athonite redaction and even more so to 

Redaction IV, many finite verbs rendering a Greek infinitive were replaced by an infinitival 

construction (MacRobert 2018: 179-89; Thomson 1998: 817). One aspect, in fact, that caused 

problems over the course of centuries in Church Slavonic translations of the Greek Psalter text was 

the treatment of the nominalized infinitive (MacRobert 2018: 176). In Greek this involved two 

types of structures: the infinitive verb is either introduced by a preposition and the definite article 

or the verbt is combined with the definite article only. These two constructions are used in 

circumstantial subordinate clauses in the first instance and in verbal nouns or, if the definite article 

is in genitive, in final clauses in the second. The rendering of these Greek constructions in Church 

Slavonic changed over time. While in the first redactions preference was given to constructions 

with finite verbs introduced by вънегда in subordinate clauses and by да in final clauses, starting 

from Redaction III and more with Redactions IV and V these are replaced by infinitival 

constructions as a literal translation of the Greek. Additionally, in Redactions IV the Greek definite 

article is paralleled in Church Slavonic by a an artificial еже article, which wants to resemble the 

Greek original. The study of this aspect across the Romanian sources may help in understanding 

which redaction of the Church Slavonic Psalter was used for translation of the psalms in 

Romanian.22 

2.3.1. Final Clauses Expressed by an Infinitive Construction in Church Slavonic 

Overall, the final clause in Greek introduced by τοῦ plus infinitive is rendered by да plus 

finite verb in Church Slavonic in its earliest translations. Nonetheless, there are some examples 

 
22 For reasons of space the construction of the subordinate clause will not be taken into analysis here and 

only examples relating to final clause constructions will be mentioned here according to Burlacu’s article 

(2021). The topic is discussed in detail in the same article. 
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where from the early texts the verbal constructions follow the Greek and thus are rendered with 

bare infinitives, which in Redaction IV add еже before the verb, imitating the Greek τοῦ. The 

translation into old Romanian of these examples follows a constant pattern, that is, the Hurmuzaki 

Psalter is rendered by infinitival constructions and PS, PC1, and PCb by subjunctive verbs. PC2 

presents a subjunctive in the main, though sometimes it has a verb in the infinitive. 

28) 30:3 τοῦ σῶσαι; 

съпаси RI RII – imperative; съпасти RIII RV еже съпасти RIV; 

а мѧ скоате PH – infinitive; спⷭѣщеме PS спъсѣще мѫ PC1 PC2 PCb - imperative; 

29) 33:14 τοῦ μὴ λαλῆσαι; 

не глаголати RI RII RIII еже не глаголати RIV RV; 

а гръи PH – infinitive; се нꙋ гръѧскъ PS съ нꙋ гръѧскѫ PC1 PC2 – subjunctive; 

30) 33:17 τοῦ ἐξολεθρεῦσαι; 

потрѣбити RI RII RIII еже потрѣбити RIV RV; 

а пїерде PH – infinitive; кᲂумпли се PS кꙋмпле се PC1 съ кꙋмплѫ PC2 – subjunctive; 

31) 36:32 τοῦ θανατῶσαι; 

ᲂумрътвити RI RII RIII еже ᲂумртвити еже ᲂусмрти҃ти RIV; 

а ꙟѡморри PH – infinitive; се ѡморѣскъ PS съ ѡморѫ PC1 PC2 – subjunctive; 

32) 36:34 τοῦ κατακληρονομῆσαι; 

наслѣдити RI RII RIII еже наслѣдити RV еже наслѣдствовати RIV; 

а добнди PH – infinitive; се цири PS съ цїи PC1 съ мощетещи PC2 – subjunctive; 

33) 39:9 τοῦ ποιῆσαι; 

сътворити RI RIII RV еже сътворити RII RIV; 

а фаче PH – infinitive; се факꙋ PS съ факь PC1 – subjunctive; а фаче PC2 - infinitive; 

34) 59:6 τοῦ φυγεῖν; 

ᲂубѣжати RI RII RIII еже ᲂубѣжати RIV RV; 
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а скъпа PH – infinitive; се фꙋгъ PS съ фᲂугѫ PC1 – subjunctive; PC2 а скѫпа – 

infinitive;  

35) 67:19 τοῦ κατασκηνῶσαι; 

въселити RI RII RIII еже въселити RIV RV; 

а сълъшꙋи PH – infinitive; the verb is not translated in PS, PC1 and PCb; а и весели PC2-

infinitive; 

36) 70:3 τοῦ σῶσαι; 

съпаси RI RII – imperative; съпасти RIII RV еже съпасти RIV; 

а мѧ скоате PH – infinitive; ши спⷭщеме PS спъсѣще мѫ PC1 PCb – imperative; а мѫ 

спѫси PC2 – infinitive; 

37) 106:7 τοῦ πορευθῆναι; 

вънити RI RII RIII RV еже вънити RIV; 

а н̾тра PH – infinitive; се ꙟнтре PS съ ꙟнтре PC1 PC2 PCb – subjunctive. 

 [All examples from above are missing in PV]  

The regularity with which we have an infinitival construction in PH and a subjunctival one 

in PS, PC1 and PCb is quite striking. Consequently, since the Slavonic redactions here have 

infinitival verbal forms only, it is clear that a final clause with an infinitive verb in Church 

Slavonic was rendered either by another infinitive verb or by a subjunctive in old Romanian. These 

examples reflect also a linguistic tendency in old Romanian: the competition between infinitival 

and subjunctive constructions (Pană Dindelegan 2016: 242), with the latter tending to take the 

place of the former. Additionally, the use of infinitival or subjunctival construction has also a 

geographical connotation, with the former being found, still today, in the north-west areas of 

Romanian (Maramureș, Crișana) (Vulpe 1963).   

2.3.2. Final Clauses in Redactions III, IV and V: Change to Infinitival Constructions 

The examples above, however, are the few instances in which all the Church Slavonic 

redactions of the Psalter present an infinitival construction. Commonly there are differences 

between the earlier and then the revised versions of the Slavonic text. For example, those final 
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clauses rendered by да plus finite verb in Redactions I and II were changed to bare infinitives in 

Redaction III and V, and to еже plus infinitive verbal forms in Redaction IV. When it comes to old 

Romanian, the translation follows the same dichotomy as above between the Hurmuzaki Psalter on 

the one hand, and the Scheia, Ciobanu, and Coresi’s 1577 Psalters on the other. 

38) 25:7 τοῦ ἀκοῦσαι ... διηγήσασθαι; 

да ᲂуслъішѫ ... исповѣмь RI RII ᲂуслъішати ... повѣдати RIII RV еже сльішати ми ... 

повѣдати RIV; 

а аскᲂулта ... а спᲂунре PH – infinitive; се аꙋѕꙋ ... ши се спꙋнїю PS съ аᲂузь ... съ спꙋю PC1 

PC2 – subjunctive; 

39) 26:4 τοῦ θεωρεῖν με ... καὶ ἐπισκέπτεσθαι; 

да зьрѫ ... посѣщаѭ RI RII зрѣти ми ... посѣщати RIII RV еже зрѣти ми ... посѣщати RIV; 

а преви мїе ... а сокоти PH – infinitive; се въѕꙋ ... ши се чарчетꙋ PS съ възь ... съ чѣрчеть 

PC1 PC2 – subjunctive; 

40) 68:24 τοῦ μὴ βλέπειν; 

да не видѧтъ RI RII не видѣти RIII RV еже не блюсти RIV; 

а нꙋ ведѣ PH – infinitive; се нᲂу ваѕъ PS съ нꙋ вазѫ PC1 PC2 PCb – subjunctive, 3rd pr 

sg/pl; 

41) 75:10 τοῦ σῶσαι; 

да съпасетъ RI RII съпасти RIII RV еже спст҃и RIV; 

Missing in PH; се спъсѣскѫ PS съ спъсѣскѫ PC1 PC2 PCb – subjunctive, 3rd pr sg/pl; 

42) 79:3 εἰς τὸ σῶσαι ἡμᾶς; 

да нъі съпасеши RI RII съпасти насъ RIII RV въ еже съпасти нас RIV; 

се скоци нои PH се спесещи нои PS съ спъсещи нои PC1 PC2 PCb – subjunctive; 

43) 100:8 τοῦ ἐξολεθρεῦσαι; 

да потрѣблѭ RI RII потрѣбити RIII RV иже потрѣбити RIV; 
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се пїерѕᲂу PH се кꙋрꙋ PS съ се кꙋре PC1 PCb се пїаръ PV - subjunctive; а кꙋра PC2– 

infinitive; 

44) 104:22 τοῦ παιδεῦσαι ... σοφίσαι; 

да наᲂучитъ ... ᲂумѫдритъ RI накажетъ ... ᲂумѫдритъ RII наᲂучити ... ᲂумѫдрити RIII

наказати ... ᲂумѫдрити RV еже наказати ... ꙋпрѣмѫдрити RIV; 

а ꙟвьца ... а и ꙟцелепци PH – infinitive; се ꙟвѣце ...ꙟмѫндрѣскъ PS съ ꙟвѣце ... съ 

ꙟмѫндрѣскѫ PC1 PC2 PCb – subjunctive; 

45) 104:39 τοῦ φωτίσαι; 

да просвѣтитъ RI RII просвѣтити RIII RV еже посвѣтити RIV; 

лᲂуминръ PH – simple past; се лꙋминѣѕе PS съ лᲂуминѣзе PC1 PCb съ лᲂуминезе PC2 – 

subjunctive; 

46) 105:8 τοῦ γνωρίσαι; 

да скажетъ RI RII сказати RIII познати RV еже сказатї RIV; 

а арръта PH – infinitive, to show;23 се спꙋнїе PS съ спꙋе PC1 PCb ка съ се спᲂуе PC2– 

subjunctive; 

47) 105:23 τοῦ ἐξολεθρεῦσαι αὐτούς; 

да ѩ потрѣблѭ RI RII потрѣбити RIII RV еже потрѣбити RIV; 

а и пїѧрде PH – infinitive; се кꙋмплъ PS съ кꙋмпле PC1 PCb съ пїарзѫ PC2 - 

subjunctive; 

48) 105:47 τοῦ ἐξομολογήσασθαι ... τοῦ ἐγκαυχᾶσθαι; 

да исповѣмъ сѧ ... хвалимъ сѧ RI RII исповѣдати сѧ ... хвалити сѧ 

RIII RV еже исповѣдати сѧ ... хвалити сѧ RIV; 

ка се ны исповѣдимь ... а се лъᲂуда PH – subjunctive and infinitive;24 се исповѣдимꙋнъ … 

се лъᲂудъмꙋнъ PS съ не исповедим ... съ не лъꙋдъмь PC1 PC2 PCb – subjunctive; 

 
23 показати is a particular reading present in MS 63 of the Russian State Library and in MS 117 of the 

Hilandar Monastery, which preserve Maksim Grek’s catena on the psalms (MacRobert 2018:180). Here it is 

relevant for the translation present in PH, different from the other Romanian exemplars. 
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49) 112:8 τοῦ καθίσαι; 

да посадитъ RI RII посадити RIII RV иже посадити RIV; 

съ пᲂуе PH PC2 PCb се пᲂунїе PS PC1 сеⷧ пᲂуе PV – subjunctive; 

50) 118:173 τοῦ σῶσαι; 

да съпасетъ RI RII съпасти RIII RV еже спс҃ти RIV; 

а мѧ скоате – infinitive; се спⷭкъ ме PS съ мѫ спъсѣскѫ PC1 PC2 PCb се спъсѣскъ PV 

– subjunctive. 

Consequently, since the first examples showed that the infinitival Church Slavonic 

constructions were rendered in old Romanian either by a parallel infinitival verb or by a 

subjunctive, the second group of examples adds another bit of information. Here again the pattern 

is the same, that is, infinitival construction in PH and subjunctive constructions in PS, PC1, in PCb. 

This suggests that the Slavonic source text should have had infinitival constructions, i.e., that it 

belonged either to redactions III, IV or V . The presence of subjunctive constructions in PH 

(examples 42, 43, 48, 49) could suggest the influence of a source belonging to the ‘pre-Athonite’ 

textual tradition of the Psalter in Church Slavonic or an alignment with the translation principles of 

the other Romanian sources, that is, that a Slavonic infinitive in final clauses is to be expressed 

with a subjunctive in Romanian. 

2.3.3. Final Clauses in Redactions IV and V: Later Insertion of Infinitival Constructions 

In order to verify more precisely which of the later Slavonic redactions influenced the 

Romanian translation, we should turn our attention to those instances where the verbal 

constructions of final clauses are different in Redactions III, IV and V. The replacement of finite 

verbs with infinitives continued during the fourteenth century, so that by the fifteenth century all 

the remaining instances of final clauses were rendered by infinitival construction in Redactions IV 

and V. The dichotomy present in the above examples disappears here and gives way to subjunctive 

constructions, both in the Hurmuzaki Psalter and the Scheia Psalter and Coresi’s bilingual Psalter. 

 
24 A parallel variation between finite verb and infinitive is attested in the Slavonic tradition as well – see 

MacRobert 2018:180-181, in particular footnotes 20 and 22. 



101 

 

51) 22:6 τὸ κατοικεῖν με; 

да въселѭ сѧ RI RII RIII вселити ми сѧ еже житі ми RIV; 

се мᲂутᲂу мѧ PH се ꙟтрꙋ PS съ ꙟнтрꙋ PC1 – subjunctive, 1st pr. sing.; съ се веселѣскѫ PC2 

– subjunctive, 3rd pr. sing./pl. In this instance the Slavonic word is borrowed into 

Romanian, meaning however to be married, rather than to move into, consequently it 

might be that the translator/revisor mistook or encountered in its original source the 

Slavonic word веселити сѧ.  

52) 26:4 τοῦ κατοικεῖν με; 

да живѫ RI RII RIII еже жити ми RV RIV; 

се вїꙋ PH PS PC1 съ вїецꙋескь PC2 – subjunctive, 1st pr. sing.; 

53) 35:2 τοῦ ἁμαρτάνειν; 

да съгрѣшаетъ RI RII RIII съгрѣшати RV еже сьгрѣшати RIV; 

се нꙋ грѣшаскъ PH се грешаскъ PS съ грешаскѫ PC1 PC2 – subjunctive, 3rd pr.sing/pl.; 

54) 35:4 τοῦ ἀγαθῦναι; 

да ᲂублажитъ RI RII RIII RV еже ᲂублажити RIV; 

се ꙟбꙋнрѣѕе се феричаѕе PS съ феричѣзе PC1 PC2– subjunctive, 3rd pr.sing/pl.; 

55) 38:2 τοῦ μὴ ἁμαρτάνειν; 

да не съгрѣш(а)ѫ RI RII  RIII еже не съгрѣшати (ми) RIV RV; 

Missing in PH, се нꙋ грешескꙋ PS PC1 съ не грешескь PC2 – subjunctive, 1st pr. sing.; 

56) 66:3 τοῦ γνῶναι; 

да познаемъ RI RII RIII познати RV еже познати RIV; 

се кᲂуноащемь PH се кꙋноащем PS съ кᲂуноащемь PC1 PC2 PCb – subjunctive, 1st pr.pl.;  

57) 72:28 τοῦ ἐξαγγεῖλαι; 

да исповѣмъ RI RII възвѣщѫ RIII възвѣстити ми RV еже извѣстити ми RIV; 

съ спꙋю PH се спꙋнїꙋ PS съ спᲂую PC1 PC2 PCb се спꙋнїꙋ – subjunctive, 1st pr.sing.; 

58) 93:13 τοῦ πραῦναι;  
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да ᲂукротиши RI RII RIII ᲂукротити RV еже ᲂукротити RIV; 

се ꙟблънѕещи PS съль ꙟблѫнзешь PH PC1 PC2 ꙟмблѫнѕещи ель PCb – subjunctive, 2nd 

sing; 

59) 118:37 τοῦ μὴ ἰδεῖν; 

да не видите RI RII RIII не видѣти RV еже не видѣти RIV 

се нᲂу ваѕи PH - subjunctive, 2nd pr.sing.? се нᲂу ваѕъ PS съ нꙋ вазѫ PC1 PCb PC2– 

subjunctive, 3rd pr.sing/pl. 

[The examples here analysed are missing in PV.] 

From here additional hypotheses can be formulated. It appears from these examples that 

PH is not based on Redaction IV or V, otherwise, as previously, the Church Slavonic infinitive 

verbs would be expected to be rendered in old Romanian with parallel infinitival constructions, at 

least in part. It emerges, instead, that the subjunctive construction corresponds perfectly to the 

Church Slavonic да plus finite verb structure. In these examples, therefore, the textual witnesses 

of the Romanian Psalter coordinate, and they all present the same verbal forms. Additionally, it 

could be noted that the conjugation of verbs follows that of the Slavonic forms from redactions I, II 

and III, and redaction III in particular in 57. 

All in all, if the three groups of examples are taken together, it can be suggested that the 

Romanian text aligns mainly with Redaction III. There might be some doubts about the Hurmuzaki 

Psalter as suggested in section 2.3.2., which, to a certain extent, makes the examples of section 

2.3.3. less relevant for the overall argument. 

Staying in the area of verbal change, another difference between the ‘pre-Athonite’ and the 

‘Athonite’ redactions was the passage from second person singular aorist forms, which coincide 

morphologically with the forms in third person singular aorist, to perfect constructions. These are 

rendered with periphrastic past constructions in Romanian, while the verbs in the aorist, usually, 

are rendered in Romanian with a simple perfect:25 

Psalm Slavonic pre-Athonite → 

Athonite 

Romanian Lacunae 

 
25 Examples taken from pss. 77-151 only. 
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84.3 покры → покрыль ѥси (а)коперитаи PH PS PV PC PC1 PC2 

PCb 

 

88.3 реке → рекль ѥси ѕисаи PS PC PC1 PC2 PCb PH PV 

88.11 разгна → разгналь ѥси ръспъндитаи PS PC PC1 PC2 PCb PH PV 

88.43 възвесели → възвеселиль ѥси ве҇ⷭли? PH 

веⷭлитаи PS PC PC1 PC2 PCb 

PV 

89.3 реке → рекль ѥси аи ч ѕисᲂу PH 

ѕисаи PS PC PC1 PC2 PCb 

PV 

103.24 сътвори → сътвориль ѥси фаптаи 
PH PS PC PC1 PC2 PCb 

PV 

137.2 оуслыша → оуслышаль ѥси аскᲂултатᲂу PH 

аскꙋлтатаи PS PV PC PC1 PCb 
аꙋзитаи PC2 

 

138.15 сътвори → сътвориль ѥси а фаптᲂу PH 

фаптаи PS PC PC1 PCb 
аи фъкᲂутꙋ PV 

 

 

Another change in the transition from the ‘Archaic’ Slavonic redactions to RIII was the 

rendering of Greek prepositional constructions: what previously was translated with the 

instrumental case was then altered to an equivalent prepositional construction in RIII and later 

redactions:  

60) 11:3 лъстивъіѩ сръдьцемь, with a deceitful heart, in RI and RII was changed to въ ср҃ци, in 

the heart, in RIII and the Norov Psalter. All Romanian versions use the preposition ꙟнтрꙋ, 

in, although in PH, PS PC and PC1 we have the noun in the singular ꙟтръримъ and in PC2 

in plural ꙟнтрꙋ иними (lacunae in PV and PCb);  

61) 30:11 ἐξέλιπεν ἐν ὀδύνῃ was first translated as ѡскѫдѣ болѣзньѭ, perished with 

sickness/pain and then changed to въ болѣзнї, in pain. In all Romanian versions we have a 

prepositional construction: къ скъѕоу ꙟ лꙟнгоаре in PH, ꙟ доурѣре in PS, PC and PC1, and 

ꙟ боалѫ in PC2(lacunae in PV and PCb); 

62) 32:3 поите емоу въскліцѣньемъ, sing to him with shouts (of joy), was changed to the 

prepositional phrase съ въсклицанїемь, with shout in RIII and to въ въсклицанꙵ, in shout in 

the Norov Psalter to follow the Greek ἐν ἀλαλαγμῷ. All Romanian variants follow RIII by 

having the prepositional construction кꙋ стригаре (lacunae in PV and PCb); 
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63) 106:26 ἡ ψυχὴ αὐτῶν ἐν κακοῖς ἐτήκετο was altered from дш҃а ихь зломъ тааше, their soul 

with evil was melted away to дш҃а ихь въ злыхь тааше, which was then rendered as 

сᲂуфлетᲂуⷧ лоръ ꙟ рреле топиꙗ сѧ in PH and сᲂуфлетꙋль лѡⷬ ꙟ ръꙋ топиѧ се in PC, PC1, PC2, 

PCb, PS and PV.  

Although these are only a few examples of the many instances where the Slavonic text was 

altered to resemble more closely the Greek original, they show how a careful comparison between 

the Slavonic readings as categorised by redactions and the Romanian textual witnesses, even at a 

syntactical level, can bring further information about the translation of the Psalter text into 

Romanian. In particular, the case of final clause constructions as well as prepositional 

constructions show that in the main RIII was the principal point of reference for tradition of the 

Psalter text in Romanian. 

3. The Complexity of the Textual Tradition of the Psalter in Romanian 

I so far I tried to prove that overall the point of reference for the translator/revisor of the 

psalms in Romanian was the textual tradition of the Psalter in Church Slavonic belonging to 

Redaction III, in the section to follow I look at those instances where it appears that other Slavonic 

redactions of the text might have had an influence, especially in the case of the Hurmuzaki Psalter. 

Because of the complexity of the topic, multiple methods of analysis have been employed, based 

also on the sources (primary and secondary literature) available for the tradition of the Psalter both 

in Church Slavonic and Romanian: complete collation of psalm 77 as present in the Romanian 

sources and comparison with the psalm’s Slavonic pre-Athonite and Athonite textual traditions; 

identification of different textual interpretations which can be traced back to a specific Slavonic 

Redaction/group of manuscripts; collation of the second half of the Psalter (pss. 77-151) as found 

in PH PV PS PC (PC1) PC2 and PCb. This section, therefore, draws more on the analysis of the 

primary sources rather than that of secondary literature. Alongside the attempt of explaining certain 

variant readings in the Romanian texts in light of the Slavonic tradition of the Psalter, I have also 

tried to see whether certain Slavonic MSS could explain better and more often the readings found 

in the Romanian sources, and so narrow down to a limited number of Slavonic MSS worth taking 



105 

 

into consideration while studying the translation of the psalms into Romanian. In this part of the 

chapter, therefore, I shall start mentioning specific Slavonic MSS as mentioned by MacRobert in 

her articles (in particular MacRobert 1995, 1998a, 2010). 

3.1. The Case Study of Psalm 77 

Psalm 77 offers an interesting case study, for its Slavonic tradition has been analysed in 

depth by MacRobert (1995), who identified about eighty textual differences between the 

manuscripts belonging to the Athonite and pre-Athonite traditions. Additionally, thanks to Češko’s 

critical edition of the Norov Psalter (Чешко et al. 1989), we can follow the later developments of 

the tradition of this psalm up to Redaction IV. When collating the Romanian textual witnesses, 

some differences between the texts can be explained in light of MacRobert’s study and the critical 

corpus to the Norov Psalter, while others remain still unexplained and probably reflect a 

divergence in the translation/revision processes which the texts have undergone. All in all, the case 

study of psalm 77 allows us to both start exploring the idiosyncrasies of the Romanian sources in 

light of the variety of the Slavonic texts, and to pose fundamental questions on the nature of the 

translation and revision principles circulating in the Romanian lands in the sixteenth century. 

3.1.1. The Hurmuzaki Psalter and its pre-Athonite Readings 

65) 77:13 прѣⷣстави is rendered with пꙋсе, placed, in PS and PC. PC2 opts for a calque and 

separates прѣⷣ and стави – ꙟнаинте зъстѫви, placed before or stopped before.26 The case of 

PH is interesting, for ѡпри, stopped, seems rather to render прѣстави, a reading present in 

some pre-Athonite Psalters (Plj Bel Peć). We find the same verb in Church Slavonic in 

105:30: καὶ ἐκόπασεν ἡ θραῦσις → и прѣста сѣчь, which is also rendered as have stopped 

in PH, ши оѡпритаꙋ тъерѣ; 

 
26 In Dicționarul de arhaisme și regionalisme ‘zăstăvi’ is indicated as a regional term, a synonym of ‘a opri’, 

to stop. However, because the term is rather uncommon, it might be that we have a circular argument, where 

DAR itself refers to PC2 in identifying the meaning of zăstăvi. Zăstăvi could also be the result of double 

borrowing – with different meanings – into Romanian. Miklosich records заставити with the meaning of to 

place (http://www.monumentaserbica.branatomic.com/mikl2/main.php?id=8780&st=1&term=), whereas 

zaustaviti in modern Croatian/Serbian means to stop. Further investigation is needed. 
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66) 77:13 ꙗко мѣхь, as a wineskin/waterskin, is rendered with ка фоале in PC and PC2 but in 

PH we have the additional preposition in, ꙟ, so ка ꙟ фои, like in waterskins, and the 

indefinite article ка оуꙟ фоале in PC2. In some pre-Athonite manuscripts and in the Norov 

Psalter we find въ мѣсѣ (Pog Bol Sin Rad Deč Plj Mih S8 S6 Bel) or ꙗко вь мѣхь in some 

Athonite manuscripts (Buch Peć). One conceivable explanation is that the preposition ‘în’ 

was inserted on purpose, following the original Slavonic text. During the revision process 

of PC2, instead, it might be that by having a Romanian text with the preposition in and a 

parallel Slavonic text without въ, the revisor interprets the preposition as ‘un’, that is, a 

wineskin/waterskin;  

67) in ps. 77:15 while въ безднѣ, in the abyss, is the default Athonite reading for ἐν ἀβύσσῳ, 

while some Slavonic MSS have въ безводнѣ (Mun Kar Buch Peć for the Athonite 

Redaction) (Pog Bol Sin Deč S8 Plj Bel S6 as pre-Athonite). PH follows the tradition of the 

latter manuscripts with фърьдеапъ; 

68) in 77:38 не растлить, does not decay/corrupt/defile, is rendered with нᲂуи ва пїѧрде, will not 

lose, in PH, нꙋ спаррџе, does not break, in PS and PC, and with нꙋ потредѣще, does not 

corrupt, in PV and PC2. While спаррџе and потредѣще go back to the Slavonic verb 

растьлити, yet interpret it differently, PH is more problematic. In the pre-Athonite (Pog Bol 

Rad Deč Plj Bel S6 Sin S8 and MSS Ox Mih Peć of the Athonite redaction) redactions we 

have in the same place погоубить/погоубі which besides having the meaning of destroy can 

also mean lose. In pss. 105:23, 118:95, 142:12, and 145:9 the verb погоубити is used, and 

here all Romanian versions use the verb ‘a piarde’, which had a similar meaning in old 

Romanian as погоубити in Church Slavonic, that is, to lose but also to destroy. The use of 

this verb in ps. 77:38 in PH indicates that the manuscript followed a different Slavonic 

tradition than the other Romanian sources;  

69) 77:45 растли иⷯ is once more rendered either with пᲂутредии or with спарсе. Opposed to 

77:38, here PH also has пᲂутредии, corrupted them. The pre-Athonite reading, instead, is 
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погоубї ихъ/погоуби ѫ (Pog Bol Sin Rad Deč S8 Plj Bel S6 Mih and Peć). Compared to the 

list of manuscripts which have the latter reading in 77:38, only Ox presents погоубить in 

77:38 and растли ихь in 77:45; 

70) 77:47 сикамины is rendered with смѡкинеле in PH and PV, which is closer to a specific 

Slavonic reading present in the pre-Athonite Pljevlja and Belgrade manuscripts, смоквы; 

71) In 77:49 the only text to translate the Slavonic noun посланїе, mission, with a noun is PC2,27 

тремитерѣ, sending, otherwise all Romanian versions have a verbal construction (тремиши 

in PS, PC, PC1 and PCb, and тремисе in PV, translating in the same manner посланїе and the 

verbal construction посла на нѧ, found in the first part of the verse). In particular, PH could 

go back to the pre-Athonite interpretation, where we have посла на нѧ, sent against them 

(Bol Rad Deč S8 Plj Bel Peć), rendered with тремѣсе принши.  It could also be that the 

translator/revisor was influenced by the посла на нѧ in the first part of the verse. 

These examples show that some of the idiosyncrasies present in the Hurmuzaki Psalter can 

be explained in light of variant readings existing in the Slavonic tradition of the Psalter. In 

particular, the textual examples point to various pre-Athonite variants, present in the earliest as 

well as in late fourteenth-century Slavonic Psalters. The number of examples here provided does 

not allow us to draw any final conclusions, but they give space to a working hypothesis on the 

connection between PH and the pre-Athonite tradition of Psalter in Church Slavonic. This 

hypothesis acquires further strength when more psalms of the Hurmuzaki Psalter are analysed (see 

3.2.2., The Case of the Hurmuzaki Psalter). 

3.1.2. The Voroneț Psalter  

72) 77:60 скиниѫ meaning abode besides sanctuary is rendered with a borrowing in PC2 

скѷныѧ, with бесѣрека, church, in PS and PC (lacuna in PH), while PV has a different 

 
27 It should be noted that тремитерѣ in old Romanian is also a verbal construction, a long infinitive. However, 

in this case, the construction is most likely a noun, for it is followed by a defining possessive construction: 

тремитерѣ ꙟџерилѡⷬ юци, the sending of the wicked angels. 
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interpretation: ѹмбра relates better to сѣнь as present in two MSS Pog and Bel of the pre-

Athonite redaction.  

This example together with example 70 (ps. 77:47) suggests the presence of textual 

readings typical of Redaction II also in the Voroneț Psalter. It should also be noted that 

unfortunately PV has many lacunae, so that it is difficult to make any clearcut hypotheses about its 

textual tradition.  

3.1.3. Other Interesting Readings 

73) 77:2 προβλήματα is translated in the plural as гананїа, enigma, mystery, riddle, in the 

Athonite Redaction, but as гананиѥ, in the singular, in pre-Athonite variants. PH and PC2 

present a rendering in the singular as well, мъестрїа, charm; 

74) 77:3 ὅσα is rendered as єлика in the Athonite redaction and as єлико in the pre-Athonite 

redactions. In PH we have кътъ, how much, which might follow the latter tradition, as 

opposed to къте, how many in the other Romanian variants. It is important to notice that in 

this way a syntactical agreement with the previous verse can be established. So that 

мъестрїа is followed by кътъ аᲂуѕимъ ши ꙟцелѣсемъ. This is not the case in PC2, for 

example, where a plural construction is found, as it is the case in the other Romanian 

versions: къте аѹзиⷨ ши ꙟцелѣсеⷨ ѧле, so that the revision in PC2 was made only in part; 

75) 77:6 the conjunction of the construction ꙗко да познаеть, so as (he) might know, is not 

rendered in PH, which has the verb in the subjunctive: се кꙋноаскъ, (he) might know. 

Similartly, the pre-Athonite versions do not have ꙗко in this verse. The other Romanian 

versions have ка съ кꙋноаскѫ; 

76) in ps. 77:30 похотїи is rendered with желанїа in PS, while usually the same word is 

translated as дешидерать in PS. It is interesting to note that some fourteenth-century 

Slavonic manuscripts (Ox Mun Nor Kiev) have желанїе here rather than похотїи, which is 

also translated with дешидерать in PS. It is, therefore, difficult to say which exact Slavonic 

reading was followed in the Scheia Psalter; 
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77) 77:38 щедрь is rendered with мънгъі̓ѡсь, gentle/tender, in PH, милостивь in PS, PV, PC 

and PCb, and єфтинь, cheap, meaning merciful in PC2, which could be considered 

synonyms. The only aspect to point out is that some pre-Athonite manuscripts (Pog Bol Sin 

Rad Deč Plj Bel S6 Ox) have млⷭтивъ as synonym of щедрь . It might be that the latter 

influenced PS, PV, PC, PC1, PCb, because щедрь usually is translated as єфтинь (85:15, 

102:8, 111:4, 144:8) or милꙋиторю (110:4); 

78) 77:40 прогнѣвашѫ, (they) made angry, is rather changed to огорчише, (they) filled with 

bitterness, in the Oxford Psalter, which could explain the choice of амърѫрѫ, (they) 

embittered, in PS, PC, PC1and PCb. Usually, прогнѣвати is translated with мъниѧ, make 

angry, as for example it is the case in 77:41 in all Romanian sources, and in the previous 

verse in PH and PV; 

79) 77:44 истоⷱникы, springs (тѫчѧ, rains, in the Tomić Psalter as well as in earlier redactions) 

is rendered either with извор̾реле, springs, in PH and PC2 or with фънтѫниле, wells, in the 

other versions – a similar translation solution exists in the Apostolos text (James 3:11, 

where the printed text has ‘făntână’ and the manuscripts have ‘izvor’). In other instances, 

истоⷱникь has been translated with изворь in all Romanian versions (103:10 and 113:8), 

which suggest that the original must have had истоⷱникы rather than тѫчѧ, as it is in the 

Slavonic text of PV, PC2 and PCb;  

80) 77:46 троуды/трꙋдь is rendered with агонисита, labour, in PH, with a borrowing, трꙋда, in 

PV and with мᲂунчиле in PS, PC, PCb and PC2. It is interesting to note that PH and PV 

have the noun in the singular, which is typical in the pre-Athonite redaction (Pog Bol Sin 

Rad Deč S8 Bel S6 Mun UB34), though it seems that the Slavonic text in PC2 has трꙋдь in 

the singular as well; 

81) 77:51 пръвѣнець is rendered with ꙟтънꙟюлъ in PH/ꙟнтъии in PV (plural), and with тоат̑е 

ꙟ҆нтъе̓ле нъскꙋте in PS, PC, PC1, PC2, and PCb. This example might suggest the influence 

of the Slavonic reading found in the Oxford Psalter: вса прьвороⷣна. However, it should be 
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pointed out that in pss. 104:36 and 134:8 пръвѣнець, the default reading in the Slavonic 

sources, Oxford Psalter included, is also translated as ꙟтъи нъскꙋци in PS, PC and PC2. 

Examples 73 to 81 indicate an interesting aspect of textual analysis. While it is important to 

identify and study in depth all textual differences between the Romanian sources, it might not 

always be clear if these are backed by similar differences in the Slavonic sources, especially if it is 

a matter of plural constructions opposed to singular ones or in cases of lexical 

proximity/synonymity (both in the Slavonic and Romanian sources). Perhaps the best bet would be 

to focus mainly on those textual examples which suggest a different interpretation of the biblical 

text and so point towards different textual traditions. 

3.1.4. Readings deserving further explanation 

82) 77:4 τῶν τέκνων αὐτῶν is translated as чѧдь ихь in Church Slavonic. While most of the 

Romanian varieties have фїи лѡⷬ, their children, PH has фъмеиле лоръ, their women/wives, 

an interpretation which can only be explained if we look at the etymology of the word 

‘femeie’ in Romanian. According to Semcinsky (1972), during the period of bilingualism 

in the lands north of Danube, the meaning of the Latin-derived word familia was 

semantically associated to Slavonic word челꙗдь, house or household (it also had the 

additional meaning of servants). In the vernacular understanding of челꙗдь as found in the 

Balkans, it can also mean children (in/of a family). The translation of чѧдь ихь as фъмеиле 

лоръ, therefore, would point to a moment in time of old Romanian where ‘femeie’ was still 

associated with the meaning of child rather than simply woman/wife, as it is in modern 

Romanian;  

83) 77:5 τοῖς υἱοῖς αὐτῶν was translated as сн҃ѡмь своимь, their sons, in Church Slavonic and as 

фїилѡⷬ съи in Romanian. PH instead has фечᲂурилѡръ нощри, our sons. It is possible that the 

scribe was influenced by the previous part of the verse, which has ѡц҃емь нашимь in Church 

Slavonic and in PH мошилоръ нощри, our forefathers; 
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84) In ps. 77:17 in PC we have the addition of earth in мънїѧрѫ сᲂусꙋль пъмънть ꙟ фърѫ де 

апѫ, while all other versions have мънїаръ де сꙋсуⷧ ꙟ фъръ де ап̑ъ. The word пъмънть has 

been added at a later stage by hand above ꙟ фърѫ де апѫ, however, the reason for such a 

change is yet to be found; 

85) 77:48 εἰς χάλαζαν is translated as градоу, hailstorm, in Church Slavonic and гриндинїеи in 

Romanian. In PH this word is translated as фѡмееи, hunger, which might mean that the 

revisor read the Slavonic word as гладъ, hunger, rather than градъ. 

