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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, | 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 | 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, | 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, | 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, | 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.



By way of introduction, | 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 Maramures, Transylvania (Ardeal area),
Wallachia, Moldavia and Banat being the dominant ones (Ivinescu 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 Ghetie (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. Ghetie’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 | 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. | will therefore introduce the primary sources | have used
throughout my dissertation as well as give an overview of the tradition of these two texts in the

Romanian and Slavonic languages.



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], Voronet [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 Brasov 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 Saulescu Psalter,
since the only known information about this book comes from a glossary Saulescu 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 Saulescu 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 Saulescu Psalter or to a yet unknown edition (Ghetie and Mares 1994: 122-24;
Mares 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, Voronet, 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



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
Voronet 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 (Ghetie 1973). Both the Ciobanu and the Voronet 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 | 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: nbeaaTsiph 50 575 TBIMO H GBANTAHIE ¢B ATICABMB H



M3BBPANBIHMH CAOYKBEAMH ﬁplcsb%lnmn B 4>HAOCOC;)'Z>Mb NPBAGKHAT nbpbsﬁsre' (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 | and Il going back as early as the eleventh-
century sources and Redactions I11, 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 Il was more widespread than Redaction I. On the other hand, Redaction IlI,
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
I11 of the Slavonic Psalter. To this end, | checked the textual examples provided by MacRobert as
distinctive of each redaction (1998a) and verified that the Brasov printed editions adhere to the
readings of Redaction Ill. Another method of verification has been to collate the text of the
bilingual sources, manuscripts included, to that of the Tomi¢ Psalter — a good example of
Redaction IIl. There are few differences between the texts,> which is further evidence for
considering the Slavonic text of the Psalms circulating within the Romanian lands as belonging to
Redaction Ill. Additionally, | 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 Tomi¢ Psalter has caiepbiua, typical of the Athonite Redaction,
while the Romanian texts have ¢actaguiuA, a reading to be found in earlier as well as later Slavonic
redactions. Similarly, in ps. 118:39 in PC2 and PCb we find c¢magsi, which is typical of RIV and
found also in the Norov Psalter and the tradition of the Theodoret’s commentary, while the Tomi¢
Psalter as representative of RII1 as well as the RI and RII have noreatnia. 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 Tomi¢ Psalter and RII1. 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 ¢, as well as the alteration between omega and omicron. However, when compared to the

sixteenth-century Serbian editions of MileSeva 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 Tomi¢ Psalter (JIxyposa 1990) as well as
the Slavonic text found in the bilingual texts PV, PCb, PC1, and PC2. Additionally, | have
consulted regularly Jagi¢’s edition of the Bologna Psalter (Jagi¢ 1907) and Cesko’s edition of the
Norov Psalter (Yemko et al. 1989). Unless otherwise stated, all textual examples referring to
Redaction 111 of the Psalter are taken from the Tomi¢ Psalter, and no orthographic standardization
has been applied. Textual examples referring to Redactions I, 1l, 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 Voronet Codices, a printed
edition issued by Coresi in [1566-1567], and a manuscript fragment, the lorga Apostolos. These
will be referred to as CB, CV, AC and Al.

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-

12



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 Al 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 Aleksandrovi¢ Voskresenskij (Bockpecenckuit 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 (Cudov 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 (Knemuncon 2013).
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The study of the Slavonic tradition of Apostolos received some amount of scholarly
attention (boopuxk 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) | have used the Slavonic version present in CB and in the version of the 14ishop14 princeps
— first printed Apostolos in Church Slavonic (Targoviste, 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.® 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 Al-powered text recognition and
transcription tool based, | extracted the linguistic content of these sources and compiled a collated
textual corpus of my primary sources. Since the Voronet Psalter lacks the first 77 Psalms, |

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, | 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. | 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 interpretativa fonetica’, that is, interpretative phonetic transcription is
often used.* 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 (Mares 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 Voronet Codex). Nonetheless, the idea of rendering the original text with
Latin letters soon made its way into Romanian scholarship. After Russo’s Critica Textelor si
Tehnica Edigiilor, 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 16"
to the 18" 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 Ghetie and Kramer in the 1990s (Ghetie 1994; Kramer 1995).

My approach has been to collect and present the textual examples in accordance with the
diplomatic transcription principles. | have, therefore, rendered faithfully the original texts,
maintaining their distribution of superscripts, while intervening in word-separation when faced
with scriptio continua. | have decided not to use hyphens in word separation, as it is done in
modern Romanian, however, | tended to separate the postponed reflexive particle from the verb,
both in Church Slavonic and in Romanian.When it comes to accentuation and punctuation, | 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 & 2 & & 4) is often different
from another text, and sometimes even within the limits of the same text. For example, 4 can have
different phonetic value: /i/, /in/, lim/, In/, and /m/; similarly, the value of jers = and & is not always
established — they vary from having no phonetic value to standing for /i/ or /o/ sometimes,
however, they also replace other vowels, like /a/, /e/, i/, lo/, 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 (Bunci¢ 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: a, B, B, M A, €, ¢ &, S, 3, W, 1, I, H, K, A, M, N, 0, W, , [ &, oy, cJJ, X U, @, W, 4, B,
b, bl, B, 10, K, 1A, &, A, ¥, 8, v; plus two special symbols: 4 and u, one standing for a mid, nasal
vowel and the other having the value of /d3/.

I would like to conclude this section on methodology by mentioning how I see the further
employment of the collated corpus | 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 Romanian® 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. | 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. | 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, |
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, Rdaspuns inpotriva 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 lvireanul. 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 Serban 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 (Dragulescu
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 Siideuropas (Jens Schmitt et al. 2021: 273):

Erste Phasen der Konsolidierung und aufblihender Hofkultur in beiden
Furstentlimern, im Falle der Walachei unter Mircea dem Alten (1386-1418), in der
Moldau unter Alexander ‘dem Guten’ (1400 —1432) und Stefan ‘dem Grofen’
(1457-1504), fielen in die Zeit des definitiven Untergangs der meisten christlichen
Reiche, Furstentiimer und Adelsherrschaften Stidosteuropas. Wahrend die orthodox-
altbalkanische Welt daher in ihrer bisherigen Form verschwand und unter
osmanischer Herrschaft in Teilbereichen sehr rasch, zum Teil auch erst allmahlich
den neuen Begebenheiten weichen musste, entstanden in der Walachei und der
Moldau zwei ‘neubalkanische’ Herrschaftsgebilde, die erst jetzt in groBerem
Umfang balkan-orthodoxe Herrschafts-, Verwaltungs- und Kirchen-Institutionen
adaptierten und sie mit Elementen ungarischer Herrschaftsorganization und
politischen Organizationsformen reiternomadischer Herkunft des eurasischen
Steppengdirtels verschmolzen.®

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

® 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 Maramures, Dragos 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 | of Anjou against the Tatars
in the East and his initiative to appoint a nobleman from Maramures 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 Téarnovo, capital of the Second Bulgarian Empire, falling in June 1393 and Vidin, last
stronghold of the Bulgarian state, being captured in 1396 ([lep:xaBuu 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 | and Il, 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 Targoviste (Hemuposckuit 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 Tepes 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 Arges), 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 Ra&mnicu Valcea and Buzau. In the East of the Carpathians there came into being
the bishoprics of Roman and Radauti in the fifteenth century, and in the sixteenth century the
bishopric of Husi.

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

25



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, Ramnic, Arges, Campulung, that is to
the political centre of the state, and the route linking Severin, Craiova, Slatina, Pitesti and then
Targoviste, Buzau and Braila. 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 Brasov, 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 Alba), Kilia and Briila 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 Bragsov and
then up north to Krakdw. 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. | 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 (Olah Miklds, 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 [...].” (Olah 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
Sasi 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

" 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 Bistrita region in the north and Burzenland or Tara Barsei. 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 Brasov led the Diet of Alba lulia 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 David and the lItalian Giorgio Biandrata, also gained ground among the Hungarian
noblemen, so that in the Diet of Targu Mures (Marosvasarhely) 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 Béthory (Istvan Bathory— 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-lulia 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 Haly¢). 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 loan 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 lulia, which was also the capital of the principality. From here we have the
names of bishops Eftimie, Hristofor I, Ghenadie, and loan.

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
Zéapolya, the Calvinist church appoints in 1566 Gregory of Sangeorz (Szentgyorgy) 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 Turdas (1569 and 1577 respectively). In 1569 Paul of Turdas
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 Bathory,
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 Pe¢ 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 | 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. | 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 Vodita and then that of
Tismana, the establishment of which is supported by the rulers of the time, that is, by Vladislav
(Vlaicu) Voda, 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 (Pacurariu 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
(Topolnita, Cosuste Crivelnic, Gura Mortului and Visina). 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 Neamt, which is
entrusted together with all the existing monasteries to the care of one single hegumen, Dometian
(lorga 1925: 9-12; Tomescu 1942). During the rulership of Alexander the Great (1400-1432),
Neamt 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 Neamt 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 (Siumupckuii 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 Neamt monastery, other important monastic centres were established at the
beginning of the fifteenth century — Pobrata or Probota, Moldovita, Bistrita, Humor, Horodnic (for
nuns) around the area or Suceava, but also Capriana in the east (not far from Chisinau), 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, Voronet, Tazlau, Dobrovat and Patrauti Monasteries.

With the founding of such a high number of monasteries and urban churches (around
Suceava in Moldavia and Campulung then Arges and Targoviste 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
(Bratulescu 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 (Tarnovo 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 slavond romdneasca, that is, a way of
writing in Church Slavonic typical of the Romanian lands,® 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 Tarnovo norms (could and should this be
considered an example of slavona romdneasca?), especially in Moldavia, towards the sixteenth
century the copyists use prevalently the Tarnovo orthographical norm only (Knoll 2019: 266-69).
While, however, little is known about manuscript copying in the fourteenth century in Wallachia

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

8 Different scholars assign to the expression slavond romdneascd 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 books® to have been copied in Wallachia in the
fifteenth century, only two of which he suggests might have been copied in the Bistrita monastery,
under the patronage of the Craiovesti 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, Neamt 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 (SIuumupckuit 1904: 466-70). A second period of
cultural flourishing was between 1424 and 1449, when Gavriil Uric worked as a scribe at the
Neamt Monastery, whom Pascal identifies as the copyist of twenty-three manuscripts known to us
today (ITackams 1989), of which: four are in Saint Petersburg, six in Moscow, one in Kyiv, one in
Chisinau, 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 Neamt 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

® 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:*
Humor — 1473; L’viv — 1477, by boyar Mihul with his brothers; Putna — 1488-1489; Voronet —
1490, Bacau — 1491, by Alexander, son of Stephen the Great; Zographou — 1492; Hotin — 1493;
Husi — 1493; Patrauti — 1493, by Maria-Voichita; Borzesti — 1495; Moldovita — 1498; Zographou —
1502; Piatra — 1502; Metropolitan of Suceava — 1502—1503, Dragna; Harlau — 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 Moldovita. In his survey
of the Slavonic manuscripts preserved at the Dragomirna monastery, lufu identifies forty-four
manuscripts from Moldovita. Of these, five are dated to the end of the fourteenth century, twenty-
four to the fifteenth century, and eleven to the sixteenth century (lufu 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 Moldovita,
Voronet, Putna, Solca, Sucevita monasteries and the bishopric of Radauti, 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 (luffu 1966: 200-01;
Mitric 2010). Of the manuscripts destined for the Moldovita monastery, three were copied in the
bishopric of Radauti (Bratulescu 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 Neamt 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 Nasdud and Feleac
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areas, then the urban areas of Sibiu and Brasov, and eventually the Hateg 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 (lufu 1963a; Linta 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 Canda Latco, boyar of Hateg (lorga 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 Neamt 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 (Barsanescu 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; Jakd 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 ; ¢) 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 Scheii Bragovului (in Transylvania), where Coresi printed most of his Slavonic and
Romanian books. The close trade connections between Brasov 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 Neacsu from Campulung to Hans Benkner in Brasov 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 Voronet, Scheia,
and Hurmuzaki Psalters on the one hand, and the Voronet and Bratu Codices on the other. Because
these sources have been described in detail elsewhere, | 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 Mahaciu (Transylvania). The content of the codex is divided into two parts. The first part
was copied by priest Gregory in Mihaciu 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 si filiatia 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 leud and the Martian Catechism (Ghetie 1975: 211-14) (Ghetie 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 virtt (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
(Ghetie 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 | Place
printing
[Catechism] [1544] [Sibiu]
Bilingual Evangelion [1551/1553] [Sibiu]
Catechism [1560] [Brasov]
Tetraevangelion [1561] Brasov
Apostolos [1567/1568] [Brasov]
Gospel Homiliary [1568] [Brasov]
Liturgicon [1570] Brasov
Psalter 1570 Brasov
Bilingual Psalter 1577 [Brasov]
Bilingual Psalter [1588] [Brasov]
Nomocanon 1570-1580
Gospel Homiliary 1581 Brasov
Palea — Old Testament 1582 Orastie

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 (Ghetie 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 lorga and then lon Candrea, Alexandru
Rosetti, and Petre Panaitescu, Romanian scholars accepted the argument that the first translations
appeared in the Maramures 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, lon
Ghetie together with Alexandru Mares advanced the idea of the Banat-Hunedoara area as the
cradle of the first Romanian translations (for most of the texts) (Ghetie 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 (Ghetie 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 Ghetie and Mares 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 Caras-
Severin, Gorj, Arges (Camplung), Dambovita counties of Wallachia, in Hunedoara, Arad, Cluj and
Maramureg counties nearby and of Trasylvania, and in the North, in the Neamt and Suceava
regions of Moldova. These started appearing from the end of the fourteenth century, and developed
mainly during the fifteenth century (Vodita, Tismana, Cozia, Prislop, Feleac, Bistrita of Valcea,
Neamt, Putna Monasteries among others). In Transylvania as well there were some important
Orthodox monasteries in Maramures (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
€.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 lorga wrote, the history of the Romanian
Transylvania is ‘o istorie de sate si de preoti’, i.e., @ history of villages and priests. This is also
visible from the fact that until the time of Stephen Béathory 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 (Targoviste), which was third after the
printing centres of Krakéw with Sweipolt Fiol, and Cetinje with hieromonk Makarije, raises
guestions 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 Brasov, Sibiu, and later Alba-lulia and
Sebes. 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 Orastie, 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 Gaspar
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 Sluzebnik or Liturgicon in 1508, an Osmoglashik 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 Targoviste 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 (lorga 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 Ardes to Targoviste, 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 1V, p. 165-67). For this reason, it is commonly accepted that the Wallachian printing centre
was in Targoviste, 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 1V, 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 Targoviste, 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 Purad Crnojevi¢, 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 Targoviste. 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 (Tarnovo 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 Brankovi¢, related to the Crnojevi¢ 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 Ljubavi¢ in Targoviste

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

Intrebarea crestineascd, a Romanian translation of the 1529 Lutheran Catechism, probably based
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on a Hungarian original (Ghetie and Mares 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
qSMAmnfb Moaogsnnna/Filipti Moldovénint 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 Romdneascd Veche it was erroneously dated
to 1580 (nr. 25, p. 80) and attributed to either Coresi or Lorint, 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 Brasov provenance, dating back to the first period in which
the paper mill worked (1546-1558) (Blicher 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 Targoviste 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 Ljubavi¢’s type;

- an Apostolos printed by Dmitrije Ljubavi¢, known in Romanian as Logofat, 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 Rares (Bianu et al. 1903-1944: 513) printed
again by Dimitrije Ljubavi¢;
- 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 Rares (Moldavia) supported the
printing of the Apostolos and Petru Rares, Ilie’s predecessor, that of the Euchologion. This practice
of changing names is particularly evident in the Euchologion, where it is said that Petru Rares 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 Rares 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 Ljubavi¢ 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 Brasov in particular (main trade hub
among the three Romanian partners). What is more, Deacon Moisije and Dimitrije Logofat were
former apprentices of the famous Serbian printer Bozidar Vukovi¢, 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 o (Bianu et al. 1903-
1944: vol. 1V, p.1, the monogram is repeated six times in the book) which recalls the printing
activity of Bozidar Vukovi¢. The Venetian printer, in fact, himself used this abbreviation, and it is

possible that here it was used by Dimitrije Ljubavi¢ 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 Logofat, 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 Brasov, 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 Brasov instead of
Targoviste, 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 Brasov producing local paper (Bacaru 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 Brasov, 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 Brasov, in Scheii
Bragovului, 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 Scheii Brasovului 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 Brasov and both Wallachia and
Moldavia, where Brasov 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 Brasov 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 Brasov was
that an agreement existed between Patrascu the Good, voivode of Wallachia, and the Schei
community, that is, because of the already mentioned ties existing between the Wallachian rulers
and the clergy of Saint Nicholas’ Monastery in Scheii Brasovului (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 Targoviste 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 Brasov. After the publication, under Oprea’s
responsibility, of the Octoechos, Coresi went back in 1558 to Targoviste to work on a Festal
Triodion with ten other collaborators (Ghetie and Mares 1994: 152), and then around 1559 he
returned to Brasov, where he published Luther’s Catechism in Romanian. In Brasov he had other
collaborators (Tudor, Manaila, 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 Bragov 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
Mares’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 Brasov for the Schei 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. Brasov and Targoviste (1556-1558)

As has already been pointed out, in Bragsov Coresi worked with Oprea Logofat 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 Ljubavi¢, which later was to be associated
with the publications issued in Brasov but intended for Wallachia (Hervay 1965: 210-11). An
interesting element can be found in the colophon (Bianu et al. 1903-1944: vol |, 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 Zapolya), in Wallachia (Patrascu the
Good), and in Moldavia (Alexandru Lapusneanu). 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 Targoviste the following year (1558), was published under the patronage of
Patrascu the Good, but completed under his successor Mircea the Shepherd (Bianu et al. 1903-
1944: vol 1V, p.167). Here again the typeface employed is that of Dimitrie Ljubavi¢ and the
language is Church Slavonic.

4.3.2. Collaboration with Benkner (Brasov 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 (Ghetie and Mares 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; Blicher 1967: 421-26;
I'yceBa 2003: nr. 40, p. 362), published not directly under Benkner’s patronage, but that of

someone from his family (Ghetie and Mares 1994: 91-92).
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4.3.3. Brasov (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 E0* acronym mentioned above is inscribed in one of the books’

frontispieces (Bianu et al. 1903-1944: vol I, nrs 33 and 34; Ghetie and Mares 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 Bozidar Vukovi¢’s 1519 Liturgicon (Ghetie and Mares 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 Il 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 Kyriakodromion!! for the Calvinist Miklds Forré
(Ghetie and Mares 1994: 102), which contained 59 sermons written in the Calvinist spirit, and
ended with a Romanian Prayer Book (moanTgennic poymaneck), which combined some traditional

Orthodox prayers with those of 1559 Gaspar Heltai’s Agenda (Ghetie and Mares 1994: 118-19).
Because the paper is of Cluj production, it was suggested that the publication was not issued in
Brasov but either in Cluj, Alba lulia, Aiud, or Abrud. Additionally, in 1570 Coresi printed another
Romanian Psalter for Pavel Tordasi, the second Romanian Calvinist bishop of Transylvania
succeeding Gregory of Sangeorz. 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 Bastrita on 9" 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 Kyriakodrémion is a collection of homilies read in the Orthodox Church on Sundays and fesivities,
known in Romanian as Cazanie, Talcul evangheliilor or Evanghelie cu invatatura.
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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 Il Mircea (1571-1577)

After John Sigismund Zapolya’s death in 1571, Stephen Bathory, promoted a partial
confessional tolerance in Transylvania: ‘episcopii si preotii sa urmeze datina care a fost si sub
domnitorul raposat’(Ghetie and Mares 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 Il
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 Targoviste. Nonetheless, given that the
books were printed on Brasov paper only and that the printer had been working in that city for
some years already, Ghetie 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 Il 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 Manaila, which perhaps was an act of rivalry on Coresi’s part against another printer
working at that time, deacon Lorint. 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 Shornik in Church Slavonic, was made on Bozidar’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-Sebes —a locality nearby Sibiu, where the paper was produced —, additionally it presents the
arms of the Bathory family. However, a year later Coresi returned to work for the mayor of Brasov,
Lukas Hirscher. He printed in Romanian a Gospel Homiliary, called Evanghelie cu invatatura,
which was associated with the Protestant spirit (Ghetie and Mares 1994: 112), even though it
follows the Orthodox tradition in its contents (and in particular lvan Feodorovi¢’s Gospel
Homiliary printed in 1569). His last book was a Church Slavonic Tetraevangelion, printed in 1583
in collaboration with Manaila 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 Brasov, 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: Calin, Lorint, Lavrentie and Serban

In 1565, when Coresi was still working with Benkner, Calin printed another Church
Slavonic Tetraevangelion in Brasov. 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 Lorint 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 Brasov. An interesting decoration of the book is the emblem of Wallachia (I'ycesa 2003:
nr 39, pp.327-329), which suggests that the edition was expected to be sold in the Wallachian
voievodeship or to the Schei community. However, the period in which Lorint was most active,
overlapping with Coresi’s activity, was under Christopher Bathory’s reign in Transylvania (1576-

1581). He printed, most likely, in Alba lulia, 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 Lorint’s
personality and his relationship with Christopher Bathory.

For many years deacon Lorint was confused with another printer, the hieromonk Lavrentie
(lorga 1930: 3), from whom we have a Tetraevangelion published in 1582 in Bucharest and
probably another one printed in Brasov sometime after that year (I'ycesa 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 Lorint 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, Lorint used different sets of types depending
on the books he issued, nonetheless the coincidence of having different types and names (Lorint
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 Serban, son
of Coresi. His first book was printed in 1582 in Oréastie, near Sibiu. On behalf of the Calvinist
Ferenc Geszti, successor of Miklos Forrd, Serban 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 Tordasi and their publication was supported by the Bathory family as
well (T'ycea 2003: nr 84, p. 594). Serban, 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 (I'ycesa 2003: nrs 103 and 106) and probably
a Psalter, ending his activity around [1588].

With the exception of Serban’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 | have mainly focused on their genre as well as the initial place where they
could have originated. | 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 | 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 Brasov, stronghold of the Lutheran Church after 1540, as well
as in Sebes 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 Brasov, 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 Brasov 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 Kyriakodrémion. 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 Gaspar Heltai’s Agenda. After this period and the
death of the main supporter of the Calvinist cause in Transylvania, Prince Janos 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 Bathory. 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 Tordasi, 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 Voronet 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 |

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 | may teach others also, than

ten thousand words in a tongue’ (KJV).

Psalter, Coresi, 1570, Brasov, f. 204¥ Translation in English

KE mnaa A8 poymnesed e aialkwnis KWPECH « ABIA With God’s mercy, I deacon Coresi saw that
BB3YK| KB MAKH ToaTe AUMBHAE AY kS |RANTYAL AY | @ll 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 | understand and
teach the others, rather a thousand ill-

WK ANAAUM €3 ARB[UL AGKBTH OYNTENBpeRh A¢ | nderstood words in other languages.
IKYBHN|TE N AlieAece ANTPAN'TE AHMEH

,A,oyMNeseM N AUMBA| AW - N¥MAH oM PXMKNTH
NABBMb | LM XC 3Hce - MAdeH - &8 whNe | veTBue
¢ MAUEGABIAR - LUK NABEAb | ANAb AKF tepre AA
KKopHob - Pﬁe | kB ATPS BecBPERA MAH BPBTWCH |
vHNvH KERHNTE 1§ Mueaccoyas Miled oz PpAReckh KA

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, [Brasov], f. | Translation in English
315Y

I~ AGPENTH ATBA 4)?A|LI,'I'H mien npeoyumaops - | For this reason, my brother priests, | wrote for
ceprel BaMb awtlere \maTHpH 1Y ®EtTh - | YOU this Psalter with answer, which | rendered
from a Serbian Psalter in the Romanian
language; may it be of understanding to you,
and to the scribes. And | 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
HN]LUI/IBK KB ¢ kY AAGBKPB * B A'BTO 3n¢ 7085 (1577)

ABMb ¢koch AE | A JBATHPE cpBETBeICA Npe AMBR
?XM’I)N"EMCK - B BA <j>'|'e Aé mu,eAer'ﬁva?ﬁi © WK
PP’LlMK’I‘Hﬁ’H/\OPb * LM B pOrb KA cj)PALLTM Mien |

¢B PETHUM LUK BHNE ¢B COKOTHLM KB ReLH Be|[A¢

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 (¢ g® cj>'|‘e Ae mueaermTSpm) 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], Brasov, f. 254" | Translation in English

KE Bpps TaTAASH WK kS ak¥Toproas | <j;'|}o,\g|4 With the will of the Father and with the help
Wi Koy c(j)[,%mmg,\b AREASH | @N% - 3uacae | Of the Son and with the eternity of the Holy

Mspien AS IANBLWL | pan - €8 KENaNOy XaANBLLL Spirit, in the days of the ruler lanas (John
Sigismund), I, Johann Benkner, of Brasov

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
MUEABPA - KEWMb PpamALe LK “ﬁq‘g‘\b | nageab Saint Paul to the Corinthians, chapter 14: ‘in
AfAb KBTPA  KOPHNTENH Al kane|Te “fmm\ the holy church is better to say five words
BECBpekaA MAH BHNe ¢ A rpan | vunvn kdennTe k& | with understanding rather than ten thousand
MUEACH AGKARTL T [Mie A¢ KEBHNTE Ne MUeABee A | unknown words in foreign languages.” We
Afisa erinliam - ASNA AvBA BB pSrAMb ToUM therefore ask you all, blessed fathers or
¢pel| UM MBPHNLIM 0ApE BATRANTH 0ape eflicribl | oape 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.

BErNEph A€ | BPALLOBL  AMb ARSTH  KeAaNie
neATpoy | C(;SNTGI\@ KBPUH KPELIHNELIH Te’rpoe\?A |
WH  AMb - CRpHeh  AvrBeTe c<j>ewre KBPUH - A€ |
mmum'r}ﬁpm Y <j>|e MOMHAW pXMﬁ’\Néum | ¢2

NOMbI * A KBPOPA MAMA BA BeHH av|eTh KBPLH
KPELIMNELIH KEMb MAHN'TE ¢B ¢ TBOIKAR NEPETHN A
o NS K Aere NE 0B 0B ASIKAKR -

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 (¢a aueasra) God’s Word.

When it comes to the printing of the Gospel Homiliary of [1568] and 1582 (Cazania | and
I), 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, | Translation in English
[1568], [Brasov], f. 247"

[..] AgpenTh avBA amb cipr k0§ amb n¥T8|ms - | [.../ and so I printed as I could the
TPETECRANIEAOY * LK MpAHOY - p¥Masirbie = ANz Tetraevangelion and the Apostolos in

AvBA ABICA AMb BB3NTH Ke|AANTEA A MEALD ﬂpeXLLH Romanian. Then I noticed the desire of many
priests to have the Interpretation of the

© A€ TBAKOY EVATHAW | Ko¥ ¢B moATA WM eM )
Gospels, so that they may preach, and give

MPOMOREASH , LUK & ¢N¥|He WAMENHAW MABBURTSpR
ponoseA, p
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Adn® YGTHTAO\?' | eVaien , ala amb A¢AAT5 avbeTe
TBAKSpe | aAe evinaw - npe ASMHNETH MPecripe Atib -
| cicoace ae A cicpunTpa npopo&ww{) WK ARAH|AW -
WK PEAW cﬁinu,n NBPUNLUA LK ABRAMb | veTHTL |,
BHNE AMb HCMHTHTD LLIH COKOTHTD | LUK AMb Azjwwrb
KB TOATE TBAKSEKD - A|AGBGP"SBK LM ANTBpECKD
Koy cieprnpa | cﬂim‘ﬁ'\ , LK e TApe NABKOY P

[t amb cepres k& THnAPr% ROAW <j>}>¢\u,m\v()] —in
manuscript

poymmNHf\vfr © B 4>'|'e npe ABBURTEPA - WK | BA
porb. KA cﬁPAU,TM MieéH - ¢B PeTHUH LUK | BHNE ¢B
COKOTHUM , KB BELM BEAS BOW ANLLUH|RA | |<ox“} K ¢
M%PPKPHTA?& LUK IKOMOAPT AlekSnes [...]

TOATE ve TPEBSALIE & LK |<peuJMNMAV\'3 | ve 4)9Au,'|'|4
MieH - OYNAE PAPTAR ATACTA KA|PT€ npe BABAHTH
SMUCICONH + MOMH IC’LAMPK?H | ww npe AONM - NS
PAPTAR Mpe el BUNH - ve¢ | npe p BUNTH ¢ NE A
npe cHie + LK KAPiK RW | <j>|4 KRERUNAR EPTALN - eH

O NOKARACKT | LM ¢ AXce pBETATE LUK B AM|BAE

k¥ AGPENTATE = AMHNb

the faithful a sermon after the reading of the
Gospel.  Thus, |  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 | read [them] and considered
and pondered well, and | realised that they
all offer interpretations, say the truth, and
are strengthened with the Scripture. And |
found them good (and | 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, Brasov, ff. 2"-3"

Translation in English

TchATpX eVAMCTTE  AABCR WH A¢ A |

AO\{‘MGL%GGLUH CICPHI’I'T‘X‘)H :

WA|MeNH KBTPR  AGPENTAPE -
TpoynXAXH

ABBURTEN |..]

