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INTRODUCTION

Sixteenth century psalter texts are amongst the oldest literary evidence in (old)
Romanian which survive today'. Given their biblical content and the period in
which they were produced, they fall within a specific category of textual witnes-
ses: non-original literary texts, which are the result of a word-by-word transla-
tion from what was then considered an authoritative source. Most biblical texts
copied or printed in Romanian in the 16th century are thought to go back to
Slavonic sources, used both for translating and revising religious texts, and the
psalter text is no exception. However, while various textual analyses of the psal-
ter text have been published over the past century (Candrea 1916; Toma 1976;
Ghetie 1982; Mares 1982), it is yet to be understood which redaction of the
psalter text in Church Slavonic was used for translating it into Romanian, how
Slavonic or other textual sources were used during the process of revising the
text in Romanian, and how a genealogical tree, linking all the sources of the
psalter text in Romanian, might look. Taking as a starting point the assumption
that a Slavonic source was the basis of the first translation of the psalter text
into Romanian?, this article focuses on the three above-mentioned issues and
attempts an answer by looking at one specific aspect of textual translation — the
rendering of Greek nominalized infinitives in Church Slavonic and from Church
Slavonic into Romanian.

If so far few studies have faced the issue of drawing the genealogical tree de-
picting the textual tradition of the Romanian psalter text, the Slavonic tradition
has received far more attention. It has been demonstrated that already by the
11th century, that is, by the period from which the oldest surviving Slavonic

I See list of the 16th century psalters in Romanian. The label old Romanian is used here
in continuity with the Romanian scholarly tradition, which distinguishes between an old and a
modern period of Romanian language (Hill, Alboiu 2016: XIV).

2 For a summary: Camara, Ungureanu 2019: 79-82.
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psalter manuscripts are attested, there were at least three distinct varieties of
the texts, to which at least three others were added around the 14th century — an
important period in Slavonic literary history for the substantial editorial work its
religious books were exposed to (MacRobert 1998: 921-927). Today scholars
such as Francis Thomson and Catherine Mary MacRobert distinguish several
redactions, that is, Redactions I and II being attested as early as the 11th century
sources and Redactions III, IV (Norov Psalter as the only textual witness of
this redaction) and V for the material of the later 14th—15th centuries. For the
purpose of the article, it is important to mention that while Redaction I1I became
standard in South Slavonic early printed Psalters, e.g. the Cetinje and Gorazde
Psalters, the East Slavonic printed tradition started from Redaction V (Thomson
1998: 825-826). Additionally, in parallel to this tradition, from an early stage,
translations of commentated Psalters were made as well: the commentaries of
Hesychius (also known as the Pseudo-Athanasian commentary) and of Theo-
doret of Cyrrhus. In less than three centuries, therefore, the processes of transla-
tion and revision which the psalter text underwent resulted in what can be seen
as distinct textual redactions; these, however, are very much interrelated, since
one is the improvement, the correction or simply the alteration of a previous
one, which was considered somehow unsatisfactory. The reasons behind these
changes vary — sometimes they depend on the existing discrepancies between the
original sources, at other times they are 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 as their basis the same text.

One aspect, for example, that caused problems for centuries in Church Slavonic
translations of the Greek psalter text was the treatment of nominalized infinitives,
as MacRobert points in her article (MacRobert 2018). In Greek this involved two
types of structures: the infinitive could be introduced either by a definite article
or by a combination of preposition and definite article. These two patterns are
used in two different syntactic constructions: in the first instance, if the definite
article is in the genitive, a final clause; in the second instance, a circumstantial
subordinate clause. The rendering of these in Church Slavonic changed over
time, together with a change in approach to translation, which ultimately led to
the appearance of various redactions of the Slavonic psalter text between the
10th—15th centuries (Thomson 1998; MacRobert 2008). Indeed, while in the first
redactions preference was given to constructions with finite verbs introduced by
garnerAa in subordinate clauses and by aa for the final clause, from Redaction
IIT on and even more so in Redactions IV and V these are replaced by infinitival
constructions as a literal translation of the Greek. This aspect is quite relevant to
this study, since it can help in understanding which version of the Church Sla-
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vonic psalter was used for the translation into Romanian®. As with the Slavonic
case, the approach to the translation of the psalter text in Romanian was that of
maximum textual faithfulness, i.e., word-by-word translation. Therefore, an as-
pect to take into consideration in studying the translation and revision processes
affecting the tradition of the psalter in Romanian is that of specific grammatical
issues that arise in the passage from a Greek to a Slavonic text and their parallels
in Romanian, such as the treatment of the nominalized infinitive. This is essential
because, on the one hand, it leads to a better understanding of Old Romanian
and to identifying those characteristics that are proper to it, but it also takes into
account the fact that in this context the language is used for translation purposes
and that it is therefore influenced by the source text, and what is more, can point
toward establishing which sources the text has been in contact with.

FINAL CLAUSE
A. Final clauses expressed by an infinitive construction in Church Slavonic

Overall, the final clause in Greek introduced by tod + infinitive is rendered by aa
+ finite verb in Church Slavonic. Nonetheless, there are some textual examples
where from early on Greek infinitives are rendered similarly by bare infinitives
in Church Slavonic, which in Redaction IV add exe before the verb, imitating
the Greek tod. The translation into Old Romanian of these examples follows a
constant pattern, that is, in the Hurmuzaki Psalter they are rendered by infinitival
constructions and in PS, PC1 and PC2 by subjunctive verbs.
1) 30:3 tod oo,

¢anacH RI RIT — imperative; ¢canacrh RIIT* RV exe canacrh RIV;

a Ma ckoate PH — infinitive; crkipeme PS; cnaekipe ms PC1 PC2 PCb —

im perative;
2) 33:14 10D un AoAfjoay

ne raaroAaTH RI RII RIIT; exxe ne raaroaaTH RIV RV,

a rgsi PH — infinitive; ce N8 rppaciks PS ¢b v8 rppacks PC1 PC2 — subjunctive;
3) 33:17 10d é€orebpedoar;

notpssHTH RI RII RIIL; exxe norpssHTH RIV RV

3 All textual examples in Greek and Slavonic analysed in this article have been taken from
MacRobert’s work on the nominalised infinitive (MacRobert 2018: 179—-188). Additionally, this
study focuses mainly on the Hurmuzaki Psalter, the Scheia Psalter, the bilingual psalter printed
by Coresi in 1577, and the edition of c. 1588. Ciobanu and Voronet Psalters have been considered
marginally, mainly because of the many lacunae the Voronet Psalter presents and because Ciobanu
Psalter quite often resembles PC1.