All in all, the case study of psalm 77 is useful to bring forth various considerations upon 

the appropriate method of analysis in studying the early textual tradition of biblical texts in old 

Romanian. By knowing that these were mainly translated from Church Slavonic, already during 

the collation process, it becomes crucial to add a Slavonic source  to the Romanian textual 

witnesses (ideally a source which might have been circulating in the lands north of the Danube at 

the time). This allows us to reflect upon the translation and revision processes in which the 

Romanian texts might have been involved, and, most importantly, makes us investigate further 

those issues that find no immediate explanation in the chosen Slavonic source or the internal 

dynamics of the Romanian language. The case study here presented, for example, shows how 

certain reading differences across the Romanian sources might be based not only on a different 

interpretation of the original source (the different application of a translation technique), but rather 

on variants existing among the manuscripts of the Slavonic tradition of the Psalter. A complete 

comparison between the Romanian sources and a critical edition of the Psalter text in Church 

Slavonic would probably bring us close enough to identifying the nature of the manuscript(s) 

which was the basis of the first translation(s) of the Psalter into Romanian. At present this is not 

possible, for all critical editions of the Psalter text in Church Slavonic consider a limited number of 

witnesses and do not cover the traditions of all five redactions of the text. The case study of psalm 

77 allows us, for example, to focus mainly on Redactions I-III, although by consulting the critical 

edition of the Norov Psalter, it is possible to follow the development of the psalm's tradition up to 

Redaction IV. Based on the examples reported above, our attention is guided towards a South 
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Slavonic source which either belonged to a pre-Athonite redaction or was a mixed pre-Athonite 

and Athonite redaction for the Hurmuzaki Psalter (see especially examples 65 and 70, and 70 and 

72 for the Voroneț Psalter), and to a source belonging in the main to RIII with some influences 

from earlier Slavonic redactions for the Scheia, Ciobanu and the printed Psalters of 1570, 1577 and 

[1588] (examples 78 and potentially 85). 

3.2. Influence of other Redactions 

If knowing the points of textual variety across the Slavonic redactions and comparing these 

with the Romanian sources offers us a shortcut in identifying roughly the redaction which 

influenced most the textual tradition of the Psalter in Romanian (see section 2.1.), this approach 

does not explain to the full some of the most striking discrepancies found within the Romanian 

texts. Consequently, if there are no further critical editions of the psalms and if the textual varieties 

found in the Romanian traditions go beyond the list of different readings offered to schematically 

divide Slavonic Psalter manuscripts in distinct redactions, the other approach to textual analysis is 

for each significant variation within the Romanian texts to check for the corresponding reading in 

as many Slavonic sources as possible and see whether these can cast further light on the Romanian 

tradition.  

3.2.1. Idiosyncrasies in the Romanian Text Explained by Earlier Slavonic Redactions 

Although they are few, there are some examples that suggest a possible influence of other 

redactions on the Romanian texts. Such as:  

86) βαρίς was normally translated as домъ in ps. 47:14 and left untranslated in pss. 44:9 and 

47:4 or rendered as тѫжесть, due to a confusion of the Greek word βᾶρις with βάρος, 

especially in redactions II and III (MacRobert 2010: 428). Additionally, in some 

manuscripts of Redaction I we have тварехъ, which might be the result of the corruption of 

the Church Slavonic calque варехъ (Погорелов 1910: 127, n. 15). The rendering into old 

Romanian of the latter two examples is inconsistent and quite interesting. 

Ps. PH PS PC1 PC2 

44:9 де пъсоꙟюль 
ръѕимацилоръ 

де пъсарѣ 
слѡноовнилор 

де пасѫрѣ  
слоновнилорь 

де ꙟпѫсарѣ 
слоновнилѡⷬ 
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47:4 ꙟ лꙋкрꙋлъ а лᲂуи ꙟ фаптеле лꙋи ꙟ фаптеле лꙋи ꙟ греимѣ са 

 Both these instances have тѧжесть in Church Slavonic in PC1 and PC2, yet the rendering 

in Romanian is different at the verse level, that is, for ps. 44:9 and 47:4, as well as across 

the Romanian sources, which suggests that the Slavonic source text did not necessarily 

have тѧжесть as it is typical for Redaction III. In PH we have лꙋкрꙋлъ (the work) for 

ps.47:4 and фаптеле (the deeds) in PS and PC1, as possible translations of тварехъ – in ps. 

91:5, for example, въ твари твоєи is rendered as ꙟ фаптеле тале, in your deeds, across all 

Romanian versions, which would support the above hypothesis. PC2, instead, presents a 

literal translation from Church Slavonic, where греимѣ stands for weights, i.e., тѧжесть. 

The example in ps. 44:9 has been translated as пъсарѣ/ пасѫрѣ, thus worry/burden in PS, 

PC1 and PC2, perhaps attempting to translate again тѧжесть: but as пъсоꙟюль in PH, which 

could stand for house/tent. The latter example suggests that either PH used more of an 

interpretative approach to translation and that it might have referred to a MS having ѡтⸯ 

варїи in Church Slavoniс.28 It is also interesting to note that PH is the only variety having a 

translation слоновьнъ for made of ivory, which is rather based on the meaning of the verb 

слонити сѧ, to lean on/against something – ръѕимацилоръ, those which are shored up; 

87) 108:23 прѫжи, locusts, has been translated as млъдице in PH and нꙋѧле in PS, PC, PC1, 

PC2 and PCb, shoots or twigs. The translation of the Greek ἀκρίδες into Church Slavonic 

has been problematic from the beginning. One interpretative tradition renders the word as 

прѫтьнъіи коньци tips of shoots or прꙋтникъ, shoots (MacRobert 2010: 427, MSS T28 

Amf? Luc J B Ban Plj – T35). The peculiar understanding rendered in Romanian might, 

therefore, come from one of these interpretations in Church Slavonic, which is mainly 

found in later Easter European manuscripts (RII). Additionally, it should be noticed that in 

 
28 Such would be the case of the commentated Tolstoj Psalter, a 12th century Psalter text that has in 

ps. 17:4 въ тварехъ and in ps. 44:9 ѡтⸯ варїи. 
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PC1, PC2, and PCb the Church Slavonic counterpart is връшїе, which stands rather for 

fruits/tips of branches, and translates the Greek word ἀκρόδρυα (Miklosich 1862);  

88) 150:5 κύμβαλον is rendered with кѵмбаль or тꙋмпань in Church Slavonic. However, the 

reading in old Romanian is different – клопотеле, ꙟклопоть, bells/in bell, which might 

follow a different interpretation found in some Church Slavonic manuscripts of RII, which 

have звонѣхъ here (MacRobert 2010: 429, MSS J B Plj Bel Ath). 

These three examples show a possible influence of an earlier redaction on the Psalter’s 

textual tradition in Romanian, in particular example 88 from ps. 150:5. We then have some 

individual readings across the Romanian texts, excluding PH to be analysed separately, which 

suggest the influence of another Slavonic redaction different from RIII. 

89) in 17:39 the Greek ἐκθλίψω was initially rendered as съкрᲂушѫ, I will smite, and later 

changed to оскръблѧ, I will embitter [them]. PS and PC/PC1 seem to either follow the 

earlier tradition or that of the Norov Psalter with фрънгꙋи, I break, while PH follows 

Redaction III оскръбии вою together with PC2 скръби вою пре еи – I will embitter [them]. 

This is also supported by the fact that in other parts of the Psalter where the Slavonic 

съкрᲂуш- root is used, this is usually rendered with words derived from the verb a frânge; 

90) 73:17 τὰ ὅρια is translated as прѣдѣлы, boundaries, in all Slavonic redactions but RII, 

where a different Greek tradition is followed τὰ ὄρεα → горы, mountains. While PH and 

PC2 follow the former textual tradition with хотарре(ле), boundaries, PS, PC, PC1, and 

PCb фръмсециле, beauties, an interpretation which has been found in only one Slavonic 

source so far (MacRobert 1994: 153): the Oxford Psalter with красна земⸯли, beauties of 

earth; 

91) In ps. 147:6 κρύσταλλον is rendered as голоть, hailstone, in Church Slavonic and as 

гриндинѣ, the hailstone, in the Romanian texts PV, PS, PC, PC1, PC2. In 148:8, however, 

гриндинѣ is the translation of градь, hailstone/hailstorm, in all Romanian texts, while 

κρύσταλλος/голоть is rendered as стꙋррїи, icicles, in PV and PS and as гециле, ices, in the 
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printed editions. One explanation for such distinction is that градь and голоть are in the 

same verse, so that the translator found himself in need of lexical variety to render 

faithfully the original text – and indeed, while χάλαζα/градь is closer in meaning to 

hailstone, κρύσταλλος/ голоть has the understanding of something becoming ice. Another 

explanation would be that стꙋррїи/ гециле go back to ледь, ice, as found in the Oxford 

Psalter rather than to голоть. Both in pss. 147:6 and 148:8 PH has брꙋма, frost, which is 

more likely to translate голоть;  

92) In 118:136 the Greek verb ἐφύλαξαν was rendered as съхранихъ (first person singular 

aorist) in the first two Slavonic redactions and then in the Norov Psalter and RIV. In RIII 

the verb is altered to съхранишѫ (third person plural aorist), which is the tradition followed 

by PH [ци]нрꙋръ, (they) kept, and PS, PV фериръ, (they) protected, and PC2 пъзирѫ, (they) 

guarded/watched. Coresi’s 1570 and 1577 editions together with PCb prefer instead the 

first option ферїи, (I) protected; 

93) In 107:10 RII and some late fourteenth century MSS belonging to RI (MacRobert 1998a, 

MSS Par and Lob) translate ἐκτενῶ as простърѭ, lay/spread, while earlier RI manuscripts 

as well as the tradition of RIII, RIV, the Norov Psalter and that of the commentated Psalters 

have наложѫ, put, following a different Greek tradition ἐπιβαλῶ. Most of Romanian 

versions follow the latter tradition – пᲂунре вою, I will put, in PH, пᲂую, I put, in PS, PC, 

PC1, PCb and PC2. However, PV has тиншꙋ, I spread, which is how usually прострѣти is 

translated in Romanian (for example in pss. 79:12, 84:6, 104:39, 124:3, 137:7); 

94) Deut 32:39 ἐγώ εἰμι found in the Canticles is translated as азь ѥсьмь in RIII as well as some 

manuscripts adhering to RI and in the Norov Psalter (MacRobert 1998a), however RII 

together with another group of MSS from RI follow another Greek tradition ἐγώ εἰμι θεός 

(MacRobert 1998a, MSS Sin Par Lob Gri Deč and RII). Of our Romanian sourcess, PV 

seems to follow the latter tradition with the reading еоу съмнтоу дм҇ноу, I am the Lord, 
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although in the Slavonic counterpart preceding the Romanian text the reading is typical of 

RIII with азь ѥсьмь; 

Although these examples are few when compared to the overall corpus of the text, they 

suggest that the textual tradition of the Psalter in Romanian is more complex than originally 

thought, not only in the case of the Hurmuzaki Psalter, but also in that of the other Romanian 

sources. The first three examples of this section (86-88) point to a link to Redaction II and to some 

peculiar interpretations found in the family of manuscripts belonging to this tradition (MSS from 

the fourteenth to the fifteenth century for example 88). Examples 90 and potentially 91 reveal the 

presence in the Romanian tradition of some peculiar textual interpretations that are to be found in 

the Oxford Psalter only (another example of this was number 78). Additionally, examples 93 and 

94 support further the hypothesis that the Voroneț Psalter, too, might have been influenced by a 

pre-Athonite source. 

3.2.2. The Case of the Hurmuzaki Psalter 

It has been pointed out that the Hurmuzaki Psalter presents many idiosyncrasies when 

compared to the other Romanian sources. In some instances, it is a matter of lexical differences 

amongst the Romanian texts, in others of translation techniques for rendering the same Slavonic 

text. Nonetheless, there are also clear examples suggesting that at some point in the 

translation/revision process leading to the composition of PH reference was made to a Slavonic 

source which can be traced back to the textual traditions of Redactions I and II. 

95) 41:6 περίλυπος rendered as печалъна, full of sadness, in RI and RII, and пріскрбна,

disheartened in RIII. PS, PC1 and PC2 present a borrowing from Church Slavonic with 

скръбить, while PH goes back to the archaic reading with ꙟ гриже, in worry. As a matter of 

fact, печалъ is usually translated as грижа, worry in Romanian (85:7, 106:39, 107:13, 

117:15, 141:3, 142:11), while скръбь is usually translated as бънать in PH and with the 

already mentioned borrowing in the other versions (77:49, 80:8, 90:15, 114:3, 118:143, 

137:8); 
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96) 41:10 отъ печали врага моего, from my enemy’s oppression/trouble, was altered to внегда 

стꙋжаетъ ми врагъ, when the enemy oppresses me, perhaps in order to avoid any 

misunderstandings of the word печаль, which by the thirteenth century was understood as 

sorrow instead of oppression (Thomson 1998: 819). However, changed in this way, the 

Church Slavonic version is also more similar to the Greek original ἐν τῷ ἐκθλίβειν τὸν 

ἐχθρόν μου, which might be the primary reason for the alteration to be introduced. The 

Romanian translation presents two varieties: де грижѧ дракᲂулᲂуи мїеꙋ in PH, following 

the earlier Church Slavonic redactions, and къндь додеѧще ми дракꙋль in PC, PC1, and 

PS, and къндь додеѧще ми връжмашꙋль in PC2, similar to Redaction III; 

97) 42:2 κραταίωμα is initially translated as крѣпостъ, strength, in the archaic versions, and as

дръжава, stronghold, in the 14th century. While PS, PC, PC1 and PC2 follow RIII with

цирꙋтꙋл мїеꙋ (цирѣрѣ in PC2), PH seems to refer to RI and RII врътꙋтѣ мѧ, my virtue. It 

should be noticed that in other instances throughout the Psalter text крѣпостъ is translated 

as врътꙋтѣ in Hurmuzaki; 

98) 46:9 ἐπὶ τὰ ἔθνη is rendered by default as надь ѧзыкы, however in RI and the associated 

pseudo-Athanasian commentary a different Greek tradition if followed, which presents the 

addition of ‘all’: ἐπὶ πάντα τὰ ἔθνη. Once more, while in PC, PC1, PC2, and PS we have 

спре лимби, towards peoples, in PH the translation seems to follow RI with пре тоатѣ 

лимбиле, on all peoples; 

99) ps. 48:18 divides the Slavonic MSS in two different traditions, one following the Greek ἡ 

δόξα αὐτοῦ with слава его (RII and RIV) and another following a different Greek reading, 

ἡ δόξα τοῦ οἰκοῦ αὐτοῦ, which is followed by RI+Ps-A Th RII Nor, слава домꙋ его. While 

PS PC PC1 and PC2 follow RIII слава лꙋи, his glory, PH has слава касееи лоуи, glory of his 

house, i.e. departs from RIII;   

100) in 54:9 we have already seen how отъ прѣнемаганьѣ дꙋха, from weakness of spirit, was 

changed to отъ малодꙋшиа, from faintheartedness, in order to reach a formal equivalence 
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at a morphemic level to the Greek ὀλιγοψυχίας (See section2.2.). Similarly, in Romanian 

we have де ꙟ непᲂутѣрѧ сᲂуфлетꙋлᲂуи in PH, calquing the Church Slavonic прѣмаганьѣ,

weakeness, and де нешкить сᲂуфлеть in PS, PC, PC1 and PC2, where neșchit stands 

literally for little, following the Slavonic мало-; 

101) in ps. 69:3 while the earlier Slavonic redactions (RI, RII and the commentated Psalters) 

have хотѧщии, those wanting (evil against me), following the Greek βουλόμενοι, the later 

redactions follow a different Greek tradition λογιζόμενοι, rendering it with мыслѧщеи, 

those thinking (evil against me). In Romanian PC, PC1, PC2, PCb and PS follow the 

tradition of RIII, RIV and that of the Norov Psalter with чеи че куџетъ, those thinking, 

while PH adheres to the archaic redactions карии воръ врѣ, those who will wish;  

102) 77:15 ἐν ἀβύσσῳ has been interpreted as въ безводьнѣ, in waterless, and then changed to

въ безⷣнѣ, in bottomless, in some MSS of the Athonite redaction (Ox, Mih, UB34). Once 

more, while PC, PC1, PC2, PCb and PS follow Redaction III with фъръфꙋ́ндꙋ, without a 

bottom, PH goes back to a more archaic reading with фъръдеапъ, without water (See 

example 67); 

103) 77:38 οὐ διαφθερεῖ has been rendered as не погꙋбить, does not destroy, and then changed 

in RIII to не разтлить, does not corrupt. The Romanian rendering seems to follow overall 

Redaction III, with PS, PC and PC1 having ши нꙋ спарџе, and he breaks not, here the verb 

‘to break’ probably understood as destroy, which could go back however to either

погꙋбить or разтлить, especially if the latter word had been read as разлить, spill, instead 

of разтлить. PC2 and PV remain faithful to RIII with нꙋ пꙋтредѣще, does not corrupt 

(here to rot something down); while PH seems to refer back to the archaic reading with нꙋ 

ва пиѧрде, will not lose for погꙋбить. In other instances where the verb погꙋбити is used 

(93:23, 105:23, 118:95, 142:12, 145:9), its rendering in the Hurmuzaki Psalter is with the 

verb ‘a piarde’, to lose. 



119 

 

Like the previous example, in ps. 77:45 διέφθειρεν was first translated as погᲂубі and then 

changed to растлі in RIII. In Romanian we have ши спарсе in PS, PC1 and еи спарсе in PV, 

and пренши пꙋтредии in PH and пꙋтреди пре еи in PC2. Consequently, PH here follows 

RIII instead; 

104) 78:5 ἐκκαυθήσεται is first rendered with раждежетсъ сѧ, catches fire, and then changed to 

разгорит сѧ, flares up. In PC, PC1, PC2, PCb, PS and PV the verb is rendered as ꙟчиⷩде се, 

catches fire, while PH has ꙟфїербънта се, heats up. In 77.38 we have раждежеть as well, 

and here the verb used in PH is once more ‘a se înfierba’, to get hot. All other Romanian 

versions seem not to make a distinction between the two Slavonic verbs and render it with 

‘a se încinde’ (modern Romanian încinge), although PC2 has ‘a se aprinde’, to catch fire, 

kindle in 77.38; 

105) 80:7 τὸν νῶτον αὐτοῦ - хръбетъ іхъ, their backs, in RI and RII, and ѥго, his, in RIII. In 

Romanian it has been rendered as лꙋи in PS, PC, PC1, PC2 and PCb, and лоѡръ ; the 

latter example points to the fact that the Hurmuzaki Psalter goes back to іхъ, that is, to 

their; 

106) 80:13 κατὰ τὰ ἐπιτηδεύματα was rendered with похотемъ or по похтемъ, because of the 

wish, in RI and RII, and по начинанїᲂу, because of the initiative, in RIII. PH follows with a 

borrowing the archaic versions with похотееи, while PS and Coresi’s books have дꙋпъ 

ꙟнчепꙋтꙋль, following the beginning, where начинанїе had been misunderstood as 

beginning instead of initiative; 

107) 82:7 οἱ Ισμαηλῖται the proper noun indicating the descendants of Ismael have first been 

rendered with измаїлитѣніѣ and then changed to измаилите in RIII. In PH we have a 

borrowing измилътѣни, which appears closer to the archaic versions rather than the 

Athonite one. The other Romanian texts have исмаилции and измаилилоⷬ in PV; 

108) 82:17 The Greek ἀτιμίας has been initially rendered as досажденіѣ, insult/offence, and then 

changed to безчьстиꙗ, ashamed. Following the Slavonic original, the Romanian versions 
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present two different borrowings: фъ<ră> де чинсте in PS and PC1, following RIII, and

де досадѫ in PH, following the archaic redactions; 

109) 84:5 τῶν σωτηρίων ἡμῶν is translated as спсе҃нїи нашиⷯ, of our salvations, however RII and 

some 14th century manuscripts belonging to RI follow a different Greek tradition ὁ σωτὴρ 

ἡμῶν, where the noun is changed to the singular and becomes saviour rather than 

salvation: our saviour, спи҃телю нашь (MacRobert 1998b, MSS S6 Jar [Plj] Bel Pog2 Pog3 

Sof60 Vat Par Lob). PH follows the latter tradition with сп҇ⷭитѡрюлъ нострꙋ, our saviour, 

while the other Romanian versions have спс҇енїѧ нострѫ, our salvation (in the singular); 

110) 90:4 ὅπλῳ has been translated as щітъмь with shield initially, and then as ѻрѫжїемь, with 

weapon in RIII. Similarly, PS and PC1 present the revised reading, арме, weapons, and PH 

has скꙋтꙋл, shield; 

111) 93:16 πονηρευομένους is translated as злобоуѭштаѩ in the archaic redactions, and as 

лѫкавноуѫщѫѧ in RIII because of the distinction that is made in RIII between κακία and 

πονηρία. We have already seen how this distinction is maintained in Romanian as well 

(See section 2.2.), so that the default translation in Romanian is хитлѣни (PC, PC1, PC2, 

PCb and PS, also in 118.115). PH, however, has чеи фаⷦ ⷹ рреꙋ, which might go back to RI 

and RII; 

112) 97:5 τῷ κυρίῳ is translated simply with гви҇, to the Lord, in Church Slavonic and with 

дн҇лꙋи in Romanian. However, RI and the pseudo-Athanasian commentary to the Psalter 

follow a different Greek tradition τῷ θεῷ ἡμῶν, which has the addition of the second 

person plural pronoun and the change from Lord to God. PH follows the latter tradition, 

although not fully: дмн҇лᲂуи нострᲂу, to our Lord;  

113) 98:4 εὐθύτητας is translated with правины, accusative plural of правина, 

straightness/directness, in RII, RIII and the Norov Psalter and правинѫ, in the accusative 

singular, in the sources of RI and of the two commentaries to the psalms. While the PS PC 

PC1 PC2 and PCb have a plural noun, дерептѫци, and seem to follow the tradition of RII 
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RIII and the Norov Psalter, PV and PH have a noun in the singular, дереⷫтате and дерептатѣ 

accordingly, which might go back to RI and the tradition of the commentaries;  

114) in ps. 118:49 redactions I (and pseudo-Athanasian commentary), II and the Norov Psalter 

follow the Greek tradition having the noun in singular: τὸν λόγον …ᾧ → слово ... ѡ немже 

word … of which; redactions III and IV and the Theodoret commentary, instead, follow a 

different Greek tradition τῶν λόγων … ὧν, which has the noun ‘word’ in the plural. 

Among the Romanian varieties we have the same difference, while PH follows the first 

example with кꙋвътᲂуль ... де че the other versions have кᲂувинтеле ... де ѧле, and 

кꙋвинтеле ... де кариле in PC2; 

115) in ps. 140.9 RII and RIII have the verb съкрышѫ, (they) hid, for ἒκρυψαν, while RI 

together with the Norov Psalter and the tradition of the commentated Psalters have 

съставишѧ, (they) set up, following a different Greek tradition συνεστήσαντο. The latter 

reading is also present in the Slavonic text of all Romanian bilingual books (PV PC1PC2 

PCb), while their Romanian counterpart follows the default reading of RIII аскᲂунсеръ. As 

for PH, it has instead пᲂусеръ, (they) placed. Psalm 140 is also one of the few psalms 

present in Coresi’s Molitvenic (1568), which has the same reading as PH ‘pusără’ they 

placed. 

These examples show how the idiosyncrasies found in the Hurmuzaki Psalter can better be 

understood if other redactions of the Psalter text in Church Slavonic are taken into account. In 

particular, examples 95-97, 99-108, 110, 111 and 114 show that the possible text used for the 

translation or revision of the Hurmuzaki Psalter could have belonged to RI, RII or to one of the 

commentated Psalters, while examples 98, 112, 113, 114 suggest an influence of RI and example 

109 of mainly RII. Besides supporting the hypothesis that the textual interpretations of the psalms 

found in PH draw close to the Slavonic pre-Athonite tradition, it has not been possible to identify a 

specific manuscript or group of manuscripts it can be associated with. The problem is that not 

enough work has been done on South Slavonic Psalters of the later fourteenth-sixteenth centuries, 

and on those Slavonic manuscripts of mixed redactions. We do not know, therefore, whether 
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Redaction III, which became established in the printed tradition, was predominant or whether other 

redactions also circulated in manuscript.  The examples of the Hurmuzaki Psalter suggest that more 

than one revised version of the text made its way from the South to the East Slavs in the later 

fourteenth century, and these revised texts could have reached the Romanian lands either on their 

way north or perhaps at a later stage coming south again, leaving a trace in the textual tradition of 

the psalms in old Romanian. 

4. Considerations on the Affiliation of the Romanian Psalters 

4.1. The Identification of Two Redactions of the Psalter in Romanian 

In light of these examples, there is no doubt that the Hurmuzaki Psalter belongs to a 

different textual tradition, which relied on a Slavonic source that was different from that used by 

the group of texts of PS, PC, PC1, PC2 and PCb. There are enough reasons to advance the 

argument that two different redactions of the Psalter in Romanian circulated in the sixteenth 

century. Schematically, the two Redactions (R1 and R2) could have appeared as shown below: a) 

R1 originated from the first translation of the Psalter into Romanian, which was made against a 

primarily Athonite Slavonic source. Shortly after the appearance of R1, it was revised against a 

different Slavonic source, which belonged, at least in part, to the pre-Athonite tradition, so that R2 

appeared, of which PH is the main representative; b) from the beginning, two different redactions 

of the psalms in old Romanian were available. The Hurmuzaki Psalter adheres in the main to R2, 

although during its composition an additional Romanian source belonging to R1 was used for 

revision. The role played by the Voroneț Psalter and PC2 is yet to be explored, which is why they 

are marked with a question mark below. Additionally, RIII as the source tradition for the 

translation of the psalms into Romanian is marked by an asterisk to signal the fact that the actual 

Slavonic source must have already had some readings which were typical of earlier Slavonic 

manuscripts.  
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R1 – RIII* 

PV? PS PC PC1 PC2? 

PCb 

R2 – hybrid RI/RII and 

source 

PH 

Original Translation 

R1 – RIII* 

PV? PS PC PC1 PC2? 

PCb 

R2 – RI/RII and RIII 

PH 

  

 

 

A close observation of the Hurmuzaki Psalter at the palaeographic level favours the second 

scheme – it belongs to a different redaction in the main, but was influenced by R1 during its 

composition process. It has already been mentioned how across the source there are many 

instances where Slavonic words have been copied in their entirety or in part. These are often 

crossed out in either red or the manuscript’s dark brown ink or are left untouched. As already 

suggested by Gheție (2005: 13-19), there are good reasons to think that the Hurmuzaki Psalter was 

copied from a bilingual source. Another feature of the manuscript is that it has undergone various 

revision processes at different levels. For example, there are cancellations made in dark brown ink 

which have probably been added at the time of the copying. There are also deletions in red which 

could have potentially been made subsequently. What is more, the text presents modifications at 

the textual level: either additions in the margins or above the lines or the presence of double 

translations within the text. This last category of changes might cast further light on the way PH 

was composed and if the existence of two different redactions of the psalms in old Romanian is a 

plausible hypothesis. 

116) On f. 18v, ps. 22:5 PH has a correction гътиръ мѧ таи, which is in line with the reading we 

have in PC, PC1 and PC2: гътитаи; 

117) on f. 29v, ps. 34:24 we have an erasure лаоуде ми сѧ, above which is written боукоуре. As in 

the previous case, this is the reading shared by PS, PC, PC1 and PC2; 

Fig. 2. First and Second Redaction of the Psalter in Romanian 
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Fig. 2. Hurmuzaki Psalter, f. 64v. 

118) on f. 42r, ps. 49:16, there is an interesting example of the revision process carried out by the 

scribe. For the Church Slavonic и приѥмлеши завѣть мои three different translations are 

provided in old Romanian, of which only one is not crossed out later - PH: ши вⷷри лꙋа 

поръⷩчита мѧ ши вери прїемде принде веръ ꙗи порънчита мѧ. The struggle was given by the 

verb приимати, for which at first a future construction was attempted with the verb ‘a 

primi’, to receive, which eventually was changed to present construction with the verb ‘a 

lua’, to take. The other Romanian texts have a construction in the present tense, but with 

the verb to receive: ши прїимещи зиса мѣ. The same difference in the lexical choice is 

found in ps. 145:9, Sl: приємлеть → PH: лᲂуаѡ̓ва, others: прїимѣще; or in ps. 146:6 Sl: 

приємлѧ → PH: ѧ, PC2: прїимѣще, others: че прїими (PCb mssing); 

119) on f. 62r, ps. 72:1 there is an additional example of a later correction which brings PH in 

line with the other Romanian texts.  

PH: че ⷧ ⷪ ръ коу ꙟрими дерѣпци above 

the line дерепцилорь 
 

PS PC PC1 PC2 PCb: дерепцилорь 
кꙋ ꙟнема 
(PV missing); 

 

120) on f. 64v, ps. 73:13 the dynamic is the opposite than in the previous example – a reading 

which was in line with the other sources is altered to a different interpretation. 

Interestingly, PC2 follows PH in its new interpretation rather than the other texts. This 

change might be due to the fact that in verse 14 there is the repetition of the word змеꙋ, 

snake/dragon, as can be seen in the facsimile. 

PH: змⷲеⷷиⷫлꙵѡръ ⁖ шерпїлоръ  

PC2: шерпилѡⷬ 

PS PC PC1 PCb: змеилѡрь 

 

 

121) on the same folio, at verse 15, it has already been mentioned that two different translations 

are present one following the other 1) тᲂу исꙋчиши апеле риꙋреле апътѡсе 2) тᲂу сѣкаши 

Fig. 1. Hurmuzaki Psalter, f. 62r. 
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риꙋреле єѳамꙋлᲂуи. These go back to two different Slavonic traditions in interpreting the 

Greek Ηθαμ: it is either left untranslated or it is interpreted as наводьненыѧ (MacRobert 

2010). The interpretation of this passage in the other Romanian texts is in line with PH’s 

second reading: тꙋ секашь ръꙋреле єтамꙋлꙋи. This example shows how the scribe was 

probably drawing from two different translations of the psalms; 

122) folio 64v offers another very interesting example of revision. In ps. 73:18 the scribe leaves 

the Slavonic wording по имени егѡ in the main body of the text, which later is crossed out 

in red and corrected in the margins with the wrong reading доупъ нꙋмеле лꙋи. The other 

Romanian sources have поменѣще ачаста here, which translated the Slavonic помѣни сїа, as 

found in PC1. This mistake first points to a mistake in copying and understanding the 

Slavonic text : помѣни сего, as found written in the Tomić as well as in earlier Slavonic 

MSS, is altered to по имени егѡ, which in turn is translated as доупъ нꙋмеле лꙋи in 

Romanian. In this instance the scribe or revisor did not consult any other source than the 

one used for copying; 

123) on f. 106v there is another correction to the PH’s text, added at a later stage in the margins 

and in line with the other Romanian texts: ꙟ мънра та е → мърꙋле. The correction, 

however, was not brought to completion, for та е was not altered to a plural construction 

following мърꙋле, and it is difficult to say at what stage exactly the note in the margins was 

added; 

124) on f. 117r, ps. 137:4, the text initially reads as: къ аоⷭуⷦѕⷪ ꙷиⷧѧⷶиⷬ ꙺ тоате граюиле ррѡстоулꙋ мїеꙋ, 

and then changed in the margins to: къ аскоултаръ тоте граюⷧ ростоуⷧ тъꙋ. In the other 

Romanian sources the text reads as: къ аскꙋлтарѫ тоате кᲂувинтеле ростꙋлꙋи тъꙋ, where 

the only difference with the second reading provided in the margins in PH is the rendering 

of глаголъ, word, speech, as граи, speech (in the singular), rather than words; 

125) on the verso of the same folio, ps. 137:5, the original word ꙟцелесеши is crossed out and 

changed to коуноскꙋ(ши), as it is in all the other Romanian texts; 
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126)  in ps. 147:9 и сѫдобь своихь не сказа имь is by default translated as in Romanian ши 

жоудецꙋль съꙋ нꙋ спꙋсе лѡⷬ. In the case of PH, first the Slavonic text is partially copied and 

then crossed out, second the reading in Romanian differs from the other sources: ши соудѡⷠ 

сказа иⷨ џᲂудекале сале нᲂу ар̾ръть лѡръ. It is interesting to point out that while the default 

translation for ἐδήλωσεν in Church Slavonic is съказа, the Norov Psalter has ꙗви here, 

which would explain the interpretation in PH. 

The examples here mentioned refer to only a few of the many instances in which the text of 

the Hurmuzaki Psalter was altered. In particular, examples 116, 117, 119, 121, and 123-125 

suggest that the person working at the manuscript might have consulted two different versions of 

the Psalter text in Romanian. While examples 118, 120, and 122 offer us a brief glimpse of the 

scribe’s revision workshop and suggest that in the copying of the Hurmuzaki Psalter a degree of 

flexibility was adopted. An additional reflection to be offered is that probably at the beginning of 

the sixteenth century, when the first translations of the psalms in Romanian started circulating, 

there was no authoritative version to refer back to and that continuous revision of the text was the 

order of the day. 

4.2. Is an Affiliation Scheme Possible? 

Drawing a stemma codicum of the sixteenth-century Romanian Psalters can be done only 

partially. It has already been pointed out how the Scheia and the Ciobanu Psalters, together with 

Coresi’s 1570 and 1577 editions, share many interpretative mistakes, which are either based on the 

Slavonic source or have their origin in the Romanian text (see section 1.2.). In his study of the 

Scheia Psalter, Candrea goes further in comparing these texts (PCb excluded) and reaches the 

conclusion that the Scheia Psalter was not used in composing either of Coresi’s two editions, and 

similarly that neither of the latter had a direct influence on the Scheia Psalter (Candrea 1916: 69-

78). The only manuscript which undoubtedly is linked to Corei’s printing activity is the Ciobanu 

Psalter (Mareș 1982b: 251, 259-261). Additionally, in their analysis of PC2, first Candrea and then 

Mareș argue that the [1588] edition is the result of the revision of the 1577 edition against another 

textual tradition of the psalms in Romanian, which was circulating mainly in the north of the 
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Romanian lands (Candrea 1916: 60-63; Mareș 1982b: 255-58). Their considerations are based on 

the comparison between PC2 and PH, two texts which share many lexical as well as grammatical 

features (Ibid.). Consequently, although a direct influence of PH on PC2 should be excluded, it 

seems that R2 had a direct, although partial, influence on PC2. Amongst the Romanian Psalters 

available today, the Voroneț Psalter appears to be the most problematic to fit within a possible 

affiliation scheme because of the many lacunae it has. Additionally, on the one hand, it shares 

some peculiar readings with the Hurmuzaki Psalter (example 70, ps. 77:47), while in the most it 

can be associated to the Slavonic tradition of RIII and to the group of texts of PS, PCb and the 

printed editions. It has been pointed out that in ps. 148:9 both PH and PV misinterpret the 

Romanian rendering of кедри, which is by default rendered with a borrowing кедрїи. In this 

instance, however, both PH and PV have кодрии, mistaking, in Mareș’s opinion, ‘e’ for ‘o’ (1982b: 

219). However, it might also be that this was a common mistake, for in ps. 103:16 we find again 

кодрїи for кедри in PV, while PH has кедри. It might also be, therefore, that the two texts inserted 

the change from кедрїи to кодрїи independently. 

Mareș also notes how in two instances PH and PV have the same interpretation of the 

Slavonic text: 

127) in ps. 97: 1 what is a verb in Church Slavonic has been interpreted as noun in PH and PV, 

although they lexically translate it differently: спсе҃ єго десница єго, his right hand saved 

him → PH: скотере лᲂуи (missing translation for ‘his right hand’), his salvation; PV: спс҇енїа 

лꙋи дереⷫта лꙋи, his salvation his right hand. In PS, PC, PC1, PC2 and PCb this passage 

was rendered as спъси єль дерѣпта лꙋи, his right hand saved him. 

128) in 98:5 подножиоу ногоу ѥго, at the footstool of his foot, was rendered with a borrowing in 

PS, PC, PC1, PC2 and PCb: подьнѡжїѧ пичоарелѡⷬ лꙋи, while PH and PV have a calque: 

сᲂупь талпеле пичоарелоръ лᲂуи, under the soles of his feet; 

Another peculiar feature of PV is its individual lexical renderings, which are usually 

synonyms of the other words used in the Romanian texts and tend to find a different solution from 

direct borrowings from Church Slavonic. 
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Psalm Church Slavonic PV Other Sources Lacunae 

78:2 звѣремь земнымь гаⷣ ꙶнело ⷬпъмъⷩтⷧꙋи фїерилѡⷬ пъмѫнтᲂулꙋи  

84:3 ѿпѹстиль ѥси єртатаи лъсатаи  

89:7 скончахѡм сѧ сфъⷬшимꙋ не   кᲂуⷨплимᲂуне  

95:3 чюдеса єго мирꙋрѣ лꙋи чюделе лᲂуи PH 

106:18 възгнѫша сѧ нѫдꙋшїа гᲂунꙋслиѧ се  

110:5 боѫщїим сѧ єго  темꙋцилоⷬ денсꙋ фрикошилѡⷬ динсь; 

карии се воръ тѣме денсь PH 

 

110:6 достоанїе ѫзыкь ꙟ ѡчинъ лиⷨби ꙟ достоиничїе лимби 
парте лимбилоръ PH 

 

126:3 достоанїе гн҃є ѡчина дн҇ꙋлꙋи   достоиничїѧ домнꙋлꙋи; партѣ лᲂу 
доⷨнеѕьꙋ  PH 

 

113:14 ноздри имѧть  нари аоу насꙋре аꙋ  

115:4 чащѫ  скафъ пъхарꙋⷧ    

121:4 възыдошѫ колѣна 
колѣна гн҃ѣ 

сꙋиръ родꙋреле · 
џерꙋнкеле дмн҇ꙋⷧи 

сꙋирѫ џенꙋкеле · џенꙋкеле 
домнꙋлꙋи; 

сꙋирѫ рѹделе ‧ рꙋделе домнꙋлꙋи 
PC2 

 

145:4 на кнѧзѧ спре боѧри ꙟ жꙋдечи    

146:8 злакь пажеще злакь  

 

All in all, the Voroneț Psalter should probably be seen as a free re-elaboration of the first 

redaction (R1) of the Psalter in Romanian, which was in part influenced also by the second 

redaction (R2). 