KL\‘)’I"E e ¢ KKBMA evale k¥ ABBURTY P | A¢ A
MSATE
W AATA BecBeBprren A ce
PETH - ALLHKEPE LM AA AS|MHE3EELIHAC NPASHHTE * LUK
AA AAE AATW | c@m,n © enpe ARBURTE P ICPGUJHNHAV\F)
co\ﬁ)/\e’PXAXM | ww
wH k¥ AKOYTOPHOAL AS Aoymnegex
THNR[PUTR  ATACTA chN'rm KapTE evaie Koy

AGPENT  ATBA e¥ moynﬁwx/\b XPBKHAD - AOYKATH

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 /...J

Therefore I, mayor Lukas Hirscher, judge
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KOYAC[LLOYAB A¢ M TeTATE BPALLOROYASH * | LK & TOTh
UMNETEAL BpBeeH - cﬁo:xp’re K8 HNHMA (PTGNISHNTG LLIH
KE KAAE AMPHHCAR AE MOYATH KEASHA AA ATAlcTaA
AOYMUNATAR KAPTE = AEPENTH ATBA M MOYATE N3|pun
AMb ATPEBATS LWAML KBETATH MBNA W AMb ch)mwb |
A UAPA  POYMANTEOKA AA - APXIMHTPOMOAHTEAL
cepmj:nlms A PETATE A TPEIWBHLIE * PR AR 7AW
AMb W[BAMTHTL, A& €6 <j>04\;>'r'e MaMb BoyKkEpATH -
wn k¥ MoylATm poyraTIoNe ?GPLUMTXAML AGAA ccﬁ'ﬁu’fA
AOYH, LUK | MH W a¥ TPEMHCD - 1A PT e¥ ABKkAw BB3YH
TA ABBURTE[PR  AOAMNE3CACKA LM KOy <j>o/\wcl>
cXcﬁAe’ry/\XM WwH | TpoynXAMM RACTE MPX AR
HNHMA ME ¢ AASATH | LM cﬁwt\p’re ¢ ccjfméﬁmm ¥
Aé A
TOTb LHNETSAL APA’BAXAXM | wH aAb WPﬁ’\STGH WM

AOYMHNATEAL MHTPOHOAMTXAB MAEAE MeNAAe -

KOy MOYATH KAHPOCh A¢ nPeXum | veAe T?GBXA ATACTA
KAPTE * AKA LUK K¥ ToLM cq)’lsw'lnw."rm MieH - WwH k8
kS |

MMT?onoAMTX/\XM MAPGAXM cepaqmm © NOM W A'B|AeMb

BOA TOYTXPOPI) AYGC'T‘OPA Ln BOA

AYKOpecH  ATAKONSAL, 7€ 6pA  Melpeph  MBBLATH
A TpATECTH AOYIPS - A6 W CKROACE A¢ A KAPT'S CBIBBORA
npe | AHMBA pOYMANTEORA - ApeSHA WK KE npeyuin ¢
AX - Be|CBpekA  LWIKBHAWPL , AE ABAMER  TETATE
BPALLIOBOYAOYH - |

ANOYME NOMb IANE LLIH MOMA MHXAH * Apene K BPoyMb |
B ¢ AMOYALIBOKA M MOYATE NAPUH LUK KHNOYPH |
|<oy|sﬁ'\wr}§/\b A8 AoyMNegeM © WK 0B e AAASTR enpe
mmluﬁw}ﬁpA ACLIHEH KPELIMNEORAR * AevH ABIKA RB38H
KB ¢ AY[icpS AoyMNeseeckh + YA 68 HOY MAH KPOyLIAH
Aé A AB’E“)G PEMH €pA A"APMMT"A Aé Aymnege)@ A AA AA
APECTD AMIKPX © e AGAL AOYH LM OYPeNHYHAPL Adn ,

A¢ B 'T‘HHKW'BCICK ATACTA ICAPTG eVA

of the city of Brasov and of the entire land
of Barsa, with a burning heart and
flaming pity since long had longed for this
enlightening book. Thus, | asked many
fathers and | searched till I found it in
Wallachia by metropolitan Seraphim, in
the city of Targoviste. And so I found it
and | was very pleased, and with much
imploration | asked for his Holiness for it,
and he sent it to me. And | 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 Scheia church near Brasov,
that is, the priests loan 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 | saw
that it was a work wanted by God, and |
did not hesitate to give to him [Coresi]
what was given to me by God, and so |
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 | thought that this [the book]
might be more accessible and easier to
read and to be understood by the simple
folk; and | 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.

67




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 (I'ycesa 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.

68



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 (Maramures and Northern Transylvania,
Banat-Hunedoara, Northern Moldavia), and adapted them to the Wallachian literary language in
order then to publish them (Ghetie 1982c; Ghetie and Mares 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, |1 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 Ghetie and in particular Mares 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 Tomi¢ Psalter (Ixyposa 1990), an accurate comparison between
these and the critical editions of the Norov and Bologna Psalters (Jagi¢ 1907; Yemmxko 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 Tomi¢ 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 Mladenovi¢ [...]” (Candrea 1916: 112),'® Mares investigates further the
textual source used for the translation of the Psalter into Romanian (Mares 1982a: 200-05).
Mares’s first step is to prove that the Slavonic text present in the Slavonic-Romanian bilingual
Psalters (PV, PCbh, 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 g3 TAkecTexb, IN burdens, the reading found in PC1 and PC2 and in the Slavonic
RII more in general, is paralleled in Romanian by 4 CJ)AH'I‘G«\G, 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 év 1oig Bapeov — ga BAPbXD, that is, in palaces,
which was read as gz TRAPEXD, in creations, or the Slavonic original had directly gz
TeApexs. BoOth B2 Baphxm and gz meapexs, in fact, were readings typical of the earlier
Slavonic redactions of the Psalter. Only in PC2 the reading was modified to & rpeunt, in
the burden, according to its parallel Slavonic text, gz Taxecrexs. Although this example
will be analysed later in section 3.2.1., it is interesting to note that both PC2 and PH, with a
A8ipSas, 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 <Cat priveste textul slav de care se va fi servit traducdtorul psalmilor [...] trebuie si fi fost o versiune foarte
apropiatd de a Psaltirii sarbesti dela 1346 a lui Branko Mladenovi¢ [...]."
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2)

3)

4)

in ps. 90:6 while the Slavonic texts present a conjunction between the two nouns ® epau
M BBeA nvoyAﬁbNAAﬁ, from the encounter and the demon at midday, in Romanian such a
conjunction is missing in PV, PS, PC, PC1, PCb and PH: a¢ THMIHNA e A?AICX/\I) Aé AMIA3D
au, of encounter demon at midday. As such, the rendering in Romanian is defective and
reads ungrammatical — one might expect apakdas to be in the genitive/dative case, as it is
in PV: ae ’r‘ﬁl‘lHPA?"B Apakoyadn ae amiasa su, from the encounter of the demon at midday.
Once more, as above, the reading is modified in PC2: ae THMIHNARTEPH WK A APAKREAL A
amiazmazu, of encounters and of the demon at midday. It is interesting to note that in PC2 ®
¢pawa in the singular becomes plural encounters, so that a direct correction with its parallel

Slavonic text is doubtful;

ps. 118:147 gapuxs, | went ahead/l anticipated, is rendered by annTe anoyikaro, | took
before/l preceded, in PV, PS, PC, PC1, PC2, where anunme would stand for the Slavonic
prefix npsa, in front. The reading np’ﬁmpnx% is found in later manuscripts of RIII, in the
Norov Psalter and becomes standard in RIV imitating morphologically the Greek verb
nposebaca. The same happens in the next verse, ps. 118:148, where it is initially rendered
with gapners and then changed to np%mymﬂs in later MSS of RIIl and in RIV. The
Slavonic text in the bilingual Romanian sources is actually a witness to this change, for
while they have gapnxb in v. 147, in v. 148 the same verb presents the prefix npta- in
n?%mymw. Based on this, it can also be that the verb in v. 147 has aunTe because of the
influence of the verb in the following verse;

in ps. 134:12 aocroanie, inheritance, is translated with the additional preposition ‘in’: A
ovune, in heritage, in PS, PC, PC1, and PC2, following the tradition of some earlier
Slavonic manuscripts which have g aocToanHte.

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 Tomi¢ Psalter, the photographic examples provided by Guseva
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(T'ycesa 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, PCbh 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 PCh. For
example, in ps. 17:43 uerana i, | will destroy them, is analysed as u ¢mana i and translated as ww
napreae Aops, and their wall , in PS, PC, PC1, PCb. Similarly, in ps. 35:12 nora rpzazina, the foot
of pride, is misread as mnora rpaazinA |, 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 PCh.
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Psalm | Church Slavonic | PSPV PCPC1PCb | PC2 PH Lacunae
10:6 KOYTIEAD BBMNAE BBMAE ndLioch PV PCh
17:43 | weraNA B KO LUK NBPETEAE AOPb LUK 3A00BECKD € KA LM coychNPX Aopx PV PCh
KA
34:2 BBCTANH LK ¢T'B LUK CKOAATR - PV PCh
34:3 3ABpH A0V AHAHNTE mzj:nue ANAMNT'E BOppBLIE NpE PV PCh
n‘)%r'oNAuJ'l'MMM MA PONMTOPTM Mie PONMTOPM/\V\') Mien APAINTE PHAPE MA
PONALE
35:12 | nora MPBABINA MOYATA 'r‘})oycj:ﬁa nwopé@z\b A¢ 'rpéé‘cj:ﬁ'\ nivoapeAe PV PCb
TpoyPbiLsiceH
48:18 | upe OYMHpAIA MBpLIE A¢ MWApE MBpLIE A€ MOAPE AMEKD HAE BA PV
Moy pH
50:16 KPBENH A CTPZRMEBH A 1KoY LK AEAA VEH CTPBMEH PV
57:10 PAMHA oymepe Mepe A OyMepeAWpS PV
67:19 | gBceAHTH A THHNE A BECEAH A CBABLLSH PV
71:14 | Anxga A¢ B8 - PPEWTAT PV
72:17 | ¢Tuao cATYAL c@m AOYMHHPA PV
89:11 | uzwbern KOYpzR KovpmLILe NOYMBPA
104:32 rpAAb PETBLUHAE PPHHAMN rpnmn?e PV PCbh
105:28 geeA<J>er‘opoy A e/\<j>e KoApY enperop¥ eApoyadn ABAY

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).

Mares, 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 (Mares 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 Mladenovié's** and then altered according
to the Slavonic revised redaction (that is, RIIl) during the creation of the bilingual sources.
Nonetheless, from Mareg’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 Mares 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 Voronet
Psalters), is not a copy of an earlier manuscript, but indeed the autograph of the translator from
Slavonic’(Candrea 1916: 50);'° he indicates, however, that the language of the translator of the
Hurmuzaki Psalter was very close to that of the Scheia and Voronet 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 lon Ghetie (2005: 13-19). After Candrea’s study, however, his analysis went unchallenged for
more than sixty years, until 1982, when Alexandru Mares expressed his final views upon the
affiliation of the Psalters (Mares 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 Mladenovi¢'s Psalter or the so-called Bucharest Psalter is a late-fourteenth-
century manuscript which presents Rl and RI1I readings, see MacRobert's stemma codicum (1998). The
manuscrip was studied in greater detail by Miklosic¢ in 1872.

15 ¢ Aceastd Psaltire, spre deosebire de cele doud precedente (Scheiand si Voroneteand) nu este copia unui
manuscris, ci insusi autograful traducatorului din slavoneste’ (my translation above).
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transitional versions A and B. From A and B, writes Mares, two different paths might have been
followed: either these two developed in two completely different traditions producing the
Hurmuzaki and Voronet 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]

(Mares 1982b: 258-61).

Original

Original

Fig.1. Mares’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 Voronet Psalter to a certain extent.
This aspect, although pointed out by Mares 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 Mares’s scheme lacks strong textual arguments — Mares
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, Mares’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, Mares 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:!’

5) 9:30 évedpevet, aaets in Church Slavonic, i.e., to ambush, is rendered with AATPZR in PC,
PC1, PC2 and AATPB in PH, PS, i.e., with to bark. The wider context of the verse,
however, allows for such a mistake aAaeTh B TAINBI AIKO ABEb BB OrPAAT CBOGH, he lies in

ambush as a lion in his den, and indeed aarTh has the same form in Church Slavonic to

16 According to Mares’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 | would need to rely on secondary
sources only.

7 In addition to the information provided by Mares, each example is given also in its Greek version,
following the revised edition of the Septuaginta.

77



6)

7)

8)

9

mean both ‘to lie in ambush’ and ‘to bark’. It is interesting to note that the verse goes as

follows: aaets BBexbITHTH NHLAre, he lies in ambush to snatch away the poor, and while
the printed sources and PS have once more aatpa, PH changes to genptss, hunts;

50:9 veona, hyssop, is a borrowing from Greek toocwnog and defines a plant used by the
Jews for rituals of purification. The Slavonic dative of wccorio has been interpreted in
Romanian as koy con¥us (PH), k¥ canoyns (PCL, PCh), 1§ can¥ud (PS), thus as with soap

(Ghetie 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 vcons. However,
in the later in the [1588] edition of the Psalter the mistake has been corrected to ¥ icons,
thus with a borrowing through Church Slavonic.®® Similar to the example of KOVTIEAD,
sulphur, being interpreted as ganae, 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;

68:20 cr¥ab mon, aicyvvny pov, is misinterpreted and translated as ptveae mied in PCL,
PH, and ptae mied in PS (here the copyist inadvertently missed on -v¢-), 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 CTOYA'B, cold;

71:14 éx tokov, W Anxebl, excessively, is rendered as a¢ P38 in PC1, ae¢ ped in PS and ¢
appewrart in PH, that is, the Church Slavonic word is probably taken in its vernacular
use as bad(ness);

77:67 v @AYV, Kkoatno Was translated as knees, yen¥iceae in PCL, LenpSicrond in PH,
enSnkuae in PS, yenSnkeae in PV, instead of generations. Only in PC2 this then is

modified to POy, generation. However, it should be noted that uengéﬁucm 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—
18 necoris, 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 koatno 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 yevipoazog, in Church Slavonic xurens, i.e., of wheat, is translated as a¢ giaum, of
life. This misinterpretation might either derive from the original Church Slavonic MS

(having umeabNa O KkuBOTHNB) OF from a wrong translation into Romanian. Once more,
PC2 has a correct translation, ae¢ rps8.

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 ¢Toyas,
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.

Mares 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 Mares’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 (Mares 1982b:
224-26). In this process of copying, revising, and altering, writes Mares, 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,
Mares gives some textual examples (1982b: 221-23). However, the method he applies is
questionable. For example, the Church Slavonic Psalters which Mares 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 IlI. At the time
when Mares 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 Jagi¢ 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 Mares 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 €K oTOUOTOC AEOVTOG
Aed ppocToyA Aedaoyn in PH can be traced to ot e Abga as it is present in Par and Pr. In

PS and PC1 we have instead a¢ pocTEAL AGHAOpb and ae FXPA aevaw in PC2, which agrees

with Redaction 1l and the Sinai Psalter ot ¥c¢12 Abgoga if the translator thought of it as a
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12)

13)

14)

15)

genitive plural. It should be noticed, in fact, that abgoez, which can be found in MSS of
Redaction I, Il and Ill, is a possessive adjective agreeing with ¥e¢rz 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;

21:25 000¢ anéotpeyev

neve a8 amopes PH corresponds to nu OTBPATHAL Ke €CTh (PC1, Bon), whereas neve ATOpce
in PS, PC1 goes with ne otgpatn (Pr, Par). Mares’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: neve ATopediL-ad;

54:19 fioav

<j>owz—3pr.pl. simple perfect —in PH as the translation of staxa (Sin, PC1) and ¢pa —
3pr.sg./pl. imperfect—in PS, PC, PC1, PC2 of st (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 IlI.
Nonetheless, it should be noticed that Mares 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);

61:4 émtifecOe

savB geun in PH for naaexure (PC1, Sin, Bon) and kzaeun in PC1, PS and PV for
nanapaere (Pr, Par,); where nanapaere is typical of Croatian MSS. The translation offered
in PC2 is anpecdpaun, i.e., to surround, to conquer;

131:6 év toig mediolg

A kanmnin - in PH, thus plural as for gz noanxa (Sin, Bon, PC1), whereas PS, PV, PC, PC1,
PC2 and PCb have s kamndas as g noan (Pr, Par);

81



16) 133:1 év aviaig
N KX?T"B in PH, thus singular as gz AROp'E (Sin, Bon), and 4 KXPU,HAG in the other
Romanian texts as we find in their parallel Slavonic text and in Par and Pr — g» ABOEXb,
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 Il 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 Mares provides are counterproductive to his argument, as quite often the
translations present in PH follow Redaction Ill, 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, Mares 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 azoyaamb AGIAS veas &i¥, that is glory to the living Lord, typical
of commentated Psalters, whereas PC1 and PS have ANAHAOVTA;

18) 107:9 xoi Eppou avtidinpuyig Thg KeQaATg Lov
LUK G(J)‘)GM'L KkpBno T%PTA IKAMOYAO\H mie$ in PH, following ecj>pe|vrb IRPBNOCTE PAARH Moge,

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 tdria. In the other Romanian sources, we have egbpeMb
A:«KEToPm kan$a¥u mied, translating ecfopeMb 3ACTARNAENTE PAARBI MOER,
19) In 73:15 ov é&npavag motapovg HOap

PH has a double translation of the same versicle 1) Toy nedvuim aneae pu¥peae ansTwee 2)
Toy eBialn prdpeae esamaoyn, Which are subsequent on the same line. The surprising
element is having anzTwee, watery, which corresponds to the Church Slavonic
NaBopabHeNBIA. This adjective comes from early Church Slavonic MSS (Redaction | and
IT) 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 Il1, which is also the second translation

of the versicle we have in the Hurmuzaki Psalter, Ty ¢BIRALLIN PuXpeAe eeamBaovH.

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 Mares 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 Mares opposed Candrea’s opinion that the original Church Slavonic text might have been
of a redaction similar to Branko Mladenovi¢’s Psalter, his alternative hypothesis is actually very
close to Candrea’s (Candrea 1916: 200-04; Mares 1982b: 200-04). Ultimately, what Mares
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 | and Ill, as
Branko Mladenovi¢’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 11l

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
I1l. 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, RIIl 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 | and Il and the Pseudo-Athanasian Commentary

(and the Norov Psalter)

Psalm | Greek Church Slavonic CS Redactions Old Romanian
26:12 €ig yeipog BB ALLE RI RIl Ps-A Nor
€lg yoydg RB AUjAXB Th R RIV Py cgc;),\e're/\e
PH PS PC PC1 PC2
44:18 UVNGONGOVTAL | NOMANARTS RI RII Ps-A
pvnobnoopot | noMmENF Th RHITRIV Nor | nomtnnr PH
MOMENH PR PS PC PC1
nomenecks PC2
89:5 g ABTB RI RIl Ps-A
gt €Lpe Th RINI RIV Nor ANKR
PH PS PC PC1 PC2 PCh
90:3 pocetai pe HWZBARHTB MA RIRII Ps-A
pooetai og HZBARHTb TA Th RIIlI RIV Nor H3BBRUTE RA
PH PV PS PC PC1 PC2 PCbh
118:49 TOV A6YOV ... CAORO ... W NEMKe RIRIIPs-ANor | c8gaToyab ... a¢ ve PH
®
OV MOYOV ... | cAoRech TROMXD ... o iy | Th RIITRIV IKOYBHNTEAE ... A¢ AN
Qv PS PC PC1 PC2 PCb
118:120 | T@v évtoA®dV? | nogeABNHH RI RIl Ps-A
TOV KPWATOV | ¢RABD Th RIIRIV Nor | suceae PH
KOYACKTRPHAE
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PS PC PC1 PC2 PChb
131:15 | v ynpav BB AOBHLA RI RII Ps-A
™V 0Mpav AORHTRA Th RHIRIV Nor | ganaT¥ab
PH PV PS PC PC1 PC2 PCbh
Hab &v Taig ®30TG | B MBeHeEXD ero RI RII Ps-A N KBHTBPHAE AOYH
319 PS PC1 PC2 PCb
&v 1] OO R N'BCHH ¢rwW Th RINI 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 PCbh would follow an earlier Slavonic tradition as well. A question mark is posed by

ps. 44:18, which has nomtnnroe first person singular, simple past in PH and nomennpa third person

plural, simple past in PS PC PC1. Neither nomanaT2 nor nomana (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 dmoPAémodoty NPH3HPAETA Th
Vv oKovpevnv BCeACNYH
amoprénobov NPH3HPAITA RI + Ps-A RIl | npegnpa PH
RITRIVINOr | enpe mnwen ka¥ma
PC PC1 PC2
34.24 | ) émyopeichy pot A ne nopaayror | Th, Dech
ot €x0poi pov ¢A BPA3H MOH
un éntyapeicav Aatie noplyer mn ea | R+ PS-A RIL | ce oy soyicoype Axeyaenm
ot RIIIRIV Nor | ¢a
PH
¢B NS BOYKEPH MH ¢
PS PC PC1 PC2
4412 | TPOGKLVIICOVGLY MOKAONATD CA Th
TPOGKVVHGELS MOKAONHLLIN CA RI + Ps-A RIl | picnnpa e gepn
RIII RIV Nor PH PC2
NCHNHTE
PS PC PC1
51.7 gKTiAOL... LETAVOIOTE RBILTPBINATH . Th Nor
voot NpBeeAHTH
EKTIAET?... BBCTPBINA...MPECEAR RI + Ps-A RII TPALIE T€ BA..MOYTA TA BA
LLETAVOGTEVGEL T RIII RIV PH
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POYTIETE.. MOy TARTE
PS PC PC1
pEmnere  BA..METATE  RA
PC2
70.20 | médwv avnyoyég pe NAKBI BB3REAE MA Th
mhhat dviyayég pe ApeBAC BB3REAE MA | RI —Ps-A
aviyoryég pe Rb3REA ME HcH RII RHI RIV | ckoc¥ Mau
Nor PS PC PC1
77.64 | o0 KhowocOicovton NE WHAAKANBI Th
BARAOTH
oVK KAohcOnooav? ne wnaakanbl Bbia | RE+ PS-A RIL | ne nazwice poypam
RIIRIV Nor | PV PS PC PC1 PC2 PCh
89.12 | memaudevpévong NAOYwENbI Th, Par Lob
TENEONUEVOLG WICORANBIZA RI + Ps-A RII epercaLin
RINIRIV Nor | PH PV PS PC PC1 PC2
PCb
118.17 | {foopan KUBD BYAY Th
(fioov pe KHBH MA Rl + Ps-A RIl | pgin ma PH
RINRIV Nor | pgie mas
PS PC PC1 PC2 PCb
137.5 | &v toic 6doic RS NYTH[X] TROHX Th
MOCMOAM
v Talic O30 BB MECHEXD RI + Ps-A RIl | n kanmevene
RIIRIV Nor | PH PV PS PC PC1 PC2
PCb
140.6 | 7dOvOncav OYCAAAHLLIA ¢ Th
névvidncav R'BZMOMOLLIR RI + Ps-A RIl | ganicoyps PH
RIIT RIV Nor K% HOYTQYP'L
PV PS PC PC1 PC2 PCh

2.1.3. Distinctive Variants in Redaction IV (and Norov Psalter)*®

Psalm | Greek Church Slavonic CS Redactions Old Romanian
16.3 éneipocag? ek $CHA MA €cH RIV
EMOPOOAG PAKAETAL MA €CH Rl + Ps-A Th RII mcj)'l'e?BATX man  PH
RIlI DPiepBANTATYS MAH
Nor PS PC PC1 PC2
39.18 | ppovrig T'b nonevenie Moe RIV
PPOVTEL b NPHAT MH RI + Ps-A Th RII | afinoy aoyaToy tia PH
RI Afio mpeate Mm
Nor PS PC PC1 PC2
47.8 oVVTPIYELS CBKPOYLLINLLIN RIV Nor

19 Here the Slavonic readings referring to Rl + Ps-A Th RII RIIl 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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cuvtpiyet CBICPYLLIMTS RI + Ps-A Th RII | 35p05nTad
RIII PH
$paiire PS PC PC1 PC2
57.12 | &idotv 6 Og6g ale ¢ Bb RIV
dpa Eotv O Oedg €cTh 0yB0 5% RI + Ps-A Th RI | acre iaTh Afinsed
RIII (PC2 PCh) PH
OYEW €cTh 5% ACTe Aoymne3ed
Nor PS PC PC1 PC2 PCb
95.13 | v ynv? 3EMAI RIV
Vv oikoOuévny RBCEACNTEH RI + Ps-A Th RIl | a Toars A¥ME
RIIl Nor PV PS PC PC1 PC2 PCh
118.81 | &ig tov AdyoV BB CAORO RIV
gl Tog AdyoLg NA CAORECA RI + Ps-A Th RII | npe icoygenmeac
RIIl Nor PH

A KEBHUNTEAE
PS PC PC1 PC2 PCb

2.1.4. Distinctive Variants in Redaction 111

Psalm | Greek Church Slavonic CS Redactions Old Romanian
118.136 | épvia&av CBNPANHLLIZR RII [un]npSps PH
Ppeprpn
PS PV
MB3HPR
PC2
CBXPANHXB RI + Ps-A Th RII ePTH
RIV Nor PC PC1 PCh
147.3 Beic MOAOKHEBH RII noyce
PH PS PC2
ve noyce
PV PC PC1 PCh
T1Oeig MOAATAR Rl + Ps-A Th RII
NOAAMAZRH Nor
OTL TG ? IAKCO TIOAOKH RIV
Ex EvOOEMG NpBeAARHO RII NPECABRHTE
15.11 PV PS PC PC1 PC2 PCh
v d6Emg R CAAR'S Rl + Ps-A Th RII
Kip Nor
Deut TOUPAAELVUEVOVG? ocAasABBWA (M g3 | RI CABBHHAD (wm
32.36 NABNb) AMMPRANE)
PV PS PC1 PC2
cABBHNAL PCh
TOPOUAEADEVOVC WCAABBRBLLAR n| RI+Ps-AThRII
Kol EKAeAoumoTag NeY AABNB] (g | Kip Nor
NAENB)
Hab 00  o®dcoL  TOUG | ¢ATH XpHETH  cRoE RII ¢B CVBCELIH OVNLTH  TBH
313 XPLOTOVG OOV | npetuiea’ ecu genntan PC1 PC2 PCh
eMAvBog BHNHTAM ce CrLpM
XpHetowin e PS e

88




CMIBCELHIN
RepHTAH PV

XpHeTiH

TBH

Rl + Ps-A Th RII
Kip Nor

00 oo
YPLGTOVG GOV

TOUG | ¢rfeTH XTI CROIA

(NOMA3ANBNHKBI)

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 IlI
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 Ill, and presents,
instead, many interpretations which are in line with RI, RIl 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 Il and IV (and the Norov Psalter)

Psalm Greek Church Slavonic CS Redactions | Old Romanian
34.18 ggoporoynoopai | Menorsm ca Tess gs | RIIERIV Nor HCMOREACCKY  MA  Uie A
GOl LI,PIEBH sectpern PH PS PC PC1
PC2
ggoporoynoopol | uenorsma ca Tess T | RI+Ps-A Th RII
GOl KOple
42.2 KpTaimpo APBKABA RIT RIV Nor umnoyTEAs PS PC PC1
uHpsps PC2
ioy0g KPBNocT s RI+Ps-A Th RIl | g'pzr¥rs PH
48.18 1 86&a avTod CAARA €ro RIN Kipr? Gen | caaga aoyn PS PC PC1 PCh
¢AARA ca PC2
N 06&a  ToD | cAABA AOMY ero RI+Ps-A Th RII | caaga kaceen aoyn PH
oikod avtod Nor
65.7 @ deonolovtt OBAAAARLIOMY RI RIV Nor sHpSToprooyn PH PC2
ve uune PS PC PC1 PCb
101G 0e0TOLOVOL | OBAAAARRLITHHM®B RI+Ps-A Th RII
69.3 Aoyilopevol MbICAALLIEH RII RIV Nor ve koyiieram PS PC PC1 PCh
Kkapin k¥yra PC2
BovAdpevol XOTALIHH RI+Ps-A Th RIl | kapnu gopa gps PH
80.13 Kot TG | No HAYHNANToY R RIV Nor ASns pnven¥Tas PS PC
gmnodeduara PC1 PC2 PCh
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KoTo, TOG | Mo NOXTEMB RI+Ps-A Th RIl | noxmeen PH
gmbopiog
118.112 | &xhva nPM|<Aonﬁ R RIV Nor natics PH
naekak PS PCh
naecan PC PC1 PC2
EKAMve? KAIVOV? | npHIcAONH RI+Ps-A Th RII
151.4 £&v 10 éhaim MACTHA RII RIV kS oyNTEpa
PV PS PC PC1 PC2 PCh
£v TQ) €AEel MHATHA RI+Ps-A Th RII
Nor
Deut GKEMAGL MoK PbITH RII Kip we icoanepe PV
32.11 KwnepH PS PC PCl PC2
PCh
OKEMAOEL NOKPLITH RI+Ps-A Th RII
Nor?
Isa oV pun nadn Ne NAOYYHT ce RIN Kip ve NY ce ARBLUA PV
26.10 ve Ny peBUA ca PS PCL
PC2 PCb
TG Og 0V ) BOBICB MKe Ne RI+Ps-A Th RII
padn NAOYVPHTD CA 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 Ill. The Hurmuzaki Psalter presents many variant readings, some

of which are to be traced back to a textual tradition different from Redaction Ill.
2.2. Changes at the Morphological and Lexical Level in Redaction Il