* Correction and additional note from MacRobert — the imperative ¢anach is a variant reading
in RI and is standard in RII. The infinitive ¢canactH, to be added in MacRobert’s article (MacRobert
2018: 182), is more usual in RIII.
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a miggae PH — infinitive; KOVMIIAH  cé PS ksmnae ¢¢ PC1 ¢ ksmnax PC2 —
subjunctive;
4) 36:32 100 Oavatdoat;
oympnTRHTH RI RIT RIIL €xe oympreHTH RV ee O\fcwi:mwl RIV;
A pwwmogpr PH — infinitive; ce wmopsers PS ¢s wmops PC1 PC2 — subjunctive;
5) 36:34 100 KotakAnpovouioat,
NaCABAHTH RI RII RIII; exke NACABAHTH RV; ¢ke NaCABACTRORATH RIV;
a A0BNAH PH — infinitive; ce LHPH PS ¢» uin PC1 ¢ moperepn PC2 — sub-
junctive;
6) 39:9 10D moifjoa;
¢sTROPHTH RI RIIT RV; exe eatrophTH RIT RIV]
a $pave PH — infinitive; ce paks PS ¢» Ppaks PCI — subjunctive; a $pave PC2 —
infinitive;
7) 59:6 100 Quyely;
oy B#aTH RI RII RIIT; exe ovesxarH RIV RV]
a aesna PH — infinitive; ce $psra PS ¢ poyra PCI — subjunctive; PC2 a ckana
— infinitive;
8) 67:19 tod KatacknvdoL;
gBceAHTH RI RII RIII; ¢xke kpceanTH RIV RV,
a e¢oasligH PH — infinitive; the verb is not translated in PS and PC1 PCb;
a H geceAH PC2 — infinitive;
9) 70:3 100 cdoo;
¢anacH RI RII — imperative; ¢anacth RIII RV; exe canactn RIV;
a Ma ckoate PH — infinitive; wn cnyreme PS ensekipe ma PC1 PCb — impera-
tive; a Mma& cnacH PC2 — infinitive;
10) 106:7 t0ob mopevbijval;
gaNHTH RI RII RIII RV ¢xe gannTH RIV;
a NTga PH — infinitive; ce anTpe PS ¢n pnrpe PC1 PC2 PCb — subjunctive.
[All examples from above are missing in PV.]
The regularity with which an infinitival construction in PH is opposed by a sub-
junctival one in PS and PC1 is quite striking, and, since the Slavonic redactions
here have infinitival verbal forms only (except for examples 1 and 9 in RI and
RII, which present a verb in the imperative), it is clear that a final clause with an
infinitive verb in Church Slavonic was rendered either by another infinitive verb
or by subjunctive in Old Romanian. These examples point also to a linguistic
tendency in Old Romanian, which is in development from the 16th century on-
wards: the competition between infinitival and subjunctive constructions, with
the latter taking the place of the former. Consequently, by analysing these exam-
ples, it is possible to formulate three alternative hypotheses:

a. The Hurmuzaki Psalter was influenced by the Church Slavonic version(s) of
the psalter text, to which it was faithful also in terms of syntactic parallelism;
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b. Infinitival constructions of PH indicate a more archaic translation of the Psal-
ter, which in other versions of the text have been replaced by subjunctive
structures — a sign of modernization of the language, as Diaconescu pointed
out in his article (Diaconescu 1965). In this instance PC2 would be an excep-
tion, for although it was printed quite late in the century, in 1588 c., it pre-
sents both subjunctival and infinitival constructions (see examples 6, 7, 8, 9);

c. The infinitival constructions present in PH point either to the attempt which
the copyist/translator made to improve the linguistic register of the text (Hill,
Alboiu 2016: 199), or to the actual linguistic norms of the region where the
scribe/revisor was based — the further north of Danube, the more frequently
infinitival constructions were used (Pana Dindelegan 2016: 242).

As mentioned above, there are two instances in which RI and RII present an

imperative rather than an infinitival construction (see examples 1 and 9). Interes-

tingly, while PH here has an infinitive, as does PC2 in example 9 only, the other

Romanian psalter texts present an imperative. This aspect would suggest that RI

and/or RII might have influenced PS, PC1, PCb and PC2, although in order to be

able to put forward such a hypothesis more textual examples are needed.