Following Candrea and Mareș’s studies as well as the hypothesis of the circulation of two 

redactions of the Psalter text in old Romanian, a new the affiliation diagram has: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

       Translation into Romanian 

R2 R1 

PH 

PV 

PS PC PC1 PCb 

PC2 

Fig.3. Revised affiliation scheme of the Romanian sixteenth-century Psalters 
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5. Conclusion 

The aim of this chapter was to identify the source tradition which is the basis of the 

translation of Psalter text in old Romanian and to re-draw the affiliation scheme connecting the 

earliest textual witnesses of the psalms in Romanian. Overall, it has been established that PS, PC, 

PC1, PC2, PC2 and PV follow the tradition of the Athonite Redaction of the Church Slavonic 

Psalter (see section 2). The case of the Hurmuzaki Psalter has been analysed in greater depth, with 

the result of classifying it as belonging to a textual redaction different from that of the other six 

sources. This argument has been mainly based on the identification of several textual examples 

typical of the pre-Athonite redactions witnessed in PH (see sections 3.1.1. and 3.2.2.). My current 

hypothesis, therefore, is that PH reflects the existence of a second rendering of the psalms in old 

Romanian and that its text is the result of a revision of this (R2) against the textual rendering as 

found in PS, PCb and the printed editions, that is, R1. 

In this chapter I have also attempted to define a better method for textual analysis as 

applied to the case of the Psalter text. Besides working at a collated version of the Romanian 

Psalters, I have tried to compare their text to as many Slavonic witnesses as possible. This allowed 

me combine aspects of quantitative and a qualitative textual analysis and explain some of the 

singular readings present across the Romanian texts. 
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Chapter 3: The Textual Tradition of the Apostolos in Romanian 

1. Introduction 

When it comes to the textual tradition of the Apostolos in Romanian, it has been suggested 

that the texts today available are traceable to one initial translation from Church Slavonic, from 

which each manuscript and printed version then diverted through continuous successive revisions 

against other sources (Costinescu 1982: 108-11). The original source in the case of Voroneț Codex 

has been identified by Tenora as the Fourth Redaction of the Slavonic Apostolos text (1914). From 

here, based on the assumption that all surviving varieties derive from one initial translation, a 

hypothesis advanced by Iorga and supported with textual examples by Rosetti (Rosetti 1968d, 

1968a, 1968c, 1968b), it is only natural to think that the Fourth Redaction is the basis of all 

versions of the Romanian Apostolos. However, it should be noted that up to this point no one 

actually has verified whether this is the case. In particular, while CV and AC received enough 

attention from scholars in the twentieth century, who would often compare these two texts in order 

to analyse the textual tradition of the Apostolos in Romanian in the sixteenth century, CB started 

receiving attention in 1970s/80s only (Costinescu 1982; Gafton 2001-2005, 2003). So Rosetti, for 

example, does not analyse CB alongside CV and AC, and the common nature of these three textual 

witnesses has been always taken for granted, while actually it is only hypothetical. 

The study by Tenora in 1914 investigated exactly the issue about which textual source(s) 

the text of CV is closer to, and therefore could be assumed to have been used initially for the 

translation of the Apostolos, of which CV is a later, many-times revised copy, as claimed by 

Costinescu (1981: 16-20). Tenora chooses around 135 verses of CV (Acts of the Apostles 18:14-

28, 19:6-20:38 and James 1-2:26) and compares them first with the Vulgate, then with the Greek 

New Testament and eventually with the First, Second, Third, and Fourth Redactions of the 

Slavonic Apostolos.29 Consequently, in a very methodical manner, Tenora excludes all possible 

options but the Fourth Redaction, which he concludes to be the closest textual tradition to the 

readings present in CV. This, as he writes, is also in line with the historical context in which the 

 
29 Tenora states in the introduction to his article that for the Slavonic material he referred to the critical 

edition of Archimandrite Amfilohij (1886).  
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first liturgical material appears in Romanian – the Fourth Redaction, in fact, was considered the 

official textual version of the Orthodox Church using Church Slavonic (Balkans, Mount Athos and 

Eastern Europe) between its appearance in the fourteenth century and the seventeenth century. At 

that time Wallachia and Moldavia also followed the Orthodox liturgical tradition, celebrating in 

Church Slavonic, and it is in the sixteenth century that translated biblical books start circulating 

within their territories and in Transylvania. Therefore, it is only natural to look at the Fourth 

Redaction of the Apostolos text in Slavonic. 

Nonetheless, and because of the accuracy with which Tenora conducted his study, it is 

appropriate to follow in his tracks and verify whether his conclusions are valid also for the other 

Romanian Apostolos texts we have, that is, CB and AC. This chapter will investigate first the 

relation between the Slavonic and Romanian textual traditions of the Apostolos text, and then the 

aspect of textual affiliation of the Romanian sources. 

2. The Source Tradition of the Romanian Apostolos Text 

What follows is an attempt to point to the most striking instances showing the departure of 

CV, CB, and AC from the first two Redactions of the Slavonic Apostolos and their closeness to the 

Fourth Redaction – henceforth R1, R2, R3 and R4. For this purpose, only the passages from the 

Acts of the Apostles have been used.30 Besides investigating the source tradition used for the 

translation of the Apostolos into Romanian, the examples below also show the degree of variety 

across the Romanian textual witnesses, which often cannot find a plausible explanation in the 

Slavonic sources and are rather the result of a/multiple revision process(es). 

2.1. First Redaction 

1) 18:17 in R1 we have архысᲂунагога, synagogue leader, borrowed from Greek τὸν 

ἀρχισυνάγωγον, and is then changed to начѧлника събѡрᲂу in R4, followed by CB, CV and 

AC with: ꙟчепѫторюл съборꙋлꙋи, that is, the synagogue’s initiator; 

 
30 Tenora’s work seems to focus more on the two chapters from the Acts of the Apostles (18 and 19) rather 

than on the Catholic Epistle of James, from which he presents very few examples. 
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2) 18:18 in R1 reads as: дни многы […] вьсѣдь вь прѣвозь ѡтьвезе се вь Сᲂурыю, many 

days…having boarded a ferry (literally a crossing ship) he departed for Syria. In R4 some 

parts of the verse are modified to: дни доволны […] и ѿплᲂу въ сирїѫ, enough days […] and 

he sailed to Sirya.  

Similar to the Slavonic text of R4, the Romanian sources read: ѕиле пъꙟръ ла вое […] нᲂутъ 

ꙟтрꙋ сирїа in CV and CB, while in AC the verb in the 3rd pr.pl. нотарѫ – enough days … he 

sailed for Syria; 

3) 19:9 крѣплахᲂу се и протывахᲂу, strengthen themselves and opposed, R1; 

ожесточаахѫ сѧ и прѣахѫ, toughened themselves up and were disputing, R4; 

хитленїꙗ ши пѫрїꙗ, were evil doing and disputing/accusing, in CB, with изекленїѧ се ши 

пъррїѧ , were evil doing and disputing/accusing, in CV and юцирѫсе ши пърѫѧ, got angry 

and were disputing/accusing, in AC. Though the Romanian sources present differences in 

rendering ожесточаахѫ, taken individually they all follow R4; 

4) 19:11 рᲂукою павлею, through Paul’s hand, R1 as opposed to рѫкама павловама, through 

Paul’s hands, in R4. The Romanian version follows the latter: кᲂу мѫиниле лᲂу павель, with 

Paul’s hands in CV and AC, but not in CB: кꙋ мѫна лꙋ павеⷧ, with Paul’s hand, although 

its Slavonic counterpart follows R4; 

5) 19:19 in R1 is rendered as мнози ѡт творещих корениꙗ неприꙗзнина or чары неприꙗзниние, 

many of those making evil magic, with корениꙗ and чары being quite close in meaning in 

Slavonic; the verse is then changed to доволни же ѡⷮ сътворшїихь чары, enough of those 

practising magic, in R4; 

дестꙋи декъци фапт̾аꙋ фармече, enough of those who made magic, in CB and CV, with 

AC providing a reading which is supported by a further interpretation of the word standing 

for magic: пънѫ ла дестᲂуль де фаптеле зиче се фармѫкь, up to enough deeds which are 

called magic; 
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6) 19:26 is rendered as творены рᲂуками чловѣчьскыми, made by human hands, in R1 and then 

changed to иже рѧкама бываемїи, being made by hands, in R4. The Romanian sources 

follow the tradition of R4: кꙋ мѫниле фапт̾ аꙋ фапци, with hands they have made made, in 

CB, which presents a double translation for бываемїи. In CV we have че сꙋ кᲂу мърᲂуле 

фапци, which are made by hands, and че де мѫини ворь фи фапць, which will be made by 

hands, in AC. Despite the difference in the verbal tense among the Romanian readings, 

they are all to be traced back to R4; 

7) 19:36 is translated as ничесоже недостоина створыты or ничесоже дрьза створити, nothing 

unworthy to make or nothing daring to make, in R1. While R4 has ничтоже на скаканїем 

творити, nothing out of impetus (literally jumpingly) to make. The Romanian sources 

appear to follow, once more, R4: немикѫ нᲂу съриреци а фаче, nothing do not jump to make, 

in AC and немикъ спре сърире се нᲂу фачеци, nothing towards jumping you should make, in 

CV. CB presents a different reading: нимикѫ спре спꙋнере а фаче, nothing towards saying to 

make, but this is because the interlinear Slavonic text in the manuscript has на сказанїе, 

to/towards saying, rather than на скаканїем, out of impetus (jumpingly); 

8) 20:4 с нимь же иде до асье, with him they went to Asia, of R1 is changed to послѣдѡвашѧ 

емᲂу даже до асїѫ, they were following after him to Asia, in R4. In Romanian this passage is 

rendered as: преᲂурми лꙋи [...] пѫнѫ ла асїа, they/he followed him […] up to Asia, in CB, 

мѣрсеръ пре ᲂурма лᲂуи пъꙟръ ла асїѧ, they went after his traces up to Asia, in CV, and 

ᲂурмꙋирѫ ель токма пънѫ до асїа, they followed him even up to Asia, in AC. Once more, 

though the lexical rendering of the verb is different, all three varieties are closer to R4 

rather than R1; 

9) 20:23 по вьсе дни, in all days, of R1 is changed to по въсѧ грады, in all cities, in R4. 

Similarly, we have прин̾ тоате четѫциле, in all cities, in Romanian, following R4; 

10) 20:25 проповѣдае царствие божие, preaching the kingdom of God, is the translation in R1, 

R2 and R3, while in R4 the passage is changed to проповѣдᲂуѫ еулⷢїе бжі҇е, preaching God’s 
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Gospel. Across the Romanian sources we find the interpretation of R4: CB се спꙋꙟю іеѵⷢлїа 

зеꙋлꙋи, I shall tell God’s Gospel, in CB, проповедию іеѵⷢлїа ѕеᲂулᲂуи, I preach God’s Gospel, 

in CV and пророведꙋиндь еѵⷢлїа лꙋ дᲂумнезеꙋ, preaching the Gospel of God, in AC. Again, 

even though there are differences in the verbal rendering, the three Romanian versions 

follow R4; 

11) 20:27 the Greek τὴν βουλήν is first rendered as вьсего сьвѣта божиꙗ, all council of God, in 

R1 and then changed to въсѧ волѧ бжі҇ѫ, all the will of God, in R4. In full agreement with 

R4, in Romanian we have тоатѫ воꙗ доⷨнлꙋи, all the will of God; 

12) 20:38 болеще паче or печалн̾и паче, suffering above all or grieving above all, in R1 is 

changed to жалᲂуѫще паче, complaining above all, in R4. With a word derived from the 

Slavonic жаловати, we find желꙋиꙗ маи (plus врътоc in CV and AC), complaining above 

all, in all Romanian sources. 

Although Tenora provides more examples in his textual comparison, the few passages here 

analysed already suggest that the readings from the First Redactions, when compared to those of 

the Fourth, do not explain the Romanian renderings. 

2.2. Second Redaction 
 

Similar considerations to those made above can be advanced with regards to the Second 

Redaction and the texts of CV, CB, and AC. 

13) 18:14 R2 has дѣло зло […] трьпѣль быхь вась, evil deed […] I might put up with you, 

changed to обида зла […] послꙋшаль быⷯ ваⷭ, evil offence […] I might listen to you, in R4. 

In Romanian we have ѡбидѫ рѣ (borrowing from Slavonic) […] аскꙋлта фирешꙋ вои 

(фирѣш аскᲂуⷧтъндꙋ in CV and аᲂузит арѫ фи in AC), evil offence […] I would have 

listened to you; 

14) 18:19 in R2 the verse goes like приде же въ ефесе се же вълѣзъ въ сборъ прѧ сѧ съ жиды 

[…] и оны оставивъ тᲂу [...] обличаше іюдѣꙗ, they arrived in Ephesus and having entered 

the synagogue he debated with the Jews […] and left them behind […] was teaching the 
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Jews. In R4 the verse is changed to приста же въ ефесѣ и тѣхь остави тᲂу, сам же въшеⷣ въ 

сънимище, сътѧѕаѫ сѧ съ іᲂудеи, and they arrived in Ephesus and those he left there. He 

himself, entering the synagogue, was discussing with the Jews. 

Though with some minor changes, the Romanian versions read: пристꙋите ꙟтрꙋ ефесꙋ ши 

ачеꙗ лѫсѫ ачие, е ꙟншꙋшь ꙟтрѫ ꙟтрꙋ глоатѫ ꙟтреба се кꙋ ѡврѣии, and they approached 

Ephesus and those he left there, and himself entered the gathering was debating with the 

Jews; 

15) 19:18 исповѣдающе сѧ и исповѣдающе дѣꙗниꙗ своꙗ, confessing themselves and 

confessing their actions, in R2 was changed to исповѣдаѫще и сказаѫще дѣла своа, 

confessing and telling their works. In Romanian we have исповедїꙟндꙋ (спꙋиндꙋ in CB) 

ши спᲂуиндᲂу лᲂуклᲂуреле (дѣлеле in AC, borrowing from Slavonic) сале, confessing and 

telling their works; 

16) 19:19 и бысть сребра […], and there was of silver […], in R2 was modified to ѡбрѣтошѧ 

сребра е҃ тьмь, they found 50,000 [pieces] of silver, in R4. Similarly, in Romanian it reads 

ши афларъ чїꙟнчи ꙟнтᲂурѣрече де арџинтᲂу, and they found 50,000 [pieces] of silver. 

Though in CB rather than having де арџинтᲂу, of silver, we have a repetition of a previous 

word прецꙋ, price, probably a scribal error; 

17) 19:26 не въ единомъ точью ефесѣ, но мало не вси асию, not only in the one Ephesus, but 

little less than the entire Asia, in R2 was changed to не тъкмо ефесь, нѫ ѡⷮнѫⷣ въсѧ асїѫ, 

not only in Ephesus, but almost the whole Asia, in R4. In Romanian it is rendered as нᲂу 

нꙋмаи ефесꙋл че деакмꙋ (дѣчичѣ ꙟнтрꙋ, this way in, in AC) тоатѫ асїꙗ, not only 

Ephesus, but already the entire Asia; 

18) in 29:29 the Greek ὁμοθυμαδόν is rendered as въ кꙋпѣ, together, in R2 and as 

единодᲂушно, unanimously, in R4. In an attempt to calque from Slavonic, in Romanian we 

have ꙟнтрꙋнꙋ сꙋфлетꙋ, with one soul (unanimously); 
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19) in 19:38 the second half of the verse ἀγοραῖοι ἄγονται καὶ ἀνθύπατοί εἰσιν, ἐγκαλείτωσαν 

ἀλλήλοις is rendered quite differently in R2 and R4. 

R2: на сꙋдъ да идꙋтъ воеводы сꙋтъ да поемлют насъ, let them go to court, there are 

officials, let them sue us. 

R4: кᲂупци сѫⷮ и анѳипати сѫⷮ да поемлѧⷮ дрᲂугь на дрᲂуга, there are merchants and there 

are proconsuls (here borrowing from Greek), let them bring charges against one another. 

The Romanian sources have: негꙋцѫтори сѫнтꙋ ши анѳипаци сѫнтꙋ, се фѫгѫдꙋꙗскѫ соць 

пре соцꙋ, there are merchants and there are proconsuls, let them accuse one another, with 

CV and AC having съ се ѧ, take themselves, instead of се фѫгѫдꙋꙗскѫ, where the 

Slavonic поимати has been translated in its primary meaning of to take, to catch; 

20) another example of typical differences between R2 and R4 is the rendering of the adverb 

μετρίως, moderately or exceedingly. In 20:12 we have οὐ μετρίως which is translated as 

безъ мѣры, without measure, in R2 and R3 and as немало, not little, in R4. The Romanian 

follows R4 with нꙋ пꙋцинꙋ, not little. Such is the case in Acts 19:24 as well. 

The twenty examples here mentioned point to the closeness of the Romanian sources to the 

textual tradition of the Fourth Redaction of the Slavonic Apostolos. Though there are many more 

examples in support of this claim, at this point it is worth making some considerations before 

proceeding with our analysis. First, similarly to the approach taken for the first two Redactions, it 

is possible to prove that the Third Redaction has not been employed either. However, if we take 

into account the limited popularity and circulation of this Redaction, it would be logical to exclude 

this from the list of possible sources a priori. Second, at this point it is possible to state that the 

three Romanian Apostolos texts, at least for the short passage from the Acts of the Apostles here 

analysed, follow mainly the Fourth Redaction. This, of course, does not exclude the possibility of 

having other sources used for other parts of the text, as it will be discussed later in section 3.3. on 

Luther. Additionally, it should be noted that because of the fragmentary nature of the Iorga 

Apostolos, which records just a few passages from the Galatians, it is not possible to assume that at 

its basis lies a source to be connected to the Fourth Redaction. Another important aspect to be 
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noted is that although the Romanian witnesses appear to follow R4 in the main, they also present 

major and minor variants among themselves. This may be due to the continuous revisions the 

translation of the Apostolos into Romanian underwent, as Costinescu and other scholars suggest 

(1982: 93-117), or due to the circulation of different translations based on a similar if not identical 

source. 

2.3. Was there an Original Translation? 

This last point deserves additional thought and further consideration. First, when it comes 

to medieval Slavonic and Romanian biblical texts, one trait associates them – in both instances the 

material has been translated according to a literal approach from a different source text. While for 

Slavonic texts this primarily means a Greek (Byzantine) source, for Romanian this would be 

Slavonic (though not exclusively, for there are translations of religious material from German as 

well as from Hungarian). The important feature which associates these two traditions, besides the 

fact that one is derived from the other, is their faithfulness to both the form and the content of the 

original text (Thomson 1988: 975). Consequently, a verse from either CV, CB or AC and the same 

verse from a Slavonic source belonging to R4 are often very similar in content and in their 

syntactical structure. When, however, Romanian sources present either lexical, grammatical, or 

morphological differences, and such is the case for nearly every collated verse of the three sources, 

different questions arise: do the Romanian texts belong to one initial translation of the Apostolos 

into Romanian or are we looking at different translations? what kind of varieties and how many 

varieties in number do we need in order to assign two textual sources to two different redactions? 

while we can associate these sources to the Slavonic tradition of the Fourth Redaction, is there any 

specific group of Slavonic MSS which served as sources text? and how are we to consider the 

Romanian versions themselves?  

These questions have not been properly answered yet. Rosetti’s opinion is that with around 

70-80% of textual resemblance between CV and AC, and a clear use of a second source (either a 

different translation all together or a different Slavonic source) in preparation for the printed 

edition AC, the two texts can be traced back to one initial translation (Rosetti 1968a). Pașca, 
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having analysed the same two texts and considered Rosetti’s arguments, believes rather that all the 

small divergences between the two texts, be it the 20-30% of discrepancy hypothesised by Rosetti, 

is a clear pointer to the different translations the two texts belong to (Pașca 1957). The same 

material is viewed, therefore, in a completely different manner. 

If we take some of the few examples offered by Rosetti (Rosetti 1968b), and add to those 

the Slavonic rendering and give the verses in full, we can easily see how it was possible for these 

two scholars to have such different opinions about the textual tradition of the Romanian Apostolos 

text. On this occasion lexical variety across the sources will be marked in bold, while the 

underlined words point to differences in prepositions, noun number, verbal conjugation, and other 

morpho-syntactic variants. Rather than giving a table of textual examples and letting the readers 

spot for themselves the similarities and differences between the sources – the method employed by 

Rosetti in showing the textual similarity between CV and AC –, each passage will be accompanied 

by a brief comment. 

- In Acts 18:18, while CB does not present the passage on Paul getting his hair cut, in CV 

there is no mention of Aquila, though it must have been in the source the manuscript was 

copied from. In fact, острыгь главѫ, cut [the hair of] his head, refers not to Paul in CV 

but to his companions: чеи чеш тꙋнсеръ капетеле, those [Priscilla and Aquila] who had 

the hair of their heads cut. AC, overall, follows the Slavonic text, with just млт҇вѫ 

rendered with the plural рꙋгѫчюни, prayers. 

- The three texts are quite close in their renderings in Acts 19:6-7. CV alone translates на 

нѧ, upon them, with спре еи, against them. Additionally, in AC възложившᲂу is translated 

as ꙟнълцѫ, he rose, rather than he placed; this, however, is a lexical variant which we 

find also in Acts 21:27 and 28:8. 

- Acts 19:11 is rendered almost identically in the three Romanian witnesses, with only one 

difference for CB, where рѫкама, hands, is rendered through a singular rather than a 

plural. 
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- Similar to the example above, the three Romanian varieties are very close to one another 

in Acts 19:23. Yet, in AC врѣмѧ, time, is rendered as plural, and the phonetic value of the 

final jer in пꙋцинь is unclear – вороавѫ is feminine, consequently it might stand for /ǝ/. 

Though usually this phonetic value is rendered through the nasal ѫ or the other jer ъ. 

- In Acts 20:29-30 the Slavonic finite verb вънидѫтъ, will enter, and the participle 

нещѫдѧще, not sparing, are rendered with a finite verb and a gerundive in CB ꙟтраа and 

нꙋ крꙋцѫн̾дꙋ, but with two future constructions is CV and AC ꙟнтра ворꙋ and нᲂу вор 

крꙋца. 

- The five verses of James 2:17-23 present some lexical as well as some syntactical and 

morphological  differences. Once more, what is plural in Slavonic and the other 

Romanian sources is singular in AC: покажи ми вѣрꙋ твою ѿ дѣлъ твоихъ, show me your 

faith from your deeds → аратьми крединца та де лᲂукрꙋ тъꙋ, show me your faith from 

your work. Additionally, we notice how трепещꙋтъ, shudder, is rendered in Romanian 

either by ꙟгрозескꙋсе, are frightened, or спъмѫнтѫсе, get scared. If we look at the 

Slavonic counterpart in CB, however, we find that rather than трепещꙋтъ there is 

ᲂужасаѫтⷭѧ, frighten themselves, which seem to be the preferred reading of South 

Slavonic sources. Next to note is a oversight in CV, where the scribe writes фъръ лꙋ 

моартъ ꙗсте, rather than фъръ лꙋкрꙋ моартъ ꙗсте. Additionally, quite interestingly, in 

AC we have a double rendering for воꙁнесъ ... на ѡлтарь with ꙟналцѫ ... спре жᲂуꙟгїѧре 

ꙟнтрꙋ алтарь, following both the textual tradition of CV and CB and adding a reading, 

which ultimately is a borrowing from Slavonic. This of course is a clear pointer to the 

fact that the revised Romanian copy in preparation for AC was collated against a Slavonic 

source, for example. Again in AC вѣра поспѣшествоваше, faith was helping, rather than 

being rendered with a finite verb presents an impersonal construction крединца ажᲂуторю 

ꙗсте, faith is of help/is a helper. 

 



 Slavonic CB CV AC English 

Acts 

18:18 
Павел же и еще прѣбывь дни 
доволны братїи своеи ѿрек сѧ 
и ѿплᲂу въ сирїѫ и съ ниⷨ 
прискілла и акілла. острыгь 
главѫ въ кегхреиⷯ , имѣше бо 
млтвѫ; 
 

є павеⷧ лѫкꙋи зиле пѫнѫ ла 
вое кꙋ фрацїи съи дезлегѫ се, 
нотѫ сирїѫ ши кꙋ нꙋсꙋль 
прискила ши акилла, авѣ амꙋ 
ръгѫ; 

е павеⷧ ꙟкъ лъкᲂуи ѕиле пъꙟръ 
ла вое, ши де фрацїи съи 
дезѕисе се ши нᲂутъ ꙟтрꙋ сирїа 
ши кᲂу росꙋл прискила, чеи чеш 
тꙋнсеръ капетеле ꙟтрꙋ кехреиⷯ 
авѣ амᲂу рᲂугъ; 

павель ꙟкѫ лъкꙋи зиле пънѫ ла 
воешь е фрацїии лепьдарѫ се 
нотарѫ ꙟ сирїа ши кꙋ нᲂусꙋль 
прискила ши акила. тᲂунсешь 
капꙋль ꙟнтрꙋ кехреихь авѣ амꙋ 
рꙋгѫчюни; 
 

After staying there for a 

considerable time, Paul 

said farewell to the 

brothers and sailed for 

Syria, accompanied by 

Priscilla and Aquila. At 

Cenchreae he had his hair 

cut, for he was under a 

vow. 

Acts  

19:6-7 

6И възложившᲂу павлꙋ на нѧ 
рѫцѣ, прїде дхь стыи на нѧ, 
глаа҇хѫ же въ ѧзыкы и 
пророчьствоваахѫ. 7Бѣше 
въсѣхь же мѫжїи ѧко ві҃; 
 

6пᲂусе сприншїи павел мѫниле 
ши вине дх҇ꙋл свн҇тꙋ сприншїи, 
грѫиꙗ ꙟтрꙋ лимби ши 
пророчїꙗ. 7Ера тоци бѫрбвци 
ка доиспрезече; 

6шиш пᲂусе павелꙋ мърꙋле спре 
еи дѣчи веꙟре дх҇ᲂу снт҇ᲂу 
приꙟши. гръиѧ ꙟтрꙋ лимби ши 
пророчїѧ. 7Ера де тоци бърбацїи 
ка пъꙟръ ла ві҃; 

ши ꙟнълцѫ павель мѫиниле, 
вине дх҇ᲂуль сф҇нть сприншїи. 
грѫїа ꙟнтрꙋ лимби ши прорѡчїа. 
7Ера де тѡци бърбаци ка ла 
дѡиспрѫзѣче; 

When Paul had laid his 

hands on them, the Holy 

Spirit came upon them, 

and they spoke in tongues 

and prophesied – 

altogether there were 

about twelve of them. 

Acts 

19:11 
силы же не просты творѣаше 
бъ҇ рѫкама павловама 

силе нᲂу проасте фѫчаа зеᲂу ⷧ
кꙋ мѫна лꙋ павеⷧ; 

силе нᲂу проасте фъча дн҇ѕеꙋ 
кᲂу мърꙋле лꙋ павелꙋ; 

е силе нᲂу прѡасте фѣче 
дᲂумнезеꙋ кᲂу мѫиниле лᲂу 
павель; 

God did extraordinary 

miracles by the hands of 

Paul 

Acts  

19:23 
быⷭ же въ врѣмѧ оно, млъва 
немала ѡ пѫти; 
 

фꙋ ꙟтрꙋ врѣме ачаꙗ вороавѫ 
нꙋ пꙋцинѫ де кале; 

фᲂу ꙟ врѣмѧ ача вороавъ нᲂу 
пᲂуцинъ де кале; 

фᲂу ꙟ времиле ачѣлѣ вороавѫ нꙋ 
пꙋцинь де кале; 
 

About that time there 

arose no little disturbance 

concerning the Way 

Acts 

20:29-

30 

29Азь бѡ вѣмь се, ꙗко по 
ѡтшестви моемь вънидѫⷮ 
влъци тѧжци въ вась, 
нещѫдѧще стада. 30И ѡⷮ вась 
самѣ ⷯ въстанѫ ⷮ мѫжїе глѧщ҇е 
развращенаа, еже ѡⷮтръгати 
ᲂученикы въ слѣдь себе; 

29еꙋ щїꙋ амꙋ ачѣꙗ кѫ дꙋпѫ 
дꙋса мѣ ꙟтраа лꙋпи грееи 
ꙟтрꙋ вои , нꙋ крꙋцѫн̾дꙋ 
тꙋрма. 30ши ден̾трꙋ вои 
ꙟн̾шивѫ скᲂула воⷬ бѫрбаци 
грѫиндꙋ ꙟтоарс̾аа ка сѫ 
трагѫ ᲂученїчїи ꙟтрꙋ ᲂурма 
са; 

29еᲂу щїᲂу ачаста къ дᲂупъ 
дꙋсꙋл мїеꙋ ꙟнтра ворꙋ лꙋпи 
греи ꙟтрꙋ вои, чеи че нᲂу вор 
крꙋца тꙋрма. 30ши диꙟнтрꙋ 
вои ꙟшиⷲ ꙟвъцаци ꙟнши ⷲ
скᲂуласе ворꙋ бърбаци чеи че 
ворꙋ гръи ръзвретитꙋ кᲂуⷨ се 
трагъ ᲂученичи пре ᲂурма са; 

29е еꙋ амꙋ щиꙋ ачѣста къ дᲂупѫ 
ешитꙋль мїеꙋ ꙟнтра вѡⷬ лᲂупи 
греи ꙟнтрꙋ вои, че нꙋ вѡⷬ крꙋца 
тᲂурма. 30ши де ꙟтрꙋ вои ꙟшивѫ 
скᲂула се вѡⷬ бърбаци гръиндь 
ръзврѫтит кᲂумь съшь трагѫ 
ᲂученичи пре ᲂурмѫшь; 

I know that after my 

departure fierce wolves 

will come in among you, 

not sparing the flock; and 

from among your own 

selves will arise men 

speaking twisted things, to 

draw away the disciples 

after them. 
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James  

2:17-

23 

17Тако и вѣра, аще дѣлъ не 
имать, мертва єсть ѡ себѣ. 
18Но речетъ кто, ты вѣрꙋ 
имаши аꙁъ дѣла имамъ: 
покажи ми вѣрꙋ твою ѿ дѣлъ 
твоихъ, и аꙁъ тебѣ покажꙋ ѿ 
дѣлъ моихъ вѣрꙋ мою. 19Ты 
вѣрꙋеши, ꙗкѡ бг҃ъ єдинъ 
єсть: добрѣ твориши. и бѣси 
вѣрꙋютъ, и трепещꙋтъ. 
20Хощеши же ли раꙁꙋмѣти, ѡ 
человѣче сꙋетне, ꙗкѡ вѣра 
беꙁꙿ дѣлъ мертва єсть. 
21Авраамъ ѻтецъ нашъ не ѿ 
дѣлъ ли ѡправдася, воꙁнесъ 
ісаака сына своего на ѡлтарь. 
22Видиши ли ꙗкѡ вѣра 
поспѣшествоваше дѣлѡмъ 
єгѡ, и ѿ дѣлъ совершися 
вѣра. 23И совершися писаніе 
глаголющее: вѣрова же 
авраамъ бг҃ови, и вмѣнися 
ємꙋ въ правдꙋ, и дрꙋгъ бжі҃и 
наречеся. 

17аша ши крединца се лꙋкрꙋ 
нꙋ авꙋре моартѫ ꙗсте де 
синеш. 18зиче ва нещїне, тᲂу 
кредин̾цѫ аи ши еꙋ лꙋкрꙋ 
амꙋ: аратѫми крединца та де 
лꙋкрꙋреле тале ши еꙋ цїе 
арѫтавою де лꙋкрꙋреле мѣле 
крединца мѣ . 19тꙋ крези къ 
доⷨнꙋ ꙋнꙋл ꙗсте бинене фачи. 
ши драчїи кредꙋ ши 
ꙟгрозескꙋ се. 20вери се ꙟцелеџи 
ѡ ѡме дешарте кѫ крединца 
фѫрѫ лꙋкрꙋ моартѫ ꙗсте . 
21авраамь, пѫринтеле нострꙋ, 
нꙋ де лꙋкрꙋ аᲂу дирептѫсе, 
ꙟнѫлцѫ ісаакꙋ фїю сьꙋ спре 
жᲂунг̾еторю. 22вези къ 
крединца ажꙋтѫ лꙋкрꙋрелор 
лꙋи, ши де лꙋкрꙋ сврьшисе 
крединца. 23ши съврьши се 
скриптꙋра че грѫиꙗ: крезꙋ 
аврааⷨ лꙋ дꙋмнезеꙋ ши менї се 
лꙋи ꙟтрꙋ дерептате, ши соцꙋ 
зеꙋлꙋи кемѫсе. 

17аша ши кредїꙟнца се нᲂу 
авᲂуре лꙋкрꙋ моартъ ꙗсте 
десїꙟре. 18че џиче нещїꙟре, тꙋ 
кредїꙟнцъ аи ꙗръ еᲂу лꙋкрꙋ 
амꙋ: аратъми кредїꙟнца та 
дїꙟ лᲂукрꙋреле тале . ши еᲂу 
вою аръта цїе дїꙟ лꙋкрꙋреле 
мѣле кредїꙟнца а мѧ . 19тᲂу 
креѕи къ дн҇ѕеꙋ ᲂурᲂуⷧ ꙗсте, 
бїꙟре фачи. ши драчїи ꙟкъ 
кредꙋ ши се ꙟглоѕескᲂу. 20ѡме 
дешарте вери се ꙟнцелеџи къ 
кредїꙟнца фъръ лꙋ моартъ 
ꙗсте. 21Авраа,ⷨ пъринтеле 
нострꙋ, аᲂу нᲂу де лꙋкрꙋ 
дерептъсе, къ ꙟнълцъ исакᲂу 
фию ⷧ съᲂу спре џюꙟгїеторю. 
22веѕи кредїꙟнца аџютъ 
лꙋкрꙋрелорꙋ лꙋи, ши де лᲂукрꙋ 
се сфръшаще кредїꙟнца. 23ши се 
сфръши скриптᲂура че гръꙗ: 
креѕꙋ авраамꙋ лꙋ дн҇ѕеꙋ ши се 
мени лꙋи ꙟн дерептате, ши 
соцꙋ лᲂу дн҇зеꙋ менисе. 
 

17аша ши крединца, съ лᲂукрꙋ нꙋ 
авᲂуре моартѫ ѧсте де синешь. 
18къ зиче нещине, тᲂу крединцѫ 
аи, ши еꙋ лꙋкрꙋ амь: аратьми 
крединца та де лᲂукрꙋ тъꙋ, ши 
еꙋ цїе арѫта вою крединца мѣ де 
лᲂукрᲂул мїеꙋ. 19тᲂу крези къ 
дᲂуⷨнезеꙋ ᲂунᲂул ꙗсте, бине фачи 
. ши драчїи кредь ши спъмѫнтѫ 
се. 20вери съ ꙟцелеџи ѡ ѡме 
дешарте къ крединца фърѫ 
лᲂукрꙋ моартѫ ꙗсте.  21Авраамь, 
пъринтеле нострꙋ, аꙋ нꙋ де 
лᲂукрꙋ се дерептѫ, къ ꙟналцѫ 
ѡсакь фїюл съꙋ спре жᲂуꙟгїѧре 
ꙟнтрꙋ алтарь. 22вези крединца 
ажᲂуторю ꙗсте лᲂукрꙋлꙋи, ши де 
лᲂукрꙋ сфръшащесе крединца. 
23ши сфръшаще се скриптꙋра че 
грѫѧще: крезꙋ авраамь лꙋ 
дᲂуⷨнезеꙋ, ши се мени лᲂуи ꙟ 
дерептате, ши соць лᲂу дꙋмнезеꙋ 
зиче. 
 

So also faith by itself, if it 

does not have works, is 

dead. But someone will 

say, ‘You have faith and I 

have works.’ Show me 

your faith apart from your 

works, and I will show 

you my faith by my works. 

You believe that God is 

one; you do well. Even the 

demons believe--and 

shudder! Do you want to 

be shown, you foolish 

person, that faith apart 

from works is useless? 

Was not Abraham our 

father justified by works 

when he offered up his 

son Isaac on the altar? 

You see that faith was 

active along with his 

works, and faith was 

completed by his works; 

and the Scripture was 

fulfilled that says, 

‘Abraham believed God, 

and it was counted to him 

as righteousness’--and he 

was called a friend of 

God. 
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These are the examples that Rosetti provides, pointing to them as quasi-identical (Acts 

18:18, 19:6-7, 19:11, 19:23) or very similar (Acts 20:29-30 and James 2:17-23), in order to support 

his claim. Nonetheless, if for each example we take the entire verse and the corresponding 

Slavonic reading, it is always possible to note variations between the Romanian versions. These 

might either be due to a different rendering of the Slavonic source, mainly lexical differences, or 

because of grammatical preferences the translator or scribe might have had whilst compiling the 

text. Linked to the second category of variations, Pașca provides a long list of examples which 

show the extent to which CV and AC differ (1957: 60-66). Though it is not possible to analyse 

them thoroughly here, it is important to re-state the question: when faced with different versions of 

a text which is fixed in content, such as a biblical text, and which are the fruit of translation from a 

similar source to what extent can we disregard their differences? 