Part of the revision process which led to the Church Slavonic Redaction Il involved
reaching a formal equivalence at a morphemic level to the Greek original (Thomson 1998: 797-
831; Kapauoposa 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 mpmnsanes W npuKAccTHR, patient and very merciful, of Redaction | and Il was

0

replaced with ,A,A'LI‘O’I‘])'LI‘I"BAHB'LZ n MHoroMHAccTHRS as calques of the Greek pakpdBvpog

kai ToAvéreog, long-patient and very merciful. The Romanian translation overall has a loan

20 In ps. 7:12 the rendering of paxpoOupog undergoes a similar chance in the Slavonic sources; the Romanian
versions follow the revised solution of AABIOTPBITEAHBB— AoerXpﬂs‘AmToPm (PS, PC, PC1 and PC2).
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21)

22)

23)

24)

translation from Church Slavonic: /MXNPXP'béNE'erro WK NPBMHAOCTHED (PH), and
ANOYNIBPBEARTOPH LIH MOYATBMHAOCTHED (PS, PC, PC1, PC2, PCh); even though it might be
that in the Hurmuzaki Psalter nptmnacctiez was taken from an earlier version because of
the suffix ‘prea-’, which seems to be a borrowing of npsunaccrngs. This is further
supported by the fact that in ps. 85:5 moAvéreog undergoes the same change between the
first two redactions and RIII, and here PH follows the other Romanian variants by having
MOyATOY MAATHR. It is not to be excluded, therefore, that in 85:15 PH is referring to a
different Slavonic source;

in pss. 21:21 and 34:17 the rendering for the Greek trv povoyevij is changed from
nnovapB, only-child, to KAHNOPOABNE, one-born. The Romanian versions follow the latter
example with oynbs wacc¥T¥as, although in ps. 21:21 PS and PC1 have only waccdTdia
without a word for wauno-, one;

148:9 naoporuTa, fruitful, was changed to naoaonocna, fruit-bearing, calquing on the Greek
kapro@opa. In Romanian we find two different translations, which ultimately go back to
MAOAONOCHAT 7€ PPOAND AA,O\?‘, (those) which bring fruits in PH, and nas NEPTBTIAPEAE, fruit-
bearing, in the other versions;

75:8 in the ‘Archaic’ redactions we find the verb nporugnTh cA, to oppose, which is later
changed to NPOTHRARCTATH, 1O stand against, in order to match better the Greek verb
avOiotnu (in the ps. avtiotioetai cot). The translation in Romanian (PS, PC, PC1, PC2,
PCb) is with a borrowing mmnpoTHEmTALKRA (3 pr. pl. fut.) to which the prefix “in-> is
added;

in pss. 41:6 and 41:12 the Greek word was initially rendered as nevaasna, sorrowful, in the
‘Archaic’ redactions and then changed to npuekpssbia, miserable, in the later redactions.
The Romanian versions PS, PC, PC1 and PC2 follow the later Slavonic redactions with the
word cepzrenTs; in fact, in other instances where the noun nevaas is used in Church

Slavonic the usual translation in Romanian is rpna, worry (85:7, 106:39, 107:13, 117:5,
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25)

26)

27)

118:53, 141:3, 142:11 among others), while ccpzs- is usually rendered with a borrowing or
with sznats, grief/sorrow, in PH. It is interesting to note that in ps. 41:6 PH has rpu:xe
rather than sanat¥ (which is the case in 41:12). This would suggest that a different source
text was used while working at PH;

in redaction I and Il kpacora is the default translation for the Greek opoawdng, tepromg
and sompémeio in pss. 44:4, 26:4 and 25:8. In redaction Ill, however, the last term is
calqued as saaroatnue, good-beauty, and so it is in Romanian — sé@mp%cﬁpé@mcews in PH and
AXA%(M'LMC’BU,G in PS, PC, PC1 and PC2, where saarz is rendered on a constant basis

with good in PH or sweet in the other versions;

the distinction between koxia and movnpio was restored in Redaction III, which is rendered
as 3aa0Ba, bad(ness), for the first term and a¥kareTgo, deceit, for the second. Overall, the
Romanian books follow this tradition, distinguishing between P38, bad, and
XHieAenLnr/xuTaenne, wickedness (both terms have the same meaning in old Romanian,
which in modern Romanian is viclenie).

34:17 tiic kakovpyiag was initially rendered with 3za0sa, wickedness, and then changed to
3BA0ABHCTRO, evil-doing, for a closer resemblance to the Greek word. In Romanian, while
most versions have ppeS(as), bad/evil (PH, PS, PC and PC1), in PC2 the word is calqued

on its Slavonic model pw AXKPXA‘, 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 Rl and RII the Greek possessive genitive was rendered

by an adjective, in RIIl 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; Kapauoposa 1989: 177-79; Tacepa and
Mosuena 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) (Kapauoposa 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.?

Psalm | Greek Slavonic pre-Athonite = | Romanian Lacunae
Athonite
8.3 gk qréuarog MAAAENET = MAAACNELB | THPEPHAODD PH PV PCb
vnriov
9.7 00 £Y0pod BPAKDE > BpArOY AparSa¥n PV PCb
g&EMmov ai
poueoiot
21.28 | ndoat ol TTPIOL | KA3BYENA = A3BIKD anmsa PH PV PCb
0OV E0vav AnMsHAW PS PC PC1 PC2
22.3 émi tpifovg NPABBIA AgpenTaumaops PH PV PCb
d1K0LOGVVNG MPARBANBIA > MPARAI AGPENTATE PS PC PC1
MPARBI A¢psnTaw PC2
67.14 | mtépuyeg POAZRBHNE = MOAZREBH nopdmsoyadH PV
TEPLOTEPDG PH PS PC PC1 PC2 PCh
72.28 | 1fig Ouyarpoc CHWHNORBI = ¢iWHNA CHARNEASH PV
Ziov PH PS PC PC1 PC2 PCb
75.11 | 81 évOopov PATE WoyA¥H PH PV
avBpomov PAORTEYBIKO = PAKA PS PC PC1 PC2 PChb
PABYHOCOE
77.14 | év potioud OPNBHO = WPN'E A¢ pwicd PV
Topd¢ PH PS PC PC1 PC2 PCh
77.61 | &ic xgipag £xOpod | Rpaki > Rpard Appaeraops PH PS PC | PH

2L 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
BpBAMALLMAW PC2

Only ps. 17:44 stands out: €§ avtiloyiag Aaod was initially rendered idiomatically in
Church Slavonic by an adjective orz npspticansa arazcka, from human blame, and then replaced
in Redaction I1I by a noun in the possessive genitive ot npspsranna avanm, from the blame of the
people. In Romanian we have two different versions: a¢ goppoaga wamennaop in PH, thus having
the noun in possessive genitive, and a¢ anoymapt wmenteka 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 éxel ev@povOncouebo én’ avtd, 1@ deomdlovt, for
example, the participle of ga3geceAMMB cA 0 NeMB 0BAAAARRLIMMB, WE rejoice in him who rules, was
altered to the dative osaaparmipomd in Redaction 1, leading to a syntactic failure of agreement
within the sentence (Thomson 1998: 818). In PH the mistake is repeated, so that we have geceanne
BpeMn A¢ eAB BHpSToproaoyk (genitive-dative). However, in PS and PC/PC1 the mistake has been
avoided as osaaparwium 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:
ReceAMMEHE A¢ eAb ve unne. Nonetheless, in PC2 reappears BHpSHTOpASH 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 gz Ycrsnax TrRouxs the plural form was
modified to the dual gz $crn¥ Tgoe. Overall, in Romanian PH renders the plural a OYCTHNEAE TAAE,
in your lips, and PS and PC1 have the singular A poct8ab T2, i.e., in your mouth. Such is the case
in ps. 50:17. In ps. 118:13 the Greek év 1oig yeikeoiv pov €&nyyelio mavto T Kpipoto Tod
otopaTog cov is rendered as OYCTAMA MOHMA HCMOBEAAND BBCA CARABbI OVCTh TROHX with my lips |

declared all the judgements of your lips in Redaction Ill. The translation we have in PH seems to
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follow the Greek distinction: KOy OYCTHEAE MBAE COYLLY TOAT'S LIOYACKAPHAE PPOCTBAOYH TBY; whereas
PS, PC, PC1, PC2 and PCb have in both instances pocTEAL 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 1V, 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 ganeraa in subordinate clauses and by aa in final clauses, starting
from Redaction Il and more with Redactions IV and V these are replaced by infinitival
constructions as a literal translation of the Greek. Additionally, in Redactions 1V the Greek definite
article is paralleled in Church Slavonic by a an artificial exe 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.?
2.3.1. Final Clauses Expressed by an Infinitive Construction in Church Slavonic
Overall, the final clause in Greek introduced by tob plus infinitive is rendered by aa 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 1V add exe before the verb, imitating the Greek tob. 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 rod odooa;
esnack RI RN — imperative; canactu RIT RV exe eanactn RIV;
a Ma koate PH — infinitive; cisipeme PS cnacsipe ma PC1 PC2 PChb - imperative;
29)  33:14 w0d un Aalijoor,
Ne raaroAATH RI RITRI exe ne raaroaaTv RIV RV,
arpen PH —infinitive; ce n8 rpzaces PS ¢ n8 rpaacca PC1 PC2 — subjunctive;
30)  33:17 w0d éolebpedoa,
NoTPBEHTH RI RIT RHI exe NoTPBEHTH RIV RV;
A niepag PH — infinitive; koymnan ce PS k¥mnae ce PCL en kdmnam PC2 — subjunctive;
31)  36:32 10d Bavardoui;

Oy MPBTRHTH RI RII RHI exe Oy MPTRHTH RV exe OYCMP’T‘MTM RIV;

A pwnoppn PH — infinitive; c¢ WMOpTEeKS PS¢z WMOp7R PC1 PC2 — subjunctive;
32)  36:34 100 karaxAypovouijoai;

NacABAHTH RI RITRI exe nacaBauTH RV exe nacABAcTROBATH RIV;

A A0BNAH PH — infinitive; c¢ LHpH PS ¢z uin PC1 ¢z mowperen PC2 — subjunctive;
33)  39:9 w0d mojoar;

CBTROPHUTH RI RIHI RV exe CBTROPHUTH Rl RIV;

a pave PH —infinitive; ce pai¥ PS ¢a paics PCL —subjunctive; a pave PC2 ~ infinitive;
34)  59:6 10 pvyeiv;

OyBBRATH RI RII RHI exe OYBBKRATH RIV RV;
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a acsna PH — infinitive; ce $p¥ra PS ¢z dpoyrm PCL — subjunctive; PC2 a ckmna —
infinitive;

35) 67:19 100 koraoknvdoot,
gaceAMTH RIRIIRIN ¢xe gaceanT RIV RV,
a caaswdn PH — infinitive; the verb is not translated in PS, PC1 and PCb; a u gecean PC2-
infinitive;

36)  70:3 z0d odoo;

esnack RI RN — imperative; canactn RIT RV exe eanactn RIV;

a Ma ckoate PH — infinitive; ww ciipeme PS enacbipe max PCL1 PCh — imperative; a was

cnawen PC2 — infinitive;

37) 106:7 tod mopevbijvou,
gaNuTH RI RIT RIT RV exe ganuTH RIV;

A KW'PA PH — infinitive; ce anrpe PS ¢z anrpe PCL 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 (Pand 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 (Maramures, Crisana) (Vulpe 1963).

2.3.2. Final Clauses in Redactions 11, 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 aa plus finite verb in Redactions | and 1l were changed to bare infinitives in

Redaction Ill and V, and to exe 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)

39)

40)

41)

42)

43)

25:7 700 dxodoai ... oinynoactor;

AJ OYCABILLA ... HCNORBMb Rl RII OYCABILLATH ... MOBBAATH RII RV eke ¢ABILLATH MH ...
nogspa™H RIV;

A ACKOYATA ... & enoytipe PH — infinitive; ce a8sd ... wr ce endnito PS o3 aoyas ... ¢a endro PCL
PC2 — subjunctive;

26:4 700 Ocwpelv e ... kol émioxénteotor,

AA 3B .. MOCELIARR RIRII 3pBTH MK .. NOCBLIATH RIT RV exe 3pETH MH ... NOCBLIATH RIV;
A MpeRH Mie ... a cokorn PH — infinitive; ce g2sY ... wH ce vapreTS PS o3 BB3b ... 0B YBPTETH
PC1 PC2 — subjunctive;

68:24 100 un prémerv;

AA Ne BUAATE RIRI ne guatTH RIT RV exke ne BaroeTh RIV,

a ng geas PH — infinitive; ce noy gass PS ¢a n¥ gaszm PC1 PC2 PCb — subjunctive, 3 pr
sg/pl;

75:10 700 owoou,

Aa eanacetd RIRI eanactn R RV exe erietn RIV;

Missing in PH; ce cnaebeca PS ¢a cnaesecam PC1 PC2 PCh — subjunctive, 3 pr sg/pl;

79:3 &ic 0 oo Nuds;

Aa a1 eanacelin RERI eanacrr naes RITRV g% exe canacTr nae RIV;

ce cicoutr o PH ce enecerpn now PS¢z enacetpn non PCL PC2 PCb — subjunctive;

100:8 rod éColebpevoau;

AA MOTPBEARR RI RII NoTPBEHTH Rl RV nike noTPBEHTH RIV;
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44)

45)

46)

47)

48)

ce niepsoy PH ce k¥pd PS ¢ ce k¥pe PCL PCh ce niapn PV - subjunctive; a k¥pa PC2—-
infinitive;

104:22 7o woudedoou ... copioat;

AJ HAOWPHTD ... OYMAAPHTS Rl HaKAKETR ... OYMAAPHTS RII NAOYYHTH .. OYMARAPHTH RI11
NAKAZATH ... 0y MR AIHTH RV ¢Xe NAKA3ATH ... XHP’BMﬁ'\APMTM RIV;

A MABBUA .. A W aueaenun PH — infinitive; ce arbue MNP BOKR D PS ¢z nRBUE ... ¢B
MNP PC1 PC2 PCb — subjunctive;

104:39 7ot pwrico;

A& MPOCRETHT B RIRII MPOCRBTHTH RII RV exe nocgsmnTh RIV;

aoymnnps PH — simple past; ce admnnsse PS oz aoymnnsze PCL PCh ¢ aoymnnese PC2 —
subjunctive;

105:8 rod yvawpioai;

AA ckakers RIRI ccaszamn RIH nosnaTn RV exe ckasati RIV;

A appara PH — infinitive, to show;? ce cn¥nie PS ¢z cn¥e PCL PCb ka ¢ ce enoye PC2-
subjunctive;

105:23 zod éloiebpedoou avroig;

AA 1A NOTPBBAKTR RI RII noTPBEHTH Rl RV exe noTPBEHTH RIV;

a u niapae PH — infinitive; ¢ k¥mnaz PS ¢z k¥mnae PC1 PCbh ¢z niagam PC2 -
subjunctive;

105:47 7ot élouoroynoocBai ... t10b éyravydobor,

AA HCNORBMB ¢A ... XEAAMMB ¢A RIRII HenogBAATH ¢A ... XEAAHTH ¢A

RINT RV exe HenorBAATH ¢A ... XBAAHTH ¢A RIV;

KA €& NbI HEMOBTBAHMb ... A ¢¢ ABOyAN PH — subjunctive and infinitive;?* c¢ nenoRBAHMYNS ...

¢¢ ABOYABMENB PS 5 He HenogepM ... 3 te ApSABML PCL PC2 PCh — subjunctive;

23 noicazaru 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 t0d kabicoi;

AA nocaauTa RIRI nocapnTh R RV nike nocaauth RIV;
¢ noye PH PC2 PChb ¢e noynie PS PC1 ¢& noye PV — subjunctive;
50)  118:173 100 cdoui;

Aa esnacers RIRIN eanactn RINRV exe ericrn RIV;

A MA ccoaTe PH — infinitive; ce ciica me PS ¢ m& cnaekeca PCL PC2 PCb e cnacseka 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 PCh.
This suggests that the Slavonic source text should have had infinitival constructions, i.e., that it
belonged either to redactions Ill, 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 Ill, 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 1V
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.
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51) 22:6 10 KoToIKELV UE;

AA BBCeAR® ¢ca RIRITRIHI geeanTr mu ca RV exke kuri mu RIV;

ce MoyToy Ma PH ce ampd PS ¢z ANTpY PC1 — subjunctive, 1% pr. sing.; ¢ ce¢ Receasekm PC2
— subjunctive, 3" 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 geceAUTH cA.

52) 26:4 10D KaToIKElY UE;
AA kueA RI RIT R exe kumn mu RV RIV;
ce gI¥ PH PS PC1 ¢ gieu¥eccs PC2 — subjunctive, 1% pr. sing.;

53) 35:2 100 duaptaverv;
A CBIPBLIAETD RIRIIRHI CBMPBLLATH RV exe CbrpBLLATH RIV;
ce NS rpswacks PH ce rpewacks PS oz rpewacka PC1 PC2 — subjunctive, 3" pr.sing/pl.;

54) 35:4 100 dyabivau;
AJ OYBAAKHTD RIRII RIHI RV exe OYBAAKHTH RIV;

ce psSHpEse PH ce peprvase PS 3 peprrtae PCL PC2- subjunctive, 3" pr.sing/pl.;

55) 38:2 100 ) duopravery,

AA Neé C’L[‘P’BLLI(A)K RI RII RHI exe ne CBMPBLIATH (mn) RIV RV;

Missing in PH, c¢ n¥ rpewecc PS PC1 ¢ ne rpewecic PC2 — subjunctive, 1% pr. sing.;
56) 66:3 700 yvdvai;

Aa no3naemad RIRIFRI nosnatn RV exe nosnatn RIV;

ce koynoatems PH ce ik8noatpien PS ¢ ioynoatpems PC1 PC2 PCh — subjunctive, 1% pr.pl.;
57) 72:28 100 élayyeilau;

AAa Henogsva RI RI ga3rbsps RI gza3gBeTHTH MM RV eike m3rseTHTH MH RIV,

¢ en¥to PH ce en¥ni¥ PS ¢ cnoyto PC1 PC2 PCh e endni¥ — subjunctive, 1% pr.sing.;
58) 93:13 10 mpadva,
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AA 0\ POTHLLIK RI RII RHI O\KPOTHTH RV exe O\KPOTHTH RIV;

ce ABABNSELH PS ¢aab Asamnzes PH PC1 PC2 pusamnsepn eas PCb — subjunctive, 2™

sing;
59) 118:37 zod 1} 1eiv;

AA Ne RuanTe RI RINRHI ne gupABTH RV eke Ne RUABTH RIV

ce oy gasu PH - subjunctive, 2" pr.sing.? ce noy Basa PS ¢n n¥ gazm PCl PCh PC2-

subjunctive, 3" 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 aa 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, 1l
and I11, and redaction 1 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 I11. 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:®

Psalm | Slavonic pre-Athonite - | Romanian Lacunae
Athonite

25 Examples taken from pss. 77-151 only.
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84.3 Mok pbI > MOKPBIAL HecH (a)konepuran PH PS PV PC PC1 PC2

PCh
88.3 peice = PEKAb KeH snean PS PC PC1 PC2 PCb PH PV
88.11 | pA3rNA = pA3LHAAb tecH paensipuTan PS PC PC1 PC2 PCh PH PV
88.43 | R'A3ReceAH = BB3BECEAHAD HcH gean? PH PV
geanTan PS PC PC1 PC2 PCh
89.3 peice = PEKAb HecH an v shcoy PH PV
swean PS PC PC1 PC2 PCh
103.24 CBTROPH > CBTROPHAD HcH cj:a\n'm\m PV
PH PS PC PC1 PC2 PCb
137.2 | oyeAbIlA = 0YCABILIAAD HcH ackoyATaTOy PH

ack¥araran PS PV PC PC1 PCh
a%suramn PC2

138.15 CBTROPH > CBTROPHAL HcH A <j>¢\n'roy PH

cjmn'mn PS PC PC1 PCh

AH <j>%|<oyrr>£ 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 RIIl and later
redactions:

60) 11:3 ABCTHRBIRA cpBABLEMD, with a deceitful heart, in Rl and RIl was changed to gz cf;un, in
the heart, in RI11 and the Norov Psalter. All Romanian versions use the preposition anmpd,
in, although in PH, PS PC and PC1 we have the noun in the singular ATPBIUMD and in PC2
in plural anmp¥ nnnwn (lacunae in PV and PCb);

61) 30:11 g&hmev év 6dOvn was first translated as wekmas BoAB3nbks, perished with
sickness/pain and then changed to gz soasani, in pain. In all Romanian versions we have a
prepositional construction: ka CKRBSOY AN ANNIOAPE in PH, a A0y prspe in PS, PC and PC1, and
A BoaAR in PC2(lacunae in PV and PCh);

62)  32:3 noure emoy BBKAILEHLeMB, SINg to him with shouts (of joy), was changed to the
prepositional phrase ¢z gackanuaniems, with shout in RIII and to ga gaccanuali, in shout in

the Norov Psalter to follow the Greek &v dloAiayud. All Romanian variants follow RIII by

having the prepositional construction k& crpurape (lacunae in PV and PCb);
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63)  106:26 1 yoyn owtdv £v kakoig £tketo was altered from adfia nxs 3a0mz TaaLwe, their soul
with evil was melted away to alila nxs BB 3AbIXb Taawe, which was then rendered as

coycﬁ/\ew\} AOPB A PPEAE TOTHIA CA in PH and coychAeTXAb AW A p%éﬁ Tonua ¢¢ 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 RIIl 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

| so far | 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 111, in the section to follow | 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 PCh. 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, | 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
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into consideration while studying the translation of the psalms into Romanian. In this part of the
chapter, therefore, | 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 Cesko’s
critical edition of the Norov Psalter (Uemko et al. 1989), we can follow the later developments of
the tradition of this psalm up to Redaction 1VV. 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 npr’ﬁcmgn is rendered with n¥ce, placed, in PS and PC. PC2 opts for a calque and
separates np% and cragu — anannTe 3ncTReH, placed before or stopped before.?® The case of
PH is interesting, for wnpu, stopped, seems rather to render npseragn, a reading present in
some pre-Athonite Psalters (Plj Bel Pe¢). We find the same verb in Church Slavonic in
105:30: xai éxonacev 1| Opadolg = v npsera ebes, which is also rendered as have stopped

in PH, ww owan’r‘AX TR

% In Dictionarul de arhaisme si regionalisme ‘zastavi’ is indicated as a regional term, @ 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 zastavi. Zastavi could also be the result of double
borrowing — with different meanings — into Romanian. Miklosich records sacragnTn 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)

67)

68)

69)

77:13 o mbxs, as @ wineskin/waterskin, is rendered with ica goaae in PC and PC2 but in
PH we have the additional preposition in, 4, SO ka A <§>on, like in waterskins, and the
indefinite article ica oy cj:oz\,\e in PC2. In some pre-Athonite manuscripts and in the Norov
Psalter we find gz mtet (Pog Bol Sin Rad De¢ Plj Mih S8 S6 Bel) or ko gb MEXb in some
Athonite manuscripts (Buch Pe¢). One conceivable explanation is that the preposition ‘in’
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 gz, the revisor interprets the preposition as ‘un’, that is, a
wineskin/waterskin;

in ps. 77:15 while gz se3ans, in the abyss, is the default Athonite reading for év afvcow,
while some Slavonic MSS have gz Besropant (Mun Kar Buch Pe¢ for the Athonite
Redaction) (Pog Bol Sin De¢ S8 Plj Bel S6 as pre-Athonite). PH follows the tradition of the
latter manuscripts with 4)%?5,;%%;

in 77:38 ne pacrants, does not decay/corrupt/defile, is rendered with oy ga niapae, will not
lose, in PH, n¥ nappue, does not break, in PS and PC, and with n¥ noTpeABLE, does not
corrupt, in PV and PC2. While cnappue and noTpeALpe go back to the Slavonic verb
pactbanTH, Yet interpret it differently, PH is more problematic. In the pre-Athonite (Pog Bol
Rad De¢ Plj Bel S6 Sin S8 and MSS Ox Mih Pe¢ of the Athonite redaction) redactions we
have in the same place noroysnTs/noroys which besides having the meaning of destroy can
also mean lose. In pss. 105:23, 118:95, 142:12, and 145:9 the verb noroysuTu is used, and
here all Romanian versions use the verb ‘a piarde’, which had a similar meaning in old
Romanian as MOroyYBHTH 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;

TT:45 pacTan n is once more rendered either with noyTpeann Or with cnapee. Opposed to

77:38, here PH also has noympeann, corrupted them. The pre-Athonite reading, instead, is
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noroysi nxa/noroysn & (Pog Bol Sin Rad De¢ S8 Plj Bel S6 Mih and Pec). Compared to the
list of manuscripts which have the latter reading in 77:38, only Ox presents noroysuTh in
77:38 and pacTan 1xb in 77:45;

70)  77:47 cnicanmunnt is rendered with cvwicnneae in PH and PV, which is closer to a specific
Slavonic reading present in the pre-Athonite Pljevlja and Belgrade manuscripts, ¢mokgb;

71) In 77:49 the only text to translate the Slavonic noun nocaanie, mission, with a noun is PC2,%
TPEMHTENE, sending, otherwise all Romanian versions have a verbal construction (TPGMHLLIH
in PS, PC, PC1 and PCb, and TpenHce in PV, translating in the same manner nocaanic and the
verbal construction nocaa na nA, found in the first part of the verse). In particular, PH could
go back to the pre-Athonite interpretation, where we have nocaa na NA, Sent against them
(Bol Rad De¢ S8 Plj Bel Pec), rendered with mpemriee npunwm. It could also be that the
translator/revisor was influenced by the nocaa na nA 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 Voronet Psalter
72)  77:60 cknnnm meaning abode besides sanctuary is rendered with a borrowing in PC2

ckeVibla, With sectperca, church, in PS and PC (lacuna in PH), while PV has a different

27 It should be noted that TpemnTept 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:
TPEMHTE)S muePHM\"J roun, the sending of the wicked angels.
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interpretation: oymspa relates better to csus 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 Il also in the Voronet 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)

74)

75)

76)

77:2 mpoPiquota is translated in the plural as ranania, enigma, mystery, riddle, in the
Athonite Redaction, but as rananui, in the singular, in pre-Athonite variants. PH and PC2
present a rendering in the singular as well, MBECTPIA, charm;

77:3 600, is rendered as eauka in the Athonite redaction and as eauko in the pre-Athonite
redactions. In PH we have k213, how much, which might follow the latter tradition, as
opposed to kzTe¢, 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
MBECTpTA is followed by kzTa AOYSHMB LW MLEABCEMD. 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: kaTe aoy3it LM MLEABEE Ae, SO that the revision in PC2 was made only in part;
77:6 the conjunction of the construction rako aa nosnaers, S0 as (he) might know, is not
rendered in PH, which has the verb in the subjunctive: ce ¥noackz, (he) might know.
Similartly, the pre-Athonite versions do not have o in this verse. The other Romanian
Versions have ka ¢a KENOACKT;

in ps. 77:30 noxorin is rendered with xeaania in PS, while usually the same word is
translated as AGLLHAEPATE in PS. It is interesting to note that some fourteenth-century
Slavonic manuscripts (Ox Mun Nor Kiev) have xeaanie here rather than noxorin, which is
also translated with ACLIHAGPATD in PS. It is, therefore, difficult to say which exact Slavonic

reading was followed in the Scheia Psalter;
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77)

78)

79)

80)

81)

77:38 LHeA b is rendered with manraiwes, gentle/tender, in PH, muaocTugs in PS, PV, PC
and PCb, and eqanb, 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 De¢ Plj Bel S6 Ox) have mAtHgs as synonym of Weaps . It might be that the latter
influenced PS, PV, PC, PC1, PCb, because weaps usually is translated as GCJDTHNb (85:15,
102:8, 111:4, 144:8) or muaSuTopro (110:4);

77:40 npornteaws, (they) made angry, is rather changed to oropvuwe, (they) filled with
bitterness, in the Oxford Psalter, which could explain the choice of amzpmpm, (they)
embittered, in PS, PC, PCland PCb. Usually, nporntearu is translated with mznna, 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;

77:44 neronmksl, springs (Tava, rains, in the Tomic Psalter as well as in earlier redactions)
is rendered either with nzso]‘)pe(\e, springs, in PH and PC2 or with CJ)'Z;N’I‘EKNH/\G, wells, in the
other versions — a similar translation solution exists in the Apostolos text (James 3:11,
where the printed text has ‘fantand’ and the manuscripts have ‘izvor’). In other instances,
neronrics has been translated with n3gops in all Romanian versions (103:10 and 113:8),
which suggest that the original must have had weronnicsr rather than Taea, as it is in the
Slavonic text of PV, PC2 and PCb;

77:46 ’I‘})OYAM/TPXAI) is rendered with aronncuTa, labour, in PH, with a borrowing, TPSAA, in
PV and with meynvuae 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 De¢ S8 Bel S6 Mun UB34), though it seems that the Slavonic text in PC2 has mpgas in
the singular as well;

77:51 NPBRBNeELLD is rendered with aTzanarwas in PH/anTzum in PV (plural), and with moATe
AnTBEAe NBek¥Te IN PS, PC, PC1, PC2, and PCb. This example might suggest the influence

of the Slavonic reading found in the Oxford Psalter: gea npbgopona. However, it should be
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pointed out that in pss. 104:36 and 134:8 npzesneus, the default reading in the Slavonic
sources, Oxford Psalter included, is also translated as amau nackSun 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 10V tékvov avtdyv is translated as vapb uxs in Church Slavonic. While most of the
Romanian varieties have <j>'|‘n AW, their children, PH has nj)’bmenz\e AOp'B, 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 veamab, house or household (it also had the
additional meaning of servants). In the vernacular understanding of veamap as found in the
Balkans, it can also mean children (in/of a family). The translation of vaas nxs as 4>wem\e
aops, 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 toic vioic avtdv was translated as ciwmb cRoumb, their sons, in Church Slavonic and as
cj:‘rmv(’; ¢ak in Romanian. PH instead has cj)é‘foypw\wp% NOLYIpH, OUT SONS. It is possible that the
scribe was influenced by the previous part of the verse, which has wiiems nawmms in Church

Slavonic and in PH MOLLIHAOPB HoLLIpH, OUr forefathers;
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84) In ps. 77:17 in PC we have the addition of earth in MBHIAPT 0ycSAL MBMBNTD A rjfbpﬁ'\ Aé
ana, while all other versions have MBNIAPB A cé@cx} Py 4)'2;?'2) A¢ Ana. The word namanTs has
been added at a later stage by hand above n 4)75;% Ae ana, however, the reason for such a

change is yet to be found;

85)  77:48 eig yohalav is translated as rpapoy, hailstorm, in Church Slavonic and rpunamnien in
Romanian. In PH this word is translated as <j>wmeen, hunger, which might mean that the
revisor read the Slavonic word as raaa, hunger, rather than rPANB.