B. Final clauses in Redactions I1I, IV and V: change to infinitival constructions

The examples from above, however, are a few instances in which all redactions
of the Psalter in Church Slavonic present an infinitival construction. Commonly
there are differences between the earlier and the revised versions of the Slavonic
text. For examples, those final clauses rendered by aa + finite verbs in Redac-
tions | and II were changed to bare infinitives in Redaction III and V, and to exe
+ 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 PS, PC1, PC2 and PCb on the other.
1) 25:7 tod dkodoat ... dunyncachot;
AJ OVCABILIA ... HCMORBMb RI RII; OVCABILLATH ... MORBAATH RIIT RV; exe
CABILLATH MH ... MoRBAATH RIV;
A ACKOVATA ... & cnovhpe PH — infinitive; ce a8s8 ... wiH ¢ engnito PS b aoyab ...
¢ engw PC1 PC2 — subjunctive;
2) 26:4 1o Bewpely e ... kol émokéntectar;
A 36 ... nocBLpars RIRIL 3p8TH mH ... nocsyiaTh RIITRV; exe 3p5TH MH ...
nocBpaTH RIV;
A MgerH Mic ... & cokoTH PH — infinitive; ce kS8 ... tH ce vagvers PS; ¢b kB3b ..
b vBpveTs PC1 PC2 — subjunctive;
3) 68:24 10D un PAEmE;
AA He RHAATS RI RII; ne gHABTU RIIT RV; e:ve Me saweTH RIV;
a 18 geA 8 PH —infinitive; ce noy gasns PS ¢b 18 ga3s PC1 PC2 PCb — subjunctive;
4) 75:10 100 choot;
Aa csnacers RIRIL; eanacrh RIIRV; exe crictn RIV;
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Missing in PH; ce cnaeseka PS ¢a cnsekeca PC1 PC2 PCb — subjunctive;
5) 79:3 &i¢ 10 oot NUAG;
Aa Nal eanacetun RI RIT; eanactH Nacs RIIT RV g3 exxe canacTH Nac RIV;
ce cicotH MoH PH ce enecerpn non PS ¢a enacerpn won PC1 PC2 PCb — subjunctive;
6) 100:8 tod é€orebpedoat;
Aa notpBeAkR RIRIL; norgsenTH RIIT RVS Hike noTpBeHTH RIV;
ce niepsoy PH ce k898 PS cn ce k8pe PC1 PCb ce niags PV — subjunctive; a k8pa
PC2 — infinitive;
7) 104:22 t0d madedoat ... Gopical;
AX HAVYHTB ... OYMAAPHTD RI; NakageTs ... OMAAIHTD RII; NAOYYHTH ...
OWMAAPHTH RIIL NAKABATH ... 0yMAAPHTH RVS €Ke NAKAZATH ... 8MPBMAAIHTH
RIV;
A ARbUA ... & H pueaenuH PH — infinitive; ce pgbie ... pmanapsees PS op
AEBLUE ... b pmANApEekR PCL PC2 PCb — subjunctive;
8) 104:39 100 gwrticat;
Aa npoceBTHTS RI RIL; npock8THTH RIIT RV €@xe nockBTHTH RIV;
aoymingn PH — simple past; ce agunngse PS ¢p aoymnngse PC1 PCb ¢
aoymHnese PC2 — subjunctive;
9) 105:8 tod yvopicay;
Aa ckakers RI RII; ceasatTH RIIL; no3anaTH RV exe ceasati RIV;
a apppTa PH — infinitive, ‘to show’’; ce cnsnie PS ¢ cnse PC1 PCb ka b ce
cnove PC2 — subjunctive;
10) 105:23 t0od £€odebpedoat o TOVG;
Aa ta notpeats RIRIL norpseHTH RIIN RV, exe norpsHTH RIV;
a H niagae PH - infinitive; ce k8mnaeH PS ¢s k8mnae PC1 PCb ¢» niag3m PC2
— subjunctive;
11) 105:47 t0d €€oporoynoacbar ... 1od €yxavydcbar;
AX HCMORBMB ¢A ... XRAAHMB ¢A RI RIT; HCNORBAATH ¢A ... XRaAHTH ¢ RIII RV;
K€ HCMORBAATH Can ... XRAAHTH ¢A RIV;
KA €& NbI HCMORBAHMB ... & ¢¢ AboyAd PH — subjunctive and infinitive®; ce
HCMORBAHMENB ... ¢& ABOYABMEND PS ¢ Ne HCMoReAHM ... ¢b Ne ABSABML PCI
PC2 PCb - subjunctive;
12) 112:8 tod kabicay,
Aa mocaAHTH RI RIT; nocaaHTH RIIT RV; Hixe nocapaHTH RIV;
¢p nove PH PC2 PCb e noynic PS PCI & noye PV — subjunctive;

5 nokasaTH 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.

6 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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13) 118:173 10D cdoat;

Aa canacers RIRIL; eanacrh RIITRV; exe cricth RIV;

a MA ckoate PH — infinitive; ce crikns me PS ¢n ma cnseseks PC1 PC2 PCb e

cnaekeks PV — subjunctive.
Consequently, since the first examples showed that the infinitival Church Sla-
vonic constructions were rendered in Old Romanian either by a parallel infini-
tival verb or by a subjunctive, the second group of examples add another bit of
information. Here again the pattern is the same, that is, infinitival construction as
a preferred option in PH and subjunctival constructions consistently in PS, PC1,
PCb and often by PC2. This strongly suggests that the original source text had
infinitival constructions in its turn, i.e. that it belonged to Redactions III, IV or V
in Church Slavonic.

C. Final clauses in Redactions IV and V: later introduction of infinitival con-
structions in CS

Consequently, we should turn our attention to those instances where the ver-
bal constructions of final clauses are different in Redactions III, IV and V. The
replacement of finite verbs with infinitives continued during the 14th century,
consequently, by the 15th century all the remaining instances of final clauses
were rendered by infinitival constructions in Redactions IV and V. To a cer-
tain extent, therefore, Redaction III occupied an intermediate place between RI
and I, on the one hand, and RIV and V on the other. The dichotomy present in
the above examples disappears here and cedes place to subjunctival construc-
tions in all Romanian exemplars of the psalter text. The textual examples of this
section will make explicit the person and number of the subjunctival construc-
tions in Romanian for a better comparison with the parallel Slavonic examples.
1) 22:6 10 KOTOKELV pE;
Aa goaceatw ¢ RIRIL RIIL; geearTH MH ¢ RV, ke b mn RIV;
ce moyToy MA PH ce aTg8 PS ¢» pnrgs PC1 — subjunctive, 1% pr. sg.; ¢b e
geceaBeka PC2 — subjunctive, 3™ pr. sg./pl. In this instance, as in example 8,
the Slavonic word is borrowed in Romanian, meaning however to be mar-
ried, rather than to move into, consequently it might be that the translator/
revisor mistook or encountered in its original source the Slavonic word
RECEAHTH CA.
2) 26:4 t0oD KOTOKELV UE;
Aa kHeA RI RID RII; exe swutH mn RV RIV;
ce I8 PH PS PC1 ¢ gieuseccss PC2 — subjunctive, 1% pr. sg.;
3) 35:2 tod auoptdvew;
Aa eprpBiuaeTs RIRIDRIIT earpBuaTh RV; exe eorpsuath RIV;
e n8 rpbuacks PH ce rgewacks PS ¢ rgewnacka PC1 PC2 — subjunctive,
3" pr. sg./pl.;
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4) 35:4 o ayabovay,