In order to be able to say that a certain number of textual witnesses descend from one 

original translation it is not enough to say that the witnesses in question are very similar, unless 

they are indeed identical. The case of the Romanian Apostolos is particularly problematic because, 

regrettably, its tradition can be followed in only three sources and a fragment and for a small part 

of its text. The sources present a high number of textual differences, some of which can be 

explained in light of the Slavonic textual tradition of the Apostolos (Fourth Redaction), and some 

of which are peculiar to each text. In her attempt to prove that CV, AC and CB descend from the 

same original translation, Costinescu uses the argument of similar renderings of some Slavonic 

words (1978: 54-55, 58-59). This, however, is not a good argument, for in the case of literal 

translations, such as biblical translations, it is difficult to say whether, for example, lexical 

similarity between texts is due to their affiliation or to the source text and the translation approach 

adopted in rendering religious texts in Romanian in the sixteenth century. There is, however, a 

translation mistake shared by CB, CV, and AC, which supports the idea of them having at the basis 

the same initial translation. 

In Acts 19:40 the Greek καὶ γὰρ κινδυνεύομεν ἐγκαλεῖσθαι στάσεως is rendered as ибо 

бѣдно єⷭ поимь прїимати ковꙋ, for the danger is [that we] receive the accusation of conspiracy, in 
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Church Slavonic (R4). In all three Romanian sources поимь, accusation, has not been taken as a 

noun, but rather as a preposition + pronoun, that is, по имъ, after them: 

CB: ши амꙋ невое ꙗсте дꙋпѫ а лоⷬ а лꙋа нѫравꙋ; 

CV: къ амᲂу грѣцъ ꙗсте дᲂупъ еи а преими нъравꙋ; 

AC: ши амꙋ невое ꙗсте дᲂупѫ а лѡрь съ прїимимь ферекаре. 

Such shared mistake clearly points to that fact that the three sources share a common 

textual tradition and allows us to assume the working hypothesis that they reflect the same 

translation of the Apostolos in Romanian. 

3. The Affiliation Scheme of the Apostolos Text 

While it can be assumed with more confidence that all three versions of the Apostolos in 

Romanian have been translated and/or revised against a Slavonic source belonging to the Fourth 

Redaction, it is not yet clear what kind of relationship exists among them. It has been already seen 

how difficult it is to analyse any biblical material which ultimately has little variation in content in 

any textual tradition, and little variety in readings, especially if it is the work of a translator 

following the principle of a literal translation. Such is the case of the Apostolos in Romanian, and 

in its turn of the Apostolos in Church Slavonic. In order to facilitate the study of the textual 

tradition of the Apostolos in Romanian, I am going to assume that CB, CV, and AC stream from 

one original translation and will rather analyse the possible revision paths which led to their textual 

diversity. The initial study will be dedicated to the identification of variant readings which are due 

to external factors, that is, to the textual differences found in the source texts. 

3.1. Costinescu’s Affiliation Scheme 

Mariana Costinescu, while studying the genealogy of the Apostolos text in Romanian, 

decided to collate the text of CB, CV, and AC with the Slavonic Apostolos texts held today at the 

Romanian Academy Library (1981: 93-145; 1982). Her objective was that of identifying the 

revision stages through which went the initial translation of the Apostolos into Romanian, and see 

whether different Slavonic sources can explain some of the variant readings of the Romanian texts. 

She reached the following conclusions: 



144 

 

- The Slavonic model which links all the four witnesses of the Apostolos in Romanian can 

be traced back to mss.sl. 435 and 624 of the Academy Library, which, even if not the 

actual MSS used for translating the Apostolos text into Romanian, must have been close 

to the original Slavonic source; 

- Coresi’s Apostle was revised against another Slavonic source of the Apostolos which 

resembles ms.sl. 21 of BAR; 

- The Voroneț Apostolos instead was revised against a Slavonic text which resembles ms.sl. 

351 of BAR; 

- The Bratu Codex was revised against the Slavonic text present in the manuscript itself. 

 

 

The examples provided by Costinescu, however, are limited in quantity, relate to the 

material present in the Academy Library only, and the discussion lacks clear philological 

parameters. In particular, Costinescu’s arguments go as following: 

21) Acts 26:14 

Жестоко ти есть против(ѫ) ражнꙋ прати – Slavonic version present in CB and editio 

princeps 1547; 

Невоицї ꙗсте ꙟпротивѫ спре цапѫ а кѫлка in CB; 

изѣклѣнᲂу цїе спре цѣпъ а клъка in CV; 

Fig.4. Costinescu’s Stemma Codicum of the Romanian sixteenth-century Apostolos sources 
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ютеци ꙗсте ꙟпотрива цѣпееи а кълка in AC. 

Costinescu reports that ms.sl. 351 has на and ms.sl. 21 and 435 have противо. In her 

opinion, while CV translated на as in ms.sl. 351with спре, Bratu Codex combines the two 

possible tranlsations in Romanian, rendering both противо and на with ꙟпротивѫ спре. 

Costinescu, therefore, identifies in ms.sl. 435 the closest Slavonic version which could 

have been used for the original translation. She states that in between the initial 

translation of the Apostolos and the version present in Bratu Codex there is another 

revised version which is related to the Voroneț Codex and has been modified according to 

a Slavonic text close to ms.sl. 351; 

22) additionally, Costinescu identifies another textual source which, together with ms.sl 435, 

might come close to the Slavonic original used for the first translation, that is, ms.sl. 624. 

1 Peter 4:3 

въ нечистотыхъ идолослꙋженіихъ as present in ms.sl. 624 

CB: ꙟтрꙋ некꙋрѫцїе, а дракꙋлꙋи слꙋжире → in Slavonic вь нечистиⷯ идослᲂуженї; 

CV: ꙟтрꙋ некᲂуръцїе, але идолилор слꙋжбе; 

AC: ꙟтрꙋ некꙋрѫцїе, слᲂужбеле идолилѡⷬ; 

In Costinescu’s opinion, the fact that въ нечистотыхъ has been rendered as a substantive 

ꙟтрꙋ некᲂуръцїе and not as an adjective necurate indicates that between the original 

translation (which used a Slavonic text close to ms.sl. 435) and the subsequent three 

versions of the Apostolos in Romanian (CB, CV and AI – AC is considered to belong to a 

different revision process), another revision took place, which used a Slavonic text close 

to ms.sl. 624; 

23) according to the textual affiliation scheme proposed by Costinescu, Coresi’s Apostolos 

was revised only once after the common revision (or translation) which connects all 

versions in Romanian. In particular, the text reflects both the Slavonic of ms.sl. 435, as do 

CV, CB and AI, and that of ms.sl. 21 – a text model used during the revision process. 
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In Acts 17:24 ms.sl. 435 has храмѣхь, rendered as касѫ in Coresi’s Apostolos, while 

ms.sl. 21 has цр҇квахь, rendered in CB, for examples, as бесѣречи вїе. This, therefore, 

would link AC to ms.sl. 435. 

However, in Acts 8:39 ms.sl. 21 presents дх҃ь гн҃и въсхыти which is also the reading in 

AC: дх҃ᲂуⷧ сф꙼нть ръпи [филипь]. The Slavonic counterpart present in Bratu Codex, 

following a variant reading found in the Greek tradition of the text, has a different 

rendering: дх҃ь ст҃ыи нападе каженика агг҃ль же гнⷭь въсхыти, which has been rendered 

accordingly in Romanian: дх҃ꙋл свн҃тꙋ къзꙋ спре скопитꙋл е ꙟнџерꙋл домнꙋлꙋи рѫпи пре 

филип. Consequently, AC can be related to ms.sl. 21 and Bratu to the Slavonic version 

present in the manuscript and to ms.sl. 435; 

24) 1 John 3:1 has been rendered with фечори зеꙋлꙋи съ не зичемь in AC and with се фечорїи 

зеᲂулꙋ кемѫмᲂу не in CB. The Slavonic MS 435 reads: да чада бж҃іѧ наречем сѧ и есми, 

with the last part of the verse, and we are, omitted in ms.sl. 21, ms.sl.351 and in CB’s 

Slavonic text. It should be noted that also in this case the Slavonic MSS reproduce variant 

readings found also in the Greek tradition. However, to go back to Costinescu’s argument, 

CB and AC must have been revised against a Slavonic source without и есми; 

25) Gal 5:19 in ms.sl. 21 has скръвение, while ms.sl. 435 has скрѣньства. The word in has 

been translated as спᲂуркѫчюнѣ in AC and мъниечие in AI. The latter translation 

corresponds to either скръвение and скрѣньства rather than стꙋ(д)ложествие, the Slavonic 

reading present in the bilingual fragment AI; 

26) 1 Corinthians 7:8 

While in ms.sl.21 we have непосагшїими, ms.sl. 435 presents юнотамь and CB юньтам. In 

Romanian AC follows ms.sl.21 with челора чесь слобози, while the Bratu Codex refers to 

the Slavonic present in the manuscript with жꙋначилѡр.  
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All in all, according to Costinescu, CB follows that Slavonic redaction present in the 

manuscript, which is often close to ms.sl. 435, while AC, when it presents discrepancies with CB 

or CV, is close to the Slavonic interpretations of ms.sl. 21. 

Although Costinescu’s approach might be valid, the number of examples provided as well 

as their lack of appositeness does not form strong evidence in support of her argument. When it 

comes to the first example, one instance alone is not enough to prove that between the original 

translation of the Apostolos in Romanian, based on a Slavonic source close to ms.sl. 435, there 

might have been a revised version of which CV is testimony, and which has been modified against 

a Slavonic source close to ms.sl. 351. Rather than assuming that the original Slavonic source 

presented противо as in ms.sl. 435, it might be that it had на as ms.sl.351, so that CV just continues 

with the textual tradition found in the text it is copied from, close to the first translation, and the 

copyist/revisor of CB renders both против as present in its Slavonic text and adds спре, either 

because of a different source on Romanian or, why not, in Slavonic. However, the change in 

preposition between противо and на in Slavonic and then between ꙟпротивѫ and спре in Romanian 

is too weak an argument to be used as a starting point for developing a genealogy scheme relating 

the Romanian sources. 

Regarding example 22, the argument advanced by Costinescu seems incomplete. First, 

Costinescu says that CV alone presents the substantival reading of ꙟтрꙋ некᲂуръцїе for the Slavonic 

въ нечистотыхъ as present in ms.sl. 624. In fact, all three Romanian sources have ꙟтрꙋ некᲂуръцїе, 

therefore it must be a standard translation. It is therefore difficult to say whether what was 

translated was въ нечистотыхъ as in ms.sl. 624, which is a very peculiar rendering in Slavonic 

itself (probably a scribal error), for the plural of нечистотa should be нечистотахъ in Slavonic and 

not нечистотыхъ, or вь нечисти(х) as in CB itself and the vast majority of other Slavonic sources. 

All three sources certainly separate въ нечистыхъ идолослꙋженіихъ as two different unlawful 

actions: in uncleanness, idolatry. 

The third example (23) suggests, in fact, that Coresi’s Apostolos does not necessarily 

follow ms.sl.21, and poses more questions about the redaction to which the Slavonic manuscript 
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ms.sl.21 might belong. Similarly, example 24 poses more questions about the Slavonic manuscripts 

ms.sl. 435, rather than about the Romanian counterparts. The addition of и есми is peculiar to a very 

few Slavonic manuscripts only, although it does follow the Greek tradition.31 Once more, there is 

no real evidence that initially the Romanian texts must have translated и есми, which then has been 

eliminated in CV and AC because revised against a Slavonic source with no и есми. 

As before, example 25 needs further analysis of how the Greek ἀσέλγεια is rendered first 

into Church Slavonic and then into Romanian, for it seems there is some lexical variety in both 

traditions (Христова-Шомова 2004: 281). Similarly, example 26 needs further analysis, for both 

the Greek and Latin originals refer in 1 Corinthians 7:8 as to someone who is not married: τοῖς 

ὰγαμοις and non nuptis. If we look at the Slavonic rendering of this very passage as reported by 

Hristova-Šomova (2004: 219; 694-95), for example, we see that although ἄγαμος was by default 

translated as юнота in both the early and later redactions of the Apostolos, other texts have хлакъ – 

безбрачьнъ – брачьница, that is, a range of synonymous expressions which aimed at expressing the 

meaning of unmarried. The adjective непосагъши from ms.sl. 21 is yet another example of variety 

in rendering the Greek word ἄγαμος. It is interesting to notice that in AC this word has been 

translated as those who are free, an interpretative way to say ἄγαμος/non nuptus, which, however, 

does not necessarily lead us to ms.sl. 21 (only).  

All in all, it should be said that although Costinescu’s idea of collating the three Romanian 

sources with the Slavonic versions of the Apostolos text present at the Academy Library is good, 

the low number of examples she provides and the somewhat arbitrary use of the Slavonic material 

she found in Bucharest do not provide a clear answer to whether and what kind of relationship 

exists between the Romanian sources of the Apostolos text. Additionally, by not having direct 

access to the Slavonic MSS used by Costinescu or any assessment on their textual tradition, it is 

difficult both to capture the implications of her work and to relate it to the broader picture of the 

Apostolos’ textual tradition in Church Slavonic.   

 
31 According to Cleminson’s work on the Fourth Redaction of I John, the following MSS only present и есми 

- Г C94corr L K T26corr Nl Bd. See Cleminson (2013: 53-59) for the Elenchus Siglorum. 
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3.2. The Case Study of the Epistles of James, I and II Peter 

In order to form any plausible hypothesis on the textual genealogy of the Apostolos text in 

Romanian, it is essential to analyse a passage of the text which is preserved in all the sources 

available. Because of the fragmentary nature of CV, however, this is not always possible. 

Consequently, I have decided to study, for the time being, the Catholic Epistle of James, and First 

and Second Epistles of Peter only (of the latter only those passages available in all three of the 

Romanian texts), though some few examples from the Acts of the Apostles will be mentioned as 

well. The advantage of analysing the Epistles is their feasible length and most importantly that 

Cleminson provides a collated version of 23 Slavonic MSS containing the texts the Epistles 

according to the textual tradition of R4.32 With this material at hand, in fact, it is possible to collate 

the Romanian versions with a set Slavonic text, and, in case of diversity in readings in Romanian, 

look for any variation in the Slavonic sources as well. Additionally, by having access to the textual 

readings of 23 Slavonic MSS, which have been competently classified within the broader narrative 

of the Apostolos’ textual development among the Slavs (Клеминсон 2013: 42-45), it is possible to 

contextualise better the relationship between the Slavonic and Romanian literary dynamics. 

What comes out of such collation is the following: 

- All Romanian sources of the Apostolos text adhere to specific readings of the text 

belonging to a South Slavonic tradition; 

- A few peculiar readings in either of the Romanian versions point towards one or more 

Slavonic manuscripts within the South Slavonic sub-group of texts; 

- The Romanian text of CB has been clearly revised against its parallel Slavonic texts; 

- The textual proximity of CV and CB leads towards grouping them together as part of the 

same textual family. The diversity of AC makes it harder to assess its position in an 

affiliation scheme. 

 
32 Version shared via private communication. 
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3.2.1. The Romanian Apostolos and its Connection to the South Slavonic Tradition 

According to Cleminson (Клеминсон 2013: 44), within the Fourth Redaction of the 

Church Slavonic textual tradition of the Apostolos two different groups of manuscripts can be 

identified – one pointing to MSS of Russian provenance and the other to MSS of South Slavonic 

provenance. When the textual differences between these two groups of texts are checked against 

the sources of the Apostolos in Romanian, it soon becomes clear that the Romanian witnesses 

adhere to the South Slavonic tradition. The examples provided in Church Slavonic are taken from 

Cleminson’s collated material of the Catholic Epistles, unless otherwise indicated. Additionally, a 

list of the manuscripts’ sigla used in the examples can be found in the footnotes. 

27) An example aligning all three text is found in James 2:19. 

The devils also believe, and tremble.33 

Slav: и бѣси вѣрꙋютъ и трепещꙋтъ [и бѣси вѣрꙋеть и ᲂужасаѫтⷭѧ – in CB as in C93 C94 

H48 H49 H73 H107 La Sn Ri Sz and Gl];34 

CB: ши драчїи кредꙋ ши ꙟгрозескꙋсе 

CV: ши драчїи ꙟкъ кредꙋ ши се ꙟглоѕескᲂу 

AC: ши драчїи кредь ши спъмѫнтѫсе 

Rather than translating и бѣси вѣрꙋютъ и трепещꙋтъ as the demons believe and shudder in 

Romanian the verb ‘to be afraid’ is used: a îngrozi – to be afraid, to be scared; a se 

spăima – to be frightened, to get scared. Later in the New Testament of Alba Iulia (1648) 

 
33 The English readings offered in these examples are cited according to King James Version (KJV) available 

online at  < https://www.biblegateway.com/versions/King-James-Version-KJV-Bible/#booklist> [accessed 

21 June 2022]. 
34C93 – Sofia, ss. Cyril and Methodius National Library, 93. Bulgarian, 14th century. 

C94 – Sofia, ss. Cyril and Methodius National Library, 94. Bulgarian, 14th century. 

H48 – Mt Athos, Hilandar, 48. Serbian, 1360-1370. 

H49 – Mt Athos, Hilandar, 49. Serbian, mid-15th century. 

H73 – Mt Athos, Hilandar, 73. Serbian, 1390. 

H107 – Mt. Athos, Hilandar, 107. Serbian, 1660. 

La – Mt. Athos, Zographou, MS 54. Bulgarian 1359. 

Sn – Sinai, MS Slav. 4. Serbian, 14th century.  

Gl – Mt Athos, Great Lavra, MS 48. Serbian, 1453. 

Nl – Saratov, University Library, MS 15. Russian, 1555. 

Ri – Rila, Rila Monastery, MS 1/15. Bulgarian, 1505. 

Sz – Budapest, National Széchényi Library, Fol. Eccl. Slav. 19. 

 

https://www.biblegateway.com/versions/King-James-Version-KJV-Bible/#booklist
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and the Bucharest Bible (1688) another verbal expression is used кꙋтремꙋръ, (they) 

shudder, tremble, which would be a better translation for трепещꙋтъ; 

28) similarly, in James 5:5 it appears that CV, CB and AC follow a different tradition. 

Ye have lived in pleasure on the earth, and been wanton; ye have nourished your hearts, 

as in a day of slaughter. 

Slav: воꙁвеселисте сѧ на ꙁемли и насладисте сѧ оупитасте [насладисте се на земли и 

ᲂупитѣсте се, накръмисте - in CB as in C92 C93 C94 H48 H73 H107 La Sn Gl Nl Ri Sz 

p1547] сердца ваша ꙗкѡ въ день ꙁаколеніѧ; 

CB: ꙟдᲂулчитᲂу вѫ спре пѫмѫнтꙋ ши ѡспѫтатꙋ вѫ некꙋрьмитꙋ инима воастрѫ кантроу 

зѡа џюнгерїеи; 

CV: ꙟндꙋлчитᲂу въ спре пъмънтᲂу ᲂуспътато ва ши ꙟгръшатᲂувъ ꙟрема воастръ ка ꙟтрꙋ 

ѕꙋа џюꙟгїерїеи; 

AC: ꙟдᲂулчици вѫ спре пъмѫнть ши хрѫници вѫ сътꙋрацивѫ кърмици инимиле воастре ка 

ꙟ зи че жꙋнгїать. 

All the Romanian versions follow the Slavonic of насладисте се на земли и ᲂупитѣсте се, 

накръмисте by first translating ꙟдᲂулчитᲂу вѫ спре пѫмѫнтꙋ (AC all verbs 3rd pr.pl. 

present indicative), you have sweetened yourselves upon earth, followed by и ᲂупитѣсте се, 

накръмисте rendered by borrowings in CB ѡспѫтатꙋ вѫ некꙋрьмитꙋ and in part in CV by 

ᲂуспътато ва ши ꙟгръшатᲂу въ, where накръмисте, nourished, is read more like you 

fattened up (your hearts). AC does present a borrowing as well, though only for 

накръмисте rendered with кърмици; while ᲂупитѣстесе → ѡспѫтатꙋ вѫ is paraphrased into 

its meaning in Romanian, ospătat – who eats well and enough; 

29) sometimes not only different Slavonic readings or word order are rendered in Romanian, 

but also the words’ morphological structures. 

James 5:7 Be patient therefore, brethren […], and hath long patience for it; 



152 

 

Slav: долготерпите [потрьпите - in CB as in C92 C93 C94 H48 H49 H73 La Sn Gl Ri Sz 

Bd35 p1547] оубо, братіе […] долготерпѧ ѡ немъ […]; 

CB: рѫбдаци амᲂу фраци […] ꙟ лꙋнгꙋ рабдѫ де елꙋ […]; 

CV: ребдаци амꙋ фраци […] лꙋꙟгꙋ рѣбдъ де елꙋ […]; 

AC: ръбдаци амꙋ фраци […] ꙟнделꙋꙟгь ръбдѫндь дѣчеѧ […]; 

Here we can see how CV, CV and AC are closer to the Slavonic versions which open the 

verse with потрьпите rather than долготерпите. Later on, in fact, all Slavonic versions have 

долготерпѧ, which is punctually rendered as ꙟ лꙋнгꙋ рабдѫ in Romanian (though AC has 

a participle rather than a finite verb); 

30) I Peter 1:12 [...] unto us they did minister the things […]; 

The Slavonic MSS of R4 are divided between намъ же слꙋжахꙋ сіѧ and вам же слꙋжахꙋ 

сіѧ, with the latter reading being present in: Lk H48 H49 H73 La Sn Hl Ri Sz C93 and 

CB. All Romanian texts have воаѡ слᲂужїа (слꙋжирѫ in AC) ачеѫ, unto you he/they 

served; 

31) in I Peter 3:12 some Slavonic MSS have the addition at the end of the verse of єже 

потрѣбити их ѿ ꙁемлѧ, to wipe (them) out from earth, which is missing in the South 

Slavonic MSS as well as in CV and AC (CB has a lacuna); 

32) I Peter 4:3 is extremely interesting to analyse, as it often the case with lists of nouns, 

adjectives or verbs. 

[…] we walked in lasciviousness, lusts, excess of wine, revellings, banquetings, and 

abominable idolatries. 

Slav: хождшымъ въ скрѣньствихъ, въ похотехъ, въ піѧнствѣ, въ коꙁлогласованіихъ, въ 

лихоимании [вь пити in CB and C94 H48 H73 H107 La Sn Gl Ri Sz and лихопитиихъ in 

C92 C93 H49], въ нечистыхъ идолослꙋженіихъ; 

 
35 Bd – Oxford, Bodleian Library, MS Bodl. 942. Russian, 1557. 
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CB: а чене ꙟблатаᲂу ꙟтрꙋ скрьнѫвїи, ꙟтрꙋ але чимпоилор гласᲂуре, бѫрбаци стрѫтїре, ꙟтрꙋ 

бери, ꙟтрꙋ некꙋрѫцїе, а дракꙋлꙋи слꙋжире; 

CV: ꙟблъндꙋ ꙟтрꙋ мънїичїиле лорꙋ, ꙟтрꙋ поⷯтири, ꙟтрꙋ бецїи, ꙟтрꙋ гласꙋреле чїꙟпоилор, 

ꙟтрꙋ бърбътещиле статꙋре, ꙟтрꙋ мᲂутⷧъ беᲂутᲂуръ, ꙟтрꙋ некᲂуръцїе, але идолилор слꙋжбе; 

AC: ꙟ гразде, ꙟтрꙋ похтири, ꙟтрꙋ бецїе, ꙟтрꙋ чимпоаелѡⷬ гласꙋре, ꙟтрꙋ бъꙋтꙋри, ꙟтрꙋ 

некꙋрѫцїе, слᲂужбеле идолилѡ. 

Although in CB there is no translation for въ похотехъ, въ піѧнствѣ, overall the text is in 

line with CV and AC. The three Romanian versions follow the Slavonic tradition which 

has вь пити, in drinking, rather than въ лихоимании, in excessive possessions, in particular 

CV presents the peculiar reading of лихопитиихъ with мᲂутⷧъ беᲂутᲂуръ, much (excessive) 

drinking. Additionally, both CV and CB before that present an addition ꙟтрꙋ 

бърбътещиле статꙋре - бѫрбаци стрѫтїре, lying with men, again a peculiar reading present 

in a few Slavonic manuscripts only: въ мѫжеложьствѣ in C92 H49 p1547 and 

мѫжеложьствѣ in C93 and the corrected version of C94. 

Schematically: 

 

    AC, CB = CB C94 H48 H73 H107 La Sn Gl Ri Sz 

 

CV        = C92 C93 H49 

 

               CV, CB = C92 C93 H49 p1547 C94corr 

Here it is interesting to notice that CB does not follow its parallel Slavonic text and that 

within the group of South Slavonic MSS, C92, C93, and H49 are of particular interest for the study 

of CV. 

drinking 

lying with men 



154 

 

3.2.2. The Case of the Voroneț Codex 

Following from the last example in the previous section, in fact, we find more examples 

pointing to the textual proximity of CV and H49 and C93 in particular. 

33) James 1:1 James, a servant of God and of the Lord Jesus Christ, to the twelve tribes 

which are scattered abroad, greeting. 

Slav: іакѡвъ, бгꙋ҃ и гдсꙋ іис҃ꙋ хрстꙋ рабъ, ѻбѣманадесѧте колѣнома [и краилевома in CB], 

иже въ раꙁсѣѧніи, радовати сѧ; 

CB: іакѡв зеᲂулꙋи ши доⷨнꙋлꙋи лꙋ исᲂуⷭ хс҇ шербь, амѫндꙋрорꙋ спре зѣче де нѣмᲂуреле лꙋ 

краилꙋ, де чеи дин̾трꙋ рѫсфїраци. а вѫ бᲂукꙋра; 

CV: іаковꙋ а лᲂу дн҇ѕеꙋ ши а днⷧᲂуи іс ҇ хс҇ шербꙋ, а доаѡаспръѕѣче нѣмᲂуреле лᲂу ісль҇ се 

бᲂукꙋре се; 

AC: іакѡвь, зеꙋлꙋи ши домнꙋлꙋи лꙋ іс ҇хь҇ шербь, а доаспръзѣче семенце чесь ꙟнтрꙋ  

съмѫнѫтꙋрѫ, съ се бᲂукꙋре; 

Besides some variations in vocabulary between the three versions (колѣнома rendered as 

нѣмᲂуреле or семенце; въ раꙁсѣѧніи rendered as дин̾трꙋ рѫсфїраци or ꙟнтрꙋ  

съмѫнѫтꙋрѫ, and missing in CV) or the verbal rendering of радовати сѧ, the texts present 

one major difference: CB and CV only have the additional reading of (the twelve tribes) of 

Israel, which otherwise is not present in AC and is a peculiarity in the Slavonic tradition. 

From the list of manuscripts consulted by Cleminson, two manuscripts only (C93 and H49, 

one Bulgarian and another Serbian) present this reading. Additionally, the mistake in 

spelling in CB is visibly traceable to its Slavonic counterpart, where the і and с of Israel 

have been wrongly combined into к by the scribe. Consequently, this example alone 

identifies a very limited number of manuscripts, the readings of which have been inherited 

in CB and CV. We have a hypothesis to follow; 

34) In James 2:3 we find another peculiar reading of CV which associates it with the two 

above mentioned Slavonic manuscripts (C93 and H49); 
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The Slavonic сѧди ꙁдѣ на подножіи моемъ, sit down at my footstool, is rendered as in CB 

шези чича спре дедесᲂуптᲂул мїеꙋ and as in AC шези чичѣ ла подьножїа мѣ. CV, however, 

has шеѕи чича спре подножїа ноастръ, sit down at our footstool. Of the sources analysed by 

Cleminson, only in H49 and C93 we have на подножіи наемъ, at our footstool, which is 

the reading present in CV as well; 

35) Similarly, in I Peter 3:18 the default reading in R4 is єдиною ѡ грѣсѣхъ пострада, once 

suffered for sins, with H49 and C93 having the addition of ꙁа ны after грѣсѣхъ. The 

passage is missing in CB, but while AC renders it as диниѡарѫ дерепть пъкате кинꙋи, 

once suffered for sins, CV follows the tradition of H49 and C93: дїꙟръѡаръ де пъкате 

дерептꙋ нои кинꙋи, once suffered for sins for our sake. 

The examples provided above show how out of the Slavonic sources belonging to the Fourth 

Redaction of the Apostolos, those having a South Slavonic provenance explain better the readings 

and interpretations found in the Romanian sources, especially in CV and CB (see examples 27-32, 

especially the last example). Additionally, examples 33-35 show a close connection between CV 

and the Slavonic manuscript H49 and C93.  

3.2.4. The Case of the Bratu Codex 

It has been noted already that the Romanian version of CB follows or might follow in some 

instances the Slavonic text set alternately in the manuscript (example 33, James 1:1). It should not 

be assumed, however, that the Romanian version of CB relies completely on its Slavonic text, and 

not even that the Slavonic has been used regularly for revision. In example 32, for instance, there 

is, on the one hand, a piece of verse missing (no translation for въ похотехъ, въ піѧнствѣ although 

it is present in Slavonic), and the addition of бѫрбаци стрѫтїре, on the other, which is not present in 

its Slavonic counterpart. It is probably fair to assume that the Romanian text was checked and 

modified against its parallel Slavonic text, even if the two texts sometimes depart. 

36) Another example of a Slavonic misspelling in CB inherited in Romanian is in James 2:25. 

Slav: Такожде же и раавъ [вараавь in CB] блꙋдница, similarly also Rahab the prostitute; 
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CB: аша ши вараавꙋ кꙋрва; 

CV: аша ши раавъ кꙋрва; 

AC: аша ши раавъ кꙋрва; 

Here Rahab, раавъ, is written as вараавь in CB, both in Slavonic and Romanian. 

And in Acts 20:4, Sopater of Berea; and of the Thessalonians, Aristarchus and Secundus; 

and Gaius of Derbe, and Timotheus; and of Asia, Tychicus and Trophimus 

Slav: послѣдѡвашѧ емᲂу до асїѫ, сосипатрь берѣнинь [послѣдова же емꙋ сопатрь берѣниⷩ даже 

до асїꙗ in CB] сълᲂунѣнии же аристархь и секᲂундь . и гаїе девренинь, и тимѡѳеи . асїане же, 

тихикь и трофиⷨ [профиⷨ in CB]; 

CB: преᲂурми лꙋи сосипатрь бѣрѣнуⷧ пѫнѫ ла асїа е солꙋнѣнуⷧ аристархꙋ ши секꙋндꙋ ши 

гаие дервѣнуⷧ ши тимоѳеюⷧ . ассїанїи тихикꙋ ши профимꙋ; 

CV: мѣрсеръ пре ᲂурма лᲂуи пъꙟръ ла асїѧ . е сопатръ берѣнинⷧ̑ ши солᲂунѣнїи аристархᲂу ши 

се кᲂундꙋ . ши гаїе дервѣнинᲂуⷧ . ши тимоѳеи ши ассїѧнїи тихик ши трофимꙋ; 

AC: ᲂурмꙋирѫ ель токма пънѫ до асїа , сосипатра берѣнинь . солꙋнѣнинь , аристархь ши 

секꙋндь ши гаїе дервѣнинь ши тимоѳеи . асїане тихикь ши трофимь. 

Like the previous example, in CB another name, Trophimus, is misspelled in Slavonic, 

which is then copied in Romanian: профим → профимꙋ. Additionally, the first half of the 

verse is different in CB: and he was followed by Sopater the Berean even up to Asia, 

rather than and he was followed up to Asia by Sopater the Berean. The Romanian text in 

CB follows its Slavonic counterpart, as opposed to CV and AC; 

37) In Acts 20:7, instead, CB seems to translate an introductory wording, typical of liturgical 

texts and which is to be found in rubrics, that has been incorporated in the main Slavonic 

and Romanian text. 

And upon the first day of the week, when the disciples came together to break bread […] 

Slav: [въ дни ҇они in CB] въ единѫ же ѡⷮ сѫбѡ ⷮсъбранѡⷨ ᲂученикѡмь прѣломити [ломити] 

хлѣбь; 
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CB: ꙟтрꙋ зилеле ачалѣ ꙟтрꙋ ꙋна де сембете адꙋнарѫсе ᲂученїчїи се фрѫнгѫ пѫине; 

CV: ꙟтрꙋ ꙋра де съꙟбъте адꙋраръсе ᲂученичїи се фръꙟгъ пъꙟре; 

AC: ꙟнтрꙋ ᲂуна де съмбете адᲂунарѫсе ᲂученичіи а фрѫнџе пъине; 

38) Similar to James 1:1, in Acts 19:36, as we have already seen, the Slavonic text of CB 

presents a clear misspelling, which changes one Slavonic word for another, then translated 

into Romanian. 

[…] and do nothing rashly 

Slav: и ничтоже на скаканїем [на сказанїе in CB] творити; 

CB: нимикѫ спре спꙋнере а фаче; 

CV: ши немикъ спре сърире се нᲂу фачеци; 

AC: ши немикѫ нᲂу съриреци а фаче; 

In CB на скаканїем, on the jump (in a hurry), becomes на сказанїе, on the say, which is 

then rendered as спре спꙋнере, on the saying in CB as opposed to that is found in CV and 

AC: спре сърире, on the jump, as in the original Slavonic. 

39) In II Peter 1:10, 1:11 and 1:12 we have three additional examples of textual matching. In 

II Pt 1:10 the default texts reads: тѣмже паче, братіе, what is more, brothers, while CB 

omits братіе. CB follows suit with дѣчи маи врьтоⷭ, and what is more, while AC reflects 

the common tradition with дѣчи маи врътѡⷭ фраци, and what is more, brothers. Similarly, 

in II Pt 1:11, CB omits the word saviour in црст҃во г͠а нашегѡ и сп҃са іи҃са хрст҃а, the 

kingdom of our Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ. Its parallel Romanian text does the same, 

while AC follows the default text: ꙟпърьцїе а домнꙋлꙋи нострꙋ ши мънтꙋиторюⷧ і̓с ҇ хс,҇ 

kingdom of our Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ. 

In II Pt 1:12, instead, we have a textual addition. Default: въ настоѧщеи истинѣ, in the 

being present truth → CB: въ настоѫщи жизни и истинѣ, in the being present life and 

truth. The passage is rendered as ꙟтрᲂу спре ачастѫ че стѫ вїицѫ ши адѣдевѫрꙋлꙋи, in 
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this which is present life and to truth, in CB, while AC adheres to the default tradition: 

ꙟнтрꙋ стътꙋтᲂуⷧ дѣдевърь, in the being present truth;  

40) A striking example is to be found in II Peter 2:5. Here it is told of how God, before their 

unrighteousness, did not spare neither his angels nor the world, with the exception of 

Noah and his ark. The Slavonic verse reads: и первагѡ міра не пощадѣ, но ѻсма 

нѡа правдѣ проповѣдника сохрани […], and the ancient world he did not spare, but he 

preserved Noah the eight, preacher of righteousness. Interestingly, in CB we find a long 

insertion in between the verse, which is also translated in Romanian: и пръваго мира не 

пощѫдѣ · ѡблаци ѿ вѣтрь прѣносими · их же мракь тьми вь вѣкы блюдет сѧ · нѫ ѡсмаго 

правⷣѣ проповⷣѣиика съхрани → ши чеа дїнтрꙋ ꙟнтъю лꙋме нꙋ крꙋцѫ · нꙋѡри де вьнтꙋ 

прѣпꙋртаци · кꙋ еи нерꙋга ꙟнтᲂунрѣ кᲂулꙋи ꙟ вѣчи сокотѣще се · че алꙋ ѡптꙋⷧ ное алꙋ 

деретѧцїеи спꙋꙟеторю фири. The addition reads: clouds having been brought by wind, [in] 

the obscurity of their darkness into the age will be kept, and could refer to Jude 1:12-13. 

Although the reason for such insertion is not clear; 

41) However, there are also instances in which the two texts depart, as for example in James 

2:11. 

[…] if thou commit no adultery, yet if thou kill, thou art become a transgressor of the law; 

Slav: Аще не прѣлюбы сотвориши, оубіеши же, бысть прѣстꙋпникъ ꙁаконоу, if you do not 

commit adultery, but you murder, you are a transgressor of the law. Here CB presents an 

omission in Slavonic: аще прѣлюби твориши же бысть прѣстꙋпникъ ꙁаконоу, if you commit 

adultery you are a transgressor of the law; 

CB: е се прѣюбире фѣчереши ᲂучизи, фꙋсеⷲ кълк̾ѫторю леџїеи, if you were to commit 

adultery, to murder, you would become a transgressor of the law; 

CV: ꙗръ се прѣюбире фѣчери ᲂучиѕи, атᲂунче ши фи вери трекъторю леџїеи; 

AC: съ прѣюбире нꙋ фаче е ꙟсѫ ᲂучисери, фꙋсеши кълкъторю леџеи; 



159 

 

The omission in CB is not transposed in Romanian, which suggests that the text from 

which it was copied did not have such omission. 

Here it is also interesting to notice that AC is the only version translating the Slavonic не 

in aще не прѣлюбы сотвориши if you do not commit adultery, otherwise CV and CB seem 

not to take that into account the negation; 

42) Similarly, in James 3:6 the Slavonic text in CB presents an omission, which however is 

not repeated into the Romanian. 