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-111, 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 Voronet Psalter), and to a source belonging in the main to RIIl 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)  Papic was normally translated as aoma in ps. 47:14 and left untranslated in pss. 44:9 and
47:4 or rendered as Taxeets, due to a confusion of the Greek word Bapic with Bapog,
especially in redactions Il and Il (MacRobert 2010: 428). Additionally, in some
manuscripts of Redaction | we have Teapexs, which might be the result of the corruption of
the Church Slavonic calque sapexs (Iloropenos 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 | Ae BCONOAD A€ BeApS A€ AR A€ ANFRCAPE
PBSHMALIMAOPD CAWHOOBNHAOp CAONOBHHAOPS CAONOBNHAW
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87)

| 47:4 | A ASKpSAT & AoyH | A panreac ASH | & panreaca¥n | A rpens ca

Both these instances have Taxeers 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 Taxeers as it is typical for Redaction I1l. In PH we have a¥kpSas (the work) for
ps.47:4 and qmnw;\e (the deeds) in PS and PC1, as possible translations of Teapex — in ps.
91:5, for example, g TeApH TROEH iS rendered as <j>4\nw/\e TaAe, in your deeds, across all
Romanian versions, which would support the above hypothesis. PC2, instead, presents a
literal translation from Church Slavonic, where rpenns stands for weights, i.e., TaKecTb.
The example in ps. 44:9 has been translated as nacaps/ nacwmps, thus worry/burden in PS,
PC1 and PC2, perhaps attempting to translate again Taxecs: but as nacontoas 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 wr*
gagin in Church Slavonic.?® It is also interesting to note that PH is the only variety having a
translation caonorbia for made of ivory, which is rather based on the meaning of the verb
¢AONHTH ¢A, tO lean on/against something — pasimaunaops, those which are shored up;

108:23 npa:xn, locusts, has been translated as mazamue in PH and n¥aae in PS, PC, PC1,
PC2 and PCb, shoots or twigs. The translation of the Greek dxpideg into Church Slavonic
has been problematic from the beginning. One interpretative tradition renders the word as
NPARTHNBIN  KONBLH tips of shoots or np¥THHICE, 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 12" century Psalter text that has in
ps. 17:4 g5 eapexs and in ps. 44:9 wr’ gapiu.
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88)

PC1, PC2, and PCb the Church Slavonic counterpart is gpauiie, which stands rather for
fruits/tips of branches, and translates the Greek word axpodpva (Miklosich 1862);

150:5 wouPorov is rendered with kvmsaas or T$mnans in Church Slavonic. However, the
reading in old Romanian is different — kaonomeae, akaonors, bells/in bell, which might
follow a different interpretation found in some Church Slavonic manuscripts of RIl, which
have 3gontxa here (MacRobert 2010: 429, MSS J B PIj 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)

90)

91)

in 17:39 the Greek éxbiiyw was initially rendered as caipoywa, | will smite, and later
changed to occpzreaa, | will embitter [them]. PS and PC/PC1 seem to either follow the
earlier tradition or that of the Norov Psalter with cj>pmr>£|4, I break, while PH follows
Redaction Il ockpzsmn goro together with PC2 cipzsn goto npe en — | will embitter [them].

This is also supported by the fact that in other parts of the Psalter where the Slavonic

esipoyiu- root is used, this is usually rendered with words derived from the verb a frange;

73:17 1 6pua is translated as npEABAb, boundaries, in all Slavonic redactions but RII,
where a different Greek tradition is followed ta dpea > ropbl, mountains. While PH and
PC2 follow the former textual tradition with Xorappe(ae), boundaries, PS, PC, PC1, and
PCb é:pwceu,me, beauties, an interpretation which has been found in only one Slavonic
source so far (MacRobert 1994: 153): the Oxford Psalter with ipacna 3em'an, beauties of

earth;

In ps. 147:6 xpvotorrov is rendered as roaors, hailstone, in Church Slavonic and as
PPHHAHNE, the hailstone, in the Romanian texts PV, PS, PC, PC1, PC2. In 148:8, however,
PPHNAHNE is the translation of rpAAS, hailstone/hailstorm, in all Romanian texts, while

kpOoTarog/reros is rendered as cr¥ppin, icicles, in PV and PS and as reuuae, ices, in the
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92)

93)

94)

printed editions. One explanation for such distinction is that rpaab and roaers 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 ydialo/rpass is closer in meaning to
hailstone, kpvotairog/ roaets has the understanding of something becoming ice. Another
explanation would be that cr&ppin/ reunac go back to aeas, ice, as found in the Oxford
Psalter rather than to roaors. Both in pss. 147:6 and 148:8 PH has spSwma, frost, which is
more likely to translate roaoms;

In 118:136 the Greek verb épvAa&av was rendered as eaxpanmxs (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 czxpannwsas (third person plural aorist), which is the tradition followed
by PH [un]uppz, (they) kept, and PS, PV <j>e§mp%, (they) protected, and PC2 nz3npa, (they)
guarded/watched. Coresi’s 1570 and 1577 editions together with PCh prefer instead the
first option <j>ep'|‘m, (I) protected,;

In 107:10 RII and some late fourteenth century MSS belonging to Rl (MacRobert 1998a,
MSS Par and Lob) translate éxtevd as npocraprs, lay/spread, while earlier Rl manuscripts
as well as the tradition of RIII, RIV, the Norov Psalter and that of the commentated Psalters
have naaoxka, put, following a different Greek tradition émpai®. Most of Romanian
versions follow the latter tradition — noynpe goto, I will put, in PH, noyro, I put, in PS, PC,
PC1, PCb and PC2. However, PV has munw, | spread, which is how usually npocTpETH is
translated in Romanian (for example in pss. 79:12, 84:6, 104:39, 124:3, 137:7);

Deut 32:39 éym €ipu found in the Canticles is translated as ass recsmbs in RIT 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 &y® sipu 6g6¢
(MacRobert 1998a, MSS Sin Par Lob Gri De¢ and RII). Of our Romanian sourcess, PV

seems to follow the latter tradition with the reading oy camnToy Aoy, 1 am the Lord,
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although in the Slavonic counterpart preceding the Romanian text the reading is typical of

RI with asb ecbMb;

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 Il 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 VVoronet 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 I1.

95) 41:6 mepihomog rendered as nevaasna, full of sadness, in RI and RII, and npickpsna,
disheartened in RIIl. PS, PC1 and PC2 present a borrowing from Church Slavonic with
CKBEHTS, while PH goes back to the archaic reading with s rpHaKe, in worry. As a matter of
fact, nevaaz is usually translated as rpnxa, worry in Romanian (85:7, 106:39, 107:13,
117:15, 141:3, 142:11), while CKPBED is usually translated as sznaTs 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)

97)

08)

99)

100)

41:10 oTs nevaAn BpAra Moero, from my enemy’s oppression/trouble, was altered to gneraa
cr8kaers MK gpars, When the enemy oppresses me, perhaps in order to avoid any
misunderstandings of the word nevaab, 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 &v t@® €xbAifewv tov
€xOpov pov, which might be the primary reason for the alteration to be introduced. The

Romanian translation presents two varieties: ae¢ PPHKA APAKOYAOYH Mied in PH, following
the earlier Church Slavonic redactions, and kaNAb AOAEALE MH A;)Alc)ﬁz\b in PC, PC1, and
PS, and kanAb A0AEALIE MH BP'L;KMALUX/\b in PC2, similar to Redaction IlI;

42:2 xpozoiopo is initially translated as Kp'BNOCT'S, strength, in the archaic versions, and as
Apakaga, stronghold, in the 14™ century. While PS, PC, PC1 and PC2 follow RIII with
uHpSTEA Miel (umnptpt in PC2), PH seems to refer to Rl and RII gpar8ms ma, my virtue. It
should be noticed that in other instances throughout the Psalter text ipsnocrs is translated
as BP%TX’MS in Hurmuzaki;

46:9 ¢émi ta £6vn is rendered by default as naab asbicsl, however in Rl and the associated
pseudo-Athanasian commentary a different Greek tradition if followed, which presents the
addition of ‘all’: éni mavta ta £6vn. Once more, while in PC, PC1, PC2, and PS we have
enpe anmsw, towards peoples, in PH the translation seems to follow RI with npe Toats
AHMBHAE, on all peoples;

ps. 48:18 divides the Slavonic MSS in two different traditions, one following the Greek 7
36&a avtod with caaga ero (RI1 and RIV) and another following a different Greek reading,
1N 86&a tod oikod avtod, which is followed by RI+Ps-A Th RII Nor, caaga pom¥ ero. While
PS PC PC1 and PC2 follow RIII caaga A¥n, his glory, PH has caaga icaceen aoyw, glory of his
house, i.e. departs from RIII;

in 54:9 we have already seen how ora NpEHEMArANLTE ASxa, from weakness of spirit, was

changed to oma MaropSwna, from faintheartedness, in order to reach a formal equivalence
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101)

102)

103)

at a morphemic level to the Greek oityoyvyiog (See section2.2.). Similarly, in Romanian
we have A¢ n NEMoyTBpA coycj:zxe’r‘éﬁ/\oyn in PH, calquing the Church Slavonic NPEMAPANLT,
weakeness, and aA¢ HelKHTH COY(})AGTI) in PS, PC, PC1 and PC2, where neschit stands
literally for little, following the Slavonic maao-;

in ps. 69:3 while the earlier Slavonic redactions (RI, RIl and the commentated Psalters)
have xorawnu, those wanting (evil against me), following the Greek Boviopevor, the later
redactions follow a different Greek tradition Aoyilopevor, rendering it with mbicaAuien,
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 ven we kyiers, those thinking,
while PH adheres to the archaic redactions KAPHH BOpS BY'S, those who will wish;

77:15 év apvocem has been interpreted as gz se3goabNE, in waterless, and then changed to
B BE3NE, in bottomless, in some MSS of the Athonite redaction (Ox, Mih, UB34). Once
more, while PC, PC1, PC2, PCb and PS follow Redaction Il with cjfblmcj)éémx, without a
bottom, PH goes back to a more archaic reading with cﬁ%‘)'m,ezxn%, without water (See
example 67);

77:38 00 dwapbepel has been rendered as ne norSsuTs, does not destroy, and then changed
in RINTto ne pastanTs, does not corrupt. The Romanian rendering seems to follow overall
Redaction I, with PS, PC and PC1 having wn n$ cnapue, and he breaks not, here the verb
‘to break’ probably understood as destroy, which could go back however to either

nor¥suTh OF pastants, especially if the latter word had been read as pasants, spill, instead
of PASTAHTS. PC2 and PV remain faithful to RIIl with n¥ nXTpeAfEme, does not corrupt
(here to rot something down); while PH seems to refer back to the archaic reading with n¥
BA MHAPAE, will not lose for nor¥suTs. In other instances where the verb nor¥surh 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.
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104)

105)

106)

107)

108)

Like the previous example, in ps. 77:45 &iépOeipev was first translated as noroysi and then
changed to PACTAI in RII. In Romanian we have ww enapee in PS, PC1 and ¢u enapee in PV,
and MpENLLIK nXT;)eAMM in PH and nXTPeAM npe ¢u in PC2. Consequently, PH here follows

RIII instead;

78:5 éxxavOnoeton is first rendered with PAKAEKETCB CA, catches fire, and then changed to
pasroput ca, flares up. In PC, PC1, PC2, PCb, PS and PV the verb is rendered as APHAE CE,
catches fire, while PH has mcﬁrepsmm ce, heats up. In 77.38 we have PAKAEKETD AS well,

and here the verb used in PH is once more ‘a se infierba’, to get hot. All other Romanian
versions seem not to make a distinction between the two Slavonic verbs and render it with
‘a se Incinde’ (modern Romanian incinge), although PC2 has ‘a se aprinde’, to catch fire,
kindle in 77.38;

80:7 1OV vidToV aTOoD - XPBEETD IXB, their backs, in Rl and RII, and ro, his, in RIII. In

Romanian it has been rendered as A¥u in PS, PC, PC1, PC2 and PCb, and Aowpn PH; the

latter example points to the fact that the Hurmuzaki Psalter goes back to ixa, that is, to
their;

80:13 kata to émndedpata was rendered with moxorems OF no noxrems, because of the
wish, in Rl and RII, and no HATHNANToY, because of the initiative, in RIIIl. PH follows with a
borrowing the archaic versions with noxoreen, while PS and Coresi’s books have a¥na
anven¥T8as, following the beginning, where wnavunanie had been misunderstood as
beginning instead of initiative;

82:7 ol TopanAiton the proper noun indicating the descendants of Ismael have first been

rendered with wsmaiansuis and then changed to usmaunaure in RIL In PH we have a
borrowing wnamnasTENK, Which appears closer to the archaic versions rather than the
Athonite one. The other Romanian texts have nemanauun and namananad in PV;

82:17 The Greek dtyiog has been initially rendered as pocaxaenis, insult/offence, and then

changed to se3vbeThra, ashamed. Following the Slavonic original, the Romanian versions
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109)

110)

111)

112)

113)

present two different borrowings: 4>7><ré> A¢ wunere in PS and PC1, following RIII, and
Ae pocapam in PH, following the archaic redactions;
84:5 1dv compinv Nuav is translated as cricenin nawm, of our salvations, however RIl and

some 14" century manuscripts belonging to RI follow a different Greek tradition 6 cwtp
nuadv, where the noun is changed to the singular and becomes saviour rather than

salvation: our saviour, ciinTearo nawwb (MacRobert 1998b, MSS S6 Jar [Plj] Bel Pog2 Pog3
Sof60 Vat Par Lob). PH follows the latter tradition with CﬁH’I‘WPrO/\’Zs nocpd, our saviour,
while the other Romanian versions have cricenia hoepaR, our salvation (in the singular);

90:4 8mho has been translated as ynramb with shield initially, and then as opakiems, with
weapon in RI11. Similarly, PS and PC1 present the revised reading, apme, weapons, and PH
has cic$T¥A, shield;

93:16 movmpevopévoug is translated as saosovrRiITAIA N the archaic redactions, and as
amkagnoyALIRA in RIN because of the distinction that is made in RIII between kaxio and

novnpio. 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 xuratnu (PC, PC1, PC2,
PCb and PS, also in 118.115). PH, however, has ven 4;1"\“ ppe8, which might go back to RI
and RII;

97:5 1 xvpie is translated simply with rgun, to the Lord, in Church Slavonic and with
ANASH in Romanian. However, RI and the pseudo-Athanasian commentary to the Psalter

follow a different Greek tradition t® 6e® Mudv, 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: AQN/\oyM noeTpoy, tO our Lord:;

98:4  evbbmrag is translated with npagunbl,  accusative  plural - of  ngaruna,

straightness/directness, in RII, RIIl and the Norov Psalter and NPABHN, 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, AEPENTLN, and seem to follow the tradition of RII
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114)

115)

RIII and the Norov Psalter, PV and PH have a noun in the singular, Aep”e'r‘me and AEPENTATE
accordingly, which might go back to Rl and the tradition of the commentaries;

in ps. 118:49 redactions | (and pseudo-Athanasian commentary), Il and the Norov Psalter
follow the Greek tradition having the noun in singular: Tov Adyov ...® = cA0RO .. W HeMiKe
word ... of which; redactions Il and 1V and the Theodoret commentary, instead, follow a
different Greek tradition T®v Adywv ... @v, which has the noun ‘word’ in the plural.
Among the Romanian varieties we have the same difference, while PH follows the first
example with |<>§B7>Toy/\b ... A¢ ve the other versions have KOVRHNTEAE ... AE AAE, and
KEBMNTEAE ... A KAPHAE in PC2;

in ps. 140.9 RIl and RIII have the verb czipuiwa, (they) hid, for gxpuyav, while RI
together with the Norov Psalter and the tradition of the commentated Psalters have
eneTaBHLWA, (they) set up, following a different Greek tradition cuveotioavto. 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 ackoynceps. As
for PH, it has instead noyeepn, (they) placed. Psalm 140 is also one of the few psalms
present in Coresi’s Molitvenic (1568), which has the same reading as PH ‘pusira’ 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, RIl 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 111, 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 PCbh. 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 Voronet Psalter and PC2 is yet to be explored, which is why they
are marked with a question mark below. Additionally, RIIl 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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Original Translation

R1_RIII* R2 — RI/RIl and RII R1-RIII*

/

R2 — hybrid RI/RII and

PH PV?PSPCPC1PC2?

PH PV? PS PC PC1 PC2?

Fig. 2. First and Second Redaction of the Psalter in Romanian

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 Ghetie (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)  Onf. 18", ps. 22:5 PH has a correction raThpz+-Tan, Which is in line with the reading we
have in PC, PC1 and PC2: raTHTaK;
117) onf. 29", ps. 34:24 we have an erasure AMOVAE MH CA, above which is written BOyIKoype. As in

the previous case, this is the reading shared by PS, PC, PC1 and PC2;
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118)

119)

120)

121)

on f. 42", ps. 49:16, there is an interesting example of the revision process carried out by the
scribe. For the Church Slavonic n npniemaewn 3agsms mon three different translations are
provided in old Romanian, of which only one is not crossed out later - PH: HﬂH—B—?H—:\-E‘;ﬁ:
H&?%—‘ﬁHEH«—MA LN BepH-RpieRte-RpHHAEBEPS M NOPBNTHTA MA. The struggle was given by the
verb npuumarh, 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: wn npinmeln suca k. The same difference in the lexical choice is
found in ps. 145:9, SI: npnemaers > PH: aoyawea, others: npiunrbiue; or in ps. 146:6 Sl
NPHEMAA - PH: A, PC2: npinmrsLe, others: ve npinmn (PCb mssing);

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.

PrmAT e ’-('-'7;_;;';’ - '(Z' : PH: v¢" pa 1oy mpHn Aeptnupn above
'rsmmro "ﬁ{,’z\r"h et s A the line aepenunaops
i r“MH ‘ "ﬁ“ o ‘ZM:G
M CAHEO “n
°\H Zﬂa g e RS ‘!:—“rt PS PC PC1 PC2 PCh: agpenunaops
. . . K ANeMA
Fig. 1. Hurmuzaki Psalter, f. 62". (PV missing):

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 3me¥,

snake/dragon, as can be seen in the facsimile.

\_ ' it . wenw . "
Cé— (ﬂ“nmn‘mu&’"”%‘ s A PH: swtetAwpa « wepniaopa
1S TUEMENEMBAY Y A B oy

£ oy‘erf ﬂ' . es‘u PC2: Lueynn/\v(}

‘§ A ATt mugﬂmna ,& !

‘_?,f"ﬂf'”f{‘“"ji<An;A1gM'£ “. PS PC PC1 PCD: 3umenawps

Fig. 2. Hurmuzaki Psalter, . 64".

on the same folio, at verse 15, it has already been mentioned that two different translations
are present one following the other 1) moy nedeniun aneae pudpeae anaTwee 2) Toy kALK
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122)

123)

124)

125)

pn¥peae esam¥aoyn. These go back to two different Slavonic traditions in interpreting the
Greek HOoy: it is either left untranslated or it is interpreted as nagoabhensia (MacRobert
2010). The interpretation of this passage in the other Romanian texts is in line with PH’s
second reading: T cekawb paSpeae eTam¥a¥u. This example shows how the scribe was

probably drawing from two different translations of the psalms;

folio 64" offers another very interesting example of revision. In ps. 73:18 the scribe leaves
the Slavonic wording no umenn erw in the main body of the text, which later is crossed out
in red and corrected in the margins with the wrong reading aoyna n¥meae a¥u. The other
Romanian sources have nomensipe arvacra here, which translated the Slavonic nomnu cia, as
found in PC1. This mistake first points to a mistake in copying and understanding the
Slavonic text : nomsnn cero, as found written in the Tomi¢ as well as in earlier Slavonic
MSS, is altered to no umenn ¢rw, wWhich in turn is translated as AoyNB NEMEAe ASH in
Romanian. In this instance the scribe or revisor did not consult any other source than the
one used for copying;

on f. 106" 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: s MBHPA TA ¢ > M'APXAG. The correction,
however, was not brought to completion, for Ta ¢ was not altered to a plural construction
following mzpdac, and it is difficult to say at what stage exactly the note in the margins was
added;

on f. 117", ps. 137:4, the text initially reads as: ks A%*',f*—éiﬁ%ﬁi TOATE PPARHAE PPWCTOYAY Mied,
and then changed in the margins to: ka ackoyaTapa ToTe rpard poctoy 8. In the other
Romanian sources the text reads as: kz ackSaTapa ToaTe KoygHNTEAE pocTEASH TE, Where
the only difference with the second reading provided in the margins in PH is the rendering
of raaroas, word, speech, as rpan, speech (in the singular), rather than words;

on the verso of the same folio, ps. 137:5, the original word sueaecetun is crossed out and

changed to koynock¥(wm), as it is in all the other Romanian texts;
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126) in ps. 147:9 u cmpA0Bb cRoMXL Ne cicaza MMb is by default translated as in Romanian wwum
KoyaeuBAb 38 N endee aw. 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: wn coyaw
a3+ LIOYAGIKAAE CAAE HOy A?P’L’T‘b Awps. It is interesting to point out that while the default
translation for édnAmoev in Church Slavonic is ¢akasa, the Norov Psalter has agu 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 (PCh 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 (Mares 1982b: 251, 259-261). Additionally, in their analysis of PC2, first Candrea and then
Mares 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; Mares 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 Voronet 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 RIIlI 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 keapn, which is by default rendered with a borrowing keppin. In this
instance, however, both PH and PV have KOA,PHH, mistaking, in Mares’s opinion, ‘¢’ for ‘o’ (1982b:
219). However, it might also be that this was a common mistake, for in ps. 103:16 we find again
koapin for keapn in PV, while PH has keapu. It might also be, therefore, that the two texts inserted
the change from ieeapin to oapin independently.

Mares also notes how in two instances PH and PV have the same interpretation of the

Slavonic text:

127) inps. 97: 1 what is a verb in Church Slavonic has been interpreted as noun in PH and PV,
although they lexically translate it differently: crice ero aechnua ero, his right hand saved
him = PH: cacorepe Aoyn (missing translation for ‘his right hand’), his salvation; PV: ¢ficenia
ASH Aepre'm A¥u, his salvation his right hand. In PS, PC, PC1, PC2 and PCb this passage
was rendered as ¢nacH eAb A&pBNTA A¥u, his right hand saved him.

128) in 98:5 mopnoxkmoy Horoy tero, at the footstool of his foot, was rendered with a borrowing in
PS, PC, PC1, PC2 and PCb: noabhw:kia rlwfozxpe/\v() A¥u, while PH and PV have a calque:
COVTIL TAANEAE THY0ApEAdpB AoyH, 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 3RBPEMb 3eMNBIML | TA HeAS aMEATSH | biepnaw nammnTovadH
84:3 WoVeTHAB Hch €PTATAH ABCATAH
89:7 CKONTAXWM CA cphnmY ne KOVTIAHMOYHE
95:3 THAEA €M MHpYps A¥H PHRAEAE AOYH PH
106:18 | ga3rnumLWA cA NARASLLTA POVHECAHA ce
110:5 | somLyuinM ca €ro TeMSLMAY AeNcY cjnpmcoum/\vﬁ AHNCh;
ICAPHH cé BOpA T'EMe AeNeh PH
110:6 | pocToanie A3blch N WPHNB AHBH A AOCTOUNUYTE AHMBH
NAPTE AHMBHA0PB PH
126:3 | aocToanie riie WLHNA ANSAYH AOCTOMNHPTA AOMNEASH; NAPT'S Aoy
Aoness¥ PH
113:14 | no3ApH MMATS HAPH A0y nacSpe o
115:4 | vapm ckads naxaps
121:4 | ga3bIA0LWA KOAENA CXMP"b Po,;éé’pe/\e . cXHPﬁa LeNYKeAe - LIeNSKeAe
IKOAENA IR LiepSHicene AMNSH | AOMNSAYH;
cXMpﬁ’\ poyAeAe - 9}£Ae/\e AOMNEALH
PC2
145:4 | na kna3a cnpe BOAPH A kEAETH
146:8 | 3aakb naskewe 3AAKb

All in all, the Voronet 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 Mares’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

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 | 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, | 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 Voronet 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 lorga 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.?® 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

2 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.*® 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 apxsicoynarera, synagogue leader, borrowed from Greek tov
apyovvéyoyov, and is then changed to navaannica ezswpoy in R4, followed by CB, CV and

AC with: ATENRTOPIOA C%sopXAXH, that is, the synagogue ’s initiator;

% 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)

3)

4)

5)

18:18 in R1 reads as: anu muorsi [...] BbeBAb Bb npBRO3b WTbRe3e ce Bb Coypbito, many
days...having boarded a ferry (literally a crossing ship) he departed for Syria. In R4 some
parts of the verse are modified to: ann pogoansi [...] n ®naoy & cnpim, enough days [...J and
he sailed to Sirya.