AX OYEAAKHTB RI RII RIIT RV; e:xe OVBANKHTH RIV;

e pegrpRse PH ce peprvase PS b Ppepnvhse PC1 PC2— subjunctive,

3" pr. sg./pl.;
5) 38:2 tod un apoaptive;

Aa ne eorpbui(a)a RIRITRITL exe ne corpBuiat (M) RIV RV;

Missing in PH, ce n8 rpewecks PS PC1 ¢ ne rpewecks PC2 — subjunctive,

1% pr. sg.;
6) 66:3 10D yvdval;

Aa no3naems RI RIT RIIL; no3naTH RV exxe no3naTH RIV;

ce koynoatems PH ce ishoatpem PS en koynoatems PC1 PC2 PCb — subjunc-

tive, 1% pr. pl.;
7) 72:28 tob éEayyeihat;

AA Henor®Ma RI RIL a3 BLpA RIIT; RB3RBCTHTH MH RV ¢K¢ H3RBCTHTH MH

RIV;

on engio PH ce cngnis PS e cnoyio PC1 PC2 PCb e engiis — subjunctive, 1% pr. sg.;
8) 93:13 tod mpodvai;

Aa oviporHiuH RIRIT RII oviporTH RV eke oviepoTHTH RIV]

ce peannseH PS caan peamnzewns PH PC1 PC2 pwusamnsen eas PCb —

subjunctive, 2" sg.;
9) 118:37 tod u id¢lv;

AA Ne RHAHTe RI RII RIII; Me RHABTH RV ¢ke Me RHABTH RIV;

ce noy easH PH — subjunctive, 2" pr. sg.?; ce Hoy kass PS ¢b 18 ka3x PC1 PCb

PC2 — subjunctive, 3" pr. sg./pl.

[The examples here analysed are missing in PV.]
From here additional hypotheses can be formulated. It appears from these ex-
amples that PH is not based on Redaction IV or V, otherwise, as previously, the
Church Slavonic infinitive verbs would be expected to be rendered by parallel
infinitival constructions. It emerges, instead, that the subjunctive construction
corresponds perfectly to the Church Slavonic aa + finite verb structure. In these
examples, therefore, the three versions of the Romanian Psalter coincide, 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, IT and
II1, and Redaction I1I in particular, as example 30 shows, where a Romanian verb
conjugated in the st person singular corresponds to a Slavonic verb in the Ist
person singular as well.

All in all, if the three groups of examples are taken together, it will be seen
that Redaction III is the only redaction of the Slavonic psalter text to which the
Romanian versions can be traced back (although the imperatives in Ps.30:3 and
70:3, which are not usual in RIII and yet are rendered as imperatives in Ro-
manian, need further study). Furthermore, it is also evident that the Hurmuzaki
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Psalter, by rendering the final clauses with infinitival verbal constructions, was
imitating a similar construction in the original source.

SUBORDINATE CLAUSE

Another use of the nominalized infinitive in Greek is the circumstantial subordi-
nate clause introduced by a preposition and a definite article in the appropriate
case. In Church Slavonic the Greek construction is rendered in several different
ways: with infinitives, subordinate clauses, verbal nouns and sometimes particip-
ial constructions. Here is a small group of examples where the infinitival Greek
construction is rendered, in all five redactions, by the conjunction gsneraa + an
infinitive verb in Church Slavonic to convey hypothetical situations (MacRobert
2018: 182—183). In Old Romanian these hypothetical situations are expressed
with ksnab + future constructions mainly, even though on some occasions the
Hurmuzaki Psalter presents an infinitival construction and PS and PC2 prefer a
present but also a past periphrastic construction.

A. Subordinate clauses expressed by an infinitive construction in Church Sla-
vonic

1) 9:4 év 1® dnootpapijval;
BBNEMAA BB3RJATHTH CA RI RII RIIT RIV RV;
KBHAN MTOAJYE CA BA PH — future; kaNAS TOAPND (¢ PS kanab ToaTHF ce PC1
— present; PC2 missing;

2) 18:12 év 1d purioccew;
BBNErAA T cnxpanBTH/cXpaNHTH RI RII RIIT RV enxpannTs RII RIV]
KBNAO A€ BA LLHA PH — future; kanAS <j>eg1suje PS kanAb XpBHBLIE PCI1 —
present; kanAb Nb3H R AAe PC2 — future;

3) 50:6 év 1@ kpiveohai oe;
BRBNEFAA T CRAHTH ¢A RI; ¢caanTH TH RII RIII RV; ¢aanTH TH ¢ RIV;
KBNAS RoW LAcka PH — future, 1% pr. sg.; kaHAS RegH oAeka PS PCb knnAb
REJH KOV AEKA PC1 — future, 2™ pr.; KBNAD HKOVACKALLH €& BA PC2 — future, 2"
pr. pl. Interestingly, person and number in PH, PS PCb PC1, and PC2 are
rendered differently across the textual witnesses;

4) 118:7 év 1 pepadnrévor pe;
RBNETAN NAOYYHTH MH CA RI RII RIIT RIV RV;
KBNAS A MA pRBUA PH — infinitive; kanAS8 prBLAL Me¢ PS PCb kBNAL ARBUAH
ma PC1 — imperfect, 15 pr. sg.; kanab prBILA Ma PC2 — infinitive without the
complementizer a;

5) 118:9 év 1@ purhdocoecbor;
BBNEMAA CHXPANHTH RI RII RIIT RIV RV;
KBNAS & HHpB PH — infinitive; KBNAS Ppepr Bps PS kbHAbL pegH BYB PC1PC2
PCb — conditional;
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6) 123:2 év 1® énavaotivol avOpmmovg;

RBNErAA BBCTATH veaorekoms RI RII RIITI RIV RYV;

KBNAS & ¢Ta wmenHAops PH — infinitive; KBNAS CKOYAA €& RPE WAMHNIH PS

KBHAL CK8AX C& Bps wamenin PC1 PC2 PCb — conditional;
7) 123:3 év 1® opyrebijvar;

RBNECAX MPOPNBRATH CA RIRII RIIT RIV RV;

KBNAOY Ce8 Bp8TH MbNia PH — compound past + infinitive (conditional con-

struction) for when they would have enraged; kbHA8 MBHIA c& MBHIA Aop PS

KBNAD MBHNIA €& OVPLIHA AOpb PC1 PCb kBNAL MBHNIA cé OVPLIHA Cripe HOH PC2

— simple past.