[…] so is the tongue among our members, that it defileth the whole body, and setteth on 

fire the course of nature; and it is set on fire of hell; 

Slav: и ѧꙁыкъ водворѧет сѧ во оудѣхъ нашихъ, сквернѧщи все тѣло, и ѡпалѣѫщи коло 

рождьства, и ѡпалѣемъ ѿ геенны. Here again in CB the verse is not complete: и ѧꙁиⷦ 

оутварѣет ѧⷭ въ оудѣⷯ нашиⷯ, скврьнещиⷯ въсе тѣло, и ѡпалѣемь ѿ геенї; 

CB: аша ши лимба токмѣще се ꙟтрꙋ мѫдꙋлареле ноастре де спᲂуркѫ тот трꙋпᲂул ши 

апрїинде ꙟпрежоур нѫскꙋтꙋл ши апрїнсꙋ де геенꙋ; 

CV: аша ши лиⷨба ръдекъ се ꙟнтрꙋ мъдᲂулареле ноастре ши спᲂуркъ тотᲂу трꙋпꙋл, ши 

пълѣще ꙟпреџюрꙋл нъскᲂутᲂулꙋи нострꙋ, пълитᲂу де гїеенᲂу; 

AC: аша лимба деспꙋиндꙋ се ꙟнтрꙋ мъдꙋлареле ноастре спᲂуркѫ тоть трᲂупꙋль ши 

апринде ꙟпрежꙋрꙋль нъскꙋтꙋлꙋи ши апринзъндꙋсе дела геенѫ. 

There are more examples suggesting that the Romanian text of CB has been revised 

against the Slavonic text set in the manuscript, and this must have happened at the moment of its 

copying, especially because of the spelling mistakes in examples 33 and 36. 

3.2.3 The Case of Coresi’s Apostolos 

Coresi’s Apostolos together with CB and CV appears to follow the tradition of the South 

Slavonic Apostolos MSS of the Fourth Redaction. In a few instances only AC presents further 

adherence to the 1547 editio princeps, so that it can be argued that at the time of its preparation for 

the printing the text of AC has been further revised against a Slavonic source. In particular: 
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43) In James 3:6 p1547 presents an omission: while most sources present the reading и ѧꙁыкъ 

ѻгнь, лѣпота неправдѣ, and the tongue [is] a fire, the beauty of iniquity, the printed 

edition does not have the word ѻгнь. Similarly, CB and CV translate the passage as: ши 

лимба ши фокꙋл фрꙋмсецѣ недерептѫцїеи, and the tongue and the fire [is] the beauty of 

iniquity (CV has the verb ‘to be’ rather than the conjunction ‘and’ between tongue and 

fire – ши лимба е фокᲂу фрᲂуⷨсѧцѣ недерептацїеи, and the tongue is fire, the beauty of 

iniquity), while in AC we have ши лимба фрꙋмсецеи дерептьцїеи, and the tongue [is] of 

the beauty of the truth. It should also be noted that what is неправда in Church Slavonic, 

has been rendered as правда - дерептате in AC, an explanation for which is yet to be 

found; 

44) Another example is provided in James 5:4 - дѣлателъ дѣлавшихъ нивы вашѧ, the 

workmen who have worked your fields. Here AC has the addition of вашых–your 

workmen who have worked your fields. Similarly, in AC, when compared with CB and 

CB there is the addition of the pronoun’yours’: лᲂукрѫторилѡр вощри че вѫ ⷬ лᲂукра 

пъмѫнтꙋриле воастре, your workmen who will work your lands. 

Although AC does not show any peculiar readings which might associate it to a particular 

group of Slavonic manuscripts, its puzzling feature is its text more in general. Often, what is plural 

in Slavonic and in CV and CB is singular and vice versa in AC, a transitive verb in Slavonic 

becomes intransitive in AC, a participle form in Slavonic will be rendered with a gerund in CV and 

CB, but with a finite verb in AC. Other scholars have already noticed that in terms of vocabulary in 

AC there are many more borrowings from Slavonic, which sometimes also prompts further 

reflections on the translation/revision processes that involved AC, CV, and CB; however, it cannot 

be said that AC follows faithfully the Slavonic original. In this respect, CB and to a certain degree 

CV are more literal in their renderings. Yet, the text of AC is not a free rendering either. Just to 

give some examples: 
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45)  James 1:3 

[…] Knowing this, that the trying of your faith worketh patience; 

Slav: вѣдѧще ꙗкѡ искꙋшеніе вашеѧ вѣры съдѣваеть терпѣніе; 

CB: щїиꙟндꙋ кѫ нѫпастѣ а воастрееи крединцѫ фаче рѫбдаре; 

CV: щїиндꙋ къ испита кᲂу а воастръ кредїꙟнцъ фаче ребдаре; 

AC: съ щици къ испителе сънть але воастре крединце съ фачеци ръбдаре; 

In CB and CV вѣдѧще is rendered with a gerund, щїиꙟндꙋ, knowing, while in AC with a 

present subjunctive. Additionally, искꙋшеніе вашеѧ вѣры съдѣваеть терпѣніе, the testing 

of your faith makes patience, is rendered in a completely different manner in AC: къ 

испителе сънть але воастре крединце, съ фачеци ръбдаре, because the testings of your faith 

are there for you to make patience. There is also a shift between singular and plural: 

искꙋшеніе is rendered as нѫпастѣ in CB and испита in CV (which is the case in other 

verses as well, James 1:2, 1:12, 1:13, 1:14), while AC transforms the testing into many 

testings, испителе. 

46) James 1:5 

If any of you lack wisdom […]; 

Slav: Аще ли кто ѿ васъ лишенъ єсть мꙋдрости; 

CB: сенещине де вои липситꙋ ꙗсте де мѫндрїе; 

CV: ꙗръ сенещїꙟре де вои липситᲂу ꙗсте де мѫндрїе; 

AC: е съ арѫ фи нещине де вои лъсать де ꙟцелепчюни; 

The Slavonic hypothetical construction aще ли кто ѿ васъ лишенъ єсть, if someone of you 

is lacking, is rendered in a similar fashion in Romanian – participle plus finite verb, се 

нещине де вои липситꙋ ꙗсте, if someone of you is lacking. In AC, instead, the choice is a 

past conditional construction: е съ арѫ фи нещине де вои лъсать, and if someone of you 

were to be left (лишaти is usually translated with ‘a lăsa’ in AC). Additionally, once 

more, what is sg. in Slavonic, мꙋдрости (genitive), is rendered via a pl. form in AC, 
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ꙟцелепчюни, understandings. The choice of rendering мꙋдрости with ꙟцелепчюнe, that is, 

understanding, is found in other instances in AC as well, therefore it is one of the text’s 

features, but is not in any way distinctive; 

47) James 1:6 

But let him ask in faith, nothing wavering. For he that wavereth is like a wave of the sea 

driven with the wind and tossed; 

Slav: Да проситъ же вѣрою, ничьсоже сꙋмнѧ сѧ: сꙋмнѧи бо сѧ оуподоби сѧ волненію морскомꙋ, 

ѿ вѣтръ воꙁметаемꙋ и раꙁвѣваѫщѫ сѧ; 

CB: се чарѫ кᲂу крединцѫ, немикѫ гѫндиндꙋсе: е чине гѫндѣще ее токмѣще се ᲂундарїе 

марїеи де вѫнтꙋ мѫтꙋрате ши вѫнтꙋрѫндꙋ се; 

CV: се чаръ кᲂу кредїꙟнцъ немикъ гъндиндꙋ се къ чела че се гъндѣще асѣмъꙟръ се ᲂундееи 

марїеи, де вънтᲂу лепъдатъ ши вънтᲂуръндꙋ се;  

AC: че ꙟсѫ съ чарѫ кꙋ крединцѫ ꙟтрꙋ немикѫ съ нꙋ се гъндѣскѫ. е гъндиньдꙋсе амꙋ, 

подоби се ва ᲂунделѡⷬ мърїеи че де вънтꙋсь сминтите ши вънтꙋрате; 

The Slavonic participle сꙋмнѧ сѧ is rendered with the gerund гѫндиндꙋ се in AC and CB, 

and with a subjunctive in AC съ нꙋ се гъндѣскѫ. Additionally, in the last part of the verse, 

there is confusion about who does the action. In Slavonic the wind scatters the wave and 

because of the wind it flutters; in Romanian, though there are lexical differences among 

all three versions, CV and CB follow the logic of the Slavonic text and insert a reflexive 

construction with the second verb: де вѫнтꙋ мѫтꙋрате ши вѫнтꙋрѫндꙋ се, swept by the 

wind and stirring themselves in CB, and де вънтᲂу лепъдатъ ши вънтᲂуръндꙋ се, 

scattered by the wind and stirring itself in CV; while in AC it is the wind doing both 

actions: де вънтꙋсь сминтите ши вънтꙋрате, moved and stirred by the wind. 

Additionally, (оуподоби сѧ) волненію морскомꙋ, is like the unrest of the sea, is translated as 

токмѣще се ᲂундарїе марїеи, is like the wave of the sea in CB and CV, almost following the 

Greek ἔοικεν κλύδωνι θαλάσσης. However, what is singular in CB and CV, and seems 
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like a misreading of the Slavonic, becomes plural in AC: подоби се ва ᲂунделѡⷬ мърїеи, is 

like the waves of the sea. It is not quite clear why the revisor decided for such a change. 

48) James 1:11 

For the sun rises with its scorching heat and withers the grass; its flower falls […]; 

Slav: воꙁсіѧ бо солнце со ꙁноемъ, и исш̾е трава, и цвѣтъ еѧ ѿпаде; 

CB: стрѫлꙋчи амꙋ соареле кꙋ зѫдꙋхꙋл ши секѫ ꙗрба, ши флоаре еи каде; 

CV: де ка стрълᲂуче соареле кᲂу зъдꙋхᲂуⷧ сѣкъ ꙗрба, ши фроарѣ еи каде; 

AC: ръсаре амꙋ соареле кꙋ зъдꙋхь ши ᲂусꙋкь се ꙗрбa, ши флориле и кадь; 

As previously, in и исш̾е трава, and withers the grass, the action is done by the sun, 

although in AC the verb assumes a reflexive form, so that the intransitive verb has the 

grass as its subject: ши ᲂусꙋкь се ꙗрбa, and the grass withers. Additionally, here again 

what is singular in Slavonic becomes plural in AC: и цвѣтъ єѧ ѿпаде, and its flower falls 

→ ши флорилеи кадь, and its flowers fall. 

These are but a few examples pointing to the diversity of AC when collated to CB and CV. 

This might suggest that in the sixteenth century either two redactions of the Apostolos text in 

Romanian were circulating, one from which derived CB and CV, and another from which 

descended AC, or that the source used to compose AC underwent a consistent revision process 

where the revisor perhaps attempted to offer lexical solutions closer to the Slavonic text (mainly 

borrowings), but departed considerably from its syntax. Because there is no textual witness which 

might provide an intermediary solution say between the renderings in CV/CB and AC, it should be 

assumed that such modifications were applied to AC directly. 

To conclude this section dedicted to study of the Epistles of James, I and II Peter and the 

relationship between the Romanian and the Slavonic textual witnesses to the Apostolos text, it has 

been noticed that amongst the group of MSS the Romanian text draws closer to is of South 

Slavonic provenance. In particular, CV presents some peculiar readings which are to be found in 

the Slavonic MSS H49 and C93 (see examples 32-35), while the text of CB has been revised, 

although not regularly, against its parallel Slavonic text (examples 33, 36-39). When it comes to 
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AC, it follows in the main the South Slavonic textual tradition, although the text underwent a 

considerable revision process, the principles of which need further exploration (see chapter 4). 

3.3. The Influence of Luther’s New Testament on Coresi’s Apostolos 

Another source used by Coresi for the [1566-1567] edition might have been Luther’s Bible 

(Costinescu 1980: 127-37). According to Costinescu, the German text was used for revision only 

for the second half of the edition, in particular after the Epistle to the Romans, therefore Acts, 

James, 1 Peter, 2 Peter, 1 John, 2 John, 3 John and Jude are outside this revision process. 

Although some of the examples Costinescu provides offer good support for her argument, it has 

been extremely difficult to follow her through her analysis. First, she never gives a biblical 

reference for her examples, but rather mentions the page/folio where the verse can be found – 

without having the same access to the material she has, it is extremely laborious to transfer her 

ideas to other material. Second, the choice of her primary material is questionable – although 

Coresi’s Apostolos was printed in [1566-1567] circa, Costinescu chooses an edition of Luther’s NT 

printed some twenty years later; the focus is on AC only, even though other Romanian sources are 

available, in primis CB, at least for some passages Costinescu analyses, as well as Iorga’s fragment 

for part of the Galatians. Third, Costinescu’s conclusion that there existed a second translation of 

the Acts and the Catholic Epistles based on Luther’s New Testament does not explain how exactly 

it was used in the particular instance of AC. Most of the examples Costinescu gives seem to 

suggest just a lexical coincidence, which at times is closer to the German text rather than to a 

Slavonic. 

Nonetheless, Costinescu’s hypothesis is worth analysing. Consequently, two short 

excerpts, for which at least two Romanian sources are available, have been studied in depth and, 

when they differ, collated against the Slavonic text of the Apostolos printed in Târgoviște in 1547 

and against the German Bible printed in 1545 in Wittenberg (the examples are spelled according to 

the writing rules of modern German).36 In particular, 1 Corinthians 5:6 to 7:35 has been analysed 

as present in AC and CB, and Galatians 3:23-4:9 and 5:19-6:5 for AI and AC. 

 
36 Luther’s 1545 Bible text, available online at <https://www.biblegateway.com/versions/Luther-Bibel-1545-

LUTH1545/#copy> [Accessed 25 June 2022]  

https://www.biblegateway.com/versions/Luther-Bibel-1545-LUTH1545/#copy
https://www.biblegateway.com/versions/Luther-Bibel-1545-LUTH1545/#copy
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As it has been noted previously, any textual tradition that relates to the Bible is difficult to 

analyse because ultimately it is not original. In the case of Luther’s New Testament, it is important, 

for example, to always take into account the Vulgate as well. Therefore, only those instances where 

there is difference between the Romanian versions as well as between the German and the Latin 

texts will be considered. 

49) 1 Cor 5:11 But now I have written unto you not to keep company […]; 

Slav: н҇нѣ же писахь вамь не примѣшатисе; 

Greek: νῦν δὲ ἔγραψα ὑμῖν μὴ συναναμίγνυσθαι; 

Luther: Nun aber habe ich euch geschrieben, ihr sollt nichts mit ihnen zu schaffen haben; 

Latin: nunc autem scripsi vobis non commisceri; 

CB: е акмꙋ скришᲂу воаѡ съ нꙋ местекацивѫ; 

AC: е акмꙋ скриꙋ воаѡ съ нᲂу вѫ местекаци кꙋ еи; 

The addition of кꙋ еи in AC might be explained either via the German text, or because of 

the revisor trying to be more explicit in its rendering. 

A similar example is to be found in 1 Cor 6:17 But he that is joined unto the Lord is one 

spirit. 

Slav: прилѣплѣѫиже сѧ гв҇и единь дх҇ь есть; 

Greek: ὁ δὲ κολλώμενος τῷ κυρίῳ ἓν πνεῦμά ἐστιν; 

Luther: Wer aber dem Herrn anhangt, der ist ein Geist mit ihm; 

Latin: qui autem adheret Domino unus spiritus est; 

CB: е чине лепѣще се домнꙋлꙋи ꙋнꙋлꙋ дꙋх ꙗсте; 

AC: ꙗрѫ чине се ва апроприѧ домнꙋлꙋи ꙟнтрꙋ ᲂуꙟ дх҇ь ꙗсте кꙋ ель; 

50) 1 Cor 6:7-8 Now therefore there is utterly a fault among you, because ye go to law one 

with another. Why do ye not rather take wrong? why do ye not rather suffer yourselves to 

be defrauded? Nay, ye do wrong, and defraud, and that your brethren. 

Slav: се ᲂубо ѿнѫдь срамь вамь есть, ꙗко тежбы имате сь собою. почто оубо не паче обидими 

есте почто оубо не паче лишени бываете; нѫ вы обидите паче лишаете и се братїе; 
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Greek: Ἤδη μὲν [οὖν] ὅλως ἥττημα ὑμῖν ἐστιν ὅτι κρίματα ἔχετε μεθ’ ἑαυτῶν. διὰ τί οὐχὶ 

μᾶλλον ἀδικεῖσθε; διὰ τί οὐχὶ μᾶλλον ἀποστερεῖσθε; ἀλλ’ ὑμεῖς ἀδικεῖτε καὶ ἀποστερεῖτε, 

καὶ τοῦτο ἀδελφούς. 

Luther: Es ist schon ein Fehl unter euch, daß ihr miteinander rechtet. Warum laßt ihr euch 

nicht lieber Unrecht tun? warum laßt ihr euch nicht lieber übervorteilen? Sondern ihr tut 

Unrecht und übervorteilt, und solches an den Brüdern! 

Latin: Iam quidem omnino delictum est in vobis, quod iudicia habetis inter vos. Quare 

non magis iniuriam accipitis? Quare non magis fraudem patimini? Sed vos iniuriam 

facitis et fraudatis, et hoc fratribus. 

CB: адеꙋѫ амꙋ деакмᲂу рꙋшине воаѡ ꙗсте кѫ крамоле авеци адїнсь воиши. Принтрꙋ че 

амꙋ нꙋмаи ѡбидици сеци, принтрꙋ че нꙋмаи липсици фꙋсетꙋ. че вои ѡбидици ши 

лешинаци, ши ачаста фраци; 

AC: адекѫ амꙋ де акмꙋ рᲂушине воаѡ ꙗсте, къ ѡ грешалѫ авеци ꙟнтрꙋ вои. Къ че вои нꙋ 

вѫ лъсаци маи бᲂукꙋрѡⷭ недерептате съ вѫ факѫ. че вои ѡбидици маи врътѡⷭ че фачеци 

недерепть, ши ꙗтѫ фраци; 

Costinescu suggests that in AC къ ѡ грешалѫ, for a mistake, does not correspond to the 

Slavonic ꙗко тежбы but rather to the German ‘ein Fehl.’ However, because the Slavonic 

тежбa, lawsuit, fight, weight, is usually translated as грѣцѫ, weight, it might also be, for 

instance, that the revisor of AC mistook ц for ш and what was грецалѫ became грешалѫ. 

Additionally, it should be noticed that the German ‘ein Fehl’ corresponds to delictum in 

Latin, that is, срамь in Slavonic rather than тежбы.  

The second half of verse seven, however, is not at all clear in AC. First, part of it is 

omitted, second the presence of маи бᲂукꙋрѡ,ⷭ more happy, is puzzling. Could it be that 

the German ‘lieber’, rather has been taken for a comparative ‘more happy’?  In 1 Cor 7:7, 

for example, the same rendering occurs. Slav: хощѫ бо да вьси члц҇и бѫдѫть ꙗкоже азь, I 

wish that all men (everyone) were like me; CB: вою амꙋ се тоци ѡаминїи фие ка еꙋ; AC еꙋ 



167 

 

аш врѣ бꙋкꙋрос къ тоци ѡаменїи съ фие кꙋм сънт еꙋ; Luther: Ich wollte aber lieber, alle 

Menschen wären, wie ich bin. 

51) 1 Cor 6:9 Know ye not that the unrighteous shall not inherit the kingdom of God? Be not 

deceived: neither fornicators, nor idolaters, nor adulterers, nor effeminate, nor abusers 

of themselves with mankind; 

Slav: или не вѣсте ꙗко неправедници цртⷭвїа бж꙼їа не наслѣдеть. Не льстите себе ни 

блѫдници ни идѡло слᲂужителе ни прѣлюбодѣи ни малакїе (скврънителе in CB) ни 

мѫжеложніци; 

Greek: Ἢ οὐκ οἴδατε ὅτι ἄδικοι θεοῦ βασιλείαν οὐ κληρονομήσουσιν; μὴ πλανᾶσθε· 

οὔτε πόρνοι οὔτε εἰδωλολάτραι οὔτε μοιχοὶ οὔτε μαλακοὶ οὔτε ἀρσενοκοῖται; 

Luther: Wisset ihr nicht, daß die Ungerechten das Reich Gottes nicht ererben werden? 

Lasset euch nicht verführen! Weder die Hurer noch die Abgöttischen noch die 

Ehebrecher noch die Weichlinge noch die Knabenschänder; 

Latin: an nescitis quia iniqui regnum Dei non possidebunt nolite errare neque fornicari 

neque idolis servientes neque adulteri; 

CB: аꙋ нꙋ щїци къ ꙟпѫрѫцїа дѡⷨнꙋлꙋи нꙋ ворꙋ дѡбѫнди. Нᲂу ꙟшеларецивѫ синеле, нече 

кꙋ кꙋрварїи, нече кꙋ дрѫчаще слꙋжїторїи, нече кꙋ юби фѫкѫторїи, нече кꙋ спꙋркѫторїи, 

ниче кꙋ бѫрбаци стрѫтѫтори; 

AC: аꙋ нꙋ щици къ недерепцїи ꙟпъръцїѧ лᲂу дᲂумнезеꙋ нᲂу ѡ вѡр мощени. Нᲂу вѫ 

ꙟшьлареци воишь, ничи кᲂурварїи, ничи чеѧ че слᲂужескь идолилѡр, ничи чеѧ че прѣ 

кᲂурвескь, ничи чела че фаче кᲂурвїе кꙋ мѫна, ничи чеѧ че закь кꙋ фечори; 

Costinescu suggest that ничи чеѧ че закь кꙋ фечори, nor those who lie with the sons/boys, 

is to be linked to the German ‘Knabenschänder’ someone who discredits boys rather than 

the Slavonic мѫжеложніци, those lying with men. Unfortunately, the other instance where 

we had the word мѫжеложніци in the Slavonic text was in I Peter 4:3, and that part of text 
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was not rendered in AC (example 38), therefore it is not possible to double-check the 

reading of мѫжеложніци/Knabenschänder in another part of the text. 

52) 1 Cor 6: All things are lawful unto me, but all things are not expedient: all things are 

lawful for me, but I will not be brought under the power of any; 

Slav: вьсѣми лѣть сѫть нѫ не вьсѣ напол҆҆̀зѫ вьсѣми лѣть сѫть нѫ не азь обладанъ бѫдѫ 

ѿ него; 

Greek: Πάντα μοι ἔξεστιν ἀλλ’ οὐ πάντα συμφέρει· πάντα μοι ἔξεστιν ἀλλ’ οὐκ ἐγὼ 

ἐξουσιασθήσομαι ὑπό τινος; 

Luther: Ich habe alles Macht; es frommt aber nicht alles. Ich habe alles Macht; es soll 

mich aber nichts gefangen nehmen; 

Latin: omnia mihi licent sed non omnia expediunt omnia mihi licent sed ego sub nullius 

redigar potestate; 

CB: тоци ѡпᲂу сѫнтꙋ че нᲂу тоци спре фолосꙋ. Тоци ѡпᲂу сьнтꙋ че нꙋ еꙋ деспꙋсꙋ ꙟн вою де 

нещине; 

AC: къ еꙋ амь тоать пꙋтѣрѣ че нꙋ сънть тоате де фолѡⷭ. еꙋ ꙗрѫ амь пᲂутѣре че ꙗрѫ де 

нимѣ съ фїꙋ бирꙋить динсꙋль; 

In this instance ‘Ich habe alles Macht’ and къ еꙋ амь тоать пꙋтѣрѣ, for I have all power, 

seem to correspond. 

In a similar fashion, in 1 Cor 7:4 we have: 

The wife hath not power of her own body, but the husband: and likewise also the husband 

hath not power of his own body, but the wife; 

Slav: жена своимь тѣлом не владеть нѫ мѫжь такожде и мѫжь своимь тѣлом не владет̾, 

нѫ жена; 

Greek: ἡ γυνὴ τοῦ ἰδίου σώματος οὐκ ἐξουσιάζει ἀλλ’ ὁ ἀνήρ, ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ ὁ ἀνὴρ τοῦ 

ἰδίου σώματος οὐκ ἐξουσιάζει ἀλλ’ ἡ γυνή; 

Luther: Das Weib ist ihres Leibes nicht mächtig, sondern der Mann. Desgleichen der 

Mann ist seines Leibes nicht mächtig, sondern das Weib. 
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Latin: mulier sui corporis potestatem non habet sed vir similiter autem et vir sui corporis 

potestatem non habet sed mulier; 

CB: мꙋꙗрѣ кᲂу аль сьᲂу трꙋпꙋ нᲂуⷲ деспᲂуне че кꙋ бѫрбѫталꙋ, ашиждере ши бѫрбатᲂул кꙋ 

ал сѫꙋ трᲂупꙋ нᲂуш деспꙋне че мꙋꙗрѣ;  

AC: къ мꙋѧрѣ нᲂу е пᲂутѣрникѫ трꙋпꙋлꙋи еи че бърбатᲂул. ꙟнтра чѣѧ противѫ бърбатᲂул 

нᲂу е пᲂутѣрникь че мꙋѧрѣ; 

53) 1 Cor 6:15 […] Never! 

Slav: да не бѫдеть; 

Greek: μὴ γένοιτο; 

Luther: Das sei ferne! 

Latin: absit; 

CB: сь нꙋ фие; 

AC: съ фїе департе. 

Once more, it seems that AC follows the German reading rather than the Slavonic. 

Additionally, if we look at all instances where such working appears, we notice the 

following division. In Romans 3:4, 3:6, 3:31, 6:2, 6:15, 7:7, 7:13, 9:14 AC has съ нꙋ фїе, 

similar to CB in this example. However, after Romans 11:1 and then to follow with 

Romans 11:11, Galatians 2:17, 3:21 and 6:14 AC presents the wording съ фїе департе. 

This, therefore, would support Costinescu’s suggestion that the revisor of AC turned his 

attention to Luther’s NT after Romans.  

54) 1 Cor 6:20 for you were bought with a price […]; 

Slav: кꙋплени бо есте цѣноѫ; 

Greek: ἠγοράσθητε γὰρ τιμῆς; 

Luther: Denn ihr seid teuer erkauft; 

Latin: empti enim estis pretio; 

CB: кꙋꙟпараци амꙋ чеци кᲂу прецꙋ; 

AC: къ сеци скᲂумпи кᲂумпьраци; 
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Here again it seems like CB is following faithfully the Slavonic кꙋплени бо есте цѣноѫ, 

for you were bought with a price, which AC differs with къ сеци скᲂумпи кᲂумпьраци, for 

you are dearly bought following the German ‘Denn ihr seid teuer erkauft.’ 

55) 1 Cor 7:1 now concerning the things whereof ye wrote unto me: It is good for a man not 

to touch a woman; 

Slav: а о ных же писасте ми добро члк҇ꙋ женѣ не прикасатисе; 

Greek: Περὶ δὲ ὧν ἐγράψατε, καλὸν ἀνθρώπῳ γυναικὸς μὴ ἅπτεσθαι; 

Luther: Wovon ihr aber mir geschrieben habt, darauf antworte ich: Es ist dem Menschen 

gut, daß er kein Weib berühre; 

Latin: de quibus autem scripsistis bonum est homini mulierem non tangere; 

CB: е де каре скрисетꙋми, бине ѡмᲂул де мꙋꙗре се нꙋ апропїесе;  

AC: деꙟ че аци вои скрись мїе еꙋ ръспᲂунзь къ ѧсте ѡмꙋлꙋи бине ка ничи де ѡ мꙋѧрѣ съ се 

атингѫ; 

In the German version there is one addition compared to the other textual traditions 

‘darauf antworte ich’ which also appears in AC: еꙋ ръспᲂунзь, I answer. 

56) Gal 4:6 And because ye are sons, God hath sent forth the Spirit of his Son into your 

hearts, crying, Abba, Father; 

Slav: да ꙗкоже есте сн꙼ове, посла б҇ь дх҇ь сн҇а своего ви срⷣца ваша ви пїѫ авва ѿц҇ь; 

Greek: Ὅτι δέ ἐστε υἱοί, ἐξαπέστειλεν ὁ θεὸς τὸ πνεῦμα τοῦ υἱοῦ αὐτοῦ εἰς τὰς καρδίας 

ἡμῶν κρᾶζον· αββα ὁ πατήρ. 

Luther: Weil ihr denn Kinder seid, hat Gott gesandt den Geist seines Sohnes in eure 

Herzen, der schreit: Abba, lieber Vater! 

Latin: quoniam autem estis filii misit Deus Spiritum Filii sui in corda nostra clamantem 

Abba Pater;  

AI: де кꙋм сици фїи тримѣс днꙋлꙋ дх҇ьлꙋ фїꙋлꙋи съꙋ ꙟнтрꙋ ꙟнима воастрѫ стригѫ авва 

татѫле; 
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AC: дᲂунде вои фечори сеци дᲂумнезеꙋ тремѣсе дх҇ᲂул фїюлꙋи лᲂуи ꙟнтрꙋ инимиле воастрѫ 

стригѫ драгᲂуль пъринте; 

Here again, the German text differs from the others because of its ‘Abba, lieber Vater’ 

Abba, dear Father! Which has been rendered in AC as well драгᲂуль пъринте, although 

авва Abba is omitted. 

To conclude this section, it is indeed possible that Luther’s New Testament was used 

during the revision process of AC in preparation of its printing. The key aspect to understand at 

this point is whether the revisor was in possession of a full translation of the Apostolos text from 

German into Slavonic, or whether the German text was used from time to time to implement some 

changes when the Romanian text that AC was revised against was hard to understand. This, 

however, requires further analysis of the second half of AC (Costinescu suggests that Luther’s NT 

has been used after Romans only), and a detailed comparison between the lexical and also 

syntactical renderings of this half compared to the first half. 

3.4. A New Affiliation Scheme 

Based on the detailed analysis of the Epistles of James, I and II Peter as well as the 

passages from the Epistles to the Corinthians (I) and Galatians (here section 3.2. and 3.3.), the 

following affiliation scheme can be drawn. 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Translation into Romanian 

α2 β1 

CV AC CB 

Fig.5. Affiliation scheme of the Romanian sixteenth-century Apostolos text 
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The scheme suggests the existence of an initial translation of the Apostolos into Romanian 

based on a Fourth Redaction Slavonic source, of South Slavonic provenance. The translation, then, 

underwent an unknown number of revisions before coming down to CB, CV, and AC. The letters α 

and β point to the fact that the revision principles according to which the Romanian text was 

changed were different – one adhering to the idea of a literary rendering of the source tradition (α), 

and the other following a higher degree of free interpretation (β). From α derived CV and CB, 

revised against different South Slavonic sources – CV against a text close to H49 and C93, and CB 

revised against the Slavonic text present in the manuscript. From β, instead, derived AC. Although 

there is still doubt about the revision process that led to AC, examples 40 and 41 and most 

importantly 46-52 show that for different parts of the text both Slavonic and German sources might 

have been used. This last points leads me to say that also in the case of the Apostolos text two 

different redactions should be hypothesed for its tradition in Romanian – one which groups CV and 

CB together, and the other which sets AC apart. 

4. Conclusion 

Two main issues have been addressed in this chapter: which sources were used for the 

translation of the Apostolos text into Romanian and is it possible to draw an affiliation scheme 

connecting the versions of the Romanian Apostolos text surviving from the sixteenth century? The 

main aim, however, of this chapter was to identify a fitting method of analysis for the available 

primary sources, which might then lead to understanding better the textual tradition of each source. 

The key feature of the method used above is, of course, philological comparison, where as many 

relevant primary sources as possible are taken into account. It would be, for example, important to 

compare our Romanian sources with the readings of the First, Second, and Fourth Redaction of the 

Apostolos text in Slavonic, but only at an initial stage. Once it is clear which redaction is closer to 

the text’s tradition in Romanian, there will be little point in looking at the First and Second 

Redactions.  

In the course of the philological analysis many issues have emerged. First, the difficulty of 

not having the same number of sources for each textual excerpt analysed – while Cleminson’s 
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work on the Catholic Epistles is of great help, unfortunately for the time being there is no such 

work done on the Acts of the Apostles. Consequently, those ten chapters (18-28) of the Acts which 

are present in CV, CB, and AC cannot be studied with the same confidence as, for example, the 

Epistles of James, I Peter and part of II Peter. Second, while there are facsimile and critical editions 

of the Romanian primary sources here analysed, they are rarely analysed comparatively, so that the 

available studies stop at looking at one source at a time. Additionally, even when a comparison is 

made, it usually merely involves lexical differences among the sources. All in all, these difficulties 

arise from both the failure to implement an adequate philological method and from failure to 

consult all relevant primary material. 

My provisional view is that two separate redactions of the Apostolos text in Romanian 

were circulating in the three principalities of Transylvania, Wallachia, and Moldavia. Both of them 

derive from a translation process which used Church Slavonic as its source language, and the 

Fourth Redaction of the Slavonic Apostolos as its source text. Arguably, one of the translations, 

which is well-represented by CB, is the result of the literal rendering of the Slavonic text into 

Romanian, that is, a text as close to the original (Slavonic) wording as possible. CV is mainly in 

line with the same rendering principle, although it sometimes offers more interpretative readings, 

and its syntactical structures are more consistent among themselves (example 44, where the wave, 

singular, is swept by the wind, as opposed to CB, where the wave, singular, are swept by the wind, 

with the verb being in the plural). AC, instead, seems to me to belong to a different redaction. 

Analysis of the Epistles of James, I and II Peter soon revealed that there is no verse where AC does 

not read differently from CV and CB. The variations of AC with respect to CV and CB are not 

only lexical, but grammatical. Therefore, either the revisor was consciously implementing specific 

textual changes to a copy that ultimately can be traced back to an archaic translation of the 

Apostolos – and even in this instance it is possible to talk about a different redaction – or the text 

belongs to a different translation. Additionally, in light of the hypothesis that Luther’s NT might 

have been used during the revision process in composing AC, if not for a distinct translation of the 

Apostolos altogether, there is no doubt that AC belongs to quite a different textual tradition from 

CB and CV. 
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Nonetheless, the work on the Romanian Apostolos is far from finished. In order to be able 

to consolidate my hypothetical view on the text’s tradition in Romanian, further philological 

analysis of CV, CB and AC is needed. In particular, part of the next chapter will be dedicated to 

the study of chapters 18-28 of the Acts of the Apostles and the exploration of translation principles 

applied in rendering biblical books in Romanian during the sixteenth century. 
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Chapter 4: Translation and Revision of the Psalter and Apostolos in Romanian 

1. Introduction 

In studying the source tradition from which the Psalter and the Apostolos texts were 

translated into old Romanian, as well as the affiliation diagram connecting the sixteenth-century 

textual witnesses to these texts, more than once we have come across the issue of the translation 

and revision principles followed in composing and altering one or the other text. After a brief 

introduction to the topic, this chapter will investigate the translation principles and techniques 

applied to translating biblical texts into Romanian in the sixteenth century and will offer a detailed 

study of textual variety across the sources with the aim of unveiling the revision process they might 

have undergone.   

Unfortunately, there are no contemporary accounts of translating from Church Slavonic or 

from any other language into Romanian in the sixteenth century. The only rationale for having 

certain biblical or liturgical books rendered into Romanian come from Coresi’s colophons to his 

printed editions, as we have seen in chapter one. So that in the colophon to the 1577 bilingual 

edition of the Psalter, Coresi writes: скрисꙋ вамь ачѣсте ѱълтири кꙋ ѿвѣть · дѣмь скось де ꙟ 

ѱълтирѣ сръбѣскѫ пре лиⷨбѫ рꙋмънѣскѫ · съ вѫ фїе де ꙟцелегѫтꙋрѫ · ши гръмѫтичилорь · ши вѫ 

рогь ка фрацїи мїеи съ четици ши бине съ сокотици […],37 where, although no mention is made of 

the translation principles followed in translating the Psalter, at least it is suggested that the source 

was indeed Slavonic (on the meaning of 'Serbian' see Thomson 1988: 689, note 82). In the 

colophon to the Gospel Homiliary printed in 1581, Lucas Hirscher, mayor of Brașov and patron of 

the book’s publication, gives a more detailed account on what led him to print this book and on 

where he found its source text, that is, by the Wallachian Metropolitan, owner of the book. In 

closing, he says: 

нои ѡ дѣдемь лꙋ кореси дїаконꙋль, че ера мещерь ꙟвъцать ꙟтрачесть лоукрꙋ · 
де ѡ скоасе де ꙟ картѣ сърбѣскѫ пре лимба роумѫнѣскѫ · ꙟпреꙋнѫ ши кꙋ 

 
37 ‘I wrote for you this Psalter with answer, which I rendered it from a Serbian Psalter in the Romanian 

language; that it may be of understanding to you and to the scribes. And I ask you, as my brothers, to read 

and meditate well [upon it]’ (my translation). 
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преꙋцїи дела бесѣрека шкѣилѡрь де лъѫгѫ четатѣ брашовоулꙋи · аноуме попь 
ꙗне ши попа михаи.38  

 

Both quotations are taken from texts in which the authors mainly focus on the moral and 

educational value of the books in question and where the reference to the source and the target 

languages is marginal when compared to the authority given to the task of translation as supported 

by Cor 1:19: ‘Yet in the church I would rather speak five words with my understanding, that by my 

voice I might teach others also, than ten thousand words in an unknown tongue’, where the focus is 

on the idea that biblical translations are a source of further understanding of God’s teachings. 