Similar to the Slavonic text of R4, the Romanian sources read: suae NBA)B AA BOE [...] HoyTs
aTp8 enpia in CV and CB, while in AC the verb in the 3 pr.pl. noTapm — enough days ... he
sailed for Syria;

19:9 ipBnaaxoy ce 1 npoThIRAXOY, Strengthen themselves and opposed, R1;

OKECTOPAAX ¢A H NpBaxA, toughened themselves up and were disputing, R4;

XuTaenia wn napita, were evil doing and disputing/accusing, in CB, with nzecaenia ce wn
nappia , were evil doing and disputing/accusing, in CV and rounpace wn nzpaa, got angry
and were disputing/accusing, in AC. Though the Romanian sources present differences in
rendering oxecrovaaxs, taken individually they all follow R4,

19:11 poyicoro nagaeto, through Paul’s hand, R1 as opposed to pakama nagaogama, through
Paul’s hands, in R4. The Romanian version follows the latter: oy mannnae Aoy nageas, with
Paul’s hands in CV and AC, but not in CB: k¥ mmna A¥ nage, with Paul’s hand, although
its Slavonic counterpart follows R4;

19:19 in R1 is rendered as mno3u wr TROPELHHN ICOPENHIA NEMPUIABHHNA OF wAPbI NEMPHIAZNHNHE,
many of those making evil magic, with kopennta and vapsi being quite close in meaning in
Slavonic; the verse is then changed to AogoANH ke W ¢aTROPLIIHXD vapbl, enough of those
practising magic, in R4;

ACCTEN ACKBLH 4>Aﬁmx cjmpmeve, 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: nzanam aa pecToyab e cj)Arl'reAe 3HPE C¢ CJDAPMKKB, up to enough deeds which are

called magic;
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6)

7)

8)

9

10)

19:26 is rendered as Tropenbl poyicamn vaorTErbekbiMM, made by human hands, in R1 and then
changed to uxe pakama sbigaemiv, being made by hands, in R4. The Romanian sources
follow the tradition of R4: 1c¥ mamnnae panm a¥ panun, with hands they have made made, in
CB, which presents a double translation for ssigaemin. In CV we have ve ¢¥ KOy MBPOYAE
qmnun, which are made by hands, and ve a¢ MAHNH Bopb qm <§>Anub, 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;

19:36 is translated as NHwecoke NeAOCTOMNA CTROPBITBI OF NHTECOKE APb3A CTEOPHTH, nothing
unworthy to make or nothing daring to make, in R1. While R4 has nueroxe na cicaicaniem
TeopuTH, Nothing out of impetus (literally jumpingly) to make. The Romanian sources
appear to follow, once more, R4: nemmics HOY' CBPHPELIH & nj:zwe, nothing do not jump to make,
in AC and nemmica cnipe capHpe ¢ Hoy (;DAH’GLI,H, nothing towards jumping you should make, in
CV. CB presents a different reading: numnica enpe cndnepe a cjnwe, nothing towards saying to
make, but this is because the interlinear Slavonic text in the manuscript has na ckaszanie,
to/towards saying, rather than na cicaicaniem, out of impetus (jumpingly);

20:4 ¢ NHMb ke HAE A0 Acke, With him they went to Asia, of R1 is changed to nocasAwBALLIA
emoy aaxke A0 aci, they were following after him to Asia, in R4. In Romanian this passage is
rendered as: npeoypmu A¥H [..] nawna aa acia, they/he followed him [...J up to Asia, in CB,
MBpeeps Mpe oypMA AovH MaAPB Aa acia, they went after his traces up to Asia, in CV, and
OYPMEHPAR EAb TOKMA MBNAR A0 Acta, 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;

20:23 no rbee Anm, in all days, of R1 is changed to no raca MPAAI, in all cities, in R4.
Similarly, we have npmﬁ ToaTe¢ veTmUMAe, iN all cities, in Romanian, following R4;
20:25 MPONORBAAE LIAPCTRHE BOKHE, preaching the kingdom of God, is the translation in R1,

R2 and R3, while in R4 the passage is changed to nponogsaoya eyAie 8Xie, preaching God's
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11)

12)

Gospel. Across the Romanian sources we find the interpretation of R4: CB ce cn¥nko 1evaia
3¢8A8n, I shall tell God’s Gospel, in CB, MPOMOBEAHIO leVATA seoyaoyw, I preach God’s Gospel,
in CV and npoporeadnnb evala A paoymnesed, preaching the Gospel of God, in AC. Again,
even though there are differences in the verbal rendering, the three Romanian versions
follow R4;

20:27 the Greek tv PovAnyv is first rendered as gseero cbrBTa Bokuia, all council of God, in
R1 and then changed to gaca goaa BKIF, all the will of God, in R4. In full agreement with
R4, in Romanian we have moaTs gor Aonadu, all the will of God;

20:38 woacie mave OF nevaatin nave, suffering above all or grieving above all, in R1 is
changed to xaaoywwe nave, complaining above all, in R4. With a word derived from the
Slavonic xkanogarn, we find keaduta man (plus gpzroc 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)

14)

18:14 R2 has aBA0 30 [...] Tpbnbab BbIXb BACh, evil deed [...] I might put up with you,
changed to oHAA 3AA [...] nocaSians Bbl BA, evil offence [...] I might listen to you, in R4.
In Romanian we have wesnam ¢t (borrowing from Slavonic) [...] ack¥aTa cjm?em)ﬁ ROH
(prpbi accogranad in CV and aoysur aps ¢u in AC), evil offence [...] | would have
listened to you;

18:19 in R2 the verse goes like NPHAE ke B ecﬁece ¢¢ KKe RBAB3B BB CBOPB NPA CA B KHADI
[...] nonbi ocTagne Toy [...] esanvawe o, 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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15)

16)

17)

18)

Jews. In R4 the verse is changed to npHeTa e BB eecs U TEXb 0CTARH Toy, CAM e BBLLIE B
CBHNHMHLIE, CBTASATR CA ¢ 10V ACH, 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: npHeTSnTe ATPY eqaecx LUK
ATEIA ARCR ATHE, € ANLWSLIL ATPAR ATPS TAATA ATpesaA ¢¢ k& weptim, and they approached

Ephesus and those he left there, and himself entered the gathering was debating with the
Jews;

19:18 wucnorBAARLIE ¢A M HenoBBAANLIE ABRNHRA  cRora, confessing themselves and
confessing their actions, in R2 was changed to WcnoBAAGLIE M CKA3AFRLIE ABAA CBOA,
confessing and telling their works. In Romanian we have ncnogepinna®S (cnunpd in CB)
LK eMoyHAOY Aoykaoypeae (ABaeae in AC, borrowing from Slavonic) eaae, confessing and
telling their works;

19:19 u sbiets cpespa [...], and there was of silver [...J, in R2 was modified to wsptmowia
¢pespa © Thub, they found 50,000 [pieces] of silver, in R4. Similarly, in Romanian it reads
LLIH ACJ)AAP'L CIMNYH ANTOYPBPEre AE APLHNTOY, and they found 50,000 [pieces] of silver.
Though in CB rather than having ae ApLHNTOY, of silver, we have a repetition of a previous
word npeud, price, probably a scribal error;

19:26 ne BB ¢AHNOMB TOvbH e<j>ec'B, NO MAAO Ne BeH Ackio, not only in the one Ephesus, but
little less than the entire Asia, in R2 was changed to ne Taicmo eqaecb, N WNR BBCA AR,
not only in Ephesus, but almost the whole Asia, in R4. In Romanian it is rendered as noy
NSMAH eézec&\ ve peakmMS (Arnes anrpd, this way in, in AC) moara aci, not only
Ephesus, but already the entire Asia;

in 29:29 the Greek opoBvuaddv is rendered as ga k¥ns, together, in R2 and as
eAHHoAoyLINe, Unanimously, in R4. In an attempt to calque from Slavonic, in Romanian we

have mwpx“x qusmx, with one soul (unanimously);
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19) in 19:38 the second half of the verse dyopaiol dyovtar kai dvBvmatoi eictv, éykoleitwoay
aAAAoig is rendered quite differently in R2 and R4.
R2: na ¢8AB AA HAYTSE BoeBOALI ¢¥TB AA NoeMART HAch, let them go to court, there are
officials, let them sue us.
R4: koynum ¢R M ANGMMATH ¢ AA MOEMAA APOYTH HA ApOYTA, there are merchants and there
are proconsuls (here borrowing from Greek), let them bring charges against one another.
The Romanian sources have: Ner'éé’u,m'ropn CRNTE LM ANSHNALM ¢RNTY, ce ¢mrm,&,)§mcmm coub
npe cou 8, there are merchants and there are proconsuls, let them accuse one another, with
CV and AC having ¢ ce A, take themselves, instead of ce nj)ﬁﬂr‘m,s,xmcmﬁﬂ, where the
Slavonic noumaTh 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
petpimg, moderately or exceedingly. In 20:12 we have o0 petpiowg which is translated as

BE3B MBpbI, without measure, in R2 and R3 and as nemaao, not little, in R4. The Romanian
follows R4 with n$ n¥uun®, 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 lorga
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). Pasca,

137



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 (Pasca 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, ocrprirs raagas, cut [the hair of] his head, refers not to Paul in CV
but to his companions: ven vew TEneeps kanereae, those [Priscilla and Aquila] who had
the hair of their heads cut. AC, overall, follows the Slavonic text, with just vaTes
rendered with the plural pSra«ronn, prayers.

- The three texts are quite close in their renderings in Acts 19:6-7. CV alone translates na
NA, Upon them, with ¢npe en, against them. Additionally, in AC gz3aokugLIoy is translated
as anmAUm, 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 PARIAMA, 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 gptma, time, is rendered as plural, and the phonetic value of the
final jer in n¥unnb is unclear — gopoaga is feminine, consequently it might stand for /o/.
Though usually this phonetic value is rendered through the nasal & or the other jer =.

In Acts 20:29-30 the Slavonic finite verb ganuamTz, Will enter, and the participle
NeLpmAALpe, Not sparing, are rendered with a finite verb and a gerundive in CB arpaa and
NE |<pxummx, but with two future constructions is CV and AC ANTPA BOpY and Ny Bop
KPMLI,A.

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: nokaxm M 8598 TRoro W ABAB TROHXB, Show me your
faith from your deeds -> APATBMH KPEAHHLIA TA A AoprX 7%, show me your faith from
your work. Additionally, we notice how Tpene ST, shudder, is rendered in Romanian
either by mrpozeckdee, are frightened, or cnzmamnrace, get scared. If we look at the
Slavonic counterpart in CB, however, we find that rather than mpenepdrz there is
oykacamTa, 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 cjmpfb AS
MoApT racTe, rather than 4)’5}7% ASicpS moapTs racre. Additionally, quite interestingly, in
AC we have a double rendering for goznec ... na WATAPb with anaAuF .. cnpe Koyariape
ANTPE AATAp, 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 gpa noensucctrorae, faith was helping, rather than
being rendered with a finite verb presents an impersonal construction ipeanniua axoyTopro

racte, faith is of help/is a helper.
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Slavonic

CB

Ccv

AC

English

Acts
18:18

[MaReA ke M eLpe I'IP"BSI)IBI) ANH
AOBOANDI BPA'T‘IH CBOEH WPGIC CA
H Wﬂ/\o\f BB CH?IK H ¢b NH
I'I‘)HCICI}\}\A H o AKIAAA. OCT‘)bIPb
MAAB™ BB ICGPXPGﬁ , UMBLLUe BO
MATB®;

€ MABE ARKSH 3MAE MANA AA
Ro¢ k¥ <j>}>¢\u,'|'n CBU AE3AEIR C€,
NOTZR  CHpTAR LUK K& NScYAb
MPHEICHAA LM AKHAAA, AB'S am¥
pBra;

¢ MABE MK ABIOVH SHAE MBMpB
AA BO¢, UM A¢ <j>pAu,'|'|4 ¢BH
A€3SHce ce LK NOY'TD m‘pé@ CHP'I'A
LK Koy pocéﬁz\ MPHEIHAA, e weLLl
TXNCG@ ICAMETEAE /M‘péé’ |cexpeﬁ
AR'E AMOY' VT3,

NABEAb AKAR ABKEH 3HAE NBNA AA
BOCLLL € 4)PALI,'I'HH ACBAAPTR  c€
NOTAPZR A\ CHP'I'A wH k¥ NoycX/\b
NPUCKHAA LUK AKRHAA.  TOYNCELLIb
KANSAL ANTPS KeXpeHXb ABE amd
pSramonm;

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

N BB3AOKHBLLIOY MABAS HA NA
pALE, NpiAe AN CTBIH HA HA,
PANAXAR K€ BB A3BIKBI M
MPOPOTBCTROBAAN. "BbLue
RBCEXD Ke MARKIH AKO Kl

"noyce CHPHNLLI'I'H NABEA MANHAE
LUK BHNE ANSA CBNTS enprnLLin,
NN m‘PX AMMBH LUK
HPOPOY'I'I-A. ?GPA TOUH BAPBRLH
KA AOMCTIpE3ere;

Slwmw noyee NAREAS M'LPX/\G enpe
M ABYH Bedpe AXoy  chToy
NPUALIK. MPBHA ATPS AUMEH LUK
npoprA. }GPA A¢ ToUM E'LPEAU,TH
kKA NBAPB AA El;

WKW  ANBALR MABEAb MARHNHAE,
BHN¢ A’XO\[M) ccjiwrb CI‘IPHNUJ‘I'H.
[‘PﬁiTA MTPX AHMBH LUK HPOPWH’TA.
oA A€ TWUH BBIBALM KA AA
AWHCNPR3Be;

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

CHABI Ke Ne¢ ﬂPOC'T‘I:.I TBOP’EALLIG
YN PKICAMA MABAOBAMA

CHAE oy MpoacTe cjmwAA 360
K% MANA AY NARE;

CHAE HOY MpoAcTe cj)'y.’zx ANse¥
Koy M%QXAG A8 NageAY:

€ CHAG MOy MPWACTE 4)13%
AOYMHNE3ES KOy MAHNHAE Aoy
MABEAD;

God did extraordinary
miracles by the hands of
Paul

Acts
19:23

Bbl Ké BB BP'BMA ONO, MABRA
NEMAAA W MARTH;

4)8 /MPX BP'EME ATAR BOPOART
NE NEUMNAR Ae KAAE

<j>oy M BPEMA ATA BOPOART HOy
NOYLIMNE A& KAAE;

cﬁoy M BPEMHAE ATBAE BOPOART NY
NSUHNL Ae KAAE

About that time there
arose no little disturbance
concerning the Way

Acts
20:29-
30

PA3n BW REBEMb ¢, KO Mo
WTLLECTRH  MOEMb  BBNHAR
BABLUH  TAKLUH BB BACh,
NELHRAALIE CTAAA. U W RACh
CAMB BBCTANAR MAKie MAALe
PABBPALIEHAN, €KE WTPBRATH
OVPEHHICHI BB CABAD CEEBE;

298 ¥ am¥ avBR kK& A¥NR
Adea MmB ATPAN ASnu rpeen
Amp¥ BoM 18 Kkpd IRNAYS
TEPMA, Rm ,A,Gﬁ’r‘l)x BOM
MALIMBZ  CKOYAA BO BARPBALMN

PpmHNAY m‘o‘\?cm KA R

deoy Wiy ATACTA KB AOYNIB
AN Mie¥ ANTPA BOPX ASmH
rpen ATPS BOM, weH ve oy Bop

ikplua  TEPMA, ESTIT AMANTPY
BOM  AWH  ABBLUAUH  ANLWH

CICOY/\ACG BO?X E'LPEALU/I TEU e

TPANT oyﬁ’eNTﬁ’Tn /M'PM O\
(LY

BOpE TP PBIRPETHTY IOV ce

’T‘PAI"L OYYGNH?H HQG 0}} QMA CA;

Pe ¢ am¥ ¥ avbeTa KB AOYNA
eLWHTSAL Mied ANTPA BW AOYTIH
rpen mNTPX BOM, v¢ NE BRW |<¢>§ 1A
TOVPMA. R ae ATPS BOH MALLIHE

CKOY(\L\ e BW B'B;)BALI,I/I PQ’BHNAI)
?'BSB?K’I‘H’I‘ ICO}}Mb (WAL TPAPK

OYYGNHH’H HQG 0¥ QMﬁiUJI);

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.




James
2:17-
23

PTako BEPA, Alpe ABAB Ne
HMATb, MEPTEA €¢Tb W B,
"N peEveTs KTO, Thi BEpY
HMALIH  AZ3  ABAA  HMAMB:
MOKAKRH MH B’EPX TROW W ABAB
TROMX'B, U AZ'B TeBB NokakS ®
ABAB MOHXB BEPS Mot Thi
BEpSeLM, KAKkW BFs  €AHND
CTb! AOBPE TBOPHLIN. M EEeH
BEpSHOTE, M TpenelpdT.
Xoutewt ke AM pAZSMETH, W
PeAOBBTE cBeThE, AW  EBEpA
B¢Z"  ABAB MEJTRA  €CTb.
Z'ABpAAMrA OTeUD NALLB Ne W
ABAD AM WNPABAACA, BOZNECH
ICAAKRA CBINA CBOEMO NA WATApb.
PRuAMIM - AM KW ETpA
NOCcN'BLLECTRORALLE  ABAWMB
erw, u W ABAB COREpLLIMCA
BEpA. W corepuneA  nrcanie
PAAPOAOLIGE  BBQORA  iKe
ABPAAMD BFORM, W RMENHCA
em¥ BB nPABAX, H APXP% BXKIH
NApereca,

Pala wu peAHNLA ce ABIepY
NS ARYpe MOAPTA mACTE A€
cnniew. "3uve BA Nelpiine, Toy
KPeAnﬁu,m AM WK €Y AXKPX
AME: APATAMH KPEAHNLA TA A¢
Adicp¥pene  TaAe WK ¢S uie
APARTARON A¢ /\éé‘lchgef\e MBAE
kpeAnLA Wb . P iepesn 1B
AONS ¥NYA mCTe BHNENE 4)&.’”.
LK ,A,[)AY'I'H |<‘>e,3,)§ LUK
Arpozecc ce, 2°Bepn 6 MLEAELIN
W WME AGLIAPTE IR KPEAHNLA
q)ﬁa[)ﬁi ABIPY MOAPTAR IACTE
“lARpAAMD, NAPHNTEAE NoeTp,
NS Ae /\ch?éé’ A0y AMPENTaCE,
ANFBALFR 1CAAKY cjﬁro ¥ cnpe
ROYHreTOpHo. 22ge3y KB
K PEAMNLIA AKRETR /\chpé/;?e(\op
ASH, WK A AXKPM NINTIING
IPEAHNLA, BluM ¢BROBIUK  cé
CKPHHTX?A ?¢_DPAHIA: IC})GBX
AB?AX A8 A8MNE3ed LK MeNT ce
AdH m‘p)ﬁ AGENTATE, LUK cou ¥
3¢¥ASH KeMamce,

Palwa wu KpEATANLA ce  Hoy
AROYpe AXKPX MOAPTD  IACTE
pecipe. Boe ynve nerimpe, T
ICPGAT/[\NU,’Z; AM RAPB €0y /\XKPX
AMY: APATBMH IC?GA'I'/[\NLI,L\ TA

Alh AO};ICQXQGAG TANE . LM €0y

RO APBTA uie Aln Aéélc?éége/\e

EPNTTENIIT PEAHNLIA, ¢B A0yIcpY HE
ABOYPE MOAPTA ACTE A€ CHNELLIb,
Sies 3nve Nelnne, Toy KPEAHNLLA
AH, WK ¢8 AXKPX AMb! APATBMH
KRPEAMNLIA TA A€ AOYK g Ty, wu
T APARTA BOK KPEAHNLA ME A€
AovicpovA mied. Toy iepesn Kk

MEAC KpeATANLA & MA . PToy
KkpesH KB ANsed oypo\} RACTE,
s'l'mpe <J)A‘|’H. LUK A?AY'I'H AKB
KpeAS LK ¢6 APAOSECKoy. Pwme
ACLIAPTE BEPH C¢ MNUEACLIM KB
ICPGA'I'/T\NLI,A qmp'zs AY MOAPT
aere.  YABpaX,  mmpunTeAc
NOCTPM, a0y Noy Ae /\XKPX
AGPENTBEE, KB MNBALD HCAKOY
<j>m3 ¢BOy enpe  LKArieTOpH.
22ResH KpEATANLA  ALKTS
AXKPMPGAOPM AdH, WK Ae /\oylcpé’i
ce cqnprbmALue IepeATALLA, Biun ce
cgj;g%um CRPUNTOVPA  w€_TPBR!
KPGSX ABPL\AMX AS ANsed wu ce
MENH ASH AN AEPENTATE, LUK
coul Aoy AN3eY MeNHce.

AOYHE3ES yHOYA IACTE, BHNE PatH
. LK Apzw'l'n KKpeAb LW CIBMARNTA
CG._ZOBGPH ¢B MAUEAELUH W WME
AGLLAPTE KB KPEAHNLA ‘Jﬂ’}’ﬁ‘
AOYIEPS MOAPTA acTe. X' ARpAAM,
NBPHNTEAE NocT?X, A8 N Ae
AOYIPE e AGPENTA, KB ANAAUR
WeAKD <j>'|‘ro,\ 9 enpe )KOY/[\FT/.\?G
ANTPE AATApD. 2R3y IPEAHNLA
AKOYTOPO IACTE Aoylch/\XM, LM A¢
Aoyiep¥ C(J)?’LLLIALLIGCG KPEAMNLIA,

B cg‘gg’bmzx pe ce acpnnTXpA we
PpmALLe: |<pesk£ ARPAAMb A8

Ao\“fNeseM, WK & MENH AOYH A
AGPENTATE, LUK COLb AOY AdMNesed
3UTE,

So also faith by itself, if it
does not have works, is
dead. But someone will
say, ‘You have faith and |
have works.” Show me
your faith apart from your
works, and | 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 lIsaac 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, Pasca 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 kai yop xwdvvedopev éykoreicbar otdoemg is rendered as HBo

BBANO € MOHMb npinmath kogY, for the danger is [that we] receive the accusation of conspiracy, in
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Church Slavonic (R4). In all three Romanian sources noums, accusation, has not been taken as a
noun, but rather as a preposition + pronoun, that is, no uus, after them:
CB: wi am¥ neroe mcTe A¥NR A Ad A ASA NARpARY;
CV: Kz AMOY' MpBLB IACTE AOVTIB €M A MPeHMH N%PABX;
AC: Wwn AMY NeRoe RACTE AOXHK A /\ng (W HP'I'HMHMI) C])GPGICAPG.
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, | 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:
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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 Voronet 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.

X?‘

AC CVv Al CB

Fig.4. Costinescu’s Stemma Codicum of the Romanian sixteenth-century Apostolos sources

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

Keeroo T ech npoTH(ER) paknE npatn — Slavonic version present in CB and editio
princeps 1547;

Negonui raeTe ANPOTHRZ CNPE AN A KARAKA in CB;

H3BIRABNOY L enpe BN A KABKA inCV;
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22)

23)

FOTELIH ACTE ANOTPHRA LIBMEEH A KBAKA in AC.

Costinescu reports that ms.sl. 351 has na and ms.sl. 21 and 435 have nporugo. In her
opinion, while CV translated na as in ms.sl. 351with cnpe, Bratu Codex combines the two
possible tranlsations in Romanian, rendering both NPoTHRO and na with ANPOTHRA Crpe.
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 Voronet Codex and has been modified according to
a Slavonic text close to ms.sl. 351;

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

BB NETHCTOTBING HA0A0CASKeNINXB as present in ms.sl. 624

CB: amp¥ neSpamuie, a Apacdadn ea¥ixnpe - in Slavonic gb nevueThH HAQCAOYKENT;

CvV: mTPX NGICO\{P’LLI,TG, AAE HAOAHAOp CASKBE;

AC: /M‘p}ﬁ NeK}E?ﬁiu,Te, CAOYKBEAE HAOAHAW,

In Costinescu’s opinion, the fact that g nevuerorsixa has been rendered as a substantive
MPX NekoypBLLie 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 Al — AC is considered to belong to a
different revision process), another revision took place, which used a Slavonic text close
to ms.sl. 624;

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 Al, and that of ms.sl. 21 — a text model used during the revision process.
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24)

25)

26)

In Acts 17:24 ms.sl. 435 has xpamsxs, rendered as kacw in Coresi’s Apostolos, while
ms.sl. 21 has u’@cmxb, rendered in CB, for examples, as Becbperh gie. This, therefore,
would link AC to ms.sl. 435.

However, in Acts 8:39 ms.sl. 21 presents axs riin gzexsiTH Which is also the reading in
AC: Aoy epnrs pann [pranns]. The Slavonic counterpart present in Bratu Codex,
following a variant reading found in the Greek tradition of the text, has a different
rendering: AXb ¢Thi HAMAAE KAKENHIKA AFTAb ke Mhb BBeXbITH, Which has been rendered
accordingly in Romanian: AX$A cgiTY 1238 enpe COMUTEA ¢ ANLEPEA AOMNEASH pnn npe
<j>m\mn. Consequently, AC can be related to ms.sl. 21 and Bratu to the Slavonic version
present in the manuscript and to ms.sl. 435;

1 John 3:1 has been rendered with 4)@?0914 3¢8A8H ¢3 Ne 3uremb in AC and with ce c)be?og)'l'n
3eoyAd iemamoy ne in CB. The Slavonic MS 435 reads: aa vapa BRIA NAPEYEM CA H ECMH,

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 u ecuu;

Gal 5:19 in ms.sl. 21 has CRPBRENHE, while ms.sl. 435 has CRPBNBCTRA. The word in has
been translated as cnoypkmvront in AC and waznuerne in Al The latter translation
corresponds to either CIcpBRENHE and CICPENBCTRA rather than ¢r¥(a)ao0xkecTrHe, the Slavonic
reading present in the bilingual fragment Al;

1 Corinthians 7:8

While in ms.sl.21 we have nenocarwiinmn, ms.sl. 435 presents rwonotams and CB ronsTam. In
Romanian AC follows ms.sl.21 with veaopa vech caososm, while the Bratu Codex refers to

the Slavonic present in the manuscript with xEnarnawy.
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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 nporrgo as in ms.sl. 435, it might be that it had na 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 nporug as present in its Slavonic text and adds cenpe, either
because of a different source on Romanian or, why not, in Slavonic. However, the change in
preposition between nporngoe and na in Slavonic and then between anporugz and cnpe 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 amp¥ nexoypauie for the Slavonic
BB NevHCTOTBIXG @S present in ms.sl. 624. In fact, all three Romanian sources have ATPE HewkoypLe,
therefore it must be a standard translation. It is therefore difficult to say whether what was

translated was gz nevucToThIX? as in ms.sl. 624, which is a very peculiar rendering in Slavonic
itself (probably a scribal error), for the plural of nevuerora should be nevueroraxs in Slavonic and
NOt HevHeTOTHING, OF Bb NerneTH(X) as in CB itself and the vast majority of other Slavonic sources.
All three sources certainly separate gz nevHeThINB HAoNocASKennxa 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 u ecvn is peculiar to a very
few Slavonic manuscripts only, although it does follow the Greek tradition.®* Once more, there is
no real evidence that initially the Romanian texts must have translated u ecmn, which then has been
eliminated in CV and AC because revised against a Slavonic source with no u ecvm.

As before, example 25 needs further analysis of how the Greek dacéiyeia is rendered first
into Church Slavonic and then into Romanian, for it seems there is some lexical variety in both
traditions (Xpucrosa-Illomosa 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: toig
ayopolg and non nuptis. If we look at the Slavonic rendering of this very passage as reported by
Hristova-Somova (2004: 219; 694-95), for example, we see that although é&yapog was by default
translated as ronoTa in both the early and later redactions of the Apostolos, other texts have xaaks -
Be3BpATBNB — BpavbiHUa, that is, a range of synonymous expressions which aimed at expressing the
meaning of unmarried. The adjective nenocarzwwm from ms.sl. 21 is yet another example of variety
in rendering the Greek word Gyapoc. It is interesting to notice that in AC this word has been
translated as those who are free, an interpretative way to say &yapog/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 H ecun
- T' C9corr L K T26corr NI Bd. See Cleminson (2013: 53-59) for the Elenchus Siglorum.
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3.2. The Case Study of the Epistles of James, | and Il 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, | 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 (Knemuncon 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.

149



3.2.1. The Romanian Apostolos and its Connection to the South Slavonic Tradition
According to Cleminson (Kmemunucon 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.*

Slav: v ssen g5pSteTs 1 Tpeneds [M sben BEpSeT H oykacamTA — in CB as in C93 C94

H48 H49 H73 H107 La Sn Ri Sz and GI];*

CB: ww APAH’TH KPGAX LM mr‘posem}ﬁce

CV: wm ,A,])AYTH AKB |¢PGAX LK ¢& APAOSECKOY

AC: wm APA&’TM IKPEAD LM CTBMARNTACE

Rather than translating u ssen 85pStoma 1 Tpenelp¥rs as the demons believe and shudder in

Romanian the verb ‘to be afraid’ is used: a ingrozi — to be afraid, to be scared; a se

spaima — to be frightened, to get scared. Later in the New Testament of Alba lulia (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, 14™ century.

C94 — Sofia, ss. Cyril and Methodius National Library, 94. Bulgarian, 14™ century.

H48 — Mt Athos, Hilandar, 48. Serbian, 1360-1370.

H49 — Mt Athos, Hilandar, 49. Serbian, mid-15" 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, 14" century.

Gl — Mt Athos, Great Lavra, MS 48. Serbian, 1453.

NI — 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.
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28)

29)

and the Bucharest Bible (1688) another verbal expression is used k¥rpemdps, (they)
shudder, tremble, which would be a better translation for TpeneETs;

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: BOZBGCG/\HCT‘G CA NA ZGM/\H N NACAAANCTE CA OYHHTAC'T‘G [NAC(\AAHCTG ¢ NA 3¢MAHW H
oynuTEeTE ¢, NakpBMHeTe - N CB as in C92 C93 C94 H48 H73 H107 La Sn GI NI Ri Sz
PL547] cepALia BALLIA IAKW BB AGHb ZAKOAGHIA;

CB: AAOYATHTOY BA cMIpe NAMANTS LUK WeNARTATS B NeREPBMUTES HHHMA BOACTPA KANTpOY
3WaA urom‘ey'l'en;

CV: d\NAXAH’HTO\f BA CI'IPG I'I'LM’Z)NTOY OYCI'I’ATATO BA LLH th?'LLUATOYB’b fhg)GMA BOACTP'L KA /M‘?X
sda uromr"l'ep'l'em;

AC: AAOYATHUN B CNpe NBMANT LW XPARHULH B C'LTXPAU,HBHR KBIMHLLH HNHMHAE BOACTPE 1A
A 34 ve KENMTATD.