[The examples here analysed are missing in PV.]
From these examples it appears that the infinitive constructions in subordinate
clauses were not rendered directly by an infinitive construction from Church
Slavonic into Old Romanian, but readapted to the content of the sentence. The
Church Slavonic conjunction ganeraa is paralleled in Old Romanian by kanab
+ the verbal construction. It is possible to notice that when PC2 departs from the
PC1 interpretations it is closer to PH, as happened on other occasions. Further,
in three instances the Hurmuzaki Psalter presents an infinitival construction (ex-
amples 36, 37, and 38), which bring it even closer to the Slavonic text, although
preference is given to future constructions as well (33, 34, 35). Coresi’s and
Scheia Psalters present instead either a conditional construction with the verb a
vrea in the imperfect followed by an infinitive verb or a verbal construction in
the present’. Consequently, it appears that Slavonic subordinate clauses expressing
counterfactual or hypothetical events with ganeraa + infinitive verb have no
clear parallel in Old Romanian, for they can be expressed with a similar infiniti-
val construction, but also with a future or a conditional one.

B. Subordinate clauses in Redaction III: substitution of finite with infinitive verbs

As happened in the final clause construction, the use of infinitives imitating the
Greek original also expanded in subordinate clauses, especially in the 14th cen-
tury. Redaction III, for example, usually follows the expected subordinate con-
struction (conjunction + finite verb), however, there are three instances where
an infinitive verb is substituted for the finite verbs of Redactions I and II. When
compared to the Romanian Psalters the result varies depending on the conjunc-
tion in use in the clause:
1) 38:2 év1® cvotijval TOV ApapTOAOV;
RBNErAN + RBCTANCTD rpBuibNHKD RIORIT; RBeTATH g "BLLINOMOY RIII RV;
ChCTANARTH [P BLUNTKOV RIV;
KBNAOY & C& CTA MPBLINHYUAOPD PH — infinitive; KBNAbL CKOAAR & MBKATOLUTH
PS PC1 — present; kAL ck8aa ce kA nakaTocsAL PC2 — future construction;

" Examples 37 and 38 in particular. Reference to Zafiu 2016: 23.
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2) 57:10 mpod 10D cvvieval;

NPBKRAE Adke + He pa30vMEBeTE RI RII; ne fA3ONMETH RIII RIV; fA3OHETH RV;
MAHNTE A€ ve Noy ce npevensps PH — circumstantial construction, simple past;
AHNTE A€ ANLLEABLIEE in PS — long infinitive; annte A¢ ve pueatye PC1 annTe
Ae pueasye PCb — infinitive without complementizer @; aHNT¢ NBN& Noy
anueakeepm PC2 — simple past;

3) 89:2 wpd tob Hp1n yevnOival ... Kol TAacOvol TV Y1V Kod iV 0lkovpévnv;
NPBKRAE ANKE T FogBI N BBILA H Ch3AA CA 3EMARA RI RII; rogAMB Né BBITU H
¢B3AATH ¢A 3eMAH RIII RV; NPBKRAE €RE TWPAMD BBITH H Ch3AATH CA 3¢MH RIV;
AHNTE A& ¥E A8 KIWAHH Oy hoviph eH Neve IBMNTOVANY dave ¢a in PH — circum-
stantial construction, past perfect verb and simple past; aHnTe s WATH N8
(138?‘75 LLIH C& c})AIC'b ce NBMBNTSEA PS aHNTE NBNFR KOAH NOv c’)O\WK LLIH CB C& cjmkm
namaNT8AL PC1 PCb — simple past and subjunctive; aHNTe MBNA KOAPH N8
oV WH b ce 3HABeKkA NBMANTEAL PC2 — the first part of the example is the
same, while the second is altered to sa se zideasca, that is again a subjuncti-
val construction but with change in vocabulary.

In 40 the dynamic is quite similar to the ones seen above, that is, the Hurmuzaki

Psalter presents an infinitival construction, which then is rendered with a future

one in PC2 and with a verb in the present in PC1. The other two examples, be-

cause they are introduced by the adverb ainte, translating the Church Slavonic
npkikae, present a different and more complex construction. Ainte — inainte in
modern Romanian, ‘before’ — is grammatically defined as a connector, and is in-
troduced to indicate an idea of posteriority. It can be followed by a complemen-
tizer, conjunction or relative construction (as in 41 with de ce). In 42 we have
two connectors in PC1 and PS, i.e. ainte and pdna, standing for ‘before until

(not)’, which usually are followed by a past or a future construction (Pana Din-

delegan 2016: 494-497). Consequently, beside example 40, which might suggest

an influence of Redaction III, the other two examples are harder to analyse and
relate to the Slavonic constructions.

C. Subordinate clauses in Redaction I'V: substitution of finite with infinitive verbs

If the replacement of finite verbs with infinitive forms in Redactions III is spo-
radic, Redactions IV and V present a substantial and constant introduction of
infinitives, imitating the Greek pattern. Here, for instance, are the places where
this replacement takes place in Redaction IV. Once more, in Old Romanian the
outcome is either a future or a present construction, or structures rendered with
a verb in the simple past.
1) 9:31 év1® avtoVv Katakvpledoal TV TEVATOV;
RBNErAN T+ O AOBABAB BARAETD OVBOrBIMB RIRII RIII - future perfect; O AOABET
RV emoy ovaoatTh RIV;
KBNAS BA RENYE MHLLIEHAO L PH — future; kaNAS8 ReNve MHLLIEHAOPS PS kanAb
gHHLE MHLIEHAL PC1 — present; kanAb peBNKSTH $H RA PC2 — future;
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2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

9)

16:15 év 1® 0O vay;

RBNEFAA + RRHTS MH ¢cA RI RII RIIT RV; meHTH MH ¢a RIV;

KBNAS RH MH ¢A BA PH — future; kanas HeByie mu ce PS, PC1 — present;
ApATA MH c¢ kA PC2 — future;

27:2 év 1@ d6éeclai e;