When it comes to understanding of дѣмь скось де ꙟ ѱълтирѣ сръбѣскѫ пре лиⷨбѫ рꙋмънѣскѫ of the 

Psalter’s colophon or де ѡ скоасе де ꙟ картѣ сърбѣскѫ пре лимба роумѫнѣскѫ of the Gospel 

Homiliary colophon, it is plausible to assume that by the verb ‘a scoate’ it is meant to print, while 

the adjective ‘Serbian’ indicates Slavonic in a broader understanding, that is, not necessarly South 

Slavonic. The issue of the Psalter in 1577, in fact, follows the edition of 1570, so that ‘am scos’, I 

brought forth, does not indicate the act of translating the text, for there existed already a translated 

version of it, but simply of printing it. Following this, the reference to the Serbian/Slavonic 

language, in both colophons, probably indicated the source tradition of these texts, rather than the 

immediate source language. 

When looking at the issue from a different perspective, ‘biblical translation is intimately 

connected with the religious trends and tenets of the community’ (Schwartz 1963: 9), and aspect 

that in the case of the Romanian lands presents a complex yet fascinating picture. Put simply, 

although the internal structure of the Psalter and Apostolos texts in Romanian follow the Orthodox 

tradition as found in many Slavonic manuscripts and printed edition, the promotion of their further 

production and circulation, especially through the art of printing, was supported by representatives 

of the Reformed Churches. In terms of the translation of the Holy Scripture, the Orthodox and the 

Reformed Churches had different and at times conflicting views. If with the arrival of Humanism 

and the work of Johannes Reuchlin and Desiderius Erasmus primary importance was given to the 

 
38 ‘We gave it [the book] to deacon Coresi, who was a skilful master in such art, so that he, together with the 

priests Iane and Mihai from the Șcheii Church nearby Brașov, might bring forth the Serbian book into 

Romanian […]’ (my translation) 
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original text and the study of the Holy Writ in Hebrew and Greek for the Old Testament and the 

New Testament respectively (Schwartz 1963: 11-15), the Orthodox Churches of the Balkans and 

Eastern Europe were also placing a high importance on the Greek religious sources as inherited 

from the Byzantine world and as rendered in Church Slavonic. Indeed, since the ninth century and 

the translation of the first biblical books in Church Slavonic through the mission of Cyril and 

Methodius, Church Slavonic acquired the status of a liturgical language and later of literary 

language (MacRobert 2006), which meant that it was not considered heretical either to read or 

attempt exegetical work upon the Holy Scripture in Church Slavonic. The interesting element 

about the rendering of the biblical texts in Church Slavonic is that like the tradition of the 

vernacular Bibles in Western Europe (see the example of the history of the translation of the New 

Testament into English from Greek after Tyndale in Schwartz 1963: 18-19), it is a history of 

continuous revisions. As pointed out in the Introduction, for the Slavonic tradition of the Apostolos 

and Psalter texts, for example, more than four and six redactions respectively can be identified up 

to the fifteenth century. In particular, a turning point in the history of the transmission of religious 

texts in Church Slavonic was the end of the thirteenth or beginning of the fourteenth century, when 

all liturgical and biblical books underwent a process of textual revision and further lexical and 

syntactic adaptation to the Greek model (Garzaniti 2001: 96-102; MacRobert 1998b; Thomson 

1998; Христова-Шомова 2003). Consequently, although both the Orthodox and the Reformed 

Churches ultimately give a position of prominence to the Greek text, the path that led them to it is 

quite different. The case of the Romanian translations is only to be understood from both 

perspectives. On the one hand, they are the result of the same literal approach to translation and 

revision as in the case of the Slavonic texts. On the other hand, initially, the principal purpose of 

these translations was that of giving means to the faithful to gain a better understanding of God’s 

teachings, that is, the attitude towards the translated text was comparable to that of Luther towards 

vernacular/translated text. 

In order to be able to infer the translation and the revision principles followed throughout 

the sixteenth century in rendering the Holy Scripture into Romanian, we are obliged to refer to the 

textual sources themselves and build backwards the theoretical framework which the translators 
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and revisors had in mind. Structurally, this chapter will treat the topics of translation method, 

techniques and revision processes employed in the tradition of the Psalter and Apostolos texts in 

Romanian. 

2. The Translation of Biblical Texts into Old Romanian 

Any practice of translating involved three key factors – the source text (ST) as 

representative of its source language (SL), the target text (TT) communicated through its target 

language (TL), and the translator or revisor functioning as mediator between the other two factors. 

The degree of interaction between these three factors, and in this case it is worth combining the 

notion of ST and SL and TT and TL for it is within the limits of these texts only that the source and 

the languages are analysed, define the procedure through which a translation is realised. The role 

played by the ST/SL is defined by its genre and linguistic authority, that is, by the general attitude 

with which the source was regarded. The Psalter and the Apostolos being both religious texts, 

rendered from the official Church language into Romanian, it should be assumed that the ST and 

the SL enjoyed maximum authority, and that consequently the translations were mainly source-

oriented – an aspect which Nida places at the base of a formal-equivalence translation approach 

(1964: 426). However, the practical means through which it was attempted to reach formal 

equivalence bring into picture the role played by the TL and that of the translator/revisor. First, 

because the target texts reveal certain moments of departure from the source text, and second, 

because there are many variant readings across the textual witnesses of single texts (Psalter and 

Apostolos in this case) which are to be explained in the light of the translator’s activity rather than 

the tradition of the source text. 

A distinction should be made between translation method and translation techniques. In the 

main I follow Molina’s definitions – the translation method is the overall principle followed by the 

translator in achieving his/her objective and it works at the macro-level of the text; translation 

techniques are the procedures by which a translation equivalence is achieved, and they affect the 

micro-units of the text (2004: 507-09). In terms of techniques, it is possible to classify them as 

source- or target-oriented. Translating through a borrowing, a calque, or a literal rendering would 
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fall within a source-oriented translation practice. Techniques such as amplification, generalization, 

particularization, transposition and modulation reveal instead the role played by the target language 

and the activity of the translator (Molina and Hurtado Albir 2004: 509-11). This distinction is 

important, for the chapter is structurally divided into first investigating the translation method and 

then the translation techniques which can be identified in the textual sources of the Psalter and 

Apostolos texts in Romanian. 

While the practice of translating sees the involvement of the SL, TL, and the translator, my 

analysis has focused mainly on textual varieties across the sixteenth century sources of the Psalter 

and Apostolos in Romanian, that is, it is result-oriented. Consequently, the theoretical framework 

derived from comparing the sources among themselves and with the tradition of the source text 

serves as a practical tool to organise and develop a coherent narrative throughout the chapter. In 

this respect, unless there is an unquestionable mistake in rendering or interpreting the ST, the 

variant translations are considered equally valid, and the attempt is to uncover the reasons which 

led to such variation. Additionally, no attempt will be made at formulating a general theory of 

translation of biblical texts in Romanian in the sixteenth century. It seems, in fact, that the 

approach to translation and to revision, in particular, was quite flexible, and that there were no 

standard translations which had a higher degree of authority over other translations. This is, 

however, an aspect that will become apparent throughout the analysis advanced in the chapter. 

Additionally, a result-oriented study of the translation method and techniques applied in 

composing the texts of the Psalter and Apostolos in Romanian leads me to conflate to a certain 

extent the concept of translation/revision and translator/revisor. In chapters two and three it has 

been shown that it is not possible to have access to the original or ‘archetype’ translation of the two 

texts in Romanian, and that the primary sources available are the result of a process of revision and 

adaptation applied to biblical books. Similarly, we have no information about the original authors 

of these translations, and whether they are the result of an individual or group initiative. The word 

translation in this chapter, therefore, is used in the broader sense of rendering a text from one 

language into another, including revising the translated text with reference to the original source 

text, and retranslating the original text with reference to previous translations. By ‘the translator’ I 
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mean whichever individual or group of individuals working at the composition of one of the 

primary sources I am dealing with. 

2.1. The Translation Method of the Psalter and Apostolos Texts 

The basic translation method followed in rendering the Psalter and the Apostolos texts in 

old Romanian during the sixteenth century is that of literal translation, corresponding to the 

concept of formal equivalence described by Nida (1964: 165). If we look at the examples provided 

from psalm 119 and the first seven verses of the Epistle of James chapter 3, we notice that to each 

translation unit in Church Slavonic there corresponds a translation unit in old Romanian. It should 

be noted that, considering the nature of the two languages involved in the analysis and in order to 

facilitate the textual comparison, the concept of translation unit in this chapter is similar to that 

proposed by Vinay and Darbelnet (1995: 20-30), so that unit of translation, lexicological unit, and 

unit of thought should be understood as equivalent. Vereščagin, in his study of the translation 

method applied in rendering biblical books from Greek into Church Slavonic, is another point of 

reference for this study. In brief, what is here defined as translation unit, Vereščagin names ‘word’, 

where this indicates ‘not only the lexeme, that is, a lexical element, but also any morphological 

word which plays an independent (syntactical) role in the sentence (such as conjunctions, 

pronouns, particle of negation, but propositions and auxiliary verbs)’ (Верещагин 2014, see 

chapter 1). Overall, in this study, a translation unit comprises instances of prepositional and noun 

phrases (columns 1, 12, 15 and others in psalm 119, and columns 46 and 49 in the passage from 

James), verb-forms including cliticized forms and auxiliaries (columns s 18, 38, 39 in psalm 119, 

and 99 and 101 in James), both in Church Slavonic and old Romanian. 

The verse division of the examples from the Psalter and the Apostolos follow those found 

in Rahlfs’ Septuagint and Nestle-Aland 28th edition of the New Testament in Greek.39 When there 

is a direct correspondence between the Slavonic and the Romanian translation units, these are 

aligned under one column. If the word order in the Romanian sources is different from the 

Slavonic example, the Romanian translation unit is numbered in superscript to correspond to the 

 
39 Accessible at Online-Bibles database provided by the German Bible Society: 

<https://www.bibelwissenschaft.de/online-bibeln/ueber-die-online-bibeln/ >[Accessed 22/06/2022] 

https://www.bibelwissenschaft.de/online-bibeln/ueber-die-online-bibeln/
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Slavonic translation unit. When there are additional lexical units in the Romanian sources which 

are not matched by the Slavonic counterpart, these are recorded unnumbered in a separate column, 

and will receive further consideration later in the chapter. No changes have been applied to the 

syntactic order of the verse in the Slavonic and Romanian sources.40 Additionally, the translation 

units of psalm 119 and James 3:1-7 are numbered in sequence, starting anew for each textual 

excerpt, so that it is easier to refer to each translation unit within the space of the chapter. 

2.1.1. Psalm 119 

The first aspect to note about the translation method applied to the translation of psalm 119 

and to the Psalter in general is that the grammatical class of every translation unit is respected – a 

verbal construction is rendered with a verbal construction, as are nominal and other syntactic 

constructions. In the case of psalm 119, there is only one instance between columns 9 and 10 

where an additional element, a reflexive clitic, is added in PS and which has no correspondent in 

the Slavonic tradition. This is probably due to the context of verse and the anticipation of the 

possessive article of дш҃ѫ моѫ, the direct object of the verb, with a personal pronoun ме, me. 

Generally, however, the literal translation method is followed. A few places where there are 

varieties either among the Romanian sources or between the Romanian renderings and the 

Slavonic original reveal instead the translation techniques used by the individual translators and 

revisors in dealing with the text. 

In columns 18 and 22 the Slavonic perfective verbs are rendered with a future construction 

in Romanian, and because in Romanian such construction is built with the auxiliary ‘vrea’, to want, 

there is an increase in the number of words used in rendering the translation unit. Additionally, in 

PH there is no reflexive particle in the translation of приложит сѧ, which might be due to either a 

coordination of verbs, that is, the reflexive particle in 18 applies also to the verb in 22, or a simple 

omission. In column 30 it can be noticed that the Slavonic prepositional phrase съ горѧщими 

ѧгльми has been analysed differently in PH, PC2 and the other sources. While in PV, PS, PCb, PC 

and PC1 the Slavonic prepositional phrase is recognised and translated with a parallel prepositional 

 
40 While psalm 119 is cited directly from the Tomić Psalter, the verses from the Epistle of James follow 

Cleminson’s collation of the Catholic Epistles (obtained through personal correspondence). 
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Psalm 119 

119:1        119:2     

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  10 11 

Slavonic къ го҃у єгда скрьбѣⷯ възвахь и оуслыша мѧ г҃и избави  дш҃ѫ моѫ 
PH кътръ дѡⷨнꙋль къндᲂу бънꙋию кемаю ши 7мѧ 6а҆ᲂуѕи доⷨне избъвѧще  сᲂуфлетᲂу ⷧ мїеꙋ 
PV кътрѫ дмн҇ꙋⷧ къндꙋ скръбїѧ кемаю ши аѹѕи ме дм҇не избъвѣще  сꙋфлетꙋⷧ мїеꙋ 
PS кътръ дн҃ᲂу ⷧ къндꙋ скръбїѧ кїемаю ши аᲂуѕи ме дн҇ꙋⷧ избъвѣщи  ме флетꙋⷧ мїеꙋ 
PC/PC1 кътрѫ домнꙋль къндь скръбїа кемаю ши аᲂузи мѫ доамне избъвѣще  сᲂуфлтеꙋль мїеꙋ 
PCb кътрѫ домнᲂу ⷧ къндь скръбїа кемаю ши аѹѕи мѫ доамне избъвѣще  сꙋфлетѹⷧ мїеѹ 
PC2 кътрѫ домꙋль къндь скръбїа кемаю ши аѹзи мѫ доамне избъвѣще  сꙋфлетᲂу ⷧ мїеꙋ 
 

      119:3      

 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 

Sl ѿ оустень неправедеи и ѿ ѫзыка льстива что даⷭ сѧ тебѣ или что приложит сѧ 
PH де ррость стръмбᲂу ши де лиⷨбь лъститѡре че се ва да цие саꙋ че ва адаᲂуџе 
PV де рроⷭтꙋⷧ недереⷫтꙋ ши де лиⷨбъ менчюросъ че да се ва цїе саꙋ че се ва адаѹџе 
PS де ростꙋ недерептꙋ ши де лиⷨбъ лъстивъ че да се ва цїе ши че адаѹџе се ва 
PC/PC1 де ростꙋль недерепть ши де лимбѫ хитлѣнѫ че да се ва цїе ши че адаꙋџе се ва 
PCb де ростᲂу ⷧ недерепть ши де лиⷨбѫ хитлѣнѫ че да се ва цїе ши че адаᲂуџе се ва 
PC2 де ростꙋль недерепть ши де лимбѫ хитлѣнѫ че да се ва цїе саꙋ че адаꙋџе се ва 
 

119:3    119:4     

 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 

Sl тебѣ къ ѫзыкоу льстивоу стрѣлы силнаго изощрены съ горѧщими ѧгльми поустынными 
PH цїе кътръ лиⷨба лъститорѣ съџѣтеле тарелᲂуиⷧ а҆скᲂуците а҆рѕьн̾дꙋ кᲂу кърбᲂунри де пᲂустыне 
PV цїе кътрѫ лиⷨбъ менчюроасъ съџѣтеле пᲂутⷬѣникᲂулꙋи аскꙋците кꙋ априⷩшїи къррбꙋри пꙋстїиеи 
PS цїе кътрръ лимби хиклѣнъ съџѣтеле таирелꙋи аскꙋците кᲂу аршїи каррбꙋни пꙋстинїеи 
PC/PC1 цїе кътрѫ лимбѫ хитлѣнѫ съџѣтеле тарелꙋи аскꙋците кꙋ аршїи кърбꙋнїи пꙋстїиеи 
PCb цїе кътрѫ лиⷨбѫ хитлѣнѫ съџѣтеле тарелꙋи аскᲂуџите кᲂу аршїи кърбᲂунїи пᲂустїиєи 
PC2 цїе кътрѫ лимбѫ хитлѣнѫ съџѣтеле тарелꙋи аскꙋците аршїи кърбꙋнїи пꙋстиеи 
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119:5          

 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 

Sl оувы мнѣ ꙗко пришелствїе мое оудали сѧ въселих сѧ съ селы кидарскыми 
PH ваи де мїе къ венрирѣ мѧ делꙋръ се мᲂутаю мѧ кᲂу сателе кѷдърещи 

PV ваи мїе къ веритꙋⷧ мїеꙋ делꙋⷩгъ се ꙟнтраю кꙋ сателе кедарюлꙋи 

PS ваи мїе къ венирѣ ме лꙋнџи се ꙟнтраю кᲂу фсателе кидарꙋлꙋи 

PC/PC1 ваи де мине къ венирѣ мѣ лꙋнџи се ꙟнтраи кꙋ сателе кѷдарюлꙋи 

PCb ваи де мине къ венирѣ мѣ лᲂуⷩџи се ꙟнтраю кᲂу сателе кѵдарюлᲂую 

PC2 ваи де мине къ венирѣ мѣ делꙋꙟгъ се мꙋтаи мѫ кꙋ сателе кѷдарюлꙋи 

 

119:6     

 41 42 43 44 

Sl много пришелствова дш҃а моа 
PH мᲂуⷧть ꙟмбⷧъ  сᲂуфлетᲂулъ мїеꙋ 

PV мꙋⷧтꙋ ѡаспе фꙋ сꙋфлетꙋⷧ мїеꙋ 

PS мᲂуⷧтꙋ пришлецꙋ фꙋ сꙋфлетꙋ мїеꙋ 

PC/PC1 мᲂулть пришлець фᲂу сᲂуфлетꙋль мїеꙋ 

PCb мᲂуⷧтъ пришлець фᲂу сᲂуфлетᲂу ⷧ мїеᲂу 

PC2 моулть проиди  соуфлетꙋл ̾ мїеꙋ 

 

119:7           

 45 46 47 48 49 50 51 52 53 54 

Sl съ ненавидѧщїими мира бѣⷯ мирень єгда гла҃ахь имь борѣхѫ сѧ съ мноѫ тоуне 
PH чеѧ че нꙋ ми юбиръ пачеле фᲂую ꙟ паче къндꙋ гръиѧ лоръ лᲂупта се кᲂу менре ꙟ ешерть 
PV кꙋ чеѧ че ꙋръѧ пачеле фꙋю ꙟмпаче къндꙋ грѫиѧ лоⷬ лᲂуⷫта се кꙋ мере ꙟн дешрьтꙋ 

PS кᲂу чеи че ᲂурїѧ паⷱле фꙋю ꙟ паⷱ къндꙋ кꙋвънта лорь лꙋпта се кꙋ мине ꙟн дешертᲂу 
PC/PC1 кꙋ чеи че ᲂурѫѧ пачеле фᲂуи ꙟ паче къндь кᲂувѫнта лѡрь лᲂупта се кᲂу мине ꙟ дешерть 
PCb коу чеи че ᲂурѫѧ паⷱле фᲂую ꙟ паче къⷩдь кᲂувѫⷩта лѡⷬ лᲂупта се кѹ мине ꙟ дешерть 

PC2 кꙋ чеи че ѹрѫѧ пачѣ ера ꙟ паче къндь гръии лѡⷬ лоупта се кꙋ мине ꙟ дешерть 
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phrase, in PH съ горѧщими is probably taken as one word, that is, as a participles of the verb съгорѣти, 

a form which in principle is estraneous to Church Slavonic constructions. The result is that while in 

PH we have a gerund functioning as a modal adjunct to the finite verb – the arrows are being 

sharpened by burning with coals –, the other Romanian sources have an instrumental phrase –the 

arrows are sharpened with the burning coals. Additionally interesting is the case of PC2, which 

follows the tradition of PV, PS, PCb and the previous two printed editions, but drops the preposition 

with and so appears to have analysed the word in a similar fashion to PH. 

In columns 32 and 33 the Slavonic presents an interjection, оувы мнѣ, alas or woe is me, 

which is either rendered literally in PV and PS, or presents the additional element of a preposition in 

PCb, PC, PC1 and PC2. It is likely that in this instance the customs of the target language played a 

role (Tuțescu 2006), for ‘vai de mine’ is a set phrase to render оувы мнѣ. In the case of PH, it might be 

that during the modification of the Romanian text the revisor added the preposition but failed to 

change the case of the pronoun from dative to accusative. 

In column 38 there is an example of lexical variety across the Romanian sources. The 

Slavonic verb въселити сѧ, to settle down, is rendered with а се мᲂута, to move (with reflexive particle, 

mirroring the Slavonic), in PH and PC2 and with а ꙟнтра, to enter, in the other sources. The 

difference is given by the analysis of the verb: in PH and PC2 the overall meaning of the Slavonic 

verb is taken into account, while in the other sources a greater attention is devoted to the prefix въ-, 

in-, and so a different verb is chosen. However, the verb to enter cannot take the reflexive clitic 

pronoun in Romanian so that the element of reflexivity present in the Slavonic source is lost. 

Column 42 presents us with a case of change of grammatical category, that is, the change 

from a verbal construction to a noun plus copula construction. Consequently, the third person singular 

aorist verb in много пришелствова дш҃а моа, much sojourned my soul, is rendered with a simple perfect 

in PH and PC2 (although lexically they are different) and with a noun phrase in the other sources: 

пришлець фᲂу, was a wanderer. This could be considered a case of direct intervention of the 

translator/revisor, where the technique of transposition is applied. 



185 

 

Column 45 presents a significant mismatch in the word count between the source and the 

target languages, due to the fact that in some instances the Slavonic present active participle is 

translated with a relative construction in Romanian. It is also interesting to notice that in PH we have 

an instance of modulation, that is, of change of viewpoint in the verse, and the addition of the indirect 

object clitic ми, so that the text чеѧ че нꙋ ми юбиръ пачеле can be understood as those who did not love 

my peace, rather than with those who hate peace, as it is rendered in the other sources. 

A last grammatical category which presents variety in psalm 119 is the rendering of Slavonic 

adjectives and adverbs. The adjective in column 48 and the adverb in column 54, for examples, are 

rendered as prepositional phrases in Romanian. While the adjectives in columns 31 and 40 are mainly 

rendered with a noun in the dative case: поустынными and кидарскыми → пᲂустїиєи and кѵдарюлᲂую. 

The only source to behave differently is PH, which has a prepositional phrase in 31 and an adjective 

in 40. 

From the analysis of psalm 119 it is possible to draw a few, brief considerations. As 

mentioned at the beginning of section 2.1., the general translation method followed in rendering the 

Psalter into Romanian is that of literal translation. In particular, both the syntactic order (with the 

exemption of columns 6 and 7 in PH, where the order of the verb and its reflexive clitic are inverted) 

and the grammatical category of each translation unit are followed. However, a close analysis of the 

text makes us identify other aspects involved in the process of translating. First, there are instances of 

adapting to the ways of the TL (see columns 32-33, 40, 45, 48, 54), as well as the adoption of 

different translation techniques across the Romanian witnesses, which bring to textual variety 

(example 42).  

2.1.2. James 3:1-7 

The translation method used in rendering the text of the Apostolos is the same as for the 

Psalter, that is, a literal translation where both the structure of the sentence and the grammatical class 

of each translation unit of the SL are matched in the TL. However, the Romanian textual witnesses of 

the Apostolos in Romanian present a higher number of variations, the result of a different 

implementation of translation techniques throughout the text. Probably also because of the highly 



186 

 

narrative nature of the text (a sequence of events), there are many more additions or omissions of 

‘small’ words such as conjunctions (such is the case in the textual tradition of the Apostolos in Church 

Slavonic as well). Some of them can be explained in the light of a different Slavonic source (addition 

of the pronoun нострꙋ in CB between columns 86 and 87 can be explained if C93 C94corr Lk T26 H49 

Bd are taken into account, for example), others however seem to be the result of the 

translator/revisor’s deliberate choice. These, therefore, although reported as found in the original 

source, will not receive further analysis. As with the analysis of psalm 119, I will systematically go 

through the instances of variety among the Romanian textual sources and comment on them. 

In column 7 we find another way in which the Slavonic present active participles were 

rendered in Romanian, that is, with a gerund (CB and CV). However, AC has rather a finite verb, the 

presence of which probably influences the conjugation of the subsequent finite first person plural verb 

пріимемъ, we will receive, rendered as прїмици, you receive (second person plural). This is an example 

of transposition. Similar to this instance is that of column 47, where the passive participle ꙁатачаеми 

is rendered with an articulated participle in CB and CV but with a finite verb in AC. However, in 

column 48 the finite verb ѡбращают сѧ, are turned around, is instead rendered with a gerund in AC 

ꙟнторк̾ѫндꙋ се, turning [themselves]. The overall result is that the understanding of James 3:4 in AC 

is different from the one found in the original source as well as in CB and CV, although every 

translation unit in the source text finds a corresponding unit in the target text: 

Sl: корабли толици сꙋще и ѿ жестокъ вѣтръ ꙁатачаеми ѡбращают сѧ малѣмъ кормильцемъ: the ships 

being so great and being driven by strong winds, are turned around by a small rudder; 

AC: корабїа къть фїиндь ши де юте вънтꙋ ѡ адъпостимь ꙟнтор̾кѫндꙋ се кᲂу микѫ кръмицѫ: the ship 

so great/of such size being and from the bitter wind we shelter it, turning around with a small rudder; 

CB/CV: корабїа атьцѣ фїиндꙋ ши де рѫꙋ вѫнтꙋ гѫсите, ꙟторкꙋ се кꙋ митютѣ крьмитꙋрѣ: the ship 

(plural in CV) such being and by the strong wind being found, turn around with a small rudder. 
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James chapter 3, verses 1-7 

3:1            

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
Sl не мноꙁи оучителіе бываите братіе моѧ вѣдѧще ꙗкѡ болии грѣхъ пріимемъ 
CB нꙋ мꙋлци ꙟвѫцѫтори фиреци фрацїи мїеи щииндꙋ кь маи маре пѫкатꙋ лꙋѡммꙋ 
CV нᲂу мᲂулци ꙟвъцътори фїреци фрацїи мїеи щїиндꙋ къ маи маре пъкатᲂу преемимꙋ 
AC нᲂу мᲂулци ꙟвъцътори фиреци фрацїи мїеи щици къ маи маре пъкать прїмици 
 

3:2              

  12 13 14 15 16  17 18 19 20 
Sl  многѡ бо согрѣшаемъ вси иже  словомъ не согрѣшитъ сеи 
CB  мꙋлтꙋ амꙋ грешимꙋ тоци чїне  кꙋ кꙋвѫнтꙋл нꙋ грѣшаще ачела 
CV ши мᲂултꙋ  грешимꙋ  чел че  кᲂу кꙋвънтᲂул нᲂу грешаще ачела 
AC  мᲂулть амꙋ грешимь тоци че ꙟсѫ чела че 18нᲂу 19грешаще 17кᲂу кᲂувѫнтꙋль ачела 

 

 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 

 совершенъ мꙋжъ силенъ ѡбꙋꙁдати и все тѣло 
 десъврьшитꙋ бѫрбатꙋ таре чеш ꙟфрьнѣзѫ  тотꙋ трꙋпᲂул 
е 22бърбатᲂу 21десфръшитꙋ таре аши ꙟфръра  тотᲂу трꙋпꙋл 
е десфръшить бърбать силникь ашь ꙟфрѫна  тоть трᲂупꙋль 
 

3:3               

 28  29 30 31  32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 
Sl се  конємъ бръꙁды во оуста  влагаемъ да повинꙋют сѧ намъ и все тѣло ихъ ѡбращаемъ 
CB адекѫ  каилор зѫбале ꙟ гꙋрѫ  бѫгѫмꙋ се плѣче се ноаѡ ши тотꙋ трꙋпꙋл лор ꙟтоарчемь 
CV адекъ амᲂу каилорꙋ зъбалеле ꙟ гᲂуръ лъ бъгъмᲂу се сᲂуе се ноаѡ ши тотᲂу трꙋпᲂул лорꙋ ꙟнтоарчеⷨ 
AC ꙗтѫ  калꙋль зъбала ꙟ гᲂурѫи  бъгъмь де се сꙋпꙋне ноаѡ ши тоть трᲂупꙋ лꙋи ꙟнтоачемь 
  

 
 

 
 



188 

 

3:4            

 40  41 42 43 44 45 46 47  48 
Sl се  и корабли толици сꙋще и ѿ жестокъ вѣтръ ꙁатачаеми  ѡбращают сѧ 
CB ꙗтѫ  ши корабїа атьцѣ фїиндꙋ ши де рѫꙋ вѫнтꙋ гѫсите  ꙟторкꙋ се 
CV адекъ амᲂу ши корабїиле атъта фїиндꙋ ши де изѧклѧнꙋ вънтᲂу гъсите ши се ꙟнторкᲂу 
AC адекѫ   корабїа къть фїиндь ши де юте вънтꙋ ѡ адъпостимь  ꙟнторк̾ѫндꙋ се 
  
49 50 51 52 53 

малѣмъ кормильцемъ ꙗмо же аще стремленіе правѧщомоу хощетъ 
кꙋ митютѣ крьмитꙋрѣ ꙟкѫтрꙋ  ѡ порнирѣ дерептѫторюл врѣ ва 
де митютѧ кърмитоаре 52а дерептъторюⷧи 50ꙟкътрꙋ  53 ѡ ва 51дїꙟ стръминаре 
кᲂу микѫ кръмицѫ кᲂумь 53ва врѣ 51съ ѡ порнѣскѫ 52дерептѣзь ѡ 
 

3:5            

 54 55 56 57 58 59 60 61 62 63 64 
Sl тако и ѧꙁыкъ малъ оудъ єсть и вельми хвалит сѧ се малъ 
CB аша ши лимба микꙋ мѫдꙋларю ꙗсте ши фоарте лаꙋдѫ се адекѫ кꙋ пꙋцинелꙋ 
CV аша ши лимба митютелᲂу мъдꙋларю ꙗсте ши фоарте се лаᲂудъ адекъ пᲂуцинꙋ 
AC аша ши лимба микѫ бᲂукѫцѣ ꙗсте ши фоарте лаꙋдь се ꙗтѫ пᲂуцинель 
  
65  66 67 68 

ѻгнь  коликѫ вещь съжиꙃаетъ 
фокꙋ  кѫте лꙋкрᲂуре арде 
фокᲂу  къте лᲂуклᲂуре арде 
фокь ши кътѫ фире арде 
 

 

3:6              

 69 70  71 72 73 74 75 76 77 78 79  

Sl и ѧꙁыкъ  ѻгнь лѣпота неправдѣ тако и ѧꙁыкъ водворѧет сѧ во оудѣхъ нашихъ  
CB ши лимба ши фокꙋл фрꙋмсецѣ недерептѫцїеи аша ши лимба токмѣще се ꙟтрꙋ мѫдꙋлареле ноастре  
CV ши лимба е фокᲂу фрᲂуⷨсѧцѣ недерептацїеи аша ши лиⷨба ръдекъ се ꙟнтрꙋ мъдᲂулареле ноастре ши 
AC ши лимба   фрꙋмсецеи дерептьцїеи аша  лимба деспꙋиндꙋ се ꙟнтрꙋ мъдꙋлареле ноастре  
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80 81 82 83 84 85 86  87 88 89 

сквернѧщи все тѣло и ѡпалѣѫщи коло рождьства  и ѡпалѣемъ ѿ геенны 
де спᲂуркѫ тот трꙋпᲂул ши апрїинде ꙟпрежоур нѫскꙋтꙋл  ши апрїнсꙋ де геенꙋ 
спᲂуркъ тотᲂу трꙋпꙋл ши пълѣще ꙟпреџюрꙋл нъскᲂутᲂулꙋи нострꙋ  пълитᲂу де гїеенᲂу 
спᲂуркѫ тоть трᲂупꙋль ши апринде ꙟпрежꙋрꙋль нъскꙋтꙋлꙋи  ши апринзъндꙋ се де ла геенѫ 
 
3:7           

 90 91 92 93 94 95 96 97 98 99 
Sl всѧко бо єстество ѕвѣреи же и птицъ гадъ же и рыбъ оумѫчает сѧ 
CB тоатѫ  фирѣ фиарѫлор ши    а пещїлор цинꙋ се 
CV тоатъ  фирѣ фїерилорᲂу ши пасърилорꙋ гадинелорᲂу ши пещилорꙋ ᲂустенескᲂу 
AC де тоатѫ  а фъптꙋра фїарѫ ши пасѫри гадине ши пещи ᲂустенескꙋ се 
 

100 101 102 103 

и оумѫчит сѧ єстествомъ человѣческимъ 
ши кїнꙋескꙋ се кꙋ фирѣ ѡминѣскѫ 
ши мᲂунческꙋ се кᲂу фирѣ ѡменѣскъ 
ши мꙋꙟнческꙋ се де фирѣ ѡменѣскѫ 
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Another point of difficulty in this verse is to be found in columns 51-53. The overall 

meaning of this verse is: ‘the ships, which though they be so great and are driven by fierce winds, 

yet are they turned about with a very small helm, whithersoever the helmsman pleases’ (KJV). The 

passage ꙗможе аще стремленіе правѧщомоу хощетъ, wherever the direction of him steering pleases, 

is rendered literally in CB, but presents some variation in CV and AC. In CV there is a change of 

the word order but not of the word’s grammatical class, а дерептъторюⷧи ꙟкътрꙋ ѡ ва дїꙟ 

стръминаре, of the one steering wherever he wants out of impulse. In AC, however, there is both a 

change in the word order as well as in their grammatical category: кᲂумь ва врѣ съ ѡ порнѣскѫ 

дерептѣзь ѡ, as [he] wants to direct it, so he steers it. These changes create some confusion at the 

syntactical level and alter additionally to the meaning of the sentence. 

Between columns 16 and 17 there is an instance of linguistic amplification in the case of 

AC. The relative pronoun иже is rendered initially with че, which, followed by an additional 

translation ꙟсѫ чела че, instead that which, which adds the element of the adversative conjunction 

ꙟсѫ to the relative construction. Additionally, the order of the translation units of 17-19 is inverted 

in AC, which is probably the result of the adaptation to the natural word order to be expected in 

Romanian (SVO). Similarly, the word order of 21-22 is inverted in CV, which might be explained 

by the same reason (postnominal placement of the adjective). 

Between columns 20 and 21 it is interesting to notice the addition of the copula ‘is’ in AC 

and CV, while it is absent in CB. This, once more, is an example of linguistic amplification, when 

an additional grammatical element is inserted to adapt to the needs of the TL. Besides the addition 

of the copula, this passage of the Apostolos has instances of the addition of personal pronouns in 

their clitic form in the accusative case. Such is the case with CV between columns 31 and 32 as 

well as AC in columns 47, 52 and 53. 

Column 64 presents the addition of the preposition кꙋ, with, in CB, which transforms the expected 

noun phrase from Church Slavonic into a prepositional phrase in Romanian, and causes into 

question the agent of the verb which follows, арде, burns, for which the insertion of a reflexive 

clitic is expected for an impersonal construction – кꙋ пꙋцинелꙋ фокꙋ кѫте лꙋкроуре се ардь, with a 
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small fire how many things are burned. The lack of the reflexive clitic and the presence of the 

preposition with makes it such that the subject of the verb burn is fire The insertion might have 

occurred at the time of the revision, especially if се малъ ѻгнь has been interpreted as prepositional 

phrase, that is, if the demonstrative pronoun се has been read as the preposition съ. PH would 

present the conflation of two translations – адекѫ for the demonstrative pronoun referring to the 

preceding context of the verse, and the preposition се, result of a misreading of the ST. 

Finally, we can notice how the present active participles in columns 80 and 84 are rendered 

with a finite verb in all three Romanian texts, and how the present passive participle in column 88 

is translated with a participle in CB and CV and with a gerund in AC. Once more, this last example 

shows us how, although the sense is the same, the perspective on how the action takes place 

changes: in CB and CV лимба … апрїнсꙋ/пълитᲂу де геенꙋ, the tongue being set on fire by hell, as 

opposed to AC лимба … апринзъндꙋ се де ла геенѫ, the tongue catching fire from hell. 

A detailed analysis of James 3:1-7 shows us how also in this instance of the Apostolos the 

general approach of a literal translation method is followed. However, the number of translation 

techniques employed is higher and, as a result, higher is the number of varieties among the sources. 

This might be due also to the differences in genre between the Psalter and the Apostolos texts, one 

being poetry and the other being prose. Nida writes: ‘In poetry there is obviously a greater focus of 

attention upon formal elements than one normally finds in prose. Not that content is necessarily 

sacrificed in translation of a poem, but the content is necessarily constricted into certain formal 

moulds’ (1964: 157). Indeed, it seems that during the translation process of the Apostolos there is 

more awareness of the overall narrative context of the verse/textual passage, especially in the case 

of AC. The case of CB is different, where the adherence to the literal translation method is stricter. 

As a conclusion to this section, it is now possible to define better meaning of literal translation 

method – each translation unit in the source text finds a parallel translation unit in the target text. 

Even in Church Slavonic, which since the nineth century was employed and modified in order to 

resemble more and more the Greek language lexically and syntactically, there are instances where 

there is no perfect correspondence between the two languages. Vereščagin points this out (2014: 
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19-20), saying that in the instance of the translation of the Gospels there is a 98% correspondence 

between the number of morphological words present in the Greek ST and those in the Church 

Slavonic TT. Such is not the case with the translations in old Romanian, for the structure of the 

language, though adaptable to the structures Church Slavonic, often requires a higher number of 

words to deliver the same content (due also to it having more analytic verb structures, and making 

more use of prepositions). It is more fitting, therefore, to talk about translation or concept units, 

and analyse which exact translation units favoured variety in the translation and revision process 

between Church Slavonic and old Romanian. The next section of the chapter will be dedicated to 

this very aspect. All in all, by translation method it should also be understood the overall principle 

or objective followed in transposing a source text into the target language. 