All the Romanian versions follow the Slavonic of nacAAAHCTE ¢¢ HA 3¢MAM H OYTIHTBECTE e,
naicpammere by first translating aaoyavnmoy g& cnpe nawmanTs (AC all verbs 3 pr.pl.
present indicative), you have sweetened yourselves upon earth, followed by 1 oynursere ce,
naipammere rendered by borrowings in CB wenarard g nekSpsmnty and in part in CV by
OVCIIBTATO BA LUK AMPBLUATOY BB, where NAK BMHCTE, nourished, is read more like you
fattened up (your hearts). AC does present a borrowing as well, though only for
naipammere rendered with kapmnun; while oynurerece > wenararyd g is paraphrased into

its meaning in Romanian, ospatat — who eats well and enough;
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;
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30)

31)

32)

Slav: AOAPOTEPIIHTE [MOTPbIHTE - in CB as in C92 C93 C94 H48 H49 H73 La Sn GI Ri Sz

Bd® p1547] oyso, Bpatie [...] AoaroTepna w nems [...];

CB: pmBAALM AMOy cj:pa\u,m [...] & ASHPE paBAT A¢ eAd [...];
CV: PEBAALIH AMS cﬁPAU,M [...] ASArE pBEAB A¢ €S [...];

AC: PBEAALN AMS cﬁPAU,M [...] AHACASACD PBEARNAL ABYEA [...];

Here we can see how CV, CV and AC are closer to the Slavonic versions which open the
verse with MOTPBMHTE rather than AoarorepnuTe. Later on, in fact, all Slavonic versions have
AOATOTEPIA, which is punctually rendered as s ASur¥ PABATR in Romanian (though AC has
a participle rather than a finite verb);

| Peter 1:12 [...] unto us they did minister the things [...],

The Slavonic MSS of R4 are divided between nama ke calxkax® cia and gam ke caSxaxd
¢c1A, with the latter reading being present in: Lk H48 H49 H73 La Sn HI Ri Sz C93 and
CB. All Romanian texts have goaw caoyikia (cadkmpm in AC) avem, unto you he/they
served;

in | Peter 3:12 some Slavonic MSS have the addition at the end of the verse of exe
norpseHTH X ® Zemaa, 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);

| 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: XoXAWBIMG BB CcPENLCTRHXND, BB NOXOTEXD, BB MIANCTE, BB KOZAOTAACORANINXD, B
Anxonmannk [Bb nutu in CB and C94 H48 H73 H107 La Sn Gl Ri Sz and anxonnthnxa in

C92 C93 H49], BB NevHCThIND HAOACASKENINX'B,

% Bd — Oxford, Bodleian Library, MS Bodl. 942. Russian, 1557.
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CB: a wene ABAATAOY ATPS O PBNRRTH, ATPS AAE PHMNOHAOP PAACOYPE, BARPBALIN CTPARTIpE, ATPS
BepH, m‘p)@ NeKXpﬁiu,Te, A APAKX/\XM c/\anpe;
CV: nBABNAY MPX MBNTHPTHAE Aopéﬁ, m’rpX nB’rMpM, m’rpéﬁ BeLiH, m"rpéﬁ P/\Acéﬁpe/\e ?Tmnomog,

ATPE BBPBBTEHAC CTATE pe, ATPS MO\}‘T’Z) BEOYTONPB, ATPS NekOYPBLiiE, AAE HAOAHAOP CASKBE,

AC: n rpasae, fM‘PM NOXTHPH, m‘pé@ BeLlie, m‘pé@ PUMMOAEAW r‘/\AcXpe, m’rgé@ m)ﬁ’r)ﬁpn, /M"PX
NeKX?mu,Te, CAO\KBEAE HAOAHAW.

Although in CB there is no translation for g noxorexs, 8 manceres, overall the text is in
line with CV and AC. The three Romanian versions follow the Slavonic tradition which
has &b nuTh, in drinking, rather than g anxonmannm, in excessive possessions, in particular
CV presents the peculiar reading of anxonnrunxa with mogrs BeoyToyps, MUCh (excessive)
drinking. Additionally, both CV and CB before that present an addition amp¥
BBPEBTELHHAC cTATSpe - BApBaUN cTpamTipe, lying with men, again a peculiar reading present
in a few Slavonic manuscripts only: gz wm&KkeaokbeTes in C92 H49 plb47 and
MakeAokbeTRs 1N C93 and the corrected version of C94.

Schematically:

—

AC, CB = CB C94 H48 H73 H107 La Sn GI Ri Sz

drinking

Ccv =C92 C93 H49

—

lying with men { 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.
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3.2.2. The Case of the Voronet 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)

34)

James 1:1 James, a servant of God and of the Lord Jesus Christ, to the twelve tribes
which are scattered abroad, greeting.

Slav: 1akwes, TS 1 racd ey xpcﬂé‘ pABB, OBBMANALECATE KOABHOMA [n I pAMAEROMA in CB],
HKE BB PAZCBANIH, PALOBATH CA;

CB: 1akwg seoy)\xn WK AONSASH AY Hco\} ){F LLI¢Bb, AMKNAXPOPX cnpe 3Bre A¢ NEMOYpeAe AS
KPAMAX, A¢ el AHﬁTPX Pmc#ﬁp‘\un. A BR soyKXpA;

CV: 1akoRS A Aoy ANSES WK a Aﬁoyn ic x¢ WEPEY, A AOAWACNPBSTEYE NEMOYPEAE Aoy ICAb cé
soylcxpe ce;

AC: 1akWRb, 3¢SASH WK AOMNEASH A T¢ Xb LLIEPED, A AOACTIPBIEYE CeMENLLE Tech mNTpX
CBMANRTEPR, (B c¢ BOYKREpE;

Besides some variations in vocabulary between the three versions (koatnoma rendered as
HBMoypeAe OF cemenLie; B pazeBanin rendered as Anﬁ’rpx pﬁ’\uj)'l'gmuu or ANTpS

cammnmTSpm, and missing in CV) or the verbal rendering of paogath ca, 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 1 and ¢ of Israel
have been wrongly combined into k 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;
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 caph Zas Ha noakoxkin Moems, it down at my footstool, is rendered as in CB
LLIE3H THTYA CTIPE ACAECONMTOVA Mmie¥ and as in AC wesn eues Aa noasnokia ms. CV, however,
has wwesm vrra cnpe noanoxkia noactps, sit down at our footstool. Of the sources analysed by
Cleminson, only in H49 and C93 we have na noanokin naems, at our footstool, which is
the reading present in CV as well;

35) Similarly, in | Peter 3:18 the default reading in R4 is eannoro w rpBetxs noetpasa, once
suffered for sins, with H49 and C93 having the addition of za nsi after PpBeBXB. The
passage is missing in CB, but while AC renders it as AHHHWAPTR AGPENTh MBIKATE KHNSH,
once suffered for sins, CV follows the tradition of H49 and C93: aimnpawaps Ae nakaTe
AgpenTY HoH KeHi¥u, 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 g noxorexs, 2 nianetes although
it is present in Slavonic), and the addition of smpsaun crpmTipe, 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: Takokae ke H PAAB [BAPAABb in CB] sa$anmua, similarly also Rahab the prostitute;
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37)

CB: awa wwu BAPAARS KEPRA;

CV: awa ww PAAR |¢MPBA;

AC: awa wm PAABD KXPBA;

Here Rahab, PAART, is written as BAPAABDL 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: nocA’sAWRALLIA Moy’ A0 ACI, COCHNATYPb BEpBNHNL [nocABA0BA Ke emd CONATPb seP”sNﬁ AAXKe
Ao acira in CB] CBAOYNBHHH Ke APHCTAPXD H CEOVHAD . H rafe AEBPENHNb, 1 THMWOEH . AcTaNe Xe,
THXHICH W Tpodpii [npocpii in CBY;

CB: NpeoypMH A¥H COCHNAT b s’BP’BN\Af NANF AA ACTA ¢ COAXN’EN\}‘ APMCTAPxX WH ceKSNAY LUK
raue Aepmsm} LLIH THMOOEH . AccTANTH THXHKY LK npo#)MMX;

CV: M"SPCG‘)’L I‘I})G OYPMA AOYH I‘I’bd\})’b Ad ACTA . ¢ COI'IATP’A EG?"BNH“ LK CO/\OYN’BN]H A?HCTAPXO\/‘ LK
ce KOYNAX . LUK rafe AGPB'ENHNO\} . LUK THIMOOEH LLIK ACCTANTH THXHK LUK Tpocﬁnmé@;

AC: OYPMXH‘)K €Ab TOKMA NMBNA A0 acia COCHHA'T‘PA BG?'ENHNI) . COASNBNHND , APHC’I‘APX[) LLIH
CGICXNAI) LUK rafe AGPB"BNHNB LUK THMOSEH . AcTANE THXHKb LK T?O(;)HMb.

Like the previous example, in CB another name, Trophimus, is misspelled in Slavonic,
which is then copied in Romanian: npoqmm > nyoqmmx. 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;

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: [ga ativi onn in CB] g3 epAHNE ke W CﬁiszC'bEpAN\R‘J OYYENHKWMB NPBAOMHTH [AoMHTH]

XABBb;
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38)

39)

CB: m‘yé@ 3HAEAE AYAAS /M‘PX ENA A¢ ceMBeTE AAXNAPKCG oyrenivin ce cﬁpﬁwr‘ﬁ'\ NARHNE,

CV: m’r‘p)@ XPA A¢ CBABBTE AAXPAP’LCG oyreNHin ce 4)})’54\% NBMAE;

AC: /[\NTPM OYNA A¢ CAMBETE L\,A,OYNAPF\CG OYH’GNHH’IH A qDPﬁiNLJG MNBUNE;

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: 1 nueToKe NA ckaKANTeM [NA ccazanie in CB] TBOPHTH;

CB: numuia enpe cndnepe a CJ)AYG;

CV: WM NeMHKB cnpe ¢BpHpE ¢ Hoy c])A?eLLM;

AC: WH NeMHK T NOY CBPHPELLH A cjm&’e;

In CB na ccakaniem, on the jump (in a hurry), becomes na ckasanie, on the say, which is
then rendered as enpe cndnepe, on the saying in CB as opposed to that is found in CV and
AC: enpe eapupe, On the jump, as in the original Slavonic.

In 11 Peter 1:10, 1:11 and 1:12 we have three additional examples of textual matching. In
Il Pt 1:10 the default texts reads: Tkmke nave, BpATIE, what is more, brothers, while CB
omits sparie. CB follows suit with Asen mau pr'ﬁo, and what is more, while AC reflects
the common tradition with aten Man gpaTW (j)pALl,M, and what is more, brothers. Similarly,
in 11 Pt 1:11, CB omits the word saviour in up?TBo FA NALLEMW M cfica 1Hca x[fc'm, the

kingdom of our Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ. Its parallel Romanian text does the same,

~

while AC follows the default text: ABpbiTe A AMNEASH NoeTpd Lk M%NTXHWP& i X¢,

kingdom of our Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ.

In 11 Pt 1:12, instead, we have a textual addition. Default: g2 nacroalpen neruns, in the
being present truth = CB: ga nNacTomuUM ku3nM W HeTuns, in the being present life and

truth. The passage is rendered as ATPOY CMpe ATACTAR ¢ CT7R RIMUA LM A,A,’E,A,GEK?MAMH, in
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40)

41)

this which is present life and to truth, in CB, while AC adheres to the default tradition:
AnTpY eTBTETOY ABAcR(b, in the being present truth;

A striking example is to be found in Il 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: u NEPRATW MIDA HE TOLIAAT, NO OCMA
HWA MIPABAS MPOMOBBANHKA COXPANH [...], 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: u NPBRANO MHPA He

NOLUARATE + WBAALH W B’E'T‘Pb HP’ENOCHMH © UX Ke M!)AIC[) TbMH Bb BEKbI BARWAET ¢A * HAR WCMAMO

npAE’B nponoﬁflsnmcz\ CBXPANH - WH veA ,A,TNTPX ANTBH ASMe NY |cpé§u,m . NXWQH A¢ BbHNTY

npflsnéﬁgmu,n - KE eH NG?XFA ANTOVHYE |<oy/\é€n AN BBEPH colcoTBLIE ce - v¢ AAY wnTE NHoe an¥

AgpeTALTen cndpeTopro 4)“9”. 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;
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: Aye ne NPEAKBbI COTROPHLLIM, OYBIELLN iKe, BbICTH NMPBCTNNHKE ZAKONOY, if you do not
commit adultery, but you murder, you are a transgressor of the law. Here CB presents an
omission in Slavonic: aue NpEAKEH TROPHLLN ke BbIcTh NpEeTENNHIs Zakonoy, if you commit
adultery you are a transgressor of the law;

CB: ¢ ce npbrosupe 4>”s=repeum OV TH3H, 4)8& kBAKATOpR Acyiien, if you were to commit
adultery, to murder, you would become a transgressor of the law;

CV: s ce npbrosHpe 4>1wepn OYHSH, ATOVNYE LLIH cjm BEpH TPEKBTOPHO AclTen;

AC: ¢z HP’EMEHPG NE 4)1\?6 € AR OYYHCG‘)H, KJDXCGLUH IC’L/\K'ATOPPO AeLIeH;
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42)

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 ne
in awe ne npsatossl cotropuiLn if you do not commit adultery, otherwise CV and CB seem
not to take that into account the negation;

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: u AZbIK'D BO,A,BOPAGT CA BO OYA’BX’A NALLIWX'B, CICBGPNALUH Bce TBAO, H WNAABRLIH KOAO
pokALCTEA, W wnaatems W reennbl. Here again in CB the verse is not complete: u AZI
Oy TEAPBET A BB oy,yﬁ NALLIF, cmsymemﬁ BB¢e T'EAO, M WHAABeMb W reen;

CB: alwa LK AUMBA TOKRMBLIE c¢ ATPE MABASAAPEAE HOACTPE A¢ CMOYPRAR TOT TPSMoyA Wi

AI‘IPTHNAG ANPeROVp NRCKETIA LK Aﬂp'l‘NcX Aé MeeNd;

CV: awa wH AlBA PBAEKD ¢ ANTPS MBAOYAAPEAE HOACTPE LUK Cnoypid ToToy TPENIA, LK
NBABLIE ANPeLIpEA NBAOYTOYASH HOCTPS, NBAHTOY A¢ Mieeroy;

AC: awa AHMBA AecnSUNAY ce mNTpX M%AXAA?GAG NOACTpE CMOYPRA TOTh Tpoynxz\b LLIK
ANPHNAE mnpem}ﬁ})&\b NBCKSTSASH LK AanN%NAXce AEAA MEENR.

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)

44)

In James 3:6 p1547 presents an omission: while most sources present the reading n azbika
ornb, AtnoTa nenpagys, and the tongue [is] a fire, the beauty of iniquity, the printed
edition does not have the word orns. Similarly, CB and CV translate the passage as: wmu
AUMBA LU 4)0K}§f\ cﬁpé@mceuﬂs NeAEpenTLITen, 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 — wu AumBA ¢ cj:olco\f cf)go\?mufs NGAGPGI’I”PALI,'I'GH, and the tongue is fire, the beauty of
iniquity), while in AC we have wu anvsa <§>PXMCGU,GH Aepentouien, and the tongue [is] of
the beauty of the truth. It should also be noted that what is HEMPABAA in Church Slavonic,
has been rendered as npagaa - aepentare in AC, an explanation for which is yet to be

found,;

Another example is provided in James 5:4 - ABAATéAB ABAABLIMXB HHEbI BALLA, the
workmen who have worked your fields. Here AC has the addition of gawsix—your
workmen who have worked your fields. Similarly, in AC, when compared with CB and
CB there is the addition of the pronoun’yours’: AoYKpmTOPHAWY ROLpH e RA AoyKpA
MBMANTSpHAC BoacTpe, 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)

46)

James 1:3

[...] Knowing this, that the trying of your faith worketh patience;

Slav: REAALLE KW HeKSLLIENIE BALLIEA BEPbI CBABRACTS TepIIBNIE;

CB: WinpanaAY k& NARNACTS A BOACTPEEH ICPEAMNLIA 4)&.’@ PRBAAPE;

CV: iMNAY 1€ HenHTA KOy & ROACTPB KPG,A,'I'/]\NLI,’L cjmve peBAApE;

AC: ¢z LHHUK KB UCTTHTEAE CANTD AAE BOACTPG ICPGAHNHG [ (;JA'T’GLI,I/I ‘)’7)8,/_\,4\;)6;

In CB and CV gpaalpe is rendered with a gerund, yiinpana¥, knowing, while in AC with a
present subjunctive. Additionally, necdwenie BaleA BBpbI caABRACTS TepnBile, the testing
of your faith makes patience, is rendered in a completely different manner in AC: k2
MCMHTEAE CBHTD AAE BOACTPE KPEANNLIE, ¢ éweu,n PBEAADE, because the testings of your faith
are there for you to make patience. There is also a shift between singular and plural:
neSwenie is rendered as nawnacrt in CB and uenura 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, uenumeae.

James 1:5

If any of you lack wisdom [...],

Slav: Aupe AM KT0 W BACB AHLLIEND ECTh MXAPocw;

CB: ceNeLpivNe A¢ ROH AHMCHTE rACTE A¢ MARNApTE;

CV: pB ceNeLuTmpe A€ BOM AHTCHTOY FACTE A€ Mﬁ'\NA?Te;

AC: ¢ A?K 4)!4 NELHHNE A¢ BOM ABCATDH A¢ ALEAENPHONH,

The Slavonic hypothetical construction awe an 1cTo W BACE AHLIEND ecTb, if Someone of you
is lacking, is rendered in a similar fashion in Romanian — participle plus finite verb, ce
NeLIMNe A¢ BOW AMMeHTS racTe, if someone of you is lacking. In AC, instead, the choice is a
past conditional construction: ¢ ¢z apa 4:;4 NeLIMNE A€ BOM ABeaTh, and if someone of you
were to be left (Anwarn is usually translated with ‘a lasa’ in AC). Additionally, once

more, what is sg. in Slavonic, m¥apoctn (genitive), is rendered via a pl. form in AC,
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47)

Aaueaenyiond, understandings. The choice of rendering MEAPOCTH with paueaenvrong, 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;

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: Aa NPOCHUTB iKe B"ISPOH), NHPbCOKE COMNA ¢A! CEMNAH BO (A OVTIOAOBH CA BOANENIH MO;)CKOMX,
W BETPB BoZMGTMMX H PAZBBRATRLIA CA,

CB: ¢ PAPR KOV KPEAHNLA, HEMHICR PARNAHNASCE: ¢ wHNe MARNABLIE e¢ TolkMBLIe cé oyN,A,APTe
Mapien e BARNTY MKTMPATG LK BKNTXPKNAM ce;

CV: e ‘r‘A‘)’L ICO\{‘ ICPGA'I'/[\NLI,'L NEMHUK'D P%NAHNAX C& IKD PEAA w6 C& MBNABLIE AC’BM’Z)/[\?’L ce OYNAGGH
MA])'I'GH, A€ BBNTOY ACNBAATB LUK B’LN’I‘OYP’LNAX ce,

AC: ve AR B AP k¥ K peAHNLA m‘PX NeMHUKA ¢B NE ce PMBNABIKA. ¢ MBNAHNBASCE AMY,
MOAOBH ¢¢ BA oyNAeM\') M'LPTGH ¢ A¢ RBNTEch CMUNTHTE LUK B'LNTXpATe;

The Slavonic participle ¢¥mua ca is rendered with the gerund ranannad ce in AC and CB,
and with a subjunctive in AC ¢z n¥ ce ranaseca. 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: a¢ g®RNTY Mﬁﬂ‘)ﬁywe LLIK BKNTXPKNAX ce, swept by the
wind and stirring themselves in CB, and a¢ BBNTOy AeMBAATE LM BBNTOVPBHAY ¢,
scattered by the wind and stirring itself in CV; while in AC it is the wind doing both
actions: pe BBNTSeh eMuNTHTE LK BBNTSpATE, MOved and stirred by the wind.

Additionally, (oynvoSM CA) ROANENIH Mopcmomx, is like the unrest of the sea, is translated as
ToRMBLIE c¢ oynAApie Mapien, is like the wave of the sea in CB and CV, almost following the

Greek £owev kAOdwVL Baddoong. However, what is singular in CB and CV, and seems
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like a misreading of the Slavonic, becomes plural in AC: noposH ¢¢ BA oyNAeAvG MBpien, 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: ROZCIA BO COANLLE €0 ZNOEMB, H HeLLe TPARA, H LURBTS eA WNaAe;

CB: CTPﬁ'\AM?M am coApene K8 3RAYXEA LK ceR PBA, LK <J>AOApe eH KAAE,

CV: Ac kA CTPBAOYTE COAPEAE KOV 37%3)@\? BB RAPBA, LK %)MP'B eH KAAE,

AC: peApe amd coapeAe kK8 3BAEXD WK oyc&cb C¢ IAPBA, LUK cf)/\opwxe H KAAb;

As previously, in u ucwe Tpaga, 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: wu oyelics ce mpa, and the grass withers. Additionally, here again
what is singular in Slavonic becomes plural in AC: u ugsm™s ea Wnaae, and its flower falls
- WM cjw\o]mz\en ikapb, 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, | and Il 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 lorga’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 Targoviste in 1547
and against the German Bible printed in 1545 in Wittenberg (the examples are spelled according to
the writing rules of modern German).*® 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 Al and AC.

3 Luther’s 1545 Bible text, available online at <https://www.biblegateway.com/versions/Luther-Bibel-1545-
LUTH1545/#copy> [Accessed 25 June 2022]
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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 | have written unto you not to keep company /...J;
Slav: Hng ke nHeaXb BAMb Ne MPHMBLLIATHCE,
Greek: viv 8¢ &ypaya DUiv ur cvvovapiyvoobarl;
Luther: Nun aber habe ich euch geschrieben, ihr sollt nichts mit ihnen zu schaffen haben;
Latin: nunc autem scripsi vobis non commisceri;
CB: ¢ akm¥ CKPHLLIOY' BOAW ¢ NS MeCTEKALUMRR,
AC: ¢ akMY acpn)ﬁ BOAW ¢ HOY' B MECTERALLH K eu;
The addition of ¥ en 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: NPHABNABARNKE ¢A FRH €AHNB AXb 6CTb;
Greek: 6 6¢ kKoM GO UEVOS TA KLPI® Ev TvEDUA E0TLV;
Luther: Wer aber dem Herrn anhangt, der ist ein Geist mit ihm;
Latin: qui autem adheret Domino unus spiritus est;

CB: ¢ vhne aenpe ce AoMNEASH HEAS ASX racTe;
AC: AP PHNE ¢ BA AMPONPHA AOMNEAEH mNTPX oy ,L\')\qb rACTe IKE eAb;

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: ce O\[‘BO (KJNKAI) CPAMb BAMDb €CTb, KO T¢KBbI HMATE Cb COBOH. MOTTO OYBO N¢ Mave 0BHAWMH

€CTe NOYTO OYEO Né MAYEe AULLENH BbIBAETE; NAR Bbl OBHANTE MATE AULLIAETE H C¢ EPL\’T“I'G;
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Greek: "Hon pév [o0v] dAmc firtnuo Opiv éotv 1t kpipato Eyxete ped’ Eovtdv. 1t ti oyl
naAAov adikeice; dud Ti 00yl paAAoV dmootepEicts; GAL’ DUETG ddukelte Kol dmooTepeite,
Kol TODTO AGEAPOVG.

Luther: Es ist schon ein Fehl unter euch, daR ihr miteinander rechtet. Warum lat ihr euch
nicht lieber Unrecht tun? warum lalit ihr euch nicht lieber Gbervorteilen? Sondern ihr tut
Unrecht und tbervorteilt, und solches an den Briidern!

Latin: lam 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: ape¥m am¥ ACAIMOY PXUJMNG BOAW RACTE KR KKPAMOAE ABELH AATNCH BOMLLIM. I'IPMNTPX e
AMS HEMAH WBHAMUH  ceLy, nPHNT?X ve NSMAM  AHMCHUM cj)éﬁcew'x. ©¢ BOM WBHAMLUH LUK
ACLLHNALM, LLIH APACTA c]>]>zxu,n;

AC: apekm aAMY Ae akmy POYLLMNE BOAW FACTE, KB W MPELLAAT ABELH mNTpX BoM. K2 ve BoM NY
RA ABCALM MAH soylcxyv() NEAEPENTATE ¢B B qmlcﬁa. v¢ RO WBHAHLH MAH BP%WG ve <j>weu,n
NEAEPENTD, LN AT 4);mu,n;

Costinescu suggests that in AC ks w rpeiaaa, for a mistake, does not correspond to the
Slavonic rako TexebI but rather to the German ‘ein Fehl.” However, because the Slavonic
Texsa, lawsuit, fight, weight, is usually translated as rpBU, weight, it might also be, for
instance, that the revisor of AC mistook v, for w and what was rpeuaas became rpewanz.
Additionally, it should be noticed that the German ‘ein Fehl’ corresponds to delictum in
Latin, that is, ¢panb in Slavonic rather than Texssl.

The second half of verse seven, however, is not at all clear in AC. First, part of it is
omitted, second the presence of mau soym)ﬁpv&, 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: xoLp& 5o AA BbeH YALH BARARTS RAKOKE A3b, |

wish that all men (everyone) were like me; CB: goto am¥ ce ToLH WAMHNIH cj:me kA ¢8; AC ¢¥

166



51)

aw Bps BYKkEpoc KB ToLH WamMENTH B 4»1@ k¥m eanT ¢¥; Luther: Ich wollte aber lieber, alle
Menschen waren, wie ich bin.

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: nan Ne BBeTE RAKO NEMpAREANHLIH u?'f‘BTA BRIA Ne NACABAETh. Ne AbcTHTE ceBe NH
BARANHLUM HH HAWAO CAOYKHTEAE NH NPBARBOATBH NH MAAAICTe (cmsp'zmwre/\e in CB) uu
MARKEAOKNILH,

Greek: "H ovk oidate 611 ddwkor 0god Pactieiov od kKAnpovouncovov; pn mAavacHs:
otte TOpvol obte Eld®AOLATPOL OVTE pOLYOl 0VTE podacol 0DTE APGEVOKOTTOL,

Luther: Wisset ihr nicht, dall die Ungerechten das Reich Gottes nicht ererben werden?
Lasset euch nicht verfuhren! Weder die Hurer noch die Abgottischen noch die

Ehebrecher noch die Weichlinge noch die Knabenschénder;

Latin: an nescitis quia iniqui regnum Dei non possidebunt nolite errare neque fornicari
neque idolis servientes neque adulteri;

CB: a¥ N8 wium k3 ANRPFRLIA AWNEAYH nY 8098 AWBANAH. Noy MLLGANPELHRTR CHNEAE, Neve
¥ |c>§pBA]>TM, Neve KE APRTALE C/\X)K'I"I‘OP'I'H, Neve K HBH 4>m|<ﬁ'\'rop'm, Neve KE cné’;pmﬁwop'fn,
NHYe KKE BARPBALM CTPRTARTOPH;

AC: a8 NS MUK KB NeAGPENLIN ANBPBLIA A0y AOyMHE3eS Hoy W BWP Motpenn. Noy gz
ALIBAAPCLH BOULLL, NHYH KOYPRAJIH, NHYH TeA ¥€ CAOYKECKD HAOAMAWY, NHTYH weA v¢ Nph
KOYPRECICh, NHTH YEAA e <j>zwe KOYpEie K& MARNA, NHPH PeA ve 3aKkb KY gjge?ogm;

Costinescu suggest that nuen vea e 3aKkb KS qae?oyn, nor those who lie with the sons/boys,

is to be linked to the German ‘Knabenschédnder’ someone who discredits boys rather than

the Slavonic maeaoknium, those lying with men. Unfortunately, the other instance where

we had the word ma:keaoknium in the Slavonic text was in | Peter 4:3, and that part of text
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52)

was not rendered in AC (example 38), therefore it is not possible to double-check the
reading of maxeaoxniun/Knabenschander in another part of the text.