RBNErAA + MoAR ¢cA RI RIT RIIT RV; moaHTH MH ¢ca RIV;

KBNAS MA JOyTh PH kanaAS forg Me KBTB THY PS knnAb porsg M uic PC1
PC2 — present;

30:23 év 1® kexpayévat,

ganerad + ga3RaXs RI RII RV — aorist/imperfect?; ga3rxs RIIL; gu3rATH Mi
RIV;

KBNAS Kem8 PH kBaNAS Kiems PS kaab kem PC1 PC2 — present;

41:11 év 1@ xotadracat;

RBNErAA + cnkpoviaxa ¢a koctH RTRIT RIIN RV — imperfect; chkpoviiaTh ca
KkocTH RIV;

KBNAOY 3AOBHRA CA WACEAE PH «anaAb PPBHUB & Wacene PS PC1 PC2 —
imperfect;

42:2 év 1® €xONiPewv OV EYOPOV;

RBNEFAX + CATRKANECTD MH BIAI'D RI RII RIIT RV; ¢t&&KATH RpAOY RIV;
KBNAS AOACALIE MH BIBRMALLISAL PH PC2 kBNABL AO0AEALIE MH APAKSAL PS
PC1 — present;

45:3 év 1® tapdoocesbot TV YTV kol petatifecOor dpn;

RBNEPAN T CBMALIACTD CA 3EMAR H MPBAAFAKRTH CA TObI RI RII RIII RV;
CHMALIATH CA 36MHH MPBAAATART CA TOpbI RIV;

KBHAS €6 BA CMENTH MBMT8AL LLIH CA Ropb BBra Koagsin PH — future; knnab
CMHNTBLIE C& MBMANTSAL LIH CkHMBD ¢& NbANPHAE PS PCL knnAbL T8pB8pmce
MBMANTSAL LLH ¢¢ Bara Movhiin PC2 — present;

60:3 év t@® dxndidoal TV Kapdiov;

RBNEMAX + OYNBI CPBALLE RI RII RIII RV — aorist; O\NBITH chT,O\f RIV;

KBHAS MBXHH ¢& ApHMA MA PH knnAL MBxNH ¢ Huema msa PS PC1 PC2 PCb
— simple past;

67:15 év 1® S106TéELEY TOV EMOVPAVIOV PAGIAETS;

RBNEMAA T 9A3ABAHTD NECNBIH u,ﬁ RIRII RIIT RV; fA3CHAATH HEBECHWIOY Ll,é_.A\
RIV;

KBHAS BA AGCTHKA & vegloA8H AnnpaT8A PH — future; kanaAb pnagTe Ac vepro
ANBYALTH CIPHNCh PS PC1 PCb — present; kaNAbL RA Accpave PC2 — future;

10) 91:8 év 1@ dvateiiot TOVG AUOPTOAOVG;
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RBNErFAN + I'I?OSA\BNKLIJA/FI;JOSAEOLLIA\ rpBLUIBNHLLH RI RII RV - aorist;
MPO3ABNATD RIII; NPO3ABNATH I)BLIENHKOMB RIV;

KBNAOY gBehpHpD M BiunHyHH PH — simple past; KBNAS ¢BCBPH ROPL MBKBTOLITH
PS kanAb (BCARPH ROPh MTBKATOLITH PC1 PCb PV — future; kbpNAL KPECKBR
nakaTOWTH — simple past PC2;



11) 105:44 év 1@ adtoV glcakodoL;
H oyeasiua RIRIT RIIT — aorist; RANErAN oveabituate RV — imperfect; ey
oveAsiaTH RIV;
KBNAON €Ab MKO\f}\’TA PH wn AOVSH PS PCb kanAL (TBNKIA LIH) A0V 3H PC1
PC2 — simple past;
12) 118:67 mpo tod pe tomevobijvor;
MPBREE ANKE Ne CBMBIHXD CA RI RII RIIT RV — aorist; NPBKRAE €ke CMBIHTH
¢ MNE RIV;
MAHNTE A€ ¥€ N8 MA CMBPHI0 PH aHnTe nans Hoy CMEPTI0 Me PS aHNTe NBHA N8
emgie ma PC1 PC2 PCb — imperfect;
13) 119:1 év 1 OAiPechai pe;
gpNerAn + kbekppEixs RIRIL; ckpnekxs RIII RV — aorist/imperfect?;
¢bkpBBBTH MH RIV;
KBNANY BBNOVHIO PH kanAS CKPBEIA PS PV kznAB CKPBEIA PC1 PCb PC2 —
imperfect;
14) 125:1 év 1® émotpéyor KOpLov;
RBNEFAN + BB3RJATHTD ri- RT RIT RIT RV; RB3RJATHTH réJ\f RIV;
KBNAO BA ATOAPYE AOMNSAL PH kanAS TEINA BA ANBA PS KkBNABL TEINA BA
Aomngas PC1 PC2 PCb — future;
15) 140:1 &v td xekpayévarl pe;
gBNerAA + BB30RA RI RII RIII RV; gb3biRATH MH RIV;
KBNA0 BOK KEMA PH — future; KBNA0Y KTenoy PS PV ksnab kems PC1 PC2Cb
— present;
16) 141:4 év 1® éxdeinew;
RBNErAA + HUB3aLIe AXs Mon RIRIIRII—imperfect; naveszaer RV; H3TB3ATH
A)??: MoH RIV;
KBNAO €& KOVTIAHA A¢ MeNpe ABOVIOY MTe8 PH KBNAL Nepia A€ Ad MHNE C8PACTEAL
mies PS PC1 PC2 PV PCb — imperfect.
Notably, there are no examples of infinitive constructions, even in the Hur-
muzaki Psalter. There is a correspondence, instead, with the verbal tense pre-
sent in Redaction I, II, III and V. That is, if the Church Slavonic Psalter has
a present construction (being perfective or imperfective), the Old Romanian
translation opts either for a present or a future construction, with the Hurmu-
zaki Psalter having a preference for the latter verb form. On the other hand,
when the verb in Church Slavonic is in the past, the text in Old Romanian
follows it rigorously, rendering it with a past construction as well (47, 50,
53, 54, 55) — usually the Slavonic aorist with a simple past, and the Slavonic
imperfect with a corresponding imperfect in Romanian. As a consequence, it
can be argued that it is unlikely that Redaction IV was used as a source text for
the translation of the Psalter into Old Romanian. Further examples indicating
in particular that Redaction III was the version of reference are 46 and to a
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certain extent 52. In the last example PS, PC1 differ from PH and it seems that
the Hurmuzaki Psalter followed a redaction which presents an aorist rather
than a present form (as does RIII), which then is translated with a simple past
construction in PH. However, it should also be mentioned that the Slavonic
counterpart present in PC1 has ngo3asnawa, which makes us think that some
Slavonic Psalters, although belonging to RIII, in 91:8 may have presented a
past-tense verb construction rather than a present one (such is the case of PC1,
for example).