2.2. Translation Techniques Applied to the Psalter and Apostolos Texts 

Translation, as we have seen so far, is a two-facet process, relying on the aspect of 

reproduction of the source text and that of adaptation to the target language. The textual variety 

existing across the Romanian sources, therefore, can derive from differences existing in the ST (see 

chapters two and three) or be generated during the process of adaptation to the target language. 

This last aspect can be analysed from numerous viewpoints, depending on the research questions to 

be explored. If so far I tried to answer to the question why certain textual varieties exist in the 

target texts of the Psalter and Apostolos in Romanian starting from the source texts, I would now 

like to explore the aspect of how these differences were introduced, that is, which translation 

techniques have been used by the translators/revisors throughout the texts. The intention behind 

this analysis is to find patterns across the texts which can tell us more about the author working on 

them, and so take the textual differences not as individual instances scattered throughout the text, 

but as pointers and possible explanations to the purpose the translator/revisor had in altering the 

text. In this respect, I should note that the expression translation technique is kept as such in order 

to keep a relation to the broader field of Translation Studies and to how certain rendering principles 

are named in the field. In truth, in the case of the textual tradition of the Psalter and Apostolos in 

Romanian we are mainly dealing with techniques and approaches to textual revision. 
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In the main, I rely on Vinay and Darbelnet’s list of terms of translation techniques (1995) 

and on Molina’s distinction between translation method, technique and strategy (2004). Not all 

techniques coined by Vinay and Darbelnet are relevant to the study of the textual differences found 

in the sources of the Psalter and Apostolos texts in Romanian. The most important ones are those 

of amplification, transposition, and modulation. Additionally, many differences rely on a degree of 

interpretation used during the translation process, especially in the case of the Hurmuzaki Psalter. 

Consequently, interpretation will be considered as an additional translation technique or form of 

adjustment implemented in rendering the source text. 

2.2.1. Change in Meaning: Amplification and Reduction 

Amplification is the practice of inserting additional information and details that are not 

present in the ST, known in Vinay and Dabernet’s treatise as explicitation. This can be linguistic 

(addition of copula, for example)41 or related to the message of the text, and is often used to make 

more accessible the meaning expressed in the ST. The opposite of amplification is reduction. 

Psalter Text 

In the case of the Psalter text, the highest number of examples of amplification and 

reduction are to be found in the Hurmuzaki Psalter. 

In some instances, amplification is the result of repetition due to mnemonic interference. 

Two aspects play a role here: a) the text of the psalms is often repetitive and there are many set 

expressions used as poetic means throughout the text; b) the learning of psalms by heart was 

common practice in medieval times, either because of their extensive use during the Liturgy of 

Hours or because the Psalter was the main grammar book used in medieval times for teaching 

reading and writing, or indeed both. Memory, in fact, might have played a role in adding textual 

change across the Psalter sources, as also shown by MacRobert in the case of the textual tradition 

of the Psalter in Church Slavonic (2008). Such is the case of psalm 78:10, for example: 

 
41 This section will not investigate the aspect of linguistic amplification, for in the main I collected examples 

of textual variety between the Romanian sources referring to differences in vocabulary or rendering of the 

source message.   
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Church Slavonic: да не когда рекѫть ѫзыци где ѥⷭ҇ б҇ь ихь. и оувѣсть сѧ въ ѫзыцѣхь прѣⷣ очима 

нашима мъсть крьве рабь твоихь пролитыѫ; 

PH: се нᲂу къндᲂува ѕикь лимбимбиле иѡ ѧсте дм҇неꙋлꙋ лѡръ . дм҇нѡѕеꙋ нострᲂу ꙟ черю ши пре 

пъмънтъ . ши се ва щи ꙟ лимби ꙟтре ѡкїи нощри кᲂуратꙋ е сънџеле шербилоръ тъи ал ̾върса. 

After the first half of the verse, PH has the addition of дм҇нѡѕеꙋ нострᲂу ꙟ черю ши пре пъмънтъ, 

our God is in heaven and on earth, which is probably taken from ps. 113:10-11, where verse 10 is 

a perfect mirror of the versicle in psalm 78:10: 

Church Slavonic: 10да не когда рекѫть ѫзыци где ѥⷭ б҃ь ихь. 11бь҃ же нашь на нб҃си и на ꙁемли ∙ въсѣ 

єлика въсхотѣ сътвори. 

PH: 10се нᲂу къндь ва ѕикь пъгнрїи ю е дм҇ѕьꙋ лоръ 11дм҇нѕеꙋлꙋ нострᲂу е ꙟ черю ши пре пъм̾нтᲂу 

тоатѣ къте аꙋ врꙋтꙋ фапт̾аꙋ. 

The addition of the first part of verse 11 of psalm 113, therefore, is influenced by the 

translator/revisor’s memory. Similarly, in ps. 145:5 the Slavonic text reads блажень ємоу же б҃ь 

і̓акѡвль поⷨщникь ѥго, blessed is of whom the God of Jacob is his helper, while in PH we find the 

addition of man after blessed, фериче де бърбатᲂуль ачелꙋѧ че дᲂумнеѕьꙋл ̾лꙋи іа̓кѡвьи е а҆џᲂуторю. 

The phrase μακάριος ἀνήρ, blessed is the man, is, in fact, a set expression that is found in through 

the Psalter text (pss.1:1, 31:2, 33:9, 39:5, 83:6), so that the amplification in ps. 145:5 could be 

related to interference of the translator's memory. 

Another type of amplification that is found in PH is what can be seen as a double 

translation, that is, when the same concept is expressed in two or more ways (Dimitrova 2019: 410-

11; Thomson 1988). This set of examples is particularly interesting when compared to the 

renderings present in the other Romanian sources, for, besides telling about the employment of a 

certain revision technique (doublets or Doppelübersetzung), it also plays in favour of the 

hypothesis that during the copying of PH two different Romanian sources have been used, one 

belonging to R1 and the other to R2. 

 

 



195 

 

Psalm Church Slavonic PH Others Variant 

Readings 

85:13 ѿ ада 
прѣисподнѣго 

де адᲂулᲂу де пре маи џю де 
десᲂуп̾тъ 

де фᲂундꙋль 
ꙗдꙋлꙋи 

де соупть 
фѹндꙋль 
ꙗдꙋлꙋи - PC2 

90:2 застѫпникь мои 
ѥси и прибѣжище 
мое б҇ь мои 

спреженитᲂурю мїеꙋ ещи тꙋ 
ши амистᲂуитѡрюлᲂу мїеꙋ 
дмн҇еѕеꙋ аџᲂутѡрю мїеꙋ 

ажꙋторю мїе єщи ши 
скъпаре мїе 
дꙋмнезеꙋль мїеꙋ 

 

97:2 сказа г҇ь спсе҃нїе 
свое прѣⷣ ѫзыкы 
ѿкры правдѫ 
своѫ 

арръть дм҇нѕеꙋ спⷭенїа са 
ꙟтре ѡменрїи лим̾би ши 
дескопери дерептатѣ са 

спꙋсе домнꙋль 
спъсенїа са ꙟнтре 
лимби дескопери 
дерептатѣ са 

 

101:12 ꙗко сѣно исъхохь сѣкаю еᲂу ка фън̾рᲂулъ ши 
ᲂускаю мѧ 

єꙋ ка фънꙋль секаю еꙋ ка фънꙋль 
ᲂускаю - PC2 

118:48 възлюбихь и 
глоумлѣах сѧ 

юбию ши дорию юбїи ши глꙋмїа мѫ PV lacuna 

125:5 сѣѫщеи сльꙁами съмърьторюⷧ съм̾нд̾ᲂу кᲂу 
лакръми 

че сѣмѫнѫ кꙋ 
лакрѫми 

 

131:9 и прпоⷣбнїи твои 
възраⷣуѫт сѧ 

ши кᲂувиѡшии тъи 
бᲂуⷦрошии тъи бᲂуⷦраръ се 

ши прѣподобничїи 
тъи бᲂукꙋра се вѡрь 

 

 

Most of these additions represent different options for rendering a Slavonic expression. 

Such is the case in pss. 125:5 and 131:9, for example, where the participle сѣѫщеи is first rendered 

with a noun съмърьторюⷧ, sower, and then with a gerund съм̾нд̾ᲂу, sowing; while прпоⷣбнїи твои is 

initially translated as  кᲂувиѡшии тъи, your venerable ones, which is the default translation of 

прѣподобьнъ in PH,42 and then changed to бᲂуⷦрошии тъи, your blessed ones, probably under the 

influence of the following verb възраⷣуѫт сѧ, shall exult.  Similarly, in ps. 90:2 застѫпникь мои is 

rendered twice, first as спреженитᲂурю мїеꙋ, my protector/support, the default translation for 

застѫпьникъ in PH (pss. 82:27, 108:12, 118:114, 143:2), after which the reading present in the 

other sources is also added аџᲂутѡрю мїеꙋ, my helper. In ps. 101:12 PH translates исъхохь with two 

synonyms сѣкаю and ᲂускаю мѧ, that is, to dry up. Examples 85:13 and 97:2 point, instead, to the 

way in which the text was analysed and then rendered into Romanian. Initially прѣисподьн҄ь in ps. 

85:13 is analysed morphologically прѣ-ис-подьн҄ь, and the translation пре маи џю,43 deeper below, is 

given. This, however, is altered to де десᲂупт̾ъ, underneath/underground, that is, to the general 

understanding of прѣисподьн҄ь. This is, of course, only one interpretation; it might also be that 

 
42 Such is the case in pss. 131:16, 144:10-13-14-17, and 149:1-5-9, for example. 
43 Here the letter ‘s’ at the end of the word is missing. 
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instead the approach of amplification was adapted, and the entire expression де пре маи џю де 

десᲂуп̾тъ stands as one for прѣисподнѣго, meaning from deeper than below. In psalm 97:2, instead, 

the initial rendering of ѫзыкы is interpretative ѡменрїи, people/humans, which is then altered to a 

more literal translation лимб̾и, tongues/nations, like the other Romanian sources. 

The last type of amplification found in the case of the Psalter text is the traditional one, 

that is, the addition of content. In the case of PH these resemble side comments which have been 

integrated in the main text. For example, in ps. 88:39 и ѿвръже хрїста твоєго, and [you] rejected 

your anointed one, PH has the addition of юбитꙋ, beloved, after хсл҇ᲂу тъꙋ. Similarly, in ps. 102:8 

we find a list of positive attributions to God:  щедрь млт҃ивь г҃ь дльго тръпѣливь и много млⷭтивь, 

generous and merciful is the Lord, very patient and full of mercy, after which the addition of ши е 

ꙟрадевъръ, and he is indeed, is supplemented in PH.  

Besides the case of PH, the technique of amplification is also used, although sporadically, 

also in the other Romanian Psalters. In ps. 99:3, for instance, тъ сътвори на҇ⷭ а не мы, he/that one 

made us and not we, is rendered as ачела фѣче пре нои е нꙋ нои пренсꙋ, that one made us and not us 

him, in PV; the addition de facto changes the meaning of the passage and supplements an 

additional meaning which is not present in the original sense. 

However, the technique of amplification is mainly used in PH, which in this way resembles a 

work in progress manuscript, that is, of a text the form of which was still in the making, and which 

could be subjected to change. Another particularity of PH are the many examples where the 

technique of reduction has been used. In particular, these are instances when in the ST the same 

word is used twice, or two semantically close words are used; these are usually rendered with one 

word only in PH. 

1) ps. 88:22, Slavonic: рѫка бѡ моа поможеть ѥмꙋ и мышца моа оукрѣпить и, for my hand 

shall help him and my arm shall strengthen him → PH: ши амꙋ мънра мѣ а҆џᲂута ва лѡи · 

ꙟтъри ва ель. 
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The rendering of the verse in PH lacks the translation for мышца моа, my arm. Similarly, 

ps. in 97:1 спс҃е єго десница єго и мышца ст҃аа єго, he delivered him by his right hand/arm 

and his holy arm, is rendered as скотере лᲂуи ши брацꙋⷧ че сф҇тоу а лᲂуи, salvation to him 

and his holy arm. Once more, there is no translation for десница єго, probably because the 

expression is similar to мышца […] єго. 

2) 97:4 Sl: въспонте гв҇и въ гѫслехь· въ гѫслехь и гласѣ ѱалѡмстѣ, sing to the Lord with 

zither, with zither and voice of a psalm → PH: маи кънцꙵ дм҇нлᲂуи нострᲂу ꙟ четере ши ꙟ 

гласᲂуриле кънтечелⷪръ, sing again to the Lord with harps and with the voices of the songs. 

In PH there is no repetition for въ гѫслехь; 

3) 131.3 Sl. на ѡдрь постелѧ моєѫ, on the bed of my beding  → PH: ꙟ патꙋлъ мїеꙋ, in my 

bed, with no repetition, while the other sources have ꙟ патꙋль стратꙋлꙋи мїеꙋ, in the bed 

of my bedding. 

A similar approach can be found in the Voroneț Psalter in ps. 89.14. Here the Slavonic 

reads и въꙁрадовахом сѧ и въꙁвеселихѡм сѧ, that is, and we rejoiced and were glad, two verbs quite 

close in meaning. While the other sources render the verbs as бᲂукꙋрѫмꙋ не ши веселимꙋ не, PV has 

only бꙋкꙋръмꙋ не. 

Another instance of reduction can be found in the Scheia Psalter. In ps. 96:9 the Romanian 

version of PS economised by rendering ꙗко ты г҇ь вышнїи по въсеи ꙁемли· ꙁѣлѡ прѣвъꙁнесе сѧ наⷣ 

въсѣми богы, for you, Lord, are highest over all the earth; you were greatly exalted above all the 

gods, with къ тꙋ дн҇ꙋⷧ де сꙋсь прреспрре тоци дꙋⷨнеѕеи, for you [are] the Lord from above all the 

gods. The other sources present a literal translation: къ тᲂу домнꙋль де сꙋсь преспре тоть 

пъмѫнтꙋль ‧ фоарте ръдикаши те преспре тоци зеии, for you are the Lord from above over all the 

earth; you were greatly exalted above all the gods. 

All in all, the technique in reduction is less used than that of amplification, and only in 

instances where there is a repetition of words or there are two words which overlap in their 

meaning. The amplification technique, instead, is applied to achieve many more objectives. In 
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some instances, it is a case of double translations, and in others the technique is used to explicate 

further the meaning of the source text. 

Apostolos Text 

As with the Psalter text, the technique of amplification is used more often than that of 

reduction. In particular, in the Voroneț Codex the translation technique is used in instances of: 1) 

introducing direct speech; 2) repeating certain information derived from the context. Below there 

are a few examples of the first type of amplification. 

Acts Church Slavonic CB CV AC 

22:8 азь же ѿвѣщахь, 
кто еси ги҇ 

- е еᲂу рръспᲂуишᲂу ши 
ѕеішᲂу чїꙟре ещи дн҇е 

є єꙋ ръспᲂуншь чине 
єщи доамне 

22:27 тысѫщникь рече 
емꙋ 

- миꙗшꙋл ши лꙋ ꙟтребъ 
ѕисе 

мїѧрюⷧ зисе лᲂуи 

22:28 ѿвѣща же 
тысѫщникь 

- рръспꙋнсе миꙗшꙋл ѕисе ръспᲂунсе мїѧрюⷧ 

23:6 вьзва вь сьнмищи стригѫ ꙟтрꙋ глоатѫ кїемъ глоата ши ѕисе кемѫ ꙟнтрꙋ глоатѫ зисе 
 

For the second type of amplification the wider textual context is necessary. 

1) Acts 20:20 ничтоже обинѫх сѧ ѿ полезныхь, nothing I kept back of the things being useful, 

is rendered with a literal translation in CB and AC: немикѫ нꙋ тѫгѫдᲂуїю де фолоаселе че 

е, nothing I denied of what is useful; немикѫ нᲂу мамь сꙋпꙋсь че нᲂуе спре фолѡ ⷭ, nothing I 

told you that is of no use; and with the addition of judgements in CV: немикъ нᲂу ме 

тъгъдꙋи юдечале че ера кᲂу фолосꙋ, nothing I denied of the judgements which were of use. 

In this instance the Slavonic nominalized adjective полезныхь is rendered with a noun 

(judgements) and a defining relative pronoun construction rather than with a relative 

pronoun construction only; 

2) Acts 20:30 ѿ ва҇ⷭ самѣхь вьстанѫть мѫжїе, from you yourselves will rise up men, is 

rendered as диꙟнтрꙋ вои ꙟшиш ꙟвъцаци ꙟншиш, скᲂула се ворꙋ бъррбаци, from you 

yourselves learned men will rise up men, in CV, that is, with a qualifier defining the men. 

Considering the context of the verse, it might be that the translator wanted to emphasise 

the fact that even among the men whom Paul taught, there are going to be some who will 

distort the truth he imparted to them and deny it; 



199 

 

3) Acts 22:12 ананїа же нѣкто мѫжь, Ananias, a certain man, is rendered as ши ᲂуꙟ 

бъррбатꙋ чеи ера нᲂумеле ананїѧ, a man whose name was Ananias, in CV. Here the 

translator conveys the same meaning of the ST but makes explicit what in the original is 

implicit; 

4) Acts 28:24 ѡви оубѡ вѣроваахѫ гле҇мы имь, ѡви же не вѣрѡваахѫ, some were believing 

the things said to them, others were not believing, is translated as ши ᲂурїи кредѣ гръите 

лорꙋ де павел, ꙗръ алцїи нᲂу кредѣ, and some were believing the things told them by Paul, 

while others were not believing, that is, the agent is explicitated–the things being told by 

Paul. 

Another type of amplification is that of double translation. Across the Romanian Apostolos 

texts, however, the nature of these changes. While AC presents sometimes a double translation 

which offers an explanation of some of some Slavonic words, overall, the impression is that double 

translations were almost a collation of two translation variants. The two set of examples from 

below point to this feature. 

Reference Church Slavonic CB CV AC 

9:38 + 

9:39 
въ горⸯници ꙟтрꙋ комцрⸯничеⷧ x2 - горницѫ зичесе касѫ де 

сꙋсь x2 
15:30 въдаше посланїе 

просетⸯше же 
трѣмѣса - скриптꙋра че тремисе 

23:33 вьдавше посланїе 
гемонꙋ 

- дѣдеръ карртѧ лꙋ 
игїемꙋнꙋ  

дѣдерѫ картѣ че єра 
тремись лꙋ гемѡнь 
тремиса 

23:34 посланиѥ - карртѧ картѣ че єра тремись 
1P1:12 желаютъ аггл҃и 

приникнꙋти 
 

желᲂуескꙋ ꙟџерїи а 
плека 
 

желꙋскᲂу ши 
ꙟнџерїи а се плека 
 

желꙋескь ꙟџерїи а се 
плека къть съ вазѫ 
 

 

First, in AC it is explained that горницѫ, taken as a loanword from Church Slavonic, is 

касѫ де сꙋсь, that is, the house/living place from above. Later, in Acts 15:30, 23:33 and 23:34, the 

Slavonic word посланїе is rendered first as скриптꙋра, writing, then as картѣ, book; these words are 

then accompanied by an additional piece of information – че єра тремись, which (was) sent. The 

translator/revisor gives an interpretative translation first (writing and book), to which a literal 

translation is added: посланїе, a verbal noun, is understood as past passive participle, rendered in 
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Romanian as че єра тремись, which is/was sent. In the First Epistle of Peter 1:12 there is another 

instance of double translation and explication: желаютъ аггл҃и приникнꙋти, want the angels to look 

at, is rendered as желꙋескь ꙟџерїи а се плека къть съ вазѫ, the angels want to bend to see, while CB 

and CV have only the verb to bend. The amplification, in this instance, is based on the meaning of 

the verb приникнѫти, which can mean to bow, but also to look through. The revisor of AC, 

therefore, combined the two meanings – the angels want to bow as far necessary to see. 

The second list of examples presents a more traditional form of reduplication, that is, when 

one Slavonic word is rendered with two parallel, at times synonymic words. It is curious to notice 

that in many cases, especially the examples found in CV, one of the two renderings is also shared 

by the other two sources, and at times each rendering is the translation solution in one or the other 

source (Acts 20:28, 28:6). It seems that the translator collated two translation possibilities or 

explored other ways in which to render certain words (Acts 19:29, 19:31, 19:38, 20:28, 20:32, 

21:31, 28:6, James 2:21). 

Reference Church 

Slavonic 

CB CV AC 

19:29 вь позорище ꙟтрꙋ превире ꙟтрꙋ пръвире ꙟзборище ꙟнтрꙋ превире 
19:31 въ позорь ꙟтрꙋ арѫтаре ꙟнтрꙋ зборище ꙟтрꙋ 

баⷮџокꙋръ 
ꙟнтрꙋ батжокꙋрѫ 

19:38 коупци соуть негꙋцѫтори сѫнтꙋ негꙋцътори сънтᲂу жᲂудече негᲂуцьтѡри 
сънть 

20:28 сънабдѣ добѫн̾ди о добънди превегїе ѡ превѣге 
20:32 наслѣдїе добѫн̾дирѣ добъндире добѫⷩдѫ ᲂурмееи 
21:10 на дн҇и многи и 

сьнидѣ 
спре зиле мꙋлт̾е ши 
дещенсе 

ѕиле мᲂулте сѫ ꙟн 
ѕилеле ачѣле ешаръ 
дещїꙟсе 

- 

21:31 спїрѣ зборꙋлꙋи глоатееи спирѣ спирѣ 
27:35 блг҃одари ба ҃

прѣⷣ вьсѣми 
ᲂурѫ ꙟн дꙋмнезеꙋ 
наинтѣ тꙋтꙋрорꙋ 

блгодари днѕ҇еꙋ ꙟтре 
тоци 

дᲂулче ᲂурѫ мъриндь 
дᲂумнезеꙋ ꙟнтрꙋ тоци 

28:6 прѣтворꙿшесе фѣчерⷭѫ прѣфѣчеръсе ꙟндоиръсе ꙟндоꙗрѫсе 
J1:23 ꙗко иже єсть кь чел ̾че ꙗсте кᲂуⷨ ꙗсте чинешь де вои къ чела 

че ꙗсте 
J2:21 на ѡлтарь спре жᲂун̾геторю 

 
спре џюꙟгїеторю 
 

спре жᲂуꙟгїѧре ꙟнтрꙋ 
алтарь 
 

J5:5 насладисте сѧ 
оупитасте or 

ᲂупитѣсте се 
накръмисте 

ѡспѫтатꙋ вѫ 
некꙋрьмитꙋ 

ᲂуспътато ва ши 
ꙟгръшатᲂу въ 

Хрѫници вѫ сътꙋраци 
вѫ кърмици 
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1P3:1 да и иже 
противѧт 
сѧ словꙋ 

дѣчи ши чине противи се 
ва кꙋвинтелоⷬ 

адеⷭ лътинѧще ачестꙋ 
кꙋвънтᲂу чине се се 
противѣще кꙋвънтᲂуⷧи … 
ши чел че се противѣще 
кᲂувънтᲂуⷧи 

деши чине се ва противи 
кꙋвѫнтꙋлꙋи 

2P1:5 все привнесше тоатѫ адꙋⷭ пꙋртаⷮ - тоате а депринде 
2P 2:3 

 
лихоимствиемь 
лъжными 
словесы 

кꙋ але спрьнцарилѡⷬ 
минчюноаселѡⷬ кꙋвинте 

кᲂу асꙋпръ лꙋарѣ кꙋ 
менчюроасе кꙋвенте 

кꙋ ꙟшелъчюни ши 
алкамꙋре минчинѡасе 
кᲂувинте 

2P 2:6 

 
сжегъ 
разореніемъ 
ѡсꙋди 

арсе кᲂу спарџереле  аррсе кꙋ спаррџере 
ѡсънди 

апринсе кꙋ перире ардере 
ѡсънди 

 

The example from the First Epistle of Peter 3:1 is particularly interesting, for in this 

instance PV has three translations of the same passage. The context of the excerpt is the following: 

Slavonic: такожде же жєны, повинꙋющѧ сѧ своимъ мꙋжємъ, да и иже противѧт сѧ словꙋ, женскимъ 

житіемъ беꙁꙿ слова плѣнени бꙋдꙋтъ; 

KJV: Likewise, ye wives, be in subjection to your own husbands, that if any obey not the Word, 

they also may be won without the word by the conduct of their wives; 

CV: аша ши мᲂуериле сᲂупᲂуиндꙋ се алелоⷬ съи бъррбаци адеⷭ лътинѧще ачестꙋ кꙋвънтᲂу чине се се 

противѣще кꙋвънтᲂуⷧи кредїꙟнчоасееи мᲂури кꙋ вїаца фъръ кᲂувънтᲂу въꙟратᲂу ла кредиꙟцъ фи ва 

ши чеⷧ че се противѣще коувънтоуⷧи моуерищи коу виаца фъръ коувънтꙋ пръдатꙋ фи ва; 

The translation in CV presents a representative case of amplification, for it has both an additional 

piece of information derived from the context, as well as the re-rendering of the same expression 

three times. In order to facilitate the analysis of the verse I will divide the verse in smaller sections 

and provide a translation and a comment for each of them. 

1. аша ши мᲂуериле сᲂупᲂуиндꙋ се алелоⷬ съи бъррбаци, likewise the wives, submitting 

themselves to their own husbands; literal translation following the Slavonic ST; 

2. адеⷭ лътинѧще ачестꙋ кꙋвънтᲂу, often opposes this word; this translation is slightly more 

problematic. It should correspond to да и иже противѧт сѧ словꙋ, so that he who opposes 

the word. The question is over the meaning of лътинѧще. Costinescu believes that the 

word is related to the Hungarian taláni and means to meet/to coincide (Costinescu 1973). I 

believe that it is rather linked to the Hungarian ellen, against, from which 'alean' comesinto 
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Romania with the same meaning of against. From there a verb might have developed 'a 

lătini', which would have the same meaning of the Slavonic противити сѧ, to oppose, to 

become adversary. This is further supported by two more examples, in Acts 27:4, 28:17, 

and 28:19, where the adjectives противьнъ/съпротивьнъ, opposing, hostile, resisting, is 

rendered, only in CV, as ꙟтр-алѣнꙋ, that is, in opposition. Another way of interpreting the 

meaning of the word лътинѧще is to link it to ‘latin’ (or a more popular form ‘lătin’). 

There are meanings of ‘látin’ (also ‘létin’) in old Romanian than have general connotations 

of heretical or evil behaviour (apparently through the association with Catholicism). In 

some Romance languages terms such as ‘latino/ladino’ also mean clear or direct talk (in 

some cases it can also mean ‘sly’ talk) (Müller 1963); 

3. чине се се противѣще кꙋвънтᲂуⷧи кредїꙟнчоасееи мᲂури кꙋ вїаца фъръ кᲂувънтᲂу . 

въꙟратᲂу ла кредиꙟцъ фи ва, he who opposes the word of the faithful wife with life without 

word will be captured into faith. This passage should correspond to the second half of the 

verse, that is, from where reference is made to the husbands being rescued by the wives’ 

conduct. Besides having a retranslation of what we have seen in the second excerpt, the 

translator adds the adjective believing for the wife and the noun faith at the end of the 

passage. There is, therefore, a degree of interpretation in this section;  

4. ши чеⷧ че се противѣще коувънтоуⷧи моуерищи коу виаца фъръ коувънтꙋ пръдатꙋ фи ва, 

and he who opposes himself to the word of the wife with life without the word will be 

plundered. This last translation is in line with how the passage is rendered in CB and AC, 

and follows, in the main, the Slavonic ST. 

This example is particularly interesting also because it points to the translation path the 

revisor undertook in rendering the verse. It appears that from a more interpretative rendering, he 

opted eventually for a more literal approach. 

Overall, the technique of amplification is used more often than that of reduction, both in the Psalter 

and the Apostolos. Generally, the technique is either implemented to insert additional information 

in the source text, often derived from the context, or it is a matter of double translations. In the 
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cases of the Hurmuzaki Psalter and the Voroneț Codex, however, the presence of double 

translations might have also been the result of a collation, that is, the conflation of different 

translation options. 

2.2.2. Change in Expression: Modulation and Transposition; Generalization and 

Particularisation 

Of the other translation techniques, those of transposition and modulation are the most 

commonly used across the Romanian sources, especially in the case of the Apostolos text. 

Modulation indicates the change of point of view and/or semantics in the TL from the SL, although 

the same idea is conveyed. Transposition, instead, involves a change of grammatical categories 

between the SL and the TL, while the same meaning is preserved. 

Modulation  

An example of modulation can be found in ps. 85:9, where the Slavonic и прославѧⷮ имѧ 

твое, and they shall glorify your name, is rendered with a passive construction in PH: ши 

прослъвитᲂу е нᲂумеле тъꙋ, and glorified is your name. The other sources have an active 

construction instead: ши слъви вѡ ⷬнᲂумеле тъꙋ, following the Slavonic example. 

Similarly, in Acts 20:12 the active construction и ꙋтѣшїшѫ се̏ не мало, and they were 

comforted not moderately, is rendered with an impersonal construction in CV: ши фꙋ мъꙟгъѧре 

нᲂу пᲂуцинъ, and there was comfort not little; while CB and AC present a reflexive construction: 

ши мѫнгѫꙗрѫ се нꙋ пꙋцинꙋ, and they were comforted not moderately. 

Another instance when the technique of modulation is used is the change from a reported 

to a direct speech, especially in the case of AC. For example, in Acts 20:8 Paul is about to depart 

from his disciples and tells them: гла҃аше кь нимь хоте изыти на ѹтрѣи прострѣть словѡ до 

полꙋнощи, he spoke to them, intending to depart on the next day and was extending his speech until 

midnight. The passage is rendered as an indirect speech in CB and CV: гръиѧ кътръ еи къ 

демърѣца врѣ се ꙗсъ ши тїꙟсе кᲂувънтᲂул пъꙟръ ла мїаѕъноапте, he said to them that in the 

morning he wanted to depart and he extended his speech until midnight; but not in AC: грѫи 

кътрѫншїи . врѣрѣшь съ есь де демѫнѣцѫ ‧ съ тинзь кᲂувѫнть пънѫ ꙟ мїазѫнѡапте, he said to 
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them ‘I would like to depart in the morning, I shall extend the speech until midnight’, where it 

expresses a purpose – because he was about to leave, he intended to speak until later. 

The technique of modulation, therefore, is mainly used with active/passive constructions or 

in instances of reported speech. 

Transposition 

The application of the technique of transposition sees the change in the grammatical 

category of a word. Such is for example the case in ps. 105:24, where the construct не ѧшѫ вѣры, 

[they] did not have faith, is rendered literally in PC2: нꙋ лꙋарѫ крединцѫ, [they] did not take/have 

belief; and to a certain extent in PH: нᲂу лѡаръ а ̓крѣде, [they] did not take to believe, although 

rather than a noun for belief, here we have a verb in the infinitive. The other Romanian sources, 

however, implement a grammatical change, and render the same concept directly through a verb: 

нꙋ крезꙋрѫ, [they] did not believe. The same type of variety can be found in the Apostolos. In Acts 

21:7 мы же плаванїе начѧн̾ше, and we started sailing, is translated literally in CB: е нои ꙟнотаре 

ꙟчепуⷨ, and we started swimming/navigating; and through the technique of transposition in CV: е 

нои ꙟчепꙋмꙋ а нᲂута, and we started to swim/to navigate. 

Another example of transposition is found in the translation of James 3:18, where the 

genitive defining Christ, іи҇са хрст҇а славы, Jesus Christ of glory, is rendered with a genitive 

construct in CB and CV (although there is a change in the number of the noun): іᲂуⷭ хс҇ ал славелорꙋ 

and іс ҇хс ҇ал славееи; and with an adjective in AC: іс҇ хс҇ слѫвитᲂул, Jesus Christ the glorified one. 

The rendering of adjectives with a predicative connotation, therefore, is also source of variation. In 

psalm 115:2, for example, въсѣкь члк҃ь льжь, every man is a liar, is rendered literally in PS, PC, 

PC1 and PCb: тоⷮ ѡмᲂуⷧ менчонѡсь, every man [is a] liar; in PV there is the addition of the copula: 

тоⷮ є ѡмꙋⷧ менчюросꙋ, every man is a liar. In PC2, instead, there is a verbal construction: тоть ѡмѹ 

минте, every man lies; while in PH льжь is interpreted as a noun (лъжа), so that the rendering, to 

which a copula is added, is the following: тоть ѡм̓ᲂулᲂу е менчᲂуръ, to every is lie. 
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These are only a few examples indicating textual variety across the Romanian sources 

which rely on modulation and transposition. In the main they rely on a different interpretation and, 

what is more important, on a different rendering of the source text. Nonetheless, these do not 

introduce substantial changes to the meaning of the text and seem to rely mainly on the translation 

skills as well as preferences of the translator/revisor. 

Generalization and Particularization 

Another two translation techniques which are worth pointing out are those of 

generalization and particularization, with the first referring to the approach of translating with a 

more general and/or neutral term something very specific in the ST, and the second being its 

contrary. 

In psalm 91:13, for example, the borrowed word from Greek φοῖνιξ - финиѯь, palm tree, is 

rendered with a similarly borrowed term in Romanian in PS, PC, PC1, PC1 and PCb: финиксь 

(with different spellings). In PH, however, the term is generalized to the concept of tree, so that the 

translation is помꙋлꙋ. In a way, this is also a kind of explanation of what kind of object the referent 

is, palm trees not being common in the Romanian lands. 

For an additional example of particularization, we can turn our attention to the Apostolos. 

In James 4:4 it is said how love of the world вражда б͡иа єсть, that is, is enmity to God. CB and CV 

render this passage with a calque: врьжмаша лᲂу дꙋмнезеꙋ ꙗсте and вражбъ лꙋ дн҇ѕеꙋ ꙗсте; while 

AC is being more specific and to a certain extent interpretative by translating it as: драчи лꙋ 

дᲂумнезеꙋ сънть, are devils to God. As can be noticed, enmity and devils are somewhat related, for 

the enmity to God par excellence is the devil, so that the reason of such particularisation can be 

understood from the context. Similarly, in Acts 27:27 носимѡмь намь вь пѫчинѣ, where пѫчина 

means sea or depth, is rendered as пꙋртаци нои ꙟтрꙋ џенꙋне in CB and CV, where џенꙋне stand for 

abyss/great depth and is not necessarily related to the depth of the sea. In AC, instead, the relation 

to the sea is more direct, although the concept of the abyss is lost: пꙋртьндꙋне нои нтрꙋ валꙋре, 

taking us into the waves. This last example, once more, can be considered as a particularisation – 
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the revisor uses an image, that of the waves, which more directly can be associated to the idea of 

the sea. 

These two techniques lead us to investigate the aspect of interpretation of the source text 

and of the translation preference a translator/revisor might have had in rendering a certain image in 

the target text. All in all, however, it is not possible to predict when the techniques of modulation, 

transposition, generalization, and particularisation are to be used in the Romanian sources. They 

are worth analysing as representative of the translator’s overall approach to both the source and 

target text, and help us understand that there was a certain flexibility towards the ST. It should be 

assumed, in fact, that while the source text had a high level of authority, evident from the general 

literal translation method applied to it, the result text wat not yet standardized and enjoyed the 

freedom of being altered according to minor translation principles (techniques). The study of these 

techniques gives us another reason in support of the hypothesis that PH on the one hand, and AC 

on the other, are the result of the different translation/revision path they underwent, which marks 

even more deeply their textual diversity from the other Romanian sources. 

2.2.3. Change in Understanding: Interpretation 

Another translation technique which results in textual variation across the Romanian 

sources is that of interpretation. By interpretation I mean a translation which does not render 

literally the message of the source text but rather contextualises it to the wider narrative picture or 

indeed the cultural context of the translator/revisor. 