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: BbeEBMH ABTb ¢RTb NAR Ne Bbe'S NAHOXSK Bb¢BMH ABTbh ¢(ARTb NAR Né A3b 0BAAAAND BRASR
W Nero;

Greek: ITavta por &&gotv AL o0 TTAvTo cvueépel mavto pot EEectiv AL’ oOK €Yd
é€ovalacOnoopat Hmo TIVOC;

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: Touu wrioy ¢ARNTY e Ny TOLH enpe <j>o/\oc>£. Toun wnoy ¢bNTY v NS e¥ AecnSed nH RO A¢
NELLIMNE;

AC: k3 ¢ AMb TOATH HX'T"B])'E ¢ NS ¢BNTb TOATE A¢ cﬁoz\v(). cd A AMb MOYTEpE vé PR A¢
NHUME ¢B <j>'|'>§ SMPXM% AHNCEAL;

In this instance ‘Ich habe alles Macht” and k2 ¢¥ amb ToATb néTHpTs, for | 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: KeNA cROUMB TEAOM Neé BAAAETH NAR MAKb TAKOKAE H MARKDL CROUMb TBAOM Né¢ BAAAG'T“,
N KENA,;

Greek: 1 yovn 10D idiov odpatog ovk €ovotalel GAL” 6 avnp, opoimg 8¢ kai O avrp oD
idlov ocdpoTog 00K EE0Valdlel AAA’ 1) yovn;

Luther: Das Weib ist ihres Leibes nicht méchtig, sondern der Mann. Desgleichen der

Mann ist seines Leibes nicht méchtig, 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: Méﬁm}ﬂs KOV AAb Cboy TPXHM NO\“} AGCNOVNE 7€ k¥ smpsmm/\éﬁ, ALLHKAEPE LW BZRPEATOYA ¥
AN (RY 'r‘poynx NoyLL Accndne ve Méé’h\pfls;

AC: k3 MXAp’B HOY' € MOV TBPNHKZR 'P?MHMAXM €1 e BBIBATOYA. ANTPA YBA NPOTHR BBPBATOYA

No\f ¢ I'IO\{‘T"E;)NHKB Te MMA‘)"S;
53) 1 Cor 6:15 /...] Never!
Slav: AA He BRAETD,
Greek: un yévorro;
Luther: Das sei ferne!
Latin: absit;
CB: ¢b 1Y qme;
AC: ¢ <j>'|'e AENApTE.
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 ¢z n¥ <j>'|'e,
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 ¢z 4>Te AENAPTE.
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: k¥naenn Bo ecTe LIBNOF,;
Greek: Nyopdodnte yap Tiunic;
Luther: Denn ihr seid teuer erkauft;
Latin: empti enim estis pretio;
CB: |<an4\;)¢\u,n AME welH Koy npeu)ﬁ;
AC: Kz CeLH CICOYMI‘IH KOYMHI)PALLH;
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55)

56)

Here again it seems like CB is following faithfully the Slavonic kSnaenn Bo ecme LBHom,
for you were bought with a price, which AC differs with ks ceun CIOYMITH KOYMITBPALIH, for
you are dearly bought following the German ‘Denn ihr seid teuer erkauft.’

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: a o Nblx K¢ MHCACTE MH AOSPO ?’chéé‘ KeN'B Ne¢ HPHICACA'T‘HCG;

Greek: Iepi 8¢ v dyphyote, KOAOV AvOp®OTE Yovoikdg p dntecor;

Luther: Wovon ihr aber mir geschrieben habt, darauf antworte ich: Es ist dem Menschen
gut, dal} er kein Weib beriihre;

Latin: de quibus autem scripsistis bonum est homini mulierem non tangere;

CB: e a¢ Kape CKPMCGTXMM, BHNE WIMOYA A€ MXh\pe e NS Anpon'l'ece;

AC: pAeq ve AUM BOH CepHeh Mie e¥ PBENOVHIL KB ACTE WMEASH BHNE KA NHPH A¢ W MXApﬂs B Ce
ATHNI,

In the German version there is one addition compared to the other textual traditions
‘darauf antworte ich” which also appears in AC: ¢& paenoynas, | answer.

Gal 4:6 And because ye are sons, God hath sent forth the Spirit of his Son into your
hearts, crying, Abba, Father;

Slav: pa rakoxe ecme ciioge, MocAA Bb AXb A CROENO BH cT)LLA BALLA BH NI ABRA Wb,

Greek: ‘'Ot 6¢ £ote vioi, é€anéoteirey O Oe0g 1O mvedua Tod vViod avTod £ig TG KapPdiag
Nuav kpdlov: affa 6 Tatip.

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;
Al a¢ 1c8M cnum 4)'{“ TpHTEe ANSAY AXBAYS cj)'l'X/\XM 9 /MI'FPX ANHMA BOACTP7R CTPHIA ARRA

TATRAE,
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AC: AOYHAE BOH <j>e‘fopu ceL A0y MNe3es Tpembiee Aﬁoy/\ 4>Tro/\é4u AOYH ANTPE HNHMHAE BOACTPA

CTPHPﬁi A,?APO\I{‘M) H’LE)HN'T‘G;

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 APAPOYAL MTBPHNTE, although
arga 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, | and Il Peter as well as the
passages from the Epistles to the Corinthians (1) and Galatians (here section 3.2. and 3.3.), the

following affiliation scheme can be drawn.

Translation into Romanian

o2 Bl

Ccv CB AC

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 a
and B 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 (o),
and the other following a higher degree of free interpretation (B). From o 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 B, 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, | Peter and part of 11 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, | and Il 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

CBand 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 technigques
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: CepHeS BAMB AvBeTe Y BATHPH KE WRETH = ABMb kot A¢ A
\}"LA’T‘HP’E C?%B’ECKK I'I?G /\Fﬁsm PXM'AN’ECICK * ¢A BA <;)'I'G A¢ /[\LLGAGPK'T‘XPK * LUK P?%MKTHYHAOPB © WWH BA
porh Iea 4)PAL|,'|'M Mien ¢ veTHUN WK BHNe ¢a cokoTHUM [...],%7 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 Brasov 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:

NOH W ABAEMB A K0pech ATAKONSAL, v¢ epA MeLleph ABBLATE ATPATECTH Aoyicps -
AE W CKOACE AC A KAPT'E CBPEBIKA Mpe AUMBA POYMANEKA + ANpeSHA wH Kk

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 | ask you, as my brothers, to read
and meditate well [upon it]’ (my translation).
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NPeSLUiM AGAA BECBPEKA LKBHAWPS A¢ ABAN TETATE BPALIOBOYASH = ANOYME NoMb
RANE LUK 1ona MHxan.*®

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 ABmb ckoch A¢ A \}%ATM?'B CPBEBKA Mpe AMB® PXM%N'BCKK of the
Psalter’s colophon or A¢ w ckoace A¢ A KAPTE CBPBBORA MPe AHMBA POYMANEORA 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’, |
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 lane and Mihai from the Scheii Church nearby Brasov, 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; Xpucrosa-Illomosa 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 | 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. Veres¢agin, 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, Vere§¢agin 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)’ (Bepemarun 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 28" edition of the New Testament in Greek.* 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]
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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.® 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 aiw mom, the direct object of the verb, with a personal pronoun wme, 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 npuaoxut ca, 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 ¢z ropatmmn
arabin has been analysed differently in PH, PC2 and the other sources. While in PV, PS, PCh, PC

and PC1 the Slavonic prepositional phrase is recognised and translated with a parallel prepositional

40 While psalm 119 is cited directly from the Tomi¢ 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 | ks roy EMAA (kpbBB | BB3RAXD | H OVCABILLIA | MA H H3BARH JNITE S MOZR
PH KBTPB AWHNSAL | KBNAOY | BBNYHK | KeMAK | LK A SJoysh | Adne H3BBRALIE coypaeToy Mie¥
PV KBTPAR AMNS KBNAY | ckpBBIA | KeMab | LM A0\'SH Meé AliNe H3BBR'BLE Spaerd Mie¥
PS KBTPB ANOY KBNAY | ckpBBIA | KKTemal | wH A0\'SH Me NS H3BBRBLIH Me | paerd Mie¥
PC/PCL | kampm AOMNYEAL | KBNAL | CkpBBIA | KeMak | Win A0y'3H M7 ACAMNE | W3BBRBLIE coypaTedan | mie¥
PChb KBTPA AOMHOY IKBNAL | CKPBBIA | ICEMALD LM AO\'SH M&R AOAMNE | H3BBRBLIE cSpaeroy Mieoy
PC2 KBTPA AOMSAL | KBNAL | CipBBiA | KeMAK | LUK A0V3H VES AOAMNE | M3BBRBLIE cSaeroy Mied

119:3

12 13 14 |15 16 17 18 19 20 21 |22
S| WooyeTeNb | NeMpaBEAEH | H W A3blIKA | ABCTHRA ?T0 AA CA TeBB | HAM | ©T0 | MPHAOKHT ¢A
PH A€ PPOCTh CTPBMBOY WH | A¢ AHBb ABCTHTWPE | ve e BA AA | LMe ad | e BA AAA0\LIE
PV A€ ppor8 NeAepeTy WK | A AHB MENTHPOCE | ve Ad e BA | Uie Ay | ve C¢ BA AAAOLIE
PS A€ pocT NeAepenTY | WK | Ae AlBD ABCTHRD ve AA ceBA | Liie wu | ve AAAOVLIE C& BA
PC/PCL | a¢ pocT8ab | HepepenTh WH | A¢ AUMBA | XHTABNA 3 AA CeBA | Uie W | ve AAASLIE 6 BA
PCb A€ ocTOY NEAEPENTD WH | A AHBA XHTABNA ve AA ceBA | Liie wu | ve AAAOVLIE ¢6 RA
PC2 A€ pOCTEAL | NeAEpeNTh WH | A¢ AHMB&R | XHTABNAR ve AA ceBA | Liie a8 | e aradLe ce BA
119:3 119:4

24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31
S| TeBB | KB R3bIKOY ABCTHROY' CTPBABI CHANATO H3OLUPENBI | ¢B MOPALIHMH APABMH MOYeTHINNBIMH
PH Lfe KBTPB AUBA NBCTHTOPR CBLIBTEA TAPEAOYH ACkOVUHTE | APSBHAY KOy KBPBOVHPH | A¢ MOYCTHING
PV ufe KBTPA AHE MENTHPOACB | CBLIBTEAE NoyTENHIOVASH | ackSumuTe | kK8 anpiLin kappsSpn n&eTinen
PS Lie KBTPPB AUMBH | XHIKABND CBLIBTEAS TanpeASH AckSUNTE | KOy APLLITH IKAPPESHH n&eTHNTen
PC/PC1 | uje KBTPR AMMBAR | XHTABNAR CBLIBTEAE TapeA¥H ackeSuHuTe K& ApLLITH 1€BPBENIH ndeTinen
PCb Lie KBTPA AHBA XHTABNAR CBLIBTEAE TapeASH ACKOVLIMTE | KO\ APLUTH KBPBOYNTH noyeTinEH
PC2 Lie KBTPAR AHMBAR | XHTABNR CBLIBTEAE TApeASH ackSuUnTe | ApLiM KBPBENIH n&eTHen
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119:5

32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40
S| OVBBI | MNB RO | MPULLEACTRBIE | MOoe | OVAAAH CA BBCEAHX CA | B CEABI IKHAAPCKBIMH
PH BAH A€ Mie KB RENPHPE MA ANSpB e MOYTAK MA | 10\ CATEAE KV ABPELIN
PV BAM Mie KB RepUTS Mmied | peadra ce ANTpAR 1K cATeAE IKEAAPHOASH
PS BAH Mie KB BENHPE Mé ASHLM ce ANTPAK Koy dpeamere | kkHAAPSASH
PC/PC1 | gau A€ MHNE | KB RENH(R M ASHLH ¢e ANTPAH k¥ cATeAE KV AAPHASH
PCb RAM A€ MHNE | KB RENHPE M AOVIIH e ANTPAK IOV CATEAE KV AAPHOAOVH
PC2 BAM A¢ MHNe | K BENHPS MB AGASAPB ¢ | METAH MA K8 cATeAE IKVAAPHASH
119:6
41 42 43 44
Sl MHNOro MPULLIEACTROBA | AlliA MOA
PH MOYTh | AMBB coybaeToyAs | Mie¥
PV mdry wacne ¥ SPpaerd Mie¥
PS MoyTY | mprwae S ¥ | cSPpaerd Mie¥
PC/PCL | moyaTs | npuiaeus oy | coypaet¥an | mied
PCb MOYTE | mpHwAes oy | coydaeToy Micoy
PC2 MOYATb | MpOHAH coypaeTSA Mie¥
119:7
45 46 47 48 49 50 51 52 53 54
S| B NENARMAALLITHMH | MHpA BB MHpENb | EPAA PAAAXD HMb BOPEXA CA | ¢B MNOA ToVHe
PH PeA v¢ NS MH OBHPB | NaveAe boyro | Anave | KBNAS | MpBHA AOPB AOYNITA C6 | ICO\ MENPE | A\ ELLIEPTD
PV k¥ vea ve XP'AA NAPEAE <j>}§ro AMNAYe | KBNAY PPARHA Ab Ao\}m ce ¥ Mepe AN Aem?w}ﬁ
PS IOV PEH € 0y'pTA NAAE bt A nA KBNAS | KEBBNTA | Aopb A¥nTa ce k¥ MHNE AN AELLIEPTOV
PC/PCL | ¥ wem ve oypma NATEAE boyn | Anave | KBNAD | KOYRARNTA | AWpL AOYNITA C6 | IO\ MHNE | A A€LLIEPTH
PCb KOV PEH 7€ OVPRA NAAE boyro | Amave | KBAL | KOYBARTA | AW AOYTITA €& | KOV MHNE | A AGLLEPTD
PC2 KE ven v ovpRA navs épa Anave | KBNAL | MpBHH AW AOVIITA 6 | KKE MHNE AN ACLLIEPTH
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phrase, in PH ¢ ropatpnian is probably taken as one word, that is, as a participles of the verb czroptu,
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, oyesl M, alas or woe is me,
which is either rendered literally in PV and PS, or presents the additional element of a preposition in
PCh, PC, PC1 and PC2. It is likely that in this instance the customs of the target language played a
role (Tutescu 2006), for ‘vai de mine’ is a set phrase to render oyeni mis. 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 gaceanTh ca, to settle down, is rendered with a ce Moy'Ta, t0 move (with reflexive particle,
mirroring the Slavonic), in PH and PC2 and with a AnTpa, 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 gz-,
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 muoro npnLLEACTRORA ALla moa, 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:
MPHLLAGLL <j>oy, was a wanderer. This could be considered a case of direct intervention of the

translator/revisor, where the technique of transposition is applied.
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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 mu, S0 that the text vea ve NS Mu BB NATeAe 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: noyersinnsivm and KHAAPOKBIMH — noyerinen and KV AAPHOAOYTO.
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
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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 noerp¥ 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
npimmens, We will receive, rendered as npimnun, you receive (second person plural). This is an example
of transposition. Similar to this instance is that of column 47, where the passive participle zaTavaemm
is rendered with an articulated participle in CB and CV but with a finite verb in AC. However, in
column 48 the finite verb WEBPALIAKT ¢A, are turned around, is instead rendered with a gerund in AC
mwofmmAx ce, 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 ICOPAEAH TOAHLH CXLUG H W KecTOKD B'ETP'A ZATATACMH WB?ALUMOT (A MAABMB ICOPMHAI)LI,GM’AZ the ShipS
being so great and being driven by strong winds, are turned around by a small rudder;

AC: ICO})ABTA KBTb 4>'|'MNA|> WK A€ HTE BRBNTE W AABMOCTHMb mwrofmﬁ’\mg ¢¢ KOy MUK K PBMHLA: the ship
so great/of such size being and from the bitter wind we shelter it, turning around with a small rudder;
CB/CV: KOPABIA ATHLS cj)'fMNAX WK Ag Pﬁi)ﬁ RANTES MawcHTE, m'ropKX ¢¢ K& MHUTHTE ICPbMH’T‘MP’BZ 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 l6 |7 8 |9 | 10 | 11
S| Ne MHOZH | OVPHTEAIE BbIRAHTE | BPATIE | MOA | BBAALUE | IAKW | BOAHH rpExa NPIMMEMD
CB | n¥ | m¥aun | amwumTopH | Pupeun | Pppauin | mien | wunnpad | Kb MAH MApe | NaAKATS | ASwumE
CV | oy | Moyaumn | ABBUBTOPH | ipetin bpauin | Mien | winnpa¥ | ks MAH MAPE | MBKATOY | MpeeMHME
AC | noy | movaun | aeBuUBTOpH | Pupeun | Ppauiv | Mien | num (/3 MAH MApE | MBKATH | MPiMHLH
3:2

| | 12 | 13 | 14 |15 |16 | 17 | 18 | 19 | 20
S| MHOTW | BO corpELIAEMB | RCH HiKe CAOBOMB Ne COrPBLLHTB cen
CB MEATS | amd rpeLnmy ToUH | wiNe K8 KSRANTEA | NS rpBLALLE ATEAA
CV | wmn | moyary¥ MPELLIMME PEA Té IOy KERBNTOVA | NOy rpeLLALe ATEAA
AC MOVATE | AMY MpELLIHMb TOUM | e Ao vead ve | Broy Brpewatpe | Micoy KoyBARNTSAL | AveAd

| 21 | 22 | 23 | 24 25 |26 | 27
COREPLLIEND MEKB CHAEND WBYZAATH " BCE TBAO
ACCBRPLLUMTYS | BARPEATS Tapé velll APPbIEIR ToTY TpSnoya

¢ | ZsnpBaToy ZaeehprunTd | Tape ALM APpBpA TOTOY TpEn¥a
¢ | AechpBLNT | BBPBATS CHANHKL | Allib AppARNA TOTb Tpoyn¥as
3:3

|28 | | 29 | 30 31 | |32 33 134 |35 |36 |37 |38 |39
S| ce KONEMB | BPBZAbI | RO OVCTA BAATAEGMB | AA MOBHNSHOT ¢CA | HAMB RCE TBAO HXB | WBpALHAECMB
CB | apekm KAMAOp | 3WBAAE | A M¥pR BARMAME | ce nakre ce Noaw | wn | Tomd | TpSndA | Aop ATOAPTEMb
CV | apeks | amoy | KaHA0pY | 3BBAACAE | A FoVps AB | BBIBMOY | ce coye ce NOAW | | Tomoy | Tp¥noyA | AopS | AnToapsE
AC | arm KAASAL | 3BBAAA | A TOVPRH EBMBMb A¢ ce c¥n¥ne NOAW | WK | TOTb | Tpoyn¥ A8H | ANTOATEMD
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3:4

| 40 | |41 |42 43 | 44 |45 | 46 47 | | 48
S ce H IKOPABAH TOAHUM | cSpe H W KecToKD BETPD ZATATACMH WEPALHART ¢A
CB | nma WH | KOpPABIA aTbUE | PiMnaY | wn | Ae pRE BRNTY PARCHTE ATopKcY ce
CV | apes | amoy | wn | kopasivae | aTaTA | iMNAY | WM | A¢ H3AKAANY RENTOY | MAcHTE WH | & ANTOPICOY
AC | apekm KKOpABTA KBTH binnas | WK | Ae oTe BBNTY W AABNOCTHMb ANTOPRANAY ¢
49 | 50 | 51 | 52 | 53
MAABMB KOPMHABLLEMB | RAMO ke ALjlé CTPEMAGHI€ MPABALHOMOY XOLHETD
K& MUTHTE KpbMHTEPE | ARARTPS W MopNHpE AEPENTRTOPHOA Bp'E BA
A€ MHTHRTA KBPMHTOAPE | A AcpenTmTopion | nicaTpd 3w ga SLATA cTpBMHNApE
KOV MUK KPBMHLA KOV Mb 3ga BB oz w nopbeka | 2aepen T3 W
3:5
|54 |55 |56 | 57 | 58 |59 |60 |61 | 62 |63 |64
S TAKO | H AZBIKD | MAAB 0vAB €T | H BEABMH | XBAAMT ¢A | ¢é MAAD
CB | awa |wu | AuMBA | MHKY MAASAAPR | eTe | | PoapTe | Aa¥A® c¢ | apekA | k8 n¥uHNeAY
CV | awa | wu | AWMBA | MHTRTEAY | MBASAAPL | eTe | W | PoapTe | ce AAYAB | AAEKD | MOYLHNY
AC | awa | wH | AMMBA | MHKA BOVK AL mere | Wk | poapre | Aa¥Ab e | IATA | NoyLIHNEAb
65 | | 66 | 67 | 68
Orib KOAHKA | BeLIb CBKUBACTD
borcY KARTE Adicpoype | appe
borcoy KBTé AOVICAOVPE | ApAE
NS WH | KBTH bupe APAE
3:6
|69 |70 | | 71 | 72 | 73 |74 |75 |76 | 77 | 78 | 79 |
SI | w AZBIKD Orib | A'BnoTa NEMpABA'E TAKO | W AZBIKB | BOABOPAET CA | BO OVABXD NALLMXD
CB | wn | aumsa | wn | Ppok¥a | dp¥mceut | HeaepenTamUien | A | WM | AUMBA | ToRMELIE ¢ | ATPS MARASAApEAE NOACTE
CV |wm | Auvsa | ¢ boicoy | Ppofeaut | nepepenmatien | awa | wK | Alisa PBAEKD 6 ANTPE MBAOYAAPEAE | NOACTPE | LUK
AC | wn | anmsa PpSmcetien | Aepenmbiiien ALLIA AMMBA | Aecn¥unpaY ce | ANTPY MBASAAPEAE | NoAcTpe
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80 |81 |82 |83 |84 | 85 | 86 |87 |88 | 89
CKBEPNALIM | Bee TBAO H WIAABARLIH | 1€0A0 POKABCTRA H WNAABEMB W reennbl
A€ CNoypA | ToT TpSnoya WK | anpinnpe ANPeKOyp NARCCSETEA wr | anpined A¢ reend
croypia ToToy | Tp¥n¥a WK | naABLe ANPeLlopSA | NBCKOYTONASH | NoeTp¥ NBAHTOY Aé rieeNoy
CroypI R TOTh | TPOYMSAL | UM | AMPHNAE ANPerSpEAL | NBekETEAEH WH | ANpUN3BNAY c6 | A€ AA MEENR
3:7

| 90 |91 |92 | 93 |94 |95 | 96 |97 |98 | 99
S RCAICO BO | €CTECTRO SR'BpEH Ke | H NTHL FAAB e H PbIED OVMARPAET CA
CB | moarm bups buapmacp | wn A metinog | uund ce
CV | moars bups Piepnaopoy | WK | NACBPHAPYS | FAAMNEAOPOY | LM | MeLHA0pY | oyeTeneckoy
AC | a¢ ToaTm adanrdpa | biapm WH | NACRPH FAAHNE WK | NeLn oyeTeNeckcd ce
100 | 101 | 102 | 103
H OVMATHT ¢CA | ECTECTBOMB | TEAOBEYECKHMB
LK icingeccy ce kS Pupt WMHNBCK A
wh | Moyhveekd ce | 1oy prpt | wienes
LUK M¥anveckd ce | Ae prps WMENBCICAR
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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 rmoxke ALe CTPEMACHIE NpaBALIOMOY XopeTs, 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, a Aepen'r‘"yropr%pi {NC%TPX W BA AiA
CTPBMHNAPE, 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: koymb BA BB ¢ W NopHeiea
AepenTB3b w, 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 wxe is rendered initially with ve¢, which, followed by an additional
translation new veaa ve, instead that which, which adds the element of the adversative conjunction
e 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 ¥, 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, apae, burns, for which the insertion of a reflexive

clitic is expected for an impersonal construction — k8 n¥uunea¥ cjaolcx kaTe ASKpoype ce Apab, With &
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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 ¢¢ maaz orus has been interpreted as prepositional
phrase, that is, if the demonstrative pronoun c¢ has been read as the preposition ¢». PH would
present the conflation of two translations — aaexa for the demonstrative pronoun referring to the

preceding context of the verse, and the preposition ce, 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 aumsa ... anpincl/maanToy a¢ reend, the tongue being set on fire by hell, as
opposed to AC aumBa ... anpnn3shAY ce A¢ Aa reenizw, 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. Vere$Cagin 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, | 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, | 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)* 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: pa ne corpa PERARTH A3bILH MAE 1€ Bb HXb. M OVRBCTH CA BB A3bILEXD np% 0PHMA

NALLUMA M'BACTb IC?bBG ?ABb TBOMXb H?O}\H'T‘Islﬁi;

PH: ce HOY' KBNAOYRA SHKb AHIMEHMBHAC HW AcTé AMNeSAY AWPB AMNwsed HOCTPOY A wepr LM npe
MBMBNTD . LUK ¢¢ BA UIH A AHMBH ATPE WICTH NOLIDH G0V pATY ¢ CBNLIEAE LLIEPEHAOPD TBH AA BB)CA,

After the first half of the verse, PH has the addition of annwse¥ NOCTPOY A\ ¥EpIO LUK NPE MBMBNTB,
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: ©aa ne iorpaa PERTRTh AR3bILUK TAE te Bb Hxb. BB Ke HALL NA NECH H NA ZeMAW * BBeE
EAHKA BBCXOTE CBTROPH.

PH: 1% HOy' KBHAb BA SHKh BPHPIH 10 ¢ AMISBE Aop HAfinsedaY HOCTPOY € A vepto LN Mpe n'LMNToy
TOATE KBTE AS BPSTS qmﬁmx.

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 saaxenb emoy ke &b
TakwgAb rotnmics kro, blessed is of whom the God of Jacob is his helper, while in PH we find the
addition of man after blessed, <j>e§)wfe A& BBIBATOYAL APEAUA ¢ ,A,oyMNGSbX/‘\ ASH TAKWEBH ¢ &uoy’ropro.

The phrase paxapilog avnp, 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 Doppeliibersetzung), 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.
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Psalm | Church Slavonic | PH Others Variant
Readings
85:13 | ® ana AG AMOYAOY AC NP6 MAK LI AE | A€ cj:oyNAM/\b AG COYNITh
npHenoANsro Aecoy‘ﬁ’r‘"b AASASH 4)0\{NAXA5
RAASASH - PC2
90:2 BACTARMNHMICH MOH | CMIPEKENHTOprO Mied epn TS A;KXTogro Mie LM LUK
HCH H NPUBTBRHLPE | UM AMHCTOYHTWPHA0Y Mmied CRBNApE Mie
Mo€ Bb MOH AMNESEX ALOVTWOH Mied A8MNe3edAL Mie¥
97:2 ¢kA3A Tb cricenTe APPBTH AMNSES crenia ca cnSee AOMNSAL
CROE n?"ﬁ A3bIKBI | ATpe Wiepin AWMEBH LUK CBeeNTA ¢A ANTPE
Wi pbl NpaBAR AGCKOMEPH AGPENTATE ¢A AMMBH AGCKONepH
CROAR AepenTATH cA
101:12 | raico e HemXoXb | cBicAto oy IkA Ppaipoyan WK | €8 1ca PBHEAL cekaro | €8 1ca HBNEAL
OVCIAR MA ovekar - PC2
118:48 | gz3AtBHXb H FOBHI LM A0pHF0 1BiK Wi ra¥Mia mm | PV lacuna
PAOYMABAY A
1255 | ehatpen cAbzAMN c'z)M"b'pro'pr% C%IQIﬁAOY Koy ¢ CBMANR €8
AAKPBMH AAKPRMH
1319 | I'I?I'IAOEN'I'I/I TROH LM IKOVBHWLLIHH TBH WK NPENOABNHY M
BB3PAYAT CA BOVOLLIHK T'BH BOVPAPD ¢é TBH BV EpA ¢¢ BWPb

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 ¢sapen is first rendered
with a noun cauaperopio, sower, and then with a gerund eaniiaoy, sowing; while nprissnin Teom is
initially translated as oygnwuwn a1, your venerable ones, which is the default translation of
NpENoABbIS iN PH,*? and then changed to sox’}yomnn ™sH, your blessed ones, probably under the
influence of the following verb B'bsp'&yﬁw ¢a, shall exult. Similarly, in ps. 90:2 sacT&RNNHKL MOH S
rendered twice, first as cnpexennroypro wmiel, my protector/support, the default translation for
sacTmnbiuks in PH (pss. 82:27, 108:12, 118:114, 143:2), after which the reading present in the
other sources is also added ayoyTwpro micd, my helper. In ps. 101:12 PH translates neaxoxs with two
synonyms c¢iato and oyckaro Ma, 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 npsuenoptii in ps.
85:13 is analysed morphologically nps-ne-noasiis, and the translation npe man uk,*® deeper below, is
given. This, however, is altered to ae Aecoyﬁ’r%, underneath/underground, that is, to the general

understanding of NpEHENOAbHb. 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.
3 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 ae npe man o Ae
Aecoyﬁm stands as one for NPEHENOANBIY, meaning from deeper than below. In psalm 97:2, instead,
the initial rendering of masicbi is interpretative wwenpin, people/humans, which is then altered to a
more literal translation aunsm, 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 n ®gpz:xe xpicta TrOero, and [you] rejected
your anointed one, PH has the addition of rosuT¥, beloved, after Xcaoy T28. Similarly, in ps. 102:8
we find a list of positive attributions to God: LeApb MATHBbL T'b AABIO TPBIBAHEDL W MHOM MATHED,
generous and merciful is the Lord, very patient and full of mercy, after which the addition of wwu ¢
Mparesps, 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, Tz ¢BTBOPH NA A Ne Mbl, hefthat one
made us and not we, is rendered as areaa qmve npe non ¢ nE non npency, 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: paka BW MoA NOMOKETH 1MS H MbILLLA Mo oyikpnnTh 1, for my hand

shall help him and my arm shall strengthen him = PH: wn am¥ mzhpa mb ALioyTa Ba AWH -

/l\'T"b‘)I/I BA €Ab.
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The rendering of the verse in PH lacks the translation for msitua moa, my arm. Similarly,
ps. in 97:1 crice ero AecHHLA €Mo W MbILILA ¢Taa ero, he delivered him by his right hand/arm
and his holy arm, is rendered as CKOTEPE AOYH LUK BPAug Ve ccﬁ’roy a aoyu, salvation to him
and his holy arm. Once more, there is no translation for aecnmnua ero, probably because the
expression is similar to mbiwua [...] ero.