D. Subordinate clauses in Redactions IV and V: further substitution with infini-
tive verbs

There are some additional instances where finite verbs in subordinate clau-
ses were replaced with infinitive verbal forms in Redaction IV and V. Similar
to the analysis made above of Redaction IV, these examples can indicate
whether Redaction V was used for the translation of the Psalter into Old
Romanian. Additionally, considering the fact that there is a constant cor-
respondence between the Slavonic and the Romanian verbal constructions,
the following is an attempt to study this aspect further, and for this reason
person and number will be indicated for the verbal construction in Romanian
when necessary.

a. Subordinate clause: substitution of past verbs with infinitives in Redactions

IVand V

1) 21:25 v td Kekpayévarl pe;
gaMerAd T RB3BRAXS RI RII RIII RV — aorist/imperfect?; a3nratH mu RIV;
KkBNAOY Kemakw PH kana8 kieman PS kanab keman PC1 PC2 — simple past,
1% pr. sg.;

2) 30:14 v 1@ émovvoydijvar avTovg;
gpNerAa + engaxa ¢a RIRILRII - imperfect; ¢cappath ¢a Hmun RIV RV
KBHANY AA8pa ¢ PH —imperfect; knna8 aa8pn ce PS kpnab aroynags e PCI
PC2 — imperfect, 39 pr. sg./pl.;

3) 41:4 év 1@ Aéyecbai poy;
gaNerAA + raaroaaxs MaNt RI RII RIII — imperfect; raaroaaTH mant RV
FAATOAATH ¢A MBNE RIV;
KBNAS TPBHA Mi¢ PH «ksnAS8 uHyE® Mie PS kanab 30y Mie PC1 PC2 — imper-
fect, 3" pr. sg./pl.%;

8 The final -u, typical of the deletion of the imperfect 3" pr. pl., is not yet established in 16th
century Romanian, consequently the singular and the plural form of the third person are syncretic.
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4) 41:11 év 1® Aéyev awtoVg;

gpHerAA + raaxa RI RIT RII — imperfect; raath Hus RIV RV;

KBNAO PBHA M PH PC2 «ksNAS yHYE MHeH PS kbanNAb 3HYR MHA PC1 —

imperfect, 3" pr. sg./pl.;
5) 80:6 év 1@ £EeABeTV adTOV;

gbNerAA + H3HAE RI RIT RIIT — aorist; H3BITH Moy RIV RV;

kAo en PH kanab ewn PS PC1 PC2 PCb — simple past, 3" pr. sg.;
6) 104:12 &v t® eivar odtovg;

3an¢ + s'kwa RI RII RIII — aorist; BbITH HUB RV RBNerAA BoITH HMB RIV;

Kk ¢ga PH kn ¢pa PS PC1 PCb knnab ¢ga PC2 — imperfect, 3" pr. sg./pl.;
7) 106:6, 13,19, 28 év 1@ OAiBecOat avtoic;

RBNErAA + RBChTAKHWA RI RIT RIII — aorist; ckgpBBTH HMB RIV RV]

KBNAS ThKH(D and KBNAS KHN8H(B for 106:13 PH, kaNA8 TaH:KIA PS KBNAL

TahkHgR PC1 PC2 — simple past, 3 pr. pl.;

[All examples are missing in PV.]
Overall, in all instances the texts in Old Romanian present a past construction,
similar to the Church Slavonic Redactions I, II and III. It has been also argued
that the presence of simple past constructions in the early Old Romanian trans-
lations imitates the aorist tense in Church Slavonic (Rosetti 1986: 523). Even
though it is not possible to claim that there is always a systematic correspon-
dence (see 64) between tenses in the source and target texts (Pand Dindelegan
2016: 35), the interesting aspect to note here is the regularity with which the
Church Slavonic verbs in the pasts are rendered with simple past/imperfect verb
forms in Old Romanian.

b. Subordinate clause: substitution of present verbs with infinitives in RIV and RV
Similarly, there is a correspondence between the Church Slavonic subordinate
clauses in the present and the Old Romanian translations:
1) 13:7 év 1@ émotpéyar KHpLov;

RBNEFAN + RB3RIATHTD & RI RIT RIII RV; BB3RJATHTH r0\7 RIV;

KBNAOY BA PpH & Toagve PH kanab ka Tovgna PS PCI PC2 — future, 34 pr. sg.;
2) 26:2 év1® &yyilew ... kaxoOVTOC;

RBNEPAA + MPHBAHKATD CA 3BAOBOVHRL|IEH RI RII MPHEAHKAAXA CA RIII —

imperfect; npHEAHKATH ¢A 3pA0BovERLIHMB RIV RV

KBNAOY CA ROgb AMPorTia PH — future; kanAb angorie ce PS PC1 — present;

KBNAL AMPOie ce WY PC2 — future.
3) 27:2 év1® pe aipew;