For example, in Acts 26:5 Paul explains before king Agrippa how since a young age he 

used to live amongst the Jews in Jerusalem and how по извѣстнѣи ереси нашеѫ вѣры жихь фарисеи, 

that is, according to the known sect of our religion, I lived as a Pharisee. The rendering of фарисеи 

in CB, however, is not a borrowing as in AC and CV, but an adaptation: тꙋркꙋ, which should 

probably be understood as unbaptized/pagan rather than of Ottoman/Turkish origin (Cosniceanu 

2013: 79). In this instance the translator extrapolated the idea of the Pharisees belonging to a non-

Christian religion and adapted the translation to his more imminent context – with ‘turc’ the 

intention was to signify a person of whatever other religion which was not Christian. 
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The most interesting examples, however, can be found in the Psalter text. The first few 

examples are interpretations based on Christian concepts, which are, therefore, linked to the 

cultural environment of the translator rather than the content of the Psalter. In ps. 118:120 the 

versicle пригвозди страсѣ твоємь плъть моѫ, nail my flesh to your fear, is rendered with a 

borrowing in PH гъвоздѣше, and as липеще, attach, in PS, PC, PC1 and PCb. PC2, however, offers 

an additional interpretation: рѫстигнѣще де фрика та трꙋпꙋль мїеꙋ, crucify my body out of the fear 

of you, which refers to Christ’s Passion. Another similar example is found in ps. 104:15. The 

Slavonic не прикасаите сѧ помазаныⷯ моихь, do not touch my anointed ones, is rendered as нꙋ 

атинџеци де ᲂуншїи мїеи, do not touch my anointed ones, in all sources as but PH, where we have 

ботеѕации мїеи, my baptized ones, for ᲂуншїи мїеи. Generally, in Redaction III христъ, Christ is 

replaced by помазаннъіи, anointed, for example in 17:51, 19:7, 88:39, 104:15, 131:10, 131:17; but 

not in 2:2, 27:8, 83:10, 88:52 (MacRobert 2010: 428). Similarly, we have ᲂунсꙋл in PS and PC1 in 

the first set of examples and христось for the second, with the exception of 19:7 and 83:10, where 

the two terms are inverted, even though in the Church Slavonic parallel present in PC1 in both 

instances the word is христъ, in the accusative. The Hurmuzaki Psalter is less constant in its 

renderings: ᲂунсᲂул in 131:10 and 131:17 (the same is the case for PV), but христосꙋлꙋ in 19:7, 

88:39 and the above examples of the second group. Additionally, it has бᲂуꙟрᲂулꙋи in 17:51 and 

the already mentioned ботеѕации in 104:15. The last two examples might be due to an 

interpretative translation, especially the second example, where the revisor of PH uses a concept 

derived from his religious experience–the anointed or the consecrated ones are those who have 

been baptized in Christ’s name.  

A few examples, instead, refer to the social milieu of the revisor. In some instances of the 

Psalter sheep is changed to ram, probably because the gender of the animal did not fit the context 

of the psalm’s verse. In the last part of psalm 118 the author asks for God's guidance in following 

his divine teachings and commandments, with the last verse reading: заблѫдихь ꙗко ѡвчѧ 

погыб̾шее възыщи раба твоєго ꙗко заповѣди твоѫ не забыⷯ, I wandered as a sheep perishing. Look 
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out for your servant, for I did not forget your commandments! While the literal translation of ꙗко 

ѡвчѧ is ка оаѧ, sheep, in all Romanian sources, PH has ка бербечеле чель перить, as the ram the 

perishing one. The interpretation might derive from the immedesimation of the translator/revisor 

with the words expressed in the psalm, and probably the feeling that sheep does not suit the gender 

of the person, probably a monk, translating the Psalter. In ps. 79:2 we find a similar change to fit 

the gender of the subject in question. The Slavonic ѡвчѧ in пасыи і̓сл꙯ѣ вънми ∙ водѧи ꙗко ѡвчѧ 

і̓ѡсифа…, the one tending to Israel pay attention! the one guiding Joseph as a sheep…, is once 

more rendered as ꙋн бербѣче in PH, that is, a ram, and as ка оаѧ, as a sheep, in all other sources. 

The assumption is that by doing so the revisor of PH wanted to respect the fact that Joseph was a 

male. Later in the psalm, at verse 14, there is another instance of a curious interpretation. The 

Greek καὶ μονιὸς ἄγριος κατενεμήσατο αὐτήν was rendered as и инокь дивїи поꙗль и ѥсть, and a 

wild beast laid hold of it, in Church Slavonic, where инокь means solitary or alone and later 

assumed the meaning of monk. The word is rendered as ᲂуꙟ сингꙋрь сълбатекь, one alone wild, in 

PS, PC, PC1 and PCb, and with a borrowing in PC2 инокь сълбатекь; PH, however, interprets the 

word in its vernacular sense and renders it as кълᲂугъ сълбатекь, that is, an uncouth monk. 

Some interpretations are rather linked to the narrative context, where the literal translation 

is not satisfactory. An interesting case is provided by the rendering of κέρας-рогъ, horn, in 

Romanian. First it should be noted that also in the Slavonic tradition the rendering of κέρας 

brought some difficulty. In particular, the fifteenth-century Eastern Slavonic manuscripts linked to 

Theodoret’s commentary of the psalms present a different interpretation, where κέρας is rendered 

as крѣпость, strength (pss. 17:3, 88:18, 88:25, 111:9, 131:7–see MacRobert 2010: 427). 

Interestingly, in three out of the five instances here mentioned, PH too has an interpretative 

translation, which, however, does not correspond to крѣпость. In verses 18 and 25 of psalm 88 PH 

has царра, country, while in 111:9 it has ꙟпърьцїѧ, kingdom. The reason for such interpretation can 

be found in the wider context of the verse. 
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Sl: 18ꙗко похвала силы ихь ты еси. и въ блг҇оволени твоємь възнесет сѧ рогь нашь, 19ꙗко гн҇е ѥ҇ⷭ 

застѫпленїе и ст҃го їсле҃ва црѣ҃ нашего 

KJV: 17For Thou art the glory of their strength, and in Thy favor our horn shall be exalted. 18For 

the Lord is our defense, and the Holy One of Israel is our King. 

In this instance reference is made to the land of Israel and the Lord being its protector and shield. 

The obscure metaphor of the horn, therefore, was reinterpreted in PH in view of what is said in the 

following verse. 

The passage from verse 25, и истина моа и мл҇ⷭть моа съ ниⷨ· и въ имѧ моє въꙁнє҇ⷭт сѧ рогь ѥгⷪ, 

but my faithfulness and my mercy shall be with him, and in my name shall his horn be exalted, 

refers to king David, instead, and because the wording around рогъ is similar to what we have in 

verse 18, it is possible that the revisor decided to present the same interpretation. The wording of 

psalm 111:9 is also similar, but this time it refers to God himself, so that kingdom might be a better 

suit than country/land. Slavonic: расточи даⷭ оубогыⷨ. правда єго прѣбываєть въ вѣкы вѣка. рогь ѥго 

въꙁнеⷭт сѧ въ славѣ, KJV:  He hath dispersed, he hath given to the poor; his righteousness endureth 

for ever; his horn shall be exalted with honor.  

The poetical nature of the Psalter, which is full of metaphors and poetic images, leaves, 

therefore, room for interpretation. In ps. 146:10 the Slavonic ни въ лысте мѫжьскыхь, nor in the 

man's shins, is rendered literally in PS, PC, PC1 and PC2 нече ꙟ пᲂулпиле бърбацилѡⷬ, nor in the 

men's calves, and interpretavely in PH: нече ꙟ вър̾тᲂутѣ бърѣацилѡръ, nor in the men’s strength. It 

might also be that the context of the verse influenced the translator/revisor's choice. Slavonic: не въ 

силѣ кон̾стѣ въсхощеть ·ни въ лысте мѫжьскыхь блг҃оволить; KJV: He delighteth not in the strength 

of the horse. He taketh not pleasure in the legs of a man. A similar case is provided by psalm 

93:18, the Slavonic подвижа сѧ нога моа is rendered as р̾ръдикъ сѧ сᲂуфлетᲂуⷧ҇ мїеꙋ in PH and as 

ръдикѫсе пичорꙋль мїеꙋ in the other sources. It is also plausible that the interpretation in this verse 

was influenced by the subsequent verse. KJV: 18When I said, “My foot slippeth,” thy mercy, O 

Lord, held me up. 19 In the multitude of my thoughts within me, thy comforts delight my soul. 
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This leads us to the final group of examples, where the interpretation is closely linked to the 

context of the text and to a certain extend the memory of the translator/revisor. In psalm 98:9 въ 

горѣ ст҇ѣи from и поклоните сѧ въ горѣ ст҇ѣи єго· ꙗко ст҇ь б҇ь нашь, and bow to his holy mountain, for 

holy is our God, is rendered as сᲂуптꙋ талпеле пичᲂурелоръи, below the soles of (his) feet. This, 

however, might be related to verse 5 in the same psalm: кланѣите сѧ подножиоу ногоу ѥго; PH: 

кинраци вь сᲂупь талпеле пиџоарелоръ лᲂуи, especially if the translator/revisor would have known 

the psalms by heart. The same appears to have happened in PV in ps. 138:23: 

138:23 оувѣждь срⷣце мое, know my heart! → PV: ши веѕи ꙟрима мѧ, see my heart; others 

sources: щїи инема мѣ, know my heart; the change in PV could have anticipated the verb in 

the verse to follow;  

138:24 Sl. и виждь аще пѫть безаконїа въ мнѣ, and see if the way of lawlessness is in me; 

→ PV: ши веѕи се е карѣ кᲂувва фърълѣџе ꙟ мере, and see if by any chance the law of 

lawlessness if in me. 

This type of interpretation or alteration based on the immediate context of the verse is also 

present in the printed editions. In psalm 144:21 the Slavonic хвалѫ гн҃ѧ въꙁглѧⷮ оуста моа, the 

Lord's praise shall speak my mouth, is rendered literally across all the manuscript, but as лаꙋда 

домнꙋлꙋи гръѧще соуфлетꙋль мїеꙋ, the Lord's praise speaks my soul, in all the printed editions. It 

is possible that the interpretation of this verse was influenced by the beginning of the following 

Psalter: хвали дш҃е моа га,҃ bless the Lord my soul. On this occasion the variation might have been 

introduced on a purely visual reason, that is, the printer might have mistaken the first verse of 

psalm 145 for the beginning of the last verse of 144. 

The simple fact of interpreting an interpretation leads us inevitably into the domain of 

speculation. It is, therefore, difficult to reach a satisfactory degree of explanation of the textual 

changes identified in the Apostolos and the Psalter text. However, it is still possible to identify 

some of the plausible reasons for change. Schematically, I have divided them into interpretations 
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based on: a) the religious, cultural, and social context of the translator/revisor; b) the poetic image 

used in the text and its narrative; c) the imminent proximity or certain words or expressions. 

To conclude this section and go back to my original question on how certain textual varieties were 

introduced across the texts of the Psalter and the Apostolos in Romanian, it would be reasonable to 

say that the translator/revisor looked beyond the translation unit as present in the source text and 

took into account a wider translation segment. This, however, does not apply to the whole length of 

the text, nor to all Romanian sources. The overall translation method, in fact, should still be 

assumed to have been that of a literal translation. Whenever there were, however, instances of 

difficulty in rendering the original text or understanding the readings in the result text, certain 

translation/revision techniques were used, which inevitably brought to textual change. 

Additionally, in some Romanian sources these techniques have been employed more extensively 

than in other. Such is the case of the Hurmuzaki Psalter, which acquires an even higher degree of 

idiosyncrasy – not only its translation is based on a different Slavonic source, and it might be the 

conflation of two Romanian redactions of the psalms, its text is also the result of a different 

approach to translation/revision, which can be defined as more flexible and interpretative. 

2.3. The Influence of the Target Language 

In describing the principles governing the formal-equivalence translation method, Nida 

says that the result text reveals many aspects of the form and content of the original text, for it 

reproduces ‘several [of its] formal elements, including: (1) grammatical units, (2) consistency in 

word usage, and (3) meanings in terms of the source context’ (1964: 165). Later in the book, Nida 

explains how the types of correspondence and contrast between the source and target languages 

can be structural and dynamic, that is, referring to the spheres of grammar and lexicon either from 

the perspective of linguistic constructions or that of the communication of the meaning of the text 

in a manner that would be natural in the TL (1964: 193-225).  Nida’s considerations are useful in 

providing a list of features worth to take into account in analysing the textual variants of the 

Romanian texts of the Psalter and the Apostolos. However, it is essential to point out that while his 

interest is mainly directed towards features of correspondence and contrast between the source and 
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target languages, in this section of the chapter I will mainly be concerned with the instances of 

heterogeneity across the Romanian texts and refer to the source text/language to gain an additional 

insight into the differences to be found in the Romanian sources. In this respect, the formal 

(morphological and syntactical structures) and the lexical variation found across the translated texts 

represent the possibilities and to a certain extent the difficulties the translator might have had while 

working with biblical texts in Church Slavonic 

This section, in fact, looks at those structural features of contrast, mainly grammatical, 

found in the Psalter and the Apostolos texts and analyses them in the light of the natural structures 

of the target language. If so far the focus has been on the target text and the way in which this was 

rendered into the source language (sections 2.1. and 2.2.), I would now like to focus mainly on the 

role played by the recipient language and the adapting of the message of the source language to the 

structures of the target language. The grammatical classes taken into consideration are verb, noun, 

and adjective. The number of examples found across the text of the Psalter and the Apostolos for 

each grammatical class varies, so that the analysis of each class may vary according to text. 

2.3.1 Perfective Verbs in the Present and their Rendering in Romanian 

It has already been pointed out how the Hurmuzaki Psalter differs extensively from the 

other sources of the Psalter text in Romanian. These differences are not only derived from the 

possible use of a different source text but are also structural – certain features of Church Slavonic 

have been rendered grammatically in a manner different from the other Romanian sources. This is 

the case with rendering the Slavonic non-past tenses, which tend to be present in meaning for 

imperfective verbs and future in meaning for perfective verbs. The tendency in PS, PV, PC, PC1, 

and PCb is to render the Slavonic construction with a present tense, no matter the aspect of the 

verb. The only exception to this dichotomy is PC2, where at times the future and at times the 

present tense is chosen. From psalm 77 to psalm 150 I have identified 47 instances when PH 

presents a future tense while the other versions have a present tense, of these PC2 has a future 

tense in 22 cases.44 What is important here is that while the set of texts belonging to R1 of the 

Psalter in Romanian renders consistently the tense found in the source text, PH and to a certain 

 
44 The number of cases is subject to change, for I have analysed this issue only in part. 
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degree PC2 also take into account the aspect. Nonetheless, while PH and PC2 can be grouped 

together on the basis of their distribution of the future constructions, it should not be assumed that 

during the revision process of PC2 a second redaction (what was called R2 in chapter two) of the 

Psalter in Romanian has been used. These future constructions could have been derived 

independently from the Slavonic text directly. There are, in fact, some instances of lexical or 

structural disagreement between PH and PC2 (pss. 88:49, 90:13, 90:15, 102:16, 120:5, 143:6, 

144:4), which would suggest that there is an indirect correlation between the two sources – each 

text, probably independently, renders the aspect of the Slavonic verb and not only the tense.  

The table below lists some of the examples which can be found between psalms 77 and 

150, though not all of them. The verses marked in bold show that both PH and PC2 present a future 

tense. Additionally, when PV and PC2 present the same verbal tense as PS, PC, PC1 and PCb the 

columns have a plus sign. A lacuna is marked with a minus sign. 

Psalm Church Slavonic PH PS, PC, PC1, PCb PC2 PV 
82:19 поꙁнаѫть  воръ кꙋноще  съ кꙋноаскѫ  + - 

84:6 прогнѣваєши сѧ мънїа те вери мънїи те  мънїѧ те вери мънїѧ те вери 

84:6 простреши  тинде вери  тинзи  тиндец вери  се тинѕи  
84:9 оуслышѫ что речеⷮ аᲂ̓уѕи во че ва џиче аᲂузи че зиче  съ аѹзь че ва зиче аᲂуѕꙋ че џиче 

 + PS 
84:14 положить пᲂунре ва  пꙋне  пꙋне ва  + 

86:5 речеⷮ  џиче ва  зисе  зиче ва  - 

88:22 поможеть  а҆џᲂута ва  ажꙋтѫ лᲂуи   +  

88:26 положѫ вою (missing main 

verb) 

ши пꙋю   пꙋне вою - 

88:27 възовет мѧ   кема мѧ ва   кемѫ мѫ   кема мѫ ва - 

88:30 положѫ пᲂунре вою   поую пꙋне вою - 

88:34 не разорѧ ноу вою спарџе нꙋ спаргь  нꙋ вою спарџе - 

88:34 ни прѣврѣждѫ нече вою прѣвътъма нече ватъмь   + - 

88:35 ни ѡскврьнѧ …не 
ѿвръгѫ сѧ 

ниче вою спᲂурка ...  
нᲂу мѧ вою лепъда 

нече спꙋркь... нᲂу мѫ 
лѣпъдь   

нече спꙋрка вою ... 
нꙋ мѫ вою лепѫда 

- 

88:37 прѣбѫдеⷮ ва лъкᲂуи лъкꙋѧще лъкꙋи ва - 

88:49 поживеть и не 
оузрить…избавить 

ва вїе ши ва ведѣ ... 
ва избъви 

че вїе ши нꙋ вѣде ... 
избъвѣще 

ва вїе ши съ нꙋ 
вазѫ  ... 
избъвѣще 

- 

90:13 настѫпиши и 
попереши   

кълка вери ши 
фръмнта вери 

калче ши калчи   а кълка вери ши 
кълка вери 

+ 

90:15 възоветь къ мнѣ и 
оуслышѫ и … 

измѫ и и 
прославлѧ и 

кема ва кътръ 
менре ши аѕиюлъ 
...лᲂуалꙋ вою шилъ 
вою прослъви 

кема ва кътрѫ мине 
ши аᲂузи вою єль ... 
скоць ель ши прѣ 
слъвескь єль 

кема ва кътрѫ 
мине ши аѹзиⷧ вои 
...апꙋкал вои ши 
прослѫвиⷧ вою 

+ 
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93:4 провѣщаѫть и 
въꙁглѧⷮ҇ неправдѫ 
въꙁглѧ҇ть 

повести воръ ши 
гръи воръ недерепⷮтѣ 
гръи воръ 

ръспᲂундь ши гръескь 
недерептате гръескь 

+ - 

93:7 не о̑уꙁрить г꙯ь ни 
раꙁоумѣєть 

нᲂу ва вѣдѣ дмл҇ь 
нⷱе ва ꙟцелѣџе 

нꙋ вѣде доⷨнꙋль нече 
ꙟцелѣџе 

+ - 

93:11 съвѣ҇ⷭ  щи ва  щие  + - 

101:3 тѫжѫ вою тънжи   тънжескь + + 

101:19 въсхвалѧⷮ  лъᲂуда воръ   лаꙋдѫ съ лаᲂуде + 

101:28 не ѡскѫдѣѫⷮ нᲂу воръ скъдѣ 

 

нꙋ скадь нꙋ вѡⷬ скѫдѣ 
 

- 

102:16 не бѫдеть и не 
познаєть 

нᲂу ва фи ши нᲂу ва 
кᲂуноще 

нꙋ ѧсте ши нꙋ 
кꙋноаще   

нꙋ ва фи ши нꙋ 
кꙋноаще 
+ PS 

- 

103:9 не прѣидѫть ни 
ѡбратѧт сѧ  

нᲂу ва трѣче нече се 
ва  ꙟторче 

нꙋль трекꙋ  нечи ꙟ 
торкꙋ се  

нᲂул ̾вѡⷬ трѣче 
нече се вѡⷬ ꙟтоарче 

+ 

107:8 въꙁнесѫ сѧ и 
раꙁдѣлѧ  

ꙟрълцᲂусе ме вою 
ши ꙟпър̾ци вою 

ръдикꙋ мѫ ши 
ꙟпарць  

ꙟнълца мѫ вою 
ши ꙟпърци вою  

+ 

108:7 сѫдѧть ва џодека жᲂудекѫ жꙋдека ва - 

109:6 сѫдить ѫзыкѡмь 
исплънить паданїа 
съкроушить главы 

џᲂудека ва лимбиле 
ши ва ꙟплѣ къдѣрѧ 
ши ва фъррима 
капетеле 

жᲂудекѫ лимбилѡⷬ 
ши ꙟмпле къдериле 
фрънџе капетеле 

+ - 

115:5 въздаⷨ   дале вою даꙋ + + 

118:74 оуꙁрѧт мѧ и 
въꙁвеселѧт сѧ  

ведѣ мѧ ворь ши се 
ворь веⷭли 

въдꙋ мѫ ши 
веселескꙋ се  

ведѣмѫ вѡⷬ ши 
весели се вѡⷬ  

- 

118:117 спс҇ѫ сѧ и пооучѧ сѧ   мѧ вою исп҃си  ши 
мѧ вою ꙟвъца   

спъсескꙋ мѫ ши 
ꙟвъцꙋ мѫ   

ши спъси мѫ вою 
ши ꙟвъца мѫ вою 

- 

120:1 прїиде ⷮ ва венри  вине + + 

120:4 не въꙁдрѣмлеть ни 
оуснеть   

нᲂу ва дᲂурмита 
нече ва адᲂурми   

нꙋ дᲂурмитѣзѫ нече 
адᲂурми   

+ + 

120:6 не ѡжежеть   нᲂу те ва арде   нꙋ арде   нꙋ ва ꙟфїербънта  + 

121:1 вънидѣмь ꙟтра вемь   ꙟнтрѫмь   съ ꙟтрѫмь + 

127:4 блⷭ҇вит сѧ блⷭ҇ви сѧ ва благословѣще се   + - 

133:3 блⷭвит̾ тѧ блⷭ҇ви те ва благословѣще те + + 

138:10 наставит мѧ и 
оудрьжиⷮ мѧ 

нъстъви мѧ ва ши 
мѧ ва цинрѣ 

дерѣџе мѫ ши цине 
мѫ 

+ + 

138:11 попереⷮ мѧ кълка мѧ ва кълкѫ мѫ + + 

142:10 наставит мѧ настъви мѧ ва нъстъвѣще мѫ + + 

142:11 живиши мѧ ꙟвїе ме вери ꙟвїе мѫ ꙟвїи мѫ + 

142:11 изведеши скоте вери  скоци  + + 

143:6 ражденеши ... 
смѫтиши 

вери рр҆̀ъсфира ... 
вери сменти 

спарџїи ... сминтѣщїи гони вери ...сминти 
вери  

+ 

143:9 въспоѫ тебѣ... поѫ 
тебѣ 

кънта вою ... кън̾та 
вою цїе 

кънть цїе... кънть цїе + + 

144:4 въсхвалить ... 
въꙁвѣстѧть 

лъꙋдꙋ ... вести воръ лаꙋдѫ... спꙋнь лъѹда вѡⷬ ... 
спѹне вѡⷬ 

+ 
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2.3.2. Plural and Singular Nouns 

Another structural feature contrasting the Romanian sources of the Psalter is the rendering 

of the grammatical number of nouns which belong to specific semantic categories. 

The first list of examples contains nouns which refer to the human body, such as hands, legs, and 

bones. It appears that even in those instances when the nouns are in the singular in the Slavonic 

source, a rendering in the plural is preferred in PH. 

 

Psalm Church Slavonic PH PS, PC, PC1, PC2, PCb PV 

87:6 ѿ рѫкы твоєѫ   де ꙟ мънрꙋле тале де мѫна - 

90:12 ногѫ твоѫ пичоареле тале пичорꙋль тъꙋ + 

101:6 кость моа   ѡселе мѣле оаселе мѣле   ѡсꙋⷧ мїеꙋ   
105:26 рѫкѫ своѫ   мънрᲂуле сале мѫна са - 

108:27 рѫка твоа мънрꙋле та  мѫна та - 

120:3 ногѫ твоѫ пїчореле тале   пичорꙋль тъꙋ   + 

138:5 рѫкѫ твоѫ мънрᲂуле тале мѫна та   + 

 

It should be noted that these nouns are mainly in the plural throughout the Psalter text, in 

instances other than those mentioned in the table, so that it is possible that the translator/revisor of 

PH felt more confident in referring to them in the plural. However, there are also instances where 

the singular in the source text is respected, especially with reference to the hand (pss. 79:18, 88:22, 

88:26, 103:28, 118:173, 120:5, 135:12, 137:7, 138:10, 143:7, 144:16). 

What is more, the group of nouns referring to court(s), way(s), and dwellings tends to be 

rendered in the singular in PH, even if they are in the plural in Slavonic. 

Psalm Church Slavonic PH PS, PC, PC1, PC2, PCb PV 

83:2 села твоа   сатᲂулъ тъꙋ сателе тале   - 

83:11 въ дворѣхь твоихь … 
въ селѣхь грѣшничихь 

ꙟ кᲂуртѣ та … ꙟ сатᲂулъ 
пъкътⷪъшилѡръ 

ꙟ кᲂурциле тале … ꙟ сателе 
пъкѫтошилѡⷬ 

 

+ 

101:7  пѫти своѫ калѣ са къиле сале - 

115:10 въ дворѣхь ꙟ кꙋр̾тѣ ꙟ кᲂурциле + 

118:3 въ пѫтехь ꙟ калѣ ꙟ къиле - 

121:2 въ дворѣхь твоихь   ꙟ кᲂуртѣ та   ꙟ кᲂурциле тале + 

127:1 въ пѫтехь ѥго ꙟ калѣ лᲂуи  
+ PS 

ꙟ къиле лᲂуи 
 

ꙟ калѣ 
лᲂуи 

141:4 стьꙁѧ моѫ къррѧрѣ мѧ кърѫриле мѣле + 

 

This might be related to the fact that usually these nouns refer either to God – God’s ways, 

courts, dwellings – or to the person speaking the psalm, and these are interpreted as one in PH. It 
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is, however, difficult to know the true reason behind the choice for an expression in the singular 

rather than in the plural in PH. 

However, that is not always the case. In ps. 118:101, for example, the singular in ѿ 

въсѣкого пѫти зла is rendered with in the plural in PH as well as PC2: де тоатѣ каиле ррѧле. It 

appears, in fact, that in this instance the presence of the qualifier adjective вьсꙗкъ, each, entire, all, 

might have played a role. In ps. 91:3 на въсѣкѫ нощь is rendered in the singular in PH, PS, PC, 

PC1 and PCb ꙟ тѡатѫ нѡаптѣ, but in the plural in PV and PC2 ꙟ тоате нопци. Similar is the case 

when the quantifier adjective вьсь, every, all, is present. The rendering of ве҇ⷭ дн҇ь, the entire day, 

divides the witnesses of the Psalter text in Romanian in two groups – PH, PV, and PS on the one 

hand, and PCb together with the printed editions on the other. In ps. 85:3, in fact, we have ꙟ тѡатѣ 

ѕиле, in all days, in PH, PV and PS, and ꙟ тоатѫ зи, in the entire day, in the other sources. The 

same difference in rendering is to be found in pss. 87:10 and 118:97 in PH and PS (PV lacunar), 

then in pss. 87:18 and 88:17 in PS only (PH and PV lacunar), and in 139:3 in PV only. There is a 

tendency, therefore, to interpret the qualifier adjective either as ‘entire’ or ‘all’, which then guides 

the choice of translating the noun in the singular or in the plural, so that in this instance the 

semantic value of a word determined the difference in rendering. 

The analysis of the rendering of certain nouns in the plural or in the singular is quite a 

fruitful one, and other examples of such contrast among the sources could be mentioned.45 What 

these examples are pointing us towards it how certain concepts or images were conceptualized in a 

particular manner – that there are two hands and two legs, for example, but one way in God –, so 

that their rendering in the target language was based on the translator’s image of them rather that 

how they are to be found in the source text. The criterion in choosing a plural or a singular form, in 

this instance, is not based necessarily on the source text nor on the natural adaptation to the target 

language, but the conceptual understanding of some words that the translator/revisor might have 

had while working on compiling the Romanian text. 

 
45 This topic deserves further exploration, especially of the material derived from psalms 1 to 76. 

Additionally, other concepts such as God’s word, teachings, work, mercy, wonders, people as well as man’s 

thought, moaning, seem to give room to a similar singular-plural variety across the Romanian sources. 
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3. Conclusion 

This chapter has been dedicated to the topic of translation of biblical texts from Church 

Slavonic into Romanian. The issue has been analysed from different perspectives, in the attempt to 

tackle from as many sides as possible the aspect of the many textual varieties found across the 

sixteenth-century Romanian sources of the Psalter and the Apostolos texts. It has first been pointed 

out that the general translation method employed in rendering both texts is that of literal 

translation. The source text, therefore, was the absolute point of reference in terms of both the 

message and the form of the text. In the main, the text was rendered translation unit for translation 

unit. Nonetheless, the employment of certain translation techniques can also be identified, 

especially in those instances when either the ST was hard to understand, or a completely literal 

translation was not considered satisfying (section 2.2.). The use of translation techniques reveals 

the fact that the wider context of a translation unit was also considered, and that other factors such 

as memory or word-conceptualizing played a role (sections 2.2.3. and 2.3.2). The analysis then 

shifted towards the target language and the adaptation of the source message to its features (as 

represented within the corpus of each Romanian text). In this way it was noticed that the different 

rendering of some grammatical units across the Romanian sources are not occasional but regular 

and help us better understand the way in which the target language was employed in the result text. 

What is more, both the considerations on the translation techniques as well as on the 

rendering of grammatical units point to the fact that in the sixteenth century there was no 

authoritative translation of the Psalter and Apostolos texts into Romanian. These, therefore, were 

subject to continuous alterations. In the case of the Psalter text, the textual vicinity of PS, PC, PC1, 

PCb and to a certain extent of PV, show the existence of a somewhat established translation of the 

psalms during the second half of the sixteenth century – what was indicated as R1 in chapter two. 

However, the changes introduced in PC2 at the end of the same century as well as the varieties 

found in PH from the beginning of the century, suggest that R1 was only one development of the 

tradition of the Psalter in Romanian, which did not achieve a high level of authority. The tradition 

of the Apostolos text is harder to study, for there are very few witnesses available. However, it 
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appears that there is a discrepancy between the manuscript and printed tradition, with the latter 

being the result of a substantial revision of the former. It has also been shown that the revision 

processes saw the use of previous translations of the texts in Romanian as well as of the Slavonic 

source text (quite likely not the same of the original translation of either text). Once more, 

therefore, the introduction of textual variants was based on the authority of the source text and on 

the awareness that the target text/language could be modified to better adapt to expressing the 

original. 
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Conclusions 

The object of investigation of the dissertation has been the textual tradition of the first 

literary sources in old Romanian, and in particular of the Psalter and Apostolos text. My 

originalscope was that of identifying the manner in which Romanian was initially employed as 

literary language. Rather than advancing a historical study of the cultural dynamics characterising 

the Romanian lands in the sixteenth century, my approach has been that of finding an answer 

through philological analysis, and so allow the texts to speak for themselves and seek within them 

further indication about their provenance. In this respect, I chose to focus on the textual tradition of 

the Psalter and Apostolos texts and consider these as representative of the literary output in the 

Romanian lands in the sixteenth century. 

My first step has been that of giving more space to the Slavonic tradition of the Psalter and 

Apostolos texts in order to understand the Romanian one. Since long it has been assumed that the 

initial point of departure for the development of religious literature in Romanian was the Slavonic 

tradition – many of the early Romanian texts are translations from Church Slavonic and build a 

literary corpus essential to the Christian belief and customs, that is, books derived from the Holy 

Scripture as well as liturgical and legal texts used for Christian functions and dictating its social 

arrangement. In affirming such connection, however, the actual role played by the Slavonic 

tradition has often been analysed on a superficial level, mainly on the basis of outdated research in 

the field of Slavonic Studies. In giving more space to the Slavonic tradition, I first explored its 

presence in the Romanian lands around the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries in chapter one, and 

then tried to integrate the historical data available to me to the most recent philological studies on 

the texts of the Psalter and Apostolos in Church Slavonic and so gain a broad understanding of the 

possible versions of the texts circulating in Wallachia, Moldavia, and Transylvania. It should, in 

fact, be noted that whilst the study of early writings in Romanian tends to be embedded within a 

Romanian national narrative, the space dedicated to the Romanian lands in Slavonic Studies is also 

quite restricted – the two fields are considered independent from one another, while, at least for 

some centuries between later medieval and early modern times, they walked in parallel and at 



220 

 

times intersecting paths. A close understanding of the Church Slavonic religious literature, its 

development, and circulation is essential for understanding the value of old Romanian literature. 

In analysing the tradition of the Psalter and Apostolos texts I asked the same questions in 

both cases: what was the source tradition/text from which these derived? What kind of relation of 

affiliation there is between the extant Romanian sources of the Psalter and the Apostolos? How can 

we understand their further development and what is the rationale behind their textual varieties? 

Chapters two, three, and four, therefore, tried to answer each of these questions respectively. 

My conclusions are that in the main the Romanian texts follow the Slavonic Athonite 

Redaction of the Psalter (Third Redaction) and Apostolos (Fourth Redaction) texts. The study of 

the source text explains in part why certain Romanian sources present variant textual readings: the 

Hurmuzaki Psalter is linked to an earlier textual tradition of the Church Slavonic Psalms; while 

Coresi’s Apostolos shows evidence of textual influence on behalf of Luther’s New Testament. This 

difference in the consulted source text, be it at the stage of translation or, more likely, at that of 

revision, led me to identify for both the Psalter and Apostolos texts the existence of two textual 

redactions circulating in the Romanian lands in the sixteenth century. 

The identification of the source text(s) used, consulted, or referred to during the 

composition of one or the other sources, however, explains only part of the textual variation found 

across the Romanian texts. Chapter four explores the topic of translation practices in old Romanian 

as inferred from the primary sources themselves, and so provides further insight into their variant 

textual readings as explained through the relation between source and target languages, and the 

activity of the translator/revisor. Although literary translation is the principal approach employed 

in rendering religious texts in old Romanian, there are many instances when different 

translation/revision techniques are used throughout the sources, and so give rise to further variant 

readings. The adoption of different rendering techniques: 1) defines the peculiar nature of one text 

as distinct from another, especially if these are applied consistently; 2) makes us identify the points 

of difficulty in adapting the information of the source language to the structure of the target 

language; 3) gives us further understanding of role played by the translator(s)/revisor(s) in the 

development of a text’s tradition. 
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The comparative study of the Romanian and Slavonic traditions of the Psalter and 

Apostolos texts allows me to say that at a time when Romanian had yet to acquire a literary status 

and had no official use in state or church matters, the main factor prompting the initial employment 

of Romanian language was that of better accessibility to the Sacred texts. At this point it is 

important to distinguish between the reasons motivating the appearance of the (hypothesized) early 

translations into old Romanian, which are not preserved today, and their further circulation in the 

sixteenth century. The activity of the Reformed Churches in Transylvania has undoubtedly 

stimulated an interest in vernacular renderings of the Scripture and contributed to an increase in 

availability of biblical books in Romanian, especially through the adoption of the print. However, 

this activity amplified the resonance of an element already in development at the beginning of the 

sixteenth century – the translation into Romanian of books essential to Christian life. Of the 

arguments leading me towards such conclusions, I want to put special emphasis on: 

- the fact that the textual witnesses to the Psalter and Apostolos texts in Romanian rely on 

the Slavonic tradition, as it has been proved in chapters two and three, and not on the 

Latin, German, or Hungarian, as it might have been expected if the texts would have been 

translated in a Protestant milieu. The instance of Coresi’s edition of the Apostolos 

suggests that at some point in the history of the text it has been revised, in part, against a 

German source of the New Testament. However, the German texts is not at the basis of 

the tradition of the Apostolos in Romanian, but a later feature of its textual development, 

which supports the theory that the Protestant attempt in enhancing the use of religious 

books in Romanian relied on pre-existing translations; 

- the fact that in some instances textual readings found in bilingual Church Slavonic-

Romanian sources differ, which suggests that the two texts stream from diverse paths; 

while the Church Slavonic text is usually a good representative of the Athonite Redaction 

for both the Apostolos and Psalter texts, the Romanian texts present interpretations typical 

of Redactions other that the Athonite. Related to this, it is conceivable to assume that the 

earliest translations were made in a monastic setting, where Slavonic manuscripts 
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belonging to different or mixed traditions were available, and were written as 

monolingual books. Consequently, bilingual texts were composed at a later stage. 

The comparative study of the Romanian and Slavonic traditions of the Psalter and 

Apostolos texts also allows me to make further reflections upon the avenues of investigation I 

consider worth pursuing after the completion of this dissertation. As I have already stated in 

chapter one, in order to contextualise the early rise of Romanian as a literary language it would be 

essential to have a fuller picture of the production and circulation of books in Church Slavonic on 

the Romanian territory. In particular, the study of manuscripts preserved in Transylvania could cast 

further light onto where they were copied, how were they used, and the area of their circulation. 

There is, therefore, need for further bibliographical work, which would ideally be combined with a 

philological analysis. It would be interesting, in fact, to integrate the Slavonic materials preserved 

in Romanian and the Republic of Moldova within the wider field of Slavonic Studies, and consider 

them as part of the cultural continuum shared by the eastern and southern Slavic peoples. The 

study of the Slavonic heritage in Romania and the Republic Moldova is linked to the second 

research topic I see myself investing – a deeper linguistic analysis of the sixteenth and early 

seventeenth century literary sources in old Romanian. Based on the fact that these sources are 

representatives of anonymous translations of canonical religious books, their linguistic value has 

often been disregarded in studies dedicated to old Romanian. My perspective is that the 

identification of the source text(s)/tradition(s) of the earliest old Romanian writings can be of 

advantage, for a comparative analysis of the source and target languages can make us advance in 

understanding the linguistic features of the latter. In order to make considerations in this direction, 

however, having a linguistic corpus (perhaps with a multilingual dimension) of old Romanian texts 

would be imperative. I see the development of a linguistic corpus for old Romanian as a 

compelling project to work on in the future. 

In conclusion, the pursuit of the two key questions of why and how the first literary texts in 

Romanian came into being led me to identify the source traditions laying at the basis of the 

Apostolos and Psalter texts and the translation principles and revision techniques employed in 

rendering them. Additionally, it led me to support the idea of cultural continuity and mutual benefit 
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between the Orthodox and the Protestant spheres, at least as far as the early Romanian literary 

output is concerned.    
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