2) 97:4 SI: gmenonTe M'BU BB MRCACKb: BB MRCACKD H PAACE Jaawners, sing to the Lord with
zither, with zither and voice of a psalm = PH: mau «ani] AGNAoyH HOCTPOY A\ PETEPE LUK A
PAACOYPHAE IC'LN'T‘GYGRP’L, sing again to the Lord with harps and with the voices of the songs.
In PH there is no repetition for g racaexs;

3) 131.3 SI. na wapb nocreaa moe, on the bed of my beding = PH: A nardas wied, in my
bed, with no repetition, while the other sources have s natdas eTpaTEASH Miel, in the bed
of my bedding.

A similar approach can be found in the Voronet Psalter in ps. 89.14. Here the Slavonic

reads u BBZPAMOBANOM CA H BBZBECGAHKWM CA, that is, and we rejoiced and were glad, two verbs quite
close in meaning. While the other sources render the verbs as soykSpamY e wi geceanmd ne, PV has
only s8kEpamY ne.

Another instance of reduction can be found in the Scheia Psalter. In ps. 96:9 the Romanian

version of PS economised by rendering mico Tbi T BBILINIM Mo BBCeH ZEMAH: ZBAW NpBEBZNece ¢A NA
gaeBMM Borbl, for you, Lord, are highest over all the earth; you were greatly exalted above all the
gods, with ks ™8 ANE e e nppecnppe Toun Adnesen, for you [are] the Lord from above all the
gods. The other sources present a literal translation: kz Toy aomnEAL Ae cdeb npecnpe ToTh
NBMANTSAL - <j>oA‘)Te PBAMKALLM T¢ Npecnpe TOUH 3enH, 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 Voronet 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 | a3b ke WRBLIAND, | - € €Oy PPBRENOYHLIOY LUK € ¥ pBenoyHLLb YHe
KTO ¢cH TH SEILLOY YiMpe el Ae ELIH AOAMNE

22:27 | THICRLINKKD peve - MHRALISA W A8 ATess | MIAK 3Hce AoyH
em¥ sHce

22:28 | WA Ke - ppBenSHee MHRALLISA SHee | paeroyHee M'l'Apt%
THICRLINHKD

23:6 | Bb3BA Bb CHHMHLIM | cTPUIAR ATPY PAOATA | KieMB MAOATA LN SHCE KEMA ANTPY MAOATR 3Hce

For the second type of amplification the wider textual context is necessary.

1)

2)

Acts 20:20 nuroxke oBHNAY ¢A W noaeanbixs, Nothing | kept back of the things being useful,
is rendered with a literal translation in CB and AC: nemuica® NE TARPRA T A <j>oz\oz\cez\e Ve
¢, nothing I denied of what is useful; nemnica noy Mamb e¥nSes ve noye cnpe <}>o/\\\3, nothing |
told you that is of no use; and with the addition of judgements in CV: nemnics noy me
TEMBASH RAETANE € €PA 10y c;mocx, nothing | denied of the judgements which were of use.
In this instance the Slavonic nominalized adjective noaesnsixs is rendered with a noun

(judgements) and a defining relative pronoun construction rather than with a relative
pronoun construction only;

Acts 20:30 ® BX camBxb BbeTANATS Makie, from you yourselves will rise up men, is

rendered as AHmNTpX BOM AMLLUMLI ARBUALUN ANLUKLL, CKOVAA Cé BoPX BB)PBALM, 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;
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3) Acts 22:12 anania ke NBieTO M&RKbL, Ananias, a certain man, is rendered as wm oy

BBPPBATS veH pA HOYMeAe ANANTA, @ 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 weH oyBW BEPOBAAXT FACMbI HMb, WEBH k¢ Ne B'EpWBAAX, SOme were believing

the things said to them, others were not believing, is translated as wm oypm KpEA PPBHTE

A0pE A€ NABEA, B AALTH HOY IKPEATE, 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 Ccv AC

9:38 + BB NOp'HHLIM ATpS |<0MLJ,P‘NM*.’% X2 - POPHHLLAR 3HTECE KACTR A€

9:39 ¢Seb X2

15:30 BBAALLE MOCAANTE TpEMBeA - CRPUNTEPA 7€ TpeMHce
MPoceT LLE Ké

23:33 BbAARLLIE MOCAANTE - ABAED KAPPTA A8 ABAEPA KAPTE v¢ €A
PeMONY uriemEng TpeMHch AS reMWNb

TPEMHCA

23:34 NOCAANHEE - KAPPTA KAPT'S ¢ €pA TPEMHCh

1P1:12 KEAATD AFTAH KeAoyeckS Muepin a Kea¥eicoy LK weASeckh Alepin A ce
NPUNHINETH NACICA ANLIEPTH & c& NAGKA NACKA KBTb (B BA3R

First, in AC it is explained that ropnnu, taken as a loanword from Church Slavonic, is

ikacw Ae ¢Seb, that is, the house/living place from above. Later, in Acts 15:30, 23:33 and 23:34, the

Slavonic word nocaanie is rendered first as cucpnrwx;m, writing, then as KAPT'S, book; these words are

then accompanied by an additional piece of information — we epa Tpemmcs, which (was) sent. The

translator/revisor gives an interpretative translation first (writing and book), to which a literal

translation is added: nocaanie, a verbal noun, is understood as past passive participle, rendered in
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Romanian as ve epa Tpemncs, Which is/was sent. In the First Epistle of Peter 1:12 there is another
instance of double translation and explication: keaatoTs artau npunnendy, want the angels to look
at, is rendered as xkeaSeckh Muiepin & ce nacka KBTH ¢3 BA3F, 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 npunnienzmh, 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 CB Ccv AC
Slavonic
19:29 Bb M030pHLYl¢ ATpY NperHpe ATpY NpaRUPE A3BopHLLIE | ANTPS NpeRUpe
19:31 BB M030pb ATPE ApERTAPE ANTPY 3B0pHLIE ATPY ANTPS BATKOKE P
BALIOKYpB
19:38 KOYTILLH COyTh HerSUARTOpH CARNTY NerSUBTOpH CBHTOY KOYAETE NETOVLLTWOH
¢BNThH
20:28 CBNABA'B AOBARNAH 0 AOBBNAM NpeRerie W npeRBre
20:32 NACABA e AOBARNANPS AOBBHAHPE AOBRAR 0VpMeeH
21:10 NA ANH MNOTH H enpe 3uAe MEATE LUK SHAE MOYATE ¢ AN -
ChHHA'E AcLpence SHAEAE AT'BAE ELIAPD
ACLimce
21:31 enips 360p¥AaSH FAOATEEH CMHPB CnHps
27:35 sKr‘oAApM BA Oy M AdMnesed BAMOAAPH ANSe¥ ATpe AOYATE OVP7R MBPHNAD
np BbeBMK NAHNTS TETSp0pd TOLM AOYMNE3eS ANTPY Toum
28:6 npbrRop’ece | dprivepm npEpBrepnee ANAOHPBEE | ANAORPACE
J1:23 IO HKE €CTh | Kb TEA 7€ IACTE Koy acTe PHNELLL A€ ROH KB PEAA
¢ ACTE
J2:21 NA WATApD enpe ;Koyﬁl‘e'ropro cnpe uroml"rew'opro cnpe moymr"l'Ape MLX
AATAPD
J5:5 NACAAAMCTE ¢A | WeNnARTATY BA OYCMBTATO BA LUK X‘)ﬁ'\NHu,M RA C%TXPAU,H
oynHTACTE OF HekEpbMHTY APPBLIATOY B BA KBPMHLN
OYTIHTBCTE ¢é
NAK PBMHCTE
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1P3:1 AA H HKe ABPH LK YHNE NPOTHEH ce AAE ABTHNALLE AvecTY ACLINH HNE ¢¢ BA POTHRH
MPOTHRAT BA KSBHNTEAD KERBNTOY HNE ce ¢ KEBARNTEASH
CA CAORY NPOTHRBLLIE KXB%NTO\?‘H
LLIM Y€A € ¢¢ NPOTHRBLLIE
IKOYRBNTOVH
2P1:5 Ree NpHBRNEcLIE | ToaTw aAS n¥pra - TOATE A AEMPHNAE
2P 2:3 AHXOMMCTRHEMD | K& AAe cnPbNu,APH(\vG Koy Aanp'b /\XAP'E k¥ K& ALUEABTLHONH LUK
ABRNBIMH MHNYHONOACEAW KSBHNTE Menropoace KERENTE AAKAMYpe MHNTHNWACE
CAORECH IKOVBHNTE
2P 2:6 CKeErs APCE KOV CTIAPLIEpEAE appee k¥ cnappLiepe ArpHHce k¥ nepHpe ApAepe
PAZOpENIEMD WCBNAH WCBNAH
wWeSAH

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: TakoKAE Ke KENDIL, NORBHNEHLIA ¢A CBOHMB MEKEMB, AA H HKE NPOTHRAT CA CAORY, KENCKHMB
KHTIEMB BEZ” CAORA NABNENH BEASTS,

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: awa wu MOYG‘)HAG COYHOYHNAX e AAGAD ¢BH B'LPPSALI,H AACG ABTHNALLIE AvecTY ICXB'ANTO\I{ THHNE C¢ C¢

I'I,OOTI/IB’ELUG ICXB'ANTO\?‘H IC?GAT/{\NH’OACGGH MOY?H k8 BIALIA C/[)’Zx?'b ICO\IJ‘B'LN”PO\/{‘ B’Z)fh’PATO\/{‘ AA IC'DGAI/I.’[\L[’Z) C/\[)I/I BA

LUK ¥& v¢ ce npoTHRBLHIE ICO\[‘B’LNTO\?‘H MOY'€PHLUIH IOy BHALLA 4)’5?% |coys'bNTé§ npm,zwx 4»1 BA,
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 | will divide the verse in smaller sections
and provide a translation and a comment for each of them.
1. awa WK MOYEpHAE cOyTIOYHHAY ce AAEAD ¢BH BBPBALM, likewise the wives, submitting
themselves to their own husbands; literal translation following the Slavonic ST;
2. apE ABTHNALIE AveeTd kSBBNTOY, Often opposes this word; this translation is slightly more
problematic. It should correspond to aa 1 nke npoTHRAT ¢A cA0RY, SO that he who opposes
the word. The question is over the meaning of azTunawe. Costinescu believes that the
word is related to the Hungarian talani and means to meet/to coincide (Costinescu 1973). |
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
latini', which would have the same meaning of the Slavonic nporugnTh ca, 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 NPOTHBLNB/CBNPOTHRLNS, opposing, hostile, resisting, is
rendered, only in CV, as arp-aatng, that is, in opposition. Another way of interpreting the
meaning of the word azTunause is to link it to ‘latin’ (or a more popular form ‘latin’).
There are meanings of ‘latin’ (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) (Muller 1963);

3. eHNe ce ce NpoTHRBLjIE ICXB’LN’PO\?‘H IQ?GA'I'/[\NH’OACGGH MOy'pH k¥ giaua cjm?% IKOVRBNTOY
BBAPATOY AX KPEAHALD <j>m gA, 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, wm H’AG Te (¢ I'IPOTHB'BLUG ICOYB'I)NTO\}’H MOYGPHUJH ICO\{‘ BHALLA 4)”6‘)’2) ICO\[‘B'bN’I‘X HP’A,A,ATX <;)H BA,

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 Voronet 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 u ngoc/\zxs,& HMA
Tgoe, and they shall glorify your name, is rendered with a passive construction in PH: wwm
npocazgHTOy ¢ Hoywmeae Ta8, and glorified is your name. The other sources have an active
construction instead: ww casgn BW Hoymeae T2Y, following the Slavonic example.

Similarly, in Acts 20:12 the active construction n $7Buwiwm cé ne Maao, and they were
comforted not moderately, is rendered with an impersonal construction in CV: wwu <;>>£ MBAMBAPE
NOY MOYLIHIE, and there was comfort not little; while CB and AC present a reflexive construction:
LM MARNPZRIA P o6 N nSUnng, 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: rRaatie icb HHMb XOTE H3BITH NA OYTPEH MPOCTPETE CAORW A0
noaSnowpH, 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: rpsna kampz e ks
ASMBIBUA BPE ¢ ACH LM TINCE KOYRBNTOYA MBAPD AA MIASBNOANTE, he said to them that in the
morning he wanted to depart and he extended his speech until midnight; but not in AC: rpmn
IC'L’I“)KNUJTH . BPBPBLL ¢B €ch A€ AGMANELA - ¢B THN3b KOYRANTL NBNA A MiasmnwanTe, he said to
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them ‘I would like to depart in the morning, | 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 ne aws gbpbl,
[they] did not have faith, is rendered literally in PC2: n¥ adapm kpeannua, [they] did not take/have
belief; and to a certain extent in PH: noy awapz & iepae, [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:

w8 iepe3dpm, [they] did not believe. The same type of variety can be found in the Apostolos. In Acts
21:7 mbl ke naagaNie Navafiwe, and we started sailing, is translated literally in CB: ¢ nou AHOTAPE
aveny, and we started swimming/navigating; and through the technique of transposition in CV: ¢
HOH AvenSME a NoyTa, 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, fiica xpera caagsi, 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): 1oy X¢ aa CAABEAOPY
and ic X¢ aa caageen; and with an adjective in AC: ic X¢ eamenToya, 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, gactks ?Akb Abkb, €very man is a liar, is rendered literally in PS, PC,
PC1 and PCb: To wno{ menvonwes, every man [is a] liar; in PV there is the addition of the copula:
To € wud Menwogocx, every man is a liar. In PC2, instead, there is a verbal construction: Tots Wiy
MuNTe, every man lies; while in PH asxb is interpreted as a noun (az:a), so that the rendering, to

which a copula is added, is the following: ot wiioyaoy ¢ menvoyps, 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 @oivié - CJ)HNHQB, palm tree, is
rendered with a similarly borrowed term in Romanian in PS, PC, PC1, PC1 and PCb: cjmnmccb
(with different spellings). In PH, however, the term is generalized to the concept of tree, so that the
translation is nom¥a¥. 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 BPAKAA SHa ecTs, that is, is enmity to God. CB and CV
render this passage with a calque: gpbxmatia aoy ASmnesed mere and gpaxes AY Alised mere; while
AC is being more specific and to a certain extent interpretative by translating it as: apawvn A8
AdyMNE3eS ¢BNTD, 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 nocimwmMb NAMb Bb Na&vHNE, Where naeuna
means sea or depth, is rendered as nXPTALm NOH MPX Len¥ne in CB and CV, where pen$ne 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: n&prbnadue non nTpd BaASpe,

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 (technigques). 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 | 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 no uzgseTiEH €pEcH NALLEAR BEPbI KHXb cjm?ncen,
that is, according to the known sect of our religion, | lived as a Pharisee. The rendering of qmpmen
in CB, however, is not a borrowing as in AC and CV, but an adaptation: T¥pk¥, 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 NPHIBO3AH CTPACE TROEMb NABTH MO, nail my flesh to your fear, is rendered with a
borrowing in PH rzgo3atiue, and as annetpe, attach, in PS, PC, PC1 and PCh. PC2, however, offers
an additional interpretation: pmeTnrivbue s %)mm Ta Tp¥n¥as wmied, 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 ne npuicacanTe cA noMasansl Monxs, do not touch my anointed ones, is rendered as n¥
ATHHLIELIH A€ OYNLLTH wieH, do not touch my anointed ones, in all sources as but PH, where we have
BOTeSALMH Mien, my baptized ones, for o HLIiK Mien. Generally, in Redaction Il XpHeT's, Christ is
replaced by nomaszannain, 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 OyHESA in PS and PC1 in
the first set of examples and XpHeToch 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 XpHeTs, in the accusative. The Hurmuzaki Psalter is less constant in its
renderings: oyncoya in 131:10 and 131:17 (the same is the case for PV), but xpneroc¥a¥ in 19:7,
88:39 and the above examples of the second group. Additionally, it has soynpoyadn in 17:51 and
the already mentioned soresaunn 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: 3aBARAHXL fAKO WEPA

MOrbIBLLEE BB3bILIH PABA TROEMO MAKO 3AMOBEAH TROA He sasbl, | wandered as a sheep perishing. Look
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out for your servant, for | did not forget your commandments! While the literal translation of rako
WBvA IS KA 0aA, sheep, in all Romanian sources, PH has ka BEPEETEAE PEAD MEPHTD, 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 wgva inN nacbiv ICAS BBHNMH * BOAAH IAKO WBYA
’|W¢H<J>A..., the one tending to Israel pay attention! the one guiding Joseph as a sheep..., 1S once
more rendered as $n sepsbre in PH, that is, a ram, and as ka oaa, 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 xai poviog Gyplog katevepnooto ovtiv was rendered as v HNoKb AMBIH MORAL M KeTh, and a
wild beast laid hold of it, in Church Slavonic, where unocs means solitary or alone and later
assumed the meaning of monk. The word is rendered as oy eHir¥ph CBABATEKD, ONE alone wild, in
PS, PC, PC1 and PCb, and with a borrowing in PC2 wunokt c¢aasaTecs; PH, however, interprets the
word in its vernacular sense and renders it as KBAOYTB CBABATEKD, 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 képag-porz, horn, in
Romanian. First it should be noted that also in the Slavonic tradition the rendering of xépog
brought some difficulty. In particular, the fifteenth-century Eastern Slavonic manuscripts linked to
Theodoret’s commentary of the psalms present a different interpretation, where képag is rendered
as kpbnocts, 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 KPBNOCTb. In verses 18 and 25 of psalm 88 PH
has Lappa, country, while in 111:9 it has mnrbpbum, kingdom. The reason for such interpretation can

be found in the wider context of the verse.
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SI: ko NOXBAAA CHABI HXb Thl 6cH. M BB EATOROAGHH TROEMb BB3NECET CA porb. NALLIb, Brako riie &
3ACTARMAENTE M ¢Tro TeAeRA u,f)'ls NALLIEMO

KJV: YFor Thou art the glory of their strength, and in Thy favor our horn shall be exalted. ®For
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, 1 HCTHNA MOA H MATB MOA ¢ Hil- H BB HMA MO€ BBZNET ¢A pors el
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 pors 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: PACTOH Ad oysorle. NPABAA €10 NPEELIBAET BB BEKbI BEKA. pOrh K0
BRBZNET ¢A BB cAARE, KIV: 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 n1 g3 AbleTe MAKbCKbIXS, NOF in the
man's shins, is rendered literally in PS, PC, PC1 and PC2 neve M NOYAMHAE B'Z)?BALI,H/\V(), nor in the
men's calves, and interpretavely in PH: neve B%f)’r‘oyfrfls BB BAUHAWY, nOr in the men’s strength. It
might also be that the context of the verse influenced the translator/revisor's choice. Slavonic: ne g
CHATS IKONCT'S BBEXOLUIET *NH BB AbICTe MaAKbekbIXb BAMBoAHTS; KJIV: 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 noaguka ca nora moa IS rendered as ‘PP%AMK% CA coycjme'ro”\f mie¥ in PH and as
paAmKZARce nHropSab Mied in the other sources. It is also plausible that the interpretation in this verse

was influenced by the subsequent verse. KIV: ¥When I said, “My foot slippeth,” thy mercy, O

Lord, held me up. *° In the multitude of my thoughts within me, thy comforts delight my soul.

209



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 gz
rops ¢TBH from  nokcAoNHTE ¢A B rops (T"BH €ro- Ko ¢Tb Bb vaLub, and bow to his holy mountain, for
holy is our God, is rendered as COYNTE TAANEAE MHTOVPEAOPBH, below the soles of (his) feet. This,
however, might be related to verse 5 in the same psalm: kaanuTe ¢ca noanokHoy Noroy tero; PH:
KHNPALH Bb COVTIL TAAMEA NHoapeAops AoyH, 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 OYRBKAL c‘?u,e Mmoe, know my heart! = PV: wn gesu MAPHIMA MA, SEe my heart; others

sources: win nnema M, know my heart; the change in PV could have anticipated the verb in

the verse to follow;

138:24 Sl. n BUK AL ALpe NARTH Be3akonia BB Mk, and see if the way of lawlessness is in me;

- PV: wm gesuH ce ¢ KAPS KOYREA 4)%}7%/\131,16 N Mepe, 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 xgaam riia B3ZrAA oyeta Moa, the
Lord's praise shall speak my mouth, is rendered literally across all the manuscript, but as aa¥aa
AOMNEASH rpBALe coy#me’r)ﬁm Mmied, 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: xgaam pLile moa ra, 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, | 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.), | 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.* 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

4 The number of cases is subject to change, for | 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 NOZNARTH BOpB kY HoLpe B KSEHOAK A + -
84:6 MPOrNEBAELLH ¢A MBNIA T¢ BepH MBHNIH Te MBHNIA Té¢ BepH MBNIA T¢ BepH
84:6 NPOCTPeLLIM THNAE BEPH THN3H THHAEL BEpH ¢¢ THNSH
84:9 OVCABILLIZR T0 peve | A0Y'SH BO Y6 BA LIHYE | A0y3H e 3Hve ¢B AOY3b V6 BA BHPE | AYSY ve LHve
+PS
84:14 MOAOKHTb MoVHpeE BA n¥ne n¥ne ga +
86:5 pere LIHYe RA 3Mce 3UPE BA -
88:22 MOMOKETh ALIOVTA BA AKSTAR AOYH +
88:26 MOAOKAR goto (Missing main | wu n¥k n¥ne Boto -
verb)
88:27 BB30RET MA KEMA MA BA KEMA M7 KEMA M7 BA -
88:30 MOAOKT MoVHpe BOK Moy n¥ne BOK -
88:34 Ne pA30PA NOY' BOK ALl NS cnaprb N BOH crApLIE -
88:34 NH NPBRPBRAR Newe BOK NMPBRBTBMA | HEYE RATBMb + -
88:35 HH WEKBPBA .. NE | NHPE BORO COYPKA .. | NEve cN¥pkb... Noy MA | Heve en¥pa BOW ... | -
WRPBIA® A NOY' MA BOK A€NBAA | ABMBAbL NE MR BOK AENRAA
88:37 NpEEAAE BA ABKOYH ABKSALIE ABKSH BA -
88:49 MOKHRETH H Ne BA Ri¢ LM BA REAE ... | v¢ Bie LUK NY BBAG ... BA Ri¢ LM ¢B NY -
OV3pHTS. . .H3BABHTL | BA H3EBEH H3BBRBLE BASR ...
H3BBRBLIIE
90:13 NACTZRMHLLN K KBAKA BepH LLIN KAATE LM KAATH AKBAKABEpH WK |+
nonepeLLn bpBMHTA REpH KBAKA REPH
90:15 RBI0RETh KB MNE H | ICEMA BA KBTPB KEMA BA IKBTPR MHNE | KEMA BA KBT)7R +
OYCABILL H .. MENpE LLIM ASHIOA LI A0\'3H BOK EAb ... | MHNE LM A0Y3il BOH
H3M&R H H ~AOYAAS BOKO LLHAB | CKOLLL €Ab LM NPB ~ANYICAA ROM LLIN

MPOCAARAA H

BOK MPOCABRH

CABRECKD €Ab

NPOCATERH BOK

213




93:4 NPOBBLIARTS H MOBECTH BOPB LLIN pBEMOYNAL WK PpBecich | + -
BBZIAA HEMPABATR | TYBH BOpB NEAGPENTS | NEAEPENTATE Mpheckh
BBZIAATH MpBH BOPB
93:7 He BYZpHTh T Hn HOY' BA BBAS ANIAL NS BEAE AONSAL Neve | + -
PAZOVMEETS fle BA MLEATBLE AUEABLE
93:11 ¢BRE LM BA LHe + -
101:3 TRKS BOH TBNKH TBNKECKD + +
101:19 BBOXBAAA ABOYAA BOPB A AR B AAOVAC +
101:28 Ne WK AR ABAR HOY' BOpB CBA'S NS CkAAD NY BW ckRAB -
102:16 Né BARAETD H Ne Hoy' BA qm WK Hoy BA | NS AcTe LK 1Y NS BA 4»1 LK NS -
MO3NAETH NTNITE Kk ¥HoALe Kk¥HoaLe
+ PS
103:9 He NP BHARTS HH Hoy BA Tprbwe Hewe ce | HYAL Tpecd HevH Noyvi BW TpEve +
WBPATAT CA BA AMTOpwE TopK Y c¢ NEPE 06 BW ATOAPYE
107:8 RBZNECH CA H DPBALOYEE L€ RO PBAHKE M LUK ANBALA MA BOH +
PAZABAA LWH ANBPLIH BOK ANAPLLD LUK ABLH BOK
108:7 CRAATH BA LIOAEICA KOV AEKA KEACCA BA -
109:6 CARAMTD AR3bICWML | LIOYAGKA BA AUMBHAE | KOYACKA AHMBHAW + -
HEMABNHTS NAAANIA | LUK BA ANAT KBABPA | LM AMIAC KBAEPHAE
CBIPOVLUMTE PAARBI | LUK BA 4)$PPMMA <ﬁpmue ICAMETEAE
KAMETEAE
1155 RB3AN AAAE BOK A + *
118:74 OYZPAT MA H BeAS MA BOpb LUK ¢¢ | BBAY MA WK BeABMA BW LLIM -
BBZBECEAAT CA BOPb BEAH Beceneckd ce BECEAH ¢ BW
118:117 | (e ¢A M MOOY?A CA | MA BOK HENcH LK NBCECKS MR LUK LUK CMBCH MR BoKO | -
MA BOH MABBLA MRBUS MFR WK ABBLA MR BOH
120:1 npinae BA BENpH BHNE + +
120:4 Ne BBZAPBMACTS NH | NOY BA AOYPMHTA NE AOYPMUTE3IR Hewe + +
OVCHETS Newe BA AAOVPMH AAOYPMH
120:6 Ne WIKEKETD NOY' T¢ BA ApAG NS apAe NS BA AiepsmnTa | +
1211 RBNHAEMb ATPA BEMb ANTPRMb B ATPARMb +
127:4 EABHT ¢A BABH CA BA BAAMOCAOR'BLE cé + -
133:3 BABHT TA EABH T¢ BA BAAMOCAOR'BLE Té + +
138:10 NACTABHT MA H NBCTERH MA BA LU A€pBLIE M LM LHNe + +
OV APBKH MA MA BA LIMNQ'E M
138:11 | nonepe mA KBAKA MA BA KBAKA M7 + +
142:10 NACTABHT MA NACTBRH MA BA NBCT'BRBLIE M7 + +
142:11 KUBHMLLM MA ARi¢ M¢ BepH MRTe MR MRIH MF +
142:11 M3REAELLIM CKOTE RepH CICOLLH + +
143:6 PAKAENELLN .. BepH Pp'bujmpzx anPu'l'M wo. CMUNTBLTH MONH BEPH ...CMHNTH +
CMARTHLLN REpH CMENTH RepH
143:9 RBCMOA TEEB... MOA | KBNTA BOK ... KBNTA | KBNTb Lie... KBNTS Wie | + +
Te¢BB ROK LiTe
144:4 BBCXBAAUTS ... ABEAYS . BECTH BOPB | AASAT... cn¥iib ABOAN BW ... +
RBZBECTATD crioyNe BW
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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 W pRICbI TROER A¢ A MBNPEAE TaAs A¢ MANA -

90:12 | nora TROm MHTOAPEAE TAAE NHropSAL TBY +

101:6 | ioerh moa WeeAe MBAE 0ACeAE MBAG wed mied
105:26 | pmkam cBom MBHPOYAE CAAE MARNA €A -

108:27 | pmka TRoA MBHPYAE TA MARNA TA -

120:3 | worm TROA® MivopeAe TAAE nHeop¥as Y +

138:5 | pmks TROM MBHPOVAE TAAE MARNA TA +

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 CEAA TROA CATOYAD TBY CATEAE TAAE -
83:11 | & ABOPEXD TBOUXD ... | A KOYPTE TA .. A CATOYAB | A KOYPLHAE TAAE ... A CATEAS

BB C6ABXb PPBLUNHYHXD | NBKBTBLIHAWYE NBKATOLIHAW +
101:7 | n@T RO KAATS A KBHAE CAAE -
115:10 | g ABOpBXD A kEpTE A KOVPLHAE +
118:3 | gz namTexs A KKAA N KBHAE -
121:2 | gz AROpPEXB TROMXD A KOVPTS TA A KOVPLIMAE TAAE +
127:1 | gz naTexs tero A KANE AoyH A KBHAE AOYH A KAAS

+PS AOVH

141:4 | cTbzA Mom KBPPAPE MA KBPAPHAE MBAE +

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 ®
RBCBKOre NAaTH 3aA IS rendered with in the plural in PH as well as PC2: a¢ ToaTB KkaHAe ppane. It
appears, in fact, that in this instance the presence of the qualifier adjective gucraies, each, entire, all,
might have played a role. In ps. 91:3 na raebiea Nows iS rendered in the singular in PH, PS, PC,
PC1 and PCb 4 mwaTta nwants, but in the plural in PV and PC2 n Toate nonuu. Similar is the case
when the quantifier adjective gncs, every, all, is present. The rendering of g¢ atis, 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 s Twatt
suAe, in all days, in PH, PV and PS, and n moaTa 3u, 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.* 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.

4 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, | 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, | 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
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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 | 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, | 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 |
consider worth pursuing after the completion of this dissertation. As | 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 | 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. | 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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