RBNEIAA T RB3ABER/RB3AERAR RI RII RIII; Rp3ABATU MH RIV RV,

KBHAOY ;);J’b,A,'EKo\f PH kaHAD TiMs8 PS kbaNAL BAHKA PC1 PC2 — present;
4) 36:34 év 1@ £€orebpedecat ApopTOAOVG;
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RBNEFAN T NOTPBEATD ¢CA MBLILNHLLH RIRIIRIII; NOTP'BEARNTH CA Ip'BLLINHKOM®
RIV RYV;
KBNAS n'|'Ag,A,e & ROPD I“‘)"BLIJ;NHLI,HH PH kanaAb MegH ROgL nakaToWH PC2 —
future; kBNAS n'l'ega NsKBTOWTH PS KBNAL n'|'e;>|> nakaTowiH PC1 — present;
5) 52:7 év 1@ EmoTpédyar Kupiov;
RBNEMAX T RB3RATHTS Fo/&s RI RIT RITT RV; RB3RJATHTH BO\?‘ RIV;
KBNAS BA NATopve AWMNEAL PH knNAL ATpsNA BA 3e8Ab PC2 — future; knnA8
ToagHn Se8A PS kanAb Toagns 3e8an PC1 PCb — present;
6) 63:2 év 1@ déecbai pe;
RBNErAA + MoAR ¢ RI RII RIIT; moAHTH MH ¢a RIV RV,
KBHAS MA BOK ‘)‘\)O\fl*b‘ PH — future; kana S8 gors mMe PS knnAb gors Ma PC1 PC2
PCb — present;
7) 75:10 év 1® avootijvatl ... Tov 0gov;
RBNEFAX + RBUKJBCNETD &n RI RIT RIII; RncTATH EOCf RIV RV;
PH missing; ianab prie ka PS PC1 PC2 PCb — future;
8) 101:23 év t® ocvvoydijvar Aaovg;
RBNEFAA T CBNBMATD ¢A AWAHE RI; CBBE)ATH CA AOAHE RI RII RIII; CBBYATN
¢ AAems RIV RV,
KBHAOY €& ROPB AAOYHIA WMENPHH PH kBHAS AASNA ce ROpb WAMHNTH PS kBNADL
AASNAce Bogh wamenit PCT PC2 PCb — future;
9) 108:7 év 1® kpivebor adToOV;
RBNEFAN T CRAATH eMoy RI RII RIIL; ¢®AHTH ¢A Moy RIV RV;
KBNAS BA LoAekA PH kKBNADL k8AcKkA BRA A8BH PC2 KBNAS UWACKD ASH PS KBNAL
xsaekm PC1 PCb — present;
10) 108:23 év 1@ ExkAival avTnV;
BBNErAX T ovkAONHTB ¢A RI RII RIII RVS ovikaonHTH ¢ eH RIV;
KBNAY MA gbsHMak PH — simple past; ksnan mpve PS PC1 PC2 PCb —
present;
11) 118:6 év 1@ pe EmpPrénerv;
RBNEFAA + NPH3bYR RIRII RIIT RV; MPH3HPATH MH RIV;
knNA0y npekH PH — infinitive without complementizer or simple past; kpnA8
kaoyT8 PS kanab kagTh PC1 PC2 PCb — present.
If the original Church Slavonic text had infinitival constructions in all these in-
stances (Redaction IV of the Slavonic text), we would not expect to have such a
clear distinction in Old Romanian between past constructions on the one hand,
and present/future on the other, and would expect an outcome similar to what
is found in examples 33 to 39. At this point there should be no doubt about the
fact that there is very little chance of Redactions IV and V having influenced the
translation of the Psalms in Romanian.
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CONCLUSION

The brief analysis provided here contributes to the overall argument that Redac-
tion III was employed for the translation of the psalter text into Old Romanian,
especially if the constructions of the final clause are taken into account. Further,
even though indirectly, it also shows that the later Redactions, IV and V, did not
influence the Romanian text, although further textual research should be done
on the connection between Redaction V and the Romanian 16th century psalter
texts (see example 19).

From the point of view of textual genealogy, the study here presented is not
enough to draw up a diagram linking the various Romanian texts. However,
the punctual differences in rendering precise verbal constructions from Church
Slavonic into Romanian point to the fact that PH on the one hand, and PS, PC1
and PCDb on the other belong to two difference textual traditions. Because these
sources come all from a similar period in time, it is yet to be understood whether
they can be traced back to one, ancestral translation or define two redactions of
the psalter text in Romanian. The behaviour of PC2 is more difficult to deter-
mine, for although most of the time its readings are in line with PS, PC1 and
PCb, sometimes it comes rather close to PH. This also implies that even towards
the end of the 16th century, when many written and printed copies of the psalter
text in Romanian were circulating already, the text was still undergoing revisions
and corrections, and that no version of the text was yet considered authoritative.
However, a further philological study of PC2 in comparison with PH, PC1 and
PS could lead to a better understanding of the textual tradition of the psalter text
in the 16th century.
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NMPEAABAHE HA UHOMHUTUBHUTE KOHCTPYKINU B TEKCTA HA IICAJITHPA:
OT I'PBbLIKM HA CJIABAHCKU U OT CJIABAHCKH HA PYMBHCKH E3UK

(Pe3tome)

CrarmsaTa ce 0OCHOBaBa Ha HampaBeHHs HACKOPO 0T M. MakPoOBpPT TEKCTOMOTHYEH aHAIIN3
Ha HAaUMHWUTE Ha MpEIaBaHe HA IPBLUKNTE CyOCTaHTUBUPAHU WHOUHUTHBU B Pa3INIHU-
TE€ CIaBSHCKM PENAaKINH Ha MCANTUPHUA TeKCT oT XI mo kpas Ha XV B. (MacRobert
2018) u pasmiexna chIIusS MpoOIeM B MCATTHPHU TEKCTOBE OT X VI B. HA PyMBHCKH
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e3uk. MarepuanbsT ce M3MO0J3Ba B MOJAKpENa Ha XUIOTEe3aTa, 4e PyMBHCKaTa TEKCTOBA
TpaJuIMs BB3XOXKJIAa KbM CJAaBSHCKA TakaBa, KOSTO C ToJisiMa BEPOSITHOCT MOXE Jia
ce UACHTU(UIMpPA KaTto TpeTara pemakius Ha [lcantupa. Ha Tasu ocHoBa ce mpaBst
MIPEJIOKEHUS 32 TO-HATATBIIHU U3CIIECIBAHUSI.

Kntouosu oymu: llcantup; cTapopyMbHCKH €3UK; UHPUHATHUBHYU KOHCTpPYKIwH; X VI B.

Koncmanya Bypnaky,
Oxcgopocku ynusepcumem
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